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SENATE 


THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 13, 1951 


The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 


O God and Father of mankind, again 
through sleep and darkness safely 
brought, restored to life and power and 
thought, we face a new day. Wilt Thou 
lift our duty above drudgery. In the 
heat and burden of noonday’s task let 
not our strength fail nor our vision fade. 
Make us patient and considerate one 
with another in the fret and jar of hu- 
man contacts, remembering that even 
in the glare of public gaze each fights 
a hard battle and walks a lonely way. 
Give us, O Lord, a reverence for truth 
wherever it may lead, a deep desire to 
think and speak truly, and a passion to 
hasten the day when the rule of justice 
and righteousness shall engirdle the 
earth. We ask it in the dear Redeemer’s 
name. Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. McFartanp, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Wednes- 
day, September 12, 1951, was dispensed 
with. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Messages in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States submitting 
nominations were communicated to the 
Senate by Mr. Hawks, one of his secre- 
taries. 

COMMITTEE MEETING DURING SENATE 
SESSION 


On request of Mr. Murray, and by 
` unanimous consent, the Subcommittee on 
Health of the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare was authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate today. 
TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that Senators 
may be permitted to make insertions in 
the Recorp and transact other routine 
business, without debate, and that my 
colleague [Mr. HAYDEN] may be permit- 
ted to report certain resolutions from 
the Committee on Rules and Adminis- 
tration. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate the following letters, which were 
referred as indicated: 

SUSPENSION OF DEPORTATION OF ALIENS 

A letter from the Attorney General, trans- 

mitting, pursuant to law, copies of orders 
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of the Commissioner of Immigration and 
Naturalization suspending deportation of 
certain aliens, together with a detailed 
statement of the facts and pertinent pro- 
visions of law as to each alien and the rea- 
sons for ordering such suspension (with ac- 
companying papers); to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

TEMPORARY ADMISSION INTO THE UNITED 

STATES oF CERTAIN ALIENS 

A letter from the Attorney General, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, copies of orders 
granting the temporary admission into the 
United States of certain aliens (with accom- 
panying papers); to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 


REPORTS ON CERTAIN DETERMINATIONS BY 
NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

A letter from the Executive Secretary, Na- 
tional Security Council, Executive Office of 
the President, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
reports on National Security Council deter- 
mination No. 9, certifications received in con- 
nection with section 1302 of the Third Sup- 
plemental Appropriations Act, 1951; National 
Security Council determination No. 10, trade 
between Ireland and the Soviet bloc, and 
National Security Council determination No. 
11, trade between Iceland and the Soviet 
bloc, together with a secret supplement to 
National Security Council determination No. 
11, trade between Iceland and the Soviet 
bloc (with accompanying papers); to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 


STATEHOOD FOR HAWAII—RESOLUTION 
OF HAWAI STATEHOOD COMMIS- 
SION 


Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
present for appropriate reference, and 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the Recorp, a resolution transmitted 
to me by Hon. Samuel W. King, chair- 
man of the Hawaii Statehood Commis- 
sion. It is a resolution adopted by the 
Hawaii Statehood Commission with re- 
spect to the importance of granting 
statehood to the Territory of Hawaii. 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion was ordered to lie on the table and 
to be printed in the Recor», as follows: 


Whereas the extent and influence of com- 
munism in Hawaii has been thoroughly in- 
vestigated by official agencies and commit- 
t es of the United States Government; and 

Whereas the majority report of the Senate 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs 
has praised Hawaii’s actions in dealing with 
communism; the House Un-American Activ- 
ities Committee has asserted that Hawaii 
would be better able to deal with commu- 
nism as a State than as a Territory; and the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation has placed 
the number of Communists in Hawaii at 
a figure far below the national average for 
th. States; and 

Whereas the Governor of Hawali has clearly 
indicated his determination to rid Hawaii 
of any remaining Communist influence; the 
Legislature of Hawaii has enacted stringent 
anti-Communist legislation; the public 
press, political, civic, business, religious, and 
other organizations have vigorously and real- 


istically taken steps to combat communism; 
and 


Whereas anti-Communist testimony ad- 
duced both in Hawaii and more recently in 
Washington has served the useful purpose 
of (1) exposing the extent to which com- 
munism has been of influence in Hawaii, 
and (2) reemphasizing the need for state- 
hood as a means toward completing the 
task of eradicating such Communist influ- 
ence as may still remain; and 

Whereas, despite the findings of congres- 
sional committees, and the record of Ha- 
wali’s efforts to rid itself of Communist in- 
fluence, opponent of statehood continue to 
overemphasize the extent of such influence, 
and to use communism as a principal argu- 
ment against the granting of statehocd: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Hawaii Statehood Com- 
mission unanimously record as its consid- 
ered judgment the belief that Hawaii’s efforts 
to control the insidious spread of commu- 
nism can be better effe. ed under statehood 
than under Territorial status; and be it 

Resolved, That the Hawaii Statehood Com- 
mission urges all supporters of statehood, 
including all political, civic, religious, and 
other groups to (1) continue to use all pos- 
sible media in opposition to any remaining 
Communist influence, and (2) continue to 
support statehood for Hawaii as a means to- 
ward that end; and be it further 

Resolved, That copier of this resolution 
be forwarded to the respective chairmen of 
the Senate and House Committees on In- 
terior and Insular Affairs, the Secretary of 
the Interior, the Governor of Hawaii, and the 
Delegate to Congress from Hawaii. 

SAMUEL W. KING, 
Chairman, Hawaii Statehood 


WISE EXERCISE OF FREEDOM—RESOLU- 
TION OF THE MAINE FEDERATION OF 
WOMEN’S CLUBS 


Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the body of the Recorp a letter I have 
received from Elizabeth D. Payne, cor- 
responding secretary of the Maine Fed- 
eration of Women’s Clubs, setting forth 
a resolution adopted at the annual meet- 
ing of the federation at Poland Springs, 
Maine, in June, on the wise exercise of 
freedom. 

There being no objection, the ietter 
was ordered to be printed in the Record, 
as follows: 

Hon. OWEN BREWSTER, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR: We wish to inform you that 
at the annual meeting of the Maine Federa- 
tion of Women’s Clubs held at Poland Springs 
in June, the following resolution on wise 
exercise of freedom was adopted: 

“Whereas we are living at a time of un- 
precedented danger, not only to the United 
States, but to the whole free world; and 

“Whereas honest differences of opinion 
among political leaders are to be expected 
and are a healthy part of the democratic 
system; but 
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“Whereas political bickering at this time 
of crisis can destroy world confidence in our 
intergrity and our leadership, and irresponsi- 
ble utterances and actions on the part of our 
citizens can weaken morale and seriously 
affect our security: Therefore 

“Resolved, That the Maine Federation of 
Women's Clubs urges the leaders of both 
major political parties and our represent- 
atives in Congress to lay aside personal and 
partisan considerations and let their criti- 
cisms and actions be solely in the national 
interest and be tempered with wisdom and 
judgment; and further 

“Resolved, That the Maine Federation of 
Women’s Clubs urges upon its members the 
need for examining and evaluating all fac- 
tors in a given situation before coming to 
conclusions and giving voice thereto; and 
furthermore be it 

“Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be 
sent to Senators Brewster and Smith, Con- 
gressmen Fellows, Hale, and Nelson, and to 
the President of the United States with per- 
sonal note to Senator Brewster and Con- 
gressman Fellows that this resolution be 
presented on the floor and included in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORT,” 

As you will notice by the resolution, I am 
asking you personally to present this on the 
floor of the Senate and see that it is included 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

Sincerely, 
ELIZABETH D. PAYNE, 
Corresponding Secretary, Maine Fed- 
eration of Women’s Clubs. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 


By Mr. HAYDEN, from the Committee on 
Rules and Administration: 

H. R. 1038. A bill relating to the policing 
of the buildings and grounds of the Smith- 
sonian Institution and its constituent bu- 
reaus; with amendments (Rept. No. 741). 

By Mr. GEORGE, from the Committee on 
Finance: 

H. R. 2745. A bill to amend section 2801 
(c) (1) of the Internal Revenue Code; with- 
out amendment (Rept. No. 742). 

By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, from 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service: 

S. Res. 206. Resolution extending the au- 
thority and increasing the limit of expendi- 
tures for the investigation of personnel needs 
and practices of governmental departments 
and agencies; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 740); and, under the rule, referred to the 
Committee on Rules and Administration. 

By Mr. UNDERWOOD, from the Commit- 
tee on Post Office and Civil Service: 

S. 1411. A bill to authorize the Postmaster 
General to issue duplicate checks without 
requiring bond when checks of the Post 
Office Department are lost while in custody 
of the United States; with amendments 
(Rept. No. 743). 

By Mr. ELLENDER, from the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry: 

H. R. 4475. A bill to amend the Agricul- 
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended; 
with an amendment (Rept. No. 744). 

By Mr. LONG, from the Committee on 
Armed Services: 

S. 234. A bill to authorize the Secretary of 
the Navy to enlarge existing water-supply 
facilities for the San Diego, Calif., area in 
order to insure the existence of an adequate 
water supply for naval installations and de- 
fense production plants in such area; with 
an amendment (Rept. No. 745). 

By Mr. SALTONSTALL, from the Commit- 
tee on Armed Services: 

S. 1994. A bill to authorize the use of the 
incompleted submarine Ulua as a target for 
explosive tests, and for other purposes; with 
an amendment (Rept. No. 746). 
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By Mr. KNOWLAND, from the Committee 
on Armed Services: 

H. R. 4692. A bill to authorize the appoint- 
ment of Joseph F. Carroll as a permanent 
colonel in the Regular Air Force; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 747). 

By Mr. STENNIS, from the Committee on 
Armed Services: 

H. R. 2737. A bill to authorize the reim- 
bursement of certain naval attachés, observ- 


ers, and other officers for certain expenses 
incurred while on authorized missions in 


foreign countries; with an amendment (Rept. 
No. 748). 


ADDITIONAL PERSONNEL FOR COMMIT- 
TEE ON ARMED SERVICES 


Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, from 
the Committee on Rules and Adminis- 
tration, I report favorably with an 
amendment Senate Resolution 202, sub- 
mitted by the Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
RUSSELL] on September 7, 1951, and I 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection to the present consideration of 
the resolution? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
reserving the right to object, will the 
Senator from Arizona explain the resolu- 
tion? It is my understanding that the 
resolution deals with the so-called John- 
son Preparedness Subcommittee of the 
Committee on Armed Services, permit- 
ting employment of an additional 
clerical assistant for an additional 
period. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes, the resolution 
would permit the employment of an ad- 
ditional clerical assistant until January 
31, 1952. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection to the present consideration of 
the resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution, 
which had been reported from the Com- 
mittee on Rules and Administration, 
with an amendment on page 1, line 2, to 
strike out December“ and insert 
“January.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the resolution, as 
amended. 

The resolution, as amended, was 
agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved, That the Committee on Armed 
Services is authorized, until January 31, 
1952, to employ one additional clerical as- 
sistant to be paid from the contingent fund 
of the Senate at the rate of compensation 
to be fixed by the chairman in accordance 
with section 202 (e) of the Legislative Reor- 
ganization Act of 1946, and the provisions of 
Public Law 4, Eightieth Congress, approved 
February 19, 1947. 


PRINTING OF INTERSTATE COMMERCE 
ACT, WITH SUPPLEMENTARY AND RE- 
LATED ACTS (S. DOC. NO. 72) 


Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, from 
the Committee on Rules and Adminis- 
tration, I report favorably without 
amendment Senate Resolution 205, sub- 
mitted by the Senator from Colorado 
[Mr. JoHNson] on September 11, 1951, 
and ask for its immediate consideration. 
It has to do with printing as a Senate 
document the Interstate Commerce Act. 
I might add that we are sure that this 
resolution will pay its way, because there 
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will be a very substantial demand for 
the sale of the document from the Gov- 
ernment Printing Office. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection to the present consideration of 
the resolution? 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion (S. Res. 205) was considered and 
agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved, That there be printed as a Sen- 
ate document the Interstate Commerce Act, 
together with the text of supplementary acts 
and related sections of various other acts, 
and that 2,000 additional copies shall he 
printed, of which 1,000 copies shall be for 
the use of the Senate Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce and 1,000 copies 
for the use of the Senate document room. 


INCREASE IN LIMIT OF EXPENDITURES 
FOR COMMITTEE ON RULES AND 
ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, from 
the Committee on Rules and Administra- 
tion, I report an original resolution, and 
ask for its present consideration, The 
resolution provides for increasing the 
limit of expenditures by the Committee 
on Rules and Administration by $10,000. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolu- 
tion will be read for the information of 
the Senate. 

The resolution (S. Res. 209) was read 
by the legislative clerk, as follows: 

Resolved, That the limit of expenditures 
authorized under Senate Resolution 311, 
Eighty-first Congress, second session, agreed 
to July 27, 1950 (authorizing the expenditure 
of funds and the employment of assistants 
by the Committee on Rules and Adminis- 
tration, or any authorized subcommittee 
thereof, in carrying out the duties imposed 
upon it by subsection (0) (1) (D) of rule 
XXV of the Standing Rules of the Senate), 
is hereby increased by 810,000. 


The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection to the present consideration of 
the resolution? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
reserving the right to object, I should 
appreciate it if the Senator from Arizona 
would explain the resolution. 

Mr. HAYDEN. The funds of the sub- 
committee of the Committee on Rules 
and Administration engaged in investi- 
gating campaign expenditures are run- 
ning low, and the estimate is that an ad- 
ditional $10,000 will be needed between 
now and next January to carry on the 
work. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL, Is that the sub- 
committee which investigated the Mary- 
land-election situation? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. And is now in- 
vestigating other election situations? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes. This sum of 
money is recommended unanimously by 
the members of the subcommittee. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Will this proba- 
bly be the final amount asked for that 
purpose? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I hope so. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, I 
have no objection. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection to the present consideration of 
the resolution? 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion (S. Res. 209) was considered and 
agreed to. 
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INVESTIGATION OF CRIME AND RELATED 
PROBLEMS IN THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 


Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, from 
the Committee on Rules and Adminis- 
tration, I report favorably with amend- 
ments Senate Resolution 136, authoriz- 
ing an investigation of crime and related 
problems in the District of Columbia, 
submitted by the Senator from West 
Virginia [Mr. NEeLY] on May 1, 1951, 
and referred to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. I submit a report 
(No. 739) thereon. The resolution now 
comes from the Committee on Rules and 
Administration with amendments. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection to the present consideration of 
the resolution? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
reserving the right to object, may we 
have an explanation of the resolution? 

Mr. HAYDEN. The resolution was 
submitted by the Senator from West Vir- 
ginia [Mr. Neety], for himself and 
the Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
Case], and referred to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. That com- 
mittee reported the resolution favorably, 
and it was referred to the Committee on 
Rules and Administration. Request was 
made for $50,000 to undertake an in- 
vestigation into crime in the District of 
Columbia. The Committee on Rules and 
Administration has reduced the amount 
to $25,000. The occasion for the reso- 
lution in this statement contained in the 
report of the Committee on Organized 
Crime in Interstate Commerce, which 
recommends in part as follows: 

With regard to the District of Columbia, 
this committee has, on several occasions, re- 
ceived evidence that the city of Washington 
may be a pivotal point for gambling opera- 
tions of considerable size. There is also 
evidence before this committee of wide- 
spread traffic in narcotic drugs within the 
District. The committee therefore strongly 
recommends that an appropriate committee 
of the Senate undertake a thorough investi- 
gation of crime conditions in the District 
of Columbia, including the relationship of 
such conditions to crime in adjoining areas. 


The Committee on Rules and Adminis- 
tration has decided that the Senate Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia is best 
qualified and has complete authority 
under section 134 (a) of the Legislative 
Reorganization Act of 1946 to carry out 
the foregoing recommendation in the 
District of Columbia and elsewhere. 

I might add further that there is also 
pending before the Committee on the 
District of Columbia the Davis bill, House 
bill 4141, to provide for the more effective 
prevention, detection, and punishment of 
crime in the District of Columbia. It was 
represented to our committee that the 
investigation would aid the Committee on 
the District of Columbia in properly pre- 
senting that bill at the beginning of the 
next session of Congress, which is much- 
needed legislation. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. As I under- 
stand, the resolution was unanimously 
recommended by the Committee on the 
District of Columbia, and it was unan- 
imously recommended that the amount 
be reduced to $25,000? 
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Mr. HAYDEN. The resolution was 
unanimously recommended by the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. In 
the Committee on Rules and Administra- 
tion there was some disagreement as to 
whether the Committee on the District 
of Columbia should conduct the investi- 
gation, or whether the Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce Committee should 
conduct it. The committee decided that 
it was best to undertake the investiga- 
tion in the manner provided in the 
resolution. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection to the present consideration of 
the resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ments of the Committee on Rules and 
Administration will be stated. 

The first amendment was, on page 1, 
line 7, after the word“ date“, to insert 
“put not later than January 31, 1952.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 2, 
line 6, after the word “exceed”, to strike 
out “$50,000” and insert “$25,000.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the resolution, as 
amended. 

The resolution, as amended, was 
agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved, That the Senate Committee on 
the District of Columbia, or any duly au- 
thorized subcommittee thereof, is hereby au- 
thorized and directed (1) to conduct a full 
and complete study and investigation with 
respect to crime and related problems, in- 
cluding law enforcement, in the District of 
Columbia; and (2) to report to the Senate 
at the earliest practicable date, but not later 
than January 31, 1952, the results of such 
study and investigation, together with such 
recommendations as to necessary legislation 
it may deem desirable. 

Sec. 2. For the purpose of this resolution, 
the committee, or any duly authorized sub- 
committee thereof, is authorized to employ 
upon a temporary basis such technical, cler- 
ical, and other assistants as it deems advis- 
able, and is authorized, with the consent of 
the head of the department or agency con- 
cerned, to utilize the services, information, 
facilities, and personnel of any of the de- 
partments or agencies of the Government of 
the United States. The expenses of the com- 
mittee under this resolution, which shall not 
exceed $25,000, shall be paid from the con- 
tingent fund of the Senate upon vouchers 
approved by the chairman of the committee, 


BILLS INTRODUCED 


Bills were introduced, read the first 
time and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. CAPEHART: 

S. 2119. A bill for the relief of Claudia 

Tanaka; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. EASTLAND: 

S. 2120. A bill to establish a farm com- 
modity revolving loan fund to restore and to 
develop world trade in agricultural export 
commodities; to the Committee on Agri- 
culture and Forestry. 

By Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska: 

S. 2121. A bill to provide for the relief of 
certain Reserve officers, formerly in the Reg- 
ular Army and Navy and who were appointed 
prior to August 24, 1912, and March 4, 1913, 
respectively; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 
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INCREASED COMPENSATION OF CERTAIN 
FEDERAL EMPLOYEES—AMENDMENT 


Mr. NEELY submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill (S. 622) to increase the basic rates 
of compensation of certain officers and 
employees of the Federal Government, 
and for other purposes, which was or- 
dered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 


SEPARATION OF SUBSIDY FROM AIR-MAIL 
PAY—AMENDMENTS 


Mr. McCARRAN submitted amend- 
ments intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill (S. 436) to provide for the 
separation of subsidy from air-mail pay, 
and for other purposes, which were or- 
dered to lie on the table and to be printed. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado submitted 
amendments intended to be proposed by 
him to Senate bill 436, supra, which were 
ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 


MUTUAL ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1951— 
ADDITIONAL CONFEREES 


Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the names of 
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD], 
and the Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. Bripces] be added as additional 
conferees on the part of the Senate on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
on the amendment of the Senate to the 
bill (H. R. 5113) to maintain the security 
and promote the foreign policy and pro- 
vide for the general welfare of the United 
States by furnishing assistance to 
friendly nations in the interest of inter- 
national peace and security. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection to the request of the Senator 
from Texas? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 


NOTICE OF HEARING ON NOMINATION 
OF WILLIAM BURBRIDGE BROWN TO 
BE CIRCUIT JUDGE OF THE SECOND 
CIRCUIT, CIRCUIT COURTS, TERRITORY 
OF HAWAII 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, on 
behalf of the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary, and in accordance with the rules of 
the committee, I desire to give notice that 
a public hearing has been scheduled for 
Friday, September 21, 1951, at 9:30 a. m., 
in room 424, Senate Office Building, 
upon the nomination of William Bur- 
bridge Brown, of Hawaii, to be circuit 
judge of the Second Circuit, Circuit 
Courts, Territory of Hawaii, vice Cable 
A. Wirtz, resigned. At the indicated 
time and place all persons interested in 
the nomination may make such repre- 
sentations as may be pertinent. The 
subcommittee consists of the Senator 
from Nevada [Mr. McCarran], chair- 
man; the Senator from Washington 
{Mr. Macnuson]; and the Senator from 
Utah [Mr. WaTKINs.] 


ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES, 
ETC., PRINTED IN THE APPENDIX 


On request, and by unanimous consent, 
addresses, editorials, articles, etc., were 
ordered to be printed in the Appendix, 
as follows: : 

By Mr. GREEN: 

An address on the subject Foreign Rela- 

tions and the American Press, delivered by 
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him at the convention of the New England 
Associated Press News Executives’ Associa- 
tion and the New England Association of 
Circulation Managers, at Rangeley, Maine, 
on September 6, 1951. 

By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina: 

Editorial entitled “If Size of Conflict Is To 
Dictate Use of Weapons, the United States 
Invites Defeat,” published in the Septem- 
ber 11, 1951, issue of the Independent of 
Anderson, S. C. 

By Mr. KEM: 

Article entitled Trade Dilemma,” written 
by Ludwell Denny, and published in the 
Washington Daily News of August 30, 1951, 
discussing the problem of allied-iron curtain 
trade. 

By Mr. MOODY: 

Editorial from the Washington Star of 
September 13, 1951, discussing the retire- 
ment of Gen. George C. Marshall as Secre- 
tary of Defense and the appointment of 
Robert A. Lovett. 

By Mr. MAYBANK: 

Article entitled “Summerall Took Over as 
Head of The Citadel 20 Years Ago,” published 
in the Charleston News and Courier. 

By Mr. MUNDT: 

Address entitled “The Murder of a Candi- 
date,” delivered by Donald R. Richberg at 
annual meeting of the Manufacturers Asso- 
ciation of Connecticut, at New Haven, Conn., 
on September 11, 1951. 


TUTTLE CREEK DAM, KANS. 


Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, I have 
had a great many letters from the citi- 
zens of Kansas opposing the proposed 
Tuttle Creek Dam in that State. Many 
of these people would be flooded out of 
their holdings by the dam. There is 
always opposition to a reservoir from 
people who will be directly affected. In 
every instance I have great sympathy for 
them. In some instances, however, the 
greater good to be accomplished requires 
that the project be approved and that 
work proceed. I have been convinced, 
however, in the case of the proposed 
Tuttle Creek Dam, that a better solu- 
tion can be accomplished than the one 
offered by the construction of this proj- 
ect. A professor of hydraulics at Kansas 
State College, who is a member of the 
Governor’s Water Advisory Committee, 
has publicly stated that headwater strue- 
tures would better meet the needs of 
the situation, and would, at the same 
time, protect the entire valley without 
flooding thousands of acres of fertile 
land within the valley in order to pro- 
tect a fraction of it. 

I am equally convinced that the Con- 
gress as a whole has insufficient infor- 
mation upon which to pronounce a death 
sentence for the farmers in the Tuttle 
Creek Reservoir area. Although we have 
been advised by two outstanding national 
commissions that Missouri Basin plan- 
ning is deplorable, and by dozens of in- 
dependent studies of the basin, Congress 
has not, through any of its committees, 
given the people of the basin and experts 
in the basin an opportunity to be heard 
on the Pick and Sloan plans, 

Some time ago I inserted in the Con- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD an editorial from the 


Overbrook (Kans.) Citizen exposing the 


nature of the Big Sham Show in Kansas 
City staged by the Army engineers and 
their friends. I now ask consent to have 
printed as a part of my remarks at this 
point another editorial from the same 
newspaper which describes the visit of 
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a group of the 20 members of the House 
Public Works Committee to the Kansas 
area as a Henry Wallace tour for visit- 
ing Congressmen. The editor was re- 
ferring, of course, to the Russian style 
of personally conducted tours, carefully 
avoiding any contact with the people. 

I want to announce right now that 
I shall oppose appropriations for any 
new starts by the Army engineers in 
the Missouri River Basin, and particu- 
larly any request to start Tuttle Creek 
Dam, until this Congress discharges its 
responsibility to fully investigate the 
soundness of all these proposals before 
such appropriations are made. 

I recently received an article from 
Prof. Henry C. Hart, of the University 
of Wisconsin, entitled Legislative Abdi- 
cation in Regional Development.” This 
seemed to me an excellent caption. 
Citizens and newspapers throughout the 
length and breadth of this land, as weil 
as official commissions and agencies, are 
aroused over the wastes and the inade- 
quacies of our river-basin works, but 
up to date Congress has done nothing to 
implement either the Hoover Commission 
report or the National Water Policy 
Commission report, or to take cognizance 
of the protests of affected citizens in the 
Missouri Basin. 

I wish to quote from just one of scores 
of letters I have received from Kansas. 
This is from Mr. Paul L. Jameson, of 
Garrison, Kans. He writes me: 

I can assure you that since the flood that 
there has not been a single hearing held 
before investigating Congressmen in Kansas 
in which the opponents of Pick-Sloan had 
a fair chance to express themselves. 


Mr. Jameson endorsed the editorial 
from the Overbrook Citizen, which I have 
just included in the Recorp, and urged 
that I also read an editorial entitled 
“Ulterior Motives” in the August issue of 
the Kansas Farm Bureau News. A great 
many of the persons writing me—I 
should say at least half of them—have 
protested against the adroitly managed 
meetings and the carefully conducted 
tours which have passed by the rank and 
file of citizens whose farms are destroyed 
and homes are flooded out when catas- 
trophe strikes. 


There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


A Henry WALLACE TOUR FOR VISITING 
CONGRESSMEN 


It isn’t necessary to look as far as Wash- 
ington to see evidence of unmoral practices 
in government. There are plenty of symp- 
toms right here in Kansas. This week 20 
members of the House Public Works Com- 
mittee were given a look and a listen about 
the great flood in something the same way 
that Henry Wallace was given his notorious 
tour through Russia, 

Henry saw a staged panorama of prosperity 
and contentment where poverty and bestial 
cruelty existed. The House committee, 
taken in tow by Goy. Ed Arn and company, 
met and heard testimony from the leading 
advocates of Pick dams in a State that is 
beginning to seethe with outrage over the 
strong-arm tactics being used to squelch the 
considerable opposition to an unqualified 
Pick plan. 

The big sham-show in Kansas City didn’t 
surprise anyone especially. But for Kansas 
people to be treated so undemocratically by 


SEPTEMBER 13 


their own public servants in their own 
State capital building—that is alarming, 
indeed. 

The rawness of the proceedings was plain 
for all to see, with the possible exception of 
the visiting dignitaries. Congressman 
Myron GEORGE, of the Third Congressional 
District, presided at the hearing and from 
some source he had been supplied a list of 
names to call on for testimony. In his open- 
ing talk GEORGE stated there was to be no 
consideration of methods of flood control, 
and if he believed that then he was victim- 
ized along with a lot of other Kansans. The 
parade of picked speakers was marvelous to 
behold, veteran Pick-Sloan champions, polit- 
ical dependables, lawyers, among which 
group were several would-be orators—all 
plugged in heavily for the Pick plan. One 
young hopeful even went so far as to tail 
off his flight of oratory with a bit of poetry. 

Political power and arrogance brazened 
out the show and democracy in Kansas was 
trampled into the debris and mud left in 
the wake of the great flood. As one Jayhawk 
citizen, this writer apologizes to the dis- 
tinguished visitors of the House committee 
and offers affirmation that the majority of 
Kansas people are fair-minded, patriotic cit- 
izens, who would neither stoop to such tac- 
tics, nor condone them if they knew of the 
happening. 

In the meantime the powers that be, 
through control of politics and daily press, 
are managing to put across their rape of the 
rural areas of the State. Monopoly control of 
expressed opinion is nearly air tight and Con- 
gress in Washington cannot be blamed if it 
falsely concludes that the whole of Missouri 
and Kansas demand the Pick plan. 

Representative CLIFFORD Davis asked those 
who weren't heard to file their statements 
with the committee and affiant, who was to 
speak for Osage County in the Marais des 
Cygnes Valley, intends to put this account 
on the records. 

Our doubts of the wisdom of the Pick plan 

are several and as yet unanswered, and doubt 
is further increased by the unethical and 
undemocratic methods being used to promote 
the plan in this area. Common sense and 
logic are able to stand challenge and 
engineering should be able to do the same, 
The fact that such great efforts have been 
made to suppress all challenge, of itself, gives 
the Pick program a fishy smell. 
To the honorable CLIFFORD Davis we sub- 
mit the fact that engineering departments of 
Kansas University and Kansas State College 
and the head of the geological department 
of Missouri University have all branded the 
Pick plan as unsound. The Kansas Farm 
Bureau, in a release dated August 4, speaks 
of “an almost hysterical attempt by several 
metropolitan papers and a few smaller 
papers to railroad passage of the Pick-Sloan 
plan“. The organization says that “before 
any more large dams and reservoirs are con- 
structed in Kansas, we ask for a comlete 
soil conservation program, including deten- 
tion dams, on one watershed in Kansas.” 

We further request the House committee 
to review the Hoover Committee’s report 
which condemned the Pick plan. We would 
strongly urge an- investigation of upstream 
deltation behind existing big dams. There is 
some evidence that this insidious process re- 
sults in the dams actually causing floods. 
If this is so, then the Pick plan sells out the 
farmers on the upland streams for the pro- 
tection of city areas. And, finally, doesn't 
protect anyone or anything. 

We further submit our conviction that 
the semblance of demand for the Pick-Sloan 
plan from Kansas is artificially created and 
that a little unescorted investigation 
would reveal a great demand for an inter- 
agency planned program of flood control 
utilizing all methods, soil conservation, 
erosion control, retarding dams on the up- 
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per watersheds, large dry dams where feas- 
ible, and the Pick-type reservoirs in loca- 
tions naturally adapted to such, like Kanop- 
olis in Kansas, 

We deplore the fact that Kansas Congress- 
men have been put on the spot by the 
bulldozer drive originating in Kansas City 
for the Pick plant. Unless our Senators and 
Representatives are able to see through the 
iron curtain of propaganda they may vote out 
of accordance with the desires of their con- 
stituents and find their political careers 
jeo; 5 
All this we respectfully submit to the 
House Public Works Committee and to all 
Kansans who may happen to read this edi- 
torial. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUST 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Snader, its assistant 
reading clerk, announced that the House 
had severally agreed to the amendment 
of the Senate to the following bills of the 
House: 

H. R. 725. An act to confer jurisdiction on 


the Court of Claims of the United States to 


hear, determine, and render judgment upon 
the claim of the Hawaiian Airlines, Ltd.; 

H. R. 857. An act for the relief of Mrs. Rose 
A. Mongrain; 

H. R. 2276. An act for the relief of Mary 
Jane Sherman; and 

H. R. 4014. An act to amend section 3121 of 
the Internal Revenue Code, 


The message also announced that the 
House had disagreed to the amendments 
of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 4740) 
making appropriations for the Depart- 
ments of State, Justice, Commerce, and 
the judiciary, for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1952, and for other purposes; 
agreed to the conference asked by the 
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon, and that Mr. 
Rooney, Mr. FLOOD, Mr. Preston, Mr. 
MARSHALL, Mr. CANNON, Mr. STEFAN, Mr, 
CLEVENGER, and Mr. TABER were appoint- 
ed managers on the part of the House 
at the conference. 


DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO- 
PRIATIONS, 1952 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 5054) making appro- 
priations for the National Security 
Council, the National Security Resources 
Board, and for military functions ad- 
ministered by the Department of De- 
fense for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1952, and for other purposes. - 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
is on agreeing to the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Illinois [Mr. Douc- 
Las], which has been stated, but for 
the information of the Senate it will be 
stated again. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. Under the 
heading Ordnance and facilities,“ on 
page 41, at the end of line 17, it is pro- 
posed to strike out 81,335,668, 000 and 
insert 81,320, 468.000.“ 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I suggest the 
absence of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
feels that under the unanimous-consent 
agreement there should be some dispo- 
sition of the time consumed by the quo- 
rum call, Is it desired that it be charged 
equally to both sides? 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that it be 
charged to neither side. 
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The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 

The Secretary will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Aiken Hayden McMahon 
Bennett Hendrickson Millikin 
Benton Hennings Monroney 
Brewster Hickenlooper Moody 
Bricker in orse 
Butler, Md. Hoey Mundt 
Butler, Nebr. Holand Murray 

ain Humphrey Neely 
Capehart Hunt Nixon 
Carlson Ives O'Mahoney 
Case Jenner Pastore 
Clements Johnson, Colo. Robertson 
Connally Johnson, Tex. Russell 
Cordon Johnston, S. C. Saltonstall 
Dirksen Kem Schoeppel 
Douglas Kerr Smathers 
Duf Kilgore Smith, Maine 
Dworshak Knowland Smith, N. J. 
Eastland Langer Smith, N.C. 
Ecton Stennis 
Ellender Long Taft 
Ferguson Martin Thye 
Flanders Maybank Underwood 
Frear McCarran Watkins 
Pulbright McCarthy Welker 
George McClellan Wiliams 
Gillette McFarland Young 
Green Ke 


Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON] is absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

The Senator from Virginia IMr. 
Byrp], the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. CHavez}], the Senator from Ten- 
nessee [Mr. KEFAUVER], the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. Macnuson], the Sena- 
tor from Maryland [Mr. O’Conor], and 
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARK- 
MAN] are absent on official business. 

Mr.SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
Lobo! is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. BRIDGES] and the Senator from Ne- 
vada [Mr. MALONE] are absent on official 
business. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. Tosey] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
Wuerry] and the Senator from Wiscon- 
sin [Mr. WI EVI are necessarily absent. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum 
is present. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Sena- 
tor from Illinois, on page 41, line 17. 
Debate of 30 minutes on the amendment 
is in order. The time is equally divided 
between the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
DovcLas] and the Senator from Wyo- 
ming [Mr. O’Manongey]. The Senator 
from Illinois is recognized for 15 min- 
utes, or so much of that time as he may 
wish to use. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, the 
pending amendment, which is.on page 
41, line 17, of the bill and proposes to 
decrease the appropriation from $1,335,- 
668,000 to $1,320,468,000 has been re- 
drafted by me overnight, in order to 
make clear that the reduction is in- 
tended to apply only to the “procure- 
ment of plant equipment, appliances, 
and machine tools, and the installation 
thereof in naval or private plants.” I 
have taken this wording directly from 


the language in the bill itself, on page 


41, lines 13 to 15, which describe the pro- 
gram I have in mind. The formal text 
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of the changed amendment will be on 
the desk of the clerk in a moment. 

I wish to make it clear that the 
amendment does not apply to the ap- 
propriation for ordnance and facilities 
asa whole. It does apply to the specific 
item for which the budget request, ac- 
cording to page 1265 of the House hear- 
ings, is $152,000,000 for machinery to be 
furnished to private concerns, which I 
am proposing to reduce to $136,800,000, 
thus making a cut of approximately 10 
percent. Thus the reduction would 
amount to $15,200,000. 

This proposal was argued by me late 
yesterday, and the present amendment 
raises no new principle. Therefore I do 
not wish to expand the argument, but 
merely to point out that we are granting 
$9,500,000,000 of tax amortization and 
loan guaranties for plant expansion and 
are providing also an appropriation of 
$3,000,000,000 for plant equipment and 
machinery, which will be turned over to 
private industry for use, although the 
Government will retain title at least for 
the time being. With the doubtful fate 
attending such equipment after the war, 
judging from our experience after World 
War II, I believe this amount could with 
propriety be reduced by 10 percent, par- 
ticularly in view of the fact that we have 
also appropriated $1,100,000,000 to the 
Army for this purpose for fiscal year 1951, 
that only $150,000,000 of that amount was 
spent during the past year, that only 
about $500,000,000 is intended to be 
spent during the current year, and that 
even at the end of fiscal year 1952 we 
will have a residual amount under this 
former appropriation of approximately 
$500,000,000, if it can be constitutionally 
employed. The Senator from Florida 
very ably raised the point yesterday that 
the Constitution forbids a military ap- 
propriation to extend for more than 2 
years. 

In view of all these facts it does not 
seem to me that the national defense 
would be endangered by this proposed 10- 
percent cut in the amount provided for 
the purchase by the Government of in- 
dustrial equipment and its use by private 
industry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Will the 
Senator from Illinois send his modified 
amendment to the desk? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT, The amend- 
ment as modified will be read. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 41, in 
line 17, it is proposed to strike out “$1,- 
335,668,000” and insert in lieu thereof 
“$1,320,468,000 (of which not more than 
$136,800,000 shall be available for pro- 
curement of plant equipment, appliances 
and machine tools, and installation 
thereof in naval or private plants) .” 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Wyoming is recognized in opposi- 
tion to the amendment as modified. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Illinois showed me the text 
of the changed or modified amendment 
which he now offers. Of course it makes 
much more clear what is proposed to be 
done by means of the amendment. 

As the amendment now reads, as it has 
been modified, and as the Senator from 
Illinois has correctly stated, it provides 


11220 


that not more than $136,800,000 shall be 
available for procurement of plant 
equipment, appliances, and machine 
tools, and installation thereof in naval 
or private plants.” 

The justification for industrial mo- 
bilization, as contained in the budget 
estimate, carries $515,000 for reserve 
plants, $5,343,000 for machine tools and 
production equipment, $15,200,000 for 
industrial preparedness measures, and 
$500,000 for interdepartmental plan- 
ning. Therefore, it appears that the to- 
tal for industrial preparedness measures 
and machine tools is $20,543,000, and 
the industrial preparedness measures are 
exactly $15,200,000, which is the precise 
amount of the reduction proposed to be 
made effective by means of the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Illinois. 

The Senator should know that this 
whole item for ordnance and facilities 
applies to the reworking of guns and the 
reworking of ammunition and the prep- 
aration of materials which presently are 
being used in the Korean war. It applies 
to the reworking of torpedoes, bombs, 
guns, and so forth, for ships and aircraft 
of the Navy, and the reworking of stored 
ammunition, to assure its safe handling. 
Quantities are not planned for procure- 
ment in excessive amounts. The con- 
sumption rates are based on peacetime 
use and fleet action in Korea since the 
first of July. The current operation is 
reducing the stock. For this purpose it 
is essential to carry on the purchase of 
machine tools and industrial mobiliza- 
tion. 

I fear that instead of making a mere 
10 percent cut in the entire item, the 
modified amendment of the Senator from 
Illinois would have the effect, if adopted, 
of eliminating the entire amount pro- 
posed for industrial mobilization. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me for a moment? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Certainly. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Ido not wish to pro- 
long this discussion, but I think the Sen- 
ator from Wyoming has misunderstood 
the specific clause of this appropriation 
to which my amendment is directed. He 
speaks as though it were directed to the 
appropriation for industrial mobiliza- 
tion, which is a relatively small one, 
whereas the amendment as modified is 
directed to the procurement of plant 
equipment, appliances, and machine 
tools, and installation thereof in naval or 
private plants. The latter provision 
appears on lines 12 to 15, three lines 
above the words “industrial mobiliza- 
tion,“ on page 41. 

On page 1265 of the House hearings on 
the Navy budget, this item is listed as 
$152,000,000, requested for the program 
of purchasing equipment and tools for 
ordnance and facilities. 

So my proposal is for a cut of 10 per- 
cent of that amount, or a cut of $15,200,- 
000; which leaves $136,800,000 which I 
mentioned. 

I say this in order that the Senator 
from Wyoming will not think me quite so 
foolish as to try to reduce an appropria- 
tion by more than the total amount of 
the appropriation. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Then, Mr. Presi- 
dent, to take the point the Senator from 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


Illinois now has made, let me say that 
we are dealing with the various items in 
this general sum. There is a small 
amount for research and development. 
There is $881,000,000 for the procurement 
of ordnance and ammunition. That is 
why I was referring to the fact that the 
supply of ammunition going to Korea is 
covered by this precise amendment. 

Then there is the maintenance of 
ordnance and ammunition, $150,000,000; 
improvements and alterations to facili- 
ties, $87,000,000; cataloging; and then 
there is industrial mobilization, which 
the Senator says he does not wish to dis- 
turb; and then there is the Naval Re- 
serve. 

It seems to me to be clear that if the 
Senator from IIlinois is not proposing 
that the cut apply to the item for indus- 
trial mobilization and the purchase of 
machine tools, he must necessarily be 
proposing the cut in the item for the pro- 
curement of ordnance and ammunition 
and the maintenance of ordnance and 
ammunition. 

In the face of the fact that we have 
consumed great quantities of ammuni- 
tion and guns in the Korean War, and 
that guns have to be repaired, I think 
the amendment should be rejected. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield briefly to me? 

Mr. O'’MAHONEY. Yes, indeed. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Three facts 
which I think should be emphasized 
were either brought out very clearly in 
the course of the hearings which I was 
able to attend or are apparent to me 
from my previous knowledge of naval 
operations, including naval aviation. 

One was that the Navy has gradually 
been using up the surplus remaining 
from World War II, particularly as ap- 
plied to ordnance and ammunition and 
materials, and before this year those 
items were almost exhausted; the Navy 
was almost down to bedrock, so far as 
those items were concerned. 

The second fact is that one of the 
great shortages we are facing is a short- 
age in machine tools. The machine-tool 
industry has been cut down enormously 
since World War II, and it has been dif- 
ficult to build it up again. 

The third fact is that new forms of 
ordnance and new forms of weapons are 
being developed. They constitute 
marked improvements over the ordnance 
and weapons available in World War II. 
For example, I might refer to the bazoo- 
kas, which require new machine tools, 
new facilities, and a change from the fa- 
cilities used in World War II. 

All three of those basic facts relate 
definitely to this appropriation item. 

Let me ask the Senator from Wyoming 
whether it is true that the House cut 
this appropriation item quite material- 
ly, in an amount in excess of $12,000,- 
000 below the budget estimate, and that 
cut has not been replaced by the Senate 
committee. 

Mr. O'’MAHONEY. The Senator from 
Massachusetts is quite correct, and I am 
very grateful for the statement he has 
made. 

Mr. President, the fact of the matter 
is clearly that this appropriation deals 
with the guns and the ammunition we 
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are consuming in Korea. The purpose 
of the appropriation is to maintain our 
inventory of guns and ammunition so 
that we shall be ready in the case of an 
emergency. 

Finally, Mr. President, I wish to say 
to my friend, the Senator from Illinois, 
that the same question that is in his 
mind was in my mind during the hear- 
ings. I questioned all the armed serv- 
ices about the funds which would be 
expended for installation of equipment 
in private plants. I was not particular- 
ly concerned about public plants, be- 
caus? I felt that they were in a different 
category, and I went into that at great 
length. I came to the conclusion that 
the place to correct any difficulty which 
might arise would be in the renegotia- 
tion, and I satisfied myself that all con- 
tracts for the installation of this equip- 
ment in private plants would be subject 
to renegotiation. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I may say to my 
good friend from Wyoming that I cer- 
tainly do not wish to set myself up as 
an equal authority with him, because 
his experience and knowledge of this 
matter are much greater than my own. 
But, in the old days, when I used to play 
football, I always felt that it was unsafe 
to rely exclusively upon the safety man 
to tackle an opponent who was running 
with the ball, but that it was well for 
the humble lineman to try to get at the 
interference and, if possible; himself, 
tackle the runner, rather than let the 
latter sweep through upon the safety 
man, 

It is precisely that reasoning which 
makes me feel that it might be very ad- 
vantageous for the Congress to restrict 
the appropriations, rather than to de- 
pend upon the Renegotiation Act; which 
J fear, will be a very frail reed, indeed, 
with which to protect the general pub- 
lic, judging from the way in which it 
emerged from the floor of this body. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, 
using the analogy of the Senator from 
Illinois, I hope that in this instance the 
linemen will not use on the Navy a 
mouse-trap play. The Appropriations 
Committee and the Armed Services 
Committee are going to watch all the 
expenditure of these appropriations, and 
I can assure the Senator that the vigi- 
lance of these committees will not be 
relaxed, and that we shall see to it that 
renegotiation does take place. I hope 
that the amendment will not be agreed 
to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
of the Senator from Illinois [Mr. Douc- 
Las], as modified. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. There is an- 
other amendment which has been of- 
fered by the Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I 
should like to call up the amendment on 
page 47, line 9. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 
will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 47, 
line 9, it is proposed to strike 83,215. 
800,000” and insert in lieu thereof 83, 
104,850,000 (of which not more than 
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$998,547,300 shall be available for proj- 
ect 131, ‘Industrial machinery, equip- 
ment, and facilities’) .” 

Mr, DOUGLAS. Mr. President, this 
is an amendment which is identical with 
the preceding three, but which is di- 
rected to the Air Force, rather than to 
the Navy. The Senator from Massa- 
chusetts, if I understood him correctly, 
implied yesterday that he thought the 
case was stronger for such an amend- 
ment, as applied to the Air Force, than 
as applied to the Navy. 

Mr. President, I have gone over the 
record of the hearings of the House com- 
mittee, and it is quite apparent that the 
Air Force is turning over enormous 
amounts of equipment to certain indus- 
trial concerns. The material to which 
I now refer is classified. I believe the 
contracts have not yet been entered into, 
but they have been programed. I would 
like to read some of the total figures, 
which are truly enormous. Here is one 
company which is to have turned over 
to it $215,980,000 worth of equipment, 
though the same company has already 
received $126,741,000 of accelerated tax 
amortization certificates. Another com- 
pany is going to get $146,450,000 worth 
of equipment, although it is also receiv- 
ing, in addition, $76,079,000 in tax amor- 
tization. There is a third company, 
which has at present no tax amortiza- 
tion, but which is getting $146,000,000 
worth of equipment. If we combine 
those three figures, we find, very roughly, 
that they total $507,000,000 worth of 
equipment which is being turned over 
to three industrial giants, whose re- 
sources, in their own right, are already 
enormous, and who are getting well over 
$200,000,000 of tax amortization. 

In addition to that, there is another 
company which is to get $59,000,000 
worth of equipment; another company, 
$50,000,000 worth of equipment; still an- 
other company, $34,440,000 worth of 
equipment; another company, $17,000,- 
000 worth of equipment; another, $6,- 
000,000 worth of equipment; still an- 
other, $4,900,000 worth of equipment; 
another company, $1,475,000 worth of 
equipment. Ihave looked up the records 
in the NPA and DPA and I find that with 
one exception, all of these firms are 
also getting substantial sums of tax 
amorization. 

The Air Force is planning to buy over 
$1,100,000,000 worth of equipment for 
these concerns, I admit that some of 
this program is probably justified, and I 
want to emphasize the fact that I am not 
proposing eliminating this program en- 
tirely, but am leaving 90 percent of it. 
But a great deal of the machinery will 
be available for peacetime use after 
the war. It will be installed, however, 
in the plants of these companies; it will 
be very costly for the Government to 
remove and store this equipment, par- 
ticularly in the case of the heavy presses, 
and, if the experience of the last war is 
any guide, much of this equipment will 
once again be sold at bargain-basement 
rates to the companies in whose plants 
it will have been installed. I should 
also like to point out that $235,000,000 
of this $1,100,000,000 asked for by the 
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Air Force is at present unprogramed. 
Those who will expend the money do not 
know what they are going to do with it, 
or where it is going to go. i 

My proposal is very modest. It is to 
reduce this item by 10 percent, just as 
the Army figures were reduced by the 
House. 

I think the Senator from Massachu- 
setts may have been unintentionally in 
error when he said that a 10-percent cut 
had been applied to the Navy. My un- 
derstanding is that the 10-percent cut 
on the installation of equipment had 
been applied by the House only to the 
Army; the Navy and the Air Force were 
exempt from the 10-percent cut. By de- 
feating my three previous amendments, 
the Senate has now continued the full 
appropriation for the Navy, and my 
present amendment proposes to reduce 
the appropriation for the Air Force by 
10 percent. 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Montana. 

Mr. MURRAY. I should like to in- 
quire whether any study has been made 
to determine whether small manufac- 
turing concerns, or comparatively small 
concerns, compared to the large organ- 
izations to which the Senator has re- 
ferred, could be utilized in this program, 
instead of concentrating the work in the 
hands of the larger institutions, It 
seems to me that many of the small 
manufacturing concerns are going to 
find increasing difficulty in getting ma- 
terials with which to continue in civil- 
ian production, and there should be 
some effort to utilize them in the war 
program. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I quite agree with 
the Senator from Montana, but I should 
like to point out that almost half of this 
$1,100,000,000 for which the Air Force 
is asking is to go to three concerns, that 
virtually 60 percent will go to five con- 
cerns, and that $235,000,000, or about 
20 percent, which is still unprogramed 
may also go to the large concerns. So 
that this purchase of equipment is de- 
signed primarily to build up still further 
the capital equipment of the industrial 
giants of the country, and presumably 
a large proportion of the equipment will 
be available and useful after the war. 
This is being done while much of the 
productive capacity of small concerns re- 
mains idle. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
think the statements of the Senator from 
Illinois are based upon an incorrect as- 
sumption. We are dealing here with an 
appropriation for the aircraft and re- 
lated programs for the Department of 
the Air Force. We are dealing, there- 
fore, with the building up of the air 
arm, through the Air Force, to carry on 
for the Government of the United States 
and its people, not only in Korea, but 
in an all-out war if such war should 
come. 

The aircraft which must be con- 
structed cannot be constructed by small 
business; they can be constructed only 
by large organizations of aircraft pro- 
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ducers. But the record is full of evi- 
dence that many contracts for the sup- 
plies and parts which go into the pro- 
duction of aircraft are given to small- 
business concerns. 

I want the Senator from Montana 
[Mr. Murray] to understand that the 
Senator from Wyoming is also concerned 
for the protection of small business, but 
we are dealing here with the production 
of aircraft upon which the life of this 
Nation may depend. From every part 
of the country every Senator and every 
Representative receives the inquiry, 
“Why do we not use these weapons now 
in Korea?” If the cease-fire negotia- 
tions break down it will be essential for 
us to be ready to use them. 

The amendment offered by the Sena- 
tor from Illinois would cut $110,950,000 
from this item. 

Let me explain the procedure by which 
we are acting. In the first place, of 
course, it seems to be the unanimous 
desire of the Congress and of the people 
to have an expanded air power, both in 
the United States Air Force and in the 
Navy. Not only is hat true, but the pro- 
gram is so arranged as to depend upon 
production lines, in the first place, which 
can be used if all-out mobilization should 
come. The orders for aircraft are not 
being made on a large scale; they are 
necessarily made upon a restricted scale; 
but we must have production lines which 
can be utilized when the proper time 
comes. To take approximately $110,- 
000,000 out of the amount appropriated 
would, it seems to me, tend seriously to 
impair the program. 

Of course, the figures are startling; 
they are staggering. The members of 
the Appropriations Committee were just 
as startled as any citizen could possibly 
be. The estimates for 1952 for com- 
plete aircraft amount to $4,900,000,000. 
For spare parts they amount to $4,100,- 
000,000. We must have spare parts and 
related items. We must have them on 
hand so that they can be used when any 
crisis comes. We deal here with a re- 
lated aircraft program contemplating 
major modifications and modernization 
of aircraft with guided missiles, and in- 
dustrial mobilization, and the estimate 
for 1952 is $9,380,000 as compared with 
$79,000,000 last year. We have a sub- 
stantial reduction in this item. The 
House of Representatives reduced this 
appropriation by $50,200,000, and our 
committee did not restore the reduction 
in this item. Of course, it did provide 
an emergency fund for an expanded 
program. 
Mr. President, I hope the amendment 
will be rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
GEORGE in the chair). The question is 
on agreeing to the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DOUGLAS], 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendment identified as “9-10- 
51—N,” and ask that it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFTICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Illinois. 
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The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. At the end of 
the bill it is proposed to add the follow- 
ing new section: 

Séc. —. No part of any appropriation con- 
tained in this act shall be available for the 
payment of flight pay to personnel whose 
assigned duties do not involve actual combat 
missions or flight in excess of 40 hours per 
month. 


Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, this 
amendment is designed to remedy one 
of the abuses which developed during the 
last war. It is not designed to elimi- 
nate flight pay entirely. Pilots and air 
crewmen will continue to receive the 
flight pay bonus as compensation for the 
hazards of flight. But the amendment 
will have the effect of restricting flight 
pay to the pilots and air crewmen who 
fly actual combat missions and who fly 
regularly on necessary operational and 
training missions. The flight crews will 
continue to receive their flight pay; but 
the amendment will eliminate the avia- 
tion “gravy planes” whereby large num- 
bers of administrative and maintenance 
personnel enjoy the largess which we 
have been indiscriminately providing for 
them. 

Many aviation officers, although orig- 
inally trained as pilots, navigators, or 
bombardiers, are now assigned to ground 
duties. Under various guises, principally 
proficiency flying, they are qualifying 
for flight pay on the basis of only 4 hours’ 
fiying time a month. Their few hours 
in the “blue yonder” are worth $100 to 
$200 extra pay a month. It surely does 
not make sense that an Air Force second 
lieutenant on duty at the Pentagon 
should receive, as an addition to his reg- 
ular salary, for the few hours a month 
he spends in the air, more than the in- 
fantryman or the sailor receives a month 
as his total pay for 24 hours’ duty a day. 

In my judgment, flight pay should 
serve merely as compensation for haz- 
ardous duty. It need not serve as an 
incentive to attract and keep young men 
in one particular branch of the services. 
Maintaining such a favored instrument 
is not only wasteful, but it also dete- 
riorates the morale of all our service- 
men. 

It may have been necessary in the 
1920’s and the 1930’s to provide an in- 
centive to build the Army and Navy Air 
Corps. In those days military service 
was not an attractive vocation, and 
flight was tremendously more hazardous 
than it is today. Today no incentive is 
needed to attract men to aviation. All 
must take their turn of service, and to 
many persons aviation is looked upon 
with more enthusiasm than in march- 
ing with a rifle on one’s back or being a 
sailor. 

I emphasize the importance of this 
amendment. I have figures, which are 
classified and which I cannot give in 
debate, but I can say that a very large 
proportion of the total air pay goes to 
ground officers whose duties do not or- 
dinarily take them into the air, and who 
are sent into the air, or who would like 
to go into the air, merely to get from 
$100 to $200 extra pay a month. 

Mr. President, at this point in my 
remarks I should like to include tables 

of the monthly rates of pay and allow- 
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ances of commissioned officers, warrant 

officers, and enlisted men on flight duty. 
There being no objection, the tables 

were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Monthly rates of flight pay allowances of 
commissioned officers of the Regular Army 
and Regular Air Force, on active duty, 
under act Oct. 12, 1949, effective Oct. 1, 


1949 
Flying 
pay 
(crew 
Grade and title: member) 
O-8. Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Stakkk E 8150 
O-8. General of the Army or General 
of the Air Force 150 
O-8. Chief of Staff to the President.. 150 
O-8. Chief of Staff, U. S. Army, or 
Chief of Staff, U. S. Air Force. 150 
O-8. Gn ˙ VW ꝓP PF 150 
O-8. Lieutenant general 150 
O-8. Major general 150 
O07. Brigadier general 150 
r oe e oo iis bate 210 
O-5. Lieutenant colonel 180 
O-6. MAIO . 150 
s. h T. een 120 
O-2. First lieutenant 110 
O-1. Second lieutenant 100 


Monthly rates of flight pay allowances of 
warrant officers of the Regular Army and 
Regular Air Force, on active duty, under 
act Oct. 12, 1949, effective Oct. 1, 1949 


Flying 
pay 


Monthly rates of flight pay allowances of 
enlisted personnel of the Regular Army 
and the Regular Air Force, on active duty, 
under act Oct. 12, 1949, effective Oct. 1, 


1949 
Flying 
pay 
Grade and title: (crew 
E-7: member) 
Army: Master sergeant $75. 00 
Air Force: Master sergeant 75. 00 
Army: Sergeant, first class 67. 50 
Air Force: Technical sergeant... 67.50 
E-5: 
Army: Sergeant 60. 00 
Air Force: Staff sergeant 60. 00 
E-4: 
Army: Corporal (7 or more years 
irrer a 52. 50 
Air Force: Sergeant (7 or more 
years service ==. sm 52. 50 
E-4: 
Army: Corporal (less than 7 years 
C000 000 52. 50 
Air Force: Sergeant (less than 7 
years service 52. 50 
Army: Private, first class 45. 00 
Air Force: Corporal 45. 00 
E-2: 
Army: Ff A“ 37. 50 
Air Force: Private, first class 37. 50 
E-1: 
Army: Recruit (4 months or 
Cg ee ( eee, 30. 00 
Air Force: Private (4 months or 
rr a A 30. 00 
Army: Recruit (under 4 months) 30.00 
Air Force: Private (under 4 
MONG) xe 30. 00 


Source: Special Regulations No. 35-1310-1; 
Air Force Regulations No. 173-108. 


Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, my 
estimate is that probably from $50,000,- 
000 to $75,000,000 of extra pay goes into 
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the payment of what I would call “gravy 
plane” trips. On top of that, there is 
the gasoline cost. The Housé Appropria- 
tions Committee in the Eighty-first Con- 
gress stated-that the Government paid 
out $200,000,000 in gasoline and main- 
tenance costs of administrative and pro- 
ficiency flying in order to enable the Gov- 
ernment to pay an extra $75,000,000 in 
flight pay. For every extra hour of flight 
pay the gas and maintenance cost three 
times the salary—See their report on the 
defense appropriation bill for 1949. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? : 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Let me finish this 
sentence, and then I shall be glad to yield 
for a question. 

I speak in very guarded fashion when 
I say that I have made a most conserv- 
ative estimate that this amendment, if 
enacted and enforced, will save $100,- 
000,000 a year, and will remove a great 
source of easy money which inevitably 
demoralizes any service. 

I shall now be glad to yield to the Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, I 
should like to call one or two points to 
the attention of the Senator from IIli- 
nois. I think the question he raises is a 
very proper one, but I question whether 
this is the proper place at which to 
raise it. Several years ago in the Armed 
Services Committee, I listened for several 
hours—in fact the hearing may have 
extended over several mornings—to a 
discussion of this question. The first 
point has to do with the inducement af- 
forded by extra pay, to get boys with 
courage, with intellectual capacity, and 
who are willing to take chances to enter 
the flying corps. 

Mr.DOUGLAS. Will the Senator per- 
mit me to say that my amendment 
would still continue the flight bonuses 
for those who actually do the flying. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I understand. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. It would merely dis- 
continue it for those who have ceased to 
fly on regular assignments, and have be- 
come desk officers, and who, as we all 
know, as a practical matter, go up into 
the air only in order to get the bonus. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Yes. I was try- 
ing to give the reasons presented to us 
for payment of additional compensation. 

Another point is this: If the attempt 
is made to differentiate between the men 
who stay on the ground primarily, in- 
cluding administrative officers, and the 
men who actually do the flying, there will 
be created in the same service situations 
which it will be difficult to reconcile. I 
had in mind, for instance, General Nor- 
stad. I name him because he gave us 
great help in connection with the unifi- 
cation act several years ago. In my 
opinion, he is a very brilliant, intellec- 
tual officer. He was in the Pentagon for 
several years and was very helpful there. 
Now he has gone to Europe as command- 
er of our air forces in Europe. He is 
flying. If there is taken away from a 
man like General Norstad the opportu- 
nity to fly when he is an administrative 
officer, it is made difficult for him to go 
overseas and become the head of the 
flying forces there. I raise that as the 
second point. 
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Then I raise as the third point a term 
used by a former college professor. He 
envisaged, if I state it correctly, invidious 
comparisons between men who are not 
actually engaged in flying, and their col- 
leagues who actually have some flying 
duty. 

Mr. President, I wish the Senator from 
Illinois would come before the Armed 
Services Committee and present this sub- 
ject. There he would stimulate interest 
in the question. I do not think by any 
means we should settle for a long period 
of years the question of pay for various 
members of the flying force without dis- 
cussing the subject thoroughly. I hesi- 
tate to think that we should try to cut off 
flight pay in connection with an appro- 
priation bill. In the first place such a 
provision would be administratively dif- 
ficult to do so, and in the second place, 
it would create uncertainties in the 
minds of many who are now in certain 
ways established in their lines of living. 
I commend the Senator from Illinois for 
what he is doing, but I do not think he is 
doing it in the right place. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, it is 
always a great pleasure to have the Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts speak on this 
topic because he always speaks in a char- 
acteristically gentlemanly fashion and 
with great human sympathy and under- 
standing. He is an ornament to the 
Senate and to his State. 

I may say to the Senator that I had 
hoped. when the military pay bill was 
under consideration, I believe in the 
last session of the previous Congress, 
that this issue would have been deter- 
mined. But for various reasons it was 
not faced at that time, and my own 
judgment is that, reluctant as one is to 
approach it in connection with an ap- 
propriation bill, in practice this is about 
the only way that it will be tackled. 

The Senator from Massachusetts made 
several arguments. The last one was 
that adoption of my amendment would 
disturb the existing pattern of life of 
the ground officers who now get flight 
pay. I take it that is a sort of “vested 
interest” argument that we should not 
disturb what the administrative officers 
have become accustomed to. My point 
is that they are being paid at the taxpay- 
ers’ expense for a service which they do 
not perform and for a danger which they 
do not experience. These men are not 
really in any practical sense flying offi- 
cers at all. They are ground officers who 
get real fiying officers to take them up 
for 4 hours a month so they can receive 
in pay, if they are second lieutenants, 
$100 more a month, and if they are 
colonels, $210 more a month. No one 
wants to take anything away from any- 
body, but I should like to make the point 
that these men are really taking money 
from the taxpayers for services which 
they do not perform and for dangers 
which they do not experience. 

So far as the question is concerned of 
a man who has been a flight officer and 
then becomes an administrative officer, 
and then later becomes a flight officer 
again, that could be handled by my 
amendment, providing that for flying 40 
hours a month or more he would be en- 
titled to the flight pay. I say it would 
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be very easy for the officer in question, 
if he had finished his administrative 
duties, to go to a refresher school and 
fiy his 40 hours a month, and then be 
able again to receive the fiight bonus. 
But the provision that one can qualify 
for flight bonus by flying 4 hours, and 
which time he does not have to spend as 
a pilot, but can spend as a passenger, 
seems to me to be a ludicrous yet tragic 
raid on the public purse. Under that 
provision, I think every Member of Con- 
gress could qualify as a flight officer, 
because in addition to our flights of 
fancy, we at least spend 4 hours each 
month in the air traveling to and fro. 
So it might be a good idea if we were 
all made members of the Air Force so 
we could get from $100 to $210 extra a 
month. Lest amyone should think I am 
speaking in earnest, on this subject, I 
will say that that is merely a facetious 
statement, and not a serious one. 

I should like to emphasize that my 
amendment would not stop proficiency 
fiying, but only the unwarranted bonus 
pay now given for it. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Inamoment. There 
is a tremendous amount of money in this 
simple provision—$100,000,000. Fur- 
thermore this provision is a source of 
corruption in a sense, because we find 
ground officers wanting to get in on the 
“gravy plane” and the real aviators find- 
ing that they are not merely combat 
men, but that they are in a sense— 
what shall I call them?—manipulators 
of aerial perambulators into which are 
loaded the ground officers in order that 
the ground officers may get their gravy. 
It is a degradation, really, of the func- 
tions of a fighting air force and has be- 
come simply an instrumentality where- 
by prosperity can be passed around with 
greater largess. 

I now yield to the Senator from Wyo- 


ming. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
had intended to make a facetious re- 
mark in response to the like words of 
the Senator from Illinois himself, but 
after that he used the word “corrup- 
tion,” and I intend therefore to take my 
own time upon the matter. I shall fore- 
go the facetious remark. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. When I say it is a 
source of corruption I simply mean that 
whenever payment is received for serv- 
ice not performed it has a bad effect 
upon the morale, both of those who re- 
ceive the money and those who do not 
receive it. It is only in that sense that 
I refer to it as a source of corruption. I 
did not mean that it is dishonest on the 
part of those who partake. And it does 
not seem to me that that phrase is too 
strong in view of the fact of the pay- 
ments. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, if 
the Senator’s facts were as he assumes 
them to be there might be some basis 
for his assertion that the pay schedule of 
the Air Force is a source of corruption. 
The fact of the matter is that in Octo- 
ber 1949 the Armed Services Committee 
reported, and Congress passed a bill 
which revised the whole schedule of pay. 
What the facts may have been before 
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that, I do not know; but I do know that 
the Air Force is now operating under the 
act of October 12, 1949. Far from mak- 
ing payments to ground personnel who 
have lost the art of flying and have lost 
touch with the needs of flying, the Air 
Force pursues a very diligent policy of 
removing officers and men from flying 
status. The facts are that in 11 months 
prior to June 1951, 916 officers, ranging 
in grade from second lieutenant to major 
general, were removed from flying status 
and deprived of their right to obtain this 
incentive pay. They were denied any 
further flying status because they had 
become ground personnel. As a matter 
of fact, as of June 15, last, there were 
3,632 pilots and 2,099 other rated per- 
sonnel on active duty who no longer had 
flying status and were no longer receiv- 
ing flying pay. These are the facts, I 
assure the Senator. The purpose of the 
Air Force is to deny flying pay to those 
who are merely doing ground duty. 

If it were true that ground personnel 
were sent up into the air merely for the 
purpose of gaining flight pay of course 
it would be wrong. It should not be tol- 
erated. I am quite confident that Secre- 
tary Finletter of the Air Force, General 
Hoyt Vandenberg, the Chief of Staff of 
the Air Force, and the other officials of 
the Air Force would not for a moment 
tolerate: the payment of flight pay to 
8 who were no longer able and ready 

fiy. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President will 
the Senator yield to me for an observa- 
tion? 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I am very glad to 
do so. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from 
Wyoming mentioned the fact that some 
900 officers were dropped last year from 
fiying status. 

Mr. OMAHONEY. Nine hundred and 
sixteen officers. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The saving involved 
would amount to about $1,250,000 in 
pay. The saving which I propose would 
amount to between $50,000,000 and $100,- 
000,000. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. That is based 
upon 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I should like to in- 
quire how many officers there are now 
who, after being taken up in the air for 
4 hours each month, get the extra flight 
pay. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Let me say to the 
Senator that he gives a completely incor- 
rect impression when he speaks of 4 
hours a month. The regulation requires 
not 4 hours a month, but 100 hours a 
year, and it requires that a substantial 
portion of that time—namely, 20 hours— 
must be instrument flying, and 15 hours 
must be night flying. None of the regu- 
lations permit any passenger flying, or 
sitting back in an armchair while the 
crew, of lower grade, fly the planes, If 
such a thing were being done I would be 
the first to condemn it. But no evidence 
was presented to our committee to that 
effect. Our committee was in session 
from the 7th of June until the 8th of 
August, and no Senator appeared before 
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the committee to make any such com- 
plaint at a time when the officers charged 
would have had the opportunity to an- 
swer the charges. I say that no officer 
charged. with performing an act which is 
a source of corruption should be con- 
demned on this floor without a hearing, 
when the facts show that the Air Force 
is diligently denying flying status to of- 
ficers who are no longer capable of flying. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. My lips are sealed on 
the question of the absolute figures on 
this point which I hold in my hand; but 
I do not think they are sealed as regards 
the proportion of time spent in this ac- 
tivity. I hold in my hand a table giving 
an analysis of flying time for July of this 
year. Approximately one-fifth of the 
hours in the air were spent on so-called 
proficiency flying, by pilots who are not 
in flying jobs. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. That is another 
thing—— 

Mr. DOUGLAS. One-fifth of the to- 
tal number of hours are devoted to that 
purpose. An officer can satisfy the re- 
quirements for flight pay with 4 hours 
fiying, whereas the average pilot would 
have to be in the air between 60 and 120 
hours during the month. That means 
that the total costs for this “gravy” 
plane flying will be much more than one- 
fifth. My estimate is that more than 
half the flying pay and flying costs go 
down the drain in the payment of flight 
pay to air personnel who are not on 
flight duty, but on administrative and 
ground duty, but who are given the op- 
portunity to go up in the air in order to 
get into the “gravy.” I do not know how 
the Senator would term it, but to me it 
is a waste of the taxpayers’ money. It 
represents a decrease in air effective- 
ness, and it is a blow at sound morale. 
Mr. O’MAHONEY. If the Senator has 
any facts, classified or unclassified, which 
bear out his assertion that the handling 
of the incentive pay schedules by the Air 
Force is a source of corruption, he owes 
it to himself and to the officers whom he 
is accusing, as well as to the Air Force, to 
take the facts before the legislative com- 
mittee. 

\ Mr. DOUGLAS. May I say—— 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. If the Senator 
will permit me, as the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL] has 
said, the Armed Services Committee has 
devoted a great deal of time to the prob- 
lem of incentive pay. We are not deal- 
ing with that subject. We are dealing 
with the appropriations for the Air 
Force, and we are dealing with the Sen- 
ator’s amendment, which is aimed at 
correcting an alleged abuse which he says 
exists, but which he has not proved be- 
fore any committee. He has not pre- 
sented the matter to the Appropria- 
tions Committee or to the Committee on 
Armed Services. We are dealing with 
his amendment. 

Mr. President, I desire to read into the 
Recorp a letter which I received under 
date of September 11 from Lt. Gen. 
Charles B. Stone III, lieutenant general, 
United States Air Force, Deputy Chief 
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of Staff, Comptroller, on this subject. 
The letter reads as follows: 


SEPTEMBER 11, 1951. 
Hon. JOSEPH C. O'MAHONEY, 
Chairman, Armed Services Subcommittee, 
Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate. 

Dear SENATOR O'MAHONEY: In line with our 
telephone conversation this morning, the 
following information is offered with re- 
spect to the necessity and advisability of 
fiying officers on administrative type duties 
continuing to maintain their flying pro- 
ficiency. It is frequently alleged that flying 
officers ordered to Washington are engaged 
in administrative type duties which do not 
entail requirement of maintaining flying 
proficiency, 

Basic decisions affecting the support and 
employment of air power emanate from the 
Chief of Staff, Washington, D. C. Leader- 
ship of United States Air Force air power, 
therefore, emanates from Washington. The 
question of maintenance of flying profi- 
ciency, of flying officers on duty in Wash- 
ington directly involves, consequently, the 
status and qualifications of those who are 
responsible for air leadership. 

The best qualified individuals in the Air 
Force in their particular spheres of activity 
are ordered to Washington to exercise air 
leadership. Washington leadership must be 
based upon a thorough knowledge of field 
and battle conditions. Human and tech- 
nical factors involved in flying must be 
first-hand knowledge to Washington leaders 
since the decisions affect flyers and flying op- 
erations. Our enemies in World War II 
did not appreciate this concept of air lead- 
ership and made costly mistakes in the em- 
ployment of air power to the great benefit 
of the Western Allies. 

Duty in Washington is not sought after 
by Air Force officers. They have great 
difficulty in maintaining flying proficiency 
in Washington due to limitation of facili- 
ties, transportation difficulties, and the like. 
Flying officers feel that to do their job they 
must maintain their flying proficiency. They 
can do this easier away from Washington. 
If now it is determined that rated officers 
ordered to Washington need not fly, every 
effort will be made by qualified officers who 
can contribute to air-power leadership to 
avoid Washington duty. The morale of Air 
Force leadership would be seriously impaired. 
The incentive to maintain flying proficiency 
and to become familiar with the latest de- 
velopments in air weapons from a pilot's 
point of view will cease. Flying leadership 
of the air arm will be of second-rate nature. 
The Nation's air arm will suffer. 

It has been the policy of the Chief of Staff 
in order to maintain a high grade of quali- 
fied leadership in Washington and in the 
field to rotate officers in and out of Wash- 
ington. For example, a few of the officers 
who occupy key positions on the Air staff 
are listed as follows with their field com- 
mand duties indicated: 

Gen. Hoyt S. Vandenberg, Chief of Staff: 
Twelfth Air Force (European theater of 
operations); Ninth Air Force. 

Gen. N. F. Twining, Vice Chief of Staff: 
Twentieth Air Force; Air Technical Service 
Command. 

Lt. Gen. O. R, Cook, Deputy Chief of Staff, 
Matériel: Seventh Air Service Area Com- 
mand; Headquarters, Air Matériel Command. 

Lt. Gen. T. D. White, Deputy Chief of Staff, 
Operations: Thirteenth Air Force; Fifth Air 
Force. 

Lt. Gen. C. B. Stone III, Deputy Chief of 
Staff, Comptroller: India-Burma theater; 
Fourteenth Air Force. 

Maj. Gen. E. S. Wetzel, Acting Deputy 
Chief of Staff, Personnel: Fifteenth Air 
Force. 
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Maj. Gen. R. M. Ramey, Director of Opera- 
tions, Deputy Chief of Staff, Operations: 
Eighth Air Force (Strategic Air Command), 

Maj. Gen. E. W. Anderson, Assistant Dep- 
uty Chief of Staff, Comptroller: Sixty-sev- 
enth Combat Wing, Eighth Air Force; First 
Fighter Command, Mitchel Field. 

Likewise, a few of the officers who have 
served on the Air Staff and are currently en- 
gaged in command of field units are listed 
as follows: 

Lt. Gen. C. E. LeMay: Commanding gen- 
eral, Strategic Air Command. 

Lt. Gen. Lauris Norstad: Commander in 
Chief, United States Air Force in Europe. 

Lt. Gen. E. E. Partridge: Commanding gen- 
eral, Air Research and Development 
Command. 

Lt. Gen. O. P. Weyland: Commanding gen- 
eral, Far East Air Forces. 

Maj. Gen. F. F. Everest: Commanding gen- 
eral, Fifth Air Force. 

Maj. Gen. D. C. Strother: Commanding 
general, Twelfth Air Force, United States Air 
Force in Europe. 

Maj. Gen. Emmett O'Donnell, Jr.: Com- 
manding general, Fifteenth Air Force (Stra- 
tegic Air Command). 

Usually the reason for advocates of elimi- 
nating flying training from the duties of 
Washington rated officers is occasioned by 
the thought that considerable savings in 
money will be entailed. An estimate of the 
amount of dollars which would be saved if 
this were put into effect at the present 
strength of rated officers on duty in the Air 
Staff is approximately $2,500,000. This 
minor amount of savings would in no sense 
compensate for the dilatory effect upon those 
responsible for air leadership. The tremen- 
dous harm to the effectiveness of the Na- 
tion’s air arm as a result of lowered leader- 
ship effectiveness could be disastrous. 

Sincerely, 
CHARLES B. STONE III, 
Lieutenant General, United States 
Air Force, Deputy Chief of Staff, 
Comptroller. 


T yield time to the Senator from Mich- 
an. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
wish to say merely a few words on the 
pending amendment, Iam in sympathy 
with the distinguished Senator from Illi- 
nois [Mr. Douctas] in what he proposes. 
I feel that the flight pay legislation was 
passed at a time when flying was con- 
sidered a hazardous employment, in an 
attempt to increase the number of flyers 
in the Air Corps. Therefore provision 
was’ made for extra compensation to be 
paid to aviators. I believe the time has 
come when men who actually do the 
flying should be the only ones who should 
be thus compensated. Men who are 
not employed as flyers should not take 
planes and fly them for only 4 hours 
a month and get extra compensation for 
doing so. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. If the Senator 
will permit me, I should like to remind 
him that no officer or enlisted man could 
get flight pay for merely 4 hours of fly- 
ing. It requires 100 hours a year. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Yes. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. That is the mini- 
mum flight time required. 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct. It 
averages about 2 hours a week. For the 
good of the service and for the benefit 
of those whose job it is actually to fly 
planes, aviators who are engaged in fly- 
ing should receive extra compensation, 
but those who are not engaged in flying 


1951 


should not be paid extra compensation. 
The mere fact that they fly a few hours 
a month in order to keep their hand in, 
so to speak, with planes as they are con- 
structed now, should not entitle them to 
extra compensation. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr, FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Every Repre- 
sentative and every Senator in the dis- 
charge of his duties spends 100 hours 
or more in the air, either traveling 
abroad, on trips of investigation, or on 
trips home, which are required by his 
duties. I wonder whether, in line with 
the discussion here, it would not be 
proper to pay Representatives and Sena- 
tors extra compensation because they 
must travel on commercial airlines. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I would not want 
to answer that question. I do not agree 
that Representatives and Senators 
should have extra compensation for such 
fiying. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Of course, the 
Senator from Michigan understands that 
I was facetious in asking my question. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I realize that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Michigan has 
expired. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: < 


Aiken Hendrickson McMahon 
Bennett Hennings Millikin 
Benton Hickenlooper Monroney 
Brewster Hill Moody 
Bricker Hoey Morse 
Butler, Md. Holland Mundt 
Butler, Nebr. Humphrey Murray 
Cain Hunt Neely 
Carlson Ives Nixon 

Case Jenner O'Mahoney 
Clements Johnson, Colo, Pastore 
Connally Johnson, Tex. Russell 
Cordon Johnston, S. C. Saltonstall 
Dirksen Kem Schoeppel 
Douglas Kerr Smathers 
Dwo: Kilgore Smith, Maine 
Eastland Knowland Smith, N. J. 
Ecton Langer Smith, N. C. 
Ellender Lehman Stennis 
Ferguson Long Taft 
Flanders Martin Thye 

Frear Maybank Underwood 
Fulbright McCarran Watkins 
George McCarthy Welker 
Gillette McClellan Williams 
Green McFarland Young 
Hayden McKellar 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo- 
rum is present. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment lettered “N,” submitted by 
the Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, to 
the pending amendment I submit the 
following amendment: Strike out “40 
hours per month” and insert “20 hours 
per month.” 

I wonder whether the Senator from 
Illinois will accept that amendment to 
his amendment. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Iam very glad to ac- 
cept that amendment to the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
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ment lettered “N” of the Senator from 
Illinois, as modified. 
Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President—— 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. No fur- 
ther debate on the amendment is in 


order. N 
Mr. O’MAHONEY. However, Mr. 
President, the amendment has now been 
amended. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 


Senator from Illinois has perfected his 
amendment by modifying it, and the 
amendment has already been debated. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, does 
not a Senator who submits an amend- 
ment have a right to amend it or modify 
it? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Then in order to re- 
move any parliamentary difficulty 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A Sena- 
tor who submits an amendment has a 
right to modify it; but under the unani- 
mous-consent agreement now in effect, 
a modification of an amendment does 
not extend the time for debate on the 
amendment. 

Mr. DOUGLAS, In the amendment I 
move to strike out “40” and insert “20.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Such a 
modification to the amendment has al- 
ready been accepted by the Senator sub- 
mitting the amendment. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, is an 
amendment to the amendment as modi- 
fied in order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes; for 
it would be an amendment in the second 
degree. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I move to amend the 
amendment, as modified, by striking out 
“20” and inserting “10.” I submit that 
amendment to the amendment as modi- 
fied only in order to permit the amend- 
ment as modified to be discussed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. ‘The 
Senator from South Carolina is recog- 
nized for 15 minutes on his amendment 
to the amendment as modified. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I 
yield my time to the Senator from 
Wyoming. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
am disposed to come to some sort of an 
understanding upon the amendment, but 
I wish to point out that the monthly 
base is not the proper base upon which 
to compute the time of flight pay. It 
should be made perfectly clear to all 
Members of the Senate that the policy 
of the Air Force is, first, to ground offi- 
cers who are no longer capable of flying. 
They do not receive flight pay. 

The policy of the Air Force is to keep 
the administrative personnel in close 
touch with the advance in the art of 
aerial navigation. Planes are being im- 
proved month by month. The acquisi- 
tion of flying status last year is not suffi- 
cient to keep an officer in touch with 
growing air power. 

Therefore, an amendment which would 
have the effect, based upon the concep- 
tion—in fact, Mr. President, the Senator 
from Illinois used the word “corruption” 
or the words “source of corruption,” al- 
though, of course, he did not mean that— 
that the Air Force is being administered 
as though it were a gravy train, when the 
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facts before us are that men from Wask- 
ington have been sent to Korea—— 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Certainly. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I did not say the Air 
Force was administered as though it were 
a gravy train, but I said this type of pay 
constituted a gravy plane, p-l-a-n-e. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, that 
is a distinction without a difference, ac- 
cording to my view. 

If the charge be true, then it is a mat- 
ter for investigation by the Armed Serv- 
ices Committee. However, I wish the 
Members of the Senate to know that the 
Senator from Illinois did not come be- 
fore the Appropriations Committee with 
any allegation of improper action by any 
single individual. If we believe in the 
time-honored custom that before a per- 
son is to be convicted, he shall have an 
opportunity to present his side @f the 
case, then certainly we are not going to 
vote for an amendment of this character. 

If it is the desire of the Senator from 
Illinois to have this matter examined in 
a regular manner by the committee of 
conference, then I should be very glad to 
accept an amendment which would be 
based upon the present rule; and then it 
would be wholly within the power of the 
conference to accept the amendment, if 
the Senator from Illinois could present 
sufficient evidence on the matter. I as- 
sure him that he will be invited to do so 
in the conference. 

If the amendment were based upon 
100 hours of flying for 1 year, as is the 
rule, I would be disposed to accept the 
amendment. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I wish to ask 
whether it is a fact that during all the 
hearings and the writing up of the bill 
we were particular not to interfere with 
the jurisdiction of the Armed Services 
Committee; and in the case of some 
amendments, we did not accept them 
when we believed that to do so would be 
to interfere with the jurisdiction of the 
Armed Services Committee? 

t Mr. O’MAHONEY. Of course, that is 
rue. 

Mr. President, I want the Senate to 
know that many of the administrative 
officers have been returned to flying 
status in Korea. Had this amendment 
been in effect it would have been im- 
possible for that to happen, because it is 
only by continuous training and the 
operation of planes that administrative 
officers can keep up with jet develop- 
ments and the other developments in 
the Air Force. 

I think it would be an extremely im- 
proper reflection upon the United States 
Air Force to adopt an amendment like 
the one originally proposed, but, as I 
say, if the Senator would accept the 
amendment making the requirement 100 
hours a year, we would then have some 
basis for analysis of the whole question. 

Mr. President, I have no more to say. 
I shall ask for the yeas and nays upon 
this amendment, but before I do that, I 
want every Senator who in the great 
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crisis facing the United States believes 
in the expansion of air power to keep 
in mind in voting upon this amend- 
ment that it amounts to a conviction 
without trial, upon an allegation unsup- 
ported by evidence. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I 
merely want to state that I am in thor- 
ough accord with what the chairman of 
the subcommittee has said, but I do not 
see why the officers of the Army Air 
Force or of the Navy Air Force, or of any 
other air force, such as that of the 
Marines, should be mentioned. I with- 
draw the amendment which I proposed 
to the amendment. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, be- 
fore the Senator withdraws his amend- 
ment, would he be willing to yield 2 or 
3 minutes to me? 

Mr. MAYBANK. I yield. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Illinois is recognized. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, the 
charge has been made that I have made 
an unsupported allegation. We have 
amongst us a very distinguished Member 
of this body, the junior Senator from 
Florida [Mr. SMATHERS:, who was, I be- 
lieve, attached to an aviation group dur- 
ing the late war, who can speak from 
personal experience on this matter. I 
should like to ask the junior Senator 
from Florida whether it is not true that 
a great many administrative officers re- 
ceived flight pay after having remained 
in the air only 4 hours a month. 

Mr. SMATHERS. If the Senator will 
yield, Mr. President, let me say, first, 
that I was attached to an aviation 
squadron for the better part of the war, 
and I did know, and do know, that the 
only requirement was that officers spend 
4 hours a month in the air. Frequently 
some of them would spend 4 hours a 
month in the air without ever flying a 
plane, but merely riding. I | ave seen 
that many times, and I think it is well 
known by persons in the service. 

Mr. O’MAECNEY. May I ask the 
Senatcr when that happened? 

Mr. SMATHERS. I saw it happen 
many times, as late as 1947. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Does the Senator 
know tat a law on the subject was 
changed on October 12, 1949, and that 
the Air Force is now operating under 
completely new rules? The amendment 
now pending, as written, would deprive 
of flight pay a man who was flying in 
combat. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. No. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. As it is written, 
it would do that. 

Mr, DOUGLAS. Not so; not so. I 
invite the Senator to reread the amend- 
ment. It specifically exempts combat 
fiiers from its provisions. 

Mr. £MATHERS, I may say I did not 
know thet the law was changed. I do 
no’ know what the law is now. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield, is it not true that an 
officer who flies 19 hours in combat 
would be deprived of the advantage of 
flight pay, under the amendment? 

Mr. SMATHERS. The law was that 
if they flew 4 hours a month, they were 
entitled to receive flight pay. If it has 
been changed, I do not know what the 
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law is now. Perhaps it provides for 100 
hours a year. If they have that much 
time in the air, they may get it. They 
do not have to fly a plane themselves. 

Mr. Mr. President, if the 
Senator from Illinois will yield, I should 
like to ask the junior Senator from 
Florida a question. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield for that pur- 
pose. 

Mr. FREAR. I should like to know 
which part of the war was “the better 
part of the war.” 


Mr. SMATHERS. I did not know 


there was any good part of the war. 1 


do not quite understand the question. 

Mr. FREAR. In his statement the 
junior Senator from Florida referred to 
“the better part of the war,” and I won- 
dered which part that was. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I wish to correct 
myself. I was speaking in terms of 
length of service. 

Mr. FREAR. Speaking seriously, I 
should like to ask the junior Senator 
from Illinois whether there is any addi- 
tional pay given the foot soldier who 
faces the enemy in battle, other than his 
regular pay. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. He receives combat 
pay. 

Mr. FREAR. What does it amount to? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Under the present 
schedule, it amounts to $10 a month, or 
from one-tenth to one-twentieth of the 
amounts given for flight pay of desk offi- 
cers in the Air Force and naval aviation. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Illinois permit me to 
answer that question? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes. s 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. The enlisted men 
receive extra pay. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Fora second lieuten- 
ant, the flight pay is $100 a month, rising 
to $110 for the first lieutenant, rising to 
$120 for the captain, and, I believe, rising 
to $210 for the colonel. 

Mr. FREAR. Then, if I may ask an- 
other question, how is the extra pay for 
the combat soldier arrived at? Is it de- 
termined on the basis of the number of 
hours he is on the front line a month? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. No. 

Mr. FREAR. What is the basis for 
computing his combat pay? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Only that he is a 
combat soldier. 

Mr. FREAR. Did the Senator not de- 
sire to answer my question? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I beg the Senator’s 
pardon. The sole criterion is that a sol- 
dier must be in the combat area. Natu- 
rally, it would not be based upon 24 
hours’ duty in combat, but upon his being 
in a combat area, which is sometimes 
loosely defined. 

Mr. FREAR. That is what I was try- 
ing to bring out. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Florida, 

Mr. HOLLAND. Is the understand- 
ing of the Senator from Florida cor- 
rect, to this effect, that in flying under 
orders, in actual combat missions, the 
flyer will be qualified for flight pay, 
under this amendment? 
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Mr. DOUGLAS. That is correct, re- 
gardless of the actual number of hours 
he flys. 

“Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a further question? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes, indeed. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Is it the intention 
of the Senator, in the use of the word 
“involve” as it appears in his amend- 
ment in connection with the words 
“assigned duties” to correct the under- 
standing and the interpretation that 
the flying must be required under the 
duties to which the office is at the time 
assigned? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. That was my in- 
tention. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Sen- 
ator. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Did I correctly 
understand it to be said that this 
amendment would disqualify a man in 
combat from receiving flight pay if he 
flew less than 20 hours? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Oh, no, that was 
said by the Senator from Wyoming, but 
I am sure it was said through inad- 
vertence, because the text provides 
that the disqualification shall apply 
only to those whose assigned duties do 
not. involve actual combat missions of 
flight, namely, do not require it, or 
flight in excess of 40 hours a month; 
so that if a man were in combat even 
for 1 hour a month, he would get the 
flight pay. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I appreciate that 
statement; and I wanted to make the 
observation, that even when the 4-hour 
limitation was in effect, before 1949, if 
a man flew one mission and happened to 
be shot down and never to fly another 
mission during the remainder of that 
month, that did not disqualify him 
from receiving his flight pay. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. It did not, and 
should not. 

Mr: SMATHERS. In the combat 
area, he was entitled to it. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Every lawyer 
knows that it is not what the person 
who draws a statute thinks he is doing, 
but what the interpreting official reads 
into the statute, which controls. The 
Senator from Illinois I know is very capa- 
ble in the art of putting words together, 
but the fact of the matter is that the 
phrase “20 hours per month,” as this 
amendment is drafted, refers both to 
actual combat missions and to flight. In 
order to escape that, I will tell the Sena- 
tor from Illinois how to rewrite his 
amendment, if he desires to have me 
do so. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, there 
is an old maxim which says, “Beware of 
Greeks bearing gifts.” I have great af- 
fection for the Senator from Wyoming, 
but I have considerable apprehension of 
the consequences if he starts to rewrite 
my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from South Carolina 
has expired. 
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Mr. OMAHONEN. Has the time of 
the Senator from Illinois expired? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Illinois did not have any 
time. The Senator from South Carolina 
offered an amendment, and subsequently 
said he desired to withdraw it. The Sen- 
ator withheld his withdrawal of it so as 
to permit the Senator from Illinois to 
conclude his statement. 

Mr. MAYBANK. The Chair is correct. 
I withdrew my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
on the amendment has expired. 

Mr. O'’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
offer an amendment to the amendment, 
and my purpose in offering it is to re- 
move any ambiguity. I want the Senator 
from Illinois to know that I am not 
offering a Trojan horse. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment has been amended three 
times. The Senator from Wyoming may 
state his amendment. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. In line 4, after the 
word “or”, I move to insert the words 
“or do not involve.“ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Wy- 
oming to the amendment of the Senator 
from Illinois. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I ac- 
cept that amendment. The Greeks are 
doing very well today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Wyoming. 

The Cuter CLERK. As proposed to be 
modified by Mr. O’Manoney, the amend- 
ment reads as follows: 

No part of any appropriation contained in 
this act shall be available for the payment 
of flight pay to personnel whose assigned 
duties do not involve actual combat missions 
or do not involve flight in excess of 20 hours 
per month. 


Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Has all time for de- 
bate expired? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
for debate has expired except upon the 
amendment of the Senator from Wyo- 
ming to the amendment of the Senator 
from Illinois, 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, on 
this amendment I merely desire to make 
the statement that the fact that I was 
able to propose it and that the Senator 
from Illinois was ready to accept it is an 
acknowledgment that the error which 
I found in the amendment was an actual 
error, and that it is being corrected. It 
also illustrates the desirability of re- 
ferring to committees basic alterations 
of the armed service laws of the United 
States. We should not attempt to 
change them on the floor of the Senate. 

I shall ask for the yeas and nays 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Is there any time 
for debate remaining? 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
is no time remaining. The Senator from 
Illinois has accepted the modification of 
his amendment. The question is on the 
amendment of the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. Dovctas], as modified. The Sena- 
tor from Wyoming has asked for the 
yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, the 
legislative clerk proceeded to call the 
roll, and Mr. AIKEN voted “yea” when his 
name was called. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I am com- 
pletely mystified as to what the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Wyoming does 
to the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Illinois. I do not understand it. 
It would seem to me that Senators should 
know what they are voting on. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is not permitted to allow further 
discussion, under the unanimous-con- 
sent agreement. The clerk will again 
state the amendment. 

The Cuter CLERK. The amendment, 
as modified, reads as follows: 

No part of any appropriation contained in 
this act shall be available for the payment 
of flight pay to personnel whose assigned 
duties do not involve actual combat missions 
or do not involve flight in excess of 20 hours 
per month. 


Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, would it be 
permissible for the Senator from Wash- 
ington to ask one question of the Sena- 
tor from Illinois? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
for debate has expired. The clerk will 
resume the call of the roll. 

The legislative clerk resumed and con- 
cluded the call of the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON] is absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

The Senators from Virginia [Mr. Byrp 
and Mr. Rogertson?, the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. Cuavez], the Senator 
from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER], the 
Senator from Washington [Mr. Macnu- 
son], the Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
O’Conor], and the Senator from Ala- 
bama [Mr. SPARKMAN] are absent on 
official business. 

I announce further that if present and 
voting, the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
KEFAUVER], and the Senator from Mary- 
land [Mr. O'Conor] would vote “yea.” 

Mr.SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
LopcE] is absent by leave of the Senate 
and, if present, he would vote “yea.” 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. Bripces] and the Senator from 
Nevada [Mr. MALONE] are absent on of- 
ficial business. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. Tosry] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
WHERRY] and the Senator from Wiscon- 
sin [Mr. WI ET] are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPE- 
HART] and the Senator from Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr. Durr] are detained on official 
business. 
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The result was announced—yeas 49, 
nays 31, as follows: 


YEAS—49 
Aiken Fulbright 
Bennett George Millikin 
Benton Gillette Moody 
Brewster Hendrickson Mundt 
Bricker He: Nixon 
Butler, Md. Hickenlooper Schoeppel 
Butler, Nebr. Hoey Smathers 
Carlson Holland Smith, Maine 
Case Humphrey Smith, N. 
Connally ves Stennis 
Dirksen Jenner Taft 
Douglas Johnson, Colo. Thye 
Dworshak Johnston, S. C. Watkins 
Eastland Kem Welker 
Ferguson Kilgore Williams 
Flanders Langer 
Frear Martin 
NAYS—31 
Cain Knowland Murray 
Clements Le Neely 
Cordon Long O'Mahoney 
Ecton Maybank Pastore 
Ellender Russell 
Green McClellan Saltonstall 
Hayden McFarland Smith, N. C. 
Hill McKellar Underwood 
Hunt McMahon Young 
Johnson, Tex. Monroney 
Kerr Morse 
NOT VOTING—16 

Anderson Kefauver Sparkman 
Bridges e Tobey 
Byrd Magnuson Wherry 
Capehart Malone Wiley 
Chavez O'Conor 

Robertson 


So Mr. DovcLas’ amendment, as modi- 
fied, was agreed to. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which the 
Douglas amendment was agreed to, 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I move 
to table the motion to reconsider. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the motion of the Senator 
from Illinois to table the motion to re- 
consider. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendment 9-12-51—C. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 65, line 23, 
after the period it is proposed to insert 
the following new paragraph: 

The amounts appropriated by this act un- 
der the following headings which shall be 

-available for the following objects shall not 
exceed the total of the amounts specified 
for such objects in the budget estimates less 
$200,000,000: 
TITLE III 
Heading and objects 

Finance service: Personal services. 

Incidental expenses of the Army: Other con- 
tractual services. 

Transportation service, Army: Equipment, 
other contractual services, and transporta- 
tion of things. 

Chemical services, Army: Personal services. 

Military construction, Army civilian compo- 
nente: Lands and structures. 

Contingent expenses, Department of the 
Army: Printing and reproduction. 

TITLE IV 

Navy personnel, general expenses: Supplies 
and materials. 

Marine Corps troops and facilities: Personal 
services, supplies and materials, and equip- 
ment. 

Aircraft and facilities: Personal services, 
supplies and materials, and equipment. 
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Construction of aircraft and related procure- 
ment: Aircraft to be used in the transac- 
tion of official business of the Navy De- 
partment. 

Ships and facilities: Personal services. 

Construction of ships: Personal services. 

Shipbuilding and conversion: Personal serv- 
ices. 

Ordnance and facilities: Personal services. 

Civil engineering: Personal services, supplies 
and materials, and equipment. 

Service-wide supply and finance: Personal 
services, and transportation of things. 

Service-wide operations: Equipment. 


TITLE V 


Maintenance and operation: Personal serv- 
ices, supplies and materials, and equip- 
ment. 

The redt:ctions required by this section shall 

be apportioned as follows: (1) The appro- 

priation made in title IV under the heading 

“Construction of aircraft” shall be reduced 
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by $20,000,000; (2) the appropriation made in 
title V under the heading “Maintenance and 
operation” is reduced by $50,000,000; and (3) 
reductions of $130,000,000 shall be appor- 
tioned by the Director of the Bureau of the 
Budget among the remaining objects spec- 
ified, the reduction under any heading to 
be not less than $1,000,000 nor more than 
$18,000,000. 


Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I must 
say that I feel somewhat flushed by the 
unexpected but nonetheless welcome vote 
on the last amendment, which should 
save the Government between $50,000,- 
000 and $100,000,000. That emboldens 
me to offer the amendment just stated, 
which is designed to make a further sav- 
ing of $200,000,000. 

This figure of $200,000,000 has not 
beeen picked out of the air. It is the 
result of a very careful analysis which I 
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tried to make of the entire military 
budget. However, I am not dictating in 
this amendment the precise distribution 
of all the economies among the remain- 
ing items, but Iam leaving to the Bureau 
of the Budget the determination as to 
how a cut of $130,000,000 of the $200,- 
000,000 is to be distributed. 

I may say that this cut which I pro- 
pose is aimed entirely at overhead. Upon 
studying the budget, not only by items, 
but also by objects within items, I listed 
reductions which I thought could be 
made without impairing our armed 
strength, and I ask to have printed in 
the Recorp at this point a table of these 
reductions. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the Rec- 
ORD, as follows: 


Suggested allocation of $200,000,000 general reduction proposed by Senator Douglas to defense appropriations bill 
(Percentages noted are percentages of amounts budgeted for objects listed] 


Civilian Per- 
personnel | cent 


ARMY 


Finance Corps: 
Finance Service 


— orps: Chemical Serv- 
— —— 
i 


. 1, 000, 000 3 
Military construction: Civilian 


NAVY 


Personnel: General expenses 
8 Corps troops and facili- 


Aircraft and facilities 
Construction of aircraft.. 


Shipbuilding and conversion 
8 atic and facilities. 

vil engineering 
Service-wide supply and finance. 


Service-wide operations 4 q ze 


AIR FORCE 
Maintenance and operation 
Total reduetions 
Grand total 


Transpor- 
tation ol 
things 


Printing 
and repro- 
duction 


Lands and} Per- 
structures | cent 


Per- 
cent 


210 percent of administrative aircraft. 


Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, these 
are suggested reductions, but they are 
not mandatory except a reduction in the 
case of the construction of aircraft, of 
$20,000,000, and in the maintenance and 
operation costs of $59,000,000. My 
amendment would, however, set limita- 
tions on the amount any single item 
could be reduced. Each item, except the 
two I just mentioned, would have to be 
cut by at least $1,000,000, but not more 
than $18,000,000. 

I may say that in general this amend- 
ment does not conflict in any sense with 
the amendment to be offered by the Sen- 
ator from South Dakota [Mr. Case]. I 
repeat, so far as I can see, the savings 
which I am suggesting do not overlap 
to any appreciable degree the economies 
proposed by the Senator from South 
Dakota, namely, a saving of 1 percent 
on the procurement items. The amend- 
ment is designed to reduce civilian per- 
sonnel from 3 to 5 percent, with a total 
saving of approximately $80,000,000. So 


far as personnel is concerned, it will 
make effective the reduction in the num- 
ber of personnel which we adopted yes- 
terday when we placed 500,000 as the 
limit instead of 530,000. That reduction, 
which was sponsored by the junior Sen- 
ator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN] and 
other Senators, was, I think, a very 
proper one. 

But, in order definitely to close the 
gate, it is necessary to reduce the 
amounts of money as well as to reduce 
the number of persons; otherwise it will 
be within the power of the Department 
of Defense, while they pay less for per- 
sonnel, to shift the appropriations from 
personnel to other purposes. Therefore, 
about $80,000,000 of this economy is not 
really a fresh economy; it merely rein- 
forces the action of the Senate of yes- 
terday. It will close the hatches down 
on the economy which we tried to effect 
yesterday and make further reductions 
in overhead of $120,000,000. 


There are certain items in the bill 
before us which I think could certainly 
be omitted with propriety. We have had 
discussions from time to time of the 
advertising expense for recruiting of 
$3,000,000 which the Army is asking to 
be made available during the coming 
year. I think it has been developed by 
the Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
Case], the Senator from Vermont IMr. 
AIKEN], and other Senators that this 
item tends to be a totally unnecessary 
expense, certainly in a period of com- 
pulsory military service. I should like 
to remind the Senate also that on every 
dollar spent in advertising a 15-percent 
commission or kick-back goes to the 
agent who places the advertising. So 
that concealed within that $3,000,000 fig- 
ure is a $450,000 commission for some 
agency or some persons. 

In addition, I think it should be 
pointed out that advertisements for sales 
of war bonds are donated by magazines 
and newspapers. Inasmuch as many of 
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these receive what amounts to a subsidy 
in the form of low mailing rates, I should 
think they could extend their donations 
of advertising space to include recruit- 
ment advertising. So I think that item 
certainly could be dispensed with. 

The bill calls for an appropriation of 
$16,000,000 for the construction of ar- 
mories. We have large numbers of ar- 
mories now. After all, troops are trained 
not so much in indoor drill halls as in 
the field. About all that can be given in 
the armory is close-order drill, plus 
some practice with a rifle once a week. 
Although there would be fewer places in 
which to hold Jefferson-Jackson day and 
Lincoln day dinners, this is an item 
which most certainly might be omitted 
so far as our armed strength is 
concerned. 

I think a reduction should also be 
made in the purchase of administrative 
aircraft for the Navy. The Navy is 
proposing to purchase 95 planes at an 
average cost of $2,250,000 a plane, to be 
used for administrative purposes only. 
That item is found on page 26 of the bud- 
get submitted by the Department of De- 
fense, House Document No. 120. It 
comes to a total of almost precisely 
$215,000,000. Those are luxurious 
planes, the same planes as are used by 
the commercial airlines. Their cost of 
$2,250,000 apiece seems to be very ex- 
cessive. It would seem to me that there 
would be no impairment of military effi- 
ciency if we were to reduce this amount 
by 10 percent, so that there would be 
$195,000,000 for this purpose, or about 
87 planes, instead of $215,000,000 for 95 
planes. 

There are a number of other overhead 
items as well. In short, this is a proposal 
to cut 8200, 000,000 from the nonprocure- 
ment, nonessential features of the De- 
fense budget. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Wyoming yield to me? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish to 
raise a point of order in connection with 
the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Illinois, in that the language on 
page 2, line 6 of the amendment is legis- 
lation on an appropriation bill, and is 
therefore out of order. The language to 
which I refer is: 

Reductions of $130,000,000 shall be appor- 
tioned by the Director of the Bureau of the 
Budget among the remaining objects speci- 
fied, the reduction under any heading to be 
not less than $1,000,000 or more than 
$18,000,000. 


This language constitutes legislation 
on an appropriation bill, and therefore 
the amendment is out of order. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Chair permit argument on this 
question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
point of order may be ruled upon with- 
out debate. That is within the discre- 
tion of the Chair. If the Senator wishes 
to be heard for 5 minutes, the Chair will 
be glad to hear the Senator. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Certainly I do not 
wish to instruct on this point so eminent 
a parliamentarian as the distinguished 
Senator from Georgia, who now occu- 
pies the chair. I merely say that I do 
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not see how this language can be said 
to be legislation. It is simply an attempt 
to reduce the total amount of appropria- 
tions, and to mark out the areas within 
which economies are to be made, allow- 
ing some discretion to the Bureau of the 
Budget. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I reply 
by saying that the language itself legis- 
lates specific discretion to the Director 
of the Bureau of the Budget. I, for one, 
do not believe that we ought to estab- 
lish a precedent by leaving to the dis- 
cretionary power of an administrative 
officer a legislative function of the Con- 
gress to determine exactly how cuts are 
to be made when they are to be made. I 
believe that if we are to make cuts we 
ought to make them specifically, item by 
item, and not legislate by giving discre- 
tion to someone else to do the job for us. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. If I may argue the 
point, I had not thought that at the mo- 
ment we were discussing tho merits of 
the amendment. I thought the distin- 
guished Senator from Oregon, who is an 
eminent legal authority, was addressing 
himself to the point that the amend- 
ment is legislation. 

I wish to make two points. First, the 
amendment is not legislation. It makes 
reductions in specific areas. It provides 
no broad grant of discretion since it 
sets limits on the amounts to be reduced. 
Secondly, if it were legislation, it is at- 
tached to section 623, on page 65, which 
is already legislation. Therefore, the 
amendment should be in order. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I reply 
to my good friend from Illinois by say- 
ing that we cannot pass judgment on 
whether or not the amendment is legis- 
lation until we look to the effect of the 
language. All I have brought out is the 
effect of the language, and the discre- 
tionary power which it would legislative- 
ly vest in the Director of the Bureau of 
the Budget. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is ready to rule. 

This amendment would seem to be 
open to the objection raised in the point 
of order, beginning with the word and“ 
in line 6 on page 2 of the amendment, 
because it is not merely a limitation, 
which is permissible on a general appro- 
priation bill, but it also gives affirmative 
direction to an executive officer of the 
Government. So that part of the 
amendment seems to be subject to the 
point of order. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, may I 
ask if the objection would be removed 
if, in line 7, the amendment were altered 
to read: 

Reductions of $130,000,000 shall be ap- 
portioned by the Committee on Appropria- 
tions of the United States Senate. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. It 
would still be subject to the same ob- 
jection which the Chair has stated. It 
would impose an additional duty upon 
the administrative or executive officers. 
The Chair thinks, therefore, that if this 
portion of the amendment, beginning 
with the word “and” in line 6 on page 
2 of the amendment were retained, it 
would vitiate the entire amendment, and 
it would be subject to a point of order, 

The Chair sustains the point of order. 


- 
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The bill is before the Senate and open 
to amendment. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I of- 
fer my amendment designated 9-10 
51—P,” which I should like to have des- 
ignated section 633 (b). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Illinois will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. At the end of the 
bill it is proposed to add the following 
new section: 

Sec. 633 (b). Funds appropriated by this 
act for purposes of research and develop- 
ment as specified in the budget estimates 
are hereby reduced by $70,000,000. 


Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, we 
have an extraordinary situation so far 
as research is concerned. The hearings, 
and the budget submitted, indicate that 
the three branches of the armed services, 
plus the Secretary of Defense, are ask- 
ing for a total of $1,472,632,000 for pur- 
poses of research. 

At the same time, the House has re- 
fused an appropriation of 814. 000,000 — 
1 percent of that figure for the Na- 
tional Science Foundation, and has con- 
fined the appropriations for that body to 
$300,000. In other words, we are spend- 
ing $1,500,000,000 for research for the 
military agency, at a time when at least 
one branch of the Congress is refusing 
to appropriate 1 percent of that figure 
for basic research, from which has come 
such things as the atomic bomb, radar, 
and a host of other valuable contribu- 
tions to national defense. I think this 
is an extraordinary disproportion of ef- 
fort. 

The effect of my amendment is to 
bring about a reduction of $70,000,000 
from a total of more than $1,472,000,000. 
That is a 5-percent reduction. In the 
first place, it seems to me that a part 
of the reduction proposed in the total 
amount to be devoted to developmental 
research for the military could with 
profit be used by the National Science 
Foundation. 

I may say that if this reduction is 
carried into effect and is enacted in the 
final version of this act, when a supple- 
mental deficiency bill comes before us— 
and I am told that we shall have a sup- 
plemental deficiency bill before us, in 
which I dare say all the economies which 
Congress thought it had made in the 
original bill will be canceled out by the 
good arithmetic of our efficient admin- 


- istrators—I intend to move that $14,- 


000,000 be added to the appropriation for 
the National Science Foundation. In 
other words, I propose that we devote to 
basic research 1 percent of the amount 
which we now spend for developmental 
research for destruction. If this reduc- 
tion of $70,000,000 is made, we can devote 
$14,000,000 more to basic research. The 
taxpayers will benefit to the extent of 
$56,000,000, and we shall not fall behind 
Russia in our scientific discoveries. Let 
us not forget that it was the basic re- 
search of Faraday which gave us the 
whole electrical industry and that the 
atom bomb could not have been devel- 
oped without the discoveries in pure sci- 
ence of Einstein, Bohr, V. Dempster, and 
others. 
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Mr. THYE. Mr. President, for the in- 
formation of the distinguished Senator 
from Illinois, let me say that the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations discussed the 
National Science Foundation appropri- 
ation this morning, and undoubtedly will 
discuss it further in its study of the very 
question which the Senator from Illinois 
has raised. I believe the appropriation 
for the National Science Foundation 
should be increased. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I appreciate the Sen- 
ator 's remarks. The best way to get such 
an increase, in my judgment, is to 
diminish the total for military research. 
We could also give the taxpayer a divi- 
dend of 56,000,000 in addition. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Illinois yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. First I should like to 
continue with my statement, unless the 
Senator from Wyoming has a pressing 
question to ask. 

Mr. OMAHONEN. I completely share 
the Senator's desire to increase the ap- 
propriation for the National Science 
Foundation. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Does the Senator 
share my desire to diminish the appro- 
priation for military research? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I would be very 
willing to accept the amendment and 
carry it to conference. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. With the under- 
standing I hope that the phrase “carry it 
to conference” does not have attached 
to it the usual ambiguous euphemism 
that it is a substitute for quiet asphyxia- 
tion. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. This is the second 
time that the Senator from Illinois has 
complimented me by indicating that I 
do not mean what I say. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. No. I did not intend 
to reflect in any way upon the Senator's 
good faith and intentions, which I know 
are the most honorable. I was thinking 
more of the phrase “carry it to con- 
ference.” We have certain language in 
the Senate 

Mr. OMAHONENT. The Senator from 
Illinois has never had that experience 
with the Senator from Wyoming. I am 
sure he will acknowledge that fact. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I have great con- 
fidence in the Senator from Wyoming. 
Does the Senator accept my amend- 
ment? 

Mr, OMAHONENT. Yes. Before I do 
so I wish the Senate to have some in- 
formation as to precisely what is being 
done in this research and developing 
program. I feel it is one of the most 
important appropriations which can be 
made. It is true that it is for more 
than $1,400,000,000. It is an increase 
over what it was last year. However, 
it is producing the new instruments of 
combat which will save our own men 
by increasing the protective devices 
around them. 

I want the Senate to know just how 
it is organized. I requested Mr. Walter 
G. Whitman, the Chairman of the Re- 
search and Development Board, to send 
me a memorandum, to be inserted in the 
Record, showing certain information. 
The memorandum I have in my hand 
shows the membership of the Research 

and Development Board, the key person- 
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nel, the chairmen of the various com- 
mittees, and a list of the consultants 
to the Board. It gives information from 
the Army regarding research and de- 
velopment, information from the Air 
Force, and a description of how the 
Board operates. I desire to insert the 
information at this point in the RECORD. 
I particularly want the Senate to under- 
stand that there is a national policy 
group within the Research and De- 
velopment Board, which works with the 
chairman in formulating policy, and 
that this group includes some of the 
most distinguished scientists and edu- 
cators in the country. The memoran- 
dum also gives a brief description of each 
of these gentlemen. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
memorandum may be inserted in the 
Recorp at this point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the memo- 
randum was orderec to be printed in 
the Recorp, as follows: 

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT BOARD MEMBERS 

Walter G. Whitman, Chairman; Dr. James 
A. Perkins, Deputy Chairman. 

Hon. Archibald S. Alexander, Under Secre- 
tary of the Army; Lt. Gen. T. B, Larkin, 
United States Army, Assistant Chief of 
Staff, G-4, deputy. 

Maj. Gen. Ward H. Maris, Deputy Assistant 
Chief of Staff, G-4, for Research and Develop- 
ment; Maj. Gen. Rex W. Beasley, Assistant 
Chief, Research and Development Section, 
AFF, Fort Monroe, Va., deputy. 

Hon. Dan A. Kimball, Secretary of the 
Navy; Rear Adm. C. M, Bolster, United States 
Navy, Deputy and Assistant Chief of Naval 
Research, deputy. 

Rear Adm. Maurice Edwin Curts, United 
States Navy, Assistant Chief of Naval Opera- 
tions, Readiness; Rear Adm. M. F. Schoeffel, 
United States Navy, Chief of Naval Research, 
deputy. 

Hon. John A. McCone, Under Secretary of 
the Air Force; William A. M. Burden, Special 
Assistant to Secretary of the Air Force, 
deputy. 

Maj. Gen. Donald L. Putt, United States 
Air Force, Acting Deputy Chief of Staff, De- 
velopment; Brig. Gen. Donald N. Yates, Unit- 
ed States Air Force, Director of Research and 
Development, Deputy Chief of Staff, Develop- 
ment, deputy. 


RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT BOARD POLICY 
GROUP 

An internal policy group within the Re- 
search and Development Board works closely 
with the Chairman in formulating and exe- 
cuting policy, with special emphasis on uti- 
lizing the talents of the many scientists and 
engineers from industry and the universities 
who are assisting the Board in its work. 

The internal policy group includes Dr. 


James A. Perkins as Deputy Chairman, Dr. 


Robert C. Gunness and Mr. Edwin A. Speak- 
man as Vice Chairmen, Dr. S. Douglas Cornell 
as Director of Planning, and the three full- 
time military secretaries of the Board, Brig. 
Gen. Robert W. Crichlow of the Army, Capt. 
Steadman Teller of the Navy, and Col. Mer- 
rill B. Burnside of the Air Force. 

Walter G. Whitman, the Chairman, came 
to the Research and Development Board 
from the Massachusetts Institute of Tech- 
nology, where he was head of the depart- 
ment of chemical engineering. His experi- 
ence includes 9 years in industrial research 
before coming to MIT in 1934. During the 
war he was in charge of the Basic Chemical 
Division of the War Production Board and 
Chairman of the Committee on Aviation 
Fuels of the National Advisory Committee 
for Aeronautics. In 1948 he directed a study 
of nuclear-powered aircraft for the Atomic 
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Energy Commission, and he was appointed 
to the AEC’s General Advisory Committee 
last year. 

Dr. James A. Perkins, the Deputy Chair- 
man, received his Bachelor of Arts degree 
from Swarthmore College in 1934 and his 
Doctor of Philosophy degree from Princeton 
in 1937. 

From 1937 to 1941 Dr. Perkins was assist- 
ant professor of public affairs and assistant 
director, School of Public and International 
Affairs, at Princeton University. In 1941 he 
joined the Office of Price Administration in 
Washington, D. C., as Director of the Paper 
Division. In 1943 he became Assistant to 
the Administrator of the Foreign Economic 
Administration. In 1945 he left the Govern= 
ment to become vice president of Swarth- 
more College, a position he held until 1950, 
when he became executive associate of the 
Carnegie Corp. of New York. 

Dr. Robert C. Gunness, one of the two vice 
chairmen, received his bachelor of science 
degree in chemistry in 1932 at Massachusetts 
State College and his doctorate in Chemical 
engineering at the Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology in 1936. After serving as assist- 
ant professor at MIT, he joined the research 
department of the Standard Oil Co. of Indi- 
ana, engaging initially in process design and 
Pilot-plant development of petroleum and 
petrochemical processes. Since 1947 he has 
been manager of the company’s research ac- 
tivities. Dr. Gunness is a councilor of the 
American Institute of Chemical Engineers, 
He contributes to the board a broad experi- 
ence and talent in the field of chemical 
engineering and in the management of in- 
dustrial research. 

Mr. Edwin A. Speakman, the other vice 
chairman, received his bachelor of science de- 
gree in physics from Haverford College in 
1936. From 1931 to 1934 Mr. Speakman 
was instructor in physics at Haverford, where 
he invented the first system which used a 
light beam for timing races automatically 
and to an accuracy of 0.01 second. In 1934, 
Mr. Speakman joined the research labora- 
tories of the Philco Corp. as a radio engineer, 
Here he invented the telescopic rod antenna 
which has been adopted for use on all radio- 
equipped automobiles. In 1939, Mr. Speak- 
man went with the Naval Research Labora- 

as assistant superintendent of the 
radio division, and headed the counter- 
measures branch of the Laboratory from 
1940 to 1949. During this period he also 
initiated developments for naval radar 
equipment. 


RDB Coymuirree CHAIRMEN 

1. Committee on Aeronautics: Philip B. 
Taylor, Sanderson & Porter, New York, N. Y. 

2. Committee on Atomic Energy: Dr. Robert 
F. Bacher, Norman Bridge Laboratory of 
Physics, California Institute of Technology, 
Pasadena, Calif. 

3. Committee on Biological Warfare: Dr. Ira 
L. Baldwin, vice president, University of Wis- 
consin, Madison, Wis. 

4. Committee on Chemical Warfare: Dr. R. 
C. Swain, vice president, American Cyanamid 
Co., New York, N. Y. 

5. Committee on Electronics: Mr. D. A. 
Quarles, vice president, Bell Telephone Lab- 
oratories, New York, N. Y. 

6. Committee on Equipment and Materials: 
Dr. Lawrence W. Bass, vice president, U. S. 
Industrial Chemicals Corp., Chicago, Ill. 

7. Committee on Fuels and Lubricants: Mr. 
William M. Holaday, director, Socony Vacuum 
Laboratories, New York, N. Y. 

8. Committee on Geophysics and Geogra- 
phy: Dr. W. E. Wrather, director, Geological 
Survey, United States Department of Interior, 
Washington, D. C. 

9. Committee on Guided Missiles: Dr. Clark 
B. Millikan, Guggenheim Aeronautical Lab- 
oratory, California Institute of Technology, 
Pasadena, Calif. 
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10. Committee on Human Resources: Dr. 
Frank A. Geldard, department of psychology, 
University of Virginia, Charlottesville, Va. 

11. Committee on Medical Sciences: Dr. 
Lowell T. Coggeshall, University of Chicago, 
department of medicine, Chicago, III. 

12. Committee on Ordnance: Dr. J. A. 
Hutcheson, Westinghouse Electric Corp., 
East Pittsburgh, Pa. 


RDB CONSULTANTS 

Dr. Caryl P. Haskins, director, Haskins 
Laboratory, Inc; Dr. Alfred L. Loomis, presi- 
dent, Loomis Institute of Scientific Re- 
search; Karl T. Keller, president, Chrysler 
Corp.; Dr. Mervin J. Kelly, executive vice 
president, Bell Telephone Laboratory; Dr. 
Robert F. Bacher, chairman, department of 
physics, California Institute of Technology; 
Dr. Ira L. Baldwin, vice president, Univer- 
sity of Wisconsin; Dr. Julius A. Stratton, 
provost, MIT; Dr. James P. Baxter, III, presi- 
dent, Williams College, Williamstown, Mass.; 
Dr. Lee A. DuBridge, president, California In- 
stitute of Technology; Dr. Merle T. Tuve, di- 
rector, department of terrestrial magnetism, 
Carnegie Institute of Washington; Dr. Lloyd 
V. Berkner, staff member, department of ter- 
restrial magnetism, Carnegie Institution of 
Washington; Mr. Robert E. Wilson, chair- 
man of board, Standard Oil Co. of Indiana; 
Dr. D. W. Bronk, president and professor 
of biophysics, Johns Hopkins University; Dr. 
Vannevar Bush, president, Carnegie Institu- 
tion of Washington, Dr. L. T. Coggeshall, dean, 
division of biological sciences, University of 
Chicago; Dr. Karl T. Compton, chairman of 
the corporation, MIT; Dr. James B. Conant, 
president, Harvard University; Dr. Frederick 
L. Hovde, president, Purdue University; Dr. 
James B. Macelwane, S. J., dean, Institute 
of Technology, St. Louis University; Dr. 
Donald S. Marquis, chairman, department of 
psychology, University of Michigan; Dr. 
Clark B. Millikan, director, Daniel Guggen- 
heim Aeronautical Laboratory, California 
Institute of Technology; Dr. J. Robert Op- 
penheimer, director, professor of physics, In- 
stitute for Advanced Study, Princeton, N. J.; 
Dr. I. I. Rabi, professor of physics, Columbia 
University; Dr. Irvin Stewart, president, Uni- 
versity of West Virginia; Dr. John Von Neu- 
mann, research professor of mathematics, 
Institute for Advanced Study, Princeton, 
N. J. 


Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Yes. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Do I understand that 
the Senator from Wyoming has accepted 
the amendment? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Ihave accepted it. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. With the under- 
standing that this cut of 870,000,000 will 
be applied by the Research and Develop- 
ment Board? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Of course. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I thank the gracious 
Senator from Wyoming for making pos- 
sible this great progress. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Illi- 
nois [Mr. DOUGLAS]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendment 9-10-51—M. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Clerk will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 11, 
between lines 10 and 11, it is proposed to 
insert the following new section: 

Sec. —. No part of any appropriations made 
by this act shall be available to reimburse 
any person for expenses of travel in any 
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amount in excess of the amount of the ex- 
penses actually incurred by such person in 
such travel. 


Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, this 
amendment is designed to correct 
another abuse in the armed services. 
It would correct the abuse in the field 
of issuing orders to temporary duty for 
members of the armed services. I 
should like to explain the background on 
which the amendment is based. 

During the last war in the Pacific it 
was virtually impossible for any officer 
or enlisted man, who was sent from one 
station to another, to incur any signifi- 
cant expense. He would be housed either 
at an officers’ or enlisted men’s quarters. 
His meals would also be furnished free, 
There was no actual expense incurred in 
the course of the travel. Nevertheless 
it was the general practice of adjutants 
to issue temporary duty orders, under 
which the then prevailing rate of $6 per 
day expense would be paid. This prac- 
tice provided an amount of “gravy” 
which was somewhat similar in nature 
to the flight pay “gravy,” which we have 
now largely eliminated. 

The Senator from Illinois had some 
experience with this situation, because 
for some time he served as the adjutant 
of a Marine Corps division in the Pacific. 
Without being forward or attempting to 
compliment myself unduly, I do take a 
certain arzount of pride in the fact that 
I always refused to issue orders which 
involved payment of travel allowance in 
areas in which no expense was incurred. 

I wish to pay great tribute to the 
Chiefs of Staff and commanding gen- 
erals under whom I served, for support- 
ing me most vigorously in the position 
which I took. However, it was tue gen- 
eral practice throughout the Pacific to 
allow $6 a day for travel expenses on 
assignments to temporary duty. The 
per diem allowance has now been in- 
creased to $9 a day. I once made an 
estimate that probably from $5,000,000 
to $10,000,000 had been wasted in the 
Pacific area alone on these per diem 
allowances, for which expenses were not 
incurred. It is not certain how much of 
a saving the present amendment would 
bring about, but if we were to have hos- 
tilities continued in isolate: areas of the 
world, where there are no hotels and 
where no out-of-pocket expenses are in- 
curred, it would amount to a real sav- 
ing. I hope the chairman of the sub- 
committee will accept the amendment. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. This is another 
amendment which is subject to the same 
criticism I made of the previous amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Illi- 
nois. His amendment with respect to 
flight pay was based, in my opinion, 
wholly upon conditions which have 
ceased to exist, as was clearly exemplified 
when the Senator from Florida IMr. 
Smatuers], in response to my inquiry, 
said that he was giving testimony of con- 
ditions which existed prior to the passage 
of the act of October 12, 1949. 

The Senator from Illinois, in speaking 
of his experience in the Pacific, is re- 
ferring to a condition which existed be- 
fore the Career Compensation Act of 1949 
was passed. This act fixes the maxi- 
mum per diem rate for military person- 
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nel traveling within the United States 
at $9, the same as is paid to civilian em- 
ployees. It is incorporated in the regu- 
lations known as General Travel Regula- 
tions for the Uniformed Services. The 
regulations apply to all the services— 
Army, Navy, Marine Corps, Air Force, 
Coast Guard, Coast and Geocetic Survey, 
and Public Health Service. In the ad- 
ministration of this item protection from 
abuse is provided by the following 
methods: 

First. Deductions when Government 
quarters are furnished. 

Second. Deductions when Government 
messing facilities are available. 

Third. No per diem when both quar- 
ters and messing facilities are available. 

Fourth. A lesser per diem, subject to 
the above deductions when the duty pe- 
riod involved is of an extended nature. 

Fifth. No per diem at all when the 
nature of the duty is such as to preclude 
the necessity for a per diem, such as 
short trips not requiring overnight 
lodging. 

Mr. President, the evidence presented 
indicated to me that the per diem sys- 
tem has been found to be administra- 
tively much more efficient than either 
the mileage or the actual expense system. 

I had a memorandum on that matter 
prepared. The contention seemed to be 
that if we were to require the actual- 
expense-allowance method, it would be 
necessary to employ a much larger staff 
than now is necessary for administra- 
tive purposes. 

The memorandum designates this 
method as impracticable, if not impossi- 
ble, as an administrative problem, and 
states that the payment of travel al- 
lowances on a voucherable basis would 
necessarily require the procuring of re- 
ceipts for each expense incurred in con- 
nection therewith; for example, receipts 
would have to be obtained for meals, tips, 
lodging, and so forth. 

The cost of such a method would far 
exceed the present cost of the method 
of payment on a per diem basis. 

In the memorandum there are numer- 
ous other items. I shall not bother to 
read them to the Senate, but I now ask 
unanimous consent to have the entire 
memorandum printed at this point in 
the Recorp, as a part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the memo- 
randum was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

The suggestion that the payment of travel 
allowances on a per diem basis be abolished 
would result in an impracticable, if not im- 
possible, administrative problem for the fol- 
lowing reasons: 

1. The payment of travel allowances on a 
voucherable basis would necessarily require 
the procuring of receipts for each expense in- 
curred in connection therewith. Examples of 
items for which receipts would be necessary 
are meals, tips, lodging, etc. 

2. The additionat administrative costs en- 
tailed by the payment of travel allowances 
on a voucherable or actual expense basis 
would far exceed the present cost of payment 
of per diem. 

3. Payment of travel allowances on a 
youcherable basis would not provide sufficient 
data on which to base budget estimates. 

4, Current statutory authorization limits 
the payment for expenses in connection with 
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lodgings, subsistence, and necessary inci- 
dental expenses, to a maximum of $9 a day. 
This maximum would be eliminated in the 
event a voucherable basis were substituted 
therefor. Actual expenses paid would no 
doubt far exceed the present limitation of $9. 

5. A voucherable system would discourage 
economical use of hotel and restaurant ac- 
commodations. 

6. The impracticability of actual expense 
youcher system for civilian travel was proved 
to be so unsatisfactory that the law was 
changed to authorize reimbursement of ex- 
penses on a per diem basis. 

7. The Bureau of the Budget, apparently 
recognizing the impracticability of securing 
recipts for certain items of expenditure for 
civilians has, effective August 10, 1951, dis- 
continued the requirement of such receipts 
for expenditures for items not covered by the 
per diem in lieu of subsistence where the 
amount is less than $3. 

The proposed system of reimbursement 
would impose undue hardship and burden on 
members of the uniformed services in that 
they would be placed in a different category 
for reimbursement purposes from any Goy- 
ernment employees or personnel engaged in 
private enterprise. 

9. The requiring of receipts would not ap- 
pear to be compatible with the standards of 
conduct required of personnel in uniform. 

10. It is considered that, based on current 
inflated economical standards, a $9 maximum 
per diem rate is, in fact, the minimum 
amount necessary to perform travel. 


Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
express the hope that the amendment 
will be rejected. 

The PRESIDING. OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment lettered M.“ submitted by the 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DOUGLAS]. 
{Putting the question.] 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I ask 
for a division. 

On a division, the amendment was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill is open to further amendment. 

Mr, FLANDERS obtainer the floor. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi- 
dent, will the Senator from Vermont 
yield, to permit me to submit an amend- 
ment to the pending bill? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield for that pur- 
pose. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I send to the desk an amendment 
to the pending bill, which I ask to lie 
on the table. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, the amendment will be received 
and will lie on the table. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I 
submit the motion which I send to the 
desk and ask to have read. 3 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
motion will be read. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

Motion by Mr. FLANDERS: I move that the 
pending bill, H. R. 5054 (making appropria- 
tions for the National Security Council, the 
National Security Resources Board, and for 
military functions administered by the De- 
partment of Defense for the fiscal year end- 
ing June 30, 1952, and for other purposes), 
be recommitted to the Committee on Ap- 
propriations with instructions that the com- 
mittee shall report the bill as soon as rea- 


sonably may be in a total sum not to exceed 
$55,000,000,000. 


Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I am 
mindful of the terrific task which this 
subcommittee has faced, arti which in- 
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deed is faced by the Appropriations 
Committee as a whole. No committee 
of the Senate has a more arduous, time- 
consuming, and nerve-racking duty 
than does the Appropriations Commit- 
tee. I have, therefore, desired to put 
this motion to recommit in such form 
that the members of that committee 
shall not be required, even by implica- 
tion, again to bring the officials of the 
Department of Defense before them or 
to go over material which already has 
been presented in the testimony, and to 
which attention already has been given. 

I would expect that the committee 
could in a comparatively short space of 
time remove from the bill the items 
which relate to contractual obligations 
made by the Government, and which 
must be met, and then could make pro- 
portional decreases in the remainder, so 
to bring the total to $55,000,000,000. 
Should there be any special considera- 
tions which would lead to special treat- 
ment of any items, the committee, under 
the motion, can take cognizance of them. 

Obviously such a change would cerve 
the purposes of economy, but it has back 
of it a far more fundamental and im- 
portant point than the saving of $5,000,- 
000,000 in connection with a particular 
measure at this particular time. What 
is involved, as was said Tuesday, is plac- 
ing a bar to the further development of 
the garrison state into which we have 
entered with a progress that is quiet, 
unostentatious and almost unregarded, 
but which to the seeing and compre- 
hending eye is terrifically alarming in 
these days when we are not engaged ina 
major conflict. When we are engaged 
in a major conflict, of course all limits 
are off. 

Unless we can set limits to the de- 
mands of the Defense Establishment in 
these times, it will continue to solidify 
its present control over our economy, 
over our standard of living, and over our 
personal lives. 

Iam not impugning the motives of the 
Defense Establishment. I am doing the 
opposite of that. I am saying that those 
who head it are high-minded and patri- 
otic. I have not the slightest doubt in 
my own mind as to the honesty of their 
conviction that the sums requested are 
necessary for the safety of the country. 
Furthermore, I believe they are honest 
in their statements that what we are 
facing is a peak load of expenditures to 
be endured for a short time, and to be 
followed, if open warfare does not ensue, 
by a period of lessening burdens. 

What I do strongly feel is that there is 
no logical limit to the demands of a con- 
scientious and patriotic Defense Estab- 
lishment in times like these. No provi- 
sion of arms and armament is enough. 
No expenditures are too great. This must 
be so in the nature of the case to those 
who by training and experience place 
their full faith in armed strength. If 
the nation places its whole faith in armed 
strength, it must be prepared to go the 
limit and to become truly and perma- 
nently a garrison state. 

This need not be. If our State Depart- 
ment accepts the responsibility of devel- 
oping the psychological and spiritual 
forces which lie ready at its hands, the 
burden of material preparation will be 
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greatly diminished. Military victories 
may be won by arms alone at a terrific 
cost in social disorganization and loss of 
freedom for our people; but that has not 
in the past, and will not in the future, 
bring peace. Peace can come only by 
making allies of the enslaved peoples 
within the Soviet orbit and bringing into 
mutual and helpful connections with us 
all the nations of the earth outside that 
orbit, who now are properly suspicious of 
international rivalries which are ex- 
pressed in terms of military power. 

A proper realization on the part of the 
State Department of its real duties and 
real possibilities will diminish, although 
it will not do away with, the necessity for 
enormous military expenditures; but it 
will permit us to escape from this impris- 
onment in the garrison state whose one- 
way door we are now entering. 

Again I would call the attention of the 
Senate and of our State Department to 
the possibilities of such actions as were 
expressed in my speech on the Senate 
floor of July 9. I would also again call 
the attention of the Senate, of the For- 
eign Relations Committee, and of the 
State Department to the practical pro- 
posals for universal disarmament which 
were made by 23 members of this body 
in the resolution introduced on Au- 
gust 20. The latter document is of par- 
ticular importance in view of the dead 
certainty that Russia will be making its 
own drive for peace at the coming Assem- 
bly of the United Nations in November. 
If our resolution is passed and is taken 
seriously by our State Department, we 
will be prepared with a constructive an- 
swer to such proposals. If not, we will 
be, as so often hitherto, caught unpre- 
pared and off balance. 

To sum up the matter, Mr. President, 
let me say this is an economy propo- 
sal to the extent of $5,000,000,000, al- 
though such sums have become a mere 
bagatelle in these days in which we are 
living; but it addresses itself funda- 
mentally to such a civilian control on 
military expenditures as will enable us 
to escape from a complete but unneces- 
sary domination of our lives by our 
Military Establishment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the motion by the 
Senator from Vermont (Mr. FLANDERS] 
to recommit the bill, with instructions. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, of 
course I oppose the motion. The com- 
mittee worked upon this bill for about 
12 weeks. As has been stated repeatedly 
during the debate by members of the 
committee, the committee not only went 
over the bill line by line, but also went 
over the budget estimates line by line. 

Every word which the Senator from 
Vermont has said is accurate enough. 
Of course the appropriation recom- 
mended is a huge one, and I am sure no 
member of the subcommittee or of the 
Appropriations Committee would have 
voted for it except under the compelling 
conviction that the appropriations con- 
tained in the bill are necessary, not only 
in order to defend the United States, 
but also in order to preserve the liberties 
of mankind. 

This is a $61,000,000,000 bill. The 
figure was raised to $61,000,000,000 be- 
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cause we added $6,000,000,000 for the 
expansion of air power. If we take $5,- 
000,000,000 out of the bill, we shall be 
reducing it to $56,000,000,000. The 
same argument exactly as the one which 
the Senator from Vermont makes in 
support of a reduction of $6,000,000,000 
from a $61,000,000,000 bill could be made 
in support of a similar reduction from a 
$56,000,000,000 bill. We are dealing in 
gigantic sums, but we are locked in com- 
bat, we are locked in philosophical and 
ideological conflict with a totalitarian 
power which, by fiat, can create what- 
ever money it needs, which does not need 
to pay soldiers or sailors or aviators, 
which can force production through the 
threat of a concentration camp, which 
can and which does take over the entire 
industrial system and by force produces 
the commodities which we are trying to 
produce in a free system. y 

We try to maintain the profit incen- 
tive. We try to retain the system of free 
enterprise. But let no one misunder- 
stand the fact: The reductions proposed 
by the Senator, if they were to be made, 
would have to be made by curtailing 
the military power of the United States, 
while the conflict is mounting. The 
daily newspapers and the daily dis- 
patches over the radio tell us the story 
of what is going on. We know that the 
cease-fire negotiations in Korea have 
practically broken down. Why? Many 
people believe that they were instigated 
by the Soviet totalitarianism solely for 
the purpose of creating confusion and 
misunderstanding, and in crder to give 
time to the Communists in which to 
build up their power. 

Are we to risk repudiating the best 
judgment which the committee has been 
able to secure? Our committee will not 
know where to make these cuts. We 
shall have to call in the military again. 
We shall have to go over the document 
page by page and line by line. We could 
not substitute our judgment for the 
judgment of the military, whom we have 
trained to do this job. 

Mr. President, I again call the atten- 
tion of Members of the Senate to the 
fact that the Department of Defense 
itself made a cut of more than 40 per- 
cent below the requests made by the 
various divisions of the armed services; 
and the Bureau of the Budget then made 
additional cuts. The bill has been scru- 
tinized with the greatest care, and I 
feel that it would be altogether im- 
proper to call upon the committee once 
more to do a job which it has done in 
utmost good faith and with great labor 
and great expenditure of time. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Louisiana. 

Mr. LONG. Is it not the function of 
the committee to pare down every one 
of these items to the very bare minimum 
which the committee believes must be 
granted in order to provide for the vari- 
ous functions? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. That is correct. 

Mr. LONG. Have the Senator and his 
committee performed that function in 
trimming down the items in the bill as 
closely as they believed the interests of 
national security would permit? 
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Mr. O’MAHONEY. That statement 
has been made over and over by mem- 
bers of the committee. As chairman of 
the committee, I say again that I have 
worked upon this bill since the Tth day 
of June, and no one knows better than 
the Senator from Louisiana that, be- 
cause of the necessity of devoting my 
time to this bill, I have been compelled 
to neglect other legislation in which he 
and I are very much interested. 

Mr. LONG. As a matter of fact, the 
Senator from Wyoming knows that the 
junior Senator from Louisiana, at least 
twice a week, has been asking the chair- 
man of the committee to set aside some 
time for the consideration of tidelands 
legislation by the committee of which he 
is chairman, and that we have not had 
an opportunity, for almost a month, to 
meet with the committee, the reason be- 
ing that the distinguished chairman of 
our committee has been working dili- 
gently, day and night, on the bill which 
has been under discussion by the Senate 
for several days. Does the Senator 
know of any additional information and 
knowledge he could expect readily to 
come to him, if the bill were to be re- 
committed for further consideration? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I know of none. 
It would necessarily have to be an arbi- 
trary slash. I hope the Senate will re- 
ject the motion to recommit with in- 
structions, and I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre- 
tary will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 


Aiken Green McKellar 
Bennett Hayden McMahon 
Benton Hendrickson Millikin 
Brewster Hennings Monroney 
Bricker Hickenlooper Moody 
Butler, Md. Hill Morse 
Butler, Nebr. Hoey Mundt 
Cain Holland Murray 
Capehart Humphrey Neely 
Carlson Hunt Nixon 
Case Ives O’Mahoney 
Clements Jenner Pastore 
Connally Johnson, Colo. Robertson 
Cordon Johnson, Tex. Saltonstall 
Dirksen Johnston, S. C. Schoeppel 
Douglas Kem Smith, Maine 
Dworshak Kerr Smith, N. J. 
Eastland Langer Smith, N. C. 
Ecton Lehman Stennis 
Ellender Long Taft 
Ferguson Martin Thye 
Flanders Maybank Underwood 
Frear McCarran Watkins 
Fulbright McCarthy Welker 
George McClellan Williams 
Gillette McFarland Young 
The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is 
present. 


The question is on agreeing to the 
motion of the Senator from Vermont 
[Mr. FLANDERS] to recommit the bill, with 
instructions. 

Mr, FLANDERS. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena- 
tor has 7 minutes. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Vermont yield to me 
for 1 minute? 

Mr. FLANDERS. Out of the Senator’s 
time or out of my time? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. My time is ex- 
hausted. 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield 1 minute to 


the Senator from Wyoming. 
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Mr, O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
merely wish to advise those who have 
been called to the Senate floor by the 
quorum call that the issue now is upon 
the motion to recommit, with instruc- 
tions to cut $5,000,000,000 from the bill. 
I have said to the Senators who were 
in the Chamber before the quorum call 
that the committee has labored many 
long hours and very diligently since the 
7th of June on this bill, and it decidedly 
feels that the motion to recommit should 
not be agreed to. 

I thank the Senator from Vermont for 
yielding. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I 
wish to suggest to the Senator from 
Wyoming, whose labors and the labors 
of those fellow members on the sub- 
committee and on the full committee I 
tried fully to recognize in my presenta- 
tion of the motion, that, nevertheless, 
what is back of my motion is something 
of fundamental importance which over- 
rides all labors, all difficulties, and all 
detailed sums. The fundamental ques- 
tion is whether we are going so far in a 
period when we are not yet in actual 
warfare that, by the fiscal necessities of 
military appropriations, we lose our free- 
dom and become a garrison state. That 
is the question which I think overrides 
all other considerations, and it was with 
that thought in mind that I proposed the 
motion. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a brief question? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield. ` 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Does not the Sen- 
ator really feel that, in view of the fact 
that the House Appropriations Commit- 
tee spent weeks of study and that the 
Senate committee spent weeks of study 
on the regular budget for the defense 
agencies, if we should send the bill back 
to the committee with instructions to 
cut out $5,000,000,000 it would be tanta- 
mount to the Senate saying, We do not 
want the $5,000,000,000 for additional 
air power for which you have no budget 
estimate”? Would we not put the Sen- 
ate on record as instructing the commit- 
tee to cut out the Air arm when the 
committee thought it was the most es- 
sential thing that could be developed? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I should like to say, 
in answer to the question of the distin- 
guished Senator from Virginia, that I 
would decidedly wish to remove myself 
personally from that imputation. The 
suggestion is that proportional cuts be 
made, in the judgment of the committee, 
aside from those sums which have to 
be left as they are because of contrac- 
tual commitments. 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, how 
much time have I remaining? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
has 4 minutes remaining. 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield 3 minutes 
tc the Senator from IIlinois IMr. 
DIRKSEN}. 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? I have been on my feet 
for some time. 

Mr. FLANDERS. If the Senator had 
piped up I would have had the advantage 
of the ear as well as ol the eye. 
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Mr. GREEN. I did pipe up. I am 
sorry I did not pipe up more loudly. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Is it a brief question 
wi.ich the Senator has to ask? 

Mr. GREEN. It is a brief question. I 
understood the Senator in his prelimi- 
nary remarks to draw a distinction be- 
tween winning by force and winning by 
spiritual means, and the intimation was 
that the more money we spend for force 
the less we can use in other respects. 
As I understand, the State Department 
is using spiritual means as well as force 
to accomplish the ends which the Nation 
has in view. Why should we use any 
more spiritual force if we cut down the 
appropriation for military purposes? 

Mr, FLANDERS. My statement was 
not quite as the Senator from Rhode 
Island has indicated. I shall have to be 
brief in my answer, in justice to the 
Senator from Illinois. My statement 
ws that complete dependence on mili- 
tary force leads to limitless expendi- 
tures. 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. President— — 

Mr. FLANDERS. If the Senator from 
Rhode Island will excuse me, in justice 
to the Senator from Illinois, I must yield 
my remaining time to him. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, how 
much time have I available? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Vermont has the floor. Unless the 
Senator from Vermont yields to the 
Senator from Illinois for the purpose of 
addressing the Senate, he can yield only 
for interrogatories. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I 
yield the time remaining to me to the 
Senator from Illinois. 


Mr. DIRKSEN, Mr. President, how 
much time do I have? 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Three 


minutes. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I in- 
tend to support the motion of the Sen- 
ator from Vermont for a number of 
reasons. In the first place, I recall that 
at the end of World War II, when it 
came time to rescind military appro- 
priations, we really discovered the ac- 
celeration, we really discovered the pace 
at which money can actually be ex- 
pended. 

No one, of course, is unmindful of the 
jeopardy which confronts the country. 
No one is unmindful of the task we 
face. Yet it seems to me we are dealing 
here with such astronomical amounts 
that they represent a kind of financial 
indigestion to the country, and I for one 
do not believe that the vast amounts of 
money carried by this bill can be ef- 
fectively spent in a short space of time. 
It should not be forgotten, of course, 
that Congress is coming back on the 
third day of January. If there are 
holes, if there are gaps, those can cer- 
tainly be repaired at the right time. 

Mr. President, there have appeared in 
the newspapers from time to time state- 
ments emanating from committees of 
the United States Senate as to the lag in 
our production program. It is only 
within the last 3 or 4 days that there 
was published an Associated Press dis- 
patch to the effect that we were nearly 
6 months behind in the aircraft pro- 
gram, if I remember correctly. I am 
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distressed over the fact that I did not 
save the clipping. If that be true, why 
then the push, what is the super- 
urgency? Congress will be back in 
January. 

Finally, Mr. President, I think I ought 
to point out that in the humble judg- 
ment of the junior Senator from Illinois 
there is one thing that we often over- 
look, and that is one of the great ele- 
ments of strength which is required of 
us by the tour de force with which we 
are confronted at the present time. I 
refer to strength at home. I am not 
persuaded that a few symbolic divisions 
either on the Elbe, the Oder, or the 
Weser River in Germany are going to 
frighten Josef Stalin. The thing that 
is going to frighten Josef Stalin, the 
thing that is going to make him count 
his pennies twice, the thing that is going 
to set him back on his heels, is a proper 
regard for the vitality of America at 
home. If he expects to win at all he 
will have to win with a blitz and he 
knows full well that if he did not follow 
that course a vitally strong, resilient and 
robust America at home would cook his 
goose before he got through. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I cannot yield. I 
have only limited time. I hope my 
friend from Virginia will pardon me for 
not yielding. 

A couple of days ago a former presid- 
ing officer of this body, Hon. Charles 
Dawes, passed away in Chicago. 
Shortly before he passed away, he said 
to a friend of mine, “Even a country so 
big, so large, so fat, and so wealthy as 
the United States of America could one 
day run out of credit and go into 
insolvency.” 

Mr. President, I think we must have 
a proper regard for our country’s credit. 
We must manifest an alertness in the 
legislative branch and say to our mil- 
itary leaders, “Look, we, too, are mind- 
ful of the best purpose for which this 
money can be effectively spent. We 
are interested in the things in which you 
are interested, but at the same time it 
becomes the solemn responsibility of 
the legislative branch to make sure that 
the strength and the force and the vi- 
tality of America on the home front are 
not impaired.” 

What we do here could be one of the 
most salutary things for the strength of 
America that I can think of. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time 
of the Senator from Illinois has expired. 

The question is on the motion made 
by the Senator from Vermont IMr. 
FLANDERS] to recommit the bill, with 
instructions. 

Mr. FLANDERS and other Senators 
asked for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the Chief Clerk called the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON] is absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD], 
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Cuavez], the Senator from Tennessee 
(Mr. KEFAUVER], the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. Magnuson], the Sena- 
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tor from Maryland [Mr. O’Conor], the 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL], 
the Senator from Florida (Mr, Smarx- 
ERS], and the Senator from Alabama 
(Mr. SPARKMAN] are absent on official 
business. 

The Senator from West Virginia (Mr. 
KILdonE] is unavoidably detained on 
official business at one of the Govern- 
ment departments. 

I announce further that if present and 
voting, the Senator from Tennessee Mr. 
Kerauver], the Senator from West Vir- 
ginia [Mr. KILGORE], the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. Macnuson], the Sen- 
ator from Maryland [Mr. O’Conor], the 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL], 
the Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATH- 
ERS], and the Senator from Alabama 
(Mr. SPARKMAN] would each vote “nay.” 

Mr. SALTONSTALL, I announce that 
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr, 
London!] is absent by leave of the Senate, 
and, if present, he would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. Brioces] and the Senator from 
Nevada [Mr. MALONE] are absent on ofi- 
cial business. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. Torey] is absent because of illness, 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
Wuerry] and the Senator from Wiscon- 
sin [Mr. WitEy] are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Durr] and the Senator from California 
(Mr. Knowtanp] are detained on official 
business, 

The Senator from California [Mr. 
KNOWLAND] is paired with the Senator 
from Nebraska [Mr. WRERR TI. If pres- 
ent and voting, the Senator from Cali- 
fornia would vote “nay” and the Sen- 
ator from Nebraska would vote “yea.” 

The result was announced—yeas 29, 
nays 49, as follows: 


YEAS—29 
Aiken Flanders Millikin 
Bennett Frear Schoeppel 
Brewster George Smith, Maine 
Bricker Hendrickson Smith, N. J. 
Butler, Md. Hickenlooper Smith, N.C. 
Butler, Nebr. Jenner Taft 
Capehart Johnson, Colo. Watkins 
Dirksen Kem Welker 
Dworshak Langer Williams 
Ferguson Martin 
NAYS—49 
Benton Hoey Monroney 
Cain Holland Moody 
Carlson Humphrey Morse 
Hunt Mundt 

Clements Ives Murray 
Connally Johnson, Tex. Neely 
Cordon Johnston, S. C. Nixon 
Douglas Kerr O'Mahoney 
Eastland Lehman Pastore 
Ecton Long Robertson 
Ellender Maybank Saltonstall 
Fulbright McCarran Stennis 
Gillette McCarthy Thye 
Green McClellan Underwood 
Hayden McFarland Young 
Hennings McKellar 

ll McMahon 

NOT VOTING—18 

Anderson Kilgore Russell 
Bridges Knowland Smathers 
Byrd Lodge Sparkman 
Chavez Magnuson Tobey 

ft Malone Wherry 
Kefauver O'Conor Wiley 


So Mr. FLANDERS’ Motion to recommit, 
with instructions, was rejected. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I send 
to the desk a motion and ask that it be 
read. 
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The motion 
will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
Morro BY Mr. LANGER To RECOMMIT 
H. R. 5054 

Mr. President, I move that the pending bill 
(H. R. 5054) making appropriations for the 
National Security Council, the National Se- 
curity Resources Board, and for military 
functions administered by the Department 
of Defense for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1952, and for other purposes, be recom- 
mitted to the Committee on Appropriations 
with instructions that the committee shall 
report the bill as soon as reasonably may 
be in a total sum not to exceed $56,000,000,- 
000. 


Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I yield 
the entire 15 minutes to my colleague 
from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN], 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena- 
tor from Illinois is recognized for 15 
minutes. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I 
doubt whether I shall need all the time. 
I should like to ask the Senator from 
Wyoming a question. I should like to 
know what the net of unexpended bal- 
ances is for all purposes under this bill, 
or for similar purposes. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. That information 
was set forth in the report. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Yes. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY,. The question was 
discussed earlier in the week. I now 
read from the report: 

The latest figures available to the com- 
mittee show that there is now available for 
expenditure in the Department of Defense, 
$36,004,000,000 heretofore appropriated. This 
is divided among the three services as fol- 
lows: 


fs 1 ETERS Spe BEET Es Pace $13, 272, 000, 000 
Nay a he oe 7. 319, 000, 000 
E 15, 413, 000, 000 


The latest estimate of actual cash expendi- 
tures during fiscal year 1952 is $39,284,000,- 
000, which, in turn, is divided among the 
three services as follows: 


$14, 959, 000, 000 
11, 550, 000, 000 
12, 775, 000, 000 


I should add that in dividing the ap- 
propriations for procurement into two 
categories, for expenditure in 1952 and 
expenditure in 1953, it was desired to in- 
dicate that because many of the major 
procurement items cannot be con- 
structed in a single year, the money can- 
not be expended. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I think 
every Member of the Senate is fully 
aware that these items must run over 
into the succeeding year. However, the 
essential fact remains that there are 
$34,000,000,000 in unexpended balances. 
We have before us a bill providing an- 
other $36,000,000,000 for 1952 and $27,- 
000,000,000 for 1953. If that amount can- 
not give this country financial indiges- 
tion, then I do not know what money 
really means. 

All the reports which we get indicate 
the lag, and along with it arises, so far 
as procurement is concerned, the fine 
question whether or not today we have 
the kind of unified effort and coordi- 
nated activity which does not impel the 
Congress to put on the brakes. 

I have before me the preparedness 
report of the Armed Services Committee 
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with respect to tungsten. This report is 
dated July 5. I read from the report: 

Here were two agencies—the Munitions 
Board and the Department of the Army, 
Each was the child of a parent organization 
the Nation’s Defense Establishment. Each 
had an important defense responsibility in- 
volving a vital metal—tungsten. Each had 
the clear obligation to work together for the 
national security. 

Yet, though both were housed in the same 
building, these two agencies, so far as tung- 
sten problems were concerned, acted £s 
though they had never been introduced. 
They might as well have been separated by 
impenetrable barriers and thousands of miles, 
instead of thin partitions and a few steps 
down a corridor. 


That is a fine statement to make. 
That statement was made only a few 
months ago. It indicates that there is 
something wanting and something to be 
desired before we can have a very ef- 
fective expenditure of these colossal 
sums, 

I have before me another report. This 
one relates to rubber. It also comes 
from the Preparedness Subcommittee of 
the Armed Services Committee. It is 
dated September 4, only a few days ago. 
I read: 

Our first two reports dealt with the rubber 
situation and they were discouraging reports. 
They were discouraging because our investi- 
gations had disclosed discouraging facts. We 
had found Government officials whose atti- 
tude could best be described as “siesta 
psychology” and whose idea of rubber pre- 
paredness could best be spelled as “paper- 
work preparedness.” We found leaders that 
wouldn't lead; experts that wouldn't exper- 
tise; expediters that wouldn't expedite. In 
short, we found just about everything ex- 
cept a determined, intelligent rubber pro- 
gram. 


How long is this going to last? Are 
we. going to continue to appropriate bil- 
lions upon billions, which everyone who 
has familiarity with procurement and 
expenditure of money knows cannot be 
effectively expended in a short time? 

Congress will be back in session on the 
3d of January. It is not very difficult 
for the Congress to wheel into action to 
fill the gaps by deficiency and supple- 
mental appropriations, and to provide 
what is needed. If the pending bill were 
limited to an amount which would be 
$4,000,000,000 less than the amount 
which has been recommended by the 
committee it would certainly be ample 
for all purposes for 1952 and 1953. 

I merely wish to reaffirm what I said 
before. I am not insensible of the fact 
that this country must have the best 
weapons in the world, that it must have 
superiority on land and sea and in the 
air, and that it must have fire power 
which is superior to anything in the 
world. I believe we can have it. How- 
ever, I reaffirm over and over again that 
when the strength, the solvency, and 
the vitality of America are in the slight- 
est degree impaired, we had better be- 
ware, because those are after all, the 
greatest elements of strength of our 
country at a time like this. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Yes. 

Mr. LONG. ‘After all, must not what 


we do depend in a large measure upon 
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what our potential enemy is doing at 
this time? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. The question is: 
What is our potential enemy doing? 

Mr. LONG. Is che Senator speaking 
of his own knowledge, or is he guessing, 
when he proposes a $5,000,000,000 cut? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. If the secrecy en- 
forced over there is as close as it has 
been reported to be, there is no person, 
either in or out of uniform, who has any 
adequate knowledge of what they may be 
doing. Our immediate concern is to 
provide adequate security and to re- 
affirm our program. At the same time 
we must make sure that we are not 
weakened on the home front. In my 
judgment it is far more important to 
maintain our strength on the home front 
than to do almost anything else. 

There is such a thing as putting a 
country into a strait-jacket and thus de- 
vitalizing the spirit and will of a people. 
That is one of the things that is wrong 
with the people in Europe. We can send 
them tanks, equipment of all sorts, com- 
bat vehicles, planes, rifles, munitions, 
and all manner of military supplies, but 
unless the soldier in whose care a weapon 
is committed has the spirit and the will 
and the determination to use it, and use 
it intelligently, he is only half a soldier 
at best. I want to make sure that that 
indispensable and priceless ingredient, 
which is the safety of America, is not 
modified or impaired. 

After all, it is necessary to preserve 
the capacity of our country. What is its 
capacity? I do not know that it can be 
expressed in dollars. I believe it is one 
of those rare and indefinable things 
which is psychological in nature. If we 
go beyond it we do something that dimin- 
ishes the effectiveness of our people in a 
crisis. 

Some years ago, when I served on the 
House Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency, Marriner Eccles appeared before 
our committee. It was at a time when 
the well known White House spokes- 
man came out with the statement that 
this country could endure a debt of 
$155,000,000,000 and take such a debt 
in its stride. I recall asking Mr. Eccles: 

“What is the limit of our debt?” t 

He said, “I don’t know. It can’t be 
expressed in money, but it is that point 
where people finally begin to put their 
money in nylon hose and hide it under 
the Beautyrest mattress, when bond re- 
demptions exceed the amount of bond 
sales, and when the fiscal solidarity and 
the financial structure of our country 
begin to show signs of weakness and 
disintegration.” What else matters? 
Then we are on the way toward a kind 
of totalitarian strait-jacket in our own 
country. It means that every other 
value disappears. 

Iremember the story that Lincoln used 
to tell about two men in Quincy, Ill., one 
wintertime who got into a brawl. They 
were wearing overcoats, and they fought 
so long and brawled so vigorously that 
they finally brawled into each other’s 
overcoat. 

Is that going to be the end of World 
War II? Is that going to be the end of 
the business in Korea? Are we going 
to put the United States of America into 
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astrait-jacket? That would have a dele- 
terious effect, to say the least, upon the 
spirit, confidence, verve, and push of our 
people. 

I believe this bill can very well stand a 
cut of $4,000,000,000—yes, even $5,000,- 
000,000—below the present levels shown 
in the bill. 

As I said yesterday, there is nothing 
sacred about a military figure. I used 
to serve on a deficiency subcommittee. 
I will tell the Senate how important mil- 
itary figures are. When we concluded 
consideration of one military bill in com- 
mittee a budget officer of one of the serv- 
ices came to the subcommittee and said 
to me, “Mr. Chairman, if you don’t tell 
anybody, you can take $150,000,000 out 
of the ship and shore estimate in the 
Navy appropriation, and they will never 
miss it. There is a lot of guesswork 
about those figures.” Iam not too deeply 
impressed that there is anything sacred 
about the military figures. 

I would not for a moment demean the 
diligent work which has been done by 
the subcommittee of the Appropriations 
Committee, but I would point out again, 
as I did yesterday—and it has not been 
controverted—that there is no staff, no 
expert accountant, or anyone else, who 
can labor day after day in the service 
establishments and undertake to moni- 
tor the estimates on appropriations, so 
as to be able to indicate firmly, precise- 
ly, and persuasively whether or not the 
estimates are reliable and sound esti- 
mates. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Yes. 

Mr. LONG. In view of the fact that at 
the present time we know that our po- 
tential enemy has a far greater and 
stronger army and much more equip- 
ment, and a far larger air force, with 
much more effective equipment, does the 
Senator from Illinois believe that this is 
the appropriate time in which to cut our 
national defense budget by 10 percent? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. The amount of money 
appropriated by Congress is no meas- 
ure of our security. Our security comes 
when we get men in uniform, equipped 
with adequate and proper weapons, 
which are the finest in the world. Those 
weapons come only when the facilities, 
the machine tools, and all the necessary 
equipment are available and coordinated 
to produce them. A dollar is not a fight- 
ing dollar until it is translated into terms 
of weapons. 

If there is anything to the reports we 
have seen to the effect that there is a lag 
here and a lag there, it is just as sure as 
the sun sets in the west that the money 
provided in the bill cannot be expended 
within the time allocated. The Senate 
will return in a few months, and we can 
take care of all the needs which may be 
manifested at that time. I believe that 
a@ reduction in the appropriation at this 
time would give heart to the American 
people. I believe they would say that 
there are some elected Representatives in 
the Senate and House of Representatives 
who are mindful of the interests of the 
people, and who realize that either fat 
must be cut or the country will be sent 
down the disaster road. 
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I shall vote in favor of the reduction 
because I believe it is in the interest of 
the moral, spiritual, and physical 
strength of our country. 

Mr. President, I yield back the remain- 
der of the time. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One 
minute. 

Mr. LANGER. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, the 
same arguments which were made 
against the motion of the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS] apply to the 
pending motion. 

I believe it ought to be pointed out 
that a substantial portion of this budget, 
perhaps more than 50 percent of it, is 
for the support of the military force 
which we are raising. We are asking to 
maintain the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, 
and Air Force, and we are asking for an 
expanded Air Force. The expenditures 
to support the military personnel will 
come out of this bill. A reduction of 
$4,000,000,000, which is a very large re- 
duction, would require a cut in the sub- 
sistence of the Army, Air Force, and 
Navy, a cut in the expenditures for cloth- 
ing, and so forth, and a curtailment in 
the appropriations for the operation and 
maintenance of various establishments. 

For example, consider the Navy: The 
determination by the Department of De- 
fense, approved by the House of Repre- 
sentatives and approved by the Senate 
committee, has been that we would wish 
to maintain 1,162 vessels. The money 
provided by this bill is intended to do 
that very thing. 

However, in the bill practically 49 per- 
cent of the appropriations are for major 
procurement and production costs for 
aircraft, ships and harbor craft, and 
other craft. 

The military personnel costs, which in 
1950 constituted 35 percent of the total 
expenditures that year, now constitute 
only 17 percent; but it will be impossible 
to go through this bill as directed by the 
motion without shaving the expenditures 
for these essential purposes of day-to- 
day, week-to-week, and month-to- 
month expenditures by the armed 
services. 

The committee has devoted all the en- 
ergy and ability it possesses to a survey 
of these expenditures. The bill was re- 
ported unanimously by the Appropria- 
tions Committee. In the committee 
there was no division except upon one 
item, which was a very small one, 
amounting to less than $1,500,000. 

Mr. President, your committee has 
done the very best it possibly could do 
on this bill. 

Therefore, I hope the motion to re- 
commit, like the previous motion to re- 
commit, will be rejected. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Wyoming yield 2 or 3 min- 
utes to me? 

Mr. OMAHONEY. Les, indeed; Iam 
very glad to do so. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena- 
tor from North Dakota is recognized for 
2 minutes. 
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Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I am 
generally in accord with the views of the 
distinguished Members of the Senate 
who have advocated economy, but I can- 
not go along with their proposals regard- 
ing this bill. 

We are in a precarious situation in- 
ternationally. Our security is gravely 
endangered. Any discussion at this time 
of how we came to be in that precarious 
and tragic situation will serve no good 
purpose. Suffice it to say that we are 
in that situation. 

This bill will provide the new imple- 
ments for the Army, the Navy, and the 
Air Force which are needed for our de- 
fense. 

When we entered World War I and 
when we entered World War II we had 
obsolete equipment and we were entirely 
unprepared, I hope that situation will 
not prevail again. 

We are now in a war. No one knows 
at what month or what day we shall be 
engaged again in a World-wide conflict. 

For that reason, Mr. President, I can- 
not go along with a motion to make un- 
reasonably large cuts in this appropria- 
tion bill at it now stands in this our first 
line of defense. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the 
Senator from North Dakota [Mr. LANGER] 
to recommit the bill, with certain in- 
structions. On this question the yeas 
and nays have been ordered, and the 
Secretary will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON] is absent by leave of the Sen- 
ate. 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD], 
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CHA- 
vez], the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
HUMPHREY], the Senator from Tennessee 
(Mr. KEFAUVER], the Senator from Wash- 
ington [Mr. Macnuson], the Senator 
from Maryland [Mr. O’Conor], and the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN] 
are absent on official business. 

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
Kitcore] is unavoidably detained on 
official business at one of the Govern- 
ment departments. 

I announce further that if present and 
voting, the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
HUMPHREY], the Senator from Tennes- 
see [Mr. KEFAUVER], the Senator from 
West Virginia [Mr. KILGORE], the Sen- 
ator from Washington [Mr. MAGNUSON], 
the Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
O’Conor], and the Senator from Ala- 
bama [Mr. SPARKMAN] would each vote 
“nay.” 

Mr.SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
Lope] is absent by leave of the Senate. 
If present, he would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. BRIDGES] and the Senator from Ne- 
vada [Mr. MALONE] are absent on offi- 
cial business. A 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. Tosey] is absent because of ill- 
ness. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
WHERRY] and the Senator from Wiscon- 
sin [Mr. WILEY] are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Washingion [Mr, 
Carn] is detained on official business, 
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The Senator from Washington [Mr. 
Cain] is paired with the Senator from 
Nebraska [Mr. WHERRY]. If present and 
voting, the Senator from Washington 
would vote “nay” and the Senator from 
Nebraska would vote “yea.” 

The result was announced—yeas 29, 
nays 51, as follows: 


YEAS—29 
Aiken Flanders Millikin 
Bennett Frear Schoeppel 
Brewster George Smith, Maine 
Bricker Hendrickson Smith, N. J. 
Butler, Md. Hickenlooper Smith, N. C. 
Butler, Nebr. Jenner Taft 
Capehart Johnson, Colo, Watkins 
Dirksen Kem Welker 
Dworshak Langer Williams 
Ferguson Martin 
NAYS—51 
Benton Hoey Monroney 
Carlson Holland Moody 
Case Hunt Morse 
Clements Ives Mundt 
Connally Johnson, Tex. Murray 
Cordon Johnston, S. C. Neely 
Douglas Kerr Nixon 
Duff Knowland O'Mahoney 
Eastland Lehman Pastore 
Ecton Long Robertson 
Ellender Maybank Russell 
Fulbright McCarran Saltonstall 
Gillette McCarthy Smathers 
Green McClellan Stennis 
Hayden McFarland Thye 
Hennings McKellar Underwood 
Hill McMahon Young 
NOT VOTING—16 
Anderson Kefauver Sparkman 
Bridges Kilgore Tobey 
Byrd Lodge Wherry 
Cain Magnuson Wiley 
Chavez Malone 
Humphrey O Conor 


So Mr. Lancer’s motion to recommit, 
with instructions, was rejected. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Pres- 
ident, I ask that the amendment I have 
drawn be read by the clerk, and I should 
like to announce that the Senator from 
South Dakota [Mr. Case], the Senator 
from Michigan [Mr. Fercuson], and the 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS], 
join me in offering the amendment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Clerk 
will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 71, 
between lines 16 and 11, it is proposed to 
insert a new section, as follows: 

Sec. 633. Appropriations made by this act 
for fiscal year 1952, and appropriations made 
by this act for fiscal year 1953, shall each, 
without impairing national defense, be re- 
duced by an amount equal to 214 percent 
of the total amount of such appropriations. 


On page 71, line 11, strike out “Src. 
633.“ and insert in lieu thereof “Src. 
634.” 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi- 
dent, in offering this amendment, I am 
following the precedent set in the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations when we 
felt that because of the fiscal difficulties 
of our country we had to reduce the 
foreign aid bill. In that case we re- 
duced the military item by 5 percent. In 
this case we are asking a reduction in 
this bill of only 24 percent. 

I feel that as the amendment is 
worded, with a leeway provided as to 
where the different adjustments can be 
made—and under the broad terms of 
the amendment—they can be made by 
the Department of Defense—the mil- 
itary could stand a cut of this kind 
without in any way uffecting our security 
program, 
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Let me call attention also to the fact 
that the ‘ill refers to a 2-year period, 
and the 2% percent cut can be spread 
over 2 years. It seems to me that this 
saving is justified, particularly in view 
of the fact that leeway is given in mak- 
ing the various cuts. I might say the 
saving, as we figure it, would amount 
to about $1,500,000,000. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I yield to 
the Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. AIKEN. Does the Senator’s 
amendment provide for cutting all the 
different items an equal percentage? 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. No. It 


provides that the total of the appropria- 
tions made in the bill for each of the two 


respective years shall be reduced by an 
aggregate amount equal to 2½ percent 
of that total. So it is not an across-the- 
board reduction. 

Mr. AIKEN. I should like to ask the 
Senator another question. He says his 
amendment would save a billion and a 
half dollars. I wonder whether the 
Senator has heard the report that the 
$5,000,000,000 emergency fund, which, I 
understand, was approved a couple of 
days ago without question, was not budg- 
eted, and not asked for by the President 
at this time. 

; Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. That is 
rue, 

Mr. AIKEN. Why in the world is 
there a $5,000,000,000 item in the pend- 
ing bill for which the President did not 
ask at all, if the reports are true, but 
which the committee decided it would 
allow whether the administration was 
ready for it or not? It seems to me it 
would be more in order to postpone the 
appropriation of that $5,000,000,000 at 
this time than it is to chip away a few 
dollars here and a few dollars somewhere 
else on all the different items. 

Mr. President, I understand the 
$5,000,000,000 appropriation to which I 
have referred was not budgeted. The 
National Guard had anticipated there 
would be an item in this bill amounting 
to $2,900,000 to provide for additional 
administrative and custodial expenses of 
the National Guard. That item was not 
in the bill, and when I made inquiry of 
the chairman of the subcommittee I was 
advised it was left out of the bill because 
it was not budgeted. Why should we 
leave out an item of $2,900,000 because it 
was not budgeted, but include a $5,000,- 
000,000 item which was not budgeted? I 
should like to have that question an- 
swered and have an explanation. It 
seems to me we should not anticipate 
what the administration is going to ask 
for some months in the future, and in- 
sist upon making an appropriation of 
$5,000,000,000 unless it is asked for at this 
time, because heaven knows the armed 
services are not bashful about asking for 
what they want. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I may 
say, in answer to the Senator from Ver- 
mont, that that question should prob- 
ably be addressed to the chairman of 
the subcommittee. 

Mr. AIKEN. I know that. 

Mr, SMITH of New Jersey. But the 
motion recently made by the Senator 


from Vermont [Mr, FLANDERS] and the 
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motion made by the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. LANGER] both contemplated 
sending the bill back to the committee 
to consider just the kind of matters 
which the Senator is suggesting. Both 
motions were defeated. The motion of 
the Senator from Vermont making a cut 
of $6,000,000,000 and the motion of the 
Senator from North Dakota making a 
cut of $5,000,000,000 were both defeated, 
as I have said. We are asking simply 
for a 244-percent cut. 

Mr. AIKEN. The appropriation of 
$5,000,000,000 was approved, as I under- 
stand, day before yesterday, without any 
questioning at all on the floor. It seems 
to me the only way to eliminate $5,000,- 
000,000, which is a lot of money, which 
may not be needed for some months, or 
may not be requested for some months, 
is to recommit the bill with instructions 
to cut $5,000,000,000 from its total. I 
think that would be logical. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. But we 
have just had two yea-and-nay votes, 
and both motions were defeated. I voted 
for both proposals, one being made by 
the Senator from Vermont and the 
other by the Senator from North 
Dakota. 

Mr. AIKEN. The reason why I did 
not bring this matter up when the yea- 
and-nay votes were taken was that I did 
not know the item had been approved by 
the Senate a couple of days ago when 
there were hardly any Senators on the 
floor. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I think 
the Senator’s statement is in order. 

I now yield to the Senator from South 
Dakota, because he has joined me in 
presenting this suggestion for a 242-per- 
cent reduction. 

How much time do I have left, Mr. 
President? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena- 
tor has 10 minutes left. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I yield 
5 minutes to the Senator from South 
Dakota [Mr. Case]. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from South Dakota is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I am 
happy to join with the Senator from 
New Jersey in offering this amendment 
and if it carries I will not call up the 
amendment which I introduced a few 
days ago proposing a l-percent cut. I 
called it a “penny-pinching amend- 
ment,” because it proposed to save 1 cent 
out of each dollar in the bill. I intro- 
duced it purposely to bring out the size 
of the funds involved. 

The bill carries over $61,000,000,000. 
One-percent reduction, one penny saved 
out of each dollar, would amount to 
$611,000,000. That is practically the size 
of the total appropriation for civil func- 
tions of the Army, the rivers and har- 
bors bill. When we deal in big figures 
and go into the billions of dollars, it is 
staggering what a small percentage sav- 
ing will mean. The 24-percent cut, as 
proposed, should save approximately a 
billion and a half dollars. 

Mr. President, I have great respect for 
anyone who works on an appropriation 
bill and sits through hearings, day after 
day and week after week. And I thought 
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the Senator from Wyoming was rather 
modest a day or two ago when he said, 
“Who am I to question the judgment of 
an admiral?” After all, the distin- 
guished Senator is chairman of the 
Joint Economic Committee and does 
have an intimate knowledge of the Na- 
tion’s economic capacity. 

For, Mr. President, while a Member 
of Congress may hesitate to say how 
many ships or airplanes are needed for a 
mission, there is one responsibility which 
rests upon every Member of the Con- 
gress, and that is to share in determining 
how much of the national income shall 
be taken in taxes or mortgaged and ap- 
plied to any particular purpose. 

This point, Mr. President, was most 
forcefully brought to my attention a few 
years ago by the then Chief of Staff of 
the United States Army, General Dwight 
D. Eisenhower. It was the first time he 
appeared before the House Appropria- 
tions Committee as Chief of Staff. At 
the conclusion of the hearings he leaned 
back in his chair and said: Mr. Chair- 
man, there is one thing I want to say to 
this subcommittee. We have asked you 
for what we think is needed. We will 
defend the same. estimates before the 
Senate Appropriations Committee. But 
I want you to know that I believe in the 
division of powers under the Constitu- 
tion. And,” General Eisenhower con- 
tinued, “the Consitution did not place 
upon the military the responsibility of 
saying what share of the national 
economy should go to national defense. 
It placed that responsibility upon the 
Congress.” 

General Eisenhower then went on to 
say that after both Houses had acted 
and the Congress had finally spoken 
there would be no recriminations on the 
part of the head of any branch of the 
War Department, or he would see that 
there was another person in his place the 
next morning. Mr. President, the re- 
marks were impromptu and I do not 
think they appear in the printed hear- 
ings of that year, but I took occasion to 
quote them on the floor of the House 
sometime later. 

Mr. President, we cannot escape our 
responsibility. We have the responsi- 
bility of saying what share of the na- 
tional economy shall go to the national 
defense. We have before us a bill carry- 
ing over $61,000,000,000. With the other 
things which contribute to that purpose, 
funds for merchant ships and the Mari- 
time Commission, funds for the Atomic 
Energy Commission, military aid for 
other countries and so forth, the Con- 
gress is probably appropriating upward 
of $80,000,000,000 for defense purposes. 

I believe the 2½-percent reduction 
which has been suggested on this bill 
can be made without impairing national 
defense. It is a workable amendment. 
The words used by the Senator from 
New Jersey do not say that the cut must 
be applied to the appropriation for 
every heading but leave to the Depart- 
ment of Defense and the National Se- 
curity Resources Council the making of 
2 ½%-percent saving on the over-all total. 

When we are dealing with an activity 
such as national defense and when we 
are engaged in mortal combat with an 
enemy, the problem of reducing military 
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appropriations is a difficult one. But this 
amendment is workable. It can save a 
billion and a half dollars. It can have 
a good effect on the agencies concerned. 
Instead of saying to them that every 
dollar they ask for will be given and no 
questions asked, we are saying that na- 
tional solvency is a part of national se- 
curity and we expect them to save where 
they can. It will be much easier to save 
this money than to raise it by additional 
levies on the taxpayers. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President. will 
the Senator from New Jersey yield? 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I yield 
first to the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
QO’Manoney], because he was on his feet 
first. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, be- 
fore the amendment was offered by the 
Senator from New Jersey, I talked with 
him and with the Senator from South 
Dakota, who had an amendment which 
he has just been describing, providing 
for a 1-percent cut, except for procure- 
ment items which are covered by the Re- 
negotiation Act. 

I know that there is not a single Mem- 
ber of the Senate who does not feel the 
burden of these great appropriations. 
Though we spent days, weeks, and 
months studying them, the other mem- 
bers of the committee and I would be 
the last persons in the world to say they 
should not be further scrutinized. I 
want the Senate to know that the Ap- 
propriations Committee in presenting 
this bill providing the huge sums which 
it carries did so only under a compel- 
ling sense of duty to support the armed 
services in the defense of the Nation and 
the defense of freedom in a war which 
threatens the very foundations of indi- 
vidual freedom. But because I know 
these appropriations should be subjected 
to scrutiny after scrutiny, and since the 
amendment is put before us in a manner 
in which it can be taken to conference 
and reviewed by the conference com- 
mittee, and inasmuch as the Senator 
from New Jersey was good enough, at 
my suggestion, to make a change in his 
amendment whereby the responsibility 
is put on the Secretary of Defense, I am 
willing to take the amendment to con- 
ference and see what can be done to 
make these additional savings. 

The Senator from Vermont has raised 
a question about the expansion of air 
power. I have a deep feeling of grati- 
tude to the Senator from South Carolina 
[Mr. MAYBANK] who offered an amend- 
ment for this general purpose which was 
considered by the committee and which 
was changed. I should like to have him 
make such statement as he may care to 
make about the $5,000,000,000 appropria- 
tion, of which $500,000,000 is for the fiscal 
year 1952. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. How much 
time does the Senator from Wyoming 
yield to the Senator from South Caro- 
lina? 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield 2 minutes 
to the Senator from South Carolina. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from South Carolina [Mr. MAYBANK] is 
recognized for 2 minutes. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I 
merely wish to say that, as the distin- 
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guished chairman of the subcommittee 
stated, only $500,000,000 will be available 
for fiscal year 1952. After 2 days of 
hearings, most of which were secret, 
most of which were off the record, the 
subcommittee came to the conclusion 
that if we appropriated a sufficient 
amount of money to keep the airplane 
plants in operation and keep the assem- 
bly lines moving, it would, in the end, 
result in savings. 

I presented an amendment to the com- 
mittee providing for contract authority, 
but the committee changed it because it 
did not think the House would go along 
with it. The committee substituted the 
words “air power” for the words “Army 
Air Force”, because it would then include 
the Navy, which, of course, was in my 
mind at the time. 

Mr. President, I hope that the $500,- 
000,000 for fiscal year 1952, plus the 
$4,500,000,000 provided for the future, 
will not be denied by the Senate simply 
by reason of the fact that the hearings 
do not show what Secretary Finletter, of 
the Air Force, and Under Secretary Mc- 
Cone, and others said. But I can say in 
no uncertain terms that Secretary Fin- 
letter, and Under Secretary McCone and 
others, recommended what the commit- 
tee has reported as the way to work out 
the matter, to the end that we would 
have a sufficient air force, in keeping 
with what was recommended by the 
House, but for which there was not suf- 
ficient money provided for the future in 
rag to keep airplane plants in opera- 

on. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. FERGUSON]. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, 
there are some things which are a little 
difficult to explain on the floor of the 
Senate because of the nature of the ap- 
propriation. What I mean is that it is 
possible to give some aid to a potential 
enemy in connection with an explanation 
of certain items: But I think it is due 
to us to explain the $5,000,000,000 item. 
That is what I desire to discuss. 

Mr. AIKEN. I understand it was not 
requested by the President, but that the 
committee made provision for it. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Michigan yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. MAYBANK. There are many 
things for which I vote on the floor of 
the Senate which are not necessarily 
requested by the President. I believe 
it is the duty of the Congress to set up 
once and for all the airpower of the 
country. 

Mr. FERGUSON, That is the point 
I desired to make. Even though the 
President does not approve or ask for 
a certain provision, Congress may act. 
While I am not entirely satisfied that 
the testimony is clear in the record, I 
wish to indicate what the committee is 
trying to do. The committee is seeking 
to give to the Air Force at this time an 
appropriation sufficiently large to put 
into effect a program and to enable the 
Air Force to carry that program into 
next year, with the prospect—if Congress 
appropriates for it next year—of carry- 


ing it on into the future, I think there 
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is no greater deterrent to the Soviet 
and its satellites than for them to realize 
that America is going to build a really 
powerful Air Force. That is why it ap- 
pears to me this item is essential. 

I have not objected to the $5,000,000,- 
000 appropriation, because when those 
in charge of the Air Force program go 
to the manufacturers of airplanes, if 
they do not have the $5,000,000,000 au- 
thorization they cannot let contracts. 
But if the $5,000,000,000 appropriation 
is provided, they can this year say to 
the manufacturers, taking a hypotheti- 
cal case, We have this much money 
authorized. We want you to build so 
many B-36's.” They can assure the con- 
tractors, the manufacturers, that they 
have the money for that purpose this 
year and next year. Naturally the con- 
tractors cannot build those planes this 
year. It a contractor is told, We want 
you to build one plane this year,” he 
would be obliged to say “I must have 
so many millions of dollars.” But if it 
can be said to the contractor “We want 
so many airplanes built this year, and 
we want so many next year” he can give 
a much better price, because he then 
will know that he is going to carry on 
and make a greater number of planes. 
That is exactly what this money is for. 
I feel that we shall not be wasting this 
money. If I felt for a moment that. it 
would be wasted I would vote against 
appropriating it. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of 
the Senator from Michigan has expired. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Wyoming yield me an- 
other minute? A 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield another 
minute to the Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. FERGUSON. It is for the reason 
I have stated, Mr. President, that I feel 
it is well to make the appropriation of 
$5,000,000,000. The provision must be 
worded as it is because it must be realized 
that the House will not go along on any 
contract authority provision. Coming 
as Ido from the State of Michigan, where 
there is a bottleneck in the tool indus- 
try, I appreciate that this year we cannot 
have built the number of airplanes we 
really should have. Therefore, we have 
to make provision for producing some 
airplanes this year, with an assurance to 
the manufacturers that the money is 
available with which to contract next 
year for more planes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of 
the Senator from Michigan has expired. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Will the Senator 
from Wyoming yield so I may ask the 
Senator from Michigan a question? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
promised the Senator from Massachu- 
setts [Mr. SALTONSTALL] the opportunity 
to make a brief statement. How much 
time have I left? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Wyoming has 7 minutes left. The 
Senator from Wyoming has control of 
that time. To whom does the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from 
Massachusetts, and I suggest that he also 
give an opportunity to the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. MAYBANK] to ask 
questions he may wish to ask. 
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Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, I 
asked the Senator from Wyoming for 
time to make a brief statement in reply 
to the Senator from Vermont and I hope 
the Senator from Vermont will listen to 
what I have to say. 

The Senator from Vermont asked 
whether the President had recommended 
this $5,000,000,000 appropriation. This 
morning I asked the very same question 
of the Secretary of the Air Force, Mr. 
Finletter. While the committee has put 
this amount in the bill, and the Depart- 
ment of the Air Force and the Secretary 
of Defense have approved it, the Bureau 
of the Budget has not had an opportu- 
nity to pass upon it. I am informed by 
the Secretary of the Air Force that the 
item is approved by the President. 

Let me say further that the subcom- 
mittee was informed that the Depart- 
ment of Defense would come forward in 
early October or late September, or the 
first of next year, with a request for sub- 
stantially the amount the committee has 
included in the bill, with the idea of 
making available plants and blueprint- 
ing for the Air Force. 

I should like to add a few words of a 
general nature. I am very glad that the 
Senator from Wyoming has accepted the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
New Jersey and the Senator from South 
Dakota, because an enormous amount of 
money is involved. As a result of that 
amendment we will have an opportunity 
to review the appropriations, and we 
should do so. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of 
the Senator from Massachusetts has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
now yield a minute to the Senator from 
South Caroling [Mr. MAypanxk] to ad- 
dress a question to the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. Fercuson], and then I 
desire to yield to the Senator from Maine, 
to whom I promised I would yield. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena- 
tor from South Carolina is recognized for 
1 minute. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I de- 
sired to say to the distinguished Senator 
from Michigan that this morning we 
were in session with Mr. Charles Wilson, 
and he fully explained the necessity for 
securing machine tools so as to expedite 
airplane production. He also explained 
to us what had been done for small busi- 
ness. He made available to us a docu- 
ment which he had presented to the 
President, and which the President had 
asked him to make available to the Ap- 
propriations Committee. 

Mr. President, I wish to say that I ap- 
preciate what the Senator from Michi- 
gan has said, He well knows that we 
must take the action now proposed to be 
taken if we are to build up our airpower. 
The Senator from Michigan has well 
stated the situation as it exists with re- 
spect to Detroit. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I ap- 
preciate what the Senator from South 
Carolina has said. Mr. Wilson, as he 
stated, explained the situation to the 
committee. Time aftef time it has been 
urged that greater speed be made in re- 
spect to the production of the necessary 
tools for the building of airplanes. 
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of 
the Senator from South Carolina has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from 
Maine [Mr. BREWSTER] as I had promised 
him 


The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Maine is recognized for 2 minutes. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President—— 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi- 
dent, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
will state it. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. How 
much time has the Senator left? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
has 5 minutes left. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I 
commend the Senator from Wyoming 
for accepting this suggestion. In sup- 
port of what I think is a well warranted 
conclusion, I wish to quote from state- 
ments made by the one who is now 
President of the United States, when, as 
chairman of the War Investigating 
Committee, he was discussing a very 
similar problem on the floor of the Sen- 
ate. He was addressing himself to the 
question of unexpended balances. The 
then Senator Truman said, CONGRES- 
3 Record, volume 89, part 8, page 


Mr. TRUMAN. Mr. President, I should like to 
discuss my viewpoint on this amendment. 
The Senator from Tennessee Mr. MCKELLAR] 
has been acting as chairman of the Appro- 
priations Committee for 2 or 3 years. The 
Senator from Tennessee will recall that in 
1941, when the appropriation bill for 1942 
was under consideration, the War Depart- 
ment had an unexpended balance of $35,- 
000,000,000. 


That is almost precisely what we have 
now. 


I tried my level best to get the Appropria- 
tions Committee to find out why that $35,- 
000,000,000 should not be gone into in detail 
by the Appropriations Committee to deter- 
mine the reason why that money was left 
over and not spent. 


After developing that point to some 
extent, he continued: 


Good business practice requires a con- 
stant review of financial programs in the 
light of changing conditions. When the 
Congress acts on one of the regular appro- 
priation bills, it is passing on a program to 
finance activities over a year in the future. 
It is acting on a budget prepared over 18 
months in advance of the end of the fiscal 
year concerned. 

Estimates for the annual budget are sub- 
mitted to the Bureau of the Budget in Sep- 
tember of each year. The programs pro- 
posed have generally been prepared in the 
field several months earlier: The funds in- 
volved are not available until the following 
July; that is, about a year later. Exigencies 
may cause long delays before the actual 
projects can be placed under way. Should 
the review of the Senate in connection with 
the appropriation bill be the last considera- 
tion of the project until it is built? No 
sound business enterprise could be so dog- 
matically operated. 


In other words, the President then was 
arguing repeatedly for a review, and he 
went on to point out the peril: 

I should like to see the objective accom- 
plished, but I believe it will be necessary to 
make a complete and thorough investigation 
of the situation. Unless we do so, when we 
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make an appropriation we shall encourage 
administrative officials to spend it for fear 
that it will be taken away from them and put 
back into the Treasury. There are specific 
instances of expenditures having been held 
up, to a good purpose. I think there ought 
to be a proper way to get that money back 
into the Treasury without warning the agen- 
cies that unless they spend it they will have 
to give it up. 

* . 2 . * * 

I have come in contact with spending 
agencies of the War Department which have 
urged their employees to spend the money 
before the year is out so they could say that 
it was gone. 


The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of 
the Senator has expired. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New Jersey yield me 
2 minutes? 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I yield 2 minutes to the Senator 
from Maine. 

Mr. BREWSTER. The then Senator 
Truman continued: 

We know that we cannot undertake every- 
thing at once. There are not enough men, 
materials, equipment, or money to let us 
prosecute the war to our utmost ability and 
concurrently undertake the many desirable 
general improvements unrelated to the war. 

* * * . * 

Numerous other projects have been appro- 
priated for since the beginning of the war, 
and while such projects were fully justified 
at the time, it is to be expected that the 
rapidly changing conditions facing the coun- 
try, and the need for eliminating or deferring 
all nonessential projects at a time when the 
Nation is under heavy financial, material, 
and manpower strain fully warrant the de- 
ferment of many projects at this time. It is 
essential that all appropriations once made 
be given a continual review by the executive 
branch, and that reserves against such ap- 
propriations be set up pending such time 
as the Nation is in a better position to afford 
such expenditures which the President and 
the executive branch might determine are 
not absolutely essential to the war effort. 


These words seem to me to be well 
considered. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President—— 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the 
Senator from New Jersey yield time to 
the Senator from Louisiana? 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I yield 1 
minute to the Senator from Louisiana. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I desire to 
offer an amendment, striking from the 
pending amendment the words “without 
impairing national defense“, and substi- 
tuting therefor the words “with the least 
possible reduction of national defense.” 
I fear that unless such an amendment 
is made, this reduction can be regarded 
as no reduction whatsoever, because the 
military would take the attitude that 
any reduction of these amounts would 
impair national defense. Therefore this 
amendment might not be effective. For 
that reason I hope the distinguished 
Senator from New Jersey, who offered 
the amendment, will be willing to accept 
my amendment to it. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Pres- 
ident, I accept the modification. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from New Jersey modifies his amend- 
ment, which he has a right to do. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I am 
glad to accept the suggestion of the Sen- 
ator from Louisiana. 
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Mr. President, I yield 1 minute to the 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS]. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I 
should like to take a few seconds to call 
the attention of Senators and of those 
who may read the Recor in the future, 
to the very excellent statement of the 
Senator from South Dakota [Mr. Case] 
on the duties and responsibilities of the 
Congress with reference to defense ex- 
penditures, which were outlined in a 
statement by General Eisenhower, then 
Chief of Staff, in an appearance before 
the House committee. It seems to me 
that that statement is the definitive 
statement of our duties and our respon- 
sibilities. 

Mr. CASE. I thank the Senator from 
Vermont for his very kind remarks. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I yield 1 
minute to my colleague [Mr. HENDRICK- 
son]. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I shall not take 1 minute. I thank my 
colleague for this time. All I wish to 


say is that I heartily commend the dis- 


tinguished senior Senator from New Jer- 
sey (Mr. SMITH], the distinguished jun- 
ior Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
Casel, and the distinguished senior Sen- 
ator from Michigan [Mr. Fercuson] for 
the very effective effort which they have 
made to reduce the appropriations in 
this bill. It is a move in the right direc- 
tion. The junior Senator from New 
Jersey does not think that it is a suffi- 
cient reduction, but I am glad that the 
distinguished Senator from Wyoming 
has accepted the amendment. I would 
have heartily cosponsored the amend- 
ment had I been given the opportunity. 
I shall support the amendment. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Pres- 
ident, how much time have I remaining? 

The VICE PRESIDENT: The Senator 
has 1 minute. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I should 
like to make one further observation, if 
I may. 

In the first place, I wish to thank 
the Senator from Wyoming IMr. 
O’ManoneEy] for his kind act in accept- 
ing this amendment. In line with the 
discussion, it may be in the minds of 
some persons that this amendment is 
aimed at the so-called $5,000,000,000 
fund. That is not the case. This amend- 
ment applies to the entire appropriation, 
all the way through. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Iam glad 
to yield for a question. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Does the Senator 
feel that there would be serious objec- 
tion on the other side if we were to use 
5 percent instead of 244 percent? Five 
percent has been rather generally recog- 
nized as an appropriate percentage. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I will say 
to the Senator from Maine that I orig- 
inally suggested 5 percent, but in con- 
sultation with the Senator from South 


Dakota [Mr. Case] and the Senator from 


Wyoming [Mr. O’Manoney], we all 
agreed on the figure of 2½ percent in 
this particular amendment. 


Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I ` 


yield 2 minutes to the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. Fercuson], after first say- 
ing that, having accepted the amend- 
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ment, I hope it will be adopted by the 
Senate. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, there 
has been considerable discussion of this 
amendment, after it was accepted. 
However, I think it is proper for us to 
discuss it, because it represents a cut of 
about $1,500,000,000 in a defense appro- 
priation bill. I know that every mem- 
ber of the committee has been greatly 
concerned because of the size of the 
appropriations contained in the pending 
bill, and was desirous, if possible, really 
to reduce the amount. I believe that the 
reduction proposed can be made without 
any harmful effect upon the national 
defense, when we bear in mind that 
there is a carryover this year of a little 
more than $36,000,000,000. There will 
be no reason or excuse for failure on the 
part of the Armed Services to reduce 
their budgets by 2% percent, and it will 
not be necessary for them to come to 
Congress next year and seek to have it 
restored. With the proper degree of 
efficiency in the Defense Department, the 
21½ percent reduction can be easily ab- 
sorbed. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of 
the Senator has expired. 

Mr, FERGUSON. Iam glad that the 
Senator from Wyoming has accepted the 
amendment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the modified 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr. SMITH]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I offer 
the amendment, which I send to the desk 
and ask to have stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from North 
Dakota will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 71. 
between lines 10 and 11, it is proposed to 
insert a new section, as follows: 

Sec. 633. The appropriations made by this 
act shall be reduced, through the appor- 
tionment procedure provided for in section 
8679 of the Revised Statutes, as amended, 
by an amount equal to 50 percent of the 
total amount of such appropriations. 


On page 71, line 11, it is proposed to 
strike out “Sec. 633.” and insert in lieu 
thereof “Src. 634.” 

Mr. LANGER. I am one of those who 
feel that this is no time for hysteria. 
There can be spent only a definite 
amount of money each year, no matter 
how much we appropriate. There is 
available a carry-over of 836,000,000, 000. 
In view of the fact that this matter has 
been thoroughly debated, I shall not say 
any more about it at this time. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
raise a point of order against the amend- 
ment. 8 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
sustains the point of order. It is evi- 
dently legislation on an appropriation 
bill. . 
The bill is open to further amendment. 

Mr. LANGER, Mr. President, I do 
not understand why a point of order 
should be sustained. We cut the 
amount in the bill by 2% percent a few 
moments ago. I am asking that it be 
cut by 50 percent. 
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment would impose additional duties on 
departments under the revised statutes 
referred to in the amendment. That is 
obviously legislation on an appropria- 
tion bill. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I offer 
another amendment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre- 
tary will state the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 71, be- 
tween lines 10 and 11, it is proposed to 
insert a new section as follows: 

Sec. 633. The appropriations made by this 
act shall be reduced, through the appor- 
tionment procedure provided for in section 
3679 of the Revised Statutes, as amended, 
by an amount equal to 40 percent of the 
total amount of such appropriations. 


On page 71, line 11, it is proposed to 
strike out “Sec. 633.“ and insert in lieu 
thereof “Src. 634.” 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, this 
amendment is subject to the same point 
of order, and I regret that I am com- 
pelled to raise it. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
sustains the point of order. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I send 
another amendment to the desk and 
ask that it be stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre- 
tary will state the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 71, be- 
tween lines 10 and 11, it is proposed to 
insert a new section as follows: 

Sec, 633. The appropriations made by this 
act shall be reduced by an amount equal to 
30 percent of the total amount of such ap- 
propriations. 


On page 71, line 11, it is proposed to 
strike out “Sec. 633.” and insert in lieu 
thereof “Src. 634.” 

Mr. LANGER. The argument I made 
a few moments ago on behalf of a 50- 
percent reduction I now make in behalf 
of a 30-percent reduction. I ask for a 
vote. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
oaea by the Senator from North Da- 

ota, 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I send 
another amendment to the desk and ask 
that it be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 71, between 
lines 10 and 11 it is proposed to insert a 
new section as follows: 

Sec. 633. The appropriations made by this 
act shall be reduced by an amount equal to 
20 percent of the total amount of such ap- 
propriations. 


On page 71, line 11, it is proposed to 
strike out “Sec. 633.” and insert in lieu 
thereof “Src. 634.“ 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, as I 
said before, there is $36,000,000,000 now 
available. That is an enormous amount, 
It cannot all be spent in the next 18 
months. Congress will be in session 
again in January, and will be here most 
of next year. We can take care of any 
situation that may arise. 

In my opinion, the taxpayers cer- 
tainly ought to have the feeling that we 
are not appropriating $61,000,000,000. 
In addition to that, psychologically it 
would have a very bad effect on our al- 
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lies in Europe to do so. Therefore, I 
ask for a vote. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
offered by the Senator from North 
Dakota. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I send 
another amendment to the desk and ask 
that it be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. At the proper 
place in the bill it is proposed to insert 
the following: 

For construction of six transcontinental 
four-lane highways, three of which shall run 
from north to south and three of which 
shall run from east to west, and bridges and 
approaches thereto situated on such high- 
ways, $5,000,000,000, to remain available un- 
til expended, and to be expended in accord- 
ance with the Federal Highway Act, as 
amended: Provided, That any unexpended 
balances of this appropriation shall be 
available for expenditure in accordance with 
such act for secondary and feeder roads and 
bridges and approaches thereto situated on 
such roads. 


Mr. LANGER. It seems to me that 
no better defense of our country could 
be provided than would be provided by 
good roads. The Bureau of Public 
Roads announced some time ago that 
it would take nearly $15,000,000,000 to 
put our roads in good shape. Certainly 
we need military highways. This bill 
would provide for the construction of 
six transcontinental four-lane highways, 
three running north and south, and 
three running east and west. The bal- 
ance of the $5,000,000,000 available 
would be used for the construction of 
farm-to-market roads. I ask for a vote 
on the amendment. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President—— 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
cannot recognize any Senator unless 
time is yielded to him. The Senator 
from Wyoming controls the time in op- 
position. The Senator from North Da- 
kota controls the time in behalf of the 
amendment. Does either Senator yield 
some time to the Senator from 
Louisiana? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
yield 1 minute to the Senator from 
Louisiana. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I offer an 
amendment to the amendment. I ask 
that after the word “highways” in the 
first line of the amendment, there be in- 
serted “two of which shall cross the 
State of North Dakota.” 

Mr. LANGER. I accept the amend- 
ment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator from North Dakota, as 
modified. 

The amendment, as modified, was 
rejected. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I offer 
another amendment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre- 
tary will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. At the end 
of the bill it is proposed to insert the 
following: 

Extension of telephone service: For loans 
to assist in providing telephone facilities to 
farmers and persons living in rural areas 
who are not adequately supplied with tele- 


_ phone services, such loans to be made by 
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the Secretary of Agriculture in the same 
manner and upon the same terms and con- 
ditions, insofar as practicable, as loans made 
for rural electrification purposes, $5,000,000,- 
000. 


Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, since 
World War I we have given away to our 
allies, roughly $92,000,000,000. During 
that same time Senator after Senator, 
particularly the distinguished senior 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. HILL], has 
time and again introduced measures to 
provide 83,000, 000,000 for rural tele- 
phones in the United States. It seems to 
me that the taxpayers who are now 
being called upon to pay, roughly, $59,- 
000,000,000, especially those in the most 
isolated areas of the country, ought to 
get rural telephones. I ask for a vote. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
offered by the Senator from North 
Dakota. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I send 
another amendment to the desk and ask 
that it be stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre- 
tary will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. At the end 
of the bill it is proposed to add a new 
section, as follows: 


Sec. —. (a) There is hereby appropriated, 
out of any money in the Treasury not other- 
wise appropriated, the sum of $5,000,000,000 
which shall be available to the Commis- 
sioner of Education (hereinafter referred to 
as the Commissioner“) for the purpose of 
making loans, as provided in this section to 
individuals desiring to obtain vocational, 
technical, academic, or professional educa- 
tion beyond the high-school level. 

(b) (1) Any person who is a citizen of the 
United States, and who has successfully 
completed a high-school course, or its equiv- 
alent, shall, upon application therefor ap- 
proved by the Commissioner, be eligible for 
a loan under this Act in an amount not to 
exceed $1,500. 

(2) An application for a loan under this 
act shall be in such form and contain such 
information as may be prescribed by the 
Commissioner and shall contain (A) a state- 
ment by the applicant that he has not 
theretofore received a loan under this act; 
(B) a statement of the course of study or 
training proposed to be undertaken by the 
applicant ; (C) a statement by the applicant 
that the loan applied for is necessary to 
such undertaking, and that, if granted, the 
proceeds thereof will be used to defray the 
costs of tuition, fees, books, supplies, board, 
lodging, and other necessary expenses inci- 
dent to such study or training; and (D) a 
certification by an educational or training 
institution that it has found the applicant 
qualified for such course of study and that 
it is willing to admit him for such purpose. 

(c) Such loans shall be made without se- 
curity, except that the borrower shall exe- 
cute a promissory note payable to the 
United States. Such note shall mature 15 
years after the date of the loan, and shall 
bear interest at the rate of 1 percent per 
annum. If the applicant is a minor, such 
note shall bear the endorsement of his par- 
ent or guardian. 

(d) No loan shall be made to any person 
for any period during which he is receiving 
education or training under title II of the 
Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944. 

(e) (1) The Commissioner is authorized 
to promulgate such rules and regulations as 
may be necessary to carry out the provisions 
of this section. 

(2) Nothing in this section shall be con- 
strued to authorize the Commissioner to 
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exercise any influence upon the choice by 
an applicant for a loan under this section 
of a course of training or study or of the 
educational or training institution at which 
such course is to be pursued, or to authorize 
the Commissioner to exercise any supervision 
or control over any such institution. 

(3) The provisions of this section shall 
be administered without discrimination 
against any person on account of his race, 
color, or creed. 


Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, during 
World War II approximately 600,000 
young men of America were not taken 
into the armed services because their 
lack of education did not permit them 
to qualify for induction. Certainly, if 
we are going to build planes and tanks, 
we ought to make some provision where- 
by the youth of America, thousands of 
whom patriotically want to serve but 
are barred because of educational dis- 
qualifications, ought to have a chance to 
get an education. 

The amendment further provides for 
the erection of schoolhouses. I think 
every Senator is familiar with the fact 
that we receive from all over the coun- 
try petitions asking for the appropria- 
tion of money for the building of school- 
houses. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I ask for a 
vote on the amendment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator from North Dakota. 

The amendment was rejected. ‘ 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I offer 
another amendment which I send to the 
desk and ask to have stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT, The amend- 
ment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. At the end of 
the bill it is proposed to add the fol- 
lowing: 

Sec. —. (a) There is hereby appropriated 
the sum of $5,000,000,000 or so much thereof 
as may be necessary to enable the Surgeon 
General of the Public Health Service to car- 
ry out the provisions of subsection (b). 

(b) The Surgeon General of the Public 
Health Service shall, with such equipment 
and facilities as may be available to him and 
with the cooperation of agencies and officials 
of the States and the municipalities and 
counties thereof, and of other Federal agen- 
cies, provide the means for securing a speci- 
men of the urine of each person in the 
United States and the examination and 
analysis of such specimen. Upon making 
such an examination and analysis, a report 
of the findings shall be made to the person 
furnishing such specimen. If such examina- 
tion and analysis discloses that such person 
has some disease, a report of such fact shall 
be made to the health authorities of the 
municipality or county wherein such per- 
son resides. No person shall be permitted 
to obtain an examination and analysis of a 
specimen furnished by him more often than 
once every 6 months. 

(c) The Surgeon General of the Public 
Health Service is authorized to make such 
rules and regulations as he deems neces¢ 
ay to carry out the provisions of this secs 

on. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
make the point of order that the amend- 
ment proposes legislation on an appro- 
priation bill. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I un- 
derstand that I. have the floor. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY.._ Mr. President, my 
point of order is that the amendment 
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proposed legislation on an appropria- 
tion bill, 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The point 
of order has been made, and the Chair 
sustains it, for the amendment obvi- 
ously proposes legislation to an appro- 
priation bill. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I offer 
the amendment which I now send to the 
desk and ask to have stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. At the end of 
the bill it is proposed to add the fol- 
lowing: 

Sec. —. There is hereby appropriated the 
sum of $5,000,000,000 to enable the Secretary 
of Agriculture to finance the construction of 
elevators and other structures for the storage 
of agricultural commodities, 


Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, at this 
time there is a terrific shortage of box 
cars. All over the Middle West grain has 
been piled on the ground and has spoiled, 
That occurs year after year because of 
the fact that the Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration lets the grain remain in the ele- 
vators during the winter months, and 
then tries to move it after the loans ex- 
pire on the 30th of April, after which 
time the farmer still has 60 days in 
5 to decide whether to apply for a 

oan. 

Under the provisions of the amend- 
ment, $5,000,000,000 would be available 
for the building of terminal storage ele- 
vators which would have a capacity of 
millions upon millions of bushels, so that 
we could do away with the eternal, ever- 
lasting shortage of boxcars which during 
the 11 years I have served in the Senate 
has been a constant source of trouble 
to Senators and has involved great fi- 
nancial loss to the farmers of the United 
States. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, to 
this amendment I have to make the same 
point of order, namely, that the amend- 
ment proposes legislation to an appro- 
priation bill. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment is clearly subject to the point of 
order, and the Chair sustains the point 
of order. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I send 
to the desk my last amendment, which 
I submit and ask to have stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment will be stated. : 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. At the end of 
the bill it is proposed to add the follow- 
ing: 7 

Sec. —. To encourage the storage of grain 
on farms, where it can be stored at the lowest 
cost, there is hereby appropriated the sum 
of $5,000,000,000 to enable the Commodity 
Credit Corporation to make loans to grain 
growers needing storage facilities when such 
growers shall apply to the Corporation for 
financing the construction or purchase of 
suitable storage. 


Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, of 
course it is obvious that the purpose of 
this amendment is to enable the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation to have addi- 
tional funds with which to purchase farm 
products. At the present time farmers 
all over the Northwest are unable to ob- 
tain more than the cash value for their 
wheat or the cash value for their other 
grain crops, due to the fact that the 
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elevators are plugged. It is impossible 
to make a loan with the Commodity 
Credit Corporation through any of the 
elevators. One reason is the shortage 
of funds. It is for that reason that the 
amendment is submitted. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator from North Dakota. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill is 
open to further amendment. 

If there is no further amendment to 
be proposed, the question is on the en- 
grossment of the amendments and third 
reading of the bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed, and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill 
having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall it pass? 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, on 
this question I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL, Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena- 
tor from Massachuseits will state it. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Under the 
unanimous-consent agreement, is not an 
hour allowed to each side, with 1 hour 
to be in charge of the Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr. O’Manoney] and 1 hour 
to be in charge of the minority leader 
or the acting minority leader? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena- 
tor is correct; and such time may be 
used if desired. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I yield 15 minutes of my time to the 
Senator from Ohio [Mr. TAFT]. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena- 
tor from Ohio is recognized for 15 min- 
utes. . f 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I intend 
to vote for the pending military appro. 
priations bill. I have voted for the cuts 
proposed in the bill because I do not feel 
satisfied that any such tremendous ex- 
penditures are absolutely necessary tor 
the defense of the United States. How-) 
ever, of course, it is impossible to op- 
pose a military appropriation bill when 
it comes to the final vote on it. i 

In time of war it is almost impossible 
to criticize or to reduce in any respect 
the appropriation demands of the Army, 
the Navy, and the Air Corps. In time 
of peace, however, we face a somewhat 
different situation. I see no reason why 
the military appropriations should not 
be subjected to just as severe scrutiny 
in time of peace as that to which any 
other appropriations are subjected. 

I feel very strongly that we do not 
know the basic policy upon which these 
appropriations are predicated. There is 
just as much danger in overdoing ap. 
propriations and expenditures in time 
of peace as there is a military danger 
in not providing sufficient appropriations 
in that field, because after all, a ques- 
tion of degree is involved. l 

It is almost impossible for those of 
us who are not military experts to know 
exactly what appropriations are neces- 
sary, but there is at least some definite 
limit on the capacity of the United States 
to spend money. As I estimate the ex- 
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penditures contemplated in the current 
fiscal year we will spend about $70,000,- 
000,000, although the appropriations will 
amount to $100,000,000,000 or more. 
The testimony before the Finance Com- 
mittee by Mr. Wilson, however, indi- 
cated that by fiscal 1953 we would be 
spending in the neighborhood of from 
$85,000,000,000 to $90,000,000,000, and 
since that time the President in the 
economic message has indicated his be- 
lief that we need a larger Armed Force 
than 3,500,000 men. This bill, itself, 
may provide for more than that num- 
ber, in the additional appropriation of 
$5,000,000,000 added by the committee. 

Furthermore, we have a warning, I 
understand, from the Secretary of State, 
that $8,500,000,000 a year for 3 years for 
foreign aid is probably an underestimate 
of what may be necessary. We shall be 
asked for closer to $40,000,000,000. 

I think it fair to conclude from an 
analysis of the figures that at the rate 
at which money is being appropriated, 
in fiscal 1953 and in fiscal 1954 we shall 
be spending at the rate of $100,000,000,- 
000 a year. In addition to that, nearly 
$20,000,000,000 a year is being spent by 
State and local governments, All these 
sums represent a total expenditure of 
$120,000,000,000 out of the national in- 
come, which is approximately $260,000,- 
000,000. 

In this figure representing the esti- 
mated expenditures I think we have 
reached the point of danger. There is 
certainly a point beyond which we can- 
not spend without inflation, whether we 
raise the taxes to meet the outlay or 
whether we borrow the money. In a 
world war, it is necessary to borrow 
money. During the late war we bor- 
rowed $50,000,000,000 a year for 4 years, 
which had the inevitable result of rais- 
ing the price level in this country ap- 
proximately 70 percent during that 
period. With the present spending, 
while it is not such all-out spending as 
that, I think it is going to be very diffi- 
cult to avoid inflation, with all of the 
labor difficulties which arise from it, 
with undue boom prices, followed by 
undue depression, a general weakening 
of the economic structure of the coun- 
try, with a threat to the very economic 
production which is the strength of the 
Nation in any war, which has been the 
reason for our victory in two wars, and 
which is the one thing in which we are 
so infinitely superior to Russia that it 
will result ultimately in our victory in 
any third world war, if such a tragedy 
should come about. 

After all, the matter of military ex- 
penditure is a question of degree. It was 
only in March 1950 that General Brad- 
ley, the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, appeared before the Appropria- 
tions Committee and said, “Yes, $13,000,- 
000,000 a year is sufficient to provide for 
the security of the United States.” He 
said, “The Joint Chiefs of Staff might 
like $14,000,000,000 or $15,000,000,000, 
perhaps, a little more or a little less, but 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff,” he said, “never 
went along with this large figure 
of $20,000,000,000 a year to protect 
the security of the United States.” It 
was only 18 months ago that he made 
that statement, and Russia was the 
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same Russia. There has been a revela- 
tion in the fact that Russia is willing 
to use satellite troops in Korea for 
actual military attack, which had not 
known would happen; but so far as con- 
cerned the mentality of the people who 
were trying to decide what was neces- 
sary for the defense of the United States, 
conditions were just the same then as 
now, and General Bradley said, “If I 
recommended as much as $30,000,000,- 
000 a year for the Armed Forces, I 
ought to be dismissed as Chief of Staff.” 

When Congress reassembled after the 
outbreak of the Korean war, it was esti- 
mated 2,100,000 men would be needed in 
the Armed Forces. It was the desire 
to add to the Armed Forces from 1,500,- 
000 to 2,100,000. By the time Congress 
met in December 1950, it was decided 
that 2,700,000 was the proper number to 
have in the Armed Forces. By January 
1951, 1 month later, the Department 
wanted 3,300,000 men. As we have final- 
ly settled on the number this year, 
roughly speaking the appropriations are 
all based on a force of 3,500,000 men. In 
July the President said, We do not think 
that is a sufficient number. That is only 
an interim goal. We are going to have 
a great many more men than that, and 
we are now studying to tell you how many 
additional men we need.” 

If we want absolutely 100 percent of 
national security, we probably have to be 
ready to fight a full scale war tomorrow, 
During the late World War we spent 
about one-half of our total national in- 
come on war, and with production at the 
present rate, if the same ratio obtained 
we could spend a total of $150,000,000,- 
000, nearly all of it on the military pro- 
gram. That is probably what we would 
spend in all-out war; but in time of 
peace, we simply cannot keep the coun- 
try in readiness to fight an all-out war 
tomorrow, unless we are willing to turn 
our Government into a garrison state for 
the next 10 years, and abandon all the 
ideals of freedom upon which the Nation 
has been erected. It is impossible to se- 
cure absolute security, and even if we 
spent all that money, just one Pearl Har- 
bor will put us in exactly the same dan- 
ger we faced in 1941 and the years fol- 
lowing. It is impossible to have such a 
thing in this world as absolute security. 
We must be selective. We must decide 
what we are going to do, and what we 
are not going to do, in time of peace. 

Mr. President, speaking on the floor 
of the Senate, heretofore, I stated that 
in my opinion we ought to devote our 
attention for the most part to prepared- 
ness on the sea and in the air. In my 
opinion it is almost impossible to hope to 


fight a land war on the continent of . 


Europe or on the continent of Asia within 
a day after a war starts. This general 
program is large, because I think in the 
back of the minds of the men who make 
it, they still hold the theory that the 
moment war starts we shall transport 
a tremendous American Army to Europe 
and undertake in Europe a battle against 
Russia. I think it would probably be 
the most dangerous military experiment 
we have ever tried. I do not know that 
to be so, for I have no means of being 
absolutely certain what the program is, 
or how it is outlined, except insofar as it 
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is made known to the Congress. I only 
know there is presented a very serious 
danger to the whole economy of the 
United States, unless in time of peace 
we hold appropriations within a reason- 
able figure. 

What is that figure? Mr. President, I 
myself think that about $75,000,000,000 
@ year is pretty nearly the limit of what 
the Federal Government can spend and 
hope to maintain any stability in our 
present economy, controls or no controls. 
If we were to add to that $20,000,000,000 
of State and local expenditures, the total 
would be $95,000,000,000, and $95,000,- 
000,000 is a good deal more than one- 
third—about 35 percent—of the present 
national income. 

In England they have gotten up to 40 
percent of the national income, and it 
has resulted in a complete stifling of pri- 
vate enterprise and a complete stifling of 
all progress, as a permanent matter. 

I do not know how long this program 
is to continue, but, once embarked on it, 
unless we have a radical change of 
thought, I, myself, have not much hope 
that it will not continue at about the 
same rate. True, it is the hope that, so 
far as production items are concerned, 
there will be a peak and then a descend- 
ing scale; but my impression is that our 
equipment will become obsolete and we 
shall have new weapons, and new kinds 
of airplanes, and that we are embarked 
on an expenditure of this kind for 5, 10, 
15, or 20 years, as one of the generals 
stated; and if so, I think it means an end 
of progress and an end of the freedom of 
the people of the United States. 

I have no suggestion to make, except 
this: I think before Congress adjourns, 
it should provide for the appointment of 
a commission to survey the military pol- 
icy of the United States. I do not mean 
a “watch dog committee” of Congress, to 
see how the money is spent; I mean a 
commission of civilians to sit down with 
the military authorities and try to de- 
termine what is the proper scope of the 
military activity of the United States, to 
make a frank study of the situation, find 
out what it is we are trying to do, and 
what it is we are not trying to do; what 
we shall do if war starts, and what we 
shall not do if war starts. If such a re- 
port can be made, I think an effective 
system can be worked out, based on which 
our expenditures need not be in excess of 
$75,000,000,000 a year or in that neigh- 
borhood. 

Last fall I read an article in Fortune 
magazine in which Mr. Eccles estimated 
that to be about the limit of what we 
could spend without upsetting the Na- 
tion’s economy. Mr. Roswell McGill, 
former Assistant Secretary of the Treas- 
ury, had an article in the Saturday 
Evening Post last month. He put the 
figure at about that amount. I think 
as an emergency proposition, we can per- 
haps get up to about a third of the na- 
tional income. I would think that in 
normal times anything over 25 percent of 
the national income in taxes is a real 
danger to the country, and, if we have 
an emergency, it seems to me the limit 
should be about a third. 

If we can be convinced that tremer- 
dous military expenditures are absolutely 
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essential to the national security, we 
ought to recognize the fact. We should 
also realize that we are going to have in- 
flation, which we must accept along with 
other evils, because we have no choice. 
That should be considered in any such 
complete study as I suggest. 

So, Mr. President, I am going to vote 
for this bill, but I certainly feel that 
in the scale of spending which is now 
contemplated, and which may be in- 
creased in another 18 months or 2 years, 
is dangerous to the economy of the 
United States, and that we ought to have 
@ complete reconsideration of the eco- 
nomic and political policy on which such 
spending is based. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
have listened with a great deal of atten- 
tion and interest, as always, to the com- 
ments of the Senator from Ohio. There 
can be no doubt in the mind of any in- 
telligent person that we are in a very 
critical situation. As a matter of fact, 
the truth is that the system of private 
property is undergoing a fundamental 
test. Some of us seem to approach this 
problem as though it were an ordinary 
economic problem, an ordinary problem 
of fiscal policy which could be settled 
by banking-house methods; but certain- 
ly that is not the fact. 

Anyone who has taken the time to 
read the speeches and the books of 
Stalin and of his predecessors must 
know that from the time of Karl Marx 
the Communist theory has been that the 
capitalistic system is through, that it is 
outmoded, that it is bound to fall of its 
own weight. It did fall in Germany, 
and totalitarianism took over. Hitler 
joined hands with Stalin when both of 
them thought it would be possible to 
wipe out anything resembling a free 
world and a free choice of individuals, 

It is utterly impossible, it seems to me, 
to say that we can close our eyes to the 
great conflict which is in progress. This 
is not a time of peace; this is a time of 
war—cold war, and hot war, too. Our 
men and the men of the United Na- 
tions are in conflict with the forces of 
communism in Korea. We have been 
sending military power to strengthen 
Greece and Turkey, and it has been done 
by the Congress of the United States. 
There has been no question about the 
policy. We have a policy. 

The Marshall plan was inaugurated 
by a Republican Congress. The Truman 
plan for the containment of communism 
in Greece and Turkey, a plan which was 
successful, was supported on all sides. 
There was no partisan division, nor 
was there any real division on the basis 
of economic thought or financial policy, 
We knew we had to do the job, difficult 
though it is, backbreaking though it 
may be. 

My deep sympathy goes out to the 
members of the Finance Committee who 
are struggling with the problem of trying 
to find ways and means of raising addi- 
tional funds to carry on the program. 
The policy which is laid down and which 
is being carried on under the direc- 
tion of Mr. Charles E. Wilson, former 
president of the General Electric Co., 
who cannot be called a Socialist, who 
cannot be called a Communist, who is 
a representative of what we call a free 
economy, is intended to devote to mili- 
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tary expenditures not to exceed 20 per- 
cent of the national income. 

The Senator from Ohio just expressed 
the belief that that can be done. Well, 
that is the policy. The estimates which 
we have received are well within every 
estimate which the Senator from Ohio 
made that the expenditures next year 
will be less than $75,000,000,000. The 
economy of the United States can carry 
that load. But we shall not have to ex- 
pend that much money. 

Mr. t, there is one thought 
which I desire to make crystal clear, if 
I can, namely, that our system of private 
property is at stake. Capitalism itself 
is at stake. Why did it fail in Europe? 
Why is there socialism in Europe? Why 
was Hitler able to overthrow capitalism? 
Why was it in danger in Italy, where 
Mussolini overthrew it? Why was it in 
danger in France, where there is a great 
communistic movement. Because the 
people there were unable to come to 
grips with private monopoly, with indus- 
trial and economic collectivists. We talk 
as though we are opposed to the totali- 
tarian march of Stalin, and we close 
our eyes completely to the fact that 
there was no possibility of political col- 
lectivism and totalitarianism in Europe 
until, first, economic collectivism had 
been established by the transfer of the 
control of the economic life of the people 
into the hands of a few monopolists who 
controlled the industry and the economy. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Wyoming yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Is not that exactly 
what we are doing in this country—ex- 
ercising control over the economic life 
of the people? 

Mr. MAHONEY. No, I do not think 
so. I believe the great bulk of the lead- 
ers of industry are in favor of prevent- 
ing the growth of monopoly. And they 
will prevent it. I have great faith in 
the intelligence and the will of the peo- 
ple of America, and I make no distinc- 
tion as to where their place is to be 
found, whether they are farmers, 
whether they are working in factories, 
whether they are working for corpora- 
tions, or whether they are in manage- 
ment. Over and over again we have 
had evidence of their complete willing- 
ness to rally to this cause. We are de- 
fending the system which was estab- 
lished in the United States of America 
when the Constitution was drafted, 
which gave to the world for the first 
time a government controlled by the 
people, with power to regulate every au- 
thority which can be exercised over 
them, including economic authority and 
political authority as well. 

What is provided in the pending bill 
is not leading us as a nation down the 
road to the destruction of the capitalistic 
system. By this bill we are trying to 
save the capitalistic system. 

The best means for its preservation 
will be found, I must confess, not in the 
weapons we are creating, but in a clear 
conscience among the people of America 
with their purpose to preserve the free- 
dom of opportunity for all individuals 
without control by either the Govern- 
ment or monopolistic groups. 

Of course, Mr. President, in an emer- 
gency of this kind, we must have differ- 
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ent kinds of Government controls, but 


there has never been a time in real war, 
or in the present cold war, when controls 
have been enacted, that Congress has 
not placed a limitation upon them, so it 
would be made clear that we were not 
giving and granting away the funda- 
mental authority of the people to con- 
trol themselves. 

We want to see a return as soon as 
possible to a free economy all over the 
world, and we know that unless we show 
the way to the peoples of other nations 
we shall be left alone against a Commu- 
nist world. If that time comes, the 
capitalistic system and the system of 
private property will be in serious 
Straits. 

Let no one think that the people of 
America cannot rise to this challenge 
just as they have risen to every other 
challenge in their history. From the 
days of the establishment of our Na- 
tion down to this hour, the people of 
America have had the intelligence and 
the courage to do what the occasion de- 
manded in order to preserve human 
freedom. 

This bill is intended merely to pro- 
vide the money whereby we can produce 
the weapons and the air power necessary, 
if the occasion arises, to carry military 
destruction to the very heart of the 
tyrannical dictators who are seeking to 
conquer the world. 

Mr. President, the bill should be passed 
without any reservation. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I yield 5 minutes to the Senator from 
Idaho [Mr. DWORSHAK]. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, 
during the discussion of the past sev- 
eral days of the huge military appro- 
priation bill, many amendments were 
submitted, the objectives of which were 
to reduce specific items. I voted for 
most of those amendments because I 
believe that in the military services of 
this country, as well as in the other 
departments and agencies, there is the 
responsibility of economizing, of saving 
money, so that appropriations and ex- 
penditures may be reduced. 

During the debate on the bill, mem- 
bers of the Appropriations Committee 
resisted those specific amendments be- 
cause it was contended that when the 
military budget officers ask for certain 
sums of money with which to implement 
our preparedness program we must con- 
sider their requests as being so sacro- 
sanct that we cannot justify cutting 
the appropriations by a single dollar. 
Yet a few minutes ago the distinguished 
chairman of the subcommittee accepted 
an amendment to reduce the expendi- 
tures by 244 percent, or approximately 
$1,100,000,000. The same argument could 
have been raised against that amend- 
ment by the chairman, but obviously he 
recognized that there is a responsibility 
resting upon the legislative branch of 
government controlling the purse strings 
to do everything possible to insist upon 
economy in the armed services and 
elsewhere. 

I recall some of the experiences we 
had during the years of World War II. 
The same statements were then made 
whenever anyone proposed any economy 
in appropriations for the armed services. 
But I recall that in each of 2 years dur- 
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ing World War I there was an unex- 
pended balance or surplus of more than 
$30,000,000,000 in the appropriations 
made by Congress for the armed services. 
Mr. President, that meant that in these 
two instances there were miscalculations 
by the armed services, so that they were 
unable to spend $30,000,000,000 in a sin- 
gle year during 2 years of World War II. 

I submit that as indicating that there 
fs plenty of room for economizing in the 
appropriations for the armed services. 
I think that we can get economy, we 
can get greater efficiency in the opera- 
tions of the armed services only when 
those in charge, from the Secretary of 
Defense down through the procurement 
division and the other levels and eche- 
lons of the armed services, recognize that 
military preparedness is essential, but 
likewise that we must have a strong 
national economy as a vital part of our 
over-all preparedness to resist Commu- 
nist aggression. 

Mr. President, I have supported the 
various amendments because I think it 
is the duty of Congress to insist upon 
taking every element of profiteering out 
of our preparedness program and out of 
the expenditures for war, if war should 
occur. 

I recognize that we must stabilize 
our economy. I recognize that we must 
do everything within our power to resist 
and curb inflationary trends. It is one 
thing for the armed services to contend 
that they must have $50,000,000,000 or 
$60,000,000,000 or $75,000,000,000 with 
which to build up preparedness to safe- 
guard the country. That may be true 
to some extent, but likewise we must 
recognize that we must strengthen our 
economy so that we will be able to re- 


sist Communist aggression and fight a 


successful war, if we should become in- 
volved in one. 

So, Mr. President, I am happy to vote 
for the bill on the basis that we must do 
everything within our power to build up 
our preparedness and at the same time to 
insist that Congress take the position 
that the armed services must economize 
and recognize their responsibility, be- 
cause without such cooperation on the 
part of the officials in the three branches 
of our Armed Forces we cannot have the 
economy which is vital to the security 
of our country. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I yield 7 minutes to the Senator from 
Kansas [Mr. ScHOEPPEL]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Hunt in the chair). The Senator from 
Kansas is recognized for 7 minutes. 
Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, at 
the outset I ask unanimous consent to 
have printed in the body of the Rrecorp 
in connection with what I have to say 
a statement with reference to the utili- 
zation of the Reserves of the United 
States Armed Forces. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR SCHOEPPEL 
THE UTILIZATION OF THE. RESERVES OF THE 
UNITED STATES ARMED FORCES 

I have been extremely attentive to the de- 
bate on the pending legislation, H. R. 5054, 
an act making appropriations for the Na- 
tional Security Council, the National Secu- 
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rity Resources Board, and for military func- 
tions administered by the Department of De- 
fense for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1952, 
and for other purposes. 

There are many phases of this legislation 
which concern me. The over-all cost of this 
bill is staggering. 

I am fundamentally opposed to package 
legislation of this type. 

Iam mindful of the long and conscientious 
labor that has been expended on the legisla- 
tion by members of the committee. 

On Tuesday, September 11, the Senate saw 
fit to agree to an amendment striking out 
the following provision: 

“No part of any appropriation contained 
in this act for ‘pay and allowances’ of mili- 
tary personnel shall be expended for the pay 
or allowances, accruing after November 30, 
1951, of any member of the Inactive or Vol- 
unteer Reserve who served on active duty for 
a period of 12 months or more in any branch 
of the Armed Forces during the period be- 
ginning December 7, 1941, and ending Sep- 
tember 2, 1945, if such member shall have 
served on active duty for a period of 12 
months or more after June 26, 1950, unless 
such member shall have voluntarily consent- 
ed to remain on active duty.” 

The purpose of that provision was to en- 
sure that the men who fought World War II. 
would not be forced to carry the burden of 
world war III. 

I am of the opinion that the Senate acted 
unwisely when this provision was removed, 

I have read with great interest the state- 
ments received from the armed services rel- 
ative to their intentions concerning reserv- 
ists. 


As submitted to the Senate by the Sena- 
tor from Wyoming [Mr. O'MAHONEY], at this 
time I would like to have included in my 
remarks those memoranda: Letters from (1) 
L. T. Dubose, reflecting the Navy point of 
view; (2) James P, Goode, reflecting the 
Alr Force point of view; and (3) Earl B. 
Johnson, reflecting the Army point of view. 

It is my opinion that in no instance are 
categorical assurances given that provide 
proper protection for the interests of the 
active and inactive reservists. 

I fully understand that the debate on this 
floor has pointed out the confusion which 
exists in regard to the Reserve program. 

I realize that it is the wish of a largi 
group in the Senate that when the bill goes 
to conference, a clear-cut statement of the 
position of the reservists should be forth- 
coming. 

I have no reason to believe, however, that 
the statement which is forthcoming will 
be satisfactory to me or to those who are 
members of the Reserves.. 

My office has received hundreds of letters 
from active and inactive members of the 
Reserves of the Armed Forces. They are, 
without exception, bitter in their denuncia- 
tion of the program which hes been unfairly 
handled. 

They, without exception, believe that the 
Government has violated the contract which 
they entered. 

As my colleagues know, all the way 
through, I have been bitterly opposed to the 
way the reserve program was being handled. 
I voted against universal military training 
and have advocated that no man who has 
served a minimum of 6 months overseas 
should have been called up in the Korean 
police action until those who never served 
before had been called up and all other avail- 
able sources had been tapped. That made 
sense to me a year ago, and it makes sense 
now. 

I lay no claim to being a military analyst, 
but I can read and the news from Korea, 
insofar as I am concerned, is ominous. 

I well recall the days, prior to the col- 
lapse and fall of China, when the Commu- 
nists used the identical tactics against the 
Nationalist forces which are being used 
against us in Korea today. 
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The practice of continual peace negotia- 
tions, while we relax and they build up 
forces, will ultimately lead, and I wish my 
Senate colleagues to hear me well, will ulti- 
mately lead to another savage onslaught 
which will take its toll in the blood of Ameri- 
can men. ’ 

It was the intention of the drafters of 
this legislation in the House of Representa- 
tives of the United States that the provision 
contained on page 55 relative to the service 
of reservists be a part of the legislation. 

The Constitution of the United States pro- 
vides that the Congress shall make rules and 
regulations for the government of the Armed 
Forces of the United States. 

I am not, and will not, be satisfied until 
we write into legislation positive assurances 
that the military burden of the catastrophic 
Korean adventure will be spread evenly, and 
I am hopeful that the conferees will sustain 
the House position in this original measure. 


Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, re- 
luctantly I shall vote for the pending 
military appropriation bill. I do not 
mean reluctantly from the standpoint 
of not wanting to expend funds to de- 
fend my country. I realize we must do 
that. I say reluctantly because of the 
amount that is involved. I shall vote 
for the bill because there is no alterna- 
tive. I was one of those who cast votes 
for some of the amendments to reduce 
this over-all expenditure of $61,000,090,- 
000 and especially I was in favor of the 
Flanders motion. I fully realize that a 
large part of the great sums we are con- 
sidering in this bill are needed for our 
national defenses. Our defenses should 
be built up. I am not going to dispute 
that, and I am sure no one disputes it. 
But I seriously doubt that the military 
should be given the enormous sum of 
$61,000,000,000, which was the amount 
carried in the bill until the reductions 
were made by the amendments which 
were adopted, and we did not adopt too 
many reduction amendments. 

Mr. President, I was not privileged to 
be a member of the Appropriations Com- 
mittee. I know the committee has 
worked diligently, hard, and conscien- 
tiously. But in view of the fact that at 
this time, so I am informed, there are 
unexpended balances amounting to bil- 
lions of dollars from appropriations 
which Congress has made for the mili- 
tary forces, and which the military 
forces have not been able to obligate or 
spend, naturally I assumed that we could 
get along with a lesser amount than that 
provided by the bill. Be that as it may, 
I happen to be one of those who feel that 
if we are ever going to economize we 
should do so now. So this military ap- 
propriation should have been reduced. 
In my candid opinion it could have been 
reduced more than it was when it came 
to this floor. 

The Congress has the responsibility 
to economize. It controls the purse 
strings, and it should never abrogate 
that right or that power. We should 
provide adequate funds, yes; but at the 
same time we should guard the economic 
future of our Nation. , 

I would also prefer to cut out some 
other things we are financing in this 
country, and for which the Congress is 
called upon to provide funds and direct 
those savings to building up the military 
defense of this Nation. I thought that 
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approximately $55,000,000,000 for de- 
fense at this time should be sufficient. 

The funds we appropriate should be 
wisely spent. It should be someone's re- 
sponsibility to see to it that they are 
wisely spent. I know that frequently 
there is a tendency in certain depart- 
ments of the Government—and I do not 
want to be ultracritical—when they have 
access to huge sums of money, billions 
and billions of dollars, not to be so care- 
ful of the public tax money as we would 
like to see them be. I know there must 
be supervision, and I hope there will be 
careful scrutiny of the money that is 
spent. I want to see it wisely spent. 

Mr. President, we must be painfully 
aware that this Nation has passed the 
time when we can rather generously 
draw on its future resources of this Na- 
tion. There are Members of the Senate 
now on this floor, members of certain 
committees of the Congress, who have 
labored religiously and hard to try to in- 
crease taxes in the tax bill upon which 
they have been working. That task has 
not been an easy one. Those Members 
will tell you, Mr. President, that they do 
not know where to turn next to get a 
few additional billions of dollars, and 
when our citizens get their tax bills, I am 
sure each will know what I mean. We 
are brought to the chilling realization 
that there is a limit to which we can tax 
the people of the country. Our taxes 
are mounting. They are crushing, con- 
fiscatory, and are going to become 
blackouts upon the initiative of the citi- 
zens of the Nation. When the taxing 
process goes too far, then the Govern- 
ment takes over, and we will all be the 
loser. Somehow we do not think of these 
things, 

I know it has been said here, and we 
hear it frequently on the outside, that 
this Nation is not so badly off as are 
some of the other nations of the world. 
Still in my book, Mr. President, and to 
my way of thinking, it is no consolation 
for us to say that the other nations are 
faring worse than we are, and therefore 
we can be brought down to a lower level. 

In closing, Mr. President, I merely 
want to say that I am hopeful that the 
billions of dollars we are voting today 
in this measure will properly prepare 
the defenses of this country. We have 
had the starkest reality presented to us 
and to the country as a whole, that we 
thought we were better equipped than we 
really were when certain contingencies 
developed. I am hoping that there will 
be a safeguarding of the funds we are 
providing, that a watchful eye will be 
kept over these expenditures, the huge 
billions we are voting by this measure, so 
that the American taxpayer and the de- 
fenses of the country will receive as 
nearly 100-percent value as possible out 
of every dollar we are voting in this 
appropriation. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I yield 15 minutes to the Senator from 
North Dakota [Mr. LANGER]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from North Dakota is recog- 
nized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, only a 
few short years ago, in 1945, we were 
called upon in the Senate to vote upon 
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the adoption of the Charter of the 
United Nations. At that time the then 
distinguished Senator from Minnesota, 
Mr. Shipstead, and I were the only two 
Senators who voted against it. I wish 
to say today that I have never regretted 
my vote. I desire to read two or three 
excerpts from a very short speech which 
I delivered upon that occasion. I said 
then: 

I would be willing to vote for the appro- 
priation of the last dollar in the United 
States Treasury and the last dollar we could 
borrow if by spending that money we could 
eliminate war, which we all abhor and hate. 
I would unhesitatingly vote for the Charter 
if I felt that it offered even the tiniest hope 
of a permanent peace. But instead of that, 
Mr. President, I feel from the bottom of my 
heart that the adoption of the Charter will 
mean perpetuating war. I feel it will mean 
the enslavement of millions of people, from 
Poland to India, from Korea to Java, as well 
as people in many other places on this earth. 


I continued: 

Mr. President, I feel that the adoption of 
the Charter will be one step more toward 
compulsory and military conscription and 
all that which goes with war. 


I continued and discussed the veto 
power, and showed how the veto power 
in the Charter absolutely wrecked any 
possibility of the Charter being a 
success. 

Upon various occasions I have heard 
distinguished Senators rise on the floor 
of the Senate and ask that the Charter 
be amended. I have heard them say 
that the Secretary of State should never 
agree to allow Red China to come into 
the United Nations. But if Senators 
will read the Charter carefully they will 
find that Dean Acheson cannot stop it. 
If the majority is against us, the United 
States is stuck. 

The United Nations accomplished 
something. It provided a place in New 
York where Jacob Malik could speak to 
20,000,000 people over television, and to 
millions more over the radio, telling all 
about the glories of communism, with 
the Government of the United States 
paying 70 percent of the bill. What is 
the use of having Senate committees 
chasing some poor devil of a Communist 
here and there, when the leader of them 
all, financed by the United States, can 
go to New York and speak to the entire 
United States? 

We have an unexpended balance of 
military appropriations amounting to 
$36,000,000,000, which has not been used. 
The report shows $44,000,000,000, but I 
assume that some of it has been used 
since the report was printed. As was 
stated by the distinguished Senator from 
Ohio [Mr, Tart], only a few months ago 
Gen. Omar Bradley himself said that 
$13,000,000,000 a year was all that the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended. So 
everything the Joint Chiefs of Staff asked 
for a few months ago is now in the Treas- 
ury of the United States unexpended. 

We are being asked to appropriate 
$61,000,000,000. If that is added to all 
the other money we have appropriated 
and given away, it will mean a debt 
which will be almost inconceivable in the 
minds of the people cf the average city, 
town, village, or county in the United 
States. 
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We made a loan to England at a time 
when a veteran returning home owed 
$5,000, but a veteran returning home to 
Great Britain owed only $1,339. Yet, 
the Senate voted for it. I suppose that 
today the Senate, by an overwhelming 
vote, will approve appropriations of 
$59,000,000,000 or $60,000,000,000. I do 
not propose, without a protest, to fasten 
such an enormous debt upon the backs 
of the American people, 

What are we doing? We are fos- 
tering communism. We are fostering 
nationalization of farms, of mines, of 
railroads—yes, even of steel. 

I have been amazed at the fact that 
so few Senators, aside from the members 
of the committee, knew what was in 
the bill in the last analysis. I have read 
the report from beginning to end. When 
I offered an amendment to cut the ap- 
propriation in two, and leave some $30,- 
000,000,000 to be added to the amount of 
money already available, I knew in my 
heart that that was far more than 
could possibly be used before the Con- 
gress came back into session in Jan- 
uary. 

The distinguished Senator from Ohio 
[Mr. Tart] suggested that there be a 
commission—not a watchdog commis- 
sion, but a commission to make a study 
of our entire military needs. If we are 
to have such a commission, why not 
have a study made before we appro- 
priate $60,000,000,000? We are simply 
locking the door after the horse is stolen. 

The senior Senator from North Da- 
kota believes that this appropriation is 
entirely without reason. It is based upon 
hysteria. It is based upon a great many 
other things, which, in the short time I 
have left to speak, I shall not enumerate. 

In any event, I am satisfied that the 
amendment which I offered to reduce 
the appropriation down the middle 
ought to have been adopted. I am just 
as certain of it as I am that the sun 
is going to set in the west. 

I said a great many other things dur- 
ing the time when I spoke on the adop- 
tion of the United Nations Charter. I 
call attention to one of them once more 
today. That Charter, which has as- 
sisted in getting us into trouble, was 
recommended at San Francisco when 
only a single veteran was present. There 
was no hurry about it, but it was rushed 
through just as this bill is being rushed 
through today. The only veteran who 
was at that meeting was Harold Stas- 
sen, and he was the only member of 
our delegation who joined with Evatt 
of Australia and demanded that we 
carry out the Atlantic Charter, which 
was totally ignored at the time the 
United Nations Charter was adopted. 

I thank the distinguished Senator 
from Massachusetts [Mr. SaLTONSTALL. I 
for yielding me 15 minutes. I regret 
that some of the amendments which I 
offered were declared out of order. I 
think the Presiding Officer was perhaps 
correct in ruling some of them out of 
order. I regret that the majority of 
the Senate refused to adopt the 20-per- 
cent cut, the 30-percent cut, the 40-per- 
cent cut, or the 50-percent cut. In my 
humble judgment the day will come 
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when the majority of the Senate will re- 
gret the action of the Senate. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
yield 15 minutes to the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY]. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
have listened with keen interest to the 
remarks of the senior Senator from Ohio 
(Mr. Tarr] as he analyzed the bill before 
us and stated his point of view, with 
respect to the appropriations for the 
defense of our country and help to the 
free world. I listened to his comments, 
in the light of other statements that 
have been made on the Senate floor, 
not only by the senior Senator from 
Ohio but by other Senators. I thought 
I would take the liberty, in the minutes 
allotted to me, to quote a few state- 
ments that have been made in the Sen- 
ate, particularly during this year, in the 
debates on our foreign policy and mu- 
tual-security program. 

For example, I quote from the address 
of the senior Senator from Ohio, printed 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, of Febru- 
ary 8, 1951, at page 1123: 

In conclusion, let me say that no one is 
more determined to resist Communist ag- 
gression in the world than I am. I think 
the Russians present a menace to the liberty 
of the entire world and to our way of life, 
a menace greater than we have faced before 
in our history. 


Mr. President, the senior Senator from 
Ohio not only said that on the 8th day 
of February, but on the 5th day of Jan- 
uary 1951, at page 57 of the CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD I quote from his speech: 

It seems to me that our battle against 
communism is in fact a world-wide battle 
and must be fought on the world stage. 


Those are impressive statements. 
They are statements in which I fully 
concur. We are confronted with the 
greatest menace in the history of our 
Republic. The menace is not one that 
merely falls upon our own shores but is 
world-wide in its implications. In that 
regard I agree with the Senator from 
Ohio, that it is a menace on the world 
stage. However, I want to say to the 
Senator from Ohio that we cannot fight 
it with halfway measures, half-hearted 
efforts, or indeterminate objectives. 

I listened to the senior Senator from 
Ohio say that the bill before us is a peace- 
time bill. 

But, in the words of Patrick Henry: 
“Peace! Peace! There is no peace!” 

No one has stated oftener than the 
Senator from Ohio that there is no peace. 
He has criticized our President for put- 
ting us into the war in Korea. I re- 
peat, Mr. President, he has criticized the 
President for putting us into the war 
in Korea. 

If there is war going on in this world, 
obviously there is no peace. I am 
amazed to hear responsible men who are 
aware of what is going on in the world, 
say that we are at peace. Some have 
said that we are in a sort of half war. 
More have said that we are engaged in 
a cold war. All of the men who stood 
at San Francisco and addressed that 
great conference, our delegates and del- 
egates from the other United Nations, 
leaders of both political parties repeat- 
edly stated that we are engaged in a 
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great global conflict, a conflict of ideas, 
a conflict of economies, and a conflict of 
philosophies. Mr. President, the sad 
fact is that, judging by the casualty lists, 
it is also a conflict on the battlefield. 

Our objective is peace—it is to that 
goal that we direct our efforts. Yes, we 
are striving for peace. That is the ob- 
jective of our Government and of the 
free world. That has been the purpose 
of the Greek-Turkish aid program, and 
of the Marshall plan. That has been 
the purpose of the North Atlantic pact; 
the mutual security program, of our re- 
armament; and that is the purpose of 
meeting the aggressive threat and the 
aggressive power of the Communist 
satellite forces in Korea. It is our 
struggle for peace. 

Peace. There has been no peace. 

To be sure, there have been times when 
there has been less bloodshed and less 
physical combat. But that combat has 
broken out. We are engaged in hostili- 
ties. We face a brutal and cunning en- 
emy. The future course of events is un- 
predictable. But every sign, every indi- 
cation tells us to be strong—to step up 
our efforts in mobilization and mutual 
security. 

When the Senator from Ohio says that 
we are legislating in a period of peace 
he contradicts his own words. He not 
only contradicts his own words, but he 
contradicts the facts of our time. There 
is no peace. There is no peace in Indo- 
china, where thousands have given their 
lives. There has been no peace in China 
itself, where the Communists have taken 
over. There was no peace in the Greek 
civil war. There is no peace in Korea. 
There is no peace in Malaya. All that 
we can say is so far God Almighty has 
spared us the catastrophe of an all-out 
and total war. We do have a limited war 
in some areas and a cruel relentless cold 
war in other areas. 

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tart] 
may. say that this appropriation is far 
too great for peacetime, but he is talk- 
ing about an era and an age which no 
longer is with us. The day of peace is 
not yet at hand. 

I listened to the senior Senator from 
Ohio say that if we keep going along 
in this fashion we will wreck our econ- 
omy. I know he says it after considered 
thought. Previously he stated that this 
struggle with the Soviet Union and her 
satellites may be a long one. I agree 
with that statement. 

Mr. President, I have in my hand the 
report published by the Joint Commit- 
tee on the Economic Report, dated Au- 
gust 1, 1951. It carries the name among 
others, of the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
Tart]. What does the report say? I 
quote from page 27: 

Federal defense expenditures for goods and 
services took about 4.9 percent of gross na- 
tional product in fiscal 1950; this rose to 
7.2 percent in fiscal 1951 and it is estimated 
at almost 15 percent for 1952; for fiscal 1953 
the ratio may rise to over 18 percent. Sub- 
sequently the proportion may decline as gross 
national product increases and defense ex- 
penditures taper off. At the peak, therefore, 
of the defense effort in fiscal 1953, Federal, 
State, and local expenditures for defense and 
nondefense activities may total over 26 per- 
cent of gross output. Such is approximately 
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the schedule outlined in the First Quarterly 
Report of the Director of Defense Mobiliza- 
tion. 


What else does the report say? It 
would be a good report for every Sen- 
ator to read. I hope every one of them 
reads it. I have read it. It says that in 
the period of World War II we actually 
took over 50 percent of our total gross 
national product for the defense of our 
country, and we did not wreck our 
economy. 

As long as the state of mind of some 
people in the country is what has been 
stated by the Senator from Ohio, then 
indeed our economy may be threatened. 
As long as we look upon our efforts and 
our mobilization as only a peaceful pur- 
suit, we are not in the frame of mind to 
do the sacrificing, or to have the unity 
and support that we must have to defend 
our freedom. To be sure, our economy is 
threatened, if we seek to rearm and yet 
do business as usual. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. 

Mr. LONG. Actually, is it not a fact 
that this Nation has never been prepared 
for a major war at the time the war 
broke out, but fortunately when we were 
engaged in the last two World Wars we 
had allies who kept the enemy from us 
until we could get ready, a situation up- 
on which we cannot depend in the 
future? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is 
right. He knows that the great tragedy 
of America again and again has been 
her lack of preparedness. There can be 
no excuse for such folly in this critical 
hour. Our enemies have already en- 
gaged our troops in battle. 

What is our program today? It is 
twofold: First of all, it is to tool up our 
factories so that they can be converted 
to all-out production. Secondly, it is to 
provide a minimum security force so that 
we can resist an initial impact of aggres- 
sion. It has been well planned, well 
scheduled, and it is proceeding along 
surprisingly well in spite of some diffi- 
culties that we find thr-ughout the 
world. 

I prefer to take the judgments of those 
who have been right more times than 
they have been wrong. I prefer to take 
the judgment of those who have seen 
the menace that is upon us, and have 
seen it early. The Senator from Ohio 
did not see fit to vote for the North 
Atlantic Pact. The Senator from Ohio 
did not vote for the military aid bill. 
The Senator from Ohio did not see fit 
to vote for the point 4 amendment. He 
did not see fit to vote for the ECA con- 
ference report in 1950. He says that the 
Communist menace is world-wide but he 
does not act according to his admoni- 
tions. 

Mr. President, I have heard words here 
today about checking inflation. I want 
the Senator from Ohio and others to 
take a look at the voting record on Au- 
gust 21, 1950, when the price and wage 
stabilization section of the Defense Pro- 
duction Act was under consideration. 
How did the Senator from Ohio vote? 
He voted “nay.” 
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Mr. President, if we want to control 
inflation, it is a job that requires stead- 
fastness and determination to do the job. 
It requires taxation to put our program 
on a pay-as-we-go basis. It requires 
price and wage stabilization. It necessi- 
tates strong controls over the economy. 
Let those who weep new-found tears 
over the evils of inflation vote and act 
to check it. 

I also say, Mr. President, that if we are 
to meet communism on a world-wide 
stage, we had better be strong enough to 

meet it when it is necessary to do so. 
There is not one responsible military 
leader who has not told us that the pro- 
gram that has been outlined by our Goy- 
ernment and acted upon by us is a mini- 
mum program, predicated on the as- 
sumption that we will not be attacked 
at least before 1953. If we are to meet 
and check communism on the world 
stage we must be prepared to win, not to 
try. 

Mr. President, if anything, time is run- 
ning out. 

I see nothing to indicate that the So- 
viet leaders are becoming lovers of peace. 
I see nothing to indicate that they are 
cutting down in the armaments they are 
providing. 

I believe it was the Senator from Lou- 
isiana who today, in a colloquy, said that 
as we judge what is needed in the way of 
the appropriations we make for our de- 
fense, we should also judge what our 
enemies are doing in the way of arma- 
ments. 

Five billion dollars extra has been 
added to the bill, for further appropria- 
tions for the Air Force. That amount is 
now included in the amount of approxi- 
mately $25,000,000,000 now carried in the 
bill for the Air Corps. Yet I have heard 
statements made to the effect that the 
equipment of the Air Force may be obso- 
lete because of changes in technical de- 
signs. Mr. President, if we wait until we 
get the last possible piece of technical 
equipment that is not obsolete, we shall 
not only lose the war, but we shall lose 
all hope of continuing to live as human 
beings. 

Of course war is waste, and of course 
planes will become obsolete, but we are 
compelled to judge our armed strength 
by the measuring stick of the strength 
and power of the enemy. 

Mr, President, I submit that the pro- 
gram which has been outlined in this 
bill is not an extravagant one. It may 
well be too little. I would rather be on 
the side of safety and surplus, rather 
than be on the side of “too little and 
too late.” 

In other words, as long as we face a 
subtle, vicious, and aggressive enemy 
that is willing to strike us and involve 
us in war at any time and at any place, 
it ill behooves the people of the United 
States and their elected representatives 
in the Congress to let down their guard. 

We have trouble on our hands. The 
Russian Communists and their stooges 
seem to respond basically to displays of 
strength whenever we demonstrate 
strength. They are not moved to cau- 
tion and peace by words. They, as his- 
tory proves, respect determination and 
strength. 
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Mr. President, I conclude by saying 
that this is not a defense program which 
will ruin our economy. If we falter or 
if our economy is weakened it will be 
because of greed, selfishness, and short- 
sightedness. 

Today our economy is producing at 
the rate of approximately $300,000,000,- 
000 a year gross output, and our output 
is expanding year after year. Our econ- 
omy has in it an active growth factor. 
We have an expanding economy. 

I submit that if our defense costs us 
20 percent of our gross national product, 
that is a reasonable price to pay for in- 
surance for freedom. I also submit that 
it will not bankrupt America. There 
still will be plenty of persons making 
profits. The farmers will still be able 
to grow crops and receive a fair price 
for them. The workers will still receive 
a reasonably good wage. 

To be sure, we will make sacrifices. 
Some person will have to make a sac- 
rifice to the extent of getting along with 
three Cadillacs instead of four, or one 
yacht instead of two, or one country 
home instead of three; but I think those 
are sacrifices we can afford to make when 
we see what happens in Hungary, as the 
Senator from New York pointed out on 
this very floor, and when we know what 
has happened to William Oatis, in Czech- 
oslovakia, and when we know what has 
happened to Americans and the citizens 
of other free countries when they have 
happened to be caught behind the iron 
curtain. When we see those things and 
when we see what has happened to Po- 
land and Czechoslovakia, what more, 
pray God, do we need in order to realize 
the danger which confronts us? 

There will be no America and no free 
economy unless we act to meet the 
threat which confronts us. 

Mr. President, in my observations— 
and I have made some little study of 
this matter—we still are not tightening 
our belts too much. We still are riding 
around in good automobiles with rubber 
tires. We still have refrigerators and 
gas stoves; we still enjoy a high stand- 
ard of living. We still have all those 
things. We have not yet put America 
to the test. 

I submit to you, Mr. President, that 
it does not do much to build the morale 
of our country in its hour of trial for 
some persons to criticize because we are 
forced to spend large sums of money 
in order to defend ourselves. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Hunt in the chair). The time of the 
Senator from Minnesota has expired. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
am sorry, but my time has expired. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I yield 15 minutes to the Senator from 
Iowa (Mr. HicKENLOOPER]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Iowa is recognized for 15 
minutes. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi- 
dent, this tremendous appropriation 
bill, which we shall pass in a few min- 
utes, is one which of course is startling to 
every American. 
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I have voted for numerous of the re- 
ductions which have been proposed in 
the items carried by the bill, especially 
the reductions proposed in regard to the 
over-all size of the appropriations, be- 
cause I am convinced in my own mind, 
from my own observations, that there 
is in this bill a substantial amount of 
fat which is not needed for the imme- 
diate preparation of our country for its 
defense. 

However, Mr. President, as is so often 
the case in instances of this kind, rep- 
resentatives of the Army and the Navy 
have come before our committees and 
have testified, regarding this bill, “It 
is essential to the security of the United 
States.” 

I hold nothing against the committees 
for being unable in many instances to 
go behind such technical advice, indeed 
I am sympathetic with the committees. 

However, Mr. President, I am mindful 
of the fact that since 1945 we have spent 
more than $100,000,000,000 for the 
Armed Forces of our country. Yet we 
hear it said by Senators on both sides 
of the aisle that we are unprepared to 
meet an enemy. A subsiantial portion, 
or more than half, of the $100,000,000,000, 
which has been spent for our defense 
since 1945, and up to the time of the 
pending proposal, of course, went to pay 
off debts and obligations remaining from 
World War II. However, from those pay- 
ments we obtained reserves of matériel 
and equipment which should stand us in 
good stead in the event of another emer- 
gency. 

The situation up to now and the com- 
plete lack of preparation at the time of 
the beginning of the so-called police 
action in Korea, which still continues, 
indicate to me that tremendous waste 
and extravagance and, yes, luxury exist 
in the military establishment; but not 
being a technician, not being an expert 
in regard to military matters, I confess 
my inability to put my finger on the 
places where waste is indulged in and 
where economies could be effected. 

So I am limited to supporting what I 
believe to be justifiable reductions in the 
appropriations carried by the bill; and 
because I do not wish to be derelict by 
not helping to provide for the necessary 
defense of my country at this time, I 
shall be forced to vote for this appro- 
priation bill, although I believe it pro- 
vides larger appropriations than are 
necessary. 

Mr. President, while we are voting to- 
day to strengthen the military prepared- 
ness of our country by means of the 
enactment of this bill, I wish to call at- 
tention to another phase of our national 
defense which is just as essential as guns 
for the defense of the United States and 
the stability of our economy, namely, the 
agricultural production of the United 
States. I say to you today, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that the agricultural production of 
the United States, either because of the 
carelessness or the stupidity or the lack 
of information on the part of Govern- 
ment allocation agencies, is going to suf- 
fer disastrously in the very near future 
unless steps are taken immediately to 
correct the mistakes of the past and the 
failure of the administration to provide 
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the things it is necessary to provide in 
order to have the essential food and fiber 
produced. 

In the few minutes which are allocated 
to me at this time, I wish to call atten- 
tion to the fact that the Secretary of 
Agriculture, who heads the agency of 
our Government which is designated to 
secure, for instance, the steel needed for 
the production of farm machinery and 
other industrial items needed for farm 
operations, has stated no later than the 
last of August of this year that in order 
to be able to produce the food and fiber 
we need for next year, the farm-ma- 
chinery and the farm-equipment and 
the farm-container fields need at least 
115 percent more steel than they had in 
1949. That statement is to be found 
in a very fancy bulletin, graphically il- 
lustrated with charts and so forth, which 
has been issued by the Secretary of Agri- 
culture. In it he shows what is hap- 
pening to our agricultural production, 
how our stocks and reserves are going 
down, and how badly we need more food 
and more machinery. Yet as the pro- 
curement agency for the raw materials 
needed for the production of farm ma- 
chinery and farm equipment, the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture, Mr. Brannan, has 
not only utterly failed to procure 100 
percent of the amount of raw materials 
procured for that purpose in 1949, but 
he is now permitting the allocation 
agencies of the Government to reduce 
the allocations of steel for farm ma- 
chinery and the industries producing 
other farm equipment to a proposed 50 
percent of the 1949 allocations, for the 
last quarter of this year and the first 
quarter of next year, meaning that next 
year we shall have less than 50 percent 
of the farm machinery which the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture himself says is 
needed in order to produce the food and 
fiber we must have in order to keep our 
economy strong and able to meet our 
food requirements. 

On the 22d of August of this year the 
Department of Agriculture issued a re- 
lease, quoting Mr. Brannan. I shall not 
read it all, but I shall read the first 
sentence: 

Farmers now need 15 percent more new 
farm machinery than they received in 1949, 
and they req: ire 20 percent more repair and 
replacement parts than were available to 
them in the same period, according to a 
survey recently made in all of the agricul- 
tural counties of the United States. 


Mr. President, I ask that the entire 
release, together with the tables which 
it contains, be printed in the RECORD at 
this point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the release, 
including the tables, was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT 
OP AGRICULTURE, 
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING 
ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, August 22, 1951. 
NATION-WIDE SURVEY REVEALS INCREASED PARM 
MACHINERY REQUIREMENTS 


Farmers now need 15 percent more new 

farm machinery than they received In 1949 
and they require 20 percent more repair and 
replacement parts than were available to 
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them in the same period, according to a sur- 
vey recently made in all of the agricultural 
counties of the United States. Results of 
the study were made public today by Secre- 
tary of Agriculture Charles F. Brannan, who 
said that it is being used as the basis for 
determining 1952 farm-machinery require- 
ments for presentation to the defense pro- 
duction agencies. 

It is obvious that our present rate of farm 
production must be maintained, and, in some 
instances increased, if we are to maintain 
our strong defensive position in food and 
fiber,” Secretary Brannan said. “Essential 
requirements of agricultural machinery and 
repair parts must be provided to insure this 


. production. The intensive use of machinery 


and equipment in all-out production creates 
an increased need for certain types of new 
machinery and heightens the demand for 
most repair parts.” 

In order to obtain more complete informa- 
tion on producers’ needs, the Department, 
through State and county production and 
marketing administration farmer commit- 
tees, recently surveyed all of the Nation’s 
agricultural counties. The Secretary pointed 
out that each county PMA committee was 


. Instructed to take into consideration in its 


determination of county requirements only 
immediate needs of farmers—not what they 
would like to purchase or what they might 
give as anticipated future needs. State com- 
missioners of agriculture, experiment sta- 
tions, the Extension Service, and the Bureau 
of Agricultural Economics assisted in State 
PMA committees in reviewing and consoli- 
dating the county estimates. Further in- 
tensive review was made after the surveys 
reached the Department. 

Although the survey shows that an aggre- 
gate quantity of new farm machinery and 
equipment equal to 115 percent of 1949 ship- 
ments is needed in 1952, the Secretary em- 
phasized that this does not apply uniformly 
to all items of equipment. The trend toward 
use of heavier machinery accounts for a 
major proportion of the increase, whereas the 
need of horse-drawn equipment is only 60 to 
75 percent of 1949 shipments reflecting the 
increasing mechanization and continuing 
decline in animal draft power. 

Production adjustment among crops nec- 
essary to meet the shifting pattern of food 
and fiber requirements also are refiected in 
the results of the surveys. For instance, a 
substantial increase over 1949 production of 
cotton pickers and strippers is needed due to 
major increases in cotton acreage in areas 
where this machinery is used. At the same 
time, requirements for potato planting and 
harvesting equipment are only about 70 per- 
cent of 1949 shipments because of smaller 
acreages now being planted to this crop. 

The accelerated movement of workers from 
farms to factories and to the Armed Forces is 
shown in increased requirements for such 
labor-saving machinery as beet harvesters, 
corn pickers, automatic pick-up balers, cot- 
ton harvesters, and forage harvesters. The 
increasing importance of fertilizer and pesti- 
cides to expanded farm production accounts 
for higher requirements for fertilizer distrib- 
utors, manure spreaders, and for field and 
row-crop sprayers and dusters. 

A breakdown of the survey, showing pres- 
ent needs for various types of farm equip- 
ment, as a percentage of 1949 purchases, 
follows: 


Present needs for farm equipment, as a 
percentage of 1949 purchases 


86 
110 
123 

Tractors, crawler: 
85 „ 
i Nn ISS ar ERM a kD 
Tractors, garden type 81 
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Present needs for farm equipment, as a 
percentage of 1949 purchases—Con, 
Plows: 


Land rollers: 


Lime spreaders 92 
Fertilizer distributors. 
Manure spreaders - 1 
Cultivators: 


Cotton strippers nnenuanenennnnama 1, 049 
Mo 


Farm elevators: 


Growing and laying batteries — 96 
Egg-grading and cleaning equip- 
8ꝙ9ꝗ—? 8 . ——— 103 
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Present needs for farm equipment, as a 
percentage of 1949 purchases—Continued 
Barn equipment: 


Stalls with stanchions.._.......... 101 
Stalls without stanchions 94 
Barn cleaners_........-....-<-2---s0 112 
0 A at 99 
Water b. „„„. 101 
Feed and litter carriers 97 
Barnyard equipment: 
ES ee eee 103 
F 103 
Hog waterers —— —— 105 
Farm wagons and truck: 
R T U SEAS 100 
a I E ENS 98 
Boxes, beds, and racks 104 
Domestic water supply: 
fg) BREEN Se ae oe 108 
TTT 77 
Complete water systems 129 
Farm irrigation equipment: 
yin SESE SER A . ae ay 173 
TTT 158 
Motors- engines 143 
Sprinkler systems 136 


. 120 


United States weighted average percent, 
114.69. 


Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi- 
dent, at the same time the graphic bul- 
letin I have in my hand, a very expensive 
brochure, was published by the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture in order that peo- 
ple who do not understand technical 
subjects may easily understand the sit- 
uation. The bulletin sets forth what 
this country will need by way of food 
and fiber next year, in connection with 
the war effort and otherwise. It then 
shows what we shall require in the way 
of farm machinery. 

But let me state what has been hap- 
pening. Under the tender mercies of 
Mr. Fleischmann, the Administrator of 
the National Production Authority, the 
allocations of steel for farm machinery 
are declining steadily, whereas Mr. 
Brannan says, as the result of his studies, 
that we shall need, next year, from 
2,700,000 to 3,000,000 tons of steel for 
the farm-equipment industry and for 
the production of machinery which the 
farmers must have. The allocation of 
steel for that purpose during the third 
quarter of this year was 673,000 tons, and 
for the fourth quarter, 528,000 tons, 
showing a steady reduction. But it is 
rather notable that in the automobile 
industry, though some rather unusual 
influences were brought to bear, I un- 
derstand, there was an allocation. of 
1,879,000 tons of steel for motor vehicles 
in the third quarter. That allocation 
was made to the American automobile 
industry. For the fourth quarter of this 
year there was an allocation of 3,464,000 
tons of steel for the same purpose, while 
there was a reduction in the allocations 
for the production of farm machinery, 
which, according to the statement of the 
Secretary of Agriculture himself, is es- 
sential in order to produce the food 
which we shall need if we are to engage 
in a war effort or a security effort. 

I emphasize, Mr. President, that food 
is quite as important as guns. I think no 
one will deny that stetement. Yet at 
the present time, when we are on the 
verge of another emergency, we are again 
ill-advisedly cutting down the allocations 
tb steel required in order to produce 
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Young men are leaving the farms 
again, as they did in 1942, 1943, and 1944. 
There are men sitting on this floor at 
this moment who attended a governors’ 
conference at Des Moines, Iowa, which I 
called in 1944 because the allocation of 
farm machinery was declining to such a 
degree that we were facing almost a com- 
plete shortage of food and foodstuffs in 
great areas. At first the Government— 
meaning the Department of Agricul- 
ture—boycotted the conference. But 
there were about nine governors from 
farm States in attendance. We pointed 
out the lack of realism on the part of 
Government officials in the allocation 
not only of steel but of farm machinery 
for the production of food. I think some 
good came as a result of the conference. 
But that was in the middle of the war. 

I am calling attention again to the 
fact that officials of the Department of 
Agriculture, many of whom do not know 
a rotary hoe from a corn-picking ma- 
chine, are again following the same old 
pattern, saying that food will grow of 
itself, that somehow it will be harvested 
of itself, and that somehow there will be 
enough for the people to eat it, not seem- 
ing realize that if we are to have food 
during this time of emergency, it is 
necessary to have steel for farm ma- 
chinery in order to produce binders and 
pickers and mowers and rakes and har- 
vesters, and all the other implements 


used on farms. I merely wish to say 


that I am not only serving notice on 
Members of the Senate, but that I am 
also bringing to the attention of the 
Nation the fact that now is the time to 
begin to allocate and to furnish sufficient 
steel to provide farm machinery for next 
year, unless we are to face a shortage 
in the crop goals which we must attain 
according to the figures of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture itself. 

It is interesting to note that every 
time the military speaks, we of the Con- 
gress jump. When it is a question of 
guns for national defense, we take their 
word without question. But it is also 
interesting to note that so far as farm- 
ing is concerned, all too often the Wash- 
ington agriculturalists, who do their 
farming at the other end of Pennsyl- 
vania Avenue, have the idea that farm- 
ing is merely something in which nature 
takes care of the situation, and that in 
the summertime all one has to do is to be 
happy and dance, and then harvest the 
grain, which somehow nature has grown, 
and in the fall, when the wind is crisp, 
to pick the corn which nature has pro- 
vided. They do not realize that farming 
is an industry and a business which re- 
quires planning and programing, which 
requires machinery, and which requires 
industry and tremendously hard work in 
order to produce the necessary food 
supply of the country. There is also 
in the picture the fact that people are 
leaving the farms, attracted, as they 
always are in times such as these, by the 
higher wages and better pay in the war 
industries, That includes young men 
who are not called into the Armed 
Forces. I assure Senators that no par- 
ticular preference is being given to the 
farm boys who are going into the service, 
just as are the city boys. But those who 
do not go into the Armed Forces are often 
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attracted by the higher wages which pre- 
vail in the towns with the result that 
less labor is left on the farm, which must 
be implemented by more farm machinery 
and more equipment, more containers, 
and all the other things a farmer needs 
in order to operate his food factory. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Iowa has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
yield the Senator from Iowa 2 minutes 
of my time. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I thank the 
Senator from Wyoming, who is always 
generous and courteous. 

The question we are considering is 
serious, Mr. President. I invite attention 
to the fact that the officials in Washing- 
ton should not do as they did in World 
War II, namely, allocate rotary hoes to 
Pike County, Colo., where they do not 
know what a rotary hoe is, and could not 
use one if they had it. They allocated 
cornpickers to the South, where they 
were not needed. They allocated other 
machinery to the North where there was 
no need for it. I am saying they had 
better get busy and exercise some 
practical common sense if we are to pro- 
duce the amount of food the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture and every farm 
group and organization says is neces- 
sary in this time of emergency. 

I thank the Senator from Wyoming. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from New 
York (Mr. LEHMAN]. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, every- 
one knows where I stand on the question 
before the Senate. I wish to associate 
myself with the splendid address of the 
junior Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
Houmpurey]. It was clear and eloquent, 
and represented to an unusually great 
extent my own thinking on this subject. 

Mr. President, we have no choice. In 
listening to some of the speeches, it 
would appear that we can design our 
own course. We cannot. The enemies 
that threaten the liberties of this coun- 
try and the liberties of the free world 
can strike at any time. In my opinion, 
the only possible way to maintain peace 
in the world is to make ourselves so 
strong that we cannot be successfully 
attacked. In order to accomplish that 
we must be prepared to make the sacri- 
fices necessarily accompanying the ex- 
penditure of large sums of money, and 
we must strengthen our friends and 
allies abroad. é 

We hear much said about inflation, 
Mr. President. Of course, there is a 
chance of inflation. That is why I have 
been so eager, first, to have adequate 
legislation for the control of prices, and, 
second, to raise through taxation, bur- 
densome as increased taxation always is, 
an amount sufficient to keep the im- 
pending deficit at least within reason- 
able limits. I think we must do that, and 
we must be willing to spend the neces- 
sary funds to make ourselves and our 
allies so strong that we will not be 
threatened and cannot be successfully - 
attacked. 

The PRES DING OFFICER. The 
question now recurs on the final passage 
of the bill. On this question the yeas 


1951 


and nays have been ordered, and the 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON] is absent by leave of the Sen- 
ate. 

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
Benton] is necessarily absent, and was 
forced to leave the city at 6 o’clock this 
evening, having been scheduled for sev- 
eral weeks to deliver an address tonight 
at the annual banquet of the Connecti- 
cut Federation ef Labor at Bridgeport. 
I announce that if present and voting, 
the Senator from Connecticut would vote 
“yea,” 

The Senator from Virginia IMr. 
Byrp], the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr, Cuavez], the Senator from Ten- 
nessee [Mr. KEFAUVER], the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. Macnuson], and the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN] 
are absent on official business. 

I announce further that if present and 
voting, the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
KEFAUVER], the Senator from Washing- 
ton [Mr. Macnuson], and the Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN] would 
vote “yea.” 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
LopcE] is absent by leave of the Senate, 
and, if present, he would vote “Yea.” 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
{Mr. Bripces] and the Senator from 
Nevada [Mr. Matone] are absent on 
official business. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. Tosey] is absent because of illness, 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
Wuerry] and the Senator from Wis- 
consin [Mr. Winey] are nec2ssarily ab- 
sent. If present and voting, the Sena- 
tor from Nebraska [Mr. WRERRYI would 
vote yea.“ 

The Senators from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Martin and Mr. Durr], the Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. McCartuy], and the Sen- 
ator from Ohio [Mr. Tarr] are detained 
on official business. If present and vot- 
ing the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Martin], the Senator from Ohio [Mr, 
Tart], and the Senator from Wisconsin 
[Mr. WitEy] would each vote yea.“ 

The result was announced—yeas 79, 
nays 0, as follows: 


YEAS—79 

Aiken Hendrickson Monroney 
Bennett Hennings Moody 
Brewster Hickenlooper Morse 
Bricker Hill Mundt 
Butler, Md. Hoey Murray 
Butler, Nebr, Holland Neely 
Cain Humphrey Nixon 
Capehart Hunt . O Conor 
Carlson Ives O'Mahoney 
Case Jenner Pastore 
Clements Johnson, Colo, Robertson 
Connally Johnson, Tex. Russell 
Cordon Johnston, S. C. Saltonstall 
Dirksen Kem Schoeppel 
Douglas Kerr Smathers 
Dworshak Kilgore Smith, Maine 
Eastland Knowland Smith, N. J. 
Ecton Langer Smith, N. O. 
Ellender Lehman Stennis 

n Long Thye 
Flanders May bank Underwood 
Frear McCarran Watkins 
Fulbright McClellan Welker 
George McFarland Williams 
Gillette McKellar Young 
Green McMahon 
Hayden Millikin 
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NOT VOTING—17 


Anderson Kefauver Sparkman 
Benton Lodge Taft 
Bridges Magnuson Tobey 
Byrd Malone Wherry 
Chavez Martin Wiley 
Duff McCarthy 


So the bill (H. R. 5054) was passed. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
move that the clerks be authorized to 
number consecutively the sections which 
have been added. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, the request is granted. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
move also that the Senate insist upon its 
amendments, request a conference with 
the House thereon, and that the Chair 
appoint the conferees on the part of the 
Senate. ` 

The motion was agreed to; and the Vice 
President appointed Mr. O'MAHONEY, 
Mr. HAYDEN, Mr. RUSSELL, Mr. CHAVEZ, 
Mr. BYRD, Mr. FERGUSON, Mr. BRIDGES, 
Mr. WHERRY, and Mr. SALTONSTALL con- 
ferees on the part of the Senate. 

Mr. OMAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
also move that the bill be printed with 
the Senate amendments numbered. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. That will 
be done under the order already entered. 


LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS, 
1952 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, in 
order that Senators may know what bills 
the Senate is going to consider, I wish 
to announce the program. 

First, I move that the Senate proceed 
to the consideration of House bill 4496, 
making appropriations for the legisla- 
tive branch. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will 
be stated by title for the information of 
the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H. R. 
4496) making appropriations for the 
legislative branch for the fiscal year end- 
ing June 30, 1952, and for other purposes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on a motion of the Senator from 
Arizona. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill (H. 
R. 4496) making appropriations for the 
legislative branch for the fiscal year end- 
ing June 30, 1952, and for other purposes, 
which had been reported from the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations with amend- 
ments. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
had hoped that we would be able to pass 
this bill today, but the hour is late, and 
I think it is better that the Senate go 
over until tomorrow. 

After we pass the legislative appropri- 
ation bill we will take up Senate bill 355, 
the postal pay increase bill, and after 
that, Senate bill 622, to increase the 
basic rates of compensation of Federal 
employees. The next bill will be Senate 
bill 436, a bill to provide for the separa- 
tion of subsidy from air-mail pay, which 
has been reported by the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? i 

Mr. McFARLAND. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. I did not catch the 
numbers of the bills. I wonder if the 
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Senator mentioned the bill involving the 
President’s veto of the veterans’ pension, 
House bill 3193. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I have spoken to 
the distinguished Senator from Georgia 
on that subject, and it will be agreeable 
with the Senator to take up that bill at 
almost any time. I thought probably on 
Tuesday or Wednesday it could be taken 
up. On tomorrow I shall be glad to con- 
fer with the Senator, and we will work 
out a unanimous-consent agreement as 
to time. 

Mr. MORSE. Very well. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
had expected that the Senate would con- 
vene tomorrow at 10 o’clock in the morn- 
ing, but I find that a number of com- 
mittees are meeting tomorrow morning, 
and that we would not be able to make 
very much progress by meeting at an 
earlier hour. It is certainly my hope 
that we can pass at least two of these 
bills, and probably three, tomorrow. So 
we will remain in session until we do so, 
that is, until we at least pass the legis- 
lative appropriation bill and the postal 
pay bill. 

The next bill is, of course, a general 
salary increase bill of Federal workers, 
and it should be passed shortly after the 
other bills are passed. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I yield. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Would the Sen- 
ator be willing to express his idea re- 
garding the possibility of a Saturday 
session, so that Members of the Senate 
may be informed? = 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
would prefer that we would start to have 
some sessions next week beginning at 
10 o’clock in the morning, rather than 
to have a Saturday session. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
I wish to ask our leader a question. If 
we complete action on the legislative 
appropriation bill tomorrow and proceed 
to the consideration of Senate bill 622, 
is it the intention of the majority leader 
that we then follow action on that bill 
by taking up Senate bill 355? 

Mr. McFARLAND. Senate bill 355 
comes second, following the legislative 
appropriation bill. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
like that procedure. I hope we shall not 
be sidetracked on something else. Am I 
correct in understanding that on Mon- 
day, if we do not finish with the pending 
bill, the order will still be the same? 

Mr. MCFARLAND. No. We shall have 
to lay these bills aside for the tax bill 
if it is ready on Monday, but the other 
bills will immediately follow the tax bill 
when we dispose of that. It is very im- 
portant that we pass the tax bill at the 
earliest possible date in order that it may 
be sent to conference. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
understand that. If the tax bill is ready 
it will be taken up, but if the tax bill is 
not ready, the order of business will be 
as stated by the Senator. f 

Mr. McFARLAND. The order which I 
have stated will be followed. 
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Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for one more ques- 
tion? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I yield. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Is my under- 
standing of the suggested procedure cor- 
rect, that an effort will be made to pass 
at least two, and possibly three bills to- 
morrow? Is it the intention of the 
Senator to continue the session into the 
evening? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I do not want to 
have too late a session, but probably it 
may be necessary to run late, especially, 
we should sit into the evening if we do 
not pass two of the bills. The two bills 
are short. 

Mr. President, I hope Senators will not 
make speeches on other matters until we 
have passed those two bills. Iam willing 
to remain here and listen to speeches, 
but I do not want the whole Senate to 
have to remain here and wait for a num- 
ber of speeches when they could be made 
after two or three of these bills are 
passed. If Senators will confer with the 
minority leader and myself, we will work 
out a schedule. 


COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING SENATE 
SESSIONS 


Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, in 
view of the fact that the majority leader 
had announced that next week he ex- 
pects the sessions of the Senate to be- 
gin at 10 o’clock, I ask unanimous 
consent at this time that the Committee 
on Banking and Currency be permitted 
to continue its hearings on the changes 
in the control bill during sessions of the 
Senate. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Finance be allowed to sit until 
1 o’clock tomorrow. It is necessary to 
read, if we have it in printed form, the 
tax bill for final approval by the com- 
mittee. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 


ALLEGED CORRUPTION AND FRAUD IN 
CONNECTION WITH COMMERCIAL AF- 
FAIRS OF THE NATIONALIST CHINESE 
REGIME 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the body of the Recorp at this point as 
a part of my remarks an article entitled 
“Nationalists United States Supplier 
Tried To Sell to Red China,” written by 
Alfred Friendly and published in the 
Washington Post of September 12. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 

“SQUEEZE”—NATIONALISTS’ UNITED STATES 
SUPPLIER TRIED To SELL TO RED CHINA 
(Fourth in a series) 

(By Alfred Friendly) 

For at least 2 years the Chinese National- 
ists’ officially designated supply contractors 
have attempted also to sell strategic equip- 
ment to the Chinese Reds. 

To what degree they have succeeded is 
not known and can be determined only by 
further investigation. But there is ample 
record of how they tried. 

The supply organization is headed by a 


_top holding company, Commerce Interna- 
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tional Corp., under which is a world-wide 
network of operating subsidiaries. Among 
them is Commerce International (China), 
Inc., or CIC, contractors to the Board of 
Supplies, Executive Yuan, Republic of 
China. 

It was this company which Lt. Gen, P. T. 
Mow and Col, Hsiang Wei Hsuan, top offi- 
cers in the Chinese Air Force mission in 
Washington, suspected of unscrupulous and 
dishonest behavior. A fight ensued in the 
summer and fall of last year. Three weeks 
ago, Chiang Kai-shek ordered the two men 
recalled to Formosa to face a long series of 
charges against them. 

Another of the top company’s subsidiaries 
or affiliates is Commerce International 
(U. K.), Ltd., with offices in London. The 
operating head of it is one Robert H. Dimpfi. 

Commerce International (U. K.) has the 
reputation in London as a concern that will 
trade in anything with anybody at any time 
so long as there is a quick and substantial 
profit in the deal. It is watched carefully 
by the British Government. 

Its chief business is trading in surplus 
British war material. Only last year the 
British Board of Trade refused it export 
licenses when it tried to sell some of the 
material to Communist China. 

One of its most ambitious undertakings 
had to do with the attempted supply of 
78,000 tons of German steel rails to Mao 
Tse-tung's government, late in 1949. 

Originally, the company had given a con- 
tract to two of the largest German steel 
combines, Vereinigte Stahlwerke and Kloeck- 
ner’s, to supply the rails to Nationalist 
China. But when the Communists drove 
the Nationalists off the Asiatic mainland, 
they happily took over the contract. Com- 
merce International (U. K.) was, apparently, 
nothing loath to go through with the deal. 

There was a flurry of publicity about it 
in German newspapers in January 1950, and 
some adverse comment about the British 
here, because it was thought the contract- 
ing company was British and not, as was 
the fact, the subsidiary of an American firm. 

The matter came to the attention of the 
Allied High Commission for Germany. It 
first postponed, then prohibited the trans- 
action. 

From available evidence, it appears that 
the Chinese Communists negotiated to ob- 
tain the rails through the office which CIC 
maintained in Shanghai. The company 
found it could do business with the Com- 
munists, and the Communists, in turn, did 
not attempt for some time to by-pass the 
American trading company when it wanted 
to make purchases abroad. 

According to Commerce International 
(U. K.), when interviewed on the subject, 
rent is still being paid on the Shanghai 
office, although it is not now functioning. 
The CIC has for a long period also main- 
tained an office in Hongkong. 

Also, from this side of the Atlantic, CIC has 
sought permission for transactions which 
have excited lively suspicions on the part of 
the American Government. 


EXPORT LICENSES REFUSED 


In 1950 CIC attempted to obtain an 
American export license to ship to its British 
affiliate something more than half a million 
dollars of heavy construction equipment, of 
a sort to which the Commerce Department 
applies its highest strategic and security 
classification. CIC’s moving spirit, Vice 
President S. G. Fassoulis, could not or would 
not give the Department satisfactory assur- 
ances on the ultimate use of the equipment, 
The American Embassy in London, checking 
on the proposed shipment with the compa- 
ny’s local man, Dimpfl, also drew a blank. 

Dimpfl was unwilling to say what the end 
use of the material would be, and such as- 
surances as he gave that it would remain in 
the British Isles were not convincing to the 
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Embassy. The export licenses were there- 
fore refused about a year ago. 

The Commerce Department, it is known, 
has a sizable sheaf of applications by CIC 
for export licenses which have been turned 
down. The official reason is that the ship- 
ments would not have been in the national 
interest. ; 

That phrase, it is understood, is used when 
the Department has good grounds to believe 
that the proposed shipment will not stay 
at the destination indicated in the export 
application, but will be transshipped to Com- 
munist China or to countries behind the 
iron curtain. 


UNDER OFFICIAL SCRUTINY 


As a result of its experience with CIC, the 
Commerce Department keeps a special and 
wary eye peeled for all applications from the 
company. 

It is known that the State Department and 
Customs Bureau are also maintaining the 
same sort of careful scrutiny over CIC and 
entertain the same lack of enthusiasm for 
its business ethics. Here are some of the 
reasons: 

1. Acting on explicit information supplied 
by Colonel Hsiang, one of the two recalled 
Chinese air force officers, the Customs Bureau 
in September 1950, intercepted and stopped 
an air shipment by CIC to Formosa of sev- 
eral thousand dollars’ worth of airplane 
parts, for which no export license had been 
obtained. 

Further investigation revealed that at some 
earlier date CIC had sent out $1,000 worth 
of communication parts, also without a li- 
cense. There is some evidence, however, that 
this may have been done innocently by west 
coast employees of CIC who did not know 
the regulations. 

2. About a year ago, Commerce Interna- 
tional (U. K.) bought from British sources 
108 Bren gun carriers, in very poor condition, 
obtained from surplus disposal dumps. The 
company obtained a British export license for 
them on the representation that they would 
be shipped to the United States for recondi- 
tioning, and thence to the Philippine Islands. 
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Actually, however, the intended destina- 
tion was Formosa. Commerce International 
(U. K.) did not tell the British this, for the 
good reason that the British Government re- 
fuses export licenses for munitions bound 
for either Red or Nationalist China. 

The cargo of Bren gun carriers arrived in 
Baltimore last November. Customs Bureau 
suspicions were aroused when the shippers 
attempted to obtain a landing permit for 
the stuff without actually putting it ashore. 
Such a permit was needed, it apeared, in 
order to validate the American export li- 
cense of the company. It may have wanted 
to avoid the expense of unloading and re- 
loading, but it may. also have wanted to 
escape publicity. 

The application for the landing permit 
said the goods were of American origin. The 
object, one may assume, was to avoid any 
American import duties that may have been 
applicable. 

Actually, almost all carriers were British- 
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Customs Bureau suspicions were also 
heightened by the fact that when Com- 
merce International (U. K.) applied for the 
American import license, it valued the ship- 
ment at about $7,000. When application 
was made for the export license, it was valued 
at a much higher figure. The State De- 
partment advised Chinese Embassy officials 
here that they apparently stood to take a 
bad licking or the deal from Chiang Kai- 
shek’s supply contractor, 

Since the export license from Britain was 
obtained by misrepresenting the facts on 
the destination, the American Government 
revoked its export license and stopped the 
transaction, 
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3. In April 1950, CIC brought 30 Mack 
diesel busses from Honolulu to this country, 
declaring they would be reshipped to a con- 
signee in Istanbul. American Government 
agencies, not satisfied that the vehicles 
would remain in Turkey, blocked the ship- 
ment. 


Mr. MORSE. I also ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the RECORD 
at this point as a part of my remarks an 
article entitled “Nationalists’ Chief of 
Staff Undercut General on United States 
Aid,” written by Alfred Friendly and 
published in the Washington Post of 
September 13, 1951. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


NATIONALISTS’ CHIEF or STAFF UNDERCUT 
GENERAL ON UNITED STATES AID 


(By Alfred Friendly) 


Gen, C. J. Chou, Chief of Staff of the 
Nationalist Government, attempted to with- 
hold anticipated American military aid from 
the ablest officer in the Chinese armed forces. 
Chou sought to deny help to Gen. Sun Li-jen, 
commander of Formosa’s ground troops and, 
in American eyes, by all odds the most able, 
effective, and respected officer on the island. 

Evidence of Chou's intent is contained in 
a communication from him to Chinese in 
Washington in the first part of September 
1950. 

It announces his decision on the allocation 
of some $35,000,000 of American military aid 
which he hoped to obtain in the fiscal year 
1951, in addition to that already granted the 
Nationalists. 

It is beside the point that he did not 
finally obtain it, that he was in error on 
amount and availability, and that he did not 
know that he would not be allowed a free 
hand by the Americans in its use. The com- 
munication from Chou simply showed his 
intent. 

The Chinese Air Force, he said, should get 
$22,000,000 of the extra funds, and the Chi- 
nese Navy the rest. There would be none for 
the ground forces. 

In the withdrawal from the mainland to 
Formosa, the eir force and navy came out 
relatively well, but the ground forces lost 
three-fourths of their equipment. 

The effect of this order would have been 
to undercut General Sun, the ground force 
commander around whom much American 
and no little local political support has 
gathered. 

Educated at Purdue University and Vir- 
ginia Military Institute, Sun was Stilwell’s 
best Chinese general and is conceded now 
by Americans who have had experience in 
Formosa to be the ablest Chinese officer on 
Formosa. Because of his ability and honesty, 
and his political potential, he is viewed by 
Chou in a dim light. 

Chou's continued attempts to clip the 
wings of his ground force commander were 
reported extensively in a series of articles last 
January by Philip Potter, a top-flight Balti- 
more Sun correspondent. Writing on his 
return from Formosa, he documented what 
has since been amply confirmed by other 
sources, that General Sun is a commander 
more in name than in fact. 

The armored force is not under his com- 
mand, but under that of Chiang Kai-shek’s 
second son, reputedly a close friend of the 
local head of Commerce International 
(China), the Nationalists’ supply contrac- 
tors. The armored command is the favored 
recipient of the company’s purchases, not 
the ground forces. 

At the same time, Chiang’s eldest son op- 
erates not only the secret police system on 
the island, but also an organization of po- 
litical commissars. These hold parallel com- 
missions with military officers, down as far 
as platoons. 
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These men exercise thought control” over 
the military under a system in which they 
“report on activities” of officers of all ranks, 
Potter wrote. 

Meantime, he said, General Sun is obliged 
to spend most of his time wheedling what he 
needs from the Nationalists’ board of sup- 
plies, is “hampered at every turn in the 
road,” denied enough munitions to train his 
men, and must even beg for transport from 
the board of supplies when he needs a truck 
to move some men. 

When Chou’s plan in 1950 to cut him out 
of future American military aid was known 
here, an American employee of the Chinese 
mission in Washington attempted to inform 
General Sun of it. The employee was cer- 
tain that Sun knew nothing of the decision, 
and tried to get word to him in a letter to 
his home address in Formosa. 

A return receipt was asked on the letter, 
It was forthcoming, all right—but it was not 
signed by General Sun. It had been inter- 
cepted by young Chiang's secret police. 

This whole story has come to light as the 
result of the recent order of Generalissimo 
Chiang Kai-shek to have two high-ranking 
Chinese air force officers sent back to 
Formosa. 

The two men, Lt. Gen. P. T. Mow and 
Col. Hsiang Wei Hsuan, have been in bitterest 
conflict with Chou for almost a year. They 
charge that he has countenanced enormous 
graft and corruption on Formosa, and pro- 
tected a dishonest and unscrupulous Ameri- 
can company operating there. This is Com- 
merce International (China), Inc., the official 
supply contractors for the Nationalist Gov- 
ernment, 

Another revelation about Chou which has 
come to light is the fact that while he was 
conducting a vociferous campaign about 
the strength of the Nationalist forces, and 
their intention of returning to the main- 
land if only they were accorded some Amer- 
ican help, he was privately conceding the 
loss of Formosa should it be attacked. 

In a letter written by his own hand, a 
copy of which is available in Washington, 
Chou wrote late in 1949 that the “stretch of 
water” between Formosa and the mainland 
stood as the island’s only protection. He 
added: 

“The efficiency of our fighting forces is in- 
conceivably low. 

“There is no discipline in our ground forces 
at all. All epithets that we used to describe 
the worst army are far from being strong 
enough to depict the true state of our pres- 
ent troops. Therefore, our future, which re- 
lies only on the stretch of water, gives us no 
hope.” 

In another letter, also in his own hand- 
writing and dispatched at about the same 
time, Chou wrote: 

“Acording to reports of refugees from the 
mainland, it is indicated clearly that the 
Communist regime has reached the stage 
of exposure of its weakness; therefore, from 
now on the anti-Communist campaign per- 
haps will be easier than it was in the past. 

“However, our Government is just as cor- 
rupt as it used to be, and military strength is 
just as impotent. Even if the anti-Commu- 
nist campaign wins the final victory someday, 
I fear there is no chance for this Govern- 
ment.” 

From what the recalled Chinese Air Force 
Officers have told certain Members of Con- 
gress about Chou's activities—material that 
may not be disclosed for the present—it 
would seem that when Chou refers to cor- 
ruption existing in his government, he ought 
to know. 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recor at this point, as a part of my 
remarks, a part of Drew Pearson's col- 
umn of this morning, dealing only with 
his discussion of the China supply case. 
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There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

There’s something awfully peculiar about 
the way the Senate refuses to investigate 
graft in the sale of American war supplies 
to Nationalist China; also the manner in 
which some of these supplies went to Com- 
munist China. 

This graft and the part played by the 
China lobby was exposed in this column 3 
months ago, including the huge fortunes 
made by Chinese in cornering the soybean 
market, money made by Chiang Kai-shek’s 
relatives in selling tin to the Communists, 
and a phony gasoline deal attempted by the 
Nationalist air force. 

Furthermore, Senator LYNDON JOHNsON’s 
investigating committee has had some of 
these facts for months. 

Meanwhile, here are more facts showing 
how an American admiral persuaded Gen- 
eral MacArthur's headquarters to release 
62,000 rounds of Navy shells 1 month after 
the Korean War started—with a lush profit 
paid to S. G. Fassoulis and Miran Apraham- 
ian, the “5 percenters” for the China lobby. 

Fassoulis 


Corp., 
Admiral Charles M. Cooke, Jr., together with 
10 other retired American officers who are 
stationed on Formosa, in the dual capacity 
of advisers to Fassoulis and Aprahamian as 
well as advisers to Chiang Kai-shek. They 
include Gen. R. L. Peterson, Cooke’s son-in- 
law, and Maj. C. F. Field, and did include 
Marine Gen. O. T. Pfeifer and Admiral H. L. 
Grosskopf, all retired. (The latter two have 
now withdrawn.) 

One month after the Korean war started 
and when ‘our Navy needed to conserve all 
its ammunition, Admiral Cooke induced 
MacArthur's headquarters to sell 22,000 
rounds of 3-inch Navy shells plus 40,000 
rounds of 20-mm. shells and 40-mm. shells. 

The story given out at the time was that 
the shells were scrap, about to be dumped. 
This, however, was not true. The price paid 
for the 3-inch shells was $3 each—a bargain 
basement rate, because the original list sur- 
plus price was $36 each. 

But the interesting thing is that Fassoulis 
and Aprahamian got a 12-percent commis- 
sion on the deal. 

Significant also is the fact that it was the 
United States Navy, not the Chinese Navy, 
which was guarding Formosa at the time. 
In view of the long transport across the 
Pacific, therefore, it was the United States 
Navy, not the Chinese, who stood to need 
reserve ammunition. 

Fassoulis, when queried by this column, 
admitted the facts, but claimed the shells 
were defective. 

Note: Admiral Cooke is the officer who, 
while commander of United States Naval 
Forces in the western Pacific at the end of 
the war, used an LST boat to transport his 
auto to Shanghai to sell it on the black 
market. Naval enlisted men in Shanghai at 
that time were being jailed for selling ciga- 
rettes on the black market. 


Mr. MORSE. In introducing this ma- 
terial, let me say that I intend to con- 
tinue, as I served notice last week, to try 
to elicit sufficient interest on the part 
of the members of the Foreign Relations 
Committee to cause them to proceed to 
take action on my resolution providing 
for an investigation of foreign lobbies 
in the United States. I have been ad- 
vised today—and I think very reliably— 
that the executive branch of the Gov- 
ernment has requested the various de- 
partments of the executive branch to 
prepare what information is shown in 
their files in regard to the activities of 
what has been called the China lobby 


11254 


in the United States. I have been ad- 
vised that two of those departments have 
been dragging their feet in the prepa- 
ration of the material in their files. One 
department has a report which would 
be available to a congressional commit- 
tee if it proceeded with this investigation. 

I have also been advised that the two 
departments which have been dragging 
their feet in the preparation of the in- 
formation in their files have a consider- 
able amount of information which would 
throw some very interesting light on the 
situation which I seek to bring to light 
through my resolution. I think it is 
most regrettable that there should be so 
much discussion of this problem in the 
press by various commentators and by 
others, while both the executive branch 
and the legislative branch of the Govern- 
ment follow a do-nothing policy. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi- 
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. If there are no facts 
to support all the charges and allega- 
tions which we are hearing, the best 
way to show it is through a congres- 
sional hearing or through an executive 
hearing called by the executive branch 
of the Government. I repeat what I 
said when I submitted the resolution. I 
do not know what the evidence would 
disclose, but I happen to be one who 
believes that when so many charges and 
allegations are made, the best way to 
clear the atmosphere is to have a hear- 
ing and get it over with speedily. I think 
the situation could be handled very 
quickly, and we could find out what the 
departments can furnish by way of in- 
formation contained in their files. 

I now yield to my friend from Iowa. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I am sympa- 
thetic with the proposal of the Senator 
from Oregon. I was interested in hear- 
ing him say that information was be- 
ing prepared with respect to what was 
contained in certain files. I wonder if 
the Senator has any information as to 
whether or not information which is not 
in the files will be procured and devel- 
oped. 

Mr. MORSE. I think the investi- 
gating committee ought to put the heat 
on in trying to get information which 
is not in the files, if such information 
exists. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The Senator 
from Iowa might be interested. 

Mr. MORSE. The Senator from Iowa 
knows the junior Senator from Oregon 
well enough to be sure that he would 
not stop with merely the information 
in the files. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I realize that 
the Senator would not. 

Mr. MORSE. I think we ought to pro- 
ceed to press for an investigation. I 
still think that the Foreign Relations 
Committee ought to proceed. If I can- 
not get some action from the Foreign 
Relations Committee within the reason- 
ably near future, I intend to move to 
have that committee discharged from 
further consideration of the resolution, 
and to have it referred to the Armed 
Services Committee. 


MID-WEST STORAGE & REALTY cos. 
LEASING OF CAMP CROWDER, MO. 


Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, on 
September 1, 1950, I made a statement 
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appearing in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
volume 96, part 10, page 14119, criticizing 
the irresponsible manner in which sev- 
eral thousands of dollars were wasted 
through the leasing of certain buildings 
at Camp Crowder, Mo. 

Since my remarks at that time I have 
had occasion to become interested in 
certain other financial transactions in 
Missouri, and this Camp Crowder finan- 
cial deal again came to my attention 
along with some additional information 
which I considered important enough 
to reopen the case and call it to the at- 
tention of the Senate. I shall briefly 
recite the facts as I found them. 

September 12, 1949: The Mid-West 
Storage & Realty Co. of Kansas City, 
Mo., was chartered with authorized cap- 
ital stock of $50,000 of which $25,000 
was paid in on October 18, 1949. 

September 15, 1949: Three days later, 
the above company leased from the War 
Assets Administration—lease No. RP- 
24-1349—113 buildings at Camp Crow- 
der—later increased to 153—at an an- 
nual rental of $11,270. 

September 19, 1949: The Mid-West 
Storage & Realty Co. leased this same 
property to the Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration—lease No. T44-2-CCC-399—for 
the storage of grain. W. B. Walton, 
Director of CCC, signed this lease on 
behalf of CCC. 

The lease carried a notation that the 
CCC was obligated to store a minimum 
of 2,000,000 bushels of grain at these 
facilities, thus guaranteeing certain in- 
come to the lessors, which was most un- 
usual for this type of grain storage 
agreement. It is noteworthy that while 
it was customary for CCC to require a 
financial statement showing the respon- 
sibility of parties concerned, in this in- 
stance no such statement appears in the 
records. 

For the 20-month period ending May 
18, 1951, during the time the CCC uti- 
lized these facilities, they paid the Mid- 
West Storage & Realty Co. $382,201.11. 

October 18, 1949: One month after the 
company was incorporated and leases 
had been signed with both War Assets 
and the CCC, the five stockholders of 
the Mid-West Storage & Realty Co. is- 
sued checks to the company for $5,000 
each, representing the $25,000 paid-in 
capital stock. This means that at the 
time the leases were signed with the two 
Government agencies the net worth of 
the company was exactly zero. 

What makes this contract more in- 
triguing is the background of the per- 
sonnel of the company who negotiated 
this extraordinary lucrative deal. The 
five officers and principal stockholders 
of the company, each of whom paid in 
$5,000, were: 

First. A. H. Myers, Kansas City, Mo., 
president, listed as investment broker, 
member Kansas City and Chicago Boards 
of Trade, director and principal stock- 
holder in several companies, including 
three companies operating and distrib- 
uting coin machines. 

Second. Harry Easley, Webb City, Mo., 
vice president, listed as president and 
principal stockholder of the Home Loan 
and Land Co., Webb City, Mo. Former 
State director of WPA in Missouri. No 
previous experience in grain storage 
prior to 1949, 
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Third. John Stark, treasurer, presi- 
dent of Mid Continent Grain Co., also 
the John Stark Co., in grain brokerage 
and storage business for over 30 years; 
apparently the only one who had any 
previous experience in grain storage. 

Fourth. Paul B. Edwards, Joplin, Mo., 
stockholder, between January 1, 1949, 
and March 31, 1949, had a contract with 
War Assets Administration as mainte- 
nance-caretaker for Camp Crowder, 
under which contract he was paid 
$6,231.77 per month. On April 1, 1949, 
effective the same day, he was awarded 
a new lump-sum maintenance and 
care contract—No. WS-8-P-302—under 
which he was paid $5,500 per month. 
Thus we find that War Assets was pay- 
ing Mr. Edwards $5,500 per month as 
maintenance-caretaker for the same 
property which the Mid-West Storage & 
Realty Co., of which he was a principal 
stockholder, was leasing from War As- 
sets for less than $1,000 per month. He 
continued to collect these payments for 
several months after his company nego- 
tiated its lease. 

Fifth. Dan M. Nee, Kansas City, Mo., 
secretary—From 1933 to 1948, was Col- 
lector of Internal Revenue for the West- 
ern District of Missouri, Kansas City, 
Mo. He resigned in 1948 to run for 
governor. He was defeated. Partner in 
Bernard Motors, Inc., a Ford dealership 
in Lexington, Mo. Bernard Motors, Inc. 
was incorporated April 14, 1949, with Mr. 
Nee and Mr. Quirk J. Bernard, of Kan- 
sas City, Mo., and their wives, as the sole 
owners. : 

Quirk J. Bernard, Kansas City, Mo.— 
partner with Mr. Nee in this Ford agency 
was also regional director, Kansas City, 
Mo., for the liquidator of war assets 
from 1948 through October 1, 1950, and 
in such capacity was the official who 
signed the favorable contract with his 
partner’s grain company. During World 
War II Mr. Bernard was associated with 
the Idle Tire Storage Co., appraising and 
storing tires through Gcvernment con- 
tracts with the RFC, and from August 
1943 to February 1945 was a tire-ration- 
ing officer for the OPA. 

References are found indicating a se- 
ries of discussions between this group and 
officials of the Department of Agriculture 
Commodity Credit Corporation which 
clearly prove that negotiations were 
conducted and agreements practically 
reached for the leasing of this property 
prior to the signing of the lease with 
War Assets. As evidence that such ne- 
gotiations were conducted prior to the 
signing of this lease, I read a letter 
dated August 24, 1949, signed by Mr. 
A. H. Myers to Mr. John Cowan, assist- 
ant director of CCC at Kansas City, Mo.: 

Myers & Co., 
Kansas City, Mo., August 24, 1949. 
Mr. JOHN COWAN, 
Assistant Director, 
Commodity Credit Corporation, 
Kansas City, Mo. 

Dear Mr. Cowan: With further regard to 
our conversation, concerning storage of 
corn, wheat, and milo, I wish to advise that 
we have ample space at Camp Crowder for 
5,000,000 to 8,000,000 bushels. We are at- 
taching, hereto, a schedule of available 
buildings we propose to use. We prefer to 
handle all corn; however, we would store 
either corn, wheat, and milo or the quantity 
of each which would serve you best. 
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Should you be able to use this space, it 
would be handled under a separate corpora- 
tion, formed by myself and partners. 

We can meet your qualifications, and we 
are in a position to start taking 10 cars per 
day, within 3 days from the completion of a 
contract. At the end of 10 days, we can 
unload at the rate of 30 cars every 24 hours, 
If necessary, we can handle up to 40 cars. 

The buildings we would use would be in 
excellent shape, to prevent waste and they 
would be weatherproof. We are equipped to 
use above-average methods to protect grain 
from warmings. 

Trusting this gives you the desired infor- 
mation, I await your further command. 

Cordially yours, 
A. H. Myers, 


I call particular attention to the fol- 
lowing statement incorporated in this 
letter: 

We have ample space at Camp Crowder for 
5,000,000 bushels * * * should you be 
able to use this space, it would be handled 
under a separate corporation, formed by my- 
self and partners. 


This letter in which Mr. Myers repre- 
sented that he and his associates had 
control over the storage facilities at 
Camp Crowder, Mo., was dated 3 weeks 
prior to the signing of any leases or 
the forming of the Mid-West Storage & 
Realty Co. 

It is significant that Mr. Nee, former 
collector of internal revenue in Kansas 
City, and a partner in this profiteering 
group, was a close business associate of 
Quirk J. Bernard, the regional director 
of the War Assets Administration. 

Thus we find that this five-man group 
who leased this property at excep- 
tionally favorable terms from the War 
Assets Administration was composed of 
one recent collector of internal revenue 
for the western district of Missouri; one 
former State director of the WPA in 
Missouri; the maintenance-caretaker for 
the Camp Crowder facilities which were 
leased by the company; one grain dealer; 
and one coin-machine operator. 

This group, working with Quirk J. 
Bernard, regional director of the War 
Assets Administration and a business 
associate of Mr. Nee, former collector of 
internal revenue, leased this property at 
the ridiculously low rate of less than 
$1,000 per month. Within 4 days after 
signing the lease on this property this 
same group signed a storage agreement 
with the Department of Agriculture, 
Commodity Credit Corporation, under 
which agreement they collected $382,- 
201.11 during the ensuing 20-month 
period. It is true that all of this 
amount was not carried to net profit, 
but the profits were substantial. As of 
August 31, 1950, after 11 months’ opera- 
tion net profits showed were listed as 
$94,226.55, broken down as follows: 
$36,875.98 paid to stockholders and offi- 
cers and $57,350.57 profit. I do not have 
the figures showing net for the last 9 
months, but the net income should have 
been at a larger percentage because the 
initial costs were written off in the first 
period. 

Not only were the American taxpayers 
taken for a ride on this transaction, but 
the entire cost of this racket was 
charged to the agriculture-support pro- 


gram. 
During the 1948 campaign, Charles F. 
Brannan, the Secretary of Agriculture, 
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promised the American farmer that if 
his administration was reelected he 
would give the western farmers a new 
deal in the storage of their grain. Ap- 
parently this is what he had in mind, 
although it was what we in the East 
would call a little bit of a raw deal. 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


Mr. McFARLAND. I move that the 
Senate proceed to the consideration of 
executive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to the consideration 
of executive business. 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate messages from the President of 
the United States submitting sundry 
nominations, which were referred to the 
appropriate committees. 

(For nominations this day received, see 
the end of Senate proceedings.) 


EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following favorable reports of 
nominations were submitted: 


By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, from 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv- 
ice: 

Sixty-three postmasters. 

By Mr. RUSSELL, from the Committee on 
Armed Services: 

Robert A. Lovett, of New York, to be Sec- 
retary of Defense. 

By Mr. STENNIS, from the Committee on 
Armed Services: 

Brig. Gen. Hugh Meglone Milton, and sun- 
dry other officers, for temporary appointment 
in the Army of the United States; 

Brig. Gen. Earle Standlee and Brig. Gen. 
William Edward Shambora, Army of the 
United States, for appointment in the Reg- 
ular Army of the United States; 

Col. Don Longfellow and several other 
officers for temporary appointment in the 
Army of the United States; 

Col. Neal Anthony Harper for appointment 
in the Regular Army of the United States; 

Joy L. Abshire and several other persons 
for appointment in the Army Nurse Corps, 
Regular Army of the United States; 

Louis M. Jackson for appointment as 
chaplain of the Regular Army; 

George R. Dashiell, Jr., and sundry other 
persons for appointment in the Regular 
Army of the United States; 

Harry W. Altvater, and sundry other distin- 
guished military students for appointment in 
the Regular Army of the United States; 

Maj. Gen. Joseph Carson Hutchison and 
sundry other officers for appointment in 
the National Guard of the United States of 
the Army of the United States; 

John Cleveland Myers and sundry other 
officers for promotion in the United States 
Air Force; 

William G. Bradley and sundry other per- 
sons, distinguished officer candidates, and 
distinguished aviation cadets, for appoint- 
ment in the United States Air Force; 

Rear Adm. Calvin T. Durgin, United 
States Navy, when retired, to be placed on 
the retired list with the rank of vice ad- 
miral; 

Bernard L. Austin and sundry other line 
officers for temporary appointment to the 
grade of rear admiral in the Navy; 

Richard D. S. Rickard and sundry other 
persons for appointment in the Navy; and 

William W. Davies and sundry other of- 
ficers of the Marine Corps for temporary ap- 
pointmeat. 


The VICE PRESIDENT. If there be 
no further reports of committees, the 
nominations on the Executive Calendar 
will be stated. 
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COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION 


The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of Gus F. Geissler to be a member of the 
Board of Directors of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, the nomination in confirmed. 


. COAST AND GEODETIC SURVEY 


The Chief Clerk proceeded to read 
sundry nominations in the Coast and 
Geodetic Survey. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, the nominations are confirmed 
en bloc; and without objection, the Presi- 
dent will be notified of all nominations 
confirmed this day. That completes the 
Executive Calendar. 


RECESS 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, as 
in legislative session, I move that the 
Senate take a recess until 12 o’clock noon 
tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6 
o’clock and 20 minutes p. m.) the Sen- 
ate took a recess until tomorrow, Fri- 
day, September 14, 1951, at 12 o'clock 
meridian. 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by the 
Senate September 13, 1951: 

GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF THE UNITED NATIONS 

The following-named persons to be repre- 
sentatives of the United States of America 
to the sixth session of the General Asesmbly 
of the United Nations: 

Warren R. Austin, of Vermont. 

Mrs. Franklin D. Roosevelt, of New York. 

MICHAEL J. MANSFIELD, a Member of the 
United States House of Representatives from 
the State of Montana. 

JoHN M. Vorys, a Member of the United 
States House of Representatives from the 
State of Ohio. 

Philip C. Jessup, of Connecticut. 

The following-named persons to be alter- 
nate representatives of the United States 
of America to the sixth session of the Gen- 
eral Assembly of the United Nations: 

John Sherman Cooper, of Kentucky. 

Ernest A. Gross, of New York. 

Benjamin V. Cohen, of New York. 

Anna Lord Strauss, of New York. 

Channing H. Tobias, of New York. 


IN THE ARMY 


Maj. Gen. George Anthony Horkan, 07201, 
United States Army, for appointment as 
the Quartermaster General, United States 
Army, under the provisions of section 206 
of the Army Organization Act of 1950 and 
section 513 of the Officer Personnel Act of 
1947. 


CONFIRMATIONS 


Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate September 13, 1951: 
COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION 
Gus P. Geissler, of North Dakota, to be a 
member of the Board of Directors of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation. 
COAST AND GEODETIC SURVEY 
The following-named employees for per- 
manent appointment to the grade indicated, 
subject to qualifications provided by law: 
To be captain 
Thomas B. Reed, effective July 1, 1951, 
To be lieutenant (junior grade) 
me. G. Rushford, effective October 8, 
51. 
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To be ensigns 

Earl E. Ellis, effective December 11, 1951. 

Marion M. Cottrell, effective December 11, 
8 L. Campbell, effective December 15, 
4 1 J. Ramey, effective December 18, 
P pobert M. Borst, effective December 25, 
3 N. Chopy, effective December 25, 
P Sohn F. Vance, Jr., effective December 25, 
ger T. Koopman, effective December 28, 
pis te C. Munson, effective January 9, 
ee S. Foote, effective January Y9, 1952. 

Vartges Engustian, effective January 9, 
Ore erence R. Whitney, effective January 10, 
scented E. Haraden, effective January 10, 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 13, 1951 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Bras- 
kamp, D. D., offered the following prayer: 


O Thou spirit of the living God, who 
art the guiding intelligence in the mind 
of man and whom we daily need in order 
that our life may have meaning, worth, 
and power, we pray that obedience to 
Thy divine will and purpose may be 
woven into the texture and fabric of our 
being. 

Grant that we may guard ourselves 
against all the temptations and dangers 
which threaten to undermine our loyalty 
to the great moral ideals and principles 

- which Thou hast ordained. 

Show us Thy way and give us a deeper 
appreciation of those eternal verities and 
virtues which will bring freedom and 


peace to our own hearts and to the mem 


bers of the human family. 

Emancipate us from selfishness and 
from any sense of provincialism in our 
thinking and in our attitude toward 
others. Make us more altruistic and 
may we seek to cultivate and acquire a 
nobler skill in the fine art of brotherly 
living. 

Hear us in Christ’s name. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yes- 
terday was read and approved. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. 
Landers, its enrolling clerk, announced 
that the Senate insists upon its amend- 
ments to the bill (H. R. 4914) entitled 
“An act to authorize certain construction 
at military and naval installations, and 
for other purposes,” disagreed to by the 
House; agrees to the conference asked by 
the House on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon, and appoints Mr. 
RUSSELL, Mr. BYRD, Mr. JOHNSON of 
Texas, Mr. BRIDGES, and Mr. SALTON- 
STALL to be the conferees on the part of 
the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Vice President has appointed Mr. JOHN- 
STON of South Carolina and Mr. LANGER 
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members of the joint select committee on 
the part of the Senate, as provided for 
in the act of August 5, 1939, entitled “An 
act to provide for the disposition of cer- 
tain records of the United States Gov- 
ernment,” for the disposition of execu- 
tive papers referred to in the report of 
the Archivist of the United States num- 
bered 52-6. 


SAN DIEGO, CALIF., WATER SUPPLY 
FACILITIES 


Mr. KILDAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (H. R. 5102) to 
authorize the Secretary of the Navy to 
enlarge existing water-supply facilities 
for the San Diego, Calif., area in order to 
insure the existence of an adequate water 
supply for naval and Marine Corps in- 
stallations and defense production 
plants in such area. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, I 
should like to ask the gentleman a ques- 
tion if I may; the committee which 
visited California recently was quite dis- 
turbed about some of the actions of the 
military in taking over the water supply. 
The question is whether it belongs to 
the Navy or the other people living in 
the valley. Has the gentleman con- 
sulted with. the Members on this side 
of the aisle who were in California on 
that committee? 

Mr. KILDAY. I should like to say 
to the gentleman that this bill was re- 
ported out of our committee shortly be- 
fore the recess. 

: Mr, MILLER of Nebraska. I know 
hat. 

Mr. KILDAY. It was then intended 
that it be called up before the recess, 
but there was some difficulty and we 
could not call it up. At that time it was 
2 cleared on both sides of the 
aisle. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I wish the 
gentleman from Texas would withdraw 
his request until the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. SAYLOR] and the gen- 
tleman from California [Mr. Poutson] 
can be here, because I think they have 
something they want to say on this pro- 
vision. Apparently the Justice Depart- 
ment is going far out of its legal rights 
in attaching the waters that belong to 
the people in the valley. 

Mr. KILDAY. I may say to the gen- 
tleman that I do not believe that ques- 
tion is involved in this. This bill does 
involve water rights to the Colorado 
River but we had before our committee 
the representatives of the Upper Colo- 
rado River Authority. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I would 
like to ask the gentleman to pass the 
bill over. 

Mr. KILDAY. Mr. Speaker, if I may 
have another opportunity I have no ob- 
jection to withdrawing my request until 
some members of the Armed Services 
Committee are present. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Texas withdraws his request. 
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AMENDMENT TO SECTION 3121 OF THE 
INTERNAL REVENUE CODE 


Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 4014) to 
amend section 3121 of the Internal Rev- 
enue Code, with Senate amendment 
thereto, and concur in the Senate 
amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 

After line 13, insert: 

“Sec. 2. Notwithstanding the 6-month 
limitation contained in section 53 (a) (2) 
of the Internal Revenue Code, extensions of 
time may be granted under such section, 
but not beyond November 15, 1951, for the 
filing by any corporation subject to the ex- 
cess-profits tax imposed by chapter 1 of 
such code of the return of the taxes im- 
posed by such chapter for any taxable year 
ending after June 30, 1950, and before Febru- 
ary 1, 1951.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from North 
Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to extend my 
remarks at this point in the Recorp in 
explanation of the Senate amendment. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
the amendment to H. R. 4014 made by 
the other body is a most meritorious one. 
It authorizes the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury to grant extensions of time but not 
beyond November 15, 1951, for filing in- 
come-tax returns by corporations subject 
to excess-profits tax for a taxable year 
ending after June 30, 1950, and before 
February 1, 1951. Under present law 
the time for filing such returns may not 
be extended beyond September 15, 1951, 
in the case of certain corporations and 
not beyond October 15, 1951, in the case 
of certain corporations with taxable 
years ending after December 31, 1950, 
and before February 1, 1951. The reason 
that this amendment should be favor- 
ably acted upon is that certain of the 
excess-profits-tax regulations have ap- 
peared only recently in tentative form, 
and it may therefore be necessary for 
certain corporations to be granted an 
additional time within which to make 
their returns which involve questions 
contained in these regulations. It is 
believed that by November 15, 1951, the 
regulations will have been published in 
final form and the corporations con- 
cerned will have had adequate time 
within which to file their tax returns. 


EXPLANATION OF H. R. 4014 AND THE SENATE 
AMENDMENT 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from North 
Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, as 
passed unanimously by the House of 
Representatives on August 20, 1951, this 
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bill would give to the Treasury Depart- 
ment the power to require by subpena 
the attendance and testimony of wit- 
nesses and the production of documen- 
tary evidence at hearings in connection 
with denials and revocations of industrial 
alcohol permits. Similar authority is 
now vested in the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury in cases involving beverage liquor 
permits under the Federal Alcohol Ad- 
ministration Act, 

The Senate amendment is unrelated 
to this provision of the bill. In brief, it 
authorizes an extension of time for filing 
excess profits tax returns for an addi- 
tional 2 months. Under existing law 
extensions of time may be granted by the 
Bureau of Internal Revenue but, except 
in the case of taxpayers who are abroad, 
no such extension can be granted for 
more than 6 months. Under this au- 
thority, collectors of internal revenue 
have been instructed, to follow a liberal 
policy in meritorious cases with respect 
to requests for extensions of time in filing 
excess profits tax returns but any such 
extensions will expire on September 15 
and there is no authority to grant fur- 
ther extensions under existing law. 
Meanwhile, regulations under some of 
the most complex provisions of the ex- 
cess profits tax have not yet been issued 
in final form and, accordingly, taxpayers 
do not yet have sufficient information 
to enable them to file proper excess prof- 
its tax returns. 

I am advised that the Treasury De- 
partment not only does not oppose the 
Senate amendment authorizing the fur- 
ther extension of time, but has suggested 
that the additional extension of time 
should be authorized. 

The Senate amendment was concurred 


A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 
PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 


Mr. BURDICK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from North 
Dakota? 

There was no objection. 

[Mr. Burpick addressed the House. 
His remarks appear in the Appendix.] 


TARIFF RATE SHOULD BE ESTABLISHED 
ON TUNA FISH IMPORTS 


Mr. SCUDDER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SCUDDER. Mr. Speaker, yester- 
day, September 12, 1951, I introduced 
H. R. 5308, a bill to amend the Tariff Act 
of 1930, so as to impose certain duties 
upon the importation of tuna fish. 

It is the purpose of this bill to provide 
a degree of protection for our domestic 
tuna industry by placing a tariff on im- 
ported fresh or frozen tuna fish, thereby 
establishing more equality in costs which 
are reflected on the competitive market. 
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The American tuna industry, which 
had its beginning only 30 years ago in 
California, has since expanded to the 
States of Oregon and Washington and 
has attained a position of high impor- 
tance in our economic structure. It is 
an American industry, growing from in- 
fancy to that of a multi-million-dollar 
enterprise due to the initiative and fore- 
sight of the individuals connected with 
it. 

The annual average value of the west 
coast tuna catch is set at $12,000,000. 
Last year, 1950, the catch amounted to 
360,000,000 pounds, but this year the 
catch is lagging far behind, due, to a con- 
siderable extent, to the upsurge of for- 
eign imports of tuna which are flooding 
the American market, thus forcing our 
tuna fleet to operate on a restrictive ba- 
sis. Not only does this have an ill effect 
upon our economy; it also affects the 
welfare of the employees associated di- 
rectly with the industry—numbered in 
excess of 20,000—as well as thousands of 
others whose employment is related to 
the tuna industry. 

At San Diego, Calif., often termed “the 
tuna capital“ of the west coast, 124 of 
the 138 high seas tuna clippers have been 
idled. In addition, there are at least 
2,500 smaller boats that ply the waters 
off the Pacific coast from Mexico to 
Alaska, whose normal operations have 
been curtailed. 

Under the Tariff Act of 1930, tuna is 
imported duty-free. I have been ad- 
vised that, during the past 5 years, tuna 
imports have increased by 1,400 per- 
cent—largely due to the fact that the 
development of foreign sources has been 
greatly aided by United States economic 
aid following World War II. Imports 
during the first 5 months of 1951 
amounted to 14,000,000 pounds. For the 
single month of July, this year, that 
amount of tuna imports in the fresh and 
frozen stage—14,000,000 pounds—was 
equaled, entirely free of tariff restric- 
tions. 

Firms and individuals connected with 
the west-coast industry are vitally con- 
cerned over the ill effects this upsurge 
of tuna imports is having upon the 
domestic market. I addressed a letter 
to the President on August 23, 1951, ask- 
ing that this import be reviewed in the 
light of the escape clause written into 
the extension of the Reciprocal Trade 
Agreements Act and that adjustments 
be made to protect this industry. I was 
advised by the President’s office that, 
under the duty-free status of fresh and 
frozen tuna under the Tariff Act of 1930, 
the escape-clause provision of the Tariff 
Extension Act of 1951 was not applica- 
ble in this case—and that congressional 
action is necessary if duty is to be 
imposed. 

I conducted an investigation regarding 
the implications a tariff on tuna imports 
would have in connection with existing 
treaties and was informed, by the Trade 
Agreements Division of the State De- 
partment, that such a tariff would not 
be in violation of any entry provisions 
bound in treaty agreements. 

In conformance with the above infor- 
mation, and desiring to assist the in- 
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dustry, I introduced H. R. 5308 which 
would set a tariff rate of 5 cents per 
pound on fresh or frozen tuna imported 
into the United States. Action is neces- 
sary if this vital American industry is 
to survive the competition which results 


. from low-cost foreign production, and 


enactment of a tariff rate on tuna is 
highly essential. It is my belief that 
such a tariff will not preclude the im- 
portation of tuna, but will place it on a 
more competitive basis in line with the 
differential in labor costs. 

I feel that it is essential that the Con- 
gress take immediate steps to enact legis- 
lation which will act as a safeguard to 
this vital industry on the Pacific coast. 


BUTTERFLY LEADERSHIP VERSUS 
BUTTERFLY STATISTICS 


Mr. MASON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks and include an article from 
a newspaper. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MASON. Mr, Speaker, in a speech 
yesterday President Truman stated that 
critics of our Federal present-day budget 
expenditures try to discredit his admin- 
istration by using “butterfly statistics, 
statistics that have been plucked out of 
the air with a butterfiy net.” He also 
stated this was done because “visions of 
elections dance through the heads of 
gentlemen who are politically inclined,” 
meaning his critics. 

My answer to the President’s tirade is 
that our present-day White House but- 
terfly leadership is responsible for the 
following facts and figures—compiled 
from authentic Government sources: 

This Government is actually in the red 
today to the tune of over $300,000,000,- 
000; we owe more than all the Nations 
of Europe put together; we handed out 
some $60,000,000,000 in lend-lease during 
the war—$11,000,000,00 of which went 
to Russia with no strings attached; we 
now propose to continue to aid European 
nations to the tune of $8,500,000,000 per 
year for the next several years—all of 
which are hard, cold, undeniable facts. 

Disregarding all these hard, cold, facts, 
the President says: “Do not be afraid— 
the country is stronger economically now 
than it has ever been before.” One can 
expect such an assurance from the but- 
terfly leadership we have today in the 
White House. 

Concerning his statement that “visions 
of elections dance through the heads” of 
his critics, my only answer is: The pot 
is calling the kettle black. Small people 
always ascribe the same motives to their 
critics that they themselves possess. 

Mr. Speaker, as a part of these re- 
marks, I insert an editorial from the 
Richmond Times-Dispatch of Wednes- 
day, September 12, 1951, that is also a 
discussion of the same Presidential 
tirade: 

TRUMAN’s BUNCOMBE AS TO 40 PERCENT MORE 
BUYING Power THAN 1939 

The President claims that the Nation is 

economically stronger than ever before, and 
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denies that the Government is spending its 
way into bankruptcy. 

As is so often the case when Mr. Truman 
ventures into the field of economics, the 
claim and denial are only half true. 

No national economy not strong could pos- 
sibly operate with a $252,000,000,000 debt 
strapped to its back and at the same time 
support a huge bureaucracy in addition to a 
vast Military Establishment. 

It is also only half true that the Govern- 
ment is not spending its way into bank- 
ruptcy. The simplest, general definition of 
that term which Mr. Truman would seem to 
employ with the meaning familiar to him is 
that a man is bankrupt when he cannot pay 
his debts. 

That has been the predicament of the New 
Deal-Fair Deal governments for the last 19 
years, with only two exceptions (in 1947 and 
1948). 

The Government did not spend its way into 
bankruptcy, but only because, unlike the cit- 
izen, it is not subject to legal and moral re- 
straints; it can operate on a deficit, and pay 
with newly created money. This not only 
depreciates the savings and income dollar of 
the citizen, but also adds to the national 
debt and the annual interest burden. 

Whistle-stop half-truths may flimftam 
some of the people some of the time, but 
when the President says that, “After paying 
taxes, the people have an average per capita 
income that will buy 50 percent more than 
it did in 1939,” he not only contradicted him- 
self, but laid himself open to the charge of 
deliberate mendacity. 

It is he who has bemoaned the ravages of 
inflation (brought on by profligate Govern- 
ment deficit spending). His spokesmen have 
consistently pleaded for stronger price con- 
trols, on the ground that even increased in- 
come since 1939 barely sufficed to pay for 
the necessities of life. 

The most charitable interpretation we can 
place on this latest blunder is that Mr. Tru- 
man was talking through his hat—the one 
in the ring, that is. 


FLOOD RELIEF 


Mr. COLE of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, 
T ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, 
exactly 1 month ago, on August 13, on 
the floor of the House I pointed out the 
fact that flood relief legislation was 
pending and being currently introduced 
in the House of Representatives and I 
also pointed out the possibility that the 
House might adjourn for a short time. 

A month has elapsed since I suggested 
that it was tremendously important to 
the people of Kansas, Missouri, Nebraska, 
and Oklahoma, and tremendously impor- 
tant to the people of the Nation as well, 
that flood rehabilitation legislation be 
enacted immediately. 

It is not my desire to tell this House 
how or what type of legislation should 
be enacted. It is not my desire to cross 
any “t's” or dot any “i’s” in connection 
with the legislation. But, those people 
who have suffered in this tragic disaster 
are entitled to know what can be, and 
what will be done to assist them in re- 
habilitating their lives, their homes, their 
farms, and their businesses. 

Uncertainty and confusion adds an un- 
necessary burden of distress to our peo- 
ple. I know of one family where the 
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father lives one place, the mother and 
one child stay at another shelter, while 
the remaining children are living at a 
third residence. This broken home is 
typical of hundreds in the area. 

Businessmen and farmers cannot plan 
for the future until they know what is 
in store for them. 

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, it is most im- 
portant that this legislation be consid- 
ered at once by the House. 


VETERANS’ FRANCHISE 


Mr. MCGREGOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Speaker, dur- 
ing the recess of the House, I held con- 
ferences with my constituents at the 
various courthouses in the district. Dur- 
ing these meetings I was impressed more 
than ever by the number of people, both 
men and women, who are becoming 
members of the armed services. Many 
times I was asked the question of what 
procedure is necessary in order that 
those of the armed services could vote. 

Experience during World War II has 
proved to me that under existing laws 
it is very difficult for the members of 
the armed services to exercise their 
franchise. I think we should exert every 
effort possible to see that the red tape 
is cut, that those who are wearing a 
uniform should not be penalized by cum- 
bersome procedures and that they be 
given the same opportunity to vote as 
civilians. 

With this thought in mind, Iam mak- 
ing a careful survey, and I welcome the 
suggestions of the Members of the Con- 
gress, as to how the law can be simpli- 
fied, keeping in mind the need for secrecy 
and the careful guarding against fraud. 
It seems to me that all of us should 
be willing to do everything we can to 
see that those of our armed services get 
the opportunity to express their choice 
for public officials. 

I hope that all of my colleagues will 
join with me in this study and, if we 
have a standing committee in Congress 
who has jurisdiction over these matters, 
that they too make an investigation and 
report to this body at an early date. 


ALERT AMERICA WEEK 


Mr. MACK of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Washington? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MACK of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, the purpose of my remarks to- 
day is to call attention to an Alert Amer- 
ica Week observance which has just been 
completed in Aberdeen, Wash., under the 
sponsorship of Aberdeen Post, No. 5, of 
the American Legion. 

With the American way of life now 
under attack in many places throughout 
the world, it is well that the benefits of 
liberty and freedom be constantly kept 
before the citizenship of the Nation and 
all Americans constantly alerted to the 
insidious attacks which are being made 
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on these blessings. That was the pur- 
pose of the Aberdeen Alert America ob- 
servance, which was based on the old 
axiom that “Eternal vigilance is the 
price of liberty.” 

The Aberdeen Legion observance of 
Alert America had the backing of all 
patriotic war veterans, labor, fraternal, 
civic, city, county, and State organiza- 
tions who joined with the Legion in 
making the event a huge success. 

The week-long observance wound up 
with a mammoth patriotic rally attended 
by more than 2,000. The principal speak- 
er for the occasion was our able col- 
league, the Honorable CHARLES POTTER, 
of Michigan, who himself is a veteran 
and a member of the House Un-Amer- 
ican Activities Committee, gave the 
gathering a good picture of the attacks 
which today are being made on liberty 
and freedom. Because of the sound and 
stirring Americanism voiced by the gen- 
tleman from Michigan [Mr. POTTER] in 
his address, I am inserting it in the Ap- 
pendix to the RECORD. 

I hope that the Aberdeen Post’s ob- 
servance of an Alert America Week will 
be an inspiration to other veterans’ or- 
ganizations to stage similar celebrations 
throughout the Nation and bespeak for 

these, if held, the same thorough coop- 
eration given by the veteran, labor, pa- 
triotic, and civic organizations to the 
Aberdeen Alert America observance. 


SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mr. JAVITS asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House today for 
5 minutes, following any special orders 
heretofore entered. 


MERGER OF INTERNATIONAL MONETARY 
FUND AND INTERNATIONAL BANK FOR 
RECONSTRUCTION AND DEVELOPMENT 


Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Speaker, the cur- 
rent meetings of the Boards of Governors 
of the International Bank for Recon- 
struction and Development and the In- 
ternational Monetary Fund in Washing- 
ton should be utilized to determine how 
the resources tied up in the fund and now 
used very little, can be used effectively— 
now. I think that can best be done by a 
merger between the fund and the bank. 
At a time of unparalleled need for inter- 
national capital while the International 
Bank is engaged in an active lending pol- 
icy and the United States in undertak- 
ing large overseas foreign aid commit- 
ments, the capital in the fund is 
being conserved “for use at a later 
period when it can be more effective in 
establishing and maintaining relatively 
stable international exchange relation- 
ships.” The quote is from a letter from 
the Secretary of the Treasury of April 
6, 1951, in response to my demand for a 
merger of the International Bank and 
thefund. There is $8,000,000,000 in capi- 
tal in the fund of which about $1,500,- 
000,000 is in gold and over $900,000,000 is 
in dollars and other currencies. The 
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United States subscription is $2,750,000,- 
000. 

The time has come for a review by the 
National Advisory Council on Interna- 
tional Monetary and Financial Problems 
of what the United States ought to do 
about the fund in preparation for com- 
pliance with the demand made by the 
Foreign Affairs Committee that this sub- 
ject be looked into, in its report on the 
recently passed Mutual Security bill. It 
is certainly to be expected that the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury, as United States 
Governor of the bank and the fund, will 
be exploring the question of merger or 
other effective use of the resources of the 
International Monetary Fund this week. 


FLOOD CONTROL 


Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. Mr. 
Speaker, during the recess I had occasion 
to get around my district and talk to a 
number of service groups, including Ki- 
wanis and Rotary Clubs. I found that 
many individuals back home were in- 
terested in seeing the recommendations 
of the Hoover Commission carried out 
and enacted into law by the Congress. 
Therefore, I certainly hope that legisla- 
tion implementing most features of the 
Hoover report will be forthcoming while 
we are now in session. 

There was also an expression of agree- 
ment with the contention I made some 
time ago with relation to flood control. 
The remarks made already today on this 
floor that proper flood-control regula- 
tions ought to be enacted bring to mind 
my previous contention that flood con- 
trol should be considered as a vital de- 
fense effort, and that flood-control proj- 
ects ought to be considered on the basis 
of how they provide defense protection. 
I have in mind the 20,000 Endicott-John- 
son workers, the 10,000 IBM workers 
and the 8,000 Ansco employees in my own 
community whose plants and homes 
must be protected by flood control to 
carry on the defense set-up. 

Naturally, it is difficult to reach the 
decision of where we can cut and where 
we cannot. As a strong advocate of 
economy, I call for a clear-cut definition 
of what constitutes defense spending 
and what is superfluous. Certainly we 
must provide for every exigency in our 
national preparedness program, so that 
we may become invulnerable to all at- 
tacks from our enemies, 

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts asked 
and was given permission to address the 
House for 5 minutes today, following the 
legislative program and any special or- 
ders heretofore entered. 

VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute and to 
revise and extend my remarks. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr, 
Speaker, the House has heard Mem- 
bers from New York, Virginia, and other 
States, including the New England 
States, protest the consolidation of the 
district offices of the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration at Philadelphia, which we believe 
would bring about no real economy and 
which would cause great hardship. To- 
day the Lowell American Legion advises 
me as follows: 

Lowell American Legion advised premium 
accounts insurance division received orders 
stop work September 18 Boston district office 
and report Philadelphia September 19. Mov- 
ing schedule ahead 4 days. Employees re- 
ceiving 4 hours’ administrative leave trans- 
portation paid to Philadelphia. Underwrit- 
ing and other sections insurance division 
reporting September 24 as scheduled. 


Mr. Speaker, every time anybody in 
Congress makes a protest the Veterans’ 
Administration punishes the workers by 
moving ahead their day of departure. It 
looks to me as if this is ruthless punish- 
ment of the workers and utter disregard 
of the welfare of those carrying insur- 
ance and the widows and orphans with 
death claims. It is the most amazing 
thing and the most unkind thing that 
has happened in Washington for a very 
long time. 

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Nebraska? 

There was no objection. 

[Mr. MILLER of Nebraska addressed the 
House. His remarks appear in the 
Appendix.] 

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mr. SUTTON asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 30 
minutes on tomorrow, following the leg- 
islative program of the day and the con- 
clusion of special orders heretofore 
granted. 


THE TELEVISION INDUSTRY 


Mr. SUTTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
‘Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SUTTON. Mr. Speaker; the 
world’s champion boxing match held 
last night has apparently attracted more 
interest than any sporting event in re- 
cent years. From reports, throngs 
rushed all theaters who had monopolies 
on the televising of this event. It is to be 
noted that this fight was neither broad- 
casted nor televised. 

Some months ago, when the rights of 
certain national events to be televised 
were sold to private interest, I called 
some of the officials of the Federal Com- 
munications Commission to my office 
and discussed with them a way to permit 
the millions of television owners over the 
United States to see such attractions, 
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Frankly, I do not know whether this 
is a matter that directs itself to the 
Antitrust Division of the Department of 
Justice, to the Federal Trade Commis- 
sion, or will require special legislation 
relating to televised programs that are 
shown through interstate commerce. 
But I know that you will agree with me 
that this is a right that should not be 
denied the taxpaying public of America 
and something that must be cured. 

Personally, I hope that the Interstate 
Commerce Committee will go into the 
matter in detail in an effort to give the 
American public the right to which they 
are so justly entitled. 


THIS WILL KILL YOU 


Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 


extend my remarks. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. Í 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
had the pleasure of reading a book last 
night that has just been published. It 
is titled “Thìs Will Kill You.” 

It is a semihumorous book with a 
great deal of good advice about health. 
Our good friend, Dr. George W. Calver, 
wrote the foreword to it. 

The reason I am making this talk is 
this: I think This Will Kill You should 
be required reading for every Member of 
Congress or any State legislator or city 
or town government. I am sure we 
would have better legislation if everyone 
here read that book. I am also sure we 
would have better government in every 
town, city, and State if every member of 
such governments followed the advice 
in that book. 

This Will Kill You is not heavy read- 
ing. It is very light, entertaining, and 
witty. In fact, once I started reading it 
I could not put it down until I had fin- 
ished it. But the most important thing 
is that it also contains a great deal of 
wisdom and down to earth common 
sense about health. 

We all know how legislation is affected 
by health—how the anxieties and ten- 
sions and strains and worries can affect 
legislation. We all realize how poor eat- 
ing habits and failure to live and exer- 
cise properly can also have an effect up- 
on laws that are passed by legislative 
bodies. This book helps solve many such 
problems. 

I recommend it to all Members of 
Congress, and for that matter, to every- 
one who is concerned about diet, sleep- 
lessness, worries, and similar disturb- 
ances that cause distress and discomfort. 

Mr. FURCOLO. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. I yield. 

Mr. FURCOLO. I certainly hope the 
gentleman is not going to ask to have 
any part of the book printed in the 
Appendix of the Recorp because, while 
I think everyone should read the book, 
I would greatly prefer that they buy it 
because it just happens that my brother 
wrote it. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. I am very inter- 
ested to know that. It is a good book, 
and I heartily recommend it. It con- 
tains a great deal of good advice on how 
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to put aside our cares and worries after 
a day in the office. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tlemen from Ohio has expired. 


THE COTTON FARMERS 


Mr. BRYSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from South 
Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BRYSON. Mr. Speaker, no seg- 
ment of our population ever responded 
to the needs of our country, whether 
in war or in peace, more than our 
farmers. In spite of the fact that we 
have come to be the greatest industrial- 
ized country in the world, our basic 
wealth is still in the land. We are totally 
dependent upon those who so faithfully 
till the soil and thus produce essential 
food and fiber. Shortly after the so- 
called Korean incident developed, an 
appeal was made to our farmers to pro- 
duce maximum crops. In spite of the 
scarcity of fertilizers, machinery, farm 
labor, one of the greatest crops of all 
time is now being harvested. 

I speak this morning with particular 
reference to cotton. Last week the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture spent an entire day 
in my district. Having learned from the 
farmers that present prices for cotton 
were inadequate to take care of the cost 
of production, I discussed the matter 
with Secretary Brannan. Since com- 
ing back to Washington, I have conferred 
with members of the Agriculture Com- 
mittee and am anxiously cooperating 
with those of like mind in trying to 
bring needed assistance to the cotton 
producers. I have personally urged the 
Secretary of Agriculture to enter the 
cotton market for the Government and 
stockpile cotton which will be needed. 
Of all the programs participated in by 
the Government, none has been as prof- 
itable to the Government as has cotton. 
The logical thing it seems to me now 
would be for the Government to imme- 
diately acquire title to a considerable 
portion of the present surplus cotton. 
By taking this step, there is every in- 
dication that a fairer price for cotton 
would be forthcoming. 

I now call upon you, my colleagues, 
to join with me in finding a proper solu- 
tion to this serious problem. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from South Carolina has expired. 


HAWAIIAN AIRLINES 


Mr. BYRNE of New York. Mr. Speak- 

er, I ask unanimous consent to take from 

the Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 725) 
to confer jurisdiction on the Court of 
Claims of the United States to hear, 
determine, and render judgment upon 
the claim of the Hawaiian Airlines, 
Ltd., together with an amendment of the 
Senate thereto and concur in the Sen- 
ate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amendment, 
as follows: 

Page 2, line 20, after “Code”, insert “: Pro- 
vided, That the passage of this act shall not 
be construed as an inference of liability on 
the part of the United States Government.” 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. Byrne]? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


MARY JANE SHERMAN 


Mr. BYRNE of New York. Mr. Speak- 
er, I ask unanimous consent to take from 
the Speaker's desk the bill (H. R. 2276) 
for the relief of Mary Jane Sherman, to- 
gether with a Senate amendment there- 
to, and concur in the Senate amend- 
ment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amendment, 
as follows: 


Page 1, line 6, strike out “$3,041.31” and in- 
sert “$3,014.31.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


MRS. ROSE A. MONGRAIN 


Mr. BYRNE of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
take from the Speaker’s desk the bill 
(H. R. 857) for the relief of Mrs. Rose A. 
Mongrain, together with a Senate 
amendment thereto, and concur in the 
Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amendment, 
as follows: 


Page 1, line 6, strike out “$2,540.05” and 
insert “$5,000.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Re- 
sérving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, 
these bills have all been cleared through 
the minority members of the committee? 

Mr. BYRNE of New York. They have. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. And 
they have had their approval? 

Mr. BYRNE of New York. Yes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. Byrne]? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was agreed to. 
‘ath motion to reconsider was laid on the 

e. 


GEN. GEORGE C. MARSHALL 


Mr.CANNON. Mr. Speaker, Iam cer- 
tain the country has heard this morning 
with profound regret of the retirement 
of Gen. George Marshall. He lays aside 
the burdens of public service at the 
height of his powers and at the zenith 
of his great career—one of the most no- 
table in American history. 

He assumed the duties of the office at 
a time when confronted by perhaps the 
most difficult situation faced by any Sec- 
retary in charge of national defense 
since Stanton. 

Taken at a disadvantage, assailed un- 
expectedly by carefully drilled and mu- 
nitioned armies, in violation of the most 
solemn treaties, in ruthless and unpro- 
voked aggression, outnumbered by in- 
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credible odds, with the field of action on 
the other side of the globe, and supply 
lines stretching 8,000 miles, we have 
crushed every attack launched against 
us and added new luster to American 
arms. 

In General Marshall the Nation has 
been fortunate in finding that rare and 
unusual combination of a great captain 
and an incomparable master of diplo- 
macy. He has confounded our enemies, 
reassured our allies, halted abruptly the 
march of communism, and, as far as may 
be, preserved for the time being the 
peace of the world. In the period of 
the Nation’s greatest peril he has so 
successfully conducted and administered 
his great office that we are now in what 
appears to be the final stages of the 
successful and victorious conclusion of 
the war. 

Our triumphant termination of this 
dangerous and critical conflict under his 
wide and effective leadership marks a 
turning point not only in the history of 
America but of the world. 

He retires with the thanks and appre- 
ciation of the American people to a well- 
deserved rest. The gratitude and good 
wishes of the Congress and the country 
go with him. 

If there should ever again come a 
time—as we trust there will not—when 
his great talents are again required we 
may be certain that, like Cincinnatus, 
he will again be ready to respond to his 
country’s call to service. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Missouri has expired. 


ENLARGING SAN DIEGO, CALIF., WATER- 
SUPPLY FACILITIES 


Mr. KILDAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (H. R. 5102) to 
authorize the Secretary of the Navy to 
enlarge existing water-supply facilities 
for the San Diego, Calif., area in order 
to insure the existence of an adequate 
water supply for naval and Marine 
Corps installations and defense produc- 
tion plants in such area. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Speak- 
er, reserving the right to object, this is 
the bill on which I raised a question a 
while ago, waiting for the gentlemen 
from California [Mr. Poutson and Mr. 
PHILLIPS] to arrive in the Chamber. I 
understand they have no objection to it 
now. 

I would like to ask the gentleman this 
question: I understand the Navy is going 
to build the line, and then the water dis- 
trict and lockhead will pay the money 
back to the United States Government? 

Mr. KILDAY. That is correct. The 
bill provides for reimbursement to the 
Government for the cost of the line. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Is this 
the same bill that the Public Works 
Committee turned down in previous sese 
sions of Congress? 

Mr. KILDAY. No; I understand that 
there is no connection there. Back in 
1944, I may say to the distinguished 
gentleman from Nebraska, the Navy De- 
partment built one barrel of this 
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aqueduct. Because of scarcity of ma- 
terials at that time the other barrel, 
which was then known to be neces- 
sary, was not constructed. We are faced 
with a very critical situation in the San 
Diego area. The Navy Department in- 
stallation there has a book value of 
$300,000,000 and a replacement value of 
probably twice that amount. Because 
of the Navy personnel stationed there 
and the expansion of defense plants, 
primarily airplane plants, they are faced 
with a very critical water shortage; as 
a matter of fact, until we are assured 
of this supply of water the personnel at 
this naval station is frozen; the station 
cannot be completely utilized. It is of 
the highest urgency that this bill be 


Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, I withdraw my reservation of 
objection. 

Mr. POULSON. Mr. Speaker, reserv- 
ing the right to object, is it not true 
that by the construction of this aque- 
duct it would possibly be one of the 
means of settling the great controversy 
in the Fall Brook area which has arisen 
over the fact that the Navy has installa- 
tions there requiring a vast amount of 
water? May not this be one of the 
methods by which that could be set- 
tled? 

Mr. KILDAY. I do not, of course, 
wish to become involved in a contro- 
versy about water in that part of the 
United States. The committee consid- 
ering this bill took care to have before 
it the officials of the Colorado River 
Authority; and this is satisfactory to 
them. 

Mr. POULSON. This has nothing to 
do with that dispute; I mean this con- 
cerns the need for water at Camp Pen- 
dleton and thus can be part of the 
method by which the Government can 
satisfactorily settle that issue. 

Mr. KILDAY. So far as the Camp 
Pendleton Marine Base goes, there is a 
lead-off from this aqueduct to be used 
at Camp Pendleton if it is required. 

Mr. POULSON. That is what I 
mean. 

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. POULSON. I yield. 

Mr. McGREGOR. Am I correct in 
the assumption that this bill is a little 
different from the previous bills re- 
ferred to because at that time the Fed- 
eral Government was going to build it, 
but now the Federal Government will 
build it but they will be reimbursed by 
this water district? 

‘Mr. KILDAY. Reimbursed with in- 
terest. * 

Mr. POULSON. We in California are 
wholeheartedly in favor of the bill. 

Mr. KILDAY. Mr. Speaker, the gen- 
tleman from California [Mr. MCKINNON] 
is the author of this bill. I want to 
compliment him for the energy and effi- 
ciency with which he handled the mat- 
ter. He was most helpful. Had it not 
been for his efforts we could not have 
completed our work so quickly. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the present consideration of the bill? 
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There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, subject to the 
provisions of section 2 of this act, the Secre- 
tary of the Navy, under the direction of the 
Secretary of Defense, is authorized and di- 
rected to provide for— 

(1) such enlargement of the existing 
aqueduct extending from the west end of the 
San Jacinto tunnel of the Metropolitan 
Water District of southern California to the 
San Vicente Reservoir in San Diego County, 
Calif., as may be necessary to increase the 
rated capacity of such existing aqueduct 
from 85 cubic feet per second to not less than 
165 cubic feet per second, or 

(2) the construction of a new acqueduct 
parelleling such existing acqueduct and hav- 
ing a rated capacity of not less than 80 cubic 
feet per second. 

Sec. 2. No construction shall be under- 
taken under the authority of section 1 of 
this act and no funds shall be expended for 
the preparation of plans or specifications for 
any such construction unless and until the 
Secretary of the Navy has entered into a con- 
tract with the San Diego County Water Au- 
thority amending the contract (NOy-13300) 
of October 17, 1945 (providing the comple- 
tion of such existing acqueduct), to pro- 
vide— 

(1) for the computation of the true cost of 
the work performed under the authority of 
section 1 of this act in the same manner as 
provided for determining true cost in such 
contract of October 17, 1945; 

(2) for the repayment of the true cost of 
the work performed under the authority of 
section 1 of this act together with interest 
on such amount computed at the rate certi- 
fied by the Secretary of the Treasury to be 
the average rate paid by the United States 
on its long-term loans, within a period of 
40 years after the completion and delivery 
to the San Diego County Water Authority 
of possession of the works constructed under 
the authority of this act: Provided, That 
repayment shall be made in annual install- 
ments of not less than one-fortieth of the 
true cost due when computed as herein pre- 
scribed plus annually accrued interest; 

(3) for the conveyance by the United 
States to the San Diego County Water Au- 
thority of title to the works constructed (in- 
cluding all rights-of-way and other interests 
in land used in connection with such works) 
under such contract of October 17, 1945, to- 
gether with the works constructed under the 
authority of section 1 of this act, upon re- 
payment of the true cost of such works, in- 
cluding interest, computed as hereinabove 
set forth; and 

(4) that after the effective date of this 
contract the member agencies of the San 
Diego County Water Authority, as the dis- 
tributors of the water shall furnish to the 
Government on a preferential basis and at a 
rate no higher than that charged other users 
of comparable quantities of water, a mini- 
mum quantity of water sufficient to meet 
the requirements of Government activities 
located and to be located in the area served 
by such agencies during the period that the 
aqueduct or aqueducts referred to in this act 
are under the management and operational 
control of said authority. 

Sec. 3. For the purpose of enabling him to 
carry out the provisions of the first section 
of this act, the Secretary of the Navy is au- 
thorized to acquire lands and rights pertain- 
ing thereto, or other interests therein, in- 
cluding the temporary use thereof, by dona- 
tion, purchase, exchange of Government- 
owned lands, or otherwise. 

Sec. 4. The Secretary of the Navy is au- 
thorized to provide for the construction of 
the whole or any part of the work author- 
ized by the first section of this act (1) by 
contract, (2) by the use of facilities and 
personnel of the Navy Department, or (3) 
by the use of the facilities and personnel of 
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any other department or agency of the 
United States with which an agreement may 
be entered into to perform or to have per- 
formed the whole or any part of such work. 

Sec. 5. The appropriation of such sums as 
may be necessary to carry out the provisions 
of this act is hereby authorized. 

Sec. 6. This act and all works constructed 
hereunder shall be subject to and controlled 
by the Colorado River Compact dated No- 
vember 24, 1922, and proclaimed effective 
by the President June 25, 1929; the Boulder 
Canyon Project Act approved December 21, 
1928; the California Limitation Act approved 
by the Governor of California March 4, 1929; 
and no right or claim of right to the use of 
the waters of the Colorado River shall be 
aided or prejudiced hereby. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


On page 2, following line 8, insert the 
following new section: 

“Sec.2. The use of all water diverted 
through said works from the Colorado River 
shall be subject to and controlled by the 
Colorado River compact, the Boulder Canyon 
Project Act, the California Self-limitation 
Statute, and the Mexican water treaty, and 
shall be included within and shall in no 
way increase “he total quantity of water 
to the use of which the State of California 
is entitled and limited by the said compact, 
statutes and treaty.” 

On page 2, line 9, strike “2” and insert “3.” 

On page 3, following line 8, insert the fol- 
lowing new subsection: 

“(3) That the use of all water diverted 
through said works from the Colorado River 
shall be subject to and controlled by the 
Colorado River Compact, the Boulder Can- 
yon Project Act, the California Self-limi- 
tation Statute, and the Mexican Water 
Treaty, and shall be included within and 
shall in no way increase the total quantity 
of water to the use of which the State of 
California is entitled and limited by the 
said compact, treaty, and statutes.” 

On page 3, line 9, strike “(3)” and insert 
“(4)” 

On page 3, line 18, strike “(4)” and insert 
“ ( 5).” 

On page 3, line 19, after “Authority”, in- 
sert a comma and add “their successors or 
assigns”, and on page 4, line 1, insert a 
period after the word “agencies” and strike 
the remainder of the paragraph ending on 
line 3. 

On page 4, line 4, strike “3” and insert 
“4.” 


On page 4, following line 9, insert the 
following new section: 

“Sec. 5. The United States and the San 
Diego County Water Authority and their 
respective permittees, licensees, and con- 
tractees, and all users and appropriators 
of water of the Colorado River diverted or 
delivered through the existing aqueduct and 
the enlargement or addition thereto shall 
observe and be subject to the Colorado 
River compact, the Boulder Canyon Project 
Act, the California Self-limitation Statute, 
and the Mexican water treaty in the di- 
version, delivery, and use of water of the 
Colorado River, anything in this act to the 
contrary notwithstanding, and such condi- 
tion and covenant shall attach as a matter 
of law whether set out or referred to in the 
instrument evidencing such permit, license, 
or contract or not, and shall be deemed to 
be for the benefit of and be available to 
the States of Arizona, California, Colorado, 
Nevada, New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming, 
and the users of water therein or there- 
under by way of suit, defense, or otherwise 
in any litigation respecting the waters of 
the Colorado River.” 

On page 4, line 10, strike 4“ and insert 
“6”, and on line 18 strike “5” and insert 
7.“ and on line 21, strike “6” and insert 
1 
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The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read a third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Arizona? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Speaker, as 
H. R. 5102 passed by unanimous consent 
a few moments ago, one of my colleagues 
turned to me and said, “There goes some 
more of your Colorado River water.” I 
replied, “No, the author of the bill spoke 
to me concerning this second barrel of 
the San Diego aqueduct some time ago, 
and I agreed to support the measure 
with certain amendments. Those 
amendments are included in the bill 
which makes it satisfactory to me.” 

Mr. Speaker, the CONGRESSIONAL REC- 
orp for June 19, 1950, when the gentle- 
man from California, Congressman Mc- 
Kinnon had before this House under 
unanimous consent another bill which 
contained a provision for a survey for 
an equeduct to bring Colorado River wa- 
ter to San Diego, will show that at that 
time the gentleman from California, 
Congressman McKinnon and I had a 
colloquy in which I favored an aqueduct 
to bring Colorado River water to San 
Diego because it is one of our great naval 
ports. I favored it also because of the 
fact that San Diego years ago contracted 
with the Secretary of the Interior to re- 
ceive 112,000 acre-feet annually out of 
Lake Mead. I did object, and so stated, 
that San Diego had been placed at the 
bottom of the list among the several 
California priorities, and I am sure that 
the gentleman from California, Con- 
gressman McKINNoN agreed with me at 
that time that San Diego should not be 
so placed by California authorities, and 
he agreed with me that something ought 
to be done about that arrangement, 

The amendments which are included 
in this bill are designed to make this 
supply of water for San Diego through 
the second barrel of the aqueduct con- 
form to the law of the river as found in 
the basic laws enumerated. California 
has an undoubted legal right to a gross 
of 4,400,000 acre-feet of water out of the 
Colorado River. San Diego has long had 
a contract for 112,000 acre-feet of water 
annually, which is only about 2 percent 
of the amount which basic law furnishes 
California. My interest is in having San 
Diego and the other west-coast cities in 
southern California get their legal quotas 
with top priority and not bottom prior- 
ity. Certainly I want San Diego to have 
her 112,000 acre-feet annually, half of 
which will be carried by this second bar- 
rel of the aqueduct, but I want it to be 
as a part of the total California legal 
allotment and not in addition thereto. 


ARMED SERVICES NURSING BILL 
Mrs. BOLTON of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to address the 


House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend my remarks. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. BOLTON. Mr. Speaker, we have 
just finished the hearings on a nursing 
bill that I introduced last January, H. R. 
910. 

The fact that $61,000,000,000 has been 
appropriated for military purposes pre- 
supposes an emergency. Recently we 
appropriated for an additional 120,000 
hospital beds. I am wondering who is 
going to take care of the patients in 
those beds, for the nurse shortage is very 
real and grows more and more acute. 
H. R. 910 is the result of several years 
of study and many months of hard work. 
It has in it definite safeguards against 
Federal control and puts the ultimate 
control into the hands of this Congress 
where it belongs. It is the Congress that 
will decide the continuance or discon- 
tinuance of the program at any time it 
sees fit. 

I have asked for this moment in order 
to express my appreciation to the chair- 
man of the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce, my fellow Ohioan 
and Clevelander, the distinguished Mr. 
Crosser, and to the members of the com- 
mittee, and thank them for the consid- 
eration given to the witnesses and to my- 
self in the entire matter. I hope very 
earnestly that. the committee will meet 
shortly and bring the bill to the floor. 

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 


Mr. RANKIN, Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 

[Mr. RANKIN addressed the House. 
His remarks appear in the Appendix.] 

FREE IMPORTATION OF BALER TWINE 


Mr. DELANEY. Mr. Speaker, by di- 
rection of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 366 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the House resolution, 
as follows: 


Resolved, That immediately upon the 
adoption of this resolution it shall be in order 
to move that the House resolve itself into 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the consideration of 
the bill (H. R. 1005) to amend the Tariff Act 
of 1930 to provide for the free importation 
of twine used for baling hay, straw, and other 
fodder and bedding material. That after 
general debate which shall be confined to 
the bill and continue not to exceed 2 hours, 
to be equally divided and controlled by the 
Chairman and ranking minority member of 
the Committee on Ways and Means, the bill 
shall be read for amendment under the 5- 
minute rule. At the conclusion of the con- 
sideration of the bill for amendment, the 
committee shall rise and report the bill to 
the House with such amendments as may 
have been adopted and the previous question 
shall be considered as ordered on the bill and 
amendments thereto to final passage without 
intervening motion except one motion to 
recommit, 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Speak- 
er, I make the point of order that a quor- 
um is not present. 
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The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, I move a 
call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 


[Roll No. 170] 

Abernethy Fine Mansfield 
Adair Fisher Martin, Iowa 
Allen, Calif. Fogarty Meader 
Allen, La. Frazier. 
Anderson, Calif.Gamble Miller, Calif. 
Andresen, Garmatz Mitchell 

August H. Gavin Morano 
Angell Gore Morgan 
Armstrong Granahan Morrison 
Bakewell Granger Murray, Tenn 
Barrett Green Murray, Wis. 
Bates, Ky. Gwinn O’Konski 
Bentsen Hagen Ostertag 
Bishop Hall, Patman 
Blackney Leonard W. Philbin 
Boggs, La Harden Potter 
Bosone Hart Powell 
Boykin Harvey Quinn 
Breen Havenner Rabaut 
Brooks Hébert Rains 
Brownson Hedrick Reams 
Buckley Heffernan Redden 
Busbey Heller Rees, Kans 
Butler Hill Rhodes 
Canfield Hill Richards 
Carlyle Hinshaw Rivers 

an Hoeven Roosevelt 

Case Hoffman, Il. Sadlak 
Celler Holifield St. George 
Chatham Holmes Scott, Hardie 
Clemente Horan Scott, 
Clevenger Howell Hugh, D., Jr. 
Cole, N. Y. Hunter Secrest 
Colmer Irving Shafer 
Combs Jackson, Calif. Sheehan 
Cooley Jackson, Wash. Shelley 
Corbett Jenison Sheppard 
Cotton Johnson Short 
Coudert Jonas Sikes 
Crawford Jones, Mo. Sittler 
Curtis, Nebr. Jones, Smith, Wis, 
Davis, Ga Hamilton, C. Stefan 
Davis, Tenn Kearns Stigler 
Dawson ee Stockman 
Deane Kelly, N.Y Tackett 
DeGraffenried Kennedy Talle 
Dempsey Kerr Taylor 
Denton Kersten, Wis. Teague 
Dollinger Kilburn Thomas 
Dolliver Klein ‘Thornberry 
Donohue Lane Vail 
Donovan Latham Weichel 
Dorn Lecompte Wigglesworth 
Doyle Lesinski Wilson, Ind. 
Durham Lind Wilson, Tex. 
Eaton Lucas Withrow 
Ellsworth McCarthy Wolverton 
Elston McCormack Wood, Ga. 
Engle McCulloch Wood, Idaho 
Evins McGrath Yates 
Fenton Mack, Il, Zablocki 

The SPEAKER. Two hundred and 


fifty Members have answered to their 
names, a quorum, 

By unanimous consent, further pro- 
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 

STATE, COMMERCE, JUSTICE 
APPROPRIATION BILL, 1952 


Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 4740) 
making appropriations for the Depart- 
ments of State, Justice, Commerce, and 
the Judiciary, for the fiscal year end- 
ing June 30, 1952, and for other pur- 
poses, with Senate amendments thereto, 
disagree to the Senate amendments and 
agree to the conference asked by the 
Senate. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? [After a pause.] The Chair 
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hears none and appoints the following 
conferees: Messrs. ROONEY, FLOOD, 
PRESTON, MARSHALL, CANNON, STEFAN, 
CLEVENGER, and TABER. 


FREE IMPORTATION OF BALER TWINE 


Mr. DELANEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
one-half of my time, 30 minutes, to the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. ALLEN] and 
yield myself such time as I may use. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
New York is recognized. 

Mr. DELANEY. Mr. Speaker, this res- 
olution makes in order the bill (H. R. 
1005) which amends the Tariff Act of 
1930 to provide for the free importation 
of twine used for baling hay, straw, and 
other fodder and bedding material. The 
twine is now subject to a duty of 15 
percent. Binder twine, which is almost 
the same thing, used for binding shocks 
of grain, has been on the duty-free list 
since 1896. 

This resolution »rovides for 2 hours 
of general debate under an open rule, 
There are minority views, and I believe 
and amendment will be offered to make 
this temporary instead of permanent 
legisiation. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may require. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Illinois is recognized. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I know of no objection to the rule on 
this side of the aisle, alihough I do 
understand there is some objection to 
the bill itself and that some amend- 
ments will be offered. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. VURSELL] 
and ask unanimous consent that he may 
speak out of order. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi- 
nois? 

There was no objection. 

(Mr. VURSELL asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re- 
marks and include extraneous material.) 

Mr. VURSELL. Mr. Speaker, the 
speech of Candidate Truman dedicating 
the GAO Building in which he told the 
people that from 1947 through 1951, over 
the last 5 years, we have operated the 
Government with a surplus of nearly 
$8,000,000,000, follows the same line of 
reckless statements used in the 1948 
campaign. 

In this same speech the President 
charged his critics with peddling “but- 
terfly statistics“ and “a pack of lies” 
about his conduct of Federal finances. 
He said the eight billion surplus he re- 
ferred to was proof that he believed in 
operating the Government’s finances on 
a sound basis. Let us see who is dealing 
in butterfly statistics, or worse. 

The President, you will recall, based 
his campaign for reelection in 1948 
largely in opposition to the record of the 
Eightieth Republican Congress during 
the years 1947 and 1948. The statistics 
his pencil men developed to enable the 
President to make his statement of an 
eight billion surplus over the past 5 years 
had to begin with the year 1947 when the 
Republican Eightieth Congress cut the 
President’s budget, over his opposition, 
which showed a surplus of $754,000,000. 
His figures also included the year 1948 
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when the Republican Congress again cut 
his budget, with the result that it left a 
surplus of $8,419,000,000. 

Mr. Speaker, these figures show that 
the economy-minded Republican Eight- 
ieth Congress which Truman in his cam- 
paign said was the worst, or next worst, 
in history, balanced the budget for the 
first time in 16 years, reduced taxes by 
$4,800,000,000, and showed a surplus for 
the two years, 1947 and 1948, which Mr. 
Truman proudly reports and takes credit 
for, of $9,173,000,000. 

Mr. Truman boasts of nearly an 
$8,000,000,000 surplus beginning with the 
year 1947 up to and through 1951, but 
he does not tell the American people that 
the do-nothing Republican Eightieth 
Congress is responsible for this surplus. 

Mr. Truman either completely forgot 
to explain that the Republican Congress 
was responsible for the surplus, over the 
opposition of the President and his lead- 
ers, or else his statement is intended to 
deceive the American people. The small 
and only surplus he or his predecessors 
can rightly claim credit for in the past 
20 years, is the 19£1 surplus of $3,510,- 
000,000 which resulted because tax 
money came in faster than they could 
spend it. It was later wiped out 2 
months after July 1. In fact, Mr. Tru- 
man and his administration during the 
last 3 years of those 5 years when they 
had control of Congress not only spent 
the $9,173,000,000 left by the Republican 
Congress in 1947 and 1948 but spent the 
1951 surplus he refers to and $1,422,- 
000,000 in addition. His party has not, 
in fact, really balanced the budget in the 
past 20 years. 

The following table of receipts and ex- 
penditures should be of interest: 


Fiscal Suren t+) 
us or 
“deficit (-) 


Mr. DELANEY. Mr. Speaker, yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. SABATH]. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, we have 
just heard from my colleague from Illi- 
nois [Mr. VuRSELL] the usual type of 
propaganda put out by the highly paid 
publicity staff of the Republican Na- 
tional Committee, prepared in advance 
for use whenever the opportunity pre- 
sents itself on the floor of this House 
to question the motives, the integrity, 
and the purposes of our great President, 
Harry S. Truman. In his speech several 
days ago, the President stated very 
clearly and precisely what his views were 
on economy. He has practiced such a 
policy, the truth of which cannot be de- 
nied, notwithstanding the statement of 
my colleague from Illinois to the con- 
trary. Unfortunately, the Republicans 
feel hurt whenever the President calls 
attention to their shortcomings, and 
naturally they feel that by unleashing 
criticism such as we have just heard, by 
finding “ault with cvery utterance of the 
President, they hope to be able to de- 
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ceive the American pecple, instead of, as 
they charge, the President deceiving 
them. 

Contrary to the old adage about the 
elephant’s memory, the followers of this 
Slow-plodding animal have epparently 
already forgotten that the same tactics 
of criticizing and criticizing were used 
in the last campaign, and up to election 
day they sincerely believed they had 
fooled a majority of the American peo- 
ple into believing their false cluims, but 
when the returns were in it was found 
that thinking Americans had again sup- 
ported the President and his policies by 
assuring him another 4 years in the 
White House. I am more than satisfied 
that he will again succeed, if he chooses 
to become a candidate for reelection, in 
being retained at the head of our great 
Government, thus safeguarding the 
country from Republican misrule, from 
— it has suffered on occasion in the 
past. 

It is amazing to me that they should 
be against this bill. Of course, the Dem- 
ocrats have always been helpful to the 
farmers. We have been helping them in 
every way. We provide everything for 
them, even to the extent of bringing in, 
expense free, Mexican labor. In this bill 
we are again trying to help the tillers of 
the soil by relieving them of the 15-per- 
cent tariff on baler twine. I do not know 
of what more we can do for them than 
we have already done. The Republi- 
cans, I note, have submitted a minority 


report, signed by eight Members. Just 


think of it. They go out to the country, 
to the farmers, here and there, and tell 
what great friends they are of the farm- 
ers, and when we, the Democrats, bring 
out legislation in the interest of the 
farmers, the Republicans invariably op- 
Pose it. As it is, here is a minority re- 
port as I have stated signed by eight Re- 
publicans, outstanding Members, against 
this legislation that aims to aid and as- 
sist the farmers. I understand the four 
great farm organizations are asking for 
this legislation, and it was upon the tes- 
timony and pleadings of farmers and 
these farm organizations that the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means reported this 
bill. Notwithstanding, as I stated ear- 
lier, eight outstanding Republicans 
signed the minority report against this 
bill that is intended to give this addi- 
tional aid to the farmers, carrying out 
the policy of the Democratic Party to do 
everything humanly possible for the 
farming communities and for the farm- 
ers of this country. I congratulate the 
Committee on Ways and Means for 
bringing the bill in, not that I believe the 
farmers are really deserving. The farm- 
ers have become more prosperous than 
in all history under the Democratic ad- 
ministration. I do not know whether 
they always appreciate or recognize 
what we, I mean the Democratic Party, 
have done for them. If they are sensi- 
ble, honest and sincere, and interested 
in the future welfare, they will show 
their appreciation by supporting the 
Democratic Party which has brought 
continued prosperity not only to the 
farmers but to the entire Nation. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. NICHOLSON]. 
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Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Speaker, I did 
not want to talk on the rule because I 
think that perhaps in general debate 
we will get a little bit more information 
about this bill. I do not intend to vote 
against this rule, although I think it 
ought to be defeated. The gentlemanon 
the Democratic side who is in charge of 
this bill is one of the oustanding Mem- 
bers of the House. He thinks as I do 
about this, that perhaps we ought to 
have a real explanation of this bill. 

The gentleman from Illinois who pre- 
ceded me, when he talked about how 
much the Democrats had done for the 
farmers, was making what he probably 
thought was a good argument, but it had 
little to do with the discussion before us. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill hurts two of the 
best industries that are established in 
the State of Massachusetts. There are 
only about seven more in the whole 
United States that make binder twine or 
any other kind of twine or who are in the 
business of producing rope. There are 
people in my district who have been 
employed by the Plymouth Cordage Co. 
and the New Bedford Cordage Co. for 50 
years, and & great many of them have 
been employed for 35 years, They know 
their business. This bill hurts them ma- 
terially. 

Mr. Speaker, I would be lax in my 
duty if I did not stand here and call 
your attention to this matter, because 
in the town of Plymouth alone I sup- 
pose there are 1,300 or 1,400 employees 
working in this industry, and if you in- 
clude their families there must be 4,000 
or 5,000 people dependent upon this in- 
dustry for their living. They have done 
a good job, the best that could be done 
by people in the United States. So why 
would I not stand here and ask you to 
defeat this bill in its entirety? 

The question of the tariff may enter 
into this matter, but the question of peo- 
ple walking the streets may make a big 
difference to the people of this country, 
because we have been through it and 
we do not want them to doitagain. We 
do not want slave labor to compete with 
the people in Plymouth and New Bedford. 

I ask the Members of the House, even 
if you adopt this rule, to defeat the bill. 
Let us have another year to look at it. 
The Committee on Ways and Means is 
looking desperately for more money. 
This bill calls for less money, when the 
Committee on Ways and Mear’ is look- 
ing for more. 

Mr. DELANEY. : Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Michi- 
gan [Mr. DINGELL]. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, some- 
body’s figures are off somewhere. Ac- 
cording to the best information I can 
get, about 1,000 workers are employed in 
the baler-twine and binder-twine phase 
of cordage production and of that num- 
ber not over 500 are engaged in the pro- 
duction of the baler twine with which 
this bill is concerned. 

For the sake of argument let us as- 
sume labor would be adversely affected— 
and I will develop during the considera- 
tion of the bill that it will not be—and 
now consider the relative interest of the 
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workers as opposed to the farmers and 
the people of the United States. Con- 
sider the 500 people who are employed 
in this phase of the industry—even if 
they were all employed in the gentle- 
mans’ district, which they are not. Two 
large producers produce over 80 percent 
of the baler twine in this country. 
Therefore, it is safe to assume that a 
large percent of the employment is out- 
side of the gentleman’s district. The 
only real force opposed to this bill is the 
Cordage Institute, which is a trust and 
a combine with headquarters located 
in the gentleman’s State. But, the ma- 
jority of the production cf baler twine 
is not located in the gentleman’s State. 
The fact of the matter is that when you 
take into account the interest of 500 
employees in the baler-twine phase of 
production as against the 30,000,000 
farmers and the 122,000,000 other citi- 
zens and consumers in the United States, 
where do you find the weight of the ar- 
gument centered? It is centered in the 
interest of the 152,000,000 people minus 
the 500 people in the baler-twine phase 
of the cordage industry. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Michigan has expired. 

Mr. DELANEY. Mr. Speaker, I have 
no further requests for time. 

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous 
question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the resolution. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House resolve itself into 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the considera- 
tion of the bill (H. R. 1005) to amend 
the Tariff Act of 1930 to provide for the 
free importation of twine used for baling 
hay, straw, and other fodder and bedding 
material. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion of the gentleman from North 
Carolina. 0 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Yhole House 
on the State of the Union for the con- 
sideration of the bill H. R. 1005, with 
Mr. Hays of Arkansas in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

By unanimous consent, the first read- 
ing of the bill was dispensed with. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. DINGELL], who is the au- 
thor of the bill. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, H. R. 
1005 provides for the free importation of 
baler twine by clarifying the intent of 
Congress in paragraph 1622 of section 
201 of title II of the Tariff Act of 1930. 

Your Committee on Ways and Means 
held public hearings on this legislation 
for 4 days last July, and recommended 
passage in Report No. 771 dated July 27. 

There are two major kinds of agricul- 
tural or harvesting binding twines. One 
is baler twine. The other is binder twine. 

Baler twine is used for binding hay, 
straw, and fodder crops harvested in the 
field. Itis a twine of recent development, 
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first known in 1939 and of commercial 
importance first in the early 1940’s. 
Binder twine is used for binding sheaves 
of grain, corn, and other crops, and for 
binding bales of hay in rotary type balers. 

If congressional intent in paragraph 
1622 of the Tariff Act had been to provide 
only for the duty-free entry of “binder 
twine,” those words would have been 
used. But the paragraph provides for 
the duty-free entry of “all binding 
twine.” 

Nevertheless, a Customs Bureau official 
ruled in 1945 that baler twine was subject 
to a duty of 15 percent ad valorem, and 
the case has been tied up in customs 
courts ever since. Legislative recourse 
appears to be the only proper answer to 
establishing congressional intent, other- 
wise we will be passing the buck to the 
courts to legislate by court decision or 
legalistic fiat. 

For more than 2 years I have been 
interested in this discrimination and 
have introduced bills in two Congresses 
which would provide for the free im- 
portation of baler twine. H. R. 1005 
is designed for the benefit of farmers, 
and it is backed by those who have a 
true interest in farmers. Even though 
I introduced it, it is not one which will 
benefit my district. Do not vote for it 
on my account, for I do not have any 
farmers in my district except what you 
might call window-box farmers. My 
district is strictly urban, and they do not 
need baler twine or binder twine for the 
flowers and the chives which are pro- 
duced for pleasure and kitchen use. 
Baler twine is used strictly by the farmer. 

As is well known, farm equipment and 
supplies have traditionally been on the 
free list. It is my firm conviction that 
Congress intended that baler twine 
should be on the free list, and but for 
the erroneous ruling of the Commis- 
sioner of Customs, however sincere and 
honest he may have been in the ruling, 
baler twine would be on the free list. 
In the Tariff Act of 1930 Congress in- 
tended to cover three types of cordage 
and twine. First, cordage or rope; sec- 
ond, wrapping and tying twines used for 
boxes, packages, and bundles; and, third, 
agricultural binding twine. As a mat- 
ter of fact, paragraph 1622 of the Tariff 
Act of 1930 put “all” agricultural bind- 
ing twine on the free list. 

Let me prove to you that there is no 
just basis for a distinction between baler 
twine and binder twine. I have in my 
hand a sample of both types of twine. 
Note the similarity. They are manufac- 
tured from the same raw materials— 
sisal, henequen, and abaca—commonly 
known as manila—fibers, on the same 
machines and in the same plants. They 
are shipped together under the same 
freight-rate classifications and the same 
quantity discounts are applicable to both. 
They are used by the same farmer in 
harvesting his crops. 

There is no difference whatever be- 
tween these two types of twine, except 
that baler twine has a greater number 
of strands of sisal, henequen, and manila 
fibers, and therefore a greater tensile 
strength than binder twine. 
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A further indication of how erroneous 
was the Commissioner’s ruling can be 
seen from the fact that the Court of 
Customs and Patent Appeals, in the case 
of Wilbur-Ellis Co. v. United States (26 
CCPA 402 (1939)), held that the baling 
of hay is an agricultural pursuit, and 
therefore wire baling ties, which were 
involved in that case, were free of duty 
as agricultural implements. 

Now, get that: Wire was permitted 
free entry because baling hay was con- 
sidered an agricultural pursuit, yet baler 
twine now by the Commissioner’s ruling 
is not permitted free entry. That is just 
too ridiculous to contemplate. The use 
of baler twine for baling crops on the 
farm is as much an agricultural pursuit 
as the use of binder twine for binding 
certain crops. 

Now we come to the so-called friends 
of the farmers who are opposing this bill. 
We run into them every time tariff legis- 
lation is under consideration. They are 
commonly known as the high-tariff 
boys. It is amazing how their hearts 
are bleeding for the farmers while con- 
sidering this legislation. They are only 
concerned with his welfare they tell us, 
and they claim to be his spokesmen. 

Let me comment parenthetically at 
this point on the statements of Mr. 
Roos, who is the principal spokesman 
for the Cordage Trust. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan has expired. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the gentleman five additional min- 
utes. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DINGELL. I have said that I 
would yield when I have completed my 
statement. 

Mr: NICHOLSON. The gentleman 
says he is interjecting something par- 
enthetically. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
cline to yield. 

Mr. Chairman, let me comment par- 
enthetically at this point on the state- 
ments of Mr. Roos, the spokesman for 
the trust, the voice of the cordage in- 
dustry. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
raise the point of order that the gen- 
tleman about whom the gentleman from 
Michigan is talking does not represent 
any trust. 

Mr. DINGELL. That is my opinion; 
the gentleman can have his. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, that is 
not a point of order. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I think we should have a 
quorum here. 

Mr. DINGELL. That is all right, but 
let me point out that the first quorum 
move was made by the “friend of the 
farmers” from Nebraska. If you want 
to sink the bill by that or any other 
means you can sink it and take responsi- 
bility for such action. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Then, 
Mr. Chairman, I think we ought to have 
a quorum present. 

Mr. Chairman, I make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present, 
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The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
count. [After counting.] Eighty-one 
Members are present, not a quorum. 
The Clerk will call the roll. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the 
following Members failed to answer to 
their names: 


[Roll No. 171] 


Abernethy Evins Meader 
Adair Fenton Merrow 
Allen, Calif. Fine Miller, Calif. 
Allen, La. Fisher Miller, Nebr. 
Anderson,Calif. Fogarty Mitchell 
Andresen, Frazier Morano 

August H, Gamble Morgan 
Angell Garmatz Morrison 
Armstrong Gavin Morton 
Bakewell Gordon Murray, Tenn. 
Barden Gore Murray, Wis. 
Barrett Granahan Nelson 
Bates, Ky. Granger O'Konski 
Bentsen Green O'Neill 
Bishop Gwinn Ostertag 
Blackney Hagen Passman 
Boggs, La. Hall, Patman 
Bosone Leonard W. Philbin 
Bow Harden Potter 
Boykin Hart Powell 
Breen Harvey Quinn 
Brooks Havenner Rabaut 
Brownson Hébert ins 
Buckley Hedrick Ramsay 
Busbey Heffernan 
Butler Heller Redden 
Byrne, N. Y. Herter Rees, Kans 
Camp Hill Rhodes 
Canfield Hillings Richards 
Carlyle Hinshaw Rivers 
Carnahan Hoeven Roosevelt 

ase Hoffman, II Sadlak 
Chatham Holifield St. George 
Chenoweth Holmes Scott, Hardie 
Clemente Horan Secrest 
Clevenger Howell Shafer 
Cole, N. Y. Hunter Sheehan 
Colmer Irving Shelley 
Combs Jackson, Calif. Sheppard 
Cooley Jenison Short 
Corbett Johnson Sikes 
Cotton Jonas Sittler 
Coudert Jones, Mo. Smith, Wis 
Cox Jones, Stefan 
Crawford Hamilton C. Stigler 
Curtis, Nebr. Kearns Stockman 

e Kee Tackett 

Davis, Ga. Kelly, N. Y. Talle 
Davis, Tenn. Kennedy Taylor 
Dawson Kerr Teague 
Dea ne Kersten, Wis. Thomas 
DeGraffenried Kilburn Thornberry 
Dempsey Klein Vail 
Denny Lane Vorys 
Denton Latham Weichel 
Dollinger LeCompte Wheeler 
Dolliver Les Wigglesworth 
Donohue Lind Wilson, Ind. 
Donovan Lucas Wilson, Tex. 
Dorn McCarthy Withrow 
Doyle McCormack Wolverton 
Durham McCulloch Wood, Ga. 
Eaton McGrath Wood, Idaho 
Ellsworth Mack, III. Yates 
Elston Marshall Zablocki 
Engle Martin, Iowa 


Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. Hays of Arkansas, Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union, reported that that 
Committee having had under considera- 
tion the bill H. R. 1005, and finding itself 
without a quorum, he had direcied the 
roll to be called, when 235 Members re- 
sponded to their names, a quorum, and 
he submitted herewith the names of the 
absentees to be spread upon the Journal, 

The Committee resumed its sitting. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Michigan is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, as I 
said just before we were interrupted by 
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the point of no quorum, Mr. Roos, the 
spokesman for the Cordage Institute, the 
trust, the combine, the monopoly, in 
answer to Chairman Dovcuton’s inquiry 
about the critical shortages in baler 
twine about which the farmers were 
complaining, said that the shortage was 
due to the fact that the dealers were 
hoarding baler twine, a ridiculous, un- 
tenable statement. It is just like saying 
that an automobile dealer is hoarding 
automobiles to keep from making a 
profit. That goes to show you the kind 
of arguments they are advancing against 
this bill. 

It is very enlightening to look at the 
record of the hearings on this bill. The 
four national farm organizations and 
every farmer who contacted our com- 
mittee were unequivocal in their support 
of the bill. Yet we are told that they 
“know not whereof they speak.” The 
farmers say that they cannot get baler 
twine at any price. The “high-tariff 
boys” say there is plenty of baler twine 
being produced, and even granted that 
there is a temporary shortage, they in- 
form us that it appears likely that both 
supply and price will shortly be much 
more favorable. 

I would like to see you sell that argu- 
ment to a farmer who cannot get baler 
twine at any price and has his fields 
covered with rotting hay. We all know 
that a farm of any size that raises any 
crops, whatever they may be, also pro- 
duces hay. This means that if you have 
any farmers at all in your district they 
will benefit by this bill. 

The “high-tariff boys” point with pride 
to the fact that the domestic manufac- 


turers of baler twine have had an in- - 


crease in their fiber costs of 15 cents 
per pound, yet they have advanced their 
price only 9.7 cents per pound. 

This in and of itself indicates on its 
face that there is a monopoly existing 
on the part of domestic producers of 
baler twine and that they have been 
bleeding the farmer for every cent they 
can get out of him. A very pertinent 
question is: Why have not the domestic 
producers of baler twine long ago re- 
duced the price of the twine to the farm- 
ers if they can now absorb some of the 
increase in the price of their raw mate- 
rials. Another thing, do not let the 
pleas for the domestic producers of baler 
twine fool you. ‘Two of these producers 
account for 80 percent of the domestic 
production of baler twine. If that is not 
a monopoly, I would like to see one. 

The opponents of this bill try to con- 
vince us that the farmer will benefit only 
a few cents a year even if baler twine is 
imported duty-free. Today the price in 
Canada is 29.43 cents per pound, while 
the United States price is 34.67 cents 
per pound. This amounts to a difference 
of 5.24 cents per pound. It is estimated 
that 125,000,000 pounds of baler twine 
will be used by farmers in 1951. When 
we multiply this quantity by the differ- 
ence between the Canadian and the 
United States price, we arrive at the 
figure of $6,550,000. Iam yet to be con- 
vinced that this can be adequately 
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termed a “negligible” saving to farmers. 
This saving belongs to the farmer and 
in turn to the consuming public who are 
the actual sufferers from the greed of 
the domestic manufacturers. l 

Other important benefits will be de- 
rived by farmers as a result of the en- 
actment of this legislation. The use of 
baler twine is the most efficient and eco- 
nomical means the farmer has in baling 
his crops. One man can operate an 
automatic pickup baling machine which 
uses baler twine. It takes 2 to 4 men 
to operate an automatic pickup baling 
machine which uses wire. This saving 
in labor alone is of critical importance 
to the farmer now since many of his 
sons have been called into the Armed 
Forces and farm labor is in critical 
supply. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan has again 
expired. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the gentleman three additional minutes. 

Mr. DINGELL. The use of baler twine 
has an additional advantage for the 
farmer. It is much safer than the use 
of wire because it often happens that 
the wire gets mixed in with the hay and 
other fodder crops which the farmer 
feeds his cattle, resulting in their death. 

We are told by the opponents of this 
legislation that laborers engaged in the 
manufacture of baling twine will be 
thrown out of work if this legislation 
should be enacted. My record attests to 
the fact that I have been a friend of 
labor long before I came to Congress, and 
I will not even argue the point that I 
would do anything which would be 
detrimental to the worker. Contrary 
to adversely affecting laborers engaged 
in the manufacture of baling twine, it is 
my firm conviction that enactment of 
this legislation will help them. Now, 
many of the farmers who can afford to 
do so have resorted to the use of wire 
baling machines. If the farmers can- 
not be assured of an adequate supply 
of baler twine, many more of them will, 
of necessity, have to resort to substitute 
methods of baling their crops. The high 
price and the shortage in supply of any 
commodity, we all know, encourage sub- 
stitution. Converting to wire balers not 
only will throw workers engaged in mak- 
ing baling twine out of work, but it will 
be a very expensive proposition to the 
farmer and in turn increase the cost of 
food to consumers. 

I think we can leave it to the manu- 
facturing industry in our country to 
compete with any country in the world 
as to the quality and price of the baler 
twine which they produce. This will 
mean additional jobs instead of fewer 
jobs. An example right on this point 
can be seen from the fact that even 
though farm machinery has been im- 
ported duty-free over the years, the 
United States is still the greatest man- 
ufacturer of farm machinery in the 
world, and the quality of our farm ma- 
chinery is such that even if it is higher 
priced, everyone still clamors for it. 

The Cordage Trust tells us that foreign 
manufacturers of baler twine can sell 
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twine much cheaper in the United States 
than their members can because of the 
differences in labor costs. Yet, they 
themselves admit that all manufactur- 
ers in the world are on an equal footing 
as far as the purchase of raw material 
and machinery used in the manufacture 


of baler twine are concerned, since these - 


items must be imported. They admit 
that the cost of labor in the manufac- 
ture of baler twine accounts for only 
about 10 to 14 percent of the selling price 
of baler twine. This cannot represent 
any great advantage or disadvantage to 
the Cordage Institute members as far as 
competitive prices are concerned. 

There is definitely a critical shortage 
of baler twine which has been artificially 
created by the Cordage Trust which en- 
joys a monopoly almost unheard of to- 
day. Even at the exorbitant prices 
which they are demanding from the 
farmers right now, and which the farm- 
ers in many instances are willing to pay, 
the farmer still cannot get anywhere 
near an adequate supply of baler twine. 
The Cordage Trust has attempted to 
produce figures to dispell this shortage. 
These figures are of little comfort to the 
farmer. He knows where he stands, 
He is short of baler twine, his harvest is 
rotting in the fields, and he cannot get 
baler twine at any price. You cannot 
explain away this shortage by statistics. 

The trust would have us believe put- 
ting baler twine on the free list will ruin 
them. Binder twine has been imported 
free of duty since 1896 and domestic 
producers still supply about 75 percent 
of our total binder twine requirements. 

There are no adequate substitutes for 
baler twine. It cannot be made of any 
of the domestic fibers such as cotton. 
The only way to relieve the situation 
now facing the farmer is to enact this 
bill, and assure him an adequate supply 
of baler twine. 

Since the free importation of baler 
twine benefits not only the farmer but 
the consuming public, enactment of this 
legislation is of the greatest importance. 
I have no doubt that the ruling of the 
Commissioner of Customs will eventu- 
ally be overturned in the courts, but the 
farmer needs immediate relief and can- 
not await a successful litigation of the 
status of baler twine under the Tariff 
Act. 

Congressional action is necessary and 
we should not leave it up to the courts to 
determine what was the intent of Con- 
gress. We ourselves should clarify our 
intent if it is or has ever been doubtful. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield myself 15 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, the purpose of the bill 
before the House, H. R. 1005, is to perma- 
nently remove the tariff of 15 percent 
ad valorem on baler twine. This type 
of twine first came into use in 1939. 
Baler twine is used principally in auto- 
matic pick-up balers to tie and bind 
bales of hay, straw, and fodder crops. 
There are some of us in the House of 
Representatives who believe that the 
American market is the greatest and 
best market in the world, and also that 
the protection of our market from ruin- 
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ous foreign competition through pro- 
tective tariff duties has given the people 
of the United States the highest stand- 
ard of living in the world. Tariff pro- 
tection is sound Republican doctrine. 
Therefore, whenever a legislative pro- 
posal to depart from tariff protection 
is presented to the House of Repre- 
sentatives, the branch of Congress in 
which it must under the Constitution 
originate, a review of our tariff history 
may be appropriate. Such a review is 
important in peace times, and it is doubly 
so in times of war. 

It is doubtful if any influence other 
than foreign influence would urge the 
removal of a tariff in opposiiton to the 
recommendation of our Defense Depart- 
ment. This being true it is proper to 
inquire what our Munitions Board has 
to say on the subject of the removal of 
the 15 percent ad valorem tariff on baler 
twine, as it may be inimical to our na- 
tional defense. When it became ap- 
parent that H. R. 1005, a bill to amend 
the Tariff Act of 1930 to provide for 
the free importation of twine used for 
baling hay, straw, and other fodder and 
bedding material was scheduled for con- 
sideration, I wrote to the Munitions 
Board on May 29 of this year request- 
ing the reaction of the Munitions Board 
as to how the removal of the tariff on 
baler twine might affect our national- 
defense program. 

I received a reply from the Munitions 
Board on June 6, 1951, the pertinent part 
of which reads as follows: 

From the standpoint of national defense 
this seems to be more important than a minor 
and probably temporary reduction in the 
price of baler twine. Maintenance of domes- 
tic manufacturing facilities is essential for 
any requirements for rope and twine in ag- 
riculture, mining, shipping, and for military 
use. Therefore, the Munitions Board is op- 
posed to the elimination of the remaining 
small duty on baler twine. 


I inserted the full letter from the Mu- 
nitions Board on pages 31 and 32 in the 
hearings on H. R. 1005. Such a letter 
relating to our national defense in time 
of war would, it seemed to me, be a 
sufficient answer to any pressure from 
domestic sources to reduce this tariff. 
I felt sure that the real insistance that 
action be taken to reduce the tariff on 
baler twine as against our program of 
national defense must come from for- 
eign influence. In appraising proposed 
legislation, its sponsors and their pur- 
poses are of importance in determining 
the merits of a particular bill. I have 
applied these recognized yardsticks to 
H. R. 1005 with surprising results. The 
Members of the House are fully aware 
that we have the Federal Lobbying Act 
on the statute books. It is a significant 
fact that on January 31, 1951, the same 
month that H. R. 1005, the baler twine 
tariff bill, was introduced, Mr. Donald 
D. Hogate registered in accordance with 
the Federal Lobbying Act as a repre- 
sentative of the Brantford Cordage Mill, 
in connection with H. R. 1005. 

The Brantford Cordage Mill, a manu- 
facturer of baler twine, is located in the 
Province of Ontario, Canada. The city 
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of Detroit is its natural port of entry for 
Brantford baler twine. 

The Brantford Cordage Mill employs 
Canadian labor. It pays taxes in Can- 
ada—not in the United States. The 
wage scale in Canada is lower than it is 
in the United States. This bill H. R. 
1005 viewed from every angle is com- 
pletely against the interests of American 
labor. The enactment of the bill can 
under no stretch of the imagination 
benefit the farmer but on the other hand 
it can and will, if enacted into law, turn 
over our cordage industry to foreign 
manufacturers who pay not a dime in 
American taxes nor one cent to Ameri- 
can labor. 

The application of Mr. Hogate shows 
that he receives $1,000 per month and 
expenses for this work, and his quarter- 
ly reports indicate that these expendi- 
tures have been for news releases and 
communications. 

It is obvious that Mr. Hogate has done 
a most efficient job as a lobbyist for 
the foreign interests which he represents, 
otherwise H. R. 1005 would not be on 
the floor today. It requires a man of 
prestige, personality, and ability to per- 
suade leaders of farm organizations to 
support legislation to weaken, if not to 
ultimately destroy, the cordage indus- 
tries of this country which have given 
outstanding service to the farmers of the 
United States. I am sure that it must 
be apparent that a vote for H. R. 1005 
is a vote for foreign twine mills and 
foreign labor, and a vote against our 
national defense program—a vote 
against American labor, a vote against 
American industry, a vote against Fed- 
eral and State tax collections, and final- 
ly, a vote against the American farmer. 

I repeat it is of the greatest importance 
to the farmer to have a great and rich 
market for his produce. Protection is a 
policy which protects and stimulates 
American industry and insures high 
wages for American labor and provides 
the greatest market in the world for the 
American farmer. The American farm- 
er, as well as the American industrialists 
and American workingmen, must be 
protected from the invasion of that mar- 
ket by cheap foreign competition. 

It is axiomatic that a tariff law de- 
structive to one line of endeavor in the 
United States, will lay its burdens upon 
every line of endeavor. You cannot 
strike the manufacturer with a low tar- 
iff without striking the labor he em- 
ploys and you cannot strike the labor 
he employs without striking the farmer 
who produces for that labor. 

It is also true that as the manufac- 
turer needs the business of the farmer 
it is to his interest that business be kept 
worth while and, as the farmer depends 
for his measure of success upon the buy- 
ing ability of labor, he in turn will do 
best when labor is fully employed, and 
labor is fully employed only when we 
make in the United States the bulk of 
what we consume in our own country. 

Before the passage of the Wilson low- 
tariff bill, President Harrison said, in 
December 1892, relative to conditions: 

There never has been a time in our Lis- 
tory when work was so abundant or wages 
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were so high, whether measured by the cur- 
rency in which they are paid or by their own 
power to supply the necessities and com- 
forts of life. 


On August 8, 1893, after it was known 
that a low-tariff measure would soon be 
put in force, President Cleveland had 
this contrasting story to tell. He said: 

With plenteous crops, with abundant 
promise of remunerative production and 
manufacture, with unusual invitation to safe 
investment, and with satisfactory assurance 
to business enterprise, suddenly financial 
distress and fear have sprung up on every 
side. * * * Values supposed to be fixed 
are fast becoming conjectural and loss and 
failure have invaded every branch of busi- 
ness, 


It will be recalled that the enactment 
of the Dingley bill, enacted under the 
administration of William McKinley, 
saved the Nation from the devastating 
results of the low-tariff Wilson bill, 

It was during the debate on the Wilson 
bill that Hon. Jonathan P. Dolliver made 
a prophecy. He said: 

I, for one, am not discouraged even if 
Congress should enact this— 


Wilson low tariff— 


into law, because I know that the people 
of the United States having learned their 
lesson in the midst of broken fortunes and 
impoverished industries will come back 
speedily to the historic standards of Ameri- 
can common sense, 


The people did return to the historic 
Payne-Aldrich covenant with prosperity 
in consequence. 

Memory is short, however, and in time 
experience under a low tariff was for- 
gotten, eyes were closed to truth. The 
Payne-Aldrich covenant with prosperity 
was abandoned. 

Let us not forget that it has always 
been the policy of our Government to 
guard against the destruction of those 
industries vitally essential to our na- 
tional security. Departure from this 
policy prior to World War I, when our 
chemical industry was crippled and prac- 
tically destroyed by dumping on the part 
of Germany. 

Now then, those of us who feel a deep 
concern on the subject of national se- 
curity do not care to brush aside this 
vital issue relating to our national de- 
fense by repealing a tariff on baler twine 
to which repeal the Munitions Board ob- 
jects. The members of the minority, 
true to the traditions of the Republican 
Party, believe in national security and 
in tariff protection, consider the most 
important single consideration respect- 
ing H. R. 1005 is the adverse effect on 
our national security if the tariff on 


‘baler twine is repealed. 


The time has come to stop, look, and 
listen- 

For the last 17 years, operating under 
a trade-agreement program, tariffs have 
been cut to the lowest point in our his- 
tory. The drive has been to surrender 
our markets to the foreign nations of 
the world. The reciprocal trade-agree- 
ment policy was inaugurated by Alger 
Hiss. It had his blessing and that of the 
other Communists in the State Depart- 
ment. 
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Over 95 percent of everything in the 
aggregate produced in the United States 
is sold in our domestic market. To sur- 
render this market is to strike at the 
very heart of our Republic. None knew 
this better than the men who framed 
our Constitution, and those who sat in 
the Frst Congress to assemble under it. 
It was a great day for our young Re- 
public when on the second day of the 
First Congress of the United States, the 
House of Representatives being in Com- 
mittee of the Whole on the State of the 
Union, James Madison, who practically 
wrote the Constitution; James Madison, 
the loyal disciple of Thomas Jefferson; 
James Madison, the second Democratic 
President of the United States, offered a 
resolution that specific duties should be 
levied on spirituous liquors, wines, teas, 
sugar, pepper, cocoa, and spices, and an 
ad valorem duty on all other articles. 

What was the preamble to this legis- 
lation proposed by Mr. Madison? The 
preamble to his resolution read like this: 

Whereas it is necessary for the support of 
government, for the discharge of the debts 
of the United States, and the encourage- 
ment and protection of manufacturers, that 
duties be laid on goods, wares, and mer- 
chandise imported. 


Mr. Madison further said that he was 
“looking to the preservation of internal 
industries upon which the Government 
and the people could rely for strength 
and well-being.” 

Andrew Jackson, who is now deified by 
an annual $100-a-plate money-raising 
campaign fund—tax free—in a letter 
under date of April 26, 1824, to Dr. A. H. 
Coleman, in discussing the tariff in that 
letter, Andrew Jackson placed protection 
first and then said: 

Beyond this I look at the tariff with an 
eye to the proper distribution of labor and to 
revenue. * It is time that we should 
become a little more Americanized; and in- 
stead of feeding the paupers and laborers of 
England, feed our own; or else in a short 
time by continuing our present policy— 


The low tariff policy between 1816 
and 1824— 


we shall all be rendered paupers ourselves, 


A review of the tariff cuts throughout 
our history shows that this country never 
has prospered and never can prosper by 
taking our markets-away from home 
producers and surrendering them to 
foreigners. 

It has been the experience under every 
low tariff act that when a country has 
captured our market from an American 
industry, the price of the foreign article 
is raised so that the American consumer 
is helpless and has to pay more by far 
than he ever did for the product of the 
domestic producer. 

Every conceivable charge has been 
made against every tariff bill seeking to 
protect the farmers, the laborers, and 
industry from the importation of the 
products of foreign cheap labor. 

The one thing, the commanding thing, 
is to save our home markets, the mar- 
kets in which we sell the greatest part 
of what we produce, to our own citizens— 
to those who eat in America, dress up in 
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America, and build new homes in Amer- 
ica. 

Our farmers of today do not recall 
what the Wilson low tariff did to agri- 
culture in 1920 and 1921. Some of the 
very old timers who traversed the agri- 
cultural and livestock regions have not, 
I am sure, forgotten the hardships that 
were visited upon the stockmen in that 
low-tariff period. 

Millions of pounds of wool and beef, 
and billions of pounds of vegetable oils 
were brought in from foreign lands and 
dumped upon our markets at a price 
ruinously below the cost of production in 
America. The effect of such staggering 
foreign competition was devastating to 
the economy of our agriculture. 

The history of the ruinous effect of 
low-tariff legislation has repeated itself 
exactly the same way five different times 
during the life of the Republic. Five 
different times prosperity has been re- 
gained under protection. Every time we 
yield to the pressure of the importers to 
cut or to repeal a protective tariff, it is 
to export our payrolls, close our domestic 
industry, and then suffer the penalty of 
the price of imports being raised far 
above the former domestic price. 

The removal of the 15 percent ad 
valorem tariff on baler twine cannot aid 
the farmer this season, and there is no 
evidence to show that he will derive any 
benefits in the future from this free 
trade move. It may benefit the importer 
of baler twine by creating a condition 
that will ultimately destroy the domestic 
baler-twine industry and throw 9,000 
American workmen out of employment. 
The American farmer should be the last 
one to sponsor a free-trade policy, even 
in the slightest degree. There will have 
to be an end to supplying foreign nations 
with our taxpayers’ dollars to provide a 
foreign market for our farm and other 
products. 

The American market is the American 
farmers’ future hope. The export of our 
factories and payrolls will eventually de- 
stroy our domestic market. 

The Department of Defense has regis- 
tered its disapproval of this proposal to 
remove the tariff on baler twine. This 
bill is an importer’s bill masquerading 
as domestic farm legislation. 

I want to point out here that this man 
Hogate has done, as I said, a magnificent 
job, and I say this to you in all sincerity, 
in convincing the farm leaders of this 
country—not the farmers but the farm 
leaders of this country that they will 
benefit by the destruction of our cordage 
industry, and yielding to Canada and 
Canada’s industries. But, it will result 
in simply robbing our Treasury of taxes 
and custom duties, and also in throwing 
labor out of employment and forcing the 
farmers to pay the foreign price. You 
will get some more information on this 
from one of my colleagues when he 
speaks, 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. REED of New York. I yield. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. If this bill is 
passed, and as a result the few twine 
mills remaining in the United States are 
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forced completely out of business, will 
not American farmers then be put in the 
position where they will have to pay 
whatever price the foreign twine pro- 
ducers want to charge in the future? 
Is that not correct? 

Mr. REED of New York. That has been 
the history every single time we have 
lowered the tariff. Consider the dye sit- 
uation, if you please. What happened 
to us then? During the war it almost 
caused our defeat. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. If that hap- 
pens, then it will be to the detriment of 
our farmers, and this legislation would 
injure the farmers of the United States 
rather than benefit them. 

Mr. REED of New York. That is 
right. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has expired. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Michi- 
gan (Mr. DINGELL]. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I re- 
gret that the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. Reen] indicts the farmers and their 
spokesmen in this matter. 

The original author of the twine bill 
was the distinguished Senator from Ne- 
braska, HucH Butter. If anybody can 
pull the wool over his eyes, I am sorry 
for him and for the farmers who sent 
him here from the great State of 
Nebraska, 

I want to take the opportunity now 
to point out how totally wrong the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. REED] is as 
regards the letter upon which he rests 
his entire case as far as the safety of 
the country is concerned. The gentle- 
man from New York referred to that 
letter which he had printed on page 5 
of the report, signed by C. W. Middleton, 
vice chairman for production and re- 
quirements, He is the subordinate of 
Mr. John D. Small, who is Chairman of 
the Munitions Board. 

I agree 100 percent with the conten- 
tion of the gentleman from New York 
that we should consider very seriously 
the position of the Munitions Board on 
enactment of H. R. 1005. The gentle- 
man’s comments on the Board’s position 
are based upon a premature letter se- 
cured under misapprehension from the 
Munitions Board in order to bolster his 
stand for high tariffs, whether or not the 
farmer, the consumer, or anybody else 
suffers. 

We have all seen through this cloak; 
and as a further indication of his frantic 
effort to bolster his position by any 
means possible I would like to read a 
letter addressed to me, dated August 25, 
from Chairman John D. Small, of the 


Munitions Board, wherein Mr. Small has 


this to say: 


This is in answer to your inquiry of August 
15, 1951, relative to H. R. 1005, a bill provid- 
ing for the free importation of baler twine. 

In order to supply the Honorable DANIEL A, 
REED expeditiously with certain factual in- 
formation which was requested in his letter 
to me of May 29, 1951, Mr. Middleton's reply 
of June 6, 1951, to Congressman REED was 
sent prior to full development of the Depart- 
ment of Defense position on this bill. The 
Department of Defense has no objection to 
the enactment of H. R. 1005. 
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Even the attempt to defeat this bill 
on the grounds that it would seriously 
hamper our defense effort is once and 
for all put in its proper place by Mr. 
Small’s letter of disavowal. 

The gentleman from New York and I 
secured these letters as individual mem- 
bers of the Committee on Ways and 
Means for our own information and 
guidance. He, unfortunately, contacted 
an employee of the Board, while I con- 
tacted its Chairman at a later date. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan has expired. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Tennessee [Mr. COOPER]. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, the 
pending bill, H. R. 1005, provides for the 
free importation of baler twine. This 
bill was favorably reported by the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means, as I recall it, 
by a vote of 17 to 6. Several of our dis- 
tinguished colleagues on the Republican 
side of the House voted for the bill and, 
as I understand, are still supporting it. 

Baler twine is now subject to a duty of 
15 percent ad valorem. It is used pri- 
marily in automatic pick-up hay balers 
to tie and bind bales of hay, straw, and 
fodder crops. It first came into use in 
1939 and its use has increased materially 
since that time, due to the steadily in- 
creasing use of automatic pick-up twine 
balers by farmers throughout the coun- 
try. The farmers find that such baling 
is efficient and economical, and that the 
use of this baling twine is much more 
desirable than the use of baling wire, be- 
cause it is much safer for livestock. 
Binder twine which is also an agricul- 
tural twine and which is used primarily 
for binding sheaves of grain and corn 
and in some cases hay, has been duty- 
free since 1896. In many other instances 
Congress has exempted from duty com- 
modities and implements used in agri- 
cultural pursuits. 

We have this simple situation present- 
ed today through the consideration of 
the pending bill: What is called binder 
twine is on the free list, and what has 
since been termed baler twine is on the 
dutiable list with a 15 percent duty. The 
only difference in the two products is 
that baler twine contains a few more 
strands of fiber than binder twine. They 
are both used by the farmers throughout 
the country. So the Committee on Ways 
and Means felt that it was only fair and 
proper to respond to the request of the 
farmers throughout the country to make 
this essential farm commodity subject to 
the same duty-free entry as the other 
type of twine that is used by the farmers. 

Witnesses representing all of the farm 
organizations of the country appeared 
before the committee strongly support- 
ing the pending bill; in fact, the great 
support that is afforded this measure 
comes from the farm organizations of 
the country, and all the farmers who 
have expressed themselves to members of 
the committee are in favor of this legis- 
lation. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOPER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Massachusetts. 
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Mr. NICHOLSON. How much will the 
Government lose by the passage of this 
bill? 

Mr. COOPER. I do not have the exact 
figures before me, but the effect on the 
revenue will be very slight. All of the 
departments of the Government that 
gave any expression on the measure are 
in support of it, and the Department of 
Agriculture has strongly supported the 
passage of this bill in a communication 
to the committee which appears in the 
RECORD. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOPER. I yield. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. In respect to the 
effect on the revenue, I may say to the 
distinguished gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts that anything that helps the 
farmer helps the revenues of the Gov- 
ernment, because it enables him to make 
larger profits and pay larger income 
taxes; and what is lost by the reduction 
of the tariff will be more than offset 
by the increased income tax the farmer 
will pay as a result of this legislation. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOPER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. KEATING. Would the gentleman 
deal with the attitude of the Depart- 
ment of Defense? In answer to the 
inquiry of the gentleman from New York 
the Department wrote him a letter giv- 
ing in full the reasons why the Depart- 
ment of Defense was opposed to the bill. 
Then the gentleman from Michigan, to 
our surprise, read a letter repudiating 
that but not giving the reasons for the 
repudiation. Would the gentleman from 
Tennessee be able to explain what the 
‘reason for the difference was? 

Mr. COOPER. In the limited time 
available I will not perhaps be able to 
develop that question as fully as the 
gentleman from New York might desire, 
but the fact is that the head of the Muni- 
tions Board has unequivocally stated 
that the previous letter written to the 
gentleman from New York was written 
before the full facts were developed, and 
now in another letter dated just a few 
days ago the Chairman of the Muni- 
tions Board unequivocally states that 
the Board has no objection to the enact- 
ment of this bill. 

Mr. KEATING. Was the second letter 
submitted to the committee for its 
consideration? 

Mr. COOPER. The second letter was 
dated August 28, 1951, which was after 
the bill was reported by the committee, 

I am strongly supporting the pending 
bill and urge its passage. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. JENKINS]. 

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Chairman, with 
reference to what has been said in this 
debate that has arisen concerning the 
recommendation of the Munitions Board, 
let us review what has been said. The 
gentleman from New York [Mr. REED] 
wrote a letter to the Munitions Board. 
This Board immediately replied. 

The Board gave its reasons why it rec- 
ommended against the passage of this 
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legislation. Now, then, it appears that 
somebody secured a letter from the 
Chairman of the Board. I wonder where 
this effort came from and why the Board 
did not report its action to the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. REED]. The 
gentleman from New York [Mr. REED] 
made the inquiry and they replied to it. 
Somebody must have made inquiry of the 
Chairman and he comes back with a dif- 
ferent kind of an answer. It would seem 
that this Chairman should at least have 
given Mr. REED some information with 
reference to this last letter. 

But the man who replied to Mr. REED 
made several very significant statements. 
He gave reasons for his position. Here 
is why he says the Board is against the 
importation of this material free of duty. 
He says that in the production of this 
commodity there is consumed a com- 
modity that the Government needs in its 
stockpile. That commodity is sisal. In 
the letter he wrote to Mr. REED he gave 
the figures to show how much more sisal 
is consumed year after year in its pro- 
duction, and indicating why it is really a 
dangerous matter so far as stockpiling 
is concerned. This commodity called 
sisal is a very important commodity. 

Let me give you the figures in Mr. 
Reep’s letter. It is stated in that letter 
that in 1946 the amount of sisal con- 
sumed was 13,100,000 pounds; in 1947, 
24,600,000; in 1948, 27,100,000; 1949, 
34,400,000; and in 1950 it is estimated at 
56,500,000. 

Now those figures indicate why the 
Board made this decision. It is purely a 
matter of conservation of sisal. 

It has been stated here several times 
that these two twines are exactly alike, 
the only difference being in size. That is 
not right, that is not true. These two 
twines are not exactly alike. The com- 
ponent parts are different. The binder 
twine has got less of this important com- 
modity we call sisal in it than the other, 
and, besides, we country boys who have 
been raised on a farm know something 
about it. I have used this binder twine 
on many hot days. The baler twine 
comes along and it has some different 
commodities in it. It is appropriate for 
certain purposes. Binder twine is used 
for binding wheat. When the wheat is 
bound it will in a short period go 
through the thresher. This baler twine 
binds and bales the hay and that hay 
must be bound firmly and the twine must 
resist the attack of rodents and insects. 
This baler twine is treated to prevent the 
bugs and worms from cutting it. Hay 
when baled is sometimes kept for many 
months before it is used. 

It is a different commodity, maybe not 
vitally different, but it is sufficiently dif- 
ferent not to be the same, as has been in- 
dicated here. 

It is true that the farm organizations 
have come out in favor of this legislation. 
I have high regard for the opinion of 
these organizations. I do not speak for 
the farm organizations, but I dare say 
that last spring when they made these 
announcements that was the way they 
felt about it. There was a shortage of 
baler twine in the country. I do not know 
what they would say now. The season 
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is practically over. This commodity is 
not going to be in great demand now. 
On behalf of the manufacturers of this 
commodity let me say to you that they 
anticipated the best they could. There 
is evidence before our committee that 
those who manufactured this commodity 
last year made about twice as much as 
they did in previous years. However, 
everybody knows that the advance in the 
use of the baler twine has been phenom- 
enal. It has been only a few years since 
you saw haystacks being up all over the 
country, but the last year or two there 
have been very few stacks going up. The 
demand for baler twine has really out- 
stripped the production. 

Now, what is the use of getting 
agitated over this? The season is over, 
and by next season those who manufac- 
ture this commodity will have learned 
their lesson and will meet the demands. 
They will manufacture more of it and 
produce it so that it will be more equi- 
tably distributed. I have a letter here 
from a man who says that a man from 
his community went to town and bought 
five or six times as much baler twine as 
he needed and hoarded it. There is no 
question but that there has been a black 
market in baler twine, because some 
people get scared and buy up the supply, 
and some get more than they need and 
others do not get enough. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JENKINS. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Illinois. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Illinois. If you re- 
peal the tariff on baler twine, has any- 
body promised that the price will go 
down to the farmer? 

Mr. JENKINS. Here will be the out- 
come of that. History has proven this 
proposition to be true all the time, and 
that is this: Whenever we open our door 
to foreign importations and we put our 
manufacturing plants out of business, 
there the foreign manufacturers will 
increase their prices as much as the 
trade will stand. Where does it come 
from now? It comes from Mexico and 
Canada, and just as soon as we nullify 
the effectiveness of our own manufac- 
turing plants and we cut down. their 
production, the prices will go up on the 
commodity that comes into the coun- 
try, and that has always been true. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JENKINS. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Massachusetts. 

Mr, NICHOLSON. We just had an 
experience where England raised the 
price of rubber and tin three times its 
value, and the Department of Defense 
said that would cost everybody in this 
country three times as much as it did 
before. Is that not right? 

Mr. JENKINS. That is what I tried 
to illustrate, and the gentleman’s state- 
ment illustrates it more clearly. 

Mr. Chairman, I know that it might 
be difficult for some to vote against 
the recommendation of the farmers in 
this case, but someone on the com- 
mittee asked one farm organization a 
very important and pertinent question 
on this subject. He said, “Who are 
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you going to sell your production to if 
you are going to buy everything you 
buy from somebody else? Where is the 
farmer going to get his market? In 
Mexico or Canada?” Everybody knows 
that Canada has all the farm produc- 
tion it needs and Mexico has practically 
nothing. When the American farmer 
begins to reason this thing out, and 
when this distressful hour has passed, 
I think they will change their minds. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JENKINS. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Ohio. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I would like to 
ask the gentleman something of the 
same question I asked a moment ago. 
If we, by the passage of this legislation, 
destroy the binder and baler twine in- 
dustry here in the United States, 
whether or not the farmers of this Na- 
tion will not then be at the mercy of 
foreign manufacturers, and have to pay 
in the future any price that they may 
wish to charge for baler twine in order 
to get it? 

Mr. JENKINS. The gentleman is ab- 
solutely right. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. And if we put 
the farmers of the Nation at the mercy 
of the foreign producers, then we will 
not, be doing the farmers any benefit by 
the passage of this legislation. 

Mr. JENKINS. Absolutely not, and I 
think the farmers will reason this out 
themselves. This one man that we put 
the question to indicated that he had 
already seen the light at that time. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JENKINS. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Iowa, 

Mr. JENSEN. This is a bill which, of 
course, may seem very difficult for rep- 
resentatives from agricultural districts 
to vote against. I ask the gentleman 
this question: If we permit binder twine 
or anything else to come into this coun- 
try duty-free, if we permit the things 
that the farmer uses to come into this 
country duty-free, then by the same 
token could not the consumers of Amer- 
ica expect, in all fairness, that the farm 
products come into this country gratis, 
duty-free? Now we are embarking upon 
a very dangerous program, as I see it. 

Mr. JENKINS. That is right, we will 
not be able to anticipate all the conse- 
quences. 

Mr. JENSEN. As the gentleman said, 
the binder twine needs for this season 
are practically over. 

Mr. JENKINS. That is right. 

Mr. JENSEN. We have a lot of things 
to consider when we vote a bill of this 
nature, because we are trying to keep 
fats and oils out of this country which 
— otherwise destroy the farmer's 
price. 

Mr. JENKINS. That is right. 

Mr. JENSEN. And we folks from the 
agriculture districts are in favor of that, 

Mr, JENKINS. The gentleman from 
Iowa is well recognized as a friend of the 
farmer and one who knows the farmer's 
problems; and, not boasting, I think I 
do, too, and I think it would be rather 
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dangerous for the farmer to ask us to 
go too far on this kind of a program just 
for this one commodity. 

Mr. JENSEN. That is right, because 
if we open the door, if we vote for this 
bill, then to be consistent we must vote 
to bring in other products free of duty. 

Mr. JENKINS. That is right. 

Mr. JENSEN. And you get yourself 
in a precarious position. 

Mr. JENKINS. I think we have devel- 
oped that. Just see what the laboring 
people of this country have to say. We 
had some testimony to that effect, and I 
would like for the distinguished gentle- 
man from Michigan, the great farmer 
from Detroit, to listen to what the labor- 
ing men have to say about this proposi- 
tion. This is what they say: 

According to our estimates, the average 
United States farmer would possibly save only 
$1.60 per year if there were a reduction in 
the duty and the twine were imported on the 
free list. We cannot imagine that this sum 
represents a sufficient enough amount really 
to affect the economy of the farmer. It is 
far more important to American agriculture 
that the supply of the product be guaran- 
teed at all times either in peace or war. 

The advantages to the foreign producers 
is not sufficiently great to warrant this 
change in tariff policy. 


Mr. SCUDDER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JENKINS. I yield to the gentle- 
man from California. 

Mr. SCUDDER. Can the gentleman 
tell us how many men are employed in 
the industry now producing twine? 

Mr. JENKINS. I think the hearings 
indicate that there are about nine thou- 
sand employed. Just remember that the 
production of binder twine and baler 
twine is a very small part of the produc- 
tion of the cordage industry. The time 
will come when these cordage industries 
will have to make rope for the Army and 
the Navy. They will have to make a lot 
of different things out of the raw mate- 
rial that they handle. It may come to 
a place where it will be difficult for them 
to do these things if we hamper their 
production. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? He specifically 
referred to me in regard to a matter 
that I think in fairness I ought to be 
able to reply to. 

Mr. JENKINS. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Michigan. 

Mr, DINGELL. Reference was made 
in the letter from which the gentleman 
quoted to a saving of $1.60 per farmer. 
According to my calculation, 30,000,000 
farmers times $1.60 is $48,000,000 a year 
if all of them were involved which of 
course is not true. I have said this bill 
will save the farmer over $6,000,000. 
That is an awful lot of money for the 
farmer about whom you have been cry- 
ing, but now you are not willing to help 
him. I will put my record in support of 
labor against yours at any time. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Only 
$5,000,000 is involved. 

Mr. JENKINS. May I reply to the 
great farmer from Detroit by saying 
that I wonder what his great interest in 
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this proposition is when on the face of 
the things those who generally speak 
for labor have indicated clearly their 
opposition to this bill? I don’t know 
where he gets the figures that there are 
30,000,000 farmers in the country. He 
has his figures mixed. There are about 
30,000,000 people—men, women and 
children on the farm. There are, I 
think, about 3,000,000 farm units in the 
country. The amount of duty involved 
will I think be well below $5,000,000. 

Mr. DINGELL. My labor people did 
not tell me that. They will stand be- 
hind me just as I will stand and have 
stood behind them, I will assure my 
colleague from Ohio. 

Mr. JENKINS. All the testimony 
given to the Ways and Means Commit- 
tee by those representing labor is in 
opposition to the proposed legislation. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. EBERHARTER]. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
am a little bit surprised that a bill of 
this sort has caused such a commotion 
this afternoon. I am more than sur- 
prised, I am amazed at the position taken 
by the alleged friends of the farmers, 
those that have been crying for years in 
the House of Representatives that they 
are friends of the farmers. 

The only reason there is any opposi- 
tion to this bill, when you get down to 
brass tacks, is the fact that a few, per- 
haps six or seven, cordage manufacturers 
have made objection to it. That is the 
only reason there is a fight on this bill. 
The question is—are you going to legis- 
late in favor of a few manufacturers of 
cordage and baler twine as against the 
farmers of the country? It was shown to 
the Committee on Ways and Means that 
farmers all over the country—not merely 
in one area, but all over the country, 
when they went to the store to get baler 
twine they found it was simply unob- 
tainable. The stores did not have any. 
As a result, the farmers had no twine 
with which to bale their hay, which re- 
sulted perhaps in a loss of many, many 
thousands of dollars, and perhaps in a 
loss of valuable foodstuffs. 

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
Srmpson] brought up the question as to 
whether or not the prices would go down 
to the farmers, if this import duty was 
removed. If the prices did not go down, 
Mr. Chairman, I submit: Will the manu- 
facturer be hurt if prices remain the 
same? How can the manufacturers be 
hurt if the prices remain the same? I 
tell you it is not a matter altogether of 
price. It is a matter of getting the baler 
twine so that the farmers will be able to 
bale their hay. 

Are you going to put yourselves on 
record as telling the four major farm 
organizations that they do not know 
what they are talking about when they 
ask for the passage of this bill? Are 
you going to listen to their recommenda- 
tions? Are you going to go against what 
they recommended when they came be- 
fore the committee—the four of them— 
perhaps for the first time in history that 
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they have all had the exact same view- 
point? Are you going to go on record 
and say “You do not know what you are 
talking about even though you represent 
practically all of the farmers in the 
Nation?” 

Mr. Chairman, talking about the poor 
employees who will be affected, of 
course, anybody who has heard that 
argument advanced before by those on 
the left side of the aisle know that it is 
nothing much more than crocodile 
tears. There are very, very few em- 
ployees who will be affected by the 
passage of this bill. As I said, I do not 
think there are more than six or seven 
cordage plants, and perhaps not a thou- 
sand employees affected. Whereas, you 
might be affecting 30,000,000 farmers. 
Mr. Chairman, this is the old fight by 
those who want to maintain high tariffs 
regardless of the harm to the American 
consuming public, and the American 
farmer, and the American businessman. 
They want to maintain high tariffs so 
that a few can make greater and greater 
profits. The prices of baler twine has in- 
creased so tremendously that it has hurt 
the farmers’ pocketbook. Worse than 
that Mr. Chairman—worse than hurting 
the farmers’ pocketbook, it has resulted 
in the waste of hay. It is the same old 
question of the Republican Party—those 
who want to adhere to the principle of 
high tariffs. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EBERHARTER. I yield. 

Mr. KEATING. The gentleman has 
referred to the small number of em- 
ployees affected. I think—of course, it 
was unintentional on his part—that he 
is inaccurate in his statement. The gen- 
tleman refers to only 1,000 employees. I 
know of one company which employs 
something like 1,400 employees in this 
industry, and there are many of these 
companies throughout the country 
which would be adversely affected by 
this particular legislation. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. The gentleman, 
I think, is referring to plants that pro- 
duce not only baler twine, but binder 
twine and other cordage, meaning 
rope—all different types of rope, heavy 
rope and light rope and so on, which 
is somewhat similar to baler twine. If 
I may say to the gentleman, why should 
we make a distinction between baler 
twine which is used for baling hay, and 
binder twine, and binder wire? 

Binder wire and binder twine come in 
duty free. Do you want to impose on 
baler twine a 15-percent ad valorem 
duty, when they are all used for prac- 
tically the same purpose? If we do that 
we are doing an inequitable thing to 
the baler twine. That is simply what 
you are advocating—I mean those who 
are opposing this bill. 

Mr. KEATING. I am not at all sure 
that it is a fair argument to say that 
because you sack one company by let- 
ting other kinds of twine in free and 
allowing foreign competition in that de- 
partment that you should go further and 
now go after that same company again 
and decrease their business and throw 
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their employees out on the street be- 
cause of increased foreign competition. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. The gentleman 
would advocate placing a 15-percent ad 
valorem duty on binder twine? 

Mr. KEATING. I do not know the 
situation with regard to that. I would 
not advocate that. I do know that the 
passage of this legislation would be a 
very serious blow to certain companies 
with which I am familiar. I question 
whether we would not be properly serv- 
ing the interests of everyone by simply 
extending this temporarily to the pres- 
ent situation. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. The firms mak- 
ing binding twine have not been hurt 
because the material that is used for 
binder twine is coming in free of duty. 

Mr. DINGELL. As a matter of fact, 
speaking about the baler twine and 
binder twine, there is no difference ex- 
cept in the tensile strength and the 
thickness. It is used by the same peo- 


ple. 
Mr. Chairman, 


Mr. BROWN of Ohio. 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EBERHARTER. I yield. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. You do not 
use binder twine in baling hay. That 
might be Detroit farming but that is not 
real farming. 

Mr. DINGELL. Oh, why does not the 
gentleman talk sense? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. If the gentle- 
man can understand sense, I will be glad 
to talk sense. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Chairman, 
I refuse to yield further, because I do 
not want to get into discussions of out- 
side matters. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield, as he said he 
would earlier in the debate? 

Mr. EBERHARTER. I do not want 
to get into any argument and I do not 
want anybody else on the floor to get 
into any argument. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I understand 
the gentleman is taking his position be- 
cause of his interest in the farmer. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. No, not alto- 
gether. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. But partially? 

Mr. EBERHARTER. I would not say 
that now. The gentleman does not 
want to accuse me of that, I am sure. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Are you tak- 
ing it because you are interested in la- 
bor? 

Mr. EBERHARTER. The gentleman 
knows I have always voted in the gen- 
eral interest of the entire country and 
not for any one particular segment or 
anything like that. I have voted for every 
measure which I thought would be for 
the benefiit of the farmer and the la- 
borer and business and for the general 
interest of the entire country. I am not 
a sectional man and I have never voted 
sectionally and the gentleman knows 
that. I do not think he should inti- 
mate that I am voting just for the sake 
of the farmer for this measure. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I am welcom- 
ing you to the group who is interested 
in the farmer. I wish the gentleman 
had held the same interest when he pro- 
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posed a tax on every American farm, 
and when he opposed 

Mr. EBERHARTER. I refuse to yield 
further, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. And when he 
proposed slaughtering quotas and beef 
rollbacks. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. I refuse to yield. 
The gentleman has made a misstatement 
and everybody on the floor knows it. 
He has become accustomed to doing 
things like that whenever some speaker 
has not yielded to him. I do not think 
that is acting in a way that a Member 
of the House should act or should treat 
another Member of the House who is try- 
ing to do his duty as he sees it, who is 
making an argument on what he thinks 
are the merits of the case. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EBERHARTER. I yield to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. I do not want to 
hurt the feelings of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania, but I understood the gen- 
tleman to say that this would only hurt 
a few people. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. My statement 
was it would hurt only a comparatively 
few—it might possibly hurt, temporarily, 
a few employees, specifically engaged in 
the manufacture or processing of baler 
twine. I do not think it would. In the 
last analysis it would not hurt them. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speak- 
er, I yield to the gentleman from Penn- 
Sylvania [Mr. Dacue] such time as he 
may desire. 

Mr. DAGUE. Mr. Chairman, my in- 
terest in the pending bill stems from a 
primary concern for the needs of the 
farming interests in my district who 
have been confronted with untold diffi- 
culties in securing sufficient baler twine 
to meet their requirements during the 
recent harvest season. There is also, 
however, some apprehension on my part 
that in raising the tariff gate we may 
do irreparable damage to our own cord- 
age industry which in normal times can 
meet our domestic needs of baler twine. 

The persuasive arguments advanced 
by the National Grange, the Farm Bu- 
reau Federation, and the National Coun- 
cil of Farmer Cooperatives are most 
compelling and I am particularly im- 
pressed by their point that binder 
twine—used for binding grain crops— 
has been coming into this country duty- 
free since 1896 and that baler twine— 
used for machine baling in the field of 
hay and straw—being made of the same 
material should, as a matter of course, 
be relieved of the 15-percent ad valorem 
duty it now carries. 

Undoubtedly, some of the present 
shortage has been occasioned by certain 
users of baler twine acquiring in the 


Chairman, 


‘early part of the year more than they 


would require for their normal needs 
during the 1951 season. Far be it from 
me to label such purchases as hoarding, 
especially since they were following the 
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recommendations of many agriculture 
periodicals and news letters, who pre- 
dicted that there would be a shortage 
in this important item. The fact does 
remain, however, that the present 
shortage, when we take into account 
the surplus twine already in the hands 
of those who will use it next year as 
well as the evident capacity of our cord- 
age industry, will disappear when the 
normal factors of production and con- 
sumption are given free rein. 

It is my intention to vote for this 
bill since I believe that it is vitally im- 
portant that every facility be afforded 
our farmers in stimulating the produc- 
tion of cereal grains so vital to our all- 
out effort in this uncertain period. I 
do feel, however, that it will be best to 
put a limitation on this legislation and 
lift the tariff on baler twine for a period 
of not more than 18 months. Surely in 
that time we will be able to ascertain 
if imports are necessary to augment our 
annual domestic twine production, and 
it will set a time limit on legislation 
which runs counter the basic belief of 
those of us in the Congress who have 
consistently opposed the present Trade 
Agreements Act, which invites a flood 
of cheaply-produced foreign goods to the 
detriment of American labor and in- 
dustry. 

Mr. REED of New York, Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield 10 minutes to the distin- 
guished gentleman from Pennsylvania 
{Mr. SIMPSON]. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, I think everyone agrees that 
there is and has been an actual and real 
shortage of baler twine for use in balers 
over the farm lands of the country 
throughout the past several months, I 
repeat, except for that fact I think this 
bill would not be before us today. I 
agree with the last speaker who said that 
it is not the money involved here that is 
the principal item, and I would like to 
say that the testimony indicates that 
somewhere between $5,000,000 and $6,- 
500,000 would be the expected savings, 
or the hoped-for savings, that may result 
if foreign baler twine were freely avail- 
able in our own market; it was not $48,- 
000,000, nor was it $1,000,000; it was 
somewhere between $5,000,000 and $6,- 
500,000. 

Mr. Chairman, the real question is 
whether or not more baler twine will be 
available to the American farmer for 
use in his balers next year. So I think 
that when we look at this bill, if we agree 
that there cannot be any more baler 
twine brought in from outside the coun- 
try, or if we agree that it will be brought 
in, then the effect of the bill is not going 
to effectuate the purpose that the farmer 
wants, namely, more baler twine; and, 
at the same time, if more is not brought 
in from outside, the American producer 
would not be hurt except for one fact. 
Now, frankly, I do not think a great 
deal more baler twine is going to be 


brought in from outside the country: 


but, I think the American producer is 
going to be hurt because he may think 
there is more going to be brought in— 
and, as a matter of fact, there may be. 
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The American producer will not be able 
to lay down the requirements with any 
certainty, which he must do in order to 
buy the materials used in producing this 
baler twine, raw materials which must 
be bought 6 to 7 months ahead of 
the time it is used. Right now the 
American cordage industry is endeavor- 
ing to ascertain how much material they 
must have for next year, and they go to 
the Government largely for the figures 
upon which they base their estimates 
as to the amount that should be made for 
consumption next year. They used all 
materials last year; and, Mr, Chairman, 
they produced for use in balers this year 
far more than the Department of Agri- 
culture and other interested agencies 
and services told them would be neces- 
sary for use in the binders and balers of 
the country. There was not a great 
deal more than was estimated, but, un- 
happily, the American farmer carrying 
out the recommendations made to him 
by his great defense agencies, carrying 
out the policies that were advocated by 
many organizations that we should buy 
up the necessary requirements of baler 
twine for this year, did so; and, as a 
matter of fact, there is today perhaps 
30,000,000 pounds of baler twine held 
over for consumption next year, but no 
one knows just how much. 

Now, if we pass this proposal and we 
take off the duty, it is done with the as- 
sumption that there will be a lot more 
baler twine shipped in from outside the 
limits of the United States. It can come 
perhaps from Canada; it can and will 
come from Mexico. First of all let me 
say that there is no certainty that the 
material that is sent in from outside the 
country will be of the quality which the 
American farmer will use or can use in 
his machines, because there is no defini- 
tion in this bill or anywhere else that 
suggests what baler twine is. It can and 
will include a lot of materials under dif- 
ferent names, that we call rope or wrap- 
ping twine, which come in entirely duty- 
free because it is called by the producer 
baler twine. Until there is a proceed- 
ing through our courts and a court de- 
termination as to just what baler twine 
is, all a company would have to do on 
the other side of the water or in Canada 
would be to ship something in here and 
say That is baler twine, boys,“ and they 
will not have to pay any duty on it. But 
by the time the American farmer tries 
to use that stuff that is shipped in from 
overseas which is called baler twine he 
will find out all too frequently that he 
will not be able to use it in his machines, 
We ought to protect the American farm- 
er, we ought to make sure that material 
that is shipped in will be usable in his 
machines. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I 
yield. 

Mr. DINGELL. I suggest to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania that the com- 
mon sense of the American farmer will 
certainly defend him against buying an 
inferior product. 
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Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. That 
has not been the experience of the past; 
just because twine is called baler twine 
is no assurance that it will work in 
American machines. There has been a 
great deal of binder twine brought into 
this country that was not usable by the 
American farmers; and the farmer can 
have no protection unless the American 
courts or the Congress by law specify just 
what baler twine is. 

Mr. DINGELL. As a matter of fact, 
the gentleman will agree that some of 
the imported twine has helped to keep 
up the competitive good quality of Amer- 
ican twine? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Per- 
haps so. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIMPSON of. Pennsylvania. I 
yield to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. REED of New York. May I say 
that there is no assurance that foreign 
industry will treat this baler twine so 
that the bugs and so forth will not eat it 
up after the hay is baled. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Of 
course not. 

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I 
yield to the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. JENKINS. The language in the 
bill, as the gentleman states, is a good 
deal wider. Here is what it says: “and 
twine chiefly used for baling hay, straw, 
and other fodder and bedding materials.“ 

In other words, if this bill is passed 
you open it up to any kind of twine to be 
used for any kind of purpose, 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I 
45770 to the gentleman from Massachu- 
setts, 

Mr. NICHOLSON. I just want to call 
the attention of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania to the fact that we have 
been producing rope and twine and 
everything else of that nature up in my 
district for 130 years, and they are still 
buying it. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Les. 
I have another matter which I should 
like to take up if time permits. 

Let us take a look at Mexico. Mexico 
today is allowed to ship into the United 
States all the binder twine she wants to 
and she has not had to pay any duty on 
it. It is duty free. So what does Mexico 
do? Does she help the American farmer 
get binder twine cheaper? No. Mexico 
imposes an export tax upon every pound 
of binder twine that goes out of there. 
The farmer has to pay a duty on it to 
help the Mexican Government, not the 
United States. She ships in some baler 
twine on which she has to pay a duty, 
She also has an export tax. When that 
export tax is added to the duty it be- 
comes competitive with our product in 
this country. As soon as we take the 
duty off the baled twine you can bet your 
bottom dollar that Mexico will increase 
her export tax. She will take that money 
out of the American farmer’s pocket. 
The price will not drop at all. The 
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Mexican Treasury will get this addi- 
tional money. 

No one testified at all that we would 
substantially increase the availability of 
baler twine in this country if we de- 
pended upon the foreign producers to do 
it. I say, let us encourage the American 
producer and let him realize that this 
market is largely his, at a reasonable 
price. By doing that we will best guar- 
antee the American farmer a regular, a 
continuous and an annual supply to meet 
his needs. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I 
yield to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. REED of New York. Here is a 
point that I think should be brought out 
in regard to our national defense. I did 
not see this later letter that was writ- 
ten. I was not accorded the courtesy of 
a reply. But our Government is stock- 
piling this sisal. This sisal deteriorates 
after 3 years, which means then they 
have to stockpile some more. A question 
was raised in committee why the Mu- 
nitions Board did not come up and 
testify. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I do 
not know why they did not. To change 
their position, as they did, in a very few 
months, is a very sad commentary upon 
the Munitions Board. 

Over in India they make the burlap 
which we use in this country. We hada 
tariff of 1 cent a pound on it. We re- 
duced that tariff recently to one-half 
cent a pound. Immediately thereafter 
the Indian Government raised the ex- 
port tax which they impose for their own 
benefit by 14 cents a pound, wiping out 
entirely the savings that were allzgedly 
going to be given to the American farm- 
er, creating a situation so that as of to- 
day you cannot get burlap at a reason- 
able price. 

No, Mr.-Chairman, these foreign gov- 
ernments are not going to rush in here 
to supply the American farmer with 
goods at any lower price than they can 
get them here in the regular market. 
They are going to come over here and 
take the market, if they can, and once 
having it—and they will get it—they will 
do as they have done with burlap—raise 
the price for all the traffic will bear. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. Poace]. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, it seems 
to me that we are making a great ado 
about nothing this afternoon. This 
Congress long ago decided to let binder 
twine come into this country duty-free. 

I believe that this question was settled 
in 1896, more than half a century ago. 
Not 10 percent of the membership of this 
House can look at binder twine or baler 
twine unless they have them both before 
them at the same time, and tell which is 
which. I doubt if there are 10 men who 
can tell the difference by looking at one 
type in the absence of the other. There 
is no difference, except that the haler 
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twine should be a little heavier than the 
binder twine. Baler twine is nothing in 
the world except a new development or 
modification of binder twine. It is used 
where your bales or bundles are a little 
heavier than those that were used with 
the old-fashioned binder. 

Now we are not called upon to change 
any principle at all. We are simply ask- 
ing by this bill that the Tarif Commis- 
sion carry out the principle established 
by the Congress a long time ago. In 1896 
the Congress decided that binder twine 
should come in without paying any tar- 
iff. No one was hurt by that action. We 
are now only asking that we should re- 
move the idiotic technicalities that deny 
to the American farmer the opportunity 
to buy in a free market. That is what 
Congress intended he should, if he has 
the cash to do it. This is not establish- 
ing anything new. All in the world this 
bill is asking you to do is to place a rea- 
sonable interpretation on the policy of 
the Congress as established more than 50 
years ago. Nobody has been destroyed 
because we allowed binder twine to come 
into this country, and nobody is going 
to be destroyed if we allow baler twine to 
come into this country duty-free. 

On the other hand, if our farmers are 
denied the opportunity to enjoy the 
fruits of technical advancement and to 
use the most modern machines, then 
we are going to destroy productive abil- 
ity. The question is solely: Are you will- 
ing to allow this country to enjoy the 
advancement that science has given us 
and allow us to use the most efficient ma- 
chinery, or are you going to fill the way 
with legislative stumbling blocks? For 
my part, I believe in a free economy. I 
believe in giving our farmers the right 
to produce whatever they can. I believe 
in progress. Those who ask for a tariff 
on the twine for modern machines and 
ask for an exemption for the twine used 
in the old-fashined machines are, as I 
see it, standing in the way of progress. I 
shall vote for this bill. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
West Virginia [Mr. STAGGERS]. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, it 
has been inferred here by many that 
perhaps the ones who are speaking for 
or against this bill are representing spe- 
cial interests. If representing the peo- 
ple of my district means representing 
special interests, I am guilty because I 
represent what I believe is the wish of 
the small farmer in my district. While 
I was home during this short vacation 
that we had I talked to several small 
farmers about the binder-twine and the 
baler-twine situation. Everyone that I 
talked to was in favor of doing some- 
thing about it, and they thought that 
Congress was the place where it should 
be done. They did not tell me what to 
do or what should be done or anything 
like that, but it is evident that some- 
thing has to be done. One farmer, for 
instance, told me that in 1946 he paid 
$8 for a 40-pound roll of baler twine; 
in 1949 he paid $12 and in 1951 he paid 
$20, and he could not understand why. 
Now I do not understand the whole com- 
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plexity of it. I am not on the com- 
mittee, but Iam representing my people. 
The farm organizations and the small 
farmers are in favor of this bill, also the 
Department of Agriculture is in favor 
of it. Now I just wonder who is against 
it. Is it just individuals, men who are 
representing certain groups, or not? 
I have heard the statements that have 
been made here today and I have tried to 
figure out exactly who is against it. I 
presume that the cordage people are 
against it, which is normal. We are 
against everything that affects us ad- 
versely. But, we, as Representatives, 
are here to do the most good for the 
majority of the people of this country, 
regardless of whom it affects. I think 
that is the way of a democratic govern- 
ment, and it is my duty as a Congress- 
man not to serve special interests. My 
theory of democratic government is to 
do justice to the greatest number of 
people. We feel, by passing this bill, 
we are serving the best interest of 
America. 

I heard several arguments made here 
that prices in the future would go this 
way or that way if this bill is passed. It 
is easy for us to assume certain things, 
but we do not know what is going to 
come about. Some say it is too late now 
to help the farmer, that we should put 
it off until next year. That is not going 
to solve the problem. The bill is before 
us now. As I said before, I believe the 
bill should be passed, for it is a worth- 
while bill. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. TABER]. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, the ques- 
tion here is not what some special in- 
terest wants but what is the right thing 
to do from the standpoint of the United 
States and our people. Perhaps special 
interests have inspired the bill. Perhaps 
folks from across have inspired it. But 
what is the situation in the United 
States? 

The gentleman who just preceded me 
said that the price of baler twine had 
gone up to $40 a ton. Why? I can tell 
you why. The foreigners raised the 
price of the sisal, as the result largely 
of the stockpiling and what the Muni- 
tions Board did, by 15 cents a pound. 
The manufacturers of baler twine in 
this country raised the price only 9.7 
cents as the result thereof. In other 
words, they absorbed all they dared 
while still attempting to break even. 

What is the situation in the twine 
business right now? Last year there 
were used in this country 72,000,000 
pounds. The amount that has been sold 
so far this year is 110,000,000 pounds 
produced by industry, 7,500,000 pounds 
produced by prisons, and imports of 
8,000,000 pounds. This 125,500,000 
pounds is nearly double what was sold 
last year. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania 
told you that he understood there had 
been hoarding, that perhaps 30,000,000 
pounds had been hoarded. The esti- 
mates of the Department of Agriculture 
of the requirements for this year were 
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94,000,000 pounds. The amount sold on 
the market has been 31,500,000 pounds 
more than the Department of Agricul- 
ture estimated as the requirements. 
Naturally, with the sale of one-third 
more than the Department of Agricul- 
ture estimated there would be more or 
less difficulty in getting the material. 
But what will be the picture, if you take 
off the duty? It will be just this: If 
you let these folks from across the water 
go ahead and cut in here with their 
cheap labor, they will wipe out the baler 
twine industry in the United States, and 
we will be put in a position where we 
will be dependent entirely upon the for- 
eign producers, and we will not have 
anything to protect the farmer at all. 
The farmer has been deceived, at least 
the farm leaders have been deceived by 
these foreign promoters about the situa- 
tion that has been presented. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield. 

Mr. KEATING. The statement has 
been made here that there would be 
only some thousand people affected by 
this legislation. The gentleman knows 
something about this industry. Could 
he give us any idea of the number that 
would be affected? I know the number 
is way beyond the figure of 1,000 that 
has been given us here, but could the 
gentleman give us any idea of the num- 
ber? 

Mr. TABER. 1,300 employees would 
be affected in my home town alone. 

Mr. KEATING. That is just one com- 
pany, is it not? 

Mr. TABER. That is correct, and 
there are 16 companies that produce this 
commodity according to the information 
that I have. How many there would 
be, I do not know exactly. But, there 
is no doubt in the world but that Ameri- 
can industry can take care of this situ- 
ation, if they are given an estimate by 
the Department of Agriculture, which 
will enable them to go ahead and stock- 
pile these materials when the oppor- 
tunity presents itself in the dull season 
of the year in the winter. There should 
be no shortage if it can be handled prop- 
erly and correctly. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope the bill will not 
be passed. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has expired. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 7 minutes to the gentleman from 
Arkansas [Mr. MILLS]. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, earlier in 
the year the other body adopted as an 
amendment to a bill which had been re- 
ported by the Committee on Ways and 
Means, and which had passed the House, 
a provision in general accord with the 
purposes of H. R. 1005. The amend- 
ment was offered by a distinguished 
Member of the other body, who is not 
a member of the party to which I be- 
long, and who is from the State of Ne- 
braska. We had quite a discussion on 
the matter in conference when we met 
with the members of the Senate Com- 
mittee on Finance who made up the con- 
ference committee on the part of the 
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Senate. The House conferees knew 
nothing about the subject because we 
had had no opportunity to have hear- 
ings or to consider it in executive ses- 
sion. We prevailed upon the Senate 
conferees to recede from their position 
in support of the amendment which, I 
think, had been adopted by the other 
body, if not unanimously, by a very 
overwhelming vote, for a promise which 
we made that we would consider this 
bill, H. R. 1005, before the present Con- 
gress adjourned. As a result of that 
promise, the Senate did recede. 

The Committee on Ways and Means 
scheduled hearings on the bill; 4 days 
of hearings were held. We learned a 
great deal about the subject in the 4 
days and during the executive sessions 
which followed. It was impossible to 
take the bill up before the recent ad- 
journment of the House because certain 
Members who were greatly interested in 
this subject could not be here at that 
time. It is true that the passage of the 
bill at this late hour in the year will have 
no effect whatsoever upon the shortage 
of baler twine which has faced our farm- 
ers up to now. It will not enable them 
to get any more twine from any outside 
source in the further harvesting of hay, 
fodder, and so forth, that still remains 
to be done this season. But it will be 
of material benefit to farmers who plant 
and harvest crops next year. It is for 
the benefit of the farmers next year that 
we are recommending the bill to the 
House today. It would not do any good 
to suspend this 15-percent ad valorem 
duty for a year, as has been suggested 
by my good friend, the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. KEATING]. I had that 
idea myself originally. I even talked 
about it in the committee. I felt pretty 
well convinced that that was the thing 
for us to do. I discussed the matter 
with certain representatives of farmer 
organizations, however, and they told 
me frankly that they would just as soon 
not have anything as to have a suspen- 
sion of this duty for 1 year, or even 18 
months as I was suggesting. The diffi- 
culty is this: We are getting from 
abroad now practically all of the baler 
twine which is available. The mere sus- 
pension of this duty will not make avail- 
able abroad for import into the United 
States any more baler twine. It will be 
necessary for facilities abroad to be ex- 
panded in order for baler twine in any 
greater amount to be shipped into the 
United States. Now those are the facts. 
Some Members may argue that that is 
a good reason for not having the legis- 
lation, but I believe this is generally 
understood to be the fact by those fa- 
miliar with the subject. That is the 
reason you either oppose the bill or sup- 
port the bill, one way or the other. You 
think it will mean additional baler twine 
in the United States. The only way you 
can get additional baler twine is to have 
increased production facilities some- 
where in the world from which we can 
get that baler twine. 2 

Mr. MASON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 
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Mr. MILLS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. MASON. The very fact that it 
will encourage expansion of foreign pro- 
ducers of baling twine, by that same fact 
it will discourage the expansion of do- 
mestic producers of baling twine, and 
that is one thing I do not want to do. 

Mr. MILLS. The gentleman brings 
me right down to the point I had in 
mind. I agree with the gentleman that 
it will mean increased expansion of facil- 
ities abroad. I do not agree with the 
gentleman, however, that the increased 
expansion of facilities to make baler 
twine abroad will in any way mean re- 
ducing facilities for the making of it or 
precluding any increase in the present 
facilities for making it in the United 
States. The gentleman from Illinois 
Mr. Mason] well knows that the defi- 
nition contained in paragraph 1622 of 
the Tariff Act of 1930 is broad enough 
and is general enough in its verbiage to 
include at the present time baler twine 
on the free list. The gentleman knows 
that. That is the provision of the Tariff 
Act which since 1896 has continued bind- 
ing twine on the free list. Binding twine 
is made in the United States by these 
same people who make baler twine and 
the same people who make rope and 
cordage, and so forth, but there has been 
no reduction, as far as I know, in the 
facilities in the United States for mak- 
ing binding twine just because we have 
imported some binding twine from Mex- 
ico or Canada or some other country. It 
does not necessarily follow that in- 
creased facilities for the production of 
the item needed in the United States by 
someone abroad means any restriction 
in increased production of that same 
commodity here. 

Mr.COOPER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Tennessee. 

Mr. COOPER. The fact is that binder 
twine has been on the free list since 1896. 

Zi MILLS. Since 1896. That is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. COOPER. Yet the domestic pro- 
ducers still have 75 percent of the 
market. 

Mr. MILLS. I appreciate the gentle- 
man’s contribution. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLS, I yield to the gentleman 
from Missouri. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. It is my 
understanding—and this information 
comes from one of the manufacturers of 
baler twine—that the reason for the 
shortage was not the failure to produce 
sufficient or to produce to capacity in 
this country—in fact, they could have 
produced more—but the lack of mate- 
rial; the lack of sisal, which is entirely 
necessary. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Arkansas has expired. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the gentleman one additional 
minute. 

Mr. MILLS. It is my understanding 
that no one really is at fault about this 
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shortage that has occurred. The fact 
is, however, that there has been a tre- 
mendous shortage of baler twine in the 
United States this year. Every farmer 
who has been endeavoring to buy it has 
experienced that fact. This baler twine 
is something that has come into exist- 
ence since 1939 and the farmers con- 
tinue to use more of it each year than 
they did the year before. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Is it not 
true that there is sufficient production 
capacity? 

Mr. MILLS. There is a tremendously 
increased need for it and we anticipate 
greater need next year than we have this 
year. We have certain facilities in the 
United States that are adapted to the 
making of hard-fiber goods; it is called 
the hard-fiber cordage and twine indus- 
try. That is the one that makes rope, it 
makes binder twine, and it makes baler 
twine. Of course, if all of its facilities 
could be devoted to the making of baler 
twine there would be sufficient to satisfy 
this need, but it is not contemplated that 
all of those facilities will be devoted to 
that purpose. We feel, therefore, that 
this legislation is needed. The farm or- 
ganizations have urged it upon us. They 
do not want a mere suspension; they 
want this put on the free list where it 
was intended to be, as they say, by the 
action of Congress in 1896. 

The Tariff Act of 1930, and previous 
acts, recognize the various products of 
the cordage industry, paragraph 1005 
(2) provides for cordage—rope—and 
paragraph 1095 (b) provides for wrap- 
ping or tying twines. Cordage, rope, 
wrapping, and tying twines are all sub- 
ject to import duties. Paragraph 1622 
provides for all binding twines—agricul- 
tural twines—which are exempt from 
import duties. 

Nevertheless, opponents of the legis- 
lation contended before our committee 
that baler twine, used by the farmer in 
harvesting hay, straw, and other fodder 
crops is not a binding twine, under para- 
graph 1622 of the Tariff Act of 1930, but 
is a wrapping twine for commercial use 
under paragraph 1005 (b) and dutiable 
under the act, as amended, at the rate of 
15 percent ad valorem. 

The farm organizations disagree with 
this view. They point out that it has 
been a congressional bipartisan policy of 
long standing to keep farm supplies and 
equipment, used by the farmer in his 
farming operations, on the duty-free list, 
for the benefit of the people as a whole. 

Despite the fact that baler twine con- 
forms specifically to the requirements of 
paragraph 1622, it is subject to the duty 
of 15 percent by a ruling of the Com- 
missioner of Customs on October 15, 
1945—Geo. Wm. Rueff, Inc., against the 
United States, Customs Court, New Or- 
leans. This case, heard on November 17, 
1948, is still pending, and there is no 
indication of an early decision. Leg- 
islative clarification appears to be the 
only recourse. 

The American farmer is not really 
asking lepeal of any existing legislation. 
He is merely asking this Congress to im- 
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plement congressional intent by approv- 
ing H. R. 1005. 

The fact that baler twine is a rela- 
tively new product and was not manu- 
factured in 1930, does not in any way 
preclude it from being classified under 
paragraph 1622 as a binding twine to 
bind an agricultural product in harvest 
operations. The Federal courts have 
sustained such determination in other 
instances where the language of the 
Tariff Act clearly describes an article 
manufactured after the passage of an 
act, as is the case here. 

Wire bale ties, used for the same pur- 
pose as baler twine, enter the United 
States duty-free as an agricultural ne- 
cessity. The situation which allows 
duty-free importation of baling wire and 
binder twine but discriminates against 
baler twine, when all three items are 
used in binding agricultural crops, 
should be corrected. 

These are some of the reasons why a 
majority of the membership of the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means recommends 
passage of this remedial legislation. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. NICHOLSON]. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Chairman, 
the gentleman from West Virginia called 
attention to the fact that he had been 
home on a vacation and the farmers 
were asking him why the price of baler 
twine had gone up. I, too, was home. I 
may tell him that the reason the price 
went up is because the foreign countries 
that produce the fibers from which this 
twine is made raised the price of the 
raw material 100 percent. Our compa- 
nies put up their price 33 percent. I 
make this statement simply that the 
gentleman from West Virginia may 
know why the price of twine went up, 
in case he wants to know. It went up 
for no other reason, for the cordage 
manufacturers of this country would 
have sold it at the same price if their 
raw materials had not increased 100 
percent. 

The gentleman from New York, the 
ranking minority member of the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means, told you the 
whole story when he asked you if some- 
one in Canada was going to fix the price 
of binder twine in the United States; 
and that is exactly what will happen if 
this bill goes through. 

The two big companies in my district 
that make this twine are the Plymouth 
Cordage Co. and the New Bedford Cord- 
age Co. Both of these companies have 
been in business for over a hundred years. 
While I do not think the passage of this 
bill will drive them out of business, 
somebody wanted to know what per- 
centage of their business this twine con- 
stituted. In the case of the Plymouth 
Cordage Co. it is 33 percent. As I 
pointed out before, some 1,300 or 1,400 
people work in the Plymouth Cordage 
Co. Most of them are married and have 
children, so we may safely assume that 
there are between 4,000 and 5,000 people 
in just that one town who will be af- 
fected by the passage of this legislation. 
The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
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EBERHARTER] said this would hurt only 
afew people. I say that if it hurts any- 


body we should not pass it. We in this 
Congress are supposed to be here to help 
everybody and hurt no one, and this bill 
absolutely hurts those two industries 
that have been going for over a hundred 
years, hurts them immeasurably; I do 
not know how much; it is not right to 
cite figures. 

I asked the gentleman from Tennes- 
see, whom I greatly admire, how much 
money this would mean to us. He did 
not give the exact figures. I thought 
that the Committee on Ways and Means 
was here to find some way of meeting 
the Government expenses, not how to 
tax somebody else, a privileged thing, 
and do it under the guise of helping the 
farmer. Why, he can buy a whole bale 
of twine for only $15, and I think he can 
stand that if he is a regular farmer. 

Well, I do not know what we are going 
to do about this bill, Mr. Chairman, but 
every time you step in here and try to 
regulate somebody’s business, someone 
who has been in business 100 years before 
we were born, who know and come down 
here and say do not do it, you are doing 
our country a great harm. Now, why do 
you doit? Are they engaged in business 
for selfish reasons? Do they not know 
oy to run their business? I think they 

0. 

It has been stated here that there is 
a shortage. There is no shortage. The 
American farmers bought more of this 
binder twine last year than they ever 
bought before, based on advice from the 
Farm Bureau and other farm organiza- 
tions. They bought it up, and they were 
in a position to buy it up, and they are 
in a position to do it now. There are 
only 10 States in the whole of the 
Union that bale hay and straw, and 
whatever they use this twine for. 

You do not want to hurt anybody in 
this country, whether he is a business- 
man, an employer of labor or an em- 
ployee. None of us want to do that. 
But if you want to hand this Govern- 
ment over to England or Canada or any 
other foreign country, then go ahead and 
keep passing laws like this, because that 
is where we will wind up, having some 
other country pass our laws instead of 
ourselves. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. Mason]. 

Mr. MASON. Mr. Chairman, first I 
want to say that I have no cordage 
plants in my district, but I do have a 
great number of farmers because my dis- 
trict is an agricultural one. Therefore 
I certainly want to represent the major- 
ity of the people of my district and I 
try to do that to the best of my ability. 
So far I seem to have satisfied them. 

We have been hearing the pros and 
cons of this baler-{wine controversy and 
I am just going to summarize what we 
had in the hearings in committee and 
perhaps what has been given here on 
the floor today. I want to summarize 
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them in just four or five short state- 
ments, which are statements that give 
the reasons that I am opposed to this 
bill. 

No. 1: This is permanent legislation 
to cure a temporary emergency situa- 
tion. It will not cure that situation. 
Even the proponents of the bill ac- 
knowledge that it will not cure it so far 
as this season is concerned at least. Let 
me say that if the proponents of this 
bill had been willing to accept temporary 
legislation, this bill would have been 
passed without any controversy last May 
or June, in time to have helped the tem- 
porary emergency situation that faced 
some of the farmers of America. 

No. 2: The temporary emergency situ- 
ation which this bill is supposed to cure 
was created by hoarding on the part of 
some farmers, encouraged by agricul- 
tural groups through their papers and 
magazines to do that hoarding. 

No. 3: The legislation, of course, can- 
not possibly relieve the emergency situ- 
ation that has confronted the farmer 
during this season and all shortages can 
and will be taken up by our own manu- 
facturers of cordage before another sea- 
son rolls around. They produced this 
year 50 percent more baling twine than 
our Agricultural Department said would 
be needed; they produced that much 
this year, and they could have produced 
100 percent more if they thought it 
would have been used. 

No. 4: This legislation will result in 
injury to our cwn cordage industry and 
tend to make us dependent upon foreign 
cordage producers. Is that what we 
want? Do we want to expand the for- 
eign cordage producers at the expense 
of our own? 

No. 5: It is against the interests of na- 
tional defense and is opposed by our 
Munitions Board, although the Chair- 
man of the Munitions Board comes in at 
the last minute and repudiates what the 
Munitions Board itself has said. 

No. 6: The American farmer in the 
long run, in my opinion, will be adversely 
affected by the passage of this bill, be- 
cause it will tend to place him at the 
mercy of foreign producers of baler 
twine. 

For that reason and the others named, 
I am opposing this bill and doing it, in 
my opinion, for the benefit of the 
farmers. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. Curtis]. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Chair- 
man, the reason I am taking this time is 
to ask a question of the gentleman from 
Arkansas [Mr. Mitts]. He did not an- 
swer the question I directed to him. It 
is my understanding that the shortage of 
baler twine that we experienced through- 
out the country and are experiencing 
presently was not the result of lack of 
capacity of American industry to produce 
the necessary baler twine but because we 
could not get the raw materials into the 
country. If that is so, and I believe it 
is, and I would like to stand corrected 
if it is not true, we are really talking 
about the importation of raw materials, 
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As I understand, the reason that we 
could not get the necessary sisal, for 
example, into the country to take care 
of this baler-twine shortage was the fact 
that we were stockpiling it, and our own 
companies were unable to obtain it. If 
that is the problem, then I submit that 
our question is not one of eliminating, 
adding to or in any way interfering with 
the existing protective tariff on this par- 
ticular item. It is a question of obtain- 
ing the raw materials. 

Mr. MASON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. I yield to 
the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. MASON. The raw materials were 
received, they were produced, and a 50- 
percent increase in production this year 
over last year. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Yes; and it 
is my understanding that we will pro- 
duce fully in 1952 so that there should 
be no shortage. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself the remainder of my time. 

Mr, Chairman, I consider the bill now 
under consideration one of the most im- 
portant and one of the most meritorious 
bills that has been reported by our com- 
mittee since I have enjoyed membership 
on the committee. 

From what we have heard today from 
those who oppose the legislation one 
would think that this bill would estab- 
lish a new policy as far as tariff matters 
are concerned. It has been my under- 
standing, and if I am mistaken someone 
will please correct me, that it has been 
the traditional tariff policy not only of 
the Democratic Party but of the Repub- 
lican Party to provide for the importa- 
tion free of duty of farm supplies, farm 
implements, and farm machinery. So 
if that is the case, this bill certainly es- 
tablishes no new policy, and makes no 
change in the traditional policy of the 
two parties with respect to the tariff as 
it affects agriculture. 

For the gentleman from New York, my 
good friend [Mr. REED], the ranking 
minority member of our committee, and 
a very able, diligent, and conscientious 
member of the committee, I have a very 
high regard and personal affection for 
his many courtesies and kindnesses to 
me. But I think it could truthfully be 
said of him that he is the watchman on 
the tower for the high protective tariff 
policy. I do not believe that Smoot in 
his day or Hawley in his day or Payne 
in his day, the leaders for the high pro- 
tection policy, had anything on my good 
friend as far as his ardent, conscientious 
belief that a high protective tariff bene- 
fits the American people as a whole is 
concerned. I do not question that. 

We had elaborate hearings on this bill. 
There are 117 pages of published hear- 
ings. As much as you have heard to- 
day akout the opposition and as severely 
as the bill has been criticized, the testi- 
mony of only three persons appears in 
these 117 pages of hearings in opposition 
to this bill. One was the distinguished 
gentleman from New York, the ranking 
minority member of the Committee on 
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Appropriations, Mr. Taser; another was 
Mr. Edwin G. Roos, vice president of 
the Plymouth Cordage Co. and chairman 
of the tariff committee of the Cordage 
Institute; and the third was Mr. James 
W. Curran, vice president of the Ameri- 
can Prison Association. 

If the interests of labor and industry— 
and as they claim, the interests of the 
American farmer—were so seriously 
threatened, surely more witnesses would 
have appeared in opposition to this leg- 
islation than did appear. You might 
think that more Members of this House 
representing great agricultural districts 
would have appeared and said that this 
bill threatens the welfare of the con- 
stituents whom they represent. Yet we 
experienced nothing of the kind. 

On the other hand, who appeared in 
favor of this bill and advocated this leg- 
islation? In the first place, Hon. HUGH 
Burier, United States Senator from the 
State of Nebraska, a great agricultural 
State as well as an industrial State. 
He is supposed to know how this bill 
would affect the agricultural interests 
of his State just as Members of Con- 
gress from other agricultural States 
would know how this bill would affect 
their States. He appeared and testi- 
fied very earnestly in favor of this bill— 
without amendments—mark you. He 
appeared in favor of the bill as is. Then, 
there was the gentleman from Nebraska, 
(Mr. STEFAN], who, as all know, is a dis- 
tinguished Member of this body. He 
appeared and testified earnestly in favor 
of this legislation. Also the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. Harvey], a member 
of the minority in this body, represent- 
ing a great agricultural State. He ap- 
peared and strongly advocated the pas- 
sage of this bill. 

Who else appeared in favor of it? 
The Heads of the four great farm organ- 
izations in this country. You heard it 
said by, I think, the distinguished gen- 
tleman from New York that the agri- 
cultural leaders of this country, the farm 
organizations and the farmers them- 
selves, have been misled. I would hate 
to say that I, a farmer, myself, engaged 
in farming all my life until I came to 
the Congress, know more about how this 
or any other legislation that would af- 
fect agriculture than the farmers them- 
selves who day in and day out shed their 
sweat while they toil in their fields. The 
distinguished gentleman from New York 
is a lawyer, and I do not believe that 
any lawyer from New York or anywhere 
else can in all sincerity say that he knows 
better how any legislation relating to 
agriculture will affect that great calling, 
as against the farmers themselves and 
the farm organizations that study the 
farm problems day in and day out, and 
night in and night out, the year round. 
My friends, that is a great deal to as- 
sume, It is a great deal for any Mem- 
ber of this House to take upon himself 
to say that he knows more about how 
to represent the farmers, and how this 
legislation would affect the farmers and 
the farming industry, than the farmers 
themselves and the heads of the great 
farm organizations. 
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They appeared, as has been said today, 
unanimously in favor of this legislation. 
The Farm Bureau Federation, the Na- 
tional Grange, the National Council of 
Farmer Cooperatives, and the National 
Farmers Union appeared in favor of 
this legislation. All with one mind and 
with one voice and with one accord, 
without the suggestion of any amend- 
ments and without any fear of the se- 
rious effect upon the welfare of the 
farmers or labor, or the general well- 
being of the people of the country. It 
is astounding to say that they do not 
know and understand this problem well 
enough, and that they have been de- 
ceived or are trying to deceive our com- 
mittee, and deceive the Members of 
Congress. It was unquestionably proved, 
and there was indisputable evidence 
brought out before our committee, that 
there is an actual shortage of baler 
twine. 

Will someone in this Housz, who is 
opposed to this bill, tell me that binder 
twine which kas been on the free list 
and kept there throughout the different 
administrations, during the time that 
the Smoot-Hawley tariff bill was writ- 
ten, and when the Payne-Aldrich tariff 
was in effect, and the Fordney-McCum- 
ber bill was in effect, has resulted in the 
destruction of that industry? What is 
the difference between baler twine and 
binder twine, which are used by the 
farmers for practically the same pur- 
pose, as everyone knows? All the dire 
predictions that have been made as to 
how this bill will adversely affect and 
cripple the farmers, and put the cord- 
age industry out of business, have not 
turned out to be true so far as binder 
twine is concerned. If the free impor- 
tation of baler twine would destroy the 
baler twine industry, why has not the 
free importation of binder twine de- 
stroyed the binder twine industry. Will 
someone rise and tell me that? They are 
in the same category. They serve the 
same purpose. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DOUGHTON. I yield to the dis- 
tinguished and able gentleman from 
New York (Mr. Taser], the ranking 
minority member of the Committee on 
Appropriations. 

Mr. TABER. It is because the com- 
bines have knocked out the binder twine, 
and there is not any, to speak of, any 
more. There is not any substantial 
amount. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. If the gentleman 
is satisfied with his address today, that 
the farm organizations have been de- 
ceived and that he knows more about 
how this will affect them than they know 
themselves, I am satisfied to leave it as 
it is without any further argument. 

Mr. Chairman, from the debate thus 
far on the bill to provide for the free im- 
portation of baler twine, I believe that 
the following issues have been developed: 

First, is there in fact a shortage of 
baler twine available to the American 
farmer at this time and in the foresee- 
able future? 
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Second, would the repeal of the 15 per- 
cent tariff now in effect on baler twine 
increase the available supply of baler 
twine? 

Third, is there any basis for distin- 
guishing between binder twine, baling 
wire and other farm supplies already on 
the free list, and baler twine? 

Fourth, would repeal of the tariff on 
baler twine jeopardize either the na- 
tional security or the proper interests of 
the domestic industry? 

A, ACUTE SHORTAGE OF BALER TWINE 


The unchallenged testimony of wit- 
nesses representing farmers and farm 
organizations before the Committee on 
Ways and Means is that farmers in many 
areas throughout the country have been 
unable to obtain a sufficient quantity of 
baler tine to harvest their crops of hay 
and straw. As a result, hay has been 
rotting in the fields. The limited sup- 
plies of baler twine that have been avail- 
able are selling for exorbitant prices, 
which many farmers have paid rather 
than lose their crops. 

It is, of course, true that the demand 
for baler twine has been increasing be- 
cause a growing number of farmers have 
demonstrated a preference for baler 
twine over baling wire. It has been 
pointed out that domestic manufacturers 
of baler twine have been producing dur- 
ing the current year at a higher rate 
than heretofore, yet they have not been 
able to meet the demand. This is not 
a localized problem. Hay is grown in all 
parts of the United States and I can say 
that seldom have the farmers of all sec- 
tions of the country united so solidly in 
support of any legislation pending before 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Farmers have been urged to expand 
their production for the defense program 
and it is unthinkable to me that the 
Congress would allow any obstacle to in- 
terfere with the harvesting of the crops 
after the farmer has worked hard to 
raise them. 

I say to my friends who have presented 
these statistics on higher production of 
baler twine that I would like to see them 
reciting those figures to a farmer who 
lost his hay crop because of his inability 
to obtain baler twine. This shortage is 
real and we need all the baler twine that 
we can get, whether produced in the 
United States or anywhere else. 

B. REPEAL OF THE TARIFF WOULD INCREASE 

SUPPLIES OF BALER TWINE 


Actually, there would seem to be little 
basis for argument on this point. The 
four national farm organizations—the 
National Council of Farmer Coopera- 
tives, the National Grange, the National 
Farmers Union and the American Farm 
Bureau Federation—all are convinced 
that repeal of the tariff will increase the 
supply of baler twine available to the 
farmer. If repeal of the tariff would not 
increase imports of baler twine, it is 
difficult to see why the opponents of this 
legislation who speak for the American 
manufacturers of baler twine are com- 
plaining. 
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By enabling foreign producers to 
profitably export to the United States, 
this legislation would he!p to reduce the 
high prices currently paid by the farmers 
for domestic twine as well. 

According to evidence presented at the 
hearings by the spokesman for the 
American Farm Bureau Federation, the 
price of baler twine has sharply in- 
creased during the past 2 years. In fact, 
earlier this year farmers purchased twine 
for about $11 per 40-pound bale. The 
quoted price for delivery in September 
was $18.50, although there have been 
some reports of twine being offered for 
$25 per 40-pound bale. How can the 
opponents of this legislation contend 
that the supply situation of the Ameri- 
can farmer would not be improved in 
the face of these facts? 

As well stated by the representative of 
the National Council of Farmer Coopera- 
tives before the Committee on Ways and 
Means: 

Another argument of the opponents to this 
proposed legislation is that the saving in 
the cost to the farmer of his baler twine 
would be negligible if the 15-percent duty 
were removed. This is not borne out by the 
facts. As one example, the United States 
domestic net cash carload price is 5.24 cents 
per pound higher than the domestic price in 
Canada, where a comparable quality of baler 
twine is produced. (United States price, 
34.67 cents per pound; Canadian price, 29.43 
cents per pound. Both prices are in United 
States currency.) With 125,000,000 pounds 
estimated to be used by the American farmer 
in 1951, it can be seen that $6,550,000 is 
represented by a 5.24-cents per pound higher 
price. We do not regard this as a negligible 
amount of money. This money belongs to 
the American farmer and food-consuming 
public. 

C, THERE IS NO BASIS FOR DISTINGUISHING 
BETWEEN BINDER TWINE AND BALING WIRE, 
AND BALER TWINE 
This bill will place baler twine on the 

same duty-free status as binder twine 
and baling wire. This is in accord with 
the established policy of Congress to 
admit agricultural commodities and im- 
plements free of duty. How can anyone 
seriously contend that binder twine and 
baler twine, which are both made from 
the same fibers, should reecive different 
treatment under the tariff laws? If 
baler twine had been in use in 1930 when 
the Smoot-Hawley Tariff Act was en- 
acted, there is little doubt in my mind 
that even the authors of that law would 
have placed baler twine on the free list 
just the same as they did binder twine 
and baling wire, which are used for the 
same general purposes. 

D. REPEAL OF THE TARIFF WOULD NOT IMPAIR 
THE STOCKPILING PROGRAM FOR DEFENSE OR 
SERIOUSLY AFFECT THE INTERESTS OF THE 
DOMESTIC INDUSTRY 
It has been urged in opposition to the 

bill that repeal of the tariff would inter- 

fere with the Government stockpiling 
program. The argument is that the 
stockpile of imported fibers must be ro- 
tated and that domestic producers of 
baler twine would not be able to use as 
much as they have in the past. There 
are two answers to this argument. First, 
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there is nothing to indicate that domes- 
tic manufacturers will not still be able 
to produce at a reasonable profit a sub- 
stantial proportion of the expanding re- 
quirements of American farmers for 
baler twine, or to keep them from con- 
tinuing to utilize the older fibers held in 
the defense stockpile. Moreover, it is 
understood that foreign producers of 
baler twine have been asked to share in 
the rotation of the stockpile maintained 
in this country. 

I believe that the letter received by 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. DIN- 
GELL] from the Chairman of the Muni- 
tions Board answers any contention that 
this bill would threaten the defense 
program. 

In conclusion, I want to say just a 
word about the amendments that have 
been suggested. The minority report 
proposes that there should be merely a 
temporary suspension of the duty in- 
stead of complete repeal. Of course, the 
opponents of this legislation know that 
foreign manufacturers cannot afford to 
convert their facilities to substantially 
greater production of baler twine on just 
a temporary basis. Nor can American 
farmers afford to buy expensive hay 
balers unless they have the assurance 
that there will be an adequate supply of 
baler twine to enable them to use this 
method of harvesting their hay crops. 

On this point it seems to me that the 
farmer organizations—those who really 
speak for the farmer—are in the best 
position to know what is best for him, 
and it is their view that a temporary 
suspension of the duty on baler twine 
would merely serve to perpetuate the 
present undesirable situation. It is their 
belief that no action would be preferable 
to creating the temporary illusion that 
the farmers’ needs were being met. 

Then, the other proposition that a set 
of elaborate restrictions on the kind of 
baler twine that would be admitted free 
of duty comes from a unique source in- 
deed. The domestic manufacturers who 
are opposed to this legislation suggest a 
set of elaborate limitations upon the im- 
ports of baler twine that shall be entitled 
to free entry. They say that this is in 
the best interest of the American farmer; 
that it will protect him against inferior 
quality of merchandise. This looks to 
me like the Greeks bearing gifts and I 
doubt whether the American manufac- 
turers are really interested in the wel- 
fare of the American farmer to that ex- 
tent. Moreover it appears to me that the 
farmer will be able to protect himself 
against inferior imported merchandise 
fully as well as he has been able to detect 
inferior-quality products in other lines, 
I do not believe the American farmer 
needs the solicitude of the domestic pro- 
ducers of baler twine in this regard. 

Mr. Chairman, the shortage of baler 
twine is acute. The neec for this legis- 
lation is immediate and this House 
should not delay the passage of this bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
DovcutTon] has expired. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex- 
pired. The Clerk will read. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That paragraph 1622 of 
section 201 of title II of the Tariff Act of 
1930, as amended, is amended by inserting 
after the words “binding twine” a comma 
and the words “and twine chiefly used for 
baling hay, straw, and other fodder and 
bedding materials.” 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Page 1, line 7, strike out the word “ma- 
terials’.” and insert materials,.“ 


Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GROSS. I do not expect to use 5 
minutes, but I would like to ask a ques- 
tion or two of the proponents of this 
legislation. 

I would like to ask whether if this bill 
is passed there is any assurance that the 
farmers will get more baling and binder 
twine. I do not care particularly who 
answers the question. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Tennessee. 

Mr. COOPER. That is the testimony 
of the farmers themselves and the farm 
organizations before the committee. 
That was the whole purpose of the bill. 

Mr. GROSS. Does the gentleman 
himself believe that the farmers will get 
more twine? 

Mr. COOPER. Icertainly do, and that 
is the reason I am supporting the bill. 

Mr. GROSS. May I ask another ques- 
tion: Will that mean a lower price for 
baling and binder twine? 

Mr. COOPER. The farmers seem to 
think so, and I agree with them. 

Mr. GROSS. You agree with them. 

Mr. COOPER. Yes. 

Mr. GROSS. I well remember, Mr. 
Chairman, that about a year ago we had 


- @ very acute situation with respect to 


baling wire. This year there are no re- 
ports, from my district at least, of a 
scarcity of baling wire. I am wondering 
whether we cannot work out this situa- 
tion on the same basis. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. Yes, I yield. 

Mr. DINGELL. If the gentleman had 
read the testimony of the farmers, they 
do not like baling wire, whether it. is 
available or not. They prefer baler 
twine. It is safer. It is better. It is 
easier to handle. 

Mr. GROSS. I do not agree with the 
gentleman that baling twine is particu- 
larly safer; the gentleman well knows 
that there a great number of hay balers 
in the country that use wire. 

Mr. DINGELL. The farmers, how- 
ever, bélieve that wire-bound hay or feed 
fed to cattle is dangerous, and when 
used as bedding for cattle is also dan- 
gerous in that it might cause hide punc- 
tures and gangrene. 

Mr. GROSS. But, of course, the 
farmer will always remove the wire 
3 than leave it in the stall or feed 
rack. 

Mr. DINGELL. He does not always 
remove it, but it is always more difficult 
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to remove; you have to cut it with clip- 
pers or pliers, whereas you can just take 
the twine-bound bale and hit the twine 
with a shovel or cut it with a knife and 
leave it right there, because it is an 
agricultural product in itself. 

Mr. GROSS. I understand all of that 
perfectly because I have baled some hay 
in my time with baling wire. 

Mr. DINGELL. I am sorry I cannot 
admit to having baled hay or anything 
else, but I will say again that I am taking 
the word of the farmer. Do you chal- 
lenge it? 

Mr. GROSS. Challenge the word of 
the farmer as to what? 

Mr. DINGELL. As to the desirability 
and preference for using baling twine 
instead of wire. 

Mr. GROSS. No; not at all. 

Mr. DINGELL. That is what I am 
going on; I am taking the word of ex- 
perts, of the farmers themselves. 

Mr. GROSS. But I am pointing out 
that the situation with respect to the 
shortage of baling wire seems to have 
been cured in a rather short period of 
time, and I am wondering if under the 
existing system of production the baling 
twine situation will not be cured like- 
wise. 

Mr. DINGELL. I hope it is, but they 
cannot use baling wire in balers that use 
twine. 

Mr. GROSS. 
fectly. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the chairman 
of the committee. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. I speak from per- 
sonal knowledge and from talking with 
farmers who produce hay as a pay crop, 
They greatly prefer to use balers that 
use baler twine rather than those that 
use binder twine and they will not buy 
a baler that uses binder twine if they 
can possibly get one that uses baler 
twine. 

Mr. GROSS. I suggest to the chair- 
man that the man who has a twine 
baler is glad to have twine, and the man 
who has a wire baler is glad to have 
wire. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. The use of baler 
twine has increased far beyond the ca- 
pacity of the manufacturers to supply it. 
Production has nothing like overtaken 
the great demand, and there is a short- 
age, a great shortage in baler twine over 
the country. 

The farmers are disturbed, too, be- 
cause the price of baler twine has in- 
creased from $11 for a 40-pound bale 
to $18.50; and, further, the price of baler 
twine in Canada is 5 cents less per pound 
than the price in the United States, but 
the great necessity for this bill is be- 
cause the American farmer prefers to 
use the baler that uses twine. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the pro forma amend- 
ment, and do so only to state for the 
benefit of the gentleman from Iowa 
that in my remarks I pointed out that 
the difference between a baling machine 
using baler twine and one using wire 
is a big one in the saving of manpower. 
I said one man can operate an auto- 
matic pick-up baling machine which 


I understand that per- 
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uses baling twine whereas it takes two 
to four men to operate an automatic 
pick-up baling machine which uses 
wire. Therefore, it is reasonable to sup- 
pose that a man who has a baler which 
uses wire is pretty glad to get rid of 
his wire baler and get one that uses 
baler twine, provided he can be assured 
of a sufficiency of twine. That is exact- 
ly what we are trying to do for him 
now. 

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DINGELL. I yield. 

Mr. BURDICK. I think you can clear 
up the question of the use of wire as a 
dangerous instrumentality in the han- 
dling of livestock; it is. The danger 
comes in the loss of livestock. 

Mr. DINGELL. And the gentleman 
is a dirt farmer, I take it. I have seen 
him with mud on his boots right here 
in Washington. 

Mr. BURDICK. We have had many 
cases of a cow dying and the post mor- 
tem showed that she had two or three 
of these wires all balled up in her 
stomach. That does not happen with 
twine. 

Mr. DINGELL. A dead cow does not 
produce milk either. 

Mr. BURDICK. You can feed them 
on twine if you have salt enough. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DINGELL. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. I agree with the gen- 
tleman that the farmers would like to 
have twine balers, but I still have no 
assurance from members of the com- 
mittee that if we pass this bill twine 
is going to be any cheaper or there will 
be any more of it. 

Mr. DINGELL. At least we are head- 
ing in that direction. I would not swear 
to my friend that there is going to be 
an amount of baler twine sufficient to 
cover all needs for ever and ever, but I 
do say that this move is in that direc- 
tion. I am playing into the hands of 
the farmer in this instance, he wants 
this bill enacted, and I would like to 
ask my friend, who professes to be a 
friend of the farmer, to join me. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DINGELL. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Massachusetts. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Did some farm 
organization put this bill in? 

Mr. DINGELL. Originally, as the 
gentleman should know by now because 
the question has been covered by several 
Members, the bill was introduced by the 
distinguished Senator from Nebraska. 
It was attached to two different bills 
which we sent over to the Senate and 
which were passed in the Senate. We 
had to take them out in conference as we 
decided we ought to have full and com- 
plete hearings and give everybody a 
chance to be heard. Having heard the 
testimony, and the preponderance of evi- 
dence being on the side of the farm 
spokesmen, the bill was reported by the 
committee without any of the amend- 
ments which you intend to offer here this 
afternoon. All of those amendments 
have been passed on and rejected in com- 
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mittee. If you do offer them and any 
should pass you are going to have a roll 
call on each one of them. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. As I sat here 
listening to the debate all day, this ap- 
parently is a farmer’s bill, yet nowhere 
in its progress through the Congress has 
any farm organization sponsored it. 

Mr. DINGELL. The gentleman is 
just as wrong as he can be. Let him 
take a look at the hearings on the bill. 
It is the farmers who have given their 
strongest support to this bill. The gen- 
tleman better get caught up on himself 
before he makes remarks of that kind, 
because this is the first time I remember 
or that any other Member on this floor 
remembers, and I have been here nearly 
20 years, that the four farm organiza- 
tions have gotten together behind one 
bill. They are unanimously in support 
of this one. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Will the gentle- 
man yield further? 

Mr. DINGELL. If the gentleman 
cannot offer any better argument than 
that, he better cover up. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. I will cover up by 
saying that the CIO and the AFL have 
gone on record against this bill. 

Mr. DINGELL, The national organi- 
zations had nothing to say about it. A 
local union maybe did. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Did Mr. Edelman 
appear before the gentleman’s com- 
mittee? 

Mr. DINGELL. He did not appear 
before the committee. He was at some 
of the hearings but no one appeared for 
the American Federation of Labor or the 
Congress of Industrial Organizations. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan has expired. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair- 
man, I move to strike out the requisite 
number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to bring out the 
point that this baler-twine industry de- 
veloped about 1929. It is a new indus- 
try. It was developed by our people and 
our industries took it up and started in 
to see if they could not serve the farmers 
better with this baler twine. They got 
well organized and they have gone into 
great research on this baler twine par- 
ticularly, of course, so far as vermin are 
concerned, the danger being that if it is 
of an inferior quality and is not pro- 
tected by proper chemical treatment, if 
they bale the hay and put it in the barn, 
then the rats and mice gnaw through 
the twine and the hay is lost. It is all 
mixed up and has to be reprocessed 
again before they can really ship it out. 
Now they are established and they have 
rendered a wonderful service over the 
years to the farmers of this country, and 
with the aid of the Department of Agri- 
culture they made careful surveys, and 
they produced much more than the sur- 
veys indicated they would need this year. 
The testimony shows that, and there is 
no dispute about it. Now then they 
come along, and here is a man, Hogate, 
who registers as a lobbyist shortly after 
this bill is introduced. He is represent- 
ing a foreign mill in Ontario, Canada, 
close to Detroit. That is the port of 
entry. This man is being paid $1,000 a 
month, as shown by the Lobby Register, 
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and he has been carrying on this propa- 
ganda, It has been a fight from the 
start. He is working on the farm lead- 
ers. The farmers have been misled by 
this lobbyist. Now you turn this for- 
eign industry loose on our baler indus- 
try that has given good service to the 
farmers. This bill if passed will reduce 
our revenue. It will destroy the busi- 
ness here, and as has been said time and 
time again, your price of baler twine will 
go up and your farmers will not get an 
adequate supply of baler twine. They 
will have to pay the price asked by these 
foreign _producers. Mr. Hogate has 
done a magnificent job for those people 
who want to take over our market, the 
very heart and security of the United 
States. Foreign interests could well af- 
ford to pay Mr. Hogate a million dollars 
a year. He is a great man, apparently; 
he has great prestige, and I also think 
that he selected the right people to work 
for him. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, I am a little afraid that 
some of the future benefits which would 
result from the passage of this bill as 
outlined by the proponents are probably 
a little farfetched and I think that some 
of the dire consequences as outlined by 
the opponents are a little extreme. In 
the first instance I think we have to re- 
member that binder twine, which was 
the general material used in the binding 
and harvesting of crops, has been on the 
free list from 1896 to date. The cordage 
industry is the industry that manufac- 
tures binder twine. That industry has 
continued to exist in the United States in 
spite of the free importation of binder 
twine. We have a shortage today in 
the item of baler twine which for all 
intents and purposes has become a sub- 
stitute for binder twine. 

A little example of what has actually 
happened can probably be seen by the 
poundage manufactured of binder twine 
and baler twine in the last few years. 
In about 1939 baler twine first came 
into existence, and it really did not come 
into very much usage until the early 
forties. It came in in connection with a 
shift from balers using twine instead of 
wire and also as a result of the increased 
use of combines or harvester-threshers. 
This change in the agricultural method 
of harvesting came into great promi- 
nence in the forties and has continued 
since that time. In about 1927 twine 
that was used, the cordage that was made 
for the purpose of binding, was binder 
twine, and at that time about 227,000,000 
pounds was produced. That was at the 
height of the binder twine usage. Yet 
that shrank so that in 1947 there was 
only about 90,000,000 pounds of binder 
twine produced. In other words, there 
was a conversion. The farmers were 
getting away from the old method of 
using binder twine and wire and instead 
were going intd the system of baling, 
which required a heavier type of twine. 

You can see this conversion when you 
take the production figures for baler 
twine, which in 1939 were practically 
zero, and yet in 1951 were in excess of 
125,000,000 pounds. 
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Actually what has happened is that in- 
stead of using binder twine generally 
you are using baler twine. Your cordage 
industry existed when the usage was in 
the field of binder twine and binder 
twine was on the free list. It did not 
ruin the cordage industry of the coun- 
try and it is not ruined today. The use 
of baler twine did not give rise to a new 
industry, it gave rise only to a new 
process, a new conversion within an ex- 
isting industry, the cordage industry. 
The farmer has been changing over from 
the use of binder twine to baler twine. 
The manufacturer has been changing 
over from binder twine to baler twine. 

I do not think the passage of this bill 
is going to ruin the cordage industry. I 
think the evidence of what happened to 
the industry with binder twine on the 
free list should be evidence of that fact. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I yield to 
the gentleman from Kansas. 

Mr. HOPE. The gentleman has just 
stated that the development of the bal- 
ing twine has been within recent years 
and has occurred since we have had any 
legislative revision of the Tariff Act. 
Does not the gentleman think that if this 
development of baling twine had come 
about before the Smoot-Hawley Act was 
passed in 1930 baling twine would have 
been placed on the free list just the same 
as binding twine was placed on the free 
list? 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. If the 
gentleman will read the wording of the 
Tariff Act of 1930 he will find that it 
does not say “binder twine,” it says 
“binding twine.” I think basically what 
they had in mind was any material 
which was used by the farmer in the 
harvesting and in the binding of his 
crops in the process of harvesting. 

The point I have been trying to make 
is that I do not see any of tne dire con- 
sequences that are pictured by some in 
the cordage industry as the result of the 
possible passage of this legislation. On 
the other hand, I cannot see the great 
benefits which some of the proponents 
seem to see in the future as the result 
of the passage vf the legislation. 

It was a peculiar thing that in the 
hearings before our committee none of 
the witnesses could put their finger on 
the exact cause of today’s shortage. 
Nobody would admit that the shortage 
today was as the result of the present 
duty. This is understandable because 
with an extreme shortage the farmers 
were willing to buy and did buy every 
bit of baler twine they could possibly 
get, and every foreigner that could ship 
in here did ship in here in spite of the 
duty. As far as this year’s supply of 
baler twine was concerned, we had just 
as much as we would have gotten if the 
duty had been removed earlier in the 
year. 

There is some feeling that the re- 
moval of this barrier might encourage 
a little increase outside the country in 
baler-twine production, but I do not 
think this is going to end forever all the 
farmers’ worries. There is more to the 
shortage of baler twine than just the 
matter of this duty. I would hate to 
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have the farmers of the country think 
that when this bill becomes law, from 
then on they are going to have baler 
twine to burn, and that there will be no 
more problems, because this legislation 
will not solve it completely. The wit- 
nesses before the committee could not 
put their finger on exactly what all the 
causes were or what the basic difficulties 
were. 

My reason for favoring this bill is very 
simple. In my judgment, it is necessary 
in order to be consistent in the tariff pol- 
icy which we have followed for years as 
far as twine used for binding the prod- 
ucts of the farmer is concerned. Just 
because the farmer has changed over to 
a slightly different item for binding his 
products, I do not think it should change 
the basic status in our tariff law of that 
item or of the items used. It has been 
our basic tariff policy to exempi from 
duty any of the items used by the farm- 
ers in producing the food and fiber 
needed by this country. In my judg- 
ment, baler twine should enjoy this 
exemption. I believe that was the in- 
tent of the act of 1930. I think what we 
are doing here by this bill is to carry out 
the intention of that act, and that all we 
are doing is continuing the status quo 
so far as the cordage industry and the 
treatment of binding twine is concerned. 

Mr. SCUDDER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I yield. 

Mr. SCUDDER. In accordance with 
your views as to the prospect that neither 
the cordage industry nor the farmers 
would be benefited or hurt, do you not 
believe it would be well to put this out as 
a trial balloon and limit the period of 
time in which this act would be effective 
so we would not be throwing American 
employees out of work? I think we are 
going too far. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I wish 
the gentleman would not present an ar- 
gument. I yielded to him to ask a ques- 
tion. I do not think you are going to 
hurt the cordage industry, as I tried to 
explain, because they were not particu- 
larly hurt by the free importation of 
binder twine. Personally, I do not think 
it would be consistent with our historic 
tariff policy to limit the effectiveness of 
the bill to 18 months. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Wisconsin has expired. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Chair- 
man, I move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I am supporting this 
bill. I am not sure, as the gentleman 
who has preceded me has said, whether 
this is going to solve all the ills. I do 
happen to know from my own personal 
knowledge and experience in my district 
that this baler twine situation is very, 
very bad not only as regards scarcity 
of the commodity, but as regards ex- 
orbitant prices. I happened to have had 
in my hand the last couple of days two 
bills of a man who had bought baler 
twine this year. When he bought in 
May, he paid $11 and something a bale. 
When he bought here last week, he had 
to pay $18 a bale for it. I do not know 
that this bill is going to answer his prob- 
lems, but it is the only thing we have 
before us, Aside from that, this is an 
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absurd situation when you examine the 
physical aspect of the products that you 
propose to impose a tariff on. If I had 
two pieces of this product in my hand— 
if I had a piece of baler twine and a piece 
of binder twine, at the distance that you 
gentlemen are sitting from me, you 
could not tell the difference between 
them. My colleague has handed me a 
sample card with two pieces of baler and 
binder twine on it. As you can see, 
there is no apparent difference between 
them. There is no difference in effi- 
cacies and binding qualities of these two 
products except that one has a few more 
strands of exactly the same material in 
it than the other has. Yet, you say, you 
are going to let one in duty-free, and on 
the other, baler twine, you are going to 
impose a tariff. It just does not make 
sense. Let us take the practical situa- 
tion from the standpoint of the farm- 
ers. I happen to have two neighbors 
adjoining my farm. One of them has 
one type of baler. He bales in square 
bales, and he uses the regular, what we 
call the baler twine. So he must pay a 
tariff on his twine. Right over the fence 
from him, is another neighbor and he 
uses another type of baler. That baler 
bales a round bale. So, according to 
the mechanism of the two machines, the 
man who makes the square bale uses 
the twine that is subject to a tariff, and 
the man over the fence from him who 
uses the round type of baler uses the 
regular binder type of twine, which is 
a smaller twine, and he pays no tariff 
on it. So there you have a situation of 
one man on one side of the fence baling 
clover hay, and the other man on the 
other side baling the exact same kind 
of clover hay at the same time and for 
the same purpose, and one of them pays 
a tariff and the other does not pay a 
tariff on exactly the same product. Is 
it not ridiculous? Do we want to leave 
ourselves in such an absurd position, 
aside from the merits of the case and 
whether it is going to save the farmers 
some money? That is exactly the po- 
sition you are in today. Put them both 
on the same basis—either both tax-free 
or both subject to a tariff. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. SMITH] 
has expired. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I have the greatest 
respect for those who are opposing this 
legislation, but, frankly, it seems to me 
they are making a mountain out of a 
molehill, in their dire predictions as to 
what will happen to American cordage 
manufacturers if this legislation is 
passed. 

I feel very much as does the gentle- 
man from Wisconsin [Mr. Byrnes] 
that this may not make a great deal 
of difference in the supply of twine, but 
I think it is a sound principle to say 
that if you are trying to increase the 
supply of a product you ought to remove 
whatever impediments there are to its 
distribution. If the duty is keeping out 
baler twine, then the removal of that 
duty will certainly increase the avail- 
able supply. 
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Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOPE. I will yield to my distin- 
guished friend later if I have time. 

It has been said previously, and I want 
to repeat it as a Republican, that the 
traditional policy of the Republican 
Party in this country has been to permit 
importation, duty free, of all of the 
articles that go into the production of 
farm products. That was the policy 
under the Fordney-McCumber bill, un- 
der the Smoot-Hawley bill, and I un- 
derstand all previous bills. I do not 
want the word to go out today to the 
farmers of this country that the Repub- 
licans in Congress are repudiating the 
policy which we have always followed of 
admitting, duty free, those articles 
which go into the production of farm 
products. It was a sound policy when 
it was adopted and it is still a sound 
policy. For that reason, if for no other, 
it seems to me that we Republicans are 
making a great mistake if we defeat the 
legislation which is now before us. 

I have not the slightest doubt but 
what if baling twine had been in use at 
the time the Smoot-Hawley tariff bill 
was passed in 1930, it would have been 
placed in the free list, along with every 
other article that is used in farm produc- 
tion. I am sure that at the time the 
Smoot-Hawley bill was passed it was 
contemplated and intended by those 
who wrote the legislation that the pro- 
vision which permitted binding twine to 
come in free would include anything 
that was used to bind or contain farm 
products in the harvest fields. Why 
should we at this time take a position 
which is at entire variance with the 
policy of both parties in this country 
in the past? 

Every one of the general farm organi- 
zations of this country—and it is the 
first time I can recall for some time that 
all of them have been together—have 
appeared before the committee in sup- 
port of the bill They have taken the 
position that this legislation will bring 
about a greater supply of bailing twine. 
I do not pretend to know just how much 
of a change it will make, but certainly 
if it makes any change at all it will be 
in the direction of a greater supply. I 
am anxious that we should follow the 
policy that has always been followed in 
matters of this kind and that we open 
the way here to increase the supply to 
whatever extent it may be brought about. 
For that reason I am supporting the 
legislation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kansas has expired. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle- 
man may proceed for one additional 
minute in order that I may ask him a 
question. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOPE. I yield. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Is it not true that 
during all the time the Republicans 
were in power from the 1890's down until 
sometime early in the thirties that they 
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always were in favor of no tariff on 
machinery that was used on the farm? 

Mr. HOPE. Iam speaking just of my 
personal knowledge; I know that was 
true under the Fordney-McCumber Act 
and under the Smoot-Hawley bill, and 
my understanding is that is was true as 


far as previously Republican-sponsored © 


tariff bills were concerned. 

Mr. SPRINGER. And that was true 
even as to hay balers. 

Mr. HOPE. It was true of all farm 
machinery and all supplies that went 
into production of farm crops. 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is it to the commit- 
tee amendment? 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. Right 
after the enacting clause. 

The CHAIRMAN. We have pending 
the committee amendment in line 7 to 
substitute a comma for the period. 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. I will 
offer my amendment to the committee 
amendment, then. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re- 
port the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. EDWIN 
ARTHUR HALL]. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR 
HALL: Page 1, line 7, insert a new section as 
follows: 

“The National Production Authority shall 
take all steps possible to allocate from do- 
mestic supplies enough baling twine to meet 
the needs of American farmers not only for 
the 1951 purpose but for all subsequent 
emergencies.” 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I make 
a point of order against the amendment. 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. Will 
not the gentleman permit me to be heard 
on my amendment before he presses the 
point of order? 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I make 
the point of order against the amend- 
ment that it is not germane to the pend- 
ing bill. 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will dis- 
pose of the point of order first unless 
the gentleman from New York con- 
cedes it. 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. No; I 


do not concede it; I want to be heard 


on it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
wishes to be heard on the point of order? 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. Yes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Tennessee makes the point of order 
that the amendment is not germane. 

The gentleman from New York will 
present any point of view he has on 
that question. 

Chairman, I am sorry that this appar- 
ently is a gag rule when one tries to 
present an amendment. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I make 
the point of order that that is not a dis- 
cussion of the point of order. 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. I am 
endeavoring to get to the discussion of 
the point of order if the gentleman will 
allow me to. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
wee address his remarks to the point of 
order. 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. Mr. 
Chairman, we are here to try to get 
baling twine for the farmers of the coun- 
try; we are here just about 3 months 
too late. The amendment I just pre- 
sented was H. R. 4479 which I iniro- 
duced on June 5, 1951. If my amend- 
ment had prevailed or had been voted 
upon, we would have had the oppor- 
tunity to perfect the machinery here on 
the House floor so that we could get 
baling twine from domestic sources. So 
I believe this amendment should be sub- 
mitted to a vote since it is an honest 
effort to accomplish the objective which 
we are all here to try to accomplish. 

The National Production Authority is 
the agency which the Congress has set 
up for obtaining these various alloca- 
tions. There is no reason in the world 
why the National Production Authority 
should be ruled out of the consideration 
of this bill, and it seems to me that in 
presenting an amendment of this kind, 
the House ought to have an opportunity 
to vote upon it. If this is an emergency 
we certainly ought to face it; we ought 
not to let any possible opportunity slip 
by even though in upstate New York a 
bill of this kind is just 3 months too late. 
We should have passed a bill provid- 
ing for baling twine 3 months ago in 
order that the farmers of up-State New 
York might have had a chance to have 
enough baling twine to get in their hay 
crop. In North Carolina and other 
southern States where the jungle growth 
is much more advanced than it is up 
in up-State New York, they have three 
crops of hay. They are harvesting their 
last crop down there now. We harvested 
our hay crop from June 15 to August 1 
and we are out of luck as far as getting 
this twine is concerned. 

In other words, this is an honest effort 
on my part to attempt to get this bunch 
of bureaucrats down in the National 
Production Authority off of their plush 
cushions and get them busy to try to 
obtain some of the allocation of this 
twine from our domestic supply. My, 
bill was the first and one of the few 
attempts to obtain baling twine for the 
farmers of this country. 

The Hall bill would have accomplished 
what this bill comes too late to do, 
namely, remedy the present emergency. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is pre- 
pared to rule. 

The gentleman from New York offers 
an amendment that has for its purpose 
apparently an increase in the domestic 
supply of baling twine. The pending 
legislation is an amendment to the Tar- 
iff Act of 1930. It appears from an ex- 
amination of the gentleman’s amend- 
ment that it goes far beyond the scope 
of the bill, in that it applies to differ- 
ent legislation; therefore the Chair sus- 
tains the point of order. 

The question is on the committee 

t. 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 
Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Simpson of 
Pennsylvania: Strike out of H. R. 1005 all 
matter after the enacting clause, and in lieu 
thereof insert the following: “That after 
paragraph 1622 of section 201 of title II of 
the Tariff Act of 1930 as amended, insert the 
following new paragraph: 

“*1622 (a). Baler twine manufactured from 
New Zealand hemp, henequen, manila, istle, 
or Tampico fiber, sisal grass, or sunn or a 
mixture of any two or more of them, single 
ply, and measuring not exceeding 240 feet 
to the pound, containing not less than 8 
percent of oil by weight, mildew proofed, 
treated to repel insects and rodents and 
chiefly used in an automatic pick-up baler 
in the baling of hay, straw, and fodder’.” 


Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I make 
a point of order against the amendment. 
As I caught the reading of it, the amend- 
ment seeks to change an entirely differ- 
ent provision of existing law than that 
sought to be changed by the pending bill. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, may I be heard on the point 
of order? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will hear 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, I can think of nothing that 
could be more important to this bill than 
to define what baler twine is. That is 
what my amendment does and that is all 
it does. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr, SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I 
yield to the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. DINGELL. We disposed of all of 
these amendments that the gentleman 
proposes to bring up here in committee. 
We voted on them and they were voted 
adversely. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle- 
man from Tennessee desire to be heard 
further on the point of order? 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, upon 
further inquiry my understanding is that 
the amendment seeks to amend the same 
paragraph of the Tariff Act as the pend- 
ing bill seeks to amend? 

The CHAIRMAN. That is correct. 
Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I with- 
draw my point of order. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, I have been struck all after- 
noon by the fact that no one seems to 
know what baler twine is. That is, un- 


country and they could ship in most any- 
thing, calling it baler twine, and it would 
come in without the payment of duty. 
Now, certain countries have been ship- 
ping inferior binder twine in here and 
the American farmers have been buying 
it to their sorrow. All this amendment 
does and what it seeks to do is a very 
important thing, for it gives the farmers 
the assurance that if baler twine comes 
into the United States from abroad it will 
equal the minimum specifications and 
quality of the American-made baler 
twine. Is that not highly desirable? Is 
that not a great protection to the Amer- 
ican farmer who uses the baler twine? 
One of the things it does it to assure that 
the twine will do the job. It will avoid 
the dumping into this country of a lot of 
material from abroad which can be made 
from a substitute for the higher quality 


after, if necessary. 
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material which is used by the American 
manufacturer in producing baler twine 
sold under the American-made name. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope very much that 
the amendment will be agreed to, for it is 
a desirable one from the standpoint of 
the American consumer. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I 
yield to the gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Will the defini- 
tion as contained in the gentleman's 
amendment cover the twine used in the 
so-called round bale balers? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. It 
will cover anything which qualifies as 
baler twine, and it will cover the one to 
which the gentleman refers. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I think the gen- 
tleman had a limitation as to the number 
of feet per pound. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. From 
an industry statement as to what the 
minimum industrial specifications are, 
we were assured that this would fit the 
bill for the American farmer. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER, Is that mini- 
mum or maximum? A 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. This 
is the minimum. I have no disposition 
to conceal anything, of course, but we 
were told by the industry that this was 
their minimum specification for the 
American-made product. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I 
yield to the gentleman from Arkansas. 

Mr. MILLS. As I understand the gen- 
tleman's amendment; he would confine 
the baler twine which could come in duty 
free to twine not more than 240 feet in 
length per pound? Is that in the gen- 
tleman’s amendment? That would be 
maximum rather than minimum. It 
could not exceed 240 feet per pound. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. It 
Says: 240 feet per pound. 

Mr. MILLS. Does the gentleman 
know how many feet of normally do- 
mestic-made baler twine there is to the 
pound? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. No; 
Ido not. It is approximately 240 feet. 

Mr. MILLS. Would there not be a 
possibility then that the gentleman’s 


amendment might confine the free im- 
der this provision other countries would 
be permitted to ship baler twine into this 


portation of twine to exactly what we 


-have now, that is, binder twine rather 


than baler twine? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Iwas 
told that these are the minimum specifi- 
cations for the American industry. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I 
yield to the distinguished Speaker. 

Mr. RAYBURN. It may be that 2 or 
3 or 5 years from now the specifications 
would be changed and that American 
machinery would not use the kind of 
twine that the gentleman’s amendment 
provides for. i 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I 
suggest that we protect the farmer for 
these several years and change it there- 
I do not see how we 
can afford to pass a bill, simply calling 
it binder twine, and throwing it on the 
American market. Had it happened in 
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Pennsylvania this year, as far as baler 
twine is concerned, it would have been 
gobbled up. The farmers were anxious 
to get it, even though it was very poor. 

Mr. RAYBURN. I know this, it cer- 
tainly would have been gobbled up in 
our State, because in my neighborhood 
40 hay balers stood idle at one time be- 
cause they could not get wire or baler 
twine. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. We 
should protect the farmers, and if the 
farmers want baler twine they should 
get baler twine. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I 
yield to the gentleman from Pennsyl- ` 
vania. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. The gentleman 
is not seeking to put any limitation on 
with respect to the binder twine that is 
to be imported free? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. No. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Now, if we are 
going to put any limitation on baler 
twine, it would be fair also to change the 
law that has existed for 40 years with 
respect to binder twine. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. May 
I point this out? There is a definition 
today as to what binder twine is, and 
no one can import binder twine, even 
though it comes in free, and sell as binder 
twine without meeting that limitation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
be permitted to proceed for two addi- 
tional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. That 
limitation is in the laws today because of 
court decisions which have laid down a 
definition of what binder twine is. What 
I propose to do is avoid the necessity of 
a lot of court cases until a final conclu- 
sion is made defining baler twine, which 
I think would be this definition. j 

Mr. EBERHARTER. It seems to me if 
you are going to put limitations on baler 
twine imported free of duty you ought 
to do the same thing on binder twine. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. The 
courts have already done just that. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Does the gentle- 
man’s definition coincide with the 
courts’ definition? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Mine 
was made applicable to baler twine, 
which is a heavier twine than is binder 
twine, which is already defined by the 
courts, 

Mr. EBERHARTER. I submit to the 
gentleman that we certainly have not 
had an opportunity to study the specifi- 
cations laid down by the gentleman's 
amendment. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. We 
had this amendment in our committee, 
and the amendment was defeated in the 
committee. We had ample opportunity 
to study it, and we did study it. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. We had no testi- 


‘mony from the farm organizations as to 


that? 
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Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Per- 
haps not from the farm organizations. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. I mean, we did 
not have any testimony as to the speci- 
fications the gentleman lays down, 
whether they would be suitable for their 
purposes. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. It is 
obviously suitable, because it is what 
they are buying today, made by the 
American manufacturers. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the four farm organi- 
zations are opposed to this amendment, 
to any amendment proposing a limita- 
tion of time, and to the amendment 
which proposes to put into the law cer- 
tain definitions as regards oil and other 
saturants for the purpose of keeping out 
rodents and vermin. They say they be- 
lieve that these amendments are de- 
signed as an interference with this bill. 

Let me say at this time also that I 
asked who is proposing these amend- 
ments, the source of them. It was ad- 
mitted, and I believe Mr. Roos himself 
said, that they did emanate from the 
Cordage Institute. That is just like 
turning the farmers’ sheep over to the 
wolves to be tended by them tenderly and 
safely. The farmers do not want this 
amendment, but the Cordage Institute 
does. Mr. Roos proposes it. It comes 
here to you trying to make itself pala- 
table. 

You do not need any such thing as a 
definition of baler twine as to how many 
feet there should be in order that it 
might be used in a baler. It might de- 
feat the purpose of the bill if there are 
changes in baling machines. The same 
thing is true about the other amend- 
ment. You do not have to say that 
twine has to have so much oil in it, be- 
cause it has to have a certain amount as 
a preservative. The farmers will insist 
on quality and get it. If you complicate 
the bill too far, the customs people will 
levy duty in many instances, due to lack 
of conformance to specifications. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DINGELL. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Tennessee. 

Mr.COOPER. The purpose of this bill 
is to assist the American farmers in 
securing the product they need in their 
business. The farmers of the country 
and the farm organizations are opposed 
to this amendment. They are support- 
ing the bill as reported by the committee. 

May I point out the further fact that 
if we here bind this by a certain number 
of feet to the pound then in the future 
if some improvement should be brought 
about in the manufacture of this type 
of baling twine it would disrupt the 
whole situation and might well result in 
the very defeat of the purpose we here 
are seeking to accomplish. 

Mr. DINGELL. That is correct. It 
would make it absolutely impossible for 
the manufacturer to conform to any 
change in a baling machine or the spe- 
cific use for which the farmer wants to 
use this baler product without subject- 
ing the twine to duty. Let us not be 
fooled by this. When you start pre- 
scribing an exact number of feet to a 
pound, then you are getting into dificul- 
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ties which will throw the controversies 
right into the court, and it will not pro- 
duce any baler twine for the farmers. 
That is precisely what the Cordage Insti- 
tute wants to accomplish by way of get- 
ting around the bill. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DINGELL. I yield. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Is it not 
true, however, that you do have a defi- 
nition today of binder twine even though 
it is not written into the law? You do 
have a definition, and it is a definition 
which has caused the trouble which 
brings us here and requires us to pass a 
law including baler twine on the free list. 

What I wanted to ask the gentleman 
from Michigan is whether or not at the 
present time you do not have a definition 
of binder twine which does set up the 
number of feet per pound. 

Mr. DINGELL. I think so. I think 
it is a certain number of feet per pound, 
but the latitude allowed there would not 
apply to baler twine without compli- 
cating things. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. What the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania is doing, 
it seems to me, is asking for a definition 
similar to binder twine. 

Mr. DINGELL. I will say this to my 
good friend, the gentleman from Wis- 
consin, especially because he favors the 
bill, that if we find within the first year 
that there has been any difficulty or any 
complication by reason of the fact that 
his suggestion has not been written into 
the law, I will vote with the Republicans 
at least once to correct it. Mr. Chair- 
man, I hope the amendment will be voted 
down. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, I have asked for this 
time for the purpose of inquiring from 
the acting majority leader, or perhaps 
from our distinguished Speaker, whom I 
see sitting with us, how long we are going 
to run tonight and if this bill is going 
to go over until tomorrow if it is not 
finished tonight. 

Mr. PRIEST. May I say to the dis- 
tinguished minority leader that we had 
hoped to finish it tonight. Of course, I 
believe we would not want to run too 
long tonight, but if it is not finished to- 
night it will go over until tomorrow. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Does 
the gentleman think we will run until 
about 5:30 tonight? 

Mr. PRIEST. Let us not bind our- 
selves by any time, but let us say approx- 
imately 5:30. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. That 
would be acceptable. We do not have a 
very full program for tomorrow and 
there seems to be no reacon for us to 
work overtime when we can finish this 
bill tomorrow just as well. 

Mr. PRIEST. I think we can run 
along until about that time anyhow 
hoping in the meantime that we may be 
able to finish it by that time. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
yield. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Some of 
us, and I for one, would like to have a 
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little time to think this thing over. I 
have become quite confused the way 
some of the Members from the city have 
shown concern about the welfare of the 
farmers. If we could adjourn at 5 O- 
clock and collect our thoughts, we would 
be better informed on this problem. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I have had an oppor- 
tunity to look at the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. Suwpson], for whom I have the 
highest regard, and I have some ques- 
tions about some of the language in 
the amendment which he proposes. 

If you have the bill before you, you 
will see that it amends paragraph 1622 
of the Tariff Act of 1930, by inserting 
after the words “binding twine” the 
words, and twine chiefly used for baling 
hay, straw, and other fodder and bed- 
ding materials.” 

That language would then be subject 
to the proviso in paragraph 1622, to 
which binding twine is also subject. 

The amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. S=mp- 
son] proposes a new paragraph, known 
as paragraph 1622-A, so that if it should 
be adopted you would have a paragraph 
1622 on binding twine and 1622-A on 
baler twine. 

In his amendment the gentleman says 
that baler twine may not exceed 240 feet 
per pound; that it shall contain not less 
than 8 percent of oil by weight, and be 
mildew proof, and treated to repel in- 
sects and rodents. 

It is my understanding from talking 
to people who know more about it than 
I do that there is no such thing as 
mildew-proof twine. We have twine in 
the United States that we sell which has 
been mildew-proofed. Efforts have been 
made, so I am informed, to make it 
mildew proof, as much as it is possible 
to make it, but neither domestic pro- 
ducers, nor anyone else, actually know 
any process that will guarantee to keep 
mildew out of twine if it is held for any 
length of time. 

In my opinion this particular language 
raises a technicality that might well 
confuse the situation and lead to all 
sorts of time-consuming disputes and 
litigation. 

Then I call attention to this situation 
also: Today baler twine can come in 
from any source, provided an ad valorem 
duty of 15 percent is paid. 

Whether it is mildew-proof, whether 
it is treated to repel rodents and insects, 
or whether it is 240 or 290 feet to the 
pound, such restrictions by way of speci- 
fications may well raise technicalities 
that will actually defeat the entire pur- 
pose which we have in mind in this bill, 
namely, placing baler twine on the free 
list, where it was intended to be and 
I think anyone in reading paragraph 
1622 would say that the customs officials 
erred by not putiing it there. The tech- 
nicalities that have been raised in say- 
ing that baler twine is not within the 
definition of binder twine in paragraph 
1622 have appeared to me at once fal- 
lacious and illogical. I know that the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania is opposed 
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to the legislation, but I would much 
rather see the bill defeated by the House 
than to see the House adopt amendments 
which none of us understand fully and 
which might actually result in defeating 
the purpose of the bill. 

We do not know what the expression 
“240 feet per pound” will mean in ref- 
erence to baler twine. There may be 
changes in baling machines and the 
weight might be affected in such a way 
as to make twine satisfactory for use 
by them subject to duty. I do not know 
whether the expression “8 percent of 
oil by weight” would raise a technicality 
or not. It certainly would cause com- 
plications from a customs point of view. 
I understand definitely, however, that 
when you put in the words “mildew 
proof” they mean that.it cannot mildew. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Arkansas has expired. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for two 
additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MILLS. I yield to the gentleman. 
I do not know what the words “mildew- 
proof” mean; I want to know. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. “Mil- 
dew-proof,” as is customary in much 
legislation, is a phrase used in the trade; 
it is the thing that is considered by the 
courts in that sense; it means just what 
it says in the sense of a trade practice 
and policy. There would be no difficulty 
in interpreting it. 

Mr. MILLS. Let me ask the gentle- 
man a question: Does the phrase “mil- 
dew-proof” as used in this amendment 
mean that baler twine would come in 
without mildew on it? Or that it will 
not mildew after the farmer gets it? 
What does it mean? I do not under- 
stand. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. If 
the American farmer saw mildew on it 
he would not buy it. 

Mr. MILLS. That is right, exactly, 
and for that reason I cannot see why 
any such amendment is necessary. The 
farmer knows his twine. We can leave 
it up to him. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. If he 
sees something that has been treated in 
the way the trade treats it, he has reason 
to believe that it has been mildew- 
proofed and he would buy it. 

Mr. MILLS. I still do not know what 
it means. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. It 
means that it has been treated as is 
customary in the trade, that everything 
has been done to proof it against mildew. 

May I take 1 second more on the other 
point of the 240 feet per pound? 

Mr. MILLS. Yes. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. If 
we do not have some limitation there, 
we will run into the shipping into the 
country, I fear, of a lot of so-called baler 
twine which contains a great many more 
feet to the pound and which will be of 
less strength and lower quality, and the 
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American farmer will find himself of- 
fered a defective and inferior product. 

Mr. MILLS. If the gentleman will 
pardon the interruption, that could have 
happened all along by the payment of 
the 15-percent ad valorem duty, but I 
do not know of any complaint that has 
been raised by farm organizations or 
farmers who have been so mistreated 
by the importers of this twine. If they 
have not been in the past, I wonder if 
there is as much possibility as my friend 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. SIMPSON], fears 
of that situation happening in the fu- 
ture if it is on the free list? Iam advised 
that the farm organizations have had a 
chance to know somewhat of these 
amendments and they fear them; they 
feel that the purpose of the legislation 
may be defeated if the amendments are 
adopted and that they are not necessary 
at all. I urge that the amendments be 
defeated. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, it 
seems clear that we shall be unable to 
finish the bill within any reasonable time 
today. I therefore move that the Com- 
mittee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. Hays of Arkansas, Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union, reported that that 
Committee, having had under consider- 
ation the bill (H. R. 1005) to amend the 
Tariff Act of 1930 to provide for the free 
importation of twine used for baling hay, 
straw, and other fodder and bedding 
material, had come to no resolution 
thereon. 


THE NEED FOR EAGLE GORGE DAM 


Mr. TOLLEFSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks and include a letter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Washington? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. TOLLEFSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
sincerely trust that the House and Sen- 
ate conferees on the Army civil func- 
tions appropriation bill will agree to re- 
tain the provision of the Senate bill 
which provides for the sum of $50,000 to 
begin construction of the Eagle Gorge 
Dam in the State of Washington. This 
is a flood-control project which is of 
considerable importance to my congres- 
sional district. It is a project toward 
which the State of Washington and 
King County are ready to contribute 
$2,000,000. That amount of money has 
been appropriated and will be available 
for use as soon as the Federal Govern- 
ment also appropriates funds for the 
same purpose. Congress has authorized 
the project, and now in interests of na- 
tional defense as well as for the protec- 
tion of the area from floods, it should 
provide sufficient funds to get the proj- 
ect started. 

The Seattle city engineer, who is fa- 
miliar with the situation, has advanced 
compelling reasons for the early appro- 
priation of funds by Congress. He has 
set them out in a letter to Col. Howard 
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Hanson, chairman of a special commit- 
tee of the Seattle Chamber of Com- 
merce, who has for several years de- 
voted a tremendous amount of time and 
study in behalf of the project. 

The text of the letter: follows: 


SEPTEMBER 5, 1951. 

Dear COLONEL Hanson: Your subcommit- 
tee on engineering information pertaining 
to the Eagle Gorge flood-control dam has 
reviewed the information previously com- 
piled on this subject in the light of present 
conditions. This review has made it ap- 
parent that the need for this project is be- 
coming increasingly urgent and- that there 
are some new factors which should be taken 
into consideration in the interest of na- 
tional defense. The following is a s 
of the salient national defense aspects of 
the project: 

1. The points itemized in the report of the 
subcommittee under the chairmanship of 
the late J. A. Earley. The numerous facts 
set forth in the letters accompanying that 
report are as valid now as when written on 
December 12, 1950. 

2. The Washington State Legislature, on 
August 28, 1951, meeting in a special session 
caused by an emergency involving State reve- 
nues for the current biennium, and in the 
face of a serious financial crisis, has reap- 
propriated the full $1,500,000 State contribu- 
tion. This is ample evidence that the State’s 
legislative body and its governor regard the 
Eagle Gorge flood-control project as being 
of the greatest importance. 

3. Annually recurring floods are not only 
causing heavy financial losses but are also 
a continued drain on Army resources, typi- 
fied by the fact that Army personnel and 
equipment were required again this past sea- 
son of high water to perform police and 
rescue operations in the flooded area. These 
flood losses will continue until permanent 
corrective measures are taken by the con- 
struction of the Eagle Gorge Dam. The 
wasteful expenditure of manpower and ma- 
terial for combating these floods and re- 
habilitating the devastated area are be- 
coming increasingly difficult because of the 
necessity for channeling more and more of 
our efforts into national defense production, 

4. The periodic flooding of the Green River 
Valley constitutes a continued hazard in an 
area heavily engaged in national defense and 
inhabited by thousands of workers employed 
in such important defense plants as Boeing 
Aircraft, Seattle Port of Embarkation, the 
Army Ordnance Depot at Auburn, and other 
large industries. 

5. Sites for the accommodation of major 
existing defense plants or potential new de- 
fense plants are needed and cannot be de- 
veloped adequately without flood control 
measures. For example: 

(a) The Defense Establishment is using its 
condemnation power to acquire 17% acres for 
the expansion of the Boeing Aircraft plant. 
This will be taken by the Air Force from 
the existing available industrial land. 

(b) Further industrial acreage, free of 
flooding, is being taken by the Government 
for the extension of Boeing Field, thereby 
further reducing the area available for in- 
dustry. 

(c) It is understood that plans for the 
$12,000,000 Harvey alumina plant near tide- 
water on Puget Sound have been approved 
by the National Defense Mobilizer. The 
natural industrial area in the Green-Du- 
wamish Valley between Seattle and Tacoma 
could provide the minimum 250 acres nec- 
essary for this plant, were it not for the fact 
that all sites of this size are in the flood 
zone. The construction of the Eagle Gorge 
Dam would make sites of this size available 
for defense industrial purposes. 

The Green River Valley has approximately 
19,000 acres, all of which will become useful 
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for industrial purposes upon completion of 
the dam, and in addition there are approxi- 
mately 8,000 acres in the Stuck River sec- 
tion of the White River from Auburn to 
Sumner, making a total of approximately 
27,000 acres, all served by transcontinental 
railroads. 

(d) The district engineer, Corps of Engi- 
neers, Department of Army, Portland, Oreg., 
issued under date of May 9, 1951, an invita- 
ticn for bids for the construction of a 350,- 
000 square-foot one-story storage warehouse 
with considerable vacant land adjoining this, 
for the use of the General Service Admin- 
istration Department of the Government. 
The site desired was in the immediate vicin- 
ity of Seattle. Satisfactory bids have not 
been received, due largely to the lack of sites 
in Seattle or the Green River Valley. 

6. Large developments of Government in- 
stallations are going forward in eastern 
Washington, the Puget Sound area, and 
Alaska, all of which are creating a demand 
for additional industrial facilities in Seattle, 
the natural industrial basing point of the 
entire area. A $1,000,000,000 program recent- 
ly announced for Alaska is creating demands 
for warehouse space and other facilities re- 
quiring large tracts not presently available at 
railhead and tide water. 

7. The Eagle Gorge Dam is a relatively 
simple engineering project, requiring only 5 
years for design and construction, under a 
normal schedule. It is believed that this 
schedule could be shortened to no more than 
4 years as a national defense measure, Few 
projects of such potential benefit can be 
completed in such a short time, and it is 
therefore considered all the more urgent that 
construction be started at the earliest pos- 
sible time. 

It is believed that the above, with the 
other information available to you, will in- 
dicate the extreme urgency and necessity for. 
an immediate start on this important project. 
It might also be pointed out that the city 
of Seattle, King County, and the port of 
Seattle have all passed legislation creating 
a committee for development of the lower 
valley, contingent upon the construction of 


the dam and the removal of the area from’ 


the flood menace which has retarded its 
growth in past years. 
Yours very truly, 
R. W. FINKE. 


GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND REMARKS 


Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem- 
bers who spoke on the bill H. R. 1005 
today may have permission to extend 
their remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Under previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. Javits] is recognized for 5 
minutes. 


SELECTIVE IMMIGRATION ACT OF 1951— 
ADMISSION OF SELECTIVE IMMI- 
GRANTS POSSESSING SKILLS BENEFI- 
CIAL. TO THE UNITED STATES 


Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Speaker, yesterday 
I introduced the Selective Immigration 
Act of 1951 to provide for the admission 
of 500,000 alien workers possessing skills 
needed in the United States during the 
next five fiscal years with a priority for 
the surplus working force of those Euro- 
pean nations cooperating in the Euro- 
pean recovery and mutual-security pro- 
grams. 

A great reservoir of surplus workers 
exists in Europe; the International La- 
bor Organization estimates three to four 
million such workers with their families 
primarily located in Austria, Western 
Germany, the Netherlands, Italy, and 
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Greece, and that these require urgent 
resettlement in the next 5 years. The 
Director of the International Labor Or- 
ganization has just announced plans for 
a migration of 1,750,000 of such persons 
in the next 5 years. As in the solution 
of the DP problem not only international 
action and financing will be needed but 
also the leadership of the United States 
in taking a fair share of the surplus 
workers and their families—the same 
type of leadership that settled the DP 
problem. 

This bill would help to reopen the 
doors of the United States to immigra- 
tion based on skill and usefulness in- 
stead of the restrictive and discrimina- 
tory immigration policy based on the 
national-origins quota system. It is nec- 
essary to the future of the United States 
for four reasons: 

First, the need for additional skilled 
manpower to realize the American pro- 
duction potential, to staff defense mo- 
bilization, and to give us elbow room in 
our population considering the world 
responsibilities which we must carry for 
the foreseeable future; second, to main- 
tain the strategic balance between our 
own population and that of U. S. S. R.; 
third, to give viability to free Europe 
in terms of its population by permitting 
voluntary 
ers and to enable it to strengthen its 
basic structure by improving standards 
of living and raising worker productiv- 
ity for those who remain; and, fourth, to 
give leadership to a program for re- 
settling these surplus workers by all na- 
tions of the free world having absorptive. 
capacity for immigrants. 

Manpower resources in the United 
States will be seriously strained by the 
defense mobilization program. Three to 
four million additional workers will be 
needed in the next few years. Domestic 


“sources are very limited, unemployment 
is down to the almost irreducible mini- 


mum of less than 1,600,000. New youth 
attaining working age will largely be 
needed for our increasing military estab- 
lishment and women who were the best 
source of additional labor in World War 
II have since largely been absorbed into 
employment or cannot take employment, 
being busy with the newly established 
millions of postwar households. In addi- 
tion, the age curve of our population is 
rising and by 1975 it is estimated that 
those over 65 years of age may run as 
high as 15 percent of the total popula- 
tion, almost double what it is now, while 
the whole population is expected to in- 
crease from 10 to 15 percent at best. 
In specified areas of employment there 
is unusual shortage. Farm workers— 
there are 300,000 fewer farm families 
in 1951 than in 1950—and domestic help, 
for example, are very short, and metal 
workers. Also, there is an inadequate 
base of semi-skilled and unskilled labor 
which had so much to do with building 
up our country in the last decades of 
the last century and the early decades 
of this one and who are needed now in 
adequate numbers when production must 
take a new spurt of 50 percent or more. 
Under my bill workers to be admitted 
with their families must show that they 


possess skills or can render services 


ation of surplus work- < 
` worked out well and settled substantially 
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“beneficial to the national interest of 
the United States.” Aliens must not 
have been firmly resettled in any other 
country previously. They must be quali- 
fied for admission on health and ideolog- 
ical grounds and assurance must be giv- 
en of the availability of housing and a 
job without displacing any American in 
either. A selective Immigration Com- 
mission is provided to administer the 
pr like the Displaced Persons Commis- 
on. 

Under the Displaced Persons program 
and the regular quota immigration pro- 
gram we have admitted an average of 
205,000 permanent immigrants per year 
since 1948. With the Displaced Persons 
program ending December 31, unless we 
undertake some new program for immi- 
gration we will go back to the national- 
ity quota system under which we are 
likely to average the admission of about 
75,000 immigrants a year for permanent 
residence, about half the quota figure of 
154,000 and about our average from 
the end of World War II to the beginning 
of the Displaced Persons program. This 
would be inconsistent with our needs and 
our position in the world. Under my 
bill immigration would continue at just 
about the rate we had for the last three 
years under the DP Act and with the 
Same safeguards. This has ce 


the DP problem. 

This is a very important change in 
the policy which we pursued for many 
years under the national origins quota 
immigration system, yet it is a change 
compelled on us by our own situation in 
the world and by the situation in the 
world in which we are trying to exercise 
intelligent and human leadership. I 
might point this out, Mr. Speaker, from 
a strategic point of view. The popula- 
tion of the Soviet Union, which is our 


Principal rival in the world, is gaining 


rapidly, while ours is not making the 
progress it should if we are to keep pace, 

Strategic balance with the population 
of the Soviet Union will be lost unless 
we have a new immigration policy. It 
is estimated that in the next 20 years in 
the absence of such policy the popula- 
tion of the Soviet Union will be one and 
one-half times our own—U. S. S. R. 251,- 
000,000 to United States 165,000,000 
instead of the one and one-third times 
our own it is now—U. S. S. R. 203,000,000 
to United States 154,000,000. 

By a reasonable policy of immigration 
we can see that our own population at 
least keeps the ratio with that of the 
Soviet Union which it has today—and 
I submit that is a very important point. 

Mrs. BOLTON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JAVITS. I yield to the gentle- 
woman from Ohio. 

Mrs. BOLTON. I am particularly in- 
terested in that the gentleman has seen 
fit to introduce this bill, because he does 
have such outstanding knowledge of the 
DP and the labor situation abroad, and 
this does mean more skilled labor that 
we really need, does it not? 

Mr. JAVITS. It does, may I say to 
the gentlewoman, skills that we are 
short of, for example, metal workers, 
domestic workers, and unskilled workers. 
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Mrs. BOLTON. 
Berlin? 

Mr. JAVITS. It does. It includes this 
very vexing problem of Western Ger- 
many where about 9,000,000 Volks- 
deutsche are refugees. 

Mrs. BOLTON. Today I had a report 
from a woman from Berlin which showed 
a picture that was truly frightening. 

Mr. JAVITS. There is no question but 
what that is a fact, and it is so impor- 
tant to get it first hand as the gentle- 
woman has given it to us. 


SPECIAL ORDER 


The SPEAKER. Under previous order 
of the House, the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts [Mrs. Rocers] is recog- 
nized for 5 minutes. 


WILLIAM N. OATIS 


(Mrs. Rocers of Massachusetts asked 
and was given permission to revise and 
extend her remarks and include an arti- 
cle appearing in the Washington Daily 
News.) 

+ Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, this article is entitled “Czech 
Airline Banned.” It states in part: 


FRANKFURT, GERMANY, September 13.—Al- 
lied occupation authorities have banned all 
flights by Czechoslovakian air liners over 
Western Germany, it was announced today 
in what was believed to be a retaliation for 
the imprisonment of American newspaper- 
man William N. Oatis. 


I pray, Mr. Speaker, that this may be 
true and that Mr. Oatis may be freed 
immediately. I think everyone who has 
known about the case thought and 
dreamed of Mr. Oatis’ imprisonment. 
We have been full of indignation that 
nothing has been done to free him, and 
this Government has taken no positive 
action toward his freedom. 

The article from the News is as follows: 

CZECH AIRLINE BANNED 

FRANKFURT, GERMANY, September 13.—Al- 
lied occupation authorities have banned all 
flights by Czechoslovakia airliners over 
Western Germany, it was announced today 
in what was believed to be a retaliation for 
the imprisonment of American newspaper- 
man, William N. Oatis. 

The ban, imposed by order of the United 
States, British, and French High Commis- 
sioners, was made effective at midnight Tues- 
day. The Czechoslovak Communist Gov- 
ernment was notified of the ban Monday, 
it was disclosed. 

There were hints also that the return of 
B Czechoslovak railroad train and 87 pas- 
sengers which a Czech engineer drove across 
the border into the American occupation 
zone in Germany, might be delayed in con- 
nection with the Oatis case. 


NO DIRECT ACCESS 


Mr. Oatis, an Associated Press cor- 
respondent, is under a 10-year prison sen- 
tence as a “spy.” 

It had been forecast that the plane ban 

would be imposed unless the Czechs freed 
Mr. Oatis. It means that the Czech air- 
lines will have no direct access to any coun- 
try in Western Europe. : 
| The Czechs had been making seven round 
trips a week across Western Germany, three 
to Paris, two to Brussels, and two to 
Amsterdam. 
» American Officials refused to comment on 
the ban and made no official admission that 
the delay in returning the refugees’ train was 
part of a campaign to put pressure on the 
Czechs to free Mr. Oatis. 


Does this include 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


The train and 87 reluctant passengers who 
want to return to Czechoslovakia were being 
held under United States constabulary guard, 
The passengers were housed in Army bar- 
racks. 

Engineer Francek Jarda, who piloted the 
“freedom” train and the other 26 passengers 
and crew members who asked political 
asylum here were taken to Straubing for 
questioning and processing. 


OUT OF OUR HANDS 
Army officers said the return of the train 


was out of our hands. They indicated 


high-level negotiation would be necessary on 
the return of the train and its passengers. 
These talks they said certainly would turn 
around Mr. Oatis, Associated Press corre- 
spondent sentenced by the Czechs to 10 
years imprisonment for espionage. 

(In Washington the State Department had 
no comment on reports the train and its 
passengers might be held for the release of 
Mr. Oatis.) 

SENT CREW HOME 

A spokesman for the United States High 
Commission said the Czech military mission 
in Berlin had asked American officials to 
take appropriate steps to return the train. 

But, the Army refused to release the train, 
The loyal Czech crewmen sent here to bring 
back the train were sent home by the Army. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to: . 

Mr. Doxlx, from September 17, 1951, 
to September 24, 1951, on account of Un- 
American Activities Committee attend- 
ance and hearings at Los Angeles, Calif., 
and being a member of the subcommit- 
tee to conduct said hearings. 

Mr. OsTERTAG (at the request of Mr. 
Martin of Massachusetts), on account of 
official business, 

Mr. Linp (at the request of Mr. BURN- 
SIDE), September 12-19, on account of 
committee work.. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
extend remarks in the Appendix of the 
REcorD, or to revise and extend remarks, 
was granted to: 

Mr. HÉBERT (at the request of Mr. LAR- 
CADE) and to include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Larcabe in five instances and to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. DINGELL and to include two brief 
statements of his, one of which to in- 
clude a clipping from the press. 

Mr. MacHrowicz and to include ex- 
traneous matter. 

Mr. McMittan and to include an ad- 
dress delivered by Mr. A. H. Ward, of 
Aiken, S. C. 

Mr. BARTLETT and to include an edi- 
torial. 

Mr. Detaney and to include an edi- 
torial. 

Mr. WELtcH and to include an editorial. 

Mr. Schwanz in three instances, in 
each to include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Dacve and to include a letter from 
a constituent. 

Mr. Bratt and to include an editorial 
from the Baltimore Sun. 

Mr. Donpvero and to include an excel- 
lent address delivered by the gentleman 
from South Carolina [Mr. Dorn] to the 
Bible Reading Class of the page boys on 
June 11 of this year. 

Mr. Mason. 
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Mr. Van ZanpT and to include ex- 
traneous matter. s 

Mr. McCormack (at the request of Mr. 
Priest) in three instances, in one to in- 
clude a statement by the President of the 
United States and in each of the others 
to include newspaper articles. 

Mr. Martin of Massachusetts and to 
include an address delivered by General 
MacArthur. 

Mr. REED of New York in four instances 
and to include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Hur and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. Ayres and to include two sub- 
penas. 

Mr. PATTERSON. 

Mr. Epwin ARTHUR HALL. 

Mr. BENDER in five instances. 

Mr. DEwanr and to include three edi- 
torials 

Mr. Gross and to include a newspaper 
editorial. 

Mrs. St. GEORGE (at the request of Mr. 
AUCHINCLOssS) and to include a news- 
paper article. 

Mr. Price in two instances, in each to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. SIEMINSEI. 

Mr. GatTuincs and to include an ad- 
dress. 

Mr. Hays of Arkansas and to include 
an editorial. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. 

Mr. Bonner and to include an editorial. 

Mr. Reece of Tennessee and to include 
an editorial from the Knoxville Journal. 

Mr. Kersten of Wisconsin (at the re- 
quest of Mr. VELDE) and to include ex- 
traneous matter. 

Mr. Hae and to include an editorial. 

Mr. Javits in four instances. 

Mr. LANTAFF, 

Mr. Roptno (at the request of Mr. 
PRIEST). 

Mr. McGuire (at the request of Mr. 
PRIEST). 

Mr. Boykin (at the request of Mr, 
Grant) and to include an editorial. 

Mr. Keatine and to include extraneous 
matter. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 5 o’clock and 14 minutes p. m.) 
the House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Friday, September 14, 1951, at 12 o’clock 
noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 


775. A letter from the Attorney General, 
transmitting copies of orders of the Com- 
missioner of Immigration and Naturalization 
granting the application for permanent resi- 
dence filed by the subjects of such orders, 
pursuant to section 4 of the Displaced Per- 
sons Act of 1948, as amended; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

776. A letter from the Attorney General, 
transmitting copies of orders of the Commis- 
sioner of Immigration and Naturalization 
suspending deportation as well as a list of 
the persons involved, pursuant to the act of 
Congress approved July 1, 1948 (Public Law 
863), amending subsection (c) of section 19 
of the Immigration Act of February 5, 1917, 
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as amended (8 U. S. C. 155 (e)); to the Com- 
-ittee on the Judiciary. 8 

777. A letter from the Attorney General, 
transmitting copies of orders entered in cases 
where the ninth provision to section 3 of the 
Immigration Act of February 5, 1917 (8 U. 
S. C. 136), was exercised in behalf of such 
aliens, pursuant to section 6 (b) of the act 
of October 16, 1918, as amended by section 
22 of the Internal Security Act of 1950 (Pub- 
lic Law 831, 81st Cong.); to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

778. A letter from the Deputy Attorney 
General, transmitting a draft of a bill en- 
titled “To amend section 1 (d) of the Civil 
Service Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, as 
amended”; to the Committee on Post Of- 
fice and Civil Service. 

779. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Army, transmitting a letter from the Chief 
of Engineers, United States Army, dated July 
31. 1951, submitting a report, together with 
accompanying papers, on a review of re- 
port on Skagway River and Harbor, Alaska, 
with a view to determining the advisability 
of providing flood protection for an area in 
Skagway, Alaska, extending from the sana- 
torium in the northern outskirts of the city 
to the Twenty-third Avenue Bridge along 
the west bank of the Skagway River, re- 
quested by a resolution of the committee on 
flood control, House of Representatives, 
adopted on May 15, 1946; to the Committee 
on Public Works. 

780. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting a revision 
of a proposed supplemental appropriation 
for the fiscal year 1952 involving an increase 
of $29,781,850, for the military functions of 
the Department of Defense (H. Doc. No. 236); 
to the Committee on Appropriations and or- 
dered to be printed. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 


Mr. COOLEY: Committee on Agriculture, 
H. R. 1628. A bill to provide for the acquisi- 
tion of land and the construction thereon 
of buildings and appurtenances essential for 
forest-fire control operations of the Forest 
Service, United States Department of Agri- 
culture, at or near Missoula, Mont., and for 
other purposes; with amendment (Rept. No. 
971). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. BARTLETT: 

H. R. 5327. A bill to amend the act of July 
26, 1946 (Public Law 551, 79th Cong.), relat- 
ing to the issuance of general-obligation 
bonds by the city of Anchorage, Alaska; to 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

H. R. 5328. A bill to amend the third para- 
graph of section 4, chapter 1, title I, of the 
act entitled “An act making further provi- 
sion for a civil government for Alaska, and 
for other purposes,” approved June 6, 1900 
(31 Stat. 322; 48 U. S. C., sec. 101), as 
amended; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. McMILLAN: 

H. R. 5329. A bill to increase the salaries 
of the Metropolitan Police, the United States 
Park Police, the White House Police, mem- 
bers of the Fire Department of the District 
of Columbia, and employees of the Board of 
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Education of the District of Columbia; to 
the Committee on the District of Columbia. 
H. R. 5330. A bill to increase the author- 
ized seating capacity of the District of Co- 
lumbia National Guard Armory for the 
period beginning January 13, 1952, and end- 
ing February 10, 1952; to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 
By Mr. PICKETT: 

H. R. 5331. A bill to authorize the payment 
of awards to informers giving information 
leading to the arrest and conviction of cer- 
tain Communists, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BARDEN: 

H. R. 5332. A bill to amend Public Laws 
Nos. 815 and 874 of the Eighty-first Congress 
with respect to schools in critical defense- 
housing areas, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. MILLER of New York: 

H. R. 5333. A bill to amend paragraph 207 
of the Tariff Act of 1930; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. WIER: 

H. R. 5334. A bill to authorize the Com- 
missioner of Education to promote the public 
presentation of drama and music produc- 
tions by State and land-grant and other ac- 
credited nonprofit colleges and universities, 
utilizing for such purpose auditoriums of 
the Federal Government and of the District 
of Columbia; to the Committee on Educa- 
tion and Labor. 

By Mrs. BOSONE: 

H. R. 5335. A bill authorizing the estab- 
lishment and maintenance of additional na- 
tional cemeteries; to the Committee on Inte- 
rior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. CELLER: 

H. R. 5336. A bill to authorize the estab- 
lishment of facilities necessary for the de- 
tention of aliens in the administration and 
enforcement of the immigration laws, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. AYRES: 

H. R. 5337. A bill to provide for the re- 
lease of certain members of the inactive and 
volunteer Reserve serving on active duty 
with the Armed Forces of the United States; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. STANLEY: 

H. R. 5338. A bill authorizing the pur- 
chase of autgmatic, electric, or mechanical 
office equipment for use in the offices of 
Members of the House of Representatives, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on House Administration. 

By Mr. REED of Illinois: 

H. J. Res. 323. Joint resolution proposing 
an amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States relative to taxes on incomes, 
inheritances, and gifts; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MILLER of New York: 

H. J. Res. 324. Joint resolution relating to 
the proposed plans to consolidate veterans’ 
activities for the east coast into a single 
district office in Philadelphia, Pa.; to the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

H. Con. Res. 158. Concurrent resolution re- 
lating to the proposed plans to consolidate 
veterans’ activities for the east coast into 
a single district office in Philadelphia, Pa.; to 
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

H. Res. 408. Resolution relating to the pro- 
posed plans to consolidate veterans’ activ- 
ities for the east coast into a single district 
office in Philadelphia, Pa.; to the Committee 
on Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. CLEMENTE: 

H. Res. 409. Resolution to create a select 
committee to investigate all phases of foot- 
ball, basketball, boxing, racing, and other 
sporting contests; to the Committee on 
Rules. a 

By Mr. MADDEN: 

H. Res. 410. Resolution to provide funds 

for the expenses of the investigation and 
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study authorized by House Resolution 390 
which creates a select committee on the 
Katyn Forest massacre; to the Committee on 
House Administration. 


MEMORIALS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, a me- 
morial was presented and referred as 
follows: 


By Mr. HESELTON: Memorial of the Gen- 
eral Court of the Commonwealth of Massa- 
chusetts, memorializing Congress to extend 
the life of the United States Senate Crime 
Committee and requesting that hearings be 
held within the Commonwealth; to the 
Committee on Rules. 


— 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. ANFUSO: 

H. R. 5339. A bill for the relief of Harry 
Block; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H. R. 5340, A bill for the relief of Lucio 
Lals; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BARTLETT: 

H. R. 5341. A bill to restore certain land 
in Alaska to the public domain and to au- 
thorize its sale to Thomas Jones, of Fair- 
banks, Alaska; to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. BOYKIN: 

H. R. 5342. A bill for the relief of Com- 
mander Leo C. Mueller, United States Coast 
Guard, retired; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. BURTON: 

H. R. 5343. A bill for the relief of Walter 
W. Dillard; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

By Mr. MACHROWICZ: 

H. R. 5344. A bill for the relief of Henryk 
S. Ryniewicz-Wisniewski; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MITCHELL: : 7 

H. R. 5345. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Robert D. Wheeler; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. NORBLAD: 

H. R. 5346. A bill for the relief of Urho 
Paavo Patokoski, his wife, and their three 
children; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. PICKETT: 

H. R. 5347. A bill for the relief of Fusako 
Terao Scogin and her son, James Wesley 
Scogin; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Dy Mr. RIBICOFF: 

H. R. 5348. A bill for the relief of Sotiros 
Andrew Economou; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. ROBESON: : 

H. R. 5349. A bill for the relief of Ms. 
Edith P. Powell; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk 
and referred as follows: 


418. By Mr. TAYLOR: Petition of Troy 
Aerie No. 2429, Fraternal Order of Eagles, 
Troy, N. Y., urging the Federal Government 
to secure the freedom of William N. Oatis, 
correspondent for the Associated Press in 
Prague, Czechoslovakia, presently im- 
prisoned by the Czechoslovakian Govern- 
ment; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs, 

419. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Sam C. 
Hanna, Rochester, N. Y., petitioning con- 
sideration of his resolution with reference 
to a motion and petition filed by Sam C. 
Hanna, petitioner, against the Supreme 
Court of the United States, respondent; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 
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REGULATION OF LOBBYING ACT 


In compliance with Public Law 601, 
Seventy-ninth Congress, title III. Regu- 
lation of Lobbying Act, section 308 (b), 
which provides as follows: 

(b) All information required to be filed 
under the provisions of this section with the 
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Clerk of the House of Representatives and 
the Secretary of the Senate shall be compiled 
by said Clerk and Secretary, acting jointly, 
as soon as practicable after the close of the 
calendar quarter with respect to which such 
information is filed and shall be printed in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 


QUARTERLY REPORTS 


SEPTEMBER 13 


The Clerk of the House of Representa- 
tives and the Secretary of the Senaie 
jointly submit their report of the com- 
pilation required by said law and have 
included all registrations and quarterly 
reports received for the second calendar 
quarter of 1951. 


The following quarterly reports were submitted for the second calendar quarter 1951: 


(Nore.—The form used for reports is reproduced below. 


In the interest of economy questions are not repeated, only the 


answers are printed and are indicated by their respective letter and number. Also for economy in the Recorp, lengthy answers 


are abridged.) 


File two copies with the Secretary of the Senate and file three copies with the Clerk of the House of Representatives. 
This page (page 1) is designed to supply identifying data; and page 2 (on the back of this page) deals with financial data. 
Place an “X” below the appropriate letter or figure in the box at the right of the “Report” heading below: 

“PRELIMINARY”. REPORT (“Registration”): To “register,” place an “X” below the letter P“ and fill out page 1 only. 

“QUARTERLY” REPORT: To indicate which one of the four calendar quarters is covered by this Report, place an X“ below the appropriate 
figure. Fill out both page 1 and page 2 and as many additional pages as may be required. The first additional page should be 
numbered as page 3,“ and the rest of such pages should be 4,“ 5,“ “6,” etc. Preparation and filing in accordance with instruc- 
tions will accomplish compliance with all quarterly reporting requirements of the Act. ‘ 


e 


REPORT 


PURSUANT TO FEDERAL REGULATION OF LOBBYING ACT 


QUARTER 


P 


Ist 2d 3d | 4th 


(Mark one square only) 


ee 


Note on Irem “A”.—(a) In General: This “Report” form may be used by either an organization or an individual, as follows: 


(i) “Employee”.—To file as an “employee,” state in Item “B” the name, address, and nature of business of the “employer.” 


(If the 


“employee” is a firm [such as a law firm or public relations firm], partners and salaried staff members of such firm may join in filing a 


Report as an employee.“ 


(il) “Employer”.—To file as an “employer,” write “None” in answer to Item B.“ 
(b) Separate Reports.—An agent or employee should not attempt to combine his Report with the employer's Report: 
(i) Employers subject to the Act must file separate Reports and are not relieved of this requirement merely because Reports are filed 


by their agents or employees. 


(ii) Employees subject to the Act must file separate Reports and are not relieved of this requirement merely because Reports are filed 


by their employers. 


A. ORGANIZATION OR INDIVIDUAL Fininc—(1) State name, address, and nature of business; (2) if this Report is for an Employer, list names 
of agents or employees who will file Reports for this Quarter. 
sss ees ——— — . —— ———— —i.n—ä—ä— v—̃ͤ —v1—-— ñ́ — Z 
Nore on Irem B“. Reports by Agents or Employees. An employee is to file, each quarter, as many Reports as he has employers; except 
that: (a) If a particular undertaking is jointly financed by a group of employers, the group is to be considered as one employer, but all 
members of the group are to be named, and the contribution of each member is to be specified; (b) If the work is done in the interest of 
one person but payment therefor is made by another, a single Report—naming both persons as employers“ —is to be filed each quarter. 


B. ENMPLOTER— State name, address, and nature of business. If there is no employer, write “None.” 
OSS J xx [6000000 2 wmꝛ]1A11 ꝙY . ͤrl—˙1—. 

Nore on ITEM CW. — (a) The expression “in connection with legislative interests,“ as used in this Report, means in connection with 
attempting, directly or indirectly, to influence the passage or defeat of legislation.” The term ‘legislation’ means bills, resolutions, amend- 
ments, nominations, and other matters pending or proposed in either House of Congress, and includes any other matter which may be the 
subject of action by either House”—Section 302 (e). 

(b) Before undertaking any activities in connection with legislative interests, organizations and individuals subject to the Lobbying 
Act are required to file a “Preliminary” Report (Registration). 

(c) After beginning such activities, they must file a “Quarterly” Report at the end of each calendar quarter in which they have either 
received or expended anything of value in connection with legislative interests. 


C. LEGISLATIVE INTERESTS, AND PUBLICATIONS in connection therewith: 


2. State the general legislative interests of 
the person filing and set forth the specific 


1. State approximately how long legisla- 
tive interests are to continue. If receipts 


3. In the case of those publications which 
the person filing has caused to be issued or 


and expenditures in connection with leg- 
islative interests have terminated, place 

O an X“ in the box at the left, so that 
this Office will no longer expect to receive 
Reports. 


legislative interests by reciting: (a) Short 
titles of statutes and bills; (b) House and 
Senate numbers of bills, where known; 
(e) citations of statutes, where known; (d) 
whether for or against such statutes and bills. 


distributed, in connection with legislative 
interests, set forth: (a) description, (b) 
quantity distributed, (c) date of distribution, 
(d) name of printer or publisher (if publica- 
tions were paid for by person filing) or name 
a ei (if publications were received as a 


(Answer items 1, 2, and 3 in the space below. Attach additional pages if more space is needed.) 


4. If this is a “Preliminary” Report (Registration) rather than a “Quarterly” Report, state below what the nature and amount of antici- 
pated expenses will be; and if for an agent or employee, state also what the daily, monthly, or annual rate of compensation is to be. 


If this is a “Quarterly” Report, disregard this item “C4” and fill out Items “D” and “E” on the back of this page. 


combine a “Preliminary” Report (Registration) with a “Quarterly” Report. 


SSS eS rdf 2 28 eS eee 


AFFIDAVIT 
[Omitted in printing] 
PAGE 1 


Do not attempt to 
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Nore on Item “D.”—(a) In General. The term “contribution” includes anything of value. When an organization or individual uses 
printed or duplicated matter in a campaign attempting to influence legislation, money received by such organization or individual—for 
such printed or duplicated matter—is a “contribution.” “The term ‘contribution’ includes a gift, subscription, loan, advance, or deposit 
of money, or anything of value and includes a contract, promise, or agreement, whether or not legally enforceable, to make a contribution”— 
Section 302 (a) of the Lobbying Act. 

(b) Ir THis Rxronr Is ror AN EmPLoyer.—(i) In General. Item D“ is designed for the reporting of all receipts from which expenditures 
are made, or will be made, in connection with legislative interests. r 

(ii) Receipts of Business Firms and Individuals—A business firm (or individual) which is subject to the Lobbying Act by reason of 
expenditures which it makes in attempting to influence legislation—but which has no funds to expend except those which are available 
in the ordinary course of operating a business not connected in any way with the influencing of legislation—will have no receipts to report, 
even though it does have expenditures to report. 

(iii) Receipts of Multipurpose Organizations—Some organizations do not receive any funds which are to be expended solely for the 
purpose of attempting to influence legislation. Such organizations make such expenditures out of a general fund raised by dues, assess- 
ments, or other contributions. The percentage of the general fund which is used for such expenditures indicates the percentage of dues, 
assessments, or other contributions which may be considered to have been paid for that purpose. Therefore, in reporting receipts, such 
organizations may specify what that percentage is, and report their dues, assessments, and other contributions on that basis. However, 
each contributor of $500 or more is to be listed, regardless of whether the contribution was made solely for legislative purposes. 

(c) Ir THIS Report Is FOR AN AGENT OR EMPLOYEE.—(i) In General. In the case of many employees, all receipts will come under Items 
“D 5” (received for services) and “D 12” (expense money and reimbursements). In the absence of a clear statement to the contrary, it 
will be presumed that your employer is to reimburse you for all expenditures which you make in connection with legislative interests. 

(ii) Employer as contributor of $500 or more—When your contribution from your employer (in the form of salary, fee, etc.) amounts 
to $500 or more, it is not necessary to report such contribution under “D 13” and D 14,” since the amount has already been reported 
under “D 5,” and the name of the “employer” has been given under item “B” on page 1 of this report. 


D. RECEIPTS (INCLUDING CONTRIBUTIONS AND LOANS) 
Fill in every blank. If the answer to any numbered item is “None,” write “None” in the space following the number. 


Receipts (other than loans) Contributors of $500 or More 
* pee. one ate 85 acne been abes AT 
A 8 
Gifts of money or anything of value Please answer “yes” or no“: 


8. §_.------Printed or duplicated matter received as a gift 14. In the case of each contributor whose contributions (including 
4. $.......-Receipts from sale of printed or duplicated matter loans) during the “period” from January 1 through the last 
Tey ary ived f 1 . g., salary, fee, etc. day of this Quarter, total $500 or more: 
á ee af f thas Oel (e a Aa 1 eas past h “5”) Attach hereto plan sheets of paper, approximately the size of this 
8 Ear arter ug page, tabulate data under the headings “Amount” and “Name and 
7. $-------- Received during previous Quarters of calendar year Address of Contributor”; and indicate whether the last day of the 
8 Tota, from Jan. 1 through this Quarter (Add “6” period is March 31, June 30, September 30, or December 31. Prepare 
and “7") such tabulation in accordance with the following example: 
Loans Received Amount Name and Address of Contributor 
“The term ‘contribution’ includes a... loan .. . Sec. 302 (a). (“Period” from Jan. 1 through ---------------- » 19.-.-) 
1,500.00 John Doe, 1 = „ N. Y. 
8 Toral now owed to others on account of loans $ Gat Blank Blag, New York, N. Y. 
OE -Borrowed from others during this Quarter $1,785.00 The Roe Corporation, 2511 Doe Bldg., Chicago, Ill. 
1 -Repaid to others during this Quarter 
a 
12. 8. Expense Money” and Reimbursements received this 


quarter. $3,285.00 TOTAL 
OOOO ?)?! Tf ĩ ] d pff — %——ꝗ 2. 
NOTE on Irem E. — (a) In General. The term ‘expenditure’ includes a payment, distribution, loan, advance, deposit, or gift of money 
or anything of value and includes a contract, promise, or agreement, whether or not legally enforceable, to make an expenditure”—Section 


302 (b) of the Lobbying Act. 
(b) Ir THIS Report Is FOR AN AGENT OR EMPLOYEE. In the case of many employees, all expenditures will come under telephone and 


telegraph (Item E 6”) and travel, food, lodging, and entertainment (Item “E 7”). 
E. EXPENDITURES (INCLUDING Loans) in connection with legislative interests: 
Fill in every blank. If the answer to any numbered item is “None,” write “None” in the space following the number. 


Expenditures (other than loans) : Loans Made to Others 
“The term ‘expenditure’ includes a... loan ., ."—Sec. 302 (b). 


1 Public relations and advertising services A ern bow owed to e Sling 
Ce AA DE Wages, salaries, fees, commissions (other than Item 13. 8 --Lent to others during this Quarter 

7") 33 -Repayment received during this Quarter 

r Gifts or contributions made during Quarter 15. Recipients of Expenditures of $10 or More pients o penditures of $10 or More 

In the case of expenditures made during this Quarter by, or 

„n Printed or duplicated matter, including distribution on behalf of, the person filing: Attach plain sheets of paper 

cost approximately the size of this page and tabulate data as to 

Office overhead (rent, supplies, utilities, etc.) expenditures under the following headings: “Amount,” “Date 

or Dates,” “Name and Address of Recipient,” “Purpose.” Pre- 

Telephone and telegraph pare such tabulation in accordance with the following example: 

AE SA Travel, food, lodging, and entertainment Amount Date or Dates—Name and Address of Recipient—Purpose 

$1,750.000 7-11: Roe Printing Co., 3214 Blank Ave., St. Louis, 

All other expenditures Mo.—Printing and mailing circulars on the 


“Marshblanks Bill.” 
$2,400.00 7-15, 8-15 9,15: Britten & Blatten, 3127 Gremlin Bldg., 
-Expended during previous Quarters of calendar year Washington, D. C.—Public relations 


R service at $800.00 per month. 
LiT EE ToraL from January 1 through this Quarter (add “9” 
and “10”) $4,150.00 TOTAL 


PAGE 2 
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A. J. Carson Adkerson, 976 National Press 
Building, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) H. R. 3200, H. R. 3262, H. R. 3418, 
and S. 1100. 

D. (7) $200. 

E. (4) $31.14; (5) $17.30; (6) $8.40; (7) 
$121.30; (8) $30; (9) e (10) $57.60; 
(11) $265.74. 


A. Aircraft Industries Association of Amer- 
ica, Inc., 610 Shoreham Building, Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

C. (2) Legislation which will affect the air- 
craft industry. (3) Aircraft Year Book for 
1950. 

D. (6) 65,422.06. 

E. (1) $3,249.99; (4) $2,158.54; (6) 8239,98, 
$13.53; (9) $5,661.99; (10) $3,916.34; (11) $9,- 
578.33; (15) $5,661.99.* 


A. Air Transport Association of American 
1107 Sixtenth Street NW., Washington, 
D. C. 

C. (2) House bills 2, 13, 92, 104, 114, 134, 
189, 190, 191, 194, 196, 198, 207, 391, 402, 466, 
505, 506, 507, 508, 520, 541, 544, 1031, 1285, 
1308, 1309, 1535, 1890, 1985, 2332, 2379, 2460, 
2466, 2567, 2739, 2740, 2749, 2816, 2827, 2925, 
2982, 2985, 2986, 3282, 3303, 3307, 3310, 3320; 
House Joint Resolution 20; Senate bills 7, 8, 
9, 10, 12, 114, 149, 305, 435, 436, 437, 439, 475, 
477, 478, 479, 480, 481, 482, 487, 535, 716, 836, 
944, 1046, 1137, 1139, 1141, 1146; Senate Joint 
Resolution 16. 

D. (6) 83,832.11. 

E. (2) $3,232.51; (4) $533.95; (8) $65.65; 
(9) $3,832.11; (11) $3,832.11. 


A. Air Transport Association of America, 
1107 Sixteenth Street NW., Washington, 
D. C. 

, ©, (2) House bills 2, 13, 25, 92, 104, 114, 
134, 189, 190, 191, 194, 196, 198, 207, 285, 391, 
402, 466, 505, 506, 507, 508, 520, 541, 544, 1031, 
1277, 1285, 1308, 1309, 1535, 1890, 1898, 1985, 
2332, 2379, 2466, 2567, 2739, 2740, 2749, 2816, 
2827, 2925, 2982, 2985, 2986, 3282, 3303, 3307, 
3310, 3320, 3413, 3465, 3622, 3675, 3678, 3682, 
3683, 3693, 3742, 3765, 3871, 3901, 3905, 3910, 
3914, 4006, 4552, 4621; Senate bills 7, 8, 9, 10, 
12, 114, 149, 305, 436, 437, 439, 475, 477, 478, 
479, 480, 481, 482, 487, 535, 716, 836, 1046, 
1137, 1139, 1141, 1146, 1183, 1218, 1265, 1309, 
1335, 1369, 1391, 1397, 1402, 1539, 1588, 1657, 
1717, 1756, 1757; Senate Joint Resolution 16; 

Senate Resolution 154. 

D. (6) 86.899.774 

E. (2) $6,440.03; (4) $390.24; (8) $69.50; 
(9) $6,899.77; (10) $3,832.11; (11) $10,731.88. 


A. Nels Peter Alifas, Room 303, Machinists 
Building, Washington, D. C. 

B. District No. 44, International Associa- 
tion of Machinists, Room 303, Machinists 
Building, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Supporting or opposing legislation 
affecting working conditions of Government 
employees and incidentally organized labor 
in general. 

D. (6) $1,999.98. 

E. (7) $20; (9) $20; (10) $10; (11) $30.1 


A. W. L. Allen, 5913 Georgia Avenue NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. The Commercial Telegraphers’ Union, 
International (AFL), 5918 Georgia Avenue 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Legislative interest of the labor or- 
ganizations referred to. Any legislation 
which will or may affect the members there- 
of, such as the. Labor-Management Relations 
Act, 1949; the Wage and Hour Law, etc. 


Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Sec- 
retary. 


2 Filed for first quarter, 1951. 
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A. R. G. Allman, 927 Fifteenth Street NW., 


Washington, D. C. 
C. (2) Section 8 of War Claims Act of 
1948. 
E. (5) $30; Ty) $20; (7) $50; (9) $100; (10) 
$300; (11) $600 


A. American Association of University Wom- 
en, 1634 I Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Federal aid to education, ECA and 
point 4 program, ed equal rights 


qualifi i 
amendment, strengthening the United Na- 


tions, school construction and teachers’ pay, 

independent status to the United States 

Office of Education, reciprocal trade agree- 

ments without peril points. 

E. (4) $3.50; (6) $77.93; (9) $81.43; (10) 
$75.39; (11) $156.82. 

A. American Chamber of Commerce of Mex- 
ico? Edificio Bearn, Plaza Santos Degol- 
lado, Mexico, D. F. 

C. (2) Internal Revenue Code, 

116 (a). 


section 


A. American Civil Liberties Union, Inc.,? 170 
Fifth Avenue, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) H. R. 28, H. R. 1320, H. R. 29, H. R. 
2379; S. 127, S. 656, S. 49, S. 50, S. 716. 

D. (6) 8487.40. 

E. (2) $124.80; (4) $92.45; (5) $172.99; (6) 
851.37; (7) 845.79; (9) 8487.40; (11 8487.40; 
(15) 8541.69. 

A. American Coalition, Southern Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

C. (2)2 

D. (7) $568. 

E. (2) $750; (5) $618.04; (6) $174.20; 
(9) $1,542.24; (10) $1,716.68; (11) $3,258.92; 
(16) 2 
A. American College of Radiology,? 20 North 

Wacker Drive, Chicago, Ill. 

C. (2) Legislation involving the practices 
of medicine and all national health insur- 
ance legislation. 

D. (7) $53,180. 

E. (4) $54.88; (9) $54.88; (11) $54.88; (16) 
Radiology, 713 East Genesee Street, Syracuse 
2, N. Y., $54.88. 


A. American Council on Human Rights, 1130 
Sixth Street, NW., Washington, D. C. 
C. (2) Civil rights and social welfare legis- 
lation; (3) Congress and Equality. 
D. (7) $4,375. 
E. (2) $1,750; (4) $138.72; (9) $1,888.72; 
(16) Elmer W. Henderson, $1,750. 


A. American Council of Style & Design, Inc., 
60 East Forty-second Street, New York, 
N. Y. 

C. (2) Securing adequate legislation to 
protect original commercial styles and de- 
signs on textile fabrics and other commodi- 
ties. 


— 


A. American Farm Bureau Federation, 221 
North La Salle Street, Chicago, III.; 261 
Constitution Avenue NW., Washington, 


D. C. 
C. (2) Legislation affecting agriculture 
directly. (3) “The Nation’s Agriculture“. 
D. (7) $264,468.93, 
E. (9) $223,978.36. 


— 


A. American Federation of Labor, 901 Massa - 
chusetts Avenue NW., Washington, D. C. 
C. (2) Legislation affecting the interests of 
working people. (3) American Federationist. 
E. (1) $8,117.49; (2) $13,030.89; (4) $4,- 
201.17; (5) $1,190.40; (9) $26,539.98; (10) 
$26,746.34; (11) $63,286.29; (15) 2 


Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Secre- 
tary. 
Filed for first quarter, 1951. 
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A. American Federation of the Physically 
Handicapped, 1370 National Press Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) S. 1202, S. 1318, H. R. 3559, H. R. 
3560, H. R. 3581, H. R. 3640, H. R. 3747, H. R. 
3762, H. R. 3769, H. R. 3805, H. R. 3809, H. R. 
3836, H. R. 3848, H. R. 3902, H. R. 4051. 

D (6) $21,586.05. 

E. (2) $1,000; (4) $1,800; (5) $225; (6) 
$50; (7) $75; (9) $3,150; (10) $1,310; (11) 
$4,460. 


A. American Hospital Association, 18 East 
Division Street, Chicago, Ill. 

C. (2) All legislation which may affect the 
ability of hospitals to render good care or 
which may affect hospital care for the Ameri- 
can people. 

D. (6) $11,866.81. 

E. (2) $5,094.731; (4) $1,743.87; (5) 
$684.34; (6) $632.50; (7) $991.28; (8) $770.09; 
(9) $9,916.81; (10) $11,091.05; (11) $21,007.86, 


A. American Hotel Association,’ 221 West 
Fifty-seventh Street, New York, N. Y. 
C. (2) All bills and statutes of interest to 
the hotel industry. 
D. (6) $132,192.28. 
E. (9) $13,040.46. 


A. American Humane Association," Albany, 
at. 


©. (2) S. 1046, S. 1335, S. 1369, H. R. 1870, 
H. R. 2982, H. R. 7524, H. R. 4668. 

D. (7) 8625. 

E. (5) $10; (6) 837.42; (9) $47.42; (15) 
$625. 


A. American Legion National Headquarters, 
700 North Pennsylvania Street, Indian- 
apolis, Ind. 

O. (2)2 (3) American Legion magazine, 
the Legislative Bulletin, and Merchant Ma- 
rine Bulletin. 

D. (6) $10,072.80. 

E. (1) $11,846.44; (2) $11,116.74; (4) $3,- 
628.63; (5) $278.74; (6) $866.25; (7) $947.87; 


(9) $28,684.67; (10) $21,969.89; (11) $50,- 
654.56; (15) + 
A. American Life Convention, 230 North 


Michigan Avenue, Chicago, III. 

C. (2) All prospective legislation which 
will or may affect the life-insurance busi- 
ness. 

D. (6) 83.464. 

E. (1) $2,786; (5) $451.66; (6) $45; (7) 
$181.34; (9) $3,464; (10) $3,549.99; (11) $7,- 
013.99; (15) $3,4642 


A. American Medical Association, 535 North 
Dearborn Street, Chicago, III. 

C. (2) The general legislative interest of 
the American Medical Association is to ad- 
vance the science and art of medicine (3) 
Informational bulletins. 

D. (6) $225,000. 

E. (1) $100,000; (2) $28,002.46; (5) $7,- 
515.67; (6) 8729.32; (7) $1,209.37; (8) $5,- 
605.10; (9) $143,061.92; (10) $145,172.74; (11) 
$288,234.66; (15) 

A. American National Cattlemen’s Associ- 
ation, 515 Cooper Building, Denver, Colo. 

C. (2) Price controls, land legislation, tax 
matters, etc. (3) The American Cattle 
Producers. 

E. (15.)? 

A. American Nurses’ Association, 2 Park 
Avenue, New York, N. Y. 

O. (2) H. R. 910, H. R. 911, H. R. 274, 

S. 1245, S. 1397, H. R. 3871, S. 1099, H. R. 2738, 


Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Sec- 
retary. 
Filed with Clerk only. 


* Not printed. Filed with Clerk only. 
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H. R. 3341, H. R. 3768, S. 337, H. R. 2707. 
(3). 

D. (6) $60,296. 

E. (1) $70.31; (2) $1,200; (4) $505.52; (5) 
$155.20; (6) $56.25; (7) $251.60; (9) $2,238.88; 
(10) $2,834.64; (11) $5,073.52; (15) 2 


A. American Optometric Association, Inc., 
111 East North Street, Fostoria, Ohio. 

C. (2) S. 106, S. 337, S. 1, H. R. 2811, H. R. 
146, H. R. 2707; all bills pertaining to health 
and visual care. 

E. (6) $376.88; (7) $1,607.13; (9) $1,984.01; 
(10) $3,821.63; (11) $5,805.64; (16) 


A. American Osteopathic Association, 212 
East Ohio Street, Chicago, Ill. 

C. (2) Bills affecting the public health, 
such as S. 1 and H. R. 1752; Universal Mili- 
tary Training and Service Act, extending 
duration and period of service under Doctor 
Draft Act. 

D. (6) $450.92. 

E. (2) $375; (5) $69; (6) $6.92; (9) $450.92; 
(10) $881.70; (11) $1,332.62. 


A. American Paper & Pulp Association, 122 
East Forty-second Street, New York, 
N. Y. 

C. (2) Legislative interests are those af- 
fecting the paper and pulp industry, its op- 
erations, properties, and practices, 

D. (6) $695.88. 

E. (2) $495.88; (6) $100; (7) $100; (9) 
$695.88; (10) $350; (11) $1,045.88. 


A. American Parents Committee, 132 Third 
Street SE., Washington, D. C.; 52 Vander- 
bilt Avenue, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) H. R. 3238, H. R. 3362, H. R. 1879, 
S. 337, H. R. 2707, H. R. 3274, S. 445, S. 3102, 
H. R. 7396, school lunch appropriation, Chil- 
dren’s Bureau appropriation, Cabinet status 
for the Federal Security Agency, Federal aid 
to day-care centers in defense areas, Federal 
aid to elementary and secondary schools, 
S. 1245, H. R. 2988, and S. 349. (3) Washing- 
ton Report on Legislation Affecting Children. 

D. (7) $2,327.27. 

E. (2) $3,135.84; (4) $1.05; (5) $172; (6) 
$150.67; (7) $123; (8) $681.58; (9) $4,264.14; 
(10) $6,113.71; (11) $10,377.85; (16). 


A. American Petroleum Institute, 50 West 
Fiftieth Street, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Legislation affecting the petroleum 
industry. 

D. (6) $1,009. 

E. (2) $5,400; (4) $61; (5) $3,500; (6) $355; 
(6a) $1,210; (9) $10,526; (10) $11,700; (11) 
$22,226; (15). 

A. American Pulpwood Association, 220 East 
Forty-second Street, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Legislative interests include all 
measures peculiarly affecting the pulpwood 
industry, its practices, or properties, 


A. American Short Line Railroad Associa- 
tion, 2000 Massachusetts Avenue NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

D. (7) $1,816.53. 

E. (2) $350; (5) $351; (6) $45; (7) $1,170.53; 
(9) $1,816.53; (10) $1,848.75; (11) $3,665.28; 
(16) + 
A. American Tariff League, Inc., 19 West 

Forty-fourth Street, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) H. R. 1612, which became Public 
Law 50. 

D. (6) $18,701.59. 


Not printed. Flled with Clerk and 
Secretary. 
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E. (2) $9,268.37; (4) $1,767.26; (5) $1,- 
185.58; (6) $248.18; (7) $649.22; (8) $1,383.- 
10; (9) $14,501.71; (10) $13,292.82; (11) $27,- 
794.03; (15) 2 


A. American Trucking Associations, Inc., 
1424 Sixteenth Street NW., Washington, 
D. C. 

C. (2) All bills, resolutions, and investiga- 
tions affecting the trucking industry. (3) 
A. T. A. Weekly Service Letter; Transport 
Topics; Bulletins. 

D. (7) $9,909.22. 

E. (2) $3,750; (4) $258.80; (6) $4.25; (7) 
$121.30; (9) $4,134.35; (11) $4,134.35; (16). 


A. America’s Wage Earners’ Protective Con- 
ference, 424 Bowen Building, Washing- 
ton, D. C. 

C. (2) H. R. 1612, general legislation, tariff 
and foreign trade. 

D. (7) $4,080. 

E. (2) $3,998.66; (4) $15.30; (5) $135; (6) 
$43.58; (7) $106.58; (8) $14.78; (9) $4,313.90; 

(10) $4,287.60; (11) $8,601.50; (16) $4,313.90." 


A. Paul A. Amundsen, 912 Eleventh Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. American Association of Port Authori- 
ties, 912 Eleventh Street NW., Washington, 
D.C. 

O. (2) Legislation involving submerged 
lands, shipping, Panama Canal tolls, foreign 
trade zones, river and harbor developments, 
etc. 

D. (6) $900. 


A. Angelina & Neches River Railroad Co., 
Keltys, Tex.; Chicago, Rock Island & Pa- 
cific Railway Co., Fort Worth, Tex.; Fort 
Worth & Denver City Railway, Fort 
Worth, Tex.; Gulf, Colorado & Santa Fe 
Railway Co., Galveston, Tex.; the Kansas 
City Southern Railway Co., Kansas City, 
Mo.; Louisiana & Arkansas Railway Co., 
Kansas City, Mo.; International-Great 
Northern Railroad, Houston, Tex.; Mis- 
souri-Kansas-Texas of Texas, Dallas, 
Tex.; New Orleans, Texas & Mexico Rail- 
way Co., Houston, Tex.; Panhandle & 
Santa Fe Railway Co., Amarillo, Tex.; 
Paris & Mount Pleasant Railroad Co., 
Paris, Tex.; Quanah, Acme & Pacific Rail- 
way Co., Quanah, Tex.; Roscoe, Snyder & 
Pacific Railway Co., Abilene, Tex.; St. 
Louis, San Francisco & Texas Railway 
Co., Fort Worth, Tex.; St. Louis, South- 
western Railway Co. of Texas, St. Louis, 
Mo.; Southern Pacific Co., San Francisco, 
Calif.; Texas & New Orleans Railroad Co., 
Houston, Tex.; Texas South-Eastern 
Railroad Co., Diboll, Tex.; the Texas & 
Pacific Railway Co., Dallas, Tex.; the 
Texas Mexican Railway Co., Laredo, Tex.; 
the Union Terminal Co., Dallas, Tex.; 
Wichita Falls & Southern Railroad Co., 
Wichita Falls, Tex,: Wichita Valley Rail- 
way Co., Fort Worth, Tex. 

C. (2) Generally legislation affecting Texas 
railroads. For: S. 1335, H. R. 3465, H. R. 
2416, S. 1657, H. R. 4483, H. R. 3587, S. 1603, 
S. 719, H. R. 3282; opposed: House Joint 
Resolution 2, Senate Joint Resolution 27, H. 
R. 4473, H. R. 3880, H. R. 1998; to amend 
section 25 of the Interstate Commerce Act, 
S. 1347, H. R. 3669, S. 1353, H. R. 3755; for 
H. R. 4641; neither for nor against H. R. 
4386. 

E. (2) $4,374.99; (8) $2,498.24; (9) $6,- 
873.23; (10) $5,229.62; (11) $12,102.85; (15) 
86,873.23. 


Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Secre- 
tary. 
Filed for first quarter, 1951. 
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A. Richard H. Anthony, 19 West Forty- 
fourth Street, New York, N. Y. 

B. The American Tariff League, Inc., 19 
West Forty-fourth Street, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) H. R. 1612, which became Public 
Law 50. 

D. (6) $3,125. 

E. (7) $66.59; (9) $66.59; (10) $388.01; (11) 
$454.60. 

A. Apartment, Hotel, and Motel Association 
of California, 3780 West Sixth Street, Los 
les, Calif. 

C. (2) Rent control; specific interest is in 
proposed amendments to the Defense Pro- 
duction Act of 1950; against any amendment 
to said act, and against the continuance of 
rent control generally. (3)2 

D. (6) $4,416. 

E. (1) $908.39; (2) $2,300; (4) $300; (5) 
$857.63; (9) $4,366.02; (11) $4,366.02; (15). 
A. Hector M. Aring, 826 Woodward Building, 

Washington, D. C. 

B. Johns-Manville Corp., 22 East Fortieth 
Street, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Tax legislation, labor legislation, 
amendments to the Clayton Act, merchant 
marine legislation, price-basing-point legis- 
lation, Defense Production Act. 

D. (6) $833.33. 

E. (8) $958; (9) $958; (10) $958; (11) $1,- 
916. 


A. W. C. Arnold, 200 Coleman Building, Seat- 
tle, Wash. 

B. Alaska Salmon Industry, Inc., 200 Col- 
man Building, Seattle, Wash. 

E. (7) $1,952.30; (10) $1,952.30; (11) $1,- 
952.30. 

A. Associated General Contractors of Amer- 
ica, Inc., Munsey Building, Washington, 
D. C.; trade association. 

C. (2) All types of legislation affecting the 
construction industry. 

A. Associated Retail Confectioners of the 
United States, 221 North La Salle Street, 
Chicago, Ill. 

C. (2) Proposed excise-tax amendment to 
the revenue act on candy. : 

E. (4) $10; (6) $5; (9) $15; (11) $15. 

A. Associated Third Class Mail Users, Room 
1018, Ring Building, 1200 Eighteenth 
Street NW, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) All legislation relating to postal 
laws and regulations. 

D. (6) $9,915.08. ` 

E. (2) $6,457.80; (4) $1,763.78; (5) $267.85; 
(6) $162; (7) $437.11; (8) $92.42; (9) $9,180.- 
96; (10) $10,549.05; (11) $19,730.01; (15). 
A. Association of American Railroads,’ 929 

Transportation Building, Washington, 
D. C. 

C. (2) Generally to keep informed with 
respect to legislation affecting transporta- 
tion; to support such legislation as members 
believe to be in their interest and in the in- 
terest of a sound national transportation 
policy, and to oppose legislation which they 
believe to be contrary to such interests. In 
addition to the support or oposition to par- 
ticular measures, the legislative activities in- 
cluded study and analysis of measures which 
were neither supported nor opposed, in an 
effort to determine their possible effect on 
transportation! (3) What's New. 

D. (6) $76,111.41. 

E. (2) $44,688.47; (3) $22,000; (5) $5,310.98; 
(6) $445.21; (7) $1,181.72; (8) $2,485.03; (9) 
$76,111.41; (10) $51,531.42; (11) $127,642.83; 
(15) National St. Lawrence Project Confer- 
ence, Washington, D. C., $22,000; E. Hofer 
and Sons, Portland, Oreg., 8337.50. 


1Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Secre- 
tary. 
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A. Association of American Ship Owners, 90 
Broad Street, New York, N. Y. 
C. (2), (3)4 


— 


A. Association of Casualty and Surety Com- 
panies,’ 60 John Street, New York, N. Y. 
C. (2) Legislation affecting casualty and 
surety companies. (3) Casualty and Surety 
Journals. 
D. (7) $1,658.72. 
E. (2) $1,241.98; (4) $42.63; (5) $111.61; 
(6) 834.23; (7) $45.95; (8) $182.32; (9) $1,- 
658.72; (10) $1,792.83; (11) $3,451.55; (15). 


A. Association of Petroleum Re-Refiners,? 
2201 North Oak Street, Arlington, Va. 
D. (6) $3,340.00. 


A. The Association of Western Railways, 474 
Union Station Building, Chicago, III 
C. (2) This association is interested in 
any and all Federal legislative proposals 
which do or may affect the Western Rail- 
roads. 


A. Edward Atkins, 51 East Forty-second 
Street, New York, N. Y. 

B. National Association of Shoe Chain 
Stores, Inc., 51 East Forty-second Street, New 
York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Legislation regarding labor laws, 
handbag excise-tax law, wage-hour law. 

E. (2) $125; (11) $125. 


A. Atlantic Union Committee, Inc., 537 Fifth 
Avenue, New York, N. Y. 

D. (7) $37,804.21. 

E. (1) $177.45; (2) $19,914.74; (4) $7,232.66; 
(5) $1,767.43; (6) $1,613.53; (6a) $10,807.48; 
(7) $6,452.73; (8) $1,815.97; (9) $49,781.99; 
(10) $41,191.14; (11) $90,973.13; (16) 


A. Awalt, Clark & Sparks, 822 Connecticut 
Avenue, NW, Washington, D. C. 

B. National Association of Electric Com- 
panies, 1200 Eighteenth Street, NW, Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

C. (2) Legislation that might affect the 
association and its members as going electric 
utilities. 

D. (6) $6,250. 

E. (6) $18.74; (7) $3.80; (9) $22.56; (10) 
$29.25; (11) $41.81. 


A. Charles W. Babcock, chairman, National 
Legislative Committee, of the National 
Council, Junior Order United American 
Mechanics of the United States of North 
America. Address: Route 4, Box 73, 
Vienna, Va. 

B. The National Council Junior Order 
United American Mechanics of the United 
States of North America, 3026 North Broad 
Street, Philadelphia, Pa. 

C. (2) Restriction of immigration; im- 
provement of free public schools; expres- 
sion of economies, 

D. (6) $49.99. 

E. (5) $60.00; (6) $2.85; (7) $40.52; (8) 
$1.60; (9) $104.16; (10) $116.40; (11) $20.56. 


A. Frazer A. Bailey, 1809 G Street, NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. National Federation of American Ship- 

Pag Inc., 1809 G Street NW, Washington, 


15 (2 H. R. 3587, S. 241, H. R. 3715 and 
H. R. 3797, S. 872 and H. R. 3791, H. R. 3760, 
— 


5 Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Secre- 


ary. 
2 Filed for first quarter, 1951. 
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S. J. Res. 27, and H. J. Res. 2, H. R. 3880, S. 
1378, S. 49, S. 1221, 

D. (6) $3,125. 

A. C. Lloyd Bailey, 1000 Eleventh Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Friends Committee on National Leg- 
islation, 1000 Eleventh Street NW., Washing- 
ton, D. O. 

C. (2) The general legislative interest is 
to work where legislation is involved for the 
development of the United Nations into a 
world federation; the international control 
and reduction of armaments; recognition on 
the part of the United States Government 
of its responsibility for assuming its share 
of the burden for World-wide economic re- 
habilitation and development; protection of 
recognized civil liberties; and adequate rec- 
ognition of rights of conscience. (3) The 
Washington Letter. 

D. (6) $1,200. 

E. (6) $5.20; (7) $342.01; (9) $347.21; (10) 
$241.19; (11) $588.40. 


A. John A. Baker,? 300 Independence Avenue 
SE., Washington, D. C. 

B. Farmers Educational and Cooperative 
Union of America (National Farmers Union), 
1555 Sherman Street, Denver, Colo. 

C. (2) Legislation of interest to the Na- 
tional Farmers Union. 


A. John A. Baker, 300 8 Avenue 
SE., Washington, D. 

B. Farmers — and Cooperative 
Union of America (National Farmers Union), 
1555 Sherman Street, Denver, Colo. 

C. (2) Legislation of interest to the Na- 
tional Farmers Union. 


A. Mary Alice Baldinger, 4607 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. American Civil Liberties Union, 170 
Fifth Avenue, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Among legislative interests are anti- 
lynching, antipoll tax, omnibus civil rights, 
FEPC, home rule for the District of Columbia, 
statehood for Alaska and Hawaii, and immi- 
gration legislation. 

D. (6) $408.30. 

E. (5) 821.06; (6) $19.06; (7) $73.52; (8) 
$24.80; (9) $138.43; (10) $37.21; (11) $175.64. 


A. H. M. Baldrige, 115 Pearl Street, New 
York, N. Y., and 408 American Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. United States Cane Sugar Refiners 
Association, 115 Pearl Street, New York, N. T., 
and 403 American Building, Washington, 
D. C. 

C. (2) Any legislation that refers to sugar 
generally and the refining of raw cane sugar 
specifically. 


A. Joseph H. Ball, 1713 K Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

B. Association of American Ship Owners, 
90 Broad Street, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Registrant is employed as vice 
president of above-named employer and is 
not employed to support or oppose any spe- 
cific legislation. The registrant did, how- 
ever, support, advocate, or oppose S. 1044, 
S. 1559, H. R. 3587, H. R. 3880, S. 1674, and 
H. R. 4480. 

D. (6) 81.250. 

E. (9) 859.69. 


A. 1 Bamert, post-office box 189, Ione, 


B. ‘American National Cattlemen’s Associa- 
tion, 515 Cooper Building, Denver, Colo. 


2? Filed for first quarter, 1951. 
Filed for first and second quarters, 1951. 
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C. (2) Price controls and other legislation 
affecting cattle industry. 
E. (7) $1,036; (9) $1,036; (11) $1,036. 


A. David E. Bamford,? 730 Jackson Place NW., 
Washington, D. C. 
B. Mytinger and Casselberry, Inc., Long 
Beach, Calif. 
C. (2) Food and drug legislation, H. R. 
2383 and H. R. 3758. 


A. Hartman Barber, room 407, 10 Independ- 
ence Avenue SW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Brotherhood of Railway Clerks, 1015 
Vine Street, Cincinnati, Ohio. 

C. (2) Interested in all legislation affecting 
labor, more particularly railroad labor. 

D. (6) $1,504.26. 

E. (2) $125.90; (6) $112.92; (7) $452.49; (8) 
$46.38; (9) $737.69; (10) $637.08; (11) 
$1,374.77. 


A. Miss Ann Barley, 132 Third Street SE., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. American Parents Committee, 132 Third 
Street SE., Washington, D. C. 

©. (2) National school health services bill, 
public school construction bill, national 
child research bill, Federal aid for medical 
education, local public health units, physi- 
cally handicapped children’s education bill, 
school lunch appropriation, Children's Bu- 
reau appropriation, Cabinet status for the 
Federal Security Agency, Federal aid to day 
care centers in defense areas, Federal aid to 
elementary and secondary schools. (3) 
Washington Report on Legislation Affecting 
Children. 

D. (7) 8729.30. 


A. Joel Barlow, 701 Union Trust Building, 
Washington, D. C., attorney. 

B. National Association of Mutual Savings 
Banks, 60 East Forty-second Street, New 
York, N. Y. 

C. (2) H. R. 4478, which when and if 
enacted, will be cited as the Revenue Act of 
1951, and with proposals which may be made 
in this session of Congress affecting the tax 
status of mutual savings banks. (3) 


— 


A. James M. Barnes, 1025 Connecticut Ave- 
nue NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Lehigh Valley Railroad Co., Kingsland 
Underwriters Group, Agency of Canadian 
Car & Foundry Co., Ltd. 

C. (2) To provide for completion of pay- 
ments to Americans holding adjudicated 
awards of the Mixed Claims Commission. 


A. James T. Barnes? 203 Capital Club Build- 
ing, Raleigh, N. C. 

B. Medical Society of the State of North 
Carolina, Raleigh, N. C. 

O. (2) H. R. 14, H. R. 87, H. R. 149 H. R. 274, 
H. R. 348, H. R. 417, H. R. 483, H. R. 913, H. R. 
1272, H. R. 1368, H. R. 1502, H. R. 1545, H. R. 
1644, H. R. 1752, H. R. 1781, H. Res. 38; S. 
1. S. 101, S. 337, S. 349, S. 351, S. 445. 

E. (2) $1,875; (9) 1,875; (11) $1,875. 


A. James T. Barnes, 203 Capital Club Build-- 
ing, Raleigh, N. C. 

B. Medical Society of the State of North 
Carolina, Raleigh, N. C. 

C. (2) H. R. 14, H. R. 87, H. R. 149, H. R. 
274, H. R. 348, H. R. 417, H. R. 483 H. R. 913, 
H. R. 1272, H. R. 1368, H. R. 1502, H. R. 1545, 
H. R. 1644, H. R. 1752, H. R. 1781, H. Res. 38; 
S. 1, S. 101, S. 337, S. 349, S. 351, S. 445. 


Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Sec» 
retary. 
Filed for first quarter, 1951. 


1951. 


E. (2) $1,875; (9) $1,875; (10) $1,875; (11) 


A. Arthur R. Barnett, 1200 Eighteenth Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. National Association of Electric Cos., 
ee Eighteenth Street NW.. Washington, 

N 

C. (2) Legislation affecting electric utili- 
tles companies. 

D. (6) $4,125. 

E. (6) $5.65; (7) $456.86; (8) $76.35; (9) 
$538.86; (10) $537.37; (11) $1,076.23; (15)2 


A. Irving Barney, Jr., 10 Independence Ave- 
nue SW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Brotherhood Railway Carmen of 
America, 4929 Main Street, Kansas City, Mo. 

C. (2) H. R. 3669 and S. 1347, bills to 
amend Railroad Retirement Act. All legisla- 
tion of interest to railroad employees and 
labor in general, 

D. (6) $2,100, 

A. A. K. Barta, 810 Eighteenth Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. The Ethanol Committee, 810 Eighteenth 
Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

O. (2) Bills relating to use of ethyl alcohol 
in nonbeverage products. Specifically: 
Revenue bill. 

A. A. K. Barta, 810 Eighteenth Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. The Proprietary Association, 810 Eight- 
eenth Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Bills affecting the proprietary med- 
icines industry. H. R. 3298. 

E. (7) $125; (9) $125; (10) $125; (11) $250. 


A. Frank E. Bass, 321 Seventh Avenue North, 
Nashville, Tenn. 

B. Legislative-Federal Relations Division 
of the National Education Association of the 
United States, 1201 Sixteenth Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. Tennessee Education 
Association, 321 Seventh Avenue North, 
Nashville, Tenn, 

C. (2) Bills pending before the Eighty- 
second Congress relating to public education, 
E. (7) $103.08; (9) $103.08; (11) $103.08. 
A. Earl C. Bassett, 843 Transportation Build- 

ing, Washington, D. C. 

B. National St. Lawrence Project Confer- 
ence, 843 Transportation Building, Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

C. (2) Oppose all legislation looking to- 
ward the so-called St. Lawrence waterway 
development. Oppose S. J. Res. 27 and all 
other legislation introduced regarding this 
matter. 

D. (6) $1,950, 

A. Robert B. Beach, 134 South La Salle Street, 
Chicago, III. 

B. National Association of Building Own- 
ers and Managers, 134 South La Salle Street, 
Chicago, III. 

D. (7) $448.82. 

E. (7) $448.82; (9) $448.82; (11) $448.82; 
(15) $448.82; (16) $24.77, Chicago Associa- 
tion committee luncheon; $27.95, Statler 
Hotel, Washington, D. C., meals and lodg- 
ing; $21.75, Hogates, Washington, D. C., din- 
ner; $18, Shoreham Hotel, dinner; $143.94, 
Statler Hotel, Washington, D. C., meals and 
lodging; $212.41, other travel expenses; total, 


8448.82. 


A. Mrs. Grace Beatty, 4105 W Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 
B. National Congress of Parents and 
Teachers, 600 South Michigan Boulevard, 
Chicago, III. 


Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Sec- 
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C. (2) Measures which affect he welfare 
of children and youth in fields of education; 
social and economic well-being; child labor 
and environmental situations; Federal re- 
search agencies in education, health, juvenile 
protection, and homemaking; world under- 
standing and peace among nations. (3) 
National Parent-Teacher Magazine. 


A. James T. Begg, 2202 Terminal Tower, 
Cleveland, Ohio. 

B. National St. Lawrence Project Confer- 
ence. 

C. (2) Opposing all measures looking to 
the approval of the St. Lawrence waterway 
and power project: House Joint Resolution 
2, House Joint Resolution 3, House Joint 
Resolution 4, House Joint Resolution 15, 
House Joint Resolution 102, House Joint Res- 
olution 122, House Joint Resolution 159, 
H. R. 2536, Senate Joint Resolution 27. 

D. (6) $1,000. 

E. (7) $341.37; (9). 8341.37. (11) $341.37; 
(15) $262.67, April 14, 1951, Hotel Carlton, 
lodging and meals; $59.60, April 14, 1951, 
B. & O. Railroad, travel; $19.10, April 14, 1951, 
taxi, tips, meals, etc.; total, $341.37. 

A. Bell, Taylor & Co., 350 Fifth Avenue, New 
York, N. Y. 

B. S. H. Kress & Co., 114 Fifth Avenue, 
New York, N. Y.; McCrory Stores Corp., 1107 
Broadway, New York, N. V.; W. T. Grant Co., 
1441 Broadway, New Tork, N. V.; McLellan 
Stores Co., 55 Fifth Avenue, New York, N. Y.; 
J. J. Newberry Co., 245 Fifth Avenue, New 
York, N. V.; H. L. Green Co., Inc., 902 Broad- 
way, New York, N. I.; Rose's 5-10-25-Cent 
Stores, Inc., Henderson, N. C.; Eagle Stores 
Co., Inc., 101 North Graham Street, Char- 
lotte, N. C.; W. W. Mac Co., 101 West Thirty- 
first Street, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2)4 

D. (6) $4,769.59. 

E. (2) $150; (6) $275.71; (7) $814.77; (8) 
$404.11; (9) $1,644.59; (15) Milton Ross, 
Wharton School, Philadelphia, Pa., fees for 
research work, $150; travel and hotel, $814.77; 
luncheon meetings with clients, $123.68; ste- 
nographer and mimeographing, supplies, 
9280.43; telephone and telegraph, $275.71; 
total, $1,644.59. 

A. Ernest H. Benson, 10 Independence Ave- 
nue SW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Brotherhood of Maintenance of Way 
Employees, 61 Putnam Avenue, Detroit, Mich. 

C. (2) S. 1847 and H. R. 3669, identical 
bills to amend Railroad Retirement Act. All 
legislation affecting railroad employees in 
particular and labor in general. 

D. (6) $3,000. 

A. Judd C. Benson,? immediate past presi- 
dent, National Association of Life Un- 
derwriters, 11 West Forty-second Street, 
New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Amendments to the Social Security 
Act; amendments to the Internal Revenue 
Code. (3) Life Association News. 

E. (6) $25.31; (9) $25.31; (11) $25.31; (15) 
$25.31; (16) Western Union and Cincinnati 
Telephone Co., $25.31. 

A. Herbert C. Berckes,? 520 National Bank of 
Commerce Building, New Orleans, La. 

B. Southern Pine Industry Committee, 520 
National Bank of Commerce Building, New 
Orleans, La. 

C. (2) F. L. S. A., wage-hour law, Walsh- 
Healey Act, S. 1820, Anderson bill, and all 
forestry legislation, defense housing legisla- 
tion, labor legislation, H. R. 1626, dam site 
improvements, transportation legislation. 

D. (7) $900. 

E. (7) $931.13; (9) $931.13; (11) 8981.13. 


Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Sec- 
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A. Wendell ayer 1002 Ring Building, Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

B. Associated Third Class Mail Users, Inc., 
1002 Ring Building, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) H. R. 2945 and S. 1103. 

D. (6) $3,000. 

E. (4) 855.91; (6) $85.53; (7) $15.50; (8) 
$29.33; (9) $186.27; (10) $98.27; (11) 8284.54. 


A. Wendell aoe 1002 Ring Building, Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

B. Small Manufacturers’ Emergency Com- 
mittee, 1346 Connecticut Avenue NW., , Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

C: (2) President's EA E TA Plan 
No. 1 for RFC, in favor. 

E. (4) $124.62; (6) $48.92; (7) $239.24; (9) 
$412.78; (11) $412.78. 


— 


A. Kenneth W. Bergen? 84 State Street, 
Boston, Mass. 
B. The Merchants National Bank of Bos- 
ton, 28 State Street, Boston, Mass. 
E. (7) 8261.13. 


A. Preston B. Bergin, 1625 1 Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 


B. American Retail Federation, 1625 I 
Street NW., Washington, D. C. 
C. (2) Legislation affecting the retail 


industry. 

D. (6) $625. 

E. (7) $2.50; (9) $2.50; (10) $7.30; (11) 
89.80. 5 
A. Joe Betts, 261 Constitution Avenue NW., 

Washington, D. C. 

B. American Farm Bureau Federation, 221 
North La Salle Street, Chicago, III 

O. (2) Appropriations for the fiscal year 
1952, Government reorganization, extension 
of Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act, emer- 
gency food aid to India, importation of farm 
labor, universal military training, peanut 
marketing quota legislation, postal rates, in- 
flatlon control (Defense Production Act of 
1950), Government credit policies, Federal 
Reserve policy, international radio treaty, 
sugar legislation, taxation, tobacco legisla- 
tion, St. Lawrence seaway, health, “area of 
production” definition, Federal Food and 
Drug Act amendment, foreign aid (mutual 
security program for fiscal 1952), point 4, 
farm wage stabilization, repeal of resale price 
maintenance, antitrust laws, education, REA, 
farm machinery and supplies, halogeton, 
grazing land policies, CCC, ACP payments. 

D. (6) $1,900. 

E. (7) $633.79; (9) $633.79; (10) $295.72; 
(11) $929.51; (15) 6329.51. 


A. Bigham, Englar, Jones & Houston, 99 John 
Street, New York, N. Y. 

B. Association of Marine Underwriters of 
the United States, American Cargo War Risk 
Reinsurance Exchange, American Marine 
Hull Insurance Syndicate. 

C. (2) General questions affecting the in- 
surance of ships and their cargoes against 
marine risks; reparations; subrogation. Mer- 
chant Marine Act, 1936; H. R. 2562, taxation 
of marine insurance; H. R. 2460 and S. 435, 
aviation war risk insurance; H. R. 2110, a 
private bill for relief based on subrogation. 

E. (6) $43.70; (7) $841.44; (9) $855.14; (10) 
$716.22; (11) $1,601.36; (15) $1,601.36. 


A. Norman E. Biorn, 520 Endicott Building, 
St. Paul, Minn. 
B. Minnesota Associated Businessmen, Inc., 
520 Endicott Building, St. Paul, Minn, 


Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Sec- 
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C. (2) Federal and State income taxation 
and governmental expenditures. 


D. (7) $178.24. 
E. (2) $150; (5) $4.86; (6) $923; (9) 
$164.09; (10) $239.65; (11) $403.74; (15) 


$.64.09; (16) $150, Donohue Temporary Serv- 
ice, St. Paul, stenographic services. 


A. James C. Black, 1625 K Street, NW., 
Washington, D. C. 
B. Republic Steel Corp., Republic Building, 
Cleveland, Ohio. 
C. (2) Only insofar as legislation affects 
ar 


(9) $500; (10) $500; (11) 


A. Wm. Rhea Blake, 162 Madison Avenue, 
Memphis, Tenn. 

B. National Cotton Council of America, 
P. O. Box 18, Memphis, Tenn. 

C. (2) Favors such action on any legisla- 
tion affecting raw cotton industry as will pro- 
mote the purposes for which the Council is 
organized. 

D. (6) $781.25. 

E. (7) $174.05; (9) $174.05; (10) $38.55; 
(11) $212.60. 

A. D. A. Bodary, 10 Independence Avenue, 
SW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Brotherhood Railway Carmen of Amer- 
ica, 4929 Main Street, Kansas City, Mo. 

C. (2) S. 1347 and H. R. 3669 to amend the 
Rallroad Retirement Act. All legislation of 
interest to railway employees and labor in 


general. 

D. (6) $2,575. 

A. Morton Bodfish, 221 North LaSalle Street, 
Chicago, II. 

B. United States Savings and Loan League, 
221 North LaSalle Street, Chicago, III. 

C. (2) Support all legislation favorable to 
thrift and home ownership and particularly 
helpful to savings and loan associations and 
cooperative banks in carrying out their thrift 
and home financing objectives and oppose 
legislation detrimental to home ownership 
and these institutions. (3) Confidential 
Bulletin, M-234. 

D. (6) $425. 

E. (6) $71.25; (7) $223.85; (9) $295.10; (10) 
$434.74; (11) $729.84; (15) $295.102 


A. Maywood Boggs, 825 Bowen Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. International Brotherhood of Boiler- 
makers, Iron Shipbuilders and Helpers of 
America, A. F. of L., Kansas City, Kans. 

C. (2) S. 3295 and H. R. 7789 (Railway La- 
bor Act amendments), S. 1717 and H. R. 3871 
(Defense Production Act). All other legis- 
lation affecting labor generally. 

D. (6) $540. 

A. John N. Bohannon, 75 Macon Avenue, 
Asheville, N. C., and 1028 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Consolidated Natural Gas Co., 30 Rocke- 
feller Plaza, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Same as first quarterly report and 
also H. R. 3793, H. R. 3871, H. R. 3941, H. R. 
4473; H. J. Res. 274; S. J. Res. 42; S. 1346, 
and amendments; S. 1699, and S. 1717. 

D. (7) $4,500. 

E. (5) $459.55; (6) $195.40; (7) $1,282.95; 
(9) $1,937.90; (10) $1,959.51; (11) $3,897.41. 
A. Daniel L. Boland, 1500 Rhode Island Ave- 

nue NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. National Paint, Varnish and Lacquer 
Association, Inc., 1500 Rhode Island Avenue 
NW., Washington, D. C. 


Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Sec- 


retary. 
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C. (2) Legislation that more or less specifi- 
cally affects the paint, varnish, and lacquer 
industry. 


A. Sanford H. Bolz,? 927 Fifteenth Street NW., 
Washington, D. G. 

B. American Jewish Inc., 15 East 
Eighty-fourth Street, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) To oppose anti-Semitism and racism 
in all its forms, and to defend civil rights in- 
cident thereto. Genocide Convention rati- 
fication; H. R. 2339, extending eligibility for 
immigration to involuntary members of 
totalitarian groups; H. R. 2379 and S. 716, 
omnibus immigration bills. 

D. (7) $125. 

E. (7) $1.44; (8) $1.50; (9) $2.94; (11) 
$2.94; (15) $2.94. 

A. Sanford H. Bolz, 927 Fifteenth Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. American Jewish Congress, Inc., 15 East 
Eighty-fourth Street, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) To oppose anti-Semitism and 
racism in all its forms, and to defend civil 
rights incident thereto. 

D. (7) $125. 

E. (7) $6.87; (8) $2.31; (9) $9.18; (10) 
$2.94; (11) $12.12; (15) $9.18. 


A. Clarence J. Bourg, 510 Union Trust Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C. 

B. American Sugar Cane League, New 
Orleans, La,, and Farmers & Manufacturers 
Beet Sugar Association, Saginaw, Mich. 

C. (2) S. 1694, H. R. 4521, Sugar Act of 
1948. (3) Sugar Bulletin and Sugar Beet 
Journal. 

E. (8) $211.15; (9) $211.15; (10) 8201.50; 
(11) $412.65. 


A. Benjamin Edward Bowden, room 409 
Labor Building, 10 Independence Ave- 
nue SW., Washington, D. C. 

B. American Train Dispatchers Associa- 
tion, 10 East Huron Street, Chicago, III. 

C. (2) H. R. 3669, amendments to the pres- 
ent Railway Retirement Act; S. 1347, com- 
panion bill, to amend the Railway Retire- 
ment Act. 

D. (6) $720. 

E. (6) $22.41; (7) $407; (9) $429.41; (11) 
8429.41. 


A. R. B. Bowden, 608 Hibbs Building, Wash- 
ington, D. C., or 100 Merchants Exchange 
Building, St. Louis, Mo. 

B. Grain and: Feed Dealers National Asso- 
ciation, 100 Merchants Exchange Building, 
St. Louis, Mo. 

C. (2) Ask equal taxation of cooperatives; 
opposing price control on food items at this 
time. 

D. (6) $5,442.62. 

E. (7) $50; (9) $50. 


A. H. B. Boyd, 1001 Tower Building, Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

B, United States Beet Sugar Association, 
1001 Tower Building, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Interested in any legislation affect- 
ing sugar, particularly the Sugar Act of 1948, 
and related legislation. 

D. (6) $4,500. 

E. (7) 83; (9) $3; (11) 83. 


United States, 2517 Connecticut Avenue NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Legislation for development of a 
military policy for the United States which 
will guarantee adequate national security. 
(3) The Reserve Officer, and ROA Washing- 
ton Newsletter. 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


SEPTEMBER 13 


A. Ira P. Bradford, 1108 Sixteenth Street 
NW., Was n, D. C. 
B. Standard Oil Co. (Indiana), 910 South 


Michigan Avenue, Chicago, III. 


O. (2) Seeking information regarding all 
matters pertaining to the oil industry and 
reporting to employer. 


A. Joseph E. Brady, 2347 Vine Street, Cin- 
cinnati, Ohio. 

B. International Union of United Brewery, 
Flour, Cereal, Soft Drink, and Distillery 
Workers of America, 2347 Vine Street, Cin- 
cinnati, Ohio. 

C. (2) All legislation involving or in the 
direction of national prohibition, taxation 
of alcoholic beverages, etc. (3) The Brew- 
ery Worker. 

E. (10) $189.46; (11) $189.46. 


A. John H. Bream,? 701 Blackstone Building, 


Harrisburg, Pa. 
B. Pennsylvania Associated Businessmen, 
Inc., 701 Blackstone Building, Harrisburg, Pa. 
C. (2) Seeking general tax equality. In- 
terested in H. R. 5064 and H. R. 3905. 
D: (7) $120. 
. (Ly $147; (3) $1,105; (5) $462.26; (9) 
$1, ste ae; (11) $1,714.26; (16) 2 


A. James M. Brewbaker, 918 Sixteenth Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 
B. National Association of Manufacturers, 
918 Sixteenth Street NW., Washington, D. C, 
C. (2) Legislation affecting industry. 
D. (6) $3,000. 
E. (7) $906.53. 


A. ae Bright,’ 1302 Eighteenth Street NW., 


ashington, D. C. 
B. Southern Pine Industry Committee, 
New Orleans, La. 
G. (2) Legislation affecting the lumber 
manuf: industry. 
E. (7) $89.35; (11) $89.35. 


A. H. E. Brinckerhoff, 220 East Forty-second 
Street, New York, N. Y. 

B. American Pulpwood Association, 220 
East Forty-second Street, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Legislative interests are those of 
employer. 

A. Dawes E. Brisbine, 952 National Press 
Building, Washington, D. C. 

B. National Highway Users Conference, 
Inc., 952 National Press Building, Washing- 
ton, D. C. 

C. (2) Such legislative interest is primarily 
for analysis and reporting. 


A. Milton E. Brooding, 215 Fremont Street, 
San Francisco, Calif. 

B. California Packing ek peters gg 
Fremont Street, San Francisco, Cal 

O. (2) General tion 8 food 
processing and related activities, including 
specifically S. 1717; H. R. 3871, and S. 984. 

D. (6) $800. 
E. (6) $65; (7) $200; (8) $265; (10) $400; 
(11) $865. 


215 


A. William F. Brooks, 604 Hibbs Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. National Grain Trade Council, Trade 
Association, 604 Hibbs Building, Washington, 
D. C. 

C. (2) Interested in pending legislation 
with reference to the revision or extension 
of the Defense Production Act of 1950. 

D. (6) $4,366.45, 

E. (7) $5. 


Not printed. Filed with Clerk and 
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A. Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers,? 
1118 B. of L. E. Building, Cleveland, 
Ohio. 

C. (2) Support or oppose legislation di- 
rectly and indirectly affecting the interest 
of labor. (3) Locomotive Engineers’ Jour- 
nal. 

D. (7) 800,000. 

E. (2) $4,150.56; (5) $283.77; (8) $706.32; 
(9) $5,140.65. 

A. Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers, 1118 
B. of L. E. Building, Cleveland, Ohio. 

C. (2) Support or oppose legislation di- 
rectly and indirectly affecting the interest of 
labor. (3) Locomotive Engineers’ Journal. 

D. (7) $300,000.: 

E. (2) $4,150.56; (5) $351.27; (8) $767.21; 
(9) $5,269.04. 

A. Brotherhood of Railway and Steamship 
Clerks, Freight Handlers, Express and 
Station Employees, 1015 Vine Street, 
Cincinnati, Ohio. 

C. (2) Interested in all legislation affecting 
labor, more particularly railroad labor. 

D. (6) $3,293.31. 

E. (2) $2,324.65; (7) $968.66; (9) $3,293.31; 
(11) $3,293.31; (15) 83,293.31. 
tary. 


A. C. R. Brown,? Room 411, Labor Building, 
10 Independence Avenue SW., Washing- 
ton, D. C. 

B. Brotherhood of Maintenance of Way 

Employees, 61 Putnam Avenue, Detroit, Mich, 


A. C. R. Brown, Room 411, Labor Building, 10 
Independence Avenue SW., Washington, 
D. C 


B. Brotherhood of Maintenance of Way 
Employees, 61 Putnam Avenue, Detroit, Mich. 

C. (2) H. R. 3669 and S. 1347, bills to 
amend the Railroad Retirement Act. 

D. (6) $2,024.96. 


A. Mrs. Ethel G. Brown,? 1134 North Orange 
Drive, Los Angeles, Calif. 

B. National Congress of Parents and Teach- 
ers, 600 South Michigan Boulevard, Chicago, 
III. 

C. (2) Measures which affect the welfare 
of children and youth in flelds of education; 
social and economic well-being; child labor 
and environmental situations; Federal re- 
search agencies in education, health, juve- 
nile protection and homemaking; world un- 
derstanding and peace ‘among nations, (3) 
National Parent-Teacher magazine. 

D. (7) $250. 

E. (6) $55.22; (8) $129.40. 


A. Brown, Land & Fitzgerald, Washington 
Loan & Trust Bldg., Washington, D. O. 
B. National Association of Electric Com- 
panies, Ring Building, 1200 Eighteenth Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 
C. (2) Any legislation that might affect 
the members. (3) None of the N. A. E. C2 


D. (6) $7,500. 
E. (2) $6,825; (5) $375; (6) $7.13; (8) 
$64.70; (9) $7,271.83; (10) $7,247.80; (11) 


$14,519.63; (15). 
A. Paul W. Brown, 925 South Homan Avenue, 
Chicago, III. 

B. Sears, Roebuck & Co., 925 South Homan 
Avenue, Chicago, III. 

C. (2) Postal rate legislation. 

D. (6) $356.46. 

E. (6) $1.58; (7) $160.51; 
(11) $162.09. 


(9) $162.09; 


retary. 
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A. Ray C. Brown, 407 First National Bank 
Building, Tampa, Fla. 

B. Cigar Manufacturers Association of 
Tampa, Chamiber of Commerce Building, 
Tampa, Fla. 

C. (2) H. R. 4473. 

D. (6) $1,400. 

E. (6) 827,51; (7) 8398.97: 
(11) 8426.48. 


(9) $426.48; 


A. Russell B. Brown, 1110 Ring Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Independent Petroleum Association of 
America, 1110 Ring Building, Washington, 
D. C. 

C. (2) Maintaining surveillance of legis- 
tion that might affect the petroleum indus- 
try and taking such action with respect to 
such legislation as directed by the Associa- 
tion. 

E. (8) $29; (9) $29; (10) $52; (11) $81. 


A. William A. Bryans, 3d, 1044 Gas and Elec- 
tric Building, Denver, Colo. 

B. Public Service Company of Colorado, 
900 Fifteenth Street, Denver, Colo. 

C. (2) Legislation having to do with ac- 
tivities of the Bureau of Reclamation, the 
Rural Electrification Administration, and 
tax matters, all of which directly affect the 
interests of the company. 

E. (7) $704.58; (9) $704.58; (11) $704.58; 
(15) $704.58.* 

A. Jack Bryson, 1600 Eye Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

B. Motion Picture Association of America, 
Inc., 1600 Eye Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Any legislation affecting the motion 
picture industry when introduced in Cong- 
ress. 

D. (6) $6,280.79. , 

E. (7) $751.48; (8) $847.56; (9) $1,599.04; 
(10) $1,926.68; (11) $3,525.72; (15) Shore- 
ham Hotel, $565.82; Mayflower Hotel $26.72; 
Statler Hotel, $158.94; total, $751.48. 


A. Henry H. Buckman, 405 Dorset Avenue, 
Chevy Chase, Md. 

B. Florida Inland Navigation District, 
Citizens Bank Building, Bunnell, Fla. 

C. (2) Legislation affecting river and har- 
bor works, flood control, and other water use 
and conservation, and related subjects. Spe- 
cific legislative interest includes Appropria- 
tions for Civil Functions of the Army, H. R. 
4386. 

D. (6) $1,350. 

E. (6) $9.90; (8) $54.58; (9) $64.48; (10) 
$49.29; (11) $113.77. 


A. Henry H. Buckman, 405 Dorset Avenue, 
Chevy Chase, Md. 
B. The Vulcan Detinning Co., Sewaren, 
N. J. 
A. George Bugbee, 18 East Dlvision Street, 
Chicago, III. 
B. American Hospital Association, 18 East 
Division Street, Chicago, III. 
C. (2) Legislation affecting hospitals. 
D. (6) $1,343.75. 


E. (7) $367.27; * (9) $367.27; (10) $244.59; 


(11) $611.86. 

A. Harold J. Buoy, business address: Hamil- 
ton Hotel, Washington, D. C.; home ad- 
dress: R. R. 6, Decatur, III. 5 

B. International Brotherhood of Boller- 
makers, Iron Shipbuilders and Helpers of 

America, A. F. of L., Kansas City, Kans. 

C. (2) S. 3295 and H. R. 7789 (Railway 


Labor Act amendments), S. 1717 and H. R. 
Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Sec- ` 
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3871 (Defense Production Act). All other 

legislation affecting labor generally. 

D. (6) $596.40. 

A. George J. Burger, 250 West Fifty-seventh - 
Street, New York, N. Y.; and 714 Bond 
Building, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Interested in rubber tires bill, bas- 
ing-point legislation, antitrust-law legisla- 
tion, and all legislation affecting independent 
small business. 

A. Harold Burke, 115 Pearl Street, New York, 
N. T. 

B. United States Cane Sugar Refiners As- 
sociation, 115 Pearl Street, New York, N. Y. 


A. Burley and Dark Leaf Tobacco Export As- 
sociation, post office box 860, Lexington, 
Ky. 

D. (7) 84,121.25. 
E. (2) $3,046.26; (5) $255; (6) $129.38; (7) 

$332.67; (8) $530.45; (9) $4,275.76; (10) 

$4,187.21; (11) $8,462.97. t 


A. George B. Burnham, 111 First Street NE., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Numerous stockholders of the Burnham 
Chemical Co., 5653, College Avenue, Oakland, 
Calif. 

C. (2) Legislation for the relief of the 
Burnham Chemical Co.: Senate Joint Reso- 
lution 23, House Joint Resolutions 181, 182, 
183, 186, and 199. 

D. (6) $2,395.64. 

E. (2) 81,000: 1 (4) 807.89; (7) $563.14; 
(8) $24.61; (9) $2,395.64; (10) $1,505.87; (11) 
$3,901.51; (15) 81,395.64. 


A. F. Hugh Burns, 821 Cafritz Building, 


Washington, D. C. 

B. Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Association, 
821 Cafritz Building, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) St. Lawrence legislation; (b) Sen- 
ate Joint Resolution 27; House Joint Resolu- 
tions 2, 3, 4, 15, 102, 122, 159; H. R. 2536. 

D. (6) $1,273.50. 

E. (7) $1,251.02; (9) $1,251.02; (10) $59.92; 
(11) $1,310.94. 

A. Robert M. Burr, 155 East Forty-fourth 
Street, New York, N. Y. 

B. National Electrical Manufacturers As- 
sociation, 155 East Forty-fourth Street, New 
York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Legislation regarding excise taxes 
on electric refrigerators, electric ranges, elec- 
tric water heaters, domestic electric appli- 
ances, commercial electric cooking equip- 
ment, and electric fans. 

D. (6) 8100.68. 

A. Orrin A. Burrows, 1200 Fifteenth Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. International Brotherhood of Electrical 
Workers, A. F. of L., 1200 Fifteenth Street, 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) All legislation affecting the electri- 
cal workers, A. F. of L., in particular, and 
labor in general, such as attempts to cut 
annual and sick leave for Federal employees, ' 
and H. R. 3393 on unemployment insurance 
for Federal workers, which latter we favor. 

D. (6) $2,067. 

A. Business Committee on Emergency Cor- 
porate Taxation, room 808A, 580 Fifth 
Avenue, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Adequate, constructive, and equit- 
able emergency corporate taxation instead of 
an excess profits tax on a formula compa- 
rable to that of World War II, Specifically 


1Not printed. Filed with the Clerk and 
Secretary. 
Filed for first and second quarters, 1951. 
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H. R. 9827, Excess Profits Tax Act of 1950. 
(Public Law No. 909). 

E. (3) $848.93; (4) $7.14; (5) $2.60; (6) 
$8.19; (9) $866.86; (10) $97,865.92; (11) $98,- 
732.78; (15) $7.14, Business Photo Repro- 
ductions, 345 Hudson Street, New York City, 
offset printing; $2.60, Fleet Messenger Serv- 
ice, 62 West Forty-eighth Street, New York 
City, messenger service; $8.19, New York 
Telephone Co., New York City, telephone 
service; $848.93, Stromberg-Carlson Co., 
Rochester, N. Y., merchandise; total, $866.86. 


A. Eugene J. Butler, 1312 Massachusetts 
Avenue NW., W. D. C. 

B. National Catholic Welfare Conference, 
1312 Massachusetts Avenue NW., Washing- 
ton, D. C. 

C. (2) All legislation affecting religious, 
charitable, and educational institutions and 
organizations. 

D. (7) $2,349.96. 

E. (7) $250; (9) $250; (10) $138.44; (11) 
$328.44. 


A. Carl Byoir & Associates, Inc. 10 East For- 
tieth Street, New York, N. Y. 

B. Levitt & Sons, Inc., Manhasset, L. I., 
N. I. 

C. (2) Legislation pertaining to housing, 
Government insurance of housing loans, 
and especially legislation pertaining to 
housing for defense purposes. 

D. (7) $135.50. 

E. (2) $73; (4) $55; (6) $7.50; (9) $135.50; 
(11) $135.50; (15) $135.50. 


A. Carl Byoir & Associates, Inc., 10 East 
Fortieth Streef, New York, N. Y. 

B. Schenley Industries, Inc., 350 Fifth Ave- 
nue, New York, N. Y. 

C. Opposing the proposed increase in the 
rate of Federal excise tax on distilled spirits. 

E. (1) $9,000; (2) $11,098; (4) $28; (6) 
$5; (7) $18; (8) $60; (9) $20,209; (10) 
$21,376; (11) $41,585. 


A. John W. Caffey,? 1523 L Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C., and 830 Southeastern 
Building, Greensboro, N. C. 

B. The Wine Institute, 717 Market Street, 

San Francisco, Calif. 

C. (2) Wime excise taxes and other sub- 
jects relating to wine. 

D. (7) $762.73. 

E. (5) $50.80; (6) 23.43; (7) $688.50; (9) 
$762.73; (11) $762.73. 


— 


A. C. G. Gaffrey, 1625 I Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

B. The American Cotton Manufacturers 
Institute, Inc., 203 Liberty Life Building, 
Charlotte, N. C. 

C. (2) H. R. 8304 or H. R. 1535, Customs 
Simplification Act of 1951; H. R. 4473, Tax 
Revenue Act; S. 1717, Defense Production 
Act, 1950; H. R. 3871, Defense Production 
Act of 1950. 

D. (6) $75. 

E. (7) $75; (9) $75; (10) $150; (11) $225. 


A. Leonard J. Calhoun, 412 Washington 
Building, Washington, D. C. 

B. National Tax Equality Association, 231 
La Salle Street, Chicago, III. 

C. (2) Legislative proposals relating to 
taxation of cooperatives and other corpora- 
tions enjoying tax exemptions or special 
privileges. 


A. Mrs. Edna Callaghan,’ 2032 Belmont Road 


NW., Washington, D. C. 


B. National Congress of Parents and 


Teachers, 600 South Michigan Boulevard, 
Chicago, III. 


Filed for first quarter, 1951. 
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C. (2) Measures which affect the welfare 
of children and youth in fields of education; 
social and economic well-being; child labor 
and environmental situations! Federal re- 
search agencies in education, health, juve- 
nile protection and homemaking; world un- 
derstanding and peace among nations. (3) 
National Parent-Teacher magazine. 

D. (7) $74.30. 

E. (6) $22.48; (7) $43.88; (8) $7.94; (9) 
$74.30. 


A. Mrs. Edna Callaghan, 2032 Belmont Road 
NW., W. „D. C. 

B. National Congress of Parents and Teach- 
ers, 600 South Michigan Boulevard, Chi- 
cago, III. 

C. (2) Measures which affect the welfare 
of children and youth in fields of educa- 
tion; social and economic well-being; child 
labor and environmental situations; Federal 
research agencies in education, health, ju- 
venile protection and homemaking; world 
understanding and peace among nations. 
(3) National Parent-Teacher magazine. 

D. (6) $50. 

E. (6) $74.73; (7) $60.46; (8) $67.48; (9) 
8202.87. 


— 


A. R. B. Carothers, Paris, Tenn. 

B. H. C. Spinks Clay Co., Paris, Tenn.; Ken- 
tucky-Tennessee Clay Co., Cooley Clay Co., 
Kentucky Clay Mining Co., Mayfield, Ky.; 
Bell Clay Co., Gleason, Tenn.; United Clay 
Mines Corp., Trenton, N. J.; Old Hickory Clay 
Co., Paducah, Ky.; all mine and ship ball and 
sagger clay. 

C. (2) Title 26, section 114, Internal Rev- 
enue Code; family partnership law; De- 
fense Production Act. 

E. (6) $98.52; (7) $546.53; (8) $100; (9) 
$745.05; (10) $790.97; (11) $1,536.02. 


A. T. C. Carroll, 61 Putnam Avenue, Detroit, 
Mich 


C. (2) Passage of S. 1347 and H. R. 3669, 
to amend Railroad Retirement Act. 


A. Henderson H. Carson, 640 Shoreham 
Building, Washington, D. C., and 600 
First National Bank Building, Canton, 
Ohio. 

B. East Ohio Gas Co., 1405 East Sixth 

Street, Cleveland, Ohio. 

C. (2) All legislation of interest to natu- 
ral-gas industry. 

D. (7) $3,391.18. 

E. (1) $43.65; (4) $53.90; (6) $42.82; (7) 
$150.90; (8) $99.91; (9) $391.18; (10) $462.24; 

(11) $853.42, 


A. Joseph K. Carson, Jr., 17 Battery Place, 
New York, N. Y. 

B. The Propeller Club of the United States, 
17 Battery Place, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Any matters affecting the welfare 
of the American merchant marine, arising 
under the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, and 
other legislation affecting the shipping in- 
dustry. 


A. Albert E. Carter, 1026 Sixteenth Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Pacific Gas & Electric Co., 245 Market 
Street, San Francisco, Calif. 

C. (2) Retained to represent company be- 
fore administrative agencies and commissions 
and on legislative matters affecting com- 
pany's interest, 


D. (6) $3,000. 

E. (5) $525; (6) $93.34; (7) $465.38; (9) 
$1,083.72; (10) $844.82; (11) $1,928.04; (12) 
$1,083.72; (14) $844.82; (15) $525, Munsey 
Trust Co., rent; $93.34, Chesapeake & Poto- 
mac Telephone Co, and Pacific Telephone & 
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Telegraph Co.; $465.38, University Club, Stat- 
ler Hotel, Mayflower Hotel. 


A. Asa L. Carter, 325 Ashland Avenue, Pitts- 
burgh, Pa. 

B. Petitioners, successors, and associates at 
and after War Department File No. 7040.7 

C. (2) House bills 6, 7, 80, 134, 398, 1555, 
1954, 2536, 3110; House Joint Resolution 39; 
S. 517; Senate Joint Resolution 27. 

D. (6) $97.53. 

E. (4) $29.80; (6) $5.60; (7) $39.50; (8) 
$37.63; (9) $112.53; (10) $80.78; (11) $193.31. 


A. Clarence B. Carter, post-office box 798, 
New Haven, Conn. 

B. Railroad Pension Conference, post-office 
box 798, New Haven, Conn. 

O. (2) For enactment of H. R. 63 and 
S. 1808, providing 30-year, half-pay railroad 
retirement benefits. 

D. (12) $131.86. 

E. (6) $8; (7) $98.34; (8) 
$25.52; (10) $131.86. 


$106.34; (9) 


A. Ralph H. Case, 889 National Press Build- 
ing, W. D. ©. 

B. Sioux Tribe of Indians, Cheyenne River 
Reservation, S. Dak.; Cheyenne Agency, S. 
Dak. 

E. (7) $232.14. 

A. Larry Cates, 1185 National Press Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C. 

B. Air Line Pilots Association, 3145 West 

Sixty-third Street, Chicago, III. 


A. William E. Chace, W. D. C. 

B. The National Fertilizer Association, 616 
Investment Building, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Any legislation that might affect 
the manufacture or distribution of fertilizer 
or the general agricultural economy, includ- 
ing such bills in the Eighty-first Congress as 
H. R. 2756, H. R. 855, and H. R. 3045. 

D. (6) $20. 

A. Chamber of Commerce of the United 
States of America, 1615 H Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) H. R. 4308, S. 913, Senate Joint 
Resolution 20, S. 1044, House Joint Resolution 
206, S. 719, S. 931, S. 1166, Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 21; RFC and tax bills. (3) Legis- 
lative Daily, Bill Digest, Legislative Outlook, 
and special number. 

D. (6) $754,469.61.1 

E. (9) 835,564.12; 1 (10) $28,886.05; 
$64,450.17. 


(11) 


A. Walter Chamblin, Jr., 918 Sixteenth Street 
„ W „D. C. 

B. National Association of Manufacturers, 
918 Sixteenth Street NW., Washington, D. O. 

C. (2) Legislative programs affecting in- 
dustry, national labor and tax policies, Fed- 
eral expenditures and subsidies, remobiliza- 
tion of industry, Government controls over 
industry, Government competition with pri- 
vate enterprise, etc. 

D. (6) $9,803.39. 

E. (9) $1,803.39. 


A. Chase National Bank of the City of New 
York, 18 Pine Street, New York, N. Y. 

O. (2) Proposed Federal tax legislation af- 
fecting the interests of Chase National Bank 
of the City of New York. 

E. (2) $541.25; (7) $91.66; (9) %632.91; 
(10) $120.06; (11) $752.97; (15) Milbank, 
Tweed, Hope & Hadley, 15 Broad Street, New 
York, N. Y., $632.91. 


Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Sec- 
retary. 
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A. Christian Amendment Movement, 914 
Clay Street, Topeka, Kans. 

C. (2) Promoting S. J. Res. 29 and H. J. 
Res. 156, a proposed Christian amendment to 
the Constitution of the United States. (3) 
The Christian Patriot. 

D. (6) $5,582.31. 

E. (2) $1,600.60; (4) $666.52; (5) $123.41; 
(6) $1; (7) $586.97; (8) $5.25; (9) $2,983.75; 
(10) $4,050.64; (11) $7,034.39; (15) 82,842.49. 


A. Citizens’ Committee on Foreign Policy, 100 
East Fiftieth Street, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Foreign policy. 

E. (10) $272.12; (11) $272.12. 

A. Austin Clapp, 3780 West Sixth Street, Los 
Angeles, Calif. 

B. Apartment, Hotel, & Motel Association 
of California, 3780 West Sixth Street, Los 
Angeles, Calif. 

C. (2) Rent control is a general legislative 
interest; specific interest is in the rent con- 
trol provisions of the proposed amendments 
to the Defense Production Act of 1950. (3) 


D. (6) $2,300. 
E. (4) $35; (5) $100; (6) $40; (7) $546.20; 
(9) $721.20; (11) $721.20; (15) $393.75, 


Southern Pacific Co., Los Angeles, Calif., rail- 
road fare; $35, Plymouth Printing Co., Wash- 
ington, D. C., printing; $22.50, hotel bill. 


A. Robert M. Clark, 525 Shoreham Building, 
Washington, D. C. 3 

B. The Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Rall- 
way Co., 80 East Jackson Boulevard, Chicago, 
III. 

C. (2) Pending and prospective legislation 
affecting the interest of the railway com- 
pany including, but not limited to, the fol- 
lowing bills: H. R. 269; S. 446; S. Res. 23; S. 
719; S. Res. 55; St. Lawrence waterway legis- 
lation; various bills to amend Railroad Re- 
tirement Act; various general and corporate 
tax bills; legislation to amend Reorganiza- 
tion Act of 1949; S. 1918 and S. Res. 89; H. R. 
$282; H. R. 270; S. 1137; S. 1139; S. 1141; 
S. 1143: S. 1144; S. 1145; S. 1717; H. R. 3871; 
H. R. 3880; and S. 1335. 

D. (7) 84,275. 

E. 


A. David R. Clarke, 120 South LaSalle Street, 
Chicago, III. 

B. National Metal Trades Association, 122 
South Michigan Avenue, Chicago, III. 

C. (2) All legislation affecting industry 
generally. 

A. William W. Clary, 483 South Spring Street, 
Los Angeles, Calif. 

B. Signal Oil and Gas Co., 811 West Sev- 
enth Street, Los Angeles, Calif.; Long Beach 
Oil Development Co., 811 West Seventh Street, 
Los Angeles, Calif.; Southwest Exploration 
Co., 811 West Seventh Street, Los Angeles, 
Calif. 

C. (2) Legislation pertaining generally to 
oil and gas, including such bills as S. J. Res. 
20 and S. 940. 

E. (7) $950; (9) $950; (10) $1,150; (11) 
$2,100. 

A. Classroom Periodical Publishers’ Associa- 
tion, 38 West Fifth Street, Dayton, Ohio. 

C. (2) General interest in second-class 
postal rates; particular interest in H. R. 2982 
and S. 1046. 

D. (6) $1,822.25. 

E. (2) $1,500; (8) $322.25; (9) $1,822.25; 
(10) $1,686.01; (11) $3.508.26; (15) $1,822.25, 
Donald M. Counihan, 1420 New York Avenue 
NW., Washington, D. C., legislative counsel 
at $500 per month plus out-of-pocket ex- 
penses. 
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A. Clear Channel Broadcasting Service 
(CCBS), Suite 532, Shoreham Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) CCBS will oppose any proposed leg- 
islation, such as S. 491 and H. R. 4004, Eighty- 
first Congress, calling for the duplication of 
Class I-A Clear Channel frequencies or the 
limitation of the power of Class I-A Stand- 
ard Broadcast Stations. CCBS opposes rati- 
fication of the so-called NARBA agreement 
signed November 15, 1950. 

D. (7) $5,046.35. r 

E. (2) $5,625; (3) $62.21; (7) $421.39; (9) 
$6,108.60; (10) $6,185.60; (11) $12,294.20; 
(16) + 
A. Cleary, Gottlieb, Friendly & Cox,“ 224 

Southern Building, Washington, D. C., 
and 52 Wall Street, New York, N. Y. 

B. Chambers of Commerce of Venezuela, 
care of Caracas Chamber of Commerce, Sur 
2, No. 30, Altos, Caracas, Venezuela. 

C. (2) Any legislation designed to restrict, 
tax, or impose quotas on imports of petro- 
leum products. S. 2667, S. 3334, S. 3236, H. R. 
6469, H. R. 6360, H. R. 6251, H. R. 5724, H. R. 
6773, H. R. 7748, H. R. 7749, H. R. 7996. 

D. (7) $9,450. 

E. (5) $558.37; (6) $554.17; (7) $363.03; 
(9) $1,475.57; (10) $593.99; (11) $2,069.56. 


A. Cleary, Gottlieb, Friendly & Cox,‘ 224 
Southern Buiiding, Washington, D. C., 
and 52 Wall Street, New York, N. Y. 

B, Chambers of Commerce of Venezuela, 
care of Caracas Chamber of Commerce, Sur 
2, No. 30 Altos, Caracas, Venezuela. 

C. (2) Any legislation designed to restrict, 
tax, or impose quotas on imports of petro- 
leum products. 

D. (7) $3,600. 

E. (5) $153.35; (6) $179.18; (7) $182.53; (9) 
$515.06; (10) $2,069.56; (11) $2,584.62. 


A. Cleary, Gottlieb, Friendly & Ball, (suc- 
cessors to Cleary, Gottlieb, Friendly & 
Cox), 224 Southern Building, Washing- 
ton, D. C., and 52 Wall Street, New York, 
N. Y. 

B. Chambers of Commerce of Venezuela, 
care of Caracas Chamber of Commerce, Sur 
2, No. 30 Altos, Caracas, Venezuela. 

C. (2) Any legislation designed to restrict, 
tax, or impose quotas on imports of petro- 
leum products. 

E. (4) $165.41; (6) $99.68; (7) $2,424.38; 
(8) $6.35; (9) $2,695.82; (11) $2,695.82. 


A. W. Frank Clucas, 1016 Twentieth Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. National Association of Master Plumb- 
ers, 1016 Twentieth Street NW., Washington, 
D. O. 

A. W. Frank Clucas, 1016 Twentieth Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. National Association of Master Plumb- 
ers, 1016 Twentieth Street NW., Washington, 
D. C. 

A. Marcus Cohn, 1625 I Street NW., Cafritz 
Building, Washington D. C. 

B. The American Jewish Committee, 386 
Fourth Av-nue, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Genocide, the President's civil- 
rights program, H. R. 2379, H. R. 2816, H. R. 
3458, S. 1247, S. 728, H. R. 2339. 

E. (2) 893.75; (5) 882.50; (6) 89.60; (7) 
$8.59; (9) $194.44; (10) $194.79; (11) $389.23; 
(15) $450, Cafritz Co., 1404 K Street NW., 


Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Secre- 
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Washington, D. C., rent at $150 per month; 
$808.98, Helene Braun, 2904 Argyle Drive, 
Alexandria, Va., salary for secretarial serv- 
ices at $269.66 per month. 


A. C. Fred Coleman, Lewisville, Ark. 

B. St. Louis Southwestern Railway Co. as 
division special agent, with headquarters 
at Lewisville, Ark. 

C. (2) H. R. 3669, known as railroad retire- 
ment bill. 

D. (6) 8354. 

E. (7) 81,200; (9) $1,200; (11) $1,200. 


A. Russell Coleman, 616 Investment Build 
ing, Washington, D. C. 

B. The National Fertilizer Association, 616 
Investment Building, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Any legislation that might affect the 
manufacture or distribution of fertilizer or 
the general agricultural economy, including 
such bills in the Eighty-first Congress as 
H. R. 2756, H. R. 655, and H. R. 3045. 

D. (6) 850. 


A. Marvin J. Coles, 813 Washington Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C. 

B. Committee for the Promotion of Tramp 
Shipping Under the American Flag in For- 
eign Commerce, 80 Broad Street, New York, 
NE. 

C. (2) The committee is interested in 
amending existing shipping legislation in 
order to extend operating and construction 
differential subsidies to American flag vessels 
engaged in so-called tramp trades. ~ 

E. (6) $16.51; (7) $14; (9) 830.51; (10) 
$762.67; (11) $195.18. 


A. R. A. Colgan, Jr., 1319 Eighteenth Street 
NW., Washington, D. C 

B. National Lumber Manufacturers Asso- 
ciation, 1319 Eighteenth Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

C. (2) Any legislation affecting the inter- 
ests of the lumber manufacturing industry 
of the United States. (3) National Lumber 
News. 


— 


A. Colorado Associated Businessmen, Inc., 
335 Symes Building, Denver, Colo. 

C. (2) General legislative interests of the 
group is the taxing of competitive business 
on the same basis without regard to exemp- 
tions under section 101 of the present In- 
ternal Revenue Code. Specific bills in which 
it is presently interested are H. R. 240, S. 892, 
and H. R. 1177. (3). 

D. (6) $2,925. 

E. (4) $9.57; (5) $118.85; (6) $0.91; (7) 
$48.98; (8) $73.75; (9) $247.06; (10) $743.23; 
(11) 8990.29; (15) 8236.58. 


A. Colorado Railroad Legislative Committee, 
615 C. A. Johnson Building, Denver, Colo. 
C. (2) Basing point legislation; communi- 
cations or operating rules bills; all legisla- 
tion both general and special affecting rail- 
roads; railway mail pay bills; transportation 
excise taxes; the St. Lawrence seaway; the 
Federal Barge Lines; parcel post rates; repeal 
of Reed-Bulwinkle Act; bills changing the 
authority of the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission; Senate Resolution 50; the investi- 
gation of surface transportation by the Sen- 
ate Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce; revenue measures; Railway Labor 
Act; the Railroad Retirement Act. 
E. (2) $410; (7) $533.38; (9) $943.38; (11) 
$943.38; (15) $943.38, Leo J. Crowley, 722 
Equitable Building, Denver 2, Colo, 
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A. Colorado River Association, 306 West Third 
Street, Los Angeles, Calif. 

C. (2) Opposing S. 75 anc H. R. 1500; 
favoring Senate Joint Resolution 26 and 
House Joint Resolution 21. (3).* 

E. (1) $1,753.28; (2) $10,350; (3) $8.63; (4) 
$8,453.07; (5) $1,742; (6) $1,300.78; (7) $4,- 
334.44; (9) $27,942.20; (10) $21,343.79; (11) 
$49,285.99; (15). 

A. Committee to Defend America by Alding 
Anti-Communist China, 843 General 
Motors Building, 1775 Broadway, New 
York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Support of bills for helping anti- 
Communist China by economic aid and mil- 
itary equipment. (3) 

D. (7) 8498. 

E. (4) $45.90; (5) $267.09; (6) $51.50; (9) 
$364.49; (11) $364.49; (16) $45.90, The At- 
water Press, 243 West Thirty-ninth Street, 
New York City, printing 1,000 folders; $240, 
Chas. F. Noyes Co., 40 Wall Street, New York 
City, rent on room 843, 1775 Broadway; $51.50, 
New York Telephone Co., post-office box 53, 
New York 19, charges for telephone, JUdson 
2-4745; $27.09, Alice F. Harrison, 34 Hobart 
Street, Summit, N. J., reimbursed for petty 
cash expenditures for stamps, supplies, etc. 


— 


A. Committee for Constitutional Govern- 
ment, Inc.,? 205 East Forty-second Street, 
New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) To secure the enactment of legis- 
lation leading to economy in governmental 
expenditures, stabilization of the price level, 
freedom of the press, freedom of contract, 
freedom of enterprise, freedom to work where 
and when one pleases, and free competition, 
and it opposes measures leading to com- 
munism, socialism, or fascism. Favors up- 
holding the fundamental principles set forth 
in the Constitution. 

D. (6) $200,934.25. 

E. (1) $7,200.08; (2) $56,426.22; (4) $80,- 
835.68; (5) $22,689.26; (6) $9,892.68; (7) 
$11,648.02; (9) $188,691.94, 


A. Committee for the Marshall Plan to Aid 
European Recovery, Twenty-fourth 
Street and Dixie Avenue, Easton, Pa. 

E. (3) $1,058; (9) $1,058; (11) $1,058; (16) 
$352, American Association for the United 
Nations, Inc., 45 East Sixty-fifth Street, New 
York City 21, N. L., contribution; $353, Com- 
mittee on the Present Danger, Box 7230, 
Washington, D. C., contribution; $353, At- 
lantic Union Committee, 537 Fifth Avenue, 
New York 17, N. Y., contribution; $1,058, 
total. 


A. Committee on National Affairs, 100 East 
Fiftieth Street, New York, N. Y. 
D. (6) $160. 
E. (3) $100; (4) $19.51; (5) $42.23; (8) 
$128.42; (9) $290.16; (10) $828.38; (11) $1,- 
118.54; (15) 8280.83. 


A. Committee for the Nation’s Health, Inc., 
1416 F Street NW., Washington D. C. 

O. (2) President Truman's National Health 

Plan as embodied in H. R. 27 and H. R. 54. 

Also interested in the following measures: 

S. 445, S. 337, H. R. 1781, H. R. 2152, H. R. 

516, H. R. 910, H. R. 274, H. R. 913, H. R. 14, 


H. R. 149, H. R. 342, H. R. 146. (3) 
D. (7) $13,696.31. 
E. (2) $6,244.01; (4) $2,360.47; (5) $l,- 


783.94; (6) $295.33; (7) $325.61; (9) $11,- 
459.36; (10) $10,953.85; (11) $22,413.31; (16) 
811,917.29. 
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A. Committee on the Present Danger, 711 
Fourteenth Street NW., Washington, 
D. C. 

C. (2) Universal Military Training and 
Service Act; assignment of ground forces 
in European area; Mutual Security Act of 
1951; trade with the Soviet bloc; appropri- 
ations for defense purposes. (3) 

D. (6) $32,740.15. 

E. (1) $24,253.34; (2) $10,784.44; (4) $11,- 
031.78; (5) $2,065.21; (6) $2,612.81; (7) $3,- 
594,80; (8) $3,017.64; (9) $57,360.02; (10) 
$23,962.14; (11) $81,322.16; (15) 857,360.02. 


A. Committee for Pipe Line Companies, Box 
1349, Tulsa, Okla. 

C. (2) To protect the legitimate interests 
of petroleum pipelines, including, when nec- 
essary, legislative matters. The only pending 
legislation affecting petroleum pipelines in 
which the committee is interested is S. 571. 

D. (7) $280, 

E. (2) $9,575.72; (4) $1,1C1.72; (5) $428.31; 
(6) $102.65; (1) $669.25; (8) $1,441.26; (9) 
$13,318.91; (10) $6,907.63; (11) 820,226.54; 
(16) 813.318.911 
A. Committee for Promotion of Tramp Ship- 

ping Under American Flag in Foreign 
Commerce, 80 Broad Street, New York, 

C. (2) Amending existing shipping legis- 
lation in order to extend operating- and con- 
struction-differential subsidies to American- 
flag vessels engaged in so-called tramp trades. 
A bill to this effect has been ‘ntroduced in 
the House as H. R. 5346. 

D. (7) $2,400. 

E. (6) $12.11; (7) $852.93; (8) $231.12; (9) 
$596.16; (11) $596.16; (16) $596.16, Dow & 
Symmers, 70 Pine Street, New York, N. Y. 


A. Committee for Promotion of Tramp Ship- 
ping Under American Plag in Foreign 
Commerce, 80 Broad Street, New York, 
N. V. 

C. (2) Amending existing shipping legis- 
lation in order to extend operating- and con- 
structlon- differential subsidies to American- 
flag vessels engaged in so-called tramp trades. 
A bill to this effect has been introduced in 
tr > House as H. R. 5346. 

D. (7) $7,300. 

E. (4) $54.38; (5) $31.30; (6) $42.14; (7) 
$328.81; (8) $64.12; (9) $520.75; (10) $596.16; 
(11) $1,116.91; (15) $85.68, Ambassador Let- 
ters Service Co., 11 Stone Street, New York, 
N. L., printing circulars. 


A. Arthur D, Condon, 1000 Vermont Avenue 

NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Amana Refrigeration, Amana, 
Iowa. 


Inc., 


A. Arthur D. Condon, 1000 Vermont Avenue 
NW., Washington, D. C. 
B. Trucking Industry National Defense 
Committee, Inc. 


A. D. C. Cone, 10 Independence Avenue SW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Brotherhood of Railroad Signalmen of 

Ameno 503 Wellington Avenue, Chicago, 


C. (2) H. R. 3669 and S. 1347 to amend the 
Railroad Retirement Act, and all legislation 
directly affecting the interests of railroad 
employees in particular and labor in general. 

D. (6) $100. 
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A. John C. Cone, 815 Fifteenth Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Pan American World Airways, Inc., 815 
Fifteenth Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Very infrequently interested in any 
legislation, but may be interested in sup- 
porting or opposing any aviation legislation 
that might have a tearing on the operation 
of Pan American World Airways, Inc. 


A. Conference of American Small Business 
Organizations, Inc.,? 407 South Dearborn 
Street, Chicago, III. 

C. (2) Favor Hoffman (Michigan) and 
Church (Illinois) bills to implement Hoover 
reorganization plan. (3) Casbo Comments. 

D. (7) $27,136. 

E. (1) $973.87; (2) $12,243.01; (4) $3,222.- 
99; (5) $1,957.11; (6) $213.58; (8) $1,977.47; 
(9) $20,588.03; (11) 820,5. 03. 


A. Congress of Industrial Organizations, 718 
Jackson Place NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Support all legislation favorable to 
the national peace, security, democracy, 
property and general welfare; oppose legisla- 
tion detrimental to these objectives. (3) 
Legis-letter. 

D. (6) $6,441.15. 

E. (2) $1,538.29; (3) $2,000; (4) 8960.90; 
(5) $380; (6) $1,050; (7) $33.82; (8) $478.14; 
(9) $6,441.15; (10) $7,202.65; (11) $13,643.80; 
(15) 86,441.15. 

A. CIO Maritime Committee. 
Street SE., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Support legislation in interest of 
seamen; oppose legislation detrimental to 
them. 

E. (2) $3,284.52; (5) $1,296.88; (6) $550.53; 
(7) $548.68; (9) $5,680.61; (11) $5,680.61. 


A. CIO Maritime Committee, 
Street SE., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Support legislation in interest of 
seamen; oppose legislation detrimental to 
them. 

D. (6) $11,940. 

E. (2) $2,216.13; (3).$28.52; (5) $1,261.09; 
(6) $473.52; (7) $419.50; (9) $4,398.76; (10) 
$5,680.61; (11) $10,079.37. 


A. Donald D. Conn, 130 North Wells Street, 
Chicago, Ill. 

B. Transportation Association of America, 
130 North Wells Street, Chicago, III. 

C. (2) All legislation having anything to 
do with transportation. (3). 

D. (6) $7,556.75. 

E. (2) $7,500; (7) $56.75; (9) $7,556.75; 
(10) $8,134.27; (11) $15,691.02; (15) 


A. Julian D. Conover, Ring Building, Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

B. American Mining Congress, Ring Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Measures affecting mining, such as 
income taxation, social security, public 
lands, stockpiling, monetary policy, etc. 

D. (6) $2,500, 

E. (6) $32.83; (7) $17.60; (9) $50.43; (10) 
$58.91; (11) $109.34. 


— 


A. J. Milton Cooper, 505 Washington Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C. 
B. National Association of Mutual Savings 
Banks, 60 East Forty-second Street, New 
York, N. Y. 


132 Third 


132 Third 
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C. (2) Legislative interests are those af- 
fecting the mutual savings banks. 

D. (6) $1,800. 

A. J. Milton Cooper, 505 Washington Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C. 

B. National Coal Association, Southern 
Building, Fifteenth and H Streets NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Legislative interests are general in 
character and those affecting the coal indus- 


try. 

D. (6) 81,800. 
A. J. Milton Cooper, 505 Washington Build- 

ing, Washington, D. C. 

B. National Council of Coal Lessors, Inc., 
316 Southern Building, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Legislative interests are general in 
character and those affecting the coal indus- 


try. 

D. (6) $500. 

A. J. Milton Cooper, 505 Washington Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C. 

B. National Lime Association, 927 Fif- 
teenth Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Percentage depletion provisions as 
contained in H. R. 4473. 

D. (6) $2,000. 

A. Cooperative League of the United States 
of America Associations, Inc., 343 South 
Dearborn Street, Chicago, Ill. 

C, (2) Tax legislation, defense housing 
legislation, St. Lawrence project, reciprocal 
trade agreements, Small Defense Plants Cor- 
poration bill, aid to medical education, and 
point 4 program. (3) Cooperative News 
Service. 

E. (2) $500; (5) $125; (6) $50; (7) $165; 
(9) $840, 

A. Cooperative League of the United States 
of America Association, Inc., 343 South 
Dearborn Street, Chicago, III. 

C. (2) Tax legislation, defense housing 
legislation, St. Lawrence project, reciprocal 
trade agreements, Small Defense Plants 
Corporation bill, aid to medical education, 
point 4 program, and promotion of public 
health. 

E. (2) $500; (5) $125; (6) $50; (7) $210; 
(10) 840; (11) $1,340. 


A. John T. Corbett, 10 Independence Avenue 
SW., Washington, D. C. y 

B. Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers, 
B. of L. E. Building, Cleveland, Ohio. 

O. (2) Legislation affecting labor and 
transportation. 

D. (6) $3,295.56, 

E. (5) $351.27; (6) $30.67; (9) $381.94; (10) 
$429.77; (11) $811.71. 


— 


A. Frank W. Cortright,? 1028 Connecticut 
Avenue NW, Washington, D. C. 

B. National Association of Home Builders, 

8 Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, 


C. (2) Legislation affecting the home- 
building industry. (3) Washington Letter, 
The Correlator, American Builder. 

D. (6) $1,562.50. 

E. (7) $316.67; (9) $316.67; (11) $316.67. 


— 


A. Harold B. Corwin, 1616 I Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Retired Officers Association, Inc., 1616 
Eye Street NW, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Any and all legislation pertinent to 
the rights, benefits, privileges, and obliga- 
tions of retired officers, male and female, 
Regular and Reserve, and their dependents 
and survivors, of whatever nature, dealing 
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with personnel matters, pay and retirement 

benefits, and pensions. (3) The Retired Of- 

ficers Association Bulletin. 
D. (6) $1,080. 

A. Council for Clarification of Pricing Prac- 
tices, 1 North La Salle Street, room 3500, 
Chicago, Ill. 

C. (2) Good-faith competition; S. 719 and 

H. R. 2820. 


A. Council for Social Action, 289 Fourth 
Avenue, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Welfare, international, civil liber- 
ties, and economic legislation where ethical 
principles of interest to the church are in- 
volved. In the Eighty-second Congress in- 
terested in point 4 program, grain for India, 
reciprocal trade agreements, farm labor legis- 
lation, and national housing program. (3) 
Social Action magazine and Legislative Ac- 
tion Service. 

D. (7) $1,500, 

E. (2) $700; (4) $50; (5) $400; (6) $50; (7) 
$300; (9) $1,500; (11) $1,500. 


A. Council of State Chambers of Commerce,“ 
820 Huntington Bank Building, Colum- 
bus, Ohio. 

C. (2) Federal taxation, Federal expendi- 
tures, social security, and labor relations. 
(35 

D. (7) $4,269.87. 

E. (2) $8,234.99; (4) $1,574.88; (5) $687.35; 
(6) $824.02; (7) $1,650.65; (8) $41.74; (9) 
$13,013.63; (10) $52,018.49; (11) $65,032.12; 
(16) $12,993.62.+ 


A. Council of State Chambers of Commerce, 
1722 H Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Federal taxation, Federal expendi- 
tures, social security, and labor relations. 
(3) 2 

D. (7) $22,591.93. 

E. (2) $10,679.99; (4) $1,861.12; (5) $596.21; 
(6) $816.15; (7) $2,177.26; (8) $113.36; (9) 
$16,244.09; (11) $16,244.09; (16) 817,212.19. 


A. Donald M. Counthan, 1420 New York Ave- 
nue NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Classroom Periodical Publishers’ Asso- 
ciation, 38 West Fifth Street, Dayton, Ohio. 

C. (2) General interest in second-class 
postal rates; particular interest in H. R. 2982 
and S. 1046. 

D. (6) $1,500. 

E..(2) $1,500; (8) $322.25; (9) $1,822.25; 
(10) $1,686.01; (11) $3,508.26; (15) $68.85, 
Ace Letter Service, Fourteenth and K Streets 
NW., Washington, D. C., duplication of state- 
ments of association before committees of 
Congress; $55.33, Western Union, telegrams 
to Congressmen relative to postal-rate legis- 
lation; $124.18, total. 


A. Donald M. Counihan, 1420 New York Ave- 
nue NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Harnischfeger Corp., Milwaukee, Wis. 

©. (2) Housing legislation, housing near 
military installations, defense production 
and economic controls; H. R. 1272, H. R. 2988, 
S. 349, and investigation of Lustron and dis- 
position of Lustron plant; H. R. 3880, S. 1717, 
H. R. 3871, House Joint Resolution 278, House 
Resolution 294, and H. R. 4524. 

D. (6) 81,050. 

E. (2) $1,050; (9) $1,050; (10) $1,050; (11) 
$2,100. 


A. Paul L. Courtney, room 1027, 231 South 
La Salle Street, Chicago, Ill. 


B. National Tax Equality Association, 231 
South La Salle Street, Chicago, III. 
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C. (2) Generally interested in legislation 
designed to correct existing tax disparities 
between competing business corporations. 
Specifically interested in H. R. 240, H. R. 
1177, H. R. 175, S. 892, and H. R. 4473. 

D. (6) $2,500.02. 

E. (6) $25.01; (7) $1,741.85; (9) $1,766.86; 
(11) $1,766.86. 

A. Cox, Langford, Stoddard and Cutler, 1210 
Eighteenth Street NW., Washington, 
D. C. 

B. American Society of Composers, Authors 
and Publishers, 575 Madison Avenue, New 
York, N. Y. 

C. (2) All legislation relating to copy- 
rights, including proposed amendments to 
the existing copyright law, such as H. R. 1553. 


A. Cox, Langford, Stoddard and Cutler, 1210 
Eighteenth Street NW., Washington, 
D. C. 

B. Joseph Ross, 40 Mamaroneck Avenue, 
Scarsdale, N. Y. 

C. (2) Private bill to record the lawful 
admission to the United States of Mr, Ross’ 
sister and niece, Mrs. Maly Braunstein and 
Mrs. Aurelia Rappaport (H. R. 2366). 

E. (6) $3.50; (7) 80 cents; (9) $4.30; (10) 
$1.68; (11) $5.98. 

A. W. W. Coxe, 108 North Jefferson Street, 
Roanoke, Va. 

B. Norfolk & Western Railway Co., 108 
North Jefferson Street, Roanoke, Va. 

C. (2) H. R. 4473, attempting to secure an 
amendment of Internal Revenue Code. 

E. (6) $6; (7) $84.76; (9) $90.76; 
$100.32; (11) $191.08. 


(10) 


A. Nathan E. Cowan, 718 Jackson Place NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Congress of Industrial Organizations, 
718 Jackson Place NW., Washington, D. C.; 
a federation of labor organizations. 

C. (2) Support all legislation favorable to 
the national peace, security, democracy, 
prosperity, and general welfare; oppose leg- 
islation detrimental to these objectives. 

D. (6) $2,785. 

E. (7) $910; (9) $910; (10) $900; (11) 
$1,810. 

A. Charles J. Crampton, 700 Insurance Build- 
ing, San Antonio, Tex. 

B. State Tax Association, P. O. Box 2559, 
Houston, Tex. 

C. (2) To support complete retroactive 
repeal of the 1942 estate and gift tax amend- 
ments as they apply to community property 
States in an unfair, discriminatory, inequi- 
table manner. Elimination of Federal estate 
taxes and restore estate taxation to the sev- 
eral States. We have supported and will 
continue our support of the American Bar 
Association’s recommendations for tax 
equalization. 

E. (7) $121.93; (9) $121.93; (10) $681.93; 
(11) $803.86; (15) 5121.93. 


A. F. M. Crance, 408-409 Young Building, 
Lynchburg, Va. 
B. Brotherhood of Maintenance of Way 
Employees, 61 Putnam Avenue, Detroit, Mich. 
C. (2) H. R. 3669 and S. 1347, to amend the 
Railroad Retirement Act and other bills per- 
taining to labor. For H. R. 3669 and S. 1347. 
E. (10) 6452.34; (11) 8452.34. 


A. Credit Union National Association, Inc., 
1617 Sherman Avenue, Madison, WIs. 
C. (2) Legislation affecting credit unions. 
D. (6) $98,114.54. 
E. (2) $200; (7) $14; (8) $2; (9) $16; (10) 
$5.44; (11) $21.44. 
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A. Leo J. Crowley, 922 Equitable Building, 
Denver, Colo. 

B. Legislative Committee,’ 615 C. A. John- 
son Building, Denver, Colo. 

C. (2) All legislation that affects the rail- 
roads I represent; communications or oper- 
ating rules bills; railway mail pay bills; 
transportation excise taxes; the St. Lawrence 
seaway; the Federal barge lines; parcel post 
rates; repeal of Reed-Bulwinkle Act; bills 
changing the authority of the Interstate 
Commerce Commission; the investigation of 
surface transportation by the Senate Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce; 
revenue measures; Railway Labor Act; the 
Railroad Retirement Act. 

E. (2) $410; (7) $533.38; (9) $943.36; (11) 
$943.38; (15) 

A. Leo P. Cullinane, 1025 Vermont Avenue 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. National Associated Businessmen, Inc., 
1025 Vermont Avenue NW., Washington, 
D. C. 

C. (2) Measures that would levy a tax on 
certain tax-exempt organizations. © Specif- 
ically, H. R. 4478, the general revenue bill of 
1951, S. 892, and other revenue bills and tax 
legislation and social-security measures. 

D. (6) $1,829.60. 


A. Cummings, Stanley, Truitt & Cross, 1625 
K Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. New Process Co., Warren, Pa. 

C. (2) Postal rate legislation. H. R. 2982 
and S. 1046, to readjust postal rates. 

D. (6) $1,500. 

E. (4) $34.20; (6) $29.80; (7) $145.26; (9) 
$209.26; (10) $62.70; (11) $271.96; (15) $34.20; 
H. C. Hagen, Washington, D. C., printing. 


A. John C. Cuneo, post-office box 1054, Mo- 
desto, Calif. 

B. The Townsend Plan, Inc., 695 Broadway 
Avenue, Cleveland, Ohio. 

C. (2) H. R. 2678 and H. R. 2679—the Town- 
send plan bills in Congress. 

D. (6) $1,130. 

E. (5) $565.80; (6) $182.02; (7) $630.58; 
(8) $591; (9) $1,969.40; (10) $2,165.38; (11) 
$4,184.78; (15) 81.969. 40. 


A. James E. Curry, 519 East Capitol Street, 
Washington, D. C. 
B. Alaska Native Brotherhood, National 
Congress of American Indians. 
C. (2) Interested in all legislation affecting 
continental and/or Alaska Indians. 
E. (4) $50; (6) $10; (8) $10; (9) $70; (11) 
$70; (15) ¢70. 
A. Ralph E. Curtiss, 944 Washington Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C. 
B. National Licensed Beverage Association, 
420 Seventh Street, Racine, Wis. 
C. (2) Any legislation affecting tavern and 
restaurant industry. 
D. (6) $1,500. 
E. (6) $13.18; (8) $1.95; (9) $15.13; (10) 
$305.10; (11) $320.23. 


A. Dairy Industry Committee, 1112 Barr 
Juilding, Washington, D. C. 
C. (2) Any legislation affecting the dairy 
industry. 
D. (6) $3,300. 
A. William L. Daley, 911 Investment Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C. 
B. National Editorial Association, 222 North 
Michigan Avenue, Chicago, III. 
C. (2) H. R. 3760, H. R. 1768, H. R. 2682, 
H. R. 505, H. R. 376, H. R. 2516, S. 106, S. 
* 
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1137, S. 1046, S. 719, S. 537, H. R. 116, H. R. 
525. H. R. 2188, H. R. £346, H. R. 1514, S. 
672, House Joint Resolution 235, House Reso- 
lution 116, House Joint Resolution 60. (3) 
The Publishers Tab, the National Publisher. 

D. (6) $825. 

E. (5) $157.56; (6) $125.98; (7) $100; (9) 
$383.54; (10) $239.81; (11) 623.35; (15) 
8122.43, C. & P. Telephone Co., service; 
859.20: United States post office, postage: $35, 
Pennsylvania Railroad Co., transportation; 
$65, Hotel Roosevelt, New York City, lodging, 
food, theater tickets. 


A. William V. Dameron, Machinists Building, 
Washington, D. C. 
B. International Association of Machinists, 
Machinists Building, Washington, D. C. 


A. Eugene J. Damon, 906 Olive Street, St. 
Louis, Mo. 

B. St. Louis-San Francisco Railway Co., 
926 Olive Street, St. Louis, Mo. 

C. (2) Railroads generally. 

D. (7) 8210. 

E. (7) 8234.94; (9) $234.94; (11) $234.94; 
(15) $234.94; (16) $14.38, Pullman Co., sleep- 
ing accommodations; $29.95; Carlton Hotel, 
Washington, D. C., restaurant; $58.67, Hotel 
Congressional, Washington, D. C., room, res- 
taurant, and local telephone service; $10.24, 
Pullman Co., sleeping accommodations; 
$123.24, total. 


A. John A. Danaher, 50 State Street, Hart- 
ford, Conn., and 1625 K Street NW.,~ 
Washington, D. C. 

B. B. P. Goodrich Co., Akron, Ohio. 7 
C. (2) H. R. 277 and similar legislation. 
D. (6) $1,875. D 

A. John A. Danaher, 1625 K Street NW., 
Washington, D. C., and 50 State Street, 
Hartford, Conn. 

B. Revere Copper and Brass, Inc., 230 Park 

Avenue, New York City, N. Y. 

C. (2) Legislation affecting copper. 

D. (6) $4,500. 

E. (6) $9.13; (9) $9.13; (10) $8.63; (11) 
$17.76. 


— 


A. N. R. Danlelian, 821 Cafritz Building, 
Washington, D. C 

B. Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Association, 
821 Cafritz Building, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) St. Lawrence legislation. 

D. (6) $4,500. 

E. (7) $1,263.64; (9) $1,263.64; (10) $704.91; 
(11) $1,968.55. 


A. Paul J. Daugherty,’ 820 Huntington Bank 
Building, Columbus, Ohio. 

B. Ohio Chamber of Commerce, 820 Hunt- 
ington Bank Building, Columbus, Ohio. 

C. (2) Taxation, appropriations, old-age 
and survivors’ insurance, unemployment 
compensation, industrial development, and 
other management problems. 

D. (7) $2,650.02. 

E. (7) $119.89; (9) $119.89; (11) $119.89; 
(15) $119.89. 


A. Paul J. Daugherty, 820 Huntington Bank 
Building, Columbus, Ohio. 

B. Ohio Chamber of Commerce, 820 Hunt- 
ington Bank Building, Columbus, Ohio. 

C. (2) Taxation, general appropriations, 
old-age and survivors’ insurance, unemploy- 
ment compensation, industrial development 
and other management problems, Defense 
Production Act, Revenue Act of 1951. 

D. (6) $2,650.02. 

E. (7) $210.05; (9) $210.05; (10) $119.89; 
(11) $329.94. 
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A. John H. Davis, 744 Jackson Place NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. National Council of Farmer Coopera- 
tives, 744 Jackson Place NW., Washington, 
D. C. 

C. (2) Revenue Act of 1951, S. 1997. H. R. 
3871, S. 25; (3) Washington Situation. 

D. (6) $3,874.98. 

E. (7) $394.72; (9) $394.72; (10) $240.75; 
(11) $635.47. 

A. Sherlock Davis, 1117 Barr Building, 910 
Seventeenth Street NW., Washington, 
D. C. z 

B. United States Cuban Sugar Council, 30 
Pine Street, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Anything which pertains to sugar 
or trade with Cuba. 


A. Homer R. Davison, 59 East Van Buren 
Street, Chicago, Il. 

B. American Meat Institute, 59 East Van 
Buren Street, Chicago, Ill. 

C. (2) Legislation affecting the meat pack- 
ing industry. 

D. (6) $2,000. 

E. (4) $102.97; (6) $26.36; (7) $958.87; (8) 
$180.86; (9) $1,269.06; (11) $1,269.06, 


A. Bourbon Dawes, 1331 G Street, Washing- 
ton, D. C. 

B. Hotel Association of Washington, D. C., 
Inc., 1331 G Street, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) District of Columbia rent control, 
S. 1590, H. R. 4431; Alcoholic Beverage Con- 
trol law, H. R. 3906, H. R. 4141. 

D. (7) 62,175. 

E. (7) 642.50; (9) $42.50; (10) $9.80; (11) 
$52.30; (15) $42.50. 


— 


A. Joseph Martin Dawson, 1628 Sixteenth 
Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Baptist Joint Committee on Public Af- 
fairs, 1628 Sixteenth Street NW., Washing- 
ton, D. C. 

C. (2) All bills affecting the principle of 
separation of church and state; matters on 
which the conventions make official pro- 
nouncements and entrust to this committee 
to present under the right of petition. 


A. Robert N. Denham, 1025 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Continental Baking Co., 630 Fifth Ave- 
nue, New York City, N. Y. 

C. (2) Labor relations and general indus- 
trial regulatory legislation. 

D. (7) $2,633.30. 

E. (6) $28.15; (7) $105.15; 


(9) $183.30; 
(11) $133.30; (15) $133.30. 


A. William I. Denning, 1518 K Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 
B. National Association of Magazine Pub- 
lishers, 232 Madison Avenue, New York, N. Y. 
C. (2) Activities limited to advising asso- 
ciation in connection with postal-rate mat- 
ters. 


D. (6) $1,875. 
E. (6) $9.31; (7) $132.45; (8) $0.50; (9) 
$142.26; (10) $104.61; (11) $246.87. 


A. Dorothy Detzer? 112 East Nineteenth 
Street, New York, N. Y. 
B. Post War World Council, 112 East Nine- 
teenth Street, New York, N. Y. 


A. R. T. DeVany, 918 Sixteenth Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 
B. National Association of Manufacturers, 
918 Sixteenth Street NW., Washington, D. C. 
C. (2) Legislation affecting industry. 


D. (6) $1,587.43. 


*Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Sec- 
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E. (6) $1.15; (7) $333.01; (8) $53.27; (9) 
$387.43. 


A. Leo A. Diamond, 25 Broadway, New York, 
N. Y. 

B. Chadbourne, Parke, Whiteside, Wolff 
& Brophy, 25 Broadway, New York, N. T. 

C. (2) Tax legislation extending the 85- 
percent dividends received credit to divi- 
dends received from resident foreign corpo- 
rations to the extent that such resident for- 
eign corporations derive income from United 
States sources. 


A. John M. Dickerman,? 1028 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. National Association of Home Builders, 
. Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, 

. C. 

C. (2) All legislation affecting the home- 
building industry. (3) Washington Letter, 
The Correlator. 

E. (7) $306.22; (8) $5; (9) $311.22; (11) 
$311.22. 


A. A. W. Dickinson, Ring Building, Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

B. American Mining Congress, Ring Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Measures affecting mining, such as 
income taxation, social security, public 
lands, stockpiling, monetary policy, etc. 

D. (6) $1,375. 

E. (6) $8.25; (7) $21.65; (9) $29.90; (10) 
$22.85; (11) $52.75. 


A. C. B. Dickson, 1600 I Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

B. Motion Picture Association of America, 
1600 I Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) H. R. 3408. 

D. (7) $5,200. 

E. (7) $1,300; (9) $1,300; (10) $900; (11) 
$2,200; (15) $1,300. 

A. Disabled American Veterans, national 
headquarters, 1423 East McMillan Street, 
Cincinnati, Ohio. 

C. (2) The DAV is interested in all legisla- 
tion affecting war veterans, their dependents, 
and survivors of deceased veterans, (3) DAV 
semimonthly newspaper. 

E. (2) $5,749; (7) $1,038.82; (9) $6,787.82; 
(10) $4,123.87; (11) $10,911.69. 


A. Walter L. Disbrow, 900 F Street NW., room 
314, Washington, D. C. 

B. Retirement Federation of Civil Service 
Employees of the United States Government, 
900 F Street NW., room 314, Washington, 
D. C. 

C. (2) Retention and improvement of the 
Civil Service Retirement and United States 
Employees’ Compensation Acts. 

D. (6) $1,359.45. 

E. (7) $101.50; (9) $101.50; (10) $144,70; 
(11) $246.20. 


A. Wesley E. Disney, World Center Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Independent Natural Gas Association of 
America, World Center Building, Washing- 
ton, D. C. 

C. (2) General legislative interests include 
any matters affecting the natural-gas indus- 
try. Specific legislation for quarter includes 
tax bill. 

D. (6) $1,250. 

E. (6) $162.74; (7) $266.72; (8) $434.18; 
(9) $863.64; (10) $138; (11) $1,001.64. 
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A. Wesley E. Disney, World Center Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. West End Chemical Co., 608 Latham 
Square Building, Oakland, Calif. 

C. (2) Percentage depletion—tax bill. 

D. (6) $5,000. 

A. Wesley E. Disney, World Center Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Western Oil and Gas Association, 510 
West Sixth Street, Los Angeles, Calif. 

C. (2) General legislative interests include 
matters affecting oil and gas. Specific legis- 
lation included percentage depletion. 

D. (6) $1,500. 

E. (10) $121.24; (11) $121.24. 

A. District of Columbia Petroleum Industries 
Committee, 1625 K Street NW., Washing- 
ton, D. C. 

C. (2) Legislation affecting the sale or dis- 
tribution of petroleum products in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 

D. (7) $644.96. 

E. (8) $344.96; (9) $644.96; (10) $484.66; 
(11) $1,129.62. 

A. District Lodge No. 44, International 
Association of Machinists, Machinists 
Building, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Supporting or opposing, as the case 
may be, legislation affecting working condi- 
tions of Government employees and inci- 
dentally orgamized labor in general. 

D. (6) $7,965.29. 

E. (2) $4,541.58; (4) $250; (5) $910.45; 
(6) $88.06; (7) $1,304.05; (8) $1,044.34; (9) 
$8,138.48; (10) $7,533.05; (11) $15,671.53; 
(15) 4 
A. Homer Dodge, 1244 National Press Build- 

ing, Washington, D. C. 

B. Committee for Constitutional Govern- 
ment, Inc., 205 East Forty-second Street, New 
York City, N. Y. 

C. (2) Any proposed legislation or policies 
involving a constitutional question. 

D. (6) $795. 

A. W. J. Donald, 155 East Forty-fourth 
Street, New York, N. Y. 

B. National Electrical Manufacturers 
Association, 155 East Forty-fourth Street, 
New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Legislation regarding excise taxes 
on electric refrigerators, electric ranges, elec- 
tric water heaters, domestic electric appli- 
ances, commercial electric cooking equip- 
ment, electric fans, and legislation with re- 
spect to amendment of the Labor Manage- 
ment Relations Act. 

D. (6) $17.06. 

A. James L. Donnelly, 120 South La Salle 
Street, Chicago, III. 

B. Illinois Manufacturers’ Association, 120 
South La Salle Street, Chicago, Ill. 

C. (2) All legislation of general interest to 
manufacturers. (3) Industrial review and 
miscellaneous bulletins. 

E. (7) $375.32; (9) $375.32; (10) $194.94; 
(11) $570.26. 

A. Thomas J. Donovan, 155 East Forty- 
fourth Street, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Legislation affecting excise taxes 
on alcoholic beverages. (3) .* 

D. (6) $4,384.93. 

E. (1) $457.07; (4) $3,912.93; (5) $467.99; 
(6) $166.01; (8) $316.53; (9) 85,320.53; (10) 
$22,221.64; (11) 827,542.17; (15) 4 
A. J. Dewey Dorsett, 60 John Street, New 

York, N. Y. 

B. Association of Casualty and Surety 

Companies, 60 John Street, New York, N. X. 
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C. (2) Legislation affecting casualty and 
surety companies. 

D. (7) 875. 

A. C. L. Dorson, 900 F Street NW., room 314, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Retirement Federation of Civil Service 
Employees of the United States Govern- 
ment, 900 F Street NW., room 314, Washing- 
ton, D. C. 

C. (2) Retention and improvement of the 
Civil Service Retirement and United States 
Employees’ Compensation Acts. 

D. (6) $1,231.22. 

E. (7) $52.70; (9) $52.70; (11) $52.70. 


A. John E. Dougherty, 211 Southern Build- 
ing, Fifteenth and H Streets NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

B. The Pennsylvania Railroad Co., 1740 
Broad Street Station Building, Philadelphia, 
Pa. 

C. (2) Any legislation affecting the Penn- 
sylvania Railroad Co., including S. 1657, H. R. 
189, H. R. 1998, H. R. 1528, H. R. 2957, H. R. 
3669, H. R. 3755, H. R. 4641, S. 1347, S. 1353, 
S. J. Res. 27, H. J. Res. 3, H. R. 4473, H. R. 
2416, S. Res. 55, and H. Res. 107. 

D. (6) $2,197.17. 

E. (9) $550.80. 

A. Robert E. Dougherty, 1319 Eighteenth 
Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. National Lumber Manufacturers Asso- 
ciation, 1319 Eighteenth Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

C. (2) All legislation affecting the inter- 
ests of the lumber manufacturing industry. 

D. (6) $1,750. 

E. (7) $275; (9) $275; (10) $355.50; (11) 
$630.50. 

A. Fayette B. Dow, Munsey Building, Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

B. Committee for Pipe Line Cos., Tulsa, 
Okla. 

C. (2) Any legislation which if enacted 
would divorce pipelines that are subject to 
the Interstate Commerce Act from their ex- 
isting owning companies. 


A. M. J. Dowd, El Centro, Calif. 

B. Imperial Irrigation District, El Centro, 
Calif. 

C. (2) H. R. 3790, Interior Department ap- 
propriation bill, fiscal year 1952; S. 75 and 
H. R. 1500, Central Arizona project bill; H. R. 
2643, bill providing for consolidation of 
Parker Dam power project and Davis Dam 
project. 

D. (6) $2,943. 

E. (7) $1,241.37; (9) $1,241.37; (10) $447.69; 
(11) $1,689.06. 

A. Adin M. Downer, Wire Building, 1000 Ver- 
mont Avenue NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United 
States. 

C. (2) Legislation affecting all veterans and 
their dependents in relation to employment, 
hospitalization, rehabilitation, pensions, dis- 
ability compensation and housing; welfare of 
servicemen of the Armed Forces and their 
dependents; matters relating to the national 
security, immigration and naturalization, 
the combating of subversive activities; and 
the furtherance of a sound foreign policy. 
(3) VFW Foreign Service Magazine; VFW 
Legislative Newsletter. 

D. (6) $1,625. 

E. (7) $26.80; (9) $26.80; (10) $17.85; (11) 
$44.65. 

A. W. A. Dozier, Jr., 17 Molton Street, Mont- 
gomery, Ala. 

B. Medical Association of the State of Ala- 
bama, 537 Dexter Avenue, Montgomery, Ala 
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C. (2) All health matters covered by legis- 
lative action. Pending legislation and leg- 
islation and legislative actions are reported 
to all members of the association. (3) PR 
Notes. 

D. (6) $1,650. 

E. (4) $225; (9) $225; (10) $225; (11) $450. 


A. Robert M. Drysdale, Jr., Railway Progress 
Building, Washington, D. C. 

B. Federation for Railway Progress, Rail- 
way Progress Building, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Transportation legislation: S. 436, 
S. 535, S. 1137, S. 1657, S. 1134, S. 1139, S. 1143, 
S. 1146, S. 1150, H. R. 3120, S. 1241, S. 1574, 
S. 1335, H. R. 63, H. R. 4572, S. 1018, H. R. 
4473. (3) 4 


D. (6) $1,000. 
E. (2) $157.50; (4) $13; (5) $524.82; (6) 
$186.94; (7) $561.12; (9) $1,443.38; (10) 


$566.63; (11) $2,010.01. 


A. Stephen M. DuBrul, 5-142 General Motors 
` Building, Detroit, Mich. 

B. General Motors Corp., 3044 West Grand 
Boulevard, Detroit, Mich. 

C. (2) Registrant supported amendments 
to pending H. R. 2192 to extend substitution 
privilege to ferrous metals. 

E. (6) $59.99; (7) $519.67; (16).* 


A. Read Dunn, Jr., 1832 M Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

B. National Cotton Council of America, P. 
O. box 18, Memphis, Tenn. 

C. (2) The National Cotton Council of 
America favors such action on any legislation 
affecting raw cotton industry as will promote 
the purposes for which the council is 
organized. 

D. (6) $937.50. 

E. (7) $148.56; 
(11) $189.70. 


(9) $148.56; (10) $41.14; 


A. Matthew Dushane, 1424 K Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Seafarers International Union of North 
America (A. F. of L.), 450 Harrison Street, 
San Francisco, Calif. 

C. (2) S. 1044 and H. R. 3974. 

D. (6) $568.75. 

E. (5) $41.25; (6) $6.75; (7) $98; (8) $9.50; 
(9) $155.50; (10) $135; (11) $290.50. 


A. Joseph L. Dwyer, 1625 K Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

B. American Petroleum Institute, 50 West 
Fiftieth Street, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Petroleum legislation, S. 1498, Sen- 
ate Resolution 50, and various petroleum bills 
before House Interstate Commerce Commit- 
tee; current tax bill, Senate Joint Resolution 
42, and House Joint Resolution 206. 

E. (7) $339.86; (15) $339.86. 


A. Samuel W. Earnshaw,? 927 Munsey Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C. 
B. Illinois Industrial Traffic League, 1 
North La Salle Street, Chicago, UI. 
E. (4) $14.79; (6) $5.50; (9) $20.29; (11) 
$20.20; (16) $14.79, Hill Printing Co., 1320 F 
Street NW., Washington, D. C., printing. 


A. George S. Eaton, 906 Public Square Build- 
ing, Cleveland, Ohio. 

B. National Tool and Die Manufacturers 
Association, 906 Public Square Building, 
Cleveland, Ohio. 

C. (2) S. 1397, for the proposed extension 
and amendment of the Defense Production 
‘Act of 1950. Other bills especially affecting 
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the interests of contract tool and die shops, 
which are small businesses. (3). 

D. (6) $100. 

E. (2) $100; (9) $100; (10) $100; (11) $200. 


A. John B. Eccles? 1105 D Street SW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 
O. (2) Typewriter legislation embodied in 
the independent offices bill. 


A. John W. Edelman, 910 Warner Building, 
W. D. C. 


B. Textile Workers Union of America, 99 
University Place, New York, N. T. 

O. (2) Support all legislation favorable to 
the national peace, security, democracy, and 
general welfare; oppose legislation detri- 
mental to these objectives. Support: ECA, 
health insurance, medical aid to education, 
housing, point 4, District home rule, rent 
control, FLSA, social security, strong DPA 
law. Oppose: S. 349, certain amendments 
to UMT bill, appropriations cut Voice of 
America program, Taft- law, rules 
change, ban on price roll-backs, Jenner rider 
to FSA appropriation bill. 

D. (6) $1,862.85. 

E. (7) $362.91; (9) $362.91; (10) $277.02; 
(11) $€39.93. 


i 


A. Herman Edelsberg, 1003 K Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Anti-Defamation League of B’nai B'rith, 
212 Fifth Avenue, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Incidental to its basic educational 
purpose, registrant supports legislation which 
promotes the civil rights of all Americans, 
and opposes undemocratic discrimination 
against any Americans; more specifically, 
the of the President's Committee 
on Civil Rights. 

D. (7) $140. 

E. (7) $15; (9) $15; (10) $15; (11) $30. 


A. Joseph H. Ehlers, 1026 Seventeenth Street 
NW., room 409, Washington, D. C. 

B. American Society of Civil Engineers. 

C. (2) Interested in H. R. 1726, Air Force 
Organization Act of 1951. Possible interest 
in H. R. 2752, House Joint Resolution 218, 
H. R. 1637, S. 1144, and S. 644. 

E. (5) 82; (8) $15.50; (9) $17.50; (10) $8.90; 
(11) $26.40. 


A. Courtleigh W. Eliason, 5-139 General 
Motors Building, Detroit, Mich. 

B. General Motors Corp., 3044 West Grand 
Boulevard, Detroit, Mich. 

C. (2) Registrant supported amendments 
to pending H. R. 2192 to extend substitu- 
tion privilege to ferrous metals; also sup- 
ported proposed amendments to H. R. 3871 
and S. 1397, bills to amend the Defense 
Production Act of 1950. 

E. (6) $110.°5; (7) $1,633.17; (15) $475.32. 


A. Rev. D. Howard Elliott, 207 Darlington 
Road, Beaver Falls, Pa. 

B. The Christian Amendment Movement, 
914 Clay Street, Topeka, Kans, 

C. (2) Senate Joint Resolution 29, House 
Join Resolution 156; favoring these bills for 
a Christian amendment to the Constitution, 

E. (10) $125; (11) $125. 


A. John Doyle Elliott, 305 Pennsylvania Ave- 
nue SE., Washington, D. C. 
B. The Townsend Plan, Inc., 6875 Broad- 
way Avenue, Cleveland, Ohio. 
C. (2) Statistical research, contacting 
Townsend Clubs, other organizations, citi- 


rens, and officials in the interests of the 
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Townsend plan, which is incorporated in 
H. R. 2678 and H. R. 2679, Eighty-second 
Congress, first session. 

D. (6) 8910. 

E. (7) $42.80; (9) $42.80; (11) $42.80. 


A. Clyde T. Ellis, 1303 New Hampshire Ave- 
nue NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. National Rural Electric Cooperative 
Association, 1303 New Hampshire Avenue 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Legislation which will further the 
country’s rural electrification program, re- 
sulting from the REA Act, as amended, in- 
cluding REA administrative and loan funds 
for rural electrification and for rural tele- 
phones; funds for the construction of multi- 
purpose dams; funds for transmission and 
related facilities to deliver Federal hydro 
power to rural electric load centers; proposed 
legislation providing for surveys and de- 
velopment of water resources. (3) Rural 
Electrification Magazine. 

D. (7) $4,411.90. 

A. Otis H. Ellis, 402 Commonwealth Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C. 

B. National Oil Jobbers Council, 430 Syn- 
dicate Building, Minneapolis, Minn. 

C. (2) General legislation which might 
affect tho business interests of independent 
oil jobbers. (3) 

D. (5) $3,000. 

E. (9) $708.66. 

A. John H. Else, 302 Ring Building, Eight- 
eenth and M Streets NW., Washington, 
D. C. 

B. National Retail Lumber Dealers Asso- 
ciation, 302 Ring Building, Eighteenth and 
& Streets NW., Washington, D. C. 

E. (7) $185.75; (9) $185.75; (10) $97.95; 
(11) $283.70; (15) $185.75. 


A. Northcutt Ely, 1209 Tower Building, 
Washington, D. C. 
B. American Public Power Association, 
1757 K Street NW., Washington, D. C. 
D. (6) $36.10. 
E. (10) $36.10; (11) $36.10. 


A. Northcutt Ely, 1209 Tower Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Department of Water and Power of the 
City of Los Angeles, 207 South Broadway, Los 
Angeles, Calif. 

C. (1) Indefinite. (2) Conferences and 
reports to clients on legislation affecting 
California’s rights in the Colorado River and 
other matters, including S. 75 and H. R. 1500, 
bills to authorize the Central Arizona proj- 
ect, House Joint Resolution 42 and counter- 
parts, Central Arizona project examination 
and report and House Joint Resolution 21, 
Senate Joint Resolution 26 and counterparts, 
Colorado River litigation resolution; H. R. 
3790, appropriations, Department of the 
Interior, for fiscal year 1952. 

D. (6) $1,800. 

A. Northcutt Ely, 1209 Tower Building, Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

B. East Bay Municipal Utility District, 512 
Sixteenth Street, Oakland, Calif. 

C. (2) H. R. 3790, Interior Department ap- 
propriations bill for fiscal year ending June 
30, 1952. 

D. (6) $2,450. 


A. Northcutt Ely, 1209 Tower Building, Wash- 
ington, D. C. 
B. Imperial Irrigation District, El Centro, 
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O. (2) Conferences and reports to clients 
on legislation affecting California’s rights in 
the Colorado River and other matters, includ- 
ing S. 75 and H. R. 1500, bills to authorize 
the central Arizona project; House Joint 
Resolution 42 and counterparts, central Ari- 
zona project examination and report, and 
House Joint Resolution 21, Senate Joint 
Resolution 26 and counterparts, Colorado 
River litigation resolutions; H. R. 3790, ap- 
propriations, Department of the Interior, for 
fiscal year 1952, 

D. (6) $1,909.58. 

E. (4) $96.46; (6) $4.25; (7) $358.35; (8) 
$50.52; (9) $509.58; (10) $47.48; (11) $557.06; 
(15) $86.61, Leet Bros. Co., 1221 I Street NW., 
Washington, D. C., photostating; $358.35, air- 
line companies, hotels, restaurants, etc.; 
$30.52, Railway Express Agency, air-express 
service; total, $475.48. 


A. Northcutt Ely, 1209 Tower Building, Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

B. Six Agency Committee and Colorado 
River Board of California, 315 South Broad- 
way, Los Angeles, Calif. 

C. (2) Conferences and reports to clients 
on legislation affecting California's rights in 
the Colorado River and other matters, includ- 
ing S. 75 and H. R. 1500, bills to authorize 
the central Arizona project; House Joint 
Resolution 42 and counterparts, central Ari- 
zona project examination and report, and 
House Joint Resolution 21, Senate Joint 
Resolution 26 and counterparts, Colorado 
River litigation resolutions; H. R. 3790, ap- 
propriations, Department of the Interior, for 
fiscal year 1952. 

D. (6) 611,170.84. 

E. (5) $37.95; (6) $27.87; (7) $108.84; (8) 
$76.18; (9) $250.84; (10) $189.80; (11) $440.64; 
(15) $21.37, Western Union Telegraph Co., 
Washington, D. C., telegraph service; $32.42, 
Hotel Congressional, Washington, D. C., 
luncheon conference; $108.84, airline com- 
panies, hotels, etc., travel to California and 
return; $37.95, Leet Bros. Co., 1221 I Street 
NW., Washington, D. C., photostating work. 


A. Northeutt Ely, 1209 Tower Building, Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

B. Water Project Authority of the State 
of California, Sacramento, Calif. 

C. (2) Conferences and report to client on 
legislation affecting the Central Valley proj- 
ect, including H. R. 3790, making appropria- 
tions for the Department of the Interior for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1952; H. R. 
413, Kings River water rights; H. R. 6 and 
H. R. 7, saltwater research; H. R. 1637, na- 
tional water resources basic data; S. 75 and 
H. R. 1500, central Arizona project; S. 1149, 
Board of Engineering and Advisory projects, 

D. (6) $500.4 
A. Northeutt Ely, 1209 Tower Building, Wash- 

ington, D. C. 

B. Water Resources Board of the State of 
California, Sacramento, Calif. 

C. (2) Conferences and reports to client on 
H. R. 4386, civil-functions appropriations bill, 
1952; S. 528 and H. R. 1618, California levee 
and flood-control damage; and H. R. 1307, 
flood control on Redwood Creek, Humboldt 
County, Calif. 


— 


A. Emergency Committee of Small- and Me- 
dium-Size Magazine Publishers, 400 
Madison Avenue, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Interested in H. R. 2982 and S. 1046, 

postal-rate-revision legislation. (3) 4 

D. (6) $2,462.50 

E. (2) $3,500; (4) $381.85; (6) $192.69; (7) 
$438.92; (8) $170.25; (9) $4,683.71; (10) 
$2,356.20; (11) $7,039.91; (16) 
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A. Leon J. Engel, 20 Hopkins Place, Balti- 
more, Md, 
O. (2) Excise taxes. 
E. (10) $7.06; (11) 87.06. 


A. Robert Engler, 300 Independence Avenue 
SE., Washington, D. C. 

B. Farmers Educational and Cooperative 
Union of America (National Farmers Union), 
1£55 Sherman Street, Denver, Colo. (home 
office); 300 Independence Avenue SE., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

C. (2) Legislation on matters of interest 
to the National Farmers Union. 


A. O. F. Erickson? 1016 Twentieth Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. National Association of Master Plumb- 
ers, 1016 Twentieth Street NW., Washing- 
ton, D. C. 

A. O. Erickson, 1016 Twentieth Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. National Association of Master Plumb- 
ers, 1016 Twentieth Street NW., Washing- 
ton, P. C. 

A. Ethanol Committee, 810 Eighteenth Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Bills affecting use of ethyl alcohol 
in nonbeverage products. 

D. (6) $9,146.40. 

E. (2) $5,000; (7) $126.49; (9) $5,126.49; 
(10) $2,500; (11) €7,626.49; (15) $5,000, Rob- 
ert A. Grant, Associates Building, South 
Bend, Ind.; $126.49, Proprietary Association, 
810 Eighteenth Street NW., Washington, D. C. 


A. Walter M. Evans, 512 Travelers Building, 
Richmond, Va. 

B. Virginia Associated Businessmen, 512 
Travelers Building, Richmond, Va. 

C. (2) H. R. 240 and S, 892, bills to achieve 
full tax equality in the pending tax bill. 

D. (6) $900, 

E. (6) $64.15; (7) $271.95; (8) $50.85; (9) 
$376.95; (10) $928.40; (11) $1,305.35; (15) 
8376.95. 

A. Mrs. Kathleen Fahy,? 132 Third Street SE., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. American Parents Committee, 132 Third 
Street SE., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) National school health services bill, 
public school construction bill, national 
child research bill, Federal aid for medical 
education, local public health units, physi- 
cally handicapped children’s education bill, 
school-lunch appropriation, Children's Bu- 
reau appropriation, Cabinet status for the 
Federal Security Agency, Federal aid to day 
care centers in defense areas, Federal aid to 
elementary and secondary schools. (3) 

D. (7) $2,060.63. 

E. (1) $10; (3) 84; (4) $61.78; (5) $145.61; 
(6) $7; (7) $57.13; (9) $285.52; (16). 


A. Herman Fakler, National Press Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Millers“ National Federation, 309 West 
Jackson Boulevard, Chicago, Ill. 

C. (2) Legislation dealing with wheat and 
wheat flour. (3). 

D. (6) $275. 

E. (7) $2; (8) $2.40; (9) $4.40; (11) $4.40. 


A. Farmers Educational and Cooperative 
Union of America (National Farmers 
Union), 1555 Sherman Street, Denver, 
Colo. (home office); 300 Independence 
Avenue SE., Washington, D. C. (legisla- 
tive office). 

C. (2) Legislative interests were tidelands 
oil, basing point, price support, Communist 
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control, point 4, Farm Bureau Extension sep- 
aration, Missouri Valley Authority, taxation 
of cooperatives, increase aid to UN agencies, 
mobilization, small business, FAO, surplus 
disposal, merger bill, rural roads, social se- 
curity, farm labor, health, UMT, and exten- 
sion of reciprocal trade agreement authority. 

D. (6) $63,731.69. * 

E. (9) (15) 

A. Charles J. Farrington, 1026 Seventeenth 
Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. National Automobile Dealers Associa- 
tion, 1026 Seventeenth Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

C. (2) All Small Business Committee leg- 
islation, tax revision, funds for public roads, 
and highway safety legislation. 

D. (6) $6,249.99, 

E. (7) $1,267.62; (9) $1,267.62; (10) $780.85; 
(11) $2,048.47, 


A. Donald D. Farshing, 1025 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Management Planning of Washington, 
Inc., 1025 Connecticut Avenue NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

D. (6) $1,300. 

E. (7) $102.75; (9) $102.75. 


A. Abner H. Ferguson, 1139 Shoreham Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C. 

B. United States Savings and Loan League, 
221 North La Salle Street, Chicago, III. 

C. (2) All legislation affecting savings and 
loan associations and general mortgage 
lending. 

D. (6) $900. 

E. (6) $10; (9) $10; (10) $4; (11) $14. 


A. John A. Ferguson, 918 Sixteenth Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Independent Natural Gas Association of 
America, 918 Sixteenth Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

C. (2) Pending tax legislation and any 
other bills affecting the natural gas industry. 

D. (6) $3,750. 

E. (7) $420.89; (9) $420.89; (10) $448.54; 
(11) $869.43; (15) 8420.89. 

A. Josiah Ferris, 510 Union Trust Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. United States Sugar Corp., Clewiston, 
Fla.; Fellsmore Sugar Producers Association, 
Fellsmore, Fla.; American Sugar Cane League, 
New Orleans, La. 

C. (2) S. 1694 and H. R. 4521. 

D. (7) 62,050. 

E. (8) $170.95; (9) $170.95; (11) $170.95. 


A. H. L. Filer, 54 Meadow Street, New Haven, 
Conn. 

B. The New York, New Haven & Hartford 
Railroad Co., 54 Meadow Street, New Haven, 
Conn. 

©. (2) All legislation which might affect 
the New Haven Railroad and its subsidiaries. 

D. (7) $5,300. 

A. H. L. Filer, 54 Meadow Street, New Haven, 
Conn, 

B. The New York, New Haven & Hartford 
Railroad Co., 54 Meadow Street, New Haven, 
Conn. 

C. (2) All legislation which might affect 
the New Haven Railroad and its subsidiaries. 

D. (6) $5,300, 


A. Maurice W. Fillius, 703 National Press 
Building, Washington, D. C. 
B. National Association of Alcoholic Bev- 
erage Importers, Inc. 
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C. (2) Customs simplification bill, H. R. 
1535; Trade ts Act, H. R. 1612; Rev- 
enue Act of 1951, H. R. 4473; Universal Mili- 
tary Training and Service Act, S. 1, only 
concerned with provision dealing with sale 
of alcoholic beverages at or near training 


camps. 

D. (6) $375. 

A. James Finucane, 1013 Eighteenth Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. National Council for Prevention of War, 
1013 Eighteenth Street NW., Washington, 
D. C. 

C. (2) Bills affecting world peace, such as: 
ECA bill, mutual 


they bear on military matters or on the gov- 
ernment of occupied areas, manpower legis- 
lation including military training and serv- 
ices, legislation and legislative inquiries con- 
cerning the war crimes trials procedures, pro- 
posals leading to the drafting of peace 
treaties, economic assistance, disarmament, 
expellees and displaced persons, educational 
exchr.nge. 

D. (6) $393.13. 

E. (7) $5177; 
(11) $151.64. 


(9) $51.47; (10) $100.17; 


A. Mrs. Edith Fisher, 3601 Connecticut Av- 


C. (2) Legislative interests are concerned 
with measures which affect the welfare of 
children and youth in fields of education, 
social, and economic well-being; child labor 
and environmental situations; Federal re- 
search agencies in education, health, juve- 
nile protection and homemaking; world 
understanding and peace among nations. 
(3) National Parent-Teacher Magazine. 

D. (7) $18.72. 

E. (6) $9.97; (7) $8.25; (8) $0.50; (9) $18.72. 


A. Bernard M. Fitzgerald, Washington Loan 
and Trust Building, Washington, D. C. 

B. Brown, Lund and Fitzgerald, Washing- 
ton Loan and Trust Building, Washington, 
D. C., and National Association of Electric 
Companies, Ring Building, 1200 Eighteenth 
Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Any legislation that might affect 
the members of the National Association of 
Electric Companies. 

D. (7) $1,350. 

A. Stephen E. lore soni doing business as 
The Stephen Fi Co., 502 Park 
Avenue, New York, N. X.; and Ray- 
mond C. Baker and Jay Richter, as em- 
ployees. 

B. National Association of Electric Com- 
panies, 1200 Eighteenth Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

O. (2), (3) 

D. (7) 617,433.65. 

E. (4) $692.15; (6) $445.12; (7) $2,796.22; 
(8) $800.16; (9) 84.933.685. 


A. F. Stuart Fitzpatrick, 1615 H Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Chamber of Commerce of the United 
States, 1615 H Street, NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Legislation in the general field of 
public works, city planning, urban rede- 
velopment, and housing.“ 

D. (6) $4,125. 

E. (7) $2.50; (9) $2.50; (11) $2.50. 
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North La Salle Street, Chicago, Il. 
C. (2) Appropriations for the fiscal year 
1952; cotton price ceilings; farm A 


Government credit policies; Federal Reserve 
policy; sugar legislation; taxation; tobacco 


; St. Lawrence seaway; health; . 


improvement of congressional control over 
expenditures; “area of production” defini- 
tion; Federal Food and Drug Act amend- 
ment; point 4; repeal of resale price main- 
tenance; amendment of antitrust laws; 
education; consolidating Federal extension 
acts; Production Disaster Loans amend- 
ments; farmer-debtor bankruptcy proposals; 
Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act amend- 
ment; REA; Mutual Security Program for 
fiscal 1952; REA Cooperative facilities; De- 
partment of Agriculture reorganization; 
halogeton; grazing land policy; accumula- 
tion of crop history; Commodity Credit 
Corporation loans and warehouse storage 
charges; International Radio Treaty; ACP 
payments on public lands. 


D. (7) $3,300. 
E. (7) $1,318.29; (9) $1,313.29; (10) 
$741.98; (11) $2,055.27; (15) $1,313.29; 
(16) 8987.81. 


— 


A. Donald G. Fletcher, 745 McKnight Build- 
is, 


ing, 

B. Rust Prevention Association (also 
known as Conference for the Prevention of 
Grain Rust), 745 McKnight Building, Min- 
neapolis, Minn. 

C. (2) Legislation affecting funds for re- 
search on plant disease control and crop im- 
provement, Items in Agricultural Depart- 
ment’s research and con- 
trol work on black stem rust through plant 
breeding and barberry eradication. 

D. (7) $1,575. 

E. (2) 8426; (4) $45.25; (5) $57.66; (6) 
$57.78; (7) $1,267.03; (9) $1,853.72; (10) 
$647.51; (11) $2,501.23. 


A. W. G. Flinn, Machinists Building, Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

B. International Association of Machin- 

ists, Machinists Building, Washington, D. C. 


— 


A. #lorida Inland Navigation District, Citi- 
zens Bank Bunnell, Fla. 

C. (2) Potentially interested in all legis- 
lation affecting river and harbor works, 
flood control, and other water use and con- 
servation, and related subjects. 

E. (2) $2,350; (6) 89.90: (8) $54.58; (9) 
$1,414.48; (10) $1,399.29; (11) $2,813.77; (15) 2 


A. Florida Railroad Association,’ 404 Midy- 
ette-Moor Building, Tallahassee, Fla. 
C. (2) Proposed legislation of interest to 
members of Florida Railroad Association. 
D. (7) $6,126.35.* 
E. (2) $1,320; (6) $408; (9) $1,324.08; 
(10) $1,200; (11) $2,524.08. 


C. (2) Revenue Act of 1951; H. R. 4473 
section 482. 
E. (10) $69.06; (11) 69.06. 
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A. Food Producers Council, Inc., Equitable 
Building, 10 North Calvert Street, Balti- 
more, Md. 

C. (2) Labor and agricultural legislation, 

D. (6) $470. 

E. (2) $907; (5) 98.10; (6) $68.12; (7) 
$8.75; (8) $20.97; (9) $581.47; (10) $517.32; 

(11) $1,068.79; (15) $1,073.182 


A. E. F. Forbes, 604 Mission Street, Suite 
806-7, San Francisco, Calif. 

B. Western States Meat Packers Associa- 
tion, Inc., 604 Mission Street, Suite 906-7, 
San Francisco, Calif. 

C. (2) Registrant interested in legislation 
affecting livestock and meat packing indus- 
try. (3)2 

D. (6) $5,000.04, 

A. Mrs. J. A. Ford, 305 Pennsylvania Avenue 
SE., Washington, D. C. 

B. Townsend Plan, Inc., 6875 Broadway, 
Cleveland, Ohio. 

C. (2) H. R. 2678 and H. R. 2679. (3) 
Townsend National Weekly. 


A. Forest Farmers Association Cooperative, 
Box 692, Valdosta, Ga. 

C. (2) Agricultural appropriations bill for 
1952; H. R. 3994, S. 1767, and H. R. 2752. (8) 
The Forest Farmer. 

E. (2) $117; (5) $25; (6) $10; (7) $85; 
(9) $237; (10) 553.10; (11) $790.10. 


A. J, Carter Fort, 929 Transportation Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C. 


of the Association of American Railroads be- 
lieve to be in their interest and in the in- 
terest of a sound national transportation 
policy; and to oppose legislation which they 
believe to be contrary to such interests. In 
addition to support or opposition to particu- 
lar measures, legislative activities during the 
quarter included the study and analysis of 
measures which were neither supported nor 
opposed, in an effort to determine their pos- 
sible effect on transportation? 

D. (6) $7,708.13. 

E. (7) $183.71; (9) $183.71; (10) $62.34; 
(11) $246.06; (15) $183.71. 


A. Charles E. Foster, 1701 Eighteenth Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Disabled American Veterans, National 
Headquarters, 1423 East McMillan Street, 
Cincinnati, Ohio. 

C. (2) The DAV is interested in all legis- 
lation affecting war veterans, their depend- 
ents, and survivors of deceased veterans. 
(3) DAV Semi-Monthiy. 

D. (6) $2,887. 

A. Robert W. Frase,’ Baca Street 
NW., W. 

B. American Book 8 Council, Inc., 
2 West Forty-sixth Street, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Legislative interests in all matters 
affecting the general book publishing indus- 
try, except for postal rates. 


A. Robert W. Frase,? 812 Seventeenth Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 
B. National Postal Committee for Books, 
2 West Forty-sixth Street, New York, N. Y. 
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C. (2) Specific legislative interests are 
H. R. 2982, H. R. 3465, and S. 1046, S. 1335, 
S. 1369, postal rate and weight limit bills. 

D. (6) $1,650. 

E. (2) $560.71; (4) $99.42; (5) $435.83; (6) 
$77.48; (7) $239.37; (8) $84.65; (9) $1,495.46; 
(11) $1,495.46; (15) 4 
A. George H. Frates, 1163 National Press 

Building, Washington, D. C. 

B. National Association of Retail Drug- 
gists. 

C. (2) To oppose legislation detrimental to 
independent retail druggists and to further 
legislation favorable to the profession; H. R. 
3298 and S. 1186, to amend the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act; H. R. 2820 and 
S. 719. (8) National Association of Retail 
Druggists Journal. 

D. (6) $2,800. 

E. (2) $675; (5) $399; (6) $105; (9) $1,179; 
(10) $2,396; (11) $3,575. 


A. Dr. John H. Frederick, Ring Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Transportation Association of America, 
130 North Wells Street, Chicago, III. 

C. (2) All legislation having anything to 
do with transportation including pending 
bills before the House and Senate. 

D. (6) $2,056.21. 

E. (7) $106.21; (10) $72.27; (11) $178.48. 


A. Fred J. Fredrickson, Lafayette Hotel, 
Washington, D. C. (Home address: 247 
Third Street SW., Valley City, N. Dak.). 

B. North Dakota Resources Board, 311 
North Broadway, Fargo, N. Dak. 

C. (2) Legislation affecting the develop- 
ment and utilization of the land, water, and 
other natural resources of North Dakota, in- 
cluding authorizations and appropriations 
therefor; H. R. 3790 and H. R. 4386. 

D. (6) $2,857.94. 

E. (5) $38.90; (6) $160.67; (7) $1,509.37; 
(9) $1,708.94; * (10) $1,440.12; (11) $3,149.06. 


A. George N. French, 512 F Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 
B. National League of Wholesale Fresh 
Fruit and Vegetable Distributors. 
C. (2) Indefinitely interested in legislation 
on agriculture, labor, marketing, and trans- 
portation. 


A. Friends Committee on National Legisla- 
tion, 1000 Eleventh Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

C. (2) The general legislative interest is 
to work where legislation is involved for the 
development of the United Nations into a 
world federation; the international control 
and reduction of armaments; recognition on 
the part of the United States Government 
of its responsibility for assuming its share of 
the burden for world-wide economic rehabili- 
tation and development; protection of recog- 
nized civil liberties; and adequate recog- 
nition of rights of conscience. Opposition 
has been expressed to the continuation of 
military conscription; to the Universal Mili- 
tary Training and Service Act of 1951; to the 
Internal Security Act of 1950; and to the 
restrictive provisions of the omnibus immi- 
gration bill, S. 716. (3) The Washington 
Letter. 

D. (6) 816,970.49. 

E. (2) $6,794.23; (4) $1,584.01; (5) 82,152. 
82; (6) $603.48; (7) $969.49; (8) $231.95; (9) 
$12,335.98; (10) $16,039.14; (11) $28,375.12; 
(15) $335.58, Diebold, Inc., Canton, Ohio, 
ofice equipment; $182.11, District Litho- 
graph Co., 1206 Nineteenth Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C., printing letters; $1,104.02, 
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Drake Press, 916 New York Avenue NW., 
Washington, D. C., printing; $91.70, the 
Public Printer, Washington 25, D. C., docu- 
ments and reprints; $11, New Republic, 40 
East Forty-ninth Street, New York 17, N. T., 
subscription; etc.; total, 812,530.93. 


A. George M. Fuller, 1319 Eighteenth Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. National Lumber Manufacturers Asso- 
ciation, 1319 Eighteenth Street NW., Wash - 
ington, D. C. 

C. (2) No particular bills, but any legisla- 
tion inimical to the interests of the lumber 
industry, American industry, and free enter- 
prise. 

D. (6) 3,450. 

E. (7) $1,332.21; (9) $1,332.21; (10) $878.69; 
(11) $2,210.90; (15) 


A. Fyffe and Clarke, 120 South La Salle 
Street, Chicago, III. 
B. Illinois Manufacturers’ Association, 
120 South La Salle Street, Chicago, III. 
C. (2) All legislation affecting the manu- 
facturing industry. 


— 


A. Charles E. Gage, 927 Fifteenth Street NW., 
Room 904, Washington, D. C. 
B. The American Tobacco Co., Inc.! 111 
Fifth Avenue, New York, N. Y. 
C. (2) Any legislation affecting a com- 
pany engaged in the manufacture and sale 
of tobacco products. 


A. M. J. Galvin, 207 Union Depot Building, 
St. Paul, Minn. 

B. Minnesota Railroads, comprised of the 
following railroads: Great Northern Railway, 
Great Northern Building, St. Paul, Minn.; 
Nothern Pacific Railway Co., Northern Pacific 
Building, St. Paul, Minn.; Chicago, Milwau- 
kee, St. Paul & Pacific Railroad Co., 516 West 
Jackson Boulevard, Chicago, II.; Minne- 
apolis, St. Paul & Sault Ste. Marie Railway 
Co., First National-Soo Line Building, Min- 
neapolis, Minn.; Minneapolis and St. Louis 
Railway Co., Northwestern National Bank 
Building, Minneapolis, Minn.; Duluth, Mis- 
sabe & Iron Range Railway, Wolvin Build- 
ing, Duluth, Minn.; Chicago, Burlington & 
Quincy Railroad, 547 West Jackson Boule- 
vard, Chicago, II.; Chicago Great Western 
Railway Co., 309 West Jackson Boulevard, 
Chicago, II.; Illinois Central Railroad Co., 
135 East Eleventh Place, Chicago, III.; Chica- 
go, Rock Island & Pacific Railroad Co., La 
Salle Street Station, Chicago, III.; Duluth, 
Winnipeg & Pacific Railway Co., Virginia, 
Minn.; Canadian Pacific Railway Co., Mont- 
real 1, Quebec, Canada; Canadian National 
Railways, Winnipeg, Manitoba, Canada. 

C. (2) interested in all matters affecting 
railroads and particularly Railroad Retire- 
ment Act and proposed amendments; Inter- 
state Commerce Act and proposed amend- 
ments; Federal Employer's Liability Act and 
proposed amendments. 

D. (6) $500. 

E. (7) $238.39; (9) $238.39; (11) $238.39; 
(15) $12.30, Congressional Restaurant, Wash- 
ington, D. C.,; $37, Mayflower Hotel, Wash- 
ington, D. C.; $86.30, Stevens Catering Co., 
Washington, D. C.; $22.44, Pullman Co., Chi- 
cago, III.; $12, Occidental Restaurant, Wash- 
ington, D. C. 


A. Earl H. Gammons, 801 Warner Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Columbia Broadcasting System, Inc., 485 
Madison Avenue, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Legislation applicable to or affect- 
ing the radio and/or television industry, in- 
cluding S. 658, S. 1579, Senate Resolution 127, 
H. R. 10, and H. R. 73. 


Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Secre- 
tary. 


11305 


E. (7) $127.84; (9) $127.84; (10) $70; (11) 
$197.84; (15) $10, Washington baseball park, 
tickets; $67.84, Burning Tree Club, Bethesda, 
Md., entertainment, 20 persons; $15, Burning 
Tree Club, Bethesda, Md., luncheon, four per- 
sons; $35, Shoreham Hotel, Washington, 
D. C., dinner, four persons; $127.84, total. 

A. Gardner, Morrison and Rogers, 1126 Wood- 
ward Building, Washington, D. C. 

B. The Lehigh Valley Railroad Co., 143 Lib- 
erty Street, New York, N. Y.; agency of 
Canadian Car & Foundry Co., Ltd., 30 Broad 
Street, New York, N. X.; and other holders - 
of awards of Mixed Claims Commission, 
United States and Germany, World War I. 

C. (2) Legislation relating to World War I 
awards of the Mixed Claims Commission, 
United States and Germany, such as H. R. 
6074, Eighty-first Congress. 

E. (6) $15.95; (7) $60.17; (8) $12.50; (9) 
$88.62; (10) $21.26; (11) $109.88. 

A. Gwynn Garnett, 261 Constitution Avenue 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. American Farm Bureau Federation, 221 
North La Salle Street, Chicago, III. 

C. (2) Extension of Reciprocal Trade 
Agreements Act; emergency food aid to In- 
dia; importation of farm labor; mutual se- 
curity program for fiscal 1952; point 4; pro- 
duction disaster loan amendments; farmer- 
debtor bankruptcy proposals; Bankhead- 
Jones Farm Tenant Act amendment. 

D. (6) $2,125. 

E. (7) $200.40; (9) $200.40; (10) $678.51; 
(11) $878.91; (15) $27.26, Pennsylvania Rail- 
road, Washington, D. C., transportation; 
$10.47, Pennsylvania Railroad, Washington, 
D. C., transportation; $13, Benjamin Franklin 
Hotel, Philadelphia, Pa., lodging; $10.10, Ben- 
jamin Franklin Hotel, conference luncheon; 
$60.83, total. 

A. Marion R. Garstang, 1731 I Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. National Milk Producers Federation, 
1731 I Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Any legislation that may affect milk 
producers or the cooperatives through which 
they act together to process and market their 
milk. (3) News for Dairy Co-ops; and leg- 
islative letter. 

D. (7) $2,258.25. 

E. (8) $8.25; (9) $8.25; (10) $17.16; (11) 
$25.41. 


A. Gas Appliance Manufacturers Association, 
Inc., 60 East Forty-second Street, New 
York, N. Y. Trade association. 

C. (2) In general, legislation which con- 
cerns or affects members of the Gas Appli- 
ance Manufacturers Association, Inc. 

A. Edward Page Gaston! (personally), and 
for World Prohibition Federal (Ameri- 
can commissioner), and Patriot Guard of 
America, Inc, (national commander). 

C. (2) Testified in behalf of S. 1847. 

E. (6) $1.50; (7) $500; (8) $50; (9) $550; 
(10) $1,050; (11) $1,651.50; (16) $16.75, 
Haines Printing Co., Atlantic City, N. J.; 
$18.50, Geo. J. Brown Printing Co., Salt Lake 
City, Utah. 


A. Mrs. Paul Gebhard, 1751 N Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Division of Social Education and Ac- 
tion, Board of Christian Education, Presby- 
terian Church of the United States of 
America. 

A. General Electric Co., 570 Lexington 
Avenue, New York, N. Y. 

E. (10) $7,200; (11) $7,200; (16) $7,200, 

Revere Copper and Brass, Inc., 230 Park 
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Avenue, New York, N. Y., contribution to- 
ward expenses incurred by Revere Copper 
and Brass, Inc., for legal services, advertis- 
ing, and publicity in connection with legis- 
lation relating to suspension of import duty 
on copper. 
A. General Federation of Women's Clubs, 
1734 N Street, NW., Washington, D. OC. 
C. (2) Reciprocal trade agreements pro- 
gram, national security and manpower, im- 
migration, naturalization and nationality, 
local health units program, roll-back on 
cattle prices, extension of National Produc- 
tion Act, revision of narcotic control laws, 
and universal military training. 
D. and E.t 
A. General Welfare Federation of America, 
Inc., 945 Pennsylvania Avenue NW., 
Washington D. C. 
C. (2) Old-age pension legislation. (3) 
The National Pension Guide. 
D. (6) $666.20. 
E. (4) $164.60; (5) $674.50; (9) $839.16. 


A. J. M. George, H. K. Brehmer, and C. S. 
MeMahon constituting the partnership 
of George, Brehmer, and McMahon, 165 
Center Street, Winona, Minn. 

B. The Inter-State Manufacturers Asso- 
ciation, 163-165 Center Street, Winona, 
Minn. 

C. (2) H. R. 2982, S. 1046, H. R. 30, H. R. 
525, H. R. 3392, S. 1335, H. R. 3465, S. J. Res. 
60, H. J. Res. 235, S. 1369. 

D. (6) 81,000. 

A. J. M. George, H. K. Brehmer, and C. 8. 
MeMahon, constituting the partnership 
of George, Brehmer, and McMahon, 165 
Center Street, Winona, Minn. 

B. National Association of Direct Selling 
Co.’s, 163-165 Center Street, Winona, Minn. 
C. (2) H. R. 2982, S. 1046, H. R. 30, H. R. 
525, H. R. 3392, S. 1335, H. R. 3465, S. J. Res 
60, H. J. Res. 235, S. 1369. 

D. (6) 83,000. 

A. Leo E. George, 711 Fourteenth Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. National Federation of Post Office 
Clerks, 711 Fourteenth Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

O. (2) All legislation pertaining to the 
postal service and the welfare of postal and 
Federal employees. (3) Union Postal Clerk. 

D. (6) $3,000. 

A. Miss Helen Gervais, 859 National Press 
Building, Weshington, D. C. 

B. Flour Millers’ Export Association, 859 
National Press Building, Washington D. C. 

C. (2) Generally interested in anything 
affecting the export of wheat flour such as 
Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act, Export 
Trade Act, H. R. 4267, to provide for licensing 
of exports, and S. 872, emergency food aid 
to India. 

D. (6) $120. 

E. (4) $7.60; (5) $300; (9) $307.60; (11) 
$307.60. 

A. John S. Gibson, Suite 10-12-14, Sibbett 
Building, Douglas, Ga. 

B. St. Marys Kraft Corp. St. Marys, Ga. 

C. (2) An authorization and appropriation 
for certain dredging in North River, Ga., and 
St. Marys River, Ga. and Fla., which was 
given No. 827 by the Board of Engineers for 
Rivers and Harbors, War Department, Wash- 
ington, D. C. 


E. (7) $114.12; (9) $114.12; (10) $244.69; 
(11) $358.81. 
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A. Ernest Giddings, 1201 Sixteenth Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Legislative-Federal relations division 
of the National Education Association of the 
United States, 1201 Sixteenth Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Bills pending before the Eighty- 
second Congress relating to public education. 

D. (6) $1,270.69. 

E. (7) $54.85; (9) $54.85; (10) $71.85; (11) 
$126.70. b 
A. C. C. Gilbert, Nashville, Tenn, 

B. Southern States Industrial Council, 
Stahlman Building, Nashville, Tenn. 

C. (2) Support of legislation favorable to 
free-enterprise system and opposition to 
legislation unfavorable to that system, 

D. (6) $1,725. 

A. A. W. Gilliam, 727 National Press Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C. 

B. American Meat Institute, 59 East Van 
Buren Street, Chicago, III. 

C. (2) Defense Production Act and Agri- 
culture Appropriation Act. 

D. (6) $2,875. 

E. (6) $10.50; (7) $26.75; (9) $37.25; (10) 
$37.25. 

A. William Glazier,’ 930 F Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

B. International Longshoremen’s and 
Warehousemen's Union, 150 Golden Gate 
Avenue, San Francisco, Calif., and National 
Union of Marine Cooks and Stewards, 86 
Commercial Street, San Francisco, Calif. 

C. (2) General interest in legislation af- 
fecting trade unions and their members and 
the maritime industry as well. 

D. (7) $1,033,344 , 

E. (2) $303.34; (4) $18.75; (5) $112.89; 
(6) $80.77; (8) $11.53; (9) $527.28; (11) 
$527.28; (16) $303.34, Anne Bancroft, 2115 
Maryland Avenue NE., Washington, D. C., 
salary; $88.34, Atlantic Building Corp., 930 
F Street NW., Washington, D. C., rent; 615.21, 
Norwood Office Supply Co., Inc., 1159 Twenty- 
first Street NW., Washington, D. C., office 
supplies; 874.53. Chesapeake & Potomac 
Telephone Co., Washington, D. C., telephone 
and teletype services; 8481.42, total. 


A. William Glazier, 930 F Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

B. International Longshoremen's and 
Warehousemen’s Union, 150 Golden Gate 
Avenue, San Francisco, Calif., and National 
Union of Marine Cooks and Stewards, 86 
Commercial Street, San Francisco, Calif. 

C. (2) General interest in legislation af- 
fecting trade unions and their members and 
the maritime industry as well: S. 991, H. R. 
4032, and S. 1044. 

D. (6) $433.34. 

E. (2) $303.34; (4) $33.74; (5) $113.44; (6) 
$81.15; (8) $33.52; (9) $565.19; (10) $527.28; 
(11) $1,092.47; (16) $303.34, Anne Bancroft, 
2115 Maryland Avenue NE., Washington, 
D. C., salary; $95, Atlantic Building Corp., 
930 F Street NW., Washington, D. C., rent; 
$18.07, A. and A. Public Stenography, 930 
F Street NW., mimeographing; $75.66, Chesa- 
peake & Potomac Telephone Co., Wash- 
ington, D. C., telephone and teletype serv- 
ices; $492.07, total. 


A. Roy H. Glover, 616 Hennessee Building, 
Butte, Mont. 
B. Anaconda Copper Mining Co., Butte, 
Mont. 
C. (2) The suspension of taxes imposed 
on the importation of copper under section 
3425 of the Internal Revenue Code. To ac- 
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complish this purpose, H. R. 3336 will be 
supported. (3).* 

E. (4) $150; (6) $56.74; (7) $1,490; (9) 
$1,696.74; (11) $1,696.74. 


A. Dr. H. T. Gordon, mail address, post-office 
box 2214, Washington 13, D. C.; office, 
Townsend Legislative Bureau, 305 Penn- 
sylvania Avenue SE., Washington, D. C. 

B. The Townsend Plan, Inc., 6875 Broad- 
way SE., Cleveland, Ohio. 

C, (2) H. R. 2678 and H. R. 2679. 

D. (6) $910. 

E. (7) $377; (8) $91; (9) $468, 


A. Lawrence L. Gourley, 1757 K Street NW., 
Suite 603, Washington, D. C. 

B. American Osteopathic Association, 212 
East Ohio Street, Chicago, Ill. 

C. (2) Bills affecting the public health, 
such as S. 1 and H. R. 1752, Universal Mili- 
tary Training and Service Act, extending du- 
ration and period of service under Doctor 
Draft Act. 

D. (6) $375. 

A. Government Employees’ Council, Ameri- 
can Federation of Labor, 900 F Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) All legislation that affects Govern- 
ment employees is of interest to this council. 

D. (6) $3,852.02. 

E. (2) $2,995; (4) $340.17; (5) $378.81; 
(6) $255.36; (8) $384.51; (9) $4,353.85; (11) 
$4,353.85; (15) $2,250, Thomas G. Walters, 
900 F Street NW., Washington, D. C. services, 
fees, per diem, etc; $325., Mary A. Conway, 
900 F Street NW., Washington, D. C., salary; 
$420, Gladys M. Monroe, 900 F Street NW., 
Washington, D. C., salary; $2,995, total. 


A. Grain and Feed Dealers National Associa- 
tion, 100 Merchants Exchange Building, 
St. Louis, Mo. 
C. (2) Legislation relative to grain and 
feed trade. (3). 
D. (6) $344.80, 
E. (4) $23.50; (7) $50; (9) $73.50; (10) 
$15; (11) 888.50. 


A. Grand Lodge of the Brotherhood of Loco- 
motive Firemen and Enginemen, 318- 
418 Keith Building, Cleveland, Ohio. 

C. (2) To promote general interests of Lo- 
comotive Firemen and Enginemen. 

D. (6) $95.50. 

E. (2) $3,686.55; (5) $456.37; (6) $51.23; 

(7) $1,048; (8) $31.95; (9) $5,274.10; (10) 

$5,632.56; (11) $10,906.66; (15) 85,274.10. 


A. Robert A. Grant, 624 Associates Building, 
South Bend, Ind. 

B. Ethanol Committee, 810 Eighteenth 
Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Legislation fixing a tax on the ethyl 
alcohol used in pharmaceutical preparations, 
and particularly that section of H. R. 4473. 

D. (6) 85,000. 

E. (6) $48.25; (7) $843.94; 

(10) $245.28; (11) $1,132.47, 
A. Cassius B. Gravitt, Jr., 1110 F Street NW. 
Washington, D. C. 

B. National League of District Postmasters 
of the United States, 1110 F. Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Any legislation that affects favor- 
able or adversely the interests of postmasters. 
(3) The Postmasters’ Advocate, 

D. (6) $1,375. 


(9) 8887.19; 


A. David G. Gray, Houston, Tex. 
tag Humble Oil & Refining Co., Houston, 
ex. 
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C. (2) Pending legislation affecting busi- 
ness in general, which includes practically 
every important measure before Congress. 

D. (6) $1,500. 

E. (6) $85; (7) $3,568; (9) $3,653; (10) 
$2,621.98; (11) $6,274.98. 


A. Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Association, 
821 Cafritz Building, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) St. Lawrence legislation; Senate 
Joint Resolution 27; House Joint Resolutions 
2, 3, 4, 15, 102, 122, 159; H. R. 2536. (3) 4 

D. (6) $18,763.25. 

E. (1) $5,786.68; (2) $11,309.93; (4) $9,- 
015.97; (5) $1,123.87; (6) $1,535.63; (7) $2,- 
990.52; (8) $2,892.92; (9) $34,655.52; (10) 
$21,354.96; (11) $56,010.48; (15) $2,128.21, 
Ransdell, Inc., Washington, D. C., printing; 
$377, Time, Inc., New York, N. Y., reprints; 
$387.52, Washington Envelope Co., Washing- 
ton, D. C.,.envelopes; $4,449.29, John B. 
Quinn Public Relations Co., Lincoln, Nebr., 
public relations work; $2,000, Bert Robb, 
trustee, Detroit, Mich., public relations, etc.; 
total, $34,655.52. 

A. Ernest W. Greene, 731 Investment Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C. 

B. Hawaiian Sugar Planters’ Association, 
post-office box 2450, Honolulu, T. H. 

C. (2) Passage of H. R. 4521 and S. 1694, 
bills now pending before the House Commit- 
tee on Agriculture and Senate Finance Com- 
mittee which will amend and extend the 
Sugar Act of 1948, and for other purposes. 


A. Jerry N. Griffin, 544 Washington Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. National Coal Association, Southern 
Building, Fifteenth and H Streets NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Legislative interests are general in 
character, and we are interested in any leg- 
islation which affects the coal industry. 
Specifically, H. R. 4473. 

D. (6) $1,200. 

A. Weston B. Grimes, 436 Bowen Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Cargill, Inc., 200 Grain Exchange, Min- 
neapolis, Minn. 

C. (2) Agriculture and the processing and 
transportation of the products thereof; tax 
legislation; H. R. 4473; Revenue Act of 1951; 
H. R. 3871; S. 1717, House Joint Resolution 
278; House Resolution 281; House Resolution 
294; Extension Defense Production Act of 
1950; H. R. 3436, transportation of grain in 
Canadian vessels; H. R. 3483, maintenance of 
9-foot channel in Minnesota River; Public 
Law 17; Public Law 48; Public Law 50. 

D. (6) $10,220.81. 

E. (7) $4.50; (9) $4.50; (10) $2; (11) $6.50. 


i 
A. P. Irving Grinberg, 45 West Forty- fifth 
Street, New Yor}, N. Y. 

B. Jewelers Vigilance Committee, 45 West 
Forty-fifth Street, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) A bill to prohibit the importation 
of certain articles and products containing 
raw materials with respect to which priori- 
ties have been established or allocations 
made under the Defense Production Act of 
1950. 

E. (7) $99; (15) $99. 


A. Mrs. Enid H. Griswold, 7501 Empire State 
Building, New York, N. Y. 

B. National Economic Council, Inc., Em- 
pire State Building, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Favoring legislation that tends to 
support private enterprise and maintain 
American independence, and opposing all 
measures that work contrariwise. 

E. (10) $39; (11) $39. 
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A. John J. Gunther, 1740 K Street NW. 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Americans for Democratic Action, 1740 
K Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) All bills covered by convention- 
adopted program of organization. (3) ADA 
World, 

D. (6) $1,300. 

E. (7) $209.33; (9) 8209.33; (10) $225.25; 
(11) $434.58. 

A. Violet M. Gunther, 1740 K Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Americans for Democratic Action, 1740 
K Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) All bills covered by convention- 
adopted program of organization. 

D. (6) $1,462.50. 

E. (7) $177.95; (9) $177.95; (10) $321.66; 
(11) $499.61. 

A. David J. Guy, 1615 H Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

B. Chamber of Commerce of the United 
States, 1615 H Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Senate Joint Resolution 20, House 
Joint Resolution 206, H. R. 58, S. 75, H. R. 
4484. 

D. (6) 83.125. 

E. (7) $7.05; (9) $7.05; (10) $17.90; (11) 
$24.95. 

A. Frank E. Haas, 280 Union Station Build- 
ing, Chicago, III. 

B. The Association of Western Railways, 
474 Union Station Building, Chicago, III. 

C. (2) Interested in any and all Federal 
legislative proposals which may or do affect 
western railroads. 

A. Hoyt S. Haddock? 132 Third Street SE., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. CIO Maritime Committee, 132 Third 
Street SE., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Support legislation in interest of 
seamen; oppose legislation detrimental to 
them. 

D. (6) $1,560. 

E. (6) $59.35; 
(10) $525.03. 


(7) $465.68; (8) $525.03; 


A. Hoyt S. Haddock, 132 Third Street SE., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. CIO Maritime Committee, 132 Third 
Street SE., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Support legislation in interest of 
seamen, oppose legislation detrimental to 
them. 

D. (6) $1,560. 

E. (6) $33.69; (7) 145.62; (9) $179.31; (10) 
$525.03; (11) $704.33. 

A. Harlan V. Hadley,? 830 Transportation 
Building, Washington, D. C. 

B. Taxation Committee, Automobile Manu- 
facturers Association, New Center Building, 
Detroit, Mich. 

C. (2) Respondent is interested in current 
and prospective legislation affecting Federal 
excise taxation on automotive products, none 
of which was active during quarter under re- 
view, except Treasury proposal not yet 
drafted into bill form. 

D. (7) $630.82. 

E. (5) $20; (9). $20; (11) $20; (15) $20. 
A. Hugh F. Hall, 261 Constitution Avenue 

NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. American Farm Bureau Federation, 221 
North La Salle Street, Chicago, III. 

C. (2) Appropriations for the fiscal year 
1952; Government reorganization; Depart- 
ment of Agriculture reorganization; Defense 
Production Act of 1950; Government credit 
policies; taxation; vocational education; St. 
Lawrence seaway; improvement of congres- 
sional control over expenditures; “Area of 
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production” definition; repeal of resale price 
maintenance; amendment of Anti-trust laws; 
consolidating Federal Extension Acts; pro- 
duction disaster loans; farmer-debtor bank- 
ruptcy proposals; Bankhead-Jones Farm 
Tenant Act amendment; REA; grazing land 
policy. y 

D. (7) $1825. 

E. (7) $157.18; (9) $157.18; (10) $151.86; 
(11) $309.04; (15) $157.18; (16) $80.50, Amer- 
ican Express Co., Washington, D. C., trans- 
portation; $15.90, Sherman Hotel, Chicago, 
III., lodging; $96.40 total. 


A. Radford Hall, 515 Cooper Buliding, Den- 
ver, Colo. 

B. American National Cattlemen's Associa- 
tion, 515 Cooper Building, Denver, Colo. 

C. (2) Price control and other matters af- 
fecting cattle industry. 

D. (6) $1,650. 

E. (6) $59.44; (7) $758.02; (8) $1,926.44; 
(9) $2,743.90; (10) $417.93; (11) $3,161.73. 


A. E. C. Hallbeck, 711 Fourteenth Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. National Federation of Post Office 
Clerks, 711 Fourteenth Street NW., Washing- 
ton, D. C. 

C. (2) All legislation pertaining to the 
postal service and the welfare of postal and 
Federal employees. (3) Federation News 
Service Bulletin. 

D. (6) $2,875.12. 

E. (7) $267.50; (9) $267.50; (10) $225.65; 
(11) $493.15. 

A. Fowler Hamilton,’ assisted by James G. 
Johnson, Jr., L. M. Boykin, and J. J. B. 
Shea; 224 Southern Building, Washing- 
ton, D. C., and 52 Wall Street, New York, 
N. Y. 

B. Chambers of Commerce of Venezuela, 
care of Caracas Chamber of Commerce, Sur 2, 
No. 30, Altos, Caracas, Venezuela. 

C. (2) Any legislation designed to restrict, 
tax, or impose quotas on imports of petro- 
leum products: S. 2667, S. 3334, S. 3236, H. R. 
6469, H. R. 6360, H. R. 6251, H. R. 5724, H. R. 
6773, H. R. 7748, H. R. 7749, H. R. 7996. 


A. Fowler Hamilton and George W. Ball,‘ 
assisted by James G. Johnson, Jr., and 
J. J. B. Shea, 224 Southern Building, 
Washington, D. C., and 52 Wall Street, 
New York, N. Y. 

B. Chambers of Commerce of Venezuela, 
care of Caracas Chamber of Commerce, Sur 2, 
No. 30 Altos, Caracas, Venezuela. 

C. (2) Any legislation designed to restrict, 
tax, or impose quotas on imports of pe- 
troleum products. 


A. Fowler Hamilton and George W. Ball? 
assisted by James G. Johnson, Jr., and 
J. J. B. Shea, 224 Southern Building, 
Washington, D. C., and 52 Wall Street, 
New York 5, N. Y. 

B. Chambers of Commerce of Venezuela, 
care of Caracas Chamber of Commerce, Sur 
2, No. 30 Altos, Caracas, Venezuela. 

C. (2) Any legislation designed to re- 
strict, tax, or impose quotas on imports of 
petroleum products. 

A. Harry G. Hamlet, 1616 Eye Street, NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Retired Officers Association, Inc., 1616 
Eye Street, N. W., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Any and all legislation pertinent to 
the rights, benefits, privileges and obliga- 
tions of retired officers, male and female, reg - 
plar and reserve, and their dependents and 
survivors, of whatever nature, dealing with 


" 2Piled for first quarter, 1951. 
Filed for fourth quarter, 1950. 
ë Filed for third quarter, 1950. 
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personnel matters, pay and retirement bene- 
fits, and pensions. (3) The Retired Officers 
Association Bulletin. 

D. (6) $750. 
A. Joseph J. Hammer, 26 Broadway, New 

York, N. Y. 

B. Socony-Vacuum Oil Co., Inc., 26 Broad- 
way, New York, N. T. 

C. (2) 

D. (6) $1.696.03. 

E. (6) $12.29; (7) $558.74; (9) $571.03; 
(10) $667.21; (11) $1,238.34. 


A. Paul F. Hannah, Waltham, Mass. 
B. Rayethon Manufacturing Co., Waltham, 


C. (2) Revenue Act of 1951, H. R. 4473, sec- 
tion 842. 

A. William A. Hanscom, suite 4, 1700 Eye 
Street, NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Oil Workers International Union, CIO, 
1840 California Street, Denver, Colo. 

C. (2) Support all legislation favorable to 
the national peace, security, democracy, 
prosperity and general welfare; oppose leg- 
islation, detrimental to these objectives. 

D. (6) 81.680. 

E. (7) $180; 


(9) $180; (10) $180; (11) 


A. Murray Hanson, 1625 K Street, NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Investment Bankers Association of 
America, 1625 K Street, NW., Washington, 
D. C., and 33 South Clark Street, Chicago, 
III. 

C. (2) Tax and other legislation affecting 
the securities business. (3) (a) IBA Wash- 
ington Bulletin. 


D. (5) $600. 
E. (2) $97.50; (4) $351.87; (5) $122.53; 
(6) $79.79; (7) $134.15; (9) $785.84; (10) 


$359.44; (11) $1,145.28; (15) $244.21, Huff Du- 
Plicating Co., Inc., 1602 L Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C., printing and mailing; $107.66, 
Huff Duplicating Co., Inc., 1602 L Street NW., 
Washington, D. C., printing and mailing. 


A. Ralph W. Hardy, 1771 N Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

B. National Association of Radio and Tele- 
vision Broadcasters, 1771 N Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

C. (2) Registrant has general interest in 
radio legislation, and particular interest dur- 
ing the past quarter in: S. 658, Senate Joint 
Resolution 76, H. R. 2948, H. R. 3589, H. R. 
2464, S. 1579, S. 537. 


A. L. James Harmanson, Jr., 744 Jackson 
Place NW., Washington, D. C. 
B. National Council of Farmer Coopera- 
Bras, 744 Jackson Place NW., Washington, 
. C. 


8 (2) Legislation pertaining to transpor- 
tation and legal and tax matters of interest 
to farmer cooperatives. H. R. 238, opposed, 
to amend Capper-Volstead Act; H. R. 240, 
Tax Equalization Act of 1951, opposed; H. R. 
1177, act to change treatment of cooperative 
corporations and other organizations, op- 
posed; S. 892, to provide special tax treat- 
ment for cooperatives; H. R. 4473, Revenue 
Act of 1951 (for some provisions, opposed to 
others). (3) Washington Situation. 

D. (6) $2,274.84. 

E. (7) $82.01; (9) $82.01; (10) $108.72; 
(11) $190.73. 


— 


1 Corp., Milwaukee, Wis. 
investigation of Lustron and disposition of 


*Not printed, Filed with Clerk and Sec- 
retary. 
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Lustron plant; H. R. 3880, independent offices 
appropriations; S. 1717, H. R. 3871, House 
Joint Resolution 278, House Resolution 294. 
Defense Production Act extension; H. R. 4524, 
military construction bill. 

E. (2) $1,050; (9) $1,050; (10) $1,050; (11) 
$2,100; (15) $1,050, Donald M. Counihan, 1420 
New York Avenue NW., Washington, D. C., 
legislative counsel. 

A. Miss Elsie D. Harper, 600 Lexington Ave- 
nue, New York, N. Y. 

B. National Board, YWCA, 600 Lexington 
Avenue, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Bipartisan foreign policy; UNICEF 
appropriations; grain for India; Defense Pro- 
duction Act; displaced persons, extension of 
act; civil liberties and civil rights. 

E. (2) $150; (4) $70; (6) $20; (7) $60; 
(9) $300; (11) $300; (15) $300. 

A. Robert E. Harper, 1001 Fifteenth Street 
NW., suite 55, Washington, D. C. 

B. National Business Publications, Inc., 
1001 Fifteenth Street NW., suite 55, Washing- 
ton, D. C. 

C. (2) That which affects postal rates of 
controlled-circulation periodicals published 
by members of the above-named association. 
(3) Official association news letter circulated 
approximately every 2 weeks to association 
members. 

D. (6) $4,542.24. 

E. (7) $42.24; (9) $42.24; (10) $21.96; (11) 
$64.20. 

A. Winder R. Harris, 441 Washington Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C. 

B. Shipbuilders Council of America, 21 

West Street, New York, N. T. s: 


A. Edward Hart, 1346 Connecticut Avenue 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Small Manufacturers Emergency Com- 
mittee, 1346 Connecticut Avenue NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

E. (2) $1,115.20; (7) $175; (11) $1,290.20. 


A. Merwin K. Hart, Empire State Building, 
New York, N. Y. 

B. National Economic Council, Inc., Em- 
pire State Building, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Legislative interests are in favoring 
any legislation that tends to support private 
enterprise and maintain American independ- 
ence, and in opposing measures that work 
contr: 

E. (10) $716.49; (11) $716.49. 


A. Stephen H. Hart, 350 Equitable Building, 
Denver, Colo. 

B. National Livestock Tax Committee, 515 
Cooper Building, Denver, Colo. 

C. (2) Interested in general livestock tax 
matters, including specifically proposed 
amendments to the Internal Revenue Code 
concerning capital gains on sale of breeding 
livestock and deduction of soil conservation, 
brush control, and other ranching expendi- 
tures; bills H. R. 3574, H. R. 3601, and H. R. 
4473. 

D. (6) $3,493.62. 

E. (9) $781.12. 

A. Dow W. Harter, 412-14 Washington Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C. 

B. The B. F. Goodrich Co., Akron, Ohio. 

C. (2) Legislation relating to the main- 
tenance of facilities for the of an 
ample supply of man-made domestic rubber 
in the United States for commercial and na- 
tional defense purposes; also interested in 
the repeal or reduction of present excise taxes 
on tires and tubes, and in certain other 
changes in our tax structure, and generally 
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in other legislative proposals relating to tires 
and other manufactured rubber products, 
D. (6) $1,875. 


A. Edward S. Hartman, Delavan, Wis. 

B. National Tax Equality Association, 23] 
South La Salle Street, Chicago, III. 

C. (2) Generally interested in legislation 
designed to correct existing tax disparities 
between competing business corporations. 
Specifically interested in H. R. 240, H. R. 1177, 
H. R. 175, H. R. 4473, and S. 892. 

D. (6) $1,299.99. 

E. (7) $1,948.52; (8) $167.99; (9) $2,116.51; 
(11) $2,116.51. 


A. Paul M. Hawkins, 1625 I Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

B. American Retail Federation, 
Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Registrant is generally interested 
in all legislation and legislative p.oposals af. 
fecting the retail industry, including the in- 
dustry’s relations with the Fed-ral Govern- 
ment, with its suppliers, with fs employees, 
and with its customers. 

D. (6) $3,375. 

E. (7) $86.30; (9) $86.30; (10) $26.25; (11) 
$112.55. 


1625 I 


A. Kit H. Haynes, 744 Jackson Place NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. National Council of Farmer Coopera- 
tives, 744 Jackson Place NW., Washington, 
D. C. 

C. (2) General agricultural and farmer 
cooperative legislation. (3) Washington 
Situation. 

E. (7) $48.52; (9) $43.52; (10) $72.14; (11) 
6115.66. 

A. Joseph H. Hays, 280 Union Station Build- 
ing, Chicago, Ill. 

B. The Association of Western Railways, 
474 Union Station Building, Chicago, Ill. 

C. (2) Any and all Federal legislative pro- 
posals which may or do affect western rail- 
roads. 


A. John C. Hazen, suite 808, Kass Building, 
711 Fourteenth Street NW., Washington, 
D. C. 

B. National Retail Dry Goods Association, 
100 West Thirty-first Street, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Proposed revenue legislation: H. R. 
1938, S. 1717, H. R. 3871, H. R. 3709, S. 508, 
H. R. 542, H. R. 538, S. 1335, H. R. 3465, H. R. 
1309, H. R. 3622. Stores magazine, Washing- 
ton News Letter. 

E. (6) $39.11; (7) $68.20; (8) $2.00; (9) 
$109.31; (10) $49.12; (11) $158.43. 

A. Felix Hebert, 602 Turks Head Building, 
Providence, R. I. 

B. Associated Factory Mutual Fire Insur- 
ance Companies, Turks Head Building, 
Providence, R. I. 

C. (2) Amendment to Internal Revenue 
Code, section 207. 

A. K. W. Heberton, room 101, 1405 G Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Western Union Telegraph Co., 60 Hud- 
son Street, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) General legislative interests cover 
any legislative proposals affecting the inter- 
ests of the telegraph company. 

E. (7) 8124.25; (9) $124.25; (10) $157.05; 
(11) $281.30. 

A. George J. Hecht, 52 Vanderbilt Avenue, 
New York, N. Y., and 132 Third Street SE., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. American Parents’ Committee, 132 
Third Street SE., Washington, D. C. 


Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Secre- 
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C. (2) National school health services bill, 
public school construction bill, national 
child research bill, Federal aid for medical 
education, local public health units, physi- 
cally handicapped children’s education bill, 
school lunch appropriation, cabinet status 
for the Federal Security Agency, Children's 
Bureau appropriation, Federal aid to day- 
care centers in defense areas, Federal aid to 
elementary and secondary schools, emergency 
maternal and infant care, defense housing 
and community facilities. (3) Washington 
Report on Legislation Affecting Children. 


A. Lee J. Heer, 1028 Connecticut Avenue, 
suite 920, Washington, D. C. 

B. National Retail Furniture Association, 
666 Lake Shore Drive, Chicago, Ill. 

C. (2) Defense Production Act (S. 1717, 
H. R. 3871), favor certain amendments; tax 
(H. R. 4473), seek relief for installment basis 
taxpayer. (3). 

D. (6) $500. 

E. (7) $100; (9) $100; (11) $100. 


A. Robert B. Heiney, 1133 Twentieth Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. National Canners Association, 1133 
Twentieth Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Agricultural labor supply (S. 949, 
S. 984, S. 1106, H. R. 2955, H. R. 3048, H. R. 
$283); defense controls and all measures di- 
rectly affecting the food canning industry. 

D. (6) $2,187.51. 

E. (7) $82.35; (9) $82.35; (10) $39.55; (11) 
$121.90. 


A. Robert E. Hensel, 25 Broadway, New York, 
N. T. 

B. Chadbourne, Parke, Whiteside, Wolff 
& Brophy (formerly Chadbourne, Wallace, 
Parke & Whiteside), 25 Broadway, New York, 
N. V. 

C. (2) Tax legislation extending the 85- 
percent dividends received credit to divi- 
dends received from resident foreign corpora- 
tions to the extent that such resident foreign 
corporations derive income from United 
States sources. 

E. (11) $9.93. 

A. Maurice G. Herndon, 1002 Washington 
Loan and Trust Building, Washington, 
D. C. 

B. National Association of Insurance 
Agents, 80 Maiden Lane, New York 38, N. Y. 
and 1002 Washington Loan and Trust Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Any legislation which affects either 
directly or indirectly the interests of local 
agents: H. R. 1031, H. R. 2332, H. R. 2827, H. 
R. 3391-96 H. R. 2463, H. R. 2266, H. R. 4312, H. 
R. 4473. (3) The American Agency Bulletin. 

D. (6) $183.38, 

E. (7) $183.38; (9) $183.38; (10) $144.36; 
(11) $327.74. 

A. Ewart A. Hester, 432 Shoreham Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Clinton M. Hester, 432 Shoreham Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C. : 

C. (2) Any proposed legislation affecting 
the brewing industry such as: H. R. 137, H. 
R. 1278, H. R. 1514, H. R. 1749, H. R. 2187, 
H. R. 2188, H. R. 3321, H. R. 3322, H. R. 3323, 
H. R. 3342, S. 22; legislation affecting the wool 
industry. 

D. (6) $2,500. 

A. Robert C. Hibben, 1105 Barr Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. International Association of Ice Cream 
Manfacturers, 1105 Barr Building, Washing- 
ton, D. C. 
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C. (2) Legislation which may affect the 
ice cream industry. 
A. M. F. Hicklin, 507 Bankers Trust Building, 

Des Moines, Iowa. 

B. Iowa Railway Committee, 507 Bankers 
Trust Building, Des Moines, Iowa. 

E. (2) $280; (7) $592.05; (9) $872.05; (11) 
$872.05. 


A. H. C. Hicks, 2201 North Oak Street, Ar- 
lington, Va. 
B. Association of Petroleum Re-refiners, 
2201 North Oak Street, Arlington, Va. 
D. (6) $515.46, 


A. Harry B. Hilts 122 East Forty-second 
Street, New York, N. Y. 

B. Empire State Petroleum Association, 
Inc., 122 East Forty-second Street, New York 
N. T.: Atlantic Coast Oil Conference, Inc., 
122 East Forty-second Street, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) All matters to the pe- 
troleum industry. (3) ESPA, monthly mag- 
azine; Atlantic Coast Weekly Letter, and 
ESPA Weekly Letter. 

E. (7) $242; (9) $242; (10) $460.24; (11) 
$702.24, 


A. Harry B. Hilts? 122 East Forty-second 
Street, New York, N. Y. 

B. Empire State Petroleum Association, 
Inc., 122 East Forty-second Street, New York, 
N. Y.; Atlantic Coast Oil Conference, Inc., 
122 East Forty-second Street, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) All matters pertaining to the pe- 
troleum industry. (3) ESPA, monthly mag- 
azine; Atlantic Coast Weekly Letter, and 
ESPA Weekly Letter. 

E. (7) $1,924.52; (9) $1,924.52; (11) 
$1,924.52, 


A. Justin Hinders, 1737 K Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

B. National Association of Real Estate 
Boards, 22 West Monroe Street, Chicago, Ill. 

C. (2) Any legislation affecting the real- 
estate industry. (3)2 

D. (7) $1,415.25. 

E. (7) $2.25; (8) $13; (9) $15.25; (10) 
$49.02; (11) $64.27; (15) $15.25; (15) $12, 
National Press Club, Washington, D. C., dues. 


A. Ray C. Hinman, 26 Broadway, New York, 
N. Y. 
B. Socony-Vacuum Oil Co., Inc., 26 Broad- 
way, New York, N. Y. 
D. (6) $1,340.91. 
E. (6) $1.64; (7) $89.27; (9) $90.91; (11) 
$90.91. 


A. L. S. Hitehner, 528 Barr Building, 910 
Seventeenth Street NW., Washington, 
D. C. 

B. National Agricultural Chemicals Asso- 
ciation, 910 Seventeenth Street NW., 528 
Barr Building, W: n, D. C. 

C. (2) Investigation of the use of chemi- 
cals on foods. 

E. (2) $200; (6) $10; (7) $65; (8) $30; (9) 


A. L. S. Hitchner, 528 Barr Building, 910 Sev- 
enteenth Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. National Agricultural Chemicals Asso- 
ciation, 910 Seventeenth Street NW., 528 
Barr Building, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Investigation of the use of chemi- 
cals on foods. 

E. (2) $60; (6) $7; (7) $24; (8) $15; (9) 
$106; (10) $305; (11) 8411. 


Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Secre- 
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A. John L. Hoen, 1741 De Sales Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. American-Hawaiian Steamship Co., 90 

Broad Street, New York, N. Y., and Eastern 

Steamship Lines, Inc., 40 Central St., Boston, 


C. (2) Any legislation affecting the inter- 
est of the American merchant marine. 
D. (6) $3,750. 


A. Frank N. Hoffmann, 718 Jackson Place 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. United Steelworkers of America, 1500 
Commonwealth Building, Pittsburgh, Pa. 

C. (2) Support all legislation favorable to 
the national peace, security, democracy, 
prosperity and general welfare. Oppose all 
legislation detrimental to these objectives, 

5 (6) $1,999.98. 

- (7) $4,100; (9) $4,100; (10 850; (11 
Prt ) (10) $3 (11) 


A. Donald D. Hogate, 1028 Connecticut Ave- 
nue, Washington, D. C. 

sone Brantford Cordage Co., Brantford, On- 
0. 

C. (2) Interested in passage of H. R. 1005 
and S. 449 to amend the Tariff Act of 1930 
to provide for the free importation of baler 
twine. 

D. (6) $3,000, 

E. (4) $27.43; (5) $75; (6) $144.57; (7) 
$86.80; (8) $4.60; (9) $338.40; (10) $263; (11) 
$601.40; (15) $27.43, Ever-Ready Steno- 
graphic Service, 1741 K Street NW., Washing- 
ton, D. C., typing. 


A. Robert L. Hogg, 230 North Michigan Ave- 
nue, Chicago, Ill. 

B. American Life Convention, 230 North 
Michigan Avenue, Chicago, Ill. 

C. (2) All prospective legislation which 
will or may affect life-insurance business. 
Revenue Act of 1951, H. R. 278; Federal Un- 
employment Tax Act, H. R. 3392; Defense 
Production Act, House Joint Resolution 278; 
National Bankruptcy Act, S. 25; Securities 
Exchange Act, H. R. 4143; various bills con- 
cerning veterans’ insurance benefits. 

D. (6) $2,500. 

E. (7) $181.34; (9) $181.34; (10) $281.12; 
(11) $462.46; (15) $181.34. 


A. R. F. Hollister,? 802 Failing Building, Port- 
land, Oreg. 
B. Independent Bankers Association, 802 
Failing Building, Portland, Oreg. 
C. (2) Enactment of Federal bank-holding 
company legislation. 
D. (7) $1,200. 


A. R. F. Hollister, 802 Failing Building, Port- 
land, Oreg. 
B. Independent Bankers Association, 802 
Failing Building, Portland, Oreg. 
C. (2) Enactment of Federal bank-holding 
company legislation. 
D. (6) $1,200. 


A. Charles W. Holman, 1731 I Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. National Milk Producers Federation, 
1731 I Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Any legislation that may affect milk 
producers or the cooperatives through which 
they act together to produce and market 
their milk. (3) News for dairy coops; legis- 
lative letter. 

D. (7) 24.125. 


Not printed. Filed with Clerk and See- 
retary. 
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A. Oscar Holste, room 407, 10 Independence 
Avenue SW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Brotherhood of Railway and Steamship 
Clerks, Freight Handlers, Express and Sta- 
tion Employees, 1015 Vine Street, Cincinnati, 
Ohio. 

C. (2) H. R. 3669 and S. 1347 and other 
legislation affecting labor, particularly rail- 
road labor. 

D. (6) $1,419. 

A. Home Rule Headquarters,’ 308 Pennsyl- 
vania Avenue SE., Washington, D. C. 


C. (2) Kefauver bill, S. 1527, home rule for i 


the District of Columbia. 
— D. (7) $607.20 

E. (2) i (4) $13.54; (5) $190.73; (6) 
$73.43; (8) $23.18; (9) $561.28; (10) $1,455.64; 
(11) $2,016.92; (15) 4 


A. Home Rule Headquarters,‘ 308 Pennsyl- 
vania Avenue SE., Washington, D, C. 

C. (2) Kefauver bill, S. 1527, home rule 
for the District of Columbia, 

D. (7) $391.15. 

E. (2) $256.20; (4) $23.61; (5) $155; (6) 
$59.39; (8) $31.88; (9) $526.08; (10) 2,016.92; 
(11) $2,543; (15) 4 
A. Home Rule Headquarters, 308 Pennsyl- 

vania Avenue SE., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Kefauver bill, S. 1527, home rule for 
the District of Columbia. 

D. (7) $304.35. 

E. (2)$210.80; (4) $26.01; (5) $162.54; (6) 
$53.35; (9) $452.70; (11) $452.70; (15).* 


A. Home Rule Headquarters, 308 Pennsyl- 
vania Avenue SE., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Kefauver bill, S. 1527, home rule 
for the District of Columbia. 

D. (7) $500.96. 

E. (2) $111.60; (4) $204.19; (5) $130; (6) 
$63.66; (8) ($6.50; (9) $515.95; (10) $939.69; 
(11) $1,455.64; (15) + 


— 


A. J. M. Hood, 2000 Massachusetts Avenue 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. The American Short Line Railroad As- 
sociation, 2000 Massachusetts Avenue NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

D. (7) $403.32. 

E. (7) $153.32; (9) $153.32; (10) $143.92; 
(11) $297.24; (15) $153.32. 


A. Victor Hood, Twelfth and Delaware 
Streets, Indianapolis, Ind. 

B. The Journeymen Barbers, Hairdressers, 
Cosmetologists, and Proprietors’ Interna- 
tional Union of America, Twelfth and Dela- 
ware Streets, Indianapolis, Ind. 

C. (2) The District Barber Act, Veterans 
Regulation Act, Defense Production Act, S. 
673, H. R. 1656, H. R. 3102, H. R. 1668, S. 1717, 
H. R. 3871. 

D. (6) $2,205. 

E. a $840; (9) $840; (10) $1,033.79; (11) 
$1,873.79. 


A. Jesse V. Horton? Pe Post office box 2013, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. National Association of Postal Super- 
visors, mezzanine floor, Continental Hotel, 
Post Office Box 2013, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) All legislation affecting postal em- 
ployees, including supervisors, and the postal 
service. (3) The Postal Supervisors, 

D. (7) $2,125. 


A. Mrs. Hiram Cole Houghton, president, 
General Federation of Women’s Clubs, 
1734 N Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Reciprocal trade agreements pro- 

gram, national security and manpower, im- 


Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Sec- 
retary. 
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migration, naturalization and nationality, 
local health units program, roll-back on 
cattle prices, extension of National Produc- 
tion Act, revision of narcotic control laws, 
and universal military training. 


A, Robert B. House, Jr., 1625 K Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Cummings, Stanley, Truitt & Cross, 1625 
K Street NW., Washington, D. C., for New 
Process Co., Warren, Pa. 

C. (2) Postal rate legislation. H. R. 2982 
to readjust postal rates; S. 1046 to readjust 


_ postal rates. 


A. S. H. Howard, 1414 Evergreen Avenue, 
Pittsburgh, Pa. 

B. Brotherhood of Railroad Signalmen of 
America, 503 Wellington Avenue, Chicago, 
III. 

C. (2) H. R. 3669 and S. 1347 to amend the 
Ralrcad Retirement Act, and all legislation 
directly affecting the interests of railroad em- 
ployees in particular and labor in general. 

D. (6) $720. 

A. Harold K. Howe, Suite C, 2480 Sixteenth 
Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. American Institute of Laundering, Box 
1187, Joliet, III. 

C. (2) Iam interested in legislation affect- 
ing the laundry industry and the members 
thereof. 

D. (6) $2,649.99. 

E. (2) $929; (7) $1,297.28; (9) $2,226.28; 
(10) $1,656.20; (11) $3,882.48. 


A. Robert E. Howe, Jr., 1435 K Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 
B. United Mine Workers of America, 900 
Fifteenth Street NW., Washington, D. C. 
C. (2) H. R. 1316, H. R. 3022, H. R. 1612, 
H. R. 257, H. R. 2658, H. R. 1019, H. R, 3282, 
H. J. Res. 102, H. J. Res. 7, H. J. Res. 4, S. 1, 
S. 1040, S. 397, S. 990, S. 984. 
D. (6) $3,296. 
A. W. T, Huff, 806 Connecticut Avenue NW, 
Washington, D. C. 
B. Trans-World Airlines, Inc., 101 West 
Eleventh Street, Kansas City, Mo. 
C. (2) Legislation generally favorable to 
economic development of airline operation. 
D. 1 


E. (6) $230.90; (8) $230.90. 


A. Carroll B. Huntress, 17 Battery Place, New 
York, N. Y. 

B. National St. Lawrence Project Confer- 
ence, 843 Transportation Building, Washing- 
ton, D. C. 

C. (2) Any legislation with reference to 
the St. Lawrence waterway and power proj- 
ect; H. J. Res. 2, H. J. Res. 3, H. J. Res. 4, 
H. J. Res. 15, H. J. Res. 102, H. J. Res. 122, 
S. J. Res. 159, and H. R. 2536. 

E. (6) $59.38; (7) $1,207; (9) 81,266.38: 
(10) $1,199.82; (11) $2,466.20. 


A. Henry A. Huschke, 1415 Elliot Place NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Agricultural Limestone Institute, 1415 
Elliot Place NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Such proposed legislation as di- 
rectly affects the industry, specifically H. R. 
4473 and H. R. 3973. (3)4 

D. (6) 8200. 

A. William C. Hushing, 901 Massachusetts 
Avenue NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. American Federation of Labor, 901 Mas- 
sachusetts Avenue NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) All bills affecting the welfare of 
the country generally, and specifically bills 
affecting workers, 

D. (6) $2,730. 
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E. (2) $2,730; (6) $14.30; (8) $223.95; (9) 
$2,968.25; (10) $2,886. 


A. Edgar S. Idol,? 1424 Sixteenth Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 
B. American Trucking Associations, Inc., 
1424 Sixteenth Street NW., Washington, D. C. 
D. (7) $3,832.50. 
E. (7) $82.50; (9) $82.50; (11) $82.50. 


A. Illinois Associated Businessmen, Inc.,: 
room 1025, 231 South La Salle Street, 
Chicago, Ill. 

C. (2) The association’s general legislative 
interests relate to labor legislation, Govern- 
ment regulation of business, and taxation. 
Association is specifically interested in 
H. R. 3905, H. R. 7343, H. R. 5064, and H. R. 
8920. 

D. (6) $85. 

E. (7) $136.54; (8) $300; (11) $436.54. 


A. Independent Bankers Association, Sauk 
Centre, Minn. 

C. (2) Opposed to a 20-percent withhold- 
ing tax on interest paid by banks, etc., also 
opposed to the Hoover recommendation that 
the FDIC be put under the Treasury. 

E. (16) 825,425.01. 


A. Independent Bankers Association, 802 
Failing Building, Portland, Oreg. 

C. (2) Enactment of Federal bank holding 
company legislation. 

D. (7) $2,166.79. 

E. (1) $600; (2) $1,200; (4) $1,418.22; (5) 
$349.02; (6) $282.80; (7) $1,405.62; (8) 
$396.10; (9) $5,651.76; (11) $5,651.76. 


A. Independent Bankers Association, 
Failing Building, Portland, Oreg. 

C. (2) Enactment of Federal bank holding 
company legislation. 

D. (6) $20. 

E. (1) $600; (2) $2,206.72; (4) $1,095.29; 
(5) $206.29; (6) $288.67; (7) $2,018.32; (8) 
$971.81; (9) $7,387.10; (10) $5,651.76; TOD 
$13,038.86. 


802 


A. Independent Natural Gas Association of 
America, suite 501, 918 Sixteenth Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Pending tax legislation and any 
other bills affecting the natural-gas indus- 


try. (3) 4 
D. (6) $30,092.12. 
E. (2) $5,750; (5) $300; (6) $110; (7) 


$426.14; (9) $6,586.14; (10) $21,852.54; (11) 
$28,438.68; (15) 86,586.14. 


A. Indiana State Medical Association, 1021 
Hume Mansur Building, Indianapolis, 
Ind. 

C. (2) All bills pending before Congress 
which would create national health insur- 
ance, 

E. (1) $7,490.08; (2) $2,313.75; (4) $33.33; 
(6) $11.44; (7) $378.96; (8) $1,070.80; (9) 
$11,298.36; (10) $2,904.64; (11) $14,203; (16) 
$11,298.36.* 

A. The Indiana Tax Equality Committee, Inc., 
second floor, Board of Trade Building, 
Indianapolis, Ind. 

C. (2) Bills affecting equality of taxation 
examples, the Mason bill, H. R. 5064, in the 
Eighty-first Congress, and the 1951 revenue 
bill. (3). 

D. (6) $4,562.50. 

E. (2) $600; (4) $246.34; (9) $846.34; (10) 
$492.40; (11) $1,338.74; (15) $33.04, Craw- 
ford-Morris Lumber Co., Mitchell, Ind., mail- 


Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Secre- 
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ing 800 letters; $600, Maurice C. Gronendyke, 
Indianapolis, Ind., salary for 6 months; 
$196.30, Indiana State Chamber of Com- 
merce, Indianapolis, Ind., preparing and 
mailing letters; $17, Hooven Letter Service 
Co., Indianapolis, Ind., preparing and mail- 
ing letters. 


A. Indians of California, Inc., 1078 University 
Avenue, Berkeley, Calif.; local address: 
2838 Twenty-eighth Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

C. (2) Congressional legislation affecting 

Indians of California, 

D. (7) 62,556.81. 
E. (9) 81,948.66. 
A. William Ingles, 1624 I Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 
C. (2) Legislation affecting industry. 
D. (6) $9,540.50. 
E. (2) $1,875; (5) $764.01; (6) $125.75; (7) 
$110.95; (8) $360; (9) $3,235.71; (10) $3,- 
195.08; (11) $6,430.79. 


A. J. Stuart Innerst, 126 West Raymond Ave- 
nue, Pasadena, Calif. 

B. Friends Committee on National Legis- 
lation, 1600 Eleventh Street NW., Washing- 
ton, D. C. 

C. (2) Work in the general field of con- 
structive foreign policy, support of the 
United Nations; international reduction of 
armaments; and opposition to the enactment 
of the Universal Military Training and Uni- 
versal Military Service Act of 1951. 

D. (6) $10.34. 

E. (6) $19.26; (8) $165.26; (9) $184.52; (10) 
$126.68; (11) $311.20. 


A. International Association of Machinists, 
Machinists Building, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Legislation affecting the socio- 
economic and political interests of the Amer- 
ican workingman including all pending leg- 
islation dealing with social security, national 
health, aid to physically handicapped, labor 
relations, displaced persons, etc. 

D. (6) $1,650. 

E. (1) 8750; (4) $250; (5) $150; (6) $200; 
(7) $300; (9) $1,650; (10) $1,650; (11) $3,300. 


A. International Brotherhood of Boilermak- 
ers, Iron Shipbuilders and Helpers of 
America, A. F. of L., New Brotherhood 
Building, Kansas City, Kans. 

C. (2) S. 3295 and H. R. 7789, Railway Re- 
tirement amendments; S. 1717 and H. R. 
3871, Defense Production Act; all legislation 
affecting labor, generally. 

D. (6) $2,564.72. 

E. (2) $1,302.40; (5) $77.24; (6) $29.42; 
(7) $1,115.60; (9) $2,564.72; (11) $2,564.72. 


A. International Brotherhood of Teamsters, 
Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Help- 
ers,“ room 311, 222 East Michigan Street, 
Indianapolis, Ind. 

O. (2) General interest is in Federal and 
State legislation affecting the interest and 
welfare of the International Brotherhood of 
‘Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and 
Helpers of America, including its affiliate lo- 
cal unions and members. 

E. (2) $3,750; (9) $3,750; (10) $7,500; (11) 
$11,250; (16) $11,250, Fred A. Tobin, 438 
Bowen Building, 821 Fifteenth Street NW., 
Washington 5, D. C., services. 


A. International Chiropractors Association, 
838 Brady Street, Davenport, Iowa. 

C. (2) (a) Legislation affecting chiro- 

practic profession and those it serves. Na- 
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tional health plan, Federal aid to medical ed- 
ucation, chiropractic care for veterans, school 
health bill, etc. 

D. (7) $72.50. 

E. (2) $1,400; (4) $956.77; (5) $115.01; (6) 
$243.58; (7) $444.62; (9) $3,159.98; (11) $3,- 
159.98; (16) $3,159.98.4 


A. Inter-State Manufacturers Association, 
163-165 Center Street, Winona, Minn. 

C. (2) H. R. 2982, S. 1046, H. 30, H. 525, 
H. 3392, S. 1335, H. R. 3465, S. J. Res. 60, H. J. 
Res. 235, S. 1369. 

D. (6) 63,000. 

E. (4) $49.25; (5) $3.26; (9) $52.51; (10) 
$16.55; (11) $69.06, 


A. Iowa Associated Businessmen, Inc., 463 
Westwood Drive, Ames, Iowa. 

C. (2) H. R. 240, H. R. 1177, S. 892, for; H. 
R. 4473, against. (3) 

D. (7) 82,080. 

E. (2) 81,193.41; (4) 8256.79; (5) 830.76; 
(6) $47.07; (7) $66.14; (8) $65.43; (9) $1,- 
660.40; (10) $3,428.14; (11) $5,088.54; (16) 


A. Boyd J. Jackson Klamath Agency, Ore- 
gon. 

B. Klamath Tribe of Indians. 

C. (2) Legislation relating to Indians; in- 
terested in enactment of S. 737, S. 738, S. 
1174, H. R. 264, H. R. 1632, H. R. 2494, H. R. 
3094, H. R. 3095. 

A. Charles E. Jackson, 724 Ninth Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. National Fisheries Institute, Inc., 724 
Ninth Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) The National Fisheries Institute 
supports such legislation as it deems neces- 
sary to the welfare of the domestic commer- 
cial fisherman. (3).* 

E. (4) $260.32; (8) $5.50; (9) $265.82; (11) 
$265.82; (15) $265.82. 

A. C. Clinton James,’ 900 F Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

B. District of Columbia Building and Loan 
League, Secretary’s Office, No. 1 Thomas Cir- 
el, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) H. R. 1210, with amendm-nts in- 
corporated in a new bill, H. R. 3957, trans- 
ferring functions of Comptroller of the Cur- 
roncy relating to District of Columbia build- 
ing associations to Home Loan Bank Board. 

D. (6) $300. 

E. (5) $125; (7) $110; (9) $235. 


A. Japanese-American Citizens League, Anti- 
Discrimination Committee, Inc., 406 
Beason Building, Salt Lake City, Utah. 

C. (2) To promote the welfare of persons 
of Japanese ancestry in the United States, 

including H. R. 403, H. R. 1372, H. R. 2865, 

S. 865, S. 716, H. R. 2379, H. R. 2816. 


D. (6) $7,064.70. 

E. (1) $76.30; (2) $900; (8) $250; (4) 
$92.37; (5) $335.27; (6) $93.81; (7) $9.31; 
(8) $16.05; (9) $1,773.11; (10) $1,463.69; (11) 
$3,236.80; (15) 81,605.39. 


A. Robert G. Jeter, Dresden, Tenn. 

B. H. C. Spinks Clay Co., Paris Tenn.; Ken- 
tucky-Tennessee Clay Co., Mayfield, Ky.; Bell 
Clay Co., Gleason, Tenn.; Cooley Clay Co., 
Mayfield, Ky.; United Clay Mines Corp., Tren- 
ton, N. J.; Old Hickory Clay Co., Paducah, 
Ky.; Kentucky Clay Mining Co., Mayfield, Ky. 

C. (2) Retaining present percentage de- 
pletion allowance for ball, wad, and sagger 
clays, as shown in title 26, section 114, In- 
ternal Revenue Code. Legislation to clarify 
family partnership law. 
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E. (6) $11.05; (7) $492.41; (9) $503.46; 
(20) $169.38; (11) $672.84; (15) 8503 46. 
A. William T. Jobe,? 1706 L Street NW., Wash- 

ington, D. C. 

B. National Association of Ice Industries, 
1706 L Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) General interest in matters affect- 
ing ice industry. 


A. William T. Jobe, 1706 L Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 
B. National Association of Ice Industries, 
1706 L Street NW., Washington, D. C. 
O. (2) General interest in matters affecting 
ice industry. 


A. Peter Dierks Joers, Mountain Pine, Ark. 
B. Dierks Lumber & Coal Co., 1006 Grand 
Avenue, Kansas City, Mo. 
C. (2) Flood Control Act of 1945—Millwood 
3 Legislation affecting lumber indus- 
ry. 


A. Johns-Manville Corp., 22 East Fortieth 
Street, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Tax legislation, labor legislation, 
amendments to the Clayton Act, merchant 
marine legislation, price basing point legis- 
lation, Defense Production Act. 

E. (2) $833.33; (8) $958; (9) $1,791.33; 
(10) $1,791.33; (11) $3,582.66. 


A. Elmer Johnson, 1246 Twentieth Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. National Association of Retired Civil 
Employees, 1246 Twentieth Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

(C) (2) Legislation affecting retired civil 
employees, particularly S. 995, S. 500, and 
H. R. 2732. (3) The Annuitant. 

D. (6) $250, 

E. (2) $250; (7) $104.50; (9) $354.50; (10) 
$333.10; (11) $687.60. 


A. Gilbert R. Johnson, 1208 Terminal 
Tower, Cleveland, Ohio. 

B. Lake Carriers’ Association, 905 Rocke- 
feller Building, Cleveland, Ohio. 

C. (2) Legislation relating to Great Lakes 
shipping. 

D. (6) $2,916. 

E. (7) $149.33; (9) 8149.33; (10) $27.72; 
(11) 8177.05. 

A. Vernon A. Johnson, 1000 Vermont Avenue 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Lockheed Aircraft Corp., Burbank, Calif. 

C. (2) All legislation affecting aviation. 

D. (6) $3,250. 

E. (7) $875.91; (9) $875.91; (10) $699.65; 
(11) $1,575.56. 

A. W. D. Johnson, 10 Independence Avenue 
SW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Order of Railway Conductors, O. R. C. 
Building, Cedar Rapids, Iowa. 

C. (2) H. R. 1998, to amend section 25 of 
the Interstate Commerce Act, St. Lawrence 
seaway, H. R. 3755, S. 1353; to amend Rail- 
road Retirement Act, and all legislation di- 
rectly and indirectly affecting the interests 
of labor generally and employees of carriers 
under the Railway Labor Act, in particular. 


A. Walter R. Johnson, 917 District National 
Building, 1406 G Street NW., Washing- 
ton, D. C. 

B. National Association of Attorneys Gen- 
eral, 917 District National Building, 1406 G 
Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) To confirm and establish title in the 
States to lands beneath navigable waters 
within State boundaries; S. 940 and similar 
bills. 

D. (6) $4,500. 
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E. (7) $759; (8) $123.50; (9) $882.50; (10) 
$733.50; (11) $1,616 


A. Jones, Day, Cockley, and Reavis,? 1759 
Union Commerce Building, Cleveland 14, 
Ohio, and 1135 Tower Building, Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

B. The H. A. Hanna Co., Leader Building, 
Cleveland, Ohio. ' 

C. (2) Senate Joint Resolution 99 and 
House Joint Resolution 271, to authorize the 
St. Lawrence seaway and power project. (3).* 

E. (6) $158.95; (7) $800.68; (8) $637; (9) 
$1,596.63; (15) $1,596.63; (16) + 
A. J. M. Jones, 414 Pacific National Life 

Building, Salt Lake City, Utah. 

B. National Wool Growers Association, 414 
Pacific National Life Building, Salt Lake City, 
Utah. 

C. (2) H. R. 1612, to extend reciprocal 
trade agreements, extension of Defense Pro- 
duction Act, tax legislation, appropriations, 
Department of Agriculture, and Department 
of the Interior. (3) National Wool Grower, 

D. (7) $2,499.99. 

E. (7) $2,870.90; (9) $2,870.90; (10) $321.55; 
(11) 83,192.45; (15) $3,192.45. 


A. L. Dan Jones, 1110 Ring Building, Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

B. Independent Petroleum Association of 
America, 1110 Ring Building, Washington, 
D. C. 

C. (2) Legislation that might affect the 
petroleum industry. 

E. (9) 814; (10) 828; (11) 842. 

A. Rowland Jones, Jr., 1625 1 Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. American Retail Federation, 
Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

O. (2) Registrant is generally. interested 
in all legislation and legislative proposals 
affecting the retail industry, including the 
industry’s relations with the Federal Govern- 
ment, with its suppliers, with its employees 
and with its customers, eto. 

D. (6) $2,000. 

E. (7) $347.96; (9) $347.96; (10) $183.67; 
(11) $531.63. 


1625 I 


A. The Journeymen Barbers, Hairdressers, 
Cosmetologists and Proprietors’ Inter- 
national Union of America, Kh had and 
Delaware, Indianapolis, Ind. 

C. (2) The District of Columbia Bes 
Act; Veterans Regulation Act; Defense Pro- 
duction Act of 1950; S. 573, H. R. 1656, H. R. 
3102, H. R. 1668, S. 1717, H. R. 3871. 

E. (2) $2,205; (9) $2,205; (10) $2,323.79; 
(11) $4,528.79. 

A. John E. Kane, 1625 K Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

B. American Petroleum Institute, 50 West 
Fiftieth Street, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Legislation affecting the petroleum 
industry and its customers, percentage de- 
pletion allowance, and national fuel policy. 

D. (7) $2,100. 

E. (7) $525.29; (9) $525.29; (10) $594.03; 
(11) $1,119.32; (15) $525.29. 


A. John E. Kane, 1625 K Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

B. Distriet of Columbia Petroleum Indus- 
tries Committee, 1625 K Street NW., Wash - 
ington, D. C. 

C. (2) Legislation affecting the sale or 
distribution of petroleum products in the 
District of Columbia. 

D. (7) $300. 

E. (5) $63.48; (8) $281.48; (9) $344.96; 
(10) $184.66; (11) $529.62; (15) $344.96, 


x Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Secre- 
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A. Kansas Independent Business Men’s As- 
sociation, 205 Orpheum Building, 
Wichita, Kans. 

C. (2) Tax equality and other legislation 
affecting independent business. 
E. (5) $156.73; (9) $156.73; (10) $178.32; 

(11) $335.05. 

A. Francis V. Keesling, Jr., 315 Montgomery 
Street, San Francisco, Calif. 

B. City and county of San Francisco, City 

Hall, San Francisco, Calif. 

C. (2) Legislation of interest to the city 


and county of San Francisco, including civil 


functions appropriation, civil defense, pay- 
ment in lieu of taxes, airports and aviation, 
merchant marine development, national de- 
fense appropriations, housing and urban de- 
velopments, transbay bridge, and taxation. 

D. (6) 83.000. 

E. (5) $1,080; (6) $552.59; (7) $1,345.77; 
(8) $66; (9) $3,044.36; (10) $1,416.63; (11) 
$4,460.99. 

A. Thomas F. Kelly, 1070 East One Hundred 
and Fifty-second Street, Cleveland, Ohio, 

B. Vacuum Cleaner Manufacturers Asso- 
ciation, 1070 East One Hundred and Fifty- 
second Street, Cleveland, Ohio. 

C. (2) Revenue Act of 1951. 


D. (6) $2,200. 

E. (2) $53; (5) $18.49; (6) $48.72; (7) 
$447.39; (9) $562.60; (10) $451.75; (11) 
$1,014.35. 


A. Moss H. Kendrix, 1201 Sixteenth Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Legislative-Federal Relations Division 
of the National Education Association of the 
United States, 1201 Sixteenth Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Bills pending before the Eighty- 
second Congress relating to public educa- 
tion. 

D. (6) $183.13. 

E. (10) $134.49. 

A. Isaiah L. Kenen, 342 Madison Avenue, New 
York, N. Y. 

B. American Zionist Council, 342 Madison 
Avenue, New York, N. X. 

C. (2) (a) Israel Aid Act of 1951, (b) S. 
1247, H. 3458, H. 3488. (3) 

D. (6) $3,150. 

E. (2) $5,333.32; (4) $1,773.43; (5) $318.87; 
(6) $1,019.34; (7) $2,590.94; (8) $320.81; (9) 
$11,356.71; (10) $1,329.04; (11) $12,685.75; 
(15) 89,867.73. 

A. Harold L. Kennedy, 203 Commonwealth 
Building, Washington, D. C. 

B. The Ohio Oil Co., Findlay, Ohio. 

C. (2) Legislative matters that would af- 
fect the oil and gas industry. Amendments 
to Natural Gas Act of 1938, H. R. 3285; tide- 
lands legislation, Senate Joint Resolution 20, 
S. 940, H. R. 4484; antitrust legislation, bills 
seeking to amend Sherman Act, Clayton Act, 
Robinson-Patman Act, H. R. 3408, H. R. 1233, 
and S. 719. 

D. (7) $500. 

E. (2) $125; (5) $67.50; (6) $50; (7) $40; 
(8) $20; (9) $302.50; (10) $352.50; (11) $655, 


A. Miles D. Kennedy, 1608 K Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. The American Legion, 700 North Penn- 
sylvania Street, Indianapolis, Ind. 

C. (2) The American Legion and all vet- 
erans of World War I and World War II and 
their dependents on all matters affecting 
their care, rehabilitation, hospitalization, re- 
education, and housing; all matters affecting 
the general welfare of our country with re- 
gard to national defense; Americanism, in- 
cluded in which is opposition to all sub- 


Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Sec- 
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versive activities, with particular attention 
to our immigration and naturalization laws, 
ete (3) The Legislative Bulletin, American 
Legion magazine. 

D. (6) $3,000. 

E. (2) $1; (4) $1.97; (5) 76 cents; (6) 
$6.63; (7) $223.14; (9) $233.50; (10) $213.82; 
(11) $447.32. 

A. Ronald M. Ketcham, 1757 K Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce, 1151 
South Broadway, Los Angeles, Calif. 

D. (6) $2,550. 

E. (2) $2,550; (9) $2,550; (10) $2,550; (11) 
$5,100. 


A. Willford I. King, Room 300, 205 East 
Forty-second Street, New York, N. Y. 

B. Committee for Constitutional Govern- 
ment, Inc., 205 East Forty-second Street, 
New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Favor all constitutional legislation 
according with sound economic principles. 
(3)2 

D. (6) $3,075. 

A. Clifton Kirkpatrick, 162 Madison Avenue, 
Memphis, Tenn, 

B. National Cotton Council of America, 
postoffice box 18, Memphis, Tenn. 

C. (2) The National Cotton Council of 
America favors such action on any legisla- 
tion affecting raw-cotton industry as will 
promote the purposes for which the Council 
is organized. 

D. (6) $300. 

E. (7) $43.76; (9) $43.76; (10) $28.38; (11) 
872.14. 

A. C. W. Kitchen, 2017 S Street NW., Wash - 
ington, D. C. 

B. United Fresh Fruit and Vegetable As- 
sociation, 2017 S Street NW., Washington, 
D. C. 

C. (2) Interested in any legislation affect - 
ing the marketing and distribution of fresh 
fruits and vegetables, directly or indirectly. 
(3) Bulletin. 


A. W. H. Kittrell, 303 Empire Bank Building, 
Dallas, Tex. 

B. Melben Oil Co., Benedum and Trees 
Building, Pittsburgh, Pa. 

C. (2) Legislation affecting oil industry, 
especially tidelands. 

D. (6) $3,000. 

E. (6) $561.70; (7) $3,434.89; (8) $61; (9) 
$4,057.59; (10) $3,585.37; (11) $7,642.96; (15) 
84. 057.59. 

A. Allan B. Kline, 221 North La Salle Street, 
Chicago, III., and 261 Constitution Ave- 
nue NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. American Farm Bureau Federation, 221 
North La Salle Street, Chicago, III., and 261 
Constitution Avenue NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Legislative matters in which Amer- 
ican Farm Bureau Federation is interested, 
primarily matters affecting directly American 
agriculture. (3) The Nation’s Agriculture. 

D. (7) $5,000. 

A. Robert E. Kline, Jr., 322 Munsey Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Alloys Development Co., 2537 Koopers 
Building, Pittsburgh, Pa. 

C. (2) To extend terms of patents because 
of loss of use during World War II; H. R. 4054. 

E. (6) $3; (7) $14.05; (9) $17.05; (10) 
$35.34; (11) $52.39. 


A. Robert E. Kline, Jr., 322 Munsey Building, 
Washington, D. C. 
B. Palmer-Bee Co., Detroit, Mich. 


Not printed. Filed with Clerk and See- 
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C. (2) Appearing before congressional 
committees relative to private bills for re- 
lief of Palmer-Bee Co., to reimburse company 
for loss of $725,285.60 in manufacture of 
radar equipment for Navy. 

E. (6) $8.44; (7) $30; (9) 838.44; (10) $4.75; 
(11) $43.19. 


A. Burt L. Knowles, Munsey Building, Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

B. The Associated General Contractors of 
America, Inc., Munsey Building, Washington, 
D. O. 

C. (2) Legislative developments of inter- 
est to association members. 

D. (6) 81.500. 


A. Robert M. Koch, 1424 K Street NW., Wash - 
ington, D. C. 

B. National Agricultural Limestone Asso- 
ciation, Inc., 1424 K Street NW., Washington, 
D. O. 

C. (2) All legislation which directly or 
indirectly affects the interests of agricultural 
limestone producers. 

E. (7) $17.67; (9) $17.67; (10) $37.50; (11) 
$55.17. 


A. John Kolanda, room 413, Railway Labor 
Building, 10 Independence Avenue SW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Railway Employees’ Department, 608 
South Dearborn Street, Chicago, III. 

C. (2) H. R. 3669 and S. 1347, bills to amend 
Railroad Retirement Act. All legislation of 
interest to railroad employees and labor in 
general. 

D. (6) $1,250. 

A. John A. Kratz, 1001 Fifteenth Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. The Peoples Gas Light & Coke Co., 122 
South Michigan Avenue, Chicago, Il. 

C. (2) For the enactment of S. 1000 and 
H. R. 3793, identical bills, to amend section 
7 (h) of the Natural Gas Act. 

E. (6) $42.51; (9) $42.51; (10) $8.63; (11) 
$51.14. 


A. Alfred U. Krebs, 1809 G Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

B. National Federation of American Ship- 
ping, Inc., 1809 G Street NW., Washington, 
D. G. 

C. (2) S. 241, H. R. 3436, S. 991, H. R. 4032, 
H. R. 157, H. R. 4473, S. 716. 

D. (6) $500. 


A. Oscar R. Kreutz, 907 Ring Building, Eight- 
na and M Streets NW., Washington, 

B. National Savings and Loan League, 
907 Ring Building, Eighteenth and M Streets 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Support of bills to improve facili- 
ties of Savings and Loan Associations for 
encouragement of thrift and home financing. 
Oppose legislation inimicable to interest of 
savings and loan industry. 

D. (6) $1,500. 

A. Herman C. Kruse, 245 Market Street, San 
Francisco, Calif. 

B. Pacific Gas and Electric Co., 245 Market 
Street, San Francisco, Calif. 

C. (2) Legislation affecting water and 
power projects, flood control and reclamation. 

D. (7) $3,100. 

E. (7) $1,419.03; (8) $195.60; (9) $1,614.63; 
(15) $1,614.63. 

A. Herman C. Kruse, 245 Market Street, San 
Francisco, Calif. 

B. Pacific Gas and Electric Co., 245 Market 
Street, San Francisco, Calif. 

C. (2) Legislation affecting water and 
power projects, flood control, and reclama- 
tion. 


? Filed for first quarter, 1951. 
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D. (6) $3,100. 

E. (7) $3,321.84; (8) $564.73; (9) $3,886.57; 
(10) $1,614.63; (11) $5,501.20. 
A. Lake Carriers’ Association, 

Ohio. 

C. (2) Legislation pertaining to the Great 
Lakes maritime industry. 

E. (2) $991.12; (7) $149.33; (8) $124; (9) 
$1,264.45. 


A. George P. Lamb,? 1044 Shoreham Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. American Home Laundry Manufactur- 
ers Association, 38 South Dearborn Street, 
Chicago, III. 

C. (2) Tax legislation. 


A. George P. Lamb,’ 1044 Shoreham Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. American Home Laundry Manufactur- 
ers Association, 38 South Dearborn Street, 
Chicago, III. 

C. (2) Tax legislation. 


Cleveland, 


A. Alfons Landa, 1000 Vermont Avenue NW., 
Washington, D. C. 
B. Amana Refrigeration, 
Iowa. 


Inc., Amana, 


A. Alfons Landa, 1000 Vermont Avenue NW., 
Washington, D. C. 
B. Director of Trucking Industry National 
Defense Committee, Inc. 
A. Fritz G. Lanham, 2737 Devonshire Place 
NW., Washington, D. C. 
B. American Fair Trade Council, Inc., 11 
East Forty-fourth Street, New York, N. Y. 
D. (6) $1,000. 


A. Fritz G. Lanham, 2737 Devonshire Place 
NW., Washington, D. C. 
B. National Patent Council, Inc., 1484 West 
Eleventh Avenue, Gary, Ind. 
D. (6) $1,500. 


A. Fritz G. Lanham, 2737 Devonshire Place, 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. State Tax Association, P. O. Box 2559 
Houston, Tex. 

C. (2) A continuous study of State and 
Federal tax legislation to bring about con- 
structive cooperation between community 
property and common law States for the de- 
velopment of a plan of tax equalization 
which will afford an equitable basis for in- 
come, estate, and gift taxation in the State 
and Federal tax structure; to support com- 
plete retroactive repeal of the 1942 estate and 
gift tax amendments as they apply to com- 
munity property States in an unfair, dis- 
criminatory, inequitable manner; to support 
the elimination of Federal estate taxes and 
restore estate taxation to the several States; 
have supported and will continue to support 
the American Bar Association's recommenda- 
tion for tax equalization. 

A. Fritz G. Lanham, 2737 Devonshire Place 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Trinity Improvement Association, Inc., 
1808 Commercial Standard Building, Fort 
Worth, Tex. 

D. (6) $900. 

A. La Roe, Brown and Winn,? 743 Investment 
Building, Washington, D. C. 

B. Eastern Meat Packers Association, Stat- 
ler Hotel, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Polish hams, S. 3055; reciprocal 
trade agreements, ceiling prices, fats and oils, 
defense production Act. 

D. (6) $1,500. 

Filled for first quarter, 1951. 

E. (5) 82,266.63: (7) $121.16; 
387.79; (11) $2,387.79. 
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A. La Roe, Brown and Winn, 743 Investment 
Building, Washington, D. C. 

B. Eastern Meat Packers Association, Stat- 
ler Hotel, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Defense Production Act, H. R. 3973. 

D. (6) $1,500. 

E. (5) $2,234.39; (7) $86.81; (9) $2,321.20; + 
(10) $2,387.79; (11) $4,708.99. 

A. La Roe, Brown and Winn, 743 Investment 
Building, Washington, D. C. 

B. The National Independent Meat Packers 
Association, 740 Eleventh Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

C. (2) Polish hams, S. 3055; reciprocal 
trade agreements; ceiling prices; fats and 
Oils; Defense Production Act. 

D. (6) 84.500. 

E. (5) $2,266.63; (6) $161.26; (7) $155.09; 
(9) $2,582.98; + (11) $2,582.98. 

A. La Roe, Brown and Winn., 743 Investment 
Building, Washington, D. C. 

B. The National Independent Meat Packers 
Association, 740 Eleventh Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

C. (2) Defense Production Act, H. R. 3973. 

D. (6) 84.500. 

E. (5) $2,234.39; (6) $196.02; (7) $158.09; 
(9) $2,588.50; * (10) $2,582.98; (11) $5,171.48. 
A. William V. Lavelle, 718 Jackson Place NW., 

Washington, D. C. 

B. Congress of Industrial Organizations, 
718 Jackson Place NW., Washington, D. C. (a 
federation of labor organizations), and 
United Steelworkers of America, 1500 Com- 
monwealth Building, Pittsburgh, Pa. (an af- 
filiated union of CIO). 

C. (2) Support all legislation favorable to 
the national peace, security, democracy, 
prosperity, and general welfare, oppose leg- 
islation detrimental to these objectives. 

D. (6) $1,750. 

E. (7) $1,646; (9) $1,646; (10) $1,692; (11) 
$3,338. 


A. John V. Lawrence, 1424 Sixteenth Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. American Trucking Associations, Inc., 

me pene Street NW., Washington, D. C. 
(7) 86 

E. (7) Sos: (9) $10.55; (11) $10.55. 

A. Joseph S. Lawrence, M. D., 1523 L Street 
NW., W. m, D. C. 

B. American Medical Association, 535 North 
Dearborn Street, Chicago, Il. 

C. (2) All bills relating to health and 
medicine. (3). 

D. (6) $4,020.28. 

E. (7) $325.38; (9) $325.38; (10) 6750.01: 
(11) $1,075.39. 

A. John G. Laylin, 701 Union Trust Build- 
iag, Washington, D. C. 

B. Kennecott Copper Corp., 120 Broadway, 
New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) The general legislative interests are 
resolutions, bills, and statutes relating to 
mining, smelting, and refining and to for- 
eign or international investment, trade or 
commerce.* 

D. 

E. (6) $1.88; (7) $40.87; (9) $42.75; (10) 
$268.44; (11) $311.19. 


A. A. Alvis Layne, Jr.,! 1002 Ring Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Associated Third Class Mail Users, Inc., 
1002 Ring Building, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) H. R. 2945 and S. 1103. 

D. (6) 83,000. 

E. (4) $55.91; (6) $85.53; (7) $15.50; (8) 
$29.33; (9) $186.27; (10) $98.27; (11) 8284.54. 


Not printed, Filed with Clerk and Sec- 
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A. Clarence F. Lea, Ring Building, Washing- 


ton, D. C. 

B. Transportation Association of America, 
130 North Wells Street, Chicago, III. 

C. (2) All legislation having anything to 
do with transportation including pending 
bills before the House and Senate. 

D. (6) $1,867.18. 

E. (7) $267.18; (10) $51.20; (11) $418.38. 


A. League of Women Voters of the United 
States, 1026 Seventeenth Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

C..(2) See program attached.” 
D. (6) $923.32, 
E. (4) $993.74; (6) $11.66; (9) $1,005.40; 

(10) $393.24; (11) $1,398.64. 


A. Ivy Lee and T. J. Ross, 405 Lexington 
Avenue, New York, N. Y. 

B. United States Cuban Sugar Council, 30 
Pine Street, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Legislation affecting the importa- 
tion by the United States of sugar produced 
in Cuba; Sugar Act of 1948, Trade Agree- 
ments Act, Tariff Acts, H. R. 4521 and S. 1694, 
to amend the Sugar Act of 1948. (3) 4 

D. (6) $7,919.21. 

E. (4) $1,519.54; (6) $28.71; (8) $220.96; 
(9) $1,769.21; (10) $3,413.23; (11) $5,182.44; 
(16) $1,769.21. 


(3) 4 


A. James R. Lee, 604 Albee Building, 1426 G 
Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Gas Appliance Manufacturers Associa- 
tion, Inc., 60 East Forty-second Street, New 
York, N. Y. 

C. (2) In general, legislation which con- 
cerns or affects members of the Gas Appli- 
ance Manufacturers Association. 


A. Legislative Committee of the Office 
Equipment Manufacturers Institute, 
1903 N Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Federal excise tax legislation; H. R. 


4473. 
E. (3) $3,000; (10) $3,000; (11) $3,000. 


A. Legislative-Federal Relations Division of 
the National Education Association of 
the United States,’ 1201 Sixteenth Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

O. (2) Bills pending before the Eighty- 
second Congress relating to public educa- 
tion. (3) Legislative News. 

E. (2) $3,436.08; (4) $2,844.81; (5) $87.29; 
(6) $143.51; (7) $637.84; (9) $7,149.53; (10) 
$9,051.74; (11) $16,201.27; (15) 82,104.74. 


A. G. E. Leighty, chairman, Railway Labor 
Executives’ Association, 10 Independence 
Avenue SW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) H. R. 3669 and S. 1347, identical 
bills, to amend Railroad Retirement Act. All 
legislation of interest to railroad employees. 


A. Joseph F. Leopold, 936 National City 
Building, Dallas, Tex. 

B. National Tax Equality Association, 231 
South La Salle Street, Chicago, II. 

C. (2) Legislation relating to corporate 
income taxation. Specifically interested in 
H. R. 4473. 

D. (6) $1,500. 

E. (7) $727.04; (8) $155.84; 
(10) $379.60; (11) $1,262.48. 


— 


A. The Philip Lesly Co., 100 West Monroe 
Street, Chicago, III. 
B. American Finance Conference, 176 West 
Adams Street, Chicago, Ill. 


(9) $862.88; 


*Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Sec- 
retary. 
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C. (2) Authority for regulation W in De- 
fense Production Act, (3) 4 

D. (7) $3,892.63. 

E. (2) $2,050; (4) $800.90; (5) $152.74; (6) 
$47.26; (7) $554.96; (8) $286.77; (9) $3,892.- 
63; (10) $857.37; (11) $4,750; (16) 81,025.73. 


A. Wilbur R. Lester, 701 Union Trust Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C. 

B. Kennecott Copper Corp., 120 Broadway, 
New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Legislative interests are resolutions, 
bills, and statutes relating to mining, smelt- 
ing, and refining and to foreign or interna- 
tional investment, trade, or commerce.* 

D3 

E. (10) $7.74; (11) $7.74. 

A. Arnold Levy, 829 Washington Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Anthracite Institute, Wilkes-Barre, Pa. 

C. (2) All legislation affecting the anthra- 
cite industry. 

D. (6) $4,660.62. 

E. (6) $41.38; (7) $69.50; (8) $49.74; (9) 
$160.62; (10) $308.87; (11) $469.49. 

A. George J. Lewis, Union Station Building, 
Lexington, Ky. 

B. Kentucky Railroad Association, Union 
Station Building, Lexington, Ky. 

C. (2) Legislation affecting the railroad 
industry. 

Ds 

E. (7) $295. 75; (9) $295.75; (11) $295.75. 


A. John R. Lewis, 1108 Sixteenth Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Standard Oil Co, (Indiana), 910 South 
Michigan Avenue, Chicago, III. 

C. (2) Interested solely in seeking infor- 
mation regarding all matters pertaining to 
the oil industry. 

A. Frederick J. Libby, 1013 Eighteenth Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. National Council for Prevention of War, 

1013 Eighteenth Street NW., Washington, 


D. C. 

C. (2) Bills affecting world peace, such as: 
ECA bill, mutual-assistance program, geno- 
cide convention, appropriations and supple- 
mentary appropriations particularly where 
they bear on military matters or on the gov- 
ernment of occupied areas, manpower legis- 
lation including military training and serv- 
ices, legislation and legislative inquiries con- 
cerning the war crimes trials procedures, 
proposals leading to the drafting of peace 
treaties, economic assistance (point 4), dis- 
armament, expellees and displaced persons, 
educational exchange of students. 

D. (7) $1,534.80. 

E. () $309.81; (9) $309.81; (10) $243.61; 
(11) $553.42; (15) $309.81. 


A. Life Insurance Association of America, 
488 Madison Avenue, New York, N. X.; 
Washington address, 1000 Vermont Ay- 
enue, 

C. (2) Legislation which might affect the 
welfare of policyholders and annuitants: 
H. R. 4473, H. R. 3392, S. 349, S. 1397, S. 1717, 
H. R. 3871, H. R. 4373, H. R. 4371, H. R. 3456, 
H. R. 4103, S. 1152, S. 114, S. 1309, S. 439, 
H. R. 4552, H. R. 1639, S. 25, H. R. 4304. 

D. (6) $6,723.93. 

E. (2) $3,845.95; (5) $2,568.47; (6) $155.04; 
(7) $154.47; (9) $6,723.93; (10) $5,325.20; 
(11) $12,049.13. 


A. Life Insurance Policyholders Protective 
Association, 116 Nassau Street, New 
York, N. Y., a nonprofit, nonstock mem- 
bership association of life-insurance 
policyholders. 

C. (2) General education concerning the 
effect of inflation on the purchasing power 


— H n 
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of life insurance as it relates to Federal 
policies or measures which are deemed to 
be inflationary in character, 

D. (6) $6,986.68. 

E. (2) $2,363.85; (4) $304.65; (5) $695.14; 
(6) $414.03; (7) $2,787.22; (8) $210.62; (9) 
$6,775.51; (10) $2,369.37; (11) $9,144.88; (15) 
86,775.51. 

A. L. Blaine Liljenquist, 1415 K Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. E. F. Forbes, president and general 
manager, Western States Meat Packers As- 
sociation, Inc., 604 Mission Street, San Fran- 
cisco, Calif. 

C. (2) Legislation which affects the live- 
stock and meat packing industry. During 
the second quarter 1951 registrant favored 
an amendment in the appropriation bill 
restricting offshore purchases of beef for 
United States troops overseas; also endeav- 
ored to strike price and wage controls from 
the measure to extend the Defense Produc- 
tion Act. 

D. (6) $2,375.04. 

E. (7) $117.78; (9) $117.78; (10) $69.05; 
(11) $186.83; (15) $83.93, Willard Hotel, 
Washington, D. C., three luncheons. 


A. Robert G, Litschert, 1200 Eighteenth 
Street NW., Washington D. C. 

B. National Association of Electric Com- 
panies, 1200 Eighteenth Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

C. (2) All legislation that might affect 
members as going electric utilities. 

D. (6) $2,750.04. 

E. (6) $27.25; (7) $522.56; (8) $107.35; 
(9) 6657.16; (10) $569.85; (11) $1,227.01; 
(15) 8102.36. 

A. Walter J. Little, 910 West Sixth Street, 
Los Angeles, Calif. 
B. Southern Pacific Co. et al. 


A. John M. Littlepage, 832 Investment 
Building, Fifteenth and K Streets NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. The American Tobacco Co., Inc., 111 

Fifth Avenue, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Any legislation affecting a company 
engaged in the manufacture and sale of 

tobacco products, and specifically H. R. 4473. 


A. Gordon C. Locke, 643 Munsey Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Committee for Pipe Line Companies, 
Box 1349, Tulsa, Okla. 

C. (2) Legislative interests are those of 
the Committee for Pipe Line Companies, 
which was organized to represent and act 
for a group of interstate petroleum pipeline 
companies, which are subject to the Inter- 
state Commerce Act. Such representation 
naturally includes, services in support of 
legislation favorable to the pipeline indus- 
try and activities against any proposed legis- 
lation we think harmful to the industry. 

D. (6) 84,500. 

A. F. S. Lodge, 616 Investment Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. The National Fertilizer Association, 616 
Investment Building, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Any legislation that might affect 
the manufacture or distribution of fertilizer 
or the general agricultural economy, includ- 
ing such bills in the Eighty-~-first Congress as 
H. R. 2756, H. R. 855, and H. R. 3045. 

D. (6) $25. 

A. Lord, Day and Lord, 25 Broadway, New 
York, N. Y., and 1216 Tower Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Agency of Canadian Car and Foundry 
Co., Ltd., 30 Broadway, New York, N. Y. 


Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Sec- 
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C. (2) Legislation having relation to World 
War I claims. 


A. Mrs, Frances B. Luces,? 1776 D Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. National Defense Committee, National 
Society, Daughters of the American Revolu- 
tion, 1776 D Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

O. (2) In general, all legislation concern- 
ing defense and freedom; all bills concerning 
world government, such as S. 56, S. 57, and 
S. 66; and all bills relating to socialized medi- 
cine. (2) Press Digest and Da- ghters of the 
American Revolution magazine. 

E. (7) $11; (9) $11; (11) 811. 


A. Mrs. Frances B. Lucas, 1776 D Street NW., 
Washington, D. OC. 

B. National Defense Committee, National 
Society, Daughters of the American 
Revolution, 1776 D Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

C. (2) In general, all legislation concern- 
ing defense and freedom; all bills concern- 
ing world government, such as S. 56, S. 57, 
and S. 66; and all bills relating to socialized 
medicine. (3) Press Digest and Daughters 
of the American Revolution magazine. 

D. (6) $100. 

E. (7) $4.90; (9) $4.90; (10) $11; 
$15.90. 


(11) 


A. James C. Lucas, 1625 1 Street NW., 

Washington, D. C. 

B. American Retail Federation, 
Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Registrant is generally interested in 
all legislation and legislative proposals affect- 
ing the retail industry, including the in- 
dustry’s relations with the Federal Govern- 
ment, with its suppliers, with its employees 
and with its customers. 

D. (6) $500. 


1627 I 


— 


A. Lucas and Thomas, 605 Southern Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C., a partnership of 
which the partners are Scott W. Lucas 
and Charles A. Thomas. 

B. Acacia Mutual Life Insurance Co., 
Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Interested in aiding the company 
as consultant counsel in connection with 
Federal tax matters affecting life insurance 
companies. 

D. (7) $1,250, 


A. Lucas and Thomas, 605 Southern Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C., a partnership of 
which the partners are Scott W. Lucas 
and Charles A. Thomas, 

B. Acacia Mutual Life Insurance Co., 
Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Interested in aiding the company 
as consultant counsel in connection with 
Federal tax matters affecting life insurance 
companies. 

D. (7) $1,250. 


A. Lucas and Thomas, 605 Southern Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C., a partnership of 
which the partners are Scott W. Lucas 
and Charles A. Thomas. 

B. American Finance Conference, Suite 
1200, 176 West Adams Street, Chicago, III. 
An independent group of companies which 
finance the purchasing of automobiles, 

C. (2) Legislation which may deal with 
credit control. 

D. (7) $1,250. 


Not printed. Filed with Clerk and 
Secretary. 
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A. Lucas and Thomas, 605 Southern Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C., a partnership of 
which the partners are Scott W. Lucas 
and Charles A. Thomas, 

B. Brunswick-Balke-Collender Co., 623 
South Wabash Avenue, Chicago, III.; Billiard 
and Bowling Institute of America, 257 Fourth 
Avenue, New York, N. Y.; Bowling Proprietors 
Association of America, 6626 Gratiot Avenue, 
Detroit, Mich. 

C. (2) Legislative interests in tax meas- 


ures. 

D. (7) $1,250. 

A. Lucas and Thomas, 605 Southern Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C., a partnership of 
which the partners are Scott W. Lucas 
and Charles A. Thomas. 

B. Radar-Radio Industries of Chicago, 
Inc., 77 West Washington Street, Chicago, III. 

C. (2) Interested in advising and counsel- 
ing with the corporation concerning credit 
control legislation as well as tax legislation 
affecting the industry. 

D. (6) $1,250. 

A. Lucas and Thomas, 605 Southern Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C., a partnership of 
which the partners are Scott W. Lucas 
and Charles A. Thomas, 

B. Trailer Coach Manufacturers Associa- 
tion, 20 North Wacker Drive, Chicago, III., a 
trade association representing a part of the 
manufacturing industry of trailers. 

C. (2) General legislative interest in tax 
bills and other measures intended to classify 
trailer coaches as homes. 

D. (7) $1,250. 


A. Dr. Carl E. Lunn, 2315 East Yale, Phoenix, 
Ariz. 
B. Townsend National Insurance Plan, 
6875 Broadway, Cleveland, Ohio. 
C. (2) H. R. 2679. 
D. (6) $78.21. 


A. Gerald J. Lynch, 261 Constitution Avenue 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Ford Motor Co., Dearborn, Mich. 

D. (6) $233.33. 

E. (4) $859.81; (5) $45.90; (6) $21.66; 
(9) $927.37; (11) $927.37; (15) $859.81, Straus 
& Perry, Washington, D. C., preparation of 
illustrated matter explaining theory of mate- 
rial allocation. 

A. A. L. Lynn, Huntington, W. Va. 

B. Island Creek Coal Co. and Pond Creek 
Pocahontas Co., Huntington, W. Va. 

C. (2) Legislation affecting the coal in- 
dustry, such as taxes, transportation, Gov- 
ernment controls, Government expenditures, 


etc. 
D. (7) $5,500. 


A. John C. Lynn, 261 Constitution Avenue 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. American Farm Bureau Federation, 221 
North LaSalle Street, Chicago, III. 

C. (2) Proposed legislation on the follow- 
ing matters has been supported or opposed: 
Importation of farm labor; selective service; 
Defense Production Act of 1950; Government 
credit policies; education; consolidating Fed- 
eral extension acts; production disaster loan 
amendments; Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant 
Act amendment; REA; mutual-security pro- 
gram for fiscal 1952; REA cooperative facili- 
ties; Department of Agriculture reorganiza- 
tion; fertilizer; halogeton; Trade Agreements 
Extension Act of 1951; farm machinery; con- 
struction; tax bill; Agricultural appropriq- 
tions; universal military training; postal 
rates; CCC loans and warehouse storage 

es; ACP payments on public lands, 

D. (7) $2,475. 
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E. (7) $1,169.37; (9) $1,169.37; (10) 
$535.16; (11) $1,704.53; (15) $1,169.37; 
(16) 8826.43. 


A. A. E. Lyon, 10 Independence Avenue SW., 
Washington, D. C. 
B. Railway Labor Executives’ Association, 
8 Independence Avenue SW., Washington, 
ma 


90 (2) S. 1347 and H. R. 3669; all legisla- 
tion affecting labor, especially railway labor; 
all bills affecting Railroad Retirement Act. 

D. (6) $600. 

A. Avery McBee, 610 Shoreham Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Hill and Knowlton, Inc., public rela- 
tions counsel to the Aircraft Industries As- 
sociation, 

C. (2) Legislation affecting aviation, the 
steel industry, and other industries. 

D. (6) $325. 

E. (7) $50. 

A. Jonas A. McBride, 10 Independence Ave- 
nue, Washington, D. C. 

B. Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen 
and Enginemen, 318 Keith Building, Cleve- 
land, Ohio. 

C. (2) All legislation affecting the Brother- 
hood of Locomotive Firemen and Enginemen, 
specifically S. 1853 and H. R. 3755, companion 
bills to amend the Railroad Retirement Act. 

D. (6) $2,499.99. 

A. Edward A. McCabe, 1405 K Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. American Hotel Association, 221 West 
Fifty-seventh Street, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Any and all bills and statutes of 
interest to the hotel industry. 

D. (6) $2,250. 

E. (7) $190.14; (9) $190.14; (10) $80.05; 
(11) $270.19, 


A. John A. McCart, room 716, 900 F Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. American Federation of Government 
. room 716, 900 F Street NW., Wash - 
ington, D 

C. (2) ail bills of interest to Federal Gov- 
ernment employees and District of Columbia 
government employees. 

D. (6) $1,768.87. 

E. (7) $10; (9) 810; 
820.60. 


A. Frank J. McCarthy, 211 Southern Build- 
ing, Fifteenth and H Streets NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

B. The Pennsylvania Railroad Co., 1740 

Broad Street Station Building, Philadelphia, 


Pa. 

C. (2) Any legislation affecting the inter- 
est of the Pennsylvania Railroad Co., in- 
cluding S. 1657, H. R. 189, H. R. 1998, H. R. 
1528, H. R. 2957, H. R. 3669, H. R. 3755, H. R. 
4641, S. 1347, S. 1353, S. J. Res. 27, H. J. 
Res. 3, H. R. 4473, H. R. 2416, S. Res. 55, 
H. Res. 107. 

D. (6) 65,280. 

E. (9) $333.60. 


A. Bryson deHaas McCloskey, P. O. Box 1657, 
Washington, D. C. 
B. Homeowners Honest Service, Inc., York 
Road, Sandy Bottom, Towson 4, Md. 
C. (2). 


A. Warren C. McClure, Box 207, Camden, 
Ark. 

B. Mississippi Valley Association, 511 Lo- 
cust Street, St. Louis, Mo. 

C. (2) Legislation relating to soil con- 
servation and flood control. 

D. (5) $1,000, 

E. (7) 8100. 


(10) $10.60; (11) 
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A. Angus McDonald,’ 300 Independence Ave- 
nue SE., Washington, D. C. 

B. Farmers Educational and Cooperative 
Union of America (National Farmers Union), 
1555 Sherman Street, Denver 5, Colo, (home 
office), 300 Independence Avenue SE., Wash- 
ington, D. C. (legislative office). 

C. (2) Legislation on matters of interest 
to the National Farmers Union. 

D. (6) $1,500. 

A. Rev. A. J. McFarland, Sterling, Kans. 

B. Christian Amendment Movement, 914 
Clay Street, Topeka, Kans. 

C. (2) Working for a Christian amendment 
to ths Constitution of the United States. 
(3) Christian Patriot. 

D. (6) $750. 

E. (7) $450; 
$1,275. 


(9) $450; (10) $825; (11) 


A. Richard McGough, 515 Hoge Building, 
Seattle, Wash. 
B. Washington Railroad Association, 515 
Hoge Building, Seattle, Wash. 


A. Thomas Edward McGrath, 4012 Fourteenth 
Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Taxpayers, U. S. A. 

C. (2) Amend Public Law 601, Seventy- 
ninth Congress; amend Public Law 2, Sev- 
enty-third Congress; suffrage for District of 
Columbia, etc. 

D. (6) $180. 

E. (2) $180; (9) $180; (10) $180; (11) $360. 


A. M. C. McKercher, O. R. T. Building, St. 
Louis, Mo. 

B. The Order of Railroad Telegraphers, 
O. R. T. Building, St Louis, Mo. 

C. (2) Legislation affecting the welfare of 
railroad employees. 

D. (6) 3870. 

E. (2) $870; 
(11) $1,599.03. 


() $729.03; (9) $1,599.03; 


A. Royce B. McKinley, 604 Hibbs Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. National Grain Trade Council, 604 Hibbs 
Building, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Legislation pertaining to agricul- 
ture generally, with especial reference to leg- 
islation affecting the grain trade specifically 
or indirectly. Revision or extension of De- 
fense Production Act of 1950. 

D. (6) $1,500. 

E. (8) $10; (9) $10; (10) $6; (11) $16. 


A. Gordon D. McKinney,? 11 West Forty- 
second Street, New York, N. T. 

B. The National Association of Life Under- 
writers, 11 West Forty-second Street, New 
York, N. Y. 

C. (2) National Service Life Insurance. 
(3) Life Association News. 

D. (7) $87.48. 

E. (4) $6.63; (6) $1,151.86; (7) $102.25; 
(9) $1,260.74; (11) $1,260.74; (15) $1,260.74. 


A. Joseph V. McLaughlin, 923 Chestnut 
Street, Chattanooga, Tenn. 

B. Railway Express Agency, Inc., 230 Park 
Avenue, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Legislation concerning parcel post, 
H. R. 3465 and S. 1335. 

D. (6) $2,200. 

E. (7) $937.44; (9) $937.44; (10) $440.21; 
(11) $1,377.65. 


A. Robert E. McLaughlin, 400 De Sales Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C. 
B. National Association of Storekeepers- 
Gaugers, 400 De Sales Building, Washington, 
D. C. 
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C. (2) All legislation affecting Federal 
classified employees, and particularly that 
which would affect Storekeeper-Gaugers. 

D. (6) $350. 

E. (8) $0.51; (9) $0.51; (10) $4.44; (11) 
$4.95. 


A. W. H. McMains, 1135 National Press Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C. 

B. Distilled Spirits Institute, 1135 National 
Press Building, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Any legislation affecting the do- 
mestic distilling industry; specifically dur- 
ing the second quarter of 1951, S. 1, H. J. 
Res. 78, H. R. 2745, and H. R. 4473. 

A. Ralph J. McNair, 1000 Vermont Avenue, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Life Insurance Association of America, 
488 Madison Avenue, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Legislation which might affect the 
welfare of policyholders and annuitants.t 

D. (6) $83.33. 

A. Joseph P. Mesparron, Machinists Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C. 

B. International Association of Machin- 
ists, Machinists Building, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Interested in substantially all legis- 
lation affecting the socio-economic and po- 
litical interests of the American working men 
including all pending legislation dealing 
with railroad matters. 

D. (6) $1,190.50. 

E. (2) $542.50; (7) $648; 
(11) $1,190.50. 


(9) $1,190.50; 


A. William P. MacCracken, Jr., 1152 Na- 
tional Press Building, Washington, D. C. 

B. Various clients listed under C (2). 

C. (2) S. 106, to amend District of Colum- 
bia optometry law; S. 337, to amend Public 
Health Service Act and Vocational Education 
Act of 1946; S. 1, and H. R. 2811, to provide 
for universal military training service; H. R. 
146, to improve health services; H. R. 2707, 
to provide for Federal grants in aid for 
health; all bills pertaining to health and 
visual care on behalf of District of Columbia 
and American Optometric Association; on 
behalf of Ruth Dubonnet, 27 East Sixty- 
fifth Street, New York City, bill to reacquire 
American citizenship, S. 1772; on behalf of 
Vera Sarah Keenan, Franton Court, Greens 
Farms, Conn., bill to permit residence in the 
United States, S. 1126. 

E. (6) $26.76; (7) $9.55; (8) 84.48; (9) 
$40.79; (10) $30.21; (11) $71. 

A. James Edward Mack, 1028 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. National Confectioners’ Association, 211 
North La Salle Street, Chicago, Ill. 

C. (2) Registrant opposed a proposal to 
incorporate in the over-all tax bill a pro- 
vision for an excise tax on confectionery. He 
also participated in a request to the House 
Agriculture Committee for a 60-day delay 
by that committee in the consideration of 
H. R. 4521. 7 


A. Lachlan Macleay, 511 Locust Street, St. 
Louis, Mo. 

B. Mississippi Valley Association, 
Locust Street, St. Louis, Mo. 

C. (2) River and harbor maintenance and 
improvement; the American merchant ma- 
rine; soil conservation; flood control; regu- 
lation of domestic transportation. 

D. (6) $4,500. 

E. (7) 8921.12 (9) $921.12; (10) $332.62; 
(11) 81,253.74. 


A. W. Bruce Macnamee, 1809 G Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 
B. National Federation of American Ship- 
pings Inc., 1809 G Street NW., Washington, 
D. C. 
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C. (2) H. R. 3587, S. 241, H. R. 3715, H. R. 
3797, S. 872, H. R. 3791, Senate Joint Resolu- 
tion 27, House Joint Resolution 2, H. R. 3880. 

D. (6) $1,050. 

E. (7) 823.62; (9) 823.62; (10) 825.52; (11) 
849.14. 

A. Harry J. Maginnis, room 1018, Ring 
Building, 1200 Eighteenth Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Associated Third Class Mail Users, Room 
1018, Ring Building, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Postal legislation. 

D. (6) $2,916.69. 

E. (6) $162; (7) $204.69; (9) $366.69; (10) 
$241.68; (11) $608.37. 


A. Mrs. Margie Sornson Malmberg, Hotel 
Congressional, Washington, D. C. 

B. American Library Association, 50 East 
Huron Street, Chicago, III. 

C. (2) Interested in legislation affecting li- 
braries and librarians; H. R. 2982 and S. 
1452. (3) ALA Washington Newsletter. 

E. (1) $1,500; (4) $113.87; (5) $11.40; (7) 
$330.36; (8) $16; (9) $1,973.63; (10) $1,927.53; 
(11) $3,901.53. 


A. Carter Manasco, 4201 Chesterbrook Road, 
Route 2, Falls Church, Va. 

B. National Coal Association, Southern 
Building, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) All legislation affecting the bitumi- 
nous coal industry. 

D. (7) $2,000. 

E. (6) $19.25; (7) $179.53; (9) $198.78; (10) 
$171.40; (11) $370.18. 


A. Carter Manasco, 4201 Chesterbrook Road, 
Route 2, Falls Church, Va. 

B. National Business Publications, Inc., 
1001 Fifteenth Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) All legislation affecting members of 
trade association. 

D. (7) $600. 

E. (6) $19.25; (7) $179.53; 
(10) $171.40; (11) $370.18. 


A. Mrs. Olya Margolin, 1637 Massachusetts 
Avenue NW., Washington, D. C. 
B. National Council of Jewish Women, 1 
yet Forty-seventh Street, New York City, 
ies A 
D. (6) $1,400. 
E. (8) $80.67; 
(11) $166.56. 


(9) $198.78; 


(9) $80.67; (10) $85.89; 


A. James Mark, Jr., 1485 K Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 
B. United Mine Workers of America, 900 
Fifteenth Street NW., Washington, D. C. 
C. (2) Any and all legislation construed to 
be directly or indirectly beneficial or detri- 
mental to the United Mine Workers of Ameri- 
ca and its members, including H. R. 1316, 
H. R. 3022, H. R. 1612, H. R. 257, H. R. 2658, 
H. R. 1019, H. R. 3282, House Joint Resolution 
102, House Joint Resolution 7, House Joint 
ee ge 4, S. 1, S. 1040, S. 397, S. 990, S. 
84. 5 
D. (6) $3,296; (7) $3,296; (8) $3,206.66. 


A. Baird H. Markham, 50 West Fiftieth 
Street, New York, N. Y. 
B. American Petroleum Institute, 50 West 
Fiftieth Street, New York, N. Y. 
C. (2) Legislation affecting the petroleum 
industry. 
Ds 
E. (10) $412.02; (11) $412.02. 
A. Winston W. Marsh, 1302 Eighteenth Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 
B. The National Association of Independ- 
ent Tire Dealers, Inc., 1302 Eighteenth Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 
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C. (2) Legislation which affects the in- 
terests of independent tire dealers.“ (3) 
Dealer News. 

D. (6) $270. 

E. (7) $15.95; (9) $15.95; (10) $16.50; (11) 
$32.45. 

A. R. B. Marston, 1201 Sixteenth Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Legislative-Federal Relations Division 
of the National Education Association of the 
United States, 1201 Sixteenth Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Bills pending in the Eighty-second 
Congress relating to public education. 

D. (6) $1,842.68. 

E. (7) $43.40; (9) $43.40; (10) $45.08; (11) 
$88.48. 

A. Paul Martin, room 1027, 231 South La 
Salle Street, Chicago, III. 

B. National Tax Equality Association, 231 
South La Salle Street, Chicago, III. 

C. (2) Generally interested in legislation 
designed to correct existing tax disparities 
between competing business corporations. 
Specifically interested in H. R. 240, H. R. 1177, 
H. R. 175, S. 892, and H. R. 4473. 

D. (6) $2,500.02. 

E. (6) $3.05; (7) $274.73; (9) $277.78; (11) 
$277.78. 

A. Robert F. Martin, ae Shoreham Building, 
W. D. C. 

B. Vitrified China Association, Inc., 812 

Shoreham Building, Washington, D. Ç. 


— 


A. Mrs. Etsu M. Masacka, 300 Fifth Street 
NE., Washington, D. C. 

B. Japanese-American Citizens League 
Anti- Discrimination Committee, 406 Beason 
Building, Salt Lake City, Utah. 

C. (2) To promote the welfare of persons 
of Japanese ancestry in the United States, 
including H. R. 403, H. R. 3142, S. 1313, H. R. 
2865, S. 865, S. 716, H. R. 2379, and H. R. 


A. Mike M. Masaoka, 300 Fifth Street NE., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Japanese-American Citizens League 
Anti-Discrimination Committee, 406 Beason 
Building, Salt Lake City, Utah. 

C. (2) To promote the welfare of persons 
of Japanese ancestry in the United States, 
including H. R. 403, H. R. 3142, S. 1313, H. R. 
2865, S. 865, S. 716, H. R. 2379, and H. R. 
2816. 

D. (6) $600. 


A. Will Maslow, 15 East Eighty-fourth Street, 
New York, N. Y. 

B. American Jewish Congress, Inc., 15 East 
Eighty-fourth Street, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) To oppose anti-Semitism and 
racism in all its forms anc to defend civil 
rights incident thereto. 

D. (7) $112.50. 

E. (7) $30; (9) $30; (11) $90. 


A. Walter J. Mason, 901 Massachusetts Ave- 
nue NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. American Federation of Labor, 901 Mas- 
sachusetts Avenue NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) All bills affecting the welfare of the 
country generally, and specifically bills af- 
fecting workers. 

D. (6) $2,340. 

E. (2) $2,340; (6) $15; (8) $175.75; (9) 
$2,530.75; (10) $256; (11) $2,786.75. 


A. P. H. Mathews, Transportation Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Assoclation of American Railroads. 

Transportation Building, Washington, D. C. 


Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Sec- 
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C. (2) Generally to support legislation 
which the railroads believe to be in their 
interest and in the interest of a sound na- 
tional transportation policy and to oppose 
legislation which they believe to be contrary 
to such interest. Bills opposed were: S. J. 
Res. 27, H. J. Res. 2, et al.; H. R. 269, H. R, 
1998, H. R. 270, H. R. 1880; S. 1139, H. R. 3669, 
H. R. 3755. Bills supported were: H. R. 2416, 
H. R. 3709, H. R. 3096, H. R. 4473, H. R. 4641, 
so-called Priest amendments to the Railroad 
Retirement Act. 

D. (6) $4,466.65. 

E. (7) $602.41; (9) $602.41; (10) $162.84; 
(11) $765.25; (15) $145.71, Meadowbrook Mar- 
ket; $92.79, Herbert, Inc., catering service; 
$47.79, Harvey’s Restaurant, meals. 


A. Cyrus H. Maxwell, M. D., 1523 L Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. American Medical Association, 
North Dearborn Street, Chicago, III. 

C. (2) All bills relating to health and 
medicine. (3) 

D. (6) $2,797.33. 

E. (7) $70.69; (9) $70.69; (10) $51.30; (11) 
$121.99. 


585 


— 


A. The Medical Society of the District of 
Columbia, 1718 M Street NW., Washing- 
ton, D. C. 

C. (2) Interested in legislation 

to the practice of medicine and all related 

services and that affecting the public health, 

including extension of social security into 

the field of the practice of medicine. (3) 

Medical Annals of the District of Columbia, 

D. (6) $3,987.50. 
E. (8) $3,987.50; (9) $3,987.50; (10) $21,- 

195; (11) $25,182.50. 


A. E. A. Meeks, 1110 F Street NW., Washing- 
ton, D. C. 

B. National League of District Postmasters 
of the United States, 1110 F Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Any legislation that affects th: in- 
(3) The Postmasters’ 


A. Lucien H. Mercier, 716 Metropolitan Bank 
Building, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) S. 1281, S. 1282, and H. R. 3772, and 
H. R. 3773, protecting Cecil Lennox Elliott 
and Eric Adolf Lenze against loss of citizen- 
ship if they remain on in the Philippines 
after July 4, 1951. 

A. James Messer, Jr., 404 Midyette-Moor 
Building, Tallahassee, Fla. 

B. Florida Railroad Association, 404 Mid- 
yette-Moor Building, Tallahassee, Fla.; an 
association composed of Atlantic Coast Line 
Railroad Co., Seaboard Air Line Railroad Co., 
Louisville & Nashville Railroad Co., Southern 
Railway System, Florida East Coast Railway 
Co., Atlanta & St. Andrews Bay Railway Co., 
Live Oak, Perry & Gulf Railroad Co., and 
St. Louis-San Francisco Railway Co. 

C. (2) Proposed legislation of interest to 
members of Florida Railroad Association set 
forth under B. 

D. (7) $1,320. 

A. Ross A. Messer,? room 512, Victor Build- 
ing, 724 Ninth Street NW., Washington, 
D. C. 

B. National Association of Post Office and 
General Services Maintenance Employees, 
post office box 1611, Washington 13, D. C.; 
room 512, Victor Building, 724 Ninth Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) All beneficial legislation affecting 
Post Office Custodial Employees and Cus- 


Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Sec- 
retary. 
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todial employees of the General Services Ad- 
ministration. (3) The Post Office and Gen- 
eral Services News. 

D. (7) $500. 

E. (2) $115; (4) $654.06; (5) $110; (6) 
$15.14; (7) $44.70; (8) $6.25; (9) $945.15; 
(11) $945.15; (15) $945.15; (16) $255, Doyle 
Printing Service, 1219 Eye Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C., printing; $115, Mrs. Mildred 
Richardson, 2805 Fifth Street NE., Washing- 
ton, D. C., secretarial assistance; $110, New 
Victor Corp. 724 Ninth Street NW., Washing- 
ton, D. C., office rent; $338.68, Progressive 
Printing Co., H Street NE., Washington, D. C., 
printing; ¢60.38, Postmaster, Washington, 
D. C., postage; $879.06, total. 


A. Michigan Associated Businessmen, Inc., 
1516 Olds Tower, Lansing, Mich. 

C. (2) In favor of legislation designed to 
have all business corporations taxed in the 
same manner and on the same basis. 

E. (2) $172; (4) $3.14; (5) $4.12; (6) $5.05; 
(8) $4.50; (9) $188.81; (10) $1,251.80; (11) 
$1,440.61; (15) 8188.81. 


A. Clarence R. Miles, 1615 H Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 
B. Chamber of Commerce of the United 
States, 1615 H Street NW., Washington, D. C. 
C. (2) Taxes, H. R. 4308, RFC; S. 913, Sen- 
ate Joint Resolution 20, S. 1044, House Joint 
Resolution 206, S. 719, S. 991, S. 1166, Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 21. 
D. (6) $1,312. 
E. (6) $10.88; (7) $67.76; (9) $78.63; (10) 
$80.32; (11) $158.95. 
A. Harold M. Miles, 65 Market Street, San 
Francisco, Calif. 
B. Southern Pacific Co., 65 Market Street, 
Can Francisco, Calif. 
C. (2) Measures affecting steam railroads. 


A. Milk Industry Foundation, 1625 I Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Legislative interest in statutes or 
bills which affect the interests of milk 
dealers. 

D. (6) $1,500.* 

E. (3) $1,500; (9) $1,500; (10) $1,500; (11) 
$3,000; (15) $1,500, Dairy Industry Commit- 
tee, Barr Building, Washington, D. C., dues. 


A. Charles C. Miller, 1882 M Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Rubber Manufacturers Association, Inc., 
444 Madison Avenue, New Tork, N. Y. 

C. (2) Excise taxes on rubber products; 
H. R. 2823; any legislation relating to ITO 
and/or customs simplifications; any hear- 
ings with reference to administrations, 
mailed at irregular intervals to about 1,050 
in rubber industry. (3) National Defense 


Bulletin. 
E. (2) $900; (4) $363.26; (5) $125.81; (6) 
$227.42; (7) $124.29; (8) $141.07; (9) 


$1,881.85; (10) $456.03; (11) $2,337.88. 


A. Dale Miller, Mayflower Hotel, Washing- 
ton, D, C. 

B. Dallas, Tex., Chamber of Commerce. 

C. (2) General legislation affecting Dallas 
and Texas, such as appropriations and reve- 
nue bills. (3) Dallas magazine. 

D. (6) $1,500. 

E. (2) $50; (5) $29.60; (6) $26.02; (7) 
$748.24; (8) $73.36; (9) $927.22; (11) $927.22. 


A. Dale Miller, Mayflower Hotel, Washington, 


B. Dallas, Tex., Chamber of Commerce, 
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C. (2) General legislation affecting Dallas 
and Texas, such as appropriations and reve- 
nue bills; (3) Dallas magazine. 

D. (6) $1,500. 

E. (2) $75; (5) $129.40; (6) $24.46; (7) 
$452.72; (8) $156; (9) $837.58; (10) $927.22; 
(11) $1,764.80. 

A. Dale Miller, Mayflower Hotel, Washington, 
D. C. 

B. Intracoastal Canal Association of Lou- 
isiana and Texas, Second National Bank 
Euilding, Houston, Tex. 

C. (2) For adequate river and harbor au- 
thorizations and appropriations; H. R. 4386. 

D. (6) $1,500. 

E. (5) $80; (6) $47.29; (7) $790.78; (8) 
$39.50; (9) $957.57; (10) $367.31; (11) 
$1,324.88. 

A. Dale Miller, Mayflower Hotel, Washington, 
D. C. 

B. Texas Gulf Sulphur Co., Newgulf, Tex., 
and New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) For retention of existing depletion 
allowances in tax laws; H. R. 4473. 


D. (6) 81.500. 
E. (2) 825; (5) $829.30; (6) $84.14; (7) 
$187.93; (8) $118.15; (9) $1,244.52; (10) 


$1,170.57; (11) $2,415.09. 


A. Miller, Gorham, Wescott & adams, and 
William Simon, a partner thereof, room 
3500, 1 North La Salle Street, Chicago, Il. 

B. Council for Clarification of Pricing 
Practices. 

C. (2) Good faith competition; S. 719 and 
H. R. 2820. 

E. (6) $162.92; (7) $2,004.69; (8) $6.20; 

(9) $2,173.81; (10) $207.70; (11) $2,381.51. 


A. Justin Miller, 1771 N Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

B. National Association of Radio and Tele- 
vision Broadcasters, 1771 N Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

C. (2) Legislation relating directly or in- 
directly to the radio and television broad- 
casting industry. Specific legislative inter- 
ests presently are: McFarland bill, S. 658; 
Communications Act of 1934, as amended, 47 
U. S. C. 151; Administrative Procedure Act, 
5 U. S. C. 1001; radio fraud bill, H. R. 2948; 
copyright bills, H. R. 3589, H. R. 2464; and 
bills to establish a National Citizens Advisory 
Board on Radio and Television, Senate Joint 
Resolution 76, S. 1579. 


A. Millers’ National Federation, 309 West 
Jackson Boulevard, Chicago, III. 

C. (2) See report of Herman Fakler, of 
Millers’ National Federation, 847 National 
Press Building, Washington, D. C. 

E. (2) $275; (7) $2; (8) $2.40; (9) $279.40; 
(11) $279.40; (15) $275, Herman Fakler, 847 
National Press Building, Washington, D. C., 
services, 


A. Charles J. Milton, 1 Exchange Place, Jer- 
sey City, N. J. 
B. The Prudential Insurance Co. of Amer- 
ica, Newark, N. J. 
C. (2) General legislative matters to do 
with insurance companies. 


A. Minnesota Associated Businessmen, 520 
Endicott Building, St. Paul, Minn. 

C. (2) Federal and State income taxation, 
and governmental expenditures. 

D. (6) $820. 

E. (1) $297.44; (4) $88.36; (5) $178.24; (7) 
$593.41; (8) $25; (9) 81,182.45; (10) $4,339.45; 
(11) $5,521.90; (15) $151.20, Station WLOL, 
Minneapolis, Minn., advertising; $110.93, Wa- 
basha County Herald, Minn., advertising; 
$35.31, DeRosier, Inc., St. Paul Minn., clip- 
pings; $178.24, Norman E. Biorn, St. Paul, 
Minn., stenography postage; $88.36, St. Paul 


Iss, Spot Fadio 
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Letter Co., St. Paul, Minn., services; 
8593.41, Edw. J. Bachman, St. Paul, Minn., 
travel: $25, A. J. A. Jusdahl, St. Paul, Minn., 
accounting. 


A. Mississippi Associated Businessmen, Inc., 
301-303 Millsaps Building, post-office box 
1329, Jackson, Miss. 

C. (2) Legislation relating to Government 
economy, Government regulation of business, 
and taxation, such as H. R. 240, H. R. 1177, 
and S. 892. 

D. (6) $697.30. 

E. (1) $25; (2) $443.22; (4) $115.15; (5) 
$231.64; (6) $46.02; (8) $25.28; (9) $886.31; 
(10) $811.10; (11) $1,697.41; (15) $707.17. 


A. Missouri-Kansas Businessmen’s Associa- 
tion, Inc., 1210 Waltower Building, 
Kansas City, Mo. 

C. (2) Association is interested in legisla- 
tion relating to taxation of independent 
business, labor legislation, and encroach- 
ment of government into private industry. 
(3)2 

E. (1) $469.19; (5) $7.29; (6) $24.14; (7) 
$33.95; (9) $534.57; (11) $534.57; (16) $33.95, 
Sidney B. Cutright, Jr., Kansas City, Mo., 
travel, food, and lodging expense, advertising 
campaign; $469.19, „ Ad- 
vertising, Kansas City, Mo., advert: serv- 

ran A 14. 

Southwestern Bell Telephone Co., Kansas 

City. Mo., long-distance telephone calls: 

8527.28, total. 


A. Missouri Valley Chapter Association of 
Refrigerated Warehouses,? 508 Security 
Building, St. Louis, Mo. 


A. F. E. Mollin, 515 Cooper Building, Denver, 
Colo. 

B. American National Cattlemen’s Associ- 
ation, 515 Cooper Building, Denver, Colo. 

C. (2) Price and wage controls, land leg- 
islation, tax matters, etc. 

D. (6) $3,300. 

E. (6) $131.43; (7) $966.67; (8) $516.66; 
(9) $1,614.76; (10) $824.82; (11) $2,439.58. 


A. William W. Mooney, 406 Bernice Building, 
Tacoma, Wash. 

B. The Townsend Plan, Inc., 6875 Broad- 
way, Cleveland, Ohio. 

C. (2) The Townsend Plan bills in Con- 
gress, H. R. 2678 and H. R. 2679. (3) Town- 
send National Weekly. 

D. (6) 6796.20. 

E. (3) $25; (7) $277.50; (9) $302.50; (10) 
$273.72; (11) $576.22. 


A. Raymond H. Moran, Machinists Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. International Association of Machinists, 
Machinists Building, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Interested in substantially all leg- 
islation affecting the socio-economic and po- 
litical interests of the American working- 
men including all pending legislation dealing 
with railroad matters. 

E. (2) $690; (7) $600; (9) $1,290; (11) 
$1,290. 


A. George W. Morgan, 90 Broad Street, New 
York, N. L. 1 

B. Association of American Ship Own: 
Broad Street, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Registrant is employed as president 
of above-named employer and is not em- 
ployed to support or oppose any specific leg- 
islation. Registrant did, however, support, 
advocate, or oppose S. 991, H. R. 4032, H. R. 
3802, H. R. 157, H. R. 3670, H. R. 3437, and 
S. 1221. (3) Shipping Survey. 

D. (6) $1,250. 

E. (9) $69.23. 
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A. Fred W. Morrell, 711 Fourteenth Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 
B. American Paper & Pulp Association, 


122 East Forty-second Street, New York, N. Y. 


C. (2) Legislative interests are those of em- 
ployer. 

D. (6) $375. 

E. (6) $100; (7) $100; (9) $200; (10) $50; 
(11) $250. 
A. Morris Plan Corp. of America, 103 Park 

Avenue, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Bank holding company bills and 
similar legislation. 

E. (4) $6,997.20; (9) $6,997.20; (11) $6,- 
997.20; (15) $6,997.20, Pandick Press, Inc., 
22 Thames Street, New York, N. Y., printing. 


A. Giles Morrow, 1220 Dupont Circle Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C. 

B. Freight Forwarders Institute, 1220 Du- 
pont Circle Building, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) S. 1897, to amend the Defense Pro- 
duction Act of 1950; H. R. 3871, to amend the 
Defense Production Act of 1950; any legis- 
lation affecting freight forwarders. 

D. (6) $3,750. 

E. (5) $12.53; (6) $3.91; (7) $2444; (9) 
$40.88; (10) $51.43; (11) $92.31. 


A, Harold G. Mosler, Shofehain Hotel, Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

B. The Glenn L. Martin Co., Baltimore, Md. 

C. (2) All legislation in the aircraft field. 

D. (7) $3,000. 

E. (4) $3.98; (6) $124.45; (7) $579.30; (9) 
$707.73; (10) $671.59; (11) $1,379.32; (15) 
$707.73; (16) $124.45, Chesapeake & Potomac 
Telephone Co., Washington, D. C., telephone 
conferences; $112.05, various Washington and 
Baltimore cab companies, transportation; 
$447, Shoreham Hotel, Washington, D. C., en- 
tertainment and meals; $683.50, total. 


A. William J. Mougey, 802 Cafritz Building, 
Washington, D. C. 


B. General Motors Corp., 3044 West Grand 
Boulevard, Detroit, Mich. 


A. Walter J. Munro, 10 Independence Avenue 
SW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen, 10 

Independence Avenue SW., Washington, D. C. 


A. Dr. Emmett J. Murphy, 5737 Thirteenth 
Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. National Chiropractic Insurance Co., 
Webster City, Iowa. 

C. (2) Insurance coverage of employer is 
restricted to chiropractors. Legislative in- 
terest of employer is to promote the wel- 
fare of its policyholders and prevent dis- 
crimination against the chiropractic pro- 
fession. H. R. 1368. 

D. (7) 6300. 

E. (8) $300; (9) 8300; (10) $300; (11) 
$600. 


A. Ray Murphy, 60 John Street, New York, 
N. Y. i 


B. Association of Casualty and Surety 
Companies, 60 John Street, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Legislation affecting casualty and 
surety companies. Specific legislative inter- 
ests: Revenue Act of 1951 (H. R. 4473); re- 
activation of War Damage Corporation (H. R. 
1031, S. 114, S. 439, H. R. 2332, H. R. 2827, 
H. R. 3693 and S. 1309). 

D. (7) $75. 


A. F. Weaver Myers, 1000 Shoreham Build- 


ing, Washington, D. C. 
B. New York University, Washington 


Square, New York, N. Y. 
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C. (2) Legislative interests are concerned 
primarily with section 302 of H. R. 8920, 
Eighty-first Congress, second session. 

E. (6) $112.62; (7) $116.36; (8) $17.39; 
(9) $246.37; (11) $246.37. 


A. National Associated Businessmen, Inc., 
1025 Vermont Avenue NW., Washington, 
D. C. 

C. (2) Laws affecting businessmen, partic- 
ularly with relation to taxation, labor, Gov- 
ernment regulation of business, social se- 
curity and tax-privileged corporations in 
business. Specifically: H. R. 4473 and S. 892. 
(3) Washington Report. 

E. (2) $4,987.50; (4) $100.82; (5) $698.27; 
(6) $551.59; (7) $509.78; (8) $964.57; (9) 
$7,812.53; (10) $7,751.55; (11) $15,564.08; 
(15) 87,551.51. 

A. National Agricultural Limestone Associa- 
tion, 1424 K Street NW., Washington, 
D. C. 

C. (2) All legislation which directly or in- 

directly affects the interests of agricultural 

limestone producers, : 

D. (6) $1,049.23. 

E. (2) $750; (4) $60; (5) $221.56; (7) $17.67; 
(9) $1,049.23; (10) $1,051.64; (11) $2,110.87; 
(15) $750, Robert M. Koch, salary; $60, 
United States post office, Fourteenth and I 
Streets NW., postage; $150, Leo M. Bernstein, 
1415 K Street NW., office rent; $19.09, Ad- 
dressograph Multigraph, 1206 H Street NW., 
multilith supplies; $52.47, Mudge Paper Co., 
1428 Church Street NW., multilith paper; 
$17.67, Robert M. Koch, reimbursement for 
taxis and carfare; $1,049.23, total. 


A. National Association for the Advancement 
of Colored People,“ 20 West Fortieth 
Street, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Fair employment practices legisla- 
tion, anti-poll-tax legislation, antilynching 
legislation, abolishment of segregation in the 
Armed Forces, anti-Jim Crow travel, omnibus 
civil rights, antifilibuster legislation, Federal 
aid to education, District of Columbia home 
rule, etc. 

D. (9) $275,835.31." 

E. (11) $310,435.82.° 


A. National Association of Attorneys General, 
Suite 917, 1406 G Street NW., Washing- 
ton, D. C. K 

C. (2) To confirm and establish title in the 
States to lands beneath navigable waters 
within State boundaries; S. 940, and similar 
bills. 

D. (6) $22,750. 

E. (2) $5,132.55; (4) $33.32; (5) $707.31; 
(6) $305.22; (7) $882.50; (8) $821.45; (9) 
$7,882.35; (10) $7,937.42; (11) $15,819.77; (15) 
$18, M. Elizabeth Murphy, mimeographing; 
$225, Riggs National Bank, Washington, D. C., 
rental allowance; $105.42, Ann M. Conway, 
Washington, D. C., salary; $434, Walter R. 
Johnson, Arlington, Va., expenses for April; 
$66.76, Chas. G. Stott & Co., Inc., office sup- 
plies; $35, Ann M. Conway, Washington, D. C., 
postage; etc.; total, 67,882.35. 


A. National Association of Building Owners 
and Managers, 134 South La Salle Street, 
o, III. 

D. (7) $16,345.06. 

E. (4) $106.83; (5) $79.05; (6) $423.96; 
(7) $909.99; (8) $986.46; (9) $2,506.29; (10) 
$309.56; (11) $2,815.85; (15) $47.90, Irma A 
Sampson, 134 South La Salle Street, Chicago, 
typing; $87.93, Illinois Bell Telephone Co., 
212 West Washington Street, Chicago, tele- 
phone charges; $62.59, James F. Cook, Jr., 812 
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Olive Street, St. Louis, expenses; $515, Alex- 
ander Grant & Co., 1 North La Salle, Chicago, 
auditing; $53.20, Berger Multigraph Service, 
19 South Wells, Chicago, reproducing charts; 
$210.46, Baltimore & Ohio Railroad, Chicago, 
railroad fare; etc.; total, $2,237.022 


A. National Association of Direct Selling 


Companies, 163-165 Center Street, Wi- 
nona, Minn. 

C. (2) H. R. 2982, S. 1046, H. R. 30, H. R. 
525, H. R. 3392, S. 1335, H. R. 3465, Senate 
Joint Resolution 60, House Joint Resolution 
235, S. 1369. 

D. (6) 811,856.25. 

E. (4) $208.30; (5) $5.46; (6) $9.98; (8) 
$397.16; (9) $620.90; (10) $64.10; (11) $685. 


A. National Association of Electric Compa- 
nies, 1200 Eighteenth Street NW., Wash. 
ington, D. C. 

C. (2) H. R. 3790, H. R. 4386, H. R. 4473, 
S. 1397, H. R. 3871, Public Law 43, Public 
Law 45, H. R. 3400; Internal Revenue Code, 
53 Stat. 1; TVA Act, 48 Stat. 58; Federal 
Power Act, 49 Stat. 803; Rural Electrification 
Act of 1936, 49 Stat. 1363; Reclamation Acts, 
25 Stat. through 45 Stat.; Flood Control Act 
of 1944, 58 Stat. 887. (3). 

D. (6) 649,386.49. 

E. (1) $23,025.84; (2) $74,610.01; (4) $6,- 
315.42; (5) $4,852.73; (6) $2,740.99; (7) $4,- 
991.61; (8) $3,417.22; (9) $119,953.82; (10) 
$101,516.64; (11) $221,470.46; (15) $119,- 
953.82. 

A. National Association of Home Builders of 
the United States, 1028 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) H. R. 1272, H. R. 2988, H. R. 3197, 
S. 349. (3) Washington Letter and the Cor- 
relator. 

D. (6) $19,493.61. 

E. (1) $1,912.78; (2) $4,931.84; (4) $3,- 
468.78; (5) 3511.02; (6) $1,956.95; (7) $705.77; 
(8) $2,864.06; (9) $15,851.20; (11) $15,851.20; 
(15). 

A. National Association of Independent Tire 
Dealers, Inc., 1302 Eighteenth Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Statutes or bills which affect the 
interests of independent tire dealers: H. R. 
2820, H. R. 240, H. R. 278, H. R. 1600, S. 719, 
S. 1397, and the proceedings of the Subcom- 
mittee on Rubber for the Senate Select Com- 
mittee on Small Business. (3) Dealer News. 

D. (6) $436.60. 

E. (2) $270; (4) $150.65; (7) $15.95; (9) 
$436.60; (10) $388.22; (11) $824.82; (15) $270, 
Winston W. Marsh, 1302 Eighteenth Street 
NW., Washington, D. C., salary; $15.95, Win- 
ston W. Marsh, Washington, D. C., expenses; 
$52.46, Kaufmann Press, Inc., 25 Massachu- 
setts Avenue NW., Washington, D. C., print- 
ing; $50.49, Batt, Bates & Co., Inc., 1407 
K Street NW., Washington, D. C., mimeo- 
graphing; $47.70, United States Post Office, 
postage; total, $436.60. 


A. National Association of Insurance Agents, 
80 Maiden Lane, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Any legislation which affects, di- 
rectly or indirectly, local property insurance 
agents; War Damage Corporation legislation; 
social-security legislation; insurance legisla- 
tion; tax-equality legislation. (3) American 
Agency Bulletin. 

D. (6) $2,585.63. 

E. (2) $3,279.96; (5) $475.26; (6) $473.57; 
(7) $2,206.55; (8) $103; (9) $6,538.34; (10) 
$4,802.11; (11) $11,840.45; (15) $6,538.342 
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A. The National Association of Life Under- 
writers, 11 West Forty-second Street, 
New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) General legislative interests pertain 
to social-security legislation, revision of the 
Internal Revenue Code and/or regulations 
which affect policyholders of members of this 
association, national service life insurance, 
liberalization of wage stabilization regula- 
tions as applied to employee benefit plans. 
(3) Life Association News. 

D. (7) $1,805.07. 

E. (2) $87.48; (4) $6.63; (6) 61.252.277 (7) 
8458.69; (9) $1,805.07; (11) $1,805.07; (16). 
A. National Association of Margarine Manu- 

facturers, 1028 Munsey Building, Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

C. (2) Interested in passage of H. R. 3207, 
Eighty-second Congress, first session, to 
amend Navy Ration Statute (34 U. S. C. 
902a). Interested in any other legislation 
that may relate to margarine. 

D. (6) $36. 

E. (2) $30; (7) 86; (9) $86; (11) $36; (15) 
$30, Stert F. Riepma, 1028 Munsey Building, 
Washington, D. C., salary. 


A. National Association of Mutual Savings 
Banks,' 60 East Forty-second Street, New 
York, N. Y. 

C. (2) The general legislative interests 
consist .of any legislation which the mutual 
savings banks have a legitimate interest in 
supporting or opposing. Specific legislative 
interests were as follows: H. R. 4473 (Revenue 
bill), opposition to proposals to repeal in- 
come tax exemption of mutual savings banks; 
S. 1717, H. R. 3871 (Defense Production Bill), 
Opposition to enlargement of rent control 
and real estate credit control powers; S. 114, 
S. 439, H. R. 2332, H. R. 1031 (War Damage 
Corporation), general support of reestablish- 
ment of War Damage Corporation. 

D. (6) $4.20. 

E. (2) $3,150; (6) $290.02; (7) $1,350.75; (8) 
$128.33; (9) $4,919.10; (10) $17,378.42; (11) 
$22,297.52; (15) $66.01; Cooper & Griffin, 508 
Washington Building, Washington, D. C., re- 
imbursement for office expense; $534.96, Oliver 
& Donnally, 110 East Forty-second Street, New 
York, N. Y., travel $485; other expenditures 
$49.96; $508.16, George Hurley, Hurley, Mori- 
arty & Moakler, Grosvenor Building, Provi- 
dence, R. I., travel and lodging; $285.57, 
Bowery Savings Bank, New York City (for 
Earl B. Schwulst), telephone and telegraph 
$6.38; travel $279.19; $12.36, Army and Navy 
Club, Washington, D. C., expenses for Earl B. 
Schwulst; $78.40, A. George Gilman, Malden 
Savings Bank, Malden, Mass., travel, etc.; 
total, 61.350. 

A. National Association of Postal Super- 
visors,? P. O. Box 2013 (mezzanine floor, 
Continental Hotel), Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) All legislation affecting postal em- 
ployees, including supervisors, and the Postal 
Service. (3) The Postal Supervisor. 

D. (7) $6,181. 

E. (2) $2,125; (4) $4,262.99 *; (5) $225; (6) 
$35; (9) $6,644.99; (11) $6,644.99. 

A. National Association of Post Office and 
General Services Maintenance Employ- 
ees? P. O. Box 1611, Washington, P. C.; 
room 512-513, Victor Building, 725 Ninth 
Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Beneficial legislation affecting post- 
al employees and General Services employees, 
and post office custodial employees and GSA 
in PBS employees in particular. (3) The 
Post Office and General Services Maintenance 
News. 

D. (7) $11,849.60. 


Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Secre- 
tary. 
Filed for first quarter, 1951. 
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E. (2) $615; (4) $654.06; (5) $110; (6) 
$15.14; (7) $44.70; (8) $6.25; (9) $1,445.15; 
(11) $1,445.15; (15) $945.15; (16) $255, Doyle 
Printing Service, 1219 I Street NW., Washing- 
ton, D. C., printing; $115. Mrs. Mildred Rich- 
ardson, 2805 Fifth Street SE., Washington, 
D. C., secretarial assistance; $110, New Vic- 
tor Corp., 724 Ninth Street NW., office rent; 
$338.68, Progressive Printing Co., H Street 
NW., Washington, D. C., printing; $60.38, 
Postmaster, Washington, D. C., postage; 
$500, Ross A. Messer, P. O. Box 1611, Wash- 
ington, D. C., salary; $1,379.06, total. 


A. National Association of Real Estate 
Boards, 22 West Monroe Street, Chicago, 
III., and 1737 K Street NW., Washington, 
D. G. 

C. (2) Any legislation affecting the real 
estate industry. (3). 

D.t (6) $46,531.73. 

E. (1) $395.31; (2) $18,033.61; (4) $3,406.87; 
(5) $4,000.04; (6) $3,237.22; (7) $5,284.03; (8) 
$1,211.89; (9) $35,568.97; (10) $32,577.34; (11) 
$68,146.31; (15) $168.90, April 19, to June 20, 
1951, Luce Press Clipping Service, 21 Thames 
Street, New York, N. Y., press clipping serv- 
ice; $72, April 9, to June 20, 1951, Chitten- 
den Press Service, National Press Building, 
Washington, D. C., release pick-up service 
and special delivery; $60, April 19, 1951, 
Bachrach, 54 East Fifty-second Street, New 
York, N. Y., photos; $20.15, April 19, 1951, 
Advertisers Mat Service, 1428 You Street, 
NW., Washington, D. C., photos and mats; 
$69.36, June 14, 1951, Chase Studios, 1904 M 
Street NW., Washington, D. C., photos, etet 
A. National Association of Retired Civil Em- 

ployees, 1246 Twentieth Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Legislation affecting retired civil 
employees, S. 995, S. 500, and H. R. 2732. (3) 
The Annuftant. 

D. 

E. (2) $250; (7) $104.50; (9) $354.50; (10) 
$333.10; (11) $687.60. 


A. National Association of Travel Organiza- 
tions, 1424 K Street NW., Washington, 
D. C. 
D. (7) $3,313.62. 
E. (2) $324.50; (4) $26; (5) $45; (6) $12; 
(9) $417.50; (10) $417.50; (11) $835. 


A. National Association of United States 
Storekeeper-Gaugers, 4543 North Hicks 
Street, Philadelphia, Pa. 

C. (2) All legislation affecting Federal 
classified employees, and that in particular 
which would affect our position—United 
States Storekeeper-Gaugers. 

D+ (6) 923.70. 

E. (2) $500; 
$1,000. 


(9) $500; (10) $500; (11) 


A. National Board, YMCA, 600 Lexington 
Avenue, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Bipartisan foreign policy. UNICEF 
appropriations. Grain for India. Defense 
Production Act. Displaced persons—exten- 
sion of act. Civil liberties and civil rights. 

E. (2) $150; (4) $70; (6) $20; (7) $60; 
(9) $300; (11) $300. 

A. National Business Publications, Inc., 1001 
Fifteenth Street NW., suite 55, Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

C. (2) That which affects postal rates of 
controlled-circulation periodicals published 
by members of the above-named association, 

E. (2) 8600; (7) $42.24; (9) $642.24; (10) 
$621.96; (11) $1,264.20. 


*Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Sec- 
retary. 
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A. National Committee for Fair Emergency 
Excise Taxation, 60 East Forty-second 
Street, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Fair emergency excise taxation. 

D. (6) $18,120. 

E. (2) $18,502.42; (4) $459.16; (5) $2.35; 
(6) $327.94; (7) $284.17; (8) $926.36; (9) 
$20,452.40; (10) $26,667.66; (11) $47,120.06; 
(15) $10,581.71, April 10, Wyatt, Grafton & 
Grafton, Marion E. Taylor Building, Louis- 
ville Ky., $10,000 legal services as general 
counsel to the committee, $581.71—expenses; 
$31.77, May 8, May 23, Downtown Printing 
Co., 2 Duane Street, New York City— 
printing of letterheads; $199.80, May 8; Leon 
Henderson, 1026 Seventh Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C.—out of pocket expenses; 
$1,214.50, May 8, E. R. Lerner, Ring Building 
(room 914), Washington, D. C., $1,200 pro- 
fessional services, $14.50—expenses; $1,259, 
May 18, H. Leigh Whitelaw, 60 East Forty- 
second Street, New York N. Y.—Services, 
etc. 


A. National Committee To Limit Federal Tax- 
ing Powers, 1737 K Street NW., first floor.* 
Washington, D. C. 

D. (7) $872. 

E. (4) 8165.70; (8) $39; (9) $204.70; (10) 
$204.70; (11) $204.70; (16) $21.53, February 
1, Columbia Processing & Distributing Co., 
Inc., 1346 Connecticut Avenue NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C.—two-page robotye letters; $39, 
February 1, Elizabeth Beaumont, 501 Boyl- 
ston Street, Brookline, Mass.—refund cover- 
ing individual contributions transmitted to 
National Committee January 2 and 6; $15.03, 
May 21, National Association of Real Estate 
Boards, 22 West Monroe Street, Chicago, Ill.— 
postage; $40.29, June 6, Byron S. Adams, 512 
Eleventh Street NW, Washington, D. C., 1,000 
letterheads and envelopes and District of 
Columbia tax; $84, June 11, Columbia Proces- 
sing & Distributing Co., Inc., 1814 M Street 
NW., Washington, D. C.—288 letters, robo- 
typed, 2 pages each, 4 master records required 
(8 pp). 

A. National Committee for Strengthening 
Congress, 1135 Tower Building, Washing- 
ton, D. C. 


C. (2) All legislation dealing with organ- 
ization of Congress. N 

E. (4) $20.55; (7) $94.48; (9) $115.03; (10) 
$616.92; (11) $731.95; (16) $94.48, April 20, 
1951, Robert Heller & Associates, Union Com- 
merce Building, Cleveland, Ohio, traveling 
expenses; $20.55, May 31, 1951, Beardsley 
Ruml, 630 Fifth Avenue, New York, N. T., 
printed matter; total, $115.03. 


A. National Canners Association, 1133 20th 
Street, NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) S. 949, S. 984, S. 1106, H. R. 2955, 
H. R. 3048, H. R. 3283. 4 

D. (6) $271,251.68. 

E. (2) $2,187.51; (4) $166.66; (7) $1,803.24; 
(8) $5.71; (9) $4,163.12; (10) $2,227.06;; (11) 
$6,390.18; (15) $168.11, April 24 and June 4, 
W. L. Graefe, Griffin, Ga., traveling expense; 
$132.52, May 29, W. R. Benner, Streator, III., 
traveling expense; $19.24, May 29, J. M. 
Shriver, Westminster, Md., traveling expense; 
$35.50, May 29, H. P. Taylor, Walkerton, Va., 
traveling expense; $48.13, May 31, S. R. Cley- 
enger, Dandridge, Tenn., traveling expense, 
etc. 


A. National Coal Association, 802 Southern 
Building, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Measures affecting bituminous coal 

industry. - 


Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Secre- 
tai 


ry. 
8 Filed for first and second quarters, 1951, 
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D. (See attachment “A”.)? 
E. (See attachment B“.) ! 


A. National Congress of Parents and Teach- 
ers, 600 South Michigan Avenue, Chi- 
cago, II. 

C. (2) Measures which affect the welfare 
of children and youth in field of education. 


(3) National Parent-Teacher, 


E. (See page 3.)* 

A. National Consumers League,’ 348 Engi- 
neers’ Building, Cleveland, Ohio. 

C. (2) Minimum wage, social security, 
child labor, etc. (3) National Consumers 
League Bulletin. 

D. (7) $9,081.25. 

E. (2) $999.96; (4) $120.25; (5) $869.22; 
(6) $108.43; (7) $155.13; (9) $2,252.99; (11) 
$2,252.99, 


A. National Consumers League,’ 348 Engi- 
neers’ Building, Cleveland, Ohio. 

C. (2) Minimum wage, social security, 
child labor, etc. (3) National Consumers 
League Bulletin, 

D. (7) $7,344.19. 

E. (2) $1,916.65; (4) $203.24; (5) $1,259.37; 
(6) $199; (7) $50; (9) $3,630.06; (11) $3,- 
630.06. 


A. National Cotton Compress and Cotton 
Warehouse Association, 586 Shrine 
Building, Memphis, Tenn., and 1008 
Sixteenth Street NW., Washington, D. C. 
(See note A, p. 3.) ! 

C. (2) Any matters affecting the cotton 
compress and cotton warehouse industry. 

D. (7) $487.52. 

E. (2) $356.32; (5) $118.60; (6) $12.60; (9) 
$487.52; (11) $487.52; (16) $43.82, April 16, 
May 3, June 11, June 13, Louise Paine, 
Memphis, Tenn., salary; $40.80, May 29, Cal- 
laway & Reed, Dallas, Tex., and Washington, 
D. C., reimbursement telegraph and tele- 
phone, office supplies, postage, taxi fares, and 
miscellaneous expenses; $312.50, April 3, May 
1, June 1, June 11, Callaway & Reed, Dallas, 
Tex., and Washington, D. C., retainer, general 
counsel, and Washington representative; 
$12.50, May 3, Chamber of Commerce of the 
United States, Washington, D. C., printed 
pamphlets; $10.55, May 3, May 29, June 12, 
Southern Bel! Telephone & Telegraph Co., 
telephone service; $55.55, May 3, May 29, June 
12, postmaster, and various office supply deal- 
ers, Memphis, Tenn., postage, stationery, ana 
office supplies. 


A, National Cotton Council of America, P. O. 
Box 18, Memphis, Tenn. 

C. (2) Legislation affecting the raw cotton 
industry. 

D. (6) $8,918.53, 

E. (2) $5,035.62; (4) $345.70; (5) $709.25; 
(6) $1,361.96; (7) $1,466.30; (9) $8,918.83; 
(10) $1,727.09; (11) $10,645.92; (15) John 
Todd, 1832 M St. NW., Washington, D. C., 
1951, fee and expenses, $83.33; Albert R. Rus- 
sell, 162 Madison Ave., Memphis, Tenn., 1951, 
salary and expenses, $2,512.35; William Rhea 
Blake, 162 Madison Ave., Memphis, Tenn., 
1951, salary and expenses, $1,118.85; Read 
Dunn, Jr., 1832 M St., NW., Washington, 
D. C., 1951, salary and expenses, $1,502.20; 
Clifton Kirkpatrick, 162 Madison Ave., Mem- 
phis, Tenn., 1951, salary and expenses, 
$522.14, etc. 


Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Secre- 
tary. 

3 Filed for first and second quarters, 1951. 

Filed for first, second, third, and fourth 
quarters, 1950. 
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A. National Council on Business Mail, Inc. 

C. (2) H. R. 2982 and S. 1046. 

D. (7) $3,560.40. 

E. (1) $2,499.99; (4) $904.74; (6) $8.18; 
(8) $147.49; (9) $3,560.40; (10) $4,059.15; 
(11) $7,619.55; (16) $368.20, May 10, Gregg- 
Moore Co., 111 N. Wacker Drive, Chicago, III., 
printing; $490.19, April 27, Michael Mannion, 
59 E. Madison, Chicago, Ill., typesetting, etc.; 
$2,499.99, April 1, May 1, June 1, Sam ONeal, 
Public Relation Counsel, 211 National Press 
Bldg., Washington, 4, D. C., counsel fee; $5.41, 
April 9, Sam O'Neal, 211 National Press Bldg., 
Washington, 4, D. C., to reimburse for post- 
age and telegrams; $191.61, May 31, Sam 
ONeal, 211 National Press, Washington, 4, 
D. C., to reimburse for mimeo, postage, and 
telephone; Total $3,555.40. 


A. National Council of Coal Lessers, Inc., 316 
Southern Building, Washington, D. C. 
C. (2) Legislation affecting the interests of 
lessors of coal lands. 


D. (6) $3,200. 
E. (1) $2,650; (2) $145.50; (4) $174.97; (5) 
$173.06; (6) $331.46; (9) $3,479.49; (10) 


$1,321.06; (11) $4,800.55; (15) $35.19, April 3, 
1951, Jarboe Printing Co., Washington, D. C., 
stationery; $117.30, April 3, 1951, Byron 8. 

Adams, Washington, D. C., pamphlets; $99.55, 

April 3, 1951, Jewell Ridge Coal Corp., Taze- 

well, Va., telephone, $500, April 16, 1951, L. H. 

Parker, Washington, D. C., retainer; $50, 

April 16, 1951, Virginia Talbott, Washington, 

D. C., salary, etc.* 

A. National Council Against Conscription, 
1013 Eighteenth Street NW., Washing- 
ton, D. C. 

C. (2) Opposition to time conscrip- 
tion. (3) Conscription News, The Cost of 
Universal Military Service, Illusion of De- 
tense, Shadow of Prussianism, Should 18- 
Year-Olds Be Soldiers, The Road to War. 

D. (6) $4,512.39. 

E. (2) $499.01; (4) $2,339.39; (5) $253.23; 
(6) $66.96; (7) 924.34; (8) $36.31; (9) 
$4,119.24; (10) $5,642.80; (11) $9,762.04; (15) 
$21.27, April 3, Washington Envelope Co., 
First and L Streets NE., Washington, D. C., 
envelopes; $169.44, May 15; $122.28, April 11, 
Robot Letters Co., 621 Broadway, New York 
City, duplicating letters; $30, April 30, Mel 
Mauck Associates, Covington, W. Va., ad- 
dressing envelopes; $164.68, April 30, Col- 
lector of Internal Revenue, Baltimore, Md., 
OAB and withholding tax, etc? 


A. National Council of Farmer Cooperatives, 
744 Jackson Place NW., Washington, D, O. 

C. (2) H. R. 1612—For, with amendments; 
S. 984 and S. 3283—For; S. 1397 and H. R. 
3871—For, with amendments; H. R. 1005— 
For; S. 25— For. 

D. (6) $31,376.55. 

E. (2) $14,659.82; (4) $2,528.71; (5) 
$1,939.52; (6) $902.52; (7) $3,577.69; (8) 
$3,474.14; (9) $28,082.40; (10) $36,227.11; (11) 
$64,309.51; (15). $20.40, L. James Harmanson, 
Jr., Washington, D. C., taxicabs; $485.80, In- 
ternational Bank, Washington, D. C., rent; 
$125.55, Western Union Telegraph Co., Wash- 
ington, D. C., telegraph; $44.80, John H. 
Davis, Washington, D. C., taxicabs; $855.58, 
Federal Reserve Bank of Richmond, Rich- 
mond, Va., withheld taxes and social secu- 
rity; $12, National Press Club, Washington, 
D. C., club membership, etc.* 


A. National Council, Junior Order United 
American Mechanics, 3027 North Broad 
Street, Philadelphia Pa. 

C. (2) H. R. 3204, S. 716, H. R. 2379, and 
H. R. 2816; H. R. 3180, education; S. 1046 and 
H. R. 2983, H. R. 4468. (3) Junior Ameri- 
can. 


Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Secre- 
tary. 
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E. (3) $249.99, $180; 
$352.99; (11) $782.98. 
A. National Council for Prevention of War," 

2 Eighteenth Street NW., Washington, 
wen 

C. (2) Bills affecting world peace, such 
as: ECA bill, mutual defense assistance pro- 
gram, genocide convention, appropriations 
and supplementary appropriations, etc. (3) 
Peace Action. 

D. (7) $8,846.65. 

E. (2) $6,039.94; (3) $76.50; (4) $282.83; 
(5) $1,140.93; (6) $199.10; (7) $683.38; (8) 
$1,345; (9) $9,768.28; (10) $11,698.32; (11) 
$21,466.60. 


(9) $429.99; (10) 


A. National Economic Council, Inc., Empire 
State Building, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Legislation that supports private 
enterprise. (3) Council Letter 261 of April 
15, 1951, entitled “Conspiracy.” 

D. (7) $30,226.35. 

E. (2) $16,712.47; (4) $5,560.57; (5) $3,- 
708.07; (6) $1,044.06; (7) $2,931.81; (8) $1,- 
590.81; (9) $31,547.79; (10) $32,309.99; (11) 
$63,857.78; (16) $183.27, April 30, 1951, 
Brooklyn Eagle Press, Inc., 24 Johnson Street, 
Brooklyn, N. Y., printing Council letter No. 
255, urging Congress to return to a pro- 
American policy; $184.32, June 29, 1951, 
Brooklyn Eagle Press, Inc., 24 Johnson Street, 
Brooklyn, N. V., printing Council Letter No. 
258, urging Congress not to favor any legis- 
lation that detracted from American sov- 
ereignty; $188.35, June 29, 1951, Brooklyn 
Eagle Press, Inc., 24 Johnson Street, Brook- 
lyn, N. Y., printing Council Letter No. 259, 
urging Congress to take steps to repossess 
itself of some of its original powers and 
duties under the Constitution; $20, April 5, 
1951, Harry S. Barger, Washington, D. C., re- 
search work on military training bill. 


A. National Education Campaign—American 
Medical Association, 1 North La Salle, 
Street, Chicago, III. 

B. American Medical Association, 
North Dearborn, Chicago, III. 

C. (2) Any legislation for compulsory 
health insurance—S. 445, S. 337, H. R. 54, 
H. R. 274, H. R. 910, H. R. 913, S. 401. (3) 
Government Medicine Danger Ahead, Medi- 
cine and the Press- Champions of Freedom. 
Dr. Cline’s inaugural address, Socialized Med- 
icine Is No Bargain, An Editor Views Medi- 
cine, postal card invitations, presidential in- 
auguration invitation, Dr. Henderson’s fare- 
well address, A Case History of American 
Medicine's Campaign Against Socialization, 
Shall Politicians Run Our Schools? presi- 
dent’s page, February 24, 1951, Journal of the 
American Medical Association, Dr. Cline's re- 
lease, Mr. Beck's release. 

D. (6) $23,712.84. 

E. (1) $1,621.25; (4) 622,09 1.59; (9) $23,- 
712.84; (10) $2,543.04; (11) $26,255.88; (15) 
$2,645.39, April 10, May 4, June 4, June 22, 
Norman Letter Service, 1 North La Salle, Chi- 
cago, III., mimegoraphing and mailing; $3,- 
399.98, April 10, April 20, May 15, May 23, 
June 4, Medical Mailing Service, 2611 In- 
diana, Chicago, III., mailing; $494.51, April 
12, April 30, May 10, May 21, May 31, June 7, 
June 22, petty cash, 1 North La Salle Street, 
Chicago, III., postage; $9,834.15, April 13, April 
24, May 4, May 31, June 20, Riley Printing 
Co., 732 West Van Buren Street, Chicago, III. 
printing and postage; $712, April 13, April 
24, May 5, May 15, June 4, June 20, Low's 
Letter Service, 205 West Monroe, Chicago, 
III., printing and mimeographing; $53.02, 
April 16, May 9, May 16, June 20, Railway Ex- 
press Agency, 817 South Wells, Chicago, III., 
express, etc.* 


Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Sec- 
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retary. 
Filed with the Clerk only. 
n Not printed. Filed with Clerk only. 
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A. National Electrical Contractors Associa- 
tion, Inc. 
©. (2) Legislation that affects the build- 
mg Se and electrical industries, 


E. 

A. National Electrical Manufacturers Asso- 
ciation, 155 East Forty-fourth Street, 
New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Legislation regarding excise taxes 
on electric appliances and with respect to 
amendment of the Labor-Management Rela- 
tions Act. 

D. 

E. (2) 8154.72; (4) $33.75; (5) 842.17; (6) 
$6.20; (8) $30.72; (9) $267.56; (10) $20.18; 
(11) $287.74; (15) $100.68, April 1—June 30, 
R. M. Burr, 155 East Forty-fourth Street, New 
York, N. Y., allocated salary; $36.98, April 1- 
June 30, Margaret Johnson, 155 East Forty- 
fourth Street, New York, N. Y., allocated 
wages; $17.06, April 1-June 30, W. J. Donald, 
155 East Forty-fourth Street, New York, 
N. Y., allocated salary, 


A. National Federation of American Ship- 
ping, Inc., 1809 G Street NW., Washing- 
ton, D. C. 

B. Pacific American Steamship Association, 
16 California Street, San Francisco, Calif.; 
Shipowners Association of the Pacific Coast, 
16 California Street, San Francisco, Calif.; 
American Merchant Marine Irstitute, 11 
Broadway, New York, N. Y. 

©. (2) S. 1221, S. 241, S. 1378, S. 49, S. 991, 
S. 716; H. R. 3587, H. R. 3715, H. R. 3797, 
H. R. 3791, H. R. 3760, H. R. 3436, H. R. 3880, 
H. R. 4032, H. R. 157, H. R. 4473; Senate Joint 


Resolution 27; House Joint Resolution 2. 


D. 

E. (2) $5,531.25; (4) $123.75; (5) $1,350; 
(6) $170.90; (7) $863.52; (9) $7,539.42; (10) 
$6,899.23; (11) $14,438.65. 


A. National Federation of Independent Busi- 
ness, Inc. 714 Bond Building, Washing- 
ton, D. C. 

C. (2) Antitrust law enforcements. All 
laws affecting small and independent busi- 
nesses. (3) The Mandate. 

D. (7) $16,359.08. 

E. (9) $16,359.08; (11) 816,359.08. 


A. National Federation of Post Office Clerks, 
room 502, 711 Fourteenth Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

(C) (2) All matters pertaining to the 
postal service or the welfare of postal or 
Federal employees. (3) The Union Postal 
Clerk and Federation News Service Bulletin. 

D.ı (6) $129,514.84. 

E. (2) $6,996.90; (4) 06,128.41; (5) $380; 
(6) $564.82; (8) $8,700.87; (9) $22,771; (10) 
$13,538.43; (11) $36,309.43; (15) $65.36; April 
3, E. C. Hallbeck, legislative expenses, Febru- 
ary 24 to April 2; $60, April 6, Postmaster, 
Washington, D. C., advance postage on tran- 
scription; $259.95, April 9, Railway Express 
Agency, express charges on transcriptions; 
$55, April 11, Postmaster, Washington, D. C., 
postage, Doris Fleeson transcriptions; $30.12, 
April 16, Postmaster, Washington, D. C., post- 
age, legislative letter, etc.* 


A. National Federation of Private School 
Associations, 2601 Sixteenth Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) All legislative proposals that affect 
private (non-tax-supported schools). 

D. (6) $705. 

E. (4) $191.35; (6) $15.80; (9) $207.15; (10) 

$693.87; (11) $903.02; (15) $54.20, April 14, 

1951, Batt, Bates & Co., 1407 K Street NW., 


Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Sec- 
retary. 
2 Filed for first quarter, 1951. 
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Washington, D. C., mailing and postage to 
cover 3,000 schools re draft deferment. Ex- 
ecutive order of March 31; $137.19, May 1, 
1951, District Lithographing Co., 1206 Nine- 
teenth Street NW., Washington, D. C., print- 
ing 7,000 four-page letters re draft deferment; 
$15.80, May 11, 1951, Chesapeake & Potomac 
Te ephone Co., 725 Thirteenth Street NW., 
Washington, D. C., statement of May 6. 


A. National Fisheries Institute, Inc., 
Ninth Street NW., Washington, D. C. 
C. (2) Legislation necessary to the welfare 
of domestic commercial fishermen. 
E. (4) $260.32; (8) $5.50; (9) $265.82; (11) 
$265.82. 


724 


A. National Food Brokers Association, 
Munsey Building, Washington, D. C. 
C. (2) Opposing S. 719—a bill to amend 
the Robinson-Patman Act. 
D. (7) 87. 
E. (4) $62; (5) $25; (9) $87; (11) $87. 


527 


A. National Grain Trade Council, 604 Hibbs 
Building, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Legislation with reference to the re- 
vision or extension of the Defense Produc- 
tion Act of 1950. 

D. 

E. 

A. The National Labor-Management Coun- 
cil on Foreign Trade Policy, 424 Bowen 
Building, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) H. R. 1612, Trade Agreements Ex- 
tension Act. (See page 3.) 

D.: (6) $13,625. 


E. (2) $1,991.23; (4) $192.78; (5) $659.86; _ 


(6) $93.29; (7) $189.09; (8) $113.27; (9) 
$3,239.52; (10) $3,188.31; (11) $6,427.83; (15) 
$135.50, April 2, Bowen Building, 815 Fif- 
teenth Street, Washington, D. C.—April office 
rent; $36.80, April, 2, O. R. Strackbein, 815 
Fifteenth Street, Washington, D. C.—ex- 
penses out-of-pocket, March, dinners, taxis, 
stamps, etc.; $49.82, April 2, DUCB, Washing- 
ton, D. C.—taxes on salaries first quarter; 
$5.34, April 2, Western Union, Washington, 
D. C.—messenger service; $7.14, April 2, 
Charles G. Stott Co.—office supplies, etc. 


A. National Live Stock Tax Committee, 515 
Cooper Building, Denver, Colo. 
C. (2) Livestock tax questions. 
D. (6) $6,587.50. 
E. i 


— 


A. National Lumber Manufacturers Associa- 
tion, 1319 Eighteenth Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

C. (2) All legislation affecting the inter- 
ests of the lumber manufacturing industry, 
(3) National Lumber News and National De- 
fense Developments Letter. 

D. (6) $7,612.05, 

E. (1) $2,113.84; (2) $3,416.01; (4) $1,630.- 
06; (5) $270.57; (6) $10.26; (7) $1,914.94; (8) 
$3,062.58; (9) $12,418.26; (10) $12,956.68; (11) 
$25,374.94; (15) Darby Printing Co., Twenty- 
fourth and Douglas Streets NE., Washington, 
D. C.— 8477.99; Sauls Lithograph Co., 1731 
Fourteenth Street NW., Washington, D. C.— 
8204; R. P. Andrews Paper Co., First and H 
Streets SE., Washington, D. C8407. 17: 
Lithographie Photo Services, Inc., 1713 Penn- 
N Avenue NW., Washington, D. C., 


A. National Milk Producers Federation, 1731 
I Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

O. (2) Any legislation that may affect milk 
producers or the cooperatives. (3) News for 
Dairy Co-ops and Legislative Letter, 

D.: (7) $61,330.60. 
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E. (1) $2,993.19; (2) $26,861.98; (4) $3,- 
064.27; (6) $1,001.68; (7) $3,365.66; (8) 
$2,449.46; (9) $39,736.24; (10) $51,451.69; 
(11) $91,187.93; (16) April 3, 1951, Otie M. 
Reed, 8009 Westover Road, Bethesda, Md., 
travel, $35; April 13, Val C. Sherman, 411 
Highland Drive, Kenwood, Md., salary, $303.- 
40; April 13, Marion R. Garstang, 400 Belford 
Place, Takoma Park, Md., salary, $308.40, mis- 
cellaneous expenses, $1.85; April 13, Otie M. 
Reed, 8009 Westover Road, Bethesda, Md., 
salary, $317.78; luncheons, $9.25; miscel- 
laneous expenses, $4.90, etc.* 


A. National Paint, Varnish, and Lacquer As- 
sociation, Inc., 1500 Rhode Island Ave- 
nue NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Legislation that affects our industry. 
A. National Postal Committee for Books,? 

2 West Forty-sixth Street, New York, 
N. V. 

C. (2) Specific legislative interests are 
H. R. 2982 and H. R. 3465; S. 1335, S. 1046, 
S. 1369. 

A. National Reclamation Association, 1119 
National Press Building, Washington, 


D. C. 

C. (2) All statutes relating to water and 
land- conservation measures. 

D.: (6) 819.711. 

E. (2) $5,774.97; (4) $3,470.68; (5) $1,- 
589.19; (6) $297.70; (8) 83,246.44; (9) $14,- 
378.98; (10) $9,982.90; (11) $24,361.88; (15) 
$1,024.98, salary paid Marguerite Kroeger, 
1527 New Hampshire Avenue, Washington, 
D. C., office secretary; $57, Helen Scott, Salt 
Lake City, Utah, public stenographer; $82.27, 
Franks Duplicating Service, National Press 
Building, Washington, D. C., stenographic 
service; $656.81, Franks Duplicating Service, 
National Press Building, Washington, D. C., 
printing; $2,647.22, Globe Gazette Printing 
Co., Wahpeton, N. Dak., printing proceedings, 
annual meeting; $438.42, postage for general 
office use and bulletins, etc. i 


A. National Rehabilitation Association, 1025 
Vermont Avenue NW., Washington, D. C. 
B. National- Rehabilitation Association, 
1025 Vermont Avenue NW., Washington, D. C. 
C. (2) Journal of Rehabilitation and News 
Letter. 
D. (6) $557.39. 
E. (2) $422.17; (7) $227.12; 
(10) $759.80; (11) $1,409.09. 


(9) $649.29; 


A. National Renderers Association, 1424 K 
Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Any legislation which would spe- 
cifically have an effect upon the production, 
consumption, import, export, or taxation of 
any animal or vegetable fat or oil as well as 
all legislation generally affecting business, 
particularly small business. 

D. (6) $7,200. 

E. (2) $836.70; (4) $52.48; (5) $102.68; (6) 
$189.11; (7) $341.59; (8) $22.52; (9) $1,545.08; 
(10) $1,774.71; (11) $3,319.79. 


— 


A. National Retail Dry Goods Association, 
100 West Thirty-first Street, New York, 
N. Y. 

C. (2) H. R. 4473, 2321, 542, 538, 3871, 1938, 
3709, 3465, 3622; S. 508, 1717, 1309, 1335. (3) 
NRDGA Special Bulletin; Personnel Service; 
Traffic Topics; etc. 

D. 


E. (2) $2,250; (4) $3,380.51; (5) $517.60; 
(6) $39.11; (7) $68.20; (8) $4; (9) $6,259.42; 
(10) $4,721.46; (11) $10,980.88; (15) $1,875, 
April 30, 1951, May 31, 1951, June 30, 1951, 


John C. Hazen, Kass Building, Washington, 


Not printed. Filed with clerk and sec- 
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D. C., legislative representative; $375, April 
30,.1951, May 31, 1951, June 30, 1951, Erskine 
Stewart, Kass Building, Washington, D. C., 
legislative representative; $517.60, April 1 to 
June 30, 1951, Washington office, Kass 
Building, Washington, D. C., overhead; 
$109.31, April 1, to June 30, 1951, John C. 
Hazen, telephone and travel; $2 April 1 to 
June 30, 1951, Erskine Stewart, telephone and 
travel. 

A. National Retail Furniture Association, 

666 Lake Shore Drive, Chicago, Il. 

C. (2) S. 1717; H. R. 3871, H. R. 4473. 
(3) NRFA Washington Report on Defense 
Production Act. 

D. (See statement filed with registration.) 


E. (2) $916.66; (4) $450; (5) $400; (6) 
$200; (7) $201.61; (9) $1,659.94; (11) 
$2,169.27; (15) $500, semimonthly, April, 


May, June, 1951, Leo J. Heer, vice president, 
National Retail Furniture Association, 1028 
Connecticut Avenue, suite 920, Washington, 
D. C., salary allocation; $100, allocation of 
expense account within period April, May, 
June 1951, Leo J. Heer, vice president, Na- 
tional Retail Furniture Association, 1028 
Connecticut Avenue, suite 920, Washington, 
D. C., travel expenses; $416.66, allocation of 
professional fee within period April, May, 
June 1951, Isaac Benwitt, 21 East Fortieth 
Street, New York, N. Y., professional counsel; 
$101.61, June 1951, Isaac Benwitt, 21 East 
Fortieth Street, New York, N. Y., travel ex- 
penses. 
A. National Rivers and Harbors Congress, 
1720 M Street, NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) All matters pertaining to river and 
harbor development, flood control, naviga- 
tion, irrigation and reclamation, soil and 
water conservation, and related subjects. 
(3) President’s Call for Special Meeting. 

D. (6) $1,805. 

E. (1) $200; (2) $2,108.55; (4) $836.84; (5) 
$336.79; (6) $68.23; (7) $1,133.58; (8) $722.90; 
(9) $5,406.89; (10) $4,831.60; (11) $10,238.49; 
(15) $200, April 25, May 21, Lyle A. Brookover, 
4505 Forty-sixth Street NW., Washington, 
D. C., public relations service; $42.78, April 
13, May 21, June 12, Chesapeake & Potomac 
Telephone Co., 725 Thirteenth Street NW., 
Washington, D. C., telephone bills; $426.68, 
April 13, Collector of Internal Revenue, Bal- 
timore, Md., withholding and FICA taxes, 
first quarter, 1951; $125, April 13, Rusco H. 
Crowell, Stoneleigh Court, Washington, D. C., 
annual audit, 1950; $29.65, May 21, June 12, 
Ginn’s, 1417 New York Avenue NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C., stationery, etc. 

\ ae 

A. National Rural Electric Cooperative Asso- 
ciation,? 1303 New Hampshire Avenue 
NW., Washington, D. C. é 

C. (2) Legislation which will further the 
coun*-y’s rural electrification program, (3) 
Rural Electrification magazine. 

D. (7) $10,949.74. 

E. (1) $624.18; (2) $2,292.96; (4) $420.11; 
(5) $609.68; (6) $1,363.11; (7) $1,127.32; (8) 
$133.48; (9) $6,570.84; (11) $6,570.84; (16) 
$637.12, January 10, January 19, January 24, 
February 14, March 2, March 12, March 20, 
March 28, petty cash funds; $2,400, January 
11, February 21, March 23, March 30, post- 
master, Washington, D. C., postage; $330.90, 
January 15, Pennsylvania Railroad Co., 
Washington, D. C., travel; $15, February 16, 
Fortune magazine, office overhead; $30.46, 
March 20, St. Louis-San Francisco Railway 
Co., St. Louis, Mo., travel, eto. 


A. National St. Lawrence Project Conference, 
843 Transportation Building, Washing- 
ton, D. C. 


C. (2) Any legislation with reference to 
the St. Lawrence waterway and power project. 


Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Sec- 
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D. (6) $25,865. 

E. (2) $16,672.78; (4) $1,972,69; (5) $990.- 
71: (6) $1,002.84; (7) $5,014.79; (8) $443.36; 
(9) $26,097.17; (10) $18,563.58; (11) $44,- 
660.75; (15) $58.40, April 3, E. C. Bassett, ex- 
penses, March 28-April 3; $138.35, April 3, 
E. C. Bassett, salary, March 28-April 3; $267.- 
80, April 4, R. R. Pierce, Cleveland, Ohio, 
expenses, January l-March 31; $142, April 3, 
Carroll B. Huntress, travel; $16.87, April 6, 
T. Sedweek, expenses, week of April 1, etc.* 


A. National Savings and Loan League, 907 
Ring Building, Eighteenth and M Streets 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Member associations of the league. 

C. (2) Support of bills to improve facili- 
ties of savings and loan associations for en- 
couragement of thrift and home financing. 
Oppose legislation inimicable to interests of 
savings and loan industry. (3) National Let- 
ters. 

D. (6) $2,179.52. 

E. (2) $1,500; (4) $916.51; (9) $2,416.51; 
(10) $4,066.92; (11) $6,483.43; (15) $307.05, 
April 5, 13, 30; May 3, 14, 23; June 1; Batt, 
Bates & Co., Washington, D. C., printing and 
mailing of National Letters; $609.46, May 
1, Batt, Bates & Co., Washington, D. C., print- 
ing and mailing of copies of hearing before 
Ways and Means Committee on tax bill, also 
letter; $1,500, on the 15th and 30th of each 
month, ($250 each pay day), Oscar R. Kreutz, 
executive manager, salary; total $2,416.51. 


A. National Shrimp Canners and Packers 
Association, 904 Hibernia Bank Building, 
New Orleans, La. 

C. (2) Any legislation affecting the wel- 
fare of the members of the association. Sup- 
porting bills to impose a tariff on imported 
shrimp. 

Da (6) $3,740. 

E. (3) $2,500; (4) $23.35; (6) $27.29; (8) 
$62.42; (9) $2,613.06; (11) $2,613.06; (15) 
$2,500, May 10, 1951, the Texas Shrimp 
Association, post office box AA, Port Lavaca, 
Tex. Contribution to be used for supporting 
bills for tariff on iniported shrimp; $22.75, 
June 11, 1951, the Public Printer, Wash- 
ington, D. C., printing Representative EDWIN 
E. WILLIS’ speech. 


A. National Small-Business Men's Associa- 
tion, 2834 Central Street, Evanston, III. 

C. (3) Monthly bulletin to membership. 

D. (7) $10,000. 

E. (2) $3,896.25; (5) $1,157.07; (6) $110.25; 
(7) $1,475.89; (8) $2.58; (9) $6,642.04; (10) 
$33,757.28; (11) 40,399.32; (16) $22.50, April 
10, May 10, June 10, Accurate Answering, 
Washington, D. C., Washington office expense 
(5); $147.51, May 10, W. J. Boos, St. Louis, 
Mo., meeting expense (7); $1,061.57, May 10, 
Carlton Hotel, Washington, D. C., meeting 
expense (7); $107.43, April 10, May 10, June 
10, Chesapeak & Potomac Telephone Co., 
Washington, D. C., telephone (6); $39.78, 
April 10, May 10, June 10, Congressional 
Quarterly, Washington, D. C., Washington 
Office expense (5), etc. 


A. National Tax Equality Association, 231 
South La Salle Street, Chicago, Ill. 

C. (2) General legislative interests relate 
to corporate income tax legislation. Specific 
legislative interest is H. R. 240, H. R. 1177, S. 
892 and H. R. 4473. (3) 1 Taxable Income of 
Cooperatives. 

Du (6) $34,710.99. 

E. (1) $6,985.18; (2) $8,112.23; (4) $5,- 
560.86; (5) $2,730.88; (6) $3,894.60; (7) $5,- 
279,40; (9) $82,563.15; (10) $55,855.84; (11) 
$88,418.99; (15) $102.94, April 3, Baltimore & 
Ohio Railroad, Chicago, II., rail fare; $1,- 
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703.67, April 4, Merchants Matrix Cut Syndi- 
cate, Rand-McNally Building, Chicago, Nl., 
advertising mats; $52.32, April 4, Railway Ex- 
press Agency, 817 South Wells Street, Chi- 
cago, II., express charges; $643.16, April 5, 
Joseph F. Leopold, 936 National City Building, 
Dallas, Fex., fee and expense; $400, April 6, 
postmaster, Chicago, Ill., postage, etc. 


A. National Tax Relief Coalition, box 401, 
Greensboro, N. C. 
B. L. S. Franklin. 
C. (2) We favor Umitation of taxes in 
times of peace. 
E. (2) 8375; (5) — 9 (9) $425; (10) $1,490; 
(11) $1,915; (15) $425. 


A. National Woman's Christian Temperance 
Union, 1730 Chicago Avenue, Evanston, 
III. 
D. (7) $2,424.73. 
E. (2) $1,250; (3) $12.40; (5) $235.53, $210; 
(6) $1.25; (7) $110.43; (9) $1,819.61; (10) 
$1,880.95; (11) $3,700.56. 


A. The National Wool Growers’ Association, 
414 Pacific National Life Building, Salt 
Lake City, Utah. 

C. (2) H. R. 1612. 

Grower. 

D. (7) $14,642.90. 
E. (2) $2,499.99; (7) $4,201.88; (8) $825; 

(9) $7,526.87; (10) $4,507.66; (11) $12,034.53; 

(15) $7,526.87; (16) $2,499.99, April 30, May 

30, June 30, J. M. Jones, 414 Pacific National 

Life Building, $833.33 per month salary; $2,- 

870.90, June 21, J. M. Jones, 414 Pacific Na- 

tional Life Building, travel, food, lodging, 

entertainment; $1,042.08, June 25, J. B. Wil- 
son, McKinley, Wyo., travel, food, lodging, 
entertainment; $825, April 27, Wyoming 

Wool Growers’ Association, McKinley, Wyo.; 

8288.90, June 21, Stockmen’s Grazing Com- 

mittee, 515 Cooper Building, Denver, Colo.; 

total, $7,526.87. 


(3) National Wool 


— 


A. Carlton L. Nau, 4757 K Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

B. American Public Power Association. 

C. (2) House Ways and Means Committee 
proposal to remove exemption of publicly 
owned electric power systems from 3½ per- 
cent Federal excise tax on electrical energy. 
Proposal of Office of Price Stabilization to 
expand pricing controls to rates charged by 
publicly owned electric utilities. 

E. (2) $2,000; (4) $475; (6) $100; (7) $25; 
(9) $2,600. 


A. William S. Neal, 918 Sixteenth Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. National Association of Manufacturers, 

918 Sixteenth Street NW., Washington, D. C. 
1 

Ds 

A. Nebraska Tax Equality Committee, Inc., 
714 Stuart Building, Lincoln, Nebr. 

C. (2) Legislation designed to bring about 
equality of taxation between private busi- 
ness and cooperatives. H. R. 5064. 

D 1 


E. (8) $140; (9) $140; (10) $936.45; (11) 
$1,076.45; (15) $285, January 4, 1951, KFAB 
Broadcasting Co., Sharp Building, Lincoln, 
Nebr—radio announcements. $595, Feb- 
ruary 16, 1951; $140, May 7, 1951, National 
Associated Businessmen, Inc., 1025 Vermont 
Avenue NW., Washington, D. C., for aid in 
solicitation of funds and furnishing informa- 
tion. $40.80, March 8, 1951, Andrews Adver- 
tising, Inc., 732 Stuart Building, Lincoln, 
Nebr., multigraphing and mimeographing 
letters and addressing envelopes. Total, $1,- 
060.80. 
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A. Samuel E. Neel, 1001 Fifteenth Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Mortgage Bankers Association of Amer- 
ica, 111 West Washington Street, Chicago, 
III. 

C. (2) Any legislation affecting the mort- 
gage banking industry. (3) Washington 
Newsletter, Letter to Members, and The 
Mortgage Banker. 

D. (6) $5749.42. 

E. (2) $228.29; (4) $17.63; (5) $848.08; (6) 
$377.79; (7) $652.67; (9) $2,124.46; (10) $1,- 
998.16; (11) $4,122.62. 

A. C. Roger Nelson, 910 Seventeenth Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Dr. Walter Duschinsky, 93 Perry Street, 
New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Legislation to grant permanent resi- 
dence to client (S. 523). 

E. (6) $5.51; (8) $16.89; (9) $22.40; (10) 
$11.55; (11) $33.95, 


A. Mr. G. W. Nelson, 10 Independence Ave- 
nue, SW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen. 

C. (2) Advocating legislation favorable to 
railroad labor and opposing antilabor mea- 
sures. 

A. George R. Nelson, Machinists Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. International Association of Machinists, 
Machinists Building, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) All legislation affecting the socio- 
economic and political interests of the Amer- 
ican workingman. 

D.* (6) $900. 

A. Herbert U. Nelson, 22 West Monroe Street, 
Chicago, III., and 1737 K Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. National Association of Real Estate 
Boards, 22 West Monroe Street, Chicago, II., 
and 1737 K Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Any legislation affecting the real 
estate industry. (3) 4 

D. (7) $3,714.95. 

E. (6) $5.07; (7) $2,459.88; (9) $2,464.95; 
(10) $1,729.17; (11) $4,194.12; (15) $2,464.95; 
(16) $6.83, April 2, 1951, Collector of Internal 
Revenue, Baltimore, Md., social security taxes 
for maid, Beatrice Fitzhugh; $50, April 3, 
1951, Carey Winston Co., 739 Fifteenth Street 
NW., Washington, D. C., apartment rental for 
month of April; $17.50, April 6, 1951, Be- 
atrice Fitzhugh, 2723 P Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C., cleaning apartment week end- 
ing April 7; $25, April 6, 1951, Beatrice Fitz- 
hugh, 2723 P Street NW., Washington, D. C., 
petty cash, laundry, dry cleaning, pressing, 
and miscellaneous expenses in apartment; 
$17.50, April 13, 1951, Beatrice Fitzhugh, 2723 
P Street NW., Washington, D. C., cleaning 
apartment week ending April 14, etc. 


A. Donald F. Nemitz, 211 Columbia Build- 
ing, Louisville, Ky. 

B. Tax Equality Committee of Kentucky, 
211 Columbia Building, Louisville, Ky. 

C. (2) Removal of exemptions granted by 
section 101 or IRC. 

D. (6) $375. 

E. (10) $14.70; (11) $14.70. 


A. Harold F. Neumann? 112 Bowers Street, 
Jersey City, N. J. 
B. New Jersey Associated Businessmen, 
Inc., 112 Bowers Street, Jersey City, N. J. 
C. (2) Legislatively interested in any laws 
or proposals adversely affecting business. 


pa (6) $85. 
E. (1) $85; (3) $38.30; (5) $20; (6) $53.15; 
(7) $2.31; (8) $676.25; (9) $875.01; (11) 


$875.01; (15) $85, January 3, 1951, South 
1Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Secre- 


tary. 
2 Filed for first quarter, 1951. 
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Jersey Broadcasting Co., Camden, N. J., pub- 
lic relations; $676.25, January 30, 1951, Na- 
tional Associated Businessmen, Inc., Wash- 
ington, D. C., dues; $49.60, January 30, 1951, 
Harold F. Neumann, Jersey City, N. J., tele- 
phone, telegrams, etc.; $64.16, March 30, 1951, 
Harold F. Neumann, Jersey City, N. J., mis- 
cellaneous expenses; total, $875.01. 


A. New Jersey Associated Businessmen, Inc.,? 
112 Bowers Street, Jersey City, N. J. 
C. (2) Interested in any laws or proposals 
adversely affecting business. 


D. (6) $85. 
E. (1) $85; (3) $38.30; (5) $20; (6) $53.15; 
(7) $2.31; (8) $676.25; (9) $875.01; (11) 


$875.01; (15) $85, January 3, 1951, South 
Jersey Broadcasting Co., Camden, N. J., pub- 
lie relations; 8676.25, January 30, 1951. Na- 
tional Associated Businessmen, Inc., Wash- 
ington, D. C., dues; 849.60, January 30, 1951, 
Harold F. Neumann, Jersey City, N. J., tele- 
phone, telegrams, etc.; $64.16, March 30, 1951, 
Harold F. Neumann, Jersey City, N. J., mis- 
cellaneous expenses; total, $875.01. 


A. New York Stock Exchange, 11 Wall Street, 
New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Proposed Federal tax legislation 
affecting the interests of the New York Stock 
Exchange and its members. 

E.t (2) $376.25; (7) $3,068.75; (9) $3,443.53; 
(10) $1,474.46; (11) $4,917.99; (15) 8703.54. 
April 4-May 21, Pennsylvania Railroad and 
miscellaneous; $2,298.46, April 6-May 19, 
Mayflower Hotel; $65.28, June 30, Milbank, 
Tweed, Hope & Hadley; $376.25, June 30, 
Milbank, Tweed, Hope & Hadley; total, 
$3,443.53. 

A. Russ Nixon,? 1000 Eleventh Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. United Electrical, Radio and Machine 
Workers of America, 11 East Fifty-first Street, 
New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Support all legislation favorable to 
national peace, security, democracy, pros- 
perity, and the general welfare. Oppose 
legislation detrimental to these objectives. 
Tax legislation; wage-price legislation. 

D. (7) $1,053. 

E. (7) $140; (9) $140; (11) $140; (15) $140. 


A. W. R. Noble, 1028 Barr Building, Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

B. National Retail Farm Equipment Asso- 
ciation, 207 Hotel DeSoto Building, St. Louis, 
Mo. National Retail Hardware Association, 
333 North Pennsylvania Street, Indianapolis, 
Ind. 

C. (3) Farm Equipment Retailing and 
Hardware Retailer. 

D. (6) $3,375. . 

E. (7) $374.90; (9) $374.90; (10) $340.75; 
(11) $715.65. 


A. J. S. Noffsinger, 2601 Sixteenth Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. National Federation of Private School 
Associations, 2601 Sixteenth Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) All legislative proposals that affect 
private (non-tax-supported) schools. 


A. Christian P. Norgord, 1617 Rhode Island 
Avenue NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Robert F. Sellar, American Humane As- 
sociation, Albany, N. Y. 

C. (2) S. 1046, S. 1335, S. 1369, H. R. 2982, 
H. R. 1870, H. R. 7524, and H. R. 4668. 

D. (7) $625. 

E. (5) $10; (6) $37.42; 


(9) $47.42; (11) 
$47.42; (15) $625. 
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A. O. L. Norman, 1200 Eighteenth Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. National Association of Electric Com- 
panies, 1200 Eighteenth Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

C. (2) H. R. 3790, 4386, 4473, 3400, 3871, 
S. 1397. (See appended statement, p. 5.)* 
(3)2 

D. (6) $4,041.68. 

E. (6) $31.02; (7) $1,000.70; (8) 857.50: 
(9) $1,089.22; (10) $511.03; (11) $1,600.25; 
(15) $527.90, May 18-26, 1951, Palmer House, 
Chicago, Ill.—rooms, meals, etc., for self and 
others during exhibition at Union Industries 
Show; $244.53, April 12, 1951, Sherman Hotel, 
Chicago, III. room, meals, etc., during Amer- 
ican Farm Bureau meeting; total, $772.43. 


A. North Dakota Resources Board, 311 N. 
Broadway, Fargo, N. Dak., 

C. (2) Legislation affecting the develop- 
ment and utilization of the land, water and 
other natural resources of North Dakota, 
including authorizations and appropriations 
therefor. H. R. 3790 and H. R. 4386. 

D. (6) $3,000. 

E. (2) $1,149; (5) $38.90; (6) $160.67; (7) 
$1,509.37; (9) $2,857.94; (10) $2,590.56; (11) 
$5,448.50; (15) $1,149, April, May and June, 
Fred J. Fredrickson, Lafayette Hotel, Wash- 
ington, D. C., salary for second quarter; 
$1,708.94, April, May and June, Fred J. Fred- 
rickson, Lafayette Hotel, Washington, D. C., 
reimbursed expenses for second quarter, 
total $2,857.94. 


A. Harry E. Northam, 360 North Michigan 
Avenue, Chicago, Ill. 

B. Association of American Physicians and 
Surgeons, Inc., 360 North Michigan Avenue, 
Chicago, Ill. : 

C. (2) All matters concerning the practice 
of medicine and surgery. 


A. Northern Hemlock and Hardwood Manu- 
facturers Association, Washington Build- 
ing, Oshkosh, Wis. 

C. (2) Legislation affecting the timber in- 
dustries of Wisconsin and Michigan, taxa- 
tion, forestry, and labor management rela- 
tions. y 


A. T. C. Nugent, 800 California Building, New 
Orleans, La. 

B. The California Co., 800 California Build- 
ing, New Orleans, La. 

C. (2) Legislation affecting public lands, 
taxation, and submerged lands. Specifically 
interested in S. J. Res. 20 and S. 940 and 
H. R. 1089. 

D. (6) $5,400. 

E. (6) $90; (7) $2,310; (9) $2,400. 


A. Peter Q. Nyce, 1266 National Press Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C. 
C. (2) Legislation pertaining to land of 
the United States. 


A. Jerauld T. S. Oberholtzer, 4904 Forty- 
seventh Avenue, Hyattsville, Md. 

B. Sheet Metal Workers’ International 
Association, 642 Transportation Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Amendments to Railroad Retire- 
ment Act, S. 1347 and H. R. 3669. 


A. Edward H. O'Connor, 
Street, Chicago, Ill. 

B. Insurance Economics Society of America, 
176 West Adams Street, Chicago, III. 

C. (2) H. R. 27: To provide a national 
health insurance and public health program. 
H. R. 54: To provide a program of national 
health insurance and public health. 

D. (6) $4,002.25. 


176 West Adams 
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A. Eugene O'Dunne, Jr., Southern Building, 
Wasnington, D. C. 

B. National Association of Wool Manufac- 
turers, 386 Fourth Avenue, New York, N. V. 

C. (2) Legislation on wool textile industry. 
H. R. 1612, Trade Agreements Act, amend- 
ment to section 350 of Tariff Act of 1930; 
H. R. 3871, section 103 (a) and S. 1717, section 
103 (a). 

D. (6) $2,500. 

E. (6) $14.89; (7) $11.20; (9) 826.09; (10) 
$2.20; (11) $28.29. ‘ 


A. The Ohio Railroad Association,’ 16 East 
Broad Street, Columbus, Ohio. 
C. (2) Legislation affecting railroad in- 
terests. 
Ds 


A. Fred N. Oliver, 110 East Forty-second 
Street, New York, N. Y., and Investment 
Building, Weshington, D. C. 

B. National Association of Mutual Savings 
Banks, 60 East Forty-second Street, New 
York, N. Y.; and Railroad Security Owners 
Association, Inc., 110 East Forty-second 
Street, New York, N. Y. (See Appendix I.) 

C. (2) The only specific legislative interest 
in the period April 1951 to June 30, 1951, 
has been H. R. 4473. 

D. (6) $262.50. 

E. (7) $322.25; (9) $322.25; (10) $534.96; 
(11) $857.21, 


A. Clarence H. Olson, 1608 K Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. The American Legion, 700 North Penn- 
sylvania Street, Indianapolis, Ind. 

C. (2) (See attached statement.) (3)? 
Legislative Bulletin and American Legion 
Magazine. 

D. (6) $1,837.50. 

E. (2) $1; (5) $0.50; (7) $17.61; (9) $19.11; 
(10) $16.06; (11) $35.17. 


A. Sam O’Neal, 211 National Press Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. National Council.on Business Mail, Inc., 
105 West Monroe Street, Chicago, III. 

C. (2) All legislation pertaining to postal 
rates and postal legislation, 

D. (7) $2,500. 

E. (7) $100; (8) $60; (9) $160; (10) $160; 
(11) $320. 


A. Sam O'Neal, 211 National Press Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Power Distributors Information Com- 
mittee of Tennessee Valley Public Power Ad- 
ministration, Sixth and Market Streets, Chat- 
tanooga, Tenn. 

C. (2) All legislation pertaining to public 
power. 

D. (7) $1,875. 

E. (7) $100; (8) $60; (9) $160; (10) $160; 
(11) $320. 

A. Mrs. Lucy Opper, 2802 P Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

B. National Congress of Parents and 
Teachers, 600 South Michigan Boulevard, 
Chicago, III. 

C. (2) Measures which affect the welfare of 
children and youth. (3) National Parent- 
Teacher. 

D.t 

E. 


A. Order of Railway Conductors of America, 

O. R. C. Building, Cedar Rapids, Iowa. 

B. International Railway Labor Organiza- 
tion. 

E. (2) $2,125; (5) $1,233.04; (6) $70.16; 

(9) $3,428.20; (10) $3,238.73; (11) $6,666.93. 


Not printed. 
retary. 


Filled with Clerk and Sec- 


1951 


A. Organization of Professional Employees of 
the U. S. Department of Agriculture, 
Post Office Box 381, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Public officers and employees, re- 
tirement, and income-tax exemption, 

D. (6) $87.72. 

E. (2) $149.50; (4) $204.62; (5) $2; (6) $1; 
(8) $4; (9) $361.12; (10) $190; (11) $551.12; 
(15) $125, April 30, May 31, June 30, Fred- 
erick V. Rand, 1359 Meridian Place NW., 
Washington, D. C., salary as executive officer; 
824.50, April 30, May 31, June 30, Lila W. 
Meyer, Route 1. Box 632, Annandale, Va., 
salary as secretary; $139.62, April 5, June 30, 
the Trades Unionist, 720 Fifth Street NW., 
Washington, D. C., printing and folding news 
letters for first and second quarters of 1951; 
$65, April 30, June 30, Batt, Bates & Co., 1407 
K Street NW., Washington, D. C., address- 
ing and mailing news letters for two quar- 
ters of 1951; total, $354.12, 


A. Mr. Thomas Owens, 718 Jackson Place 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. United Rubber, Cork Linoleum and 
Plastic Workers of America, High at Mill 
Street, Akron, Ohio. 

C. (2) Support all legislation favorable to 
national peace, security, democracy, pros- 
perity, and general welfare. 

D.: (6) $1,105. 

E. (9) $494; (10) $487.76; (11) $981.76. 


A. Mrs. Theodor Oxholm, 654 Madison Ave- 
nue, New York, N. Y. 

B. Spokesmen for Children, Inc., 654 Madi- 
son Avenue, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Legislation affecting maternal and 
child health and welfare. Child research, 
S. 676; grants-in-aid to the States for mater- 
nal and child health and welfare; local pub- 
lic health units, S. 445 and H. R. 274; emer- 
gency aid for professional health education, 
S. 337; Federal aid to education. 

1 


D. 

E. (7) $43.95; (9) $43.95; (10) $81.62; (11) 
$125.57. 

A. Pacific Lock Employees Assoclation, Post 
Office Box 423, Cocoli, C. Z. 

B. Lock Operators Employees Association 
(Pacific Chapter), John E. Schmidt, secre- 
tary, Post Office Box 423, Cocoli, C. Z. 

S. (2) H. R. 242, H. R. 1172, deferring in- 
come tax for the Canal Zone. 

E. (7) $500; (9) $500; (10) $3,000; (11) 
$3,500. 

A. Robert S. Palmer, 204 State Office Build- 
ing, Denver, Colo. 

B. State Mining Industry, State Office 
Building, Denver, Colo. 

C. (2) Matters pertaining to the mining 
industry of Colorado and other States; taxa- 
tion, assessment work, tariffs, nitional de- 
fense matters. 

1 


E. (7) $1,140.09; (11) $1,140.09. 


A. Charles A. Parker, room 1128, 1346 Con- 
necticut Avenue NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. National Aviation Trades Association, 
1346 Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, 
D. C. 

C. (2) S. 507 and H. R. 1521, airman train- 
ing bills; S. 325 and H. R. 1168, ROTC bills. 

D. (6) $1,154.10. 

E. (2) $751.50; (4) $174; (5) $69.50; (6) 
$58.95; (7) $33; (9) $1,087.95; (11) $1,087.95; 
(12) $400. 


A. Lovell H. Parker, 614 Colorado Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. None: employed as a consultant by Na- 

tional Coal Association, National Council of 
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Coal Lessors, American Trucking Association, 
and Television Broadcasters’ Tax Committee, 
on tax matters. All of Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Tax legislation affecting the bitu- 
minous coal industry, the highway freight 
industry, and the television broadcasting in- 
dustry. 

D.: (6) $6,000. 


A. Geo. F. Parrish, 706 Security Building, 
Charleston, W. Va. 

B. West Virginia Railroad Association, 
post-office box No. 7, Charleston, W. Va. 

C. (2) On matter before Ways and Means 
Committee of the House relating to the type 
of taxes levied against companies leasing coal 
lands. On railroad retirement legislation. 

D. 

E. (7) $143; (9) $143; (11) $143. 


A. James G. Patton. 

B. Farmers Educational & Cooperative 
Union of America, 1555 Sherman Street, Den- 
ver, Colo. (home office). 300 Independence 
Avenue SE., Washington, D. C. (legislative 
office). 

C. Legislation on matters of interest to the 
National Farmers Union, 

De 

E.: 


A. Randolph E. Paul, 1614 Eye Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 
B. Gillette Safety Razor Co., Boston, Mass. 
C. (2) An amendment to eliminate section 
131 (b) (2) ot the Internal Revenue Code, 
and an amendment to section 127 of the In- 
ternal Revenue Code relating to war losses. 
D. 
E. (6) $11.69; (7) 80 cents; (9) $12.49; (10) 
$13.16; (11) $25.65. 


A. Albert A. Payne, 1737 K Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

B. Realtors’ Washington Committee of the 
National Association of Real Estate Boards. 

C. (2) Any legislation affecting the real 
estate industry. 

D. (5) $2,088.40; (7) $2,088.40; (8) $2,- 
155.77; (9) $4,244.17. 

E. (6) Ninety cents; (7) $84.50; (8) $3; (9) 
$88.40; (10) $155.80; (11) $244.20; (15) $88.40; 
(16) $15, May 29, 1951, Duke Zeibert’s Res- 
taurant, 1700 block L Street NW. 


A. Merl B. Peek. 

B. National Reclamation Association, 1119 
National Press Building, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) (a) Reclamation Act, 1902 (53 
Stat. 1187, 43 U. S. C. 485) and all amenda- 
tory and supplementary acts thereto. All 
other statutes relating to water and land; 
(b) H. R. 1636, H. R. 1637, H. R. 2646, H. R. 
3309, H. R. 3318, S. 40, S. 443, S. 1144, 
H. R. 3790, H. R. 3973, H. R. 4386, H. R. 
3544, H. R. 2470, H. R. 4628, S. 1798, H. R. 4521, 
S. 18, S. 19, and all other bills concerning 
reclamation, flood control as related to rec- 
lamation, water, and land conservation, (3) 
Bulletin. 

D. (6) $1,749.99. 

E. (7) $369; (9) $341.01; (10) $710.01. 


A. George S. Peer, 744 Jackson Place NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. National Council of Farmer Coopera- 
tives, 744 Jackson Place NW., Washington, 
D. O. 

C. (2) Support of H. R. 1005. 

D. (6) $1,524.98. 

E. (7) $81.71; (9) $81.71; (10) $103.35; 
(11) $185.08. 
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A. William J. Petersen, 119 Montana Avenue, * 
Madison, Wis. 
B. Wisconsin State Chamber of Commerce. 
C. (2) Legislation affecting business and 
industry. 
D. (7) $2,750. 
A. J. Hardin Peterson, Jr. 
Building, Lakeland, Fla. 
C. (2) Efforts are for the passage of a spe- 
cial bill to grant entry and additional time 
in this country in relation to the immigra- 
tion status of Louizos. 
D. (6) $250. 
E. (6) $10; (9) $10; (11) $10. 


A. A. T. Pierson,? 54 Meadow Street, New 
Haven, Conn. 

B. The New York, New Haven & Hartford 
Railroad Co., 54 Meadow Street, New Haven, 
Conn. 

C. (2) All legislation which might affect 
the New Haven Railroad and its subsidiaries. 

D. (7) $1,996.50. s 


A. A. T. Pierson, 54 Meadow Street, New 
Haven, Conn. 

B. The New York, New Haven & Hartford 
Railroad Co., §4 Meadow Street, New Haven, 
Conn. 

C. (2) All legislation which might affect 
the New Haven Railroad and its subsidiaries. 

D.t (7) $1,996.50. 

A. Pierson & Ball, 1007 Ring Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Radio Television Manufacturers Associ- 
ation, 1317 F Street NW., Washington, D. C. 
8 C. (2) Excess- profits tax and excise-tax 

ills. 


Polk Theatre 


A. Pierson and Ball, 1007 Ring Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Radio Television Manufacturers Asso- 
ciation, 1317 F Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Excess-profits-tax and excise-tax 
bills; Revenue Act of 1951; H. R. 4473; In- 
ternal Revenue Code; for H. R. 4473, but 
against Treasury recommendation to increase 
tax on radio-television. 

DS 
E. (9) $915.77. 

A. Albert Pike, Jr., 488 Madison Avenue, New 
York, N. Y. 

B. Life Insurance Association of America, 
488 Madison Avenue, New York, N. Y. 

O. (2) General: Legislation which might 
affect the welfare of policyholders and an- 
nuitants. 

D. (6) $50. 

A. Harriet F. Pilpel, 285 Madison Avenue, New 
York, N. Y. 

B. Walter Field Co., 600-614 Fulton Street, 
Chicago, II. 

C. (2) A bill to readjust postal rates. S. 
1046, H. R. 2982, insofar as they affect the col- 
lect-on-delivery service. 

D+ (7) $1,500. 

E. (2) $33.18; (4) $50; (5) $8.29; (6) 
$21.76; (7) $139.91; (9) $253.14; (10) $26.03; 
(11) $279.17. 

A. Pope Ballard & Loos, 707 Munsey Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. California Fruit Growers Exchange and 
California Walnut Growers Association, Los 
Angeles, Calif.; Northwest Nut Growers, 
Dundee, Oreg., and California Almond Grow- 
ers Exchange, Sacramento, Calif. 

C. (2) Agricultural and farmer cooperative 
matters. 

D. 
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E. (4) $19.89; (6) $5.76; (7) $71.16; (9) 
$119.68; (10) $257.97; (11) $877.65; (15) 
$19.89, April 12, Christabel Hill, Munsey 
Building, Washington, D. C., mimeographing; 
$18.50, May 4, Hart & Harkins, 1760 Pennsyl- 
vania Avenue NW., Washington, D. C., tran- 
script of hearing. 

A. Pope Ballard & Loos, 707 Munsey Building. 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Mushroom Growers Cooperative Asso- 
ciation and Cultivated Mushroom Institute 
of America, both of Kennett Square, Pa. 

C. (2) Tariff legislation, Trade Agreement 
Extension Act, H. R. 1612—For. 

E. (6) $0.66; (7) $1.40; (9) $2.06; (11) 
$2.06. 


A. Pope Ballard & Loos, 707 Munsey Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. The Parker Pen Co., Janesville, Wis.; 
W. A. Sheaffer Pen Co., Fort Madison, Iowa; 
and Fountain Pen and Mechanical Pencil 
. Association, New York City. 

(2) Trade Agreement Act extension, 
H. *. 1612—For. Revenue Act of 1951, H. R. 
4473— Against. 

E. (6) $17.30; (7) $0.80; (9) $18.10; (11) 
$18.10; (15) $17.30, March 20, Chesapeake & 
Potomac Telephone Co., 723 Thirteenth Street 
NW., Washington, 2 C., telephone calls. 


A. Pope Ballard & Loos, 707 Munsey Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C. 

B. Basic Vegetable Products, Inc., Vaca- 
ville, Calif.; Gentry, Inc., Los Angeles, Calif.; 
Puccinelli Packing Co., Turlock, Calif.; and 
J. R. Simplot Dehydrating Co., Caldwell, 
Idaho. 

C. (2) Trade Agreements Extension Act, 
H. R. 1612—For. 

D. (6) $500. 

E. (4) $18.98; (6) $11.82; (7) $2.60; (9) 
$33.40; (11) $33.40; (15) $18.98, April 12, Batt 
Bates & Co., Inc., 1407 K Stree: NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C.—mimeographing, 


A. Frank M. Porter, 50 West Fiftieth Street, 
New York, N. Y. 
B. American Petroleum Institute, 50 West 
Fiftieth Street, New York, N. T. 
C. (2) (See explanatory statement.) 
A. James E. Poulton, Machinists Building, 
Washington, D. C. 
B. International Association of Machinists, 
Machinists Building, Washington, D. C. 


A. William I. Powell, 1102 Ring Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. American Mining Congress, Ring Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Measures affecting mining, such as 
income taxation, social security, public lands, 
stockpiling, monetary policy, etc. 

+ (6) $1,000. 

E. (7) $21.60; (9) $21.60; (10) $68.33; (11) 

$89.93. 


A. Kenneth L. Pray, 1026 Seventeenth Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 
B. Schenley Distillers, Inc., and affiliated 
companies. 


A. William H. Press, 204 Evening Star Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C. 
B. Washington Board of Trade, 204 Evening 
Star Building, Washington, D. C. 
C. (2) Legislation affecting the District of 
Columbia. 
D. (7) $3,967.58. 


A. William H. Press, 204 Evening Star Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C. 
B. Washington Board of Trade, 204 Eve- 
ning Star Building, Washington, D. C. 
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C. (2) Legislation affecting the District of 
Columbia of interest to the Washington 
Board of Trade. 

D. (6) $3,375. 

A. Allen Pretzman,? 50 West Broad Street, 
Columbus, Ohio. 

B. Scioto-Sandusky, Conservancy District, 
553 East Town Street, Columbus, Ohio. 

D. (6) $100. 

E. (6) $1.80; (7) $93.44; (9) $95.24; (11) 
895.24. 


A. Harry E. Proctor, 1110 Investment Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C. 

B. National Association of Mutual Savings 
Banks, 60 East Forty-second Street, New York 
City. 

C. (2) H. R. 4473, H. R. 3871; S. 114, S. 39, 
S. 1397. 

D. (6) $2,250. 

E. (4) $26.32; (7) $54.75; (9) $81.07; (10) 
$6.95; (11) $88.02; (15) $12.85, April 6, 1951, 
Leet Bros. Co., Inc., W. D. C., photo- 
stating tax material; $13.47, May 2, 1951, Leet 
Bros. Co., Inc., Washington, D. C., photostat- 
ing tax material; $22, May 21, 1951, Statler 
Hotel, Washington, D. C., cost of dinner con- 
ference with bankers on amendments to De- 
fense Production Act of 1950; total, $48.32. 


— 


A. The Proprietary Association, 810 Eight- 
eenth Street NW., Washington, D. C. 
C. (2) Measures affecting proprietary 
medicines industry. H. R. 3298. 
D.: (6) $36,007.19. 
E. (7) $125; (9) $125; (10) $845; 
8970. 


(11) 


A. The Prudential Insurance Co. of America, 
763 Broad Street, Newark, N. J. 

C. (2) Legislation affecting the business of 
the company. 

E. (2) $3,500; (6) $7.06; (7) $528.23; (9) 
$4,035.29; (10) $9,324.92; (11) $13,360.21; (15) 
$4,035.29, April 5, 1951, Milo J. Warner, 
Nicholas Building, Toledo, Ohio, professional 
services. 

A. Ganson Purcell, 910 Seventeenth Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Dr. Walter Duschinsky, 93 Perry Street, 
New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Legislation to grant permanent 
residence to client (S. 523). 

E. (6) $5.51; (8) $16.89; (9) $22.40; (10) 
$11.55; (11) $33.95, 

A. Ganson Purcell, 910 Seventeenth Street 
NW., W. n, D. C. 

B. Insular Lumber Co., 1405 Locust Street, 
Philadelphia, Pa. 

C. (2) Legislative interests are foreign 
commerce of United States, including tax 
and tariff legislation. 

E. (8) $35.29; (9) $35.29; (10) $12.63; (11) 
$47.92. 

A. Alexander Purdon, 1809 G Street NW., 
W. D. C. 

B. National Federation of American Ship- 

ping, Inc., 1809 G Street NW., Washington, 


ae (2) Legislation that may affect the de- 
velopment of an adequate merchant marine. 

D. (6) $406.25. 

E. (7) $98.80; (9) “ea (10) $54.75; (11) 
$153.55; (14) $153.55. 


A. Edmund R. Purves, 1741 New York Ave- 


. American Institute of Architects, 1741 
New York Avenue NW., Washington, D. C. 
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C. (2) Legislation in relation to the archi- 


tectural profession. 


D. $200. 
E. (10) $94; (11) $94. 


A. C. J. Putt, 920 Jackson Street, Topeka, 
Kans 


B. The Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Rail- 
way Co., 920 Jackson Street, Topeka, Kans. 

C. (2) General legislative interest in mat- 
ters affecting railroads. 

D 1 


E. (7) $538.20; (9) $538.20; (11) $538.20. 


A. Ward L. Quaal, suite 532, Shoreham Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C. 

B. Clear Channel Broadcasting Service 
(CCBS), suite 532, Shoreham Building, Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

C. (2) CCBS will oppose any proposed leg- 
islation (such as S. 491 and H. R. 4004, 81st 
Cong.) calling for the duplication of class 
I-A clear channel frequencies or the limita- 
tion of the power of class I-A standard broad- 
cast stations. CCBS opposes ratification of 
the so-called NARBA agreement signed No- 
vember 15, 1950. (3) (See p. 5.) 

D. (7) $5,625. 

E. (3) 811,21; (7) $421.39; (9) $432.60; 
(10) $558.60; (11) $991.20; (15) $432.60; (16). 


A. Frank Quigley, 725 Thirteenth Street NW., 
Washington, D. C., and 195 Broadway, 
New York, N. Y. 

B. American Telephone & Telegraph Co., 
195 Broadway, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Matters affecting Bell System com- 
munications: (a) Renegotiation of contracts; 
Revenue Act of 1951; Defense Production 
Act of 1950 (amended); Special Senate Com- 
mittee To Investigate, etc. Crime, etc., un- 
lawful transmission in interstate commerce, 
etc., transmission of gambling information; 
Licensing by wire, etc. (b) Public Law 9— 
Chapter 15—Eighty-second Congress—Ist 
Session; H. R. 4473; H. R. 3871; S. Res. 202; 
S. 1564; S. 1624; S. 1563. 

D. (6) $8,095. 

E. (7) $595; (9) $595; (10) $759.52; (11) 


- $1,354.52; (15) $20.09, April 13, 1951, Chevy 


Chase Club, Chevy Chase, Md., conference on 
matters for information department; $27.54, 
April 30, 1951, Chevy Chase Club, Chevy 
Chase, Md., conference on matters for in- 
formation department; $72.97, May 6, 1951, 
Chevy Chase Club, Chevy Chase, Md., con- 
ference on matters for information depart- 
ment; $61.75, June 15, 1951, Chevy Chase 
Club, Chevy Chase, Md., conference on mat- 
ters for information department; $32.74, May 
4, 1951, Metropolitan Club, Washington, D. C., 
conference on matters for information de- 
partment; $50.51, June 21, 1951, Metropoli- 
tan Club, Washington, D. C., conference on 
matters for information department. 


A. F. Miles Radigan, 1200 Eighteenth Street 
NW Washington, D. C. 

B. National Association of Electrical Com- 
panies, 1200 Eighteenth Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

C. (2) (See appended statement, p. 5.) 
H. R. 3790, 4386, 4473, 3400, Public Law 43, 
45 


D: (6) $1,250. 
A. Radio-Television Manufacturers Associa- 
tion, 1317 F Street NW., Washington, 


D. C. 
C. (2) Excess profits tax or additional 
corporate income tax bills and Regulation W. 
E. (2) $18,580.19; (6) $773.32; (7) $11.55; 
(8) $414.71; (9) $19,779.78; (10) $8,106.41; 
(11) $28,886.19; (15) 4 
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A. Alex Radin, 1757 K Street NW., Washing- 
ton, D. C. 

B. American Public Power Association, 
1757 K Street NW., Washington, PD. C. 

C. (2) Any legislation affecting the gen- 
eration, transmission and distribution of 
electrical energy by local publicly owned 
electric systems. 

D. (7) $333.33. 

A. Leon Raesly, Suite 624, 
NW., Washington, D. C. 
C. (2) S. 1671 and S. 1672. 


A. Railroad Pension Conference, P. O. Box 
798. New Haven, Conn. 

C. (2) For enactment of H. R. 63 and S. 
1308, 30-year, half-pay railroad retirement 
legislation. 

D+ (6) $139.05. 

E. (4) $59.21; (5) $30.17; (6) $8; (7) 
$98.34; (8) $4.60; (9) $200.32; (10) $235.18; 
(11) 8435.50. 


1625 I Street 


A. Railroad Security Owners Association, 
Inc., 110 East Forty-second Street, New 
York, N. Y. 

A. Railway Labor Executives’ Association, 10 
F Avenue SW., Washington, 
D.C 

C. (2) 8. 1347 and H. R. 3669. All legis- 
lation affecting labor, especlally railway 
labor. 

D. (See Appendix I.) ! 


A. DeWitt C. Ramsey, 610 Shoreham Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C. 

B. Aircraft Industries Association of Amer- 
ica, Inc., 610 Shoreham Building, Washing- 
ton, D. C. 

C. (2) Any legislation affecting the avia- 
tion industry. 

A. Donald J. Ramsey. Silver Users Associa- 
tion, 1612 Eye Street NW., Washington, 
D. C 


B. Silver Users Association, 1612 Eye Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Legislation involving 
2829 and H. R. 6724. 

Du (7) $4,250.06. 

E. (7) 6472.37; (9) $472.87; (11) $472.37; 
(15) $472.37. 


silver. S. 


A. Donald J. Ramsey, 1612 Eye Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Silver Users Association, 1612 Eye Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Legislation involving silver. S. 2829 
and H. R. 6724. 

D. (6) $4,249.98. 

E. (7) $828.80; (9) $823.80; (10) $472.37; 
(11) $1,296.17, 

A. Frederick V. Rand, 1359 Meridian Place 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Organization of Professional Employees 
c? the United States Department of Agricul- 
ture, P. O. Box 381, Washington, D. C. 

O 

D. (6) $125. 

E. (8) $3; (9) $3; (10) $3; (11) $6. 


A. Jacob Reck, 1346 F Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

B. National Beauty and Barber Manufac- 
turers’ Association, 1346 F Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

C. (2) Supported amendment to section 
2402 (b) of Internal Revenue Code eliminat- 
ing excise tax on cosmetics sold to beauty 
and barber shops; opposed extension of 20 
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percent tax on toilet preparations to sham- 
poos containing more than 5 percent sapo- 
naceous matter. Supported amendment to 
Defense Production Act exempting beauty 
and barber shop services from price con- 
trols. 

D. (6) $1,800. 

E. (8) $12.80; (9) $12.80; (10) $2.10; (11) 
$14.90, 

A. Stanley Rector, Washington Hotel, Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

B. Unemployment Benefit Advisors, Inc., 
Hotel Washington, Washington, D. C. 

C, (2) The organization is interested in the 
over-all field of social security. (3) The 
Advisor. 

D.t 
A. Otie M. Reed, 1731 I Street NW., Wash- 

ington, D. C. 

B. National Milk Producers Federation, 
1731 I Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Any legislation that may affect milk 
producers or the cooperatives through which 
they act together to process and market their 
milk. (3) News for dairy coops. 

D. (7) $2,250. 

A. Albert L. Reeves, Jr., 1625 K Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Wilcox Electric Co., Inc., Fourteenth 
and Chestnut Streets, Kansas City, Mo. 

C. (2) H. R. 1912, a bill for the relief of 
Wilcox Electric Co., Inc. 

1 


D. 
E. (6) $1.13; (9) $1.13; (11) $1.13. 


A. Reserve Officers Association of the United 
States, 2517 Connecticut Avenue NW. 
Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Legislation for development of & 
military policy for the United States which 
will guarantee adequate national security. 
(3) The Reserve Officer and ROA Washing- 
ton Newsletter, 

A. Retirement Federation of Civil Service 
Employees of the United States Govern- 
ment, 900 F Street NW., Room 314, 
Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Retention and improvement of the 
Civil Service Retirement and United States 
Employees Compensation Acts, 

D.* (6) $7,929.40. 

E. (2) $3,363.68; (4) $408; (5) $490.75; (6) 
$19.26; (7) $154.20; (8) $1,284.91; (9) $5,- 
720.80; (10) $4,891.06; (11) $10.611.86; (15).* 


A. Revere Copper and Brass, Inc., 230 Park 
Avenue, New York, N. Y. 
C. (2) Legislation affecting copper. 
Ds 
E. (2) $4,500; (9) $4,500; (10) $4,500; (11) 
000. 


A. Hubert M. Rhodes, 740 Eleventh Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 
B. Credit Union National Association, Inc., 
1617 Sherman Avenue, Madison, Wis. 
C, (2) Legislation affecting credit unions, 
D.* (6) $200. 
E. (7) $14; (8) $2; (9) $16; (10) $5.44; 
(11) 821.44. 
A. Charles S. Rhyne, 730 Jackson Place NW., 
Washington, D. C. 
B. Mytinger and Casselberry, Long Beach, 
Calif. 
C. (2) Food and drug legislation, H. R. 
2383 and H. R. 3758. 
D. (7) $1,500, 
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A. Charles R. Richey, 1405 K Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. American Hotel Association, 221 West 
Fifty-seventh Street, New York, N. X. 

C. (2) Any and all bills and statutes of 
interest to the hotel industry, 

D. (6) $1,800. 

E. (7) $221.19; (9) $221.19; (10) $109.48; 
(11) $330.67; (15) May 4, 1951, five luncheons, 
Congressional Hotel, $10.50; May 7, eleven 
tickets, civil defense conference, $53; June 
28, three luncheons, Carlton Hotel, $14.49. 


A. Siert F. Riepma, 1028 Munsey Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. National association of Margarine 
Manufacturers, 1028 Munsey Building, Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

C. (2) Any specific legislation that may re- 
late to margarine. Also interested in pas- 
sage of H. R. 3207, Eighty-second Congress, 
first session, to amend Navy ration statute 
(34 U. S. C. 902a). 

D. (6) $30. 

E. (7) 66; (9) 86; (11) 86. 


A. John J. Riggle, 744 Jackson Place NW., 
Washington, D. C. 
B. National Council of Farmer Coopera- 
385 744 Jackson Place NW., Washington, 
0. 


Ra (2) H. R. 1612—to extend the authority 
of the President to enter into trade agree- 
ments. For—with amendments S. 984, S. 
3283—to amend the Agricultural Act of 1949. 
For S. 1397 and H. R. 3871—to revise and 
extend the Defense Production Act of 1950. 
For—with amendments. (3) Management- 
Personnel Relations Activities of Congress; 
Foreign Trade News; Legislative Digest. 

D. (6) $2,325. 

E. (7) $40.94; (9) $40.94; (10) $34.50; (11) 
$75.44. 


— 


A. George D. Riley, 901 Massachusetts Ave- 
nue NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. American Federation of Labor, 901 Mas- 
sachusetts Avenue NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) All bills affecting the welfare of 
the country generally, and specifically bills 
affecting workers. 

D2 (6) $2,340. 

E. (2) $2,340; (6) $12; (8) $243; (9) $2,595; 
(10) $2,596; (11) $5,191. 


A. H. J. Ripp, 811 North Twenty-second 
Street, Milwaukee, Wis. 
B. Brotherhood of Railway and Steamship 
Clerks, 1015 Vine Street, Cincinnati, Ohio. 


A. E. W. Rising, 1215 Sixteenth Street NW., 
Suite No. 3, Washington, D. C. 

B. National Water Conservation Confer. 
ence, 341 Broad Street Station Building, 
Philadelphia, Pa. 

C. (2) All legislation relative to develop- 
ment, utilization and conservation of natural 
resources, including bills to authorize proj- 
ects, appropriations for construction of 
projects. 

D. 1 


E. (2) $450.11; (4) $51.99; (5) $170; (6) 
$18; (9) $690.10; (10) $705.19; (11) $1,395.29; 
(15) 4 
A. E. W. Rising, 1215 Sixteenth Street NW., 

Washington, D. C. 

B. Southwestern Idaho Water Conservation 
Project Inc., post-office box 1576, Boise, Idaho, 

C. (2) All legislation affecting directly or 
indirectly the development and utilization 
of the land and water resources of the United 
States. Specifically interested in legislation 
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pertaining to Snake and Columbia River 
basins. 

D. (6) $1,235. 

E. (2) $132.24; (5) $188; (6) $39.18; (7) 
$363.58; (8) $5; (9) $728; (11) $728; (15) = 


A. E. W. Rising, 1215 Sixteenth Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Western Beet Growers Association, post- 
office box 742, Great Falls, Mont. 

C. (2) Legislation that may affect or limit 
right of American farmers to grow and 
market sugar beets. H. R. 4521, now pending 
in Congress. (3) Four newsletters, 

D. (6) $350. 

E (2) $25; (4) $64.93; (5) $50; (6) $6.25; 
(7) $214.72; (9) $360.91; oe: $111.04; (11) 
$471.95; (15) 4 

A. L. E. Roark, 53 West Jackson Boulevard. 
Chicago, III. 

B. National Foundry Association. 

C. (2) Labor legislation, tax legislation, 
and legislation affecting the foundry in- 
dustry. 

E. (2) $250; (7) $60.36; (9) $310.36; (10) 
$400.34; (11) $710.70; (16) $250, April, May, 
June, L. E. Roark, executive vice president, 
National Foundry Association, Chicago, 10 
percent of salary for quarter of April, May, 
and June; $52.32, May 9, Trans World Air- 
lines, Inc., transportation Washington to 
Chicago; $18.04, May 7 and 8, Mayflower Hotel, 
Washington, D. C., room, phones, incidentals, 


A. George Mackay Robb, 2517 South Salina 
Street, Syracuse, N. Y. 

B. Reformed Presbyterian Church of North 
America, 209 Ninth Street, Pittsburgh, Pa. 

C. (2) Senate Joint Resolution 29 and 
House Joint Resolution 156. 

D. (7) $250; (8) 8250; (11) $45.39. 

E. (10) $214.47; (11)3 $214.47. 


A. Dr. Frederick E. Robin, 1416 F Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Committee for the Nation's Health, 
Inc., 1416 F Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) H. R. 27, H. R. 54, S. 445, S. 337, H. R. 
1781, H. R. 2152. H. R. 516, H. R. 910, H. R. 
274. H. R. 913, H. R. 14, H. R. 149, H. R. 342, 
H. R. 146. (3) Emergency! Doctors Wanted!, 
Trouble in Our Hospitals, Letter to a Family 
Doctor, Keeping Income Abreast of Expense, 
etc. (See attachment B.) 

Du (6) $2,770.80. 

E. (7) $46.16; (9) $46.16; (10) $24.97; (11) 
$71.13. 

A. Watson Rogers, 527 Munsey Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. National Food Brokers Association, 527 
Munsey Building, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Opposing S. 719—a bill to amend the 
Robinson-Patman Act. 


— 


A. George B. Roscoe, 610 Ring Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. National Electrical Contractors Associa- 
wed Inc., 610 Ring Building, Washington, 
C. (2) Legislation that affects the build- 
ing construction and electrical industries, 
(3) Qualified contractor, 


A. Roland H. Rowe, 400 Investment Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. United States Wholesale Grocers’ Asso- 
ciation, 400 Investment Building, Washing- 
ton, D. C. 

C. (2) Legislation affecting interests of 
wholesale grocers. (a) Revenue bill of 1951 
with respect to taxing co-ops; meeting com- 
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petition under Robinson-Patman Act and 
Federal Trade Commission Act; Small De- 
tense Plants bill. (b) H. R. 4473, H. R. 2820, 
H. R. 3871, S. 719, S. 1397. (c) Revenue Code, 
Robinson-Patman Act, Federal Trade Com- 
mission Act. (d) For including taxation of 
co-ops in H. R. 4473; against S. 719 and H. R. 
2820; for S. 1397 and H. R. 3871. (3) U. 8. 
Wholesale Grocers’ Association Was 
News Letter No. 717, USWGA Bulletin, 

D. (6) $42.90, 

E. (9) $2; (10) $1; (11) $3. 


A. Forrest Rozzell, 506 Union Life Building, 
Little Rock, Ark. 

B. Legislative-Federal Relations Division of 
the National Education Association of the 
United States, 1201 Sixteenth Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. (Arkansas Education 
Association, 506 Union Life Building, Little 
Rock, Ark.) 

C. (2) Bills pending before the Eighty- 
second Congress relating to public educa- 
tion. 

E. (7) $166.70; (9) $166.70; (11) $166.70. 


A. John Forney Rudy, 1809 G Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. National Federation of American Ship- 
ping, Inc., 1809 G Street NW., Washington, 
D. C. 

C. (2) General legislative interests are con- 
cerned with the declaration of policy as ex- 
pressed by the Congress of the United States 
in the Merchant Marine Act of 1936. 
legislative interests apply to legislation that 
supports or contravenes this Declaration of 
Policy. 

D 

E. (7) $241.10; (9) $241.10; (10) 6225.20: 
(11) $476.30; (14) $241.10. 


A. Gordon W. Rule, Union Trust Building, 
Washington, D. C. 
B. Gillette Safety Razor Co., Boston, Mass. 
C. (2) Sec. 131, 127 I. R. C. 
D. (6) $710. 
E. (6) $3.50; (8) $12; (9) $15.50; (11) 
$15.50. 


A. Edward A. Rumely, 205 East Forty-second 
Street, New York., N. Y. 

B. Committee for Constitutional Govern- 
ment, Inc., 205 East Forty-second Street, New 
York, N. Y. 

C. 

D. (6) $8,454.02. 

A. Charles J. Rush, 312 Wire Building, 1000 
Vermont Avenue NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Washington Real Fstate Board, Inc., 312 
Wire Building, TOOO Vermont Avenue NW. “p 
Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) All local measures affecting the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, 


A. Albert R. Russell, 162 Madison Avenue, 
Memphis, Tenn, 

B. National Cotton Council of America, 
post-office box 18, Memphis, Tenn. 

C. (2) The National Cotton Council of 
America favors such action on any legisla- 
tion affecting raw cotton industry as will 
promote the purposes for which the council 
is organized. 

D. (6) $1,537.50. 

E. (7) $771.02; (9) $771.02; (10) $50.08; 
(11) 8821.10. 


A. Francis M. Russell, 724 Fourteenth Street 


NW., Washington, D. O. 
B. National Broadcasting Co., Inc., 724 
Fourteenth Street NW., W. 0. 


Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Sec- 
retary. 
2 Filed for first quarter, 1951. 


SEPTEMBER 13 


C. (2) Legislation affecting National Broad- 
casting Co., Inc., and/or its ffiliated com- 


es. 

E. (6) $141.80; (7) $264.95; (9) $406.75; 
(11) $406.75; (15) $406.75; (16) $63.75, April 
14, 1951, Mayflower Hotel, 8 persons; $107.75, 
April 21, 1951, Shoreham Hotel, 12 persons; 
$31.75, May 15, 1951, Willard Hotel, 4 persons; 
$19.25, May 17, 1951, O’Donnells, 3 persons; 
$42.45, June 18, 1951, Shoreham Hotel, 8 
persons; total, $264.95. 


A. Horace Russell, 7 South Dearborn Street, 
Chicago, III. 

B. United States Savings and Loan League, 
221 North La Salle Street, Chicago, III. 

O. (2) Legislation directly or indirectly af- 
fecting the savings and loan business, 

D. (6) $2,750. 

E. (10) $253.98; (11) $253.98. 

A. M. O. Bren: 1405 K Street NW., Washing- 
ton, D. 

B. ee Hotel Association, 221 West 
Fifty-seventh Street, New York, N. L. 

C. (2) Any and all bills and statutes of in- 
terest to the hotel industry. 

D. (6) $3,750, 

E. (7) 6344.55; (9) $344.55; (10) $297.05; 
(11) $641.60; (15) April 18, Press Club—con- 
gressional night (3), $15; May 24, Mrs. K's— 
dinner (5), $17.75; May 26, Congressional 
Hotel—dinner (4), $13.50; May 31, Press 
Club—dinner (6), $18.75. 


A. St. Louis Local Meat Packers Association,? 
508 Security Building St. Louis, Mo. 


A. Sterling St. John, Ir. 1317 F Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

C3 (2) Act of June 18, 1934 (48 Stat. 998, 
1001), as amended by Public Law 566, Eighty- 
first Congress. 

D. (7) 8266.50. 

E. (4) $111.67; (7) $300.19; (9) $411.86; 
(11) $411.86; (16) $111.67, February 8, Ex- 
porters’ Digest, 170 Broadway, New York City, 
for reprint of article New Distribution Vistas 
in Foreign-Trade Zones; 63.24, March 13, 
Brewood, 1217 G Street NW., Washington, 
D. C., for printing invitations for reception 
to ECA-OEEC Mission; $236.95, March 21, 
Hotel Statler, Washington, D. C., cost of re- 
ception given by United States foreign-trade 
zones in honor of ECA-OEEC Mission To 
Study Foreign-Trade Zones in the United 
States; total, $411.86. 

A. Sterling St. John, Jr., 1317 F Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Act of June 18, 1934 (48 Stat. 998, 
1001) as amended by Public Law 566, Eighty- 
first Congress. 

D. 


E. (5) $102.93; (7) $30.80; (9) $133.73; (10) 
2411.86; (11) $545.59; (15) $4.20, April 13, 
Alice Porterfield, Washington, D. C., public 
stenographer; $40.75, April 13, Executive 
Services, Inc., 1111 Seventeenth Street NW., 
Washington, D. C., public stenographer; 
$30.80, April 16, hotel, Washington, D. C., 
lunches for members of special committee 
of American Association of Port Authorities; 
$50, April 25, Beulah Marston, 3425 North 
Albemarle Street, Arlington, Va., public 
stenographer; $7.98, May 9, reimbursement 
to self for postage used in mailing invita- 
tions to reception of March 5, 1951; total, 
$133.73. 

A. Robert A. Saltzstein, 910 Ring Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Emergency Committee of Small and 

Medium Size Magazine Publishers, 400 Madi- 
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son Avenue (eleventh floor), New York City, 
N. Y. 

C. (2) Interested in H. R. 2982 and S. 1046, 
postal rate revision legislation. 

D. (6) $3,000. 

E. (6) $167.56; (7) $179.17; (8) $82.53; 
(9) $329.26; (10) $121.46; (11) $450.72; (15) 
$167.56, April 15, 1951, May 15 and June 15, 
Chesapeake & Potomac Telephone Co; $58.66, 
April 27 and June 13, travel, American Air- 
lines; $70.01, April 9 and June 11, Hay- 
Adams House, hotel and restaurant charges 
for client’s witnesses at congressional com- 
mittee hearings; $49, April 10, after five sec- 
retarial services, Washington, D. C., mimeo- 
graphing of testimony of witnesses before 
congressional committee. 


A. Robert A. Saltzstein, 910 Ring Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Benjamin F. Saltzstein, 625 North Mil- 
waukee Avenue, Milwaukee, Wis. 

C. (2) S. 302; H. R. 1620 and H. R. 2656: 
amendments to Public Law 859, Eighty- first 
Congress, 

E. (6) $57.54; (7) $41.75; (9) $99.29; (10) 
$72.97; (11) $172.26; (15) $7.99, April, Chesa- 
peake & Potomac Telephone Co.; $20.25, May, 
Chesapeake & Potomac Telephone Co.; $29.30, 
June, Chesapeake & Potomac Telephone Co.; 
total, 857.54. 


A. Benjamin F. Saltzstein, Esq.» 625 North 
Milwaukee Avenue, Milwaukee, Wis. 

B. Mrs. Hedwig Lydia Riedner, Astor House, 
Milwaukee, Wis. 

C. (2) S. 302; H. R. 1620 and H. R. 2656; 
amendments to Public Law 859, Eighty- first 
Congress. 

E. (6) $57.54; (8) $41.75; (9) $99.29; (10) 
$72.97; (11) $172.26; (15) $57.54, June 30, 
Robert A. Saltzstein, Washington, D. C., for 
Chesapeake & Potomac Telephone Co.; $41.75, 
June 30, Robert A. Saltzstein for out-of- 
pocket disbursements; total, $99.29. 


A. Chas. E. Sands, 4211 Second Street NW., 
Washington, D. C, 

B. Hotel and Restaurant Employees and 
Bartenders International Union, A. F. of L., 
525 Walnut Street, Cincinnati, Ohio. 

C. (2) Labor and social. 

D. (6) $1,800, 

E. (5) $120; (6) $21; (9) $141; (10) $120; 
(11) $261. 


A. L. R. Sanford, 21 West Street, New York, 
N. Y 


B. Shipbuilders Council of America, 21 
West Street, New York, N. Y. 


A. John T. Sapienza, 701 Union Trust Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C. 

B. National Association of Mutual Savings 
Banks, 60 East Forty-second Street, New 
York, N. Y. 

C. (2) H. R. 4473. 
page 3.) ! 


(3) (See attached 


A. Satterlee, Warfield & Stephens, 49 Wall 
Street, New York, N. Y. 
B. American Nurses’ Association, 2 Park 
Avenue, New York, N. Y. 
C. (2) Legislation relating to nurses, nurs- 
ing, or health; H. R. 910, H. R. 911, S. 661, 


H. R. 3871. (3) The American Journal of 
Nursing. 
D. (6) $3,650. 


E. (6) $7.16; (7) $83.68; (9) $90.84; (10) 
$38.81; (11) $129.65; (15) $56.61, April 30, 
and June 26, Hotel Cariton, Washington, 
D. C., hotel rooms and meals; $14.67, June 25, 
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American Airlines, New York, N. Y., transpor- 
tation; total, $71.28. 


A. Satterlee, Warfield & Stephens, 49 Wall 
Street, New York, N. Y. 

B. Tin Processing Corp., Texas City, Tex. 

C. (2) Bills relating to tin smelting in the 
United States, H. R. 3346. 

E. (6) $7.63; (7) $72.35; (9) $79.98; (11) 
$79.98; (15) $60.99, April 30, Hotel Carlton, 
Washington, D. C., hotel rooms and meals; 
$11.36, May 7, Metropolitan Club, Washing- 
ton, D. C., room and meals; total, $72.35. 


A. Stuart T. Saunders, 108 North Jefferson 
Street, Roanoke, Va. 

B. Norfolk & Western Railway Co., 108 
North Jefferson Street, Roanoke, Va. 

C. (2) H. R. 4473. Attempting to secure 
an ameudment of Internal Revenue Code. 
H. R. 1612, for an amendment to bill. 

D. 

E. (6) $9.50; (7) $224.47; (9) $233.97; (10) 
$199.71; (11) $433.68; (15) 832.70, April 5, 
1951; $51.55, April 11, 16, 1951; $20, April 30, 
1951; $20.85, May 2, 1951; $21.52, May 8, 1951; 
$33.57, June 7, 1951; $44.28, June 13-15, 1951, 
hotels and food (including taxi fares); Carl- 
ton, Washington, and Statler Hotels, Metro- 
politan Club, Occidental Restaurant, Wash- 
ington, D. C, 

A. Henry P. Schmidt, 10 Independence Ave- 
nue SW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Brotherhood Railway & Steamship 
Clerks, Freight Handlers, Express and Station 
Employees, 1015 Vine Street, Cincinnati, 
Ohio. 

C. (2) H. R. 3669, S. 1347, amendments to 
the Railroad Retirement Act and all other 
legislation affecting labor generally. 

D. (6) $54.45, 

A. Paul W. Schoen, post office box 692, Val- 
dosta, Ga. 

B. Forest Farmers Association Coopera- 
tive, post office box 692, Valdosta, Ga. 

C. (2) Agricultural appropriations bill for 
1952 (forestry items), H. R. 3994 and S. 1767, 
to amend the definition of “agriculture” as 
contained in section 3 (f) of the Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938, as amended; H. R. 
2752, to encourage the prevention of water 
pollution, (3) The Forest Farmer. 

E. (2) $117.50; (7) $85; (9) $202.50; (10) 
$456.45; (11) $658.95; (15) $117.50, between 
May 14 and May 17, Paul W. Schoen, box 
692, Valdosta, Ga., 5 days’ salary at $700 per 
month; $85, between May 14 and May 17, 
Paul W. Schoen, box 692, Valdosta, Ga., travel 
reimbursement. 


A. Schoene & Kramer, 1625 K Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 
B. Railway Labor Executives’ Association, 
10 Independence Avenue SW., Washington, 
D. O 


C. (2) Railroad retirement and unemploy- 
ment insurance matters. (a) Bill to amend 
Railroad Retirement Act of 1937. (b) H. R. 
3669 and S. 1347. 

D. (6) $2,250. 

E. (7) $13.80; (9) $13.80. 


A. Mrs. Andrew Mackay Scott, 1026 Seven- 
teenth Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. League of Women Voters of United 
States, 1026 Seventeenth Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

C. (2) (See program attached.) 

D. (6) 8450. 

E. (7) $25; (9) $25; (10) $2.40; (11) 627.40. 
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A. Jack Garrett Scott, 839 Seventeenth 
Street NW., W. on, D. C. 
C. (2) General legislative interests are in 
the field of transportation. 


A. John W. Scott, 1025 Vermont Avenue 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Harvey B. Jacobson, 1406 G Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) (a) H. R. 3097, S. 17, and S. 1725 
(82d Cong.); and H. R. 1566, H. R. 4446, H. R. 
8201, and substantially similar measures in 
the Senate (81st Cong.), bills to protect the 
public with respect to practitioners before 
administrative agencies; (b) H. R. 3760 (82d 
Cong.) and H. R. 9133 (8lst Cong.), pro- 
posed bills for general revision and codifica- 
tion of patent laws. s 

D. (6) $900. 

A. Mildred Scott, 1370 National Press Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C. 

B. American Federation of the Physically 
Handicapped, 1370 National Press Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) S. 1202—Opposed. S. 1318—For. H. 
R. 3559, H. R. 3560, H. R. 3581, H. R. 3740, 
H. R. 3747, H. R. 3762, H. R. 3769, H. R. 3805, 
H. R. 3809, H. R. 3836, H. R. 3848, H. R. 3902— 
For. H. R. 4051. 

D. (6) 8300, 

A. Vernon Scott and Loring A. Schuler, 231 
South La Salle Street, Chicago, III. 

B. Associated Businessmen, Inc., 1025 Ver- 
mont Avenue NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) General legislative interests relate 
to taxation, Government regulation of busi- 
ness, and other legislation directly affecting 
business. 

D. (6) $2,500. 

E. (7) $75.10; (9) $75.10; (10) $59.70; (11) 
$134.80, 

A. W. J. Sears, suite 210, Marsh Building, 
1832 M Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

B, The Rubber Manufacturers’ Association, 
Inc., 444 Madison Avenue, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Legislative interests stated in sec- 
ond quarterly report terminated with quar- 
ter ended June 30, 1950. 

A. Harry See, 10 Independence Avenue SW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen, 
10 Independence Avenue SW., Washington, 
D. C. : 

C. (2) Advocating legislation favorable 
to railroad labor and opposing antilabor 
measures. 

E. (7) $32.25; (9) $32.35; (10) $144.79; (11) 
$177.14. 

A. Nathaniel H. Seefurth,? 11 West Forty- 
second Street, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Amendments to the Internal Reve- 
nue Code; liberalization of wage stabiliza- 
tion regulations as applied to employee 
benefit plans. (3) Life Association News. 

E. (7) $170.61; (9) $170.61; (11) $170.61; 
(15) $170.61; (16) $135.86, Pennsylvania Rail- 
road, March 19-22; $34.75; this represents 
expenses paid for food, taxis, gratuities, etc., 
as unsalaried committee chairman of the Na- 
tional Association of Life Underwriters and 
for which reimbursed by the latter associa- 
tion; total, $170.61. 


A. A. Manning Shaw, Washington Loan & 
Trust Building, Washington, D. C. 

B. Brown, Lund & Fitzgerald, Washington 

Loan & Trust Building, Washington, D. C. 
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National Association of Electric Companies, 
Ring Building, 1200 Eighteenth Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Any legislation that might affect 
the members of the NAEC. Public Law 9, 
Eighty-second Congress (renegotiation, of 
contracts); appropriations for the Interior 
Department, fiscal 1952; Revenue Act of 1951; 
Internal Revenue Code (53 Stat. 1); TVA Act 
(48 Stat. 58); Federal Power Act (49 Stat. 
803); REA of 1936 (49 Stat. 1363); reclama- 
tion acts (25 Stat. through 45 Stat.); Flood 
Control Act, 1944 (58 Stat. 887). 

D. (7) $3,774.99. 


A. Mark R. Shaw, 114 Trenton Street, Mel- 
rose, Mass. 

B. National Council for Prevention of War, 

1013 Eighteenth Street NW., Washington, 
D.C. 
C. (2) Favor economic aid to Europe and 
Asia; point 4 program; favor India Emer- 
gency Food Aid Act (H. R. 2692 and S. 872); 
favor full cooperation with the U. N. in eco- 
nomic and social welfare; oppose UMS, UMT, 
and military-aid program; other measures 
related to peace and war. (3) Mimeograph 
bulletins of the NCPW, Peace Action. 

D. 1 (6) $683.32. 

E. (7) $22.10; (9) $22.10; (10) $50.65; (11) 
$72.75. 


A. Bruce E. Shepherd, 488 Madison Avenue, 
New York, N. Y. 
B. Life Insurance Association of America, 
488 Madison Avenue, New York, N. Y. 
C. (2) Legislation which might affect the 
welfare of policyholders and annuitants. 
D. 1 (6) $100. 


A. Robert H. Shields, 1001 Tower Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. United States Beet Sugar Association, 
1001 Tower Building, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Legislation affecting sugar, particu- 
larly the Sugar Act of 1948 and related leg- 
islation. 

D. 1 (6) $10,000. 

E. (7) $136.01; (9) $136.01; (11) $136.01; 
(15) $39.25, May, June, various taxicab op- 
erators, local transportation; $96.76, May, 
June, Carlton Hotel, food; total, $136.01. 


A. Earl C. Shively, 16 East Broad Street, Co- 
lumbus, Ohio. 
B. The Ohio Railroad Association, 16 East 
Broad Street, Columbus, Ohio. 
C. (2) Legislation affecting railroad inter- 
ests. 


A. Paul Sifton, 1129 Vermont Avenue NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. United Automobile, Aircraft, Agricul- 
tural Implement Workers of America 
(UAW-CIO), 411 West Milwaukee Avenue, 
Detroit, Mich. 

C. (2) Support all legislation favorable to 
the national peace, security, democracy, 
prosperity, and general welfare; oppose leg- 
islation detrimental to these objectives. 

D. (6) $1,300. 

E. (6) $26.40; 
(10) $562.57. 


(7) $536.17; (9) $562.57; 


A. Robert J. Silberstein, 902 Twentieth Street 
NW., W. m, D. C. 

B. National Lawyers Guild, 902 Twentieth 
Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Bills affecting labor, civil rights and 
liberties, social welfare, and administration 
of justice. H. R. 2797, H. R. 2816, H. R. 2988, 
S. 716, H. R. 2379, H. R. 2946, H. R. 2936, H. R. 
2679, H. R. 2616, S. 947, S. 919, H. R. 1947, 
H. R. 1272, S. 551, and defense housing bill. 
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A. Silver Users Association,? 1612 I Street 
NW., Washingtor, D. C. 

C. (2) Legislation involving silver, S. 2829 
and H. R. 6724. 

D. (7) $15,800. 

E. (2) $6,282.06; (5) $1,675.69; (6) $442.72; 
(7) 8472.37; (8) $201.12; (9) $9,073.96; (11) 
$9,073.96. 


J., Silver Users Association, 1612 I Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Legislation involving silver. S. 2829 
and H. R. 6724. 

D. (6) $11,920. 

E. (2) $6,127.48; (5) $1,334.76; (6) $619.99; 
(7) $823.80; (8) $467.39; (9) $9,373.42; (10) 
$9,073.96; (11) $18,447.38. 


A. Six Agency Committee,’ 315 South Broad- 
way, Los Angeles, Calif. 

C. (2) Legislation affecting California’s 
rights in the Colorado River and other mat- 
ters: S. 75, H. R. 1500, House Joint Resolu- 
tion 42, House Joint Resolution 21, Senate 
Joint Resolution 26. 

D. (6) $7,500. 

E. (2) $6,230; (8) $189.80; (9) $6,419.80; 
(11) $6,419.80; total, $6,419.80, 


A. Six Agency Committee,’ 315 South Broad- 
way, Los Angeles, Calif. 

C. (2) Legislation affecting California's 
rights in the Colorado River and other mat- 
ters. S. 75, H, R, 1500, House Joint Resolu- 
tion 42, House Joint Resolution 21, Senate 
Joint Resolution 26, H. R. 3790. 

D.“ (6) $7,700, 

E. (2) $9,420; (8) $250.84; (9) $9,670.84; 
(10) $6,419.80; (11) $16,090.64. 


A. Stephen G. Slipher, room 911, 711 Four- 
teenth Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. United States Savings and Loan League, 
221 North LaSalle Street, Chicago, III. 

C. (2) Legislation affecting savings and 
loan associations, housing, home financing, 
thrift and financial institutions. H. R. 3178, 
H. R. 1385, H. R. 3177, S. 349, H. R. 2988, H. R. 
3197, S. 610, H. R. 3871, S. 1397, S. 1717, H. R. 
4473, S. 918, H. R. 3880. 

D. (6) $1,000. 

E. (7) $47.85; (9) $47.85; (10) $27.70; (11) 
$75.55. 


A. Small Manufacturers Emergency Com- 
mittee, 1846 Connecticut Avenue NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) In favor of President's Reorganiza- 
tion Plan No. 1 for RFC. Retention of RFC 
and proper allocation of scarce materials for 
small business. Byrd bill No. S. 1371, against. 
Sparkman-Patman smaller war plants au- 
thorization, favor of. Fulbright bill No. S. 
515, in favor of, minus section F. (3) Printed 
pamphlet “Don’t Throw the Baby Out With 
the Bath Water.” Ten thousand copies dis- 
tributed from April 21, 1951 to date. Printed 
by Maynard Press. Wendell Berge’s press 
releas> regarding formation and purpose 
of “Small Manufacturers Emergency Com- 
mittee,” dated March 23, 1951. Six other 
press releases. 

D.! (6) $4,440. 

E. (1) $340; (2) $1,623.80; (4) 8573.22; 
(5) $788.13; (6) $327.29; (7) $365.79; (9) 
$4,018.23; (11) $4,018.23. 


A. (Miss) Elizabeth A. Smart, 100 Maryland 
Avenue NE., Washington, D. C. 
B. National Woman’s Christian Temper- 
ance Union, 1730 Chicago Avenue, Evanston, 
III. 
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C. (2) Legislation dealing with alcohol, 
international relations, narcotics, women, 
and children; H. R. 1749, H. R. 2187, H. R. 
2188, H. R. 2340, H. R. 264, H. R. 1206, H. R. 
1736, H. R. 3073, H. R. 2982; S. 1046, S. 1. (3) 
Weekly Washington Letter to Union Signal. 

D. (7) $612. i 

E. (5) $144.19; (6) $47.55; (8) $1; (9) 
$192.74; (10) $155.16; (11) $347.90; (15) 
$192.74. 


A. Anthony W. Smith, 718 Jackson Place 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Congress of Industrial Organizations, 
718 Jackson Place NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Forestry; regional development; re- 
source conservation. Specific: Fisheries and 
electric power, Columbia Basin; St. Lawrence 
Seaway and power; Grazing lands protection; 
National Review Board legislation. 

D. (7) 870. 


A. Dudley Smith, 732 Shoreham Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Association of Sugar Producers of 
Puerto Rico, 732 Shoreham Building, Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

C. (2) H. R. 4521, S. 1694. 

D. (6) $3,750. 


A. George C. Smith, Jr., 1615 H Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Chamber of Commerce of the United 
States of America, 1615 H Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

C. (2) General legislative interests includ- 
ing the improvement of government effi- 
ciency, elimination of waste, and economy in 
government, 

D. (6) $2,500. 

E. (7) $66.53; 
(11) 8243.79. 


(9) $66.53; (10) $177.26; 


A. Harold O. Smith, Jr.: 400 Investment 
Building, 1511 K Street NW., Washing- 
ton, D. C. 

B. United States Wholesale Grocers’ Asso- 

ciation, Inc., 400 Investment Building, 1511 

K Street NW., Washington, D. C. 


A. Harold O. Smith, Jr., 400 Investment 
Building, 1511 K Street NW., Washing- 
ton, D. C. 

B. United States Wholesale Grocers’ Asso- 
ciation, Inc., Investment Building, Washing- 

ton, D. C. 3 


A. Howard J. Smith, 510 Goodrich Building, 
Phoenix, Ariz, 

B. Central Arizona Project Association, 510 
Goodrich Building, Phoenix, Ariz. 

C. (2) S. 75, Bridge Canyon Act; and H. R. 
1500 and H. R. 1501, Bridge Canyon Act, 
(known as central Arizona project bill); 
(3) “The Case for Water in Central Arizona”; 
“Work For Water”; “California's Stake in 
Arizona's Share of Colorado River“; “What 
the Central Arizona Project Means to You”; 
“Truth”; “Settling Up Time.” 

D. (6) $18,662.75. 

E. (1) $65; (2) $11,612.16; (4) $1,146.61; 
(5) $1,280.86 (6) $398.06; (7) $4,640.76; (8) 
$160.33; (9) $19,303.78; (10) $20,239.08; (11) 
$39,542.86; (15) 2 


A. Lloyd W. Smith, Chicago, Burlington & 
Quincy Railroad Co., 425 Shoreham 
Building, Washington, D. C. 

B. Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railroad 
Co., 547 West Jackson Boulevard, Chicago, 
III. 

C. (2) Any legislation affecting directly 
or indirectly the Chicago, Burlington & 
Quincy Railroad Co., including the follow- 
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ing bills being considered this session: H. R. 
1998, H. R. 1528, H. R. 2957, H. R. 2658, S. 446, 
Senate Resolution 55. 

D. (6) $2,085, 

A. Purcell L. Smith, 1200 Eighteenth Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. National Association of Electric Com- 
yanies, 1200 Eighteenth Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

C. (2) (See appended statement, p. 5.) ! 
H. R. 3790, H. R. 4386, H. R. 4473, S. 1397, 
H. R. 3871, Public Law 43, Public Law 45, 


H. R. 3400. 
D. (6) $16,250.01. 
E. (3) $20; (6) $15.32; (7) 8417.38; (9) 
$452.70; (10) $502.88; (11) $955.58; (15) 


$392.27, various restaurants; dinners and 
lunches for company executives and NAEC 
employees; $20, Federal Personnel Associa- 
tion, 1301 G Street NW., Washington, D. C., 
contribution; total, $412.27. 


A. Ray E. Smith, 1021 Hume Mansur Build- 
ing, Indianapolis, Ind. 
B. Indiana State Medical Association, 1021 
Hume Mansur Building, Indianapolis, Ind. 
C. (2) All bills which would create na- 
tional health insurance. 


TAD Robert E. Smith, 116 Nassau Street, New 
York, N. Y. 

B. Life Insurance Policyholders, Protective 
Association, 116 Nassau Street, New York, 
N: E. 

C. (2) General education concerning the 
effect of inflation on the purchasing power 
of life insurance as it relates to Federal 
policies or measures which are deemed to 
be inflationary in character; (3)! 

D. (6) $900. 

E. (7) $662.55; (9) $662.55; (10) $713.71; 
(11) $1,376.96; (12) $2.050.47; (13) $2,000; 
(14) $215; (15) total, $662.55, 


A. Sylvester C. Smith, Jr., 763 Broad Street, 
Newark, N. J. 
B. Prudential Insurance Co. of America, 
763 Broad Street, Newark, N. J. 
C. (2) All legislation affecting the busi- 
ness of the company. 


A. Calvin K. Snyder, 1737 K Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Realtors’ Washington Committee of the 
National Association of Real Estate Boards, 
1737 K Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Any legislation affecting the real- 
estate industry. 

D.: (7) $4,782.53. 

E. (6) $45.97; (7) $964.95; (8) $21.61; (9) 
$1,032.53; (10) $719.74; (11) $1,752.27; (15) 
$1,032.53; (16) hotel, restaurant, and trans- 
portation items. 

A. J. D. Snyder, room 1040, La Salle Hotel, 
Chicago, III. 

B. Illinois Railroad Association (formerly 
Illinois Legislative Committee), room 1526, 
33 South Clark Street, Chicago, III. 

C. (2) Legislation affecting railroads. 


A. Southern Pine Industry Committee,? 520 
National Bank of Commerce Building, 
New Orleans, La. 

C. (2) F. L. S. A., wage-hour law; Walsh- 
Healey Act; S. 1820, Anderson bill and all 
forestry legislation; defense housing legisla- 
tion; Defense Production Act; labor legisla- 
tion; H. R. 1626, dam-site improvements; 
transportation legislation. 

D. (7) $18,231.93. 
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E. (2) $4,835.94; (4) $1,918.10; (5) $5,- 
948.69; (6) $1,120.64; (7) $3,543.44; (8) 
$5,768.55; (9) $23,135.36; (11) $23,135.36; (16) 
(itemized statement attached.) 


A. Southern States Industrial Council, Stahl- 
man Building, Nashville, Tenn. 

C. (2) Support of legislation favorable to 
free- enterprise system. (3) Southern States 
Industrial Council Bulletin. 

D. (6) $14,262.30. 

E. (2) $14,116.04; (4) $3,127.29; (5) $1,- 
172.42; (6) $203.41; (7) $654.13; (8) 8907.10; 
(9) $20,180.39; (10) $40,537.07; (11) $60,- 
717.46; (15) travel, telephone, postage, print- 
ing, etc. 


A. Spence, Hotchkiss, Parker & Duryee, 40 
Wall Street, New York, N. Y. 

B. Aircraft Industries Association of Amer- 
ica, Inc., 610 Shoreham Building, Washing- 
ton, D. C. 

C. (2) Legislation to establish a national 
air policy. 


A. Lyndon Spencer, 905 Rockefeller Building, 
Cleveland, Ohio. 
B. Lake Carriers’ Association, 905 Rocke- 
feller Building, Cleveland, Ohio. 


A. Spokesmen for Children, Inc., 654 Madison 
Avenue, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Legislation affecting maternal and 
child health and welfare: S. 676, S. 445, H. R. 
274, S. 387. (3) The Shadow of Tomorrow 
on the Children of Today. 

D. (6) $51. 

E. (4) $1,152.35; (5) $52.25; (6) $16.78; 
(7) $43.95; (9) $1,265.33; (10) $280.14; (11) 
$1,545.47; (15) $1,062.50, April 17, May 16, 
Mail & Express Printing Co., 160 Varick Street, 
New York, printing; $11.90, May 16, Elton T. 
Cowan Co., 133 West Nineteenth Street, New 
York, printing; $13, May 29, D. H. Ahrend 
Co., 323 East Forty-fourth Street, New York, 
processing letters; $43.95, April 5, June 4, 
Mrs. Theodor Oxholm, 654 Madison Avenue, 
New York, two trips to Washington. 


A. Thomas G. Stack, 1104 West One Hundred 
Fourth Place, Chicago, III. 

B. National Railroad Pension Forum, Inc., 
1104 West One Hundred Fourth Place, Chi- 
cago, III. 

C. (2) H. R. 166, H. R. 2129, S. 399, H. R. 
2423, S. 510, H. R. 2422, H. R. 2688, H. R. 2313, 
H. R. 2343. H. R. 1313, and S. 1125, and all 
bills pertaining to allroad retirement and 
additional benefits for the railroad industry. 
(3) Rail Pension News. 

D. (6) $1,320. 

E. (1) $214.50; (2) $1,320; (4) $1,400; (5) 
$600; (6) $62; (7) $900.33; (9) $4,496.85; (10) 
$3,234.51; (11) $7,731.36. 


A. Howard M. Starling, 837 Washington 
Building, Washington, D. C. 
B. Association of Casualty and Surety 
Companies, 60 John Street, New York, N. Y. 
C. (2) Legislation affecting casualty and 
surety companies, 
D. (6) $150. 
pt (7) $24.50; (9) $24.50; (10) $18.75; (11) 
25. 


A. State Tax Association, P. O. Box 2559, 
Houston, Tex. 
0. 
D. (7) $2,329. 
E. (2) $838.18; (5) $282.66; (8) $299.54; 
(9) $1,420.38; (10) 82,322.01; (11) $3,742.34, 


Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Sec- 
retary. 
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A. Mrs. Lorin S. Stein, 3100 Newark Street, 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. National Congress of Parents and 
3 600 South Michigan Blvd., Chicago, 

Loe 

C. (2) Measures which affect the welfare 
of children and youth. (3) National Parent- 
Teacher, 

Da 

E. (15) $4.50, telephone and telegraph; 
$10, travel, food, lodging, end entertainment. 


A. Otts D. Steinback, room 407, 10 Independ- 
ence Avenue SW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Brotherhood of Railway and Steamship 

Clerks, Freight Handlers, Express and Sta- 


tion Employees, 1015 Vine St., Cincinnati, 
Ohio. 
C. (2) H. R. 3669 and S. 1347. 


D. (6) $1,008. 

A. Charles I. Stengle, room "16, APUE 900 
F Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. American Federation of Government 
Employees, room 716, 900 F Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

. (2) All bills of interest to Federal Gov- 
ernment Employees and District of Columbia 
Government Employees, 

D? (6) 81,882.95. pares 

E. (7) $46.40; (9) $46.40; (10) $39.60; (11) 
$86. 

A. Charles T. Stewart, 1737 K Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. National Association of Real Estate 
Boards, 22 West Monroe Street, Chicago, III. 

O. (2) Any legislation affecting the real 
estate industry. (3) 

D. (7) 83,757.83. 

E. (7) $436.44; (8) $21.39; (9) $457.83; 
(10) $377.27; (11) $835.10; (15) $457.83; (16) 
$12, April 2, 1951, National Press Club, Press 
Building, Washington, D. C., dues second 
quarter, 1951. 

A. Erskine Stewart, Suite 808 Kass Building, 
711 Fourteenth Street NW., Washington, 
D. C. 

B. National Retail Dry Goods Association, 
100 West Thirty-first Street, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) H. R. 1309, H. R. 3622, H. R. 1938. 
H. R. 3709, H. R. 3871, S. 1717, S. 508, H. R. 
542, H. R. 538, S. 1335, H. R. 3465. 

D. 

E. (8) $2; (9) $2; (10) $2.80; (11) $4.80. 
A. Edwin L. Stoll, 1737 K Street NW., Wash- 

ington, D. C. 

B. National Association of Real Estate 
Boards, 22 West Monroe Street, Chicago, III 

C. (2) Any legislation affecting the real 
estate industry. (3) Attached is a list of 
news releases issued during the quarter which 
bear on legislative subjects. 

D. (7) $2,213, 

E. (7) $4.75; (8) $33.25; (9) $38.; (10) 
850; (11) $88; (15) $38; (16) $12, April 3, 
1951, National Press Club, Press Bldg., Wash- 
ington, D. C., dues second quarter, 1951. 

A. Benton J. Stong.“ 

B. Farmers Educational & Cooperative 
Union of America, 1555 Sherman Street, Den- 
ver, Colo.; 300 Independence Avenue SE., 
Washington, D. C. 

O. (3) Legislation on matters of interest 
to the National Farmers Union. 

D. 

E. 

A. Sterling F. Stoudenmire, Jr., 
Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Waterman Steamship Corp., 61 St. Jo- 

seph Street, Mobile, Ala. 


Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Secre- 
tary. 
*Filed for third quarter, 1951. 
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C. (2) Specifically: Merchant Marine Act 
of 1936 as amended; Civil Aeronautics Act; 
appropriations bills; Army Civil Functions; 
H. R. 3587; H. R. 3880; S. 241; and other 
legislative matters affecting the American 
merchant marine. 

D. (6) $1,000. 

E. (7) $68.70; (9) $68.70; (10) $25.38; (11) 
894. 


A. O. R. Strackbein, 424 Bowen Building, 
Washington, D. C. 


C. (2) Tariff and foreign trade. H. R. 
1612. 

D. (7) $3,000, 

E. (7) $106.58; (8) $10.80; (9) $117.38; 


(10) $61.40; (11) $178.78; (15) $117.38. 


A. O. R. Strackbein, 424 Bowen Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Matters affecting the interest of 
the employees in the printing trades; postal- 
rate legislation: H. R. 2982; S. 1046, S. 1335, 
and 8. 1369; H. R. 4059, relating to the manu- 
facturing clause of tle copyright law. 

D. (7) $625. 

A. O. R. Strackbein, 424 Bowen Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

O. (2) (See National Labor-Management 
Council's report on this.)! (3) (See Coun- 
cil’s report with attachment (p. 3).)* 

Da (6) $1,208.33. 

E. (4) $36.20; (7) $150.07; (9) $186.27; (10) 
$162.90; (11) $355.17; (14) $186.27, 


A. Paul A. Strachan, 1870 National Press 
Building, Washington, D. C. 

B. American Federation of the Physically 
Handicapped, 1370 National Press Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) For: S. 1818; H. R. 3559, 3560, 3581, 
3740, 3747, 3762, 3769, 3805, 3809, 3836, 3848, 
$902, 4051. Opposed: S. 1202. 

D. (6) $700. 

E. (8) $225; (9) $225; (10) $65; (11) $290; 


A. William C. Stronach,? 20 N. Wacker Drive, 
Chicago, III. 
B. American College of Radiology, 20 N. 
Wacker Drive, Chicago, Al. 
C. (2) Legislation affecting the practice of 
Medicine and all national health insurance 


legislation. 


A. Arthur D. Strong, 1034 Midland Bank 
Bullding, Minneapolis, Minn. 

B. Upper Mississippi Waterway Associa- 

tion, 1034 Midland Bank Building, Minnea- 
polis, Minn, 
C. (2) All legislation relating to the im- 
provement and development of navigable 
waterways in the Upper Mississippi River, 
together with legislation relating to flood 
control, conservation, pollution, recreation, 
fish and wildlife, including all legislation 
that has to do with the development of water 
resources of the Upper Mississippi River and 
its tributaries as this legislation relates to 
all types of public benefits. 

D. (7) $1,385.59, 


A. Arthur D. Strong, 1034 Midland Bank 
Building, Minneapolis, Minn. 

B. Upper Mississippi Waterway Associa- 
tion, 1034 Midland Bank Building, Minnea- 
polis, Minn. 

C. (2) All legislation relating to the im- 
provement and development of navigable 
waterways in the Upper Mississippi River, 
together with legislation relating to flood 
control, conservation, pollution, recreation, 
fish and wildlife, including all legislation 
that has to do with the development of 
water resources of the Upper Mississippi 


Not printed. 
tary. 
Flled for first quarter, 1951. 
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River and its tributaries as this legislation 
relates to all types of public benefits, 
D. 


A. Arthur Sturgis, Jr., 1625 I Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Washington Retail Federation, 1627 I 
Street NW., W. n, D. C. 

C. (2) Registrant is generally interested in 
all legislation and legislative proposals af- 
fecting the retail industry, including the in- 
dustry’s relations with the Federal Govern- 
ment, with its suppliers, with its employees 
and with its customers. 

D. (6) $500. 

E. (10) $9; (11) $9. 


A. J. E. Sturrock, 207 West Fifteenth Street, 
Austin, Tex. 

B. Texas Water Conservation Association, 
207 West Fifteenth Street, Austin, Tex. 

C. (2) 1 Interested in all legislation con- 
cerning the development, conservation, pro- 
tection and utilization of Texas’ land and 
water resources through existing State and 
Federal agencies, 

D+ (6) $650. 

E. (2) $39; (5) $25.64; (6) $5.48; (7) 
$182.76; (8) $88.46; (9) $341.34; (10) $319.96; 
(11) $661.30; (15) Janitor service, club dues, 
transportation, meals, etc.; * total, $213.70. 


A. Sullivan, Bernard, Shea & Kenney, 804 
Ring Building, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Proposal, tentatively agreed to by 
House Ways and Means Committee on May 3, 
1951, which would amend Internal Revenue 
Code so as to permit only one surtax exemp- 
tion and one minimum excess-profits- tax 
credit to a group of affiliated corporations, 
Employer is against such tentative proposal. 

D. (6) $15,000, 

A. Francis M. Sullivan, 1701 Eighteenth 
Street NW., Washington, D. O. 

B. Disabled American Veterans, 1423 East 
McMillan Street, Cincinnati, Ohio. 

C. (2) The DAV is interested in all legisla- 
tion affecting war veterans, their dependents, 
and survivors of deceased veterans. (3) The 
DAV Semi-Monthly. 

Du (6) $3,318.35. 


A. Francis M. Sullivan, 1701 Eighteenth 
Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. National Association of Storekeepers- 
Gaugers, in care of secretary-treasurer, 4543 
North Hicks Street, Philadelphia, Pa. 

O. (2) All legislation which may affect 
Federal classified employees. That, in par- 
ticular, which affects the positions of store- 
keeper-gaugers. 

D. (6) $150. 

A. A. D. Sutherland, 104 South Main Street, 
Fond du Lac, Wis. 

B. Bankers Farm Mortgage Co., Fond du 
Lac, Wis., in behalf of former bondholders 
of the Bankers Joint Stock Land Bank of 
Milwaukee, Wis., and F. A. Carlton, 135 South 
La Salle Street, Chicago, Ill. 

E. (6) $15.61; (7) $150; (9) $165.61; (10) 
$8.19; (11) $173.80. 


A. James A. Tawney, 504 Hibbs Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Grain and Feed Dealers National Asso- 
ciation, 100 Merchants Exchange Building, 
St. Louis, Mo. 

1 Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Secre- 
tary. 

C. (2) All legislation affecting members of 
the association. 

Ds 


E. (9) $5; (11) $5. 


Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Sec- 
retary. 
Filed for first quarter, 1951. 
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A. James A. Tawney, 504 Hibbs Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Grain and Feed Dealers National Asso- 
ciation, 100 Merchants Exchange Building, 
St. Louis, Mo. 

C. (2) All legislation affecting members of 
the association. 

D. 

E. (9) $5; (11) $5. 


A. Tax Equality Committee of Kentucky, 211 
Columbia Building, Louisville, Ky. 

C. (2) Advocating revision of section 101 
TRC. (3) Co-op and Mutual Doubletalk 
Exploded. 

D. (6) $925.50, 

E. (2) $521.25; (4) $216.51; (5) $218.60; 
(6) $6.34; (7) $12.50; (8) $17.90; (9) $993.10; 
(10) $1,183.73; (11) $2,176.83; (15) $120,33, 
April 2, May 21, June 1, June 5, postmaster, 
Louisville, Ky., stamps; $375, April 30, May 
$1, June 29, Donald F. Nemitz, 211 Columbia 
Building, Louisville, Ky., salary; $146.25, April 
30, May 31, June 29, Dorothy Gates, 211 Co- 
lumbia Building, Louisville, Ky., salary; 
$210, April 30, May 31, June 29, Kentucky 
Tax Research Association, 211 Columbia 
Building, Louisville, Ky., joint office expense; 
$79.50, June 13, Franklin Printing Co., 416 
ey Main, Louisville, Ky., stationery; total, 

31.08. 


A. Tax Equality Association of Montana, 
McKay Building, 107 East Main, Mis- 
soula, Mont. 

©. (2) Repeal of the exemption contained 
in sections 101 (12) and (13) of the Internal 

Revenue Code. 

D. (7) $4,584.33, 
E. (1) $1,565.45; (2) $104; (5) $437.95; 

(6) $10.27; (8) $21.13; (9) $2,138.80; (11) 

$2,138.80. 


A. Tax Equality Association of Montana, 
McKay Building, 107 East Main, Mis- 
soula, Mont, 

C. (2) Repeal of the exemption contained 
in sections 101 (12) and (13) of the Internal 

Revenue Code. 


D. (6) $745. 

E. (1) $279.52; (2) $148; (5) $193.90; (8) 
$36.06; (9) $597.48; (10) $2,138.80; (11) 
$2,736.28, 


— 


A. Edward D. Taylor, 1903 N Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Office Equipment Manufacturers Insti- 
tute. 

C3 (2) H. R. 4478. 

D. 

Es 
A. Hugh W. Taylor, 1507 M Street NW., 

Washington, D. C. 

B. Burley and Dark Leaf Tobacco Export 
Association, Inc., 620 South Broadway, Lex- 
ington, Ky. 

O. (2) (a) Economic Cooperation Act of 
1948, as amended; (b) excise taxes on tobacco 
products, 

D. (7) $2,500. 

E. (7) $291.91; (8) $42.21; (9) 8334.12; 
(10) $192.59; (11) $526.71. 


A. John Thomas Taylor, 1608 K Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

O. (2) Legislative program as it affects vet- 
erans and their dependents and allied and 
kindred subjects dealing with our national 
security. 

Ds 

E. (7) $402.83. 


Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Sec- 
retary. 
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A. Margaret K. Taylor, 1731 Eye Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. National Milk Producers Federation, 
1731 Eye Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Any legislation that may affect milk 
producers or cooperatives. (3) News for 
Dairy Co-ops; Legislative Letter. 

D. (7) $2,264.40. 

E. (8) $14.40; (9) $14.40; (10) $6.35; (11) 
$20.75; (16) total, $14.402 


A. Tyre Taylor, 1112 Dupont Circle Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Southern States Industrial Council, 
Stahlman Building, Nashville, Tenn. 

C. (2) Legislation favorable to free enter- 
prise. 

D. (6) $3,737.55. 

E. (5) $486.24; (6) $41.14; (7) $24.68; (9) 
$552.06; (10) $863.42; (11) $1,415.48; (15) 
$450, April 1 to July 1, 1951, Ducirco, Inc., 
Washington, rent; $41.14, April 19 to May 
16, 1951, Chesapeake and Potomac Telephone 
Co. and Western Union, Washington, tele- 
phone and telegraph; total, $491.14. 


A. Donald Teel, 1516 Olds Tower Building, 
Lansing, Mich. 

B. Michigan Associated Businessmen, Inc., 
1516 Olds Tower Building, Lansing, Mich. 

C. (2) In favor of legislation designed to 
have all business corporations taxed in the 
same manner and on the same basis. 

D (6) $188.81. 

E. (2) $172; (4) $3.14; (5) $4.12; (6) $5.05; 
(8) $4.50; (9) $188.81; (10) $251.80; (11) 
$440.61; (15) 

A. Television Broadcasters’ Tax Committee, 
1771 N Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Tax legislation affecting the televi- 
sion broadcasting industry—H. R. 4473. 

D. (6) $6,775. 

E. (2) $3,000; (9) $3,000; (11) $3,000; (15) 
$3,000, June 27, 1951, Lovell H. Parker, 614 
Colorado Building, Washington, D. C., re- 
tainer fee for services to be rendered Televi- 
sion Broadcasters’ Tax Committee as counsel. 


A, TV Excess Profits Tax Committee, 1771 N 
Street NW., Washington, D. C. 
D. (6) 82,257. 
E. (4) 6342.25; (6) $20.06; (7) $461.54; (8) 
$3,221.62; (9) $4,045.47; (10) $11,797.80; (11) 
$15,843.37; (15) total, 84,045.47. 


A. Marjorie L. Temple, 1634 I Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. American Association of University 
Women, 1634 I Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Federal aid to education; ECA and 
point 4 program; qualified equal rights 
amendment; strengthening the United Na- 
tions; school construction and teachers’ pay; 
independent status to the United States Of- 
fice of Education: reciprocal-trade agree- 
ments without peril points. 

E. (4) $3.50; (6) $77.93; (9) $81.43; (10) 
$75.39; (11) $156.82. 
A. John U. Terrell, Washington, D. C. 

B. Colorado River Association, 306 West 
Third Street, Los Angeles, Calif. 

C. (2) S. 75 and H. R. 1500. 

D. (7) $3,000. 

E. (See report of Colorado River Associa- 
tion.) 


A. Texas Water Conservation Association, 207 
West Fifteenth Street, Austin, Tex. 

C. (2) Interested in all legislation con- 

cerning the development, conservation, pro- 

Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Sec- 

ret A 

* Filed for first quarter, 1951. 
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tection, and utilization of Texas land and 
water resources through existing State and 
Federal agencies. Opposed to all legislation 
creating Federal valley authorities and all 
legislation seeking to superimpose Federal 
control over State control in the distribution 
of the State’s water resources. (3) Texas 
Water Conservation Association magazine. 

D. (6) $4,550. 

E. (2) $2,102.07; (4) $770.93; (5) $241.08; 
(6) $332.81; (7) $684.28; (8) $931.89; (9) 
$5,063.06; (10) $5,618.25; (11) $10,681.31; (15) 
total, $4,970.42. 

A. Whitney Tharin,? 930 F Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

B. National Potato Council, 930 F Street 

NW., Washington, D. C. 


A. Whitney Tharin, 930 F Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 
B. National Potato Council, 930 F Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 


A. Chester C. Thompson, 1319 F Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. The American Waterways Operators, 
Inc., 1319 F Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) All matters affecting barge and tow- 
ing vessel industry and water transporta- 
tion: House Joint Resolution 3, H. R. 76, H. R. 
222, H. R. 343, H. R. 541, H. R. 542, H. R. 935, 
R. 1031, H. R. 1270, H. R. 1281, H. R. 1309, 
. R. 1528, H. R. 1724, H. R. 1730, H. R. 1750, 
R. 1762, H. R. 2316, H. R. 2317, H. R. 2641, 
. R. 2957, H. R. 3078, H. R. 3097, H. R. 3307, 
. R. 3309, H. R. 3310, H. R. 3315, H. R. 3318, 
R. 3646, H. R. 3587, H. R. 3764, H. R. 3871, 
R. 3880, H. R. 4020, H. R. 4025, H. R. 4032, 
R. 4237, and H. R. 4932; S. 241, S. 305, S. 
883, S. 439, S. 533, S. 647, S. 866, S. 991, 8. 
1044. S. 1139, S. 1141, S. 1142, S. 1143, S. 1144, 
S. 1221, S. 1397, and S. 1717. 

D. (7) 86,000. 

E. (7) 896.57; (9) 896.67; (10) 845.15; (11) 
6141.72; (15) 896.57. 


r n n N A N 


m 


A. Donald J. Thompson, 925 Fifteenth Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. National Small Business Men's Asso- 
ciation, Inc., 2834 Central Street, Evanston, 
III. 

C. (2) All fegislation pertaining to small 
business. (3) Pulling Together.” 

D. (7) $2,025. 

E. (7) $285; (9) $285; (10) $255.40; (11) 
$540.40; (15) $285. 

A. Julia C. Thompson, R. N., 711 Fourteenth 
Street NW., suite 805, Kass Building. 
Washington, D. C. 

B. American Nurses’ Association, 2 Park 
Avenue, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Any legislation relating to nursing, 
nurses, and health. H. R. 910, H. R. 911, H. R. 
274, S. 245, S. 1245, S. 1397, H. R. 3871, S. 1099, 
H. R. 2738, H. R. 3341, H. R. 3768, S. 337, H. R. 
2707. 

D. (6) $1,200. 

E. (4) Included in general releases; (5) 
paid by the association; (6) paid by the 
association; (7) $238.94; (9) $238.94. 


A. Eugene M. Thoré, 1000 Vermont Avenue, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Life Insurance Association of America, 
488 Madison Avenue, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) General; legislation which might 
affect the welfare of policyholders and an- 
nuitants. Specific, see page 3. 

D. (6) $2,170. 

E. (7) $154.47; (9) $154.47; (10) $223.97; 
(11) 8378.44. 


1Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Secre- 


tary. 
Filed for first quarter, 1951. 
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A. Arthur P. Tiernan, 201 SE Third Street, 
Evansville, Ind. 
B. Vanderburg County Medical Society, 201 
SE Third Street, Evansville, Ind. 
C. (2) All bills which would create Na- 
tional Health Insurance. 


A. E. W. Tinker, 122 East Forty-second Street, 
New York, N. Y. 
B. American Paper and Pulp Association, 
122 East Forty-second Street, New York, N. Y. 
C. (2) Legislative interests are those of em- 
ployer. 
D.: (6) 8120.88. 


A. William H. Tinney, 211 Southern Build- 
ing, Fifteenth and H Streets NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

B. The Pennsylvania Railroad Co., 1740 
Broad Street Station Building, Philadelphia, 
Pa. 

C. (2) Any legislation affecting the in- 
terest of the Pennsylvania Railroad Co., in- 
cluding: S. 1657, H. R. 189, H. R. 1998, H. R. 
1528, H. R. 2957, H. R. 3669, H. R. 3755, H. R. 
4641, S. 1347, S. 1353, Senate Joint Resolution 
27, House Joint Resolution 3, H. R. 4473, H. R. 
2416, Senate Resolution 55, House Resolution 

E.t (8) $241.80, 


A. Tin Processing Corp., Texas City, Tex. 

O. (2) Bills relating to tin smelting in 
the United States: H. R. 3346. 

E. (2) $125.37; (9) $125.37; (11) $125.37; 
(15) $125.37, May 18, Satterlee, Warfield & 
Stephens, 49 Wall Street, New York, N. V., 
for disbursements as counsel in connection 
with legislative matters. 


A. S. G. Tipton, 1107 Sixteenth Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Air Transport Association of America, 
1107 Sixteenth Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

O. (2) Advancement of the airline indus- 
try (see p. 3 attached) + 

D. (6) $6,500. 

E. (7) $28.50; (9) $28.50; (11) $28.50. 


A. Mary Titus, 1201 Sixteenth Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Legislative-Federal Relations Division 
of the National Education Association of the 
United States, 1201 Sixteenth Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Bills relating to public education, 

D.t (6) $139.58, 


A. Fred A. Tobin, 438 Bowen Building, 821 
Fifteenth Street NW., Washington, D. C. 
B. International Brotherhood of Team- 
sters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Help- 
ers of America, 222 East Michigan Street, In- 
dianapolis, Ind, ` 
Cc. 


D (7) $3,750. 


A. H. Willis Tobler, 1731 Eye Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. National Milk Producers Federation, 
1731 Eye Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Any legislation that may affect milk 
producers or the cooperatives through which 
they act together to process and market their 
milk. (3) News for Dairy Co-ops. Legisla- 
tive Letter. 

D. (7) $1,974.88. 

E. (8) $49.90; (9) $49.90; (10) $40.20; (11) 
$90.10; (16) Total, $49.90.* 


1Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Sec- 
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A. John H. Todd,’ 1008 Sixteenth Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. National Cotton Compress and Cotton 
Warehouse Association, 586 Shrine Building, 
Memphis, Tenn. 

C. (2) Any matters affecting the cotton 
compress and warehouse industry. 

D. (7) $347.28. 

E. (5) $2.98; (6) $25.23; (7) $2.64; (9) 
$30.85; (10) $30.85; (11) $30.85; (15) $30.85. 


A. Wallace Townsend, 306 Commercial Na- 
tional Bank Building, Little Rock, Ark. 

B. Southwestern Gas & Electric Co., Shreve- 
port, La. 

C. (2) Appropriation for the Southwestern 
Power Administration in the appropriation 
bill for the Department of the Interior. 

D (6) $600. 

E. oS SS hii $100; (8) $77.49; (9) $202.49; 
(11) $202 
A. Transportation Association of America, 

130 North Wells Street, Chicago, Ill. 

C. (2) Against S. 1139, S. 1141, S. 1134, 
H. R. 1545. (3) Vanguard, Partners in 
America, Basic Phases of the Transportation 
Problem. 

D. (6) $122,149.45. 

E. (2) $4,612.50; (5) $397.30; (6) $195.34; 
(7) $530.14; (9) $5,735.28; (10) $6,472.45; 
(11) $12,207.73. 


. Triggs, 261 Constitution Avenue NW., 
n, D. C. 

B. ewes Farm Bureau Federation, 221 
North LaSalle Street, Chicago, Ill. 

C. (2) Proposed legislation on the follow- 
ing matters has been supported or opposed: 
Farm machinery, equipment, and supplies; 
fertilizer supplies; construction; manpower 
requirements of agriculture; importation of 


farm labor; peanut marketing-quota legis- 


lation; tobacco legislation; farm-wage sta- 
bilization; accumulation of crop history; 
CCC loans, and warehouse storage charges. 

D. (7) $2,124.96. 

E. (7) $503.98; (9) $503.98; (10) $123.82; 
(11) $627.80; (15) $503.98; (16) $260.59, 
March 22, United Airlines, Washington, D. C., 
transportation: Washington to Salt Lake 
City, Utah, and return. $12 March 24, New- 
house Hotel, Salt Lake City, Utah, lodging. 
$20.25, March 28, Congress Hotel, Chicago, 
III., lodging. $80.50, May 27, American Air- 
lines, Washington, D. C., transportation: 
Washington to Chicago, III., and return. 
$13.90 May 28, Sherman Hotel, Chicago, III., 
lodging; total, 8387.24. 


A, Trucking Industry National Defense Com- 
mittee, Inc., 1000 Vermont Avenue NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

1 


E. (15) Total, $115,448.92. 

A. Paul T. Truitt, 817 Barr Building, Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

B. American Plant Food Council, Inc., 817 
Barr Building, Washington, D. O. 

C. (2) Generally interested in legislation 
affecting the fertilizer industry. Specifi- 
cally, in the Eighty-second Congress: H. R. 
1755 and S. 1693. 

Ds 


A. Harold J. Turner, Henry Building, Port- 
land, Oreg. 

B. Spokane, Portland and Seattle Railway 
Co., Southern Pacific Co., Union Pacific Rail- 
road Co., Henry Building, Portland, Oreg. 

C. (2) All bills which directly affect rail- 
2 ot Oregon. 
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A. Philip C. Turner, Equitable Building, 10 
North Calvert Street, Baltimore, Md. 

B. Food Producers Council, Inc., Equitable 
ee 10 North Calvert Street, Baltimore, 

d. 

C. (2) Labor legislation and agricultural 
legislation. 

D.* (6) $750. 

E. (7) $8.75; (9) $8.75; (10) 29.05; (11) 
$37.80. 

A. Unemployment Benefit Advisors, Inc? 
Washington Hotel, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Interested in field of social security, 
(3) The Advisor. 

D. (6) $25,400. 

E. (2) $10,729.98; (4) $725.27; (5) $3,935.93; 
(6) $254.02; (7) $1,473.60; (8) $2,046.70; (9) 
$19.145.50; (11) $19,145.50; (15) total, $19,- 
145.50. 


A. United States Cane Sugar Refiners Asso- 
ciation,” 115 Pearl Street, New York, N. Y. 
and 408 American Building, Washington, 
D. C. 

C. (2) Any legislation that refers to sugar 
generally and the refining of raw cane sugar 
specifically. 

D. 


A. United States Committee for a United 
Nations Genocide Convention, 56 Brook 
Manor, Pleasantville, N. Y. 

C. (1) Legislative interest will continue 
until Senate ratification of Genocide Con- 
vention, 

D. 

E. (6) $1.25; (7) 812.70; (9) $13.95; (10) 
$192.39; (11) $206.34; (15) April 30, 1951, 
Town Hall Club, 123 West Forty-third Street, 
New York City, $12.70, for meeting room and 
refreshments. 


A. United States Cuban Sugar Council, 30 
Pine Street, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Public Law 388; H. R. 40, Eighty- 
first Congress; Public Law 307; H. J. Res. 426; 
S. Res. 361, Eighty-first Congress; Public Law 
50, Eighty-second Congress; H. R. 4521, 
Eighty-second Congress; S. 1694, Eighty- 
second Congress. 

D. (6) $17,869.49. ° 

E. (1) $9,778.86; (4) $2,478.09; (9) $12,- 
256.95; (10) $9,387.05; (11) $21,644; (15) total, 
$12,256.95.* 


A. United States Savings and Loan League, 
221 North LaSalle Street, Chicago, III. 

C. (2)? S. $49, H. R. 2988, S. 610, H. R. 
1385, H. R. 3177, H. R. 3178, H. R. 3197, H. R. 
3871, S. 1397, H. R. 4473; (3)! Confidential 
Bulletin M-234, 

Ds 

E. (2) $3,831.33; (4) $5,108.76; (5) $538.12; 
(6) $426.46; (7) $355.85; (8) $229.14; (9) 
$10,489.66; (10) $15,577.23; (11) $26,066.89. 


A. United World Federalists, Inc., 7 East 
Twelfth Street, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Measures relating to strengthening 
the United Nations and United States par- 
ticipating in the United Nations; specifically 
House Concurrent Resolution 64, Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 56, and H. R. 7797. 
(3) World Government News, FYI (For Your 
Information), Political Action Letter. 

D. (6) $42,289.06. 

E. (1) $227.04; (2) $32,933.99; (4) $3,- 
199.99; (5) $8,508.69; (6) $2,888.96; (7) $8,- 
879.08; (8) $18,141.41; (9) $74,779.16; (11) 
$74,779.16, 
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A. John R. Van Arnum,? 512 F Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. National League of Wholesale Fresh 
Fruit and Vegetable Distributors. 

©. (2) Legislation on agriculture, labor, 
marketing, and transportation. No partic- 
ular bills likely to be considered rest of this 
Congress. 


A. Weston Vernon, Jr., 15 Broad Street, New 
York, N. Y. 

B. The Chase National Bank of the City 
of New York, 18 Pine Street, New York, N. T. 
(See schedule D attached.) 

C. (2) Proposed Federal tax legislation af- 
fecting the interests of the Chase National 
Bank of the City of New York. 

D. (6) $541.25. 

E. (7) $91.66; (9) $91.66; (10) $37.56; (11) 
8129.22. 


A. Weston Vernon, Jr., 15 Broad Street, New 
York, N. Y. 

B. New York Stock Exchange, 11 Wall 
Street, New York, N. Y. (See schedule D at- 
tached) . 

C. (2) Proposed Federal tax legislation af- 
fecting the interests of the New York Stock 
Exchange ard its members. 

D. (6) $376.25. 

E. (7) $65.28; (9) $65.28; (11) $65.28. 


A. Albert F. Versen, 508 Security Building, 
St. Louis, Mo. 

B. Missouri Valley Chapter Association of 
Refrigerated Warehouses, 508 Security Build- 
ing, St. Louis, Mo. 

C. (2) Only as shown in report of the Mis- 
souri Valley Chapter Association of Refrig- 
erated Warehouses. 


A. Albert F. Versen, 508 Security Building, 
St. Louis, Mo. 
B. St. Louis Local Meat Packers Associa- 
tion, 508 Security Building, St. Louis, Mo. 
C. (2) Only as shown in report of the St. 
Louis Local Meat Packers Association, 
A. A. L. Viles, 444 Madison Avenue, New 
York, N. Y. 
B. The Rubber Manufacturers Association, 
Inc., 444 Madison Avenue, New York, N. Y. 


A. A. L. Viles, 444 Madison Avenue, New 
York, N. Y. 

B. The Rubber Manufacturers Association, 

Inc., 444 Madison Avenue, New York, N. Y, 


A. Virginia Associated Businessmen, 512 
Travelers Building, Richmond, Va. 

©. (2) To achieve full tax equality, H. R. 
240 and S. 892. Bills to achieve full tax 
equality in the pending tax bill. In favor 
of both bills. 

D. (6) $1,836. 

E. (2) $900; (3) $4; (4) $1,132.59; (5) 
$498.20; (6) $54.15; (7) $364.20; (8) $113.13; 
(9) $3,066.27; — 8 57; (11) $5,967.84; 
(15) total, $3,066 


A. Vitrified China Association, Inc., 312 
Shoreham Building, Washington, D. C. 


A. H. Jerry Voorhis.* 

B. The Cooperative League of the United 
States of America Association, Inc., 343 
South Dearborn Street, Chicago, II. 

C. (2) See report of the Cooperative 
League of the United States of America As- 
sociation, Inc. All legislation affecting the 
health, welfare, and safety of the American 
people, 
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A. H. Jerry Voorhis. 

B. The Cooperative League of the United 
States of America Association, Inc., 343 
South Dearborn Street, Chicago, Ill. 

C. (2) See report of the Cooperative 
League of The United States of America As- 
sociation, Inc. All legislation affecting the 
health, welfare, and safety of the American 
people. 

D.t 


A. Tracy S. Voorhees, 711 Fourteenth Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 
B. Performing services without compensa- 
tion for Committee on the Present Danger, 
C. (2) (See rider) Public Law 51, S. Res. 
99, S. Con. Res. 18, S. 1762, H. R. 3587, H. R. 
4550. 


A. The Vulcan Detinning Co., Sewaren, N. J. 
A. Walter Wagner. 

B. The Central Labor Union & Metal 
Trades Council of the Panama Canal Zone, 
room 607 A. F. of L. Building, 901- Massa- 
chusetts Avenue NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) All legislation affecting the United 
States employees of the Panama Canal Zone. 

Du (6) $3,000. 

E. (4) $92.94; (5) $271.35; (6) $206.43; 
(7) $1,539.60; (8) $54.05; (9) $2,164.87; (10) 
$2,097.05; (11) $4,261.42. 


A. Charles F. Wahl, 3133 Connecticut Ave- 
nue, Washington, D. C. 

B. Lock Operators Employees Association, 
John E. Schmidt, secretary, Cocoli, Canal 
Zone, box 423. > 

C. (2) H, R. 242, H. R. 1172. 

E. (7) $500; (9) $500; (10) $3,000; (11) 
$3,500. 

A. A. Theodore Waller, 2 West Forty-sixth 
Street, New York, N. . 

B. American Book Publishers Council, Inc., 
2 West Forty-sixth Street, New York, N. . 

C. (2) Legislative interests in all matters 
affecting the general book publishing in- 
dustry except for postal rates. 


A. Theodore Waller, 2 West Forty-sixth 
Street, New York, N. Y. 

B. National Postal Committee for Books, 
2 West Forty-sixth Street, New York, N. L. 

C. (2) Specific legislative interests at this 
time are H. R. 2982 and S. 1046, postal-rate 
increase bills. 

A. Stephen M. Walter,! 1200 Eighteenth 
Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. National Association of Electric Com- 
panies, 1200 Eighteenth Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

O. (2) (See appended statement, p. 5.)* 
H. R. 3790, H. R. 4386, H. R. 4473, H. R. 3871, 
S. 1397, H. R. 3400, Public Law 43, Public 
Law 45. 

D.t (6) $6,625.02. 

E. (6) $26.70; (7) $355.10; (8) $53.05; (9) 
$434.85; (10) $707.23; (11) $1,142.08; (14) 
$434.85. 


A. Thomas G. Walter, 900 F Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Government Employees’ Council, Amer- 
ican Federation of Labor, 900 F Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

C. (8) Publish each Thursday a weekly 
news letter. 

D.: (6) $2,250. 
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A. George A. Walton, 1000 Eleventh Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Friends Committee on National Legisla- 
tion, 1000 Eleventh Street NW., Washington, 
D. C. 

C. (2) Work in the general field of inter- 
national reduction of armaments, and op- 
position to the enactment of the Universal 
Military Training and Universal Military 
Service Act of 1951. 

D. (6) $262.49. 

E. (6) $1.40; (7) $70.85; (8) $19.50; (9) 
$91.30; (10) $197.16; (11) $288.46. 


A. Milo J. Warner, 904 Nicholas Building, 
Toledo, Ohio. 

B. The Prudential Insurance Co. of Ameri- 
ca, Newark, N. J. 

C. (2) Attention to legislation which may 
affect the interests of the mutual policy- 
holders of the Prudential Insurance Co. of 
America. 

D. (7) $3,500. 

E. (6) $7.06; (7) $528.23; (9) $535.29; (10) 
$172.91; (11) $708.20. 


A. Washington Board of Trade, 204 Evening 
Star Building, Washington, D. C. 
C. (2) Legislation affecting the District of 
Columbia. 
D. (See page 3.)* 


A. Washington Board of Trade, 204 Evening 
Star Building, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Legislation affecting the District of 
Columbia, of interest to the Washington 
Board of Trade. 

D. (See page 3.) ! 


A. Washington Committee, Association of 
Sugar Producers of Puerto Rico, 732 
Shoreham Building, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) H. R. 4521, S. 1694. 
D. (6) $15,000. 
E. (2) $600; (5) $500; (6) $20; (7) $20; 

(9) $1,140; (11) $1,140. 


A. Washington Home Rule Committee, 515 
Cafritz Building, Washington, D. C. 
C. (2) Kefauver bill (S. 1527), Home Rule 
for the District of Columbia. 
E. (10) $435.75; (11) $435.75. 


A. Washington Home Rule Committee,’ 515 
Cafritz Building, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Kefauver bill (S. 1527), Home Rule 
for the District of Columbia. 

E. (3) $200; (9) $200; (10) $485.75; (11) 
$635.75; (15) $100, September 6, 1950, Home 
Rule Headquarters, 308 Pennsylvania Ave- 
nue SE., Washington, D. C., in support of 
Headquarters for Home Rule; $100, Septem- 
ber 6, 1950, Home Rule Headquarters, 308 
Pennsylvania Avenue SE., Washington, D. C., 
in support of Headquarters for Home Rule. 


A. Washington Home Rule Committee,‘ 515 
Cafritz Building, Washington, D. C. 
C. (2) Kefauver bill (S. 1527), Home Rule 
for the District of Columbia. 
E. (10) $635.75; (11) $635.75. 


A. Washington Home Rule Committee, 515 
Cafritz Building, Washington, D. C. 
C. (2) Kefauver bill (S. 1527), Home Rule 
for the District of Columbia, 
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A. Washington Real Estate Board, Inc., 312 
Wire Building, 1000 Vermont Avenue 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) All local measures affecting the 

Distriet of Columbia are of interest. 

E. (10) 8495; (11) 8495. 


A. J. R. Watson, room 1, I. C. R. R. Passenger 
Station, Jackson, Miss. 
B. Mississippi Railroad Association, room 1, 
I. C. R. R. Passenger Station, Jackson, Miss. 
C. (2) Legislation affecting railroads in 
Mississippi—bills to amend the Railroad Re- 
tirement Act and resolutions pertaining to 
the St. Lawrence project. 
E. (5) $32.69; (6) $3.75; (7) $283.51; (9) 
$319.95; (11) $319.95; (15). 


A. Bruce Waybur,? 1000 Eleventh Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. United Electrical, Radio and Machine 
Workers of America, 11 East Fif ty-first Street, 
New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Legislation favorable to national 
peace, security, democracy, prosperity, and 
the general welfare. 


A. Newton Patrick Weathersby, room 303, 
Machinists Building, Washington, D. C. 

B. District No. 44, International Associa- 
tion of Machinists. 

C. (2) Legislation affecting working con- 
ditions of Government employees and, inci- 
dentally, organized labor in general. 

D. (6) $1,499.94.: 

A. Narvin B. Weaver; 1346 Connecticut Ave- 
nue NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Carlisle tire and rubber division of the 
Carlisle Corp., Carlisle, Pa.; Durkee-Atwood 
Co., of Minneapolis, Minn.; and the McCreary 
Tire & Rubber Co., of Indiana, Pa. 


A. William H. Webb, 1720 M Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. National Rivers and Harbors Congress, 
1720 M Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) River and harbor development; 
flood control, navigation, irrigation-reclama- 
tion, soil and water conservation. 

D. (6) 82,084.74. 

E. (5) $43.03; (7) 8115.16; (8) $263.10; (9) 
$421.29; (10) $808.16; (11) $1,229.45; (12) 
$10; (15) Total, 8163.19. 


A. Western States Meat Packers Association, 
Inc., 604 Mission. Street, suite 906-907, 
San Francisco, Calif. 

C. (2) Legislation affecting livestock and 
meat-packing industry. 

D. (6) $22,360.01. 

E. (7) $117.78; (9) $117.78; (10) 869.05: 
(11) $186.83; (15) $28.40, April 19, 1951, 
$32.53, April 24, 1951, $23, May 29, 1951, $83.93, 
total, Willard Hotel, Washington, D. C., 
luncheons. 

A. J. W. Weingarten, 1004 Farnam Street, 
Omaha, Nebr. 

B. Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railroad 
Co., 547 West Jackson Boulevard, Chicago, Ill. 

C. (2) Any legislation affecting the rail- 
road business. 

A. Walter S. Weismann, Jr., 918 Sixteenth 
Street NW., Suite 400, Washington, D. C. 
B. American Airlines, Inc., 918 Sixteenth 

Street NW., Suite 400, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Legislation affecting air transporta- 
tion. 

D. (6) $2,751. 
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E. (6) $4; (7) $140; (9) $144; (10) $39; 
(11) $183. 


A. Bernard Weitzer, 3147 Sixteenth Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 
B. Jewish War Veterans of the United 
States of America, 50 West Seventy-seventh 
Street, New York, N. Y. 


D. (7) $2,250. 
E. (5) $1.31; (6) $10.15; (7) $295.10; (8) 
$44.76; (9) $351.32; (10) $241.90; (11) 


$593.22; (15) $183.60; (16) April 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 
10, 1951, Hotel Beacon, New York, $46.54, 
hotel, room and meals. American Airlines, 
$15.41, Washington to New York. New York, 
New Haven & Hartford, $3.49, train to Nor- 
walk and return. Peunsylvania Railroad, 
$8.72, train from New York to Washington. 
April 15, 1951, Eastern Airlines, $12.88, plane 
from Washington to Richmond and return. 
Total, $87.04. 


A. William E. Welsh, 1119 National Press 
Building, Washington, D. C. 

B. National Reclamation Association, 1119 
National Press Building, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) (a) Reclamation Act, 1902 (53 Stat. 
_ 1187, 43 U. S. C. 485), and all amendatory 
and supplementary acts thereto. (b) H. R. 
1636, H. R. 1637, H. R. 2646, H. R. 3309, H. R. 
3318, S. 40, S. 443, S. 1144, H. R. 3790, H R. 
3973, H. R. 4386, H. R. 3544, H. R. 2470, H. R. 
4628, S. 1798, H. R. 4521, S. 18, S. 1789. (3) 
Bulletin. 

D. (6) 83.000. 

E. (7) $380.15; (9) $380.15; (10) $713.22; 
(11) $1,096.37. 

A. Edward K. Wheeler, 704 Southern Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C. 

B. Contract Carrier Conference, 1424 Six- 
teenth Street, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Legislation pertaining to the inves- 
tigation of domestic land and water trans- 
portation under Senate Resolution 50 or to 
the Motor Carriers Act. 

D. (6) $3,000. 

E. (8) $2.20; (9) $2.20; (10) $25.73; (11) 
$27.93. 


A. Edward K. Wheeler, 704 Southern Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C. 
B. Shore Line Oil Co., Las Vegas, Nev.; 
Craw Co., Las Vegas, Nev. 
C. (2) Any proposed legislation which af- 
fects the rights of the companies represented. 
D 1 


E+ (8) $25; (9) $25; (11) 
$99.25. 


(10) $74.25; 


A. George Y. Wheeler II, 724 Fourteenth 
Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. National Broadcasting Co., Inc., 724 
Fourteenth Street NW., Washington, D. C., 
and affiliated companies. 

C. (2) Legislation affecting National 
Broadcasting Co., Inc., and/or its affiliated 
companies, 

D. 


E. (6) $5.40; (7) $5.20; (9) $10.60; (10) 
$3.55; (11) $14.15; (15) $10.60; (16) $5.20, 
May 4, 1951, Congressional Hotel, two persons, 


A. Clem Whitaker, 1 North La Salle Street, 
Chicago, III. 

B. National Education Campaign—Ameri- 
can Medical Association, 1 North La Salle 
Street, Chicago, Ill. 

C. (2) Any legislation for compulsory 
health insurance; S. 445, S. 337, H. R. 54, 
H. R. 274, H. R. 910, H. R. 913, S. 401; (3) 
Government Medieine— Danger Ahead, Medi- 
cine and the Press— Champions of Freedom, 
Dr. Cline’s Inaugural Address, Socialized 
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Medicine Is No Bargain, An Editor Views 
Medicine, Postal Card Invitations, Presiden- 
tial Inauguration Invitation, Dr. Henderson’s 
Farewell Address, A Case History of Ameri- 
can Medicine’s Campaign Against Socializa- 
tion, Shall Politicians Run Our Schools?, 
President’s Page, February 24, 1951, Journal 
of the American Medical Association, Dr, 
Cline’s release, Mr. Beck's release. 

D. (6) $6,262.50. 

E. (7) 892.26; (8) $2.03; (9) $94.29; (10) 
$749.87; (11) $844.16; (15) total, 694.29. 


A. Leone Baxter Whitaker,’ 1 North La Salle 
Street, Chicago, III. 

B. National Education Campaign—Amer- 
ican Medical Association, 1 North La Salle 
Street, Chicago, III. 

C. Any legislation for compul-ory health 
insurance; S. 445, S. 337. H. R. 54, H. R. 274, 
H. R. 910, H. R. 913, S. 401; (3) see list in 
report of Clem Whitaker. 

D.: (6) $6,262.50. 

E. (7) $92.26; (8) $2.03; (9) $94.29; (10) 
$749.87; (11) $844.16; (15) total, 894.29. 


A. John C. White, 838 Transportation Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C. 
B. American Cotton Shippers Association, 
Cotton Exchange Building, Memphis, Tenn. 
C. (2) Legislation affecting cotton and for- 
eign trade; S. 1717, H. R. 3871. 
D 1 


E. (6) $416.01. 


A. Richard P. White, 636 Southern Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. American Association of Nurserymen, 
Inc., 635-636 Southern Building, Washing- 
ton, D. C. 

C. (2) Any 3 affecting the nur- 
sery industry directly. 

D.: (6) 62.874.968. 

E. (2) $28.75; (4) $13.88; (5) $13.64; (6) 
$2.99; (7) $5.76; (9) $36.27; (10) $64.45; (11) 
$100.72. 


A. Albert V. Whitehall, 1756 K Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. American Hospital Association, 18 East 
Division Street, Chicago, Ill. 

C. (Same as reported for American Hos- 
pital Association.) 

D. (6) $1,562.49. 

E.: (7) $624.01; (9) $624.01; (10) $486.51; 
(11) $1,110.52. 


— 


A. Mr. H. Leigh Whitelaw, 60 East Forty- 
second Street, New York, N. Y. 

B. National Committee for Fair Emergency 
Excise Taxation, 60 East Forty-second Street, 
New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Fair emergency excise taxation. 

D. (6) $1,250. 

E. (10) $243.41; (11) $243.41. 


A. Louis E. Whyte, 918 Sixteenth Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Independent Natural Gas Association of 
America, suite 501, 918 Sixteenth Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Pending tax legislation and any 
bills affecting the natural-gas industry. 

D.: (6) $750. 

E. (8) $5.25; (9) $5.25; (10) $6; (11) 
$11.25. 


A. John J. Wicker, Jr., 501 Mutual Building, 
Richmond, Va. 
B. American Mutual Alliance, 919 North 
Michigan Avenue, Chicago, III. 
C. (2) All legislation affecting mutual fire 
and casualty insurance companies, 
D.“ (6) $1,047.73. 


Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Sec- 
retary. 
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E. (2) $580; (4) $205.13; (6) $47.76; (7) 
$244.84; (9) $1,047.73; (10) $4,093.47; (11) 
$5,141.20. 


A. Claude C. Wild, Jr., 605 Commonwealth 
Building, Washington, D. C. 

B. Mid-Continent Oil & Gas Association, 
308 Tulsa Building, Tulsa, Okla. 

C. (2) All legislation directly or indirectly 
affecting the oil and gas industry. 

D. (6) $2,100. 

E. (5) $1,392.31; (6) $225; 
$1,642.31; (11) $1,642.31. 


A. Wilkinson, Boyden & Cragun, 744 Jackson 
Place NW., Washington, D. C. 
B. Confederated Bands of Ute Indians, 
Fort Duchesne, Utah and Ignacio, Colo. 
C. (2) S. 1357 and H. R. 3795. 
E. (6) $17.25; (8) $3; (9) $20.25; 
$20.25. 


(8) $25; (9) 


(11) 


A, Wilkinson, Boyden & Cragun, 744 Jackson 
Place NW., Washington, D. C. 
B. Indians of California, c/o Clyde F, 
Thompson, post office box 901, Redding, Calif. 
C. (2) H. R. 3979. 
E. (4) $5.41; (6) $8.81; (8) $4.75; (9) 
$18.97; (10) $3.15; (11) $22.12, 


A. Wilkinson, Boyden & Cragun, 744 Jackson 
Place NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Klamath Tribe of Indians, Klamath 
Agency, Oreg. 

C. (2) S. 737, S. 738, S. 1174, S. 1322, S. 
1386, H. R. 264, H. R. 1632, H. R. 3094, H. R. 
3095, H. R. 3368, H. R. 3808. 

rai 

E. (6) $23.71; (8) $5.20; (9) $28.91; (10) 
$81.56; (11) $110.47. 


A. Wilkinson, Boyden & Cragun, 744 Jackson 
Place NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Menominee Tribe of Indians, Menomi- 
nee Indian Agency, Keshena, Wis. 

C. (2) Favoring enactment of H. R. 264, 
H. R. 3782, and S. 1396, and opposed to enact- 
ment of H. R. 1531. 

Ds 

E. (6) $5.64; (8) $11; 


(9) $16.64; 
$64.92; (11) $81.56 


(10) 


A. Ernest L. Wilkinson, Francis M. Goodwin, 
Glen A. Wilkinson, 744 Jackson Place 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Confederated Bands of Ute Indians, Fort 

Duchesne, Utah, and Ignacio, Colo. 

C. (2) Legislation to return certain lands 
to the Ute Tribe. 


A. Ernest L. Wilkinson, Francis M. Goodwin, 
Glen A. Wilkinson,? 744 Jackson Place 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Indians of California, c/o Clyde F. 

Thompson, post office box 901, Redding, Calif. 

C. (2) Legislation making it possible to 
submit claims against the United States to 
the Indian Claims Commission. 


E. (8) $3.15; (9) $3.15; (11) $3.15. 


A. Ernest L. Wilkinson, Francis M. Goodwin, 
Glen A. Wilkinson,? 744 Jackson Place 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Klamath Tribe of Indians, Klamath 
Agency, Oreg. 

C. (1) Present contract runs to June 30, 
1951. (3) S. 737, S. 738, S. 1174, S. 1322, S. 
1386, H. R. 264, H. R. 3094, H. R. 3095, H. R. 
3363, and . R. 3808. 

D. 


Not printed. 


retary. 
Filed for first quarter, 1951. 


Filed with Clerk and Sec- 
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E. (15) Telephone and telegraph, $52.66; 
taxi fares, $14.16; extra stenographic services, 
$3.75; extra postage, $3.34; miscellaneous, 
$7.65; total, $81.56. 

A. Ernest L. Wilkinson, Francis M. Goodwin, 
Glen A. Wilkinson,? 744 Jackson Place 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Menominee Tribe of Indians, Menomi- 
nee Indian Agency, Keshena, Wis. 

C. (2) H. R. 264, H. R. 1551, H. R. 3782, 
and S. 1396. 

D. 

E. (15) Telephone and telegraph, $35.54; 
taxi fares, $27.57; miscellaneous, $1.81; total, 
$54.92. 

A. Franz O. Willembucher, 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Retired Officers Association, Inc., 1616 
I Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Any and all legislation pertinent to 
the rights, benefits, privileges, and obliga- 
tions of retired officers, male and female, 
Regular and Reserve, and their dependents 
and survivors, of whatever nature. (3) The 
Retired Officers Association Bulletin. 

D. (6) $1,800. 


1616 I Street 


A. Martin B. Williams,’ 618 Mutual Building, 
Richmond, Va. 
B. Life Insurers Conference, 618 Mutuz 
Building, Richmond, Va. 
C. (2) Any legislative matter bearing on 
the life and combination insurance business. 
D. (6) 8145.83. 


A. Williams, Myers & Quiggle, 817 Munsey 
Building, Washington, D. C. 

B. National Food Brokers Association, 527 
Munsey Building, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Opposition to S. 719, a bill to amend 
the Robinson-Patman Act, and all similar 
bills. 

A. Williams, Myers & Quiggle, 817 Munsey 
Building, Washington, D. C. 

B. The Northwestern Mutual Life Insur- 
ance Co., Milwaukee, Wis. 

C. (2) Legislation to secure same tax treat- 
ment for life insurance agents’ pension plans 
as are accorded employee pension plan under 
sections 22 (b) (2) (B) and 165 of the 
Internal Revenue Code. 

A. Williams, Myers & Quiggle, 817 Munsey 
Building, Washington, D. C. 

B. Estate of Eleanor E. Rice, 405 Land 
Title Building, Philadelphia, Pa. 

C. (2) Our interest (both general and spe- 
cific) is amendment of section 811 of the 
Internal Revenue Code to substantially the 
effect proposed in the American Bar Asso- 
ciation’s 1945 recommendations with respect 
to reverters. 

A. C. J. S. Williamson 421 Shoreham Build- 
ing, Washington, D, C. 

B. California State Chamber of Commerce, 
350 Bush Street, San Francisco, Calif. 

C. (2) Bills of interest to California econ- 
omy. 

D. 

E. (2) $2,150; (7) $450; (15) salary, one- 
fourth of annual salary of $8,600, $2,150; sal- 
ary, one-fourth of annual salary of $3,300 
(secretary), $825; expense allowance, one- 
fourth of $1,800, $450; office rent, 3 months at 
$110, $330; office supplies, $150; telephone 
and telegraph, $225. 

A. Carl H. Willingham, Washington Loan & 
Trust Building, Washington, D. C., or 
4 Park Avenue, New York, N. Y. 
B. Oneida, Ltd., Oneida, N. Y. 
C. (2) Excise taxes and health insurance. 


Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Sec- 
retary. 
Filled for first quarter, 1951. 
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A. James L. Wilmeth,’ 3027 North Broad 
Street, Philadelphia, Pa. 

B. National Council, Junior Order United 
American Mechanics, 

C. (2) H. R. 3204, S. 716, H. R. 2379, H. R. 
2816, H. R. 4468. (3) Junior American. 

D. (6) 8180. 

E. (7) $180; (9) $180; (10) $103; (11) 
$283. 


A. E. Raymond Wilson, 1000 Eleventh Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Friends Committee on National Legis- 
lation, 1000 Eleventh Street NW., Washing- 
ton, D. C. 

C. (2) H. R. 1612, H. R. 3017. Opposition 
has been expressed to the continuation of 
military conscription; to the Universial Mili- 
tary Training and Service Act of 1951; to the 
Internal Security Act of 1950; and to the 
restrictive provisions of the omnibus immi- 
gration bill, S. 716. (3) The Washington 
Letter. 

D. (6) $1,687.50. 

E. (6) $20.68; (7) $318.72; 
(10) $236.22; (11) $575.62, 


A. Everett B. Wilson, Jr., 728 Shoreham 
Building, Washington, D. C. 

B. Association of Sugar Producers of 
Puerto Rico, 732 Shoreham Building, Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

C. (2) H. R. 4521, S. 1694. 

D.: (6) $2,250. 


(9) $339.40; 


A. Frank E. Wilson, M. D., 1523 L Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. American Medical Association, 535 North 
Dearborn Street, Chicago, III. 

C. (2) All bills (House and Senate) relat- 
ing to health and medicine. (3) Bulletin 
and Capitol Clinics, weekly letter. 

D.t (6) $3,799.89. 

E. (7) $301.17; (9) $301.17; (10) $366.97; 
(11) $668.14, 


A. J. B. Wilson, McKinley, Wyo. 
B. Wyoming Wool Growers Association. 
C. (2) All legislation in any way affecting 


domestic wool-growing industry. (3) Wyo- 
ming Wool Grower, 

D. (7) 81.700. 

E. (7) $1,042.08; (9) $1,042.08; (11) 
$1,042.08. 


A. Robert J. Wilson, 2003 Eye Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Washington Restaurant Association, 
2003 Eye Street NW., Washington, D. C.;: 
National Restaurant Association, 8 South 
Michigan Avenue, Chicago, III. 


A. Everett T. Winter, Mississippi Valley As- 
sociation, 719 Omaha National Bank 
Building, Omaha, Nebr. 

B. Mississippi Valley Association, 511 Lo- 
cust Street, St. Louis, Mo. 

©. (2) Legislation relating to river and 
harbor maintenance and improvement; the 

American merchant marine; soil conserva- 

tion; flood control; regulation of domestic 

transportation. 
D. (6) $2,500. 
E. (7) 8977.71: (9) 8077. 7% 

(11) $1,935.95. 


A. Theodore Wiprud,? 1718 M Street NW., 
Washirgton, D. C. 
B. The Medical Society of the District of 
Columbia, 1718 M Street NW., Washington, 
D. C. 


(10) $958.24; 


Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Sec- 
retary. 
Filed with the Clerk only. 
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C. (2) Legislation pertaining to the prac- 
tice of medicine and all related services. (3) 
Medical Annals of the District of Columbia. 
A. Wisconsin Associated Businessmen, Inc., 

= West Wisconsin Avenue, Milwaukee, 
is. 

C. (2) Any legislation affecting business. 

D. (6) $415. 

E. (2) $75; (3) $317.25; (4) $27.40; (6) 
$12.97; (7) $53; (8) $25; (9) $522.37; (10) 
$867.46; (11) $1,389.83; (15). 


A, 2 B. Wise, 1424 K Street NW., Washington, 
O 


B. National Renderers Association, 1424 K 
Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Any legislation upon the production, 
consumption, import, export, or taxation of 
any animal or vegetable fat or oil. (3) 

A. Walter F. Wocdul, Chronicle Building, 
Houston, Tex. 

B. Angelina & Neches River Railroad Co., 
Keltys, Tex.; Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific 
Railroad Co., Fort Worth, Tex.; Fort Worth 
& Denver City Railway Co., Fort Worth, Tex.; 
Gulf, Colorado & Santa Fe Railway Co., Gal- 
veston, Tex.; The Kansas City Southern Rail- 
way Co., Kansas City, Mo.; Louisiana & Ar- 
kansas Railway Co., Kansas City, Mo.; Inter- 
national-Great Northern Railroad, Houston, 
Tex.; Missouri-Kansas-Texas of Texas, Dal- 
las, Tex.; New Orleans, Texas & Mexico Rail- 
way Co., Houston, Tex.; Panhandle and Santa 
Fe Railway Co., Amarillo, Tex.; Paris and 
Mount Pleasant Railroad Co., Paris, Tex.; 
Quanah, Acme & Pacific Railway Co., Quanah, 
Tex.; Roscoe, Snyder & Pacific Railway Co., 
Abilene, Tex.; St. Louis, San Francisco & 
Texas Railway Co., Fort Worth, Tex.; St. 
Louis, Southwestern Railway Co. of Texas, 
St. Louis, Mo.; Southern Pacific Co., San 
Francisco, Calif.; Texas & New Orleans Rail- 
road Co., Houston, Tex.; Texas South-Eastern 
Railroad Co., Diboll, Tex.; The Texas & Pa- 
cific Railway Co., Dallas, Tex.; The Texas 
Mexican Railway Co., Laredo, Tex.; The Union 
Terminal Co., Dallas, Tex.; Wichita Falls & 
Southern Railroad Co., Wichita Falls, Tex.; 
The Wichita Valley Railway Co., Fort Worth, 
Tex. 

C. (2) Generally legislation affecting Texas 
railroads. For: S, 1335, H. R. 3465, H. R. 2416, 
S. 1657, H. R. 4483, H. R. 3587, S. 1603, S. 719, 
H. R. 3282. Opposed: House Joint Resolution 
2, Senate Joint Resolution 27, H. R. 4473, 
H. R. 3880, H. R. 1998. 

D. (6) $6,873.23. 

E. (6) $90.90; (7) $3,136.23; (9) $3,227.13; 
(10) $1,374.11; (11) $4,601.24; (15) total 
$2,589.53," 

A. Edward W. Wootton, 900 National Press 
Building, Washington, D. C. 

B. Wine Institute, 717 Market Street, San 
Francisco, Calif. 

C. (2) Legislation affecting California 
wine and brandy industry—H. R. 2745, H. R. 
3075, H. R. 4473, H. R. 1612. 

A. Mrs. C. D. (Leslie) Wright, 4620 Thirtieth 
Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. General Federation of Women's Clubs. 

C. (2) Education and welfare. 

A. Wyatt, Grafton & Grafton, 300 Marion E. 
Taylor Building, Louisville, Ky. 

B. National Committee for Fair Emergency 
Excise Taxation, 60 East Forty-second Street, 
New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Fair emergency excise taxation— 
H. R. 4473. 

D. (6) $10,000. 

E.t (6) $123.87; (7) $521.08; (9) $644.95; 
(10) $1,298.23; (11) $1,943.18; (15) total, 
8644.95. 


Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Sec- 
retary. 
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A. Robert H. Wyatt, 203 Hotel Lincoln, In- 
dianapolis, Ind. 

B. National Education Association of the 
United States, 1201 Sixteenth Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Bills relating to public education. 
E. (7) $116.40; (9) $116.40; (11) $116.40. 
A. Mr. Donald A. Young, 1615 H Street NW., 

Washington, D. C. 

B. Chamber of Commerce of the United 

States, 1615 H Street NW., Washington, D. C. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


C. (2) For, S. 913, Senate Joint Resolution 
20, House Joint Resolution 206, S. 719, S. 
1166, Senate Concurrent Resolution 21; op- 
posed, S. 1044, S. 991. 

Da (6) $1,500. 

E. (7) $26.65; (9) $26.65; (10) $12.36; (11) 
$39.01. 


Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Secre- 


tary. 
REGISTRATIONS 


SEPTEMBER 13 


A. J. Banks Young, 1832 M Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

B. National Cotton Council of America, 
post-office box 18, Memphis, Tenn. 

Cu (2) Legislation affecting raw-cotton 
industry. 

D. (6) 6675. 

E. (7) 6224.17; 
(11) 8226.42. 


(9) $224.17; (10) $2.25; 


Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Secre- 
tary. 


The following registrations were submitted for the second calendar quarter 1951. 


(Norz.— The form used for registration is reproduced below. 


In the interest of economy, questions are not repeated, 


only the answers are printed, and are indicated by their respective letter and number. Also for economy in the Recor, lengthy 


answers are abridged.) 


FPrrze Two COPIES WITH THE SECRETARY OF THE SENATE AND FILE THREE COPIES WITH THE CLERK OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES: 
This page (page 1) is designed to supply identifying data; and page 2 (on the back of this page) deals with financial data. 


PLACE AN “X” BELOW THE APPROPRIATE LETTER OR FIGURE IN THE BOX AT THE RIGHT OF THE “REPO! 


” HEADING BELOW: 


“PRELIMINARY” REPORT (“Registration”): To “register,” place an “X” below the letter “P” and fill out page 1 only. 


“QUARTERLY” REPORT: To indicate which one of the four calendar quarters is covered by this Report, place un “X” below the appropriate 
figure. Fill out both page 1 and page 2 and as many additional pages as may be required. The first additional page should be num- 
bered as page “3,” and the rest of such pages should be “4,” “5,” “6,” etc. Preparation and filing in accordance with ‘nstructions will 
accomplish compliance with all quarterly reporting requirements of the Act. 


REPORT 


PURSUANT TO FEVERAL REGULATION OF LOBBYING ACT 


QUARTER 
2d | 3d 


P | ist 4th 


(Mark one square only) 


Nore on ITEM “A”.—(a) In GENERAL, This “Report” form may be used by either an organization or an individual, as follows: 


(i) “Employee”.—To file as an “employee”, state (in Item B“) the name, address, and nature of business of the “employer”. (If the 
“employee” is a firm [such as a law firm or public relations firm], partners and salaried staff members of such firm may join in filing a 


Report as an employee“.) 


(ii) “Employer”’.—To file as an “employer”, write “None” in answer to Item 3“. 


(b) SEPARATE REPORTS. 


Au agent or employee should not attempt to combine his Report with the employer's Report: 


(i) Employers subject to the Act must file separate Reports and are not relieved of this requirement merely because Reports are 


filed by their agents or employees. 


(ii) Employees subject to the Act must file separate Reports and are not relieved of this requirement merely because Reports are 


filed by their employers. 
A. ORGANIZATION OR INDIVIDUAL FILING 


1, State namo, address, and nature of business. 


2. If this Report is for an Employer, list names of agents or employees 
who will file Reports for this Quarter. 


Nore on Irem B“. Reports by Agents or Employees, An employee is to file, each quarter, as many Reports as he has employers; except 


that: (a) If a particular undertaking is jointly financed by a group of employers, the group is to be considered as one employer, but all 
members of the group are to be named, and the contribution of each member is to be specified; (b) if the work is done in the interest of 
one person but payment therefor is made by another, a single Report—naming both persons as employers“ —is to be filed each quarter, 


B. EmpLorer—State name, address, and nature of business. If there is no employer, write “None.” 


Nore on Itrm C“.— (a) The expression “in connection with legislative interests,“ as used in this Re 


port, means “in connection with 


attempting, directly or indirectly, to influence the passage or defeat of legislation.” The term ‘legislation’ means bills, resolutions, amend- 


ments, nominations, and other matters pending or proposed in either House of Congress, and includes any other matter which may be the 
subject of action by either House”—$§ 302 (e). 


(b) Before undertaking any activities in connection with legislative interests, organizations and individuals subject to the Lobbying 
Act are required to file a “Preliminary” Report (Registration). 


(c) After beginning such activities, they must {le a “Quarterly” Report at the end of each calendar quarter in which they have either 
received or expended anything of value in connection with legislative interests. 


C. LEGISLATIVE INTERESTS, AND PUBLICATIONS in connection therewith: 


1, State approximately how long legisla- 
tive interests are to continue. If re- 
ceipts and expenditures in connection 
with legislative interests have terminated, 

place an “X” in the box at the 
[C] left, so that this Office will no 

longer expect to receive Reports. 


2. State the general legislative interests of 
the person and set forth the specific 
legislative interests by reciting: (a) Short 
titles of statutes and bills; (b) House and 
Senate numbers of bills, where known; (c) 
citations of statutes, where known; (d) 
a Ase for pX against such statutes and 


3. In the case of those publications which the 
person filing has caused to be issued or dis- 
tributed, in connection with legislative in- 
terests, set forth: (a) Description, (b) quan- 
tity distributed, (c) date of distribution, (d) 
name of printer or publisher (if publications 
were paid for by person filing) or name of 
donor (if publications were received as a 
gift). 


(Answer items 1, 2, and 3 in the space below. Attach additional pages if more space is needed) 


ted 
if this is a “Quarterly” Report, d 
e 


combine a “Preliminary” Report (Registration) with a “Quarterly” Report. 


AFFIDAVIT 
[Omitted in printing] 
PAGE 1 


If this is a “Preliminary” Report (Registration) rather than a “Quarterly” Report, state below what the nature and amount of antici- 
expenses will be; and if for an agent or employee, state also what the daily, monthly, or annual rate of compensation is to be. 
this item “C4” and fill out Items D“ and “E” on the back of this page. 


Do not attempt to 


1951 


A. Americar. Molasses Co., 120 Wall Street, 
New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Sugar Act; S. 1694; title 7, chapter 
34. United States Code, sugar production and 
control; desire amendment with respect to 
molasses. (4) No anticipated expenses ex- 
cept incidental telephone calls and telegrams. 


A. Apartment, Hotel and Motel Association 
of California, 3780 West Sixth Street, Los 
Angeles, Calif. 

C. (2) Rent control is the general legisla- 
tive interest; specific interest, rent-control 
provisions of proposed amendments to De- 
fense Production Act of 1950; organization 
is against rent control. (4) Anticipated ex- 
penses for travel, printing, gathering of in- 
formation, office expense, and personal serv- 
ices, $6,000. 

A. Arnold, Fortas & Porter, 1200 Eighteenth 
Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. American Molasses Co., 120 Wall Street, 
New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Sugar Act; S. 1694; title 7, chapter 
34, United States Code, sugar production and 
control; desire amendment with respect to 
molasses. (4) No anticipated expenses ex- 
cept incidental telephone calls and tele- 
grams; no special compensation; services 
rendered pursuant to general retainer. 


A. Associated Retail Confectioners of the 
United States, 221 North La Salle Street, 
Chicago, Ill. 

C. (2) Proposed excise-tax amendment to 
the Revenue Act on candy. 


A, John A. Baker, 300 Independence Avenue 
SE., Washington, D. C. 

B. Farmers’ Educational and Cooperative 
Union of America (National Farmers’ Union), 
1555 Sherman Street, Denver, Colo. (home 
office); 300 Independence Avenue SE., Wash- 
ington, D. C. (legislative office). 

C. (2) Legislation of interest to the Na- 
tional Farmers’ Union. 


A. Baldwin & Mermey, 205 East Forty-second 
Street, New York, N. Y. 
B. Bureau of Education on Fair Trade, 205 
West Wacker Drive, suite 2000, Chicago, Ill. 
C. (2) Fair-trade laws. 


A. Loren C. Bamert, post-office box 189, Ione, 
Calif. 

B. American National Cattlemen’s Asso- 
ciation, 515 Cooper Building, Denver, Colo. 

C. (2) Legislation affecting the cattle in- 
dustry. (3) American Cattle Producer. (4) 
No compensation, only actual expenses in- 
curred in connection with activities in be- 
half of the association, part applying to 
legislative matters. 


A. Irvin Barney, Jr., 10 Independence Ave- 
nue SW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Brotherhood Railway Carmen of Amer- 
ica, 4929 Main Street, Kansas City, Mo. 

C. (2) H. R. 3669 and S. 1347, identical 
bills to amend Railroad Retirement Act. 
All legislation of interest to railroad em- 
ployees and labor in general. 


A. Walter E. Barton, Investment Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Plumbers Supply Corp., Evansville, Ind.; 
Plumbers Supply Corp., Indianapolis, Ind., 
and E. & I. Realty Corp., Indianapolis, Ind. 
These corporations are owned by the same 
individual, Robert R. George. 

C. (2) Interested in amendment of sec- 
tion 461 (f) of the Internal Revenue Code 
to place sole proprietorships and partner- 
ships in same category insofar as acquiring 
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corporations are concerned. Amendment to 
be incorporated into H. R. 4473, which when 
passed, will be known as Revenue Act of 
1951, (4) Compensation will be $1,500 to 
$2,500, depending upon time required. 


A. Robert B. Beach, 134 South La Salle Street, 
Chicago, Ill. 

B. National Association of Building Own- 
ers and Managers, 134 South La Salle Street, 
Chicago, III. 

C. (2) Commercial rent control; proposed 
amendments to Defense Production Act of 
1950 relating to commercial rents and other 
legislation concerning commercial property. 


A. Bell, Taylor & Co., 350 Fifth Avenue, New 
York, N. L. 

B. W. T. Grant Co., 1440 Broadway, New 
York, N. Y.; S. H. Kress & Co., 114 Fifth 
Avenue, New York, N. Y.; J. J. Newberry Co., 
245 Fifth Avenue, New York, N. V.; McCrory 
Stores Corp., 1107 Broadway, New York, N. Y.; 
H. L. Green & Co., 902 Broadway, New York, 
N. Y.; McLellan Stores Co., 55 Fifth Avenue, 
New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) The registrant is employed to make 
certain studies in the field of the distribution 
and pricing of goods, including the effect of 
present, pending, or possible future legis- 
lation involving price and other controls on 
the business affairs of said corporations, or 
other matters affecting retail business. (4) 
Anticipated expenses will consist of travel, 
telephone and telegraph, taxicabs, steno- 
graphic expenses, salaries of research assist- 
ants, etc. Compensation to be $12,500 per 
annum; in addition, actual out-of-pocket 
expenses will be reimbursed. 


A. Wendell Berge, 1737 DeSales Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Small Manufacturers’ Emergency Com- 
mittee, 1737 DeSales Street NW., Washing- 
ton 6, D. C. 

C. (2) President's Reorganization Plan 
No. 1 for R. F. C. (4) Anticipated expenses 
not yet determined; rate of compensation 
not yet determined. 


A. Blewett and Associates, 115 West Seventh 
Street, Los Angeles, Calif. 
B. North American Air Lines. 
C. (2) Nonscheduled airline hearings and 
proposed legislation. (4) $500 per month 
and general expenses, 5 


A. John H. Blewett, Jr., 1277 National Press 
Building, Washington, D. C. 

B. Blewett and Associates, 115 West Sev- 
enth Street, Los Angeles, Calif., U. S. Air- 
coach, and Great Lakes Air Lines, Inc. 

C. (2) Pending legislation in regards to 
nonscheduled airlines and hearings. 


A. Maywood Boggs, 825 Bowen Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. International Brotherhood of Boiler- 
makers, Iron Ship Builders and Helpers of 
America, Kansas City, Kans. 

C. (2) S. 1347 and H. R. 3669, amendments 
to Railroad Retirement Act; and Defense 
Production Act; and such other legislation 
that affects labor generally. (4) Salary for 
all duties is $900 per month; up to $20 per 
diem for all expenses except travel, office, and 
communications. 


A. Harris J. Booras, Seventh and Wharf, 
Galveston, Tex. 

B. The Texas Shrimp Association, post- 
office box AA, Port Lavaca, Tex., and National 
Shrimp Canners and Packers Association, 
Hibernia Bank Building, New Orleans, La. 

C. (2) Legislation involves placing of tariff 
on shrimp imports. Bills now pending, all 
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of like nature are: H. R. 4064, 3555, 3551, and 
3546. (4) Fee of $750 per month, plus neces- 
sary expenses of about $700 monthly. 


A. Carl E. Bostrom, president, Chicago Board 
of Trade. 

B. Chicago Board of Trade. 

C. (2) Defense Production Act of 1950 
amendments, S. 1397, H. R. 3871; in general, 
all matters relating to regulation of com- 
modity exchanges, 


A. Fontaine C. Bradley, 701 Union Trust 
Building, Washington, D. C. 

B. American Institute of Accountants and 
2 ornent, 270 Madison Avenue, New York, 
C. (2) S. 17, H. R. 3097, S. 1725. (4) The 
fee will be computed on the basis of time 
expended and will be reasonable compensa- 
tion determined by agreement. No expenses 
other than normal incidental disbursements, 


A. Thad H. Brown, Jr., 1771 N Street NW. 
Washington, D. C. 

B. National Association of Radio and Tele- 
vision Broadcasters, 1771 N Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Any legislation, local, State, or 
Federal which relates to the television 
broadcasting industry. (4) Annual salary, 
$12,000. 

A. Harold J. Buoy, business address: Hamil- 
ton Hotel, Washington, D. C.; home ad- 
dress: rural route No. 6, Decatur, Ill. 

B. International Brotherhood of Boiler- 
makers, Iron Shipbuilders, and Helpers of 
America, New Brotherhood Building, Kansas 
City, Kans. 

O. (2) H. R. 3669 and S. 1347, companion 
bills amending Railroad Retirement Act. 
(4) Salary, $350 per month; expenses up to 
$15 Per diem. 

A. Leonard J. Calhoun, 412 Washington 
Building, Washington, D. C. 

B. National Association of Real Estate 
Boards, 1737 K Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Pending internal-revenue meas- 
ures. (4) Reasonable sum to be agreed upon 
on completion of services. 


A. Austin Clapp, 3780 West Sixth Street, Los 
Angeles, Calif. E 

B. Apartment, Hotel, and Motel Associa- 
tion of California, 3780 West Sixth Street, 
Los Angeles, Calif. 

C. (2) Rent control provisions of proposed 
amendments to Defense Production Act of 
1950; organization is against rent control. 
(3). (4) $250 per day; total expenses to 
employer for travel, printing, gathering of 
information, office expense, and personal 
services, $5,000. 

A. Arthur D. Condon, 1000 Vermont Avenue 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Trucking Industry National Defense 
Committee, Inc., 1000 Vermont Avenue NW., 
Washington 5, D. C. 

C. (2) Legislation related to the national 
defense and mobilization program, particu- 
larly legislation which directly or indirectly 
might affect the ability of the trucking in- 
dustry to carry on its vital and essential 
function for the national welfare. 


A. Cox, Langford, Stoddard and Cutler, 1210 
Eighteenth Street NW., Washington, 
D. C. 
B. American Society of Composers, Au- 
thors and Publishers, 575 Madison Avenue, 
New York, N. Y. 


1 Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Secre- 
tary. 
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C. (2,) All legislation relating to copy- 
rights, including any proposed amendment 
to the existing copyright law. (4). 


A. Cox, Langford, Stoddard and Cutler, 1210 
Eighteenth Street NW., Washington, 
D. C 


B. Atlas Powder Co., Wilmington, Del. 

C. (2) Bills dealing with Federal regula- 
tion of materials produced, used, or sold by 
Atlas Powder Co. (4). 


A. Homer R. Davison, 69 East Van Buren 
Street, Chicago, III. 

B. American Meat Institute, 59 East Van 
Buren Street, Chicago, III. 

C. (2) Legislation affecting specifically the 
meat-packing industry. (4) It is estimated 
that approximately $2,000 of registrant's sal- 
ary for current quarter is compensation for 
registrant’s legislative duties. Actual ex- 
penses when away from Chicago may vary 
from $500 to $1,000 and will cover travel, 
lodging, telephone, telegraph, entertain- 
ment, etc. 


A. Robert N. Denham, 1025 Connecticut Ave- 
nue NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Continental Baking Co., 630 Fifth Ave- 
nue, New York City. 

C. (2) Taft-Hartley Act. (4) Compensa- 
tion quarterly at rate of $10,000 per annum; 
miscellaneous incidental travel, telephone, 
and occasional entertainment only antici- 
pated expenses. 

A. Gordon Dickie, Keshena, Wis., 

B. Menominee Tribe of Indians. 

C. (2) Any legislation affecting Indians or 
Indian tribes; opposed to H. R. 1551; support- 
ing H. R. 264 and H. R. 2495. 


A. C. B. Dickson, 1600 I Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 
B. Motion Picture Association of America. 
C. Antitrust legislation. 


A. Wesley E. Disney, World Center Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. West End Chemical Co., 608 Latham 
Square Building, Oakland, Calif. 

C. (2) Percentage depletion — tax bill. 
(4) Expenses will be only incidental travel, 
telephone, and telegraph; rate of compensa- 
tion for completion of work will be a flat fee 
of $10,000. 

A. W. A. Dozier, Jr., 17 Molton Street, Mont- 
gomery, Ala. 

B. Medical Association of the State of Ala- 
bama, 519 Dexter Avenue, Montgomery, Ala. 

C. (2) All health matters covered by legis- 
lative action; pending legislation and legis- 
lative actions are reported to all members of 
the Association. (3) P R Notes. (4) $75 
estimated cost of P R Notes per month; $550 
salary per month. 

A. Jeremiah J. Driscoll, 41 East Forty-second 
Street, New York City, N. Y. 

C. (2) All veterans’ legislation. 

A. Newell W. Ellison, 701 Union Trust Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C. 

B. American Institute of Accountants and 
oy ee 270 Madison Avenue, New York 
6, N. Y. 

C. (2) S. 17, H. R. 3097, S. 1725. (4) The 
fee will be computed on the basis of time 
expended and will be reasonable compensa- 
tion determined by agreement; no expenses 
other than normal incidental disbursements, 


*Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Secre- 
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A. Law Offices of Northcutt Ely, 1209 Tower 
Building, Washington, D. C. 

B. East Bay Municipal Utility District, 512 
Sixteenth Street, Oakland, Calif. 

C. (2) All legislation affecting the Dis- 
trict’s water supply, materials and equip- 
ment, and service area, including particu- 
larly provisions of Interior Department Ap- 
propriations bill (H. R. 3790, 82d Cong.). 
(4) $700 per month, plus certain expenses. 


A. Harold E. Fellows, 1771 N Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. National Association of Radio and Tele- 
vision Broadcasters, 1771 N Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

O. (2) Any legislation —local, State, Fed- 
eral or international—which affects the 
broadcasting industry; ly Com- 
munications Act of 1934, as amended (47 
U. S. C. 151); Administrative Procedure Act 
5 U. S. C. 1001; S. 658; H. R. 2948; H. R. 
3589. H. R. 2464; and bills to establish a Nat- 
ional Citizens Advisory Board on radio and 
television (S. J. Res. 76, S. 1579). (4) $35,000 
per year and certain expenses. 


A. Josiah Ferris, 510 Union Trust Building, 
Washington, D. C. 
B. American Sugar Cane League of the 
United States of America, New Orleans, La. 
C. (2) S. 1694. (4) $5CO per month; ex- 
penses will consist of taxi fares, occasional 
luncheons and dinners; total will 
probably not exceed $150 quarterly. 


A. George E. Flather, Jr., Union Trust Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C. 
B. Gillette Safety Razor Co., Boston, Mass. 
C. (2) Section 131, 127 Internal Revenue 
e. 


A. J. Carter Fort, 929 Transportation Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C. 

B. Association of American Railroads, 
Transportation Building, Washington, D. C. 

C. (4) This is a supplement to the original 
registration filed by registrant on December 
18, 1946, as supplemented by the statement 
filed January 10, 1948. Compensation there 
shown was increased, effective March 16, 1951, 
at the rate of $5,000 per annum. 


A. James Frechette, Keshena, Wis. 

B. Menominee Tribe of Indians. 

C. (2) Any legislation affecting Indians 
or Indian tribes; opposed to H. R. 1551, sup- 
porting H. R. 264 and H. R. 2495. 


A. H. Maurice Fridlund, 120 Broadway, New 
York, N. Y. 
B. Alloys Development Co., 2537 Koppers 
Building, Pittsburgh, Pa. 
C. (2) To extend terms of patents because 
of loss of use during World War II. Bill to 
be introduced. (4) Undetermined. 


A. H. Maurice Fridlund, 120 Broadway, New 
York, N. T. 
B. National Federation of American Ship- 
ing, Inc., 1809 G Street, NW., Washington, 
D. C 


C. (2) H. R. 8715 and H. R. 3797, to amend 
Excess Profits Tax Act of 1950. For these 
bills or equivalent. (4) Undetermined. 


A. Joseph R. Gauthier, Keshena, Wis. 

B. Menominee Tribe of Indians. 

C. (2) Any legislation affecting Indians or 
Indian tribes; opposed to H. R. 1551, support- 
ing H. R. 264 and H. R. 2495. 
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A. A. Richard Gonzales, 825 Victor Building, 
724 Ninth Street, NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. National Farm Labor Union, A. F. of L., 
825 Victor Building, Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Farm labor legislation, immigra- 
tion, social security, housing, health, fair la- 
bor standards, labor relations, etc. (4) Sal- 
ary $300 per month, expenses $300 per month. 


A. Hamel, Park & Saunders, 1000 Shoreham 
Building, Washington, D. C. 
Boi New York University, New York City, 

. 

O. (2) Matters relating to Supplement U 
of chapter 1 of the Internal Revenue 
Code. (4) Compensation to be determined 
at the conclusion of services; expenses will 
consist only of telephone, telegraph, and trav- 
el, not anticipated to exceed $200. 


A, Edward Hart, 1737 DeSales Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Small Manufacturers’ Emergency Com- 
mittee, 1737 DeSales Street NW., Washing - 
ton, D. C. 

C. (2) President's Reorganization Plan No, 
1 for RFC. 


A. Margaret B. Howell, 2915 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) To analyze and interpret bills and 
to contact Members of Congress with regard 
to amendments and possible action—all in 
the public interest. (4) Approximately 
$500. 


A. Emil Hurja, 612 Albee Building, Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

B. Henry J. Kaiser Co., Oakland, Calif. 

C. (2) Registrant will report on matters 
of interest to various Kaiser industrial en- 
terprises, (4) $1,667 per month and certain 
expenses, 


A. International Brotherhood of Boiler- 
makers, Iron Ship Builders and Helpers 
of America, Kansas City, Kans. 

C. (2) S. 1347 and H. R. 3669, proposed 
amendments to Railroad Retirement Act; 
Defense Production Act; and all legislation 
affecting labor, generally. (4) Based on past 
experience, expenditures for the year should 
be approximately $8,000 for salaries, office“ 
rent, equipment, and communications. 


A. C. Clinton James, 900 F Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

B. District of Columbia Building and Loan 
League, secretary's office, 1 Thomas Circle, 
Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) H. R. 1210, transferring functions 
of Comptroller of the Currency in reference 
to building associations to Home Loan Bank 
Board. (4) $12 salary annually and about 
$200 expenses. 


A. Eugene Kelly, Munsey Building, Wash- 
ington, D. C. 
B. National Foundation for Consumer 
Credit, New York City, N. Y. 
C. (2) All legislation pertaining to con- 
sumer credit controls. 


A. Joe Keshena, Keshena, Wis. 

B. Menominee Tribe of Indians. 

C. (2) Any legislation affecting Indians or 
Indian tribes; opposed to H. R. 1551, sup- 
porting H. R. 264 and H. R. 2495. 


A. Frank 8. Ketcham, 2000 Massachusetts 
Avenue NW., Washington, D. C. 
B. Commerce and Industry Association of 
New York, Inc., Woolworth Building, New 
York, N. Y. 


1951 


C. (2) Taxing of multiple corporations; 
-amendment to Internal Revenue Code. (4) 
Not determined. 

A. Frank S. Ketcham, 2000 Massachusetts 
Avenue NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. The Tenant Owned Apartment Asso- 
ciation, Inc., 17 East Forty-ninth Street, New 
York, N. Y. > 

C. (2) Equality of treatment of coopera- 
tive dpartments under tax laws; amendment 


to Internal Revenue Code. (4) Not deter- 

mined, 

A. Cyrus B. King, Mills Building, San Fran- 
cisco, Calif. 


B. Wixson and Crowe, Inc., Redding, Calif. 

C. (2) Interested in attempt to have in- 
cluded in H. R. 4473 an amendment to sec- 
tion 461 (a), Internal Revenue Act. (3)2 
(4) $100 per day for time actually spent; 
estimated expenses $600. 


A. Robert E. Kline, Jr., 322 Munsey Building, 
Washington, D. C. 
B. Alloys Development Co., 2537 Koppers 
Building, Pittsburgh, Pa. 
C. (2) To extend terms of patents be- 
cause of loss of use during World War I. 
Bill to be introduced. (4) Undetermined. 


A. John Kolanda, room 413, Labor Building, 
10 Independence Avenue SW., Washing- 
ton, D. C. 

B. Railway Employees’ Department, 608 
South Dearborn Street, Chicago, Il. 

C. (2) H. R. 3669 and S. 1347, bills to 
amend Railroad Retirement Act. All legisla- 
tion of interest to railroad employees in par- 
ticular and labor legislation in general. 


A. John A. Kratz, 1001 Fifteenth Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. The Peoples Gas Light & Coke Co., 122 
South Michigan Avenue, Chicago, Ill. 

C. (2) For the enactment of S. 1000 and 
H. R. 3793, identical bills, to amend section 
7 (h) of the Natural Gas Act. (4) Retained 
by employer in connection with matters be- 
fore Government agencies at an annual re- 
tainer of $7,500, payable in quarterly install- 
ments. 


A. Edward H. Kruse, Jr., 902 Fort Wayne 
Bank Building, Fort Wayne, Ind. 

B. Wayne Pump Co., Fort Wayne, Ind. 

C. (2) Revenue bill of 1951, H. R. 4473. 
(4) Preliminary estimated expenses, $500; 
compensation, estimate of $2,000 for period 
covered, 


A. Alfons Landa, 1000 Vermont Avenue NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Trucking Industry National Defense 
Committee, Inc., 1000 Vermont Avenue NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Legislation related to the naticnal 
defense and mobilization program, particu- 


larly legislation which directly or indirectly - 


might affect the ability of the trucking in- 
dustry to on its vital and essential 
function for the national welfare. 


A. The Philip Lesly Co., 100 West Monroe 
Street, Chicago, III. 

B. American Finance Conference, 176 West 
Adams Street, Chicago, Ill. 

C. (2) Authority for regulation W in De- 
fense Production Act. (3) (4) Compensa- 
tion, $750 a month; expenses cover mimeo- 
graphing, printing, travel, telephone and 
telegraph, mailings, messenger services, etc.; 
total amount in June 1951 expected to be 
about $600. 


Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Sec- 
retary. 
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A. Elsa K. Lowry, 5525 Nebraska Avenue NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) To advance the interests of men- 
tally retarded children in Federal legislation 
for research, aid to education, rehabilitation, 
etc., as for example, in S. 3102, Eighty-first 
Congress, second session, reintroduced in 
Eighty-second Congress, first session. (4) 
This work to be done without compensation 
and without chargeable expenses or any 
other consideration for Association for the 
Advancement of Exceptional Children. 


A. Lucas & Thomas, 605 Southern Build- 


A. Lucas & Thomas, 605 Southern Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C, 

B. Radar-Radio Industries of Chicago, 
Inc., Chicago, III. 

A. Gerald J. Lynch, 261 Constitution Avenue 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Ford Motor Co., Dearborn, Mich. 

C. (2) Analyze Federal plans, policies, and 
trends and proposed legislation and regula- 
tions in relation to interests of the com- 
pany. (4) Estimated not more than $3,000 per 
month for all duties and reimbursable ex- 
penses estimated at $500 per month, 


A. J. L. McCaskill,’ 1201 Sixteenth Street 
NW., Washington 6, D. C. 

B. Division of Legislation and Federal Re- 
lations of the National Education Associa- 
tion of the United States, 1201 Sixteenth 
Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Bills pending before the Congress 
relating to public education. (4) Actual ex- 
penses for lodging, food, and transportation, 
and as I shall devote not more than 50 per- 
cent of my time to lobbying only half of 
annual salary of $8,500 should be reported. 


A. Glen McDaniel, 1317 F Street NW., Wash- 
i ington, D. C. 

B. Radio-Television Manufacturers Asso- 
ciation, 1317 F Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Legislative interests are: Revenue 
Revision Act of 1951; electromagnetic radia- 
tion bill (S. 537); extension of Defense Pro- 
duction Act of 1950 (H. R. 3871 and S. 1397). 
(3) RTMA Industry Report. (4) $3,333.33 
per month for all services. 


A. Ralph J. McNair, 1000 Vermont Avenue 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. Life Insurance Association of America, 
488 Madison Avenue, New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Legislation which might affect the 
welfare of policyholders and annuitants. 
(4) Expenditures confined to expenses paid 
by employee for travel, meals, lodging, and 
miscellaneous out-of-pocket expenses; an- 
nual salary $10,000. 

A. G. E. MacKinnon, 826 First National-Soo 
Line Building, Minneapolis, Minn. 

B. Farmers and Mechanics Savings Bank, 
Minneapolis, Minn. 

C. (2) Support continuance of section 101 
(2), title 26, United States Code. (4) Per- 
sonal traveling expenses. 


A. Henry S. Moser, 77 West Washington 
Street, Chicago, III. 

B. Allstate Insurance Co., 3245 Arthington 
Street, Chicago, III. 

C. (2) Excess-profits-tax legislation, H. R, 
4473. (4) Registrant is paid an annual fee 
for his services; will be actual out- 
of-pocket disbursements for travel, long-dis- 
tance communication, etc. 


‘Filed with the Clerk only. 
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A. Joe G. Montague, Petroleum Building, 
Fort Worth, Tex. 

B. Texas and Southwestern Cattle Raisers’ 
Association, 410 East Weatherford Street, 
Fort Worth, Tex. 

C. (2) Any legislation affecting the range 
cattle industry. (4) Annual retainer is $16,- 
000; estimated expenses for this quarter, 
$5,000. 


A. James S. Murray, West Chicago, Ill. 

B. Lindsay Light & Chemical Co., West Chi- 
cago, III. 

C. (2) Legislative interest is to attempt to 
have written into pending legislation on aid 
to India a quid pro quo from India in the 
form of strategic and critical materials need- 
ed by the United States. (4) Annual salary, 
plus $300 expenses. 


A. Francis J. Myers, 2026 Land Title Building, 
Philadelphia, Pa. 

B. National Foundation for Consumer 
Credit, Inc., 45 East Seventeenth Street, New 
York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Regulation W. Public No. 774, 
Eighty-first Congress, second session. (4) 
$3,750 per annum. 


A. National Association of Building Owners 
and Managers, 134 South La Salle Street, 
Chicago, III. 

C. (2) Commercial rent control (H. R. 
2520), proposed amendments to Defense Pro- 
duction Act of 1950 (S. 1397, H. R. 3871), 
relating to commercial rents and other legis- 
lation, if any, concerning commercial prop- 
erty. 

A. Jerauld T. Oberholtzer, 4904 Forty- 
seventh Avenue, Hyattsville, Md. 

B. Sheet Metal Workers’ International As- 
sociation, 642 Transportation Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) H. R. 3669 and S. 1347,.to amend 
the Railroad Retirement Act and all legisla- 
tion of interest to labor. (4) Salary $600 
per month; no expenses. 


A. Owens-Corning Fiberglas Corp., Nicholas 

Building, P. O. Box 901, Toledo, Ohio. 

C. (2) Excess Profits Tax Act of 1950. (4) 

Travel expense, $1,000; printing, $750; legal 
fees, $10,000. 


A. Robert S. Palmer, 204 State Office Build- 
ing, Denver, Colo. 

B. Colorado Mining Association, 
Office Building, Denver, Colo. 

C. (2) Matters pertaining to the mining 
industry of Colorado and other States; tax- 
ation, assessment work, tariffs, defense regu- 
lation legislation. (4) Expenses during 
temporary stay in Washington. 


— 


A. Lovell H. Parker, 614 Colorado Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

B. Television Broadcasters’ Tax Commit- 
tee, 1771 N Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

©. (2) Tax legislation affecting the tele- 
vision broadcasting industry. (4) (a) By 
the month, in addition to original retainer 
of $3,000 to be paid; (b) $500 per month for 
general services. 


State 


A. J. Hardin Peterson, Jr., 
Building, Lakeland, Fla. 

B. Charles G. Jones and George Louizos, 
care of Jones Red Barn, Lakeland, Fla. 

C. (2) Efforts are for the passage of a 
special bill to grant entry and additional 
time in this country in relation to the immi- 
gration status of Louizos. (4) $250 retainer 
received; additional fee dependent on time 
taken, not contemplated to be more than 
$250 additional; expenses, estimated 850. 


Polk Theatre 
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A. Andrew A. Pettis, room 301, Bond Build- 
ing, 1404 New York Avenue NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

B. Industrial Union of Marine and Ship- 
building Workers of America, affiliated with 
the Congress of Industrial Organizations, 534 
Cooper Street, Camden, N. J. 

C. (2) All statutes and bills pertaining to 
ship construction, ship repair, labor, and 
all other legislation affecting the good and 
welfare of the people of the United States, 
(4) $7,500 per year; office and personal ex- 
penses, $6,000 per year. 


A. Pope Ballard & Loos, 707 Munsey Build- 
ing, Washington, D. ©. 
B. Basic Vegetable Products, Inc., et al., 
Vacaville, Calif. 


A. Pope Ballard & Loos, 707 Munsey Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C. 
B. Mushroom Growers Cooperative Asso- 
ciation, et al., Kennett Square, Pa. 


— 


A. F. Miles Radigan, 1200 Eighteenth Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

B. National Association of Electric Com- 
panies, 1200 Eighteenth Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

C. (2) All legislation that might affect 
members as going electric utilities, such as 
Public Law 9. Internal Revenue Code, TVA 
Act, Federal Power Act, Rural Electrification 
Act, reclamation acts, Flood Control Act of 
1944, etc. (4) No anticipated expenses; an- 
nual salary, $6,000. 


A. Alex Radin, 1757 K Street NW., Washing- 
ton, D. C. 

B. American Public Power Association, 
1757 K Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Any legislation affecting the gen- 
eration, transmission, and distribution of 
electrical energy by local publicly owned elec- 
trie systems, and the management and oper- 
ation of such systems. (4) $8,000 per an- 
num; expenses will be primarily in the nature 
of duplicating statements and in telephone 
and telegraph charges, the amount of such 
expenses averaging about $50 to $75 per 
quarter. 


A. Norman Warren Raies, Alexandria, Va, 
and Los Angeles, Calif. 
C. (2) Currently interested in repeal of 
the so-called Jenkins Act, 


— 


A. J. P. Reinhold, 80 East Jackson Boule- 
vard, Chicago, III. 

B. The Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Rail- 
way Co., 80 East Jackson Boulevard, Chi- 
cago, III. 

C. (2) Pending legislation affecting the 
interest of the railway company, including 
S. 1574, to provide geographical equality for 
appointments to the Interstate Commerce 
Commission, and St. Lawrence waterway leg- 
islation. (4) (a) Monthly; (b) $1,833.33; 
(c) temporarily. 


A. Retired Officers Association, Inc., 
I Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Any and all legislation pertinent 
to the rights, benefits, privileges and obliga- 
tions of retired officers, male and female, 
Regular and Reserve and their dependents 
and survivors, of whatever nature, dealing 
with personnel matters, pay and retirement 
benefits and pensions, studying and analyz- 
ing bills, preparing statements for presen- 
tation to the cognizant committees, etc. (3) 
The Retired Officer. (4) (a) The association 
is a membership association of approxi- 
mately 19,000 members who pay dues annu- 
ally; (b) annual dues are $4; (c) perpetual; 
(d) none specifically for legislative purposes; 
the president of the association receives a 
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salary of $3,000 per annum; the executive 
vice president receives a salary of $7,200 per 
annum; and the assistant legal counsel re- 
ceives a salary of $4,320 per annum. 


A. Selvage and Lee, 1625 I Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 
B. Trailer Coach Manufacturers Associa- 
tion, 20 North Wacker Drive, Chicago, Ill. 
C. (2) Tax legislation; housing bills: S. 
(4) $5,000 per year and 
certain expenses. 


A. Charles H. Slayman, Jr., 724 Ninth Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 
B. AMVETS, 724 Ninth Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 
C. (2) Federal legislation affecting veter- 
ans. (4) $5,000 per annum. 


A. Small Manufacturers’ Emergency Com- 
mittee, 1737 DeSales Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

C. (2) President's Reorganization Plan No. 

1 for RFC, in favor, (8) (4) Not deter- 

mined, 


A. Sullivan, Bernard, Shea & Kenney, 804 
Ring Building, Washington, D. C. 


A. Television Broadcasters’ Tax Committee, 

1771 N Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Tax legislation affecting the tele- 

vision broadcasting industry. (4) Estimated 
$5,000. 


A. The Tenant-Owned Apartment Associa- 
tion, Inc., 14 East Forty-seventh Street, 
New York, N. Y. 

C. (2) Equality of treatment of coopera- 
tive apartments under tax laws; amendment 
to Internal Revenue Code. (4) Not deter- 
mined. 


A. Trucking Industry National Defense Com- 
mittee, Inc., 1000 Vermont Avenue NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Legislation related to the national 
defense and mobilization program, particu- 
larly legislation which directly or indirectly 
might affect the ability of the trucking in- 
dustry to carry on its vital and essential 
function for the national welfare. (4) Not 
determined. 


A. United Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Assocla- 
tion, 2017 S Street NW., Washington, 
D. C. < 
C. (2) Interested in any legislation affect- 
ing the marketing and distribution of fresh 
fruits and vegetables, directly or indirectly, 
(3) Bulletin; the Packer, and Produce News. 
(4) As legislative work less than 1 percent 
of a budget of about $120,000 a year. 


A. Herbert F. Walton, 117 Elmore Avenue, 
Park Ridge, Ill. 

B. Allstate Insurance Co., 3245 Arthington 
Street, Chicago, Ill. 

C. (2) Excess profits tax legislation, H. R. 
4473; (4) Registrant is paid an annual sal- 
ary for his services as vice president and 
comptroller; expenses will be actual out-of- 
pocket disbursements for travel, long-dis- 
tance communications, etc, 


A. Vincent T. Wasilewski, 1771 N Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. Í 
B. National Association of Radio and Tele- 
vision Broadcasters, 1771 N Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 
C. (2) McFarland bill (S. 658); Communi- 
cations Act of 1934, as amended, 47 U. S. C. 


Not printed. Filed with Clerk and Sec- 
retary. 
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151; Administrative Procedure Act, 5 U. S. C. 
1001; radio fraud bill (H. R. 2948); copy- 
right bills (H. R. 3589, H. R. 2464); and bills 
to establish a National Citizens Advisory 
Board on Radio and Television (S. J. Res. 
76, S. 1579). (4) Annual salary $6,000; ex- 
penses about $25 per month, 


A. The Wayne Pump Co., 513-621 Tecumseh 
Street, Fort Wayne, Ind. . i 

O. (2) Interest is confined specifically to 
section 122, Net Operating Loss Deduction, 
and section 131, Taxes of Foreign Countries 
and Possessions of the United States, of the 
United States Internal Revenue Code. (4) 
Compensation, $2,000; traveling expenses, 
expenses, $1,000. 


A. William H. Webb, 1720 M Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

C. (2) Registrant’s legislative interests are 
the passage of legislation to authorize settle- 
ment for certain inequitable losses in pay 
sustained by officers of the commissioned 
services. (4) The usual office, traveling and 
personal expenses of an attorney, probably 
$150 per month. 


A. Roy Westgard, Hamilton Hotel, Washing- 
ton, D. C., and North Kent Road, Car- 
mel, N. Y. 

B. International Brotherhood of Electrical 
Workers, 1200 Fifteenth Street NW., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

C. (2) H. R. 3669 and S. 1347, H. R. 3669, 
and S. 1347, companion bills amending Rail- 
road Retirement Act. 


A. Howard C. Westwood, 701 Union Trust 
Building, Washington, D. C. 
B. American Institute of Accountants and 
rg members, 270 Madison Avenue, New York, 
8 7 
C. (2) S. 17, H. R. 3097, and S. 1725. 


A. Walter F. Woodul, Chronicle Building, 
Houston, Tex. 
B. Imperial Sugar Co., Sugar Land, Tex., 
and Sugar Land Industries, Sugar Land, Tex. 
O. (2) Only present House and Senate 
bill (H. R. 4521 and S. 1694) to revise and 
extend Sugar Act of 1948. (4) $5,000 annu- 
ally and nominal expenses for travel. 


SENATE 


FRIDAY, SEPTEMBER 14, 1951 


(Legislative day of Tuesday, September 
13, 1951) 


The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, 
on the expiration of the recess. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 


Almighty God, who desirest truth in 
the inward parts, we would come to Thee 
in that fear of the Lord which is the 
beginning of wisdom, Keep us, we be- 
seech Thee, from the folly of attempting 
to deceive Thee, unto whom all hearts 
are open, all desires known, and from 
whom no secrets are hid. As those whose 
powers are dedicated to the Nation's 
weal, make us ever faithful to each chal- 
lenging duty, loyal to every high claim, 
responsive to the human needs of ‘this 
suffering earth; setting a seal upon our 
lips so that no thoughtless words of ours 
shall sting or harm another. Valiantly 
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may we meet this day’s waiting tasks 
with kindness and laughter and cheerful 
good will. 

“Our God, we offer Thee this day 

All that we think or do or say, 
Uniting it with what was done 

On earth by Jesus Christ, Thy Son.” 


Amen. 
THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. MeFaRLAND, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Thursday, 
September 13, 1951, was dispensed with. 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT— 
APPROVAL OF BILL 


Messages in writing from the President 
of the United States were communicated 
to the Senate by Mr. Hawks, one of his 
secretaries, and he announced that on 
September 13, 1951, the President had 
approved and signed the act (S. 15) to 
amend section 215 of title 18 of the 
United States Code. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—ENROLLED 
BILLS SIGNED 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Snader, its assistant 
reading clerk, announced that the Speak- 
er had affixed his signature to the fol- 
lowing enrolled bills, and they were 
signed by the Vice President: 

H. R. 725. An act to confer jurisdiction on 
the Court of Claims of the United States to 
hear, determine, and render judgment upon 
the claim of the Hawaiian Airlines, Ltd.; 

H. R. 857. An act for the relief of Mrs. Rose 
A. Mongrain; 

H. R. 2276. An act for the relief of Mary 
Jane Sherman; and 

H. R. 4014. An act to amend section 3121 
of the Internal Revenue Code. 


TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that Senators 
may make insertions in the Record and 
transact other routine business without 
debate. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate the following letters, which were 
referred as indicated: 

TEMPORARY ADMISSION INTO THE UNITED STATES 

OF CERTAIN ALIENS 

A letter from the Attorney General, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, copies of orders 
entered in granting temporary admission 
into the United States of certain aliens (with 
accompanying papers); to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

SUSPENSION OF DEPORTATION or ALIENS— 

WITHDRAWAL oF NAMES 

Two letters from the Attorney General, 
withdrawing the names of Daniel Briones- 
Perez; Fannie Rotter or Fannie Bercovitch 
or Frymet Rotter and Guillermo Atondo-Pa- 
lomino from reports relating to aliens whose 
deportation had been suspended, transmit- 
ted to the Senate on June 15, 1951, and July 
2, 1951, respectively; to the: Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

REPORT ON TRANSPORTATION FURNISHED CER- 
TAIN GOVERNMENT AND OTHER PERSONNEL 
A letter from the Secretary of the Army, 

transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on 

transportation furnished certain Govern- 
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ment and other personnel, for the fiscal year 
ended June 30, 1951 (with an accompany- 
ing report); to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 


AMENDMENT OF UNITED STATES CODE RELATING 
TO THEFT OR RECEIPT OF STOLEN MAIL 
MATTER 
A letter from the Postmaster General, 

transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 

to amend section 1708 of title 18, United 

States Code, relating to the theft or receipt 

of stolen mail matter generally (with an ac- 

companying paper); to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 


REPORT OF EXPORT-IMPORT BANK OF 
WASHINGTON 

A letter from the Chairman of the Export- 
Import Bank of Washington, Washington, 
D. C., transmitting, pursuant to law, a re- 
port of the Bank covering the period Janu- 
ary-June 1951 (with an accompanying re- 
port); to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 


Petitions, etc., were laid before the 
Senate and referred as indicated: 


By the VICE PRESIDENT: 

A joint resolution of the Legislature of the 
State of Washington; to the Committee on 
Finance: 

“Senate Joint Memorial 1 
“To the Honorable Harry S. Truman, Presi- 
dent of the United States, and to the 
Senate and House of Representatives of 
the United States of America in Congress 
assembled; 


“We, your memorialists, the Senate and 
the House of Representatives of the State 
of Washington, in legislative session assem- 
bled, respectfully represent and petition as 
follows: 

“Whereas the tuna fish provides the larg- 
est food-fish industry in the United States; 
and 

“Whereas Washington fishermen have an 
investment of more than $19,000,000 in boats 
and gear employed in tuna fishing; and 

“Whereas the canning of tuna fish in the 
State of Washington provides employment 
for hundreds of Washington citizens whose 
livelihood in the larger part depends upon 
such employment; and 

“Whereas the importation of canned tuna 
fish from abroad, and particularly from 
Japan, for sale in the American market at 
cut prices is a serious threat to the entire 
American tuna fish industry; and 

“Whereas the importation of fresh and 
frozen tuna fish from abroad for canning in 
American plants is only of temporary bene- 
fit for a comparatively short period of time 
until foreign canneries are established to 
take advantage of cheap labor abroad; and 

“Whereas the entire American tuna fish in- 
dustry, including the tremendous investment 
and work potential of Washington citizens, 
is presently faced with serious detriment 
and will soon be faced with utter ruin: Now, 
therefore, be it 

“Resolved, That your memorialists ear- 
nestly pray the President and the Congress 
of the United States for the immediate pro- 
tection of an adequate ad valorem import 
tariff which alone will prevent the destruc- 
tion of the domestic tuna industry and the 
consequent annihilation of American and 
Washington livelihoods dependent upon such 
industry; and be it further 

“Resolved, That copies of this memorial be 
immediately transmitted by the secretary of 
state to the Honorable Harry S. Truman, 
President of the United States, the Secre- 
tary of the United States Senate, the Clerk 
of the United States House of Representa- 
tives, and to each Member of the Washington 
congressional delegation.” 
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A resolution of the House of Representa- 
tives of the State of Washington; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce: 

“Be it resolved by the House of Repre- 
sentatives of the State of Washington in 
legislative session assembled: 

“Whereas as chairman of the Senate Crime 
Investigative Committee, Senator ESTES 
KEFAUVER has brought forth forcibly to the 
American public the magnitude and tena- 
cious strength of organized crime syndicates 
which have permeated and undermined our 
democratic way of life; and 

“Whereas Senator Kerrauver’s fearless 
leadership and initiative in disclosing open- 
ly the underworld proponents in high or low 
places of gambling, narcotics, vice, and 
would-be bribers and corrupters of public 
Officials is to be highly commended: Now, 
therefore, be it further 

“Resolved, That Senator Krravuver and his 
committee be commended for their work and 
that the Congress of the United States is 
requested io provide for the continuance of 
such investigations; be it further 

“Resolved, That copies of this resolution 
be forwarded to Senator Kerauver and to 
the presiding officers of the Senate and 
House of Representatives of the United 
States.“ 


A telegram in the nature of a petition from 
the International Association of Machinists, 
Washington, D. C., signed by A. J. Hayes, in- 
ternational president, praying for the enact- 
ment of Senate bill 2104, to repeal section 
104 of the Defense Production Act; to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

A letter in the nature of a petition from 
tho Brotherhood of Railway and Steamship 
Clerks, Freight Handlers, Express and Sta- 
tion Employees, of Cincinnati, Ohio, signed 
by Hartman Barber, general representative, 
relating to the reduction in weight and size 
limits of fourth-class mail matter (parcel 
post); ordered to lie on the table. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 


By Mr. GEORGE, from the Committee on 
Finance: 

H. R. 320. A bill to amend Veterans Regula- 
tions to establish for persons who served in 
the Armed Forces during World War II a 
further presumption of service connection 
for psychoses developing to a compensable 
degree of disability within 3 years from the 
date of separation from active service; with 
amendments (Rept. No. 749); and 

H. R. 3205. A bill to amend the Veterans 
Regulations to provide that multiple sclerosis 
developing a 10-percent or more degrees of 
disability within 3 years after separation 
from active service shall be presumed to be 
service-connected; with amendments (Rept. 
No. 750). 

By Mr. MORSE, from the Committee on 
Armed Services: 

H. R. 1227. A bill to amend further the act 
entitled “An act to authorize the construc- 
tion of experimental submarines, and for 
other purposes,” approved May 16, 1947, as 
amended; with an amendment (Rept. No. 
751). 

By Mr. HUNT, from the Committee on 
Armed Services: 

H. R. 662. A bill for the relief of William 
O. Stevens; without amendment (Rept. No. 
752). 


MERGER OF CERTAIN BANKS—REPORT 
OF A COMMITTEE 


Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, from 
the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency, I report favorably an original bill 
to provide for the merger of two or more 
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national banking associations, and for 
the merger of State banks with national 
banking associations, and for other pur- 
poses, and I submit a report (No. 753) 
thereon. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The report 
will be received and the bill will be placed 
on the calendar. 

The bill (S. 2128) to provide for the 
merger of two or more national banking 
associations and for the merger of State 
banks with national banking associa- 
tions, and for other purposes, reported 
by Mr. MAYBANK, from the Committee on 
Banking and Currency, was read twice 
by its title and ordered to be placed on 
the.calendar. 


REPORTS ON DISPOSITION OF EXECU- 
TIVE PAPERS 


Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, 
from the Joint Select Committee on the 
Disposition of Executive Papers, to which 
were referred for examination and rec- 
ommendation four lists of records trans- 
mitted to the Senate by the Archivist of 
the United States that appeared to have 
no permanent value or historical inter- 
est, submitted reports thereon pursuant 
to law. 


BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION 
INTRODUCED 


Bills and a joint resolution were intro- 
duced, read the first time and, by unani- 
mous consent, the second time, and 
referred as follows: 


By Mr. SMATHERS: 

S. 2122. A bill for the relief of Dr. J. Ernest 

Ayre; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. DOUGLAS: 

S. 2123. A bill for the relief of Peter Peno- 
vic, Milos Grahovac, and Nikola Maljkovic; 

S. 2124. A bill for the relief of Anna Maria 
Krause; and 

S. 2125. A bill for the relief of Margit Stolz 
Bohm and Klaus Seigfreid Bohm; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MCMAHON: 

S. 2126. A bill for the relief of Eliseu Joa- 
quim Boa; and 

S. 2127. A bill for the relief of John Enepe- 
kides, his wife, Anna Enepekides (nee Deme- 
triades), and his son, George Enepekides; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MAYBANK: 

S. 2128. A bill to provide for the merger 
of two or more national banking associa- 
tions and for the merger of State banks with 
national banking associations, and for other 
purposes, ordered to be placed on the calen- 


(See the remarks of Mr. MAYBANK when he 
reported the above bill, which appear under 
a separate heading.) 

By Mr. BRICKER: 

S. J. Res. 102. Joint resolution proposing 
an amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States relative to the making of- 
treaties and executive agreements; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

(See the remarks of Mr. Bricker when he 
introduced the above joint resolution, which 
appear under a separate heading.) 


INCREASED COMPENSATION FOR CERTAIN 


GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES — AMEND- 
MENT 


Mr, UNDERWOOD submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the amendment intended to be 
proposed by Mr. Neety to the bill (S. 
622) to increase the basic rates of com- 
pensation of certain officers and em- 
ployees of the Federal Government, and 
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for other purposes, which was ordered to 

lie on the table and to be printed. 

ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES, ETC., 
PRINTED IN THE APPENDIX 


On request, and by unanimous consent, 
addresses, editorials, articles, ete., were 
ordered to be printed in the Appendix, as 


- follows: 


By Mr. BYRD: 

Statement entitled “Handwriting on the 
Wall,” prepared by H. L. Spencer, of South 
Pasadena, Calif., commenting on a bock en- 
titled “The Welfare State, a Mortgage on 
America’s Future,” by Jules Abel. 

By Mr. BENTON: 

Editorial entitled “The War of Wor 
published in the New York Times of Septem- 
ber 11, 1951, dealing with the Crusade for 
Freedom. 

Editorial entitled “Acheson’s Triumph,” 
from the Washington Post. 

Article with reference to Secretary Ache- 
son's triumph over the Russians, by Thomas 
L. Stokes, printed in the Washington Star. 

Editorial entitled “Defeating Our Pur- 
pose.“ published in the New York Times of 
September 5, 1951, discussing the exchange- 
of-students program. 

Article entitled “Hoffman Plans Global 
Aid Program” by Marquis Childs. 

By Mr. MARTIN: 

Address on the subject America’s Richest 
Resource, delivered by him at the annual 
meeting of the American Petroleum Associa- 
tion in the Hotel Traymore, Atlantic City, 
N. J., on September 12, 1951. 

Associated Press dispatch entitled “Dulles 
Congratulations Sent to MacArthur,” and 
editorial from the Washington (Pa.) Ob- 
server entitled “Major Architect of Treaty 
Not Present,” regarding the connection of 
General MacArthur with the drawing of the 
Japanese Treaty. 

By Mr. HILL: 

Article entitled “Save the Tidelands,” writ- 
ten by Harold L. Ickes, and published in the 
September 1951 issue of Frontier. 

By Mr. CASE: 

Article entitled “Former Watertown, S. 
Dak., Man Tells of Struggle in Early Korean 
War,” by Chuck Griffith, published in the 
Watertown (S. Dak.) Public Opinion of 
September 10, 1951. 


ARTICLES BY JOSEPH ALSOP REGARDING 
HEARINGS BY THE INTERNAL SECURITY 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE SENATE JUDI- 
CIARY COMMITTEE 


Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may be per- 
mitted to address the Senate for about 
2 minutes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection? The Chair hears none, and the 
Senator from New York may proceed. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President. if the 
Senate will bear with me for a few 
moments, I should like to call Senators’ 
attention to a very serious matter. In 
preface, I must frankly state that I 
know none of the details of the history 
of American policy in China; that I 
know few of the persons who were in- 
volved in that very,controversial episode 
of our foreign relations; and that I have 
no personal opinions of any kind of the 
subject because I do not feel that I have 
sufficient information to form a judg- 
ment. 

What brings me to my feet today is 
the publication, during the present week, 
of a series of startling articles by Joseph 
Alsop, a very widely read and influential 
columnist, on the subject of the pro- 
ceedings of the Internal Security Sub- 
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committee of the Senate Judiciary Com- 
mittee. Ihave no idea whether the facts 
alleged are true or untrue. These ar- 
ticles, however, very clearly reflect on 
this body- 

The articles allege that some of the 
key testimony given.before the subcom- 
mittee of the Senate Judiciary Commit- 
tee was demonstrably false. This at- 
tack has been printed very widely. So 
far these articles stand unchallenged. 
I urge that an immediate investigation 
be made of these grave, published 
charges against the honor of the Sen- 
ate, to remove the stain upon the Senate, 
as I hope, or if the facts prove to be 
as printed, to form the basis of correc- 
tive action. If the Senate is to exhibit 
the most ordinary respect for the com- 
mon decencies of American public life, 
nothing less than full investigation, 
followed by proof or disproof of these 
charges, can be permitted by this body. 
We, as Members of this body, cannot 
permit such charges to stand unchal- 
lenged if they are in fact untrue and 
lacking documentary proof. For the in- 
formation of the Senate, I wish to insert 
the articles in question in the RECORD, 
so that my colleagues who may not have 
read these grave charges, will know the 
kind of accusation that has been leveled 
against a committee of the Senate. 

I ask unanimous consent to insert at 
this point in my remarks the three 
articles from the New York Herald 
Tribune by Joseph Alsop printed on 
September 10, 12, and 14, respectively. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President—— 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, I should like 
to ask the Senator from New York 
whether he has brought this series of 
articles, with which I am also familiar, 
to the attention of the chairman of the 
committee, the Senator from Nevada 
[Mr. McCarran], who is the one respon- 
sible for the conduct of these hearings, 

Mr. LEHMAN. I have not personally 
brought the articles to his attention. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Would it not be in 
order to do so? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I think that undoubt- 
edly the chairman of the committee and 
others have read the articles, which were 
drawn to my attention, too, and I think 
that it is very fitting that all Members 
of the Senate should be given an oppor- 
tunity to read them and have their at- 
tention drawn to them specifically. 

The Senator from New York wishes to 
emphasize that he is making no charges 
whatsoever in regard to this matter. He 
is entirely ignorant of the facts. But 
these charges are a matter now of public 
record, carried very widely in the press 
of the United States, and I believe that 
they are of a most grave character, and 
if allowed to go unchallenged, will reflect 
seriously on this body, the Senate of the 
United States. Therefore, I urge that 
investigation be made, again emphasiz- 
ing that I am not familiar with the facts, 
and express no opinion. I very much 
hope that the charges that have. been 
carried in the press, in the reputable 
press, and widely disseminated through- 
out the country, can be disproved, 

* . 
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Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, I quite ap- 
preciate the approach which the Sen- 
ator has in the matter, but would the 
Senator from New York not feel that 
before taking this step it would be in 
order, under the comity of this body, at 
least to bring it to the attention of the 
chairman of the committee concerned, 
the senior Senator from Nevada? The 
Senator from New York says he has no 
doubt the Senator from Nevada has read 
the articles. Iam sure the Senator from 
New York realizes that in view of the 
numerous publications printed in the 
United States, and the number of col- 
umnists and commentators there are, it 
is a pretty sweeping assumption, with the 
load which all of us are carrying today, 


and particularly the chairman of so re- 


sponsible a committee, that he has nec- 
essarily seen the articles. 

I certainly have no objection to print- 
ing anything of this or any other charac- 
ter in the Recorp. I do not like, how- 
ever, for the Senate to seem to incorpo- 
rate in the Recorp articles of this char- 
acter without bringing them to the at- 
tention of the Senator and his commit- 
tee who are immediately involved and 
under attack. 

The Senator from Maine is not a mem- 
ber of the committee, but it seems to me 
such procedure would be much more in 
order. It may be that there is com- 
ment, it may be that there are replies, 
it may be that there may be matters 
appropriate for insertion in the RECORD 
at the same time as the Senator from 
New York is inserting the three articles. 
Would the Senator from New York be 
prejudiced if he should at least reserve 
his request until the Senator from Ne- 
vada can be advised and perhaps have an 
opportunity to give the matter whatever 
attention may be warranted? 

Mr. LEHMAN. The Senator from New 
York has no objection to withdrawing 
temporarily his request for the insertion 
in the Recorp of these articles. Of 
course, the prefatory remarks which the 
Senator from New York has made can- 
not be withdrawn, 

Mr. BREWSTER. No; I understand. 

Mr. LEHMAN. A great many articles 
appear in the newspapers which are not 
drawn to the attention of the various 
committee chairmen, but I certainly 
hope that the proposed investigation, the 
exact nature of which I have not speci- 
fled, can be made by some appropriate 
agency of the Senate, and that these 
charges which, of course, I cannot make 
myself and for which I do not make 
myself responsible, can be disproved. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the 
Senator from New York withdraw his 
request for the present, or, if not, is 
there objection to it? 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President—— 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
will state it. 

Mr. LEHMAN, If I temporarily with- 
draw the request and then decide that 
the articles are proper material for in- 
sertion in my remarks, may they be 
printed at the conclusion of the remarks, 
which still stand, as I understand? Is 
that a proper request? 
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
may renew his request that the articles 
be printed. If they go into the Appen- 
dix of the Recorp, it does not matter 
particularly when he makes his request. 
If he is seeking to have the articles 
printed in the body of the Recorp, they 
probably would have to go in the Recorp 
at the point where the request is granted, 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
reserving the right to object, speaking 
now as acting minority leader, I re- 
spectfully suggest to the Senator from 
New York that, if and when he makes 
such a request I hope he will call it to 
my attention or to the attention of the 
Senator occupying this seat, so that we 
may notify the Senator from Maine [Mr. 
Brewster), or any other Senator who 
may be interested. I myself do not 
know anything about this controversy. I 
make that request as a courtesy to Sen- 
ators. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, it 
seems to me that the request is a very 
unusual one. It seems to me that no one 
could possibly object to the Senator from 
New York reading into the Recorp the 
articles. If that would be preferable in 
the opinion of the Senator from Maine 
and the Senator from Massachusetts, I 
shall be very glad indeed to do so. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I shall be very 
happy if the Senator will say that tem- 
porarily he would like to withdraw his 
request. I expect to be present, and I 
shall be glad to have the Senator make 
up his mind, so to speak, and then com- 
municate with me. I do not want to ask 
anything unusual, but I thought it might 
be a courtesy to Senators. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I am very glad indeed 
to show every courtesy to the Senator 
from Maine and the Senator from Mas- 
sachusetts. However, it seems to me 
that in view of the prefatory statement 
which I have made, it would be proper 
that the articles be incorporated with 
the statement which I have made, so that 
every Member of the Senate may know 
exactly what the charges are. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, I do not an- 
ticipate that there will be any difficulty. 
My only feeling—and it is a very strong 
feeling—is that while the Senator from 
New York disavows any assumption of 
responsibility, certainly he indicates that 
he considers the matter of very consid- 
erable importance. It is important that 
the Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCar- 
RAN], who is chairman of the commit- 
tee, and the other members of the com- 
mittee should be apprised, so that if they 
have any comment to make they may 
have an opportunity to make it. I have 
no doubt that they will be available very 
shortly. Then the articles may go in the 
RECORD, 

I realize that this request may be a 
little unusual, but the charges are some- 
what unusual, because the Senator from 
New York is presenting charges very seri- 
ously questioning the conduct of com- 
mittee hearings. When that is done, I 
think it involves something more than 
an ordinary insertion in the Recorp. 
While the Senator from New York dis- 
avows all approval of the charges, he cer- 
tainly indicates that he expects that the 
matter will be thoroughly explored. 
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I believe that the committee concerned 
is entitled at least to notice of what is 
being done. I am sure that the Senator 
from New York is familiar with the fact 
that when anything is brought up which 
concerns the conduct of a fellow Senator, 
it is customary to advise the Senator 
concerned as to what is being done. 
That is one of the long-standing tradi- 
tions of this body. It seems of sufficient 
consequence so that it should be ob- 
served in this instance. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Let me say in reply to 
the Senator from Maine that these arti- 
cles, of course, do make serious charges 
against a subcommittee of the Senate. 
But I think that they refleet on the Sena- 
tor from New York, the Senator from 
Maine, the Senator from Massachusetts, 
and all other Senators if the charges, as 
to the accuracy of which I have no in- 
formation, are permitted to go un- 
challenged. No charges can be made 
against a committee of the Senate, in my 
opinion, without reflecting on every 
Member of the Senate if they are per- 
mitted to go unchallenged. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is the Sena- 
tor from New York withdrawing his re- 
quest for the present, or not? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I withdraw the re- 
quest with the understanding that I may 
renew it. In order that there may be no 
misunderstanding, I withdraw only the 
request for the insertion of the three 
articles in the Recorp, not my prefatory 
remarks. 


UNBUDGETED ITEMS IN DEFENSE 
APPROPRIATION BILL 


Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, yesterday 
I raised a question as to the propriety of 
including a certain $5,000,000,000 un- 
budgeted item in the appropriation bill 
for the armed services. I still question 
the propriety of that item. I am 
afraid that some of my colleagues 
thought that my raising that question 
might mean that I was unduly suspi- 
cious, or simply had a queer idea. 

However, this morning I find on the 
editorial page of Business Week for Sep- 
tember 15, 1951, a comment which ex- 
presses just about the same apprehen- 
sion which I had in mind. I ask unani- 
mous consent to have the comment 
printed in the body of the Recorp at this 
point. I further hope that the confer- 
ence committees of both the House and 
Senate will examine this appropriation 
item very thoroughly before approving 
it and leaving it in the bill. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
excerpt was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

There's fakery in the extra $5,000,000,000 
for defense that brought on so much excite- 
ment in the press this week. 

It isn’t for a new secret weapon. Only a 
portion will be used for such projects as the 
earth planet to conquer the atmosphere. 

Most of the money is for aircraft—for the 
Navy, Marines, as well as for the Air Force. 
And not that Congress is ordering an ex- 
pansion in United States air might now. The 
legislation merely says that Truman and his 
Defense Chief may commit the money if they 
think more airpower is needed and if they 
can agree on what kind of air strength to 
build. It's not the first time that Congress 
has “authorized“ extra defense, with an elec- 
tion year coming. 
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FIFTIETH ANNIVERSARY OF TAKING OF 
OATH OF OFFICE AS PRESIDENT BY 
THEODORE ROOSEVELT 


Mr. IVES. Mr. President, today, Sep- 
tember 14, as some who are present may 
recall, marks the fiftieth anniversary of 
Theodore Roosevelt's taking the oath of 
office as President of the United States. 
Although at this time, when there is such 
a crying need for far greater recognition 
of the ideals and principles for which 
T. R. stood than appears nowadays to 
exist, and speeches commemorating this 
particular anniversary marking so im- 
portant a milestone in the history of our 
country and in the life of that dynamic 
champion of justice and civic righteous- 
mess are very much in order, I shall not 
delay the deliberations of the Senate by 
making a speech of this nature. 

Rather, I shall confine my comment 
to emphasizing the great significance of 
this occasion and to calling to the atten- 
tion of my fellow Senators a most per- 
tinent editorial which appears in this 
week's issue of the Saturday Evening 
Post, and which I ask to have printed 
in the Record at this point in my re- 
marks. 
| There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


Some or T. R's INDIGNATION WovuLD BE 
REFRESHING Now 


Theodore Roosevelt became President 50 
years ago on September 14, a short time ago 
as history runs, but almost eons away when 
measured by faith in American democracy, 
pride in American accomplishments, govern- 
ment based on absolute integrity and justice 
for all, rich or poor, and on an abiding, living 
conviction that the promise of life is rich, 
full, and vital. Best of all, Theodore Roose- 
velt brought conscience to government. 

The mists of the years, combined with the 
cataclysmic changes they brought, might well 
have dimmed the figure of Theodore Roose- 
velt—the man and force that he was. In- 
stead, he looms large and clear, a dynamic 
champion of justice, civic righteousness—a 
superb, classless Democrat, who struck 
mighty blows at corruption wherever it 
raised its ugly head. 

Imagine, if you can, what T. R. would have 
done had he learned that members of his 
administration had become involved with 
pastel-mink coats or ice boxes or accepted 
retainers from business concerns that sought 
Government favors. Would he have de- 
fended them with naive sophistication, in- 
sisted that they were honest, honorable men? 
He would not. He would have scorched them 
and their business seducers with flaming 
scorn and burning epithets, and demanded 
and got their resignations, and the people 
would have cheered. 

He made mistakes and some of his methods 
and tactics may be questioned, but what was 
never open to question was and is the hard 
core of his every purpose and effort—that of 
seeking to make America the ideal homeland 
for decent men and women, whether rich or 
poor, 

“He did not originate new truths,” Elihu 
Root once said to him, “but he drove old 
fundamental truths into the hearts and 
minds of his people so that they stuck and 
dominated * * * always driving, driv- 
ing home the deep fundamental truths of 
public life, of a great, self-governing democ- 
racy, the eternal truths upon which justice 
and liberty must depend among men 
review rosters of the few great men of his- 
tory * * * and you will find that Theo- 
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dore Roosevelt was the greatest teacher of 
the essentials of popular self-government the 
world has ever known.” 

“The man who debauches our public life,” 
T. R. once said, “is a foe to our well-being 
as a Nation * * * and no government 
can ever be a permanent success if admin- 
istered in accordance with base ideals.” In 
1900 he said, “Honesty is not so much credit 
as an absolute prerequisite to efficient service 
to the public,” and, earlier, “Honesty we 
must have; no brilliance, no smartness, can 
take its place.” A 

The people of his day liked him because 
they sensed and understood that he sought 
to make his conduct square with their own 
ideals. They loved him for his courage, re- 
sourcefulness, vigor, integrity, devotion to 
the eternal verities and for putting into 
practice the “pioneer virtues” of industry, 
thrift, neighborliness and participation in 
public affairs. The workingmen, children, 
farmers, mothers of the Nation’s children, 
all who carried life’s heaviest burdens, held 
him in tender regard, 

Once while T. R. was making a speech, an 
auditor shouted, That's the stuff. You 
know how we feel up here.“ To which T. R. 
replied, “Of course I know how you feel, for 
that’s the way I feel myself.” 

Theodore Roosevelt, the man, rests in a 
small, unfenced country cemetery on a hill- 
side near Oyster Bay beside his wife, their 
graves marked by a small headstone which 
carries only their names and dates and the 
great seal of the United States. But the 
memory of him, the elemental force for civic 
righteousness, and the flaming patriotism of 
him, lives on in the people's hearts, It will 
continue to live on and serve as a pillar of 
cloud by day and a pillar of fire by night, 
just as long as man clings to and holds 
moral values and patriotism as his highest 
principles. 


Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I should like to join with the senior 
Senator from New York and others in 
making brief remarks concerning the 
fiftieth anniversary of Theodore Roose- 
velt’s becoming President of the United 
States. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection? Under the unanimous-consent 
agreement, it would be necessary to ob- 
tain unanimous consent. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that I may 
make a statement not to exceed 1 minute, 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection? The Chair hears none, and the 
Senator may proceed. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
as the senior Senator from New York has 
said, today, September 14, 1951, marks 
the fiftieth anniversary of Theodore 
Roosevelt’s becoming President of the 
United States. As one who admired the 
life and achievements of Theodore 
Roosevelt, and as one who had the hon- 
or and pleasure of meeting with him and 
talking with him on several occasions, he 
being a classmate and friend of my 
father at Harvard University, I wish to 
recall for a moment his ideals and his 
personal qualities. To base our actions 
on those ideals and to carry them out as 
did Theodore Roosevelt will give us much 
help in the difficult days which we now 
face. 

His integrity, his character, his forth- 
rightness and his terrific energy made 
him a natural leader of men. His in- 
stinctive ability to look ahead enabled 
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him to bring to the American people the 
problems they were to face and the op- 
portunity to understand them before 
they became a reality. He helped them 
in this way to hurdle successfully the 
difficulties of his day. He was progres- 
sive in thought and action. He was out- 
spoken and frank in his dealings with 
men and in his debate on political prob- 
lems. He spoke in a language all could 
understand. I do not know any biogra- 
phy I have read with more helpfulness 
and one that gave me more confidence in 
human nature than that of Theodore 
Roosevelt, 

On this fiftieth anniversary of his be- 
coming President, it is easy to recall 
him as a person, as an American citizen, 
and, above all, as an outstanding Presi- 
dent and leader of all of us in the pur- 
suits of freedom and those matters which 
go with the freedom we love and cherish. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I 
should like to join with the distinguished 
senior Senator from New York and the 
distinguished senior Senator from Mas- 
sachusetts in making a statement of 
about 1 or 2 minutes’ duration about 
Theodore Roosevelt. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection? The Chair hears none, and the 
Senator from Kansas may proceed. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, Wil- 
liam McKinley was shot by an assassin 
on September 6, 1901, at Buffalo, N. Y., 
and died 8 days later. 

Fifty years ago today Theodore Roose- 
velt was sworn in as President of the 
United States. 

I think it is appropriate on this anni- 
versary that we give some recognition 
to a great personality who lived in a 
period of American life when his person- 
ality gave new direction to a program 
of advancement for our Nation. 

It was President Theodore Roosevelt 
who stated that our citizens were en- 
titled to a square deal. It was President 
Theodore Roosevelt who insisted that the 
strong should not oppress the weak; 
that the dishonest man should not im- 
pose on the public; that natural mo- 
nopolies should be regulated in the pub- 
lic interest. 

He had a firm faith in and gave his 
life to perpetuate the democratic prin- 
ciples of freedom of action, equality of 
service, and a continuation of the Chris- 
tian principles that have made this Na- 
tion outstanding among the nations of 
the world, r 

In one of his speeches in 1915 he 
stated: 

Our aim must be, not to make life easy 
and soft, but to fit us in virile fashion to 
do a great work for all mankind. This great 
work can only be done by a mighty democ- 
racy, with those qualities of soul, guided 
by those qualities of mind, which will both 
make it refuso to do injustice to any other 
nation, and also enable it to hold its own 
against aggression by any other nation. In 
our relations with the outside world, we 
must abhor wrongdoing, and disdain to 
commit it, and we must no less disdain the 
baseness of spiri; which tamely submits 
wrongdoing. ; 


I ask unanimous consent to include as 
a part of my statement a short editorial 
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from the last Sunday’s issue of the 
Kansas City Star, entitled T. R. 50 
Years Ago.” 

There being no objection, the edito- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
Recor, as follows: 

T. R. 50 Years Aco 


On September 6, 1901, just 50 years ago, 
William McKinley was shot at Buffalo by an 
assassin. Eight days later, on the 14th, he 
died and Theodore Roosevelt was sworn in 
as President. Fifty years is a long time and 
most of the men and women of that genera- 
tion are gone. But to those who knew the 
man he still remains a vivid and powerful 
personality. 

It was a personality strong enough to give 
a new direction to American life, to make 
politics a recognized instrument for public 
welfare—although not for the welfare state. 
Theodore Roosevelt introduced into public 
thinking the idea of the square deal. It 
was his belief that the Government should 
see to it that the strong should not oppress 
the weak, that dishonest men should not im- 
pose on the public (the Pure Food and Drug 
Act), that natural monopolies should be 
regulated in the public interest. 

W. R. Nelson, founder and long editor of 
the Star, came down to his office one day 
early in Roosevelt’s fight for railroad regula- 
tion. He called a group of executives about 
him. “Of course everybody has been taking 
rebates from railroads,” he said. “The Star 
has. But it won't any more. Roosevelt is 
right. For favored businesses to take rebates 
isn’t fair to the other fellow.” Just one 
example of the Roosevelt influence at work. 

But while T. R. wanted to use Government 
to enforce a square deal, he did not look to 
it for salvation. The Nation still recalls 
those trumpet calls to duty: 

“Alike for the Nation and the individual, 
the one indispensable requisite is character— 
character that does and dares as well as en- 
dures; character that is active in the per- 
formance of virtue no less than firm in the 
refusal to do aught that is vicious or de- 
graded.” 

“I wish to preach, not the doctrine of ig- 
noble ease, but the doctrine of the strenuous 
life, the life of toil and effort, of labor and 
strife; to preach that highest form of suc- 
cess which comes, not to the man who de- 
sires mere easy peace, but to the man who 
does not shrink from danger, from hardship 
or from bitter toil, and who out of these 
wins the splendid ultimate triumph.” 

“While economic reform is often vital it 
is never all sufficient. The moral reform, 
the change of character—in which law can 
sometimes play a large, but never the largest 
part—is the most necessary of all.“ 

“No nation was ever saved by govern- 
mental machinery alone. It is not well to 
teach anyone to rely mainly on the State, 
for the State can never play any but a very 
subordinate part in a man’s welfare. Pri- 
marily the man must rely on himself.” 

In such lines as those just quoted were 
the essentials of his creed. He lived that 
creed in his daily life. It was not a creed 
that made a man scowling and sour. He 
was always having “a bully time.” He was 
full of exuberance. After he was out of the 
White House one of his old Rough Riders 
called on him—a United States marshal of 
Oklahoma, we believe. “Oh, Edie,” he ex- 
claimed to his wife in admiration. “That 
man has killed a wolf with his bare hands.” 

Early in his career Teddy Roosevelt was 
police commissioner of New York City. After 
his death a New York City police captain 
remarked: “It was not only that he was a 
great man. There was such fun in being led 
by him.” 

His closeness to the average man, his in- 
stimctive liking for people, his joy in living, 
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and his devotion to putting ideals into prac- 
tice, gave him a tremendous hold on the 
country. The world he lived in has almost 
vanished in the clash of arms and the rise 
of the totalitarian state. Yet the principles 
he revered, and sought to live by, are vital 
today. They are a precious heritage. 


LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS, 
l 1952 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 4496) making appro- 
priations for the legislative branch for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1952, and 
for other purposes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The com- 
mittee amendments to the Senate por- 
tion of the bill actually constitute one 
amendment, If there is no objection to 
the consideration of the committee 
amendments en bloc, it will be so 
ordered. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre- 
tary will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names; 


Aiken Green MoFarland 
Bennett Hayden McKellar 
Benton Hendrickson McMahon 
Brewster Hennings 
Bricker Hickenlooper Monroney 
Butler, Md. Hill Moody 
Butler, Nebr. Hoey Morse 
Byrd Holland Mundt 
Cain Humphrey Nixon 
Capehart Hunt O Conor 
Carlson Ives O'Mahoney 
Johnson, Colo, Pastore 
Clements Johnson, Tex. Robertson 
Connally Johnston, S. C. Russell 
Cordon Kefauver Saltonstall 
Dirksen Kem Schoeppel 
Douglas Kerr Smathers 
Duff Kilgore Smith, Maine 
Dworshak Knowland Smith, N. J. 
Eastland Langer Smith, N. O 
Ecton Lehman Sten: 
Ellender Lodge Thye 
Ferguson Long Underwood 
Flanders Malone Watkins 
Frear Martin Welker 
Fulbright Maybank Williams 
George McCarran Young 
Gillette McClellan 


Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr, 
ANDERSON] is absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Cuavez], the Senator from Washington 
(Mr. Macnuson], the Senator from Mon- 
tana [Mr. Murray], the Senator from 
West Virginia [Mr. NEELy], and the Sen- 
ator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN] are 
absent on official business. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
Brrpces], the Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
JENNER], and the Senator from Wiscon- 
sin [Mr. McCartHy] are absent on offi- 
cial business. 

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tarr], the 
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. WHERRY], 
and the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr, 
Wier] are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. Tosey] is absent because of illness. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is 
present. What the Chair stated about 
the committee amendments was in- 
tended to apply only to the amendments 
to the Senate items in the bill, not to the 
entire bill. Is there objection? 
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There being no objection, the amend- 
ments were agreed to en bloc, as follows: 
At the top of page 2, to insert: 
SENATE 
SALARIES AND EXPENSE ALLOWANCE OF SENATORS, 
MILEAGE OF THE PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE 
AND OF SENATORS, AND EXPENSE ALLOWANCE 
OF THE VICE PRESIDENT 


For compensation of Senators, $1,200,000. 


On page 2, after line 6, to insert: 


For mileage of the President of the Senate 
and of Senators, $51,000. 


On page 2, after line 8, to insert: 


For expense allowance of the Vice Presi- . 
dent, $10,000. 


On page 2, after line 9, to insert: 
For expense allowance of Senators, $240,000. 


On page 2, after line 10, to insert: 
SALARIES, OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES 
For compensation of officers, employees, 
clerks to Senators, and others, as authorized 
by law, including increased and additional 
compensation provided by the “Federal Em- 
ployees Pay Act of 1945,” as amended, and 
the “Second Supplemental Appropriation 
Act, 1950,” as follows. 


On page 2, after line 16, to insert: 
Office of the Vice President 


For compensation of the Vice President of 
the United States, $30,000. 


On page 2, after line 19, to insert: 


For clerical assistance to the Vice Presi- 
dent, at rates of compensation to be fixed by 
him in multiples of $5 per month, $50,370, 


On page 2, after line 22, to insert: 
Chaplain 
Chaplain of the Senate, $2,646. 


At the top of page 3, to insert: 
Office of the Secretary 


For office of the Secretary, $364,850, in- 
cluding the following positions: Chief Clerk, 
$7,500 in lieu of Chief Clerk, who shall per- 
form the duties of reading clerk, $7,500; bill 
clerk, $4,500 in lieu of principal clerk, $4,500; 
secretary, $4,100 in lieu of clerk, $4,100; as- 
sistant secretary, $3,380 in lieu of clerk, 
$3,380; assistant superintendent of docu- 
ment room, $4,000 in lieu of clerk, $4,000; 
clerk of enrolled bills, $3,900 in lieu of clerk, 
$3,900; first assistant in document room, 
$3,420 in lieu of clerk, $3,420; secretary to 
Parliamentarian, $3,180 in lieu of clerk, 
$3,180; custodian of records, $3,180 in lieu of 
clerk, $3,180; assistant executive clerk, $3,000 
in lieu of clerk, $3,000; assistant keeper of 
stationery, $2,880 in lieu of clerk, $2,880; ref- 
erence assistant, $2,700 in lieu of clerk, 
$2,700; stockroom clerk, $2,460 in lieu of 
clerk, $2,400; reference assistant, $2,460 in 
lieu of clerk, $2,400; journal index clerk, 
$2,460 in lieu of clerk, $2,400; second assist- 
ant in document room, $2,460 in lieu of clerk, 
$2,400; reference assistant, $1,980 in lieu of 
clerk, $1,740; clerks—two at $2,040 each in 
lieu of $1,860; two at $1,980 each in lieu of 
$1,740; reference assistant, $2,640 in lieu of 
first assistant in document room, $2,640; 
clerk, $2,220 in Meu of second assistant in 
document room, $2,040; special officers—two 
at $2,520 each in lieu of $2,460; assistants in 
document room—four at $2,220 each in lieu 
of $2,040; chief messenger in document room, 
$1,980 in lieu of skilled laborer, $1,740; as- 
sistant librarian, $3,120 in lieu of first assist- 
ant librarian, $3,120; secretary in library, 
$2,220 in lieu of assistant in library, $2,100; 
legislative analyst, $2,220 in lieu of assistant 
in library, $2,100; chief messenger in Secre- 
tary’s office, $2,400 in lieu of laborer, $2,280; 
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messenger, $1,980 in lieu of laborer in Secre- 
tary’s office, $1,740; messengers—-four at 
$1,980 each in lieu of four laborers at $1,740 
each; chief messenger in disbursing office, 
$1,929 in lieu of laborer, $1,680; chief of 
library stacks, $1,860 in lieu of laborer, $1,620; 
reference assistant, $1,800 in lieu of laborer, 
$1,500; messenger, $1,800 in lieu of laborer, 
$1,500; chief messenger in library, $1,740 in 
lieu of laborer, $1,440; messenger, $1,620 in 
lieu of laborer, $1,320; messenger, $1,620 in 
lieu of $1,820; press liaison, $2,880 in lieu of 
assistant at press door, $2,520; assistant at 
press door, $2,160 in lieu of $2,000; aide to 
the Vice President, $2,460 in lieu of $2,400. 


On page 4, after line 19, to insert: 
Committee employees 


For professional and clerical assistance to 
standing committees, and the Select Com- 
mittee on Small Business, $1,529,685. 


At the top of page 5, to insert: 
Conference committees 


For clerical assistance to the Conference 
of the Majority, at rates of compensation to 
be fixed by the chairman of said committee, 
$30,280. 


On page 5, after line 4, to insert: 


For clerical assistance to the Conference 
of the Minority, at rates of compensation to 
be fixed by the chairman of said committee, 
830,280. 


On page 5, after line 7, to insert: 


Administrative and clerical assistants to 
Senators 


For administrative and clerical assistants 
and messenger service for Senators, 
$5,041,545. 


On page 5, after line 11, to insert: 
Office of Sergeant at Arms and Doorkeeper 


For office of Sergeant at Arms and Door- 
keeper, $1,130,628, including the following 
positions: Messengers acting as assistant 
doorkeepers—3 at $2,580 each in lieu of 
$2,560; messengers—25 at $2,100 each in lieu 
of $1,900; messengers for the minority— 
chief, $2,400, and 3 at $2,100 each in lieu of 
four at $1,900 each; messengers—4 at $1,980 
each in lieu of $1,780; messengers for service 
to press correspondents—2 at $1,800 each in 
lieu of $1,500; clerks—1, $3,480 in lieu of 
$2,700; 1, $2,580 in lieu of $2,500; 1, $2,460 in 
lieu of $2,400; 1, $2,400 in lieu of $2,280; 1, 
$2,280 in lieu of $2,160; 4 at $2,160 each in 
lieu of $1,950; 1, $2,160 in lieu of $1,950; 
cabinetmakers—2 at $2,520 each in lieu of 
$2,460; finisher, $2,520 in lieu of $2,460; up- 
holsterer, $2,520 in lieu of $2,460; assistant 
chief janitor, $2,220 in lieu of $2,100; night 
foreman, $1,920 in lieu of $1,680; assistant 
chief telephone operators—3 at $2,460 each 
in lieu of $2,400; telephone operators—33 at 
$1,980 each plus longevity increases as au- 
thorized by law in lieu of $1,800 plus such 
longevity increases; skilled laborers—5 at 
$1,920 each in lieu of $1,680; laborer in charge 
of private passage, $2,400 in lieu of $2,280; 
female attendants, ladies’ retiring rooms, 2 
at $1,800 each in lieu of $1,560; laborers—3 
at $1,920 each in lieu of $1,700; 30 at $1,620 
each in lieu of $1,320; 4 at $600 each in lieu 
of $540; wagon master, $2,520 in lieu of 
$2,480; assistant wagon master, $2,100 in lieu 
of $1,940; mail carriers—26 at $2,100 each in 
lieu of $1,940; clerks in folding room—l, 
$2,460 in lieu of $2,400; 1, $1,980 in lieu of 
$1,740; chief folder, $2,460 in lieu of $2,040; 
folders—13 at $1,740 each in lieu of $1,440; 
lieutenants, police force—2 at $2,340 each in 
lieu of $2,200; special officers, police force— 
2 at $2,340 each in lieu of $2,200; sergeants, 
police force—4 at $2,280 each in lieu of 
$2,120; privates, police force—75 at $2,160 
each in lieu of $2,000: Provided, That here- 
after the pay of pages shall begin not more 
than 5 days before the convening or recon- 
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vening of a session of the Congress or of the 
Senate, and shall continue until the end of 
the month during which the Congress or the 
Senate adjourns or recesses, or the four- 
teenth day after such adjournment or recess, 
whichever is the later date. 


On page 7, after line 5, to insert: 


Officers of the secretaries for the majority 
and the minority a 
For the offices of the secretary for the ma- 
jority and the secrefary for the minority, 
$57,060. 


On page 7, after line 9, to insert: 
CONTINGENT EXPENSES OF THE SENATE 
Legislative reorganization: For salaries and 
expenses, legislative reorganization, includ- 
ing the objects specified in Public Law 663, 
Seventy-ninth Congress, $100,000. 


On page 7, after line 13, to insert: 


Senate policy committees: For salaries and 
expenses of the Majority Policy Committee 
and the Minority Policy Committee, $59,715 
for each such committee; in all, $119,430. 


On page 7, after line 17, to insert: 


Joint Committee on the Economic Report: 
For salaries and expenses of the Joint Com- 
mittee on the Economic Report, $125,585. 


On page 7, after line 20, to insert: 


Joint Committee on Atomic Energy: For 
salaries and expenses of the Joint Committee 
on Atomic Energy, including the objects 
specified in Public Law 20, Eightieth Con- 
gress, $160,135. 


On page 7, after line 24, to insert: 

Joint Committee on Printing: For salaries 
for the Joint Committee on Printing at rates 
to be fixed by the committee, $35,633; for ex- 
penses of compiling, preparing, and indexing 
the Congressional Directory, $1,600; for com- 
piling, preparing, and indexing material for 
the Biographical Directory, $1,600, said sum, 
or any part thereof, in the discretion of the 
chairman or vice chairman of the Joint Com- 
mittee on Printing, may be paid as addition- 
al compensation to any employee of the 
United States; and for travel and subsistence 
expenses at rates provided by law for Senate 
committees, $4,500; in all, $43,333. 


On page 8, after line 10, to insert: 

Vice President’s automobile: For purchase, 
exchange, driving, maintenance, and opera- 
tion of an automobile for the Vice President, 
$5,480. 


On page 8, after line 13, to insert: 

Automobile for the President pro tem- 
pore: For purchase, exchange, driving, main- 
tenance, and operation of an automobile for 
the President pro tempore of the Senate, 
$5,480. 


On page 8, after line 16, to insert: 

Automobile for majority and minority lead- 
ers: For purchase, exchange, driving, main- 
tenance, and operation of two automobiles, 
one for the majority leader of the Senate, and 
one for the minority leader of the Senate, 
$10,960. 


On page 8, after line 20, to insert: 

Reporting Senate proceedings: For report- 
ing the debates and proceedings of the Sen- 
ate, payable in equal monthly installments, 
$125,532. 


At the top of page 9, to insert: 

Furniture: For services in cleaning, repair- 
ing, and varnishing furniture, $2,900. 

On page 9, after line 2, to insert: 


Furniture: For materials for furniture and 
repairs of same and for the purchase of 
furniture, $18,000. 
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On page 9, after line 4, to insert: 

Inguiries and investigations: For expenses 
of inquiries and investigations ordered by the 
Senate or conducted pursuant to section 134 
(a) of Public Law 601, Seventy-ninth Con- 
gress, including compensation for sténo- 
graphic assistance of committees at such 
rates and in accordance with such regula- 
tions as may be prescribed by the Committee 
on Rules and Administration, but not exceed- 
ing the rate of 25 cents per hundred words 
for the original transcript of reported mat- 
ter; and including $100,000 for the Commit- 
tee on Appropriations, to be available also 
for the purposes mentioned in Senate Reso- 
lution No. 193, agreed to October 14, 1943, 
and Public Law 20, Eightieth Congress, $882,- 
000: Provided, That no part of this appropri- 
ation shall be expended for per diem and 
subsistence expenses (as defined in the 
Travel Expense Act of 1949) at rates in ex- 
cess of $9 per day except that higher rates 
may be established by the Committee on 
Rules and Administration in the case of 
travel beyond the limits of the continental 
United States. 


At the top of page 10, to insert: 
Folding documents: For folding speeches 


and pamphlets at a gross rate not exceeding 
$2 per thousand, $28,875. 


On page 10, after line 2, to insert: 


Materials for folding: For materials for 
folding, $1,500. 


On page 10, after line 3, to insert: 


Fuel, etc.: For fuel, oil, cotton waste, and 
advertising, exclusive of labor, $2,000. 


On page 10, after line 5, to insert: 

Senate restaurants: For repairs, improve- 
ments, equipment, and supplies for Senate 
kitchens and restaurants, Capitol Building 
and Senate Office Building, including per- 
sonal and other services, to be expended un- 
der the supervision of the Committee on 
Rules and Administration, United States 
Senate, $42,500. 


On page 10, after line 11, to insert: 

Motor vehicles: For maintaining, exchang- 
ing, and equipping motor vehicles for carry- 
ing the mails and for official use of the offices 
of the Secretary and Sergeant at Arms, 
$9,560. 


On page 10, after line 14, to insert: 

Miscellaneous items: For miscellaneous 
items, exclusive of labor, $786,895: Provided, 
That the following Senate resolutions are 
amended as indicated: No. 453, agreed to 
February 26, 1931, by inserting $1,560 in lieu 
of $1,260; No. 340, agreed to December 38, 
1930, by inserting $1,740 in lieu of $1,440; 
No. 204, agreed to June 16, 1938, by inserting 
$1,500 in lieu of $1,200; No. 372, agreed to 
December 18, 1930, by inserting $1,980 in lieu 
of $1,800; No. 175, agreed to July 7, 1943, by 
inserting $2,460 in lieu of $2,400; No. 419, 
agreed to January 28, 1931, by inserting 
$2,460 in lieu of $2,400; No. 230, agreed to 
March 16, 1942, by inserting $2,340 in lieu of 
$2,220; No. 62, agreed to December 15, 1931, 
by inserting $1,740 in lieu of $1,440; No. 83, 
agreed to December 17, 1931, by inserting 
$1,740 in lieu of $1,440; No. 428, agreed to 
February 17, 1931, by inserting $1,800 in 
lieu of $1,560. 


On page 11, after line 6, to insert: 
Packing boxes: For packing boxes, $3,000. 
On page 11, after line 7, to insert: 


Postage stamps: For office of Secretary, 
$500; office of Sergeant at Arms, $225; offices 
of the secretaries for the majority and the 


minority, $100; in all, $825. 


1951 


On page 11, after line 10, to insert: 

Air-mail and special-delivery stamps: For 
air-mail and special-delivery stamps for 
Senators and the President of the Senate, 
as authorized by law $12,815, and the maxi- 
mum allowance per capita of $105.66 is in- 
creased to $132.07 for the fiscal year 1952 and 
thereafter. 


On page 11, after line 15, to insert: 

Stationery: For stationery for Senators and 
for the President of the Senate, including 
$10,000 for stationery for committees and 
officers of the Senate, $87,600: Provided, That 
commencing with the fiscal year 1952 the 
allowance for stationery for each Senator 
and for the President of the Senate shall be 
at the rate of $800 per annum. 


On page 11, after line 21, to insert: 

The Sergeant at Arms is authorized and 
directed to secure suitable office space in post 
office or other Federal buildings in the State 
of each Senator for the use of such Senator 
and in the city to be designated by him: Pro- 
vided, That in the event suitable space is 
not available in such buildings and a Sen- 
ator leases or rents office space elsewhere, the 
Sergeant at Arms is authorized to approve 
for payment, from the contingent fund of the 
Senate, vouchers covering bona fide state- 
ments of rentals due in an amount not ex- 
ceeding $900 per annum for each Senator, 


On page 12, after line 6, to insert: 

The Secretary of the Senate and the 
Sergeant at Arms are authorized and directed 
to protect the funds of their respective offices 
by purchasing insurance in an amount neces- 
sary to protect said funds against loss. Pre- 
miums on such insurance shall be paid out 
of the contingent fund of the Senate, upon 
vouchers approved by the Chairman of the 
Committee on Rules and Administration, 


On page 12, after line 13, to insert: 


Salaries or wages paid out of the foregoing 
items under “Contingent expenses of the 
Senate” shall be computed at basic rates as 
authorized by law, plus increase and addi- 
tional compensation as provided by the Fed- 
eral Employees Pay Act of 1945,“ as amended, 
and the “Second Supplemental Appropria- 
tion Act, 1950.” 


On page 12, after line 19, to insert: 

Changes made herein relating to the title 
or rate of compensation of any position under 
the Secretary of the Senate or the Sergeant 
at Arms and Doorkeeper shall take effect on 
the first day of the first month following en- 
actment of this act. 


The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 
will state the next committee amend- 
ment. 

The next amendment was, under the 
heading House of Representatives—Of- 
fice of the Clerk,” on page 14, line 2, after 
the word “Clerk”, to strike out “$580,460” 
and insert “$593,843.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead “Office of the Sergeant at 
Arms,” on page 14, line 8, after the word 
“Arms”, to strike out “$331,605” and in- 
sert “$348,406.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead “Contingent Expenses of the 
House,“ on page 19, after line 7, to 
insert: 

The rates of compensation for telephone 
operators and members of the police force 
under the House of Representatives are 
hereby revised to correspond with changes 


* 
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made herein relating to similar positions 
under the Senate. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 21, 
after line 11, to insert: 
Joint Committee on Reduction of Nonessen- 

tial Federal Expenditures 

For an amount to enable the Joint Com- 
mittee on Reduction of Nonessential Fed- 
eral Expenditures to carry out the duties 
imposed upon it by section 601 of the Reve- 
nue ct of 1941 (55 Stat, 726), to remain 
available during the existence of the com- 
mittee, $20,000, to be disbursed by the Sec- 
retary of the Senate. 


The amendment was agreed to, 

The next amendment was, under the 
heading “Architect of the Capitol—Of- 
fice of the Architect of the Capitol— 
Capitol Buildings and Grounds,” on page 
23, line 22, after the word “Capitol”, 
to strike out “$731,400” and insert 
“$741,332.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 
24, after line 18, to insert: 

Subway transportation, Capitol and Sen- 
ate Office Buildings: For maintenance, re- 
pairs, and rebuilding of the subway trans- 
portation system connecting the Senate Of- 
fice Building with the Capitol, including 
personal and other services, $2,600. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 24, 
after line 23, to insert: 

Senate Office Building: For maintenance, 
miscellaneous items and supplies, includ- 
ing furniture, furnishings, and equipment, 
and for labor and material incident thereto, 
and repairs thereof; for purchase of water- 
proof wearing apparel and for personal and 
other services; including five female at- 
tendants in charge of ladies’ retiring rooms 
at $1,800 each, for the care and operation of 
the Senate“ Office Building; to be expended 
under the control and supervision of the 
Architect of the Capitol; in all, $733,572. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 25, 
after line 7, to insert: 

Senate restaurants: For repairs, improve- 
ments, furnishings, equipment, labor and 


materials, and all necessary incidental ex- 
penses, to provide additional restaurant facil- 
ities in the Senate Office Building, to be ex- 
pended by the Architect of the Capitol under 
the supervision of the Senate Committee on 
Rules and Administration, without regard to 
section 3709 of the Revised Statutes, as 
amended, $18,500. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 25, 
line 17, after the word “services”, to strike 
out $941,700” and insert $961,564.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
heading “Library of Congress”, on page 
28, line 10, after the word “binding”, to 
strike out “$3,044,000” and insert 
$3,124,204.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead “Copyright Office,” on page 28, 
line 18, after the word “binding”, to 
strike out “$890,000” and insert “$914,- 
510.” 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, could 
we have an explanation of the item from 
the chairman? 

Mr. ELLENDER. The amendment 
merely provides for a sufficient amount 
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of money to pay for in-grade promotions. 
It does not entail any additional jobs. 
It provides merely for in-grade promo- 
tions. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, the amendment is agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead “Legislative Reference Serv- 
ice,” on page 29, line 2, after “(5 U. S. C. 
55a)”, to insert “printing and binding;“; 
in line 3, after the word “materials”, to 
strike out “$700,000” and insert “$810,- 
000”, and in the same line after the 
amendment just above stated, to strike 
out the colon and the following proviso: 
“Provided, That no part of this appro- 
priation may be used to pay any salary 
or expense in connection with any pub- 
lication, or preparation of material 
therefor (except the Digest of Public 
General Bills), to be issued by the Library 
of Congress.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead “Distribution of catalog cards,” 
on page 29, line 18, after the word 
“Librarian”, to strike out “$552,100” and 
insert “$566,891.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead Union catalogs”, on page 30, 
line 3, after the word “expenses”, to 
strike out “$77,000” and insert “$79,430.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead “Miscellaneous expenses of the 
Library,” on page 32, line 23, after the 
word “photoduplications”, to strike out 
“$75,000” and insert “$85,000.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead “Library buildings”, on page 
33, line 12, after the word “expenses”, 
to strike out “$698,680" and insert 
“$711,625.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 33, 
after line 16, to insert: 

Not to exceed 10 positions in the Library 
of Congress may be exempt from the pro- 
visions of section 1302 of chapter XIII of the 
Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1952, but 
the Librarian shall not make any appoint- 
ment to any such position until he has as- 
certained that he cannot secure for such 
appointment a person in any of the three 
categories specified in such section 1302 who 

the special qualifications for the 
particular position and also otherwise meets 
the general requirements for employment in 
the Library of Congress. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
heading “General provisions,” on page 
41, line 14, after the word violence“, to 
insert the following additional provisos: 
“Provided further, That such affidavits 
heretofore filed by persons who on the 
date of enactment of this act are em- 
ployees of committees of the Senate or 
House of Representatives, or joint com- 
mittees thereof, or hereafter filed by em- 
ployees of such committees, shall be 
transmitted by the Secretary of the Sen- 
ate and the Clerk of the House, respec- 
tively, to the Civil Service Commission 
for investigation as to the loyalty and 
security of such persons as Government 
employees: Provided further, That in the 
event the Civil Service Commission dis- 
covers evidence of disloyalty or that any 
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such person may be a security risk, the 
matter shall then be referred to the Fed- 
eral Bureau of Investigation for a full 
field investigation: Provided further, 
That the report of such investigation 
shall be filed with the chairman of the 
committee employing the person with 
respect to whom such investigation is 
made.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. That com- 
pletes the committee amendments. The 
bill is open to further amendment. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
send to the desk an amendment and ask 
to have it stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 
will state the amendment. 

Mr. ELLENDER. It may be necessary 
to reconsider the vote by which the com- 
mittee amendment on page 4 of the bill 
was agreed to. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the com- 
mittee amendment on page 4, in line 23, 
it is proposed to strike out “$1,529,685” 
and insert “$1,579,685.” 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, the committee amendment will 
be reconsidered, for the purpose of the 
offering of this amendment to the com- 
mittee amendment. 

: Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena- 
tor will state it, if the Senator from 
Louisiana will yield for that purpose. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield for that pur- 


pose. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Do I correctly un- 
derstand that all committee amend- 
ments have been agreed to, and that no 
amendments to them are in order? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The com- 
mittee amendments were agreed to. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the 
Senator from Louisiana yield to the Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts for a parlia- 
mentary inquiry? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield for that pur- 
pose. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. It was my un- 
derstanding that the committee amend- 
ments were, in effect, adopted en bloc; 
and I assume that in the present case 
a procedure similar to the one we fol- 
lowed yesterday in connection with the 
defense establishment appropriation bill 
will be followed, namely, that after the 
committee amendments are agreed to, 
amendments can be offered to them; in 
other words, the original adoption of the 
committee amendments will be without 
prejudice to the right of a Senator to 
offer an amendment to a committee 
amendment which has been agreed to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. That propo- 
sition was not stated; but the Chair 
thinks it is assumed that when a series 
of committee amendments are adopted 
en bloc, under those circumstances if a 
Senator wishes to have one of them re- 
considered for the purpose of offering an 
amendment to it, that may be done. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I respectfully 
say to the Chair that I think it should 
be done without requiring the process of 
reconsideration in each instance. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that that be done. 
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The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, the 
amendment I have just submitted to the 
committee amendment, and sent to the 
desk, provides an additional amount of 
$50,000 for committee employees. This 
amendment is submitted to the com- 
mittee amendment in order more or less 
to conform with the suggestion made by 
the distinguished Senator from Minne- 
sota [Mr. THYE] when he submitted an 
amendment a few days ago to the De- 
fense Establishment appropriation bill. 

As I have just mentioned, the amend- 
ment now submitted to the committee 
amendment provides for an additional 
$50,000. The Appropriations Commit- 
tee will determine the type of commit- 
tee that shall be set up along the lines 
suggested by the resolution submitted 
by the distinguished Senator from Min- 
nesota. 

I now yield the floor. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I am very 
happy to see that the Appropriations 
Committee has approved such a proposal 
as will enable the committee to obtain 
and to hire not only the auditors and in- 
spectors necessary, but also an additional 
staff for the Appropriations Committee, 


to enable that committee to ascertain _ 


how the expenditures are made and 
whether the Government is actually re- 
ceiving a dollar’s worth of goods or serv- 
ices for each dollar which is appro- 
priated. 

Such an arrangement will enable, if 
the Appropriations Committee sees fit, 
the establishment of a subcommittee of 
the Appropriations Committee, and that 
subcommittee then could be adequately 
staffed in order to make examinations 
and to determine whether the funds ap- 
propriated for the vast expansion of 
the defense of the country are properly 
expended. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. THYE. I am happy to yield to the 
distinguished Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. As I understand 
the Senator’s resolution, it applies only 
to the Defense Establishment. 

Mr. THYE.. In the event the pending 
amendment to the committee amend- 
ment is adopted, the Appropriations 
Committee will have authority to decide, 
in its discretion, to what extent such 
investigational work will be carried on. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I wish to say to the 
able Senator from Minnesota that I com- 
pliment him for his resolution. For quite 
a long time I have been laboring under 
the conviction that such a committee is 
needed by both Appropriations Com- 
mittees to cover all appropriations; in 
fact, I believe we need a joint commit- 
tee on the budget to study the budget the 
year around and to follow through on all 
appropriations measures and to report 
to the Appropriations Committees—in 
other words, to serve as a service commit- 
tee to the two Appropriations Commit- 
tees. 

As the able Senator from Minnesota 
knows, as a member of the Appropria- 
tions Committee, too often—in fact, al- 
most constantly—we are confronted with 
the testimony of the heads of agencies 
and their staffs who wish to have money 
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to spend. Yet, we have no evidence, no 
investigation, and no source of informa- 
tion, in order to be able to have the other 
side of the question presented. Such 
information, of course, would be most 
helpful to the Appropriations Commit- 
tees. At present, we are largely com- 
pelled to act on ex parte evidence, with- 
out adequate information from our 
sources of inquiry to justify the appro- 
priations. In short, the presentation is 
largely one-sided; and either we have 
to act on ex parte testimony or we have 
to act arbitrarily in making reductions 
without having much information, in 
fact, upon which to base reductions. 

So the present step is definitely in the 
right direction. However, I have 
thought that it would be much better to 
set up one joint committee for that 
purpose, just as we have a Joint Commit- 
tee on Internal Revenue Taxation. It 
seems to me we should have a joint com- 
mittee to service both of the Appropria- 
tions Committees, not only in regard to 
Defense Establishment appropriations, 
but in regard to all appropriations, so 
as to cover the entire governmental 
budget. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, while the 
procedure now suggested will serve for 
the time being as we expand the de- 
fense program, it will be left to the dis- 
cretion of the Appropriations Commit- 
tee to determine whether such work will 
be extended to all budgetary expendi- 
tures or whether it will be confined 
Strictly to defense items. 

However, I believe that the recom- 
mendations and the suggestion made by 
the very able and distinguished Senator 
from Arkansas are correct. Heretofore 
we have always held a post mortem in 
regard to how the funds were expended, 
rather than to check on the expendi- 
tures while they were being made and, 
if we found that they were being made 
incorrectly, to correct them then and 
there, rather than later to criticize some- 
one for doing what we subsequently 
might find to be wrong. Certainly it 
would be better to stop any incorrect pro- 
cedures while they were being carried 
on. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I 
commend the Senator from Minnesota 
for his approach to this matter and for 
the resolution. But I invite his con- 
sideration of Senate bill 913 which would 
establish a joint committee in this field. 
The only purpose of having a joint com- 
mittee for that purpose is to avoid dupli- 
cation. 

Mr. THYE. Yes. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. In other words, 
the information it could obtain, which 
would be valuable to the Senate Appro- 
priations Committee, would also be val- 
uable to the House Appropriations Com- 
mittee. If each Appropriations Commit- 
tee were to set up a separate and in- 
dependent staff adequate to serve it, it 
occurs to me that would result in a du- 
plication of both personnel and expendi- 
tures, which could be avoided by having 
a joint committee. 

I thank the Senator. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, the amendment submitted by 
the Senator from Louisiana to the com- 
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mittee amendment on page 4, in line 23, 
is agreed to. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
desire to speak on this amendment to 
the committee amendment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
withdraws his announcement. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, a 
few days ago, during the consideration 
of the military appropriation bill, H. R. 
5054, there was discussion regarding the 
need for an adequate force in the Appro- 
priations Committee to examine in de- 
tail the estimates of appropriations. 

A point of order was made against the 
amendment offered at that time by the 
distinguished Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. THYE] and other Senators. I was 
glad to have joined in that proposal, as 
I had previously joined with the Senator 
from Minnesota on a previous resolu- 
tion to have that result accomplished. 

It was pointed out then by the Sen- 
ator from Michigan that the committee 
had authority to employ an unlimited 
number of staff members. In that con- 
nection I quote now from the rule: 

The committee “is authorized to ap- 
point such a staff, in addition to the 
clerks thereof and assistants for the 
minority, as such committee, by ma- 
jority vote, shall determine to ba neces- 
sary.” 

That authority, of course, is contained 
in the Legislative Reorganization Act of 
1946, and appears on pages 159 and 160 
of the rules of the Senate. 

This matter of further staff assistance 
was considered earlier today at a meet- 
ing of the Senate Appropriations Com- 
mittee, and it was agreed that there 
should be offered this amendment pro- 
viding an additional $50,000 for an ex- 
panded staff in the Committee on Appro- 
priations, to examine into the estimates 
of appropriations. The assignment of 
this additional personnel to duties in 
connection with the various appropria- 
tions will, of course, be decided by the 
chairman of the committee and the 
committee; but, in this connection, I 
should like to offer a few comments. 

The committee has considered bills 
thus far containing estimates for ap- 
propriations totaling $73,619,254,041, of 
which the largest.was, of course, the bill 
making appropriations for military func- 
tions, $57,679,625,700. For the staff work 
on the military bill one member is as- 
signed. A remark in the Recorp the 
other day during the course of debate on 
the military bill was amusingly revealing, 
when it was observed that the staff work- 
ing on the bill had stepped into the cloak- 
room for a moment. He had gone alone. 

One staff member is assigned to work 
on the independent offices bill and the 
agricultural bill, with estimates, respec- 
tively, of $6,837,902,465 and $820,205,546. 
Another staff member is assigned to work 
on the civil functions bill and the Labor- 
Federal Security bill, with estimates, re- 
spectively, of $662,437,843, and $2,744,- 
253,760. 

One man is assigned to work on the 
District of Columbia bill and on the 
Treasury-Post Office bill, with estimates 
of $140,586,650 and $2,958,425,000, re- 
spectively. 

One member is assigned to work on the 
Interior Department bill, with estimates 
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of $546,186,000, and one member is as- 
signed to work on the State, Justice, 
Commerce, and Judiciary bill, with es- 
timates of $1,258,296,141. This member 
is also assigned to work on the foreign- 
aid bill, which has not yet been consid- 
ered by the committee. 

The legislative bill is handled by Mr. 
Everard Smith, chief clerk of the com- 
mittee, in addition to his numerous other 
duties; and when I say “numerous other 
duties,” I mean a great number of duties. 
I do not really see how Mr. Smith is able 
to carry the great burden he has and 


the work which he must undertake to do 


for the committee. That is likewise true 
of the other members of the staff of the 
Appropriations Committee, and is the 
point of these remarks. The estimates 
for the legislative bill were $81,921,586. 

Let us summarize these assignments. 
One man is assigned to work on the mili- 
tary functions bill. It is, of course, ab- 
surd to expect this employee—and Mr. 
Hewitt is a very able and competent 
man—to examine into estimates totaling 
nearly $60,000,000,000. To do an ade- 
quate job would, of course, require the 
services of scores of technicians. The 
committee will not, of course, consider 
the addition of such a large number of 
employees, but the least it could do would 
be to assign three or four men, with 
clerical help, to make a far more ade- 
quate examination into the estimates 
than we are able to have at present. 

We have one man working on the 
State, Justice, Commerce, and the Judi- 
ciary bill. We should have a number 
of men assigned to work on the State 
Department estimates, alone. 

The same situation obtains with re- 
spect to other assignments. No Mem- 
ber should have to work on more than 
one bill, and there should be several men, 
many men, in fact, working on most, if 
not all, of the bills. 

It is the considered judgment of the 
Senator from Michigan that the Appro- 
priations Committee is really neglecting 
its trust in not examining in more de- 
tail into the requests for public money. 
The committee has authority, which I 
have cited, to add any number of em- 
ployees, and before the work starts on 
the 1953 budget I hope the committee 
will consider the matter thoroughly and 
will provide for the Members a more 
adequate source of information on which 
to determine the need for funds. 

Mr. President, while this is a long- 
neglected item, it has on many occasions 
been called to the attention of the Sen- 
ate. I think it true that the Senate has 
always been loath to add employees to 
the various committees. The Senate is 
loath to add employees to the office staffs 
of Senators to perform the functions of 
their offices. But when we consider that 
the appropriation bills are reaching 
staggering proportions, with one appro- 
priation bill.alone carrying the sum of 
$61,600,000,000; when we find that we 
will have, by taxation, to raise from the 
citizens of this great Nation another 
$6,000,000,000, which will bring the 
revenue to about $65,000,000,000 or 
$66,000,000,000; and when we find that 
we are facing a spending program in the 
next year of $85,000,000,000, and, as it 
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appears today, it will continue to be at 
the rate of $85,000,000,000, it becomes 
apparent that there is need for the Ap- 
propriations Committee, at least, to have 
an expanded staff. 

Mr. President, if one talks to any 
member of the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee of the House, or if he talks to any 
member of the Senate Finance Commit- 
tee, he will be informed, frankly, that 
the members of those committees believe 
they are scraping the bottom of the bar- 
rel in order to find revenue. And in the 
coming year we are faced with a deficit 
of $20,000,000,000. 

Mr. President, we who are members 
of the Senate Appropriations Commit- 
tee must find ways and means of get- 
ting rid of waste and inefficiency in the 
Government. Anyone who could have 
attended the session of the Joint Com- 
mittee on Reduction of Nonessential 
Federal Expenditures, this morning, pre- 
sided over by the distinguished and able 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrn], and 
who could have heard the testimony rel- 
ative to the financial status of the Gov- 
ernment and the difficulty of finding 
ways and means of carrying on the Gov- 
ernment, would have come to the con- 
clusion that it is essential to prevent in 
every way possible waste and extrava- 
gance. The security of the Nation rests. 
upon that imperative need, and the re- 
sponsibility reverts to the Appropriations 
Committees of Congress. 

I wish to compliment the distinguished 
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. McKE.L- 
Lak] upon the great work he does as 
chairman of the Senate Appropriations 
Committee. But his staff, as I think the 
distinguished Senator knows, is over- 
worked. I again pay tribute, also, to Mr. 
Everard Smith, who is present on the 
floor today, to assist us in our delibera- 
tions upon the pending bill. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I take pleasure in 
joining the Senator from Michigan in 
paying tribute to Mr. Smith. I do not 
know what we would do without him. 

Mr. FERGUSON. We simply could 
not do without him. Until recently, we 
had Mr. Cecil H. Tolbert, assistant chief 
clerk, who became ill through overwork, 
I am sure, and who had to leave the 
service of the committee. I am, there- 
fore, really delighted this morning to 


. know that the committee is to have a 


larger staff. I hope that we, who are 
members of the Senate Appropriations 
Committee, will not treat this matter 
lightly, but that we shall add sufficient 
personnel to the staff to enable us to 
function efficiently and to really see that 
for every dollar spent the Government 
receives a dollar’s worth in return. 

We are hearing a great deal about a 
pay-as-you-go tax plan, The President 
reemphasized it again the other day. 
I subscribe to the principle wholeheart- 
edly. But it appears to me that we are 
going to have a great difficulty in paying 
as we go. As I see it, the fault does not 
lie with the Congress. The Congress, I 
think, could pay as it goes. I honestly 
think there is enough sentiment in Con- 
gress for economy and efficiency and for 
a balanced budget to prevail, all other 
things being equal. But the difficulty 
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is that we are embarked not upon a pay- 
as-you-go program but a program of 
paying as the administration—that is, 
the President—wants to go. That is 
what is creating the great deficit. What 
the Congress must do today is to get the 
purse strings back to its own hands, It 
must determine the amount of money 
which is to be spent, and fix that amount 
within the ways and means we have 
of obtaining the money through a tax 
program which will not force America 
into socialism. 

Mr. President, this country is in very 
real danger of being spent and taxed 
into socialism, as I observed on the floor 
the other day. As I did the other day, 
Mr. President, I want to invite the atten- 
tion of the Senate to the fact that in the 
President’s speech at the dedication of 
the new building of the General Account- 
ing Office he expressed a philosophy 
which holds that as the national income 
of the Government goes up, the cost of 
Government must also go up. There 
never was a more fallacious argument. 
The President’s stated philosophy says 
to the American workingmen, “If you 
earn an extra dollar today, your Gov- 
ernment is entitled to come in and take 
a part of it, or all of it, to run the Gov- 
ernment, because it can spend it better 
than you can.” That is saying to the 
people that the Government comes first, 
and that they and their families come 
second. 

I do not think we can base a govern- 
ment of free people upon any such phil- 
osophy. We are trustees for the tax 
dollar. Therefore we should not feel 
that as more money is earned by indi- 
viduals we are entitled to increase the 
size of the Government and take the 
money away from them. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. AIKEN. How many employees 
does the Senator from Michigan believe 
it is necessary to have on the staff of the 
committee? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I would estimate 
that the number of persons on the staff 
would run from 10, for instance, in con- 
nection with the military appropriation 
bill, down to possibly 1 in connection 
with the District of Columbia appropria- 
tion bill. 

Mr. AIKEN. What would be the ini- 
tial cost? 

Mr. FERGUSON. It would be $50,000. 
Of course, that is just a start. 

Mr. AIKEN. I was wondering whether 
that amount of money and that sized 
staff would go very far in counteracting 
the thousands of persons employed in 
the executive departments to justify the 
needs for the money which they ask to 
have appropriated. I was wondering if 
even 40 or 50 would be sufficient to keep 
track of the money. 

Mr. FERGUSON. If we are fortunate 
enough to obtain men of the caliber now 
employed by the committee, I believe so. 
I believe that with time and resourceful- 
ness, a man added to the staff of the Ap- 
propriations Committee can save liter- 
ally millions of dollars by bringing to 
light the facts which no number of pro- 
tagonists for padded appropriations can 
dispute. He can do much to cut down 
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the swollen and padded Federal payroll, 
which is now at an all-time record high 
in dollars. The latest figures, which I 
have obtained today, show that 550,000 
employees have been added to the pay- 
roll of the Government since Korea. 
That amounts to about 1,500 a day. It 
is estimated that there are two and one- 
half million Government employees. It 
is estimated that by next year there will 
be 3,000,000. I believe that in many 
cases an employee added to the staff of 
the committee and sent to the depart- 
ments to see what is going on could pre- 
vent the employment of a great number 
of extra employees. 

Mr. AIKEN, In view of the Presi- 
dent’s speech at the dedication of the 
new General Accounting Office Building, 
and the tenor of that speech, it seems to 
me it is high time that both Congress 
and the American people should sit up 
and take notice. The President virtu- 
ally served notice on the people that 
spending was going to continue to in- 
crease, and anyone who questioned it 
was—well, whatever he wants to call 
him. I am questioning whether the 
small staff which the committee could 
set up would control the situation. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Michigan yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I desire to comment 
on the observation made by the Senator 
from Vermont by saying that I believe 
we should spend a million dollars on a 
staff, and then build it up from that 
point, so that we can get competent per- 
sonnel who will practically live in the 
departments day after day and week 
after week. Then we can obtain good 
results. Every time some newspaper 
columnist says that Congress is spending 
a little money on itself, we all run to the 
storm cellar. It is about time that the 
House and Senate stood up and spoke 
their piece and demanded that they be 
equipped and staffed. For every million 
dollars spent in that way we will come 
up with $500,000,000 in economy in Gov- 
ernment. 

Mr. AIKEN. It seems to me that if 
the General Accounting Office is not 
doing what Congress intended it to do 
some changes might be made in connec- 
tion with putting its house in order, if it 
needs to be put in order. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I commented earlier 
on the fact that the General Accounting 
Office is confined to post-audits of Gov- 
ernment spending. The law does pro- 
vide that the General Accounting Office 
could have a staff to help with this job 
of which we are speaking. But the dif- 
ficulty is that Congress will not appropri- 
ate the money to have the job done by 
the General Accounting Office. I recall 
having myself sought in the past for ap- 
propriations to the General Accounting 
Office for that purpose, but I was unsuc- 
cessful. Of course, utilizing the offices of 
the General Accounting Office is not in- 
tended to do away with the staff work 
in the Appropriations Committee itself, 
but to complement it. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. The whole difficulty, I 
think, is in connection with just two 
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fundamentals. First of all, we must have 
a sufficient number of employees, and, 
second, we must have the right kind of 
employees. On one occasion Congress 
appropriated $100,000 for such a purpose, 
but the whole thing fell by the wayside 
and resulted in nothing. There must be 
a thoroughgoing surveillance if we are 
to accomplish any good. It would be one 
of the finest things that ever happened 
in the labyrinthian character of govern- 
ment, which is getting so big that we can 
explore practically only the periphery. 

Mr, SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Michigan yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr.SALTONSTALL, Iknow the Sen- 
ator from Illinois is an experienced Mem- 
ber of Congress. Does he not think that 
the minority representatives on the com- 
mittee, whatever be their party, should 
have an opportunity to have some of the 
men assigned to them? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Of course. If the 
case is really going to be made, it will 
finally have to be made by the minority. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Michigan yield further? 

Mr. FERGUSON. Iyield. 

Mr. AIKEN. In Great Britain there is 
a “watchdog committee” which corre- 
sponds to our Committee on Expendi- 
tures in the Executive Departments. 
That committee is always controlled by 
the party which is out of power, on the 
assumption that no matter how large the 
staff and no matter how large the com- 
mittee, if the committee is in sympathy 
with the party in power the “watchdog 
committee” will not be effective in con- 
trolling expenditures. Possibly the ma- 
jority party here would agree that this 
“watchdog committee” should have on it 
a majority of members of the party out 
of power. I do not know. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator from 
Michigan has not raised the question of 
the number of employees assigned to the 
minority or to the majority. He has 
found the present staff of the Appropria- 
tions Committee most cooperative. On 
no occasion has he found any staff mem- 
ber acting except in a nonpartisan or a 
bipartisan manner. There is one man 
assigned to the minority. He is sup- 
posed to keep track of all the bills. He 
is very efficient, and has great knowledge 
of the bills. I want to acknowledge my 
special indebtedness to him in connection 
with the activities in connection with 
these bills in which I have been asso- 
ciated. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? ° 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. The Senator has 
been good enough to say that the mem- 
bers of the staff of the Appropriations 
Committee have served in a bipartisan 
manner, and that the special member of 
the staff who has been assigned to the aid 
of the minority has likewise devoted his 
time and energy in compliance with the 
terms of the Reorganization Act. Would 
the Senator not be good enough to go a 
step further and say that the members 
of the committee, the Senators who have 
been engaged in this work, have likewise 
approached their task in a nonpartisan 
and nonpo itical way? 
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Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
am pleased to say that in the great 
number of cases—perhaps I cannot say 
in all cases—there has been no politics 
in appropriations. I wish to compli- 
ment the distinguished Senator from 
Wyoming and the distinguished chair- 
man of the Committee on Appropriations, 
and all the other members of the com- 
mittee, for being as nonpartisan as is 
possible under the circumstances, If I 
may say so, this applies also to the Sen- 
ator from Michigan as well as the other 
Republican members of the committee. 
But we have different views, we have 
different ideas about what appropria- 
tions should be made and for what pur- 
pose they should be made. I do not treat 
that as purely politics. But naturally 
it can be noted that at times there might 
be a slight tinge of politics in the urging 
of an appropriation or in the objection 
to a proposed appropriation. 

Mr. OMAHONEN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator not yield again so that I 
may ask him a question? 

Mr. FERGUSON, Yes, I am glad to 
yield. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Will the Senator 
not at least concede that in the handling 
of the huge Defense Department appro- 
priation bill, which was passed yester- 
day by a vote of 79 to 0, partisanship was 
conspicuous by its absence? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I will agree to that 
absolutely, and I am very glad the Sen- 
ator has made that point clear. 

Mr, O’MAHONEY. I am very grate- 
ful. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I would say that in 
the great majority of cases involving ap- 
propriations politics is absent. That is 
not to say that political considerations 
are never involved. What I am seeking 
to emphasize is that I do not believe 
members of the committee are motivated 
by mean, partisan political considera- 
tions. When I refer to political judg- 
ments I use the word “political” in its 
proper sense. Of course, a Senator has 
a philosophy of government which he is 
supporting, and if we have differences 
they revolve around those differences in 
philosophy. , 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Surely there can 
be no complaint about that. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I am not talking 
about the other kind of politics, which 
the outside public refers to as being 
mean, and petty, and so forth. 

Mr. MCKELLAR. Or pork barrel. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Yes. I am not 
talking about that. I am talking about 
the high standard of political philosophy. 

Mr. McKELLAR. If the Senator will 
permit me, I should like to ask him a 
question. As I came into the Chamber 
he was talking about the staff of the 
Committee on Appropriations, and what 
fine men they were. He paid them a 
compliment which, in my judgment, is 
well deserved. I approve all the Senator 
said in that regard. But the Senator did 
not speak of one attribute which I think 
ought to be mentioned. We have never 
had the slightest dishonesty of any kind 
in that committee since I have been a 
member of it and since the Senator from 
Michigan has been a member. Iam sure 
the Senator from Michigan will agree to 
that statement. 
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Mr. FERGUSON. I do agree to that 
statement. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I thank the Sen- 
ator. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I complimented 
every member of the staff, and I also 
wanted to say that the members of the 
staff did not act from political motives 
at all. 

Mr. McKELLAR. That is true. 

Mr. FERGUSON. That they are most 
helpful to both the majority and mi- 
nority members in giving facts and in- 
formation. I have never worked with a 
better staff of men. 

Mr. MeKELLAR. I think that one of 
the finest things that can be said of the 
employees of the committee is that there 
has never been the slightest suggestion 
of dishonesty of any kind, nature, or de- 
scription, express or implied, with respect 
to them. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I agree with that 
statement completely. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I again thank the 
Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I may say that what 
the Senator from Tennessee has just 
spoken of was a matter which did not 
enter my mind, because no question has 
ever been raised concerning that subject. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I am sure of that. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Michigan yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. Iam glad to yield. 

Mr. THYE. In connection with the 
discussion of the committee staff, and the 
qualifications of its members, and so 
forth, I wish to say that as a junior 
member of the Appropriations Commit- 
tee, having sat through committee hear- 
ings for many months, in all the sessions 
the Appropriations Committee has held 
since I became a member I have recog- 
nized that the staff is doing a tremendous 
amount of research, study, and work in 
the development of the recommendations 
to the committee relative to the various 
items in the appropriation bills. But I 
also recognize that the committee is in- 
adequately staffed. We have not pro- 
vided sufficient funds adequately to staff 
the committee. The committee members 
are not only serving on the Appropria-. 
tions Committee itself, but are serving 
on other important committees. There- 
fore, the committee members must 
divide their time and study and personal 
attention between appropriations and 


‘legislative measures. 


Having served on the Committee on 
Appropriations since the first of the year, 
I can say with respect to the committee 
staff that one cannot detect to what 
political party the members of the staff 
belong. They try to serve the members 
of the committee to the best of their 
ability at all times. They are able and 
capable men. 

I am glad to say, for the information 
of the citizens of this land, that in the 
brief time I have served on the Appro- 
priations Committee I have not recog- 
nized much if any politics in committee 
sessions. The committee studies the 
questions involved, and endeavors to get 
the facts concerning the items in the 
appropriation bills. 

The only reason in the world why I 
am endeavoring to have a watchdog 
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committee set up is that I recognize that 
the Committee on Appropriations itself 
is working longer and harder than men 
should be required or expected to work. 
I =ecognize that the members of the 
staff are driving themselves far beyond 
their physical endurance over a period 
of years—beyond what they should be 
compelled to endure. So, for that rea- 
son, when we are expanding our defense 
appropriations and our defense develop- 
ment; when we know that contracts will 
be let all over the continent, as well as 
in Europe; when we know that they will 
be let in a hurried and emergency man- 
ner; when we know that the General 
Accounting Office can only hold a post 
mortem on what has been done; when 
we realize the great expansion in Gov- 
ernment and in the expenditures neces- 
sary to be made, when we know that 
as a committee it can often receive only 
a post mortem over what has happened, 
it seems to me that we might well estab- 
lish a watchdog committee that could 
function when contracts were let, while 
the work was being done, and observe 
how it was being done, what was being 
expended, and whether we could in some 
manner curtail and economize. 

I am indeed happy that the Appro- 
priaticns Committee this morning ap- 
proved the amount of $50,000 as an ad- 
ditional appropriation for the purpose of 
expanding the staff of the Appropriations 
Committee. The committee has the 
jurisdictional right to appoint a sub- 
committee and place someone specifi- 
cally in charge as chairman, to proceed 
to advise and to werk with the com- 
mittee staff that will be employed by 
this additional fund, to make inspections 
and audits and conduct the supervision 
necessary respecting how government 
funds are expended, whether it be in 
the Department of Defense or in any 
other Federal agency of Government. 
I am indeed grateful that the Appro- 
priations Committee acted as it did this 
morning-and approved and provided for 
the watchdog commttee within the Ap- 
propriations Committee. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Minnesota for 
having offered the amendment in be- 
half of himself and others on the fioor 
of the Senate. I thank every mem- 
ber of the Appropriations Committee for 
voting to bring the matter to the floor. 
While I believe the amount in question 
is too small, it represents a step in the 
right direction. Iam of the opinion that 
the personnel should be added slowly and 
that those who are added must be experts 
in the various kinds of work in which 
they are to engage. I know that the tax- 
payers will in the future benefit in a large 
way by what is being done today by way 
of increasing the staff of the Committee 
on Appropriations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Lone 
in the chair). The question is on agree- 
ing to the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER] 
to the committee amendment on page 4, 


‘line 23. 


The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

The amendment, as amended, was 
agreed to. 
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Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, yes- 
terday Mr. Robert J. Coar, who is Coor- 
dinator of the Joint Senate and House 
Recording Facility, asked that the Senate 
provide for an additionalengineer. This 
facility has been in existence since 1947. 
Since that time its work has trebled. Its 
staff still consists of only three engineers, 
one studio director, one bookkeeper, and 
the Coordinator. These men work as 
much as 60 hours a week. The extra 
engineer sought to be provided will re- 
lieve other members of the staff of some 
of the load of work. 

Mr. President, this facility is self-sus- 
taining. It will be recalled that several 
years ago the Congress advanced money 
to purchase the facility. Today the net 
worth of the facility is $153,535.45, with 
cash in bank amounting to more than 
$100,000. 

In connection with the amendment 
which I am sending to the desk for im- 
mediate consideration, I ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the RECORD at 
this point as a part of my remarks the 
letter to me by Mr. Coar, in justification 
of the amendment. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 

August 24, 1951. 

Memo to Senator ALLEN J. ELLENDER. 

Re Joint Senate and House Recording Facil- 
ity request for one additional engineer 
on the Senate payroll. 

Since the establishment of this facility in 
1947, with an original staff of three engineers, 
one studio director, and one bookkeeper, all 
on the House payroll, and the Coordinator 
on the Senate payroll, the amount of work 
and dollar volume of business done after the 
first year of operation has trebled, with no 
increase in personnel. 

During the last year because of the greatly 
expanded amount of work involved to prop- 
erly service 38 Senators and approximately 
150 House Members, we have lost 3 of our 
engineers due to the low scale of pay and 
due to the fact that it has been necessary 
to work from 58 to 60 hours per week. 

Attached hereto is a balance sheet cover- 
ing the operation of the facility as of July 
$1, 1951. A monthly audit is made of the 
books of this facility and copies of same are 
submitted to the Secretary of the Senate 
and to the Clerk of the House. I feel that 
our pride in the operation is justifiable, 
since, in the short period of time the facility 
has been in existence, it is now worth $153,- 
535.45, with cash in the Government account 
in the amount of $103,569.16. 

I should like to call your attention to the 
amount of current assets, not including the 
equipment valued at $126,651.73. 

Our total payroll covering all employees 
paid by the House and the Senate does not 
exceed $27,000 annually. With these figures 
in mind it can be readily seen that the facil- 
ity is completely self-supporting and that it 
requires no taxpayers’ money for its opera- 
tion. 

Our weekly individual shipments of broad- 
casts amount to approximately 700 platters 
and tapes, each of which require individual 
checking, wrapping, and delivering to the 
post office for airmail special delivery service 
and the appropriate charges made to each 
Member's account. 

I have just been advised by one of my en- 
gineers that because of the long hours and 
the inadequate salary that he must leave 
as of October 1, even though he is happy 
here and would like to remain. (I am en- 
closing a copy of his letter to me.) 

The request is made that one additional 
engineer be allowed to be placed on the Sen- 
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ate payroll at a base salary of $2,280 per 
annum or $3,806.78 per year. After a careful 
check of the rates of pay for similar positions 
in private enterprise it was ascertained that 
the current wage scale which includes the 
amount requested for the new man are 
slightly less than two-thirds of the wage 
scale for similar positions in private industry. 

It hag been our experience that in cam- 
paign years the service is used by at least 
30 to 35 percent more Members, therefore, 
with the coming year we anticipate an in- 
crease in volume in the aforementioned 
percent, not including any motion-picture 
activity for television or other purposes. 

Your aid in assisting us in the above mat- 
ters will be greatly appreciated and should 
the committee approve this request I am 
sure that various delays which of necessity 
have been placed on the Senators who use 
this service can be eliminated. 

Respectfully yours, 
ROBERT J. COAR, 
Coordinator. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Louisiana will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 3, 
line 2, in the committee amendment 
after the word “Secretary”, it is proposed 
to orin out “$364,850” and insert “$367,- 
706.” 

On page 3, line 5, in the committee 
amendment, before the word “secre- 
tary”, it is proposed to insert “engineer, 
jointly recording facility, $2,280”. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendments will be con- 
sidered en bloc. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER] to the com- 
mittee amendment, 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreec to. 

The amendment as amended was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I am 
about to offer an amendment to this 
appropriation bill in relation to chauf- 
feurs. I appreciate that the Senate has 
very few chauffeurs. I am aware of the 
fact that those who have had chauffeurs 
assigned to them have justifiably felt 
that they were entitled to them because 


of the nature of the work. I do not 


mean to discredit the justification which 
they feel. 

In comparison with the number of 
chauffeurs assigned to other Government 
agencies, it might be said that the num- 
ber in the Senate is insignificant. How- 
ever, the Senator from Michigan and the 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
BripGEs] who agrees to this amendment, 
raised the question before the commit- 
tee, and we therefore raise it before the 
Senate in order that we may have a vote 
on the question. I believe that it would 
be unfair to ask, as we have done on 
other appropriation bills, that the execu- 
tive departments do away with chauf- 
feurs, aside from the chauffeurs assigned 
to Cabinet officers, and not ask the legis- 
lative branch to do the same thing. 

The Senator from Michigan feels that 
the military is overstaffed so far as 
chauffeurs are concerned. However, the 
number involved and the fact that they 
are operating all over the world make 
it impossible to go into that question as 
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thoroughly as we wish at the present 
time. It is indicated by the committee 
that a study of this question as it relates 
to the military will be made. I hope 
that by next year we can come forward 
with a proposal which will eliminate a 
great number of chauffeurs in that 
agency. Likewise I am hopeful that in 
another year we will be able to bring 
this transportation question under con- 
trol in the executive branch at large. 

While we are considering only two or 
three persons in this particular case, the 
principle involved is important. If Con- 
gress is to ask the other departments 
to eliminate those whose duties consist 
of being chauffeurs or drivers for Gov- 
ernment-owned passenger motor vehi- 
cles, in consistency and justice we should 
apply similar rules to the legislative 
branch. 

I am sending to the desk an amend- 
ment which would be known as section 
108. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Michigan will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 42, 
between lines 17 and 18, it is proposed to 
insert a new section, as follows: 

Sec. 108. No part of any appropriation con- 
tained in this act shall be used to pay the 
compensation of any employee of the Gov- 
ernment whose duties consist of acting as 
chauffeur or driver of any Government 
owned passenger motor vehicle, and any 
funds appropriated in this act for any such 
purposes shall be covered into the Treasury 
as miscellaneous receipts. The provisions of 
this section shall not apply to any person 
whose duties consist of acting as chauffeur 
for the Vice President of the United States, 
the Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
or the attending physician of the Capitol. 


Mr. FERGUSON. The amendment 
provides that this section shall not apply 
to any person whose duties consist of 
acting as chauffeur for the Vice Presi- 
dent of the United States. The Senator 
from Michigan feels that the Vice Presi- 
dent should have a chauffeur, inasmuch 
as Cabinet officers were excepted. Also 
the Speaker of the House of Representa- 
tives should have a chauffeur, as well 
as the attending physician of the Capi- 
tol, whose duties call him to the aid of 
Senators or employees, as well as to the 
naval hospital. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Michi- 
gan [Mr. FERGUSON] to the committee 
amendment. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
was hopeful that the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Michigan would not press this 
amendment, in view of the fact that, 
first, the subcommittee as well as the 
full committee considered the matter, 
and both the subcommittee and the full 
committee decided against such an 
amendment. 

I do not see why we should deny to 
the majority leader and the minority 
leader chauffeurs to operate their cars. 
Those two men work late hours, as we 
all know. They have many other du- 
ties to perform, which other Senators 
do not have to perform. They attend 
many functions. They are invited here 
and there because of their positions. 
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As to the Architect of the Capitol, who 
is another officer of the Senate who 
would be affected, Mr. Lynn, in addition 
to the work he does as Architect of the 
Capitol, has the care of buildings and 
grounds in the legislative group, as well 
as the care of the Supreme Court Build- 
ing, the Court of Claims, Columbia 
Hospital, the Court of Appeals Building, 
and the District of Columbia Court 
House. He is also a zoning commis- 
sioner. He has many functions to per- 
form other than his duties on Capitol 
Hill. His many functions require the 
use of an automobile. 

As the Senator from Michigan knows, 
there is also a car which is used primar- 
ily for the benefit of Senators. It has a 
chauffeur. If this amendment is adopt- 
ed we shall have to do away with that 
car altogether. 

To say the least, I think this is more 
or less “humming-bird seed” that we are 
trying to save the taxpayers. I hope 
the amendment will be rejected. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I should like to make a few observations 
with respect to what the Senator from 
Louisiana has said. 

In connection with all other amend- 
ments relating to the elimination of 
chauffeurs I have voted with the Senator 
from Michigan. I voted against him in 
the committee on this amendment, and 
shall do so now, for a very simple reason. 

I consider his amendment to be im- 
practicable. There are six chauffeurs 
involved. The Senator’s amendment 
would eliminate four of them. It would 
eliminate the chauffeur of the majority 
leader, the chauffeur of the minority 
leader, and the chauffeur of the Archi- 
tect of the Capitol, as well as the chauf- 
feur of the general car. If there is one 
general passenger car for all Senators, 
certainly it must have a chauffeur. If 
the majority leader and the minority 
leader are to have cars, then it seems to 
me that the value of such cars is very 
greatly lessened unless there is someone 
to drive them. As a practical matter, 
the cars of the majority leader and the 
minority leader are 1947 chauffeur- 
driven cars. If the chauffeurs are elimi- 
nated, the cars will have to be eliminated, 
or a new type of car will have to be 
purchased. I do not believe that the 
majority leader should be expected to 
drive a car designed to be chauffeur- 
driven. I do not believe he could drive 
it himself. Neither should he be ex- 
pected to ask his wife to drive it, or to 
ask one of the clerks in his office to 
drive it. 

It seems to me that in this instance, 
regardless of Congress not doing to itself 
what it is asking other departments to 
do, the Senate should not adopt the 
amendment. As I say, it is an imprac- 
tical amendment in the way it has been 
drawn. If we should eliminate the cars, 
let us do that. I am not sure that the 
majority leader and the minority leader 
should have cars, but we have voted year 
after year that they should have them. 
So long as they have the cars they should 
have chauffeurs to drive them. So long 
as there is a general car for all Senators, 
someone must drive it, or else it will not 
last long. 
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So far as the Architect of the Capitol 
is concerned, he is a distinguished gen- 
tleman who has been in Government 
service for a great many years. If he 
must use a car in his duties during the 
day, he must hav> someone to drive it for 
him and to park it. Otherwise it is of 
no use to him. I ask that the amend- 
ment be defeated. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Les. 

Mr. HAYDEN. I should like to ask 
the Senator from Massachusetts if he 
does not feel as I do about the responsi- 
bility that we impose upon the majority 
and minority leaders, in that they are 
required to remain on the floor of the 
Senate practically all day long. As 
everyone knows, it is hard and tiresome 
work to be on the floor of the Senate all 
day long. Therefore, it would seem to 
me that if anyone is entitled to have 
someone drive him home at the end of a 
hard day's work, it would be the minority 
leader and the majority leader. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I agree with the 
Senator from Arizona. I shall take this 
opportunity, in answering the Senator 
from Arizona, to commend the Senator 
from Michigan [Mr. Frercuson] on his 
consistency. He is doing the only thing 
that he could do, having proposed sim- 
ilar amendments to other appropriation 
bills. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, this ques- 
tion was discussed in the Committee on 
Appropriations. I commend the senior 
Senator from Michigan [Mr. FERGUSON] 
for his effort to reduce the number of 
Federal employees and for his effort to 
bring about economy in Government. I 
have supported him in quite a number of 
his efforts to bring about such economies. 

The only reason I do not support him 
now is that I do not believe the amend- 
ment is a practical one. In the first 
place, the Senator from Massachusetts 
made mention of the fact that the cars in 
question are chauffeur-driven automo- 
biles. In other words, there is a glass 
partition between the front and rear 
seats. The majority leader and the mi- 
nority leader would look very strange 
sitting in the front seat separated from 
their wives by a glass partition. It would 
be necessary, therefore, to dispose of the 
cars at great sacrifice. 

The second point I wish to make is 
with respect to the general car. I am 
in the Senate in my fifth year; this is the 
14th day of September, and up to this 
time I have never ridden in that general 
car. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator from 
Minnesota probably did not know that 
there was such a car. 

Mr. THYE. In fact, I did not know it. 
I personally would have asked several 
times that it be used to drive me from 
the airport when I was in a hurry to get 
to the Senate to cast my vote. The Sen- 
ate always seems to be considering major 
legislation on a day that I have an ap- 
pointment to get to Minnesota for a 
meeting. That is the situation today. I 
am due to leave at 5:30 to go to Minne- 
sota. I presume that we will talk about 
this bill, and that we will be voting on 
the postal employees salary increase bill 
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about the time that I should be getting 
aboard a plane. I hope debate will come 
to an end soon, so that we can vote on 
the postal pay increase bill. 

I come back to the amendment offered 
by the distinguished Senator from Mich- 
igan [Mr. Fercuson]. The fact of the 
matter is that the cars for the majority 
leader and the minority leader are ab- 
solutely necessary. The majority leader 
and the minority leader must of neces- 
sity receive a great deal of mail. Its 
volume must be many times more than 
that of the mail received by Senators 
who do not hold such high and distin- 
guished posts. For example, the ma- 
jority leader must sit in his office late 
at night to answer his mail, after a hard 
day on the floor of the Senate. Often- 
times he is here many hours after the 
other Senators have left the Chamber 
and are back in their offices. If he must 
sit on the floor until the last speech 
has been made, surely he should be able 
to lean back in the car and not have to 
fight the traffic of the District, with 
which we are all so familiar. He should 
have that moment of relaxation. He 
may spend 30 or 40 minutes in the car 
getting back to his home after his long 
day on the floor as majority leader. The 
same thing, of course, is true of the 
minority leader. They should be given 
the right to lean back and relax, and to 
give thought to what comes tomorrow, as 
well as to what transpired today, instead 
of sitting behind the steering wheel, 
fighting traffic. 

Mr. President, I believe we can econ- 
omize in a great many other ways than 
by endeavoring to economize on this 
small item, which amounts to less than 
$10,000, by putting these men in the 
position of having to drive their own 
cars after they have spent many long 
hours on the floor of the Senate as min- 
ority leader or majority leader. 

Insofar as the Architect is concerned, 
if he must go from one place to another 
in the District of Columbia, to examine 
and note the course of construction and 
alterations, as Architect of the Capitol 
and for other agencies of the Govern- 
ment, I believe that he, too, should be 
able to sit back and not be asked to fight 
traffic in the District. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I hope that 
the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Michigan will be defeated. Even 
when I ask that it be defeated I still 
commend the distinguished Senator 
from Michigan for his efforts in bring- 
ing economy to government. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, ap- 
parently this is not a very popular 
amendment in the Senate at this time. 
The Senator from Michigan simply feels 
that if we are to eliminate chauffeurs in 
the various departments we should do 
likewise with the Senate. He is entirely 
sympathetic with the burden carried by 
the majority and minority leaders. But 
if it is a matter of prestige, may I point 
out that the courts do not have chauf- 
feur-driven cars. The Supreme Court, 
including the Chief Justice, does not 
have chauffeur-driven cars. I suppose 
the practice of assigning chauffeur- 
driven cars has grown up over the years. 
Inasmuch as we have applied such 
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amendments to other departments, the 
Senator from Michigan now feels that 
we should carry through with the prin- 
ciple and have it apply also to the leg- 
islative bianch. 

With respect to the discussion about 
the impracticability of using chauffeur- 
driven models, the State of Michigan is 
a great manufacturer of cars that are 
not designed to be chauffeur driven, and 
the present cars can be readily ex- 
changed for the other type. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi- 
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. Yes. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Does the Sen- 
ator from Michigan drive up and down 
Rock Creek Parkway to and from his 
residence? 

Mr. FERGUSON. Yes; 
route I take. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I wonder if 
the Senator has had the experience 
which I have repeatedly had with respect 
to the difficulty of fighting traffic up 
and down Rock Creek Parkway because 
of the number cf Government cars, 
either soldier driven or chauffeur driven, 
which use the parkway. I notice that 
these cars, which I assume are paid for 
by the Government, are not occupied 
by male public officials at all. They 
seem to be full of women and children. 
If I happen to be a little late in the 
morning, they turn off in the downtown 
section of Washington in a great many 
cases. 


Perhaps the drastic traffic problem in 
Washington could be relieved somewhat 
if we were a little more economical in 
the granting of cars. Iam not referring 
particularly to any of the cars embraced 
in the Senator’s amendment. I want to 
be sincere about it. The general use of 
Government cars in Weshington in the 
few short years I have been here, seems 
to have increased. In the last 6 or 
7 years that I have used the road I 
mentioned, it seems to me that the num- 
ber of Gcvernment plates on automo- 
biles has increased, and I believe that the 
chauffeur-uniform business in Washing- 
ton must be very profitable because of 
the great number of chauffeurs. This 
may be somewhat of an exaggeration, 
but it seems to me that there are a tre- 
mendous number of Government chauf- 
feurs, and I think the Senator from 
Michigan is attempting to perform a 
real service in connection with the en- 
tire chauffeur and Government-provided 
automobile business in the Government 
service. 

This is not the first time the Senator 
has brought up this matter, for he has 
been directing his attention to this sit- 
uation for some time. 

I wish to commend him and to assure 
him that so far as concerns this assign- 
ment and practically all other assign- 
ments of chauffeur-driven automobiles 
and special automobiles in the Govern- 
ment service, I wish to support the prin- 
ciple of his amendment, and I believe he 
is doing a good work in that connection. 

Of course there are some public offi- 
cials who absolutely require the services 
of an automobile and of someone to 
drive it. I do not deny that; but I com- 


that is the 
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mend the Senator from Michigan on the 
principle he is attempting to pursue. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I appreciate the 
kind words of the Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. KEM. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. KEM. Some time ago the Sena- 
tor disclosed in the Senate that there 
were more than 7,000 chauffeurs on the 
Government payroll. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Yes, approximate- 
ly 7,800. 

Mr. KEM. Yes. Some bills have been 
passed for the purpose of reducing that 
number. I wish to ask the Senator how 
far we have gotten in that direction. 

Mr. FERGUSON. We have not yet 
had a report on the effect of those meas- 
ures. 

Mr. KEM. Can the Senator estimate 
what has been done? 

Mr. FERGUSON. 
time. 

Mr. KEM. I wish to say that I think 
the Senator from Michigan is doing a 
fine job, and I believe the people are with 
him. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Michigan. 
[Putting the question.] 

The “noes” seems to have it. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I call 
for a division. 

On a division, the amendment was re- 
jected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
are no further amendments to be pro- 
posed, the question is on the engross- 
ment of the amendments and third read- 
ing of the bill. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I sub- 
mit an amendment, which I offer and 
ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 42, be- 
tween lines 17 and 18, it is proposed to 
insert a new section, as follows: 

Sec.108. No part of any appropriation 
contained in this act shall be used in pro- 
viding barber services to Senators or other 
persons unless fees are charged for any such 


services in an amount sufficient to cover the 
cost of such services. 


On page 42, line 18, it is proposed to 
strike out “Sec. 108” and insert in lieu 
thereof “Src. 109.” 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, this 
is a very modest amendment; it merely 
proposes to do away with free haircuts 
and free shaves for Members of the 
Senate. 

The idea came to me yesterday when 
I had a much-needed haircut in the Sen- 
ate barber shop. After I had finished, 
I reflected on the fact that that was 
at the expense of the taxpayers, and that 
our incomes are ample to enable us to 
pay for our own haircuts and shaves. 

Mr. President, the Senate barber shop 
is a very pleasant social club, but I do 
not think we need it. Since we have 
been imposing economy on others, I 
think the adoption of this amendment 
would be a good indication for us to give 
to the country that we are willing to 
make our sacrifices, too, and to pay a 


I cannot at this 
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dollar or a dollar and a quarter to get 
a haircut. 3 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I note, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that this amendment does not re- 
fer to the Senator from Arizona. 
(Laughter. ] 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I wish 
to compliment the Senator from Illinois 
upon the excellent haircut he obtained 
yesterday. [Laughter.] 

I should like to state that the sub- 
ject matter of the Senator’s amendment 
is not new. I can very well remember 
that when I first came to the Senate, a 
very active reporter in the Press Gal- 
lery decided that Senators must pay for 
their haircuts. He wrote article after 
article on that subject for the newspa- 
pers. At that time, being a new Sena- 
tor, I was somewhat disturbed by the 
publicity and inquired of some of the 
other Senators to see what might be 
done about it. 

I went to the Honorable William Edgar 
Borah, late a Senator from Idaho, who 
then had been in the Senate a long time 
and was very highly respected. I asked 
him what we should do. Senator Borah 
said, “You tell that reporter to go to the 
devil. I want the same service that was 
received here by Henry Clay and John C. 
Calhoun.” [Laughter.] 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, if I 
remember correctly, the portrait which 
hangs in the anteroom here would in- 
dicate that Calhoun seldom visited the 
barber. [Laughter.] 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Illinois. 
{Putting the question.] 

The amendment was rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no further amendment to be proposed, 
the question is on the engrossment of 
the amendments and the third reading 
of the Dill. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed, and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall it pass? 

The bill (H. R. 4496), was passed. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate insist upon its 
amendments, request a conference 
thereon with the House of Representa- 
tives, and that the Chair appoint the 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. ELLEN- 
DER, Mr. CHAvez, Mr. McKELLAR, Mr. 
Brinces, and Mr. SaLroxsrALL conferees 
on the part of the Senate. 


INCREASED PAY IN POST OFFICE 
DEPARTMENT 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of Senate bill 355, Calen- 
dar No. 662. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be stated by title. 

The CHIEF CLERK. A bill (S. 355), 
Calendar 662, to amend the act of July 
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6, 1945, as amended, so as to reduce the 
number of grades for the various posi- 
tions under such act, and for other 
purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Arizona. 


HISTORY IS REPEATING ITSELF 


Mr. KEM. Mr. President, before the 
National Press Club in Washington, yes- 
terday, Herbert Morrison 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. KEM. I decline to yield. 

As I was saying, Mr. President, before 
the National Press Club in Washington, 
on yesterday, Herbert Morrison, the 
British Foreign Secretary, defended 
British trade with Russia and British 
recognition of Communist China as a 
practical matter. Is not it about time 
that we become practical, too? 

A few days ago American boys in 
Korea captured intact one of the Com- 
munists’ Russian-built MIG-15 jet 
fighter planes. According to the maga- 
zine Time, its engine was a British-made 
Rolls-Royce Nene. 

This poses the question that has been 
raised in the Senate before: How long 
shall we continue to arm our enemies 
through our allies? Does it make sense 
to go on giving strategic war materials 
to Western Europe, only to have these 
countries sell the same items to the 
Reds? 

The Kem amendment, passed by Con- 
gress earlier this year, was intended to 
shut off aid to Marshall plan countries in 
Western Europe selling strategic war 
materials to the Reds. If properly car- 
ried out, it would have halted this 
shameful business. Instead, President 
Truman took advantage of a built-in 
loophole, and suspended the operation 
of the amendment entirely on June 14, 
1951. Incidentally, Mr. President, that 
was just 90 days ago. Since then, the 

flood of war materials from Marshall- 
plan countries to the Chinese Reds and 
Russians has continued unchecked, and 
more than 6,000 American boys have 
been killed or wounded in Korea. 

Congress has now replaced the Kem 
amendment with the weak, discretionary 
Battle Act. The Battle Act leaves it up 
to President Truman, and, of course, this 
means Mr. Acheson, to say whether aid 
is shut off to Marshall plan countries 
which sell such items as rubber, copper, 
oil, and machine tools to the Reds. Con- 
gress has abdicated its responsibility, 
The Battle Act is “papa-knows-best” 
legislation at its worst. 

There is no doubt about what is now 
planned by the administration. Ameri- 
can aid to countries furnishing war ma- 
terials to the Reds will not be stopped. 
American boys in Korea will continue to 
be killed and wounded by war material 
furnished in part by ourselves. 

The surrender by Congress of its re- 
sponsibility was blueprinted by Mr. 
Acheson, engineered by the majority 
leadership in Congress, and launched 
with the aid of high-pressure, political 
bulldozing. 
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The New York Times of September 2, 
1951, reported: 

All that was possible was done by the 
Democratic hierarchy to hearten the timid in 
the rank and file. The Senate Democratic 
Policy Committee took an all-out position 
for the Battle bill thus making it easier for 
individual members to stand fast. 


As is well known, a bill as important 
as the Battle bill should be referred to a 
committee for a hearing, so that all who 
are interested may have an opportunity 
to present their views, pro and con. The 
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations 
held no hearings on the Battle bill. No 
witnesses were called. No opportunity 
to be heard was given the sponsors of a 
bill to strengthen the Kem amendment, 

Sooner or later the American people 
must be told why it is, despite the fact 
that the administration has had author- 
ity since September 27, 1950, to shut off 
economic aid to countries selling strate- 
gic war materials, little has been done 
except to discuss and to negotiate. If 
greater effort had been made by the 
administration to carry out the intent 
of the Congress, and less to thwart it, 
more American boys might be alive in 
Korea today. 

THE POSITION OF GREAT BRITAIN 


On August 15, 1951, Sir Hartley Shaw- 
cross, president of the British Board of 
Trade, announced that Britain had 
reached a new trade agreement with the 
Kremlin. Sir Hartley left no doubt that 
the British intend to continue to furnish 
rubber to Russia. 

No one will deny that rubber is a stra- 
tegic war material of prime importance. 
It is certain that much of the rubber 
sold by Britain to Russia goes into huild- 
ing the strength of the Red war machine. 
Without rubber, the Red army would be 
as helpless as a possum treed in a huckle- 
berry bush. With rubber the Red Army 
can roll—and perhaps roll right into 
Western Europe. 

The statement of Sir Hartley Shaw- 
cross can be given but one interpreta- 
tion. It means that his government 
considers profits to be more precious 
than human lives, that his government 
prefers accumulating British pounds to 
saving lives in Korea. I do not know 
whether the fact that 90 percent of those 
lives which are given in Korea are Amer- 
ican lives has anything to do with it. 
This is the age-old problem of property 
rights against human rights, I regret 
that the American Congress, for the time 
being at least, has alined itself on the 
Side of property rights. 

The British are asking from us two to 
three million tons of steel—a commodity 
not exactly in over supply with us. The 
indications are that the British, as 
usual, will get from our officials what 
they ask. 

The British are also continuing their 
sales of machine tools to the Soviet 
Union, more than $210,000 worth during 
the month of July 1951, alone. 

Our own production of airplanes is 
behind schedule approximately 20 per- 
cent. Machine tools are the bottleneck. 
It would be nice if some of the British 
machine tools which are being sent to 
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Russia were made to our specifications 
and delivered to the United States. 

I have reason to believe that millions 
of clear-thinking, straight-shooting 
Americans do not like what is going on. 
For example, Charles G. Calhoun, of 
Kansas City, has written me: 

I am being taxed to arm the nation I am 
being taxed to fight. This may make sense 
to Secretary of State Acheson, but not to me. 


And it does not make sense to me, 
either. 

Mr. Truman may think the exchange 
of Russian caviar for American blood to 
be in the interests of the security of the 
United States; but I do not believe the 
American people think so. Mr. Ache- 
son may consider this a fair trade, but 
the American people do not. 

HISTORY REPEATS ITSELF 


There is the old saying that history 
repeats itself.“ Our foreign planners 
never seem to learn, either from their 
own experience or from the record of the 
past. 

Fresh in memory are the shipments of 
scrap iron from the United States to 
Japan immediately before Pearl Har- 
bor—scrap iron which was later shot 
back at our boys in the bloody war in 
the Pacific. 

A year before Pearl Harbor a young 
United States merchant-marine officer 
wrote to his mother from aboard ship 
in the Pacific. I read from his letter: 

This country may go to war with Japan in 
the near future, but they will not bother 
this ship, for we have a million-dollar cargo 
of munitions for Japan. 

They put soldiers on the ship in the canal 
to protect the cargo and ships—a cargo of 
war supplies that the Japs will shoot those 
same soldiers with if they get the chance. 


I interpolate to say how prophetic 
that was. The young officer's letter con- 
tinues: 

We have lead, cotton, dies, materials for 
making airplane bombs, explosives, and 
18,000 barrels of high-octane aviation gas 
for Jap planes. 

But are the big shots cleaning up. They 
are making such huge profits it is unbe- 
lievable. 


That young man, I may say, is no 
longer in the land of the living. There 
is no reason not to quote his words. It 
can do him no harm now. 

The State Department diplomats 
turned right around and repeated the 
same tragic mistake in the case of Rus- 
sia. Under the so-called lend-lease pro- 
gram, the American people were called 
on to build up Russia’s industrial might 
and her postwar strength. 

One item typical of many others was 
a tire plant which was lifted bodily from 
the United States and transferred to 
Russia, and from which not a single tire 
was produced during the war. The ma- 
chinery and equipment were taken from 
the Ford Co.’s River Rouge plant, near 
Detroit. 

History has certainly repeated itself in 
this case. We armed Japan. Then we 
armed Russia. Now we are again arm- 


Department get? How silly can it be? 
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ing Russia. How crazy can our State 
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This is trading indirectly with our 
enemies. The President of the United 
States has had a good deal to say about 
the desirability of east-west trade in 
Europe. With no originality, he has 
called trade a two-way street. Of course, 
trade is a two-way street. That is a 
foundation principle of economics. But 
the road to a lonely grave beneath a 
white cross is a one-way street, as many 
American fathers and mothers and wives 
and children of our boys in Korea can 
testify. 

The Congress may prevent another 
world war by passing a mandatory law 
which will require the President to shut 
off aid to countries selling strategic war 
materials to Russia and Red China. 
This is our responsibility. The question 
is, Which shall Congress put first, Euro- 
pean trade and European profits or the 
safety and welfare of our sons in Korea 
or elsewhere in the world? 

To continue to send aid to countries 
carrying on this vicious trade is a breach 
of faith with 81,000 American boys who 
have been killed or wounded in Korea. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. KEM. I yield. 

Mr. MALONE. I should like to ask the 
distinguished Senator from Missouri if 
the nations to which he refers are the 
same nations which continually send 
supplies to Russia and the iron-curtain 
countries in Europe, and are even now 
continuing to send supplies to Commu- 
nist China? 

Mr. KEM. Yes. The trade continues. 
There can be no doubt about that. Gen- 
eral MacArthur told the congressional 
committees that it was war materials 
that had been shipped to Communist 
China through Hong Kong that enabled 
the Communists to mount their offen- 
sive. Admiral Sherman testified that 
the shipment of these war materials to 
countries behind the iron curtain was 
injuring the security of the United States, 
I do not see how there could be any bet- 
ter evidence than the testimony of those 
two great military men given under oath. 
The question is, What are we going to do 
about it? 

Mr. MALONE, This is the same mat- 
ter which was debated extensively on 
the Senate floor not very long ago when 
we examined the bill designed to repeal 
the Kem-Malone-Wherry amendment, 
which would have effectively stopped 
such trade with Russia and her satellites, 
except for the provision put in by the 
conference committee, giving the Presi- 
dent discretionary powers. 

Mr. KEM. The Senator refers, of 
course, to the Battle bill? The Battle 
bill repealed the Kem-Malone-Wherry 
amendment. 

ISOLATIONISM VERSUS COMMON SENSE 

Mr. MALONE. That is correct. 

Mr. KEM. The Battle bill was a weak, 
discretionary bill. The Battle Act is a 


weak, discretionary act. Every Member . 


of the Congress who voted for the Battle 


bill shares the responsibility of permit- ` 


ting the President to continue to send aid 


to countries that are engaged in this 


shameful and vicious traffic. 
Mr. MALONE. 


Is not the question 
one of deciding whether we shall accept, 
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the ultimatum by Great Britain to the 
effect that it is going to have this trade 
and is going to continue to arm Russia 
and her satellites? England’s demands 
for our continued help without any re- 
strictions is an insult to our people. 

There has arrived in Washington on 
schedule, as was predicted by the junior 
Senator from Nevada, a delegation from 
England to demand that her payments 
be delayed and also that additional 
money be granted. 

This morning’s newspapers carried the 
announcement that the trade balance 
position of European nations is worse 
than it has ever been before. Is that cor- 
rect? 

Mr. KEM. I understand the financial 
condition of Great Britain is rapidly de- 
teriorating under its Socialist govern- 
ment. I think it is fair to say that if 
we had not bailed the British Govern- 
ment out under the Marshall plan it 
would have been bankrupt long ago. It 
would have been bankrupt or out, one 
or the other. 

I think it is interesting to note that 
when leading members of the British 
Government come to the United States 
they do not deny that the trade is go- 
ing on. They lay their cards on the 
table and say, “It is a practical matter. 
We are making money out of it.” That 
is what Mr. Morrison told the National 
Press Club yesterday. He said, “It is a 
practical matter.” 

The question I am raicing is, When 
are we going to become practical? We 
are dealing with practical men. We 
have all discovered that when we deal 
with practical men we have to be prac- 
tical. Yet we go on with this silly busi- 
ness of continuing to furnish war goods 
to the countries of Western Europe and 
let them sell the same identical items to 
our enemies. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I 
should like to ask the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Missouri if he does not believe 
that Britain “laid it on the line” with 
Iran, that Britain said, that there would 
be no more: dollars going to Iran, no 
more trade, and no more manufactured 
goods until she accepted Britain’s terms 
in the oil controversy. 

If this course had been followed by us 
in connection with trade with Russia and 
the iron-curtain countries we would have 
won the cold war by now. It is known 
that Russia could not without help pro- 
duce enough goods to improve her mili- 
tary position. If we had followed the 
course that Great Britain has now an- 
nounced for Iran, is it the thought of 
the Senator from Missouri that the cold 
war would now be several degrees colder, 
and possibly might be over by this time? 

Mr. KEM. There is irrefutable evi- 
dence that when we began to talk about 
it in the Senate the Russians began to 
get worried. They knew it was the war 
materials they were getting from West- 
ern Europe that enabled them to build 
their armament. They began to make 


representations that the trade ought not 
.to be shut off. They began to write 


plaintive letters about it. Some of them 
have been published in newspapers. 
I believe that if Congress will deal with 
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in a forthright, sensible way, it may well 
be that we can prevent world war III. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator further yield? 

Mr. KEM. I am happy to yield. 

Mr. MALONE. Is it not well known 
that in China the Russians are building 
a transportation system from the Ural 
Mountains back into their production 
area; that it is only time they need, and 
we are giving them time? We have 
ignored the leaders of the Nationalist 
Army in the signing of the treaty with 
Japan, and this after they had held 
Japan in check for 10 years. Is it not 
a fact that we are doing everything we 
can to add to this bad situation, giving 
lip service against Soviet Russia and 
Communist China but abandoning China 
and Asia to the Communists. 

Mr. KEM. I do not want to express 
any opinion now as to the Japanese 
Treaty. Before doing so I want to study 
it very carefully. I voted for the Italian 
Treaty as it was presented by the State 
Department, and I have had cause to 
regret my vote since. I think that treaty 
was very ill advised. When I vote for the 
treaty with Japan it will be as a result 
of careful study and deliberation on my 
part. Until I have had an opportunity 
to study it, I do not care to express an 
opinion on it. If the Senator’s question 
involves any approval or disapproval of 
the proposed pact with Japan, I prefer 
not to answer it. I do not think that is 
involved in this matter. This is a clear- 
cut case. There are no “if’s” and “and’s” 
about it. The question is, Shall we con- 
tinue to send economic and military as- 
sistance to countries that are sending 
war materials to our enemies, to Com- 
munist China, to Russia, to the satel- 
lites? That is the question, which I rose 
to discuss, 

Mr. MALONE. I agree thoroughly 
with the distinguished Senator from 
Missouri that that is the only question 
before the Senate, where illicit trade is 
concerned, but we must look at the 
whole pattern, the mosiac forming be- 
fore our eyes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Hot- 
LAND in the chair), Does the Senator 
from Missouri yield the floor? 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I should 
like to ask the distinguished Senator an- 
other question. I was merely prefacing 
the question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Missouri yield to the Sen- 
ator from Nevada? 

Mr. KEM. I yield. 

Mr. MALONE. Then the question be- 
fore the Senate is clear cut; it is whether 
we approve Britain’s arming our enemies 
with goods, services, and money which 
we are furnishing her, or whether we 
will, without further delay, institute a 
desperately needed American policy and 
let the British fit into our picture, 

Too often the British play their own 
game and we fall into their picture. į 

Mr. KEM. I agree. The British for- 


_ eign policy, as Mr. Herbert Morrison said 


yesterday, is a practical one. It is alx 
ways practical. I think it was Lord Pale, 
merston who said during the reign of, 
Queen Victoria that “Eritain has no 
permanent friends.” N 
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Mr. MALONE, Mr. President, will the 
Senator again yield? 

Mr, KEM. I yield. 

Mr. MALONE. As a preface to an- 
other question, I wish to say that we are 
a nation which treats countries depend- 
ent upon our protective control quite 
differently—from the treatment ac- 
corded by other important nations. In- 
stead of our taking money from them, 
they cost us money. We want to help 
other nations. But we are dealing with 
empire-minded nations whose chief 
method of survival is to live off of their 
colonial empires. Their future depends 
upon making effective the colonial sys- 
tem, forcing other nations to sell them 
raw materials and to buy their processed 
articles. We deal with other nations like 
we dealt with the Philippines. Britain 
deals with other nations as she dealt 
with Malaya, and as France dealt with 
Indochina. 

Are we not giving the world a choice 
between capitalism and communism? 
Is not capitalism represented now in 
the Far East and in the Middle East 
and in the Mediterranean area and 
in Africa by a colonial slavery system 
which the peoples of those countries have 
no method of understanding; and is it 
not difficult for them to believe that any 
system, including communism, could be 
worse than colonial slavery? 

Mr. KEM. I do not want to get into 
any discussion with the Senator about 
the British colonial system or about the 
position of England in the world. I have 
the highest regard for the British. I 
have been thrilled by the achievements 
of the British through the years. I love 
and admire the literature of Great Brit- 
ain. I have kindly feelings for the Brit- 
ish people. I do not want anyone to 
suggest even by inference that I am an 
Anglophobe, because I am not. I ad- 
mire and respect the British. But I love 
niy own country more. And when I find 
the British Foreign Secretary coming 
to Washington and saying “We British 
are being practical in these matters,” I 
am asking the American Congress to be 
practical too. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. KEM. Yes. 

Mr. MALONE. I hope no one will 
gain the idea that the junior Senator 
from Nevada opposes the British. I 
would speak exactly the same about 
Belgium, about France, and other colo- 
nial empire nations. I am in the same 
position as the Senator from Missouri. 
My position is that I am for the United 
States of America just like Churchill is 
for Britain; and I am for Britain like 
Churchill is for the United States. 

Mr. KEM. I associate myself with 
that statement 100 percent. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. KEM. I yield. 

Mr. MALONE. We are sometimes 
isolationists because we insist that con- 
ditions be attached to our assistance, 
conditions that would fit in with an 
American foreign policy and provide for 
our safety and security. Does the Sena- 
tor from Missouri think that that au- 
tomatically makes us isolationists or 
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automatically makes us opposed to an- 
other nation? 

Mr. KEM, Well, i have certain prin- 
ciples, and if it pleases anyone to call 
me names and it gives them pleasure 
or satisfaction, it is all right with me. 
I think of myself as an American who 
is interested in the safety and welfare 
of the United States. 

Mr. MALONE. I join with the Sena- 
tor in that statement. We should con- 
dition further help to European nations 
upon: first, the formation of a United 
States of Europe, or a customs union; 
second, a guarantee of integrity of pri- 
vate investments; third, equal access to 
the markets of the areas we are com- 
mitted to defend; and fourth, the estab- 
lishment of a free exchange of currencies 
between themselves, to preclude any 
manipulation of such currencies for 
trade advantage. 


INCREASED PAY IN POST OFFICE 
DEPARTMENT 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the motion of the Senator 
from Arizona [Mr. MCFARLAND] that the 
Senate proceed to the consideration of 
Senate bill 355. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill 
(S. 355) to amend the act of July 6, 1945, 
as amended, so as to reduce the number 
of grades for the various positions under 
such act, and for other purposes, which 
had been reported from the Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service with 
amendments. 


RURAL ELECTRIFICATION WEEK 


Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I have 
just received a communication from a 
farm family in North Dakota. In sub- 
stance this is what they told me: We 
have wanted electricity for a good many 
years. We have waited anxiously since 
the war. We heard on the radio that this 
is Rural Electrification Week. We hope 
that this means we will soon be getting 
electricity. 

Frankly, I did not know anything 
about Rural Electrification Week, but I 
looked into it, and what I found is so sig- 
nificant that I want to call it to the at- 
tention of the Senate. 

Rural Electrification Week, I discover, 
was the baby of the Power Trust which 
had put its greedy hands into the con- 
sumers’ pocket and pulled out enough 
light-bill overcharges to finance an 
across-the-country propaganda cam- 
paign. According to the words of the 
hucksters in charge of the campaign, the 
purpose was not to get electricity to the 
farm people who are still without it, as 
in the case of the North Dakota family I 
mentioned, but the purpose was to con- 
vince all of us that rural electrification 
was done, finished, completed; and that 
this wonderful accomplishment—which, 
if true would really be wonderful—was to 
the credit of the Power Trust. 

What I am telling Senators is not a 
fairy story. It is the propaganda story 
that was being fed to the American pub- 
lic during the week of August 26. 

I was especially interested in looking 
through this propaganda to see what the 
Power Trust claimed it had done for 


North Dakota. Somehow or other, the 


11359 


great promisers of power seem to be al- 
lergie to North Dakota. 

I wondered why. Why should they 
neglect to include North Dakota in their 
gaudy claims? Has the Power Trust read 
North Dakota out of the Union or is it 
afraid to mention North Dakota because 
of what the figures might show? 

Or can it be that the Power Trust has 
a bad conscience—a conscience so 
frightened of facts that the only way to 
make their case is to use half-truth and 
no truth in equal amount to whip up a 
propaganda cocktail. 

Yes, this latest propaganda binge by 
the power boys was an eye opener. In 
one large city, a power company even 
converted the lobby of its office into a 
farmyard. This seemed to me to be 
especially appropriate because it illus- 
trates the kind of farms the power com- 
panies think of when they think of rural 
electrification. In the Wall Street pub- 
lic-relations palaces the hired hands got 
out the propaganda pitchforks. And 
what they were spreading was not hay. 

Before I go any further, I want to say 
a few words about the utility companies 
of North Dakota. They should not be 
included in the Power Trust rat nest. 
By and large, the utilities of North Da- 
kota have a better than average record 
of cooperation. True, the rural electrifi- 
cation job on the State was too big for 
them, but they at least had the courage 
to admit it and, unlike the utilities in 
some other States, they did not carry on 
a campaign of obstruction. It is to their 
credit that where their resources per- 
mitted, they worked with the farmer- 
owned rural electric systems to develop 
power sources and power transmission 
networks, 

This is such an exception to the rule 
that I want to make a special point of it. 
Eow different it is from the record of 
those outfits which could not do the job 
but which, at the same time, have been 
trying to stop the farmers from doing the 
job for themselves. 

The Power Trust generally could learn 
from that. But what happens? Not 
only does it fail to learn from the North 
Dakota example; it even wants to over- 
look North Dakota. That is too big an 
overlook. 

To the power boys who sit in the 
shadows of the tall towers of Wall Street, 
let me say something about North Da- 
kota. I want to tell them what they 
overlooked. 

This State which I have the honor to 
represent, the State to which I have de- 
voted my adult life, is a State where the 
only “ism” which has ever gained a foot- 
hold is Americanism. 

North Dakota, unlike some of our sister 
States, is tough by nature. Its tempera- 
tures, its great distances and far hori- 
zons, its sweeping winds and blizzards, 
call for real people. It is not a place 
that a Power Trust magnate would pick 
for his estate. 

But North Dakota is truly blessed by 
its people who live on the land. These 
God-fearing farmers and ranchers have, 
through their courage and their sweat, 
met every challenge of nature and have 
made North Dakota an important and a 
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not-to-be-overlooked part of our agri- 
cultural economy. Here, where the 
frontier is not yesterday but this morn- 
ing, our citizens, like all good Americans, 
seek not special privilege but only op- 
portunity. 

That is opportunity for the farmer, the 
rancher, the small-business man to have 
a fair share in all of those things which 
go to make up the American standard 
of living. 

Without electricity out on the farm or 
in the small town, how may our people 
ever reach this standard of living? We 
must have rural power to increase farm 
production, to save hours of hand labor, 
to pump water, to install plumbing, to 
install modern heating, and to have elec- 
tric lights. 3 

Hundreds of thousands in rural sec- 

tions—not only in North Dakota but 
throughout the country—are still beyond 
the reach of power lines. Yet, the Power 
Trust tell us the job of rural electrifica- 
tion is done. Why does it persist in this 
monstrous deception? 
| The answer is this: To get back the 
control they once had over electric 
power. 
+ I can remember—and it was not so 
very long ago—when practically no farm 
that was out in the country had electric- 
ity. Then came REA. Farmers set up 
their own rural electric systems with 
money which they could borrow from 
REA. That meant that the Power Trust 
had let go of part of its control. But 
these farmer-owned rural electric sys- 
tems were able to borrow money to build 
generating plants when they could not 
get enough power at reasonable rates 
from the power companies. 

There is the big rub. The farmer is 
now in a position to build his own electric 
system, He is in a position to generate 
his own power if he has to. That simply 
means that the farmer is not under the 
thumb of the Power Trust as he once 
was. 

But if the Power Trust can cut the 
farmer off from his financing, the farm- 
er will once again be a captive of the 
Power Trust. Certainly the Congress 
had no intention of fostering the farmer- 
owned rural electric systems for the sole 
purpose of setting them up for the Power 
Trust. 

That was what was behind the Power 
Trust's rural electrification week. It is a 
dirty trick that it is trying to play on the 
public and an even dirtier trick which 
it is trying to play on the farmers in 
North Dakota and elsewhere who do not 
yet have power. 

But we will not let this greedy gang 
get away with their trick. 

Let us see what facts they have over- 
looked. Let us see who did the job, how 
much there is still to do, and who is going 
to do it. 

They are not going to fool me about 
such things. Since I first came to the 
Senate in 1940 I have had a first-hand 
opportunity to see what was done and 
who did it. 

I have worked on a farm and I have 
had my shirt salted with sweat. No 
plushbottom power trust publicity man 
is going to make me accept his phony 
figures, 
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Look at the record. In 1935, only 
1,986 North Dakota farms—less than 
1 in 40—were getting central-station 
electric service. With the coming of 
REA, our farmers went to work and es- 
tablished their own rural electric sys- 
tems. But the going was slow. For one 
thing, we just did not have enough power 
available in the State. The war delayed 
things. Since 1945, however, we have 
been going to town. In a 5-year period, 
we increased the number of electrified 
farms five times. We developed sources 
of power so that we could go to work and 
connect up the rest of the farms. 

At the time the last census was taken, 
55 percent of our farms had central-sta- 
tion power. 

And who did the job? The record 
shows that the farmer-owned rural elec- 
tric systems in North Dakota are serving 
9 out of every 10 farms connected to the 
power lines. In addition, the rural elec- 
tric systems are serving many of our 
little towns and crossroads stores, gar- 
ages, rural businesses, churches, schools, 
and the like. 

That is the history. The present-day 
story is the same. The rural electric 
systems are moving ahead to extend 
service to those who do not have it. 

There are thousands of farms and 
other rural consumers yet to be reached. 
But the point I want to make is this: If 
these people are going to have electricity, 
it will not be because of a propaganda 
campaign put on by the power trust. In- 
stead, it will be due to the energetic 
work of the farmer-owned rural elc ctric 
systems. 

What the power trust overlooks in 
North Dakota it also overlooks on a na- 
tional scale. 

Let me read from a story appearing in 
the New York Times of Tuesday, August 
28. It reads: 

Climaxing one of the most intense cam- 
paigns in the industry, the electric power 
companies are celebrating Farm Electrifica- 
tion Week starting yesterday. Industries, 
farm leaders, and farm bureaus are taking 
part in marking the achievement of mak- 
ing electric power available to about 95 per- 
cent of the Nation’s farmers. 


It is not a new line by any means. 
Here is a quotation from Mr. Purcell 
Smith, the utility lobbyist. Speaking to 
American Farm Bureau members in Chi- 
cago in April, Smith said: 

We have seen electricity made available to 
97 percent of our farms. 


This fellow, Purcell Smith, gets $65,000 
@ year and expenses just to be a Power 
Trust lobbyist in Washington. I hope he 
is up in the gallery today, Mr. President, 
so that I can pay my respects to him in 
person. I never met the gentleman, but 
I believe I know all about his lobbying 
activities. This lobbyist tells farmers, 
We have seen electricity made available 
to 97 percent of our farms,” 

I should like to ask the 400 farmers in 
Burleigh County who are still without 
service whether they have seen the elec- 
tricity Lobbyist Smith is talking about. 

I should like to ask the 500 farmers in 
Mountrail County who are still waiting 
for service whether they have seen the 
3 Lobbyist Smith is talking 
about. 
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I should like to put the same question 
to the 700 unserved farmers in Benson 
County. 

But we do not need to limit the inquir- 
ies to North Dakota. I should like to 
put the question to the 12,000 unserved 
farms in Colorado, or the 30,000 in 
Minnesota, or the 65,000 in North Caro- 
lina, or the 70,000 in Missouri, 

I am sure that the words of Purcell 
Smith—the words that he gets $65,000 a 
year to utter—are a great comfort to the 
hundreds of thousands of farmers and 
their families throughout the country 
who are still wonderir.g if rural electri- 
fication is something which they, too, 
will ever come to enjoy. 

Mr. President, if you listen to what 
Purcell Smith and his boys have to say, it 
is quite evident that, as far as the Power 
Trust is concerned, rural electrification 
is finished. The record backs up the 
words. There is no question that power 
companies got to work on rural electrifi- 
cation when the farmers and REA swung 
into action. At the same time, there is 
no question that their interest did not ex- 
tend beyond the thickly settled areas, 
And once these areas got service, they 
were finished. The figures bear this out. 
Since the war, around 2,250,000 farms 
have been electrified, and 70 percent of 
the job has been done by the farmer- 
owned rural electric systems. As each 
year has rolled by, this percentage has 
increased. As of right now, the pros- 
pects of any farmer getting electricity 
stand about 9 to 1 that he will have to get 
it from a farmer-owned rural electric 
system if he expects to get it at all. 

Sometimes people criticize Congress, 
and sometimes perhaps Congress is en- 
titled to be criticized, but I am sure of 
one thing—that we who represent farm 
States have fought for REA on the 
farms; have fought for the housewife, so 
that she might have the conveniences of 
city light; have fought for the farmer, 
so that he would not have to go out at 
night and perhaps take the chance of 
stepping on a rusty nail in a board; and 
I am sure that the farmers realize that 
their representatives in Congress have 
done a good job, especially the Senators 
who are members of the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

Mr. President, you will not find from 
the power-company propaganda who 
carried the burden of getting power to 
the farm. Why were the thousands of 
farmers in North Dakota and elsewhere 
who still need power overlooked? 

Is this deception on a great scale 
through accident or design? Certainly 
such a vast undertaking as the Power 
Trust knows where to get the facts and 
the figures. If they have the facts and 
have concealed them, what is their mo- 
tive? It is strange, however, that an 
industry whose job it is to produce and 
distribute power should be so discrimina- 
tory in trying to control who should get 
electricity. 

I like to keep close to what my friends 
and neighbors back home in North Da- 
kota are doing. The rural electric coop- 
erative house organs which they send me 
are like letters from home. I go through 
them and I find out what the farmer- 
owned rural eleciric systems are doing 
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to help their members live a more pro- 
ductive life. 

Here are some examples. I see that 
Arnold Njos and Carl E. Anderson are 
new members of the Williams Electric 
Cooperative. That means they are get- 
ting electricity for their farms. 

I read that on the David Emander 
farm near Stanley they are now using 
925 kilowatt-hours of electricity each 
month, That means power for farm 
production. 3 

I read that Ray Luidberg, of Blaisdell, 
has a new milking machine. That means 
he can milk a cow five times as fast as 
he could by hand. It means an increase 
in the quantity and the quality of the 
milk produced on his farm. 

And over northeast of Cartwright, the 
Erickson brothers, Frank and Warren, 
have an electric water system for the 
house and the farm buildings. That 
means they have running water with- 
out breaking their backs on the hand 
pump when the wind does not blow. 

I read, too, that George Lefor has been 
elected by his neighbors to serve as a 
member of the board of directors of the 
West Plains Electric Cooperative near 
Dickinson, Like the many other farmer 
directors, he has a big job to serve the 
best interests of his fellow members. A 
director of a rural electric cooperative 
must be a fine man and a good man to 
so win the confidence of his neighbors 
that they want him as their representa- 
tive on the board of directors. 

I read these things, these little items 
from the country, and I feel good. My 
friends and my neighbors are making 
progress. At last, after all the years of 
waiting, they have an opportunity to get 
power and light and to make good use 
of them, They are getting their, first 
taste of the comforts of our American 
standard of living. They are getting 
their first chance to use power for effi- 
cient farm production. I think of what 
all this means to them in the terms of 
opportunity and a better life. It means 
a better life for the men and women 
on the farms, who in some cases have not 
had such opportunities for 30 or 40 
years—I refer to the fathers and moth- 
ers—and now a better opportunity for 
their children, who will be able to have 
electric light by which to study at night. 

I think of these things and I feel good. 
Then, I think of what a handful of men 
are trying to do to control all power 
and I get mad. 

I get boiling mad, to think that there 
are men so misguided, so warped, so 
lacking in the sense of obligation that 
not only would they destroy what the 
farmers have built in these rural electric 
systems, but they would also deny to 
other farmers the opportunity to get 
power except at whatever terms and 
conditions the Power Trust chooses to lay 
down. 

This must not happen. Mr. President, 
I am sure the Senate Committee on Ag- 
riculture and Forestry will not let it 
happen, because I know the members 
of that committee and I know their high 
character, 

In the years past, I have done all in 
my power to see that farmers had a 
chance to get electricity; and I will never, 
never, never rest until all of them who 
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want electricity have a chance to have 
it on their farms. The more isolated 
the farms are, the more electricity is 
needed there, not only for REA pur- 
poses, but for rural telephones, which 
55 needed so badly all over the coun- 
a fe 

Mr. RUSSELL rose. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. - Does 
the Senator from North Dakota yield to 
the Senator from Georgia? 

Mr, LANGER. I yield. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I was 
not asking the Senator to yield; I wish 
to obtain the floor in my own right. 
However, at this time I desire to con- 
gratulate the Senator from North Da- 
kota upon the excellent statement he 
has made. 

Mr. LANGER. I thank the Senator, 


PROPOSED CONSTITUTIONAL AMEND- 
MENT RELATIVE TO MAKING OF 
TREATIES AND EXECUTIVE AGREE- 
MENTS 


During the delivery of Mr. LANGER’S 
speech, 

Mr. BRICKER rose. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, does 
the Senator from Ohio wish to ask me to 
yield for a question? 

Mr. BRICKER. No. I simply wish 
to introduce a matter into the RECORD 
as soon as the Senator has completed 
his statement. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I shall 
be glad to yield to the Senator if I may 
obtain unanimous consent that his 
statement may appear at the conclusion 
of my remarks, and that I not lose the 
floor thereby. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Hor- 
LAND in the chair). Is there objection? 
The Chair hears none, and it is so 
ordered, 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, 
through the courtesy of the Senator 
from North Dakota I now ask unanimous 
consent that I may be permitted to have 
published in the Recor a resolution 
unanimously adopted by the Tampa 
Rotary Club, of the State from which 
the Presiding Officer comes, in regard to 
the draft covenant of human rights. 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

The Rotary Club of Tampa, Fla., recogniz- 
ing the signal importance of the United Na- 
tions as an instrument for securing peace and 
amity between the nations of the earth, and 
subscribing wholeheartedly to the United 
Nations ideal of mutual consultation, coop- 
eration, and coordination of those factors 
which threaten the security of men and of 
nations, feel itself impelled to urge extreme 
caution in the matter of the proposed inter- 
national covenant of human rights. 

We recognize that there exist great dis- 


parities in the matter of human rights among 


the peoples of the earth. We feel, however, 
that the United Nations has taken cognizance 
of the ideals toward which mankind should 
work. The universal declaration of human 
rights which has already been accepted by 
the United Nations has established goals 
toward which nations should work to the 
end that men everywhere might enjoy to the 
fullest the privileges of “life, liberty, and the 
pursuit of happiness.” While these declara- 
tions are not law, they set forth the high 
aims and purposes which must eventually 
pervade the minds of men and nations 
everywhere. 
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We feel that certain of the provisions of 
the proposed international covenant of hu- 
man rights contravene the existing laws of 
many nations including those of the United 
States of America and that the acceptance of 
this covenant, as now proposed, would put in 
jeopardy, if not abrogate entirely, existing 
laws which are in our Bill of Rights and our 
Constitution, thereby forcing unacceptable 
theories and practices upon the citizens of 
the United States of America. 

We reaffirm our devotion to the documents 
which have made our nation great. We re- 
ject any system of legislation, however de- 
vised, which would force unwanted and un- 
desirable changes upon us and our way of 
life. 

We, the Rotary Club of Tampa, Fla., do, 
therefore, respectfully petition Rotary Inter- 
national, through its good offices, to call these 
discrepancies to the attention of the proper 
authorities and to do all in its power to 
thwart the passage of the proposed interna- 
tional covenant of human rights, while, at 
the same time assuring constant and con- 
tinuing support for the United Nations as 
mankind's hope for “peace on earth, good 
will toward men.” 


Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, I call 
the attention of the Senate to the fact 
that much of the difficulty in the world 
today, much of the human sadness 
around the world brought on by destruc- 
tion and war, and much of the difficulty 
in which the United States at this hour 
finds itself, are the result of unauthor- 
ized and, I think, unconstitutional and 
illegal executive agreements which have 
been entered into at various times by 
the administration or by the executive 
department of the United States, with- 
out authorization by the Congress and 
without ratification by the Senate of the 
United States. 

At the present time we are confronted 
with a conflict because of proposed in- 
ternational agreements which might take 
from the citizens of the United States 
sacred rights which they enjoy under 
the Bill of Rights and the Constitution. 
As the result of the seriousness of the 
situation that exists today here and 
around the world, and of the great need 
for clarification of the Constitution of 
the United States in regard first, to 
international treaties, and the danger 
resulting therefrom to the rights of the 
American citizens under the Bill of 
Rights and the Constitution, and to the 
need for a clarification in regard to the 
standing of executive agreements, I am 
introducing a joint resolution providing 
for a proposed constitutional amend- 
ment, designed to clarify the whole 
issue of treaties and international agree- 
ments. I ask that the joint resolution 
be appropriately referred. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the joint resolution will 
be received and appropriately referred. 

The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 102) 
proposing an amendment to the Consti- 
tution of the United States relative to 
the making of treaties and executive 
agreements, introduced by Mr. Bricker, 
was read twice by its title, and referred 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. BRICKER. I thank the Senator 
from North Dakota. 

Mr. LANGER. It is always a great 
pleasure for the Senator from North 
Dakota to yield to the junior Senator 
from Ohio. 


/ 
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CONSTRUCTION AT CERTAIN MILITARY 
AND NAVAL INSTALLATIONS—CONFER- 
ENCE REPORT \ 


Mr. BENTON obtained the floor. 
Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield, so that I may submit 
a conference report? 
Mr. BENTON. I yield. 
Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I sub- 
t a report of the committee of con- 


“ference on the disagreeing votes of the 


two Houses on the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill, H. R. 4914, to author- 
ize certain construction at military and 
naval installations, and for other pur- 
poses, and I ask unanimous consent for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Hot- 
Lanp in the chair.) The report will be 
read for the information of the Senate. 

The report was read. 

(For conference report, see the pro- 
ceedings of the House of Representatives, 
pp. 11529-11531.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the report? 

There being no objection, the report 
was considered and agreed to. 


ARTICLES BY JOSEPH ALSOP REGARDING 
HEARINGS BY THE INTERNAL SECU- 
RITY SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE SENATE 
JUDICIARY COMMITTEE 


Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Connecticut yield to me? 

Mr. BENTON. I yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, earlier 
today I made a statement on the floor of 
the Senate, and at that time, in connec- 
tion with the statement I made, I re- 
quested unanimous consent to have 
printed in the Recorp, at the conclusion 
of my remarks, three articles by Joseph 
Alsop, printed in the New York Herald 
Tribune on September 10, September 12, 
and September 14, respectively. 

When I made that request, I was asked 
by some of my colleagues on the floor 


temporarily to withhold the request; and 


as a courtesy to them, I was very glad 
indeed to do so. 

I now renew my request that the ar- 
ticles be printed in the Recor at the 
conclusion of the remarks I made earlier 
today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, in further 
contemplation of the statement made 
earlier today by the Senator from New 
York, let me say that I notice he indi- 
cated that he believes an investigation 
should be made. I have his statement 
before me, and in it he uses the words 
J urge an immediate investigation,” and 
he goes on to suggest that an immediate 
investigation be made by “an appro- 
priate authority.” 

Will the Senator indicate who he 
thinks should conduct such an investiga- 
tion of charges of this character? 

Mr. LEHMAN. No, Mr. President; I 
very deliberately omitted making any 
suggestion regarding the agency to con- 
duct such an investigation, inasmuch as 
I certainly consider that within the 
jurisdiction of the Senate alone. 
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Mr. BREWSTER. Would not it be 
necessary for someone, at any rate, who 
is interested in this matter to suggest 
the appropriate committee? Does the 
Senator from New York understand that 
what he is proposing is, in effect, that 
the Senate, through some appropriate 
tribunal, investigate a committee of the 
Senate? Does the Senator from New 
York know any precedent for such a 
procedure? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I think there have 
been numerous precedents for such pro- 
cedure. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Does the Senator 
think there are precedents for the in- 
vestigation of a Senate committee? 

Mr. LEHMAN. After all, investiga- 
tions have been conducted of statements 
which have been made. 

However, I repeat that at this time 
I do not propose any particular agency. 

Mr. BREWSTER. May I be per- 
mitted to see the articles? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I beg pardon? 

Mr. BREWSTER. May I be per- 
mitted to see the articles? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I showed them to the 
Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I should like to see 
them, if I may. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Certainly, they ap- 
peared in the newspapers. I now hand 
them to the Senator from Maine. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from New York? 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, let me say 
that I did not mean to interrupt the 
statement the Senator from New York 
was making. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I was merely going 
to repeat that it is not my intention at 
this time, at least, to propose which 
particular agency, if any, make the in- 
vestigation. I think these charges are 
serious. I do not have the least idea 
whether they are accurate or not; but 
they appeared in widely read news- 
papers all over the country, and I be- 
lieve they reflect at least in part on the 
Senate or on a committee of the Senate. 
Therefore, I considered it my duty to 
bring the matter to the attention of the 
Senate, which within its wisdom can 
take such action as it deems fit. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, let me say 
that I presume that the factual accuracy 
of the statements is a matter to be de- 
termined by some appropriate tribunal. 

The implication of the articles, as I 
have read them just now, is very clearly 
to attack the integrity with which a com- 
mittee of the Senate is conducting an 
investigation. Is that a fair statement? 

Mr. LEHMAN, Very evidently the 
‘Senator from Maine was not on the floor 
when I read my statement earlier today. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I have a copy of 
the Senator’s statement before me now. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I know that, but a 
number of other Senators who now are 


on the floor were not on the floor at_ 
that time. Therefore, I should like to 


repeat my statement, which is very brief, 
and will not take more than 244 minutes 
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ent should know exactly what I stated 
earlier today in the Senate. At that 
time I spoke as follows: 


Mr. President, if the Senate will bear with 
me for a few minutes I should like to call 
Senators’ attention to a very serious matter. 
In preface, I must frankly state that I know 
none of the details of the history of Amer- 
ican policy in China; that I know few of the 
persons who were involved in that very con- 
troversial episode of our foreign relations; 
and that I have no personal opinions of any 
kind on the subject because I do not feel 
that I have sufficient information to form a 
judgment. 

What brings me to my feet today is the 
publication, during the present week, of a 
serles of startling articles by Joseph Alsop, 
a very widely-read and influential columnist, 
on the subject of the proceedings of the In- 
ternal Security Subcommittee of the Senate 
Judiciary Committee. I have no idea 
whether the facts alleged are true or untrue. 
These articles, however, very Clearly reflect 
on this body. 

The articles allege that some of the key 
testimony given before the subcommittee of 
the Senate Judiciary Committee was de- 
monstrably false. This attack has been 
printed very widely. So far these articles 
stand unchallenged. I urge that an immedi- 
ate investigation be made of these grave, 
published charges against the honor of the 
Senate, to remove the stain upon the Senate, 
as I hope, or if the facts prove to be as 
printed, to form the basis of corrective ac- 
tion. If the Senate is to exhibit the most 
ordinary respect for the common decencies 
of American public life, nothing less than full 
investigation, followed by proof or disproof 
of these charges can be permitted by this 
body. We, as Members of this body, cannot 
permit such charges to stand unchallenged 
if they are in fact untrue and lacking docu- 
mentary proof. For the information of the 
Senate, I wish to insert the articles in ques- 
tion in the Recorp, so that my colleagues 
who may not have read these grave charges 
will know the kind of accusation that has 
been leveled against a committee of the 
Senate. 


Mr. President, I may say in conclu- 
sion—no, not in conclusion, because I 
do not know what my distinguished col- 
league may have to say—to me, it is a 
most unusual thing that a Senator of 
the United States who is making a 
statement and presenting certain facts 
which he thinks should be brought be- 
fore the Senate, facts which he believes 
are of interest to the Senate, should be 
prohibited from including those arti- 
cles as part of his statement. I have 
been now in the Senate for 2 years, and 
it is the first time, so far as I know, that 
any objection has been raised by any- 
one to the inclusion of articles in con- 
nection with the remarks of a Senator. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, I am sure 
that if the Senator from New York will 
examine the Recorp, he will find re- 
peated instances where questions have 
been raised. However, the Senator 
from Maine does not rely upon prece- 
dents in the matter, but upon the con- 
tent of the articles, which, as the Sena- 
tor, I think, in his remarks rather clear- 
ly indicates, do imply very definitely that 

a responsible committee of the Senate 
Bas been guilty of very gross misconduct 
zin permitting baseless charges to be 
‘made before the committee; charges 


to read. I think the Senators now pres- -< which, as the Senator from New York 
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said, though demonstrably false, are 
charges which a Senate committee has 
received. 

Mr. LEHMAN. That is the charge of 
Mr. Alsop. : 

Mr. BREWSTER. That is the charge? 

Mr. LEHMAN. That is the charge, 
that they were demonstrably false. It 
was not the charge of the Senator from 
New York. 

Mr. BREWSTER. The Senator from 
New York says he knows nothing at all 
of the truth or falsity of the charges. 
The Senator from Maine ventures to ask, 
until some responsible Member of the 
Senate is ready to come before the Sen- 
ate to say he has reason to believe that 
these charges are true, where shall we 
end, if we start upon an excursion of 
this character? In recent days we have 
heard very much about unsupported 
charges made on the floor of the Senate. 
The Senator from Maine is confident 
that the Senator from New York does 
not intend to join what has been alleged 
to be the galaxy of those who are making 
unsupported charges, yet the Senator 
from New York comes before the Senate 
to propose that the Senate conduct an 
investigation of an investigaiton which 
has not yet been concluded, when there 
have been no findings to the effect that 
that committee should be investigated. 
Why? Because a columnist has chosen 
to say that he does not approve of the 
way in which the committee is conduct- 
ing an investigation. 

Last year we had a committee which 
was conducting an investigation, and 
there were repeated and loud charges as 
to the way in which that committee was 
conducted; but, so far as my recollection 
goes, no one in this body or elsewhere 
proposed that the Senate appoint a com- 
mittee to investigate whether another 
committee of the Senate was doing its 
duty, although true that the right was 
available not only to the Senate but to 
the forum of the people to pass upon the 
question whether that investigation had 
been properly conducted. But in this in- 
stance, for the first time, and coming 
from one who is the chief champion of 
the restriction of charges within bounds 
that can be demonstrated, we have the 
Senator from New York saying to the 
Senate, “I know nothing about the truth 
of this allegation, but I think the Senate 
should constitute a committee to investi- 
gate.” Is it not a very extraordinary 
procedure? 

Mr. LEHMAN. No, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous-consent re- 
quest? The Chair hears none, 

Mr. McCARRAN rose. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Reserving the right 
to object 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Does 
the Senator from Nevada reserve the 
right to object? 

Mr.McCARRAN. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Nevada reserves the right 
to object. 

Mr. MecARRAN. May I inquire what 
the pending question is? 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New York has returned to 
a matter which apparently arose earlier 
in the session today, to offer for inclu- 
sion in the Recorp three clippings from 
the New York Herald Tribune, as the 
Chair understood. The Senator from 
Maine has reserved the right to object 
and to discuss the situation. The Sen- 
ator from Nevada will be recognized, if 
he wishes to reserve the right to object. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, my 
understanding was that there was a 
unanimous-consent request pending be- 
fore the Senate. Is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A 
unanimous-consent request was made by 
the Senator from New York, solely for 
the inclusion in the Recorp of three press 
clippings, which the Chair has just men- 
tioned. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
was detained by reason of attendance 
upon a committee which has been meet- 
ing since this morning and was unable 
to be present on the Senate floor sooner. 
I have heard only by indirect evidence 
what was before the Senate this after- 
noon, in connection with which the Sen- 
ator from New York made an offer, con- 
cerning which I wish to make a few brief 
remarks at some appropriate time. If 
the Senator from Maine has the floor, I 
certainly shall not make the statement 
now. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 


Senator from Connecticut has the floor. 
The Senator from New York asked the 
Senator from Connecticut to yield, in 
order that he might ask permission to 
make these insertions in the RECORD. 
The question on the unanimous-consent 
request, now under consideration, arose 
in that way. 

Mr.McCARRAN. Reserving the right 
to object, though, not knowing what the 
offer may be, I am scarcely in a position 
at this time to object, but I must take 
what I have heard, which came to me as 
I presided at the committee meeting. I 
understand the Senator from New York 
is.suggesting an investigation of the 
Subcommittee on Internal Security. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. That is not the sug- 
gestion. 

Mr. M CARRAN. Then J am in error. 

Mr. LEHMAN. The suggestion is that 
the charges contained in the articles by 
Mr. Joseph Alsop be investigated. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I apologize to the 
Senator, because I must have been mis- 
informed, and I stand corrected, if the 
Senator corrects me now. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield, ` 

Mr. BREWSTER. May I inquire 
whether the Senator from Nevada has 
as yet had an opportunity to examine 
the articles to which the Senator from 
New York refers? 

Mr. MCCARRAN. Ihave looked them 
over cursorily, but have not examined 
them closely. I know approximately 
what they are. 
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Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further, that I may 
clarify the matter? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Nevada can not yield. If 
the Senator wishes to reserve further his 
right to object, he may be heard. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Reserving the right 
to object, if I may, the Senator from 
New York made it quite clear, and I 
think was entirely accurate, that the 
articles charge serious misfeasance on 
the part of the Senate subcommittee 
conducting an internal security investi- 
gation, and that, as the Senator from 
New York said in his remarks, the com- 
mittee is permitting baseless charges to 
be made before it, which, as the Senator 
from New York said, were demonstrably 
false. 

Mr, LEHMAN. That was the charge, 
but it was not my charge. It was the 
charge of the writer of the articles, 

Mr. BREWSTER. At any rate, the 
charge is that the committee has re- 
ceived evidence which is demonstrably 
false. The clear implication is, as the 
writer goes on to develop in the articles, 
that the committee has done this, and 
that its counsel has done this, fully 
conscious of the fact that the charges 
were demonstrably false, and the infer- 
ence is that they did it deliberately, and 
that there should be an investigation. 
Certainly the Senator from New York is 
not proposing that this investigation 
should be conducted by the Senate com- 
mittee concerned, but, rather, by some 
other committee. He has not indicated 
what committee should investigate the 
question of whether the Internal Se- 
curity Subcommittee, of which the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Nevada is 
chairman, should be investigated, to as- 
certain whether the charges of this col- 
umnist against the Internal Security 
Subcommittee are true or false. The 
Senator from New York says he has no 
knowledge about the matter, and does 
not know whether the charges are true 
or false; but he thinks that, the charges 
having been made by the columnist, the 


Senate should constitute a committee to 


investigate whether the committee 
headed by the Senator from Nevada is 


. misconducting the hearing and misusing 


its enormous power. I believe that is a 
correct statement. 

Mr. LEHMAN, Mr, President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr, President, who 
has the floor? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. BENTON] 
has the floor. He has yielded simply for 
the making of this unanimous-consent 
request. Does the Senator from Con- 
necticut yield further? 

Mr. BENTON. I yield further to the 
Senator from New York, in order that 
he may answer the Senator from Maine. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I wish again to draw 
the attention of my distinguished asso- 
ciate from Maine to the exact wording 
of my statement. It is not.a suggestion 
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that the committee be investigated. 
The words are: 


I urge that an immediate investigation 
be made of these grave published charges, 


To me it is an enigma—— 


Mr. BREWSTER. What are the. 


charges? ~ 

Mr. LEHMAN. If the Senator will 
read the articles he will find out; and 
if he will permit me to insert them in 
the Recorp our colleagues will know 
what the charges are as will a great 
many other persons. I have no doubt 
that several million people have already 
read them, because this column has a 
very wide circulation. 

The question is not, as has been rep- 
resented by the Senator from Maine, 
whether these charges should be investi- 
gated. That is something for the Sen- 
ate to decide. I certainly have no con- 
trol over that. The whole question now, 
it seems to me, is whether the Senator 
from New York will be permitted to in- 
sert in the Recorp as a part of his ad- 
dress these articles, which contain 
charges. It would be very simple for 
the Senator from New York to read the 
articles into the Recorp, but that would 
take a very considerable length of time. 
I should think the Senate would be very 
grateful to the Senator from New York 
for bringing the matter to its attention. 

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, reserv- 
ing the right to object—and I shall ob- 
ject—I understand the distinguished 
Senator from New York made the state- 
ment a moment ago that never before 
had he heard of a Senator being 
deprived of the right to introduce an 
article into the Recorp by unanimous 
consent of his colleagues. Only a few 
weeks ago, I seem to remember that the 
Senator from Idaho [Mr. WELKER] was 
refused the right to introduce a very 
short news statement in the body of the 
Recorp. For that reason and the further 
reason that the articles proposed to be 
inserted by the junior Senator from New 
York (Mr. LEHMAN] tend to impugn the 
motives of the chairman and the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary, I hereby object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President—— 

Mr. BENTON. I yield 1 minute to the 
Senator from Wyoming. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, in 
all fairness, I had the floor, and I do not 
know how I lost it. 

Mr. BENTON. I will yield a moment 
to the Senator from Nevada. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Will not the Sena- 
tor yield 5 minutes? 

Mr. BENTON. I am not well versed 
in parliamentary procedure. If I may 


* 


have unanimous consent to retain my 
right to the floor, I shall be glad to let 
the discussion continue for a few more 


minutes, 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Connecticut asks unani- 
mous consent that he may yield to the 


Senator from Nevada for 5 minutes, 
without losing his right to the floor. 
Is there objection? The Chair hears 
none, The Senator from Nevada is rec- 
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
want to thank the Senator from Wyo- 
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ming,and also the Senator from Connect- 
icut for his courtesy in yielding to me. 

Mr. President, the statements made 
by the Senator from New York today 
appear to me, from what I have heard, 
to be exceedingly startling. He wants 
to sponsor a columnist who charges that 
a committee of the Senate is guilty of 
subornation of perjury. It is a sad sit- 
uation to which the Senator from New 
York lends himself. When a committee 
of the Senate, acting under Senate res- 
olution, presents testimeny under oath, 
when not a single word has been heard 
by the committee excepting under oath— 
when that has been the procedure, then 
for a Senator to rise on the floor of the 
Senate and offer an unsworn, unsup- 
ported statement which accuses me of 
subornating perjury, I say the Senator 
from New York has overstepped every 
bound I have ever knewn of in the Sen- 
ate. 

So far as I am concerned, the com- 
mittee is not going to be bulldozed; it is 
not going to be stampeded; it is not going 
to be driven into any line except to pre- 
sent to the public of America and the 
Senate of the United States testimony 
under oath. Let someone dispute it un- 
der oath when the time comes. 

When the Senator from New York pro- 
poses now to investigate my action and 
to investigate the committee of which 
I have the honor to be chairman, on 
the ground that we are guilty of subor- 
nation of perjury, I say someone will 
have to stand for that. 

Mr. President, let me be just a little 
bit calm about this. The Senate of the 
United States authorized the Committee 
on the Judiciary, or any subcommittee 
thereof, to investigate certain matters 
pertaining to communism in this coun- 
try. That is a broad field. We have gone 
forward with unusual caution. Not a 
single witness has been put upon the 
stand save under oath. Not a single 
witness has been put upon the stand save 
and except those whose testimony was 
taken in executive session preliminary 
to their public statements. The reason 
for that was that we did not want any- 
thing to come out against anyone or 
against any agency save and except that 
which would be scrutinized to the very 
last degree. So long as I am chairman 
of the committee, that is going to be the 
policy we shall pursue. When a witness 
testifies under oath to facts to which he 
has already testified in executive ses- 
sion, we think we know what we are 
doing. And we think we know what we 
are doing in this case. All the Alsops 
from here to perdition cannot stop this 
ꝛommittee from going forward. 

Mr. President, there is an old adage 
which was given me by my father when 
[ was a boy. I have seen it proved in 
later life. It was a homely expression, 
and I have thought of it many times. 
It was as follows: Every time you prick 
a bull he will beller.““ 

How true that is. When we get close 
to the boys they start to squeal. They 
are now starting in to squeal because 
we are getting close to them. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 


time of the Senator from Nevada has 


expired, 
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Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Connecticut yield about 3 
minutes? 

Mr. BENTON. If I may have unani- 
mous consent to yield without losing my 
right to the floor, I shall be happy to 
yield for 3 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Connecticut asks unani- 
mous consent to yield to the Senator 
from New York 3 minutes without los- 
ing his right to the floor. Is there ob- 
jection? The Chair hears none; and the 
Senator from New York is recognized 
for 3 minutes. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I lis- 
tened with great care to the very elo- 
quent words of the Senator from Nevada. 
Of course, he puts words into my mouth 
which I have never uttered and of which 
I have never thought. I have not ac- 
cused him of subornation of perjury. 
He knows that very well, indeed. I have 
stated that certain grave charges had 
been published and that I felt that in 
fairness to the Senate those charges 
should be investigated, as many other 
charges have been investigated. It is 
certainly beyond my comprehension why 
any Senator should object to the inclu- 
sion of these articles in the Record. It 
has been done a dozen times a week in 
the Senate for as many years as any 
Member of this body can remember. 
Why should we fear it? Certainly the 
Senate does not have to agree to these 
charges. The Senate does not have to 
agree with the suggestion of the junior 
Senator from New York that an investi- 
gation be made. That is entirely within 
the jurisdiction of the Senate. The only 
question is, Shall these letters be inserted 
in the Recorp as has always been cus- 
tomary, so far as I know—— 

Mr. McCARRAN. Is not the Senator 
in error when he refers to letters? 

Mr. LEHMAN, If I used the term “let- 
ters,” I wish to correct it and use the 
term “articles.” 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Connecticut yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senator from Connecticut 
may yield to permit the Senator from 
Nevada to answer the Senator from New 
York. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I quote from what 
purports to be the language of the Sen- 
ator from New York in the Recorp today. 

He said: 

I urge that an immediate investigation 
be made of these grave published charges 


against the honor of the Senate, to remove 
the stain upon the Senate. 


What does the Senator mean by that? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The 
time of the Senator from New York (Mr. 
LEHMAN] has expired. 

Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, I have 
not had any further requests made that 
I yield, but I now ask unanimous con- 
sent that I may yield 1 minute to 
the Senator from Wyoming IMr. 
O'Manoney], after which I shall expect 
to proceed with my speech, 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, I 
shall not object to this particular re- 
quest, but after that I shall call for the 
regular order. I shall feel compelled to 
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object to the Senator from Connecticut 
yielding further. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I am not quite clear 
whether objection has been made to the 
unanimous-consent request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion was made by the junior Senator 
from Idaho [Mr. WELKER]. 

The question now is on the unani- 
mous-consent request made by the Sen- 
ator from Connecticut [Mr. BENTON! 
that the Senator from Wyoming may be 
recognized for a period of 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Two minutes, let 
us say. 

Mr. BENTON. Yes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. For a 
period of 2 minutes, without losing the 
floor thereby. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Wyoming is recog- 
nized. 


ENLARGEMENT OF WATER SUPPLY FA- 
CILITIES FOR SAN DIEGO, CALIF.— 
REFERENCE OF A BILL 


Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, 
yesterday there was reported from the 
Committee on Armed Services Senate 
bill 234, which is now Calendar No, 702. 
This is a bill to authorize the Secretary 
of the Navy to enlarge existing water- 
supply facilities for the San Diego, Calif., 
area in order to insure the existence of 
an adequate water supply for naval in- 
stallations and  defense-production 
plants in such area. 

The report upon the bill and the 
terms of the bill show that it deals in 
part at least with the waters of the Colo- 
rado River. Jurisdiction over the distri- 
bution of those waters is governed by an 
interstate compact, and the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs has ju- 
risdiction of general legislation dealing 
with the disposition of. those waters. 

I have consulted the Senator from 
California [Mr. KNow.anp], who is very 
much interested in the bill, and also the 
chairman of the Armed Services Com- 
mittee, the able Senator from Georgia 
(Mr. Russet], and I understand they 
are in agreement with the request I am 
about to propound, namely, that the bill 
be referred for further consideration to 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Wyoming yield at that 
point? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Yes, indeed. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Since this is a 
matter which affects the State of Cali- 
fornia, I merely wish to say that I shall 
not resist either the unanimous-consent 
request, or the motion which the Senator 
would be at liberty to make, to refer the 
bill. I regret very much that the Sena- 
tor from Arizona and the Senator from 
Wyoming feel that it is necessary to do 
this, because of the great urgency of the 
proposed legislation, and the adverse 
effect delay will have upon the National 
Defense Establishment. The bill is of 
great importance to the National Defense 
Establishment. The naval authorities 
have testified that it would be detri- 
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mental to the national defense if the 
aqueduct were not built. San Diego is 
in a critical situation so far as the water 
supply is concerned. 

I merely call to the attention of the 
Senator from Wyoming and the Senator 
from Arizona, who raised the question 
with me the other day, the fact that the 
provisions requested by the upper basin 
States were put into the bill in the House 
of Representatives, the exact language 
was accepted, the bill was reported unan- 
imously by the House Armed Services 
Committee, and the companion bill, as 
I understand, was passed by the House 
yesterday. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, let 
me say that the Senator from Colorado 
(Mr. MILLIKIN] and the Senator from 
Utah [Mr. Wartxrns] are equally con- 
cerned, and since they represent States 
in the upper basin they would like very 
much to scan the amendments. They 
are aware, as is the present speaker, of 
the importance of the San Diego project. 
I assure the Senator from California that 
we shall undertake to consider the bill 
at the very earliest date so as to elimi- 
nate the danger of failure to act. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I know how busy 
the Senator has been as the chairman 
of the subcommittee on appropriations 
which handled the appropriation bill 
passed yesterday. I understand the 
Senator has rather a full calendar to 
face. I am fearful that with the time 
element involved we may find that the 
Defense Establishment has been seri- 
ously impaired because of delay in pass- 
ing the bill. I wonder whether the Sen- 
ator can give any assurances that the 
committee will look over the amend- 
ments and report the bill back to the 
Senate within a reasonable period of 
time. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I give the Senator 
assurance that we will give this bill pri- 
ority of consideration. I will refer it 
to a subcommittee almost immediately, 
if the full committee itself cannot take 
it up Monday or Tuesday. I assure the 
Senator that we will have prompt action. 
There is no desire to delay. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Yes, indeed. 

Mr. LONG. The junior Senator from 
Louisiana has the pleasure of serving 
both on the Armed Services Committee 
and the Committee on Interior and In- 
sular Affairs, and was the chairman of 
the subcommittee of the Committee on 
Armed Services which held hearings 
on the bill. I suggest that Senators 
interested in this proposed legislation 
send for the hearings had in the Armed 
Services Committee. I believe the com- 
mittee went into almost every conceiv- 
able point that could be raised in con- 
nection with the subject. It conducted 
a hearing lasting almost an entire 
morning. I suggest that Senators in- 
terested send for the hearings and the 
committee report, because they pretty 
well show all the particular ramifications 
of the bill. They may find it may not be 
necessary to have further hearings, 
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Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that Senate bill 
234 may now be referred to the Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs 
for consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request made by the 
Senator from Wyoming that Senate bill 
234, which is now on the calendar, may 
be referred to the Committee on In- 
terior and Insular Affairs? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 

Mr, O’MAHONEY. I thank the Chair. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had agreed to the amendment of 
the Senate to each of the following bills 
of the House: 

H. R. 608. An act for the relief of Kiyoko 
Matsuo; and 

H. R. 1971. An act for the relief of Kirocor 
Haladjian, Tacouhi Haladjian, Gulunia 
Haladjian, and Virginie Haladjian. 


The message also announced that the 
House had passed a bill (H. R. 5102) to 
authorize the Secretary of the Navy to 
enlarge existing water-supply facilities 
for the San Diego, Calif., area in order 
to insure the existence of an adequate 
water supply for naval and Marine Corps 
installations and defense production 
plants in such area. 


HOUSE BILL REFERRED 


The bill (H. R. 5102) to authorize the 
Secretary of the Navy to enlarge exist- 
ing water-supply facilities for the San 
Diego, Calif., area in order to insure the 
existence of an adequate water supply 
for naval and Marine Corps installa- 
tions and defense production plants in 
such area, was read twice by its title, 
and referred to the Committee on Inte- 
rior and Insular Affairs. 


NOMINATION OF ROBERT A. LOVETT, OF 
NEW YORK, TO BE SECRETARY OF 
DEFENSE 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Connecticut yield 
for just one more unanimous-consent 
request? 

Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, I am 
glad to yield, if Iam not called to order 
and do not lose the floor by doing so. 
In view of my understanding with Sen- 
ators I do not anticipate such a con- 
tingency. I yield to the majority leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair would advise the majority leader 
that the acting majority leader, the Sen- 
ator from Kentucky [Mr. UNDERWOOD] 
gave notice that he would demand the 
regular order at the conclusion of the 
matter just considered. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, I 
withdraw my statement so far as this 
particular instance is concerned. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator withdraws his statement. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, as 
in executive session, I ask that the Sen- 
ate consider the Executive Calendar, and 
particularly dispose of the nomination 
of the Honorable Robert A. Lovett, of 
New York, to be Secretary of Defense. 
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Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I object 
to considering the nomination at this 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
regret very much that objection is made. 
It is a very important nomination. Mr. 
Lovett must take over the duties of Sec- 
retary of Defense. I could have made 
the motion that the Senate proceed to 
consider the nomination, and thus have 
delayed consideration of the bill which 
is now the unfinished business. I will 
not do so at this time. I will have to do 
so later on, and the Senator from North 
Dakota will have to bear the responsi- 
bility for delaying by that much the 
Senate in its consideration of the postal 
bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the 
regular order demanded? 

Mr. LANGER. I ask for the regular 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
regular order is demanded. The Sen- 
ator from Connecticut [Mr. Benton] is 
reco: 


SECRETARY OF STATE ACHESON 


Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, I thank 
the Presiding Officer for the understand- 
ing way in which he has presided over 
and guided what has seemed to me to 
be a rather tumultuous interchange on 
the floor. 

Before I begin my own talk, I want 
to reassure the Senate and the gal- 
leries that I have been assured that the 
Finance Committee is not planning to 
report the tax bill until next Tuesday; 
thus I am assured that the remarks I 
am about to make, which bear on a most 
important subject now before the coun- 
try, will not interfere with the vote 
which I so eagerly desire on the postal 
pay bill. I congratulate the committee 
on the development of the pay bill. It 
is a bill which I endorse without reser- 
vation. I look forward to voting for it, 
if not today, then certainly on Monday 
when we should be sure to get the vote, 

Mr. President, last Saturday morn- 
ing 48 nations signed a treaty of peace 
with Japan. The main architect of the 
treaty was Ambassador John Foster 
Dulles, who in my judgment, deserves 
the great tributes which are now being 
paid him. Regardless of what the fu- 
ture may hold—and no man can surely 
foresee what the future may hold for 
Japan, or for our relations with Japan, 
or for the relations of the free world 
with Japan—Ambassador Dulles has 
achieved one of the outstanding diplo- 
matic triumphs of this or any other cen- 
tury. However, I wish to speak today 
about another architect of peace and 
freedom, Secretary of State Dean 
Acheson. 

Today is the eve of the Ottawa Con- 
ference, which opens tomorrow; and to- 
day is a suitable opportunity for this 
speech, which I may say I have planned 
for a long time. Indeed, it is a most 
compulsive moment, in part because of 
the unfortunate senatorial comments 
which have accompanied the departure 
of our Secretary of State for some pre- 
vious international conferences. 
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Last Saturday’s ceremony in San 
Francisco marked one more achievement 
in Mr. Acheson’s unique career. We 
know that under the general direction 
of the President he must have taken 
part at every major stage of the develop- 
ment of the Japanese treaty. Several 
distinguished Senators have testified to 
the brilliance with which he presided at 
San Francisco. 

Another reason why I should talk 
about Dean Acheson today, Mr. Presi- 
dent, is Wednesday’s announcement by 
President Truman of the appointment of 
former Governor Bowles of Connecticut, 
as Ambassador to India. I think that 
Governor Bowles, of whom Connecticut 
can well be proud for his many distin- 
guished achievements in many areas of 
public service, and who now enters upon 
what may turn out to be the most im- 
portant assignment of his life—and the 
people of Connecticut also—should be 
told the kind of man for whom he is 
going to work in his grave and critical 
new assignment. Certainly today the 
ambassadorship to India, representing 
the great and powerful American people, 
is one of the most important assign- 
ments anywhere in the world. It is at 
least possible that war or peace, for all 
of us, could conceivably be 
the thin hair which holds the sword that 
now sways above India. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent of the Senate to insert in the Recorp 
a group of four editorials dealing with 
Governor Bowles’ appointment, which 
have appeared in the past two days in 
leading newspapers in my State. One 
editorial is from the Hartford Courant, 
the oldest newspaper in the United 
States, and one of the country’s leading 
Republican papers. The Courant refers 
to Mr. Bowles as “a highly intelligent 
man, with imagination, psychological in- 
sight, and an acute sense of social re- 
sponsibility.” It praises his appointment 
by the President. I have here also an 
excellent editorial from the Hartford 
Times, the newspaper with largest cir- 
culation in my State, and two most 
notable editorials in praise of ex-Gov- 
ernor Bowles from the Bridgeport Post. 
I ask unanimous consent to have these 
four editorials printed in the Recorp at 
the conclusion of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, I think 
the time has manifestly come when 
someone on the floor of this Chamber 
should pay to Secretary Acheson the 
tribute he deserves for his outstanding 
role of leadership as Secretary of State, 
possibly the most difficult and trying job 
in the world today, with the exception 
of the Presidency itself. 

I venture to suggest that no group of 
free nations in the history of mankind, 
faced with such an overwhelming threat 
to their security, ever owed so much to a 
foreign minister as the free nations of 
the world owe today to Dean Acheson. 
His detractors cannot hope to do more 
than temporarily hide a brilliance of 
leadership seldom achieved by any 
United States Secretary of State. 
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Mr. President, it is rather rare in his- 
tory when a Secretary of State or a for- 
eign minister becomes a hero to his own 
countrymen while he lives. I do not 
know of a case in which such a man 
has become a hero while he has been 
Secretary of State. His responsibilities 
make him naturally suspect. I do not 
suggest, of course, that this is an un- 
healthy or reprehensible attitude for any 
people to take. The Secretary of State 
deals with policies which may mean life 
or death to millions. At best his is an 
impossible job, which only a few gifted 
men in any nation are ever qualified even 
to attempt. I shall go further: no man 
can ever be perfectly qualified because 
the job is as long and broad and deep as 
life itself—and there is no perfect man. 

The public hopes that the Secretary of 
State can control a total situation over 
which he can exercise no real control. 
He must deal with the foreign minis- 
ters and chiefs of state of 60 or more 
nations. He must deal with their 
peoples. He must deal each day and 
all day with those who seek to annihilate 
him both at home and abroad. He can 
influence nations and their peoples if he 
has skill; if he has bargaining strength 
behind him; if he has force and eco- 
nomic power behind him; if there is a 
real community of interest among the 
nations he deals with; and, finally, if he 
can hold together the American Con- 
gress and the American people. Yes, 
he may and should be able to influence 
other countries; but he cannot control 
them. 

A statesman rarely—I suppose never 
faces a choice between good and evil. 
He can only pluck the lesser evil. This 
is no way to win a popularity contest. A 
foreign minister is further handicapped 
because he cannot be candid in public, 
even if he would like to be, either with 
his own people or those abroad. This is 
a very great and heavy burden for him 
to carry. Much of his information is 
received in confidence. He must protect 
his sources or his sources will dry up, 
as every good newspaperman knows. 
Often life or death for key individuals 
abroad is involved in his skill in protect- 
ing his sources. Every day all over the 
world men’s reputations are at stake; 
if he destroys them, we can lose our best 
friends abroad. 

Yes, the Secretary of State and his 
aides must keep every confidence or they 
will jeopardize negotiations, affect ad- 
versely the selfish interests of our coun- 
try, or even affect adversely the chance 
for developing a world climate which 
will encourage security and peace. 

For such reasons there is a tradition 
of restraint in all parliamentary govern- 
ments when they debate foreign policy. 
Partisan discussion or irresponsible dis- 
cussion based on inadequate informa- 
tion plays into the hands of potential 
enemies. I hope I shall not be mis- 
understood. Of course, we in Congress 
should and must debate foreign policy; 
we should argue about it most ener- 
getically; we should chew and worry the 
foreign policies of this Nation the way a 
dog gnaws a bone until we get to the 
marrow and substance of what is neces- 
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sary to our peace and the peace of the 
world. But ours in Congress should be 
responsible debate, sincere and respon- 
sible arguing; otherwise we risk our 
country’s safety and the happiness of 
its citizens, 

As with all men, any Secretary of 
State must be judged by the nature and 
scale of the problems he faces, as well 
as by his ability to meet them. Secre- 
tary of State Dean Acheson is not our 
first secretary whose head has been 
bloodied by repeated—and often irre- 
sponsible attacks. Many other secre- 
taries, notably those who have faced 
grave problems and made great deci- 
sions, have shared the same fate. The 
extent to which the charges in other in- 
stances may be found to be true or false 
by the historians I shall not discuss to- 
day. My point today is that some of 
the criticism of the past has been sur- 
prisingly similar both in vehemence and 
vacuity to the reckless charges of the 
past 2 years hurled against the unbowed 
head of the uncomplaining Dean Ache- 
son. 

All our recent Secretaries of State 
have come in for severe attack. Cordell 
Hull, whom I greatly admire and upon 
whom it is my privilege to call occa- 
sionally at his suite at the Wardman 
Park, was our Secretary of State from 
1933 to 1944. He frequently was tarred 
and feathered as words can tar and 
feather. Henry L. Stimson, Secretary 
of State from 1929 to 1933, also was 
branded by severe criticism. His trade 
agreements with South American coun- 
tries were described by one critic as 
“encouraging more revolutions in South 
America than at any other time in his- 
tory.” Frank B. Kellogg, Secretary of 
State from 1925 to 1929, was described 
by his critics as an “amiable blunderer,” 
whose attitude toward Nicaragua and 
Mexico was inconceivably stupid. Criti- 
cism of the conduct of Secretaries of 
State Robert Lansing (1915-20) and 
Charles Evans Hughes (1921-25) from 
time to time can only be described as 
virulent, though certainly not as intense 
as that leveled against Mr. Acheson. 
William Jennings Bryan, Secretary of 
State from 1913 to 1915, was under at- 
tack without let up until the Great Com- 
moner was forced out of office. 

These quick references to the criticism 
of recent Secretaries of State merely 
serve to help make two points, The first 
is that Secretaries of State cannot 
escape castigation. It is a part of the 
job, an occupational hazard. This 
knowledge perhaps gives comfort to Mr. 
Acheson. The second point gives no 
comfort. It is that no previous assaults, 
to my knowledge, with the possible ex- 
ception of those aimed at William W. 
Seward, Lincoln’s Secretary, who defied 
the opinion of Congress when he refused 
to move against the Maximilian govern- 
ment in Mexico, and whose purchase of 
Alaska was labeled Seward's Folly,” 
have ever reached the virulence of those 
leveled against Mr. Acheson. Even the 
charges against Thomas Jefferson, Sec- 
retary of State from 1790 to 1793, for his 
decision to recognize the revolutionary 
French Government, violent as these 
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were, and even the criticism of Henry 
Clay, Secretary of State from 1825 to 
1829, never seem to have reached the 
excess of vituperation which has splat- 
tered the composite image of Mr. 
Acheson. 

I do not remotely suggest that Secre- 
tary Acheson or any other Secretary is 
above reproach or that he should be 
shielded from criticism. Indeed, I have 
frequently criticized the State Depart- 
ment myself, and thus by implication 
have criticized Mr, Acheson, for what I 
have considered its failure to move ahead 
more rapidly on the international psy- 
chological front. Mr. Acheson himself 
would be the first to admit that he has 
made many mistakes. He would be the 
first to concede that he needs criticism, 
as we all require criticism. However, it 
will become increasingly manifest to any 
thoughtful observer that his errors are 
enormously overbalanced by his out- 
standing achievements. This is the first 
big point for us in Congress to remember. 
This is the point we must remember. 
And I suggest further that his errors, 
such as they may seem to be, were shared 
with the overwhelming majority of the 
American people. 

Mr. Acheson has always hoped for 
peace, and worked for it. However, I 
attest to the fact that at a time when 
this entire Nation still fervently hoped 
that it might be possible to get along in 
reasonable harmony with Russia, he was 
one of the first responsible men in Gov- 
ernment to discover what getting along 
with the Russians actually involved. 
When he found his house of hope collaps- 
ing about him, to the tune of the Com- 
munist internationals, he set about re- 
building the house, with the only bricks 
and mortar available—the building of 
the United Nations, the strengthening of 
our diplomatic ties with our allies, the 
development of our military power 
coupled with a growing offensive on the 
propaganda and economic fronts, 

Who among us did not hope and pray, 
during our great triumphs in the closing 
months of the war, that we could work 
together with the Soviets to insure world 
security and peace? Would it not be in- 
credible if Mr. Acheson had failed to be- 
long to that great bloc of leaders here 
in America and around the world who 
hoped that postwar peace and security 
were quickly attainable for the free 
world—despite the tyrannical disposition 
of the Soviet power? I am sure that 95 
percent of the American people shared 
that hope; in fact, any administration 
which had failed to take reasonable ac- 
tions to advance that hope would and 
should have been thrown out of office. 

However, as this dream faded through- 
out the fall of 1945—and the disillusion- 
ing spring of 1946, I, as an associate of 
Mr. Acheson’s in the State Department, 
where we were both serving under Secre- 
tary Byrnes—I saw Dean Acheson evolve 
as one of the prime movers in our grow- 
ing effort to contain and repel Soviet 
communism by creating conditions and 
situations of strength. Often he stood 
virtually alone, and without complaint or 
retort, in the midst of critics who found 
it expedient to attack him daily—per- 
haps sometimes as a means of applying 
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balm to their own collective con- 
sciences—for many of them too—and 
who did not?—had hoped for a climate , 
of peace and many could not stomach 
their own bitter disillusionment. 

No one today can say for sure that 
without Dean Acheson’s understanding 
and leadership, this Nation would now 
be aroused to the threat of Soviet world 
aggression, and would now be facing that 
danger unflinchingly as we seek to mar- 
shal the free forces of the world to stand 
athwart the moving columns of aggres- 
sion. Mr. Acheson, in cooperation with 
Secretaries Byrnes and Marshall, and 
under the guidance of the President, has 
been one of the tiny handful of key lead- 
ers who have thus aroused the free world 
to its present efforts to buttress its re- 
sources against the dynamic evil of Soviet 
communism, 

Mr. President, there have been few in 
the Congress to seek the occupational 
hazards of the Secretary of State by 
coming to his defense. The Senate, I 
believe, should therefore salute the senior 
Senator from California [Mr. KNOW- 
LAND] for his candor and courage in his 
tribute of last Monday. I congratulate 
also the senior Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
Tart], and the senior Senator from New 
Jersey [Mr. Smitu] for their upstanding 
statements. However, our Secretary of 
State has never lacked friends and ad- 
mirers, though they have not enjoyed 
the Senate floor as a forum for their 
speeches and though the avenues of pub- 
licity have been largely closed to them. 
The press of the free world has of 
course—more often than not—sung Dean 
Acheson’s praises, but perhaps to the 
Senate it will seem a better measure of 
how he looks from abroad that the con- 
trolled press of the Soviets, and their 
intimidated puppets, have dealt harshly 
with him and with his plans to achieve 
security for the free world. 

We can say of Mr. Acheson that he 
has had to take responsibility for leader- 
ship in areas so critical that, by their 
very nature, in this time of crisis and 
danger, he has aroused the passions of 
men. My regret is that here in the 
Senate his detractors have proved so 
much more vocal than his defenders. I 
respectfully suggest that both sides of 
the aisle are culpable for lack of re- 
straint. Inaturally regret that members 
of my own political party have not stood 
up more strongly in their defense of Mr. 
Acheson. This disinclination on their 
part has in turn generated more and 
more irresponsible criticism. In the 
field of combat, an army gives heart and 
courage to the enemy when it fiees before 
his attack, but inspires caution and re- 
spect when it holds its ground. It is 
much the same with criticism and argu- 
ment. 

Last December Ambassador Dulles, 
who can feel such a deep and justified 
pride in his great diplomatic achieve- 
ments since then, summarized what he 
called a 5-year record of which we can 
be proud. 

“Consider these deeds,” said Ambassa- 
dor Dulles: 

1. We showed, by example within our own 
country, that social justice could be had 
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without traveling the Communist road of 
violent revolution and materialism. Through 
graduated income and estate taxes, and social 
‘security and pension plans, our capitalistic 
society has come to approach more nearly 
than the Communist world, the ideal of pro- 
duction according to ability and distribution 
according to need. 

2. Within 5 years the colonial system, 
which had become a festering sore, has been 
subjected to orderly liquidation. Over 750,- 
000,000 people have peacefully won political 
independence. Great Britain, as the princi- 
pal colonial power, took the lead. Our own 
direct national contribution has been the 
granting of freedom to the Philippines and 
continued progress in the discrediting of 
racial discrimination here at home. But in 
many other ways, we have exerted a powerful 
influence in this whole great process of build- 
ing between men of different races, creeds, 
and colors a new relationship of partnership 
and of equality. 

3. Since the end of World War II we have 
provided, in loans and grants, over $40,000,- 
000,000 for the relief of other people and the 
reconstruction of other lands, thereby prac- 
ticing the great commandment that the 
strong ought to lighten the burdens of the 
weak. 


4. We took the lead in founding the 
United Nations as an organization for re- 
cording the moral judgments of the world 
and developing ways to put power behind 
those judgments so as to promote collec- 
tive justice and security. This year, for the 
first time in all the annals of history, a world 
organization moved with force to halt ag- 
gression and whether or not that effort suc- 
ceeds in Korea, the United Nations has re- 
vealed possibilities which will inspire further 
effort. Already, at this 1950 session, the 
United Nations General Assembly asked all 
the member nations to maintain armed 
forces which could serve as United Nations 
units and they adopted new procedures so 
that these contingents could be called into 
service without veto paralysis. 


Mr. Dulles spoke in general terms. 
He was not yet able to speak of the 
great diplomatic achievements of the 
Japanese treaty and the San Francisco 
Conference. As part of the implemen- 
tation of these achievements of which 
Mr. Dulles last December attested we 
could be proud, there have been four 
major steps, and many significant lesser 
steps, all carried forward by Mr. Ache- 
son, Further, under the direction of 
the President, he has played a major 
role in the initiation of many elements 
in these four great developments in our 
foreign policy—as we have sought to 
create a world climate favorable to peace 
and unfavorable to aggression and war. 

First. The so-called Truman doc- 
trine—the military aid program to 
Greece and Turkey, extended at a time 
when those two countries were ripe for 
Communist infiltration and conquest. 

Second. The European recovery pro- 
gram, which checked the spread of com- 
munism in Europe, and the basic out- 
line which was first set forth by Mr. 
Acheson, while I was associated with 
him in the State Department, in a care- 
fully prepared speech which antedated 
General Marshall’s famed speech at 
Harvard by a month or more. It was 
this later Harvard speech of the gen- 
eral’s which gave the Marshall plan its 
name. 

Third. The formation of the North 
Atlantic Pact, and the military aid to 
Europe programs in connection with it. 

Fourth. The recasting of the United 
Nations so that the General Assembly 
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can take direct action for collective se- 
curity, despite the Soviet veto in the Se- 
curity Council. This is one of our great 
diplomatic triumphs, and the credit for 
revamping the United Nations to cir- 
cumvent the Soviet veto is largely Sec- 
retary Acheson's. . 

Mr. President, I submit that these four 
bold steps have been among the swiftest, 
most skillful moves in the history of 
American foreign policy. If they had 
not been taken, the armies of the Krem- 
lin could by now dominate the entire 
Eastern Hemisphere, much or all of Eu- 
rope, and the United States could now 
be the politburo’s final and solitary tar- 
get. I do not state categorically this 
would be so. I state that there is a ter- 
rifying possibility it could be so. Yes, 
we could now have the garrison state in 
all its horrible reality. 

Mr. President, although our record for 
the 5 years is good, and we need apolo- 
gize to no man, the crisis is so grave that 
I remind you again of the words I re- 
ported to the Senate a few months back, 
of Secretary Cordell Hull, “These are 
days of chaos and unspeakable danger.” 
International communism’s attack has 
forced the world to the threshold of 
world war III. Every resource of our 
people and of our allies must now be 
mobilized. We, the American people, 
must face this danger together. Let us 
resolve in debate what course our Nation 
shall pursue, but let us work with a sin- 
gleness of purpose for peace and freedom 
and security. 

At the Ottawa Conference which opens 


in peace and for peace; that chaos will 
not come to our minds like a wolf howl 
at midnight, or a snake in the gloom 
when the sun is down. Only then can 
we look ahead with hope that we will and 
can pass on to our children a heritage of 
peace and order. We must work for 
peace in our time and also in our chil- 
dren’s time. 

It is to this great goal that Dean Ache- 
son’s years in the State Department have 
been dedicated. Many of us Americans 
have congratulated him this week on his 
triumph in San Francisco last week. In- 
deed millions of people throughout the 
country, seeing him on television for the 
first time, responded to his skill and 
sensed the fact that here was a man who 
knew his job, a great man whom we, the 
American people, are lucky to have in 
that job at this time. On behalf of his 
millions of new friends of the television, 
and more particularly on behalf of his 
many friends and admirers in Middle- 
town, Conn., where he was born and 
raised, I wish him well as he prepares to 
pursue his great tasks in Ottawa next 
week. This wish for success in the paths 
of peace is one in which I am sure the 
overwhelming majority of the Members 
of Congress will be glad to join. 

Exuzrsrr 1 
[Prom the Hartford Courant of September 
13, 1951} 
Mn. BOWLES Becomes OUR AMBASSADOR 
TO INDIA 
The appointment of former Gov. Chester 


Bowles as Ambassador to India and Nepal is, 


of course, no surprise, The matter had been 


Settled some time ago and waited merely the 
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formal announcement. In taking this step 
into the diplomatic service, Mr. Bowles faces 
one of the more challenging situations of his 
whole career. He is a man with an eager, 
inquiring mind and a passion for action. 
These qualities could, if used properly, make 
him one of the great ambassadors of this 
country. 

Mr. Bowles is a highly intelligent man, 
with imagination, psychological insight 
and an acute sense of social responsibility. 
In India he will see a country that is badly off, 
not only because it is poor but also because 
it is shackled by customs and superstitions 
that continually accentuate that poverty. 
The soil of the country, for instance, grows 
worse each year because much of the natural 
fertilizer is burned for fuel. Though on the 
verge of starvation, the people do not 
slaughter cattle for food. These are some 
of many customs that run counter to what 
the occidental considers good sense. 

There will be a great deal in India to draw 
on the humane instincts of both the Ambas- 
sador and Mrs. Bowles. Both are in a posi- 
tion to help the distressed masses there, and 
doubtless both are aware of the challenge 
implicit in this appointment. They will 
bring support to Prime Minister Nehru in 
his work of uplift and reform, opposed by 
the social reactionaries of that fabulous land. 
The future course of India is of vast im- 
portance, not only to Asia but to the rest of 
the world as well. Ambassador Bowles has 
a finer appreciation of this than many an- 
other who might have been appointed. The 
Courant, although it has frequently dif- 
fered with Mr. Bowles politically, wishes for 
both him and Mrs. Bowles every good for- 
tune. The opportunity for service is great, 
and by a wise use of his talents Mr. Bowles 
may find in India a chance for accomplish- 
ment and satisfaction surpassing any that, 
as yet, has come his way. 


From the Hartford Times of September 
13, 1951] 
CHESTER BOWLES, AMBASSADOR 


When Chester Bowles goes to India as 
Ambassador, one of the most progressive 
leaders in American public life will become 
our representative in one of the least modern 
and most custom-ridden countries in the 
world. India is a land facing numerous 
problems—economic, political, cultural, in- 
ternational. Perhaps the basic one is shared 
to an extent by all nations—the problem 
of human relationships. 

To a man like former Governor Bowles, all 
of these will present a stimulating challenge. 
His is an inquiring and imaginative mind. 
One may be certain the formal and cere- 
monial side of his new duties will never 
occupy his attention at the expense of real- 
istic service for the strengthening of Ameri- 
can interests and principles with both the 
Indian Government and people. 

In all this, Ambassador Bowles will be 
ably seconded by Mrs. Bowles whose intelli- 
gence, graciousness, and keen interests in 
the genuine affairs of life will make our em- 
bassy a center of wholesome example and 
influence. 

At the present stage of international de- 
velopments, there is no more important gov- 
ernmental post than the one to which the 
Bowles family has been called. Connecticut 
is honored and the country well served by 
this appointment. The former governor will 
assume his new duties at a time most op- 
portune and critical. The destiny of the 
world is being settled in Asia and there is 
growing evidence that India may tip the 
balance. The Bowles appointment makes it 
certain that our influence there will be dy- 
namic, constructive, humanitarian, idealis- 
tic, and positive. Mr. Bowles faces a big 
job but one he is well qualified to handle. 
He will measure his success not in terms 
of personal prestige, but in the advance- 
ment of democracy, human welfare, and 
peace, He faces a vast amount of hard work 


1951 


and a supreme opportunity for the service 
he is well qualified to render. 


[From the Bridgeport Post of September 14, 
1951] 


No Easy JOB IN INDIA 


For some time it had been forecast that 
our former Governor, Chester Bowles, would 
enter diplomatic service. Then it became 
known that President Truman had selected 
him for the post of Ambassador to India and 
Nepal. The President might have looked 
over the map of the world and his list of 
vacancies to find a nice quiet spot for the 
noted advertising man and wartime Price 
Administrator. Instead, he picked the for- 
mer Governor for one of his most difficult 
assignments, 

Mr. Bowles, who undoubtedly will be con- 
firmed by the Senate, inherits a delicate 
task from Ambassador Henderson, who goes 
to Iran. There has been something of a 
split between India and the western nations, 
Prime Minister Nehru has been sharply criti- 
cal of the United States and has shown a 
tendency for friendship with Moscow. 

India has opposed the United Nations 
strategy, which is ours, in Korea, and re- 
fused to send a delegation to sign the peace 
treaty with Japan. To win India to the 
ranks of the free nations in their opposition 
to Communist imperialism will be one of the 
new Ambassador’s responsibilities, in addi- 
tion to his representation of the United 
States. 

Mr. Bowles is young and vigorous and his 
years in public life will serve him in good 
stead in his new post at New Delhi. Another 
assignment, that of envoy to the mountain- 
ous kingdom of Nepal, will require him to 
travel by mule to the distant border states. 
He will be this country’s first Minister to 
Nepal. Without previous diplomatic experi- 
ence, he is likely to win where others have 
failed. 

Whatever talk there was concerning oppo- 
sition to Mr. Bowles seems to have been dis- 
pelled, as both United States Senators from 
Connecticut, Senator McMaHon and Sen- 
ator BENTON, were lavish in their praise of 
the President's choice. Mr. MCMAHON is a 
member of the Foreign Relations Committee 
which passes first on the nomination of en- 
voys and Mr. Benton was appointed to the 
Senate by Mr, Bowles upon the resignation 
of Justice Baldwin from that Chamber. 
Congress ought to welcome the appointment, 
as Mr, Bowles is no striped trousers and 
afternoon tea diplomat. He has plenty of 
common sense and tact and if it is good will 
we want and need in India, Mr. Bowles ought 
to be able to attain it for us. After all, that 
is his natural field, having sold millions and 
millions of dollars worth of American prod- 
ucts through advertising. 

Mr. Bowles has a faculty of getting quickly 
to the heart of the matter at hand. If he 
can sell Mr. Nehru and the Indian people 
the simple truth that the United States 
wants to be friendly and cooperative with 
Asia and all the nations of the world, he 
will have performed a great service for this 
country. . That will not be easy, but we wish 
him all the success in the world in his ardu- 
ous undertaking. 


[From the Bridgeport Post of August 22, 
1951 


Bow es ro INDIA 


For some months Washington rumors have 
persistently hinted that when the propitious 
time comes, the President will name former 
Gov. Chester Bowles, of Essex, Conn., as our 
next Ambassador to India. 

We hope the rumors are true. Former 
Governor Bowles has all the necessary at- 
tributes to discharge the ordinary and stand- 
ardized duties of an Ambassador. But far 
above and beyond that he has what most 
Ambassadors lack, the kind of training and 
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ability which will enable him to “sell” Amer- 
ica to the country where he is assigned. 
Chester Bowles’ long, continued, and highly 
successful career in which he showed himself 
an established master in the art, the psychol- 
ogy, and the practical mechanics of success- 
ful advertising will enable him to do the 
kind of job that needs to be done in India 
and, for that matter, in the rest of Asia, 
For on one point, from practically every 
well-informed observer and traveler report- 
ing to us from Asia, comes the same unhappy 
verdict. The Asiatics hate us. 

That is they do not really hate us. They 
hate a fantastic, imaginary creature, which 
has been built up in their minds by inces- 
sant propaganda as a true picture of Uncle 
Sam. It is rather a travesty of fate that 
we, the best-intentioned Nation in the world, 
are also the worst misunderstood and partic- 
ularly so in the East. 

To undo some of this damage requires the 
service of men who know how to put our 
best foot forward to get our true story heard 
and to restore the damage. Chester Bowles 
ought to be a most efficient worker along this 
line and there is no better place to begin 
than in India, 


Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, before 
I yield the floor I want to express my 
great surprise at the objection voiced by 
the senior Senator from North. Dakota 
to the immediate confirmation of the 
nomination of Robert A. Lovett as Sec- 
retary of Defense. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the Recorp, immediately fol- 
lowing this brief comment, a most illu- 
minating article written by Mr. Arthur 
Krock, and published in the New York 
Times on September 13, 1951. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 2.) 

Mr. BENTON. Secretary Lovett and 
I served under General Marshall for 4 or 
5 months, and I have had the privilege 
of working with him in other connec- 
tions since. I have never dealt with a 
man of greater devotion to duty, or 
greater ability. I join him in great re- 
gret at the resignation of General Mar- 
shall, certainly one of the most impor- 
tant and significant figures in our Amer- 
ican history. I remember when Mr. 
Paul Hoffman, in speaking about Secre- 
tary Marshall, said to me: “He is the 
most selfiess and unselfish man I have 
ever known.” In that one remark Mr, 
Hoffman achieved a quick embodiment 
of the Christian virtues. No greater 
tribute could be paid to General Mar- 
shall in his resignation than the ap- 
pointment by the President of General 
Marshall’s close friend and long-time 
adviser and associate of so many years, 
to be his successor, Mr. Robert A. Lovett. 

I must add that the President is to be 
congratulated, not only on Mr, Lovett's 
appointment but also on the appoint- 
ment of Mr. William Foster, head of 
ECA, as deputy to Mr. Lovett. Mr. 
Foster and I have been intimately asso- 
ciated for years. 

These are two of the most capable men 
we have had in the Federal Government 
in my knowledge of it. I earnestly hope 
that their nominations will be confirmed 
without delay by the United States Sen- 
ate, with congratulations to us all and 
to all the American people on the acqui- 
sition of their talented service. 
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EXHIBIT 2 


In THE NATION—THE TRIUMFE OF BOTH 
LOYALTY AND MERIT 


(By Arthur Krock) 


WASHINGTON, September 12.—The promo- 
tion of Robert A. Lovett from Deputy Sec- 
retary of Defense to Secretary, succeeding 
General Marshall, was one of those deci- 
sions—rare in the record of any President— 
by which everything good in government 
and nothing ill was served. 

Mr. Truman chose the man best qualified 
for this great vacancy by ability,-experience, 
character, mental and physical vigor; and 
by the fact that this is also the estimate 
of Congress, the armed services, and all 
others whose cooperation is required. 
Though General Man hall undoubtedly ad- 
vised the appointment, and no recommenda- 
tion from any source has such weight at the 
White House, the President in adopting it 
accepted merit as the only test and disre- 
garded the political considerations which 
over the years have often influenced Cabinet 
nominations. But certain previous nonpo- 
litical appointments he has made to posts 
where the highest talents are needed support 
the view that Mr. Lovett was his first and 
only choice, too. 


A NONPOLITICAL FIGURE 


The seiection was valuable in several other 
respects. It will encourage public servants 
who concentrate on the task in hand, and 
who are either inactive in politics or belong 
to the opopsition party, to feel that high re- 
wards will not be denied them for these rea- 
sons. It will make it easier for Presidential 
talent scouts to recruit important persons in 
private life who now decline on the ground 
that they would be expected primarily to 
serve Mr. Truman’s factional interests; be 
chopped at by the administration's hatchet- 
men if they didn’t; and by some hatchet- 
men whatever they did. 

Mr. Lovett has played nobody’s politics, 
to which the words “including his own” 
could be added were it not that he hasn't 
anywhere public service is concerned. He 
has now and then been s_urred in some dis- 
patches as a “Wall Street man,” with the 
implication that hence his remedy for all 
social and economic ills is to shoot the poor, 
But this type of personal attack, which some- 
times is reprisal for the writer’s failure to 
be given an “inside” news track, sometimes 
for the official's failure to shower social at- 
tentions on the writer and his fcmily, has 
been minor. Mr. Lovett has never been the 
victim of organized smearing. 


THAT KICK DOWNSTAIRS 


The appointment is notable also because it 
is not only a logical and earned promotion 
but the happy ending of a record of extraor- 
dinary loyalty of one man to another. The 
finale of a career of such personal deyotion.as 
Mr. Lovett has displayed for General Mar- 
shall has repeatedly been a kick in the pants, 
in a downstairs direction. If the object of 
the devotion did not deliver the kick him- 
self, it was delivered by an ambitious rival 
who has been shrewdly undercutting both 
his superiors throughout their David and 
Jonathan act. In this instance, loyalty had 
produced the feeble Washington joke that 
Mr, Lovett (once subordinate to Henry L. 
Stimson and twice to General Marshall, two .„ 
of the three persons to whom he could 
never say No“) was always a bridesmaid 
and never a bride. But today at last he 
caught the bride’s bouquet. 

THE VINSON MISSION 

If the portrai were true that is drawn of 
the President by critics whose’ inability or 
unwillingness to see the sources of his great 
popular appeal has helped him to electoral 
victory, he would not have promoted Mr, 
Lovett, General Marshall’s recommenda- 
tion notwithstanding, For it was the new 
Secretary’s vigilance on a tense and cele- 


brated occasion that caused Mr. Truman to 
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abandon a cherished plan, one to which he 
still refers as a very good plan, indeed, that 
might have changed recent history for the 
better. This was an event of the morning 
of October 5, 1948, when Mr. Truman was a 
candidate for election. 

The President, mulling anxiously over the 
steady deterioration in our relations with 
Soviet Russia, had an inspiration. Fred M. 
Vinson, Chief Justice of the United States, 
Was a great and good man; so intimate with 
the President that he could te trusted to 
serve as his alter ego in the most delicate 
business; moreover, the Chief Justice was a 
most persuasive man, the human mirror of 
that America which wants peace on earth and 
a fair share of it for all men of good will. 
Why not dispatch him to Moscow to impress 
this on Stalin and bring about a new and 
peaceful era for the world? 


THE GENERAL’S REACTION 


To such a request the Chief Justice could 
not but assent. The President was joyfully 
preparing to act on his inspiration when 
Mr. Lovett, then Under Secretary of State, 
heard about it. Secretary Marshall was in 
Paris, attending a Foreign Ministers’ con- 
ference. Mr. Lovett, aghast at the conse- 
quences, rushed to the White House to urge 
that the matter be discussed with General 
Marshall before Mr. Truman took to the 
radio. It was clear the President fully in- 
tended to do this but had assumed the Gen- 
eral would be as pleased with the idea as its 
author. General Marshall on the teletype 
from Paris made it plain that his reaction 
was identical with his Deputy’s, and the 
project was reluctantly dropped. If the Pres- 
ident, as some critics contend, never for- 
gives anyone who plays the part Mr. Lovett 
did in this affair someone else would be the 
next Secretary of Defense. 

Final item: In the fourth Secretary are 
embodied all the public ideals of the first, 
his intimate friend, James Forrestal. 


OPPOSITION TO ADMISSION OF COMMU- 
NIST CHINA TO THE UNITED NATIONS 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, in 
the Washington Star this evening there 
appears an article entitled “Evidence Red 
China Is Irked With Soviet Claimed by 
Yugoslavs.” It is written by Ernie Hill, 
a well-known foreign correspondent for 
the Washington Star and the Chicago 
Daily News. He is a well-known and re- 
sponsible journalist. The article is date- 
lined United Nations, New York, Sep- 
tember 14. I now ask consent to have 
the entire article printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 

EVEN Rep CHINA Is IRKED WirH Soviet 
CLAIMED BY YucosLavs 
(By Ernie Hill) 

Unrrep Nations, N. Y., September 14.— 
Yugoslavs at the United Nations claim they 
have evidence that relations between Mos- 
cow and Peiping are extremely cool and 
getting cooler. 

Information received from Belgrade, they 
say, has the Chinese Communists sorely 
irked at Russia's failure to furnish more 


airplanes and mechanized equipment for the 
Korean war. 


' This is true, Yugoslavs say, despite the 
fact that Russia recently turned over 300 
planes and has now asked satellite countries 
to send arms to the Chinese Reds. 

Peiping, it is stated, believes Russia could 
give 10 times as much assistance as it has 
up to this point. 


URGE SPLIT BE ENCOURAGED 


Ales Bebler, Yugoslav delegate, is quoted 
as contending that the non-Communist 
nations are passing up an excellent oppor- 


We 
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tunity to contribute to the schism in the 
Communist camp. Because of the refusal 
to give Red China a U. N. seat Peiping is 
forced to play the Russian game, Yugoslavs 
say. 

The vs are insisting that now is 
the time to split the Moscow-Peiping axis. 
Many delegates are reacting favorably to 
the idea, 

Members of the American delegation are 
listening but doing only a minimum of 
talking. 

It is well known that some members of 
the delegation believe it would be good 
strategy to let Peiping in the U. N. and try 
to convince the Red Chinese that they are 
heading for destruction by playing the Soviet 
game. 

It is as equally well known that a num- 
ber of State Department aides agree with 
this strategy. 

The United States appears unlikely to 
swing over to the Yugoslav suggestion be- 
cause of congressional backing for Chinese 
Nationalist leader Chiang Kai-shek. 

STOCK ABOUT ZERO AT U. N. 

The Chinese generalissimo has much 
more strength in Washington than he had 
at Lake Success, where his stock is just 
about zero. 

Secretary of State Acheson was believed 
ready to join the group seeking to seat Red 
China until 6 months ago, when congres- 
sional opposition became firmly established. 

If a majority swings over at the Paris 
General Assembly meeting in November, the 
United States is expected to ask the Inter- 
national Court of Justice whether an Ameri- 
can veto can be applied to the Security 
Council, 

Among alternatives frequently mentioned 
is that the United States might let the 
majority admit Red China on the under- 
standing that the Russians will permit 
Japan membership in the U. N. 

The Yugoslavs say their information comes 
from Communist sources recently returned 
to Belgrade from Peiping. They say there 
can be no doubt that Mao Tse-tung feels 
let down by the Soviets and could become 
an Asiatic “Tito.” 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, the 
tenor of the article is that the repre- 
sentatives of Yugoslavia at the United 
Nations have been suggesting to their 
colleagues that Communist China be ad- 
mitted to the United Nations, on the the- 
ory that Mao Tse-tung has the possibil- 
ity of becoming another Tito. Mr. Pres- 
ident, I think that is as unlikely as was 
the theory that the Chinese Communists 
were only agrarian reformers. I think 
some of the persons who were deceived 
by that theory are being deceived or are 
deluding themselves now by means of 
the present Chinese-Tito theory. That 
does not concern me so much because, 
after all, although Mr. Tito has broken 
with the Kremlin at the moment, he is 
a Communist, although at the moment 
he is averse to the Kremlin brand of 
communism. However, what concerns 
me is the following paragraph dealing 
with some discussions apparently had 
with some of the members of the Amer- 
ican delegation to the conference. I 
now read from the article by Mr. Hill: 

It is well known that some members of 
the delegation believe it would be good 
strategy to let Peiping in the UN and try 
to convince the Red Chinese that they are 
heading for destruction by playing the So- 
viet game. 


Mr. President, I understand that some 
additional names have been submitted 


by the President of the United States to 
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the Senate. I hope that rather than 
give this mattery a perfunctory going 
over, in view of the statements made by 
a responsible newspaper correspondent, 
the Foreign Relations Committee will 
ask each of the nominees for the posi- 
tion of delegate or alternate delegate to 
the United Nations to appear before it 
or to appear before a proper subcommit- 
tee in order to have a frank discussion 
as to their views relative to the admis- 
sion of Communist China into the United 
Nations. à 

I think the Senate of the United States 
and the country are entitled to a full 
and frank discussion of that matter by 
every person who has been nominated 
by the President to the high post of rep- 
resenting this country in the United Na- 
tions. 

I wish to read further from the article 
by Mr. Hill: 

It is equally well known that a number of 
State Department aides agree with this 
strategy. 


Mr. President, I believe it is highly 
important that the Senate Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee look into this phase of 
the situation. In the interest of the bi- 
partisan cooperation to which reference 
has been made from time to time in the 
past, including quite recently, I hope the 
responsible officials of the State Depart- 
ment will promptly issue to the Amer- 
ican people a statement which will show 
clearly, beyond peradventure of doubt, 
that the State Department itself as a 
matter of policy has no such intention, 
but that it will resist openly and with 
every power at its command the admis- 
sion of Red China into the United Na- 
tions. 

Mr. President, the reports coming in 
on both the United Press and the Asso- 
ciated Press teletypes in the lobby in the 
rear of the Senate Chamber today indi- 
cate that a build-up is still occurring in 
North Korea by the Chinese Communist 
forces, and that vast quantities of 
armor, artillery, and planes are being ac- 
cumulated also in the sanctuary of Man- 
churia. To General Van Fleet is at- 
tributed a statement to the effect that 
we are now at the period of the full moon, 
and it is well known that on many occa- 
sions in the past the Chinese Communists 
have used a full-moon period for night 
attacks. General Van Fleet's statement 
indicates that at least our own forces 
are alert to the possibilities of a major 
onslaught during the next 48 hours. Of 
course, it may never occur. 

However, for our Government or for 
our associates in the United Nations even 
to be contemplating letting Red China 
shoot its way into the United Nations, I 
believe is unthinkable and is unsupport- 
able by the American public, and, I think, 
would meet with the overwhelming dis- 
approval of the Members of the Senate 
and of the House of Representatives. 

In order that we may have it in the 
Recorp at this point, let me say that on 
the 12th day of September, which was 
Wednesday, there was circulated a letter, 
addressed to the President of the United 
States, reading as follows: 

A SEPTEMBER 12, 1951. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: As Members of the 

United States Senate, we are opposed to tlie 
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recognition of Communist China by the 
Government of the United States or its ad- 
mission into the United Nations. 

Prior to the submission of the Japanese 
Treaty to the Senate, we desire to make it 
clear that we would consider the recogni- 
tion of Communist China by Japan or the 
negotiating of a bilateral treaty with the 
Communist Chinese regime to be adverse to 
the best interests of the people of both Japan 
and the United States. 

Sincerely yours, 

WILLIAM F. KNOWLAND; MILTON R. 
Younc; RIcHAnn⁰ M. Nixon; HENRY C. 
DworsHAK; HOMER FERGUSON; EDWARD 
J. THYE; ROBERT A. Tarr; H. ALEXAN- 
DER SMITH; ZALES N. ECTON; JOSEPH R. 
McCartHy; ANDREW F. SCHOEPPEL; 
MARGARET CHASE SMITH; KARL E. 
MunpT; James P. KEM; RALPH E. 
FLANDERS; KENNETH S. WHERRY; PAT 
McCarran; JOHN J. WILLIAMS; HERMAN 
WELKER; LESTER C. HUNT; ALLEN J. 
ELLENDER, Sr.; FRANCIS CASE; WILLIAM 
E. JENNER; OLIN D. JOHNSTON; CLYDE 
R. Hoey; Wayne Morse; Harry P. 
Cain; HERBERT R. O'Conor; HUGH 
BUTLER; JOHN M. BUTLER; FRANK CARL- 
SON; LEVERETT SALTONSTALL; BOURKE B. 
HICKENLOOPER; ROBERT C. HENDRICK- 
SON; KENNETH MCKELLAR; EvERETT M, 
DIRKSEN; WALLACE F. BENNETT; JAMES 
O. EASTLAND; PAUL H. DOUGLAS; JOHN 
L. MCCLELLAN; SPESSARD L. HOLLAND; 
Brar Moopy; BURNET R. MAYBANK; 
Homer E. CAPEHART; JOHN W. BRICKER; 
OWEN BREWSTER; A. S. MIKE MONRONEY; 
GEORGE D. AIKEN; STYLES BRIDGES; 
JosEPH C. O'MAHONEY; WILLIS SMITH; 
Guy CORDON; EUGENE D. MILLIKIN; 
EDWARD MARTIN; IRvING M. Ives; Guy 
M. GILLETTE, 


Mr. President, it is to be noted that 
that letter is signed by 56 Members of the 
Senate. The circulation of that letter, 
merely for purposes of the RECORD, was 
stopped at 12 o'clock noon yesterday be- 
cause it was the desire of those of us 
who had signed it that it might be 
sent to the President while both Foreign 
Minister Morrison and Foreign Minister 
Schuman were still in Washington, so 
that they might have the views of a sub- 
svantial majority of the Senate of the 
United States. 

I think it will also be of interest to 
have published in the Recorp at this 
point, as a part of my remarks, a letter 
dated May 2, 1950, which at that time 
was signed by 35 Members of the Senate, 
That letter deals substantially with the 
same subject matter. I now submit the 
letter for the Recorp, and ask unani- 
mous consent to have it printed at this 
point. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

May 2, 1950, 
President Harry S. TRUMAN, 
The White House, Washington, D. C. 

Dear MR. PRESDENT: We, the undersigned 
Members of the Senate of the United States, 
respectively urge that this Government, in 
the development of a far-eastern policy, 
promptly make clear: 

1. We have no present intention of recog- 
nizing the Communist regime in China; and 

2. We shall actively oppose the move by 
representatives of the Soviet Union to un- 
seat the representatives of the Republic of 
China and to extend membership to the rep- 
resentatives of that country in the United 
Nations. 
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We firmly believe that a prompt clarifica- 
tion of our position in this matter is in the 
national interest. 

Sincerely yours, 

Pat McCarran, Guy Corpon, Kari E. 
MUNDT, JOHN W. Bricker, RALPH E. 
FLANDERS, CHAN GURNEY, W. E. JENNER, 
G. W. Matone, James B. EASTLAND, 
Harry DARBY, Harry F. BYRD, WILLIAM 
F. KNOWLAND, STYLES BRIDGES, OWEN 
BREWSTER, MILTON R. Younc, EDWARD 
THYE, EDWARD MARTIN, ROBERT A. TAFT, 
KENNETH S. WHERRY, ANDREW SCHOEP- 
PEL, Harry P. CAIN, ZALES ECTON, FOR- 
REST C. DONNELL, HUGH BUTLER, HENRY 
O. DWORSHAK, Evcene D. MILLIKIN, 
LEVERETT SALTONSTALL, IRVING M. IVES, 
JOHN J. WILLIAMS, HOMER FERGUSON, 
JaMes P. KEM, ROBERT HENDRICKSON, 
JOSEPH R. MCCARTHY, HERBERT 
O'CONOR, CHARLES W. TOBEY. 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
also ask unanimous consent to have 
printed at this point in the RECORD a 
letter dated the year before, namely, on 
June 24, i949. The letter was signed by 
21 Members of the Senate and deals with 
reports that the Government of the 
United States might then be considering 
the recognition of Communist China, 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the REc- 
orD, as follows: š 


JUNE 24, 1949. 
Hon, HARRY TRUMAN, 

The White House, 

Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: The undersigned 
Members of the Senate have been greatly 
concerned by reports that this Government 
might be contemplating the recognition of 
the Communist regime in China. 

Any such policy would appear to be in- 
consistent with the position this Govern- 
ment took in Greece and Turkey when the 
Truman doctrine was enunciated and with 
the substantial support we have given 
through the Marshall plan to the nations of 
Western Europe and with the North Atlantic 
Pact against aggression in Western Europe. 

Communist control of China means the 
ultimate negation of the open door trade 
policy; loss of freedom and independence in 
a real sense for the people of China and a 
major victory for international communism 
with a corresponding threat to the national 
security of the United States. 

We believe that the time has come for the 
adoption of an affirmative friendly policy 
toward the constitutional government of 
China and the forces opposing communism 
in that country. 

We further believe that this Government 
should make it clear that no recognition of 
the Communist forces in China is presently 
contemplated and that we shall make clear 
that a free, independent, and non-Com- 
munist China will continue to have the 
friendship and assistance of the United 
States of America. 

Respectfully yours, 

WILLIAM F. KNOWLAND, PAT MCCARRAN, 
STYLES BRIDGES, WARREN MAGNUSON, 
OWEN BREWSTER, CLYDE REED, SHERI- 
DAN DOWNEY, KARL MUNDT, HOMER 
FERGUSON, WAYNE MORSE, MILTON 
Younc, RAYMOND BALDWIN, EDWARD 
THYE, ROBERT A. TAFT, JOHN BRICKER, 
SPESSARD HOLLAND, RICHARD B. RUS- 
SELL, EDWARD MARTIN, HUGH BUTLER, 
Guy Corpon, HARRY CAIN. 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 
with this background and in light of the 
article from Lake Success, by Mr. Hill, I 
think a great deal could be accomplished 
if the State Department and the execu- 
tive branch of the Government of the 
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United States were to make a very clear 
statement at this time to the effect that 
this Government will use every effort to 
see to it that Communist China is not 
permitted to shoot its way into the 
United Nations. 


TRIBUTES TO SECRETARY OF STATE 
ACHESON, THE STATE DEPARTMENT, 
AND GEN. GEORGE C. MARSHALL 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
desire to associate myself with the re- 
marks made a few minutes ago by the 
distinguished Senator from Connecticut 
[Mt. BENTON] in regard to the accom- 
plishments of Secretary of State Ache- 
son, both throughout his career and par- 
ticularly at the recent peace conference 
at San Francisco. 

The Senator from Connecticut brought 
to our attention the fact that by means 
of the television broadcast of the recent 
peace conference at San Francisco, many 
persons for the first time saw the Secre- 
tary of State as he really is. They 
learned to appreciate the fine man that 
he is and the fine character that is his. 

The American people have found, as 
they have come to know him better, the 
Secretary of State to be one who is 
skilled, trained, experienced, and in- 
formed. They observed in Mr. Acheson 
a sense of calm and poise that comes 
from his great intellectual capacity and 
moral courage. 

Our country is most fortunate to have 
at this time a man of his vast experience 
and wisdom at the post of Secretary of 
State. These are days when it is not 
easy to make decisions. To be sure, the 
Secretary of State, like all others, has 
made mistakes. However, I generally 
find that the mistakes which we accredit 
to the Secretary of State are mistakes 
which could not be foreseen at the time 
when the events to which they related 
occurred, but are mistakes which we have 
come to recognize only through hind- 
sight, rather than foresight. 

I also note that the Senator from 
Connecticut paid appropriate tribute to 
the former Secretary of Defense, Mr. 
Marshall. Of course, I fully concur in 
the sentiments expressed by the Sena- 
tor from Connecticut in regard to both 
the Secretary of State and General Mar- 
shall. The former Secretary of Defense 
has earned for himself a reputation sec- 
ond to none, and he will go down in 
American history as one of our great sol- 
diers, one of our great statesmen and 
great patriots and as one of the world’s 
great citizens. 

I know that the new Secretary of De- 
fense will enjoy the same sense of con- 
fidence which Secretary Marshall has 
had. I hope he will not have to suffer 
the whiplash of attack which the former 
Secretary had to endure. 

Mr. President, the San Francisco con- 
ference can be judged in the light of a 
statement made by the late President 
Woodrow Wilson, for that conference was 
one at which an open covenant was open- 
ly arrived at, and there were no secret 
dealings. For that I think we owe a debt 
of gratitude not only to our Secretary of 
State, but also to our President, to John 
Foster Dulles, our ambassador to the 
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United Nations, and to the other mem- 
bers of the State Department who work- 
ed ceaselessly and tirelessly in behalf of 
world peace. The State Department de- 
serves tribute and praise for its great 
work, and also deserves the approbation 
and confidence of all American citizens. 
We can be justly proud of the remarkable 
record in diplomacy and statecraft which 
our State Department through its Secre- 
tary has achieved. 


INCREASED PAY IN POST OFFICE 
DEPARTMENT 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (S. 355) to amend the act of 
July 6, 1945, as amended, so as to reduce 
the number of grades for the various 
positions under such act, and for other 
purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc- 
Manon in the chair). The amendment 
in the nature of a substitute for the 
pending bill is before the Senate and is 
open to amendment. The Senator from 
South Carolina. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
yield to the Senator from Kansas. 

Mr.CARLSON. Mr. President, in view 
of the fact that we are taking up the 
postal pay-increase bill, affecting 500,000 
employees of the Government, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for a 
quorum call be rescinded and that fur- 
ther proceedings under the call be dis- 
pensed with. 

Mr. LANGER. Reserving the right to 
object, I want to say to the distinguished 
majority leader that about half an hour 
ago he asked unanimous consent to take 
up the Executive Calendar, particularly 
the nomination of Robert A. Lovett, of 
New York, as Secretary of Defense. I 
should like to ask him whether that is 
Dr. Robert Morss Lovett, who was for- 
merly Governor of the Virgin Islands? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will inform the Senator from 
North Dakota that his reservation of the 
right to object is not in order. There is 
pending a request by the Senator from 
Kansas that the quorum call may be re- 
scinded. That, of course, is open to ob- 
jection. It is not open to debate, but it 
is open to objection, 

Mr. LANGER. I simply tried to save 
time, because I wanted to find out who 
this man Lovett is. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no objection, the Senator can be rec- 
ognized in his own right. 

Mr. LANGER. I withdraw any ob- 
jection I might have. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the quorum call is rescinded, 
and the Chair will recognize the Senator 
from North Dakota. 

Mr. LANGER. I thank the Chair. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, the 
Robert A. Lovett whose nomination ap- 
pears today on the Executive Calendar is 
not the Robert M. Lovett of whom the 
Senator from North Dakota is speaking. 
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‘The Mr. Lovett whose nomination is 
pending has been Deputy Secretary of 
Defense and he has been in Government 
service for a number of years. 

Mr. LANGER. Does the Senator 
know of his own knowledge that that is 
true? 

Mr. McFARLAND. Yes. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Robert 
A. Lovett was born in Huntsville, Tex., 
and was appointed Assistant Secretary 
of War in 1940. He served in that ca- 
pacity and then served as Under Secre- 
tary of State, and for the past several 
months he has been Deputy Secre- 
tary of Defense. He is not the same 
Lovett whom the Senator from North 
Dakota has in mind. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, we 
have had a very considerable experience 
with Robert Morss Lovett in the past, 
when he was investigated by the Appro- 
priations Committee of the House of 
Representatives. We took one of the 
cases to the Supreme Court of the United 
States. We are fully acquainted with 
that gentleman, and I would share the 
objection of my friend from North Da- 
kota if the man who is nominated for 
Secretary of Defense were Robert Morss 
Lovett. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I wish 
to say to the distinguished leader that 
if he cares to bring up the nomination 
I shall not object. 


CONSIDERATION OF EXECUTIVE 
CALENDAR 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr, President, I 
ask unanimous consent, as in executive 
legislative session, that the Senate may 
consider the nominations on the Execu- 
tive Calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered; and the 
clerk will read the first nomination on 
the Executive Calendar. 


DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 


The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of Robert A. Lovett, of New York, to be 
Secretary of Defense. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the nomination is con- 
firmed. 

POSTMASTERS 


The Chief Clerk proceeded to read the 
nominations of sundry postmasters, 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask that the nominations of postmasters 
be confirmed en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nominations of postmas- 
ters are confirmed en bloc. 


THE ARMY 


The Chief Clerk proceeded to read 
sundry nominations in the Army. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nominations in the Army 
will be confirmed en bloc. 


UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 
The Chief Clerk proceeded to read 
sundry nominations in the Air Force. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the nominations in the 
Air Force will be confirmed en bloc. 
THE NAVY 


The Chief Clerk proceeded to read 
sundry nominations in the Navy. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the nominations in the 
Navy will be confirmed en bloc; and, 
without objection, the President will be 
notified of all nominations confirmed to- 
day. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in the 
Recorp at this point a statement I have 
prepared with reference to the number 
of senior officers in the armed services 
and the action the Armed Services Com- 
mittee has taken in that regard. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment of Mr. Stennis was ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR STENNIS 


Among the military nominations on the 
Executive Calendar are the names of 35 of- 
ficers being promoted to-or within the sev- 
eral general and flag officer grades of the 
armed services. There have been many 
similar nominations in the past few months. 

In anticipation that Members of the Sen- 
ate may be concerned about the increased 
number of generals and admirals whose 
nominations the Armed Services Committee 
is reporting to the Senate, I shall briefly ex- 
plain the action which the committee has 
recently taken with respect to the number of 
these senior officers. A subcommittee re- 
cently reviewed the numbers of generals and 
admirals actually serving on active duty and 
the statutes authorizing their appointments. 
Generally speaking, laws provide that a fixed 
percentage of the number of officers on active 
duty may be generals or admirals. This fixed 
percentage, while satisfactory for a small 
peacetime military force, becomes too high 
for an enlarged military force such as we 
presently have. Furthermore, during periods 
of emergency or war, there is no real statu- 
tory limit on the number of generals in the 
Army and the Air Force. 

To correct this situation the committee has 
asked the Department of Defense to submit 
recommendations which will limit the num- 
ber of generals and admirals to no more than 
are actually needed. The committee has 
further advised the Department of Defense 
that the number of generals and admirals on 
active duty will be limited to definite num- 
bers, which are slightly in excess of their 
present numbers, pending receipt of the 
Department's recommendations. I can as- 
sure the Members of the Senate that the 
Committee will continue to give careful con- 
sideration to all military nominations, par- 
ticularly those in the higher ranks. 

Certainly generals or admirals do not make 
an army, navy, or air force, although a req- 
uisite number is required to furnish the 
leadership. This matter has been of concern 
to me, particularly since I have been a mem- 
ber of the Armed Services Committee and I 
want to assure the Members of the Senate 
that it is receiving the proper consideration 
of the Armed Services Committee. 

Listed in column A below is shown the 
quota as prescribed by the committee, and 
in column B is shown the total of present 
line and flag officers, including these nomi- 
nations: 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session, 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc- 
Manon in the chair) laid before the 
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Senate messages from the President of 
the United States submitting sundry 
nominations, which were referred to the 
appropriate committees, 

(For nominations this day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 


INCREASED PAY IN POST OFFICE 
DEPARTMENT 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (S. 355) to amend the act of 
July 6, 1945, as amended, so as to reduce 
the number of grades for the various po- 
sitions under such act, and for other 
purposes. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I am certainly glad that 
the Senate has returned to the consid- 
eration of Senate bill 355. I should like 
to recall to the Senate a few facts with 
regard to the bill. It is a bill which in- 
creases the salaries of approximately 
500,000 workers for the Post Office De- 
partment. We have seen fit to report 
from the committee a bill which in- 
creases the salaries by 8.8 percent in- 
stead of recommending a flat amount of 
increase for all. After a careful study 
by the committee, we thought this was 
the best thing to do. The bill contains 
a limit with respect to the 8.8-percent 
increase. The limit is $800 for any one 
individual. That means that any per- 
son drawing a salary, which on a per- 
centage basis would seemingly entitle 
him to an increase of more than $800, 
will receive no more than $800 over his 
present salary. 

It will be recalled that in 1950 the 
committee reported a bill, S. 1978, ad- 
justing the salaries of postmasters and 
supervisors. Iam sorry to say that that 
bill did not pass. We felt at that time 
that there should be an adjustment. So 
this year two bills were introduced, S. 355 
and S. 376, the former increasing the 
salaries of postal employees, and the 
latter adjusting the salaries of post- 
masters and supervisors. There are 
approximately 42,000 post offices and 
42,000 postmasters in the United States. 
In discussing this bill, it will be found 
that, in a great many instances, the post- 
masters and supervisors in the first- 
class post offices would receive more 
than an $800 increase if those two bills 
were put into effect. But the $800 cecil- 
ing applies only to postmasters and 
supervisors. 

I think I can state approximately what 
the cost of the bill will be. Many Sena- 
tors will want to know that. It is esti- 
mated by the Post Office Department 
that it will cost $201,029,193. The ad- 
justment in salaries of postmasters and 
supervisors, including the 8.8-percent in- 
crease, will amount to $36,965,000. The 
adjustments with respect to postmasters 
and supervisors proposed in the bill last 
year and contained in the bill this year 
will cost approximately $21,000,000. The 
additional $15,000,000 is to take care of 
the increased cost of living, which it will 
be found is taken care of in the bill not 
only for postmasters and supervisors, 
but also for all postal employees. 

The two lowest automatic grades are 
eliminated. That will result in an ap- 
proximate cost of $10,000,000. Then as 
to the step-ups by two grades of those 
who entered the postal service on or 
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after July 1, 1945, unless covered by 
other laws, the cost will be $28,410,000. 
Increased compensation of employees in 
automatic grades over and above the 
grade eliminations and step-ups will cost 
$125,654,193. 

The total of these figures, as I said a 
few moments ago, is $201,029,193. 

We discussed the matter in regard to 
lump-sum payments. Some seem to 
think that when a lump sum is provided 
it will help the workers in the lower 
grades more than others. That is true 
in some instances. But it will be recalled 
that the bill eliminates the first two 
grades; so that the compensation of 
those heretofore in those grades is au- 
tomatically increased. 

For a person who is making $3,000— 
and I will use this for illustration—an 
8.8-percent increase is approximately 
$250. Add that to grade elimination or 
step-up amounting to $200, and we have 
$450. That affects the lower grades. 

Then when we have made this provi- 
sion in regard to those who entered the 
postal service after July 1, 1945, and 


. have adjusted their salaries, it will be 


found that that is on top of the 8.8-per- 
cent increase. So we have tried to take 
care of the employees and at the same 
time keep classifications in the grades, 
and not get them out of line. That is a 
problem in connection with lump-sum 
increase. We have experienced it in the 
past. I warn the Senate now that if a 
lump-sum increase is provided, the em- 
ployees will be back next year asking the 
Senate to reclassify and readjust the 
Salaries, because certain brackets will 
have gotten out of line, and more money 
will be needed for the purpose of getting 
them back in line. 

I do not think it is necessary for me 
to discuss the bill at length. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

— 5 JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
yield. 

Mr. CAPEHART. In other words, if a 
blanket amount, or a specified amount, 
or a lump-sum amount were given, the 
Senator says that would throw out of 
line some of the grades? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Yes; it would throw out of line some of 
the grades. It would have the effect of 
bringing the different grades closer to- 
gether than they ought to be. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Let us say a postal 
worker is now receiving $2,900 a year. 
An increase of $400 would make his sal- 
ary $3,300 a year. That might put him 
in another classification, which auto- 
matically under the law, would put him 
in another grade, which would auto- 
matically entitle him to even a greater 
increase. Is that the point? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Yes. If a worker in that category were 
given a $400-a-year increase, naturally 
it would result in upping those at the 
bottom. Then since those at the top 
would not receive the $400 increase it 
would result in bringing the two closer 
together. If that should happen, as it 
did some years ago, the first thing we 
know the various grades would he 
squeezed together. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Iam not a member 
of the committee. I wondered whether 
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that was what the Senator had in mind; 
that that was the way it would work. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Yes. We had a similar situation which 
was necessary for us to adjust a few 
years ago. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I am 
in favor of increasing the salaries of 
the postal workers. I know of no group 
of workers in America who are more en- 
titled to increase in pay than are the 
postal workers. I think we ought to in- 
crease their pay. One of the cheapest 
services we receive in America is that 
which comes from the transporting of 
the mail. The postal workers render us 
great service. They render it in all 
kinds of weather. The mail is always 
delivered, whatever the weather may be, 
either to our business or to our homes, 
every morning. If there is one class of 
Federal employees which needs an in- 
crease in pay, it is the postal workers, 
who are most loyal and hard workers. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
am certainly glad to hear the Senator 
from Indiana make that statement. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
I yield. 

Mr. IVES. Does not the distinguished 
Senator from South Carolina believe it 
to be true that all things being equal, a 
flat dollar increase for all in the postal 
service is the best way to handle the sit- 
uation at this time? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, 
Mr. President, I have just made a state- 
ment 

Mr. IVES. I heard what the Senator 
from South Carolina said. The Sena- 
tor said there were mechanical reasons 
why it could not be done. But it seems 
to me that by a flat dollar increase the 
lowest paid workers would receive an in- 
crease more in line presumably with 
what they need. Probably the highest 
paid workers are really less in need of an 
increase than are the lowest paid work- 
ers, the cost of living being what it is. 
That is why I asked the question. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
That is exactly the reason why we are 
eliminating the two lower grades, That 
steps up all those at the bottom two 
grades, and then it continues on up. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
yield. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, in 
considering the increase of the salaries 
of postal workers we have to take into 
consideration that the pattern we follow 
with respect to postal workers we will 
have to follow in dealing with classified 
workers. I am not opposed to a lump- 
sum increase across the board. But let 
us consider a $400 increase. I under- 
stand an amendment has been submitted 
to that effect, as against the proposal for 
an 8.8-percent increase. Iam not speak- 
ing now about postal workers. I am 
speaking of the classified service that will 
have to be brought in line with any pat- 
tern we follow with respect to postal 
increases. 

A class A typist in San Francisco in 
private industry receives $51 a week. In 
Denver, Colo., a class A typist receives 
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$41.50. In Boston, Mass., $43. In At- 
lanta, Ga., $42. In Chicago, III., $50. 
In Portland, Oreg., $48. In Bridgeport, 
Conn., $47.50. In Dayton, Ohio, $55. 
In New York City, $48.50. Presently in 
the Federal Government, a class A typist 
receives $50.96. If we give that typist 
an 8.8-percent increase, she will receive 
$55.44 a week. If we make the increase 
$400, she will receive $58.66 a week. We 
must remember that 80 percent of the 
Federal employees work outside the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. A girl who would be 
receiving, under a $400 increase across 
the board, $58.66 in Government work 
in the city of New York would be re- 
ceiving in any bank or law office $10 
a week less, We would actually be put- 
ting out of competition typists who are 
working in private industry and doing 
comparable work, At the same time, we 
would not be taking care of those who 
work in GS-6, GS-7, and GS-8, who are 
actually meeting this impact, just as do 
those who work in the lower brackets. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, in that con- 
nection I should like to inquire if the 
variations to which the Senator has re- 
ferred are not indicative of the varia- 
tions in the cost of living, presumably, in 
the localities to which he has referred. 
Any flat increase presumably—at least 
in theory—should carry out the same 
idea of variation, if the cost is added to 
the variations to which the Senator has 
referred. 

Mr. PASTORE. As a matter of fact, 
the tendency has been the contrary. 
The fact is that we have a merit system 
which is a related system, based upon 
the relationship of one classification to 
another. When we make a lump-sum 
allowance across the board, what we are 
actually doing is compressing the bottom 
up toward the middle. The result is that, 
percentagewise, we are giving a greater 
increase to those at the bottom than 
to those at the top. 

I realize that it is a very glamorous 
and attractive argument, because we 
say that the employees who receive less 
money feel the impact of the higher cost 
of living much more. But when we real- 
ize that the rise in the cost of living since 
the last adjustment in the salaries of 
Federal workers, in October 1949, as 
against April 15, 1951, is 8.8, and we 
are allowing that as an increase, we are 
giving that percentagewise increase to 
everyone who receives an impact from 
the increased cost of living. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I should 
like to ask one further question, and 
then I shall desist. I should like to in- 
quire what percentage of employees are 
at the bottom? 

Mr. PASTORE. I do not know. 

Mr. IVES. Percentagewise, how 
many are at the bottom? I am particu- 
larly interested in the ones at the bot- 
tom. They are the ones who are strug- 
gling to live nowadays, more than any- 
one else, 

Mr. PASTORE. I will admit that. 
But the point is this: If the rise in the 
cost of living is 8.8 percent, and the 
across-the-board increase is 12 percent, 
that is actually more than the increase 
in the cost of living. I know that it is 
hard on those at the bottom; but these 
Salaries have been set commensurate 
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with salaries in private industry in var- 
ious localities. We cannot allow the 
system to become lopsided. 

Mr. IVES. The Senator means that 
the base pay is so set. 

Mr. PASTORE. Yes. The only trou- 
ble with the across-the-board lump-sum 
settlement is this: In certain categories 
Federal employees receive perhaps as 
much as 20 percent more for comparable 
work in the same community than those 
in private industry. i 

Mr. MOODY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 

Mr. MOODY. Is there any work in 
private industry that is comparable to 
postal work? 

Mr. PASTORE. No. I am making 
this argument only with respect to the 
classified employees. I am not arguing 
with respect to postal employees, 

I may add that an across-the-board 
lump-sum payment is fairer with refer- 
ence to postal workers than it is with 
respect to classified employees, for the 
reason that within the brackets in the 


postal service there are more men who 


are married and have families than there 
are in the classified service. 

Mr. MOODY. I am very glad to hear 
the Senator say that. The real impact 
of the rising cost of living does fall much 
more heavily on families in the lower-in- 
come groups. ; 

Mr. PASTORE. I am willing to con- 
cede that. 

Mr. MOODY, The Post Office De- 
partment has been losing workers in the 
lower-income groups by reason of the 
fact that it cannot keep employees in 
the service at the salaries they have been 
paying. 

Mr. PASTORE. All that was taken 
into account. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, to clarify this situation, 
let me say that in the committee there 
were two subcommittees, one working 
on the problem of the Federal classified 
employees, and the other working on the 
salaries of postal employees. Both sub- 
committees brought forth bills in refer- 
ence to this particular subject. I think 
the Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARLSON] 
reserved certain rights in that connec- 
tion. The committee recommended an 
increase of 8.8 percent, instead of a flat 
increase. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
I yield. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Let me explain 
the situation in regard to the postal 
workers. 

There are post offices in the United 
States which do not do $100 worth of 
business a year, and there are postmas- 
ters in those post offices who are receiv- 
ing $350 a year salary for doing $100 
worth of business a year. If we put 
through a flat $400 increase for all the 
postal workers, we shall be giving a 
salary of $750 a year to a man who is 
managing an office which does only $100 
worth of business a year, and who is not 
even asking for an increase in salary. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President—— 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Is it possible to 
correct that situation by a specific 
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amendment, but inferentially we are 
doing almost the same thing. That is 
one of the things we tried, in a practical, 
sensible, competent, and efficient way to 
get away from, in the hope of avoiding 
such a monstrous thing. I would have 
no reason to object to it, because I have 
been told that the district which I for- 
merly represented in Congress has more 
little post offices than any other con- 
gressional district in the United States. 
So it would not hurt that district in any 
way. But we would still be paying a man 
about eight times the amount of the 
total business of his office. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, the Senator from Ken- 
tucky, who has just spoken, was chair- 
man of the subcommittee which held all 
the hearings with respect to the postal 
workers. If Senators will consider what 
would be the result with regard to some 
of the fourth-class postmasters, it can 
be readily seen why we cannot go all the 
way across the board with a $400 in- 
crease without making some provision 
for the situation which has been de- 
scribed. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Mr. 
President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr, JOHNSTON of South Carolina, I 
yield. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. This 
question was studied by the Civil Service 
Commission, was it not? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
It was. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Did not 
the Civil Service Commission study both 
phases of the question? ; 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
For the Senator’s information, let me 
say that the Civil Service Commission 
made a study and recommended that 
the increase be on a percentage basis. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Rather 
than on a flat-rate basis? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Yes. The Postmaster General requested 
that we make the increase on a per- 
centage basis, instead of on a flat basis 
across the board. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. That was 
after study and investigation by the Post 
Office Department, was it not? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
And the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. The 
Budget Bureau also surveyed the ques- 
tion. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
The Bureau of the Budget also recom- 
mended that the increase be on a per- 
centage basis. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. So all the 
responsible departments of Government 
recommend the percentage basis. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Yes; and both subcommittees decided 
that it should be on a percentage basis. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
I yield to the Senator from Kansas. 

Mr. CARLSON. I appreciate the Sen- 
ator’s yielding. I wish to clear up im- 
mediately one point which was brought 
out by the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
UNDERWOOD], namely, that.a $400 flat 
across-the-board increase would com- 
pletely throw out of proportion the 
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fourth-class postmasters. I am in ac- 
cord with him in that connection. I 
expect to offer an amendment this after- 
noon for a £400 increase across the 
board, but I take care of the situation 
which has been described by providing 
for only a 20-percent increase in the 
case of fourth-class postmasters. I had 
anticipated that situation. 

The distinguished Senator from Rhode 
Island (Mr. Pastore] brought out the 
cost-of-living index. The figure of 8.8 
percent was agreed to as of April of this 
year. On Tuesday of this week the Bu- 
reau of Labor Statistics reported that 
the national food index rose seven-tenths 
of 1 percent in the period from July 30 
to August 27. The August 27 figure was 
12 percent over the pre-Korean war 
level. In other words, food prices are up 
to 12 percent above the pre-Korean level, 
and not 8.8, as was the case earlier this 
year. 

In my opinion the adjustment should 
be made on that basis, rather than on 
the basis of what was the situation last 
April. That is one reason why I intend 
to offer an amendment substituting a 
$400 across-the-board increase for all 
postal employees, with the exception of a 
20-percent limitation of increase for 
fourth-class postmasters, and an in- 
crease of 20 cents an hour to workers on 
the hourly basis. € 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from South Carolina yield so 
that I may make some observations on 
the statement of my good friend, the 
Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARLSON]? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Yes. 

Mr. PASTORE. I am not tied to an 
8.8 percent increase. I am perfectly 
willing to concede that the 8.8 figure was 
arrived at on April 15, 1951. I am per- 
fectly willing to have it made 10 percent 
across the board, but I believe it should 
be a percentage-wise increase, instead of 
by way of a lump sum increase. The 
impact of the high cost of living hits a 
man who gets $6,000 just as much as it 
hits a girl who gets $4,000. It depends on 
who the individual is and what the family 
expenses are. The theory that the im- 
ract is so much greater at the bottom 
than it is at the top, while to some de- 
gree correct, can not be applied all the 
way through. It is not fair to do so. 

Mr. MOODY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Yes. 

Mr. MOODY. The Senator from Min- 
nesota [Mr. Humpurey] has indicated, 
as the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
Pastore] has stated, that perhaps it 
might be possible to increase the per- 
centage, in view of the figures presented 
by the Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARL- 
son]. Iam wondering whether the Sen- 


ator from South Carolina would accept 


such an amendment. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
The committee has reported a bill call- 
ing for an increase of 8.8 percent. It 
leaves me in the position of trying to 
carry the bill through. That is all. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Yes. 
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Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, I 
might explain why the subcommittee 
made the suggestion of an increase of 
8.8. percent. Personally I saw no objec- 
tion in the world—and I do not believe 
the committee did—to making an across- 
the-board increase. However, in the first 
place we doubted that we could gain 
support in this body for such an increase, 
because there have been three flat in- 
creases granted in the past few years. 
They have thrown the salaries in the 
postal service out of proportion. This 
bill has been long delayed. A bill was 
unanimously reported to the Senate last 
year, but no action was taken on it. As 
I understand, it died at the end of the 
session. A study will show that most of 
the postal workers will get just about 
the same increase under one bill as under 
the other. . 

It was brought to the attention of the 
committee that no adjustment in the 
postal salaries had been made for years. 
Even the Postmaster General said it is 
almost impossible to adjust the salaries. 
However, we asked him to do it, and we 
tried to get him to set up a table which 
would adjust the salaries as nearly as 
they can be adjusted, and yet place an 
$800 limit at the top as a ceiling, so that 
salaries would not be completely out of 
line. 

Mr. TFYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Yes. 

Mr. THYE. As I understand, the pro- 
posal in the committee bill is to elimi- 
nate the two lower grades entirely? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Yes. 

Mr. THYE. It would have the same 
effect as a $200 increase in those two 
grades? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Yes. 

Mr. THYE. But the two lowest grades 
would be eliminated? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Except that they 
are not in use now. In reality the two 
grades are not in use. 

Mr. THYE. In reality they are not in 
use? Then, perhaps, someone is trying 
to kid somebody. If we are eliminating 
two grades, which do not in reality exist, 
perhaps we are trying to kid someone. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. If that is so, 
someone has been trying to do the kid- 
ding long before I came to the Senate. 

Mr. THYE. The Senator from Ken- 
tucky says that the two grades are elimi- 
nated. The elimination of the two 
graces, he says, is equivalent to a $200 
increase. Then the 8.8 figure goes into 
effect. Therefore, the lowest-paid em- 
ployee receives $209 as an increase. Am 
I right? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. No. 

Mr. THYE. How can I be wrong 
about it? The Senator has stated that 
the lowest grades have been eliminated. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. There is a table 
in the committee report which explains 
the situation much better than I could 
explain it. 

Mr. THYE. I will say to the distin- 
guished Senator from Kentucky that I 
hold in my hand the committee report. 
I endeavored to study the report. When 
I found some difficulty in understanding 
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it I went to the clerk and I went to the 
committee chairman, and I was told that 
the committee bill had the effect of elim- 
inating the two lowest grades, and that 
there would be an increase of approxi- 
mately $200 for the two lowest grades. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Yes. 

Mr. THYE. Then I was told that 88 
percent would be equivalent to $209. 
However, by applying the 8.8 figure, 
the increase would be 8400. 

Now I am told that the lowest two 
grades have not been in effect for some 
time. Therefore, we are getting right 
back to the fact that the lowest paid 
employee gets only $200. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. No. Every post- 
al employee understands it. 

Mr. THYE. The lowest paid em- 
ployee will get an increase of $209. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Yes. - 

Mr. THYE. And the highest will get 
an increase up to $809. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. That is substan- 
tially correct, 

Mr. THYE. Then I would say that the 
Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARLSON] is 
absolutely justified when he says that 
the cost of living calls for compensat- 
ing the lowest paid employees in acecad- 
ance with the rise in the cost of living. 
The two lowest grades should receive the 
equivalent of $400. If I am not right, I 
should like to be corrected now. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? My good friend from 
Minnesota is absolutely right. No truer 
words have ever been spoken. 

Mr. THYE. The man in the lowest 
scale is almost invariably the man who 
came out of the Army and who has gotten 
a job with the Post Office Department 
since his return to civilian life. He is the 
man who did the soldier’s job without 
receiving the civilian pay increases dur- 
ing the World.War II days. That man 
invariably is the husband, the father, the 
home keeper in this land. If the cost 
of living has increased by $400, that man 
is entitled to a $400 increase. 

Mr. LANGER and Mr. CARLSON ad- 
dressed the Chair. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
I yield first to the Senator from Kansas. 

Mr. CARLSON. I believe the situa- 
tion should be cleared up. All of us 
want to have before us the exact facts. 
The table on page 11 shows the present 
and the adjusted salaries. It is headed: 

The following tables show (roman type) 
the present salaries and the adjusted sal- 
aries (italics) under the committee amend- 
ment. 


The committee eliminates the two 
lowest grades, aud it increases the gal- 
aries on the basis of 8.8 percent. The 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. THYE] is 
absolutely correct. The lowest grades 
receive $209. 

Mr. THYE. I wish to say to the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Kansas that I 
studied the report and consulted the 
table at page 11. I found the figure of 
$209. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Will the Senator please turn to page 11? 
If we take out the first two grades, it 
will be seen that the employees auto- 
matically are stepped up $200. Some 
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of them receive more than the first grade. 
Some of them are engaged in different 
activities and different jobs. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mon- 
RONEY in the chair). Does the Senator 
from South Carolina yield to the Senator 
from Minnesota? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, 
I yield. 

Mr. THYE. On page 11, in the first 
column, we find under 4 —in other 
words, for the fourth grade, which is 
one of the low-paid grades—the figure 
“$2,905” at the top of the column; and 
at the bottom we find the figure “$2,670.” 
All we have to do is subtract $2,670 from 
$2,905, and we find that the difference 
is exactly $235, which is the salary in- 
crease for those in the fourth grade. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
That is exactly correct. However, the 
Senator is not taking into consideration 
the fact that under this arrangement 
they will enter the fourth grade 2 
years earlier, thus receiving the addi- 
tional $200 that much sooner. That 
fact must be taken into consideration, 
in addition to the $200 increase. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I care not 
how fast the employee receives the in- 
crease; but I say that on the basis of 
the present provision in regard to the 
speed with which increases are given, 
under the provisions of the bill that 
worker will receive a salary increase 
amounting to $235. I care not whether 
he gets it on the basis of high gear or 
superhigh gear; in any case, he will 
receive an increase in pay of that 
amount. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
yield. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. In the first 
place, the table the Senator from Min- 
nesota is examining is a table for lon- 
gevity pay, and the table he should be 
examining is on page 33. [Laughter.] 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I am look- 
ing at the table the chairman of the 
committee told me to examine. Re- 
gardless of whether it relates to lon- 
gevity or “shortjevity,” at least we should 
determine the amount of the increase. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr, President, I am sorry the mistake 
has been made. I did not tell the Sena- 
tor to look at that table; someone else 
told him to look at it. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, 
the proposal is to eliminate two grades, 
thus meaning a $200 increase in pay. In 
addition, an 8.8-percent increase is pro- 
vided. In addition, there is a $200 in- 
crease which is given to every employee 
who entered the postal service after July 
1, 1945, for the reason that before that 
time a specific increase was granted to 
those who were working in the service 
up to that time. Therefore, the effect 
of all those provisions means that some 
of the employees in the lower brackets 
receive an increase of $600 or $650, which 
we feel is a fairly substantial increase 
at this time, in view of the economy- 
minded policy the Senate has been fol- 
lowing in other matters. 
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Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield at this point? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I should like fur- 
ther clarification for purposes of the 
RecorpD, so that we may properly eval- 
uate this measure. 

Do I correctly understand the present 
proposal to be that all employees who 
entered the postal service after July 1, 
1945, will automatically receive a $200 
increase, as somewhat of a recognition 
of their veteran's status? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. No, not at all. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. What is the ar- 
rangement, then? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. That increase 
was provided because a specific act 
passed by Congress worked an injustice, 
in that it gave a salary increase to those 
in the service as of a certain date, but 
again threw out of line the entire classi- 
fication of salaries in the postal service, 
exactly as the continuous flat-rate in- 
creases have been doing. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The act to which 
the Senator refers, which imposed the 
injustice upon certain employees, applied 
to persons who were in the service before 
June 30, 1945, did it not? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. That is correct. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. So the Senator is 
saying that those who entered the serv- 
ic: after July 1, 1945, should have re- 
ceived the same bonus as the others did, 
namely, the employees who entered the 
service before June 30, 1945; is that cor- 
rect? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Yes, that is the 
point. That differentiation has caused 
more trouble and more breakdown of 
morale in the postal service than any 
other thing has done. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Is it not also true 
that most of the employees who entered 
the postal service after July 1, 1945, 
were veterans? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. That is correct. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. And under the 
provisions of the other law, they were 
denied the $200 increase, were they not? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Yes; but that 
was an unfair arrangement, 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. 

I understand that the present pro- 
posal is that as a result of the action 
the Senate is about to take, following 
the recommendation of the committee, 
a $200 increase will be given to those who 
entered the service after July 1, 1945, to 
correspond to the increase given to the 
postal employees who were in the serv- 
ice during the war years. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Yes. On the 
basis of the former arrangement, 1 day 
would make all the difference between 
receiving the increase or not receiv- 
ing it. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. In other 
words, I understand that the present 
proposal is a means of equalizing the ad- 
justments which were made some 6 years 
ago. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Yes; and we are 
attempting to do so just as fairly as we 
can, based on the best recommendations 
we can obtain from the Post Office De- 
partment and from the Bureau of the 
Budget, 
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Mr. HUMPHREY. I notice that in the 
analysis of. the bill which has been pre- 
sented to us by the majority policy com- 
mittee, there is the following, under the 
caption “Method.” 

1. Eliminates two lowest automatic grades, 
advancing those grades to what is now grade 
3, the cost being approximately $10,000,000. 


Mr. UNDERWOOD. That is correct, 
because those grades are not in full and 
complete use now, as I just undertook to 
explain. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I wish to clarify 
that point. It is still true that there 
are some employees who are employed 
at those grades, is it not? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. That is correct. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Those grades 
would automatically be eliminated and 
those employees would be stepped up to 
grade 3, would they? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. That is correct. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, it should also be pointed 
out that a person entering the postal 
service today would receive, under the 
provisions of the Carlson amendment, a 
salary increase of $609. Under the other 
arrangement he would receive $400. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Pact JOHNSTON of South Carolina, I 
eld, 

Mr. PASTORE. I should like to make 
a further observation. My understand- 
ing is that those in the lower grades need 
the additional $400, and the committee 
has arrived at a fair solution. Never- 
theless, it seems to me we must examine 
this matter objectively. I think it 
would be most unfair unless we provided 
“$400 or 8.8 percent, or whichever is the 
greater.” 

In other words, if a person is entitled 
to an 8.8-percent increase in salary, or 
an increase amounting to $600, he should 
receive it. If he would be entitled to a 
salary increase less than $400, under the 
8.8 formula he should receive $400. In 
short, in providing for a salary increase 
for one group, we should not penalize 
another group. 

Of course, there again we have the 
question of what the cost will be. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 
erz JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 

eld. 

Mr. IVES. There is no estimate what- 
ever of the cost, is there? 

Mr. PASTORE. No, 

Mr. IVES. It seems to me what the 
Senator suggests is a very practical way 
to handle the matter. Then those at 
the top will receive what they should 
receive, and those in the lower grades 
will receive what they should receive. 

Mr. PASTORE. Yes, whichever figure 
is the larger. 

Mr. IVES. Yes, 

Mr. PASTORE. That is the fair way 
to approach this matter, 

Mr. IVES. Yes. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I understand that the 
8.8 percent increase recommended py 
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the committee is based on the rise in the 
cost of living as of April 15, as compared 
with a date in 1949. Is that correct? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, I 
yield. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The subcommit- 
tee specifically refused to put a cost-of- 
living index into the bill or to base its 
consideration of this matter upon esti- 
mates of the increase in the cost of liv- 
ing. The subcommittee took that posi- 
tion for various reasons. We finally hit 
on what might be a figure to be generally 
used; but, for one thing, we did not wish 
to write into an act of Congress what we 
thought should be regarded as a cost- 
of-living index. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Does the Senator 
know what has been the increase in the 
cost of living as of today, according to 
the figures of the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I have seen the 
figures, and they are higher than the 
figures we have stated. Of course, it is 
satisfactory to me if Senators wish to 
vote to double the salaries; I would not 
quarrel about that. What the commit- 
tee was trying to do was to prepare a 
bill which could be reported by the com- 
mittee this year and which had a reason- 
able chance of passage, so that we could 
try to correct some of the injustices and 
inequities in the salary scale and in the 
classification of the postal service. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield again, what I have in 
mind is this, and I think I am approach- 
ing it in a realistic manner; After all, 
the salary increases, generally speak- 
ing—there are certainly some excep- 
tions—are based on the cost-of-living 
increases over a period of time. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
With one exception—it is also necessary 
to take into consideration the work that 
a person is doing. 

Mr, LEHMAN. Yes; but supposing a 
man is doing the same work he did 2 
years ago, and the cost of living has 
increased very materially in the mean- 
time. It seems to me we cannot com- 
pletely disregard the increase in the 
cost of living, because that is the thing 
in which the average family is interested. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
For the information of the Senate, I 
think both committees took into consid- 
eration the cost of living, at the time 
they were making up the figures in the 
bill. They had to do that. They also 
had to take into consideration the clas- 
sifications with respect to different jobs. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, I 
should like to see whether we can get 
this bill passed. It has been delayed this 
afternoon for 2 or 3 hours, and it has 
been delayed in the Senate for 2 or 3 
years. We think the people who are 
affected by this are entitled to a raise, 
and that they should have it. Surely 
they are entitled to 12 percent instead of 
8.8. Certainly some of them would prop- 
erly be having a larger percentage in- 
crease, as in the case of postmasters, if 
we had not provided a limit. There are 
more postmasters who would be receiv- 
ing increases of $2,500. But we tried to 
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equalize the pay schedules and make 
them as equitable and fair as we could, 
and to report a bill which would correct 
as many of the maladjustments as pos- 
sible. If we can pass this bill, there 
may be a chance of correcting them still 
further, which I should like very much to 
see done. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? . 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
I yield to the Senator from New York. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I fully agree with the 
Senator that the time is long overdue 
that we pass a bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CLEMENTS in the chair). The Chair 
understands that the Senator from 
South Carolina has the floor. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I beg the Senator’s 
pardon. Will the Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
I should like to call attention to the fact 
that in the beginning the chairman of 
the committee and several other mem- 
bers of the committee introduced a bill 
calling for 17 percent. We discussed 
these matters not only with the Post Of- 
fice Department but with the Civil Serv- 
ice Commission. We had them give 
their estimates. We want to report a 
bill which could be passed and which 
would be signed and become a law, so 
that the postal employees may have 
their compensation increased. 

I now yield to the Senator from New 
York. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I desire to repeat 
what I said. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me for the purpose of 
making a unanimous-consent request? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Before yielding, I should like to say that 
I think we can clarify this entire situa- 
tion by a simple amendment providing 
that no postal employee shall receive less 
than $400. I think that would meet the 
objection of the Senator from Kansas 
(Mr. CARLSON]. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield, that I may make a unani- 
mous-consent request? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
yield to the Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may be ex- 
cused from attendance upon the sessions 
of the Senate during the remainder of 
today and on Monday. I have a 5:30 
plane reservation. I had hoped that this 
bill would have been passed before that 
time. I should have liked to vote for the 
bill providing salary increases for postal 
employ es. 

Mr. President, I think that what the 
chairman, the Senator from South Car- 
olina [Mr. JoHNSTON] has just stated is 
sound and reasonable. He stated that, 
in the event the Senator from Kansas 
would modify his amendment, there 
could b- an immediate and speedy agree- 
ment regarding the differences which 
now exist between the amendment of 
the Senator from Kansas and the com- 
mittee bill. I think the suggestion made 
by the distinguished chairman is quite a 
sound and reasonable way out of the 
difficulty. So, Mr. President, in asking 
leave of the Senate, if there is anyone 
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who wishes to vote against this bill, or 
against the amendment of the Senator 
from Kansas [Mr. CARLSON], as modi- 
fied, I can be paired with him, as sup- 
porting the modified amendment of the 
Senator from Kansas; and, if anyone 
wishes to vote against the final passage 
of the bill, then, I may be paired with 
that Senator, because I favor passage of 
the bill. 

Mr. President, I now ask unanimous 
consent that I may be excused from 
attendance upon the sessions of the Sen- 
ate for the remainder of today, and on 
Monday next. I regret very much that I 
must leave. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
regret that the Senator from Minnesota 
must leave, but we understand. , 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
yield to the Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I desire merely to 
get a correct understanding of what has 
transpired in this exchange of views. As 
I understand, the proposal of the Sena- 
tor from Kansas was the over-all $400 
increase, with certain modifications or 
limitations applying to postmasters, in 
the postmaster, supervisory, and assist-, 
ant postmaster schedules. I also under- 
stand that the amendment of the Sena 
tor from Kansas would supersede the, 
provisions of the bill, insofar as the rates 
of increase are concerned; and that the 
chairman of the committee, following 
the colloquy on the part of the Senator 
from Rhode Island [Mr. Pastore] and 
the Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARLSON], 
has suggested that there be a proviso in 
this bill, as reported by the committee, 
to the effect that in computing the in- 
creases based on the 8.8 percent, any 
increase that is below $400 shall auto- 
matically be raised to $400, and that in- 
creases on the basis of 8.8 percent shall 
be maintained, but not in excess of a 
ceiling of $800. Is that correct? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, 
That is correct, with one exception. 
The exception is in the case of some of 
the fourth-class postmasiers. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. It would leave out 
the proviso or section which relates to 
the fourth-class postmasters. 

Mr. PASTORE. That is correct. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. In other words, 
what is being done is to say that there 
shall be no increase of less than $400, 
and that there shall be no increase 
higher than $800, but that increases 
above $400 shall be computed on the 
basis of 8.8 percent of the base salary. 

Mr. PASTORE. That is correct. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Of course, it will be understood that a 
great many employees are paid on an 
hourly basis. i 

Mr. HUMPHREY. They are excluded 
under special specifications. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
That is correct. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think that is a 
very reasonable proposition. It accords 
with what the Senator from Rhode 
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Island and I discussed earlier today. It 
was our hope that we would be able to 
do something for the lower-paid group 
but at the same time give some recogni- 
tion to the escalator clause which was 
adopted by the Senate with respect to 
the percentage program. I think what 
is now proposed meets that suggestion, 
and I think we can quickly resolve the 
question if the legislative draftsmen will 
work out the details. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
The Senator certainly knows my position 
on the matter. He knows how I feel 
toward those in the lower brackets. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 
I know. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
yield to the Senator from Florida, 

Mr. SMATHERS. As I understand, 
the House has passed a bill calling for 
a straight $400 increase. Is that cor- 
rect? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
No. Such a bill was reported by the 
committee, according to the last infor- 
mation I have on the subject, but it has 
not been passed by the House. 

Mr. SMATHERS. It seems to me the 
suggestion of the Senator from Rhode 
Island is a very practical one, because 
the conferees will have to work out the 
difference between a flat increase and a 
percentage increase, and in considering 
this legislation, that difference can be 
worked out in conference if there is pro- 
vision not only for a percentage increase 
but a flat increase. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
For the information of the Senate, I 
polled committee members who are in 
the Chamber, and a majority of the 
committee is in favor of the suggested 
amendment. So I can offer it, I think, 
as an amendment to the bill. Then, 
we can amend the committee amend- 
ment later, if desired. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
yield to the Senator from North Dakota. 

Mr. LANGER. There has been no 
meeting of the committee in the Senate 
Chamber, I certainly object to it being 
called a committee amendment. The 
rate suggested is entirely too small. So 
far as the Senator from North Dakota 
is concerned, I am never going to agree 
to “not less than $400 a year.” In view 
of the fact that the cost index has risen 
by 12 percent, and when the chairman, 
himself, introduced a bill calling for a 
17-percent increase, I am never going to 
agre2 to a miserable, lousy $400 amend- 
ment, for an increase in the pay of citi- 
zens and American veterans. I do not 
want to be associated with any such 
committee amendment. 

Mr, JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
I should like to call to the Senator’s at- 
tention the fact that, under a 17-percent 
increase, some of them would not get but 
$400. I should like also to call the Sen- 
ator’s attention to a bill which was intro- 
duced, I believe, by him. As I recall, in 
that bill nothing would be paid after 
$5,000. So it will be found that this bill, 
as it will be amended, will probably be 
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quite as liberal as the 17-percent pro- 
posal. 

Mr. LANGER. I invite the Senator's 
attention to the fact that the original 
bill which was introduced eliminated 
6 grades. That is where we started. I 
might say, further, that the Senator 
from West Virginia [Mr. Neety], the 
Senator from Montana (Mr. Ecron], the 
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
JounstTon], and I went over it fully and 
completely and decided that the very 
smallest percentage we should ask for 
was 17 percent. Now we have a bill be- 
fore us providing half of that percentage, 
and an effort is made to surgarcoat it by 
saying, Well, the poor devils are going 
to get 8400 at least.“ 

We should give the postal employees 
what they are entitled to. We should 
not claim for a moment that we are giv- 
ing them justice, because even with the 
amendment we shall not be giving them 
justice. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
I yield to the Senator from Kansas. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I had 
prepared an amendment which pro- 
vided for a $400 across-the-board in- 
crease, with the elimination of three 
grades. I have gone over it in many ses- 
sions of the committee with the Sena- 
tor from Kentucky [Mr. UNDERWOOD] 
and the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
Pastore]. If I may offer that amend- 
ment, I shall not offer my substitute 
amendment. I send it to the desk and 
ask that it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CLEMENTS in the chair). The clerk will 
state the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Kansas. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 27, line 15, 
it is proposed to insert, after the word 
“salary”, the words “of less than $400 
or.” 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, if the 
Senator from South Carolina will 
yield—— 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
I yield the floor in order that the Sen- 
ator from Kansas may discuss his 
amendment. 

Mr. CARLSON. I do not intend to 
labor this amendment. If it is agreed 
to I think it is a victory for the lower- 
paid postal workers of the Nation. I 
can appreciate that there may be some 
technical problems in connection with 
working out the amendment, but they 
can be taken care of in conference. It 
takes care of the lower-paid postal 
workers, and, in my opinion, it will solve 
a problem which has been most difficult 
for most of us. 

I pay tribute to the distinguished jun- 
ior Senator from Kentucky [Mr. UNDER- 
woop] and the distinguished junior Sen- 
ator from Rhode Island (Mr. PASTORE] 
for the way they have worked on this 
proposed legislation. We started out, as 
did the distinguished Senator from 
North Dakota, to eliminate six grades. 
The Postmaster General himself sug- 
gested that we eliminate four grades. 
After a full discussion we eliminated four 
grades. The elimination of two grades 
would not be very effective because the 
Post Office Department has not been 
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using them for the past few years except 
in certain exceptional cases. There was 
not one of us who did not want to in- 
crease the pay of the postal workers. 
I have found no one who thinks they 
are not entitled to a cost-of-living wage 
increase. 

Mr. President, I hope the amendment 
will be adopted. If it is, I desire to 
offer another amendment to the bill. 
The bill provides an $800 limitation on 
the increase granted postmasters and 
supervisors. I think we should keep in 
mind that last week the Senate passed 
a postal-rate-increase bill. The bill as 
passed by the Senate provides for an 
increase of approximately $400,000,000. 
The postal revenues of the Nation are 
$1,800,000,000. The $400,000,000 repre- 
sents a 22 percent increase in postal 
revenues. That means, if it is carried 
into effect on that basis, that every post- 
master and every supervisor will get the 
benefit of a step-up in receipts in post 
offices. 

Let us consider a third-class postmaster 

whose receipts are from $7,000 to $8,000 
a year. His present salary is $3,570. 
Under this bill, if it is passed, his salary 
will be $4,298. He receives an increase of 
$728. 
If he gets a 22 percent increase in re- 
ceipts—and I do not think that will be 
true in all cases; some will be more and 
some will be less, but there will be an in- 
crease—but assuming there is a 22-per- 
cent increase and he is in a first-class 
office with receipts of from $8,000 to 
$11,000 a year, he goes from $4,298 to 
$4,770. That means he picks up $472 
additional salary. 

Unless some amendment is proposed, 
the third-class postmasters will be re- 
ceiving an increase of $1,200. I have no 
objection to it, except that I do not think 
we should permit it at this time, in view 
of the increases we are giving to other 
employees. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
should like to state to the Senator from 
Kansas that I agree with him thoroughly. 
The question was brought up in the com- 
mittee and we discussed it. In present- 
ing the bill there was apparently an 
oversight. Something must be done to 
clarify the situation. If something is 
not done, it will cost more money to oper- 
ate the Post Office Department. 

Mr. CARLSON. The chairman him- 
self brought it up, and there was some 
discussion. 5 

Mr. President, after my amendment is 
either agreed to or rejected, I shall offer 
another amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Kan- 
sas [Mr. CARLSON]. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, 
may the clerk state the amendment 
again? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Kansas. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 27, line 
15, it is proposed to insert after the word 
“salary” the words “of less than $400 or”. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I offer 
an amendment to substitute the figures 
“$600.” That provides only $200 more 
than does the amendment offered by the 
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Senator from Kansas. It should be 
much more than that. 

My distinguished friend from New 
York [Mr. Ives] knows that eggs are 
selling in New York City at 95 cents a 
dozen. I hold in my hand a record 
showing that the price of pork has in- 
creased 8 cents a pound in the course of 
a week or 10 days. The cost of living has 
skyrocketed and skyrocketed. I fought 
very hard, when I was working on this 
same subject 2 years ago, for an increase 
of $1,000. We compromised just as we 
are compromising here tonight. The op- 
position said, “You will take $460, or you 
will not get any raise at all.” That 
meant that some of these poor fellows 
would have to starve. Some of them had 
butter only once a week and meat only 
once a month. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. LANGER. I yield. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. With refer- 
ence to the increasing costs to the pur- 
chaser, will the Senator agree that the 
farmers’ income has been going down 
steadily during the past few months? 

Mr. LANGER. That is correct. The 
prices have dropped in some cases from 
3 percent to 15 percent, while the cost 
of machinery has been going up all the 
time. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The price of 
food products has been going up in the 
grocery stores, but has been going down, 
so far as the farmer is concerned. 

Mr. LANGER. That is correct. 

Mr. President, only a moment ago the 
distinguished Senator from Kentucky 
[Mr. UNDERWOOD] said there should be 
an increase of 12 percent. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. LANGER. I yield. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I should like to 
start them all out as postmasters gen- 
eral, too, but we might have a little diffi- 
culty in meeting the payroll. 

Mr. LANGER. I appreciate the great 
big heart which the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Kentucky has. I wish I were 
half as generous as he is. He would like 
to start them out on a big salary and put 
them all in as postmasters general. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield again? 

Mr. LANGER. Yes. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Four hundred 
dollars is better than 10 percent. It is 
almost 11 percent. 

Mr. LANGER. It is not 17 percent. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. No; it is not 17 
percent. But there is a chance of get- 
ting the bill passed this afternoon if it 
contains such a provision. 

Mr. LANGER. In all the 11 years I 
have been here, I remember as a mem- 
ber of the conference committee the 
same old cry has been raised “Wait until 
the end of the session,” and then it has 
been said, Take the starvation wage or 
take nothing.” The Senator from Ten- 
nessee [Mr. McKeEttsr] was formerly 
chairman of the committee which dealt 
with postal matters. He remembers 
what has taken place. That has been 
the history—and I leave it to the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Tennessee if it 
is not true—of all the legislation provid- 
ing for increases, both in connection 
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with postal employees and in connection 
with Federal employees in general, 
Such legislation has always come in dur- 
ing the last week or 10 days of the ses- 
sion. I remember that one time the 
legislation was passed after midnight 
on the very last day of the session. It 
was not until the very last day that 
we agreed to do anything at all regarding 
pay raise for Federal employees. 

Referring to what the distinguished 
Senator from Kentucky said just a mo- 
ment ago, I do not want everyone to 
receive the salary the Postmaster Gen- 
eral receives. But I believe that every 
man working for the Government is en- 
titled to an honest day’s pay for an 
honest day’s work. Mail deliveries have 
been cut to one a day. That means that 
a mail carrier has to carry all the mail 
on one trip. 

I will not go into that subject now. 
We are all familiar with it. But cer- 
tainly the miserable wages post-office 
clerk and letter carriers are receiving 
are a disgrace to the postal service. 

I disagree in respect to another 
thing. There is nothing in the law that 
says that the receipts which the Post- 
master General takes in shall be con- 
sidered at all in connection with sala- 
ries. Where did the law ever say that 
we shall pay postal employees out of the 
proceeds of the postal service? No 
other department does that. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. LANGER. I yield. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. A postmaster’s 
salary is absolutely fixed on the basis of 
the receipts of his office. Upon the re- 
ceipts of the office depend how many 
employees he shall have and how much 
pay he shall receive. 

Mr. LANGER. I am talking about 
the letter carriers, of course. After all, 
we have only a comparatively few post- 
masters. We have only, as the distin- 
guished chairman said a few moments 
ago, about 42,000 postmasters. But here 
we are legislating for 500,000 persons. I 
know that my distinguished friend the 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. Doveras], had 
he been here at the time, would have 
hung his head in shame had he known 
that at one time a veteran, with maybe 
a child to support in addition to his 
wife, received only $1,950 a year. The 
opposition raised against increasing pay 
was just as strong then as it is today. 
The cost of living has gone up. Every- 
one concedes that 17 percent is what 
the increase ought to be. Even my dis- 
tinguished friend from Kentucky a mo- 
ment ago said it ought to be 12 percent 
instead of 8.8 percent. 

Mr. President, I hope the Senate will 
adopt my amendment, making the 
amount $600 instead of $400, because if 
ever in the history of the United States 
a group of persons were entitled to that 
increase it is the postal workers, who do 
not make a living on what they are re- 

_ ceaving from the Government by way 

te? pay. 

One can step into a taxicab in Wash- 
ington and find that off hours a postal 
worker may be driving a taxicab. His 
wife is also working. In instance after 
instance it will be found that a couple 
cannot afford to have a child. That is 
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a situation we are facing not only in 
Washington but in Los Angeles, where I 
was last year and talked to postal 
workers. They look around for any kind 
of job they can get in addition to their 
postal work. 

I may say to the senior Senator from 
New York that I know of some postal 
workers in New York City who have told 
me about their financial difficulties. 
They cannot send their children to school 
after they reach 16 or 17 years of age. 
They must go to work. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LANGER. I yield. 

Mr. IVES. The Senator from New 
York would like to point out to the Sen- 
ator from North Dakota that the Senator 
from New York is very much interested 
in the Senator’s proposal for an addi- 
tional $200 increase. However, the Sen- 
ator from New York is very much worried 
for fear that should we get into a wrangle 
on this question over a matter of $200 
at this stage of the game, when pre- 
sumably we are all together on the $400 
originally submitted for our considera- 
tion, it may well be that we will have no 
legislation. 

Mr. LANGER. We will get the legis- 
lation all right. 

Mr. IVES. I do not know. 

Mr. LANGER. The Senator from New 
York does not have to worry about that 
atall. We will get the legislation. That 
is the kind of threat that has been hang- 
ing over us for years and years. It sim- 
ply does not mean anything. Let me say 
to the Senator from New York that when 
a half million persons are involved, both 
the Democratic Party and the Republican 
Party want their votes. They are not 
going to let these people starve. Neither 
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let them starve. We are not going to ad- 
journ the Congress, in my opinion, until 
some kind of legislation of this character 
has been passed, and it ought to be fair 
legislation. The amount received by the 
postal employees ought to be large 
enough so they can support their fam- 
ilies decently, so the wives and children 
will not have to work in order to keep 
the family going and to pay for the rent 
and groceries. 

Mr. President, I feel very strongly 
about this matter. I call attention once 
more to the fact that the distinguished 
chairman himself introduced a bill pro- 
viding for an increase of 17 percent. He 
was joined by the Senator from West 
Virginia [Mr. NEeLy] and the Senator 
from Montana [Mr. Ecton], who are 
members of the committee, who at var- 
ious times have heard testimony on the 
subject. Those Senators, including the 
distinguished chairman, would not have 
sponsored that bill in January of this 
year had they not honestly believed that 
a 17-percent increase was necessary. 
Adoption of my amendment providing 
for a $200 increase will leave the total 
increase far below the 17-percent in- 
crease. Even with the $200 added, the 
postal employees will not be receiving the 
justice to which they are entitled. 

I certainly hope that the distinguished 
Senator from New York is not going to 
be deterred from voting on this matter 
by any propaganda to the effect that if 
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we do not pass the bill this afternoon we 
are not going to get the legislation, be- 
cause I assure my friend, basing what I 
say upon my experience in the Senate, 
that we will pass some kind of salary-in- 
crease bill before we get through. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LANGER. I yield. 

Mr. IVES. The Senator from New 
York will say to the Senator from North 
Dakota that he is not going to be de- 
terred from voting in any way, shape, or 
manner by any propaganda. The Sen- 
ator from New York believes we must 
pass legislation of this type before we ad- 
journ. Every Member of the Senate has 
been interested in this particular bill 
ever since it was introduced. We have 
been doing all we could to secure its 
passage. Now that we are on the verge 
of passing the bill, now that we are vir- 
tually agreed on a program or formula, 
whatever one may wish to call it, in the 
bill, it seems unfortunate that we must 
be sidetracked by a proposal which very 
likely will not be accepted finally by the 
House or by the conference. That is 
what is disturbing the Senator from New 
York. 

Mr. LANGER. I will say to my distin- 
guished friend from New York that if we 
pass the bill with the addition of $200 
that I propose, it will go to conference, 
and when it goes to conference the dif- 
ferences will be ironed out just as they 
have been in countless thousands of 
other bills. The Senator from North 
Dakota is not worried about not having 
a bill passed. We have all the rest of 
September, October, November, and De- 
cember to pass a bill. The Senator from 
North Dakota is quite willing, in order to 
get for the postal clerks and letter car-g 
riers what is somewhere near justice, to 
remain here at least another month, if 
necessary, to see that they receive it. 
At the present time the salary the postal 
employees receive is a disgrace. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I wish 
to say that we are trying to perfect an 
amendment, which I wish to offer, after 
withdrawing the amendment I have pre- 
viously offered, in order to protect myself 
from getting into a position whereby a 
$400 increase would be paid to fourth- 
class postmasters. I think such a pro- 
tecting provision should be contained in 
the amendment. | 

Mr. President, I withdraw the amend- 
ment I previously offered, and offer an- 
other amendment for the consideration 
of the Senate. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I object. 
Ihave offered an amendment to the Sen- 
ator’s amendment, 

Mr. CARLSON. I beg the Senator’s 
pardon, 

Mr. LANGER. The Senator from 
Kansas cannot withdraw his amendment 
without my consent, and I certainly do 
not consent. I object. I should not like 
to consent after having made what I 
think is a magnificent, wonderful argu- 
ment in favor of my proposal. 

However, if the Senator now with- 
draws his previous amendment, it is all 
Tight with me. 

Mr. CARLSON. I certainly did not 
intend to withdraw my amendment so as 
to preclude-a vote on the amendment to 
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it Offered by the Senator from North 
Dakota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
modified amendment will be stated. 

The Cuter CLERK. On page 27, line 
15, it is proposed to strike out, after the 
word “salary”, the words “in excess of 
$800” and insert the following: of less 
than $400 per annum or in excess of 
$800, except that in the case of post- 
masters in offices of the fourth-class no 
postmaster shall receive an increase of 
more than 20 percent of his present 
salary, and in the case of employees paid 
on an hourly basis more than 20 cents 
per hour increase over his present com- 
pensation.” 


CONNECTION OF WILLIAM BOYLE, JR., 
AND MERL YOUNG WITH DEMOCRATIC 
NATIONAL COMMITTEE 


Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. President, 
yesterday morning at a hearing of the 
Privileges and Elections Subcommittee of 
the Senate Committee on Rules and Ad- 
ministration on the subject of cleaning 
up elections, Mr. William M. Boyle, Jr., 
chairman of the Democratic National 
Committee appeared before the subcom- 
mittee and made a statement on the sub- 
ject. I asked Mr. Boyle certain ques- 
tions, one of which was: 

I have received reports that Mr. Merl Young 
at times has occupied your room at head- 
quarters of the Democratic National Com- 
mittee in your absence and has acted for 
you in your absence. Specifically, I have 
received reports that at times during the 1948 
presidential campaign, in your absence from 
headquarters, some telephone calls coming 


in for you from those connected with the 


whistle-stop campaign and Presidential-train 
entourage were referred to, and cleared 
through, Mr. Merl Young who, according to 
these reports was occupying your room at 
the headquarters of the Democratic National 
Committee. The substance of these reports 
is that Mr. Merl Young at times during your 
absence acted as your alter ego at the head- 
quarters of the Democratic National Com- 
mittee. 

Will you tell the committee now, Mr. Boyle, 
what you know about this, what the status 
of Mr. Merl Young is or has been at the head- 
quarters of the Democratic National Com- 
mittee; and whether anyone else has enjoyed 
the authority at national headquarters of the 
Democratic National Committee that Mr. 
Young is alleged to have, according to these 
reports? 


In response to my question, Mr. Boyle 
made the following reply: 


Well, I think that in the expression of 
what you say there, Senator SMITH, that 
there must be some confusion as to the in- 
formation you have received. 


Continuing, Mr. Boyle said—and, Mr. 
President, I invite the close attention 
of the Senate to this part of Mr. Boyle’s 
answer: 


At the time you speak of I was not an 
official of the Democratic National Commit- 
tee. I was a Democrat. I was a volunteer 
worker in the 1948 campaign, in which I 
imagine we had millions of Democrats and 
Republicans as volunteers. 

I held no title in the national committee 
nor office. I was a practicing attorney in 
Missouri and Washington, D. C., at that 
time. 


Further on in his answer to my ques- 
tion, Mr. Boyle stated: 


I was just one of those people who came 
into the headquarters and offered their serv- 
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ices, as was a man named Merl Young, and 
he was allowed to answer telephones, I pre- 
sume, like I was, at headquarters, whether 
State, city, county, or National headquarters. 
He had no title, he was not an officer of the 
Democratic National Committee. 


Further on in his answer to my ques- 
tion, Mr. Boyle stated: 

And I was not chairman or vice chair- 
man of that committee. I had no official ca- 
pacity at all. I was a friend of President 
Truman and trying to help him in the elec- 
tion and that is all I did and all Mr. Merl 
Young did and he was the same as the other 
men and women that offered their services. 


Mr. President, the answer of Mr. Boyle 
to my question was unequivocal, clear, 
and without the slightest ambiguity or 
misunderstanding. He said in plain 
words that he was not an official of the 
Democratic National Committee at the 
time that I referred to; that he had no 
title nor office in the national committee 
at that time; that Mr. Merl Young had 
no title and was not an officer of the 
Democratic National Committee at that 
time; and that he was not chairman or 
vice chairman of the Democratic Na- 
tional Committee at that time and had 
no official capacity at all. 

Mr. President, it has been my policy to 
avoid political accusations that cannot 
be backed up by facts and proof. But 
when I ask a direct question, I expect a 
direct and truthful answer. 

I will let the printed record show 
whether Mr. Boyle gave me a direct and 
truthful answer. I call the attention of 
the Senate, and particularly of the Sen- 
ate Investigations Subcommittee to a 
book which I hold in my hand. It is the 
official report of the 1948 Democratic 
National Convention. 

On the page between pages 412 and 
413 of that book there appear the pic- 
tures of Mr. Boyle and Mr. Merl Young. 
Beside the picture of Mr. Boyle are the 
printed words, “William Marshall Boyle, 
Jr., executive vice chairman, Democratic 
National Committee,” and beside the pic- 
ture of Mr. Young are the printed words, 
“E. Merl Young, assistant to William 
Marshall Boyle, Jr.” 

Mr. President, here is a book of the 
Official proceedings of the Democratic 
National Convention in 1948; and in it 
Mr. Boyle is listed as executive vice chair- 
man of the Democratic National Com- 
mittee and Mr. Merl Young is listed as 
assistant to Mr. Boyle. 

Let me remind the Senate, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that the specific time that I placed 
in my question was the time of the 
whistle stop train campaign, which was 
after the 1948 Democratic National Con- 
vention was over and which did not pre- 
cede the Democratic National Conven- 
tion. 

To further establish the authenticity 
and accuracy of this book and its con- 
tents, I call attention to the following 
excerpt from the foreword of the book: 

Grateful acknowledgement and thanks are 
extended to all members of the staff of the 
Democratic National Committee who con- 
tributed invaluable aid in assembling the 
data contained herein. Special appreciation 
is extended to C. Edgar Ed“ Brown for his 
careful and painstaking editing and in sue 
pervising the book through its publication. 
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I also call attention to the page next 
to the foreword page, the page imme- 
diately preceding the foreword page 
where the following printed words ap- 
pear: 

Compiled and edited by C. Edgar “Ed” 
Brown. 


I am informed that Mr. C. Edgar “Ed” 
Brown was at that time and is now the 
assistant director of publicity at the 
Democratic National Committee. 

The official printed record of the 
Democrats clearly contradicts the an- 
swer which Mr. Boyle gave me. 

I invite the attention of the Senate 
Investigations Subcommittee and the 
Senate Banking and Currency Commit- 
tee, which investigated the RFC and in 
which investigation Mr. Merl Young’s 
name figured so prominently, to this 
book and to the pages to which I have 
referred. 

I also invite the attention of the Sen- 
ate Investigations Subcommittee to the 
picture page appearing between pages 
428 and 429 of the book, at the top of 
which appear the following printed 
words: Members of William M. Boyle's 
Staff During 1948 Presidential Cam- 
paign,” and to the picture at the bottom 
of the page of Mr. Max Siskind, whose 
name has been prominently mentioned 
in the Senate Investigations Subcom- 
mittee investigation of the American 
Lithofold Corp. along with that of Mr. 
Boyle. 

Mr. NIXON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. I yield. 

Mr. NIXON. In what connection was 
Mr. Siskind mentioned in the book? 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. Max Sis- 
kind's picture appears among those on 
the picture page between pages 428 and 
429 and under the title of “Members of 
William M. Boyle’s Staff During the 1948 
Presidential Campaign.” 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Maine yield? 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. I yield. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Do I understand 
correctly that both Mr. Boyle and Mr. 
Siskind were listed as officials of the 
Democratic Party in 1948? 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Yes; accord- 
ing to Democracy at Work, which is the 
title of the official proceedings of the 
Democratic National Convention of 1948. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. What prompted the 
question was that I recall Mr. Boyle’s 
denial of having any connection with the 
Democratic Party during the time he was 
employed by the American Lithofold 
Corp. or that he rendered any assistance 
on this loan. However, it is significant 
they were not successful in obtaining 
the loan from the RFC until after they 
employed Mr. Boyle and Mr. James P. 
Finnegan, 

Mr. President, I think at this point I 
should read a brief statement that has 
just come over the wires regarding the 
testimony which was given before the 
special Senate investigating committee 
this morning on this same subject. The 
Toole referred to is the assistant treas- 
urer of the American Lithofold Corp. of 
St. Louis. Prior to associating with this 
company he was employed by the Small 
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War Plants Corporation, a subsidiary of 
the RFC. 

Toole testified today that the RFC granted 
his company’s twice-rejected loan application 
in 1949, 3 days after Democratic National 
Chairman Boyle telephoned the then RFC 
chairman. 

Boyle, then an official of the Democratic 
National Committee but not yet chairman, 
was said to have merely asked the RFC Chair- 
man, Harley Hise, to see Lithofold officials in 
connection with a loan. 

Toole underwent further questioning about 
entries in his three-volume diary telling of 
the company’s efforts to get RFC loans in 
1948 and 1949. 

Committee Counsel Francis D. Flanagan 
asked about an entry, dated February 28, 
1949, the day the company’s loan applica- 
tions were rejected for the second time. 

The diary disclosed that Toole lunched 
that day with Cecil Green, Washington rep- 
resentative of Lithofold; R. J. Blauner, then 
vice president; and James P. Finnegan, who 
recently resigned as internal revenue col- 
lector at St. Louis. 


The Mr. Finnegan referred to was the 
collector of internal revenue at St. Louis 
at the time the loan was granted. Ac- 
cording to the press, his resignation was 
accepted with extreme reluctance by the 
President of the United States, and the 
Secretary of the Treasury insisted there 
was nothing wrong with his conduct of 
the office. 

The dispatch continues: 

Toole said someone—he did not recall 
who—suggested a visit to Boyle. 

Asked why they should see Boyle, the wit- 
ness replied that it was suggested that “he 
might be able to help us.” Toole said, how- 
ever, that he did not want to go—“Didn’t 
think it was the proper procedure,” and be- 
lieved he could see Hise without Boyle’s in- 
tervention. 

He testified that he, Green, and Blauner 
then called on Boyle and saw him for less 
than 10 minutes. Green, he said, asked 
Boyle to arrange an interview with Hise, and 
Boyle telephoned the RFC Chairman. 

Toole said the substance of Boyle’s call 
was: 

“I have some friends of Jim Finnegan’s 
here. I would like you to see them this after- 
noon in connection with a loan.” 


Mr. President, this case has been 
brought before the Senate on numerous 
occasions, first being mentioned on May 
7, 1951, when I called to the attention of 
the Senate that the American Lithofold 
Corp., a St. Louis company, three times 
tried to get an RFC loan through but 
was unanimously rejected at the lower 
level. The record shows that E. Merl 
Young called and suggested that the 
loan be transferred to Washington for 
decision at higher levels. We now find 
that after this loan came to the Wash- 
ington office, Mr. Boyle called Mr. Hise, 
Director of RFC, and a few days later 
the loan was approved. In the meantime 
no new evidence to support this approval 
was submitted. 

This is the same Boyle whom the Presi- 
dent of the United States said had been 
thoroughly investigated, and that he 
found nothing wrong with his conduct. 

Mr. NIXON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield to the Senator 
from California. 

Mr. NIXON. In order that the RECORD 
be.complete, I think that in addition to 
the news release, it should be pointed out 
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that Mr. Toole further testified this 
morning to the effect that the RFC Board 
of Directors on February 28 rejected the 
loan. On March 3, after Mr. Boyle's in- 
tervention, by arranging the appoint- 
ment with Mr. Hise, the loan was ap- 
proved. Mr. Toole, who was the treasur- 
er of the company, testified that he knew 
of no new evidence, documentary, finan- 
cial, or of any other type, that was de- 
veloped or submitted to the Board of Di- 
rectors within those 3 days when the 
Board of Directors reversed its decision 
on the loan and granted it on the 3d of 
March. 

Further, let me ask the Senator from 
Delaware a question. Is it not the case 
that recently in the press Mr. Boyle 
stated that he had not intervened or 
contacted the RFC in the American 
Lithofold case? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is correct. 
According to the press, Mr. Boyle made 
an emphatic denial that he intervened 
in any manner, so far as the Lithofold 
Corp. was concerned, and I join the Sen- 
ator from Maine in urging that the Sen- 
ator’s committee call both Mr. Boyle and 
Mr. Siskind before the committee and 
put them under oath, and find out ex- 
actly what happened. 

One further matter should be called 
to the attention of the committee. Ac- 
cording to my understanding—and I 
hope the Senator from California will 
correct me if I am in error—one of the 
witnesses testified yesterday that one of 
the reasons why the RFC first rejected 
the loan was nct only the weak finan- 
cial condition of the company, but be- 
cause the company officials were taking 
out too huge salaries, beyond what the 
RFC could approve. The witness further 
went on to say that there was a serious 
question as to whether the company or 
the officials were paying their income 
taxes on what they were drawing. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. NIXON. My recollection of the 
testimony is somewhat as the Senator 
from Delaware has recapitulated it. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I submit to the 
Senator from California that this testi- 
mony raising the question as to whether 
the officials of the company and the 
company itself were paying their taxes, 
and presumably this meant income 
taxes. I call this to your attention be- 
cause, as I have pointed out on May 7, 
1951, the collector of internal revenue, 
Mr. James P. Finnegan, was also on the 
payroll of this company. And we should 
find out exactly what the witness meant 
when he made that statement. 


INCREASED PAY IN POST OFFICE 
DEPARTMENT 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (S. 355) to amend the act of 
July 6, 1945, as amended, so as to reduce 
the number of grades for the various po- 
sitions under such act, and for other 
purposes. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I un- 
derstand that there is pending now the 
modified Carlson amendment, which 
provides a floor of $400 of increase for 
the postal workers and a ceiling of $800. 
I desire to ask the Senator from Kansas 
now whether that is the situation. 
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Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I did 
offer an amendment, after receiving a 
suggestion from the chairman to with- 
draw my previous amendment. So my 
amendment as modified calls for a $400 
increase, and for an 8.8 percent increase 
where the $400 is not effective. That 
takes care of postmasters in the fourth 
class, and will not permit them to ob- 
tain more than a 20-percent increase. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. When the earlier 
amendment was pending, the Senator 
from North Dakota offered an amend- 
ment making the fioor $600, and I should 
like to ask the Senator from North Da- 
kota whether he proposes to offer an 
amendment to that effect to the present 
Carlson amendment in its modified form. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I am 
perfectly willing to ask unanimous con- 
sent to agree that the modified amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Kan- 
sas [Mr. Cartson] be substituted in 
place of his original amendment, and 
that my amendment may be considered 
as an amendment to that. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I wanted to be sure 
what the parliamentary situation was, 
because I did not hear a request for 
unanimous consent to withdraw the 
amendment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
has a right to modify his amendment, 
It did not take unanimous consent. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Does the Senator 
from North Dakota propose to offer his 
amendment to the modified amend- 
ment? I ask that so that we may be 
clear as to what we are called to vote 
upon. 

Mr. LANGER. I propose to offer my 
amendment to make the floor $600 in- 
stead of $400. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. But that is not pend- 
ing at the present time. 

Mr. LANGER. I offered the amend- 
ment, and I suppose it is still pending. 
If it is not, I offer it now. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sen- 
ator from Kansas withdrew the amend- 
ment to which the Senator from North 
Dakota offered his amendment, so it is 
not now pending. 

Mr. LANGER. I offer it again. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
offers the amendment to the modified 
Carlson amendment, does he? 

Mr. LANGER. Yes. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, there 
is pending now a bill to provide cost-of- 
living increases for the postal workers in 
the field service outside Washington, 
some 500,000 in number. 

First of all, we are to vote on the Lan- 
ger proposal for a minimum of $600 and 
a ceiling of $800, and that comes as an 
amendment to the suggestion made by 
the Senator from Kansas for a $400 floor 
and a $800 ceiling, with some other 
modifications so far as fourth-class post- 
masters are concerned. It is necessary 
we should know precisely on what propo- 
sition the vote is to come. So it will be 
on a $600 minimum increase and an $800 
ceiling. 

In behalf of the chairman of the com- 
mittee, I wish to say that I had the honor 
to serve on the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service, and I am familiar with 
the bill which was introduced providing 
fora 17 percent increase. There is noth- 
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ing unusual about that. It is quite cus- 
tomary for the chairman to serve every 
point of interest and, when someone 
comes along with a proposition of that 
kind, to introduce a bill which reflects a 
point of view, and thus serves as some- 
thing of a target. Various bills were 
pending at the time. 

So, I think, it was not only within the 
domain of the chairman but also emi- 
nently a part of his legislative duty to 
give representation to a point of view 
which was expressed by a very con- 
siderable number of persons. However, 
I think that among other things we must 
have some regard for the budget, for the 
revenues as well as the disbursements 
in the postal service. Let us not forget 
that our average deficit has been in ex- 
cess of half billion dollars a year for 
the past 3 years. We cannot laugh it 
off. I do not go so far as to say that 
perhaps some portion of the deficit can- 
not be allocated to cultural and social 
values, but how much that should he, I 
do not know. I do know that the com- 
mittee in its wisdom discussed all these 
matters and had literally hundreds of 
witnesses testify before it, before the 
work on the bill was finally completed. 
I pay tribute to the patience, diligence, 
and devotion of the members of the sub- 
committee who worked so endlessly on 
this job and sat day after day, mornings 
and afternoons, listening to testimony 
representing every point of view. 

If for any reason in the past this 
body was not diligent in the field of pay 
increases, that certainly was not the case 
at the other end of the Capitol, for let 
me say to my friend, the Senator from 
North Dakota, that in other days the 
House of Representatives was reasonably 
diligent, long before the prospective end 
of this session of the Congress, to make 
sure that justice was done not only to 
graded workers in the classified service 
bus also to the postal workers. If there 
were laches and neglect and delay, I do 
not believe it could be charged to the 
body at the other end of the Capitol. 

But I am not insensible to the fact 
that we have reached what seems to be 
a target for adjournment day. Everyone 
knows that the Congress has been strug- 
gling in a fashion to pull down the cur- 
tain on its labors sometime around the 
1st of October, and we are getting rea- 
sonably close to that date. If the pres- 
ent proposal is not modified in a way 
closely consonant to the provision voted 
by the House of Representatives, who 
can say that there will not be a snarl 
and that we shall not get a postal pay 
bill enacted at this session? 

Mr. President, we have stood off the 
reasonable requests of the ladies and 
gentlemen in tlie postal service long 
enough. What Member of Congress has 
not been inundated by an avalanche of 
mail in regard to the need for this in- 
crease in pay? Certainly these workers 
deserve an increase in pay. 

I am mindful of the fact that they 
are working on double duty in many 
cases and that in other cases they are 
driving taxicabs or doing other jobs on 
the outside to keep the wolf from the 
door, and there have been wholesale 
resignations from the postal service be- 
cause of the inadequate pay. 
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So let us not get this matter snarled 
up now. 

There is on the calendar in the House 
of Representatives at the present time 
a bill providing for an increase with a 
floor of $400, for an increase, and then a 
maximum limit; but that measure is 
substantially like what we propose to do 
today. 

So I hope we shall not go off now on 
a tangent and thus jeopardize the mak- 
ing of a much needed increase in pay, 
end then suddenly discover that the first 
session of the Eighty-second Congress 
has terminated and that we are return- 
ing to our homes without having done 
our duty to those who humbly discharge 
their duties, which are just as important 
to the efficacy and welfare of the Gov- 
ernment as are any other duties in the 
governriental service. 

So, Mr. President, it is apparent that 
the first vote will come on the proposal 
made by the eminent Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. Lancer], for a $600 floor and 
a $800 ceiling. I propose to vote against 
that proposal. 

The next vote will be taken on the pro- 
posal of the Senator from Kansas [Mr. 
CARLSON] for a $400 floor and a $800 ceil- 
ing. That proposal is almost identical 
to the proposal made in the House of 
Representatives by the House Post Office 
and Civil Service Committee, and is al- 
most identical to the measure on the 
House Calendar at the present time. 

So let us not jeopardize the taking of 
the necessary action. Let us give these 
workers some pay increase. 

Mr. President, I esteem the efforts of 
my good friend, the Senator from North 
Dakota; no one has more eloquently and 
more militantly raised his voice in behalf 
of the postal workers than has the dis- 
tinguished Senator from North Dakota. 
I say to him, let us consider before the 
postal committee the proposition with 
respect to the pay increase; but let us 
not jeopardize this one now, because we 
are 8 months out from port, and nothing 
has been done thus far for these workers, 
and they have been entreating and plead- 
ing and addressing their supplications 
both orally and in writing to the Con- 
gress for some kind of relief. Let us not 
deny it to them now. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield with pleasure. 

Mr. LANGER. The distinguished 
Senator from Illinois has just asked me 
to consider a proposition. I am always 
willing to consider a proposition, and I 
ask the Senator what the proposition is. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I simply say this: 
The $400 proposal was roundly discussed 
in the committee. The $600 provision 
was never discussed in the committee 
when I was a member of the committee, 
and so I must depend upon the distin- 


` guished chairman of the committee for 


information as to whether it was dis- 
cussed there at some other time. I was 
not in the committee later on, for the 
subsequent action, because I left the 
committee—for reasons best known to 
some; but I may say that my leaving the 
committee was not voluntary, either. 
Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
That matter did come before the com- 
mittee, on a motion by the Senator from 
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North Dakota, when we were consider- 
ing the question. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Very well; then it 
occurred subsequent to my service on the 
committee. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
And the Senator from North Dakota 
voted for it, but all the other members 
of the committee, so far as I recall, voted 
against it. 

Mr. LANGER. No, I think the Sena- 
tor is mistaken; ‘the Senator from West 
Virginia [Mr. NEELY] voted with me. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Perhaps that is correct; perhaps I should 
state that both those Senators voted 
for that proposal, 

Mr. LANGER. And let me point out 
that the Senator from West Virginia is 
a man of excellent judgment. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I 
recognize the wisdom and experience of 
the esteemed Senator from West Vir- 
ginia, and likewise that of my eloquent 
friend, the Senator from North Dakota, 
but I am anxious, and I know that hun- 
dreds of thousands of persons in the 
country are likewise anxious, to have 
some definite action taken now. I shall 
be the last to jeopardize or to prejudice 
such action. I sincerely hope this course 
will command itself to the wisdom of the 
Senate and that it will reject the pro- 
posal of the Senator from North Dakota, 
and will embrace and adopt the eminent- 
ly practical proposal of the Senator from 
Kansas, and thus move this measure on 
to a final conclusion. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, in order to keep the 
Rxconp clear, let me say that I think the 
Senator from North Dakota began with 
@ proposal for $1,000; and then, when 
that motion was defeated, he made a 
proposal for $900; and then $800; and 
so on, down the line; and I think the 
vote on each one was practically the 
same, all the way through. Is not that 
correct? 

Mr. LANGER. That is correct; in each 
case the Senator from West Virginia 
(Mr. NEELY] sustained my position. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
is on agreeing to the amendment of the 
Senator from North Dakota to the 
amendment of the Senator from Kansas. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I am 
always moved by the great eloquence of 
the distinguished junior Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN]. However, when 
he said the proposal now made by me 
had not been considered in the commit- 
tee a year ago, he was entirely mistaken. 
Of course, he was not on the committee 
a year ago. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I wish to say that at 

_the time when I was on the committee 
this year, the $600 proposal was not dis- 
cussed, although it is entirely possible 
that it was discussed after I served on the 
committee. 

Mr. LANGER. I am sure the dis- 
tinguished Senator from South Carolina 
will bear me out when I say that even 
at the last session we had a proposal for 
a 17 percent increase. Is not that true? 

Mr, JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Such a measure was introduced for 
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study, but the committee did not re- 
port it. 

Mr. LANGER. So, as a matter of fact, 
there was pending at the last session, 
and also all during the present session, 
a proposal for an increase of 17 percent. 

Mr. President, I have before me an 
article which is one of the best I have 
ever seen on this subject. The article 
appeared in the Akron Beacon-Journal 
for March 20, 1951. In a very few words 
the article states the entire problem. I 
read from the article, as follows: 

If you have wondered why so many postal 
employees have side-line jobs or why so many 
postmen's wives work, the answer is simple. 
Postal salaries start at $2,870 a year. For a 
married man with one child, this means 
take-home pay of $48.93 a week. A single 
man’s take-home pay, after retirement and 
income-tax deductions, is $43.62. That is 
not enough for a comfortable living. The 
second-year regular employee draws $2,970 a 
year. Altogether there are seven annual 
$100 increments and three longevity in- 
creases of $100 each. The top salary of 
$3,970 is reached after 25 years. 


In other words, Mr. President, after 25 
years in the service, working for our 
Government, the top pay is $3,970. 

What inducement is there to the son 
of a letter carrier or to the son of a 
postal clerk to enter the service, when 
his father says to him, “If you work here 
25 years, at the end of that time you 
will be paid $3,970 a year.” What in- 
ducement is that, Mr. President? 

I read further from the editorial: 

This scale might be attractive in low-cost- 
of-living communities, possibly in the deep 
South; but in most cities, including Akron, 
Ohio, it is causing hardship, and resigna- 
tions which are not easy to fill with good 
men. Bills pending in Congress would raise 
the entrance salary to $3,825 and the top 
pay to $4,293. This may be too large a hike 
all at once, but certainly the postal workers 
are entitled to a living wage. They are not 
getting it now. 


This small $200 additional increase 
for which I am asking, Mr. President— 


-and I have the cost all figured out—is 


really insignificant compared to the good 
it will do to men who are trying to get 
along, men who are living from hand to 
mouth. An additional increase of $200 
a year is too small. I hope, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that my amendment will be 
adopted. I ask for a division. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator from North Dakota to the 
amendment of the Senator from Kansas, 
A division has been requested. 

On a division, the amendment to the 
amendment was rejected. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I now 
offer to the pending amendment an 
amendment calling for an additional in- 
crease of $100 a year to make the in- 
crease $500 a year. I ask for a division. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
will state the inquiry. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Am I correct in 
my understanding that this amendment 
is $100 less than the increase proposed 
in the preceding amendment? 

Mr. LANGER. This amendment pro- 
poses $100 less than the previous amend- 


‘crease $600. 
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ment, which proposed to make the in- 

Mr. MONRONEY. This would mean 
$500. Is that correct? 

Mr. LANGER. That is correct. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
is on the amendment of the Senator 
from North Dakota to the amendment of 
the Senator from Kansas. A division 
has been requested. 

On a division, the amendment was re- 
jected. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
recurs on the amendment of the Senator 
from Kansas [Mr. CARLSON]. 

Mr. CARLSON. On that, Mr. Presi- 
dent, I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON] is absent by leave of the Sen- 
ate. 

The Senators from Virginia [Mr. Byrp 
and Mr. Rogertson], the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. Cuavez], the Senator 
from Iowa [Mr. GILLETTE], the Senator 
from Louisiana [Mr. Lone], the Senator 
from Washington [Mr. Macnuson], the 
Senator from Michigan [Mr. Moopy], the 
Senator from Montana [Mr. Murray], 
the Senator from West Virginia (Mr. 
NeeELy], the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
O’Maroney], the Senator from Georgia 
Mr. RussgLL I, and the Senator from 
Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN] are absent on 
official business. 

I announce further that if present and 
voting, the. Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. CHavez], the Senator from Iowa 
{Mr. GILLETTE], the Senator from Louis- 
iana [Mr. Lone], the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. Macnuson], the Sena- 
tor from Michigan [Mr. Moopy], the 
Senator from Montana [Mr. MURRAY], 
the Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
Neety], the Senator from Wyoming 
Mr. O’MaHoney], the Senator from Vir- 
ginia [Mr. ROBERTSON], the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL], and the Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. Sparkm.n], would 
each vote “yea.” 

Mr. SALTONSTALL, I announce 
that the Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. Brinces], the Senator from Indiana 
[Mr. JENNER], and the Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. McCarty] are absent 
on official business. : 

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. TAFT], 
the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. WHER- 
RY]; and the Senator from Wisconsin 
[Mr. WILEY] are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. Tosey] is absent because of ill- 
ness, . 

The Senator from Minnesota IMr. 
THYE] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Maine [Mr. BREW- 
STER], the Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
CAPEHART], the Senator from Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr. Durr], and the Senator from 
Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS] are detained 
on official business, 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Maine [Mr. BREWSTER], the Sena- 
tor from New Fampshire [Mr. BRIDGES], 
the Senators from Indiana [Mr. CAPE- 
HART and Mr. JENNER], the Senator from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. Durr], the Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. MCCARTHY], the 
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Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tart], the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota [Mr. THYE], and 
the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
WHERRY] would each vote yea.“ 


The result was announced—yeas 71, 
nays 0, as follows: 


YEAS—71 
Aiken Hayden McCarran 
Bennett Hendrickson McClellan 
Benton Hennings McFarland 
Bricker Hickenlo per McKellar 
Butler, Md. Hill McMahon 
Butler, Nebr. Hoey Millikin 
Cain Holland Monroney 
Carlson Humphrey Morse 
Case Hunt Mundt 
Clements Ives Nixon 
Connally Johnson, Colo. O’Conor 
Cordon Johnson, Tex. Pastore 
Dirksen Johnston, S. C. Saltonstall 
Douglas Kefauver Schoeppel 
Dworshak Kem Smathers 
Eastland Kerr Smith, Maine 
Ecton Kilgore Smith, N. J. 
Ellender Knowland Smith, N. C. 
Ferguson Langer Stennis 
Flanders Lehman Underwood 
Frear Lodge Watkins 
Fulbright Malone Welker 
George Martin Young 
Green Maybank 
NOT VOTING—25 
Anderson Long Sparkman 
Brewster Magnuson Taft 
Bridges McCarthy Thye 
Byrd Moody Tobey 
Capehart Murray Wherry 
Chavez Neely Wiley 
Duff O'Mahoney Williams 
Gillette Robertson 
Jenner Russell 
So Mr. CarLson’s amendment was 
agreed to. 


Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, on be- 
half of the Senator frum South Carolina 
(Mr. JoHNsTON] and myself, I offer the 
amendment which I send to the desk and 
ask to have stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 
will state the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Kansas. 

The CHIEF CLERK. After the period 
in line 19, page 27, it is proposed to add: 

In the adjustment of the salaries of post- 
masters, assistants, and supervisors in the 
field service of the Post Offic: Department, 
beginning on July 1, 1952, only 85 percent 
of the gross postal receipts in any post office 
shall be counted for the purpose of deter- 
mining the class of the post office or the 
compensation or allowances of postmasters or 
of postal employees of post offices. 


Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, this is 
the amendment which I discussed earlier 
this afternoon, and I think it is neces- 
sary for the Senate to adopt it if we are 
to prevent postmasters—and I do not 
like to bring them up as an individual 
group—from receiving the benefit of in- 
creased pay as the result of this bill, plus 
the increased pay they will receive 
through increased postal rates. That 
might in many instances represent as 
much as $1,200 or more. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
is on agreeing to the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Kansas for himself 
and the Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. CARLSON. I am happy to yield 
to the Senator from Nevada. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Does the amend- 
ment include so-called central post 
offices? 

Mr. CARLSON. Yes. 
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Mr. McCARRAN. If it does, it seems 
to me that it might produce a grave in- 
justice. The central post offices become 
responsible for the funds which are for- 
warded from the tributary post offices. 
It has always seemed to me that the 
postmasters of the central post offices 
were not properly compensated, because 
they carry a heavy bond and are re- 
sponsible for a much greater liability 
than are any other classes of postmas- 
ters. 

I should like to hear the Senator from 
Kansas on that subject. 

Mr. CARLSON. The amendment does 
include all post offices in the United 
States, and I should like to suggest to 
the Senator from Nevada that although 
I think his contention has merit, the 
problem is difficult to work out. This 
is not the first time this amendment has 
been in effect. It was adopted in the 
Seventy-second Congress. It was in 
effect for several years and was repealed. 
I suggest to the Senator from Nevada, 
in order not to get into considerable 
difficulty, that the conference committee 
should handle the problem. 

Mr. McCARRAN. One further ques- 
tion. Is the amendment framed in 
such form that it can be worked out in 
conference? 

Mr. CARLSON. So far the House has 


not acted on such a provision. It will 


go to the House, and the House will have 
plenty of opportunity to work it out. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Let me explain my 
position, which I hope the Senator will 
understand. I shall not take very much 
time. 

The central post offices are entirely 
different from ordinary post offices, as 
the gentleman sitting by the Senator's 
side well knows. They are the post of- 
fices into which there flow moneys from 
the other post offices, so that the post- 
master of a central post office has much 
greater responsibility; he is responsibie 
not only for what he takes in in his own 
office, but for that which flows into his 
office from tributary post offices. It has 
always seemed to me that those central 
post offices should have different con- 
sideration. I therefore respectfully 
suggest to the chairman of the commit- 
tee and to those who will be in the con- 
ference that if it is possible the amend- 
ment should be so worked out that 
different consideration may be given to 
postmasters of central post offices. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, I 
assure the Senator from Nevada that if 
the amendment goes to conference, and 
I am quite sure it will, the matter will 
be looked into and cared for, because 
I think the point is well worth consid- 
ering. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Kansas, for 
himself and the Senator from South 
Carolina. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
call up my amendment “A” and ask that 
it be stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 
will state the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Minnesota. 
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The CHIEF CLERK. On page 28, follow- 
ing line 23, it is proposed to insert new 
section 21, as follows: 

Sec. 21. Subsection (e) of section 17 of the 
act entitled An act to reclassify the salaries 
of postmasters, officers, and employees of the 
postal service, to establish uniform proce- 
dures for computing compensation; and for 
other purposes,” approved July 6, 1945, as 
amended (Public Law 134, 79th Cong.), is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(e) In addition to the salaries provided 
in this section, each carrier in the rural de- 
livery service shall be paid for equipment 
maintenance a sum equal to (1) 9 cents per 
mile per day for each mile or major fraction 
of a mile scheduled or (2) $3.50 per day, 
whichever is the greater. Payments for 
equipment and maintenance as provided 
herein shall be at the same periods and in 
the same manner as payments for regular 
compensation to rural carriers.” 

On page 29, change Sxc. 21.” to “Src. 22.” 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
should like to modify my amendment by 
changing the figure “$3.50” to “$3”, on 
page 2, line 3. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
may modify his amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I do 
not think it will take a great deal of time 
to explain my amendment, since an 
amendment almost identical, in fact, a 
little bit more extravagant, or, let me 
say, more expensive than this amend- 
ment, was adopted unanimously by the 
Senate in the month of September 1949. 

In other words, the same provision, in 
the form of a bill, was before the Senate, 
was discussed, and was adopted unani- 
mously. It provided! cents per mile for 
equipment maintenance allowance, and 
$3.50 as a basic minimum pay. But I 
have felt that since we have increased 
the base salary, and since we have pro- 
vided the $400 floor and $800 ceiling in- 
crease for the postal workers, we could 
reduce the minimum for maintenance 
allowance to $3 instead of $3.50. 

Lest anyone should think this is un- 
usual, let me point out that the present 
rate for a rural letter carrier is 8 cents 
per mile. That was adopted in 1949. 
Ask any member of this body who has 
purchased an automobile and who has 
had his automobile serviced or repaired 
at a garage or a filling station since 1949, 
whether the cost of automobiles, the 
maintenance of equipment, and the cost 
of new equipment, has not gone up sub- 
stantially since that time. In fact, we 
have just been notified by the Office of 
Economic Stabilization that the price of 
automobiles may well go up another 10 
percent. We know that the price of 
tires has risen. We know that the price 
of equipment for cars has gone up. We 
know also that rural roads are in none 
too good shape. So I feel this amend- 
ment is entirely worthy and that it 
surely should have the support of the 
Senate. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
The Senator’s amendment would change 
the rate in the present law from 8 cents 
to 9 cents. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct, 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
At the present time there is nothing in 
the law in regard to a guaranty of re- 
ceiving $2 or $3, or any other amount. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 
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Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
There has been some objection, of 
course, to the $3 figure. I think it is 
true that where a route covers a short 
mileage, say 10, 12, 15, or 18 miles a day, 
the carrier certainly has to do a great 
deal of starting and stopping his car, so 
that he ought to receive more per mile. 
The only way that can be accomplished 
is as provided by the Senator’s amend- 
ment. We passed a bill in the Senate 
last year identical in language to the 
Senator’s amendment, and it went to the 
House, but was not passed by the House. 
Mr. President, I do not object to the 
amendment. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Minnesota yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. CARLSON. I believe the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Minnesota has 
much merit. I not only think that an 
increase from 8 to 9 cents is commend- 
able, but that it should be made. As to 
the dollars, I am not positive. I am 
pleased that the Senator reduced his 
proposal from 83.50 to $3. I think that 
is something, however, which should be 
studied, and I hope it will be studied in 
conference. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr, HUMPHREY], as modified. 

The amendment, as modified. was 
agreed to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill is 
open to further amendment. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I offer 
an amendment which I ask to have 
stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 29, it is 
proposed to strike out all of section 21, 
and insert in lieu thereof the words, “this 
act shall become effective as of July 
1, 1951.” 

Mr. LANGER. It is my understand- 
ing, Mr. President, that there is no ob- 
jection to the amendment. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
We have no objection to taking it to 
conference. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
offered by the Senator from North Da- 
kota. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill is 
open to further amendment. 

If there is no further amendment, the 
question is on the engrossment and third 
reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, and was read the 
third time. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is, Shall the bill pass? 

The bill (S. 355) was passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill to adjust the salaries of post- 
masters, supervisors, and employees in 
the field service of the Post Office De- 
partment.” 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr, President, I wish at this time to com- 
mend the members of the subcommittee 
for the work they have done on the bill. 
The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. UNDER- 
woop] acted as chairman of the subcom- 
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mittee, and did excellent work. I also 
want to commend the Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. Pastore] and the 
Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARLSON] for 
the excellent work they did in preparing 
the bill and reporting it to the full com- 
mittee. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the bill be printed as passed by 
the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 


ORGANIZATION OF AIR FORCE AND 
DEPARTMENT OF AIR FORCE—CON- 
FERENCE REPORT 


Mr. HUNT. Mr. President, I submit 
a report of the committee of conference 
on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses. on the amendments of the Sen- 
ate to the bill (H. R. 1726) to provide 
for the organization of the Air Force and 
the Department of the Air Force, and 
for other purposes, and I ask unanimous 
consent for its present consideration. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The report 
will be read for the information of the 
Senate. 

The report was read. 

(For conference report,.see proceed- 
ings of the House of Representatives, pp. 
11481-11482.) 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection to the present consideration of 
the report? 


$2,392.00 82. 478. 20 
$2, 662.40 22, 745. 60 
$2,891.20 82. 974. 40 
$3, 120. 00 $3, 203. 20 
$3, 309. 60 S. 494. 40 
$3, 764. 80 $3, 889. 60 
$4,160.00 $4, 284. 80 
$4,576.00 $4, 700. 80 
$5,012.80 S8, 137. 60 
$5,449.60 85,574.40 
$5, 886.40 $6, 094. 40 
$6,968.00 87, 176.00 
$8,278.40 W. 486. 40 
$9, 568.00 89, 776, 00 
$10, 795.20 $11, 044. 80 
$11, 980.80 $12, 188. 80 
$13, 000.00 813, 187. 20 
$14, 788. 80 
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There being no objection, the report 
was considered and agreed to. 


PAY INCREASES FOR GOVERNMENT 
EMPLOYEES 


Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I move that the Senate 
proceed to consider Senate bill 622, Cal- 
endar 531. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will 
be stated by title for the information of 
the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK, A bill (S. 622) 
to increase the basic rates of compen- 
sation of certain officers and employees 
of the Federal Government, and for 
other purposes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on the motion of the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. JOHNSTON]. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill 
(S. 622) to increase the basic rates of . 
compensation of certain officers and em- 
ployees of the Federal Government, and 
for other purposes, which had been re- 
ported from the Committee on Post Of- 
fice and Civil Service with an amend- 
ment, to strike out all after the enacting 
clause and to insert: 

That (a) sections 603 (b) and 603 (c) of 
the Classification Act of 1949, approved Oc- 
tober 28, 1949, as amended, are hereby amend- 
ed to read as follows: 

“(b) The compensation schedule for the 
general schedule shall be as follows: 


Per annum rates 


= 


$2,558.40 $2,641.60 $2,724.80 $2,808.00 22. 891. 20 
$2, 828.80 $2,912.00 $2,995.20 $3,078.40 $3, 161. 60 
$3,057.60 $3,140.80, $3,224.00 $3,307.20 $3, 390. 40 
$3, 286.40 $3,369.60 $3,452.80 $3,536.00 $3, 619. 20 
$3,619.20 $3,744.00 $3,868.80 $3,993.60 $4, 118. 40 
$4,014.40 84. 139. 20 $4,264.00 $4,388.80 $, 513. 60 
$4,409.00 $4,534.40 $4,650.20 $4,784.00 $4, 908, 80 
$4,825.60 $4,950.40 $5,075.20 $5,200.00 $5,324.80 
$5,262.40 $5,387.20 85, 512.00 $5,636.80 85, 761. 60 
$5,699.20 $5,824.00 $5,948.80 $6,073.60 $6, 198. 40 
$6,302.40 $6,510.40 $6,718.40 86, 926, 40 

$7,384.00 $7,592.00 87, 800. 00 88. 008. 00 

$8, 694.40 $8,902.40 $9,110.40 89, 318. 40 

$9, 984.00 $10,192.00 $10, 400. 00 810, 587. 20 

$11, 294.40 $11,544.00 $11, 793. 60 

$12, 396.80 $12, 584.00 $12, 792, 00 

$13, 395.20 $13, 582. 40 $13, 790. 40 


„(e) (1) The compensation schedule for the crafts, protective, and custodial sched- 
ule shall be as follows: 


— — A $1,643.20 $1, 705. 60 
r $2,308.80 82. 392. 00 

$2,454.40 82. 537. 60 

$2,662.40 $2, 745. 60 

$2,912.00 $2,995.20 

$3,161.60 $3, 244. 80 

$3,390.40 $3, 494. 40 

$3, 702.40 $3, 827. 20 

$4,097.60 $4, 222. 40 

$4, 513.60 84, 638. 40 


$1,768.00 $1,830.40 $1,892.80 $1,955.20 $2,017.60 
$2,475.20 $2,558.40 $2,641.60 $2,724.80 $2, 808. 00 
$2,620.80 $2,704.00 $2,787.20 $2,870.40 $2,953. 60 
$2,828.80 $2,912.00 $2,995.20 $3,078.40 $3, 161. 60 
$3,078.40 $3,161.60 $3,244.80 $5,328.00 $3, 411. 20 
$3,328.00 $3,411.20 $3,494.40 $8,577.60 $5, 660.80 
$3, 508. 40 „ 702.40 $3,806.40 $3,910.40 $4,014.40 
$3, 952.00 $4,076.80 $4,201.60 $4,326.40 $4,451. 20 
$4,347.20 $4,472.00 $4,596.80 $4,721.60 $4, 846. 40 
$4,763.20 84, 888. $5,012.80 85, 137.60 85, 262. 40 


2) Charwomen working part time shall 
be paid at the rate of $2,641.60 per annum, 
and head charwomen working part time at 
the rate of $2,808 per annum.” 

(b) In adjusting initially the rates of pay 
of employees affected by the provisions of 
this section— 

(1) an employee receiving basic compensa- 
tion immediately prior to the effective date 
of this act at one of the scheduled or longev- 
ity rates provided by the Classification Act 
of 1949, as amended, shall receive basic com- 
pensation on and after the effective date of 
this act at the corresponding scheduled or 
longevity rate as increased by this act; and 


(2) an employee receiving basic compen- 
sation immediately prior to the effective date 
of this act at a rate other than a scheduled 
or longevity rate provided by the Classi- 
fication Act of 1949, as amended, shall receive 
basic compensation on and after the effective 
date of this act as follows: 

(A) If his rate immediately prior to the 
effective date of this act was less than the 
maximum longevity rate of the grade, he 
shall be paid at the scheduled or longevity 
rate which he would receive under paragraph 
(1) had he been receiving basic compensa- 
tion immediately prior to such effective date 
at the scheduled or longevity rate next higher 
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than his rate of basic compensation imme- 
diately prior to such effective date. 

(B) If his rate immediately prior to the 
effective date of this act was in excess of the 
maximum longevity rate of the grade, he 
shall be paid at a rate equal to the rate at 
which he was paid immediately prior to such 
date, increased by an amount equal to the 
amount of the increase made by this act in 
such maximum longevity rate. 

(C) If he is a part-time char employee 
and his rate immediately prior to the effec- 
tive date of this act was in excess of the rate 
provided for his position under section 603 
(c) (2) of the Classification Act of 1949, as 
amended, he shall be paid at a rate equal 
to the rate at which he was paid immedi- 
ately prior to such effective date, increased by 
an amount equal to the amount of the in- 
crease made by this act in the rate for like 
positions under such section. 

(c) The limitations of $9,600 and $13,050 
with respect to the aggregate salaries payable 
to secretaries and law clerks of circuit and 
district judges, contained in the sixteenth 
paragraph under the head Miscellaneous 
salaries” in the Judiciary Appropriation 
Act, 1951 (Public Law 759, 8lst Cong.), or 
in any subsequent appropriation Act, shall 
be increased by the amounts necessary to 
pay additional basic compensation provided 
by this act. 

(d) The increase in existing rates of basic 
compensation provided by this act shall not 
be construed to be an equivalent increase in 
compensation within the meaning of section 
701 of the Classification Act of 1949, as 
amended. 

Sec, 2. (a) Each officer or employee in or 
under the legislative branch of the Govern- 
ment (other than an employee in the office 
of a Senator) whose rate of compensation is 
increased by section 5 of the Federal Em- 
ployees Pay Act of 1946 shall be paid addi- 
tional compensation at the rate of (1) 88 
percent of the aggregate rate of his basic 
compensation and the rate of the additional 
compensation received by him under sections 
501 and 502 of the Federal Employees Pay 
Act of 1945, as amended, section 301 of the 
Postal Rate Revision and Federal Employees 
Salary Act of 1948, and the provisions under 
the heading “Increased pay for legislative 
employees” in the Second Supplemental Ap- 
propriation Act, 1950, or (2) $800 per annum, 
whichever is the lesser. 

(b The provisions of section 603 (b) of 
the Federal Employees Pay Act of 1945, as 
amended, section 7 (b) of the Federal Em- 
ployees Pay Act of 1946, as amended, section 
303 (c) of the Postal Rate Revision and 
Federal Employees Salary Act of 1948, and 
the provisions of paragraph (b) under the 
heading “Increased pay for legislative em- 
ployees“ in the Second Supplemental Appro- 
Priation Act, 1950, shall not apply to officers 
or employees subject to the provisions of 
subsection (a) or to employees in the offices 
of Senators, but no officer or employee of the 
Senate or House of Representatives shall be 
paid with respect to any pay period basic 
compensation or basic compensation plus 
additional compensation at a rate in excess 
of $11,646 per annum unless expressly au- 
thorized by law. 

(c) (1) The aggregate amount of the basic 
compensation authorized to be paid for ad- 
ministrative and clerical assistance and mes- 
senger service in the offices of Senators is 
hereby increased by— 

(A) 83.540 in the case of Senators from 
States the population of which is less than 
3,000,000; 

(B) $3,720 in the case of Senators from 
States the population of which is 3,000,000 or 
more but less than 5,000,000; 

(C) $4,260 in the case of Senators from 
States the population of which is 5,000,000 
or more but less than 10,000,000; and 
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(D) $4,440 in the case of Senators from 
States the population of which Is 10,000,000 
or more. 

(2) The second proviso in the paragraph 
relating to the authority of Senators to re- 
arrange the basic salaries of employees in 
their respective offices, which appears in the 
Legislative Branch Appropriation Act, 1947, 
as amended (2 U. S. C. 60f), is amended by 
striking out 85,280“ and inserting in lieu 
thereof 85,820;“ and by strik’ g out “$3,720” 
anc inserting in lieu thereof “$7,320”. 

(d) The Legislative Branch Appropriation 
Act is amended by striking out, in the para- 
graph designated “Folding documents” un- 
der the heading “Contingent expenses of the 
Senate” the words “$1 per thousand” and 
inserting in lieu thereof “$2 per thousand.” 
The provisions of subsection (a), and the 
provisions of law referred to in such subsec- 
tion, shall not apply to employees whose 
compensation is paid from the appropria- 
tion contained in such paragraph. 

(e) The rate of basic compensation of 
each of the elected officers of the Senate 
and the House of Representatives (not in- 
cluding the presiding officers of the two 
Houses), and of the legislative counsel of 
the Senate and the legislative counsel of the 
House of Representatives, are hereby in- 
creased by 8.8 percent or $800 per annum, 
whichever is the lesser. 

Sec. 3. This act shall become effective on 
the first day of the first pay period which 
begins after the date of its enactment. 


Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I should like to ask the acting majority 
leader a question. It is not his inten- 
tion to proceed with the consideration 
of the bill tonight, is it? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, 
We desire to start considering it. It is 
just a little after 6 o’clock, and we would 
like to finish it if possible. It is very 
much like the bill the Senate has just 
acted upon. It deals with an increase 
in pay to Federal employees. It seems 
to me we could dispose of it in a com- 
paratively short time. I should like at 
least to have the Senator from Rhode 
Island (Mr, Pastore] explain the bill to 
the Senate, and then if the Senate sees 
fit to proceed and complete consideration 
of it, very well. If not, that is all right. 
But I should like to have it finished 
today. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Does the Sen- 
ator know whether there will be any 
considerable discussion of amendments 
which are to be offered? 

Mr. PASTORE. No. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
I do not know of many amendments. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Will the so- 
called Carlson amendment affect this 
bill? 

Mr. PASTORE. Ves. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
It may be discussed in connection with 
this bill. Idonot know. Someone may 
offer that amendment. 

Mr. MCMAHON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from South Carolina yield 
to me so I may submit an amendment? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Yes. 

Mr. MCMAHON. The acting minority 
leader, the Senator from Massachusetts 
[Mr. SALTONSTALL], asked if there were 
any amendments to be proposed to the 
bill. Ihave an amendment which I send 
to the desk and ask to have printed. I 
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assume from what the acting majority 
leader has said that we will not finish 
the bill tonight. I also would like to 
submit a statement to be printed in the 
Record relative to the amendment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment will be received and printed, and 
will lie on the table. 

Without objection, the statement will 
be printed in the Recorp at this point. 

The statement by Mr. MCMAHON is as 
follows: 


REGARDING S. 622: Facts CONCERNING Pay 
RAISE FOR FOREIGN SERVICE PERSONNEL 


1. Foreign Service not included: Accord- 
ing to the staff of the Civil Service Commit- 
tee, Foreign Service personnel were not in- 
cluded in S. 622 because the Foreign Service 
is under the jurisdiction of the Poreign Re- 
lations Committee. The Foreign Relations 
Committee has not had an opportunity to 
consider this matter this session. 

2. House action: On the House side, how- 
ever, H. R. 339 as reported, and as now on 
the House Calendar provides for the same 
increase for Foreign Service personnel as is 
provided for other personnel, i. e. a flat $400 
raise. £ 

3. Cost: The proposed amendment would 
apply to 8,735 employges in the Foreign 
Service, whose annual average salary is $5,- 
010. Using the 8.4 percent raise figures, the 
annual cost of the raise will be about $3,- 
800,000. 

4. Erroneous figures in House report: The 
report of the House committee on H. R. 339 
refers to 19,203 Foreign Service employees 
and says the annual cost of the $400 raise 
would be $7,681,200 (see House report, p. 4). 
This figure is wrong as it includes foreign 
employees who would not in fact be covered 
by the pending amendment. 

5. Past practice: The last cost-of-living 
pay raise did not cover Foreign Service em- 
ployees. As a result, Congress about a year 
later passed a separate law fixing the same 
raise to Foreign Service personnel (see Pub- 
lic Law 160, 81st Cong.). Earlier raises, how- 
ever, were also applied to Foreign Service 
personnel. 

6. Sections of Foreign Service law amended 
by proposal: The sections which follow show 
the salaries as of today, except that they 
have each been increased by Public Law 160, 
by $330, and except that this raise did not 
apply to salaries over $10,000. 


FOREIGN SERVICE OFFICERS 


Sec. 412.1 There shall be seven classes of 
Foreign Service officers, including the class 
of career minister. The per annum salary 
of a career minister shall be $13,500. The 
per annum salaries of Foreign Service offi- 
cers within each of the other classes shall be 
as follows: 

Class 1, $12,000, $12,400, $12,800, $13,200, 
$13,500; 

Class 2, $10,330, $10,350, 810700, $11,050, 
$11,400, $11,750, $11,900 

Class 3, $8,330, $8,630, $8,930, $9,230, $9,530, 
$9,830, $10,130, $10,230 

Class 4, $6,330, $6,630, $6,930, $7,230, $7,530, 
$7,830, $8,130, $8,230; 

Class 5, $4,830, $5,030, $5,230, $5,430, $5,630, 
$5,830, $6,030, $6,230; 

Class 6, $3,630, 83,830, $4,030, $4,230, $4,430, 
$4,630, $4,730. 

FOREIGN SERVICE STAFF OFFICERS AND 
EMPLOYEES 

Sec. 415. There shall be 22 classes of 
Foreign Service staff officers and employ- 
ees, referred to hereafter as staff officers and 
employees. The per annum rates of salary 


1 Amended by Public Law 160, 8ist Cong.; 
see appendix IV. 
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of staff officers and employees within each 
class shall be as follcws: 
Class 1, $9,159, $9,450, 89.750, 
$10,330; 
Class 2, $8,430, $8,670, $8,910, $9,150, $9,450; 
Class 3, 37,710, $7,950, $8,190, $8,430, $8,670; 
Class 4, $6,990, $7,230, $7,470, $7,710, $7,950; 
Class 5, $6,450, $6,630, $6,810, $6,990, $7,230, 
$7,470; 
Class 6, $5,910, $6,090, $6,270, $6,450, $6,630, 
$6,810; 
Class 7, $5,370, $5,550, $5,730, $5,910, $6,090, 
$6,270; 
Class 8, $4,830, $5,010, $5,190, $5,370, $5,550, 
$5,730; 
Class 9, $4,290, $4,470, $4,650, $4,830, $5,010, 
$5,190; 
Class 10, $3,930, $4,050, $4,170, $4,290, $4,470, 
$4,650, $4,830; 
Class 11, $3,570, $3,690, $3,810, $3,930, $4,050, 
$4,170, $4,290; 
Class 12, $3,210, $3,330, $3,450, $3,570, $3,690, 
$3,810, $3,930; 
Class 13, $2,850, $2,970, $3,090, $3,210, $3,330, 
$3,450, $3,570; 
Class 14, $2,490, $2,610, 8,730, $2,850, $2,970, 
$3,090, $3,210; 
Class 15, $2,310, $2,370, $2,430, $2,490, $2,610, 
$2,730, $2,850; 
Class 16, $2,130, $2,190, $2,250, $2,310, $2,370, 
$2,430, $2,490; 
` Class 17, $1,950, $2,010, $2,070, $2,130, $2,190, 
$2,250, $2,310; 
Class 18, $1,770, $1,830, $1,890, $1,950, $2,010, 
$2,070, $2,130; 
Class 19, $1,590, $1,650, $1,710, $1,770, $1,830, 
$1,890, $1,950; 
Class 20, $1,410, $1,470, $1,530, $1,590, $1,650, 
$1,710, $1,770; 
Class 21, $1,230, $1,290, $1,350, $1,410, $1,470, 
$1,530, $1,590; 
Class 22, $1,050, $1,110, $1,170, $1,230, $1,290, 
$1,350, $1,410. 


Mr. McMAHON. I may say, for the 
information of the Senate, that this 
amendment is designed to include the 
Foreign Service personnel in the general 
pay bill. Their pay was increased last 
year in a separate bill when we increased 
the pay of the civil-service workers. 
There is no reason why they should not 
3 in the present proposed pay 
raise. 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, I offer 
the amendment which I send to the desk 
and ask to have stated. The amend- 
ment relates to the judicial branch of 
the Government. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from West 
Virginia will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 4, 
between lines 18 and 19, it is proposed to 
insert a new paragraph, as follows: 

(c) (1) The rates of basic compensation of 
officers and employees in or under the judi- 
cial branch of the Government whose rates 
of compensation are fixed pursuant to sec- 
tion 62 (2) of the Bankruptcy Act (11 U. S. C. 
102 (a) (2)), section 3656 of title 18 of the 
United States Code, the second and third 
sentences of section 603, section 604 (5), or 
sections 671 to 675, inclusive, of title 28 of 
the United States Code, or who are appointed 
pursuant to section 792 (b) of title 28 of the 
United States Code, are hereby increased by 
amounts equal to the increases provided by 
subsections (a) and (b) in corresponding 


$10,050, 


rates of compensation paid to officers and 


employees subject to the Classification Act 
of 1949. 

On page 4, line 19, strike out (e)“ and in- 
sert in lieu thereof (2).“ 


Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, the 
Purpose of this amendment is to bring 
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the pay of employees of the judiciary 
who are under the classified rates of 
pay into the same bill with the pay of 
other Federal employees, so that they 
will receive the same pay increase. It 
costs them just as much to buy groceries 
as it costs anyone else. Otherwise, it 
will be necessary to pass a special bill 
to take care of them. If they can be 
taken care of in this bill, and covered in 
with the other employees, I think that 
should be done. Their rate of pay is 
based upon the classified rates of pay 
of all other Federal employees under 
civil service. In fact, many of these em- 
ployees are under civil service, but they 
are treated as a separate type of em- 
ployee. The only purpose of the amend- 
ment is to bring both types of employees 
in under the same bill. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. KILGORE. I yield for a question. 

Mr. McCARRAN. As I understand, 
this amendment would not increase the 
Salaries of judges, 

Mr. KILGORE. Oh, no. 

Mr. McCARRAN. It relates only to 
the salaries of employees who serve 
under them? 

Mr. KILGORE. It relates to em- 
ployees in the classified pay group, who 
should be treated the same as civil- 
service employees. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the 
Senator from West Virginia yield the 
floor? 

Mr. KILGORE. I yield for a question. 

Mr. PASTORE. Does the Senator 
from West Virginia realize that the judi- 
cial branch of the Government already 
has authority to raise salaries without 
any act? All it needs to do, of course, is 
to get the money from the Appropria- 
tions Committees. The judicial branch 
has the authority to raise salaries now. 

Mr. KILGORE. Let me say to the 
distinguished Senator from Rhode Is- 
land that I realize that, but I have also 
checked the pay of deputy marshals, 
deputy clerks, and employees of the 
bankruptcy department, and I have dis- 
covered that under the limitation those 
Salaries have not been raised commen- 
surately with other salaries. These em- 
ployees are employed by the same gov- 
ernment. They serve the same purpose, 
and it is clear that they should be 
treated just as are other employees who 
are operating mostly in the same build- 
ings in which they operate. This 
amendment applies to the field service. 
It does not affect the salaries of judges. 
It does not affect the salaries of clerks 
of courts, or the salaries of marshals, 
It does affect the salaries of the groups 
under them. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 


will the Senator yield? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SMATHERS in the chair). Does the Sena- 


tor from West Virginia yield to the 
Senator from Massachusetts? 


Mr. KILGORE. I yield for a question. 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. As acting mi- 


nority leader I should like to ask the 
majority leader whether or not it would 
be wise to defer further consideration 
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of this bill until Monday. It is my in- 
formation that the tax bill will not be 
before the Senate until Wednesday. We 
shall have 2 days to consider this bill, 
and the air mail subsidy bill. There are 
amendments to be proposed to this bill, 
and it may be difficult to understand 
them. We have just passed another 
bill which may or may not affect this 
bill. It seems to me that it would be 
much wiser to postpone further con- 
sideration of the bill until Monday. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Massachusetts yield 
to me? 

3 Mr. SALTONSTALL. I have not the 
oor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from West Virginia yield to 
the Senator from Rhode Island? 

Mr. PASTORE. I should like to make 
an observation in reply to the Senator 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KILGORE. If I may have unani- 
mous consent to yield without losing the 
floor, I am glad to yield. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, let me 
say to the Senator from Massachusetts 
that I think the bill now before the 
Senate is a very simple bill. I do not 
believe that there is any Member of 
the Senate who does not realize that we 
must do for the classified employees 
what we have just done for the postal 
employees. That has been the tacit un- 
derstanding right along. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I agree with 
that statement. 

Mr.PASTORE. We have debated this 
subject at length. We were given notice 
by the majority leader that there were 
three bills on the calendar, and that 
he hoped we might pass at least two 
of them today. I think it would not re- 
quire more than half or three-quarters 
of an hour to pass the bill. If we do not 
pass it, next week we shall be deluged 
with mail from persons who might be 
effected by the bill. I think it would be 
well to stay here for an hour or so and 
pass the bill tonight. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. PASTORE. I am glad to yield, 
but I have not the floor. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I should like to 
ask the Senator’s opinion as to how the 
Carlson amendment would affect this 
bill. In fairness to all other employees, 
as compared with the postal employees, 
will we not have to consider in connec- 
tion with this bill an amendment similar 
to the Carlson amendment? 

Mr. PASTORE. I think that is the 
sense of the Senate at the moment. I 
do not see how we can escape it. It is 
argued that anyone in the lower brackets 
has been affected by the impact of the 
rise in the cost of living to the extent 

that we must give him an increase of 
8400. Why should we not say the same 
thing with respect to those in the classi- 
‘fied service? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I agree with 
‘what the Senator has said. Is the Sena- 
tor ready to state the effects of such an 
amendment, and where it would go in the 
pending bill? 
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Mr. PASTORE. We know the effect it 
would have on the pending bill to just as 
full an extent as we know the effect on 
the bill which we have just passed. 

Mr.McFARLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KILGORE. I am glad to yield 
under the same terms and conditions as 
heretofore. 

Mr. McFARLAND. This question has 
been raised and presented to me. Some 
Senators say that the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Connecticut (Mr. 
McMauon] presents a new and different 
problem in regard to the Foreign Service. 
I do not know how long it may take to 
complete consideration of the bill. Of 
course, I should prefer to finish it; but, 
as has been stated, we probably shall 
not be able to reach the tax measure 
until Wednesday. So we will be able to 
complete action on this bill early next 
week. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McFARLAND., I shall be glad to 
yield in a moment. 

There are some questions in the minds 
of certain Senators in regard to the For- 
eign Service proposal. I do not know 
what consideration the committee has 
given to that proposal. Evidently the 
committee did not include it in this bill. 
How long is it going to take to debate 
this amendment? I think the Senate 
is entitled to know all about it, and to 
know fully what the effect of such an 
amendment would be. Of course, I 
should prefer to complete consideration 
of the bill, but if there is to be be some 
question with regard to it, I should like 
to have it go over until Monday. I had 
understood that the pattern had been 
set; but I am told that the amendment 
in regard to the Foreign Service is some- 
thing new and different, and should be 
given careful consideration. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr, President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KILGORE. Iam glad to yield un- 
der the same terms and conditions. 

Mr. PASTORE. I may say for the in- 
formation of the distinguished Senator 
from Arizona and other Members of the 
Senate that we have no jurisdiction over 
the Foreign Service. That was the case 
from the beginning. This bill has been 
on the calendar for about 3 months. 
The question which has been raised is 
one which must be handled by the For- 
eign Relations Committee, in any event. 
It has nothing to do with this bill. 

Mr. McFARLAND. But it is offered 
as an amendment to this bill, and be- 
cause it is offered as an amendment, the 
Senate will have to give it consideration 
and vote it up or down. 

I am sure that the Senator would not 
want to consider the amendment lightly, 
and that he would agree that it should 
be given due consideration. I do not 
know what the situation is. If the For- 
eign Relations Committee is prepared to 
make presentations with regard to this 
amendment, we can go ahead. How- 
ever, some Senators are anxious to get 
home. If it is going to require an hour 
and a half or 2 hours, and then we shall 
not be through with it, I think we should 
suspend at this point. 
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Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield ? 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, I 
think I have the floor. 

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from West Virginia yield 
to me? 

Mr. KILGORE. Just a moment, and 
then I shall be glad to yield to the Sena- 
tor from Connecticut. 

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
PAsTORE] has made the statement that 
the Judiciary has the power to handle 
the salary question as it sees fit. If the 
civil service classified group were to re- 
linquish the deputy marshals and prac- 
tically all except those who are appointed 
by the judges, or appointed by the Presi- 
dent and confirmed by the Senate, I 
think we could goahead. Deputy United 
States marshals are under the civil 
service classification with respect to pay. 
The civil service requirements must be 
satisfied before an employee’s pay is in- 
creased. Why should we make fish of 
one and fowl of the other? 

The same thing applies, may I say to 
the Senator from Connecticut, to em- 
ployees in the Foreign Service, and em- 
ployees of the State Department. I am 
becoming rather tired of the business of 
competitive or piecemeal raising of sal- 
aries, with the idea that just because a 
person is employed in one department he 
should not be accorded the same treat- 
ment which is accorded to the employees 
of another department of Government. 

It is the purpose in offering this 
amendment to take care of these em- 
ployees under the general pay raise bill. 

I think the Senator from Connecticut 
{Mr. McManon! feels the same way with 
reference to employees in the State De- 
partment. So long as we are going to 
put a rider in every bill that the salary 
of employees shall be subject to the clas- 
sification of the civil service, I think we 
must take care of all of them, put them 
all in the same basket, so to speak, and 
treat them all alike. 

I now yield to the Senator from Con- 
necticut. 

Mr.McMAHON. I thank the Senator. 
I merely wish to say to the majority 
leader, if he will give me his attention 
for a moment, that I do not believe that 
the amendment which I have offered 
should be considered either controversial 
or difficult to deal with. 

It merely provides that the Foreign 
Service officers shall get the same treat- 
ment as other civil-service employees. 
They were included in the House bill. 
As I understand, they were not included 
in the Senate bill because the committee 
felt that the amendment came under the 
jurisdiction of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MCMAHON. Yes. 

Mr. PASTORE. I may say that in our 
discussions we were wholly in accord with 
the purpose of the amendment. How- 
ever, it was felt that it was beyond our 
jurisdiction. For that reason we did not 
consider it. 

Mr. McMAHON. I may say that I am 
chairman of the Subcommittee on Re- 
organization of the State Department, 
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and I presume that is why the Foreign 
Service officers have come to me with 
their problem. We have not taken it 
up in the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions, because there has not been time 
to take it up. As everyone knows we 
have been engaged with very important 
problems, and are still so engaged with 
them. However, this is a matter of such 
patent fairness that it would seem to me 
that the amendment should be adopted 
and taken to conference. 

I shall request the Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. JOHNSTON], to accept the 
amendment. In fact, I do not believe 
I am divulging any secret when I say 
that I have discussed it with him and 
that he has stated he would take it to 
conference. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from South Carolina accept 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Connecticut? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Is not the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
West Virginia [Mr. KILGORE], the pend- 
ing amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Massachusetts is correct. 
The amendment offered by the Senator 
from West Virginia [Mr. KILGORE] is 
the pending amendment. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I earnestly re- 
quest the majority leader to let the bill go 
over. It is a very important bill. Surely 
we want to be just as informed about 
it as we were on the postal bill, and we 
want to be fair to everyone and do all 
that is right. We cannot do it at 25 
minutes after 6. 

In the colloquy yesterday the major- 
ity leader referred to the fact that he 
hoped we would pass two bills. We have 
done so, In addition, we have approved 
two conference reports. Therefore, we 
could well go over until Monday, and 
then give this subject very careful con- 
sideration. I have the greatest respect 
for my friend, the Senator from Rhode 
Island [Mr. Pastore]. I know that be- 
ing in charge of the bill he wants to get 
it passed if he can possibly do so. I 
hope he will withhold making his speech 
until Monday. I realize his anxiety, but 
I also realize that some Senators have 
gone home. Two bills have been passed. 
I earnestly request that the majority 
leader consider recessing at this time. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, in 
the afternoon, when I thought we would 
do well to finish the postal-pay bill to- 
day, I told some Senators that probably 
the Senate would recess after the postal 
bill was completed. Now an amendment 
affecting Canal Zone employees has been 
submitted to the bill at present under 
consideration. In the Canal Zone citi- 
zens are paid on a different basis than 
noncitizens. Various Senators have 
some questions in regard to that amend- 
ment. They wish to study it, and would 
like to have an opportunity to do so 
until Monday. If the amendment is to 
be pressed, I feel that the Senate should 
go over until Monday. Perhaps that 
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would be the best thing to do under all 
the circumstances, 

However, I want to assure everyone 
who is interested in the pending legis- 
lation that, inasmuch as the tax bill will 
not be ready until Wednesday, we shall 
proceed with the consideration of the 
pay-raise bill until we finish it on 
Monday. 

I make that statement because some 
of the employees of the Federal Gov- 
ernment have been afraid that if we 
pass the postal pay increase bill we may 
not pass the general pay increase bill, 
and I want to give assurance to everyone 
that we will take action on the classified 
employees pay raise. Of course I can- 
not speak for the Senate, and I should 
not speak for it, but putting the bill over 
until Monday does not mean that it is 
done for the purpose of defeating it. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McFARLAND. Yes. 

Mr. PASTORE. In that respect I 
agree with the distinguished Senator 
from Arizona, that it should not be done. 
It would be a sad commentary on the 
Senate if we took care of one segment of 
the Federal workers and not another. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I would say to 
the Senator from Rhode Island, from 
this side of the aisle, that after the 
unanimous vote this afternoon to in- 
crease the salaries of one group of Fed- 
eral employees, I do not see how we could 
avoid doing the same thing for the other 
group of employees. As acting minority 
leader I certainly hope that we shall do 
the same thing for the other employees. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I know that put- 
ting the bill off until Monday will incon- 
venience some Senators who are very 
much interested in the proposed legisla- 
tion, but they have told me that they 
would be here on Monday. I am confi- 
dent we can give assurance to all Federal 
workers that they will be taken care of 
on Monday. 

I wish to give notice that after the dis- 
position of the pending bill, we shall take 
up Calendar 591, Senate bill 436, to pro- 
vide for the separation of subsidy from 
air mail pay, and for other purposes. 

I also wish to state that the tax bill 
will be taken up as soon as it is ready. 
I am informed that we will be ready to 
proceed with the consideration of the tax 
bill on Wednesday morning. It is our 
hope, with long sessions next week, to 
finish consideration of the bill some time 
on Saturday. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent to be ab- 
sent from the sessions of the Senate next 
week, although it may not be necessary 
for me to be absent that long. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

RECESS TO MONDAY 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate stand in recess 
until 12 o’clock noon on Monday next, 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 
6 o'clock and 28 minutes p. m.) the Sen- 
ate took a recess until Monday, Septem- 
ber 17, 1951, at 12 o’clock meridian. 
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NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by the 
Senate, September 14 (legislative day of 
September 13), 1951: 

DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE 

Christian M. Ravndal, of Iowa, a Foreign 
Service officer of the class of career minister, 
now Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni- 
potentiary to Uruguay, to be Envoy Extraor- 
dinary and Minister Plenipotentiary of the 
United States of America to Hungary, vice 
Nathaniel P. Davis, resigned. 

Edward L. Roddan, of the District of Co- 
lumbia, to be Ambassador Extraordinary and 
Plenipotentiary of the United States of 
America to Uruguay. 

The following-named persons to be post- 
masters: 

ARKANSAS 

Floyd McAlister, College Heights, Ark. Of- 
fice established December 1, 1949, 

Luther D. Spurlock, Gould, Ark., in place 
of J. W. Paschall, retired. 

Grover C. Lewers, Heth, Ark., in place of 
L. A. Steidley, retired. 

William H. Hembree, Judsonia, Ark., in 
place of J. V. Huntley, resigned. 

CALIFORNIA 

Ethel I. Maddix, Friant, Calif., in place of 
P. A. Bianchi, removed. 

Peter M. Murray, Livermore, Calif., in place 
of W. R. McKinnon, retired. 

Marie L. Maher, North Palm Springs, Calif, 
Office established February 16, 1950. 

Adrian C. Firman, Puente, Calif., in place 
of Minnie Tyler, deceased, 

Carl T. Erickson, Sebastopol, Calif., in 
place of W. L. Benepe, retired. 

Fred B, Niswonger, Weed, Calif., in place 
of W. T. King, resigned. 

COLORADO 

Irma C. McAdoo, Breckenridge, Colo., in 
place of W. J. Murphy, retired. 

Glen V. Norton, Carbondale, Colo., in place 
of W. J. Pings, deceased. 

Lois M. Heyer, Gilman, Colo., in place of 
G. B. Bragg, resigned. 

Carl Eric Samuelson, Las Animas, Colo., in 
place of A. S. Dean, transferred. 

Leland Y, Cook, Springfield, Colo., in place 
of N. M. Finch, removed. 

CONNECTICUT 


Charles J. Calder, New Hartford, Conn., in 
place of M. S. Barboza, deceased, 


FLORIDA 
Frank M. Greene, Jr., Live Oak, Fla., in 
place of Wiley Bird, transferred. 
Robert Maurice O’Brien, Jr., Nichols, Fla., 
in place of R. M. O’Brien, resigned. 
GEORGIA f 
Gretchen E. Chandler, Bowman, Ga., in 
place of F. M. Chandler, deceased. 
Montine M. Lowrey, Dacula, Ga., in place 
of A. L. Hinton, retired. 
Walter C. Marchant, Milan, Ga., in place 
of W. P. Cravey, transferred. 
Cloyd G. Bloser, Sparks, Ga., in place of 
A. V. Ethridge, retired. 
IDAHO 
Wilburn J. Adams, Rockland, Idaho, in 
place of A, L. Ralphs, resigned. 
ILLINOIS 
Mildred R. Leary, Byron, II., in place of 
H. V. Lynn, retired. 
Raymond T. Murphy, Chicago Heights, Ill, 
in place of D. P. Bergin, deceased. 
Kenneth W. Atkins, Lebanon, III., in place 
of E. C. F. Braun, retired. 
George C. Annasenz, Morton, II., in place 
of Levi Mosiman, resigned. 
George C. Bartholomew, Oswego, III., in 
place of Earl McVicker, transferred. 
Louis V. Keeley, Plainfield, III., in place of 
G. M. Lennon, retired. 
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INDIANA 

Raymond Wittenmyer, Bloomingdale, Ind., 
in place of C. B. Webster, retired. 

Charles E. Kownover, Granger, Ind., in 
place of R. C. Walker, declined. 

IOWA 

Ralph E. Durfey, Aurora, Iowa, in place of 
Ruth Longenecker, resigned. 

Robert S. Hill, Ayrshire, Iowa, in place of 
K. A. Fagan, retired. 

Robert W. Lents, Bridgewater, Iowa, in 
place of K. R. McDermott, transferred. 

Lyle Barthel, Elkader, Iowa, in place of M. 
B. Bishop, retired. 

John F. Rechkemmer, Fairbank, Iowa, in 
place of J. B. Murphy, deceased. 

Emmet P. Kelly, Farley, Iowa, in place of 
W. A. Greenwood, deceased. 

Edward O. Koester, Hancock, Iowa, in place 
of M. E. Radford, retired. 

Philip J. Durnan, Ossian, Iowa, in place of 
T. F. Schmitz, retired. 

Carrie R. Newton, Stanzel, Iowa. 
established October 16, 1949. 

Edwin A. Hoch, Storm Lake, Iowa, in place 
of V. E. Herbert, retired. 

KANSAS ' 

Donald E. Ford, Leonardville, Kans., in 
place of L. A. Kopachek, retired. 

Verna B. Carter, Sawyer, Kans., in place of 
F. B. Kumberg, resigned. 

Gilbert E. Drake, Sedgwick, Kans., in place 
of R. D. Wiley, transferred. 

KENTUCKY 

Mary A. Copeland, Fern Creek, Ky. 
became Presidential July 1, 1950. 

Eugenia C. Lyttle, Manchester, Ky., in place 
of E. L. Lucas, resigned. 

Thomas C. Powell, Monticello, Ky., in place 
of W. M, Back, transferred. 


LOUISIANA 


Minnie B. Blount, Doyline, La., in place of 

A. D. Brown, retired. 
MAINE 

Conrad J. Lausier, Danforth, Maine, in 
place of J. G. Russell, retired. 

Alice I. M. Ewing, West Enfield, Maine, in 
place of J. R. Blanch, resigned. 

MARYLAND 

James A. Grove, Frederick, Md., in place of 
G. K. Motter, retired. 

William B. Gibson, Owings, Md., in place of 
H. O. Trott, retired. 


MASSACHUSETTS 


Joseph E. McCumber, Nutting Lake, Mass. 
Office established September 16, 1950. 


MICHIGAN 


Bernie J. Moorman, Barryton, Mich., in 
place of O. E. Farwell, transferred. 

Arthur R. Elzinga, Belding, Mich., in place 
of Lucille Ledger, resigned. 

Chester W. Silkworth, Brooklyn, Mich., in 
place of P. H. Totten, transferred. 

Percy H. McDonald, Richland, Mich., in 
place of H. V. Byard, resigned. 

Lloyd V. Preiss, Rockland, Mich., in place 
of C. J. Schmidlin, retired. 

Roy L. Wyckoff, Sheridan, Mich., in place 
of H. L. Stebbins, transferred. 


MINNESOTA 


Stella M. Madsen, Bethel, Minn., in place 
of J. W. Hart, transferred. 

Norbert V. Honer, Cold Spring, Minn., in 
place of H. P. Griffin, retired. 

Nestor C. Sybilrud, Glenville, Minn., in 
place of C. H. Leighty, retired. a 

Ernest W. Ipsen, Le Sueur, Minn., in place 
of Sam Doherty, deceased, 

Al Buse, Red Lake Falls., Minn., in place 
of R. A. Linnihan, deceased. 

Burt E. Walker, Stephen, Minn., in place 
of H. E. Hunter, deceased. 

MISSISSIPPI 


Marion F. Howard, Poplarville, Miss, in 
place of R. R. Smith, retired. 2 


Office 


Office 
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Allie B. Collins, Vaiden, Miss., 
W. W. Milner, deceased. 
MISSOURI 
Burl B. Nickell, Atlanta, Mo., in place of 
J. H. Hardgrove, retired. 
Clarence M. Shearer, Jr., Esther, Mo., in 
place of A. M. Hoy, retired. 


NEBRASKA 


Gertrude M. Wesierski, Ashton, Nebr., in 
place of L. L. Lewandowski, transferred. 
Delmer Vandewege, Firth, Nebr., in place 
of G. D. Young, transferred. 
Frederic J. Stevens, Hartington, Nebr., in 
place of C. J. Dendinger, transferred. 
NEW YORK 
John M. Quealy, Addison, N. Y., in place 
of J. M. O'Keefe, resigned. 
Milton S. Hubbard, Jefferson, N. Y., in 
place of J. W. Beggs, retired. 
Dora L. Walsh, Mellenville, N. Y. Office 
became Presidential July 1. 1946. 
Mary I. Ward, Moravia, N. V., in place of 
A. A. Morse, retired. 
Archibald G. McLellan, Ogdensburg, N. V., 
in place of L. J. Ewart, deceased. 
Samuel J. Bertuzzi, Oneonta, N. Y., in place 
of C. A. Miller, retired. 
Victor Rowe, Ontario Center, N. X., in 
place of M. C. Foley, retired. 
Walter G. Kluge, Orient, N. Y., in place 
of J. H. Douglass, retired. 
Peter J. Clark, Richland, N. Y., in place 
of A. D. Widrig, resigned. 
Paul B. Conley, Schenevus, N. Y., in place 
of F. C. Beams, transferred. 
i NORTH CAROLINA 
Alfred W. Huff, Mars Hill, N. C., in place 
of F.H. Holcombe, resigned. 
Holthouser, Mocksville, 
place of J. P. LeGrand, transferred, 
NORTH DAKOTA 
LeRoy A. Anderson, Binford, N. Dak., in 
place of J. A. Knapp, retired. 
Mattie J. Clapper, Glenburn, N, Dak., in 
place of N. V. Simmons, transferred. 
Donald Smith, Souris, N. Dak., in place of 
A. M. Sletten, transferred. 
OHIO 
Thomas H. Dearth, Londonderry, Ohio, in 
place of R. C. Scott, resigned. 
Ray Edward Bayer, Perrysburg, Ohio, in 
place of G. J. Munger, deceased. 
OKLAHOMA 
Maynard E. Shelite, Freedom, Okla., in 
place of J. R. Whittet, retired. 
OREGON e 
James E. Schuetze, Lafayette, Oreg., in 
place of W. G. Courtney, deceased. 
PENNSYLVANIA 
Helen M. Smith, Blairsville, Pa., in place 
of L, P. McGillick, retired. 
Gladys K. David, Bryn Athyn, Pa., in place 
of J. R. Clayton, retired. 
Richard Downing, Jr., Conneaut Lake Park, 
Pa., in place of H. W. McArthur, deceased. 
Clyde M. Buzard, Ellwood City, Pa., in place 
of T. A. Wilson, retired. 
Beatrice M. Fitzstephens, Genesee, Pa., in 
place of D. M. Sullivan, retired. 
Frank H. Keller, Linden, Pa., in place of 
W. D. Anderson, transferred. 
Olga T. Graham, Russellton, Pa., in place 
of D. D. Salomon, resigned. 
SOUTH CAROLINA 


William H. Woods, White Hall, S. C., in 

place of Blanche Sloman, retired. 
SOUTH DAKOTA 

Burdette W. P. Oakley, Mount Vernon, S. 
Dak., in place of G. W. Lawrence, retired. 

Harvey J. Hullinger, Vivian, S. Dak., in 
place of J. V. Heath, transferred. 

TENNESSEE 


Calvin L. Draffin, Atoka, Tenn., in place of 
E. M. Quisenberry, retired. 


in place of 


N. C., in 
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William T. Vaughn, Paris, Tenn., in place 

of H. V. Somerville, deceased. 
TEXAS ~- 

Travis G. Keeling, Avery, Tex., in place of 
W. G. Bryan, retired. 

Walter R. Fitch, Bedford, Tex. Office es- 
tablished June 1, 1950. 

Willie R. Peacock, Bivins, Tex., in place of 
G. B. Morse, resigned. 

Ur D. Kindrick, Junction, Tex., in place 
of H. G. Hubert, retired. 

Adolph C. Mestayer, Lone Star, Tex. Office 
established May 1, 1948. 

Rex L. Harris, Marietta, Tex., in place of 
W. A. Harty, retired. 


Grady W. Henly, New Deal, Tex. Office 
established June 1, 1949. 
UTAH 

Joseph P. Dillier, Kearns, Utah, Office es- 


tablished September 1, 1950. 
WASHINGTON 


Anthony C. Klotz, Burien, Wash., in place 

of M. R. Clothier, retired. 
WEST VIRGINIA 

Edith M. Holmes, Masontown, W. Va., in 
place of B. E. Hall, resigned. 

Clyde J. Cornett, Northfork, W. Va., in 
place of W. S. Wray, retired. 

Nell W. Marshall, Pageton, W. Va., in place 
of O. S. Conner, retired. 

Theodore P. Latos, Windsor Heights, W. 
Va. in place of E. M. Griffith, retired. 

WISCONSIN 

Joseph D. Robertson, De Soto, Wis., in 
place of C. K. Hammond, transferred. 

Jennie A. Lane, Fall River, Wis., in place 
of M. I. Dunn, resigned. 

Earl H. Coder, Franksville, Wis., in place 
of I. C. Kuchenbecker, resigned. 


CONFIRMATIONS 


Executive nominations confirmed b 
the Senate September 14 (legislative — 
of September 13), 1951: 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 


Robert A. Lovett, of New York, to be Sec- 
retary of Defense. 


In THE ARMY 


TEMPORARY APPOINTMENT IN THE ARMY OF THE 
UNITED STATES TO THE GRADES INDICATED UN- 
DER THE PROVISIONS OF SUBSECTION 515 (C) 
OF THE OFFICER PERSONNEL ACT OF 1947 

To be major generals 

Brig. Gen. Hugh Meglone Milton 2d, 
0154541. 

Brig. Gen. Charles Edward Hart, 015788. 

Brig. Gen. Riley Finley Ennis, 011854. 

Brig. Gen. Robert Nicholas Young, 015068. 

Brig. Gen. Thomas Sherman Timberman, 
015328. 

Brig. Gen. Clyde Davis Eddleman, 015842. 

Brig. Gen. Thomas Leonard Harrold 016051. 

To be brigadier generals 

Col. Robert Alwin Schow, 012180. 

Col. Herbert Maury Jones, 012251. 

Col. Alfred Eugene Kac ner, 014932. 

Col. Gilman Clifford Mudgett, 014966. 
Charles Lanier Dasher, Jr., 015634. 
Marcus Butler Stokes, Jr., 015613. 

. Joseph Pringle Cleland, 016239. 

APPOINTMENT IN THE REGULAR ARMY OF THE 
UNITED STATES UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF 
TITLE V OF THE OFFICER PERSONNEL ACT OF 
1947 

To be brigadier generals, Medical Corps 

Brig. Gen. Earle Standlee, 016530. 

Brig. Gen. William Edward Shambora, 
016540. 

TEMPORARY APPOINTMENT IN THE ARMY OF THE 
UNITED STATES UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF 
SUBSECTION 515 (C) OF THE OFFICER PER- 
SONNEL ACT OF 1947 


To be brigadier generals 


Col. Don Longfellow, 016708. 
Col. Martin Eugene Griffin, 016537. 
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Col. Alvin Levi Gorby, 016546. 

Col. James Ogilvie Gillespie, 016711. 
APPOINTMENT IN THE REGULAR ARMY OF THE 

UNITED STATES TO THE GRADE INDICATED UN- 

DER THE PROVISIONS OF TITLE V OF THE OFFI- 

CER PERSONNEL ACT OF 1947 

To be brigadier general, Dental Corps 

Col. Neal Anthony Harper, 04025. 
APPOINTMENT AS A CHAPLAIN OF THE REGULAR 

ARMY UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF SECTION 

506 OF THE OFFICER PERSONNEL ACT OF 1947 

SUBJECT TO PHYSICAL QUALIFICATION 

To be first lieutenant 
Louis M. Jackson, 0932072. 


APPOINTMENT IN THE REGULAR ARMY OF THE 
UNITED STATES UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF 
SECTION 506 OF THE OFFICER PERSONNEL ACT 
OF 1947 (PUBLIC LAW 381, 80TH CONG.), TITLE 
II OF THE ACT OF AUGUST 5, 1947 (PUBLIC 
LAW 365, 80TH CONG.), AND PUBLIC LAW 36, 
EIGHTIETH CONGRESS, SUBJECT TO PHYSICAL 
QUALIFICATION 

To be lieutenant colonel 
George R. Dashiell, Jr., MC, 0505534. 
To be major 
Frederic M. Crump, MC, 0297468. 
To be captains 


Seymour Friedman, MC, 01718976. 
LeGrand H. Thomas, MC, 0995324. 


To be first lieutenants 
Wilson O. Boaz, VC, 01776370. 
Robert D. Cox, JAGC, 0986714. 
Edward E. Dean, VC, C977859. 
Dan H. Farr, JAGC, 0992897. 
Jack Gray, Jr., VC, 01775171. 
Morris D. Hodges, JAGC, 0957478. 
John D. Lawson, MC, 0977339. 
Charles V. Lyday, VC, 0512441. 
Leslie E. Meckstroth, VC, 0966809. 
Walter W. Miller, VC, 0509530. 
Richard B. Morgan, VC, 01765493. 
Clarence P. Nay, MC, 01917093. 
William E. Riley, VC, 01775422. 
George R. Robinson, JAGC, 0987249. 
Dermott A. P. Smith, MC, 0972874. 
Henry R. Thomas, JAGC, 0987941. 
Robert P. Tomlinson, JAGC, 0959808. 
Roy W. Upham, VC, 01765233. 
Gus A. Vaninetti, VC, 01786562, 
Ross W. Warren, DC, 01920729. 
Wayne G. Williams, JAGC, 0984099, 
Kenneth L. Youngblood, JAGC, 0986976. 

To be second lieutenants 

Jack T. Blue, MSC, 0562563. 


Anna E. Everett, ANC, N805053. 
Lorraine A. Moulis, ANC, N792295. 


APPOINTMENTS IN THE REGULAR ARMY OF THE 
UNITED STATES, UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF 
SECTION 506 OF THE OFFICER PERSONNEL ACT 
OF 1947 (PUBLIC LAW 381, 80TH CONG.), SUB- 
JECT TO PHYSICAL QUALIFICATIONS 

To be first lieutenant 
Thomas H. Netherton, 01290798. 
To be second lieutenant 
Ernest C. Andrews, 02206641. 


DISTINGUISHED MILITARY STUDENTS FOR AP- 
POINTMENT IN THE REGULAR ARMY OF THE 
UNITED STATES, UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF 
SECTION 506 OF THE OFFICER PERSONNEL ACT 
OF 1947 (PUBLIC LAW 381, 80TH CONG.), SUB- 
JECT TO DESIGNATION AS DISTINGUISHED MILI- 
TARY GRADUATES, AND SUBJECT TO PHYSICAL 
QUALIFICATION 


To be second lieutenants 
Harry W. Altvater, 02209162. 
Furnie S. Bryant, Jr. 
James D. Galloway III, 02003534. 
Barney L. Garrett III, 02003869. 
David G. Haines, 
Donald F. Javete. 
Malcom S. Murray. 
Edward J. Nix, 02002861. 
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APPOINTMENTS IN ARMY NURSE CORPS, REGULAR 
ARMY OF THE UNITED STATES 
To be second lieutenants 
Joy L. Abshire, N777229. 
Madelyn N. Parks, N761738. 
Margaret N. Parks, N762354. 

APPOINTMENT IN THE NATIONAL GUARD OF THE 
UNITED STATES OF THE ARMY OF THE UNITED 
STATES UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF SECTION 38 
OF THE NATIONAL DEFENSE ACT, AS AMENDED 


To be major general of the line 


Maj. Gen. Joseph Carson Hutchison, 
0209436. 
To be brigadier generals, Adjutant General's 


Corps 
Brig. Gen. Gerard William Kelley, 0235809. 
Brig. Gen. Fred William Makinney, 012469. 
Brig. Gen. Joe Nickell, 0246192. 
_ UNITED STATES Am Force 
APPOINTMENTS IN UNITED STATES AIR FORCE, 
WITH DATES OF RANK TO BE DETERMINED BY 
THE SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE UNDER THE 
PROVISIONS OF SECTION 506, PUBLIC LAW 381, 
EIGHTIETH CONGRESS (OFFICER PERSONNEL ACT 
OF 1947), AND TITLE I, PUBLIC LAW 365, 
EIGHTIETH CONGRESS 


To be captains, United States Air Force 
(Medical) 

William G. Bradley, 40349857. 

Richard Y. Card, AO1784759. 

George R. McNear, Jr., AO2213192. 

George J. Oliver, 401907102. 

Wesley L. Peterson, Jr., AO988410. 

Joseph E. Wesp, 401906942. 


To de captains, United States Air Force 
(Dental) 


Jon H. Stout, 402212144. 
Arthur J. Stumpf, Jr., 401745102. 


To be first lieutenants, United States Ar 
Force (Medical) 


John R. Archdeacon, AO685755. 
Harry K. Davis, AO977432. 
Stratton R. Easter, AO2214054. 
Herbert E. Eastwood, Jr., 40721357. 
Kent Ellis, 02201313. 

Herbert A. Hibben, AO1907400. 
Joseph D. McGeary, AO977046. 
Manus J. McGettigan, 40962926. 
Robert E. Robards, AO976891. 
Clarence E. Sanford, AO430855. 
Frank J. Spada, AO1906330. 
Pelham P. Staples, Jr., AO1906340. 
Walter D. Wright, 40391401. 


To be first lieutenants, United States Air 
Force (Dental) 
Loy L. Julius, 40689060. 
Manuel J. Machado, Jr., 401907051. 


To be first lieutenants, United States Air 
Force (Veterinary) 
Harold C. Davis, AO1906261. 
William H. Grau, Jr., AO962435. 
George O. Thomas, Jr., AO372185. 


To de first lieutenants, United States Air 
Force (Medical Service) 


Arthur W. Park, 401997801. 
Leon T. Tayloe, 401534879. 
To be second lieutenants, United States Air 
Force (Medical Service) 
Ben A. Ansley, AO1850222. 
John E. Stauch, AO514917. 
Frank Weiss, AO692453. 

DISTINGUISHED OFFICER CANDIDATES FOR AP- 
POINTMENT IN THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE, 
WITH DATES OF RANK TO BE DETERMINED BY 
THE SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE UNDER THE 
PROVISIONS OF SECTION 506, PUBLIC LAW 381, 
EIGHTIETH CONGRESS (OFFICER PERSONNEL ACT 
OF 1947) 

To be second lieutenants 


Elton Julian, AO1910747. 
Lester A. Prescott, AO1910775. 
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Delbert D. Reichardt, AO1910780. 
Charles J. Simpson, Jr., AO1910796. 
John J. Thomas, AO1910807. 
John E. Turregano, AO1910809. 
Richard E. Wagner, 401910810. 


DISTINGUISHED OFFICER CANDIDATE FOR AP- 
POINTMENT IN THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 
WITH DATE OF RANK TO BE DETERMINED BY 
THE SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE UNDER THE 
PROVISIONS OF SECTION 506, PUBLIC LAW 381, 
EIGHTIETH CONGRESS, AND SECTION 301, PUB- 
LIC LAW 625, EIGHTIETH CONGRESS 


To be second lieutenant 
Lolare McCargar, AL1910755. 


DISTINGUISHED AVIATION CADETS FOR APPOINT- 
MENT IN THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE IN THE 
GRADE INDICATED, WITH DATES OF RANK TO BE 
DETERMINED BY THE SECRETARY OF THE AIR 
FORCE UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF SECTION 506, 
PUBLIC LAW 381, EIGHTIETH CONGRESS 

To be second lieutenants 


John W. Hall 
Patrick L. McGee 
Paul G. Schultz 


PROMOTION IN THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE, 
UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF SECTIONS 502 AND 
509 OF THE OFFICER PERSONNEL ACT OF 1947 
SUBJECT TO PHYSICAL EXAMINATION REQUIRED 
BY LAW 


To be captain (medical) 
Meyers, John Cleveland, 19915A. 


PROMOTION IN THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 
UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF SECTION 107 OF 
THE ARMY-NAVY NURSES ACT OF 1947 AS 
AMENDED BY PUBLIC LAW 514, EIGHTY-FIRST 
CONGRESS; SUBJECT TO PHYSICAL EXAMINA- 
TION REQUIRED BY LAW 

To be captains (Air Force nurses) 
Coffee, Katheryne Jane, 22061W. 
Falkenhagen, Irene Catherine, 22063W. 
Soto, Lillian Maria, 22062W. 

To be captain (women’s medical specialist) 
Skelichock, Julia Valentine, 22081W. 

In THE Navy 
Rear Adm. Calvin T. Durgin, United States 

Navy, when retired, to be placed on the re- 

tired list with the rank of vice admiral. 

TEMPORARY APPOINTMENT TO THE GRADE OF REAR 
ADMIRAL IN THE NAVY, SUBJECT TO QUALIFICA- 
TION THEREFOR AS PROVIDED BY LAW 

Bernard L. Austin Aurelius B. Vosseller 

William V. Davis, Jr. Dale Harris 

Marcel E. A. Gouin 

To be ensign 

Richard D. S. Rickard. 

To be lieutenants (junior grade) in the 
Medical Corps of the Navy 

David B. Johns 

Donald C. Kent 

Joseph M. Sanderlin 

To be lieutenants (junior grade) in the 

Chaplain Corps of the Navy 

Willis J. Forsyth James J. Killeen 

John Grabowski Albert S. M. Kirkland 

Edwin S. Jones James C. Moore 

Justin A. Kane Warren D. Trumbo 

To be lieutenants (junior grade) in the 

Dental Corps of the Navy 

Eugene T. Borish Roy C. MeNetié 

Frank L. Gliottone George W. Thompson, 

Henry H. Hicks Jr. 

William G. Hutchin- 
son 


To be lieutenants (junior grade) in the line 
of the Navy (special duty officers) 
Frank A. Nelson 
Robert L. Piper 
To be lieutenant (junior grade) for tempo- 
rary appointment in the line of the Navy 
Arthur L. Whipkey 
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IN THE MARINE CORPS 
TEMPORARY APPOINTMENTS TO THE GRADE OF 
BRIGADIER GENERAL, SUBJECT TO QUALIFICA- 
TION THEREFOR AS PROVIDED BY LAW 
William W. Davies William G. Manley 
Reginald H. Ridgely, Lenard B. Cresswell 
Jr. 
Posr MASTERS 
ARKANSAS 
James T. Ross, England. 
ILLINOIS 
Randell Louis Arseneau, Beaverville. 
Joseph Clyde Layton, Gorham. 
Charles R. Hippard, Maroa. 
INDIANA 
Roy O. Utterback, Bargersville. 
Raymond F. Collins, North Judson. 
Edythe B. Yount, Southport. 
John P. Delaney, Winamac. 
LOUISIANA 
Arnold G. Trahan, Morgan City. 
MAINE 
Jean C. Tanguay, Greene. 
MICHIGAN 
John D. Turner, Caro. 
John L. Romsek, Copemish. 
Norval J. Morrow, Durand. 
Gordon W. Briggs, Grand Ledge. 
Walter Schanz, Kalamazoo. 
John S. Dye, New Baltimore. 
George Timpona, Plymouth, 
MINNESOTA 
Fylla S. Petersen, Circle Pines. 
Stanley C. Beniek, Little Falls. 
Zala G. Hassell, Renville, 
Burtis E. Hyat}, Waubun. 
MISSOURI 
Donald L. Haden, Frankford. 
MONTANA 


William H. McLauchlan, Big Timber. 
William J. Dunn, Miles City. 
NEBRASKA 
Garnet Walters, Elsie. 
NEW JERSEY 
Edward M. Cooney, Avon by the Sea, 
Wayne Stahl, Cranbury. 
Helen B. Cubberley, Deerfield Street. 
Robert J. Butera, Parsippany. 
William H. Conway, West Long Branch, 
NEW YORK 
George W. Dedrick, Bayport. 
Katherine H. Gallagher, Brentwood. 
Edwin L. Becker, Brightwaters. 
James W. Ansbrow, Darien Center. 
John E. Conley, Marcellus. 
Norris F. Patchen, Martville. 
Eugene F. Barton, Newark Valley. 
Edwin H. Cole, New Baltimore. 
Anne Bruno, Selden. 
Sim S. Garrett, Upton. 
NORTH CAROLINA 
Lottie W. Johnson, Hanes. 
OHIO 
Von W. Spellman, Ada. 
George W. Henning, New Matamoras. 
OKLAHOMA 
Paul E. Baker, Beggs. 
Alline B. Thomas, Ryan. 
Quinton R. Beavers, Watts. 
OREGON 
George W. Dee, Madras. 
Marvin N. Brannon, Mount Vernon, 
Minnie Marie Furry, Phoenix. 
TEXAS 
Vincent C. Wright, Buna. 
Elvan J. Goodwin, Manor. 


Thurman T. Saxon, Richland Springs, 
Loyd T. Fraim, San Juan. 
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Edward O. Garrett, Utopia. 

Virgil Jamison, Jr., Wheeler. 

Bernard W. Clayton, Wolfe City, 

UTAH 

Clyde E. Weeks, Orem. 
VERMONT 

Timothy M. Donahue, Northfield. 
VIRGINIA 

Charles F. Crowgey, Emory. 

Alfred A. Tuell, Glade Spring. 

Carroll E. Beach, Luray. 

Richard M. Shepherd, North Garden. 
WYOMING 

Vella T. Braman, Moran. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


FRIDAY, SEPTEMBER 14, 1951 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon, 

The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Bras- 
kamp, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 


Almighty God, at this noonday we are 
again coming unto Thee in the fellow- 
ship of prayer, one in our consciousness 
of sin and of weakness and failure, one 
in our need of Thy forgiving mercy and 
Thy restoring and strengthening grace, 
one in our search for those blessings 
which none can ever find or enjoy alone. 

May this moment of worship and com- 
munion enlarge our vision of the worth 
and dignity of human life and inspire 
us to sincerely make the adventure to 
become what we are praying to be and 
what we know and feel we ought to be 
and can be. 

Help us to yield ourselves to Thy di- 
vine sovereignty with a wholehearted 
and joyous devotion and grant that daily 
we may earnestly strive to know Thy 
will and endeavor to obey and fulfill it 
with noble daring and heroic faith, 

Hear us in the name of our blessed 
Lord who is always seeking to enter and 
rule the mind and heart of man by the 
power of His truth and the winsomeness 
of His infinite love. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of 
yesterday was read and approved. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. 
Landers, its enrolling clerk, announced 
that the Senate had passed, with amend- 
ments in which the concurrence of the 
House is requested, a bill of the House 
of the following title: 

I. R. 5054. An act making appropriations 
for the National Security Council, the Na- 
tional Security Resources Board, and for 
military functions administered by the De- 
partment of Defense for the fiscal year end- 
in; June 30, 1952, and for other purposes. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendments to 
the foregoing bill; requests a conference 
with the House on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses thereon, and appoints 
Mr. O'Manoney, Mr. HAYDEN, Mr. Rus- 
SELL, Mr. CHAVEZ, Mr. FERGUSON, Mr. 
BRIDGES, Mr. WHERRY, ard Mr. SALTON- 
STALL to be the conferees on the part of 
the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had ordered that the Senator 
trom Virginia, Mr. BYRD, and the Sena- 
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tor from New Hampshire, Mr. BRIDGES, 
be added as additional conferees on the 
part of the Senate on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amend- 
ment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
5113) entitled “An act to maintain the 
security and promote the foreign policy 
and provide for the general welfare of 
the United States by furnishing assist- 
ance to friendly nations in the interest 
of international peace and security.” 
The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the report of the com- 
mittee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amend- 
ments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
4914) entitled “An act to authorize cer- 
tain construction at military and naval 
installations, and for other purposes.” 


FIFTIETH ANNIVERSARY OF ELEVATION 
OF THEODORE ROOSEVELT TO THE 
PRESIDENCY OF THE UNITED STATES 


Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, today is an important day in 
American history. It is the fiftieth an- 
niversary of the elevation of Theodore 
Roosevelt to the Presidency of the 
United States. It is an anniversary of 
which every American may be justly 
proud. 

We are still a young nation, but we 
are old enough to be the possessors of 
a long and glorious roster of public lead- 
ers whose magnificient records will live 
forever in history. These are the men 
and women whose words and deeds will 
inspire countless generations. These 
are the men and women whose accom- 
plishments constitute a large part of the 
American heritage. 

Among those at the top of that illus- 
trious roster is the name of Theodore 
Roosevelt, Fifty years have passed since 
he became President, yet each succeed- 
ing year only serves to heighten our ap- 
preciation of his qualities. The world 
we live in today is completely changed; 
it is in fact almost a new world. Yet 
the high values and ideals that were 
taught by Theodore Roosevelt seem to 
have more meaning and force than ever, 
as we try to find the way to what is 
right and just. Truly Theodore Roose- 
velt was an ageless man—a man who 
would tower above others in any era 
and under any circumstances. 

In these days when most Americans 
are sorely troubled by the ethical and 
moral decay they witness in Washing- 
ton and elsewhere, it is well to recall 
Theodore Roosevelt’s ceaseless struggle 
to advance the cause of righteousness. 
Even before he became President, the 
American people knew exactly where 
Roosevelt stood on the question of in- 
tegrity. In 1900 Roosevelt said: 

Alike for the Nation and the individual, 
the one indispensable requisite is char- 
acter—character that does and dares as 
well as endures, character that is active in 
the performance of virtue no less than firm 


in the refusal to do aught that is vicious and 
degraded. 
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Theodore Roosevelt’s passionate devo- 
tion to character and integrity was 
shown again in his definition of Ameri- 
canism, which went like this: 

Americanism is a question of principle, 
of purpose, of idealism, of character; not a 


matter of birthplace, or creed, or line of 
descent. 


Surely those are the thoughts that 
come straight from the heart of every 
American of whatever generation. 

Soon after he was sworn in as Presi- 
dent, Roosevelt announced he would ap- 
point to public office only the best quali- 
fied men of the highest character. He 
would reward merit, efficiency, and in- 
tegrity. He was against government by 
crony and government by hack. 

Late in 1901 the famous editor of the 
Emporia (Kans.) Gazette, William Allen 
White, whose ancestors came from my 
district, wrote as follows: 

There is no doubt that the country has 
not had in a generation such a moral uplift 
as it is having under the administration of 
President Roosevelt. And all because of the 
one simple rule he has made in appointing 
men to office. They must be morally clean. 


‘Such were the standards that Theo- 
dore Roosevelt established, and such 
were the standards he maintained 
throughout his public life. His influence 
spread far beyond his own country. In 
1908, Lord Bryce, the British Ambas- 
sador to the United States, wrote: 

Mr. Roosevelt has gathered about him a 
body of public servants who are nowhere 
surpassed. I question whether they are 
anywhere equaled for efficiency, self-sacri- 
fice, and absolute devotion to their coun- 
try's interests—sustained by their own 
native impulse to make of patriotism an 
efficient instrument for public betterment. 


Theodore Roosevelt knew and under- 
stood the destiny that was in store for 
the United States. In 1912, when ours 
was still a fledgling Republic, he said: 

We here in America hold in our hands the 
hope of the world, the fate of the coming 
years; and shame and disgrace will be ours 
if in our eyes the light of high resolve is 
dimmed, if we trail in the dust the golden 
hopes of men. 


Today, when the fate of the world does 
indeed rest largely on America, there is 
much shame and disgrace all about us. 
The golden hopes of men have indeed 
been trailed in the dust. 

There is no more fitting way to com- 
memorate and honor Theodore Roose- 
velt than to resolve that his ideals will 
live again in our Government. I those 
ideals are revived and strengthened—if 
principle and character again become: 
the watchwords of Government—we 
shall be able to keep alive the hope of 
the world. 

KIYOKO MATSUO 


Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 608) for 
the relief of Kiyoko Matsuo, together 
with.a Senate amendment, and concur 
in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill, 

The Clerk read the Senate amendment, 
as follows: 

Page 2, strike out lines 10 and 11 and in- 
sert “as of the date of the payment by her 
of the required visa fee and head tax.” 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was agreed to. 
a motion to reconsider was laid on the 

ble. 


KIROCOR HALADJIAN ET AL. 


Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the bill (H. R. 1971) for 
the relief of Kirocor Haladjian, Tacouhi 
Haladjian, Gulunia Haladjian, and Vir- 
ginie Haladjian, together with a Senate 
amendment, and concur in the Senate 
amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amendment, 
as follows: 

Lines 6, 7, and 8, strike out “if otherwise 
admissible under the immigration laws, 
shall be issued visas on applications hereto- 
fore registered in 1923” and insert “shall be 
considered as having been registered on the 
nonpreference waiting list under the Turk- 
ish quota as of their original registration in 
1923.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was agreed to. 
un motion to reconsider was laid on the 

e, 


THE LATE HONORABLE THEODORE 
ROOSEVELT 


Mr. O'TOOLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. O’TOOLE. Mr. Speaker, I was 
delighted to hear the minority and Re- 
publican leader of this House the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. MAR- 
TIN] pay words of tribute to that great 
American Theodore Roosevelt. The 
State of New York has produced three 
men of whom its citizens are justly 
proud. That triumvirate consisted of 
Theodore Roosevelt, Alfred Emanuel 
Smith, and Franklin Delano Roosevelt, 

Theodore Roosevelt was a great Presi- 
dent but above all he was a magnificent 
American. He served his country in war 
and in peace. His interest in our Gov- 
ernment and the welfare of its people 
was continued until the day of his death. 
He was fortunate in that he was given 
public acclaim and recognition. He was 
doubly fortunate in a happy family life, 
« His life contained but one great tragedy. 
That was his complete repudiation by 
the Republican Party to which he had 
given so liberally and to whose history 
be added a mucli needed luster. His rec- 
ord as an American will live forever in 
the annals of our country. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from New York has expired. 


CONSOLIDATION OF VETERANS’ AFFAIRS 
OFFICES 


Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute and to 
revise and extend my remarks. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. 
Mr. Speaker, I am sure the House will 
be very much interested in a meeting 
held this morning with Gen. Carl R. 
Gray, Jr., Administrator of the Veterans’ 
Administration. Delegations of House 
Members from Massachusetts, New 
York, Virginia, and other States met 
with him by appointment to protest 
against the consolidation at Philadel- 
phia of the district offices of the Veter- 
ans’ Administration at Boston, New 
York, and Richmond. The Administra- 
tor has been away from Washington and 
this is the first time it has been possible 
to take up the matter with him. The 
district offices have been giving very 
necessary service in the areas where they 
are located to the veterans and their de- 
pendents. The Administrator said he 
was irrevocably opposed to reconsidering 
the consolidation. The delegations are 
irrevocably opposed to the consolidation 
as we believe there would be no economy 
and nothing but chaos would result. 

I took up the matter again today with 
President Truman at the White House, 
as I have done several times before, and 
I am hoping that the President will in- 
tervene. I will say that if there is any 
way I can help restore some of the cuts 
in the Veterans’ Administration appro- 
priation, I shall do so. I do not believe 
the Administration can properly carry 
on their work with the money they now 
have. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the 
gentlewoman from Massachusetts has 
expired. 

RUMOR, REALISM, POLITICS, AND 

CORRUPTION 


Mr. MASON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for I minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MASON. Mr. Speaker, a rumor 
circulating on Capitol Hill today is to 
the effect that Senator Tarr will go into 
the next Republican convention with the 
greatest number of delegates pledged to 
him, but that Dewey, Stassen, Warren, 
and Senator Duff will pool their dele- 
gate strength to block Tarr's nomina- 
tion, If that happens, then it is thought 
the convention—against the wishes of 
the four obstructors—will stampede to 
MacArthur, with Senator DIRKSEN as his 
running mate. The issue in the cam- 
paign would be honesty, integrity, and 
decency in public office. Either TAFT or 
MacArthur could act as standard bearer 
on that issue because each has an ideal 
background to fit the part. The Amer- 
ican people can be aroused against graft, 
waste, corruption, political fixes, and the 
creeping socialism that permeates our 
Government today. 

Mr. Speaker, public office today, espe- 
cially in Washington, has become an 
Aegean stable that is desperately in need 
of a thorough cleaning. Just as Hercules 
of old cleaned out in 1 day the accumu- 
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lated filth of years from the king’s sta- 
ble by diverting the waters of two rivers 
through the stable, so either Tarr or 
MacArthur would in one term clean out 
the accumulated Government corrup- 
tion in Washington, so that the Fed- 
eral Government in all its branches 
would be clean and fresh for the next 
White House occupant. The Nation 
could then return to the spiritual verities 
of our founding fathers, and could once 
again breathe the fresh air of independ- 
ence and self-respect. 


WASTED EFFORT 


Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I heard 
what my colleague, the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. Mason], said about the 
troubles within the Republican Party, 
and his remarks about decency and 
honesty in Government, and so on, 
with which he claims the Republican 
Party is concerned. I do not see how 
his statement fits in with any discus- 
sion of the internal problems of the 
Republican Party or its policies in any 
way, because any reference to decency 
and honesty in Government is entirely 
foreign to that party. I think the Re- 
publicans he mentions are wasting their 
energies and their time with these in- 
ternecine bickerings because I am satis- 
fied the good people of America recognize 
and appreciate the great work of Pres- 
ident Truman and will reelect him when 
the time comes. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SABATH. One minute, please. 
What I wish to say is that, as to you, 
Mr. Martin, I regret I was not here when 
you spoke about the fiftieth anniversary 
of the elevation of Theodore Roosevelt 
to the Presidency of the United States. 
The gentleman from Massachusetts is 
well-qualified to extol the great virtues 
and excellent record of that great Amer- 
ican, President Theodore Roosevelt, I 
have always held that Teddy Roosevelt 
was a great President and a great leader. 
He did more for me when I first came 
to the House than any man has done 
since. I always admired Theodore 
Rosevelt’s efforts in behalf of the peo- 
ple and I also deeply appreciated what 
he did for mre personally. My only regret 
is that the Republican Party today does 
not follow in his footsteps and stand by 
the people and fight for the people as 
Theodore Roosevelt did. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SABATH. I now yield to the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts, 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts, 
Frankly, Mr. Speaker, I am at a loss as 
to why Members on the other side of 
the aisle, so many of them, misinter- 
preted my purpose in speaking of Theo- 
dore Roosevelt and draw so many politi- 
cal inferences. It must be they have 
guilty consciences, for I made no com- 
parisons. I made a speech in honor of 
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Theodore Roosevelt because many of his 
great admirers thought the day ought 
to be observed. I had no other inten- 
tion, and I am sorry you folks have con- 
strued it otherwise. 

Mr. SABATH. I am glad the gentle- 
man from Massachusetts took the floor 
to say so many fine things in honor of 
a deserving and a great President. I 
want to assure my good friend from 
Massachusetts that my initial remarks 
were not directed to his very deserving 
remarks concerning Teddy Roosevelt; 
they were in response to the statements 
made by the gentleman from Illinois, my 
colleague [Mr. Mason]. 

With due regard to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. MarTIN] I want to 
reiterate that I have always had the 
greatest admiration for President Theo- 
dore Roosevelt. Icame to know him well, 
following an incident which occurred 
during my freshman term in the House, 
in 1907. 

Within a few weeks after I entered the 
House, I introduced a workmen’s com- 
pensation bill which came to the atten- 
tion of President Theodore Roosevelt and 
seemed to impress him to such an extent 
as to cause him to invite me to see him. 
He observed that the bill should be 
amended in some respects, whereupon I 
suggested that I would see him after I 
had perfected such amendments. 

Several days after receiving the invita- 
tion of the President a number of my 
friends came to Washington and indi- 
cated their desire to greet him. The cus- 
tom in those days was for visitors to call 
at the White House at a specified hour on 
certain days, where they would form 
in line and a Presidential aide would 
make the introduction, with the Presi- 
dent shaking hands with each visitor. 
However, I said to my Chicago friends 
that I was unfamiliar with the White 
House procedure and would have my sec- 
retary accompany them to the White 
House to arrange for the introduction. 
They persisted that I accompany them, 
and I reluctantly agreed todoso. After 
getting in the receiving line and intro- 
ducing my friends to the President’s 
aide, I noticed the secretary to the Presi- 
dent observing me. We were introduced 
to the President by the aide and had 
barely taken two or three steps away 
from the President when he called in a 
loud voice: “SABATH, did you receive my 
invitation to callon me?” Imagine the 
amazement of my friends to hear him 
further say: “I congratulate you on the 
workmen’s compensation bill which you 
introduced and upon the frank and mod- 
est way that you explained its provisions. 
You know, SasatH, most Senators and 
Congressmen would have made a speech 
to explain it, but I notice that unlike 
them you inserted your explanation of 
the bill as an extension of remarks in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. I hope you 
will be as frank on all other. matters.” 
Again he asked, “When will you see me?” 
I replied, “Mr. President, I will have my 
amendments perfected in a day or two 
and will see you then.” 
| Later, on the floor of the House, in 
explaining the principles of workmen's 
compensation, I stated that it was my 
expectation that a “liberal” President 

would approve the legislation. 
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That interview with Teddy Roosevelt, 
I venture to say, did me more good, gave 
me more confidence and courage, and 
gained me more recognition than any- 
thing that has happened to any fresh- 
man Congressman since it has been my 
privilege to serve here. 

I certainly want to join my very able 
and friendly colleague from Massachu- 
setts [Mr. Martin] in all that he has 


said commendatory of Theodore Roose- 


velt, and for his thoughtfulness in re- 
calling the anniversary date of the 
ascendancy of this great American to the 
Presidency. 


AMENDMENT TO RULES OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. LYLE. Mr. Speaker, by direction 
of the Committee on Rules, I call up 
House Resolution 386 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 


The Clerk read the House resolution, 
as follows: 


Resolved, That rule XI (2) (f) of the Rules 
of the House of Representatives is hereby 
amended to read as follows: 

“(f) The rules of the House are hereby 
made the rules of its standing committees 
so far as applicable, except that a motion to 
recess from day to day is hereby made a 
motion of high privilege in said committees, 
and except that each standing committee, 
and each subcommittee of any such com- 
mittee, is authorized to fix a lesser number 
than a majority of its entire membership 
who shall constitute a quorum thereof for 
the purpose of taking sworn testimony: 
Provided, That such quorum shall consist 
of not less than one member of the majority 
party and one member of the minority 
party.” 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, I move 
a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 


{Roll No. 172] 

Abbitt Colmer Hagen 
Adair Combs Hall, 
Allen, Calif, Corbett Leonard W. 
Allen, La. Cotton Harden 
Anderson, Coudert Hardy 

Calif. Crawford Hart 
Andresen, Curtis, Nebr. Harvey 

August Davis, Havenner 
Angell Davis, Tenn. Hays, Ohio 
Barrett Deane Hébert 
Bates, Ky. Dempsey Hedrick 
Bender Denny Heffernan 
Bentsen Denton Heller 
Bishop Dollinger Herlong 
Blackney Dolliver Hill 
Blatnik Donohue Hillings 
Boggs, La Eaton w 
Bow Ellsworth Hoeven 
Boykin Elston Hoffman, III 
Breen Evins Holifield 
Brooks Fine Holmes 
Brownson Fisher Howell 
Buckley Fogarty Hunter 
Burnside Forand Irving 
Burton Prazier Jackson, Calif 
Busbey Furcolo James 
Butler Gamble Javits 
Camp Gary Johnson 
Canfield Gathings Jonas 
Carlyle Gavin Jones, 
Carnahan Gordon Hamilton C. 
Case Gore Kearns 
Celler Granahan Kee 
Chatham Granger Kelly, N. Y. 
chudoff Green Kennedy 
Clevenger Gwinn Kerr 
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Kersten Multer Sikes 
Kilburn Murray, Wis. Sittler 
Klein O'Konski Smith, Wis. 
Lane Ostertag Steed 
Latham Patman Stefan 
LeCompte Philbin Stockman 
Lesinski Potter Tackett 
Lind Powell Talle 

Lucas Quinn Taylor 
McCarthy Rabaut Teague 
McCormack Rains Thornberry 
McCulloch Reams Vail 
McGrath Redden Vorys 
McKinnon Ribicoff Weichel 
Mack, III Ri Wigglesworth 
Mansfield Riley Wilson, Ind. 
Martin, Iowa Rivers Wilson, Tex. 
Meader Roosevelt Withrow 
Merrow Sadlak Wolcott 
Miller, Calif. St. George Wood, Ga. 
Morano Scott, Hardie Wood, Idaho 
Morgan Secrest Yates 
Morrison Shafer Zablocki 
Morton Sheehan 

Moulder Shelley 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
Priest). On this roll call 252 Members 
have answered to their names; a quorum 
is present. 

By unanimous consent, further pro- 
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 


AMENDMENT TO RULES OF THE HOUSE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr. 
Priest). The gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. LYLE] is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. LYLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 
minutes to my colleague from Indiana 
(Mr. HALLECK] and to myself such time 
as I may use. 

The PEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Texas is recognized. 

Mr. LYLE. Mr. Speaker, House Reso- 
lution 386 proposes to change the Rules 
of the House. 

Lines 4, 5, 6 and down to the word 
“committees” in line 7 are the present 
Rules of the House. Beginning with the 
words “and except” in line 7 is that which 
it is proposed be added to the present 
rules. This portion provides that the 
committees or subcommittees of this 
House are authorized to fix a lesser num- 
ber than a majority of the entire mem- 
bership of the committee who shall con- 
stitute a quorum for the purpose of tak- 
ing sworn testimony. There is a further 
proviso that such quorum shall consist of 
not less than one member of the majority 
party and one member of the minority 
party. 

This proposed change in the rules was 
brought about by an opinion of the Su- 
preme Court in the Christoffel case, 
wherein a committee took sworn testi- 
mony without an obvious majority pres- 
ent. 

The only objection that has been 
voiced to me about this resolution is that 
a subcommittee of five members, say, all 
being of one political party would not be 
a quorum under this resolution for the 
purpose of taking sworn testimony. Iam 
not familiar with those problems and will 
leave them to other Members of the 
House to discuss. 

Mr. Speaker, I now yield 5 minutes to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALTER]. 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, as the 
distinguished gentleman from Texas has 
said, the need for this legislation—and 
Iam sure the House will adopt it—comes 
as a result of decision of the Supreme 
Court in the case of United States versus 


1951 


Christoffel, cited in 388 United States 84. 
In a word this is what the Supreme Court 
decided—that is a majority; it was a 
5-to-4 decision: That unless the record 
showed affirmatively that a quorum was 
present, a presumption arises that there 
was not & quorum present. 

Mr. DINGELL, Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr, WALTER. I yield. 

Mr. DINGELL. I would say it cer- 
tainly is a presumption. I think the 
House and the Congress should tell the 
Supreme Court that it is we who decide 
the rules under which we operate; let 
them look after their judicial responsi- 
bilities and we will look after the legisla- 
tive end—tell them once and for all. 

Mr. WALTER. It was, of course, a 
very farfetched decision. 

Mr. DINGELL. I think it was brazen. 

Mr. WALTER. I am not going to be 
so presumptuous as to say someone was 
looking for a way to set aside this con- 
viction, but it certainly seems to me that 
when that question was not raised—and 
mind you it was not raised ir the court 
of original jurisdiction; the question was 
not raised in the circuit court of ap- 
peals and it was not until the case got 
before the Supreme Court of the United 
States that anybody even gave any 
thought to the question of whether or 
not a quorum was present at the partic- 
ular time witnesses were testifying as to 
a specific event. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALTER. In a minute I will yield 
to the gentleman. 

Let me call your attention to the dis- 
senting opinion of Mr. Justice Jackson; 
and this, of course, summarizes the 
whole proposition much better than I 
can. 

Mr. Justice Jackson in his dissent 
said: 

The Chief Justice, Mr. Justice Reed, Mr. 
Justice Burton, and I think the Court is 
denying to the records of the Congress and 
its committees the credit and effect to which 
they are entitled, quite contrary to all recog- 
nized parliamentary rules, our previous deci- 
sions, and the Constitution itself. 


Now, there is unquestionably a need, 
in view of this decision, for the adoption 
of this resolution. If the reasoning of 
the Supreme Court is followed to its nat- 
ural conclusion, unless it appears af- 
firmatively that there is a quorum of this 
body present at the time of the passage 
of a bill, then the presumption arises 
that that bill was not properly enacted 
by the House of Representatives. I say 
that is a most ridiculous position, but 
that is where we find ourselves today, 
and for that reason I urge that this reso- 
lution be adopted. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALTER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Michigan. 


Mr. DINGELL. As I understand it— 


I believe I am correct—in committee the 
only place where anyone had the right to 
raise the question of no quorum, the 
question was in fact not raised, is that 
correct? 

Mr. WALTER. Of course it was not 
raised there. 
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Mr. DINGELL. Therefore, the Court 
had no right to raise it without gratui- 
tously injecting itself into legislation and 
overriding the prerogatives of the 
Congress of the United States. 

Mr. WALTER. Iam very happy that 
the gentleman from Michigan is taking 
the position that he takes today, be- 
cause he has been critical of members 
of the Judiciary Committee on occasions 
when they found that the Supreme Court 
had invaded the prerogatives of this 
branch of Government. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALTER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Michigan. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. As I 
understand the gentleman’s argument, if 
the decision of the Supreme Court were 
followed out to its logical end, no act 
adopted by the Congress would be valid 
until it established that a quorum was 
present? 

Mr. WALTER. Unless final passage 
was by a yea-and-nay vote. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania has again 
expired. 

Mr. LYLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield the 
gentleman such time as he may desire. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Under 
the reasoning adopted by the Supreme 
Court, the members of that Court were 
not justified in drawing their compensa- 
tion where that compensation was in- 
creased by an act of Congress and the 
Recorp did not show that a quorum was 
present. 

Mr. WALTER. I think that conclu- 
sion is inescapable. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. But 
they drew their salaries just the same. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALTER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Mississippi. 

Mr. RANKIN. The Supreme Court by 
that decision was simply setting aside a 
policy that the Congress has followed 
ever since the first Congress convened. 

Mr. WALTER. I always felt there 
was a presumption we were proceeding 
legally. That, of course, is a rebuttable 
presumption, but until the question is 
raised the presumption was that we were 
proceeding in accordance with the law 
and the rules of the House and the Con- 
stitution of the United States. 

Mr. RANKIN. Certainly. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALTER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. FULTON. As the gentleman re- 
calls, he and I previously—and I have 
great respect for the gentleman—dis- 
agreed on this very question of the neces- 
sity of the affirmative showing of a 
quorum. 

Mr. WALTER. Yes. 

Mr. FULTON. We were at that time 
in the process of citing in this House 
various people when I raised the ques- 
tion whether if it were not affirmatively 
shown that a quorum were present the 
citation might be held not to be valid, 
Now, if we take the Supreme Court’s view 
in its opinion and follow same to its 
logical conclusion, will it not then make 
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this particular resolution insufficient? 
Should we not, on the other hand, have 
a resolution that amends the rules to 
provide that in all cases where a quorum 
is not affirmatively shown to be present 
in the House of Representatives, either 
on the floor or in committee, neverthe- 
less the House rules will presume that a 
quorum was present? 

Mr. WALTER. That is another ap- 
proach. This resolution, in my judg- 
ment, is entirely adequate to deal with 
the situation that we are concerned with 
now. 

Mr. FULTON. That is my point. We 
are still leaving the great field of action 
on the floor of this House open, and we 
are plugging one little hole. So my ques- 
tion is, Why not revise the rules to take 
care of every case where there might be 
a presumption such as the Supreme 
Court has said? 

Mr. WALTER. We are in disagree- 
ment. I believe that this resolution 
meets the problem. s 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. WALTER. I yield. 

Mr. RANKIN. There is one argument 
in favor of what the gentleman has just 
said, and that is that where a partisan 
issue arises either party can break a 
quorum, you understand, and prevent 
the questioning of witnesses, although 
they may have perpetrated treason as 
some of these witnesses have that we 
brought before the House. Some of the 
cases involved here were cases of treason. 


I was on the Committee on Un-American 


Activities and I know what I am talking 
about. We found that some of them 
were undermining and trying to destroy 
this Government. If this is the best we 
can get, I shall support the resolution 
offered by the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania; but I would like the change 
suggested to follow the time-honored 
policy the Congress has followed ever 
since it met for the first time. 

Mr. WALTER. I think this resolution 
should be adopted. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Kansas 
LMr. SCRIVNER]. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. Mr. Speaker, only a 
few short days ago the Midwest States 
of Missouri, Kansas, and Oklahoma were 
stricken by new floods following on the 
heels of the July 13 flood, now recog- 
nized as the greatest flood disaster in all 
our history. I have not forgotten that 
disaster. I could not forget it and I do 
not intend to let the House of Represent- 
atives forget it. The tragedy, chaos, 
heartbreaks, hardship and ruin of 
wrecked homes is beyond description. 

I am glad to state that the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. Cannon], chairman 
of the Committee on Appropriations, has 
told me that a special subcommittee will 
be appointed to consider legislation now 
pending before the House dealing with 
relieving some of the loss from that dis- 
aster. To rehabilitate those homes, 
families, farms and businesses is not 
enough. Those of us who live in those 
valleys must be assured that these floods 
will not again be repeated, otherwise, our 
rebuilding will go for naught. In that 
connection I am happy to announce that 
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the gentleman from Tennessee IMr. 
Davrs], in compliance with my urgent re- 
quests, has assured me that his subcom- 
mittee will soon begin hearings on legis- 
lation authorizing further flood control 
construction not only on the Kaw River, 
put on the Marais des Cygnes, on the 
Neosho, on the Verdigris, on the Marma- 
ton, and other streams which have so 
seriously damaged the eastern part of 
Kansas. 

Mr. Speaker, the need is great—and as 
I have so often said—the need is now. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
LMr. VELDE]. : 

Mr. VELDE. Mr. Speaker, I agree 
with the distinguished gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. WALTER] that this 
rule change is absolutely necessary and 
it should be passed without opposition. 
I also agree with him that this resolution 
is made necessary as a result of the deci- 
sion of the Supreme Court in the Chris- 
toffel case which came up as a result of 
a citation for contempt before the Com- 
mittee on Education and Labor. I feel, 
too, that the Supreme Court based its 
decision very largely on a technicality. 
However, there was some background 
and some basis for it. I believe that this 
rule change will obviate the difficulties 
that we have had before the Committee 
on Un-American Activities. The trouble 
usually comes up in the case of citations 
for contempt. Of course, the members 
of the Committee on Un-American Ac- 
tivities know that we have had quite a 
number of those for the past several 
years. I brought this matter to the 
attention of members of the committee 
some time ago, and I feel it is abso- 
lutely advisable and necessary in the 
interest of good legislative and investi- 
gative work to have at least two mem- 
bers of a committee, such as the Com- 
mittee on Un-American Activities, pres- 
ent when any testimony is taken before 
that committee. I know there are many 
occasions where a witness suddenly ap- 
pears and gives his testimony to our in- 
vestigators or gives a statement of fact 
to our investigators, and it appears wise 
to our counsel at that time to put the 
man under oath, and sometimes it is very 
difficult for the counsel for our committee 
to find two or more members present in 
Washington to hold the hearings. How- 
ever, that happens very seldom, and I 
feel that in order to promote justice that 
it is necessary to have at least two, one 
from the minority and one from the ma- 
jority, present at any one hearing. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. VELDE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. FULTON. When we adopt a 
change in the rules showing what a quo- 
rum shall consist of in this case, then 
are we not saying that in all other cases 
the matter remains the same? Under 
the logic of the Supreme Court’s opinion, 
@ quorum must affirmatively be shown 
in this instance, and probably in all 
other cases. So are we not then by this 
rule change just correcting one little spot 
of the trouble? We ought to attack the 
problem from the broad point of view 
that all the decisions of the House, as 
well as the committees, are taken out 
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from the presumption of the opinion of 
the Supreme Court and made valid ac- 
cording to the House rules without the 
affirmative showing of a quorum, 

Mr. VELDE. Iam not sure that I un- 
derstand the gentleman's point. I wish 
he would state it again. 

Mr. FULTON. May I summarize 
again: We are here referring to one 
small part; that is, the sworn testimony 
before a committee. We are then saying 
in the House that we are changing that 
so a quorum of a committee to hear 
sworn testimony can be just two mem- 
bers. This resolution takes the problem 
out from under the Supreme Court’s 
opinion as to the number of members of 
a committee necessary for a quorum, but 
does not affect all the other situations 
as to the presence of a quorum involv- 
ing the House of Representatives. Why, 
then, not cure the whole question of 
quorums at once instead of just the one 
little spot where the committees are 
concerned with sworn testimony? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VELDE, I yield. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. The ob- 
vious answer is that the Supreme Court 
has never held that action by the House 
or the Senate must show a quorum be- 
fore it can be considered valid. 

Mr. VELDE. As I said before, the 
Christoffel case came up on a contempt 
charge. I do not see where it can be 
particularly applicable to any other 
hearings before the committees. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. VELDE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Mississippi. 

Mr. RANKIN. This is the only in- 
stance in history where a court has held 
that you had to have a quorum present 
for a witness to commit perjury. 

Mr. VELDE. As I say, I think the 
decision was largely based on technicali- 
ties. However, I feel the rule change is 
fundamentally sound, that we should 
have a representative from the minority 
as well as the majority present. I would 
say that regardless of whether the Re- 
publicans or the Democrats were in 
power. I think that is true, and I think 
this resolution should be supported 
unanimously. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. WI NALL I. 

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Speaker, there is 
nothing at this time that can give greater 
comfort to the Soviet Union than an 
occurrence such as that which took 
place in Washington last Wednesday 
evening. In the Nation’s Capital, at a 
time when the two outstanding Negro 
middleweight boxers of the world were 
fighting for the championship, over 
200,000 of their race were barred from 
watching the theater telecast of the bout. 
One theater in Washington operating on 
5 8 racial policy showed the 

All the money appropriations in the 
world for economic aid and for defense 
programs cannot undo the harm of such 
anaction. It provides great propaganda 
material for the Communists to dissem- 
inate amongst the peoples of Asia, Africa, 
and India. I can readily see the scream- 
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ing headlines in their press how we 
preach democracy, but do not practice it 
even in our Capital City. 

In an effort to prevent any such oc- 
currences in the future I am offering to 
the House today a bill that seeks to pro- 
hibit any television programs received 
wholly or partly by means of radio or 
wire communication in interstate com- 
merce from being exhibited in a theater 
where an admission fee is charged and 
any person seeking admission is refused 
admission on the ground of his color, 
race, or creed. 

Following on the heels of the Iowa 
burial incident, it is imperative that the 
Congress take immediate steps to pro- 
vide equal opportunity for our citizens 
in viewing future programs. Until such 
action is taken, I hope that the inter- 
ests involved in the sport and entertain- 
ment field will take the necessary steps 
to eliminate discrimination from any 
future telecasts. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from Mich- 
igan (Mr. HOFFMAN]. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, the reason for this proposed 
change as was stated by the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALTER] grows 
out of what might be considered a pe- 
culiar decision by the Supreme Court— 
4 to 5. The gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania intimated he thought that deci- 
sion might have been rendered because 
of a desire on the part of one or more 
members of the Court to secure the re- 
versal of the conviction of a Communist 
who had given false testimony before a 
committee of the House of Representa- 
tives on Education and Labor. 

In my judgment, the resolution does 
not go far enough. Under the rule, no 
amendment to the resolution may be of- 
fered unless the previous question is 
voted down. I think that is what should 
be done—the previous question should 
be voted down so that an amendment 
may be offered which will give to the 
Congress and its committees the author- 
ity, which they should have. 

This matter came up in the Committee 
on ‘Expenditures in the Executive De- 
partments very briefly—not formally, 
but just by way of suggestion by my col- 
league the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. MEADER]. I do not know whether 
the gentleman is in the Chamber at the 
moment—I have not seen him here to- 
day. The matter was not considered 
extensively by our committee—just 
briefly mentioned, and then later the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. MEADER] 
took it up with the chairman of the com- 
mittee the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
Dawson], as today I have been given to 
understand by the gentleman from Illi- 
nois [Mr. Dawson]. The resolution was 
presented to the Committee on Rules but 
not there discussed at any great length. 
Had some of us known that the matter 
was to be given further consideration by 
the Rules Committee some of us, cer- 
tainly I for one, would have appeared 
before the Committee on Rules and pro- 
posed a substitute, and would have asked 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
MEADER] to bring that substitute before 
the House. 
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In 1947, the Congress adopted a some- 
what similar amendment to rule XI, sub- 
division D, which refers only to the Com- 
mittee on Expenditures in the Executive 
Departments. This proposed change ap- 
plies to subdivision F, subsection 2, of 
that same rule—rule XI—that is to all 
standing committees of the House. In 
1947, we amended rule XI D, following 
the word committees which is in line 7 of 
the present resolution, by adding this 
provision: 

For the purpose of performing such duties, 
the committee or any subcommittee thereof, 
when authorized by the committee is author- 
ized to sit, hold hearings, and act at such 
times and places within the United States, 
whether or not the House is in session, is 
in recess, or has adjourned, to require by 
subpena or otherwise the attendance of such 
witnesses and the production of such papers, 


documents, and books, and to take such . 


testimony as it deems necessary, Subpenas 
may be issued under the signature of the 
chairman of the committee, or any subcom- 
mittee, or any member designated by such 
chairman, and may be served by any person 
designated by such chairman or member, 


I state now that the only change pro- 
posed in this amendment, which was not 
adopted then, having to do with this 
issue before us, is the addition of those 
words “‘or any member thereof” and the 
last three lines of this resolution. The 
addition of those words to the change 
we made in 1947 would bring about ex- 
actly what is here being proposed, at 
least that is my understanding of the 
situation. My contention is that all of 
the committees of the House should have 
the same authority to hold these hear- 
ings that the Committee on Expendi- 
tures in the Executive Departments and 
its subcommittees was granted. At that 
time, the Committee on Education and 
Labor, and the Committee on Expendi- 
tures in the Executive Departments and 
perhaps other committees, had been 
holding hearings, one-man hearings, and 
this would require two members to 
be present at hearings. At the present 
time a member of the Committee on Ex- 
penditures in the Executive Departments 
has been holding hearings in California 
attended only by a counsel. I have not 
and I do not now protest that procedure. 
In the past subcommittees of less than 
a quorum have held hearings and their 
action has been approved by the Supreme 
Court. I know that on one occasion, as 
chairman of a committee, I designated 
a Democrat, the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia [Mr. Harpy], to make certain in- 
vestigations in Florida and adjacent 
States. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. 
to the gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. HALLECK. I would like to say 
that I find myself very much in agree- 
ment with the objective of this resolu- 
tion. Also, as far as the proviso in the 
resolution is concerned, which under- 
takes to require that a quorum shall con- 
sist of not less than one member of the 
majority and minority parties, insofar as 
the objective is concerned I find myself 
in agreement likewise. However, I 
would like to raise this question with 
the gentleman, as a practical matter. 
As I understand that proviso, the com- 


I yield 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


mittee could not take certain testimony 
except that there be present at least one 
member of the majority and the minor- 
ity. Suppose a situation under which 
either the majority or the minority, for 
any purposes that might seem to them 
to be proper, would just willfully absent 
themselves from the meeting, might that 
not create a situation under which the 
committee could not proceed with the 
taking of testimony and hence would ef- 
fectively stifle any action that the com- 
mittee might take? } 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. The 
gentleman is correct. Of course, no one 
would presume that the chairman would 
appoint a member of the majority party 
and then pick someone on the minority— 
you know it sometimes happens that we 
do have members on the minority who 
are more in sympathy with the major- 
ity’s political position than we are as a 
party—who would be just a rubber 
stamp—suppose he picks someone like 
that, and, as the gentleman suggests, the 
gentleman who is so appointed, if he does 
not choose to go along, just does not 
appear, then you could not have any 
hearing. 

Mr. HALLECK. But suppose even in 
a broader sense than that, either the 
majority or the minority concluded that 
something might come out in the hear- 
ing where sworn testimony was being 
taken which they thought was injurious 
to the cause or that they thought should 
not come out, then, if this proviso stands 
as it is written, there would be a com- 
plete bar available to either the majority 
or the minority to prevent the taking 
of the testimony, through the simple 
operation by which either all of the 
members of the majority or the minor- 
ity, whichever it might be, would absent 
themselves from the hearing. I think 
that should be corrected. I want this 
resolution adopted, but I am afraid, as 
a practical matter, if we write the rule 
in this fashion we might create a cir- 
cumstance that would effectively block 
action by committees that should be 
taken. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. In an- 
swer to the gentleman, permit me to say 
that while I agree with him as to the 
possibility of that result I doubt that 
that situation would occur. Neverthe- 
less, it might. We should safeguard 
against it. I agree with the gentleman, 
too, that we should have a change in 
this rule, and that the committee should 
be empowered to act with less than a 
majority present all the time, because 
sometimes it is very difficult to get a 
majority of the full membership, or 
sometimes of a subcommittee, to remain 
at a hearing. I think the gentleman 
then would advocate, as I do, that the 


previous question be voted down so that 


the resolution would be open to amend- 
ment. I am as certain as anyone can 
be that had we known this matter was 
to come before the Rules Committee 
some of us could have gone there and 
suggested changes to meet the situation, 
and the objections we now have would 
not be with us. 

Mr. HALLECK. Will the gentleman 
yield further for a parliamentary 
inquiry? 


Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan, I yield. 
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Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to inquire, as a parliamentary in- 
quiry, whether or not this resolution 
would be subject to amendment if an 
amendment were offered for and on be- 
half of the Rules Committee. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. LYLE] has control of the 
time. The gentleman from Texas can 
offer an amendment before he moves 
the previous question, which amendment 
the Chair hopes will be offered. 

Mr. HALLECK. In other words, if 
the question that has been raised is such 
as merits the attention of the House be- 
fore we finally act on this matter, then 
it could be reached by some sort of 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. LYLE]? 

The SPEAKER. Or he could yield to 
someone to offer an amendment. 

The time of the gentleman from Mich- 
igan has expired. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. A par- 
liamentary inquiry, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. But un- 
less the gentleman from Texas does offer 
such an amendment the only way we 
could have an opportunity would be to 
vote down the previous question. 

The SPEAKER. That would be cor- 
rect. 

Mr. LYLE. Mr. Speaker, when Iintro- 
duced the resolution I called to the at- 
tention of the House the objection that 
had been raised to the proviso that has 
been under discussion. I have drawn 
an amendment which I expect to offer 
which would strike out lines 12, 13, and 
14. 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman 
desire to offer the amendment now? 

Mr. LYLE. Mr. Speaker, I now offer 
the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. LYLE: Strike out 
lines 12, 13, and 14. 


Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. 
Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Is an 
amendment to the amendment in order? 

The SPEAKER. Not unless the gen- 
tleman from Texas yields for that pur- 


Mr. 


The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Texas. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. LYLE. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time. Does the gen- 
tleman from Indiana have further re- 
quests for time? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I would 

like a little further time on this, if the 
gentleman from Indiana will yield it to 
me. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair wants to 
make a suggestion in the interest of bet- 
ter language. The gentleman says it 
has been canvassed and I am wrong, but 
I still think that the word “which” is 
better than the word “who.” But if the 
gentleman wants it that way, then leave 
it. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 
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Mr. HOFMAN ci Michigan. IS a mo- 
tion to recommit in order? 

The SPEAKER. Not on a resolution 
from the Committee on Rules. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
five additional minutes to the gentle- 
man from Michigan [Mr. HOFFMAN]. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. It is 
very evident from what has happened 
nere that this resolution was not given 
adequate consideration; and if I recall 
correctly, inasmuch as the Speaker sug- 
gested an amendment, and the gentle- 
man from Texas (Mr. LYLE] of the Rules 
Committee who has charge of the legis- 
lation has offered an amendment, it does 
seem that the resolution should go back 
to the Rules Committee and there be 
given a little more thought and consid- 
eration and then promptly as perfected 
brought back and adopted. 

Mr. LYLE. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Yes; I 

ield. 

f Mr. LYLE. My thought was that we 
might pass this resolution as it has been 
amended and that the gentleman might 
offer his suggestions to the Committee on 
Rules so that the entire membership of 
the committee might consider them. I 
hesitate to take the responsibility of 
yielding for amendments to which I have 
given no thought and to which the Com- 
mittee on Rules has given no thought. I 
am not hostile to the idea of the gentle- 
man from Michigan, but I think in the 
interest of better procedure he might lay 
his suggestions before the Committee on 
Rules and let the entire membership of 
the committee pass on it. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Does the 
gentleman mean we should adopt the 
resolution now pending and then go back 
before the Rules Committee with a per- 
fecting resolution? 

Mr. LYLE. Ido. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. To me it 
would seem that the better procedure 
would be to let the resolution go back to 
the Committee on Rules for further con- 
sideration and then let them bring it in 
again at any time. Apparently an over- 
whelming majority of the membership 
wants an amendment to the present rule. 
This amendment which has just been 
adopted striking the last three lines 
would make it possible to deprive 
the minority of representation on any 
standing committee or subcommittee of 
such a committee. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I yield 
to the gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. HALLECK. As I understand it, 
there are two principal objectives sought 
to be attained here. The first is to void 
the effect of the Supreme Court decision 
in respect to a quorum and to make it 
possible for committees to operate when 
there is not present a majority of the 
entire membership. The second objec- 
tive is to try to give some assurances 
that in these hearings there will be both 
majority and minority Representatives 
present. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Let me 
interrupt right there. By the amend- 
ment just adopted, lines 1“, 13, and 14 
have been stricken. 
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Mr. HALLECK. Because of the ques- 
tion that I raised, and I think very prop- 
erly so, the proviso as presently worded 
might become an effective obstacle, in 
fact a complete obstacle, to carrying on 
hearings if the amendment is adopted. 
However, as the amendment was adopt- 
ed, then out the window went anything 
that would undertake to require that 
both majority and minority Members be 
present. I am not so sure but what the 
suggestion of the gentleman from Michi- 
gan merits consideration. This matter 
should be further considered by the 
Rules Committee. We want to correct 
the situation that has confronted us, but 
in correcting it we ought to do it in a 
proper way and in such manner as will 
accomplish the objectives that I am quite 
sure we all want to accomplish. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I may 
say to the gentleman that under the sit- 
uation in the House as it now exists, I 
propose to offer a motion that the reso- 
lution be recommitted to the Committee 
on Rules, hoping that the committee 
will take prompt action after a little 
more consideration and after some of us 
who wish a change have been heard and 
then report back promptly to the House. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I yield 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. I agree with the 
position taken by the gentleman from 
Michigan. If the resolution is adopted 
as it stands now, the minority will have 
no protection whatsoever. We can have 
one-man hearings which I do not think 
is a good thing. There has been handed 
to me suggested language that would 
read as follows in lines 12, 13, and 14: 

Provided, That any such quorum of less 
than a majority of its entire membership 
shall consist of not less than one Member of 
the majority party and one Member of the 
minority party. 


That would protect the minority, as I 
see it, and will also be in line with the 
purposes of the resolution. In other 
words you have membership of minority 
and majority. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Michigan has expired. 

Mr. LYLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the resolution may 
be re-referred to the Committee on 
Rules. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I make the point of order that a quorum 
is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, I move a 
call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 


[Roll No. 173] 
Abbitt Andresen, Bender 
Adair August H. Bentsen 
Allen, Calif. Angell Bichsp 
Allen, La. Barrett Eleckney 
Anderson, Calif.Bates, Ky. Boggs, La. 
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Boykin Hardy Mou!der 
Breen Hart Multer ` 
Brooks Harvey Murphy 
Brownson Havenner Murrey, Wie. 
Buckley Hays, Ohio O'Konski 
Buffett Hébert Ostertag 
Burton Hedrick Passman 
Busbey Heffernan Patman 
Butler Heller Philbin 
Camp Herlong Potter 
Canfield Herter Powell 
Carlyle Quinn 
Carnahan Hillings Rabaut 
Case Hinshaw Rains 
Celler Hoeven Reams 
Chatham Hoffman, III Redden 
Chudoff Holifield Ribicoff 
Clevenger Holmes Richards 
Imer Howell Riley 
Combs Hunter Rivers 
Corbett Irving Rogers, Fla 
Cotton Jackson, Calif. Rooney 
Coudert James Roosevelt 
Crawford Javits Sadlak 2 
Crosser Johnson St. George 
Curtis, Nebr. Jonas Scott, 
Davis, Jones, Hardie 
Davis. Tenn Hamilton C. Secrest 
Dawson Kearns Shafer 
Deane Kee Sheehan 
Dempsey Kelly, N. Y Shelley 
Kennedy Sikes 
Denton Keogh Sittler 
Dollinger Kerr Smith, Wis. 
Dolliver Kersten, Wis. Stefan 
Donohue Kilburn Stigler 
Eaton Klein Stockman 
Ellsworth Lane Tackett 
Elston Latham Talle 
Evins LeCompte Taylor 
Fine Lesinski Teague 
Fisher Lind Thornberry 
Fogarty Lucas Vail 
Prazier McCarthy 
Furcolo McCormack Weichel 
Gamble McCulloch Werdel 
Gary McGrath Wharton 
Gavin McKinnon Wigglesworth 
Gordon 0 Wilson, Ind 
Gore Mack. III Wilson, Tex 
Granahan Martin, Iowa Withrow 
Granger Meader Wolcott 
Green errow ‘ood, Ga 
Gwinn Miller, Calif. Wood, Idaho 
Hagen Morano ates 
Hall, Morgan Zablocki 
Leonard W. Morrison 
Harden Morton 


The SPEAKER. Two hundred and 
forty-six Members have answered to 
their names, a quorum, 

By unanimous consent, further pro- 
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 


FREE IMPORTATION OF BALER TWINE 


Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House resolve itself into 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill (H. R. 1005) to 
amend the Tariff Act of 1930 to provide 
for the free importation of twine used 
for baling hay, straw, and other fodder 
and bedding material. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill H. R. 1005, with 
Mr. Hays of Arkansas in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit- 
tee rose on yesterday there was pending 
an amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Srmpson]. 
Without objection, the Clerk will again 
read the amendment. 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Stimpson of 
Pennsylvania: Strike out of H. R. 1005 all 
matter after the enacting clavce, and in lieu 
thereof insert the following: “That after 
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paragraph 1622 of section 201 of title II of 
the Tariff Act of 1930 as amended, insert the 
following new paragraph: 

“1622 (a). Baler twine manufactured 
from New Zealand hemp, henequen, manila, 
istle, or Tampico fiber, sisal grass, or sunn or 
a mixture of any two or more of them, single 
ply, and measuring not exceeding 240 feet 
to the pound, containing not less than 8 
percent of oil by weight, mildew proofed, 
treated to repel insects and rodents and 
chiefly used in an automatic pick-up baler 
in the baling of hay, straw, and fodder’.” 


Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word, 

Mr. Chairman, the purpose of this 
amendment, as I announced yesterday, 
and as seems quite obvious, is to place 
in the law a definition of just what 
baler twine is. There is no one in this 
room who can tell us what it is except 
by the general practice of going into a 
store and buying baler twine and getting 
what the American industry or the pres- 
ent competitive industry sells to us as 
baler twine. If one goes to buy binder 
twine which is coming into this country 
from abroad, he buys a certain quality 
and a certain weight and strength; but 
there is no protection for the American 
purchaser in buying baler twine. So I 
want to have this law which is to be 
written today include a definition of just 
what is baler twine. 

The definition I have suggested, which 
was discussed yesterday, is the one which 
presently covers the qualities of all the 
American-made baler twine. 

, Yesterday the Speaker raised the 
question that perhaps sometime in the 
future it might be possible to make baler 
twine lighter and stronger; and, con- 
sequently, that instead of there being 
240 feet to the pound representing the 
high and acceptable quality of baler 
twine needed, perhaps 250 feet would not 
be an undue length. Possibly he was 
right, and later I propose asking unani- 
mous consent to take care of that. But 
it does seem to me that everyone should 
want to protect the American farmer 
who goes out to buy his baler twine, 
protect him from the danger of being 
sold a twine which purports to be baler 
twine but which is not. 

Secondly, if we change this law in 
accordance with the bill as now written 
anybody can ship into the United States 
a twine calling it baler twine, which is 
not baler twine, and which cannot be 
used as baler twine, but which could be 
used as wrapping twine in industry gen- 
erally to tie packages. That would 
come in duty free. It is now taxable. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I 
yield to the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. DINGELL. When the Speaker 
raised that question yesterday, I want 
to assure the gentleman, as I saw it and 
as I understood it, the Speaker opposed 
any footage specification whether it be 
240 or 250 or any other number of feet 
per pound. I think the Speaker is quite 
willing to accept the good judgment of 
the farmers about the kind of baler twine 
he wants to fit his particular purposes. 
The farmer has needed no protection by 
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way of specifications up until now on 
imported baler twine. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania, It is 
not protected today. 

Mr. DINGELL, It is, 
tive, and that is sufficient protection for 
it. It has insecticides in it, it has 
quality. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. If we 
change the law, there will be no limita- 
tion whatever to what one may ship into 
the country, calling it baler twine. The 
American farmer can buy or not, as he 
sees fit. I say there should be written 
into the law some definition as to what 
is baler twine so that the American man- 
ufacturer and the foreign manufacturer 
will be in competition. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania, I 
yield to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. RAYBURN. My fear is this, if we 
begin to specify pounds, feet, and things 
like that, when this twine comes to the 
customs collector and if it is off a half- 
inch or one-sixteenth of a pound the cus- 
toms collector could turn it down. That 
is exactly what I fear now on the propo- 
sition of tying this thing down to feet 
or pounds or ounces of oil, and so forth. 
I fear that the gentleman is going to 
defeat what it seems a majority here 
wants to do and that is to see that the 
American farmer will not be left an- 
other year like he was this year with- 
out a sufficient amount of twine. I have 
had personal experience with that very 
matter this year, and hundreds and hun- 
dreds of other farmers have had the 
same experience. I fear if you tie this 
thing down to feet and pounds, in all 
probability you might defeat what it ap- 
pears a majority of the membership of 
the House wants to do here today, 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. At 
the moment industry in the United 
States manufacturing baler twine man- 
ufactures it out of acceptable quality 
and it rums approximately 225 feet to 
the pound. Under the amendment as 
it stands at the moment, they would be 
allowed to make a product called baler 
twine containing 240 feet to the pound 
which gives a very large latitude over 
and above the present average of 225. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for two additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, I firmly believe there should 
be some protection for the American 
purchaser in buying baler twine just as 
there is today for the farmer buying 
binder twine which comes in from 
abroad. That definition has been laid 
down by the courts. A definition of baler 
twine will be laid down some day by 
our courts, but in the meantime I can- 
not hazard a guess as to what harm 
will be done to the American farmer 
through misrepresentation, 


It is competi- 


11399 


With that thought in mind, Mr. Chair- 
man, I ask unanimous consent to change 
the amendment now pending at the desk, 
to have it read 250 feet“ to the pound 
instead of 240 feet, and to add after the 
word “rodents” and to resist mildew,” 
then continue as it is “and chiefly used 
in an automatic pick-up baler in the 
baling of hay, straw, fodder” and to add 
“bedding materials.” 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Clerk read 
the amendment as modified. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. SIMPSON of 
Pennsylvania: Strike out of H. R. 1005 all 
matter after the enacting clause, and in lieu 
thereof insert the following: “That after 
paragraph 1622 of section 201 of title II of 
the Tariff Act of 1930 as amended, insert the 
following new paragraph: 

1622 (a). Baler twine manufactured 
from New Zealand hemp, henequen, manila, 
ictle, or Tampico fiber, sisal grass, or sunn or 
a mixture of any two or more of them, single 
ply, and measuring not exceeding 250 feet to 
the pound, containing not less than 8 percent 
of oil by weight, treated to repel insects and 
rodents, and to resist mildew, and chiefly 
used in an automatic pick-up baler in the 
baling of hay, straw, fodder, and bedding 
materials for animals’.” 


The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, re- 

serving the right to object, I want to ask 
first whether or not this very amendment 
did not originate with the Cordage Insti- 
tute? : 
Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Iex- 
plained yesterday that the amendment 
as introduced then did originate with 
industry; whether it came direct from 
the institute or not, I do not know. I 
am willing to say it did, because it does 
exactly what the people who make the 
product know most about. 

Mr. DINGELL. The amendment pres- 
ently before us is substantially the same 
as the one introduced yesterday except 
for the footage, and that amendment 
originated with the Cordage Institute, 
and by passing it we will circumvent the 
purposes of this bill. I stated at the 
time that this is one bill that the Cord- 
age Institute is not going to amend so 
far as I am concerned. The gentleman 
will admit that we passed on these very 
amendments in committee, and they 
were voted down. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I 
suggest that the origin of a quality 
amendment should not be the determin- 
ing factor, whether we adopt the pro- 
viso or not. After all, it is one of qual- 
ity. 

Mr. DINGELL. It is not a question 
of quality, I will say to my friend. It is 


à matter of trying to create embarrass- 


ment at the port of entry. Any customs 
inspector can take a ball of this twine 
out of any bale and it can run 200 or 250 
or any other number of feet to the pound, 
and if it exceeds the provision or in any 
way violates it, going beyond the stipu- 
lation by inches, he can reject the whole 
shipment of 10 or 20 carloads, and this 
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would continue to occur and actually dis- 
courage the foreign importer from ship- 
ping the product into the United States, 
and that is precisely what the Cordage 
Institute want to do by circumvention. 
They know they cannot do it in this 
House by direct action. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. The 
gentleman knows me well enough to 
know that I am not trying to do any- 
thing that is improper here by suggest- 
ing this amendment. 

Mr. DINGELL. I am not charging 
that. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. All 
right. 

se DINGELL. But I am constrained 
to object. Let us have it out on the bill 
as introduced. Ten feet will not make 
any difference whatsoever. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair- 
man, I ask unanimous consent that the 
gentleman be permitted to proceed for 
two additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair - 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I 
yield to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. REED of New York. I realize that 
the gentleman’s amendment is a very 
wise amendment. It is to protect the 
farmers against an inferior quality of 
twine coming into this country. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. That 
is the purpose. 

Mr. REED of New York. I would like 
to point out to the gentleman, when he 
goes to his office, to read the telegram 
sent by Mr. Hogate. Of course, there 
is a fine-propagandist representing these 
foreign interests. Whether he sent it or 
it was sent under his inspiration, I do 
not know, but it has gone out to the 
Members that this bill must not be 
amended. So, of course, you can readily 
see what is behind this proposal. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Yes. 
We are losing sight entirely of the fact 
that in addition to baler twine much 
other material used for packaging is in- 
volved in this bill. Everything that 
comes from abroad now, or that can 
come in the future, which is twine and 
is used to wrap packages will come in 
free under this proposal we have here. 
They call it binder twine. 
| Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I 
yield to the gentleman from Tennessee. 

Mr. COOPER. I am sure the distin- 
guished gentleman will agree that there 
is no provision in law today to protect 
the American farmer in the purchase of 
twine manufactured in this country. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. The 
only protection he has is the farmer’s 
own good judgment and sound discre- 
tion, The gentleman knows that the 
American manufacturers have provided 
that protection through our great Amer- 
ican system cf competition, the free- 
enterprise system. They put on their 
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packages, “This is baler twine,” and the 
American farmer knows what it is. He 
will not know what it is when it is done 
by a foreign company shipping it into 
this country, when it may be wrapping 
twine or anything. They can get 
around it by paying the duty on the 
binder twine. Of course, the American 
farmer is protected today by the Amer- 
ican manufacturer. Under this pro- 
posal he will have no protection what- 
ever from the inferior-made baler twine 
coming out of Mexico. 

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to nae out the last word. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. JENKINS. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. TABER. Is it not a fact that the 
Federal Trade Commission would be in 
a position to protect the farmer against 
the American product but not against 
the foreign producer? 

Mr, JENKINS. The gentleman is ab- 
solutely right. 

Mr. Chairman, those who want this 
bill passed I should think would want 
the language different from that stated 
in the bill. What is this whole bill 
about? This whole bill is only about 
four lines long. Let us see what it says. 
It states that a certain paragraph is 
amended by inserting after the words 
“binding twine,” a few words, not more 
than about 15. The present law uses 
the words “binding twine.” The pro- 
posed law provides that following that 
these words shall be inserted, “and twine 
chiefly used for baling hay.” That is 
fairly definitive but not very much so. 
“Twine chiefly used for baling hay.” 
One man might want twine of a certain 
dimension and a certain weight, and 
someone else might want something 
else. 

Let us take the next words, “baling 
hay, straw, and other fodder.” But 
what about these words, “bedding mate- 
rials“? What does that mean? The 
word “bedding” means a bed. It means 
a bed upon which people sleep. Osten- 
sibly this meant bedding that the farmer 
uses, but it does not say so. Why have 
you who favor this legislation taken off 
on the fantastic view of somebody who 
is supposed to be a lobbyist or somebody 
who is a Detroit farmer? Why do not 
you farmers get into the law the lan- 
guage that will do the job? This lan- 
guage will not do the job. It does not 
mean anything. If you are going to 
pass this bill, I should think you would 
want language in it that makes sense, 
anyhow. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JENKINS. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Tennessee. 

Mr. COOPER. The fact is that the 
testimony before the committee shows, 
and it is true today, that the farmers of 
the country and the farm organizations 
want the bill just as it was reported by 
the committee, and they are opposed to 
this amendment, 

Mr. JENKINS. At no time in the dis- 
cussions of the committee was this lan- 
guage gone into from a technical stand- 
point. The point is, how are you going 
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to control those who have the responsi- 
bility as customs officers and admit 
goods into this country? What are they 
going to say about bedding? Someone 
will say, I want this kind, I am going to 
wrap a bed of some kind.” It surely does 
not mean that, but you do not say what 
itdoesmean. You are just blindly going 
to write language in that does not mean 
anything specific and somebody will have 
to explain. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JENKINS. I yield. 

Mr. REED of New York. We protect 
the public in the purchase of other 
things. For instance, in the case of pot- 
tery, the country of origin must be 
stamped on the pottery, as well as with 
other goods. But here, when it comes to 
the farmers, no, we cannot give them 
any protection, but something has to be 
done for the benefit of the foreign pro- 
ducers. 

Mr. JENKINS. That is right. The 
distinguished gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr. Smwpson] has gone to the 
trouble of getting the opinion of those 
who make these products. He did not 
ask for the opinion of somebody who 
does not know anything about it. I say 
to you, that those of you who are inter- 
ested in this, should see to it that we get 
an opinion from downtown, from those 
who import and control the e 
of these products. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, 
rise in opposition to the amendment, 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. DoucHTon] 
may proceed for five additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
think it is well for us to keep in mind 
that this amendment is sponsored by 
those who have opposed the legislation in 
committee, and all the way through, in 
the interest of the domestic producers 
of baler twine. Those who have opposed 
the legislation all the way through 
against the farmers and the farm organi- 
zations now show a great deal of concern 
for the farmers. You all know that it 
is the customary rule and tactic of those 
who oppose legislation, when they find 
they cannot defeat the legislation on its 
merits, to try to defeat it by offering 
crippling amendments, which will make 
the legislation ineffective and not carry 
out the purposes for which the legisla- 
tion is introduced. How is it that the 
farm organizations need the guardian- 
ship of those who are opposed to this 
legislation? 

As to the farm organizations, it was 
said just a moment ago that their posi- 
tion is fantastic. This bill is all for 
agriculture. This bill is of the farmer, 
by the farmer, for the farmer, and from 
the farmer and the farm organizations. 
They sponsored this legislation, and they 
are standing by it, as it is, without 
amendments and without modification. 
They feel that this amendment should 
not be adopted. I will read a telegram 
from them, which is dated today, stating 
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their position so that those of you who 
are going to vote for this amendment 
may do so with your eyes open to the 
fact that you are voting against the 
avowed, expressed will and judgment 
and desire of the farm organizations. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DOUGHTON. I yield. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I just do 
not follow your argument. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. I do not expect you 
to because I suppose you are opposed to 
the legislation. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. That is 
what you say. I do not know. 

Mr. DOUGH TON. You have not heard 
my argument yet. How can you tell 
whether you are going to believe it or not, 
and are going to be for the legislation 
until I complete my argument? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Your as- 
sumption that those who oppose the leg- 
islation are offering these amendments 
to cripple it does not quite follow. For 
example, suppose a doctor prescribes 
that I take so much whisky each day, 
but I cannot take it without a little 
water—can I not suggest an amendment 
to his prescription? 

Mr. DOUGHTON. I would want to 
know who the doctor, is and whether 
he is a quack doctor or a trained physi- 
cian. That is what I would want to 
know. Your doctor is a quack doctor. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. The 
doctor seems to be in this case some par- 
ticular lobbyist. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. I will read this 
telegram which is directly from the farm 
organizations: 

SEPTEMBER 14, 1951. 
Hon. ROBERT L. DouGHToN: 
Our organizations— 


You will please note that is in the 
plural— 


continue to oppose any amendment to H. R. 
1005, up for further consideration Friday. 


What follows refers to the Simpson 
amendment. 

Proposed specifications amendment, falsely 
labeled as protection against inferior twines, 
endanger basic objectives of this bill. Ex- 
perience has shown such specifications for 
binder twine, on the free list, unnecessary. 
Any amendments providing temporary sus- 
pension of duty would not permanently 
rectify short supply and high prices which 
are of primary concern to farmers, 


Of course, tha? is the purpose of it, to 
destroy, kill, and defeat the basic objec- 
tives of the bill. That is what the farm 
organizations say. That is not what Bos 
DovucutTon, chairman of the Committee 
on Ways and Means is saying. These 
farm organizations say that the purpose 
of this amendment is to defeat the ob- 
jectives of this bill. Now, that should 
carry some weight, notwithstanding the 
suggested guardianship of someone who 
has been opposing this legislation all the 
way. This amendment did not originate 
in the fertile brain of the distinguished 
gentleman from Pennsylvania at all. It 
originated in the New York office of Mr. 
Roos, who appeared before our commit- 
tee for the Cordage Institute, or someone 
representing his views. That is where it 
had its birth. These fears are not en- 
tertained by those who are in favor of the 
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legislation. It is those who are opposed 
to the legislation who entertain these 
fears and objections. That is where the 
amendment comes from. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr, Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

12 DOUGHTON. In a moment I will 
yield. 

This telegram refers to a subsequent 
amendment which will be offered, and 
states: 

Any amendment providing temporary sus- 
pension of duty would not permanently 
rectify short supply and high prices, 


Of course, we all know if a termina- 
tion date is inserted, making this only 
temporary legislation, the foreign manu- 
facturers would not change their facil- 
ities. They would not increase their 
productive capacity. They would not 
encourage their manufacturers to pro- 
duce. So that is just another amend- 
ment intended by those who are opposed 
to the legislation to defeat the purposes 
of the legislation. These farm organ- 


izations are opposed to both amend- 


ments, to the Simpson amendment and 
to the amendment which would set a 
termination date on this bill. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Yes; I yield. 

Mr. REED of New York. You say 
the Simpson amendment originated in 
the office of the manufacturers in New 
York? 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Or someone with 
similar interests. 

Mr. REED of New York. If it did, I 
do not know one way or the other. I 
know that the gentleman from Penn- 
Sylvania [Mr. SIMSON] is a friend of the 
farmers, as the rest of us are. Iam just 
as much of a farmer as you are. I own 
a farm and I know something about it. 
I know something about the farm organ- 
izations in my district. But I ask you, 
Where did that telegram originate? It 
originated with the Canadian lobbyists. 
That is where it originated, and went out 
of here just last night. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Does my distin- 
guished friend, the distinguished minor- 
ity member of the Committee on Ways 
and Means, rate the farm organizations 
as lobbyists? My friend, the prosperity 
of this country depends in large measure 
on the prosperity of the farmer. 

Mr. REED of New York. I did not 
charge those organizations with being 
lobbyists, but you know just as well as 
I do that this man Hogate, who is 
getting a thousand dollars a month to 
put this over for a mill in Ontario, Can- 
ada, originated this telegram, You 
know that. You know he is responsible 
for that telegram. 

Mr, DOUGHTON. How much do you 
suppose this man Roos, who appeared 
before our committee against this legis- 
lation, is getting? He went so far as to 
say that binder twine, which is now ad- 
mitted free, should have an import duty 
of 25 percent, and that the tariff on baler 
twine should be not 15 percent, but 25 
percent. How much do you suppose he 
is getting as a lobbyist? If my friend 


wants to belabor the four great farm 


organizations of this country, that is for 
him to decide. 
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Every national farm organization 
which studies the problem of the farmer 
and knows th» interest of the farmer and 
has at heart the welfare of the farmer, 
every one of then: to a man, is opposed 
to these amendments because they know 
that they are not intended to help the 
farmer; these amendments are intended 
to help the domestic producers of baler 
twine. The farm organizations know 
that it is against their interest. That is 
the reason that, at this late hour, after 
having read this amendment, and an- 


‘alyzing it, they are so earnestly and so 


actively opposed to it. 

This amendment proposes an entirely 
different bill, for it strikes out all after 
the enacting clause and inserts an en- 


tirely different proposition for an en- 


tirely different purpose. I do not accuse 
my good friend of improper motives; I 
do not pass upon the conscience or mo- 
tives of any man, but I do question his 
judgment on what is in the interest of 
the American farmer; i do question that. 
And when he sets himself up as the 
guardian of the farmer and farm organi- 
zations against their will, I think he as- 
sumes a great deal of authority. 

In summary, Mr. Chairman, the pend- 
ing amendment shoulu be defeated for 
the following reasons: 

A. The farmer has been able to de- 
termine for himself the suitability of 
binder twine over the years. Except for 
an outside limitation respecting the 
number of feet per pound for the free 
importation of binding twine, there was 
nothing in the Tariff Act of 1930, the 
existing law, setting forth elaborate 
specifications for the protection of the 
American farmer and he seems to have 
fared pretty well. I might point out 
that neither has there been any law 
passed by Congress which would require 
domestic manufacturers to furnish the 
farmer with binding twine of a particu- 
lar grade. The farmer knows what he 
needs and if a product is not any good 
it will not take him long to find it out, 
and that product will soon vanish from 
the market. 

B. Baler twine has been coming into 
the United States after payment of the 
existing tariff of 15 percent and the 
farmer has needed no elaborate specifi- 
cations to protect him against inferior 
quality. A farmer today can buy im- 
ported twine by paying the penalty of 
the 15-percent duty. Nobody protects 
him now by saying that he must not buy 
twine that measures a certain footage 
per pound or that the twine must con- 
tain a percentage of oil content or that 
it must be indigestible to grasshoppers, 
rats, and other pests, or that it shall be 
able to withstand moisure without 
rotting. Why then, with the removal 
of the 15-percent penalty, should we 
impose these limitations upon the far- 
mer? Actually the amendment is an in- 
sult to the intelligence of the farmer. 
It assumes that he cannot judge for 
himself and cannot rely upon his sup- 
pliers to furnish him the proper quality 
of baler twine that he requires. 

C. The best insurance that inferior 
quality baler twine will not be offered 
to the American farmer, either by do- 
mestic or foreign producers, is to in- 
crease the supply so that he does not 
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dise 


Both opponents and proponents of 
this bill seem to concede that repeal of 
the 15-percent tariff will increase the 
supply of baler twine available to the 
American farmer. The proponents of 
the legislation—the four national farm 
organizations—testified unequivocally 
that enactment of the bill would increase 
the supply of baler twine available in 
this country. 

There would appear to be little rea- 
son for the opponents to fear such dis- 
astrous consequences as they seem to 
foresee for domestic manufacturers un- 
less the bill were to result in increased 
competition from abroad. Now, as I 
see it, the best way to protect the farm- 
er from being forced to buy low-grade 
baler twine is to furnish him with an 
adequate supply of the kind of twine 
that he needs on the farm and it is not 
up to the Congress nor anybody else to 
try to tell him what he needs. 

D. The specifications listed in the 
amendment might be administered in 
such a way as to exclude baler twine 
that would be quite satisfactory and 
necessary for the harvesting of United 
States crops. 

For example, the bill would preclude 
the entry of baler twine that is' not 
“mildew-proofed.” As I understand, 
there is no such thing as “mildew-proof- 
ing.” Domestic manufacturers have 
given the farmer a lot of sales talk about 
mildew-resistant baler twine but any- 
body knows that if a bale of hay gets wet 
enough to rot the baler twine, then the 
hay itself is going to be just as rotten, 
if not more so. And the same argu- 
ments could be made against the other 
specifications which it is sought to write 
into the bill to place into the hands of 
some customs official to administer. 

Mr. Chairman, the four national farm 
organizations are in favor of this bill 
without amendment. The friends of the 
farmer will surely not seek to impose 
upon him restrictions which he thinks 
are unnecessary, especially when they 
are advocated by the opponents of the 
legislation which the farmer has re- 
quested. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, we de- 
bated this question about an hour yes- 
terday and have debated it something 
like half an hour today. I ask unani- 
mous consent that all debate on this 
amendment and all amendments thereto 
close in not to exceed 5 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Tennessee? 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
object. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr, 
Chairman, I offer a substitute amend- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Substitute amendment offered by Mr. 
Byrnes of Wisconsin: Strike out all matter 
after the enacting clause and in lieu thereof 
insert the following: That after paragraph 
1622 of section 201 of title II of the Tariff 
Act of 1930 as amended, insert the following 
new paragraph: 

1622 (a). Baler twine manufactured 
from New Zealand hemp, henequen, manila, 
istle, or Tampico fiber, sisal grass, or sunn 
or a mixture of any two or more of them, 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


single ply, and measuring not exceeding 250 
feet to the pound, containing not less than 
8 percent of oil by weight, treated to repel 
insects and rodents and to resist mildew, 
and chiefly used in any auomatic pick-up 
baler in the baling of hay, straw, fodder, and 
bedding materials for animals’.” 


Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer this substitute for the 
purpose of giving the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania an opportunity to perfect 
the amendment he offered on yesterday. 
He attempted to make these changes in 
the amendment by unanimous consent 
but this was objected to by the gentle- 
man from Michigan, I was rather sur- 
prised that he would object to an effort 
to change the amendment in order to 
meet the objections of those who are 
fearful that the amendment might alter 
the purpose of the bill. 

I think some confusion has arisen as 
a result of the attempt by this amend- 
ment to define baler twine. Because the 
gentleman from Texas expressed some 
concern over the use of a poundage and 
length limitation in the definition, I call 
attention to the fact that in the law 
today binder twine is defined by weight 
and length. For the purpose of the 
Recorp permit me to read section 1622 
of the Tariff Act of 1930 which defines 
binder twine: 

All binding twines manufactured from 
New Zealand hemp, henequen, Manila, istle, 
or Tampico fiber, sisal grass, or sunn or a 
mixture of any two or more of them, single- 
ply and not exceeding 750 feet to the pound. 


That is the law today. That is the 
definition Congress wrote into the Tariff 
Act of 1930 to define binder twine. 

What are we doing today? We are 
adding a new class to the group of twines 
tLat can be admitted into the country 
duty-free, twines that are used for the 
purpose of binding bales. We refer to 
it as kaler twine. Yet the bill proposes 
no definition or standards for this new 
twine. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I yield to 
the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. DINGELL. I know the gentle- 
man wants to be entirely fair to the 
Members of the House. The fact of the 
matter is that dces not apply to binder 
twine as such. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin, You have 
no definition of baler twine. That is the 
point I am trying to make. 

Mr. DINGELL, It applies to all bind- 
ing twine and that footage requirement 
is all right because it gets down to the 
point where it controls the business. 
You do not need that as it applies to 
baler twine because baler twine will be 
fae E ES around the length of 750 

eet. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. The 
gentleman can get some time of his own. 
The reason you are getting into trouble, 
I am pointing out, is that you are allow- 
ing a heavy weight cordage to come in 
when you allow baler twine to come in 
and you are going to run into a severe 
problem of distinguishing between what 
baler twine is and other cords or cord- 
ages of heavy weight. It is for that rea- 
son that it is believed by some of us that 
you will avoid controversy in the courts 
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and before the Customs Bureau if we 
here write a definition into the law. Mr. 
Chairman, I disagree with those who 
say that we who believe there should 
be some definition are trying to scuttle 
the bill. Whether this amendment is 
adopted or not I shall support the bill. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I yield to 
the gentleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. May I ask the gen- 
tleman if, under the present law, there 
are any specifications saying anything 
about ratproof, moleproof, foolproof, 
and gooseproof, and so many. ounces of 
grease to the pound? It would take a 
chemist at the port of entry to tell 
whether this met the specifications or 
not if that were included. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I do not 
think so, because the amendment does 
not call for a strict chemical formula. 
Binder twine does not require this spe- 
cial treatment. A baler twine, however, 
requires an entirely different sort of 
treatment, and this is the general meth- 
od of preparing and manufacturing 
baler twine. That is the only reason why 
it is included in the definition. So far 
as I am concerned, you could probably 
leave out some of the requirements con- 
tained in this amendment. My only 
point in introducing the substitute was 
because of the fact that the gentleman 
from Michigan objected to the attempt 
of the gentleman from Pennsylvania to 
improve his amendment in order to take 
care of one of the objections raised by 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Ray- 
BURN]. ; 

Mr. DOUGHTON. It is a fact that a 
considerable amount, but not an ade- 
quate amount, of baler twine has been 
admitted under the 15-percent duty, yet 
there has not been any complaint what- 
ever from the farmers that they were re- 
ceiving an inferior quality. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I am not 
too positive this is going to be of any 
great importance in assuring quality. I 
think the farmers are smart enough to 
protect themselves, if you have a com- 
petitive market and a reasonably ade- 
quate supply. But if there is a shortage, 
they will not be able to do so; then they 
will have an inferior product forced 
upon them, and they will have to take 
what they get. I do worry about that. 
Under such a situation this amendment 
would be helpful. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. The farmers will 
soon find that out, and they will not 
purchase it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Wisconsin has expired. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the substitute. 

Mr. Chairman, yesterday I made clear 
my position that Iam not a farmer and 
that points up, of course, the unfortu- 
nate situation that no one else of the 
friends of the farmer had risen to try 
and provide an essential for his busi- 
ness; so I, a city-bred chap, had to do it. 
I think the less said about that by the 
opposition the better because I have al- 
ready made that admission yesterday. 

I also said in my remarks yesterday 
that in the Tariff Act of 1920 Congress 
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intended to cover three typés of cordage 
twine. 

First. Cordage or rope. 

Second. Wrapping and tying twine 
used for boxes, packages and bundles, 

Third. Agricultural binding twine. 

Now, what we are concerned with 
here is binding twine. I do not know 
what purpose this might serve by strik- 
ing out everything after the enacting 
clause, but I again caution the friends 
of the farmers that you are striking out 
a farmers’ bill and not mine. I told you 
yesterday, do not vote for this bill be- 
cause Mrs, Dingell’s boy, Johnny, intro- 
duced it. Vote for it because the farm- 
ers want you to vote for it. Forget about 
the part I played in its introduction. 

Incidentally, I might say that when 
you talk about Mr. Hogate and Mr. Roos 
and as to their rate of compensation, I 
think you can safely say that Mr. Roos 
has by far the greatest stake in this and 
he has done so well in protecting the 
selfish interests of the Cordage Institute 
against all attempts to rectify the in- 
equity which the farmer has suffered 
over the years. 

I am naturally opposed to this sub- 
stitute because I am not convinced what 
it is going to do, but I am pretty certain 
that substitution will not do the bill any 
good; that its result will be to circum- 
vent the intent and purposes of the bill. 
Of course, I will take no chance on that, 
so the question is now as to whether you 
will take the bill as is, as the farmers 
want it, or not. Take it or leave it so 
far as I am concerned, it will make no 
difference with me. My window-box 
farmers will not take it out on me, but 
I want to warn you to harken back to 
a previous action taken in this House 
on grain storage, that the farmer, in 
the final analysis, did breathe down the 
necks of those who threw him down, 
and he will do it again about this baler 
twine, and do not make any mistake 
about that. The farmer wants this; the 
farmer needs it; the farmer’s good judg- 
ment will protect him as to quality. You 
do not have to tell him how much oil 
there is to be in it; you do not have to 
tell him how thick it has to be. What 
do we care whether the farmer wants 
a heavier or lighter baler twine? After 
all, the farmer is going to try to get a 
baler twine that is only as thick and as 
strong as possible so that he can get 
the greatest number of bales per ball 
of twine used, and that is all they are 
all striving for, and always have. In- 
cidentally, when they do strive for that, 
that is where competition comes in, but 
it does not come in under our present 
system. Remember when I spoke of 
monopoly? I want to call this to your 
attention, that out of the five or six or 
eight concerns who manufacture baler 
twine, 80 percent of the manufacture is 
in the hands of two producers. If that 
is not monopoly, there just is not any 
monopoly anywhere in the world. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DINGELL. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Wisconsin. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. The gen- 
tleman said that the farmer is able to 
protect himself very well. 

Mr. DINGELL. Certainly. 
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Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. He cer- 
tainly knows whether he is getting 
quality or not. But, does not the gen- 
tleman believe that when you have a 
very tight supply, as you had this year, 
that the farmer is up against it to pro- 
tect himself against inferior products, 
because he has to take what he can get? 

Mr. DINGELL. Yes; but he would be 
protected if you eliminate this handi- 
cap now. The shortage will not be as 
keen ac it is and the farmer will have 
a chance at selection and choice, and 
when he knows that a certain twine that 
he bought last year is inferior, whether 
it is domestic or imported, he will not 
get burned on it twice, I will assure the 
gentleman of that. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
this ar-endment and all amendments 
thereto close in 15 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from California 
(Mr. WRDEL I. 

Mr. WERDEL. Mr. Chairman, I have 
listened through the whole debate and I 
believe that I have now made up my 
mind as to what I want to do in regard 
to the pending bill. 

I was raised by two Democrat parents. 
I registered in the opposition party be- 
cause I disagreed with the majority 
party’s socialistic philosophies and 
deception. 

The Republican Party has long been 
known as the friend of the farmer. 
That reputation preceded the enactment 
of income taxes with its capital gains 
features. It is because I want to aid the 
farmer and because I know the Republi- 
can Party is the only possible organized 
political friend of the farmer that I have 
had difficulty following some arguments 
that have been presented. 

The debate establishes certain facts 
that all of us must agree upon: First, 
that when there was a shortage of the 
cordage in question, our farmers did re- 
ceive all of the available supply from 
foreign countries. It can be argued that 
it was high-priced because of the tariff 
that now exists. However, it is a fact 
that it sold at no higher price than do- 
mestic cordage, Second, that whatever 
action we take today will not result in 
any larger supply of cordage unless more 
is produced at home or abroad. 

It is a fact that there is no duty on 
the raw materials from which baler 
twine is made. It is a fact that our do- 
mestic producers could easily supply the 
domestic demand if they had the raw 
materials. The hearings demonstrate 
that domestic manufacturers could pro- 
duce a surplus of the cordage if they 
brought more of the raw materials from 
foreign countries. It is a fact that most 
of the required raw materials that are 
needed are raised in Mexico. It is a fact 
that the foreign business concern that 
is trying to obtain the American market 
is a Canadian corporation. It is a fact 
that there are no capital-gains taxes in 
Canada, if American money wants to 
go there, buy stock in those corpora- 
tions, and leave their capital gains in 
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Canadian corporations. It is a fact that 
the cordage made available to the farm- 
ers of this country is sold through cer- 
tain agencies and if those agencies get 
an additional supply, either from for- 
eign fields or at home, it will go through 
those same agencies. It is a fact that 
under such circumstances, there will not 
be a cheaper price to the farmer. It is 
a fact that the administration seeking 
to aid the Canadian corporation does 
not seek a price ceiling under existing 
law on baler twine. It is a fact that if 
American money controlling American 
markets and sales agencies produce baler 
twine in Canada, they will have to go to 
the White House to get an import license. 
It is a fact that unless the pending 
amendment is adopted, new and addi- 
tional powers will be placed on the steps 
of the White House. 

Let us look at this subject realistically. 
After all, if we are going to tell American 
money to get out of the United States, 
use cheap labor and bring their products 
back to the American market, tax free, 
and thereby throw American working- 
men out of work, let us be bold about it. 
I cannot help but feel that this admin- 
istration has traveled about as far as it 
can travel under the demagogic guise of 
being a friend of the farmer or any other 
hard-working American. 

I say to you gentlemen on my right 
that your chickens are coming home to 
roost. The day is not far off when every 
workingman in America will condemn 
every recent act you have done to disable 
American industry. You should be con- 
demned for what you have done to put 
wage differentials of several hundred 
dollars on a workingman’s automobile, 
children’s shoes, ice boxes, refrigerators, 
clothing, yes, and milk, to be paid for 
by the other consumers of the country, 
90 percent of whom are other working- 
men and farmers. I say you should be 
condemned because this price is too high 
for votes. 

The way the pending bill has been 
handled by the administration, includ- 
ing the use of language yapping about 
Republicans representing vested inter- 
ests, considered with the facts I have 
mentioned, should convince any Ameri- 
can that those in any political party who 
support this administration’s political 
bribery programs have been in office too 
long. 

It is interesting to see how much vigor 
is shown in baler twine requiring a White 
House import license. 

Opposition to this bill means support 
for America and its institutions. A vote 
for this bill is a vote for special interests. 

Assume, if you will, that you are the 
domestic producer of baler twine. You 
know that the market can be supplied 
by the mere acquisition of raw ma- 
terials available from foreign countries, 
tax-free. You can supply the demand 
by running existing machines a few 
hours. Certainly you would make no 
large capital investments to supply a 
temporary demand if all tariff protection 
were removed. If it is true that Ameri- 
can corporations operate by a balance 
sheet nervous system, then it is also 
true that they will operate under the 
guise of foreign corporations. They will 
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desire to create assets in foreign coun- 
tries my manufacturing goods for our 
American markets and keep those assets 
free of any threat of taxation by the po- 
litical demagogs of this country. A 
balance-sheet nervous system will not 
hesitate to buy fur coats and pay hotel 
bills if it gets something in return. 

There is no doubt in my mind but 
what the farmers of this country and 
their organizations have again been de- 
ceived. The leaders of farm organiza- 
tions have been induced to wire Repre- 
sentatives from agricultural districts 
that they should support special in- 
terests. 

Iam once again happy to be registered 
in the opposition party because I know 
who actually does support special in- 
terests against the interests of the Amer- 
ican farmer and the American working- 
man. 

If we look at this subject reasonably, 
we will support the pending amendment 
or oppose the bill. The final passage of 
this bill will provide no additional baler 
twine. It will not reduce the price to the 
farmer. It will permit American money 
and companies to operate in foreign 
countries with cheap foreign labor, put 
our workingmen out of work, and give 
them the American market already or- 
ganized for sales purposes by the same 
American companies. 

What the price will be on the balance 
sheet will probably never be known, but 
the value received by such companies will 
be the sale of the same or inferior com- 
modities at the same price, at lower labor 
costs, and the avoidance of the income- 
tax laws of the United States and the 
accumulation of capital gains in Canada. 

Mr. Chairman, I represent many farm- 
ers. I know that the farmer in this coun- 
try is for our industry and for the con- 
tinued purchasing power of the American 
consumer, 90 percent of whom are work- 
ingmen. He is for all of this because he 
realizes it benefits himself and his 
family. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. NICHOLSON]. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to join in the remarks of the gen- 
tleman from California who has just 
addressed the Committee. There is a 
great deal more to this proposition than 
baler twine, binder twine, or any other 
kind of twine. It is a question of 
whether or not the man who works for 
a living in this country is going to be 
taken care of by the Congress of the 
United States, or if the Congress is going 
to take care of some foreigner. I do not 
object to the gentleman from Michigan 
saying something about the man who 
lives in my own district because he has 
a right to be vice president of the 
Plymouth Cordage Co., and he has the 
right to tell me why we ought not to 
pass this bill—and he is so right about 
it. History has proven that you have 
to protect American industry and Amer- 
ican labor whether he is a farmer, a 
bricklayer, or a worker in a steel mill or 
in any other employment; you have to 
look out for him and not try to look 
out for somebody who lives in a foreign 
country which exists on starvation 
wages, 
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When this bill came up, I thought it 
was a proposition having to do with rais- 
ing money, and getting more money for 
the country, which is something that the 
Committee on Ways and Means is sup- 
posed todo. However, it has turned into 
an agricultural bill. You are asking us 
to vote for this bill because it is sup- 
posed to help the poor farmer. Well, I 
have many farmers in my district. We 
raise more cranberries in the district I 
represent, and in the town I live in, than 
the rest of the world. We raise straw- 
berries and potatoes and everything 
else. 

The farm population in my State is 
way ahead of the industrial population 
of the State. I understood there was a 
shortage of twine this year. Yet statis- 
tics show that they produced 17,000,000 
more pounds of twine than the De- 
partment of Agriculture estimated they 
would on the basis of their production 
the year before. Where did the shortage 
come from? It came from the farm 
groups that said “Get in and buy your 
twine this year because there is going to 
be a shortage.” As a result they bought 
too much of it, and they are going to 
have it next year because they are well 
able to pay for it. I was not born yes- 
terday, and I may not be as old as some 
of the members of the Committee on 
Ways and Means, but I have read Ameri- 
can history, and when they talk about 
this twine going off the duty list in 1894, 
I want to point out to you that we have 
60 percent less people working in the 
twine business than we had then. The 
reason for that is they cannot stand the 
competition of slave labor from other 
countries. One company after another 
within a few miles of my house have gone 
out of business because they could not 
compete with Czechoslovakia and Yugo- 
slavia and all these other places that 
we are paying to support. 

Now you come here and say you are 
going to help the farmer by stopping 
some business that has been going on 
here for over 130 years, and which has 
earned the respect of everybody that 
they do business with. You say it is 
going to help them. Can you help the 
farmers by hurting somebody else? If 
you can, then you ought to vote for this 
bill. But if you believe in America—and 
I know we all do—and if you feel the way 
I do about it, you will vote against the 
bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Tennessee 
(Mr. Cooper]. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, as has 
been repeatedly pointed out in the con- 
sideration of this bill, the bill (H. R. 
1005) is intended to assist the American 
farmer in securing a product which he 
needs in the operation of his business. 
The amendment now proposed and un- 
der consideration is offered by one of the 
strongest opponents of the pending leg- 
islation. Certainly, it cannot be offered 
for the purpose of improving the bill, or 
for the purpose of assisting the farmer. 
All of these restrictions which are 
sought to be imposed by the pending 
amendment can only result in defeating 
the purposes sought to be accomplished 
by this bill. 
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Many Mem̃bers have expressed them- 
selves as being interested in the wel- 
fare of the farmers. The farmers them- 
selves and the farm organizations are the 
ones who are sponsoring the pending bill 
and are opposing the amendment that is 
now under consideration. 

It should be borne in mind that all 
this bill seeks to do is to remove the pres- 
ent import duty of 15 percent ad valorem 
from baler twine. That is the only pur- 
pose sought to be accomplished, and 
there is no necessity for complicating the 
question by adopting any such amend- 
ment as is now presented. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOPER. I yield. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Will 
the gentleman please tell the committee 
just what baler twine is? 

Mr. COOPER. I am glad the gentle- 
man asked that question, because every 
farmer in the country knows what baler 
twine is. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Does 
the gentleman know what baler twine is? 

Mr. COOPER. I certainly do. The 
farmer is the man who buys it and he 
is the man who uses it. If the customs 
authorities now know what baler twine 
is to the extent they can collect 15-per- 
cent tariff duty on it, they will know 
what it is when that tariff is removed, 
This is the same product that is now 
under a tariff duty of 15 percent. All 
the pending bill does is to remove that 
15-percent duty. 

That is the position that is urged by 
all the farm organizations here today. 
I respectfully urge that the pending 
amendment be voted down. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Tennessee has expired, 

All time has expired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Wiscon- 
sin [Mr. Byrnes] to the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania (Mr. SIMPSON]. 

The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. NICHOLSON), 
there were—ayes 57, noes 88. 

So the amendment to the amendment 
was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question re- 
curs on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania IMr. 
SIMPSON]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re- 
port the next amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Committee amendment; Page 1, line 8, in- 
sert: 

“Sec. 2. The amendment made by this Act 
shall be effective with respect to articles en- 
tered, or withdrawn from warehouse, for 
consumption after the date of the enactment 
of this act. 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I cffer 
an amendment to the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Taner to the 
committee amendment: Strike out the pe- 
riod after the word “act” in line 11, and add 
the following: “and prior to March 1, 1953, 
but shall not apply to any article entered or 
withdrawn from the warehouse for en ump- 
tion on or after such date.” 
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Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman from New York yield before 
he begins his discussion? 

Mr. TABER. I yield. 

Mr. COA. I have asked the gentleman 
to yield that I might call the attention of 
the House to the fact that at the moment 
we have a very great American, the Gov- 
ernor of New York, Mr. Dewey, a guest 
of the Chamber. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from New York [Mr. TABER] is recog- 
nized. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I have 
offered this amendment for the purpose 
of limiting the operations of this bill to 
a year and 6 months. I have done this 
because I believe we would have a better 
judgment on what we ought to do after 
the lapse of that much time. Your 
farmers and your industry are going to 
be in a very precarious condition in the 
next year. According to some stories 
there has been hoarding of baler twine 
to the tune of as high as 30,000,000 
pounds. The Department of Agricul- 
ture estimate of use for this current 
calendar year was 94,000,000 pounds. 
The actual sales have been 125,500,000 
pounds, If there are 30,000,000 pounds 
hoarded, the manufacturers and the 
farmers are going to be in a precarious 
condition as a result of that picture be- 
cause that 30,000,000 pounds will be a 
menace to the market next year. 

It would seem to me that when we 
have had a situation where the sales 
have doubled in 1 year, as a result of 
that and along with that there has been 
a shortage in the material that might 
be available, that it is time for us to think 
about the situation. We can go ahead 
with such things as this and we can 
create situations where American in- 
dustry can be put out of business. That 
is not going to help the American farm- 
er; it is not going to help him, because 
when he gets all through and is de- 
pendent upon a foreign source he is 
going to have the same thing happen to 
him that happened in the case of burlap 
bags where the Indian Government put 
on an export duty of 14 cents a pound; 
and we are going to see the farmer made 
a football by the foreign manufacturers 
and importers. 

I hope this amendment will be adopted 
and that if the bill is to take effect it 
will be limited to a year and a half. 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word, 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
this amendment and all amendments 
thereto close in not to exceed 10 min- 
utes, the time to be divided between the 
gentleman from New York and the gen- 
tleman from North Carolina. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Tennessee? 

There was no objection, 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from New York [Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR 
HALL] is recognized for 5 minutes. 
Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. TABER]. 
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My rest was disturbed last night after 
the debate of yesterday, when the trend 
of thought seemed to be running in the 
House during the debate on this pending 
bill to the theory that it did not make 
any difference if 100 workers here and 
a thousand workers there might be 
thrown out of jobs in American industry. 
I cannot reconcile myself to an attitude 
of that kind because to my way of think- 
ing no legislation on this floor is justi- 
fied if it threatens the welfare of one 
single American worker. 

In my district there are about 20,000 
Endicott Johnson shoe workers. I won- 
der if in knocking down the tariff today, 
a precedent will be created so that next 
week the Ways and Means Committee 
will come in here with a bill which will 
further scare every man and woman in 
my district who are Endicott Johnson 
workers. Will it mean that their jobs 
may be taken away from them because 
perchance we will import Japanese rub- 
ber-soled shoes which will go into direct 
competition with Endicott Johnson 
workers? So I am just as much con- 
cerned as the 20,000 workers in my dis- 
trict are concerned who sent me penny 
post cards last year deploring such a pos- 
sibility. Of course they are not going 
to be able to send penny post cards much 
longer because you plan to double the 
postage rates before long so they will 
not be able to send penny post cards. 

At any rate, I am concerned very much 
about the whole situation. I conferred 
with Dean Acheson on this subject of 
flooding the country with Japanese 
shoes having rubber soles, and in answer 
to my question as to what is going to 
happen to the shoe workers in the rub- 
ber and footwear industry, and what 
they were going to do after having spent 
a lifetime in this honorable career of 
shoemaking, he said: 

Our program is clear cut. It does not 
make any difference if 100 workers here and 
a thousand workers there or 20,000 workers 
are thrown out of a job, our program is clear- 
cut, 


I submit that such a position is disas- 
trous to the welfare of American indus- 
try. I have gone right down the line 
with most programs of reciprocity be- 
cause I believe that good trade relations 
between America and the other nations 
of the world are absolutely necessary. 
However, I cannot see any justification 
in deliberately charting a course which 
will throw American workers out of their 
jobs. 

I want to pose a question today. Iam 
not differing with my good friends on the 
Ways and Means Committee because 
they have done a sincere job. But I do 
want to ask: Is it right to suggest that 
a thousand workers or many hundreds 
of workers be thrown out of jobs in order 
to satisfy, as the gentleman from New 
York stated, these lobbyists who are 
running this show and who are pulling 
the wires? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. I yield 
to the gentlewoman from Massachusetts. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Is 
this not just the beginning of the end 
as it was just before World War II when 
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the Japanese were flooding our country 
with textiles from Japan? 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. The 
gentlewoman is correct. Before the 
Japanese flood our country with rubber- 
soled shoes to drive the workers I repre- 
sent out of business, I expect to do every- 
thing in my power to fight the bills that 
they bring up here which go in that 
direction. I cannot be reconciled to any 
such theory, and I cannot go along with 
them more than I would to have 
shoes from behind the iron curtain come 
in here in direct competition with the 
products that the shoe workers in my 
district or any other district in America 
are producing. - 

Mr. Chairman, I hope that this prece- 
dent is not going to be set, and I hope 
that the House will be able to decide 
definitely on a course of action which will 
protect American industry and which 
will give our workers the opportunity to 
continue their livelihood. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from North Caro- 
lina [Mr. DoucHTon], 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, 
one reason this bill is before the Com- 
mittee at this time is the fact that the 
farmers of this country, in harvesting 
one of their major crops, are short of a 
supply of baler twine necessary in that 
harvesting. Consequently, much of their 
hay crops are spoiled or rotting in the 
field. The other reason is that what 
supply they have been able to obtain 
was available only at an exorbitant price. 
The price has advanced since the open- 
ing of the hay season this year from $11 
for a 40-pound bale to about $18 to $25 
for what they can get. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DOUGHTON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Tennessee. 

Mr. COOPER. I am sure the dis- 
tinguished chairman will remember that 
in the hearing on the pending bill, ap- 
pears on page 115, a telegram received 
from the four great national farm or- 
ganizations of the country, which reads 
in part as follows with respect to the 
pending amendment: 

A temporary suspension of the duty on 
baler twine would merely serve to perpetu- 


* ate the present undesirable situation. It is 


our belief that no action by the committee 
would be preferable to creating the tem- 
porary illusion that the farmers’ needs were 
being met. We hope this telegram will be 
made part of the official record of the 
hearing. 

AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION. 

NaTIONAL CoUNCIL OF FARMER 

COOPERATIVES, 
NATIONAL FARMERS UNION. 
NATIONAL GRANGE. 


Mr. DOUGHTON. I thank the dis- 
tinguished gentleman for his contribu- 
tion. In that connection it will be 
remembered that the distinguished gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. Taser], the 
author of this amendment, appeared 
before our committee in opposition to 
the bill. He did not suggest any 
amendment at all; he was in opposition 
to any legislation of this kind. Three 
witnesses appeared in opposition to the 
bill and the distinguished gentleman 
was one of them. 
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In addition to the statement just read 
by the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. 
Cooper] which is a part of the RECORD, 
a telegram received this morning reiter- 
ates the same position. Here is what it 
says about this amendment: 

Any amendment providing temporary sus- 
pension of the duty cannot permanently 
rectify short supply and high prices which 
are of primary concern to the farmers. 


We all know, my friends, af this is 
only teiaporary legislation, that the for- 
eign manufacturers who produce this 
commodity would not expand their fa- 
cilities and enlarge and increase their 
factories to provide for a market that 
they knew would soon be shut off. It 
is perfectly absurd to think they would 
expand under such a limitation. The 
farmers are against this amendment, 
and as the gentleman from Tennessee 
said, they would rather have no legisla- 
tion at all than only a temporary sus- 
pension of the duty. 

My friends, the issue is before you fair 
and square: Are you for the interest of 
the farmer? If so, you will vote for 
this bill and against the pending 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope the amend- 
ment will be defeated. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from North Carolina has ex- 
pired. All time has expired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentieman from New 
York (Mr. TABER] to the committee 
amendment. 

The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. TABER) there 
were—ayes 47, noes 89. 

So the amendment to the committee 
amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the committee amendment. 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 


Mr.STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
West Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, all 
of this discussion pertaining to H. R. 
1005 has been very interesting to me. 
From the facts, there has been so much 
politics played by Members of the Con- 
gress and from both sides of the aisle. 

There are some here who inferred that 
some foreign groups and lobbyists have 
influenced those who are for the bill. I 
resent that inference very much, because 
Iam certain I have not been approached 
by anyone except farmers in my district 
of West Virginia, who have asked me to 
see that something be done to protect 
their interests. That fact—and only 
that—is the reason I am in favor of this 
legislation. 

I resent, too, the fact that inference 
has been made that our four great farm- 
ers’ organizations have been misled and 
influenced by lobbyists and foreign in- 
terests to the point that they do not 
represent the wishes of the American 
farmer and the true interests of the 
Nation. I feel if we cannot look to these 
organizations who are interested solely 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


in the farmer and his welfare, our situa- 
tion in the country is almost hopeless. 

I know personally a representative of 
one of these great farmers’ organization. 
He ‘s John Lynn, of the American Farm 
Bureau—a young man who fought for 
his ccuntry during the last war, and 
whose integrity and patriotism will 
equal any Member of this House. Also, 
I am sure his knowledge and experience 
of farm problems and farm legislation is 
on a par with that of any man who has 
spoken for or against the bill. 

I believe that we, as Members of the 
House, should be more careful in our 
remarks in implying that men who do 
not agree with us are motivated by un- 
patriotic or unselfish views. As for my- 
self, I am willing to take the advice of 
these experts who have testified before 
the committee, and vote in accordance 
for the passage of this bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
Committee rises. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. Hays of Arkansas, Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House on. the 
State of the Union, reported that that 
Committee, having had under consid- 
eration the bill (H. R. 1005) to amend 
the Tariff Act of 1930 to provide for the 
free importation of twine used for bal- 
ing hay, straw, and other fodder and 
bedding material, pursuant to House 
Resolution 366, he reported the bill back 
to the House with sundry amendments 
adopted by the Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 
previous question is ordered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment? If not, the Chair will put 
them in gross. 

The amendments were agreed to, 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
A and third reading of the 

II. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read 
the third time. 

Mr. REED of New Lork. Mr. Speaker, 
I offer a motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op- 
posed to the bill? 

Mr. REED of New York. I am, Mr. 
Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the motion to recommit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Reep of New York moves to recommit 
the bill to the Committee on Ways and 
Means with instructions to report the same 
back forthwith with the following amend- 
ment: Strike out the period after the word 
“act” in line 11, and add the following: “and 
prior to March 1, 1953, but shall not apply to 
any articles entered or withdrawn from ware- 
house for consumption, on or after such 
date.” 


Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
the alleged purpose of H. R. 1005 is to 
cure an emergency shortage of baler 
twine used by our farmers. The present 
shortage, like other shortages, has arisen 
as the result of excessive buying. But 
instead of meeting this emergency prob- 
lem through emergency legislation, H. R. 
1005 is permanent legislation involving 
in long-range effect our national security, 
the welfare of our domestic cordage in- 
dustry, and the American farmer. In 
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my opinion the result of enactment of 
H. R. 1005 in its present form will be 
injurious to all three. 

The inevitable result of permanently 
transferring baler twine to the free list 
will be to destroy domestic production 
of baler twine and thus put the American 
farmer at the mercy of foreign producers 
and foreign imports. There will be lit- 
tle, if any, financial saving to our farm- 
ers in the cost of baler twine and once 
the American industry has been de- 
stroyed, the price of the imported baler 
twine will go up rapidly. 

The baler-twine industry, although 
relatively small in size, ranks among the 
foremost strategic industries necessary 
for the prosecution of war, and enact- 
ment of H. R. 1005 will have effects 
which might seriously interfere with the 
Government’s stockpiling program. 
Manila and sisal fibers have been desig- 
nated by the Munitions Board among 
group A stockpiling materials. Fibers 
in the stockpile cannot be kept perma- 
nently, but must be rotated—that is, new 
fibers added and older fibers sold to 
our manufacturers. 

With the loss of our markets to for- 
eign producers, productive facilities in 
this country will dry up and, con- 
sequently, will not be available to rotate 
the stockpiled fiber in peacetime nor to 
convert it into finished products during 
war. A stockpile of fibers would be 
meaningless under these circumstances. 

I cannot believe that the proponents 
of this legislation desire that the Ameri- 
can cordage industry, manufacturers 
and employees, be destroyed; that our 
farmers be placed at the mercy of for- 
eign imports; and that an important 
part of our future security program be 
seriously disturbed. These are con- 
siderations of much more moment than 
such temporary advantage, if any, as 
might result from enactment of H. R. 
1005. At least equal temporary benefits 
without these grave long-range conse- 
quences could be obtained by appro- 
priate emergency legislation as con- 
tained in the motion to recommit which 
provides for the free importation of baler 
twine until March of 1953. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
move the previous question on the mo- 
tion to recommit. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion to recommit. 

The motion to recommit was rejected. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the passage of the bill. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, on 
that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The question was taken; and there 
were—yeas 210, nays 41, answered “pres- 
ent” 1, not voting 177, as follows: 


[Roll No. 174] 
YEAS—210 

Aandahl Auchincloss Berry 
Abernethy Ayres Betts 
Adair Bailey Blatnik 
Addonizio Baker Boggs, Del. 
Albert Barden Bolling 
Andersen, Battle Bolton 

H. Carl Beall Bonner 
Andrews Beamer Bosone 
Arends Beckworth Bramblett 
Armstrong Belcher Bray 


Bennett, Fa. Brown, Ga. 


Bryson Hall, Pickett 
Buchanan Edwin Arthur Poage 
Budge Harris Polk 
Buffett Harrison, Va. Preston 
Burdick Harrison, Wyo. Price 
Burleson Hays, Ark. Priest 
Burnside Herlong Prouty 
Bush Heselton Ramsay 
Byrne, N. Y. Hoffman, Mich. Rankin 
Byrnes, Wis. Hope Reece, Tenn. 
Cannon Horan Reed, Ill. 
Celler ull Rees, Kans. 
Chelf Jackson, Wash. Riehlman 
Chenoweth Jarman Roberts 
Chiperfield Jenison Robeson 
Church Jones, Ala Rodino 
Clemente Jones, Mo. Rogers, Colo 
Cole, Kans, Jones. Rogers, Tex. 
Cole, N. Y. Woodrow W. Sabath 
Cooley Judd Sasscer 
Cooper Karsten, Mo. Scrivner 
Cox Kelley, Pa. Seely-Brown 
Crosser eogh heppard 
Crumpacker Kilday Sieminskt 
Cunningham King Simpson, III 
Curtis, Mo Kirwan Smith, Kans 
Curtis, Nebr, Kluczynski Smith, Miss. 
Dague Lanham Smith, Va. 
Davis, Wis. Lantaff Spence 
DeGraffenried Larcade Springer 
Delaney Lovre Staggers 
Devereux Lyle Stanley 
McConnell Steed 
Dingell McGregor Stigler 
Dondero McGutre Sutton 
McMillan Thomas 
Doughton McMullen Thompson, 
Doyle Machrowiez Mich. 
Durham Madden Thompson, Tex. 
Eberharter Magee Tollefson 
Elliott Mahon Trimble 
Engle Mansfield Van Pelt 
Felghan Marshall Van Zandt 
Fenton Miller, Md. Vinson 
Fernandez Miller, Nebr. Vursell 
Flood Miller, N. . Watts 
Forand ills Welch 
Ford Mitchell Wharton 
Forrester Morris Wheeler 
Fugate Mumma Whitaker 
Fulton Murdock Whitten 
Garmatz Murray, Tenn. Wickersham 
Gathings Norblad Wier 
George Norrell Williams, Miss. 
Golden O’Brien, III. Williams, N. Y. 
Graham O'Brien, Mich. Willis 
Grant 0 instead 
Greenwood O'Neill Wolverton 
Gregory Pass man Yorty 
Gross Patterson 
Hale Perkins 
NAYS—41 
Allen, III. Kean Rhodes 
Bakewell Kearney Rogers, Mass. 
Baring Keating Rooney 
Bates, Mass. McDonough Saylor 
Bennett, Mich. McVey Schwabe 
rehm Mack, Wash. Scott, 
Brown, Ohio Martin, Mass. Hugh D., Ir. 
Fallon Nelson Scudder 
Goodwin Nicholson Simpson, Pa. 
Halleck Phillips Taber 
Hand Poulson Velde 
Hess Rad wan Walter 
Jenkins Reed, N. J. Werdel 
Jensen Regan W 
ANSWERED PRESENT“— 
Mason 
NOT VOTING—177 
Abbitt Busbey Denton 
Allen, Calif. Butler Dollinger 
Allen, La. Camp Dolliver 
Anderson, Calif.Canfield Donohue 
Andresen, Carlyle Donovan 
August H. Carnahan Eaton 
Anfuso Case Elisworth 
Angell Chatham Elston 
Barrett Chudoft Evins 
Bates, Ky. Clevenger Fine 
Bender Colmer Fisher 
Bentsen Combs Fogarty 
Bishop Corbett Frazier 
Blackney Cotton Furcolo 
Boggs, La Coudert Gamble 
Bow Crawford Gary 
Boykin Davis, Ga. Gavin 
Breen Davis, Tenn. Gordon 
Brooks Dawson Gore 
Brownson Deane Granahan 
Buckley Dempsey Granger 
Burton Denny Green 
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Gwinn Kilburn Redden 
Hagen K'ein Ribicoff 
Hall. Lane Richards 
Leonard W. Latham Riley 
Harden LeCompte Rivers 
Hardy Lesinski Rogers, Pla. 
Hart Lind Roosevelt 
Harvey Lucas Sadiak 
Havenner McCarthy St. George 
Hays, Ohio McCormack Scott, Hardie 
Hébert McCulloch Secrest 
Hedrick McGrath Shafer 
Heffernan McKinnon Sheehan 
Heller Mack, III. Shelley 
Herter Martin,Iowa Short 
Hill Meader Sikes 
Hillings Merrow Sittler 
Hinshaw Miller, Calif. Smith, Wis. 
Hoeven Morano Stefan 
Hoffman, III. Morgan Stockman 
Holifield Morrison Tackett 
Holmes Morton Talle 
Howell Moulder Taylor 
Hunter Multer Teague 
g Murphy ‘Thornberry 
Jackson, Calif. Murray, Wis. Vail 
James O'Konski Vorys 
Javits Ostertag Weichel 
Johnson O'Toole Widnall 
Jonas Patman Wigglesworth 
Jones, Patten Wilson, Ind. 
Hamilton C. Philbin Wilson, Tex. 
Kearns Potter Withrow 
ee Powell Wolcott 
Kelly, N. Y, Quinn Wood, Ga. 
Kennedy Rabaut Wood, Idaho 
Kerr Rains Yates 
Kersten, Wis. Reams Zablocki 
So the bill was passed. 
The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 
On this vote: 


Mr. Camp for, with Mr. Mason against, 

Mr. Martin of Iowa for, with Mr. Coudert 
against, 

Mr. Harvey for, with Mr. Sheehan against. 

Mr. Holmes for, with Mr. Busbey against. 

Mr. Stefan for, with Mr. Taylor against. 

Mr. Angell for, with Mr. Hardie Scott 
against. 

Mr. August H. Andresen for, with Mr. Bow 
against. 

Mr. Smith of Wisconsin for, with Mr, 
Latham against. 

Mr. McCulloch for, with Mr. James against. 

Mr. Bishop for, with Mr. Bender against. 

Mr. Hays of Ohio for, with Mr. Gavin 
against. 

Mr. Abbitt for, with Mr, Murphy against. 

Mr. Chatham for, with Mr. Boggs of Louisi- 
ana against. 

Mr. Donovan for, with Mr. Hinshaw against. 

Mr. Quinn for, with Mr. Leonard W. Hall 
against, 

Mr. Multer for, with Mr. Kearns against. 


Until further notice: 


Mr, Hébert with Mr. Weichel. 

Mr. Morrison with Mr. Butler. 

Mr. Patten with Mr. Canfield. 

Mr. Tackett with Mr. Corbett. 

Mr. Deane with Mr. Dolliver. 

Mr. Miller of California with Mrs. Harden, 

Mr. Holifield with Mr. Vorys. 

Mr. Shelley with Mrs. St. George, 

Mr. McKinnon with Mr. Elston. 

Mr. Rabaut with Mr. Ellsworth. 

Mr. Dempsey with Mr. LeCompte. 

Mr. Moulder with Mr. Morton, 

Mr. Hart with Mr. Ostertag. 

Mr. Havenner with Mr. Sadlak. 

Mr. Hardy with Mr. Talle. 

Mr. Sikes with Mr. Case. 

Mr. Teague with Mr. Herter. 

Mr. Yates with Mr. Hillings. 

Mr. Zablocki with Mr. Hoeven, 

Mr. Green with Mr. Jackson of California, 

Mr. Chudoff with Mr. Shafer. 

Mr. Granahan with Mr. Anderson of Cali- 
fornia. 

Mr. Barrett of Pennsylvania with Mr, 
Blackney. 

Mr. Lane with Mr. Wolcott. 
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Mrs. Kelly of New York with Mr. Wood of 
Idaho. 

Mr. McGrath with Mr. Meader. 

Mr. Dollinger with Mr. Jonas. 
Klein with Mr. Hoffman of Illinois. 
Fine with Mr. Crawford. 
Heller with Mr. Wilson of Indiana. 
Anfuse with Mr. Widnall. 
O'Toole with Mr. Gwinn. 
Powell with Mr. Eagen. 
Roosevelt with Mr. Kilburn, 
Heffernan with Mr. Potter. 
Buckley with Mr. Clevenger. 
Donohue with Mr. Hill. 
Philbin with Mr. Brownson. 
Furcolo with Mr. Cotton. 
Gordon with Mr. Merrow. 
Redden with Mr. O’Konski. 
Riley with Mr. Gamble. 
Rivers with Mr. Denny. 
Morgan with Mr. Eaton. 
Mack of Illinois with Mr. Allen of Cal- 
ifornia. 

Mr. Lind with Mr. Vail. 


PRRRRRRRRRRRERREES 


Mr. Howell with Mr. Johnson. 

Mr. Bates of Kentucky with Mr. Kersten 
of Wisconsin. = 

Mr. Burton with Mr. Wigglesworth, 

Mr. Evins with Mr. Stockman. 


Mr. MASON. Mr, Speaker, I have a 
live pair with the gentleman from Geor- 
gia, Mr. Camp, If he were present, he 
would have voted “yea.” I voted “nay.” 
I withdraw my vote and vote “present.” 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 


table. 
PROGRAM FOR NEXT WEEK 


Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, may I inquire of the majority 
whip if he can give us the program for 
next week? 

Mr. PRIEST. On Monday we will take 
up the Consent Calendar and one sus- 
pension. That suspension is S. 1864 
from Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 
Also I am informed by the gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. Vinson] that he hopes 
to call up on Monday the conference re- 
port on H. R. 1726 pertaining to the 
organization of the Air Force. 

On Tuesday we will take up the Pri- 
vate Calendar. Following that we will 
take up House Resolution 390. That is 
the resolution providing for the investi- 
gation of the Katyn Forest massacre, 
originally scheduled for this week. Also 
on Tuesday we will start consideration 
of the bill H. R. 2982, readjustment of 
postal rates. The gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. Vinson] also informs me 
that he expects to call up on Tuesday the 
conference report on H. R. 4914, the 
military construction bill. 

Then for the rest of the week, begin- 
ning Wednesday and throughout the 
week, assuming that rules are granted, 
we have scheduled H. R. 244, pay increase 
for postal employees; H. R. 339, pay in- 
crease for other Federal employees; and 
H. R. 4255, reclassification, postmasters, 
and postal supervisors, 
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I might say to the minority leader in 
addition to the two conference reports 
that I have suggested already, that there 
probably will be others, and of course 
they will be called up just as rapidly as 
they are ready to be called up. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. The 
gentleman’s understanding is that if roll 
calls are requested, whether on Monday, 
Friday or Saturday, they will be held 
that day? 

Mr. PRIEST. That is the general un- 
derstanding. It is, indeed. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. 
Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
yield. 

Mrs, ROGERS of Massachusetts. My 
understanding is that the bill from the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs has the 
same provisions as the bill that has al- 
ready passed, the so-called amputee car 
bill. 


Mr. PRIEST. I am not sure about 
that. 

The SPEAKER. That question should 
be addressed to some member of the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

Mr. RANKIN, That is correct. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. The 
House has already passed it, so it ought 
to go through very easily. 

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND REMARKS 


Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem- 
bers have five legislative days in which 
to extend their remarks on the bill H. R. 
1005, which has just been passed. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? . 

There was no objection. 

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mr. REES of Kansas asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 10 minutes today, following any 
special orders heretofore entered. 


ADJOURNMENT UNTIL MONDAY NEXT 


Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the House 
adjourns today it adjourn to meet on 
Monday next. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee? 

There was no objection. 


CONSTRUCTION AT MILITARY AND NAVAL 
INSTALLATIONS 


Mr. VINSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit- 
tee on Armed Services may have until 
midnight tonight to file a conference re- 
port on the bill (H. R. 4914) to authorize 
certain construction at military and 
naval installations, and for other pur- 
poses. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Georgia? 

There was no objection. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

Mr. VINSON submitted a conference 
report and statement on the bill (H. R. 
1726) to provide for the organization of 
the Air Force and the Department of the 
Air Force, and for other purposes. 
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The SPEAKER. Under previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee [Mr. SUTTON] is recognized for 30 
minutes. 


VETERANS’ PRACTICAL TRADE SCHOOLS 


Mr. SUTTON. Mr. Speaker, in cases 
of emergency, when it becomes neces- 
sary to draft and enlist large armies, a 
great majority of whom are compara- 
tively young men, it is necessary to in- 
terrupt their schooling and every known 
vocation and thereby create necessary 
hardships upon a great portion of our 
fighting men. 

Realizing these facts, the Congress 
very properly enacted legislation creat- 
ing what we refer to as practical trade 
schools. Only veterans are eligible to 
attend these schools with the Federal 
Government or the taxpaying public 
footing the bills. 

This program was instituted to par- 
tially indemnify our fighting men for the 
hardships that they have suffered while 
serving in the armed services of this Na- 
tion. Further, it was realized by the 
Congress that a program of this kind was 
necessary in cases of future conflicts in 
order to have properly trained personnel 
to recruit highly efficient members of the 
armed services. 

In compliance with the regulations 
contained in veterans’ training program, 
schools teaching every imaginable trade 
were organized all over the United States. 
The program being new, mistakes and 
maladministration were to be expected. 
But as time went on, we profited by our 
mistakes and the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion continued to make improvements 
wherever possible. However, and as was 
to be expected, numerous complaints 
were evidenced in various and sundry 
publications, the newspapers and dis- 
gruntled taxpayers were bitterly com- 
plaining of the mismanagement concern- 
ing these programs, thereby necessitat- 
ing a staff of auditors, and investigators, 
as is the case in all Government organ- 
izations. 

Pursuant to numerous complaints con- 
cerning the administration of the train- 
ing program in my home state of Ten- 
nessee, the central office of the Veterans’ 
Administration caused an investigation 
to be made of the Veterans’ Rehabilita- 
tion and Education Division at Nash- 
ville, Tenn. The investigation neces- 
sarily required several investigators as 
well as considerable time. Much testi- 
mony was taken over the period from 
January 30, 1950 to April 5, 1950. After 
the data contained in this investigation 
had been assembled and reviewed, it 
was evident that certain officials in 
charge of the Veterans’ Rehabilitation 
and Education Division of the regional 
office at Nashville, Tenn., were guilty of 
such maladministration that justified 
the filing of charges against them pur- 
suant to the Veterans’ Administration 
regulations based on the Veterans Pref- 


erance Act of 1944 and the civil service 
regulations. 


Specific action was taken against 10 
regional office employees, a second large 
group of employees received official rep- 
rimands, and a third large group received 
letters of admonishment from the cen- 
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tral office here in Washington. Of the 
10 against whom specific action was 
taken, 5 resigned; 3 of the remaining 
5 contested the charges. After the file 
in each of the specific cases had been 
prepared, and the employees notified of 
the charges that were being preferred 
against them, a board of review was 
named by the Administrator of the 
Veterans’ Administration consisting of a 
representative of the Office of the Solici- 
tor, the Assistant Solicitor, and two man- 
agers of regional offices of the Veterans’ 
Administration—one being from Win- 
ston-Salem, N. C., and the other from 
Baltimore, Md. 

This board was specifically appointed 
to review the evidence that was presented 
in connection with the charges of the 
employees herein referred to, in order 
that injustice would not be done to any- 
one. The board assembled in Washing- 
ton, and for several days reviewed the 
proceedings, after which they journeyed 
to Nashville, Tenn., and held hearings 
giving the employees who were being 
charged with maladministration an op- 
portunity to be heard and present evi- 
dence in their own defense. 

After the hearings were concluded it 
was the finding of the board that the 
decision of the investigators to file 
charges against certain members of the 
regional office personnel was justified, 
and further that the findings were suffi- 
cient cause for removal under the regu- 
lations above noted as the Veterans Pref- 
erence Act of 1944. 

The employees of the regional office 
were notified of the findings of the board, 
and advised of their right to appeal to 
the Fifth United States Civil Service Re- 
gion at Atlanta, Ga. According to the 
records, the regional commission at At- 
lanta requested that all of the records 
be furnished to them. Their request was 
fully complied with and after a thor- 
ough review of all of the proceedings in 
the field and before the board, they 
found that the previous actions were jus- 
tified and sustained the views of the in- 
vestigators that the charges were suffi- 
cient to justify removal. The employees 
were therefore notified of the findings 
of the commission at Atlanta, and an or- 
der of separation from the service was 
issued by the Administrator of the Vet- 
erans’ Administration in the central of- 
fice here. 

At the same time, the employees were 
notified of their right of final appeal to 
the United States Civil Service Commis- 
sion in Washington, D. C. Three of the 
higher officials, to wit, the Chief of the 
Veterans’ Rehabilitation and Education 
Division, the assistant manager of the 
regional office, and the assistant to the 
Chief of the Veterans’ Rehabilitation 
and Education Division, perfected their 
appeals. Their case came to be heard 
in July 1951. The employees appeared 
before the Reviewing Board at the Civil 
Service Commission in their own behalf. 
So far as the record discloses, no new 
or undiscovered evidence was presented, 
but, on the other hand, the cases were 
decided upon the testimony given in 
the original investigation and upon the 
file that had been accumulated by the 
Veterans’ Administration, together with 


1951 


statements that might be described as 
evidence of good character by Members 
of the Congress who were personally 
acquainted with the three employees who 
had seen fit to appeai their case. 

The Civil Service Commission reversed 
all previous decisions and ordered that 
the three officials who had appealed their 
cases be restored to duty, and that their 
reassignment be made retroactive. 
Right here, I would like to point out that 
it is a matter of record that the Admin- 
istrator of the Veterans’ Administration 
has been very diligent in trying to cor- 
rect any maladministration existing in 
the veterans’ training program and the 
case that I am presenting to you is the 
first one of 108 that has been investi- 
gated all over the United States. The 
Tennessee case was a trial run, so to 
Speak. 

In view of the findings by the investi- 
gators in Tennessee, it was determined 
that several schools had been overpaid. 
Four schools in my State have repaid 
their overpayment and negotiations are 
under way in others. It is generally 
known that this is a condition that exists 
widespread over these United States. 

According to the record, and from in- 
vestigations recently made by the Vet- 
erans’ Administration and congressional 
committees, it is known that in some 
cases certain schools have been overpaid 
in amounts of more than $1,000,000. 

In order to operate on a businesslike 
basis, the Administrator of the Veterans’ 
Administration very correctly admon- 
ished and preferred charges against cer- 
tain of the Veterans’ Administration em- 
ployees who have admitted their guilt 
as charged in the proceedings in the case 
that I am discussing here today. In this 
particular case, it was charged that the 
employees who have been ordered re- 
stored to duty by the Civil Service Com- 
mission were the recipients of numerous 
tokens and gifts from the operators of 
trade schools that were under their im- 
mediate supervision. 

A thorough investigation of the 
charges disclosed that not only were the 
Veterans’ Administration employees 
mentioned herein guilty of accepting 
numerous gifts from the operators of 
trade schools under their immediate su- 
pervision, but it was further disclosed 
that in each and every instance, the cost 
of the presents were entered on the ex- 
pense or charge data sheets of the re- 
spective schools and paid for by the Vet- 
erans’ Administration. This practice 
not only included presents such as 
blankets, whisky, oranges, grapefruit, 
subscriptions to various publications, 
pen-and-pencil sets, calendar pads, and 
so forth, but likewise included free air- 
plane rides, free boat rides, and free re- 
pair work on automobiles, and so forth. 
These charges were admitted. By their 
own admission, these employees are not 
only guilty of maladministration, but 
they knew full well that they were vio- 
lating every Government code that has 
ever been presented as well as the regu- 
lations of the Veterans’ Administration. 
Every one of the three men who appealed 
their cases were old Government em- 
ployees, having been in the service for 

a number of years, and were thoroughly 
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familiar with Government regulations, 
and yet they come to Washington and 
through political pressure induced the 
Civil Service Commission to reverse the 
action of the investigators, the Board 
of Review, and the regional office at At- 
lanta, who have all had occasion to scru- 
tinize the records in detail. Of course, 
they are in a position to induce certain 
Members of this body to make state- 
ments that they are good fellows, but I 
have known many good fellows in my 
lifetime who are irresponsible and void 
of any administrative ability. Yes; I 
have known many that we term “good 
fellows,” that have been convicted of 
perjury and even served time in our 
penal institutions and penitentiaries for 
embezzlement, misappropriation of 
funds and mal- and mis-administration. 
I do not deny that these gentlemen are 
what we in everyday language refer to 
as good fellows, but the point that I 
am making is that this particular case 
is a precedent that is being set up by 
the Veterans’ Administration. 

It is the first case in the United States 
in which action of this kind has been 
taken against their employees for mal- 
administration and if it is going to be 
the policy of the Civil Service Commis- 
sion of the United States to condone such 
actions when their guilt has been ad- 
mitted by the employees themselves, then 
how do the taxpayers of this country ex- 
pect an administrative officer of Govern- 
ment agencies to clarify such conditions. 

I charge that the action of the Civil 
Service Commission in this particular 
case is a disgrace. There is absolutely 
no excuse for any fair, reasonable, and 
prudent man to reverse the action of 
those who have heretotore passed on this 
particular case when the employees 
openly admit that they were the recip- 
ients of gifts and tokers which could not 
be considered in any manner or means as 
other than bribes. 

The Administrator of the Veterans’ 
Administration, Gen. Carl Gray, is to be 
commended upon his efforts in trying to 
clear up such practices and I sincerely 
hope that the Congress of the United 
States will approve his action 100 per- 
cent and back him to the fullest. 

I am amused when I read a steno- 
graphic transcript of the hearings by a 
special committee of the Senate, which 
was set up to study ethics in govern- 
ment. One of their witnesses was for- 
merly a Member of this body and is now 
the Chairman of the United States Civil 
Service Commission. I want to call your 
attention to a few extracts from his 
testimony. He said: 

The first full-time position I ever held was 
im a county courthouse in my home county, 
where I worked for the clerk of the court. 
I was in my ‘teens, and I have carried with 
me ever since that experience one conviction 
which I think has been very helpful to me. 

This gentleman who was the clerk of the 
court always told me that there was only 
one way to do a thing, and that was the 
right way. Many times have I seen him 
argue with the judge and lawyers about how 
papers should be handled in his court, and 
he was generally right. He certainly would 
not give way to any pressure. 


I commend the Commissioner for 
quoting such fine logic, but on the other 
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hand, Mr. Speaker, in my opinion it is 
high time that the Civil Service Commis- 
sion puts such logic in practice. 

The Commissioner goes further; he 
States in his testimony that— 


My own personal reaction to the Washing- 
ton of today as compared to the Washington 
of 1911 is that if there is any difference it 
was a less moral city in 1911 than it is today. 

I think there is stricter enforcement of 
the law, furthermore, there are more oppor- 
tunities to do wrong today in the Govern- 
ment than there were in 1911. The stakes 
are higher. The spread of the operations of 
the Government have been so extensive that 
the pressures are greater than they were in 
those days. The economic pressures are 
greater, and that, I am sure you will agree, 
has something to do with whether people 
do right or wrong. 


He observes further: 

I give that background, Mr. Chairman, be- 
cause it encompasses 40 years of experience 
in business and Government and in law 
practice. It is upon that experience that I 
base what I have to say to the committee 
today. 


He makes reference to a speech in 
which it was stated: 

This is a political world in which we live. 
It functions through governments. Some 
of these are representatives of the people; 
others are not. We believe in a represent- 
ative government. However, it can be no 
better than the will of the people making it. 

Too many people in this age, it seems to 
me, assume that so long as they do not get 
caught, anything is allright. Public officials 
take favors to which they are not entitled, 
because they think that others are doing it. 
Right and wrong are personal things; no 
can be enforced unless public sentiment 
stands behind it. 

An example of those who do right because 
it is right is what we need. We need public 
officials who look upon public office as a 
trust, who do right because that is the proper 
thing to do. We need businessmen who 
seek no special privilege, and accept none 
because it is the proper thing to do. Above 
all, we need less selfishness and a greater 
willingness to see the public interest made 
paramount. $ 


The Commissioner goes on, just listen: | 

In my present position I am concerned 
each day with the personnel policies of the 
Federal Government. The Civil Service Com- 
mission is the central agency having respon- 
sibility for personnel practices in the Fed- 
eral Government. We seek to bring into 
the Government young men and women of 
real ability and of strong character, men 
and women who will serve the public in- 
terest. 


Mr. Speaker, I commend the Chair- 
man of the Commission on such exalted 
observations, but when I am reminded 
of the Commission’s action in reversing 
the decisions of the Board, their own 
regional office, the investigators and 
the authorities of the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration in the cases that I am discuss- 
ing, I am reminded of “Lo, how the 
mighty hath fallen.” 

Mr. Speaker, this is the rankest case 
of the reversal of justice because of po- 
litical pressure that can possibly be 
imagined. Just think, every one of these 
men admitted their guilt, yet, because 
certain members of the Congress testi- 
fied that they were good fellows, the 
Civil Service Commission, apparently in 
its anxiety to stay in the good graces of 
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the Congress, was willing to act as a 
rubber stamp, a puppet, or whatever you 
may want to call it and reverse the find- 
ings of the previous investigators when 
those who were charged, personally and 
freely admit their wrongdoing. 

I realize that there is no Government 
agency that is perfect but certainly, Mr. 
Speaker, we must admire any admin- 
istrator who is showing a willingness to 
improve and to stop such malpractices 
and give the taxpayer a dollar’s worth of 
services for every dollar expended. 

The Government cannot be made to 
function perfectly, but I know that you 
will agree that it is our duty to do the 
best that we can. I recently had a letter 
from a good friend in Tennessee, in 
which he stated: 

We stand at a rather crucial spot, I fear. 
The blase attitude toward semicorruption 
in high places which some have shown, and 
the many evidences of pure politics are not 
new in our history, but they have piled up 
recently toa point where something is going 
to happen to the character of our democratic 
institutions unless the public can be shown 
that our leading legislative body is basically 
sound, 


Mr. Speaker, no truer words were ever 
spoken, This is a most appropo state- 
ment and not only does it fit the case 
that I am discussing today, but it applies 
to every governmental agency in this 
land. Shame on the Civil Service Com- 
mission for permitting their better judg- 
ments to be overruled because they are 
told by certain Members of Congress 
that the persons under investigation 
were good fellows, Such practices must 
stop. Men without courage, without 
guts, to make decisions and enforce the 
regulations and laws that are passed 
by this body have no place in the ad- 
ministrative offices of this Government. 
I wish that we had more men of forti- 
tude like General Gray at the heads of 
the respective Government agencies, 
The time has come when we must think 
more of the welfare of the masses and 
strike down those who are prone to be 
selfish at the expense of all. 

At the present time there are 107 other 
similar cases over the United States that 
have been investigated by the Veterans’ 
Administration and if it is the attitude 
of the Civil Service Commission to con- 
done such practices as is evidenced in 
the case that I am discussing here today, 
then the Veterans’ Administration might 
as well just call a halt to all of their 
activities and discontinue any investiga- 
tion of maladministration, as their work 
will have all been in vain. Also there is 
no need for the other body of the Con- 
gress to conduct hearings on a code of 
ethics in the Government as it will be a 
waste of time and of the taxpayers’ 
money to even discuss such if the Civil 
Service Commission is to continue listen- 
ing to political pressure alone. Regard- 
less of the efficient manner in which the 
investigations may have been held and 
the justice that is administered in the 
findings, the Civil Service Commission is 
empowered to say, “Oh, he is a good 
fellow, put him back to work, and make 
his reassignment retroactive.” 

Mr. Speaker, are we going to permit 
such action on the part of a Government 
agency, or are we going to require that 
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the regulations be complied with, strictly 
and to the letter? It is time for action. 
I am thoroughly in accord with any pro- 
gram that will advance the interests of 
our fighting men, and by my actions 
here, I have shown my interest in the 
veterans of this country at every oppor- 
tunity. As long as I am in public life, 
every effort at my command will be 
directed toward the protection of the 
taxpayers of this Nation and is helping 
to restore to the defenders of our Nation 
the appreciation and gratitude of the 
American people, that they so richly 
deserve. : 

I regret the necessity to make these 
remarks, but I have heard so much crit- 
icism of the Civil Service Commission 
that it is now referred to in certain 
circles on Capitol Hill as “that institu- 
tion of learning.” No longer than yes- 
terday, I heard a discussion among em- 
ployees on Capitol Hill to the effect that 
if you wanted a lot of conversation, but 
no action, contact the Civil Service Com- 
mission. Why, it has been called to my 
attention that they specify the duties 
of certain employees in the Government 
and place them under special grades, but 
apparently no more attention is paid to 
these specifications than if they were 
never made. 

I understand that certain agencies of 
this Government are using persons who 
are so specified by the Civil Service Com- 
mission as guards, to supervise the time 
sheets, and check on the employees as to 
when they arrive at work and when they 
depart. I do not know what you would 
call this, probably “passing the buck” on 
the part of the administrators, but why 
does not the Civil Service Commission do 
something about it? Not only this, but 
numerous other similar actions all over 
the Government. 

I hope that the members of the Com- 
mission will reconsider their actions and 
will take stock of what is taking place 
and cooperate with what the Congress 
of the United States is trying to do in the 
way of protecting the taxpaying public. 

Something must be done along these 
lines and in my opinion the best place I 
know of to start is at the Civil Service 
Commission. 

Mr. Speaker, I submit if the Civil 


Service Commission compels the Veter- 


ans’ Administration to restore these 
three men to duty, then it is their solemn 
duty, in all fairness to those who have 
been reprimanded, to offer their apolo- 
gies, and to the remaining seven against 
whom charges were filed demand their 
retroactive reinstatement. 

The SPEAKER. Under previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from Kan- 
sas [Mr. REES] is recognized for 10 min- 
utes. 


THE FIFTIETH ANNIVERSARY OF THE IN- 
AUGURATION OF THEODORE ROOSE- 
VELT, PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES 


Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, 
today, September 14, 1951, marks the 
fiftieth anniversary of President Theo- 
dore Roosevelt’s taking the oath of office 
as President of the United States. He 
was the twenty-sixth President and his 
term of office extended from September 


14, 1901, to March 4, 1909. 
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Theodore Roosevelt’s ascendency to 
the Presidency marked a period of re- 
newed faith in moral values, in Ameri- 
can principles, and in broadening na- 
tional interests and activities. It 
marked an impulse in the belief of the 
dignity of man and in new efforts to 
maintain and advance freedom for 
man's exercise of initiative, and free- 
dom of expression. 

It marked a new sense of civic right- 
ness and eccentuated a citizen’s respon- 
sibility to his country. The decade 
beginning with the Roosevelt adminis- 
tration saw advances in conservation of 
natural resources. It marked high offi- 
cial recognition of the dignity and the 
rights of labor, as well as respect to the 
importance of business and industry. It 
indicated that America, an inspiring, 
hustling Nation, did not know its 
strength but was sure of its faith and 
was full of pride in its institutions. 

The new President who grew to ma- 
turity ahead of his country personified 
much that was in America’s heart in 
that golden decade of civilization. 

It is appropriate that we pause in con- 
sideration of a great President and the 
principles and policies for which he 
stood. During his administration much 
constructive and progressive legislation 
was enacted, and he secured the passage 
of many laws from a reluctant Congress 
by the sheer strength of his argument 
and the merit of the proposals which he 
submitted. Some of the legislation 
which was approved is as follows: Laws 
creating the Departments of Commerce 
and Labor and the Bureau of Corpora- 
tions, authorizing the construction of 
the Panama Canal, a revitalization of 
the Interstate Commerce Act, legislation 
providing for pure food and meat in- 
spection by the Department of Agricul- 
ture, limiting hours of work for em- 
ployees, preventing child labor in the 
District of Columbia, reforming of the 
consular service, and the emergency cur- 
rency law. 

His qualifications for the high posi- 
tion which he held were based upon long 
experience in public life. From 1882 to 
1884 he was a member of the New York 
Legislature, from 1889 to 1895 he was a 
member of the United States Civil Serv- 
ice Commission, from 1895 to 1897 he 
was the chairman of the police board 
for the city of New York, and from 1897 
to 1898 he was Assistant Secretary of 
the Navy. 

The world has cherished his memory 
as Colonel Roosevelt of the Rough Riders 
during the Spanish-American War. His 
military exploits during the Battle of 
San Juan Hill have endeared him to all 
Americans. 

After returning to civilian life from 
service in the Armed Forces, he was 
elected Governor of New York, and on 
November 4, 1900, he was elected Vice 
President of the United States. Upon 
the untimely death of President Mc- 
Kinley, he assumed the high position of 
President of the United States. 

In these days, when our public life is 
wrouzht with confusion and indecision, 
it would be indeed refreshing to recog- 
nize the kind of leadership which he gave 
the United States. His straightforward- 
ness of purpose and aggressiveness, his 
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intolerance and contempt for inefficiency 
and racketeers, should be an example 
to all who serve the pcople of the United 
States. Some of the phrases he origi- 
nated, or to which he gave new meaning, 
such as “Parlor socialist,” “Broomstick 
preparedness,” “Pink-tca diplomats,” 
“Bush-league czar,” “Duty first, not 
safety first,“ “Wealthy criminal class,” 
and “Speak softly but carry a big stick,” 
are as equally applicable to our own na- 
tional and in‘ernational problems today 
as they were during his administration. 

As one of the greatest liberals of the 
twentieth century, he led the Republican 
Party into the fulfillment of its highest 
hopes, ideals, and responsibilities. 

As a young man, Teddy Roosevelt over- 
came great physical handicaps, and he 
developed a robust physical stamina 
which maintained his zest for life and 
helped him to secure the accomplish- 
ments which he was to later achieve. 
After leaving the high office of President, 
he became a special Ambassador to the 
Court of St. James’, As an editor and 
author he traveled widely and lectured 
both in the United States and abroad. 

His final resting place is in a little 
country cemetery near Oyster Bay, Long 
Island in New York State. His grave, 
like the simple life which he led, is un- 
marked except by a small stone which 
contains his and his wife’s names, the 
dates, and the great seal of the United 
States Government. 

By an act of Congress in 1920, the 
Roosevelt Memorial Association was in- 
corporated for the purpose of perpetuat- 
ing the ideals of Theodore Roosevelt. 
Recently, the association has purchased 
Sagamore Hill, Theodore Roosevelt’s 
home near Oyster Bay, Long Island. 
Soon Sagamore Hill will be open as a 
place of pilgrimage for those people of 
our country who desire to visit this me- 
morial. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. GATHINGS. Mr. Speaker, on 
yesterday I obtained permission to ex- 
tend my remarks and include an address 
by Hon. Frank R. Ahlgren. The speech 
exceeded the length allowed under the 
rules and I am advised by the Govern- 
ment Printing Office that the cost is 
$218.68. Notwithstanding the additional 
cost, I ask unanimous consent that this 
may be incorporated in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Notwithstanding and 
without objection, the extension may be 
made. 

There was no objection. 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
extend remarks in the Appendix of the 
Recor, or to revise and extend remarks, 
was granted to: 

Mr. McCormack (at the request of Mr. 
Priest) and to include an editorial from 
the Boston Post. 

Mr. LarcabdE in five instances and to in- 
clude extraneous matter. 

Mr. KEARNEY. 

Mr. JENKINS and to include a debate 
between John M. Leddy and O. R. Strack- 
bein. 

Mr. Donvero in two instances and to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mrs. Rocers of Massachusetts and to 
include an article from the Washington 
News. 
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Mr. Beamer and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. GeorceE and to include a newspaper 
ae on the flood in the Kansas water- 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska and to include 
an article on the Federal income tax. 

Mr. Gross and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. Van Zaxpr in two instances and 
to include extraneous matter. 

Mr. SAYLOoR (at the request of Mr. MAR- 
TIN of Massachusetts) and to include a 
newspaper article. 

Mr. Jenser and to include a resolution 
adopted by the Eagle Lodge of Council 
Bluffs, Iow2. 

Mr. Bray (at the request of Mr. 
BsaMeER). 

Mr. CELLER in two instances. 

Mr. HÉBERT (at the request of Mr. 
LarcaDE) and to include extraneous mat- 
ter. 

Mr. Yorty in three instances and to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Dorn and to include an article. 

Mr. ELTrorr in three instances and to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Keocx (at the request of Mr. Han- 
RIS) and to include a newspaper item. 

Mr. VELDE and to include an editorial. 

Mr. Jupp in three instances and in each 
to include extraneous matter, 

Mr. BECKWORTH. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


Mr. STANLEY, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled bills of the House of the 
following titles, which were thereupon 
signed by the Speaker: 

H. R. 725. An act to confer jurisdiction on 
the Court of Claims of the United States to 
hear, determine, and render judgment upon 
the claim of the Hawaiian Airlines, Ltd.; 

H. R. 857. An act for the relief of Mrs. Rose 
A Mongrain; 

H. R. 2276. An act for the relief of Mary 
Jane Sherman; and 

H. N. 4014. An act to amend section 3121 
of the Internal Revenue Code. 


BILLS PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT 


Mr, STANLEY, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee did on the following 
dates present to the President, for his 
approval, bills of the House of the fol- 
lowing titles: 

On September 12, 1951: 

H. R. 319. An act to amend title III of the 
Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944, as 
amended, by providing for treble damage ac- 
tions; 

H. R. 581. An act for the relief of Isabel 
Tabit; 

H. R. 627. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Tijitske Bandstra Van Der Velde; 

H. R. 644. An act for the relief of Mrs. Shi- 
zuko Yamane; 

H. R. 970. An act for the relief of Antonios 
Charalambou; 

H. R. 982. An act for the relief of Willem 
Smits; 

H. R. 1454. An act for the relief of George 
Crisan; : 

H. R. 1920. An act for the relief of Hoshi 
Kazuo; 

H. R. 2158. An act for the relief of Sister 
M. Crocefissa and Sister M. Reginalda; 


H. R. 2160. An act for the relief of Sister 


M. Leonida; 
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H. R. 2179. An act for the relief of Ilona 
Agoston; 

H. R. 2292. An act for the relief of Jai 
Young Lee; 

H. R. 2514. An act for the relief of Maria 
Theresa Stancola; 

H. R. 2787. An act for the relief of Thomas 
Alva Raphael (Richards); 

H. R.3176. An act to amend the act en- 
titled “An act to authorize the coinage of 
50-cent pieces to commemorate the life and 
perpetuate the ideals and teachings of 
Booker T. Washington”, approved August 7, 
1946; 

H. R. 3957. An act to provide that certain 
functions of the Comptroller of the Currency 
which relate to building associations organ- 
ized in, or doing business in, the District of 
Columbia shall hereafter be performed by the 
Home Loan Bank Board, and for other pur- 


poses; 

H. R. 3214. An act for the relief of Irene 
Senutovitch; 

H. R. 3463. An act to authorize the trans- 
fer of certain naval vessels; 

H.R.3819. An act for the relief of Ann 
Elisabeth (Diana Elizabeth) Reingruber; 

H. R. 3823. An act for the relief of Shozo 
Ichiwawa; 

H. R. 4024. An act to authorize certain 
easements, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 4088. An act for the relief of Dr. 
George Alexandros Chronakis; 

H. R. 4113. An act to amend section 125- 
of the National Defense Act to provide that 
distinctive mark or insignia shall not be re- 
quired in the uniforms worn by members of 
the National Guard of the United States, 
both Army and Air; 

H. R. 4260. An act to authorize the Sec- 
retary of the Army to transfer to the De- 
partment of the Interior the quartermaster 
experimental fuel station, Pike County, Mo.; 

H. R. 4443. An act to prevent the entry of 
certain mollusks into the United States; and 

H. R. 4674, An act authorizing the Secre- 
tary of State to continue Hervé L'Heureux 
to serve as Chief of the Visa Division for an 
additional year commencing September 1, 
1951. 

On September 14, 1951: 

H. R. 725, An act to confer jurisdiction on 
the Court of Claims of the United States 
to hear, determine, and render judgment 
Meee the claim of the Hawaiian Airlines, 


H. R. 857. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Rose A. Mongrain; 

H. R. 2276. An act for the relief of Mary 
Jane Sherman; and 

H. R. 4014. An act to amend section 3121 
of the Internal Revenue Code. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly 
(at 3 o’clock and 36 minutes p. m.), under 
its previous order, the House adjourned 
until Monday, September 17, 1951, at 12 
o’clock noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC, 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

781. A letter from the Executive Secre- 
tary, National Security Council, Executive 
Office of the President, transmitting a re- 
port entitled “National Security Council De- 
terminations, Nos. 9, 10, and 11,” pursuant 
to section 1302, Public Law 45 (Third Sup- 
plemental Appropriation Act, 1951); to the 
Committees on Appropriations, Armed Serv- 
ice, and Foreign Relations. 

782. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Army, transmitting a report pursuant to 


provisions of section 2, Public Law 560, 
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Eightieth Congress, To provide for furnish- 
ing transportation for certain Government 
and other personnel, and for other pur- 
poses,” for the period July 1, 1950, through 
June 30, 1951; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

783. A letter from the Chairman, Export- 
Import Bank of Washington, transmitting 
the twelfth semiannual report of the Export- 
Import Bank of Washington, covering the 
period January-June 1951, pursuant to sec- 
tion 9 of the Export-Import Bank Act of 1945, 
as amended; to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. 

784. A letter from the Attorney General, 
transmitting a letter relative to the case of 
Ramon Lara-Sotelo, file No. A-7070998 CR 
32252, requesting that it be withdrawn from 
those now pending before the Congress, and 
returned to the jurisdiction of the Depart- 
ment of Justice; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

785. A letter from the Attorney General, 
transmitting a letter relative to the cases of 
Fannie Rotter or Fannie Bercovitch or Fry- 
met Rotter, file No. A-4926231 CR 28341 
and Guillermo Atondo-Palomino, file No. 
A-6499046 CR 33886, requesting that they be 
withdrawn from those now pending before 
the Congress and returned to the jurisdiction 
of the Department of Justice; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

786. A letter from the Attorney General, 
transmitting a letter relative to the case of 
Daniel Briones-Perez, file No. A—7208235 CR 
$2352, requesting that it be withdrawn from 
those now before the Congress and returned 
to the jurisdiction of the Department of 
Justice; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

787. A letter from the Attorney General, 
transmitting copies of orders entered in the 
cases where the ninth proviso to section 3 of 
the Immigration Act of February 5, 1917 (8 
U. S. C. 186), was exercised in behalf of such 
aliens, pursuant to section 6 (b) of the act 
of October 16, 1918, as amended by section 
22 of the Internal Security Act of 1950 (Pub- 
lic Law 831, 81st Cong.); to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

788. A letter from the Postmaster General, 
transmitting a draft of a proposed bill en- 
titled, “To amend section 1708 of title 18, 
United States Code, relating to the theft or 
receipt of stolen mail matter generally”; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

789. A letter from the Executive Secretary, 
National Security Council, Executive Office of 
the President, transmitting a report entitled 
“National Security Council Determinations, 
Nos. 12, 13, 14, 15, and 16,” pursuant to sec- 
tion 1302, Public Law 45 (Third Supple- 
mental Appropriation Act, 1951); to the 
Committees on Appropriations, Armed Serv- 
ices, and Foreign Affairs. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 


Mr. COOLEY: Committee on Agriculture. 
H. R. 39. A bill to encourage the improve- 
ment and development of marketing facili- 
ties for handling perishable agricultural 
commodities; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 972). 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. KILDAY: Committee of conference. 
H. R. 1726. A bill to provide for the organi- 
zation of the Air Force and the Department 
of the Air Force, and for other purposes 
(Rept. No. 973). Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. VINSON: Committee of conference, 
H. R. 4914. A bill to authorize certain con- 
struction at military and naval installations, 
and for other purposes (Rept. No. 974). 
Ordered to be printed. 


Referred to the Committee of the 
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PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 


By Mr, DAWSON: 

H. R. 5350. A bill to amend further the 
Federal Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949, as amended, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Expenditures in 
the Executive Departments. 

By Mr. LATHAM: 

H. R. 5351. A bill to provide for the issu- 
ance of a postage stamp, in the year 1951 in 
commemoration of the five hundredth anni- 
versary of the birth of Christopher Colum- 
bus; to the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. 

By Mr. WALTER: 

H. R. 5352, A bill to amend section 1507 of 
title 18, United States Code, to prohibit the 
picketing of United States courts and the 
Congress, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. WIDNALL: 

H. R. 5353. A bill to amend the Communi- 
cations Act of 1934, so as to prohibit the 
showing of television programs in theaters 
practicing racial discrimination; to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. RANKIN: 

H. R. 5354. A bill to increase the capital 
stock of the Inland Waterways Corporation 
and to extend the service of such Corporation 
to the Tennessee and Cumberland Rivers; 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

By Mr. HOPE: 

H. R. 5355. A bill making appropriations for 
flood relief and rehabilitation in agricultural 
areas; to the Committee on Appropriations. 

By Mr. FUGATE: 

H. Con. Res. 159. Concurrent resolution pro- 
viding for a review of priority and allocation 
controls on steel to determine whether ade- 
quate and deliverable quantities of steel may 
be made available for highway-construction 
purposes; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

By Mr, O'TOOLE: 

H. Res. 411. Resolution to investigate prac- 
tices in the fishing industry involving vessels 
of less than 20 tons; to the Committee on 
Rules. 

By Mr. CLEMENTE: 

H. Res. 412. Resolution to create a select 
committee to investigate all phases of foot- 
ball, baseball, basketball, boxing, racing, and 
all other sporting events; to the Committee 
on Rules. 


MEMORIALS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII. a memo- 
rial was presented and referred as fol- 
lows: 


By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legis- 
lature of the State of Washington, memo- 
rializing the President and the Congress of 
the United States relative to commending 
the Senate Crime Investigating Committee 
for their work, and requesting that Congress 
provide for the continuance of such investi- 
gations; to the Committee on Rules, 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mrs. BOSONE: 

H. R. 5356. A bill for the relief of Joseph 
Poynter Reche and Mary Elizabeth Roche; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BATES of Massachusetts (by re- 
quest): 

H. R. 5357. A bill for the relief of Joaquim 
Jose; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 


SEPTEMBER 17 


By Mr. DOYLE: 
H. R. 5358. A bill for the relief of Alfredo 
Medina; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. HAYS of Arkansas: 
H. R. 5359. A bill for the relief of Claude 
P. English; to the Committee on the Judi- 


ciary. 
By Mr. PROUTY: 

H. R. 5360. A bill for the relief of Alcide 
Orazio Marselli and Angelo Bardelli; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. VELDE: 

H. R. 5361. A bill for the relief of Margit 
Frieda Bohm and Klaus Seigfreid Bohm; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. WALTER: 

H.R. 5362. A bill for the relief of Francis 

Budovic; to the Committee on the Judiciary, 


SENATE 


Monpay, SEPTEMBER 17, 1951 


(Legislative day of Tuesday, September 
13, 1951) 


The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, 
on the expiration of the recess. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 


Our Father God, whose mercies are 
new every morning, at this daily shrine 
of our spirits hallowed for us by a spe- 
cial sense of Thy presence, we would lift 
up our souls to Thee, Even as evil rages 
at its worst and deluded people imagine 
vain things, strengthen our trust in the 
eternal goodness. All beauty is Thine, 
the loveliness on the face of nature and 
the beauty hidden in the heart of man. 

Deliver us this day from ugliness in 
thought and speech and conduct. May 
ours be a goodness that is set aflame 
with moral indignation at blatant be- 
trayals of trust, endangering the very 
perpetuity of the Republic. Give us a 
new sense of our national destiny and 
the calm assurance that in all the shout- 
ing and tumult of these disordered days 
Thy truth is marching on. We ask it in 
the name of that One who is the truth 
and the life. Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. MCFARLAND, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Friday, 
September 14, 1951, was dispensed with. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Snader, its assistant 
reading clerk, announced that the House 
had passed a bill (H. R. 1005) to amend 
the Tariff Act of 1930 to provide for the 
free importation of twine used for bal- 
ing hay, straw, and other fodder and 
bedding material, in which it requested 
the concurrence of the Senate. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


The message also announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
following enrolled bills, and they were 
signed by the Vice President: 

H.R, 608. An act for the relief of Kiyoko 
Matsuo; and 

H. R. 1971. An act for the relief of Kirocor 
Haladjian, Tacouhi Haladjian, Gulunia Hal- 
adjian, and Virginie Haladjian. 
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THE APPENDIX OF THE RECORD 


Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I ask 
that the approval of the Recor be sus- 
pended until I have a chance to present 
a matter. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate 
does not approve the Recorp. It only 
approves the Journal. There is nothing 
in the Journal about the matter con- 
cerning which the Senator wishes to cor- 
rect the RECORD. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. When is the 
proper time at which the Senator from 


Florida can make a motion or ask for 


unanimous consent to expunge from the 
Record a matter which had not occurred 
in the Senate and had no proper place 
in the RECORD? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
can make a unanimous-consent request 
at any time. 


TESTIMONY BY WILLIAM M. BOYLE, JR.— 
LETTER FROM ATTORNEY GENERAL 
McGRATH 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
during the session last Friday the dis- 
tinguished junior Senator from Maine 
Mrs. SmirH] called attention to what 
appeared to be a discrepancy between 
the testimony before a Senate commit- 
tee of William M. Boyle, Jr., and the book 
Democracy at Work. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. McFARLAND. Yes. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. As acting mi- 
nority leader, I should like to send for 
the Senator from Maine if the Senator 
from Arizona is going to make a state- 
ment. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Iam not going to 
make a statement. I am merely asking 
permission to make an insertion in the 
RECORD. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Very well. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
after that statement on Friday, I called 
Hon. J. Howard McGrath, present At- 
torney General of the United States, who 
was chairman of the Democratic Na- 
tional Committee during the period in 
question, to determine what the true 
facts were, and asked him to write a let- 
ter explaining the situation. I ask unan- 
imous consent to place in the RECORD 
the letter which I received from him. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. McFARLAND. Yes. 


ment on the letter, because she has made 
a very factual statement. I simply want 
to give her the opportunity to be present, 
or at least to read the letter, in order to 
comment on it at the time the request 
for insertion in the Recorp is made. 

Mr. McFARLAND. That is perfectly 
satisfactory. But I would call the Sen- 
ator's attention to the fact that the only 
thing the letter does is explain that the 
book from which she quoted was pub- 
lished after Mr. Boyle’s appointment, al- 
though it purported to cover a period 
previous to that time. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. If that is all the 
letter states then I shall not object, if 
the Senator wants to put it in the Rec- 
orp. I hope he will give the Senator 
from Maine an opportunity to make a 
statement in connection with it. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I understood the 
distinguished Senator from Maine has 
been sent a copy of the letter. I have 
no objection to her being on the floor at 
the time I make the request. As I 
stated, I have no personal knowledge of 
the facts. All I am interested in is that 
the true factual situation be available. 
Mr. McGrath’s letter explains that the 
book was published after Mr. Boyle’s 
appointment. If the Senator from 
Maine wants to make any comment upon 
it or if the Senator wants me to wait, 
I will do so. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Will the Sena- 
tor yield further? 

Mr. McFARLAND. Yes. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. If perhaps the 
Senator from Florida is going to make 
his statement in the meantime, I will get 
in touch with the Senator from Maine. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
wish to suggest the absence of a quorum 
anyway, and I will wait until after the 
quorum call to make my request. 

Mr.SALTONSTALL. I thank the ma- 
jority leader very much. 

CALL OF THE ROLL 


Mr. McFARLAND. I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the 
Senator make the point of no quorum? 

Mr. McFARLAND. Yes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre- 
tary will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON] is absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD], 
the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. KE- 
FAUVER], the Senator from Washington 
[Mr. Macnuson], the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. Moopy], the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. SMITH], the Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. Sparkman], and the 
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. STENNIS] 
are absent on official business. - 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN- 
LOOPER] and the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. THYE] are absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. JEN- 
NER], the Senator from California [Mr. 
Nixon], the Senator from Nebraska 
(Mr. WuHerry], and the Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. WILEY] are necessarily 
absent. 

The Senator From New Hampshire 
(Mr. Tosey] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRK- 
SEN] and the Senator from Maine [Mr. 
BREWSTER] are absent on official business. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is 
present. 

PERSONAL STATEMENT BY SENATOR 
HOLLAND—ITEM EXPUNGED FROM THE 
APPENDIX—RULE GOVERNING PRINT- 
ING IN THE RECORD 


Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, about 
4:30 o'clock p. m. on Saturday afternoon, 
I received a call from a member of the 
press stating that he had received in- 
quiries from various newspapers in Ten- 
nessee relative to an article which he 
said I had inserted in the Appendix of 
the Record during Friday's session of the 
Senate. Since I had inserted no article 
in the Recorp on that date, I was, of 
course, surprised. 

On checking I found that there was 
an article carried at page A5873 in the 
Appendix of the daily Recorp for Friday, 
September 14, not only purporting to 
have been inserted by the senior Senater 
from Florida, but also quoting the senior 
Senator from Florida in a statement 
which purported to express a request 
made by him of the Senate for unani- 
mous consent to inciude the statement 
which had been printed in the RECORD. 
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Mr. President, of course, I had made 
no such request. No such request had 
been granted. No such article should 
have been printed in the Appendix of 
the Recorp, and I so informed the press. 

Thereupon the press suggested that 
in order to get the matter entirely clear, 
a formal written press notice on the sub- 
ject might well be issued by me. I im- 
mediately dictated such a statement, and 
released it late Saturday afternoon, Sep- 
tember 15. Ishall read that press release 
into the Recorp at this time, because I 
think it rather clearly sets forth what 
happened: 

Press RELEASE By SENATOR SPESSARD L. 

HOLLAND, SEPTEMBER 15, 1951 

I have been astounded to see in the daily 
CONGRESSIONAL Recorp for yesterday, Septem- 
ber 14, at page A5873, what purports to be an 
extension of remarks by me in which I anf 
quoted as having asked the Senate for unan- 
imous consent to have printed in the Appen- 
dix of the Recorp a statement by Fuller 
Warren describing the book Crime in Amer- 
ica, issued under the name of the junior 
Senator from Tennessee, Hon. ESTES 
KEFAUVER. 

Following said purported statement by me, 
there appears in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
an article entitled “Statement by Fuller 
Warren“ which makes several uncomplimen- 
tary references to Senator KEFAUVER. 

Since I have very high respect for Senator 
KEFAUVER and would not have even thought 
of doing anything of this sort, which would 
have been obviously most unfriendly to him, 
I want to make it completely clear that (1) 
I did not ask for consent to insert this 
article in the Recorp, (2) the Senate did not 
grant such consent, and (3) said article 
should never have been printed in the Con- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD. The article, in mimeo- 
graphed form, was handed to me by Hon. 
Leslie Biffle, Secretary of the Senate, for my 
information, during the session of the Sen- 
ate yesterday. After reading the article I 
looked several times for Mr. Biffle, intending 
to return it to him, but failed to find him. 
As I was leaving the Senate Chamber after 
the end of the session, I again thought of the 
article and handed it to a page with instruc- 
tions to deliver it to Mr. Biffle, whose office 
is nearby the Senate Chamber. The page evi- 
dently misunderstood me and delivered the 
article to someone on the steff of the Official 
Senate Reporter, who in turn must have got- 
ten the mistaken idea that the article was 
intended for insertion in the Recorp. It 
was, of course, wholly improper for anyone 
to have ascribed to me the words in which 
I was quoted as asking for consent to insert 
the article in the Recorp. As already stated, 
I did not speak such words or make any 
statement or request whatever to the Senate 
relating to the article. 

Of course, I deeply regret the fact that I 
am misquoted, as just stated, and the fact 
that the article appears in th- Recorp, and 
I shall ask the Senate on Monday to expunge 
the entire matter from the RECORD, since no 
such incident occurred. 


Mr. President, I note that in addition 
to the quotation in the Appendix of the 
Recorp which I have just mentioned 
there is a brief and erroneous reference 
in the body of the Recorp to the effect 
that I made such a request. 

I ask unanimous consent at this time 
that both the brief reference in the body 
of the Recorp and the entire treatment 
of the matter in the Appendix of the 
Recor be expunged from the permanent 
ReEcorp, as something which never oc- 
curred and should not be shown in the 
RECORD. 
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The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection. it is so ordered. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I have 
just been handed a statement by Mr. 
John D. Rhodes, one of the reporters of 
debates of the Senate, which I ask leave 
also to incorporate in the body of the 
Recor at this time, as a part of my re- 
marks. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
REcorpD, as follows: 


STATEMENT OF JOHN D. RHODES, OFFICIAL RE- 
PORTER OF DEBATES, UNITED STATES SENATE 


There is found in the back of the CONGRES- 
SIONAL Rxconb each day what is called the 
Appendix, containing anywhere from 4 to 5 to 
40 or more matters not having to do with the 
pending debate, like newspaper articles, edi- 
torials, speeches made elsewhere than in the 
Senate, magazine articles, and the like. 

At times Senators desiring the insertion of 
such matters in the Appendix rise in the Sen- 
ate and ask unanimous consent that the in- 
sertions be made. But when a debate is in 
progress, in order not to interrup? or take 
up time, they bring the material to the desk 
and leave it for insertion. 

In the latter cases, if the Senator has not 
written two or three iines indicating the na- 
ture of the insert, the Senator’s name is 
written on the upper right-hand corner of 
th. paper, and the Official Reporters frame a 


formal request for the insertion, and add, 


“There being no objection, the editorial was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows.” a 

In the case of the statement prepared by 
Fuller Warren regarding Senator KEFAUVER’S 
book, Senator HOLLAND gave the statement to 
a page with instructions to take it to Mr. 
Biffle, Secretary of the Senate, from whom he 
had received it. At about the same time 
the page was handed from the Senate desk 
an amendment which was to be handled by 
the Official Reporters’ office. 

This page was recently appointed, and 
through error brought both papers to the 
clerk of the Official Reporters, who asked the 
page what Senator had given him the state- 
ment, and on being informed that he did 
not know his name, our clerk instructed him 
to go into the Senate and ascertain which 
Senator had given him the statement. Re- 
turning, he said it came from Senator HoL- 
LAND. Whereupon our clerk wrote Senator 
HOLLAND’s name on the upper right-hand 
corner of the statement, and turned it over 
to my desk and I found it in a large pile 
of matters to go into the Appendix in the 
way I have described, and I dictated the 
usual form, and handled the insert in the 
usual manner. 

Senator HoLLAND did not utter a word on 
the Senate floor about the insertion, and the 
words attributed to him in the RECORD of 
Friday, September 14, were supplied by me 
as the usual introduction of a matter into 
the Appendix in a case in which the Sen- 
ator does not rise on the floor and make the 
request for the insertion. 

JOHN D. RHODES. 


Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I have 
inquired of the Parliamentarian, the 
Secretary of the Senate, the Vice Presi- 
dent, and the Official Reporters, in an ef- 
fort to determine the proper course in 
such matters. I find that there is no 
question whatever that the rules of the 
Senate specifically require that the in- 
clusion of a matter shall have been con- 
sented to by the Senate itself in order 
to be included in the Appendix of the 
RECORD. 

Notwithstanding that undoubted re- 
quirement of the rule, I have found that 
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apparently, with the knowledge at least 
of some Members of the Senate, and 
with the acquiescence of the Senate, a 
very loose practice has prevailed, under 
which articles have been simply sent to 
the reporters’ office and thus included 
in the Appendix of the Recor, with a 
brief statement purported to have been 
made by a Senator, whereas the words 
of such statement were, in fact, supplied 
in the reporters’ room by a member of 
the reporters’ staff. 

The incident involving the insertion 
to which I have been addressing myself, 
while embarrassing to me, and I am sure 
vexatious to the distinguished Senator 
from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER], is not 
a matter of major importance. How- 
ever, a similar happening could occur 
at any time under such a loose practice 
as I have described, which could: be 
highly offensive to the Senate and highly 
hurtful to individual Members of the 
Senate, or to the reputation of the Sen- 
ate as a whole, 

For that reason, Mr. President, I 
should like to address several parliamen- 
tary inquiries to the distinguished Pre- 
siding Officer, because I believe the mat- 
ter is sufficiently important to be cleared 
up once and for all, so that the loose 
practice now prevailing will be discon- 
tinued. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sen- 
ator will state his parliamentary in- 
quiries. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The first inquiry is 
this: Is the Senator from Florida cor- 
rect in his understanding that the rule 
upon this question is prescribed, under 
statute law, by the Joint Committee on 
Printing of the two Houses? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
is correct. The law embodies the condi- 
tions under which matters may be in- 
serted in the Recorp. That law requires 
that it shall be done by the unanimous 
consent of the Senate. Every Senator 
understands that an extraneous matter 
which does not transpire during debate 
can only be inserted in the Rrecorp by 
unanimous consent of the Senate. The 
same rule applies to the House of Rep- 
resentatives. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the distin- 
guished Vice President. I should like to 
read into the Recorp the rule itself, as 
a predicate for my next parliamentary 
inquiry. I read paragraph 8: 

8. Appendix to daily REcorp: When either 
House has granted leave to print (1) a speech 
not delivered in either House, (2) a news- 
paper or magazine article, or (3) any other 
matter not germane to the proceedings, the 
same shall be published in the Appendix, but 
this rule shall not apply to quotations which 
form part of a speech of a Member, or to an 
authorized extension of his own remarks: 
Provided, That no address, speech, or article 
delivered or released subsequently to the final 
adjournment of a session of Congress may be 
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 


My next parliamentary inquiry is this: 
Is that the rule under which the Senate 
operates with reference to determining 
what is proper for inclusion in the Ap- 
pendix of the RECORD? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is the 
rule upon which the Senate is supposed 
to operate and upon which it ought to 
operate. 
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Mr, HOLLAND. I thank the distin- 
guished Presiding Officer. 

My third parliamentary inquiry is 
this: In view of the fact that the rule 
is obviously being violated, and the fact 
that a violation of the rule might easily 
lead io creating a situation which would 
be highly prejudicial to the Senate as a 
whole or to its Members, I should like 
to ask the distinguished Presiding 
Officer whether there is any step which 
can be taken at this time—and if so, 
the Senator from Florida would like to 
take it—which would guarantee against 
a continued violation of that rule. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. There is a 
step which can be taken, and the Chair 
proposes to take it. The episode to 
which the Senator from Florida has 
called attention has brought to the 
Chair’s attention a practice which has 
grown up in the Senate, and grown up 
right under the Chair’s nose without 
his knowledge or consent, namely, that 
Senators come up here and poke some- 
thing into the reporter's or clerk’s hand 
and ask that it be printed in the Ap- 
pendix of the Recorp, The next day 
the Recor carries a statement to the 
effect that the Senate gave its consent 
that the matter be printed in the Rec- 
ord, which is not true, and, therefore, 
makes a false entry in the Recorp. It 
is the duty of the Chair to enforce the 
rules of the Senate, and the Chair will 
enforce that rule now by instructing the 
clerks and official reporters not to put 
anything in the Appendix of the Recorp 
except when the Senate has given its 
unanimous consent to do so, 

If the attention of the Chair had been 
called to the violation of the rule here- 
tofore he would have issued such an 
instruction long ago. The episode to 
which the Senator from Florida calls 
attention may be a blessing in disguise, 
by calling attention to the fact that 
Senators have no right to come to the 
Official Reporters and ask that some- 
thing be printed in the Recorp which 
has not been agreed to by the Senate. 

As the Senator says, if that abuse 
were carried to an extreme, it would 
embarrass every Senator and the Sen- 
ate itself. 

The Chair does not know how the 
practice started, but, like many other 
practices, it has grown up like Topsy, 
and this one is going to end today. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the distin- 
guished President of the Senate, and 
I think his ruling is completely correct, 
and will protect Senators and the Sen- 
ate against other untoward incidents. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
thanks the Senator from Florida. 

THE TUNA-FISH INDUSTRY—MEMORIAL 
OF THE LEGISLATURE OF WASHINGTON 


Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that Senate Joint Me- 
morial No. 1, as passed at the second 
extraordinary session of the Legislature 
of the State of Washington, be printed in 
the body of the RECORD. 

Permit me to say, Mr. President, that 
this memorial points out the precarious 
position of the tuna-fish industry in the 
State of Washington, and carries a rec- 
ommendation. The Senator from Wash- 
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ington hopes and expects soon to offer 
proposed legislation to implement and 
carry out the recommendation. 

The VICH PRESIDENT. The Chair 
feels, in connection with this whole sub- 
ject, that he should call attention to 
what the Parliamentarian has just called 
to his attention, namely, that such a re- 
quest itself is a violation of the law and 
the rule, namely, to print anything in 
the body of the Recorp. It is very doubt- 
ful whether the Senate itself can give 
unanimous consent to a violation of the 
law or the rule which has been promul- 
gated by the Joint Committee on Print- 
ing. Frequently that is done here. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I rise to a parliamentary inquiry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
will state it. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. As I listened to 
the Senator from Washington, it seemed 
to me that what he requested be placed in 
the body of the Record was a resolution 
of his own State Legislature. 

The VICE PRESIDENT, That is a 
different matter, and it can be printed 
under the rule. There is a rule which 
provides for that; and, without objection, 
that will be done. 

Mr. CAIN. That was my request, Mr. 
President; I thought I was making a re- 
quest in accordance with the Senate rule. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
was mistaken about the nature of the 
matter to which the request related. 
There is a Senate rule which covers such 
matters, and the memorial of the State 
legislature can be printed in the body 
of the RECORD. 

Mr. CAIN. I thank the Senator. 

The joint resolution of the Legislature 
of the State of Washington was received 
and referred to the Committee on Fi- 
nance. 

(See joint resolution printed in full 
when laid before the Senate by the Vice 
President on September 14, 1951, p. 
11343, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.) 


TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS 


By unanimous consent, the following 
routine business was transacted: 


PROHIBITION OF ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE 
ADVERTISING IN INTERSTATE COM- 
MERCE—PETITION 


Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I pre- 
sent a petition signed by numerous citi- 
zens of Ocean View, Del., praying for the 
enactment of legislation to prohibit alco- 
holic beverage advertising over the radio 
and television, as well as in magazines 
and newspapers. 

I ask that the petition be referred to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce for consideration. 

The petition was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. 


FUTURE AMERICAN POLICY WITH RELA- 
TION TO POLAND—RESOLUTION OF 
POLISH SOCIETIES AND CLUBS OF 
DELAWARE 


Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I pre- 
sent a resolution adopted on September 
9, 1951, by the Council of the Polish So- 
cieties and Clubs of Delaware in observ- 
ance of the twelfth anniversary of the 


11415 


Nazi invasion of Poland which was 
joined 16 days later by the attack of 
Soviet Russia. 

The resolution contains the views of 
Americans who reside in Delaware of 
Polish origin as to the future of Poland 
and the policy which the United States of 
America should pursue to redeem the in- 
justices which have been inflicted upon 
this great Nation. 

I ask that the resolution be referred to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations for 
consideration. 

The resolution was referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 


FLOOD CONTROL—RESOLUTION OF KAN- 
SAS STATE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I pre- 
sent for appropriate reference and ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recor a resolution adopted by the 
Kansas State Chamber of Commerce, set- 
ting forth the recommendations of the 
chamber concerning flood control. 

The recent disastrous floods in Kansas, 
Missouri, and Oklahoma have caused 
economic losses that are not only felt 
within the local areas, but will be felt on 
a Nation-wide basis. 

The Kansas State Chamber of Com- 
merce is to be commended on submitting 
proposals that, if carried into execution, 
will prevent a future recurrence of the 
disaster. 

The program proposed by the chamber 
of commerce is in complete accord with 
the views that I have expressed for many 
years. We need coordinated reservoir 
construction and source control of water 
run-off on our tributary streams. 

It is my sincere hope that we can get 
early consideration of these proposals in 
order that our people may have security 
from flood threats. 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion was referred to the Committee on 
Public Works and ordered to be printed 
in the RecorpD, as follows: 

POLICIES OF THE KANSAS STATE CHAMBER OF 
COMMERCE CONCERNING FLOOD CONTROL 
I. The Kansas State Chamber of Com- 

merce recommends that the plan for flood 
protection include soil conservation, reser- 
voirs of a suitable kind on upper tributaries, 
suitable reservoirs to protect the main 
streams, levees, and necessary bank stabiliza- 
tion. We urge that the program of soil con- 
servation be accelerated and that such plans 
be made a major part of our flood-control 
program; the importance of retention dams 
on tributaries as a significant part of the 
program; that the program of construction 
of suitable open and multiple-purpose dams 
as recommended by the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion, Corps of Engineers, and the Soil Con- 
servation Service be continued; that the 
recompense to displaced owners be made very 
liberal to the extent that they will feel will- 
ing and able to set themselves up elsewhere; 
the Congress to appropriate sufficient money 
to accelerate studies and planning on the 
Arkansas River Basin in Kansas; that suit- 
able levees with necessary bank stabiliza- 
tion for their protection be constructed; that 
sufficient appropriations be made for con- 
tinued study of all phases of the flood- con- 
trol program in Kansas. 

II. The Kansas State Chamber of Com- 
merce recommends that Congress reinstate 
funds to survey and complete plans for con- 
trol of floods in the Arkansas River Valley. 
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III. The Kansas State Chamber of Com- 
merce reiterates and reaffirms its opposition 
to any Missouri Valley Authority. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. McCARRAN, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary, with amendments: 

S. 18. A bill to authorize suits against the 
United States to adjudicate and administer 
water rights (Rept. No. 755); and 

S. 1775. A bill for the relief of Heinz Har- 
ald Bechmann (Rept. No. 764). 

By Mr. McCARRAN, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary, with an amendment: 

S. 582. A bill for the relief of Emma Burr 
(Rept. No. 756); 

S. 634. A bill for the relief of Stela S. 
Ransier (Rept. No. 757); 

S. 1048. A bill for the relief of Myrtle Har- 
ding (Rept. No. 758); and 

S. 1421. A bill for the relief of Masako 
Sugiyama (Rept. No. 759). 

By Mr. McCARRAN, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary, without amendment: 

H. R. 676. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Aimee 
Hoyningen-Huene (Rept. No. 774); 

S. 702. A bill for the relief of Joseph Eman- 
uel Winger (Rept. No. 760); 

S. 1158. A bill for the relief of Takako 
Kitamura Dalluge (Rept. No. 761); 

S. 1199. A bill for the relief of Julie Nicola 
Frangou (Rept. No. 762); 

S. 1541. A bill for the relief of Dr. Francis 
S. N. Kwok (Rept. No. 763); 

S. 1800. A bill for the relief of Dr. Jacob 
Griffel (Rept. No. 765); 

H. R. 579. A bill for the relief of Hendryk 
Kempski; (Rept. No. 766); 

H. R. 580. A bill for the relief of Kwang 
Myeng Chu (Rept. No. 767); 

H. R. 744. A bill for the relief of Wladimir 
Peter Lewicki, Mrs. Heedwige Lewicki, and 
George Wladimir Lewicki (Rept. No. 768); 

H. R. 2916. A bill for the relief of Shizu 
Teruchi Parks (Rept. No. 769); 

H. R. 3895. A bill for the relief of Ethel 
Cristeta Berner (Rept. No. 770); and 

H. R. 4693. A bill to amend section 77, sub- 
section (c) (3), of the Bankruptcy Act, as 
amended (Rept. No. 771). 

By Mr. McCARRAN, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary, with an amendment: 

H. Con. Res. 111. Concurrent resolution fa- 
voring the granting of the status of perma- 
nent residence to certain aliens (Rept. No. 
772). 

By Mr. McCARRAN, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary, without amendment: 

H. Con. Res. 145. Concurrent resolution fa- 
voring the granting of the status of perma- 
nent residence to certain aliens (Rept. No. 
773). 

By Mr. HILL, from the Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare: 

S. 1452. A bill to promote the further de- 
velopment of public library service in rural 
areas; without amendment (Rept. No. 775). 

By Mr. PASTORE, from the Committee on 
the District of Columbia: 

5.106. A bill to amend the act entitled 
“An act to regulate the practice of optometry 
in the District of Columbia”; with amend- 
ments (Rept. No. 776). 


FRED P. HINES—VETO MESSAGE—RE- 
PORT OF A COMMITTEE 

Mr. LANGER, from the Committee on 
the Judiciary, to which was referred the 
bill (S. 827) for the relief of Fred P. 
Hines, together with the President’s veto 
message, reported it with the recom- 
mendation that the bill do pass, the ob- 
jections of the President notwithstand- 
ing, and submitted a report (No, 754) 
thereon, 2 
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BILLS INTRODUCED 


Bills were introduced, read the first 
time and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred ås follows: 

By Mr. MALONE: 

S. 2129. A bil! for the relief of Benedetto 
Termini and his wife, Giuseppa Termini; 

S. 2130. A bill for the relief of Emmanuel 
Aristides Nicoloudis; and 

S. 2131. A bill for the relief of Demetrios 
Floras; to the Committee on the Judiciary, 

By Mr. FERGUSON: 

S. 2132. A bill for the relief of Antonios 

Lygizos; to the Ccmmittee on the Judiciary, 
By Mr, LODGE: 
S. 2133. A bill for the relief of Vito Bo- 
logna; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. BUTLER of Maryland (for 
himself, Mr, O’Conor, Mr, FERGUSON, 
Mr, Moopy, Mr. McCLELLAN, and Mr. 
FULBRIGHT) : 

S. 2134. A bill to authorize and request 
the President to promote certain naval offi- 
cers, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services. 


SEPARATION OF SUBSIDY FROM AIR-MAIL 
PAY—AMENDMENTS 


Mr. DOUGEAS submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill (S. 486) to provide for the 
separation of subsidy from air-mail pay, 
and for other purposes, which was or- 
dered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

Mr. DOUGLAS (for himself, Mr. LEH- 
MAN, and Mr. AIKEN) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
them, jointly, to Senate bill 436, supra, 
which was ordered to lie on the table 
and to be printed. 

Mr. LEHMAN (for himself, Mr. Doug- 
Las, and Mr. AIKEN) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
them, jointly, to Senate bill 436, supra, 
which was ordered to lie on the table 
and to be printed. 

Mr. AIKEN (for himself, Mr. Douc- 
Las, and Mr. LEHMAN) submitted amend- 
ments intended to be proposed by them, 
jointly, to Senate bill 456, supra, which 
were severally ordered to lie on the table 
and to be printed. 


HOUSE BILL REFERRED 


The bill (H. R. 1005) to amend the 
Tariff Act of 1930 to provide for the free 
importation of twine used for baling hay, 
straw, and other fodder and bedding 
material, was read twice by its title and 
referred to the Committee on Finance, 


ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES, 
ETC., PRINTED IN THE APPENDIX 


On request, and by unanimous con- 
sent, addresses, editorial, articles, etc., 
were ordered to be printed in the Appen- 
dix, as follows: 


By Mr. WATKINS: 

Statement prepared by him with reference 

to Constitution Day, September 17, 1951. 
By Mr. BENTON: 

Article entitled “The Gap Between Con- 
gress and Main Street,” written by Senator 
Dovucias and published in the New York 
21 magazine section of September 16, 

1. 
By Mr. HILL: 

Editorial entitled “Behold Acheson’s Vin- 
dication,” published in the Montgomery 
(Ala.) Advertiser of September 14, 1951, and 
mete by the editor, Capt. Grover C. Hall, 

r. 
By Mr. MoecLELLAN: 
Editorial entitled Needed: Some Devil's 
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Evening Star of September 17, 1951, referring 

to an appropriation for additional employees 

for the Senate Committee on Appropriations, 
By Mr. CHAVEZ: 

Article entitled “Mindful of Our Own 
Frailties,” by Thomas L. Stokes, published in 
the Washington Star, with reference to the 
burial in Arlington Cemetery of Sgt. John R. 
Rice, Winnebago Indian, killed in Korea. 

By Mr. TAFT: 

Editorial entitled “A Friend in Need,” re- 
lating to the Taft-Hartley Act and the copper 
strike, published in the American Metal 
Market for September 8. 1951. 

By Mr. FULBRIGHT: 

Letter from Tom. F. W. Barth, professor 
of mineralogy, University of Oslo, regarding 
the exchange-of-students program. 

Letter from George Vogel regarding visit 
of two Lafayette College freshmen to the 
Strike It Rich program indicating their in- 
terest in the exchange-of-students program. 

By Mr. SALTONSTALL (for Mr. 
MUNDT) : 

Press statement released by Senator MUNDT 
on September 17, 1951, entitled “Announce- 
ment of Formation of Bipartisan Committee 
To Explore Political Realinement.” 

By Mr. LEHMAN: 

Editorials from the Baltimore Sun ot Sep- 
tember 16, 1951, and the Washington Post 
of September 11, 1951, dealing with air mail 
and subsidies. 


ARTICLES RELATING TO HEARINGS BY 


INTERNAL SECURITY SUBCOMMITTEE 
OF SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE 


Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I offer 
for printing in the Recor an Associated 
Press dispatch which refers to a debate 
on the floor of the Senate on Friday. 
The dispatch obviously relates to an at- 
tempt to discredit the work of a sub- 
committee o7 this body. I think the 
kindest thing which can be said about 
the columnist writing the dispatch is 
that he is proadministration; and the 
least that can be said about the nature 
of the article is that it is unprecedented. 
I now offer it, to be printed in the REC- 
ORD, as a part of my remarks. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection—— 

Mr. MALONE. And I desire to go on 
record as joining the Senators who have 
indicated a desire to see that the work of 
the Internal Security Subcommittee of 
the Senate Committee on the Judiciary 
is conrpleted. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The request 
of the Senator from Nevada will have to 
be dealt with according to the rule of 
the Joint Committee on Printing. If the 
Senator’s request is not in violation of 
the rule or the resolution adopted by 
the Joint Committee on Printing, the 
article to which the Senator has referred 
may be printed as a part of the Senator’s 
remarks, If that would be in vio- 
lation of the rule or resolution, the 
Chair does not feel that he can entertain 
a request to violate the resolution 
adopted under the statutes creating the 
Joint Committee on Printing. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, this is 
the first time that I have ever heard the 
distinguished President of this body de- 
fine the rule. I requested the inclusion 
of the dispatch in the body of the REC- 
ORD, as a part of my remarks, if that is 
acceptable; and, if not, in the Appendix 
of the RECORD. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. If it is not 
a violation of the rule and resolution of 
the joint committee, the article will be 
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wise it will go into the Appendix of the 
Record. Is that satisfactory? 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, may 
we have a definition of the rule? It is 
not my desire to violate any rule of the 
Senate, but I do wish to have the dis- 
patch printed. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
will have to obtain a copy of the rule; he 
does not have it at his hand at this mo- 
ment, and will let the matter be disposed 
of according to the rule. If the rule 
prohibits such printing, the article will 
go into the Appendix of the RECORD. 
Is that satisfactory? 

Mr. MALONE. Then I hope it will be 
a general rule, not applicable only to 
this dispatch. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Oh, of 
course, it is a general rule; but, like 
many other rules, it has been violated a 
great deal. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I should 
like to read an Associated Press dispatch 
appearing in the September 15 issue 
of the Washington Evening Star. It is 
headed “Lenman Is Undecided on Press- 
ing Writer’s Charges of Perjury.” I read: 


LEHMAN Is UNDECIDED ON PRESSING WRITER'S 
CHARGES OF PERJURY 

Senator LEHMAN, Democrat-Liberal, of New 
York, left hanging today the question of 
whether he would take further steps to get 
an investigation of charges involving testi- 
mony given to the Senate Internal Security 
Subcommittee. 

His demand for such an investigation yes- 
terday brought a heated retort from Senator 
McCarran, Democrat, of Nevada, that Sena- 
tor LEHMAN had accused him of encouraging 
a witness to commit perjury. The New York- 
er denied he had made any such charge. 

Senator McCarran is chairman of the sub- 
committee, which is investigating any sub- 
versive influences on United States policies 
in the Far East. A prolonged series of hear- 
ings now is underway. 

Senator LEHMAN asked for a full investiga- 
tion of what he called grave charges pub- 
lished by Columnist Joseph Alsop that de- 
monstrably false testimony had been taken 
by the McCarran subcommittee. 

In recently published articles Mr. Alsop 
charged that testimony by ex-Communist 
Louis Budenz relating to John Carter Vin- 
cent and John S. Service, State Department 
Officials, was in contradiction of his own 
previous testimony. 

CHARGE CALLED TRAVESTY 

Senator McCarran, not present when Sen- 
ator "EHMAN first voiced his demand, later 
shouted to the Senate that the New Yorker 
wants to sponsor a columnist’s charges that 
a committee of the Senate is guilty of sub- 
ornation of perjury—that is, getting an- 
other person to commit perjury. 

Angrily, Senator McCarran denounced this 
as a travesty which he said amounted to 
“accusing me of subornation of perjury.” 

Senator LEHMAN shot back that Senator 
McCarran “puts words in my mouth which 
I never uttered and which I never thought. 
I have not accused him of subornation of 
perjury.” 

He emphasized that he did not know 
whether Mr. Alsop’s charges were true or 
false, but he said he regarded the charges 
as grave and felt they should be investigated. 

Later a reporter asked Senator LEHMAN if 
he intended to introduce a resolution call- 
ing for an investigation. He replied that he 
already had brought the matter to the at- 
tention of the Senate and couldn't tell yet 
what further action he might take. 
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WELKER BLOCKS LEHMAN MOVE 

Senator McCarran told a reporter that 
when the subcommittee’s hearings were all 
over, the people could see for themselves who 
was right. In the Senate he had said that 
“all the Alsops from here to perdition can’t 
stop this committee from going forward.” 

Senator LEHMAN tried to place the Alsop 
articles in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. Sen- 
ator WELKER, Republican, of Idaho, blocked 
this in a parliamentary situation that en- 
abled any one Senator to do so. 

Senator Brewster, Republican, of Maine, 
suggested that Senator LEHMAN’s demand for 
a Senate investigation of one of its own com- 
mittees was without precedent. 

Senator LEHMAN said he lacked sufficient 
information to form a judgment about the 
charges but insisted they should be investi- 
gated “to remove the stain upon the Senate, 
as I hope, or if the facts prove to be as 
printed, to form the basis for corrective 
action.” 


Mr. President, the senior Senator from 
Nevada is doing a good job, and he 
should be permitted to continue and 
should encounter a minimum of resist- 
ance from this august body which cre- 
ated the committee in the first instance. 

Mr. MALONE subsequently said: Mr. 
President, continuing my remarks, I wish 
to refer to the testimony of Mr. Eugene 
Dooman on September 14 before the Ju- 
diciary Committee’s subcommittee in- 
vestigating the administration of the In- 
ternal Security Act and other internal 
security matters. As far back as the late 
thirties there were indirect attacks on 
any organization or the presentation of 
any ideas which might retard the State 
Department’s plan to turn over China 
and Asia to Communist Russia. 

Mr. President, if these indirect attacks 
were isolated, and did not form a pat- 
tern, they would not be so dangerous. 
However, they were not isolated and they 
did form a pattern. 

More than a year ago I said on the 
floor of the Senate that there were two 
men whose services the administration 
wanted to dispense with in order to 
have these programs carried out. One 
was Gen. Douglas MacArthur and the 
other was J. Edgar Hoover, director of 
the FBI. In due time the indirect 
attack began on General MacArthur. It 
began in foreign nations such as in Eng- 
land, where we are spending consider- 
able money under the Marshall plan 
and the ECA. In England, General Mac- 
Arthur's services were deemed unsatis- 
factory. Articles to that effect appeared 
in dispatches from England to the 
United States, and culminated in the 
summary dismissal of General MacAr- 
thur. 

On December 1, 1950, I made some re- 
marks on the floor about a then newly 
published book entitled “The Federal 
Bureau of Investigation,” written by 
Max Lowenthal. I said, as appears in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, volume 96, 
part 12, page 16023: 

If this attack was an isolated instance, it 
could be excused as an irresponsible flight of 
fancy by a nonentity—but it follows too 
closely the pattern of destruction of re- 
sponsible Government to be ignored. 


I refer the Senate to that statement, 
which I shall not repeat in full at this 
time. The attack to which I referred 
was an attack on Mr. Hoover, 
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Mr. President, that was not the only, 
attack upon Mr. Hoover. The attack 
had been made by Charles L. Chute, na- 
tional vice president of the National 
Probation and Parole Association, and 
formerly its executive vice president. 
He had had a feud going on with the 
Director of the FBI for many years, as 
I shall show. Mr. Chute has renewed 
his attack on the FBI in his organiza- 
tion’s official publication entitled “Fos 
cus. ” 

A newspaper editorial which 8 
in the Providence (R. I.) Evening Bulle- 
tin on May 27, 1936, was the first attack. 
In that editorial the power which was 
building up in the FBI was deplored. 
The editorial, though pretending to laud 
the accomplishments of the FBI, empha- 
sized its cost and deplored the power the 
FBI had. 

Mr. President, in a review of Max 
Lowenthal’s book, which was published 
by William Sloane Associates, Charles L. 
Chute very cleverly lauded the FBI to a 
certain extent, but the sum and sub- 
stance was in opposition to the power of 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation. } 

The last paragraph of the book review 
reads as follows: 

The book proves beyond doubt that the 
FBI has built a powerful agency for law en- 
forcement. It has had phenomenal success 
in its public-relations program. Another 
and different study is called for to answer 
the questions as to how its work may become 
of greater social and constructive value and 
as to what safeguards— 


And I call attention to the e 
placed by the writer of the review on 
what safeguards he believes are needed 
are needed to avoid the dangers inherent in 
the arbitrary and unregulated powers it has 
assumed. 


Mr. President, the review leaves the 
impression that the FBI has assumed 
powers which Congress did not grant to 
it. The review is signed by Charles L. 
Chute. 

Earlier I reviewed the attack, or one of 
the first attacks, on the work of the Sub- 
committee on Internal Security of the 
Judiciary Committee. I hope there 
would be no further such attacks, but I 
fear there will be. 

It is to be hoped that we do not have 
further attacks on the FBI; yet I pre- 
dict that we shall. 

Mr. President, it comes down to this: 
Unless the administration can dispense 
with the services of Mr. Hoover, it will 
be impossible for them to do to the files 
of the FBI what it is suspected they have 
done to the files of the State Department 
and the Department of Commerce; that 
is, to strip them of evidence which could 
be used against members of the State 
Department and of the Department of 
Commerce. That evidence, I believe, 
would prove them to be dangerous to 
this country as security risks, to say the 
least, and in some cases it would prove 
them guilty of traitorous actions. 

Mr. President, it was obvious even a 
year ago that both men, General Mac- 
Arthur and J. Edgar Hoover, would have 
to go in order to save the administration. 
First, General MacArthur would have to 
go to save their policy, or to consummate 
their policy in China and in Asia; and, 
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second, Mr. Hoover would have to go in 
order to save the reputations of many 
State Department officials and Depart- 
ment of Commerce officials. 

It is high time the public begin to 


connect the instances of attacks upon 


responsible public men, as in the cases of 
General MacArthur and Mr. Hoover, 
Director of the FBI. The former is out, 
and the junior Senator from Nevada pre- 
dicts that the attack upon Mr. Hoover 
will continue, culminating, if it is pos- 
sible for them to bring about some sem- 
blance of a justification, in the dismis- 
sal of FBI Director Hoover. 

The same thing will take place, if the 
administration hatchet boys can bring 
it about, to discredit the subcommittee 
which is investigating the administra- 
tion of the Internal Security Act and 
other internal security laws. They just 
cannot stand being investigated. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that this short discussion follow the 
remarks made earlier this afternoon by 
the junior Senator from Nevada on the 
matter of the Subcommittee on Internal 
Security. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


WILLIAM M. BOYLE, JR. 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, a 
few moments ago I was about to ask con- 
sent to place in the Recorp a letter from 
Hon. J. Howard McGrath, Attorney Gen- 
eral of the United States, dealing with 
a statement which was made by the 
distinguished Senator from Maine [Mrs. 
SmitTH] on last Friday, at which time she 
called attention to an apparent discrep- 
ancy between what appeared in a pub- 
lication, Democracy at Work, and testi- 
mony by Mr. William M. Boyle, Jr., be- 
fore a Senate committee last week. The 
book named Mr. Boyle as executive vice 
chairman during the 1948 campaign. I 
believe that the Senate should have the 
facts set forth in the letter from Mr. 
McGrath by having it appear in the body 
of the Recaro. Therefore, because of 
the rule just pronounced by the Presi- 
dent of the Senate, I shall read the letter 
for the information of the Senate. I felt 
that when the distinguished Senator 
from Maine made the statement, I should 
obtain the true facts in regard to the 
matter. For that reason I called Mr. 
McGrath, who was chairman of the 
Democratic National Committee during 
the 1948 campaign. The following is 
the letter he wrote to me in response to 
my telephone request: 

WASHINGTON, D. C., 
September 15, 1951. 

Dear SENATOR MCFARLAND: The statement 
made yesterday (September 14) on the floor 
of the Senate by Senator MARGARET CHASE 
Sire purports to charge William M. Boyle, 
Jr., chairman of the Democratic National 
Committee, with making untrue statements 
before a subcommittee of the Senate, in that 
he said that during the 1948 election he held 
no office in the Democratic Party organiza- 
tion, and that he was merely a volunteer 
worker. Mrs. SMITH cites a volume, Democ- 
Tacy at Work, which contains the proceed- 
ings of the Democratic National Convention 
of 1948 and additional material wherein a 
picture of Mr. Boyle appears, entitled “Will- 
iam M. Boyle, Jr., Executive Vice-Chairman, 
Democratic National Committee.” 
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Senator SMITH was understandably misled 
by the contents of the book in question. As 
the chairman of the Democratic National 
Committee during the period involved, I 
wish to set forth the accurate record. 

William M. Boyle, Jr., came to the Washing- 
ton headquarters of the party at my request 
shortly after the nominating convention of 
the party. He was given no title whatsoever 
and the work that I asked him to do con- 
sisted almost wholly in arranging the Presi- 
dent’s campaign trips. He received no com- 
pensation whatsoever and was in every sense 
of the word a volunteer, attempting to help 
the President, with whom he had long been 
associated. It was not until February 8, 
1949, that I asked Mr. Boyle to relieve me of 
certain responsibilities at the national com- 
mittee, and to accept, without pay, the posi- 
tion of executive vice chairman. This ap- 
pointment is attested to by the public an- 
nouncement made by the National Commit- 
tee on February 8, 1949, and was carried in 
the press. I enclose copy herewith. 

By April 20, 1949, I determined that my 
duties in the Senate were such that I would 
have to be further relieved of the day-to-day, 
hour-to-hour demands of the committee 
work, and I therefore asked Mr. Boyle to 
serve On a full-time salary basis. It was 
obvious to both Mr. Boyle and myself, based 
on our mutual experiences at the commit- 
tee, that the work of the committee was 
such as to require the full-time services of 
an executive vice chairman. 

Thus, you will see that Mr. Boyle held no 
Official title or position with the Democratic 
National Committee until February 8, 1949, 
and that he received no salary from the com- 
mittee until April 20, 1949; that he was, 
contrary to Senator SMITH’s charge, exactly 
what he declared himself to be during the 
1948 campaign, a volunteer worker. 

The book to which Senator SMITH referred, 
Democracy at Work, was not published until 
late March 1949, at which time the authors 
saw fit to include as many photographs as 
seemed appropriate to fit the volume. Thus, 
Mr. Boyle’s photograph appears therein 
under the title executive vice chairman, 
which title he had held only from February 
8, 1949, but which he did not hold during 
the 1948 campaign. 

Mr. Boyle further testified before the sub- 
committee that Merl Young was, during the 
1948 campaign, a volunteer worker at the 
party’s Washington headquarters. This is 
a correct statement. However, I wish to 
point out that at no time did Mr. Young 
hold any official, or even a staff, position 
with the national committee during the 
time that I was chairman, which was from 
October 29, 1947, to August 24, 1949. 

All of the facts that I have here stated 
are supported by the public releases to the 
press from the Democratic National Com- 
mittee, and can be further authenticated, in 
the files of most newspapers. 

Very sincerely yours, 
J. HOWARD MCGRATH. 


Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for a question on 
another subject? 

Mr. McFARLAND. If I may first con- 
clude, I shall then be happy to yield. 
The press release, which I also wish to 
read into the REcoRD, was issued by the 
publicity division of the Democratic 
National Committee for immediate re- 
lease on the 8th day of February 1949. 
I read: 

William M. Boyle, Jr., today was named 
executive vice chairman of the Democratic 
National Committee to permit Senator J. 
Howard McGrath, chairman of the commit- 
tee, to be free of administrative details in 


order to devote more time to his Senate 
duties, 
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Senator McGrath announced the appoint- 
ment of Boyle, who helped to plan President 
Truman’s campaign tours as an assistant to 
McGrath, after the two had visited with 
President Truman. 

Boyle has previously served the President 
as assistant counsel to the War Investigating 
Committee when it was headed by the then 
Senator Truman, and as his executive as- 
sistant and secretary. 

Boyle served on the Democratic National 
Committee in 1944 as an assistant to Robert 
E. Hannegan, when Hannegan was national 
chairman. 

Boyle. 46, was born at Leavenworth, Kans., 
but moved to Kansas City as a boy. He at- 
tended to Westport High School in Kansas 
City, Kansas City Junior College, Georgetown 
University, in Washington, and was gradu- 
ated from the Kansas City School of Law in 
1926 and admitted to the Missouri bar in that 
year. 

He was active in Kansas Cty political life 
and after serving as secretary to the director 
of police he later became director of police 
and also served as an assistant prosecutor. 

In 1941 he came to Washington to take 
his post with the Truman Committee. 

He is married to the former Genevieve C. 
Hayde and they have two children, Jean 
Marie, 18, a student at Chevy Chase Junior 
College, and Barbara Ann, 16, a student at 
the Holy Cross Academy. The family lives 
at 2924 Upton NW., and Boyle’s law office is 
at 1029 “ermont Avenue NW. 


Mr. President, I do not think the re- 
mainder is very material, but there is 
also included a clipping from the New 
York Times of February 9, 1949, with 
the news story of Mr. Boyle’s appoint- 
ment, and also a copy of a press release 
dated April 20, 1949, announcing the 
appointment of Mr. Boyle as executive 
vice chairman of the Democratic Na- 
tional Committee, and I ask that these be 
printed in the Recorp at this point in 
my remarks. 

There being no objection, the news 
article and the release was ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 
TRUMAN GIVES Post ro CAMPAIGN ADE—W. M. 

BOYLE, STRATEGIST OF PREELECTION TRAIN 

Tours, WILL JOIN NATIONAL COMMITTEE 

(By Anthony Leviero) 

WASHINGTON, February 8.—President Tru- 
man sanctioned today the appointment of 
William M. Boyle, Jr., of Kansas City, one of 
the leading strategists of his political cam- 
paign, as executive vice chairman of the 
Democratic National Committee. 

The appointment was announced at the 
White House by Senator J. Howard Mc- 
Grath, chairman of the committee, after a 
conference with the President. Mr. Boyle 
also was present. 

Mr. McGrath said that Mr. Boyle would be 
chiefly responsible for the administrative 
operation of the National Democratic head- 
quarters but would also share in the policy 
making. The Senator explained that this 
relief from the administrative burden would 
allow him to give most of his time to his 
senatorial duties, which had increased with 
the Democratic election victory. 

The appointment placed in a key party 
position an intimate of the President who, 
like Mr. Truman, was a product of the 
Pendergast political machine in Kansas City. 
But, like the President, Mr. Boyle has never 
been touched by the scandals of the Tom 
Pendergast era. 


TRUMAN IN “HEARTY ACCORD” 


“The President is in hearty accord with 
the plan,” said Senator McGrath, in making 
the announcement, 
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Mr. Boyle, who is now a lawyer here, will 
serve without pay. While his main role will 
be one of day-to-day management, it was 
also said in informed quarters that he would 
be the big political power in passing on 
patronage. 

This was not expected to embrace all high- 
level appointments like Cabinet posts and 
the most important ambassadorships, but it 
was believed that patronage claims from the 
State and other local party organizations 
would be scanned by him. 

Mr. Boyle, who is 46 years old, is credited 
with advising Mr. Truman to make the 
whistle stops in what proved to be the deci- 
sive areas of Ohio and southern Illinois 
against the advice of some other Democratic 
chieftains. 

He is also credited with devising in detail 
Mr. Truman's 31,000-mile campaign itinerary 
and, above that, in sensing the psychological 
timing of the Chief Executive's. appearances 
for maximum effect. 

The White House conference, it was under- 
stood, also made it assured that John M. 
Redding would continue as publicity director 
of the national committee. Involved in the 
appointment is a plan to tighten up the 
headquarters organization and to define the 
missions of what are now four loosely coor- 
dinated divisions—women's publicity, treas- 
urer's, and politics. 

No important personnel changes are in- 
volved, but the committee will soon have to 
select a national treasurer to fill the vacancy 
caused by the recent death of Joe L. Blythe, 
of Charlotte, N. C. 


Effective immediately, William M. Boyle, 
Jr., will assume full-time duties on a salary 
basis at the Democratic National Committee 
as executive vice chairman, Senator J. 
Howard McGrath, chairman of the Demo- 
cratic National Committee, announced today. 

In making the announcement, Senator 
McGrath said: 

“I am pleased to say that Bill Boyle will 
from now on give his full attention to the 
task of directing the day-to-day operations 
of the Democratic National Committee. 
This move is a logical development arising 
from the constantly increasing responsibili- 
ties which have been assigned to Mr. Boyle 
and which have begun to consume his en- 
tire time and attention. 

“Mr. Boyle’s acceptance of these duties is 
appreciated by both the committee and the 
Democratic Party.” 


Mr. McFARLAND, Mr. President, I 
wish to call attention to the first para- 
graph of the news item which appeared 
in the New York Times of February 9, 
1949. I shall read merely the first 
paragraph: 

TRUMAN Gives Post TO CAMPAIGN AIDE, W. M. 
BoYLE—STRATEGIST FOR PREELECTION TRAIN 
Tours WILL JOIN NATIONAL PARTY 
WASHINGTON, February 8.—President Tru- 

man announced the appointment of Wil- 

liam M. Boyle, Jr., of Kansas City, one of 
the leading strategists of the political cam- 
paign, as executive vice chairman of the 

Democratic National Committee. The ap- 

pointment was announced at the White 

House by Senator J. Howard McGrath, chair- 

man of the committee, after a conference 

with the President. Mr. Boyle was also pres- 
ent. 


I have also before me copy of a press 
release dated March 30, 1949, issued by 
the local Democratic political commit- 
tee of Pennsylvania, which I understand 
was largely responsible for the compila- 
tion and publication of the volume 
Democracy at Work. I shall not ask 
that it appear in the Recorp, but I note 
that the release makes clear that the 
volume was to sell for from $5 to $10 a 
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copy, and that it was compiled and 
edited under the auspices of a local 
Democratic political committee in Penn- 
sylvania and is not an official publica- 
uvu UP tie BRAN vorunthbee: > 
Mrs. SMITH of Maine subsequently 
said: Mr. President, tomorrow the junior 
Senator from Maine will reply to the 
letter from Hon. J. Howard Mc- 
Grath inserted in the CONGRESSIONAL 
Recorp today by the majority leader. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS 


Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HOL- 
LAND in the chair).. Does the Senator 
from Arizona yield to the Senator from 
Massachusetts? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I yield. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The Senator 
from Arizona stated on Friday that the 
order of business would be the bill which 
is now pending before the Senate, which 
concerns the compensation of certain 
Government officers and employees, af- 
ter which he proposes to move to the con- 
sideration of Senate bill 436 relating to 
the separation of subsidy from airmail 
pay. Can the Senator give us any indi- 
cation of when he expects the tax bill to 
be taken up by the Senate for considera- 
tion? I understand there may be some 
change in plans. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I am informed, 
and I have no information to the con- 
trary, that the tax bill will come up for 
consideration on Wednesday, next. 

Mr. 
day? 
Mr, McFARLAND. On Wednesday. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Is the Senator 
likely to move to call the calendar of 
unobjected-to bills, in the event the two 
bills I have mentioned are finished early 
tomorrow afternoon? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I had thought I 
would ask unanimous consent to call the 
calendar between now and next Wednes- 
day morning, and as soon as we know 
definitely about when we shall be able to 
dispose of the airmail pay-subsidy sepa- 
ration bill. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Arizona permit me 
to ask a question of the Senator from 
New Jersey, whether that would be agree- 
able to the calendar committee repre- 
senting the minority group? 

Mr. McFARLAND. Before the Sena- 
tor does that, I had intended to consult 
with the Senator from New Jersey be- 
fore making the announcement, I want 
that to be clear. 

Mr. HENRICKSON. The Senator 
from Arizona referred to “next Wednes- 
day morning.” Did the Senator mean 
Wednesday of this week, or Wednesday 
of next week? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I meant the com- 
ing Wednesday. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. It would be 
sometime Wednesday, would it? 

Mr, McFARLAND. It would be some- 
time tomorrow, if we get through with 


this bill and the air-subsidy bill in time. ' 


Mr. HENDRICKSON. It would be 
quite satisfactory to have the calendar 
called on Thursday. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I would not want 


the call of the calendar to interfere or 


SALTONSTALL, On Wednes- 
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affect the consideration by the Senate of 
the tax bill. I would rather have the 
calendar go qver than do that. Could 
the Senator be ready tomorrow? 

Mr. HENDRICKSONTY aohot vety 
much whether the Republican calendar 
committee could be ready by tomorrow; 
but we can try. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I shall certainly 
consult the Senator later on, to deter- 
mine whether he could be ready at that 
time. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. 
Senator. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
if the Senator from Arizona will permit, 
I should like to ask one other question, 
in the interest of the minority. The 
question is as to what bill might be taken 
up if the tax bill were not ready, or what 
bills might be taken up after the tax 
bill shall have been disposed of. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I should prefer to 
answer that question later in the day, or 
tomorrow. I would want to find out how. 
much delay there might be, before an- 
nouncing what bill would be taken up. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. So that, if con- 
sideration of these two bills is concluded, 
the session might be fairly short, unless 
there were a call of the calendar. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. McFARLAND. That is true, un- 
less we could find another bill which 
would not take very long. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I thank the 
Senator. 


PAY INCREASES FOR GOVERNMENT 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (S. 622) to increase the basic 
rates of compensation of certain officers 
and employees of the Federal Govern- 
ment, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from West 
Virginia [Mr. KILGORE]. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, may 
the amendment be again stated? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment again 
for the benefit of the Senator from 
Rhode Island. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 4, 
between lines 18 and 19, it is proposed 
to insert a new paragraph, as follows: 

(c) (1) The rates of basic compensation 
of officers and employees in or under the 
judicial branch of the Government whose 
rates of compensation are fixed pursuant to 
section 62 (2) of the Bankruptcy Act (11 
U. S. C. 102 (a) (2)), section 3656 of title 18 
of the United States Code, the second and 
third sentences of section 603, section 604 
(5), or sections 671 to 675, inclusive, of title 
28 of the United States Code, or who are 
appointed pursuant to section 792 (b) of 
title 28 of the United States Code, are hereby 
increased by amounts equal to the increases 
provided by subsections (a) and (b) in cor- 
responding rates of compensation paid to 
officers and employees subject to the Classi- 
fication Act of 1949.“ 


On page 4, line 19, strike out “(c)” and 
insert in lieu thereof “(2).” 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I 
think it should be pointed out that the 
judiciary, under the present law, can now 
bring about the end result which the 


I thank the 
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distinguished Senator from West Vir- 
ginia seeks to accomplish by his amend- 
ment. The question was discussed be- 
fore our subcommittee at some length, 
and I should like to have the Recorp show 
that what the Senator seeks to accom- 
plish can presently be done under the 
law. However, I might say at this time 
that, personally, I do not see any real 
harm in the amendment. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Rhode Island yield in 
order that I may ask a few questions 
about this amendment? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 

Mr. CARLSON. How many employees 
would be affected? 

Mr. PASTORE. I am afraid I cannot 
answer that question. 

Mr. CARLSON. The Senator from 
West Virginia might be able to answer it. 

Mr. KILGORE. I cannot tell the Sen- 
ator the exact number. They are what 
might be called employees in the rather 
low-salaried bracket of judicial em- 
ployees. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. P esident, Lhave 
just been informed that 3,375 employees 
are included. 

Mr. CARLSON. Are they secretaries 
and law clerks in judicial offices? 

Mr. KILGORE. No; they are mainly 
clerks in district attorneys’ offices, mar- 
shals’ offices, and court clerks’ offices; 
they are employees of that type. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I 
personally have no objection to the 
amendment. 

Mr. KILGORE. I may say also that, 
since we have put bankruptcy employees 
on a salaried basis instead of on a fee 
basis, the amendment ing ludes clerks in 
bankruptcy commissioners’ offices. 
From those offices far more revenue is 
derived than is spent in clerk hire and 
referee hire. It would include referees’ 
employees. 

Mr. CARLSON. Iam not opposed to 
the inclusion of these employees in the 
bill which is now before the Senate. In 
fact, I think the idea has some merit. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from West 
Virginia. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
should like to ask the able Senator from 
South Carolina, having charge of the 
bill whether this bill covers all civil- 
service employees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from South Carolina is recog- 
nized to answer that question. 

Mr. MIcCARRAN. Does it cover em- 
ployees in the Library of Congress? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
It does not cover all Federal employees 
in the civil service; it covers only those 
who are under the Classification Act. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Does it cover em- 
ployees in the Library of Congress? 

Mi. JOHNSTON or South Carolina. 
It does cover employees in the Library of 
Congress. 

Mr. McCARRAN. That has been a 
matter of concern with some of us for 
a long time, because if there is any un- 
dexpaid group it is the group of workers 
in the Library of Congress. 
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Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
They are included in the bill. Thatisa 
group which is not under the Classifica- 
tion Act, but it is included in the bill. 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from South Carolina yield? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
I yield. 

Mr. KILGORE. The Senator also 
realizes that the employees covered by 
my amendment are classified employees. 
They include clerks in deputy marshals’ 
offices and others who must have civil- 
service qualifications. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Yes; they must have civil-service qualifi- 
cations, but they were not included in 
the Classification Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from West 
Virginia. 

The amendment was greed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
committee amendment is open to further 
amendment. 

Mr. MCMAHON. Mr. President, I 
have an amendment at the desk, which 
I call up and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 7, 
line 19, it is proposed to insert the fol- 
lowing: 

Sec. 3. Each of the rates of basic compen- 
sation provided by sections 412 and 415 of 
the Foreign Service Act of 1946 (Public Law 
724, 79th Cong.), as amended, is hereby 
increased by (1) 8.8 percent, or (2) $800 per 
annum, whichever is the lesser. 


On page 7, line 20, it is proposed to 
change: “Sec. 3” to “Sec. 4.” 

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, this 
is the amendment I discussed briefly on 
Friday last, which I had previously dis- 
cussed with the Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. Jonnston] and the Sena- 
tor from Rhode Island [Mr. Pastore]. 
I think it is their disposition to accept 
the amendment. It is designed to in- 
clude in the bill the Foreign Service 
officers who were left out of it by the 
committee only because they were ten- 
der of the jurisdiction of the Foreign 
Relations Committee. I explained that 
the Foreign Relations Committee had 
been overwhelmed with work, that we 
had not considered it, but that as chair- 
man of the subcommittee of the State 
Department’s organization and its affairs 
I had been approached, and had agreed 
to offer this amendment. As I under- 
stand, the Senator from South Carolina 
is willing to take the amendment to con- 
ference. I might add that the House 
included the Foreign Service officers in 
the House bill. 

Mr.CARLSON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. McMAHON. I yield. 

Mr. CARLSON. I should like to ask 
a question merely for information. I 
think such information should be avail- 
able to the Senate, and personally I 
should like to have it. Are not these 
salaries fixed by the State Department? 

Mr. McMAHON. In the same sense 
that the salaries of the other members 
of the classified service are fixed. In 
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other words, it is up to the administra- 
tive agency to determine in what clas- 
sification a particular officer or em- 
ployee comes and when he is promoted, 
but the classifications, as I understand it, 
are fixed by law. 

Mr. CARLSON. I note by the Sena- 
tor’s amendment that it deals with rates 
of basic compensation provided by sec- 
tions 412 and 415 of the Foreign Service 
Act of 1946. The question I really want 
to clear up in my own mind is whether 
these employees do come under the Clas- 
sification Act, and if this is a proper 
place to adjust their salaries. 

Mr. McMAHON. I would say to the 
Senator from Kansas that the classifica- 
tion for the State Department has been 
provided it is true, by separate acts. The 
last time Congress adjusted salaries of 
Federal employees, the Foreign Service 
employees were taken care of in a sep- 
arate bill. Isee no reason why we should 
not take care of them at this time, par- 
ticularly since the House of Represent- 
atives has done so, and it would seem to 
me to be a manifest injustice if we were 
to exclude these classified employees from 
the benefits of a raise in salary. 

Mr. CARLSON. I will say to the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Connecticut 
that I certainly want to accord these em- 
ployees justice in any pay scale raise we 
may consider. I know that more than 
19,000 employees are involved in the Sen- 
ator’s amendment. I assume, in fact I 
am going to make the statement, that 
they constitute a group that is entitled to 
consideration. I have only one question, 
I was hoping that some other committee, 
if the matter is within the jurisdiction 
of some other committee, would keep in 
mind the difference in living costs in 
some of the foreign countries as com- 
pared to living costs in this country. 
Everyone who is familiar with the costs 
in foreign countries must realize that in 
many cases Foreign Service employees 
are living in an economy which requires 
much less in the way of cost per day than 
is required for citizens and employees of 
the Government in this country. I sin- 
cerely hope someone is giving that ques- 
tion some thought, because I think there 
could be a disparity. I assure the Sen- 
ator I do not want a disparity. I want 
to take care of these persons. But I 
trust that suggestion will be given some 
thought. 

Mr. McMAHON. I think that is a fair 
observation. But I would say to the Sen- 
ator that when the salaries were fixed 
originally, I believe that provision was 
made for the considerations which the 
Senator has mentioned. Of course, 
there are today some other considera- 
tions. I am sure the Senator is aware 
of that—such as the bad living conditions 
under which some Foreign Service em- 
ployees live. There are some spots where 
neither the Senator from Kansas nor I 
would want to spend 3 or 4 or 5 years. 
From my study of the question I think 
that my amendment involves no dispro- 
portionate increase in salary. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. McMAHON. I yield. 
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Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I have long felt that per- 
sons in Foreign Service should be in- 
cluded under the Classification Act. I 
have an amendment which would place 
them under the Classification Act for all 
purposes. I shall offer my amendment 
as a substitute for the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Connecticut if the 
Senator is agreeable to that procedure. 

I will explain to the Senator why I 
make that proposal. It used to be that 
a great many employees in the Foreign 
Service were paid more than $10,000, and 
that at that time there was a ceiling of 
$10,000 upon classified employees, above 
which no classified employees could go. 
Since tae new law on the subject was 
passed brackets above $10,000 have been 
established in the classified civil serv- 
ice, so Foreign Service employees can 
come under such classification. If For- 
eign Service employees were brought 
under the Classification Act there would 
be no question raised in the Senate re- 
specting increase in their salaries. Per- 
sonally I should be glad to have such 
action taken. 

Mr. McMAHON. This is a new 
thought to me; I will say to the Senator 
from South Carolina. Will the Senator 
tell me what the implications would be 
respecting the Foreign Service em- 
ployees? In event the Senator’s amend- 
ment should be adopted, would they be 
chosen through civil-service examina- 
tions rather than State Department ex- 
aminations? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Only the pay provisions would be in- 
volved. The State Department would 
still have the right to choose its own 
employees. 

Mr. McMAHON. Only the pay pro- 
visions would be involved? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Yes. 

Mr. McMAHON. I can see no objec- 
tion to the Senator’s proposal. At any 
rate, since the Senator from South Caro- 
lina will take the matter to confer- 
ence, and since it is something which 
does not appear in the bill, I shall be glad 
to see that action taken. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I shall be glad to take 
both the Senator’s amendment and my 
amendment to conference. 

Mr. McMAHON. I certainly have no 
objection to that. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I send to the desk an 
amendment which I offer in the nature 
of a substitute for the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Connecticut. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment of the Senator from Con- 
necticut [Mr. McManon] is pending. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
believe the amendment which I offer as 
a substitute will cover what the Sena- 
tor from Connecticut has in mind to 
cover. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Connecticut withdraw his 
amendment? 

Mr. McMAHON. Before any further 
action is taken, I should like to see the 
Senator's amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment in the nature of a substi- 
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tute offered by the Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. Johxsrox! will be stated 
for the information of the Senate. 

The legislative clerk read the substi- 
tute amendment, as follows: 

Section 1. Hereafter, Forei_n Service offi- 
cers, including the class of career minister, 
and Foreign Service staff officers and em- 
ployees, shall be compensated in accordance 
with the compensation schedules of the Clas- 
sification Act of 1949, as amended and sup- 
plemented. 

Sec. 2, Sections 412 and 415 of the For- 
eign Service Act of 1946, as amended, and 
all other provisions of such act which are 
inconsistent with the Classification Act of 
1949, as amended, are hereby repealed. 

Sec, 3. Section 202 (2) of the Classifica- 
tion Act of 1949, as amended, is hereby re- 
pealed. 

Sec. 4. The compensation of any Foreign 
Service officer or Foreign Service staff officer 
or employee who is an officer or employee of 
the United States on the effective date of this 
amendment shall not be reduced by reason 
of the provisions of this amendment; but 
when any such position becomes vacant any 
new appointee shall be compensated in ac- 
cordance with the compensation schedules 
of, and reguations issued by the Civil Serv- 
ice Commission under, the Classification Act 
of 1949, as amended. 


Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, that 
would seem to me to cover the subject. 
I would assume that when the bill goes 
to conference, inasmuch as this provi- 
sion is not contained in the House ver- 
sion of the bill, the chairman of the com- 
mittee will see to it that there will be 
careful examination made of the amend- 
ment by the conferees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
JOHNSTON] as a substitute for the amend- 
ment heretofore offered by the Senator 
from Connecticut [Mr. MCMAHON]. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. MCMAHON. I yield. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Under the law at 
the present time Foreign Service em- 
ployees receive additional compensation 
because of the difference in living con- 
ditions abroad, and because of the differ- 
ence between the value of the currency 
in the country in which they serve and 
our currency, and because of other fac- 
tors. 

There is another matter involved in 
this situation, and that is that nearly 
two-thirds of the employees in the For- 
eign Service are citizens of the foreign 
country in which they serve. They are 
not American citizens. They are not 
paid at the same rate. I am wondering 
if the amendment of the Senator from 
South Carolina, like a Mother Hubbard, 
covers too much. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
will answer the Senator's question by 
saying that this amendment does not 
affect the salaries of civilian employees 
in foreign countries who are nationals 
of those countries. That is the inten- 
tion of the amendment, and the way I 
had it drawn. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the substitute 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. Jounston] for the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Connecticut [Mr. MCMAHON]. 
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The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator 
from Connecticut [Mr. McManon] as 
amended. 

The amendment as amended was 
agreed to. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President—— 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, does 
the Senator from North Dakota desire 
the floor? Is this bill about ready to 
pass? 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I offer 
the amendment which I send to the desk 
and ask to have stated. It is the same 
as the amendment I offered in connec- 
tion with the postal bill, which was taken 
to comerence the other day. The 
amendment provides that the act shall 
be retroactive to July 1, 1951. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

amendment offered by the Senator from 
North Dakota will be stated, 
a The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 7, 
lines 21 and 22, it is proposed to strike 
out the words “after the date of its en- 
actment” and insert the words “on or 
after July 1, 1951.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. LANGER]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, I 
have an amendment at the desk which 
was intended to be offered as an amend- 
ment to an amendment to be proposed 
by the Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
NeELy]. However, it is in the nature of 
a separate matter. I think it was left 
out of the bill because of an inadver- 
tence in drafting the bill. I offer the 
amendment at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Kentucky will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 7, 
between lines 19 and 20, it is proposed 
to insert the following: 

(c) Section 66 of the Farm Credit Act of 
1933 (48 Stat. 269) is hereby amended to 
read as follows: 

“Src. 66. No director, officer, or employee 
of the Central Bank for Cooperatives, or of 
any production credit corporation, produc- 
tion credit association, or bank for coopera- 
tives shall be paid compensation at a rate in 
excess of $13,800 per annum.” 


Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, I 
should like to ask the chairman if he will 
accept this amendment, since it involves 
only one group of agencies which were 
omitted from the bill. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I yield. 

Mr. PASTORE. Is my understanding 
correct that all this amendment does is 
to make it possible to go above the ceil- 
ing stipulated by law, so as to grant the 
$800 increase? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD, That is correct. 
The amendment merely includes the 
agencies named along with the others. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from 
Kentucky. 
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Mr.CARLSON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I yield. 

Mr. CARLSON. I should like to ask if 
the agencies named are the only agencies 
in the Government which would be af- 
fected or which need to be taken care of? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The Senator is 
correct. It takes care of the employees 
of the Central Bank for Cooperatives, or 
of any production credit corporation, 
production credit association, or bank for 
cooperatives. 

Mr. CARLSON. As I understand, the 
amendment would correct a condition 
which should be corrected. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Yes. These 
agencies were inadvertently not included. 

Mr. CARLSON. I have no objection. 
I think it is very commendable of the 
Senator to offer the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Ken- 
tucky [Mr. UNDERWOOD]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, I offer an 
amendment which I send to the clerk’s 
desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
West Virginia will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 7, 
between lines 19 and 20, it is proposed to 
insert the following: 

Sec, 3. (a) The annual compensation (in- 
cluding basic salary and additional compen- 
sation in lieu of overtime pay and night pay 
differential) of each officer and member of 
the Metropolitan Police, the United States 
Park Police, the White House Police, and the 
Fire Department of the District of Columbia, 
as increased by the act entitled “An act to 
provide for an adjustment of salaries of the 
Metropolitan Police, the United States Park 
Police, the White House Police, and the mem- 
bers of the Fire Department of the District 
of Columbia, to conform with the increased 
cost of living in the District of Columbia,” 
approved July 14, 1945, as amended, and by 
the act entitled “An act to increase the com- 
pensation of certain employees of the mu- 
nicipal government of the District of Colum- 
bia, and for other purposes,” approved June 
30, 1949, shall be further increased by 8.8 
percent or $800, whichever is the lesser. The 
proviso contained in the first sentence of the 
first section of said act of June 30, 1949, is 
hereby repealed; but no officer or member 
covered by this section shall, by reason of 
the enactment of this section, be paid with 
respect to any pay period, basic salary, or 
basic salary plus additional compensation, 
at a rate in excess of $11,130 per annum. 

(b) (1) Each employee of the Board of 
Education of the District of Columbia whose 
salary is fixed and regulated by the District 
of Columbia Teachers’ Salary Act of 1947, 
except the Superintendent of Schools, shall 
receive, in addition to the compensation al- 
ready provided by such act and by the act of 
June 30, 1949, compensation at the rate of 
8.8 percent of the aggregate compensation 
provided by said acts, or $800 per annum, 
whichever is the lesser. 

(2) The basic and maximum salaries for 
all salary classes in title I of the District of 
Columbia Teachers’ Salary Act of 1947, except 
class 29, are hereby increased by 8.8 percent 
or $800, whichever is the lesser. 


Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, the pur- 
pose of this amendment is to extend to 
the Metropolitan Police, the White House 
Police, the United States Park Police, the 
teachers, and the members of the Fire 
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Department of the District of Columbia 
the benefits proposed by the bill. These 
praiseworthy employees are not within 
the classified civil service but their right 
to an increase in compensation is mani- 
festly identical with the right of those in 
the classified service for whose relief the 
pending measure provides. The neces- 
sity, the propriety, and the justice of 
granting the increases proposed by the 
amendment are so thoroughly and sym- 
pathetically understood by the Senate 
that it would be superfluous for me or 
anyone else to speak in behalf of the de- 
sired result. Therefore, I ask for the 
immediate adoption of the amendment. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, this amendment deals 
with the employees of the District of 
Columbia mentioned therein. It will be 
recalled that a few years ago when we 
were increasing the salaries of Federal 
employees we got into a jam in regard to 
the District of Columbia. The ques- 
tion of the sales tax was involved, and 
we could not pass a District bill. As I 
see it, this amendment would expedite 
matters. These salaries are not paid by 
the Federal Government. They are paid 
by the District of Columbia. 

The Senator from West Virginia is a 
member of the District of Columbia 
Committee. I am a member of that 
committee, as is the Senator from Rhode 
Island (Mr. Pastore]. This amendment 
will expedite matters, and save us from 
passing another bill. 
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Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, to the 
best of my knowledge and belief, every 
member of the Committee on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia is in favor of the 
amendment. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. NEELY. I yield. 

Mr. CARLSON. I assure the Sena- 
tor from West Virginia that I think 
his c mendment has merit, and that these 
employees are entitled to a pay increase. 
There was one question which arose, and 
that was as to whether our committee 
had jurisdiction, or whether this pro- 
vision would fit into the pending legis- 
lation. However, in view of the fact 
that we are voting increases for classi- 
fied employees, I favor this increase. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from West 
Virginia [Mr. NEELY]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I offer 
the amendment which I send to the 
desk and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment offered by the Senator 
from North Dakota will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. At the proper 
place in the bill it is proposed to insert 
the following: 

Sections 603 (b) and 603 (c) of the Classi- 
fication Act of 1949, as amended, are hereby 
amended to read as follows: 

“(b) The compensation schedule for the 
General Schedule shall be as follows: 


Grade 


SSS 


88828888888888888 


K 
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Per annum rates 


$2,680 $2,700 82, 840 82 90 $3,000 $3,080 
2. 930 3, 010 3, 080 3,170 3, 250 3,430 
3, 130 8, 210 3, 290 3,370 3,450 oo 
3, 355 3.435 3,515 3, 595 3,6675 3.7 
3, 625 3,750 3. 875 4, 000 4,125 4,250 
3,975 4, 100 4,225 4, 350 4,475 4, 600 
4, 350 4,475 4, 600 4,725 4.850 4, 978 
4, 725 4, 850 4, 978 5,114 5, 250 5, 386 
5,141 5,277 5,413 5.540 5,6685 5, 821 
5, 576 5,712 5,848 5, 984 6, 120 6, 256 
6, 083 6,310 6, 528 6, 746 6, 963 

7, 181 7, 398 7, 616 7, 834 8,051 

8, 486 8,704 8, 922 9, 149 9, 357 

9,792 10,000 10,200 10,400 10,600 
11,050 11,300 11, 550 11, 800 
12,200 12,400 12,600 12,800 
13,200 13, 400 13, 0 13, 800 


“(c) (1) The compensation schedule for the crafts, protective, and custodial schedule 
shall be as follows: 


28888888 
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Per annum rates 


$1,970 32.030 $2,000 32, 10 82.210 82, 270 
250 2660 2.70 2800 2870 2940 
2732 282 2802 2972 3052 3,192 
2930 3,010 3,000 3170 3,250 3,330 
ZIM 3.81 3,314 3,84 3,74 3884 
3,380 3.0 3,50 3.0 3.700 3.780 
3,625 4.725 2,825 3.925 4025 4,195 
3,925 4050 4175 4,300 4425 4.880 
4.300 4.425 4.550 4,675 4,800 4,925 
4,675 4,800 4,925 5050 5,195 6331 


a 
2 


(2) Charwomen working part time 1 
be paid at the rate of $2,800 per annum, and 
head charwomen working part time at the 
rate of $2,940 per annum.“ 


Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, the pur- 
pose of the amendment is to increase 
the salary rates under the Classification 
Act of 1949, as amended, by a minimum 
of $400, or 8.8 percent, whichever is 
greater, but not to exceed $800. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator please explain what this amend- 
ment would do? 


Mr. LANGER. As the Senator knows, 
this question was considered in the com- 
mittee. In connection with the postal 
pay bill, an amendment was offered pro- 
viding that salaries should be increased 
by 8.8 percent, with a floor of $400, and a 
ceiling of $800. 

Mr. PASTORE. That is not very clear 
to me. Senate bill 622, which is now 
pending, specifies that there shall be an 
increase of 8.8 percent, but not to ex- 
ceed $800. 

Mr. LANGER. That is correct. 
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Mr. PASTORE. Will the Senator 
please tell me what this amendment 
would do to the bill? 

Mr. LANGER. It puts a floor of $400 
in the bill, and it provides that no in- 
crease shall exceed $800, which the bill 
does not now provide, as I understand, 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, the 
question of whether or not there should 
be a percentagewise increase across the 
board, or whether it should be a lump- 
sum increase applying to all employees 
in the Post Office Department and in the 
classified service, is one to which the 
committee gave considerable study and 
thought. I believe for the purposes of 
the Record it behooves me at this time 
to point out exactly what we are getting 
into with amendments which are of- 
fered from the floor. 

When S. 355, the postal pay-increase 
bill was under consideration last Friday 
the Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARLSON] 
suggested a minimum of $400. On the 
ficor we worked out a compromise to the 
effect that the formula of 88 percent 
would apply to all postal workers, pro- 
vided, however, that in no case would an 
employee’s salary be increased by less 
than $400. 

In the postal pay-increase bill certain 
other adjustments were made with ref- 
erence to grades 1 and 2, under which 
those grades were to be eliminated, and 
by which the employees in those two 
grades were to receive a $200 increase. 
More than that, we tried to adjust the 
salaries of employees who came into the 
postal service subsequent to June 30, 
1945. 

As the postal pay- increase bill now 
stands there is a serious question in the 
minds of myself and many members of 
the committee as to whether or not the 
bill as it was passed does not in fact grant 
an increase of a minimum of $600 with 
reference to postal employees. In other 
words, to make the Recorp a little clearer, 
the bill originally provided for an in- 
crease of 8.8 percent. 

A serious question exists whether the 
$400 minimum is to be applied after the 
adjustment of $200 takes place, or 
whether the figure of $400 is to be used 
after the increase has been computed on 
the basis of 8.8 percent, in which case 
no employee of the Post Office Depart- 
ment in any category would receive an 
increase of less than $400. s 

To connect the same argument to the 
pending bill, and apply it to an employee 
who today is working in the Post Office 
Department in grade 1, and is receiving 
in the neighborhood of $2,670, if we 
grant him a $600 increase, it would mean 
that anyone now employed under the 
classified system who is receiving $2,650 
in GS-3 would be getting under the bill 
we are now considering, S. 622, an in- 
crease of only $250. 

In other words, to point up the harm 
that can come from floor amendments, 
I am saying now that under the postal 
bill which we passed last Friday, anyone 
presently employed in the Post Office 
Department in grade 1 would get an in- 
crease of $600, whereas a comparable 
employee in the classified service, who 
receives $2,650, in GS-2, would get under 
the bill which has been approved by the 
committee an increase of only $250. 
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In that way, we would create in our 
Government a situation under which two 
men in the same family of Federal work- 
ers, receiving the same amount of money 
today, would, under the action of the 
Senate as the two bills now stand, S. 355, 
which was passed Friday,.and the bill 
now being considered, the following dif- 
ference in salary. The employee in the 
postal department would get an increase 
of $600, under the interpretation being 
given to the postal pay increase by some 
Members of the Senate, and at least 
$400, according to the interpretation 
which I believe was intended, but not 
made clear. On the other hand, the 
employee in the classified service, em- 
ployed in GS-3, would receive an increase 
of only $250. 

Isay to the distinguished Senator from 
North Dakota [Mr. Lancer], while there 
is abundant argument for consistency, 
namely, that we ought to undertake in 
this bill to provide the same minimum 
of $400, as fixed in the postal pay bill 
and it is hard to deviate from the argu- 
ment of consistency—the fact still re- 
mains that this is what we are doing: 
To employees who work, let us say, in 
CPC 2, receiving in the neighborhood of 
$1,609, $1,700, or $1,800, we would give 
an increase of $400, which in fact would 
be an increase of 25 percent. I believe 
we would completely violate the provi- 
sions of the Wage Stabilization Act. 

Mr. President, I say very frankly that 
while I can adhere to the argument of 
consistency, I can also see the absurdity 
of proceeding in that way. 

Mr. LANGER. The purpose of the 
amendment is to put a floor of $400 in 
the bill. Certainly anyone working in 
the Government ought to have an in- 
come of at least $2,500. There is nothing 
inconsistent or ridiculous about it. It 
gives a person enough to live on. Cer- 
tainly a family needs $2,500 a year to live 
on. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, in view 
of the statement which has just been 
made by the distinguished Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. Pastore], I believe 
that it might be well to discuss again the 
postal pay increase bill which we passed 
last week. The bill, S. 355, which we ap- 
proved last Friday, eliminates two grades. 
The figures submitted to us by the Post 
Office Department show it would cost the 
Post Office Department $10,000,000. For 
all postal employees, including supervis- 
ors and postmasters, a $400 across-the- 
board pay increase except fourth class 
postmasters and hourly paid employees 
would cost $189,350,000. Therefore, how 
anyone could assume that it would mean 
a $600 increase for all employees is more 
than I can understand. < 

The $200 increase, which would elimi- 
nate two grades, according to the Post 
Office Department figures, would cost 
$10,000,000, while the $400 increase, 
which is 200 percent of $200 would come 
to $189,350,000. 

In addition to that, we advanced two 
grades of postal employees who have en- 
tered the service since June 30, 1945, and 
who have not benefited by the two grade 
advances. It affects 150,000 postal em- 
ployees, and would cost $28,410,000. 

Personally, I am confident that the 


Senate, when it acted on the postal pay, 
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increase bill, understood that we were 
eliminating two grades, and that those 
two grades had not been used during 
the past few years, except in a limited 
number of cases. 

Therefore, the total amount added by 
the elimination of the two grades would 
not exceed $10,000,000, and could not 
possibly be interpreted as giving $200 to 
every employee, because the $400 increase 
totals more than $189,000,000. I wanted 
to make that statement for the RECORD. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CARLSON. Yes. 

Mr. PASTORE. I believe the distin- 
guished Senator from Kansas will con- 
cede that the question has been raised as 
to whether or not the $400 minimum is to 
be applied after the computation of 8.8 
percent or whether the $400 minimum is 
to be considered before the computation 
of the 8.8 percent, which would make a 
difference of $200 when all the adjust- 
ments are to be made. For the purpose 
of the Recorp I believe it ought to be 
clearly shown that the intent of Congress 
was that all we were trying to do was to 
insure a minimum increase of $400 to 
every employee, instead of giving an in- 
crease of $600. 

Mr. CARLSON. The Senator from 
Kansas wanted it definitely understood 
that no postal employee was to receive 
an increase of less than $400, and that 
the adjustments, as proposed in Senate 
bill 355, would have to be worked out 
later. I admit that we were caught a 
little unawares on the floor, and I have 
not had time to go into all the effects of 
it. My personal belief is that either 
$400 or 8.8 percent would make very 
little difference in this legislation. 


CONSTITUTION DAY 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, this 
is the day on which our Nation does 
honor to the Constitution of the United 
States, on the anniversary of its adop- 
tion. 

It is sometimes difficult to discuss ob- 
jectively matters which are close to our 
hearts, because our very familiarity with 
them leads us to presume an equal fa- 
miliarity on the part of our hearers, and 
thus we tend to pass lightly over points 
which may be basic to full understand-. 
ing. Our Constitution is one of the 
things too many Americans take for 
granted, and for that very reason we fail 
to grasp its monumental value. 

Those who look no further back than 
the eighteenth century for the idea of 
government by the consent of the gov- 
erned, that is, the people; and those who 
look no further back than the sixteenth 
century for the idea of the natural law, 
fail to see in the Preamble of our Con- 
stitution the outline of a republic as 
set for by St. Augustine in the fifth 
century in his “city of God.” There one 
reads of union of people in community, 
seeking to establish justice and the com- 
mon good. There one reads of liberty 
as the heritage of man from his Creator. 
There, too, the citizens of republics may 
learn how slavery, the grim alternative, 
may overtake a people lost to prudence 
and becoming a mere mass, 

While there are among us many who 
have developed a great—almost reli- 
gious—veneration for our Constitution, 
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all of us arrived at our status as legis- 
lators by the act of taking an oath to 
support it. Yet, all too few of us ever 
have occasion or opportunity to see cer- 
tain contrasts which illustrate the great 
values of this document. It may seem 
strange, but I have found it true, that 
many who have the fiercest love of our 
Constitution are men who have lived 
abroad. 

Over the years I have had occasion to 
know many of our diplomats and mili- 
tary men stationed in other lands, some 
of whom, in fact, have passed more 
adult years in Europe and Asia than in 
their own country. These men whom 
we send abroad, from ambassadors to 
clerks, have opportunities not vouch- 
safed to the rest of us. It is startling to 
talk with them, to see how bitterly they 
describe the contortions which the very 
process of daily living requires of citi- 
zens in lands that are dictatorships. It 
is startling to hear them speak with 
cynical familiarity of their professional 
problems when working in countries in 
Europe, in Asia, and in Latin America— 
in rigid, static governments, where laws 
are made by police, or under regimes 
where judges act on orders from above, 
where wealthy gangs take care of their 
own, where shootings occur on the 
streets, and where it would be naive to 
entertain the assumption—natural and 
normal in America—that murders are 
dealt with by courts where justice is 
done. These things are startling to us 
because our Constitution, while guard- 
ing the power of the States, guarantees 
speedy and public trial, and trial by 


jury. 

The world is constantly getting small- 
er, politically speaking; and indeed it is 
time we learned, if we have not learned 
already, about the shocking status of 
human rights in those lands which ac- 
count for two-thirds of the world’s hu- 
man beings. The nations with the larg- 
est number of slave camps and those 
with the largest starving masses are 
those in which the rights of life and 
liberty are not sustained by safeguards 
to private property. Our Constitution 
relies for its support of property rights 
upon the Christian concept that man 
needs property to develop personality. 
This personality determines his service 
to God and country, his education, and 
his vote. 

In scores of countries the movement 
of goods across a city limit or a county 
line or the boundary of a province is 
taxed. The economies of many Euro- 
pean, Asiatic, and Latin American re- 
gions groan from the imposition of inter- 
state taxes and obstructions. Only a few 
countries have adopted the startling 
principle, written into our own Constitu- 
tion, that trade between citizens of a sin- 
gle nation—and, let us say, between re- 
gions—shall move unhampered. No 
multiplication of TVA’s for Asia can ever 
do for the Asian individual what the 
Simple provisions of our Constitution re- 
garding rights in property have done for 
American citizens. 

Our Constitution provides that every 
few years all officers of the republic shall 
stand before the people for judgment, 
for endorsement, or for removal from of- 
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fice. This provision we take for granted, 
because we started learning about it in 
kindergarten. Yet, as we survey this 
shrinking world, as we observe the great 
movements of masses of peoples, as we 
watch the revolutionary movements 
among millions in Asia and in Europe, as 
we see these movements resorting more 
and more to mass violence or demagogic 
manipulation, we are forced to face a 
frightening statistical fact. That fact is 
that only a ridiculously small ~ercentage 
of the men and women of the world have 
the right to cast a ballot. Only in these 
few nations can an individual make his 
own voice heard on the question of 
whether he is to live as a freeman or as 
a statistical figure. The franchise has 
made of America a people. Its lack has 
left Asia with its masses. Our republic 
presupposed a people developed from the 
principle of the free-voting individual. 
The mere politicizing of social groups or 
of economic associations will not produce 
a people. We may build dams, drain 
swamps, or exterminate germs; but we 
cannot build a people without the indi- 
vidual ballot and the guidance of a free 
press can give. 

The American Constitution, compiled 
by that unique group of men 164 years 
ago, is so remarkable that the genius of 
its provisions becomes apparent only 
when we take a look at the way other 
societies have mishandled and misdi- 
rected the energies of their peoples; when 
we see the class wars, the civil wars, and 
the great social frictions which many 
countries have solved or resolved only by 
creating police states. 

By. the Articles of Confederation the 
United States expressed their abhorrence 
of tyrants and despots. By the Consti- 
tution they controlled the tyranny of ma- 
jorities and the violence of demagogically 
led masses. They devised a system of 
government, operating through three 
branches, two of which are responsible 
directly, and one indirectly, to the people 
of the Republic. They established a 
union government having real power, and 
placed the control of that power in the 
people. 

In the 164-year span which has fol- 
lowed the adoption of the Constitution, 
32 men have been elected President of 
the United States, and numberless Mem- 
bers of Congress have also been elected. 
Each candidate has had to reach high 
office through the peaceful process of 
persuasion. While that persuasion proc- 
ess may involve a wide range of activity, 
from great statesmanship to little undis- 
covered acts of human kindness, and 
while high office has been attained at 
times by frivolous politicians who prom- 
ised all things to all men, the fact of the 
power in the people remains. An histo- 
rian of freedom of the nineteenth cen- 
tury, Lord Acton, hailed as a great dis- 
covery the American principle that the 
nation can control the state—a dis- 
covery second only to the English inven- 
tion of the representative legislature and 
one based upon the momentous pro- 
nouncement which gave the state its 
measure of power and rendered it benign 
by giving religion at the same time its 
greatest freedom: Render unto Caesar 
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the things that are Caesar’s and unto God 
the things that are God's. 

Yes, Mr. President, the scholars and 
patriots who put together our consti- 
tution had an insight into human na- 
ture, an understanding of human weak- 
nesses, of human envy, of ambition, of 
human cruelty and of all man's baser 
instincts, which even the most eminent 
of today’s army of psychologists could 
not surpass. They understood the pos- 
sible patterns of human. behavior, and 
they wrote a document which set up 
grooves and channels for man’s drives 
and impulses: No bills of attainder, no 
cruelty, no executive power to tax, no 
expenditure without a law. But, better 
still, a free press, free speech, free serv- 
ice to God, were guaranteed. 

Written when the Nation’s population 
was smaller than that of many of our 
States today, the organic law of the land 
now serves over 150,000,000 persons. 
There are few human contingencies, few 
new situations, which it did not envision 
at least in principle, and for which it 
did not provide a standard based on 
principles of universal right. This doc- 
ument was written at a time when trans- 
port was handled by ox-cart, canoe, and 
horse-drawn carriage, yet it has success- 
fully provided the legal principles and 
the guide for a civilization whose air- 
transport industry alone has produced a 
library of air law. It was written at a 
time when there were but few nascent 
industries and when the civilization of 
the United States was mainly agricul- 
tural, yet it has furnished the legal pre- 
cepts for a society highly industrialized 
and technologically advanced, in which, 
let it be said, the independent farmer 
still holds his own. Against the opera- 
tion of unlimited greed the constitution 
provided due control. When it en- 
shrined the principle of private property, 
and the concept of free enterprise, it ac- 
cepted the Christian economic principle 
that national wealth is the product of 
the savings of a secure citizenry, that 
national strength is measurable in terms 
of family savings. { 

The Constitution of the United States, 
Mr. President, embodies that balance of 
force and freedom which has been 
dreamed of for centuries by the peoples 
of Western Europe and the Americas. 
Eastern Europe, the Middle East, and 
Asia await the dream. But only one 
land has reached such heights of free- 
dom by following the precepts of a doc- 
ument which gives encouragement to 
private initiative while curbing man’s 
avarice, which provides for the greatest 
stability in Government by making pos- 
sible adjustment to-change. All the 
progress in this country’s 164-year his- 
tory since the constitution was adopted 
has been made possible and protected by 
this great mother document. It is ever 
present, is impossible to ignore, is hard 
to circumvent. To the Nation facing its 
future it is the epitome of hope. The 
Constitution is like a lighted house to 
which one may go to when it becomes 
too dark to see, like the care of a mother 
for the child that senses fear, like a 
great reservoir of juridical wisdom for 
the Nation’s leaders, statesmen, jurists 
and plain citizens when baffled by the 


1951 


new problems of new decades. The 
magnanimity of the people, the power 
of the Government, and the wealth and 
the progress which have occurred in the 
United States of America have their 
source in it. 

Mr. President, on this anniversary of 
the adoption of our Constitution, I hope 
all of us may have a true appreciation 
of its value. This is the document which 
has fostered and made possible the most 
progressive society in history, the widest 
spread of human rights, and a techno- 
logical civilization which in 164 years 
has encouraged the production by free- 
men of things needed by mankind in 
larger measure than were created in 
the preceding 20 centuries. The Con- 
stitution was conceived in genius, and 
for 164 years we have shown the political 
acumen to adhere. May God grant that, 
as individuals and as a Nation, we may 
have the wisdom and the courage and 
the prudence to protect it as it has pro- 
tected us. 

Today there are those who look abroad 
and profess to see something more daz- 
zling, like those who have looked at 
Russia, and at other states that follow 
the negativism of Karl Marx as inter- 
preted by Lenin and Stalin. They pro- 
fess to see an improvement. There are 
those who are bent on bringing that 
Marxist-Lenin-Stalinist system here to 
our own shores, and those who encour- 
age that systems’ growth in other lands, 
And some there are who, holding a re- 
public to be a decadent form of govern- 
ment, would advocate the politicizing of 
social groups rather than inculcating the 
free individual ballot. They impugn 
the document which has created this 
great Nation. We must resist them in 
every fleld of their activity and by every 
technique available to us. Those who 
wish to destroy our organic law, or mere- 
ly to substitute for it the subversion of 
political science to socio-economics sub- 
ordinating man to the functional state, 
are seeking to take from this Nation 
something more precious than the indi- 
vidual life of any one of us. As long 
as misguided men attack the Constitu- 
tion, men of good will must fight to pro- 
tect it. Our freedom was won not 
through passivity, but through blood and 
brawn and spiritual struggle. Its preser- 
vation demands of us no lesser willing- 
ness to consecration and sacrifice. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Pres- 
ident, will the Senator from Nevada 
yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield the floor. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I should 
like to have the Senator yield to me for 
one moment. 

Mr. McCARRAN., I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I desire 
to thank and to congratulate the Senator 
from Nevada for the remarkable speech 
which he has delivered, the eloquent 
tribute which he has paid to the Con- 
stitution of the United States. It is one 
of the great speeches which have been 
delivered in his Chamber for a long 
time, and my prediction is that it will 
ring down through the years to come. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I thank the Sena- 
tor from Colorado. 
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MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Snader, its assistant 
reading clerk, announced that the House 
had agreed to the report of the commit- 
tee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amend- 
ments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
1726) to provide for the organization 
of the Air Force and the Department 
of the Air Force, and for other pur- 
poses. 

The message also announced that the 
House had disagreed to the amendments 
of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 4496) 
making appropriations for the legisla- 
tive branch for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1952, and for other purposes; 
agreed to the conference asked by the 
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon, and that Mr. Mc- 
GRATH, Mr. Kirwan, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. 
Cannon, Mr. Horan, Mr. SCHWABE, and 
Mr. Taber were appointed managers on 
the part of the House at the conference. 

The message further announced that 
the House had disagreed to the amend- 
ments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
5054) making appropriations for the 
National Security Council, the National 
Security Resources Board, and for mili- 
tary functions administered by the De- 
partment of Defense for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1952, and for other pur- 
poses; agreed to the conference asked 
by the Senate on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses thereon, and that Mr. 
MAHON, Mr. SHEPPARD, Mr. SIKES, Mr. 
RILEY, Mr. CANNON, Mr. TABER, Mr. WIG- 
GLESWORTH, and Mr. SCRIVNER were ap- 
pointed managers on the part of the 
House at the conference. 

INCREASE OF BASIC RATES OF COM- 

PENSATION OF CERTAIN GOVERNMENT 

EMPLOYEES 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (S. 622) to increase the basic 
rates of compensation of certain officers 
and employees of the Federal Govern- 
ment, and for other purposes. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for a 
quorum call be rescinded, and that fur- 
ther proceedings under the call be 
suspended. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
YEELY in the chair). Is there objection? 
The Chair hears none, and it is so 
ordered. 

PROPOSED INVESTIGATION OF CERTAIN 
ACTIVITIES OF OFFICERS AND EM- 
PLOYEZS OF DEPARTMENT OF AGRI- 
CULTURE 


Mr. KEM. Mr. President, on behalf 
of myseif, the senior Senator from Ver- 
mont [Mr, AIKEN], the senior Senator 
from Nebraska [Mr. WHERRY], the Sen- 
ator from New Jersey (Mr. HENDRICK- 
son], the Senator from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. Martin], the Senator from Michi- 
gan [Mr. Fercuson], the Senator from 
Kansas (Mr. SCHOEPPEL], the Senator 
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from Idaho [Mr. WELKER], the junior 
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. BUTLER], 
the Senator from New York [Mr. Ivzs], 
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Bricker], 
the Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT], 
the Senator from Maryland [Mr. Bur- 
LER], the Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
CapEH ART], the Senator from North Da- 
kota [Mr. Lancer], the Senator from 
Nevada [Mr. MaLoxnl, and the junior 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS], 
I ask unanimous consent to submit for 
appropriate reference a resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the resolution will be received 
and appropriately referred. 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion (S. Res. 210). was read and referred 
to the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry, as follows: 


Whereas it has been disclosed in the Sen- 
ate that the Commodity Credit Corporation 
of the Department of Agriculture has re- 
cently been involved in subleasing from a 
private concern storage space leased by such 
concern from the War Assets Administration 
at Camp Crowder; and 

Whereas such private concern has by thus 
acting as intermediary between two Govern- 
ment agencies made a tremendous profit 
without the risk of private capital and with 
commensurate loss to the Government; and 

Whereas the last-mentioned loss to the 
Government came out of price-support 
funds which are not appropriated and are 
therefore not subject to effective supervi- 
sion by the Congress and by the General Ac- 
counting Office; and 

Whereas it has also been disclosed that 
22 past and present employees of the Farm 
Credit Administration of the Department of 
Agriculture and of agencies supervised by it 
in the St. Louis district have been involved 
in (1) speculation in properties in which the 
Farm Credit Administration and its agen- 
cies were interested, and (2) dealings with 
persons having business with the Farm 
Credit Administration and its agencies; and 

Whereas the activities aforesaid may have 
been illegal and may bring discredit to, and 
lessen the public confidence in, the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture and the agencies con- 
cerned; and 

Whereas it appears likely that the in- 
stances aforesaid are not isolated cases: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved— 

SECTION 1. That the Committee on Agri- 
culture and Forestry, or any duly authorized 
subcommittee thereof, is authorized and di- 
rected to make a full and complete study of 
all activities of officers and employees of the 
Department of Agriculture which may tend 
to discredit or lessen public confidence in 
the Department of Agriculture or any of its 
agencies, and, in particular, to make a full 
and complete study of the administration of 
price-support funds with a view to deter- 
mining the extent to which officers or em- 
ployees of the Department of Agriculture 
have misused such funds or have profited or 
have permitted others to profit illegally or 
improperly by the manner in which such 
funds have been administered. The com- 
mittee shall report its findings together with 
its recommendations for such legislation as 
it may deem advisable to the Senate not 
later than September 1, 1952. 

Sec. 2. For the purposes of this resolution, 
the committee, or any duly authorized sub- 
committee thereof, is authorized to employ 
upon a temporary basis such technical, cleri- 
cal, and other assistants as it deems advis- 
able. The expenses of the committee under 
this resolution, which shall not exceed $150,- 
000, shall be paid from the contingent fund 
of the Senate upon vouchers approved by the 
chairman of the committee. 
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Mr. KEM. Mr. President, the resolu- 
tion calls for a full and complete inves- 
tigation by the Senate Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry of the admin- 
istration of the farm price-support pro- 
gram, and the handling of all other 
funds of the Department of Agriculture. 

The purpose of the investigation now 
proposed is to determine the extent if 
any to which officers or employees of the 
Department of Agriculture or any of its 
agencies, including the Commodity 
Credit Corporation, have misused such 
funds, or have personally profited by the 
manner in which such funds have been 
administered, or have engaged in other 
activities which may tend to discredit 
or lessen public confidence in the De- 
partment of Agriculture and the farm 
program. Corn and wheat and oil do 
not mix well with graft.and corruption. 

The situation has been brought to a 
head by the charges made last Thursday 
in the Senate by the Senator from Dela- 
ware [Mr. WILLITIAuS] that the Commod- 
ity Credit Corporation paid out $382,- 
201.11 of price-support funds in 20 
months for the use of buildings leased 
on September 19, 1949, from Mid-West 
Storage & Realty Co. of Kansas City, 
which, only 4 days previously, had leased 
the same buildings from the War Assets 
Administration for less than $1,000 a 
month, 

This follows a disclosure that 22 past 
and present employees of the Farm 
Credit Administration at St. Louis have 
been involved in speculation in oil in- 
terests in lands in which the Farm Credit 
Administration and its agences were in- 
terested. 

These unsavory transactions require a 
full investigation by a Senate committee 
of the mishandling of USDA funds. I 
believe the Senate Committee on Agri- 
culture and Forestry is the logical and 
appropriate committee. The Mid-West 
Storage & Realty Co. and the St. Louis 
Land Bank may or may not be isolated 
cases. There may be other activities 
where “rats have found the cheese,” to 
use Jesse Jones’ expressive phrase. 

Price-support funds are not appro- 
priated. They are not subject to effec- 
tive supervision by the General Account- 
ing Office. This situation places a heavy 
responsibility on Congress. I hope the 
Senate will act and act promptly. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. KEM. I yield. 

Mr. AIKEN. I join with the Senator 
from Missouri and other Senators in 
submitting this resolution, not because I 
believe that any great number of De- 
partment of Agriculture employees are 
guilty of malfeasance in office, or of any 
particular crime. However, there has 
been divulged enough of an unsavory 
nature to warrant a thorough investi- 
gation into the entire affair. 

The other day the Senator from Dela- 
ware [Mr. WILLIAMS] pointed out that 
a group of persons had leased property 
from one agency of government and 
then leased it back to another agency of 
government in this case the Commodity 
Credit Corporation—and made what was 
apparently a profit of around $300,000, 
with no risk involved, and no capital in- 
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vestment of any amount. I happen to 
know that the case which was pointed 
out by the Senator from Delaware is 
only one of a large number of similar 
cases in which certain Government 
agencies, namely, the Army, the Navy, 
the Air Force, and the War Assets Ad- 
ministration, have turned over storage 
space to private citizens at what I be- 
lieve to be a very low rate of rental. 
They never would tell me how much rent 
was received for those properties. I do 
not know how the Senator from Dela- 
ware found out about the case which he 
pointed out the other day. When the 
properties are turned over, we might say 
that they are turned over to the faithful. 
The Senator from Missouri knows what 
I mean by the “faithful.” 

Mr. KEM. I think I know exactly 
what the Senator means. 

Mr. AIKEN. Then they are re- 
rented to the Government, putting the 
Government in the position of paying a 
high rental rate for the use of its own 
property. s 

In one instance I understand that th 
deal was arranged through the national 
committeeman of the party in power, 
who, it is further believed, is sharing 
in the profit from this transaction. In 
another case, which involves a locality 
in the State of the Senator from Mis- 
souri, it has been reported that a group 
made approximately $2,000,000 in 1 
year, by taking storage space from one 
agency of the Government and re-letting 
it to another agency of the Government: 

That sort of thing is becoming alto- 
gether too prevalent. There should not 
be any such cases to point out. It 
further appears that the General Ac- 
counting Office has no supervision over 
the rates which are paid for storage in 
such cases as these. It may be that as 
the result of an investigation Congress 
may see fit to enact legislation providing 
for some supervision over transactions 
of this nature, which are an open invita- 
tion to graft and fraud if there are per- 
sons so minded—and it appears that in 
some cases they have been so minded. 

I do not say that in all cases in which 
the War Assets Administration, the 
Army, or other agencies have let prop- 
erty to private interests there has been 
dishonest or undue profiteering. But 
certainly the smell is strong enough so 
that in the interest of the innocent as 
well as in the interest of ferreting out 
the guilty, it appears that the time has 
come when something should be done 
about the matter. 

Mr. KEM. Mr. President, I appreciate 
very much the effective support of the 
able ranking minority member of the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 
I appreciate his interest and forceful 
statement. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KEM. I yield. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I congratulate the 
Senator from Missouri, who as a mem- 
ber of the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry, is submitting this resolution to 
investigate certain transactions of the 
Agricultural Department. I am glad 
that at last, some of these transactions 
are going to be examined. 
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After I had discussed the case of the 
Midwest Realty Co. last week one of the 
parties involved called me on the tele- 
phone and pointed out that the figures 
which I used in the Recorp did not rep- 
resent all profit. He said that only about 
half of it was net profit. Even if that 
be true, if half or two-thirds of it is net 
profit, with practically no investment, it 
is still a substantial profit. This agent 
pointed out that he did not believe that 
he should be singled out, because he said, 
“There are many others who make many 
times what we did in leasing similar 
properties.” I tried to get him to name 
the other cases, on the assurance that if 
there were others he would not be singled 
out. I understand, as the senior Senator 
from Vermont has pointed out, that 


there are many instances of property 


being leased by the War Assets Admin- 
istration or by some other Government 
agency to outside interests and then 
being leased back to the Commodity 
Credit Corporation within a few days. I 
think the Senator from Vermont and the 
Senator from Missouri will agree with 
me that there is nothing in the law, nor 
has there ever been anything in the law, 
which would have prohibited the De- 
partment of Agriculture from leasing 
these facilities direct from these other 
agencies, There is no excuse in the 
world for siphoning out these fantastic 
profits to individuals. 

In the investigation I hope the Sena- 
tor will check not only that angle, but 
also the question as to how much money 
some of the speculators in argricultural 
commodity markets, who have been so 
bitterly denounced by the President of 
the United States on numerous occas- 
ions, have made on the basis of inside 
information, with particular reference to 
the Dr. Grahams and all the other po- 
litical stooges who are in positions where 
they have access to inside information. 
I think we should check that phase of 
their operations in particular. I am ex- 
tremely suspicious of Government offi- 
cials who are making fantastic profits in 
such a short period of time, when prior 
to becoming Government officials they 
could hardly make a living. I think 
they should be required to file statements 
of their net worth and show how much 
of this came from association with 
Government. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I point 
out that last year, when I was looking 
into this situation as best I could by 
myself, I was informed that there were 
13 of these instances in the States of 
Missouri and Kansas alone. How many 
there were in the other 46 States, I do 
not know. 

I called the armed services to find out 
what the rental values were, and what 
they received for the properties. They 
declined to give the information, but 
they did say that earlier, before leasing 
these properties, they had advised the 
Commodity Credit Corporation and the 
Department of Agriculture that the facil- 
ities were available for the storage of 
grain, and the Department of Agricul- 
ture had indicated that it was not in- 
terested in taking them over direct from 
the other Government agencies, 


1951 


In other words, the Department ap- 
parently insisted upon the facilities 
going through the hands of private per- 
sons, who undoubtedly profited, or else 
they would not have had anything to do 
with the transactions. 

In view of that fact, I think we should 
get to the bottom of this situation and 
find out just who is guilty and who is 
innocent. I am not sure that we shall 
find that any law has been violated; but 
. if there is no law covering such trans- 
actions, there should be one. 

Mr. KEM. There ought to be one. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

. Mr. KEM. I shall be glad to yield. 

. Before yielding, let me say that the 

American people are greatly indebted to 

the Senator from Delaware [Mr. WIL- 

LIAMS] for the ability and energy he has 

shown in bringing about these impor- 

tant disclosures. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, I 
wish to say to the distinguished Sena- 
tor from Missouri that I am happy to 
join with him in the request for this 
type of investigation. I commend not 
only the Senator from Delaware, but 
also the distinguished Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. AIKEN], who has been oc- 
cupying a most important position as 
ranking minority member of the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

He makes reference to certain in- 
stances in the States of Kansas and Mis- 
souri. I want to say to the distin- 
guished Senator that on a number of 
occasions the senior Senator from 
Kansas made inquiry of the departments 
to find out exactly what the situation 
was, and always found that he could not 
get complete disclosures. I am sure the 
distinguished Senator from Missouri 
knows that the Committee on Expendi- 
tures in the Executive Departments have 
just concluded certain phases of hear- 
ings which go to the reorganization of 
the Department of Agriculture. There- 
fore, I believe that this method at this 
time is timely. If the investigations dis- 
close practices which are unethical—and 
they may be legal and yet not good ad- 
ministrative practice and procedure— 
we should look to the reorganization sug- 
gestions which come out of the Commit- 
tee on Expenditures in the Executive 
Departments, so as to preclude such 
practices as this. It is most wholesome 
to move out in this direction, and I com- 
pliment the Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. KEM. I thank the Senator from 
Kansas for his statement. The people 
of his State as well as the people of my 
State have a tremendous interest in the 
price-support program, and are interest- 
ed in seeing that it is honestly and ef- 
ficiently administered. Certainly the 
facts in connection with the disclosures 
made by the Senator from Delaware and 
other Senators should be investigated 
and fully developed. 

THE NEW TAX BILL—APPLICATION OF 
CAPITAL-GAINS RATE TO LIVESTOCK 
ETC. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, in to- 
day’s Post there appears an article under 
the heading “Washington Merry-Go- 
Round” which deals with the contents of 
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the new tax bill. There are certain in- 
accuracies in this article which I wish to 
point out. In this article the writer 
gives the impression that a certain 
amendment relating to turkey breeders 
was put into the bill upon my request 


and for my benefit, while the facts are - 


that I voted against the proposal in the 
committee and also opposed a similar 
measure on the floor last year. Not only 
that, but last week I publicly stated that 
I would sponsor amendments on the floor 
to strike out this provision. I quote from 
that article: 

The House permitted livestock breeders 
to count their income as capital gains. The 
Senators accepted this and added turkey 
breeders to boot, since one turkey-breeding 
Senator is a member of the committee. This 
new capital-gains bonanza on cattle is why 
dairy farmers are going out of the milk busi- 
ness in favor of raising show herds which 
they can sell at a huge capital-gain profit. 

* * * * * 

However, Senator HUBERT HUMPHREY, of 
Minnesota, Democrat, will lead the fight on 
the Senate floor to close the tax loopholes. 
He will be backstopped by a group of Demo- 
cratic Senators, including millionaires LEH- 
MAN, of New York, BENTON of Connecticut, 
and GREEN, of Rhode Island. 


Mr. President, the article is written 
by a writer who boasts that he is 84 
percent accurate in all his predic- 
tions, but to prove his inaccuracy on this 
I wish to refer to the CONGRESSIONAL 
RecorpD, volume 96, part 10, page 14082, 
during the debate on the tax bill, when a 
similar amendment was offered from the 
floor of the Senate by the senior Sen- 
ator from Minnesota [Mr. THYE]. At 
that time the Senator from Minnesota 
proposed an amendment to include not 
only cattle breeders but all livestock as 
eligible for being taxed at capital-gains 
rates. I spoke against the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. THYE]. I might say that had this 
amendment offered last year been adopt- 
ed it would have benefited me personally 
to a substantial degree. The statement 
I then made is as follows: 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I do not 
think there is any question about the effect 
of the amendment. I agree with the Sen- 
ator from New Mexico that when we use 
the word “livestock” in this connection, we 
include all livestock, all types of farm ani- 
mals, including cattle, sheep, hogs, horses, 
rabbits, poultry, and all other types and 
kinds of farm animals. The result of agree- 
ing to the amendment as modified will be 
that the entire broiler industry in my State 
will have its income from such sources 
taxed at the capital-gains rate, instead of 
at the normal income-tax rate. And, Mr. 
President, if such preferential treatment is 
to be given to the producers of some forms 
of livestock, the same preferential treatment 
should be extended to all producers of all 
kinds of livestock. 

It is obvious that such an amendment 
would result in great loss of revenue. It 
is unfair to other taxpayers and I will not 
support it. 

Therefore, I now move that the amend- 
ment, as modified, be laid on the table. 


Mr. President, to keep the RECORD 
straight, I ask that the colloquy which 
followed this statement be inserted in 
the Recorp at this point as part of my 
remarks. It will be seen that the Sen- 
ator from Illinois [Mr. Douctas] joined 
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me in opposing the amendment, on the 
ground that it would be unfair to include 
any livestock as being subject to the cap- 
ital-gains rates. I have never changed 
my position. I ask unanimous consent 
that the colloquy and the vote be printed 
in the Recor at this point as part of my 
remarks. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
from the Recorp was ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


Mr. THYE. Mr. President, it was for that 
reason that I conceded that I would wish 
to have my amendment handled in the con- 
ference by the able chairman of the com- 
mittee, in order to have the conferees work 
out the exact details of the amendment. 

Mr. WittiaMs. Mr. President, a point of 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will 
state it. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I have moved to lay the 
amendment, as modified, on the table and 
that motion is not debatable. 

Mr. Wuerry. Mr. President, a parliamen- 
ber inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The Senator will 
state it. 

Mr. WuHeERRY. Did the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Minnesota yield for the purpose of 
permitting the motion to table to be made? 
I do not believe he did. 

Mr. WILLraxts. Mr. President, I thought I 
was nized, 

If the Senator from Minnesota wishes to 
make another speech, I shall withhold the 
motion, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from 
Minnesota had not yielded the floor. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I now yield the 
floor. 

Mr. Dovctas. Mr. President, will the Sen- 
ator yield for a question? 

Mr. THYE. I shall be glad to reply to a 
question, if I can. 

Mr. DoudrAs. Since this bill is supposed to 
be a revenue-increasing bill, I should like to 
ask the very able Senator from Minnesota 
how much additional revenue would be 
brought in by means of his amendment. 

Mr. TRIER. Mr. President, of course the 
Senator from Illinois knows the answer to 
that question; he knows it altogether too 
well. 

I say to the Senator from Illinois that this 
amendment would not bring in any revenue, 
but it would certainly alleviate many and 
many a headache. 

Mr. Doucias. Would the amendment de- 
crease the total revenue to be raised by the 
bill? 

Mr. THYE. The amendment would not de- 
crease the revenue; but if the Bureau of 
Internal Revenue attempted unjustly to ex- 
act the payment of a tax from a livestock 
producer, after a court had ruled that such 
toll should not be levied against him, I do 
not think anyone would Classify such an 
attempt on the part of the Bureau of Inter- 
nal Revenue as an attempt to raise revenue. 

Mr. DovcLas. Would the effect of the 
amendment be to apply the lower capital- 
gains-tax rate to such income, rather than 
the higher normal-income-tax rate. 

Mr. THYE. If the income tax of such a 
livestock producer, based on the normal- 
income-tax rate, were to amount to $1,000, 
let us say, and if his income were sufficiently 
large, of course the result of adopting the 
amendment would be that he would pay his 
tax on the basis of the capital-gains rate, 
rather than on the basis of the normal- 
income-tax rate, and the result would be 
decrease in the amount of the tax that live- 
stock producer would pay. In such case, 
adoption of the amendment would result 
in a decrease in the amount of revenue 
obtained, 
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Mr. Dovetas. Therefore, would not the 
effect of the amendment be to reduce the 
income taxes which would be paid by large 
stock breeders? 

Mr. THyYe. In certain instances where such 
a person’s income was high enough, taxation 
under the capital-gains rate, instead of 
under the normal-income-tax rate, adoption 
of the amendment would result in a reduc- 
tion of his tax; and in such case, of course, 
the Treasury would lose money. 

However, if such a tax would be an un- 
just tax, unjustly levied, no one would ex- 
pect such a tax to be levied or imposed on 
the taxpayer. 

Mr. Dovctas. Mr. President, will the Sena- 
tor yield for a further question? 

Mr. TRIER. I yield for question. 

Mr. Dovctas. The Senator from .Minne- 
sota is very gracious. 

Is it not true that as long as the stock 
raiser’s income was less than $18,000 a year, 
if he were single, $36,000 if married, there 
would be very little advantage to him as a 
result of adoption of the amendment. But 
if his income exceeded $18,000 a year, if 
single, and ¢36,000 a year if married, then 
the amendment, if adopted, would enable 
him to pay a much smaller tax, by virtue of 
the fact that in such case he would pay his 
tax on the basis of the capital-gains rate, 
rather than on the basis of the normal- 
income-tax rate. The result would be a loss 
to the Treasury and a benefit, as I have 
said, primarily to the large stock raisers, 
Is not that correct? 

Mr. THY. Mr. President, there are several 
technical questions which could well be 
raised in connection with the question asked 
by the very able junior Senator from Illi- 
nois. 

We must recognize that what the Sena- 
tor from Illinois is attempting to establish 
is that we should not be worried about tax- 
payers whose incomes exceed $18,000. 

However, assuming that such a taxpayer 
were in the process of closing out his live- 
stock operations, the effect of the bill, if it 
did not include my amendment, might be 
to require such a taxpayer to pay a much 
larger tax, because in such case he would 
pay his tax on the basis of the normal in- 
come-tax rate, rather than on the basis of 
the capital-gains rate. 

I wish to say that I have yielded the floor, 
Mr. President; and I am trying to get out 
of the debate, so that the Senate can act 
on this amendment, as modified. 

The Presipinc OFFICER. The Senator from 
Minnesota declines to yield further. 

The question is on agreeing to the modified 
amendment of the Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. WritiaMs. Mr. President 

The Presmpinc Orricer. The Senator from 
Delaware is recognized. 

Mr. WILLTAxs. Mr. President, am I recog- 
nized in my own right? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 

Mr. WitutaMs. Mr. President, I thoroughly 
agree with the Senator from New Mexico 
that there is only one definition of the word 
“livestock,” as he and I view the matter, 
and that is that the word “livestock” means 
all types and kinds of farm animals. There- 
fore the amendment now before us would 
apply to all income from all types and kinds 
of farm animals. 

I shall vote against the amendment, be- 
cause I do not think any of the livestock 
producers should bo extended such prefer- 
ential treatment. 


Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, fol- 
lowing this colloquy my motion to take 
the amendment was defeated and then 


the Senate proceeded by roll call to vote 
on the Thye amendment. 
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the RECORD as 
part of my remarks, the record of the 
vote on this amendment. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

he result was announced—yeas 52, nays 
13, as follows: 

Yeas, 52: Aiken, Anderson, Benton, But- 
ler, Byrd, Chapman, Connally, Darby, Don- 
nell, Dworshak, Ecton, Ferguson, Fulbright, 
George, Graham, Gurney, Hendrickson, Hick- 
enlooper, Hill, Hoey, Holland, Humphrey, 
Ives, Jenner, Johnson of Colorado, Johnson of 
Texas, Johnston of South Carolina, Kerr, 
Knowland, Langer, Lehman, McCarran, Mc- 
Farland, McKellar, McMahon, Malone, May- 
bank, Millikin, Morse, Mundt, Murray, Pep- 
per, Russell, Smith of New Jersey, Sparkman, 
Taylor, Thomas of Utah, Thye, Watkins, 
Wherry, Withers, Young. 

Nays, 13: Douglas, Frear, Green, Kilgore, 
Leahy, Lodge, Long, Lucas, Myers, Neely, 
Smith of Maine, Stennis, Williams. 

Voting present, 1: McClellan. 

Not voting, 30: Brewster, Bricker, Bridges, 
Cain, Capehart, Chavez, Cordon, Downey, 
Eastland, Ellender, Flanders, Gillette, Hay- 
den, Hunt, Kefauver, Kem, McCarthy, Mag- 
nuson, Martin, O'Conor, O'Mahoney, Robert- 
son, Saltonstall, Schoeppel, Taft, Thomas of 
Oklahoma, Tobey, Tydings, Vandenberg, 
Wiley. 

So Mr. THYE’s amendment, as modified, 
was agreed to. 


Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I call 
particular attention to this vote, which 
appears at page 14089 because in the 
article to which I have referred, the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY], 
the Senator from New York [Mr. LEH- 
MAN], and the Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. BENTON] are listed as those who 
will lead the fight against this proposal 
on the floor of the Senate when the new 


tax bill is considered. Yet, as can be seen 


from the Recorp, when the roll was 
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called last year on this same amend- 
ment we find that the Senator from Con- 
necticut [Mr. BENTON], the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY], the Sena- 
tor from New York [Mr. LEHMAN] voted 
the other way or to include all livestock 
under the capital gains provision. If 
the article of today is at all accurate they 
are going to come over and join my phi- 
losophy, and I shall welcome their sup- 
port. 

I should like also to point out the inac- 
curacy of the article, in that I have never 
been a breeder of turkeys, so therefore 
am not affected regardless. I would not 
support this proposal, because as the 
senior Senator from Illinois [Mr. DOUG- 
LAS] pointed out last year during the de- 
bate, the benefits of such a provision 
would go entirely to the large operators. 
Furthermore capital gains provisions are 
not practical for any type livestock. If 
we want to give the farmers tax credits 
there are many other ways which would 
be more practical. 


PAY INCREASES FOR GOVERNMENT 
EMPLOYEES 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (S. 622) to increase the basic 
rates of compensation of certain officers 
and employees of the Federal Govern- 
ment, and for other purposes. i 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I 
send an amendment to the desk and ask 
to have it stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 2 it is pro- 
posed to strike out lines 13 to 16, and 
on page 3 to strike out lines 1 to 3 and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

Sections 603 (b) and 603 (e) of the Classi- 
fication Act of 1949, as amended, are hereby 
amended to read as follows: 


“(b) The compensation schedule for the 
General Schedule shall be as follows: 


$2,500 $2,580 $2,660 $2,740 $2,820 $2, 900 
2,775 2,855 2, 985 3,015 3,095 3,175 
2, 995 3,075 3,155 3,235 3,315 3, 395 
3, 240 3, 320 3, 400 3, 480 3, 560 3, 640 
3, 535 3, 660 3, 785 3, 910 4,085 4, 160 
3, 920 4,045 4,170 4, 295 4,420 4, 545 
4,330 4, 455 4, 580 4, 705 4, 830 4,955 
4, 745 4, 870 4, 995 5, 120 5, 245 5, 370 
5, 185 5,310 5,435 5, 560 5, 685 5,810 
5, 625 5, 750 5, 875 6, 000 6, 125 6, 250 
6, 140 6, 340 6, 540 6, 740 6, 40 
7, 240 7, 440 7, 640 7, 840 8,040 
8, 560 8, 760 8, 960 9, 160 9, 360 
9, 800 10,000 10,200 10,400 10,600 

31,050 11,300 11, 550 11, 800 

12,200 12, 400 12,0 12, 800 

13,200 13, 400 13, 600 13, 800 


“(c) (1) The compensation schedule forthe crafts, protective, and custodial sched- 


ule shall be as follows: 


a 
: 
8 
2 
8 


CPC-1.... $1, 660 

PC-2 2, 330 
CPC-3.. 2, 475 
CP 2, 695 
CPC-5. 2, 940 
CPC-4..... 3, 190 
CPC- 3, 435 
CPC-8. 3, 740 
SPO 4.150 
CPC-10. 4, 560 


$1,720 $1,780 $1,840 020 
2,400 2470 2540 50 
2,555 2,635 2715 955 
2, 775 2, 855 2, 935 3,175 
3,020 3,100 3,180 3, 420 
3,270 3,350 J, 430 3, 670 
3,535 3,635 3,735 035 
3,865 3,900 4,115 4, 490 
4.275 4,400 4,525 900 
4, 690 4.815 4, 940 5,315 


(2) Charwomen working part time shall 
be paid at the rate of $2,610 per annum, and 


head charwomen working part time at the 
rate of $2,750 per annum.” 
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Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I 
am offering a substitute for the Langer 
amendment, in the hope that there can 
be worked out in conference a com- 
promise which will do away with the $400 
flat increase plus the 8.8 percent in- 
crease. 

I do this because I am fearful that the 
adoption of the $400 flat increase would 
destroy our wage stabilization program 
by setting a pattern throughout the 
country which will be impossible for in- 
dustry to follow, without largely increas- 
ing the cost of the articles which indus- 
trial workers are making. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. Yes. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator inform me what, under the Sen- 
ator’s amendment, the percentage in- 
crease would be for the lowest bracket, 
in lieu of the $400 flat increase? 

Mr. MONRONEY. It would be a 10- 
percent increase. 

Mr. LONG. What would the $400 in- 
crease be in terms of percentage? 

Mr. MONRONEY. In the lowest 
brackets it would amount to about 28 
percent, under the $400 across-the-board’ 
increase, to messenger boys and the low- 
est paid scale of employees. 

Mr. LONG. Some employees would 
receive as much as 28 percent, would 
they not? 

Mr. MONRONEY. Yes. In the diffi- 
cult period in which we find ourselves, 
with the danger of inflation, if the Sen- 
ate should set a pattern for wage de- 
mands throughout the country by 
adopting a legislative mandate for that 
type of raise, I am very fearful of what 
would happen to the price line. 

I dislike not being able to advocate 
raising the salaries of classified em- 
ployees more than 10 percent, although 
that is approximately the cost-of-living 
increase. A blanket $400 increase is 
what we provided in the postal pay bill, 
and that is the amount proposed by the 
Langer amendment. It is not used by 
any industry. Increases are figured on 
a percentage basis. When labor bar- 
gains collectively it does not bargain on 
lump-sum basis. It wants the higher 
skills to receive a percentage increase. 

Furthermore, the placement of a $400 
automatic increase in every one of the 
18 grades under the Civil Service Act 
would again serve to disrupt the care- 
fully arranged differentials between the 
various grades for which the employees 
qualify and we would begin to compress 
the top against the bottom. Sooner or 
later we would have to reconsider our 
action and make a complete revision, as 
we have had to do in the past, and it 
would take a year to straighten it out 
again, 

As I say, my amendment will cost the 
country considerably less than will the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
North Dakota. The cost of his amend- 
ment will amount to approximately 
$377,000,000, while the cost of my amend- 
ment will amount to approximately 
$340,000,000. The original committee 
bill, providing for an 8.8-percent in- 
crease would cost in the neighborhood of 
$307,000,000. 
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So I am offering this amendment in 
the hope of making it possible to arrive 
at a compromise by which we shall do 
justice and equity to the civil-service 
workers under the classified-pay scales 
and yet not disrupt the Nation’s infla- 
tion-control efforts and start through- 
out the country a whole round of de- 
mands for wage increases based on the 
$400-minimum formula which the Sen- 
ate itself would be setting by means of 
the Langer amendment. 

I understand that the House has be- 
fore it a bill providing for only a $400 
increase. If the House passes that bill 
and if we adopt the percentage-increase 
amendment, when the bill goes to con- 
ference the conferees can consider the 
question as between the percentage- 
increase provision and the provision for 
a lump sum $400 payment. 

Some have asked how the $400 figure 
was arrived at. As a matter of fact, the 
changes made in the bill itself took care 
of most of the $400. On the other hand, 
too great a change was provided in that 
way, because we abolished the first two 
grades and provided for automatic in- 
creases of $200 for those who had not 
had their pay increased. So not too 
great a change was made by the Carlson 
amendment. However, the Langer 
amendment, which I hope to amend by 
means of my compromise, would change 
the entire arrangement, because the bill 
as it came from the committee did not 
contain any provision for an increase to 
take up a part of the $400 extra, as the 
postal workers pay bill did. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Hunt 
in the chair). Does the Senator from 
Oklahoma yield to the Senator from 
Louisiana? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I am glad to yield 
to the distinguished Senator from 
Louisiana. 

Mr. LONG. Can the Senator tell me 
the lowest pay received by any Federal 
employee? What is the lowest pay for a 
Federal worker now employed under the 
GS grade system? 

Mr. MONRONEY. Under the GS 
grade, the lowest pay is $2,240, which is 
the pay for GS-1. My amendment 
would increase that to $2,420 or a $180 
increase. 

Mr. TONG. Are we to understand 
that now a person simply cannot be clas- 
sified for full-time Federal employment 
at less than $2,240; and under the Sen- 
ator’s amendment, a Federal employee at 
the very lowest grade, at the bottom or 
starting grade, would be paid $2,420? 

Mr. MONRONEY. Yes; under GS-1. 
The custodial workers are employed at 
the present time at rates as low as $1,510, 
in the case of messengers and others who 
are in no way skilled employees. In the 
next bracket the rate jumps to $2,120. 
My amendment would increase the first 
one by $150. 

The largest group of employees are in 
GS-3, and their salary at the present 
time is $2,650. My amendment would in- 
crease that salary to $2,915. 

When we reach GS-7, the present sal- 
ary is $3,825, and my amendment would 
increase it to $4,205. 

One other thing which I think every 
Member of the Senate should be careful 
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to consider is that 80 percent of all the 
employees about whom we are talking 
work outside the city of Washington. 
That means that every one of the Gov- 
ernment employees in that group of 83 
percent will be in competition with work- 
ers in private industry. If we increase 
the grades of those Government work- 
ers, we automatically affect the rates 
which private industry will have to pay. 
In other words, a lawyer who must hire 
a stenographer or a store which has to 
hire a bookkeeper or.an industry which 
must employ certain workers would be 
forced to meet the scale we would put 
into effect if we adopted the Langer 
amendment, and the result would be to 
raise the wage scale in the local com- 
munity to that extent. Every week I re- 
ceive letters from persons in .small, 
county-seat towns saying, “Some of our 
employees in the courthouse or some who 
are working in the various agricultural 
programs are receiving more pay than 
are the vice presidents and cashiers of 
the local banks.” I think we must be 
careful not to get the Government pay 
scale too far out of line with that of pri- 
vate industry. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for another question? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield. 

Mr. LONG. If I correctly understand 
the Senator’s argument, it is that we put 
ourselves in a very inconsistent position 
if we try to control wages and prices and 
prevent them from getting out of hand 
by holding them down to a 10-percent 
increase, on the one hand, while on the 
other hand we, ourselves, provide for an 
increase of as much as 28 percent for 
some Federal workers. 

Mr. MONRONEY. That would be true 
in the case of the lower grades; and in 
other cases the increases would be 20 per- 
cent or 17 percent or 11 percent. How- 
ever, the result would be to destroy every- 
thing we are insisting upon under the 
wage-stabilization program, namely, a 
limit on the amount of pay increases. 

I think the pattern we set by the ac- 
tion we take in connection with this 
matter may very well be adopted in the 
demands of labor organizations, who will 
say, “The Senate by unanimous consent 
voted to increase the pay scales of Gov- 
ernment workers 28 percent. Therefore, 
all me scales should be increased 28 per- 
cent.” 

Everyone knows that labor is a most 
important factor in connection with the 
cost of living and in connection with de- 
termining the cost of goods produced by 
labor. We cannot control prices unless 
we control the cost of labor. 

Labor has agreed to a formula which 
is working satisfactorily. For the Con- 
gress at this time to vitiate that formula 
by saying, “We will pay a $400 increase 
to every Government worker,” and for 
Congress then to agree to a pay increase 
for Federal workers based on a formula 
of an 8.8-percent raise in pay, would set 
a wage pattern which would be abso- 
lutely impossible. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Myr. Pres- 
ident, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. First, I 
wish to compliment the junior Senator 
from Oklahoma, I know he has worked 
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very hard on this bill, together with the 
junior Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
Pastore] and myself, on the subcom- 
mittee. 

Mr. MONRONEY. The junior Sen- 
ator from Maryland was very helpful in 
the work of the committee and of the 
subcommittee, and in the final work on 
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Mr. MONRONEY. I am happy to 
yield to the Senator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. PASTORE. I felt all along, and I 
think the Senator from Oklahoma and 
the Senator from Maryland agree with 
me, that the practical and realistic way 
of meeting this responsibility is to do it 
on a percentagewise basis. Mr. Rams- 
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In view of the action which was taken 
by the Senate last Friday in allowing 
the minimum of not less than $400 for 
postal clerks, I realize that our subcom- 
mittee is put in a rather awkward posi- 
tion to bring these two forces into line 
with one another; but I am convinced 
that the plan for a solution suggested 


the bill. peck appeared before the committee and by the distinguished Senator from Okla- 
Mr BUTLER of Maryland. I thank showed very clearly that we had striven homa is the fairer of the two. 
the Senator. for quite some time to bring our classified I think it has been established that 


Let me say that I consider this ques- 
tion which has been raised is most im- 
portant. I think the amendment sub- 
mitted by the Senator from Oklahoma is 
a fine one. 

To back up what the Senator from 
Oklahoma has said, I cite again to the 
Senate that all responsible heads of Gov- 
ernment departments who passed on this 
matter said that the increases must be 
made on a percentage basis, not on a 
flat-sum basis. 

So, I think the chairman of the com- 
mittee will do well to accept this amend- 
ment and take it to conference. 

Mr. MONRONEY. I thank the Sen- 
ator, 

Another point where the classified pay 
bill differs from the postal pay bill is that 
as a rule the postal workers when first 
employed start at the very bottom, and 
receive their pay increases on the basis 
of longevity; and usually there is very 
little chance for them to advance in 
grade otherwise. On the other hand, 
in connection with the general group of 
Federal Government workers, a worker 
can begin at GS-3, or GS-5, or GS-7, 
and then can rise in grade; and we know 
that promotions are far more rapid in 
the classified service than they are in 
the postal system. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Mr. Pres- 
ident, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Maryland. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Is it not 
also true that the postal employees have 
not been reclassified since 1945, whereas 
the civil employees were reclassified in 
1949? 

Mr. MONRONEY. The Senator is 
eminently correct in that. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me that I may make 
an observation? 


system into line. We did that in October 
1949. I realize the impact of the argu- 
ment which is made, that the employees 
at the bottom of the scale need the help 
much more than do some at the top. It 
is a very glamorous argument, as I said 
once before, and a very attractive argu- 
ment to make, but the fact still remains 
that we must keep in mind the point 
which has been made by the distin- 
guished Senator from Oklahoma, name- 
ly, that 80 percent of the Federal em- 
ployees work outside the District of 
Columbia. 

In line with that argument, I have be- 
fore me a chart which has been prepared 
by the United States Civil Service Com- 
mission, which bears out in very vivid 
fashion the argument which we are try- 
ing to make It is a chart which shows 
the prevailing wages for comparable 
work in private industry and in Govern- 
ment in different localities. I am now 
looking at the classification, calculating 
machine operators. 

In San Francisco the weekly wage for 
a calculating machine operator, on the 
average, is $54; in Denver, Colo., it is $44; 
in Boston, Mass., it is $41.50; in Atlanta, 
Ga., it is $46; in Chicago, III., it is $51.50; 
in Portland, Oreg., it is $50; in Bridge- 
port, Conn., it is $45.50; in Dayton, Ohio, 
it is $53.50; and in New York, it is $50.50. 
If we were to apply the 8.8 system, which 
was in the original bill, the pay for that 
same type of Federal work in some local- 
ities would be $51.27 per week, which is 
pretty close to the average, perhaps 
slightly above it. Yet, if we applied the 
$400 minimum, that position would pay 
$54.82, which would be 82 cents more 
than the highest, which is being paid in 
San Francisco, and it would be $10 and 
$14 more in Denver, Colo., and in Boston, 
Mass., respectively. 
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the cost of living, on the average, has 
risen about 9.4 percent since October, 
1949, and in food alone it has risen about 
12 percent. I feel that the 10-percent 
amendment will not only keep the classi- 
fied system in line, but that, in fact, it 
will give us something that we may talk 
about in conference, in the hope of bring- 
ing forth a bill which will do equity not 
alone to the postal workers, but also to 
the classified workers. 

Mr. MONRONEY. I thank the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Rhode Island 
for that observation. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield to me further, I ask 
unanimous consent to have the chart to 
which I referred inserted in the Recorp 
at the conclusion of the remarks of the 
Senator from Oklahoma. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I 
should like to ask whether the chairman 
of the committee would consider accept- 
ing this substitute and taking it to 
conference. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I am unable to speak for 
the committee as to taking the amend- 
ment to conference, but personally, after 
all, I may say three of the members of 
the subcommittee of my committee have 
agreed to 10 percent instead of 8.8, in 
order to get rid of the other question of 
the $400 increase, as the minimum. I 
feel impelled to go along with the 
Senator and agree to it, and I certainly 
ask that the Senate do likewise, in order 
that we may not upset the entire Stabili- 
zation Board. I think that is what it 
would be apt to do. 

Mr. MONRONEY. I thank the Sen- 
—— I yield the floor, and ask for a 
vote. 


Comparison of average weekly salaries for selected office occupations in several metropolitan areas and weekly entrance salary rates for 
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Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I feel 
that I should make a statement at this 
time, in view of the fact that the Senator 
from North Dakota [Mr. LANGER] was 
called out on official business and will 
not be present for the final vote. He 
offered the amendment for a $400 in- 
crease for classified employees. I regret 
that I am unable to discuss this partic- 
ular amendment, with the same degree 
of knowledge which I thought I had re- 
garding the postal employees’ pay raise, 
since I have not been a member of the 
subcommittee which dealt with this sub- 
ject. The Senate this afternoon has had 
an opportunity to observe some of the 
problems which we encounter when we 
begin to discuss pay raises on the Sen- 
ate floor, and offer amendments to a bill 
of this type. 

Personally I have always thought that 
our committee’s recommendations re- 
garding the pay of postal and classified 
employees were too low. I did not think 
that percentage increases of 8.8 and 8.4 
were sufficiently high in view of the in- 
creased Cost of living. It was for that 
reason that I felt we should offer an 
amendment calling for a flat increase 
for postal employees of $400. We could 
justify it. I could justify it on the 
ground that there had not been a re- 
classification in the postal service since 
1945. 

As I stated, I am not so familiar with 
this particular amendment, but I am 
pleased that a proposal is being made to 
increase the salary of classified em- 
ployees by 10 percent. As the chairman 
has stated, he is offering to take the 
amendment to conference, where we 
shall endeavor to work it out between 
the House and Senate. If the House ap- 
proves a flat $400 increase we should be 
able to deal justly with our classified 
employees. 

I sincerely hope that the conference 
committee will give serious consideration 
to the amendment offered by the Senator 
from North Dakota, I think it has much 
merit, and I think it should be given 
further consideration when and if we 
meet in conference. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute, offered by the 
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Mon- 
RONEY] to the amendment of the Sena- 
tor from North Dakota [Mr. LANGER], 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

The amendment, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I hope 
I may have the attention of the distin- 
guished chairman of the committee, the 
Senator from South Carolina, The bill, 
as we know, provides increases for all 
those under civil service. As the Senator 
will recall, in 1946 Congress took the 
doctors, dentists, and nurses in the De- 
partment of Medicine and Surgery of the 
Veterans’ Administration from under 
civil service, and I think the tremen- 
dous improvement which has been made 
in the medical care of our veterans since 
that time has well confirmed the wisdom 
of that act of Congress. 

If the bill were to pass in its present 
form, we should find that all the civil- 
service employees within the Veterans’ 
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Administration, along with civil-service 
employees within other Government 
agencies, will receive the increases in 
pay, but there will be no increase what- 
ever for the doctors, dentists, nurses, 
and employees in the Department of 
Medicine and Surgery of the Veterans’ 
Administration. I am therefore offering 
an amendment which I hope will take 
care of the personnel in the Department 
of Medicine and Surgery of the Veterans’ 
Administration, and I hope the distin- 
guished chairman of the committee will 
accept the amendment. I send forward 
an amendment, which I offer, and which 
I ask to have read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 7, 
after line 19, it is proposed to add the 
following new subsection (f) to sec- 
tion 2: 

The rate of basic compensation for physi- 
cians, dentists, nurses, and other employees 
in the Department of Medicine and Surgery 
in the Veterans’ Administration whose rates 
of basic compensation are provided by Pub- 
lic Law 293, Seventy-ninth Congress, ap- 
proved January 3, 1946, as amended, are 
hereby increased 10 percent, or $800 per 
annum, whichever is the lesser. 


Mr. HILL. Mr. President, as I said, 
this amendment would simply give to the 
doctors, dentists, and nurses and the 
employees in the Department of Medi- 
cine and Surgery of the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration the same increases exactly 
as those provided for the civil-service 
employees in the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion and the civil-service employees in 
the other departments and agencies of 
the Government. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I am very glad the Sena- 
tor from Alabama has called this matter 
to our attention. Some years ago—I 
think, in 1946—this class of workers was 
taken from the Classification Act, and 
also from civil service. 

Mr. HILL, The Senator is correct. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
It was thought at that time, that by so 
doing an improvement in the service 
would be effected. At this time the Sen- 
ator from Alabama is not proposing to 
put them back under civil service. 

Mr. HILL. Not at all. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
The only thing he is proposing is to treat 
them, so far as salary is concerned, in 
the same manner that other Federal em- 
ployees are treated. I can find no objec- 
tion to this proposal, and for that reason 
I do not object to the amendment. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HILL. I yield to the Senator from 
Kansas. i 

Mr. CARLSON. For information, I 
should like to ask as to compensation 
paid these employees. As I understand 
from the amendment, they are not pres- 
ently under the classified service. 

Mr. HILL. That is correct. 

Mr. CARLSON. . Have they received 
pay increases within the past year or so? 

Mr. HILL. No. The last pay increase 
which they received was the one which 
was given to all employees under the 
Classified Act and to those under civil 
service. They have received no special 
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treatment, and they have received no 
additional increases in anyway what- 
ever. 

Mr. CARLSON. I wish to state to the 
Senator that I feel that this is a justified 
amendment, and I sincerely hope that 
this situation will be taken care of. 

Mr. HILL, I thank the Senator from 
Kansas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the amendment of the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. HILL]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, the Senate adopted an 
amendment with regard to employees of 
the District of Columbia, and I believe 
that amendment provides for an in- 
crease of 8.8 percent. I do not think 
the Senate wants two different figures 
within the bill. Therefore, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the Senate reconsider 
the vote by which the Neely amendment 
providing for an increase of 8.8 percent 
for employees of the District be recon- 
sidered, and that the amendment read 
“10 percent” instead of “8.8 percent.” 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
I yield. 

Mr. CASE. Is the Senator referring 
to employees of the District of Columbia? 
BF coil JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 

es. 

Mr. CASE. So that what the Senator 
is proposing to do is to put the increase 
applying to them on a parity with that 
accorded to Federal employees? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Yes; to make their increase the same as 
that of the Federal employees provided 
for by the bill. 

Mr. CASE. Does it apply to teachers? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
It applies to teachers, firemen, and 
policemen. 

Mr. CASE. How about workers in the 
District Building? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
They are already covered. There are 
some within the District who are not 
included. 

Mr. CASE. So it will be safe to say 
that when the bill is completed the em- 
ployees of the District of Columbia will 
all be treated alike. Is that statement 
correct? 4 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
That is correct. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Mr. Presi- 
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, I 
yield. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. I think 
the Senator from South Carolina offered 
an amendment to the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. MCMAHON]. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
did 


Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. It pro- 
vided for an increase of $800, or 8.8 per- 
cent, whichever is the lesser, did it not? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, 
It brought those affected under the Re- 
classification Act. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from South Carolina asks unani- 
mous consent that the Senate reconsider 
the vote by which the Neely amendment 
was adopted. Without objection, the 
vote is reconsidered, and the question 
now is on agreeing to the amendment to 
the Neely amendment. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now is on agreeing to the Neely 
amendment as amended. 

The amendment as amended was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
committee amendment is open to further 
amendment. If there be no further 
amendment, the question is on agreeing 


to the committee amendment as 
amended. 
The amendment as amended was 
agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 


question is on the engrossment and third 
reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading and was read the 
third time. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I 
should like to explain that the bill does 
not affect the so-called blue-collar work- 
ers in industry. There are approxi- 
mately 700,000 of them employed, and 
their wages are based on locally prevail- 
ing wages for similar skills in the com- 
munities in which they are employed. 
Their wages have kept current with the 
increases in wages in the local com- 
munities. That is another reason why I 
feel that the increase of 10 percent for 
the classified workers is consistent with 
the treatment which the 700,000 blue- 
collar skilled industrial workers have re- 
ceived. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
The Senator from Oklahoma is entirely 
correct, and I am glad he has brought 
up the point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is, Shall the bill pass. 

The bill (S. 622) was passed. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the bill be printed as amended. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SEPARATION OF SUBSIDY FROM AIR- 

MAIL PAY 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of Senate bill 436. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the bill by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 
436) to provide for the separation of 
subsidy from air-mail pay; and for other 
purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Arizona. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill 
(S. 436) to provide for the separation 
of subsidy from air-mail pay, and for 
other purposes, which had been reported 
from the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce, with an amendment. 
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PENSIONS OF CERTAIN DISABLED 
VETERANS—VETO MESSAGE 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, a 
little while ago the Senator from Oregon 
(Mr. Mons] suggested that the Senate 
consider the veto message in connection 
with House bill 3193, to establish a rate 
of pension for aid and attendance under 
part 3 of Veterans Regulation No. 1 (A). 
In order that all Senators may have no- 
tice of when it will be taken up, I ask 
unanimous consent that whatever busi- 
ness is pending before the Senate to- 
morrow be temporarily laid aside and 
that the veto message be considered, and 
that the debate thereon be limited to 1 
hour, to be divided equally. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I yield. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Reserving the 
right to object, I respectfully invite the 
attention of the majority leader to the 
fact that he was going to have the Senate 
consider the Executive Calendar, and 
that we should have a quorum call and 
then proceed with the Executive Cal- 
endar. I know the Senator from Ore- 
gon is agreeable to the proposition. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum, 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Arizona withhold his sug- 
gestion of the absence of a quorum for 
a moment? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I withhold the 
suggestion. 


DOUGLAS FLIGHT-PAY AMENDMENT 


Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, on Thurs- 
day, September 13, 1951, the Senate ap- 
proved by a vote of 49 to 31 an amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Illi- 
nois [Mr. DoucGtas] to the Department 
of Defense Appropriation Act of 1952. 
This amendment read: 

No part of any appropriation contained in 
this act shall be available for the payment of 
flight pay to personnel whose assigned duties 
do not involve actual combat missions or do 
not involve flight in excess of 20 hours per 
month, 


Mr. President, because the Douglas 
amendment will soon be considered by 
a conference committee, I should like to 
provide the conference with my inter- 
pretation of the action taken last Thurs- 
day by the Senate. 

Since last Thursday two questions, 
which I consider to be extremely impor- 
tant, have been raised by interested per- 
sons and Senators regarding the effect 
of the Douglas amendment on flight pay. 
The first question is, Does this amend- 
ment affect rated personnel who are 
members of the Air National Guard units 
and Air Reserve units? The second 
question is, What effect does this amend- 
ment have on future Air Force plans? 

With reference to the first question, 
it can be conservatively anticipated that 
the requirement for increasing flying 
time for rated personnel will be im- 
possible of achievement. 

Rated personnel of Air National Guard 
units and Air Reserve units have full- 
time civilian occupations. Those who 
are most valuable to these units, such as 
commanders, have considerable burdens 
of responsibility in addition to individual 
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flying proficiency. They must command, 
train, direct, and lead the members of 
their units. The members of the units, 
in turn, have varied technical duties in 
addition to the maintenance of their in- 
dividual flying proficiency. The time al- 
lotted to this training is fully and com- 
pletely consumed in the performance of 
these combined flying duties, technical 
duties, and related training activities. 

It is my understanding of the prob- 
lem that the requirements of this 
amendment would serve seriously to en- 
danger the continued existence of this 


program. 

It is well known to all of us that the 
Regular Air Force Establishment de- 
pends on the existence of trained Air 
National Guard units and Air Reserve 
units to contribute a vital part of our 
military air effort in time of emergency, 

With regard to the second question, 
we should recall the very exhaustive 
study of this subject of flying pay by the 
Congress in 1949, and of the changes in 
flying-pay requirements which were ef- 
fected at that time. The very questions 
that are arising now were carefully con- 
sidered and appropriate action was taken 
to the satisfaction of a majority then in 
the Congress. 

The fiying proficiency of rated person- 
nel of the Air Force is very carefully 
guarded on a continuing basis. An aver- 
age of 1,000 flying officers are suspended 
from flying status each year as a result 
of the Air Force policy to eliminate unfit 
or unqualified flying personnel. At the 
present time, the United States Air Force 
requires all flying officers to fly a mini- 
mum of 100 hours a year. As Senators 
know, this is considerably in excess of 
the minimum requirements established 
by law. Asá part of this yearly mini- 
mum, pilots must fly at least 20 hours of 
instrument flying and at least 15 hours at 
night. 

Flying pay for general officers in the 
Air Force has already been substantially 
reduced to an amount less than that re- 
ceived by many of the officers junior to 
them and who are engaging in more ex- 
tensive fiying activities. We have learned 
through experience the vital importance 
of our Air Force leaders retaining an ac- 
tive flying status. If the senior officers 
are to be held responsible for making de- 
cisions in which the lives of flying per- 
sonnel and the success of the missions 
depend, they must be active flyers. They 
must not lose their grasp of either the 
technical or the human factors involved 
in 5 operation of modern combat air- 
craft. 

The training, direction, and leadership 
of our Air Forces must continue to be 
the responsibility of active flying general 
Officers. The investment which the 
country has made in this vital element 
of our security must continue to have the 
finest and most capable leadership it is 
possible to obtain. 

Mr. President, I think we ought to move 
slowly and with caution when we run the 
risk of jeopardizing the quality of our 
Air Force leadership at a time when we 
are placing increasing demands on the 
Air Force for expansion of its combat 
readiness to face the increasing threat to 
our Nation’s security. 
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SEPARATION OF SUBSIDY FROM AIR-MAIL 
PAY 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
understand that my motion to take up 
Senate bill 436 was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator’s motion was agreed to. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for a quorum call be rescinded, and that 
further proceedings under the call be 
suspended, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 


PENSIONS OF CERTAIN DISABLED VET- 
ERANS—VETO MESSAGE 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that beginning 
with tomorrow's session, any business 
that may be pending before the Senate 
be temporarily laid aside and that the 
Senate take up the President’s veto mes- 
sage on House bill 3193, and that the 
debate be limited to 1 hour, to be divided 
equally between the proponents and the 
opponents of the bill; for the proponents 
the time to be controlled by the Senator 
from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE], and for the 
opponents by some Senator who may be 
hereafter designated. 

Mr. McCARRAN. To what does the 
proposed unanimous consent apply? 

Mr. GEORGE. To the veto message 
which has been acted upon by the House. 
The President vetoed House bill 3193, 
the veterans’ bill, giving $120 a month 
to non-service-connected totally dis- 
abled veterans. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, and I prob- 
ably will not object, I respectfully sug- 
gest that before a unanimous-consent 
agreement is entered into we should 
havea quorum call. I believe it is a mis- 
take to enter into such an agreement 
without having had a quorum call. 

Mr. McFARLAND. The unanimous 
consent provides for a limitation of de- 
bate. A motion could be made, anyway. 
It is a privileged matter. I am asking 
for unanimous consent so that all Sena- 
tors may have notice of our action as it 
appears in the RECORD. 

Mr. McCARRAN. The time when the 
majority leader may bring up the matter 
is another question. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I have consulted 
with those interested, and it is agreeable 
to everyone with whom I have spoken 
that the time be limited. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I am not going to 
object, but I say that with respect to all 
unanimous-consent requests it seems to 
me to be a fatal mistake not to have a 
quorum call. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Always in case of 
unanimous-consent requests we consult 
with Senators who are interested. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I understand, but 
the whole Senate is interested in a ques- 
tion involving the overriding of the Pres- 
ident’s veto. 
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Mr. McFARLAND. I will say to my 
friend from Nevada that we can have a 
quorum call, and by the time it is com- 
pleted it will be found that there will be 
no more Senators present on the floor 
than are present now. 

Mr. McCARRAN. That may be en- 
tirely true, but in my judgment it does 
not relieve the situation. I believe there 
should be a quorum call so Senators who 
want to be present may have the priv- 
ilege of being present. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I yield. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. In view of the 
fact that the Senator from Nevada feels 
about the matter as he has just expressed 
himself, I believe we had better proceed 
with a quorum call. I will say to the 
Senator from Nevada that I took the 
matter up with the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. Morse], who has been urging that 
action be taken on the message. Limi- 
tation of debate on the veto message is 
agreeable to him. It is also agreeable to 
him that the Senate consider the veto 
message tomorrow. So far as I know, 
there is no objection on either side of 
the aisle. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I have no objection 
to limitation of debate, but it seems to 
me that in matters of this kind Senators 
should know what is being proposed, and 
should have the opportunity of knowing 
by means of a quorum call. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. If the Senator 
feels that way about the matter, I hope 
the majority leader will suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum so we may have a 
quorum call. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Very well. 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


I sug- 


Aiken Green McFarland 
Bennett Hayden McKellar 
Benton Hendrickson McMahon 
Bricker Hennings Millikin 
Bridges Hill Monroney 
Butler, Md. Hoey Morse 
Butler, Nebr. Holland Mundt 
Cain Humphrey Murray 
Capehart Hunt Neely 
Carlson Ives O' Conor 
Case Johnson, Colo. O'Mahoney 
Cha vez Johnson, Tex. Pastore 
Clements Johnston, S. C. Robertson 
Connally Kem Russell 
Cordon Kerr Saltonstall 
Douglas Kilgore Schoeppel 
Duff Knowland Smathers 
Dworshak Langer Smith, Maine 
Eastland Lehman Smith, N. J, 
Ecton Lodge Taft 
Ellender Long Underwood 
Ferguson Malone Watkins 
Flanders Martin Welker 
Frear Maybank Williams 
Fulbright McCarran Young 
George McCarthy 

Gillette McClellan 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo- 
rum is present, 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that tomorrow 
at 12 o’clock the business which may be 
pending before the Senate be temporar- 
ily laid aside, and that the Senate pro- 
ceed to consider the veto message of the 
President on the bill (H. R. 3193) to es- 
tablish a rate of pension for aid and at- 
tendance under part 3 of the Veterans 
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Regulation No. 1 (A), as amended, and 
that the debate thereon be limited to 1 
hour, to be divided equally between the 
proponents and the opponents, the time 
of the proponents to be controlled by the 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE], and 
the time of the opponents by some Sen- 
ator whom I may hereafter designate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
Senator from Arizona? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
reserving the right to object, I may say 
that I know of no objection on this side 
of the aisle to that understanding. I 
have talked with the Senator from Ore- 
gon [Mr. Morse], who has brought this 
question up several times. He is agree- 
able to the suggested procedure. I know 
of no objection, and I shall not object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the request of the Sena- 
tor from Arizona is agreed to. 

The unanimous-consent agreement, as 
reduced to writing, is as follows: 

Ordered, That, upon the convening of the 
Senate on Tuesday, September 18, 1951, the 
further consideration of the bill (S. 436) 
to provide for the separation of subsidy 
from air-mail pay, and for other purposes, 
be temporarily laid aside; that the Senate 
thereupon proceed to the reconsideration of 
the bill (H. R. 3193) to establish a rate of 
pension for aid and attendance under part 
III of Veterans Regulation No. 1 (A), as 
amended, returned by the President of the 
United States to the House of Representa- 
tives, in which it originated, with his ob- 
jections, and passed by the House upon re- 
consideration; that debate upon the recon- 
sideration of the said bill shall be limited 
to not exceeding 1 hour, to be equally di- 
vided between the proponents and the op- 
ponents thereof, and controlled, on the part 
of the proponents, by Mr. GEORGE and, on the 
part of the opponents, by a Senator to be 
hereafter designated. 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to the consideration of 
executive business, 


EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following favorable reports of 
nominations were submitted: 

By Mr. CONNALLY, from the Committee 
on Foreign Relations: 

Loy W. Henderson, of Colorado, a Foreign 
Service officer of the class of career minister, 
now Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipo- 
tentiary to India and Envoy Extraordinary 
and Minister Plenipotentiary to Nepal, to be 
Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipoten- 
tiary to Iran. 

Harold B. Minor, of Kansas, a Foreign Serv- 
ice officer of class 1, to be Envoy Extraordi- 
nary and Minister Plenipotentiary to the 
Republic of Lebanon. 

Edward L. Roddan, of the District of Co- 
lumbia, to be Ambassador Extraordinary and 
Plenipotentiary to Uruguay. 

Charles F. Baldwin, of Maryland, and sun- 
dry other person. for appointment or promo- 
tion in the Diplomatic and Foreign Service; 
and 

Elbert G. Mathews, of California, and sun- 
dry other persons for appointment or promo- 
tion in the Diplomatic and Foreign Service. 

By Mr. MURRAY, from the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare: 

Samuel J. Hall, and sundry other persons 
for promotion in the Regular Corps of the 
Public Health Service. 
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RATIFICATION OF CERTAIN CONVENTIONS 


Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, the 
Committee on Foreign Relations has 
considered the conventions hereinafter 
listed and has recommended that the 
Senate give its advice and consent to 
their ratification, subject to the reserva- 
tions and understandings which are in- 
dicated in the resolutions of ratification. 
The treaties or conventions are as fol- 
lows: 

First. Convention with the Union of 
South Africa relating to income taxes, 
signed at Pretoria, December 13, 1946— 
Executive O, Eightieth Congress, first 
session. 

Approval recommended with an un- 
derstanding relative to the collection 
provisions of article XV. 

Second. Convention with the Union of 
South Africa relating to estate taxes, 
signed at Capetown, April 10, 1947— 
Executive FF, Eightieth Congress, first 
session. 

Approval recommended with an un- 
derstanding relative to the collection 
provisions of article VIII. , 

Third. Convention with New Zealand 
relating to income taxes, signed at Wash- 
ington, March 16, 1948—Executive J, 
Eightieth Congress, second session. 

Approval recommended subject to a 
reservation relative to taxes collectible 
from public entertainers. 

Fourth. Convention with Norway re- 
lating to income taxes, signed at Wash- 
ington, June 13, 1949—Executive Q, 
Eighty-first Congress, first session. 

Approval recommended subject to an 
understanding relative to the collection 
provisions of article XVII. 

Fifth. Convention with Norway re- 
lating to estate taxes, signed at Wash- 
ington, June 13, 1949—Executive R, 
Eighty-first Congress, first session. 

Approval recommended subject to a 
reservation respecting the collection pro- 
visions of article IX. 

Sixth. Convention with Ireland re- 
lating to estate taxes, signed at Dublin, 
September 13, 1949—Executive E, 
Eighty-first Congress, second session. 

Approval recommended subject to no 
reservations or understandings. 

Seventh. Convention with Ireland re- 
lating to income taxes, signed at Dublin, 
September 13, 1949—Executive F, 
Eighty-first Congress, second session, 

Approval recommended subject to 
reservations relative to the capital gains 
provisions of article XIV and the ac- 
cumulated earnings provisions of article 
XVI. 


Eighth. Convention with Greece re- 
lating to estate taxes, signed at Athens, 
February 20, 1950—Executive K, Eighty- 
first Congress, second session. 

Approval recommended subject to a 
reservation regarding the collection pro- 
visions of article IX. 

Ninth. Convention with Greece relat- 
ing to income taxes, signed at Athens, 
February 20, 1950—Executive L, Eighty- 
first Congress, second session. 

Approval recommended subject to an 
understanding with respect to the collec- 
tion provisions of article XIX. 

Tenth. Convention with Canada re- 
lating to income taxes, signed at Ottawa, 
June 12, 1950—Executive R, Eighty-first 
Congress, second session. 
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Approval recommended subject to a 
reservation relating to the professional 
earnings of public entertainers, 

Eleventh. Convention with Canada 
relating to estate taxes, signed at Otta- 
wa, June 12, 1950—Executive S, Eighty- 
first Congress, second session. 

Approval recommended subject to no 
reservations or understandings. 

Twelfth. Protocol with the Union of 
South Africa, relating to estate taxes, 
signed at Pretoria, July 14, 1950—Execu- 
tive T, Eighty-first Congress, second 
session. 

Approval recommended subject to an 
understanding relative to the collection 
provision referred to above under Ex- 
ecutive FF, 

Thirteenth. Protocol with the Union 
of South Africa, relating to income taxes, 
signed at Pretoria, July 14, 1950—Ex- 
ecutive U, Eighty-first Congress, second 
session. 

Approval recommended subject to a 
reservation relating to the profits of 
public entertainers and the understand- 
ing referred to under Executive O above. 

Fourteenth. Convention with Switzer- 
land, relating to income taxes signed at 
Washington, May 24, 1951—Executive 
N, Eighty-second Congress, first session. 

Approval recommended subject to res- 
ervation regarding profits of public en- 
tertainers. 

Mr, President, permit me to say that 
all these treaties, as is apparent from a 
reading of the titles, and from the reser- 
vations and understandings included, 
seek to eliminate double taxation with 
respect to the incomes of individuals and 
corporations and with respect to taxes 
on decedents’ estates. There was some 
difference between the witnesses who 
testified before the subcommittee ap- 
pointed by the distinguished chairman 
of the Committee on Foreign Relations, 
the Senator from Texas [Mr. CONNALLY] 
to consider these several treaties and 
protocols, but the subcommittee was 
unanimous in its conclusions, and the 
full committee likewise concurred in the 
conclusions of the subcommittee. 

The subcommittee consisted of the 
junior Senator from Iowa [Mr. GIL- 
LETTE], the senior Senator from New 
Jersey [Mr. Smit], the senior Senator 
from Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER], and my- 
self. 

I shall invite attention only to those 
reservations which are common to all 
treaties, or at least common in degree. 
It will be noted that the first reserva- 
tion suggested with respect to several 
of these treaties, especially South Af- 
rica, Norway, and Greece is for mutual 
assistance in the collection of taxes. I 
may say that no similar reservation ap- 
pears in the convention with Ireland or 
in the existing conventions with Canada 
and the United Kingdom. These con- 
ventions provide, in the case of South 
Africa, as amended by the protocol, that 
the assistance and support to be given 
by each contracting state shall not be 
accorded with respect of citizens or na- 
tionals or estates of citizens or nation- 
als of the contracting state to which ap- 
plication is made for assistance in col- 
lection, unless such citizen or national 
or estate is entitled to the allowance and 
credit under the applicable convention. 
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In the case of the existing convention 
with France, the restriction upon as- 
sistance to such nationals is proposed 
without limitation. It is the opinion of 
the subcommittee and of the whole com- 
mittee that the provision of the pending 
estate and income conventions are too 
broad. As a general rule it is not be- 
lieved wise to have one government col- 
lect the taxes which are due to another 
government. Therefore the committee 
recommends that these provisions be 
eliminated from the pending conven- 
tions; with the exception that the pro- 
vision of the South African Conven- 
tion, as amended by the protocol, be ac- 
cepted, subject to the understanding that 
the application will be limited to those 
cases in which the estate of a decedent 
claims a credit under article 5 of the 
convention. The committee recom- 
mends this limited exception in the case 
of South Africa in view of the fact that 
the convention is retroactive to 1944 and 
the fact that since that time the estates 
concerned have been on notice with re- 
spect to the collection provision. 

Mr. President, I may say that this was 
the view taken by the committee with 
respect to all these assistance provisions. 
It was simply deemed unwise to have 


-our citizens in foreign countries sub- 


jected to the judicial procedures of those 
countries, and likewise it was deemed 
unwise to obligate our country to under- 
take the collection in our own courts of 
taxes due to the foreign countries dealt 
with in these conventions. It will be re- 
called that in many instances, or per- 
haps all, the courts would be called upon 
to enforce very harsh civil penalties, and 
it was not deemed wise for our courts to 
undertake that particular job. 

It will be noted also that in two or 
three or more of these conventions there 
are reservations relating to the compen- 
sation paid American citizens by Ameri- 
can firms or employers in the countries 
with whom we have negotiated these 
treaties. That matter relates to the 
compensation for personal services of 
American citizens in foreign countries. 
Exception has been taken heretofore, I 
may say, in regard to this question in 
connection with the negotiation of other 
treaties, but it was disregarded by those 
who negotiated with respect to several of 
the treaties now before the Senate. It 
was pointed out that these provisions 
were highly discriminatory against art- 
ists, musicians, motion-picture actors, 
and others who went into foreign coun- 
tries, but who were at work there for 
American employers, and temporarily 
resided in those foreign countries while 
they were carrying on their business en- 
terprises there. It is a rule, which has 
been adopted now for many years, that 
an American citizen who spends at least 
183 days in a foreign country is to be 
exempted from double taxation—in 
other words, taxation by both countries. 
However, an effort was made to make a 
most invidious distinction as between 
artists and others who went into the 
foreign countries to make motion pic- 
tures or to give performances for Ameri- 
can employers. 

Another provision in the Canadian 
treaty which has called for a reservation 
is the capital-gains provision of the act 
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of 1950, It will be recalled that by sec- 
tion 213 of the Revenue Act of 1950, a 
capital-gains tax was ireposed upon vis- 
itors from other countries who entered 
the United States and perhaps rented a 
room in one of the hotels in New York 
City and there engaged extensively in 
capital-gains operations upon the Amer- 
ican exchanges. In 1950 Congress un- 
dertook to impose a capital-gains tax 
‘upon those resident aliens. The Cana- 
dian treaty provides against this provi- 
sion; that is to say, in the Canadian con- 
vention there is a provision which abro- 
gates this provision. Since it is a sub- 
sequent legislative declaration, it would 
have the effect, if permitted to stand, of 
repealing the congressional act. There- 
fore, the committee deemed it wise to of- 
fer a reservation on that point in the 
Canadian treaty. 

There is one other point upon which a 
reservation or understanding is inserted 
in one of the conventions, I believe. It 
relates to accumulated earnings and 
profits. Under article 1 (h) of the new 
convention with Canada, article 13 of 
the original treaty is amended, and that 
amendment is made solely for the pur- 
pose of correcting a mistake in the origi- 
nal treaty or at least clarifying the 
meaning of the original treaty. Under 
this article, at this time, when more 
than 50 percent of the outstanding vot- 
ing stock is owned directly or indirectly 
during the last half of the taxable year 
by individual residents of Canada, other 
than citizens of the United States, it 
shall be exempt from any taxes imposed 
by the United States with respect to the 
accumulated or undistributed earnings, 
profits, income, or surplus of such cor- 
porations. 

Mr. President, I think the brief expla- 
nations I have made will suffice to indi- 
cate the nature of the reservations in 
each case and the nature of the under- 
standings, wherever understandings are 
inserted in the resolutions of ratifica- 
tion. 

If there are no questions, I request 
that the treaties now be laid before the 
Senate. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi- 
dent, as a member of the subcommittee 
which was associated with the distin- 
guished Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
GeorcE] in connection with studying 
these treaties, I rise to support the Sen- 
ator’s position in requesting that the 
treaties be ratified. 

Many days were spent on them, and 
many witnesses before us during their 
consideration. We had the benefit of the 
wise judgment of Mr. Stam, who is the 
adviser of both the House and the Sen- 
ate in connection with fiscal matters. 
We heard from numerous Government 
witnesses and numerous outside wit- 
nesses. 

I wish to pay the highest possible trib- 
ute to the distinguished chairman of the 
subcommittee, the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. Grorce], for the patience and skill 
with which he handled all these matters. 

In the Eightieth Congress I had the 
privilege of handling certain matters of 
this sort, and I believe the French treaty 
was included among them. 

I think that in these treaties we are 
providing for true uniformity, a point 
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which I consider to be most important. 
Heretofore we have gained experience in 
these matters; and at this time, as a 
result of the further testimony received, 
I believe we now have reached a point 
where the committee is familiar with the 
possible pitfalls in connection with such 
proceedings, and we are zealously care- 
ful of the rights of American citizens. 

Again I wish to commend the able 
Senator from Georgia for the fine work 
he has done in this connection. The 
committee is unanimous in taking the 
position that these treaties protect our 
citizens and at the same time are just 
and fair to the countries participating in 
the conventions. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. Iam very glad to yield, 
if the Senator wishes to address a ques- 
tion to me. 

Mr. CASE. Iam willing to address my 
question either to the Senator from 
Georgia or to the Senator from New 
Jersey. 

Mr. GEORGE. I shall be pleased to 
answer if I can. 

Mr. CASE. I did not know that these 
matters were to come up today in con- 
nection with the treaties. I have been 
disturbed by reading at different times 
press reports to the effect that certain 
Greek nationals have been taking ad- 
vantage of the opportunity to purchase 
surplus American vessels, and in some 
way make very large profits, either by 
placing the vessels under Panamanian 
registry or by placing them under Greek 
registry. While the matter may not be 
exactly covered, Iam wondering whether 
there is any possibility that in the con- 
vention proposed between the United 
States and Greece the opportunity to 
make unusual profits by reason of living 
in New York City and retaining Greek 


nationality is enhanced in any way. 


Mr. GEORGE. No; it is not. On the 
contrary, we have been scrupulously 
careful to see that nothing in any of 
these treaties would have the effect of 
repealing of nullifying the provisions 
which we inserted in the 1950 Revenue 
Act, section 213, which subjected to 
capital-gains tax the profits made by 
temporary aliens residing in the United 
States, but who had no fixed place of 
business within the United States. We 
are offering in the case of the Canadian 
treaty a reservation which protects the 
revenue act of this country. 

However, I would say to the distin- 
guished Senator that, in large part, the 
question which he has in mind is not 
involved in these treaties at all, because 
the treaties relate primarily to a recip- 
rocal arrangement between the two con- 
tracting countries, namely, between our 
country and country X, respecting in- 
come tax and collection of income tax, 
respecting estate taxes, and safeguard- 
ing against the double taxation of the 
citizens of the respective parties to the 
convention. It does not relate to the 
larger question which the Senator has 
asked, except in the way I have indicated. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I wish to 
thank the Senator from Georgia for this 
assurance. As I said, I had no knowl- 
edge that this matter was coming up, 
and I was not prepared to ask a specific 
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question relative to the problem I have 
mentioned, but in view of the fact that 
there was a convention between the 
United States and Greece included in the 
conventions for approval, and the fact 
that it related to the question of avoid- 
ance of double taxation, the question 
naturally occurred to me as to whether 
it might impinge on the situation to 
which I have referred. 

Mr. GEORGE. No; it does not. 

Mr. CASE. I am glad to have the 
assurance of the Senator that it does not. 

Mr. GEORGE. It does not. 

Mr. President, in order that the com- 
mittee's action and in order that the 
resolutions of ratification may be better 
understood, and especially that the ef- 
fective dates of these conventions be 
clearly stated, I ask unanimous consent 
that there be included in the RECORD at 
this point the analysis of the pending 
conventions and committee recommen- 
dations, under title III, page 3, of the 
committee report, to the end thereof. 

There being no objection, title III, 
Analysis of Pending Conventions and 
Committee Recommendations, was or- 
dered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

III. ANALYSIS OF PENDING CONVENTIONS AND 
CoMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS 

In response to a request of the chairman of 
the subcommittee, the staff of the Joint 
Committee on Internal Revenue Taxation 
prepared an analysis of the provisions of the 
pending conventions for the use of the com- 
mittee, giving particular attention to the 
effect of the provisions upon the revenue laws 
of the United States. 

Inasmuch as the pending conventions have 
many substantially similar provisions, those 
dealing with income taxes are discussed to- 
gether for the purpose of this report and 
those relating to estate taxation are discussed 
together. To the extent that a convention 
departs in any particular from the general 
pattern, that fact will be brought out. The 
two protocols with South Africa are discussed 
together with the pending South African 
conventions which they supplement. The 
two conventions with Canada are discussed 
separately inasmuch as they supplement or 
modify conventions which are already in 
effect. 

Insofar as the United States is concerned, 
the various conventions relate only to the 
income and estate taxes of the Federal Gov- 
ernment, and they have no effect upon the 
income, estate, or inheritance taxes imposed 
by any State, Territory, or possession of the 
United States or the District of Columbia. 

A. CONVENTIONS RELATING TO ESTATE TAXES 

The estate tax conventions are explained, 
first, from the standpoint of their effect upon 
the estate tax imposed by the United States, 
and then from the standpoint of their effect 
upon the estate duties imposed by Ireland 
and the Union of South Africa and the taxes 
on inheritances imposed by Norway and 
Greece, 

(1) United States 

In the imposition of the Federal estate tax, 
estates of decedents are classified in two cat- 
egories: First, estates taxed on the basis of 
domicile or citizenship (i. e., decedents dom- 
iciled in or citizens of the United States at 
time of death); and second, estates taxed on 
the basis of situs of property (i. e., property 
situated in the United States in cases of non- 
citizens of the United States domiciled out- 
side the United States). 


Citizens of the United States 


Under the Internal Revenue Code, the 
Federal estate tax applies to the entire estate 
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of a citizen of the United States regardless 
of where domiciled or where the property is 
situated, with the one exception that it does 
not apply to real estate located outside of the 
United States. The conventions do not 
change these basic rules, but remove double 
taxation by allowing a credit for South 
African and Irish estate duties and Nor- 
wegian and Greek taxes on inheritances 
which are paid with respect to property 
(other than real estate) situated in those 
countries. The conventions allow a further 
credit in case the United States imposes 
tax by reason of the decedents being domi- 
‘ciled in this country in accordance with the 
laws of the United States, and the particular 
foreign government concerned imposes tax 
by reason of the decedent being domiciled 
in that country in accordance with its own 
Jaws. It is not anticipated that such cases 
of “double domicile” will be of frequent oc- 
currence. In such a case, in addition to the 
credit previously explained with respect to 
property deemed situated only in Ireland, the 
Union of South Africa, or Norway, there will 
be allowed by each contracting party with 
respect to any property (a) deemed situated 
in both countries, or (b) deemed situated 
in neither of the contracting countries, a 
credit against its tax of that portion of the 
smaller of the two taxes attributable to such 
property which such tax of the crediting 
country bears to the sum of such taxes of 
both countries. In the case of Greece, how- 
ever, the latter credit is allowed only where 
the property is deemed situated in neither of 
the contracting countries (clause (b) above). 
Furthermore, in the convention with Nor- 
way the second of the above formulas is also 
applicable, in addition to cases where the 
decedent is deemed domiciled in both states, 
to the case where the decedent is deemed 
to be domiciled in one state and a national 
of another state, and to the case where the 
decedent is deemed to be a national of both 
contracting states. 

As an example of the application of the 
first of the above formulas, in the case of a 
decedent who at time of death was a citizen 
of the United States domiciled in Italy own- 
ing a total of $500,000 worth of personal 
property of which $300,000 is situated in Ire- 
land, a credit for the Irish death duty paid 
with respect to the $300,000 would be allowed 
against the United States estate tax. Such 
credit, however, cannot exceed the propor- 
tion of the entire United States estate tax 
(computed without the credit) which $300,- 
000 bears to $500,000, or three-fifths of the 
United States tax. 

As an example of the further credit al- 
lowed under the second formula, suppose the 
decedent is regarded by the United States 
Government as domiciled in the United 
States and by the Irish Government as dom- 
iciled in Ireland, and the total gross estate 
consists of personal property worth $500,000, 
of which $300,000 is situated in Ireland, 
$50,000 is situated in Spain, and $150,000 is 
situated in the United States. In this ex- 
ample both the United States and Ireland 
tax the entire $500,000. As in the first ex- 
ample, the United States will allow a credit 
for the Irish tax paid with respect to the 
$300,000 worth of property situated in Ire- 
land. Since Ireland regards the decedent 
as domiciled in Ireland, it will allow a credit 
for the United States tax paid with respect 
to the $150,000 worth of property situated 
in the United States, Furthermore, since 
this is a so-called double-domicile case, the 
second formula will also apply, and both 
countries will allow credits for taxes imposed 
by the contracting countries with respect to 
the property situated in Spain. If the United 
States tax (before computing the credit) 
which is attributable to the $50,000 worth of 
property situated in Spain is $5,000, and the 
Trish tax (before computing the credit) 


which is attributable to the same Spanish 
property is $6,000, the credit allowable by 
the United States is 
$5,000 
811.000 X $5,000 = $2,272.73, 
and the credit allowable by Ireland is 


$11,000 65, C00 = $2,727.27. 
Noncitizens Domiciled in the United States 
As in the case of a citizen of the United 
States, the Federal estate tax applies under 
the Internal Revenue Code to the entire 
estate (other than real estate located out- 
side of the United States) of a noncitizen 
who at time of death was domiciled in the 
United States. The conventions remove 
double taxation by allowing a credit for the 
Irish and South African estate duties and 
the Norwegian and Greek taxes on in- 
heritances paid with respect to property 
(other than real estate) situated in those 
respective countries. The conventions pro- 
vide for a further credit in cases where the 
United States imposes tax by reason of the 
decedent's being domiciled in this country in 
accordance with the laws of the United 
States, and the other contracting govern- 
ments impose tex by reason of the decedent’s 
being domiciled in their countries in ac- 
cordance with their respective laws (or or- 
dinarily resident therein in the case of South 
Africa). The operation of such further 
credit is explained in the preceding para- 
graph. 
Noncitizens Not Domiciled in the United 
States 


(a) Domiciled in Ireland, the Union of 
South Africa, Norway, or Greece: In the case 
of decedent not domiciled in or a citizen 
of the United States who was domiciled in 
Ireland, Norway, or Greece, at the time of 
death, or ordinarily resident in South Africa 
at time of death, the Federal estate tax is ap- 
plicable only to property situated within the 
United States. Article III of the respective 
conventions, article IV in the case of Grecce, 
establishes certain rules for the purpose of 
determining the situs of property which are 
applicable, in the case of the conventions 
with Ireland and Greece, if the decedent 
was domiciled in the country of either con- 
tracting party, or, in the case of the con- 
vention with South Africa, was either domi- 
ciled in the United States or “ordinarily 
resident” in South Africa, or, in the case of 
the convention with Norway, was either 
domiciled in or a citizen of either country. 
Under the United States law stock in a for- 
eign corporation is deemed to be property 
situated within the United States if the stock 
certificate is physically located in the United 
States. Furthermore, stock in an American 
corporation is deemed to be property situ- 
ated in the United States regardless of where 
the certificate is located. Under the con- 
ventions, stock in any corporation is deemed 
to be situated in the country in which the 
corporation was created regardless of the 
location of the stock certificate. The Irish 
convention contains an exception to this 
rule in that it provides that, with respect to 
the stock of corporations organized in the 
United Kingdom or Northern Ireland which 
are registered on a branch register of Ireland 
kept for Irish residents, such stock shall be 
deemed to be situated in Ireland. 

Under United States law, bonds, regardless 
of the residence of the obligor, are deemed to 
be situated in the country where the bond 
certificates are located. Except in the case 
of Norway, under the conventions bonds are 
deemed to be situated in the contracting 
country where the decedent was domiciled 
at the time of death (“ordinarily resident” 
in the case of South Africa); and this rule 
in effect constitutes an exemption from tax 
imposed upon the basis of situs of property. 
In the case of the convention with Norway, 
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if the United States asserts tax on the basis 
of situs of property, no change is made in 
the present United States situs rule with 
respect to bonds, but, if neither country im- 
poses tax on the basis of situs, the bonds 
shall be deemed situated in the country 
where the decedent was domiciled. The 
above rules are applicable with respect to 
debts (other than bonds) except that, in 
the case of the convention with Norway, 
such debts are deemed to be situated in the 
country in which the debtor was a resident, 
rather than a domiciliary, at the time of 
death. 

Other rules of situs set forth in the re- 
spective conventions confirm existing rules 
relative to the estate tax under the In- 
ternal Revenue Code, including the situs 
of real property, tangible personal property, 
ships, patents, trade-marks, copyrights, good 
will, judgment debts, etc. Proceeds of a 
policy of insurance on the life of the de- 
cendent and bank accounts are, under the 
conventions, deemed to be situated in the 
contracting country where the decedent 
was domiciled (“or ordinarily resident” 1 
in South Africa) or, in the case of Norway, 
where the insurance company or bank is 
organized at the time of death; and, except 
in the case of Norway, such rules constitute 
in effect exemptions from tax imposed on 
the basis of situs of property. Under the In- 
ternal Revenue Code, in the case of non- 
resident aliens, such insurance proceeds and 
practically all such bank deposits are simi- 
larly deemed situated outside the United 
States and in effect exempted from tex im- 
posed upon the basis of situs of property. 
The general rules set forth in these con- 
ventions are, with the exemption of minor 
departures from the general pattern noted 
above which are necessitated by differences in 
the laws of the contracting governments, in 
accord with those established in the earlier 
conventions with the United Kingdom and 
France. 

(b) Prorated exemptions: In the Nor- 
wegian and Greek conventions, provision is 
made for the liberalization of the United 
States rule relating to the specific exemption 
of $2,000 with respect to the estates of non- 
resident alien decedents. In application, the 
provisions insure that the specific exemp- 
tion shall not be less than 62,000 in the case 
of a decedent domiciled in Norway or Greece 
but may exceed that amount since it will 
not be less than the proportion of the ex- 
emption allowable in the case of a decedent 
domiciled in the United States ($60,000) 
which the value of the property situated 
in the United States bears to the entire gross 
estate. The effect of this liberalization of 
the specific exemption is to exempt from all 
Federal estate tax those cases in which the 
gross estate wheresoever situated does not 
exceed $60,000. 

In the case of the Greek convention, this 
prorated formula also extends to deductions 
for property previously taxed and deductions 
for charitable bequests, This extension is 
similiar to the provision of the 
French convention except that in the latter 
the prorated exemption also extends to the 
marital deduction. Under the Canadian 
convention, the prorated formula extends, 
as in the case of Norway, only to the specific 
exemption. The United Kingdom and other 
conventions contain no provision for pro- 
rated exemptions. 

(c) Domiciled outside Ireland and Greece, 
or not ordinarily resident in South Africa: 
The conventions, of course, make no change 
in the Federal estate-tax law as applied to 
the estate of a nonresident alien not dom- 
iciled in Ireland or Greece, or not ordinarily 
resident in the Union of South Africa. The 
existing Federal estate-tax law provides that 
the estate of such an alien is taxable with 
respect to his property situated within the 
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United States. For example, if the certificate 
of stock in a foreign corporation is physically 
located in the United States the stock is still 
regarded as property situated within the 
United States. Similarly in the case of a 
nonresident alien neither domiciled in, nor 
a citizen of, Norway no change is made in 
the application of United States tax. 
(2) Ireland 

In the imposition of the estate duty in 
freland estates of decedents are mainly clas- 
sified in two categories, as in the United 
Kingdom: First, estates taxed on the basis 
of domicile (decedents who were domiciled 
in Ireland at time of death), and, second, 
estates taxed on the basis of situs of prop- 
erty (property situated in Ireland in the case 
of decedents who at time of death were dom- 
iciled outside Ireland). To a limited extent, 
the Irish estate duty is also imposed with 
respect to property passing under a disposi- 
tion governed by Irish law even though the 
decedent was not domiciled in Ireland and 
the property was not situated in Ireland. 
This is likewise true in the case of the United 
Kingdom. Unlike the United States, no dis- 
tinction is made as to citizenship. 


Decedents Domiciled in Ireland 


In the case of a decedent (whether or not 
a United States citizen) domiciled in Ire- 
land at the time of his death, the estate 
duty applies to all of his property wherever 
situated except immovable property outside 
Ireland, This rule is not changed by the 
convention. However, double taxation is 
avoided under the convention with respect 
to property situated in the United States 
by allowing a credit under article V (1) for 
the United States tax paid with respect to 
such property. The convention provides for 
a further credit under article V (2) in the 
case where Ireland imposes tax by reason of 
the decedents being domiciled in that coun- 
try in accordance with the laws of Ireland, 
and the United States imposes tax by reason 
of the decedent’s being domiciled in this 
country in accordance with the laws of the 
United States. In such a case, in addition 
to the credit previously explained with re- 
spect to property deemed situated only in 
the United States, there will be allowed by 
each contracting country with respect to any 
property (a) deemed situated in both coun- 
tries, or (b) deemed situated in neither of 
the contracting countries, a credit against 
its tax of that portion of the smaller of the 
two taxes attributable to such property 
which said tax of the crediting country bears 
to the sum of such taxes of both countries. 
It is anticipated that such cases of “double 
domicile” will be unusual. 


Decedents Not Domiciled in Ireland 


In the case of a decedent not domiciled 
in Ireland at the time of his death, the es- 
tate duty applies only to property situated in 
Ireland except in the case of property pass- 
ing under a disposition governed by Irish 
law. In the case of a decedent domiciled in 
the United States, stock in a corporation is, 
under the convention, deemed situated 
where such corporation was created regard- 
less of the location of the stock certificates 
or the transfer agent. The only exception 
to this rule is that provided with respect to 
the stocks of corporations organized in the 
United Kingdom or Northern Ireland and 
registered on a branch register of Ireland 
kept for Irish residents, in which case the 
stock is deemed situated in Ireland. Thus, 
in the case of a decedent domiciled in the 
United States, the estate duty in Ireland 
would not be applicable to American stock 
even though the stock certificate and the 
transfer agent may be located in Dublin. 
The other rules: of situs heretofore explained 
are also controlling with respect to the ap- 
plication of the estate duties imposed in 
Ireland. 
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It has already been noted that Ireland, as 
in the case of the United Kingdom, in addi- 
tion to assuming tax jurisdiction on the basis 
of domicile and the situs of property, also 
assumes jurisdiction by reason of property 
passing under a disposition governed by its 
law. For example, in the case of an Ameri- 
can citizen domiciled in the United States 
who, within a short period before death, 
transferred property (situated in the United 
States) by gift under an Irish trust, the trus- 
tees residing in Ireland, the disposition of 
the property so transferred is governed by 
Trish law. Article V (3) of the convention 
provides that in such a c se Ireland will al- 
low a credit for the United States tax paid 
with respect to any such property situated 
in the United States. The convention with 
the United Kingdom does not contain an 
express provision for such a credit, but it is 
understood that in practice such a credit is 
granted by the United Kingdom. 

(3) Union of South Africa 

In the imposition of the estate duty, South 
Africa classifies the estates of decedents into 
two categories: First, estates taxed on the 
basis of ordinary residence (decedents who 
were “ordinarily resident” in South Africa at 
the time of death), and, second, estates taxed 
on the basis of situs of property (property 
situated in South Africa in cases of dece- 
dents who at time of death were “ordinarily 
resident“ outside South Africa). Unlike the 
United States, no distinction is made as to 
citizenship. A 


Decedents “Ordinarily Resident” in South 
Africa 

In the case of a decedent (whether or not 
a United States citizen) “ordinarily resi- 
dent” in South Africa at the time of his 
death, the South African estate duty applies 
to all property regarded as situated within 
the Union and, to a limited extent, to per- 
sonal property situated outside of the Union. 
The term “ordinarily resident” means, as dis- 
tinguished from “domiciled,” habitually res- 
ident or resident in the ordinary course of a 
person's life. With this difference, the cred- 
its provided in article V to avoid double taxa- 
tion operate in the same manner as those 
previously described with respect to the con- 
vention with Ireland, and the technical de- 
tails are not repeated here. In general, the 
convention provides a credit with respect to 
property situated in the United States for 
the United States tax paid with respect to 
such property, and a further credit in the 
case where South Africa imposes a tax by 
reason of the decedent being “ordinarily res- 
ident” in that country in accordance with 
the laws of South Africa, and the United 
States imposes tax by reason of the decedent 
being domiciled in this country in accord- 
ance with the laws of the United States. It 
is anticipated that the latter credit will be 
of somewhat greater importance with respect 
to the South African convention than the 
similar credit provided in the other conven- 
tions inasmuch as the concept of “ordinary 
residence” appears to have a somewhat 
broader connotation than the concept of 
“domicile.” 


Decedents Not “Ordinarily Resident” in 
South Africa 


In the case of a decedent not “ordinarily 
resident” in South Africa, the estate duty 
applies only to property situated in South 
Africa. For this purpose property situated in 
South Africa includes: (1) Immovable prop- 
erty situated in the Union, (2) corporeal 
movable (tangible personal) property sit- 
uated in the Union, (3) debt secured upon 
immovable property by bond registered in the 
Union, (4) debt recoverable by right of action 
enforceable in the courts of the Union, (5) 
shares of stock of domestic companies or of 
foreign companies doing business in the 
Union, if transfer of ownership is required to 
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be registered in the Union, and (6) bonds 
issued by domestic or by foreign companies 
doing business in the Union, and bonds of 
the Union Government or subdivision or mu- 
nicipality thereof, if transfer of ownership is 
required to be registered in the Union. 

The rules of situs heretofore explained with 
respect to these conventions in general are 
controlling with respect to the application of 
the estate duties imposed in South Africa, 
and it may be noted that the application of 
the South African estate duties is in no in- 
stance extended by these rules of situs of 
property. It should also be noted that, under 
a special proviso at the end of article III, the 
application of the situs rules is, in general, 
restricted to property includible for tax by 
the other contracting country. Thus in the 
case of a decedent who was not domiciled in 
or a citizen of the United States but who was 
ordinarily resident in South Africa, the situs 
rules will not operate to restrict the applica- 
tion of the Federal estate tax to particular 
property if such property is not subjected to 
the South African estate duty. 

(4) Norway 

The application of the tax on inheritances 
imposed by Norway is based upon the domi- 
cile or the nationality of the decedent (dece- 
dents who were either domiciled in Norway 
or were nationals of Norway at the time of 
death). The tax is not based upon the situs 
of property except in the case of real property 
or interests in real property. 


Decedents Domiciled in Norway or of Nor- 
wegian Nationality 

In the case of a decedent (whether or not 
a United States citizen) domiciled in Nor- 
way at the time of death or who was a na- 
tional of Norway (regardless of where domi- 
ciled) at such time, the Norwegian tax on 
inheritances applies to the entire property 
regardless of its situs (including real prop- 
erty situated outside Norway, unless taxed 
by the State where such real property is 
located). 

For the purpose of avoiding double taxa- 
tion, the convention provides credits as here- 
tofore described. 


Decedents Neither Domiciled in Norway Nor 
of Norwegian Nationality 


In the case of a decedent who is not domi- 
ciled in Norway and who is not a national of 
Norway, the tax on inheritances applies only 
to real property and interests in real prop- 
erty situated in Norway. It does not apply 
to personal property irrespective of where lo- 
cated. Therefore, the opportunities for dou- 
ble taxation are considerably limited. Never- 
theless, the convention contains rules of situs 
of property substantially similar to those 
already described with respect to the other 
conventions. There has been some indica- 
tion that Norway may revise its inheritance- 
tax statute to provide for the imposition of 
tax on the basis of situs of property. The 
rules of situs differ in one major respect 
from those set forth in the other conven- 
tions in that debts constituting assets of 
the estate (including proceeds of insurance 
but exclusive of other forms of indebtedness 
for which specific provision is made) are re- 
garded as situated in the country where the 
debtor resides, rather than where the dece- 
dent was domiciled. Any property not spe- 
cifically covered by situs rules is deemed to 
be situated in the country where the dece- 
dent was domiciled at the time of death. 

The conventions discussed earlier provide 
that the rules of situs included therein 
should be applicable only where the decedent 
was domiciled in either contracting state 
(“ordinarily resident” in the case of South 
Africa). Unlike those conventions, the treaty 
with Norway provides that the rules of situs 
shall be applicable to the estates of decedents 
who are either domiciled in or who are citi- 
zens of either contracting state. 
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(5) Greece 

In the imposition of the inheritance tax 
in Greece, estates of decedents are classified 
in two categories: First, estates taxed on the 
basis of domicile or nationality (decedents 
who were either domiciled in or subjects of 
Greece at the time of death), and second, 
estates taxed on the basis of the situs of 
property (property situated in Greece in 
the case of decedents who at time of death 
were neither domiciled in nor subjects of 
Creece). 


Decedents Domiciled in or Nationals of 
Greece 

In the case of a decedent who was a 
national of Greece, regardless of domicile, at 
the time of death, or a decedent domiciled 
in Greece at the time of death, the Greek 
inheritance tax applies to all of his property 
wherever situated except immovable prop- 
erty situated outside of Greece. This rule 
is not changed by the convention. 

For the purpose of avoiding double taxa- 
tion, the convention provides credits as here- 
tofore described. However, as pointed out 
earlier in this report, unlike the other con- 
ventions being considered, the convention 
with Greece does not provide for the allow- 
ance of credt by either country for the tax 
imposed by the other country on property 
deemed to be situated in both countries. 
For example, under article IV, bonds, bank 
deposits, and certain other categories of 
property are déemed to be situated in the 
state in which the deceased person was dom- 
iciled at death. Under such rule, if the 
decedent is held to be domiciled both in 
Greece and the United States at death, both 
states will tax bonds and bank accounts and 
neither state will allow any credit with re- 
spect to the tax imposed by the other state 
on such property. 


Decedents Not Domiciled in or Nationals of 
Greece 

In the case of a decedent who is neither 
domiciled in nor a national of Greece at 
the time of death, the Greek tax on inherit- 
ances applies only to property deemed situ- 
ated in Greece. 

The rules of situs are substantially iden- 
tical to the general rules heretofore de- 
scribed with respect to the other pending 
conventions, 

(6) Exchange of information 

The four pending conventions discussed 
above contain provisions for the exchange of 
information between the United States and 
the contracting governments with respect to 
death taxes in a manner similar to that 
contained in the death-duty conventions 
already in effect. 

(7) Collection of tazes 

Provision is made in the conventions with 
South Africa, Norway, and Greece for mutual 
assistance in the collection of taxes. No 
similar provision appears in the convention 
with Ireland (or the existing conventions 
with Canada and the United Kingdom). 

The conventions provide (in the case of 
South Africa as amended by the protocol) 
that the assistance and support to be given 
by each contracting state shall not be ac- 
corded in respect of citizens or nationals, or 
estates of citizens or nationals, of the con- 
tracting state to which application is made 
for assistance in collection unless such citizen 
or national or estate is entitled to the allow- 
ance of a credit under the applicable con- 
vention. In the case of the existing conven- 
tion with France, the restriction upon accord- 
ing support and assistance with respect to 
such nationals is imposed without limitation. 

The committee believes that these collec- 
tion provisions of the pending estate-tax 
conventions are too broad. As a general rule, 
it is not believed wise to have one govern- 
ment collect the taxes which are due to an- 
other government. Therefore, the commit- 
tee recommends that these provisions be 
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eliminated entirely from the pending con- 
ventions, with the exception that the provi- 
sion of the South African convention, as 
amended by the protocol, be accepted sub- 
ject to the understanding that its applica- 
tion will be limited to those cases in which 
the estate of a decedent claims a credit 
under article V of the convention. The com- 
mittee recommends this limited exception in 
the case of the South African convention in 
view of the fact that the convention is retro- 
active to 1944 and the fact that the estates 
concerned have been on notice with respect 
to the collection provision since that time. 


(8) Effective dates of the conventions 


The conventions will become effective on 
the date of exchange of instruments of rati- 
fication as to estates of persons dying on or 
after that date, or, in the case of the conven- 
tions with Ireland and South Africa, at the 
option of the personal representative, as to 
the estate of any person dying before that 
date and after June 30, 1944 (in the case 
of South Africa), or after the last day of the 
calendar year immediately preceding the date 
of the exchange of ratification (in the case 
of Ireland). 


B. CONVENTIONS RELATING TO INCOME TAXES 


This section of the reports deals with the 
income tax conventions with the Union of 
South Africa (including the supplementary 
protocol), New Zealand, Norway, Ireland, 
Greece, and Switzerland. (The supplemen- 
tary convention with Canada is treated sepa- 
rately.) Substantially similar provisions ap- 
pear in these treaties. For that reason the 
following discussion is divided into consid- 
eration of the major items dealt with in the 
conventions, and the various treaties are 
discussed together under each of those 
headings. 

Double taxation arises, in the absence of 
reciprocal agreements such as are repre- 
sented by the conventions and protocols un- 
der consideration, from the fact that the 
various governments assume and exercise 
broad, and frequently overlapping, taxing 
jurisdictions. In general, the United States 
assumes the right to tax its nationals and 
domestic corporations on their entire income 
without regard to source. It likewise as- 
sumes the right to tax its residents, regard- 
less of nationality, on the same broad basis. 
Alien nonresidents, on the other hand, are 
taxed only on income from sources within 
the United States, and foreign corporations 
are taxed only on income from sources with- 
in the United States. The Union of South 
Africa imposes its taxes primarily upon in- 
come derived from sources within the Union. 
New Zealand does not use citizenship as a 
basis of tax but taxes New Zealand residents 
on their entire income, regardless of the 
source from which derived. With respect to 
nonresidents, it taxes only the income de- 
rived from sources within New Zealand. 
Norway imposes tax on the same basis as 
New Zealand, except that with regard to 
nonresidents it only taxes the income from 
certain specified sources and property lo- 
cated in Norway. Ireland generally applies 
the same taxing rule as the United King- 
dom—residents on their entire income and 
nonresidents on their income from sources 
within Ireland. Greece has two income taxes, 
each of which it imposes on a somewhat dif- 
ferent basis. Its schedular tax (applied both 
to individual and corporations) is generally 
imposed only on income from sources within 
Greece, although income from abroad (i. e., 
dividends) is subject to tax if “enjoyed” 
in Greece. The general tax (applied only to 
natural persons) is imposed on the entire 
income of a Greek national, regardless of 
residence, and on the entire income of a 
resident of Greece. Thus, the latter tax is 
similar to the United States income tax with 
respect to the broad scope of its application. 
Switzerland imposes both federal and local 
income taxes, of which the latter are the 
most important. The Swiss taxes on income 
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are based primarily on the domicile of the 
taxpayer and the source of the income. 

In general, the conventions avoid double 
taxation by a system of reciprocal exemp- 
tions and by reciprocal adoption of the 
principle of the United States tax-credit 
system. The provisions reserving to each 
State the right to tax its own citizens, resi- 
dents, and corporations without regard to 
the conventions are analogous in principle 
to similar provisions found in all income tax 
conventions to which the United States is 
a party. 

(1) Business income 

All six of the conventions under consid- 
eration adopt the principle that an enter- 
prise of one of the contracting States shall 
not be subject to tax in the other contract- 
ing state unless it is engaged in a trade or 
business in that state through a “permanent 
establishment” situated therein. A “per- 
manent establishment” is generally defined 
to mean a branch, factory, workshop, ware- 
house, and other similar fixed places of busi- 
ness and does not include a mere agent or 
broker. To the extent that such an enterprise 
is carrying on a trade or business through 
a permanent establishment, it is to be tax- 
able only on the profits derived from sources 
within the taxing country. This provision 
does not extend to mere investment in- 
come or income derived from the furnish- 
ing of personal services. Moreover, each of 
the conventions provide that no profit shall 
be deemed to arise from the mere purchase 
of goods. or merchandise. 

The conventions provide in appropriate 
instances for the adjustment of the accounts 
of a branch or other related business entity 
of one contracting state within another con- 
tracting state in order that the branch ac- 
counts will reflect its profits as accurately 


as possible. 


(2) Dividends and interest 


The South African convention originally 
provided (art. XII) that dividends and in- 
terest paid by a South African corporation 
to South African residents other than Unit- 
ed States citizens and to South African 
corporations would be exempt from United 
States tax to the extent taxed by South 
Africa. This provision represented a uni- 
lateral concession by the United States. 
Subsequent efforts to have South Africa 
agree to a similar provision respecting the 
Union’s undistributed profits tax and its 
nonresident shareholder’s tax having failed, 
the two Governments have agreed (art. V of 
the pending protocol) to delete article XII 
of the convention entirely. 

On a reciprocal basis, the New Zealand 
convention provides (art. XII) that divi- 
dends (without reference to interest) paid 
by a New Zealand corporation shall be ex- 
empt from tax except where the recipient 
is a citizen or a resident of the United States 
or is a United States corporation. 

The Norwegian convention makes no ref- 
erence to the payment of dividends but pro- 
vides (art. VI) that interest on any form of 
indebtedness derived from sources within 
one country by a resident of the other (in- 
cluding a corporation or other business en- 
tity not having a permanent establishment 
in the former country) shall be exempt in 
the country from which derived. The Irish 
convention has a similar provision (art. VII), 
but it does not apply to interest paid by a 
corporation resident in one of the contract- 
ing countries to a corporation of the other 
country which controls, directly or indirectly, 
more than 50 percent of the entire voting 
power in the payor corporation. This pro- 
vision is practically identical with article VI 
of the convention with Greece. Moreover, 
with respect to both interest and dividends, 
article XV of the convention with Ireland 
provides that such payments made by a cor- 
poration of one of the contracting states 
after a date specified shall be exempt from 
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tax by the other state unless the recipient is 
a citizen or resident (in the case of the 
United States) or a resident (in the case 
of Ireland) of that other state. 

The treaty with Greece contains a unilat- 
eral provision (art. IX) to the effect that 
dividends and interest paid by a Greek cor- 


poration shall be exempt from United States 


tax except where the recipient is a citizen, 
resident, or corporation of the United States. 
Under the Internal Revenue Code, interest 
and dividends paid by a foreign corporation 
may, under certain conditions, constitute 
income from sources within the United 
States and consequently subject to United 
States tax in the hands of the nonresident 
alien recipient of such items. In practice, it 
is only in rare instances that it is practicable 
to ascertain whether a foreign corporation 
derives more than the requisite percentage of 
its gross income from United States sources 
go as to constitute its interest and dividends 
income from sources within the United 
States. 

Article VI of both the Irish and New Zea- 
land conventions provides, unlike the other 
pending conventions, that the rate of United 
States tax on dividends derived from sources 
within the United States by a resident of 
those two countries not engaged in a trade 
or business within the United States through 
a permanent establishment therein shall not 
exceed 15 percent. In the case of a dividend 
moving from a subsidiary to a parent, the 
rate, subject to certain limitations, is not to 
exceed 5 percent. The effect of these provi- 
sions is to reduce the present United States 
withholding rate from 30 percent to 15 or 
5 percent, as the case may be. This reduc- 
tion is likewise provided in the existing con- 
ventions with the United Kingdom, Canada, 
Denmark, and the Netherlands. 

Neither Irish nor New Zealand law at the 
present time subjects to tax the dividends 
of Irish or New Zealand (respectively) cor- 
porations. The corporation alone is taxed, 
and the tax paid by the corporation is re- 
garded as being paid on behalf of the share- 
holders therein. 

Of course, the reduction of the United 
States withholding rate does not affect 
United States citizens resident in Ireland or 
New Zealand as such persons are not sub- 
ject in any event to such withholding tax. 

The conventions with Greece, Ireland, and 
Norway exempt on a reciprocal basis interest 
derived from sources within one country by 
residents of the other. Neither the South 
African or the New Zealand conyentions 
contain such an exemption. However, the 
existing conventions with the United King- 
dom, Denmark, and the Netherlands do pro- 
vide for such a reciprocal exemption. 

Under article VI of the convention with 
Switzerland there would be a reciprocal, re- 
duction in each country from 30 percent to 
15 percent in the tax rate on dividends de- 
rived from sources within such country by 
a resident, corporation, or other entity of the 
other country not having a permanent estab- 
lishment in the country from which the 
dividends are derived. There would be a 
reduction, subject to certain qualifications, 
to 5 percent in the tax rates with respect to 
such dividends if th^ sr areholder is a corpo- 
ration which controls, directly or indirectly, 
at least 95 percent of the voting power in 
the corporation paying the dividends and if 
not more than 25 percent of the gross income 
of such paying corporation is derived from 
interest and dividends other than interest 
and dividends received from its own sub- 
sidiary corporations. 

The reduced rate of 15 percent would not 
apply to Swiss tax on dividends derived from 
Swiss sources by a Swiss citizen who is resi- 
dent in the United States and who is not 
also a citizen of the United States. Switzer- 
land wishes to place no limitation on the 
imposition of its dividend taxes with respect 
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to its own citizens, except as to those hay- 
ing dual nationality, No corresponding pro- 
vision is found in any other treaty to which 
the United States is a party, but it has no 
effect upon United States taxation. 

The Swiss tax of 30 percent would be 
withheld at the source and a refund to re- 
duce it in accordance with the provisions of 
article VI would be made upon a claim duly 
filed therefor by the recipient in the United 
States. Such claims for refund are necessi- 
tated by the difficulty in identifying the 
owner of shares which arises from the fact 
that the standard form of stock certificate 
in Switzerland is the bearer share. 

The Swiss convention provides that, with 
respect to interest on any form of indebted- 
ness, the rate of tax shall be reduced to 5 
percent on interest derived from sources 
within one country by a resident, corpo- 
ration, or other entity of the other country 
not having a permanent establishment in 
the country from which the interest is de- 
rived. In the case of the convention with 
Switzerland a tax of 5 percent is retained 
because of the fact that in Switzerland 
there is imposed on interest, in addition to 
the income tax, a 5-percent coupon or stamp 
tax. The special features explained above 
with respect to the reduction of tax on 
dividends apply also in regard to the reduc- 
tion of tax on interest. 

Article XIV of the Swiss convention pro- 
vides that dividends and interest paid by 
any foreign corporation to a nonresident 
alien resident in Switzerland or to a Swiss 
corporation, not having a permanent estab- 
lishment in the United States, shall be ex- 
empt from United States tax. Reciprocally, 
dividends and interest paid by a corpora- 
tion other than a Swiss corporation to a 
resident or corporation of the United States 
not having a permanent establishment in 
Switzerland shall be exempt from Swiss tax. 

As thus drawn, the article is narrower than 
the corresponding articles of other conven- 
tions in that the exemption granted is con- 
fined to nonresident aliens residing in Swit- 
zerland and to Swiss corporations, whereas 
other conventions extend the exemption to 
nonresident aliens and foreign corporations 
generally (for example, art. XV, United King- 
dom; art. XII, Netherlands and New Zealand; 
art. IX, Greece; art. XII, Canada). It is 
broader in that the exemption thus restricted 
extends to dividends and interest paid by 
any foreign corporation, whereas other con- 
ventions have confined the principle to divi- 
dends and interest paid by a corporation of 
the particular country with which the con- 
vention was entered into. 


(3) Compensation for personal services 


(A discussion of the treatment of pensions 
and annuities will be found below under 
that heading.) 

The six conventions (South Africa—art. 
II of the protocol; New Zealand—art. IX; 
Norway—art. X; Ireland—art. XI; Greece; 
Switzerland—art. X) all adopt the principle 
of reciprocal exemption for compensation 
for personal services performed by residents 
of one contracting state who are tempo- 
rarily within the taxing state for a period 
or periods not to exceed 183 days if the 
services are performed for a resident or cor- 
poration of the State of which the person 
is a resident. In the case of Norway, Greece, 
and Switzerland there is also granted a 
limited exemption where the services are 
rendered for an employer domestic as to the 
taxing state. 

However, the conventions with New Zea- 
land, South Africa, and Switzerland contain 
an exception to the rule. Specifically ex- 
cepted from the scope of the exemption are 
the profits or remuneration of public enter- 
tainers such as stage, motion picture or radio 
artists, musicians, and athletes. A modifi- 
cation of such exception is found in the 
Swiss convention, where the income received 
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is less than $10,000 ($5,000 in the case of 
the Canadian convention discussed sepa- 
rately). 

The committee believes that these excep- 
tions constitute a discrimination against 
this particular occupational group. There- 
fore, the committee recommends that the 
Senate not accept paragraph (4) of article 
IX of the New Zealand convention, para- 
graph (3) of article II of the South African 
protocol, and paragraph (4) of article X of 
the Swiss convention. 


(4) Government salaries 


Each of the conventions adopts the gen- 
eral principle of the reciprocal exemption by 
each state of salaries and wages paid by the 
other state, or by political subdivisions or 
territories or possessions thereof. This, of 
course, still permits the United States to tax 
its own citizens. This is true of all tax con- 
ventions to which the United States is a 
party. 

In the case of Norway, Ireland, Greece, and 
Switzerland this agreemént specifically em- 
braces the payment of pensions by the gov- 
ernments concerned. The agreement with 
New Zealand, on the other hand, does not 
apply to such pensions. The provision of 
the South African convention makes no spe- 
cific reference to government pensions. 
However, the uniform rule of the South 
African convention will apply with respect 
to both government and private pensions to 
the effect that they will be exempt from tax. 
in the state where received. 

The conventions with New Zealand and 
Ireland contain a further limitation upon 
the scope of the exemption to the effect that 
it shall not apply to services performed in 
connection with a profit-making activity 
of one of the contracting states. (This is 
likewise true of the Canadian convention 
discussed separately.) 


(5) Private pensions and annuities 

The convention with New Zealand makes 
no provision with respect to the treatment of 
private pensions and annuities. 

The general rule is stated in the conven- 
tions with Norway, Greece, and Switzerland 
(art. XI in each case) and in that with Ire- 
land (art, XII) which provide that such pen- 


-sions and annuities shall be exempt in the 


country of source. 


(6) Professors, teachers, students, and busi- 
ness apprentices 

Each convention contains a substantially 
identical article which provides that the in- 
come of professors or teachers from one of 
the contracting states who visit the other 
state for the purpose of teaching, for a 
period not to exceed 2 years, shall be exempt 
from tax by the latter state. (South 
Africa—art. IX; New Zealand—art. XIV; 
Norway—art. XII; Ireland—art. XVIII: 
Greece; Switzerland—art. XII.) This pro- 
vision is standard in all later tax conventions 
to which the United States is a party. 

A similar exemption is provided, without 
time limitation, for students and business 
apprentices in the taxing state who receive 
remittances from the other State. (South 
Africa—art. X; New Zealand—art. XV; Nor- 
way—art. XIII; Ireland—art. XIX; Greece; 
Switzerland—art. XIII.) 


(7) Religious, charitable, and similar 
organizations 

The convention with South Africa (art. 
XI) provides for the reciprocal exemption 
of income derived from sources within one 
of the contracting states by a religious, sci- 
entific, literary, educational, or charitable 
organization of the other contracting state, 
under certain conditions, from tax by the 
state from which the income is derived. A 
similar provision is found in the existing 
convention with Canada. The other con- 
ventions contain no similar provision, 
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(8) Ships and aircraft 

Each treaty provides for the reciprocal 
exemption by each state of the income de- 
rived by an enterprise of the other state 
from the operation of ships or aircraft. This 
principle has been enunciated in the In- 
ternal Revenue Code for many years. A 
special limitation has been written into the 
South African provision to the effect that 
the exemption from South African tax does 
not apply to “residents” of South Africa. 
Thus, the exemption will not apply to a 
United States corporation, if any, the man- 
agement and control of which is in the 
Union. The term “management and con- 
trol” as applied to a corporation is intended 
to mean the direction of the policies of such 
corporation as determined through the meet- 
ings of its board of directors or other man- 
agement group. 


(9) Rentals and royalties 
South Africa 


The South African convention contains 
no provision with respect to industrial and 
like royalties. However, article III of the 
protocol is designed to apply principles, 
found in several other conventions, where- 
by a resident of one contracting state deriv- 
ing rentals from real property or royalties 
from natural resources located in the other 
country may elect for any taxable year to be 
subject to tax in that other country on a 

net basis. 
' New Zealand 


The convention with New Zealand provides 
(art. VII) that a resident of one contracting 
state receiving rentals from real property or 
royalties from natural resources or royalties 
from the use or right to use copyrights, pat- 
ents, etc., derived from sources within the 
other state may elect to be subject to tax on 
a net basis in the country from which de- 
rived as if he were engaged in a trade or 
business in that country through a perma- 
nent establishment. 

Article VIII provides, on a reciprocal basis, 
that motion-picture rentals derived from 
one country by a resident of the other coun- 
try not engaged in trade or business through 
a permanent establishment in the first coun- 
try shall be exempt from tax by the first 
country. (The exemption does not apply 
to the New Zealand “film hire” tax.) 


Norway 


Article VII of the convention with Nor- 
way provides that royalties and other 
amounts received for the right to use copy- 
rights, patents, etc. (including motion-pic- 
ture rentals) shall be exempt from tax by 
the state of source. Thus, the recipient is 
not afforded an election as in the New Zea- 
land convention. There is a special provi- 
sion, moreover, to the effect that the ac- 
counts of the payor may be adjusted (by 
disallowing a deduction of the amounts 
paid) if the royalty or other amount paid 
is not considered to be a “reasonable con- 
sideration” for the use of the property. It 
has been mutually agreed by the revenue 
authorities of the respective countries (a) 
that such proviso will be construed in the 
administration of the convention as not con- 
ferring power on such authorities to finally 
determine whether all or portion of the pay- 
ment referred to above should be denied as 
a deduction to the payor thereof and (b) 
that such payor has the right to appeal 
the issue to the appropriate judicial tribunal 
of the country the revenue authorities of 
which undertake to deny as a deduction 
such payment or portion thereof. The com- 
mittee recommends acceptance of the pro- 
vision in reliance upon this mutual agree- 
ment. 

Article VIII provides, as to income from 
real property (not including interest from 
bonds or mortgages secured by real property) 
and royalties from the operation of mines, 
quarries or natural resources, derived by @ 
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resident or corporation of one country from 
sources in the other country, that such a 
person may elect to be subject to the tax of 
the country of source, on a net basis as 
though such person were engaged in a trade 
or business through a permanent establish- 
ment therein. The effect of this provision 
(as in the case of the New Zealand and South 
African conventions) is to allow, for exam- 
ple, the Norwegian taxpayer to elect either 
the United States withholding rate of 30 
percent on the gross amount of such royal- 
ties or rentals, or to have the tax determined 
on a net basis, after deductions and credits, 
respecting his entire gross income from 
sources within the United States, including 
gross rentals or royalties. 


Treland 


Under the convention with Ireland (art. 
VIII), royalties and rentals from copyrights, 
patents, etc. (including rentals of motion 
pictures), are to be exempt at source. 

Royalties from natural resources and ren- 
tals from real property which are located in 
the United States are to be subject either 
to a withholding tax limited to 15 percent or 
treated as if the recipient were engaged in a 
trade or business in the United States. The 
effect of this option is discussed above with 
respect to a similar provision in the Nor- 
wegian and South African conventions. If 
the property from which the rentals or royal- 
ties are received is located in Ireland and 
(1) the recipient is a resident of the United 
States, (2) the income is subject to United 
States tax, and (3) the recipient is not en- 
gaged in a trade or business in Ireland, the 
income shall be exempt from Irish surtax. 


Greece 


The provisions of the convention with 
Greece (art. VII) with respect to the taxation 
of royalties provide as does the Norwegian 
convention that such income shall be exempt 
at source. Rentals from motion-picture 
films are specifically excluded from the oper- 
ation of these provisions. Under article 
VIII rentals from real property and natural 
resource royalties may be taken at source on 
a net basis. 

Switzerland 


Article VIII of the Swiss convention pro- 
vides for exemption from tax in either coun- 
try of various royalties, including film rentals, 
derived from sources within that country by 
a resident, corporation, or other entity of the 
other country not having a permanent estab- 
lishment in the country from which the 
royalties are derived, 

Article IX provides that income from real 
property (including gains from the sale or 
exchange of such property but not including 
interest from mortgages or bonds secured by 
such property) and royalties from the oper- 
ation of mines, quarries, or other natural 
resources shall be taxable only in the coun- 
try where such property or such mines, quar- 
ries, or other natural resources are situated. 
Like corresponding provisions in other tax 
conventions described above, article IX would 
permit the tax liability to be determined 
upon a net basis. 

(10) Capital gains 

The conventions with South Africa, New 
Zealand, Norway, Greece, and Switzerland 
contain no provision for exemption from tax 
of capital gains. 

Article XIV of the Irish convention pro- 
vides that a resident of Ireland not engaged 
in a trade or business in the United States 
shall be exempt from the United States tax 
on gains from the sale or exchange of capi- 
tal assets. 

It will be recalled that section 213 of the 
Revenue Act of 1950 imposed a tax upon the 
net amount of capital gains derived from 
sources within the United States by a non- 
resident alien individual not engaged in 
trade or business in the United States but 
temporarily present therein. Article XIV of 
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the pending convention would, of course, 
override the latter amendment with respect 
to residents of Ireland. 

A provision similar to that of the Irish 
convention was originally contained in the 
conventions with the Netherlands and Den- 
mark, but on the recommendation of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations, was strick- 
en out of each convention by the Senate. 
Those conventions, in each case subject to 
the reservation here noted, were accepted by 
the Senate on June 17, 1948. The convention 
with Ireland was signed on September 13, 
1949. 

The insistence of Ireland upon the exemp- 
tion of its residents from the United States 
tax on capital gains is based on the fact 
that such an exemption is contained in the 
convention between the United States and 
the United Kingdom. However, it should 
be noted that the convention with the 
United Kingdom was ratified prior to the en- 
actment of the Revenue Act of 1950 and 
prior to the ratification of the conventions 
with Denmark and the Netherlands. 

Because of the strong objections which 
have been raised previously in the Congress 
to the exemption of nonresident aliens from 
tax on their capital gains from transactions 
entered into in the United States, the com- 
mittee recommends that article XIV of the 
convention with Ireland relating to income 
taxes be eliminated and proposes a reserva- 
tion to that effect. 


(11) Accumulated earnings and profits 


Article XVI of the convention with Ire- 
land provides that an Irish corporation shall 
be exempt from United States tax on its ac- 
cumulated or undistributed earnings, profits, 
income, or surplus, if individuals who are 
residents of Ireland control, directly or in- 
directly, throughout the latter half of the 
taxable year, more than 50 percent of the 
entire voting power in the corporation. 

A similar article in the Netherlands con- 
vention was stricken out by the Senate, 
Similar articles are found only in the United 
Kingdom and Canadian conventions. In 
view of the fact that this article would give 
Trish corporations doing business in the 
United States a competitive advantage over 
domestic corporations, the committee recom- 
mends that the article be eliminated from 
the convention and proposes a reservation 
to that effect. 

(12) Credit for foreign taxes 

Under the credit provisions of the various 
conventions, the United States, while con- 
tinuing to tax its citizen and corporations 
and residents as though the conventions had 
not come into effect, will during the lives of 
the respective conventions continue to credit 
against its income taxes for income taxes 
paid the other contracting states. This 
credit will be applied in accordance with 
section 131 of the Internal Revenue Code. 

The credit system is reciprocal. South 
Africa agrees (art. IV) to exclude from its 
income and excess-profits tax base income 
from sources within the United States. 
This satisfies the similar credit requirement 
of section 131 (a) (3) of the code. New 
Zealand, on its part, in effect adopts (art. 
XIII) the principle of the Internal Revenue 
Code. Norway and Ireland likewise adopt 
this principle. The Irish convention con- 
tains a special provision to the effect that 
income derived from sources in the United 
Kingdom by an individual who is resident 
in Ireland shall be deemed to be income 
from sources in Ireland if such income is 
not subject to United Kingdom income tax. 
This provision is necessitated by the existence 
of a tax arrangement between the United 
Kirgdom and Ireland, dated April 14, 1926. 
Under that arrangement, a resident of one 
of the countries not resident in the other 
country but deriving income from such other 
country is exempt from tax imposed by such 
other country, Thus, no credit for Irish tax 
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would be provided were it not for the special 
provision included in the pending conven- 
tion with Ireland. 

Greece and Switzerland (art. XIV) have 
agreed to credit provisions substantially sim- 
ilar to those found in section 131 of the 
Internal Revenue Code. 


(13) Extension to other territories 


Article XX of the convention with New 
Zealand provides that either contracting 
state may, upon giving notice to the other, 
extend the application of the convention to 
all overseas territories or other territories 
over which it has international responsibility. 


(14) Exchange of information 


Each of the six conventions provides for 
the exchange of information between the 
taxation authorities of the respective coun- 
tries for the purposes of carrying on the pro- 
visions of the conventions, the prevention of 
fraud, and for other related purposes. 


(15) Mutual assistance in collection 


With the exception of the convention with 
Treland, each of the conventions provides for 
mutual assistance and support in the col- 
lection of the taxes which are the subject 
of the convention concerned, together with 
interest, costs, and additions to taxes and 
fines not being of a penal character. Like 
provisions are found in the French, Nether- 
lands, Danish, and Swedish conventions but 
not in the treaties with the United Kingdom 
and Canada. 

As in the case of the estate-tax conven- 
tions discussed earlier in this report, the 
committee believes that the collection pro- 
visions of the South African, Greek, and 
Norwegian income-tax conventions are too 
broad, and it repeats that, as a general rule, 
it is not believed wise to have one govern- 
ment collect the taxes which are due to 
another government. The New Zealand and 
Swiss conventions contain a more limited 
provision, and the committee recommends 
that the other conventions be similarly lim- 
ited. Thus, the committee recommends the 
acceptance of the collection provisions of the 
South African, Greek, and Norwegian in- 
come-tax conventions subject to the under- 
standing that each of the governments may 
collect the other's tax solely in order to insure 
that the exemptions or reduced rates of tax 
provided under the respective conventions 
will not be enjoyed by persons not entitled 
to such benefits. 


(16) Effective dates 


The conventions with Norway and Greece 
shall be effective for taxable years beginning 
on or after the Ist day of January of the year 
in which the exchange of instruments of 
ratification occurs. 

The convention with South Africa is made 
effective on the 1st day of July 1946, and is 
applicable to income arising on or after that 
date. 

The convention with New Zealand shall 
be effective, with respect to United States 
taxes, for taxable years beginning on or after 
January 1 of the calendar year in which the 
exchange of instruments of ratification oc- 
curs, and, with respect to New Zealand taxes, 
for the year of assessment beginning on the 
ist day of April next following the calendar 
year in which such exchange occurs. 

The effective date of the convention with 
Ireland is substantially the same as that of 
the New Zealand convention. However, in- 
asmuch as there are small differences with 
respect to the Irish income tax, the Irish 
surtax, and the Irish corporation-profits tax, 
attention is invited to the convention proper 
for the details of their respective effective 
dates. 

Zhe Swiss convention provides that the 
convention shall have effect for taxable years 
beginning on or after January 1 of the year 
in which the exchange of instruments of 
ratification takes place, except that, if such 
exchange takes place on or after October 1, 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


paragraphs (1) and (3) of article VI and 
article VII shall have effect only for taxable 
years beginning on or after January 1 of the 
year next following the year in which such 
exchange takes place. It is provided also 
that the convention shall continue effective 
for 5 years beginning with the calendar year 
in which the exchange of instruments of 
ratification takes place and indefinitely there- 
after, but may be terminated by either coun- 
try at the end of that 5-year period or at 
any time thereafter by giving at least 6 
months’ prior notice of termination, in which 
event the convention shall cease to be effec- 
tive for taxable years beginning on or after 
January 1 next following the expiration of 
the 6-month period. 


C, SUPPLEMENTAL CONVENTIONS WITH CANADA 
(1) Supplemental death duty convention 


The original death duty convention with 
Canada was signed in 1944. The pending 
convention supplements and modifies that 
instrument. The most significant changes 
relate to the situs of property, the reciprocal 
credit, and the period of limitations. 

The situs rules apply to substantially the 
same forms of property as do those discussed 
earlier in this report. However, the rules 
are made applicable not only in the case of 
a person who dies domiciled in one of the 
contracting states but also in the case of a 
deceased citizen of the United States, re- 
gardless of his place of domicile at time of 
death. 

Under article II debts are deemed to be sit- 
uated at the place where the debtor was resi- 
dent at the time of death, or, in the case of 
where the debtor is a company, at the place of 
incorporation. Bank accounts are deemed 
situated at the location of the bank or branch 
bank at which the account is kept. Govern- 
ment securities, if in bearer form, are re- 
garded as situated where located at time of 
death, and, if inscribed or registered, at the 
place where inscribed or registered as pro- 
vided by the issuing authority. Unlike the 
rule of some earlier conventions to the effect 
that the proceeds of insurance policies are 
situated where the decedent was domiciled, it 
is provided that such amounts shall be 
deemed to be situated where the policy or an- 
nuity contract provides they shall be paid, 
or in the absence of such provision, at the 
place of residence of the issuer, or if a corpo- 
ration at the place of incorporation. United 
States death duty conventions have not gen- 
erally included any provision relating to the 
situs of shares in a partnership. The pend- 
ing convention provides that such shares 
shall be deemed to be situated at the place 
where the business is principally carried on. 

The credit provisions (art. V) are substan- 
tially similar to the provisions of the other 
pending death duty conventions which are 
explained in detail earlier in this report. 
The second formula there described will ap- 
ply in cases where the United States taxes 
on the basis of citizenship and Canada on 
the basis of domicile. This is likewise true 
of the Norwegian convention but unlike the 
United Kingdom convention where that for- 
mula applies only in cases of double domicile, 

Article VI provides that, in general, any 
claim for credit or refund based upon the 
provisions of either the original or the sup- 
plemental convention must be filed within 
6 years from the date of the decedent's death 
and that, in no case, shall interest be allowed 
on the amount refunded. 

The supplementary convention shall be 
effective as to estates of decedents dying on 
or after the date of the exchange of instru- 
ments of ratification. The new period of 
limitation, hcwever, which is described above, 
is made applicable to the original convention. 
(2) Supplemental income-taz convention 

The pending convention with Canada re- 
lating to income taxes modifies and supple- 
ments the convention (and accompanying 
protocol) signed at Washington, March 4, 
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1942. The following discussion is subdi- 
vided into the most important of the sub- 
jects with which the supplemental treaty 
deals. 

(a) Allocation of Business Expenses 

Article I (a) of the pending convention 
provides in effect that in determining the 
net income of a permanent establishment 
in the taxing country which is a branch 
or a subsidiary of a corporation of the other 
contracting state there shall be allowed as 
deductions so much of the administrative 
expenses of the head office as are reasonably 
allocable to such permanent establishment. 
This agreement is in reality declaratory of 
the existing practice of both countries. 

(b) Government Salaries 

Article VI of the existing convention pro- 
vides, on a reciprocal basis, for the exemption 
by one state of the wages, salaries, and simi- 
lar compensation paid by the other con- 
tracting state or any agency or instru- 
mentality thereof or by its political subdivi- 
sions or territories to its citizens residing in 
the taxing state. Thus, under the existing 
convention, the provision is limited to an 
exemption from the tax of one state of the 
citizens of the other residing in the former 
state. It is reported that the citizenship and 
residence tests have made this provision 
largely inoperative, and article I (b) of the 
pending convention is designed to liberalize 
the exemption, Under the new provision, 
Canada will afford the exemption to an 
individual who either (a) is a United States 
citizen regardless of whether or not he re- 
sides in Canada, or (b) is not ordinarily 
resident in Canada or is ordinarily resident 
in Canada solely for the purpose of render- 
ing the services involved. The United States 
agrees on its part to exempt salaries paid by 
Canada to an individual who is not a United 
States citizen regardless of where he is a 
resident. Thus, Canada has agreed to a 
somewhat broader exemption than the 
United States because Canada will extend 
the exemption to an individual who is alien 
to both contracting states. 

A limitation to the exemption has been 
included which is similar to that noted 
earlier in this report with respect to several 
of the pending conventions relating to in- 
come taxes. This limitation is to the effect 
that the exemption shall not apply with re- 
spect to services rendered in connection with 
a trade or business carried on for profit by 
one of the contracting states. 


(c) Compensation of Members of Armed 
Forces or Employees of Defense Establish- 
ments 
Article I (b) of the new convention amens 

article VI of the original convention to pro- 

vide on a reciprocal basis that the United 

States will exempt income derived from 

sources outside the United States by (a) a 

member of the Canadian armed forces, and 

(b) a citizen of Canada serving or employed 

at defense establishments (whether Cana- 

dian or United States) in the United States 
or employed by the Canadian Government at 
such establishments, and (c) the wife and 
minor children of such member or citizen. 

Of course, the United States will not extend 

this exemption to individuals who are citi- 

zens of the United States. 

It is not anticipated that this provision 
will have any material effect upon the United 
States revenues. 

(d) Pensions and Annuities 

Article I (c) of the new convention adds 
a new article VI-A to the existing treaty to 
provide that pensions and annuities derived 
from within one of the contracting states 
by a resident of the other state shall be ex- 
empt from tax by the state from which de- 
rived. With respect to a United States citi- 
zen resident in Canada who receives a pen- 
sion from the United States, the United 
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States will continue to tax such income be- 
cause of the operation of article XVII of the 
original convention which provides that the 
United States may include in the base upon 
which it imposes its income tax on its citi- 
zens, residents, or corporations, all items of 
income taxable under the revenue laws of the 
United States as though the convention had 
not come into effect. On the other hand, a 
resident of the United States receiving a pen- 
sion from Canada will likewise be subject to 
United States tax. 

It should be noted that this provision ex- 
tends to both private and government pen- 
‘sions. 


(e) Compensation for Personal Services 


Article VII of the 1942 convention is re- 
placed by a new provision for the reciprocal 
exemption from tax, under certain condi- 
tions, of compensation for personal serv- 
ices, including professional services. This 
is the so-called commercial travelers pro- 
vision. It provides on a reciprocal basis 
that a resident of Canada shall be exempt 
from United States tax upon compensation 
for personal services performed during the 
taxable year within the United States if he is 
present therein for a period or periods total- 
ing not more than 183 days and either of 
_the following conditions is met: (a) His com- 
pensation is received for such personal serv- 
ices performed for or on behalf of a resident 
or corporation or other entity of Canada, or 
(b) his compensation received for such per- 
sonal services does not exceed $5,000. This 
provision is more liberal than the existing 
convention which has a 90-day rule and a 
$1,500 limitation. 

The existing convention contains a re- 
striction to the effect that a somewhat sim- 
ilar exemption does not apply to the pro- 
fessional earnings of such individuals as 
actors, artists, musicians, and professional 
athletes. It was pointed out earlier in this 
report that a similar restriction has been in- 
cluded in the conventions with New Zealand, 
South Africa, and Switzerland. The pending 
convention with Canada somewhat relaxes 
this restriction to permit the exemption of 
such earnings provided they do not exceed 
$5,000. As pointed out with respect to the 
New Zealand, South African, and Swiss con- 
ventions, this restriction embodies a dis- 
criminatory principle which the committee 
does not consider acceptable. Therefore, the 
committee recommends that the Senate not 
accept paragraph (2) of the rewritten article 
VII of the existing Canadian convention as 
found in article I (d) of the pending supple- 
mentary protocol. 

(f) Professors and Teachers 

A new article VIII-A is added to the ex- 
isting treaty by article I (e) of the new con- 
vention to provide, as do practically all of 
the other income tax conventions entered 
into by the United States, that a professor 
or teacher who is a resident of one country 
and who temporarily visits the other coun- 
try for a period not exceeding 2 years for 
the purpose of teaching shall be exempt 
from tax in the country in which he is 
visiting with respect to his remuneration 
for such services for such period. 


(g) Dividends and Interest 


Article I (g) of the supplementary con- 
vention, amending article XII of the con- 
vention of 1942, would exempt from United 
States income taxes dividends and interest 
paid by Canadian corporations except where 
paid to citizens or residents of the United 
States or to United States corporations. 
Dividends and interest paid by United States 
corporations, except those “managed and 
controlled” in Canada, would be exempt 
from Canadian taxes except where paid to 
Canadian residents or to corporations “man- 
aged and controlled” in Canada. 

Heretofore, article XII has applied only 
to exemption from United States tax with 
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respect to dividends and interest paid by 
Canadian corporations. One purpose of 
article I (g) as explained by the Secretary 
of State in his report to the President on 
June 29, 1950, is to make article XII of the 
convention reciprocal instead of unilateral, 
Question, however, arose because of the use 
of the words “managed and controlled“ as 
to the extent to which article XII. as 
amended, would be reciprocal in its effect. 
In order to assure substantial reciprocity, 
this question was taken up with the Gov- 
ernment of Canada. As a result, there was 
delivered to the United States Embassy at 
Ottawa a letter from the Canadian Ministry 
for External Affairs, copy of which has been 
laid before the committee, reading as fol- 
lows: 
Orrawa, February 20, 1951. 
The Honorable STANLEY WOODWARD, 
Ambassador of the United States 
of America, Ottawa, 

Dran MR. AMBASSADOR: The question has 
arisen as to the meaning of the words man- 
aged and controlled” as used in paragraph 2 
of article XII of the convention of March 4, 
1942, between Canada and the United States 
of America, as amended by article I (g) of 
the supplementary convention of June 12, 
1950, 

I have consulted with our taxation au- 
thorities. It is our view, having regard to 
presently existing judicial decisions, that, so 
long as the stock control of the corporation 
is not in Canada, its directors’ meetings and 
shareholders’ meetings are not held in Can- 
ada and its “management-control” is not 
in Canada, the corporation is not managed 
and controlled in Canada. For this purpose 
the “management-control” of the corpora- 
tion is not in Canada if the policies govern- 
ing the operations and supervision of the 
corporation are not settled in Canada even 
though its entire operations are carried on, 
and such supervision is exercised, in Canada. 

It is also our view that the term “resident” 
as used in article XII as amended does not 
include a corporation, 

Yours sincerely, 
A. D. P. HEANEY, 
Under Secretary of State 
for External Affairs. 


With this agreed definition of the words 
“managed and controlled,” it is believed that 
substantial reciprocity will be accomplished. 
It will be noticed that the letter also removes 
any doubt as to the meaning of the word 
“resident” in article I (g) of the supplemen- 
tary convention. 

In recommending the acceptance of this 
article, the committee does so in reliance 
upon the agreed definition described in the 
above letter. 


(h) Accumulated Earnings and Profits 


Article I (h) of the new convention 
amends article XIII of the original treaty in 
order to make reciprocal the present unilat- 
eral provision that corporations organized 
under the laws of Canada, more than 50 per- 
cent of the outstanding voting stock of 
which is owned directly or indirectly 
throughout the last half of the taxable year 
by individual residents of Canada, other than 
citizens of the United States, shall be exempt 
from any taxes imposed by the United States 
with respect to accumulated or undistrib- 
uted earnings, profits, income, or surplus of 
such corporations. 


(i) Copyright Royalties 

The present convention with Canada con- 
tains no provision for the reciprocal exemp- 
tion of rentals or royalties from copyrights, 
patents, trade-marks, etc. Canada has con- 
sistently refused in the past to agree to the 
reciprocal exemption of such income on the 
ground that the balance of payments is 
heavily in favor of the United States. Ar- 
ticle I (k) of the new convention adds article 
XIII-C to the existing treaty to provide for 
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the reciprocal exemption at the source of 
royalties in the nature of copyright royalties. 
This is the most restrictive of such agree- 
ments which the United States has entered 
into with other countries. The provision 
does not extend to royalties such as patent, 
industrial, or trade-mark royalties, nor does 
it include rents and royalties from motion- 
picture films. 


(j) Rentals From Real Property 


Article I (i) adds a new article XIII-A 
which adopts a principle similar to that in- 
cluded in most other income tax conven- 
tioms and discussed earlier in this report. 
It provides (in effect on a reciprocal basis) 
that a resident or corporation of Canada 
deriving rentals from real property from 
United States sources may elect for the tax- 
able year to be subject to United States 
tax on a net basis. As to income from 
sources in Canada, the option is applicable 
only to rentals from real property. As to 
income from sources in the United States, 
the option gives the taxpayer the privilege 
of filing a return and computing income 
from United States sources on a net basis 
as if he were engaged in trade or business 
therein with respect to all of his income 
from United States sources. However, in 
order to avail himself of this privilege, the 
taxpayer must derive some rentals from real 
property in the United States. 


(k) Withholding 
Article I (n) of the new convention adds 
article XVIII-A to the basic convention to 
grant authority to both countries to pre- 
scribe regulations, if practicable, intended 
to avoid withholding of both United States 
tax and Canadian tax with respect to com- 
pensation for personal services performed by 
a resident of one of the contracting states 
while temporarily present in the other state. 
It should be noted that the exemption here 
provided would not be an exemption from 
tax but simply an exemption from withhold- 
ing of tax at the source. The purpose is to 
avoid the temporary out-of-pocket expense 
to the taxpayer which overwithholding pro- 
duces. 
(1) Miscellaneous 
While the pending convention makes sev- 
eral changes which are not referred to above, 
they will not be described in this report 
as being either of minor importance or in 
the nature of clarifying amendments. 
(m) Effective Date 
With one exception of a technical nature, 
the pending convention is to become effec- 
tive with respect to taxable years begin- 
ning on or after the 1st day of January of 
the calendar year in which occurs the ex- 
change of the instruments of ratification. 


UNION OF SOUTH AFRICA—CONVENTION 
AND PROTOCOL RELATING TO DOUBLE 
TAXATION AND TAXES ON INCOME 


The Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the con- 
vention (Executive O, 80th Cong., Ist 
sess.), a convention between the United 
States of America and the Union of 
South Africa, for the avoidance of 
double taxation and for establishing 
rules of reciprocal administrative as- 
sistance with respect to taxes on income, 
signed at Pretoria on December 13, 
1946, and a protocol (Executive U, 81st 
Cong., 2d sess.) a protocol supplement- 
ing the said convention, signed at Pre- 
toria on December 13, 1946, which were 
read the second time, as follows: 

The Government of the United States of 
America and the Government of the Union 
of South Africa, being desirous of avoiding 
double taxation and of establishing rules of 
reciprocal administrative assistance in the 


case of income taxes, have decided to con- 
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clude a Convention and for that purpose 
have appointed as their respective Plenipo- 
tentiaries: 

The Government of the United States of 
America: General Thomas Holcomb, Envoy 
Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary 
of the United States of America, and 

The Government of the Union of South 
Africa: The Right Honourable Jan Hendrik 
Hofmeyr, Acting Prime Minister and Acting 
Minister of External Affairs of the Union of 
South Africa, 
who, having communicated to one another 
their full powers found in good and due 
form, have agreed upon the following Ar- 
ticles: 

ARTICLE I 

(1) The taxes referred to in this Conven- 
tion are: 

(a) In the case of the United States of 
America: The Federal income taxes, includ- 
ing surtaxes and excess-profits taxes. 

(b) In the case of the Union of South 
Africa the following taxes imposed under the 
income tax laws of the Union: Normal and 
Super Taxes, Undistributed Profits Tax, 
Nonresident Shareholders’ Tax, Excess 
Profits Duty and Trade Profits Special Levy. 

(2) It is mutually agreed that the present 
Convention shall also apply to any other or 
additional income taxes imposed by either 
contracting State, subsequent to the date of 
signature of this Convention, upon sub- 
stantially the same bases as the taxes enum- 
erated therein. 

ARTICLE II 


As used in this Convention: 

(a) The terms “person”, “individual” and 
“corporation” shall have the same meanings, 
respectively, as they have under the reve- 
nue laws of the taxing State or the State 
furnishing the information, as the case may 
be, provided that the term “corporation” 
when used in relation to the Union of South 
Africa shall be regarded as the equivalent of 
the term “company” as used in the revenue 
laws of that State. 

(b) The term “enterprise” includes every 
form of undertaking, whether carried on by 
an individual, partnership, corporation or 
any other entity. 

(c) The term “enterprise of one of the 
contracting States” means, in respect of each 
contracting State, an individual resident 
therein or a corporation, partnership or 
other entity created or organized in or un- 
der the laws of that State, or the laws of any 
of its States, Territories or provinces, as the 
case may be, engaged in the carrying on of 
an enterprise in the territory of that State. 

(d) The term “permanent establishment” 
includes branches, mines and oil wells, farms, 
timber lands, plantations, factories, work- 
shops, warehouses, offices, agencies and other 
fixed places of business of an enterprise, but 
does not include a subsidiary corporation. 
When an enterprise of one of the contract- 
ing States carries on business in the other 
contracting State whether personally, direct- 
ly or through a nominee or through an em- 
ployee or agent there who has authority to 
contract for his employer or principal or has 
a stock of merchandise from which he regu- 
larly fills orders which he receives, such en- 
terprise shall be deemed to have a permanent 
establishment in the latter State. The fact 
that an enterprise of one of the contracting 
States has business dealings in the other 
contracting State through a commission 
agent, broker or other independent agent, 
shall not be held to mean that such enter- 
prise has a permanent establishment in the 
latter State. 

(e) The term “Commissioner for Inland 
Revenue” means the Commissioner for In- 
land Revenue of the Union of South Africa 
or his duly authorized representative. 

(t) The term “Commissioner of Internal 
Revenue” means the Commissioner of In- 
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ternal Revenue of the United States of Amer- 


- ica or his duly authorized representative. 


term “competent authority” 
nue or the Commissioner of Internal Reve- 
nue and their duly authorized representa- 
tives. 

(h) The term “United States of America”, 
when used in the geographical sense, includes 
only the States the Territories of Alaska and 
Hawaii, and the District of Columbia. 

(i) The term “industrial and commercial 
profits” means industrial and commercial in- 
come but shall not include income from or 
in the form of rentals, royalties, interest, 
dividends, management charges, compensa- 
tion for labour or personal services, or in- 
come from the operation of ships or aircraft, 
or gains derived from the sale or exchange 
of capital assets, and the terms “profit” and 
“profits” mean income. 

(j) The terms “rentals” and “royalties” 
shall include rentals or royalties arising from 
leasing real or immovable or personal or 
movable property or from any interest in 
such property, including rentals or royalties 
for the use of, or for the privilege of using, 
patents, copyrights, secret processes and for- 
mulae, good will, trade-marks, trade brands, 
franchises and other like property. 

(k) The term “interest” shall include in- 
come arising from interest- bearing securities, 
public obligations, government or municipal 
securities, mortgages, corporate or debenture 
bonds, loans, deposits and current accounts, 

(1) The term “dividends” shall include all 
distributions of the earnings or profits of 
corporations, 

ARTICLE NI 

(1) The citizens of one of the contracting 
States residing within the other contracting 
State shall not be subjected to the payment 
of more burdensome taxes than the citizens 
of such other State. 

(2) The provisions of this Convention 
shall not be construed to restrict in any 
manner any exemption, deduction, credit or 
other allowance now or hereafter accorded 
by the laws of either of the contracting 
States in the determination of the tax 
imposed by such State. 

(3) Following any appreciable changes 
made in the fiscal laws of either of the con- 
tracting States, the competent authorities 
of the two contracting States may consult 


together. 
ARTICLE IV 


(1) Nowithstanding any other provision 
of this Convention, the United States of 
America in determining the taxes of its citi- 
zens, or residents, or corporations, may in- 
clude in the basis upon which such taxes 
are imposed, all items of income taxable 
under the revenue laws of the United States 
of America, as though this Convention had 
not come into effect. The United States of 
America shall, however, deduct from the 
taxes thus computed the amount of Union 
income tax paid. This deduction shall be 
made in accordance with the benefits and 
limitations of Section 131 of the United 
States Internal Revenue Code as in effect 
on the day of the entry into force of this 
Convention. It is agreed that by virtue of 
the provisions of paragraph (2) of this 
Article the Union of South Africa satisfies 
the “similar credit” requirement set forth 
in sub-section (a) (3) of that section. 

(2) The Union of South Africa in impos- 
ing its taxes shall exempt from such taxes 
and shall not take into account in the de- 
termination of such taxes income derived 
from sources within the United States of 


America in accordance with the income tax 


laws of the Union in effect on the day of 
entry into force of this Convention. 
ARTICLE V 


(1) An enterprise of one of the contract- 
ing States is not subject to taxation by the 
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other contracting State in respect of its in- 
dustrial and commercial profits except in 
respect of such profits allocable to its per- 
manent establishment in the latter State. 

(2) No account shall be taken in determin- 
ing the tax in one of the contracting States, 
of the mere purchase of merchandise effected 
therein by an enterprise of the other State. 

(3) For the purposes of this Convention, 
the term “industrial and commercial profits” 
shall not include the items of income ex- 
cluded from the definition of that term in 
paragraph (i) of Article H. Subject to the 
provisions of this Convention such items of 
income shall be taxed separately or together 
with industrial and commercial profits in 
accordance with the laws of the contracting 
States. 

ARTICLE VI 


(1) If an enterprise of one of the contract- 
ing States has a permanent establishment in 
the other State, there shall be attributed to 
such permanent establishment the net in- 
dustrial and commercial profits which it 
might be expected to derive if it were an in- 
dependent enterprise engaged in the same or 
similar activities under the same or similar 
conditions. Such net profits will, in prin- 
ciple, be determined on the basis of the 
separate accounts pertaining to such estab- 
lishment. x 

(2) The competent authority of the tax- 
ing State may, when necessary, in execution 
of paragraph (1) of this Article, rectify the 
accounts produced, notably to correct errors 
and omissions or to reestablish the prices 
or remunerations entered in the books at 
the value which would prevail between in- 
dependent persons dealing at arm’s length, 

(3) If (a) an establishment does not pro- 
duce an accounting showing its own oper- 
ations, or (b) the accounting produced does 
not correspond to the normal usages of the 
trade in the country where the establish- 
ment is situated, or (c) the rectifications 
provided for in paragraph (2) of this Article 
cannot be effected the competent authority 
of the taxing State may determine the net 
industrial and commercial profits by apply- 
ing such methods or formulae to the oper. 
ations of the establishment as may be fair 
and reasonable. 

(4) To facilitate the determination of in- 
dustrial and commercial profits allocable to 
the ent establishmcnt, the compe- 


tent authorities of the contracting States 


may consult together with a view to the 
adoption of uniform rules of allocation of 
such profits. 
ARTICLE VII 

When an enterprise of either of the con- 
tracting States, by reason of its participa- 
tion in the management or capital of an 
enterprise of the other contracting State, 
makes with or imposes on the latter in their 
commercial or financial relations conditions 
different from those which would be made 
with or imposed on an independent enter- 
prise, any profits which should normally 
have appeared in the accounts of the latter 
enterprise, but which have been in this man- 
ner diverted to the former enterprise may, 
subject to applicable measures of appeal, 
be incorporated in the taxable profits of 
the latter enterprise. To facilitate such rec- 
tifications as may appear fair and reason- 
able the competent authorities of the two 
contracting States may consult together. 


ARTICLE VIII 


(1) Compensation, other than pensions, 
for labour or personal services performed in 
one of the contracting States, paid by the 
other contracting State or by the political 
subdivisions or territories or possessions 
thereof to individuals who are not ordinar- 
ily resident in the former State, shall be 
exempt from taxation by such former State. 

(2) Pensions and life annuities derived 
from sources within one of the contracting 
States and paid to individuals in the other 
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State shall be exempt from taxation by the 
latter State. 


ARTICLE IX 


A professor or teacher from one of the 
contracting States who visits the other con- 
tracting State for the purpose of teaching, 
for a period not exceeding two years, at 
a university, college, school or other edu- 
cational institution in such other contract- 
ing State shall be exempted by such other 
contracting State from tax on his remunera- 
tion for such teaching for such period. 


ARTICLE X 


Students or business apprentices from one 
of the contracting States residing in the 
other contracting State for purposes of study 
or for acquiring business experience shall 
not be taxable by the latter State in respect 
of remittances received by them from with- 
in the former State for the purposes of their 
maintenance or studies. 


ARTICLE XI 


Income derived from sources within one of 
the contracting States by a religious, scien- 
tific, literary, educational, or charitable or- 
ganization of the other contracting State 
shall be exempt from taxation by the State 
from which the income is derived if, with- 
in the meaning of the laws of that State 
such organization would, if established in 
that State be exempt in respect of such in- 
come, and if within the meaning of the laws 
of the other State it would be exempt in 
respect of income derived from sources with- 
in such other State. 


ARTICLE XII 


Dividends and interest paid on or after the 
effective date of this Convention by a corpo- 
ration created or organized under the laws 
of the Union of South Africa to individual 
residents of the Union of South Africa other 
than citizens of the United States of Amer- 
ica, or to corporations created or arganized 
under laws of the Union of South Africa 
shall, to the extent that such dividends and 
interest are taxed by the Union of South 
Africa, be exempt from the taxes imposed 
by the United States of America, 


ARTICLE XIII 


Where a taxpayer shows proof that the ac- 
tion of the revenue authorities of the con- 
tracting States has resulted in double taxa- 
tion in his case in respect of any of the 
taxes to which this Convention relates, he 
shall be entitled to lodge a claim with the 
State of which he is a citizen or resident or, 
if the taxpayer is a corporation or other 
entity, with the State in which it was cre- 
ated or organized. If the claim should be 
deemed worthy of consideration, the com- 
petent authority of such State may consult 
with the competent authority of the other 
State to determine whether the double taxa- 
tion in question may be avoided in accord- 
ance with the terms of this Conventicn. 

ARTICLE XIV 

With a view to the more effective imposi- 
tion of the taxes to which this Convention 
relates, each of the contracting States under- 
takes to furnish to the other contracting 
State such information in the matter of tax- 
ation, which the competent authority of the 
former contracting State have at their dis- 
posal or are in a position to obtain under 
their own law, as may be of use to the com- 
petent authority of such other State in the 
assessment of the taxes to which this Con- 
vention relates and to lend assistance in the 
service of documents in connection there- 
with. Such information and correspondence 
relating to the subject matter of this Article 
shall be exchanged between the competent 
authorities of the contracting States in the 
ordinary course or on request. 


ARTICLE XV 


(1) Each contracting State undertakes to 
lend assistance and support in the collection 
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of the taxes to which this Convention re- 
lates, together with interest, costs and addi- 
tions to the taxes and fines not being of a 
penal character. The contracting State mak- 
ing such collections shall be responsible to 
the other contracting State for the sums 
thus collected. 

(2) In the case of applications for en- 
forcement of taxes, revenue claims of each 
of the contracting States which have been 
finally determined shall be accepted for en- 
forcement by the other contracting State 
and collected in that State in accordance 
with the laws applicable to the enforcement 
and collection of its own taxes.“ 

(3) The applications shall be accompanied 
by such documents as are required by the 
laws of the State making the application to 
establish that the taxes have been finally 
determined. 

(4) If the revenue claim has not been 
finally determined the State to which appli- 
cation is made may, at the request of the 
other contracting State, take such measures 
of conservancy as are authorized by the reve- 
nue laws of the former State in relation to 
its own taxes. 


ARTICLE XVI 


(1) In the administration of the provi- 
sions of this Convention relating to exchange 
of information, service of documents and 
mutual assistance in collection of taxes, fees 
and costs incurred in the ordinary course 
shall be borne by the State to which applica- 
tion is made but extraordinary costs incident 
to special forms of procedure shall be borne 
by the applying State. 

(2) Documents and other communications 
or information contained therein, trans- 
mitted under the provisions of this Con- 
vention by one of the competent authorities 
to the competent authority of the other con- 
tracting State shall not be used by the latter 
authority except in the performance of their 
duties in the determination, assessment and 
collection of the taxes. 


ARTICLE XVII 


(1) Such regulations as may be necessary 
to interpret and carry out the provisions of 
this Convention may be prescribed in each 
of the contracting States. With respect to 
the provisions of this Convention relating 
to exchange of information, service of docu- 
ments and mutual assistance in the collec- 
tion of taxes, the competent authorities may, 
by common agreement, prescribe rules con- 
cerning matters of procedure, forms of ap- 
plication and replies thereto, conversion of 
currency, disposition of amounts collected, 
minimum amounts subject to collection and 
related matters. 

(2) The competent authorities of the two 
contracting States may communicate with 
each other directly for the purpose of giving 
effect to the provisions of this Convention, 


ARTICLE XVIII 


(1) This Convention shall be ratified and 
the instruments of ratification shall be ex- 
changed at Washington as soon as possible. 

(2) This Convention shall become effective 
on the first day of July, 1946, and except in 
matters of administrative assistance shall 
first be applied in respect of income arising 
on or aftér that date. It shall continue 
effective for a period of three years from 
that date and incefinitely after that period, 
but may be terminated by either of the 
contracting States at the end of the three- 
year period or at any time thereafter pro- 
vided that at least six months prior notice 
olJ termination has been given, the termina- 
tion to become effective the first day of July 
following the expiration of the six-month 
period. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the respective Pleni- 
potentiaries have signed this Convention and 
have affixed thereto their seals. 

Done in duplicate in English and Afri- 
kaans texts at Pretoria this thirteenth day 
of December, 1946, 
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For the Government of the United States 
of America: 
THoMas HOLCOMB [SEAL] 
For the Government of the Union of South 
Africa: 
JAN H. HOFMEYR [SEAL] 


The Government of the United States of 
America and the Government of the Union 
of South Africa. 

Desiring to conclude a protocol supple- 
menting in certain respects the Convention 
for the avoidance of double taxation and for 
establishing rules of reciprocal administra- 
tive assistance with respect to taxes on in- 
come which was signed at Pretoria on De- 
cember 13, 1946, 

Have agreed as follows: 


ARTICLE I 


(1) Profits derived by a United States 
enterprise from the operation of aircraft 
registered in the United States of America 
or ships whose port of registry is in the 
United States of America, shall be exempt 
from Union of South Africa tax as specified 
in Article I (1) (b) of the Convention of 
December 13, 1946: Provided that such 
exemption shall not be applicable to any 
such enterprise whose business is managed 
and controlled in the Union nor to an indi- 
vidual who is ordinarily resident in the 
Union, 

(2) Profits derived by a Union enterprise 
from the operation of aircraft registered in 
the Union of South Africa or ships whose 
port of registry is in the Union of South 
Africa shall be exempt from United States of 
America tax. 

ARTICLE N 


(1) An individual who is a resident of the 
United States of America shall be exempt 
from Union of South Africa tax on profits 
or remuneration in respect of personal (in- 
cluding professional) services performed 
within the Union of South Africa in any year 
of assessment if: 

(a) He is present within the Union of 
South Africa for a period or periods not ex- 
ceeding in the aggregate 183 days during that 
year, and 

(b) The services are performed for or on 
behalf of a person resident in the United 
States of America, and 

(c) The profits or remuneration are sub- 
ject to United States of America tax. 

(2) An individual who is a resident of the 
Union of South Africa shall be exempt from 
United States of America tax on profits or 
remuneration in respect of personal (includ- 
ing professional) services performed within 
the United States of America in any taxable 
year if: 

(a) He is present within the United States 
of America for a period or periods not exceed- 
ing in the aggregate 183 days during that 
year, and 

(b) The services are performed for or on 
behalf of a person resident in the Union of 
South Africa, and 

(c) The profits or remuneration are sub- 
ject to Union of South Africa tax. 

(3) The provisions of this Article shall not 
apply to the profits or remuneration of pub- 
lic entertainers, such as stage, motion picture 
or radio artists, musicians or athletes. 


ARTICLE II 

A resident or corporation of one of the 
contracting States, deriving from sources 
within the other contracting State royalties 
in respect of the operation of mines, quarries, 
or natural resources, or rentals frora real 
property, for any taxable year or year of as- 
sessment shall be, or may elect to be, sub- 
ject to the tax of such other contracting 
State, on the basis which would be applica- 
ble if such resident or corporation were en- 
gaged in trade or business within such other 
contracting State through a permanent es- 
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tablishment therein during such taxable 
year or year of assessment. 
ARTICLE IV 
Article V of the Convention of December 
13, 1946, is amended by changing the period 
at the end of paragraph (1) to a comma and 
the addition thereafter of the words “Pro- 
vided that if such enterprise is a private com- 
pany having a permanent establishment 
within the Union of South Africa nothing 
in this paragraph shall affect any provisions 
of the law of the Union of South Africa re- 
garding the imposition upon the sharehold- 
ers of that private company of the taxes pay- 
able in respect of its income,” 


ARTICLE V 


The Convention of December 13, 1946, is 

amended by the deletion of Article XII. 
ARTICLE VI 

Article XIV of the Convention of December 
18, 1946, is amended by inserting at the end 
thereof the following sentence: “No informa- 
tion shall be exchanged which would disclose 
any trade secret or trade process.” 

ARTICLE VII 25 

Article XV of the Convention of Decem- 
ber 13, 1946, is amended by deleting para- 
graph (4) and subsituting the following: 

“(4) The assistance provided for in this 
Article shall not be accorded in respect of a 
citizen or national or corporation of the 
State to which application is made.” 

ARTICLE VIII 

(1) This protocol shall be ratified and the 
instruments of ratification thereof shall be 
exchanged at Washington as soon as possi- 
ble. 

(2) This protocol shall be regarded as an 
integral part of the Convention of Decem- 
ber 13, 1946, and shall, except as provided in 
paragraph 3 of this Article, become effective 
and continue effective in accordance with 
Article XVIII (2) of that Convention and, in 
the event of termination of such Conven- 
tion, shall terminate simultaneously with 
such Convention. 

(8) Notwithstanding the provisions of Ar- 
ticle XVIII of the Convention signed at 
Pretoria on December 13, 1946, the provisions 
of Articles I, L and III of this protocol shall 
become effective and first be applied in re- 
spect of income arising on or after the first 
day of July, 1948. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the undersigned plen- 
ipotentiaries, being authorized thereto by 
their respective Governments, have signed 
this protocol and have affixed thereto their 
seals 


Done in duplicate, in the English and 
Afrikaans languages, at Pretoria this four- 
teenth day of July, 1950. 

For the Government of the United States 
of America: 

[SEAL] BERNARD C. CONNELLY 

Chargé d’Affaires ad interim of the 
United States of America. 

For the Government of the Union of South 
Africa: 

[SEAL] P, O. SAUER 

Minister of Transport of the Union 
of South Africa, 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Hunt in the chair). The convention 
and protocol are before the Senate and 
open to amendment. If there be no 
amendment to be proposed, the conven- 
tion and protocol will be reported to the 
Senate. 

The convention and protocol were re- 
ported to the Senate without amend- 
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The res- 
olution of ratification, with the reserva- 
tion and understanding, will be read. 
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The Chief Clerk read as follows: 

Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators pres- 
ent concurring therein), That the Senate ad- 
vise and consent to the ratification of Execu- 
tive O, Eightieth Congress, first session, the 
convention between the United States and 
the Union of South Africa, for the avoidance 
of double taxation and for establishing rules 
of reciprocal administrative assistance with 
respect to taxes on income, and Executive U, 
Eighty-first Congress, second session, the 
protocol supplementing the said convention, 
subject to the following reservation and 
understanding: 

The Government of the United States of 
America does not accept paragraph (3) of 
article II of the protocol, relating to the 
profits or remuneration of public enter- 
tainers. 

It is understood that the application of 
article XV of the convention, as amended by 
article VII of the protocol, shall be confined 
and limited as granting authority to each 
contracting state to collect only such taxes 
imposed by the other contracting state as 
will insure that the exemption or reduced 
rate of tax granted under the present con- 
vention by such other state shall not be 
enjoyed by persons not entitled to such 
benefits, 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the reserva- 
tion and understanding to the resolution 
of ratification. 

The reservation and understanding 
were agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the resolu- 
tion of ratification with the reservation 
and understanding. [Putting the ques- 
tion.] Two-thirds of the Senators pres- 
ent concurring therein, the resolution of 
ratification, with the reservation and un- 
derstanding, is agreed to, and the con- 
vention and protocol are ratified. 


UNION OF SOUTH AFRICA—CONVENTION 
AND PROTOCOL RELATING TO DOUBLE 
TAXATION AND THE PREVENTION OF 
FISCAL EVASION WITH RESPECT TO 
TAXES ON ESTATES OF DECEASED 
PERSONS 


The Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the con- 
vention (Executive FF, 80th Cong., 1st 
sess.), a convention between the United 
States of America and the Union of 
South Africa, for the avoidance of double 
taxation and the prevention of fiscal 
evasion with respect to taxes on the 
estates of deceased persons, signed at 
Capetown on April 10, 1947, and a pro- 
tocol (Executive T, 81st Cong., 2d sess.), 
and a protocol supplementing the said 
convention, signed at Capetown on July 
14, 1950, which were read the second 
time, as follows: 

The Government of the United States of 
America and the Government of the Union 
of South Africa, desiring to conclude a Con- 
vention for the avoidance of double taxation 
and the prevention of fiscal evasion with re- 
spect to taxes on the estates of deceased per- 
sons, have appointed as their respective 
Plenipotentiaries: 

The Government of the United States of 
America: General Thomas Holcomb, Envoy 
Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary 
of the United States of America, and 

The Government of the Union of South 
Africa: Field Marshal the Right Honourable 
Jan Christiaan Smuts, Prime Minister and 
Minister of External Affairs of the Union of 
South Africa. 
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Who, having exhibited their respective full 
powers, found in good and due form, have 
agreed as follows: 


ARTICLE I 


(1) The taxes which are the subject of 
the present Convention are: 

(a) In the United States of America, the 
Federal estate tax, and 

(b) In the Union of South Africa, the es- 
tate duty imposed by the Union. 

(2) The present Convention shall also 
apply to any other taxes of a substantially 
similar character imposed by either Contract- 
ing Party subsequently to the date of signa- 
ture of the present Convention. 


ARTICLE It 


(1) In the present Convention, unless the 
context otherwise requires: 

(a) The term “United States“ means the 
United States of America, and when used in 
a geographical sense means the States, the 
Territories of Alaska and of Hawaii, and the 
District of Columbia. 

(b) The term “Union” means the Union 
of South Africa. 

(c) The term “territory,” when used in re- 
lation to one or the other Contracting Party, 
means the United States or the Union, as 
the context requires. 

(d) The term “tax” means the United 
States Federal estate tax or the estate duty 
imposed by the Union, as the context re- 
quires. 

(e) The term “Commissioner for Inland 
Revenue” means the Commissioner for In- 
land Revenue of the Union or his duly au- 
thorised representatives. 

(t) The term “Commissioner of Internal 
Revenue” means the Commissioner of In- 
ternal Revenue of the United States, or his 
duly authorised representative. 

(g) The term “competent authority” 
means the Commissioner for Inland Revenue 
or the Commissioner of Internal Revenue 
and their duly authorised representatives. 

(h) The term “corporation” when used in 
relation to the Union shall be regarded as the 
equivalent of the term “company” as used in 
the revenue laws of that State. 

(2) In the application of the provisions of 
the present Convention by one of the Con- 
tracting Parties, any term not otherwise de- 

ed shall, unless the context otherwise re- 
quires, have the meaning which it has under 
the laws of that Contracting Party relating to 
the taxes which are the subject of the present 
Convention. 

ARTICLE II 

(1) For the purposes of the present Con- 
vention, the question whether a decedent 
was at the time of his death domiciled in any 
part of the United States or ordinarily resi- 
dent in any part of the Union shall be deter- 
mined in accordance with the laws in force 
in the United States and the Union respec- 
tively. 

(2) Where a person was at the time of his 
death domiciled in any part of the United 
States or ordinarily resident in any part of 
the Union, then as regards the United States 
the situs of any of the following rights and 
interests, legal or equitable, which for the 
purposes of tax form part of the estate of 
such person or pass on his death, shall, for 
the purposes of the imposition of tax, be 
determined exclusively in accordance with 
the following rules, and as regards the Union, 
tax may be imposed on any of the following 
rights or interests which are deemed under 
those rules to be situated in its territory, but 
shall not be imposed on any of the said rights 
or interests which are deemed to be situated 
outside its territory unless such person was 
at the time of his death ordinarily resident in 
some part of its territory: 

(a) Rights or interests (otherwise than by 
way of security) in or over immovable prop- 
erty shall be deemed to be situated at the 
place where such property is located; 
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(b) Rights or interests (otherwise than by 
way of security) in or over tangible movable 
property, other than such property for which 
specific provision is hereinafter made, and in 
or over bank or currency notes, other forms of 
currency recognised as legal tender in the 
place of issue, negotiable bills of exchange 
and negotiable promissory notes, shall be 
deemed to be situated at the place where such 
property, notes, currency or documents are 
located at the time of death, or, if in transitu, 
at the plaĉe of destination; 

(c) Debts, secured or unsecured, including 
securities Issued by any government, munici- 
pality or public authority and debentures 
and debenture stock issued by any corpora- 
tion, but excluding the forms of indebted- 
ness for which specific provision is made 
herein, shall be deemed to be situated in the 
United States if the decedent was at the time 
of his death domiciled in some part of the 
United States, and in the Union if the de- 
cedent was at the time of his death ordi- 
narily resident in some part of the Union; 

(d) Shares or stock in a corporation (in- 
cluding shares or stock held by a nominee 
where the beneficial ownership is evidenced 
by scrip certificates or otherwise) shall be 
deemed to be situated at the place in or 
under the laws of which such corporation 
was created or organised; 

(e) Monies payable under a policy of as- 
surance or insurance on the life of the de- 
cedent shall be deemed to be situated in the 
United States if the decedent was at the 
time of his death domiciled in some part of 
the United States, and in the Union if the 
decedent was at the time of his death ordi- 
narily resident in some part of the Union; 

(f) Ships and aircraft and shares thereof 
shall be deemed to be situated at the place 
of registration or documentation of the ship 
or aircraft; 

(g) Goodwill as a trade, business or pro- 
fessional asset shall be deemed to be sit- 
uated at the place where the trade, business 
or profession to which it pertains is carried 
on; 

(h) Patents, trade marks and designs shall 
be deemed to be situated at the place where 
they are registered; 

(i) Copyright, franchises, and rights or 
licenses to use any copyrighted material, 
patent, tradé mark or design shall be deemed 
to be situated at the place where the rights 
arising therefrom are exercisable; 

(j) Rights or causes of action ex delicto 
surviving for the benefit of an estate of a 
decedent shall be deemed to be situated at 
the place where such rights or causes of 
action arose; 

(k) Judgment debts shall be deemed to 
be situated at the place where the judgment 
is recorded; 


Provided that if, apart from this paragraph, 
tax would be imposed by one Contracting 
Party on any property, this paragraph shall 
not apply to such property unless, by reason 
of its application or otherwise, tax is im- 
posed or would but for some specific exemp- 
tion be imposed thereon by the other Con- 
tracting Party. 
ARTICLE IV 

(1) In determining the amount on which 
tax is to be computed permitted deductions 
shall be allowed in accordance with the law 
in force in the territory in which the tax is 
imposed. 

(2) Where tax is imposed in the United 
States on the death of a person who was not 
domiciled in any part of the United States 
but was ordinarily resident in some part of 
the Union, or where tax is imposed in the 
Union on the death of a person who was not 
ordinarily resident in any part of the Union 
but was domiciled in some part of the United 
States, no account shall be taken, in deter- 
mining the amount or rate of the tax so im- 
posed, of property which is deemed under 
Paragraph (2) of Article III to be situated 
outside the territory of the Contracting Party 
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imposing such tax: provided that this para- 
graph shall not apply as respects tax imposed 
in the United States in the case of a United 
States citizen who at the time of his death 
was ordinarily resident in the Union. 


ARTICLE V 


(1) Where the United States imposes tax 
by reason of a decedent's being its national, 
the United States shall allow against so much 
of its tax (as otherwise computed) as is at- 
tributable to property situated in the Union, 
a credit (not exceeding the amount of the 
tax so attributable) equal to so much of the 
tax imposed in the Union as is attributable 
to that property; but this paragraph shall not 
apply in a case to which paragraph (2) (a) 
or paragraph (3) is applicable. 

(2) Where each Contracting Party im- 
poses tax on any property on the death of a 
person who at the time of his death was— 

(a) domiciled in some part of the United 
States but not ordinarily resident in any part 
of the Union, or 

(b) ordinarily resident in some part of the 
Union but not domiciled in any part of the 
United States, 


the Contracting Party in some part of whose 
territory such person was so domiciled or 
ordinarily resident shall allow against so 
much of its tax (as otherwise computed) as 
is attributable to that property a credit (not 
exceeding the amount of the tax so attrib- 
utable) equal to so much of the tax imposed 
in the territory of the other Contracting 
Party as is attributable to such property; 
provided that this paragraph shall not apply 
as respects tax imposed by the United States 
solely by reason of a decedent's being its na- 
tional which is attributable to property sit- 
uated outside the United States. 

(3) Where each Contracting Party imposes 
tax on property on the death of a person who 
at the time of his death was domiciled in 
some part of the United States and ordinarily 
resident in some part of the Union— 

(a) in the case of any property which is 
deemed under paragraph (2) of Article III 
to be situated in the territory of one only 
of the Contracting Parties, the other Con- 
tracting Party shall allow against so much 
of its tax (as otherwise computed) as is 
attributable to that property a credit (not 
exceeding the amount of the tax so attribut- 
able) equal to so much of the tax imposed 
in the territory of the first mentioned Con- 
tracting Party as is attributable to such 
property; 

(b) in the case of any other property each 
Contracting Party rhall allow against so 
much of its tax (as otherwise computed) 
as is attributable to the property a credit 
which bears the same proportion to the 
amount of its tax so attributable or to the 
amount of the other Party's tax attributable 
to the same property, whichever is the less, 
as the former amount bears to the sum of 
both amounts. 

(4) For the purposes of this Article, the 
amount of the tax of a Contracting Party 
attributable to any property shall be ascer- 
tained after taking into account any credit, 
allowance or relief, or any remission or re- 
duction of tax, otherwise than in respect of 
tax payable in the territory of the other Con- 
tracting Party. 

(5) The allowance by the Union under this 
Article of a credit for tax imposed in the 
United States in respect of any property 
shall be subject to the condition that no 
deduction in respect of the tax so imposed 
shall be made for the purpose of determin- 
ing the amount of the estate on which tax 
is chargeable in the Union. 


ARTICLE VI 


(1) Any claim for a credit or for a refund 
of tax founded on the provisions of the 
present Convention shall be made within six 
years from the cate of the death of the 
decedent in respect of whose estate the claim 
is made, or, in the case of a reversionary 
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interest where payment of tax is deferred 
until on or after the date on which the 
interest falls into possession, within six 
years from that date. 

(2) Any such refund shall be made with- 
out payment of interest on the amount so 
refunded, 

ARTICLE VII 


With a view to the more effective imposi- 
tion of the taxes to which the present Con- 
vention relates, each of the Contracting 
Parties undertakes to furnish to the other 
Contracting Party such information in the 
matter of taxation, which the competent au- 
thority of the former Contracting Party has 
at his disposal or is in a position to obtain 
under the laws of that Party, as may be of 
use to the competent authority of such other 
Party in the assessment of the taxes to which 
the present Convention relates and to lend 
assistance in the service of documents in 
connection therewith. Such information 
and correspondence relating to the subject 
matter of this Article shall be exchanged be- 
tweer the competent authorities of the Con- 
tracting Parties in the ordinary course or on 
request, 

ARTICLE VIII 


(1) Each Contracting Party undertakes to 
lend assistance and support in the collection 
of the taxes to which the present Convention 
relates, together with interest, costs, and 
additions to the taxes and fines not being of 
a penal character. The Contracting Party 
making such collections shall be responsible 
to the other Contracting Party for the sums 
thus collected. 

(2) In the case of applications for enforce- 
ment of taxes, revenue claims of each of the 
Contracting Parties which have been finally 
determined shall be accepted for enforce- 
ment by the other Contracting Party and col- 
lected in the territory of that Party in ac- 
cordance with the laws applicable to the 
enforcement and collection of its own taxes. 

(3) The application shall be accompanied 
by such documents as are required by the 
laws of the Contracting Party making the ap- 
plication to establish that the taxes have 
been finally determined. 

(4) If the revenue claim has not been 
finally determined the Contracting Party to 
which application is made may, at the re- 
quest of the other Contracting Party, take 
such measures of conservancy as are author- 
ised by the revenue laws of the former Party 
in relation to its own taxes, 


ARTICLE IX 


(1) In the administration of the provi- 
sions of the present Convention relating to 
exchange of information, service of cocu- 
ments, and mutual assistance in collection of 
taxes, fees and costs incurred in the ordinary 
course shall be borne by the Contracting 
Party to which application is made but ex- 
traordinary costs incident to special forms of 
procedure shall be borne by the applying 
Party. 

(2) Documents and other communications 
or information contained therein, trans- 
mitted under the provisions of the present 
Convention by one of the competent au- 
thorities to the other shall not be used by 
the latter except in the performance of his 
duty in the determination, assessment and 
collection of the taxes. 


ARTICLE X 


(1) Such regulations as may be necessary 
to interpret and carry out the provisions of 
the present Convention may be prescribed by 
each of the Contracting Parties. With re- 
spect to the provisions of the present Con- 
vention relating to exchange of information, 
service of documents and mutual assistance 
in the collection of taxes, the competent au- 
thorities may, by common agreement, pre- 
scribe rules concerning matters of procedure, 
forms of application and replies thereto, con- 
version of currency, disposition of amounts 
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collected, minimum amounts subject to col- 
lection, and related matters. 

(2) The competent authorities of the two 
Contracting Parties may communicate with 
each other directly for the purpose of giving 
effect to the provisions of the present Con- 
vention 

ARTICLE XI 


If any person liable for any of the taxes 
to which the present Convention relates can 
show that double taxation has resulted or 
may result in respect of such taxes he shall 
be entitled to lodge a claim or protest with 
the Contracting Party of which he is a cit- 
izen or resident, or, if a corporation or other 
entity, with the Contracting Party in which 
created or organized. If the claim or pro- 
test should be deemed worthy of considera- 
tion, the competent authority of such Party 
may consult with the competent authority 
of the other Party to determine whether the 
alleged double taxation exists or may occur 
and if so whether it may be avoided in ac- 
cordance with the terms of the present 
Convention. 

ARTICLE XII 


The provisions of the present Convention 
shall not be construed to restrict in any 
manner any ex°mption, ieduction, credit or 
other allowance now or hereafter accorded 
by the laws of one of the Contractin, Parties 
in the determination of the tax imposed by 
such Contracting Party. 


ARTICLE XIII 


(1) The present Convention shall be rati- 
fied and the instruments of ratification 
shall be exchanged at Washington as soon 
as possible. (2) The present Convention 
shall come into force on the date of exchange 
of instruments of ratification and shall be 
effective only as to— 

(a) the estates of persons dying on or after 
such date; and 

(b) the estate of any person dying before 
such date and after the 30th day of June, 
1944, whose personal representative elects, 
in such manner as may be prescribed, that 
the provisions of the present Convention 
shall be applied to such estate, 


ARTICLE XIV 


(1) The present Convention shall remain 
in force for not less than three years after 
the date of its coming into force. 

(2) If, not less than six months before the 
expiration of such period of three years, 
neither of the Contracting Parties shall have 
given to the other Contracting Party, 
through diplomatic channels, written notice 
of its intention to terminate the present 
Convention, the Convention shall remain in 
force after such period of three years until 
either of the Contracting Parties shall have 
given written notice of such intention, in 
which event the present Convention shall 
not be effective as to the estates of persons 
dying on or after the date (not being earlier 
than the sixtieth day after the date of such 
notice) specified in such notice, or, if no 
date is specified, on or after the sixtieth day 
after the date of such notice. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the above-mentioned 
Plenipotentiaries have signed the present 
Convention and have affixed thereto their 
seals. 

Dong at Cape Town, in duplicate, in the 
English end Afrikaans languages, the tenth 
day of April, 1947. 

For the Government of the United States 
of America: 

[SEAL] T HOLCOMB 

For the Government of the Union of South 
Africa: 

[SEAL] J C Smuts 


The Government of the United States of 
America and the Government of the Union 
of South Africa, 

Desiring to conclude a protocol supple- 
menting the Convention for the avoidance 
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of double taxation and for establishing rules 
or reciprocal administrative assistance with 
respect to taxes on the estates of deceased 
persons which was signed at Cape Town on 
April 10, 1947, 

Have agreed as follows:— 


ARTICLE I 


Article VIII of the Convention signed April 
10, 1947, relating to taxes on the estates of 
deceased persons, is amended by deleting 
paragraph (4) and substituting the follow- 
ing:— 


g: 

(4) The assistance provided for in this 
Article shall not be accorded in respect of 
any citizen or national, or the estate of any 
citizen or national, of the Contracting Party 
to which application is made except where 
such citizen or national or estate is entitled 
to the allowance of a credit under Article V 
of the present Convention.” 


ARTICLE II 


1. This protocol shall be ratified and the 
instruments of ratification thereof shall be 
exchanged at Washington as soon as possible. 

2. This protocol shall become effective and 
continue effective in accordance with Article 
XIII of the Convention of April 10, 1947, and, 
in the event of termination of such Conven- 
tion, shall terminate simultaneously with 
such Convention. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the undersigned 
plenipotentiaries, bcing authorised thereto 
by their respective Governments, have signed 
this protocol and have affixed thereto their 
seals. 

Lone in duplicate, in the English and 
Afrikaans languages, at Fretoria this the 
fcurteenth day of July, 1950. 

For the Government of the United States 
of America: 

[sEaL]} BERNARD C. CONNELLY 

Chargé d’Affaires ad interim of the 
United States of America. 

For the Government of the Union of South 
Africa: 

[SEAL] P. O. Saver 

Minister of Transport of the Union 
of South Africa. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
convention and protocol are before the 
Senate and open to amendment. If 
there be no amendment to be proposed, 
the convention and protocol will be re- 
ported to the Senate. 

The convention and protocol were re- 
ported to the Senate without amend- 
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
resolution of ratification with the under- 
standing will be read. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 

Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators pres- 
ent concurring therein), That the Senate ad- 
vise and consent to the ratification of Ex- 
ecutive FF, Eightieth Congress, first ses- 
sion, the convention between the United 
States and the Union of South Africa, for 
the avoidance of double taxation and the 
prevention of fiscal evasion with respect to 
taxes on the estates of deceased persons, and 
Executive T, Eighty-first Congress, second 
session, the protocol supplementing the said 
convention, subject to the following under- 
standing: 

It is understood that the application of 
article VIII of the convention, as amended 
by article I of the protocol, shall be confined 
and limited as granting authority to each 
contracting party to collect taxes imposed 
by the other party only in the case of the 
estate of a decedent claiming a credit under 
article V of the convention. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the under- 


standing to the resolution of ratification. 
The understanding was agreed to. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the resoluticn 
of ratification with the understanding. 
[Putting the question.] Two-thirds of 
the Senators present concurring therein, 
the resolution of ratification, with the 
understanding, is agreed to, and the con- 
vention and protocol are ratified. 


NEW ZEALAND—CONVENTION RELATING 
TO TAXES ON INCOME 


The Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the con- 
vention (Executive J, 80th Cong., 2d 
sess.), a convention between the United 
States of America and New Zealand, re- 
lating to taxes on income, signed at 
Washington on March 16, 1948, which 
was read the second time, as follows: 


The Government of the United States of 
America and the Government of New Zea- 
land, 

Desiring to conclude a Convention for the 
avoidance of double taxation and the pre- 
vention of fiscal evasion with respect to 
taxes on income. 

Have appointed for that purpose as their 
Plenipotentiaries: 

The Government of the United States of 
America: 

Mr. George C. Marshall, Secretary of State 
of the United States of America, and 

The Government of New Zealand: 

The Right Honorable Walter Nash, P. C. 
Minister of Finance and Minister of Cus- 
toms for New Zealand, 

Who, having communicated to each other 
their respective full powers, found in good 
and due form, have agreed as follows: 

ARTICLE I 

(1) The taxes which are the subject of the 
present Convention are— 

(a) In New Zealand: 

The income-tax and social security charge 
(hereinafter referred to as New Zealand 
Tax). 

(b) In the United States of America: 

The Federal income taxes, including sur- 
taxes (hereinafter referred to as United 
States tax). 

(2) The present Convention shall also ap- 
ply to any other taxes of a substantially simi- 
lar character imposed by either Contracting 
Government subsequently to the date of sig- 
nature of the present Convention or by the 
Government of any territory to which the 
preset Convention is extended under Article 
XX. 

ARTICLE n 


(1) In the present Convention, unless the 
context otherwise requires 

(a) The term “United States“ means the 
United States of America, and when used in 
a geographical sense means the States, the 
Territories of Alaska and of Hawaii, and the 
District of Columbia. 

(b) For the purposes of this Convention 
New Zealand includes all islands and terri- 
tories within the limits thereof for the time 
being including the Cook Islands. 

(c) The terms territory of one of the Con- 
tracting Governments” and “territory of the 
other Contracting Government” mean the 
United States or New Zealand, as the context 
requires. 

(d) The term “tax” means United States 
tax or New Zealand tax, as the context 
requires. 

(e) The term “person” includes any body 
of persons, corporate or not corporate. 

(t) The term “company” means any body 
corporate. 

(g) The term “United States corporation” 
means a corporation, association or other like 
entity created or organized in, or under the 
laws of, the United States. 
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(h) The term “New Zealand corporation” 
means any kind of juridical person created 
under the laws of New Zealand. 

(i) The terms “corporation of one Con- 
tracting Government” and “corporation of 
the other Contracting Government” mean a 
United Ste tes corporation or a New Zealand 
corporation, as the context requires. 

(j) The term “resident of New Zealand” 
means any person (other than a citizen of 
the United States or a United States corpora- 
tion) who is resident in New Zealand for the 
purposes of New Zealand tax and not resi- 
dent in the United States for the purposes 
of United States tax. A corporation is to be 
regarded as resident in New Zealand if it is 
incorporated under the laws of, or if its 
business is managed and controlled in, New 
Zealand, 

(k) The term “resident of the United 
States” means any individual who is resi- 
dent in the United States for the purposes 
of United States tax and not resident in New 
Zealand for the purposes of New Zealand tax, 
and any United States corporation and any 
partnership created or organized in, or under 
the laws of, the United States, being a cor- 
poration or partnership which is not resi- 
dent in New Zealand for the purposes of New 
Zealand tax. 

(1) The terms “resident of the territory of 
one of the Contracting Governments” and 
“resident of the territory of the other Con- 
tracting Government” mean a resident of 
the United States or a resident of New Zea- 
land, as the context requires. 

(m) The terms “United States enterprise” 
and “New Zealand enterprise“ mean, re- 
spectively, an industrial or commercial en- 
terprise or undertaking carried on by a resi- 
dent of the United States and an industrial 
or commercial enterprise or undertaking 
carried on by a resident of New Zealand; 
and the terms “enterprise of one of the Con- 
tracting Governments” and “enterprise of 
the other Contracting Government” mean a 
United States enterprise or a New Zealand 
enterprise, as the context requires. 

(n) The term “industrial or commercial 
profits” includes manufacturing, mercantile, 
mining, financial and farming profits, but 
does not include income in the form of divi- 
dends, interest, rents or royalties, insurance 
premiums, management charges, or remu- 
neration for personal services. 

(o) The term permanent establishment”, 
when used with respect to an enterprise of 
one of the Contracting Governments, means 
a branch, management, factory, mine, farm, 
or other fixed place of business, but does not 
include an agency unless the agent has, and 
habitually exercises, a general authority to 
negotiate and conclude contracts on behalf 
of such enterprise or regularly fills orders 
on its behalf from a stock of goods or mer- 
chandise. 

An enterprise of one of the Contracting 
Governments shall not be deemed to have 
a permanent establishment in the territory 
of the other Contracting Government merely 
because it carries on business dealings in 
that territory through a bona fide broker 
or general commission agent acting in the 
ordinary course of his business as such. 

The fact that an enterprise of one of the 
Contracting Governments maintains a fixed 
place of business exclusively for the purchase 
of goods or merchandise shall not of itself 
constitute that fixed place of business a per- 
manent establishment of the enterprise. 

The fact that a corporation of one Con- 
tracting Government has a subsidiary cor- 
poration which is a corporation of the other 
Contracting Government or which is engaged 
in trade or business in the territory of such 
other Contracting Government (whether 
through a permanent establishment or other- 
wise) shall not of itself constitute that sub- 
sidiary corporation a permanent establish- 
ment of its parent corporation. The main- 
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tenance within the territory of one of the 
Contracting Governments by an enterprise 
of the other Contracting Government of a 
warehouse for convenience of delivery and 
not for purposes of display shall not of itself 
constitute a permanent establishment within 
that territory even though offers of purchase 
have been obtained by an agent of the enter- 
prise in that territory and transmitted by 
him to the enterprise for acceptance. 

(2) In the application of the provisions 
of the present Convention by one of the Con- 
tracting Governments any term not other- 
wise defined shall, unless the context other- 
wise requires, have the meaning which it 
has under the laws of that Contracting Gov- 
ernment relating to the taxes which are the 
subject of the present Convention. 


ARTICLE NI 


(1) The industrial or commercial profits 
of a United States enterprise shall not be 
subject to New Zealand tax unless the enter- 
prise is engaged in trade or business in New 
Zealand through a permanent establishment 
situated therein. If it is so engaged, New 
Zealand tax may be imposed on the entire 
income of such enterprise from sources with- 
in New Zealand. Nothing in this paragraph 
shall affect any provisions of the law of New 
Zealand regarding the taxation of income 
from the business of insurance. 

(2) The industrial or commercial profits 
of a New Zealand enterprise shall not be sub- 
ject to United States tax unless the enter- 
prise is engaged in trade or business in the 
United States through a permanent estab- 
lishment situated therein. If it is so en- 
gaged, United States tax may be imposed on 
the entire income of such enterprise from 
sources within the United States. 

(3) Where an enterprise of one of the 
Contracting Governments is engaged in trade 
or business in the territory of the other 
Contracting Government through a perma- 
nent establishment situated therein, there 
shall be attributed to that permanent es- 
tablishment the industrial or commercial 
profits which it might be expected to derive 
if it were an independent enterprise engaged 
in the same or similar activities and dealing 
at arm’s length with the enterprise of which 
it is a permanent establishment, and the 
profits so attributed shall be deemed to be 
income derived from sources within the ter- 
ritory of such other Contracting Govern- 
ment. 

(4) In determining the industrial or com- 
mercial profits from sources within the ter- 
ritory of one of the Contracting Govern- 
ments of an enterprise of the other Con- 
tracting Government no profits shall be 
deemed to arise from the mere purchase of 
goods or merchandise within the territory 
of the former Contracting Government by 
such enterprise. 

(5) In the determination of the indus- 
trial or commercial profits of the permanent 
establishment there shall be allowed as de- 
ductions all expenses of a type allowed as 
a deduction by the Contracting Government 
in whose territory the permanent establish- 
ment is situated and which are reasonably 
applicable to the permanent establishment, 
including executive and general administra- 
tive expenses so applicable. 

(6) If the information available to the 
taxation authority concerned is inadequate 
to determine the profits to be attributed to 
the permanent establishment, nothing in 
this paragraph shall affect the application 
of the law of either territory in relation to 
the liability of the permanent establishment 
to pay tax on an amount determined by the 
exercise of a discretion or the making of an 
estimate by the taxation authority of that 
territory: Provided that such discretion shall 
be exercised or such estimate shall be made, 
so far as the information available to the 
taxation authority permits, in accordance 
with the principle stated in this paragraph. 
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ARTICLE IV 

(1) Where 

(a) an enterprise of one of the Contract- 
ing Governments participates directly or in- 
directly in the management, control or capi- 
tal of an enterprise of the other Contracting 
Government, or 

(b) the same persons participate directly 
or indirectly in the management, control or 
capital of an enterprise of one of the Con- 
tracting Governments and an enterprise of 
the other Contracting Government, and 

(c) in either case conditions are made or 
imposed between the two enterprises, in their 
commercial or financial relations which 
differ from those which would be made be- 
tween independent enterprises, 


then any profits which would but for those 
conditions have accrued to one of the enter- 
prises but by reason of these conditions have 
not so accrued may be included in the profits 
of that enterprise and taxed accordingly. 

(2) If the information available to the 
taxation authority concerned is inadequate 
to determine, for the purposes of paragraph 
(1) of this Article, the profits which might be 
expected to accrue to an enterprise, nothing 
in that paragraph shall affect the applica- 
tion of the law of either territory in relation 
to the liability of that enterprise to pay tax 
on an amount determined by the exercise of 
a discretion or the making of an estimate by 
the taxation authority of that territory: 
Provided that such discretion shall be exer- 
cised or such estimate shall be made, so far 
as the information available to the taxation 
authority permits, in accordance with the 
principle stated in this paragraph. 

(3) For the purpose of this Article an in- 
dustrial or commercial enterprise or under- 
taking carried on by a United States citizen 
resident in New Zealand or by a United States 
corporation managed and controlled in New 
Zealand shall be deemed to be a New Zealand 
enterprise. 

ARTICLE V 


(1) Notwithstanding the provisions of 
Articles III and IV of the present Conven- 
tion, profits which an individual resident of 
New Zealand or a New Zealand corporation 
derives from operating ships or aircraft shall 
be exempt from United States tax. 

(2) Notwithstanding the provisions of 
Articles III and IV of the present Conven- 
tion, profits which a citizen of the United 
States not resident in New Zealand, or a 
United States corporation not resident in 
New Zealand, derives from operating ships 
or aircraft shall be exempt from New Zealand 
tax. 

ARTICLE vr 


(1) The rate of United States tax on divi- 
dends derived from sources within the United 
States by a resident of New Zealand not en- 
gaged in trade or business within the United 
States through a permanent establishment 
therein shall not exceed 15 percent: Provided 
that such rate of tax shall not exceed 5 per- 
cent if such resident is a corporation control- 
ling, directly or indirectly, at least 95 percent 
of the entire voting power in the corpora- 
tion paying the dividend, and not more than 
25 percent of the gross income of such pay- 
ing corporation is derived from interest and 
dividends, other than interest and dividends 
received from its own subsidiary corpora- 
tions. Such reduction of the rate to 5 per- 
cent shall not apply if the relationship of 
the two corporations has been arranged or 
is maintained primarily with the intention 
of securing such reduced rate. 

(2) In the event that New Zealand should 
impose at any time tax on dividends derived 
from sources within New Zealand by a non- 
resident thereof, including a resident of the 
United States, not engaged in trade or busi- 
ness within New Zealand through a perma- 
nent establishment therein at a rate in ex- 
cess of 15 percent (or 5 percent in cases cor- 
responding to those within the scope of the 
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proviso in paragraph (1) of this Article), 
either of the Contracting Governments may 
terminate this Article provided that notice 
of termination is given in writing, and, in 
such event, this Article shall cease to be 
effective as respects United States tax for the 
taxable years beginning on or after the first 
day of January next following the date on 
which such notice is given. 


ARTICLE VII 


(1) A resident of the territory of one of 
the Contracting Governments deriving from 
sources within the territory of the other Con- 
tracting Government— 

(a) royalties in respect of the operation 
of mines, quarries or natural resources, or 

(b) rentals fror real property, or 

(c) royalties or other amounts paid as con- 
sideration for the use of, or for the privilege 
of using, any copyright, patent, design, secret 
process or formula, trademark or other like 
property, may elect for any taxable year to be 
subject to the tax of such other Contracting 
Government, on a net basis, as if such resi- 
dent were engaged in trade or business within 
the territory of such other Contracting Gov- 
ernment through a permanent establish- 
ment therein during such taxable year. 

(2) The provisions of this Article shall not 
apply to income falling within the scope of 
Article VIII of the present Convention. 


ARTICLE VIII 


(1) Rentals in respect of motion picture 
films derived from sources within the terri- 
tory of one of the Contracting Governments 
by a resident of the territory of the other 
Contracting Government who is not engaged 
in trade or business through a permanent 
establishment in the former territory shall 
be exempt from tax by the former Govern- 
ment. 

(2) The provisions of this Article shall 
not be construed to affect the New Zealand 
film-hire tax or the income-tax imposed by 
New Zealand on income which is taxable 
under New Zealand law and which is derived 
by any person from the business of renting 
motion picture films. 

ARTICLE IX 

(1) An individual who is a resident of the 
United States shall be exempt from New 
Zealand tax on profits or remuneration in 
respect of personal (including professional) 
services performed within New Zealand in 
any income year if— 

(a) he is present within New Zealand for 
a period or periods not exceeding in the 
aggregate 183 days during that year, and 

(b) the services are performed for or on 
behalf of a person resident in the United 
States. 

(2) An individual who is a resident of New 
Zealand shall be exempt from United States 
tax on profits or remuneration in respect of 
personal (including professional) services 
performed within the United States in any 
taxable year if— 

(a) he is present within the United States 
for a period or periods not exceeding in the 
aggregate 183 days during that year, and 

(b) the services are performed for or on 
behalf of a person resident in New Zealand. 

(3) For the purposes of this Article a cor- 
poration of one Contracting Government 
shall not be deemed to be a resident of the 
territory of the other Contracting Govern- 
ment even though it has a permanent estab- 
lishment in that territory. 

(4) The provisions of this Article shall not 
apply to the profits or remuneration of pub- 
lic entertainers such as stage, motion pic- 
ture or radio artists, musicians and athletes, 

ARTICLE x 


(1) Remuneration, wages or salary (other 
than pensions) paid by the Government of 
the United States for services rendered to the 
United States in the discharge of govern- 
mental functions to an individual who is a 


citizen of the United States or who is or- 
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dinarily resident in New Zealand solely for 
the purpose of rendering such services shall 
be exempt from New Zealand tax. 

(2) Remuneration, salary and wages (other 
than pensions) paid by the Government of 
New Zealand to an individual (other than a 
citizen of the United States) for services 
rendered to New Zealand in the discharge of 
governmental functions shall be exempt 
from United States tax. 

(3) The provisions of this Article shall not 
apply to payments in respect of services 
rendered in connection with any trade or 
business carried on by either of the Con- 
tracting Governments for purposes of profit, 


ARTICLE XI 


Income (other than dividends paid by a 
company resident in New Zealand) of a per- 
son who is a resident of the United States 
which is exempt from New Zealand tax under 
any provision of the present Convention 
shall not be included in that person’s total 
income for the purpose of determining the 
amount of any New Zealand tax payable in 
respect of income of that person which is 
assessable to New Zealand tax. 

ARTICLE XN 

(1) Dividends paid by a New Zealand cor- 
poration shall be exempt from United States 
tax except where the recipient is a citizen 
of, or resident in, the United States or a 
United States corporation. 

(2) Dividends paid by a United States cor- 
poration shall be exempt from New Zealand 
tax except where the recipient is resident 
in New Zealand. 


ARTICLE XIII 


(1) Subject to section 131 of the United 
States Internal Revenue Code as in effect 
on the date of signature of this Convention, 
New Zealand tax shall be allowed as a credit 
against United States tax. 

(2) If, under the law in force in New Zea- 
land at any time while the present Conven- 
tion is in effect, New Zealand tax is payable 
in respect of income from sources within 
the United States in respect of which United 
States tax is payable, the United States tax 
payable (whether directly or by deduction) 
in respect of any such income shall, subject 
to such provisions (which shall not affect 
the general principle hereof) as may be en- 
acted in New Zealand, be allowed as a credit 
against any New Zealand tax payable in re- 
spect of that income. For the purposes of 
this paragraph the terms “United States 
tax” and “New Zealand tax” do not include 
any penalty imposed under the laws of the 
United States or New Zealand relating to the 
taxes which are the subject of the present 
Convention and the term “New Zealand tax” 
does not include social security charge. 

(3) For the purposes of this Article, profits 
or remuneration for personal (including pro- 
fessional) services performed in the territory 
of one of the Contracting Governments shall 
be deemed to be income from sources with- 
in that térritory. 

ARTICLE XIV 

A professor or teacher who is normally a 
resident of the territory of one of the Con- 
tracting Governments and who receives re- 
muneration for teaching, during a period of 
temporary residence not exceeding two years, 
at a university, college, school or other edu- 
cational institution in the territory of the 
other Contracting Government, shall be ex- 
empt from tax by such other Government in 
respect of such remuneration. 

ARTICLE XV 

A student or business or trade apprentice 
who is normally resident in the territory of 
one of the Contracting Governments and 
who is receiving full-time education or train- 
ing in the territory of the other Contracting 
Government shall be exempt from tax by 
such other Government on payments made 
to him by persons in the territory of the 
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former Government for the purpose of his 
maintenance, education or training. 


ARTICLE XVI 


(1) The taxation authorities of the Con- 
tracting Governments shall exchange such 
information (being information ayailable 
under the respective taxation laws of the 
Contracting Governments) as is necessary 
for carrying out the provisions of the pres- 
ent Convention or for the prevention of 
fraud or for the administration of statutory 
provisions against legal avoidance in rela- 
tion to the taxes which are the subject of 
the present Convention, Any information 
so exchanged shall be treated as secret and 
shall not be disclosed to any person other 
than persons (including a court) concerned 
with the assessment or collection of the taxes 
which are the subject of the present Conven- 
tion or the determination of appeals in re- 
lation thereto. No information shall be 
exchanged which would disclose any trade 
secret or trade process. i 

(2) The term “taxation authorities” 
means, in the case of New Zealand, the Com- 
missioner of Taxes or his authorized repre- 
sentative; in the case of the United States, 
the Commissioner of Internal Revenue or 
his authorized representative. 


ARTICLE XVII 


Each of the Contracting Governments may 
collect such tax imposed by the other Con- 
tracting Government as will ensure that the 
exemption or reduced rate of tax granted 
unčer the present Convention by such other 
Government shall not be enjoyed by persons 
not entiled to such benefits. 


ARTICLE XVIII 


(1) Where a person shows proof that the 
action of the revenue authorities of the 
Contracting Governments has resulted or 
may result in double taxation in his case 
(including for this purpose adjustments as 
between taxpayers affected by Article IV) 
in respect of any of the taxes to which the 
present Convention relates, he shall be en- 
titled to lodge a claim with the Government 
of which he is a citizen or in whose terri- 
tory he is resident. If the claim should be 
deemed worthy of consideration, the taxa- 
tion authorities of such Government may 
consult with the taxation authorities of the 
other Government to determine whether the 
double taxation in question may be avoided.’ 

(2) The taxation authorities of the two 
Contracting Governments may prescribe reg- 
ulations to carry into effect the present Con- 
vention within the respective States and 
rules with respect to the exchange of in- 
formation. 

(3) the taxation authorities of the two 
Contracting Governments may communicate 
with each other directly for the purpose of 
giving effect to the provisions of the present 
Convention. 

ARTICLE XIX 


The Provisions of the present Convention 
shall not be construed to restrict in any 
manner any exemption, deduction, credit or 
other allowance accorded by the laws of one 
of the Contracting Governments in the de- 
termination of the tax imposed by such 
Government. 

ARTICLE XX 

(1) Either of the Contracting Govern- 
ments may, on the coming into force of the 
present Convention or at any time while it 
continues in force, by a written notification 
of extension given to the other Contracting 
Government declare its desire that the oper- 
ation of the present Convention shall ex- 
tend to all or any of its overseas territories 
or other territories for which it has interna- 
tional responsibility which impose taxes sub- 
stantially similar in character to those which 
are the subject of the present Convention. 
The present Convention shall apply to the 
territory or territories named in such noti- 
fication on the date or dates specified in the 
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notification (not being less than sixty days 
from the date of the notification) or, if no 
date is specified in respect of any such ter- 
ritory, on the sixtieth day after the date of 
the notification, unless prior to the date on 
which the present Convention would other- 
wise become applicable to a particular ter- 
ritory, the Contracting Government to whom 
notification is given shall have informed the 
other Contracting Government in writing 
that it does not accept the notification as to 
that territory. In the absence of such an ex- 
tension, the present Convention shall not 
apply to any such territory. 

(2) At any time after the expiration of one 
year from the entry into force of an exten- 
sion under paragraph (1) of this Article, 
either of the Contracting Governments may, 
by written notice of termination given to 
the other Contracting Government, termi- 
nate the application of the present Conven- 
tion to any territory to which it has been ex- 
tended under paragraph (1), and in that 
event the present Convention shall cease to 
apply, as from the date or dates specified in 
the notice, which shall not be less than 
sixty days after the date on which such 
notice is given, or, if no date is specified, at 
the expiration of six months after the date 
of the notice, to the territory or territories 
named therein, but without affecting its 
continued application to New Zealand, the 
United States or to any other territory to 
which it has been extended under paragraph 
(1) hereof. 

(3) In the application of the present Con- 
vention in relation to any territory to which 
it is extended by notification by the United 
States or New Zealand, references to the 
“United States” or, as the case may be, 
“New Zealand” shall be construed as refer- 
ences to that territory. 

(4) The termination in respect of the 
United States or New Zealand of the pres- 
ent Convention under Article XXII shall, 
unless otherwise expressly agreed by both 
Contracting Governments, terminate the ap- 
plication of the present Convention to any 
territory to which the present Convention 
has been extended by New Zealand or the 
United States. 

ARTICLE XXI 


(1) The present Convention shall be rati- 
fied and the instruments of ratification shall 
be exchanged at Washington as soon as pos- 
sible. 

(2) Upon exchange of instruments of rati- 
fication, the present Convention shall have 
effect— 

(a) as respects United States tax, for the 
taxable years beginning on or after the first 
day of January in the calendar year in which 
occurs the exchange of the instruments of 
ratification. 

(b) as respects New Zealand tax, for the 
year of assessment beginning on the first 
day of April next following the calendar year 
in which occurs the exchange of the instru- 
ments of ratification. 


ARTICLE XXII 


The present Convention shall continue ef- 
fective for a period of two years and indefi- 
nitely after that period, but may be ter. 
minated by either Contracting Government 
at the end of such period or at any time 
thereafter, provided that at least six months’ 
prior notice of termination has been given 
in writing and, in such event, the present 
Convention shall cease to be effective— 

(a) as respects United States tax, for the 
taxable years beginning on or after the first 
day of January next following the expira- 
tion of the six-month period, 

(b) as respects New Zealand tax, for the 
years of assessment beginning on or after 
the first day of April in the second year fol- 
lowing the expiration of the six-month pe- 
riod. 
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Done at Washington, in duplicate, this 
16th day of March, 1948. 
For the Government of the United States 
of America: 
G C MARSHALL [SEAL] 
Secretary of State of the United 
States of America 
For the Government of New Zealand: 
W. NASH [SEAL] 
Minister of Finance and 
Minister of Customs for New 
Zealand 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
convention is before the Senate and open 
to amendment. If there be no amend- 
ment to be proposed, the convention will 
be reported to the Senate. 

The convention was reported to the 
Senate without amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
resolution of ratification with the reser- 
vation will be read. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 

Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators pres- 
ent concurring therein), That the Senate 
advise and consent to the ratification of 
Executive J, Eightieth Congress, second ses- 
sion, the convention between the United 
States and New Zealand, for the avoidance 
of double taxation and the prevention of 
fiscal evasion with respect to taxes on in- 
come, subject to the following reservation: 

The Government of the United States of 
America does not accept paragraph (4) of 
article IX of the convention, relating to the 
profits or remuneration of public entertain- 
ers. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the reserva- 
tion to the resolution of ratification. 

The reservation was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the resolution 
of ratification with the reservation. 
{Putting the question.] Two-thirds of 
the Senators present concurring there- 
in, the resolution of ratification, with the 
reservation, is agreed to, and the conven- 
tion is ratified. 


. NORWAY—CONVENTION RELATING TO 
DOUBLE TAXATION ON INCOME 


The Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the conven- 
tion (Executive Q, 81st Cong., 1st sess.), 
a conventicn between the United States 
of America and Norway for the avoid- 
ance of double taxation and the preven- 
tion of fiscal evasion with respect to 
taxes on income, signed at Washington, 
June 13, 1949, which was read the second 
time, as follows: 


The President of the United States of 
America and His Majesty the King of Nor- 
way, desiring to conclude a convention for 
the avoidance of double taxation and the 
prevention of fiscal evasion with respect to 
taxes on income, have appointed for that 
purpose as their respective Plenipotentiaries: 

The President of the United States of 
America: 

James E. Webb, Acting Secretary of State 
of the United States of America, and 

His Majesty the King of Norway: 

Wilhelm Munthe Morgenstierne, Ambassa- 
dor Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of 
Norway at Washington, 
who, having communicated to one another 
their full powers, found in good and due 
form, have agreed upon the following 
Articles: 
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ARTICLE I 


(1) The taxes referred to in this Conven- 
tion are: 

(a) In the case of the United States of 
America: 

The Federal income tax, including sur- 
taxes, 

(b) In the case of Norway: 

The national and the communal income 
taxes, including the old age pension tax, 
the war pension tax, the tax on bank de- 
posits and the seamen’s tax. 

(2) The present Convention shall also 
apply to any other income taxes of a sub- 
stantially similar character imposed by either 
contracting State subsequently to the date 
of signature of the present Convention. 


ARTICLE II 


(1) As used in this Convention: 

(a) The term “United States“ means the 
United States of America, and when used 
in a geographical sense includes only the 
States, the Territories of Alaska and Hawaii, 
and the District of Columbia. 

b) The term Norway“ means the King- 
dom of Norway; the provisions of the Con- 
vention shall not, however, extend to Sval- 
bard and Jan Mayen, nor do they apply to 
the Norwegian dependencies outside Europe. 

(c) The term “permanent establishment” 
means a branch office, factory, workshop, 
warehouse or other fixed place of business, 
but does not include the casual and tempo- 
rary use of merely storage facilities, nor does 
it include an agency unless the agent has 
and exercises a general authority to nego- 
tiate and conclude contracts on behalf of an 
enterprise or has a stock of merchandise 
from which he regularly fills orders on its 
behalf. An enterprise of one of the con- 
tracting States shall not be deemed to have a 
permanent establishment in the other State 
merely because it carries on business deal- 
ings in such other State through a bona 
fide commission agent, broker or custodian 
acting in the ordinary course of his business 
as such. The fact that an enterprise of one 
of the contracting States maintains in the 
other State a fixed place of business exclu- 
sively for the purchase ‘of goods or mer- 
chandise shall not of itself constitute such 
fixed place of business a permanent estab- 
lishment of such enterprise. The fact that 
a corporation of one contracting State has 
a subsidiary corporation which is a corpo- 
ration of the other State or which is engaged 
in trade or business in the other State shall 
not of itself constitute that subsidiary cor- 
poration a permanent establishment of its 
parent corporation. 

(d) The term “enterprise of one of the 
contracting States” means, as the case may 
be, “United States enterprise“ or “Norwegian 
enterprise”. 

(e) The term “enterprise” includes every 
form of undertaking whether carried on by 
an individual, partnership, corporation, or 
any other entity. 

(f) The term “United States enterprise” 
means an enterprise carried on in the United 
States by a resident of the United States or 
by a United States corporation or other en- 
tity; the term “United States corporation or 
other entity” means a partnership, corpora- 
tion or other entity created or organized in 
the United States or under the law of the 
United States or of any State or Territory of 
the United States. 

(g) The term “Norwegian enterprise“ 
means an enterprise carried on in Norway 
by a resident of Norway or by a Norwegian 
corporation or other entity; the term “Nor- 
wegian corporation or other entity“ means a 
partnership, corporation or other entity cre- 
ated or organized in Norway or under Nor- 
wegian laws. 

(h) The term “competent authorities’ 
means, in the case of the United States, the 
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Commissioner of Internal Revenue or his au- 
thorized representative; and in the case of 
Norway, the Ministry of Finance and 
Customs. 

(2) In the application of the provisions 
of the present Convention by one of the con- 
tracting States any term not otherwise de- 
fined shall, unless the context otherwise re- 
quires, have the meaning which such term 
has under its own tax laws. 

ARTICLE UI 

(1) An enterprise of one of the contracting 
States shall not be subject to taxation in 
the other contracting State in respect of its 
industrial and commercial profits unless it is 
engaged in trade or business in such other 
State through a permanent establishment 
situated therein. If it is so engaged such 
other State may impose its tax upon such 
profits of the enterprise from sources within 
such other State. 

(2) In determining the industrial or com- 
mercial profits from sources within the ter- 
ritory of one of the contracting States of an 
enterprise of the other contracting State, no 
profits shall be deemed to arise from the mere 
purchase of goods or merchandise within the 
territory of the former contracting State by 
such enterprise. > 

(3) Where an enterprise or one of the con- 
tracting States is engaged in trade or busi- 
ness in the territory of the other contracting 
State through a permament estahlishment 
situated therein, there shall be attributed 
to such permanent establishment the indus- 
trial or commercial profits which it might be 
expected to derive if it were an independent 
enterprise engaged in the same or similar 
activities under the same or similar condi- 
tions and dealing at arm’s length with the 
enterprise of which it is a permanent estab- 
lishment and the profits so attributed shall, 
subject to the law of such other contracting 
State, be deemed to be income from sources 
within the territory of such other contract- 
ing State. 

(4) The competent authorities of the two 
contracting States may lay down rules by 
agreement for the apportionment of indus- 
trial and commercial profits. 

ARTICLE IV 

Where an enterprise of one of the contracte 
ing States, by reason of its participation in 
the management or the financial structure 
of an enterprise of the other contracting 
State, makes with or imposes on the latter, 
in their commercial or financial relations, 
conditions different from those which would 
be made with an independent enterprise, any 
profits which would normally have accrued 
to one of the enterprises, but by reason of 
those conditions have not so accrued, may 
be included in the profits of that enterprise 
and taxed accordingly. 

ARTICLE V 

(1) Income which an enterprise of one of 
the contracting States derives from the op- 
eration of ships or aircraft shall be exempt 
from taxation in the other contracting State. 

(2) The provisions of this Article shall be 
deemed to suspend the arrangement between 
the United States and Norway providing for 
relief from double income taxation on ship- 
ping profits, effected by exchanges of notes 
dated November 26, 1924, January 23, 1925, 
and March 24, 1925. 

* ARTICLE VI 

Interest on bonds, securities, notes, deben- 
tures, or on any other form of indebtedness 
derived from sources within one of the con- 
tracting States by a resident or corporation 
or other entity ot the other contracting State 
not having a permanent establishment in the 
former State shall be exempt from taxation 
in such former State. 
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ARTICLE VII 


Royalties and other amounts derived, as 
consideration for the right to use copyrights, 
artistic and scientific works, patents, designs, 
secret processes and formulas, trade-marks 
and other like property (including rentals 
and like payments in respect of motion pic- 
ture films), from sources within one of the 
contracting States by a resident or corpora- 
tion or other entity of the other contracting 
State not having a permanent establishment 
in the former State shall be exempt from 
taxation in such former State: Provided, 
That each of the contracting States reserves 
the right according to the principles of Arti- 
cle IV to deny a deduction to the payor there- 
of for such royalty or any portion thereof as 
is not considered by the revenue authorities 
of such State to be reasonable consideration 
for the right to use the property referred to 
in this article. 


ARTICLE VIII 


(1) Income from real property (not in- 
cluding interest ived from mortgages and 
bonds secured by Teal property) and royalties 
in respect of the operation of mines, quarries, 
or other natural resources, shall be taxable 
only in the contracting State in which such 
property, mines, quarries, or other natural 
resources are situated. 

(2) A resident or corporation of one of the 
contracting States deriving any such income 
from sources within the other contracting 
State may, for any taxable year, elect to be 
subject to the tax of such other contracting 
State, on a net basis, as if such resident or 
corporation were engaged in trade or busi- 
ness within such other contracting State 
through a permanent establishment therein 
during such taxable year. 


ARTICLE IX 


Gains derived from the sale or exchange of 
real property shall be taxable only in the 
contracting State in which such property is 
situated. 

ARTICLE X 


(1) A resident of Norway shall be exempt 
from United States tax upon compensation 
for labor or personal services (including the 
practice of the liberal and artistic profes- 
sions) if he is temporarily present in the 
United States for a period or periods not ex- 
ceeding a total of 183 days during the taxable 
year and either of the following conditions 
is met: 

(a) his compensation is received for labor 
or personal services performed as an em- 
ployee, or under contract with, a resident, or 
corporation or other entity of Norway, or 

(b) his compensation received for labor or 
personal services does not exceed $10,000. 

(2) The provisions of paragraph (1) of 
this Article shall apply mutatis mutandis, 
to a resident of the United States with re- 
spect to compensation for such labor or 
personal services performed in Norway. 

(3) The provisions of paragraphs (1) and 
(2) of this Article shall have application to 
directors’ fees representing reasonable com- 
pensation for services rendered whether or 
not the recipient of such fees has been pres- 
ent at any time during the taxable year in 
the contracting State from which payment 
of such fees has been made. 

(4) The provisions of this Article shall 
have no application to the income to which 
Article XI (1) relates. 

ARTICLE XI 


(1) (a) Wages, salaries and similar com- 
pensation, and pensions paid by the United 
States or by the political subdivisions or ter- 
ritories thereof to an individual (other than 
a Norwegian citizen who is not also a citizen 
of the United States) shall be exempt from 
Norwegian tax. 

(b) Wages, salaries and similar compensa- 
tion, and pensions paid either directly by, 
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or from funds or institutions created by, 
Norway or Norwegian communities or coun- 
ties (fylker) to an individual (other than a 
United States citizen who is not also a citi- 
zen of Norway) shall be exempt from United 
States tax. 

(2) Private pensions and life annuities 
derived from within one of the contracting 
States and paid to individuals residing in 
the other contracting State shall be exempt 
from taxation in the former State. 

(3) The term “pensions,” as used in this 
Article, means periodic payments made in 
consideration for services rendered or by way 
of compensation for injuries received. 

(4) The term “life annuities” as used in 
this Article means a stated sum payable 
periodically at stated times during life, or 
during a specified number of years, under 
an obligation to make the payments in re- 
turn for adequate and full consideration in 
money or money’s worth. 


ARTICLE XII 


A professor or teacher, a resident of one 
of the contracting States, who temporarily 
visits the other contracting State for the 
purpose of teaching for a period not exceed- 
ing two years at a university, college, school 
or other educational institution in the other 
contracting State, shall be exempted in such 
other contracting State from tax on his 
remuneration for such teaching for such 
period. 

ARTICLE XIII 


A student or apprentice, a resident of one 
of the contracting States, who temporarily 
visits the other contracting State exclusively 
for the purposes of study or for acquiring 
business or technical experience shall not 
be taxable in the latter State in respect of 
remittances received by him from abroad for 
the purposes of his maintenance or studies, 


ARTICLE XIV 


(1) It is agreed that double taxation shall 
be avoided in the following manner: 

(a) The United States in cetermining its 
taxes specified in Article I of this Convention 
in the case of its citizens, residents or cor- 
porations may, regardless of any other pro- 
vision of this Convention, include in the 
basis upon which such taxes are imposed all 
items of income taxable under the revenue 
laws of the United States as if this Conven- 
tion had not come into effect. The United 
States shall, however, subject to the pro- 
visions of section 131, Internal Revenue Code, 
as in effect on the date of the entry into force 
of this Convention, deduct from its taxes the 
amount of Norwegian taxes specified in Ar- 
ticle I of this Convention, 

(b) Norway in determining its taxes spe- 
cified in Article I of this Convention in the 
case of its residents or corporations mar, re- 
gardless of any other provision of this Con- 
vention, include in the basis upon which 
such taxes are imposed all items of income 
taxable under the revenue laws of Norway 
as if the Convention had not come into ef- 
fect. Norway shall, however, deduct from 
the taxes so calculated that portion of such 
tax liability which the taxpayer's income 
from sources in the United States (not ex- 
empt from United States tax under this 
Convention) bears to his entire income. The 
competent authority of Norway may, how- 
ever, decide that the deduction shall not 
exceed the United States tax on income tax- 
able in the United States. 

(2) The provisions of this Article shall not 
be construed to deny the exemptions from 
United States tax or Norwegian tax, as the 
case may be, granted by Article XI (1) of this 
Convention. 

ARTICLE XV 


With a view to the more effective imposi- 
tion of the taxes to which the present Con- 
vention relates, each of the contracting 
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States undertakes, subject to reciprocity, to 
furnish such information in the matter of 
taxation, which the authorities of the State 
concerned have at their disposal or are in a 
position to obtain under their own law, as 
may be of use to the authorities of the other 
State in the assessment of the taxes in ques- 
tion and to lend assistance in the service of 
documents in connection therewith. Any 
informatior so exchanged shall be treated 
as secret and shall only be disclosed to per- 
sons (including a court) concerned with the 
assessment, determination and collection 
of the taxes which are the subject of the 
present Convention, or the determination of 
appeals in relation thereto. No information 
shall be exchanged which would disclose a 
trade, business, industrial or professional 
secret. Information and correspondence re- 
lating to the subject matter of this Article 
shall be exchanged between the competent 
authorities of the contracting States in the 
ordinary course or on request. 


ARTICLE XVI 


In accordance with the preceding Article 
and insofar as may be found to be prac- 
ticable, the competent authorities of each 
contracting State shall forward to the com- 
petent authorities of the other contracting 
State as soon as practicable after the close 
of each calendar year the following informa- 
tion relating to such calendar year: 

The names and addresses of all addressees 
within such other State deriving from sources 
within the former State dividends, interest, 
royalties, pensions, annuities, wages, sal- 
aries, rents, or other fixed or determinable 
annual or periodical income, showing the 
amount of such income with respect to each 
addressee, 

ARTICLE XVII 


(1) The contracting States undertake to 
lend assistance and support to each other in 
the collection of the taxes which are the 
subject of the present Convention, together 
with interest, costs, and additions to the 
taxes. 

(2) In the case of applications for enforce- 
ment of taxes, revenue claims of each of the 
contracting States which have been finally 
determined may be accepted for enforcement 
by the other contracting State and may be 
collected in that State in accordance with 
the laws applicable to the enforcement and 
collection of its own taxes. 

(3) Any application shall include a cer- 
tification that under the laws of the State 
making the application the taxes have been 
finally determined. 

(4) The assistance provided for in this 
Article shall not be accorded with respect to 
the citizens, corporations, or other entities 
of the States to which application is made. 


ARTICLE XVIII 


The State to which application is made for 
information or assistance shall comply as 
soon as possible with the request addressed 
to it except that such State thay refuse to 
comply with the request for reasons of pub- 
lic policy or if compliance would involve 
violation of a trade, business, industrial or 
professional secret. 


ARTICLE XIX 


Where a taxpayer shows proof that the 
action of the revenue authorities of the con- 
tracting States has resulted, or will result, 
in double taxation contrary to the provi- 
sions of the present Convention, he shall be 
entitled to lodge a claim with the State of 
which he is a citizen or, if he is not a citizen 
of either of the contracting States, with the 
State of which he is a resident, or, if the tax- 
payer is a corporation or other entity, with 
the State in which it is created or organized. 
Should the claim be upheld, the competent 
authority of such State shall undertake to 
come to an agreement with the competent 
authority of the other State with a view to 
equitable avoidance of the double taxation in 
question. 
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ARTICLE XX 


(1) The provisions of this Convention 
shall not be construed to deny or affect in 
any manner the right of diplomatic and con- 
sular officers to other or additional exemp- 
tions now enjoyed or which may hereafter be 
granted to such officers. 

(2) The provisions of the present Con- 
vention shall not be construed to restrict in 
any manner any exemption, deduction, credit 
or other allowance now or hereafter accorded 
by the laws of one of the contracting States 
in the determination of the tax imposed by 
such State. 

(3) Should any difficulty or doubt arise as 
to the interpretation or application of the 
present Convention, or its relationship to 
Conventions between one of the contracting 
States and any other State, the competent 
authorities of the contracting States may 
settle the question by mutual agreement. 


ARTICLE XXI 


(1) The competent authorities of the two 
contracting States may escribe regulations 
necessary to carry into effect the present 
Convention within the respective States. 
With respect to the provisions of this Con- 
vention relating to exchange of information, 
service of documents, and mutual assistance 
in the collection of taxes, such authorities 
may, by common agreement, prescribe rules 
concerning matters of procedure, forms of 
application and replies thereto, conversion 
of currency, disposition of amounts collected, 
costs of collection, minimum amounts sub- 
ject to collection and related matters. 

(2) The competent authorities of the two 
contracting States may communicate with 
each other directly for the purpose of giving 
effect to the provisions of this Convention. 


ARTICLE XXII 


(1) The present Convention shall be rati- 
fied and the instruments of ratification shall 
be exchanged at Washington as soon as pos- 
sible. It shall have effect for the taxable 
years beginning on or after the first day of 
January of the year in which such exchange 
takes place. 

(2) The present Convention shall continue 
effective for a period of five years and in- 
definitely after that period, but may be 
terminated by either of the contracting 
States at the end of the five-year period or 
at any time thereafter, provided that at least 
six months’ prior notice of termination has 
been given and, in such event, the present 
Convention shall cease to be effective for the 
taxable years beginning on or after the first 
day of January next following the expiration 
of the six-month period. 

Done at Washington, in duplicate, in the 
English and Norwegian languages, the two 
texts having equal authenticity, this thir- 
teenth day of June, 1949. 

For the President of the United States of 


JAMES E. WEBB 

For His Majesty the King of Norway: 
[SEAL] WILHELM MUNTHE MORGEN- 

STIERNE 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The con- 
vention is before the Senate and open to 
amendment. If there be no amendment 
to be proposed, the convention will be re- 
ported to the Senate. 

The convention was reported to the 
Senate without amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The res- 
olution of ratification with the under- 
standing will be read. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 

Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators pres- 
ent concurring therein), That the Senate ad- 
vise and consent to the ratification of Execu- 
tive Q, Eighty-first Congress, first session, 
the convention between the United States 
and Norway, for the avoidance of double tax- 
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ation and the prevention of fiscal evasion 
with respect to taxes on income, subject to 
the following understanding: 

It is understood that the application of 
article XVII of the convention shall be con- 
fined and limited as granting authority to 
each contracting State to collect only such 
taxes imposed by the other contracting State 
as will insure that the exemption or reduced 
rate of tax granted under the present con- 
vention by such other State shall not he 
enjoyed by persons not entitled to such bene- 
fits. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the understand- 
ing to the resolution of ratification. 

The understanding was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the resolution of 
ratification with the understanding. 
{Putting the question.] Two-thirds of 
the Senators present concurring therein, 
the resolution of ratification, with the 
understanding, is agreed to, and the con- 
vention is ratified. 


NORWAY—CONVENTION RELATING TO 
DOUBLE TAXATION ON ESTATES AND 
INHERITANCES 


The Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the con- 
vention (Executive R, 81st Cong., Ist 
sess.), a convention between the United 
States of America and Norway for the 
avoidance of double taxation and the 
prevention of fiscal evasion with respect 
to taxes on estates and inheritances, 
signed at Washington on June 13, 1949, 
which was read the second time, as 
follows: 


The President of the United States of 
America and His Majesty the King of Nor- 
way, desiring to conclude a Convention for 
the avoidance of double taxation and the 
prevention of fiscal evasion with respect to 
taxes on estates and inheritances, have ap- 
pointed for that purposes as their respective 
Plenipotentiaries: 

The President of the United States of 
America: 

James E. Webb, Acting Secretary of State 
of the United States of America, and 

His Majesty the King of Norway: 

Wilhelm Munthe Morgenstierne, Ambas- 
sador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of 
Norway at Washington, 
who, having communicated to one another 
their full powers, found in good and due 
form, have agreed upon the following 
Articles: 

ARTICLE I 


(1) The taxes referred to in this Conven- 
tion are the following taxes asserted upon 
death: 

(a) In the case of the United States of 
America: the Federal estate tax, and 

(b) In the case of Norway: the tax on 
inheritances, including death gifts. 

(2) The present Convention shall also 
apply to any other estate or inheritance 
taxes of a substantially similar character im- 
posed by either contracting State subse- 
quently to the date of the present Conven- 
tion. 

ARTICLE II 


(1) As used in this Convention: 

(a) The term “United States” means the 
United States of America, and when used in 
a geographical sense means the States, the 
Territories of Alaska and of Hawaii, and the 
District of Columbia. 

(b) The term “Norway” means the King- 
dom of Norway; the provisions of the Con- 
vention shall not, however, extend to Sval- 
bard and Jan Mayen, nor do they apply to 
the Norwegian dependencies outside Europe. 
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(c) The term “competent authorities” 
means, in the case of the United States, the 
Commissioner of Internal Revenue or his au- 
thorized representatives; and in the case of 
Norway, the Ministry of Finance and Cus- 
toms. $ 

(2) In the application of the provisions of 
the present Convention by one of the con- 
tracting States, any term not otherwise de- 
fined shall, unless the context otherwise re- 
quires, have the meaning which such term 
has under its own laws. 


ARTICLE IT 


(1) For the purposes of the present Con- 
vention, the question whether a decedent was 
domiciled in one of the contracting States at 
the time of his death, shall be determined in 
accordance with the law in force in that 
State. 

(2) In the case of the death of a person 
who was a citizen of or domiciled in one of 
the contracting States, the situs of any of 
the following property or property rights 
shall, for the purposes of the imposition of 
tho tax and for the purposes of the credit, be 
determined exclusively in accordance with 
the following rules: 

(a) Real property shall be deemed to be 
situated at the place where the land involved 
is located. The question whether any prop- 
erty or right in property constitutes real 
property shall be determined in accordance 
with the law of the place where the land in- 
volved is located. 

(b) Tangible movable property (other 
than such property for which specific provi- 
sion is hereinafter made) and bank or cur- 
rency notes and other forms of currency 
recognized as legal tender in the place of 
issue, shall be deemed to be situated at the 
place where such property or currency are 
located at the time of death, or, if in transitu, 
at the place of destination. 

(c) Debts (including insurance but not in- 
cluding the forms of indebtedness for which 
specific provision is herein made) shall be 
deemed to be situated at the place where the 
debtor resides, or if the debtor is a corpora- 
tion, at the place in or under the laws of 
which such corporation was created or organ- 


(d) Bonds, promissory notes, and bills of 
exchange shall be deemed to be situated in 
accordance with the laws of the contracting 
State imposing the tax on the basis of situs 
of property, and if neither contracting State 
imposes the tax on the basis of situs they 
shall be deemed to be situated at the place 
of the decedent’s domicile. 

(e) Shares or stock in a corporation (in- 
cluding shares or stock held by a nominee 
where the beneficial ownership is evidenced 
by scrip certificates or otherwise) shall be 
deemed to be situated at the place in or un- 
der the laws of which such corporation was 
created or organized. 

(f) Ships and aircraft and shares thereof 
shall be deemed to be situated at the place 
of registration or documentation of the ship 
or aircraft. 

(g) Goodwill as a trade, business or pro- 
fessional asset shall be deemed to be situated 
at the place where the trade, business or pro- 
fession to which it pertains is carried on. 

(h) Patents, trademarks and designs shall 
be deemed to be situated at the place where 
they are registered or used. 

(i) Copyrights, franchises, rights to artis- 
tic, and scientific works and rights or licenses 
to use any copyrighted material, artistic, and 
scientific works, patents, trade-marks or de- 
signs shall be deemed to be situated at the 
place where the rights arising therefrom are 
exercisable. 

) All property other than hereinbefore 
mentioned shall be deemed to be situated in 
the State in which the deceased person w: 

domiciled at the time of his death. i 
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ARTICLE IV 


The contracting State which imposes tax 
in the case of a decedent who at the time of 
his death was not a citizen of such State and 
was not domiciled in that State but was a 
citizen of or domiciled in the other State— 

(a) shall allow a specific exemption which 
would be allowable under its law if the de- 
cedent had been domiciled in that State in 
an amount not less than the proportion 
thereof which the value of the property sub- 
jected to its tax bears to the value of the 
property which would have been subjected 
to its tax if the decedent had been domiciled 
in that State; and 

(b) shall (except for the purposes of sub- 
paragraph (a) of this Article and for the 
purpose of any other proportionate allowance 
otherwise provided) take no account of prop- 
erty situated according to Article III outside 
that State in determining the amount or rate 
of tax. 

ARTICLE V 


(1) The contracting State imposing tax in 
the case of a deceased person, who, at the 
time of his death, was domiciled in such 
State or was a citizen thereof, shall allow 
against its tax (as otherwise computed) a 
credit for the amount of the tax imposed by 
the other contracting State with respect to 
property situated in such other contracting 
State and included for tax purposes by both 
States, but the amount of the credit shall 
not exceed the portion of the tax imposed 
by the former State which is attributable to 
such property. The provisions of this para- 
graph shall not apply with respect to any 
property referred to in paragraph (2) of this 
Article. 

(2) If the decedent is regarded by each of 
the contracting States as being domiciled 
therein or a citizen thereof or one State im- 

tax by reason of the decedent's being 
domiciled therein and the other State im- 
poses tax by reason of the decedent being its 
citizen, each State shall, in addition to the 
credit authorized by paragraph (1) of this 
Article, allow against its tax (as otherwise 
computed) a credit for the part of the tax 
imposed by the other State with respect to 
property included for tax purposes by both 
States and situated or deemed to be situ- 
ated 

(a) in both contracting States, or 

(b) outside of both States. 


The total of the credits authorized by this 
paragraph shall be equal to the amount of 
tax imposed with respect to such property by 
the State imposing the smaller tax, and shall 
be divided between the two States in propor- 
tion to the amount of tax imposed by each 
of the two contracting States with respect to 
such property. 

(3) For the purpose of this Article, the 
amount of the tax of each contracting State 
attributable to any designated property shall 
be ascertained after taking into account any 
applicable abatement, remittance, diminu- 
tion or credit, as provided by its law other 
than any credit authorized by this Article. 

ARTICLE VI 

(1) Any claim for credit or for a refund of 
tax founded on the provisions of the present 
Convention shall be made within six years 
from the date of death of the decedent. 

(2) Any refund shall be made without 
payment of interest on the amount so re- 
funded. 

ARTICLE vn 


With a view to the more effective imposi- 
tion of the taxes to which the present Con- 
vention relates, each of the contracting 
States undertakes, subject to reciprocity, to 
furnish such information in the matter of 
taxation, which the authorities of the State 
concerned have at their disposal or are in a 
‘position to obtain under their own law, as 
may be of use to the authorities of the other 
State in the assessment of the taxes in ques- 


tion and to lend assistance in the service 
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of documents in connection therewith. Any 
information so exchanged shall be treated 
as secret and shall only be disclosed to per- 
sons (including a court) concerned with the 
assessment, determination and collection of 
the taxes which are the subject of the pres- 
ent Convention, or the determination of ap- 
peals in relation thereto. No information 
shall be exchanged which would disclose a 
trade, business, industrial or professional se- 
cret. Information and correspondence re- 
lating to the subject matter of this Article 
shall be exchanged between the competent 
authorities of the contracting States in the 
ordinary course or on request. 


ARTICLE VIII 


(1) In accordance with the preceding Ar- 
ticle, the competent authorities of the con- 
tracting States shall furnish information to 
syst other without special request as fol- 
ows: 

(a) In the case of the United States: in- 
formation disclosed by the United States 
estate tax records relative to estates of de- 
ceased persons who were domiciled in, or 
citizens of, Norway, and such information 
as is available, in the estates of deceased 
persons who were domiciled in, or citizens of, 
the United States, with respect to property 
situated in Norway. 

(b) In the case of Norway: information 
disclosed by the Norwegian inheritance tax 
records relative to estates of deceased per- 
sons who were domiciled in or citizens of the 
United States and such information as is 
available in the estates of deceased persons 
who were domiciled in or citizens of Norway 
with respect to property situated in the 
United States. 

(2) The information referred to in this 
Article shall be transmitted as soon as prac- 
ticable in the course of audit of the estate 
and inheritance tax records. 


ARTICLE IX 


(1) The contracting States undertake to 
lend assistance and support to each other 
in the collection of the taxes which are the 
subject of the present Convention, together 
with interest, costs, and additions to the 
taxes. 

(2) In the case of applications for en- 
forcement of taxes, revenue claims of each 
of the contracting States which have been 
finally determined may be accepted for en- 
forcement by the other contracting State 
and may be collected in that State in accord- 
ance with the laws applicable to the enforce- 
ment and collection of its own taxes. 

(3) Any application shall include a certi- 
fication that under the laws of the State 
making the application the taxes have been 
finally determined. 

(4) The assistance provided for in this 
Article shall not be accorded with respect 
to the citizens or corporations or other en- 
tities or estates of citizens of the State to 
which application is made except where they 
are entitled under Article V of the present 
Convention to a credit for the avoidance of 
double taxation. 


ARTICLE X 


The State to which application is made 
for information or assistance shall comply 
as soon as possible with the request addressed 
to it except that such State may refuse to 
comply with a request for reasons of public 
policy or if compliance with the request 
would involve violation of a trade, business, 
industrial or professional secret. 

ARTICLE XI 

Where an estate of a decedent or a bene- 
ficiary thereof shows proof that the action 
of the revenue authorities of one of the 
contracting States has resulted or will re- 
sult in double taxation contrary to the pro- 
visions of the present Convention, such 
estate or beneficiary shall be ertitled to 
‘lodge a claim with either contracting State, 
but if the decedent was, or the beneficiary is, 
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a citizen of or a corporation or other entity 
created or organized in one of the contract- 
ing States tho claim must be filed with the 
latter State. Should the claim be upheld, 
the competent authority of such State shall 
undertake to come to an agreement with the 
competent authority of the other State with 
a view to equitable avoidance of the double 
taxation in question. 


ARTICLE XII 


(1) The competent authorities of the two 
contracting States may prescribe regulations 
necessary to carry into effect the present 
Convention within the respective States. 
With respect to the provisions of this Con- 
vention relating to exchange of information, 
service of documents, and mutual assistance 
in the collection of taxes, such authorities 
may, by common agreement, prescribe rules 
concerning matters of procedure, forms of 
application and replies thereto, conversion of 
currency, disposition of amounts collected, 
costs of collection, minimum amounts sub- 
ject to collection and related matters. 

(2) The competent authorities of the two 
contracting States may communicate with 
each other directly for the purpose of giving 
effect to the provisions of this Convention, 


ARTICLE X 


(1) The provisions of this Convention shall 
not be construed to deny or affect in any 
manner the right of diplomatic and consular 
officers to other or additional exemptions 
now enjoyed or which may hereafter be 
granted to such officers. 

(2) The provisions of the present Conven- 
tion shall not be construed to restrict in 
any manner any exemption, deduction, 
credit or other allowance now or hereafter 
accorded by the laws of one of the Contract- 
ing States in the determination of the tax 
imposed by such State. ‘ 

(3) Should any difficulty or doubt arise as 
to the interpretation or application of the 
present Convention, or its relationship to 
Conventions between one of the contracting 
States and any other State, the competent 
authorities of the contracting States may 
settle the question by mutual agreement. 

ARTICLE XIV 

(1) The present Convention shall be rati- 
fied and the instruments of ratification shall 
be exchanged at Washington as soon as pos- 
sible. 

(2) The present Convention shall become 
effective on the day of the exchange of 
instruments of ratification and shall be ap- 
plicable to estates or inheritances in the 
case of persons who die on or after that 
date. It shall continue effective for a period 
of five years beginning with that date and 
indefinitely after that period, but may be 
terminated by either of the cortracting 
States at the end of that five-year period 
or at any time thereafter, provided that 
at least six months’ prior notice of termina- 
tion has been given, the termination to be- 
come effective on the first day of January 
following the expiration of the six-month 
period. 

Done at Washington, in duplicate, in the 
English and Norwegian languages, the two 
texts having equal authenticity, this thir- 
teenth day of June, 1949. 

For the President of the United States of 
America: 

[seat] James E. WEnn 
For his Majesty the King of Norway: 
[SEAL] WILHELM MUNTHE MORGEN- 
STIERNE 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
convention is before the Senate and 
‘open to amendment. If there be no 
amendment to be proposed, the con- 
vention will be reported to the Senate. 
The convention was reported to the 
Senate without amendment. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
resolution of ratification with the reser- 
vation will be read. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 

Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators pres- 
ent concurring therein), That the Senate 
advise and consent to the ratification of 
Executive R, Eighty-first Congress, first Ses- 
sion, the convention between the United 
States and Norway, for the avoidance of 
double taxation and the prevention of fiscal 
evasion with respect to taxes on estates and 
inheritances, subject to the following res- 
ervation: 

The Government of the United States of 
America does not accept Article IX of the 
convention, relating to reciprocal assistance 
in the collection of taxes. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the reserva- 
tion to the resolution of ratification. 

The reservation was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the resolution 
of ratification with the reservation. 
[Putting the question.] Two-thirds of 
the Senators present concurring therein, 
the resolution of ratification, with the 
reservation, is agreed to, and the con- 
vention is ratified. 


TRELAND—CONVENTION FOR AVOIDANCE 
OF DOUBLE TAXATION AND PREVEN- 
TION OF FISCAL EVASION WITH RE- 
SPECT TO TAXES ON ESTATES OF DE- 
CEASED PERSONS 


The Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the con- 
vention (Executive E, 81st Cong., 2d 
sess.), a convention between the United 
States of America and Ireland for the 
avoidance of double taxation and the 
prevention of fiscal evasion with respect 
to taxes on the estates of deceased per- 
sons, signed at Dublin on September 13, 
1949, which was read the second time, as 
follows: 


The Government of the United States of 
America and the Government of Ireland, 

Desiring to conclude a Convention for the 
avoidance of double taxation and the pre- 
vention of fiscal evasion with respect to taxes 
on estates of deceased persons, 

Have appointed for that purpose as their 
Plenipotentiaries: 

The Government of the United States of 
America: 

George A. Garrett, 

Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Pleni- 
potentiary of the United States of America 
at Dublin; 
and 

The Government of Ireland: 

Patrick McGilligan, 

Minister for Finance; 

Sean MacBride, 

Minister for External Affairs; 

Who, having exhibited their respective full 
powers, found in good and due form, have 
agreed as follows:— 

ARTICLE I 

(1) The taxes which are the subject of the 
present Convention are: 

(a) In the United States of America, the 
Federal estate tax, and 

(b) In Ireland, the estate duty imposed 
in that territory. 

(2) The present Convention shall also ap- 
ply to any other taxes of a substantially sim- 
ilar character imposed by either Contracting 
Party subsequently to the date of signature 
of the present Convention. 

ARTICLE n 
(1) In the present Convention, unless the 


context otherwise requires: 
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(a) The term “United States” means the 
United States of America, and when used in 
a geographical sense means the States, the 
Territories of Alaska and of Hawaii, and the 
District of Columbia. 

(b) The term “Ireland” means the Re- 
public of Ireland. 

(e) The term “territory” when used in re- 
lation to one or the other Contracting Party 
means the United States or Ireland, as the 
context requires. 

(d) The term “tax” means the estate duty 
imposed in Ireland or the United States Fed- 
eral estate tax, as the context requires. 

(2) In the application of the provisions of 
the present Convention by one of the Con- 
tracting Parties, any term not otherwise de- 
fined shall, unless the context otherwise re- 
quires, have the meaning which it has under 
the laws of that Contracting Party relating 
to the taxes which are the subject of the 
present Convention. 


ARTICLE III 


(1) For the purposes of the present Con- 
vention, the question whether a decedent 
was domiciled in any part of the territory 
of one of the Contracting Parties at the time 
of his death shall be determined in accord- 
ance with the law in force in that territory. 

(2) Where a person dies domiciled in any 
part of the territory of one Contracting 
Party, the situs of any rights or interests, 
legal or equitable, in or over any of the 
following classes of property which for the 
purposes of tax form part of the estate of 
such person or pass on his death, shall, for 
the purposes of the imposition of tax and 
for the purposes of the credit to be allowed 
under Article V, be determined exclusively 
in accordance with the following rules, but 
in cases not within such rules the situs of 
any such rights or interests shall be deter- 
mined for those purposes in accordance with 
the law relating to tax in force in the ter- 
ritory of the other Contracting Party: 

(a) Immoveble property shall be deemed 
to be situated at the place where such prop- 
erty is located; 

(b) Tangible movable property (other than 
such property for which specific provision 
is hereinafter made) and bank or currency 
notes, other forms of currency recognised 
as legal tender in the place of issue, negoti- 
able bills of exchange and negotiable prom- 
issory notes, shall be deemed to be situated 
at the place where such property, notes, cur- 
rency or documents are located at the time 
of death, or, if in transitu, at the place of 
destination; 

(c) Debts, secured or unsecured, other 
than the forms of indebtedness for which 
specific provision is made herein, shall be 
deemed to be situated at the place where 
the decedent was domiciled at the time of 
death; 

(d) Shares or stock in a corporation other 
than a municipal or governmental corpora- 
tion (including shares or stock held by a 
nominee where the beneficial ownership is 
evidenced by scrip certificates or otherwise) 
shall be deemed to be situated at the place 
in or under the laws of which such corpora- 
tion was created or organized; but, if such 
corporation was created or organized under 
the laws of the United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland or under the 
laws of Northern Ireland, and if the shares 
or stock of such corporation when registered 
on a branch register of such corporation kept 
in Ireland are deemed under the laws of the 
United Kingdom or of Northern Ireland and 
of Ireland to be assets situated in Ireland, 
such shares or stock shall be deemed to be 
assets situated in Ireland; 

(e) Moneys payable under a policy of 
assurance or insurance on the life of the 
decedent shall be deemed to be situated at 
the place where the decedent was domiciled 
at the time of death; 

(f) Ships and aircraft and shares thereof 
Shall be deemed to be situated at the place 
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of registration or documentation of the ship 
or aircraft; 

(g) Goodwill as a trade, business or profes- 
sional asset shall be deemed to be situated 
at the place where the trade, business or 
profession to which it pertains is carried on; 

(h, Patents, trademarks and designs shall 
be deemed to be situated at the place where 
they are registered; 

(i) Copyright, franchises, and rights or li- 
censes to use any copyrighted material, pat- 
ent, trademark or design shall be deemed to 
be situated at the place where the rights 
arising therefrom are exercisable; 

(j) Rights or causes of action ex delicto 
surviving for the benefit of an estate of a 
decedent shall be deemed to be situated at 
the place where such rights or causes of ac- 
tion arose; ‘ 

(k) Judgment debts shall be deemed to be 
situated at the place where the judgment is 
recorded: 
provided that if, apart from this paragraph, 
tax would be imposed by one Contracting 
Party on any property which is situated in 
its territory, this paragraph shall not apply 
to such property unless, by reason of its 
application or otherwise, tax is imposed or 
would but for some specific exemption be 
imposed thereon by the other Contracting 
Party. 

ARTICLE IV 

(1) In determining the amount on which 
tax is to be computed, permitted deductions 
shall be allowed in accordance with the law 
in force in the territory in which the tax is 
imposed. 

(2) Where tax is imposed by one Contract- 
ing Party on the death of a person who at 
the time of his death was not domiciled in 
any part of the territory of that Contracting 
Party but was domiciled in some part of the 
territory of the other Contracting Party, no 
account shall be taken in determining the 
amount or rate of such tax of property sit- 
uated outside the former territory: provided 
that this paragraph shall not apply as re- 
spects tax imposed— 

(a) In the United States in the case of a 
United States citizen dying domiciled in any 
part of Ireland; or 

(b) In Ireland in the case of property 
passing under a disposition governed by the 
law of Ireland. 

ARTICLE V 


(1) Where one Contracting Party imposes 
tay by reason of a decedent’s being domiciled 
in some part of its territory or being its 
national, that Party shall allow against so 
much of its tax (as otherwise computed) as 
is attributable to property situated in the 
territory of the other Contracting Party, a 
credit (not exceeding the amount of the tax 
so attributable) equal to so much of the tax 
iruposed in the territory of such other Party 
as is attributable to such property; but this 
paragraph shall not apply as respects any 
such property as is mentioned in paragraph 
(2) of this Article. Í 

(2) Where each Contracting Party imposes 
tax by reason of a decedent's being domi- 
ciled in some part of its territory, each Party 
shall allow against so much of its tax (as 
otherwise computed) as is attributable to 
property which is situated, or is deemed un- 
der paragraph (2) of Article III to be sit- 
uated, 

(a) in the territory of both Parties, or 

(b) outside both territories, 

a credit which bears the same proportion 
to the amount of its tax so attributable or 
to the amount of the other Party's tax at- 
tributable to the same property, whichever 
is the less, as the former amount bears to 
the sum of both amounts. 

(3) Where Ireland imposes duty on prop- 
erty passing under a disposition governed by 
its law, that Party shall allow a credit simi- 
es to that provided by paragraph (1) of this 

ticle. 


(4) For the purposes of this Article, the 
amount of the tax of a Contracting Party 
attributable to any property shall be ascer- 
tained after taking into account any credit, 
allowance or relief, or any remission or re- 
duction of tax, otherwise than in respect 
of tax payable in the territory of the other 
Contracting Party; and if, in respect of prop- 
erty situated outside the territories of both 
Parties, a Contracting Party allows against its 
tax a credit for tax payable in the country 
where the property is situated, that credit 
shall be taken into account in ascertaining, 
for the purposes of paragraph (2) of this 
Article, the amount of the tax of that Party 
attributable to the property. 


ARTICLE VI 


(1) Any claim far a credit or for a refund 
of tax founded on the provisions of the 
present Convention shall be made within 
six years from the date of the death of the 
decedent in respect of whose estate the 
claim is made, or, in the case of a reversion- 
ary interest where payment of tax is de- 
ferred until on or after the date on which 
the interest falls into possession, within six 
years from that date. 

(2) Any such refund shall be made with- 
out payment of interest on the amount so 
refunded, save to the extent to which in- 
terest was paid on the amount so refunded 
when the tax was paid. 


ARTICLE VII 


(1) The taxation authorities of the Con- 
tracting Parties shall exchange such infor- 
mation (being information available under 
the respective taxation laws of the Contract- 
ing Parties) as is necessary for carrying out 
the provisions of the present Convention or 
for the prevention of fraud or the adminis- 
tration of statutory provisions against legal 
avoidance in relation to the taxes which are 
the subject of the present Convention. Any 
information so exchanged shall be treated 
as secret and shall not be disclosed to any 
person other than those concerned with the 
assessment and collection of the taxes which 
are the subject of the present Convention. 
No information shall be exchanged which 
would disclose any trade secret or trade 
process. 

(2) As used in this Article, the term “taxa- 
tion authorities” means, in the case of the 
United States, the Commissioner of Internal 
Revenue or his authorized representative; in 
the case of Ireland, the Revenue Commis- 
sioners or their authorized representative. 


ARTICLE VIII 


(1) The present Convention shall be rati- 
fied and the instruments of ratification shall 
be exchanged at Washington, District of Co- 
lumbia, as soon as possible. 

(2) The present Convention shall come 
into force on the date of exchange of ratifi- 
cations and shall be effective only as to 

(a) the estates of persons dying on or 
after such date; and 

(b) the estate of any person dying before 
such date and after the last day of the cal- 
endar year immediately preceding such date 
whose personal representative elects, in such 
manner as may be prescribed, that the pro- 
visions of the present Convention shall be 
applied to such estate. 

ARTICLE IX 

(1) The present Convention shall remain 
in force for not less than three years after 
the date of its coming into force. 

(2) If not less than six months before the 
expiration of such period of three years, 
neither of the Contracting Parties shall have 
given to the other Contracting Party, 
through diplomatic channels, written notice 
of its intention to terminate the present 
Convention, the Convention shall remain in 
force after such period of three years until 
either of the Contracting Parties shall have 
given written notice of such intention, in 
which event the present Convention shall 
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not be effective as to the estates of persons 
dying on or after the date (not being earlier 
than the sixtieth day after the date of such 
notice) specified in such notice, or, if no 
date is specified, on or after the sixtieth day 
after the date of such notice. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the above-named 
Plenipotentiaries have signed the present 
Convention and have affixed thereto their 
seals. 

Done at Dublin, in duplicate, this 13th day 
of September, 1949. k 

For the Government of the United States 
of America: 

GEORGE A. GARRETT [SEAL] 

For the Government of Ireland: 

P. MCGILLIGAN 
SEÁN MACBRIDE [SEAL] 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
convention is open to amendment. If 
there is no amendment to be proposed, 
the convention will be reported to the 
Senate. 

The convention was reported to the 
Senate without amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
resolution of ratification will be read. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 

Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators pres- 
ent concurring therein), That the Senate 
advise and consent to the ratification of 
Executive E, Eighty-first Congress, second 
session, the convention between the United 
States and Ireland, for the avoidance of 
double taxation and the prevention of fiscal 
evasion with respect to taxes on the estates 
of deceased persons. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the resolution 
of ratification. [Putting the question.] 
Two-thirds of the Senators present con- 
curring therein, the resolution of ratifi- 
cation was agreed to, and the convention 
is ratified. 


IRELAND—CONVENTION FOR THE AVOID- 
ANCE OF DOUBLE TAXATION AND THE 
PREVENTION OF FISCAL EVASION WITH 
RESPECT TO TAXES ON INCOME 


The Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the con- 
vention (Executive F, 81st Cong., 2d 
sess.), a convention between the United 
States of America and Ireland for the 
avoidance of double taxation and the 
prevention of fiscal evasion with respect 
to taxes on income, signed at Dublin, 
Ireland, on September 13, 1949, which 
was read the second time, as follows: 

The Government of the United States of 
America and the Government of Ireland, 

Desiring to conclude a Convention for the 
avoidance ot double taxation and the pre- 
vention of fiscai evasion with respect to taxes 
on income, 

Have appointed for that purpose as their 
Plenipotentiaries: 

The Government of the United States of 
America: 

George A. Jarrett, Envoy Extraordinary 
and Minister Plenipotentiary of the United 
States of America at Dublin; 

The Government of Ireland: 

Patrick McGilligan, Minister for Finance; 

Seán MacBride, Minister for External Af- 
fairs; 

Who, having exhibited their respective full 
powers, found in good and due form, have 
agreed as follows: 

ARTICLE I 

(1) The taxes which are the subject of 
the present Convention are:— 

(a) In the United States of America: The 
Federal income taxes, including surtaxes 
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(hereinafter referred to as United States 
tax). 
(b) In Ireland: The income tax (including 
surtax) and the corporation profits tax 
(hereinafter referred to as Irish tax). 

(2) The present Convention shall also 
apply to any other taxes of a substantially 
similar character imposed by either Contract- 
ing Party subsequently to the date of sig- 
nature of the present Convention. 


ARTICLE II 


(1) In the present Convention, unless the 
context otherwise requires— 

(a) The term “United States” means the 
United States of America, and when used in 
# geographical sense means the States, the 
Territories of Alaska and of Hawaii, and the 
District of Columbia. 

(b) The term “Ireland” means the Repub- 
lic of Ireland and the term “Irish” has a 
corresponding meaning. 

(c) The terms “territory of one of the Con- 
tracting Parties” and “territory of the other 
Contracting Party” mean the United States 
or Ireland as the context requires. 

(d) The term “United States corporation” 
means a corporation, association or other 
like entity created or organised in or under 
the laws of the United States. 

(e) The term “Irish corporation” means 
any kind of juridical person created under 
the laws of Ireland. 

(f) The terms “corporation of one Con- 
tracting Party” and “corporation of the other 
Contracting Party” mean a United States 
corporation or an Irish corporation as the 
context requires. 

(g) The term “resident of Ireland” means 
any person (other than a citizen of the 
United States or a United States corporation) 
who is resident in Ireland for the purposes 
of Irish tax and not resident in the United 
States for the purposes of United States tax. 
A corporation is to be regarded as resident 
in Ireland if its business is managed and 
controlled in Ireland. 

(h) The term “resident of the United 
States” means any individual who is resident 
in the United States for the purposes of 
United States tax and not resident in Ireland 
for the purposes of Irish tax, and any United 
States corporation and any partnership cre- 
ated or organised in or under the laws of the 
United States, being a corporation or part- 
nership which is not resident in Ireland for 
the purposes of Irish tax. 

(i) The term “Irish enterprise” means an 
industrial or commercial enterprise or un- 
dertaking carried on by a resident of Ireland. 

(j) The term “United States enterprise” 
means an industrial or commercial enterprise 
or undertaking carried on by a resident of 
the United States. 

(k) The terms “enterprise of one of the 
Contracting Parties” and “enterprise of the 
other Contracting Party” mean a United 
States enterprise or an Irish enterprise, as the 
context requires. 

(1) The term “permanent establishment” 
when used with respect to an enterprise of 
one of the Contracting Parties means a 
branch, management, factory or other fixed 
place of business, but does not include an 
agency unless the agent has, and habitually 
exercises, a general authority to negotiate 
and conclude contracts on behalf of such 
enterprise or has a stock of merchandise from 
which he regularly fills orders on its behalf. 
An enterprise of one of the Contracting 
Parties shall not be deemed to have a per- 
manent establishment in the territory of the 
other Contracting Party merely because it 
carries on business dealings in the territory 
of such other Contracting Party through a 
bona fide commission agent or broker acting 
in the ordinary course of his business as 
such, The fact that an enterprise of one of 
the Contracting Parties maintains in the 
territory of the other Contracting Party a 
fixed place of business exclusively for the 
purchase of goods or merchandise shall not of 
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itself constitute such fixed place of business 
a permanent establishment of such enter- 
prise. The fact that a corporation of one 
Contracting Party has a subsidiary corpora- 
tion which is a corporation of the other Con- 
tracting Party or which is engaged in trade 
or business in the territory of such other 
Contracting Party (whether through a per- 
manent establishment or otherwise) shall 
not of itself constitute that subsidiary cor- 
poration a permanent establishment of its 
parent corporation, 

(2) For the purposes of Article VI, VII, 
VII. IX and XIV a resident of Ireland shall 
not be deemed to be engaged in trade or 
business in the United States in any taxable 
year unless such resident has a permanent 
establishment situated therein in such tax- 
able year. The same principle shall be ap- 
plied, mutatis mutandis, by Ireland in the 
case of a resident of the United States. 

(3) In the application of the provisions of 
the present Convention by one of the Con- 
tracting Parties any term not otherwise de- 
fined shall, unless the context otherwise re- 
quires, have the meaning which it has under 
the laws of that Contracting Party relating 
to the taxes which are the subject of the 
present Convention. 


ARTICLE II 


(1) An Irish enterprise shall not be subject 
to United States tax in respect of its indus- 
trial or commercial profits unless it is en- 
gaged in trade or business in the United 
States through a permanent establishment 
situated therein. If it is so engaged, United 
States tax may be imposed upon the entire 
income of such enterprise from all sources 
within the United States. 

(2) A United States enterprise shall not 
be subject to Irish tax in respect of its indus- 
trial or commercial profits unless it is en- 
gaged in trade or business in Ireland through 
a permanent establishment situated therein, 
If it is so engaged, Irish tax may be imposed 
upon the entire income of such enterprise 
from all sources within Ireland. 

(3) Where an enterprise of one of the Con- 
tracting Parties is engaged in trade or busi- 
ness in the territory of the other Contracting 
Party through a permanent establishment 
situated therein, there shall be attributed to 
such permanent establishment the industrial 
or commercial profits which it might be ex- 
pected to derive if it were an independent 
enterprise engaged in the same or similar 
activities under the same or similar condi- 
tions and dealing at arm’s length with the 
enterprise of which it is a permanent estab- 
lishment, and the profits so attributed shall, 
subject to the law of such other Contracting 
Party, be deemed to be income from sources 
within the territory of such other Contract- 
ing Party. 

(4) In determining the industrial or com- 
mercial profits from sources within the ter- 
ritory of one of the Contracting Parties of 
an enterprise of the other Contracting Party, 
no profits shall be deemed to arise from the 
mere purchase of goods or merchandise with- 
in the territory of the former Contracting 
Party by such enterprise. 


ARTICLE IV 


Where an enterprise of one of the Con- 
tracting Parties, by reason of its participation 
in the management, control or capital of an 
enterprise of the other Contracting Party, 
makes with or imposes on the latter, in their 
commercial or financial relations, conditions 
different from those which would be made 
with an independent enterprise, any profits 
which would normally have accrued to one 
of the enterprises but by reason of those 
conditions have not so accrued, may be in- 
cluded in the profits of that enterprise and 
taxed accordingly. 


ARTICLE V 


(1) Notwithstanding the provisions of 
Articles III and IV of the present Convention, 
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profits which an individual resident of Ire« 
land or an Irish corporation derives from 
operating ships documented or aircraft reg- 
istered under the laws of Ireland, shall be 
exempt from United States tax. 

(2) Notwithstanding the provisions of 
Articles III and IV of the present Convention, 
profits which a citizen of the United States 
not resident in Ireland or a United States 
corporation derive from operating ships doc- 
umented or aircraft registered under the 
laws of the United States, shall be exempt 
from Irish tax. Í 

(3) This Article shall not be deemed to 
affect the arrangement between Ireland and' 
the United States, providing for reciprocal 
exemption of shipping profits from income 
tax, effected between the Government of the 
United States and the Government of Ireland 
by exchange of Notes dated August 24, 1933, 
and January 8, 1934. 


ARTICLE VI 


(1) The rate of United States tax on divi- 
dends derived from a United States corpora- 
tion by a resident of Ireland who is subject 
to Irish tax on such dividends and not en- 
gaged in trade or business in the United 
States shall not exceed 15 per cent: provided 
that such rate of tax shall not exceed five 
per cent if such resident is a corporation 
controlling, directly or indirectly, at least 95 
per cent of the entire voting power in the 
corporation paying the dividend, and not 
more than 25 per cent of the gross income 
of such paying corporation is derived from 
interest and dividends, other than interest 
and dividends received from its own sub- 
sidiary corporations. Such reduction of the 
rate to five per cent shall not apply if the 
relationship of the two corporations has 
been arranged or is maintained primarily 
with the intention of securing such reduced 
rate. 

(2) Dividends derived from sources within 
Ireland by an individual who is (a) a resi- 
dent of the United States, (b) subject to 
United States tax with respect to such divi- 
dends, and (c) not engaged in trade or busi- 
ness in Ireland, shall be exempt from Irish 
surtax. 

(3) Either of the Contracting Parties may 
terminate this Article by giving written 
notice of termination to the other Contract- 
ing Party, through diplomatic channels, on 
or before the thirtieth day of June in any 
calendar year after the calendar year in 
which the exchange of the instruments of 
ratification takes place and in such event 
paragraph (1) hereof shall cease to be effec- 
tive as to United States tax on and after the 
first day of January, and paragraph (2) 
hereof shall cease to be effective as to Irish 
tax on and after the 6th day of April, in the 
calendar year next following that in which 
such notice is given. 

ARTICLE VII 

(1) Interest (on bonds, securities, notes, 
debentures, or on any other form of in- 
debtedness) derived from sources within the 
United States by a resident of Ireland who 
is subject to Irish tax on such interest and 
not engaged in trade or business in the 
United States, shall be exempt from United 
States tax; but such exemption shall not 
apply to such interest paid by a United 
States corporation to a corporation resident 
in Ireland controlling, directly or indirectly, 
more than 50 per cent of the entire voting 
power in the paying corporation. 

(2) Interest (on bonds, securities, notes, 
debentures, or on any other form of in- 
debtedness) derived from sources within Ire- 
land by a resident of the United States who 
is subject to United States tax on such in- 
terest and not engaged in trade or business 
in Ireland, shall be exempt from Irish tax; 
but such exemption shall not apply to such 
interest paid by a corporation resident in 
Ireland to a United States corporation con- 
trolling, directly or indirectly, more than 50 
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per cent of the entire voting power in the 
paying corporation. 
ARTICLE VIII 


(1) Royalties and other amounts paid as 
consideration for the use of, or for the privi- 
lege of using, copyrights, patents, designs, 
secret processes and formulae, trademarks, 
and other like property, and derived from 
sources within the United States by a resi- 
dent of Ireland who is subject to Irish tax on 
such royalties or other amounts and not en- 
gaged in trade or business in the United 
States, shall be exempt from United 
States tax. 

(2) Royalties and other amounts paid as 
consideration for the use of, or for the privi- 
lege of using, copyrights, patents, designs, 
secret processes and formulae, trademarks, 
and other like property, and derived from 
sources within Ireland by a resident of the 
United States who is subject to United States 
tax on such royalties or other amounts and 
not engaged in trade or business in Ireland 
shall be exempt from Irish tax. 

(3) For the purposes of this Article, the 
term “royalties” shall be deemed to include 
rentals in respect of motion picture films. 


ARTICLE IX 


(1) The rate of United States tax on royal- 
ties in respect of the operation of mines or 
quarries or of other extraction of natural re- 
sources, and on rentals from real property or 
from an interest in such property, derived 
from sources within the United States by a 
resident of Ireland who is subject to Irish 
tax with respect to such royalties or rentals 
and not engaged in trade or business in the 
United States, shall not exceed 15 per cent: 
provided that any such resident may elect 
for any taxable year to be subject to United 
States tax as if such resident were engaged 
in trade or business in the United States. 

(2) Royalties in respect of the operation 
of mines or quarries or of other extraction of 
natural resources, and rentals from real 
property or from an interest in such property, 
derived from sources within Ireland by an 
individual who is (a) a resident of the United 
States, (b) subject to United States tax with 
respect to such royalties and rentals, and 
(c) not engaged in trade or business in Ire- 
land, shall be exempt from Irish surtax. 


ARTICLE X 


(1) Any salary, wage, similar remunera- 
tion, or pension, paid by the Government of 
the United States to an individual (other 
than a citizen of Ireland who is not also a 
citizen of the United States) in respect of 
services rendered to the United States in the 
discharge of governmental functions, shall 
be exempt from Irish tax. 

(2) Any salary, wage, similar remunera- 
tion, or pension, paid by the Government of 
Treland to an individual (other than a citizen 
of the United States who is not also a citizen 
of Ireland) in respect of services rendered to 
Ireland in the discharge of governmental 
functions, shall be exempt from United 
States tax. 

(3) The provisions of this Article shall 
not apply to payments in respect of services 
rendered in connection with any trade or 
business carried on by either of the Contract- 
ing Parties for purposes of profit. 

ARTICLE XI 

(1) An individual who is a resident of 
Ireland shall be exempt from United States 
tax upon compensation for personal (in- 
cluding professional) services performed 
during the taxable year within the United 
States if (a) he is present within the United 
States for a period or periods not exceeding 
in the aggregate 183 days during such tax- 
able year, and (b) such services are per- 
formed for or on behalf of a person resident 
in Ireland. 

(2) An individual who is a resident of the 
United States shall be exempt from Irish 


tax upon profits, emoluments or other re- 
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muneration in respect of personal (including 
professional) services performed within Ire- 
land in any year of assessment if (a) he 
is present within Ireland for a period or 
periods not exceeding in the aggregate 183 
days during that year, and (b) such serv- 
ices are performed for or on behalf of a 
person resident in the United States. 
ARTICLE XII 

(1) Any pension (other than a pension 
to which Article X applies), and any life 
annuity, derived from sources within the 
United States by an individual who is a 
resident of Ireland shall be exempt from 
United States tax. 

(2) Any pension (other than a pension 
to which Article X applies), and any life 
annuity, derived from sources within Ire- 
land by an individual who is a resident of 
the United States shall be exempt from Irish 
tax. 

(3) The term “life annuity” means a 
stated sum payable periodically at stated 
times, during life or during a specified or 
ascertainable period of time, under an ob- 
ligation to make the payments in consider- 
ation of money paid. 


ARTICLE XIII 


(1) Subject to section 131 of the United 
States Internal Revenue Code as in effect 
on the day on which this Convention shall 
have come into effect, Irish tax shall be 
allowed as a credit against United States tax. 
For this purpose, the recipient of a dividend 
paid by a corporation which is a resident 
of Ireland shall be deemed to have paid 
the Irish income tax appropriate to such 
dividend if such recipient elects to include 
in his gross income for the purposes of 
United States tax the amount of such Irish 
income tax. For the purposes only of this 
Article, income derived from sources in the 
United Kingdom by an individual who is 
resident in Ireland shall be deemed to be 
income from sources in Ireland if such in- 
come is not subject to United Kingdom in- 
come tax. 

(2) Subject to such provisions (which 
shall not affect the general principle hereof) 
as may be enacted in Ireland, United States 
tax payable in respect of income from sources 
within the United States shall be allowed 
as a credit against any Irish tax payable in 
respect of that income. Where such income 
is an ordinary dividend paid by a United 
States corporation, such credit shall take 
into account (in addition to any United 
States income tax deducted from or imposed 
on such dividend) the United States income 
tax imposed on such corporation in respect 
of its profits, and where it is a dividend paid 
on participating preference shares and repre- 
senting both a dividend at the fixed rate to 
which the shares are entitled and an addi- 
tional participation in profits, such tax on 
profits shall likewise be taken into account 
insofar as the dividend exceeds such fixed 
rate. 

(3) For the purposes of this Article, com- 
pensation, profits, emoluments and other 
remuneration for personal (including pro- 
fessional) services shall be deemed to be in- 
come from sources within the territory of 
the Contracting Party where such services 
are performed. 


ARTICLE XIV 


A resident of Ireland not engaged in trade 
or business in the United States shall be 
exempt from United States tax on gains 
from the sale or exchange of capital assets. 


ARTICLE XV 


(1) Dividends and interest paid, on or 
after the first day of January in the calendar 
year in which the exchange of instruments 
of ratification takes place, by an Irish cor- 
poration shall be exempt from United States 
tax except where the recipient is a citizen 
of or a resident in the United States or a 
United States corporation. 
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(2) Dividends and interest paid, on or 
after the 6th day of April of the first year 
of assessment specified in Article XXII (2) 
(b) (i) of this Convention, by a United 
States corporation shall be exempt from 
Irish tax except where the recipient is a 
resident of Ireland. 


ARTICLE XVI 


An Irish corporation shall be exempt from 
United States tax on its accumulated or un- 
distributed earnings, profits, income, or sur- 
plus, if individuals who are residents of Ire- 
land control, directly or indirectly, through- 
out the latter half of the taxable year, more 
then 50 percent of the entire voting power 
in such corporation. 


ARTICLE XVII 


(1) The United States income tax liability 
for any taxable year beginning prior to Janu- 
ary 1, 1936, of any individual (other than a 
citizen of the United States) resident in 
Ireland, or of any Irish corporation, remain- 
ing unpaid on the date of signature of the 
present Convention, may be adjusted on a 
basis satisfactory to the United States Com- 
missioner of Internal Revenue: provided that 
the amount to be paid in settlement of such 
liability shall not exceed the amount of the 
liability which would have been determined 
ee 

(a) the United States Revenue Act of 1936 
(except in the case of an Irish corporation 
in which more than 50 per cent of the entire 
voting power was controlled, directly or in- 
directly, throughout the latter half of the 
taxable year, by citizens or residents of the 
United States), and 

(b) Articles XV and XVI of the present 
Convention, 
had been in effect for such year. If the tax- 
payer was not, within the meaning of such 
Revenue Act, engaged in trade or business in 
the United States and had no office or place 
of business therein during the taxable year, 
the amount of interest and penalties shall 
not exceed 50 per cent of the amount of the 
tax with respect to which such interest and 
penalties have been computed. 

(2) The United States income tax unpaid 
on the date of signature of the present Con- 
vention for any taxable year beginning after 
the thirty-first day of December, 1935, and 
prior to the first day of January in the cal- 
endar year in which the exchange of instru- 
ments of ratification takes place in the case 
of an individual resident of Ireland, or in 
the case of any Irish corporation shall be de- 
termined as if the provisions of Article XV 
and XVI of the present Convention had been 
in effect for such taxable year. 

(3) The provisions of paragraph (1) of this 
Article shall not apply— 

(a) unless the taxpayer files with the Com- 
missioner of Internal Revenue on or before 
the thirty-first day of December of the sec- 
ond calendar year following the calendar 
year in which the exchange of the instru- 
ments of ratification takes place a request 
that such tax liability be so adjusted and 
furnishes such information as the Com- 
missioner may require; or 

(b) in any case in which the Commission- 
er is satisfied that any deficiency in tax is 
due to fraud with intent to evade the tax. 


ARTICLE XVIII 


A professor or teacher from the territory 
of one of the Contracting Parties who visits 
the territory of the other Contracting Party 
for the purpose of teaching, for a period not 
exceeding two years, at a university, college, 
school or other educational institution in the 
territory of such other Contracting Party 
shall be exempted by such other Contracting 
Party from tax on his remuneration for 
such teaching for such period. 


ARTICLE XIX 


A student or business apprentice from the 
territory of one of the Contracting Parties 
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who is receiving full-time education or train- 
ing in the territory of the other Contracting 
Party shall be exempted by such other Con- 
tracting Party from tax on payments made 
to him by persons within the territory of the 
former Contracting Party for the purposes 
of his maintenance, education or training. 


ARTICLE XX 


(1) The taxation authorities of the Con- 
tracting Parties shall exchange such in- 
formation (being information available un- 
der the respective taxation laws of the Con- 
tracting Parties) as is necessary for carrying 
out the provisions of the present Convention 
or for the prevention of fraud or the admin- 
istration of statutory provisions against legal 
avoidance in relation to the taxes which are 
the subject of the present Convention. Any 
information so exchanged shall be treated 
as secret and shall not be disclosed to any 
person other than those concerned with the 
assessment and collection of the taxes which 
are the subject of the present Convention. 
No information shall be exchanged which 
would disclose any trade secret or trade 
process. 

(2) As used in this Article, the term “tax- 
ation authorities” means, in the case of the 
United States, the Commissioner of Internal 
Revenue or his authorised representative 
and, in the case of Ireland, the Revenue 
Commissioners or their authorised repre- 
sentative. 

ARTICLE XXI 


(1) The nationals of one of the Contract- 
ing Parties shall not, while resident in the 
territory of the other Contracting Party, be 
subjected therein to other or more burden- 
some taxes than are the nationals of such 
other Contracting Party resident in its ter- 
ritory. 

(2) The term “nationals” as used in this 
Article means— 

(a) in relation to Ireland, all citizens of 
Ireland: and š 

(b) in relation to the United States 
United States citizens; 
and includes all legal persons, partnerships 
and associations deriving their status as 
such from, or created or organized under, 
the laws in force in any territory of the 
Contracting Parties to which the present 
Convention applies. 

ARTICLE XXII 

(1) The present Convention shall be rati- 
fied and the instruments of ratification shall 
be exchanged at Washington, District of 
Columbia, as soon as possible. 

(2) Upon exchange of ratifications, the 
present Convention shall have effect— 

(a) as respects United States tax, for the 
taxable years beginning on or after the first 
day of January in the calendar year in which 
the exchange of instruments of ratification 
takes place; 

(b) (i) as respects Irish income tax, for 
the year of assessment beginning on the 6th 
day of April in the calendar year in which 
the exchange of instruments of ratification 
takes place and subsequent years; (11) as 
respects Irish surtax, for the year of assess- 
ment beginning on the 6th day of April im- 
mediately preceding the calendar year in 
which the exchange of instruments of ratifi- 
cation takes place, and subsequent years; 
and (iii) as respects Irish corporation profits 
tax, for any chargeable accounting period 
beginning on or after the first day of April 
in the calendar year in which the exchange 
of instruments of ratification takes place, 
and for the unexpired portion of any charge- 
able accounting period current at that date. 

ARTICLE XXIII 

(1) The present Convention shall continue 
in effect indefinitely but either of the Con- 
tracting Parties may, on or before the 30th 
day of June in any calendar year following 
the calendar year in which the exchange of 
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instruments of ratification takes place, give 
to the other Contracting Party, through dip- 
lomatic channels, notice of termination and, 
in such event, the present Convention shall 
cease to be effective— 

(a) as respects United States tax, for the 
taxable years beginning on or after the first 
day of January in the calendar year next 
following that in which such notice is given; 

(b) (i) as respects Irish income tax, for 
any year of assessment beginning on or after 
the 6th day of April in the calendar year next 
following that in which such notice is given; 
(ii) as respects Irish surtax, for any year of 
assessment beginning on or after the 6th 
day of April in the calendar year in which 
such notice is given; and (ili) as respects 
Irish corporation profits tax, for any charge- 
able accounting period beginning on or after 
the first day of April in the calendar year 
next following that in which such notice is 
given and for the unexpired portion of any 
chargeable accounting period current at that 
date. 

(2) The termination of the present Con- 
vention or of any Article thereof shall not 
have the effect of reviving any treaty or ar- 
rangement abrogated by the present Con- 
vention or by treaties previously concluded 
between the Contracting Parties. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the above-named 
Plenipotentiaries have signed the present 
Convention and have affixed therto their 
seals. 

Done in Dublin, in duplicate, this 13th 
day of September, 1949. 

For the Government of the United States 
of America: 

GEORGE A. GARRETT [SEAL] 

For the Government of Ireland: 

P. MCGILLIGAN 
SEAN MacBRIDE [SEAL] 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The con- 
vention is before the Senate and open to 
amendment. If there be no amendment 
to be proposed, the convention will be 
reported to the Senate. 

The convention was reported to the 
Senate without amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
resolution of ratification with the reser- 
vations will be read. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 

Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators pre- 
sent concurring therein), That the Senate 
advise and consent to the ratification of ex- 
ecutive F, Eighty-first Congress, second ses- 
sion, the convention between the United 
States and Ireland, for the avoidance of 
double taxation and the prevention of fiscal 
evasion with respect to taxes on income, sub- 
ject to the following reservations: 

The Government of the United States of 
America does not accept article XIV of the 
convention, relating to the exemption of 
residents of Ireland from United States tax 
on capital gains. 

The Government of the United States of 
America does not accept article XVI of the 
convention, relating to the exemption of 
Irish corporations from United States tax on 
accumulated or undistributed earnings, 
profits, income, or surplus. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the reserva- 
tions to the resolution of ratification. 

The reservations were agreed to. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The. 


question is on agreeing to the resolution 
of ratification with the reservations. 
[Putting the question.] Two-thirds of 
the Senators present concurring therein, 
the resolution of ratification, with the 
reservations, is agreed to, and the con- 


vention is ratified. 


SEPTEMBER 17 


GREECE—CONVENTION WITH RESPECT 
TO TAXES ON THE ESTATES OF DE- 
CEASED PERSONS 


The Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the con- 
vention (Executive K, 81st Cong., 2d 
sess.) a convention between the United 
States of America and the Kingdom of 
Greece for the avoidance of double taxa- 
tion and the prevention of fiscal evasion 
with respect to taxes on the estates of 
deceased persons, signed at Athens on 
February 20, 1950, which was read the 
second time, as follows: 


The Government of the United States of 
America and the Government of the King- 
dom of Greece, desiring to conclude a Con- 
vention for the avoidance of double taxation 
and the prevention of fiscal evasion with re- 
spect to taxes on the estates of deceased per- 
sons, have appointed for that purpose as 
their rcspective Plenipotentiaries: 

The Government of the United States of 
America: The Honorable Henry F. Grapy, 
Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipoten- 
tiary of the United States of America to 
Greece, and 5 

The Government of the Kingdom of 
Greece: His Excellency PANAYOTIS PIPINELIS, 
Minister of Foreign Affairs, who having ex- 
hibited their respective full powers, found 
in good and due form, have agreed as fol- 
lows: 

ARTICLE 1 

(1) The taxes which are the subject of the 
present Convention are: 

(a) In the case of the United States of 
America: the Federal estate tax, and 

(b) In the case of Greece: the tax on in- 
heritances. 

(2) The present Convention is concluded 
with reference to United States and Greek 
law in force on the day of its signature. 
Accordingly, if these laws are appreciably 
modified, the competent authorities of the 
two States will consult together for the pur- 
pose of adapting the provisions of the pres- 
ent Convention to such changes. 


ARTICLE II 


(1, In the present Convention: 

(a) The term “United States” means the 
United States of America, and, for the ap- 
plication of this Convention, includes the 
States, the Territories of Alaska and Hawaii, 
and the District of Columbia. 

(b) The term “Greece” means the terri- 
tories of the Kingdom of Greece. 

(c) The term “tax” means the Greek tax 
on inheritances or the Federal estate tax of 
the United States, as the context requires. 

(d) The term “competent authorities” 
means, in the case of the United States, the 
Commissioner of Internal Revenue or his 
duly authorized representative, and, in the 
case of Greece, the General Director of Direct 
Taxes or his duly authorized representative. 

(2) In the application of the provisions of 
the present Convention by either of the Con- 
tracting States, any term which is not defined 
in the present Convention shall, unless the 
context otherwise requires, have the meaning 
which that term has under the laws of such 
Contracting State relating to the taxes which 
ar? the subject of the present Convention. 

ARTICLE II 

(1) Immovable property situated in Greece 
shall be exempt from the application of the 
taxes imposed by the United States, 

(2) Immovable property situated in the 
United States shall be exempt from the ap- 
plication of the taxes imposed by Greece. 

(3) The question whether rights relating 
to or secured by immovable property are to 
be considered as immovable property for the 
purposes of the present Convention shall be 
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determined in accordance with the laws of 
the Contracting State imposing the tax. 


ARTICLE IV 


(1) For the purposes of the present Con- 
vention, the question whether a decendent 
was domiciled in the territory of one of the 
Contracting States at the time of his death 
shall be determined in conformity with the 
laws in force in that territory. 

(2) In the case of a person domiciled in 
the territory of one of the Contracting States, 
the situs of any of the following property or 
property rights shall, for the purpose of the 
imposition of the tax and for the purpose 
of the credit provided for in Article VI, be 
determined exclusively in accordance with 
the following rules: 

(a) Corporeal movable property, except as 
hereinafter prescribed, as well as bank notes, 
any other kind of money which is legal 
tender at the place of issuance, and bearer 
checks, shall be deemed to be situated where 
it is physically located at the time of the 
decedent’s death. 

(b) Ships and aircraft shall be deemed to 
be situated at the place of documentation 
or registration of the ship or aircraft. 

(c) The good will of a business firm or the 
good will attached to the practice of one of 
the liberal professions shall be deemed to be 
situated where the business is carried on 
or the profession is practiced. 

(d) Patents, trade-marks and designs shall 
be deemed to be situated at the place where 
they are registered. 

(e) Copyrights and rights or licenses to 
use any copyrighted material, patent, trade- 
mark or design shall be deemed to be sit- 
uated at the place where the rights arising 
therefrom are exercisable. 

() Shares in a corporation (including 
shares held by a nominee for the benefit of 
the decedent) shall be deemed to be sit- 
uated at the place under the laws of which 
such corporation was created or organized. 

(g) Bills of exchange shall be deemed to 
be situated at the place of the drawee's resi- 
dence, negotiable promissory notes at the 
place of residence of the maker, and checks 


payable to a designated payee at the place. 


of such payee’s residence. 

(h) Claims secured by a mortgage on im- 
movable property or on ships shall be deemed 
to be situated at the place where, in ac- 
cordance with the provisions of the present 
Convention, the immovable property or the 
ship is deemed to be situated. 

(i) Bonds, bank deposits, and claims of 
any other nature, secured or unsecured, and 
other property not otherwise mentioned here- 
inbefore, shall be deemed to be situated in 
the State in which the deceased person was 
domiciled at the time of his death. 


ARTICLE V 


The Contracting State which imposes tax 


in the case of a decedent who, at the time 
of his death, was not a citizen or subject 
of such Contracting State and was not domi- 
ciled in its territory, but was a citizen or 
subject of the other Contracting State or 
was domiciled in the territory of such other 
Contracting State: 

(a) shall allow every abatement, exemp- 
tion, deduction, or credit (except the marital 
deduction provided by the United States 
Revenue Act of 1948), which would be appli- 
cable under its law if the decedent had been 
domiciled in its territory, in an amount not 
less than the proportion thereof which the 
value of the porperty, situated according to 
Article IV in such State and subject to the 
tax of such State, bears to the value of the 
property which would have been subject to 
the tax of such State if the decedent had 
been domiciled in its territory, and 

(b) shall (except for the purpose of the 
subparagraph (a) of this Article and for the 
purpose of any other proportionate allow- 
ance otherwise provided) take no account 
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of property situated according to Article IV 
outside its territory in determining the 
amount or rate of tax. 

ARTICLE VI 

(1) The Contracting State imposing tax 
in the case of a deceased person who, at the 
time of his death, was domiciled in such 
State or was a citizen or subject thereof, 
shall allow against its tax a credit for the 
amount of the tax imposed by the other 
Contracting State with respect to property 
situated in the territory of such other Con- 
tracting State and included for tax purposes 
by both States, but the amount of credit 
shall not exceed the portion of the tax im- 
posed by the former State which is attribu- 
table to such property. No credit shall be 
allowed under this paragraph for property 
which is situated or deemed to be situated 
in both Contracting States. 

(2) If the decedent is regarded by each 
of the Contracting States as having been 
domiciled in its own territory at the time 
of his death, each State shall allow against 
its tax a credit for the part of the tax pur- 
poses by both States and situated or deemed 
to be situated outside both territories. The 
credit authorized by this paragraph shall be 
equal to the amount of tax imposed with 
respect to such property by the State im- 
posing the smaller tax, and shall be divided 
between the two States in proportion to the 
amount of tax imposed by each of the two 
Contracting States with respect to such 
property. 

(3) For the purposes of this Article, the 


amount of the tax of each Contracting State, 


attributable to any designated property shall 
be ascertained after taking into account any 
applicable abatement, credit, remission, dim- 
inution, or increase, as provided by its law, 
other than any credit authorized by this 
Article. 
ARTICLE VII 
(1) Any claim for a credit or a refund of 
tax founded on the provisions of the present 
Convention shall be made within a period 
of five years from the date of the termina- 
tion of the period during which the return 
is required to be filed under the applicable 
law of the respective Contracting States. 
(2) Any such refund shall be made with- 
out payment of interest on the amount so 
refunded. 
ARTICLE VIII 


The competent authorities of the Con- 


tracting States shall exchange such infor-. 


mation (being information which such au- 
thorities have at their disposal) as is neces- 
sary for carrying out the provisions of the 
present Convention or for the prevention 
of fraud or the administration of statutory 
provisions against legal avoidance in rela- 
tion to the taxes which are the subject of 
the present Convention. Any information 
so exchanged shall be treated as secret and 
shall not be disclosed to any person other 
than those concerned with the assessment 
and collection of the taxes which are the 
subject of the present Convention. No in- 
formation shall be exchanged which would 
disclose a technical secret or process relating 
to trade, industry, business, or a profession. 


ARTICLE IX 


(1) The Contracting States undertake to 
lend assistance and support to each other in 
the collection of the taxes which are the 
subject of the present Convention, together 
with interest, costs, and additions to the 
taxes and fines not being of a penal char- 
acter. 

(2) In the case of applications for collec- 
tion of taxes, revenue claims of each of 
the Contracting States which have been 
finally determined may be accepted for en- 
forcement by the other Contracting State 
and collected in that State as though such 
taxes were taxes finally imposed, due and 
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payable to that State. The State to which 
application is made shall not be required to 
enforce executory measures for which there 
is no provision in the law of the State mak- 
ing the application. 

(3) Any application shall be accompanied 
by cocuments establishing that under the 
laws of the State making the application the 
taxes have been finally determined. 

(4) The assistance provided for in this 
Article shall not be accorded with respect to 
the citizens or subjects, or estates of citi- 
zens or subjects, of the State to which appli- 
cation is made, except where such citizen 
or subject or estate is entitled under Article 
VI of the present Convention to a credit for 
the avoidance of double taxation. 


ARTICLE X 


(1; In no case the provisions of Articles 
VIII and IX be construed so as to impose 
upon either of the Contracting States the 
obligation: 

(a) to carry out administrative measures 
at variance with the regulatiors and practice 
of either Contracting State, or 

(b) to supply information which is not 
procurable under its own legislation or that 
of the Stat) making application. 

(2) The State to which application is made 
for information or assistance shall comply 
as soon as possible with the request ad- 
dressed to it. Nevertheless, such State may 
refuse to comply with the request for reasons 
of public policy or if compliance would in- 
volve disclosure of a technical secret or 
process relating to trade, industry, business, 
or a profession. In such case, it shall in- 
form, as soon as possible, the State making 
the application. 

ARTICLE XI 

(1) The authorities of each of the Con- 
tracting States, in accordance with the prac- 
tices of that State, may prescribe regulations 
necessary to carry out the provisions of the 
present Convention. 

(2) With respect to the provisions of the 
present Convention relating to exchange of 
information and mutual assistance in the 
collection of taxes, the Contracting States 
may, in accordance with their respective 
practices, prescribe rules concerning matters 
of procedure, conversion of currency, disposi- 
tion of amounts collected, minimum 
amounts subject to collection, and related 
matters. 

ARTICLE XII 

When the action of the revenue authorities 
of the Contracting States has resulted or 
will result in double taxation contrary to 
the provisions of the present Convention, 
the taxpayer shall be entitled to lodge a 
claim with the State of which he is a citizen 
or subject or, if he is not a citizen or subject 
of either the Contracting States, with the 
State of which he is a resident, or, if the 
taxpayer is a corporation, with the State in 
which it is created or organized. Should 
the claim be upheld, the competent authority 
of such State shall undertake to come to an 
agreement with the competent authority of 
the other State with a view to equitable 
avoidance of the double taxation in question. 

ARTICLE XII 


(1) The present Convention shall be rati- 
fied and the instruments of ratification shall 
be exchanged at Athens as soon as possible. 

(2) The present Convention shall become 
effective on the day of the exchange of in- 
struments of ratification and shall be appli- 
cable solely to estates or inheritances in the 
case of persons who die on or after that 
date. It shall continue effective for a pe- 
riod of five years beginning with that date 
and indefinitely after that period, but may 
be terminated by either of the Contracting 
States at the end of that five-year period or 
at any time thereafter, provided that at least 
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six months’ prior notice of termination has 
been given, the termination to .ecome effec- 
tive on the first day of January following 
the expiration of the six-month period. 
Donz at Athens, in duplicate, in the Eng- 
lish and Greek languages, the two texts hav- 
ing equal authenticity, this 20th day of Feb- 
ruary, 1950. 
For the Government of the United States 
of America 
Henry F. GRADY [SEAL] 
For the Government of the Kingdom of 
Greece 
PAN. PIPINELIS [SEAL] 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
convention is before the Senate and 
open to amendment. If there be no 
amendment to be proposed, the conven- 
tion will be reported to the Senate. 

The convention was reported to the 
Senate without amendment, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The res- 
olution of ratification with the reserva- 
tion will be read. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 

Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators pres- 
ent concurring therein), That the Senate 
advise and consent to the ratification of 
Executive K, Eighty-first Congress, second 
session, the convention between the United 
States and Greece, for the avoidance of dou- 
ble taxation and the prevention of fiscal 
evasion with respect to taxes on the estates 
of deceased persons, subject to the following 
reservation: 

The Government of the United States of 
America does not accept article IX of the 
convention, relating to reciprocal assistance 
in the collection of taxes, 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the reserva- 
tion to the resolution of ratification. 

The reservation was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the resolution 
of ratification with the reservation. 
{Putting the question.] Two-thirds of 
the Senators present concurring therein, 
the resolution of ratification, with the 
reservation, is agreed to, and the con- 
vention is ratified. 


GREECE—CONVENTION FOR THE AVOID- 
ANCE OF DOUBLE TAXATION AND THE 
PREVENTION OF FISCAL EVASION WITH 
RESPECT TO TAXES ON INCOME 


The Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the Con- 
vention (Executive L, 81s“ Cong., 2d 
sess.), a convention between the United 
States of America and Greece for the 
avoidance of double taxation and the 
prevention of fiscal evasion with respect 
to taxes on income, signed at Athens on 
February 20, 1950, which was read the 
second time, as follows: 

The Government of the United States of 
America and the Government of the Kingdom 
of Greece, desiring to conclude a Convention 
for the avoidance of double taxation and the 
prevention of fiscal evasion with respect to 
taxes on income, have appointed for that 
purpose as their Plenipotentiaries: 

The Government of the United States of 
America: The Honorable HENRY F. GRADY, 
Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipoten- 
tiary of the United States of America to 
Greece, and 

The Government of the Kingdom of 
Greece: His Excellency PANAYOTIS PIPINELIs, 
Minister of Foreign Affairs, who having ex- 
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hibited their respective full powers, found 
in good and due form, have agreed as follows: 
ARTICLE I 

(1) The taxes which are the subject of 
the present Convention are: 

(a) In the case of the United States of 
America: the Federal income tax, including 
surtaxes (hereinafter referred to as United 
States tax). 

(b) In the case of the Kingdom of Greece: 
the income tax, including the schedular or 
enalytical tax, the complementary tax and 
the professional or business tax (hereinafter 
referred to as Greek tax). 

(2) The present Convention shall also 
apply to any other taxes of a substantially 
similar character imposed by either Con- 
tracting State subsequently to the date of 
signature of the present Convention. 


ARTICLE II 


(1) In the present Convention, unless the 
context otherwise requires— 

(a) The term “United States” means the 
United States of America and when used in 
a geographical sense means the States, the 
Territories of Alaska and Hawaii, and the 
District of Columbia. 

(b) The term “Greece” means the terri- 
tories of the Kingdom of Greece. 

(c) The term “United States Corpora- 
tion” means a corporation, association or 
other like entity created or organized in or 
under the laws of the United States. 

(d) The term “Greek Corporation” means 
a legal entity established under the laws of 
Greece. 

(e) The terms “corporations of one Con- 
tracting State” and “corporation of the other 
Contracting State” mean a United States 
corporation or a Greek corporation, as the 
context requires. 

(f) The term “United States enterprise” 
means an industrial or commerical enter- 
prise or undertaking carried on in the 
United States by a citizen or resident of the 
United States or by a United States corpora- 
tion. 

(g) The term “Greek enterprise“ means an 
industrial or commercial enterprise or un- 
dertaking carried out in Greece by a subject 
or resident of Greece or by a Greek corpo- 
ration. 

(h) The terms “enterprise of one of the 
Contracting States” and “enterprise of the 
other Contracting State’ mean a United 
States enterprise or a Greek enterprise, as 
the context requires. 

(i) The term “permanent establishment”, 
when used with respect to an enterprise of 
one of the Contracting States, means a 
branch, factory or other fixed place of busi- 
ness, but does not include an agency unless 
that agent has, and habitually exercises, a 
general authority to negotiate and conclude 
contracts on behalf of such enterprise or has 
a stock of merchandise from which he regu- 
larly fills orders on behalf of such enterprise. 
An enterprise of one of the Contracting 
States shall not be deemed to have a perma- 
nent establishment in the other Contracting 
State merely because it carries on business 
dealings in such other Contracting State 
through a bona fide commission agent, bro- 
ker or custodian acting in the ordinary 
course of his business as such. The fact 
that an enterprise of one of the Contracting 
States maintains in the other Contracting 
State a fixed place of business exclusively for 
the purchase of goods or merchandise shall 
not of itself constitute such fixed place of 
business a permanent establishment of such 
enterprise. When a corporation of one Con- 
tracting State has a subsidiary corporation 
which is a corporation of the other Contract- 
ing State or which is engaged in trade or 
business in such other Contracting State, 
such subsidiary corporation shall not, mere- 
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ly because of that fact, be deemed to be a 
permanent establishment of its parent cor- 
poration. 

(j) The term “competent authority” or 
“competent authorities” means in the case 
of the United States, the Commissicner of 
Internal Revenue or his duly authorized rep- 
resentative; in the case of Greece, the Gen- 
eral Director of Direct Taxes, or his duly au- 
thorized representative. 

(2) In the application of the provisions of 
the present Convention by either of the 
Contracting States, any term which is not 
defined in the present Convention shall, un- 
less the context otherwise requires, have the 
meaning which that term has under the laws 
o7 such Contracting State relating to the 
taxes which are the subject of the present 
Convention. 


ARTICLE III 


(1) An enterprise of one of the Contract- 
ing States shall not. be subject to taxation 
by the other Contracting State in respect of 
its industrial or commercial profits unless :t 
is engaged in trade or business in the other 
Contracting State through a permanent es- 
tablishment situated therein. If it is so 
engaged the other Contracting State may 
impose the tax only upon the income of such 
enterprise from sources within such other 
State. 

(2) Where an enterprise of one of the Con- 
tracting States is engaged in trade or busi- 
ness in the other Contracting State through 
a permanent establishment the industrial or 
commercial profits which it might be ex- 
pected to derive if it were an independent 
enterprise engaged in the same or similar 
activities under the same or similar condi- 
tions and dealing at arm’s length with the 
enterprise of which it is a permanent estab- 
lishment, and the profits so attributed shall, 
subject to the law of such other Contract- 
ing State, be deemed to be income from 
sources within such other Contracting State. 

(3) In determining the industrial or com- 
mercizl profits from sources within one of 
the Contracting States of an enterprise ^f 
the other Contracting State, no profits shall 
be deemed to arise from the mere purchase 3f 
goods or merchandise within the former Con- 
tracting State by such enterprise. 

(4) The competent authorities of the Con- 
tracting States may lay down rules by agree- 
ment for the appointment of industrial or 
commercial profits. 


ARTICLE IV 


Where an enterprise of one of the Con- 
tracting States, by reason of its participation 
in the management, control or capital of an 
enterprise of the other Contracting State, 
makes with or imposes on the latter enter- 
prise, in their commercial or financial rela- 
tions, conditions different from those which 
would be made with an independent enter- 
prise, any profits which would, but for those 
conditions, have accrued to one of the enter- 
prises, may be included in the taxable profits 
of that enterprise. 

ARTICLE V 

(1) Income which an enterprise of one of 
the Contracting States derives from the 
operation of ships or aircraft registered or 
documented in that State shall be exempt 
from tax by the other Contracting State. 
Income derived by such an enterprise from 
the operation of ships or aircraft not so reg- 
istered or documented shall be subject to 
the provisions of Article III. 

(2) The present Convention shall be 
deemed to suspend, for the duration of the 
Convention as between the Contracting 
States, the provisions of the arrangement 
effected by exchange of notes between the 
United States and Greece, dated February 
29, 1928, April 26, 1928, April 2, 1929, and 
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June 10, 1929, providing for relief from dou- 
ble income taxation on shipping profits. 
ARTICLE VI 

(1) Interest (on bonds, securities, notes, 
debentures, or on any other form of indebt- 
edness) received from sources within the 
United States by a resident or corporation 
of Greece not engaged in trade or business 
in the United States through a permanent 
establishment therein, shall be exempt from 
United States tax; but such exemption shall 
not apply to such interest paid by a United 
States corporation to a Greek corporation 
controlling, directly or indirectly, more than 
50 percent of the entire voting power in 
the paying corporation. 

(2) Interest (on bonds, securities, notes, 
debentures, or any other form of indebted- 
ness) received from sources within Greece 
by a resident or corporation of the United 
States not engaged in trade or business in 
Greece through a permanent establishment 
thorein, shall be exempt from Greek tax but 
only to the extent that such interest does 
not exceed 9 percent per annum; but such 
exemption shall not apply to such interest 
paid by a Greek corporation to a United 

tates corporation controlling, directly or 
indirectly, more than 50 percent of the en- 
tire yoting power in the payirg corpora- 
tion. 

ARTICLE VII 

Royalties for the right to use copyrights, 
patents, designs, secret processes and for- 
mulae, trade-marks and other analogous 
property, and royalties (including rentals), 
(other than those in respect of motion pic- 
ture films) for the use of industrial, com- 
mercial or scientific equipment, derived from 
sources within one of the Contracting States 
by a resident or corporation of the other 
Contracting State not engaged in trade or 
business in the former State through a per- 
manent establishment therein, shall be ex- 
empt from tax by the former State. 


ARTICLE VIII 


A resident or corporation of one of the 
Contracting States, deriving from sources 
within the other Contracting State royalties 
in respect of the operation of mines, quar- 
ries, or other natural resources, or rentals 
from real property, may elect for any taxa- 
ble year to be subject to the tax of such 
other Contracting State on the basis of net 
income as determined under the laws of such 
other Contracting State during such taxable 
year. 

ARTICLE IX 

Dividends and interest paid by a Greek 
corporation shall be exempt from United 
States tax except where the recipient is a 
citizen, resident or corporation of the United 
States. 

ARTICLE X 


(1) A resident of Greece shall be exempt 
from United States tax upon compensation 
for labor or personal services (including the 
practice of the liberal and artistic profes- 
sions) if he is temporarily present in the 
United States for a period or periods not 
exceeding a total of 183 days during the 
taxable year and either of the following con- 
ditions is met: 

(a) his compensation is received for labor 
or personal services performed as an em- 
ployee, or under contract with, a resident, or 
corporation or other entity of Greece, or 

(b) his compensation received for labor 
or personal services does not exceed $10,000. 

(2) The provisions of paragraph (1) of 
this Article shall apply mutatis mutandis, 
to a resident of the United States with re- 
spect to compensation for such labor or per- 
sonal services performed in Greece. 

(3) The provisions of this Article shall 
have no application to the income to which 
Article XI relates. 
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ARTICLE XI 


(1) Wages, salaries and similar compen- 
sation and pensions paid by one of the Con- 
tracting States or the subdivisions thereof 
to an individual for services rendered to such 
State or subdivision shall be exempt from 
taxation by the other Contracting State. 

(2) Private pensions and life-annuities de- 
rived from within one of the Contracting 
States by an individual who is a resident of 
the other Contracting State shall be exempt 
from taxation by the former Contracting 
State. 

(3) The term “pensions” as used in this 
Article means periodic payments made in 
consideration for services rendered or by way 
of compensation for injuries received. 

(4) The term “life annuities” as used in 
this Article means a stated sum payable peri- 
odically at stated times during life, or during 
life, an obligation to make the payments in 
return for adequate and full consideration in 
money or money’s worth. 


ARTICLE XII 


A professor or teacher who is a resident of 
one of the Contracting States and who is 
temporarily present within the other Con- 
tracting State for the purpose of teaching, 
for a maximum period of three years, in a 
university, college or other educational insti- 
tution within the other Contracting State, 
shall be exempt from taxation by such other 
Contracting State on his remuneration for 
such teaching for such period. 


ARTICLE XIII 


Students or business apprentices who are 
residents of one of the Contracting States 
but who are temporarily present in the other 
Contracting State exclusively for the pur- 
poses of study or for acquiring business ex- 
perience shall not be taxable by such other 
Contracting State upon remittances received 
by them from sources without such other 
State for the purpose of their maintenance 
or studies. 

ARTICLE XIV 

_ (1) Notwithstanding any provision of the 
present Convention each of the Contracting 
States, in determining the taxes, including 
all surtaxes and complementary taxes, of its 
citizens, subjects, residents or corporations, 
may include in the basis upon which such 
taxes are imposed all items of income taxable 
under its revenue laws às though this Con- 
vention had not come into effect. 

(2) Subject to section 131 of the United 
States Internal Revenue Code, Greek tax 
shall be allowed as a credit against United 
States tax. 

(3) Greece will allow against Greek tax a 
credit for the amount of United States tax 
imposed upon income from sources within 
the United States }ut in an amount not 
exceeding the amount of the Greek tax im- 
posed upon such income. 


ARTICLE XV 


(1) The authorities of each of the Con- 
tracting States, in accordance with the prac- 
tices of that State, may prescribe regulations 
necessary to carry out the provisions of the 
present Convention. 

(2 With respect to the provisions of the 
present Convention relating to exchange of 
information and mutual assistance in the 
collection of taxes, the Contracting States 
may, in accordance with their respective 
practices, prescribe rules concerning matters 
of procedure, forms of application and re- 
plies thereto, conversion of currency, dispo- 
sition of amounts collected, minimum 
amounts subject to collection, and related 
matters. 

ARTICLE XVI 


(1) The provisions of the present Conven- 
tion shall not be construed to restrict in any 
manner any exemption, deduction, credit or 
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other allowance accorded by the laws of one 
of the Contracting States in the determina- 
tion of the taxes imposed by such State. 

(2) Should any difficulty or doubt arise as 
to the interpretation or application of the 
present Convention, the competent authori- 
ties of the Contracting States shall under- 
take to settle the question by mutual agree- 
ment. 

(3) The citizens or subject of one of the 
Contracting States shall not, while resident 
in the other Contracting State, be subjected 
therein to other or more burdensome taxes 
than are the citizens or subjects of such 
other Contracting State residing in its terri- 
tory. The term “citizen” or “subjects”, as 
used in this Article, includes all legal per- 
s-s, partnerships and associations deriving 
their status from, or created or organized 
under, the laws in force in, the respective 
Contracting States. In this Article the word 
“taxes” means taxes of every kind or de- 
scription whether national, federal, state, 
provincial or municipal. 


ARTICLE XVII 


Where the action of the revenue author- 
ities of the Contracting States has resulted 
or will result in double taxation contrary 
to the provisions of the present Convention, 
the taxpayer shall be entitled to lodge a 
claim with the State of which he is a citi- 
zen or subject or, if he is not a citizen or 
subject of either the Contracting States, with 
the State of which he is a resident, or, if the 
taxpayer is a corporation, with the State in 
which it is created or organized. Should 
the claim be upheld, the competent author- 
ity of such State shall undertake to come 
to an agreement with the competent au- 
thority of the other State with a view to 
equitable avoidance of the double taxation 
in question. 

ARTICLE XVIII 


The competent authorities of the Con- 
tracting States shall exchange such infor- 
mation (being information which such au- 
thorities have at their disposal) as is nec- 
essary for carrying out the provisions of 
the present Convention or for the preven- 
tion of fraud or the administration of stat- 
utory provisions against legal avoidance in 
relation to the taxes which are the subject 
of the present Convention. Any information 
so exchanged shall be treated as secret and 
shall not be disclosed to any person other 
than those concerned with the assessment 
and collection of the taxes which are the 
subject of the present Convention. No in- 
formation shall be exchanged which would 
disclose a technical secret, or process relat- 
ing to trade, industry, business, or a pro- 
fession. 

ARTICLE XIX 

(1) The Contracting States undertake to 
lend assistance and support to each other 
in the collection of the taxes which are the 
subject of the present Convention, together 
with interest, costs and additions to the 
taxes and fines not being of a penal char- 
acter. 

(2) In the case of applications for col- 
lection of taxes, revenue claims of each of 
the Contracting States which have been 
finally determined may be accepted for en- 
forcement by the other Contracting State 
and collected in that State as though such 
taxes were taxes finally imposed, due and 
payable to that State. The State to which 
application is made shall not be required to 
enforce executory measures for which there is 
no provision in the law of the State making 
the application. 

(3) Any application shall be accompanied 
by documents establishing that under the 
laws of the State making the application the 
taxes have been finally determined. 

(4) The assistance provided for in this 
Article shall not be accorded with respect to 
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the citizens or subjects, or corporation or 
other entities of the State to which applica- 
tion is made, except as is necessary to insure 
that the exemption or reduced rate of tax 
granted under the convention to such citi- 
zens or subjects, or corporations or other 
entities shall not be enjoyed by persons not 
entitled to such benefits. 


ARTICLE XX 


(1) Im no case shall the provisions of Ar- 
ticle "VIII and XIX be construed so as to 
impose upon either of the Contracting States 
the obligation 

(a) to carry out administrative measures 
at variance with the regulations and prac- 
tice of either Contracting State, or 

(b) to supply information which is not 
procurable under its own legislation or that 
of the State making application. 

(2) The State to which application is 
made for information or assistance shall 
comply as soon as possible with the request 
addressed to it. Nevertheless, such State 
may refuse to comply with the request for 
reasons of public policy or if compliance 
would involve disclosure of a technical secret 
or process relating to trade, industry, busi- 
ness, or a profession. In such case it shall 
inform, as soon as possible, the State making 
the application. 


ARTICLE XXI 


The present Convention shall be ratified 
and the instruments of ratification shall be 
exchanged at Athens as soon as possible. 

(2) The present Convention shall become 
effective on the first day of January of the 
year in which the exchange of the instru- 
ments of ratification takes place. It shall 
continue effective for a period of five years 
beginning with that date and indefinitely 
after that period, but may be terminated by 
either of the Contracting States at the end 
of the five-year period or at any time there- 
after, provided that at least six months’ prior 
notice of termination has been given, the 
the termination to become effective on the 
first day of Jat.uary following the expiration 
of the six-month period. 

Done at Athens, in duplicate, in the Eng- 
lish and Greek languages, the two texts hav- 
ing equal authenticity, this 20th day of Feb- 
ruary, 1950. 

For the Government of the United States 
of America 

Henry F. GRADY [SEAL] 

For the Government of the Kingdom of 

Greeco 
Pax. PIPINELIS [SEAL] 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
convention is before the Senate and 
open to amendment. If there be no 
amendment to be proposed, the conven- 
tion will be reported to the Senate. 

The convention was reported to the 
Senate without amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
resolution of ratification with the under- 
standing will be read. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 

Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators pres- 
ent concurring therein), That the Senate ad- 
vise and consent to the ratification of Execu- 
tive L, Eighty-first Congress, second session, 
the convention between the United States 
and Greece, for the avoidance of double tax- 
ation and the prevention of fiscal evasion 
with respect to taxes on income, subject to 
the following understanding: 

It is understood that the application of 
article XIX of the convention shall be con- 
fined and limited as granting authority to 
each contracting state to collect only such 
taxes imposed by the other contracting 
state as will insure that the exemption or re- 
duced rate of tax granted under the pres- 
ent convention by such other state shall not 


be enjoyed by persons not entitled to such 
benefits, 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the under- 
standing to the resolution of ratifica- 
tion. 

The understanding was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the resolution 
of ratification with the understanding. 
[Putting the question.] Two-thirds of 
the Senators present concurring therein, 
the resolution of ratification, with the 
understanding, is agreed to, and the 
convention is ratified. 


CANADA—CONVENTION MODIFYING AND 
SUPPLEMENTING THE CONVENTION 
AND PROTOCOL RELATING TO INCOME 
TAXES 


The Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the con- 
vention (Executive R. 81st Cong., 2d 
sess.), a convention between the United 
States of America and Canada modify- 
ing and supplementing the convention 
and accompanying protocol of March 4, 
1942, for the avoidance of double taxa- 
tion and the prevention of fiscal evasion 
in the case of income taxes, signed at 
Washington on March 4, 1942, which was 
read the second time, as follows: 


The Government of the United States of 
America and the Government of Canada, be- 
ing desirous of modifying and supplementing 
in certain respects the Convention and ac- 
companying Protocol for the avoidance of 
double taxation and the prevention of fiscal 
evasion in the case of income taxes, signed at 
Washington on March 4, 1942, have decided 
to conclude a supplementary Convention for 
that purpose and have appointed as their 
respective Plenipotentiaries: 

The Government of the United States of 
America: 

Julian F. Harrington, Charge d'Affaires ad 
interim of the United States of America at 
Ottawa, and 

The Government of Canada: 

Douglas Charles Abbott, Minister of Fi- 
nance in the Government of Canada. 
who, having communicated to one another 
their respective full powers, found in good 
and due form, have agreed as follows: 


ARTICLE I 


The provisions of the Convention and Pro- 
tocol between the United States of America 
and Canada, signed at Washington on March 
4, 1942, are hereby modified and supple- 
mented as follows: 

(a) By adding at the end of paragraph 1 
of Article III the following new sentence: 

“In the determination of the net industrial 
and Commercial profits of the permanent 
establishment there shall be allowed as de- 
ductions all expenses, wherever incurred, rea- 
sonably allocable to the permanent establish- 
ment, including executive and general ad- 
ministrative expenses so allocable.” 

(b) By amending Article VI to read as fol- 
lows: 

“1. (a) Remuneration, wages or salary 
(other than pensions) paid to an individual 
by the United States of America, or by any 
agency, instrumentality or political subdivi- 
sion thereof, in respect of services rendered in 
the discharge of governmental functions, 
shall be exempt from Canadian tax if the in- 
dividual is either a citizen of the United 
States of America, or is not ordinarily resi- 
dent in Canada or is ordinarily resident in 
Canada solely for the purpose of rendering 
those services. k 

“(b) Remuneration, wages or salary (other 
than pensions) paid to an individual, other 
than a citizen of the United States of Amer- 
ica, by Canada, or by any agency, instru- 
mentality or political subdivision thereof, in 
respect of services rendered in the discharge 
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of governmental functions, shall be exempt 
from United States tax. 

“2. The provisions of paragraph 1 of this 
Article shall not apply to payments in re- 
spect of services rendered in connection with 
any trade or business carried on for purposes 
of profit by either of the contracting States 
or by any agency, instrumentality or politi- 
cal subdivision thereof. 

“3. (a) The United States of America 
agrees to exempt from its income tax income 
derived from sources outside the United 
States of America by a member of the Cana- 
dian forces or by a citizen of Canada serving 
or employed by the Government of Canada 
at defense establishments in the United 
States of America, or by the wife or minor 
children of such member or citizen. 

“(b) The same principle shall apply, mu- 
tatis mutandis, to income derived from 
sources outside Canada by a member of the 
United States forces or by a citizen of the 
United States of America serving or em- 
ployed by the Government of the United 
States of America at defense establishments 
in Canada, or by the wife or minor children 
of such member or citizen.” 

(c) There is inserted immediately after 
Article VI the following new Article: 


“ARTICLE VI A 


“Pensions (including Government pen- 
sions) and life annuities derived from with- 
in one of the contracting States by a resident 
of the other contracting State shall be ex- 
empt from taxation in the former State.” 

(d) By amending Article VII to read as 
follows: 

1. A resident of Canada shall be exempt 
trom United States tax upon compensation 
for personal (including professional) serv- 
ices performed during the taxable year with- 
in the United States of America if he is pres- 
ent therein for a period or periods not ex- 
ceeding a total of 183 days, during the tax- 
able year and either of the following condi- 
tions is met— 

“(a) his compensation is received for such 
personal services performed as an officer or 
employee of a resident, or corporation or 
other entity of Canada, or 

“(b) his compensation received for such 
personal services does not exceed $5,000. 

“2. The provisions of paragraph 1 (a) of 
this Article shall have no application to the 
professional earnings of such individuals as 
actors, artists, musicians and professional 
athletes. 

“3. The provisions of paragraphs 1 and 2 
of this Article shall apply, mutatis mutan- 
dis, to a resident of the United States of 
America with respect to compensation for 
such personal services performed in Canada.“ 

(e) There is inserted immediately after 
Article VIII the following new Article: 


“ARTICLE VIII A 


“A professor or teacher who is a resident 
of one of the contracting States and who 
temporarily visits the other contracting State 
for the purpose of teaching, for a period not 
exceeding two years, at a university, college, 
school or other educational institution in 
such other State, shall be exempted by such 
other State from tax on his remuneration for 
such teaching for such period.” 


(f) Paragraph 1 of Article XI is amended 
by striking out “engaged in trade or business 
in the former State and having no office or 
place of business therein" and inserting in 
lieu thereof “having a permanent establish- 
ment in the former State.” 

(g) Article XII is amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

“1. Dividends and interest paid by a cor- 
poration organized under the laws of Canada 
to a recipient, other than a citizen or resi- 
dent of the United States of America or a 
corporation organized under the laws of the 
United States of America, shall be exempt 
from all income taxes imposed by the United 
States of America, 
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“2, Dividends and interest paid by a cor- 
poration organized under the laws of the 
United States of America whose business is 
not managed and controlled in Canada to a 
recipient, other than a resident of Canada 
or a corporation whose business is managed 
and controlled in Canada, shall be exempt 
from all taxes imposed by Canada.” 

(h) Article XIII is amended to read as 
follows: 

“1. Corporations organized under the laws 
of Canada, more than 50 percent of the out- 
standing voting stock of which is owned, 
directly or indirectly, throughout the last 
half of the taxable year by individual resi- 
dents of Canada, other than citizens of the 
United States of America, shall be exempt 
from any taxes imposed by the United States 
of America with respect to accumulated or 
undistributed earnings, profits, income, or 
surplus of such corporations.” 

“2. Corporations organized under the laws 
of the United States of America, more than 
50 percent of the outstanding voting stocks 
of which is owned, directly or indirectly, 
throughout the last half of the taxable year 
by individucl residents of the United States 
of America shall be exempt from any taxes 
imposed by Canada in the nature of undis- 
tributed profits tax on undistributed profits 
of the corporation with respect to a accum- 
ulated or undistributed earnings, profits, in- 
come, or surplus of such corporations.” 

(i) There is inserted immediately after 
Article XIII the following new Article: 


“ARTICLE XIII A 


“1. A resident or corporation organized 
under the laws of Canada deriving from 
sources within the United States of America 
rentals from real property may elect for any 
taxable year to be subject to the tax imposed 
by the United States of America on a net 
basis as if such resident or corporation were 
engaged in trade or business within the 
United States of America through a perma- 
nent establishment therein during such 
taxable year. 

“2. Rentals from real property derived 
from sources within Canada by an individual 
or corporation resident in the United States 
of America shall receive tax treatment by 
Canada not less favorable than that accorded 
under Section 99, The Income Tax Act, as 
in effect on the date on which this Article 
goes into effect.” 

(j) There is. inserted immediately after 
Article XIII A, as inserted by subparagraph 
(i) of this Article, the following new Article: 


“ARTICLE XIII B 


Directors'“ fees paid by a corporation to 
an individual residing in one of the con- 
tracting States for services at Directors’ 
meetings held in that State shall be exempt 
from tax by the other State.” 

(k) There is inserted immediately after 
Article XIII B, as inserted by subparagraph 
(j) of this Article, the following new Article: 

“ARTICLE XIII C 

“Royalties for the right to use copyrights 
or in respect of the right to produce or re- 
produce any literary, dramatic, musical, or 
artistic work (but not inclusive of rents or 
royalties in respect of motion picture films) 
derived from sources within one of the con- 
tracting States by a resident or corporation 
or other entity of the other contracting 
State not engaged in trade or business in 
the former State through a permanent es- 
tablishment shall be exempt from tax im- 
posed by such former State.” 

(1) Article XV is amended as follows: 

(A) By striking out of the first paragraph 
thereof, effective January 1, 1949, the fol- 
lowing: 

“In accordance with the provisions of 
Section 8 of the Income War Tax Act as in 
effect on the day of the entry into force of 
this Convention,” 
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and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 

“1, As far as may be in accordance with 
the provisions of The Income Tax Act,”. 

(B) By striking out of the second para- 
graph thereof the following: 

“In accordance with the provisions of 
Section 131 of the United States Internal 
Revenue Code as in effect on the day of the 
entry into force of this Convention,” 


and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 

“2, As far as may be in accordance with 
the provisions of the United States Internal 
Revenue Code,”. 

(m) Article XVII is amended by inserting 
immediately after the words “items of in- 
come” the following: “(other than income 
within the scope of paragraph 1 (b) of Ar- 
ticle VI)“. 

(n) There is inserted immediately after 
Article XVIII the following new Article: 


“ARTICLE XVIII A 


“To avoid withholding of both United 
States tax and Canadian tax with respect 
to compensation for personal services per- 
formed by a resident of one of the contract- 
ing States while temporarily present in the 
other State— 

(a) The Commissioner may, with the ap- 
proval of the Secretary of the Treasury, by 
regulations specify the circumstances under 
which such compensation of a resident of the 
United States of America temporarily per- 
forming personal services in Canada may be 
exempted from deduction and withholding of 
United States tax, and 

(b) The appropriate Canadian authority 
may by regulations specify the circumstances 
under which such compensation of a resi- 
dent of Canada temporarily performing per- 
sonal services in the United States may be 
exempted from deduction and withholding 
of Canadian tax.” 

(0) Paragraph 3 (f) of the Protocol is 
amended by inserting at the end of the first 
sentence thereof the following sentence: 

“The use of substantial equipment or ma- 
chinery within one of the contracting States 
at any time in any taxable year by an enter- 
prise of the other contracting State shall 
constitute a permanent establishment of 
such enterprise in the former State for such 
taxable year.” 

(p) By striking out paragraph 6 of the 
Protocol and inserting in lieu of the follow- 
ing: 

“6, The term ‘subsidiary corporation’ as 
used in Article XI of this Convention means 
a corporation 95 percent of whose shares 
(other than Directors’ qualifying shares) 
having full voting rights are beneficially 
owned by another corporation, provided that 
(except in the case of a corporation the chief 
business of which is the making of loans) 
ordinarily not more than one-quarter of the 
gross income of such subsidiary corporation 
is derived from interest and dividends other 
than interest and dividends received from 
its subsidiary corporations.” 5 

(q) By changing “Article VI” in para- 
graphs 8 and 9 of the Protocol to read 
“Article VI A”. S 

(r) Paragraph 10 of the Protocol is amend- 
ed to read as follows: 

“10. The term ‘permanent establishment’ 
as used in Article XI of this Convention, 
shall not be deemed to include an office used 
solely for the purchase of merchandise.” 


ARTICLE II 


1. The present supplementary Convention 
shall be ratified and the instruments of rati- 
fication shall be exchanged at Washington 
as soon as possible. 

2. The present supplementary Convention 
shall, except as provided in Article I (1) (A), 
become effective with respect only to taxable 
years beginning on or after the first day of 
January of the calendar year in which occurs 
the exchange of the instruments of ratifica- 
tion. It shall continue effective indefinitely 
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as though it were an integral part of the 
Convention of.March 4, 1942, subject to the 
provisions of Article XXII of that Conven- 
tion with respect to termination. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the above-named 
Plenipotentiaries have signed the present 
Convention and have affixed thereto their 
respective seals. 

Done, in duplicate, at Ottawa this 12th 
day of June 1950. 

For the Government of the United States 
of America: 

JULIAN F, HARRINGTON 

[SEAL] 

For the Government of Canada: 

D. C. ABBOTT 
[SEAL] 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The res- 
olution of ratification with the reserva- 
tion will be read. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 

Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators pres- 
ent concurring therein), That the Senate 
advise and consent to the ratification of 
Executive R, Eighty-first Congress, second 
session, the convention between the United 
States and Canada, modifying and supple- 
menting the convention for the avoidance 
of double taxation and the prevention of 
fiscal evasion in the case of income taxes, 
subject to the following reservation: 

The Government of the United States of 
America does not accept paragraph 2 of 
article VII, as amended by article I (d) of 
the supplementing convention, relating to 
professional earnings of individuals, such as 
actors, artists, musicians, and athletes. 


The PRESIDING OFFIC R. The 
question is on agreeing to the reserva- 
tion to the resolution of ratification. 

The reservation was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the resolution 
of ratification with the reservation. 
[Putting the question.] Two-thirds of 
the Senators present concurring therein, 
the resolution of ratification, with the 
reservation, is agreed to and the conven- 
tion is ratified. 


CANADA—CONVENTION MODIFYING AND 
SUPPLEMENTING THE CONVENTION 
RELATING TO ESTATE TAXES AND SUC- 
CESSION DUTIES 


The Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the con- 
vention (Executive S, 8lst Cong., 2d 
sess.), a convention between the United 
States of America and Canada, signed at 
Ottawa on June 12, 1950, modifying and 
supplementing the convention of June 
8, 1944, for the avoidance of double tax- 
ation and the prevention of fiscal eva- 
sion in the case of estate taxes and suc- 
cession duties, signed at Ottawa on June 
8, 1944, which was read the second time, 
as follows: 

The Government of the United States of 
America and the Government of Canada, be- 
ing desirous of modifying and supplementing 
in certain respects the Convention for the 
avoidance of double taxation and the pre- 
vention of fiscal evasion in the case of estate 
taxes and wuccession duties, signed at Ottawa 
on June 8, 1944, have decided to conclude a 
supplementary Convention for that purpose 
and have appointed as their respective Pleni- 
potentiaries: 

The Government of the United States of 
America: 

Julian F. Harrington, Chargé d’Affaires 
ad interim of the United States of America 
at Ottawa, and 
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The Government of Canada: 
Douglas Charles Abbott, Minister of 
Finance in the Government of Canada, 


who, having communicated to one another 
their respective full powers, found in good 
and due form, have agreed as follows: 


ARTICLE I 


The provisions of Articles II to VI, inclu- 
sive, of the Convention of June 8, 1944, be- 
tween the United States of America and 
Canada, are hereby abrogated with respect 
to estates of decedents dying on or after the 
day of the entry into force of the present 
Convention, and are replaced by the provi- 
sions of Articles II to VI, inclusive, of the 
present Convention. 


ARTICLE II 


Where a person dies a citizen of the United 
States of America or domiciled in the United 
States of America or Canada, the situs of 
any rights or interests, legal or equitable, 
in or over ary of the following classes of 
property, which for the purposes of tax form 
or are deemed to form part of the estate of 
such person or pass or are deemed to pass 
on his death, shall, for the purposes of the 
imposition of tax and for the purposes of 
the credit to be allowed under Article V, be 
determined exclusively in accordance with 
the following rules, but in cases not within 
such rules the situs of such rights or inter- 
ests shall be determined for these purposes 
in accordance with the laws in force in the 
other contracting State: 

(a) Immovable property (otherwise than 
by way of security) shall be deemed to be 
situated at the place where such property is 
located; 

(b) Tangible movable property (otherwise 
than by way of security and other than such 
property for which specific provision is here- 
after made), bank or currency notes and 
other forms of currency recognized as legal 
tender in the place of issue, shall be deemed 
to be situated at the place where located at 
the time of death, or, if in transitu, at the 
place of destination; 

(e) Debts (including bills of exchange 
and promissory notes, whether negotiable or 
not), secured or unsecured and whether un- 
der seal or not, excluding the forms of in- 
debtedness for which specific provision is 
hereinbefore or hereinafter made, shall be 
deemed to be situated at the place where the 
debtor was resident at the time of death, or, 
if the debtor is a company, at the place 
where the company is incorporated; 

(d) Bank accounts shall be deemed to be 
situated at the place where the bank or 
branch thereof, at which the account was 
kept, is located; 

(e) Securities issued by any government, 
municipality or public authority shall be 
deemed, if in bearer form, to be situated at 
the place where located at the time of death 
and, if inscribed or registered, to be situ- 
ated at the place where inscribed or regis- 
tered as provided by the issuing authority; 

(f) Shares, stock, bonds, debentures or 
debenture stock in a company (including 
any such property held by a nominee, 
whether the beneficial ownership is evi- 
denced by scrip certificates or otherwise) 
shall be deemed to be situated at the place 
where the company is incorporated; 

(g) Moneys, payable under a policy of as- 
surance or insurance, or under an annuity 
contract, whether under seal or not, shall be 
deemed to be situated where the policy or 
annuity contract provides that the moneys 
shall be payable, or, in the absence of any 
such provision, at the place of residence of 
the issuer, or, if a company, at the place 
where the company is incorporated; 

(h) Shares in a partnership shall be 
deemed to be situated at the place where 
its business is principally carried on; 
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(i) Ships and aircraft and shares thereof 
shall be deemed to be situated at the place 
of registration of the ship or aircraft; 

(j) Goodwill as a trade, business or pro- 
fessional asset shall be deemed to be situated 
at the place where the trade, business or 
profession to which it pertains is carried 
on; 

(K) Patents, trade-marks and designs 
shall be deemed to be situated at the place 
where they are registered; 

(1) Copyright, franchises, and rights or li- 
censes to use any copyrighted material, pat- 
ent, trade-mark or design shall be deemed 
to be situated at the place where the rights 
arising therefrom are exercisable; 

(m) Rights or causes of action ex ‘delicto 
surviving for the benefit of an estate of a 
deceased person shall be deemed to be sit- 
uated at the place where such rights or 
causes of action arose; 

(n) Judgment debts shall be deemed to be 
situated at the place where the judgment 
is recorded; 


provided that this Article shall not be con- 
strued as increasing the liability of the estate 
of any person under the estate tax laws of 
the United States of America. 


ARTICLE III 


1, Allowance for debts shall be determined 
in accordance with the laws of the contract- 
ing State imposing the tax. 

2. Domicile shall be determined in ac- 
cordance with the laws in the contracting 
State imposing the tax on the basis of 
domicile. 

ARTICLE IV 

Where one of the contracting States im- 
poses taxes by reason of the property's being 
situated therein such State shall, if the de- 
cedent was domicilied in the other contract- 
ing State: 

(a) for the purpose of determining the tax 
rate or rates, take into account only prop- 
erty situated in such State, and 

(b) allow as an exemption an amount not 
less than an amount which bears the same 
ratio to the specific exemption that would 
be allowed if such State were imposing the 
tax by reason of the decedent’s being domi- 
ciled therein, as the value of the property 
situated in such State bears to the entire 
value of the property wherever situated. 


ARTICLE V 


1. Where either contracting State imposes 
taxes by reason of a decedent's being domi- 
ciled therein or being a citizen thereof, that 
contracting State shall allow against so 
much of its taxes (as otherwise computed) 
as is attributable to property situated in the 
other contracting State a credit (not exceed- 
ing the amount of the taxes to attributable) 
equal to so much of the taxes imposed by 
the other contracting State as is attributable 
to such property. 

2. Where each contracting State imposes 
taxes on any property situated outside both 
contracting States, each contracting State 
shall allow against so much of its taxes (as 
otherwise computed) as is attributable to 
such property a credit which bears the same 
proportion to the amount of its taxes so 
attributable or to the amount of the other 
contracting State’s taxes attributable to the 
same property, whichever is the less, as the 
former amount bears to the sum of both 
amounts. 

3. For the purposes of this Article, the 
amount of the taxes of a contracting State 
attributable to any property shall be ascer- 
tained after taking into account any credit, 
allowance or relief, or any remission or re- 
duction of taxes, other than the credit au- 
thorized by this Article. 


ARTICLE VI 


1. Any claim for a credit or for a refund 
of taxes founded on the provisions of the 
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Convention signed on June 8, 1944, or of the 
present supplementary Convention, shall be 
made within six years from the date of death 
of the decedent in respect of whose estate 
the claim is made, or, in the case of a rever- 
sionary interest where payment of taxes is 
deferred until the date on which the interest 
falls into possession, within six years from 
that date. 

2. Any such refund shall be made without 
payment of interest on the amount so re- 
funded. 

ARTICLE VII 

1. The present supplementary Convention 
shall be ratified and the instruments of rati- 
fication shall be exchanged at Washington 
as soon as possible. 

2. The present supplementary Convention 
shall enter into force on the day of the ex- 
change of the instruments of ratification and 
shall be applicable to estates or successions 
in the case of persons who die on or after 
that date, except as otherwise provided in 
Article VI. It shall continue effective indefi- 
nitely as though it were an integral part of 
the Convention of June 8, 1944, subject to 
the provisions of Article XIV of that Con- 
vention with respect to termination. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the above-named 
Plenipotentiaries have signed the present 
Convention and have affixed thereto their 
respective seals. 

Done in duplicate, at Ottawa this 12th 
day of June 1950. 

For the Government of the United States 


[SEAL] 

For the Government of Canada: 
D. C. ABBOTT 

[SEAL] 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
convention is open to amendment. If 
there be no amendment to be proposed, 
the convention will be reported to the 
Senate. 

The convention was reported to the 
Senate, without amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
resolution of ratification will be read. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 

Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators pres« 
ent concurring therein), that the Senate ad- 
vise and consent to the ratification of Exec - 
utive S, Eighty-first Congress, second session, 
the convention between the United States 
and Canada, modifying and supplementing 
the convention for the avoidance of double 
taxation and the prevention of fiscal evasion 
in the case of estate taxes and succession 
duties. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the resolution 
of ratification. [Putting the question.] 
Two-thirds of the Senators present con- 
curring therein, the resolution of rati- 
fication was agreed to, and the conven- 
tion is ratified. 


SWITZERLAND—CONVENTION REGARD- 
ING THE AVOIDANCE OF DOUBLE TAX- 
ATION ON INCOME 8 


The Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the con- 
vention (Executive N, 82d Cong., Ist 
sess.) a convention between the United 
States of America and the Swiss Con- 
federation for the avoidance of double 
taxation with respect to taxes on in- 
come, signed at Washington on May 24, 
1951, which was read the second time, 
as follows: 

The President of the United States of 
America and The Swiss Federal Council, de- 
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-siring to conclude a convention for the 
avoidance of double taxation with respect to 
taxes on income, have appointed for that 
purpose as their respective Plentipotenti- 
aries: 

The President of the United States of 
America: 

DEAN ACHESON, ‘Secretary of State of the 
United States of America, and 

The Swiss Federal Council: 

CHARLES BRUGGMANN, Envoy Extraordinary 
and Minister Plentipotentiary of the Swiss 
Confederation, 


who, having communicated to one another 
their full powers, found in good and due 
form, have agreed as follows: 


ARTICLE I 


(1) The taxes referred to in this Conven- 
tion are: 

(a) In the case of the United States of 
America: 

The Federal income taxes, including sur- 
taxes and excess profits taxes. 

(b) In the case of The Swiss Confedera- 
tion: 

The federal, cantonal and communal taxes 
on income (total income, earned income, in- 
come from property, industrial and com- 
mercial profits, etc.). 

(2) The present Convention shall also ap- 
ply to ¿ny other income or profits tax of a 
substantially similar character imposed by 
either contracting State subsequently to the 
date of signature of the present Convention. 


ARTICLE II 


(1) As used in this Convention: 

(a) The term “United States” means the 
United States of America, and when used in 
a geographical sense means the States, the 
Territories of Alaska and Hawaii, and the 
District of Columbia. 

(b) The term “Switzerland” means The 
Swiss Confederation. 

(c) The term “permanent establishment” 
means a branch, office, factory, workshop, 
warehouse or other fixed place of business, 
but does not include the casual and tempo- 
rary use of merely storage facilities, nor 
does it include an agency unless the agent 
has and habitually exercises a general au- 
thority to negotiate and conclude contracts 
on behalf of an enterprise or has a stock of 
merchandise from which he regularly fills 
orders on its behalf. An enterprise of one 
of the contracting States shall not be deemed 
to have a permanent establishment in the 
other State merely because it carries on busi- 
ness dealings in such other States through 
a commission agent, broker or custodian or 
other independent agent acting in the ordi- 
nary course of his business as such. The 
fact that an enterprise of one of the con- 
tracting States maintains in the other State 
a fixed place of business exclusively for the 
purchase of goods or merchandise shall not 
of itself constitute such fixed place of busi- 
ness a permanent establishment of such 
enterprise. The fact that a corporation of 
one contracting State has a subsidiary cor- 
poration which is a corporation of the other 
State or which is engaged in trade or busi- 
ness in the other State shall not of itself 
constitute that subsidiary corporation a per- 
manent establishment of its parent corpora- 
tion. The maintenance within the territory 
of one of the contracting States by an enter- 
prise of the other contracting State of a 
warehouse for convenience of delivery and 
not for purposes of display shall not of itself 
constitute a permanent establishment within 
that territory even though offers of purchase 
have been obtained by an agent of the enter- 
prise in that territory and transmitted by 
him to the enterprise for acceptance. 

(d) The term “enterprise of one of the 
contracting States” means, as the case may 
be, “United States enterprise” or “Swiss 
enterprise“. 
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(e) The term United States enterprise“ 
means an industrial or commercial enter- 
prise or undertaking carried on in the United 
States by a resident (including an individ- 
ual, fiduciary and partnership) of the United 
States or by a United States corporation or 
other entity; the term “United States cor- 
poration or other entity“ means a corpora- 
tion or other entity created or organized 
under the law of the United States or of any 
State or Territory of the United States. 

(f) The term “Swiss enterprise” means an 
industrial or commercial enterprise or un- 
dertaking carried on in Switzerland by an 
individual resident in Switzerland or by a 
Swiss corporation or other entity; the term 
“Swiss corporation or other entity” means 
a corporation or institution or foundation 
having juridical personality, or a partner- 
ship (association “en nom collectif” or “en 
commandite"), or other association without 
juridical personality, created or organized 
under Swiss laws. 

(g) The term “competent authorities” 
means, in the case of the United States, the 
Commissioner of Internal Revenue as au- 
thorized by the Secretary of the Treasury; 
and in the case of Switzerland, the Director 
of the Federal Tax Administration as au- 
thorized by the Federal Department of 
Finances and Customs. : 

(h) The term “industrial or commercial 
profits” includes manufacturing, mercan- 
tile, mining, financial and insurance profits, 
but does not include income in the form of 
dividends, interest, rents or royalties, or re- 
muneration for personal services: Provided, 
however, that such excepted items of income 
shall, subject to the provisions of this Con- 
vention, be taxed separately or together with 
industrial or commercial profits in accord- 
ance with the laws of the contracting States. 

(2) In the application of the provisions of 
the present Convention by one of the con- 
tracting States any term not otherwise de- 
fined shall, unless the context otherwise re- 
quires, have the meaning which such term 
has under its own tax laws. 


ARTICLE IIT 


(1) (a) A Swiss enterprise shall not be 
subject to taxation by the United States in 
respect of its industrial and commercial 
profits unless it is engaged in trade or busi- 
ness in the United States through a perma- 
nent establishment situated therein. If it 
is so engaged the United States may impose 
its tax upon the entire income of such enter- 
prise from sources within the United States. 

(b) A United States enterprise shall not 
be subject to taxation by Switzerland in re- 
spect of its industrial and commercial profits 
except as to such profits allocable to its per- 
manent establishment situated in Switzer- 
land. 

(2) No account shall be taken in deter- 
mining the tax in one of the contracting 
States of the mere purchase of merchandise 
therein by an enterprise of the other State. 

(3) Where an enterprise of one of the con- 
tracting States is engaged in trade or busi- 
ness in the territory of the other contracting 
State through a permanent establishment 
situated therein, there shall be attributed to 
such permanent establishment the industrial 
or commercial profits which it might be ex- 
pected to derive if it were an independent 
enterprise engaged in the same or similar ac- 
tivities under the same or similar conditions 
and dealing at arm’s length with the enter- 
prise of which it is a permanent establish- 
ment. 

(4) In the determination of the industrial 
or commercial profits of the permanent es- 
tablishment there shall be allowed as de- 
ductions all expenses which are reasonably 
applicable to the permanent establishment, 
including executive and general administra- 
tive expenses so applicable. 
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(5) The competent authorities of the two 
contracting States may lay down rules by 
agreement for the apportionment of indus- 
trial and commercial profits. 


ARTICLE IV 


Where an enterprise of one of the contract- 
ing States, by reason of its participation in 
the management or the financial structure of 
an enterprise of the other contracting State, 
makes with or imposes on the latter, in their 
commercial or financial relations, conditions 
different from those which would be made 
with an independent enterprise, any profits 
which would normally have accrued to one 
of the enterprises, but by reason of those 
conditions have not so accrued, may be in- 
cluded in the profits of that enterprise and 
taxed accordingly. 


ARTICLE V 


Income which an enterprise of one of the 
contracting States derives from the opera- 
tion of ships or aircraft registered in that 
State shall be taxable only in the State in 
which such ships or aircraft are registered. 


ARTICLE VI 


(1) The rate of tax imposed by one of the 
contracting States upon dividends derived 
from sources within such State by a resident 
or corporation or other entity of the other 
contracting State not having a permanent 
establishment in the former State shall not 
exceed 15 percent: Provided, however, that 
this paragraph shall have no application to 
Swiss tax in the case of dividends derived 
from Switzerland by a Swiss citizen (who is. 
not also a citizen of the United States) resi- 
dent in the United States. 

(2) It is agreed, however, that such rate 
of tax shall not exceed five percent if the 
shareholder is a corporation controlling, di- 
rectly or indirectly, at least 95 percent of the 
entire voting power in the corporation pay- 
ing the dividend, and if not more than 25 
percent of the gross income of such paying 
corporation is derived from interest and 
dividends, other than interest and dividends 
received from its own subsidiary corpora- 
tions. Such reduction of the rate to five per- 
cent shall not apply if the relationship of 
the two corporations has been arranged or 
is maintained primarily with the intention 
of securing such reduced rate. 

13) Switzerland may collect its tax with- 
out regard to paragraphs (1) and (2) of this 
Article but will make refund of the tax so 
collected in excess of the tax computed at 
the reduced rates provided in such para- 
graphs. 

ARTICLE VII 

(1) The rate of tax imposed by one of the 
contracting States on interest on bonds, se- 
curities, notes, debentures or on any other 
form of indebtedness (including mortgages 
or bonds secured by real property) derived 
from sources within such contracting State 
by a resident or corporation or other entity 
of the other contracting State not having 
a permanent establishment in the former 
State shall not exceed five percent: Provided, 
however, that this paragraph shall have no 
application to Swiss tax in the case of inter- 
est derived from Switzerland by a Swiss citi- 
zen (who is not also a citizen of the United 
States) resident in the United States. 

(2) Switzerland may collect its tax with- 
out regard to paragraph (1) of this Article 
but will make refund of the tax so collected 
in excess of the tax computed at the re- 
duced rate provided in such paragraph, 


ARTICLE VIII 


Royalties and other amounts derived, as 
consideration for the right to use copy- 
rights, artistic and scientific works, patents, 
designs, plans, secret processes and for- 
mulae, trade-marks, and other like property 
and rights (including rentals and like pay- 
ments in respect to motion picture films or 
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for the use of industrial, commercial or 
sciei.tific equipment), from sources within 
one of the contracting States by a resident 
or corporation or other entity of the other 
contracting State not having a permanent 
establishment in the former State shall be 
exempt from taxation in such former State. 


ARTICLE Ix 


(1) Income from real property (including 
gains derived from the sale or exchange of 
such property but not including interest 
from mortgages or k nds secured by real 
property) and royalties in respect of the 
operation of miner, quarries, or other natural 
resources, shall be taxable only in the con- 
tracting State in which such property, mines, 
quarries, or other natural resources are sit- 
vated. 

(2) A resident or corporation or other 
entity of one of the contracting States de- 
riving any such income from such property 
within the other contracting State may, 
for any taxable year, elect to be subject to 
the tax of such other contracting State, on 
a net basis, as if such resident or corpora- 
tion or entity were engaged in trade or busi- 
ness within such other contracting State 
through a permanent establishment therein 
during such taxable year. 


ARTICLE X 


(1) An individual resident of Switzerland 
shall be exempt from United States tax upon 
compensation for labor or personal services 
performed in the United States (including 
the practice of the liberal professions and 
- rendition of services as director) if he is 
temporarily present in the United States for 
a period or periods not exceeding a total of 
183 days during the taxable year and either 
of the following conditions is met: 

(a) his compensation is received for such 
labor or personal services performed as an 
employee of, or under contract with, a resi- 
dent or corporation or other entity of Swit- 
zerland, or 

(b) his compensation received for such 
labor or personal services does not exceed 
$10,000. 

(2) The provisions of paragraph (1) of this 
Article shall apply mutatis mutandis, to an 
individual resident of the United States with 
respect to compensation for such labor or 
personal services performed in Switzerland. 

(3) The provisions of this Article shall 
have no application to the income to wbich 
Article XI (1) relates. 

(4) The provisions of paragraph (1) (a) 
of this Article shall not apply to the com- 
pensation, profits, emoluments or other re- 
muneration of public entertainers such as 
stage, motion picture or radio artists, musi- 
cians and athletes. 


ARTICLE XI 


(1) (a) Wages, salaries and similar com- 
pensation, and pensions paid by the United 
States or by the political subdivisions or 
territories thereof to an individual (other 
than a Swiss citizen who is not also a citizen 
of the United States) shall be exempt from 
Swiss tax. 

(b) Wages, salaries and similar compensa- 
tion and pensions paid by Switzerland or by 
any agency or instrumentality thereof or by 
any political subdivisions or other public 
authorities thereof to an individual (other 
than a United States citizen who is not also 
a citizen of Switzerland) shall be exempt 
from United States tax. 

(2) Private pensions and life annuities 
derived from within one of the contracting 
States and paid to individuals residing in the 
other contracting State shall be exempt from 
taxation in the former State. 

(3) The term “pensions”, as used in this 
Article, means periodic payments made in 
consideration for services rendered or by way 
of compensation for injuries received. 

(4) The term “life annuities” as used in 
this Article, means a stated sum payable peri- 
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odically at stated times during life, or during 
a specified number of years, under an obliga- 
tion to make the payments in return for 
adequate and full consideration in money or 
money’s worth. 

ARTICLE XII 


A professor or teacher, a resident of one 
of the contracting States, who temporarily 
visits the other contracting State for the 
purpose of teaching for a period not exceed- 
ing two years at a university, college, school 
or other educational institution in the other 
contracting State, shall be exempted in such 
other contracting State from tax on his re- 
muneration for such teaching for such 
period. 

ARTICLE XIII 


A student or apprentice, a resident of one 
of the contracting States, who temporarily 
visits the other contracting State exclusively 
for the purposes of study or for acquiring 
business or technical experience shall not be 
taxable in the latter State in respect of 
remittances received by him from abroad for 
the purposes of his maintenance or studies. 


ARTICLE XIV 


(1) Dividends and interest paid by a cor- 
poration other than a United States domestic 
corporation shall be exempt from United 
States tax where the recipient is a nonresi- 
dent alien as to the United States resident 
in Switzerland or a Swiss corporation, not 
having a permanent establishment in the 
United States. 

(2) Dividends and interest paid by a cor- 
poration other than a Swiss corporation shall 
be exempt from Swiss tax where the recipient 
is a resident or corporation of the United 
States, not having a permanent establish- 
ment in Switzerland. 


ARTICLE XV 


(1) It is agreed that double taxation shall 
be avoided in the following manner: 

(a) The United States in determining its 
taxes specified in Article I of this Conven- 
tion in the case of its citizens, residents or 
corporations may, regardless of any other 
provision of this Convention, include in the 
basis upon which such taxes are imposed all 
items of income taxable under the revenue 
laws of the United States as if this Conven- 
tion had not come into effect. The United 
States shall, however, subject to the pro- 
visions of section 131, Internal Revenue Code, 
as in effect on the date of the entry into 
force of this Convention, deduct from its 
taxes the amount of Swiss taxes specified in 
Article I of this Convention. It is agreed 
that by virtue of the provisions of subpara- 
graph (b) of this paragraph, Switzerland 
satisfies the similar credit requirement set 
forth in section 131 (a) (3), Internal Reve- 
nue Code. 

(b) Switzerland, in determining its taxes 
specified in Article I of this Convention in 
the case of its residents, corporations or 
other entities, shall exclude from the basis 
upon which such taxes are imposed such 
items of income as are dealt with in this 
Convention, derived from the United States 
and not exempt from, and not entitled to 
the reduced rate of, United States tax under 
this Convention; but in the case of a citizen 
of the United States resident in Switzerland 
there shall be excluded all items of income 
derived from the United States. Switzerland, 
however, reserves the right to take into ac- 
count in the determination of the rate of 
its taxes also the income excluded as pro- 
vided in this paragraph. 

(2) The provisions of this Article shall 
not be construed to deny the exemptions 
from United States tax or Swiss tax, as the 
case may be, granted by Article XI (1) of 
this Convention. 


ARTICLE XVI 


(1) The competent authorities of the con- 
tracting States shall exchange such informa- 


tion (being information available under the 
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respective taxation laws of the contracting 
States) as is necessary for carrying out the 
provisions of the present Convention or for 
the prevention of fraud or the like ih rela- 
tion to the taxes which are the subject of 
the present Convention. Any information 
so exchanged shall be treated as secret and 
shall not be disclosed to any person other 
than those concerned with the assessment 
and collection of the taxes which are the 
subject of the present Convention. No in- 
formation shall be exchanged which would 
disclose any trade, business, industrial or 
professional secret or any trade process. 

(2) Each of the contracting States may 
collect such taxes imposed by the other con- 
tracting State as though such taxes were 
the taxes of the former State as will ensure 
that the exemption or reduced rate of tax 
granted under Articles VI. VII, VIII, and XI 
(2) of the present Convention by such other 
State shall not be enjoyed by persons not 
entitled to such benefits. 

(3) In no case shall the provisions of this 
Article be construed so as to impose upon 
either of the contracting States the obliga- 
tion to carry out administrative measures at 
variance with the regulations and practice 
of either contracting State or which would 
be contrary to its sovereignty, security or 
public policy or to supply particulars which 
are not procurable under its own legislation 
or that of the State making application. 


ARTICLE XVII 


(1) Where a taxpayer shows proof that 
the action of the tax authorities of the con- 
tracting States has resulted, or will result, 
in double taxation contrary to the provisions 
of the present Convention, he shall be en- 
titled to present the facts to the State of 
which he is a citizen or a resident, or, if 
the taxpayer is a corporation or other en- 
tity, to the State in which it is created or 
organized. Should the taxpayer’s claim be 
deemed worthy of consideration, the compe- 
tent authority of such State shall under- 
take to come to an agreement with the com- 
petent authority of the other State with a 
view to equitable avoidance of the double 
taxation in question. 

(2) Should any difficulty or doubt arise 
as to the interpretation or application of 
the present Convention, or its relationship to 
Conventions between one of the contracting 
States and any other State, the competent 
authorities of the contracting States may 
settle the question by mutual agreement. 


ARTICLE XVIII 


(1) The provisions of this Convention shall 
not be construed to deny or affect in any 
manner the right of diplomatic and consu- 
lar officers to other or additional exemptions 
now enjoyed or which may hereafter bé 
granted to such officers. 

(2) The provisions of the present Conven- 
tion shall not be construed to restrict in any 
manner any exemption, deduction, credit or 
other allowance now or hereafter accorded by 
the laws of one of the contracting States in 
the determination of the tax imposed by 
such State. 

(3) The citizens of one of the contracting 
States shall not, while resident in the other 
contracting State, be subjected therein to 
other or more burdensome taxes than are 
the citizens of such other contracting State 
residing in its territory. The term “citizens” 
as used in this Article includes all legal per- 
sons, partnerships and associations created 
or organized under the laws in force in the 
respective contracting States. In this Ar- 
ticle the word “taxes” means taxes of every 
kind or description, whether Federal, State, 
cantonal, municipal, or communal. 


ARTICLE XIX 
(1) The competent authorities of the two 
contracting States may prescribe regulations 
necessary to c: into effect the present 
Convention within the respective States. 
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(2) The competent authorities of the two 
contracting States may communicate with 
each other directly for the purpose of giving 
effect to the provisions of this Convention. 

ARTICLE XX 5 

(1) The present Convention shall be rati- 
fied and the instruments of ratification shall 
be exchanged at Berne as soon as possible. 
It shall have effect for the taxable years be- 
ginning on or after the first day of January 
of the year in which such exchange takes 
place: Provided, however, that if such ex- 
change takes place on or after October 1 of 
such year, Article VI (except paragraph (2) 
thereof) and Article VII of the Convention 
shall have effect only for taxable years be- 
ginning on or after the first day of January 
of the year immediately following the year 
in which such exchange takes place. 

(2) The present Convention shall con- 
tinue effective for a period of five years be- 
ginning with the calendar year in which the 
exchange of the instruments of ratification 
takes place and indefinitely after that period, 
but may be terminated by either of the con- 
tracting States at the end of the flve-years 
period or at any time thereafter, provided 
that at least six months’ prior notice of ter- 
mination has been given and, in such event, 
the present Convention shall cease to be 
effective for the taxale years beginning on 
or after the first day of January next fol- 
lowing the expiration of the six-month 
period. 

Done at Washington, in duplicate, in the 
English and German languages, the two 
texts having equal authenticity, this 24th day 
of May, 1951. 

For the President of the United States of 
America: 

[SEAL] DEAN ACHESON. 
For the Swiss Federal Courcil: 
[SEAL] CHARLES BRUGGMANN. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
convention is before the Senate and open 
to amendment. If there be no amend- 
ment to be proposed, the convention will 
be reported to the Senate. 

The convention was reported to the 
Senate without amendment. 

The PRESID:NG OFFICER. The 
resolution of ratification with the res- 
ervation will be read. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 

Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators pres- 
ent concurring therein), That the Senate 
advise and consent to the ratification of 
Executive N, Eighty-second Congress, first 
session, the Convention between the United 
States of America and Switzerland, signed 
at Washington on May 24, 1951, for the 
avoidance of double taxation with respect 
to taxes on income, subject to the following 
reservation: 

The Government of the United States of 
America does not accept paragraph (4) of 
article X of the Convention, relating to the 
profits or remunerat‘on of public enter- 
tainers, 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the reservation 
to the resolution of ratification. 

The reservation was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the resolution 
of ratification with the reservation. 
{Putting the question.] Two-thirds of 
the Senators present concurring therein, 
the resolution of ratification, with the 
reservation, is agreed to, and the Con- 
vention is ratified. 


LEGISLATIVE BUSINESS 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate resume the consid- 
eration of legislative business. 
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The motion was agreed to, and the 
Senate resumed the consideration of 
legislative business, 

REPORTS BY GOVERNMENT DEPART- 

MENTS ON FLOOD CONDITIONS IN 

KANSAS, OKLAHOMA, AND MISSOURI 


Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, on 
last Wednesday I spoke on this floor, 
calling attention to the delay which has 
ensued on certain flood-relief-program 
legislation which involves $400,000,000, 
which was recommended and advocated 
by the President of the United States. 

Companion measures involving this 
proposed legislation are before the Ap- 
propriations Committee of the House 
and the Judiciary Committee of the 
Senate. 

Upon being advised last Friday and 
Saturday that hearings were likely to 
start on one of these measures in the 
House, on Monday or Tuesday of this 
week, the senior Senator from Kansas 
contacted Mr. A. E. Howse, who is the 
special representative of one Charles E. 
Wilson, who is in charge of this great 
mobilization program, to ascertain 
whether it was possible to obtain copies 
of reports and surveys made by the sev- 
eral governmental agencies covering the 
flood damages and the economic dislo- 
cations following the recent great flood 
disaster suffered by the States of Kansas, 
Missouri, and Oklahoma. I understood 
that these reports were made by the 
various governmental departments over 
which Mr. Howse was designated to act 
in a coordinating capacity. 

These departments made reports after 
their officials had gone into the flooded 
areas and observed first hand the dam- 
ages, the destruction, the havoc and 
ruin. I have been informed—and I 
hope correctly so—that Mr. A. E. Howse 
has assembled these combined reports, 
all based upon actual facts and circum- 
stances growing out of these floods— 
in July 1951—in the States mentioned. 

Mr. President, I was very definitely 
surprised last Saturday when Mr. Howse 
informed me that he could not release 
any of this information to me, and that 
he could not give copies of the reports 
compiled by the various departments, 
or a copy of the report he had prepared, 
and he had to refuse the Senator from 
Kansas the privilege of going over the 
reports to ascertain if anything might 
be added to the statement of the Senator 
from Kansas, when proper presentations 
were to be made before the committees 
of the House or of the Senate. The 
senior Senator of Kansas desired to be 
helpful in presenting fully all the facts 
and circumstances developing out of this 
disaster. 

Upon contacting the chief clerk of the 
House Committee on Appropriations, 
the senior Senator from Kansas found 
that the statement which Mr. Howse 
had made was substantially correct. 
The Senator from Kansas was further 
informed that Representative CANNON, 
of the House, had informed Mr, Howse 
not to give this information to anyone. 
A strange situation, or at least I thought 
80 


Mr. President, this is the first time I 
have been informed that information re- 
Specting flood damage caused by the 
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floods in Kansas, Oklahoma, and Mis- 
souri was classified—secretive and not 
eligible to be seen by a Senator repre- 
senting a State—so vitally affected. If 
that is the case, what a strange situation 
we have, when those of us who represent 
the interested States desire to appear be- 
fore the committees for the purpose of 
being helpful, and to prevent, wherever 
possible, the furnishing of duplicate in- 
formation of the damages in the flooded 
areas. 

If one is to be confronted with secrecy, 
then I ask, what is the reason? What 
could possibly cause this strange blank- 
eting of departments of government in 
the matter of furnishing to Senators and 
Representatives of the affected States 
the pertinent facts and circumstances 
which were all developed at public ex- 
pense? Why this black-out when people 
are without homes, when places of busi- 
ness and farms have been destroyed, and 
winter is approaching. Is there a desire 
not to have the fullest cooperation? I 
assure the Senate that all I desire to do 
is to be helpful and expedite these hear- 
ings. Is that the way to do 1, I ask? 

The Senator from Kansas has no per- 
sonal criticism to offer, if there are legiti- 
mately within the reports some matters 
which should not be brought to the at- 


-tention of the public before being offered 


to the Senate or to the House commit- 
tees, but he feels that if this is not the 
case, it should not become the accred- 
ited or accepted procedure of either the 
House or the Senate, and, much less on 
the part of the chairman of any commit- 
tee, to blanket a representative of a co- 
ordinating department of the Govern- 
ment from furnishing this type of in- 
formation to Senators or Representatives 
who are vitally interested in what true 
factual reports show the facts to be. 

I hope the Congress can be permitted 
to have these flood-relief measures con- 
sidered and these reports may be made 
available at the earliest possible time, so 
that those who are interested in the pro- 
posed legislation may bring this very, 
very vital and important information to 
the attention of the committees as quick- 
ly as possible. I hope that these hearings 
can be expedited and come before the 
Senate and House at the earliest possible 
date—so that we can pass on the legisla- 
tion in some form yet at the present 
session. 

Mr. President, while I have the floor, I 
desire now to speak on another matter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Kansas may proceed. 


DELAY IN ESTABLISHMENT OF SMALL 
DEFENSE PLANTS ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, it is 
not my thought to transgress long upon 
the time of the Senate today, but I feel 
compelled to speak briefly on a matter 
which concerns me greatly. 

Tuesday of this last week marked an 
important anniversary. It marked the 
passage of six long weeks since the Presi- 
dent signed into law the Defense Produc- 
tion Amendments of 1951. In that space 
of time, certain mobilization officials 
have found the law Congress passed un- 
workable—or at least so they say in pub- 
lic. In those 6 weeks, the President has 
evoked the. specter of inflation running 
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wild through the Nation because of our 
action on the extension of the Defense 
Production Act. But, apparently, 6 
weeks is not enough time for our Presi- 
dent to put into operation a most impor- 
tant section of that controls bill, a sec- 
tion initiated by Congress and passed by 
Congress. Since July 31 the law of the 
land has stated that a Small Defense 
Plants Administration was to be estab- 
lished to protect the interests of the 
many thousands of small-business men 
whose very existence is threatened by 
the present mobilization effort. These 
weeks of delay represent time lost for- 
ever, but nothing has been heard from 
the White House on this subject. 

As far back as June 4 it should have 
become obvious to even the most casual 
legislative observer that Congress was 
surfeited with fine phrases and imposing 
organization charts in the small-business 
field and was prepared to take action on 
its own, for on that day 55 Senators 
joined in sponsoring an amendment to 
the Defense Production Act to establish 
the Small Defense Plants Adminis- 
tration. I guess no one took us serious- 
ly, however, for over 100 days ago we 
offered that amendment showing that we 
were in deadly earnest. Still today, 100 
days later, no action has been taken by 
the President to show that he is cogni- 
zant of our desires and our wishes and 
the law of the land on this subject. 

Mr. President, before the Senate 
adopted the small-business amendment, 
the distinguished chairman of the Small 
Business Committee, my good friend the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN] 
read into the Recorp a number of letters 
from top executive officials saying that 
they did not oppose the adoption of the 
amendment; indeed, they felt that it was 
a right and proper step toward a good 
end, that of making small business a full 
partner in the mobilization effort. In 
fact, they all said that they supported 
it. 

But I wonder. I wonder whether they 
really felt that way, and whether they 
feel that way now. Or are they still all 
guarding their little empires, fearful of 
some encroachment by a new organiza- 
tion which Congress forced into the ad- 
ministrative picture? I wonder, Mr. 
President, because a great silence has 
gathered over the arena ever since the 
Senate passed the bill on June 28, and 
particularly since July 31, when the 
President signed it into law. Who has 
heard a peep from downtown on this 
subject? Who has discerned any sign 
of life in the Small Defense Plants Ad- 
ministration? It appears to me that our 
child, for whom we held such great hope, 
was stillborn. It appears, furthermore, 
that the administration is bent upon 
once again flouting the firmly and un- 
equivocally expressed mandate of the 
Congress. 

I have heard a great deal in the past, 

yes, in the recent past, about a “do- 
nothing Congress.” Upon that I shall 
not debate today; but I do submit to 
the Senate that this is prime and con- 
crete evidence of do- nothing“ on the 
part of the President and of a “fiddling 
White House.” 

Every day, sorely pressed small- 
business men from my State call and 
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write asking me when the Small Defense 
Plants Administration will be estab- 
lished, for I have made known my posi- 
tion that, without the SDPA there can 
be no hope for full economic citizenship 
for our thousands and thousands of in- 
dustrial enterprises. And each and 
every day I must answer that Congress 
stands hopeless and helpless in this 
matter. While Congress took the initia- 
tive in proposing and passing this reme- 
dial legislation, it can do nothing to 
expedite the effective date of operation 
of the Small Defense Plants Adminis- 
tration. What a confession of weakness 
we in the Senate must make in the face 
of this record. 

Once again, the President and the 
administration have missed the boat. 
Once again, Congress has been treated 
to the unedifying spectacle of a good law 
being soured by poor administration, or 
rather, by no administration at all, by 
plain neglect and starvation. I suppose 
the President will come to the Congress 
again next year asking us to do every- 
thing he wants in the name of remedy- 
ing past mistakes. He will again say we 
are a “do-nothing Congress.” But it 
certainly seems to me that we have a 
“do-nothing” attitude on the part of the 
administration. 

In closing, Mr. President, may I say 
that I hope that my words will not be 
construed as a narrow partisan attack 
on a political leader or on a political 
party. To the contrary, in this matter, 
Congress has acted in a completely non- 
partisan manner, and Republicans and 
Democrats alike joined in the task of 
preparing and passing this legislation. 
Nonetheless, I do call for action now in 
establishing the Small Defense Plants 
Administration as an effective operation. 
and I want the record to be straight. 
Otherwise, small-business men in Kan- 
sas and small-business men in the 47 
other States will be regaled with pledges 
of love and affection next year—an elec- 
tion year—by the President and his 
spokesmen who will tell of their bound- 
less attachment to the cause of small 
business on the part of the Chief Execu- 
tive, while that nasty “do-nothing Con- 
gress” did nothing, as usual. 

Mr. President, I do not stand alone in 
my anxiety about what has happened, or 
what has failed to happen. I picked up 
a copy of the Journal of Commerce of 
September 17, 1951, in which there ap- 
pears an article under the heading “News 
analysis—Washington—A staff report.” 
I shall not take the time of the Senate 
to read it, but I ask unanimous consent 
that it may be included at this point in 
the Recorp as a part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

News ANALYsIS—WASHINGTON—A STAFF 

REPORT 

WASHINGTON, September 16.—The admin- 
istration appears to be courting trouble with 
some of its congressional friends—not to 
mention the enemies—by taking its time so 
liberally in setting up the Small Defense 
Plants Administration. 

An amendment to the controls act, backed 
by thumping majorities in both Chambers, 
created that agency as the clearing-house for 
small business participation in defense pro- 
duction, That was more than 6 weeks ago, 
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and the SDPA is still just a collection of 
words on paper. 

Charles Wilson, hostile to the idea from 
the outset, sent such a vague set of plans up 
to the Hill last month that the House Appro- 
priations Committee decided it couldn’t ap- 
propriate funds for SDPA until the Office of 
Defense Mobilization explained how they 
would be spent. 

ODM has since told the Senate Appropria- 
tions Committee that the law bars using 
Presidential emergency funds to get the 
agency going and that someone will have to 
fork over the cash, or there just won't be any 
SPDA. 

At best, however, ODM expects only a to- 
ken amount”—just enough to open an office. 
Meanwhile, a White House aide says several 
top-notch men, both in and out of Govern- 
ment, are being considered for appointment 
by the President as administrator, But 
there's no evidence of urgency there, either. 

The Budget Bureau is making its contri- 
bution through a study of small business 
activities being carried on by existing Gov- 
ernment agencies. It'll make suggestions 
about which should be transferred to the new 
agency. 


Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, I 
notice that on September 15, 1951, there 
appeared in Business Week an article 
entitled Defined But Leaderless.“ 

Under that heading there appears the 
following: 

Small business agency, packed with powers, 
still lacks administrator as Truman delays, 
Politics are factor, but there’s also fear of 


giving authority that will cut across Wilson's 
lines. 


I ask unanimous consent that the ar- 
ticle may be included at this point in the 
REcorD as a part of my remarks, 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


DEFINED BUT LEADERLESS—SMALL BUSINESS 

- AGENCY, PACKED WITH POWERS, STILL Lacks 
ADMINISTRATOR AS TRUMAN DELAYS—POLI- 
Tics ARE FACTOR, BUT THERE’S ALSO FEAR OF 
GIVING AUTHORITY THAT WILL Cur Across 
WILSON’S LINES 


Boosters of small business have the stage 
set in Washington for their biggest extrava- 
ganza yet. Under the Defense Production 
Act, they have authority for a superduper 
agency—a body with sweeping powers and 
enough muscle to get the little man more 
orders, and more materials. They have a new 
freewheeling definition of what small busi- 
ness is, one that stakes out a broader empire 
than any one had dreamed. 

But they don’t have anyone to run the 
show. 


TRUMAN DELAYS 
The Small Defense Plants Administration 


-was authorized in the new defense act signed 


by President Truman on July 31. Ever 
since then, the small business lobby has been 
pressing Truman to appoint an administra- 
tor. 


Truman has been backing and filling on 
this appointment, despite almost daily bul- 
letins that he's at the point of naming his 
man, His delay can be traced to two causes: 

It’s a hot political potato—too many aspi- 
rants, with too many backers to be satisfied. 

There’s powerful opposition behind the 
scenes from mobilizers, who feel small busi- 
ness is getting a fair shake anyhow, and 
needs no special agency of its own. 

MUST MAKE SHOWING 


Meanwhile, time is running out. If the 
show doesn’t get started soon, it might as 
well close before it orens. Authority for the 
agency expires next June; unless it can show 
results before then, it may not be renewed. 
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Whoever the new Administrator is, he'll 
have time-consuming steps ahead of him be- 
fore he can get into real action. First he'll 
have to win Senate confirmation. Then he’ll 
have to wheedle the money out of Congress 

to run his office. After that, he'll have to 
get a staff together. 

By then it may be time to go back to Con- 
gress for a new year's appropriation. 

PLENTY OF TOWER 

The job will carry a lot of prestige and 
power, though. The administration is au- 
thorized to— 

Recommend up to $100,000,000 in loans 
from RFC. 

Take military contracts and, in turn, let 
subcontracts. 

Claim scarce material allotments for small 
business. 

Work with the procurement agencies to 
get contracts for small companies in the 
interest of mobilizing the Nation’s full pro- 
ductive capacity. 

Perform a hatful of other duties, such as 
making an inventory of the capacity of small 
companies, recommending changes in con- 
trols laws, providing technical and mana- 
gerial help—and determining who is small 
business. 

WHO'S SMALL? 

That last power is no mean thing. The 
new Administration has at hand one pro- 
posed system for classifying manufacturers 
on a sliding scale. It works out to such 
findings as that a 2,459-man aircraft plant 
falls in the small-business category while a 
52-employee millinery shop is big business. 

As developed by Commerce Department's 
Office of Small Business, the system all de- 
pends on the relation of a given company’s 
size to others in the industry. Aircraft 
plants run large, millinery shops run small. 

WILSON OBJECTS 

The sweeping nature of such definitions 
is supposed to be one reason why Chief Mo- 
bilizer Charles E. Wilson is against the idea 
of SDPA. Wilson vehemently opposes (1) 
giving small-business men their own mo- 
bilization agency, and (2) giving that agency 
authority that cuts across his whole chain 
of command. 

But if the agency is to function at all, 
that’s the way it would operate—across Wil- 
son's lines. 

LIGHTNING RODS UP 

The $17,000-a-year job of Administrator 
is not going begging for lack of candidates, 
According to Washington gossip, former Sen- 
ator Scott Lucas has the inside track, but 
will probably prefer to stick to his job as 
Washington lawyer representing clients be- 
fore Congress and Government agencies, 
Lucas has instead been pushing Larry Ar- 
nold, former official of the Smaller War Plants 
Corporation. 

Also in the running are Maury Maverick, 
who held a similar job in World War II; John 
Carroll, of Colorado, now a Whito House as- 
sistant; Telford Taylor, backec by the liberal 
wing of the small-business hloc; and John 
Horn, assistant to Senator JoHN SPARKMAN, 
chairman of the Senate Small Business 
Committee. 

SEPARATION OF SUBSIDY FROM AIR- 
MAIL PAY x 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (S. 436) to provide for the 
separation of subsidy from air-mail pay, 
and for other purposes. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, this bill now under considera- 
tion is entitled “Air Mail Subsidy Sepa- 
ration Act of 1951,” and is an amend- 
ment to the Civil Aeronautics Act of 
1938. It will provide for the payment 
of a service rate for the transportation 
of mail and will authorize separate pay- 
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ments of subsidies to airlines when justi- 
fied to carry out national interest ob- 
jectives. In general, it can be said that 
in providing subsidy separation for the 
domestic airlines, we followed the prece- 
dent established by the Congress for de- 
termining mail rates for surface carriers. 
In the field of international aviation, 
we followed the precedent established 
by Congress for fixing mail rates for the 
surface merchant marine. 

S. 436 will relieve the Post Office De- 
partment of paying airline subsidies out 
of its budget, and the entire subsidy pro- 
motional program will be handled openly 
by our expert aviation agency, the Civil 
Aeronautics Board. It has not been our 
purpose in drafting this legislation, to 
eliminate any essential subsidies, but 
merely to disclose publicly their true ex- 
tent and character. It will permit Con- 
gress however, to review the justifica- 
tion for these subsidies of the certifi- 
cated airlines, an impossibility for 13 
years under the Civil Aeronautics Act 
of 1938. 

Under the Act of 1938, the Civil Aero- 
nautics Board was directed to fix rates 
for the transportation of mail by aircraft 
and was authorized to include in that 
rate an undisclosed amount to meet the 
proper financial needs of the carriers. 
We propose to repeal section 406 of the 
1938 Act. It is dubbed the “need” sec- 
tion because, whenever one of its cer- 
tificated airlines cannot make revenues 
meet its expenses on the transport op- 
erations which the Board has approved, 
the Board has interpreted this section 
to permit it to increase the air-mail 
pay to cover deficiencies in the airline’s 
commercial revenues. This constitutes 
a cost-plus operation, and total mail 
payments have grown to over 120 million 
dollars in recent years. No airline has, 
or could ever, go bankrupt under this 
system provided the Board found its 
management to be honest, economical, 
and efficient. Like other cost-plus sys- 
tems where close supervision is impossi- 
ble, we are told that this constant bail- 
ing out” could have encouraged airline 
managements to be extravagant and 
careless. 

But what made this cost-plus system 
in the Civil Aeronautics Act really bad, 
is that the act did not require the Board 
to publish how much of these mail pay- 
ments were for services rendered and 
how much was for need“ pay. I have 
made a few computations showing that 
all of the domestic airlines, taken to- 
gether, were paid about 2.7 cents for 
transporting each piece of air mail last 
year, while the so-called feeder lines 
were paid on the average about 15 cents 
per piece of air mail, the highest being 
over $1.08 a letter. These figures may 
be compared with the average postage 
revenue on air mail of about 6 cents per 
piece, before making any allowance for 
the ground and handling expenses of the 
Post Office on air mail. How much of 
these payments to the airlines was sub- 
sidy isnot known. The subsidy was hid- 
den. Our bill will bring subsidies out 
in the open, and take the airlines off a 
cost-plus basis. Our bill will not pre- 
clude essential Government financing 
to foster and control the orderly devel- 
opment of an air transportation system 
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to serve the growing needs of our na- 
tional defense and our commerce. 

Mr. President, the Senate Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
has taken a long time, and has given 
great care, to writing. and perfecting 
this legislation. More than 2 years ago 
this committee held spirited hearings 
for 79 days, pursuant to Senate Resolu- 
tion 50 of the Eighty-first Congress, and 
investigated the then financial straits of 
the airline industry. These hearings 
among other things focused direct at- 
tention upon the importance of publicly 
identifying airline subsidies and the need 
of returning to Congress its direct stew- 
ardship over appropriations for pro- 
motional programs. 

Since that time, pressures have grown 
steadily in favor of immediate legisla- 
tion. The President of the United States 
has twice urged immediate legislation to 
accomplish separation. In January 
1951, President Truman said: 

Federal financial assistance has been a 
major factor in the [airline] industry's 
rapid growth, and should be continued to 
the extent necessary for the sound develop- 
ment of civil aviation. The method of pay- 
ing this subsidy should be changed, how- 
ever, in order to provide the public with 
full information as to its cost. At present, 
the airline subsidy is merged with compen- 
sation for the cost of handling mail and 
included in postal expenditures. These two 
elements should be separated, and the sub- 
sidy portion paid by the Civil Aeronautics 
Board from funds appropriated specifically 
for that purpose. I again urge Congress to 
enact legislation providing for this separa- 
tion. 


There is now almost complete agree- 
ment in principle by all interested grovps 
on the desirability of separating air- 
mail pay from airline subsidies. The 
Hoover Commission, the large airline 
companies, the Air Transport Associa- 
tion, various labor groups, business and 
taxpayer associations, and representa- 
tives of surface forms of transportation 
have joined in this reform chorus. Only 
the representatives of the newer feeder 
airlines have held back, and expressed 
some doubts as to the wisdom of the 
legislation because they are concerned 
as to whether adequate subsidy grants 
will be appropriated to them should this 
legislation be enacted. 

While there is agreement in principle 
that this step is essential, neither the 
Civil Aeronautics Board, nor other inter- 
ested parties presented to your commit- 
tee any adequate legislative program for 
its accomplishment. Some witnesses 
told us that a simple statutory mandate 
directing the CAB to establish the cost 
of carrying the mail and to label all addi- 
tional financial aid as subsidy was all 
that was necessary. But that is a meat 
ax approach which could have done 
great harm. Prior to recent months the 
Board was unwilling to undertake any 
subsidy separation program and insisted 
that it would require huge appropria- 
tions and years of study and preparation. 
Your committee was thus forced to work 
out from scratch the best method of 
accomplishing subsidy separation, 
From the start, we were convinced of two 
things. First, that mail pay should be 
separated from airline subsidies as soon 
as possible, and that it could be and, 
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should be accomplished without injuring 
America’s splendid air-transport system. 
We realized that a sensible approach to 
this problem was essential if the superb 
air-transport system which we now en- 
joy throughout every State of the Union 
and to all parts of the world was not to 
be seriously injured. 

In the Genera’ Appropriations Act of 
1951, the committee was given a special 
appropriation to contract for special 
studies on how to accomplish subsidy 
separation in both the domestic and the 
international fields. We made good use 
of these funds and contracted with com- 
petent engineers and accountants. 
Their studies have been of great value. 
Finally, this summer the committee held 
20 more days of hearings on seven bills 
proposing various methods of separating 
air-mail pay from subsidy. From these 
extensive studies and the 99 days of hear- 
ings in which everyone interested in the 
problem was enabled to present his views, 
our committee recommends with abso- 
lute confidence the prompt enactment of 
S. 436. We are positive that it will ac- 
complish the separation of air-mail pay 
from subsidy payments in a manner that 
will make a complete break between mail 
pay and subsidy, and at the same time 
will not adversely affect our splendid air- 
line industry which is so essential and of 
which we have such good reason to be 
proud. Under this legislation instead of 
being injured the airline industry will be 
made stronger and more self-reliant. 

At the outset, I should make it clear 
that the committee has found it neces- 
sary to make some important distinc- 
tions in the method of treating our in- 
ternational airlines as contrasted with 
those engaged in domestic air transpor- 
tation. There are special problems sur- 
rounding foreign air transportation 
which I shall touch upon later. 

In the domestic field, the committee 
believes that a complete break from the 
old system of mixing mail pay and sub- 
sidy should be made at the beginning 
of the next fiscal year, July 1, 1952. The 
task of establishing compensatory mail 
rates for the domestic carriers is one 
that should properly be discharged by 
the Civil Aeronautics Board. However, 
the committee has grave doubts as to 
whether the board, after the enactment 
of this legislation, would or could estab- 
lish by that date compensatory mail 
rates for the almost 50 airlines trans- 
porting air mail due to the necessity for 
it to follow the Administrative Proce- 
dure Act. Accordingly, so that there may 
be no confusion or delay as to the effec- 
tive date, the bill that we recommend 
sets up initially five classes of compen- 
satory mail rates for the domestic air- 
lines which go into effect on July 1, 
1952, and remain in effect only until 
the Civil Aeronautics Board can revise 
them in accordance with the cost stand- 
ards we have provided. These rates 
range from 45 cents to $1.80 a ton-mile 
and apply to transportation of mail do- 
mestically and to our overseas Territories 
and possessions. We have also included 
a 15-pound minimum-weight provision 
in recognition of the standby nature of 
the mail service. These are generous 
rates. In setting up these initial rates 


we have followed the precedent of the 
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Railway Mail Act of 1916, which set 
initial rates for various classes of 
railway mail and at the same time 
directed the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission to launch an investigation with 
authority to revise the rates set by that 
act. This is precisely what is proposed 
in S. 436. The only action that the 
Board must take before these initial mail 
rates go into effect next July is to clas- 
sify the airlines into the five classes pro- 
vided. This is to be done on the basis 
of types of communities served, volume 
and distance of air mail carried, and the 
route patterns flown. I want to empha- 
size again that these initial statutory 
rates are intended only to accelerate and 
make definite the transition to separate 
compensatory rates for domestic mail. 
The main task of revising and estab- 
lishing compensatory mail rates from 
time to time is given to the Civil Aero- 
nautics Board by S. 436. 

One of the most controversial issues, 
which developed during the hearings, 
was the question of the legislative stand- 
ards to be given to the Board in estab- 
lishing compensatory mail rates domes- 
tically, This is the heart of the problem 
of separating mail pay from subsidy. 
These legislative standards are the 
guides which insure that all subsidy 
elements are removed from mail rates. 
We were told by many witnesses that we 
should impose a rigid cost standard. The 
airline industry unanimously opposed 
this, and urged that we recognize the 
comparative values derived from air- 
mail service as a proper standard. 
Everyone agreed that the airlines should 
be paid a fair compensation, including a 
reasonable return on their investment 
for the mail service rendered. A difficult 
problem arises because in the airline 
business the same aircraft are generally 
used for carrying passengers and freight, 
as well as mail. These classes of traffic 
are given different priorities and are 
handled in different ways. However, 
about 85 percent of all of the expenses of 
an airline are common expenses that are 
incurred for the benefit of all classes of 
traffic carried and these common or joint 
expenses must be divided between the 
mail and the other services in order to 
determine how much shall constitute the 
cost of carrying the mail. The division 
of these joint costs must be made in ac- 
cordance with allocation formulas on the 
basis of ton-miles of traffic carried, air- 
craft landings, and other measurements. 
Up to date, no one has developed a set 
of formulas which are acceptable to all 
concerned. These things are a matter of 
judgment and, like all such undertak- 
ings, must be worked out carefully by 
experts. 

The committee concluded that it could 
not recognize the value of the mail serv- 
ice as a standard in the rate-making 
formula. This standard is one which 
looks at the price to be paid from the 
purchaser’s point of view, and is gener- 
ally used in a free market in pricing 
competitive products for sale. But in the 
immediate problem the Post Office De- 
partment is the only customer, or user, of 
the air-mail service, and there is no 
practical or fair way to measure the value 
of the mail service to the Post Office or 
to the public. Furthermore, we decided 


SEPTEMBER 17 


that it would be proper, in view of the 
express purpose of the legislation to 
eliminate subsidy from mail rates, to 
adopt merely the simple fair and rea- 
sonable“ standard found in the Railway 
Mail Pay Act. We felt that a cost stand- 
ard should be incorporated in the bill 
and, accordingly, we included in section 
406 (a) (2) the requirement that all 
rates determined by the Board shall be 
based upon the experienced costs for 
mail transportation services rendered 
and upon projected costs for such serv- 
ices to be rendered under honest, eco- 
nomical, and efficient management,” and 
it is specifically required that cost be 
“fairly assigned and apportioned to such 
mail services, including a fair return on 
that portion of the total investment 
which is used and useful in such mail 
services.” 

The committee believes that this 
standard is, at the same time, sufficiently 
definite and sufficiently flexible to per- 
mit the Civil Aeronautics Board to take 
into consideration all cost elements 
which should properly enter into the fix- 
ing of a compensatory rate. Especially 
is this true when the Board is given au- 
thority to reclassify carriers, routes, and 
services for rate-making purposes as 
conditions change from time to time. 
By this standard, service rates and sub- 
sidy may be clearly distinguished from 
each other, in accordance with the basic 
purpose of S. 436. 

International air transportation is 
conducted under significantly different 
competitive and governmental condi- 
tions than domestic operations. The 
foreign competitors of our international 
airlines which were not nationalized out- 
right are government promoted and re- 
ceive subsidies which are traditionally 
hidden. Our international air transpor- 
tation system is built upon bilateral avi- 
ation agreements—44 of them. These 
agreements not only establish the right 
to operate scheduled commercial services 
in each country, but provide certain con- 
trols of our carriers’ rates and traffic 
capacity. The success of our carriers is 
dependent upon the continued effective- 
ness of this system of bilateral agree- 
ments. : 

The committee studied, painstakingly 
and objectively, the present methods of 
making mail payments for international 
transportation by air and steamship, and 
also the effect that these various meth- 
ods would have on our future interna- 
tional transportation system, which is 
now so important in our plans for na- 
tional defense. We also studied the 
Universal Postal Union, which is an in- 
ternational organization dealing with 
postal affairs in which the United States 
has taken a leading role. This union 
facilitates the international exchange of 
mail and postal services throughout the 
world. Among other matters, the Uni- 
versal Postal Union Convention fixes the 
maximum transportation charges to be 
paid by one country for the use of air 
services operated by an airline of an- 
other country. Since 1948 the maxi- 
mum rate for letter mail outside of Eu- 
rope has been $2.86 per ton-mile. Lower 
rates are established for parcel post and 
for newspapers. These rates are maxi- 
mum rates and are usually paid by one 
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country for carrying mail on the airline 
of another country. The convention 
does not, however, require adherence to 
these maximum rates. 

The Postmaster General, as the repre- 
sentative of the United States, has 
played a most important role in the Uni- 
versal Postal Union and in facilitating 
the movement of mail throughout the 
world. Since 1929 he has fixed the rates 
for transportation of mail by United 
States and foreign surface vessels. A 
maximum rate was fixed by statute, but 
the Postmaster General has been au- 
thorized to fix the effective rate for 
United States vessels at his discretion. 
He has established rates for the trans- 
portation of mail by foreign and United 
States vessels which follow the UPU 
maritime maximum rates except in the 
very long distance ranges where he has 
established lower rates. Your commit- 
tee was impressed with the wisdom and 
the fairness of this system. Accord- 
ingly, we have given authority to deter- 
mine rates for the transportation of mail 
in foreign air transportation, to the 
Postmaster General, commencing July 
1, 1953. No initial rates were set for the 
period prior to that date, and, conse- 
quently, air-mail rates for our interna- 
tional airlines will continue for the in- 
terim period to be determined as they 
now are by the Civil Aeronautics Board. 

We further provided, for the period 
after July 1, 1953, that the rate to be 
paid to American airlines by the Post- 
master General shall not be more than 
the maximum going rate established by 
the UPU or less than the lowest rate 
paid by him to foreign-flag carriers for 
similar service. This places our Post- 
master General in a position of not hav- 
ing to discriminate against our inter- 
national carriers by paying foreign car- 
riers a higher UPU rate. It recognizes 
the rates paid in similar circumstances 
to foreign airlines under the UPU rate 
structure as a limiting factor in fixing 
the rates paid to American-flag carriers. 
However, as I have said, the UPU estab- 
lishes only maximum rates and the 
convention does not bind the Postmaster 
General either to pay the maximum 
rates or to tender any United States 
mail to foreign carriers. Under these 
circumstances he has broad discretion 
to fix the rates at the level he considers 
reasonable. 

The committee has concluded that 
such rates should be fixed by a respon- 
sible Cabinet official who will have full 
cognizance of the cost of the mail serv- 
ice and of the political and special in- 
ternational considerations involved in 
international air transit. We have pro- 
vided that the Postmaster General can 
secure complete cost data from the Civil 
Aeronautics Board in any manner he 
requires. After giving full weight to the 
diplomatic and military aspects of the 
particular situation he has authority, 
therefore, to fix rates with his eagle 
eye on costs. Only an official at the 
Cabinet level should exercise such a 
broad power. We believe this is the 
most expeditious way of handling the 
international aspects of this problem. 

Turning now to the matter of subsidy, 
payments, I have stated that it is not 


the purpose of this bill to stop the pay. 
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ments of essontial subsidies to domestic 
and international airlines rendering 
services found to be essential in the na- 
tional interest. Accordingly, S. 436 pro- 
vides that subsidies may be paid by the 
CAB for the purpose of maintaining 
and continuing the development of air 
transportation including the introduc- 
tion of new and improved types of com- 
mercial aircraft—to the extent and of 
the character and quality required to 
promote the economic development, the 
national defense, and the air commerce 
of the United States. 

Under the existing provisions of the 
Civil Aeronautics Act, only those air 
carriers which hold certificates to trans- 
port mail may receive subsidies. The 
committee has approved amendments 
offered by the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. McManon] to continue this limita- 
tion. It is not the purpose of this 
amendment to extend subsidies to new 
classes of carriers, but to restrict sub- 
sidies to the carriers now eligible to re- 
ceive them. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes. 

Mr. AIKEN. Is it not a fact that the 
armed services vigorously oppose the pro- 
posed amendment? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I would 
not say vigorously. It is true that they 
did oppose it. It is true that they indi- 
cated that they thought cargo carriers 
and other certificated carriers who had 
rendered particularly good service to 
them were entitled to the subsidies. 

Mr. AIKEN. Am I right in under- 
standing that they objected strongly to 
the subsidizing of only those lines which 
at present were carrying mail, or re- 
stricting the subsidies to those lines? As 
I understand, Mr. McCone wrote to the 
Senator from Colorado with respect to 
that subject. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes. I 
have his letter, and I expect to have it 
inserted in the Recorp when the amend- 
ment is offered. I would prefer not to 
put it in the Recorp now. I will read 
it into the Recorp if the Senator from 
Vermont insists on it. 

Mr. AIKEN. No; I do not insist on it. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I in- 
tend to put it in the Recorp when the 
amendment is offered. The Senator 
from Vermont is correct in saying that 
the Department of Defense advocates, 
as Mr. McCone advocates in his letter to 
us, that the cargo carriers and the other 
certificated carriers are just as much en- 
titled to be considered for subsidy pay- 
ments as the mail-carrying certificated 
carriers. 

Mr. AIKEN. That is, they would be 
just as necessary in order to get materi- 
als, medicines, blood plasma, tractors, or 
anything else to out-of-the-way places, 
which perhaps may not be served at all 
by mail carriers. It seems to me that 
they made a perfect case for not restrict- 
ing the right to subsidize to those lines 
which presently enjoy profitable mail 
contracts. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The 
amendment undoubtedly will be offered 
in due course. I would invite the atten- 
tion of the Senator from Vermont to 
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page 726 of the hearings, where he will 
find Mr. McCone’s letter to me. 

Mr. AIKEN. Yes; I see it. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The 
amendment will come up, and then I 
shall insert Mr. McCone’s letter in the 
RECORD. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for another question? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes, 
gladly. 

Mr. AIKEN. I notice that with re- 
spect to domestic airlines the bill, at 
page 7, states: 

The rates so modified shall be based upon 
the experienced costs for mail-transporta- 
tion services rendered and upon projected 
costs for such services to be rendered, under 
honest, economical, and efficient manage- 
ment, fairly assigned and apportioned to 
such mail services, including a fair return 
on that portion of the total investment which 
is used and useful in such mail services. 


On page 14 of the bill, with respect to 
foreign air transportation, which I 
understand refers to United States car- 
riers which fly to foreign countries, the 
bill provides that the rates “shall not be 
less than any rates paid by the United 
States to foreign carriers for similar 
service.” 

I was wondering why the rates paid 
to American airlines flying to foreign 
countries should not be determined on 
the same basis of “honest, economical, 
and efficient management,” as in the 
case of domestic airlines. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Of 
course it will be so determined. The 
Postmaster General will have to come 
before the Committees on Appropria- 
tions and make an accounting. I be- 
lieve we can trust the Postmaster Gen- 
eral to work out these matters in the 
interest of the United States. I wish to 
say to the Senator from Vermont that 
in the foreign mail category that situa- 
tion is greatly involved. There is a 
great deal of competition with foreign 
nations, which subsidize their airlines, 
As a matter of fact, we subsidize the for- 
eign airlines ourselves. We subsidize 
the foreign airlines, and our lines must 
compete with them. We subsidize them 
through the Export-Import Bank, 
through ECA, and otherwise, by provid- 
ing funds for them. There is terrific 
competition between the foreign carriers 
and our carriers. In addition to that I 
want to say to the Senator from Ver- 
mont—and he is a good international- 
ist—that the nations of the world sit 
around the table and work out the 
UPU rates. 

Mr. AIKEN. Am I correct in my, 
understanding that 96 percent of the 
mail carried between the United States 
and foreign countries is carried or trans- 
ported by American lines, and 4 percent 
is carried by foreign lines? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. No. The 
Senator from Vermont is mistaken. I 
am sorry that he will not permit me to 
finish my prepared statement, after 
which I shall be glad to go into these 
matters. f 

Mr. AIKEN. Then I shall withhold 


for the time being any further questions; 
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Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. If the 
Senator will turn to page 662 of the 
hearings, which I hold in my hand 

Mr. AIKEN. I am looking at them 
now. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. These 
are the committee hearings. At the 
page indicated, the Senator will notice 
that other nations pay our carriers $10,- 
873,846, whereas we pay foreign carriers 
$2,151,289. So we get the best of it 5 
times over. 

That is why I say to the Senator that 
when we get into the international field 
we run into so many complications and 
so many involved matters that we have 
to look twice; things are not as they 
seem to be on the surface. We have to 
consider all points and all phases of 
these matters, and we must consider 
them very seriously, or else we may do 
ourselves and our country and the en- 
tire subject very serious harm. 

Mr. AIKEN. That depends on the 
viewpoint. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mon- 
RONEY in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Colorado yield to the Senator from 
New York? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. If the 
Senator from New York will permit me 
to do so, I should like to read several 
more paragraphs of my prepared state- 
ment, and then I shall be glad to submit 
to questions, and shall try to answer 
them to the best of my ability. 

Mr. President, at this point let me 
say that in the case of our international 
airlines, where long-range stability is 
especially important, the bill provides 
‘that firm subsidy contracts may be made 
over a period of years, up to 10, subject 
to recapture of profits deemed excessive. 
Actual subsidy grants will depend upon 
the Civil Aeronautics Board and upon 
‘appropriations subsequently made by 
the Corfgress for this purpose. Effective 
control over the extent of these subsidies 
will be restored to the Congress, where 
it rightly belongs. 

There are in this measure a number 
of other detailed provisions which are 
fully covered in the committee report. 

In conclusion, let me say that the 
greatest savings to be anticipated from 
this bill will flow to the Post Office De- 
partment. It is impossible to make a 
firm estimate of how much the bill will 
save the Post Office Department, but it 
has been tentatively estimated for us 
that the saving will be in the neighbor- 
hood of $60,000,000 a year. The ulti- 
mate savings to the taxpayer will, of 
course, depend upon the extent which 
separate subsidy grants are authorized 
by the Congress to be paid to the air- 
lines. The additional administrative 
cost of the bill will be very slight. 

Mr. President, I urge the prompt pas- 
sage of Senate bill 436. 

Mr. President, I am glad to yield now 
for questions. First, I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN], and 
thereafter I shall be glad to yield to our 
eolleague the Senator from New York 
(Mr, LEHMAN]. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, the Sen- 
ator from Colorado pointed out that for- 
eign countries pay our airlines approx- 
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imately $10,000,000 for transporting the 
mail, whereas we pay foreign air lines 
only approximately $2,000,000 for trans- 
porting the mail. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes, only 
$2,000,000. z 

Mr. AIKEN. However, by referring to 
page 663 of the hearings, I find that 
United States international carriers fly 
approximately 20,000,000 ton-miles, as 
compared with 847,042 ton-miles flown 
by all foreign-flag carriers flying between 
the United States and foreign countries. 
So only about 4 percent of the mail be- 
tween the United States and those coun- 
tries is handled by foreign lines. I won- 
der why we should have to pay our own 
companies a rate equal to the highest 
rate the foreign lines see fit to charge 
us and are able to get? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. No, we 
do not have that provision in the bill 
at all. 

Does the Senator think we should pay 
a foreign line more than we pay our own 
lines? 

Mr. AIKEN. No; I think we should 
have provision for not paying the foreign 
lines more than it is worth to carry the 
mail. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The Sen- 
ator from Vermont is going to develop a 
nice little job for our diplomats to try to 
straighten out. 

Mr. AIKEN. But I would not let the 
4 percent wag the 96 percent. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. In rela- 
tion to this matter, the tail is not wag- 
ging the. dog at all. The Postmaster 
General, under the provisions of this 
bill, is not required to send one letter of 
mail by a foreign carrier. If the for- 
eign carriers charge too much for carry- 
ing the mail, the Postmaster General 
simply will not have to send our mail by 
that means. Then he will be at liberty 
to pay our air carriers what he thinks 
they should be paid. In that way he will 
be in complete control of the situation. 

I do not wish to see the Postmaster 
General hampered and restricted and 
boxed in by a foreign country, on the 
one hand; neither do I wish to see our 
country get into a rate war and mail- 
carrying war with foreign countries, and 
thus disturb the comity of nations, which 
is so important at this time, as well as 
at all other times. Of course, it is very 
easy to have a rate war. 

Mr. AIKEN. I understand the Sen- 
ator from Colorado to say that this bill 
may result in a saving of $60,000,000. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That is 
correct. 

Mr. AIKEN. How much of that saving 
will be effected on foreign transporta- 
tion? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I do not 
know how we can really estimate how 
extensive will be the saving in the foreign 
field until we find what the Postmaster 
General will do. He is a good Yankee, 
and he is our official delegate in connec- 
tion with the UPU rate structure, to the 
international convention which fixes 
maximum rates. 

The Postmaster General now pays for 
carrying the mail by means of ocean- 
going vessels traveling across the seas, 
and I have never heard any complaint 
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to the effect that he pays too much for 
that transportation. I think he has 
done a very, very good job. He is at 
the Cabinet level, and he meets in the 
Cabinet with the Secretary of State on 
a basis of equality; similarly, he meets 
with the heads of the Military Establish- 
ments and with all other Cabinet officers. 
They work together upon these difficult 
problems, and work them out. 

I do not wish to see our country get 
into a rate war with the foreign coun- 
tries, when it is absolutely*unnecessary 
for us to do so, and especially when we 
get the best of the arrangements, any- 
way, at the rate of 10 to 2. ; 

Mr. AIKEN. There is one other ques- 
tion which I should like to ask the Sen- 
ator from Colorado. On page 18 of the 
bill we find a provision dealing with the 
making of contracts with carriers on be- 
half of the United States. I read the 
following from page 18, beginning in 
line 23: 

Providing that payments determined under 
this subsection in order to effect its purpose 
in such foreign air transportation will be 
made to such carrier without reduction over 
any period not exceeding 10 years if such 
carrier (A) continues to furnish. 


In other words, if the carrier continues 
to do this or that. . 

Would not that provision have the 
effect of eliminating the annual review of 
subsidies? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes. 

Mr. AIKEN. Would it not eliminate 
the annual review by the Appropria- 
tions Committee of the subsidies? What 
is the advantage of saying, “We are going 
to fix the subsidy arrangements in such 
a way that no one can question them 
for 10 years”? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. In the 
first place, 10 years will be the maxi- 
mum. The Civil Aeronautics Board can 
provide for 1 year, 2 years, or 5 years; 
but the maximum will be 10 years. 

The purpose of the amendment is to 
provide for long-range stability on the 
part of our international carriers. They 
do not have such an easy time. They are 
beset at every hand by all sorts of ob- 
stacles. They have the exchange rates 
facing them all the time, and also the 
blocked currencies. They must com- 
pete with foreign companies which are 
completely subsidized. Our companies 
have the difficulties of getting landing 
rights and departure rights and the use 
of foreign airfields. 

The service of our international air- 
lines to our country is most important. 
I know that a great many Senators are 
strongly in favor of and strongly support 
the Voice of America. They think it is 
most important. Our airlines which fly 
to all parts of the world are missionaries 
for our democracy. They carry messages 
to all parts of the world, and they are 
looked upon with respect by the people 
of all parts of the world. The amount 
of money it costs the United States Gov- 
ernment by way of subsidies is money 
well spent; it is a good thing for the 
United States. 

Mr. President, I am not an interna- 
tionalist. In fact, some have said that 
I am an ostrich, with my head in the 
sand. However, I have it far enough 


out of the sand now to know that in 
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this one world of ours we had better not 
emulate the traditional ostrich or the 
turtle with his head drawn into his shell. 
On the contrary, we had better have 
these contacts and services, and we had 
better provide for the transportation of 
our mail and our goods across the oceans. 
We had better not abandon completely 
our rights in the air all over the world. 

Mr. AIKEN. But what concerns me 
is this: What possible harm could come 
to the international airlines by means of 
an annual examination or review of the 
airline subsidy? I do not see how that 
could hurt them at all, unless they were 
making sufficient money to warrant the 
removal of the subsidy.” 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The dif- 
ficulty is that a foreign airline must 
have very large investments. It costs a 
great deal of money to establish these 
airlines and to finance them. More- 
over, they must have employees through- 
out the world. An airline cannot afford 
to operate on a year-to-year basis, but 
is entitled to a longer term of operation, 
it seems to nfe; and I do not want to 
see any airline hampered unnecessarily. 

The contract which is entered into 
with any international American-flag 
carrier is made by Americans, and it is 
done under the supervision of the Civil 
Aeronautics Board. They worked out 
the contract. They do not have to make 
it for a period of 10 years, unless they 
desire to do so. They can make it for 
a much shorter time than that. But 
they should provide some stability, so 
that the operator of the airline will 
know that he will be in business next 
year and perhaps the year after that, 
so that he can get the full advantage 
of the contract, and can also handle his 
business in such a way as to reflect credit 
upon the United States while making 
profits for himself. 

I have a great deal of confidence in 
the Congress; I know we have on the 
Appropriations Committees of Congress 
broad-minded men. Yet they can make 
mistakes. They might make a very seri- 
ous mistake by cutting off an American 
international air carrier by taking mail 
funds from him before they should, and 
in that case the United States would 
lose by it. It is only for the purpose of 
establishing stability, particularly long- 
range stability, that this provision is 
included. I am not afraid to trust the 
Civil Aeronautics Board to properly su- 
pervise the contracts. The parties have 
to come back to the Appropriations Com- 
mittees to account for how they spend 
their money; so I think we are safe- 
guarded. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I will 
yield presently. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, one more 
question. Having taken a casual look 
at the figures, am I correct in thinking 
that somewhere between 80 and 90 per- 
cent of the incoming and outgoing air 
mail is carried by one company and its 
subsidiaries? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. To what 
page is the Senator referring? 

Mr. AIKEN. I am still referring to 
pages 662 and 663. 


Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Very well., 
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Mr. AIKEN. In going over the figures 
roughly, it looks as if, out of an income 
of from $66,000,000 to $67,000,000 for 
carrying air mail, paid both by foreign 
countries and by the United States, all 
but about $16,000,000 or $18,000,000 is 
paid to one company and its associates. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The Sen- 
ator is referring to another page. We 
have two carriers in Europe at the pres- 
ent time. 

Mr. AIKEN. Am I correct in under- 
standing that the American Overseas 
Airline has been merged with Pan Amer- 
ican Airways System since the beginning 
of the year? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. There 
were formerly three trans-Atlantic air- 
lines—the American Overseas, Pan 
American, and TWA, but a consolida- 
tion was effected last year, as the Sen- 
ator will recall, between Pan American 
and American Overseas. There are now 
two American-flag airlines, Pan Ameri- 
can and TWA. 

Mr. AIKEN. And Northwestern Air- 
lines, operating to the Orieni. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. North- 
western Airlines serve in the other di- 
rection. 

Mr. AIKEN. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. DOUGLAS, and 
Mr. co of Maryland addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Colorado yield, and if so, 
to whom? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield 
first to the Senator from New York, if 
the Senator from Vermont has finished. 
I promised to do that, 

Mr. LEHMAN, I wish to preface my 
questions with the statement that I am 
strongly in favor of the bill. I think 
that on the whole it is a good bill, and 
I shall certainly support it; but there 
are certain things in it which give me 
considerable concern. 

On page 14, line 19, it is stated that 
the amount paid to our own carriers 
“shall not be less than any rates paid 
by the United States to foreign carriers 
for similar service.” If it is a fact, as 
has been stated by the Senator from 
Vermont, that about 20,000,000 ton- 
miles of mail are carried by American 
carriers, and only 800,000 by foreign car- 
riers, which would mean that the per- 
centage carried by foreign companies 
was only 4 percent of the total, it seems 
to me that there is no justification for 
allowing this 4 percent to control the 
price of the entire 100 percent. I am 
not saying the prices are too high, or 
that they are too low; I do not know. 
This is a highly technical subject, which 
I do not feel qualified to discuss, But it 
does seem to me that it is not logical 
or realistic to permit 4 percent of the 
cargo which is carried in foreign carriers 
to control the price which we pay to 
American-flag carriers. I was wonder- 
ing why the situation was not reversed 
and a provision included that in no event 
shall the rates to be paid by the United 
States to foreign carriers exceed the 
rates paid to American-flag carriers for 
similar services. I can foresee a situa- 
tion in which we might pay the foreign 
carriers a very substantially higher rate 
than that at which we could contract 
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with the American carriers, and yet, be- 
cause of that 4 percent, we would be 
compelled to accept that rate for the en- 
tire 100 percent. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. In the 
first place, the Senator from Colorado 
does not believe that we ought to pay 
foreign carriers more than we pay our 
own carriers. He thinks that it would 
be completely wrong to pay a foreign 
carrier more than we pay our domestic 
carriers engaged in the carriage of mail 
over the same area and over the same 
route. But we are not going to let this 
small tonnage push the big tonnage 
around, as the Senator has indicated, 
at all. I would be against that if it 
were to happen. But our Postmaster 
General is in complete authority and in 
complete control, under the language 
contained in the bill. That is, he is not 
compelled to send one piece of mail via 
foreign carriers if such foreign carriers 
ask too much for the carriage of the 
mail, He can completely stop the car- 
riage of mail by a foreign carrier if too 
high a rate is asked. But if he is going 
to pay a foreign carrier a certain rate, 
then he has to pay the American carrier 
exactly the same rate. To the Senator 
from Colorado that seems only fair, 
That is as it should be. I do not see any 
danger in it. I do not see why a foreign 
carrier should be able to push us around. 
If such a carrier asks too much, we are 
not going to give it the business, that is 
all. 4 
Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for another question? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. In a 
moment. The Senator from New York 
understands, of course, that there are 
so-called Universal Postal Union rates’ 
which are established by a convention' 
composed of representatives of all na-' 
tions. Those representatives sit around 
the table, and even countries behind the 
iron curtain join in the convention. All 
the nations in the world are represented. 
The Postmaster General is our repre- 
sentative at the UPU conventions. The 
conventions set the maximum rates. 
They fix a ceiling; they do not establish. 
a floor. They do not establish the exact 
rate; they leave that to the adminis- 
trative officers of the several nations. 
The ceiling is called the UPU ceiling. 
At the present time it is $2.86 for carriage 
across the Atlantic Ocean. We can pay, 
less than that, but we cannot pay more. 
On the continent of Europe one-half of 
that rate is applicable. 

The convention meets every 5 years. 
It will meet in Brussels next summer 
and will work out the UPU ceilings 
again. Judging from all the reports we 
have received, the UPU ceilings are going 
to be very much lower than they are at 
the present time. They will be 25, 35, 
or possibly 50 percent lower than they 
were 5 years ago. Our Postmaster Gen- 
eral will be present. He has been pres- 
ent at previous conventions, and in all 
the previous conventions he has advo- 
cated keeping the rate high because of 
the disproportionate amount of money 
we receive as against the amount we pay. 

Because of the 10-to-2 comparison 
which I have mentioned, the Postmaster 
General has always taken the position in 
the conventions that we should keep the 


11474 


UPU rate high. If this bill is passed, 
he will not take that position. Heshould 
not take it, and I am sure that he will 
not. The UPU conventions also estab- 
lish rates for surface carriers, the ships 
on the seas. They establish the rates 
for parcel post, newspapers, and that 
kind of mail. That is one of the fine 
things which have been worked out in- 
ternationally around a table. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator further yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Icongratulate the dis- 
tinguished chairman of the committee 
and the committee for having formulated 
a bill which does separate subsidies from 
mail transportation payments, but I am 
sure the Senator wants his bill to be as 
sound as is possible. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That is 
correct. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Iam concerned about 
the situation, because I realize that, as 
the chairman of the committee has said, 
there is no compulsion on the Postmas- 
ter General to use foreign carriers at 
all unless he wants to use them. I can 
conceive of a situation in which it might 
be very much to the advantage of our 
‘country and might be almost essential 
to use a certain route of a foreign car- 
vier in a limited way, and pay a rate 
which is considerably higher than the 
normal average rate for the carrying of 
mail generally. If as little as 1,000 tons 
were carried, it would seem to me that 
that would control the rate paid for all 
the mail carried on American carriers. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. At that 
point I must disagree heartily with my 
good friend from New York. 

Mr. President, the Senator from Utah 
has an appointment and wishes to take 
the floor for a minute. I yield to him 
for that purpose. 
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Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have a statement 
which I have prepared with reference to 
the Constitution printed in the body of 
the Recor at this point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the rule, the Senator’s statement should 
be printed in the Appendix. 

Mr. WATKINS. Can it not be printed 
in the body of the RECORD? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair understands that it cannot, under 
the rule. 

Mr. WATKINS, I have only a very 
limited time. If there is objection—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is not 
a matter of objection; it is a matter of 
a rule of the Senate which cannot be 
waived by unanimous consent. That 
was the ruling today. 

Mr. WATKINS. Then I shall have to 
ask to have it printed in the Appendix of 
the Recorp. I have only 15 minutes 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. A point 
of order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state the point of order. i 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The Sen- 


ator can certainly have the statement 


placed in the body of the Recorp if he 
receives unanimous consent, but it must 
appear as an insertion. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair understands that the rule cannot 
be waived unless the statement is read 
into the RECORD. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. As 
a quotation? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Any ex- 
taneous matter will have to be placed in 
the Appendix. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, I do 
not have time to wait for discussion on 
the point, Iask unanimous consent that 
the statement may be printed in the Ap- 
pendix of the RECORD. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, the 
statement consists of remarks by the 
Senator from Utah, and I think, clearly, 
the statement is entitled to be printed in 
the body of the REcorp. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Mr. Presi- 
dent, wherever a statement of a Senator 
is to be embodied as a part of his re- 
marks, he is always entitled to have it 
printed in the body of the RECORD. 

Mr. KEM. Mr. President, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. KEM. Does that mean that a 
Senator cannot include an exhibit in his 
remarks? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. An ex- 
hibit would not be extraneous. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, this is 
my own statement with reference to the 
Constitution of the United States. If I 
cannot put it into the body of the Recorp, 
Iam willing to put it in the Appendix. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the statement will be 
placed in the Appendix of the RECORD. 


ANNOUNCEMENT CONCERNING CALL OF 
CALENDAR 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Colorado yield to me, 
since he has been interrupted? I should 
like to make a brief announcement. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 

Mr. McFARLAND. There was col- 
loquy a while ago with reference to call- 
ing the calendar. I do not know 
whether we shall be able to finish this 
bill in time to call the calendar today. 
If we do not call the calendar tomorrow, 
we shall call it shortly after we complete 
the debate on the tax bill. 


SEPARATION OF SUBSIDY FROM 
AIP-MAIL PAY 


The Senate resumed the considera- 
tion of the bill (S. 436) to provide for 
the separation of subsidy from air-mail 
pay, and for other purposes. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, I invite attention to the very 
wonderful arrangement which is in 
existence between the United States and 
Canada with reference to the carriage 
of mail by airline, under which neither 
nation charges the other a cent. Both 
sides perform the service free. We have 
all sorts of arrangements with other 
nations, worked out across the board, as 


nations should work out their common. 


problems. I just cannot believe that 
we are going to run into any danger. 
But if we change this sort of a situation 
and bring on a rate war and all the 
animosities which a rate war in the car- 
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riage of mail will generate, it is going 
to do us a great deal more harm than 
the relatively small amount we have to 
pay for this service. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I do not think it would 
bring about a rate war, but I think it 
would regulate the prices paid by the 
United States Government to American 
carriers, and not allow the 4-percent 
tail to wag the much bigger dog. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. As I said, 
the bill does not provide for any such 
arrangement as that. 

Mr.DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes; I am 
glad to yield. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Am I correct in my 
understanding that for the carriage of 
domestic air mail the rates are to be 
based on cost and the subsidies paid out 
of the General Treasury? Am I correct 
in that understanding? 

Mr, JOHNSON of Colorado. That is 
correct. That mail is to be placed on a 
cost basis. And then whatever subsidies 
are arranged are to be paid by the Civil 
Aeronautics Board, but the Board must 
come to the Appropriations Committee 
and justify the money it uses to pay me 
subsidies. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. And the subsidies will 
be determined annually by the CAB, 
subject to review by Congress? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That is 
the present language of the bill. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. But when we come to 
American foreign air mail carriers, am I 
correct in my belief that there is no dif- 
ferentiation between subsidies and rates, 
but the rate is an over-all rate fixed, 
which has a subsidy element in it not 
differentiated from the cost? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. No; the 
Senator is entirely mistaken with respect 
to that matter. We make a clean-cut 
separation between foreign mail pay and 
foreign subsidies just as we do domesti- 
cally, except that the Postmaster Gen- 
eral, who is our representative at the 
UPU conventions, determines what the 
postal rates shall be. He is the man who 
determines that question. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is there a subsidy in 
addition to this rate? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. There 
could be a subsidy in addition to the 
mail rate. I assume there will be, be- 
cause our airlines are competing with 
airlines all over the world, all of them 
subsidized. There is not an airline oper- 
ating anywhere any place in the world 
that is not subsidized. We have had to 
pay subsidies even to our strongest air- 
lines in the international field. We have 
had to pay some subsidy to them. I think 
we will have to continue to subsidize 
them to a certain extent. I do not know 
to what extent it will be necessary. That 
is a matter that will have to be worked 
out between the CAB and the Appropria- 
tions Committee of Congress, 

Mr. DOUGLAS. May I ask the emi- 
nent chairman of the committee if he will 
point out the section of the bill which 
provides for subsidy to lines carrying 
foreign mails? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes. If 


‘the Senator will turn to pages 16 and 17 
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he will find subsidies are authorized for 
domestic and foreign carriage, foreign 
transportation. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I thought that was 
for domestic mail. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. It is for 
both. Yes, that is for both. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Both? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes, sir, 
that is for both. The same agency in our 
Government makes both payments—the 
Civil Aeronautics Board. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Then what objection 
would there be to having the foreign 
rates based on cost with the subsidy 
charged to the general Treasury to the 
degree that the CAB and Congress de- 
cide that the foreign air lines need 
something more than cost plus return on 
investments? Since the direct subsidies, 
as the Senator says, are being applied 
to both domestic air and foreign air 
mail, but the cost of domestic air mail 
to the Post Office is to be determined on 
a cost basis, why should not a similar 
standard be applied for the rates to be 
charged to the Post Office on foreign 
mail? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The car- 
riage of foreign mail is very involved, as 
of course, the Senator well understands. 
We not only have the UPU convention, 
where all the nations of the world sit 
about the table and develop a ceiling for 
the mail rates, but our airlines have air- 
line competitors that are nationalized by 
foreign countries in competition with us. 
The Postmaster General, I think, can 
be depended upon to act prudently, es- 
pecially when he has to come before the 
Appropriations Committees of the House 
and Senate and justify the amount he 
pays. I think he would have to reduce 
it and handle it on the most economical 
basis that is possible. I have no fear 
but that he would. I have complete con- 
fidence in the Postmaster General. He 
does that with respect to surface ships 
now. We have heard no charges that 
the Postmaster General is paying too 
much for surface ships for transporta- 
tion of mail. He has done that a long 
time now, and he has done a good job 
with it, and he will do a good job with 
the air mail. 

But many different matters have to be 
considered which cannot be set forth in 
a bill, and we did not want to write in 
the bill for the reason that we do not 
care to disclose to our competitors in 
the international airline field just what 
we are doing in the way of subsidies and 
in the way of mail payments. Under 
this bill the mail payment is not going 
to have any subsidy in it. It will not 
have any subsidy unless we have a gen- 
eralized rate structure worked out with 
some other country and in that case 
both sides would be treated alike. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I may say that I 
think the committee has performed a 
very valuable service in estimating the 
approximate cost range of the mail serv- 
ice per ton-mile. That is given on pages 
61 and 62 of the committee’s very in- 
teresting report. I am struck with the 
fact that we are reducing—I think quite 
properly—the domestic-mail payments 
close to costs. On page 9 of the bill 
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there is fixed for class 1, an initial rate 
of 45 cents per ton-mile, and then for 
class 2, 60 cents per ton-mile, for class 
3, 75 cents per ton-mile, for class 4, 
90 cents per ton-mile, for class 5, $1.80 
cents per ton-mile. That seems to bear 
some relationship to the cost figures 
which have been developed on page 61, in 
which the committee says that the cost 
for the Big Four trunk lines range be- 
tween 40 cents and 48.8 cents per ton- 
mile. For the other trunk lines the 
costs range between 4814 cents and 596 
cents, while the feeder lines had an 
average cost of $1.16. In other words, 
the domestic rates are apparently to be 
based upon this cost analysis which the 
committee has developed. But the com- 
mittee, and I believe its experts, Ernst 
& Ernst, developed costs for interna- 
tional carriers. 

I believe that there is a typographical 
error in that the figures at the bottom 
of page 61 and the top of page 62 are 
in terms of cents, not dollars. 

Mr, JOHNSON of Colorado, That is 
a typographical error. They are stated 
as dollars. They both should be cents. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes. I am struck 
with the fact that on the trans-Atlantic 
carriers the rates range between a dollar 
and one cent over-all cost per ton-mile 
and a dollar and seventeen cents per 
ton-mile, or if there are excluded cer- 
tain passenger expenses, between 8534 
cents and 98 cents per ton-mile. 

The point is that the Universal Postal 
Rates of $2.86 per ton-mile are three 
times this figure. I believe that the 
actual average amount which we have 
been paying has been $2.40 per ton-mile. 
So the rates now paid on trans-Atlantic 
air mail are several times the actual 
cost. 

We are setting rates of domestic air 
mail to reflect actual costs plus a fair 
return, and providing subsidies directly 
to help the domestic airlines when these 
rates do not yield enough for them to 
stay in business. Thus we are separat- 
ing subsidies from rates. But for inter- 
national mail we are providing for an 
inflated postal rate vastly in excess of 
cost, which will have a hidden subsidy 
contained in it, and paying direct sub- 
sidies on top of that. So we not only 
fail to take subsidies out of the rates, 
but we also add a direct subsidy. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I disa- 
gree completely with the Senator’s con- 
clusions. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. What is wrong with 
them? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. There is 
this wrong with his conclusions: The 
UPU rate is a ceiling, as I haye pre- 
viously explained. All the nations of 
the world sit around a table and deter- 
mine what the ceiling rate shall be. In 
previous conventions of this kind, the 
United States Government has always 
taken a position in favor of a high rate. 
We wanted to keep the rate high. With 
the passage of this bill I am very certain 
that our Postmaster General, who is our 
Official delegate, will take exactly the 
opposite position, because of the pro- 
visions of the bill. I think the UPU 
rates are going to take a drastic drop. 
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I cannot prove that. That is only my 
speculation. Quite obviously I could be 
badly mistaken; but in my opinion such 
rates will come down. Nevertheless, we 
are not burning the bridges behind us 
in this bill. The Postmaster General 
will have to come before the Appropria- 
tions Committees of Congress. He will 
have to justify the rates which he is 
paying. He is permitted under the bill 
to call on the Civil Aeronautics Board 
for cost figures. He can go to them and 
get the cost figures. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The committee has 
already done that, in a very valuable 
way. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I invite 
the Senator’s attention to page 15 of the 
bill. If he will look at line 3, he will see 
a very wise provision, which reads as 
follows: 

The Board 


Of course, that means the Civil Aero- 
nautics Board 
shall, at the request of the Postmaster Gen- 
eral, advise him as to the cost to any air 
carrier of furnishing foreign air transpor- 
tation on such a basis as he shall prescribe, 


* have the machinery to work that 
out. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Suppose a 10-year 
contract has been made. Even if the 
CAB does provide the Postmaster Gen- 
eral with the information, he will not 
be able to do anything with it for 9 or 
10 years. | 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The Sen- 
ator is now talking about the subsidy.’ 
The Postmaster General has nothing to 
do with the subsidy which is paid to 
the foreign carrier. The only thing the 
Postmaster General has anything to do 
with is the rates of pay for carrying the 
mail. The CAB handles the subsidy end 
of it, and the CAB, in turn, must come 
to the Appropriations Committees of the 
House and Senate and justify what it is 
doing. It is not compelled to enter into 
a 10-year agreement with a foreign car- 
rier to pay him a certain amount of sub- 
sidy. It is only deemed that it might be 
in the interest of national comity, or it 
might be in the interest of the United 
States itself to make a contract for a 
longer period than 1 or 2 years. The 
CAB is not compelled to make a 10-year 
contract if it does not wish to do so. It 
can make contracts for a much shorter 
period. If it does make a mistake and 
makes too long a contract, and pays too 
much subsidy, and the airline becomes 
prosperous, we have a recovery clause in 
the section under which overpayments 
may be recovered. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Overpayments in ex- 
cess of 10-percent earnings. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. In the 
present law we give the foreign carrier 
a 10-percent earning on his investment, 
That is not too much, considering all the 
difficulties which international carriers 
encounter and the kind of competition 
they must meet, 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr, JOHNSON of Colorado. As soon 
as the Senator from Illinois has finished 
I shall be glad to yield. 
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Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that 
while the universal postal rate is nom- 
inally less than the maximum, in prac- 
tice the foreign countries under the 
universal postal agreement charge a 
uniform amount, which is virtually the 
maximum, so that the maximum be- 
comes virtually the going rate? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That is 
true at the present time. We are pretty 
close to the top. But that is because our 
own Government wants it that way. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Here is the point: 
If a uniform rate is charged to us by 
foreign lines which is three times the 
cost which the committee has ascer- 
tained, then, as the Senator from New 
York has pointed out, even if 1,000 tons 
of our mail moves by foreign lines, we 
are compelled, under lines 19 and 20—— 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The Sen- 
ator is completely mistaken in that 
statement. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I have not finished 
my statement. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. So far 
as he has gone he is completely mis- 
taken. I shall be glad to listen to the 
remainder of the statement. I should 

be that polite, anyway. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Lines 19 to 21, on 
page 14, provide that the rates for for- 
eign air transportation shall not be less 
than any rates paid by the United States 
to foreign carriers for similar service.” 

The Senator from Colorado has said 
that the rates of foreign carriers are 
uniform and are close to the universal 
postal rate of $2.86 per ton-mile. The 
committee has also shown, on pages 61 
and 62 of the report, that the cost per 
ton-mile across the Atlantic for our car- 
riers is between 85 cents and 98 cents. 
Therefore, it follows that if any of the 
mail which we send across is moved by 
foreign carriers, we must pay the uni- 
versal postal rate. Then we have to pay 
to our American companies the same 
rate as is paid to foreign companies, and 
that rate will be close to three times the 
actual cost. What is wrong with that 
statement? If I am in error, I want to 
have the error pointed out, because I am 
anxious to learn. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I shall 
try to do so. I firmly believe that the 
Senator is in error. 

In the first place, if the foreign carrier 
wants more than the traffic will bear, 
more than our Postmaster General 
thinks he ought to have, he does not 
have to send 1 pound of mail by the 
foreign carrier. But if he pays the for- 
eign carrier a certain price, I am old- 
fashioned enough to believe that the 
price he pays the foreign carrier ought 
to be the price paid the domestic carrier, 
I cannot see anything wrong about that. 
I believe that Americans are just as good 
as anyone else. Especially are they just 
as good as anyone else in the interna- 
tional-airline field, where American car- 
riers, under our free-enterprise system, 
are competing with nationally owned, 
operated, financed, and subsidized inter- 
national carriers. 

Our Postmaster General is in complete 
control of the situation. If he wants to 
pay the foreign carrier more than the 
foreign carrier is entitled to receive, of 
course there is nothing to stop him from 
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doing so, except when he comes before 
the Appropriations Committees. If he 
has any such ideas in his head, I am sure 
they will get those ideas out of his head 
very promptly, if I know the Appropria- 
tions Committees of the Congress as I 
think I know them. I do not believe 
that they will stand for that sort of 
thing. If he is going to pay a foreign 
carrier a certain price, he ought to pay 
our domestic carriers just as much. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Would not the Sen- 
ator say that possibly it would be a bet- 
ter arrangement to provide the same 
basis of payment for the transportation 
of mail internationally as domestically, 
namely, on the basis of cost of service, 
with a fair return on invested capital; 
then let the subsidies make good any 
difference; and then pay to foreign coun- 
tries the same price that is paid to do- 
mestic carriers? In that way the tail 
would follow the dog, instead of the dog 
following the tail. The point is that 
under the pending bill we have a very ex- 
pensive tail which is going to determine 
the dog. I believe the suggestion which 
I am making was made previously by 
the Senator from New York [Mr. LEH- 
MAN]. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Yes. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. In other words, why 
not reverse the situation? Why not fix 
the rates for American carriers in inter- 
national service on the same basis on 
which rates are fixed for American car- 
riers in domestic service and then apply 
the same rates to foreign carriers that 
are applied to domestic carriers? What 
we would be doing would be getting the 
question of subsidy clearly differentiated 
from the question of the rate, and carry 
out the purpose of the bill in separating 
subsidies from rates. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. We have 
them separated already. Two different 
agencies of Government do it. One of 
them pays the postal rate and the other 
pays the subsidy. In the foreign field 
the Postmaster General will pay the 
postal rate. I hope we can trust him to 
work out the situation. It is not a sim- 
ple matter at all. It is a very involved 
matter. If we are not careful, we are 
going to get it all balled up to such an 
extent that a crisis will be brought about, 
and there will be a rate war between our 
carriers and other carriers so far as the 
carrying of mail is concerned, 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes. I 
had intended to yield to the Senator from 
Nevada first. 

Mr. AIKEN. The question is rather 
short On page 61 of the report the 
average ton-mile cost paid to PAA- 
Atlantic was 98.13 cents. That allows 
for the payment of all expenses and a 7 
percent profit, after taxes, according to 
the footnote No. 1 on page 62. It ap- 
pears that we have been paying foreign 
lines $2.60 per ton-mile. If the Senator 
from Colorado is certain that if the bill 
passes as now written we must pay the 
foreign lines $2.60 a ton-mile, would we 
also have to raise the Pan American rate 
to that level? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes. 
But I do not believe the Postmaster Gen- 
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eral ought to pay the foreign carriers 
more than the service is worth. 

Mr. AIKEN. But the Senator from 
Colorado—— 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Will the 
Senator from Vermont please listen 
when I tell him that it has been to the 
interest of our Government to pay high 
rates, because the ratio is 10 to 1. We 
gain by it. We gain by that kind of ar- 
rangement. The Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. Douctas], the Senator from New 
York (Mr. LEHMAN], and, I think also 
the Senator from Vermont believe in 
working with other governments. They 
believe in cooperation. I am sure that 
they believe in the UPU convention. 
What they are attempting to do is to 
destroy the UPU convention. 

Mr. AIKEN. No; we are not trying to 
do that. No one intends to do that. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That is 
the line of argument. 

Mr. AIKEN. We are simply trying to 
keep Pan American or any other Amer- 
ican airline from getting 550,000, 000 
more profit at the taxpayers’ expense. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I appre- 
2 the Senator’s desire. I join him in 
t. 

Mr. AIKEN. That goes for all of 
them. If we are already paying 96 
cents to our own lines and we have to 
go up to $2.60 and that 96 cents permits 
them to make a 7-percent net profit 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. We are 
not paying them that rate. 

Mr. AIKEN. What are we paying 
them? I read the figure from the com- 
mittee report. The reason I am con- 
cerned about the bill is because it would 
enable one or two international airlines 
to make tremendous sums of money at 
the expense of our taxpayers in the 
event the armed services must subsidize 
airlines to transport serum, ammunition, 
or anything else, if we become involved 
in a more serious conflict. That is what 
I am concerned about. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Is the 
Senator from Vermont saying that he has 
no confidence in the Postmaster General 
of the United States? Does he say that 
he has no confidence in the Committees 
on Appropriations of Congress? Does 
he think they are going to stand for that 
sort of thing? 

Mr. AIKEN. I say that if the Post- 
master General has found it necessary 
to pay $2.60 to foreign airlines this year 
there is no reason to believe that he 
will pay them anything less next year. 
Even though they represent only 4 per- 
cent of the total, under this bill our 
Government would have to pay the other 
96 percent the same high rate. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Why 
does the Senator from Vermont believe 
that the Postmaster General is going 
to let the tail wag the dog? 

Mr. AIKEN. Because that is what he 
has been doing. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. He has 
been doing it because it was of advan- 
tage to the United States of America 
to do it. Under this bill it will not be 
to the advantage of the United States 
of America to pay any such rate. This 
is what we have had heretofore. As the 
Senator from Vermont knows, we have 
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had a subsidy and we have had a mail 
payment. The Postmaster General has 
stated, “If we don’t pay it to them in 
mail rates we will pay it to them in sub- 
sidy. The two of them have been 
lumped and tied together.” He has kept 
the rates as high as he could in order 
to get more morey out of the foreign 
nations to pay the subsidies, It is just 
as plain as the nose on my face. I would 
not say as plain as the nose on the Sen- 
ator’s face. It is very evident what the 
Postmaster General has been doing. He 
has been paying a part of the subsidy 
to our airlines out of the money the for- 
eign nations paid to our airlines. 

Mr. AIKEN. Is it not true that under 
this bill as written, if the Postmaster 
General finds it expedient—— 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Why 
should he find it expedient to pay for- 
eign carriers more than he pays our own 
carriers? 

Mr. AIKEN. In the interest of for- 
eign comity—I believe that is the word. 
Under this bill if he finds it expedient 
to pay the maximum amount to foreign 
carriers, which is $2.86 a ton-mile, must 
he then pay all the American carriers 
the same rate? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Should 
he not be asked to pay American air- 
lines as much as he pays foreign air- 
lines? I do not understand that argu- 
ment at all. I do not believe in treating 
American airlines in one way and for- 
eign airlines in another way, especially 
when we remember that a foreign air- 
line is a subsidized airline. It is a na- 
tionally owned airline. It is a socialistic 
airline, as compared with our free-en- 
terprise airline. I, for one, am opposed 
to paying the foreign airline more than 
we pay our own airlines for the same 
service. 

Mr. AIKEN. Why not amend the bill 
accordingly? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I 
should like to suggest to the Senator 
from Colorado that the Senator from 
New York and the Senator from Illinois 
suggest a way to get out of the dilemma; 
namely, to have the rates paid American 
airlines for foreign service placed on the 
same basis as for domestic service; and 
then to provide that the rates paid for- 
eign airlines shall not be in excess of the 
rates paid to domestic airlines. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The 
Senator’s cure looks very well on the 
face of it; but I do not believe that we 
should turn our backs on the UPU con- 
vention. If we want to do that, and 
destroy the UPU convention, that is 
one thing. Judging by the way we are 
attempting to work with the other na- 
tions of the world and cooperate with 
them, and support the Voice of Amer- 
ica, and all the other international 
things we are doing, with the billions of 
dollars we are sending abroad, in an at- 
tempt to work out a united program, and 
all that sort of thing, in the defense of 
the free world I do not suppose that 
Congress feels that we should destroy 
one of the finest and best international 
arrangements which has ever been pro- 
posed, and which has been working very 
well. 

The UPU does more than handle air- 
line rates. The UPU also handles rates 
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on surface vessels. The arrangement has 
worked perfectly in that field. Why will 
not it work perfectly in this field? I 
think Senators are showing a lack of 
confidence, I hope they are not, and I 
do not believe they do so consciously; 
but they must be showing a lack of con- 
fidence in the Postmaster General of the 
United States and in the committees of 
Congress when Senators say, as they do, 
toas the foreign nations take advantage 
of us. 

The Postmaster General is in complete 
control, under the provisions of this bill. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for another question? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 

Mr. AIKEN. Is the Postmaster Gen- 
eral in complete accord with all the 
proposals of the bill, including the Mc- 
Mahon amendment? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. No; the 
Postmaster General is not in complete 
accord with this bill; there are several 
things about it which he does not like. 
In the domestic field, he does not want 
anyone to be given the right to carry 
mail unless he, the Postmaster General, 
has a veto power. I do not think we wish 
to give the Postmaster General such au- 
thority, including the power of veto, over 
certificated domestic carriers. However, 
that is one of the things the Postmaster 
General wants. He is in disagreement 
with several of the provisions contained 
in the bill. 

Mr. AIKEN. The Postmaster General 
does have a veto power over the trans- 
portation of domestic mail, does he not, 
including star routes and rural free de- 
livery routes; and the Postmaster Gen- 
eral determines what railroads will carry 
the mail. Of course, that includes all of 
them. The Postmaster General also has 
the right to determine whether the mail 
shall be carried by truck or by rail. He 
has rather complete control now. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. He has 
whatever control Congress has given 
him; but I do not think we wish to per- 
mit the Postmaster General to say that 
one airline can operate and another air- 
line cannot operate. I am sure that the 
Senate would not wish to permit that to 
be done. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes; but 
before I do so, I should say that I prom- 
ised the acting minority leader that I 
would yield the floor to the juni Sen- 
ator from Nevada [Mr. MALONE], who 
wishes to make a statement to last about 
5 minutes, I believe; and then we shall 
end the session for the day, I understand. 

I think it is a certainty that we can- 
not complete action on this bill this 
evening, but shall have to continue it 
tomorrow. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Then I shall with- 
hold my remarks. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. 
well. 

Mr. President, I now yield the floor. 

(At this point Mr. MALONE addressed 
the Senate on the subject of the activ- 
ities of the subcommittee of the Judi- 
ciary Committee investigating the ad- 
ministration of the internal-security 
program, At his request, and by unani- 
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mous consent, his remarks appear in the 
Recorp following the remarks made by 
him earlier today.) 


RECOGNITION OF COMMUNIST CHINA, 
AND ITS ADMISSION TO THE UNITED 
NATIONS—REPLY OF PRESIDENT TRU- 
MAN TO LETTER OF 56 SENATORS 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that there may 
be printed as a part of my remarks, in 
the body of the Recorp, a letter which 
I have received from the President of 
the United States, in response to the 
letter I sent to him on September 13, 
which was signed by 56 Senators. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Monroney in the chair). The Chair 
advises the senior Senator from Cali- 
fornia, that the ruling of the President 
of the Senate this morning required 
that all material placed in the body of 
the Record, which was not germane to 
the subject under discussion, be pre- 
sented on the floor. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
understood the ruling related to ex- 
traneous newspaper articles. Since this 
was a letter signed by 56 Members of the 
Senate of the United States, who were 
operating under the treaty-making 
powers of the Constitution, and since it 
related to Senate business, I certainly 
did not think the rule went to the extent 
of saying that a letter to the President 
of the United States, or a reply from 
the President of the United States to 
the Senate, would be subject to the same 
rule as the rule applicable to extrane- 
ous Magazine or newspaper articles. If 
that is the ruling, I think it rather far 
reaching. I can, of course, meet the 
problem by reading both communica- 
tions into the Record; but I did not know 
that the ruling went so far as to apply 
to business which was strictly within 
our prerogatives under the Constitution, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will state it in this way: Without 
objection, the material which the Sena- 
tor from California requests be printed 
in the body of the Recorp, as part of his 
remarks, will be admitted, if it does not 
transgress the rule of the Joint Commit- 
tee on Printing. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
do not want to take any chance of a 
question being raised, and I shall pur- 
sue this matter. But I shall read the 
letter from the President of the United 
States. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for an insertion? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. This will take me 
only one moment. The letter reads: 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, September 14, 1951. 
Hon. WITLTIAx F, KNOWLAND, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR: Thanks very much for your 
special of the twelfth regarding the Japa- 
nese Treaty and the recognition of Com- 
munist China. i 

It was kind and thoughtful of you to send 
me the petition signed by so many Senators, 


Sincerely yours, 
HARRY TRUMAN. 


And then, Mr. President, in order that 
the Recorp may be complete, I may say 


that was in answer to a letter dated 
September 12, 1951, delivered to the 
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President under date of September 13, 
reading as follows: 


Dear Mr. PRESIDENT: As Members of the 
United States Senate, we are Opposed to the 
recognition of Communist China by the 
Government of the United States or its ad- 
mission into the United Nations. 

Prior to the submission of the Japanese 
Treaty to the Senate, we desire to make it 
clear that we would consider the recogni- 
tion of Communist China by Japan or the 
negotiating of a bilateral treaty with the 
Communist Chinese regime to be adverse to 
the best interests of the people of both Japan 
and the United States. 

Sincerely yours. 


The letter was signed by 56 Senators, 
and if I may have unanimous consent, 
without taking the time of the Senate, I 
ask that the names be printed_in the 
Recorp immediately following the Jetter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? s 

There being no objection, the signa- 
tures were ordered to be printed in the 
RecorpD, as follows: 

WILLIAM F. KNOWLAND; MILTON R. YOUNG; 
RIcHA RUD M. Nrxon; Henry C. DWwoRSHAK; 
HOMER Fr uso: EDWARD J. THYE; ROBERT A. 
Tart; H. ALEXANDER SMITH; ZALES N. ECTON; 
JosepH R. MCCARTHY; ANDREW F. SCHOEPPEL; 
MARGARET CHASE SMITH; Kari E. MUNDT; 

. James P. KEM; RALPH E. FLANDERS; KENNETH 
S. WHERRY; Par McCarran; JohN J. WiL- 
LIAMS; HERMAN WELKER; LESTER C. HUNT; 
ALLEN J, ELLENDER, Sr.; Francis Case; WIL- 
LIAM E. JENNER; OLIN D. JOHNSTON; CLYDE 
R. Hoey; Wayne Morse; Harry P. CAIN; 
Hersert R. O'CONOR; HUGH BUTLER; JOHN M. 

. BUTLER; FRANK CARLSON; LEVERETT SALTON- 
STALL; BOURKE B. HICKENLOOPER; ROBERT C. 
HENDRICKSON; KENNETH MCKELLAR; EVERETT 
M. DIRKSEN; WALLACE F. BENNETT; JAMES O. 
EASTLAND; PAUL H. DouGLas; JOHN L. Mc- 
CLELLAN; SPESSARD L. HOLLAND; BLAIR MOODY; 
BURNET R. MAYBANK; HOMER E. CAPEHART; 
JoHN W. BRICKER; OWEN BREWSTER; A. S. 
MIKE MONRONEY; GEORGE D. AIKEN; STYLES 
ÉripcEs; JosEPpH C. O'MAHONEY; WILLIS 
SMITH; GUY CORDON; EUGENE D. MILLIKIN; 
Epwarp MARTIN; Irvinc M. Ives; Guy M. 
GILLETTE. 


Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Nevada. 

Mr. MALONE. Is it the intention of 
the Senator from California to offer a 
reservation to the Japanese treaty when 
it comes before the Senate, to carry out 
the thought of the 56 Senators who 
signed the letter to the President? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. No. The Senator 
from California does not intend to offer 
a reservation to that effect, but he did 
feel that it was timely to serve notice, 
both on the executive branch of this 
Government and on foreign govern- 
ments, of the sentiment in the Senate. 
I may say also that on Friday I raised 
the question that, because of reports 
that certain members of the United Na- 
tions delegation at Lake Success had 
apparently been giving some considera- 
tion to the possibility of the admission 
of Red China into the United Nations, 
and in view of the fact that the Presi- 
dent of the United States was sending to 
the Senate the nominations of certain 
new appointees to be the American rep- 
resentatives to the United Nations, I 
suggested to the Senate Committee on 
Foreign Relations that the committee 
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not merely give a perfunctory approval 
to those nominations, but, to the con- 
trary, that hearings be held either by 
the full committee or by a subcommittee, 
and that all the nominees be asked to 
come before the committee, so that they 
could be questioned relative to their 
viewpoint regarding the admission of 
Red China into the United Nations. It 
was inconceivable to me that this Gov- 
ernment, or any responsible person con- 
nected with it, would consent, either 
directly or indirectly, to the admission 
of Red China, which in effect would be 
allowing them to shoot their way into 
the United Nations. I learned today 
that a subcommittee had been appointed 
by the Foreign Relations Committee, 
and that that matter will be gone into. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a further question? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 

Mr. MALONE. Does the distinguished 
Senator from California hold the belief 
that, in the absence of a proper reserva- 
tion to the treaty, a mere expression of 
opinion would in any way prohibit recog- 
nition of the Communist Government of 
China by Japan, or would prohibit recog- 
nition by the United Nations of Commu- 
nist China? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. In the first place, 
I do not think a reservation to the 
Japanese peace treaty would affect the 
admission of Red China into the United 
Nations, since it is an entirely separate 
subject, and since it could or could 
not be done entirely independently of 
whether there were a Japanese peace 
treaty or not. 

I express the personal viewpoint of 
the Senator from California that I do 
not believe it is the intention of the 
present Government of Japan to do any 
such thing; but I was also under the 
impression that both India and Great 
Britain might urge them to do it, and 
I thought they should have clear notice 
that a majority of the Senate, and a 
very substantial majority, felt that it 
would be adverse both to their best in- 
terests and to ours. 

I will say to the able Senator from 
Nevada that that letter was circulated 
merely from Wednesday noon to Thurs- 
day noon, and its circulation was stopped 
at that time because I wanted it deliv- 
ered to the President before Mr. Schu- 
man and Mr. Morrison left the city. 
Without attempting to speak for the 
Senator from Nevada, whom I was not 
able to contact on that particular day, 
I feel satisfied that if we had had an- 
other day we could have secured many 
more signatures, because no one among 
the 56 Senators whom I was able per- 
sonally to contact declined to sign in 
that short period of time. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 

Mr. MALONE. Is it the belief of the 
distinguished Senator from California 
that in the absence of a Senate written 
reservation, there would be any prohibi- 
tion of Japan signing a treaty with Red 
China? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I will say to the 
Senator—and I realize there is an hon- 
est difference of opinion as to the best 
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approach—I do not feel it is necessary 
that a reservation be made to the treaty. 
I think when 56 members of a body com- 
posed of 96 members sign a document, 
it represents a substantial majority 
making an expression of this kind. 
Those in charge of the Government of 
Japan are not unmindful of the fact 
that over the years in the future many 
other problems will be coming up, and 
I do not think they have any present 
intention of recognizing Communist 
China. 

Mr. MALONE. If the Senator will 
permit, would it not be the same if 56 
Senators signed a document indicating 
that their wishes were that England 
would not trade with Soviet Russia? I 
am sure our wishes are that England 
should not trade with Soviet Russia, but 
the English have defied us, for the sim- 
ple reasons that their interests lie in 
trading with Soviet Russia. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. No; in my opinion, 
the situation is quite different, because 
I think the British had long ago made 
up their minds to recognize Red China, 
and did recognize it. As I recall, they 
made some inquiries of our Government 
at the time, but the Government of the 
United States was not quite so forceful 
in expressing its viewpoint as I should 
have liked. At least, by indirection, the 
British may have interpreted our reply 
as a go-ahead signal to ratify. 

I will say to the Senator from Nevada 
that I am under the impression that if 
before the final decision had been made 
in Britain they had had a clear indica- 
tion that an overwhelming number of 
the Members of the Senate of the United 
States were opposed to recognition, and 
they felt that the United States would 
not follow along, they might have been 
a great deal slower in granting recog- 
nition than they were. But, to the con- 
trary, instead of having such an indica- 
tion they may have received what they 
felt was, at least, a go-ahead signal from 
our own Government. 

Mr. MALONE. The question, in my 
opinion, is not whether England would 
have recognized Communist China in the 
face of 56 Senators. The question is: 
Had 56 Senators expressed themselves by 
saying, “We do not want England to 
trade with Russia, because it would be 
against our interests,” would it have had 
any effect? England knew that we were 
opposed to her trading with Russia, but 
her interests are there. So our wishes 
were brushed aside. 

The position which the junior Senator 
from Nevada has taken is that Japan's 
interests are with China, and as our Gov- 
ernment has virtually dumped National- 
ist China, leaving only the Reds, Japan 
must recognize Red China. Their inter- 
ests are the same as those of England. 

As to the matter of 56, or even 96, 
Senators signing such a document, can 
anyone believe the influence could be 
other than nil? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I do not quite agre: 
with the Senator, because there is a dif- 
ferent situation in the Far East. In the 
first place, the United States, under the 
bilateral defense treaty, is taking on a 
considerable obligation in regard to the 
defense of Japan against communism. 
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Representatives of the Japanese Govern- 
ment have indicated that, while trade 
with Russia has always been important 
to the economy of Japan, its importance 
has in some instances been overempha- 
sized. I, for one, do not assume that the 
Communist regime will permanently 
have control of the Chinese people. In 
a long period of years, a decade or two, 
it is true that trade all over the world is 
very important. But it is the same 
problem which is evidently the case of 
Western Europe versus Eastern Europe. 
My own judgment is that perhaps for a 
great many years Manchuria and North 
China will not be out from under Com- 
munist domination, and I would not be 
a bit surprised if ultimately Manchuria 
, and North China were incorporated into 

the Soviet Union. I think that is their 
ultimate intention. I believe, however, 
that with the discontent and the growing 
activity in China south of the Yangtze 
River it is possible that some day South 
China may be able to free itself from the 
Communist yoke. If that should hap- 
pen I think, with the trade which would 
go on between Japan and South China, 
Formosa, the Philippines, southeast Asia, 
India, and Pakistan, that it would be 
possible for Japan to maintain a viable 
economy without being dependent to the 
extent that pressure could be put on her 
by Communists who would then be lim- 
ited, I would hope, to North China or 
Manchuria. 

Mr. MALONE. I should like to say to 
the distinguished Senator from Califor- 
nia that there is no doubt England 
thought it had our approval to go ahead 
in the recognition of Communist China; 
our own Secretary of State said that we 
would not use the veto to prevent rec- 
ognition of Communist China. 

It was thus indicated that we did not 
seriously oppose England’s recognition 
of Communist China. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I think the Sena- 
tor means that we would not use the veto 
on the admission of Red China to the 
United Nations. 

Mr. MALONE. That is correct. 
Therefore, England was on safe ground 
to go ahead and recognize Red China. 
Every move that has been made by the 
United States Government since 1933 has 
been toward helping Red Russia. Every 
step since Yalta has been to help the 
Reds conquer China. Ishall not take the 
time now to enumerate the steps; every 
Member of the Senate is familiar with 
them. In the interest of establishing the 
facts, it must be implanted in every- 
one’s mind that we gave Nationalist 
China the final shove into oblivion, and 
we sent Mr. Dulles to negotiate a treaty 
with Japan, utterly ignoring the case of 
Nationalist China which had held the 
Japanese in China in check for 10 years. 
The final insult to Nationalist China was 
our ignoring her at the San Francisco 
Conference. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Again, there is al- 
ways on public questions an honest dif- 
ference of opinion, and I want to say 
to the Senator from Nevada, respect- 
fully, that I do not agree with him that 
it means the end of the Republic of 
China. To the contrary, this Govern- 
ment is now undertaking to give, and, 
I believe, will continue to give, to the 
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Republic of China, both economic and 
military aid. We have a mission under 
General Chase which is helping to train 
troops for the defense of Formosa, an 
area which our Joint Chiefs of Staff 
have indicated would not be in our 
strategic interest to permit to fall into 
unfriendly hands. 

I think it is quite possible that the 
Government of Japan may decide to 
negotiate a treaty with the Republic 
of China rather than with Red China. 
History will record who is correct on 
that point. I do not know just what 
the ultimate outcome will be. But I do 
not believe this means the end of the 
Republic of China by any means. 

Mr, MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Yes. 

Mr. MALONE, It is a question of 
common sense. We are still cooping 
Chiang Kai-shek in Formosa. There is 
no foreign trade in Formosa. There is, 
of course, great potential trade in China 
proper. The distinguished Senator from 
California said that in many years from 
now it may be there would be a reversal 
in the trend. Dispatches are coming in 
every day telling us that Nationalist 
Chinese, or individuals friendly to the 
Republic of China are being killed or 
sent to slave camps or to prison. In 
other words, there is a purge going on, 
similar to the purge which took place in 
Russia following the revolution. 

It is a different thing when a nation 
conquers another nation and brings it 
under her supervision by traditionally 
accepted means. But here we have a 
case where a nation, not the conqueror, 
not in control, comes in to kill and en- 
slave and imprison leaders while we are 
in control and are cooping up the only 
army that is available to oppose such 
action. It should be obvious to anyone 
that we have lost China to the Reds for 
a considerable number of years. 

In China proper is where the trade is, 
That is where is located the raw ma- 
terials that the Japanese must have. 
In China is located the market the Jap- 
anese must havé to sell their manu- 
factured products when we stop our 
support. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President 

Mr. MALONE. I should like to com- 
plete my statement, and then I should 
like to ask the Senator a question about 
it. It is very well for us to stand here 
and say that there is some kind of an 
ideal that causes England to want to 
trade with Eastern Europe and with 
Russia. With England, however, it is 
simply a matter of survival. They 
would arm Russia, if it means continu- 
ing trade. The British are dealing on 
what they call a practical basis. Her- 
bert Morrison said before the Press 
Club, “This is a practical matter, gentle- 
men. We must trade with them.” 
That is what the Japs will soon be tell- 
ing us, despite any round-robin letter 
signed by a number of Senators. 

I come now to my question. I would 
ask the distinguished Senator from Cali- 
fornia: What effect would it have for one 
Senator or two Senators, say, the junior 
Senator from Nevada and the senior 
Senator from California, or 96 Senators, 
for that matter, to say to the President 
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of the United States, We wish you would 
not recognize Communist China”? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I should like to say 
first to the Senator from Nevada that for 
a long period of time there were some of 
those in and out of our Government and 
in and out of the State Department who 
were attempting to bury the Republic of 
China, but it would not stay buried, and 
it is very much alive, and today they have 
approximately 500,000 non-Communist 
troops on the island of Formosa, which 
is the largest non-Communist force in 
all of Asia, and they still have 8,000,000 
free people on the island of Formosa, 
which is a larger population than Aus- 
tralia’s and a larger population than that 
of Greece. 

Mr. MALONE. Is that the one we have 
cooped up there? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. That is the one on 
the island of Formosa. 

Mr. MALONE. Is that the force which 
we are guarding so that it cannot leave 
without permission of our fleet? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. If the Senator will 
permit me, I should like to continue. In 
the first place, I have never believed, and 
I do not know of any responsible person 
in that area, either among the people of 
the Republic of China or among our own 
Officials, who have felt that with the 
equipment now available to them they 
were in a position to make any kind of a 
D-day landing on the coast of China, I 
do not know of a single person who be- 
lieved that they had the equipment nec- 
essary to make that kind of a major 
amphibious assault upon the coast of 
China. 

I have felt that during the time of the 
Korean War it did not make sense not 
to permit them to go ahead and make 
commando-type raids which would have 
interfered with the communications of 
the China Communist troops, which 
would have forced them to move some 
of their forces from Manchuria and 
northern Korea down the coast line, not 
knowing where the Chinese National- 
ists might strike, and thus reinforce the 
Chinese Communist forces against guer- 
rilla troops. I thought that might have 
been a sounder procedure. But as the 
result of the MacArthur far-eastern 
hearings, the prohibition against the 
bombing of Rachin was finally lifted, and 
that communication center in North 
Korea which General MacArthur was 
prohibited from bombing, was finally 
bombed by the Air Force. 

So I think that the general impres- 
sion today is that in the event the Chi- 
nese Communists attempt an all-out as- 
sault upon the United Nations forces in 
Korea, their air power is no longer go- 
ing to have a sanctuary in Manchuria. 
I believe, and I merely express it as my 
personal view, that if that type of an 
assault should come, and if the Chinese 
Nationalist forces on Formosa have the 
equipment and are properly trained, 
they certainly would be an asset for the 
free world which should not be kept idle 
on Formosa, as the Senator from Ne- 
vada points out, but at that time, with 
proper equipment and proper training, 
the Chinese Nationalists might very 
well be in a position, I think, to make 
a tremendous contribution to the col- 
lective security of the entire Pacific area 
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and to the ultimate defeat of Red China 
is she decides to make that kind of an 
assault. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 

Mr. MALONE. I agree with the dis- 
tinguished Senator from California that 
when it was obvious that it could have 
been done, and when General Mac- 
Arthur wanted to do it, we should have 
destroyed the industries in southern 
Manchuria and blockaded China, and 
kept England and the rest of our allies 
from continuing to arm Communist 
China. It seems utter idiocy now to keep 
an army of 500,000 Chinese Nationalist 
troops blocked off on Formosa, while the 
Red Chinese troops were fighting us in 
Korea. 

I agree with the Senator that Na- 
tionalist China may not yet be lost. The 
people of this country will have an op- 
portunity to record their wishes in about 
14 months from now. If it is recorded 
as the junior Senator from Nevada 
thinks it will be, there may still be time 
to do something about this situation. 
Every move we are now making is mak- 
ing it necessary for Japan, if she is to 
deal with China, to deal with Red China. 
Every move the State Department has 
made—its statement that the veto would 
not be used to prevent the recognition 
of Red China in the United Nations, and 
its action in the matter of aiding Eng- 
land after she recognized Red China, 
and in action in allowing England to 
arm Red China and Russia against us 
every move has been toward the same 
end. 

I invite the attention of the distin- 
guished Senator to the hearing on Sep- 
temper 14, 1951, before the subcom- 
mittee of the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary To Investigate the Administration 
of the Internal Security Act and other 
internal security laws. Mr. Dooman tes- 
tified at that hearing. He said that the 
pattern had begun back in 1933. The 
same pattern fits into all these actions. 


It culminated in the summary dismissal - 


of a great general. There was only one 
reason. He wasin the way. It is shown 
that from the very beginning the State 
Department officials brooked no inter- 
ference with their ultimate objective, the 
control of China by the Reds. 

It seems to the junior Senator from 
Nevada that the pattern is plain. If 
those who are in charge of the program 
are stopped in one place, they back up 
and come in somewhere else. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The only difference 
between the Senator from Nevada and 
the Senator from California is that I, 
no more than he, condone some of the 
policies which we have followed in the 
past. I have criticized them as fully as 
he has. I believe that as a result of 
such criticism there are definite indi- 
cations of a change of policy in the Pa- 
cific. 

Mr. MALONE. In the State Depart- 
ment? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Yes. I think there 
has been a definite indication of a 
change of policy in the Pacific. I be- 
lieve that those of us who have been 
critical in the past should continue to be 
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alert, so as to make certain that what 
appears to be a change of policy is going 
to be a change of policy. However, I be- 
lieve that there are certain very definite 
indications of a change of policy. 

Two or three years ago some of us 
were urging that there be a Pacific pact. 
No steps were taken to that end until 
fairly recently. We were very critical 
of the policy of “wait until the dust set- 
tles“ so far as China was concerned. I 
considered that to be a fatal policy for 
us to follow, but I think that now we 
have tho opportunity to hold Japan out- 
side the Communist orbit. 

We could go on for a long time this 
evening with this discussion, and we 
could continue it a‘ other times. I re- 
spect the viewpoint of the Senator from 
Nevada, but I do not agree that the Re- 
public of China is dead. On the con- 
trary, I believe that in due course it will 
be found that the 8,000,000 free people 
0. the Republic of China now on For- 
mosa, with more than 500,000 troops, are 
still going to play a great part in the 
ultimate collective security ss stem of the 
Pacific. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I 
should like to say in closing—and I do 
not wish to prolong the debete—that the 
‘letter referred to will not stop the recog- 
nition of Communist China by Japan. 
The junior Senator from Nevada wishes 
to go on record. China is gone to the 
Reds, insofar as the United States is con- 
cerned; and the pace has been set for the 
loss of Asia. 

But let us put the blame where it 
belongs. Everyone knows that so long 
as we, through our so-called allies, fur- 
nish the money, goods, raw materials, 
and machincry to arm Russia, and to 
give her the things which she needs to 
consolidate her gains in Lastern Europe 
and to fight world war III against us, if 
it becomes necessary, and also furnish 
the materials to Red China which Rus- 
sia cannot furnish, we can expect but 
one result. We ourselves are responsible 
for the loss of China, and we ourselves 
will be responsible for the ultimate loss 
of Asia, 

RECESS 


Mr. McFARLAND. I move that the 
Senate stand in recess until 12 o'clock 
noon tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6 
o’clock and 15 minutes p. m.) the Senate 
took a recess until tomorrow, Tuesday, 
September 18, 1951, at 12 o’clock me- 
ridicn. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 17, 1951 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Bras- 
kamp, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 


Most merciful and gracious God, our 
needs are many but Thy blessings out- 
number all our necessities and no aspi- 
ration, which Thou hast implanted 
within our souls, is beyond the reach of 
cee by Thy infinite wisdom and 
ove. 
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We pray that at the beginning of this 
new week we may be inspired with a 
greater faith in the power of Thy divine 
sovereignty as we seek to have a share in 
establishing Thy kingdom of peace and 
righteousness. 

Grant that daily we may surrender 
ourselves to Thy wise and holy will, not 
in dumb resignation or in sullen submis- 
sion but with glad and grateful hearts 
and giving Thee all the glory. 

Hear us in Christ’s name. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of Fri- 
day, September 14, 1951, was read and 
approved. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. 
Landers, its enrolling clerk, announced 
that the Senate had passed a bill of the 
following title, in which the concurrence 
of the House is requested: 

S. 355. An act to adjust the salaries: of 
postmasters, supervisors, and employees in 
the field service of the Post Office Depart- 
ment. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed, with amendments in 
which the concurrence of the House is 
requested, a bill of the House of the fol- 
lowing title: 

H. R. 4496. An act making appropriations 
for the legislative branch for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1952, and for other purposes. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendments to 
the foregoing bill, requests a conference 
with fhe House on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses thereon, and appoints 
Mr. ELLENDER, Mr. CHAvEz, Mr. McKEL- 
LAR, Mr. BRIDGES, and Mr. SALTONSTALL to 
be the conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the report of the com- 
mittee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amend- 
ments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
1726) entitled “An act to provide for the 
organization of the Air Force and the 
Department of the Air Force, and for 
other purposes.” 


LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATION 
BILL, FISCAL YEAR 1952 


Mr. McGRATH. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 4496) mak- 
ing appropriations for the legislative 
branch for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1952, and for other purposes, with 
Senate amendments, disagree to the 
amendments of the Senate and agree to 
the conference asked by the Senate. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none and appoints the following 
conferees: Mr. MCGRATH, Mr. Kirwan, 
Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. Cannon, Mr. Hors, 
Mr. SCHWABE, and Mr. TABER. 

SOUTH DAKOTA PRACTICES ECONOMY 

AND ABOLISHES TEMPORARY TAXES 


Mr. LOVRE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent to address the House for 
1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks and include an article. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from South 
Dakota? 

There was no objection. 

[Mr. Lovre addressed the House. His 
remarks appear in the Appendix.] 


PRESERVING THE CIVIL RIGHTS GUARAN- 
TEED BY THE CONSTITUTION 


Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend my remarks and include a reso- 
lution. 

The SPEAKER. If there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection, 

(Mr. McDonoucu addressed the House. 
His remarks appear in the Appendix.] 


DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPROPRIA- 
: TION BILL, 1952 


Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consert to take from the 
Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 5054) 
making appropriations for the National 
Security Council, the National Security 
Resources Board, and for military func- 
tions administered by the Department 
of Defense for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1952, and for other purposes, 
with Senate amendments, disagree to 
the amendments of the Senate and ask 
for a conference. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none and appoints the following 
conferees: Messrs. MAHON, SHEPPARD, 
SIKES, RILEY, CANNON, TABER, WIGGLES- 
WORTH, and SCRIVNER. 


SWEARING IN OF MEMBER 


Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Texas, Mr. FRANK IKARD, be per- 
mitted to take the oath of office. His 
certificate of election has not yet ar- 
rived, but there is no contest and there 
is no question in regard to his election. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. PoacE]? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. IKARD appeared at the bar of the 
House and took the oath of office, 


AIR FORCE ORGANIZATION ACT OF 1951 


Mr. KILDAY. Mr. Speaker, I call up 
the conference report on the bill (H. R. 
1726) to provide for the organization of 
the Air Force and the Department of the 
Air Force, and for other purposes, and 
ask unanimous consent that the state- 
ment of the managers on the part of the 
House be read in lieu of the report. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the statement. 

The conference report and statement 
are as follows: 


CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. No. 973) 

The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
1726) to provide for the organization of the 
Air Force and the Department of the Air 
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Force, and for other purposes, having met, 
after full and free conference, have agreed to 
recommend and do recommend to their re- 
spective Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amend- 
ments numbered 7, 8, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 
and 18. 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendments of the Senate 
numbered 1, 2, 3, 5, 9, and 10, and agree to 
the same. 

Amendment numbered 4: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 4, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be in- 
serted by the Senate amendment insert the 
following: Under the direction of the Sec- 
retary of the Air Force, the Chief of Staff 
shall exercise command over the air defense 
command, the strategic air command, the 
tactical air command, and such other major 
commands as may be established by the Sec- 
retary under section 308 (b), and shall have 
supervision over” and on page 8, line 21, of 
the House engrossed bill, immediately after 
the word all“, insert the word “other”; and 
the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 6: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 6, and agree 
on the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be omitted 
by the Senate amendment insert the follow- 
ing: 

“Sec. 308. (a) There shall be within the 
Air Force— 

“(1) the following major air commands: 

“(i) an air defense command; (ii) a stra- 
tegie air command; and (ili) a tactical air 
command; 

“(2) such other commands and organiza- 
tions as may from time to time be estab- 
lished by the Secretary of the Air Force in 
the interest of efficiency and economy of 
operation, 

“(b) For the duration of any war or na- 
tional emergency declared by the President 
or the Congress, the Secretary of the Air 
Force may establish new major commands 
in lieu of, or discontinue or consolidate the 
major commands enumerated ‘n, subsection 
(a) (1) of this section.” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 11: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 11, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be omitted 
by the Senate amendment insert the follow- 
ing: 
“Sec. 402. The National Security Act of 
1947, as amended, is hereby amended by 
striking out the words ‘command over the 
United States Air Force’ in section 208 (b) 
thereof and substituting in lieu thereof the 
words ‘command over the air defense com- 
mand, the strategic air command, the tac- 
tical air command, and such other major 
commands as may be established by the 
Secretary under section 308 (b) of the Air 
Force Organization Act of 1951, and shall 
have supervision over all other members and 
organizations of the Air Force.“ 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

LESTER C. HUNT, 

Joun C. STENNIS, 

LEVERETT SALTONSTALL, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

CARL VINSON, 

PAUL J. KILDAY, 

DEWEY SHORT, 

LESLIE C. ARENDS, 
Managers on the Part of the House, 


STATEMENT 


The managers on the part of the House at 
the conference on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses on the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R. 1726) to provide for 


leted this provision of the House bill. 
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the organization of the Air Force and the 
Department of the Air Force, and for other, 
purposes, submit the following statement in) 
explanation of the effect of the action agreed 
upon by the conferees and recommended in 
the accompanying conference report: 

Amendments Nos. 1 and 2: The House bill 
prescribed the duties of the Secretary of the 
Air Force, the Under Secretary of the Air 
Force, or the Assistant Secretaries of the 
Air Force. The Senate amended the House 
bill by augmenting these duties to include 
the responsibility for supervision of all 
activities involving the Reserve components 
of the Air Force. The House agreed to these 
amendments. i 

Amendment No. 3: The House bill provided ` 
that the Air Staff of the Air Force should be 
organized in such manner and perform such 
duties as the Secretary of the Air Force may 
prescribe. The Senate amended the House 
bill by requiring that a general officer of the 
Air Force be assigned to the Air Staff to assist 
and advise the Secretary and the Chief of 
Staff on all matters relating to the Reserve 
components of the Air Force. The House 
agreed to the Senate amendment. 

Amendment No. 4: The House bill granted 
to the Chief of Staff under the direction of 
the Secretary of the Air Force, supervision, 
as contrasted with command authority, over 
all members and organizations of the Air 
Force. The Senate amendment would have 
granted to the Chief of Staff of the Air 
Force, under the direction of the Secretary 
of the Air Force, the authority to exercise 
command over all members and organiza- 
tions of the Air Force, which authority is 
now contained in the National Security Act, 
which this bill amends. The House receded 
from its disagreement to the Senate amend- 
ment with an amendment to the effect that 
the Chief of Staff of the Air Force, under 
the direction of the Secretary of the Air 
Force, shall exercise command over the Air 
Defense Command, the Strategic Air Com- 
mand, the Tactical Air Command, and such 
other major commands as may be estab- 
lished by the Secretary of the Air Force 
during a period of war or national emer- 
gency declared by the Congress or the 
President. 

Amendment No. 5: The House bill stated 
that there would be no separately consti- 
tuted or administered arms, branches, serv- 
ices, or corps in the Air Force or any com- 
ponent thereof. The Senate amendment de- 
The 
House agreed to the deletion. As contained 
in the conference report members of the Air 
Force may now be designated to perform spe- 
cific duties, but the conference report does 
not prohibit the creation of a separately con- 
stituted or administered arm, branch, serv- 
ice, or corps in the Air Force. 

Amendment No. 6: The House bill pro- 
vided for three major air commands in the 
Air Force, the Air Defense Command, the 
Strategic Air Command, and the Tactical Air 
Command, and such other commands, forces, 
and organizations as the Secretary of the Air 
Force might from time to time establish. 
The bill also permitted the establishment of 
new major commands or the discontinuance 
or consolidation of the three previously 
named major air commands for the duration 
of any war or national emergency hereafter 
declared by the Congress. The Senate 
amendment would have deleted all of this 
language from the House bill. The House 
receded from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate with an amendment 
which substantially reinserted the original 
House language. Under the agreed amend- 
ment, the Air Force shall consist of three 
major air commands, the Air Defense Com- 
mand, the Strategic Air Command, and the 
Tactical Air Command, and such other com- 
mands and organizations as may be estab- 
lished by the Secretary of the Air Force in 
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the interest of efficiency and economy of op- 
eration, These will not constitute major 
air commands. However, the amendment 
further states that for the duration of any 
war or national emergency declared by the 
President or the Congress the Secretary of 
the Air Force may establish any new major 
commands or discontinue or consolidate the 
Air Defense Command, the Strategic Air 
Command, or the Tactical Air Command. 
However, such major air commands may only 
be created, discontinued, or consolidated for 
the duration of any war or national emer- 
gency so declared. In peacetime the Air 
Force shall consist of three major air com- 
mands as previously mentioned and such 
other commands and organizations as the 
Secretary may from time to time establish. 

Amendments Nos. 7 and 8: The Senate re- 
ceded from amendments 7 and 8, which were 
merely clerical. 

Amendment No. 9: The House bill provided 
that certain provisions of the act of June 
24, 1948, would not be construed to be ap- 
plicable to the Air Force. These provisions 
dealt with the Articles of War and the Judge 
Advocate General Corps. The Senate de- 
leted this language from the House bill and 
the House agreed to the amendment on the 
grounds that the House provision was un- 
necessary. 

Amendment No. 10: The House receded 
from its position with respect to this amend- 
ment which was merely clerical. 

Amendment No. 11: The House receded 
from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate and agreed to the same with an 
amendment. The House bill would have 
amended the National Security Act of 1947, as 
amended, so as to grant to the Chief of Staff, 
under the direction of the Secretary of the 
Air Force, the authority to exercise supervi- 
sion, as distinguished from command, over 
all members and organizations of the Air 
Force. The Senate amendment deleted this 
provision from the House bill and did not 
seek to change the authority of the Chief of 
Staff of the Air Force to exercise command 
over all members and organizations of the 
Air Force. The amendment agreed upon by 
the managers amends the National Security 
Act of 1947, as amended, by eliminating the 
authority of the Chief of Staff to exercise 
command over all members and organiza- 
tions of the Air Force and substituting in 
lieu thereof the authority, under the direc- 
tion of the Secretary, to command the Air 


Defense Command, the Strategic Air Com- 


mand, the Tactical Air Command, and such 
other major commands as may be established 
during any period of war or national emer- 
gency, together with the authority to exercise 
supervision over all other members and or- 
ganizations of the Air Force. The agreed 
amendment thus retains civilian control of 
the Air Force by limiting the Chief of Staff 
of the Air Force in his command authority 
over the entire Air Force. 

Amendments Nos. 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, and 
18: These are clerical amendments in which 
the Senate receded, necessitated by the 
change in section numbers and references to 
the change in the National Security Act of 
1947, as amended. 

CARL VINSON, 

PAUL J. KL Dax, 

Dewey SHORT, 

LESLIE C. ARENDS, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


Mr. KILDAY. Mr. Speaker, this is 
the Air Force organization bill which 
was passed some time ago by the House 
and more recently, of course, by the 
Senate. 

The conference committee has agreed 
on substantially the House bill. The 
major change would be as to the ques- 
tion of the command authority of the 
Chief of Staff of the Air Force. In the 
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House bill the Chief of Staff was given 
only supervision of the Air Force such 
as is possessed by the Chief of Staff of 
the Army. The provision in the Senate 
bill gave the Chief of Staff command of 
the Air Force. The conference commit- 
tee has agreed to give the Chief of Staff 
of the Air Force practically the same 
command authority as is possessed by 
the Chief of Naval Operations. The 
Chief of Naval Operations has command 
of the operational force of the Navy. 

In this bill we set out the Air Defense 
Command, the Strategic Air Command, 
and the Tactical Air Command as the 
major air commands of the Air Force 
and provide for other major commands 
in an emergency. It will be noted that 
the three commands designated in the 
bill as major commands are all combat 
commands. The conference report 
gives command to the Chief of Staff of 
the Air Force of these major commands. 
So that to all intents and purposes the 
Chief of Staff of the Air Force under 
this provision will have the same com- 
mand function as the Chief of Naval Op- 
erations who has command of the opera- 
tional forces. This gives the Chief of 
Staff command of the major or combat 
commands and gives him supervision 
over all other portions of the Air Force. 

The Senate bill contained a provision 
for the appointment of an officer charged 
with Air Reserve functions and the con- 
ference report retains that provision. 

Those are the major changes. 

Mr. ARENDS. This is a unanimous 
report of the conferees? 

Mr. KILDAY. That is correct. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the conference report. 

The conference report was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


THE LATE MIDDLETON BEAMAN 


Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 5 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from North 
Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, it 
was with sadness of heart that I learned 
of the death last Saturday night of the 
distinguished former legislative coun- 
sel of the House of Representatives, the 
late Middleton Beaman. Perhaps the 
members of the Committee on Ways and 
Means had an opportunity to work more 
closely with Mr. Beaman than did other 
committees, yet I am confident that 
hardly a single committee chairman, 
during his 30 years of service as legis- 
lative counsel, failed to draw upon his 
vast knowledge and experience in the 
preparation of complex legislation. 

For all practical purposes, although 
Middleton Beaman rigidly excluded 
himself from all policy decisions and 
considerations of partisanship, he was 
a full partner in the drafting of all reve- 
nue legislation from the Revenue Act 
of 1917 down to the Revenue Act of 1948. 
Indeed, in my opinion, one of the great- 
est contributions the Committee of Ways 
and Means ever made to the orderly 
functioning of the House of Represent- 
atives was to include in the revenue bill 
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of 1918 provision for the legislative 
drafting service. The decision to es- 
tablish the Office of the Legislative Coun- 
sel was reached after Mr. Beaman had 
headed a volunteer group of draftsmen 
who had served the Committee on Ways 
and Means in the preparation of the 
revenue bills of 1917 and 1918 and even 
prior to that had ably assisted Judge 
Cordell Hull, of Tennessee, in his work 
in drafting the Federal estate tax. I be- 
lieve I can say with assurance that from 
this time on until his retirement in 1943, 
no one made a greater impression upon 
the revenue legislation passed by Con- 
gress than did Mr. Beaman. 

Perhaps the skill of legislative drafts- 
men which was possessed by Mr. Bza- 
man in such superlative degree was best 
described by the English Judge J. 
Stephen in Castioni ((1891) 1 Queen's 
Bench, 194, 167), who observed that,. in 
drafting acts of Parliament, “which, al- 
though they may be easy to understand, 
people continually try to misunderstand, 
and in which therefore it is not enough 
to attain to a higher degree of precision 
which a person reading in good faith 
can understand; but it is necessary to 
attain if possible to a degree of preci- 
sion which a person reading in bad faith 
cannot misunderstand. It is all the bet- 
ter if he cannot pretend to misunder- 
stand it.” 

For this life of public service we all 
can be grateful. I extend to his beloved 
wife and sister my deepest sympathy. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. CoopeEr.] 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, it was 
my privilege to work very closely as a 
member of the Committee on Ways and 
Means with Mr. Beaman. From that 
experience I can assert without fear of 
contradiction that no individual has con- 
tributed more to the work of Congress 
during his service of more than 30 years 
as House Legislative Counsel than did 
Mr. Beaman. 

Whatever policies might be agreed 
upon by the committee whom he was 
endeavoring to assist, it was the stead- 
fast purpose of his keen mind that that 
policy should be expressed in statutory 
language free of ambiguity, and that 
the legislation should be drafted in such 
a manner as to withstand any charge of 
unconstitutionality in the courts. 

I have often expressed the conviction 
that many of the outstanding statutes 
over the past 20 years have stood the 
test of constitutionality very largely be- 
cause of the able assistance given to the 
Congress by Mr. Beaman. He was one 
of the greatest lawyers I have ever 
known, For example, I happened to be 
a member of the subcommittee of the 
Committee on Ways and Means for the 
drafting of the Social Security Act. I 
shall never forget the contribution made 
by Mr. Beaman in the drafting of that 
measure and by following his advice we 
produced a law affecting all the peop’? 
of the country which has safely with- 
stood all attacks of unconstitutionality. 

I always have regarded Mr. Beaman 
as one of the most valuable men holding 
any position in the service of this Gov- 
ernment. I extend to his family my 
deepest sympathy in their great be- 


reavement, 
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Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield to the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. REED]. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I learned with great sorrow of the death 
on Saturday of the distinguished au- 
thority on statutory law and legislative 
draftsmanship, the late Middleton Bea- 
man. I think that few people have given 
so much of their talents and energies to 
the work of the Congress as did Mr. Bea- 
man. 

Soon after his graduation from 
Harvard University and admission to the 
bar, he came to Washington to serve as 
law librarian of Congress. Then, after a 
few years spent in research in legislative 
drafting, he returned as the head of a 
voluntary group of experts to demon- 
strate to Congress the value of expert 
technical assistance in the drafting of 
legislation. He assisted the committees 
so effectively in the preparation of legis- 
lation during the period of World War I 
that in 1919, largely as a result of his 
efforts, Congress created the Office of the 
Legislative Counsel. In fact, the decision 
of the Committee on Ways and Means to 
establish the legislative drafting service 
as a provision of the revenue bill of 
1918 was reached only upon the under- 
standing that Mr. Beaman should be ap- 
pointed the head of the House branch of 
that office, and that the services to be 
rendcred would continue to be of the 
same kind and quality as the committee 
had been furnished in connection with 
the revenue bills of 1917 and 1918. 

The wisdom of that decision has been 
demonstrated by the clarity of the draft- 
ing of the many complicated revenue 
measures, the social security laws, and 
the many other complex statutes of the 
past 30 years which have stood the test 
of litigation in the Federal courts. 

Mr. Beaman’s work is his monument. 
I extend to his bereaved family my 
heartfelt sympathy. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield to the gentleman from Massachu- 
setts [Mr. MCCORMACK]. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I am 
very sorry to hear of the death of Mr. 
Beaman. For 10 years I served on the 
Committee on Ways and Means. By rea- 
son of my service thereon I was afforded 
an opportunity and a pleasure to meet 
and know Mr. Beaman. He was one of 
the outstanding officials of our Govern- 
ment, a man of sterling qualities, out- 
standing ability, honorable and trust- 
worthy in every respect. Not only the 
Committee on Ways and Means, but 
every other committee depended upon 
his advice and suggestions and viewed 
them with profound respect. 

The deep respect I have for him is a 
memory that I shall always treasure as 
long as I live, a respect based upon his 

- sterling qualities as well as his sincerity 
of service to the Congress of the United 
States and to our Government. I ex- 
tend to his loved ones my deep sympathy 
in their bereavement. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr, 
JENKINS]. 

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, I have 
just a few words to say. Mr. Beaman 
possessed a quality of mind that was very 
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His mind was very incisive 
and clear. He had the mental facility 
for clear, positive, and unambiguous 
statement that was possessed by few 
men. Besides being a man of high char- 
acter, his great and outstanding accom- 
plishments, in my opinion, came from 
the fact that he had very superior men- 
tal qualifications. He will always be re- 
membered by those who knew him here 
in Congress as a man who filled a most 
difficult position with great credit to him- 
self and great satisfaction to those with 
whom he worked. He was the technical 
adviser for the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee on its very complicated work in 
the writing of tax legislation and social 
security and other legislation which was 
most difficult to write. 

His wife and his family can always 
be proud of his ability and his achieve- 
ment. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
who so desire may extend their remarks 
at this point in the Recorp on the life and 
services of the late Middleton Beaman. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from North 
Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, Mid- 
dleton Beaman was the first member of 
the legislative counsel to appear on Capi- 
tol Hill. His has always been an out- 
standing service. Mr. Beaman was a 
man of high character and splendid 
ability. He really served well and faith- 


superior. 


CONSENT CALENDAR 


The SPEAKER. This is Consent Cal- 
endar day. The Clerk will call the first 
bill on the Consent Calendar. 


UNITED STATES MILITARY ACADEMY 


The Clerk called the joint resolution 
(H. J. Res. 285) to authorize appropriate 
participation by the United States in 
commemoration of the one-hundred and 
fiftieth anniversary of the establishment 
of the United States Military Academy. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the joint 
resolution? 

Mr.FORD. Reserving the right to ob- 
ject, Mr. Speaker, according to the report 
it is estimated that this proposal will cost 
approximately $95,000 for a sesquicen- 
tennial celebration of the establishment 
of the United States Military Academy. 
It seems to me that $95,000 could be bet- 
ter spent actively, affirmatively, and 
directly for the defense effort. As a re- 
sult, I withdraw my reservation of the 
right to object and do object to the pres- 
ent consideration of the joint resolution. 


PARTICIPATION BY MILITARY PERSONNEL 
IN OLYMPIC GAMES 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 1184) to 
authorize the training for, attendance at, 
and participation in, Olympic games by 
military personnel, and for other pur- 
poses. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, reserving the 
right to object, according to this pro- 
posal, the Department of Defense re- 
quests $50,000 for the participation of 
military personnel in the coming Olym- 
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pic games. If there is someone here from 
the committee who can answer the ques- 
tion, I would like to ask why this money 
is needed. It seems to me that the 
Olympic Committee, which is a commit- 
tee set up, I think, by law, and which 
receives public donations, has ample 
funds to pay the costs of any participa- 
tion by any personnel, military or other- 
wise, in Olympic games. I can see no 
reason whatsoever for a $50,000 appro- 
priation for military personnel. Can 
anyone here answer that question? If 
not, Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the bill be passed over without 
prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

FEDERAL PROPERTY AND ADMINISTRA- 

TIVE SERVICES ACT OF 1949 AND ARMED 

SERVICES PROCUREMENT ACT OF 1947 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 2574) 
to amend section 304 of the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949 and section 4 of the Armed 
Services Procurement Act of 1947. 

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill be passed 
over without prejudice. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I do not like to object 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Virginia that the bill be passed over 
without prejudice, but I do feel the bill 
should be stricken from the Consent 
Calendar, and that if it is considered at 
all by the House, it should be considered 
under a rule. It is my information that 
parts of the bill will result in unneces- 
sary duplication in respect to defense 
contracts. The Renegotiation Board has 
been established for the purpose of re- 
viewing these contracts and making a 
final settlement eliminating excessive 
profits. I see no valid reason for the 
General Accounting Office also investi- 
gating and checking the same contracts 
and perhaps changing drastically the net 
effect of a renegotiation settlement. 

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I object to the 
request that the bill be passed over with- 
out prejudice. ! 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. MILLS and Mr. REED of New 
York objected. 


PROVIDING SETTLEMENT OF CLAIMS OF 
MILITARY PERSONNEL AND CIVILIAN 
EMPLOYEES OF THE WAR DEPARTMENT 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 404) to 
provide for the settlement of claims of 
military personnel and civilian employees 
of the War Department or of the Army 
for damage to or loss, destruction, cap- 
ture, or abandonment of personal prop- 
erty occurring incident to their service. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, it is my understand- 
ing that a general bill comprehensive in 
character, has been introduced to cover 
all situations, and not just limited to 
the Navy. Therefore, pending the con- 
sideration of that, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that this bill be passed over withou 
prejudice. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mich- 
igan? 

There was no objection. 


AGRICULTURAL PROGRAM IN THE VIRGIN 
ISLANDS 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 4027) 
to provide for an agricultural program 
in the Virgin Islands. 

Mr. POULSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill be 
passed over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? 

There was no objection. 


AUTOMOBILES FOR CERTAIN DISABLED 
VETERANS 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 1864) to 
‘authorize payments by the Administra- 
tor of Veterans’ Affairs on the purchase 
of automobiles or other conveyances by 
certain disabled veterans who served 
during World War II, and persons who 
served in the military, naval, or air serv- 
ice of the United States on or after June 
27, 1950, and for other purposes. 

Mr. TRIMBLE. Mr. Speaker, in view 
of the fact that this bill is going to be 
taken up under suspension of the rules, 
I ask unanimous consent that the bill be 
passed over without prejudice at this 
time. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ar- 
kansas? 

There was no objection. 


PROVIDING FOR REFUND OF FORFEITED 
T BAIL 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 4945) 
to authorize the use of appropriations 
for refunding moneys erroneously re- 
ceived and covered for the refund of for- 
feited bail. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That hereafter appro- 
priations available for refunding moneys 
erroneously received and covered shall be 
available for the refund of forfeited bail 
covered into the general fund of the Treas- 
ury which has been ordered remitted, in 
whole or in part, pursuant to the Federal 
Rules of Criminal Procedure. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


CHIEF OF THE DENTAL DIVISION OF THE 
BUREAU OF MEDICINE AND SURGERY 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 4205) 
to provide retirement benefits for the 
Chief of the Dental Division of the Bu- 
reau of Medicine and Surgery, and for 
other purposes. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 3 of the 
act of December 28, 1945 (59 Stat. 666), as 
amended (5 U. S. C. 456c), is further amend- 
ed by adding at the end thereof the follow- 
ing sentence: “Such officer shall, while so 
serving, receive the pay and allowances pro- 
vided by law for rear admirals of the upper 
half and shall be entitled in all respects to 
the same privileges of retirement and retired 
pay benefits as are now or may hereafter be 
provided by law for chiefs of bureaus of the 
Navy Department.” 
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The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third i 21e, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


CUSTOMS AND IMMIGRATION LAWS 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 24) to 
amend the act entitled “An act to pro- 
vide better facilities for the enforcement 
of the customs and immigration laws,” 
approved June 26, 1930, as amended. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the act of June 26, 
1930 (46 Stat. 817), as amended by the act 
of October 10, 1940 (54 Stat. 1091; 19 U. S. C. 
68), is further amended by striking from the 
proviso the figures “$5,000” and ‘$10,000,” 
and substituting therefor the figures 615, 
000” and “$30,000,” respectively. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


CONSTRUCTION, PROTECTION, OPERA- 
TION, AND MAINTENANCE OF PUBLIC 
AIRPORTS IN ALASKA 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 1183) to 
amend the act entitled “An act to au- 
thorize the construction, protection, op- 
eration, and maintenance of public air- 
ports in the Territory of Alaska,” as 
amended. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 5 of the 
act entitled “An act to authorize the con- 
struction, protection, operation, and mainte- 
nance of public airports in the Territory of 
Alaska,” approved May 28, 1948 (62 Stat. 
277), as amended, is amended to read as 
follows: 

“Src, 5. The Secretary of Commerce is em- 
powered to lease under such conditions as he 
may deem proper and for such periods as 
may be desirable (not to exceed 10 years) 
space or property within or upon the air- 
ports for purposes essential or appropriate 
to the operation of the airports: Provided, 
That real property within or upon the air- 
ports may be leased for purposes of erecting 
structures necessary or incident to the opera- 
tion of the airports for periods not exceed- 
ing 20 years.” 


With the following committee amend- 
ments: 

Page 2, line 3, strike out “leased” and in- 
sert leased,“; and 


Page 2, line 4, strike out “airports” and in- 
sert airports,“. 


The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


RIGHT-OF-WAY IN THE TOWN OF 
DEDHAM, MAINE 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 2190) 
to provide for the conveyance to the town 
of Dedham, Maine, of a certain strip of 
land situated in such town and used as 
a road right-of-way. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Interior is authorized and directed to do- 
nate and convey to the town of Dedham, 
Maine, all right, title, and interest of the 
United States in and to a strip of land situ- 


ated in such town and used as a road right- 
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of-way. Such land is more particularly de- 
scribed as follows: 

A strip of land three rods in width, a line 
drawn through the middle of which is as 
follows: Beginning north forty degrees east 
eight and one-half rods from shore of Green 
Jake at a stone on the north line of Ells- 
worth and at southeast corner of hatchery 
lot near steamboat wharf; thence north 
thirty-eight degrees west eighteen rods to a 
stake; thence north four degrees thirty min- 
utes west nine rods to a stake; thence north 
seven degrees west six and five-tenths rods 
to the line of hatchery lot; thence north 
nine degrees west six and thirty-six one-hun- 
dredths rods; thence north twenty-six de- 
grees thirty minutes west eleven rods; thence 
north forty-four degrees thirty minutes 
west twelve and thirty-two one-hundredths 
rods; thence north thirty-two degrees thirty 
minutes west fifteen and fifty-six one-hun- 
dredths rods; thence north twenty-six de- 
grees west eight and eighty one-hundredths 
rods; thence north thirty-eight degrees 
thirty minutes west twelve rods; thence 
north sixty-three degrees west ten and fifty- 
six one-hundredths rods; thence north 
forty-six degrees west twelve rods; thence 
north twenty degrees west six rods; thence 
north fifty-four degrees west ten rods; thence 
north thirty-four degrees west eight rods; 
thence north forty-two degrees west twelve 
rods; thence north seven degrees west 
twelve rods; thence north thirty degrees west 
twelve rods; thence north twenty-six de- 
grees west fourteen rods; thence north 
forty-eight degrees west six rods; thence 
north ten degrees west sixteen rods; thence 
north twenty-four degrees thirty minutes 
east eight rods; then north ten degrees east 
seven rods; thence north eight degrees thirty 
minutes west eight rods; thence north 
twenty-six degrees thirty minutes west six 
rods; thence north forty-one degrees west 
five rods; thence north eight degrees and 
thirty minutes west ten rods; thence north 
twelve degrees thirty minutes west twelve 
rods; thence north sixteen degrees west nine 
rods; thence north two degrees east eight 
rods; thence north eight degrees thirty min- 
utes west nine rods; thence north seventeen 
degrees thirty minutes west nine rods; 
thence north fifteen degrees thirty minutes 
west nine rods; thence north twenty-four 
degrees west twenty-five rods; thence north 
twenty-eight degrees fifteen minutes west 
ten rods; thence north forty-one degrees 
west fourteen rods; thence north forty-eight 
degrees west twenty rods; thence north 
forty-one degrees west thirty rods; thence 
north fifty-four degrees west ten rods; thence 
north thirty-five degrees west ten rods; 
thence north forty-three degrees west eight 
rods; thence north thirty-two degrees thirty 
minutes west seven rods; thence north fifty- 
four degrees west eleven rods; thence north 
thirty-eight degrees west sixteen rods; 
thence north forty-two degrees west eleven 
rods; thence north thirty degrees west four- 
teen rods; thence north thirty-four degrees 
west seventeen rods; thence north nineteen 
degrees thirty minutes west twelve rods; 
thence north nine degrees west eight rods; 
thence northerly on land of Emery Hastings 
forty-five rods, more or less, to the county 
road, 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re- 
consider was laid on the table. 

CASTLE PINCKNEY NATIONAL 
MONUMENT 

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 3042) 
to abolish the Castle Pinckney National 
Monument and to transfer the jurisdic- 
tion and control of the lands therein 
contained to the Secretary of the Army, 
and for other purposes. 
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There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Castle Pinck- 
ney National Monument in South Carolina is 
hereby abolished, and the Government lands 
and property therein contained are hereby 
transferred to the administrative jurisdic- 
tion and control of the Secretary of the 
Army. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 


COORDINATING LOCAL, STATE, AND 
FEDERAL PROGRAM IN THE CITY OF 
BOSTON 


The Clerk called the House joint reso- 
lution (H. J. Res. 254) to provide for 
investigating the feasibility of estab- 
lishing a coordinated local, State, and 
Federal program in the city of Boston, 
Mass., and general vicinity thereof, for 
the purpose of preserving the historic 
properties, objects, and buildings in that 
area. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak- 
er, I ask unanimous consent that this 
House joint resolution be passed over, 
without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Wis- 
consin? 

There was no objection. 


AMENDING HAWAIIAN ORGANIC ACT 
WITH REFERENCE TO JURORS 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 4798) 
to amend the Hawaiian Organic Act re- 
lating to qualification of jurors. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 83 of the 
Hawaiian Organic Act (31 Stat. 141, 157; 48 
U. S. C., 1946 ed., sec. 635) is hereby amended 
by deleting the word “male.” 

Sec. 2. This act shall take effect as of the 
opening day of the term of the circuit courts 
of the several circuits in the Territory of 
Hawaii which follows the approval of this 
act, 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


REPEALING CERTAIN OBSOLETE LAWS 
RELATING TO THE POST OFFICE 
DEPARTMENT 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 1074) to 
repeal certain obsolete laws relating to 
the Post Office Department. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the following acts 
and parts of acts, which have become obso- 
lete, inoperative, and unnecessary are hereby 
repealed: 

1. The second proviso of the twenty-third 
paragraph under the heading “Office of the 
Second Assistant Postmaster General“ in 
the act entitled “An act making appropria- 
tions for the service of the Post Office De- 
partment for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1914, and for other purposes,” approved 
March 4, 1913 (37 Stat. 799; 39 U. S. C. 668), 
relating to sea post clerks’ disability allow- 
ance and compensation for death, 

2. Section 4015, Revised Statutes (39 U. 
S. C. 671). 

3. Section 4022, Revised Statutes (39 U. 
S. C. 673). 
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4. The first paragraph of section 1724 of 
title 18 of the United States Code as revised, 
codified, and enacted into positive law by 
the act entitled “An act to revise, codify, and 
enact into positive law. title 18 of the United 
States Code entitled ‘Crimes and Criminal 
Procedure’,” approved June 25, 1948 (62 Stat. 
784, ch. 645). 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


LANDS HELD IN TRUST FOR MINNESOTA 
CHIPPEWA TRIBE 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 1538) to 
declare that the United States holds cer- 
tain lands in trust for the Minnesota 
Chippewa Tribe. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That title to the lands 
and interest in lands, together with the im- 
provements thereon, and proceeds from rents 
and sales therefrom, which have been ac- 
quired by the United States under authority 
of title II of the National Industrial Recovery 
Act of June 16, 1933 (48 Stat. 200), the Emer- 
gency Relief Appropriation Act of April 8, 
1935 (49 Stat. 115), and of section 55 of title 
I of the act of August 24, 1935 (49 Stat. 750, 
781), lying and situate within the State of 
Minnesota, administrative jurisdiction over 
which has heretofore been transferred by the 
President from the Secretary of Agriculture to 
the Secretary of the Interior by Executive 
Order No. 7868, dated April 16, 1938, is hereby 
declared to be held in trust by the United 
States of America for the use and benefit of 
the Minnesota Chippewa Tribe, and the Sec- 
retary of the Interior is hereby authorized to 
proclaim such lands as an addition to the 
White Earth Indian Reservation. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 

Page 1, strike out all after the enacting 
clause and insert “That title to the lands 
and interest in lands, together with the im- 
provements thereon, which have been ac- 
quired by the United States under authority 
of title II of the National Industrial Recovery 
Act of June 16, 1933 (48 Stat. 200), and sub- 
sequent acts, lying within the White Earth 
Indian Reservation, Minn., administrative 
jurisdiction over which has heretofore 
been transferred by the President from the 
Secretary of Agriculture to the Secretary of 
the Interior by Executive Order No. 7868, 
dated April 15, 1938, is hereby declared to be 
held in trust by the United States of America 
for the use and benefit of the Minnesota 
Chippewa Tribe of the White Earth Reserva- 
tion in the State of Minnesota, and such 
lands shall constitute an addition to the said 
Reservation. 
` “Sec. 2. Any rents previously collected for 
the use of said lands are hereby declared to 
be held in trust by the United States of 
America for the use and benefit of said tribe.” 


The committee amendment was agreed 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


BAD RIVER BAND OF LAKE SUPERIOR 
CHIPPEWA INDIANS 
The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 1548) 
to declare that the United States holds 
certain lands in trust for the Bad River 
Band of Lake Superior Chippewa In- 
dians of the State of Wisconsin. 
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There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That title to the lands 
and interest in lands, together with the im- 
provements thereon and proceeds from rents 
and sales therefrom, which have been ac- 
quired by the United States under authority 
of title II of the National Industrial Recov- 
ery Act of June 16, 1933 (48 Stat. 200), and 
subsequent acts, lying and situated within 
the Bad River Indian Reservation, Wis., ad- 
ministrative jurisdiction over which has 
heretofore been transferred by the President 
from the Secretary of Agriculture to the 
Secretary of the Interior by Executive Order 
No. 7868, dated April 15, 1938, is hereby de- 
clared to be held in trust by the United 
States of America for the use and benefit of 
the Bad River Band of Lake Superior Chip- 
pewa Indians of the State of Wisconsin, and 
the Secretary of the Interior is hereby au- 
thorized to proclaim such lands as an addi- 
tion to the Bad River Indian Reservation. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Page 1, strike out all after the enacting 
clause and insert That title to the lands 
and interest in lands, together with the im- 
provements thereon, which have been ac- 
quired by the United States under authority 
of title II of the National Industrial Recovery 
Act of June 16, 1933 (48 Stat. 200), and 
subsequent acts, lying within the Bad River 
Indian Reservation, Wis., administrative 
Jurisdiction over which has heretofore been 
transferred by the President from the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture to the Secretary of the 
Interior by Executive Order No. 7868, dated 
April 15, 1938, is hereby declared to be held 
in trust by the United States of America for 
the use and benefit of the Bad River Band 
of Lake Superior Chippewa Indians of the 
State of Wisconsin, and such lands shall 
constitute an addition to the said reserva- 
tion. 

“Sec. 2. Any rets previously collected for 
the use of said lands are hereby declared to 
be held in trust by the United States of 
America for the use and benefit of said band.” 


aoe committee amendment was agreed 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re- 
consider was laid on the table. 


LAC COURTE OREILLES BAND OF LAKE 
SUPERIOR CHIPPEWA INDIANS 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 1549) 
to declare that the United States holds 
certain lands in trust for the Lac Courte 
Oreilles Band of Lake Superior Chippewa 
Indians of the State of Wisconsin. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That title to the lands 
and interest in lands, together with the im- 
provements thereon and proceeds from rents 
and sales therefrom, which have been ac- 
quired by the United States under authority 
of title II of the National Industrial Recovery 
Act of June 16, 1933 (48 Stat. 200), and sub- 
sequent acts, lying and situated within the 
Lac Courte Oreilles Reservation, Wis., ad- 
ministrative jurisdiction over which has 
heretofore been transferred by the Presi- 
dent from the Secretary of Agriculture to 
the Secretary of the Interior by Executive 
Order No. 7868, dated April 15, 1938, 
is hereby declared to be held in trust by 
the United States of America for the use 
and benefit of the Lac Courte Oreilles Band 
of Lake Superior Chippewa Indians of the 
State of Wisconsin, and the Secretary of the 
Interior is hereby authorized to proclaim 
such lands as an addition to the Lac Courte 
Oreilles Indian Reservation. 
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With the following committee amend- 
ment: 

Page 1, strike out all after the enacting 
clause and insert “That title to the lands 
and interest in lands, together with the 
improvements thereon, which have been ac- 
quired by the United States under authority 
of title II of the National Industrial Re- 
covery Act of June 16, 1933 (48 Stat. 200), 
and subsequent acts, lying within the Lac 
Courte Oreilles Reservation, Wis., adminis- 
trative jurisdiction over which has hereto- 
fore been transferred by the President from 
the Secretary of Agriculture to the Secre- 
tary of the Interior by Executive Order No. 
7868, dated April 15, 1938, is hereby declared 
to be held in trust by the United States of 
America for the use and benefit of the Lac 
Courte Oreilles Band of Lake Superior Chip- 
pewa Indians of the State of Wisconsin, and 
such lands shall constitute an addition to 
the said reservation. 

“Sec. 2. Any rents previously collected for 
the use of said lands are hereby declared to 
be held in trust by the United States of 
America for the use and benefit of said 
band.” 


The committee amendment 
agreed to. ` 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion 
to reconsider was laid on the table. 


PAYMENTS ON PURCHASE OF AUTOMO- 
BILES BY DISABLED VETERANS 


Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill (S. 
1864) to authorize payments by the Ad- 
ministrator of Veterans’ Affairs on the 
purchase of automobiles or other con- 
veyances by certain disabled veterans 
who served during rid War II, and 
persons who served in the military, 
naval, or air service of the United States 
on or after June 27, 1950, and for other 


purposes. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, subject to the 
conditions hercinaf ter set forth, the Admin- 
istrator of Veterans’ Affairs is authorized and 
directed, under such regulations as he shall 
prescribe, to provide or assist in providing 
an automobile or other conveyance by paying 
not to exceed $1,600 on the purchase price, 
including equipment with such special at- 
tachments and devices as the Administrator 
may deem necessary, for each veteran of 
World War I or World War II or of service 
on or after June 27, 1950, and prior to such 
date as shall thereafter be determined by 
Presidential proclamation or concurrent res- 
olution of the Congress, who is entitled to 
compensation under the laws administered 
by the Veterans’ Administration for any of 
the following due to disability incurred in 
or aggravated by active military, naval, or 
air service of the United States during any 
one of such periods: 

(a) Loss or permanent loss of use of one 
or both feet; 

(b) Loss or permanent loss of use of one 
or both hands; 

(c) Permanent impairment of vision of 
both eyes of the following status: Central 
visual acuity of 20/200 or less in the better 
eye, with corrective glasses, or central visual 
acuity of more than 20/200 if there a field 
defect in which the peripheral field has con- 
tracted to such an extent that the widest 
diameter of visual field subtends an angular 
distance no greater than 20 degrees in the 
better eye: 

Provided, That instead of payment on the 
purchase price of an automobile or other 
conveyance such veteran may elect to re- 
ceive, and the Administrator is authorized 


was 
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and directed to pay him, a cash benefit of 
$1,600. 

Sec. 2. No payment shall be made under 
tLis act for the repair, maintenance, or re- 
placement of any such automobile or other 
conveyance and no veteran shall be given an 
automobile or other conveyance until it is 
established to the satisfaction of the Admin- 
istrator that such veteran will be able to 
operate such automobile or other conveyance 
in a manner consistent with his own safety 
and the safety of others and will be licensed 
to operate such automobile or other convey- 
ance by the State of his residence or other 
proper licensing authority: Provided, That a 
veteran who cannot qualify to operate a 
vehicle shall nevertheless be entitled to re- 
ceive the cash benefit provided by this act if 
he meets the other eligibility requirements. 

Sec. 3. The furnishing of such automobile 
or other conveyance, or the assisting therein, 
shall be accomplished by the Administrator 
paying the total purchase price, if not in ex- 
cess of $1,600, or the amount of $1,600, if the 
total purchase price is in excess of $1,600, to 
the seller from whom the veteran is purchas- 
ing under sales agreement between the seller 
and the veteran. 

Src. 4. No veteran shall be entitled to re- 
ceive more than one automobile or other 
conveyance or cash benefit payment under 
the provisions of this act and no veteran 
who has received or who hereafter receives 
an automobile or other conveyance under 
the provisions of the paragraph under the 
heading “Veterans’ Administration” in the 
First Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1947, 
as extended, or the act of September 21, 1950 
(Public Law 798, 81st Cong.) shall be entitled 
to rec e an automobile or other conveyance 
or cash benefit payment under the provisions 
of this act. 

Sec. 5. The benefits provided in this act 
shall not be available to any veteran who 
has not made application for such benefits 
to the Administrator within 3 years after 
the effective date of this act, or within 3 
years after the date of the veteran's dis- 
charge or release from active service if the 
veteran is not discharged or released until 
on or after said effective date. 

Sec. 6. There is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated to the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion, out of any moneys in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriatec, such sums as may 
bə required to carry into effect: the provisions 
of this act. 


The SPEAKER. Is a second de- 
manded? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I demand a second. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that a second be con- 
sidered as ordered. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, this bill 
is an amendment to a law passed in the 
Seventy-ninth Congress providing for 
automobiles for leg amputees. This bill 
has three additional provisions. It ex- 
tends this privilege to men who have lost 
an arm, as well as those who have lost 
a leg; and also to blind veterans. It also 
covers veterans of the present police ac- 
tion in Korea. 

It does another thing. Instead of 
forcing these men to take automobiles, 
it permits them to accept money in lieu 
thereof. In other words, it increases the 
compensation of these disabled men to 
that extent, without forcing them to ac- 
cept automobiles, when they feel that 
they need the money worse for some- 
thing else. An editorial in a certain 
newspaper in Mississippi some time ago 
said that when it rained, a couple of vet- 
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erans’ homes leaked so badly that they 
had to sleep in their Cadillacs. In other 
words, they forced them to take these 
cars instead of permitting them to take 
the money and use it to buy furniture, 
clothes, or something else they needed 
worse. I do not think it is the business 
of the Congress to force automobiles on 
these disabled veterans. If we are going 
to do anything, I think this bill should 
be passed as written and that they be 
permitted to accept the money and use 
it to suit themselves. 

Mr, Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may use. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not wish to take up 
the time of the House on a measure I 
am sure will pass unanimously. It con- 
tains the same provisions found in the 
bill passed by the House some weeks ago, 
passed unanimously. 

I should like to advise the member- 
ship that many of these men as a result 
of having these cars can secure jobs and 
become taxpayers. The taxes will go to 
the Government for the automobiles, and 
every part of the automobile is taxed; 
so the expense to the Government is 
very small. It is one of the most deserv- 
ing bills that ever has been presented 
to the Congress, and the rehabilitation 
people tell me it is one of the finest 
rehabilitation measures that has ever 


` been proposed. 


Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tlewoman yield? 

As I understand, the purpose of the 
bill is to provide transportation for dis- 
abled veterans so they can become bet- 
ter and more adequately absorbed into 
society, can go to work and be produc- j 
tive again by having a job. The auto- 
mobile is essential so they can travel: 
from place to place. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. 
That is correct, and that has proved 
true insofar as the veterans are con- 
cerned who have already received auto- 
mobiles under previous laws of Congress. 

Mr. FORD. If that is the basic as- 
sumption, and to me that has merit and 
justification, how can you justify the 
provision which allows them to take 
$1,600 in cash if they do not take the 
automobile? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. It 
was the feeling of a good many, and I 
think it has merit, that the veterans 
should have the use of that $1,600. I 
think some Members do not realize that 
under the provisions of the bill the men 
have always been able to buy tractors 
for their farms. We have some ampu- 
tees who own farms and need a tractor 
more than an automobile, for they can- 
not proceed with their farming without 
a tractor. 

Mr. FORD. Would the gentlewoman 
object to an amendment providing that 
the $1,600 must be spent for something 
on wheels, a vehicle of some sort, < 
that there would be an element of re- 
habilitation? 

Mr. RANKIN. The bill is not subject 
to amendment; it is called up under a 
suspension of rules. 

Many of these boys have been obliged 
to sell their automobiles for little or, 
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nothing in order to get money to buy the 
things they really needed. 

Mr. FORD. Let me ask the gentle- 
man from Mississippi this question: If a 
man had already acquired an automobile 
under previous legislation because he 
is an amputee, can he get a second one 
under this legislation that is now be- 
fore us? 

Mr. RANKIN. No. 

Mr. FORD. Then what relevancy 
does the statement have that the gentle- 
man from Mississippi previously made? 

Mr. RANKIN. What is that? 

Mr. FORD. That these boys have to 
sell their cars. 

Mr. RANKIN. Many sold them be- 
cause they needed the money. 

Mr. FORD. This legislation does not 
heip them at all. 

Mr. RANKIN. This legislation en- 
ables them to get the money without 
being forced to take an automobile that 
they do not need when they need some- 
thing else worse. : : 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Ma 
I say this to the gentleman—I think I 
still have time—some of the men have 
already borrowed money thinking the 
bill would pass; and they, of course, 
should be protected. 

Mr. FORD. Let me say to the gentle- 
woman that it is rather hazardous busi- 
ness to borrow money on the speculative 
passage of a bill by Congress. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Ido 
not agree with the gentleman; a similar 
bill was once passed by this House this 
session. I find there is great interest all 
over the country in thismeasure. These 
boys are pitifully disabled. They have 
a handicap to overcome. As you know, 
if you have been in a hospital, you will 
appreciate what that means. They will 
go out and be self-supporting and will 
be able to compete with others in the 
world. I think this is a great measure. 

Mr. FORD. I think it should be 
brought out at this point for the infor- 
mation of the Members and as a part of 
the Recorp that this legislation which 
we are considering in this relatively short 
period of time this afternoon is going to 
cost slightly over $27,000,000. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
cannot yield any further, I have such a 
short time at my disposal. I should like 
to state this is not all lost to the tax- 
payers. The veterans have to pay taxes 
on their automobiles, they pay taxes on 
all parts of the automobile; so it is not 
entirely lost. And, too, the veterans se- 
cure jobs. It is a rehabilitation measure. 

Mr. RANKIN. This bill has already 
passed the House unanimously. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi yield for a question? 

Mr. RANKIN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Wisconsin. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. This is in 
connection with the part of the bill that 
provides this may be paid in cash which, 
I understand, the gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi justifies on the basis of the in- 
dividual needs of some of these people; 
they have a greater need for the money 
for other purposes than they do for an 
automobile. I am wondering, that be- 
ing the case, why the proper approach 


to this problem is not in an increase in 
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compensation for these people who have 
lost legs, hands, or have become blind? 

Mr. RANKIN. This is the bill that 
was brought in. It was brought before 
the committee in its present form and 
it was passed by the House unanimously. 
It then went over to the Senate, and the 
Senate modified it. We simply struck 
out all after the enacting clause of the 
Senate bill and inserted the House pro- 
visions. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. It still 
seems to me you have a confused situa- 
tion.- You point to a problem that needs 
correction, and you do it in a roundabout 
way rather than doing it directly. I 
think that applies to automobiles gen- 
erally. If it is transportation you are 
worried about, I think it is much better 
to give an allowance to the disabled vet- 
eran for transportation. If he finds the 
best way to transport himself is in an 
automobile, well and good, he can do 
that. If it is by taxicab—in many cases 


that might be more efficient in the big 


cities—all right. But this binding him 
down to an automobile seemed to me to 
be a little archaic and unreasonable in 
the first place. Now you are broadening 
it, but I think it could much better be 
done in the field of compensation rather 
than in an outright grant of a sum of 
money. 

Mr. RANKIN. I am not arguing that 
question with the gentleman from. Wis- 
consin, but we arrived at this conclusion 
as the best manner possible to handle it, 
under the circumstances. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I want 
to express my opposition to the legisla- 
tion in this form. 

Mr. WIER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RANKIN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Minnesota. 

Mr. WIER. I have some constituents 
over here in the Walter Reed Hospital. 
When the gentlewoman from Massa- 
chusetts says there is no opposition to 
this bill, I have some communications 
making comments similar to those just 
registered by the two former speakers 
as to why these boys are being rewarded 
in this way by giving them an auto- 
mobile. Sixteen hundred dollars, as you 
know, will not buy anything but a sec- 
ond-hand automobile today. 

In the second place, let us take a boy 
who is totally disabled as a result of 
blindness or something else. He gets the 
maximum of $187 or $190 a month. 
There is not anything in the world that 
is as expensive to operate as an auto- 
mobile with all of its related taxes. The 
boys who buy these automobiles, outside 


of getting the pleasure they will get out 


of some rides, will find that they have a 
very expensive luxury. 
I agree with the last two speakers that 


it would have been much better, and 


still would be much better, to recognize 
the need for help to these amputees and 
blind vets by an outright, let us say, 
premium to rehabilitate themselves. I 
cannot see any relationship between re- 
habilitation and an automobile in this 
particular picture. 

Mr. RANKIN. The gentleman would 
also put the ones who lost arms and eyes 
on a parity with the men who lost legs? 

Mr. WIER. . Yes, / 
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Mr. RANKIN. Iam inclined to agree 
with the gentleman, but we arrived at 
this solution in the best manner we 
could under the circumstances. 

I would have much preferred to in- 
crease the pay of these disabled men and 
= Saag use the money as they deemed 

est. 

Many of them already had automo- 
biles, and many of them needed some- 
thing else worse than they needed cars. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
erated the rules and passing the 


The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill 
was passed. š 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
extend remarks in the Appendix of the 
REcorD, or to revise and extend remarks, 
was granted as follows to: 

Mr. Worcorr and to include a state- 
ment of the Railroad Brotherhood’s 
executives on the bill H. R. 3669. 

Mr. Goopwtn in four instances and in 
each to include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Grone and to include an article 
written by a former Member of Congress. 

Mr. Harrison of Wyoming and to in- 
clude an editorial. 

Mr. D’Ewart and to include an edi- 
torial. 

Mr. MANSFIELD and to include certain 
extraneous material. 

Mr. Lovre and to include an article. 

Mr. BEAMER and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. Lane in three separate instances 
in each to include extraneous matter, 

Mr. Harrison of Virginia and to in- 
clude extraneous matter. 

Mr. Wier and to include an editorial 
appearing in this morning’s Washington 
Post entitled “Killing the Goose.” 

Mr. Reams and to include an editorial 
from the Toledo Blade. 

Mr. Gatuincs and to include an arti- 
cle by Mr. Ben H. Wooten, president of 
the First National Bank of Dallas. 

Mr. Hays of Arkansas and to include 


: extraneous matter. 


Mr. FretcHan and to include an arti- 
cle. x 

Mr. Mappen and to include a letter 
from Miss Margaret Burosh, of Whiting, 
Ind. ' 

Mr. Brown of Ohio and to include an 
editorial. 

Mr. ANGELL and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. Davis of Wisconsin and to include 
a newspaper article. 

Mr. FARRINGTON and to include two es- 
says. 

Mr. Murpock and to include matter 
concerning the celebration held in the 
Library of Congress today. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to: 

Mr. Hacen (at the request of Mr. MAR- 
TIN of Massachusetts), for 1 week, on ac- 


~ count of illness in family. 
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Mr. Coupert (at the request of Mr. 
Martin of Massachusetts), indefinitely, 
on account of illness of father. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


Mr. STANLEY, from the Committee on 
House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled bills of the House of the 
following titles, which were thereupon 
signed by the Speaker: 

H. R. 608. An act for relief of Kiyoko Mat- 
suo; and 

H. R. 1971. An act for the relief of Kirocor 
Haladjian, Tacouhi Haladjian, Gulunia Ha- 
ladjian, and Virginie Haladjian. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 12 o’clock and 46 minutes 
p. m.) the House adjourned until to- 
morrow, Tuesday, September 18, 1951, 
at 12 o’clock noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 


790. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of the Interior transmitting a copy of cer- 
tain legislation passed by the Municipal 
Council of St. Thomas and St. John; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 

791. A letter from the Attorney General, 
transmitting a copy of an order of the Act- 
ing Commissioner of Immigration and 
Naturalization, dated November 16, 1950, au- 
thorizing the temporary admission into the 
United States of displaced persons, who upon 
arrival in possession of appropriate immigra- 
tion visas, are found to be excludable as per- 
sons within the classes enumerated in sec- 
tion 1 (2) of the act of October 16, 1918, as 
amended by section 22 of the Internal Secu- 
rity Act of 1950; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

792. A letter from the Attorney General, 
transmitting a letter relative to the case of 
Marian Stepniak, file No. A-7073633 CR 34555, 
requesting that it be withdrawn from those 
now pending before the Congress and re- 
turned to the jurisdiction of the Department 
of Justice; to the Committee on the Judici- 
ary. 
. 793. A letter from the Attorney General, 

transmitting copies of orders entered in 
cases where the ninth proviso to section 3 of 
the Immigration Act of February 5, 1917 
(8 U. S. C. 136), was exercised in behalf of 
such aliens, pursuant to section 6 (b) of the 
act of October 16, 1918, as amended by sec- 
tion 22 of the Internal Security Act of 1950 
(Public Law 831, 81st Cong.); to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

794. A letter from the Acting Secretary of 
Commerce, transmitting a draft and explana- 
tory statement of the purpose of a bill en- 
titled “A bill to suspend the application of 
sections 3114 and 3115 of the Revised Stat- 
utes, as amended”; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means, 

795. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting a proposed 
supplemental appropriation for the fiscal 

Fear 1952, in the amount of $484,240,000, for 
the Atomic Energy Commission (H. Doc. No. 
238); to the Committee on Appropriations, 
and ordered to be printed. 
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PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. CELLER: 

H. R. 5363. A bill to authorize the Attor- 
ney General to admit persons committed by 
State courts to Federal penal and correc- 
tional institutions when facilities are avail- 
able; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DAVIS of Georgia: * 

H. R. 5364. A bill to amend the Federal 
Trade Commission Act to require that ar- 
ticles containing synthetic rubber shall be 
so labeled; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. ENGLE: 

H. R. 5365. A bill to quitclaim interest of 
the United States to certain land in Placer 
County, Calif.; to the Committee on In- 
terior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. HARRISON of Wyoming: 

H. R. 5366. A bill to amend the act of May 
19, 1947, so as to increase the percentage of 
certain trust funds held by the Shoshone 
and Arapaho Tribes of the Wind River Res- 
ervation which is to be distributed per capita 
to individual members of such tribes; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. McKINNON: 

H.R. 5367. A bill to amend the Tariff Act 
of 1980, so as to impose certain duties upon 
the importation of tuna fish; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

H. R. 5368. A bill to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to construct, operate, 
and maintain certain facilities to provide 
water for irrigation and domestic use from 
the Santa Margarita River, Calif., and the 
joint utilization of a dam and reservoir and 
other water work facilities by the Depart- 
ment of the Interior and the Department 
of the Navy, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. NORBLAD: 

H.R.5369. A bill to authorize the ex- 
change of certain lands located within, and 
in the vicinity of the Federal Communica- 
tions Commission’s primary monitoring sta- 
tion, Portland, Oreg.; to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. TOLLEFSON: 

H. R. 5370. A bill to amend the Tariff Act 
of 1930, so as to impose certain duties upon 
the importation of albacore; to the Commit- 
tee on Ways and Means. 

H. R. 5371. A bill to amend the Tariff Act 
of 1930, so as to impose certain duties upon 
the importation of tuna fish; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LYLE: 

H. R. 5372. A bill to provide for a pre- 
liminary examination and survey of streams 
in the vicinity of Alice, Tex., with a view to 
their improvement in the interests of flood 
control and allied purposes; to the Commit- 
tee on Public Works. 

By Mr. WIER: 

H. R. 5373. A bill to authorize the heads 
of the executive departments and of the 
agencies and independent establishments of 
the Federal Government and the Commis- 
sioners of the District of Columbia to pro- 
vide for the promotion and maintenance of 
recreation to improve the ef- 
ficiency, morale, health, and general wel- 
fare of employees of their respective depart- 
ments and agencies; to the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. McDONOUGH: 

H. J. Res. 325. Joint resolution proposing 
an amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States relative to the effect of treaties 
and international agreements upon the civil 
rights of citizens of the United States; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CELLER: ; 
H. J. Res. 326. Joint resolution to suspend 


“the application of certain Federal laws with 
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respect to an attorney employed by the House 
Committee on the Judiciary; to the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary. 

H. J. Res. 327. Joint resolution to suspend 
the application of certain Federal laws with 
respect to an attorney employed by the 
House Committee on the Judiciary; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. REED of Illinois: 

H. J. Res. 328. Joint resolution to suspend 
the application of certain Federal laws with 
respect to an attorney employed by the House 
Committee on the Judiciary; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan: 

H. Res. 413. Resolution amending rule XI 
(2) (f) of the rules of the House of Repre- 
sentatives to authorize committees to estab- 
lish a quorum of less than a majority for 
the purpose of taking sworn testimony; to 
the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr, LATHAM: 

H. Res. 414. Resolution to establish a com- 
mittee of the House to investigate and study 
duplication and overlapping of taxes; to the 
Committee on Rules. 


MEMORIALS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memo- 
riek were presented and referred as fol- 
ows: 


By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legis- 
lature of the State of Washington, memo- 
rializing the President and the Congress of 
the United States, relative to Senate Joint 
Memorial No. 1, requesting immediate pro- 
tection of an adequate ad valorem import 
tariff which alone will prevent the destruc- 
tion of the domestic tuna industry and the 
consequent annihilation of American and 
Washington livelihoods dependent upon such 
industry; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means, 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. BERRY: 

H. R. 5374. A bill authorizing the issuance 
of a patent in fee to Bernard (Barney) Red 
Tomahawk; to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. COUDERT: 

H. R. 5375. A bill for the relief of Nina 
Makeef, also known as Nina Berberova; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H. R. 5376. A bill for the relief of the estate 
of Rene Weil; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. DAVIS of Georgia: 

H. R. 5377. A bill for the relief of Peter 
M. Shikany; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

By Mr. MORANO: 5 

H. R. 5878. A bill for the relief of Nicholas 
Niarchos, Sofia Niarchos, and Gika Niarchos; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary, 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 


420. The SPEAKER presented a petition of 
the Adjutant General, United Spanish War 
Veterans, Washington, D. C., relative to re- 
questing the denial of the ballot to the Com- 
munist Party; outlaw the Communist Party 
as an agent of a foreign government; to 
declare every American citizen who is a mem- 
ber of the Communist Party a traitor to his 
country and place him on trial as such; to 
declare all alien Communists within our 
country as enemy spies and deal with them 
accordingly; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on House Administration. 


1951 
SENATE 


TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 18, 1951 


(Legislative day of Tuesday, September 
13, 1951) 


The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, 
on the expiration of the recess. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 

Our Father, who revealest Thyself in 
all that is true and pure and lovely, we 
beseech Thee to help us make our minds 
the fitting audience chambers for Thy 
presence. O Thou in whom there is no 
darkness at all, help us to open wide the 
windows of our lives that we may be 
filled with Thy light. We pause in the 
midst of duties that press us to acknowl- 
edge our human frailty and to lean our 
weakness against the pillars of Thy 
almightiness. 

Grant us the understanding and the 
courage adequately to meet the demands 
of each recurring day. In a world filled 
with hate may we march under the 
bright banners of Thy love. May we be 
saved by hope, a hope that transcends 
all mere optimism, that in the day of 
Thy victory even the wrath of man shall 
praise Thee. Strengthen our hearts with 
a confidence that cannot be shaken in 
the sure coming of that dawn when the 
kingdoms of this world shall become the 
kingdom of our Lord and of His Christ. 
Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr: McFar.anp, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Monday, 
September 17, 1951, was dispensed with. 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Messages in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States were communi- 
cated to the Senate by Mr. Hawks, one 
of his secretaries. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had passed, without amendment, 
the following bills of the Senate: 

S. 24. An act to amend the act entitled 
“An act to provide better facilities for the 
enforcement of the customs and immigra- 
tion laws,” approved June 26, 1930, as 
amended; and 

S. 1074. An act to repeal certain obsolete 
laws relating to the Post Office Department. 


The message also announced that the 
House had passed the following bills of 
the Senate, each with amendments, in 
which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

S. 1183. An act to amend the act entitled 
“An act to authorize the construction, pro- 
tection, operation, and maintenance of public 
airports in the Territory of Alaska,” as 
amended; and 

S. 1864. An act to authorize payments by 
the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs on the 
purchase of automobiles or other convey- 
ances by certain disabled veterans who 
served during World War II, and persons 
who served in the military, naval, or air 
service of the United States on or after June 
27, 1950, and for other purposes. 
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The message further announced that 
the House had passed the following bills, 
in which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

H.R.1538. An act to declare that the 
United States holds certain lands in trust 
for the Minnesota Chippewa Tribe; 

H. R. 1548. An act to declare that the 
United States holds certain lands in trust 
for the Bad River Band of Lake Superior 
Chippewa Indians of the State of Wisconsin; 

H. R. 1549. An act to declare that the 
United States holds certain lands in trust 
for the Lac Courte Oreilles Band of Lake 
Superior Chippewa Indians of the State of 
Wisconsin; 

H. R. 2190. An act to provide for the con- 
veyance to the town of Dedham, Maine, of a 
certain strip of land situated in such town 
and used as a road right-of-way; 

H. R. 3042. An act to abolish the Castle 
Pinckney National Monument and to trans- 
fer the jurisdiction and control of the lands 
therein contained to the Secretary of the 
Army, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 4205. An act to provide retirement 
benefits for the Chief of the Dental Division 
of the Bureau of Medicine and Surgery, and 
for other purposes; 

H. R. 4798. An act to amend the Hawaiian 
Organic Act relating to qualification of 
jurors; and 

H. R. 4945. An act to authorize the use of 
appropriations for refunding moneys errone- 
ously received and covered for the refund of 
forfeited bail. 


COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING SENATE 
SESSION 


On request of Mr. LEHMAN, and by 
unanimous consent, the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare was author- 
ized to meet this afternoon during the 
session of the Senate. 


TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that Senators be 
permitted to make insertions in the REC- 
orp and transact other routine business, 
without debate, the time so used not to be 
charged to either side so as to affect the 
provisions of the unanimous-consent 
agreement under which the Senate is 
operating. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 


REPORT OF NATIONAL ADVISORY COUN- 
CIL ON INTERNATIONAL MONETARY 
AND FINANCIAL PROBLEMS—MESSAGE 
FROM THE PRESIDENT (H. DOC. NO. 239) 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate a message from the President of 
the United States, which was read by 
the Chief Clerk and, with the accom- 
panying report, referred to the Commit- 
tee on Banking and Currency, as follows: 


To the Congress of the United States: 
Iam transmitting herewith, for the in- 
formation of the Congress, a Report of 
the National Advisory Council on Inter- 
national Monetary and Financial Prob- 
lems covering its operations from Octo- 
ber 1, 1950, to March 31, 1951, and de- 
scribing in accordance with section 4 (b) 
(5) of the Bretton Woods Agreements 
Act, the participation of the United 
States in the International Monetary 
Fund and the International Bank for 
Reconstruction and Development for the 
above period. 
Harry S. TRUMAN. 


THE WHITE House, September 18, 1951. 


11489 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate the following letters, which were 
referred as indicated: 


GRANTING STATUS OF PERMANENT RESIDENCE 
TO CERTAIN ALIENS 

A letter from the Attorney General, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, copies of the 
orders of the Commissioner of Immigration 
and Naturalization granting the application 
for permanent residence to certain aliens, to- 
gether with a statement of the facts and 
pertinent provisions of law as to each alien, 
and the reasons for granting such applica- 
tions (with accompanying papers); to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

TEMPORARY ADMISSION INTO THE UNÎTED 
STATES OF CERTAIN ALIENS 

A letter from the Attorney General, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, copies of orders 
granting temporary admission into the 
United States of certain aliens (with accom- 
panying papers); to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

TEMPORARY ADMISSION OF CERTAIN DISPLACED 
PERSONS INTO THE UNITED STATES 

A letter from the Attorney General, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, a copy of an order 
of the Acting Commissioner of Immigration 
and Naturalization, dated November 16, 1950, 
authorizing the temporary admission into 
the United States of certain displaced per- 
sons (with accompanying papers); to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

SUSPENSION OF DEPORTATION OF ALIENS— 
WITHDRAWAL OF NAMES 

A letter from the Attorney General, with- 
drawing the names of Ramon Lara-Sotelo 
and Marian Stepniak from reports relating 
to aliens whose deportation had been sus- 
pended, transmitted to the Senate on June 
16 and July 16, 1951; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

Law ENACTED By MUNICIPAL COUNCIL OF Sr. 
THOMAS AND ST. JOHN, V. I. 

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of 
the Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
a copy of bill No. 19—Ordinance to amend 
section 11, chapter 18, title V, of the Code of 
Laws of the Municipality of St. Thomas and 
St. John, which had been enacted by the 
Municipal Council of St. Thomas and St. 
John, V. I. (with an accompanying paper); 
to the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 


Petitions, etc., were laid before the 

Senate and referred as indicated: 
By the VICE PRESIDENT: 

Three resolutions adopted by the Grand 
Lodge of the State of New Jersey, Order of 
Sons of Italy in America, in convention at 
Atlantic City, N. J., relating to amendment 
of the Italian peace treaty, the partitioning 
of Ireland, and the return of Trieste to 
Italy; to the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions. 

Resolutions adopted by the 1951 annual 
assembly of the National Jewish Youth Con- 
ference, held at Camp Wel-Met, Narrows- 
burg, N. Y., relating to world peace, and so 
forth; to the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions. 

A resolution adopted by the Fifty-third 
National Encampment of the United Spanish 
War Veterans held in Grand Rapids, Mich., 
relating to communism; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 
By 5 GEORGE, from the Committee on 


H. B. 4473. A bill to provide revenue, and 
for other purposes; with amendments (Rept, 
No. 781). 
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By Mr. McCLELLAN, from the Committee 
on Expenditures in the Executive Depart- 
ments: ? 

S. 466. A bill to authorize and direct the 
Administrator of General Services to trans- 
fer to the Department of the Army. certain 
property in St. Louis, Mo.; without amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 782); and 

H. R. 3585. A bill to authorize and direct 
the Administrator of General Services to 
transfer to the Department of the Navy cer- 
tain property located at Decatur, III.; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 783). 


AMENDMENT OF FEDERAL PROPERTY 
AND ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES ACT 
OF 1949, RELATING TO LEASE-PURCHASE 
AGREEMENTS—REPORT OF A COM- 
MITTEE 


Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, 
from the Committee on Expenditures in 
the Executive Departments, I report fa- 
vorably an original bill to amend the 
Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949, as amended, relat- 
ing to lease-purchase agreements, and 
I submit a report (No. 784) thereon. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The report 
will be received, and the bill will be placed 
on the calendar. 

The bill (S. 2137) to amend the Fed- 
eral Property and Administrative Serv- 
ices Act of 1949, as amended, to author- 
ize the Administrator of General Serv- 
ices to enter into lease-purchase agree- 
ments to provide for the lease to the 
United States of real property and struc- 
tures for terms of more than 8 years but 
not in excess of 25 years and for acquisi- 
tion of title to such properties and struc- 
tures by the United States at or before 
the expiration of the lease terms, and for 
other purposes, reported by Mr. Mc- 
CLELLAN from the Committee on Ex- 
penditures in the Executive Depart- 
ments, was read twice by its title and 
ordered to be placed on the calendar. 


CITATION OF HERMAN ORMAN FOR 
CONTEMPT 


Mr. O'CONOR. Mr. President, from 
the Special Committee To Investigate 
Organized Crime in Interstate Com- 
merce, I report favorably an original 
resolution, and I submit a report (No. 
777) thereon. I request that the resolu- 
tion be placed on the calendar. 


The VICE PRESIDENT. The report 
will be received, and the resolution will 
be placed on the calendar. 

The resolution (S. Res. 211) was placed 
on the calendar, as follows: 

Resolved, That the President of the Sen- 
ate certify the report of the Special Commit- 
tee To Investigate Organized Crime in Inter- 
state Commerce of the United States Senate 
as to the refusal of Herman Orman to dis- 
close to the said special committee the con- 
tents of those records and documents which 
he had been directed by subpena to produce 
and to answer a series of questions before the 
said special committee, together with all the 
facts in connection therewith, under the seal 
of the United States Senate to the United 


States attorney for the district of New Jersey. 


to the end that the said Herman Orman may 
be proceeded against in the manner and 
form provided by law. 


CITATION OF PATRICK JOSEPH SIZE FOR 
CONTEMPT 

Mr. O'CONOR. Mr. President, from 

the Special Committee To Investigate 
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Organized Crime in Interstate Com- 
merce, I report favorably an original 
resolution, and I submit a report (No. 
778) thereon. I request that the reso- 
lution be placed on the calendar. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The report 
will be received, and the resolution will 
be placed on the calendar. 

The resolution (S. Res. 212) was placed 
on the calendar, as follows: 

Resolved, That the President of the Senate 
certify the report of the Special Committee 
To Investigate Organized Crime in Interstate 
Commerce of the United States Senate as to 
the refusal of Patrick Joseph Size to disclose 
to the said special committee the contents of 
those records and documents which he had 
been directed by subpena to produce and to 
answer a series of questions before the said 
special committee, together with all the facts 
in connection therewith, under the seal of 
the United States Senate to the United States 
attorney for the District of Columbia, to the 
end that the said Patrick Joseph Size may be 
proceeded against in the manner and form 
provided by law. 


THE GRAY MARKET IN NICKEL—REPORT 
OF SELECT COMMITTEE ON SMALL 
BUSINESS (S. REPT. NO. 785) 


Mr. MOODY. Mr. President, from the 
Select Committee on Small Business, I 
submit a report on the gray market in 
nickel. 

We have made some comments on 
what should be done by some of the 
administrative agencies. We have been 
in touch with those agencies, and we 
ere confident that they will take ap- 
propriate action. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
as I understand, the report which the 
Senator from Michigan has just sub- 
mitted is the report on the gray market 
in nickel. 

Mr. MOODY. It is. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. While I was a 
member of that subcommittee, I was 
not able to attend the meetings, as the 
Senator from Michigan knows, but I 
have read the report in full. I think it is 
very illuminating and important, and I 
hope the Senator will press for action 
by Mr. Wilson’s group, or let us have 
knowledge of why they do not take 
action. 

Mr. MOODY. We are pressing now 
for action to correct the loopholes in the 
regulations. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The report 
will be received and printed. 


CITATION OF JOSEPH C. BALDASSARI 
FOR CONTEMPT 


Mr. O’CONOR. Mr. President, from 
the Special Committee To Investigate 
Organized Crime in Interstate Com- 
merce, I report favorably an original 
resolution, and I submit a report (No. 
779) thereon. I request that the reso- 
lution be placed on the calendar. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The report 
will be received, and the resolution will 
be placed on the calendar. 

The resolution (S. Res. 213) was placed 
on the calendar, as follows: 

Resolved, That the President of the Sen- 
ate certify the report of the Special Com- 
mittee To Investigate Organized Crime in 
Interstate Commerce of the United States 
Senate as to the refusal of Joseph C. Baldas- 
sari to disclose to the said special committee 
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the contents of those records and documents 
which he had been directed by subpena to 
prcduce and to answer a series of questions 
before the said special committee, together 
with all the facts in connection therewith, 
under the seal of the United States Senate 
to the United States attorney for the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, to the end that the said 
Joseph C. Baldassari may be proceeded 
against in the manner and form provided 
by law. 


CITATION OF JOSEPH SCALLEAT FOR 
CONT™MPT 


Mr. O’CONOR. Mr. President, from 
the Special Committee To Investigate 
Organized Crime in Interstate Com- 
merce, I report favorably an original 
resolution, and I submit a report (No. 
780) thereon. I request that the reso- 
lution be placed on the calendar. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The report 
will be received, and the resolution will 
be placed on the calendar. 

The resolution (S. Res. 214) was placed 
on the calendar, as follows: 


Resolved, That the President of the Sen- 
ate certify the report of the Special Com- 
mittee To Investigate Organized Crime in 
Interstate Commerce of the United States 
Senate as to the refusal of Joseph Scalleat 
to produce those records and documents 
which he had been directed by subpena to 
produce and to answer a series of questions 
before the said special committee, together 
with all the facts in connection therewith, 
under the seal of the United States Senate 
to the United States attorney for the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, to the end that the said 
Joseph Scalleat may be proceeded against in 
the manner and form provided by law. 


BILLS INTRODUCED 


L.ils were introduced, read the first 
time and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 


By Mr. MARTIN: 

S. 2135. A bill for the relief of Veronica 
Merita Johnson; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Texas (for Mr, 
HENNINGS) : 

S. 2136. A bill to provide for the refund 
or credit of the internal-revenue tax paid 
on spirits lost or rendered unmarketable by 
reason of the floods of 1951 where such spir- 
its were in the possession of the original 
taxpayer or rectifier for bottling or use in 
rectification under Government supervision 
as provided by law and regulations, or in the 
possession of a wholesale or retail liquor 
dealer; to the Committee on Finance, 

By Mr. McCLELLAN: 

S. 2137. A bill to amend the Federal Prop- 
erty and Administrative Services Act of 1949, 
as amended, to authorize the Administrator 
of General Services to enter into lease-pur- 
chase agreements to provide for the lease to 
the United States of real property and struc- 
tures for terms of more than 8 years but not 
in excess of 25 years and for acquisition of 
title to such properties and structures by 
the United States at or before the expira- 
tion of the lease terms, and for other pur- 
poses; ordered to be placed on the calendar, 

(See the remarks of Mr. McCLELLAN when 
he reported the above bill from the Com- 
mittee on Expenditures in the Executive 
Departments, which appear under a sepa- 
rate heading.) 

By Mr. MCMAHON: 

S. 2138. A bill for the relief of Dr. Alfredo 

Kraessel; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. LEHMAN: 

S. 2139. A bill for the relief of Josefina V. 

Guerrero; to the Committee on the Judi- 
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(See the remarks of Mr. LEHMAN when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 


JOSEFINA V. GUERRERO 


Mr, LEHMAN. Mr. President, I in- 
troduce for appropriate reference a bill 
for the relief of Josefina V. Guerrero, and 
I ask unanimous consent that I may be 
permitted to make a brief statement in 
connection with the bill. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will 
be received and appropriately referred, 
and, without objection, the Senator from 
New York may proceed. 

The bill (S. 2139) for the relief of 
Josefina V. Guerrero, introduced by Mr. 
LEHMAN, was read twice by its title and 
referred to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, the bill 
I have introduced would authorize the 
granting of citizenship to Miss Josefina 
V. Guerrero, a lady of Philippine nation- 
ality, who is now a patient at the Carville 
Leprosarium, at Carville, La. 

We do not frequently consider private 
bills to grant citizenship outright to 
aliens. Few such bills are even intro- 
duced. 

I can think of no case in which an 
exception would be more nobly merited 
than in the case of Miss Josefina V. 
Guerrero. 

Perhaps few of the Members of the 
Senate now remember her name. Her 
name was a very famous one some few 
years ago. It is still a famous one in the 
Philippines. She was a guerrilla leader 
during the recent war—a woman 
who by her wit, her fortitude, and her 
courage was able to achieve leadership 
of a large band of guerrillas in the Phil- 
ippines who fought for the American 
cause and for the cause of freedom dur- 
ing those dark and terrible years after 
the surrender at Bataan and Corregidor. 
Her name became a legend in the Philip- 
pines, a legend of hope to the Filipinos 
and a legend of terror to the Japanese. 
There was a price on her head, and 
countless efforts were made to hunt her 
down. Those efforts never succeeded. 
During those years and undoubtedly as 
a result of the privations she endured 
in the hills and jungles of the Philip- 
pines she contracted leprosy. 

She was not aware of the ailment dur- 
ing those years and she was on the firing 
lines at the head of her forces when 
American troops landed on Luzon and 
fought their way into Manila and finally 
liberated the Philippines. 

Following the war, after her disease 
was diagnosed, American officials were 
instrumental in securing her admittance 
into the leprosarium at Carville. There, 
I understand, one of her first hopes and 
Greams is to be honored by the grant 
of American citizenship. Congressman 
Morrison, of Louisiana, has introduced 
a bill in the House for this purpose. I 
hope that his bill will be speedily ap- 
proved in the House. 

To indicate my sympathy and give 
support for the passage of this legisla- 
tion which will honor us as much as it 
will honor this brave woman, I have in- 
troduced a similar bill in the Senate. 
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HOUSE BILLS REFERRED 


The following bills were severally read 
twice by their titles and referred as 
indicated: 


H. R. 1538. An act to declare that the 
United States holds certain lands in trust 
for the Minnesota Chippewa Tribe; 

H. R. 1548. An act to declare that the 
United States holds certain lands in trust 
for the Bad River Band of Lake Superior 
Chippewa Indians of the State of Wisconsin; 

H.R.1549. An act to declare that the 
United States holds certain lands in trust 
for the Lac Courte Oreilles Band of Lake 
Superior Chippewa Indians of the State of 
Wisconsin; 

H. R. 2190. An act to provide for the con- 
veyance to the town of Dedham, Maine, of 
a certain strip of land situated in such town 
and used as a road right-of-way; 

H. R. 3042. An act to abolish the Castle 
Pinckney National Monument and to trans- 
fer the jurisdiction and control of the lands 
therein contained to the Secretary of the 
Army, and for other purposes; and 

H. R. 4798. An act to amend the Hawaiian 
Organic Act relating to qualification of 
jurors; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

H. R. 4205. An act to provide retirement 
benefits for the Chief of the Dental Divi- 
sion of the Bureau of Medicine and Sur- 
gery, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services. 

H. R. 4945. An act to authorize the use 
of appropriations for refunding moneys er- 
roneously received and covered for the re- 
fund of forfeited bail; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 


ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES, ETC., 
PRINTED IN THE APPENDIX 


On request, and by unanimous con- 
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, and 
so forth, were ordered to be printed in 
the Appendix, as follows: 

By Mr. KEFAUVER: 

Address on the future of small business in 
America, delivered by him to the Tennessee 
Wholesale Grocers’ Association, in Nashville, 
Tenn., on September 12, 1951. 

Statement by him paying tribute to Hon. 
Peyton Ford, Deputy Attorney General, re- 
tiring to reenter the private practice of law. 

Excerpt from an article in the current issue 
of Life magazine regarding the history of the 
New York Times. 

By Mr. WATKINS: 

Statement by Hon. J. Bracken Lee, Gov- 
ernor of Utah, and letter from Sheldon Olds, 
chairman of the Iron County Defense Bond 
Committee, of Cedar City, Utah, regarding 
the sale of United States Defense Bonds. 

By Mr. O'CONOR: 

Address delivered by William L. McGrath, 
employers’ adviser, United States Delegation, 
Thirty-fourth International Labor Organiza- 
tion Conference, at the plenary session, at 
Geneva, Switzerland, on June 29, 1951. 

By Mr. HOEY: 

Editorial entitled “At Its Best,” published 
in the Raleigh (N. C.) News and Observer, 
paying tribute to the late Walter P. Stacy, 
chief justice of the Supreme Court of North 
Carolina, 

By Mr. MARTIN: 

Letter addressed to him by Charles F. 
Hirst, of Scottdale, Pa., regarding Gen. Daniel 
Morgan, of the Revolutionary War. 

By Mr. FULBRIGHT: 

Letter from John Park Cravens, of Maga- 

zine, Ark., to the Globe and Mail, Canadian 


newspaper, together with an editorial from 


the Globe and Mail of August 4, 1951, both 
relating to relations between the United 


States and Canada. 
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By Mr. LEHMAN: 

Article entitled “Lest ‘The Dreadful Scales 
Begin To Dip,’” written by Barbara Ward, 
and published in the New York Times of 
September 16, 1951. 

By Mr. SCHOEPPEL: 

Editorial entitled “Money Goes Overseas,” 
published in the Topeka (Kans.) Daily 
Capital of September 14, 1951, relating to 
appropriations for expenditure in foreign 
countries, 

Editorial entitled “Another First For Kan- 
sas,” published in the El Dorado (Kans.) 
Times of August 18, 1951, relating to the 
daily newspaper coverage in Kansas being 
greater than in any other State. 

By Mr. DWORSHAK: 

Article entitled Fair Dealers Only See Mud 
Coming Their Way.“ written by Gould Lin- 
coln, and published in the Washington Star 
of September 18, 1951, with reference to the 
conduct of political campaigns. 

By Mr. AIKEN (on behalf of Mr. But- 
LER of Nebraska): 

Article entitled Meat Rations Cut,“ pub- 
lished in the Washington Daily News of 
September 18, 1951. 

By Mr. MORSE: 

Article entitled “Two Recalled Chinese 
Officers Have Seen Nothing of Charges,” nd 
article entitled “Chinese Clerk Here Discloses 
Attempted Bribe to Hush Mow,” written by 
Alfred Friendly and published in the Wash- 
ington Post of September 14, 1951, and es 
tember 16, 1951, respectively. 


ONE HUNDREDTH BIRTHDAY ANNIVER- 
SARY OF THE NEW YORK TIMES 


Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, today 
marks the one hundredth anniversary of 
the founding of a great newspaper, the 
New York Times. I ask unanimous con- 
sent to make a brief statement on that 
subject. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection? The Chair hears none, and the 
Senator from New York may proceed. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, 100 
years ago, today, the New York Times, a 
newspaper, was born. The first issue of 
the New York Times was published on 
September 18, 1851. Millard Fillmore, 
of New York, was in the White House. 
Queen Victoria was in the fifteenth year 
of her reign in England. Alexander 
Graham Bell was 4 years old. 

The giants of American statesmanship 
of that day were Daniel Webster, Henry 
Clay, and Stephen A. Douglas, all Mem- 
bers of the Senate, and all advocates of 
peace, union, and compromise. In 1852, 
in the first year of the New York Times, 
the columns of this newspaper were to 
record the deaths of both Webster and 
Clay, the end of an era, and the begin- 
ning of the crisis which led finally to 
civil war. 

The century of existence of the New 
York Times encompasses all and more of 
what we call the modern history of the 
United States. And nowhere is that his- 
tory more faithfully recorded—to the ex- 
tent that journalism can record it—than 
in the pages of that newspaper. These 
pages have rightly been called the rough 
draft of history. 

The growth of that newspaper, of 
which my State and its metropolis are so 
rightly proud, closely parallels that of 
our entire Nation. Today the New York 
Times is one of the world’s great news- 
papers. Many judge it to be the world’ s, 
greatest. 
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Many newspapers, in this country and 
abroad, have a larger circulation. Many 
excel the Times in one specialty or 
another. I am not an expert in such 
matters, but I do know, and all the world 
knows, of the slogan of the New York 
Times, “All the news that’s fit to print.” 
The performance of the Times justifies 
that slogan. 

I am pleased today to speak for a few 
moments in tribute to that mighty insti- 
tution, the Times of New York, and to 
mark its one hundredth birthday, as one 
would mark the centennial of any other 
of the time-tested and unshakeable in- 
stitutions of America. 

All the great crises of our history since 
1851, and of the world's history, have 
been and are being recorded in the pages 
of the Times with ever-increasing 
scrupulousness for accuracy and detail. 
Its correspondents are the confidants of 
both the meek and the mighty in this 
country and abroad. Foreign corre- 
spondents of the Times at many points 
of the globe have almost diplomatic 
standing, by virtue of the power that 
resides in this newspaper. It is a power 
based largely on its repute for truth, 
integrity, and incorruptibility. 

I read some place that the Times is 
delivered in 12.090 American cities and 
towns, and to 100 countries abroad. It 
is one of our few national newspapers. 
Iam sure it is rcad in the Kremlin with 
almost the same care as an official docu- 
ment from Washington. 

Iam proud to be able today, as a Sena- 
tor from New York, and as a lifelong 
citizen of the city of New York, to extend 
my personal congratulations, and the 
congratulations of my State, to the 
Times. 

I know I may speak for the entire Sen- 
ate, in whose proceedings the Times 
plays a vital part, in wishing another 
century of long and useful life to this 
great newspaper. 

I ask unanimous consent to insert in 
the Recor at this point in my remarks 
a fine editorial tribute to the Times, ap- 
pearing in anothcr great newspaper of 
New York City, the Herald Tribune and 
also an editorial from this morning’s 
Washington Post, on the same subject. 

There being no objection, the edito- 
rials were ordered to be printed in the 
Record, as follows: 2 

From the New York Herald Tribune of 

September 18, 1951] 
THE New YORK TIMES 

We are happy to greet our neighbor and 
contemporary, the New York Times, on its 
hundredth anniversary. We are contempo- 
rary in more than the usual sense of that 
word when it is applied to newspapers. 
Henry Jarvis Raymond, the founder of the 
Times, learned the newspaper profession in 
the 1840’s on Greeley’s New York Tribune; 
and the Tribune was not 11 years old when 
on September 18, 1851, Raymond launched 
the first issue of the Times. 

A century ago the American press as a 
whole was a vehicle of strong passions rather 
than of information for its own sake. Ray- 
mond and the Times plunged into the pow- 
erful rip tides of emotion that tossed Amer- 
ica on the eve of the Civil War with the 
avowed purpose of substituting reason for 
prejudice, a cool and intelligent judgment 
for passion, in all public action, and in all 
discucsions of public affairs. Judged by 
later concepts they may not always have 
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achieved this high goal; but they did set 
standards which were not without influence 
on their competitors, and which made an 
admirable platform upon which to build the 
modern Times when Adolph Ochs came from 
Chattanooga in 1896 to take over what was 
then an ailing, half-bankrupt enterprise. 

Mr. Ochs was to build it into an American 
institution. Our journalism owes a debt to 
the zeal with which he and the Times have 
striven for objectivity of reporting, com- 
pleteness of news coverage, breadth of inter- 
est, and technical excellence in the printing 
as well as in the making and editing of a 
newspaper. The Times may not have cov- 
ered the whole lively range of American 
journalistic enterprise and invention, but 
its influence has been sound and consist- 
ently constructive; the end of its first cen- 
tury finds it among the world’s leading news- 
papers, and we hope that its high standards 
of dignity, thoroughness, and accuracy will 
long continue as an influence in the Ameri- 
can newspaper field. 


From the Washington Post of September 
18, 1951 


TIMES CENTENNIAL 


In terms of its own exacting standards, 
the New York Times stands today, on its 
hundredth birthday, supreme among the 
newspapers of the world. Its prime business 
is the publication of news—that first rough- 
draft of history. It discharges this business 
more voluminously and comprehensively 
than any of its rivals; and it yields pre- 
eminence to none in bringing perspective 
and proportion to the mirror of events which 
it holds each day before the world. There is, 
indeed, a kind of daily miracle in the order- 
liness of the Times’ front page—a reassur- 
ance to its readers that the seemingly in- 
tractable chaos of the planet they inhabit 
can, after all, be reduced to some semblance 
of meaning and relation and intelligibility. 

Henry Jarvis Raymond, who founded the 
Times a century ago this day and whose 
biography by the newpaper’s present book 
review editor, Francis Brown, has just been 
published, declared that a paper's proper 
business is to publish facts, in such a form 
and temper as to lead men of all parties 
to rely upon its statements of facts, and 
then to discuss them in the light of truth 
and justice, and not of party interest.” By 
cleaving to this standard, the Times under 
Raymond prospered greatly even against 
the competition of more venturesome jour- 
nalists such as Horace Greeley, James Gordon 
Bennett and James Watson Webb. 

Near the turn of the century, after Ray- 
mond’s death, the Times fell upon evil days, 
Its second great publisher, Adolph Ochs, 
bought it at a receiver’s auction in 1896 and 
brought it once more to tremendous power 
against the yellow journalism of Hearst and 
Pulitzer. He promised that he would “give 
the news impartially, without fear or favor, 
regardless of any party, sect, or interest in- 
volved. And he nailed to the ears of page 1 
the slogan, All the News That’s Fit to Print, 
Under the direction of the present publisher, 
Och's son-in-law, Arthur Hays Sulzberger, 
that slogan is still faunted—and still ful- 
filled. 

The New York Times is not renowned as 
an editorial thunderer or a crusader, The 
outstanding men of the New York Times 
since Raymond's day have always been its 
reporters and its news editors—most notable 
among them its great managing editor, Carr 
Van Anda, who developed the paper’s mag- 
nificent foreign and domestic coverage dur- 
ing his tenure throughout the first third of 
the twentieth century. In every area of pub- 
lic interest—from science to sports to that 
fading yet still glamorous institution of a 
bygone day, society—it is an encyclopedia of 
news. And it presents it with dignity, with 
decorum, with dependability. So the Times 
has built up a character—that priceless in- 
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gredient of the true newspaper—and indi- 
viduality. It is in truth an institution—a 
great American institution. 

All other newspapers and all newspaper- 
men are in its debt, not alone because it 
serves them as an unparalleled source and 
record of the news, but equally because it 
serves them as an exemplar of the highest 
ideals of their reportorial craft. We join 
heartily in birthday greetings to the New 
York Times and in warm wishes for another 
century of public service and progress, 


CALL OF THE ROLL 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum, and I 
ask unanimous consent that the time 
consumed by the quorum call be not 
charged to either side. 

The VICE PRESIDENT, Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. The Secretary 
will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


George McFarland 
Bennett Gillette McKellar 
Benton Green McMahon 
Brewster Hayden Millikin 
Bricker Hendrickson Monroney 
Bridges Moody 
Butler, Md Hoey Morse 
Butler, Nebr, Holland Mundt 
Byrd Humphrey Murray 
Cain S unt eely 
Capehart Ives O'Conor 
Carlson Johnson, Colo. O'Mahoney 
Case Johnson, Tex. Pastore 
Chavez Johnston, S. C. Robertson 
Clements Kefauver Russell 
Connally Kem Saltonstall 
Cordon Kerr oe; 
Douglas Kilgore Smith, Maine 

Knowland Smith, N. J. 
Dworshak Le Sparkman 
Eastland Lodge Taft 
Ecton Long Thye 
Ellender Martin Underwood 
Ferguson Maybank Watkins 
Flanders McCarran Welker 
Frear McCarthy Williams 
Fulbright McClellan Young 


Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON] is absent by leave of the Sen- 
ate. 

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. HEN- 
nincs], the Senator from Washington 
[Mr. Macnuson], the Senator from Flor- 
ida [Mr. SMATHERS], the Senator from 
North Carolina (Mr. SmirH], and the 
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. Stennis], 
are absent on official business. 

Mr. SALTQNSTALL, I announce that 
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN] 
and the Senator from Nevada [Mr. Ma- 
LONE] are absent on official business. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN- 
LOOPER] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. JEN- 
NER], the Senator from California [Mr. 
Nixon], the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
Wuerry], and the Senator from Wis- 
consin [Mr. WILEY] are necessarily ab- 
sent. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. Tosey] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
LANGER] is detained on official business. 

PENSIONS OF CERTAIN DISABLED 
VETERANS—VETO MESSAGE 


The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum 
is present. 

Under the unanimous-consent agree- 
ment entered into yesterday, the Presi- 
dent’s veto of House bill 3193 is before 
the Senate, with a limitation of debate 
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of 1 hour, equally divided between the 
proponents and opponents. The Chair 
does not know who is in control of the 
time. 

The Senate proceeded to reconsider 
the bill (H. R. 3193) to establish a rate 
of pension for aid and attendance under 
part III of Veterans Regulation No. 1 
(A), as amended. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is, Shall the bill pass, the objections 
of the President of the United States to 
the contrary notwithstanding? 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE] is 
in control of the time of the proponents. 
I am willing to designate any Senator 
who wants to control the time in oppo- 
sition. Otherwise, I shall ask that the 
veto message be read. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The veto 
message of the President has been read. 
If the Senator from Georgia desires to 
control the time on behalf of the pro- 
ponents, the Chair will recognize him. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I shall 
take only a little time. I have had no 
requests to yield any time on either 
side, except from the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Oregon [Mr. Morse], to whom 
I shall yield the remainder of my time. 

The bill (H. R. 3193) provides a sepa- 
rate pension of $120 a month to veterans 
of World War I, World War II, and the 
Korean campaign, who have a total, per- 
manent non-service-connected disability 
of such a character that they are so help- 
less or blind as to require the constant, 
regular aid and attendance of another 
person at all times. It will be seen there- 
fore that the bill is highly restrictive as 
to the veteran who can obtain under it a 
pension of $120 a month. The bill came 
from the House and was carefully con- 
sidered by the Finance Committee. The 
Senate passed the bill on the Consent 
Calendar. It was vetoed by the Presi- 
dent. The House overrode the veto by a 
vote of 318 to 45. 

It should be pointed out that the $120 
pension would make uniform the rates 
for veterans of all wars. The Civil War, 
Indian war, and Spanish-American War 
veterans are entitled to a $120 pension if 
they require the regular aid and attend- 
ance of another person. As I have 
stated, the bill would give a $120 pension 
to veterans of World War I, and World 
War II, and the Korean campaign. The 
difference in the eligibility requirements 
is as follows: The World War I, World 
War II, and Korean campaign veterans 
will not receive the $120 pension if their 
annual income exceeds $1,000 if single, or 
$2,500 if they have dependents. No pen- 
sion will be paid if the disability is due to 
the misconduct of the veteran, whereas 
the veterans of the Civil War, the Indian 
war, and the Spanish-American War re- 
ceive the benefit of such a pension, and 
income is not a factor in any case, and 
misconduct is not a factor in any 
case. The non-service-connected-dis- 
ability pensions being paid to war vet- 
erans are as follows: 

Civil War veterans, $120 a month; in- 
come and misconduct are not considered. 

Indian war veterans, $72 or $100 per 
month; income and misconduct are not 
considered, 
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Spanish-American War veterans, $90 
or $120 a month; income and misconduct 
are not factors. 

World War I and World War II veter- 
ans and Korean campaign veterans, as I 
have already stated, are now entitled to 
a pension of $60 or $72 a month, subject 
to an income limitation of $1,000 a year 
if the veteran is single, or $2,500 a year 
if the veteran has dependents; and the 
misconduct clause applies, 

I should like to point out that this bill 
has the endorsement of all the major 
veterans’ organizations, such as the 
American Legion, the Veterans of For- 
eign Wars, the DAV, and the AMVETS. 
The Veterans’ Administration estimates 
that this bill will cost $16,700,000. Of 
course, that is an estimate of present 
costs. 

There are 23,000 World War I veterans 
who would be affected by the bill. There 
are 400 veterans of World War II who 
would be affected by the bill. A small 
number of Spanish-American War vet- 
erans, not exceeding about 50, would be 
affected by the bill. At this time it is 
not possible to state the number of Ko- 
rean campaign veterans who would re- 
ceive benefits under this bill. 

The veto and the message point out 
that the projection of the cost 50 years 
hence on the basis of experience under 
pension legislation for Spanish War vet- 
erans indicates that the cost of the bill 
would approach $400,000,000 a year. 
The House Committee on Veterans’ Af- 
fairs and the service organizations do 
not agree with this 50-year projection as 
to cost, nor with the basis upon which 
the projection of cost itself was made. 

I call attention to the fact that the 
President’s computation of so-called pro- 
jection to the end of the current century 
is made on the basis of the Spanish War 
veterans’ provisions, which do not in- 
clude the misconduct clause and do not 
contain any limitation as to income. 

However, Mr. President, I call atten- 
tion to what is far more significant, 
namely, the President’s veto in this in- 
stance is wholly unrealistic, It has no 
relation whatsoever to fact, because if 
such disabled veterans of World War I 
and World War II and of the Korean 
campaign are living at the end of the 
century, every one of them will be on 
the service rolls and will be drawing a 
service pension. Mr. President, you 
know that and I know it, and the Presi- 
dent’s advisers ought to have known it. 
So the point made in the veto message 
is wholly irrelevant and unrealistic. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Mr. Presi- 
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Is it not 
also true that the President of the United 
States does not object to having these 
disabled men receive a pension, his ob- 
jection is that they should not be treated 
better than any civilian who is injured 
is treated? 

Mr.GEORGE. Yes, that is true; such 
a statement appears in the President’s 
message. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. In other 
words, the President’s objection is not 
to the cost of the program, he wishes 
even to enlarge the program, so as to 
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bring in nonveterans as well as veterans. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. GEORGE. The Senator from 
Maryland is quite correct. 

Mr. President, I wish to repeat that, 
so far as the projection of this program 
50 years hence, to the end of the current 
century, is concerned, that is wholly un- 
realistic, because everyone knows that 
at that time if a veteran of World War 
I or a veteran of World War II or a vet- 
eran of the Korean campaign is still liv- 
ing and is so totally disabled as to re- 
quire the constant service of an attend- 
ant, day and night, he will be on the 
pension rolls. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. GEORGE. Iam glad to yield. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The Senator 
from Georgia referred to the Spanish- 
American War veterans, and stated that 
their pensions amount to either $90 or 
$120 a month. What is the significance 
of the two figures? I do not quite 
understand the use of two figures in that 
connection. 

Mr. GEORGE. The Spanish-Ameri- 
can War veterans receive pensions of 
from $90 to $120 a month. They re- 
ceive $120 if they are so disabled as to 
require the constant service of an 
attendant. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. In other words, 
any disabled Spanish War veteran re- 
ceives $90; and if he requires an attend- 
ant to help him, he receives up to $120. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. GEORGE. Les; he recieves a $90 
pension if he served 90 days and received 
an honorable discharge from the service 
in the Spanish-American War; and he 
receives $120 a month if he requires the 
aid of an attendant. f 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. If this bill is 
passed over the President’s veto, it will 
apply equally, will it not, to veterans of 
World War I, World War II, and the 
Korean campaign? j 

Mr. GEORGE. That is correct. i 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The bill will 
permit a veteran who has an income of 
less than $1,000 and whose conduct has 
been good to receive $72; and if he re- 
quires the service of an attendant to re- 
ceive $120. Is that correct? 

Mr. GEORGE. That is correct; he 
can receive up to $120 if he requires the 
constant service of an attendant. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. What is the 
present law, without regard to the pro- 
visions of this bill? 

Mr. GEORGE. Under the present law, 
the payments are $60 or $72 a month. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL, Without provi- 
sion for an attendant? 

Mr. GEORGE. Les; there is no pro- 
vision for an attendant in those cases. 

All this bill does, as I read it, is to ex- 
tend the provision which is made in cases 
where a constant attendant is required, 
to the veterans of World War I. World 
War II, and the Korean campaign if 
they are blind or totally disabled and if 
they must have the constant service of 
an attendant. ? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The bill does 
not actually increase the amounts be- 
yond those now paid to Spanish War 
veterans and those which were paid to 
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Civil War veterans, does it? The 
amounts are the same, are they not, 
even despite the recent increases in the 
cost of living? 

Mr. GEORGE. That is correct. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The bill would 
give to World War I and World War II 
veterans and veterans of the Korean 
campaign the same benefits that other 
veterans receive, in cases where the con- 
stant service of an attendant is neces- 
sary, would it not? 

Mr. GEORGE. Yes; that is what the 
bill would do. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I thank the 
Senator. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, it seems 
to me that the President was ill advised 
when he projected the costs of this bill 
over half a century, because such an ap- 
proach is unrealistic. In the case of all 
veterans who are in the condition de- 
scribed, I dare say that if any of them 
are living at the end of the present cen- 
tury, all who then are living will be on 
the pension rolls at $120 a month or 
more. 8 

Mr. President, if we are to have war, 
if mankind is to be so foolish as to con- 
tinue war, we shall be compelled to pay 
the costs of war. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for one more 
question? 

Mr, GEORGE. I yield. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I was not quite 
clear about one matter. The Senator 
from Georgia said that by the end of 
the century all disabled veterans of 
World War I and World War II un- 
doubtedly will be on the pension rolls, 
Do I correctly understand from the 
Senator’s statement that, unless the 
present laws are changed, the condition 
described by the Senator from Georgia 
will apply only to veterans who have an 
income of less than $1,000 a year or 
whose disability is due to misconduct? 

Mr. GEORGE. That is correct. The 
present law applies only to the single 
veteran who has less than $1,000 of in- 
come or to the married veteran or one 
who has dependents, if he has less than 
$2,500 a year of income. That is the 
requirement if he is to be entitled to a 
pension. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. So that the 
Senator’s statement regarding the year 
2000, or any time up to that, would ap- 
ply only to those men, unless the law is 
changed at some future time. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. GEORGE. Yes; unless the law is 
changed. Mr. President, as I have said 
a projection of this program 50 years 
hence is a very foolish projection, for I 
know it is unrealistic to talk of a totally 
disabled veteran of World War I or 
World War II, or of the present Korean 
campaign, who will not be drawing $120 
a month or more as a straight service 
pension by the end of this century. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield to the Senator 
from Alabama. 

Mr. HILL. I should like to ask the 
Senator whether I am correct in my un- 
derstanding that this increase in pen- 
sions applies only to veterans who are 
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either blind or whose physical condition 
requires that they have an attendant? 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, it ap- 
plies only to a veteran who has “a total 
and permanent non-service-connected 
disability of such character that he is so 
helpless or blind as to require the con- 
stant regular attendance of another per- 
son at all times.” The Senator is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. HILL. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I yield 
to the distinguished Senator from 
Oregon the remainder of the time which 
is left to me. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Oregon is recognized for 16 
minutes. 

Mr. MORSE. I shell not take more 
than 10 minutes. 

Mr. President, I always think it is a 
very serious matter when one rises to 
urge the overruling of a Presidential 
veto, because the power of the President 
to veto a piece of legislation passed hy 
Congress is one of the very important, 
yes, one of the precious checks of the 
Constitution under our system of checks 
and balances. 

i always take the attitude, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that once a veto message is re- 
ceived, a Senator should consider that 
the presumption is in favor of sustain- 
ing the veto. However, it is a rebuttable 
presumption, and I am very much 
pleased to join with the distinguished 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE] this 
morning in rebutting the veto message 
of the President in connection with the 
particular bill the President has vetoed. 
In my view the Senator from Georgia 
put it very well when he said the Presi- 
dent was ill-advised to base the argu- 
ment in his veto message on a project- 
ing of the cost of the policy involved to 
the end of the century. 

I would say he was ill-advised to write 
this veto message at all. The principles 
which he lays down in the veto message 
I think really add up to an attempt to 
justify one wrong by pointing out that 
in the bill some wrong, other than the 
one covered by the bill, is not taken 
care of. We should look at the legisla- 
tive history of this entire issue as it has 
come before the Congress in past ses- 
sions because the principle of the pen- 
sion called for by this bill is not a new 
one at all. I would call the attention 
of the Senate to the fact that prior to 
1933 the pension for non-service-con- 
nected total and permanent disability 
was $40 a month. It should be empha- 
sized that what we are dealing with, 
Mr. President, is non-service-connected 
disability. In the so-called Economy Act 
of 1933, the Congress cut such pensions 
to $30 a month, and provided for the 
issuance- of new regulations. It was on 
the basis of this act that the Executive 
order to be amended by House bill 3193 
was promulgated. 

In 1942, the Congress restored the $40- 
a-month pension for non-service-con- 
nected permanent and total disablity, 
5 pons was then known as House bill 

In 1944, this amount was raised to $50 
monthly generally, and to $60 monthly 
when the veterar had received such a 
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pension for 10 years, or had reached 
the age of 65. 

I call attention most respectfully, Mr. 
President, to the fact that the present 
President of the United States was a 
Senator from Missouri, sitting in this 
body, at the time the action was taken 
in 1944. A study of the CONGRESSIONAL 
Recorp of both 1942 and 1944, when 
the increases in this pension were voted 
by the Senate, does not show that the 
then Senator from Missouri and now 
the President raised his voice in oppo- 
sition to the increase in the amount. 
It having been a voice vote, the jun- 
ior Senator from Oregon is not in posi- 
tion to advise the Senate whether the 
then Senator from Missouri voted for 
the increase, but I believe it is worth 
noting that he at least did not oppose 
the increase by raising his voice 
against it. 

Again in August of 1946, the amounts 
of the pensions fixed in 1944 were raised 
to $60 and $72, respectively. 

So what we are dealing with today 
Mr. President, is really an increase in a 
pension which was granted by the Sen- 
ate and the House of Representatives 
some years ago, and therefore we are 
not at all dealing with a new pension 
principle. Therefore we ought to ask 
ourselves this question: Have the in- 
creases in the costs which these unfor- 
tunate veterans have to face been such 
as to justify us, both on economic and 
moral grounds—and I address myself to 
both grounds—in increasing this pen- 
sion and in granting to the veterans spe- 
cified pensions of $120 a month? J 

Let me quickly review the conditions 
which a veteran must meet before he gets 
the $120 per month pension. We are 
dealing with veterans suffering from 
non-service-connected disability, who 
are so completely disabled that it is nec- 
essary for them to have an attendant to 
take care of them day by day. I want 
to mention the other conditions brought 
out by the Senator from Georgia, that 
if a man is single and has an income of 
more than $1,000, including social-se- 
curity benefits, he is not eligible under 
the bill, and if he is married and has an 
income of more than $2,500, he is not 
eligible under the bill. 

But it might be said, I think with com- 
plete justification, Mr. President, that 
in the long run we are dealing with a 
group of fellow citizens who are likely 
to become indigent if we do not grant 
them the kind of relief provided for in 
this bill. Certainly, from an economic 
standpoint, there is not a Member of 
this body who can deny the fact that 
the increase in the costs of living with 
which these poor unfortunate citizens 
are confronted have been such as to 
justify this $120 pension. So much for 
the economic argument, Mr. President. 

Let me address myself to a moral argu- 
ment which I think is a very controlling 
element in this case. During the 
Eightieth Congress it was my privilege 
to serve as the chairman of the Sub- 
committee on Veterans’ Affairs of the 
Senate Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare. Even as early as 1947 we were 
considering the problem of increasing 
this pension. I say it has been too long 
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delayed, because we have a moral obli- 
gation to these helpless fellow citizens. 
I cannot go along with the argument of 
the President of the United States that, 
because there has been a discriminatory 
principle involved in connection with 
this pension this bill should not be en- 
acted, 

I admit the discrimination, Mr. Presi- 
dent; it cannot be denied; but it is a 
discrimination which has existed on the 
books for some time. But I note, as was 
brought out by the Senator from Mary- 
land (Mr, BUTLER], that the President in 
his veto message critically calls atten- 
tion to the fact that the principle of dis- 
crimination is present, but his language 
is not affirmative, in that he does not 
affirmatively advocate that the pension 
be extended to all helpless American 
citizens falling within the same type of 
disability. I would not hesitate to ad- 
vocate that, Mr. President, because I 
would point out that there is involved a 
great principle, a great Christian prin- 
ciple, that there is a great moral obliga- 
tion which the American people owe to 
their helpless fellow citizens falling 
within the economic class of the vet- 
erans concerned. 

As I have been heard to say before in 
other places, I say on the floor of the 
Senate today, Mr. President, the greatest 
wealth America has is its citizens, and I 
believe that as a people, and as a people 
bound together in a great system of self - 
government which we call a democracy, 
we have the great moral obligation to put 
into practice some of the democratic 
principles of the Christian faith itself. 
They are principles which cut across the 
lines of all the great religions, Mr, 
President. I do not see how we can es- 
cape the teaching that we are our broth- 
ers’ keepers, nor do I see how we can 
ignore the great lesson which the Master 
Himself taught in the parable of the 
Good Samaritan. 

Thus, Mr. President, it would not con- 
cern me a bit to enlarge this bill by 
applying it to all fellow citizens who are 
so helpless that they require an attend- 
ant to take care of their daily needs. 
The argument that it would cost too 
much is an argument involving false 
economy. The argument that it would 
lead down the road to socialized medi- 
cine is contrary to fact. In fact, I think 
this kind of a pension which places no 
restriction upon the medical profession 
is one of the surest ways of avoiding so- 
cialization of the medical profession. A 
pension for all completely disabled fel- 
low citizens, leaving the patient free to 
choose his own doctor and medical care, 
would in no way socialize the doctors. 
It would, however, help relieve suffering 
and ease the burdens of life for many of 
our unfortunate neighbors who are not 
as fortunate as the rest of us. 

So much for the question as to whether 
we ought to extend the principle in the 
future to other citizens who are equally 
helpless. 

I close by saying I do not think it can 
be denied that we owe this moral obliga- 
tion to a class of veterans whom we have 
sought to assist for several years. The 
bill only grants them additional funds in 
carrying out a pension principle already 
adopted by the Congress many years ago, 
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Although we should always give very 
careful thought before overruling a 
President, because of the veto check 
which the Constitution gives to him over 
legislation passed by the Congress, nevy- 
ertheless when he is in error, we should 
not hesitate to overrule him. I am sat- 
isfied that the veto message of the Presi- 
dent in this inst: nee is such an erroneous 
one that there can be no question about 
the decision of the Senate of the United 
States this afternoon, as there was no 
question about the decision of the House 
a short time ago, to overrule the Presi- 
dent and pass this bill over his veto. 
These helpless veterans should receive 
this pension without further delay. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi- 
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I under- 
stand that we are not establishing for 
the first time the principle of some kind 
of aid for non-service-connected dis- 
ability. We are simply extending and 
adding to the amount; is that correct? 

Mr.MORSE. Thatis true. The prin- 
ciple has existed for, many years, even 
prior to 1933. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I thank 
the Senator. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Georgia has 2 minutes remaining 
if he wishes to use the time. 

Mr. GEORGE. If no one else wishes 
to speak, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum, 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre- 
tary will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 
Aiken 


Green McKellar 


Bennett Hayden McMahon 
Benton Hendrickson Millikin 
Brewster Hill Monroney 
Bricker Hoey _ oody 
Butler, Md. Holland Morse 
Butler, Nebr. Humphrey Mundt 

yrd Hunt Murray 
Capehart Ives Neely 
Carlson Johnson, Colo. O'Conor 
Case Johnson, Tex. O'Mahoney 
Chavez Johnston, S. C. Pastore 
Clements Kefauver Robertson 
Connally Kem Russell 
Douglas Kerr Saltonstall 
Duff Kilgore Schoeppel 
Dworshak Knowland Smith, Maine 
Eastland Lehman Smith, N. J. 
Ecton Lodge Sparkman 
Ellender Long Taft 
Ferguson Martin Thye 
Flanders Maybank Underwood 
Frear McCarran Watkins 
Fulbright McCarthy Welker 
George McClellan Williams 
Gillette McFarland Young 


The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is 
present. The question is, Shall the bill, 
H. R. 3193, pass, the objections of the 
President of the United States to the 
contrary notwithstanding? On this 
question the Constitution requires that 
the vote be taken by yeas and nays. 
The Secretary will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll, and Mr. AIKEN voted “yea” 
when his name was called. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. 
President, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
will state it. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Does a 
vote “yea” sustain the veto or does a vote 
“yea” overrule the veto? 


Mr. 
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The VICE PRESIDENT. A vote “yea” 
overrules the veto, in favor of the passage 
of the bill, the President’s objections to 
the contrary notwithstanding. 

The Secretary will continue the call of 
the roll. 

The legislative clerk resumed and cor. 
cluded the call of the roll. 


Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 


that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 


AnDeERSON] is absent by leave of the 
Senate. 
The Senator from Missouri [Mr. HEN- 


. NINGS], the Senator from Washington 


(Mr. Macnuson], the Senator from 
Florida [Mr. Smatuers], the Senator 
from North Carolina [Mr. SmitrH], and 
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
STENNIS] are absent on official business. 

I announce further that the Senator 
from Mississippi [Mr. Stennis] and the 
Senator from Washington [Mr. CAIN], 
both of whom would vote “yea” if pres- 
ent, are paired on this vote with the 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. HENNINGS], 
who would vote “nay” if present. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN] 
and the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
MALoneE] are absent on official business. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN- 
LOOPER] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from California [Mr. 
Nrxon], the Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
JENNER], the Senator from Nebraska 
(Mr. Wuerryl, and the Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. WILEY] are necessarily 
absent. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
LMr. Tosry] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. Bripces], the Senator from Wash- 
ington [Mr. Carn], the Senator from 
Oregon [Mr. Corpon], and the Senator 
from North Dakota [Mr. LANGER] are 
detained on official business. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from New Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES], the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. Corpon], the 
Senator from Indiana [Mr. JENNER], the 
Senator from North Dakota IMr. 
Lancer], the Senator from Nevada 
[Mr. Matone], the Senator from Ne- 
braska [Mr. WHERRY], and the Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. WILEY] would each 
vote yea.“ 

On this vote the Senator from Wash- 
ington [Mr. Carn] and the Senator from 
Mississippi [Mr. STENNIS] are paired 
with the Senator from Missouri [Mr, 
HENNINGS]. If present and voting, the 
Senator from Washington and the Sen- 
ator from Mississippi would each vote 
“yea” and the Senator from Missouri 
would vote “nay.” 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 69, 
nays 9, as follows: 


YEAS—69 
Aiken Frear Kilgore 
Bennett George Knowland 
Benton Green Lehman 
Brewster Hayden Lodge 
Bricker Hendrickson Long 
Butler, Md. Hill Martin 
Butler, Nebr. Hoey Maybank 
Capehart Holland McCarran 
Carlson Humphrey McCarthy 
Case Hunt McClellan 
Chavez Ives McFarland 
Clements Johnson, Colo. McKellar 
Connally Johnson, Tex. McMahon 
Dworshak Johnston, S. C. Millikin 
Eastland Kefauver Monroney 
Ecton Kem Moody 
Flanders Kerr Morse 


Mundt Saltonstall Thye 
Murray Schoeppel Underwood 
Neely Smith,Maine Watkins 
O'Conor Smith, N. J. Welker 
Pastore Sparkman Williams 
Russell Taft Young 
NAYS—9 
Byrd Ellender Gillette 
Douglas Ferguson O'Mahoney 
Duff Fulbright Robertson 
NOT VOTING—18 
Anderson Hickenlooper Smathers 
Bridges Jenner Smith, N. C. 
Cain Langer Stennis 
Cordon uson. Tobey 
Dirksen Malone erry 
Hennings Nixon Wiley 


The VICE PRESIDENT. On this 
question the yeas are 69, the nays 9. 
More than two-thirds of the Senators 
present and voting having cast their 
votes in favor of its passage, the bill is 
passed, the objections of the President 
to the contrary notwithstanding. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL subsequently 
said: Mr. President, at the request of the 
junior Senator from Nevada [Mr. Ma- 
LONE], who had to leave the Chamber for 
a speaking engagement, I submit, for 
printing in the body of the Recorp, an 
exchange of communications between 
the American Legion department com- 
mander for Nevada and the Senator from 
Nevada (Mr. MALONE], in regard to 
House bill 3193, to establish a rate of pen- 
sion for aid for disabled war veterans, 
The Senator from Nevada had to leave 
the Senate floor earlier this afternoon to 
fiy to Flint, Mich., to take part in to- 
night’s radio broadcast of America’s 
Town Meeting of the Air. It was his 

wish that the exchange of telegrams be 
placed in today’s RECORD. 

I ask unanimous consent to have the 
telegrams and the accompanying state- 
ment placed in the body of the RECORD, 
subject to objection on the following day 
when the Journal is submitted for ap- 
proval. One of the telegrams was ad- 
dressed to the Senator from Nevada, and 
one of the telegrams was sent by him. 
Mr, President, I make the request in this 
way at this time; otherwise I shall have 
to read the telegrams, at the request of 
the Senator from Nevada. So I hope my 
request will be agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The telegrams are as follows: 

Carson City, Nev., September 18, 1951. 
Hon. GEORGE W. MALONE, 
United States Senator from Nevada, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Veterans of Nevada urge that you override 
President's veto of H. R. 3193, providing pen- 
sions for disabled veterans needing attend- 
ant. Veterans feel that savings could be 
effected in other departments of Govern- 
ment without hitting them first. Disabled 
veterans should be looked after first after 
their protecting this country with their lives. 
We are inclined to forget their great sacrifices 
all too soon. Your help in overriding Presi- 
dent’s veto would insure this protection the 
veteran wants. 

ARCHIE Pozar, Jr., 
Department Commander. 
The American Legion, Department of Nevada. 
SEPTEMBER 18, 1951. 
ARCHIE Pozzr, Jr., 
Department Commander, American 
Legion, Department of Nevada 
Carson City, Nev.: 

H. R. 3193 to establish a rate of pension for 

disabled veterans has my wholehearted sup- 
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port. This is the wrong place to try to effect 
a saving, in view of wanton waste in other 
departments. The socialistic one-worlders 
now controlling our administration think 
nothing of throwing billions away on im- 
practicable projects in Europe and then at- 
tempt to answer justifiable criticism of such 
waste by penny pinching on our disabled vet- 
erans, those who made great personal sacri- 
fices for their country. This false economy 
is in line with the way the present adminis- 
tration reasons. I shall continue to do 
everything possible to better the lot of our 
disabled veterans. 
GEORGE W. MALONE, 
United States Senator. 


ADDRESS TO CONGRESS ON MONDAY 
NEXT BY ALCIDE peGASPERI, PREMIER 
OF ITALY 


The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
would like to make an announcement for 
the benefit of Senators. Arrangements 
have been and are being made for a joint 
meeting of the two Houses on next Mon- 
day at 12:15 in the Hall of the House of 
Represéntatives to hear an address to be 
delivered by Premier deGasperi, of Italy, 
who is now visiting this country. As 
Senators know, Mr, deGasperi has done 
and is doing a very magnificent and con- 
structive job in Italy, as Premier, and 
he is now also Foreign Minister, having 
two portfolios. He is entitled to any 
honor and courtesy we can extend to 
him. The Chair hopes that Senators 
will make their arrangements to attend 
the joint session in the House Chamber, 
to do honor to this distinguished states- 
man. The Chair will make the same an- 
nouncement later in the week, so that 
Senators will be advised of the address to 
be delivered by Mr, deGasperi. 


MIDDLETON BEAMAN 


Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, there 
passed away in this city on Saturday, 
September 15, a gentleman long connect- 
ed with the Government. Middleton 
Beaman was the legislative counsel on 
the House side of the Congress when I 
entered the Senate in 1922. He really 
originated the Office of Legislative Coun- 
sel for the House of Representatives and 
for the Senate as well. 

Mr. Beaman had gone to Columbia 
University and had engaged in the work 
which led him to come to Washington 
in 1916 to offer his aid to the Congress 
in the drafting of important legislation. 
As a result of his labors here the Office of 
Legislative Counsel was subsequently es- 
tablished, and Mr. Beaman became the 
first legislative counsel for the House, in 
which position he served with great use- 
fulness until 2 or 3 years ago, when he 
retired. 

In connection with the work of the Fi- 
nance Committee, I early learned the 
value of Mr. Beaman’s service. On the 
whole, he had the best mind I have 
known on the administrative side of gov- 
ernment since I became a Member of the 
Senate. He could look at a tax proposal, 
with all the intricacies of a tax provision, 
and could see its application throughout 
the whole system of revenue laws built 
up in this country. He was a very great 
and able public servant. He led a quiet 
and unassuming life. I pay my respects 
to the memory of this man who, in his 
quiet and unobtrusive position, rendered 
such valuable service to this Nation 


_ throughout a long period of years. 
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Mr. CARLSON subsequently said: Mr. 
President, earlier this afternoon, the 
senior Senator from Georgia IMr. 
Gerorce] paid tribute to Mr. Middleton 
Beaman, who served for many years on 
the staff of the House Ways and Means 
Committee. 

I desire to say a few words in tribute to 
the life of Mr. Beaman, who was one of 
the finest public servants with whom I 
ever worked. It was my privilege to serve 
for 8 years on the House Ways and 
Means Committee, and during that time 
I had an opportunity to observe Mr. Bea- 
man’s ability and his keen interest in the 
affairs of our Government and to ob- 
serve his knowledge of one of the most 
difficult problems which I think con- 
fronts the Nation at this time, namely, 
the tax problem. 

Mr. Beaman went about his work with- 
out any fuss or fume. He simp’y carried 
on very quietly and with a knowledge 
which 211 of us respected. J 

At that time it was my privilege to 
sponsor proposed legislation which would 
make our tax collections current. Had 
it not been for the splendid advice and 
help given me by Mr. Beaman, I would 
not have been able to present to the 
House of Representatives at least two or 
three bills dealing with that subject 
which were the basis of the present stat- 
ute on current tax collections. He will 
be remembered by those who worked 
with him as a man who had a keen 
knowledge of a complex subject. Our 
Nation is now and will continue to bene- 
fit from his outstanding service. 

To Mr. Beaman’s family I extend my 
sincere sympathy. 


ATOMIC WEAPONS AND THE NATIONAL 
DEFENSE 


Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, this, 
in a word, is the tragedy of the last 6 
years; 60,000 dead at Hiroshima and now 
60,000,000,000 American dollars to keep 
Hiroshima from happening again. 

Our people devoutly seek a just peace. 
They seek a decent and hopeful future, 
not for themselves alone but for all men 
everywhere. Now the arms race drives 
and goads them to spend 860,000, 000, 000, 
not for conquest but to deter conquest 
not for war but against war. 

A short 3 years ago we groaned at 
spending ten billions to discourage Soviet 
aggression. Today we must spend, not 
ten billions, but six times ten billions. 
Sixty billions for deterrence this year, 
and I fear seventy billions next year, and 
I fear eighty billions the year after, Can 
we forever scale these giddy heights 
without crashing downward? May not 
history some day come upon the bones of 
a broken economy and a bankrupt 
people? 

But a failure to spend and tax, and a 
failure to appropriate increasing billions, 
may spell failure to keep open the future 
for peace. Either we will walk in the val- 
ley of the shadow of death and war or 
else we struggle up a mountain of debt 
and taxation. Such is our dilemma. 

We all know how the Congress of the 
United States and the American people 
are today meeting this dilemma. They 
choose to pay—and rightly—the military 
price of peace. 

Better to scrape the bottom of the tax 
barrel than to scrape atomic rubble from 
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the streets of New York, London, and 
Moscow. 

Better to balance the armed power of 
the Kremlin than to balance the national 
budget. 

Stalin’s already massive armies, his 
poised air fleets, his expanding flotillas 
of warships, and above all, his enlarging 
stockpile of atomic bombs—these point 
a dagger at our heart. But the sword we 
forge in self-defense threatens to cut our 
own economic arteries. The substance 
of America may drip away. 

Make no mistake: this year’s budget 
and next year’s will not by themselves 
break our economic backs. As a matter 
cf fact, our economy has never been 
stranger than today, and time and again 
it has proved its ability to withstand huge 
stresses and strains. But if the budget is 
to pyramid in the future as fast as it 
has in the past, all sober-minded men 
must feel grave concern. 

Yes, we must work to eliminate waste. 
Yes, we must work to banish extrava- 
gance. But these are not the prime 
dangers to America’s economy. It is the 
solid and irreducible cost of the steel 
for a tank and the fuel for a bomber and 
the leather for a soldier’s shoes—it is the 
chain reaction of force and counter- 
force that can consume our treasure. 

Some of my colleagues may recall that, 
going on 2 years ago, I stood by this same 
desk in the Senate and made a sombre 
prediction. If the arms race plunges 
ahead, I predicted, our budget would go 
up and up and up—and our freedoms 
would go down and down and down. At 
that time, Senators may remember, the 
defense budget was not today’s $60,000,- 
000,000 but a mere $13,000,000,000. 
Imagine referring to such a sum as a 
mere $13,000,000,000. On the same oc- 
casion I also predicted that a decade of 
intensified cold war might cost us as 
much as the Second World War itself. 

Mr. President, I was wrong. Next 
year—next year, I repeat—keeping up 
with the present arms race will cost as 
much as the average yearly cost of World 
War II. 

At the rate we are moving, I can see 
ahead only two ultimate destinations: 
military safety at the price of economic 
disaster or economic safety at the price 
of military disaster. 

But I must say still more. As the 
budget expands, our liberties will con- 
tract. Each added billion dollars will 
bring added intervention in our pri- 
vate lives. We will be pushed toward 
more centralization, more restraints, 
more official secrecy, more dossiers on 
our personal affairs. Labor’s right to 
strike will be questioned. The busi- 
nessman’s right to act will become the 
Government’s right to direct. The hand 
of controllers will fall more and more 
heavily upon each of us. 

Yet it is no man’s hunger for power 
that can eat away our freedoms—it is the 
inexorable cost of matching Stalin gun 
for gun and shell for shell over and 
over and over. 

What shall we do? Will the dark 
genius of Stalin force us either to 
stretch our economy out of its sockets or 
else to chop the feet and head off our 
security? Iam addressing the Senate 
today because I think the answer is no. 
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I have what I sincerely believe is a mes- 
sage of hope. 

A coming revolution in military fire- 
power points the way out. It points toa 
revolution in deterring power. It can 
bring us peace power at bearable cost. 

A hideous weapon offers itself as the 
instrument to serve our noblest pur- 
pose—deterring Stalin until at last his 
enslaved millions break their chains and 
join hands with us in peace and broth- 
erhood. This instrument is atomic 
energy. 

There was a time when some doubted 
that the atom could long keep Stalin 
from marching? There was a time when 
we saw the atomic bomb as something 
to be jealously hoarded—to be doled 
out in reprisal with utmost frugality 
against targets of uniaue importance— 
and to be conducted like a golden fleece 
into the depths of enemy space. All that 
is changing. We may increasingly look 
upon the atomic bomb as capable of 
being produced on a big scale. 

Consider the rain of bombs that fell 
upon Germany across the 6-year span of 
World War II. Consider, Mr. President, 
the delivery of equal havoc in the span 
of a single day and you begin to sense 
the dimensions of the coming revolution 
in deterring power. Would an aggressor 
dare bring upon himself such awful 
retribution? 

But there is more. An aggressor not 
only has war planis and munitions fac- 
tories far behind the battle lines; he 
has attacking troops and forward bases 
as well. With atomic weapons no longer 
in short supply, they need not be ra- 
tioned for use solely against the ag- 
gressor’s industrial vitals; they can be 
equally directed against his armed 
spearheads, 

More and more the atom can strike 
not merely at the eye of the octopus 
but also at its advancing tentacles. 

I would be surprised if any Senators 
except members of the Joint Committee 
on Atomic Energy are aware of this 
startling fact: dollar for dollar, atomic 
deterring power is actually hundreds of 
times cheaper than TNT. An atomic 
weapon can produce, at a cost of $20 or 
$30, the same explosive force which 
costs literally thousands of dollars to 
produce by ordinary means. Money 
spent upon the atomic bomb could pul- 
verize a dozen enemy war plants at no 
more expense than destroying a single 
plant with TNT, to say nothing of the 
fact that one plane can deliver one A- 
bomb as against the huge armadas 
needed to deliver an equivalent cargo 
of block-busters. 

I would be equally surprised if any 
Senators, except my colleagues on the 
Joint Committee, have pondered this 
fundamental fact: Since the Second 
World War caine to an end, only 3 cents 
in the military dollar have been allotted 
to atomic bombs. In other words, less 
than one-thirtieth of our total defense 
money goes to produce the free world’s 
supreme deterrent. 

If 3 cents for this weapon and 97 cents 
for all other weapons strikes you, Mr. 
President, as being a topsy-turvey sit- 
uation, let me say there were once good 
reasons for it. There were bottlenecks 
in raw materials, bottlenecks in equip- 
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ment and technical progress, and, yes, 
bottlenecks in thinking. 

Some people used to claim that 
A-bombs numbered in thousands or tens 
of thousands were beyond our reach. 
They insisted that the atomic weapon, 
although fearful and staggering, could 
never be decisive in winning a war or 
in preventing it. 

I am here to report to the Senate and 
to the American people that the atomic 
bottlenecks are being broken. The day 
is coming when the quantity of atomic 
weapons we are capable of making could 
be sufficient, beyond any question, to 


serve as the paramount instrument of 


victory. There is virtually no limit and 
no limiting factor upon the number of 
A-bombs which the United States can 
manufacture, given time and given a 
decision to proceed all-out. 

If we mass-produce this weapon, as 
we can, I solemnly say to the Senate that 
the cost of a single atomic bomb will be- 
come less than the cost of a single tank. 

If your purpose, Mr. President, were 
to deter an aggressor, which would you 
rather have at the same price—a tank 
or an utomic bomb? If your purpose 
were to avert war while you waged peace, 
which would you choose—an everyday 
howitzer or an atomic artillery piece? 
If you were Stalin plotting an aggres- 
sive attack, which would you most fear— 
a plane loaded with TNT or a plane 
loaded with atomic explosives? 

The simple arithmetic of strategy dic- 
tates that we concentrate upon real fire- 
power—real deterring power. The sim- 
ple arithmetic of economics equally dic- 
tates that we emphasize the new and 
cheap TNT—atomic TNT. Of course, we 
will still want conventional weapons re- 
gardless of their high cost. But first 
things must come first. 

I, therefore, propose that we now set 
about the business of building up our 
atomic bone and muscle and cutting 
away what will become excess military 
fat. Specifically, I propose that we make 
our best and cheapest weapon—the 
atomic weapon—the real backbone of 
our peace power. 

I propose an atomic army and an 
atomic navy and an atomic air force— 
in place of the conventional defenses we 
now maintain to the tune of fifty or sixty 
billion dollars a year. 

Here is my conception of an atomic 
army: Fewer foot soldiers armed with 
rifles and more specialists equipped to 
fire an atomic shell wherever the enemy 
masses his troops. Fewer mortars and 
more short-range guided missiles with 
atomic warheads. Fewer flame throwers 
and more radiological warfare. I have 
in mind air-ground teamwork, with light 
planes capable of hurling atomic weap- 
ons at enemy troops, supply dumps, and 
transportation choke points. 

Here is my conception of an atomic 
navy: Nuclear-powered submarines al- 
most unlimited in range; nuclear-pow- 
ered aircraft carriers capable of launch- 
ing planes which carry the atomic bomb 
on both strategic and tactical missions; 
ship-based atomic artillery; ship-based 
guided missiles with atomic warheads; 
atomic mine,; and target-seeking tor- 
pedoes which deliver atomic explosives. 
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An atomic air force, for its part, will 
seek out and destroy, with atomic weap- 
ons, the enemy’s industrial sinews of war. 
It will fire missiles with atomic pay loads. 
It will deliver the hydrogen bomb when 
that most terrible of weapons is achieved. 
Even more, it will visit atomic fury upon 
the very airfields and bases from which 
an aggressor would strike against our 
cities. 

We must have atomic weapons to use 
ir the heights of the sky and the depths 
of the sea; we must have them to use 
above the ground, on the ground, and 
below the ground. An aggressor must 
know that if he dares attack he will 
have no place to hide. 

In all logic and common sense, an 
atomic army and an atomic navy and an 
atomic air force ought to mean fewer 
men under arms. They ought to mean a 
major reduction in the tens of billions of 
dollars we would otherwise spend upon 
stacks and stacks of conventional arma- 
ments. They ought to mean a sloughing 
off of outmoded operations and outdated 
expenses. 

Let me cite an example of what I mean. 
Last fiscal year we paid out of the United 
States Treasury about four-fifths of a 
billion dollars for atomic weapons. We 
also paid out five times this amount—or 
more than $4,000,000,000—for small 
arms, bullets, incendiaries, hand gre- 
nades, and the like. I assert we should 
work toward turning this ratio upside 
down. T assert that we can buy far more 
security at far less over-all cost by spend- 
ing the $4,000,000,000 upon atomic 
weapons and the fraction of a billion 
dollars upon small arms and hand gre- 
nades. 

Here is the way we can save from thirty 
to forty billion dollars of the from sixty 
to eighty billion dollars a year that other- 
wise threaten to become the price of 
survival. 

For every dollar spent upon atomic 
defense we can save $5 on conventional 
defense. 

The first important savings can come 
next year. 

There are those who warn against a 
one-weapon theory of war. I agree, 
That is why I call for a sweeping variety 
of atomic weapons—one model that takes 
the place of a thousand bazookas, an- 
another that makes unnecessary a hun- 
dred depth charges, yet another that 
would substitute for TNT stacked as high 
as Pike’s Peak. 

There are those who warn against 
viewing the atom as a magic weapon. 
Again I agree. That is why I advocate 
making it in overwhelming quantities— 
just as we would mass produce a superb 
conventional weapon. We must have 
truly balanced, well-rounded, and versa- 
tile forces, with each arm equipped to 
exploit the atom to the utmost. 

No, this is not a silver bullet which can 
deliver itself or otherwise work military 
miracles. But by cutting back upon the 
costly weapons of yesterday and forging 
ahead with the far cheaper atomic 
weapons of today and tomorrow, I be- 
lieve we can fabricate very real and very 
practical uranium bullets that will make 
our country invincible in full-scale war 
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and exempt from the cold-war threat of 
bankruptcy. 

I say again that the sky is the limit 
on the number and variety of atomic 
weapons which the United States can 
produce—all at a cost, not of tens of 
billions of dollars a year, but of a few 
billions of dollars. 

Something else, unfortunately, is also 
without potential limit. It is the danger 
from Russia’s atomic project. Right 
now—today—the Soviet rulers have the 
capability of attacking 20 or 30 of our 
cities with atomic bombs. Every tomor- 
row will see that capability increase. 

Did you know, Mr. President, that 
many more people work in the Soviet 
atomic project than the 100,000 who 
work in our own? Did you know that 
Russia has gone after atomic weapons 
on a top-priority basis? 

Some of us refused to believe that Rus- 
sia could break our atomic monopoly 
until many years had passed, but she did 
it in short order. Some of us refused to 
believe that Russia could build long- 
range bombing aircraft, but she did that, 
too, in short order. *Some of us enjoyed 
telling stories about the backwardness of 
Soviet industry, but we now are informed 
that the best-designed and best-built jet 
fighter in action over Korea is not made 
in America, but is made in Russia. 

I warn the Senate that the Kremlin, 
no less than ourselves, is capable of pro- 
ducing atomic weapons in huge num- 
bers; and I warn the Senate further that 
this is just what the Kremlin has set 
about ruthlessly to accomplish. 

I propose that we multiply the scope 
and scale of our American effort. 

I urge that we spend $5,000,000,000 
a year upon atomic energy, over and 
above what we currently spend—or a 
total of at least $6,000,000,000 annually. 

I ask that we so accelerate and ex- 
pand our program that Oak Ridge and 
Hanford and Savannah River and Pa- 
ducah will come to seem hardly more 
than a first-rate beginning. 

I say that to produce fewer atomic 
weapons than we are physically capable 
of producing is, in the present crisis, 
unthinkable. We now have no choice 
but to pour out literally by the ton the 
stuff of which bombs are made. If this 
does not buy us time to make peace, 
nothing will. 

Let me also call attention to a won- 
derfully auspicious but little understood 
fact: the atomic material now in our 
weapon stockpile is far more valuable 
for peace than is all the gold stored at 
Fort Knox. The same material which 
can create a fearful explosion can like- 
wise serve as the fuel for future peace- 
time industrial power reactors. Sur- 
round such material with one type of 
apparatus and you get a hideous de- 
structive detonation. Surround the 
identical material with arother type of 
apparatus and you get power which can 
turn dynamos and drive propellers and 
serve the welfare of mankind, 

Remember that the invention of gun- 
powder was once the spur for a whole 
field of chemical development that has 
brought untold benefits to the human 
race. Today's notable progress in 
building a nuclear-powered submarine 
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foreshadows tomorrow’s great atomic 
ships for trade and commerce. 

The priceless material which now con- 
stitutes our atomic reserve will last 
thousands of years without deteriora- 
tion. If we can achieve real peace, that 
self-same material will not be barren and 
wasted; it will not become obsolete and 
useless; and money spent creating it will 
not be lost. The material will loom in- 
stead as a splendid physical heritage, 
usable to bring a better life to all our 
people. 

To concentrate upon atomic weapons 
is to build peace strength no less than 
war strength. 

I am today submitting a concurrent 
resolution which embodies these conclu- 
sions. My colleagues on the Joint Com- 
mittee on Atomic Energy have had be- 
fore them the same facts and the same 
evidence which give rise to my own views. 

I cannot but hope that they will see 
fit to report the resolution unanimously, 
and I likewise hope that all Members 
of Congress who want maximum de- 
terrence of Russia at minimum cost to 
the United States will equally see fit to 
approve the resolution. 

Mr. President, I am horrified at the 
final implications of the atomic arms 
race. I shudder to think of the little 
packages of pent-up disaster that we 
call atomic bombs being multiplied and 
mass produced on a staggering scale. 

From history we know that an unbri- 
dled arms race always leads to war, and 
I do not believe that the laws which 
govern such a race have been repealed in 
this atomic age. 

But mark me well: massive atomic 
deterring power can win us years of 
grace, years in which to wrench history 
from its present course and direct it 
toward the enshrinement of human 
brotherhood. 

Six billion dollars annually spent upon 
atomic weapons can grant us a reprieve. 
It can stay the execution of war's 
scourge. It will confer a last golden 
chance to reverse the final verdict. 

That chance lies simply in taking the 
Russian people away from their rulers, 
The mute and suffering millions of ordi- 
nary Russians constitute our secret 
weapon for peace. They are the ones 
who must fire the artillery and man the 
tanks and pilot the planes if their dic- 
tator is to launch aggressive war. What 
if they refused to carry out such orders? 
What if they knew that we Americans 
want fervently to walk with them toward 
peace and justice? 

It is almost 2 years ago that, here in 
this Chamber, I proposed a fresh ap- 
proach to peace. I pointed to the money 
we spend for sterile weapons, and sug- 
gested that we offer to take this weapons 
money and use it, through the United 
Nations, to improve world living stand- 
ards, provided that all other countries 
joined us in effectively controlling arma- 
ments, and provided further that all 
other countries likewise contributed their 
weapons money to a common fund for 
human betterment. The example which 
I cited at the time was that of spending 
fifty billion American dollars over a 5- 
year period, not for bombs but for bread, 
always on condition that other countries, 
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and Russia in particular, do exactly 
what we propose to do. 

There were those who derided my idea 
as a global give-away program. They 
expressed amazement that I would be 
willing to spend as much as $10,000,000,- 
000 a year for 5 years in waging peace. 
Today we are spending, not $10,000,000,- 
000 a year, but $50,000,000,000 or $60.- 
000,000,000 a year; and we are spending 
it, not to raise living standards, but to 
raise the power of armaments toward 
new levels of deadliness. 

Can we now afford not to strive all- 
out for peace? 

The weapons of peace lie ready at 
hand. They consist in penetrating Rus- 
sia’s iron curtain. They consist in gain- 
ing the ear of the Russian people. They 
consist in breaking down the unnatural 
barrier which the Kremlin, in fear and 
perversion, has erected to prevent its 
slaves from mingling with freemen. 
Above all the weapons of peace consist 
in capturing mankind with a great and 
good and magnificent idea. 

Such an idea has been given us by the 
President of the United States, Harry S. 
Truman. In his greatest state address 
indeed, in one of the great state addresses 
of all time—our President 1 year ago 
proposed to the United Nations that all 
countries disarm, subject to foolproof 
controls, and that all countries use the 
wealth thus liberated from weapons to 
build a better and nobler planet. If we 
raise this idea on high, we can lift the 
human race into a new era of fellowship; 
we can make the split atom our tireless 
servant, instead of our relentless master. 

Today, along with distinguished col- 
leagues in the Senate and House, I am 
submitting a second resolution. It 
would place the Congress squarely be- 
hind a program of bread for bombs, 
peace for war, life for death. 

This resolution reaffirms the convic- 
tions of its sponsors when they submitted 
a like proposal last session. It is the 
crucial half of a total plan for peace, 
buying time with atomic weapons, using 
time to win the Russian people to our 
side. 

We need a positive program for peace 
spelled out in detail—a program that 
will capture the imagination of the 
world. The people of Europe, the people 
of Soviet Russia, the people of America, 
do not want war. 

The peoples of the earth must be told 
that an expanded atomic program is a 
reluctant alternative forced upon us by 
the aggressive attitude of the Kremlin, 
that our first desire is for peace. 

The sole source of our danger lies in 
the fact that the Russian people may 
believe the lies of the Soviet Government 
that we are plotting to destroy them. 
If we take away this weapon of fear 
from the Kremlin leaders, if the Russian 
people are convinced of our peaceful 
intentions, the Soviet Government will 
never be able to undertake a war of 
aggression against us. The Soviet strat- 
egists continually denounce us as war- 
mongers to keep their people in line. 

In expanding our atomic program, we 
must again remind the world that the 
first and basic objective of our foreign 
policy is peace. 


We must again remind : 
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the world that these hideous weapons 
can be stripped from the arsenals of na- 
tions just as soon as the Kremlin 
masters decide that they want peace 
instead of war. 

We can be sure that the word “‘peace” 
pays terrific dividends because the Com- 
munists use it constantly. They have 
convinced many thousands of honest 
people, who should be our friends, that 
we are imperialists plotting aggression 
and war. 

If the world misunderstands our mo- 
tives and our purposes, it is our duty to 
set the record straight. I believe that 
the announcement of a dynamic and 
generous peace program by us will be the 
finest weapon we can use in the strug- 
gle against Communist warmongering. 
I believe that if we talk peace, the peo- 
ples of the earth will believe us. 

One place to talk peace is in the Gen- 
eral Assembly of the United Nations, 
scheduled to meet next November in 
Paris. There let us galvanize the world 
through the boldness and sincerity of 
our insistence upon a fresh attack 
against the twin evils of our time—pov- 
erty and war. 

War and poverty are not inevitable. 
On the contrary, peace and plenty are 
inevitable if we act to make them so. 

It is not for the defense of ourselves 
alone that we must multiply atomic pro- 
duction. Neither is it only for the de- 
fense of the free world. It is to gain 
time for all men of good will, on both 
sides of the iron curtain—time for them 
to unite in a common struggle against 
the tyranny of the Kremlin. 

Let us therefore tell the Russian peo- 
ple that their cause is our cause. Let 
us tell them even more. Let us pro- 
claim that—if Stalin will only agree to a 
foolproof plan for the curbing of arma- 
ments—we stand ready to join with all 
other peoples in using large portions of 
our defense moneys in a war against 
want. Let us pledge that—if effective 
and universal disarmament is achieved 
we will do our share and more to remake 
this embattled planet nearer the heart’s 
desire. 

Mr. MOODY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. McMAHON. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from Michigan. 

Mr. MOODY. I should merely like to 
say to the Senator from Connecticut that 
I believe that he has delivered a chal- 
lenging and statesmanlike address, based 
upon his broad grasp of world affairs, 
Once more he has emphasized that our 
entire policy is based only on a desire 
for peace, and has presented to the coun- 
try a program worthy of most serious 
consideration. I should like to ask a 
question or two, if I may. The Senator 
said that in the near future it would 
be possible to manufacture atomic bombs 
by the thousands, on a mass-production 
basis, with each bomb costing less than 
the cost of a tank. Did I correctly 
understand the Senator in that respect? 

Mr. McMAHON. Approximately so. 
It depends on the amount of effort and 
the amount of money we are willing to 
put into such a project immediately as 
to how soon we can bring about that 


result, but it is apparent now to all of 
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us that there is a supply of raw ma- 
terial coming into being with which we 
can fabricate atomic bombs by the thou- 
sands. Of course, the statement as to 
cost is an approximation of the cost, but 
I believe that, compared to some of our 
most expensive tanks, we can get the 
unit cost of the bomb down to less than 
muat one of our big tanks costs us to- 
ay. 

Mr. MOODY. Could the Senator give 
us an idea of approximately how soon 
this program could be brought to con- 
summation? 

Mr. McMAHON. As T have said, it 
would depend upon the speed with which 
we undertake it. It will not come all at 
once. I should think that certainly 
within 3 years at most, if we were to start 
now, we could bring that program into 
complete being, 

Mr. MOODY. So, the Senator’s con- 
ception is that we would keep ourselves 
strong during this period of 3 years. He 
would not, of course, propose to disarm, 
until we had the other sort of weapon to 
which he has referred. Is that correct? 

Mr. McMAHON. Oh, no, we would 
not disarm; but I would say to the Sena- 
tor from Michigan, as I indicated in my 
remarks, that I believe the impact of this 
program, if it is intelligently analyzed 
and applied by our Military Establish- 
ment, will make itself felt, or should 
make itself felt, in a reduced budget 
next year. } 

Mr. MOOD Y. Does the Senator also 
believe that as a direct consequence of 
that program, we would be taking away 
from the gangsters in the Kremlin the 
misuse of the word “peace” and placing 
that word at the command of people 
who are really interested in peace? Is 
that the Senator’s conception of it? 

Mr. McMAHON. I, of course am 
very anxious to accomplish that result. 
I am anxious, not only to create in the 
minds of all people the thought that we 
are for peace, but I am anxious to also 
bring about that blessed state. 

Mr. MOODY. Ofcourse. Ithank the 
Senator. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McMAHON. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from New York. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I take this opportu- 
nity of congratulating the senior Senator 
from Connecticut upon a very thought- 
ful and challenging speech. I am par- 
ticularly glad that, as many of us have 
done, he has again emphasized the fact 
that the dominating aim of our foreign 
policy is peace. I am glad, too, that he 
has pointed out so clearly that every- 
thing we are doing in this country by 
way of strengthening ourselves and by 
way of strengthening our friencs and 
allies abroad is in the effort to secure and 
maintain lasting peace and security for 
ourselves and for all the freedom-loving 
countries of the world. 

Mr. McMAHON. I thank the Senator 
from N2w York. I may say to him that 
the Congress of the United States has a 
grave responsibility for the security of 
the United States, and that security, of 
course, as we all recognize, is based not 
only on our military arms but upon 
what we are, upon our economy, and 
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upon our industry. With the budget 
running at the size at which it is pres- 
ently running, in my opinion it is in- 
cumbent upon each Member of the Con- 
gress really to begin thinking about the 
strategy of our situation. We have to 
consider the situation carefully. In 
other words, while what I am about to 
say may not be entirely responsive to the 
remarks made by the Senator from New 
York, for which I thank him, I should 
like to say we must see to it that the 
military planners do not take this tre- 
mendous fire power and this asset and 
pile it on top of the World War II mili- 
tary machine, and on top of what we 
today have on order. 

Mr. LOHMAN. I thank the Senator. 
He has made his position very clear, but 
I believe that attention should be drawn 
to the fact that his entire thesis, like 
that of many of his colleagues in the 
Senate, is that we are striving for peace 
through strength—strength, either 
through atomic energy or through other 
means —and that we feel that the only 
way to approach and to win our battle 
for peace is through strength. 

Mr. McMAHON. I agree with the 
Senator, and I thank him very much. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT, Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McMAHON. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Arkansas. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
compliment the Senator from Connecti- 
cut on his very fine speech. This is not 
the first time he has invited the atten- 
tion of this body to our objectives. The 
part of his address which particularly 
impressed me, and which I should like 
to have the Senator expand a little, is 
the question of the responsibility for 
our armament. I, as one Member of the 
Senate, without having membership on 
either the Committee on Armed Services 
or the Committee on Appropriations, feel 
very inadequate when it comes to mili- 
tary programs. It seems to me we 
should look to the Senator from Con- 
necticut, who is chairman of the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy, to con- 
strue the approach, because, when we 
are confronted with a budget such as 
we had under consideration last week, 
there is really not much we can do about 
it. I think the Senator and his com- 
mittee must take the lead. Speaking for 
myself, he will find a very willing and re- 
ceptive audience. 

Mr. McMAHON. I thank the Senator 
from Arkansas. I should like to say to 
him that I have supported many of the 
motions which have been made by the 
distinguished Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
Dovcias] to cut the budget as we have 
gone through the consideration of ap- 
propriation bills. As to some of his pro- 
posals, I have not gone along with him. 

But the only chance we have to bring 
about any economies that will really 
loom large against the total expendi- 
ture is in seeking to get security at less 
cost. If we analyze our budget we find 
that military expenditures are approxi- 
mately three-quarters of the total 
budget. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. At least that 
much. 

Mr. McMAHON. So it is there that 
‘we must make reductions. We can- 
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not make them if thereby we are going 
to throw away our security, but if there 
is a way of bringing about greater fire 
power and greater security through the 
use not only of existing weapons, but 
weapons which we can secure at less 
expense, there is an obligation not only 
upon the Senator from Connecticut but 
upon all the other Members of the Senate 
and of the House to see that we do not 
wrap a bandanna around our eyes and 
take everything just as it is handed to us. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator from 
Connecticut made a point which I do not 
think I have heard him make before, 
It was a very important one, namely, 


_that in the preparation of atomic weap- 


ons we are preparing a material that 
has a peacetime use. In other words, 
if we are successful in bringing the 
Russians to their senses, it will not be 
wasted, but, on the contrary, will be a 
great asset, whereas there is nothing 
more useless than an obsolete tank or 
an obsolete airplane. Airplanes seem to 
become obsolete by the time they reach 
the runways. That has a very peculiar 
importance, it seems tome. The prepa- 
ration of orthodox weapons interferes 
with economy much more, I believe, than 
does the preparation of atomic weapons, 
because atomic energy can be availed of 
in our peacetime economy, 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Connecticut yield? 

Mr. McMAHON. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from Minnesota, 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I desire first to pay 
my respects and compliments. to the 
Senator from Connecticut for what I 
consider to be an inspiring and most con- 
structive address. It makes one feel 
that it is a great honor and privilege, 
as it is, to serve in the Senate of the 
United States when one hears such con- 
structive proposals as those which the 
Senator from Connecticut has offered 
today. What I like most about his ad- 
dress, besides its creative and imagina- 
tive areas, particularly in the field of 
atomic energy and atomic warfare, is the 
fact that the proposal came from an 
elected representative of the American 
people. I feel that it is the responsi- 
bility of the Congress not merely to 
criticize the Department of Defense and 
the Department of State for their al- 
leged inadequacies, as we have done on 
many occasions, but to give them some 
creative design for the future. I be- 
lieve that the peoples of the world will 
be more prone to accept a proposal if it 
comes from the elected representatives 
of the people. We pride ourselves on 
the fact that our policy is made by those 
who are elected by the people; in other 
words, by representative government. 

So I wish to pay tribute to the Sena- 
tor from Connecticut, who has held 
forth a bright and shining hope, and 
not merely a forlorn hope. While some 
people turned aside his proposal of 2 
years ago—and a wonderful proposal it 
was—it did have an impact, and I think 
it enabled our President and Secretary 
of State to make more positive peace 
proposals. 

It is a heartening thing to see a fine 
Senator who has dedicated his life to our 
national security come forth with a con- 
structive message, particularly when he 
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has so well pointed out that the Soviets, 
who are really the warmongers and are 
truly aggressors, truly the enslavers, 
have taken unto themselves, paradoxical 
as it seems, the mantle of the peace- 
makers, the mantle of the emancipators, 
and the mantle of those who would care 
for the welfare of the peoples of the 
world. It is indeed a paradoxical situa- 
tion—but one that calls for action on 
our part. 

I hope there will be more voices raised 
of the same tenor as that of the Sena- 
tor from Connecticut, so that when we 
go to the United Nations Assembly it 
will not be only our appointed Ambas- 
sadors who will be speaking for us, but 
men from the Congress, responsible, able 
leaders of the Congress, whose words 
will be ringing through those halls. The 
message of American public opinion 
must be positive and understandable 
so that all peoples may sense the true 
spirit of America—the spirit of peace 
and freedom. This is our heritage. It 
is our confirmed policy and program. 

Mr. McMAHON, I wish to thank the 
Senator from Minnesota from the bot- 
tom of my heart. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Connecticut yield? 

Mr. MCMAHON. I yield to the Senator 
from Vermont. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I did 
not have the advantage of hearing the 
Senator from Connecticut from the very 
start of his address, but I assume he has 
offered a resolution and that it has al- 
ready gone to the desk. 

Mr. MCMAHON, Yes. 

Mr. FLANDERS. I want to say that, 
as the Senator well knows, I feel it is pos- 
sible to speak for the 23 Senators who 
have submitted a resolution of similar 
intent in saying that we all welcome the 
support of each of the sponsors of the 
resolutions directed toward a common 
cause, whatever the differences may be. 

Did I correctly catch in the statement 
of the Senator from Connecticut some 
expression of a feeling that there is a 
time element in this question based on 
the meeting of the Assembly of the 
United Nations in Paris? 

Mr. MCMAHON. The Assembly of the 
United Nations in Paris, in the opinion 
of the Senator from Connecticut, is the 
place where we should make a truly out- 
standing offer of disarmament. That is 
the place in which to make it. That is 
what it is designed for. It is the “town 
meeting” of the world, as the late great 
Arthur Vandenberg called it. We should 
send forth a message which will appeal 
to the common people of the earth so 
that they will rise to our side. 

Mr. FLANDERS. That is a statement 
to which we all subscribe. I would sug- 
gest that there is in the face of this time 
element a shortness of time in this ses- 
sion of the Congress. The Senator from 
Connecticut, perhaps, is in a position to 
present the case of urgency in this mat- 
ter so that we may hope to get some 
expression of opinion from the Senate, 
as representatives of the people, on this 
tremendous subject before we leave this 
building at the end of the session, Iam 
sure I do not have to urge that. I am 
confident the Senator from Connecticut, 
from what he has said and from what I 
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know of him anyway, will do that to the 
best of his ability in the position of in- 
fluence which he occupies. 

Mr. McMAHON. I shall join forces 
with the Senator from Vermont, who has 
contributed so much leadership in this 
great cause, to see what can be done to 
bring that about. 

Mr. FLANDERS. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to submit for appro- 
priate reference the two concurrent 
resolutions referred to by me, the first of 
which is on behalf of myself, favoring 
increased allocations of funds for atomic 
development and production; and the 
second concurrent resolution is on behalf 
of myself, the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. FULBRIGHT], the Senator from Ore- 
gon [Mr. Morse], the junior Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN], the 
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. HEN- 
DRICKSON], the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
GILLETTE], the senior Senator from Ala- 
bama Mr. Hitt], my colleague, the 
junior Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
Benton], the Senator from New York 
(Mr. LEHMAN], the Senator from Michi- 
gan [Mr. Moopy], and the Senator from 
Montana [Mr. Murray], favoring a re- 
duction of armaments and the extensien 
of economic aid to war-ravished coun- 
tries. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Connecticut? The Chair hears 
none, and the concurrent resolutions will 
be received and appropriately referred. 

The concurrent resolution (S. Con. 
Res. 46), submitted by Mr. McManon, 
was referred to the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy, as follows: 

Whereas the cost of military fire power 
based upon atomic bombs is hundreds of 
times cheaper, dollar for dollar, than con- 
ventional explosives; 

Whereas since mid-1945, only 3 cents out 
of each American dollar paid for military 
defense has been spent upon atomic weapons; 

Whereas presont defense expansion plans 


still assign 3 cents in the military dollar to 


these weapons; 

Whereas atomic energy, having already 
revolutionized strategic bombardment, prom- 
ises to revolutionize tactical warfare and to 
play a dominant role in defending against 
massed surface forces; 

Whereas a yital defense against atomic 
attack upon American cities is a speedy and 
massive atomic counterattack upon the 
bases from which an aggressor strikes; 

Whereas recent developments greatly in- 
crease the number and type of atomic weap- 
ons capable of being produced; 

Whereas the same material which powers 
a bomb can also power peacetime dynamos 
and commercial ships and planes; and 

Whereas the atomic weapon is therefore 
the first weapon known to history which is a 
great and ageless treasure as precious for 
peace as for war; Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate of the United 
States (the House of Representatives con- 
curring), That it is the sense of the Con- 
gress— 

That an allocation of 3 cents in each mili- 
tary dollar for our best and cheapest weapon 
is unreasonably and imprudently small; 

That the Army, Navy, and Air Force must 
each be rapidly equipped with atomic weap- 
ons in far greater numbers and variety, 
looking toward more security for the United 
States at lower annual defense budgets; and 
therefore 
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That the United States must go all-out in 
atomic development and production, 


The concurrent resolution (S. Con. 
Res. 47), submitted by Mr. MCMAHON 
(for himself and other Senators), was 
referred to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, as follows: 


Whereas the peoples of the earth are 
plunged, against their will, in an accelerating 
armaments race that involves atomic bombs, 
biological and chemical agents, and conven- 
tional weapons; and 

Whereas the prospect of the hydrogen 
bomb propels the peoples of the earth into 
danger above and beyond anything hereto- 
fore conceived by man; and 

Whereas in history, armaments races have 
always led to war; and 

Whereas the United States is unshakeably 
determined to keep strong so long as its striv- 
ings to halt the armaments race through 
just and dependable international agree- 
ment are thwarted; and 

Whereas United States efforts to achieve 
international control over all weapons do not 
fiow from craven fear or weakness but rather 
from the strength of democratic institutions, 
faith in freedom, belief in the value and 
worth of the human individual everywhere, 
and from trust in Almighty God and His 
laws: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of 
Representatives concurring )— 

That the Congress of the United States ap- 
peal to the peoples of the world to join in 
a great moral crusade for peace and free- 
dom; 

That the Congress of the United States 
advocate and recommend that the next ses- 
sion of the General Assembly of the United 
Nations devote itself to the single purpose 
of stopping the armaments race by speeding 
agreement upon effective and enforceable 
disarmament and control covering conven- 
tional armaments, biological and chemical 
agents, and atomic and h en bombs; 

That the Congress of the United States, as 
tangible evidence of its good faith, pledge it- 
self to appropriate and to make available to 
the United Nations—when an effective and 
enforceable system of world-wide disarma- 
ment and control takes effect—a substantial 
portion of all money saved for a period of 5 
years, such sums to be expended by the 
United Nations for peaceful development of 
atomic energy, technical-assistance programs 
to underdeveloped areas, and general eco- 
nomic aid and assistance to all war-ravaged 
countries; 

That the Congress of the United States call 
upon all other governments to make a like 
pledge; and, therefore, 

That copies of this resolution be trans- 
mitted to the Secretary-General of the United 
Nations and to each United Nations dele- 
gate and also that copies be transmitted to 
the presiding officer of every national parlia- 
ment, congress, and deliberative assembly 
throughout the world. 


WILLIAM M. BOYLE, JR. 


Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. President, 
the letter of Hon. J. Howard McGrath to 
the Senate majority leader with respect 
to my speech of last Friday in substance 
makes three claims. One is that the 
book which I called to the attention of 
the Senate was not published until late 
March 1949. A second point is the state- 
ment that William M. Boyle “held no 
Official title or position with the Demo- 
cratic National Committee until Febru- 
ary 8, 1949.“ The third point made by 
Mr. McGrath’s letter is that at no time 
did Mr. Merl Young hold any official or 
even staff position with the Democratic 
National Committee during the period 
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of October 29, 1947, to August 24, 1949, 
and was merely a volunteer worker. 

Let me take these up point by point. 
On the cover of the book that I called 
to the attention of the Senate Friday 
there appear the following in print—at 
the top, the words “Democracy at 
Work“ —in the center the words Demo- 
cratic National Committee” encircling a 
large star—and at the bottom of the 
cover the numerals “1948.” On the spine 
of the book appear the following in 
print—at the top the words “Democracy 
at Work”—at the bottom a star and 
under it the words “Official proceedings 
of the Democratic National Convention” 
and the numerals “1948.” 

Now Mr. McGrath states that the book 
was not printed until late March 1949, 
but dates in the book identify its time as 
1948. He further states that public re- 
leases of the Democratic National Com- 
mittee and newspaper stories authenti- 
cate the statements of his letter. 

As far as authentication is concerned, 
Mr. President, the book which I showed 
to the Senate Friday itself bears very 
convincing authentication in the fact 
that its pages state that it was compiled 
and edited by Mr. C. Edgar “Ed” Brown, 
who is the assistant publicity director 
of the Democratic National Committee, 
Iam told. The foreword of the book also 
states that members of the staff of the 
Democratic National Committee helped 
assemble the data contained therein. 

I think that beyond question the book 
itself contains the written proof of its 
official standing with the Democratic 
National Committee and clearly shows 
the date as 1948 and not 1949. If the 
book is of 1949 vintage it is certainly 
not evident from anything in the book 
for everything else indicates its vintage 
is 1948. 

Mr. McGrath states that the book 
Democracy at Work was not published 
until late March, 1949. He offers as 
proof of this a press release of March 
30, 1949 which announces that copies of 
this book were presented to President 
Truman, Vice President. Barkley, Sena- 
tor J. Howard McGrath and William M. 
Boyle, Jr. on that date. 

This is somewhat confusing, Mr. Presi- 
dent, when a considerable number of 
copies of this book were sold prior to 
“late March, 1949,” 

In fact, Mr. President, I am told that 
sale of the book was made prior to the 
time of the public announcement by the 
Democratic National Committee that 
Mr. Boyle had become executive vice 
chairman—an announcement which Mr. 
McGrath emphasizes in his letter to the 
Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCFARLAND]. 

A second point is the statement that 
Mr. Boyle held no official title until Feb- 
ruary 8, 1949. 

Now I want to be fair and accurate on 
this—and so I quote the exact words of 
Mr. McGrath on this point. He wrote: 

William M. Boyle, Jr. came to the Wash- 
ington headquarters of the party at my re- 
quest shortly after the nominating conven- 
tion of the party. He was given no title 
whatsoever and the work that I asked him 


to do consisted almost wholly in arranging 
the President’s campaign trips. 
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And further on in the letter, Mr. Mc- 
Grath states: 

Thus, you will see that Mr. Boyle held no 
Official title or position with the Democratic 
National Committee until February 8. 
1949. 


Mr. McGrath offers as proof of these 
statements, a press release of the Demo- 
cratic National Committee dated Feb- 
ruary 8, 1949. Mr. McGrath has offered 
this press release as evidence. I will ac- 
cept it as evidence—but not in the man- 
ner that Mr. McGrath seeks for it to 
be accepted. 

Mr. President, I accept it as evidence 
that contrary to the denials of Mr. Boyle 
and Mr. McGrath, it shows that Mr. 
Boyle did have a title and a position in 
his work during the 1948 campaign for 
the Democratic National Committee. 

I call the attention of the Senate to 
the second paragraph of the Democratic 
National Committee press release by 
which Mr. McGrath seeks to authenti- 
cate the den‘als of Mr. Boyle and him- 
self. That paragraph states: 

Senator McGrath announced the appoint- 
ment of Boyle, who helped to plan President 
Truman's campaign tours as an assistant 
to McGrath, after the two had visited with 
President Truman. 


There it is in black and white right 
straight from the Democratic National 
Committee and an announcement by Mr. 
McGrath himself that Mr. Boyle had 
served as “assistant” to Mr. McGrath in 
the 1948 campaign. 

If further corroboration is sought, one 
need look only to page 543 of the book, 
Democracy at Work, where Mr. Mc- 
Grath is listed as chairman of the Dem- 
ocratic National Ccmmittee and where 
Mr. Boyle is listed as assistant to chair- 
man. This, Mr. President, is a separate 
and distinct listing from the one on the 
picture page between pages 412 and 413, 
where Mr. Boyle’s picture appears with 
the listing of “Executive vice chairman, 
Democratic National Committee,” and 
Mr. E. Merl Young’s picture appears with 
the listing of assistant to William Mar- 
shall Boyle, Jr. 

It seems that Mr. Boyle has had sey- 
eral titles at the Democratic National 
Committee during the times that he 
sandwiched in between his lucrative 
law practice—executive assistant to the 
chairman, assistant to the chairman, 
executive vice chairman, and chairman. 
It would, indeed, be strange and unusual 
if he did not have a title during the 1948 
campaign—contrary to the protestations 
made. 

Mr. Boyle and Mr. McGrath have 
identified Mr. Boyle as merely a volun- 
teer worker in the 1948 campaign. The 
implication is that Mr. Boyle was just 
one of those people who came into the 
headquarters and offered their services, 
and of no particular importance or sig- 
nificance. 

The official book I have quoted from 
is not consistent with these statements— 
the official book compiled and edited by 
the assistant publicity director of the 
Democratic National Committee. 

Apparently Mr. Boyle was not just one 
of many people without significance 
who came into the Democratic head- 
quarters, for, according to the sworn 
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testimony of Mr. Merl Young, Mr. Boyle 
was apparently important enough to 
have at least one assistant, as on page 
619 of the hearings of the Fulbright sub- 
committee on February 21, 1951, Mr. 
Young stated that Mr. Boyle was at the 
committee helping out during the cam- 
paign and immediately after the cam- 
paign and that he, Mr. Merl Young, “was 
assisting him in any way with the com- 
mittee that” he could. 

Further evidence that Mr. Boyle was 
not just another run-of-the-mill person 
congregating at headquarters but rather 
was a person important enough to rate 
an official title during that campaign 
whether he did or not is found in the 
sworn testimony of Mr. Young. On page 
832 of part 2 of the hearings of the Ful- 
bright committee, Mr. Young identified 
a letter dated December 6, 1948, written 
to him by Mr. W. H. Kittrell, of Dallas, 
Tex., which said: 

Dear MERL: A few days ago I wrote Don 
Dawson a report on the campaign in Texas 
insofar as I was able to observe it, and I 
have since written a supplement to the re- 
port correcting a couple of omissions and 
listing some disappointments we had. I 
am enclosing herewith a copy of the re- 
port, and I am sending one to Bill Boyle at 
the National Committee for the party’s 
records, if he wants to use it. It was a 
pleasure to work with fellows like you and 
Bill and Don. 

Sincerely, 
W. H. KITTRELL. 


On page 834, Mr. Young stated the 
following about this letter: 

Senator, I believe, but I may be wrong, it 
has to do with contributions down there. 


Mr. President, whether Mr. Boyle had 
a title for the records or not, he ap- 
parently was important enough to re- 
ceive a report, “for the party’s records.” 
Now it is obvious that run-of-the-mill 
volunteer workers around the headquar- 
ters are not sent reports “for the party’s 
records.” Apparently Mr. Boyle was at 
least acting in some official capacity, 
whether with or without benefit of 
title, in keeping some records for the 
party. 

On the picture page between pages 
428 and 429 of the book I showed to 
the Senate last Friday, there appear pic- 
tures of individuals under the printed 
words of “Members of William M. Boyle’s 
staff during 1948 presidential cam- 
paign.” Those three individuals are 
listed as Donald M. Lathrom, Daniel J. 
Hanlon and Max Siskind. Now I want 
to repeat so that there will be no mis- 
understanding. The printed words at 
the top of this page are, “Members of 
William M. Boyle’s staff during 1948 
presidential campaign.” 

Mr. McGrath and Mr. Boyle say that 
Mr. Boyle did not have a title during the 
1948 campaign and that he was just 
another volunteer worker. Does it not 
seem strange that a mere volunteer 
worker would have a staff during the 
1948 campaign—not only that but a 
staff important enough to occupy one 
page of the book with their pictures and 
under the words “Members of William 
M. Boyle’s staff during 1948 presidential 
campaign.” 

I remind the Senate that this book 
with its printed words and pictures was 
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compiled and edited by C. Edgar “Ed” 
Brown, identified to me as the Assistant 
Publicity Director of the Democratic 
National Committee. The book in more 
than one place lists Mr. Boyle with an 
Official title. It lists “Members of Wil- 
liam M. Boyle’s staff during 1948 presi- 
dential campaign.” 

There was a William M. Boyle staff at 
the Democratic National Committee dur- 
ing the 1948 campaign. Could it be that 
Mr. William M. Boyle became so impor- 
tant at the Democratic National Com- 
mittee headquarters that the mere name 
of William M. Boyle was tantamount to 
an official title? Who ever heard of a 
man with a staff of at least four assist- 
ants—Young, Siskind, Hanlon, and 
Lathrom—who did not have a title? 
Title indicates authority and responsi- 
bility. Mr. Boyle obviously had enough 
authority and responsibility to at least 
have a staff of four or more assistants— 
who got titles themselves as members of 
the Boyle staff or as designated assist- 
ants tohim. It is strange that such au- 
thority vested with a staff was allegedly 
not accompanied by a title. 

Mr. President, I find this “hokus- 
pokus, presto-chango” story on titles and 
no titles most unconvincing. 

I think that Mr. Boyle, Mr. McGrath, 
and the assistant director of publicity of 
the Democratic National Committee bet- 
ter get together and straighten out their 
stories on this—the printed book story, 
the press release offered by Mr. McGrath, 
and the denials made since my speech. 

A third point raised in the McGrath 
statement is that Mr. Merl Young did not 
hold any official or staff position with the 
Democratic National Committee during 
the period from October 29, 1947, to Au- 
gust 24, 1949. Mr. McGrath states that 
the book was not published until late 
March 1949, 

Mr. President, I submit that Mr. Mc- 
Grath cannot blow both hot and cold on 
this matter. On the picture page be- 
tween pages 412 and 413 of the book 
where Mr. Boyle’s picture appears at the 
top of the page with the printed words, 
“Executive vice chairman, Democratic 
National Committee,” there appears at 
the bottom of the page the picture of 
Mr. E. Merl Young with the printed 
words, Assistant to William Marshal 
Boyle.” 

There is nothing ambiguous about this. 
There it is in black and white. Remem- 
ber Mr. McGrath states that Mr. Young 
did not hold any official or staff position 
with the Democratic National Committee 
between October 29, 1947, and August 24, 
1949. Yet, according to Mr. McGrath, 
this book was published in late March 
1949. And if I know the calendar cor- 
rectly, March 1949 falls within the period 
of October 29, 1947, and August 24, 
1949—-which means that Mr. Young was 
an official and did hold a staff position 
with the Democratic National Committee 
some time in 1948 or 1949, prior to the 
publication of this book. 

I ask now if when statements are 
made that Mr. Boyle was not an official 
of the Democratic National Committee 
but rather a mere volunteer worker—I 
ask if those statements are made the 
same way as are the denials that Mr. 
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Young held any official position with the 
Democratic National Committee. 

The pictures and the printed words in 
the book and the denials indicate that 
something somewhere is awfully wrong 
in the records or the memories of top 
people with the Democratic National 
Committee. 

And on the subject of whether Mr. 
Young was an assistant to Mr. Boyle 
at the Democratic National Committee 
or not, let us look at another printed 
yolume—part 2 of the hearings of the 
Fulbright subcommittee at page 619 
where Mr. Young stated that during the 

` 1948 campaign and immediately after 
the campaign he was “assisting” Mr, 
Boyle in any way with the committee 
that he could. Mr. Young, by his sworn 
statement, was assisting Mr. Boyle—he 
did not state that he was assisting any- 
one else—apparently Mr. Boyle’s job was 
important enough for Mr. Young to 
devote his time to helping Mr. Boyle 
specifically rather than having the gen- 
eral assignment that run-of-the-mill 
volunteer workers at headquarters get. 

Mr. President, at the hearing of the 
Elections Subcommittee on September 
13, 1951, I stated to Mr. Boyle that I 
had received reports that during the 
1948 presidential campaign Mr. Merl 
Young had taken calls coming in to 
the Democratic headquarters in Wash- 
ington from the presidential campaign 
train in Mr. Boyle’s absence. I then 
asked Mr. Boyle what he knew about 
this and what the status of Mr. Merl 
Young was or had been at the head- 
quarters of the Democratic National 
committee. 

I was interested in the veracity of 
these reports since Mr. Young had fig- 
ured so prominently in the Fulbright 
subcommittee investigation of the RFC, 
symbolized greatly in the public eye by 
the pastel mink coat that Mrs. Young 
had received. 

In his answer, Mr. Boyle character- 
ized himself as a volunteer worker—one 
of the millions of volunteers in the cam- 
paign. He said that he was just 
another one of the volunteer workers, 
as was, “a man named Merl Young.” 

It is interesting the detached way in 
which he referred to Mr. Young as “a 
man named Merl Young.” The implica- 
tion is that to Mr. Boyle, Mr. Merl Young 
was just another one of the many volun- 
teer workers without any significance or 
any special role—just a man named 
Merl Young. 

Yet, this is the same Merl Young as 
the one whose picture appears on the 
picture page between pages 412 and 413 
of the book I have referred to with the 
printed identification of “Assistant to 
William Marshall Boyle, Jr.” 

Just a man named Merl Young—but 
the same Merl Young who testified un- 
der oath to the Fulbright subcommittee 
at page 626 of part 2 of the hearings that 
he worked almost every night for the 
Democratic National Committee for 2 
months in the 1848 campaign. 

Just a man named Merl Young—but 
the same Merl Young who stated at 

pages 626 and 627 of the record of the 
hearing that he traveled to Chicago, 
Cleveland, Boston, New York, and Kan- 
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sas City during the campaign—with Mr, 
Boyle. 

Just a man named Merl Young—but 
the same Merl Young who stated at page 
627 of the hearing that he traveled with 
President Truman during the last week 
of the 1948 campaign. 

Just a man named Merl Young—but 
the same Merl Young who received a 
copy of a report sent by W. H. Kittrell to 
Mr. Boyle on the campaign in Texas—a 
report for the party’s records. See page 
832 of the Fulbright subcommittee hear- 
ing record. 

Just a man named Merl Young—but 
the same Merl Young who testified un- 
der oath at page 619 that he assisted 
Mr. Boyle during the campaign and im- 
mediately after the campaign in any 
way with the Democratic National 
Committee that he could. 

Just a man named Merl Young—but 
the same Merl Young who sat at the 
same small table with Mr. William M. 
Boyle, Jr., at the official dinner of the 
Truman-Barkley Clubs at the Mayflower 
Hotel on January 18, 1949, in Washing- 
ton, D. C.—to be specific at table 9—and 
from the picture it looks at though he 
and Mr. Boyle were the only men at that 
table 9. 

Just a man named Merl Young— 
but the same Merl Young whose im- 
portance at the Democratic National 
Committee continued on into the 1950 
campaign as reported in the October 23, 
1950 issue of Life magazine at page 34 
with reference to a barnstorming politi- 
cal Democratic tour. The article stated 
that the “trip was set by Merl Young, 
an astute Missourian whose wife Lo- 
retta is one of President Truman’s secre- 
taries. Young went along to keep things 
moving, the local politicos happy and 
national headquarters informed of prog- 
ress by daily phone calls.“ 


Just a man named Merl Young—but: 


the same Merl Young who has been 
characterized by some people working 
around the Washington campaign head- 
quarters of the Democratic National 
Committee as being the right-hand man 
of Mr. Boyle. 

Can it be the plan to make the al- 
legedly unimportant Mr. Young the 
“fall guy’’? g 

Strange as it may seem, Mr. Presi- 
dent, I do not find Mr. Boyle very con- 
vincing in his detached way of referring 
to Merl Young as merely one of many 
volunteer workers and just “a man 
named Merl Young” with the implica- 
tion that Merl Young was of no spe- 
cial significance to him. The pictures, 
the printed word of the Democratic book, 
the sworn testimony of Mr. Merl Young 
himself—all these show that Mr. Merl 
Young was pretty important to Mr. Wil- 
liam M. Boyle in the 1948 campaign and 
thereafter. 

In response to my question, Mr. Boyle 
stated that he had only “a little room 
about as big as that desk” at the head- 
quarters during the campaign. That is 
not consistent with the information 
given to me that Mr. Boyle moved in Mr. 
McGrath's room at Democratic National 
Headquarters around September 4, 
1948—and that room has been described 
to me as being in the neighborhood of 
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the size of 34 feet by 20 feet. If that is 
true, it is a pretty big desk. 

This particular room has also been 
described to me as not being like a hotel 
lobby where anyone could walk in and out 
any time as Mr. Boyle inferred—but 
rather as a strictly private office for 
Mr. McGrath and then for Mr. 
Boyle. I am told that regardless of title 
or no title that from September 1948 on 
Mr. Boyle was the top man—the head of 
the office—at the Democratic National 
Headquarters in Washington. 

Mr. President, perhaps the most 
significant page in the Democratic book 
Democracy at Work is the picture 
page between pages 428 and 429, It 
clearly shows that Mr. Boyle had a staff 
in the 1948 campaign—whether he had 
an official, unofficial, or no title. He was 
important enough to have a staff—a 
staff that was important enough to get 
one picture page devoted to it. For at 
the top of that page are the printed 
words, Members of William M. Boyle’s 
staff during 1948 presidential campaign.” 

Below that heading appear pictures of 
three men. Two of these men—Mr. 
Max Siskind and Mr. Daniel J. Hanlon— 
I am informed, are former law partners 
of Mr. Boyle. I invite the attention of 
the Senate Investigations Subcommittee 
to this book and particularly to this 
page. I suggest that the subcommittee 
call Mr. Max Siskind, whose name has 
been mentioned in the Lithofold case, 


and ask him about his connection with 


the Democratic National Committee and 
the retention of his and Mr. Boyle’s law 
firm by the American Lithofold Corp. I 
suggest that the subcommittee call Mr. 
Daniel J. Hanlon and ask him if he was 
in any way connected with the legal 
controversy of Stanley Dollar with the 
Government over the American Presi- 
dent Line. 3 

Mr. President, it might literally be 
said that I had thrown the book at Mr. 
Boyle and his associates—a Democratic 
Party official book bearing the title 
“Democracy at Work.” Perhaps Mr. 
Boyle and his associates can explain 
what seem to me to be most obvious 
inconsistencies in denials of connection 
with the Democratic National Committee 
and its work. 

But, Mr. President, I think that the 
Mr. Boyle and his associates in politics 
and business mentioned in my statement 
should go before the Senate Investiga- 
tions Subcommittee and under oath give 
that subcommittee all the information 
they can to settle this matter one way 
or the other, to ascertain and set definite 
dates in this constant weaving of Mr. 
Boyle, his business associates, and mem- 
bers of his law firm back and forth 
between their work for the Democratic 
National Committee and their lucrative 
private work for business clients on loans 
and contracts with the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

Mr. McCARRAN obtained the floor. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Nevada yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Neety in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Nevada yield to the Senator from 
Delaware? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 
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Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Maine [Mrs. SMITH] has 
just called the attention of the Senate 
to certain discrepancies in the testi- 
mony of Mr. William M. Boyle and his 
claim that he was not associated with 
the Democratic National Committee in 
1948. I wish also to call the attention 
of the Senate to the fact that now, ap- 
parently, we have established a record 
that Mr. Boyle was at least associated 
with the Democratic National Commit- 
tee on February 8, 1949. 

I may say that I think the Senator 
from Maine has done an excellent job in 
establishing the fact that Mr. Boyle 
was associated with the Democratic Na- 
tional Committee even prior to that date. 
However, there seems to be no doubt 
whatever that on February 8, 1949, Mr. 
Boyle was appointed vice chairman of 
the Democratic National Committee. 
That is mentioned in the letter signed 
by the Honorable J. Howard McGrath, 
which was incorporated in the CONGRES- 
SIONAL Recorp on yesterday. February 8, 
1949 is also the date of a press release 
which appeared in the New York Times, 
which release was inserted in the Con- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD on yesterday. That 
press release carries an announcement by 
President Truman that William Boyle 
was, as of that date, appointed execu- 
tive vice chairman of the Democratic 
National Committee. 

With further reference to the Ameri- 
can Lithofold Corp. case, which has 
been mentioned rather prominently 
lately, I wish to point out that the ap- 
plication of that corporation for an RFC 
loan was rejected three times. The third 
rejection occurred on February 28, 1949, 
20 days after the date upon which it 
seems that William M. Boyle was defi- 
nitely appointed executive vice chair- 
man of the Democratic National Com- 
mittee. 

I now hold in my hand a photostatic 
copy of a check dated February 28, 1949. 
The check is reported to be the first 
check Mr. Boyle received from the 
American Lithofold Corp. The check is 
drawn by the American Lithofold Corp., 
payable to the order of William M. Boyle, 
dated February 28, 1949, check No. 11201, 
drawn on the Baden Bank of St. Louis, 
Mo., 8217 North Broadway, St. Louis, 
Mo., and signed by H. W. Stanhope and 
Lee Bergmann. 

I also have before me a photostatic 
copy of another check, No. 976, dated 
April 15, 1949, payable to William O. 
Boyle, endorsed for deposit only, Wil- 
liam M. Boyle, Jr.“ The check is signed 
for the American Lithofold Corp., by 
Lee Bergmann and H. W. Stanhope; and 
the check is drawn on the same bank 
on which the other check was drawn. 

The significant part of this matter 
is that the first check to William M. 
Boyle was made payable on the same 
day, February 28, 1949, that the applica- 
tion of the American Lithofold Corp. for 
a loan was rejected for the third time. 
Three days later, after Mr. Boyle was 
employed, the loan application was 
approved. 

William Boyle has said that he had 
nothing whatever to do with influencing 
the making of the loan, and he has said 
that he did not intercede in any manner 
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whatever in that connection. However, 
the testimony of at least two witnesses 
who testified before the committee under 
oath is that William Boyle did intercede 
with the RFC on behalf of this corpo- 
ration for the making of the loan. The 
record clearly shows that the corpora- 
tion received the loan after it hired Mr. 
Boyle, and one of these witnesses testi- 
fied that it was on February 28, 1949, 
that Mr. Boyle called Harley Hise, Direc- 
tor of the RFC. 

I am turning these checks over to the 
committee, in the hope that the com- 
mittee will call Mr. Boyle and will place 
him under oath, and will do likewise with 
Mr. Siskind, Mr. Boyle’s partner, and 
will ask them whether they did work 
in behalf of the loan; and if not, just 
what Mr. Boyle was paid for. 

All of us know that a lawyer is not 
hired and paid $250 or $500 a month for 
nothing; and all of us know that either 
Mr. Boyle was working on the loan the 
corporation received shortly thereafter, 
or he was working for some other pur- 
pose; and it should be very easy for Mr. 
Boyle to state what he was working for. 

Also we should know what financial 
arrangement there was for dividing as 
between Mr. Siskind and Mr. Boyle the 
funds received; I refer to any funds 
which might have been turned over to 
Mr. Boyle after the time when he took 
over this office, and after he supposedly 
separated from the firm. In fairness to 
Mr. Boyle he should have the opportu- 
nity to explain his side of the case. 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Nevada yield, to permit me 
to make a brief statement in reply to 
the Senator from Maine? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
desire to address the Senate on the un- 
finished business which is before the 
Senate. I do not care to become in- 
volved in the situation which appears to 
have arisen this afternoon. 

I shall yield now to the Senator from 
Rhode Island. However, I hope I may 
have the floor when he concludes; and I 
shall try to be on my feet at that time, 
so that the Chair will see me. 

I yield now to the Senator from Rhode 
Island, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Rhode Island is recog- 
nized. 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, I desire 
to speak briefly in reply to the address 
just concluded by the Senator from 
Maine [Mrs. SMITH]. 

I do not wish to go at all into the ques- 
tion of the work of the committee. I 
simply wish to comment on the refer- 
ence to the work of the Democratic Na- 
tional Committee and the publication 
issued about the last Democratic Na- 
tional Convention. I do this as vice 
chairman of the Democratic National 
Committee. I think a few words in re- 
gard to the publication and the work of 
the Democratic National Committee are 
not out of place. 

Let me say at the very beginning that 
I think the Senator from Maine was 
quite justified in most of her statements 
based on the book; but I wish to say 
that the book itself was misleading. 
The book, of which I have a copy before 


~me at this time, is entitled “Democracy 
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at Work.” That book was to correspond 
with the reports of the Democratic Na- 
tional Convention which had been issued 
every 4 years theretofore. However, 
this time it differed in some respects. 
Instead of being published by the Demo- 
cratic National Committee, the Phila- 
delphia local committee, which played 
host to the convention, in seeking to 
raise funds asked the Democratic Na- 
tional Committee whether it would per- 
mit the local committee to publish the 
book, and to publish a little more pre- 
tentious book, and to permit the local 
committee to retain the proceeds. Un- 
fortunately, that hope of proceeds was 
not realized. However, that has noth- 
ing to do with the point now before us. 

The book was enlarged over what it 
had been in previous years; that was 
done by means of the incorporation of 
pictures and portraits and other mate- 
rial. The book is very valuable for much 
of the material it contains, but the book 
is very misleading as to some of the 
material which was included as an 
addition. 

It is true that an employee of the 
Democratic National Committee, a man 
by the name of Brown, was cited as the 
editor of the book; and the Democratic 
National Committee gave a great deal of 
help in supplying material for the book. 
However, it is only partially responsible, 
but not entirely so for the edition of 
the book; and Mr. Brown, who has been 
referred to, was not an official of the 
Democratic National Committee, but was 
an employee. Most of the other persons 
mentioned by the Senator from Maine 
were also employees, not officials of the 
Democratic National Committee. The 
Democratic organizations, national, 
State, and local, are largely supported 
by volunteer workers, who give their 
time because of their interest in the 
cause, and who are not paid for it. Mr. 
Boyle occupied such a position for a 
number of years; he was simply a volun- 
teer worker. Then, later—to bear in 
mind the chronology—in 1949, which was 
after the Democratic National Conven- 
tion and after the Presidential campaign, 
he was appointed executive vice chair- 
man, on an unsalaried basis. That 
appears in a statement which was given 
to the press at the time. As executive 
vice chairman, he was still rated as a 
volunteer worker and on an unsalaried 
basis. It was not until the next month 
that this book, called “Democracy at 
Work,” was published. The title given 
to Mr. Boyle in the portion of the book 
relating to him, was, as the Senator from 
Maine stated, the title which he had 
assumed in February 1949, but which he 
did not hold during the 1948 campaign. 
Mr. Boyle was not elected chairman of 
the National Committee, succeeding At- 
torney General McGrath, until August 
24, 1949. So most of these events, if we 
bear in mind their sequence, show that 
they are entirely consistent with Mr. 
Boyle's statements made at the hearings 
before the committee. 

In order to show—as I think I should— 
how unreliable the book is, it was not 
only in the case of Mr. Boyle that mis- 
takes were made. The mistakes were 
not made in the final record of the con- 
vention proceedings, Those proceedings 
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were prepared by the Democratic Na- 
tional Committee and given to the local 
committee for publication in this book. 
But the editors of the book included pic- 
tures of volunteer workers, as well as 
pictures of regular officials, whether paid 
or unpaid. That was done in an effort 
to give public recognition to these per- 
sons who had given services and who re- 
ceived no other reward. There was a 
certain amount of glory attached to hav- 
ing their pictures in the book. 

The book was in preparation for some 
months, and did not come out until 
March 30, 1949. At that time the titles 
attached to a number of the persons 
whose portraits were printed in the book 
ceased to be accurate. For instance, on 
page 154 appears a photograph of the 
late Joseph L. Blythe, who is identified 
in the book as national treasurer of 
the Democratic National Committee; 
but, at the time the book was published, 
Mr. Blythe was dead. There was also a 
picture of Mrs. Mary C. Zirkle, identified 
as acting treasurer of the committee, 
a title which she did not assume until 
after Mr. Blythe had died. Both titles 
were incorrect. 

On page 176 Welburn Mayock is iden- 
tified as general counsel for the Demo- 
cratic National Committee. He did not 
hold that position at any time during 
either 1948 or 1949. His photograph 
appears a second time on the page fac- 
ing 400, and he is there listed as an 
official of one of the local Democratic 
clubs. On page 542—— 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. GREEN. I yield to the Senator 
from Maine. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Would the 
Senator from Rhode Island agree with 


me that the fact that the name of the- 


1948 national treasurer of the Demo- 
cratic National Committee, who later 
died, was used in this way help to iden- 
tify or set the date of the publication 
of the book as the proceedings of the 
previous year? 

Mr. GREEN. On page 154 there is 
a large full-page picture. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. President, 
would the Senator from Rhode Island 
agree with me that the fact that the 
picture of this deceased treasurer was 
used in this publication, which is re- 
ported to have been distributed in 1949, 
set the date of the publication of the 
proceedings as in 1948, as explained by 
the jurior Senator from Maine? The 
fact that the gentleman was not living 
at that time, but that his name was still 
used as tha treasurer, would more exactly 
fix the date as in 1948, would it not? 

Mr. GREEN. Ido not get the reason- 
ing. At the time the book was published, 
the gentleman had died. 

Mrs. SMITE: of Maine. During the 
National Democratic Convention, the 
same gentleman was treasurer of the 
committee, was he not? 

Mr. GREEN. That is correct. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Would that 
not, then, place the date of this book 
in 1948, rather than in 1949? 

Mr. GREEN. Of course, all the pro- 
ceedings of the convention were in 1948. 
Much of the material of the book re- 
lated t> 1948, but the book was not 
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published until 1949; and whoever pro- 
vided the illustrations must have—as an 
afterthought, I suppose; I do not know— 
telephoned Washington and said, “Please 
let us have your picture. We want to 
put it in the book. We should like to 
put it in the book.” So he got the photo- 
graphs at that time, and put them in 
the bock. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Then the 
Senator from Rhode Island would agree 
with the Senator from Maine that this 
is the book covering the proceedings 
in 1948, rather than in 1949, would he 
not? 

Mr. GREEN. Certainly, the conven- 
tion of 1948, but, unfortunately, a good 
deal of the material—well, I will not say 
“unfortunately”’—‘fortunately,” I will 
say, some of the material related to 1949, 
when the bock was published, March 30, 
1949. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield further? 

Mr. GREEN. Certainly. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Would not 
that, then, indicate very clearly that 
this book was prepared in 1948, and pub- 
lished in 1949? 

Mr. GREEN. I cannot say it was pre- 
pared in 1948, no; but it gave the facts 
of the convention, which occurred in 
1948. That is all I can say. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Would the 
Senator from Rhode Island advise the 
Senator from Maine when Mr. Blythe 
died? 

Mr. GREEN. What I am saying is 
that the book was brought up to date 
in 1949. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Will the Sen- 
ator from Rhode Island advise me when 
Mr. Blythe died? 

Mr. GREEN. He died in 1949. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Does the Sen- 
ator know what the date was? 

Mr. GREEN. I think it was in Jan- 
uary, but I am not sure. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. This is a 1948 
campaign picture, is it not? 

Mr. GREEN. Ido not know. It was 
taken before his death; I can assure the 
Senator of that. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. The Senator 
will agree that there is no indication in 
the book that the man is dead. 

Mr. GREEN. No; except that it puts 
a picture of his successor in, also, as 
acting treasurer, which she was not. 

Mr. President, I can skip a number 
of illustrations, but I want to give one 
or two more. 

On page 543 Mr. Boyle is listed incor- 
rectly as an assistant to the chairman, 
although on the page facing 412 he is 
identified as the executive vice chair- 
man, a position he held when the book 
was published, but did not hold during 
the campaign. So the two pictures are 
inconsistent. 

On the same page appears a photo- 
graph of E. Merl Young, identified not 
as a committee official, but as an assist- 
ant to Mr. Boyle. Attorney General 
McGrath's letter shows that Mr. Young 
was never on the national committee 
staff. 

Of course, it is very unfortunate that 
these errors and inconsistencies slipped 
into what is in general a useful book 
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of reference. We cannot change what 
has been done, but I take this opportu- 
nity to call the attention of Members 
of the Senate to these errors so that they 
will not be misled by them into making 
unfounded charges against anyone af- 
fected by the errors. It is very natural 
that one should be misled, I admit, but 
I hope no one will be misled in the future. 

I regret to have taken so much time 
to make the record clear, but I feel that 
in view of the seriousness of the charges 
made by the Senator from Maine, Mr. 
Boyle and the Members of this body are 
entitled to have the facts made a part 
of the records of the Senate. I feel sure 
that the junior Senator from Maine will 
agree with me that this is fair and just. 
From what I know of her I feel that 
she means to be entirely fair in the 
matter. 

I am not making any comment on the 
testimony of Mr. Boyle, although what 
I have read of.it seems to me to show 
no inconsistency with the facts which 
have been proved. I doubt very much 
if the junior Senator from Maine would 
like to take the position that there may 
be guilt by association, if there is any 
guilt at all in the matter. But the 
chronology should be borne in mind. 
Mr. McGrath was chairman of the Dem- 
ocratic National Committee from Oc- 
tober 1947, to August 1949. During that 
time Mr. Boyle was a volunteer worker 
in the Washington headquarters with 
many other volunteer workers. On Feb- 
ruary 8, 1949, Mr. Boyle was appointed 
executive vice chairman on an unsal- 
aried basis, as was shown by the press 
release which has already been given to 
the Senate. On March 30, the book on 
Democracy at Work was published. On 
April 20 Mr. Boyle went on a full-time 
salary basis as executive vice chairman. 
That is the first time he became a sal- 
aried official. On August 24, on the 
resignation of Mr. McGrath, Mr. Boyle 
was elected chairman of the national 
committee, succeeding Mr. McGrath. ' 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? i 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Nevada has the floor and 
has yielded to the Senator from Rhode 
Island. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Nevada yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield, first, to the 
Senator from Delaware. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Am I correct in say- 
ing that we all agree that William Boyle 
was the executive vice-chairman of the 
Democratic National Committee in 1949? 

Mr. GREEN. On February 8, 1949, he 
was appointed without salary. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. There is no ques- 
tion that at the time he took the $250 
check he was serving in his capacity 
as—— 

Mr. GREEN. If my arithmetic is cor- 
rect, it would be 12 days later. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. It would be 20 days 
later; but that does not make too much 
difference. 

Mr. GREEN. I am not discussing 
those elements of the problem. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. There would be no 
misunderstanding that it is true, as two 
witnesses have testified, that Boyle was 
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serving as vice chairman of the Demo- 
cratic Naticnal Committee at the time 
the loan was made. 

Mr. GREEN. I am not familiar with 
the testimony that has been given. Iam 
simply giving the facts as I know them. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The facts are that 
on February 28 the loan was rejected for 
the third time, but it was approved 4 
days after the check was written. 

Mr. GREEN. Is the Senator making 
a speech, or asking a question? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I am asking what 
the Senator from Rhode Island thinks 
about that. 

Mr. GREEN. I have already informed 
the Senator that I am not going to dis- 
cuss the evidence. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Apparently the Sen- 
ator from Rhode Island is trying to dis- 
sociate Mr. Boyle from the transaction, 
and I am wondering what position he 
was holding at that time. 

Mr. GREEN. The Senator may con- 
tinue to wonder. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
yield to the Senator from Maine. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. The Senator 
from Maine wishes to thank the distin- 
guished Senator from Rhode Island for 
his kind references to her. Since the 
Senator from Rhode Island says that the 
book is misleading, is it possible that the 
statements of the Democratic National 
Committee and Mr. Boyle are misleading 
as well? 

Mr. GREEN. No; because it is not the 
work of the Democratic National Com- 
mittee alone. It contributed all the data, 
but, so far as the pictures and some of 
the other material contributed are con- 
cerned, they were contributed by the 
Philadelphia committee. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Will the Sen- 
ator from Rhode Island tell me whether 
the records and proceeds of the local 
committee referred to have been turned 
over to Mr. Boyle? 

Mr. GREEN. The Senator will have to 
apply to the local committee to learn 
that. I do not have that information. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. One more 
question, if the Senator from Nevada 
will be so kind as to yield further. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 

Mrs, SMITH of Maine. Is it not true 
that the local committee was formed for 
the purpose of complying with the Cor- 
rupt Practices Act and the Hatch Act, 
since the Democratic National Commit- 
tee had to return the $200,000 it received 
from the chamber of commerce in Phil- 
adelphia for holding the convention 
there? 

Mr. GREEN. The understanding was 


that the local committee should publish- 


the book and retain the proceeds. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Did not the 
National Committee receive the pro- 
ceeds? 

Mr. GREEN. There were not any to 
receive, I am sorry to say. It was nota 
success financially. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Will the Sen- 
ator from Rhode Island advise the Sen- 
ator from Maine whether the Democratic 
National Committee turned over the 
$200,000 to the local committee? 

Mr. GREEN. That has nothing to do 
with the information I have already giv- 
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en the Senate. I do not care to go into 
that. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. The junior 
Senator from Maine is somewhat in 
doubt about this local committee, and 
that is the fact we are trying to estab- 
lish. It seems to me it was a front for 
the Democratic National Committee. 

Mr. GREEN. I do not so understand. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. I thank the 
Senator. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Nevada yield for one 
moment? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield for one 
question, and the Senator from Rhode 
Island will have to protect himself in the 
clinches, I[Laughter.!] 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I previously called 
the attention of the Senator from Rhode 
Island to the $250 check to Mr. Boyle 
dated February 28, drawn by the Ameri- 
can Lithofold Corp., which company had 
just been rejected a third time for the 
loan. I wonder if the Senator from 
Rhode Island is aware of the fact that 
in the testimony before the Senate in- 
vestigating committee this morning one 
of the witnesses testified that on Feb- 
ruary 28, 1949, the same day on which 
this check is drawn, 20 days after he was 
appointed executive vice chairman of the 
Democratic National Committee, Mr. 
Boyle called Harley Hise, the chairman 
of the RFC, in reference to the loan of 
the American Lithofold Corp. 

Mr. GREEN. I know nothing about 
the testimony given this morning. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. In view of the con- 
flict between the statement of this wit- 
ness and Mr. Boyle’s statement that he 
had nothing to do with the matter, does 
not the Senator from Rhode Islanc agree 
with me that the Senate committee has 
no alternative than to call Mr. Boyle? 

Mr. GREEN. No, I shall have to have 
more substantial foundation than 
opinions. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. We have the testi- 
mony of three witnesses under oath, and 
the check signed by Mr. Boyle. What 
further evidence is needed? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I think I shall not 
yield further. 


SEPARATION OF SUBSIDY FROM AIR 
MAIL PAY 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (S. 436) to provide for the 
separation of subsidy from air-mail pay, 
and for other purposes. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, the 
bill which is now before the Senate pro- 
poses the first change of policy in the 
Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 since that 
act was passed 13 years ago. I had the 
honor to be the author of the Civil Aero- 
nautics Act of 1938, and it was my privi- 
lege to present to the Senate the bill 
which later became that act. For this 
reason, notwithstanding my other re- 
sponsibilities in the Senate, I have fol- 
lowed closely the work of the distin- 
guished Senator from Colorado and the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce in studying and perfecting 
the bill which is now before the Senate. 
I wish to endorse this bill, with certain 
amendments upon which I will comment 
briefly in a moment. But before I do, 
I think this body should refresh its recol- 
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lection as to the basic objectives of the 
Civil Aeronautics Act, and consider the 
extent to which these objectives have 
been fulfilled. 

Thirteen years is not a long time, but 
I suggest that many have forgotten the 
problems that brought forth the Civil 
Aeronautics Act of 1938 and the solu- 
tions provided by that act. I also sug- 
gest that many Senators have not 
marked the almost unbelievable progress 
of the air transport industry under the 
influence of that statute. Let us see 
what has been done. 

In 1938, when the Senate was consid- 
ering the Civil Aeronautics Act, our air- 
lines were all relatively small enter- 
prises, providing a minimum of service 
to the cities of this country, a few flights 
weekly through the Caribbean and South 
America, and an even more limited num- 
ber of flights into the Pacific area. The 
domestic service was being conducted by 
approximately 300 airplanes, with aver- 
age available seats of about 16. All of 
them were twin-engine airplanes. The 
now famous and obsolete DC-3 was just 
coming into service. About 30,000 miles 
of route were being operated within the 
United States. About 1,300,000 pas- 
sengers were carried that year. Not over 
10,000,000 ton-miles of mail, and not 
over 4,000,000 ton-miles of express were 
moved, and the carriage of freight had 
not even started. The net assets of the 
industry were $36,570,000. As someone 
said at that time, the air-transportation 
industry was smaller than the nickle 
candy bar industry. 4 

In 1938 our international services op- 
erated less than 60 airplanes—most of 
them flying boats serving the Caribbean 
and South American area. About 72,000 
Passengers were carried that year, and a 
modest amount of mail. The net assets 
employed in international service at that 
time were $41,434,000. Our review of the 
industry in preparation for the legisla- 
tion revealed that the financial condition 
of the industry was chaotic, that many 
of the companies which formed the basis 
for our then existing air-transport sys- 
tem were on the verge of bankruptcy, and 
that the development of our interna- 
tional system was restricted and halt- 
ing. It was perfectly clear that if the 
building and operation of an air-trans- 
port system for this Nation was to be 
accomplished, drastic and immediate 
steps had to be taken to stabilize the 
industry and provide for its promotion 
and development. 

I brought these facts to the attention 
of the Senate and recommended legisla- 
tion which would give the industry 
needed stability and which would pro- 
vide for the rapid promotion and devel- 
opment of our airlines. The bill pro- 
vided for certificates of convenience and 
necessity to be issued to the airlines as 
authority for them to operate. This was 
designed to give them security in the 
routes they were seeking to develop, se- 
curity they had to have if they were 
going to expand and develop their serv- 
ices. It provided for the regulation of 
their rates in order to put a stop to the 
disastrous and destructive rate wars 
which had gone on before. It provided 
for strict regulation of the relationships 
between airlines and other enterprises 
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so as to make certain that the sole ob- 
jective of airline management was the 
full development of their services. It 
provided for mail payments in amounts 
sufficient to meet the financial needs of 
the carriers in carrying out this develop- 
mental program. And last, but by no 
means least, the law included provision 
for strict and comprehensive safety reg- 
ulation, because, as I told the Senate at 
that time, safety of operation was, and 
now is, the key to the economic develop- 
ment of the airlines. 

Under this law we hoped to create the 
finest, most efficient, and safest air trans- 
port system in the world in order to meet 
the needs of the commerce of the United 
States, the postal service, and the na- 
tional defense. We regarded the latter 
of these objectives—the national de- 
fense—as an essential element, because 
even in 1938 the international turmoil 
that culminated in World War II was in 
progress, and it was essential to make 
provision for the air transport needs of 
the national defense in preparation for 
what was to come. 

I am proud to have been the author 
of that act, and every Member of this 
body can be equally proud, for the prog- 
ress of the air transport industry and 
its contribution to the national interest 
under that act have been dramatic. Im- 
mediately after the act was passed the 
financial condition of the industry was 
stabilized, the routes were expanded to 
provide additional and improved service 
to the cities of this country. In the in- 
ternational field the Latin American 
operation was further developed, the Pa- 
cific routes were expanded, and service 
began for the first time across the North 
Atlantic. 

Only a few years after the act was 
passed, however, it became clear that the 
airlines were coming to have to lay aside 
their job of developing air transportation 
for peacetime uses and turn their atten- 
tion to war. This they did, While the 
industry was still tiny at the time of 
Pearl Harbor, the airlines started mov- 
ing troops the following day, and their 
contributions to the national defense 
continued at an ever-increasing tempo 
until the war was over. The airlines’ 
fleet constituted the only reservoir of 
transport aircraft available to the mili- 
tary services when the war broke out, and 
half of these aircraft were taken. The 
airline pilots, mechanics, and other tech- 
nicians were the only reservoir of air 
transport personnel available to the mil- 
itary, and they were taken in large num- 
bers. Airline executives were also 
drafted into service to form the Air 
Transport Command and the Naval Air 
Transport Service. The airlines’ ground 
facilities in this country and abroad 
served as maintenance bases and train- 
ing schools for military aircraft and 
personnel. 

The records of the Senate and Senate 
committees will show that this type of 
utilization of airlines in the interest of 
national defense was foreseen, was con- 
sidered, and formed the basis for the 
determination by Congress to promote 
the development of a strong and stable 
air transport industry. 

When the war was over, the airlines 
had their first real opportunity for de- 
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velopment under the Civil Aeronautics 
Act, and the results are obvious to all of 
us. By 1950, the airline fleet had grown 
to 1,100 aircraft, capable of providing 
almost 2,000,000,000 ton-miles of service 
annually. This fleet is made up of the 
most modern aircraft available. The in- 
dustry has progressed since 1938 from 
the old Boeing 247, capable of carrying 
10 passengers, to the 70-ton Boeing 
Stratocruiser. It has progressed from 
the 21-passenger DC-3 of 1938 to the 
Douglas DC-6, capable of carrying 70 to 
80 passengers. It has progressed from 
the 10-passenger Lockheed Electra to 
the Lockheed Constellation, which is also 
capable of carrying from 75 to 80 passen- 
gers. Over 160,000 route miles are 
operated within the United States. Over 
200,000 route miles are operated in inter- 
national service. Seventeen million pas- 
sengers were carried by the domestic air- 
lines in 1950, and 1,700,000 in inter- 
national service. Domestic air mail has 
increased to 47,000,000 ton-miles an- 
nually, and international air mail to 
24,000,000. Express has increased to 
over 37,000,000 ton-miles in the domestic 
service and 44,000,000 ton-miles in in- 
ternational. The freight service which 
was nonexistent in 1938 now provides 
over 114,000,000 ton-miles annually in 
the domestic service and 15,000,000 ton- 
miles in the international service. 

In those statistics you have some in- 
dication of the progress of the industry 
toward the accomplishment of the ob- 
jectives of the Civil Aeronautics Act. 
This Nation does have the finest and 
most efficient air transport system in the 
world. It has made and will make a vast 
contribution to the commerce of the 
United States, both at home and abroad, 
It has provided a mail service within the 
United States and internationaily, upon 
which the Nation is increasingly de- 
pendent for speedy communication. 
The freight service so recently inaugu- 
rated will, I predict, change the methods 
of doing business of many of the enter- 
prises of this country, permitting them 
to serve their customers and the public 
generally better and cheaper than they 
can today. The capacity of the airline 
system to aid the national defense is im- 
measurably greater than it was at the 
beginning of World War II, with over 
1,000 modern airplanes of large capacity, 
as compared with the 300 small aircraft 
which constituted the fleet in 1941. 
With these aircraft come the pilots and 
mechanics, the technicians and organi- 
zations so essential to the maintenance 
of national-defense operations. Only 
the barest hint of the air transport in- 
dustry’s ability to aid the military serv- 
ices was given by their performance at 
the time war broke out in Korea. Fast 
transportation was needed across the 
Pacific, and 40 large aircraft with all 
the personnel and facilities needed to 
operate them were made promptly avail- 
able to the military services. Most of 
those aircraft are still in operation. 

When the Civil Aeronautics Act was 
passed, there was some concern ex- 
pressed as to the cost of the program 
provided for in that act, but it was recog- 
nized that the development of an air 
transport system was so essential that 
funds should be made available to aid in 
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that development. Those of us who were 
directly céncerned with the drafting and 
enactment of this statute can be proud 
to state that at the end of 1950 this air 
transportation system which has pro- 
vided essential services to the Nation in 
wartime and in peacetime has cost the 
Government during the past 13 years 
approximately $50,000,000 in the domes- 
tic service and $78,000,000 in the inter- 
national service. I agree with a state- 
ment made by the Post Office Depart- 
ment before a Senate committee not long 
ago in which the Department stated: 

Probably no investment ever made by this 
Government ever returned greater national 
benefits in commercial and cultural progress 
and national security. The over-all value of 
the air transportation system to the Nation, 
particularly as an arm of national defense, 
has been incalculable. 


Now we come to another chapter in 
aviation legislation. The bill now before 
the Senate proposes to separately identi- 
fy any subsidy that may be in the mail 
compensation granted to the airlines. 
This legislation is the result of many 
recommendations in the past 2 or 3 years, 
all based upon the general principle that 
the public should be presented with a 
clear statement of the taxpayers’ con- 
tributions to the development of air 
transportation. When the act was orig- 
inally drawn this was not so important. 
The important thing was to provide 
promptly and expeditiously for the pro- 
vision of whatever financial support was 
necessary to provide this Nation with a 
sound air transport system, The act was 
so drawn—with the successful results 
which I have described. Now a large 
segment of the industry has grown up. 
From 70 to 80 percent of all airline traffic 
is being carried by airlines which receive 
no subsidy from the Government what- 
soever. The other trunklines are mak- 
ing good progress toward financial suc- 
cess. The airline system has so proved 
its essentiality that the wisdom of pro- 
viding needed financial support cannot 
be questioned. For these reasons, I en- 
dorse the basic principle of the legisla- 
tion now pending before the committee. 

As the distinguished Senator from Col- 
orado and his committee have recog- 
nized, the separation of subsidy from 
mail compensation is a highly compli- 
cated problem beset with many difficul- 
ties in the domestic field and even more 
in the international. I wish to commend 
the Senator and his committee for the 
careful and painstaking way in which 
they have prepared this legislation. 

I would like to comment specifically 
upon several points raised by the legis- 
lation—two of them relating to the pro- 
visions of the bill dealing with subsidy 
and the other dealing with mail rates 
for the international carriers. 

The bill continues the policy estab- 
lished in the Civil Aerouantics Act of 
providing subsidy for air carriers when 
a subsidy is needed to maintain the de- 
velopment of the industry in the in- 
terest of the commerce and the national 
defense. However, in one respect it ap- 
rears that the bill reported by the com- 
mittee would expand the carriers that 
may receive a subsidy under the existing 
law. Under the Civil Aeronautics Act, 
subsidy is restricted to those carriers 
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that transport mail. As reported by 
the committee, the bill provides that a 
subsidy may be given to any certificated 
air carrier, whether it transports mail or 
not. I understand that the Senator 
from Connecticut is proposing a com- 
mittee amendment, however, which 
would restore the existing law in this 
respect. This amendment is a sound 
one and should be supported, because the 
bill as originally reported seems to me to 
proceed in the wrong direction. The 
Civil Aeronauties Act contemplated the 
granting of subsidy for air transport 
development, but it did not contemplate 
the continuation of a subsidy policy 
forever. It was expected that the car- 
riers would strive, as I believe they have 
done, gradually to reduce the amount of 
financial support needed from the Gov- 
ernment. They are making progress 
along this line, as I have already stated. 
The major carriers now receive no sub- 
sidy. The smaller ones are reducing 
their mail rates drastically. We can 
look forward to the time when subsidy, 
at least in the domestic field, will come to 
an end. It would be most unwise, in 
my opinion, at this stage in the develop- 
ment of air transportation to launch a 
new subsidy policy providing for the 
subsidization of a large number of new 
and unknown carriers. Under the com- 
mittee bill, as reported, 16 new carriers 
would immediately become eligible for 
subsidy. In addition to that, any car- 
rier which thereafter received a certifi- 
cate of convenience and necessity—and 
there are many who have applications on 
file—would become eligible for subsidy. 
We cannot tell where such a policy would 
end. Consequently, I will support the 
committee amendment presented by the 
Senator from Connecticut to restore the 
existing law with respect to the eligibility 
of the airlines to receive subsidy. 

Also with respect to the provision for 
subsidy, I note that the committee has 
proposed the utilization of subsidy con- 
tracts similar to those provided for in 
the Merchant Marine Act of 1936. Un- 
der this provision an airline operating in 
the international field could secure a 
contract from the Government for the 
payment of a designated subsidy over a 
period of not to exceed 10 years, in re- 
turn for the carrier’s undertaking to con- 
duct the prescribed air transport serv- 
ices and to return to the Government at 
the end of the period of the contract one- 
half of all its profits over 10 percent on 
its investment. This is a sound pro- 
vision, one that has been successful in 
the Merchant Marine Act. As a mat- 
ter of fact, I included such a provision 
in Z. 535, which was before the Senate 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Com- 
mittee during their consideration of the 
bill now on the ficor. The provision is 
calculated to introduc2 needed stability 
in international operations and to pro- 
vide carriers with the incentive to in- 
crease efficiency and to reduce cost. I 
- propose to present at an appropriate 
time an amendment to that provision 
So that this same stability and incentive 
can be provided for the smaller domestic 
airlines, as well as those operating in- 
terna*ionally. I will discuss that more 
fully when I present the amendment, 
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Now I come to the question of the 
making of mail rates for our interna- 
tional carriers, that is, the rates of com- 
pensation that these carriers receive 
from the United States for the trans- 
portation of United States mail. In this 
respect the committee was presented 
with a most difficult and complicated 
problem. I understand that the com- 
mittee had extensive studies made on 
which it based its ultimate conclusion. 

The bill provides that the Postmaster 
General shall fix the rates for our inter- 
national carriers, with two limitations. 
He cannot pay United States carriers 
more than the Universal Postal Union 
rates for similar services. In addition, 
he cannot pay United States carriers less 
than he pays foreign air carriers for 
similar services. 

The committee did not follow the rec- 
ommendation contained in my bill, which 
provided that the United States carriers 
should be paid the Universal Postal 
Union rate for transporting United 
States mail. I will explain why this pro- 
posal was made. The Universal Postal 
Union is one of our oldest international 
organizations. It has responsibility for 
the free movement of the mails through- 
out the world. Since 1874 the union has 
met periodically and developed the rules 
and regulations under which mail is 
moved internationally. Among other 
important functions, it establishes the 
maximum rates which may be paid for 
the transportation of one nation’s mail 
by the carriers of another. The present 
rates for the transportation of air mail 
are $2.86 per ton-mile for letter mail 
in areas other than Europe; $1.43 per 
ton-mile for letters in Europe; 60 cents 
per ton-mile for parcel post, and 43 cents 
per ton mile for newspapers. These are 
the rates that the United States pays to 
British Overseas Airways for carrying 
United States mail. I recommended 
that these same rates be paid by the 
United States to any United States in- 
ternational carrier transporting United 
States mail. I had several reasons for 
this conclusion. 

First, it was quite clear that the United 
States.should not pay an American citi- 
zen less than it pays a foreign citizen 
for performing the same service. Sec- 
ond, the major foreign air carriers with 
which our airlines are competing receive 
these rates from their governments. 
Thus, similar payments by the United 
States would avoid the appearance of 
high subsidy to our carriers as compared 
with their foreign competitors, Third, 
the United States Post Office Department 
has for many years paid to our steam- 
ship companies the appropriate Universal 
Postal Union rate for transporting Unit- 
ed States mail, Fourth, I was concerned 
that if our Government were to fix for 
our carriers a rate which would be less 
than the Universal Postal Union rate, 
the latter rate would be correspondingly 
reduced, with an accompanying out-of- 
pocket loss to the United States. 

At the present time, the United States 
Government pays foreign-flag air car- 
riers the UPU rates for carrying United 
States mail and pays about $2,000,000 a 
year. But United States carriers receive 
about $11,000,000 from foreign govern- 
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ments for carrying foreign mail at the 
same rates. Since the latter amount 
would have to be made up by subsidy 
payments if our carriers did not receive 
it from foreign governments, our Gov- 
ernment realizes a net saving of about 
$9,000,000 a year by means of the present 
rates. 

If these rates were reduced, our Gov- 
ernment would save part of the $2,000,- 
000 it pays to foreign carriers, but the 
$11,000,000 which our carriers receive 
from foreign governments would be re- 
duced proportionately, and our Govern- 
ment would have to make up the dif- 
ference by subsidy. Thus, if the rates 
were cut in half, our Government wouid 
save $1,000,000, but it would have to pay 
our carriers in subsidy $5,500,000 to 
make up their loss of revenue from for- 
eign governments. As a result, our Gov- 
ernment would be the loser by $4,500,000 
net. 

So, while fixing a lower cost rate for 
United States international carriers may 
look like economy, it would actually re- 
sult in extravagance. To the extent 
that the rates paid to our international 
carriers are reduced below the prevailing 
UPU level, to the same extent our 
Government loses part of the $9,000,000 
net balance which it presently enjoys. 

Thus, Mr. President, my recommenda- 
tion was based upon equity to air car- 
riers and economy to our Government. 
The committee did not adopt the pro- 
posal contained in Senate bill 535, but I 
believe that the provision made by the 
committee is an entirely workable ar- 
rangement. It contains two important 
principles upon which my proposal was 
based: First, that the UPU rate struc- 
ture be recognized; and, second, that the 
United States be forbidden to pay to a 
United States carrier less than it pays a 
foreign carrier for moving the same 
class of mail, Under the committee 
proposal, the Postmaster General is not 
bound to pay United States carriers the 
Universal Postal Union rate. He may 
pay them a lesser amount; but if he 
does, he must reduce the foreign car- 
riers’ rate correspondingly—an action 
which the Postmaster General is legally 
authorized to take. By the same token, 
the Postmaster General will be in a po- 
sition to recognize and give effect to the 
consideration which I mentioned previ- 
ously in support of the Universal Postal 
Union rate. He would be able to man- 
age his affairs so as to protect the 
United States carriers from discrimina- 
tion and the United States Treasury 
from unjustified losses. 

For these reasons, Mr. President, I 
endorse the committee’s recommenda- 
tion, even though it does not conform to 
my own; but I would oppose vigorously 
any suggestion that the discretion thus 
left with the Postmaster General be 
eliminated, and that he be required to 
fix rates for international carriers on a 
cost basis. Any such rigid proposal fails 
to recognize the necessity for flexibility 
in dealing with these important inter- 
national problems. If any such pro- 
posal were adopted, it would most surely 
cost this Government at least $4,000,000 
a year over and above what would be 
spent under the bill as reported, 
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This concludes my statement on the 
bill, Mr. President. I hope the amend- 
ments suggested by the Senator from 
Connecticut and myself will be speedily 
adopted, and I hope the bill will be 
speedily passed. 

Mr, JOHNSON of Colorado, Mr, 
President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc- 
Manon in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Nevada yield to the Senator from 
Colorado? 

MI. McCARRAN. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado, I wish to 
commend the Senator from Nevada for 
the splendid statement he has made. 

The Nation owes a great debt to the 
Senator from Nevada for the enactment 
of the 1938 act under which our airlines 
have grown from ,confusion into a 
mighty host, from spotted service into 
the finest airline service anywhere in the 
world. That was done under the 1938 
act, which has stood the test of time and 
the test of experience. Nearly all of that 
act is being retained. The pending bill 
would amend that act in only a few sec- 
tions and in part only. That is testimony 
to the original conception of that act by 
the Senator from Nevada. 

I commend him heartily for the work 
he has done in behalf of aviation and the 
contribution which aviation has made to 
the Nation in its defenses, its commerce, 
and its general development. That is 
due in large part to the wise course upon 
which the Senator from Nevada em- 
barked in connection with the 1938 act. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I thank the Senator 
from Colorado. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the House 
had passed, without amendment, the fol- 
lowing bills of the Senate: 

S. 47. An act for the relief of Madeleine 
Quarez; 

S. 76. An act for the relief of Herbert H. 
Heller; 

S. 83. An act for the relief of First Lt. 
James E. Willcox; 

S. 168. An act for the relief of Helmuth 
Assmas Balthasar Russow and Volker Harpe; 

S. 295. An act for the relief of Michail 
Ioannou Bourbakis; 

S. 426. An act for the relief of Teruko 
Okuaki; 

S. 427. An act for the relief of Nene Baal- 
stad; 

S. 462. An act for the relief of Rosita Anita 
Navarro and Ramona Alicia Navarro; 

S. 495. An act for the relief of Richard J. 
Walling; 

S. 501. An act for the relief of Willem 
Houwink; 

S. 520. An act for the relief of Wilma M. 
Stiehl; 

S. 626. An act for the relief of Polly Anne 
Caldwell; 

S. 665. An act for the relief of D. Lane 
Powers and Elaine Powers Taylor; 

S. 810. An act for the relief of Howard I. 
Smith; 

S. 880. An act for the relief of Ann Lam- 
plugh; 

S. 906. An act for the relief of Marie Kris- 
tine Hansen; 

S. 1009. An act for the relief of Ella Maria 
Nyman; 

S. 1028. An act for the relief of Mrs. Lou 
Wohg Shong Ngon; 

S. 1107. An act for the relief of I, N. 
Norman; 
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S. 1279. An act for the relief of Davis Min 


S. 1425. An act for the relief of Mrs, Okuni 
Kobayashi; 

S. 1504. An act for the relief of Valmai 
Eileen Mackenzie; 

S. 1562. An act for the relief of Harvey 
Marden; and 

S. 1786. An act for the relief of certain ofi- 
cers and employees of the Foreign Service 
of the United States who, while in the course 
of their respective duties, suffered losses of 
personal property by reason of war condi- 
tions and catastrophes of nature. 


The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the report of the 
committee of conference on the disa- 
greeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill 
(H. R. 4914) to authorize certain con- 
struction at military and naval installa- 
tions, and for other purposes. 

The message further announced that 
the House had disagreed to the amend- 
ments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
4386) making appropriations for civil 
functions administered by the Depart- 
ment of the Army for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1952, and for other pur- 
poses; agreed to the conference asked 
by the Senate on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses thereon, and that Mr. 
Cannon, Mr. Kerr, Mr. RABAUT, Mr. 
Davis of Wisconsin, and Mr. Forp had 
been appointed managers on the part of 
the House at the conference. 

The message also announced that the 
House had disagreed to the amendment 
of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 5113) 
to maintain the security and promote 
the foreign policy and provide for the 
general welfare of the United States by 
furnishing assistance to friendly nations 
in the interest of international peace 
and security; agreed to the conference 
asked by the Senate on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses thereon, and 
that Mr. RICHARDS, Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. 
MorcGan, Mr. Vorys, and Mrs. BOLTON 
had been appointed managers on the 
part of the House at the conference. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


The message further announced that 
the Speaker had affixed his signature to 
the following enrolled bills, and they 
were signed by the Vice President: 

S. 24. An act to amend the act entitled 
“An act to provide better facilities for the 
enforcement of the customs and immigration 
laws,” approved June 26, 1930, as amended. 

S. 1074. An act to repeal certain obsolete 
laws relating to the Post Office Department; 

H. R. 1726. An act to provide for the or- 
ganization of the Air Force and the Depart- 
ment of the Air Force, and for other pur- 
poses; and 

H. R. 4914. An act to authorize certain 
construction at military and naval installa- 
tions, and for other purposes, 


ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED 


The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on today, September 18, 1951, he 
presented to the President of the United 
States the following enrolled bills: 

S. 24. An act to amend the act entitled 
“An act to provide better facilities for the 
enforcement of the customs and immigration 
laws,” approved June 26, 1930, as amended; 
and 


S. 1074. An act to repeal certain obsolete 
laws relating to the Post Office Department. 
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REVIVAL OF THE STAR CHAMBER 


Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, I have 
listened with great interest to the debate 
on the air-mail bill and to the debate 
on other domestic issues and the econ- 
omy of our country. However, in my 
judgment there are in the United Na- 
tions and in the Department of State 
movements which are far more serious 
to the fundamental, underlying liberties 
of the American people than are some 
of the immediate domestic matters we 
have been discussing. 

I listened to, and have since read, the 
speech of the distinguished Senator from 
Connecticut [Mr. McManHon] made ear- 
lier today, in the course of which he 
brought to the attention of this body 
the great danger which faces our coun- 
try in a military way and the necessity 
for the development of the specialized 
program he suggests. However, I be- 
lieve that certain matters now being con- 
sidered by the American delegates to 
the United Nations, along with represent- 
atives of other nations of the world, 
threaten the very underlying freedoms 
the American people have enjoyed for a 
century and a half. The Bill of Rights 
is imperiled. t 

Last week I introduced in the Senate, 
for consideration by the Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee, a joint resolution pro- 
posing an amendment to the Constitu- 
tion of the United States, which would 
obviate the difficulties and the dangers 
about which I shall speak this afternoon. 
I hope that at a very early date we 
can obtain a hearing on the resolution 
and the constitutional amendment to 
which it relates. 

I understand that a similar resolution 
has been introduced in the House of 
Representatives, although it is in a some- 
what different form. Nevertheless, it 
has the same purpose, and its intent 
is the same. I hope the Senate will have 
its attention directed at an early date 
to these matters of world-wide impor- 
tance and of particular interest to the 
people of the United States and to self- 
government and liberty everywhere. 

Mr. President, in the year 1641 the 
British Parliament abolished the infa- 
mous Court of the Star Chamber. In 
1947 Mr. Philip C. Jessup, then professor 
of international law at Columbia Uni- 
versity, and now the United States Am- 
bassador at Large, wrote a book in sup- 
port of a new and revolutionary concept 
of international law. On August 6, 1951, 
Mr. Anthony Eden, of Great Britain, 
spoke in Denver, Colo., on the need for 
a gradual approach to world government 
by a gradual merger of national sover- 
eignty. 

These three events are not unrelated 
when viewed in the light of the proposed 
United Nations Covenant on Human 
Rights. 

The draft Covenant on Human Rights 
would permit star-chamber procedure in 
the trial of criminal cases. The draft 
covenant is based on the novel theories 
of international law so ably expounded 
by Mr. Jessup in A Modern Law of Na- 
tions. Approval of the covenant by the 
United States Senate would inevitably 
make the approach to world government 
urged by Anthony Eden. 
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On July 17, 1951, I made my initial 
statement on the floor of the Senate in 
opposition to the draft Covenant on Hu- 
man Rights. In that speech, I endeav- 
ored to explain how article 14, paragraph 
3, of the covenant would permit the de- 
struction of freedom of the press. My 
statement also pointed out how article 13 
of the covenant could be used to destroy 
freedom of religion. 

My statement today is concerned pri- 
marily with article 10, paragraph 1, of 
the covenant, which, contrary to the 
sixth amendment to the Constitution, 
would permit denial of the right to a 
public trial. 

It is my intention to analyze this 
covenant in installments, for the simple 
reason that so many of our basic lib- 
erties are threatened that they cannot 
be adequately discussed in the course of 
a single speech. 

Before turning to the star chamber 
procedures authorized by the Covenant, 
I wish to thank the hundreds of people 
who have written endorsing my initial 
‘statement in opposition to the covenant. 
Some of the letters clearly show that 
the writers have had little formal edu- 
cation. Nevertheless, they have a far 
{better understanding of the Constitu- 
tion of the United States than do those 
who would destroy it to obtain the du- 
bious advantages of world government. 
It is also clear, Mr. President, that when 
these patriotic Americans pledge alle- 
giance to the flag, it is to the flag of one 
nation, indivisible. I want to believe, 
Mr. President, that their voice is the true 
Voice of America. 

Also, I wish to express my appreciation 
for the overwhelmingly favorable edi- 
torial comment with respect to my ini- 
tial statement. It indicates that the 
great majority of American néwspapers 
are unwilling to exchange the clear lan- 
guage of the first amendment of the 
Constitution of the United States for 
the unknown penalties and restrictions 
which article 14, paragraph 3, of the 
covenant would allow to be imposed in 
a variety of vaguely defined circum- 
stances. Typical of these fine editorials 
are those which appeared in the Cleve- 
land Plain Dealer, the Cincinnati En- 
quirer, the New York Daily Mirror, the 
Columbus Dispatch, and the Akron 
Beacon Journal. Most of these have 
been printed in the Record. I shall ask 
to have others printed as time goes on. 

The sixth amendment to the Constitu- 
tion of the United States, in part, pro- 
vides: 

In all criminal prosecutions, the accused 
shall enjoy the right to a speedy and public 
trial. 


The first sentence of article 10, para- 
graph 1, of the proposed United Na- 
tions Covenant on Human Rights pur- 
ports to guarantee all persons accused 
of crime a fair and public hearing. 
However, the second sentence of para- 
graph 1 of article 10 of the covenant 
completely nullifies that right by this 
language: 

The press and public may be excluded from 
all or part of a trial for reasons of morals, 
public order, or national security or where 
the interest of juveniles so requires, or to 
the extent strictly necessary in the opinion 
of the court, in special circumstances where 
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publicity would prejudice the interest of 
justice; but the judgment shall be pro- 
nounced publicly except where the interest 
of juveniles otherwise requires. 


I challenge anyone, Mr. President, to 
try to reconcile the language of the sixth 
amendment with that found in article 
10, paragraph 1, of the proposed cove- 
nant. Our Constitution does not guar- 
antee the right to a public trial in some 
cases in most cases, or in all cases 
subject to certain exceptions. The Con- 
stitution provides for the right of public 
trial in all cases, without any qualifica- 
tion whatsoever. Because of this un- 
equivocal guaranty the Supreme Court 
was able to write in a very recent de- 
cision, namely, in 1948: 

Counsel have not cited and we have been 
unable to find a single instance of a crim- 
inal trial conducted in camera in any Fed- 
eral, State, or municipal court during the 
history of this country. (In re Oliver, 333 
U. S. 257, 266.) 


The great men who drafted the Con- 
stitution and its Bill of Rights knew 
that political liberty would be impossible 
if the Government possessed the power 
to try in secret persons accused of crime. 
They had knowledge of the Spanish In- 
quisition. They were familiar with the 
lettres de cachet employed by the French 
monarchy to imprison without a public 
trial persons suspected of political 
heresy. They were most familiar, how- 
ever, with the excesses of the British 
Court of the Star Chamber, abolished 
by Parliament in the year 1641. Since 
that time, the Star Chamber has been 
identified with secret trials and all other 
forms of judicial oppression. No won- 
der the sixth amendment provides that 
in all criminal prosecutions the accused 
shall enjoy the right to a public trial. 

Legal historians have since discovered, 
however, that almost all defendants tried 
by the infamous Court of the Star Cham- 
ber were given a public trial. Only cer- 
tain phases of the trial were handled 
secretly. For example, testimony of 
prosecution witnesses was taken in se- 
cret and without the opportunity of the 
defendant to discredit that testimony. 
The Star Chamber was also notorious 
for its practice of obtaining confessions 
by torture applied in secrecy. Never- 
theless, eminent students of legal history, 
like Prof. Max Radin, seem to agree 
on the fact that Star Chamber trials 
were generally public. See Radin, The 
Right to a Public Trial, 1932, Sixth Tem- 
ple Law Quarterly, page 381. Therefore, 
I may be doing the Star Chamber an in- 
justice by associating it with the draft 
Covenant on Human Rights. My excuse 
for making this invidious comparison 
is that for over 300 years the Star Cham- 
ber has been commonly regarded as the 
epitome of judicial misconduct. 

When I took the oath of office as a 
United States Senator to uphold the 
Constitution, I never expected that it 
would be necessary for me to defend the 
right to a public trial. From time im- 
memorial the right to a public trial has 
been regarded as one of the priceless 
heritages of Anglo-American law. Pro- 
fessor Radin noted, in his article, the 
Right to a Public Trial, that Sir Thomas 
Smith, in a book written in 1565, refers 
to public trials as the common practice 
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in England. Although the origin of the 
right to a public trial is not clear and 
although historians differ on it, the 
founders of our Republic left no doubt 
of their intention to preserve that right 
without qualification. As a matter of 
fact, the Constitutions of Pennsylvania 
and North Carolina guaranteed the right 
to a public trial even before the sixth 
ariendment was ratified. Today, ac- 
cording to the Supreme Court in the 
Oliver case, the right to a public trial 
is also protected by the constitutions of 
41 States, and, in practically all the re- 
maining States, by statute or judicial de- 
cision. The experience of more than 
400 years in the struggle for freedom has 
been completely disregarded by Mrs. 
Roosevelt and others responsible for 
drafting the UN Covenant on Human 
Rights. 

During the history of this Republic, 
there have been only isolated attempts 
to impair the right of an accused to a 
public trial. This right has been main- 
tained so jealously that it is extremely 
difficult to find cases, Federal or State, 
where denial of the right of public trial 
was squarely in issue. For example, the 
Supreme Court was not required to in- 
terpret the meaning of the right to a 
public trial until the Oliver case was 
decided in 1948. The relatively few opin- 
ions of State courts and lower Federal 
courts indicate that the right to a public 
trial has seldom been abridged. No 
appellate court has ever upheld such 
abridgment. 

There does not appear to be a single 
judicial decision by an American court 
which sanctions exclusion of the press 
from the trial cf a criminal case. The 
draft Covenant on Human Rights, arti- 
cle 10, paragraph 1, provides that— 

The press * * * may be excluded from 
all or part of a trial. 


The covenant gives as a reason for 
this exclusion the necessity of protecting 
morals, public order, or national secu- 
rity. Obviously such phrases as “mor- 
als,” “public order,” and national se- 
curity,” can be interpreted so as to make 
a majority of criminal cases triable in 
secret. Since the capacity of most court- 
rooms is limited, it is the presence of the 
press, more than anything else, which 
gives substance to the requirement of a 
public trial. After an exhaustive anal- 
ysis of the cases, Professor Radin, from 
whose book I quoted a moment ago, 
reached this conclusion: 

Since no one suggests exclusion of the 
press, there is no likelihood that the public 
will lack information in the course of any 
trial which has elicited public interest. 
(Radin, The Right to a Public Trial (1932) 
6 Temp. L. G. 381, 394). 


It is true that some courts, in trials 
involving sexual offenses, have excluded 
a portion of the public. This has been 
done in order to keep offensive testimony 
from the ears of youthful spectators, or 
to protect prosecuting witnesses from 
embarrassment. However, it is clear 
that the sixth amendment forbids ex- 
clusion of all the members of the public 
from the trial of a defendant, regardless 
of the nature of the case. United States 
v. Kobli ((prosecution under the Mann 
Act) (172 F.) (2d) (C. C. A. 3d, 1949)). 
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Article 10 (1) of the Covenant on Hu- 
man Rights provides that the public,“ 
which apparently includes friends and 
relatives of the accused, ‘‘may be ex- 
cluded from all or part of a trial.” 
Article 10 of the Covenant on Human 
Rights further provides that the press 
and public may be excluded from all 
parts of a trial, if, in the opinion of the 
court, “publicity would prejudice the in- 
terest of justice.” The discretion of the 


trial court is virtually unlimited. It is. 


difficult to conceive of a criminal trial 
which could not be conducted secretly if 
a court wished to use “the interest of 
justice” as an excuse. 

In the Oliver case, the Supreme Court 
reversed the conviction of a man who 
had been interrogated in secret by a 
State circuit judge, who acted as a one- 
man grand jury. In secret session, the 
one-judge grand jury assumed his judi- 
cial role and ordered Oliver imprisoned 
for contempt. The argument was made 
that the secret trial and punishment for 
contempt were necessary in the interest 
of justice. The Supeme Court gave this 
answer: 

The right to be heard in open court before 
one is condemned is too valuable to be 
whittled away under the guise of “demoral- 
ization of the court’s authority.” 

It is “the law of the land” that no man’s 
life, liberty, or property be forefeited as a 
punishment until there has been a charge 
fairly made and fairly tried in a public tri- 
bunal. (In re Oliver, 333 U. S. 257, 278). 


Nothing could be more certain, Mr. 
President, than that article 10 of what 
should be called the Covenant on Hu- 
man Slavery cannot be reconciled with 
the unconditional language of the sixth 
amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States. It is true that article 10 
of the covenant provides for the pre- 
sumption of innocence, the right to legal 
counsel, the right to examine opposing 
witnesses, and the right to obtain com- 
pulsory attendance of witnesses. These 
rights are of little value in a secret trial, 
because the denial of those rights could 
also be kept secret. 

It is not only the accused who has a 
stake in preserving the right to a public 
trial. The general public is also vitally 
concerned. It can hardly be denied that 
the possibility of judicial misconduct is 
minimized by the public's presence. Nor 
can it be denied that the public has the 
right to be informed about the conduct 
of trials which possess political over- 
tones. The trial of Alger Hiss, for exam- 
ple, could have been closed to the press 
and the public under the “national secu- 
rity” clause of article 10 of the covenant. 

No doubt there are many today who 
wish they could have done that. What 
would have been the fate of Hiss if the 
press and public had been excluded from 
his trial? I do not mean to imply, Mr. 
President, that the Department of Jus- 
tice would not have prosecuted Hiss just 
as vigorously in a secret trial. But if 
Alger Hiss has been acquitted in a secret 
trial, the cry of “political whitewash” 
would have been deafening. Public con- 
fidence in the integrity of our courts can- 
not be maintained if an iron curtain is 
lowered around important trials, espe- 
cially those of a political character, 
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I wish to make it perfectly clear, Mr. 
President, that I do not charge, nor do 
I mean to imply, that President Truman, 
Secretary Acheson, Mrs. Roosevelt, Am- 
bassador Jessup, or anyone else connect- 
ed with the administration desires to 
subject persons accused of crime to secret 
trials. It is my hope that no American 
of whatever political faith wants to res- 
urrect the Star Chamber. If this is true, 
the American people have a right to know 
why the State Department and its dele- 
gates to the U. N. suppo. a document so 
obviously repugnant to the sixth amend- 
ment. 

Defenders of the draft Covenant on 
Human Rights argue that the American 
people need have no fear of the restric- 
tions on individual liberty which the 
covenant authorizes. They claim that 
to whatever extent the covenant is in- 
consistent with the Constitution it would 
be declared unconstitutional by the Su- 
preme Court. It is at that point that the 
amendment which I submitted becomes 
important and imperative of considera- 
tion. It, would of course, protect the 
Constitution and all its provisions against 
the invasion of the rights of the Ameri- 
can people. 

The assertion that the Supreme 
Court might declare the covenant un- 
constitutional is a conclusion of law 
which has been challenged by the Amer- 
ican Bar Association on the basis of in- 
tensive research conducted by its Com- 
mittee on Peace and Law Through 
United Nations. The fears of the Amer- 
ican Bar Association are fully justified 
by the opinion of the Supreme Court in 
Missouri v. Holland (252 U. S. 416 
(1920) ). 

Missouri against Holland involved the 
validity of the Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act of July 3, 1918. An earlier act of 
Congress, not passed in pursuance of a 
treaty regulating the killing of migra- 
tory birds, had been held unconstitu- 
tional by a Federal district court by vir- 
tue of the tenth amendment. A treaty 
dealing with migratory birds was then 
entered into by the United States and 
Great Britain, The Supreme Court as- 
sumed that the statute, unaided by 
treaty, would be invalid. The Court 
held that the Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
was constitutional even though, in the 
absence of a treaty, Congress might have 
had no constitutional power to deal with 
the subject. Missouri against Holland 
is generally regarded by both bench and 
bar as the leading case on the effect of 
treaties on domestic law. 

If a treaty can eliminate the tenth 
amendment as a barrier to legislation by 
Congress, there is grave danger that the 
proposed Covenant on Human Rights 
would eliminate the sixth amendment as 
a prohibition on the power of the Presi- 
dent, the Congress, and the judiciary to 
deny the right to a public trial. Only 
incurable optimists or those unfamiliar 
with constitutional law can claim in 
good faith that the danger is non- 
existent. 

Mrs. Roosevelt has already recognized 
the need for a provision in the covenant 
which will prevent human rights from 


falling exclusively under Federal juris- 
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diction. To protect the jurisdiction of 
the States in the field of human rights, 
she has insisted on a so-called Federal- 
State article. The language which is 
proposed may be found in article 71 of 
the draft covenant. Article 71 is in- 
tended to have the effect of rewriting 
article VI of the Constitution so that 
the covenant will not become the su- 
preme law of the land in areas of State 
jurisdiction. Since article 71 is in- 
tended to change the clear meaning of 
article VI of the Constitution, how can 
we have any faith in the argument that 
article 14 (3) of the covenant will not 
change the meaning of the first amend- 
ment, or that article 10 (1) of the cove- 
nant will not, in spite of the sixth 
amendment, permit secret trials of crim- 
inal cases? If the Senate should ap- 
prove the draft Covenan on Human 
Rights, the only legal impediment to the 
revival of the Star Chamber would be a 
favorable decision of the Supreme Court 
on a very doubtful question of law. No 
one who has sworn in good faith to 
uphold the Constitution can permit the 
fundamental rights of the American peo- 
ple to hang by such a slender legal 
thread, especially in view of the fact that 
the United States Supreme Court has 
been rather liberal in construing the su- 
preme law of the land. When the Presi- 
dent of the United States so carefully had 
the Constitution of the United States 
sealed away so that it might be pre- 
served for generations to come, I could 
not help but think that if we were just 
as careful, cautious, diligent, and deter- 
mined in preserving the fundamental 
meaning of the Constitution of the 
United States and all the rights of the 
people protected therein as we were in 
preserving the physical document itself, 
this country and the world would be 
better off. 

Let us assume, however, that all of the 
provisions of the Covenant on Human 
Rights which are inconsistent with the 
Constitution would be declared invalid 
by the Supreme Court. Even so, spon- 
sorship of the covenant by the repre- 
sentatives of our Government is highly 
immoral, and highly detrimental to our 
interests. There are millions of people, 
both inside and outside of the iron cur- 
tain, who yearn for the freedom which 
we enjoy by virtue of the Constitution. 
What should our message be to those 
whose basic liberties are totally denied 
by communism or partially denied by 
socialism? There is not a dictator in 
the entire world who cannot find in the 
Covenant on Human Rights support for 
most of his vicious practices. Approval 
of the Covenant on Human Right’ by 
the United States would inform millions 
of oppressed people that freedom of 
speech, press, and religion, the right to 
a public trial and the other rights speci- 
fied in our Constitution are outmoded 
principles of government. It would be 
an admission that Thomas Jefferson 
made a miserable mistake when he as- 
serted in the Declaration of Indepénd- 
ence the idea that all men are endowed 
by their Creator with certain inaliena- 
ble rights. If this is the message we 
wish to convey to the world by giving 
the covenant our support, let us at least 
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be honest and rename the Voice of 
America“ the Voice of Despair.“ 

The proposed United Nations Cove- 
nant on Human Rights raises one funda- 
mental issue which must be faced 
squarely and promptly. Do the rights 
of the individual constitute a subject 
essentially within the domestic jurisdic- 
tion of his country, or are the rights 
of the individual an appropriate subject 
for negotiation, definition, and enforce- 
ment under international law? There 
is no more important question today in 
the realm of international and consti- 
tutional law than that one. The Senate 
should express its opinion by acting 
promptly on Senate Resolution 177 
which is now before the Senate Foreign 

Relations Committee. 

: I have called upon the chairman of 
that committee publicly on this floor to 
hold hearings on the resolution, and I 
make the request again today. 

Mr. Jessup concedes that “the funda- 
mental tenet of traditional international 
law” is “that it is a law only between 
states, not between individuals or be- 
tween individuals and states“ -A Mod- 
en Law of Nations, page 8. The idea 
that international law defining and en- 
forcing human rights must be made di- 
rectly applicable to every human being 
in the world is a revolutionary concept. 
The Covenant on Human Rights em- 
bodies that very revolutionary concept. 

Mr. James Pomeroy Hendrick, the 
State Department officer who served as 
Mrs. Roosevelt’s adviser, reached this 
conclusion: 

Th? theory of the covenant in itself is 
revolutionary; an undertaking by inter- 
national treaty to insure certain rights 
which have traditionally been regarded as 
being solely of national concern. (State De- 
partment bulletin, August 9, 1948, p. 163.) 


Mr. President, the most important at- 
tribute of sovereignty is the right of any 
nation to define and enforce within the 
limits of its constitutional authority the 
rights and duties of its citizens. No na- 
tion has any real sovereignty if the 
economic and political rights which it 
extends to its people are subject to rec- 
ognition, modification and review by an 
international authority. There can be 
no world government so long as the 
United States refuses to surrender this 
primary attribute of sovereignty. 

It is true, of course, that some articles 
of the United Nations Charter refer to 
the desirability of advancing human 
rights. The Senate felt that the sover- 
eignty of the United States in the field 
of human rights was adequately pro- 
tected by article 2 (7) of the United 
Nations Charter which provides: 

Nothing contained in the present charter 
shall authorize the United Nations to inter- 
vene in matters which are essentially within 
the domestic jurisdiction of any state. 


Senators who were Members of the 
Seventy-ninth Congress, and I was not, 
are probably amazed by the arguments 
now advanced to the effect that the 
rights of American people are no longer 
matters essentially within the domestic 
jurisdiction of the United States. 

That is merely another instance of the 
fraud which has been perpetrated upon 
the membership of this body in interna- 
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tional agreements. Assurances have 
been given on the basis of which agree- 
ments were satisfied, but no sooner were 
the agreements put into effect than the 
assurances were denied, and fraud was 
perpetrated not only upon the Senate of 
the United States but upon the Amer- 
ican people. 

We found another instance of that 
in the Atlantic Treaty, when we were 
assured in this body, in order to get that 
treaty ratified, that we would never send 
troops to a foreign country, except as 
authorized by the Congress of the Unit- 
ed States, and we saw the reversal of 
position even after the chairman of the 
Foreign Relations Committee, the Sena- 
tor from Texas [Mr, CONNALLY], and 
the late distinguished Senator Vanden- 
berg, gave us that assurance. 

Mr. Jessup, of whom we have heard 
before, and whose nomination will soon 
be before this body for approval, con- 
tends in his book: 

Since the rights of man are placed under 
international guaranty by the Charter of 
the United Nations, it would no longer be 
possible for a state to brush aside interna- 
tional representations concerning a viola- 
tion of those rights on the ground that the 
victims were its citizens and that interna- 
tional law leaves a state free to deal with 
its own as it wills. It should be repeated 
that the treatment by a state of its citizens 
is no longer a matter which, under article 2, 
paragraph 7, of the Charter, is “essentially 
within the domestic jurisdiction.” (A 
Modern Law of Nations, p. 87.) 


That is the most revolutionary concept 
I have ever heard in regard to the Con- 
stitution of the United States, a concept 
which would deprive the American peo- 
ple of their fundamental rights as citi- 
zens of this country, and subject those 
rights to the determination of an inter- 
national body. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BRICKER. I yield. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Will the Sena- 
tor again read the quotation from Mr. 
Jessup’s book? 

Mr. BRICKER. Yes. This is from 
Ambassador Jessup’s book, A Modern 
Law of Nations, page 87. Mr. Jessup was 
on the first committee that passed upon 
the covenant on human rights, and 
now he has been nominated Ambassador 
at Large, and under this nomination ap- 
pointed by the President of the United 
States as a delegate to the United Na- 
tions Assembly, and his nomination will 
come to the Senate soon for confirma- 
tion. I desire to read his statement 
again, so we may thoroughly understand 
its implication: 

Since the rights of man are placed under 
international guaranty by the Charter of the 
United Nations, it would no longer be pos- 
sible for a state to brush aside international 
representations concerning a violation of 
those rights on the ground that the victims 
were its citizens and that international law 
leaves a state free to deal with its own as it 
wills. It should be repeated that the treat- 
ment by a state of its citizens is no longer 
a matter which, under article 2, paragraph 
7, of the Charter, is “essentially within the 
domestic jurisdiction.” 


Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I thank the Senator very much. 
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Mr. BRICKER. That statement will 
bear reading a time or two again. 

Ambassador Jessup’s theory has al- 
ready been accepted by a lower court 
in California—Fujii v. California (217 P. 
(2) 418). That theory is being vigor- 
ously promoted by the articles of emi- 
nent lawyers appearing in many of the 
country's leading law reviews. It is time 
for the Senate of the United States to 
say whether the rights of the American 
people are to be determined under inter- 
national law or under the Constitution 
of the United States. 

I do not mean to imply, Mr. President, 
that approval of the draft Covenant 
would immediately place the liberties 
of the American people at the mercy of 
a suprastate parliament and judiciary. 
The plan is to approach world govern- 
ment gradually. Anthony Eden, repre- 
senting England—a country we have 
been keeping for some time, a country 
that has been a suppliant at our doors 
for a good many years, in no small de- 
gree, because of the kind of government 
they have had—in Denver a couple of 
weeks ago called for a gradual merger of 
sovereignty, not a surrender—people are 
apprehensive of surrendering—Wash- 
ington Daily News, August 6, 1951. Mr. 
Jessup expressed the same opinion in 
his book when he said: 

It is natural that some minds seek a com- 
plete change through the immediate crea- 
tion of a world government. Others would 
prefer to build more slowly through the 
medium of what is generally called inter- 
national organization or administration, 
now typified by the United Nations (p. 1). 


The Covenant on Human Rights is 
based on the premise that world gov- 
ernment must come gradually. There is, 
for example, no international criminal 
court before which an American citizen 
may be tried. However, at this very 
moment, a 16-nation committee on 
which the United States is represented 
is meeting in Geneva to draft a United 


Nations Convention defining the juris- 


diction of an international criminal 
court. They are getting ready for the 
day Mr. Jessup planned. s 

If the political and economic rights of 
the American people are not matters 
essentially within the domestic jurisdic- 
tion, ultimately there will be little or 
nothing left of national sovereignty. 
The significance of the Fujii case, hold- 
ing, in effect, that human rights are not 
matters essentially within the domestic 
jurisdiction, is well understood at United 
Nations headquarters. I do not agree 
that the determination of the court in 
the Fujii case is a proper judicial deci- 
sion. I think it might have been 
reversed upon appeal, but no one knows. 

Mr. Oscar Schachter, Deputy Director, 
United Nations Legal Department, was 
entirely correct when he explained in 
these words the significance of applying 
the human-rights provisions of the 
Charter directly to individuals: 

Moreover, there is an added degree of 
cogency in the fact that the Charter, and 
not the Constitution alone, is being applied; 
for that shows that the United States is 
effectively carrying out its external obliga- 
tions, and particularly that obligation which 
more than any other involves a limita- 
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tion of traditional rights of sovereignty. 
(Schachter, Charter and Constitution (1951), 
4 Vanderbilt Law Rev. 643, 659.) 


Our Ambassador at Large, Philip 
Jessup, clearly regards national sover- 
eignty as a plague which must be wiped 
from the face of the earth. Here is how 
Philip Jessup describes national sover- 
eignty on page 1 of A Modern Law of 
Nations: 

Unlimited sovereignty is no longer auto- 
matically accepted as the most prized pos- 
session or even as a desirable attribute of 
states. 


I was not elected to the Senate to 
destroy the sovereignty of the United 
States or to weaken the Constitution. 
So long as I am a Member, I shall op- 
pose any such international documents 
by fuzzy-thinking people which would 
bring about that ultimate result or start 
us down the road to ruin. 

This statement appears on page 2 and 
on page 40: 

Sovereignty, in its meaning of an absolute, 
uncontrolled state will, ultimately, be free to 
resort to the final arbitrament of war, is the 
quicksand upon which the foundations of 
traditional international law are rebuilt. 
Until the world achieves some form of inter- 
national government in which a collective 
will takes precedence over the individual 
will of the sovereign state, the ultimate 
function of law, which is the elimination of 
. force for the solution of human conflicts, 
will not be fulfilled. 


What today is going on in the world 
except that we are the instrument of 
some international will which has again 
forced us into conflict and into war? 

Mr. Jessup further reaches this con- 
clusion, on page 41 of his book: 

Once it is agreed that sovereignty is divisi- 
ble and that it is therefore not absolute, var- 
ious restrictions on and relinquishments of 
sovereignty may be regarded as normal and 
not stigmatizing. The slow but steady de- 
velopment of majority rule in international 
organizations bears witness to the change 
which is taking place. * * * Notable also 
are those numerous provisions in the Charter 
which recognize that the treatment of the 
individual citizen is no longer a matter sole- 
ly of domestic concern and that the denial of 
fundamental human rights to a citizen can 
no longer be shrouded behind the impene- 
trable cloak of national sovereignty. 


I daresay that not a Member of the 
Senate who voted in 1949 to approve the 
United Nations Charter ever, in the 
wildest moment of his imagination 
dreamed that such a contention as this 
could ever be presented by a responsible 
citizen of the United States, let alone a 
represeniative of this administration. 

Although Mr. Jessup regards national 
sovereignty as an obstacle to progress, 
I doubt if the Congress shares his opin- 
ion, The Senate would never have rati- 
fied the United Nations Charter except 
for its reliance on the fact that national 
sovereignty was protected under article 
2 (7). Neither House of Congress has 
approved any resolution calling for con- 
sideration of any plan for world or re- 
gional federation or government. Al- 
though the legislatures of 23 States 
climbed on the world-government band- 
wagon several years ago, no doubt 
Prompted by the propaganda which 


came from Washington and the United 
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Nations headquarters, propaganda car- 
ried on by a political party to its own 
detriment, 16 have since rescinded their 
action. It is obvious that no surrender 
of national sovereignty is possible so long 
as the American people or their repre- 
sentatives in Congress have a chance to 
vote on the matter. Mr. Jessup appar- 
ently recognizes this political fact of life 
because his book proceeds on the hy- 
pothesis that the new theory of interna- 
tional law has already been accepted. 
On pages 12 and 13 of A Modern Law of 
Nations, he suggests this political strat- 
egy to his one-world colleagues: 

Implicit in the adoption of the two hy- 
pothesis upon which this work is based is 
the questioning of the archfiction of inter- 
national law—absolute state sovereignty. 
+ * + “Legal fiction,” says Morris Cohen, 
“is the mask that progress must wear to pass 
the faithful but bleary-eyed watchers of our 
ancient legal treasures. But though legal 
fictions are useful in thus mitigating or ab- 
sorbing the shock of innovation, they work 
havoc in the form of intellectual confusion.” 
The establishment of the United Nations 
presents an opportunity for innovations. 
The development of the organization of the 
international community suggests the ulti- 
mate possibility of substituting some kind of 
joint sovereignty, the supremacy of the com- 
mon will, for the old single-state sovereignty. 


This quotation is from a man ap- 
pointed by the President to represent 
the United States at the United Nations, 
and whose name will soon be before the 
Senate for confirmation. Today he is a 
roving ambassador, 

Mr. Jessup implies that lip service 
must be paid to the concept of sover- 
eignty in order not to alarm the people 
or the guardians of “our ancient legal 
treasures.” Anthony Eden suggested 
the same political strategy when he said: 

I should call for a gradual merger of sov- 
ereignty, not a surrender; people are appre- 
hensive of surrendering. 


And well they should be. 

Ambassador Jessup is entirely correct 
in his assumption that the American 
people want no part of world govern- 
ment or any other scheme entailing a 
surrender of sovereignty or giving up the 
protection of liberties of the American 
citizen. The idea that national sover- 
eignty must be destroyed gradually and 
by subterfuge reflects a set of moral 
values well below that of the common 
thief. j 

Let me make it perfectly clear, Mr. 
President, that I intend to use every re- 
source at my command to see that “our 
ancient legal treasures”—the Constitu- 
tion of the United States and the Decla- 
ration of Independence—are not stolen 
by United Nations treaties or by any 
other innovations in the field of inter- 
national law. I shall never violate the 
oath I took upon entering the Senate by 
voting to deny the priceless liberties of 
our people guaranteed in the Constitu- 
tion of the United States. 

Under the proposed covenant it is true 
that the protection and enforcement of 
human rights is left for awhile to the 
national state. As Mr. Jessup points 
out on page 90 of his book, however, this 
is an early stage of development to be 
gradually superseded by placing the 


protection and enforcement of human 
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rights under the direct protection and 
enforcement of an international au- 
thority. 

Mr. Jessup seems aware of the diffi- 
culties involved in giving several billions 
of people with different religions, cus- 
toms, standards of living, and political 
traditions a common bill of rights. He 
expresses the difficulty in these words on 
page 92 of his book: 

No attempt is made here to draft an inter- 
national bill of the rights of man. Effective 
spadework has already been done, and the 
task is in the hands of the United Nations 
Commission on Human Rights. The human 
rights to be defined and protected must be 
considered not in a vacuum of theory, but 
in terms of the constitutions and laws and 
practices of more than 70 states of the world. 
Not every personal guaranty which is con- 
genial to the Constitution of the United 
States of America is necessarily well adapted 
to other civilizations. : 


Our roving Ambassador was diplo- 
matic enough to refrain from stating this 
corollary principle: 

Restrictions on personal liberty which are 
congenial to the laws of Communist and 
Socialist countries are not well adapted to 
the United States of America. 


It should now be clear why Secretary 
Acheson and Mrs. Roosevelt support a 
document which makes revival of the 
star chamber possible. Denial of the 
right to a public trial is simply one of 
scores of compromises which had to be 
made to obtain general agreement on a 
Covenant of Human Rights. 

In negotiations on the Covenant on 
Human Rights, Secretary Acheson and 
Mrs. Roosevelt must have discovered 
long ago that the other nations of the 
world would not accept the principles 
of economic and political freedom em- 
bodied in the Constitution of the United 
States. A majority of the U. N. members 
are nations which have succumbed to 
communism, socialism, or some form of 
dictatorial rule. The common charac- 
teristic of all these countries is that they 
exalt the power of the state over the 
individual. 

The individual has become in those 
countries only one in a mass. Among 
the nations of the world, we stand almost 
alone today in our allegiance to the eco- 
nomic principle of free competitive en- 
terprise and the political principle that 
men possess certain unalienable rights. 
It was inevitable that all of the compro- 
mises made in the Covenant on Human 
Rights would lie in the direction of sub- 
ordinating the economic and political 
rights of the individual to the power 
of the state, as expressed by the other 
nations of the world with which we are 
dealing. 

When this fact became apparent to 
the State Department it faced a criti- 
cal choice. It was forced to choose be- 
tween the Constitution and national 
sovereignty on the one hand and the 
prospect of achieving in the future a 
world government. The State Depart- 
ment chose world government. The 
Covenant on Human Rights is a trap 
for the liberties of the American people. 
While Secretary Acheson and Mrs, 
Roosevelt may have entered this trap 
unwittingly, they can be condemned for 
making no effort to disengage themselves 
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and the country they represent. The 
time is here now to instruct them in their 
sworn duty to the people of their 
country. 

Repudiation of the Covenant on Hu- 
man Rights should not be construed as 
isolationism or as America’s refusal to 
fulfill the role of world leadership. We 
can cooperate with other nations in the 
field of military and economic assist- 
ance without endangering our liberties, 
provided, of course, that the cost of 
these programs can be met without 
destructive inflation. It is also possible 
for us to play a leading part in advanc- 
ing the cause of human rights all over 
the world. It must be emphasized, 
however, that no international state- 
ment of human rights will be acceptable 
to the American people if it prejudices 
to the slightest degree any of the basic 
liberties protected by the Constitution, 
the sovereignty of the United States, or 
its Feceral-State system of government. 
A treaty which merely reaffirmed one of 
the fundamental freedoms of the Amer- 
ican people, even if accepted by only one 
other country, would advance the cause 
of the human liberty far more than ac- 
ceptance of the Covenant on Human 
Rights by every country of the world. 
We should try to convince the other na- 
tions of the world that neither com- 
munism nor socialism is the wave of the 
future. Although it might take a hun- 
dreds years to convince them, we should 
try to spread the doctrine that human 
rights can be achieved only by adhering 
to the principles embodied in the Con- 
stitution of the United States and in 
the Declaration of Independence. By 
precept and example we strengthen our- 
selves and can best guide others to 
nobler concepts of human rights. 

Senate Resolution 177, introduced by 
me on July 17, 1951, and referred to the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee, is 
intended to advise the President, first, 
that the Senate does not approve the 
draft covenant, and, second, that 
United States representatives at the U. N. 
should be instructed to withdraw from 
further negotiations with respect to the 
covenant. It has been suggested that 
Senate Resolution 177 is premature. In 
my judgment, it is never too soon to 
start action which will help to remove 
a threat to the Constitution and the 
sovereignty of the United States. Senate 
Resolution 177 is not premature as a 
matter of law. 

Article II, section 2 of the Constitu- 
tion provides that the President shall 
have power to make treaties “by and 
with the advice and consent of the 
Senate.” The Senate should reassert its 
constitutional right to advise the Presi- 
dent by adopting Senate Resolution 177. 
The resolution might be premature as 
a practical matter if there were a rea- 
sonable chance of eliminating from the 
covenant each and every one of its re- 
strictions on individual liberty. That is 
obviously impossible because the U. N. 
members which suppress human rights 
have successfully defended their restric- 
tions in negotiations on the covenant ex- 
tending over the past 5 years. 

Most Americans are familiar with the 
tyranny of the British Court of the Star 
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Chamber. They are familiar with mod- 
ern versions of the Star Chamber. They 
know that the Kremlin's star chamber 
leads to the slave labor camps of Si- 
beria. They know that Hitler’s star 
chamber led to the gas chamber. They 
will not tolerate the revival of the star 
chamber here by accepting the proposed 
United Nations Covenant on Human 
Rights. 

Let not the Senate Forzign Relations 
Committee delay its sacred and sworn 
duty to the people of the United States, 


PROPOSED INVESTIGATION OF FINAN- 
CIAL ACTIVI OF THE DEPARTMENT 
OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. KEM. Mr. President, the follow- 
ing item appeared on the Associated 
Press ticker today. It has reference to 
Senate Resolution 210, introduced yes- 
terday by 17 Senators proposing an in- 
vestigation of the financial activities of 
the Department of Agriculture. It 
reads: 

Secretary of Agriculture Brannan called 
Kem’s move a “fishing expedition” for po- 
litical purposes, He said the Department, 
if the probe is ordered, will “answer the 
grossly political charges against the loyal and 
honest employees of the Department who 
otherwise have little or no way of fighting 
back.” 


It is significant that M:. Brannan 
neither denies the charges made in the 
Senate by Senator WILLIAMs and Sen- 
ator AIKEN, nor does he request an in- 
vestigation. 

If the committee decides to investi- 
gate it will not be deterred by any red- 
herring talk about political charges. 
The loyal and honest employees of the 
Department of Agricuiture have nothing 
to fear. They will be given an ample 
opportunity to be heard. It is hoped 
that they will be of assistance to the 
committee in catching certain predatory 
sharks. 


SEPARATION OF SUBSIDY FROM AIR- 
MAIL PAY 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (S. 436) to provide for the 
separation of subsidy from air-mail pay, 
and for other purposes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. Mc- 
Maxon], on behalf of the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, to the 
substitute bill, which is in the form 
of a committee amendment. The clerk 
will state the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Connecticut IMr. 
McManon]. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 
will state the amendment. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I should 
like to address the Chair before the 
clerk states the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Connecticut IMr. 
McMaxon]. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
does not believe it makes any difference, 
but the Chair is glad to recognize the 
Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The 
point is that I want to send to the desk 
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a series of amendments identified as 
9-13-51-B, which are clarifying and 
clerical amendments. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Are they 
committee amendments? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes. 
They were adopted by the committee. 
They are not shown as committee 
amendments, but since they were 
adopted by the committee they are com- 
mittee amendments. They are not iden- 
tified as committee amendments. I 
should like to ask that we proceed with 
respect to them, without prejudice to any 
amendment which may be offered to 
them. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ments to which the Senator from Colo- 
rado refers now are different from the 
amendments to which the Chair referred 
a moment ago? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes; that 
is correct. They are also committee 
amendments. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the 
Senator from Colorado wish to have the 
amendments to which he has referred 
stated? 

Mr. JOHNEON of Colorado. Yes. I 
ask unanimous consent that the Senate 
consider the amendments en bloc, be- 
cause they are all clerical and clarifying 
in nature. I do not believe there is any 
objection to them. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I suggest the absence of a quorum, 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Massachusetts has not been recog- 
nized for that purpose. The Senator 
from Colorado [Mr, JoHnson] has the 
floor. : 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for that purpose? 
We have resumed consideration of the 
unfinished business, and I know that 
several Senators have asked to be noti- 
fied when we take up the bill again. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield 
first to the Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. AIKEN. I was about to propound 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
will state it. 

Mr. AIKEN. If the amendments 
offered by the Senator from Colorado 
(Mr. Jounson] are adopted, will they be 
subject to amendnient later? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I asked 
that they be considered without preju- 
dice, and the request was granted. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The unani- 
mous consent was merely that they be 
considered en bloc. They were not 
adopted. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. It was 
done without prejudice to any other 
amendment which may be offered later. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ments would be regarded as amend- 
ments in the first degree, inasmuch as 
the amendment in the nature of a sub- 
stitute is the text of the bill. Therefore, 
the amendments will be subject to 
amendment. 

Mr. AIKEN. The amendments now 
being offered by the Senator from Colo- 
rado [Mr. JOHNSON] are subject to 
amendment? 
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
is correct. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Does 
the Senator from Massachusetts insist 
on a quorum call? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Yes. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre- 
tary will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 


Aiken Gillette McKellar 
Bennett Green McMahon 
Benton Hayden Millikin 
Brewster Hendrickson Monroney 
Bricker Hill Moody 
Bridges Hoey Morse 
Butler, Md. Holland Mundt 
Butler, Nebr. Humphrey Murray 
Byrd Hunt Neely 
Capehart Ives O'Conor 
Carlson Johnson, Colo. O'Mahoney 
Case Johnson, Tex. Pastore 
Chavez Johnston, S. C. Robertson 
Clements Kefauver Russell 
Connally Kem Saltonstall 
Cordon Kerr Schoeppel 
Douglas Kilgore Smith, Maine 
Duff Knowland Smith, N. J, 
Dworshak Lehman Sparkman 
Eastland Lodge Taft 
Ecton Long Thye 
Ellender Martin Underwood 
Ferguson Maybank Watkins 
Flanders McCarran Welker 
Frear McCarthy Williams 
Fulbright McClellan Young 
George McFarland 

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is 
present. 


The question is on agreeing to the 
amendments making certain clerical cor- 
, rections, submitted by the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. Jounson] for the commit- 
tee. The Chair has examined the 
amendments; and inasmuch as they are 
clerical amendments, merely changing a 
word, for instance, such as changing the 
word “a” to the word “an”, and other 
technical changes, unless the Senator 
from Colorado wishes to have all the 
amendments read, the Chair will have 
them considered en bloc. 

The question now is on agreeing en 
bloc to the amendments submitted by the 
Senator from Colorado. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
in order that there may be no misunder- 
standing of the announcement, I now de- 
sire to propound a parliamentary inquiry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Massachusetts will state it. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I understand 
that all the amendments just agreed to 
are in the first degree, and are open to 
further amendment: 

The VICE PRESIDENT. They would 
be open to further amendment. How- 
ever, they have now been agreed to. On 
the other hand, if any Senator wishes to 
offer an amendment to any of them, 
which the Chair would doubt, because all 
the amendments are technical in nature, 
that would be possible, by means of 
unanimous consent. 

The Senator from Vermont IMr. 
AIKEN] asked whether a subsequent 
amendment would be in order, and the 
Chair advised him that the amendment 
he sent to the desk would come at a later 
place in the bill, and has no relation at 
all to the amendments which were just 
agreed to en bloc. 
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Mr.SALTONSTALL. But the amend- 
ments which have just been agreed to are 
open to further amendment if any Sen- 
ator wishes to submit an amendment to 
any of them. Is that correct? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. That would 
not automatically follow; but the Chair 
would be willing to entertain a request to 
have those amendments reconsidered for 
the purpose of the consideration of an 
amendment to them, if that were desired. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I thank the 
Chair. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill is 
open to amendment. 

Mr. BRIDGES obtained the floor. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Let the Chair 
have stated the other committee amend- 
ment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 16, 
line 23, it is proposed to strike out “the 
Board is empowered, upon petition of 
any certificated air carrier,” and insert 
in lieu thereof “the Board is empowered 
upon petition of any air carrier holding 
a certificate authorizing transportation 
of mail by aircraft.” 

On page 18, lines 21 and 22, it is pro- 
posed to strike out “persons or property” 
and insert in lieu thereof “passengers, 
property, and mail.” 

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President—— 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from New Hampshire has been recog- 
nized, The amendment which has been 
read by the clerk, the Chair under- 
stands, is an amendment of the Senator 
from Connecticut. It is a committee 
amendment, of which the Senator from 
Connecticut is the author. The Senator 
from New Hampshire. 


DIVERSION TO ECONOMIC USES OF FUNDS 
CONTRIBUTED BY THE UNITED STATES 
TO NATO 


Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I wish 
to call the attention of the Senate to a 
situation which I regard as serious. If 
the usually reliable newspaper reports 
are true, an alarming development has 
taken place in the current North At- 
lantic Council meetings at Ottawa. 
There appeared in yesterday’s New York 
Times an article under the date line of 
Ottawa, September 16, written by Felix 
Belair, Jr. This article, reporting on 
developments of the Council meeting, 
states: 

Thus the French delegation is receiving a 
sympathetic hearing on a proposal that 
funds available in the United States for 
financing airfields, comnunications, and 
similar installations in France be made pay- 
able now. 

The French would use these funds, in- 
cluding dollars that may ultimately be spent 
on the maintenance of United States troops, 
to buy the materials needed to maintain 
production in consumer industries, 


Mr. President, we are becoming ac- 
customed to discovering, often when it 
is too late to do anything about it, that 
the administration has made all manner 
of promises and commitments to other 
nations, Fortunately, this particular 
matter has come to our attention ap- 
parently before any definite commit- 
ments have been made. What is so 
alarming to me, Mr. President, is that 
our United States delegation would even 
discuss such a proposal, let alone give it 
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a sympathetic hearing. I ask unanimous 
consent to have inserted at this place in 
my remarks the news story by Mr. Belair, 
which appeared in the New York Times 
of yesterday. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection? 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


WIDER Untrep STATES Am Is Envisac.p To 
HELP EUROPE IN REARMING—PRINCIPLE OF 
ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE To Cope WITH IM- 
PACT ON LIVING STANDARDS GETS BACKING OF 
AMERICANS AT OTTAWA TALKS 


(By Felix Belair, Jr.) 


Orrawa, September 16.—The United States 
delegation to the North Atlantic Council 
meeting here has accepted the principle of 
a broadened program of economic aid to 
Western Europe to deal with the conse- 
quences of rearmament on living standards 
and social peace, 7 

The objective, ultimately, is to provide a 
permanent place for such aid in a formula of 
“burden sharing” to which all North Atlan- 
tic Treaty Organization members would be 
parties. That formula is not expected to be 
completed at the current meeting, but it is 
in the background of all discussions of the 
magnitude and tempo of rearmament in 
Western Europe. 

Meanwhile, there appears to be agreement 
on all sides that substantially more economic 
aid will have to be provided in 1953 and 1954 
if the rearmament programs now developing 
are to be achieved, Although Congress has 
yet to decide finally on the amount of eco- 
nomic aid for the fiscal year 1952, a total of 
$800,500,000 was provided in the authoriza- 
tion enacted by the Senate. 

The problem confronting United States 
technicians at work on the “burden shar- 
ing“ formula is now to avoid the appearance 
of continued underwriting of deficits in the 
European balance of payments arising from 
trade as was done under the Marshall plan. 

It was precisely because the Marshall plan 
had succeeded virtually in eliminating this 
combined balance-of-payments deficit that 
the Senate cut economic aid for Western 
Europe from $1,675,000,000 as requested by 
President Truman to $800,500,000 for fiscal 
1952. 

While the administration's spokesmen 
here thus appear to be committing the 
United States to a policy that the Senate 
would not authorize, the thought now is 
that a larger measure of economic aid is 
inescapable if rearmament goals are to be 
attained without reducing European living 
standards and crippling the will to resist 
Communist aggression. 

A variety of economic aid expedients are 
under consideration at the technical level, 
both as a stopgap remedy for congressional 
action on the foreign aic authorization and 
for the longer period. They include revival 
of so-called offshore purchases by the United 
States for the defense program abroad by 
which North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
countries could be provided with dollars to 
buy essential nonmilitary supplies. 

The United States technicians concede they 
are working in the dark because the mutual 
security program providing economic and 
military aid for the current fiscal year has 
not yet emerged from the conference com- 
mittee of negotiations for the Senate and 
House of Representatives. 

However, there is an almost frantic search 
for sources of economic assistance to West- 
ern Europe. Thus, the French delegation is 
receiving a sympathetic hearing on a pro- 
posal that funds available in the United 
States for financing airfields, communica- 
tions, and similar installations in France be 
made payable now, 
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The French would use these funds, includ- 
ing dollars that may ultimately be spent on 
maintenance of United States troops, to buy 
the materials needed to maintain production 
in consumer industries. 


PROBLEM IS IMMEDIATE 


What the United States delegation is up 
against in trying to work out a burden-shar- 
ing formula for the long run is that Western 
Europe’s economic problem is immediate and 
not subject to a long-term solution. As one 
Frenchman explained it today: 

“With you Americans the big problem is 
the immediate threat of Russia to our col- 
lective security,” he said. “With us the big 
problem is the immediate threat to standards 
of living which cannot be depressed mate- 
rially without endangering public support 
for the rearmament program you are de- 
manding of us. Communist aggressicn from 
within is as real a problem to us as Com- 
munist aggression from without.” 

The basis for the current burden-sharing 
exercise, as the meeting of the Atlantic Coun- 
cil is known to participants, is an interim 
report from its financial and economic board, 
This document assessed the burden now be- 
ing shared by alliance members. It stressed 
the disproportionate share of some Western 
European members was emphasized even in 
relation to that borne by the United States. 

However, the report made no attempt to 
suggest what proportion of the total rearma- 
ment burden should be borne by the sepa- 
rate members. This was because, in addi- 
tion to not knowing what the total rearma- 
ment burden will be, there is as yet no for- 
mula or agreed kasis for distributing the load. 


VARIED METHODS OF COMPUTATION 


On one basis of distributing the burden, 
for instance, a given country may appear to 
be carrying a disproportionate share of the 
load while on another basis or a combina- 
tion of the two, it might appear to be doing 
somewhat less than its share. 

Among the tentative calculations already 
made, one was based on the amount of a 
given country’s gross national product that 
is devoted to rearmament. On this basis, 
the United States is shown to be doing a 
good job, with something like 18 percent of 
the value of its gross national output de- 
voted to rearmament and defense. 

But when “ability to pay” is used as the 
basis for burden-sharing“ or even is used 
in combination with the other basis, a far 
different picture appears. It is on this ac- 
count that some members of the United 
States technical staff doubt whether agree- 
ment will be sought on a mathematical 
formula for sharing the total rearmament 
burden. In the last analysis, they pointed 
out, it is up to the people of a nation to 
decide how much they will contribute to 
the cost of rearming and defending the free 
world and the attempt to anticipate their 
decision is beyond the scope of the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization or any other 
international body. ¢ 

It is generally agreed by all delegations in 
this connection that progress toward a bur- 
den-sharing formula, mathematical or other- 
wise, will await a new set of instructions to 
the financial and economic board and other 
subordinate bodies of the alliance. On the 
economic side this is expected to be the one 
tangible result of the current sessions. 

Meanwhile, some members of the United 
States delegation are reading into the broad- 
ened concept that need for continuing 
United States economic assistance far be- 
yond the time when the immediate Russian 
military threat has passed. They are say- 
ing that the United States knew when it 
entered the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza- 
tion it was engaging in considerably more 
than a military alliance. 

Looking beyond immediate military re- 
armament necessities, these members fore- 
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see a period of relative tranquillity when the 
effort of the North Atlantic community will 
be devoted to the economic well being of 
all member countries, But if this kind of 
corridor discussion is rflected in negotiations 
around the council table there has been no 
indication of it from officials. 


Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, per- 
haps it is fortunate that this matter has 
come to our attention at this time, since 
it is not too late to act. The patent 
willingness to find some method by 
which the intent of the Congress and of 
the people of the United States can be 
circumvented is almost unbelievable. 
Both the House and Senate have given 
careful consideration to the testimony 
presented by the administration, rel- 
ative to Europe’s needs. We have 
listened to testimony purporting to 
evaluate the ability of the European na- 
tions to underwrite a share of the NATO 
obligations. Our whole program for de- 
fense, at home and abroad, has been 
predicated largely on representations 
made by the State Department, the ECA, 
and the Defense Department. Now, 
even before the authorization bills have 
become law, we discover that the repre- 
sentations made to us apparently do not 
reflect the actual conditions abroad. In 
the case of France, she has been repre- 
sented as having largely recovered her 
economic stability, as the result of ECA 
dollar aid. Yet now we find her pleading 
that she is in a precarious economic sit- 
uation, and it is reported that she is 
proposing that we now embark upon a 
bookkeeping system which would amount 
to a misappropriation of funds. 

Mr. President, I serve notice at this 
time that I shall make an issue of this 
matter in the mutual aid and assist- 
ance bill, and in the Appropriations 
Committee, when this bill comes before 
that committee. 

I have always given my support to 
foreign aid programs. The ECA had 
its start in the Eightieth Congress. I 
supported it then, and I have given it 
my support in subsequent sessions of the 
Congress. Although I have not always 
agreed with the methods used, and al- 
though I have supported some amend- 
ments which would effect economies or 
realism in that program, I have never 
for a moment withheld my support from 
the principle of the ECA program. I 
have accepted, as I believe every other 
Senator has, the word of the ECA and 
of the State Department witnesses as to 
the conditions which they have outlined 
to us. Now, quite suddenly, Mr. Presi- 
dent, if this report coming from Ottawa 
is accurate, it appears that much of 
what we have been told is true is not at 
all true; and I think we should get the 
facts straight. Only after we get the 
facts can we act intelligently on the Mu- 
tual Security program, 

In these times, when the American 
people are being asked to pay an un- 
precedented tax bill, it is the duty of 
Members of the Congress to see to it 
that the money appropriated for a given 
purpose serves that purpose, not some 
devious, half-hidden, spurious objective. 
And I do not propose to be a party to 
covering up any of this chicanery or 
to be a party to the unwillingness or 
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the inability of the administration to 
give us the facts. 

Mr. President, the article to which 
I have referred is startling, and I shall 
quote further from it. It appeared on 
the front page of the New York Times 
yesterday, under the name of a very 
responsible writer. It was carried over 
onto page 5, and from the portion which 
appears on page 5 I quote: 

However, there is an almost frantic search 
for sources of economic assistance to West- 
ern Europe. Thus, the French delegation 
is receiving a sympathetic hearing on a pro- 
posal that funds available in the United 
States for financing airfields— 


In other words, funds which we are 
appropriating for building air bases for 
our mutual defense in the collective se- 
curity program. They are proposing 
that those funds which are for our air 
bases, communications, and other mili- 
tary installations in France, and they 
even go so far as to include the dollars 
which would ultimately be spent in the 
maintenance of American troops in 
France— 
and to use those dollars now to buy mate- 
rials to maintain production in consumer 
industries. 


That is a startling thing, Mr. Presi- 
dent. It is something I simply cannot 
understand. We make a very definite 
appropriation—for what? For the col- 
lective security of the NATO countries. 
We make an appropriation for the pur- 
pose, for instance, of building a string 
of air bases in Western Europe, in Af- 
rica, and in various other places, for our 
collective defense, for our mutual se- 
curity; and yet, according to responsible 
reports, we find a United States delega- 
tion representing our country, in Ottawa, 
entertaining proposals to allow this 
money, appropriated for the definite 
purpose of defense and mutual security 
to be used for the support of consumer 
goods industries in one of the partici- 
pating countries. That, to my mind, is 
a shocking thing. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield to the Senator 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The Senator 
listened, as I did, to the testimony, and 
then voted. Am I not correct in saying 
that these funds were appropriated for 
the specific purposes mentioned in the 
bill, with a 10-percent transferability 
clause between articles within the title, 
and, as I recall, 10 percent between 
titles, with the understanding that, ex- 
cept for that, the amounts in the mili- 
tary assistance program would be spent 
for the specific purpeses for which they 
were appropriated, namely, the produc- 
tion in this country of arms and equip- 
ment to go abroad, and the ECA appro- 
priations, in a lesser amount, would be 
spent to stimulate economic conditions 
in the other countries. Am I not 
correct? 

Mr. BRIDGES. The Senator is abso- 
lutely correct. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for one more ques- 


tion? 
Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. 


1951 


Mr. SALTONSTALL. From the Armed 
Services Committee has come a bill au- 
thorizing public works. Many of the 
amounts contained in it are for the con- 
struction of air bases in other countries. 
They are for the use of our troops; are 
they. not? 

Mr. BRIDGES. That is correct. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New Hampshire yield? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Does the Senator 
know whether when we build an airport 
in a foreign country we have to purchase 
the land, or does the country in which 
we are building the airport furnish the 
land? 

Mr. BRIDGES. As I understand, 
there are two types of air bases which 
we are building abroad. One is strictly 
an American air base and the other is a 
NATO air base, of which we are the prin- 
cipal users because American planes and 
American men will operate from them. 
American money goes into the American 
air bases, for which we are totally re- 
sponsible. In the NATO countries the 
expense is supposedly handled on a per- 
centage basis, whereby at least a part of 
the cost is borne by the other countries. 
Basically the land should be involved. 
What is actually the result, I do not 
know. 

Mr. FERGUSON. According to the 
article to which the Senator has re- 
ferred, we have, in effect, appropriated 
money to purchase land and to install 
air bases. 

Mr. BRIDGES. That is correct. 

Mr. FERGUSON. And the recipient 
countries are thinking about diverting 
that money to the purchase of tools and 
equipment and the purchase of con- 
sumer goods in France. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Yes. We passed a 
foreign mutual aid bill, one section of 
which is for military assistance and the 
other is for economic assistance. There 
is, as the Senator from Massachusetts 
has indicated, a provision as to where 
transfers may be made within the gen- 
eral provisions of the bill. The admin- 
istration has asked for, and Congress 
has acted in assigning, the respective 
amounts to be spent for economic and 
military aid. 

As I see it, one of the things in which 
I think we are all interested is the build- 
ing up of a- mutual defense for the 
nations’ general collective security and 
the security of the United States. After 
Congress has acted, if our delegates 
meeting in an international conference 
are listening to foreign governments pro- 
pose that they take the money which 
we intended to be used to defend this 
country, and transfer it to be used to 
purchase consumer goods, it is a very 
serious situation. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New Hampshire yield? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Is there anything 
in the article indicating, or has the 
Senator any information, that our dele- 
gation has done anything about the 
matter? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I might say to the 
Senator from Texas that I hope they 
have not done anything about it, but 
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this is an article published in the New 
York Times—— 

Mr. CONNALLY. It quotes what the 
French are saying, does it not? 

Mr. BRIDGES. Yes. 

Mr. CONNALLY. We are not respon- 


sible for what the French are saying. 


Mr. BRIDGES. Let me read it: 

The United States delegation to the North 
Atlantic Council meeting here ‘today has 
accepted the principle of a broadened pro- 
gram of economic aid to Western Europe to 
deal with the consequences of rearmament 
on living standards and social peace. 

The objective, ultimately, is to provide a 
permanent place for such aid in a formula 
of “burden-sharing” to which all North At- 
lantic Treaty Organization members would 
be parties. 


Then it goes on to say: 

The problem confronting United States 
technicians at work on the “burden-shar- 
ing” formula is how to avoid the appearance 
of continued underwriting of deficits in the 
European balance of payments arising from 
trade as was done under the Marshall plan. 


Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator, in his 
original reading of the article, did not 
read that portion. 

Mr. BRIDGES. No; I read another 
portion of it, bus the whole article is very 
enlightening. I will say to the Senator 
from Texas, who is the very able chair- 
man of the Foreign Relations Commit- 
tee, that when he heard all ti:e testimony 
and passed upon the question, he voted 
consistently to authorize appropriations 
for economic und military aid. It seems 
he did it on the theory that the ECA 
program was to continue until 1952 and 
would end at that time. Now we find 
our United States delegation, as reported 
by reputable newspapers and journals, 
discussing the subject on an entirely 
different formula, and it is disturbing to 
me as a supporter of the program. 

Mr. CONNALLY. If I were convinced 
that our delegation was doing that, I 
would have one opinion; but as I un- 
derstand, the only information the Sen- 
ator has is from the Ferch. 

Mr. BRIDGES. No; this is not a 
French version. It is from. Felix Belair, 
Jr., writing in the New York Times; and 
he says: 

The United States delegation to the North 
Atlantic Council meeting here has accepted 
the principle of a broadened program of eco- 
nomic aid to Western Europe to deal with the 
consequences of rearmament on living stand- 
ards and social peace. 


Then he says: 

The problem confronting United States 
technicians at work on the “burden-shar- 
ing” formula is how to avoid the appearance 
of continued underwriting of deficits in the 
European balance of payments arising from 
trade as was done under the Marshall plan. 


He is not quoting directly from a 
member of the United States delegation, 
but he is reporting what they are doing 
there, and then he has quoted directly 
from the French. 

I think the Senator from Texas cer- 
tainly will be fair enough to say that 
if this is true as reported by a reputable 
journal, certainly it is something for 
the distinguished Senator from Texas 
and other members of his committee 
and of the Senate to look into. 
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Mr. CONNALLY. No one can keep 
our delegates from making wild state- 
ments as to what they want to do. Here 
is the place where the doing is going to 
happen. They cannot appropriate un- 
less the money is authorized by Con- 
gress, 

Mr. BRIDGES. I am delighted that 
the Senator from Texas takes that atti- 
tude, as I knew he would. The appro- 
priation bills for the ECA program have 
not started in this body yet, but we 
find a United States delegation in a 
foreign country proposing entirely new 
concepts in foreign aid and listening 
with a sympathetic ear—there may have 
been some basis for it—to a foreign na- 
tion which is proposing that the money 
which we appropriated for military sup- 
port, for making ourselves strong enough 
to resist any potential aitack of Com- 
munist forces in Europe, be transferred 
for the purpose of buying consumer 
goods. If that is not the farthest cry 
from anything I have heard before the 
com: uittees of the Congress with refer- 
ence to foreign aid for a long time, I 
miss my guess. 

Mr, CONNALLY. Mr. President, I 
think the Senator from New Hampshire 
is unnecessarily. alarmed. He quotes 
from a newspaper, and then he quotes 
himself. I do not have a copy of the 
article, but I should like to have one. 

Mr. BRIDGES. I will loan it to the 
Senator. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, by 
his expression of his fears the Senator 
exhibits a lack of confidence in the Con- 
gress of the United States. The headline 
is as follows: 

Wider United States aid is envisaged to 
help Europe in rearming. 


That is mutual assistance, mutual de- 
fense. 

Principle of economic assistance to cope 
with impact on living standards gets back- 
ing of Americans at Ottawa talks. 


That is a statement of headlines. 
Write something in headlines that will 
attract attention, write something that 
will smear, write something that will 
frighten Americans into believing that 
their delegation is deserting them, fet- 
tering them. Mr. President, I prefer to 
wait and get some authoritative state- 
ment from our delegation. I do not 
believe at all that our delegation has 
promised France to pay anything to her 
except what we have planned in legis- 
lation passed by the Congress of the 
United States. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Texas yield? 

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Of course, the able 
Senator from Texas, the chairman of 
the Foreign Relations Committee, is 
reading from the New York Times, which 
has just celebrated its one hundredth 
anniversary. The New York Times is 
not normally considered to be—certainly 
I have not known it to be—a sensational 
newspaper, or a publication which at- 
tempts to smear anybody. It so happens 
that there have been quite notable in- 
stances in the past not only of the Amer- 
ican people but of the American Con- 
gress gaining their information through 
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@ responsible newspaper. Mr. Belair is 
one of the outstanding correspondents 
of the New York Times. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I know Mr. Belair 
about as well as the Senator from Cali- 
fornia does. 

| Mr. KENOWLAND. I do not think he 
is making this statement out of whole 
cloth. 

| Mr.CONNALLY. I read the headlines 
¡appearing in the newspaper; not his 
statement. I said I read the headlines. 
IJ said the headlines were written to 
catch attention. The Senator from 
California is a newspaperman. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. That is correct. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Does he not write 
headlines to catch attention? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Yes. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Ithoughtso. Does 
he not make speeches to catch head- 
lines? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I do not think the 
New York Times in its headlines mis- 
represents the contents of the article. 

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator from 
California is entitled to think what he 
believes. I have a high regard for the 
New York Times, I read it nearly every 
day. Iam not criticizing the New York 
Times, because the article does not pur- 
port to be an official communication. 
The Times contains this article by Mr. 
Belair. I know him, and have respect 
for him. I will read something the Sen- 
ator did not read. There were many 
who wanted an increase to be made in 
the economic aid provided in the author- 
ization bill so it could be used for build- 
ing arms factories and munitions fac- 
tories in Europe. I opposed that, and 
Senators on the Committee on Foreign 
Relations know that I opposed it. 
| Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CONNALLY. Just a moment. I 
read: 

Meanwhile— : 


This is still Mr. Belair, I suppose— 

Meanwhile, there ap to be agree- 
ment on all sides that substantially more 
economic aid 


That is what I have been telling Mem- 
bers of the Senate. There are those who 
have been urging more economic aid. 
They are here in this Chamber and in the 
House of Representatives, and the Sen- 
ator from Texas voted against their pro- 
* posals. 
| Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CONNALLY. Just a moment. I 
want to finish the sentence. I do not 
believe in split infinitives or split sen- 
tences, either one— 
meanwhile, there appears to be agreement 
on all sides that substantially more economic 
aid will have to be provided in 1953 and 1954 
if the rearmament programs now developing 
are to be achieved. 


I read in a newspaper the other day a 
statement from General Eisenhower 
urging that we hurry up with aid, that 
we hurry up with more troops. 

Although Congress has yet to decide finally 
on the amount of economic ald for the fiscal 
year 1952, a total of $800,500,000 was pro- 
vided in the authorization enacted by the 
Senate. 
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The reference is to economic aid all 
the time. Military aid is needed. I am 
not advocating increased economic aid. 
The committees are. 

It was precisely because the Marshall plan 
had succeeded virtually in eliminating this 
combined balance of payments deficit that 
the Senate cut economic aid for Western 
Europe from $1,675,000,000, as requested by 
President Truman, to $800,500,000 for fiscal 
1952. 


That is quoting what we did in the 
Senate committee. 2 

No, Mr. President; I think we had bet- 
ter wait and find out what our delegation 
has to say about this matter. No one 
can keep delegates to a convention from 
talking. Many of them go to conven- 
tions so they can make speeches. A 
speaker will say, “Back home I want my 
people to know what I am doing here,” 
just as Senators speaking in the Senate 
frequently do. A Senator will say, “I 
want my constituents to know that I 
am standing up and fighting.” 

No, Mr. President; I think we can find 
out the facts about this situation. Eu- 
ropean countries certainly will not get a 
nickel out of the United States Treasury 
if I have anything to do with it, unless 
they explain what they are doing and 
what they expect to do. I return the 
newspaper article to the Senator from 
New Hampshire. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield the floor, Mr. 
President. I yield all of it. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Maine. The Chair 
thought the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire had the floor. 

Mr. BRIDGES. No, Mr. President. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I wanted to add to 
what the Senator from New Hampshire 
had read. This is from the Wall Street 
Journal of this morning, similarly re- 
port from Ottawa, in an article by Ray 
Cromley. I read one portion of it ap- 
pearing on page 1: 

This Anglo-French argument—that the 
United States isn’t pulling its share of the 
load—may come as something of a shock to 
Americans. The United States is voting 
$60,000,000,000 for defense and $7,000,000,000 
for foreign military aid in the next 12 
months and Congress will probably vote an- 
other $5,000,000,000 later to pay for Korean 
war costs this fiscal year. Britain's expand- 
ed war budget is around $4,500,000,000 this 
year; she’s no’ planning to make any arms 
gifts to NATO allies except in return for 
United States gifts. France’s military budget 
will be around $2,400,000,000 next year. 

The British reasoning runs something like 
this: The North Atlantic Pact is not a pact 
for the defense of Europe. It's a pact for the 
defense of all of us, the United States and 
Canada as well as continental countries. 
Therefore, any money put up by the United 
States—even if it’s a gift to Europe—is not 
really a gift but an American contribution 
to the general defense. If this is true, they 
reason, then each of the Atlantic Pact coun- 
tries (including the United States) should 
pay for the common defense (including 
gifts) according to their ability to pay. 


It then goes on to develop the idea that 
the French and British have developed a 
formula to determine what we ought to 
pay, and have worked it out. It does not 
say that they have agreed to it. 
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Mr. CONNALLY. No; and we have 
not. . 

Mr. BREWSTER. I think the Senato: 
from Texas is quite correct, that it will 
take a little argument to persuade us. 
The Senator has shown very clearly that 
on economic aid he feels we have got to 
pull in our horns. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Iam glad I yielded 
mee Senator from Maine. I thank 


Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, the 
distinguished Senator from Texas made 
the statement, which I know is correct, 
to the effect that while he favored some 
cuts in foreign aid, he was opposed to 
doing away with foreign economic aid. 
But he was forthright in what he did, 
If the proposal outlined in the news ar- 
ticle should be carried through, it would 
be an attempt to accomplish by indirec- 
tion and skulduggery an objective not 
countenanced by the chairman of the 
committee, the committee members, and 
the Senate itself. I cannot conceive— 
and I have yet to see any explanation— 
how, when Congress appropriates money 
to defend this country and to contribute 
to mutual defense under the NATO, any 
delegate representing the Un ted States 
can lend an attentive ear to a proposal 
that funds we appropriate for the build- 
ing of air bases should be used for the 
purpose of maintaining consumer-goods 
industry. 

It is inconceivable to me. I believe 
that now is the time, and this is the 
place, on the floor of the Senate, to bring 
out these questions and discuss them, be- 
cause if we maintain silence, too often 
it is too late to do anything. Many 
times when I have risen on the fioor and 
spoken on matters of this kind I have 
been told that I might endanger some 
plan, I can remember, when confer- 
ences were being held in Washington on 
the United Nations, that I stood on the 
floor and raised a question about the 
veto. I was roared down in the Senate 
by Senators who said, “Let us not rock 
the boat. Later we will find out what 
has happened.” Later the U. N. Charter 
agreement came out with the veto pro- 
vision in it. Many times when the facts 
le known it is too late to take ac- 

ion. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Does not the Sen- 
ator also agree that time after time the 
Congress is presented with a fait ac- 
compli, under which commitments have 
been made? Perhaps the executive de- 
partment has overextended itself, but 
commitments are sometimes made by 
the executive branch of the Government, 
and then the executive department 
comes to the Congress and says, “It 
would look like an act of bad aith if we 
did not carry out the commitment, even 
though you do not approve of it, even 
though there may be general acknowl- 
edgement that the commitment should 
not have been made.” 

The time to obtain an understanding 
between the executive department and 
the Congress is before we are presented 
with a fait accompli. 
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Mr. BRIDGES. The Senator is abso- 
lutely correct. For that reason I be- 
lieve that discussion of this kind is very 
healthy. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. 

Mr, AIKEN, I ask the Senator from 
New Hampshire if he does not think that 
it would be better to have some over-all 
act of the Congress, if that were possible, 
to prevent the executive department 
from going ahead irrespective of the de- 
sires of the Congress than to undertake 
to send a round-robin letter to the Presi- 
dent every time we anticipate that he 
may do something contrary to the in- 
tent of Congress. I signed one of the 
round-robins the other day. I still do 
not think that is the way to handle the 
situation, when we feel that the execu- 
tive branch of the Government is going 
to ignore the Congress and go ahead 
and make foreign agreements which it is 
thought we are bound to approve and 
observe later. 

Mr. BRIDGES. I think the first way 
is the preferable way by far, as the Sena- 
tor from Vermont has indicated. How- 
ever, when we have no over-all method 
in force, I think the round-robin idea is 
at least a reasonable way to proceed. 

Mr. AIKEN. It fills the loophole once 
in a while. However, we cannot antici- 
pate everything which the executive 
branch might undertake to do. For ex- 
ample, this Ottawa matter was not an- 
ticipated, I am sure. 

Mr. BRIDGES. No. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 


LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
have been asked what our program is to 
be. Of course, we want to take up the 
tax bill as soon as it is ready, but we 
hope to finish consideration of the pend- 
‘ing bill first. I had anticipated that we 
would have passed the air mail subsidy 
separation bill by this time. However, 
I had not given notice of a night session 
for tonight and therefore, I do not feel 
justified in holding the Senate in session 
longer than a reasonable hour this 
evening. 

In order that we may expedite passage 
of the pending bill tomorrow and also 
begin consideration of the tax bill with 
at least the opening statement on it, I 
ask unanimous consent that, beginning 
at 12 o’clock tomorrow, there be a limi- 
tation of debate on the pending bill of 
30 minutes on each amendment, motion, 
or appeal with the proviso that all 
amendments shall be germane to the 
bill; a limitation of 1 hour debate on 
the bill itself. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I yield. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I consulted 
Members on the floor after the quorum 
call, and I think there are two points 
with respect to which Members on our 
side of the aisle would like some in- 
formation. The Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. AIKEN] is interested in some 
amendments which he might wish to 
take more than half an hour to discuss. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I am perfectly 
willing to accommodate him. 
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Mr. SALTONSTALL. I think the 
Senator from Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS] 
is particularly interested in what the 
majority leader would propose with re- 
lation to the tax bill and the length of 
Senate sessions; also whether there will 
be objection to committees sitting on 
Thursday and Friday. Is the majority 
leader willing to make those two points 
clear? 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
have been asked and I have explained my 
views about committee meetings during 
fioor consideration of the tax bill. The 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE] 
agreed with me a week ago that once 
we began floor consideration of the tax 
bill, it would be desirable to open ses- 
sions of the Senate at 10 o’clock in the 
morning, and thus possibly avoid late 
night sessions. I expect committees to 
make their own decisions. So far as I 
am personally concerned, I shall not ob- 
ject to committees holding meetings dur- 
ing sessions of the Senate. I understand 
that the Appropriations Committee may 
wish to hold such meetings. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator further yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. KERR 
in the chair). Does the Senator from 
Arizona yield to the Senator from 
Massachusetts? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I shall be glad to 
yield in a moment. 

I expect committee members are fully 
able to determine for themselves whether 
they wish to be present on the floor of 
the Senate during the consideration of 
so important a bill as the tax measure. 
If some of the committees wish to meet, 
so far as I am concerned, I shall not 
object. 

I now yield to the Senator from 
Massachusetts. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Am I correct in 
understanding that there will be no 
policy by the majority leader, as repre- 
senting the majority of the Senate, to 
object to any unanimous-consent re- 
quest for a committee to hold a meeting 
during a session of the Senate? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I can say defi- 
Litely to the distinguished Senator that 
I shall not make such objections during 
this week. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I yield. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I was particularly 
interested in a comment which came 
over the news service, to the effect that 
none of the investigating committees 
were to be allowed to sit during the time 
the tax bill was under consideration. 
That is a point which I wish to have 
made clear. 

Mr. McFARLAND. When I was asked 
for comment on that point, I stated 
rather clearly that it was my hope that 
committees, other than those consider- 
ing “must” legislation, would not meet 
during the time the tax bill was before 
us on the floor. But I also stated to the 
press that I had no intention of object- 
ing to such meetings. It is up to the 
committees themselves to determine that 
question. It is my hope that if it be- 
comes necessary to transact business on 
the floor of the Senate, Senators will be 
present. Personally, I shall not object 
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to committee meetings during sessions 
of the Senate on the tax bill, if com- 
mittee members decide that they wish to 
hold such meetings. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. In order that we 
may clarify the subject, would the Sen- 
ator from Arizona be willing to include 
in his unanimous-consent request the 


“request that if the chairman of the com- 


mittee wishes to hold a meeting, the 
committee shall be permitted to meet 
during the time the Senate is in session? 

Mr. McFARLAND. Of course, I would 
not include such a proviso in the re- 
quest. Committees have the right to 
make such requests on their own be- 
half. I have refused to make such re- 
quests, and I do not like to be placed 
in the position of making them now, be- 
cause I do not wish to be in the posi- 
tion of encouraging committee meet- 
ings. However, I will state to the Sen- 
ator that if he makes such a request on 
behalf of some committee of which he 
is a member I shall not object to it. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I have no objection 
to the Senators unanimous-consent re- 
quest, unless there is some catch to it 
such as we have just outlined. Would 
the Senator mind carrying the unani- 
mous-consent request over until tomor- 
row, at which time the chairman of the 
committee will be present? 

Mr. McFARLAND. Of course, Mr. 
President, if we do not obtain a unani- 
mous-consent agreement now, we un- 
doubtedly shall have to have a night ses- 
sion tonight and perhaps tomorrow 
night to finish with the pending bill. 
However, whether or not we obtain a 
unanimous-consent agreement now, we 
definitely shall have morning sessions 
beginning at 10 o’clock on Thursday, Fri- 
day, and Saturday this week. The unan- 
imous-consent agreement will make no 
difference with respect to our program 
of fioor consideration of the tax bill. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Will the Senator 
postpone his request until noon tomor- 
row? 

Mr. McFARLAND. In that event, I 
shall be forced to suggest that we shall 
have to hold a night session tonight. If 
we cannot be sure whether we are to 
obtain a unanimous-consent agreement, 
we must be sure that we are going to 
finish the pending bill. That is what I 
am interested in now. If the Senator 
from Delaware has a unanimous-consent 
request for a particular committee to 
meet tomorrow which he wishes to make 
at this time, I shall not object to it. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I dis- 
like to do this. The chairman of the 
committee is absent. However, I ask 
unanimous consent that the so-called 
Hoey investigating committee of the 
Senate be permitted to sit during the 
remaining sessions of the Senate. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, the 
“remaining sessions of the Senate” may 
represent a rather long time. Surely, 
the Senator wants to limit his request 
somewhat. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I hope it will not be 
long. I will modify my request and ask 
that the committee be permitted to sit 
during sessions of the Senate this week 
and next week. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. To which 
subcommittee does the Senator from 
Delaware refer? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The so-called inves- 
tigating subcommittee headed by the 
Senator from North Carolina (Mr. 
Hoey]. 

Mr. McFARLAND. If the Senator 
would confine his request to the time 
that the Senate will be in session on the 
tax bill this week beginning at 10 o'clock, 
I would have no objection. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is all right with 
me. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I antici- 
pate that the majority leader’s concern 
is not at all with respect to long debate 
on the bill which is now pending, or any 
of the amendments that have been pro- 
posed to it. It is rather with respect to 
extraneous matters which may be used 
as a subject of speeches and which would 
take up a good deal of time. Why does 
not the majority leader ask that we con- 
sider the bill to the exclusion of the in- 
troduction of any other subjects, and 
work on the bill until we have concluded 
with its consideration? 

Mr. McFARLAND. Such a request 
always raises the question of what is 
germane. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I 
modify my unanimous-consent request 
to provide that the subcommittee may 
be permitted to meet during the period 
that we have 10 o’clock sessions of the 
Senate. 

Mr. McFARLAND. That is during 
the consideration of the tax bill? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. It would include 
that time. My request is that the Hoey 
subcommittee be permitted to meet dur- 
ing such time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the 
subcommittee so decides. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Will the Senator 
from Delaware modify his request to 
have it apply only during the consider- 
ation of the tax bill? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous-consent re- 
quest of the Senator from Delaware? 

Mr. AIKEN. May we know what the 
request is? 

Mr.McFARLAND. The Senator from 
Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMs] requests that 
the subcommittee—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Delaware refers to the 
Hoey subcommittee. 

Mr. McFARLAND. The request is by 
the Senator from Delaware that the 
Hoey subcommittee be permitted to sit 
during the consideration of the tax bill. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. If the subcommittee 
desires to do so. 

Mr. McFARLAND. While the Senate 
meets at 10 o’clock. 

Mr. Tes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. AIKEN. I have no objection, but 
I was looking around to see if the chair- 
man of the Committee on Agriculture 
was in the Chamber. I do not see him 
on the floor at the moment. I under- 
stand his committee intends to hold a 
hearing. 
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Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
That is only for 1 day. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
the unanimous-consent request of the 
Senator from Delaware is agreed to. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, let 
me say again that I will not object to 
any committee meeting during consider- 
ation of the tax bill. It would serve no 
useful purpose to object to a meeting of 
a subcommittee which is making an in- 
vestigation since such a subcommittee is 
not transacting legislative business. 
However, I hope that members of com- 
mittees will not ignore floor attendance 
when the Senate is considering one of 
the most important bills that we will 
have up for action this session. 

I should now like to restate my unani- 
mous-consent request. Then I shall 
yield to the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
McCarran] who wants to call up a bill. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Subcommit- 
tee on Internal Security of the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary be permitted to sit 
tomorrow during the session of the 
Senate. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I have no objec- 
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
the Chair made its ruling while I was 
talking to a page. I would appreciate 
knowing what was done by unanimous 
consent. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I asked unanimous 
consent that the Subcommittee on In- 
ternal Security of the Committee on the 
Judiciary may be permitted to sit to- 
morrow during the session of the Senate. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL, I have no ob- 
jection. 


UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT ON 
SENATE BILL 436 


Mr. McFARLAND. I shall now pro- 
pound my unanimous consent request. 
It is that beginning tomorrow at 12 
o’clock the debate, amendments, mo- 
tions, and appeals to the pending bill be 
limited to 30 minutes on each amend- 
ment, motion, and appeal, the time to 
be controlled 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I have just 
talked with the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. ATKEN]. I would suggest that the 
distinguished majority leader modify 
his unanimous consent agreement to 
provide for a half hour of debate on 
each side on the amendments offered 
by the Senator from Vermont IMr. 
AIKEN], the Senator from New York 
(Mr. LEHMAN], and the Senator from II- 
linois [Mr. Dovsctas]. Such a modified 
request would be agreeable. 

Mr.McFARLAND. How many amend- 
ments are there? If there are not many 
amendments we might as well make the 
modification applicable to all amend- 
il I believe there are only five in 
all. 

Mr. AIKEN. It would apply to only 
three or four amendments, as I under- 
stand. 7 

Mr. McFARLAND. I do not believe 
that we should discriminate. I amend 
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my request to provide for a limitation 
of debate of 1 hour on all amendments, 
motions, and appeals. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. A half hour to 
each side? 

Mr. McFARLAND. Yes. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. And a half hour 
on the bill? 

Mr. McFARLAND. An hour on the 
bill. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. An hour of de- 
bate on each side of the bill? 

Mr. McFARLAND. Yes. It may mean 
that we shall have a night session, if it 
is necessary to complete consideration of 
the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Arizona suggest a limita- 
tion of debate of 1 hour on the bill, with 
a half-hour on each side? 

Mr. McFARLAND. An hour of debate 
on each amendment, motion, or appeal, 
with 30 minutes to each side, the time 
to be controlled by the proponent of the 
amendment and the Senator from Colo- 
rado [Mr. Jounson], if he is opposed to 
the amendment, motion, or appeal; if 
he is not opposed to the amendment, mo- 
tion, or appeal, then by the distinguished 
acting minority leader; provided fur- 
ther, that all amendments must be ger- 
mane; and provided further, that debate 
on the bill be limited to 1 hour, to be 
divided equally and to be controlled, re- 
spectively, by the Senator from Colorado 
[Mr. JoHnson] and the distinguished 
acting minority leader the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
the unanimous-consent agreement is 
entered into. 

The unanimous-consent request as re- 
duced to writing is as follows: 

Ordered, That, beginning at 12 o’clock noon 
on Wednesday, September 19, 1951, debate 
upon any amendment or motion (including 
appeals) that may be pending or that may be 
proposed to the bill (S. 436) to provide for 
the reparation of subsidy from air-mail pay, 
and for other purposes, be limited to not 
exceeding 1 hour, to be equally divided and 
controlled by the mover of any such amend- 
ment or motion and Mr. JOHNson of Colo- 
rado: Provided, however, That if Mr. JOHN- 
son is in favor of any such amendment 
or motion, the time in opposition thereto 
shall be controlled by the acting minority 
leader or someone designated by him: Pro- 
vided further, That no amendment or mo- 
tion that is not germane to the subject mat- 
ter of the said bill shall be received. 

Ordered further, “hat upon the question 
of the final passage of the bill debate shall 
be limited to not exceeding 1 hour, to be 
equally divided and controlled by Mr. JOHN- 
son of Colorado and the acting minority 
leader or someone designated by him. 


MEGUMI TAKAGI 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of Calendar 664, House bill 
3731, for the relief of Megumi Takagi. 

This bill waives the racial barrier to 
admission into the United States in be- 
half of a half-Japanese and half-Ameri- 
can child residing in Japan with citizens 
of the United States. The child would be 
considered to be a nonquota immigrant, 
which is the status normally enjoyed by 
the alien minor children of citizens of the 
United States. This bill is considered to 
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be an emergency case, because the adop- 
tive father is an officer in the United 
States Army who has received his orders 
to return to this country. In fact, he 
must embark within the next few days. 
Unless this bill is passed, he cannot bring 
his adopted child with him. 

Senators may be interested to know 
that the adoptive father in this case is a 
serviceman who rose from the ranks. 
He is a career enlisted man who had 
attained the grade of master sergeant at 
the time he was granted a commission. 

I ask unanimous consent for the im- 
mediate consideration of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the bill by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H. R. 
3731) for the relief of Megumi Takagi. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, I 
discussed the bill with the Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr. HENDRICKSON], of the 
Republican Legislative Calendar Com- 
mittee, and he informed me that he had 
no objection to it. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
the bill represents very worthy legisla- 
tion. I have no objection to it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


ANNOUNCEMENT WITH RESPECT TO SES- 
SIONS OF THE SENATE THIS WEEK 


Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I should like to ask the majority leader 
to state his plans with relation to 
whether any votes will be taken tonight, 
and with regard to sessions on Thurs- 
day, Friday, and Saturday of this week 
for the consideration of the tax bill. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, it 
is my purpose to take a recess this eve- 
ning as soon as we conclude with the 
handling of routine business. However, 
I wish to announce again that begin- 
ning on Thursday, and on Friday and 
Saturday of this week, the Senate will 
convene at 10 o'clock in the morning for 
the consideration of the tax bill. Under 
the unanimous consent just entered into, 
I believe we shall finish the pending air- 
mail subsidy separation bill tomorrow; 
and immediately thereafter tomorrow 
we shall take up the tax bill and con- 
tinue the session until late in the eve- 
ning, in order to have the opening state- 
ment made on the tax bill, thus permit- 
ting the Senate to move forward on 
Thursday with expeditious consideration 
o the tax bill. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Do I correctly 
understand that Members of the Senate 
should prepare to have the session on 
Saturday begin at 10 o'clock in the morn- 
ing, and should prepare to remain in 
the Senate throughout Saturday, in- 
cluding Saturday evening? Is that the 
plan of the majority leader? 

Mr. McFARLAND. Well, Mr. Presi- 
dent, we shall begin at 10 o’clock in the 
morning on Saturday and we shall re- 
main in session on Saturday, with the 
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hope of finally disposing-of the tax bill 
that day; whether it will be a late eve- 
ning session, I am now unable to say. 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. I thank the 
Senator. 
EXECUTIVE SESSION 


Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Senate 
hold executive session for the purpose 
of considering the nomination of Loy W. 
Henderson, of Colorado, to be Ambas- 
sador to Iran. My reason for making 
the request at this time is that Mr. 
Grady, our present Ambassador to Iran, 
is leaving that post today; and we shall 
not have representation in Iran after he 
leaves, until the new Ambassador’s 
nomination is confirmed. Therefore, I 


‘wish to have the nomination confirmed 


as soon as possible. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
see no reason 

Mr. CONNALLY. Just a minute, Mr. 
President; I have the floor. What does 
the Senator from Arizona desire? 

Mr. McFARLAND. The Senator from 
Texas has made a request, and I believe 
I have a right either to object or not 
object to the request. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Yes. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I wish to say that 
I see no reason why we cannot take up 
the entire Executive Calendar at this 
time, rather than simply take up one 
nomination on the calendar. 

Therefore, I request the present con- 
sideration of the Executive Calendar, and 
in that connection I request that the 
Senate proceed to the consideration of 
executive business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. KERR 
in the chair). Is there objection? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider executive business, 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. KERR 
in the chair) laid before the Senate 
messages from the President of the 
United States submitting sundry nomi- 
nations, which were referred to the ap- 
propriate committees. 

(For nominations this day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
are no reports of committees the clerk 
will state the nominations on the Execu- 
tive Calendar. 


DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE 
LOY W. HENDERSON 


The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of Loy W. Henderson, of Colorado, 
to be Ambassador Extraordinary and 
Plenipotentiary of the United States of 
America to Iran. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I 
wish to second heartily the request of 
the Senator from Texas, and to say that 
it is most essential that this nomination 
be confirmed promptly. I also desire to 
say that it is very unfortunate that we 
are obliged to recall from India so com- 
petent a diplomat as Mr. Henderson, in 
order to send him to Iran; but undoubt- 
edly that is necessary, ; 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is, Will the Senate advise and 
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consent to this nomination? Without 
objection, the nomination is 

Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, I wish 
to take 30 seconds to speak on the nomi- 
nation. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, be- 
fore that, I wish to take about one-third 
of a minute. Iask that the President be 
notified of the confirmation of the 
nomination. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
nomination has not yet been confirmed. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I thought the nomi- 
nation had been confirmed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No, it 
has not. The Senator from Connecticut 
is about to speak on the nomination. 

The Senator from Connecticut is 


recognized. 
Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, I wish 
to take only a minute. 


I rise because on the first day or so 
when I was serving as Assistant Secre- 
tary of State, Mr. Henderson, as acting 
president of the Foreign Service Asso- 
ciation, called on me and offered me his 
cooperation and the cooperation of the 
Foreign Service officers, on behalf of the 
association. 

I became very well acquainted with Mr. 
Henderson during my service in the State 
Department. I regard him as being as 
able as any official then detailed to the 
State Department or then working in 
the State Department. He has a quality 
which is very rare, not only among For- 
eign Service officers, but among people 
in general, and certainly very rare in any 
large organization, namely, he has can- 
dor and courage. Anyone who works 
with Mr. Henderson discovers those qual- 
ities in him. In my judgment, they 
make him one of our most distinguished 
officers and one of the great ornaments 
of the career service. 

I am glad to have this opportunity to 
commend him so unreservedly to my col- 
leagues in the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is, Will the Senate advise and 
consent to this nomination? 

Without objection, the nomination is 
confirmed; and, without objection, the 
President will be notified immediately of 
the confirmation of the nomination. 

EDWARD L. RODDAN 


The next nomination on the Executive 
Calendar will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read the nomi- 
nation of Edward L. Roddan, of the 
District of Columbia, to be Ambassador 
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of 
the United States of America to Uruguay. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the nomination is con- 
firmed. 


HAROLD B. MINOR 


The legislative clerk read the nomi- 
nation of Harold B. Minor, of Kansas, to 
be Envoy Extraordinary and Minister 
Plenipotentiary of the United States of 
America to the Republic of Lebanon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
read sundry routine appointments in 
the Diplomatic and Foreign Service. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the routine 
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appointments in the Diplomatic and 
Foreign Service be considered and con- 
firmed en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the routine appointments 
will be considered en bloc; and, with- 
out objection, they are confirmed en 


bloc. 
PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 


The legislative clerk proceeded to read 
sundry nominations in the Public Health 
Service. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the nomi- 
nations in the Public Health Service be 
considered and confirmed en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Public Health Service 
nominations are considered and con- 
firmed en bloc. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
now ask unanimous consent that the 
President be immediately notified of all 
nominations confirmed today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the President will be notified 
forthwith of all the confirmations. 


LEGISLATIVE SESSION 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the Senate will resume 
the consideration of legislative business. 


HEINZ HARALD BACHMANN 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
should like to have the attention of the 
leaders on both sides of the aisle. I de- 
sire to ask unanimous consent for the 
immediate consideration of Senate bill 
1775, calendar 720. 

This bill would permit the adopted 
minor child of a sergeant in the United 
States Army and his wife to enter the 
United States as a nonquota immigrant 
which is the status normally enjoyed by 
alien minor children of citizens of the 
United States. 

This is in the same category as the 
bill just passed a few moments ago. In 
this case the adoptive parent is not an 
officer, but is an enlisted man. He is 
in Germany, not Japan; and the child is 
a German child, not half-Japanese. 
Otherwise, the cases are the same. The 
adoptive father in this case also has 
been ordered back to the United States, 
and must leave without his child if this 
bill is not passed speedily. In one way, 
this is even more of a “rush” case than 
the other bill which the Senate passed 
today, for this is a Senate bill which still 
requires House action. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I have dis- 
cussed the bill with the Senator from 
Idaho and the Senator from New Jersey. 
Not only is there no objection to the bill, 
but there is hearty approval of it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be reported by title, for the infor- 
mation of the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 
1775) for the relief of Heinz Harald 
Bachmann. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate considera- 
tion of the bill? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
for the Recorp I wish to say that the 
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bill was thoroughly studied by the mi- 
nority calendar committee this morning, 
as the distinguished Senator from 
Nevada has said. The bill is a highly 
meritorious one, and should be passed 
immediately. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request for the imme- 
diate consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill (S. 1775) 
for the relief of Heinz Farald Bach- 
mann, which had been reported from 
the Committee on thc Judiciary with an 
amendment, on page 1, in line 5, after 
the word “Harald”, to strike out “Bach- 
mann” and and insert the word “Patter- 
son”, so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of sections 4 (a) and 9 of the Immigration 
Act of 1924, as amended, the minor child, 
Heinz Harald Patterson, shall be held and 
considered to be the natural-born alien child 
of Sergeant and Mrs. Arnold D. Patterson, 
citizens of the United States. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill for the relief of Heinz Harald 
Patterson.” 


SEPARATION OF SUBSIDY FROM 
MAIL PAY 


The Senat resumed the consideration 
of the bill (S. 436) to provide for the 
separation of subsidy from air-mail pay, 
and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment, offered by the Senator from Con- 
necticut [Mr. McManon], on behalf of 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 


UNITED STATES CURB ON CHEESE SCORED 
AT GENEVA—ARTICLE FROM THE NEW 
YORK TIMES 


Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, the 
New York Times today carries the fol- 
lowing story: 


UNITED STATES CURB ON CHEESE SCORED AT 
GENEVA—CANADA TELLS FREE TRADE Bopy 
CONGRESS ACTION VIOLATES TARIFF PACT 
ACCOR 


GENEVA, September 17.—United States re- 
strictions on the importation of cheese and 
butter, recently incorporated over adminis- 
tration objections in the Defense Production 
Act, were called an obvious violation of the 
general agreement on tariffs and trade by 
the Canadian Minister of Trade and Com- 
merce, C. D. Howe, in a statement here today. 

Speaking at the opening meeting of the 
contracting parties to the general agreement, 
Mr. Howe said: “Defense production and na- 
tional security would seem to have very little 
connection with the import control of 
cheese,” 

It was indicative of the resentment and 
suspicion that congressional action on the 
import control of dairy products has aroused 
“throughout the world that this was the 
only specific trade matter mentioned in the 
opening speeches of the leading delegates at 
this world trade meeting.” 

Noting that the administration was trying 
to remedy the situation by having a rider to 
the Defense Act repealed, Mr. Howe never- 
theless said that the commitments under- 
taken should be observed, and urged that 
the governments should not run for cover 
and demand protection to satisfy every re- 
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quest of special groups for protection from 
competition. 

It is the purpose of this agreement to pre- 
vent a unilateral imposition of a new tariff 
or quota restrictions on trade. While Mr. 
Howe’s speech refiected Canadian (and inci- 
dentally European) irritation at the United 
States action on cheese and butter, he as well 
as other speakers had high praise for the 
manner in which the contracting parties so 
far had in the main fulfilled their purpose. 


I interpolate to say that the contract- 
ing parties to that agreement have not 
in the main fulfilled their purpose. They 
have lowered duties but they continue 
to avoid the effects by other devices. 
For example, they have not abolished 
restriction of trade by monetary con- 
trols; they have not abolished import 
and export licenses; they have not abol- 
ished the gross favoritism represented 
by preferential arrangements. I might 
add, also, that in the recent trade agree- 
ment negotiated at Torquay, Great Brit- 
ain, which still has some umbilical rela- 
tionship with Canada—and Mr. Howe is 
speaking for Canada—did not recipro- 
cate, so far as I know, any of the fa- 
vored-nation advantages which it re- 
ceived from those negotiations. It has 
not abolished the preferences which 
State Department officials have admit- 
ted must be abolished if there is to be 
a real basis for fair international trade. 
The story goes on to say: 


It is the contracting parties (that is, the 
countries signatory to the general trade 
pact) sitting as a body that acts as the court 
of appeal and enforcing agency for the agree- 
ment. 


THORP VOICES UNITED STATES INTEREST 


Willard L. Thorp, United States Assistant 
Secretary of State for Economic Affairs, as- 
sured the delegates that his country was 
very seriously interested in the successful 
continuation of the progress made since 1947, 
when the first 18 countries formed the gen- 
eral-agreement group. Without mentioning 
anything specific, he asked the delegates to 
be seriously discouraged at the temporary 
set-backs. He said of the group that the 
progress that has been made in its field 
has been tremendous. 

It is still possible that the United States 
‘will not have to face up to a formal com- 
plaint on the cheese matter. The item was 
put on the agenda today, but there is some 
tendency to wait a few weeks before doing 
anything about it to see if the administra- 
tion can get Congress to reverse its action. 
All the governments that have been in- 
jured—eight have so indicated to date 
would rather have it end that way. But if 
President Truman cannot win this one, the 
United States delegation here is going to 
get both barrels from countries interested 
in the cheese trade. 

One Western European representative said 
privately today that if the administration 
did get the objectionable quota law removed, 
it would do more than any other single 
action of recent. years to strengthen the 
American posiion in the face of continual 
Communist and right-wing European attacks 
on United States sincerity and urging the 
western nations to follow nondiscriminatory 
commercial policies. 

Another matter of special interest to the 
United States, a request by the State De- 
partment to be relieved of its objections of 
the general agreement so far as Czechoslo- 
vakia is concerned, also was added to the 
agenda today despite a Czechoslovak pro- 
test that it was political. 


Mr. President, I simply wish to invite 
attention to the fact that article I, sec- 
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tion 8, of our Constitution contains the 
following exclusive grants of power to 
the United States Congress. By exclu- 
sive I mean they are not shared by the 
President. They cannot be abandoned 
by the Congress; they cannot be usurped 
by the President or by any international 
agency. 

The grants of exclusive power in the 
Congress by article I, section 8, of the 
Constitution are: 

The Congress shall have power to lay and 
collect taxes, duties, imposts and excises. 


I continue to quote from another para- 
graph: 

To regulate commerce with foreign na- 
tions. 


I quote from another paragraph: 

To coin money, regulate the value there- 
of, and of foreign coin, and fix the standard 
of weights and measures, 


Pursuant to its constitutional power, 
in the Defense Production Act amend- 
ments of 1951, approved July 31, 1951, 
Congress provided as follows: 

(c) Title I of the Defense Production Act 
of 1950 is hereby amended by adding the 
following section: 

“Sec. 104. Import control of fats and oils 
(including oil-bearing materials, fatty acids, 
and soap and soap powder, but excluding 
petroleum and petroleum products and coco- 
nuts and coconut products), peanuts, butter, 
cheese and other dairy products, and rice 
and rice products are necessary for the pro- 
tection of the essential security interests 
and economy of the United States in the 
existing emergency in international rela- 
tions, and no imports of any such commod- 
ity or product shall be admitted to the Unit- 
ed States until after June 30, 1952, which 
the Secretary of Agriculture determines 
would (a) impair or reduce the domestic 
production of any such commodity or prod- 
uct below present production levels, or be- 
low such higher levels as the Secretary of 
Agriculture may deem necessary in view of 
domestic and international conditions, or 
(b) interfere with the orderly domestic stor- 
ing and marketing of any such commodity 
or product, or (c) result in any unnecessary 
burden or expenditures under any Govern- 
ment price support program. The Presi- 
dent shall exercise the authority and powers 
conferred by this section.” 


Later on, by order of George L. Prich- 
ard, director, Fats and Oils Branch of 
the Production and Marketing Adminis- 
tration, on the 9th day of August, 1951, 
and effective the same day, appearing at 
page 7937 of the Federal Register of 
August 11, 1951, there is a ruling dealing 
with the subject of cheese importation 
which I assume accords with the au- 
thority contained in the act of Congress 
and which I assume has put into opera- 
tion the matters complained of by Mr. 
Howe. 

I bring to the attention of the Sen- 
ate, and, I hope, to the attention of Mr. 
Howe and our representatives at Geneva 
and the representatives of all the na- 
tions which are meeting there, the 
simple facts which I have mentioned and 
the one I shall next mention, facts of 
determinative significance which are not 
sufficiently understood in this country, 
and should be better understood in the 
Congress and certainly should be under- 
stood by those who are operating under 
the executive agreement known as 
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GATT—General Agreement on Tariffs 
and Trade—referred to in the article 
which I have read. 

The Trade Agreements Extension Act 
of 1951, approved June 16, 1951, con- 
tained a provision which should give 
sufficient warning and lodge a sufficient 
caveat for the benefit of all who may be 
interested: 

Sec. 10. The enactment of this act shall 
not be construed to determine or indicate 
the approval or disapproval by the Congress 
of the executive agreement known as the 
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade. 


The gentlemen who are dealing with 
trade agreements, whu are now at work 
at Geneva, should know that GATT is 
not a treaty, that it is no more than an 
executive agreement in a field where the 
Congress has exclusive constitutional 
power, and is, therefore, subject to the 
approval or disapproval of our Congress; 
that GATT has not been submitted to 
Congress for approval; that Congress 
has neither approved nor disapproved; 
that it has reserved all of its constitu- 
tional powers over the subject matter. 


SUGGESTION AS TO A CALL OF THE 
CALENDAR 


Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I wonder if the distinguished majority 
leader can tell us when he intends to 
have the calendar called? > 

Mr. McFARLAND. I regret very much 
that we shall have to let the calendar 
follow the tax bill, because we want to 
get the tax bill passed as quickly as pos- 
sible. I shall give notice later on as to 
the call of the calendar. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Therefore, the 
calendar committee can relax. 


CIVIL RIGHTS 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I hold in 
my hand resolutions which were adopted 
at the fifty-second annual meeting of the 
convention of Negro Elks recently, held 
in Buffalo, N. Y. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that they be printed in the body of 
the REcorp as part of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. LEH- 
MAN in the chair). The Chair is in- 
formed that under the ruling made yes- 
terday by the Vice President, the mate- 
rial which the Senator from Oregon 
wishes to insert in the body of the Rec- 
ORD will have to take the course indicated 
by the Vice President yesterday as to ex- 
traneous matters. The Chair cannot, 
without further information, decide 
whether the material comes under the 
ruling of the Vice President. 

Mr. MORSE. To relieve the Chair of 
any responsibility in the matter, and in 
view of the fact that I have the floor, I 
shall read the resolutions. I was not 
present when the Vice President made 
the ruling yesterday. I think it is a very 
unwise ruling. If he made it, and I am 
sure he did make it or the Presiding Offi- 
cer would not so state. I believe it should 
be the prerogative of each Member of the 
Senate to decide whether he wishes to in- 
corporate as part of his remarks resolu- 
tions or written documents which he 
would like to have in the Recorp without 
reading them. But I shall try to do my 
best to modify somewhat for the benefit 
of the press the nickname frequently at- 
tached to me as being the “5-oclock 
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shadow.” It is more important that I 
get into the Recorp for future reference 
my judgment and the comments I wish 
to make on these resolutions. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair, of course, has no discretion in the 
matter. He is bound by the ruling made 
by the Vice President yesterday until 
that ruling is changed. 

Mr. MORSE. If I correctly under- 
stand the ruling, Mr. President, it is that 
unanimous consent cannot be obtained 
for inserting in the body of the Recorp 
extraneous matters. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is informed that the ruling re- 
ferred to extraneous matters. 

Mr. MORSE. Well, there is nothing 
extraneous about this. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Let the 
Chair explain. As the Chair under- 
stands the advice given to the Chair by 
the Parliamentarian, it is that if this 
matter is adjudged not to be extraneous, 
it can be, by unanimous consent, in- 
serted in the body of the Recorp. The 
Chair has no means of judging at this 
time whether the matter is extraneous 
or not. What the Chair has suggested 
is the course which has been followed 
since the ruling was made by the Vice 
President yesterday. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, to show 
how obviously illogical, in my judgment, 
the ruling is, the Chair could not possi- 
bly judge whether the matter is extrane- 
ous until the resolutions are read, and 
he cannot hear the resolutions read un- 
til I read them. I certainly do not in- 
tend to offer for insertion in the Recorp, 
with comments thereon, certain reso- 
lutions and then have somebody ex 
cathedra subsequently thereto expunge 
them from the Recorp. So we will have 
nd has the long way round, Mr. Presi- 

ent. 

What these resolutions contain is very 
germane to the comments I desire to 
make, for example, on the whole prob- 
lem of civil rights, the rule of cloture, 
and many other issues this convention 
of Negro Elks considered, and which are 
embodied in the resolutions. It happens 
to be an organization representing such 
an important part of our citizenry that 
I certainly think their voice of petition, 
as represented by these resolutions 
adopted at their Buffalo, N. Y., conven- 
tion, should be made a part of the 
RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair, of course, is not very familiar with 
what was in the Vice President’s mind 
when he made the ruling. The Chair is 
advised that if the resolutions which are 
offered by the Senator from Oregon are 
to be submitted to a committee as a peti- 
tion, then the material may be inserted 
under unanimous-consent agreement in 
the body of the RECORD. 

Mr. MORSE. I do not understand 
what the Chair means. Submitted to 
what committee? The resolutions have 
been submitted to me; that is all. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It would 
be the appropriate committee, which, in 
this case, probably would be the Com- 
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare. 

Mr. MORSE. That is the ruling of 
the Chair. Mr. President, I serve notice 
now that so long as I am a Member of 
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the United States Senate I will use my 
floor rights to read into the CONGRES- 
SIONAL RecorD, whenever I obtain the 
floor and consider it the appropriate time 
to use the floor for that purpose, any 
resolution adopted by any body of Amer- 
ican citizens setting forth their petitions 
as to what they think are the wrong- 
doings of their Government, and I will 
not have my floor rights in any way 
modified by having to submit any reso- 
lution I bring to the floor to some com- 
mittee to decide as to whether I have 
the right to walk in on the floor and ob- 
tain unanimous consent to insert that 
material in the Record. I think that 
ruling is obviously illogical, because any 
Senator is free to do what I propose to 
do now, having the floor. I will read the 
material into the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is advised that the mere reference 
to a committe would make it possible to 
insert the material in the body of the 
RECORD. 

Mr. MORSE. Yes, and qualify my 
floor rights, which I do not propose to 
do. 

Mr. President, a parliamentary in- 


quiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. MORSE. Does the Presiding Offi- 
cer question for a moment the parlia- 
mentary right of the junior Senator from 
Oregon, once he gets the floor, to read 
into the CoNGRESSIONAL REcorD any ma- 
terial he wants to read into it, so long 
as the contents of the material do not in 
any way violate the rules of the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. This par- 
ticular Presiding Officer certainly does 
not raise that question in the slightest 
degree, except as he is governed by the 
precedent set by the President of the 
Senate. A great many of the rulings in 
the past few days have come as a sur- 
prise to the Senator from New York, just 
as they have to the Senator from Oregon. 
But so long as the present Presiding Offi- 
cer is presiding, and is faced with prec- 
edents, he is bound by the rulings of the 
President of the Senate. 

Mr. MORSE. I have no criticism of 
the Presiding Officer. I wish now to pro- 
ceed to exercise my own floor right by 
calling to the attention of the Senate the 
report of the committee on resolutions 
of the fifty-second annual grand lodge 
of the Negro Elks of the World, and I 
shall make certain comments on the 
resolutions as I proceed. I read: 

REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON RESOLUTIONS 
OF THE FirTy-SECOND ANNUAL GRAND LODGE, 
I. B. P. O. E. or W. 

1. Here in the city of Buffalo, N. Y., not far 
from one of the seven modern wonders of 
the world, our grand fraternal order is again 
in convention assembled. A 

The assembling members of the grand 
lodge were pleased to see that our beloved 
grand exalted ruler had made such a miracu- 
lous come-back in the matter of his health. 
When his enemies thought they had written 
over his head “requiescat,” he wrote above 
their prostrate bodies resurgam.“ 

Strange days have come upon us. The 
world is in confusion. Greed and immorality 
in public office is rampant at a time of world 
responsibility. 

Louis B. Seltzer, editor of the Cleveland 
Press, in an editorial in his paper, Can’t 
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We Tell Right From Wrong, stated it ex- 
cellently when he said, we quote: 

“Something has happened to us as a 
people—something serious. We have gained 
much in the last half century. We have 
lost something, also. Has what we have 
gained been more important than what we 
lost? The things we say. Our books. Our 
papers. Our theater. Our movies. Our 
radio and television. The way we behave. 
The interests we have. The values we fix. 
We abound with all of these things that 
make us comfortable. We are, on the aver- 
age, rich beyond the dreams of the kings 
of old. We lead in everything, almost. Yet 
something is not there that should be—some- 
thing we once had. 

“Should we fear what is happening among 
us more than what is happening elsewhere? 

“Why has a moral deterioration set in 
among us that brings corruption, loose be- 
havior, dulled principles, subverted morals, 
easy expediencies, sharp practices? What 
corrupts our top people? 

“What has taken away the capacity for in- 
dignation that used to rise like a mighty 
wave and engulf the corruptors—the corrup- 
tors of public office, of business, of youth, of 
sports? What is it?” 


CHRISTIANITY THE ONLY REMEDY 


Believing that American freedom can best 
be preserved and developed in an atmosphere 
of international understanding which places 
the will of God and the right of man above 
the fanaticism of communism which would 
destroy Christianity and subvert its princi- 
ples, the Improved Benevolent and Protective 
Order of Elks of the World calls for a return 
to Christianity and morality. There will be 
no peace in the world until men and nations 
observe the Golden Rule. 


THE KOREAN WAR 


We pray for a speedy end to the Korean 
war by a declaration of peace, if possible; if 
not, then, by an early and victorious conclu- 
sion to the end that the young men who fight, 
bleed and die in that unfortunate country 
may speedily be returned to their homes and 
loved ones. We further pledge a determined 
and untiring campaign that those American 
soldiers who survive shall return to a better 
country, and that those who have died shall 
not have died in vain. 


UNITED NATIONS 


The grand lodge here assembled does 
hereby approve the purpose of the United 
Nations to maintain peace in the world. It 
is the first time that all nations have joined 
together to bring about peace in the world 
by reason, discussion, and arbitration rather 
than by force. 

However, undeclared war is now being 
waged in Korea, China, French Indochina, 
and Malaya by reason of weakness in the 
organization of the United Nations that fails 
to stop aggression. 


END OF JIM CROW ARMY NEAR 


We hail the fast-approaching day when 
segregation in the Armed Forces of the 
United States will be forever ended. And 
we commend all who had any part, large or 
small, in bringing it about. 


JAPAN 


We earnestly and sincerely urge that the 
coming peace conference in San Francisco 
will grant Japan liberal and reasonable terms 
of peace that will hasten the return of Japan 
to the family of nations as a free and inde- 
pendent republic, so that she may become 
one of the progressive, happy, and peaceful 
lands of the world. 

AMERICA MUST PRACTICE WHAT SHE PREACHES 


This we hold to be true: That the United 
States cannot successfully foster and sponsor 
the principles of freedom abroad if these 
principles are not practiced at home. Our 
Government must employ all constitutional, 
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legislative and legal means available to it to 
guarantee to all its people equal justice and 
opportunity. 

ASIATIC PROPAGANDA 


The mistreatment of the darker races here 
at home is being used as successful propa- 
ganda among the Asiatics, causing them to 
prefer to die by the millions in suicidal 
banzai charges on the battlefields because 
they are taught to fear the same mistreat- 
ment if they surrender. 

We again, however, pledge our patriotic 
support of our country, the United States, 
and all of its armed forces wherever situated 
throughout the world. The Improved Be- 
nevolent and Protective Order of Elks of the 
World is, and will always be ready to defend 
the United States against enemies, both for- 
eign and domestic, and will do its uttermost 
to save our country in the event of war with 
Russia. 

DIPLOMATIC SERVICE 


Be it resolved, That our Department of 
State use all Americans in its program, both 
abroad and at home on the basis of their 
merit, ability, and achievement, and that 
greater use be made of men and women of 
color in our diplomatic delegations in for- 
eign capitals and in special missions and 
delegations trusted with carrying out our 
policies abroad. 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 


That the Department of Justice make 
greater and more direct use of its law en- 
forcement and investigating powers to inves- 
tigate the violation of the Civil Rights in 
sections of the Nation where Negroes do not 
receive fair treatment at the hands of local 
and State law-enforcement officers and 
courts. 


FAIR EMPLOYMENT PRACTICE AND CIVIL RIGHTS 
Laws x 


That the President and the Congress of the 
United States cause to be enacted into law 
a Fair Employment Practice Act, an anti- 
poll-tax law, a Civil Rights Commission law, 
and all other civil-right legislation to the 
end that all citizens enjoy equal economic 
opportunities. 


DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


That we memorialize the Congress and the 
President of the United States to eliminate 
from the city of Washington all segregation 
and discrimination. 

JIM CROW SCHOOLS 

We call for and urge forceful action by the 
United States Congress, the President, and 
State legislatures to accomplish the elimina- 
tion of the separate schools, both public and 
tax-favored, that exist in many places in 
the North, and throughout the South; and 
further 

We urge that the war against such schools 
be not diminished until the last one has been 
closed. Also, abolition of segregation in 
public places and transportation facilities, 
whether interstate or intrastate, must end; 
and further 


CONSPIRACY TO KEEP THE NEGRO DOWN 

We call to the attention of the executive 
and legislative powers, both State and Fed- 
eral, the fact that throughout all the South- 
ern States, economic slavery is maintained by 
& conspiracy among the financial institu- 
tions—banks, insurance companies, building 
and loan associations, mortgage brokers, real 
estate boards, property owners associations, 
chambers of commerce, some American 
Legion posts and similar service organiza- 
tions that follow their lead. Various por- 
tions of religious faiths and some ministers 
of the gospel are in a conspiracy against the 
Negro. 

In far too many portions of the North the 
same conspiracy exists—in the words of the 
unreconstructed rebel who is still fighting the 
Civil War “To keep the Negro in his place.” 
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He expresses it by saying he wishes to main- 
tain the American way of life’ by which he 
really means white supremacy in these 
United States. 

The American way of life to us means 
equal justice and opportunity for all. 


HOUSING 


We call for decent and adequate housing 
for all citizens of the United States regard- 
less of race, creed, or color. There are those 
who seek to circumvent and disregard the 
Supreme Court decisions by subtle means and 
by threats and intimidation, and even by 
mob violence, as in gang-ridden Cicero, Ill. 
We urge and demand that the law of the land 
be enforced. We urge that private capital be 
encouraged to provide nonsegregated hous- 
ing for all American citizens. Also, we urge 
that public housing be provided for those of 
low income who are unable to procure decent 
homes provided by private capital because of 
high cost of construction. 

We urge that private capital be encouraged 
and aided by the Federal and local govern- 
ments to provide adequate housing for low- 
income groups for all American citizens alike 
without regard to race, creed, or color, and 
that public housing should supplement the 
deficiencies of private capital in this regard. 


THE ANTLER 


And further be it resolved, That the name 
of the official newspaper organ of our fra- 


ternal order hereafter shall be The Antler“ 


instead of the Washington Eagle; and further 
be it 

Resolved, That each brother and daughter, 
before he pays his or her dues for the cal- 
endar year, or any part thereof, shall pay 
$1 as his or her yearly subscription for The 
Antler. This provision is mandatory, and 
no member shall be financial in any lodge 
or temple until he first pays for his or her 
subscription as above provided. 


CLOTURE 


Whereas vital legislation for the enforce- 
ment of civil rights of American citizens, and 
legislation to improve the economic condi- 
tion of the citizens of the country, and vital 
legislation affecting the health, welfare, and 
safety of Americans has been for many years 
blocked, pigeonholed, and defeated by a vo- 
ciferous and stubborn minority of the United 
States Senate, not upon the merits of such 
legislation, but by unfair parliamentary sub- 
terfuge and filibuster, spearheaded by those 
who are the champions of white supremacy: 
Therefore be it 

Resolved, That we, the Impoved Benevolent 
and Protective Order of Elks of the World 
addressing ourselves to every leader of the 
Republican and Democratic Parties alike, 
the National Committee of the Republican 
and Democratic Parties, each Member of 
the United States Senate, regardless of 
party affiliation, and urge that each of them 
respectfully be hereby requested, and me- 
morialized by said grand lodge, by unani- 
mous vote thereof, speaking for one-half 
million members thereof, as speedily us 
possible to bring to the United States Senate 
floor a measure providing for an amendment 
and revision of the United States Senate 
rule pertaining to cloture. And we urge 
and request that the United States Senate 
amend said rule by providing that cloture 
may be invoked not only on a motion relat- 
ing to pending legislation, but also that 
cloture may be invoked on any motion 
whatsoever, including dilatory motions. 
That such motions shall prevail if a majority 
of the United States Senators present and 
voting, vote to invoke cloture; and further 
be it 

Resolved, That the grand exalted ruler is 
hereby authorized and directed to appoint 
a person to represent the grand lodge at any 
and all Senate hearings to be held in the 
near future on the question of amending 


the Senate rules on the question of cloture., 
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GET-OUT-THE-VOTE CAMPAIGN 


The exercise of the right to vote is the 
most potent weapon in the hands of the 
American citizen. Therefore, we urge every 
jurisdiction, and every subordinate lodge 
of our fraternal order to organize each 
geographic area, block by block, and town- 
ship by township, and actively see and urge 
each eligible voter therein to register and 
vote at every primary and election to the 
end that our representation in city, county, 
State, and Federal governments may be 
increased, enhanced, and improved. 


DIXIECRATS 


In view of the dangerous campaign being 
waged by Kart Murr for an alliance be- 
tween Republicans and Dixiecrats, we view 
with alarm and trepidation the two-party 
system as proposed by him for the Southland, 


RESEARCH CIVIL RIGHTS OF THE NEGRO IN THE 
SOUTH 


Be it resolved, That $1,000 is hereby appro- 
priated to the grand exalted ruler to expend 
as in his wisdom he shall see fit for investi- 
gation, study, and research on the civil rights 
of the Negro in the South, said study and re- 
search report or thesis when completed shall 
be filed with the grand secretary and shall 
then be and become the property of the 
Grand Lodge of the I. B. P. O. E. of W., to be 
used as a compendium and guide by the 
fraternal order. 


PURCHASE OF GRAND LODGE OFFICE BUILDING 


Whereas, through the wisdom and far- 
sightedness of our illustrious and erudite 
leader, Dr. J. Finley Wilson, the I. B. P. O. E. 
of W. has extended its reaches to the far 
corners of the earth; and 

Whereas it has become necessary, for the 
purpose of economy and efficiency that our 
organization, with its many officers and de- 
partments be housed in a suitable building, 
commensurate with its dignity and scope; 
and 

Whereas such a building will house our 
officers and departments it should be one 
that will lend dignity to our order, and, at 
the same time, be self-sustaining: There- 
fore be it 

Resolved, That the grand exalted ruler of 
the Independent Benevolent and Protective 
Order of Elks of the World be and he is 
hereby authorized, empowered and directed 
to expend the sum of $500,000 for the pur- 
pose of acquiring by purchase or otherwise, 
a suitable building or edifice, to house the 
officers and departments of the Independent 
Benevolent and Protective Order of Elks of 
the World; and be it further 

Resolved, That the adoption of this reso- 
lution does hereby vest in the grand exalted 
ruler power to carry into effect the power 
and authority granted under and by this 
resolution. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Charles J. Jenkins, Chairman, Resolu- 
tions Committee; R. R. Church; Hugh 
E. MacBeth; Cornelius R. Richardson; 
Genoa S. Washington; Austin L. Fick- 
ling; Joe H. James; W. Henry John- 
son; Lawrence O. Payne; Nelson M. 
Willis; J. E. Stephens; Joseph Snow- 
don; Thomas M. Dent; George S. 
Barnes; M. T. Bailey; John M. Stoute; 
Charles T. Mitchel, Jr.; Holland L. 
Harris; Henry Lincoln Johnson, Jr. 


Mr. President, I have presented these 


resolutions for the RECORD because I 
wanted the Recorp to disclose to my 
many Republican colleagues that the 
colored people of the United States are 
taking a great interest in what we do 
here in advancing one of the great ideals 
of the democratic way of life, namely, 
equality of rights and of opportunity. 
The colored people of this country are 
not fooled by the existing cloture rule 
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of the Senate. They know very well 
that there is no hope of passing any 
civil-rights legislation ir the Senate un- 
der that cloture rule, except insofar as a 
minority of the Members of this body 
see fit to let the Senate come to a vote 
on the merits of any such legislation. 
The colored people know very well that 
the Republican Party cannot success- 
fully sponsor civil-rights legislation in 
the Senate until the Republican Party 
takes the steps necessary to change the 
cloture rule. The respoasibility for the 
cloture rule now existing in the Senate, 
adopted in the Eightieth Congress, which 
Congress was controlled by my party, 
rests squarely upon the Republican 
Party. 

In the campaign in 1952 the junior 
Senator from Oregon intends to raise 
this issue across the Nation. I want 
to know where my party stands on 
cloture and what my party proposes to 
do about cloture. It is no explanation 
to me to point out that the Democratic 
Party has a record on this subject as 
sorry as that of the Republican Party. 

I know how the cloture rule came to 
be adopted. My speech in the RECORD 
on the night of the vote speaks for it- 
self, when I stated on the floor of the 
Senate, and refused to retract then, as 
I refuse to retract now—and subsequent 
events have proved how right I was— 
that it was the result of understandings 
which were entered into in the cloak- 
room of the Senate pn the part of Mem- 
bers of both parties in the Senate. 

Mr. President, it is impossible under 
the existing cloture ule, except in ac- 
cordance with the discretion of a mi- 
nority, to get 64 Members of the Senate 
to vote to end debate in the Senate. 
The members of the Colored Elks of 
America know it. The colored people of 
America generally know it. That is why 
I am very happy on this occasion, in 
the exercise of floor rigk.ts, which I do 
not propose to give up, to read into the 
Recorp these resolutions and to make 
certain comments on the resolutions. 
The Record will now speak for itself as 
to whether or not the resolutions which 
the Senator from Oregon sought to have 
inserted in the REcorp by unanimous 
consent are germane to his comments 
relative thereto. 

I am led to say, speaking in my in- 
dividual right as a Senator, as one who 
believes that there should be a cloture 
rule based upon a majority vote of Mem- 
bers present and voting—of a quorum, 
of course—to stop debate in the Sen- 
ate, and as one who has insisted that 
there should be full debate on the merits 
of an issue before cloture goes into effect, 
I take this occasion, in view of the ruling 
hanced down by the Presiding Officer, 
which I admit he had no choice but to 
make, to point out that the junior Sena- 
tor from Oregon will always fight on the 
floor of the Senate against any rule 
which seeks to prevent a Senator from 
exercising his right to discuss the merits 
of an issue. 

I say that indirectly the ruling of the 
Presiding Officer has exactly that effect, 
because I believe it should be taken as a 
matter of course and as a matter of Sen- 
atorial courtesy that whenever any 
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Member of this body comes before the 
Senate and tells the Senate that he has 
material which he would like to insert in 
the body of the Recorp as part of his 
remarks, and asscciates his views with 
that material, he ouglit not to be re- 
quired to frst submit the material to a 
commiitee, and have that committee 
first pass judgment on whether the Sen- 
ator is right in his representation to the 
Senate that the material is appropriate 
material for the bocy of the RECORD. 
Therefore, Mr. President, so long as 
the ruling of the Presiding Officer is a 
precedent of this body I shall not ex- 
ercise my right to inscrt material in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD during the morn- 
ing hour, if any such material must first 
go to a committee. Instead, I shall wait 
until I get the floor in my own right. 
Then, so long as I am a Member of the 


Senate, I shall read every last word of 


whatever material I went to insert in the 
Recor, in the exercise cf my free right 
to free debate on the door of the Senate. 
Ever since I have been a Member of the 
Senate a request of the type that I made 
tonight has been granted time and time 
again to all Members of the Senate. 

Such a precedent and such a ruling 
as that of yesterday, Mr. President, will 
cost the Senate hours upon hours of 
time. It must cost the Senate that time 
rather than have Members of the Sen- 
ate be placed in a position where they 
must submit to a committee what they 
want to put into the body of the RECORD. 
It is a very unwise ruling. I shall not 
be a party to its enforcement upon the 
junior Senator from Oregon, let me as- 
sure the Chair, because I shall put into 
the Recorp, subject to existing rules with 
respect to violating such a rule as rule 
XIX, any material I want to put into 
the Record. If I cannot get unanimous 
consent to put it in the Recorp, I will 
read ig into the Recorp, I care not how 
long it takes. Obviously, the unani- 
mous-consent rule for insertions in the 
Record was devised in the first place as 
a matter of courtesy and as a matter 
‘of time saving. We had better go back 
‘to it, or the junior Senator from Ore- 
gon will continue to make clear, by ac- 
tion, the desirability of going back to it. 

Mr. President, I have before me cer- 
tain other material. First I shall make 
parliamentary inquiry of the Presiding 
Officer. I have an article from the Buf- 
falo Evening News of August 28, 1951, 
entitled “Both Parties Shun Civil Rights 
Action, Bunche Declares.” It is a news- 
paper report of a speech which Mr. 
Bunche made at the convention of col- 
ored Elks to which I have referred. I 
have read the article. It does not make 
any reference to any Member of the 
Senate. I can assure my colleagues that 
I know of no rule of propriety which 
the article violates. My parliamentary 
‘inquiry is: Must this article, which I 
desire to have inserted in the RECORD 
at this point as a part of my remarks, 
first go to a committee, and to avoid 
that, must I take the time to read it in 
the Recorp? If the latter is true, I shall 
‘read it into the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
‘Chair is not certain of his ruling, but 
‘in order to bring the issue again to the 
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attention of the President of the Sen- 
ate, the Chair will rule that the article 
which the Senator from Oregon wishes 
to insert, not being a petition, but merely 
part of the remarks of the Senator from 
Oregon, and being germane to the mat- 
ter which has been discussed by the Sen- 
ator from Oregon, may be inserted in 
the body of the Recorp, if there is no 
objection, as part of the remarks of the 
Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have inserted in 
the body of the Recorp at this point, 
as a part of my remarks, an article from 
the Buffalo Evening News for Tuesday, 
August 28, commenting upon a speech 
which Dr. Ralph J. Bunche delivered 
before a convention of colored Elks in 
Buffalo, N. Y. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the 
insertion requested as a part of the Sen- 
ator’s remarks? 

Mr. MORSE. It is, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 


BOTH PARTIES SHUN CIviIL RIGHTS ACTION, 
BUNCHE DECLARES 


Refusal of Congress to enact a civil-rights 
program is “an unpardonable hypocrisy,” Dr, 
Ralph J. Bunche, United Nations diplomat, 
said Monday. 

Charging that “the blame rests with both 
Democrats and Republicans,” Dr. Bunche as- 
serted: “Any man who puts party progress 
before human rights is unworthy to sit in 
Congress.” 

The Nobel prize winner, secretary of the 
U. N.'s division of trusteeship, spoke in Tech- 
nical High School auditorium at the annual 
grand lodge convention of the Improved 
Benevolent Protective Order of Elks of the 
World. 

WBEN-TV began telecasting the IBPOEW 
ceremonies from Technical High School at 2 
o'clock Monday afternoon, with the climax 
in Dr. Bunche’s address shortly after 4 
o'clock. 


SAYS DISCRIMINATION DAMAGING 


“Never before has America been confronted 
by such a challenge to its freedom; never be- 
fore have we need our maximum strength 
in manpower to meet this challenge,” he told 
a tense audience. 

“Yet there is racial discrimination at home 
and the effect on our prestige abroad is 
damaging. No nation has ever had such a 
world responsibility as the United States. 
We must put our democratic house in order 
and show the world that America can be 
color blind.” 

He said that the Negro wants “full equality 
as an American” and to be “fully integrated 
as an American for whatever he is worth as 
an individual.” 

Dr. Bunche, professor of government at 
Harvard University, expressed great rever- 
ence for Negro GIs in Korea because they 
are fighting for freedoms and rights many of 
them have not been able to enjoy in their 
own communities.” 


DENIES IMPATIENCE 

Dr. Bunche said he feels that the Negro 
has not been impatient about getting his 
rights. 

“Gradualism is not the way,” he added. 
“The Negro must fight for his rights and 
the body of public opinion will be with him. 

“The United Nations is now considering a 
covenant of human rights that would be 
binding on all members. The only decent 
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kind of world is one in which all people are 
free and the state exists to serve the well- 
being of the individual.” 

Dr. Bunche spoke late Monday after re- 
ceiving the Lovejoy medal given by the Elks 
for outstanding contributions to human 
progress. Commending the Elks for its civil- 
rights program, he said: “No work could be 
more vital to the development of the Amer- 
ican way of life.” 

Dr. J. Finley Wilson, of Washington, grand 
exalted ruler of the order, presented the 
award. He described Dr. Bunche as “one of 
the world’s greatest diplomats.” 

Judge Hobson R. Reynolds, of Philadel- 
phia, grand director of civil liberties, pre- 
sided, 

MEDAL FOR RICKEY 


The medal will go to Branch Rickey, gen- 
eral manager of the Pittsburgh Pirates, next 
year for his efforts in behalf of Negro ath- 
letics, Judge Reynolds said. It is awarded 
yearly in memory of Elijah Lovejoy, a leader 
in the fight for the franchise of Negroes. 

Bitterly attacking Gov. James F. Byrnes, 
of South Carolina, Judge Reynolds said that 
the Negroes intend to fight to a finish his 
opposition to their voting. 

“We will point a finger of scorn at South 
Carolina until every Negro there is as free 
to vote as in New York State,” he added. 

“We want everything that is our right to 
have,” he asserted. “This is not a white 
man's country altogether. If a Negro who 
is properly qualified wants to be mayor of 
Buffalo, he can.” 

Extending the city’s greetings, Mayor Mruk 
said that the IBPOEW “will be found in all 
movements that make for a better America 
and a peaceful world.” 

Secretary of State Thomas J. Curran repre- 
sented Governor Dewey. He observed that 
despite the advance in literacy and increased 
education “we still find a smaller percent- 
age of people voting in our elections.” 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I also 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
at this point in thc Recor, as part of my 
remarks, an article entitled “Negro Elks 
Want Senate To Prohibit Filibusters.” 
The article appeared in the New York 
Herald Tribune for September 2, 1951. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Necro ELKS Want SENATE To PROHIBIT 

FILIBUSTERS 


BurraLo, N. T., September 1—The Im- 
proved Benevolent and Protective Order of 
Elks of the World wants the United States 
Senate rules changed to permit halting of 
filibusters. The Negro fraternal organiza- 
tion adopted a resolution to that effect at 
the final session of its fifty-second annual 
convention yesterday. 

The order declared in the resolution that 
economic and civil-rights legislation had 
been “blocked, pigeonholed, and defeated by 
a vociferous and stubborn minority in the 
United States Senate.” 

The resolution charged that these things 
were done, “not upon the merit of such legis- 
lation, but by unfair parliamentary subter- 
fuge and filibuster, spearheaded by the 
bigots who champion white supremacy.” 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the body of the Recor at this point, as 
@ part of my remarks, an editorial en- 
titled “Rights in Present Tense,” which 
appeared in the Buffalo Courier Express 
of August 29, 1951. 
>» The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
* objection? 


1951 


There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

RIGHTS IN PRESENT TENSE 

Ralph J. Bunche, who successfully 
mediated the dispute between Israel and the 
Arabs, offered some sound sense on racial 
relations when he spoke in Technical High 
School auditorium on Monday night. Many 
people take the attitude that time will solve 


the problem of racial discrimination, but. 


Dr. Bunche held that there isn’t much point 
in solving a problem after the people affected 
by it are dead. 

Asserting that the prestige of the United 
States is suffering throughout the world as 
the result of racial prejudice within our own 
boundaries, Dr. Bunche said: © 

“The United States is looked to by the 
world for leadership. To provide that 
leadership, we must put our own democratic 
house in order. The United States must 
show that American democracy, the greatest 
design for living ever devised, can be color- 
blind. It must show that there is no con- 
nection whatsoever between an American’s 
worth as a citizen and the color of his skin.” 

Then, asserting that delegates attending 
the convention of the Improved Benevolent 
Protective Order of Elks of the World must 
avoid falling in with the belief that time 
will cure race prejudice, he said: 

“I do not believe that time will solve the 
problem. I do not believe that there is time 
to allow gradualism to solve it. 

“I want to enjoy the great gifts and rights 
of my country while I am here. It's no good 
to tell me the Negro will enjoy rights 50 
years from now. I am an American citizen 
now, willing to discharge my duties as a 
citizen, and I want to enjoy my rights now. 
I never heard of anyone enjoying rights 
posthumously.” 

This is a timely reminder that our demo- 
cratic tradition is not predicated on future 
privileges for any citizen. Democracy means 
that certain basic human rights are guar- 
anteed to all—not later, but now. 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, in clos- 
ing let me say that I think it is obvious, 
from the statements I have made on the 
floor of the Senate, that it would be very 
impractical, very artificial, and highly 
fallacious for the Chair to rule that I 
could obtain unanimous consent to in- 
sert in the Record the material I have 
inserted from various newspapers, but 
that a Senator who wishes to call to the 
attention of the Senate action taken by 
a group of American citizens in carry- 
ing out two of the great constitutional 
guaranties incident to being an Ameri- 
can, namely, the right to petition their 
Government and the right to assemble 
in convention, to adopt resolutions, can- 
not place such petition or resolutions in 
the CONGRESSIONAL ReEcorp unless the 
resolutions first are sent to a Senate 
committee and receive the approval of 
that committee for insertion in the 
Recorp, whereas any Senator has a right 
to come to the floor of the Senate and 
obtain the floor in his own right and 
read the resolutions into the RECORD. I 
have never heard of, and I cannot 
imagine, a more impractical ruling than 
that or a ruling which would cause a 
greater waste of time. 

I hope it is still true that there are 
96 Members of this body—not one, but 
96—who are going to keep this body 
the greatest parliamentary body in the 
world, in which there is untrammeled 
free speech, free of the kind of censor- 
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ship by a committee which could creep 
into effect following the ruling made 
yesterday by the Vice President, if that 
ruling is allowed to stand and to become 
a precedent of this body. I shall never 
be a party to the enforcement of any 
such ruling because I think the right 
to keep this floor a floor of untrammeled 
free speech, free of censorship by col- 
leagues in the Senate, is too precious to 
cause me ever to yield to a ruling of 
that kind. If to circumvent it I have 
to exercise my full floor rights, that is 
exactly what I serve notice now that I 
shall do, because I shall present petitions 
from free citizens of the United States 
to the Congress, without first obtaining 
committee approval as to whether they 
may be presented. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. LEH- 
MAN in the chair). Let the Chair state, 
speaking as the junior Senator from 
New York, not as Presiding Officer of 
the Senate, that he wishes to congratu- 
late the Senator from Oregon in con- 
nection with the remarks the Senator 
has made relative to the petition of the 
Elks; and the junior Senator from New 
York is glad to associate himself with 
the remarks of the Senator from Oregon 
in that connection. 

Mr. MORSE. I thank the Chair very 
much. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
now move that the Senate stand ad- 
journed until tomorrow, at 12 o’clock 
noon. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 
6 o’clock and 35 minutes p. m.) the Sen- 
ate adjourned until tomorrow, Wednes- 
day, September 19, 1951, at 12 o’clock 
meridian. 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by the 
Senate September 18 (legislative day of 
September 13), 1951: 

UNITED STATES ATTORNEY 


Charles S. Vigil, of Colorado, to be United 
States attorney for the district of Colorado, 
vice Max M. Bulkeley, term expired. 


ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY 


Herbert R. Askins, of Arizona, to be As- 
sistant Secretary of the Navy. 


In THE AIR FORCE 


The following-named officers for temporary 
appointment in the Air Force of the United 
States under the provisions of section 515, 
Officer Personnel Act of 1947: 


To be major generals 


Brig. Gen. Alfred August Kessler, Jr., 216A, 
United States Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. Manuel Jose Asensio, 324A (colo- 
nel, U. S. Air Force), Air Force of the United 
States. 

Brig. Gen. James Elbert Briggs, 356A 
(colonel, U. S. Air Force), Air Force of the 
United States. 

Brig. Gen. Robert Frederick Tate, 363A 
(colonel, U. S. Air Force), Air Force of the 
United States. 

Brig. Gen. Norris Brown Harbold, 369A 
(colonel, U. S. Air Force), Air Force of the 
United States. 

Brig. Gen. Mark Edward Bradley, Jr., 552A 
(colonel, U. S. Air Force), Air Force of the 
United States. 

Brig. Gen. Walter Campbell Sweeney, Jr., 
555A (colonel, U. S. Air Force), Air Force of 
the United States, 
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Brig. Gen. Herbert Bishop Thatcher, 634A 
(colonel, U. S. Air Force), Air Force of the 
United States. 

Brig. Gen. John Beverly Montgomery; 
1528A (lieutenant colonel, U. S. Air Force), 
Air Force of the United States. 


To be brigadier generals 


Col. Joseph Theodore Morris, 175A, United 
States Air Force. 

Col. Omer Osmer Niergarth, 133A, United 
States Air Force. 

Col. Manning Eugene Tillery, 293A, United 
States Air Force. 

Col. Frank Hamlet Robinson, 336A, United 
States Air Force. 

Col. Wentworth Goss, 349A, United States 
Air Force. 

Col. James Wayne McCauley, 425A, United 
States Air Force. 

Col. Harold Webb Bowman, 486A, United 
States Air Force. 

Col. Merrill Davis Burnside, 495A, United 


. States Air Force. 


Col. Hugh Arthur Parker, 505A, United 
States Air Force. 

Col. Jesse Auton, 518A, United States Air 
Force. 

Col. Troup Miller, Jr., 559A, United States 
Air Force. 

Col. William Madison Garland, 638A, Unit- 
ed States Air Force. 

Col. Harold Roth Maddux, 650A, United 
States Air Force. 

Col. Olin Foster Mellnay. 19029A, United 
States Air Force (medical). 

Col. Kenneth Paul Bergquist, 1117A, Unit- 
ed States Air Force. 

Col. Aaron Warner Tyer, 1123A, United 
States Air Force. 

Col. Turner Clifton Rogers, 1232A, United 
States Air Force. 

Col. Brooke Empie Allen, 1287A, United 
States Air Force. 

Col. William Parker Fisher, 1294A, United 
States Air Force. 


CONFIRMATIONS 


Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate September 18 (legislative day 
of September 13), 1951: 

DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE 

Loy W. Henderson, of Colorado, to be Am- 
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary 
of the United States of America to Iran. 

Edward L. Roddan, of the District of Co- 
lumbia, to be Ambassador Extraordinary and 
Plenipotentiary of the United States of Amer- 
ica to Uruguay. 

Harold B. Minor, of Kansas, to be Envoy 
Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary 
of the United States of America to the Re- 
public of Lebanon. 

ROUTINE APPOINTMENTS 
To be consuls general of the United States 
of America 
Charles F. Baldwin Gerald A. Mokma 
Max Waldo Bishop Marselis C. Parsons, Jr. 


To be consuls of the United States of America 

Elmer E. Yelton Franklin Roudybush 

Leonard G. Bradford Harry W. Story 

James N. Cortada Charles H. Taliaferro 

Thomas G. Murdock 

To be a secretary in the diplomatic service of 
` the United States of America 

C. Robert Payne 


To be consuls general of the United States 


of America 
Elbert G. Mathews William E. Flournoy, 
Henry E. Stebbins Jr. 


M. Williams Blake 
William D. Wright 
To be consuls of the United States of America 


Robert J. Boylan Kennedy M. Crockett 
John A. Bywater J. Alfred LaFreniere 


John F. Stone 
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William F. Merrill 
John P. Nevins 
Thomas J. B. Wenner 


To be a consul and a secretary in the diplo- 
matic service of the United States of 
America 
Ray E. Lee 


To be vice consuls of the United States of 
America 
Jesse R. Core 3d 
Donald Y. Gilmore 
Marschal D. Rothe, Jr. 


To be secretaries in the diplomatic service of 
the United States of America 


Richard F. Allen 
Roswell H. Whitman 


PusLIC HEALTH SERVICE 


PROMOTIONS IN THE REGULAR CORPS OF THE 
PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE, SUBJECT TO PHYSI- 
CAL QUALIFICATION 


To be medical directors (equivalent to the 
Army rank of colonel) 


Samuel J. Hall Thomas H. Tomlinson, 
Eddie M. Gordon Jr. 

Ralph Gregg John R. Heller, Jr, 
Frederick W. Kratz Henry A. Holle 
Austin V. Deibert Arthur B. Price 
John L. Wilson Paul E. Waler 
Waldemar J. A. Wick- Theodore J, Bauer 

man Thorburn S. McGowan 

Don S. Cameron Wilson T. Sowder 
Bert R. Boone John W. Hornibrook 
George L. Fite Seward E. Miller 
Thomas H. Smith Eugene A. Gillis 

W. Palmer Dearing John W. Cronin 
Alexander G. Gilliam John B, Alsever 
Leonard A. Scheele Lydia B. Edwards 
Frederick J, Brady Carl M. Eklund 


To be senior surgeons (equivalent to the 
Army rank of lieutenant colonel) 


Joseph Zinkin Donald W. McNaugh- 
Edwin B. Thomas ton 

Joe M. Chisolm Edwin N. Hesbacher 
Clarence L. Hebert Robert Lincoln Smith 
Leslie W. Knott George E. Parkhurst 
Robert J. Anderson Arnold B. Kurlander 
William H. Stimson Stanley E. Krumbiegel 
William S. Baum Emerson Y. Gledhill 
Albert N. Sarwold Clarence B. Mayes 
William G. Budington Mark E. Myers 
Kenneth M. Endicott Daniel MacKillop 
Samuel S. Spicer William J. McAnally, 
Jesse D. Harris Jr. 

Malcolm J, Ford 


To be surgeons (equivalent to the Army rank 
of major) 
Walter F. Edmundson James R. Green 
Elroy G. Burgwald Maurice W. Peterson 
John H. Miller Robert D. Dooley 
Hans R. Huessy John S. McMillin 
John P. Lombardi Robert M. Farrier 
Roy P. Lindgren Stuart M. Sessoms 
Gleb A. Nedzel Francis P. Nicholson 
Frederick G. Germuth, Robert A. Mattingly, . 
Jr. Jr. 
Edmund V. Cowdry, Robert C. Rodger 
Jr. Joseph Leighton 
Heinz R. Weisheit George F. Cameron, 
Robert H. Dysinger Jr. 
Vincent E. Price Sheidon Dray 
Robert B. Neu Calvin W. Applewhite 
Clyde H. Dabbs, Jr Donald Harting 
Alton Meister Cornelius J. O'Dono- 
W. Burton Haley van 
LaVere G. White Robert E. Westfall 
Howard W. Halfman M. Lawrence Brock- 
Robert E. Greenfield, myer 
Jr. Henry D. Smith 
Vaso L. Purlia Robert P. Ralls 
William Weingarten Henry C. Savage 
Clarence A. Velat Charles H. Fish 
To be surgeons (equivalent to the Army rank 
of major) 
Alvin L. Cain Fred W. Love 
Raymond N. Brown Charles F. Naegele 
Ralph Alpern Joseph F. Shanaphy 
Donald J. Ottenberg 


John A. Noon 
William E. Phipps, Jr. 
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To be senior assistant surgeons (equivalent 
to the Army rank of captain) 
John D. Goss, Jr. Marvin F. Miller 
Thomas R. Reid, Jr. Benjamin Schwimmer 
LeRoy K. Mills Clermont S. Powell 
William H. Anderson Harry F. Brumbach, Jr. 
Maurice L. Sievers Byron C. Hollenback 
James L. Deadwyler. Ira L. Myers 
Charles M. Clark Nicholas J. Galluzzi 
Robert E. DeLashmut* Robert N. Philip 
George E. Spalding Donald E. Love 


To be dental directors (equivalent to the 
Army rank of colonel) 

Robert H. Moore John W. Knutson 

Ralph S. Lloyd Bruce D. Forsyth 


To be senior dental surgeons (equivalent to 
the Army rank of lieutenant colonel) 
Fred D. Lewis, Jr. 
Francis J. Walters 
Vernon J, Forney 


To be senior assistant dental surgeons (equiv- 
alent to the Army rank of captain) 
James E. Kelly Richard L. Hayes 
Paul C. Reid Viron L. Diefenbach 
Harold R. Stanley, Jr. Norman W. Littleton 
William D. Sterrett, Dorrance I. Anderson 
Jr. 


To be sanitary engineer directors (equiva- 
lent to the Army rank oj colonel) 
Charles T. Wright 
Franz J. Maier 
Alfred H. Wieters 


To be senior sanitary engineers (equivalent 
to the Army rank of lieutenant colonel) 
Joseph E. Flanagan, Jr. 

James G. Terrill, Jr. 
To be sanitary engineers (equivalent to the 
Army rank of major) 
Donald J. Schliessmann 
James H. Crawford 
Samuel R. Weibel 

T> be senior assistant sanitary engineers 
(equivalent to the Army rank of captain) 
James B. Coulter 
George W. Burke, Jr. 

To be assistant sanitary engineers (equiva- 

lent to the Army rank of first lieutenant) 


Albert L. Platz Morton I. Goldman 
Frederick Nevins Donald M. Keagy 
Leo Weaver Howard E. Ayer 


Leland J. McCabe, Jr. 
George R. Shultz 
Paul W. Eastman, Jr. 
To be pharmacist director (equivalent to the 
Army rank of colonel) 
Thomas A, Foster 
To be senior pharmacist (equivalent to the 
Army rank of lieutenant colonel) 
Reid M. Hovey 
To be pharmacist (equivalent to the Army 
rank of major) 
Robert L. Capehart 
To be senior assistant pharmacist (equiva- 
lent to the Army rank of captain) 
Philbrook H. Knight 


To be assistant pharmacists (equivalent to 
the Army rank of first lieutenant) 
Lowell R. Pfau 
Adelbert E. Briggs 
Edward J. Vesey 
To be scientist director (equivalent to the 
Army rank of colonel) 


Joseph M. Bobbitt 
To be senior scientists (equivalent to the 
Army rank of lieutenant colonel) 
Louis Block 
Emlen J. Bell 
To be scientist (equivalent to the Army rank 
or major) 
Bernard Brookman 


James P. Sheehy 
Robert A. Gerber 
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To be senior assistant scientist (equivalent 
to the Army rank of captain) 
John H. Weisburger 


To be veterinarian (equivalent to the Army 
rank of ma or) 
Ernest S. Tierkel 


To be senior assistant veterinarian (equiva- 
lent to the Army rank of captain) 
Preston Holden 


To be sanitarians (equivalent to the Army 
rank of major) 

Leslie D. Beadle Harold Wainess 

Walter L. Newton Robert D. Murrill 

Noah N. Norman Joseph F. O’Brien 


To be senior nurse officers (equivalent to the 
Army rank of lieutenant colonel) 
Lois E. Gordner Ruth L, Johnson 
Lillian A. Gardiner Vera P. Hanrel 
Margaret F. Knapp Ethel A. rodd 
To be nurse officers (equivalent to the Army 
rank of major) 
Alice M. Fay 
M. Estelle Hunt 
To be senior dietitian (equivalent to the 
Army rank of lieutenant colonel) 
Janet E. Eley 
To be assistant dietitians (equivalent to the 
Army rank of first lieutenant) 


Letitia W. Warnock Katherine A. Seubert 
Patricia M. Waring Lillian Krikorian 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 18, 1951 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Bras- 
kamp, D. D., ofiered the following 
prayer: 


Eternal God, our Father, upon whom 
we are dependent for all our blessings, 
humbly and honestly we acknowledge 
that always and everywhere we need 
Thee. 

In our weakness and weariness we 
need Thee to strengthen and sustain us; 
in our sorrows and loneliness to comfort 
and befriend us; in our confusion and 
perplexity to clarify our minds and keep 
us from doubt and despair; in our days 
of prosperity and affluence to restrain 
us from becoming proud and vainglori- 
ous. 

We pray that we may serve our gen- 
eration faithfully, linking our endeavors 
and hopes with the noble traditions of 
our God-fearing fathers and inspired 
by the priceless inheritance which they 
have left us. t 

Grant that we may find our joy in 
doing Thy will and may the close of each 
day bear testimony to a further advance 
in the glorious adventure of building a 
better world. 

Hear us in the name of the Christ 
who being Lord of all was willing for 
our sakes to become the servant of all, 
Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yes- 
terday was read and approved. 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 


A message in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States was communi- 
cated to the House by Mr. Hawks, one 
of his secretaries, who also informed the 
House that on the following dates the 


1951 


President approved and signed bills of 
the House of the following titles: 


On September 13, 1951: 

H. R. 3819. An act to amend title III of the 
Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944, as 
ar ended, by providing for treble-damage 
actions; 

H. R. 581. An act for the relief of Isabel 
Tabit; 

H.R.627. An act for the relief of Mrs, 
Tjitske Bandstra Van Der Velde; 

H. R. 644. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Shizuko Yamane; 

H. R. 1454. An act for the relief of George 
Crisan; 

H. R. 1920. An act for the relief of Hoshi 


Kazuo; € 


H. R. 2158. An act for the relief of Sister 
M. Crocefissa and Sister M. Reginalda; 
H. R. 2160. An act for the relief of Sister 


M. Leonida; 

H. R.2179. An act for the relief of Ilona 
Afoston; 

H. R. 2292. An act for the relief of Jai 
Young Lee; 


H. R. 2514. An act for the relief of Maria 
Theresa Stancola; 

H. R. 2787. An act for the relief of Thomas 
Alva Rarhael (Richards): 

H. R. 3214. An act for the relief of Irene 
Senutovitch;. 

H. N. 3819. An act for the relief of Ann 
Elisabeth (Daina Elizabeth) Reingruber; 

H. R. 3823. An act for the relief of Shozo 
Ichiwawa; 

H. R. 4024. An act to authorize certain 
earements, and for other purposes; 

H. P. 4038. An act for the relief of Dr. 
George Alexandros Chronakis; 

H. . 4260. An act to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Army to transfer to the Depart- 
ment of the Interior the Quartermaster Ex- 
perimental Fuel Station, Pike County, Mo.; 
and 

H. R. 4674. An act authorising the Secre- 
tary of State to continue Herve J. L'Heureux 
to serve as Chief of the Visa Division for an 
additional year commencing September 1, 
1951. 

On September 14, 1951: 

H. R. 4014. An act to amend section 3121 

of the Internal Revenue Code. 
On September 15, 1951: 

H.R.970. An act for the relief of Antonios 
Charalaribou; 

I. R. 3463. An act to authorize the trans- 
fer of certain naval vessels; 

H. R. 3957. An act to provide that certain 
functions of the Comp%roller of the Cur- 
rency which relate to building associations 
organized in or doing business in, the Dis- 
trict of Columbia shall hereafter be per- 
formed by the Home Loan Bank Board, and 
for other purposes; and 

H. R. 4113. An act to amend section 125 
of the National Defense Act to provide that 
distinctive mark or insignia shall not be 
required in the uniforms worn by members 
of the National Guard of the United States, 
both Army and Air, 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


Message from the Senate, by Mr. 
Landers, its enrolling clerk, announced 
that the Senate had passed a bill of the 
following title, in which the concurrence 
of the House is requested: 

S. 622. An act to increase the basic rates 
of compensation of certain officers and 
employees of the Federal Government, and 
for other purposes. 


CONSTRUCTION AT MILITARY AND NAVAL 
INSTALLATIONS 


Mr. VINSON. Mr. Speaker, I call up 
the conference report on the bill (H. R. 
4914) to authorize certain construction 
at military and naval installations, and 
for other purposes, and ask unanimous 
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consent that the statement of the 
n.anagers on the part of the House be 
read in lieu of the report. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Georgia? 

There was no objection. ~ 

The Clerk read the statement. 

The conference report and statement 
are as follows: 


CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. No. 974) 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
4914) to authorize certain construction at 
military and naval installations, and for 
other purposes, having met, after full and 
free conference, have agreed to recommend 
and do recommend to their respective 
Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amend- 
ments numbered 18, 28, and 29. 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendments of the Senate 
numbered 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 
13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 19, 20, 21, 23, 24, 25, 26, and 
27, and agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 22: That the 
House recede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the Senate numbered 22, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as 
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to be 
inserted by the Senate amendment insert the 
following: 

“(b) The Secretary of the Army, the Sec- 
retary of the Navy, and the Secretary of the 
Air Force are respectively authorized, to the 
extent administratively determined by each 
to be fair and reasonable under regulations 
approved by the Secretary of Defense, to re- 
imburse the owners and tenants of land ac- 
quired by their departments pursuant to the 
provisions of this Act for expenses and other 
losses and damages incurred by such owners 
and tenants, respectively, in the process and 
as a direct result of the moving of themselves 
and their families and possessions because of 
such acquisition of land, which reimburse- 
ment shall be in addition to, but not in 
duplication of, any payments in respect of 
such acquisition as may otherwise be author- 
ized by law: Provided, That the total of such 
reimbursement to the owners and tenants of 
any parcel of land shall in no event exceed 25 
per centum of the fair value of such parcel 
of land as determined by the Secretary of 
the military department concerned. No 
payment in reimbursement shall be made 
unless application therefor, supported by an 
itemized statement of the expenses, losses 
and damages so incurred, shall have been 
submitted to the Secretary of the military 
department concerned within one year fol- 
lowing the date of such vacating. The au- 
thority conferred by this subsection shall 
be delegable by the Secretary of the military 
department concerned to such responsible 
officers or employees as he may determine 
within the Department of Defense. All 
functions performed under this subsection 
shall be exempt from the operation of the 
Administrative Procedure Act of June 11, 
1946 (ch. 324, 60 Stat. 237), as amended (5 
U. S. C. 1001-1011), except as to the require- 
ments of section 3 of such Act (60 Stat. 238; 
5 U. S. C. 1002). Any funds appropriated 
pursuant to this Act, to the extent available, 
may be used to reimburse the owners and 
tenants of such acquired lands for such in- 
curred expenses, losses and damages.” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 30: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 30, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 

In subsection (d) of section 601 in the 
matter proposed to be inserted by the Senate 
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amendment strike out except“ and insert in 
lieu thereof “including”; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 
CARL VINSON, 
OVERTON BROOKS, 
CARL DURHAM, 
PAUL J. KILDAY, 
W. STERLING COLE, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 
RICHARD B. RUSSELL, 
Harry F. BYRD, 
LYNDON B. JOHNSON, 
LEVERETT SALTONSTALL, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT 


The managers on the part of the House 
at the conference on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses on the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R. 4914) to authorize 
certain construction at military and naval 
installations, and for other purposes, submit 
the following statement in explanation of 
the effect of the action agreed upon by the 
conferees and recommended in the accom- 
panying conference report: 


LEGISLATION IN CONFERENCE 


On August 14 the House passed H. R. 4914, 
the fiscal 1952 military public works bill, 
containing a total authorization of $5,768,- 
720,928. On September 5, 1951, the Senate 
passed H. R. 4914 with 30 amendments which 
resulted in an increased authorization of 
$118,948,850, making a total authorization of 
$5,887,669,178, as passed by the Senate. The 
amendments numbered 1 to 30 are as follows: 


SENATE AMENDMENTS TO THE BILL 


Amendment No. 1: On page 7, line 22, 
strike “$432,230” and insert in lieu thereof 
“$1,453,030.” 

Amendment No. 2: On page 15, add the 
following between lines 4 and 5: 

“(General) 

Depot facilities, continental United 
States: Storage, administrative, shop, oper- 
ational and supporting facilities, and utili- 
ties, provided that prior to the acquisition of 
lands and the construction of facilities under 
this authority the Secretary of the Army 
shall come into agreement with the Armed 
Services Committees of the Senate and House 
of Representatives with respect to the ac- 
quisition of such lands and the construction 
of such facilities, $50,000,000.” 

Amendment No. 3: On page 16, line 20, 
after the word “temporary”, insert “or per- 
manent,” 

Amendment No. 4: On page 23, line 6, strike 
“$7,150,000” and insert in lieu thereof “$15,- 
435.410.“ 

Amendment No. 5: On page 23, line 10. 
after “camp;”, insert the phrase “expansion 
of field training camp facilities.” 

Amendment No. 6: On page 23, line 10, 
strike “$5,172,000” and insert in lieu thereof 
“$24,884,700.” 

Amendment No. 7: On page 23, line 16, 
after the word “school;” insert the follow- 
ing: “temporary emergency housing and 
training facilities.” 

Amendment No. 8: On page 23, line 16, 
strike “$2,499,300” and insert in lieu thereof 
“$6,646,200.” 

Amendment No. 9: On page 24 strike out 
“gallery” and insert in lieu thereof the word 
“galley.” n 

Amendment No. 10: On page 25, line 12, 
strike out the phrase “arctic weather test 
room.“ 

Amendment No. 11: On page 25, lines 17 
and 18, strike out the phrase extension of 
railroad tracks.“ 

Amendment No, 12: On page 26, line 3, 
after “range;” insert “facilities for -aircraft 
ranges.“ . 

Amendment No. 13: On page 28, lines 9 
and 10, strike out the following: “Naval 
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Shipyard, San Francisco, California: Mod- 
ernize drydocks numbered two and three; 
$119,800." 

Amendment No. 14: On page 29, line 18, 
strike out “Edgewater, New Jersey” and in- 
sert in lieu thereof “location undetermined.” 

Amendment No. 15: On page 33, line 5, 
after the word Group:“, insert the phrase 
“camp for one Marine regimental combat 
team.” 

Amendment No. 16: On page 33, line 5, 
strike out “$4,206,000” and insert in lieu 
thereof “$18,271,940.” 

Amendment No. 17: On page 35, line 1, 
after the word “temporary”, insert the words 
“or permanent.” 

Amendment No. 18: On page 50, between 
lines 4 and 5, insert the following: 

“Seymour Johnson Air Base, Goldsboro, 
North Carolina; Airfield pavements, fuel 
storage and dispensing facilities, communi- 
cations, navigational aids and airfield light- 
ing facilities, operational facilities, aircraft 
maintenance facilities, training facilities, 
troop facilities, family housing, administra- 
tive and supporting facilities, utilities, land 
acquisition, medical facilities, storage facil- 
ities, and shops, $23,368,000.” 

Amendment No. 19: On page 55, line 9, 
strike out “$11,007,000” and insert in lieu 
thereof 811,082,800.“ 

Amendment No. 20: On page 61, line 16, 
after the word “Force”, add the word “Base.” 

Amendment No. 21: On page 69, line 10, 
after the word “temporary” add the words 
“or permanent.” 

Amendment No. 22: On page 71, lines 3 
through 14, strike out subsection (b) and 
insert new language as follows: 

“(b) The Secretary of the Army, the Sec- 
retary of the Navy, and the Secretary of the 
Air Force are respectively authorized, in 
their discretion, to reimburse the owners 
and tenants of land acquired by their de- 
partments pursuant to the provisions of 
this Act for expenses incurred by such own- 
ers and tenants, respectively, in the process 
and as a direct result of the moving of 
themselves and their families and posses- 
sions because of such acquisition of land as 
well as other losses and damages sustained 
by said owner, which reimbursement shall be 
in addition to, but not in duplication of, any 
payments in respect to such acquisition as 
may otherwise be authorized by law: Pro- 
vided, That the total of such reimbursement 
for expenses incurred as a result of the ac- 
quisition of any parcel of land shall in no 
event exceed 25 per centum of the fair value 
of such parcel of land, as may be determined 
by the Secretary of the military department 
concerned or, in the event of a condemnation 
or declaration of taking thereof, the amount 
of the final award as to such fair value by 
the court having jurisdiction, No payment 
in reimbursement for such incurred expenses 
shall be made unless application therefor, 
supported by an itemized statement of the 
expenses so incurred, shall have been sub- 
mitted to the Secretary of the military de- 

mt concerned within one year follow- 
ing the date of such vacating. Any deter- 
mination as to the reasonableness of such 
incurred expenses shall be within the dis- 
cretion of the Secretary of the military de- 
partment concerned, except that his author- 
ity in regard to such reimbursement and 
the amount thereof shall be delegable to 
responsible officers and employees in his 
department in the same manner and to the 
same extent as other authority with respect 
to the acquisition of real estate is delegable. 
There are hereby authorized to be appro- 
priated such additional sums as the Sec- 
retaries of the military departments may, 
within the limitations herein prescribed, 
determine to be necessary to reimburse the 
owners and tenants of such acquired lands 
for such incurred expenses.” 

Amendment No. 23: On page 71, line 19, 
strike out 890,450,398“ and insert in lieu 
thereof 8940, 450,398.“ 
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Amendment No. 24: On page 71, line 21, 
strike out “$1,368,025,528” and insert in lieu 
thereof “$1,418,025,525.” 

Amendment No. 25: On page 71, line 23, 
strike out “$597,758,650” and insert in lieu 
thereof “$629,272,960." 

Amendment No. 26: On page 71, line 24, 
strike out “$74,977,154” and insert in lieu 
thereof “$89,043,090.” 

Amendment No. 27: On page 71, line 25, 
strike out ‘$786,267,600" and insert in lieu 
thereof “$831,847,850."" 

Amendment No. 28: On page 72, line 2, 
strike out “$1,993,603,800" and insert in lieu 
thereof “$2,016,971,800.” 

Amendment No, 29: On page 72, line 4, 
stete out “$3,480,661,800” and insert in lieu 
thereof “$3,504,029,800,” 

Amendment No. 30: On page 74, beginning 
with line 14, strike out throug} the end of 
the bill and insert in lieu thereof the 
following: 

“(a) Acquisitions of real property where 
fee title is to be acquired for an amount 
estimated to be in excess of $25,000. In those 
cases where individual acquisitions are to 
be made as part of a project, the agreement 
to be reached shall be based on general plans 
for the project, which shall include an esti- 
mate of the total cost of the lands to be 
acquired. 

“(b) Leases to the United States of real 
property where the estimated annual rental 
is in excess of $25,000. In those cases where 
individual leases are to be made as part of 
a protect, the agreement to be reached shall 
be based on general plans for the project, 


. which shall include an estimate of the total 


cost of the leases to be made. 

“(c) Leases of Governmeni-owned real 
property where the estimated annual rental 
is in excess of $25,000. 

“(d) Transfers of Government-owned real 
property with an estimated value in excess 
of $25,000 under the jurisdiction of the mil- 
itary departments or the Federal Civil De- 
fense Administration, which are to be made 
to other Federal agencies, or to States, ex- 
cept transfers between the military de- 
partments. 

“(e) Reports to a disposal agency of ex- 
cess Government-owned real property with 
an estimated value in excess of $25,000. 

“Sec. 602. The Secretaries of the military 
departments and the Federal Civil Defense 
Administrator will, in addition, furnish to 
the Armed Services Committees quarterly 
reports of all real estate actions described 
in subsections (a) through (e) of section 601 
in which the estimated value involved is 
between $5,000 and $25,000. 

“Src. 603. This title shall apply only with 
respect to real property within the continen- 
tal limits of the United States, the Territory 
of Alaska, the Territory of Hawaii, and 
Puerto Rico. This title shall not apply with 
respect to real property pertaining to river 
and harbor and flood-control projects, nor 
to leases of Government-owned real property 
for agricultural or grazing purposes. 

“Sec. 604. A recital of compliance with 
this title in any instrument of conveyance, 
including a lease, to the effect that the re- 
quirements of this title have been complied 
with or, in the alternative, that the convey- 
ance or lease is not affected by this title shall 
be conclusive evidence thereof. 

“Sec. 605. Section 407 of the Act approved 
January 6, 1951 (Public Law 910, Eighty-first 
Congress), the second proviso contained in 
the first section of the Act entitled “An Act 
to authorize the Secretary of the Navy to 
proceed with the construction of certain 
public works, and for other p „ ap- 
proved April 4, 1944 (58 Stat. 190), and the 
last sentence of section 1 of the Act of 
August 5, 1947 (ch. 493, 61 Stat. 774), are 
hereby repealed. 

“Sec. 606. This title shall take effect on 
the effective date of this Act.” 
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The increases recommended by the Sen- 
ate over the bill as passed by the House of 
Representatives are as follows: 
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These increases are accounted for as fol- 
lows: 

Army: The $50,000,000 additional authori- 
zetion for the Army is entirely for ware- 
housing and storage facilities at undeter- 
mined locatio s. In the original bill the 
Army requested $100,000,000 fcr th’s purpose. 
The House authorized $25,000,000 at specific 
locations and eliminated the remaining $75,- 
000,000. Army representatives testified be- 
fore the Senate that before the end of fiscal 
1952 considerable amounts of military e-uip- 
ment not required for use except in time of 
all-out mobilization will have been manu- 
factured. Much of this will be expensive 
equipment not suited to outdoor storage. 
The Senate considered it prudent to pro- 
vide an additional $50,000,000 authorization 
for covered storage of this equipment with 
the provision that the Armed Services Com- 
mittees of the Congress approve proposed 
projects under this authorization: prior to the 
construction. The House recedes. 

Navy: The $45,000,000 additional author- 
ization for the Navy is dug entirely to the 
need for additional Marine Corps facilities, 

On April 23, 1951, the House approved H. R. 
8464, which provided an authorization of 
$14,006,600 for additional Marine Corps fa- 
cilities at Quantico, Va., and in the Territory 
of Hawaii in the total amount of $14,306,600. 
That bill was pending before the Senate at 
the time it considered H. R. 4914. It was ex- 
pedient for the Senate to add that author- 
ization to the Public Works bill rather than 
to process two separate bills on the same 
subject. Additional Marine Corps facilities 
in the amount of $31,904,410 were under con- 
sideration by the Bureau of the Budget at 
the time H. R. 4914 was before the House 
committee. Subsequent to budget approval 
of these items, the House committee unani- 
mously approved them, but too late for in- 
clusion in the bill during its consideration 
by the House. 

Since either the House or the House Armed 
Services Committee has already approved 
these additional authorizations, the Senate 
amendments for Marine Corps facilities ex- 
pansion were acceptable to the House con- 
ferees. The House recedes. 

Alr Force: The original House bill con- 
tained an authorization of approximately 
$33,000,000 for the establishment of an Air 
Force Base at Raleigh-Durham, N. C., to ac- 
commodate two troop carrier wings. During 
committee hearings on the bill several mem- 
bers of the North Carolina delegation ap- 
peared in opposition to the establishment of 
this facility at Raleigh-Durham, urging that 
it be located at Seymour Johnson Air Force 
Base, Goldsboro, N. C., or at Laurinburg-Max- 
ton Air Force Base. In view of the substantial 
conflict in the testimony concerning the es- 
tablishment of this base, the House commit- 
tee voted to delete the Raleigh-Durham au- 
thorization and to make no decision on the 
location of the two troop carrier wing base 
until a subcommittee had made a thorough 
inspection of all of the proposed sites. A 
six-man subcommittee, under the chairman- 
ship of Mr. Kilday, of Texas, subsequently 
made such an inspection. When the sub- 
committee reported back to the full commit- 
tee, it recommended by a 4-to-2 vote that 


the base be established at Raleigh-Durham 


rather than at Goldsboro or at Laurinburg- 
Maxton. This action was subsequent to the 
passage of the bill by the House. 

When the Senate committee considered the 
bill, it too heard the arguments with refer- 
ence to these various bases and came to the 
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conclusion that the base should be estab- 
lished at Goldsboro, N. C. 

At the conference on the bill the House 
conferees took the position that the House 
subcommittee had recommended Raleigh- 
Durham but that such action had not been 
ratified by the full committee, nor had it 
been subjected to consideration by the 
House. In order not to be placed in the posi- 
tion of repudiating the findings of the House 
subcommittee, and in order not to deny the 
House an opportunity to pass upon this con- 
troversial question, the House conferees 
urged that the authorization for the location 
of this base at Goldsboro, N. C., be deleted 
from the bill, pending further considera- 
tion. The Senate receded and the item was 
stricken from the bill. The position taken 
by the House conferees should in no manner 
be construed as being prejudicial to either 
Raleigh-Durham or Goldsboro, or any other 
base outside the State of North Carolina 
which might subsequently be selected to ac- 
commodate the two troop carrier wings. 

Section 501 (b) of the bill as passed by the 
House authorized the payment of damages 
to owners and tenants of land who are re- 
quired to relinquish such land to the mili- 
tary departments for national defense pur- 
poses. The Senate amended the House lan- 
guage. It was considered doubtful if the 
Senate language would make possible the 
payment of damages to dispossessed land- 
owners and tenants sufficiently soon after 
the owners or tenants had been dispossessed 
to provide them with the intended relief. 
The House conferees offered substitute lan- 
guage to the Senate version, which language 
was entirely agreeable with the Senate con- 
ferees. The Senate recedes. 

The final substantive amendment to the 
bill relates to title VI. This title, in sub- 
stance, contains the provisions of H. R. 3096, 
which bill was passed by both the House and 
the Senate, and was subsequently vetoed by 
the President. The House subsequently 
overrode the Presidential veto and the Sen- 
ate had not acted upon the veto at the time 
it considered H. R. 4914 as reported by the 
House. Title VI requires the military de- 
partments to come into agreement with the 
Senate and House Committees on Armed 
Services on certain prescribed real-estate 
transactions. The House version provided 
that the departments must come into agree- 
ment with the respective committees on 
transactions involving in excess of $10,000. 
The Senate version provides that such agree- 
ment must be obtained on transactions in- 
volving in excess of $25,000, and further pro- 
vides that the respective departments must 
make quarterly reports to the respective com- 
mittees on all pertinent transactions from 
$5,000 to $25,000. The House recedes. 

All of the remaining amendments were for 
the purpose of correcting typographical errors 
and do not in any respect alter the substan- 
tive provisions of the bill as approved by 
either the House or the Senate, 

As a result of the deletion of the author- 
ization for Seymour Johnson Air Force Base, 
Goldsboro, N. C., the total authorization of 
the bill is reduced by $23,368,000, leaving a 
total authorization of $5,864,301,178. 

CARL VINSON, 

OVERTON Brooks, 

CARL T. DURHAM, 

PAUL J. KILDAY, 

W. STERLING COLE, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 

RICHARD B. RUSSELL, 

Harry F. BYRD, 

LYNDON B. JOHNSON, 

STYLES BRIDGES, 

LEVERETT SALTONSTALL, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


Mr. VINSON. Mr. Speaker, as a re- 
sult of the agreement of the conferees, 
the authorizations in H. R. 4914 have 

been increased by a total of $95,580,850 
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over the authorizations approved by the 
House. 

Of the total increase, $50,000,000 is 
for Army warehousing and storage facil- 
ities at undetermined locations. In the 
original bill the Army requested 
$100,000,000 for this purpose. The House 
authorized $25,000,000 at specific loca- 
tions, this being the amount of funds 
which the Army was requesting for 
warehousing and covered storage in the 
fiscal 1952 appropriations. Therefore, 
we authorized what appeared to be a 
1-year warehousing program for the 
Army, eliminating the remaining $75,- 
000,000 of the Army request. 

In testifying before the Senate, Army 
representatives urged that this authori- 
zation be substantially increased in order 
to accommodate considerable amounts 
of military equipment which will become 
available before the end of fiscal 1952. 
This equipment will not be required for 
use except in time of all-out mobiliza- 
tion and much of it will be expensive 
equipment not suited to outdoor storage. 
The Senate provided an additional $50,- 
000,000 authorization for covered storage, 
with the provision that the Armed 
Services Committees of the Senate and 
of the House must approve proposed 
projects under this authorization prior 
to the construction. The House con- 
ferees agreed to the Senate increase. 

The Senate added an additional $45,- 
000,000 authorization for the Navy, due 
entirely to the need for additional 
Marine Corps facilities. 

On April 23, 1951, the House approved 
H. R. 3464, which provided an authoriza- 
tion of $14,306,600 for additional Marine 
Corps facilities at Quantico, Va., and in 
the Territory of Hawaii in the total 
amount of $14,306,600. That bill was 
pending before the Senate at the time 
it considered H. R. 4914. It was ex- 
pedient for the Senate to add that 
authorization to the public works bill 
rather than to process two separate bills 
on the same subject. Additional Marine 
Corps facilities in the amount of $31,- 
904,410 were under consideration by the 
Bureau of the Budget at the time H. R. 
4914 was before the House committee. 
Subsequent to budget approval of these 
items, the House committee unani- 
mously approved them, but too late for 
inclusion in the bill during its considera- 
tion by the House. Since either the 
House or the House Armed Services 
Committee has already approved these 
additional authorizations, the Senate 
amendments for Marine Corps facilities 
expansion were acceptable to the House 
conferees. 

The original House bill provided a 
total authorization of $5,768,720,928. 
As a result of the action of the Senate 
and the agreement of the conferees, 
this authorization has been increased in 
the amount of $95,580,850. The total 
authorization now carried by the bill is 
$5,864,301,178. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VINSON. I yield. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
have received several letters complaining 
that the Government was building a new 
warehouse in Rhode Island, notwith- 
standing the fact that there were many 
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private warehouses in that vicinity 
which had space available for storage 
purposes. It would be folly to build if we 
can rent. Renting would save a great 
deal of money. 

Mr. VINSON. I am glad the gentle- 
man has called the attention of the 
House to that fact. Under this lan- 
guage, to which the conferees agreed, no 
additional warehouses over and above 
those specifically enumerated in the 
House bill can be built without clear- 
ance of the two committees. So, I am 
hoping we will be able to find ware- 
houses all over the United States, which 
we can rent, and that we will not have 
to spend any part of this $50,000,000. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. It is 
the general purpose to use private ware- 
houses where available instead of build- 
ing new warehouses and using material 
needed elsewhere for that purpose? 

Mr. VINSON. The gentleman is cor- 
rect. The committee will insist that 
they make a complete survey to see if 
they can find warehouses anywhere in 
the United States, and thereby avoid the 
necessity of building new warehouses. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Speak- 
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VINSON. I yield. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I have 
been a little disturbed as to how much 
authority your committee actually had 
over the military, and whether the situ- 
ation was that they sort of drew up the 
plan and said “Here are the plans,” and 
then your committee accepted them. 

Mr. VINSON. I do not know how 
much authority the committee has, but 
whatever authority it has, it will be dis- 
charged in a responsible manner in the 
best interests of the country. 

There is a provision that there must 
be an agreement with reference to these 
warehouses. It further provides that 
section 6 of the bill must be complied 
with, and that there must be an agree- 
ment with the two committees on leases 
over $25,000. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. That is 
being insisted upon by your committee? 

Mr. VINSON. Yes. It is a very 
healthy thing. It has been the law so 
far as the Navy has been concerned for 
the last 5 or 6 years. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VINSON. I yield. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. It 
is not with reference to this bill but it 
is on a matter that is disturbing the 
Korean veterans very much and the 
civilian population. I understood there 
was a plan to bury the Korean veterans 
as Regular Army men who have died. 

Mr. VINSON. A bill is being intro- 
duced today to provide that on the tomb- 
stones of those who died in the Korean 
campaign it shall be so indicated. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
am very glad; but I think it should be 
called the Korean war. 

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Speaker, I move 
the previous question. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
agreeing to the conference report. 

The conference report was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 
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HON. HARRY L. TOWE 


The SPEAKER. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from New Jersey 
LMr. Eaton]. 

Mr. EATON. Mr. Speaker, I have 
learned with deep regret of the resigna- 
tion of my dear friend and colleague, 
Harry L. Towe, tendered to the Speaker 
on September 10, implementing his 
resignation as Representative in Con- 
gress from the Ninth District of New 
Jersey, which he submitted to the Gov- 
ernor of New Jersey under date of 
September 7, this year. 

He has had a distinguished public 
service, first as United States Commis- 
sioner from 1929 to 1931; as special as- 
sistant attorney general in New Jersey, 
1931-34; a member of the New Jersey 
House of Assembly, 1941-42; he was 
elected to the Seventy-eighth Congress 
on November 3, 1942, and reelected to 
each succeeding Congress to date and 
was a member of the important Armed 
Services Committee. 

I want to express personally and on 
behalf of the New Jersey delegation our 
deep regret at Mr. Towe’s retirement as 
a Member of this House. But I know he 
will continue to render distinguished 
public service as he has in the days 
gone by. 

I now yield to the distinguished 
minority leader. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to join my good 
friend from New Jersey, Dr. EATON, in 
expressing deep regret at the resigna- 
tion of the gentleman from New Jersey, 
Mr. Towe, from the House of Repre- 
sentatives. 

It has been my privilege to know Mr. 
Towe since he entered Congress. I know 
the splendid service he has rendered in 
this House to his district and the coun- 
try.. He was one of our sturdy and con- 
scientious Members. He had strong be- 
liefs and he had the courage of his con- 
victions. As a member of the Commit- 
tee on Armed Services he contributed 
materially in building up the armed serv- 
ices. He was an expert on our defense, 
and his loss at this time is a serious blow. 

I know that as he leaves this House to 
assume the important duties of prose- 
cuting officer in New Jersey he will bring 
to that an enthusiasm and devotion to 
office that will be a blessing to his State, 
We all wish for our friend, Mr. Towe, 
the best of success in his new work. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. EATON. I yield to the distin- 
guished gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, all of us 
understand why our colleague, Harry 
Towe, resigned his seat in Congress last 
week. The Governor of the great State 
of New Jersey has selected him to serve 
as deputy attorney general in charge of 
the prosecutor’s office of Bergen County 
of that State. In this appointment, our 
colleague undoubtedly sees an opportu- 
nity for even greater public service, as 
well as an opportunity to return to the 
active practice of the law. He un- 
doubtedly feels he can better employ 
his unusual legal talents in the enforce- 
rate of the law than in the writing of 
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If I were to state my purely selfish 
feelings, I would say: I wish the Gov- 
ernor of New Jersey had not tendered 
this appointment to Harry Towe or that 
he had decided not to accept it. I find 
it difficult to imagine how it will be pos- 
sible to replace him. He has made an 
immeasurable contributio to the work 
of the Committee on Armed Services. 
Many of his ideas and proposals are now 
on the statute books. By virtue of his 
fairness and ability, he has commanded 
the respect of all of us. 

I shall miss him for another reason 
even more personal. We never have re- 
ceived any official recognition of any 
kind but for the past few years we have 
had what we presumed to call the con- 
gressional quartet. Perhaps our efforts 
at harmonizing were not too successful. 
At least we never got much public ap- 
plause in our music endeavors. None- 
theless, we enjoyed the effort and the 
good fellowship. I shall miss Harry 
Towe in this unofficial endeavor. 

As he leaves us to take up this new 
work, he takes with him my very, very 
best wishes. New Jersey is not far from 
Washington, and I express the hope that 
he will have occasion to return to visit 
us frequently. 

Mr. EATON. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 


the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 


AUCHINCLOss]. 

Mr. AUCHINCLOSS. Mr. Speaker, I 
am glad to pay my tribute to Harry L. 
Towe, who recently resigned from Con- 
gress as Representative of the Ninth Dis- 
trict of New Jersey. Mr. Towe was first 
elected to Congress in 1942 and served 
from the Seventy-eighth Congress until 
the present time, being elected and re- 
elected by large Republican majorities, 
He resigned to accept the responsible po- 
sition of assistant attorney general of 
New Jersey wnich marks just another 
milepost in his brilliant career of public 
service. 

I met Mr. Towe for the first time when 
he came to Washington, and as our. of- 
fices were next to each other, we came 
in frequent contact and our acquaint- 
anceship soon ripened into friendship; 
that friendship has enriched my service 
in the Congress immeasurably. His res- 
ignation leaves a big gap in my life here 
which, I am sure, is the feeling of his 
many friends. 

While Harry Towe did not address the 
House on many occasions, the times he 
did he had something worth while to say. 
He was most conscientious in his duties, 
and studied the problems we all have to 
face with thoughtful care. His advice 
was always sound and, while seldom vol- 
unteered, was freely given when asked. 
His charm of manner and his delightful 
sense of humor make him a wonderful 
companion, and a social gathering of 
his colleagues was always a success when 
he was there. 

The future is bright for him, and I 
know the good will and best wishes of all 
of us go with him in his life ahead, 
With his ability and his personality he 
is bound to do well, and I want the Rec- 
orp to show that I am sorry he has left 
this body, that I wish him the best of 
everything in the days to come, and that 
I am grateful for his friendship. 
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Mr. EATON. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from New York IMr. 
O'TOOLE]. 

Mr. O’TOOLE. Mr. Speaker, it is with 
deep regret that I have heard of the re- 
tirement of Harry Towe. During my 
16 years’ service in the House I have 
found him to be one of the most faith- 
ful and hard-working men here. Fre- 
quently, because we live in the same sec- 
tion of the country, I have traveled on 
trains with Harry, and was always as- 
tounded at his grasp not only of his 
local problems but of the problems of 
the country as a whole. While he had 
a great affection for his own district he 
was at all times conscious of his respon- 
sibility as a national Representative and 
knew that the country came before any- 
thing else. 

It is my sincere hope that in the years 
to come he will visit us frequently, that 
he will at the same time be possessed of 
the best of health and have many years 
to spend with his family and to enjoy 
his new career. 

Mr. EATON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have permission to extend their re- 
marks on Mr. Towe’s resignation in the 
Recorp at this point. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ADDONIZIO. Mr. Speaker, Iam 
happy to join in paying tribute to my 
good friend, Harry Towe, who has so 
ably represented the Ninth Congressional 
District of New Jersey since the Seventy- 
eighth Congress. It will be difficult for 
the voters of that district to replace him. 
During his years of service he has won 
the respect and affection of his constit- 
uents and his colleagues here in the 
House. Although he and I have not al- 
ways agreed in our thinking on the issues 
before us, I respect the ability and sin- 
cerity with which he has performed his 
duties as a legislator and I know he has 
always followed the path of duty to his 
constituents and country. His genial 
and friendly personality will be missed 
by all of us, upon whom he has left a 
deep impression. He will bring to the 
performance of his new duties the same 
sterling qualities as charactérized his 
term of service here in the House, and I 
wish him every success and happiness. 

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, like my 
friends and colleagues of the New Jersey 
delegation, I wish to add my remarks ex- 
tending congratulations and best wishes 
to our former colleague, and always our 
friend, the gentleman who served the 
Ninth District of New Jersey, Mr. Towe. 
He chose to resign from this body to serve 
the citizenry of our State in another role, 
that of Deputy Attorney General. There 
is no doubt in my mind but that his legal 
talents and abilities, his experience and 
knowledge of the law will serve him well 
in this new and important assignment. 
That he will discharge the duties of that 
office with great credit to himself and 
our State of New Jersey I am sure. 

Though I disagreed with his political 
views and was at poles ends with him on 
many issues, nonetheless, I respected his 
opinions and admired his frankness, his 
sincerity and integrity of expression. 
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During the 3 years I have known him, I 
learned to become fond of him as a 
friend and to feel a real affection for 
him because of the warmth of his per- 
sonality and the spirit of friendliness 
which he generated. 

Of course, it is my wish that the seat 
which he has now vacated could be as- 
sumed by one more progressive and dem- 
ocratic in his political thinking. But I 
can honestly and sincerely state that we 
cannot hope for a finer gentleman nor 
a more devoted patriot and public ser- 
vant to succeed him, for Harry Towe is 
of the finest. I wish him good luck and 
may he find happiness in his new role. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. Speaker, it is with 
highly mixed feelings that we contem- 
plate Harry Towe's retirement as a 
Member of this House to assume impor- 
tant public office in his home county and 
State. 

From our own selfish point of view our 
feelings are entirely of regret at the 
prospect of the departure of a wise, able, 
and courageous legislator, a good com- 
panion, and a warm and loyal friend. 
But we know that for Harry himself, 
his regret at leaving us, while very real, 
is far outweighed by his great joy at the 
opportunity to be home again once more 
without the absences from his family 
which have been occasioned by his serv- 
ice here. And we know that, much as 
we shall miss his great contribution to 
the work of the House, his talents will 
still be well and fully employed in useful 
public service of a most important, 
though different, sort. 

Mr. Speaker, there are few spots which 
afford a better testing ground of a man’s 
character than membership in this body. 
If there are any lurking weaknesses in 
aman they cannot long be hidden from 
his colleagues here. I know that I speak 
for every Member of this body when I 
say that no one has come through these 
tests with a brighter record than that 
which Harry Towe leaves as he termi- 
nates his service in the House. We shall 
miss him very much. The memory of 
our association with him will always be 
a treasured one. 

Mr. HAND. Mr. Speaker, I share in 
very full measure the regret of the whole 
House at the resignation of our beloved 
colleague, Harry L. Towe. 

I should like to add very brief remarks 
to the sincere and pleasant statements 
already made. 

I think none will contradict me when 
I say that Congressman Towe was 
especially noted during his entire service 
here for complete honesty and complete 
courage. During the 7 years that I have 
been intimately associated with him, I 
recall no instance in which he failed to 
vote his convictions, without any regard 
for political expediency. 

His service with the important Com- 
mittee on Armed Services was marked 
with zeal, common sense, and patriotism, 
He was in the forefront for adequate pre- 
paredness for the defense of this coun- 
try, and my colleagues will recall that 
he was the author of the universal mili- 
tary training bill which was before the 
Eightieth Congress. 

More important, however, was his con- 
sistent and aggressive stand at all times 
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for the traditional American system and 
in defense of the Constitution; and in 
particular the preservation of the con- 
stitutional prerogatives of Congress. It 
may be remembered that this year, in 
the course of the so-called great de- 
bate, he led the fight to restore to Con- 
gress its constitutional rights with re- 
spect to the disposition of the Army in 
times of technical peace; a fight which 
was well conducted and unfortunately 
was lost by a narrow margin of five votes. 

We have lost a sound, intelligent, and 
zealous public servant, and a genial and 
agreeable friend. I am sure that we all 
join in wishing him the best of fortune 
in the important public duties which 
have called him back to New Jersey. 

Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Speaker, I am 
glad indeed to join in this richly de- 
served tribute to our former colleague, 
Harry Towe. 

I know that to him the opportunity for 
further public service in his own State 
is a very challenging one. Beyond that 
it must mean a great deal to him and to 
his family to anticipate life at home. 
And so, with his other friends here, Iam 
happy that he has received this well- 
merited appointment. 

However, his leaving Congress is a dis- 
tinct loss to his district, his State, and 
this Nation. Harry brought to his serv- 
ice in Congress a fine legal mind, a deep 
sense of responsibility and unquestioned 
integrity and courage. All of his deci- 
sions and the entire conduct of his office 
were in terms of what he deeply believed 
to be in the best interest of this country 
and the people who repeatedly honored 
him by election and reelection as their 
Representative. 

We shall miss him very much person- 
ally. I hope that he will have occasion 
to return here frequently. I know that 
he will have an interesting experience in 
his new office and that he will serve the 
State of New Jersey with ability and 
fidelity. With all his other friends here, 
it is a pleasure to have this means of 
expressing publicly my personal high 
opinion of him and my sincere best 
wishes for many happy years of added 
service to the people of New Jersey. 

Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Speaker, Harry 
Towe was born in Passaic in the district 
I am privileged to represent in the Con- 
gress and it was from one of my prede- 
cessors, Representative Dow H. Drukker, 
Sr., that he received an appointment to 
the United States Naval Academy at 
Annapolis in 1918. He has always been 
an ardent advocate of strong national 
defense and soon after his appointment 
to the House Committee on Armed Serv- 
ices he became the original sponsor of 
modern UMT legislation. The gentle- 
man from Georgia, Chairman Vinson, 
called upon him to serve on the special 
watchdog committee following up our 
tremendous military expansion. He will 
be missed by the services. His colleagues 
will always remember him for his bril- 
liant legal mind and his refusal to pull 
punches. They will not forget his ready 
wit and his ability to hold and enter- 
tain in after-dinner speeches. All will 
wish him well in his new assignment in 
his beloved New Jersey. 
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Mr. SIEMINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I de- 
sire to pay my respects to Congressman 
Towe, an able legislator. I wish him 
every success. 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Speaker, the an- 
nouncement that my very good and able 
friend, Harry L. Towe, of the Ninth Con- 
gressional District of New Jersey, is re- 
tiring, I know, is regretted by the mem- 
bership on both sides, of the aisle. 

We came to Congress together in the 
Seventy-eighth Congress and over the 
years it has been a real pleasure to know 
and work with him. 

He has been one of the outstanding 
Members of the House; hard working 
and conscientious in the performance of 
his duties; alert in looking after the in- 
terests of his district and State. He 
has turned in a most commendable per- 
formance of which he and the people of 
his district can well be proud. 

I have served with him for the past 
several years on the Armed Services 
Committee and I know him to be a man 
of sincere convictions; frank in his ex- 
pressions; and he has made outstanding 
contributions to the development of our 
program for national defense. 

Harry is a fine American and I know 
his ambition has been to hand on to 
posterity and the generation of tomor- 
row a greater and finer America. 

I regret to hear of his leaving. We 
will miss the fine companionship we 
have enjoyed with him during the vears 
we have served together in the House. 
But I know that in his new assignment 
as Deputy Attorney General he will turn 
in a magnificent performance for the 
State of New Jersey. 

We all wish for him every success for 
the future. 


INTERNATIONAL MONETARY FUND— 
- MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF 
THE UNITED STATES (H. DOC. NO. 239) 


The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following message from the Presi- 
dent of the United States, which was 
read and, with the accompanying pa- 
pers, referred to the Committee on For- 
eign Affairs and ordered to be printed 
with illustrations: 


To the Congress of the United States: 

I am transmitting herewith, for the 
information of the Congress, a report of 
the National Advisory Council on Inter- 
national Monetary and Financial Prob- 
lems covering its operations from Octo- 
ber 1, 1950, to March 31, 1951, and de- 
scribing in accordance with section 4 (b) 
(5) of the Bretton Woods Agreements 
Act, the participation of the United 
States in the International Monetary 
Fund and the International Bank for 
Reconstruction and Development for the 
above period. 

Harry S. TRUMAN. 

THE WHITE House, September 18, 1951. 


CALENDAR WEDNESDAY 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that business in 
order on Calendar Wednesday of this 
week may be dispensed with. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
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PRICE CONTROL POLICIES ON BEEF DIS- 
CRIMINATE AGAINST MINNESOTA 


Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. f 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. O’HARA. Mr. Speaker, meat 
packers and consumers in the Minnesota 
area are being discriminated against by 
the Truman administration’s price con- 
trol policies on beef. 

Figures for the period when slaughter 
quotas were in effect from April through 
July show that cattle ordinarily mar- 
keted at South St. Paul were going to 
stockyards in New York and on the West 
Coast. 

In April, OPS established a quota of 
100 percent of last year’s kill, but South 
St. Paul production was down to 76.1 
percent. In May, the quota was 90 per- 
cent, but slaughter at South St. Paul 
was only 86.9 percent. The June OPS 
quota was 80 percent, and South St. 
Paul production was 60.1 percent. In 
July, beef production of South St. Paul 
packers was 66 percent, while the OPS 
quota was 90 percent. This shows that 
quotas do not assure each packer of his 
fair share of cattle, as the Truman ad- 
ministration claims they do. 

While the quota was 100 percent in 
April, New York beef production was 
113.8 percent and on the West Coast it 
was 117 percent. In May, New York 
slaughter was 99.6 percent and West 
coast packers were running 108.1 per- 
cent, while the OPS quota for the month 
was 90 percent. The June OPS quota 
was 80 percent, but New York packers 
processed 102.3 percent and Pacific 
coast slaughterers were up to 109.1 per- 
cent. Despite the 90-percent quota in 
July, beef production during the month 
was 124.7 percent in New York and 124.9 
percent on the Pacific coast. 

These figures clearly indicate that 
slaughter quotas did not work. The 
President now asks for authority to re- 
impose slaughter quotas because, he 
Says, they are necessary to assure each 
packer of his fair share of cattle. The 
record shows that quotas did not pre- 
vent the drain of cattle from the South 
St. Paul market. 

New York and West coast packers 
were able to buy cattle, which would 
otherwise have gone to the South St. 
Paul market, because of the OPS policy 
of allowing freight forgiveness on price 
ceilings. Under the freight-forgiveness 
regulation, packers in the coastal 
States can pay more for cattle and pass 
along freight costs to consumers. This 
policy imposes on the consumers of 
Minnesota the payment of freight costs 
east on cattle and west again on beef and 
tends to destroy the great South St. Paul 
market. It is the result of what the 
planners have accomplished in their 
program, 

WHERE MUST THE TAX LOAD REST? 


Mr. MASON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute on the subject Where Must 
the Tax Load Rest. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

[Mr. Mason addressed the House, 
His remarks appear in the Appendix.] 


NEWSPRINT SHORTAGE CAUSED BY NPA 
ORDER M-69 SHOULD BE STOPPED 


Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McDonovucH addressed the House. 
His remarks appear in the Appendix.] 


WASHINGTON'S GAVEL 


Mr. GOODWIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my 
remarks, and to include a newspaper 
story. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

(Mr. Goopwin addressed the House. 
His remarks appear in the Appendix.] 


SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts asked 
and was given permission to address the 
House for 5 minutes today, following the 
legislative program and any special or- 
ders heretofore entered. 


JAPANESE PEACE CONFERENCE 


Mr. SHELLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my 
remarks, and to include an address de- 
livered by President Truman. 

The SPEAKER. If there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SHELLEY. Mr. Speaker, it was 
my privilege and great pleasure to have 
been in attendance in my native city of 
San Francisco, a portion of which I have 
the honor to represent in the Congress 
of the United States, during the hold- 
ing of the Japanese Peace Treaty Con- 
ference. I cannot help but say, as an 
American first, and as a member of the 
Democratic Party, that the way the con- 
ference was handled was a resounding 
answer to the detractors of this admin- 
istration and the administration’s ef- 
forts to bring peace to the world. 

Not only did the Secretary of State of 
the United States conduct himself per- 
sonally in a manner which has received 
highest acclaim even from those who, 
misled by smear artists, have been criti- 
cal of him, but the very fact of the suc- 
cessful conclusion of the conference and 
the sound rebuff administered to Soviet 
Russia and her hangers-on was proof of 
a most conclusive nature that the basic 
policy pursued by Secretary Acheson 
with the approval and backing of Presi- 
dent Truman is bearing fruit. That 
policy will go immeasurably further in 
successfully meeting the challenge of 
Soviet aggression than will all the 
mouthings of those apostles of the smear 
technique who have no ideas of their 
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own, but who, in their jealous desire for 
political power, take every opportunity 
to attack those who are taking a posi- 
tion of real leadership and are making 
daily headway in the fight to assure 
world-wide peace. I should point out 
that the attitude of the smearers is in 
direct contrast to the sincere and honest 
stand taken by others, such as John Fos- 
ter Dulles, who are doing their utmost 
to make a bipartisan policy work in an 
American way, rather than pursuing a 
partisan policy in an un-American way. 

It is interesting to note how still these ` 
voices from the political sewer have be- 
come now that all of America has had 
opportunity to see at first hand, by means 
of Nation-wide television coverage of 
the conference, just what some of the 
real facts are. It is hard, even for a 
master of the art of smearing, to dis- 
credit what the American people have 
seen with their own eyes. One of the 
mos satisfying results of the televising 
of the conference will be, Iam sure, the - 
thorough discrediting of the vicious at- 
tacks which have deluded so many well- 
meaning people, and a reexamination 
of the motives and the political and 
personal honesty of the attackers. 
When that is accomplished the sound 
anti-Communist policies of this admin- 
istration, with renewed strength based 
on the complete confidence of the pub- 
lic here at home, will be able to do an 
even better job of uniting the democratic 
nations of the world in checking the Red 
tide. To have been present and to have 
seen the results of the Conference was 
refreshing and inspiring, and should 
give hope to the American people and 
to the world that peace can come. 

Mr. Speaker, immediately preceding 
the call of the Peace Treaty Conference 
the President of the United States ad- 
dressed a gathering of leaders of the 
Democratic Party from the Western 
States at the Fairmount Hotel in San 
Francisco. The President very definite- 
ly restated the policies of this adminis- 
tration in his remarks, and the enthus- 
iastic reception which he was accorded 
testifies to the solid support which those 
policies are receiving throughout the 
country. As a refreshing declaration of 
what the Democratic Party and the ad- 
ministration stand for, I include the text 
of the President's remarks in the RECORD 
at this point: 

KEEP AMERICA ON THE RIGHT ROAD 
(An address by President Harry S. Truman) 

I am most happy to be here today. I was 
here some time ago when the United Nations 
was organized, and opened its first regular 
meeting. It was a great privilege. That 
organization, I am sure, will eventually cause 
us to have world peace. 

I came here for the purpose of opening the 
conference for the signing of the treaty of 
peace with Japan. I can only be here for the 
day, but I couldn’t possibly turn down the 
opportunity to talk to some of my Demo? 
cratic brethren and sisters. 

You know, it is good to get together with 
a group of Democrats, especially an en- 
thusiastic group like this. 

I had some experience here in this town 
in 1948—had a wonderful meeting down in 
front of City Hall in San Francisco. And 
the result was very satisfactory. 

You in this city witnessed the first great 
step toward lasting peace back in 1945 when 
the United Nations Charter was signed here. 


1951 


During the 6 years since then, we have been 
working constantly for world peace. Step 
by step we will keep on working for peace. 
We are building up our armed strength here 
at home just to keep the peace, and we are 
helping our friends to build up their 
strength, for the simple purpose to keep the 
peace. 

We are to accomplish the purposes 
for which the United Nations was estab- 
lished—negotiation of differences between 
nations, instead of shooting at each other 
to settle their differences. 

It is terrible to think of what would hap- 
pen if we should have another world war. 
No one can imagine the destruction, the loss 
of life. 

New weapons mean that an all-out war 
would wipe out civilization. It is the job of 
every American—be he Democrat or Repub- 
lican—to do all he can to prevent -all-out 
war. 

There are a lot of people who do not seem 
to understand this. There are a lot of peo- 
ple who will not or cannot understand the 
world situation and the problems we face. 
There are a lot of people who are not willing 
to pay the taxes and appropriate the neces- 
sary money it takes to arm ourselves and 
our allies. 

And you know, we must have friends and 
allies, and we must help to arm them to keep 
the peace in the world. 

I say to you that these people are flirting 
with national suicide—flirting with the end 
of civilization and the return to the darkest 
of the dark ages. 

It is fantastic what can happen with the 
use of new weapons that are now under con- 
struction in this country, not only the one 
which we all fear the most, but there are 
some weapons which are fantastic in their 
operation. 

I hope we will never have to use them. 

Now, the people who oppose our prepara- 
tions are gambling with our future in a way 
that I am not willing to approve. Under the 
oath which I took to support and defend 
the Constitution of the United States, I must 
do all I can to protect this great Republic 
from destruction. 

These antidefense, anticontrol, antievery- 
thing people are the same ones who have 
been against everything we have been doing 
in this country for the last 20 years to im- 
prove the conditions for the farmer, for 
labor, and for the average family. 

These reactionaries and isolationists, these 
antis and false economizers, are as blind 
about what it takes to keep our country 
strong here at home as they are about what 
it takes to keep peace in the world. In fact, 
those things go together. 

We cannot do what is necessary for peace, 
unless we are strong here at home. 

Well, we are strong here at home—we are 
strong here at home. And I am very thank- 
ful for that, and the Democratic Party can be 
very proud of that fact. Since 1933 we have 
made the United States strong and pros- 
perous beyond anything the people ever 
dreamed of. 

National income has gone up from 
$40,000,000,000 a year to $278,000,000,000 a 
year. 

Corporate profits have gone from minus 
three billion—they were $3,000,000,000 in the 
red in 1932—to plus 846,000, 000, 000. 

And yet, according to some people, we 
have taken the country down the road to 
ruin. 

It's a wonderful ruin, and I’m glad to be 
a part of it. 

The income per person in terms of today’s 
prices has gone up from $383 a year $1,447 
dollars a year—more than three and a half 
times. 

These pull-backs and antis talk about how 
the dollar has shrunk—well, let's take the 
figures they come with: The purchasing 
power of the average man—he is the one I 
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am working for—his purchasing power, the 
per capita purchasing power has gone up 
40 percent since 1939—using the 1939 dollar 
or the dollar we have today. And they can’t 
go behind it, fof figures don’t lie—although 
liars can sometimes figure. 

More people are at work right now on good 
jobs and good wages than ever before in the 
history of the country, or the history of the 
world by any country. Our economy is 
stronger than it has ever been. Farmers, 
businessmen, wage earners, white-collar 
wor'ters, professionals—all of these are better 
off than they have ever been before. 

There was never a time like this in the 
history of any country in the world, ancient 
or modern. 

All this has been made possible by our sys- 
tem of free enterprise. The policies of the 
Democratic Party made it possible. The 
Democratic Party has saved this country 
from socialism and communism. 

Now, why is it that one country after an- 
other all over the world has turned to so- 
cialism? I will tell you why: It is because 
those who ruled those countries did not 
know how to make free enterprise work for 
the benefit of their people. The same thing 
was about to happen in this country once, 
and for the same reason. 

Oh, we had some capable businessmen 
running things—they were very smart. But 
there was one thing they did not under- 
stand. 

If government is going to be successful, 
it has to be run for the benefit of all the 
people. We have operated the Government 
for the benefit of all the people since 1933, 
and that’s the reason we are in the condition 
we are. 

We succeeded in making farmers, laboring 
men and industry prosperous. The test of 
the New Deal and the Fair Deal and all that 
the Democratic Party has done for the coun- 
try since March 4, 1944, lies in the answer to 
a simple question: Are you better off today 
than you were in the last year of the Old 
Deal? I wonder if there is anybody here who 
can say No“ to that don’t believe there is. 

It hasn't been easy to make the New Deal 
and the Fair Deal a success. We have had 
a lot of opposition. Sometimes representa- 
tives of special privilege have been able to 
hold us back. They are still trying to gain 
control of the Government—local, State, and 
National. 

Most of the special privilege boys are bet- 
ter off than they have ever been in their 
lives, but they still say that the New Deal 
and the Fair Deal are taking the country to 
the dogs and to ruin. As I said awhile ago, 
it's a wonderful ruin, and I'm glad to be a 
part of it. 

That's what they have been saying for 18 
years and all the time they have been get- 
ting better off—been getting more prosperous 
all the time. 

We have economic fossils today who want 
the profits of 1951 with the wages and hours 
of McKinley's first term. 

These antipeople have been wrong so con- 
stantly for so long that it makes you wonder 
how they can keep it up. But they do. 

Just let me, as the Democratic President 
of the United States—the maker of the Fair 
Deal—propose some progressive measure to 
improve housing, or the health or the welfare 
of the people, or the education of our own 
children, or a plan to protect the people with 
no lobby in Washington, or no inside pull, 
by keeping prices down, and you watch, the 
special interest representatives and the pro- 
fessional antis will-be against it. They never 
miss. Anything I suggest for the public 
welfare is wrong, according to these profes- 
sional antis. Thank God there are not too 
many of them. 

There is one thing they have been most 
consistent about—that is their opposition to 
the Democratic administration and the 
things it stands for. 
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Personally, I have no confidence in their 
judgment. I intend to keep right on fight- 
ing for what I think is right. I intend to 
keep on fighting for a strong armed force— 
Army, Navy, Air Force—for a military policy 
for the United States that will keep the 
peace. And that is what we have got to 
have, if we expect to keep the peace. l 

I intend to keep right on fighting for the 
means to join with our allies in proper ar- 
rangements for our own common defense 
against all aggressors. 

I intend to keep right on fighting to build 
an. economically strong country at home— 
one in which the people will get the benefit. 

I don’t believe in Government for special 
privilege. Our resources should be used for 
the benefit of all the people, not just a few. 

When we produce electric power at Shasta 
Dam, when we develop the Roanoke Basin 
in Virginia, it ought to be for the benefit of 
the people and not for the benefit of the 
private power companies. 

The Democratic Party stands for the peo- 
ple and for the public interest, and we are 
going to keep the Democratic Party for the 
people and for the public interest as long as 
I have anything to do with it. 

This opposition of ours has plenty of 
money, and powerful connections in Wash- 
ington, ready to take over the country’s 
great resources for special privilege. 

We must not let them get away with it. 

We must keep the spotlight focused where 
it belongs—on the representatives of special 
privilege who are swarming around Wash- 
ington, trying to use the machinery of this 
great Government of ours for their own 
selfish interests. 

The main problems in Washington today 
are created by the men who are trying to 
profiteer during a defense emergency, by 
people who are trying to sabotage conserva- 
tion and public-power projects. 

I want to tell you something about that: 
Conservation and irrigation developments, 
and public-power projects were started in 
1902 in the administration of Teddy Roose- 
velt. Eighty-five percent of that develop- 
ment has been carried out since March 4, 
1933, and 55 percent of that 85 percent has 
been carried out since April 12, 1945. 

These are the things that are really dan- 
gerous in public life today, the people who 
are trying to take those projects away from 
the people and give them to special privilege. 
Those are the facts that men and women 
like you in this room have got to make 
clear. Those are the facts you must get 
across to the people, to let them know what 
is going on. 

The special interests and isolationists 
never give up. There are a lot of people who 
make their living by being against whatever 
the Government is trying todo. They don’t 


care what kind of tactics they use. They 


are going to keep right on attacking us. 

We have got to go right on doing what is 
right, in spite of them. 

The Democratic Party has a duty to the 
country, and if Iam not badly mistaken, the 
Democratic Party is going to keep right on 
carrying out that duty. 

Next year, 1952 (here the President was 
given a tremendous ovation)—you inter- 
rupted me (laughter) that is an election 
year. We are going to elect a President 
next year, and that means that we are going 
to have the opportunity to see that this 
country stays in the right path. 

That is a great responsibility. I know 
I can count on everyone in this crowd to 
do his part in meeting that responsibility. 

You won’t be working for the Democratic 
Party alone, you will be working for the peo-. 
ple of the United States, and you will be 
working for world peace. 

I don’t know who the Democratic candi- 
dates will be next year, but I do know this: 
They will be fighters for peace, they will 
understand what it takes to make America 
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strong, they will fight for all the people— 
not just a few. 

I know you people here today appreciate 
these things. I know you understand how 
important it is to keep America on the right 
road. 

I know you will give your best to see that 
this great Republic travels down the road to 
world peace. 

Thank you very much. 


CIVIL FUNCTIONS APPROPRIATION BILL 


Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 4386) 
making appropriations for civil func- 
tions administered by the Department of 
the Army for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1952, and for other purposes, with 
Senate amcndments thereto, disagree to 
the Senate amendments, and agree to 
the conference asked by the Senate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis- 
souri? [After a pause.] The Chair hears 
none, and appoints the following con- 
ferees: Messrs. CANNON, KERR, RABAUT, 
Davis of Wisconsin, and FORD. 


PRIVATE CALENDAR 


The SPEAKER. This is Private Cal- 
endar Day. The Clerk will call the first 
individual bill on the Private Calendar. 


BOLINROSS CHEMICAL CO., INC. 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 1829) 
conferring jurisdiction upon the Court 
of Claims to hear, determine, and ren- 
der judgment upon the claim of the 
Bolinross Chemical Co., Inc. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That jurisdiction is 
hereby conferred upon the Court of Claims 
of the United States to hear, determine, and 
render judgment upon the claim of the Bolin- 
ross Chemical Co., Inc., of Newark, N. J., for 
alleged damages or losses resulting from the 
raid on its chemical plant at 12-22 Orange 
Street, Newark, N. J., including the alleged 
destruction of its machinery, equipment, raw 
materials, and finished products, and the 
loss of its business, by prohibition agents 
of the United States, on or about February 
20, 1929. 

Sec. 2. Suit upon such claim may be in- 
stituted at any time within 1 year after the 
enactment of this act, notwithstanding the 
lapse of time or any statute of limitations, 
and proceedings for the determination of 
such claim, appeals therefrom, and payment 
of any judgment thereon shall be in the 
same manner as in the cases over which 
such court has jurisdiction under section 145 
of the Judicial Code, as amended, 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


SALE OF LAND TO TANANA VALLEY 
SPORTSMEN’S ASSOCIATION 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 586) 
to authorize the Secretary of the Interior 
to sell certain land on the Chena River 
to the Tanana Valley Sportsmen’s Asso- 
ciation, of Fairbanks, Alaska. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That upon the filing 
of an application within 1 year from the 
date of this act and the payment of the 
purchase price by the Tanana Valley Sports- 
men’s Association, of Fairbanks, Alaska, a 
nonprofit corporation organized under the 
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laws of the Territory of Alaska, the Secre- 
tary of the Interior is authorized to sell and 
convey to the said corporation a tract of 
land described as that portion of lot 10, 
section 7, township 1 south, range 1 west, 
Fairbanks meridian, Alaska, included in the 
north half southwest quarter southeast 
quarter, and the south half northwest quar- 
ter southeast quarter of section 7, contain- 
ing twenty-four and twenty-five one-hun- 
dredths acres: Provided, That the purchase 
price for the land shall be the reasonable 
value thereof without improvements, as de- 
termined by the Secretary of the Interior, 
but not less than $1.25 per acre. 

Sec. 2. The patent issued under this Act 
shall contain a reservation to the United 
States of the mineral deposits in the land, 
together with the right to prospect for, 
mine, and remove the same under applicable 
laws and regulations to be prescribed by 
the Secretary of the Interior. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Page 2, line 11, strike out “to be prescribed 
by the Secretary of the Interior.” 


The committee amendment was 
agreed to, 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


FIRST LT. JAMES E. WILLCOX 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 83) for 
the relief of First Lt. James E. Willcox. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to First Lt. James 
E. Willcox, of 2647 Southwest Thirty-third 
Court, Miami, Fla., the sum of $5,265, in full 
satisfaction of his claim against the United 
States for compensation for the death of his 
infant daughter, Patricia Ann Willcox, who 
died as a result of injuries received when she 
was struck by a United States Army truck in 
Munich, Germany, on June 28, 1950: Pro- 
vided, That no part of the amount appropri- 
ated in this act in excess of 10 percent there- 
of shall be paid or delivered to or received by 
any agent or attorney on account of services 
rendered in connection with this claim, and 
the same shall be unlawful, any contract to 
the contrary notwithstanding. Any person 
violating the provisions of this act shall be 
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon 
conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum 
not exceeding $1,000. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


RICHARD J. WALLING 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 495) for 
the relief of Richard J. Walling. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to Richard J. Wall- 
ing, of Jerome, Idaho, the sum of $1,000, in 
full settlement of all claims against the 
United States for the damages sustained by 
him as the result of his wrongful arrest by 
a member of the United States Army on 
April 14, 1948, and his confinement by the 
Army from that date to August 13, 1948: 
Provided, That no part of the amount appro- 
priated in this act in excess of 10 percent 
thereof shall be paid or delivered to or re- 
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ceived by any agent or attorney on account 
of services rendered in connection with this 
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any 
contract to the contrary notwithstanding. 
Any person violating the provisions of this 
act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor 
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined 
in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


D. LANE POWERS AND ELAINE POWERS 


TAYLOR 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 665) for 
the relief of D. Lane Powers and Elaine 
Powers Taylor. 


There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to pay, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the 
sum of $552 to D. Lane Powers, of Trentön, 
N. J., in full settlement of all claims against 
the United States for property damage sus- 
tained by him as a result of a collision be- 
tween his automobile and an Army vehicle 
parked at night without lights on State 
Highway No. 33 in East Windsor Township, 
Mercer County, N. J., on July 10, 1945, and to 
Elaine Powers Taylor, of Trenton, N. J., the 
sum of $2,117, in full settlement of all claims 
against the United States for property dam- 
age, personal injuries, pain and suffering, 
and disfigurement sustained and medical and 
hospital expenses incurred, as a result of said 
accident: Provided, That no part of the 
amounts appropriated in this Act in excess 
of 10 percent thereof shall be paid or deliv- 
ered to or received by any agent or attorney 
on account of services rendered in connec- 
tion with these claims, and the same shall 
be unlawful, any contract to the contrary 
notwithstanding. Any person violating the 
provisions of this Act shall be deemed guilty 
of a misdemeanor and upon conviction 
thereof shall be fined in any sum not exceed- 
ing $1,000. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


HOWARD I. SMITH 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 810) for 
the relief of Howard I. Smith. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to Howard I. Smith, 
of 4100 Arkansas Avenue NW., Washington, 
D. C., the sum of $585, in full satisfaction of 
his claim against the United States for re- 
imbursement for financial losses suffered by 
him, including the abandonment of his per- 
sonal property and forfeiture of advance 
rental payment, as an employee of the Eco- 
nomic Cooperation Administration, resulting 
from the emergency evacuation of Economic 
Cooperation Administration personnel from 
Shanghai, China, ordered by the United 
States State Department in May 1949: Pro- 
vided, That no part of the amount appro- 
priated in this act in excess of 10 percent 
thereof shall be paid or delivered to or re- 
ceived by any agent or attorney on account 
of services rendered in connection with this 
claim, and the same shall be unlawful any 
contract to the contrary notwithstanding. 
Any person violating the provisions of this 
act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor 
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined in 
any sum not exceeding $1,000. 
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The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


ANN LAMPLUGH 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 880) for 
the relief of Ann Lamplugh. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to Ann Lamplugh, of 
New York City, N. Y., the sum of $10,000, in 
full satisfaction of all claims against the 
United States for compensation for the death 
of her husband, Elmer L. Lamplugh, who 
was killed when struck by a United States 
Air Force truck, on September 23, 1949, at 
Kimpo Airport, Korea: Provided, That no 
part of the amount provided for in this act 
shall be subject to any claim for reimburse- 
ment to any insurance company or compen- 
sation insurance fund which may have paid 
any amount to the claimant herein by rea- 
son of the death of Elmer L. Lamplugh: And 
provided further, That no part of the amount 
appropriated in this act in excess of 10 per- 
cent thereof shall be paid or delivered to 
or received by any agent or attorney on ac- 
count of services rendered in connection 
with this claim and the same shall be un- 
lawful, any contract to the contrary not- 
withstanding. Any person violating the pro- 
visions of this act shall be deemed guilty 
of a misdemeanor and upon conviction 
thereof shall be fined in any sum not ex- 
ceeding $1,000. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


I. N. NORMAN 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 1107) 
for the relief of I. N. Norman. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to I. N. Norman of 
Starke, Fla., the sum of $5,140.40, in full 
satisfaction of his claim against the United 
States for compensation for personal in- 
juries and property damages resulting from 
a collision between a United States Army 
truck and a truck owned by I. N. Norman 
and in which said I. N. Norman was a pas- 
senger, which occurred near Starke, Fla., on 
August 4, 1945: Provided, That no part of the 
amount appropriated in this act in excess of 
10 percent thereof shall be paid or delivered 
to or received by any agent or attorney on 
account of services rendered in connection 
with this claim, and the same shall be un- 
lawful, any contract to the contrary not- 
withstanding. Any person violating the 
provisions of this act shall be deemed guilty 
of a misdemeanor and upon conviction 
thereof shall be fined in any sum not ex- 
ceeding $1,000. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 

HARVEY MARDEN 

The Clerk called the bill (S. 1562) for 
the relief of Harvey Marden. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted’, etc., That, in full satisfac- 
tion of the claim of Harvey Marden, of 
Mescalero, N. Mex., against the United States 
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for the loss of his hand and forearm suf- 
fered by him at the age of nine, in the 
United States Government laundry at the 
Mescalero Indian School in 1932, the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury is authorized and 
directed to pay, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, a sum 
of a total of $5,000, $1,000 to Harvey Mar- 
den and the remainder of $4,000 to the Com- 
missioner of Indian Affairs, to be expended 
on behalf of Harvey Marden in such man- 
ner as in the judgment of the Commirsioner 
of Indian Affairs, or his designee, will best 
assist in the physical and economic rehabili- 
tation of Harvey Marden: Provided, That 
no part of the amount appropriated in this 
act in excess of 10 per centum thereof shall 
be paid or delivered to or received by any 
agent or attorney on account of services 
rendered in connection with this claim, and 
the same shall be unlawful, any contract to 
the contrary notwithstanding. Any person 
violating the provisions of this Act shall be 
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon 
conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum 
not exceeding $1,000. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


FOREIGN SERVICE OF THE UNITED 
STATES 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 1786) for 
the relief of certain officers and em- 
ployees of the United States who, while 
in the course of their respective duties, 
suffered losses of personal property by 
reason of war conditions and catastro- 
phes of nature. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to each of the fol- 
lowing officers and employees of the Foreign 
Service of the United States the sum desig- 
nated in full satisfacticn of such officer's or 
employee’s claim against the United States 
for compensation for reasonable and neces- 
sary personal property lost while in the course 
of his duties as a result of war conditions or 
catastrophes of nature: 

George Alexander Armstrong, $1,100; Rob- 
ert M. Berry, $333; Virginia M. Brown, 
$1,235.65; Leo J. Callanan, 8383: O. Edmund 
Clubb, $2,160; John H. Correll, $400; Sabin J. 
Dalferes, $788; Owen L. Dawson, $1,977; Paul 
M. Dutko, $3,817.50; Alice Draper, $1,200; 
James E. Henderson, $1,380; Peter Hooper, 
Jr., $259.45; Rolf J. Huso, $1,453; Louis L. 
Kirley, $996.61; Olive E. Knowlson, $313.50; 
Margaret L. Mackiernan, $2,530.75; Roberta 
L. Meyerkort, $831.13; Robert D. Murphy, 
$1,551; Owen J. C. Norem, $12,623; Norma 
Voelker Odom, $826; Eleanor M. Shields, 
$423; Carl D. Soresi, $792.80; Wells Stabler, 
$198.72; Angus Ward, $1,897.49; Gerald War- 
ner, $1,928.21; and Eugenie Zawadski, $297. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. P 


RAYMOND D. BECKNER 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 842) 
for the relief of Raymond D. Beckner. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to Raymond D. 
Beckner, Fairmont, W. Va., the sum of 
$4,953.50. The payment of such sum shall 
be in full settlement of all claims of the 
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said Raymond D. Beckner and his wife, Lula 
Stanley Beckner, against the United States 
for hospital, medical, and other expenses in- 
curred in the treatment of the said Lula 
Stanley Beckner, who suffered a paralytic 
stroke and became totally disabled on 
November 5, 1943, as the result of furnishing 
blood to a blood bank operated in Fairmont 
under the wartime blood donor program 
which was conducted for the armed services 
by the American National Red Cross: Pro- 
vided, That no part of the amount appro- 
priated in this act in excess of 10 percent 
thereof shall be paid or delivered to or re- 
ceived by any agent or attorney on account 
of services rendered in connection with this 
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any 
contract to the contrary notwithstanding. 
Any person violating the provisions of this 
act shall be deemed guilty of a misde- 
meanor and upon conviction thereof shall be 
fined in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill for the relief of Raymond D. 
Beckner and Lula Stanley Beckner.” 
en motion to reconsider was laid on the 

e. 


MARGARET K. N. MILLER 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 3376) 
for the relief of Margaret K. N. Miller. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to pay, out of any money in 
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, 
the sum of $15,000 to Margaret K. N. Miller, 
in full settlement of all claims against the 
United States for personal injuries, medical 
and hospital expenses, and future expenses 
sustained by Margaret K. N. Miller, a civilian 
employee of the United States in Germany, 
as a result of an accident involving a United 
States Army vehicle at Reuterweg/Bocken- 
heimeralage, Frankfurt/Main, Germany, on 
January 23, 1949: Provided, That no part of 
the amount appropriated in this act in ex- 
cess of 10 percent thereof shall be paid or 
delivered to or received by any agent or 
attorney on account of services rendered 
in connection with this claim, and the same 
shall be unlawful, any contract to the con- 
trary notwithstanding. Any person violating 
the provisions of this act shall be deemed 
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon convic- 
tion thereof shall be fined in any sum not 
exceeding $1,000. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 

Page 1, line 5, strike out “$15,000” and in- 
sert “$12,500.” 


The committee amendment was agreed 


to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re- 
consider was laid on the table. 


DONALD I. HAMROCK AND OTHERS 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 4035) 
for the relief of Donald I. Hamrock, 
Robert N. Lensch, Russell E. Ryan, and 
Helen P. Stewart. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to pay, out of any money in 
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the 
sum of $763.11 to Donald I. Hamrock; the 
sum of $1,173.50 to Robert N. Lensch; the 
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sum of $511.21 to Russell E. Ryan; and the 
sum of $69.66 to Helen P. Stewart, all of 
Dayton, Ohio, in full settlement of all claims 
against the United States for accrued annual 
leave which has not been paid while em- 
ployed at the Wright-Patterson Air Force 
Base as recreational employees of the Air 
Force during the years 1945, 1946, 1947, and 
1948. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


At the end of the bill add the following: 
“Provided, That no part of the amount ap- 
propriated in this act in excess of 10 per- 
cent thereof shall be paid or delivered to 
or received by any agent or attorney on 
account of services rendered in connection 
with this claim, and the same shall be 
unlawful, any contract to the contrary not- 
withstanding. Any person violating the 
provisions of this act shall be deemed guilty 
of a misdemeanor and upon conviction there- 
of shall be fined in any sum not exceeding 
81.000.“ 


The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


LEROY PEEBLES 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 4181) 
for the relief of Leroy Peebles. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to pay, out of any money in 
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to 
Leroy Peebles, of Kinloch, St. Louis County, 
Mo., the sum of $2,000, in full settlement of 
all claims against the United States as com- 
pensation for his erroneous arrest and con- 
finement, upon the order of the United 
States marshal for the District Court of the 
United States for the Western Division of the 
Northern District of Alabama, in St. Louis 
County, Mo., on March 17, 1942, and pay- 
ment for the loss of wages, as the result of 
such arrest and confinement: Provided, That 
no part of the amount appropriated in this 
act in excess of 10 percent thereof shall be 
paid or delivered to or received by any agent 
or attorney on account of services rendered 
in connection with this claim, and the same 
shall be unlawful, any contract to the con- 
trary notwithstanding. Any person violat- 
ing the provisions of this act shall be deemed 
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction 
thereof shall be fined in any sum not ex- 
ceeding $1,000. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Page 1, line 6, strike out “$2,000”, and 
insert 8500.“ 2 


The committee 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


JENNIE GAYLE 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 4270) 
for the relief of the estate of Jennie 
Gayle, deceased. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to pay, out of any money in 
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the 
sum of $5,000 to the estate of Jennie Gayle, 
deceased, of Sea Tack, Princess Anne County, 


amendment was 
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Va., in full settlement of all claims against 
the United States for the death of the said 
Jennie Gayle and property damage sustained 
as a result of an accident involving a United 
States Army vehicle at the intersection of 
United States Highway No. 58 and Upper Wolf 
Snare Road, Princess Anne County, Va., on 
March 13, 1944: Provided, That no part of 
the amount appropriated in this act in ex- 
cess of 10 percent thereof shall be paid or 
delivered to or received by any agent or 
attorney on account of services rendered in 
connection with this claim, and the same 
shall be unlawful, any contract to the con- 
trary notwithstanding. Any person violat- 
ing the provisions of this act shall be deemed 
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction 
thereof shall be fined in any sum not ex- 
ceeding $1,000. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


MR. AND MRS. RICHARD G. ADAMS 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 4271) 
for the relief of Mr. and Mrs. Richard G. 
Adams and legal guardian of Dorothy 
Margaret Adams. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury be, and he is hereby, author- 
ized and directed to pay, out of any money 
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, 
the sum of $398 to Mr. and Mrs. Richard G. 
Adams, of Norfolk, Va., for the medical and 
hospital expenses incurred on account of the 
injury of their minor daughter, Dorothy 
Margaret Adams, in an accident involving 
an Army truck, which occurred at the in- 
tersection of Poindexter and D Streets, South 
Norfolk, Va., on January 23, 1941, and the 
sum of $602 to the legal guardian of said 
Dorothy Margaret Adams for the personal 
injuries sustained by her in said accident: 
Provided, That no part of the amounts ap- 
propriated in this act in excess of 10 percent 
thereof shall be paid or delivered to or re- 
ceived by any agent or attorney on account 
of services rendered in connection with these 
claims, and the same shall be unlawful, any 
contract to the contrary notwithstanding. 
Any person violating any of the provisions 
of this act shall be deemed guilty of a mis- 
demeanor and upon conviction thereof shall 
be fined in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion 
to reconsider was laid on the table. 


CLEO C. REEVES 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 5159) 
for the relief of the estate of Cleo C. 
Reeves. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to pay, out of any money in 
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to 
the estate of Cleo C. Reeves, of Decatur, III., 
the sum of $123 in full settlement of all 
claims of said estate against the Government 
of the United States as reimbursement for 
personal effects and work tools lost by said 
Cleo C. Reeves on August 12, 1945, aboard a 
power boat crossing the Susitna River, 
Alaska, while employed by and on actual 
duty with the Alaska Road Commission: Pro- 
vided, That no part of the amount appro- 
priated in this act in excess of 10 percent 
thereof shall be paid or delivered to or re- 
ceived by any agent or attorney on account 
of services rendered in connection with this 
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any 
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contract to the contrary notwithstanding. 
Any person violating the provisions of this 
act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor 
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined 
in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 


MADELEINE QUAREZ 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 47) for 
the relief of Madeleine Quarez. 


There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, in the adminis- 
tration of the immigration and naturaliza- 
tion laws, Madeleine Quarez, who is presently 
residing in Belgium and who was born in 
China of Belgian parents, shall be deemed 
to bave been born in Belgium. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


HERBERT H. HELLER 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 76) for 
the relief of Herbert H. Heller. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the immigration and naturalization laws, 
Herbert H. Heller shall be held and considered 
to have been lawfully admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence as of the date 
of the enactment of this act, upon payment 
of the required visa fee and head tax. Upon 
the enactment of this act, the Secretary of 
State shall instruct the proper quota-control 
officer to deduct one number from the appro- 
priate quota for the first year that such 
quota is available. 


The pill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


HELMUTH ASSMAS BALTHASAR RUSSOW 
AND VOLKER HARPE 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 168) for 
the relief of Helmuth Assmas Balthasar 
Russow and Volker Harpe. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the immigration and naturalization laws, 
Helmuth Assmas Balthasar Russow and 
Volker Harpe shall be held and considered to 
have been lawfully admitted to thé United 
States for permanent residence as of the date 
of the enactment of this act, upon payment 
of the required visa fees and head taxes. 
Upon the granting of permanent residence 
to such aliens as provided for in this act, 
the Secretary of State shall instruct the 
proper quota-control officer to deduct the 
required numbers from the appropriate quota 
or quotas for the first year that such quota 
or quotas are available. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


MICHAIL IOANNOU BOURBAKIS 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 295) for 
the relief of Michail Ioannou Bourbakis. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes of 
the immigration and naturalization laws, 
Michail Ioannou Bourbakis shall be held and 
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considered to have been lawfully admitted to 
the United States for permanent residence as 
of the date of the enactment of this act, upon 
payment of the required visa fee and head 
tax. Upon the granting of permanent resi- 
dence to such alien as provided for in this 
act, the Secretary of State shall instruct the 
proper quota-control officer to deduct one 
number from the appropriate quota for the 
first year that such quota is available. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


TERUEKO OKUAKI 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 426) for 
the relief of Teruko Okuaki. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the provisions of 
the immigration laws relating to the exclu- 
sion of aliens inadmissible because of race 
shall not hereafter apply to Teruko Okuaki, 
the Japanese fiancée of Martin Bronfenbren- 
ner, a citizen of the United States and an 
honorably discharged veteran of World War 
II, and that the said Teruko Okuaki shall be 
eligible for a visa as a nonimmigrant tempo- 
rary visitor for a period of 3 months: Pro- 
vided, That the administrative authorities 
find that the said Teruko Okuaki is coming 
to the United States with a bona fide inten- 
tion of being married to Martin Bronfen- 
brenner, and that she is found otherwise ad- 
missible under the immigration laws, In the 
event the marriage between the above- 
named parties does not occur within 3 
months after the entry of the said Teruko 
Okuaki, she shall be required to depart from 
the United States and upon failure to do so 
shall be deported in accordance with the pro- 
visions of sections 19 and 20 of the Immigra- 
tion Act of 1917, as amended (8 U. S. C. 155, 
156). In the event that the marriage be- 
tween the above-named parties shall occur 
within 3 months after the entry of the said 
Teruko Okuaki, the Attorney General is au- 
thorized and directed to record the lawful 
admission for permanent residence of the 
said Teruko Okuaki as of the date of the pay- 
ment by her of the required head tax and 
visa fee. i 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


NENE BAALSTAD 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 427) for 
the relief of Nene Baalstad. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purpose of 
the immigration and naturalization laws, 
Nene Baalstad shall be held and considered 
to have been lawfuily admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence as of the date 
of the enactment of this act, upon payment 
of the required visa fee and head tax. Upon 
the granting of permanent residence to such 
alien as provided for in this act, the Secre- 
tary of State shall instruct the proper quota- 
control officer to deduct one number from 
the appropriate quota for the first year that 
such quota is available. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 

ROSITA ANITA NAVARRO 
The Clerk called the bill (S. 462) for 


the relief of Rosita Anita Navarro and 
Ramona Alicia Navarro, 
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There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, in the adminis- 
tration of the immigration laws, the provi- 
sions of section 13 (c) of the Immigration 
Act of 1924, as amended, which exclude from 
admission to the United States aliens who 
are ineligible to citizenship, shall not here- 
after apply to Rosita Anita Navarro and Ra- 
mona Alicia Navarro, the minor children of 
Clara Fusako Takemoto Navarro, a citizen 
of the United States, and Francisco R. Na- 
varro, a legal resident of the United States. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


WILLEM HOUWINE 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 501) for 
the relief of Willem Houwink. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the immigration and naturalization laws, 
Willem Houwink shall be held and consid- 
ered to have been lawfully admitted to the 
United States for permanent residence as of 
the date of the enactment of this act, upon 
payment of the required visa fee and head 
tax. Upon the granting of permanent resi- 
dence to such alien as provided for in this 
act, the Secretary of State shall instruct the 
proper quota-control officer to deduct one 
number from the appropriate quota for the 
first year that such quota is available. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


WILMA M. STIEHL 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 520) for 
the relief of Wilma M. Stiehl. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes of 
the immigration and naturalization laws, 
Wilma M. Stiehl shall be held and considered 
to have been lawfully admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence as of the 
date of the enactment of this act, upon the 
payment of the required visa fee and head 
tax. Upon the granting of permanent resi- 
dence to such alien as provided for in this 
act, the Secretary of State shall instruct the 


proper quota-control officer to deduct one 


number from the number of displaced per- 
sons who shall be granted the status of 
permanent residence pursuant to section 4 
of the Displaced Persons Act, as amended 
(62 Stat. 1011; 64 Stat. 219; 50 U. S. C. App. 
1953). 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


ELLA MARIA NYMAN 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 1009) for 
the relief of Ella Maria Nyman. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes of 
the immigration and naturalization laws, 
Ella Maria Nyman shall be held and con- 
sidered to have been lawfully admitted to the 
United States for permanent residence as of 
the date of the enactment of this act, upon 
payment of the required visa fee and head 
tax. Upon the granting of permanent resi- 
dence to such alien as provided for in this 
act, the Secretary of State shall instruct the 
proper quota-control officer to deduct one 
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number from the appropriate quota for the 
first year that such quota is available. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


MRS. LOU WONG SHONG NGON 


The Clerk called the bill S. 1028 for 
the relief of Mrs, Lou Wong Shong Ngon. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, in the administra- 
tion of the immigration and naturalization 
laws, Mrs. Lou Wong Shong Ngon, a former 
resident of the United States and the mother 
of five United States citizen children, shall 
be eligible for a nonquota immigration visa 
under section 4 (b) of the Immigration Act of 
1924, as amended, provided she is otherwise 
admissible under the immigration laws. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table, 

DAVIS MIN LEE 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 1279) for 
the relief of Davis Min Lee. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That, in the administra- 
tion of the immigration and naturalization 
laws, the provisions of sections 4 (a) and 9 
of the Immigration Act of 1924, as amended, 
shall be held to be applicable to the alien, 
Davis Min Lee, the minor unmarried child of 
Lee Tung Sing, a citizen of the United States. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


MRS. OKUNI KOBAYASHI 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 1425) for 
the relief of Mrs. Okuni Kobayashi. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, in the adminis- 
tration of the immigration laws the pro- 
vision of section 13 (c) of the Immigration 
Act of 1924, as amended (U. S. C., title 8, 
sec. 213 (c)), which excludes from admis- 
sion to the United States persons who are 
ineligible to citizenship, shall not hereafter 
apply to Mrs, Okuni Kobayashi, a former 
resident of the United States and the 
mother of two American citizens. If other- 
wise admissible under the immigration laws, 
Mrs. Okuni Kobayashi shall be held and con- 
sidered to be a returning resident under the 
provisions of section 4 (b) of the Immigra- 
tion Act of 1924, as amended. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


VALMAI EILEEN MACKENZIE 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 1504) for 
the relief of Valmai Eileen Mackenzie. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the immigration and naturalization laws, 
Valmai Eileen Mackenzie shall be held and 
considered to have been lawfully admitted to 
the United States for permanent residence as 
of the date of enactment of this act, upon 
payment of the required visa fee and head 
tax. Upon the enactment of this act, the 
Secre of State shall instruct the proper 
quota-control officer to deduct one number 
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from the appropriate quota for the first year 
that such quota is available. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


DR. STANISLAUS GARSTKA AND DR. 
MARTHEWAN GARSTKA 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 610) 
for the relief of Dr. Stanislaus Garstka 
and Dr. Marthewan Garstka. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That, in the adminis- 
tration of the immigration laws, Dr. Stanis- 
laus Garstka and Dr. Marthewan Garstka, 
of Albany, N. L., shall be held and considered 
to have been lawfully admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence on July 13, 
1949, the date on which they entered the 
United States on a temporary visa, upon 
payment of the required head tax and visa 
fee. 

Sec. 2. The Secretary of State is authorized 
and directed to instruct the proper quota- 
control officer to deduct one number from 
the nonpreference category of the first avail- 
able immigration quota for nationals of 
Poland. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Page 1, strike out all after the enacting 
clause and insert “That, for the purposes of 
the immigration and naturalization laws, Dr. 
Stanislaus Garstka and Dr. Marthewan 
Gartska shall be held and considered to have 
been lawfully admitted to the United States 
for permanent residence as of the date of 
the enactment of this act, upon the payment 
of the required visa fees and head taxes. 
Upon the granting of permanent residence 
to such aliens as provided for in this act, 
the Secretary of State shall instruct the 
proper quota-control officer to deduct two 
numbers from the number of displaced per- 
sons who shall be granted the status of per- 
manent residence pursuant to section 4 of 
the Displaced Persons Act, as amended (62 
Stat. 1011; 64 Stat. 219; 50 U. S. C. App. 
1953) .” 


The committee amendment was agreed 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re- 
consider was laid on the table. 


MAX MAYER HIRSCH WINZELBERG AND 
MRS. JENTY FUSS DE WINZELBERG 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 648) 
to record the lawful admission for per- 
manent residence of aliens Max Mayer 
Hirsch Winzelberg and Mrs. Jenty Fuss 
De Winzelberg. 


There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, in the administra- 
tion of the immigration and naturalization 
laws, the Attorney General is authorized and 
directed to record the lawful admission for 
permanent residence of the aliens Max Mayer 
Hirsch Winzelberg, and Mrs. Jenty Fuss De 
Winzelberg, of 2821 West Boulevard, Los 
Angeles 16, Calif., as of December 31, 1948, 
the date on which they entered the United 
States as nonquota immigrants, if they are 
otherwise admissible under the provisions of 
the immigration laws. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Page 1, strike out all after the enacting 
clause and insert “That, for the purposes of 
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the immigration and naturalization laws, 
Max Mayer Hirsch Winzelberg and Mrs, Jenty 
Fuss De Winzelberg shall be held and con- 
sidered to have been lawfully admitted to 
the United States for permanent residence as 
of the date of the enactment of this act, 
upon the payment of the required visa fees 
and head taxes. Upon the granting of per- 
manent residence to such aliens as provided 
for in this act, the Secretary of State shall 
instruct the proper quota-control officer to 
deduct two numbers from the number of 
displaced persons who shall be granted the 
status of permanent residence pursuant to 
section 4 of the Displace Persons Act, as 
amended (62 Stat. 1011; 64 Stat. 219; 50 
U. S. C. App. 1953).” 


The committee amendment was agreed 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and rea a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


SIEGFRIED OBERDORFER 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 782) 
conferring United States citizenship 
posthumously upon Siegfried Ober- 
dorfer. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That Siegfried Ober- 
dorfer, a soldier in the United States Army, 
who served honorably with the Thirty-fifth 
Infantry Medical Detachment, and who was 
killed in action on Guadalcanal on May 20, 
1943, shall be held and considered to have 
been a citizen of the United States at the 
time of his death. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table, 


MARIE KRISTINE HANSEN 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 790) 
for the relief of Marie Kristine Hansen, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that a similar Sen- 
ate bill, S. 906, for the relief of Marie 
Kristine Hansen, be substituted in lieu 
of the House bill. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the Senate bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, in the admin- 
istration of the immigration laws, Marie 
Kristine Hansen shall be held and considered 
to have been lawfully admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence as Of the date 
of the enactment of this act, upon payment 
of the required visa fee and head tax. 

Sec. 2. The Secretary of State is author- 
ized and directed to instruct the proper 
quota-control officer to deduct one number 
from the nonpreference category of the ap- 
propriate immigration quota for the first 
year such quota is available. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time and passed. 
A motion to reconsider the bill H. R. 

790 was laid on the table. 

MAXIMILIAN OTTO RICKER-HUETTER 
AND MRS. EUGENIA RICKER-HUETTER 
The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 853) 

for the relief of Maximilian Otto Ricker- 


Huetter and Mrs. Eugenia Ricker-Huet- 
ter. 
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There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the immigration and naturalization laws, 
Maximilian Otto Ricker-Huetter and Mrs. 
Eugenia Ricker-Huetter, who entered the 
United States on August 15, 1947, for a tem- 
porary stay, shall be held and considered to 
have been lawfully admitted, as of such date 
to the United States for permanent residence. 
Upon the enactment of this act, the Secre- 
tary of State shall instruct the proper quota- 
control officer to make appropriate deduction 
of two numbers from the quota for Czecho- 
slovakia. 


With the following amendment: 


Strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 
“That, for the purposes of the immigration 
and naturalization laws, Maximilian Otto 
Ricker-Huetter and Mrs. Eugenia Ricker- 
Huetter shall be held and considered to have 
been lawfully admittéd to the United States 
for permanent residence as of the date of 
the enactment of this act, upon the payment 
of the required visa fees and head taxes. 
Upon the granting of permanent residence 
to such aliens as provided for in this act, 
the Secretary of State shall instruct the 
proper quota-control officer to deduct two 
numbers from the number of displaced per- 
sons who shall be granted the status of per- 
manent residence pursuant to section 4 of 
the Displaced Persons Act, as amended (62 
Stat. 1011; 64 Stat. 219; 50 U. S. C. App. 
1953) .” 


The committee amendment was agreed 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re- 
consider was laid on the table. 


JACK WARNER AND FAMILY 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 1696) 
for the relief of Jack Warner and family, 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That for the purposes 
of the immigration and naturalization laws, 
the alien Jack Warner, his wife, and their 
minor daughter, of San Francisco, Calif., 
who entered the United States on July 30, 
1945, shall be held and considered to have 
been lawfully admitted, as of such date, to 
the United States for permanent residence. 
Upon the enactment of this act, the Secre- 
tary of State shall instruct the proper quota- 
control officer to deduct three numbers from 
the quota for the Philippine Islands for the 
first year such quota is available. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 
“That for the purposes of the immigration 
and naturalization laws, Jack Warner and 
family shall be held and considered to have 
been lawfully admitted to the United States 
for permanent residence as of the date of 
the enactment of this act, upon payment of 
the required visa fees and head taxes. Upon 
the granting of permanent residence to such 
aliens as provided for in this act, the Secre- 
tary of State shall instruct the proper quota- 
control officer to deduct three numbers from 
the appropriate quota for the first year that 
such quota is available.” 


The committee amendment was 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 
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HYE PAH KUNG 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 2210) 
for the relief of Hye Pah Kung. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the immigration and naturalization laws, 
Hye Pah Kung shall be held and considered 
to have been lawfully admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence as of the date 
of the enactment of this act, upon payment 
of the required visa fee and head tax. Upon 
the granting of permanent residence to such 
alien as provided for in this act, the Secre- 
tary of State shall instruct the proper quota- 
control officer to deduct one number from 
the appropriate quota for the first year that 
such quota is available. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


GEORGE M, SANGER 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 2447) 
for the relief of George M. Sanger. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That George M. Sanger, 
who arrived in the United States from Can- 
ada in April 1947, shall, upon the payment 
of the required head tax, be considered, for 
the purposes of immigration and naturaliza- 
tion laws, to have been lawfully admitted to 
the United States. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: “That, 
for the purposes of the immigration and 
naturalization laws, George M. Sanger shall 
be held and considered to have been law- 
fully admitted to the United States for 
permanent residence as of the date of the 
enactment of this act, upon payment of the 
required visa fee and head tax. Upon the 
granting of permanent residence to such 
alien as provided for in this act, the Secretary 
of State shall instruct the proper quota- 
control officer to deduct one number from 
the appropriate quota for the first year that 
such quota is available.” 


The committee amendment was agreed 


to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


PROVIDING PERMANENT RESIDENCE OF 
CERTAIN SISTERS 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 2632) 
providing for the permanent residence 
of Sisters Adalgisa Bellagamba, Maria 
Rina Montecchio, Anna Taricco, Maria 
Caterina Crevani, Elizabeth Baggio, Rosa 
Portale, Lorenzina D'Amico, Assunta 
Bonfiglio, Maria D'Amico, Lorenzina 
Scellato, Luigia Andreina Fratelli, Elena 
Montecchio, and Maria Bellesso, 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, in the adminis- 
tration of the immigration and naturaliza- 
tion laws, Sisters Adelgisa Bellagamba, Maria 
Rina Montecchio, Anna Taricco, Maria Cat- 
erina Crevani, Elizabeth Baggio, Rose Por- 
tale, Lorenzina D'Amico, Assunta Bonfiglio, 
Maria D'Amico, Lorenzina Scellato, Luigia 
Andreina Fratelli, Elena Montecchio, and 
Maria Bellesso, who were admitted to the 
United States on temporary visas, shall be 
deemed to have been lawfully admitted to 
the United States for permanent residence 
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as of the dates of their last entries, on pay- 
ment of the required visa fees and head 
taxes. 

Sec. 2. The Secretary of State is authorized 
and directed to instruct the proper quota- 
control officer to deduct 13 numbers from 
the nonpreference category of the first avail- 
able quotas for nationals of Italy. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: Š 

On page 2, line 4, after the words “resi- 
dence as of the”, strike out the remainder 
of the bill and insert in lieu thereof the 
following: “date of the enactment of this 
act, upon the payment of the required visa 
fees and head taxes. Upon the granting of 
permanent residence to such aliens as pro- 
vided for in this act, the Secretary of State 
shall instruct the proper quota-control officer 
to deduct 13 numbers from the appropriate 
quota for the first year that such quota is 
available.” 


E committee amendment was agreed 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


JOJI IKEDA 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 3221) 
for the relief of Joji Ikeda, a minor. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of section 4 (a) and 9 of the Immigration 
Act of 1924, as amended, and notwithstand- 
ing the provisions of section 13 (c) of that 
act, the minor child, Joji Ikeda, shall be 
held and considered the natural-born alien 
child of Technical Sgt. Albert A. Lund, 
United States Air Force, AF-—19067211, and 
his wife, Dorothy M. Lund, citizens of the 
United States. 


The bill wa. ordered to be engrossed 
and read a thrd time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


FANNY TSIHRINTGE PAPAN 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 3281) 
for the relief of Fanny Tsihrintge Papan. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Attorney Gen- 
eral be, and is hereby, authorized and di- 
rected to record the lawful admission for 
permanent residence of Fanny Tsihrintge 
Papan, who entered the United States law- 
fully at the port of New York on March 
19, 1946. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 
“That for the purposes of the immigration 
and naturalization laws, Fanny Tsihrintge 
Papan shall be held and considered to have 
been lawfully admitted to the United States 
for permanent residence as of the date of 
the enactment of this act, upon payment of 
the required visa fee and head tax. Upon 
the granting of permanent residence to such 

alien as provided for in this act, the Secre- 
tary of State shall instruct the proper quota- 
control officer to deduct one number from 
the appropriate quota for the first year that 
such quota is available.” 


The committee amendment was agreed 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 

and read a third time, was read the 

third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 
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YUMI HORIUCHI 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 3424) 
for the relief of Yumi Horiuchi. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, solely for the 
purpose of section 4 (a) and section 9 of the 
Immigration Act of 1924, as amended, and 
notwithstanding any provisions excluding 
from admission to the United States per- 
sons Of races ineligible to citizenship, Yumi 
Horiuchi, a minor Japanese child, shall be 
considered the alien natural-born daughter 
of Charles K. Toguchi, a citizen of the 
United States. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 


POLLY ANNE CALDWELL 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 3921) 
for the relief of Polly Anne Caldwell. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the present consid- 
eration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill S. 626 
be substituted for the House bill. 

— ir Clerk read the title of the Senate 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the Senate bill, as fol- 
lows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, solely for the 
purpose of section 4 (a) and section 9 of 
the Immigration Act of 1924, and not- 
withstanding any provisions excluding from 
admission to the United States persons of 
races ineligible to citizenship, Polly Anne 
Caldwell, a minor half-Japanese child, shall 
be considered the alien natural-born child 
of Sergeant and Mrs. Fred W. Caldwell, cit- 
izens of the United States. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time and passed. 
A similar House bill (H. R. 3921) was 
laid on the table. 
eu motion to reconsider was laid on the 
e. 


REAR ADM. EMORY D. STANLEY 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 3003) 
to authorize Rear Adm. Emory D. Stan- 
ley, United States Navy, retired, to ac- 
cept employment with the Government 
of Peru. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Congress here- 
by grants its consent to Rear Adm. Emory D. 
Stanley, Supply Corps, United States Navy, 
retired, to accept, subject to the approval of 
the Secretary of the Navy, civil employment 
with, and compensation therefor, from the 
Government of the Republic of Peru. Ac- 
ceptance of this employment and compensa- 
tion therefor shall not affect the status of 
Rear Admiral Stanley on the retired list of 
the Navy or his entitlement to retired pay 
and other benefits arising therefrom. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read the third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 


JOHANNA A. STOOTS 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 884) for 
the relief of Johanna A. Stoots. 
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There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That for the purposes of 
the immigration and naturalization laws, Jo- 
hanna A. Stoots, Capital Heights, Md., who 
entered the United States on March 14, 1947, 
at Hoboken, N. J., as a temporary visitor, 
shall be held and considered to have 
been lawfully admitted, as of such date, to 
the United States for permanent residence. 
Upon the enactment of this act, the Secretary 
of State shall instruct the proper quota con- 
trol officer to deduct one number from the 
quota for the Netherlands for the first year 
such quota is available. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert the following: “That, for the pur- 
poses of the immigration and naturalization 
laws, Johanna A. Stoots shall be held and 
considered to have been lawfully admitted 
to the United States for permanent resi- 
dence as of the date of the enactment of this 
act, upon payment of the required visa fee 
and head tax. Upon the granting of per- 
manent residence to such alien as provided 
for in this act, the Secretary of State shall 
instruct the proper quota-control officer to 
deduct one number from the appropriate 
quota for the first year that such quota is 
available.” 8 


The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


WILLIAM P. NOVOTNY, SR., ET AL. 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 2212) 
to provide for the adjudication of cer- 
tain tort claims of William P. Novotny, 
Sr., and others against the United States. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That title 28, United 
States Code, shall be applicable in respect of 
the tort claims against the United States 
arising out of a collision on January 8, 1944, 
between an automobile owned by William P. 
Novotny, Sr., New York, N. Y., and a United 
States Army truck, except that, (1) notwith- 
standing section 2401 (b) of such title, no 
such claim shall be barred if civil action is 
begun thereon within 6 months after the 
date of the enactment of this act, and (2) 
notwithstanding section 1402 (b) of such 
title, any civil action on any such claim may 
be prosecuted only in the United States Dis- 
trict Court for the Southern District of New 
York. 

Sec. 2. No private bill or resolution, and 
no amendment to any bill or resolution, au- 
thorizing or directing the payment of money 
in settlement of, or otherwise recognizing, 
any tort claim arising out of the collision 
referred to in the first section of this act 
except in accordance with a valid judgment 
rendered by the United States District Court 
for the Southern District of New York shall 
hereafter be received or considered in either 
the Senate or the House of Representatives. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert the following: That the jurisdiction 
conferred upon the United States District 
Court for the Southern District of New York 
by subsection (b) of section 1346, title 28, 
United States Code, is hereby extended to a 
civil action which may be commenced not 
later than 1 year after the enactment of this 
act, asserting any claim or claims of William 
P. Novotny, Sr., the estate of Margaret E. 
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Dohnt, the legal guardian of Florence Hauser, 
the legal guardian of Richard Adams, Jr., 
the legal guardian of William Novotny, Jr., 
the legal guardian of Bernadette Novotny, 
the legal guardian of Stanley Swiadek, the 
legal guardian of Joseph F. Krotz, Jr., for the 
death of Margaret E. Dohnt and for personal 
injuries of others set forth in the bill, sus- 
tained as the result of an accident involving 
a United States Army truck at the intersec- 
tion of Guinea Road and Hillside Avenue in 
Old Westbury, N. X., on January 8, 1944: 
Provided, That the exception set forth in 
section 2680 (a), title 28, United States 
Code, shall not apply to the action author- 
ized under this act. Except as otherwise pro- 
vided in this act, all provisions of law ap- 
plicable to judgments therein and appeals 
therefrom, are hereby made equally appli- 
cable in respect to the civil action authorized 
by this act: Provided, however, That noth- 
ing in this act does or shall constitute an ad- 
mission of liability on the part of the Goy- 
ernment of the United States of America.” 


The committee amendment was agreed 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill conferring jurisdiction upon the 
United States District Court for the 
Southern District of New York to deter- 
mine the claims of William P. Novotny, 
Sr., and others.” 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


RALPH AMBROSE THRALL AND MINNIE 
HAZELL THRALL 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 2290) 
for the relief of Ralph Ambrose Thrall 
and Minnie Hazell Thrall. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That Ralph Ambrose 
Thrall, Lethbridge, Alberta, Dominion of 
Canada, a natural-born citizen of the United 
States, born in Minneapolis, Minn., on De- 
cember 22, 1893, and Minnie Hazell Thrall, 
his wife, a natural-born citizen of the United 
States born in Chicago, II., on July 9, 1896, 
who lost their United States citizenship by 
voting in certain municipal elections in Al- 
berta, may be naturalized as citizens of the 
United States by taking, not later than 1 
year after the date of enactment of this act, 
before any naturalization court specified in 
section 301 (a) of the Nationality Act of 1940, 
as amended, or before any diplomatic or 
consular officer of the United States abroad, 
the oaths prescribed by section 335 of such 
act. The said Ralph Ambrose Thrall and 
Minnie Hazell Thrall shall have, from and 
after naturalization under this act, the same 
citizenship status as that which existed im- 
mediately prior to its loss. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table, 


JOSEPH R. LA PORTA 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 2358) 
for the relief of Joseph R. La Porta. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That notwithstanding 
the provisions and limitations of the Act 
entitled “An act to provide compensation 
for employees of the United States suffering 
injuries while in the performance of their 
duties, and for other purposes”, approved 
September 7, 1916, as amended, the United 
States Employees’ Compensation Commis- 
sion is authorized and directed to make, 
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from the date of approval of this act, to 
Joseph R. La Porta, an award of compensa- 
tion at the rate, and covering the period, pro- 
vided for under said Act and the regulations 
thereunder, for the injuries he received 
while a member of the Civil Air Patrol. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert the following: That in the adminis- 
tration of benefits as provided for under the 
head ‘Civilian War Benefits’ in the Federal 
Security Agency Appropriation Act, 1947, 
the Bureau of Employees Compensation of 
the United States Department of Labor is 
authorized to receive from Joseph R. La 
Porta a claim for compensation for disability 
allegedly sustained by him on or about 
August 26, 1944, as the result of a plane crash 
which occurred during a flight undertaken 
pursuant to a special program of the Air 
Force, United States Army, while said Joseph 
R. La Porta was serving as a cadet of the 
Civil Air Patrol, and such Bureau is author- 
ized and directed to consider and adjudicate | 
such claim under the civilian war benefits 
program, if such claim should be filed there- 
under within one year after the enactment 
of this Act, in the same manner as if the case 
of said Joseph R. La Porta had been within 
the coverage of such program at the time of 
his injury; Provided, That such Bureau is 
authorized to reimburse said Joseph R. La 
Porta (or any member of his immediate fam- 
ily) for any expense incurred prior to enact- 
ment of this act and paid by him (or such 
member) for or on account of medical and 
other treatment and care required by reason 
of any injury found to be compensable under 
this act, to the extent such reimbursement 
is otherwise cognizable under the civilian 
war benefits program.” 


eo committee amendment was agreed 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read a third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


CONSTITUTION DAY—ADDRESS BY THE 
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES 


Mr. MORRIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend at this 
point in the Recorp the address deliv- 
ered by the President of the United 
States at the Constitution Day cere- 
monies in the Library of Congress. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 


CONSTITUTION Day ADDRESS 


Mr. Chief Justice of the United States, 
Senator Green, Dr. Evans, distinguished 
guests, ladies, and gentlemen, we have met 
here this morning to put some pieces of 
parchment away in specially sealed cases, in 
order to preserve them from physical and 
chemical change. 

And I can’t help but be impressed with 
this magnificent collection of all the ancient, 
medieval, and modern documents that are 
in this Library. I think always of the terri- 
ble destruction of the Alexandrian Library 
in the Middle Ages. And this Library, the 
British Museum, and the Louvre are our 
modern replicas of that great Alexandrian 
Library. The documents which we are put- 
ting away today are written in a style of 
handwriting which is no longer familiar to 
us. If they were only historical relics, it 
might seem strange that we should make a 
ceremony out of this occasion of sealing 
them up. 

But the Declaration of Independence and 
the Constitution are more than historical 
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relics. They are a living force in our life 
today. 

We may have some difficulty in preserv- 
ing the parchment on which these two docu- 
ments have been written, but the ideas they 
set forth will never perish. These docu- 
ments express the highest principles of po- 
litical life: That all men have certain in- 
alienable rights, that governments are set 
up to provide for the welfare of the people, 
and that the rule of law stands above gov- 
ernment and citizen alike. 

‘These ideas have a life of their own. They 
haye been a dynamic force in the history of 
our Nation. They have inspired men, all 
around the world, to create new and inde- 
pendent governments, and to improve the 
conditions under which they live. 


AIMED AGAINST DESPOTISM 


These are very explosive documents, Dr. 
Evans. We may think we have them safely 
bottled up, but the ideas they express will 
go on forever. They will continue to give 
energy and hope to new generations of men, 
here and in other countries, in the long 
struggle to create a better society on earth, 

The Declaration of Independence and the 
Constitution, when they were written, were 
revolutionary documents. But they were 
revolutionary in a very unusual sense. 

Many revolutions are simply a resort to 
force and violence to impose a new despotism 
upon the people. But these documents 
were for a very different purpose; their aim 
was to make despotism impossible, Both 
the Declaration of Independence and the 
Constitution seek to make the rule of law 
and the concepts of justice the dominating 
factors in government, And to a large ex- 
tent they have succeeded, 

The struggle against the use of naked force 
as an instrument of government was an 
old one even before these two documents 
were written. Our forefathers created a new 
nation, but they based it upon the long 
experience of the English people in main- 
taining human freedom, 

POINTS TO BASIC CONCEPTS 

The right of trial by jury, the right to 
be free from unreasonable search and seiz- 
ure, the right of habeas corpus, the prohibi- 
tion against cruel and unusual punishment, 
the guaranties of freedom of the press, free- 
dom of assembly, and freedom of religion 
all these were basic concepts in the days 
of our revolution. They were concepts for 
which men had worked and even given up 
their lives for centuries. 

But they had never been made the founda- 
tion stones of a government until they were 
put in the Declaration of Independence and 
in the Constitution and its first 10 amend- 
ments—the Bill of Rights—which are just 
as fundamental a part of our basic law as 
the original version of the Constitution that 
we are sealing up here today. 

I hope that they will be sealed up and 
placed alongside the original document. In 
my opinion, they are the most important 
parts of the Constitution. 

These rights have become so well estab- 
lished in this country that we take them for 
granted. They are so much a part of our 
lives that they may seem dry and uninter- 
esting. But the history of other countries 
in recent years has showed us how vital 
and important they are. Recent history 
has demonstrated that the unrestrained use 
of force by government is just as great a 
danger to human progress now as it was 
ages ago. It has demonstrated that unless 
citizens have rights against the government 
no one can be safe or secure. 

In our own lifetime we have learned anew 
the human misery that an absolute, power- 
mad government can create. We have seen 
it in the brief history of the Fascist and Nazi 
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tyrannies. We are witnessing it today in 
the tyranny of Soviet communism. 

A constitution is not just a matter of 
words. There are other constitutions which 
may read as well as ours. 

Just take, for example, the constitution 
of the Soviet Union. That constitution has 
a lot of fine language and a lot of beautiful 
and meaningful words. That constitution 
of the Soviet Union says that Soviet citizens 
are guaranteed freedom of speech, freedom 
of press, and freedom of assembly. I wonder 
what would happen to a citizen of the Soviet 
Union if he tried to exercise any of those 
freedoms, It professes to guarantee that 
citizens of the Soviet Union shall be secure 
in their persons and their homes. And in 
addition, it purports to guarantee equality, 
the right to work, the right to an education, 
the right to rest and leisure, freedom of 
religion, and a lot of other fine things. 

But these good words in the Soviet Consti- 
tution mean less than nothing. They are 
empty promises, because the citizens of the 
Soviet Union have no way of enforcing their 
rights against the state. 

The constitutional guaranties are just as 
false as their treaty agreements. A Bolshevik 
agreement is not worth the paper it is writ- 
ten on. It is only a scrap of paper. I wonder 
what would happen to a citizen of the Soviet 
Union if he tried to exercise one of those free- 
doms. 

In the Soviet Union, the power of the state 
is above all rights. The Government does 
not have to obey the law. As a result, the 
citizens of the Soviet Union enjoy none of 
the freedoms which they are guaranteed by 
their constitution. They do not have free- 
dom of speech or freedom of the press. They 
may be arr sted without cause; their homes 
may be invaded without a search warrant; 
they may be executed or exiled without a fair 
trial and without appeal. 


CALLS SOVIET SOCIETY A JUNGLE 


The Soviet citizens live in fear. Their so- 
ciety is a jungle, through which the naked 
power of the Government prowls like a beast 
of. prey, making all men afraid. 

The Communists claim that they have to 
use the weapons of tyranny in order to im- 
prove the conditions of the people. But that 
is not true. That is a rejection of the long 
experience of mankind. By resorting to the 
worst evils of ancient tyranny, the Soviet 
rulers have held their citizens in terror and 
bondage, while freedom is growing in the 
rest of the world. 

And the evils which the Communists 
brought back into the world—the evils of 
political persecution and unrestrained state 
power—have grown and flourished, and be- 
come much more terrible than they ever were 
before. Modern inventions, modern means 
of communication, modern methods of prop- 
aganda make the power of the state more 
formidable than it was in the days of the 
stage coach and the muzzle-loading musket. 
The power of the Kremlin is more effective, 
more violent, more far-reaching than the 
power of the Czars or the power of Genghis 
Khan or the power of other tyrants of the 
past. 


Today, the tyrant can uproot and liquidate 
whole classes of people and entire nations. 
The death camps of Hitler Germany or of 
modern Siberia demonstrate that the un- 
restrained power of the government can be 
a greater evil in our modern civilization 
than it ever was in ancient times. 


SAFEGUARDS FOR FREEDOM STRESSED 


The only guaranty against such a society 
of fear and cruelty is the principle that the 
government is not above the law. Our 
Declaration of Independence and our Consti- 
tution proclaim that the Government is sub- 
ject to the fundamental law. 5 

The Constitution sets up a system of in- 
ternal checks and balances which may seem 
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cumbersome to us at times, but which suc- 
ceeds in preventing any part of the Govern- 
ment from having absolute power. Under 
our Constitution, it is not only the citizens 
who are made to conform to the principles 
of justice but the Government itself. And 
the citizen has the power to enforce his 
rights against the Government, The rule of 
law is made supreme. 

Our Constitution protects us from the 
evils of tyranny. But this is not all our Con- 
stitution does. If it were, it would not be 
enough. 

A constitution must do more than provide 
restraints against the illegal use of power. 
It must give the people a means of dealing 
with their day-to-day problems, of contin- 
ually correcting the injustices that spring up 
in human society. A constitution that is 
not adaptable—that prevents the govern- 
ment from acting for the general welfare of 
the people—will not long survive. It will be- 
come a mere historical curiosity. 

Ours is not such a constitution. We have 
discovered over the years that it offers the 
means for correcting present evils without 
throwing away past gains. 

GREAT ADVANCES ARE LISTED 


There are always those who oppose neces- 
sary reforms. Such people often turn to the 
Constitution to justify their position. But 
our Constitution has seldom proved to be a 
barrier to changes which were needed for the 
welfare of all the people. Our Constitution 
has not set up aristocracy of wealth or privi- 
lege. It does not serve the privileged few at 
the expense of the great majority of the 
people. 

The great advances we have made in recent 
years in legislation to improve the condition 
of labor, to bring economic security to the 
farmer, to provide aid for the needy, to de- 
velop the resources of the country for the 
benefit of all, to improve health, the educa- 
tion, and the housing. of the average fam- 
ily—all these advances have been opposed in 
the name of the Constitution. But it never 
was the purpose of the Constitution to bar 
such advances, On the contrary, the Consti- 
tution provides the means for carrying into 
effect the fundamental ideas of justice and 
liberty and human progress on which our 
Government is founded. 

Acting under our Constitution, we have 
been able to solve the problems which have 
driven other countries into revolution, We 
have been able to make necessary reforms 
without overthrowing the ancient guaranties 
of our liberty, Building on the experience of 
the past we have opened the way to a 
brighter future. 

URGES DOCUMENTS BE CHERISHED 

On this occasion, we ought to pray to Al- 
mighty God that the American people will 
remain faithful to the spirit of the Decla- 
ration of Independence and the Constitu- 
tion. We should ask that they be ever mind- 
ful of the great wisdom and truth that are 
embodied in these two documents, and 
through them, in our form of government. 

The wisdom of our form of government is 
that no men, no matter how good they may 
appear to be, may be entrusted with absolute 
power. The great achievement of our form 
of government is that it has enabled us to 
meet the changing needs of the people while 
providing a rule of law that restrains all 
men, even the most powerful. The glory 
of our form of government lies in the fact 
that it has held us faithful to the concept 
that the aims of government are human bet- 
terment and human freedom, 

If the American people remember these 
things and understand them well, this Na- 
tion will move forward in the future as it 
has in the past. And these documents, 
which we are today sealing against physical 
decay, will -lways be remembered and cher- 
ished, finding new life in each new genera- 
tion of Americans. 
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NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF POST- 
MASTERS—ADDRESS BY THE PRESI- 
DENT OF THE UNITED STATES 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend at this 
point in the Recorp the address deliv- 
ered by the President of the United 
States to the National Association of 
Postmasters? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 


ADDRESS BY THE PRESIDENT TO THE NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION OF POSTMASTERS 


I am very glad to welcome you to Wash- 
ington. 

I don’t believe there is a finer group of 
public servents anywhere than the members 
of the postal service. 

There are some people, I suppose, who 
would call this just a meeting of bureau- 
crats. Well, if you are bureaucrats, I am 
a bureaucrat too, and proud of it. 

It seems to be open season, these days, on 
Government employees. There are a lot of 
people who are trying to make political capi- 
tal by slurring the loyalty and efficiency of 
Government employees, and trying to bring 
the public service into disrepute. 

I think that is a contemptible way to 
try to get votes. 

We have the greatest government in the 
world, and the most loyal and efficient gov- 
ernment servants. I am proud to be a part 
of it. I think you are proud to be part of 
it, too. 

It is time we made it perfectly plain that 
we feel it is an honor to work for our fellow 
citizens through the public service. 

The postal service is one of the key ac- 
tivities of the Federal Government. It em- 
ploys over half a million people, one-fourth 
of all civilian employees of the whole Gov- 
ernment. It is one of the biggest businesses 
in the country. And without it, the rest of 
the country would not be able to do business 
at all. Without the postal service all our 
activities would come to a standstill—busi- 
ness, the national defense, family life, every- 
thing. 

URGES BUSINESSLIKE BASIS 


Last year, the postal service carried over 
27,000,000,000 letters and 1,000,000,000 par- 
cels. It carried over 6,000,000,000 copies of 
newspapers and magazines and nearly 40,- 
000,000 packages of books. 

The postal service is not only big business, 
it is public business. We all ought to be 
concerned about the way the postal service 
is run. We ought to be sure that it is run 
on a businesslike basis—that it pays for 
itself. 

Today, it does not pay for itself. Postal 
rates are not set by the Post Office Depart- 
ment, but by the Congress. And these rates 
are not high enough to cover the cost of 
carrying the mail. 

Right now, the postal service is being 
run at a deficit of more than $500,000,000 
a year. The biggest part of the deficit is 
caused by the low rates on second and third 
class mail—that is newspapers, magazines 
and circulars and advertising matter. Now, 
first-class mail pays its own way. There 
are lobbyists who are trying to raise the 
rate on it, But the publishers and adver- 
tisers who use second and third class to 
reach the public are not paying fully for 
the services they get. 

To put it bluntly, the taxpayers of the 
country are subsidizing these business in- 
terests to the tune of several hundred mil- 
lion dollars a year. That is not right, and 
I have asked the Congress to raise these 
rates. The Congress has been considering 
this matter very diligently, and I hope that 
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they will soon pass legislation to raise these 
second- and third-class rates substantially. 


ATTACKS SLICK MAGAZINES 


However, there is a lot of opposition to 
raising these rates, and I am sorry to say that 
most of it comes from the slick magazine 
publishers who are getting the benefit of 
millions of dollars of the taxpayers’ money 
each year, I mean that word in two ways. 
About $200,000,000 is going to carry second- 
class mail, that is newspapers and magazines. 
I am glad to say that a large number of news- 
papers know this is not right and are entirely 
willing to pay their own way. 

It's the slick magazine boys who don't want 
to pay their way, We are subsidizing them 
for all that bunch of advertising that we 
have to read in order to find something to 
look at in those slick magazines. : 

Some of these concerns have come down 
here and lobbied Members of Congress from 
breakfast to bedtime, trying to prevent them 
from raising second-class postal rates. 
Some of the biggest magazine publishers in 
the country are fighting tooth and toenail 
to keep their juicy subsidies, and then they 
write editorials about somebody else getting 
a subsidy. 

They are strongly against subsidies—for 
everybody but themselves. Here they are, 
costing the taxpayers millions of dollars every 
year, and they have the nerve to complain 
about the high cost of government. The 
next time any of you see an article or edi- 
torial in one of those magazines attacking 
Government subsidies, I just wish you would 
write them a polite little letter asking when 
they will be ready to pay the full cost of 
sending their own publications through the 
mail. 

ADVOCATFS FAIR SALARIES 


In addition to fair rates for postal serv- 
ice, I believe in fair salaries for postal 
workers and other Government employees. 
A while back, I sent recommendations to the 
Congress on this subject too, asking them to 
raise the salaries of Government employees, 
including postal workers. 

In addition, I asked the Congress to re- 
move the inequities they allowed to creep 
into postal pay scales. This is something 
that affects postmasters as well as postal 
employees. I hope the 
straighten out this situation the way it ought 
to be done. And there are some postmasters 
who are not getting as much money as the 
people who are working for them. And that 
is not fair. : 

Fair rates and fair salaries are the responsi- 
bility of the Congress. But there is some- 
thing equally as important which is the re- 
sponsibility of you who work in the postal 
service. That is the responsibility of con- 
stantly using new ideas and new techniques 
to increase the efficiency of postal operations. 
And I want to tell you that in this field I 
am proud of you. 

Since 1945 the output of postal employees 
per man-hour worked has increased by more 
than 10 percent. That is a record to be 
proud of. 

A lot of new equipment has been put into 
service, and more new equipment is being 
tested. The postal service has new mail-sort- 
ing machines; for example, it is using heli- 
copters for short air hauls. Postal engineers 
have developed a new kind of light motor ve- 
hicle for mailmen who work in suburban dis- 
tricts where houses are far apart. And if I 
ever get retired from the Presidency I am go- 
ing to get me one of these machines to ride 
around in. 


MECHANICAL IMPROVEMENTS MADE 

All these and many more mechanical im- 
provements are being tried out in the effort 
to find more efficient ways to handle and 
transport the mails. 

Another way in which we are improving 
the postal service is through administrative 


Congress will 


SEPTEMBER 18 


reorganization. Ever since I have been Pres- 
ident, I have been working for greater effi- 
ciency through the reorganization of Gov- 
ernment departments. The Commission on 
Government Organization, headed by former 
President Hoover, studied this field thor- 
oughly—and Mr. Acheson was vice chairman 
of that Organization—and made some very 
valuable recommendations for improving the 
efficiency of the Government. 

The other day a Member of Congress said 
that we had not carried out any of the rec- 
ommendations of the Hoover Commission re- 
garding the post office. That man was just 
as wrong as he could be. He should talk to 
some of the other Members of Congress who 
have been putting some of these reorganiza- 
tion measures through and who know what 
the situation really is. 

The fact is that we either have put into 
effect or have submitted to the Congress vir- 
tually every recommendation the Hoover 
Commission made concerning the post office 
and some of them have been in effect for 
more than 2 years. ü 

One of the first recommendations of the 
Hoover-Acheson Commission was that the 
Postmaster General should continue to be a 
Cabinet member but should not be an ofñcial 
of a political party. I had already accom- 
plished that, before the Commission’s report 
was made. And I have kept in office, as Post- 
m ster General, a career man who came up 
from the ranks in the postal service, a fine 
public servant, Jesse Donaldson. 


REORGANIZATION IS RECALLED 


Then the Hoover Commission recommend- 
ed that the top level of the Post Office De- 
partment be reorganized. And we've done 
that, too. I sent up to the Congress a reor- 
ganization plan to give the Postmaster Gen- 
eral more authority over the Department, 
along with a Deputy Postmaster General and 
four Assistant Postmasters General to help 
him, and a National Advisory Board to con- 
sider methods and policies for improving the 
postal service. The Congress approved that 
plan, and it has been in effect for 2 years, 
and it is working fine. 

The Hoover Commission also recommended 
that the fiscal affairs of the Post Office be 
reorganized. And that has been done, largely 
as a result of the financial control act of 
1950, which gave the Post Office Department, 
for the first time, the authority to establish 
and maintain its own accounting set-up. 

We have been making a lot of reorganiza- 
tions like this in other departments of the 
Government too, 

There has been a great deal of misinfor- 
mation put out around the country lately 
to the effect that nothing much has been 
done about the Hoover Commission’s recom- 
mendations for any part of the Federal Gov- 
ernment. Well, that is just poppycock. I've 
been surprised to see that a lot of people 
have been taken in by it—including some 
newspapers that should have known better. 

Anyone who looks at the record will see 
that our achievements in Government reor- 
ganization and management improvement 
have been outstanding. Out of the 36 
reorganization plans I have submitted to 
the Congress, 27 have been approved. The 
other nine were voted down—and some of 
the Members of Congress who talk the loud- 
est about efficiency and economy voted 
against them. 

As a result of these reorganization plans, 
and other actions, I can report that we al- 
ready have in effect a majority of the recom- 
mendations of the Hoover Commission for 
the whole Government. The Department of 
Defense has been brought under more uni- 
fied direction. The Department of State has 
been substantially strengthened. Reorgan- 
ization plans have gone into effect for the 
Department of Commerce, the Department 
of the Interior, the Department of Justice, 
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and many other departments, agencies, and 
regulatory commissions. The supply and 
property management activities of the Gov- 
ernment have been consolidated in the Gen- 
eral Services Administration. 

Those and many other changes have 
stepped up the efficiency of the Federal Gov- 
ernment. They have saved the taxpayers 
money. And they are standing us in good 
stead as we face the large, new problems 
brought on by the defense emergency. Now, 
don’t let anybody tell you that the President 
of the United States is not for efficiency and 
economy. Whenever there is any economy 
and efficiency in the Government, the Presi- 
dent of the United States has been respon- 
sible for it, and don’t let anybody tell you 
different. 

But that job is not finished, of course. In 
fact, the job of making the Federal Govern- 
ment more efficient will never be finished. 
There are other recommendations of the 
Hoover Commission to consider. 


TELLS OF EFFORTS FOR BETTERMENT 


I also have an advisory commission of ex- 
perts on administrative management who 
are constantly finding new ways to improve 
the operations of the Government. One of 
the members of that commission is the 
Deputy Postmaster General, Vincent Burke, 

There will always be new ideas to be tried, 
better ways of doing things to be found. 
There will always be new challenges to be 
met as the Government is called on to serve 
the people of our country under new condi- 
tions. Now, they are always talking about 
going back to something. 

You can’t turn the clock back. You have 
got to go forward. And these people who 
talk about going back are thinking about a 
government for 70,000,000 or 80,000,000. We 
have got 156,000,000 of people now and you 
have to have a government in proportion to 
the size of its population, and it has to ex- 
pand, if we are going to run. 

All of us who work for Uncle Sam should 
continue to strive for good government at 
the lowest possible cost. That is the spirit, 
I am sure, in which you postmasters are 
doing your work. ~ 

Let us continue, in everything we do, to 
encourage every postal employee, and every 
other Federal worker, to give his energy, 
imagination, and talents to continually im- 
proving the service he renders to the people 
of our great country. 


CREATING A SELECT COMMITTEE TO 
CONDUCT AN INVESTIGATION AND 
STUDY OF THE KATYN FOREST MAS- 
SACRE 


Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I call up 
House Resolution 390 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as 
follows: 


Resolved, That there is hereby created a 
select committee to be composed of seven 
Members of the House of Representatives, 
appointed by the Speaker, one of whom he 
shall designate as chairman. Any vacancy 
occurring in the membership of the com- 
mittee shall be filled in the same manner 
in which the original appointment was made. 

The committee is authorized and directed 
to conduct a full and complete investiga- 
tion and study of the facts, evidence, and 
extenuating circumstances both before and 
after the massacre of thousands of Polish 
officers buried in a mass grave in the Katyn 
Forest on the banks of the Dnieper in the 
vicinity of Smolensk, which was then a Nazi- 
occupied territory formerly having been oc- 
cupied and under the control of the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics. 

Upon completing the necessary hearings, 
the committee shall report to the House of 
Representatives (or the Clerk of the House, 
if the House is not in session) before the 
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adjournment of the Eighty-second Congress 
the results of its investigation and its study, 
together with any recommendations which 
the committee shall deem advisable. 

For the purpose of carrying out this reso- 
lution the committee, or any subcommittee 
thereof is authorized to sit and act during 
the present Congress at such times and places 
within the United States, whether the House 
is in session, has recessed, or has adjourned, 
to hold hearings, and to require, by subpena 
or otherwise, the attendance and testimony 
of such witnesses and the production of such 
books, records, correspondence, memoran- 
da, papers, and documents as it deems 
necessary. Subpenas may be issued under 
the signature of the chairman of the com- 
mittee or any member of the committee des- 
ignated by him, and may be served by any 
person designated by such chairman or 
member. 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
I make the point of order that a quorum 
is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
move a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 


[Roll No. 175] 
Abernethy Granger Morton 
Allen, Calif. Hagen Murray, Wis 
Allen, La. Hall, O’Brien, Mich. 
Anderson, Calif. Leonard W. O’Konski 
Andresen, Minn Halleck O'Neill 
Armstrong Havenner Potter 
Bentsen Hays, Ark. Powell 
Blackney Hillings Regan 
Boggs, La. Holifield Rivers 
Boykin Howell Robeson 
Breen Irving Rogers, Tex. 
Bryson Jackson, Calif. Roosevelt 
Busbey Jonas Sadlak 
Bush Judd Sheppard 
Celler Kean Smith, Miss. 
Chatham Kelly, N. Y. Smith, Va 
Chiperfield Kennedy Stigler 
Clemente Keogh Stockman 
Colmer Kersten Talle 
Dawson Latham Taylor 
Dolliver Lesinski Thompson, 

Lind Mich. 
Doyle Lucas Vail 
Ellswo: McCarthy Walter 
Gamble McVey Whitten 
Gathings Miller, Calif. Wilson, Ind 
Gordon Morgan Wood, Ga 
Gore Morrison Zablocki 


The SPEAKER. On this roll call, 348 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum, 

By unanimous consent, further pro- 
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 

HIS EXCELLENCY, ALCIDE pe GASPERI, 
PRIME MINISTER OF ITALY 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that it may be 
in order for the Speaker at any time on 
Monday next to declare a recess of the 
House for the purpose of receiving His 
Excellency, Hon. Alcide de Gasperi, 
Prime Minister of Italy, in joint meeting. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

CREATING A SELECT COMMITTEE TO 
CONDUCT AN INVESTIGATION AND 
STUDY OF THE KATYN FOREST MAS- 
SACRE 


Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
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for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Tlinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr.SABATH. Mr. Speaker, this reso- 
lution, House Resolution 390, which I 
wish to incorporate in the body of my 
remarks at this point, provides for the 
creation of a select committee of seven 
members to make a full and complete 
investigation and study of the facts sur- 
rounding the Katyn Forest massacre of 
some 15,000 Polish officers during World 
War II: 

Resolved, That there is hereby created a 
select committee to be composed of seven 
Members of the House of Representatives, 
appointed by the Speaker, one of whom he 
shall designate as chairman. Any vacancy 
occurring in the membership of the com- 
mittee shall be filled in the same manner 
in which the original appointment was made. 

The committee is authorized and directed 
to conduct a full and complete investigation 
and study of the facts, evidence, and ex- 
tenuating circumstances both before and 
after the massacre of thousands of Polish 
officers buried in a mass grave in the Katyn 
Forest on the banks of the Dnieper in the 
vicinity of Smolensk, which was then a Nazi- 
occupied territory formerly having been oc- 
cupied and under the control of the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics. 

Upon completing the necessary hearings, 
the committee shall report to the House of 
Representatives (or the Clerk of the House, 
if the House is not in session) before the 
adjournment of the Eighty-second Congress 
the results of its investigation and its study, 
together with any recommendations which 
the committee shall deem advisable. 

For the purpose of carrying out this reso- 
lution the committee, or any subcommittee 
thereof is authorized to sit and act during 
the present Congress at such times and places 
within the United States, whether the House 
is in session, has recessed, or has adjourned, 
to hold hearings, and to require, by subpena 
or otherwise, the attendance and testimony 
of such witnesses and the production of such 
books, records, correspondence, memoranda, 
papers, and documents as it deems necessary. 
Subpenas may be issued under the signature 
of the chairman of the committee or any 
member of the committee designated by him, 
and may be served by any person designated 
by such chairman or member. 


Mr. Speaker, in the first place, per- 
mit me to state that the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. MappEn] has devoted 
a great deal of time and effort in an 
attempt to get to the bottom of this 
infamous crime, but having failed with 
the limited means at his command, he 
finally introduced this resolution. As- 
sociated with him in these efforts were 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. KLU- 
czynskr], the gentleman from New Jer- 
sey (Mr. SIEMINSKI], the gentlemen from 
Michigan [Mr. MacHrowicz and Mr. 
DINGELL], as well as other members of 
that delegation, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. FLoop] and others. 
They appealed to me as chairman of the 
Committee on Rules to grant a hearing 
on the resolution which had been re- 
ferred to my committee. I granted their 
request and the committee reported the 
resolution out to give the House the 
opportunity to consider it and it is now 
before us. 

Since this foul deed was perpetrated 
a veil of mystery has enshrouded the true 
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facts. Fragmentary evidence has come 
to the outside world from time to time. 
Lieutenant Colonel Van Vliet, who was 
captured by the Germans early in the 
war, was taken by his captors to the 
scene of this atrocious crime, after which 
he submitted an official report of his 
findings to his superiors. This report 
was labelled highly secret, but its con- 
tent was released in September 1950. 
He voluntarily reported that he had seen 
evidence of the Russian origin of this 
mass murder. In addition to this offi- 
cial report, several private organiza- 
tions, particularly the American Com- 
mittee for the Investigation of the Katyn 
Forest Massacre, headed by former envoy 
to Poland, Arthur Bliss Lane, have la- 
bored diligently to place the responsi- 
bility for this heinous atrocity. Not- 
withstanding all of this labor and effort, 
the American people as well as justice- 
minded peoples throughout the world 
have not as yet been provided with the 
true facts in this genocidal slaughter of 
thousands of Polish officers. 

While deploring this infamous act, I 
have long felt the need for uncovering 
all of the facts, and I hope and trust this 
committee will bring to light the true 
story of what transpired, exposing to 
the entire world those guilty of this 
wanton act of genocide so that they 
might be brought to the bar of justice 
and forced to pay for their crimes. 

For years I have been tempted to be- 

lieve it was the Nazis who perpetrated 
this infamous atrocity. It was patterned 
after the many atrocious and unbelieva- 
ble mass murders Hitler and his heath- 
enish gang carried out from time to time 
against men, women, and children in 
Germany and conquered lands. This 
belief was fortified by the fact that it 
was the Nazis who first reported the 
finding of the bodies of 4,400 of these 
poor souls during their occupation of the 
area. It always seemed rather strange 
to me that the Nazis were able to find 
this burial place so readily without 
having known something about the 
slaughter. 
However, fragmentary evidence since 
released indicates the Russians may 
have committed this inhuman crime. 
Therefore, I feel the entire world is en- 
titled to know who the guilty ones actu- 
ally are. I am sure this committee will 
delve into every source of information 
available, including the Van Vliet report, 
and that its labors will develop conclu- 
sive proof of the perpetrators so that 
justice can be meted them. 

This resolution merits the unanimous 
approval of the membership and I urge 
its approval. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. SHEEHAN]. 

Mr. SHEEHAN. Mr. Speaker, it gives 
me a great deal of pride to lend my efforts 
and to raise my voice in favor of House 
Resolution 390, for the investigation of 
the Katyn massacre. As the author of 
the original resolution for the investiga- 
tion of the Katyn massacre, House Reso- 
lution 282, introduced on June 26, 1951, I 
have long felt the need for bringing to 
light the true facts about this crime 
against humanity perpetrated against 
the Polish people, 
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More than 8 years have passed since 
the discovery by the Germans of the 
graves in the Katyn Forest near Smo- 
lensk. Medical examination of the bod- 
ies and other physical evidences definite- 
ly place the time of the mass execution 
in the spring of 1940. The Germans ac- 
cused the Soviets of the atrocity. In the 
face of this accusation, the Soviets 
countered with the statement that the 
Germans captured all Polish officers 
when the Red army retreated and were 
therefore responsible for the mass mur- 
ders discovered at Katyn, and they fur- 
ther insisted that the deaths occurred 
not in the spring of 1940, but in August 
of 1941, well after the Germans had 
pushed into Russian territory. 

If it was the Germans nd not the So- 
viet authorities who were responsible for 
the murders at Katyn, why had not the 
Soviets made known the fate of the Po- 
lish Army officers they took as prisoners 
in 1939? Why did they wait until the 
Germans discovered the mass graves in 
1943 to make the first announcement of 
the whereabouts of the army officers 
whom the Polish Government in exile 
had been endeavoring to locate and re- 
organize into a Polish Army? 

Had the Russian explanations of this 
crime been valid, certainly they should 
not have objected to an impartial inves- 
tigation by the International Red Cross, 
which was requested by the Polish Gov- 
ernment in exile and which was agreed to 
even by Berlin. Rather, the Soviets used 
this request by the Poles as a pretext for 
breaking off relations with the Polish 
Government, and steadfastly denied the 
International Red Cross permission to 
conduct an on-the-spot investigation. 

The Russians had their seco? d chance 
to prove they were not guilty of this in- 
famous act at the Nuremberg trials. If 
this was a Nazi crime then surely it fell 
quite properly on the agenda at Nurem- 
berg. The Soviet representatives did 
make mention of the Katyn Woods mas- 
sacre at the proceedings; to have omitted 
it from the list of German atrocities in 
Eastern Europe would have been too ob- 
vious an evasion. The Soviet prosecutors 
even called witnesses, but carefully 
chosen witnesses they were, witnesses 
that were living in Soviet-occupied states 
who would not dare to testify other than 
in the way the Soviets wished. The care- 
fully manipulated proceedings went off 
as planned, the real murderers were 
never exposed, and the final verdict of 
the tribunal did not even make mention 
of the Katyn Forest episode. 

I believe the investigation of this brutal 
crime falls upon the American Govern- 
ment as an obligation—an obligation as 
great as that undertaken to punish the 
Nazi and Japanese war criminals. We 
cannot aspire to that perfect form of 
justice nor can we claim that our ideals 
of freedom are truly the embodiment of 
Christian precepts of the dignity of man 
if we allow this heinous crime to be for- 
gotten, shrouded in a Soviet-woven web 
of untruths and contradictions. 

We have here in America a great num- 
ber of citizens of Polish origin. In my 
congressional district there reside ap- 
proximately 80,000 persons of Polish de- 
scent. They are Americans of whom 
we can be proud. They are 100 percent 
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Americans. Not only have they enriched 
our land with their traditions, literature, 
and their culture; but they have given 
their sons as American soldiers in two 
world wars, to fight to preserve that free- 
dom they found on our shores—that free- 
dom that is symbolic of the Polish peo- 
ple but which is denied them behind the 
iron curtain. 

In my study of modern history I have 
not been able to find any other crime 
of like magnitude. Few of us realize the 
significance of this deed. The Katyn 
Massacre is but a part of the untold story 
of 15,000 Polish officers who have disap- 
peared from the face of the earth. At 
Katyn the bodies of approximately 5,000 
officers have been recovered, but there 
remain still unaccounted for another 
10,000. Although we recognize that dur- 
ing war times outrages are perpetrated 
against enemies, never before in modern 
history has such a diabolical plot been 
formulated where in the so-called flower 
of an army—that is, its officer corps— 
was practically 100 percent eliminated. 
In other words, whoever was responsible 
for the Katyn Forest massacre and the 
unaccounted for disappearance of an- 
other 10,000 Polish officers hatched a 
scheme or plot to forever cripple the 
Polish people. That is why the investi- 
gation of the Katyn massacre is such a 
serious affair, and for the sake of all hu- 
manity the facts should be made known 
to the world at large. 

On April 28, 1950, Gen. W. Anders, 
commander of the Polish Army, issued a 
statement on the Katyn Forest massa- 
cre. In a letter written to me dated 
August 29, 1951, General Anders in re- 
ferring to his 1950 statement said: 

The statement was concluded with an ap- 
peal to the free nations of the world “for 
the appointment of a hew international tri- 
bunal which would be called upon to inves- 
tigate this crime and to punish the culprits.” 
The appointment of a committee for the in- 
vestigation of the crime by the American 
Congress would fulfill these requirements of 
justice and morality which represent com- 
mon aims of all Poles united with the free 


world, and especially those of the Polish 
soldiers. 


I think a duty falls upon this House 
to pass House Resolution 390 so that a 
fair and impartial investigation will 
bring forth the true circumstances sur- 
rounding the mass graves of Polish sol- 
diers at Katyn Forest, near Smolensk, 
It is our duty to make known the true 
facts of this crime, lest our failure to re- 
veal the truth be interpreted as approval 
on our part. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 15 
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana 
LMr. MADDEN]. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, this res- 
olution, House Resolution 390, should re- 
ceive the unanimous approval of the 
Congress. 

The resolution calls for the appoint- 
ment of a select committee composed of 
seven Members of the House of Repre- 
sentatives to conduct an investigation 
and study of all available testimony and 
evidence in an effort to officially deter- 
mine the responsibility for the perpetra- 
tion of one of the largest and most bar- 
barous criminal massacres in recorded 
history. The mass murders and disap- 
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pearance of approximately 14,000 Polish 
military officers and soldiers in the 
Katyn Forest near the city of Smolensk 
U. S. S. R., during the spring of 1940, 
must as far as is humanly possible, be 
thoroughly investigated by this Congress. 
In carrying out this obligation, we would 
be exercising our duty to the free Polish 
nation who was our ally and to the thou- 
sands of Polish heroes who were mur- 
dered and buried in a mass grave while 
fighting to preserve freedom and liberty. 
The evidence and testimony which will 
be officially secured and recorded by this 
select committee and at some future 
date presented to the House in a final 
report, will also be presented to the 
United Nations with the demand that 
proceedings against the perpetrators of 
this international crime be started and 
not terminated until the guilty, both col- 
lectively and individually, are convicted 
at the bar of justice. If the Congress 
of the United States, with the aid of 
other free nations, follows through on its 
international obligations, the criminals 
who inflicted the Katyn murders will pay 
the same penalty as the Hitlers, the 
Goerings, the Goebels, the Von Ribben- 
trops, and so forth, for their barbarous 
and criminal acts during World War II. 

In the short time allotted to me, I wish 
to briefly review the history of the Katyn 
murders and some of the steps already 
taken by individuals, organizations, and 
the International Red Cross in an effort 
to assemble evidence and testimony con- 
cerning this act of international bar- 
barism. The evidence which will be as- 
sembled by the’ congressional special 
committee will be highly valuable at 
some future date for presentation before 
an international court of justice when 
the perpetrators of this crime are 
brought to trial. 

The Katyn massacre cannot be classi- 
‘fied as a mere war atrocity. It will be 
recorded in history as one of the most 
malicious and brutal acts of interna- 
tional genocide in the annals of crime. 
From the evidence and facts already 
available it is agreed by all familiar with 
the case that these mass murders oc- 
curred in March and April of 1940. At 
that time, the armies of the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics were in com- 
plete control and domination of the 
Smolensk area. Facts will further show 
from investigations made that the meth- 
od of killing each victim was by shooting 
a bullet into the back of the head which 
is symbolic of the Communist method of 
human extermination used in all com- 
munistic purges for years past. 

The finding of a congressional select 
committee will further bring to the minds 
of free people everywhere and also to the 
minds of citizens behind the iron curtain, 
ineluding millions in slave labor camps, 
that Stalin and his Kremlin leaders pos- 
sess criminal minds and their dictato- 
rial rule is maintained by keeping the 
people in constant fear of their govern- 
ment. Never in history has any govern- 
ment long survived whose leaders resort 
to primitive barbarism to retain control. 
History is dotted with the records of the 
downfall of tyrants of the Nero, Ivan the 
Terrible, Genghis Khan, Attila the Hun, 
Suvaroff the Hangman, type of dictators 
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who defy justice and morality to inflict 
slavery upon humanity. 

Stalin and his Kremlin lieutenants 
have continually blocked all efforts to 
make an impartial inquiry on the death 
of these thousands of Polish officers and 
soldiers. During the past 8 years, private 
and unofficial investigating committees 
have already contributed greatly toward 
the recording of valuable evidence and 
testimony on the Katyn case. The 
American Committee for the Investiga- 
tion of the Katyn Massacre, whose chair- 
man, Arthur Bliss Lane, was America’s 
former Ambassador to Poland, has been 
gathering evidence for several years. 
There is also an official German Govern- 
ment report, an official Polish Govern- 
ment report, and an official Soviet report, 
in addition to testimony from medical 
doctors who have examined the corpses 
from the Katyn Forest. Testimony from 
Polish Army officers who survived the 
Katyn holocaust, as well as testimony 
from citizens who lived in the nearby 
countryside of the Katyn Forest. 

In addition to the above, Col. John 
Van Vliet, Jr., and Capt. Donald B. 
Stewart, American prisoners of war in 


. Germany in 1943, visited the Katyn 


Forest to investigate the facts and cir- 
cumstances of the massacre. Col. Van 
Vliet on May 22, 1945, made a report of 
this investigation to Maj. Gen. Clayton 
Bissell. Apparently this report has 
never again been seen or found. After 
numerous inquiries at the Department 
of Defense and at the Department of 
State, no one seems to have any know- 
ledge of the present whereabouts of Col- 
onel Van Vliet’s report. Every effort will 
be made to secure this report or sub- 
stitution therefore. 

In November, 1939, Polish military 
prisoners were brought to three major 
prison camps in the forest of Katyn 
near the city of Smolensk, U. S. S. R. 
These prison camps were known as 
Kozielsk, with approximately 4,500 pris- 
oners of war; Starobielsk, with approx- 
imately 3,900 prisoners of war; and 
Ostaszkow, with approximately 6,500 
prisoners of war. After the signing of 
the military Polish-Soviet pact on 
August 14, 1941, Polish Ambassador Kot, 
General Sikorski, General Anders, and 
others proceeded to organize a Polish 
Army to carry on the fight against 
Hilter. They immediately tried to 
locate the thousands of missing Polish 
Officers so that they could become a part 
of the Polish Army under their com- 
mand. Although several conferences 
were held by the above-mentioned Polish 
leader with Stalin, Molotov, and Vishin- 
sky, they received absolutely no co- 
operation and their answers to questions 
as to the whereabouts of the missing 
officers and soldiers were evasive and 
noncommittal. 

On April 13, 1943, the Berlin radio 
sent out the startling broadcast of the 
mass graves of the Polish officers in the 
Katyn Forest. Two days later, on April 
15, 1943, the Moscow radio communique 
charged that the Germans killed them 
in the summer of 1941. This charge 
was immediately made by the Soviet 
regardless of the fact that they had no 
information whatsoever as to the where- 
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abouts of the Polish soldiers during 
the numerous conferences with the 
Polish leaders during the preceding 10 
months. ; 

On April 17, 1943, the Polish Council 
of Ministers, pursuing the elementary 
duty of a government to its citizens, ap- 
plied to the International Red Cross for 
a complete investigation of the Katyn 
murders and this demand led up to the 
Soviet breaking all diplomatic relations 
with the free Polish Government. 

Reports have been submitted from the 
above-set-out investigating committees 
establishing the fact, through diaries, 
notes, letters, and newspapers found in 
the clothing of the massacre victims, 
that the murders were committed in the 
months of February, March, and April 
in the year 1940. The executioners-very 
carefully planted small pine trees over 
the sod which covered the burial area 
and experts in forestry have determined 
from the progress growth of these trees 
that the murders were committed in the 
above-set-out months in 1940. 

Efforts were made at the Nuremberg 
trials to clear up the facts concerning 
the Katyn murders. The Soviet repre- 
sentative, Colonel Pokrovsky, when it 
became apparent that the accused pris- 
oners at Nuremberg would be allowed to 
summon witnesses and documents in 
their defense and that a genuine investi- 
gation might take place, blocked further 
procedure for the investigation, and this 
part of the general indictment was with- 
drawn, The circumstantial evidence 
continues to pile up. The Soviet Gov- 
ernment, which should be most inter- 
ested in establishing its innoc nce, blocks 
all impartial international inquiry. 

The crime of Katyn bears the distinct 
feature of mass extermination not only 
of the leaders of the Polish army, but 
also of a considerable part of Polish in- 
tellectuals. In these camps were 12 gen- 
erals, all of whom disappeared with the 
exception of one. There were 250 colo- 
nels and lieutenant colonels, over 550 
majors, over 2,000 captains and cavalry 
captains, over 5,000 lieutenants and sec- 
ond lieutenants, and over 500 ensigns 
which is but a partial list of those who 
were victims of the mass extermination. 

Furthermore, among those who disap- 
peared were 150 leading civilians among 
whom were judges, prosecuting attor- 
neys, and professors in Polish colleges.’ 
Over 600 physicians were killed, includ- 
ing a great number of outstanding spe- 
cialists. Several hundred graduate en- 
gineers, many writers, journalists, indus- 
trialists, tradesmen, teachers, political 
and social leaders perished in Katyn. 

In the summer of 1949, my colleague, 
Congressman GEORGE A. DONDERO, of 
Michigan, and myself made speeches on 
the floor of Congress, demanding that 
steps be taken to investigate the Katyn 
murders and to eventually bring about 
the conviction of those guilty. Since 
that time and particularly after the fil- 
ing of House Resolution 390, I have re- 
ceived numerous letters and communi- 
cations both from this country and 
abroad, commending such action and 
urging that proceedings be started and 
continuéd until the guilty be brought to 
justice. 
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The free Polish government now lo- 
cated in London, has been constantly su- 
pervising and commanding underground 
forces within Poland and also organizing 
friends throughout the world for a lib- 
erated Poland. The Polish government 
in exile has also contributed greatly to- 
word gathering evidence and data on the 
Katyn murders and are cooperating in 
every way with all efforts to bring to jus- 
tice those guilty of the Katyn crimes. 

I wish to hereby incorporate with my 
remarks, a letter received by me on 
August 29, 1951, from Gen. W. Anders, 
representing the Folish Association of 
Former Soviet Political Prisoners, Lon- 
don, England. The same speaks for it- 
self. 


POLISH ASSOCIATION OF FORMER 
SOVIET POLITICAL PRISONERS, 
London, August 29, 1951. 

Dran Mr. Mappen: I learned with great 
Satisfaction and appreciation that the Com- 
mittee on Rules of the United States House 
of Representatives approved the resolution 
(H. Res. 390) calling for an investigation 
by the Congress of the massacre of thousands 
of Polish officers at Katyn near Smolensk. 

In August 1941, after my release from a 

Soviet prison in Moscow, I was appointed 
commander of the Polish forces in U. S. S. R., 
which were to be recruited from the former 
Polish prisoners of war and other Polish 
citizens imprisoned and deported to Russia 
in 1939-41. The Polish prisoners of war, 
whose bodies were found later in the mass 
graves at Katyn Forest, were to take a lead- 
ing part in the organization of the Polish 
army in U. S. S. R. No efforts were spared 
to trace their whereabouts when the Polish 
Army was still in Russia, and after the dis- 
covery of the Katyn massacre it has become 
our sacred duty to establish the responsi- 
bility for the crime. 
As former commander of that Polish Army, 
which has lost its officers by a coward mass 
murder, and also in my present capacity as 
chairman of the Polish Association of For- 
mer Political Prisoners in U. S. S. R., I wish 
‘to express my deep gratitude for your efforts 
and endeavors to bring about the decision 
of the Committee on Rules and feel con- 
fident that this right and just resolution 
will be approved by the majority of the 
House and that a committee for the investi- 
gation of the Katyn massacre will be set up. 
| As the case will no doubt be debated by 
the House of Representatives, I take the 
liberty of sending to your address a summary 
of the facts relating to this matter. It is 
a statement which I made to the press at 
the conference held on the 28th of April 1950 
in London in connection with the tenth 
anniversary of the Katyn murder. 

The statement was concluded with an ap- 
peal to the free nations of the world for 
the appointment of a new international 
tribunal which would be called upon to in- 
vestigate this crime and to punish the cul- 
prits. The appointment of a committee 
for the investigation of the crime by the 
American Congress would fulfill these re- 
quirements of justice and morality which 
represent common aims of all Poles united 
with the free world, and especially of the 
Polish soldiers. 

I should be most grateful if you could ac- 
quaint yourself with the enclosed statement 
and kindly make it available also to your 
friends c? the House of Representatives. I 
sincerely trust that the summary built up 
on personal and documentary evidence, care- 
fully and systematically collected since Sep- 
tember 1941, may be of some use and help 
for Members of the House of Representatives 
when considering the case and taking de- 
cision. N 

Yours sincerely, 
W. ANDERS. 
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It is my earnest hope that the Con- 
gress give its unanimous approval to 
House Resolution 390 and cooperate in 
every way to the end that final justice 
be done to the fallen heroes who today 
lie in the Katyn Forest, victims of com- 
munistic treachery and tyranny. We 
can at least da our part to assure these 
fallen patriots and their countrymen 
that their sacrifice has not been in vain. 

Mr. SABATH. Will the gentleman 
yield? - 

Mr. MADDEN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Illinois. 

Mr. SABATH. Is it not also in your 
mind to bring out the evidence that was 
furnished, and in the possession of the 
State Department, which has been pub- 
lished in part only? You want to get 
the entire report that has been made? 

Mr. MADDEN. That is true. The gen- 
tleman from Illinois is correct. 

Last week my colleague, the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. Donprro], intro- 
duced in the Recorp the statement made 
by General Anders which I wish every 
Member of Congress would read. I 
should be grateful if every Member of 
Congress would acquaint himself with 
the statement made by General Anders. 
I sincerely trust that the personal and 
documentary evidence carefully and 
systematically collected since November 
of 1941 may be screened out and help the 
Members of the House of Representa- 
tives committee to consider the investi- 
gation of the Katyn murders. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my earnest hope that 
the Congress give its unanimous ap- 
proval to House Resolution 390 and co- 
operate in every way to the end that 
final justice may be done our allies, the 
Polish heroes who today lie in the Katyn 
Forest, victims of communistic treachery 
and tyranny. We can at least do our 
part to assure those fallen patriots and 
their countrymen that their sacrifices 
have not been in vain. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr, Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield at that point? 

Mr. MADDEN. I yield. 

Mr. DONDERO. I think it would be 
well to say to the House that from such 
information as we now have those men 
were all killed the same way, by having 
their hands tied behind their backs, and 
were shot through the head at the base 
of the skull by ammunition which appar- 
ently was German ammunition. If the 
Germans were killing those men, they 
certainly would not have used German 
ammunition or their own guns, which 
rather points the guilt to another na- 
tion; and is it not a further fact that 
they were all found with overcoats on? 

Mr. MADDEN. That is true. 

Mr. DONDERO. And they were in 
uniform. So they were not shot in 
August. They would not be wearing 
overcoats in August. 

Mr. MADDEN. That is true. 

Mr. DONDERO. They were killed in 
the winter of 1940 when the Russians 
had control of that area. 

Mr. MADDEN. Yes; when the Soviets 
had control of that area near Smolensk. 

Mr. DONDERO. That is correct. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MADDEN. I yield. 
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Mr. KEATING. I want to discuss 
with the gentleman the provisions of 
the second paragraph of this resolution. 
If my questions require more time than 
the gentleman has remaining, I am to 
have some time on my side, I believe, 
and I will be glad to use it for that 
purpose. 

I know of the gentleman’s great in- 
terest in this problem and know of the 
decoration which he has received from 
the Polish-American Congress and of 
the various resolutions which they have 
adopted with reference to this and other 
matters. I assume that it was the gen- 
tleman’s intention with reference to the 
second paragraph in drawing it so 
broadly that this inquiry should not be 
limited in its scope. I believe most of 
these Polish officers found in the Katyn 
Forest were from Koziolsk, but, as the 
gentleman knows, there were 3,900 Pol- 
ish officers from Starobielsk, and 6,900 
from Ostashkov, about whom we have 
never heard anything, as I understand 
it. In other words, there were some 
15,000 Polish officers completely unac- 
counted for. 

Mr. MADDEN. That is true. 

Mr. KEATING. And there were found 
in the Katyn Forest 4,900—something 
under 5,000. I wanted to get the gen- 
tleman’s views on the wording in lines 
9 and 10, particularly the phrase: “and 
the extenuating circumstances both be- 
fore and after the massacre.” I wanted 
to be sure it was intended that the in- 
quiry should be broad enough to cover 
what had happened to various Polish of- 
ficers in all three of these camps. 

Mr. MADDEN. That is true. 

Mr. KEATING. And continuing that 
a little further, those words “extenuating 
circumstances” and so on, seem to be 
a little out of the ordinary. I imagine 
the gentleman intended through the 
inclusion of the words “extenuating cir- 
cumstances both before and after the 
massacre,” that within the scope of the 
inquiry also would properly fall a dis- 
cussion of what took place at the Nurem- 
berg trials, and that the gentleman in- 
tended that the phrase “after the mas- 
sacre” would take in anything directly 
or indirectly relating to the subject from 
the time of the atrocity down to the 
present time. 

Mr. MADDEN. The gentleman is en- 
tirely correct. It states “in the vicinity 
of Smolensk” which would include all 
three of those camps. i 

Mr. KEATING. It is intended that 
any evidence bearing on the subject of 
the Katyn massacre or any discussion 
about it either at or after the Nuremberg 
trials will be within the proper scope 
of the committee’s investigation. 

Mr. MADDEN. Yes. The prosecutor 
representing the Soviets at the Nurem- 
berg trial, when he discovered that evi- 
dence was going to be called in regarding 
what had already been found concern- 
ing th: Katyn massacre, withdrew and 
did not want any Katyn hearings at the 
Nuremberg trial. 

Mr. KEATING. That is my under- 
standing. I note, in an extension which 
the gentleman inserted in the RECORD 
with relation to this matter having to 
do with a commemoration conclave in 


_the gentleman’s own State, certain facts. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Indiana has 
expired. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield such time as he may desire to 


the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
HOFFMAN]. 
Mr. HOFFMAN of Illinois. Mr. 


Speaker, it is my firm conviction that 
House Resolution 282, calling for a full 
and impartial investigation of the mas- 
sacre of more than 10,000 officers of the 
Polish Army at Katyn, Poland, early in 
World War II, is an important weapon 
in our present fight against the evils of 
Soviet communism. 

We are engaged today in two different 

types of warfare with Red Russia. One 
is the military front in Korea, where our 
boys are holding back the Communist 
Chinese hordes directed by the conspira- 
tors in the Kremlin. The second front 
is the battle for the minds of free men 
all over the world, a battle in which 
America is trying to bring the truth to 
men of good will everywhere. 
A full investigation of the Katyn 
massacre, and the fixing of responsibil- 
ity for this barbarous crime where it 
actually belongs, can be made an im- 
portant victory in this battle on behalf 
of the truth. In addition, our Govern- 
ment owes a very real debt to its mil- 
lions of loyal Americans of Polish an- 
‘cestry. This great people, with a long 
history of valiant and sustained opposi- 
tion to conquest and oppression, has 
greatly enriched American life. Its 
blood has been added to the great melt- 
ling pot which is America, and we are all 
fof us richer. for that addition. The 
Polish people have made a wonderful 
‘contribution to our national life in times 
of peace and their sons have been in the 
‘front ranks of our Armed Forces in time 
of war. 

All the available evidence at our dis- 
‘posal today points to Soviet Russia as 
the perpetrator of this shocking crime 
which Communist propaganda, without 
success. has attempted to lay at the door 
of Nazi Germany. It is time that the 
Soviet Government was called before the 
tribunal of world opinion and clearly 
identified as the guilty party in this 
shocking massacre of so many human 
beings. The conclusive proof can be 
found if the proper investigation is made. 
The United States has the impartiality, 
the ability, and the resources to conduct 
such an investigation. I approve heart- 
ily of this move to achieve lasting jus- 
tice in this serious matter once and for 
all. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. KEATING]. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, I re- 
quested this time to pursue the inquiry 
which I started with the gentleman 
from Indiana about the scope of this 
resolution. I would like to address some 
further questions to him about this mat- 
ter. 

I note in the insertion made by the 
gentleman in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
dealing with this conclave in Indiana 
that one of the matters about which 
their resolution was concerned was the 
ascertainment of why this barbarous 
act of genocide was not presented in f 
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detail to the Justices at the Nuremberg 
trial of the war criminals. I do not 
know the answer myself, but I am seek- 
ing to obtain from the gentleman a 
statement whether it was his intention 
in drawing this resolution in these terms 
that such matters would be an appro- 
priate and legitimate subject of inquiry. 

Mr. MADDEN. In answer to that, I 
will state that Colonel Petrosky, who 
was the Soviet representative in prose- 
cution at the Nuremberg trial, so I 
learned recently, when it became ap- 
parent that the prisoners there were 
going to subpena all the facts relative 
to the Katyn matter withdrew his de- 
mand that there be any evidence pro- 
duced regarding Katyn because the So- 
viet representative knew that if the evi- 
dence were produced it would mean a 
conviction of Soviet Russia as far as 
Katyn is concerned. 

Mr. KEATING. That is my under- 
standing also, but what I am seeking to 
obtain from the gentleman is recogni- 
tion of the fact, which I presume is cor- 
rect, that in this hearing which the gen- 
tleman will presumably conduct as 
chairman any evidence relating to this 
matter bearing on what took place at 
Nuremberg or in connection with the 
war crimes trials may be presented and 
will be considered pertinent, relevant 
and material to the investigation. 

Mr. MADDEN. That is true. 

Mr. KEATING. Of course, I have no 
knowledge as to what did, in fact, take 
place, but it may be that there are 
documents in the State Department or 
Defense Department as extraneous evi- 
dence, oral or written which would be 
revealing on the subject. 

It would seem to me that in the in- 
vestigation of the circumstances both 
before and after this massacre it would 
be proper to make inquiry also as to any 
agreements which might have been con- 
cluded with the Soviet Union at Tehran 
or Yalta or Potsdam relating to the per- 
petration of these atrocities and relating 
to the prosecution or lack of prosecution 
therefor. Whether there are any such 
agreements or any such evidence or not, 
I do not know, but what I wanted to be 
sure of was that the wording of this 
resolution was broad enough also to 
cover authorization for the introduc- 
tion of evidence bearing on those sub- 
jects. 

Mr. MADDEN. I am satisfied it is 
broad enough to cover it. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr, KEATING. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Mississippi. 

Mr. RANKIN. I wonder if the state- 
ment made by General Anders on the 
28th of April 1950, has been inserted in 
the RECORD? 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield, I might say that 
I inserted it in the Recorp last Friday. 

Mr. RANKIN. It has been inserted? 

Mr. DONDERO. Yes. 

Mr. RANKIN. I thank the gentleman, 

Mr. KEATING. I appreciate the ex- 
planation which the gentleman from 
Indiana has made regarding the lan- 
guage of his resolution and share his 
views that the inquiry here authorized 
should be a broad one and should not 
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be narrowly limited solely to the tragic 
occurrences which took place at Katyn. 
The committee should bring back to the 
Congress, after evidence has been taken, 
a statement of the reasons why more 
than 8 years have been allowed to elapse 
without any official action in this mat- 
ter. If records have been destroyed or 
suppressed by official departments or 
agencies of government, that too should, 
of course, be brought to the attention 
of the Members of this body. Iam glad 
that the author of the resolution joins 
in a recognition that the Congress in- 
tends by the passage of this resolution 
just such a full, fair, and impartial in- 
vestigation. 

The Katyn massacre was perhaps the 
most vicious, cold-blooded, and heinous 
crime committed in all recorded history. 
It was not just another wartime atroc- 
ity. It was an open, flagrant, and brutal 
act of genocide. It was a crime against 
humanity, a breach of every precept of 
the divine dignity of man. It was de- 
signed to murder the flower of a nation’s 
manhood in order to destroy it physi- 
cally, morally, and culturally. It was 
not simply an isolated impetuous crime 
of violence or passion. It was all part 
of a pattern, a premeditated design to 
destroy predominantly Catholic Poland, 
in order that puppets, faithful to a God- 
less philosophy, might be installed as 
leaders and would not have to run the 
hazard of opposition from Polish Army 
officers who had time and again demon- 
strated their matchless courage. 

It may be argued that it accomplishes 
nothing now to conduct an inquiry of 
this kind. I do not agree. Nation after 
nation, one parliamentary body after an- 
other has ducked and dodged an in- 
vestigation of this subject. Manifestly, 
it does not lie within the power of the 
Congress of the United States to bring 
before the bar of justice for trial and 
punishment the perpetrators of this 
monstrous atrocity. Nevertheless, much 
good can be accomplished through a 
thorough, unbiased inquiry into the 
facts. Evidence can be collected, if the 
inquiry is carefully conducted, which 
will be of such a convincing character 
that it will carry great weight before the 
bar of public and world opinion. In ad- 
dition, if there have been forces at work 
in this country to suppress, alter, or de- 
stroy evidence bearing on this issue, that 
certainly is a matter of deep and vital 
concern to the American people. I do 
not mean to assert or even imply that 
such is the case. What I do say is that 
evidence bearing on that question 
should be taken, as much to exonerate 
the innocent and set at rest nasty 
rumors, as to convict and deal properly 
with the guilty. 

This entire subject has been soft- 
pedaled. It is high time it is dealt with 
above board and all the facts are laid 
on the table. This inquiry will serve a 
most useful purpose. This resolution 
should be adopted without dissent. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Michi- 
gan [Mr. MachROwIczI. | 

Mr. MACHROWICZ. Mr. Speaker, my 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle have 
already explained at length the details 


of the infamous Katyn massacre, a mass 
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murder of over 4,500 Polish Army officers 
and disappearor ce of 10,000 others, the 
most flagrant brutal act of genocide in 
the history of the world, a most horrible, 
barbaric crime against humanity, and & 
breach of every precept of the divine dig- 
nity of man. 

I shall not dwell further on its details; 
some of them have already been brought 
cut by the speakers who preceded me. I 
shall rather attempt to answer the ques- 
tion which may be in the minds of some 
of the Members. Why should we now, at 
this late date, start this investigation 
and what is to be accomplished by it? 

Why had not an investigation been 
started sooner? In April 1943 the Polish 
Government in exile did make a request 
of the International Red Cross to con- 
duct an impartial international inquiry. 
As a result of this fair request for a de- 
termination of the truth, the Kremlin 
broke off its relations with that Govern- 
ment, and as a result of the Soviet refus- 
al to agree to this investigation, the Red 
Cross was unable to conduct it. 

There also were some strange and con- 
tradictory actions at the Nuremberg war 
crimes trials. Surely, as this was a 
‘World War II crime, Nuremberg was the 
place to clear it up. The Soviet repre- 
sentative, Colonel Pokrovsky, actually 
made the charge. But when it became 
apparent that witnesses would be sum- 


moned and documents produced, and 


that a genuine investigation might take 
place, the Soviet prosecutor once more 
blocked an all-sided clarification of the 
mystery, and this part of the indictment 
was withdrawn. By clever manipula- 
tion, the real murderers escaped expo- 
sure, and the final report of the trial 
failed even to mention the massacre. 

In the meantime, however, evidence 
began to pile up, evidence which now 
will be available to the committee which 
will investigate this horrible crime. And 
I would like now to list some of this evi- 
dence: 

A report by Lt. Col. John H. Van Viiet, 
Jr., of the United States Army, who 
while a prisoner of war of the Germans 
during World War II, was taken to 
Katyn by his captors and shown the 
corpses and graves at the site of the 
massacre. Colonel Van Vliet is still in 
the United States Army and, I believe, 
available to the committee. 

In 1945, he filed <n official report of 
his findings in the Pentagon at the re- 
quest of General Bissell, Assistant Chief 
of Staff. This report was classified and 
Colonel Van Vliet was ordered in writing 
to desist from any discussion of the 
matter. 

This report became mysteriously lost 
in the offices of the Department of De- 
fense and has never been located. In 
answer to persistent inquiries, however, 
Colonel Van Vliet was requested on April 
26, 1950, to file from memory a duplicate 
of that report, and that duplicate has 
now been declassified as of September 18, 
1950, and is available to the committee. 
The report lists the then Captain and 
now Maj. Donaid Stewart, still a mem- 
ber of the Regular Army, as a witness 
and a Lieutenant Colonel Stevenson, 
British, of the South African Signal 
Corps. In his report Colonel Van Vliet 
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gives his conclusions that the Russians 
were guilty of the massacre. 

Other information available to the 
committee has been assembled over a 
number of years by an American com- 
mittee for the investigation of the Katyn 
massacre, whose chairman, Arthur Bliss 
Lane, was formerly America’s Ambassa- 
dor to Poland. Some others on this 
committee are the following distin- 
guished and unbiased Americans: Max 
Eastman, Dorothy Thompson, Constan- 
tine Brown, Rev. John F. Cronin, Wil- 
liam J. Donovan, Allen Dulles, James A. 
Farley, James A. Walsh, and Clare 
Boothe Luce. 

The Polish Government-in-exile in 
London has also amassed an imposing 
array of formidable and indisputable 
items of evidence which points to Soviet 
Russia as the guilty party. 

Because of diplomatic factors and be- 
cause there were still some in this coun- 
try who thought we could do business 
with Stalin, we have been for many years 
willing to close our eyes to this in- 
credible story of moral degradation, of 
Russian barbarism and perfidy. 

Time has taught us, however, that we 
can no longer shirk our responsibilities 
to ourselves and the world. By insist- 
ing on ferreting out the truth, we will 
be giving a guaranty that human prin- 
ciples will be maintained. And we may 
bring to the light of day information 
about Communist methods and tactics 
which may prove of inestimable value 
to us in our dealings with them in the 
future. As a matter of fact, already 
mass graves of our own boys have been 
found in Korea, showing the same Com- 
munist technique in the killing of the 
helpless victims. 

This resolution is not a partisan mat- 
ter. It has support of the leaders of 
both the Democratic and Republican 
Parties in the House. It was adopted 
unanimously in the Rules Committee. 
By adopting it today we will be keeping 
faith with our principles and will be 
complying with a united plea of the 
6,000,000 loyal Americans of Polish de- 
scent who have asked for action which 
would bring justice and truth to the 
foreground. 

I sincerely hope and trust that this 
resolution will be adopted unanimously 
by this House. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Penn- 
Sylvania [Mr. FLOOD]. 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, for several 
years I have been bringing this matter 
to the attention of the House. I brought 
it first to the attention of the United 
Nations back in the Seventy-ninth Con- 
gress. I have discussed this with leaders 
of the Polish London Government in 
London and here. I introduced a resolu- 
tion for this same purpose and intent, 

Separate and distinct from the reasons 
given thus far, I am interested in this 
committee and in replying to the dis- 
tinguished gentleman from New York 
I may say further that the scope of this 
investigation must certainly include a 
full and thorough examination as to 


what happened to this famous Van Vliet 


report. 
As mentioned by the distinguished 
gentleman from Michigan who just pre- 
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ceded me, this is genocide if there ever 
Was such a crime. . i 

As well, there are several million 
American citizens in whose veins flows 
the proud blood of their Polish ancestry 
who have a right to know the facts in 
this case. As well, there can never be 
a better weapon for the Voice of America 
to project behind the iron curtain than 
the facts which I feel certain will be pro- 
duced from the investigation. 

Mr. Speaker, I hold no brief for the 
atrocities of Nazi Germany. I intro- 
duced a resolution for the Nuremberg 
trial. But this, you will find, is a com- 
munistic Russian crime. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. FLOOD] 
has expired. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to my colleague, the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. KLUCZYNSKI]. 

Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
am glad to note that after many years 
of silence, which it is difficult to explain, 
action is finally being taken to bring to 
the light the truth about one of the most 
atrocious and barbaric crimes in the 
history of the world. 

The Katyn massacre was a deliber- 
ate act, intended to murder the flower of 
the Polish nation’s manhood. It was 
more than an accidental outburst of 
savage lust and brutality. It was a 
premeditated crime aimed at destroying 
leaders and thinkers of Christian Poland, 
an annihilation of the moral stamina 
of a nation ever faithful to Christ. Over 
15,000 of the best youth of the nation 
was deliberately murdered in a plot to 
wipe out an entire nation. Not even in 
the barbaric days of Ivan the Terrible 
and Suvaroff the Hangman has the 
Mongolo-Asiatic mentality stooped to 
another such open flagrant and brutal 
act of genocide. 

The Polish Government in Exile has 
exhausted every Means at their disposal 
to secure an impartial forum to deter- 
mine the truth about this depraved and 
horrible crime. But it has always been 
blocked by the Kremlin rulers. 

Russia would not permit the Inter- 
national Red Cross to make an unbiased 
and fair investigation. It would not 
permit the Nuremberg War Crimes 
Commission to call witnesses and look 
into evidence to determine who the 
perpetrators of the crime were. 

It is an undeniable fact that the 
truth about Katyn has never been told 
officially. From 1943, when the story 
broke, up to this very day, the truth 
could not find a public forum. 

But, in the words of Shakespeare, 
murder will out. In the meantime, a 
tremendous amount of evidence has 
been amassed, evidence which poinis 
conclusively in the direction of Soviet 
Russia, and evidence which demands 
that it be given a chance to see the 
daylight of truth and justice. 

Something must be done about this 
heinous crime, if we are to be loyal to 
the principles of justice and truth which 
we profess. The conspiracy of silence 
which surrounds Katyn, must be broken. 
The world must be shown at last in an 
incontestable way who murdered 15,000 
Polish prisoners of war. The whole 
affair should be investigated without 
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prejudice. Witnesses, still alive and 
available, should be invited to testify. 
Documents pertaining to the crime 
should be unearthed and made public. 

This is the only way to establish the 
truth, the only way to clear up once and 
for all what was called, the mystery of 
Katyn, and what is certainly one of the 
most horrible crimes ever committed. 

In doing this, we will not only be act- 
ing according to the dictates of our con- 
science, we will be doing an immeasur- 
able service to our Nation and to the 
world in exposing international crimi- 
nals. This may serve as well in our 
future dealings with them. 

I sincerely support the resolution and 
hope for its unanimous adoption. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that Mr. Funcoro, 
Mr. DonoHveE, and Mr. Reams be given 
permission to extend their remarks at 
this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FURCOLO. Mr. Speaker, in the 
dreary history of Polish persecution by 
imperialist nations, the Katyn massacre 
is easily one of the most horrible inci- 
dents in the long night of Poland’s suf- 
fering. There is indisputable evidence 
that these Polish officers, fleeing from 
the Nazis, were lured into Soviet terri- 
tory and were murdered on orders from 
the Kremlin. 5 

World-wide conclusion is that at that 
time the Bolsheviks had already plotted 
to take over Poland at the end of hostili- 
ties and so the Katyn incident proved a 
golden opportunity to rid themselves and 
deprive Poland of hundreds of their elite 
corps of officers. Needless to say, with 
plans already made to engulf Poland, the 
Kremlin did not want intelligent, well- 
trained and brave Polish officers who un- 
doubtedly would have formed a formida- 
ble leadership for an underground resist- 
ance movement against Moscow. 

This massacre was genocide and one 
of the most degrading examples of the 
depths to which Soviet imperialism has 
descended. 

I heartily endorse the resolution which 
we are considering today. The investi- 
gation into all phases surrounding the 
Katyn massacre, in my opinion, should 
be done here in America which remains 
one of the few places in the world where 
such a probe could be made without fear 
of reprisals. The bipartisan nature of 
this American investigetion should con- 
vince the world that we are being ob- 
jective and are motivated mostly by 
humanitarian impulses, 

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Speaker, as one 
who has been, since boyhood associations, 
vitally interested in the welfare of my 
Polish-American friends, and the destiny 
of Poland itself, I am privileged to speak 
in support of this timely resolution to 
authorize a complete investigation of the 
facts and circumstances surrounding the 
mystery massacre of thousands of heroic 
Polish officers found buried in 1943 in a 
mass grave in the Katyn forest on the 
banks of the Dnieper River near Smo- 
lensk. 

The need for an impartial inquiry, in 
the name of international justice, into 
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this terrible atrocity is clear and unques- 
tionable. It would be an accusing blot on 
the history of Christian dignity and 
decency if the tragic disappearance and 
death of over fourteen thousand Polish 
officers is permitted to remain unsolved. 
It would also be an inexcusable affront 
to all Polish-Americans and the great 
nation of Poland to allow this alleged 
barbaric mass murder to remain hidden 
in devilish secrecy and the guilty perpe- 
trators to stand unaccused of such a hor- 
rible crime. God knows a valiant Polish 
people and country has already suffered 
enough from abandonment by nations 
proud to call themselves civilized. 

Eight long years have passed since this 
fantastic incident in military annals oc- 
curred and it is imperative that an im- 
partial search for truth should begin. 
The Katyn massacre is not just another 
example of what may happen through 
the inhuman hysteria of military combat 
activity. . 

It appears as an open, flagrant, and 
brutal act of genocide; a crime against 
humanity, a bloody breach of every pre- 
cept of the divine dignity of man and 
God. It cannot be considered as an ordi- 
nary, accidental outburst of savage lust 
and the inevitable brutality of war. 

It is strikingly significant that, al- 
though the German Government it- 
self requested an impartial investiga- 
tion when the mass graves in Katyn were 
discovered in 1943, the Soviet authorities 
refused and rejected the proposal. Be- 
cause the Kremlin blocked an impartial 
inquiry the name of the Soviet Govern- 
ment has not been cleared to this hour. 
During the Nuremberg trials, the Katyn 
massacre was mentioned, but for some 
strange reason there is no mention of 
Katyn in the final accounts of the trials, 
Such an apparent appeasement gesture 
to the Soviet Union is an unworthy im- 
plied accusation on the American friends 
of the Polish people as well as an un- 
fortunate stain on the fairness and jus- 
tice of the United States Government 
representatives. We can only free our- 
selves and our country from such stain 
by insuring that the truth about the 
Katyn massacre is revealed to the world 
and the guilt of those responsible estab- 
lished. 

I do not have to remind the American 
people again of the great service and 
heroic deeds which Polish patriots and 
soldiers extended to our young country 
when we won our independence. The 
deeds and services rendered to America 
by Pulaski, Kosciusko, and so many other 
valiant sons of Poland during the days 
of our own pioneer fight for freedom are 
known to every high-school student in 
America. I do not need to do more than 
merely mention the courage and heroism 
of the stalwart members of the Polish 
Second Army at Cassino who fought side 
by side with our own forces in the com- 
mon cause against dictatorship in World 
War II. I do not have to emphasize the 
continuing contributions to American 
culture, democracy, and progress that is 
so evident to those of us who are privi- 
leged to observe the high qualities of the 
Polish character in our own home areas. 
Poland has done much for our great 
country and, alas, we have repaid her, 
and her people, so little. 
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The authorization by, and approval of, 
this Congress to investigate the Katyn 
massacre is but a small gesture of latent 
justice to Poland. I urge you, my col- 
leagues, to join me in supporting and 
voting in favor of this just resolution 
without delay. Let us, thereby, reassure 
our good Polish-American citizens, and 
the Polish Nation, that we have finally 
awakened from our misguided trance of 
appeasement and are at last trying to 
make up for our past mistakes by perse- 
veringly fighting for Polish freedom from 
ruthless and barbaric oppression. We 
can do no less and call ourselves Chris- 
tian Americans. 

Mr, REAMS. Mr. Speaker, the reso- 
lution which is now before us to create 
a select committee to conduct an inves- 
tigation concerning the massacre of ap- 
proximately 8,400 Polish officers in the 
Katyn forest is of great importance. It 
is true that nothing can be done for 
those found in the mass graves. But, 
their murder, the manner in which they 
were killed and who is responsible for 
the spilling of their blood is of vital 
significance. 

The free nations, and especially the 
United States, in peace and war have 
always respected the rights of individ- 
uals. Even in the heat of world con- 
flagration prisoners of war have been 
treated with the dignity that should be 
accorded them under international law. 
But in the case of the Katyn forest mas- 
sacre we have an example—yes, a bitter 
example—of totalitarian cruelty of 
which the world should be made fully 
aware. 

There is some slight discrepancy in 
the facts. The Russians, through a 
Commission composed only of their citi- 
zens, claim that these Polish prisoners 
were in their camps when they were cap- 
tured by the Germans late in 1941 and 
that they were executed by the Nazis. 

The German version of this massacre, 
which draws on testimony supplied by 
non-German sources, claims that the 
Soviet Union was responsible for these 
mass murders. The most definite proof 
yet found comes from the papers and 
memoirs taken from the corpses. These 
papers and memoirs record nothing af- 
ter April and May, 1940. These dates 
coincide exactly with the dates on which 
the Kozielsk, Starobielsk and Ostashkov 
camps in which the Polish officers were 
confined, were liquidated. Further, at 
that time the area in which the camps 
were located still was in Soviet hands 
and Nazi-Soviet relations were still cor- 
dial. 

That the massacre occurred there is 
no doubt. But the facts surrounding 
it are definitely shrouded in doubt and 
until these facts are clearly ascertained 
the guilty nation cannot be taken before 
the court of world opinion. 

It appears from existing facts that 
the massacre is the responsibility of the 
Soviet Union. This undoubtedly can be 
more clearly demonstrated by the work 
of this select committee. The free 
world will have greatly benefited by this 
information, First, because it will more 
fully demonstrate the viciousness and 
cruelty that is part and parcel of Red 
Russian totalitarianism. Second, be- 
cause it will demonstrate to the peoples 
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of Soviet satellite nations that the So- 
viet Union is not interested in them as 
individuals, And third, because it will 
demonstrate to the world that the 
United States will not permit a foul deed 
such as the Katyn forest massacre to 
pass into the pages of history veiled in 
uncertainty. 

I, therefore, urge the Members to 
unanimously pass this resolution in or- 
der to demonstrate to the nations and 
peoples of the world our united intention 
not to permit such a dastardly act to go 
down to future eras without each suc- 
ceeding generation knowing what kind 
of government could produce the author 
of so foul a crime. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
PHILBIN]. 

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, I believe 
that a careful, comprehensive investiga- 
tion of the Katyn massacre by this Con- 
gress is long overdue. 

There are few instances in history, in- 
deed, of a more heinous, more brutal, 
more barbarous mass slaughter. It was 
unspeakable in horror and degradation. 
It was an act of perfidy and bestial 
cruelty. It was an incident of frightful 
and devilish inhumanity. It was in vio- 
lation of every sacred principle of civili- 
zation. It was a carnival of savagery. 

Why has there been such a shameful 
delay in moving to get all the real facts 
in this mass slaughter? Why was evi- 
dence known to and available to officials 
of this Government suppressed and over- 
looked? Why was the soft pedal put 
upon this uncivilized outrage? And by 
whom? And for what reasons and con- 
siderations? 

Were some officials willing to hide 
these hideous facts, block a real investi- 
gation of them because they were un- 
willing to offend the sensibilities of the 
Soviets? What does the record show 
about these questions? 

These are all pertinent questions which 
very many Americans are anxious to 
have answered. 

But let us make sure that this will be 
a real, vigorous, impartial inquiry. It 
will be of no avail if all or any phase of 
this matter is glossed over or white- 
washed. It is, I believe, a solemn re- 
sponsibility of this House, not only to 
authorize a sweeping, complete investi- 
gation of the Katyn massacre but to 
make sure that it will be conducted fear- 
lessly, impartially, and intelligently and 
without pulling any punches. If this 
is not to be a real, honest, courageous 
inquiry, it would be far better not to have 
it at all. I will support the measure. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all the Members 
may have the privilege of extending their 
remarks on this subject at this point. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, House 
Resolution 390, providing for the creation 
of a select committee to investigate the 
massacre of thousands of Polish officers 
buried in a mass grave in the Katyn 
Forest on the banks of the Dnieper 
River, in the vicinity of Smolensk, de- 
serves unanimous approval. 
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For many years now, this hideous 
crime against humanity had shocked 
the world, and has been calling for retri- 
bution. In addition, it has aroused the 
question as to the fate which had be- 
fallen the other thousands of Polish offi- 
cers who also disappeared behind the 
Communist iron curtain. 

I am certain that I need not repeat 
the facts which are at our disposal, per- 
taining to the Katyn massacre. It was 
in 1939, after the Soviet armies, in vio- 
lation of a treaty with Poland, joined 
Hitler’s attack on that land, that the 
groundwork was laid for this great crime. 
Having invaded the Polish soil, the So- 
viet armies took 15,000 Polish Army offi- 
cers and deported them to Russia. All 
sight of these men was lost until the 
mass grave at Katyn revealed that 4,000 
of them had been massacred and buried 
there. No trace has so far been found 
of the remaining 11,000 and it is feared 
that some day they may also be found 
to have been brutally massacred. 

Who is responsible for this hideous 
crime? The Polish Government at Lon- 
don, and the International Red Cross 
investigated this matter and reported 
that, in their opinion, the Soviets per- 
petrated the deed. The Communists, 
however, denied the guilt, claiming 
that the Nazis who occupied the Katyn 
area during the early stage of World 
War II were responsible. 

Justice demands that the Katyn mas- 
sacre not go unpunished. It also re- 
quires that full facts surrounding this 
matter be brought to public light. I feel 
that we owe this much to the heroic peo- 
ple of Poland who stood on our side dur- 
ing the war. The select committee 
which is being authorized by House Res- 
olution 390 could do this job. By doing 
this, it would render a tremendous 
service. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to include extrane- 
ous matter in revising and extending my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Mississippi? 

There was no objection, 

Mr. DELANEY. Mr. Speaker, by 
adoption of House Resolution 390, a se- 
lect committee of this House will be pro- 
vided an unusual opportunity to bring to 
light the truth about the monstrous 
crime committed in the Katyn Forest. 
during the winter of 1940. 

This resolution would authorize a 
thorough investigation of all the infor- 
mation available on the slaying of some 
5,000 officers of the Polish Army in the 
Katyn Forest area. It is to be hoped 
that the investigation will uncover clues 
as to the fate of another 10,000 Polish 
officers of whom it is known only that 
they are missing from the time of the 
Russian invasion of Poland. 

While we can only speculate grimly as 
to what happened to the 10,000 missing 
Polish officers, we do know for certain, 
from reports of reputable American and 
Polish Army officers, that the corpses of 
some 5,000 Polish officers were found in 
the Katyn Forest area. Gathered in 
mass graves, these victims of totalitar- 
ian tyranny were found to be slain in an 
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head, a mode of execution made unfortu- 
nately familiar to us today through the 
cruel work of Communist terrorists. 
And, as if in mute contradiction of the 
Soviets who sought to place the blame on 
Nazi troops who occupied the Katyn 
Forest the following summer, the corpses 
were clad in overcoats, evidence that the 
crime took place in winter, when the 
region was held by the Red army. 

Reports indicate the crime was first 
brought to light by discovery of the mass 
graves during the Nazi occupation of the 
area. Allied officers who had been taken 
prisoner by the Nazis were taken to 
Katyn to view the grisly spectacle. 
What they saw has been written down 
by Col. John Van Vliet, in a report which 
the select committee can resort to for 
first-hand observations of the crime 
scene. 

What happened at Katyn was far 
more than a military outrage, an out- 
burst of frightfulness such as has 
marked more than one war of modern 
times. What was done at Katyn was an 
act of genocide, an attempt to crush a 
people by destroying their national lead- 
ers. Katyn was part of a horrible pat- 
tern; the other part was the mass ex- 
termination of hundreds of leaders of 
Polish civil life. These were the au- 
thors, judges, doctors, lawyers, engi- 
neers, teachers, industrialists—all those 
equipped by education and experience to 
serve as national leaders. 

This House resolution is, therefore, a 
unique opportunity to uncover and pub- 
lish the full truth about a mass crime 
which persists in crying for vengeance 
after more than 10 years of wars, ter- 
rorism, and mass violence. 

In the name of truth and justice, and 
for the sake of the Polish people, who 
have suffered century after century 
under the heels of tyrants, and even to- 
day groan under the domination of god- 
less Communist dictators, this resolution 
must be adopted. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. SIEMINSKI], 

Mr. SIEMINSKI. Mr. Speaker, as Mr. 
Lincoln reminded us, in his second in- 
augural address, “as was said 3,000 years 
ago, so still must it be said that the 
judgments of the Lord are true and 
righteous, altogether.” 

The action being taken at this time 
by the Congress of the United States in 
passing the largest peacetime defense 
bill in the history of nations, is, perhaps, 
another step in justification of the Lord’s 
prophecy. Perhaps, with this defense 
bill, will we yet see around those who 
are guilty of the Katyn massacre, can- 
non to the right of them, cannon to the 
left of them, cannon in the front of 
them, and cannon in back of them. Into 
the jaws of death and into the mouth of 
hell for this guilt have they ridden and 
yet shall they ride. 

Mr. Speaker, I am happy to join with 
those who resolve that these slain shall 
not have died in vain. I hope the pub- 
licity resulting from the investigations 
of this committee will make more de- 
termined the fight of those who strive 
for freedom the world around. 
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However, I cannot close without men- 
tioning other elements which place the 
Katyn massacre in further perspective. 

First, the failure of the western al- 
lies to guarantee in 1933, the Eastern 
Locarno which led to the partition of 
Poland as a result of the degenerate 
Molotov-Ribbentrop, Soviet-Nazi pact of 
August 1939. 

Second, because of the desire of the 
Polish people to exist as a free and in- 
dependent nation her leadership, guided 
by the principles of Wilsonian democ- 
racy, became obnoxious to the Soviet- 
Nazi axis. I salute Paderewski, Am- 
bassadors Alfred Chlapowski, Konstanty 
Skirmunt, Stanislaw Patek, and the val- 
iant soldiers who fought under Generals 
Sikorski Sosnokowski, Anders, Bor, and 
others for a free and independent Po- 
land. 

And thirdly, I should like to quote a 
passage of hope from the writings of 
William Cullen Bryant for the days 
ahead: 

Truth crushed to earth shall rise again. 

The eternal years of God are hers. 


Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
the remainder of the time to the gentle- 
man from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL]. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I can 
wax rather bitterly over the Katyn mas- 
sacre because it was there that the very 
flower of the Polish Army was ruthlessly 
murdered in cold blood. So at this late 
day it matters little how this dastardly 
act was performed or by whom. What 
does count and should count is that this 
blot on civilization should at least be 
partially eradicated by the concerted ac- 
tion of the civilized world. The time 
for retribution is not over. The culprits, 
be they Russian, Russian Communist, 
or with an admixture of Nazi Germans, 
can still be brought to the bar of justice 
and proper punishment meted out to 
them. 

We must ever remember that the 
Katyn massacre is the result of the 
criminal German-Russian agreement. 
Without it, this Katyn massacre would 
never have happened. It was as a result 
of the combined treachery of those two 
scoundrel elements in the two nations 
that have left God and religion and de- 
cency, that this mass destruction of 
innocent human lives occurred. 

Let me say also that it is not only the 
numbers you have heard mentioned on 
this floor today. It is not only a total of 
15,000, for only the Lord himself knows 
how many, many more were dispatched 
by this same bloody method, and charge- 
able to both sides, German and Russian. 
Polish soldiers and Polish officers, par- 
ticularly officers, were marked for liqui- 
dation by this criminal conspiracy be- 
cause the purpose was not only to mur- 
der them but to make impossible a come- 
back for the Polish nation when some 
day the war was to be over. 

So I say, Mr. Speaker, that in assessing 
this crime and demanding retribution 
we must always remember what brought 
it about. 

This resolution, Mr. Speaker, and its 
objection should be treated as a non- 
partisan matter with the truth as its 
only goal. 

The murder of the Polish officers at 
Katyn and others in various parts of the 
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war-torn area was the responsibility of 
the Russians even if they had been slain 
by the Germans, for under international 
conventions governing the imprison- 
ment of war captives, the prisoners were 
the responsibility of the’ Russians who 
captured and detained them up to the 
time of the massacre. The approach of 
the Germans made it mandatory for the 
Russians to move their captives to safe 
haven. Not all Polish officers and sol- 
diers, however, were murdered by the 
blood-thirsty Communist Russians— 
many were so liquidated elsewhere by 
the tender Nazi-German Hun of which 
there is no record. So let us not forget 
the nature and character of the Germans 
in the last war. For proof of their 
depravity we have but to refer to the 
Battle of the Bulge and the massacre of 
our American officers and soldiers at 
Malmedy in Belgium. The world owes 
it to heroic Poland and to civilization 
and Christianity to uncover and convict 
the criminals, assess the degree of the 
transgression and guilt and exact a full 
measure of belated justice. 

The world stands aghast and be- 
wildered as to how such a crime was 
possible and to date unpunished. Hit- 
ler and Ribbentrop have already paid 
their earthly penalty while barbarous 
and bloody Stalin and Molotov are still 
unpunished. We can be sure that how- 
ever deficient human justice may be, the 
fullest accounting of the crime will 
some day be made and appropriate 
penalties imposed upon this entire quar- 
tet and all others who are guilty by the 
perfect Judge who is in possession of all 
the facts. 

The SPEAKER, The time of the gen- 
tleman from Michigan has expired. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. DONDERO]. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of House Resolution 390, in- 
troduced by the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. MADDEN], asking for a complete in- 
vestigation of the Katyn massacre by a 
committee of seven members. The his- 
tory of the United States shows that the 
American people have always espoused 
the cause of humanity, justice, and de- 
cency. In that tradition we seek the 
truth for the temporarily enslaved peo- 
ple of Poland and the entire Christian 
world. 

We shall attempt the establishment 
beyond any shadow of reasonable doubt, 
of the truth about the greatest crime in 
military history, namely, the truth about 
the Katyn massacre. 

Katyn, a name which surely will live 
in infamy throughout the ages, is a little 
hamlet on Soviet Russian soil where 
many thousands of Polish officers, help- 
less prisoners of war in the hands of the 
Russians, had been slain. I designate 
this massacre the greatest crime in mili- 
tary history. Never before in all the his- 
tory of the civilized world did it happen 
that officers, official prisoners of war, 
kept in regular POW camps, were mas- 
sacred like those 4,000 whose bodies were 
found in the Katyn Forest. And never 
before did it happen that a free world 
devoted to Christianity and justice has 
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and that a mysterious silence buried the 
truth about a crime of such magnitude. 

When the international military tri- 
bunal sat at Nuremberg to punish the 
war criminals, it included in the indict- 
ment—as the result of Soviet Russian 
insistence—the Katyn massacre. When 
in the course of the Nuremberg trial the 
Poles as well as the accused Germans 
offered evidence not at all welcomed by 
the Russian prosecutor, General Ruden- 
ko, the Katyn massacre was suddenly 
stricken from the agenda. And when 
the verdict and sentence came, the con- 
spiracy of silence about the heinous 
crime of Katyn prevailed; not a single 
word was said about that crime, a fact 
which amounted to an acquittal of the 
accused Germans. 

Since the American members of the 
international military tribunal yielded 
to Soviet pressure and gave their con- 
sent to such a strange practice, it is my 
belief that this is just another reason 
why we should now do whatever we can 
to expose the truth. - 

During the last few years a tremendous 
amount of evidence came to light. 
Most of this evidence has been collected 
by the American Committee for the In- 
vestigation of the Katyn Massacre, Inc., 
under the inspired guidance of the Hon- 
orable Arthur Bliss Lane, the former 
American Ambassador to Poland. 

The House committee to be created by 
House Resolution 390 will have to weigh 
the evidence available, hear testimony 
of many witnesses now living on this 
side of the iron curtain. I am sure that 
such a thorough and impartial investi- 
gation of the Katyn massacre will do 
more than anything else to reassure our 
friends within the Soviet orbit as well 
as in the free world that we are endeav- 
oring to do justice and our duty to 
humanity. 

I ask the House to adopt this resolu- 
tion. In doing this, we shall carry out 
a solemn pledge made by the late Presi- 
dent Roosevelt, who signed it on Octo- 
ber 30, 1943, at the close of the Moscow 
conference. This solemn pledge reads 
as follows: ; 

Let those who have hitherto not imbrued 
their hands with innocent blood beware lest 
they join the ranks of the guilty, for most 
assuredly the three allied powers will pursue 
them to the uttermost ends of the earth and 
will deliver them to their accusers in order 
that justice may be done. 


Much evidence has already been given 
on this floor, but when we consider the 
brutal manner in which these officers 
were killed, buried with their uniforms 
and overcoats on, and killed by German 
ammunition, I am satisfied the Germans 
themselves would never have committed 
the act with their own instruments of 
death, and that those instrumenst were 
used in the hands of others. 

The time has come when a Christian 
world awaits the verdict of guilt as this 
committee may find it out to be, so that 
we may carry on and do what we can 
as a Christian Nation to see that such a 
crime shall never happen again on this 
earth. 

Mr. ALLEN of IIlinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. RADWAN], 
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Mr. RADWAN. Mr. Speaker, at the 
very outset I want to commend the gen- 
tleman from Indiana for sponsoring this 
resolution and I want to commend him 
for the courageous language which he 
has used in this resolution calling for a 
complete and thorough investigation of 
all the facts before and after the Katyn 
massacre. I would like to use a portion 
of my time to ask the gentleman from 
Indiana whether the files in the Penta- 
gon and the State Department will be 
available to this committee if this reso- 
‘lution is adopted. 

Mr. MADDEN. In answer to the gen- 
tleman may I say I hope they will be. 

Mr, RADWAN. I certainly trust they 
will. Secondly, I should like to ask the 
gentleman from Indiana whether he will 
accept an amendment to this resolution 
which would call for an investigation of 
the conduct of the State Department in 
suppressing much of the information it 
obtained in reference to the Katyn mas- 


sacre. 

Mr. MADDEN. In answer to the gen- 
tleman’s question, may I say that I 
would not have any jurisdiction over 
that; but if there is any effort on the 
part of the State Department to conceal 
any request that we make for informa- 
tion from that Department on whatever 
it may have concerning this matter why 
we certainly will protest against it. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RADWAN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Michigan. 

Mr. DONDERO. May I suggest that I 
tried my utmost to get this information 
from the Department of Defense where 
the report of Colonel van Vliet was filed. 
That Department took the position that 
the information contained in it was 
classified, therefore they could not re- 
lease it. Letters to that effect are in 
the Recorp and also the original letter 
from the Department which came to me 
reiterated that point. Ihave never been 
able to get it, although I tried for 2 or 
3 years to get it. 

Mr. RADWAN. I thank the gentle- 
man for his observation. I think we 
must have confidence in the commitment 
that we have received from the gentle- 
man from Indiana that this will be a full 
and complete investigation and that he 
hopes the files in the Pentagon and in 
the State Department will be available 
to this committee. 

Mr. MORANO. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RADWAN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Connecticut. 

Mr. MORANO. Does not the gentle- 
man hope also that the President will 
not by Executive order restrict the De- 
fense Department and the State Depart- 
ment from giving out such information 
as the committee may want? 

Mr. RADWAN. I not only have that 
hope, but I think it is the duty of the 
Congress to see that such action will not 
take place. 

I support the resolution sponsored by 
the gentleman from Indiana and I do 
* go for reasons which have been amply 
and fully stated already. Of course, 
this has been a crime against humanity, 
not only against the Polish people. If 
that is true, it logically follows that a 
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full investigation, and the wording of the 
resolution is to this effect, which will in- 
clude an inquiry into the State Depart- 
ment’s conduct in suppressing and re- 
fusing to reveal information which it 
had about this Katyn massacre. 

Mr. MACHROWICZ. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RADWAN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Michigan. 

Mr. MACHROWICZ. I would like to 
inform the gentleman on that very point 
that on April 25 of this year the Secre- 
tary of State through the Program Serv- 
ices Section released a complete report 
on the matter, giving information that 
was very valuable to the author of this 
resolution and to myself, which infor- 
mation was put on the Voice of America 
programs. Also the Department of De- 
fense on September 18, 1950, declassified 
the entire file of information regarding 
this report. So it is expected on the 
basis of information we now have that 
both the Department of State and De- 
partment of Defense will cooperate with 
the committee. 

Mr. RADWAN. I thank the gentle- 
man for his observation. In conclusion 
may I say that the language in this reso- 
lution speaks for itself and we hope that 
it will be full, complete and thorough. 
Let the chips fall where they may. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from New York has expired, 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I move 
the previous question. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
ral motion to reconsider was laid on the 

le. 


PROMOTING THE FOREIGN POLICY AND 
PROVIDING FOR THE GENERAL WEL- 
FARE OF THE UNITED STATES 


Mr. RICHARDS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 5113) to 
maintain the security and promote the 
foreign policy and provide for the gen- 
eral welfare of the United States by fur- 
nishing assistance to friendly nations in 
the interest of international peace and 
security, with a Senate amendment 
thereto, disagree to the Senate amend- 
ment, and agree to the conference asked 
by the Senate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
South Carolina? [After a pause.] The 
Chair hears none, and appoints the fol- 
lowing conferees: Messrs. RICHARDS, 
MANSFIELD, MORGAN, Vorys, and Mrs, 
BOLTON. 


READJUSTMENT OF POSTAL RATES 


Mr. LYLE. Mr. Speaker, by direction 
of the Committee on Rules I call up 
House Resolution 355 and ask for its im- 
mediate consideration. 


The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 


Resolved, That immediately upon the 
adoption of this resolution it shall be in 
order to move that the House resolve itself 
into the Committee of thé Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 2982) to readjust postal 
rates, and all points of order against said 
bill are hereby waived. That after general 
debate, which shall be confined to the bill 
and continue not to exceed 3 hours, to be 
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equally divided and controlled by the chair- 
man and the ranking minority member of 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv- 
ice, the bill shall be read for amendment 
under the 65-minute rule. At the conclu- 
sion of the consideration of the bill for 
amendment, the Committee shall rise and 
report the bill to the House with such 
amendments as may have been adopted and 
the previous question shall be considered 
as ordered on the bill and amendments 
thereto to final passage without intervening 
motion except one motion to recommit. 


Mr, LYLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. ALLEN] and yield myself such time 
as I may desire. 

Mr. Speaker, this resolution makes in 
order the bill (H. R. 2982), dealing with 
postal rates, As far as I know, there is 
no opposition to the consideration of the 
resolution. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I have no requests for time. There is no 
objection to the rule. 

Mr, LYLE. Mr. Speaker, I move the 
previous question. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

Mr. LYLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that all Members who so 
desire may extend their remarks at this 
point in the Recorp on the resolution 
just adopted. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 


AIR-MAIL RATES SHOULD NOT BE INCREASED 


Mr. YORTY. Mr. Speaker, the pro- 
posed increase in the air-mail postage 
rate to 8 cents is unwarranted and con- 
trary to the public interest. Probably 
the people living in the West would be 
the most adversely affected by the pro- 
posed increase, which would amount to 
60 percent based upon the rate in effect 
previous to January 1, 1949. I believe I 
am correct in stating that neither the - 
President, the Post Office Department, 
nor our own committee recommended 
the increase in air-mail rates now pro- 
vided for in S. 1046. 

Air mail now provides the only rapid 
mail service between west-coast points 
and the densely populated areas of the 
East and Midwest. The proposed in- 
crease would deprive many persons of 
this efficient means of communication, 
and would probably result in a decrease 
in the total revenue from air mail rather 
than an increase. Air mail is no longer 
a luxury; it is a necessity. 

The tempo of modern business is to 
a large extent dependent upon efficient, 
rapid communication at reasonable 
rates. Those who believe air-mail reve- 
nues should be increased had better look 
to expansion of the use of air mail for 
increased revenues rather than to a 
smaller volume at a higher cost. Great- 
er use at lesser cost is the most effective 
method for improving living standards, 
Communication plays a vital part in our 
lives. It is one of the important ele- 
ments which, in the aggregate, deter- 
mines our standard of living. 

A prohibitive increase in the cost of 
this service, and 8 cents would be pro- 
hibitive to many, would be a step back- 
ward, and should not be authorized in 
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the absence of impelling necessity. No 
such necessity has been shown to exist. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr, 
Speaker, I move that the House resolve 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H. R. 2982) to 
readjust postal rates. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the consid- 
eration of the bill H. R. 2982, with Mr. 
Kiupay in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

By unanimous consent, the first read- 
ing of the bill was dispensed with. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr, 
Chairman, I yield myself 25 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, H. R. 2982 is a bill to 
readjust certain postal rates. Before 
recommending this bill favorably, the 
House Post Office and Civil Service Com- 
mittee spent 19 days in hearings ahd 10 
days in executive sessions. This bill rep- 
resents what, in my judgment, is a bal- 
anced and fair recommendation for a 
general readjustment in postal rates. 

The last major adjustment in postal 
rates was effective January 1, 1949. The 
changes in the rates at that time were 
primarily increases in fourth-class mail, 
including parcel post, books and cata- 
logs; air mail; individual pieces of third- 
class mail, and the pound rate for bulk 
mailings of third-class mail; and the 
controlled circulation publications. 

This legislation is, in a sense, compli- 
mentary to that rate increase bill. I say 
this because the major increases in this 
bill are on rates that were not included in 
the adjustment of rates which were ef- 
fective January 1,1949. The increases in 
this bill are, primarily, on second-class 
mail, which rate is approximately the 
same as it was as far back as 1879, and 
actually less today than 1933; the mini- 
mum rate on bulk mailings of third-class 
mail, which rate is the same as it was 
when this class of mail was established in 
1928, when first-class mail, as you will 
recall, was 2 cents; and postal cards, 
which are presently being carried at the 
same rate as established for them in 
1873. 

The committee was very careful in its 
consideration of the bill to be syre that 
none of the rates proposed would be so 
high as to affect adversely businesses re- 
lying on the mail for their distribution. 
We were, of course, faced with a postal 
deficit of well over $500,000,000 a year. 
We are also, as you know, under tre- 
mendous pressure to increase the salaries 
of postal employees and, incidentally, for 
every $100 a year increase in the salaries 
of postal employees, the deficit in the De- 
partment is increased by approximately 
$50,000,000 a year. 

Since approving H. R. 2982, the House 
Post Office and Civil Service Committee 
has approved legislation for postal em- 
ployees’ salary increases which will in- 
crease the Post Office Department ex- 
penditures by $252,660,000 annually. 
Many Members of the House are clamor- 
ing for an opportunity to support these 
salary increases. These increases will 
cost over a hundred million dollars more 
than will be raised by this rate bill when 
all of the increases have been placed into 
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effect. The apportioned amount of these 
increases to the costs to the Post Office 
Department to handle newspapers and 
magazines or circular advertising will be 
approximately the amount that we pro- 
pose to increase these items in the bill. 
For example, newspapers and magazines 
contribute over 10 percent of the cost of 
the postal service. The share which 
would normally be attributed to second- 
class mail of the $252,660,000 salary in- 
creases is over $25,000,000 annually. 
When all increases under this bill are 
placed into effect over a 3-year period, 
the annual increase in second-class mail 
will be less than this amount. 

The committee concurred in the views 
of the Postmaster General in that the 
rate increases should be placed on those 
particular classes of mail which have, 
during the rise in costs, had a free ride, 
although the committee did trim sub- 
stantially the amounts of these increases. 
For example, in second-class mail, in- 
stead of a 100-percent increase, the com- 
mittee recommends a 60-percent in- 
crease, and the minimum rate per piece 
of bulk mailings of third-class mail, in- 
stead of a 100-percent increase, the 
committee recommends a 50-percent 
increase. . 

This bill will raise revenues in the 
amount of $138,400,600 annually when 
all of the increases provided have been 
placed in effect. In the case ọf second- 
class mail, this will take over 2 years. 
A summary of the major increases and 
the amounts they will produce are as 
follows: 

Post and postal cards, increased 


from 1 cent to 2 cents $50, 136, 000 


1, 375, 000 
Second-class mail: Increased 60 
percent applied in three steps 
of 20 percent each 
Third-class mail: Minimum 
per plece rate on pleces 
mailed in bulk from 1 cent 


23, 153, 600 


34, 763, 000 
Special services (registered 
mail, insured mail, c. o. d. 


mail, special delivery) 28, 973, 000 


—— 138, 400, 600 


If I may, I will present a little more 
detailed summary of the rate changes. 

In first-class mail, Government postal 
cards, private mailing cards, and drop 
letters are increased from the present 
rate of 1 cent to 2 cents. There is an 
additional charge of 10 percent on Gov- 
ernment postal cards sold in quantities 
of 100 or more. There is no increase in 
first-class letter mail—except drop let- 
ters—nor on air mail, 

In second-class mail, there is no 
change in the free-in-county privilege 
presently enjoyed by second-class users. 
The bill provides the rates will remain 
the same on the mailings of publications 
sent within the county of publication, 
except for a one-eighth-cent-per-piece 
minimum charge in post offices having 
city letter carrier service. A commit- 
tee amendment provides that the rates 
remain the same both within and outside 
the county of pubication on publications 
maintained by and in the interest of 
nonprofit religious, educational, scien- 
tific, philanthropic, agricultural, labor, 
or fraternal organizations, 
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There is, however, a minimum charge of 
one-eighth cent per piece. This mini- 
mum charge does not apply where the 
publication is sent free in county. 

On that portion of the publications 
sent outside the county of publication, a 
60-percent increase was approved to be 
extended in three steps of 20 percent 
each. The second and third increases 
of 20 percent will apply 1 and 2 years, 
respectively, after the application of the 
first 20-percent increase. 

In third-class mail, the major change 
is on the minimum rate per piece on bulk 
mailings which is increased from 1 cent 
per piece to 144 cents per piece. There 
is a one-half cent per piece increase on 


_individual pieces of books and catalogs 


of 24 pages or more, seeds, cuttings, bulbs, 
roots, scions, and plants not mailed un- 
der the bulk-mailing provision. The 
present $10 annual fee for the privilege 
of using bulk-mailing rates has been re- 
tained. The minimum charge for pieces 
of odd size or form is increased from the 
present rate of 3 cents to 5 cents. 

There is no change proposed in the 
regular per piece rate for third-class 
mail not mailed in bulk, nor is there 
any change in the pound rates for bulk 
mailings of circulars and merchandise 
or books and catalogs of 24 pages or more, 
seeds, cuttings, bulbs, roots, scions, and 
plants. | 

On books, the bill provides that they 
will remain at their present rates, and 
that there will be no change in the size 
and weight of parcels of books. 

On special services, the committee ap- 
proved the Postmaster General’s recom- 
mendations for increases in special-de- 
livery mail, registered mail, insured mail, 
and collect-on-delivery mail. The Post- 
master General is given authority in the 
bill to establish henceforth the rates on 
all special services, Í 

I have gone somewhat into detail on 
the rate changes proposed by this bill, 
because I believe the House would want 
to know the extent of the changes. Dur- 
ing the hearings 38 amendments were 
proposed. All of them, of course, were 
intended to exempt a special class from 
postal-rate increases or to cut the in- 
creases to such an extent that they would 
not be effective. j 

There has been a great deal of propa- 
ganda and misinformation spread about 
the effect of the postal-rate increases 
contained in this bill. This propaganda 
has been merely intended to confuse and 
is spread by interests who are unwilling 
to pay their fair share of the increased 
costs with which the postal service uae 
been faced since 1945. 

There has been a $1,116,000,000 an 
nually in increased costs to the postal 
service since 1945. Of this amount, 
nearly $800,000,000 is for increased sal- 
aries and $175,000,000 for increased 
transportation costs. The remainder is 
for rentals, equipment, and so forth, for 
post offices. There has been only the one 
rate increase amounting to less than 
$150,000,000 to offset this tremendous in- 
crease in costs. | 

In an attempt to confuse, those who 
oppose postal rate increases say this 
tremendous increase in costs should be 
absorbed by more efficient operation. 
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The Postmaster General has testified 
and, in my judgment, has well substan- 
tiated the fact that the Department, 
through economies and increased effi- 
ciency has absorbed more than $200,000,- 
000 in increased costs since 1945. As a 
matter of fact, it can be amply demon- 
strated that the postal service which, in 
my opinion, is the most efficient Depart- 
ment of Government, is more efficient 
today than it was in fiscal year 1945 when 
it had a surplus of $165,000,000. In 1945 
we heard no talk of increased efficiency 
in the postal service. 

There has been a tremendous expan- 
sion in the volume of mail since 1945 as 
advertisers and shippers became more 
and more aware of the bargain values in 
advertising and transportation of mer- 
chandise to be had in the postal service. 
This was due to the fact that all other 
media were forced to increase their 
charges or go bankrupt. The costs of 
the postal service have increased in ex- 
actly the same manner and for exactly 
the same reasons as privately-owned 
services but we have permitted the bur- 
den of increased costs to be shifted to 
the taxpayers rather than where it right- 
fully belongs, to those who use the postal 
service for profit. 

POST AND POSTAL CARDS 


The present rate of 1 cent for the 
Government postal card and private 
mailing post card has remained the 
same since 1873. Last year more than 
4 billions of these cards were transported 
through the mail at a loss to the Post 
Office Department of more than $70,- 
000,000. 

The increase proposed in this bill is 
2 cents, with an additional 10 percent 
charge on the Government postal cards 
when issued in quantities of 100 or more, 
will recover approximately $50,000,000 
of thisloss. It costs 2.64 cents to handle 
a postal card in the mail. It also costs 
the Government approximately 67 cents 
a thousand for the paper on which the 
Government postal cards are printed. 
The 10 percent additional charge is to 
recover to the Government the cost of 
furnishing the card to the private user. 

The Postmaster General estimates 
that more than 90 percent of this tre- 
mendous volume of postal cards are 
used for commercial purposes by utilities 
to bill patrons for services, by direct 
mail advertisers, and by lodges and or- 
ganizations notifying members of meet- 
ings. In my judgment, there is no rea- 
son why persons using the mail for these 
purposes should not pay more nearly 
their way. Certainly everyone will 
agree that these services cost more than 
they did in 1873. 


SECOND-CLASS MAIL 


Some opponents of postal rate in- 
creases say the imposition of higher 
postal rates will cause them to go bank- 
rupt. Nothing can be farther from the 
truth. For example, the postal rate in- 
creases on second-class mail, while they 
are for 60 percent, are on a very small 
portion of the over-all costs of the pub- 
lishers. In the case of the small weekly 
and daily newspapers, testimony was 
given to the Committee by their repre- 
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In the case of the large newspapers, 
they send less than 5 percent of their 
total circulation through the mail and it 
follows that it represents an even smaller 
percentage of their total cost than the 
postage represents of the cost of the 
smaller newspapers. ; 

In 1950, newspapers increased their 
national advertising revenue by over 
$50,000,000 when compared with 1949, 
and 1949 was an all-time record year, 
The increased postage rate on news- 
papers for the first year is less than one- 
tenth the increase in their revenue from 
national advertising last year. 

Some individual magazines, of course, 
spend more money for postage than do 
the newspapers. This is because of the 
tremendous volume sent through the 
mail for each publication. For example, 
the Reader's Digest sends 7,500,000 
copies per issue through the mail. This 
is nearly 100,000,000 copies sent through 
the mail annually. The cost to send the 
Reader’s Digest through the mail is ap- 
proximately one-third of a cent for each 
magazine. The 60-percent increase, 
when applied to the Reader’s Digest for 
12 copies sent throughout the year to a 
subscriber, is 2.4 cents. Spreading this 
over 3 years means that the increase per 
subscriber is less than 1 cent a year. 

The publishers have been able to ab- 
sorb every other kind of cost and still 
do the biggest dollar volume business in 
their history, as well as the enjoying the 
biggest circulation in their history. Yet 
they claim the small increase in postage 
will have such a dire effect on their fi- 
nancial status. 

One company, for example, has been 
able to absorb more than $100,000,000 
in increased costs since 1945. The in- 
creased postage charged as a result of 
this bill will be a very small fraction of 
the cost they have absorbed to date. 

The increases proposed in second-class 
mail which, as I have stated, are 60 per- 
sent on the present rates paid for that 
portion of a publication sent outside the 
county of publication, will be applied in 
three increases of 20 percent each. 
Since these increases apply only on the 
circulation outside the county of publi- 
cation, these 20-percent increases, when 
applied to the small weekly and daily 
newspapers, will amount to about 10-per- 
cent increases on their total postage bill. 


. Testimony has been received by the com- 


mittee that these weekly newspapers feel 
that a 10-percent increase in their post- 
age each of the 3 years is fair. In the 
case of the larger newspapers, only a 
very small percentage of their total cir- 
culation goes through the mail and 
many have stated to the committee that 
they will be willing to abide by whatever 
increase the committee determines is 
justified. 

The larger magazines have protested 
the increases as being too high and have 
suggested an increase of 30 percent 
rather than an increase of 60 percent. 
Based upon testimony before the com- 
mittee, it would appear that this conten- 
tion of these big publishers is merely a 
means of taking personal advantage and 


- “a continuation of their attempt to reduce 
sentatives that postage represents only 
1.65 percent of their total expenditures, - 


their payments to the Post Office De- 
partment for services they receive, 
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Many of these publications send more 
than a million copies of an issue; some 
send five, six, and seven million copies 
an issue. Naturally with such a tre- 
mendous circulation, their postage bills 
are substantial. However, at the same 
time, these same publishers receive com- 
mensurate revenues from subscriptions 
and advertising. By virtue of reentry 
points, most of the large magazines con- 
fine their mailings to within the third 
zone. The rates on second-class mail to 
distances within the third zone—300 
miles—are less today than they were in 
1879 and when second-class mail was 
established. One of the largest pub- 
lishers, for example, sends more than 80 
percent of its publications to points 
within the third zone because they have 
26 additional entry points. This same 
publication sends more than two-thirds 
of its distribution within the first and 
second zones in which zones the adver- 
tising rate is exactly the same as the rate 
on reading matter. 

One of the main concerns of the com- 
mittee at the hearings that were con- 
ducted was to be sure that there were no 
increases recommended by the commit- 
tee which would, of themselves, cause a 
business using the mail to cease publi- 
cation or go out of business. I am cer- 
tain that the rate increases recommend- 
ed are reasonable and moderate. What 
is more, they are long overdue. 

Low postage rates on second-class 
mail have been the basis for many large 
publishing enterprises. One, for exam- 
ple, started in the 1920’s on a borrowed 
$500 and today has an annual revenue 
of nearly $50,000,000. This is a phe- 
nomenal growth, and it is significant 
that a large part of this big profit can 
be attributed to subsidy in postage rates, 

THIRD-CLASS MAIL 

The increases for third-class mail 
under this bill are mainly for an in- 
creased minimum rate for sending ad- 
vertising circulars. These advertising 
circulars presently go for 1 cent each. 
Under the bill they will be raised to 1% 
cents each. The Postmaster General 
recommended that the rate be estab- 
lished at 2 cents. 

This circular mail, the senders of 
which use all of their ingenuity to make 
it appear like first-class mail, costs the 
Post Office Department nearly as much 
to handle as first-class mail. While it 
is true that these mailers tie their mail- 
ings in packages so that it eliminates a 
primary sorting for destination, this 
handling is only 1 of the 7 to 11 handlings 
through which such mail passes before 
it is finally delivered to the addressee. 
The Post Office Department is presently 
losing $135,000,000 a year on third-class 
mail. The increases in rates for third- 
class mail amount to approximately 
$35,000,000 and will leave a deficit of over 
$100,000,000 even without the pending 
increases in postal employees’ salaries. 

A large number of complaints are re- 
ceived by the committee every day 
against advertising circulars which are 
sent broadcast through the mail service. 
Many persons who have paid rental fees 
for post-office boxes complain that their 
boxes are not sufficiently large to handle 
their first-class mail because the adver- 
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tising circulars take up the space. They 
claim that it-is unjust for them to have 
to pay for a post-office box and still be 
subject to receiving a lot of unsolicited, 
unwanted mail taking up their rented 
space. They also complain about hav- 
ing to pay in taxes to subsidize this class 
of mail in the postal service. 

The last increase in third-class mail 
was January 1, 1949. This increase was 
an increase in the pound rate for third- 
class mail which was raised from 12 
cents to 14 cents. However, I wish to 
emphasize that this rate increase af- 
fected only items of third-class mail 
which weigh more than 1% ounces. 
The third-class mail which is increased 
in this bill are the items of third-class 
mail which weigh less than 114 ounces 
or are not more than 14 to the pound. 

The minimum rate for third-class 
mail has not been raised since the rate 
for this class of mail was established in 
1928. In other words, the advertising- 
circular mail sent at the 1-cent rate has 
not been called upon to bear any part 
of the burden of the more than $1,000,- 
000,000 increased costs which have re- 
sulted from salary increases, increased 
cost of leases, and transportation since 
1945. 

BOOKS 

Under the bill, books will remain at 
their same rate, size, and weight as at 
present. This was necessary to prevent 
an increase which would have resulted 
from an action initiated by the Post- 
master General and concurred in by the 
Interstate Commerce Commission to 
raise the rates on books. It was the view 
of the committee that since the rates on 
books, within the past 10 years, have in- 
creased from 1½ cents a pound in 1941 
to 8 cents for the first pound and 4 cents 
for each additional pound today, no in- 
creases were warranted at this time. 

SPECIAL SERVICES 


The committee approved the Post- 
master General’s recommendations for 
increases in special services. Under the 
terms of the Postmaster General’s rec- 
ommendations, the increase in special 
services will amount to approximately 
$29,000,000 a year as follows: Registered 
mail—paid—$10,583,000; insured mail, 
$809,000; collect-on-delivery mail, $7,- 
461,000; and _ special-delivery mail, 
$10,120,000. 

Under these increases it is estimated 
that the special services which are in- 
creased will approximately pay their own 
way. There are no increases in the fees 
proposed for money orders since on July 
of this year an entirely new money- 
order system was placed into effect. 
This new system utilizes new electrical 
punching and sorting equipment and 
considerably simplifies the accounting 
procedures. The Postmaster General 
estimates that substantial savings will 
be experienced by the Department in 
the handling of money orders and that 
fees can better be adjusted after it has 
been determined the effect of the revised 
procedures on the revenues from and 
expenditures for handling money orders. 

Section 11 of the bill authorizes the 
Postmaster General henceforth to estab- 
lish the rates on special services. This 
is in line with the Hoover Commission 
recommendations. 
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RECENT ECONOMIES IN THE POSTAL SERVICE 


The Postmaster General has already 
placed into effect many improvements in 
the past 2 years by administrative ac- 
tion and pursuant to the authority of 
Public Law 231, Eighty-first Congress, 
the Research and Development Act. 

Following is a list of such actions: 

First. Establishment of a research and 
development program. 

Second. Establishment of a special 
unit to study postal rates. 

Third. Placing into effect a new 
money-order system which replaced the 
old system as well as the postal notes 
and utilizes modern, up-to-date electri- 
cal key-punching methods. 

Fourth. Twenty thousand two hun- 
dred and fifty-four vehicles have been 
acquired by the postal service since the 
war to modernize and improve the 
motor-vehicle fleet. 

Fifth. Installed improved garage 
equipment such as hydraulic hoists, and 
so forth. 

Sixth. Experimentation with highway 
post-office vehicles. 

Seventh. Revision of the system of no- 
tices to publishers. 

Eighth. Elimination of special deliv- 
ery receipts. This saves more than a 
million dollars a year. 

Ninth. Improved packaging specifica- 
tions are the subject of a specific 
contract. 

Tenth. Utilization of pallet containers 
and fork-lift equipment. 

Eleventh. The estabilshment of a unit 
factor system to develop cost data for 
management purposes. 

Twelth. The use of light and color 
5 is the subject of a special 
study. 

Thirteenth. Mail- distribution meas- 
ures have been constructed and placed 
in operation. 

Fourteenth. Tieing machines. have 
been the subject of experiments and 
placed into use where practicable. 

Fifteenth. Six hundred additional 
postage meters for weighing and apply- 
ing the postage to parcel post at post 
offices have been purchased and placed 
into use. 

Sixteenth. A study is being conducted 
for the development of a letter-facing 
machine. 

Seventeenth. Payroll machines are 
being experimented with for their appli- 
cability in the postal service. 

Eighteenth. The Department has also 
applied machines, or improvements in 
existing machines, to the following 
tasks: 

(a) Postmarking and stacking. 

(b) Hand postmarking devices. 

(c) Portable conveyors. 

(d) Electric tractors. 

(e) Small motor vehicles. 

(f) City carrier carts. 

(g) Magnesium hand trucks for par- 
cel-post carriers. 

(h) Plastic carrier satchels. 

(i) Microfilm. 

(j) Check signers. 

(k) Magnetic counting devices.“ 

(1) Coin- handling machines. 

Nineteenth. The Department is also 
conducting an extensive research into a 
simplified sorting system to reduce the 


scheme knowledge required to process. 
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letter mail. This study has already de- 
veloped systems for emergency use in 
medium and smaller post offices, partic- 
ularly during the Christmas rush season 
when large numbers of untrained em- 
ployees must be utilized. 

HOOVER COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS ON 

THE POST OFFICE 

As far as the House Post Office and 
Civil Service Committee is concerned, 
action has been taken on every recom- 
mendation of the Hoover Commission 
which required legislation and which 
was appropriately within the jurisdic- 
tion of the Committee. 

The recommendation with regard to 
Senatorial approval of postmaster ap- 
pointments is a prerogative of the Sen- 
ate and, in my judgment, the House 
should not take any action until the 
Senate has first taken action. 

Since the question has been raised 
about action on Hoover Commission 
recommendations, the Members of the 
House may be interested in the follow- 
ing summary of recommendations of 
action taken: 

Recommendation No. 1: 

We recommend that the Postmaster Gen- 
eral should remain a Cabinet officer appoint- 
ed by the President and confirmed by the 
Senate, but should not be an officer of a 
political party, such as chairman of a na 
tional committee. h 


Action taken: Postmaster General 
Donaldson is a career employee of the 
postal service and was Postmaster Gen- 
eral at the time of the Hoover Com- 
mission study. This recommendation 
is taken to be an endorsement of the 
status of the present Postmaster Gen- 
eral who was appointed from the career 
service. This is also the view of the 
Citizens Committee for the Hoover re- 
port. 

Recommendation No. 2: 

We recommend that there should be a 
Director of Posts under the Postmaster Gen- 
eral who should be appointed by the Presi- 
dent without term and confirmed by the 
Senate. 


Action taken: Reorganization Plan 
No. 3, approved by Congress, establishes 
a Deputy Postmaster General, assigns 
all of the responsibilities given to offices 
of the Post Office Department other 
than the Postmaster General to the 
Postmaster General and provides for 
other major departmental level reor- 
ganization. This accomplishes in sub- 
stance recommendation No. 2. 

Recommendation No. 3: 

We recommend that the postal service 
should be decentralized into 15 regions un- 
der regional directors of post and district 
superintendents. 


Action taken: This proposal was not 
adopted. It does not require legislation. 

Recommendation No. 4: 

We recommend that there should be ap- 
pointed by the President a national board of 
seven advisers serving part time and repre- 
senting the different elements of the public. 


Action taken: Reorganization Plan No. 
3 establishes a board of seven advisers. 
All seven have been named and approved 
by the Senate. 

Recommendation No, 5: 

We recommend that the confirmation of 
postmasters by the Senate be abolished. 
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Action taken: This is a Senate prerog- 
ative and, according to custom of the 
Congress, the House does not take action 
until after action by the Senate. The 
Senate has taken no action on this rec- 
ommendation. There were no savings 
contemplated by this recommendation 
since it would require the same number 
of postmasters at the same salaries which 
are set by law. 

Recommendation No. 6: 

We do recommend that the provisions of 
the law (Government Corporation Control 
Act) in respect to business management, 
budgeting, accounting, and audit be applied 
to the Post Office. 


Action taken: Budgeting provisions are 
in effect beginning with the 1951 budget. 
The Financial Control Act of the Post 
Office Department—Public Law 712, 
Eighty-first Congress—carries out the 
remainder of the provisions of this rec- 
ommendation relating to auditing and 
accounting. 

Recommendation No. 7: 

We recommend that the laws, regulations, 
and other stipulations governing the service 
should be revised not only to bring about 
these structural changes but also to simplify 
the whole operation. 


Action taken: The Financial Control 
Act of the Post Office Department repeals 
many laws relating to accounting and 
‘auditing. Prompt consideration is given 
to repeal of any specific law which is 
unnecessary or requires excessive ex- 
penditure. 

Recommendation No. 8: 

We therefore recommend that the Congress 
should authorize and instruct the Post- 
master General to make rates charged for 
registered mail, insured mail, money orders, 
postal cards, special delivery, and collect- 
on-delivery mail which would make each of 
these services self-supporting. 


The report further states: 

To provide such data to Congress a small 
unit should be established in the Govern- 
ment to furnish Congress with informa- 
tion and estimates in rate making. 

Rates have not kept pace with other costs, 


Action taken: The increases in rates 
proposed in H. R. 2982 and also section 
12 of the bill which authorizes the Post- 
master General to establish the rates for 
the special services carries out this rec- 
ommendation. The Postmaster General 
has established a unit to study rates 
and provide the data to Congress upon 
which action on rates can be taken pur- 
suant to the authority of Public Law 231, 
Eighty-first Congress, which establishes 
a research and development program in 
the postal service. 

Recommendation No. 9: 

We recommend, however, that the amounts 
of these subsidies should be paid to the Post 
Office by open appropriation from tax funds 


and not imposed upon the Post Office or the 
mail users in this hidden manner. 


Action taken: In the Eightieth Con- 
gress, the House Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service made a study 
of air-mail subsidy and recommended 
that air-mail subsidy be separated from 
air-mail pay. The Hoover Commission 
repeated this recommendation. As the 
Members of this House know, the ques- 
tion of separating subsidy from air-mail 
pay is under active consideration by the 
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Congress at the present time. I do want 
to point out, however, that in making 
recommendations for rate increases, the 
Postmaster General deducted $160,000,- 
000 from the deficit as legitimate ex- 
penses of the Government which should 
not be charged to the users of the service. 
Fifty million dollars of this amount was 
to cover the estimated cost of air-mail 
subsidy. The Financial Control Act of 
the Post Office Department—Public Law 
712, Eighty-first Congress—mentioned 
previously, will permit the Department 
to take credit in their financial state- 
ments for excess of the cost of aircraft 
transportation over the revenues of air 
mail. This amount approximates esti- 
mates of the air-mail subsidy. 

One of the first actions of our com- 
mittee in this Congress was to hold hear- 
ings on the Hoover Commission recom- 
mendations made with respect to mat- 
ters under the jurisdiction of our com- 
mittee. At that time, Dr. Robert L. 
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Johnson, chairman of the Citizens Com- 

mittee for the Hoover Report, appeared 

before the committee. During the hear- 

ings Dr. Johnson commented as follows: 
My impression of this committee— 


The Post Office and Civil Service Com- 
mittee— 


is that it is the best ccmmittee I have known 
in Congress. 


Mr. Charles B. Coates, vice chairman 
and general manager of the Citizens 
Committee for the Hoover Report, stated 
with regard to our astions on the Hoover 
Commission recommendations: 

I think it is quite clear that the batting 
average of your committee, Mr. Chairman, 
with respect to those areas over which it 
had jurisdiction has been excellent. 5 


STATISTICAL DATA 
The following statistical data shows 


volume, revenue, expense of the various 
classes of mail: 


First-class mail 


[Increases under bill, post and postal pany, Free 2 cènt to 2 cents; drop letters, from 1 cent to 
cents 


Fiscal year 1950 


Revenue 


20, 086, 384, 968 


oe —— — 22 . $694, 966, 402 | $542, 937, 747 18132, 028, 745 28 io 
Husiness reply orms. : i 
Drop letters. 
TOR ES SEE EE Te EREE 1 80, 423, 334 | 51, 511, 000 | 24, 500, 070, 968 
1 Profit 


Domestic air mail 
[No increase in the bill] 


Fiscal year 1950: 
nine i 


$74, 120, 038 
$109, 621, 905 


Six cents an ounce, effective January 1, 
1949 (Public Law 900, 80th Cong.). { 


Post and postal cards 
[Increase under bill from 1 cent to 2 cents] 
Fiscal year 1950: i 


$35, 501, 867 Post and postal cards: 
None Revenue $44, 136, 869 
853, 182, 700 Expense $117, 790, 283 
Defeit. nisani $73, 653, 414 
Increase under bill. $50, 136, 000 
5 Vene 4, 413, 686, 700 
Six cents an ounce, from July 1. 1934 to Remaining deficit (after bill 
March 26, 1944 (act of June 12, 1934). is in effect): 
Eight cents an ounce, effective March 26, Present deficit $73, 653, 414 
1944 (act of February 25, 1944, title 4). Increase under bill $50, 136, 000 


Five cents an ounce, effective October 1, 
1946 (Public Law 730, 79th Cong.). 


Remaining deficit $23, 517, 414 


Second-class mail 


[Increases under bill: 60 percent on publications outside of county of publication (3 to 20 percent steps) 16 cent 
minimum per copy on all except free-in-county—transient rate increased by 1 cent per piece] 


Fiscal year 1950 Revenue Expense Deficit 9 any 
Pound rates. sso cve cc ecw cetsowucecencies $41, — 5 5 $220, 616, 385 | $179, 224, 730 6, 162, 849, 787 
Forward and return. 1, 295, 518 447, 783 31, 844, 202 
Transient 2, N 188 3. 690, 372 926, 207 70, 143, 522 
Pn A 12, 074, 988 12, 074, 988 418, 271, 004 
R E iN Bes i Pe 45, 003, 555 | 237, 677,263 | 192, 673, 708 6, 683, 108, 515 


Third-class mail 
[Increases under bill: Minimum rate for 


bulk mailings from 1 cent to 1½ cents per 
piece—special per piece rate, from 114 to 
2 cents—pieces of odd size or form, from 
3 cents to 5 cents. 
Fiscal year 1950: 
Revenue 9 


$153, 745, 942 
$289, 618, 283 
$135, 872, 341 

$34, 763, 000 
Ne 10, 342, 921, 097 


1 Special per piece rate includes books and 
catalogs of 24 pages or more, seeds, cuttings, 
bulks, roots, scions and plants, not mailed 
in bulk. 

Bulk mailings, minimum rate: The mini- 
mum rate for bulk mailings is the same as 
when it was established in 1928. 

Previous increase on third-class mail: The 
last increase, was on January 1, 1949, which 
affected primarily the individual mailings of 
third-class and raised the pound rate by 
2 cents a pound. There was no increase 
at that time on the l-cent minimum rate. 


1951 
Increase in cost of handling third-class 
matter 
1946 1950 In- 
crease 
Percent 
$135, 273, 000] 8289, 618, 000 14 


$83, 131, 000 $153, 745, 000 85 
$52, 142, 000 8135, 873, 000 160 
6, 055, 052, 000 10, 342, 921, 000 70 


ï per piece 
ODS | 4500 2.80016] 25 
Cost ound 
agori — 32. 37821 44. 81883 38 
Bulk mailing fees] 81, 760, £20 $2, 351, 7008890, 780 


Special services 


Increase 
Deficit | under bill 
Registered (paid) $12, 173, 074 $10, 583, 000 
Insured — 2 BS 2 691, 052 809, 000 
C. o. d. mail. 7, 600, 843 7, 461, 000 
Special delivery 9, 787, 453 10, 120, 000 
Nota S. 28, 973, 000 
ne 
1 Total number of transactions of special services, 
870,599,356, 
2 Profit. 


Post Office Department deficits for the fiscal 
years beginning July 1, 1945 


Fiscal year: Deficit 
1946 $148, 082, 835 
1947.— 263, 367, 632 
1948... 308, 972, 005 
1949___ 551, 129, 528 
1950 546, 832, 215 
1951 (estimated) 618, 893, 415 


PRESIDENT’S STATEMENTS REGARDING NEED FOR 
POSTAL RATE INCREASES 


For the last several years, the United States 
postal service has been incurring very large 
deficits. The rapidly rising costs of de- 
livering the mail have been substantially 
larger than the postage revenues received. 
The deficits have had to be made up by 
general tax revenues—or, to put it bluntly, 
the general taxpayer has been giving large 
subsidies to certain users of the postal sys- 
tem. 

1. First-class mail (ordinary letters and 
cards) in total more than pays its way at the 
present time. fostal and post cards, how- 
ever, do not. Consequently, the only major 
change in first-class-mail rates I believe to 
be warranted at this time is in the rate of 
such cards. These cards were authorized by 
the Congress in 1872 at a rate of 1 cent each. 
The same low rate prevails today. This 
year more than 4,000,000,000 postal cards will 
be handled through the mails—over 90 per- 
cent of them used for commercial and ad- 
vertising purposes. The cost of handling 
each card is 2.8 cents, while the revenue is 
1 cent. I believe this rate should be raised 
to 2 cents, which would bring in, on the 
present volume, about $47,000,000 of addi- 
tional revenue. 

2. Major changes are needed in postal rates 
for second-class-mail (newspapers and 
magazines). In the fiscal year 1952, more 
than 6,000,000,000 individually addressed 
newspapers and magazines are expected to 
be carried, at a cost of about $242,000,000. 
But the postage paid will be only about $42,- 
000,000. Thus the newspaper and magazine 
publishers will have $200,000,000—or 80 per- 
cent—of their postal costs paid for them 
by the general public. 

Newspapers and magazines are now car- 
ried for 144 cents a pound, without regard 
to distance, for the reading matter they con- 
tain, and a graduated rate for the advertis- 
ing matter in them, rising from 1% cents a 
pound, for distances up to 150 miles, to 7 
cents a pound for distances over 1,800 miles. 


These rates were intentionally set low. when 
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they were established, in order to encourage 
spread of information and education among 
our citizens. This is still a desirable ob- 
jective, but clearly does not warrant a sub- 
sidy as extreme as that which now exists. 

For example, the popular, digest-type mag- 
azines, which carry no advertising, are sent 
by mail throughout the country at the 
rate of 14% cents per pound, Since, on the 
average, three copies of this type of maga- 
zine weigh 1 pound, the postage works out 
to about one-half cent per copy, transported 
anywhere in the United States. (It costs 
more to handle a copy of such a magazine 
than it does to handle an ordinary letter, 
for which a person pays 3 cents—six times 
as much postage.) It seems ridiculous for 
the taxpayers to be paying postage bills for 
magazines like these, which can well afford 
to pay their own way. Increasing the post- 
age on such magazines obviously would not 
detract measurably from the purpose of 
spreading information and education among 
our citizens. 

The large-circulation magazines which 
carry Many pages of advertising pay a some- 
what higher rate of postage, but one which 
is still only a small fraction of what it 
costs the postal service to handle these 
magazines. This means that, in plain fact, 
under present postal rates, the general tax- 
payers are generously subsidizing the ad- 
vertisers, who are able to send their adver- 
tising into the homes of our people at less 
than cost. There seems to me no excuse 
whatever for the general taxpayers to sub- 
sidize advertisers. Surely advertising was 
not part of the public information and 
education which the Congress intended to 
subsidize 70 years ago when it established 
second-class mail, 

These excessive subsidies for newspapers 
and magazines are not only wrong, they are 
seriously inequitable. Books, which are 
surely as important as newspapers and 
magazines in disseminating information, and 
mail-order catalogs, which carry advertising 
generally similar to that in newspapers and 
magazines, are classified as fourth-class mail. 
Under the recommended rates, there will be 
little, if any, subsidy in carrying these pub- 
lications—a startling discrimination in com- 
parison to the situation on second-class mail. 

Newspaper and magazine publishers have 
substantially increased their subscription 
and advertising rates in recent years—in 
many cases doubling or tripling these rates. 
Second-class-postage rates, on the other 
hand, are close to the average level of 1879, 
when this class of mail was first established. 
Publishers who charge prices geared to pres- 
ent-day costs cannot reasonably expect to 
pay postage at rate levels 70 years old. 

For these reasons I believe it is imperative 
now to increase second-class-mail rates. If 
these rates are doubled—which is the least 
that should be done—this would bring in 
only about $40,000,000, and the general tax- 
payers would still be subsidizing second- 
class mail to the extent of more than 60 
percent of its postal costs. 

As a matter of long-term policy, second- 
class mail should be brought gradually 
toward self-sufficiency in postal revenues. 
The immediate recommendations for rate 
increases which the Postmaster General will 
make should be regarded as only the first 
step. Further changes should include ad- 
justments in the basic structure, as well as 
in the level, of second-class rates. Accord- 
ingly, I am asking the Postmaster General 


to review the second-class-rate structure 


thoroughly, looking toward later considera- 
tion by the Congress. 

3. More than 10,000,000,000 pieces of third- 
class mail (mostly circulars and advertising 
matter) are anticipated in fiscal year 1952. 
The costs of carrying this mail are now esti- 
mated to be about $271,000,000. Third-class 
postal revenues, however, are expected to be 
about $148,000,000, leaving an estimated 
deficit of about $123,000,000. 
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The circulars and advertising matter which 
make up most of third-class mail are usually 
mailed in bulk at 1 cent for each piece. It 
costs nearly as much, of course, to handle a 
Piece of this mail as it does to handle a 
first-class letter which has a 3-cent rate. I 
believe the minimum rate should be in- 
creased from 1 to 2 cents, which would in- 
crease revenue by about $66,000,000, and cut 
the deficit on this class of mail by more 
than half. 

I strongly urge the Congress to correct the 
present unsound condition of the postal reve- 
nues. This is a time of emergency, when we 
must raise taxes on everyone to meet the 
heavy costs of stronger military defenses. 
Now, more than ever, it is wrong to ask the 
taxpayer to bear costs which should be borne 
by users of the mail service—users many of 
whom have enjoyed large special privileges in 
the form of low, subsidized postal rates. 

The Federal budget I submitted to the 
Congress in January was based on the as- 
sumption that the postal deficit would be 
reduced from over $500,000,000 to about 
$160,000,000—the amount which is properly 
chargeable to the general taxpayer. My tax 
recommendations were likewise based on this 
assumption. To the extent that postal rates 
are not raised enough to meet that objec- 
tive, even higher taxes will be needed to bal- 
ance the budget. 


In conclusion, I should like to empha- 
size that the committee spent many 
hours of taking testimony and careful 
deliberation in working out rate changes 
proposed in this legislation. There are 
no increases which are so high that they 
are out of line with the deficit incurred 
in handling the particular class of mail 
to be increased, or increases, which if 
placed into effect, would affect adversely 
businesses relying on the mail for their 
distribution. j 

It is time, particularly in second- and 
third-class mail, that the Congress call 
a halt to assessing the taxpayers for all 
of the increased costs for carrying the 
mail of publishers and business enter- 
prises who use the mail for a profit. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
when I have completed my statement I 
shall be glad to yield to any and all 
Members who may want to ask questions 
or who want further explanation of what 
I may have to say concerning this bill. 
The legislation under consideration to- 
day provides for increases in first-, sec- 
ond-, and third-class mail. 

First-class mail, generally speaking, is 
what is known as letter mail and post 
cards and postal cards. Second-class 
mail includes newspapers and magazines, 
and third-class mail includes, generally 
speaking, mail sent to individuals not at 
their request. Then fourth-class mail, 
not considered here,,includes, generally 
speaking, books and parcel post. 

The President’s budget message to the 
Congress in January 1951 requested ap- 
proval of legislation increasing postal 
revenues in the amount of approximately 
$361,000,000. Subsequently the Post- 
master General requested Congress to 
enact legislation, which, if made effec- 
tive, would increase revenues by 
$166,320,000 annually. 

The legislation we have before us to- 
day affecting, as I have stated, three 
classes of mail, would raise approxi- 
mately $130,000,000. During the fiscal 
year 1952, unless there is an increase in 
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postal rates, the postal deficit will be ap- 
proximately $550,000,000. This would be 
the amount of deficit without increases 
in salaries of postal employees that will 
be considered by this House within the 
next day or two. 

Faced with the prospect of even a 
larger deficit, and because of the urgent 
requests of the President and the Post 
Office Department, our committee con- 
ducted extensive and exhaustive hearings 
on H. R. 2982 in an effort to determine 
the extent to which postal rates should 
be increased. 

As the distinguished chairman of the 
House Post Office and Civil Service Com- 
mittee, Hon. Tom Murray, has pointed 
out, the larger increases in postal rates 
provided in the legislation before us af- 
fect classes of mail which have had little 
or no increases throughout the years. 

I think it is generally agreed by the 
committee that the requests by the Post 
Office Department, as well as by the 
President, were too severe, and so the 
bill as reported and now under consid- 
eration would increase postal revenues 
$123,000,000 the first year, $130,000,000 
the second year, and $138,000,000 the 
third year. 
| Agreat deal has been said about mak- 
ing the Post Office Department pay its 
way. It is not my contention, and I 
do not think it is the contention of most 
of the members of the committee, that 
we should expect to raise enough revenue 
from postal services to pay all of the 
costs of the Post Office Department. A 
number of us do feel that in view of the 
increased cost of handling the mail for 
those who use mail service for business 
and commercial purposes, they should 
be willing to pay a part of the increased 
expenses, and not charge all of it to the 
taxpayers. 

There are many compelling reasons 
for the enactment of this legislation. 
First, the Post Office Department has 
been called upon to absorb over a billion 
dollars in increased costs since 1945 over 
which the Department had no control. 
Congressional action has increased costs 
for postal employees’ salaries by ap- 
proximately $800,000,000 on an annual 
basis since 1945. In addition, since 1945, 
the Interstate Commerce Commission 
and Civil Aeronautics Board have per- 
mitted the railroads and airlines to in- 
crease their charges for transporting 
mail by about $175,000,000 annually. 

Aside from first-class letter mail and 
parcel post, the users of the facilities of 
the Post Office Department are, for the 
most part, large commercial concerns 
whose profit results from the use of 
second- and third-class mail. In addi- 
tion, 95 percent of the penny post cards 
are sent through the mails by profit- 
making commercial organizations. 

A further reason for the enactment of 
this legislation is the fact that our com- 
mittee has approved legislation which 
will presently be considered by the House 
increasing the salaries of postal em- 
ployees, and will add $250,000,000 to the 
postal deficit. 
| The bill increases from 1 cent to 2 
cents the rate on postal and post cards 
and drop letters, which will increase 
postal revenues by $51,000,000 annually. 
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Drop letters, incidentally, are those 
mailed for local delivery at post offices 
where free delivery by carrier is not 
established and when they are not col- 
lected or delivered by rural or star-route 
carrier. The committee adopted this 
increase based on the recommendation 
of the Postmaster General. I should be 
observed that the present 1-cent rate 
on postal cards is the same rate which 
was established in 1873. The Post Office 
Department is losing approximately $70,- 
000,000 a year in handling post and 
postal cards, and despite the increase 
proposed in this bill, approximately a 
$20,000,000 annual deficit will remain in 
this category of mail. 

The committee rejected the recom- 
mendations of the Post Office Depart- 
ment with respect to increasing rates on 
second-class mail. The Postmaster Gen- 
eral had proposed a 50 percent increase 
the first year, and a 25 percent increase 
for each of the two following years. 
After careful consideration, the com- 
mittee compromised and agreed that a 
20 percent increase each year for 3 years 
would be a fair solution. This decision 
to increase second-class rates was based 
on the fact that postal rates for news- 
papers and magazines are lower in the 
first three zones than they were in 1879, 
and the rates are lower in all zones than 
they were from 1920 to 1928, and lower 
than they were in 1933. 

All of the witnesses who testified in 
connection with second-class postal rates 
agreed that there should be some rate in- 
crease for newspapers and magazines. It 
seems to me that in view of the increased 
costs absorbed by publishers during re- 
cent years for advertising, labor, ma- 
terial, and operating expenses, it is not 
unreasonable to expect that at least 12 
percent of the deficit in second-class mail 
should be eliminated by increasing rates. 
The present second-class deficit is ap- 
proximately $200,000,000, and is increas- 
ing annually. At the end of the third 
year, the increase provided for in sec- 
ond-class rates will reduce this deficit by 
only $24,000,000 annually. 

Aside from the special services, the 
only other increase provided for in the 
bill relates to third-class mail, and af- 
fects mostly circular mail containing un- 
solicited advertisements from commer- 
cial profit-making organizations. The 
present deficit in third-class mail is 


- $135,000,000 annually. The legislation 


increases the 1-cent per piece minimum 
bulk mailing charge to 142 cents, which 
will increase revenues by approximately 
$35,000,000. This increase is $30,000,000 
less than that recommended by the Post- 
master General. So, without further in- 
crease in salaries or other additional cost, 
the deficit in this class of mail would 
still be more than $100,000,000. 

In accordance with the recommenda- 
tion of the Hoover Commission, the bill 
authorizes the Postmaster General to set 
the fees for special services which in- 
cludes registered, insured, c. o. d., and 
special-delivery mail. The additional 
revenue provided by increases in special 
services will amount to approximately 
$29,000,000 annually. 

The committee determined that it was 
unnecessary at this time to increase rates 
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on air mail or 3-cent letter mail which 
has not been recommended by the Post- 
master General. In addition, it exempt- 
ed books from the increase in fourth- 
class mail ordered by the Interstate 
Commerce Commission which will auto- 
matically go into effect on October 1, 
1951. This action of the ICC was taken 
upon the basis of an application for 
fourth-class rate increases made by the 
Postmaster General under a mandate 
from the Congress in the General Ap- 
propriation Act, 1951. 

In my judgment, this legislation, 
which required several weeks to prepare, 
is not only fair but necessary in view of 
the fact that the postal deficit must be 
paid from funds raised under general tax 
legislation. It is clear that to the ex- 
tent to which the deficit is not reduced, 
it will place a burden upon the Congress 
to secure additional revenues from other 
sources, principally through income 
taxes, to pay for the operation of the 
Postal Service. I have always opposed 
postal rate increases which are con- 
fiscatory or are imposed suddenly upon 
the users of the mails. In the case of 
H. R. 2982, I do not believe that its pro- 
visions are unfair in these respects. 

Some of the witnesses who opposed 
this legislation before our committee 
placed great emphasis on the fact that 
the Hoover Commission recommenda- 
tions had not been adopted in the Postal 
Service. They suggested that postal rate 
increase legislation be deferred until all 
of the recommendations of the Hoover 
Commission had been carried out. No 
one has been more active or has had a 
greater desire to initiate efficiency and 
economy in the Postal Service than I 
have. As a matter of fact, when I was 
chairman of the House Post Office and 
Civil Service Committee during the 
Eightieth Congress, our committee con- 
ducted an extensive investigation of the 
Postal Service which has resulted in 
many reforms. The recommendations 
of our committee were later adopted by 
the Hoover Commission. 

A recommendation was made by our 
committee in the Eightieth Congress to 
establish a research and development 
program in the Post Office Department. 
Subsequently, Public Law 231, Eighty- 
first Congress, was enacted which em- 
bodied this recommendation. For some 
time the Post Office Department did not 
support this suggestion, but Iam pleased 
to observe that in testimony before the 
Appropriations Committee this year the 
Department has stated that the research 
and development program has become 
the framework within which many econ- 
omies in the Postal Service are being 
placed into effect. 

When I speak of the work of the House 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv- 
ice of the Eightieth Congress, I mean 
each and every member irrespective of 
political affiliation. Any and all credit 
for accomplishments of that committee 
goes to all of its members and its capa- 
ble hard-working staff. 

During the Eightieth Congress our 
committee recommended the separation 
of the air-mail subsidy from air-mail 
pay. I was gratified when the Hoover 
Commission adopted this recommenda- 
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tion and incorporated it in the Hoover 
Commission’s report. I also observe 
that legislation to accomplish this is 
under active consideration by the other 
body and will be given careful attention 
by the Eighty-second Congress. 

During the Eightieth Congress our 
committee recommended that the 
money order and postal note be replaced 
by a simplified machine-record card, key 
punched for electrical accounting at the 
time of issue. Although this recom- 
mendation was made in 1948, it was not 
until recently that the Post Office De- 
partment abolished the postal note and 
is issuing money orders electrically key 
punched in accordance with the sugges- 
tion of our committee. 

On the basis of the committee’s inves- 
tigations during the Eightieth Congress 
it recommended the elimination of sign- 
ing and the maintenance of individual 
records on special-delivery letters. The 
committee pointed out that if an indi- 
vidual wanted a signed receipt he should 
pay the fee for registered mail. The 
Post Office Department adopted this sug- 
gestion and the savings have been over a 
million dollars annually since 1949. 

Our committee during the Eightieth 
Congress recommended an extensive 
study of the mail-sorting problems in the 
postal service. Later three pilot in- 
stallations were constructed using funds 
which were allocated for that purpose by 
the Appropriations Committees. The 
Postmaster General has advised the 
Congress that in the larger post offices 
this type of machine is practical and will 
result in considerable savings. 

Our committee also pointed out in 1948 
that revised procedures in handling, in- 
vestigating, and paying claims for loss of 
insured mail would result in savings. 
Since that time the Post Office Depart- 
ment has made substantial changes in 
its operation in accordance with the sug- 
gestion of the committee. It is signifi- 
cant to note that this year officials in the 
postal service who are responsible for 
insured mail have made such progress in 
greater efficiency that there is no deficit 
in connection with this item. 

One of the most important recommen- 
dations made by our committee in the 
Eightieth Congress was that appropriate 
action should be taken to eliminate the 
loss resulting from paying for return 
movements of empty railway mail cars. 
In 1949 a report on this subject was fur- 
nished the committee by the Comptroller 
General in which it was pointed out that 
the Post Office Department was paying 
$15,000,000 annually for such empty re- 
turn movements. In fact, the report 
showed the Department was paying more 
to “deadhead” these cars back to the 
points of origin than would have been 
paid by commercial shippers if these cars 
carried freight. This year the Interstate 
Commerce Commission has decided that 
the Post Office Department need not pay 
the railroads for “‘deadhead” space. 

In addition, our investigation during 
the Eightieth Congress showed that the 
Post Office Department should conduct a 
continuing study into the advisability of 
using every type of up-to-date and mod- 
ern device, such as tying machines, auto- 
matic conveyors, facing machines, coin- 
handling machines, distributing equip- 
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ment, and special types of containers and 
lifts. It is my understanding that under 
the Department’s research and develop- 
ment program these matters are being 
surveyed to determine what further mod- 
ernization and efficiency can be ac- 
complished. 

Even though I am satisfied that some 
progress is being made toward efficiency 
and economy in the operations of the 
postal service, nevertheless I believe that 
the moderate postal rate increases pro- 
vided for in this legislation would still be 
necessary and advisable even if the Post 
Office Department operated 100 percent 
efficiently. 

The remaining two recommendations 
of the Hoover Commission with respect 
to the postal service which have not yet 
been adopted involving Senate confirma- 
tion of postmasters and decentralization 
of the operations of the Post Office De- 
partment do not alter the compelling 
reasons for the enactment of H. R. 2982. 

I mention these things because of criti- 
cisms from time to time that our com- 
mittee should give more attention to rec- 
ommendations of the Hoover Commis- 
sion report. The membership of our 
committee is at all times willing and 
glad to consider suggestions and recom- 
mendations by any responsible groups, 
for the betterment of our Government. 

In addition, notwithstanding any type 
of cost-ascertainment system that could 
be devised, the postal rate increases pro- 
vided for in this bill would be required. 
I submit that if the cost-ascertainment 
figures for postal cards, second- and 
third-class mail which today are show- 
ing annual deficits of $70,000,000, $190,- 
000,000, and $135,000,000, respectively, 
were adjusted to take into consideration 
all of the elements which it is contended 
that they do not take into account, still 
the modest increases provided in this bill 
would be necessary. 

As I have stated before, a bill was 
originally recommended by the President 
to provide rate increases of $361,000,000 
annually. These were tapered down by 
the Post Office Department to approxi- 
mately $166,000,000. The committee 
further reduced these increases to $123,- 
000,000. Ihave not received correspond- 
ence from any individual, corporation, 
company, or enterprise stating that the 
postal rate increases contained in this 
legislation would put them out of busi- 
ness. If I thought this legislation would 
be the cause of putting people out of 
business, I would not want to support it. 
I believe it is important to enact this 
legislation if we are to consider pay in- 
creases for postal employees before the 
Congress adjourns. I trust the Mem- 
bers will support the bill. 

Mr. Chairman, this measure does rep- 
resent a considerable amount of effort 
of our committee and its capable staff. 
Undoubtedly a number of amendments 
will be offered. I hope the amendments 
may have the careful consideration of 
this committee and in its finality legis- 
lation reasonably satisfactory to this 
committee may be ar proved. 

Mr. Chairman, before concluding my 
statement I want to acknowledge the 
splendid services rendered by our ca- 
pable committee staff members, Mr. 
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George M. Moore and Mr. Fred C. Belen, 
in assisting members during the hear- 
ings and in preparation of the draft of 
the bill and report. 

I now yield to the distinguished gentle- 
man from New York, who, I am sure 
wishes to say a word about penny post 
cards, a subject which is very close to his 
heart. 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. Yes; I 
do wish to say just a word about penny 
post cards alone, although I expect to 
discuss the unreasonable doubling of 
these post cards later on. I do wish to 
say that into my office are coming a num- 
ber of complaints to the effect that news- 
papers and publications of various kinds 
are discriminated against in this bill. I 
have taken the position that if that is 
true they will simply pass on to the gen- - 
eral public the increased cost of mailing 
the publications and the people will have 
to pay for it in the end anyway. How 
does the gentleman feel about that? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. The situation 
is just simply this: If you do not increase 
the postage cost, then, of course, you are 
going to charge the additional costs I 
have discussed to the taxpayers. Under 
the provisions of this bill the taxpayer 
who gets this fine newspaper or maga- 
zine that comes to your office will pay a 
share of the additional cost. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kansas has expired. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield myself two additional minutes. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I yield to the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. JAVITS. Does the gentleman 
agree that as long as people are going 
to pay more money, like doubling the 
penny post card rate, they ought to get 
some of the service that was taken away 
from them in April, 1951? Does the 
gentleman have any assurance from the 
Postmaster General? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I do not have 
any assurance on that subject matter. 
That is presently an administrative mat- 
ter. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I yield to the 
gentlewoman from Massachusetts. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts., I 
have a telegram here from the Tubercu- 
losis Association, which represents the 
officers and organization in 45 different 
cities and towns in Middlesex County. 
They say the Senate has not exempted 
nonprofit organizations, so they will have 
to pay more for their stamps in the tu- 
berculosis campaigns. I do not know 
that the House would want to go along 
with that. Would the gentleman accept 
an amendment? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I will say to 
the gentlewoman from Massachusetts a 
proposal somewhat similar to the one 
from which she has a telegram in her 
hand was considered by the committee, 
First may I say that where those organi- 
zations are under second-class mail priv- 
ilege they continue to have very pre- 
ferred treatment, as they have at the 
present time. In the third class where 
they are affected, there are slight in- 
creases, but the committee felt that the 
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increases were so slight that the organi- 
zations affected thereby would not ob- 
ject to the slight increase that there is 
in this legislation. 

It is rather difficult, may I say to the 
gentlewoman from Massachusetts, to 
separate the particular groups she has 
in mind without including other groups 
similar in nature that would want to be 
included in the same category. May I 
say further that when the time comes, if 
the proposal is not accepted here, it is 
possible that it could be considered by a 
conference committee that will take it 
into consideration. But taking care of 
the situation is not as simple, I may say 
to the gentlewoman, as appears in that 
message. I do appreciate her interest 
in this important matter. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to add one 
more word with regard to the question of 
the Post Office Department operating 
more efficiently. Certainly, I am in fa- 
vor of seeing to it that the Post Office 
Department operates more efficiently 
and more economically wherever it can 
possibly be done. I think my record as 
a member of the committee, and as 
chairman. of the committee during the 
Eightieth Congress, would indicate that 
I have used my efforts in that direction. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. AnFruso]. 

Mr. ANFUSO. Mr. Chairman, as a 
new member of the Post Office and Civil 
Service Committee, and as a new Mem- 
ber of Congress, it is my happy privilege 
to inform the Members in general that 
I am very proud to serve on that com- 
mittee. I believe that the committee as 
a whole, headed by that distinguished 
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Mur- 
Rax], and by the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. REEs] as the ranking mem- 
ber of the minority party, and all of the 
members, both Republicans and Demo- 
crats alike, have worked as a team, as 
an American team. There has been no 
display of politics whatsoever. We have 
listened to the various individuals who 
have appeared before us representing 
different interests and all of us had in 
mind only the welfare of the taxpayers. 

The Postmaster General stated in his 
testimony before our committee that the 
postal service has had a phenomenal 
growth, especially during the last 8 years, 
In the first full year under the Consti- 
tution, when the revenue was approxi- 
mately $38,000, it served less than 4,000,- 
000 people. Today we are serving more 
than 152,000,000 people with postal rev- 
enues of approximately $1,773,000,000. 

Now what will be the expenses for 
1952? According to all of our reports 


the expenses will be $2,361,000,000, leav- © 
ing a deficit of $521,000,000. What are 


we trying to do by this particular bill? 
All that we are doing is raising the reve- 


nue approximately $137,000,000, which 


is practically a drop in the bucket. We 
will never meet the deficit of $521,000,- 
000. All of us on the committee realize 
that the Post Office Department is a 
service, and therefore it is expected that 
it will have some kind of a deficit. But 
we all believe that it is our solemn duty 
to see to it that those who use the mails 
and make a profit out of it should cer- 
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tainly try to bear their proportionate 
share of the cost. 

May I also remind the Members that 
soon, we hope next week, you will have 
before you the postal increase pay bill 
for the men and women who work in 
the post offices. That will approximate 
about $258,000,000, and we are now con- 
sidering wage increases to those who be- 
long to the great army employed by the 
Government in our civil service. So 
when we consider the expected cost to 
our Government, this increase of only 
$137,000,000, as I say, is but a drop in 
the bucket, and I want to say in all fair- 
ness to the committee that all of us have 
tried to be very fair to the users of the 
mail, but we have always had in mind 
the interest of the taxpayers. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. CORBETT]. 

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, the 
bill before us to increase postal rates is 
a bill which has very serious implica- 
tions for the people of the United States. 
We, in determining to change a rate, 
whether it be 1 per cent or 50 percent, 
must recognize that we can destroy the 
profits of a corporation, that we can put 
people out of business and out of em- 
ployment by making mistakes in what 
we are doing here today. 

As a general proposition I want to dis- 
cuss with you the matter of the deficit. 
The rate raises which have been sug- 
gested or which are proposed in this 
bill are presumably justified on the 
ground that there is a deficit anticipated 
in the Post Office Department for fiscal 
1952 of some $500,000,000 to $550,000,000. 
Well, Mr. Chairman; that simply is not 
true and nobody contends that it is true. 
The so-called deficit is made up of items 
such as this: Some $75,000,000 to $90,- 
000,000 worth of free penalty mail, some 
tens of millions of subsidies to the air- 
lines, some other millions of dollars for 
franked mail and free services of various 
sorts. 

I suppose while we cannot be anything 
more than approximate in our figures 
the actual dollar deficit for the fiscal 
year 1952 will not be over $250,000,000. 
That expected deficit could be reduced 
and probably will be reduced by the in- 
creased volume of mail which is being 
serviced. 

This point I particularly want to em- 
phasize. The money which is supposedly 
lost by the operation of the Post Office 
is lost deliberately by this Congress and 
the people of the United States because 
they want to extend services into areas 
of the country where the postal business 
simply cannot be profitable. We come in 
here and talk to you about losses in first- 
class, second-class, third-class, and 
fourth-class mail, and that is what the 
postmaster talks to us about. However, 
they do not talk to us about the fact 
that the post offices in our larger popu- 
lation centers make money. 

Mr. Chairman, we simply cannot de- 


liver mail to Little Abner and to islands 


in the Great Lakes, maintain rural routes 
of all kinds, star routes, and perform all 
kinds of services, and still make money, 
No one wants to eliminate that service, 
but why is it necessary to say to business 
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and to say to the users of the mail that 
because we want to disseminate infor- 
mation, because we want the country tied 
together economically, socially, and po- 
litically, and therefore want to extend 
the mail service everywhere possible, we 
should tax the users of the mail for that 
fine service rendered by the Govern- 
ment? 

I think we have been looking at this 
problem backward. We have never sat 
down and definitely figured out what 
part of the post-office business ought to 
be run as a business and what part of it 
run as a service which is properly charge- 
able to the Treasury of the United States. 
That job has yet to be done. Fortu- 
nately, the Senate has included in its 
rate bill a provision, the Carlson amend- 
ment, to provide a study of the whole 
operation of the Post Office and to gen- 
erate the philosophy and the conclusions 
which would allow us in the future to 
approach these problems with a much 
higher degree of intelligence and under- 
standing. 

I suppose and understand that a sim- 
ilar proposal to be made here in the 
House may be ruled out on a point of 
order. I do hope, however, that when 
this legislation finally reaches the White 
House it will contain provisions to differ- 
entiate clearly between the business and 
the service of the Post Office, and clearly 
indicate wherein we are losing money 
and wherein we are buying service. 

Mr. WITHROW. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CORBETT. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Wisconsin. 

Mr. WITHROW. Icommend the gen- 
tleman on the splendid statement he is’ 
making. May I inquire whether he in- 
tends to offer an amendment similar to 
the Carlson amendment in due time on 
the floor when we are reading the bill 
under the 5-minute rule? I certainly 
hope he does, because it is very com- 
mendable. 

Mr. CORBETT. I thank the gentle- 
man very much. I am going to offer 
that proposal. I suppose a point of order 
will be made against it, but I hope at 
least to have time to explain it further, 
I appreciate the gentleman’s assistance. 

I want to add one other thing because 


the time is a bit brief, and I do not want 


to impose upon the time of the mem- 
bership too lengthily. There is a minor- 
ity report on this legislation, which is 
avaliable to the membership, I defi- 
nitely recommend to you that you read 
it. It is brief; it is to the point. I be- 
lieve for your general understanding of 
postal-rate legislation, you will find it 
helpful. 

Two members of the minority did sup- 
port this legislation. The rest of them 
voted against reporting the bill out, not 
because we are opposed to some in- 
creases in rates at this time, but because 
we have differences of opinion as to 
where those rate increases should come. 
We are particularly disturbed, of course, 
about the sizable increase in second- 
and third-class rates. We feel they do 
come too abruptly, and in too great 
quantity. We feel that if this legisla- 
tion is passed, we are going to do tre- 
mendous harm to the periodicals and the 
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newspapers of the country. We think 


some reasonable care should be exercised , 


regarding that. Some of us feel that 
regarding third-class increases as pro- 
posed in this bill that for many busi- 
nesses it will mean simply the end of 
their present procedure of advertising 


by direct mail. We will go into that in 


much more detail tomorrow. But, 
simply to say, Oh, well, we are just rais- 
ing the rate on a third-class piece of 
mail from one penny to a penny and a 
half”—that is easy. But, when you rec- 
ognize that a business or company which 
is paying $100,000 postage suddenly has 
its postal bill increased by $50,000, and 
that $50,000 is caused by the half-penny 
increase, very often that will mean the 
difference between a profitable enter- 
prise and bankruptcy. 

I think one other thing needs to be 
noted. They say that this bill will pro- 
duce at the end of 3 years some $138,- 
000,000. Let us remember that on Oc- 
tober 1 of this year, fourth-class rates 
as ordered by the Interstate Commerce 
Commission will increase by $104,000,- 
000, making a total increase in the two 
proposals of $242,000,000. That is a 
sizable tax to be levied on the users of 
the mail. It is a tax, some portion of 
which I agree with the ranking member 
of the minority party, we are going to 
have to pass to justify—or rather I 
should say, to make possible—not to 
justify because the justification is self- 
evident—the salary increases which will 
necessarily be voted this session of the 
Congress. However, the chief point I 
would like to leave with the membership 
is that the finest service rendered by 
the Government of the United States to 
the people of this country has been the 
postal service. It has not only helped 
to weld the Nation together and dis- 
seminate information, but because it has 
been maintained at a low rate, it has 
brought into existence new businesses; 
it has made it possible for other busi- 
nesses to be profitable. Because of its 
enormous contribution to the economic 
well-being of the United States, the 
resulting taxes certainly have justified 
the procedure. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania has ex- 
pired, 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield the gentleman five additional 
minutes. 

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, in 
closing may I say that while we some- 
times disagree a little sharply on these 
points, our ultimate job is not simply to 
have dollars match dollars, and income 
match outgo in the Post Office Depart- 
ment. If that were the situation we 
would be here advocating that a lot of 
fourth-class offices be closed. We would 
be here advocating the stoppage of cer- 
tain rural routes. But in the Post Of- 
fice Department we are not trying to 
run a profitable business. We are trying 
to promote a service which, in turn, 
promotes the economic, political, and 
social well-being of these United States. 
It has done that in the past, and unless 
we are reckless it will continue to do so 
in the future. 
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Mr. REES of Kansas. 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CORBETT. I yields 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I think it should 
be explained, in respect to these free 
services that we have mentioned, that 
from the $550,000,000 we are talking 
about we do have the penalty privilege 
used by the departments of Government 
amounting to approximately $81,000,- 
000. The estimated cost of franked ma- 
terial that is talked about so much is 
comparatively small. It is $1,500,000, 
The cost of handling these free-in- 
county publications is $12,000,000. Then 
the cost of handling free-for-blind mail 
is 8400,000. The cost, in excess of reve- 
nues, for handling publications for pro- 
fessional, religious, and educational in- 
stitutions amounts to $13,500,000. Mis- 
cellaneous nonpostal items, services per- 
formed by the Civil Service Commission 
selling documentary stamps, $3,000,000, 
and subsidies to operators of domestic 
and foreign airlines, $50,000,000, making 
a total of $161,400,000. So that the true 
deficit, which the gentleman is talking 
about, would then, after deducting these 
items, still be $390,000,000. 

Mr. CORBETT. Iam glad the gentle- 
man rose to present those figures, some of 
which I believe will be larger. How- 
ever, rather than argue with the gentle- 


Mr. Chairman, 


man, I would like to reemphasize, what 


apparently a great many people do not 
know, that the cost of penalty mail as 
used by the executive offices for the past 
year, or estimated for fiscal 1952, is $81,- 
000,000, as compared with the much 
talked about franking privilege of some- 
thing over a million dollars. The point 
Iam trying to make regarding the deficit 
is that over and above the exact dollars 
that you might suggest from the esti- 
mated deficit, are those unestimatable 
dollars worth of services which are ren- 
dered to various sections of the country 
and to various groups, and so on, which 
are hard to measure. So I cannot give 
an accurate dollar estimate, but I do be- 
lieve that if we ever did a job of separat- 
ing services which we deliberately render 
at a loss, and take them out of this defi- 
cit, there would be mighty little of the 
deficit left. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. We still have 
$390,000,000 which is not so little, and 
we are about to add $250,000,000, which is 
a considerable amount, 

Mr.CORBETT. The gentleman would 
not say that when we purchase $168,000,- 
000 worth of potatoes and destroy them 
that that is a deficit? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Well, I do not 
know what else it would be. 

Mr. CORBETT. It is a waste of 
money, it is a waste of potatoes, but when 
we in the Post Office decide to perform 
certain services, you cannot charge that 
off as a deficit to the Post Office. It is 
something that should be charged to the 
United States Treasury. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania has again 
expired. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 17 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from West Virginia [Mr. Burn- 
SIDE]. 
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Mr. BURNSIDE. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to speak about the increase for 
newspapers and magazines proposed un- 
der H. R. 2982, as recommended by the 
House Post Office and Civil Service Com- 
mittee. I want to go into some figures 
and then show you some charts which I 
think may clear up some of the questions 
that have been raised. 

Newspaper and magazine publishers, 
both large and small, are bombarding 
Congress with statements to. oppose the 
postal rate increases contained in H. R. 
2982, as recommended to the House of 
Representatives. They state that the 
postal rate increase which will be 60 per- 
cent on circulation outside the county, 
even spread over three annual increases 
of 20 percent each, will present the pub- 
lishing industry with the direst conse- 
quences even though if the increase is 
placed into effect it will represent not 
much more than 10 percent of the loss 
the Post Office Department is experienc- 
ing in handling newspapers and maga- 
zines, which is aproximately $200,000,000. 
Let me say here that the 20-percent in- 
crease which will be less than $8,000,000 
collected the first year and less than 
$24,000,000 for the 3 years, will be only 
about 10 percent of the deficit that the 
Post Office is having from handling this 
second-class mail. By this amendment 
in this section we are taking up just 
about one-tenth of the slack that needs 
to be taken up. Now, if that is not mod- 
est I do not know what the word “mod- 
est” means. This leaves nine-tenths of 
the subsidy still enjoyed by the publish- 
ing industry. And, mind you, the most 
severe critics of Congress have been the 
newspapers and magazines, criticizing 
us for subsidizing this industry and that 
industry and this business and that 
business. 

You know we receive letter after letter 
from newspaper people and editorial 
after editorial is written condemning the 
Congress for subsidizing this and that 
industry; not only that, they are talk- 
ing about socializing this and that indus- 
try, yet they are the chief ones who have 
received subsidies. I think it is getting 
a little ridiculous; but we have, as I said, 
been bombarded by one lobbyist after 
another, as the good gentleman over 
there who has been on the committee 
for many Congresses and knows it so 
very well, the gentleman from Kansas 
[Mr. Rees] and our fine chairman, Mr. 
Tom Murray, over on this side—we have 
been constantly bombarded against 
granting this subsidy and that subsidy, 
yet they come to us now and say that 
they are special people and that we 
should take care of them. That does not 
look good; that does not look good to the 
American taxpayer who has to pay the 
bill; it does not look good to us as 
Members of the House who have to deal 
with the question. 

Let us now look at some of these fig- 
ures, some of these deficits we have been 
worrying about; and I want to say for 
the committee that the staff of the com- 
mittee has worked tirelessly, worked 
hard on this bill; and the members of 
the committee—we have gotten along 
handsomely in our discussions, trying 
our best to reconcile differences—the 
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gentleman from North Dakota IMr. 
Burpick] and the gentlewoman from 
New York [Mrs. St. Georce] trying our 
best to work out a solution to this prob- 
lem. I believe we have worked out a 
very good bill, especially my good friend 
over there from Kentucky. 

Mr. GOLDEN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURNSIDE. I yield. 

Mr. GOLDEN. Is it not true that 
there is only a small difference concern- 
ing the rate on second-class mail, that 
a number of members of the committee 
wanted it made 15 percent each year 
instead of 20? 

Mr. BURNSIDE. The gentleman is 
correct. 

Mr. GOLDEN. And is it not further 
true that many publishers of second- 
class matter came before our committee 
and acknowledged that there should be 
some increase, that it was fair that there 
should be some increase? 

Mr. BURNSIDE. That is right. They 
asked for only a 10 percent increase 
each year which would have yielded 
slightly less than $4,000,000 and over the 
3-year period it would have made it 
slightly less than $12,000,000—that 
amount to restore well over $200,000,000. 
We cannot balance twelve millions 
against two-hundred-some-odd millions. 

Mr. GOLDEN. And is it not true that 
we gave these publishers not only a fair 
hearing but that we sat there for 6 
weeks and went into their problems try- 
ing to realize that they did render a 
great service to the American people, 
but at the same time trying to take up 
some of the slack in this business? 
Mr. BURNSIDE. The gentleman is 
entirely correct. The Postmaster Gen- 
eral asked for a 100-percent increase, 
Finally we compromised in between 
those figures, between 10 and 100 per- 
cent, and arrived at an increase of 60 
percent. 

Deficits in the postal service must be 
made up from the general funds or, in 
the final analysis, by the taxpayers. 
Publishers claim that even absorbing 10 
percent of the deficit will place them in 
bankruptcy. It follows that the huge 
fortunes that have been built up in the 
publishing industry must likewise be at- 
tributed to a great extent to postage 
rates which are below the cost of han- 
dling. One publisher who was on the 
brink of financial disaster during the 
depression has left a fortune of more 
than $200,000,000. 

He borrowed from his young lady 
friend $1,000,000, started up in business 
again and soon he had $200,000,000 to 
leave in his estate, a pretty nice in- 
come, I think. This same publishing 
organization is strongly opposed to a 
postal-rate increase, 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURNSIDE. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. Is the gentleman speak- 
ing of the Hearst newspapers? 

Mr. BURNSIDE. Yes. 

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman is aware 
of the fact that the Hearst newspaper 
is one of the smallest users of the mail 
among the metropolitan newspapers of 
the country? 
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Mr. BURNSIDE. It uses the mail— 
especially for magazines. I do not know 
to what extent, but, as a matter of fact, 
they are not going out of business, as 
the good gentleman knows. They did 
all right for themselves. 

Mr. SUTTON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURNSIDE. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Tennessee. 

Mr. SUTTON. Does the gentleman 
say that the deficit on second-class mail 
is $200,00C,000 a year? 

Mr. BURNSIDE. About. 

Mr. SUTTON. Two hundred million 
dollars. And this increase is how much? 

Mr. BURNSIDE. We are increasing 
the rates 20 percent each year, which 
will recover $24,000,000. 

Mr. SUTTON. And we will still have 
over $176,000,000 of a deficit in the sec- 
ond-class mail? 

Mr. BURNSIDE. It is about $200,- 
000,000. I will give the gentleman the 
exact figure later. 

Another publishing organization, whose 
general manager protested strongly 
against any postal-rate increases and 
who has stated that the increases will 
do serious harm and inflict an injustice 
on newspapers and magazines, has itself 
done rather well. This publishing or- 
ganization was started in 1922 by a man 
and his wife on a borrowed $500. There 
has never been any stock sold to anyone 
and in 1949, the company had a capital 
and surplus of $6,000,000 and was show- 
ing a net profit after taxes of $700,000 a 
year. 

I am not attacking that company. I 
read its publication. I am not attacking 
it at all. I am really trying to give the 
story to the taxpayers of this country. 
That same publication sends three of its 
magazines, including the Reader's Di- 
gest, all over the United States and its 
possessions for 1 cent. I repeat, three of 
its magazines throughout the United 
States and its possessions for 1 cent in 
these high-cost days. Is that not a very 
low figure and is it not stating the situa- 
tion rather mildly? 

Another company, one of the largest 
publishers, in 1940 had operating ex- 
penses of $33,000,000. In 1949, they had 
operating expenses of $94,000,000. Their 
net income in 1940 was slightly over 
$2,000,000 and in 1949 was over $5,000,000. 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURNSIDE. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. The 
gentleman states, and rightly so, that 
these publications he mentioned are well 
able from a financial standpoint to stand 
the increase, but does not the gentleman 
feel they will pass these increased costs 
on to the consuming public; so it will be 
the public that will have to stand the in- 
creased burden instead of the millionaire 
newspaper publishers? 

Mr. BURNSIDE. Not necessarily, as 
the gentleman from New York knows. 

Mr. SUTTON. I think the public 
should know, since the gentleman has 
said that the Reader’s Digest can send 
three of its magazines out over the United 
States for 1 cent, that if the increase is 
60 percent they can still send three 
Reader’s Digests throughout the United 
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States and its possessions for less than 
2-cents. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. Correct. 

Mr. SUTTON. So if they raise the 
price an additional nickel we will know 
who is gypping the public. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. That is right. In 
other words, this company has been able 
to absorb more than $50,000,000 annually. 
Here is the point: Why, they say that 
they can absorb other costs, but when it 
comes to Uncle Sam they say to Uncle 
Sam, “Give me more, give me more,” and 
that is the way it has been going on for 
a number of years. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURNSIDE, I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Missouri. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I wonder if the 
distinguished gentleman knows what the 
Readers Digest charged for a copy when 
it began publication in 1922? 

Mr. BURNSIDE. Offhand I do not 
recall. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Twenty-five cents. 
Does the gentleman know if they still 
charge the same amount? 

Mr. BURNSIDE, And they are to be 
commended for a nice magazine. I like 
the magazine and I read it, but at the 
same time we have to think of the tax- 
payers. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Does that not 
seem to indicate, at least, that a great 
deal of that profit has been plowed right 
back into the public service that that 
publication is trying to render, and is not 
that same thing true of a number of 
publications? 

Mr. BURNSIDE. I think the gentle- 
man also has to think in terms of the 
taxpayers. It is a good magazine, as I 
said, and they can take this other small 
additional sum without being hurt at all. 

Mr. SUTTON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. BURNSIDE. I yield. 

Mr. SUTTON. I do not think the gen- 
tleman meant to cast any refiection on 
the Reader’s Digest, but it was cited as 
an example. If they raise the price of 
Life or Time, or any other magazine, 
then the people should know. It is not 
simply pointing out the Readers Digest. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. That is right; and I 
am not pointing out any other magazine 
and newspapers and condemning them. 
What I am trying to do is to point out 
the situation as it exists. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURNSIDE. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Michigan. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Will the gentleman 
agree with me in this general statement 
to the effect that the tax burden on our 
people has now grown so great that no 
man, no corporation, no partnership, no 
proprietorship is entitled to ask for spe- 
cial benefits until they have first carried 
their share of the burden? 

Mr. BURNSIDE. I think the gentle- 
man is entirely correct. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I think that is what 
the gentleman is trying to convey. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. That is right. In 
other words, this company has been able 
to absorb more than $50,000,000 annu- 
ally in operating expense increase and 
net income by more than $3,000,000 and 
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claims that it cannot absorb an increase 
in its postage costs less than the in- 
crease of any other comparable costs 
which they have absorbed. 

Now I have some other things that I 
would like to present. I see that my 
time is coming to an end, but I want to 
point to some charts that might make 
some of this much clearer: 

Reading portion (also advertising portion 
when it does not exceed 5 percent of the total 
space). 


This is second class and this is the 
1879 charges. I am making those com- 
parisons in 1932 and comparisons in 
1934. They arerather small. Now read- 
ing across here: 

Advertising portion when it exceeds 5 per- 
cent of the total space. 


Notice this here. See in 1879 how 
much it was. Here are the first and sec- 
ond zones, which take in 300 miles. 
Down here is advertising space. This is 
the order in 1934. See how much less? 
Here is an important statement for us to 
consider, that your newspapers and mag- 
azines are paying from 25 to 40 percent 
less than in 1933, in the bottom of the 
depression. When other costs are going 
up and up, here they are paying less, 25 
to 40 percent less than in 1933. That is 
startling. And when we discovered that 
in our committee you heard the “ahs” of 
the members of the committee. Un- 
fortunately the other members did not 
understand that picture before or they 
would have done something about it. As 
a matter of fact they did, but the other 
body failed to do something about it be- 
fore, and I want to compliment the gen- 
tleman for putting the bill through the 
last time. We would have had much less 
subsidy if the other body had done what 
we did. 

Let us run over here to the first and 
second zonés. That takes it up to 300 
miles in the first and second, as com- 
pared with over here. 

Now let us shift and take another 
chart. Second-class mail matter: 
Revenues, expenditures, and losses for 
the fiscal years 1930 and 1950. 

Look at your expenditures for 1940 as 
compared with your expenditures from 
1930 to 1950. They have jumped from 
a little over $110,000,000 in expenditures 
in the Post Office Department to 
$230,000,000. 

Look at your revenues. Your revenues 
in 1940 were about $29,000,000. Look at 
your revenues now; about $40,000,000. 
What a comparison. Look at this com- 
parison in the way of expenditures and 
look at this one in the way of revenues, 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURNSIDE. I yield to the gentle- 
man from West Virginia. 

Mr. BAILEY. I commend my col- 
league from West Virginia on his indus- 
try and thoughtfulness in the prepara- 
tion of these detailed statistics. I am 
curious to know if the gentleman figured 
out what part of the $200,000,000 estate 
of William Randolph Hearst was made 
up of such subsidies, 

Mr. BURNSIDE. I could not answer 
the gentleman. 
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Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURNSIDE. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Missouri. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I am greatly in- 
terested in the gentleman's presentation 
of the increased expenditures of the Post 
Office Department, 

Mr. BURNSIDE. This is on second 
class, now. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. It is on second- 
class matter. Does the gentleman have 
any figures in regard to the increased 
cost of the Post Office Department over 
a period of years as compared to the in- 
creased cost of the State Department or 
the Department of Agriculture or others 
of these great services of our Govern- 
ment? 

Mr. BURNSIDE. I have not gone into 
those details because I have not had a 
chance to go into them in detail. 

We have another chart here, mail 
and express rates on magazines and 
periodicals registered in the post office 
as second-class matter. This is Decem- 
ber 1933 as compared with December 
1950. The solid bars here, this red bar 
and this green bar, represent second- 
class-mail rates. Notice that it was 
more in 1933 than in 1950. Otherwise 
now you have a decrease in second-class 
matter, as I stated a few minutes ago, a 
25- to 40-pereent decrease when every- 
thing else is going up. Notice your 
shaded bars representing express rates, 
express rates in 1933 as compared with 
rates in 1950. Compare these now with 
your zone rates. That gives a startling 
over-all figure of 25 to 40 percent. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 8 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from New York [Mrs. St. GEORGE]. 

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Mr. Chairman, 
in speaking on the present bill I will 
be repeating something that I have said 
practically every year since I have been 
a Member of the Congress. I feel we 
have never decided exactly what we 
expect of the Post Office Department. 
I do not think we have ever made up 
our minds as to whether it is to be a 
service department or a business depart- 
ment. I think until that matter is 
settled once and for all we are going 
to go on as we have been going, trying 
every year to cut off a little of this 
deficit—never accomplishing the task. 
In fact, it reminds me very much of a 
cartoon I saw this morning on the 
subject of Government spending. The 
cartoon showed a caricature of a colossal 
dragon. Way down in the corner was 
a little, tiny man labeled Congress.“ 
He was whittling away a little, tiny 
bit of the dragon's tail, saying, “I only 
hope I can make this stick.” Of course, 
that is very funny. But we know it does 
not accomplish very much. It does 
serve, however, as an irritant to a great 
many people. Our committee has been 
laboring for exactly 9 months—you know 
you usually can accomplish a good deal 
in that period of time. We have been 
laboring, as I said, for exactly 9 months 
to bring out this legislation. Now we 
are going to have to bring out another 
piece of legislation, which is also long 
overdue, that is a raise in the salaries 
of postal workers. The rough figures 
I have on this are as follows; We now 
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have a postal deficit of $550,000,000. We 
are going to have to raise the postal 
salaries by at least $250,000,000. I am 
not at all sure that even that is going 
to be enough in view of the rise in the 
cost of living. So, we will end the next 
fiscal year with a deficit, even if we 
accept all that is written in this bill, 
which, frankly, is very little—it is only 
$138,000,000—as I say, we will end the 
next fiscal year with a deficit of $664,- 
000,000 instead of $550,000,000. This 
will probably go on and on. I am very 
happy that my colleague the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania has brought out the 
question of having a permanent board 
within the Post Office Department to 
study the questions of rates and fees, 
and to do all this spade work which, 
quite frankly, no congressional commit- 
tee can do, no matter how conscien- 
tious it may be. I yield to no one in 
saying there is no more conscientious 
and no more nonpolitical committee in 
the House of Representatives than this 
great Committee on the Post Office and 
Civil Service. But it is impossible. We 
keep on repeating the same thing year 
after year. I have frequently told the 
chairman and the ranking minority 
member that if for any reason some 
witness is prevented from appearing on 
account of illness or other emergency, 
I would be very happy to substitute for 
him or her. I could give their testi- 
mony verbatim—and I have only been 
here 6 years. So we do go on in this 
way year after year, never accomplish- 
ing a great deal. It seems to me, in the 
final analysis, perhaps it would be better 
to make up our minds that the Post 
Office Department is, and should be, a 
service branch of the Government; that 
it disseminates literature; that it is, 
therefore, an educational branch of our 
Government, and that as it is spending 
more money all the time—and it is and 
it needs must—by the same token it 
must furnish better service all the time. 
I am not entirely sure that is being ac- 
complished. We are told that the Post 
Office Department is doing all it can, but 
I submit to the Members of the House, 
and to you, Mr. Chairman, that there are 
many recommendations of the Hoover 
report which have not yet been carried 
out. These reports should be studied 
more carefully by the heads of the De- 
partment. The Department, while it is 
spending the taxpayers’ money, should 
at least be able to go to the taxpayers 
and say, True, we are spending at the 
rate of $664,000,000 a year for this sery- 
ice, but we are giving you the best postal 
service in the world.” This is not true 
today. The postal service in England, 
Canada, and Belgium is in many ways 
superior to our postal service. 

I am reliably informed that in all of 
those countries they have between three 
and five deliveries a day. 

Another thing about this department 
in those countries: They do end their 
fiscal year showing a very slight profit. 
Personally, I am not interested in having 
the Post Office Department show a profit. 
I am not at all sure that it is necessary 
for the Post Office Department to even 
break even, but I do think with the money 
that is being spent in the Department it 
could be modernized, and could be 
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streamlined, There is no department of 
Government, there is no private business, 
there is no profession that is not capable 
of improvement. For that reason it 
seems that at this time, when we are 
asked to spend this money, we do have a 
right to ask for these improvements. 

Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Iyield to the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. CANFIELD. Is it not true that 
the Post Office Department of the United 
States has been resistant to change, mod- 
ernization, and mechanization, even to 
action on employees’ suggestions for im- 
provements of the service? 

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. I think the gen- 
tleman is quite correct, from what I have 
seen. I do not think the Department has 
been as forward-looking, let us say, as 
it should be. 

Mr, REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
will the géntlewoman yield? 

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. I yield to my dis- 
tinguished colleague from Kansas. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. The gentlewo- 
man from New York has discussed the 
question of a board within the Post Office 
Department, or at least within the Gov- 
ernment, to study the problems of im- 
provement in the postal service. I just 
want to say for the Recorp that the gen- 
tlewoman from New Yerk herself has 
submitted legislation on that subject 
matter and has given it a great deal of 
careful study. She is to be commended 
for the effort she has made in that re- 
spect. 

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. I thank the gen- 
tleman for the very generous contribu- 
tion. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentlewoman from New York has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr, 
RHODES]. 

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, this 
bill, H. R. 2982, is a good bill, It came 
out of the House Post Office and Civil 
Service Committee after many weeks of 
hearings, study, and debate. It calls for 
an increase in postal rates which would 
raise approximately $138,000,000. This 
is a very moderate approach toward cut- 
ting down on the big postal deficit which 
now amounts to more than $500,000,- 
000 annually. 

I want to pay a tribute at this time 
to our distinguished chairman [Mr. 
Morray] for his untiring efforts in pre- 
paring legislation that is a sound and 
fair compromise on this problem. I do 
not believe that there is any person who 
is better informed on postal legislation 
and postal problems than the gentleman 
from Tennessee. Our chairman frank- 
ly told you about the merits of this legis- 
lation and I hope he will have your sup- 
port on passage of the bill. 

I also want to pay my respects to the 
minority leader of our committee, Mr. 
Rees, the gentleman from Kansas. He 
is also an expert on postal matters and 
one of the best informed Members of 
the Congress on postal legislation. He 
has performed a great service in help- 

ing to prepare this bill. 
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This proposal should appeal to all who 
favor sound economy in Government 
service. I realize that the postal deficit 
does not give a true picture of post 
office management, but there is no doubt 
in my mind that postage rates should 
be set much nearer to the cost of serv- 
ice than the present law now provides. 
I agree with the gentleman from Kan- 
sas that we cannot hope to completely 
eliminate the postal deficit, but I do be- 
lieve that a better system can be devised 
so that subsidies are not included in 
the deficit and a true picture of the 
service is made possible. 

There has been much criticism about 
post office management and post office 
service. Yet I believe that the post office 
system is an outstanding and shining ex- 
ample of free enterprise in this Nation 
of ours. It-is the biggest single busi- 
ness in the world. Its enormous size 
puts a heavy responsibility on the Post- 
master General and his staff. But de- 
spite the magnitude of the task the 
performance of the Postal Department 
has been superb and the service is most 
reliable. Postmaster General Jesse 
Donaldson, upon whom the major re- 
sponsibility for this task now falls, de- 
serves much credit for his work as the 
present head of the Post Office Depart- 
ment. 

The Department has long been a 
whipping boy by the opponents of this 
great public enterprise. I wonder some- 
times if some of these critics really 
want the post office service to show up 
in the black. Actually the red ink which 
does show is largely because of services 
to other departments of Government, 
and because of subsidies to newspapers, 
magazines, and other private enter- 
prises. 

The postal rate bill now before us pro- 
poses only a mild cut in the second-class 
subsidies. It calls for a 60-percent in- 
crease in rates for magazines and news- 
papers, over a 3-year period, a boost of 
20 percent for each year. The Postmas- 
ter General recommended a 100-percent 
increase in this class to be spread over a 
3-year period. According to figures from 
the Post Office Department, it would re- 
quire a 500-percent boost in second-class 
rates for newspapers and magazines to 
bring in enough revenue to meet the cost 
of the service and to eliminate the sub- 
sidy. 

The increase proposed in this bill is 
extremely modest in view of these facts. 
The Senate bill calls for a 10-percent 
hike in newspaper rates and 20 percent 
for magazines. I suspect that an 
amendment like that will also be intro- 
duced in the House. If so, it should be 
defeated. If this Congress is sincerely 
interested in sound economy we will op- 
pose any reduction in rates below the 
amount proposed in the committee bill. 

I am inclined to believe that there 
should be an increase above what the 
committee bill calls for, but I doubt 
whether such an economy move would 
be accepted. 

This bill does not propose to increase 
the present 3-cent rate for letter postage 
as does the Senate bill. The Post Office 
Department shows a gain in the handling 
of this first-class matter. It would be 
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gross discrimination to boost the letter 
rate to 4 cents, an increase of 33% per- 
cent, and to hike second class only 20 
percent for this year. 

It does not make good sense to boost 
the rate on letter postage which already 
pays its way and then to ask for a 
smaller increase in second class where 
the losses are tremendous and which 
amount to such a large part of the total 
postal deficit. 

The Congress determines the postal 
rates and decides on subsidies. Con- 
gress decides the amount of appropria- 
tions for the post office. This naturally 
limits the Postmaster General in doing 
what he may think best for efficient 
management of the Department and the 
postal service. 

If the Department cannot charge rates 
sufficient to meet the cost of operation 
and is denied adequate appropriations, 
the Postmaster General has no other 
way than to limit or curtail the postal 
service. I have opposed the curtailment 
of the postal service made last year be- 
cause I believe it causes unnecessary de- 
lays in mail deliveries. 

I do not believe the savings are suf- 
ficient to warrant this cut in the service. 
There may be some justification for this 
service cut if there is a manpower short- 
age in the Nation but I find no indica- 
tion of such a shortage. There are mil- 
lions of persons in this country who are 
desirous of working and who are job- 
less, but who are not wanted in indus- 
try because they are 40 or 45 years of 
age and over. This situation results in 
a real loss in potential productive power 
which should be utilized both by private 
industry and also by Government. 

There are many partially disabled 
handicapped persons who are also capa- 
ble of performing essential service and 
who are desirious of getting jobs. As 
long as millions of these able and willing 
workers are available there is no need 
for cutting essential public service. 

This bill is a rate bill and I believe that 
the proposals contained in H. R. 2982 
should be adopted and that no further 
increase should be made in first-class 
postage unless we are willing to adjust 
upward the second-class rates. 

Postal pay increase legislation will fol- 
low action on this rate bill. I am sure 
that every member of this committee 
agrees that postal employees, and in fact 
all other Federal employees, are entitled 
to a salary increase at this time. It is 
long overdue. This is especially true of 
workers in lower pay brackets who find 
it most difficult to keep their families on 
a decency level because of high living 
costs. Š 

We are going to raise postal pey. I 
hope that the increase will be adequate 
enough to meet the needs of these faith- 
ful and hard-working Government em- 
ployees. And if we are interested in 
sound economy and in a fair and modest 
effort to cut down the postal deficit, we 
should pass the rate bill without any 
crippling amendments. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. WITHROW]. 

Mr. WITHROW. Mr. Chairman, first 
of all I think we ought to bear in mind 
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that the postal department is a service 
department. We have had many im- 
provements in transportation, likewise in 
television and radio, but there is no sub- 
stitute for our postal service. It is in- 
deed a service department in every sense 
of the word and I do not believe that our 
founding fathers ever intended that the 
department should pay its own way. 

Mr. Chairman, I am particularly in- 
terested in secor.d-class mail. Under the 
provisions of H. R. 2982 there will be 
an increase in the first year of 20 per- 
cent, in the second year of 20 percent, 
and in the third year of 20 percent, a 
total increase of 60 percent. That is a 
drastic increase. 

There are certain exemptions in the 
second-class mail, for instance the free- 
in-county. I am just going to give you 
an example of how that free-in-county 
provision does not mean nearly as much 
as appears upon the surface. 

In my congressional district in Wis- 
consin I have 58 weekly newspapers and 
two dailies. I believe it is an average 
congressional district There are ten 
counties in my congressional district. 
Those 10 counties have weekly papers 
that are entitled to the free-in-county 
privilege. However, a large portion of 
the circulation of those weekly papers 
is outside of the county the paper is pub- 
lished in, and therefore they pay the nor- 
mal rate on that portion out of county. 
I made a survey in my, district, which 
is an average district, and I find that in 
the last 10 years there has been a turn- 
over of weekly newspapers in my dis- 
trict of 36 percent, which indicates just 
one thing, that they are not making very 
much money; which indicates just one 
thing, that they cannot stand any in- 
crease in postal rates. It means a great 
deal to these small weekly papers to have 
their postal rates increased by 60 per- 
cent. What prevails in my congressional 
district I believe prevails all over the 
United States, and probably with more 
force in some districts. 

A great deal has been said about maga- 
zines. When we speak of magazines we 
naturally think of Life, Collier’s, the 
Saturday Evening Post or the Reader's 
Digest. But when one thinks of maga- 
zines in a realistic sort of view, the typi- 
cal units in the magazine industry are 
not large publishing enterprises. which 
have been called to your. attention to- 
day. Of the approximately 1,900 gen- 
eral, professional, and industrial maga- 
zines published in the United States only 
88 have a mail circulation of over 250,- 
OO. Of 207 magazines whose figures 
were reported to our committee, none 
have a circulation of over 200,000; their 
average age is 33 years; their average 
circulation is 24,000. Thirty-eight per- 
cent had a net loss in 1950. Fifty percent 
earned less than $30,000 in 1950. Nine 
percent earned between $30,000 and $75,- 
000. Three percent earned over $75,000. 

Why do you want to undermine the 
economy of the small magazines cf this 
country who are performing a wonder- 
ful service? And, they are good maga- 
zines. I do not hold it against Collier's 
and the other large magazines because 
they are making money, not at all, and 
I certainly think that they should not 
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be held up to scorn before this august 
body at this particular time. They too 
are performing a great service. 

The misinformation abroad even in 
highest places, about the Postal Depart- 
ment is appalling. I sat through com- 
mittee hearing after committee hearing 
on the subject of postal rates, and of all 
the complex subjects, rate-making is the 
worst. The figures upon which the so- 
called deficit is based are subject to many 
interpretations; if you take one view, you 
can say that the deficit is $500,000,000. 
If you take another view, you can say 
that the Post Oifice Department is the 
least expensive of any large Government 
Department torun. If you take another 
view, you can say that first-class mail 
pays its way and everything else loses; 
or you can say that you just cannot sep- 
arate first-class mail from the other 
classes, and that the whole service loses. 
We never have determined how much of 
the Post Office is a business and how 
much is a service. We just do not have 
enough information to legislate drastic 
rate increases at this time. When the 
Senate passed Senate bill 1046, it in- 
cluded the Carlson resolution which had 
been joined in by other Members of the 
Senate Post Office and Civil Service 
Committee, in addition to Senator CARL- 
son. The Carison resolution provides 
for a joint study by the House and Sen- 
ate Post Office and Civil Service Commit- 
tees of the entire postal structure so that 
long-range permanent postal policies 
can be established. I hope that my col- 
league, Congressman CORBETT, will seek 
to amend House bill 2982 by including 
his amendment, which is identical to the 
Carlson resolution, as part of this rate 
bill. 

Testimony before our committee 
showed that any increase, even small in- 
creases, will have serious effects upon 
many businesses. Certainly this is not 
the time to enact drastic increases, par- 
ticularly when the information we have 
has not been expertly analyzed. Never- 
theless, we must legislate some increases 
now; and when we pass increases, we 
must pass them across the board without 
special favor. 

The press is the press, whether it is a 
magazine or a newspaper. When the 
Senate passed its postal rate bill it raised 
newspapers 30 percent and magazines 60 
percent. You will note that our com- 
mittee has made no such recommenda- 
tion: In the entire history of second- 
class, never has such an arbitrary dis- 
tinction been drawn. The power to 
tax—and postal rates are a tax—is the 
power to destroy. Never has there been 
a time in our history when we needed a 
freer expression of ideas and informa- 
tion The press is the press, whether it 
comes in a magazine or in a newspaper 
and who is going to say what is a maga- 
zine and what is a newspaper? In Ar- 
gentina the pressure of the Government 
has been used to destroy La Prensa, one 
of the greatest vehicles of expression in 
this hemisphere. We must not start 
with postal rates and let that happen 
here, 

Once we start classifying the press, 
who is going to draw the line at where 
we stop? For example, reference has 
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been made to big magazines as typical 
of the magazine industry. Of course 
there are big magazines. They are the 
ones we think of, but for every big one 
there are innumerable small ones and 
they are published in every State of the 
Union. You see the big ones on the 
newsstands and if we legislate any 60 
percent rate increase, you will see more 
of them on the newsstands, because they 
will stop using the mails as much as 
they can. As usual the small enterprise, 
the small magazine, which are not the 
kind of magazines that sell on news- 
stands, will have to bear the brunt of this 
increase. How in the world can we jus- 
tify increase of 60 percent for a small 
magazine published in Wisconsin, my 
State, and an increase for the New York 
Times of 30 percent? The best infor- 
mation we have is that the small maga- 
zines can least afford it. 

Yes, the press is the press whether it 
comes in a magazine or in a newspaper 
and the information distributed in one 
form or the other is of equal importance 
to the person who receives it. I favor 
a 10-percent, 10-percent, and 10-percent 
increase over a period of 3 years, or a 
30-percent increase for all second-class 
mail including newspapers and maga- 
zines, until we can get some of the dis- 
puted facts laid before our committee 
settled. The facts are not settled now. 
That is why we have to have the study 
such as the Carlson and Corbett resolu- 
tions provide. That is why we have to 
have postal increases limited to 10 per- 
cent, 10 percent, and 10 percent, or 30 
percent in second-class mail without any 
discriminatory distinction drawn be- 
tween newspapers and magazines. I 
cannot sit by and see large newspapers 
given favored treatment over small mag- 
azines. If we start granting broad ex- 
emptions in this bill, I am prepared to 
offer amendments which will have the 
purpose of assuring equal treatment for 
smaller magazines. Let us enact the 10- 
percent, 10-percent, and 10-percent leg- 
islation, and let us join in adopting the 
Corbett amendment, which will provide 
for an equitable study. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr, Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WITHROW. I yield. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. The gentleman 
suggested in his statement that the small 
newspapers could not stand any increase 
at all. Am I correct in that statement? 

Mr. WITHROW. Yes. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I call attention 
to the fact that newspaper representa- 
tives who testified before our committee 
said that they could stand some increase, 

Mr. WITHROW. Yes; some of them 
did testify to that effect. 

The CHAIRMAN.. The time of the 
gentleman from Wisconsin has expired, 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield one additional minute to the gen- 
tleman. 

I just observed, while the gentleman 
was speaking, that Mr. Ed M. Anderson, a 
newspaper publisher testifying on behalf 
of the National Editorial Association and 
Washington Newspaper Publishing Asso- 
ciation and Iowa Press Association, said 
they could stand some increases in their 
postal rates, 
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Mr. WITHROW. No doubt, sir; some 
newspapers could stand an increase. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. He testified 
they were willing to accept a nominal in- 
crease. 

Mr, WITHROW. If I may have a 
chance to answer the gentleman, may I 
say that you know as well as I do that 
the less said about the testimony the 
better off we are. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I do not know 
what the gentleman means by that state- 
ment. Say all you want to—go ahead. 

Mr, WITHROW. Some newspapers 
could stand an increase possibly, but you 
know as well as I know, that the weekly 
newspaper, which dissseminates infor- 
mation throughout the length and 
breadth of this land, cannot stand an in- 
crease. I know that condition prevails 
in my district. I believe my district is 
an average district. To increase postal 
rates 60 percent to these people means a 
great many of them are going out of 
business. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I just called the 
gentleman's attention to the testimony 
of the representatives of these newspa- 
pers who said they could stand some in- 
crease, That is the only thing I was call- 
ing the gentleman’s attention to. 

Mr. WITHROW. Probably some 
newspapers could, but others could not. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. Mr, Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WITHROW. I yield. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. Does the gentleman 
know of any newspaper going out of 
business because of the postal rates—or 
have they gone out of business because 
of mismanagement? 

Mr. WITHROW. It does not make a 
great deal of difference how they go 
out of business or what is the cause of 
it. If you are down, and you do not 
have the revenue, and the postal rates 
are increased, no matter how much the 
increase amounts to—that is enough to 
put your paper out of business. 

That is exactly what has happened in 
my district. There is not sufficient in- 
come for most weekly newspapers. 
These small papers are doing a great 
deal of good for the Government dis- 
seminating information from the vari- 
ous departments to the people who need 
it. These newspapers cannot stand any 
more inceases in the postal rates. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. May I point out to 
the gentleman exactly what the secre- 
tary of the Newspaper Association of 
Vest Virginia, who has a weekly news- 
paper, testified? The secretary of this 
newspaper association, who has a weekly 
newspaper, said that it would amount to 
9 cents additional per week, and in 3 
years the increase would amount to 27 
cents additional per week. That is the 
secretary of the newspaper association 
in my State. 

Mr. WITHROW. I do not question 
nor will I argue with your figures. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. These are the fig- 
ures they furnished us. The point I am 
raising, you say it does not make any 
difference; it makes a great deal of dif- 
ference to the taxpayer whether he will 
subsidize an inefficient set-up. We do 
not want to subsidize an inefficient 
set-up. 
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Mr. WITHROW. I do not believe the 
gentleman from West Virginia wishes 
to infer that the weekly newspaper set- 
up throughout the country is of an 
inefficient type. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. No. Iam saying it 
is in good financial condition. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr, Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WITHROW. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. Let us just turn that 
around. How about the inefficiencies in 
the Post Office Department? We are 
asked to raise rates to cover inefficiencies 
and mismanagement in the Post Office 
Department. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. May I answer the 
gentleman’s question? 

Mr. GROSS. Well, the gentleman 
from Wisconsn has control of the time. 

Mr. WITHROW. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. CORBETT. I wish to say, in sup- 
port of the gentleman’s argument, that 
we have had it pointed out that because 
the newspapers and magazines have been 
able to stand increased labor cost, in- 
creased cost of paper, increased cost of 
help, therefore they ought to be able to 
stand an increase in postal rates. That 
is obvously saying that just because they 
are just about broke they ought to be 
able to stand some more. 

Mr. WITHROW. I thank the gen- 
tleman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Ohio [Mr. REaMs]. 

Mr. REAS. Mr. Chairman, this bill 
has come out of the committee after a 
long period of careful study, in the finest 
tradition of this legislative body; that is, 
as a compromise. it is very obvious that 
no one is completely in accord with 
everything in this bill; yet I want to say, 
and I think I can take an impartial 
view of it, that this is a good bill; it is 
a fair bill; it is a just bill. Wherever 
there was doubt, I believe it was resolved 
in the direction of caution. 

Certainly there age things that must 
be done in the Post Office Department, 
and one of those things is to set up this 
Rate Study Board. It seems to me that 
if this rate on second-class matter is 
too high, it is too high because of the 
fact that it was not raised more gradu- 
ally over a long period of time. Cer- 
tainly there is nothing else that has gone 
into newspapers—such as labor, print- 
er’s ink, paper, or anything else—that 
has not been increased over a similar 
period of time since the last postage rate 
by a greater percentage than the post- 
age increases contained in this bill. 

The Post Office Department is the 
greatest operating business in the world. 
Over two and a quarter billion dollars is 
the cost to operate it. The Department 
in the past year, 1950, took in only $1,- 
677,000,000. We do have to resolve and 
decide sooner or later whether or not we 
expect the Post Office Department to pay 
its entire cost or whether we expect it 
to be an all-free service, or whether 
somewhere along the line in between we 
are going to say, “This much is service,” 
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and “This part is to be paid by the users 
of the mails.” I do not like that word 
“subsidy.” I know there are subsidies, 
certainly, but they should not be made a 
part of the postal bill. If there are sub- 
sidies for development of aircraft, such 
as was the case years ago, let us get that 
out of the post-office bill entirely, and 
let us divide the deficit between the 
amount that it costs to operate and the 
amount that we decide is going to be 
service to the public. 

I want to say here that the accord be- 
tween the distinguished chairman of this 
committee, the gentleman from Tennes- 
see [Mr. Murray], and the ranking mi- 
nority member, former chairman of this 
committee, the distinguished gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. Rees], has been an in- 
spiring thing to me. They have worked 
together in such fashion that it has been 
impressive; I do not think it has been so 
impressive that any member of our com- 
mittee felt they could not disagree with 
those two ranking members, but it has 
been impressive. 

The most definite thing after all that 
comes out of this 9 months of discussion 
and sincere effort to arrive at something 
is that the machinery with which we are 
operating is not adequate for the job. 
Certainly when the Interstate Commerce 
Commission is making rates for rail- 
roads and other operating utilities we 
should have adequate means in this Post 
Office Committee to raise rates with 
some basis of factual accuracy. 

As the gentlewoman from New York 
said, the people who come before us and 
testify help us so little—every person 
who testifies says we must get more 
money but we must get it off the other 
fellow and not from him. One particu- 
lar instance comes to mind: A man for 
whom I have a high regard wanted the 
rates raised but not on his business; 
he said that this deficit could be met 
if the Post Office Department would oper- 
ate more efficiently. When he was 
asked where he would start he said: “I 
will give one good example of ineffi- 
ciency. There is a post office in my city 
which has a postmaster but that post- 
office does not take in more than a few 
hundred dollars a year and it costs sev- 
eral thousands to operate. I think we 
could get along without that post office.” 
When a member asked him for the name 
of the post office he said: “Oh, no; 
this postmaster is a very fine man and we 
do not want him removed; wait until 
he dies, then we will close up the office.“ 
And so it goes, because the machinery 
under which we are operating is not ade- 
quate. 

One of the first things we need is a 
commission that will operate 12 months 
out of the year and furnish us informa- 
tion so that we need not bring in a bill 
which we know is not a good bill. Every- 
one knows this bill is imperfect because 
we know it is based on inadequate in- 
formation. It is the best, most sincere, 
and honest guess that we can make, 
but that is all. Let us do something 
that will give us adequate information 
with which to bring on to this floor a 
more perfect bill. 

Here is another thing we must decide 
with reference to the Post Office De- 
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partment. ‘Shall it operate as a service 
or as a business, as has been suggested, 
the way Canada and England do? We 
haye-42,000 post offices and we propose to 
deliver the mail to those people near 
those post offices. Maybe some of the 
post offices can be abolished, maybe some 
of them can be made branch post offices, 
but at the present time only about 2,000 
post offices out of 42,000 take in enough 
revenue to pay their way. Forty thou- 
sand of them do not take in enough 
money to pay for the actual cost of oper- 
ation. That is a situation that will con- 
tinue to exist to a large degree. There- 
fore after we have the rate-study com- 
mission set-up let us then decide defi- 
nitely how much of this bill is a service 
and how much is cost to users. Then 
let us set that off and say, “That is 
service,” and raise the rates to meet the 
balance. This is the system that is fol- 
lowed in England, Canada, and perhaps 
Belgium, referred to by the gentlewoman 
from New York, but they raise it all 
in service charges because they operate 
a business.. I think we do not want to 
do as they do. They may have some bet- 
ter features, but in England the post 
office does everything from selling you 
your postage, your hunting license, and 
filing applications for a new false wig or 
« new false plate. The charges for the 
operation of the telephone and telegraph 
bear much of the cost of operation. I 
think we do not want to go into that. 

One of the questions I raise here is 
whether or not we want to enter any 
further into competition with private 
enterprise. Our Post Office Department 
in the postal savings certainly is operat- 
ing a banking system. The question is 
where are we going to stop. The parcel- 
post business has certainly crowded out 
free enterprise in that field because it is 
the only freight service that is now 
available to many communities. That is 
something that must be studied. But 
today we are presenting to you a rate 
bill for the present which I deem fair 
and almost adequate. Certainly it is the 
best that we can, under the present cir- 
cumstances, offer to you. I hope the 
House will pass House bill 2982. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. ARMSTRONG]. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. Chairman, let 
me make my opening remarks as a mem- 
ber of the Post Office and Civil Service 
Committee with a tribute to the distin- 
guished chairman, the gentleman from 
Tennessee [Mr. Murray], and to the dis- 
tinguished minority member, also former 
chairman, the gentleman from Kansas 
[Mr. Rees], and to the members of this 
committee itself. 

Mr. Chairman, when I first became a 
Member I went to the gentleman from 
North Dakota [Mr. Burpick] for advice, 
as I frequently do to the older Members. 
I told him I had been offered a place on 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service and asked him if I should re- 
quest a better committee. His reply was: 
“There is no better committee than the 
Post Office and Civil Service Committee.” 
I found that to be true. The work has 
been pleasant under the leadership of 
— veteran majority and minority mem- 

8. 
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I agree with the expressions that have 
been given in this discussion before the 
committee as to the necessity for some 
increases in postal rates. That question 
was well agreed upon in the committee 
discussions on this bill. As to this mat- 
ter of a deficit in the Post Office Depart- 
ment, and actually how much deficit 
there is, certainly we would agree with 
the remarks of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. James] when he spoke 
in regard to the red ink in the Post 
Office Department. He said that much 
of that red ink is due to services ren- 
dered other departments of the Federal 
Government. Surely we all agree with 
that. 

We have heard discussed the various 
subsidies which the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. Reams] has well characterized 
as services because that is what they are. 
We can all agree, I am sure, with the 
gentlewoman from New York that it is 
time to decide now as to just what serv- 
ices should be retained and carried on 
by the Post Office Department that are 
not chargeable to the income of that 
Department, 

As we go back in history and study 
the beginning of the postal service we 
find that it was partly because of the 
necessity for carrying the mails across 
State lines that gave one of the great 
incentives to the founding of our Union. 
At the beginning of the discussions of 
our Constitution, deeply imbedded in 
the idea of this Federal Union was the 
necessity to assign to a central govern- 
ment the handling of the mail. So,from 
the very beginning of our Government 
the Post Office Department has been con- 
sidered a service to the public. The 
reason that taxes were levied in the form 
of stamps, which did not come about 
until long after the levying of a small 
tax for the carrying of the letters, was 
to assist in the handling of the expense 
of mail delivery. But never was it 
contemplated that the income would 
completely cover the cost of the postal 
service. 

However, here we are with what is 
called a deficit, and certainly we should 
go ahead and decide how much of it 
can be covered by increased rates. 

There will be considerable discussion 
in regard to this intensely important 
matter of how much additional burden 
should be borne by the second-class mail. 
Let me just say one word about the 
policy of this Government with respect 
to second-class rates. The policy was 
established in 1879 when, as the gentle- 
man from West Virginia [Mr. BURNSIDE] 
pointed out, 72 years ago, a principle 
was laid down which is valid today as 
it was then. 

Briefiy, that principle is that it is in 
the public interest to maintain low postal 
rates for newspapers and magazines. 

Bear in mind that in 1879 there were 
very few magazines compared with to- 
day, and they were very small. Congress 
decided not to tax them too heavily, so 
as to insure through their circulation 
the widest posible dissemination of in- 
formation to the public. Again and 
again Congress has affirmed that prin- 
ciple. It was a wise decision. As re- 
sult, hand in hand with the public schools 
and with our institutions of higher learn- 
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ing have gone these publications, our 
magazines, disseminating valuable in- 
formation to young and old alike. 

Let us be specific for just a moment, 
There are the medical publications. 
Through them our doctors kept in touch 
with the advances in medicine. Take 
the business publications for retailers, 
wholesalers and manufacturers. They 
keep their readers informed of develop- 
ments affecting their businesses. Take 
our farm publications. Through them, 
the farmers keep up with the new devel- 
opments in agriculture, and their wives 
are informed of labor-saving devices and 
other helps to good homemaking. As to 
religious publications, our committee 
was confronted with a veritable parade 
of religious leacers, Catholic, Protestant 
and Jewish, all agreeing that if too heavy 
an increase was placed upon their pub- 
lications, many of them would have to 
go out of business. These magazines 
stimulate an interest in matters per- 
taining to all faiths. Labor union mem- 
bers are kept informed of developments 
in the labor field through publications 
devoted to the cause of labor. Generally, 
the public stays abreast of local, na- 
tional and international developments 
through the newspapers and a varied 
group of general interest magazines. We 
are all familiar with that fact. 

It might come as a surprise to the 
Members that as many as 25,000 of these 
publications have been granted entry as 
second-class mail. About half this num- 
ber are newspapers and the other half 
are magazines of one kind or another. 
These 25,000 publications constitute 
what is generally referred to as the press, 
a very strong and effective press. Cer- 
tainly we concede that it is an asset to 
have this constant flow of information. 
It is an asset in any country except 
where there is a dictatorship or a police 
state. 

Now, then, we shall continue this dis- 
cussion, certainly, as amendments are 
offered, but let me conclude by pleading, 
in the spirit of the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. Reams], that we attempt simply to 
be fair and to compose our differences, 
as we did mostly in the committee. 
Even though I signed the minority re- 
port I did so with the statement that I 
agreed to much in the report of the 
committee. Whatever differences of 
opinion there might be on details I trust 
they can be ironed out in the spirit of 
fair play. Let there be no discrimina- 
tion for any group, whether readers of 
magazines, newspapers, or what; no 
penalizing of any group of publications. 
Let us be fair and equitable, so that 
everyone can carry his share of the load, 
The magazine publishers and the news- 
paper publishers, as the gentleman from 
Kansas said, did agree that they would 
be willing to carry some increase in 
postal rates. Our duty, then, as I see 


it, is to find what that increase might 


be on an equitable basis. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I yield to the 
gentleman from Kansas. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. The gentleman 
reminded the committee and called at- 


„tention to certain groups that ought to 
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be given consideration in this legisla- 
tion with respect to rates. I call atten- 
tion to the fact that the committee did 
approve an amendment providing that 
the rates remain the same both within 
and outside of the county of publication 
on publications maintained by and in 
the interest of nonprofit, religious, edu- 
cational, scientific, philanthropic, agri- 
cultural, labor, veterans, or fraternal 
organizations. In other words, with re- 
spect to those groups that continue to 
have that low rate of postage. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I thank the gen- 
tleman. The gentleman is correct. 

Mr. POULSON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I yield to the 
gentleman from California. 

Mr. POULSON. May I ask our dis- 
tinguished ranking minority member on 
the committee as to that group that is 
classified, is it not true that you have 
not taken into consideration what we 
would call the professional group? For 
instance, the architects have their own 
magazine. They send out ideas and edu- 
cational matter for the advantage of all 
the architects. I happen to be a certified 
public accountant, the only Member of 
Congress who is one. I know we send 
out a monthly magazine which is strictly 
professional, giving ideas to the account- 
ants throughout the country. The doc- 
tors have the same type of magazines, 
and so do the lawyers. They do not 
come within that group. The lawyers’ 
magazines carry case records which of 
course are of interest to all attcrneys, 
and such magazines are strictly educa- 
tional, but they are not included. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. May I say to 
the gentleman that the bill does not 
specifically place magazines of lawyers, 
architects, accountants, and other busi- 
ness and professions, as such, in a pre- 
ferred group. There is a provision in 
this bill that provides that— 

| There shall be no change in the rate of 
postage on publications maintained by and 
in the interest of religious, educational, 
scientific, philanthropic, agricultural, labor, 
veteran, or fraternal organizations or associ- 
ations, not organized for profit and none of 
the net income of which inures to the benefit 
of any private stockholder or individual. 


This is the exact language contained 
in the bill. If any of the groups you 
have mentioned can qualify under this 
provision of the bill, there will be no 
increases in the postage on publications 
of such group or organization. I hope 
the gentleman will read the bill rather 
carefully. I believe he will find the sit- 
uation to which he calls attention is 
pretty well protected. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, I have no further requests 
for time, and yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Kentucky [Mr. GOLDEN]. 


Mr. GOLDEN. Mr. Chairman, I feel 


that we are this afternoon dealing with 
that department of Government that is 
closest to the American people. We have 
a number of great departments of this 
free Government of ours that render 
outstanding service to our people, but 
we have none that render more service 
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to more people than the Post Office De- 
partment. 

We have heard a good deal of very fine 
discussion on the question of whether 
or not the Post Office Department should 
be considered as entirely a service de- 
partment or should be ranked as a busi- 
ness branch of the Government. I 
think there is a middle ground that we 
will finally have to reach. I believe it 
will be impossible for the committees of 
this body and the other body to arrive 
at the proper line of demarcation unless 
we adopt the amendment that was writ- 
ten into this bill on the Senate side. I 
feel that a further study of this question 
should be made, that that study should 
be made by an impartial board that has 
no connection with the Post Office De- 
partment, and that the board should re- 
port and be under the exclusive jurisdic- 
tion of the House Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service and a similar 
committee on the Senate side. 

In regard to the great service the Post 
Office renders the American people, it 
has been said that a republican form of 
Government, a free Government by all 
of its people, is no stronger than the 
intelligence and the information pos- 
sessed by the people generally. We have 
our great educational institutions, our 
school systems, our colleges and our uni- 
versities. They all contribute notably to 
the education of our people. But, it is 
my humble opinion, that even the great 
school systems of this land do not con- 
tribute as much to general information 
for the people as that which is furnished 
through the mail and through the Post 
Office Department. That is a great 
service to all the people. Families com- 
municate with one another. When 
there is a member of a family away from 
home, he can communicate with his 
family through letters and post cards. 
We have all sorts of valuable and neces- 
sary information disseminated through- 
out the land through the Post Office De- 
partment. While we have this great 
service, which we all recognize, we must 
at the same time recognize that the 
publishers of the country also con- 
tribute in large measure to this neces- 
sary, general fund of information. The 
magazines, newspapers and periodicals, 
which are distributed throughout the 
land, help to keep our people informed 
and help to educate our people, and to 
bring to them the great national issues 
which our people must understand if 
they are to remain free and happy. 

There is one particular portion of this 
bill in which I am particularly interested, 
and that is the portion which deals with 
the small weekly and daily newspapers. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield the gentleman four additional 
minutes. 

Mr. GOLDEN. Mr. Chairman, in our 
study in our committee, we arrived at 
the conclusion that there was no group 
of publishers in America, which was 
closer to the people than the small news- 
papers, and that there was no group of 
publishers which contributed more to the 
general welfare and intelligence of our 
people than these small weekly and small 
daily newspapers. It is true this bill 
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gives them a marked degree of protec- 
tion. When the Postmaster General 
was testifying before our committee, 
while he did not recommend any special 
treatment or preference for the small 
papers, he did recognize their peculiar 
services to all the people, and at the 
same time recognized that their financial 
structure was such that they could not 
pay a comparative postal rate with the 
large papers and the larger magazines. 
We retained the free in-country privi- 
leges of these small papers. But many 
of them, as was pointed out by my col- 
league, have circulations that cross the 
county line. It is a serious question in 
my mind, if these small papers can as- 
sume the added burden of paying 20 
percent the first year, 40 percent the 
second and 60 percent the third year 
for the portion of their circulation that 
is distributed outside of the county of 
publication. It may be that we should 
consider exempting from this postal rate 
increase small weeklies and papers that 
have a circulation of not more than 
5,000, and small dailies of not more than 
10,000 circulation. At any rete, our com- 
mittee had an abundance of evidence to 
convince us that there were no large 
financial empires, which could be built 
around the small newspapers. The evi- 
dence before our committee showed that 
these papers, at least some of them, were 
making a modest profit, possibly just 
enough to support the editor and his 
family and perhaps a half dozen em- 
ployees. There is no danger of these 
small papers huilding fortunes, but there 
is danger if we oppress them too. much 
that we may cause many of them to go 
out of business: As far as the publish- 
ing industry is concerned, they perform 
not only a great service to keep our peo- 
ple informed, but they intermesh and 
intertwine with the business of this coun- 
try. Practically every business in the 
land has to rely upon advertising in 
order that they might prosper and fur- 
nish their goods to a wide market. 

We should approach this postage rate 
with a great deal of caution. Where 
there can be reasonable rates we should 
have them, but at the same time we 
should not oppress the press of this coun- 
try to such an extent that we would 
not only hurt them but hurt the eco- 
nomic life of this great country of ours. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kentucky has expired. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I have no further requests for time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete.— 
FIRST-CLASS MAIL 


Section 1. (a) The rate of postage on 
postal cards (including the cost of their 
manufacture) and on private mailing or post 
cards conforming to the conditions pre- 
scribed by the act entitled “An act to amend 
the postal laws relating to the use of postal 
cards,” approved May 19, 1898 (U. S. C., title 
39, sec. 281), shall be 2 cents each: Provided, 
That the rate on each portion of double 
postal cards issued and sold under the pro- 
visions of the act of March 3, 1879 (ch. 180, 
20 Stat. 362; U. S. C., title 39, sec. 358), shall 
be 2 cents. 

(b) Except as provided in paragraph (a) 
of this section, the rate of postage on mail 
matter of the first class when mailed for 
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local delivery at post offices where free de- 
‘livery by carrier is not established and when 
the matter is not collected or delivered by 
rural or star route carriers, shall be 2 cents 
for each ounce or fraction thereof, 


Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, I move that the Committee do 
now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. Krav, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H. R. 2982) to revise postal rates, had 
come to no resolution thereon. 


UNITED STATES v. WILLIAM L. 
PATTERSON 


Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I rise to a 
question of the privilege of the House. 

I have been subpenaed to appear be- 
fore the District Court of the United 
States for the District of Columbia, to 
testify on October 3, 1951, at 10 o’clock 
a. m., in the case of the United States 
against William L. Patterson, which is 
@ congressional-contempt proceeding. 
Under the precedents of the House, Iam 
unable to comply with this subpena with- 
out the consent of the House, the privi- 
leges of the House being involved. I, 
therefore, submit the matter for the con- 


sideration of this body. 
Mr. Speaker, I send to the desk the 


subpena. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read 
the subpena. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT Court, DISTRICT oF 
COLUMBIA—UNITED STATES OF AMERICA V. 
WILLIAM L. PATTERSON, CRIMINAL No, 
1787-50 

To: Hon, CARL ALBERT, of Oklahoma, 

House Office Building: 

You are hereby commanded to appear in 
the United States District Court for the Dis- 
trict of Columbia at the United States Court 
House in the city of Washingon, D. C., on 
the 3d day of October 1951, at 10 o'clock 
a. m. to testify in the case of the United 
States v. William L. Patterson, defendant. 

Harry M. HULL, 
Clerk. 
S. J. RUMSEY, 
Deputy Clerk. 


Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
resolution (H. Res. 416) which I send to 
the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Whereas Representative CARL ALBERT, a 
Member of this House, has been served with 
a subpena to appear as a witness before the 
District Court of the United States for the 
District of Columbia, to testify at 10 a. m., 
on the 3d day of October 1951, in the case 
of the United States v. William L. Patterson, 
Criminal Docket No, 1787-50; and 

Whereas by the privileges of the House no 
Member is authorized to appear and testify, 
but by order of the House: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That Representative CARL ALBERT 
is authorized to appear in response to the 
subpena of the District Court of the United 
States for the District of Columbia in the 
case of the United States v. William L. Pat- 
terson at such time as when the House is not 
sitting in session; and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be 
submitted to the said court as a respectful 
answer to the subpena of said court. 
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The SPEAKER. The question is on 
agreeing to the resolution. 
The resolution was agreed to. 


SPECIAL ORDER 


The SPEAKER. Under the previous 
orders of the House, the gentlewoman 
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5 

minutes. 


CONSOLIDATION OF VETERANS’ ADMIN- 
STRATION DISTRICT OFFICES, AND 
CARS FOR AMPUTEE VETERANS 


Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. 
Mr. Speaker, you have heard some of us 
protest very vigorously against the con- 
solidation of the district offices of the 
Richmond area, the Boston area, and 
the New York area. Im spite of the 
figures that we have submitted showing 
that there can be no saving, that there 
is not enough space in Philadelphia 
since the General Services and the Pres- 
ident have directed that the space asked 
for by the district offices, or a large 
part of it, be given over to the Frank- 
furt Arsenal, but just the same plans 
have progressed. The Richmond office 
has already moved and the Boston office 
is practically moved, I understand. 
Very great hardship has ensued as a 
result of the consolidation. Many dis- 
abled veterans have lost their jobs be- 
cause they could not afford to go to 
Pennsylvania due to the high cost of liv- 
ing there, and others cannot move be- 
cause they are badly disabled. And 
they have not been able to secure jobs in 
other Government departments in their 
home district. I am reliably told that 
they plan to use the double filing system 
in Philadelphia. That means one tier 
of files on top of another. Many of the 
disabled cannot climb those ladders to 
the files. And that is a very slow pro- 
cedure for all file clerks, which would 
result in much delay in handling death 
insurance cases, 

Another recent report is that they 
are advertising in Philadelphia for peo- 
ple to come off the street, saying that 
they will take untrained persons to do 
the work. We know what that will 
mean to the smooth operation of insur- 
ance cases and death claims. The 
widows, orphans, and other dependents 
cannot go into the office about the 
death claims as they can now in their 
local offices. As a result many will 
not pursue death compensation claims. 

I was told that a Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration official said that no matter 
what the difficulty the move would be 
made even if two or tnree employees had 
to sit at one desk. 

I am going to Philadelphia as soon as 
I can to see just what the overcrowding 
situation is there. 

THE AMPUTEE CAR BILL 

Yesterday, Mr. Speaker, we passed the 
so-called amputee car bill, very much to 
my happiness and gratitude. I was hor- 
rified and deeply shocked to hear one 
Member on the floor yesterday use the 
expression “Reward these veterans by 
giving them an automobile.” There is 
nothing you can do that would reward a 
veteran who has served and been terribly 
disabled as a result of his service; there is 
no reward; you cannot reward, you can- 
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not even compensate him for it, but you 
can try to help him. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope that the Senate 
will accept the House version of the car 
bill and accept it at once. Today they 
overrode the President's veto of the bill 
giving increased compensation to non- 
service-connected totally disabled veter- 
ans. The vote I understand was 68 to 9. 
I do not believe for a minute that the 
Senate will refuse to accept the provi- 
sions of the House bill giving automobiles 
to the paraplegics and to those who have 
given their legs, their arms, and their 
eyes for us. A body that overrode a veto 
for non-service-connected cases not so 
grievously, not so seriously disabled, 
could not refuse to accept the provisions 
of the House bill. k 

I think nobody knows who has not 
watched these men day after day who 
have given their arms and their legs and 
eyes for us quite what they undergo in 
their rehabilitation problems, the frus- 
trations they experience, the suffering 
they undergo, operation after operation, 
in some cases broken families as a result 
ofit. There is not a day that they do not 
suffer, and yet these boys go ahead with 
a great and dauntless spirit. Those who 
already have had automobiles under the 
ear bill for World War II veterans have 
secured jobs. The Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration has told me that they are among 


the very finest of the disabled veterans 


who have been rehabilitated. Only to- 
day two soldiers came from Fort Belvoir, 
said they had seen a man who had been 
given an automobile and told of his hav- 
ing secured a good job, and his happiness 
in having employment. It is a very 
great instrumentality for rehabilitation 
and I am very grateful to the House for 
passing it. 

I am sure the legless Korean boys 
would not be happy if the armless and 
blind were left out in the final passage of 
their bill. They have earned surely a 
reputation for caring for their wounded 
voce gid leaving them on the field of 

attle. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
extend remarks in the APPENDIX of the 
Recorp, or to revise and extend remarks, 
was granted to: 

Mr. Lane in three instances, in each to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Steep and to include an editorial. 

Mr. AsPINALL and to include extrane- 
ous matter. 

Mr. HELLER in four instances, in each 
to include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Fine (at the request of Mr. HEL- 
LER) and include a speech on Oscar 
Ewing. 

Mr. Price and to include a newspaper 
editorial. 

Mr. Raus and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. HorrMan of Michigan and to in- 
clude an editorial. 

Mr. ANFUSO. 

Mr. JoHnson and to include certain 
statistics taken from the annual report 
5 m Modesto (Calif.) Irrigation Dis- 

ct. 

Mr. AyrEs in two instances, in one to 
include an editorial and in the other an 
address by Mrs. Botton, of Ohio, 
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Mr. Woop of Idaho and to include ex- 
traneous matter. 

Mr. Hate and to include an article 
on newsprint taken from a magazine. 

Mr. ENGLE (at the request of Mr. POUL- 
son) and to include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Povtson in five instances and to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. MCDONOUGH. 

Mrs. Rocers of Massachusetts in two 
instances, in one to include a speech she 
delivered at Littleton, Mass., regarding a 
monument in honor of the men who gave 
their lives in the Revolutionary War, and 
in the other to include an article appear- 
ing in the Washington News of today. 

Mr. SmirH of Wisconsin in two in- 
stances and to include extraneous mat- 
ter. 

Mr. BEcKWORTH. 

Mr. BeckwortH and to include an 
article notwithstanding the fact it ex- 
ceeds two pages of the Recorp and is esti- 
mated by the Public Printer to cost $1,- 
517. 

Mr. Yates and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr: Keatine and to include extrane- 
ous matter. 

Mr. WicKERSHAM and to include ex- 
traneous matter. 

Mr. PuILLIrs and to include an edi- 
torial. 

Mr. HERBERT and to include a newspaper 
article. 

Mr. Ropino and to include an editorial. 

Mr. McCormack and to include an edi- 
torial appearing in the Boston Globe of 
September 15. 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. 

Mr. Saytor in two separate instances, 
in each to include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Koch (at the request of Mr. 
Priest) and to include an article. 

Mr. RADWAN. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


Mr. STANLEY, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled bills of the House of the 
following titles, which were thereupon 
signed by the Speaker: 

H. R. 1726. An act to provide for the or- 
ganization of the Air Force and the Depart- 
ment of the Air Force, and for other pur- 
poses; and 

H. R. 4914. An act to authorize certain 
construction at military and naval installa- 
tions, and for other purposes. 


The SPEAKER announced his signa- 
ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of 
the following titles: 

S. 24. An act to amend the act entitled 
“An act to provide better facilities for the 
enforcement of the customs and immigration 
laws,” approved June 26, 1930, as amended; 
and 
S. 1074. An act to repeal certain obsolete 
laws relating to the Post Office Department. 


BILLS PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT 


Mr. STANLEY, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee did on this day present 
to the President, for his approval, bills 
of the House of the following titles: 

H. R. 608. An act for the relief of Kiyoko 
Matsuo; and 

H. R. 1971. An act for the relief of Kirocor 
Haladjian, Tacouhi Haladjian, Gulunia 
Haladjian and Virginia Haladjian. 
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LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to: 

Mr. WALTER, for an indefinite period, 
on account of official business. 

Mr. CLEMENTE (at the request of Mr. 
DELANEY), for 2 days, on account of 
death in family. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 5 o'clock and 11 minutes p. m.) 
the House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Wednesday, September 19, 1951, at 12 
o’clock noon. 
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


796. Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, a 
letter from the Secretary of the Army, 
transmitting a draft of a bill entitled 
“A bill to authorize payment of certain 
claims for damage to private property 
arising from activities of the Army,” was 
taken from the Speaker’s table, and re- 
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. MCDONOUGH: 

H R. 5379. A bill to provide for larger allo- 
cations of sulfur under the Defense Produc- 
tion Act of 1950 to newsprint manufacturers 
for the production of newsprint; to the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. BRAMBLETT: 

H.R. 5380. A bill to amend the Tariff Act 
of 1930, so as to impose certain duties upon 
the importation of tuna fish; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. NORBLAD: 

H. R. 5381. A bill relating to the retirement 
of commissioned officers of the Armed Forces; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. RICHARDS: 

H. R. 5382. A bill to authorize the contri- 
bution of $12,000,000 to the United Nations 
International Children’s Emergency Fund; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. FENTON: 

H. R. 5383. A bill to provide for the con- 
trol and extinguishment of outcrop and un- 
derground fires in coal formations and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. LANE: 

H. R. 5384. A bill to provide that headstones 
or markers furnished for graves of veterans 
of the Korean conflict shall bear the inscrip- 
tion Korean Conflict”; to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. McCORMACK: 

H. R. 5385. A bill to amend section 7 of 
the War Claims Act of 1948; to the Commit- 
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. FARRINGTON: 

H.R. 5386. A bill to enable the Legisla- 
ture of the Territory of Hawaii to author- 
ize the city and county of Honolulu, a mu- 
nicipal corporation of the Territory of Ha- 
waii, to issue bonds for acquisition of real 
property for public-school purposes and for 
construction and replacement of buildings 
for public-school purposes; to the Commit- 
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. COLE of New York: 

H. Con. Res. 160. Concurrent resolution 
recommending a special session of the Gen- 
eral Assembly of the United Nations to deal 
with disarmament and calling for a crusade 
for world peace and freedom; to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 
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By Mr. PRICE: 

H. Con. Res. 161. Concurrent resolution to 
promote through the United Nations an ef- 
fective and enforceable system of world- 
wide disarmament and calling for a crusade 
for world peace and freedom; to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. JACKSON of Washington: 

H. Con. Res. 162. Concurrent resolution to 
promote through the United Nations an 
effective and enforceable system of world- 
wide disarmament and calling for a crusade 
for world peace and freedom; to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. JONES of Alabama: 

H. Res. 415. Resolution to provide funds 
for the expenses of the investigation and 
studies authorized by House Resolution 158; 
to the Committee on House Administration. 

By Mr. PATMAN: 

H. Res. 417. Resolution to provide addi- 
tional funds for the expenses of the study 
and investigation authorized by House Res- 
olution 33; to the Committee on House 
Administration. 


MEMORIALS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memorials 
were presented and referred as follows: 


By Mr. COTTON: Concurrent resolution of 
the legislature of the State of New Hamp- 
shire making application to the Congress of 
the United States for the calling of a con- 
vention to propose an amendment to the 
Constitution of the United States; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary, 

By Mr. HOLMES: Senate joint memorial 
No. 1 passed by the second extraordinary ses- 
sion of the Thirty-second Legislature of State 
of Washington, in August 1951, urging ade- 
quate tariff to protect the domestic tuna fish 
industry; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

Ey Mr. BEALL: 

H. R. 5387. A bill for the relief of Zdenek 

Kokes; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. FARRINGTON: 

H. R. 5388. A bill for the relief of Masaaki 
Kudo; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H. R. 5389. A bill for the relief of Ching 
Wong Keau (Mrs. Ching Sen); to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FOGARTY: 

H. R. 5390. A bill for the relief of John 
Quincy Adams; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

By Mr. GREENWOOD: 

H. R. 5391. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Anna Holder; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

By Mr. MURPHY: 

H. R. 5392. A bill for the relief of Sebas- 
tiano Finocchiaro; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. O'TOOLE (by request): 

H. R. 5393. A bill for the relief of Antonio 
Faustino; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H. R. 5394. A bill for the relief of Bernar- 
dino Alves Teixeira; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

H. R. 5395. A bill for the relief of Joaquim 
Maria Mesquita; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin: 

H. R. 5396. A bill for the relief of Floyd C. 

Barber; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. THOMAS: 

H. R. 5397. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Dora 

Troost; te the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. THORNBERRY: 

H. R. 5398. A bill to confer jurisdiction 
upon the Court of Claims to hear, determine, 
and render judgment upon the claim of 
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Llewellyn B. Griffith for retirement as an 
emergency officer under the provisions of 
Emergency Officers Retirement Act or as a 
disabled officer of the Regular Army of the 
United States; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 
By Mr. YORTY: 

H.R.5399. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Annie Mary Carr; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. e 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of rule XII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk 
and referred as follows: 


421. By Mr. NORBLAD: Petition signed by 
Mrs. Elizabeth Wismer and 99 other residents 
of Tillamook County, Oreg., urging enact- 
ment of legislation to prohibit alcoholic 
beverage advertising over the radio and 
television and in magazines and newspapers; 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

422. By Mr. RABAUT: Petition of thirty- 
third annual department convention, Mich- 
igan Department of the American Legion, 
urging the immediate adoption of the nec- 
essary procedure to plant and protect our 
national forests; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

423. Also, petition of thirty-third annual 
department convention, Michigan Depart- 
ment of the American Legion opposing any 
reduction in the appropriations for the Vet- 
erans’ Employment Service which might im- 
pair its efficiency; to the Committee on 
Appropriations. 

424. Also, petition of Catholic War Vet- 
erans of the United States, in convention 
assembled at Albany, N. Y., relative to an 
invitation to the Government of Spain to 
membership in the Atlantic Defense Pact; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

425. Also, petition of thirty-third annual 
department convention, Michigan Depart- 
ment of the American Legion, approving the 
authorization and the appropriations for the 
construction of the St. Lawrence waterway; 
to the Committee on Public Works. 

426. Also, petition of thirty-third annual 
department convention, Michigan Depart- 
ment of the American Legion, urging the 
enactment of legislation providing readjust- 
ment allowances for certain unemployed 
veterans who served in the active military, 
naval, or air services on or after June 27, 
1950; to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 


SENATE 


WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 19, 1951 


The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 

O Thou who art the upward reach 
within the soul of man, too near to be 
found, too simple to be conceived, too 
good to be believed, show us the folly 
of doubting that which is our own, the 
very life of our life. In every age wise 
men have turned to Thee in their search 
for truth and have not relied in vain 
upon Thy constancy and faithfulness. 
Grant that we may find the same inspi- 
ration in our quest for knowledge and 
wisdom and light and a like reenforce- 
ment of our daily courage and faith, 
Uplift our souls that they may catch 
the vision of a new and better day upon 
this earth. 

In facing the bewildering problems of 
our times, renew both our candor and 
our courage. Hold constantly before us 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


the vision of men enslaved by ignorance, 
superstition, and fear, and renew within 
us, we pray Thee, day by day the spirit 
of dedication to the long task of estab- 
lishing the truth which alone can make 
men free. Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 


On the request of Mr. MCFARLAND, and 
by unanimous consent, the reading of 
the Journal of the proceedings of Tues- 
day, September 18, 1951, was dispensed 
with. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 


A message in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States submitting 
nominations was communicated to the 
Senate by Mr. Hawks, one of his secre- 
taries. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Chaffee, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had passed the following bills, 
in which it requested the concurrence 
of the Senate: 

H R. 586. An act to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to sell certain land on 
the Chena River to the Tanana Valley Sports- 
men’s Association, of Fairbanks, Alaska; 

H.R.610. An act for the relief of Dr. 
Stanislaus Garstka and Dr. Marthewan 
Garstka; 

H. R. 648. An act to record the lawful ad- 
mission for permanent residence of aliens 
Max Mayer Hirsch Winzelberg and Mrs. 
Jenty Fuss De Winzelberg; 

H R. 782. An act conferring United States 
citizenship posthumously upon Siegfried 
Oberdorfer; 

H. R. 842. An act for the relief of Ray- 
mond D. Beckner and Lula Stanley Beckner; 

H. R. 853. An act for the relief of Maxi- 
milian Otto Ricker-Huetter and Mrs. Eu- 
genia Ricker-Huetter; 

H. R. 884. An act for the relief of Johanna 
A. Stoots; 

H. R. 1696. An act for the relief of Jack 
Warner and family; 

H. R. 1829. An act conferring jurisdiction 
upon the Court of Claims to hear, deter- 
mine, and render judgment upon the claim 
of the Bolinross Chemical Co., Inc.; 

H. R. 2210. An act for the relief of Hye 
Pah Kung; 

H. R. 2212. An act conferring jurisdiction 
upon the United States District Court for 
the Southern District of New York to deter- 
mine the claims of William P. Novotny, Sr., 
and others; 

H. R. 2290. An act for the relief of Ralph 
Ambrose Thrall and Minnie Hazell Thrall; 

H. R. 2358. An act for the relief of Joseph 
R. La Porta; 

H. R. 2447, An act for the relief of George 
M. Sanger; 

H: R. 2632. An act providing for the per- 
manent residence of Sisters Adalgisa Bella- 
gamba, Maria Rina Montecchio, Anna Ta- 
ricco, Maria Caterina Crevani, Elizabeth Bag- 
gio, Rosa Portale, Lorenzina D'Amico, As- 
sunta Bonfiglio, Maria D’Amico, Lorenzina 
Scellato, Luigia Andreina Fratelli, Elena 
Montecchio, and Maria Bellesso; 

H. R. 3003. An act to authorize Rear Adm. 
Emory D. Stanley, United States Navy, re- 
tired, to accept employment with the Gov- 
ernment of Peru; ` 

H. R. 3221. An act for the relief of Joji 
Ikeda, a minor; 

H. R. 328 1. An act for the relief of Fanny 
Tsihrintge Papan; 

H. R. 3376. An act for the relief of Mar- 
garet K. N. Miller; 

H. R. 3424. An act for the relief of Yumi 
Horiuchi; 
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H. R. 4035. An act for the relief of Donald 
I. Hamrock, Robert N. Lensch, Russell E. 
Ryan, and Helen P. Stewart; 

H. R. 4181. An act for the relief of Leroy 
Peebles; 

H. R. 4270. An act for the relief of the 
estate of Jennie Gayle, deceased; 

H. R. 4271. An act for the relief of Mr. and 
Mrs. Richard G. Adams and legal guardian 
of Dorothy Margaret Adams; and 

H. R. 5159. An act for the relief of the 
estate of Cleo C. Reeves. 


ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 


The message also announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
enrolled bill (H. R. 3731) for the relief 
of Megumi Takagi, and it was signed by 
the Vice President. 


COMMITTEE MEETING DURING SENATE 
SESSION 


On request of Mr. NEELY, and by unan- 
imous consent, a subcommittee of the 
Committee on the District of Columbia 
was authorized to meet during the ses- 
sion of the Senate today. 


TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that Senators 
may be permitted to make insertions in 
the Recorp and transact other rou- 
tine business, without debate. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 


RELIGIOUS EDUCATION WEEK—PROCLA- 
MATION OF GOVERNOR OF NEW YORK 


Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent to have printed in the 
Record following my remarks the text 
of a proclamation issued by Gov. Thomas 
E. Dewey, of New York State, which de- 
clares the week of September 30 to Oc- 
tober 7 to be Religious Education Week 
in New York State. 

There being no objection, the procla- 
mation was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


PROCLAMATION 


Throughout our country, and particularly 
in our State, more new churches are being 
built than ever before. That includes tem- 
ples devoted to the worship of God in all 
faiths, Protestant, Catholic, and Jewish. 

This is one of the happiest signs at a time 
when we are surrounded on all sides by 
hatred, malice and threats to our liberties. 
It is a sign that we could be on the verge 
of a mighty resurgence of faith in God, the 
faith which has made us and kept us free. 

This revival can be truly consummated 
only if it pervades our entire social fabric. 
It will be valid only if it reaches both old 
and young. 

Despite the progress of the churches of 
all creeds, we cannot evade the unpleasant 
truth that one-third of the people of this 
State, as of other States, have had no educa- 
tion in religion. It is amazing, it is shock- 
ing, in a Nation founded upon the words 
“In God we trust.” 

Now, therefore, I, Thomas E. Dewey, Gov- 
ernor of the State of New York, do pro- 
claim the period of September 30 to October 7 
as Religious Education Week in New York 
State, and I urge religious and civic organ- 
izations to cooperate with the churches in 
this effort. 

Given under my hand and the privy seal 
of the State at the capitol in the city of 
Albany this 5th day of September A. D. 1951. 

Tuomas E. DEWEY. 

By the Governor: 

James C. HAGERTY, 
Secretary to the Governor, 
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BILLS INTRODUCED 


Bills were introduced, read the first 
time and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 


By Mr. LANGER: 

S. 2140. A bill for the relief of Walayat 
Khan; 

S. 2141. A bill for the relief of Abdul 
Malik, Ala Uddin, Abdul Khalak, and Soys 
Ullah (also known as Ali Tobarbk); and 

S. 2142. A bill for the relief of Ullah 
Jabid; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BUTLER of Maryland: 

S. 2143. A bill to adjust the status of an 
alien who is in the United States and who 
is a quota immigrant; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska (for him- 
self and Mr. Case): 

S. 2144. A bill authorizing the issuance of 
patents in fee to Oliver P. Livermont; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. McCARRAN: 

S. 2145. A bill for the relief of certain dis- 
placed persons; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. LEHMAN: 

S. 2146. A bill for the relief of George 

Mauner; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. BREWSTER: 

S. 2147. A bill for the relief of Arthur K. 

Prior; to the Committee on the Judiciary, 


REVENUE ACT OF 1951—AMENDMENT 


Mr. MAYBANK submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to 
the bill (H. R. 4473) to provide revenue, 
and for other purposes, which was 
ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 


APPOINTMENT OF ADDITIONAL CIRCUIT 
AND DISTRICT JUDGES—AMENDMENT 


Mr. McKELLAR submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to 
the bill (S. 1203) to provide for the ap- 
pointment of additional circuit and dis- 
trict judges, and for other purposes, 
which was ordered to lie on the table and 
to be printed. 


HOUSE BILLS REFERRED 


The following bills were severally read 
twice by their titles and referred as in- 
dicated: 


H. R. 586. An act to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to sell certain land on 
the Chena River to the Tanana Valley 
Sportsmen's Association, of Fairbanks, 
Alaska; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

H. R. 610. An act for the relief of Dr. 
Stanislaus Garstka and Dr. Marthewan 
Garstka; 

H.R. 648. An act to record the lawful ad- 
mission for permanent residence of aliens 
Max Mayer Hirsch Winzelberg and Mrs, 
Jenty Fuss De Winzelberg; 

H. R. 782. An act conferring United States 
citizenship posthumously upon Siegfried 
Oberdorfer; 

H. R. 842. An act for the relief of Raymond 
D. Beckner and Lula Stanley Beckner; 

H. R. 853. An act for the relief of Maxi- 
milian Otto Ricker-Huetter and Mrs. Eu- 
genia Ricker-Huetter; 

H. R. 884. An act for the relief of Johanna 
A. Stoots; 

H. R. 1696. An act for the relief of Jack 
Warner and family; 

H. R. 1829. An act conferring jurisdiction 
upon the Court of Claims to hear, determine, 
and render judgment upon the claim of the 
Bolinross Chemical Co., Inc.; 

H. R. 2210. An act for the relief of Hye 
Pah Kung; 
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H. R. 2212. An act conferring jurisdiction 
upon the United States District Court for 
the Southern District of New York to de- 
termine the claims of William P. Novotny, 
Sr., and others; 

H. R. 2290. An act for the relief of Ralph 
Ambrose Thrall and Minnie Hazell Thrall; 

H. R. 2358. An act for the relief of Joseph 
R. La Porta; 

H. R. 2447, An act for the relief of George 
M. Sanger; 

H. R. 2632, An act providing for the perma- 
nent residence of Sisters Adalgisa Bellagam- 
ba, Maria Rina Montecchio, Anna Taricco, 
Maria Caterina Crevani, Elizabeth Baggio, 
Rosa Portale, Lorenzina D'Amico, Assunta 
Bonfiglio, Maria D'Amico, Lorenzina Scella- 
to, Luigia Andreina Fratelli, Elena Montec- 
chio, and Maria Bellesso; 

H. R. 3221. An act for the relief of Joji 
Ikeda, a minor; 

H. R. 3281, An act for the relief of Fanny 
Tsihrintge Papen; 

H. R. 3376. An act for the relief of Mar- 
garet K. N. Miller; 

H. R. 3424. An act for the relief of Yumi 
Horiuchi; 

H. R. 4035. An act for the relief of Donald 
I. Hamrock, Robert N. Lensch, Russell E. 
Ryan, and Helen P. Stewart; 

H. R. 4181. An act for the relief of Leroy 
Peebles; š 

H. R. 4270. An act for the relief of the es- 
tate of Jennie Gayle, deceased; 

H. R. 4271. An act for the relief of Mr. 
and Mrs. Richard G. Adams and legal guard- 
ian of Dorothy Margaret Adams; and 

H. R. 5159. An act for the relief of the 
estate of Cleo C. Reeves; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

H. R. 3003. An act to authorize Rear Adm. 
Emory D. Stanley, United States Navy, re- 
tired, to accept employment with the Gov- 
ernment of Peru; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED 


As in executive session, 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate a message from the President of 
the United States submitting several 
nominations, which was referred to the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. 

(For nominations this day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 


ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES, ETC., 
PRINTED IN THE APPENDIX 


On request, and by unanimous con- 
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, etc., 
were ordered to be printed in the Appen- 
dix, as follows: 

By Mr. WILEY: 

Address entitled “America’s Great Chal- 
lenge,” delivered by him before the Common- 
wealth Club of California at the Palace Hotel, 
San Francisco, on September 7, 1951. 

Message from the National Creamery Asso- 
ciation and the American Butter Institute 
regarding proposals to weaken restrictions on 
foreign butter and other dairy and fat 
imports. 

Resolutions adopted by the National Asso- 
ciation of Attorneys General, and newspaper 
comments regarding the crime problem in 
the United States, 

By Mr. IVES: 

Article entitled “Washington Not Confi- 
dential,” written by Dr. Frederick Brown 
Harris, Chaplain of the Senate, in the series 
entitled “Spires of the Spirit,” published in 
the Washington Star of September 16, 1951. 

By Mr. JENNER: 

Article entitled “Compounding an Injus- 
tice to United States Auto Users,” published 
in Automotive News, relating to the proposed 
excise tax program and tax increases on 
automobiles, trucks, etc. 
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By Mr. MARTIN: 

Editorial entitled “General Hoban Re- 
tires,” published in the Harrisburg (Pa.) 
Evening News of September 14, 1951, with 
reference to the retirement of Brig. Gen. 
Linus Hoban, deputy commander of the 
Twenty-eighth Division. 

By Mr. FREAR: 

Editorial entitled “Civis Americanus,” from 
the Journal-Every Evening, of Wilmington, 
Del., relating to the obligations of American 
citizenship. 

By Mr. HENDRICKSON: 

Article by Judge Fred G. Stickel, Jr., of 
Newark, N. J., published in the Caldwell 
Progress of August 10, 1951, relating to com- 
munism and its method of operation. 

Editorial entitled “Progress Through In- 
terstate Cooperation,” published in the New 
Jersey Law Journal of September 6, 1951. 

By Mr. MOODY: 

Letter from Sigma Delta Chi, professional 
journalistic fraternity, dated August 21, 1951, 
to the United States Secretary of State, re- 
garding the imprisonment in Czechoslovakia 
of Associated Press Correspondent William 
N. Oatis. 

Article entitled “Professor Richey Loses 
Post at Virginia University,” published in the 
Washington Post September 18, 1951. 

By Mr. HILL: 

Statement prepared by him, entitled “Oil 
for Education.” 

Editorial entitled “Mr. McManon’s Atomic 
Proposal,” published in the Washington 
Evening Star for September 19, 1951. 

By Mr. HUMPHREY: ' 

An article entitled “American Income Up 
to 239 Billion in 50,“ by the United Press, 
dealing with the total annual income of 
the people of the United States, together 
with an editorial entitled “Road to Ruin” 
and an editorial entitled “Good Old Days?” 
published in the Minnesota Union-Advocate 
on August 23, 1951, and relating to studies 
of total annual income in the United States, 

Editorial entitled “Where Credit Is Due,” 
published in the Minneapolis Morning 
Tribune for September 10, 1951, dealing with 
credit for the San Francisco Conference on 
the Japanese peace treaty. 

Article entitled The Co-ops’ Role,” by 
Alfred D. Stedman, published in the St. 
Paul Pioneer Press, and dealing with the 
American cooperative movement and its re- 
lationship to the American economy. 

By Mr. WELKER: 

Article entitled How Good Is Our Alaskan 
Defense?” written by Don Shannon, and pub- 
lished in the Deseret News, of Salt Lake 
City, Utah, on September 16, 1951. 

By Mr. MUNDT: 

Editorial entitled “Dispelling Political 
Confusion” published in the Newark (N. J.) 
Star-Ledger of September 18, 1951, dealing 
with proposals for political realinement. 


CORRESPONDENCE BETWEEN SENATOR 


GREEN AND THE PRESIDENT OF 
FRANCE 


Mr, GREEN. Mr. President, these 
days are quite filled with celebrations and 
entertainments in honor of the French 
High Commissioner for Indochina, Gen. 
Jean de Lattre de Tassigny. In that 
connection I desire to read to the Senate 
correspondence which I had with the 
President of France, as contributing to 
the general feeling of good will between 
the two countries. The correspondence 
resulted from a trip which the members 
of a subcommittee of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations took last July, during 
which the members of the subcommittee 
received many courtesies from the Presi- 
py and the French Government gener- 
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On August 25 I wrote to the President 

of France as follows: 
Aucust 25, 1951. 
His Excellency VINCENT AURIOL, 
President of France, 
Paris, France. 

My Dear Mr. PRESIDENT: May I thank you 
again for your kind hospitality to the mem- 
bers of the subcommittee of the Committee 
on Foreign Relations, of which I was chair- 
man, on our recent visit to Paris. We prof- 
ited greatly by our meetings with you and 
other high officials of your Government, and 
enjoyed the generous hospitality shown us 
by you and them. 

It occurs to me that you might be inter- 
ested in the report of the committee which 
has just come from the printer, a copy of 
which I am enclosing herewith. 

Our two countries have had an uninter- 
rupted friendship longer than that of any 
other two countries. I trust it may con- 
tinue into the far future. 

With all good wishes, I remain, 

Yours sincerely, 
THEODORE FRANCIS GREEN. 


Yesterday I received a reply from the 
President of France, which reads as 
follows: 

THE PRESIDENT OF THE PEPUBLIC, 
Paris, September 10, 1951. 

My Dear Senator: I was extre.nely moved 
by the letter which you sent me in your 
name and in the name of the other mem- 
bers of the subcommittee of the Foreign 
Relations Committee, whom I received re- 
cently at the Elysee. 

I was so very glad to be able to meet with 
your colleagues and yourself in such an at- 
mosphere of friendly frankness. 

I am convinced that such accord is ex- 
tremely valuable for the understanding of 
the problems confronting our two countries. 

I have read with great interest the report 
which you enclosed and which contained 
your committee’s conclusions of its Euro- 
pean trip. 

I particularly liked the paragraphs de- 
voted to France because they displayed such 
friendly objectivity. . 

I am convinced, like you, that our two 
countries will continue in the future the 
friendship which has united us in the past 
in the defense of freedom. 

I beg you to believe, my dear Senator, the 
assurances of my best regards and highest 
consideration. 

VINCENT AURIOL, 


At the bottom of the letter there 
appears the following handwritten post- 
script: 

I beg you to pass on to your colleagues 
my friendly and continuing remembrances, 
PRESENCE IN THE GALLERIES OF A 

DELEGATION OF POSTMASTERS FROM 

NORTH DAKOTA 


Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I should 
like to invite the attention of the Sen- 
ate to the fact that there is present in 
the galleries of the Senate today a dele- 
gation of postmasters from the State of 
North Dakota. It is an outstanding 
group of men and women, and I invite 
the attention of the Senate to the fact 
that they are present and observing the 
proceedings. As one of the Senators 
from North Dakota, I welcome them to 
the Senate. 

SEPARATION OF SUBSIDY FROM AIR-MAIL 
PAY 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (S, 436) to provide for the 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


separation of subsidy from air-mail pay, 
and for other purposes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion before the Senate is on the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Con- 
necticut [Mr. McManon] on behalf of 
the Committee on Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre- 
tary will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Aiken George McKellar 
Bennett Gillette McMahon 
Benton - Green Millikin 
Brewster Hayden Monroney 
Bricker Hendrickson» Moody 
Bridges Hill Mundt 
Butler, Md. Hoey Murray 
Butler, Nebr. Holland Neely 

Byrd Humphrey Nixon 
Cain Hunt O'Mahoney 
Capehart Ives Pastore 
Carlson Jenner Robertson 
Case Johnson, Colo. Russell 
Chavez Johnson, Tex. Saltonstall 
Clements Johnston, S. C. Schoeppel 
Connally Kem Smith, Maine 
Cordon Kerr Smith, N. J, 
Dirksen Kilgore Sparkman 
Douglas Knowland Stennis 
Duff Langer Taft 
Dworshak Lehman Thye 
Eastland Lodge Underwood 
Ecton Long Watkins 
Ellender Martin Welker 
Ferguson Maybank Wiley 
Flanders McCarran Williams 
Frear McClellan Young 
Fulbright McFarland 


Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON] is absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. Hen- 
NINGS], the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
KEFAUVER], the Senator from Washing- 
ton [Mr. Macnuson], the Senator from 
Maryland {Mr. O'Conor], the Senator 
from North Carolina [Mr. SMITH], and 
the Senator from Florida IMr. 
SMATHERS] are absent on official busi- 
ness. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL, I announce that 
the Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN- 
LOOPER] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. MA- 
LONE] is detained on official business. 

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Me- 
CARTHY], the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
Morse], and the Senator from Nebraska 
(Mr. WHERRY] are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. Tosry] is absent because of illness. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is 
present. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Connecticut [Mr. McManon], for 
the Committee on Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce. The time for debate is 
controlled by the Senator from Con- 
necticut [Mr. McManon], and by the 
Senator from Colorado [Mr. JOHNSON], 
provided he is opposed to the amend- 
ment. If the Senator from Colorado 
(Mr. Jounson] is in favor of the amend- 
ment, the time in opposition is controlled 
by the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
SALTONSTALL]. 

Mr.McMAHON. Mr. President, I have 
no disposition to argue the amendment, 
if there is no opposition to it. Appar- 
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ently there is little evidence of opposi- 
tion to it. I ask the acting minority 
leader if he has had any request for 
time to speak against the amendment. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I would say to 
my distinguished colleague from Con- 
necticut that I know of several Senators 
who wish to speak on one or two amend- 
ments. However, I do not know which 
amendments they have in mind. I be- 
lieve the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
AIKEN], the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
WILLIAMS], and other Senators wish to 
speak on some of the amendments. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Unless a 
Senator wishes to speak on the pending 
5 the Chair will put the ques- 

on. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President—— 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the 
Senator from Massachusetts yield time 
to the Senator from Florida? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I shall be glad 
to do so, but I should like to send for the 
Senator from Vermont [| Mr. AIKEN], who 
I know is interested in the question be- 
fore a vote is taken. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. ArKen] is interested 
in an amendment of his own. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL, Mr, President, 
I may say to the Senator from Con- 
necticut that I know of no opposition to 
his amendment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
of the Senator from Connecticut, 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I 
should like to address a question to the 
Senator from Connecticut, if I may do so. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the 
Senator from Connecticut yield to the 
Senator from Florida? 

Mr. McMAHON. I yield. 

Mr. HOLLAND. My question is this: 
What is the meaning of the amendment, 
as to what carrier or carriers who are 
certificated will be excluded from the 
carriage of mail under the terms of the 
amendment? 

Mr. McMAHON. Under the present 
Civil Aeronautics Act, a subsidy can be 
paid only to carriers who are authorized 
by certificates of public convenience and 
necessity to transport mail. If they 
have a certificate to transport mail at 
the present time, this measure will not 
take away from them such certificate. 
This amendment requires that any car- 
rier who has a certificate to carry pas- 
sengers or a certificate to carry freight 
will have to obtain from the Civil Aero- 
nautics Board a certificate authorizing 
it to carry mail, before it will become 
available for a subsidy. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a further ques- 
tion? 

Mr. McMAHON. I yield. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Am I correct, then, 
in my understanding that this amend- 
ment will not ban any certificated car- 
rier, whether a carrier of passengers or 
a carrier of freight, from the right to 
be heard upon the merits upon an ap- 
plication to be certificated to carry mail 
by aircraft? 

Mr. McMAHON. This amendment 
gives any company that right, but it 
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will have to apply for that kind of a 
certification. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Under this particu- 
lar amendment there is no closed shop 
that requires the Board to approve only 
those already certified or only a single 
class of carriers, whether it be carriers 
of persons or carriers of freight? 

Mr. McMAHON. That is correct. I 
may say that the amendment has the 
approval of the Secretary of Commerce 
and of the Civil Aeronautics Board; and 
I may add that, of course, it had prac- 
tically the unanimous support of the 
committee. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. McMAHON. I yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I am not very familiar 
with the technical features of this bill. 
However, I have a memorandum, pre- 
pared by one of my constituents, who 
asks me to request a further explanation 
of certain phases of the measure. 

In the first place, can the Senator 
from Connecticut inform me whether 
this amendment was opposed by the Air 
Force on defense grounds? 

Mr. McMAHON. I may say to the 
Senator from New York that the agency 
of which I was trying to think, in re- 
plying to the question of the Senator 
from Florida, was the Bureau of the 
Budget, in addition to the Civil Aero- 
nautics Board and the Secretary of Com- 
merce. As the Senator knows, the Bu- 
reau of the Budget is an extension of the 
Presidential office. 

In regard to the Air Force, let me say 
that we had eight lines of a letter from 
Mr. McCone, the Under Secretary of the 
Air Force, in which he suggested the 
language as it was originally drawn. In 
other words, the memorandum the Sen- 
ator from New York has, to the effect 
that the Assistant Secretary of the Air 
Force is not in favor of this provision, is 
correct. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Has he opposed it on 
defense grounds? 

Mr. McMAHON. I shall not say that 
he opposed it on defense grounds, As 
the language was originally written, he 
supported it as furthering national de- 
fense, on the ground that if there were 
these freight lines and these noncer- 
tificated airlines, that is, noncertificated 
as to mail, it would help national defense 
if they could be granted subsidies with- 
out being required to undertake any fur- 
ther proceedings. However, the com- 
mittee did not see the validity of that 
argument, 

Of course, the basic purpose of this 
measure, as the Senator from New York 
knows, is to try to separate compensation 
from subsidy. There are carriers who 
are certificated as to mail who are get- 
ting out of the subsidy class. In fact, 
the four largest, as I understand, are 
now out of the subsidy class; and it is 
the ambition of the Congress and, I 
think, of all of us, to stop these subsi- 
dies as soon as we can, having due re- 
gard to the security of the United States. 

This amendment as I understand, 
only places upon the carriers who do not 
now have certificates to carry the mail 
the burden of applying to the Civil Aero- 
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nautics Board for a certificate to carry 
the mail, at which time there will be a 
hearing and the application will either 
be allowed or be disallowed. If allowed, 
such carriers will be placed in the same 
classification as those who now carry 
the mail under a proper certificate, be- 
cause that is what they had to do under 
the 1938 act. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a further question? 

Mr. McMAHON. I yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. It has been repre- 
sented to me that the McMahon amend- 
ment would exclude from subsidy 12 car- 
riers holding certificates of public con- 
venicnce and necessity from the Civil 
Aeronautics Board, although the Air 
Lorce says those carriers should be in- 
cluded for defense purposes. 

Mr. McMAHON. I hardiy think that 
is a fair statement of the situatior, for 
the reason that those 12 carriers are not 
excluded at all by this amendment, ex- 
cept in the sense that the amendment 
does not permit a wide-open power to 
grant a subsidy without a hearing on 
their right to carry mail; that is all the 
amendment does. 

Those 12 carriers can apply to the 
Civil Aeronautics Board, as I under- 
stand, for a certificate to carry the mail; 
they are not barred at all from doing so. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for one more question? 

Mr. McMAHON. I yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. It has also been repre- 
sented to me that it is illogical to per- 
petuate a connection between mail and 
subsidies, especially in a bill which sepa- 
rates them. The memorandum which I 
have states that the objects of subsidy 
are, first, defense and, second, commerce, 
not mail, and that mail is amply taken 
care of in the sections of the bill pro- 
viding for mail pay, and should not be 
tied to the subsidy section. It has fur- 
ther been represented to me that the 
point I have just stated is amplified in 
the report of the Senate Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce and 
in the report of the House Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 
Can the Se r advise me as to that? 

Mr. Mc ON. I am not sure as to 
the argument that is being made in that 
connection, except it would seem to me 
that the argument that the Civil Aero- 
nautics Board should be denied the op- 
portunity of determining, not the rate, 
but the right to receive an air-mail sub- 
sidy, when it has that duty with regard 
to the other carriers, is rather an un- 
usual argument and request. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Would the subsidy be 
hidden in the mail rate or would it be 
shown as a separate item? 

Mr. McMAHON. It would be shown 
as a separate item. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MCMAHON. I yield to the Senator 
from Maine, if he has a question to 
ask. 

Mr. BREWSTER. On the matter of 
exclusion, I think the Senator from New 
York should understand that under the 
present law these 12 companies are ex- 
cluded. The only question is whether 
we should change the tradition and the 
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law which has been on the statute books 
for 18 years by now permitting them to 
be included. That is the only point. 

Mr. McMAHON. But is it not true that 
although these 12 carriers are excluded 
and are not automatically covered in, 
they have a right to apply for a certi- 
ficate? 

Mr. BREWSTER. Yes. The point was 
that these 12 carriers at the present time 
cannot be included under their certifi- 
cates and under the law which has been 
on the statute books for the past 18 years. 
The whole object of the bill is to reduce 
the subsidy, whereas the point which is 
presented dy the Senator from New York 
is that the subsidy should be expanded. 
However, such a procedure would open 
up a field so vast that the committee 
drew back, inasmuch as we were trying 
to cut it down, and felt that the defense 
problem should be handled by other 
means, rather than by this one. 

Mr. LEHMAN. If I may, I should like 
to ask the Senator one more question. 
I desire to emphasize again that I am not 
very familiar with the technical phases, 
but is it a fact that as to any rate which 
is made with respect to the air carriers, 
the subsidy would be merged in the rate? 

Mr. BREWSTER. No. 

Mr. LEHMAN. And that it therefore 
would not be shown as a distinct and 
separate entity? 

Mr. BREWSTER. For the entire do- 
mestic field, the whole object is to make 
a division, so that the rate will be one 
thing, the subsidy will be entirely differ- 
ent, and we shall be informed each year 
just how much the subsidy is, and to 
whom it is to be paid. 

Mr. McMAHON. The nub of the 
question is, is it not, that those affected 
by the bill are certificated to carry 
passengers? Automatically, as the bill 
was written, they would be able and 
would have the right to carry mail, 
without any further hearing before the 
CAB. We felt that was in derogation 
of the whole purpose of getting the Gov- 
ernment out of the practice of paying 
subsidies. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. McMAHON. Just a moment, if 
the Senator will permit me. I should 
like to call attention to the decision in 
docket 810, in the so-called Flying 
Tigers Line Air Freight case. The Com- 
mission, when it decided that case, said: 

The carriers herein certificated have 
strongly urged that they can conduct the 
service without the benefit of Government 
aid, and, in fact, exhibited a determination 
to do so. We find that the public conven- 
lence and necessity do not require that mail 
be carried over any of the routes certificated. 
It may be noted at this point that one argu- 
ment which has been raised against the cer- 
tification of any all-freight carriers is that 
the award of any authority at this time would 
be merely one step toward ultimate mail 
certification, and thus, in the long run, 
toward burdening the Government with the 
support of all-freight carriers. We have 
made it abundantly clear, however, that in 
this proceding we found the public con- 
venience and necessity not to require cer- 
tification of the applicants for carriers of 
mail, and have further specifically stated 
that one important factor in our determi- 
nation to grant temporary authority is that 


1951 


the freight carriers which will be certificated 
herein will not receive support in the form 
of mail pay. Any speculation, therefore, 
that at some other time and under some 
other circumstances we might arrive at 
some other conclusion, would have no rele- 
vancy to the issues in the present case. 


Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. McMAHON. If the Senator will 
pardon me, I agreed to yield to the Sen- 
ator from Illinois. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I thank the Senator 
from Connecticut. May I ask whether 
my impression is correct that the funda- 
mental purpose of the subsidy to the air- 
lines is to insure the maintenance in 
readiness of a force of pilots, planes, and 
organizations which, in the event of war, 
could be very valuable for military pur- 
poses? 

Mr. McMAHON. That is correct. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. In the past, the sub- 
sidy has beén a concealed one, disguised 
within the mail rates, and it has there- 
fore been confined to lines which carry 
mail. But is it not quite possible that we 
may have lines amongst the 16 non-mail- 
carrying companies which carry only 
freight and passengers which would be 
extremely valuable for military purposes? 
I had thought that one of the purposes of 
divorcing subsidy from the mail was to 
permit the subsidy question to be con- 
sidered on the basis of national defense, 
and not considered on the basis of 
whether airlines were mail carriers. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Connecticut yield to 
me? 

Mr. McMAHON. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from Maine. 

Mr. BREWSTER. The one point 
which has troubled certainly the mem- 
bers of the committee who have been 
actively concerned with this question— 
and I think I speak for the chairman, as 
well as for the other members of the 
committee—is that when the freight 
lines came before us to secure these cer- 
tificates, they testified repeatedly and 
wholeheartedly that they would not need, 
and would never ask for any subsidy. 
That is a matter of record. That was the 
only basis on which we went forward 
with this proposal. 

We are considerably troubled, not that 
we have any question as to the character 
of the service they are rendering, but be- 
cause of the vast field which will be 
opened up. If we could be assured that 
the subsidy would be a very modest one, 
there might be something to be said in its 
favor; but then it would not mean so 
much to them. I am sure the Senator 
from Illinois is one who appreciates what 
the possibilities are, once a thing of this 
kind is begun, and because of the latent 
danger of it, and as the result of a great 
public stir, we were led to try to curtail 
the subsidy. This bill we believe will 
move very far in that direction. 

Mr. McMAHON. I should like to say 
further to the Senator from Illinois that 
mail certainly moves every place that 
freight does and that passengers do. If 
there is any necessity, in the interests of 
the national defense, for these airlines to 
get a subsidy, then they ought to be made 
to go to the CAB to justify the certificate 
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authorizing them to carry the mail, upon 
which compensation will be allowed 
them. = 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator is 
doubtless aware of Acting Secretary Mc- 
Cone’s letter, dated August 6, 1951, which 
appears on pages 726 and 727 of the 
hearings, in which he stated: 

It is the opinion of the Department of 
Defense that it would appear to be incon- 
sistent to deny to the Government the pos- 
sibility, if desirable in the national interest, 
of subsidizing operators of heavy-freight 
aircraft requiring little conversion for mili- 
tary use. The requirements of passenger and 
freight traffic are both important to the 
military program. 


As a matter of fact, less conversion 
may be required in the case of the freight 
and passenger planes than in the case 
of the so-called mail planes, 

Mr. McMAHON. That is true. But 
why did the Director of the Bureau of the 
Budget, why did the CAB, and why did 
the Secretary of Commerce take a con- 
trary view? Because they are less inter- 
ested in national defense? Not at all. 
Because they knew that the interests of 
national defense could be properly served 
by putting proper safeguards around the 
granting of subsidies, by requiring the 
airlines to go to the CAB, who know what 
the situation is. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. McMAHON. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts. Of course, my 
time is running out, and I hope the Sen- 
ator is going to give me a little of his 
time. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I shall be glad 
to do that. We have had quite consid- 
erable trouble with the merchant marine, 
and the subsidies provided for its opera- 
tion. One of the great questions raised 
in connection with such subsidies was 
whether we were in effect creating a 
monopoly on the part of those who re- 
ceive the subsidy, and preventing others 
from entering the field. This year that 
subject was discussed at length, and five 
new companies in the merchant marine, 
for instance, are applying for subsidies, 
which may be available to them if there 
is sufficient money provided. My ques- 
tion is, Would the amendment of the 
Senator from Connecticut have the effect 
of creating a monopoly on the part of 
the lines which can get the subsidies, 
since, as the Senator says, they must be 
certificated mail carriers? 

Mr. McMAHON. If we were also to 
say that the CAB can never certify an- 
other mail carrier, I presume we would 
be locking up the whole business and 
giving it to the present carriers, 51 in 
number, who are certificated to carry 
mail. But we do not do that. All we 
say, through this amendment, as I un- 
derstand it, is, “You must get a certifi- 
cate to carry the mail, and under the 
procedure prescribed by law you have to 
get it from the CAB. When you get it, 
your rates will be set by the Post Office 
Department.” 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Any air com- 
pany can apply for a certificate. 

. McMAHON. That is correct. 

If this amendment were not adopted, 

what would be the result? There are 
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around 87 large irregular carriers today. 
There are, I believe, 16 additional car- 
riers who hold certificates of public con- 
venience and necessity, but are not au- 
thorized to carry the mails. These car- 
riers would immediately become eligible 
for a subsidy; and that is what would 
really open the doors wide, so that, in- 
stead of cutting down the subsidy, which 
is the objective of the pending legisla- 
tion, we would really open things up to a 
fare-thee-well. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I thank the 
Senator. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Connecticut yield for 
a question? 

Mr. McMAHON. I yield. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator has been 
most kind in answering questions, but he 
is doubtless aware of the letter of Post- 
master General Donaldson to Represent- 
ative Jonn F. Kennepy which appears on 
page 223 of the hearings, in which the 
Postmaster General states: 

The Department should not be required to 
tender mail to air carriers certificated for 
teal nage other than the needs of the postal 
service. 


In other words, the mail carriers which 
are needed have already been certifi- 
cated, and in order to obtain a subsidy 
they must get a mail certificate. The 
Postmaster General felt that subsidies 
should be based on defense or commerce 
needs alone, and did not want to have to 
give mail certificates except where nec- 
essary to carry the mail. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of 
the Senator from Connecticut has ex- 
pired. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Connecticut. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, the Sena- 
tor from Massachusetts [Mr. SALTON- 
STALL] asked me if I would take charge 
of the opposition time while he was out 
of the Chamber. If any Senator wishes 
to speak in opposition to the amend- 
ment, I should like to be advised of it. 
I certainly wish to speak in opposition. 

I believe the effect of the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Connecti- 
cut would be to contribute toward a mo- 
nopoly of the already existing interna- 
tional carriers which have mail certifi- 
cates and mail subsidies at the present 
time. It would also possibly handicap 
the armed services in the event we ever 
wished to subsidize nonmail certificated 
airlines in an emeigency. It is entirely 
possible that it would add considerably 
to the cost of Government. 

I am particularly interested in the 
bill because I was a member of the so- 
called Hoover Commission, and it was 
the purpose of that commission to rec- 
ommend such things as would promote 
economy and efficiency in Government. 
We recommended that subsidies be sep- 
arated and provided for in a direct ap- 
propriation. Ostensibly this bill would 
carry out that recommendation; as a 
matter of fact, it would not, if the 
amendment now proposed were agreed 
to by the Senate and added to the bill. 

The Department of Defense has pro- 
tested against the provision of the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Connecticut. I should like to quote from 
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a letter which was sent to the senior 
Senator from Colorado [Mr. JOHNSON], 
the committee chairman, and which will 
be found on page 726 of the Senate hear- 
ings, in answer to question No. 1. The 
letter was written by John A. McCone, 
Acting Secretary of the Air Force, and 
it reads, in part, as follows: 

The Department of Defense would prefer 
that “any certificated air carrier” be made 
eligible to apply for subsidy as provided in 
S. 436. The Department of Defense has a 
twofold interest in defense requirements 
concerning civil aircraft. These require- 
ments are for passenger and light-cargo air- 
craft and heavy cargo transports. It is the 
opinion of the Department of Defense that 
it would appear to be inconsistent to deny 
to the Government the possibility, if de- 
sirable in the national interest, of subsidiz- 
ing operators of heavy-freight aircraft re- 
quiring little conversion for military use. 
The requirements of passenger and freight 
traffic are both important to the military 
program. 


Mr. President, if our top military offi- 
cials insist that America’s defense would 
be aided by not limiting subsidy require- 
ments and certificating mail carriers, 
why should we refuse to follow their 
recommendation? Would it not be jeop- 
ardizing the national defense? We all 
know how crucial air power would be if 
another war should come; and it would 
be the height of folly to tie the hands 
of our Air Force in anyway whatsoever. 

Furthermore, the amendment should 
be defeated in the interest of economy. 
The proponents of the amendment argue 
that it would be more economical to 
have the other certificated carriers ex- 
cluded from the subsidy. They say that 
if the other lines are included, it would 
mean that much more subsidy. But, 
Mr. President, that could happen only 
if the total subsidy figure were increased. 
There is no reasor for that. At the 
most, it would mean that the same 
amount for subsidies would be divided 
among a greater number of airlines. 

I have heard it said that possibly 2,000 
different airlines would come forward 
and ask for subsidies. That is not only 
ridiculous, but it is virtually impossible, 
because, as I understand, only about a 
dozen different airlines could qualify for 
subsidies at the present time. They are 
regularly scheduled airlines. But if all 
the certificated airlines were given sub- 
sidies, we might possibly have a more 
costly program in the long run. 

If world conditions grow much worse, 
the Department of Defense will un- 
doubtedly feel the necessity of extend- 
ing financial aid to build up the other 
certificated airlines. That could not be 
done under the proposed amendment. 
The Government would, therefore, be 
forced to have the airlines apply for 
mail certificates in order to be eligible 
for subsidies, although they would not 
be actually needed to carry the mails. 
This would definitely mean more money 
paid out in subsidies, since the other 
carriers would already have divided the 
subsidies among themselves. It would 
also mean a higher postal deficit. It 
would do the very opposite of what was 
recommended by the Hoover Commis- 
sion—the promotion of greater effi- 
ciency, separation of subsidies from 
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mail operating expenses, and reduction 
of costs: 

Mr. President, I do not believe the 
amendment is in the interest of the pub- 
lic generally. In my opinion, it would 
be definitely in the interest of two or 
three major international American- 
owned airlines. It would contribute 
toward the creation of a monopoly, and 
would put our Armed Forces at a disad- 
vantage in the event of a greater 
emergency. 

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield. 

Mr. McMAHON, I can hardly think 
the comment of the Senator from Ver- 
mont is justified. There are 16 carriers 
now certificated to carry mail. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I stand 
by the statement which I have just made. 
I think the effect of the amendment 
would be to concentrate transoceanic 
traffic in the hands of a comparatively 
small number of companies. I do not 
know how many there will be, I am 
frank to admit, but certainly it would 
limit the subsidies to those who now hold 
certificates authorizing the transporta- 
tion of mail by aircraft. If that would 
not leave the other airlines outside the 
pale, I do not know what it would do. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Vermont yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CLEMENTs in the chair). Does the Sena- 
tor from Vermont yield to the Senator 
from New York? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. The Senator from 
Connecticut made the statement that 
any certificated air carrier could petition 
to do certain things. The bill provides 
that the Board is empowered and di- 
rected upon its own initiative, or upon 
petition of the Postmaster General for 
an air carrier, to fix and determine from 
time to time, after notice and hearing, 
fair and reasonable rates of compensa- 
tion, and so forth. The amendment of 
the Senator from Connecticut changing 
the words “certificated air carrier” to 
“air carrier holding a certificate” would, 
as I interpret it, mean that no air carrier 
save one that is at the present time hold- 
ing a certificate authorizing the trans- 
portation of mail by aircraft could even 
petition the CAB. 

Mr. McMAHON. That is not the in- 
tention at all. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Is not that the effect 
of the language, though? 

Mr. McMAHON. No, I do not think 
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I think the amendment is designed 
tc provide, and it so states, that before 
they receive any subsidy they must have 
been certificated to carry the mail. The 
procedure to be followed in order to get 
a certificate to carry the mail is not 
changed by the amendment. A carrier 
gets such a certificate by demonstrat- 
ing that it is qualified to carry the mail. 
That is why I would say to the Senator 
from Vermont, when he suggests that 
the amendment sets up a preferred class, 
that it does not set up a class to which 
there is not a legal way of being admitted 
upon due showing to the properly consti- 
tuted authorities. 
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Mr. AIKEN. Let me ask the Senator 
from Connecticut how meny American 
airlines are now certified to carry the 
mail between the United States and 
Europe. 

Mr. McMAHON. Two. 

Mr. AIKEN. That is what I thought. 
Cf course, there are many airlines car- 
rying mail between the United States 
and Canada and Mexico and Central 
America and other areas of the world, 
but the effect of this amendment would 
be to give a distinct advantage to the 
two air lines which now have certificates 
to carry mail between the United States 
and Europe. 

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield. 

Mr. McMAHON. Is it not also true 
that any of the freight lines, the irregu- 
lars or nonsched’s, so-called, that are 
operating between the United States and 
Europe, can go before the CAB and say, 
“Here is our case; we want to be certi- 
ficated as mail carriers”? 

Mr, AIKEN. Yes. 

Mr. McMAHON. That is all I want 
them to have the right to do. 

Mr. AIKEN. What the Senator says 
is accurate, but if the two airlines now 
have certificates to carry the mail be- 
tween the United States and Europe, the 
other airlines would not have anything 
to gain by being certificated. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, will the Senator from 
Vermont yield? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
If they are going to ask to be certificated 
to carry the mails, and the Postmaster 
General says it is legal for them to do so, 
would not that force the Postmaster 
General to pay subsidies to carriers who 
do not even carry mail? 

Mr. AIKEN. Yes, because the Post- 
master General might have to certify 
for mail subsidies carriers which were 
not needed at all. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Is it not true that the Postmaster Gen- 
eral opposes the amendment on that 
ground? 

Mr. AIKEN. I understand that to be 
true, and if we vote to approve the 
amendment we do so over the opposition 
also of the Department of Defense. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Vermont yield? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I should like to ask the 
Senator from Connecticut a question. 
Will the Senator from Connecticut ex- 
plain to me the exact procedure by which 
a certificated air carrier can obtain a 
certificate authorizing transportation of 
mail by aircraft. 

Mr. IKficMAHON. The carrier would 
go to the CAB and make application for 
a certificate under the 1938 statute. 

Mr. LEHMAN. But if we change the 
words “certificated air carrier,” which 
appear in the bill now before us, to the 
words “air carrier holding a certificate 
authorizing transportation of mail by 
aircraft,” I submit that the certificated 
air carriers would not be empowered un- 
der this bill even to go to the CAB. 
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Mr. McMAHON. Oh, but hey could 
go there, I will say to the Senator from 
New York, under two separate proceed- 
ings. Under the 1938 act they could go 
to the CAB to be certificated as a mail 
carrier. Under this amendment, hav- 
ing been certificated as a mail carrier, 
the Board would be empowered upon 
their further certificate—they now 
holding a mail certificate—to grant them 
a subsidy. 

Mr. LEHMAN. They do not have a 
mail certificate yet. They are trying to 
get a mail certificate. 

Mr. McMAHON. That is a prelimi- 
nary proceeding. The Bureau of the 
Budget, the Secretary of Commerce, and 
the CAB insist that the respective recip- 
jent of a subsidy shall go through the 
process of being weighed before the 
Board, before the preliminary certificate 
is granted. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I do not understand 
under those circumstances the purpose 
of changing the words “certificated air 
carrier” to the words “any air carrier 
holding a certificate authorizing trans- 
portation of mail by aircraft’ because 
this part of the section gives tke cer- 
tificated air carrier the right to petition 
the Board to do certain things. 

Mr. McMAHON. Providing he has 
been given an air-mail certificate which 
he will have received in a preceding 
period in a hearing preceding his appli- 
cation to be awarded a subsidy. 

Mr. LEHMAN. As I interpret the 
wording of the amendment, the right 
to petition the Board will be limited to 
air carriers holding a certificate author- 
izing the transportation of mail by air- 
craft. 

Mr. McMAHON. That is not the un- 
derstanding of myself or the author of 
the amendment or of any Member of 
the committee. I do not know how the 
chairman of the committee stands on 
the amendment, but I see him shaking 
his head as though to say that is not 
the intention of this amendment. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will 
the chairman of the committee explain 
the matter? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I shall 
be glad to if I am given time to do so, 

Mr. AIKEN. I hope the explanation 
will be as brief as possible, because sev- 
eral Senators want to ask questions. I 
yield to the Senator from Colorado 3 
minutes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena- 
tor from Colorado (Mr. JcuHNnson] is 
recognized for 3 minutes. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Under 
the law there are no limitations which 
keep the 12 certificated carriers or any 
other certificated carriers from being 
certificated by the CAB to carry mail. 
That door is as wide open as the CAB 
wants to let it be wide open. They can 
certificate as great a number of carriers 
to carry the mail as they want to. That 
is under the 1938 act. The pending bill 
does not amend those portions of the 
1938 act. 

Mr. AIKEN. But under the amend- 
ment proposed by the Senator from Con- 
necticut, they would have to be certifi- 
cated to be mail carriers before they 
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could get a subsidy for continuing and 
maintaining air transportation as the 
law provides. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. If the 
Senator will permit me, after they were 
granted a certificate then they would be 
eligible for a subsidy. 

Mr. AIKEN. Of course, we would 
have to pay them a mail subsidy in order 
o make them eligible for transporta- 

on. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. No. In 
this bill, theoretically there is no mail 
subsidy, and I do not believe there is 
practically. We are taking the subsidy 
out of the mail portion of the bill. 

Mr. DOUGLAS, Mr. PASTORE, and 
Mr. BREWSTER addressed the Chair. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the 
Senator from Vermont yield; and if so, 
to. whom? 

Mr. AIKEN. I now yield to the Sen- 
ator from Illinois, after which I shall 
yield to the Senator from Rhode Is- 
land, and then to the Senator from 
Maine. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, as I 
remember, tLe Senator from Vermont 
was a member of the Hoover Commis- 
sion which went into this question very 
thoroughly. Is it the understanding -of 
the Senator from Verment that the pro- 
posal of the Hoover Commission to sep- 
arate the payment of subsidies from the 
carrying of mail was for two purposes: 
First, in order to get the subsidies out 
in the open so that their extent could 
be known and therefore their amount 
checked; and, second, since the subsidies 
are for the purpose of national defense, 
some lines which carry “reight and pas- 
senger traffic, but which are not eligible 
to carry mail traffic, should be given a 
subsidy for defense purposes, and not be 
required to go through the process of 
getting a maii certificate before they can 
qualify? 

Mr. AIKEN. The Senator's state- 
ment is completely correct. 

I now yield to tke Senator from 
Rhode Island. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I 
think the Senator from Illinois has made 
the point which is of some concern to 
me. I should like to ask the Senator 
from Vermont a question, bearing in 
mind the language of the bill as it has 
been reported by the committee, and not 
considering the McMahon amendment. 

Mr. AIKEN. I do not know whether 
it was considered in committee or not. I 
heard that it was. The chairman of the 
committee can tell us about that. 

Mr. PASTORE. For the purpose of 
propounding my question I wish the Sen- 
ator to consider the language of the bill 
as reported, without considering the Mc- 
Mahon amendment. As I understand, 
subsidies are available to the airlines 
that carry passengers and carry freight. 

Mr. AIKEN. No. As the bill is now 
written the Board is empowered, upon 
petition of any certificated air carrier, 
not necessarily one certificated to carry 
mail, to grant a subsidy. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Under the present 
law it is necessary to carry mail. 

Mr. AIKEN. Under the pending bill, 
not the present law. 
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Mr. PASTORE. Who determines 
whether or not a given carrier may carry 
mail? 

Mr. AIKEN. The Civil Aeronautics 
Board makes that determination. 

Mr. PASTORE. Does not a carrier 
have to be certificated in order to carry 
mail and obtain a subsidy? 

Mr. AIKEN. At present, but not un- 
der this bill. This bill would permit an 
airline certificated to carry passengers 
or express also to be subsidized—and I 
quote from the bill—“for the purpose of 
maintaining and continuing the develop- 
ment of air transportation,” 

Mr. PASTORE. Therefore I am cor- 
rect in assuming that any trans-Atlan- 
tic airline which carries passengers and 
— would be eligible for these bene- 


Mr. AIKEN. The Senator is correct, 
as I understand the bill. 

Mr. PASTORE. The McMahon 
amendment would not limit the benefits 
only to those who are certificated to 
carry air mail, 

Mr. AIKEN. That is true. 

Mr. PASTORE. In other words, there 
may be a necessity for a subsidy for an 
airline, and yet it might not be possible 
to show the necessity for carrying. air 
mail, and this amendment would block 
such airlines from receiving the benefits. 

Mr. AIKEN. That is the reason for 
the opposition of the Department of 
Defense. . 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. McCone, who 
has been quite widely quoted here—and 
I would appreciate the attention of the 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. Dovcias]— 
in his first letter pointed out that— 

The Department of Defense is of the 
opinion that this subject is one of primary 
concern to other agencies of the Govern- 
ment; however, we do have an interest in 
any bill which may affect the development 
of a prosperous, economically sound civil 
air-transport system. 


The whole basis of this procedure is 
that we need more aircraft for possible 
defense purposes. Would the Senator 
from Vermont say that that was the 
idea of expanding the subsidy now for 
airlines? Is the reason that we may 
need more aircraft for defense? 

Mr. AIKEN. That is as I understand 
it. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Was not that the 
whole basis of Mr. McCone’s p8sition? 

Mr. AIKEN. So I understand. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I should like to 
ask the Senator from Vermont how he 
reconciles that position with the propo- 
sition which is contained in the latest 
report regarding this matter from the 
association of Government agencies 
dealing with it. I quote from the report 
which was released on September 11: 

Under Secretary Rentzel reported to Mr. 
Wilson that the Departments of Defense 
and Commerce had “already achieved prac- 
tical agreement on the numbers of four- 
engine aircraft that can be diverted from 
civil to military use and on details incident 
to such a plan.” 
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In other words, our military air 
authorities and Mr. McCone have agreed. 

Let me read the statement which is 
made regarding the supply. This is from 
the report of the National Security Re- 
sources Board Air Transport Mobiliza- 
tion Survey: 

The air-carrier industry under full mobili- 
zation can meet domestic and international 
traffic needs and in addition provide a re- 
serve fleet of four-engine aircraft capable of 
meeting known military requirements and 
operating anywhere in the world under con- 
tract to the military. Adequate control of 
both civil and military traffic under a single 
priority system can be achieved. 


That is their statement. I do not hap- 
pen to agree with it. I think they are 
wrong, but that is the considered opin- 
ion of the military aviation authorities 
at the present time. How do they justify 
asking that we enter the vast new field of 
subsidy when, according to them, we are 
already adequately provided for? 

Mr. AIKEN. The aircraft industry, 
however, includes those lines which are 
not certified to carry mail, and would 
not necessarily be certified. 

Mr. BREWSTER. They are in exist- 
ence now, and, of course, they are avail- 
able. 

Mr. AIKEN. They are in existence, 
but I do not think that is any argument 
for closing the doors on subsidization 
of non-mail-carrying certificated air- 
lines if it appears in the national inter- 
est to do so. I do not think we should 
close the doors, as the McMahon amend- 
ment would do. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Iam sure the Sena- 
tor from Illinois and the Senator from 
Vermont agree that we do not want to 
pay any more subsidies than necessary. 
Therefore, if we now have, under exist- 
ing law and with existing planes, all we 
need for the military, why should the 
Senator from Illinois and the Senator 
from Vermont, who are the strongest 
opponents of anything tinctured with 
subsidy, want to open up an entirely 
new field to possible subsidies when we 
do not need it? 

Mr. AIKEN. I would not confine the 
right to subsidies for trans-Atlantic air 
transportation to the two lines which 
now carry the mail. I think that would 
be highly contributory to monopoly. 
This business may expand tremendously, 
I am sure that in the future it will ex- 
pand tremendously, The Senator from 
Maine knows full well the extent to 
which air transportation is likely to ex- 
pand. #certainly would not want to ap- 
prove any amendment which would limit 
subsidization to two companies. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield. 

Mr. PASTORE. Is it not true that the 
philosophy originally behind subsidies for 
air mail was to encourage the develop- 
ment of <viation? 

Mr. AIKEN. The Senator is entirely 
correct. 

Mr, PASTORE. If we limit this pro- 
gram to the transportation of the mail, 
are we not actually in the position of 
making it cheaper for a person to send 
mail by air, because the taxpayer sub- 
Sidizes the cost of the stamp? That is 
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not related to the development of avia- 
tion. 

Mr. AIKEN. The Senator is correct. 
It is also true that the lines which have 
air-mail subsidies, and which are paid 
something like $2.40 a ton-mile for car- 
rying the mail, transport passengers for 
70 cents a ton-mile, and express for 35 
cents a ton-mile. That makes it possi- 
ble for them to develop future lines of 
air transportation, and pay a part of 
the cost out of what they receive for car- 
rying the mail, That was the original 
purpose of the air-mail subsidies. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for one further ques- 
tion? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield. 

Mr. PASTORE. Does not the Senator 
envision a situation in which the lines 
which have been certificated to transport 
the mail will always intervene and ob- 
ject to further certificates being granted, 
because it might cut down their subsidy? 

Mr. AIKEN. Unless human nature has 
changed completely in the past few 
hours, I think the Senator from Rhode 
Island is entirely correct. 

Mr. PASTORE. All this leads up to 
monopoly. 

Mr. AIKEN. Of course, each estab- 
lished industry is going to do what it 
can to keep others from intruding on 
what it considers its own domain. 

Mr. MCMAHON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, how much 
time have I left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Vermont has 5 minutes. 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield to the Senator 
from Connecticut. 

Mr. McMAHON. I merely wish to cor- 
rect any misayprehension which might 
arise from the Senator’s statement that 
this amendment is designed to perpetu- 
ate the two trans-Atlantic carriers. 

Mr. AIKEN. I did not say that it was 
so designed. I said that would be the 
effect of it. I did not say it was designed 
for that purpose. 

Mr. McMAHON. If the traffic in- 
creases materially, as the Senator antici- 
pates it will—and certainly if the past 
few years are any indication, it will— 
many of the nonscheduled lines and reg- 
ular carriers can go before the Board and 
get a certificate to carry the mail. 

Mr. AIKEN. That does not necessarily 
follow. 

Mr. MCMAHON. In such a proceeding, 
all parties at interest may appear and 
make their arguments to the Board. I 
assume that it is still the common pur- 
pose—frequently violated—to believe 
that public officials discharge their duty 
under the law. After a hearing, the 
Board will either grant a certificate to 
carry the mail, or it will not. 

Mr. AIKEN. The Senator from Rhode 
Island [Mr. Pastore] was entirely cor- 
rect when he said that unquestionably 
the established lines would do all within 
their power to prevent other lines from 
being granted mail contracts. 

Mr.PASTORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield. 

Mr. PASTORE. Is not the important 
point here that the necessity for trans- 
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porting the mail may not be the same 
as the necessity for the air subsidy? 

Mr. AIKEN. That is true. 

Mr. PASTORE. That is the question. 

Mr. AIKEN. It is an indisputable fact 
that the line which receives $2.40, or, as 
has been suggested under this bill, $2.86 
per ton-mile for carrying the mail cer- 
tainly has a distinct advantage over the 
line which can carry only passengers at 
70 cents a ton-mile and express at 35 
cents a ton-mile. Lines without mail 
contracts certainly should be entitled to 
a subsidy if any lines are entitled to 
subsidies. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. 
President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I should 
like to ask the Senator from Vermont a 
question, and I should like to have the 
Senator from Rhode Island particularly 
listen to the question and to the answer. 

Is it not true that the Bureau of the 
Budget—and the Bureau of the Budget 
invariably represents the position of the 
President of the United States—is sup- 
porting the viewpoint of the McMahon 
amendment? 

Mr. AIKEN. It is also true that the 
Bureau of the Budget, the Department 
of Defense, the Post Office Department, 
the Treasury Department, and all the 
other departments, which are supposed 
to be headed by the President’s hand- 
picked men, from time to time have dif- 
ferences of opinion. Here we have the 
Department of Defense and the Post- 
master General asking us to give them a 
good bill which will not hamper opera- 
tions being carried on in the national 
interest. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. AIKEN, Les. 

Mr. BREWSTER. If the Senator had 
been before our committee, he would 
have heard interests urging the adop- 
tion of the amendment. They are en- 
titled to be heard just as are other in- 
terests. I do not challenge the right of 
any interest to present its views and to 
have them presented on the floor of the 
Senate. Some interests are against the 
amendment and some are in favor of it. 
The ones that are interested in the 
amendment urged by the Senator from 
Vermont are the very ones who appeared 
before our committee in the past 2 years 
and told us that if we would give them a 
certificate for freight carriage they 
would never ask for a subsidy. Yet they 
are now asking for a subsidy. 

I believe the Senator from Vermont 
should recognize that there are so-called 
selfish interests on both sides of the 
proposition. We are concerned with the 
national welfare and are interested in 
determining whether or not we need 
these planes. The document which has 
been referred to states that the military 
authorities find no need for any further 
planes, so far as national defense is con- 
cerned. I think they are wrong, but that 
is what they say. 

Mr. AIKEN. So far as the Senator 
from Vermont is concerned, he is not 
acquainted with any of the interests on 
either side of the question. Therefore 
he is in a fair position to analyze and 
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judge the proposed legislation impar- 
tially. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Clements in the chair). The time of the 
Senator from Vermont has expired. All 
time for debate has expired. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. McMaxuon] on behalf of the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the Chief Clerk called the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
AnpDERSON] is absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Cuavez], the Senator from Louisiana 
(Mr. ELLENDER], the Senator from Mis- 
souri [Mr. HENNINGS], the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER], the Senator 
from Washington [Mr. Magnuson], the 
Senator from Maryland [Mr. O’Conor], 
the Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATH- 
ERS], and the Senator from North Caro- 
lina [Mr. SmrrH] are absent on official 
business, 

I announce further that if present and 
voting, the Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
Hennincs] and the Senator from Mary- 
land [Mr. O’Conor] would vote “yea.” 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce 
that the Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICK- 
ENLOOPER] is absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
Marone] is detained on official business. 

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
McCartuy], the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. Morse], and the Senator from 
Nebraska [Mr. WHERRY] are necessarily 
absent. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
{Mr. Tozer] is absent because of illness. 

The result was announced—yeas 53, 
nays 28, as follows: 


YEAS—53 
Bennett George McFarland 
Brewster Gillette McKellar 
Bricker Green McMahon 
Bridges Hayden Millikin 
Butler, Md. Hendrickson Mundt 
Butler, Nebr. Hoey Neely 
Byrd Holland O'Mahoney 
Carlson Hunt Robertson 
Case Johnson, Colo, Russell 
Connally Johnson, Tex. Saltonstall 
Dirksen Johnston, S. C. Stennis 
Dworshak Kem Taft 
Eastland Kerr Thye 
Ecton Kilgore Watkins 
Ferguson Martin Welker 
Flanders Maybank Wiley 
Frear McCarran Young 
Fulbright McClellan 

NAYS—28 
Aiken Ives Nixon 
Benton Jenner Pastore 
Cain Knowland Schoeppel 
Capehart Langer Smith, Maine 
Clements Lehman Smith, N. J. 
Cordon Lodge Sparkman ^“ 
Douglas Long Underwood 
Duff Monroney Williams 
Hill Moody 
Humphrey Murray 

NOT VOTING—15 

Anderson Kefauver O'Conor 
Chavez Magnuson Smathers 
Ellender Malone Smith, N. C. 
Hennings McCarthy Tobey 
Hickenlooper Morse Wherry 
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So Mr. McManon’s amendment was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
have an amendment at the desk. In 
connection with it I have a perfecting 
amendment which I understand may be 
agreeable to the committee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 19, in 
line 2, after the word “years”, it is pro- 
posed to insert “in the case of such pay- 
ments made to effect such purpose in 
foreign air transportation, and not ex- 
ceeding 3 years in the case of such pay- 
ments made to effect such purpose in 
interstate and overseas air transporta- 
tion.” 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
misstated the matter; the amendment 
just read is in addition to the amendment 
which I already have at the desk. I ask 
that the amendment which I have at the 
desk now be read, and it is to be followed 
by the perfecting amendment which has 
just been read. I offer both of them to- 
gether. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The en- 
tire amendment submitted by the Sena- 
tor from Nevada will be read. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 18, in 
line 21, it is proposed to strike out the 
word “foreign.” 

On page 19, lines 1, 3, and 6, it is pro- 
posed to strike out the word “foreign” 
wherever it appears in such lines. 

And on page 19, in line 2, after the 
word “years”, it is proposed to insert “in 
the case of such payments made to effect 
such purpose in foreign air transporta- 
tion, and not exceeding 3 years in the 
case of such payments made to effect 
such purpose in interstate and overseas 
air transportation.” 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, the 
amendment may not be proposed at the 
right place in the bill, as it is now before 
the Senate. If it is not, I ask unanimous 
consent that if the amendment is 
adopted, it be transposed to the right 
place in the bill by the clerk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous-consent re- 
quest of the Senator from Nevada? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I simply would like to ask the Senator 
from Nevada whether he can locate the 
proper place in the bill. I have tried to 
do so, but I wish to be sure that I am 
correct. I think the proper place is on 
pages 19 and 20, instead of pages 18 and 
19; but I ar1 not certain. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Pres- 
ident, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The 
amendment as read was properly stated, 
insofar as concerns the location of the 
amendment in the bill. There is abso- 
lutely no question about its location. 
Unfortunately, there are some different 
prints of the bill. However, in the case 
of the correct print of the bill, the 
amendment has been properly stated. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Yes; on pages 18 
and 19, is it not? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. 
correct, 


That is 
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Mr. KEM. Mr. President, will the Sen- 
ator explain the effect of the amend- 
ment? 

Mr. McCARRAN. The effect is to 
make it possible to assist domestic short 
lines so that they may have subsidy as- 
sistance to aid them in reaching com- 
munities. 

Mr. KEM. How long would the con- 
tracts be for the short lines? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Three years, ac- 
cording to the corrected amendment. 

Mr. KEM. The limit of 3 years will 
apply to both foreign and domestic con- 
tracts, will it? 

Mr. McCARRAN. No; for the foreign 
lines it will be 10 years, if Iam not mis- 
taken. Will the Senator from Colorado 
correct me on that point? In the case 
of foreign lines, the planning may ex- 
tend over 10 years, may it not? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The 
planning may extend up to 10 years. 

Mr. KEM. Does the same reasoning 
which led the Senator to reduce the time 
in the case of the domestic lines apply 
also to the foreign lines? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Yes. If I had been 
my own free agent in the matter, I would 
have made it 5 years; but I think 3 years 
would accomplish a good result. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN.. I yield. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I think the Senator 
misunderstands. Under the bill as now 
presented, they would not have any time; 
and the Senator from Nevada proposes 
10 years. 

Mr. KEM. The Senator from Maine 
is now referring to the foreign lines, 
is he? 

Mr, BREWSTER. Yes. For domestic 
lines, 3 years seems ample, and it is 
what the Civil Aeronautics Board allows 
them at the present time. 

Mr. KEM. My question is whether it 
is necessary to have 10-year contracts for 
the foreign lines. It seems to me that in 
a changing world there is a certain in- 
herent danger if the Government ties it- 
self up for so long a time. 

Mr. McCARRAN. The Board, in the 
exercise of its own judgment and discre- 
tion, preferred to limit the provision to 
“not to exceed 10 years.” So the term 
may be 3 years, 5 years, or 10 years, or 
whatever the Board thinks proper, but 
not to exceed 10 years. 

Mr. KEM. In the opinion of the Sen- 
ator from Nevada, is it advisable for the 
Board to make a 10-year contract in the 
case of a foreign line? 

Mr, McCARRAN. I think so, because 
foreign lines have to deal with foreign 
governments and foreign conditions, and 
they must enter into contracts under 
many different circumstances, which 
may require a longer time. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Maine. 

Mr. BREWSTER. The conditions 
which governed in the drafting of the 
bill were well known. The foreign line 
operating abroad had to develop all its 
own facilities. It had to build airports, 
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it had to build facilities. I have no ques- 
tion that as the facilities for air com- 
merce expand it will be entirely feasible 
to impose a limitation. In fact, the CAB 
now imposes a limit and it may well be 
that within a short time it can be cut 
down. We simply continue the argu- 
ment. There could be an argument 
about curtailing the limit somewhat, but 
I think the proponents of the bill sought 
to be on the safe side. 

Mr. KEM. If the Senator will yield, 
we had some rather unfortunate expe- 
riences with long-term subsidy contracts 
with the maritime lines. 

Mr. MCCARRAN. That is correct. 

Mr. KEM. I was wondering whether 
that should not act as a caution to us in 
the case of contracts with the airlines. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Let me say in re- 
sponse to the Senator’s thought, which 
has cogency, that I think experience has 
taught us that we want the Board to 
exercise discretion. The Board may 
limit it in keeping with what may be 
necessary, but we must rely on the Board. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Nevada yield? 

Mr, McCARRAN. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Do I correctly un- 
derstand that the Senator from Nevada 
is proposing a 10-year contract, not for 
foreign service, but for domestic service? 

Mr. McCARRAN. The bill as now 
written and presently before the Senate 
provides a limit of not to exceed 10 years. 
The Board may limit it to 2 years, 3, 5, 
q7—anything up to 10 years. 

Mr, WILLIAMS. If I understood cor- 
rectly, it is proposed to fix a ceiling of 
3 years on domestic service. 

Mr. McCARRAN. On domestic serv- 
ice, that is correct. 

Mr, WILLIAMS. If the Senator will 
yield further, I would ask why there is 
included in the bill the language that the 
contracts entered into for 3 years or 10 
years shall continue without reduction. 

Mr. McCARRAN. We ordinarily re- 
duce them. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The language of the 
bill says that these contracts, when en- 
tered into, shall continue for a period of 
not to exceed 3 years, or 10 years, with- 
out reduction. 

Mr. McCARRAN. The time is fixed 
in the first instance. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes; but does not 
the Senator think this is a dangerous 
precedent to establish, namely, that we 
enter into contracts ‘which cannot be 
reduced, yet it is not spelled out that 
they cannot be increased? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I will give the Sen- 
ator my thought on the question. If the 
Board, after due consideration, fixes a 
period of time less than 10 years, or up 
to 10 years, then the line itself should be 
able to rely on that period of time, in 
order to carry out any contracts or ar- 
rangements it has. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. If that be true, why 
is it not also spelled out in the bill that 
the line would have the responsibility 
of carrying the mail without any in- 
crease, regardless of what might hap- 
pen? If we are to give a contract to 


an airline for 10 years, without possi- 


bility of reduction, surely they must take 
some responsibility about increase. 
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Mr. McCARRAN. The Board can 
limit the contract, within its discretion, 
and then, if the order is not carried out, 
the Board can set the contract aside. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. But the Board can- 
not set aside the provision that the pay- 
ments shall be made without reduction. 
In fact, I think the 10-year provision is 
entirely too long. 

Mr. McCARRAN. That is the Sena- 
tor’s judgment. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Colorado. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The con- 
tract can be made on a graduated scale, 
a certain amount this year, with a cer- 
tain amount next year, and a certain 
amount the third year, or the Board need 
not enter into the contract. It is left 
within the jurisdiction of the Board. In 
order that airlines may purchase equip- 
ment, they need some stability, other- 
wise they are not going to be able to 
buy the equipment they need. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
distinguished Senator from Nevada yield 
for a question? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. THYE. The question which oc- 
curs to me is, Does the Government find 
it necessary to seek airline companies 
with whom it can contract for carrying 
the mail? My information is that the 
airlines are constantly bidding for the 
opportunity to carry the mail, and there- 
fore I do not think we need to concern 
ourselves too much about creating by 
legislation an incentive for airlines to 
undertake the carrying of the mail. I 
think the competition is quite keen on 
the part of the airlines in the matter 
of carrying the mail. 

Mr. -McCARRAN. It is not so much 
a question of bidding, if I am meeting 
the thought of the able Senator; it is 
a matter of encouraging the lines to ex- 
tend their sphere of service. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I think the Sena- 
tor from Delaware overlooked the pro- 
vision that, if a contract proves profit- 
able, 50 percent of the profits must be 
returned to the Government. That is 
somewhat of a safety valve. As to the 
other point, regarding reduction, I be- 
lieve that language is likely to result 
in saving money, because we expect that 
the Civil Aeronautics Board will keep 
the rates as low as possible. If they 
sharpen their pencils too much and get 
the rates too low in the contract, the 
only result may be the bankruptcy of 
the concern, which must depend upon 
the mail contracts in order to develop 
its equipment, as the chairman, the Sen- 
ator from Colorado, pointed out; but the 
Board still has latitude, although it is 
a heads I win, tails you lose proposition, 
If a company cannot operate under the 
provisions of the bill, it may still want 
some provision under which profits may 
be made. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, if 
the Senator will yield, I should like to 
point out that that is exactly what Iam 
complaining about. 


The recapture ... 
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clause of which the Senator speaks is 
only a provision that the Government 
can recapture 50 percent in excess of 
10 percent, and it points out also that 
the contract which is being spelled out 
in the legislative background, as the 
Senator from Maine has described it, is 
such that the contract can be increased, 
so far as payment is concerned, I believe, 
but cannot be decreased. 

I certainly am not in favor of any 
contract being entered into by the Gov- 
ernment with an airline company or 
with any other company which can be 
revised upward, in the matter of pay- 
ments, but which cannot be revised 
downward. Regardless of how much 
money an airline company might make, 
I think it should continue to draw the 
pay at which it started. My past ex- 
perience has been that the CAB has 
been very liberal in its interpretations. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, Iam 
now reminded of the fact that we are 
operating under a time limitation, and 
I shall either have to hold the floor or 
yield the floor to the opponents of this 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Nevada has 3 minutes re- 
maining. 

Mr. McCARRAN, I understand that 
the chairman of the committee is con- 
tent to accept the amendment which I 
have offered, as modified. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Pres- 
ident, if the Senator will yield to me, I 
may say I cannot speak for the com- 
mittee, of course, and I cannot speak 
for the other members of the committee. 
This provision was not before the com- 
mittee. I was opposed to the provision 
extending the time for the duration of 
contracts with domestic lines for the 
period of 10 years; but, since the Sena- 
tor has perfected his amendment and 
made the over-all limit 3 years, so far 
as I am concerned, I accept the amend- 
ment. But I am not speaking for the 
committee, 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Colorado yield for a ques- 
tion? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I do not 
want to use up the time of the Sena- 
tor from Nevada. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair understood that the Senator from 
Nevada yielded to the Senator from 
Colorado. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yielded to the 
Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I do not 
want to use up all the time. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I do not care to use 
any more time on my amendment, I 
yield the floor, 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I raise 
the parliamentary question as to 
whether the Senator from Colorado can 
accept an amendment to which a sub- 
stantial number of Senators might be 
opposed. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado, I tried 
to make it plain that I was not speak- 
ing for the committee, that I was speak- 
ing only for myself. I wish to make that 
plain, because the matter has not been 
before the committee. 

Mr. AIKEN. I thank the Scnator. 
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Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Massachusetts yield me 
some time? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield 2 min- 
utes to the Senator from New York. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I should like to ask 
the distinguished Senator to explain 
why it is necessary to enter into a 
10-year contract for the carrying of for- 

-eign mail, a contract which, as I inter- 
pret the pending bill, is not subject to 
reduction so long as the period does not 
exceed 10 years. It seems to me neither 
useful nor wise to enter into a cortract 
for that length of time. 

Mr, JOHNSON of Colorado. In the 
first place, the contract is not with re- 
spect to the carriage of mail. The con- 
tract we are talking about is with respect 
to the subsidy that may be paid to an 
airline. The language of the bill comes 
from the maritime statute. The opera- 
tions in the maritime field have been 
similar to what is provided in the pend- 
ing bill. Airlines trying to serve must 
purchase a huge amount of equipment 
and they must make a considerable in- 
vestment. We want stability in the lines 
carrying the mails, and we want it espe- 
cially in the foreign field. As I stated 
a day or two ago, the foreign airlines 
have a very difficult time. As the Sen- 
ator can see if he looks at the map in 
the rear of the Chamber, our airlines 
are competing with nationalized subsi- 
dized airlines belonging to foreign ¢oun- 
tries. We must give our airlines some 
opportunity, it seems to me, to compete 
and to become stabilized; otherwise we 
are going to be driven from the inter- 
national field. I think it would be very 
much against the interests of the United 
States to be driven from the air. We 
were driven from the seas for a long 
time, but we have come back in that 
respect. It is now very important to 
the United States and to the world that 
our airlines serve the whole world. They 
cannot serve the whole world unless they 
are granted some opportunity to have 
stability. That is the whole question. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Massachusetts yield me 
two more minutes? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield two more 
minutes to the Senator from New York, 

Mr. LEHMAN. There is a great dif- 
ference, it seems to me, between creating 
stability and entering into a subsidy 
agreement for a period of 10 years. The 
aviation field is still in the development 
stage. We have no idea what may hap- 
pen during the years which lie ahead. 
It seems to me that to enter into con- 
tracts that cannot be altered for a period 
of 10 years is assuming an obligation 
which is not justified, in view of the fact 
that a guaranty of stability can be given 
to the aircraft industry for a period very 
considerably less than 10 years. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, the 
amendment which I have proposed is 
designed to improve the financial sta- 
bility of the local-service airlines. It 
would have the effect of permitting the 
Board to enter into a contract with an 
airline which is entitled to receive a 
subsidy by which the Board would un- 
dertake to pay the subsidy for a speci- 
fied period. In the case of the local- 
Service airlines, this period would prob- 
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ably be up to 3 years. My original 
amendment was up to 10 years. In 
return, the airline would undertake to 
perform the services prescribed by the 
Board and, in addition, repay to the 
Government one-half of its net earnings 
over 10 percent on its investment. This 
is the same as the arrangement under 
which the subsidy is granted under the 
Merchant Marine Act, and as is provided 
in the bill for international air carriers. 

The adoption of my amendment is 
essential to the continued growth and 
development of the local-service airlines. 
There are 17 of these small airlines—all 
created during the past few years to give 
airline service to small communities. 
Anyone who is familiar with their oper- 
ations will testify that they are pro- 
viding an essential service, that they 
are doing so at a minimum of expense, 
and that the people should not be de- 
prived of their services. 

They have had a hard struggle to 
finance themselves because, their serv- 
ice being experimental, the Board has 
given them only temporary certificates, 
Moreover, they serve the thinner terri- 
tories and smaller towns where traffic 
is light. Unless my amendment is 
adopted, this situation will be made 
much worse by the pending bill. For 
the reasons I have already stated, these 
small airlines will be heavily dependent 
on subsidies to maintain their opera- 
tions. Since, under the bill, separate 
subsidy appropriations will be made 
each year, they will not know from year 
to year whether their operations will 
continue. If the bill were in effect right 
now, they would not know the amount 
of subsidy to be provided for their opera- 
tions beginning last July 1. 

Under these circumstances, it is quite 
clear that they could not finance them- 
selves. What banker would loan sub- 
stantial amounts of capital to an enter- 
prise with such an uncertain future? 

My amendment provides at least a 
partial cure for this uncertainty, and 
does so without. interfering with the ob- 
jectives of the bill. The subsidies will 
be known, They will certainly be no 
larger than they would be otherwise, and 
probably they will be smaller, since the 
carriers’ efficiency can be improved by 
long-range planning and by expenditure 
of additional capital. 

The Government is fully protected 
against the payment of subsidies which 
are too high because the airline must 
agree to give back to the Government 
one-half of its profits above 10 percent, 
By the same token, the carrier is given 
added incentive to develop traffic and re- 
duce costs, for he is permitted to retain 
a portion-of his profits. 

Mr. President, I commend the amend- 
ment as now modified. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I know that 
there are certain amendments pending 
with relation to the length of time of 
contracts for carrying foreign air mail. 
While the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Nevada does not change 
the word “ten” in connection with for- 
eign mail, it does affect the concept of 
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the whole bill in this regard. My par- 
liamentary inquiry is, Will an amend- 
ment to change the length of time be 
foreclosed if the McCarran amendment 
is adopted in its present form? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is advised that the McCarran 
amendment does not affect that point. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. If an amend- 
ment were offered, could it be offered as 
an amendment to the McCarran amend- 
ment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
McCarran amendment is subject to 
amendment. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, may we 
have read again the modified McCarran 
amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will read the modified amend- 
ment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 18, line 
21, it is proposed to strike out the word 
“foreign.” 

Mr. AIKEN. What was the reference 
to 3 years? 

The CHIEF CLERK, On page 19, line 2, 
after the word “years”, it is proposed to 
insert “in the case of such payments 
made to effect such purpose in foreign 
air transportation and not exceeding 3 
years in the case of such payments made 
to effect such purpose in interstate and 
overseas air transportation.” 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. WILLIAMS, I think I under- 
stand what the Senator from Nevada 
proposes to do in his amendment on 
page 18, line 21, but with reference to 
the 10-year proposition, would it not 
have the effect of making all contracts, 
foreign and domestic, 10 years or 3 years, 
at the option of the Board? 

Mr. McCARRAN. My answer to that 
is “No.” It affects the services differ- 
ently. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I do not think that 
is the intention of the Senator, but I am 
wondering if that would not be the net 
effect, the net result. 

Mr. McCARRAN. It is not the inten- 
tion of the author of the amendment, and 
the draftsman advises me that the effect 
is otherwise. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. But let me 
say before I yield that this amendment 
was drafted by the legislative counsel, 
and I am advised, as I said, that its effect 
is otherwise. I now yield to the Sena- 
tor from Michigan. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator from 
Michigan wanted to get a definition of 
the word “foreign” on line 21, page 18. 
Does it mean merely transportation be- 
tween America and a foreign country, or 
does it mean a foreign chartered line? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Iam going to let a 
member of the committee answer that, if 
I may. 

Mr. BREWSTER. It refers entirely to 
American companies operating in a for- 
eign field. A flight from the United 
States to Honolulu is not foreign, it is 
overseas. That is the technical differ- 
ence, . 
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Mr. FERGUSON. But a flight to 
Cuba? 

-Mr. BREWSTER. That is foreign. 

Mr. FERGUSON. But an American 
corporation might be making the flight? 

Mr. BREWSTER. It must be. We do 
not pay any subsidy to any foreign gov- 
ernment. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The word “foreign” 
then does not mean a foreign corporation 
outside the United States? 

Mr. BREWSTER. No, not at all. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I wanted to make 
that clear on the record. 

Mr. McCARRAN. No; as I under- 
stand, it is a line flying to a foreign 
country. 

Mr. FERGUSON. 
airline company. 

Mr. McCARRAN. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Perhaps the Senator 
from Maine can answer the question. If 
an airline touches Mexico or Canada, 
would it automatically be classified as 
foreign? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That 
would be foreign. 

Mr. AIKEN. I may say that at the 
present time Canadian lines are classed 
with our domestic lines. I understand 
they can be divided, however, and that 
in the case of Colonial Airlines, the 
line from New York to Montreal is 
classed as domestic, while a line from 
New York to Bermuda is classed as 
foreign. 

Mr, BREWSTER. Yes. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Then if I under- 
stand correctly, those lines can come 
under the 3 years or the 10 years, at the 
option of the Board? 

Mr. AIKEN. I do not know. I think 
that would be subject to interpretation 
in the case of the line from New York 
to Montreal. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I think that is 

something which should be cleared up 
before we vote on the question, because 
that is an important point. 
Mr. BREWSTER. I think the air 
transport from New York to Bermuda 
is foreign, and the air transport from 
New York to Montreal is domestic, and 
that that would be the interpretation 
that would control. Does not the Sen- 
ator from Vermont think so? 

Mr. AIKEN. That is the way they 
are classed at present. I believe they 
would continue to be classed in that 
manner. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Nevada yield further, and 
if so to whom? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I do not know 
whether I still have the floor. I believe 
the Senator from Vermont wishes to 
speak, 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I appre- 
ciate the efforts of the Senator from 
Nevada to aid the border-line airlines, 
and I am entirely in sympathy with that 
objective. The only way we will be able 
to build up some of the sparsely popu- 
lated areas is by making transportation 
available into those areas. That is the 
purpose so far as domestic airlines are 
concerned. I am in full sympathy with 
that purpose. 


But it is a domestic 


That is correct. 
Mr. President, will 
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I believe, however, that the airline 
subsidies as well as other subsidies 
should be subject to scrutiny, and should 
not run for a long period of years. That 
is particularly important in the case of 
airlines, because they go from red to 
black so very fast. For instance, the big 
airlines are reported in Time magazine 
of August 20 as having increased their 
operating net income 924 percent over 
last year. That is a tremendous increase, 
almost an incredible increase. Some of 
the smaller airlines are on the border 
line at the present time. I would not 
be strongly opposed to giving them a 
3-year contract, however. 

But in the case of foreign lines I cer- 
tainly do not think that we should freeze 
their subsidies for a possible 10-year pe- 
riod. It has been said that the contract 
would not necessarily be for 10 years, 
but under the law it could be. The for- 
eign lines have been doing exceptionally 
well. And if under the amendment 
which we have just approved they are 
still protected against further competi- 
tion, they will undoubtedly do much bet- 
ter in the future. 

I have in my hand a book entitled 
“Air Transport Facts and Figures” which 
shows that, whereas in 1949 the inter- 
national airlines made $7,454,000 after 
taxes—and I am speaking of the Ameri- 
can-owned ones—for the first 9 months 
of 1950 their net income, after taxes, was 
$12,497,000, and unquestionably 1951 will 
show still further great growth. I am 
glad that air transport is developing. 
But, in view of the extremely rapid 
growth they are making and the increase 
in profits from year to year, I do think 
that we should not put ourselves in a 
position where we can be tied up to 
guarantee a subsidy without reduction 
over a 10-year period. That could 
amount to a great many million dollars. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. AIKEN. I am less cordial to them 
than to the domestic proposal of the 
Senator from Nevada. 

I now yield to the Senator from 
Nevada. 

Mr. McCARRAN. This plan is on the 
same line as the plan to aid shipping 
under the Maritime Commission Act. 
That being true, audit can be demanded 
at any time. The Board can call for 
an accounting at any time, as I under- 
stand. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield to the Senator 
from Delaware, and in doing so I express 
the hope that the airline subsidy does 
not work out in the same way as the 
subsidy to the shipping industry. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is the point I 
desire to bring out. The Senator from 
Nevada has just made one of the strong- 
est arguments he could possibly make 
against the amendment on the floor of 
the Senate when he says the plan is that 
it shall work out in the same way as the 
subsidy for shipping under the Maritime 
Act, because no Member of the Senate 
would defend the way in which the mari- 
time subsidy has been conducted in the 
last few years. 

Mr. AIKEN. I agree. I would not 
want airline transportation to get into 
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the same position that maritime trans- 
portation has been in for a good many 
years. It seems to me that the best 
thing to do would be to provide for an 
annual review, to grant subsidies on a 
year-to-year basis, and to strike out par- 
agraph (4) altogether. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield to the Senator 
from Delaware. How much time is 
available, Mr. President? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time available to the Senator from Mas- 
sachusetts [Mr. SaLTONSTALL] is running 
now. 

Mr. AIKEN. On behalf of the Sena- 
tor from Massachusetts, I yield 5 min- 
utes to the Senator from Delaware. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Delaware is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I 
merely want to join the Senator from 
Vermont in opposing the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
McCarran]. I might say that if the 
amendment is defeated, we should strike 
out the words “ten years” in the bill and 
insert in its place “one year“, thus plac- 
ing all these contracts on a 1-year basis, 
so that at the end of a year they can be 
reviewed by the Board upward or down- 
ward. I consider it to be. perfectly 
ridiculous for the Congress, during a pe- 
riod of inflationary rates such as we have 
today, to freeze the rates for a period of 
10 years in the future, on the basis that 
the contracts could not be negotiated 
downward, but that they could be nego- 
tiated upward. If we are going to allow 
an opportunity to negotiate them up- 
ward, let us give the taxpayers a chance 
to negotiate them downward each year, 
as well as upward. 

I hope the amendment will be de- 
feated. If it is I shall offer an amend- 
ment immediately afterward, to strike 
out the word “ten” and insert one“, so 
as to place all contracts on a 1-year 
basis. I think we should be working to- 
ward the time when we can get rid of all 
subsidies, and not toward the goal of 
projecting them into the indefinite 
future. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Ne- 
vada [Mr. McCarran] as modified. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, as I 
understand, the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. ArkEN] and all the other Senators 
who have discussed this amendment are 
in favor of a period of 3 years for do- 
mestic lines. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, that is not 
entirely correct. I think both sets of 
subsidies should be subject to annual re- 
view. However, if we are to allow 10 
years in the case of the American-owned 
foreign lines, it would not be reasonable 
to allow a shorter time in the case of 
domestic lines. So far as I am con- 
cerned, I am opposed to more than 1 year 
at a time. t 

Mr. BREWSTER. The Senator will 
recognize the fact that a 3-year period 
in the case of domestic lines, and a 10- 
year period in the case of foreign lines 
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present essentially different problems. 
The equities are certainly different in 
the two cases. I think that is what the 
Senator has been urging. I had hoped 
that we might dispose of the two prob- 
lems separately. Following the dispo- 
sition of the 3-year limit with respect 
to domestic lines, or whatever time may 
be established, it would be in order for 
any Senator to move to curtail the 10- 
year period with respect to foreign lines. 
They involve two essentially different 
problems, I hope the two may not be 
merged. They present different prob- 
lems. 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, will the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Maine provide 
us with his main reasons in support of 
the 10-year foreign contract? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I had stated ear- 
lier—and I still hope that the two prob- 
Jems will be distinguished—that in the 
beginning the foreign carriers had to 
develop most of their facilities overseas. 
They also had to meet foreign competi- 
tion, which is very heavily subsidized. 
If anyone will go to LaGuardia, Idle- 
wild, or Miami Airports, and see the 
foreign lines pouring in, undoubtedly 
helped with our money, and using en- 
tirely American equipment paid for 
with the dollars which we have given 
the various countries, including Britain, 
Holland, France, and other countries, 
he will realize that our overseas for- 
eign carriers face a pretty tough prob- 
Jem. They not only must provide the 
equipment, but they must provide the 
foreign facilities, in many instances, to 
justify their operation, in the face of 
the great difficulties placed in their way 
by foreign carriers. That was the basis 
for the 10-year period. As time goes on, 
I hope we shall see an amelioration. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON, It is not quite ac- 

curate, then, to say that the foreign 
lines are not subsidized, because we sub- 
sidized them in the beginning by buy- 
ing their equipment and lines. 
Mr. BREWSTER. It is an indirect 
form of subsidy. There are a hundred 
different forms of subsidy. When the 
British Overseas Airways was losing 
$40,000,000 a year, we know very well 
that the British Government was able 
to meet that loss only because we were 
giving them billions of dollars. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr, President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Does not the Sena- 
tor from Maine think that it would make 
a little more sense, in view of the fact 
that we are running short of dollars, to 
stop subsidizing British lines so that we 
can stop subsidizing our own lines? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I am entirely in 
favor of that. For many years I have 
urged that course upon the floor of the 
Senate, with all the eloquence I could 
command, but I have not been able to 
make much headway. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. It seems to me that 
the question is not one of subsidy or 
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no subsidy. I think we are all agreed 
that subsidies are necessary. The ques- 
tion now is whether 10 years is an un- 
reasonably long period for which to con- 
tract, without the right of review and 
the right to negotiate the contract down- 
ward as well as upward. It seems to me 
that that is the question. 

Mr. BREWSTER. It is undoubtedly 
a matter of judgment and discretion. I 
believe that to place it on a year-to-year 
basis, as the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
AIKEN] suggests, would involve extreme 
difficulty to our small domestic lines. 

The Senator from Maine is rather im- 
partial. My own State is very vitally 
affected. The line operating into Maine 
and Vermont is receiving very heavy sub- 
sidies. In my judgment there should 
be a merger of the smaller lines, which 
is the accepted policy of the Civil Aero- 
nautics Board, in order to put them un- 
der arrangements with four or five of the 
big carriers which can operate without 
subsidy. They have offered before our 
Board to do so. 

However, the other side of the ques- 
tion, which I am sure the Senator from 
Vermont and the Senator from New York 
would urge, is, “Let us leave the little 
fellows to carry on, at least for a time.” 
The amendment of the Senator from Ne- 
vada is designed to do that. I hope that 
the 3-year provision will prevail in the 
case of the domestic lines. As to the 
10-year provision in the case of the for- 
eign lines, that is another kettle of fish. 
In the early days it was undoubtedly nec- 
essary, when they had to do so much. 
The time will come when the subsidy will 
be steadily reduced. We place discretion 
in the Civil Aeronautics Board. We may 
hope that they will exercise it wisely. I 
am certain that if we cut the Gordian 
knot under the impulse of emotion, and 
decide that the contract must be on a 
year-to-year basis, it will be very unfor- 
tunate. In the case of the foreign lines, 
whether a period of 7 years, 5 years, or 
some other period would still enable the 
vitality of our foreign lines to be pre- 
served in the face of the tragic foreign 
competition, which I bitterly resent, is a 
question of judgment. We leave it with 
the Civil Aeronautics Board as to where 
the line should be drawn. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield. 

Mr. AIKEN. For how long a period 
does the subsidy contract of the North- 
east Airlines run at the present time? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I cannot say. 

Mr. AIKEN. I think it is on a year-to- 
year basis. Iam not sure. I am asking 
for information. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. 
President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Pas- 
TORE in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Maine yield to the Senator from 
Colorado? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The con- 
tract referred to is on a permanent ba- 
sis. To make any change, the Civil 
Aeronautics Board would have to hold 
hearings, which might last for 2 or 3 
years. I do not know how long they 
might be dragged out. The contract is 
not on a year-to-year basis at all. 
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Mr. AIKEN. Does the Senator mean 
that they have a permanent subsidy of 
the same amount? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. They 
have a permanent arrangement. The 
pending bill provides for cost-plus oper- 
ation. The line is certificated, and, 
therefore, it is entitled to a cost-plus 
operation, which runs on and on. There 
is no limitation to it. The Civil Aero- 
nautics Board may hold hearings. It 
may reduce or increase the amount of 
the subsidy, but when it does it must 
hold hearings to establish the facts. In 
any event, the contract is not now on a 
year-to-year basis. 

Mr. AIKEN. Assuming that the line 
makes a substantial profit, is it entitled 
to a subsidy indefinitely? 

Mr. BREWSTER. This has all been 
an ex post facto operation. As the Sen- 
ator from Colorado has stated, it is on a 
cost-plus basis. Two or three years 
after the operation the line could come 
forward and say, “We lost so much 
money,” and that would be made up to it. 

We are trying to get away from that 
in this bill, so that we shall pay a certain 
amount for carrying the mail at cost, 
and then give the line a contract for a 
subsidy for a limited period, say for the 
following 2 or 3 years, to enable it to 
carry on. If the line is efficient and 
saves money, we allow it to keep 50 per- 
cent of the profits. If it is inefficient and 
loses money, it has no redress. 

Mr. AIKEN. I thank the Senator for 
the information. 

I should like to make one correction, 
I do not believe we should leave the im- 
pression that our American-owned air- 
lines have had to go to the full expense 
of providing their facilities overseas. As 
the Senator from Maine will recall, dur- 
ing World War II our Government con- 
structed, under the supervision of over- 
seas airlines, which did an excellent job, 
many airports and facilities in various 
parts of the world, particularly in South 
America and North Africa, as I. recall. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Also in the Azores. 

Mr. AIKEN. Yes. At the conclusion 
of the war the facilities were turned 
over to the airlines, I assume as a re- 
ward for the work which they did dur- 
ing the war. So that part of the facil- 
ities cannot be said to have cost them 
any tremendous sum. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I am sure that the 
Senator from Vermont did not intend 
to leave an erroneous impression. It 
is my recollection that the operation 
during the war was conducted for $1, 
plus certified cost. The airlines re- 
ceived nothing for it. Under the terms 
of the contract they would have the 
right to use the facilities for operation, 
and the Government reserved its right 
also. It was their reward for what they 
were undertaking to do. 

Mr. AIKEN. I understood that many 
of them got exclusive rights. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BREWSTER. Yes. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Is it not a fact 
that in South America our Government 
built airports to the extent of about 
$10,000,000, and that those airports were 
virtually turned over to the foreign 
nations? 


11586 


Mr. BREWSTER. In accordance with 
the contract under which the airports 
were built, they were supposed to be 
used as operating facilities for Ameri- 
can airlines following the war. With 
the repudiation of the agreements they 
were practically made available to for- 
eign lines in competition with us. So 
the foreign lines got all the benefits from 
the construction of the fields. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Is it not true that 
we contracted them in the name of 
the airlines? 

Mr. BREWSTER. Yes. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Without any treaty 
rights in our Government. Then after 
the war we discovered that the foreign 
airlines were able to use the airports 
which our Government had built, just 
as our airlines did. 

Mr. BREWSTER. That was done with 
the cooperation of our own Government, 

Mr. FERGUSON. By our Govern- 
ment, in the name of the airlines. The 
Senator realizes how difficult it was to 
get a contract that had been entered 
into between the airlines and the United 
States Government. 

Mr. BREWSTER. That is correct. 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Maine yield? 

Mr. BREWSTER. Yes. 

Mr. CAIN. I am not in opposition to 

extending a subsidy over a 10-year 
period, but I fail to understand the 
need for the provision in the pending 
bill which makes certain, apparently, 
that the subsidy shall not be reduced 
during the length of a 10-year contract. 

Mr. BREWSTER. The reason for the 
development was that up to this time, 
as the chairman of the committee has 
pointed out, it has operated on an ex 
post facto arrangement. The airlines 
come in 2 or 3 years after the contract is 
made and say, We lost so much money, 
and we are entitled to be paid that 
much.” We want to get away from that 
kind of arrangement. The only way we 
can get away from it, and persuade the 
airlines to operate at an enormous haz- 
ard, particularly with reference to over- 
seas operations, is by giving them some 
kind of contract and provide the facili- 
ties to carry it out, and by saying to them, 
“We will give you so much of a subsidy 
in addition to what we are giving you 
for carrying the mail.” How long the 
period should be was left in the discre- 
tion of the Civil Aeronautics Board, with 
a 10-year limitation. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BREWSTER. Yes. 

Mr. McFARLAND. The pending 
amendment has nothing to do with for- 
eign service. It applies only to domes- 
tic service. 

Mr. BREWSTER. The reason why we 
are discussing it is that the 10-year pe- 
riod has been brought in. I urge that 
the Senate vote on the McCarran amend- 
ment calling for a 3-year period for do- 
mestic lines, to which there seems to be 
less objection. If anyone wishes to pro- 
pose a limitation to the 10-year period, 
an amendment may be offered later. 
The two considerations are distinct from 
each other. 

Mr. McFARLAND. The issue should 
not be confused, 
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Mr. BREWSTER. I believe it to be 
very clear that the two items are dis- 
tinct. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Maine yield? 

Mr. BREWSTER. Yes. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I raised a par- 
liamentary inquiry a few moments ago 
with respect to the question just men- 
tioned, because it seems to me that since 
the McCarran amendment does not 
change the 10-year foreign service pe- 
riod, if we voted for the McCarran 
amendment as it stands we would be 
voting for a 10-year period for the for- 
eign service. The two items are tied 
together. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I believe the Sena- 
tor from Massachusetts entirely misun- 
derstood the ruling of the Chair, which 
was that if the McCarran amendment 
were adopted the bill would still be open 
to amendment to change the 10-year pe- 
riod. I ask the Presiding Officer, is that 
correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct, 

Mr. BREWSTER. It is also true that 
any Senator could offer a limitation to 
the 10-year period provided in the Mc- 
Carran amendment. I am asking that 
we keep the two items separate, because 
the considerations involved are essenti- 
ally different. I should like to see the 
item of 3 years for domestic service, 
which involves small lines, disposed of. 
If any Senator wishes to offer a limita- 
tion to the 10-year item for foreign 
service, he can do so later. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. It is all con- 
tained in the same clause. It is very 
difficult to vote on the McCarran amend- 
ment as it is drawn without considering 
the 10-year term. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I believe the Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts is entirely mis- 
taken. I believe every Senator on the 
floor understands that different consid- 
erations govern. If any Senator wishes 
to vote for a limitation on the 10 years, 
he can do so when such an amendment 
is presented. I ask that the Senate be 
permitted to vote on the McCarran 
amendment on its merits, for the relief 
of the domestic carriers. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. FERGUSON. If the McCarran 
amendment is adopted, it will fix the 
duration of the so-called domestic line 
contracts at 3 years. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Not exceeding 3 
years, 

Mr. FERGUSON. Not exceeding 3 
years? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. KEM. Mr. President, will the Sen- 
ator yield? 

Mr. AIKEN. How much time remains 
to the opposition? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Four 
minutes. 

Mr. AIKEN. If the Senator from Mis- 
souri will wait a minute, let me say that 
the nub of the whole paragraph lies in 
the words “without reduction.” There 
are many airlines which are on the 
borderline between red and black. If do- 
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mestic lines had a 3-year subsidy con- 
tract, or if foreign lines had a 10-year 
contract, they might go into the red and 
need a subsidy for one more year, but 
they would be entitled for the other 
years, which run for the length of the 
contract. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Pres- 
ident, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. AIKEN. I promised to yield to 
the Senator from Missouri. I do not be- 
lieve there is more than 2 minutes of de- 
bate left to the opposition. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I want 
only 1 minute. I wish to invite the at- 
tention of Senators to what the present 
1938 law does for all domestic airlines. 
It gives them the privilege of operating 
on a cost-plus basis, which remains in 
effect, and will continue in effect unless 
we pass the ending bill. Under the bill 
we would change that cost-plus basis. 
The small airlines are begging for some- 
thing more than to have a year-by-year 
death sentence hanging over them. 
They want something more than that, 
They are asking for a 10-year limitation, 
We cut the 10 years down to 3 years. It 
seems to me that is very small recom- 
pense for what they are giving up under 
the bill. They are giving up a cost-plus 
operation. 

Mr. AIKEN. I now yield 1 minute to 
the Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. KEM. I agree with the chairman 
of the Committee on Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce that it is desirable for 
the domestic lines to have contracts, and 
I believe the 3 years provided in the Mc- 
Carran amendment is proper. I do not 
look with favor on a 10-year contract for 
foreign lines. I believe our experience 
with the maritime lines has been so un- 
fortunate that we should make contracts 
of that kind with a great deal of cau- 
tion. The Senator from Maine spoke of 
the unfortunate condition in which the 
American taxpayer finds himself. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KEM. In a moment. The Ameri- 
can taxpayer is subsidizing the foreign 
corporations and foreign governments 
which engage in competition with Amer- 
ican lines in foreign traffic, and the 
American taxpayer is also subsidizing 
the American lines. Many of us have 
heretofore objected to that situation. I 
believe that in a few years the American 
people will look with utter amazement 
on the fact that such a condition was 
permitted to exist for several years, and 
that the foreign competition was per- 
mitted to grow up under a subsidy pro- 
vided by the American taxpayer, while 
the American taxpayer also subsidized 
our own lines engaged in the same traffic. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Vermont has 
expired. 

Mr. KEM. I hope the condition in 
which the American taxpayer finds him- 
self will be ameliorated, to use the ex- 
pression of the Senator from Maine IMr. 
BREWSTER]. 

Mr. KEM subsequently said: Mr. Presi- 
dent, in the hearings on the bill, at page 
871, there appears a very interesting 
commentary on the Economic Coopera- 
tion Administration's financial assist- 
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ance for aviation development to se- 
lected ERP countries. I ask unanimous 
consent that the commentary, together 
with the two accompanying tables, be 
inserted in the Recor as a part of the 
remarks I made a few minutes ago on 
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We are advised by ECA that in respect to 
Belgium, Denmark, the Netherlands, and the 
Scandinavian countries no 95-percent coun- 
terpart funds have been released for loans or 
grants to airlines for airport development. 
In France a loan of 500,000,000 francs ($1,- 
4.),000) from counterpart funds was made 


that subject. to Aeroport de Paris (municipal corporation) 
The VICE PRESIDENT, Is there ob- in May 1950 for 30 years at 6 percent by 
jection? Credit Foncier which received funds from 


There being no objection, the com- 
mentary and tables were ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


COMMENTARY ON TCONOMIC COOPERATION AD- 
MINISTRATION FINANCIAL ASSISTANCES FOR 
AVIATION DEVELOPMENT TO SELECTED ERP 
COUNTRIES 
The attached table A summarizes the avi- 

ation development made possible by the ECA 

to ERP countries from April 3, 1948, to 

March 31, 1951. This data is derived from 

information submitted by the ECA. It can 

be seen that France and the Netherlands 
obtained more than 93 percent of the 
total aviation procurement authorizations. 

France alone accounted for 59 percent of 

the total. 

Total paid shipments equaled only 79.5 
percent of the procurement authorizations 
during this period. Of the total paid ship- 
ments, France accounted for 56 percent while 
the Netherlands took some 36.4 percent. 

Table B summarizes the amount of certain 
ECA dollar financing extended to French 
aviation interests. This identifies ECA dol- 
lar financing with individual companies 
fre m the information supplied by ECA, Air 
France received more than 43.5 percent, or 
$7,125,000 of the total $16,436,000 shown for 
the French. 


Fonds de Modernization, The airport also re- 
ceived an additional 500,000,000 francs from 
the same source but not from counterpart. 
This billion francs ($2,000,000) has now been 
fully expended to extend runway, increase 
hangar space, improve lighting and landing 
facilities, etc., at Orly Airport. The French 
have included 350,000,000 francs ($1,015,000) 
for Orly on the same basis and for the same 
purposes in their proposed counterpart in- 
vestment program for calendar 1951. 

In addition to the above, 394,000,000 francs 
($1,082,600) were used in France from the 
counterpart funds for reconstruction of war- 
damaged plants of 17 airplane and parts 
manufacturers. Reconstruction payments 
are all in the form of grants. 

We are further advised by ECA that its 
missions abroad have very limited data on 
the application of counterpart funds for 
aviation development within the countries 
themselves. The ECA does state, however, 
that the information received in response to 
our query, indicate that no counterpart fi- 
nancing to airlines has taken place. Coun- 
terpart financing for airport construction is 
known to have been accomplished. It is 
not nown if other airport construction has 
been done with ECA counterpart funds in 
addition to the cases above cited. 

AucusT 10, 1951. 


Tase A. Economie Cooperation Administration procurement authorizations and paid 
shipments of aircraft, engines, and parts to selected ERP countries, Apr. 3, 1948, to 
Mar. 31, 1951 


Paid shipments 


N 
Countr; rate Aircraft Aircraft 
2 authoriza- Total Complete parts and 

tions N aircraft miscel- 

laneous 
Belgium-Luxemburg -| $4,217,000 | $3, 390, 000 $1, 613, 000 $1, 31, 000 

Denmark Ga 847, 000 858, 000 841, 000 16, 
France... -| 51,957,000 | 39, 017, 000 16, 040, 000 
Netherlands.. 20, 562, 000] 25, 417, 000 7, 367, 000 
Norway. Ç 961, 000 871, 000 21, 000 
a est A E E E E N SE aN ` 180, 000 5 45, 000 
e eee eee ee 87, 724, 000 69, 607, 000 24, 820, 000 


Source: Economic Cooperation Administration, 


Taste B.—Economic Cooperation Adminis- 
tration identified dollar assistance to 
French aviation interests, Apr. 3, 1948, to 
Mar. 31, 1951 


Dollar Total pro- 
French recipient financi curement 
approve authoriza- 


tion 


Aeromari-Time $850, 000 

Aigle-Azur 550, 000 

ar France.. 7, 125, 000 
et... 

BNOASO. 3,411, 000 

SNOASE. 3, 500, 000 
ee a. icon eeneen 15, 436, 000 


Source: Economie Cooperation Administration. 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Missouri yield for a 
question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Vermont has 
expired. The Senator from Nevada has 
9 minutes remaining. 


Mr. McCARRAN. I should like to 
propound a question. 

Mr. KEM. I shall be glad to answer 
the Senator’s question in his own time. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Very well. Would 
the Senator look with more favor on the 
amendment if the phrase “without re- 
duction” were removed from the amend- 
ment? If so, I shall be glad to strike 
those words. 

Mr. FERGUSON. If we did remove 
those words, would not the whole con- 
tract be in force? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I would think so, 

Mr. KEM. What I do not like is the 
idea 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In 
whose time is the Senator from Missouri 
speaking? 

Mr. KEM. In the time of the Senator 
from Nevada [Mr. McCarran]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Nevada yield time to 
the Senator from Missouri? 


11587 


Mr. KEM. Does the Senator from 
Nevada wish to have me answer his 


question? 
Mr. McCARRAN. I yield 1 minute 
to the Senator from Missouri. 


Mr. KEM. I can do it in much less 
time, Mr. President. 

I should like to say that my criticism 
of the Senator’s amendment is directed 
wholly to the fact that it leaves in the 
bill a 10-year provision for the foreign 
lines. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield one-half 
minute to the Senator from Delaware. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I merely wish to 
ask the Senator from Nevada whether he 
is modifying his amendment by strik- 
ing out the words “without reduction”, 
because so far as I am concerned that 
would make a real difference. To enter 
into a contract today, at the levels exist- 
ing today, and to provide that the con- 
tract cannot be reduced for 10 years, in 
my opinion would be perfectly absurd. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I am willing to 
make that modification. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The Senator from 
Nevada could make that change in the 
amendment if he wished to do so, could 
he not ? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A Sen- 
ator who offers an amendment has a 
right to modify it. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, if 
the Senator from Nevada will yield a 
moment to me, let me say that I appre- 
ciate the generosity of the Senator from 
Nevada in being willing to make such a 
change, but I think the Senator from 
Delaware is aware of the fact that such 
a change would make the entire propo- 
sition we are discussing meaningless. 

So I do not wonder that the Senator 
from Delaware is smiling about this mat- 
ter. If the change now suggested by way 
of a modification of the amendment is 
made, namely, if the words “without re- 
duction” are stricken out, the amend- 
ment becomes meaningless. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I may 
say that is exactly what I intended to 
accomplish. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Nevada, as 
modified. On this question the yeas and 
nays have been requested. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON] is absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD], 
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Cuavez], the Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
HENNINGS], the Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. JoHnston], the Senator 
from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER], the 
Senator from West Virginia (Mr. KIL- 
GORE], the Senator from Washington 


President, a 
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(Mr. Macnuson], the Senator from 
Maryland [Mr. O’Conor], the Senator 
from Florida [Mr. SMAaTHERS], and the 
Senator from North Carolina IMr. 
SmirH] are absent on official business. 
I announce further that if present and 
voting, the Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
HENNINGS] and the Senator from Mary- 
land [Mr. O’Conor] would vote “yea.” 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN- 
LOOPER] is absent by leave of the Senate. 
The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
McCartuy], the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. Morse], and the Senator from Ne- 
braska {Mr. WHERRY] are necessarily 
absent. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 

- [Mr. Tosey] is absent because of illness. 
The Senator from New Hampshire 
IMr. Brinces], the Senator from Penn- 
Sylvania [Mr. Durr], the Senator from 
North Dakota [Mr. Lancer], and the Sen- 
ator from Nevada [Mr. MALONE] are de- 

tained on official business. 
The result was announced—yeas 62, 
nays 14, as follows: 


YEAS—62 
Bennett Gillette McMahon 
Benton Green 
Brewster Hayden Monroney 
Bricker Moody 
Butler, Md. Hoey Mundt 
Butler, Nebr. Holland Neely 
Cain Hunt O'Mahoney 
Capehart Jenner Pastore 
Carlson Johnson, Colo. Robertson 
Case Johnson, Tex. Russell 
Clements Kem Schoeppel 
Connally Kerr Spar! 
Cordon Knowland Stennis 
Dirksen e Taft 
Dworshak Long Thye 
Eastland Underwood 
Ecton Maybank Watkins 
Ellender Welker 
Frear McClellan Wiley 
Fulbright McFerland Young 
George McKellar 
NAYS—14 
Aiken Humphrey Saltonstall 
Douglas Ives ith, Maine 
Ferguson Lehman Smith, N. J. 
Flanders Murray Williams 
Hendrickson Nixon 
NOT VOTING—20 
Anderson Johnston, S. C. Morse 
Bridges Kefauver O'Conor 
Byrd Kilgore Smathers 
Chavez Langer Smith, N. C. 
Duff Magnuson Tobey 
Hennings Malone Wherry 
Hickenlooper McCarthy 
So Mr. McCarran’s amendment was 
agreed to. 


The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill is 
open to further amendment. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I still 
feel that 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
will have to offer an amendment, in or- 
der to be recognized. The Chair cannot 
recognize any Senator unless he is 
yielded to by one of the Senators who 
control the time. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, that 
is what I was planning to do. I move, 
on page 19, line 2, to strike out the word 
“ten” and insert in lieu thereof the word 
“three. ” . 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment will be stated, 

The Cuter CLERK. On page 19, line 2, 
it is proposed to strike out the word “ten” 
and insert the word “three,” 
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Delaware. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I still 
feel that it would have been much better 
to place all these contracts on a 1-year 
basis, subject to renegotiation; but, 
recognizing the size of the recent vote, I 
think we had just as well be realistic. 
Apparently we cannot win on the 1-year 
basis, but I am wondering whether we 
can make it applicable to both foreign 
and domestic service, and limit it to 3 
years, instead of 10. I hope the chair- 
man of the committee will not oppose 
the amendment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on the amendment. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, I should like to urge the Sen- 
ator from Delaware to make the word 
“five” instead of “three.” 

Mr. WILLIAMS. With a little urging, 
I would make it “one’’, because I really 
think that is what it should be, and Iam 
stretching far beyond what I think it 
should be, because I really do not like the 
3-year term, particularly with the words 
“without reduction.” I will say that if 
the Senator from Colorado will go along 
with me in strking out the words “with- 
out reduction”, I might consider chang- 
ing the figure above “three.” 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Iam per- 
fectly willing, but the words “without 
reduction” neither add nor detract any- 
thing from the bill. But I am perfectly 
willing to agree, in regard to the words 
“without reduction.” 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Delaware modifies his amendment 
accordingly. The question is on the 
amendment of the Senator from Dela- 
ware, as modified. 

The amendment, as modified, was 
agreed to. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
will state the inquiry. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Is it “three years, 
without reduction”? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. No. The 
Senator said he would strike out “ten” 
and make it five.“ 

Mr. WILLIAMS. No, I agreed upon 
striking out the words “without reduc- 
tion.” If it is 3 years without reduction, 
I am satisfied, Mr. President. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. It is already 
agreed to, “5 years without reduction.” 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I move to reconsider 
the vote by which the word “ten” was 
stricken out and the word “five” 
inserted. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I now move to 
amend the bill, on page 19, line 2, by 
striking out the word “ten” and inserting 
the word “three.” In other words, if I 
correctly understand the situation, the 
words “without reduction” are now 
stricken out. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. That will 
have to be agreed to by the Senate. The 
Senator from Colorado accepted that 
suggestion, but it must be voted on. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I thought the Chair 
said the amendment inserting the word 
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“five” and striking out the words “with- 
out reduction” was agreed to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, the words “without reduction” 
will be— 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, reserving the right to object, 
the Senator made the proposition him- 
self that we strike out the words “with- 
out reduction,” and stated that he was 
willing to change the figure from “3” to 
“5”: and the Senator from Colorado said 
that was agreeable, and then the Senate 
adopted that amendment. The Senator 
now wants to go back and get his part of 
the pie, but he does not want to give 
anything to anyone else at the table. I 
suggest that, if the Senator will go 
through with his original proposal, to 
strike out without reduction,” and then 
change the word “ten” to five“, so far 
as Iam concerned I will take it. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I 
may say that we were moving a little too 
fast after I addressed a question to the 
Senator. Iam perfectly willing that the 
proposal to strike out the words “with- 
out reduction” be voted on first, if the 
Senator wishes to vote on striking out 
those words, and then we will consider 
the other proposal. The Senator from 
Colorado said there seemed to be no 
objection. 

Mr, JOHNSON of Colorado. I object 
to separating the two proposals; so I 
object. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I ask for a vote on 
the proposal to strike out the word “ten” 
and insert the word “three.” I modify 
the amendment so as to strike out the 
words “without reduction,” and to strike 
out the word “ten” and insert the word 
“three.” I will offer the other part of 
the amendment later. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 
will state the amendment as it is now 
presented. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, I offer an amendment to the 
amendment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend. 
ment is divisible. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, my motion is to amend the 
amendment of the Senator from Dela- 
ware by striking out the word “three” 
and inserting the word five.“ 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena- 
tor from Colorado moves to amend the 
amendment of the Senator from Dela- 
ware by striking the word “three” and 
inserting the word “five.” Are the words 
“without reduction” to be stricken out? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. No. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 
will state the amendment as now pro- 
posed. i 

The CHIEF CLERK. Under the amend- 
ment, as modified, the text on page 19, 
beginning in line 1, would read “foreign 
air transportation will be made to such 
carrier over any period not exceeding 
5 years.” 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion now is on the amendment to strike 
out the words “without reduction.” 
[Putting the question.] 
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Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
will state the inquiry. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. As the Chief 
Clerk read the amendment, the words 
“without reduction” were included in 
the amendment, which the Senate has 
adopted. 

Mr. BREWSTER. No. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes, they were. 
That is the proposal to strike out the 
words “without reduction” was a part 
of my amendment as voted upon. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. It was stated 
as a joint proposition, but not voted on 
as a joint proposition. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
will state the inquiry. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The Senator from 
Delaware had before the Senate the 
amendment to strike out the words 


“without reduction,” and changing the - 


word from “ten” to “three.” The mo- 
tion of the Senator from Colorado was 
to amend my amendment only by chang- 
ing the word “three” to “five.” When 
the Senate adopted that, it did not 
strike out of my amendment the words 
“without reduction.” Now if the whole 
amendment is agreed to, those words are 
stricken from the bill. And it will leave 
the bill then read, 5 years maximum 
term of contract, and at the same time 
it would prohibit any contract from bear- 
ing the proviso that they were not sub- 
ject to reduction after renegotiation. 
The proposed “no reduction” would be 
repealed. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, the 
Chair made a statement and then asked 
the clerk to state the amendment, which 
the clerk did, and I am sure the Report- 
er’s record will show clearly that the 
amendment simply struck the word “ten” 
and made it “five.” 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
is correct. The clerk did not read the 
words “without reduction.” 

Mr. BREWSTER. On that point, Mr. 
President, I should like to be heard. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Maine is recognized. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I 
am sure the Senator from Delaware is 
fully conscious of what he is doing. I 
am persuaded that most of the Members 
of the Senate realize, if they have paid 
any attention at all to the discussion, 
that the whole question on which we 
have been spending the past couple of 
hours is whether we should have a year- 
to-year determination, or whether we 
should have a 3-, 5-, or 10-year contract, 
the theory being that the small local 
airlines, in order to get their equip- 
ment, must have some assurance that 
they will receive some payment over a 
period of years, which we determined, 
after a vote, is to be 3 years. They 
would have an amount paid to them each 
year. The question of whether 10 years 
was too long a period was raised, and the 
Senate decided to make it 5 years. That 
is the outside limit. The Civil Aeronau- 
ties Board cannot make a contract for 
longer than 5 years in the case of foreign 
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airlines, or more than 3 years in the 
case of domestic airlines. But, if we 
strike out the words “without reduction,” 
as the Senator from Delaware very 
adroitly suggests, it leaves our airlines 
without any assurance that they may 
be able to finance their operations in 
years to come. In other words, we have 
simply wasted 2 hours of our time, if we 
are going on a year-to-year basis. 

Mr. S. Mr. President, I may 
say to the Senator from Maine that 
striking out the words “without reduc- 
tion” puts the airlines in exactly the 
same position as we would then be plac- 
ing the American taxpayers, where each 
of them would have a chance. I am un- 
alterably opposed to your suggestion that 
the airlines are entitled to a one-way 
contract—one that can be increased but 
not decreased. I think the taxpayers 
who pay the bill should likewise be pro- 
tected and they are not protected with- 
out my amendment. Even then they are 
not taken care of as I think they should 
be. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Mr. FERGUSON. If we strike out the 
words “without reduction”, would it not 
permit the Board to enter into a con- 
tract whereby they could reduce the 
amount of the subsidy, but if the bill 
provides that the Board must make a 
contract, however long, without reduc- 
tion, they would be helpless in connec- 
tion with the amount of the subsidy? 

Mr. BREWSTER. If the courts will 
construe the elimination of the words 
“without reduction” as leaving the 
Board to make a contract which will 
either bind or not bind. If we struck 
out those words, the Board could do 
anything it saw fit. If the Senator from 
Michigan is correct, it will leave the 
Board free to make a binding contract 
for 3 or 5 years or to make a limited con- 
tract reviewable each year. That is en- 
tirely agreeable to the Senator from 
Maine. I would leave it to the full dis- 
cretion of the Board. 

Mr. FERGUSON. On the floor we are 
making this discussion a part of the 
RECORD. 

Mr. BREWSTER. That is correct. 

Mr. FERGUSON. And it appears to 
the Senator from Michigan that if we 
eliminate the words “without reduc- 
tion”, we then permit the Board to make 
a contract either providing for a reduc- 
tion or not providing for a reduction, 
as it may see fit. If we leave the words 
in, we limit the Board to the situation 
that whatever contract it may make, it 
must be without reduction. I hope the 
Senate will adopt the amendment to 
strike out the words. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I should like to ask 
the Senator from Delaware, who has 
been a leader in this discussion, whether 
he agrees with the interpretation of the 
Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. As I said before, my 
intention is that contracts should be 
based on negotiations, for 1 year. If 
we do not strike out the words “without 


reduction”, it would mean that contracts 
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may be entered into for 5 years which 
could be negotiated upward, as the Sen- 
ator from Maine has pointed out, but 
could not be negotiated downward. If 
we strike out the words “without reduc- 
tion”, it would mean that if a contract 
were reopened, the airline could be 
given either a decrease or an increase. 
In other words, the contract could work 
both ways. I am certainly unalterably 
opposed to any contract that will work 
only one way, and that is upward. If 
my amendment is adopted, it is my un- 
derstanding that it can be negotiated 
downward or upward. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Does, the Senator 
from Delaware agree with the inter- 
pretation of the Senator from Michigan 
that if we strike out the words “with- 
out reduction,” it then leaves the Board 
free to make a contract either for a 3- 
year or a 5-year period which may or 
may not be subject to renegotiation? 
That is the point which the Senator 
from Michigan made. If the Senator 
from Delaware agrees with it, it is en- 
tirely agreeable to me. It would be 
within the full discretion of the Board 
then, up or down or fixed. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Does the Senator 
from Maine interpret it that if the Board 
entered into a fixed contract and the 
airline began to lose money, it would not 
be eligible for renegotiation? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I do not think the 
Board would have any more authority 
to increase than it would have to reduce. 
If the contract provided that it could 
not be changed, it would be a question 
of whether it would violate its own 
agreement. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Do I correctly un- 
derstand that the Senator feels that if 
an airline entered into a contract and 
began to lose money, it would not be eli- 
gible for any renegotiation? - 

Mr. BREWSTER. If the Board had 
stipulated that it would not be. 

Mr, WILLIAMS. Under that inter- 
pretation, I have no objection to the 
amendment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment to 
strike out “without reduction“ 

Mr, AIKEN. Mr. President, now that 
there is a larger number of Senators on 
the floor, I should like to point out just 
what the bill does, Under the McMahon 
amendment, which was adopted an hour 
or two ago, the only airlines that can 
be subsidized are those which at the 
present time are certified mail carriers, 
In the case of trans-Atlantic transpor- 
tation, that means the Pan-American 
Airways and the Trans-World Airways. 
Under another provision of the law these 
carriers cannot be paid any less for 
transporting the mail than the highest 
price which any foreign country sees fit 
to impose. Under the 10-year proposi- 
tion of subsidies, any of the airlines 
would be frozen without reduction for a 
period of 10 years. 

If there is any bill which this Con- 
gress has to consider which tends to 
build up an almost airtight monopoly for 
a single part of a single industry, this 
bill is it. I want to make myself clear 
on the Recorp as having no part in 
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building up an absolute monopoly in air 
transportation between America and 
Europe for any one or two single air- 
lines and precluding the subsidizing of 
competition for them later on. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr, AIKEN. If I have any time. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Is the Senator in 
favor of the Williams amendment? 

Mr. AIKEN. I was expressing myself 
generally on the bill, which is one of 
the worst bills the’ Senate has ever had 
before it. If the Members of the Senate 
want to go before the voters on a record 
of supporting this proposition, let them 
go. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I 
agree pretty much with what the Senator 
from Vermont has said, except that I 
think this amendment would modify it 
somewhat, although I want it understood 
that I am not committing myself to the 
bill even though the amendment is 
adopted. There are other amendments 
pending and their adoption or rejection 
will determine my final vote. 

Mr. AIKEN. The bill is better with 
the amendment than it would be with- 
out it. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
is on agreeing to the amendment of the 
Senator from Delaware as modified. 
The amendment, as modified, was 
agreed to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill is 
open to further amendment. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I call 
up amendment 9-17-51—B offered on 
behalf of myself, the Senator from Ver~ 
mont [Mr, AIKEN], and the Senator from 
New York [Mr. LEHMAN]. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment will be stated. 

+ The CHIEF CLERK. On page 14, line 19, 
it is proposed to strike out all after 
shall“ to the period in line 21 and insert 
in lieu thereof the following: “be based 
upon the experienced costs for mail 
transportation services rendered and 
upon projected costs for such services to 
be rendered, under honest, economical, 


and efficient management, fairly as- . 
¥ for the first time they figured out costs 
in international air travel. I invite 


signed and apportioned to such mail 
services, including a fair return on that 
portion of the total investment which is 
used and useful in such mail services.” 
| Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, this is 
the proposal to have verbatim the same 
standards followed in the fixing of mail 
rates for international carriers as are 
provided in the bill for domestic car- 
riers, namely, cost of service, including a 
fair return upon capital investment. 

Mr. President, the provisions of the 
bill as reported by the committee, so far 
as domestic air transportation are con- 
cerned are, on the whole quite good. 
They provide for mail rates to be fixed 
according to costs of service, and then 
for subsidies necessary in addition to 
these to be provided directly according 
to national defense or commerce needs. 
The two are clearly separated, with the 
understanding that the mail rate is to 
be fixed according to costs—that is, what 
it costs the air lines to furnish the mail 
transportation services to the post office, 
plus a fair return. When, however, we 
come to international air transport, in- 
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stead of adopting costs as the basis by 
which the mail rate is to be fixed, the bill 
provides that the mail rate shall not be 
less than that paid to foreign-flag car- 
riers, which amounts to the maximum 
universal postal union rate. 

Mr. President, this is an extremely im- 
portant provision—I think the most im- 
portant provision in the bill. As it has 
been developed in the debate, the maxi- 
mum universal postal union rate which 
is now paid for trans-Atlantic air mail 
is $2.86 per ton-mile. I want to point 
out that that contrasts with the rate of 
70 cents per ton-mile for passengers and 
37 cents per ton-mile for freight and 
express. 

The Baltimore Sun carried a very in- 
teresting analogy in an editorial last 
Sunday. It pointed out that a young 
lady who booked passage from Paris to 
New York on one of these United States 
international airlines would be able to 
get passage for $394.60. She would re- 
ceive not only very good food, but the 
international airlines would give her 
champagne and sometimes perfume. 
She would also have a luxurious seat, an 
attentive stewardess, pleasant company, 
and sometimes an orchid thrown in for 
good measure. If, however, a mail sack 
of a weight equal to that of the young 
lady is placed in the hold, though it does 
not get a bubbled champagne nor a 
whiff of perfume and no orchid to pin 
on its breast, though it is cramped in a 
dark corner without any foam rubber 
cushions, the Government pays $1,578 
to the airline for transporting that sack 
of mail over the same route. So the 
airline gets approximately four times 

_more for transporting a sack of mail in 
_ dark hold than it does for transport- 


ing a passenger over the same distance 
in luxurious comfort. 

In other words, Mr. President, the 
rates are extremely high now for mail 


3 under universal postal union provisions, 


as compared to passenger rates, and 


nearly eight times as high as freight 
rates per ton-mile. 

That is not all. It is one of the merits 
of this committee, and of its report, that 


Senators to turn to pages 61 and 62 of 
the committee report. At the bottom 
of page 61 of the committee report—and 
I should add that the figures are in terms 
of cents, not dollars—we find that the 
average ton-mile costs after excluding 
certain passenger expenses amounted to 
8534 cents for TWA in the trans-Atlantic 


business, and to 98% cents for Pan 


American. In other words, the costs 
were between 85 cents and 98 cents per 
ton-mile of mail in the trans-Atlantic 
business, But under the committee bill 
these companies would get $2.86 per ton- 
mile for first-class mail, and there would 
be, therefore, a tremendous hidden sub- 
sidy. The Federal Government paid out 
$78,000,000 for trans-Atlantic mail dur- 
ing the last year. Nearly all of that, or 
a vast proportion of it, was in the form 
of payments to international air car- 
riers. It took in $27,000,000 in revenue, 
and, therefore, suffered a deficit, so far 
as international air mail was concerned, 
of $51,000,060, or a deficit amounting to 
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about two-thirds of the payments to the 
airlines. 

It is interesting to note that, with ton- 
mile payments of $2.86, and ton-mile 
costs ranging between 85 cents and 98 
cents, about two-thirds of the price 
which the Government pays is above 
cost, as well as above revenue, and that 
the deficit of $51,000,000 is almost pre- 
cisely accounted for by the amount of 
the hidden subsidy. 

Those three lines of print on page 14, 
lines 19-21, those three lines of print 
which our amendment seeks to correct, 
are going to perpetuate that huge deficit. 
Those three lines of type are going to 
freeze at least $30,000,000 of hidden sub- 
sidies into the Post Office budget—all at 
the taxpayers’ expense. 

In the case of domestic mail this sub- 
sidy is brought out into the open by fix- 
ing a rate based on costs, and all we 
are proposing is to use for the determina- 
tion of costs in international mail lan- 
guage identical with that used for do- 
mestic mail. The amount of the subsidy 
to domestic airlines is brought out into 
the open. But in the case of the inter- 
national mail the amount of the subsidy 
will be concealed by the fact that the rate 
is not to be less, according to this bill, 
than that charged by foreign carriers 
on the same lines. In other words, the 
purpose of the bill, namely, to separate 
air mail payments from subsidies, is 
completely frustrated so far as United 
States foreign air carriers are concerned, 

As a matter of fact, with respect to 
United States foreign air carriers, the 
bill not only fails to separate the sub- 
sidy, but also adds a direct subsidy on 
top of the hidden subsidy. Far from 
separation, we are setting up a system of 
dual subsidies. These features are what 
my amendment is aimed at correcting. 

Mr. President, the Universal Postal 
Union rate is a legal maximum rate, As 
a matter of fact, in my opinion two 
things regarding it need to be settled. 
In the first place it is the maximum rate 
which the airlines of one nation may 
charge the governments of other nations 
when they carry the mail of the other 
nations. It is not the rate which the 
various countries have to pay to their 
own flag carriers for carrying their own 
mail. They can provide a lower rate if 
they wish. I have been trying to get 
the figures of Great Britain, and I admit 
they are somewhat difficult to obtain, 
but I think it will be found that the rate 
which the British Government pays to 
British overseas air lines for hauling 
British mail is different from the rate 
which those same British lines charge to 
foreign governments. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes, I am glad to 
yield. 


Mr. BREWSTER. Is the Senator also 


going to take into account in that con- 
nection, the money which the British 
Government furnishes to British over- 
seas airlines in many other connections, 
not only for mail? 

Mr. DOUGLAS, The overseas airlines 
are tremendously subsidized by the Brit- 
ish Government. Personally, from all I 
know, I think they are unduly subsi- 
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dized. But this is not the House of Com- 
mons, and therefore we cannot pass on 
the subsidies which they charge. This 
is the American Senate. Furthermore, 
the bill before us already provides for 
direct subsidies, what I am trying to do 
is to stop a system of dual subsidies and 
carry into effect the Hoover commission 
recommendations for a separation of 
subsidies from air-mail rates. 

Mr. KEM. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Les, I yield. I think 
I know what the question is going to be. 

Mr. KEM. The Senator from Illinois 
undoubtedly anticipates the question, be- 
cause it is such a logical one. Is not the 
subsidy paid to the British airlines a 
subsidy from the American taxpayers? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I think that is in 
large part true. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes. 

Mr. BREWSTER. The point I wish to 
bring home is that the British by pay- 
ing a small mail rate are permitted to put 
us at a disadvantage by other forms of 
subsidy, That is why the Department of 
Defense raised the question as to whether 
we should treat our foreign operations 
the same as we should treat our domestic 
operations. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. My point is that this 
bil provides for direct subsidies without 
the need for hidden subsidies in the form 
of excessively high mail rates. 

Now I shall continue with the thread 
of my argument. 

There are really three factors involved 
in this issue: A cost factor; above that, 
a mail subsidy; and above that a direct 
subsidy. What we are proposing is to 
eliminate the intermediate layer, to have 
the mail rate based upon cost, and to 
have the subsidy out in the open so that 
it can be seen. Perhaps the airlines 
want to have their cake and eat it too. 
But I think it should not be a three- 
layer cake, but only a two-layer cake. 
Mr. AIKEN, Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

u Mr. DOUGLAS. Iyield to the Senator 
from Vermont. 

Mr. AIKEN. Is it not a fact that the 
Postmaster General has pointed out that 
adherence to the UPU rates for the 
transportation of mail would, in effect, 
defeat the objective of the separation 
of service and subsidy payments, which 
this bill purports to accomplish? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is exactly cor- 
rect. 

Mr. AIKEN. In paying for trans- 
Atlantic mail transportation at a rate 
of $2.86 a ton-mile to the TWA and 
the Pan American Airlines, we are in 
effect subsidizing those lines heavily 
through overpayment for the carrying 
of mail. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. About two-thirds of 
that is apparently a subsidy. 

Mr. AIKEN. Two-thirds of that is 
asubsidy. Under the McMahon amend- 
ment, which the Senate adopted this 
afternoon, we are precluding any other 
airline from competing with them and 
getting any subsidy at all. It certainly 
is the greatest contribution to outright 
monopoly for which the Senate has gone 
on record in some time. 
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Mr. DOUGLAS. And, of course, it is 
much more marked in the foreign field 
than in the domestic field. 

Mr. AIKEN. That is true. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. As the Senator from 
Vermont has developed, there are now 
only two United States lines allowed to 
carry United States mail in the trans- 
Atlantic business, only five lines in the 
Caribbean and Gulf business, and only 
four lines in the South American trade. 

Mr. AIKEN. I used only the trans- 
Atlantic lines because they involved 
enough statistics to remember at one 
time. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. It is well known that 
there are only two trans-Atlantic lines, 
the Pan American and the Trans-World 
Airlines. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Is it not a fact also 
that of the approximately 21,000,000 
ton-miles of United States air mail 
which goes to foreign countries, only 4 
percent is carried by the so-called for- 
eign-flag airlines, and, therefore, under 
the language of the committee bill, page 
14, lines 19 to 21, that 4 percent would 
completely control the rate which this 
Government pays for 100 percent? As 
the Senator from Vermont has pointed 
out, it not only means a tremendous 
subsidy to foreign carriers, but also an 
additional hidden subsidy to the flag 
carriers of this country. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from 
New York is entirely correct. I should 
like to dwell on that point for a mo- 
ment, if I may. 

Because of the differences in wage 
and salary scales, the costs of the for- 
eign-flag carriers are probably less than 
the costs of American carriers. So if 
the American cost is only between 85 
and 90 cents a ton-mile and—I think 
that includes a 7 percent return on in- 
vestment—we can be quite certain that 
foreign costs are lower. Yet we would 
have to pay $2.86 to foreign carriers as 
well as to American-flag carriers. 
However, as the Senator from New 
York has said, the foreign-flag airlines 
carry only about 4 percent of the mail, 
and the American airlines carry 96 
percent. 

The bill provides that the rates shall 
not be less than those paid to foreign 
carriers for similar service, which means 
that if there is one plane carrying mail, 
operated by a foreign carrier across the 
Atlantic that sets the pace for all the 
American-flag carriers across the At- 
lantic. 

There is one further point which I 
should like to mention. In practice the 
foreign countries take advantage of the 
Universal Postal Union rates, by some 
kind of a gentleman’s agreement under 
which the rates they charge foreigners 
tend to be uniform, and tend to be ap- 
proximately equal to the maximum UPU 
rates. So in effect what we are doing 
is jacking up the rates which we pay 
to American-flag carriers to the agreed 
rates which the foreign countries fix for 
their foreign business, which amounts 
to only 4 percent of our foreign mail; 
but we are allowing, as has been de- 


veloped in the debate, the tail, represent- 
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ing 4 percent of the dog, to wag the 
other 96 percent of the dog. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator further yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. To carry the idea to 
a logical conclusion, is it not a fact that 
if the provision in the bill were permitted 
to stand we might have a situation in 
which, although as little as 1,000 ton- 
miles were shipped by a foreign flag 
carrier, the rate paid for that 1,000 ton- 
miles would control the rate we would 
have to pay on more than 21,000,000 ton- 
miles? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The phrase is sim- 
ilar service,” so I suppose it could be said 
to be the run from New York to London 
or from New York to Paris. But 1,000 
tons or 100 tons from New York to Lon- 
don would determine payment for the 
whole American business, and 100 tons 
from New York to Paris would determine 
the payment to all international carriers. 

I want to make it clear that I am not 
opposed to the international lines receiv- 
ing a sum in excess of cost, if it is neces- 
sary in the interest of national defense. 
There is still a subsidy provision on page 
19 which holds for 5 years. But I believe 
that if we want to separate mail pay from 
subsidies, and if we do so for domestic 
mail—as we do in this bill—we certainly 
should do so for foreign mail. We 
should fix the same standard for foreign 
mail as we fix for domestic mail, letting 
any question of subsidy be developed in- 
dependently. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Just one more point. 
If this amendment is adopted, its spon- 
sors intend to offer another amendment, 
to provide that no foreign flag carrier 
shall receive a rate in excess of the 
amount which we pay to American flag 
carriers in the international air service. 
So we intend to bring the tail of the dog. 
the 4 percent, down to the cost basis of 
the other 96 percent of the dog, instead 
of raising the rates for 96 percent of the 
dog up to the maximum UPU rates for 
the 4 percent, or the tail. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from Michigan. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I should like to in- 
quire as to who had control in fixing the 
rates for the 4 percent of foreign-car- 
ried mail? È 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Universal Post- 
al Union, of which there are some 70 
members, each of which, as I under- 
stand, has one vote. 

Mr. FERGUSON. So the rates are 
fixed at a price over which we have not 
had control. Therefore, when we pay 
our own carriers, we must pay them the 
amount fixed by the international or- 
ganization. Is that correct? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is true. The 
rates which we pay to foreign carriers 
are not under the control of the Post- 
master General. They are under the 
control, so far as maxima are concerned, 
of the Universal Postal Union, and, 
so far as actual rates are concerned, of 
the postal authorities in each of the 
countries. In practice, the postal au- 
thorities of the various countries fix the 
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rate which we have to pay, very close to 
the maximum Universal Postal Union 
rate. I hesitate to say that it is an in- 
ternational postal cartel, but it comes 
very close to being just that. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I take it the Sen- 
ator is aware of the fact that the Post- 
master General has pointed out that if 
this bill goes through without an 
amendment such as the Senator from 
Illinois proposes, it means that the Uni- 
versal Postal Union will control all our 
payments to these carriers. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator is cor- 
rect. He would lose control of the 
rates we pay to our own international 
airlines for carrying our own mail. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. And we would have 
nothing whatever to say as to how much 
we would pay. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I think in fairness it 
should be stated that it would be the 
Universal Postal Union which would fix 
the maximum. Then the various coun- 
tries in practice would tend to fix an 
actual rate closely approaching the 
legal maximum which they can charge 
under the UPU. 

Mr. President, that completes my 
statement, and I shall yield the floor un- 
less some Senator wishes to ask me a 
question. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, I must oppose the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Illi- 
nois. Back in 1874 all the nations of 
the earth got together and held a con- 
vention, or what they called a congress. 
They set up an arrangement for the,in- 
terchange of postal matters. e 
amendment of the Senator from Illinois 
would destroy the effect of that Universal 
Postal Union Congress. The Congress 
meets every 5 years. Our Postmaster 
General looks after our affairs in that 
Congress. When the nations meet in 
Brussels they will set the maximum 
postal rates. Nations can go below 
those rates if they wish to do so. For 
instance, the United States and Canada 
do not charge each other anything. We 
have this oldest of all arrangements in 
the family of nations. We have inter- 
national comity, and the arrangement 
has worked out very well for almost a 
hundred years. 

The Senator from Illinois proposes an 
amendment which would utterly destroy 
the effectiveness of the organization. 
How would he doit? By saying that the 
rate for transporting United States mail 
shall be fixed on a cost basis. That 
would be fine, if that were the only thing 
involved; but there is much more than 
that involved. 


Our Postmaster General has contin- 
ually pressed for high Universal Postal 
Union rates, because it is greatly to the 
advantage of the United States Govern- 
ment to do so. Let me read some figures. 
We have made money by having the 
rates kept high. In the year 1950 we 
paid to foreign lines carrying mail from 
the United States to Europe $2,151,289. 
What did the European nations pay us 
for carrying their mail? They paid us 
$10,873,846. We got the best of that 
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deal by more than $8,000,000. The rate, 
as I say, has been high, and it has been 
high because our Government has urged 
that it remain high. Our Government 
has urged that it remain high because 
we get the best of the deal by having it 
high. 

Let me say that the present rate across 
the Atlantic is $2.86 a ton-mile by air. 
On the continent of Europe it is exactly 
half of that, or $1.43. That is for first- 
class mail, For parcel-post mail it is 60 
cents a ton-mile across the Atlantic. 
For carrying newspapers it is 48 cents a 
ton-mile. 

The same UPU Congress arrangement 
operates on surface transportation as 
well. The UPU governs the transporta- 
tion of mail by our steamships. Our 
representatives sit around a table with 
the representatives of other nations— 
and even the countries behind the iron 
curtain are members of the congress— 
and the nations work out what the max- 
imum rate shall be. We have had peace 
and we have had order. We have not 
had any conflict with any of the na- 
tions because of the UPU. 

Yet, we are faced today with an 
amendment, offered by the Senator from 
Illinois, under which we would turn our 
back on the UPU arrangement. He 
gives us further notice. He says, “If 
my present amendment is adopted I 
have another amendment.” His other 
amendment goes further and completely 
destroys the effectiveness of the UPU. 

Mr, President, we must make up our 
minds one way or another. Either we 
must take the Douglas formula and use 
it as our formula and method of doing 
business with other countries, or we must 
stay with the UPU Congress. 

We must either take the Douglas for- 
mula, or we must continue to work these 
matters out across the table with friendly 
neighbors and other nations. I am sure 
that the Senate will not turn its back 
on the UPU, but that we will continue 
to work with that great organization 
which has done such a splendid job. I 
now yield to the Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. KEM. I should like to ask a ques- 
tion of the Senator from Colorado. The 
Senator from Illinois offered his amend- 
ment with the statement that the UPU 
was something like an international car- 
tel. I understand that an international 
cartel is an organization which restricts 
competition and creates monopoly in 
private industry. Is it not a fact that 
the postal service is a monopoly in every 
country, that there is nothing in the 
UPU which restricts competition and 
that the only monopoly involved is the 
natural monopoly which is created by 
law in all the countries which are mem- 
bers of the UPU? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. If the 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. Dovctas] is 
correct, every friendly agreement be- 
tween foreign countries is a cartel. 

Mr. KEM. Does not this agreement 
deal with something which is a monop- 
oly in each of the countries, namely, 
postal service? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Of course 
the postal service is a monopoly in every 
government. The countries get together 
and decide how they wish to govern their 
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interrelations with respect to postal 
matters. 

Mr. KEM. Does it occur to the Sena- 
tor from Colorado that anyone who be- 
lieves in the free-enterprise system and 
in competition in private industry should 
be in no way opposed to the UPU? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Of course 
not. In my opinion it is perfectly silly 
and perfectly ridiculous to take a con- 
trary position with respect to the Uni- 
versal Postal Union. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Will the Senator 
from Colorado yield me a few minutes? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield 
time to the Senator from Maine. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I wish to support 
what the Senator from Colorado has 
stated. I should like to have the atten- 
tion of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
Dovetas], who is a very zealous advocate 
of economy in government. If I under- 
stand the amendment of the Senator 
from Illinois, it would cost us four and 
a half million dollars in addition to what 
we now pay. I shall demonstrate to him 
how it comes about. He is familiar with 
the situation at the present time. We 
are paying about $2,000,000 to foreign- 
flag air carriers. The Senator is familiar 
with that figure. 

The foreign countries are paying to 
our carriers about $11,000,000. The 
Senator is familiar with that figure. 
Therefore we make a net gain of about 
$9,000,000. We get $9,000,000 from the 
foreign countries for our carriers, and 
they get $2,000,000 out of us. 

Let us assume that we do what the 
Senator from Illinois is proposing, and 
that we adopt the so-called cost rate, as 
provided in his amendment. He indi- 
cates that the rate would be about a 
dollar or a dollar and a quarter. Let 
us assume that we paid that to our car- 
riers. Certainly we could not expect the 
foreign lines to adopt our rate. They 
would not turn over to the United States 
carriers their mail at such a rate if we 
were compelled to have the same rate as 
the competing carriers. We could not 
expect our carriers to carry mail for less 
than the French line carried the mail. 
We would lose about $11,000,000. The 
net result would be that the United 
States Government would be faced with 
the loss of the foreign payments to our 
air carriers, because of the foreign mail 
would be switched to foreign carriers 
unless we undertook to discriminate 
against them. 

The result would be that while we 
would continue to receive the $2,000,000 
or whatever the amount might be, we 
would lose the $11,000,000; and conse- 
quently half of that amount, or $4,500,- 
000, would have to be added to the sub- 
sidy paid to our own carriers, in order 
to make up for the losses which would 
result. That $4,500,000 would have to be 
paid to them in addition to the subsidy 
we already are paying to them. 

That is why I feel sure that if the 
Senator from Illinois will examine the 
entire matter in the light of the realities, 
he will be most reluctant to carry out 
such a change, 

There are other reasons, however, why 
the foreign lines were treated differently 
from the domestic lines. I think the 
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Senator from Illinois has already quoted 
the Defense Department, so now I wish 
to make an argument ad hominem, ac- 
cording to the expression I learned at 
Bowdoin. Therefore, I shall quote the 
words of the Secretary of the Air Force, 
for I think his words will serve as a good 
warning in this case, even though I did 
not accept his statement in regard to the 
other matter. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, may I 
ask the Senator whether that indicates 
that each of us tends to accept the words 
of the authorities who agree with us or 
whose statements are in favor of our 
own position? 

Mr, BREWSTER. I hoped the Sen- 
ator from Illinois would listen to and 
be persuaded by the words of the Sec- 
retary of the Air Force, even though the 
Senator would not listen to what I had 
to say. 

Here are the words of the Secretary 
of the Air Force, and this is what he 
thought regarding the situation: 

In the international field the Department 
of Defense considers that injury to the na- 
tional interest might result through dis- 
closure of certain types of detailed informa- 
tion on subsidy payments which would re- 
veal either the monetary value or the relative 

Importance this Government attaches to its 
commercial air service to any particular 
point or any particular country, such as 
might be developed in hearings leading to 
subsidy awards. 


That is the basis on which the De- 
partment of Defense indicated that it 
believed the foreign air mail should be 
treated differently from the domestic air 
mail. The question of the amount of 
the subsidy is one which they felt should 
not be discussed openly; they felt that 
the less said about it, the better. 

We frankly recognize that the sub- 
sidy exists. I think the Senator from 
Illinois does not propose to eliminate 
the subsidy, but it still is to exist. 

The only question is whether we shall 
put our own air-mail carriers on a strict 
basis of the air-mail rate plus a subsidy. 
Of course, such an arrangement would 
reveal immediately and completely to 
the entire world what we were paying as 
a subsidy. The Department of Defense 
indicates that it recognizes that such an 
arrangement would be undesirable. 

The other question is whether we shall 
frankly continue to conceal some of our 
subsidy, in recognition of the foreign 
factor which is involved. That is the 
essence of this problem. 

I may point out that even on the cur- 
rent basis, if the present committee pro- 
posal were adopted, $8,000,000 or $10,- 
000,000 of subsidy would still be paid. 
The figures show that last year we paid 
$55,000,000 for air mail overseas. The 
actual UPU scales would have resulted 
in the payment to those lines of $47,- 
000,000. In other words, there was still 
$8,000,000 of subsidy which those lines 
would have to receive, even after paying 
them the UPU rate. As the Senator 
from Colorado pointed out, it is further 
to be recognized that it is expected that 
those rates will be reduced by approxi- 
mately 25 percent at the session in the 
coming spring. 
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Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield. 

Mr. AIKEN. But the additional sub- 
sidy to which the Senator from Maine 
refers would be paid only in the event 
the airline was losing that amount of 
money. Is that correct? 

Mr. BREWSTER. That is correct. 

Mr. AIKEN. If an airline was earn- 
ing good money, in other words, if it was 
making a profit, it would not expect to 
receive a subsidy, would it, even if it 
carried the mail at a lower rate? 

Mr. BREWSTER. That is correct. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I was of the opinion 
that the purpose of the bill was to bring 
the subsidy out into the open so that the 
people of the United States and, for that 
matter, the people of the world would 
know what subsidies we were paying. 

At the present time the subsidy is con- 
cealed in the deficit of the Post Office De- 
partment. Is it not the purpose of this 
bill to bring the subsidy out into the open, 
so that we shall know what we are pay- 
ing as a subsidy in connection with the 
transportation of the mail? 

Mr. BREWSTER. Undoubtedly that 
was the major objective of the bill. 
When we enter the foreign field, I think 
every Government agency concerned 
agrees that there are very important rea- 
sons and very persuasive reasons why 
the foreign situation should be handled 
differently, instead of proceeding strictly 
on a basis of cost plus a subsidy. The 
State Department, the Post Office, and 
the Department of Defense, as well as 
the Civil Aeronautics Board, took that 
position; and our British friends and our 
Dutch friends and our French friends all 
fully realized that situation. They are 
operating a variety of subsidies; and if 
they were able to learn all about our 
operations abroad, that knowledge would 
be of great advantage to them. 

In fact, the Secretary of the Air Force 
says: 

This Department recognizes that adequate 
safeguards against the disclosure of such 
details should be accomplished by expanding 
section 1104 of the Civil Aeronautics Act of 
1938 as amended so as to permit the with- 
holding of information the disclosure of 
which in the opinion of the President would 
jeopardize the national interest. In legis- 
lation providing for the separation of both 
the domestic and the international fields, 
it may be desirable to treat them differently. 


Mr. FERGUSON. Do I correctly un- 
derstand that the Appropriations Com- 
mittee will not then be able to ascertain 
the facts in regard to the cost of the 
subsidy for foreign air mail? 

Mr. BREWSTER. Not at all; the 
Appropriations Committee will have all 
the information that it now is able to 
obtain, or all the information it ever 
could request; but it will not be obliged 
to disclose that information. That is the 
point. There will not be a public hear- 
ing before the Civil Aeronautics Board, 
in connection with the determination of 
the subsidy, in the course of which all 
those unrelated matters will be gone into, 
There will not be such a hearing. 


Mr. FERGUSON. But there is noth- 
ing in this measure which would keep the 
Senate Appropriations Committee or the 
Senate itself from knowing what the sub- 
sidies are costing, is there? 

Mr. BREWSTER. That is correct. 
The Appropriations Committee will have 
to determine for itself whether it believes 
it should observe the recommendations 
of the various departments and of our 
committee to the effect that it would be 
very desirable not to permit a full dis- 
closure. 

Mr. FERGUSON. In other words, the 
hearing by the committee would be an 
executive hearing, or it could be, in the 
discretion of the Appropriations Com- 
mittee; is that correct? 

Mr. BREWSTER. Yes, 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield. 

Mr. AIKEN. What is wrong with let- 
ting the people of the United States know 
about the subsidy? The foreign coun- 
tries know about it already, I suspect. 

Mr. BREWSTER. If the foreigners 
will give us information regarding their 
operations, corresponding to the infor- 
mation we are giving them, all right; but 
repeatedly we have been told that al- 
though we bare our bosom to the world, 
the other countries of the world simply 
take advantage of what we disclose, and 
do not make similar disclosures on their 
own part. 

The Senator said, for instance, that 
we have difficulty in obtaining She 
tion from our British friends. 

Iam sorry to be defending, in this dase, 
an administration with which I am not 
generally in sympathy; but I trust that in 
this case the Members of the Senate will 
at least accord the suggestion considera- 
tion. 

Mr. AIKEN. If the foreign countries 
will not exchange this information with 
us, why are we under obligation to pay 


_ them, for transporting the mail by air, 


the highest rate which they see fit to ims, 
pose upon us? 

Mr. BREWSTER. We provide tist: 
the Universal Postal Union rate will be 
the top limit, and the lower rate pro- 
vided by the foreign nations for their 
own air carriers will be the minimum. 

Mr. AIKEN. Does the Senator expect 
that the charge will be less than the 
UPU maximum rate? 

Mr. BREWSTER. In certain in- 
stances now it is; but it is expected that 
it will be reduced by 25 percent. 

Mr. AIKEN. If a foreign country— 
for instance Belgium—charged us a high 
rate, would we not have to pay our own 
mail carriers the same rate? 

Mr. BREWSTER. Yes. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. But we 
may not give Belgium any of the mail. 

Mr. AIKEN. Of course, it is generally 
our policy to give something to everyone, 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Not in 
this case; this matter is one of negotia- 
tion. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DOUGLAS], 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I 
think I shall suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 
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The VICE PRESIDENT. Is the Sena- 
tor from Illinois certain about it? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, if a quorum call is had, will 
the time required for it be charged to 
the time available to the Senator from 
Tilinois or to the time available to our 
side? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Unless there 
is an agreement to the contrary, the time 
required for that purpose will be 
charged to the time available to the 
Senator from Illinois; and he has only 
11 minutes remaining. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I hope 
the Senator from Colorado, with his 
generosity which is characteristic of 
those who live in the region from which 
he comes, will agree to a division of the 
time required for the calling of a quorum. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, it often takes 25 minutes to 
obtain a quorum, and I do not think we 
should use the available time in that 
. way, for it is too valuable. 

We are presenting this matter. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Illinois may withdraw his request 
for a quorum call, if he wishes to do so. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I withdraw it. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena- 
tor from Colorado has 10 minutes re- 
maining. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the 
Senator from Colorado yield to the Sen- 
ator from Vermont? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield 
for a parliamentary inquiry only. 

Mr. AIKEN. I was going to ask 
whether it would be in order to suggest 
the absence of a quorum, after all time 
has expired on both sides, and before a 
yea-and-nay vote is taken. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. It will be, 
before a final vote. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, al- 
though I may be speaking more for the 
benefit of the Recorp than for my fellow 
Senators, there are certain points which 
should be made. In the first place, what 
is it that is proposed? It is proposed 
that the same treatment be provided 
for American-flag carriers of interna- 
tional mail that is proposed for domestic 
service, namely, a mail rate based on 
cost of services actually rendered plus 
a subsidy based upon the needs of na- 
tiona] defense and commerce. It would 
seem to me that the standards should 
be the same in both cases. 

Mr. KEM. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield to the Senator 
from Missouri. 

Mr. KEM. Does the Senator propose 
that, so far as air service is concerned, 
we withdraw from the Universal Postal 
Union? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. No, not atall. The 
UPU fixes maximum rates that the 
airlines of one nation may charge for 
carrying the mail of other nations. It 
would prevent rate gouging. But the 
UPU has nothing to do with what we 
pay our own international air carriers 
for carrying our own mail, That is our 
own business, and not the concern of 
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foreign governments or the UPU or any- 
one except the United States of America. 
But the proposal of the committee, how- 
ever, is that tho United States should 
pay to our own foreign air carriers, in 
practice, the ceiling rates set by the UPU, 
which is composed of foreign govern- 
ments, In other words we are being 
asked to turn over control of a purely 
United States matter to foreign gov- 
ernments. We are being asked by the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce to tie what we pay our own 
airlines for carrying our own mail to 
rates quoted by foreign governments. 
And these rates are unreasonably high. 
Our post office and our taxpayers are go- 
ing to be gouged millions of dollars un- 
less protected by my amendinent. The 
UPU rate is not a minimum rate, it is 
not a compulsory rate; it is a maximum 
rate. But in practice the post office de- 
partments of the various countries 
charge the maximum. That is the ac- 
tion of the post office departments of the 
various countries. 

Mr. KEM. Does the Senator propose 
that we remain in the UPU? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Ishall deal with that 
in a few moments. The bill provides 
that we cannot pay our international 
eirlines less than the amount which the 
foreign carriers charge. We cannot pay 
to our American- flag carriers less than 
the amount which the foreigners charge 
us under the regulations of their govern- 
ments; therefore, the rates which we pay 
to our American-flag carriers are dic- 
tated by the rates which are charged to 
us by foreigners, and we have lost con- 
trol of our own rates to other countries. 
Under the bill we would surrender to 
other countries the control of our own 
rates. 

Mr. KEM. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I think I know what 
my good friend from Missouri is going 
to say. I wish to etiphasize that the 
UPU rate is a maximum. We are not 
breaking faith with the UPU, if we pay 
to our American-fiag carriers a rate 
lower than the UPU rates, nor are we 
breaking faith with them if we pay to 
foreign carriers a rate lower than the 
UPU rate, because the UPU does not, 
in itself, fix a standard rate. It merely 
fixes a ceiling, and we can go below that 
ceiling without in any sense abridging 
the UPU. That is the main argument 
I wish to advance. 

I should like to deal with the point 
made by my very subtle colleague from 
Maine, namely, that since we collect 
$11,000,000 from foreign countries for 
the carriage of mail which they give to 
our air lines, whereas we pay only about 
$2,000,000 to them, we benefit from hav- 
ing the high rate. It is possible that we 
benefit so far as transactions between 
our post office and foreign air lines are 
concerned, but I submit that we shall 
probably lose so far as the transactions 
between our post office and American- 
flag carriers are concerned, because we 
pay them a concealed subsidy in the 
form of a high mail rate, which, if it 
were brought out into the open, might 
very probably be reduced. 
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Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield at that point? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 

Mr. BREWSTER, If their rate is re- 
duced, our rate automatically goes down, 
because our minimum is what they pay; 
so that we are completely protected. 
My only point was that, under the con- 
ditions as they now exist, it would really 
cost us $4,500,000. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. As a matter of fact, 
if we pay a lower rate to our American- 
flag carriers, and refuse to pay any rate 
higher than that to foreign-flag carriers, 
then the cost of our Post Office Depart- 
ment certainly goes down. We pay less 
than $2,000,000 to the foreign- flag car- 
riers of international mail. If we re- 
duced that $2,000,000, would we lose the 
$11,000,000? I think that is very dubi- 
ous. We could either continue to charge 
them the UPU rate, or, if we came down 
to the low level, we would take the busi- 
ness away from them, and we would, 
under those conditions, have a healthful 
degree of competition, a free enterprise 
in which the low-cost producers would 
drive out the subsidized airlines; which 
I had always thought was in accordance 
with the political philosophy of the Sen- 
ator from Maine and of the Senator 
from Missouri. We would then have the 
low-cost American carriers driving out 
the higher, subsidized, socialized inter- 
national carriers under foreign flags, and 
it would be a great triumph for free 
enterprise. It is, therefore, somewhat 
painful to me to find my good friend 
from Maine arguing that a socialized, . 
subsidized system be maintained. 

Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. KEM, and Mr. 
BREWSTER, adressed the Chair. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the 
Senator from Illinois yield; and if so, to 
whom? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I really ought to give 
the Senator from Maine an opportunity 
to get back at me. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Let me put a very 
specific case. Our Government sets the 
rate, let us say, at $1.25 a ton-mile. Let 
us assume that as a predicate. And it 
will now pay that to our carriers. It 
cannot at the same time pay Air France 
$2.25 a ton-mile for carrying United 
States mail over the same route, If we 
were carrying the mail at $1.25 a ton- 
mile 

Mr. DOUGLAS. There is no require- 
ment that we should charge foreigners 
the same price we eharge our own car- 
riers. The other countries do not do 
that. They charge foreigners a larger 
price than they charge their own car- 
riers, and there is no reason why we 
should not do the same. While we may 
be paying lower rates to our own car- 
riers, this low rate would largely be 
compensated for in the direct subsidies 
we are providing. 

Mr. BREWSTER. We have to pay 
the carriers the same rate for the same 
service. Our Government presents a bill 
to the French Government for carry- 
ing French mail by American air lines 
back to this country. Would the Sen- 
ator say we could charge them more than 
we are paying our own carriers? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Oh, yes, 
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Mr. BREWSTER. Then the Senator 
does not understand the Universal Pos- 
tal Union. > 

Mr. DOUGLAS. It provides only a 
maximum rate. It does not prescribe 
the actual rate. It says “au maximum.” 
The English translation is “at the most.” 
I have looked up the rules of the UPU, 
and that is the language which is used. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Will the Senator 
agree with me that no amount of ar- 
gument would disprove the fact that we 
are sending only 4 percent of the mail 
by international carriers, and that 4 
percent, which is paid for at a higher 
rate, would control, under the law as it is 
now proposed, the rate which we would 
have to pay on the entire 100 percent? 
That 100 percent amounts to far more 
than the $10,000,000 and the $2,500,000 
which the Senator from Maine has 
mentioned, because it covers the trans- 
portation of the entire amount of mail 
which is carried from this country to 
foreign nations, or from foreign nations 
to this country. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from 
Maine has stated, I believe, that we 
would pay out at least $47,000,000, which 
is certainly more than $11,000,000. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Assuming our rate 
is $1.25, would the Senator be in favor 
of paying more than that to Air France 
for carrying mail to Europe? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. We should pay to 
the American-flag carriers the cost of 
the service, and then take care of sub- 
sidies elsewhere. The whole purpose of 
the bill is to separate subsidies from 
mail rates, not to pile a direct subsidy on 
top of a mail subsidy. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time 
of the Senator from Illinois has ex- 
pired. 

The Senator from Colorado has 7 min- 
utes. 

Mr. KEM. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Colorado yield to me in 
order that I may ask a question of the 
Senator from Illinois? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Before 
yielding let me say that the Senator 
from Illinois has spoken of the tail 
wagging the dog, and he has called at- 
tention to the table in the report show- 
ing costs of airline operations. The 
reason why there are these low costs 
on page 61 of the report is that our air- 
lines have received for the carriage of 
mail from Europe to the United States 
nearly $9,000,000 in excess of what our 
Government has paid foreign airlines 
for carrying mail the other way. 

Mr. BREWSTER. It is $11,000,000, is 
it not? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. It is 
nearly $11,000,000. 

I hope that when the Senator from 
Illinois examines the figures on page 61 
of the committee’s report he will recall 
that the statement of profits is only pos- 
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sible because of the $11,000,000 we re- 
ceive from across the ocean. 

I now yield to the Senator from Mis- 
souri. 

Mr. KEM. Mr. President, the Senator 
from Illinois stated a few minutes ago 
that he is somewhat confused by the 
Senator from Maine and the Senator 
from Missouri because of their political 
and economic principles. Would the 
Senator permit me to say that I am 
somewhat confused by the position taken 
by the Senator from Illinois because of 
his political and economic principles? 
He is tne champion of international co- 
operation, yet he wants to place restric- 
tions on the membership of the United 
States in UPU. He is the champion 
of economy, and yet he wants to offer 
an amendment which would result in a 
net loss to the people of the United 
States. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The UPU would 
still continue its maximum rates. I be- 
lieve there would be a net gain to the 
American taxpayer by refusing to add 
a direct subsidy on top of a mail subsidy, 

Mr. KEM. Does the Senator antici- 
pate that restricted membership would 
have to meet with the approval of the 
other parties? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I have read the rule, 
and it says “au maximum.” 

Mr. KEM. I am confused by the po- 
sition of the Senator, who is a champion 
of free enterprise. The Senator criti- 
cized the UPU as being something like 
an international cartel, and yet he says 
he wants us to continue to be a member 
of it. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. It is not the UPU 
that is a cartel, but the various govern- 
ments fix rates up to the ceiling per- 
mitted by the UPU, so that the govern- 
ments have really more or less a price 
agreement so far as postal rates are 
concerned. The governments have the 
cartel. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, I have not farmed out my 
time, and I must take charge of it. 

Amendments are offered on the floor 
of the Senate without consideration of 
them by any committee. They are 
brought in hurriedly. Let me point out 
to the Senators who are proposing this 
very strange amendment that an organ- 
ization known as the ICAO—Interna- 
tional Civil Aviation Organization— 
which is composed of a great many or- 
ganizations, has been studying the for- 
eign postal question. I have here a 
report which it made over a period of 
2 years. Since then it has been working 
on another report. The one I have was 
issued in December 1950. 

The International Civil Aviation Or- 
ganization Council makes recommenda- 
tions. In addition to that, the State 
Department and the Post Office Depart- 
ment also deal with the subject. It is 
very involved, it is not at allsimple. The 
Senator from Illinois keeps saying, “Why 
do we noj handle the rate to foreign car- 
riers exactly as we handle the domestic 
situation?” Of course, the two are en- 
tirely alien to each other. Here we are 
dealing with more than 50 nations with 
reference to postal rates, and it is not 
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easy for us to sit down by ourselves and 
say we are going to place the whole 
matter on a cost basis. That is what 
the Senator from Illinois proposes to 
do—to put the carriage of mail on a 
cost basis. 

As between the United States and 
Canada, we do not charge Canada, and 
Canada does not charge us anything, 
and we are getting alone fine with Can- 
ada on that line. But, according to the 
Senator from Illinois, the transportation 
of mail between the United States and 
Canada should be on a cost basis. These 
questions are involved; they are compli- 
cated and complex. Senators simply 
cannot, without having made a study of 
the subject, come up with the proper 
answers. 

We have brought in reports of experts. 
The reports are before the Senate. I 
know Senators have not had an oppor- 
tunity to read what the experts have dis- 
covered in this very complicated field. 
I wish they might have time to read 
the report which I hold in my hand. I 
know that if the Senator from IIlinois 
had an opportunity to read it he would 
never offer such an amendment as he 
has proposed. 

It has been stated over and over again 
that, through the bill, we have placed 
ourselves at the mercy of foreign gov- 
ernments because we permit them to set 
the rate for transportation of mail. If 
they set a rate too high to suit the Post 
Office Department, the Department will 
not give them any mail to carry. It is 
just that simple. We are not placing 
ourselves at their mercy at all; we are 
not placing ourselves under their heel. 
If they set a price which we consider 
outrageous, we do not have to give them 
any mail to carry. That is all there is 
to that. So we are not placing our- 
selves in any subordinate position. The 
point is that if the United States of 
America pays to a foreign carrier a cer- 
tain price for carrying the mail, the bill 
provides that the foreign country must 
pay the American company the same 
rate. Is there anything wrong with 
that? I know there are those who be- 
lieve we should do everything for the 
foreign countries and get nothing for 
ourselves; that we should always take 
a back seat; that we should do less for 
our own people than we do for those who 
live abroad. 

The international foreign carriers, as 
I stated before, are nationalized, they 
are subsidized by the foreign country, 
and, as the Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
Kem] has pointed out, they are subsi- 
dized indirectly through our Export- 
Import Bank and through the ECA. Our 
own dollars are used to build them up. 

Mr. President, I wish to read a few 
statistics from our hearings on page 717, 
at the bottom of the page. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of 
the Senator from Colorado has expired. 
All time for debate has expired. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre- 
tary will call the roll. 
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The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Aiken Green McKellar 
Bennett Hayden McMahon 
Benton Hendrickson Millikin 
Brewster Hur Monroney 
Bricker Hoey Moody 
Bridges Holland Mundt 
Butler, Md Humphrey Murray 
Butler, Nebr. Hunt Neely 
Cain Ives Nixon 
Capehart Jenner O'Mahoney 
Carlson Johnson, Colo. Pastore 
Case Johnson, Robertson 
Clements Johnston, S. C. Russell 
Connally Kem Saltonstall 
Cordon Kerr Schoeppel 
Dirksen igore Smith, Maine 
Douglas Knowland Smith, N. J. 
Dworshak Langer Smith, N. C. 
Eastland Lehman Sparkman 
Ecton Lodge Stennis 
Ellender Long Thye 
Ferguson Malone Underwood 
Flanders Martin Watkins 
Frear Maybank Welker 
Fulbright arran Wiley 
George McClellan Williams 
Gillette McFarland Young 
The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is 
present. 


The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. Dovctas]. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON] is absent by leave of the Sen- 
ate. 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD], 
the Senator from New Mexico IMr. 
Cuavez], the Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
HENNINGS], the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. Kerauver], the Senator from Wash- 
ington [Mr. Macnuson], the Senator 
from Maryland [Mr. O’Conor], and the 
Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATHERS] 
are absent on official business. 

I announce further that if present and 
voting, the Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
Hennincs], and the Senator from Mary- 
land [Mr. O’Conor] would vote “nay.” 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN- 
LOOPER] is absent by leave of the Sen- 
ate. 

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Mc- 
Cartuy], the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
Morse], and the Senator from Nebraska 
LMr. WHERRY] are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. Tozer] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Durr], and the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
Tart], are detained on official business. 

The result was announced—yeas 23, 
nays 58, as follows: 


YEAS—23 
Aiken Ives Mundt 
Case Johnston, S. C. Murray 
Douglas Kilgore Neely 
Flanders Knowland Nixon 
Frear Langer Schoeppel 
Fulbright Lehman Smith, Maine 
Gillette Monroney Williams 
Humphrey Moody 

NAYS—58 
Bennett Cain Dworshak 
Benton Capehart Eastland 
Brewster Carlson Ecton 

Clements Ellender 

Bridges Connally Ferguson 
Butler, Md. Cordon George 
Butler, Nebr. Dirksen Green 
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Hayden Malone Saltonstall 
Hendrickson Martin Smith, N. J. 
Hill Maybank Smith, N. C 
Hoey McCarran Sparkman 
Holland McClellan Stennis 
Hunt McFarland Thye 
Jenner McKellar Underwood 
Johnson, Colo. McMahon Watkins 
Johnson, Tex. Millikin Welker 
Kem O'Mahoney Wiley 
Kerr Pastore Young 
Lodge Robertson 
Long Russell 

NOT VOTING—15 
Anderson Hickenlooper O'Conor 
Byrd Kefauver Smathers 
Chavez Magnuson Taft 
Duff McCarthy Tobey 
Hennings Morse erry 


So Mr. Doucras' amendment was re- 
jected. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I 
wish to call up another amendment, 
which I hope the Senator from Colorado 
Mr. JoHNSON] will accept. It is amend- 
ment 9-17-51-—-C. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 
will state the amendment. 

The CHF CLERK. On page 19, be- 
tween lines 16 and 17, it is proposed to 
insert the following: 

(5) The Board shall, by written notice 
to the air carrier, terminate any payments 
under this subsection upon finding, after 
notice and hearing, that gratuities (in the 
form of entertainment, gifts, or otherwise) 
were offered or given by such air carrier or its 
agent or representative to any officer or 
employee of the Government with a view 
toward securing favorable treatment under 
any provisions of this act. 


Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, the 
language of the amendment is identical 
with the language in the amendment, 
offered by the Senator from Wyoming, 
which was inserted in the military ap- 
propriation bill, namely, to provide that 
if entertainment or gratuities are offered 
by any airline to any governmental of- 
ficer or employee the subsidy will cease 
to be paid. I do not want to go into 
detail, and I wish to be very careful in 
the choice of my language. I believe 
the adoption of the amendment would 
be a source of real civic improvement, 
if I may say so, and wovid help matters 
along very much. I hope the Senator 
from Colorado will accept the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, I see no objection whatever to 
the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER 
FRRAR in the chair). 
the amendment—— 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Maine. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I am sorry that I 
must be so vociferous. I wish the Sen- 
ator from Illinois [Mr. Doucias] would 
interpret the amendment. He refers to 
governmental officer or employee. I 
should like to be clear as to whether 
he includes Members of Congress within 


(Mr, 
Without objection, 


the scope of the amendment. 


Mr. DOUGLAS. I myself would think 


Mr. BREWSTER. I want to be sure 
about it. At various times intimations 
with reference to gifts have been made, 
which under oath have been demon- 
strated to be false, but which continue to 
be made by some persons who desire to 


so 
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circulate such information for their own 
purposes. There should be no doubt 
that the amendment would apply to 
Members of Congress, as well as to offi- 
cials and employees of the Government 
generally. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I appreciate the 
statement of the Senator from Maine. It 
is very well to clarify the situation. I 
wish to make it clear that there is no 
personal implication on the part of the 
Senator from Illinois with respect to 
anyone, either inside or outside of Con- 
gress. The amendment is designed to 
guard against a certain situation. 

Mr. HUNT. Mr. President, I should 
like to ask—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
either Senator in control of time yield 
time to the Senator from Wyoming? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield 
whatever time the Senator from Wyo- 
ming desires to take. 

Mr. HUNT. I thank the Senator from 
Colorado. I should like to ask the Sen- 
ator from Illinois, in view of the colloquy 
which has just taken place, if in the 
future the junior Senator from Wyo- 
ming, or any other Senator, will be 
denied the privilege of dining with an 
airline official? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. It would be much 
safer if the junior Senator from Wyo- 
ming paid his own check. 

Mr. HUNT. I ask the question seri- 
ously, because there is a very definite 
implication, and I should like to have it 
cleared up. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I will not suggest to 
the Senator from Wyoming what he 
should do, because the Senator from 
Wyoming has a very sensitive conscience 
on such matters, and I do not intend to 
prescribe to him what he should do. My 
own feeling is that if I were invited out 
by a representative of an airline I would 
personally pay for my own meal. I do 
not care to say that my interpretation 
in that respect is superior to that of any 
other Senator. Does the Senator from 
Wyoming wish to ask another question? 

Mr. HUNT. I am thoroughly satis- 
fied with the answer given by the Sena- 
tor from Illinois. I know that from now 
on I shall have to deny myself the pleas- 
ure of dining out with the Senator from 
Illinois. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am not a repre- 
sentative of any airline. We can con- 
tinue to entertain each other as much 
as we wish. The adoption of the amend- 
ment might bar free meals offered by an 
airline. 

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Illinois yield? 

Mr, DOUGLAS. Yes. 

Mr. NEELY. I should like to inquire 
of the eminent Senator from Mlinois 
whether his statement would hold good 
provided the meal which was offered 
to the Senator from Wyoming was not 
worth more than a 12-pound ham. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Illinois, [Mr. Douc- 
Las]. Without objection, the amend- 
ment is agreed to. 

The bill is open to further amend- 
ment. If there be no further amend- 
ment to be offered, the question is on 
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agreeing to the committee amendment, 
as amended. 

The amendment, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the engrossment and third 
reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, and was read the 
third time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

The bill (S. 436) was passed. 


REVENUE ACT OF 1951 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of Calendar 737, House 
bill 4473, to provide revenue, and for 
other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
secretary will state the bill by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H. R. 
4473) to provide revenue, and for other 
purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. FREAR 
in the chair). The question is on agree- 
ing to the motion of the Senator from 
Arizona. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill 
(H. R. 4473) to provide revenue, and for 
other purposes, which had been reported 
from the Committee on Finance with 
amendments. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I am 
quite willing to proceed with an expla- 
nation of the bill, if we may have order 
in the Senate; but I do not wish to pro- 
ceed if we are to have turmoil and lack 
of order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will attempt to maintain order in 
the Senate. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, this 
bill is the third bill for raising revenue 
since the outbreak of hostilities in Ko- 
rea. The first bill, the Revenue Act of 
1950, increased the tax on individuals 
and corporations and made some in- 
creases in excise taxes. The second bill, 
the Excess Profits Tax Act of 1950, levied 
an excess-profits tax upon corporations 
at a rate of 30 percent and increased 
the corporate surtax by 2 percentage 
points. Thus in a period of less than 
4 months we increased the tax burden 
of the American people by almost $10,- 
000,000,000 prior to Korean hostilities. 
This, when added to the present revenue 
receipts of nearly $51,000,000,000 from 
the law in effect prior to the Korean 
war, makes the total current tax bill 
of the American people approximately 
$61,000,000,000; and of this total amount, 
84 percent comes from income taxes. 

Under this bill, the staff estimates 
that we are adding another $5,500,000,- 
000, making a total of $66,500,000,000. 
My own view is that this bill during a 
full year of operation will add $6,000,- 
000,000 to the revenue and will make a 
total of $67,000,000,000, in round num- 
bers. I believe that at the current high 
levels, this bill will produce at least $6,- 
000,000,000 in a full year of operation. 
But even with the staff estimate of 
$5,500,000,000, the total revenue, includ- 


ing the taxes now imposed, exceeds the, 


highest revenue collected in any 1 year 
in World War II by over $21,500,000,000. 
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Of the additional amount imposed by 
this bill, $4,427,000,000 comes from the 
individual income and corporation in- 
come taxes. I am convinced that we 
have already reached the point of 
diminishing returns, so far as the in- 
come tax is concerned, and that any fur- 
ther revenue to be raised must come 
from an entirely new form of taxation. 
I believe that any further increase in 
income taxes will not only discourage 
the taxpayer from any effort to produce 
further income, but will also encourage 
businesses to become extravagant, 
wasteful, and inefficient. 

There have been frequent discussions 
of what the total tax “take” may be 
without doing injury to our economy. 
There is no fixed limit; the limit is to be 
found only when the tax “take” destroys 
the incentive of the people and when it 
leads to every conceivable effort to 
evade and to wasteful practices by the 
taxpayers themselves. There is a defi- 
nite limit, but it is not to be indicated 
by “X” or “Y” or “Z”; it is to be indi- 
cated by its effect upon the taxpayers. 

The per capita burden will be about 
$435; and thus the bill affects every man, 
woman, and child in the country. Our 
chief hope is to use all of our efforts to 
reduce nonessential Federal spending. 

Congress made a little progress in that 
direction; yet within the past few days 
we have wiped out all the gains, and we 
now register a net loss, as against the 
original budget estimates submitted by 
the President at the beginning of this 
session of the Congress. 

The pending bill increases income 
taxes, corporation income and excess 
profits taxes, and excise taxes. Of the 
total amount, $2,367,000,000 comes from 
the individual income tax; $2,060,000,000 
from the corporate income and excess 
profits tax; $1,275,000,000 from the ex- 
cise taxes; and there is a loss of $196,- 
000,000 from structural changes. Our 
committee held hearings on this bill for 
a period of over 1 month, and heard ap- 
proximately 200 witnesses. The testi- 
mony is available in three volumes. 

INDIVIDUAL INCOME TAXES 


In determining the increases on indi- 
vidual incomes, our committee adopted 
the same method which was applied with 
respect to the 10-percent defense tax 
imposed by the Revenue Act of 1940. In 
the lower- and middle-income groups, 
the income tax under existing law is 
much smaller than the take-home pay of 
individuals, whereas in the upper-income 
groups the tax under existing law is 
greater than the take-home pay. There 
was considerable opposition to the pro- 
visions of the House version of the bill, 
which would levy a flat 1244-percent in- 
crease in the individual income tax on 
individuals, particularly in view of the 
increases imposed on individuals last 
year and in previous bills. 

The compromise which our committee 
worked out is to levy in effect an 11-per- 
cent increase in the tax or an 8-per- 
cent tax increase on the take-home pay, 
whichever is the lesser. These increases 


- are integrated in a rate schedule which 


appears in the bill. 
Your committee’s bill increases the 
taxes of those individuals with incomes 
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of $5,000 or less by $953,000,000, or just 
short of $1,000,000,000; and for those 
with incomes over $5,000, by $1,415,000,- 
000. This is a total increase of $2,368,- 
000,000 from the individual income tax. 
Of this total 40 percent comes from those 
with incomes of $5,000 or less and 60 
percent from those with incomes over 
$5,000. Under the committee’s bill, indi- 
viduals with incomes under $5,000 will 
pay $9,637,000,000 in income taxes, or 
37.32 percent of the total individual tax 
burden. Those with incomes in excess 
of $5,000 will pay $16,186,000,000 in in- 
come taxes, or 62.68 percent of the 
burden. Under the committee bill, the 
total tax bill on each individual taxpayer 
will be extremely high. This is due to 
the fact that as a result of our action 
taken last year, income taxes already are 
near the World War II level; and with 
these increases they will actually reach 
or exceed that level. They would exceed 
it substantially in all brackets, if we 
changed the exemption of $600 for each 
taxpayer to $500, which was the exemp- 
tion during World War II and until the 
tax bill of 1948. 

First, let us lock at a single person 
to see something of the impact of the 
tax. A single person paid $345 on an 
income of $2,000 during World War II, 
and he will pay $311 under the commit- 
tee bill, or slightly less. On an income 
of $5,000, he paid $1,105 during World 
War II, and he will pay $1,048 under this 
bill. With a $15,000 income, he paid 
$4,930 during World War II, and he will 
pay $4,940 uncer the committee bill; 
that is to say, his tax will be higher than 
it was under the tax law in effect at the 
end of World War II. With a $100,000 
income, his tax during World War II 
was $69,870, and under this bill his tax 
on the same income will be $69,344, or 
substantially the same. 

The tax on married people, due to the 
split-income provision, is somewhat less 
than the tax on single people, ranging 
from $178 on an income of $2,000 to 
$56,468 on an income of $100,000. The 
committee felt that the increases should 
be of a temporary nature. The bill, 
therefore, provides that they will expire 
on December 31, 1953. 

Part of the increase on individuals is 
effective for the year 1951. Under the 
House bill, about one-third of the full in- 
crease would apply to 1951 incomes, and 
under your committee’s bill about one- 
sixth will apply to 1951 incomes, due en- 
tirely to the time of the passage of the 
bill in the House, and the probable pass- 


- age of the bill in the Senate. These 


differences are due to the differences in 

the effective dates, as I have indicated. 

The House bill would have been effective 

September 1 and your committee’s bill 

will become effective November 1. 
HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD 


Your committee adopted a provision 
giving special relief for persons qualify- 
ing as head of a household. 

Both the committee bill and the House 
bill extend some of the benefits of income 
splitting, now allowed only to married 
persons, to single persons with family re- 
sponsibilities. This is done by providing 
a separate rate schedule for heads of 
households. A “head of household” is 
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defined as an individual who is not mar- 
ried and who maintains in his household 
one or more of his children or their de- 
scendents; or parents or certain other 
specified close relatives who receive more 
than one-half of their support from 
the taxpayer and who have gross income 
of less than $600. The House bill extends 
one-half of the benefits of income-split- 
ting to single people qualifying, whereas 
under the committee’s bill 25 percent of 
the benefit is extended to single people. 
Since single people do not have to file a 
joint return with their dependents to get 
relief, the committee was of the opinion 
that only one-fourth of the benefit 
should be allowed in such cases. 
JOINT OR SEPARATE RETURNS AND THE STANDARD 
DEDUCTION 

Under present law, married taxpayers 
may file either a separate return or a 
single joint return. The election once 
made is binding with respect to the tax- 
able year for which the return is filed. 
The present law allows an individual 
to use the optional standard deduction 
in lieu of itemizing his personal deduc- 
tions, such as charitable contributions, 
medical and dental expenses, and so 
forth. The election to use the standard 
deduction is likewise binding upon the 
taxpayer. 
Four committee’s bill provides that 
married individual income taxpayers 
who file separate returns may exercise 
the right to change their election and 
file joint returns at any time within the 
period of the statute of limitations, 
That is a change in existing law. Also, 
individuals who have elected to use the 
standard deduction when filing their re- 
turns may revoke this election and file 
an amended return itemizing their de- 
ductions at any time within the statute 
of limitations. This is a change in exist- 
ing law. The right to change these elec- 
tions is made applicable to taxable years 
beginning after December 31, 1949. 

INCOME OF DEPENDENTS 


Under present law, the credit for a 
dependent is $600, but the taxpayer can- 
not claim such a credit if the dependent 
has gross income of $500 or more. Your 
committee believes that these provisions 
of present law should be brought into 
conformity. Your committee’s bill, 
therefore, allows the credit if the income 
of the person claimed as a dependent is 
less than $600. 

ADDITIONAL WITHHOLDING UPON AGREEMENT BY 
EMPLOYER AND EMPLOYEE 

Taxpayers with incomes from salaries 
and wages in excess of the first surtax 
bracket do not have their tax liability 
fully covered by withholding. Thus, 
they are required to file declarations 
of estimated tax and pay additional 
amounts to the collector. Your com- 
mittee’s bill permits additional amounts 
to be withheld on wages and salaries in 
cases where the employer and employee 
agree to such additional withholding. A 
similar provision is contained in the 
House bill. 

MEDICAL EXPENSES 


Under the present law, a taxpayer is 
not allowed a deduction for his medi- 
cal or dental expenses unless they ex- 
ceed 5 percent of his adjusted gross in- 
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come. There is also a maximum limi- 
tation of $2,500. Your committee be- 
lieves that this 5-percent limitation 
works a severe hardship on taxpayers 
who have reached 65 years of age, when 
their earning capacity naturally de- 
clines. The committee’s bill, therefore, 
removes this 5 percent limitation for 
medical or dental expenses attributable 
to the taxpayer or his spouse if either 
is 65 years of age or over. In other 
words, in that case the total amount 
of medical and hospital and dental ex- 
penses may be deducted, up to the maxi- 
mum fixed in the law, without regard 
to the 5-percent limitation on adjusted 
gross income, which the taxpayer him- 
self must now bear. 
CAPITAL GAINS 


Your committee’s bill does not in- 
crease the 25 percent tax on capital 
gains. The House bill increased this 
tax by 12½ percent. It is believed that 
the capital-gains tax is already high 
enough. The top capital-gains rate im- 
mediately prior to World War II was 
15 percent. This was increased to 16.5 
percent by the Defense Act of 1940. The 
rate was again increased in 1942 to 25 
percent, and has never been reduced 
below the war level. Since the realiza- 
tion of capital gains is a matter wholly 
within the discretion of the taxpayer, 
he does not have to take gains or make 
losses, and, since the World War II rate 
is still in effect, your committee of the 
opinion that a further increase in the 
capital gains rate might have a deter- 
rent effect on the realization of income 
and a resulting loss of revenue. Expe- 
rience in the past, indeed, has shown 
that a too high capital gain rate may 
actually, and has actually, resulted in 
a loss in revenue. It can easily do so 
again, because the tax is one which one 
may pay if he elects to sell a capital 
asset, or which he may escape or avoid 
if he elects to hold a capital asset. The 
resulting net effect is a loss of ordinary 
income as well as a loss of the capital- 
gains tax. 

The committee bill increases the cor- 
porate rate by 5 percentage points. This 
is the same increase which was provided 
in the House bill. However, the House 
applied this increase entirely to the nor- 
mal tax, and the committee bill applies 
2 percent of the increase to the normal 
tax and 3 percent of the increase to 
the surtax. Since corporations with in- 
comes of $25,000 or less are exempt from 
the surtax, the committee bill increases 
the rate on small corporations only from 
25 percent to 27 percent, whereas under 
the House bill the rate on such corpora- 
tions is increased from 25 percent to 30 
percent, because the entire increase of 
5 percent is placed on the normal tax. 

In the case of corporations with in- 
comes in excess of $25,000, the rate is in- 
creased from 47 percent to 52 percent. 
It was with great reluctance that the 
committee increased the corporate rate 

~beyond 50 percent. Personally, I believe 
that our whole economy may suffer if 
we attempt to maintain a corporate rate 
‘at a level as high as 52 percent over any 
extended period of time. Indeed, Mr. 
Wilson, Director of Defense Mobilization, 
pointed out in his testimony before the 


‘net income. 
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committee that the rate of tax on cor- 
porations should be less than 50 percent 
in order to provide for expansion in a 
peacetime economy. 

Canada has a much lower rate than we 
have at the present time, and it also 
imposes no excess-profits tax upon its 
citizens. The Canadian effective rate of 
tax on corporations range from 15 per- 
cent to 45% percent, as compared with 
the rates under the pending bill ranging 
from 27 percent to approximately 52 per- 
cent. 

Furthermore, Canada has no excess- 
profits tax, as I have just stated, while 
we have an excess-profits tax of 30 per- 
cent, The committee bill terminates the 
corporate increases also as of December 
31, 1953. The committee bill does not 
increase the 25 percent capital-gains tax 
on corporations, as I have already stated. 
The House bill did increase this rate by 
12.5 percent, It is already at the World 
War II peak, as I have indicated, and the 
committee is of the opinion that it 
should not be disturbed. 

Under the House bill, the average 
earnings credit for excess-profits-tax 
purposes was reduced from 85 percent 
to 75 percent. The committee did not 
believe this to be a wise course. While 
under the present law the 15 percent re- 
duction in the earnings may be justified 
in arriving at normal average earnings, 
because of the inflation in our economy, 
a 25-percent reduction does not appear to 
be wise. Normal earnings should not be 
taxed at exeess-profits rates, and if the 
base is reduced below 100 percent of the 
normal earnings, either 75 percent or 85 
percent, it is, of course, a tax on the 
excess-profits rate. Furthermore—and I 
emphasize this—such a drastic cut in 
the credit will have a decided tendency 
to penalize corporations using the aver- 
age-earnings method and, in fact, will 
penalize all corporations, especially the 
young and growing corporations using 
the average-earnings method, and favor 
those using the invested-capital basis. 

I wish to emphasize this point, be- 
cause the drive to tax normal earnings 
at an excess-profits rate on top of a 
52-percent normal and surtax rate has 
back of it the motive to cripple the cor- 
porations which must depend upon aver- 
age earnings rather than the large cor- 
porations which have an enormous in- 
vested capital. It is the one sure, cer- 
tain step to monopoly in America. Make 
no mistake about that. 

Our Canadian friends were much wiser 
than the degree of wisdom, at least, 
which we have exercised south of the 
Canadian border, when it declined even 
to place an excess-profits tax upon its 
people in a period of peace. 

One of our most difficult problems in- 
volved the adoption of an over-all ceiling 
rate. Under the present law the ceiling 
rate is 62 percent. Under the House 
bill the ceiling rate is fixed at 70 per- 
cent. The committee bill provided a 
new type of ceiling rate. In other words, 
it adopted a new formula. Under this 
ceiling rate the excess-profits tax cannot 
exceed 17 percent of the excess profits 
The 2 percent consolidated 
return rate is included in the 17-percent 
figure, so that where a corporation pays 
a normal and surtax rate of approxi- 
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mately 52 percent, the total tax rate 
amounts to approximately 69 percent. 
Where the normal and surtax effective 
rate is much lower than 52 percent, under 
the formula adopted by th: committee, 
the over-all rate will be much less than 
69 percent. 

For example, a corporation with an 
income of $100,000 has an effective rate 
of normal and surtax of 45.75 percent. 
Adding the 17 percent to this figure 
makes its total over-all rate—that is, the 
total amount that can be taken from it— 
62.75 percent. 

It will be seen at a glance that under 
this formula an advantage is given to 
young, growing, smaller corporations, 
while the rate runs up on the larger 
corporations to approximately the over- 
all ceiling fixed by the House itself. 

Imay say, Mr. President, that the com- 
mittee was most reluctant to make the 
corporate rate increase retroactive. For 
myself, I do not hesitate to say that on 
principle it cannot be defended except 
upon the basis of getting an additional 
quick revenue. 

Under the House bill, the effective rate 
on corporations was fixed as of Janu- 
ary 1, 1951, a whole year back. Because 
of the urgent need for revenue your 
committee decided to make the corporate 
increases effective as of April 1, 1951, 
that is, after the lapse of the first quarter 
of the year. 

It must be said, of course, that the 
corporations were on notice that the in- 
crease in the corporate rate, whatever it 
might be, would likely be made effective 
as of July 1, or at some other period in 
the year 1951. It must also be said that 
the corporate earnings would indicate 
that for the large number of corpora- 
tions the rate may be made retroactive to 
July 1, or April 1, or even for the whole 
year, as the House has done, without 
serious injury to those corporations, on 
the average. 

I question very seriously whether the 
picture may not be different in the case 
of some of the utilities whose rates are 
fixed by law and are limited by law, and 
particularly utilities which have declared 
dividends for the first and even for the 
second quarter of the current year. But 
as I have indicated, the pressing need 
for additional revenue persuaded your 
committee to make this tax retroactive to 
April 1, and that is recommended in the 
committee bill. 
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There are about 415,000 corporations 
with taxable net income. Seventy per- 
cent, or about 292,000 corporations, have 
incomes of less than $25,000. These 
corporations have 4.8 percent of the 
total taxable income and bear 3.6 per- 
cent of the increases in tax liabilities 
provided by the House bill, but only 1.9 
percent of the increase in the tax liabili- 
ties under your committee's bill. 

That, I may say to the Senate, is the 
whole story, or at least a large part of 
the story, of why your committee has 
made the provisions which I have already 
enumerated in the interest of the smaller 
corporations in order to give them a 
chance to live and to grow. 

Bear in mind that under the House 
bill the rate upon the 292,000 corpora- 
tions with earnings of $25,000 or less, 
would bear 3.6 percent of the increases in 
that bill, whereas they bear only 1.9 per- 
cent of the increases in the committee 
bill, which is submitted for the Senate’s 
consideration. 

Of the total number of corporations 
there are 45,000, or about 11 percent, 
with incomes of $100,090 and over. 
These 45,000 corporations have 87.3 per- 
cent of the total taxable income. These 
corporations would bear approximately 
89.3 percent of the increase provided by 
the House bill, and about 92.4 percent 
of the increase provided by your com- 
mittee's bill. That necessarily results 
since we have lightened the burdens of a 
large number, numerically, of corpora- 
tions with earnings of only $25,000 or less. 


EXCISE-TAX CHANGES 


The changes made in excise taxes 
under the Finance Committee’s bill, 
when fully effective, will increase reve- 
nues by $1,275,000,000, as compared with 
$1,252,000,000 under the House bill. Al- 
most all of the increased excise-tax reve- 
nue under both bills is raised from the 
manufacturers’ excises, the new taxes 
on gambling, and the taxes on alcoholic 
beverages and tobacco. No rate in- 
creases are made in the case of the retail 
excises, the excises on transportation 
and communication, or the admission 
taxes. 

I ask unanimous consent to insert in 
the Record a table showing the revenue 
effect, by major sources, of the excise- 
tax changes made by the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 
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The table is as follows: 


Excise-taz revenue raised by the bill by major 
sources 


[At estimated fiscal year 1952 levels of production and 
consumption but in a full year of operation] 


Additional revenue 


Type of excise tax 


House bill | Committee 
Millions of | Millions of 
dollars dollars 
Alcoholic beverages 252 252 
Tobacco products. Š 177 167 
Manufacturer 447 496 
c —5 —7 
Transportation and com- 
munieation —5 =li 
Amusement and recrea- 
err spat at —21 —18 
Gaming 407 407 
WONG, Liuen 1, 252 1,283 


Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, the 
changes in the excise taxes made by 
the Finance Committee will become ef- 
fective on the first day of the first month 
which begins more than 10 days after 
the date of the enactment of the bill. 
That is the earliest practicable date on 
which they can be made effective. No 
termination date was provided under 
the House bill, but the Finance Com- 
mittee fixes December 31, 1953, as the 
date when the excise-tax increases will 
expire, along with the increases in the 
individual and corporate rates. 

Assuming that November 1 is the ef- 
fective date for the changes in the excise 
taxes, it is estimated that the Finance ~ 
Committee's bill will increase excise-tax 
revenues by $823,000,000 in the fiscal 
year 1952—this includes floor-stock 
taxes—thus raising total receipts for 1952 
from excises to $9,383,000,000. With the 
same assumption, the House bill would 
increase excise-tax collections in 1952 
by $811,000,000, raising total excise-tax 
receipts in 1952 to $9,371,000,000, a little 
less than the amount raised under the 
Senate bill. 

Before describing briefly the changes 
made in excise taxes, I ask unanimous 
consent, Mr. President, to insert at this 
point in the Recorp a table which com- 
pares the excise-tax changes made by 
the House bill with those made by the 
Finance Committee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The table is as follows: 


Excise tax rates under present law, the House bill and Finance Committee bill 


Alcoholic beverages: 
Distilled spirits Per 
Fermente Per 
Still wine 
content, 
Sparklin, Half pint. 
Occupatio: 


Distilled spirits: 
Retail dealers Per 3 
Wholesale dealers 0. 

Fermented malt liquors.. 

Tobacco: 


Cc igaret . 
S tobacco. 


Paone automobiles and motor- 


truck 


Present law 


er gallon. 
* Price. 7 percent... 
Automobile -tr trucks, busses, and 98 


146 cents 3 3 tuell 2 cen 


Finance Committee bill 
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Excise tax rates under present law, the House bill and Fnance Committee bill—Continued 
Finance Committee bill 
2 Change in base Change in base Rate 
Manufacturers Continued FFT C 


Automobile parts and accessories Manufacturer’s price. 


Electric, gas and oil appliances 


Legere quick-freeze, and air 


condit: 
Radios, television, phonographs, do 
records and musical instruments. 
Electrical energy Oharge 
Sporting goods 
Photographic apparatus and film 


Fountain pens, mechanical peneils. 


Cigarette, cigar, and pipe mechan- -- 


ical lighters. 
Retailers’ taxes: 
Jewelry 


Gambling taxes: 
; Vage 5 rated gaming devices. 


‘ren pation of accepting wagers. 
tion and communication 


E ue, ol property. 


Transportation of persons 4 ꝗ z 
Domestic telegraph, cable, and radio. 
Toll telephone dı 


Amusement taxes: 2 
General admissions — 


Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I also 
ask unanimous consent to insert in the 
Recorp, without reading, a section-by- 
section analysis, so to speak, of the var- 
ious excise taxes, beginning with the al- 
coholic beverages and all manufacturing 
excise taxes included in the committee 
bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The analysis is as follows: 

| A. Alcoholic beverages: The tax on dis- 
tilled spirits is increased from $9 to $10.50 
per proof gallon and a draw-back of $9.50 
per proof gallon is provided for distilled 
spirits used for medicines, medicinal prepara- 
tions, food products, or flavoring extracts; 
the tax on wines is increased approximately 
12½ percent; the tax on beer is increased 
from $8 per barrel to $9; and the special an- 
nual occupational tax of $27.50 on retail 
dealers in liquor is increased to $50 a year; 
occupational taxes on wholesale dealers in 
liquors and wholesale dealers in wines are 
increased from the present $110 to $200, and 
the occupational tax on the wholesale dealer 
in malt liquors is raised from $55 to $100. 

B. Tobacco products: No changes are made 
in the present taxes on cigars and smoking 
tobacco, but the Finance Committee reduced 
the tax on snuff and fine-cut, scrap, plug, 
and twist chewing tobacco from 18 cents per 
pound to 10 cents per pound, and adopted 
the House provision increasing the tax on 
small cigarettes from $3.50 to $4 per thou- 
sand. This, in effect, increases the tax on 
cigarettes from 7 cents to 8 cents a pack. 


Per pound 


Manulacturer's price. 


aS ee (See 


SAE =| barca rebuilt parts and 
used on farm 


rons Pa 
reenter aemp it iess than 20 
inches in diameter or 
with internal wire fas- 


3 8 percent, 


. No change. 


ment sold to U. S. Gov- 
oe 


Sa Numerous itemsexempied. 

Brame business-cost 

. Manufacturers“ price 
retallers) 


Extend to cigar, ci tte, 
and pi 8 

Exempt oil, eto. ; bar- 
ber ws beauty Shop 


To include transportation 
of oil by barge. 


Exclude fishing trips. 


tions; 
ce tickets taxed on 
— amount paid. 


ments served at ball- 


C. Manufacturers’ excises: The Finance 
Committee adopted the House provision in- 
creasing the tax on gasoline from 1½ cents 
to 2 cents per gallon but rejected the House 
provision which would tax Diesel fuel for 


Diesel-powered highway vehicles; the Fi- 
nance Committee accepted the House pro- 
vision increasing the tax on passenger cars 
and motorcycles from 7 to 10 percent of the 
manufacturers’ price but removed the tax on 
house trailers; the committee also went 
along with the House in increasing the tax 
on automobile trucks, busses, truck trailers, 
and automotive parts and accessories from 
5 to 8 percent of the manufacturers’ price; 
the committee accepted the House provision 
excluding from: the 5-cents-per-pound man- 
ufacturers’ tax on tires, those tires used on 


toys. It deleted electric heating pads, indus- 


trial-type direct motor-driven fans and elec- 
tric heaters of the blower type from the tax 
covering electric, gas, and oil appliances, 
while adding others such as electric wash- 
ing machines and vacuum cleaners, but did 
not increase the present rate of tax on this 
group. The committee bill also contains the 
House provision exempting from the tax on 
radio receiving sets, television receiving sets, 
etc., a communication, detection, or naviga- 
tion receiver of the commercial type if sold 
to the United States for its exclusive use. 
A new provision was added by the committee 
which provides that the tax on refrigerat- 
ing and freezing apparatus is not to apply 
to sales of refrigerator components to whole- 
salers or jobbers where the components are 
intended for resale to manufacturers or pro- 
ducers of refrigeration and freezing equip- 


teners. 
— Certain items added . do. . . Items added by House 


. Exempt certain equip- 


Exempt various nonprofit . 
uced 


Exclude incidentai refresh- }..... 


bill plus others; few 
deletions from present 


law 

Exempt sales to manu- 
facturers. 

Same as House bill. Do, 


Repeal 
Modification of exemp- 
tions in House bill. 


Excludes excavation ma- 
terial moved to adjacent 


area. 
Excludes fishing trips and Do. 
certain ocean travel, r N 
T percent 
Exempt calls to and from | No change, 
servicemen in combat 
areas, 
Similar to House bill with Do, 
more restrictions, 
8 Do. 
. Do. 


ment, if the components are actually re- 
sold in this manner. From the tax on 
sporting goods the committee, along with 
the House bill, removed specific types of 
articles which are used predominantly for 
school sports and by children, but the com- 
mittee added baseballs and baseball equip- 
ment to the exempt list, while adding to 
tke taxable items cricket balls and bats, 
lacrosse equipment, skates, and snow tobog- 
gans and sleds. The committee raised, as 
did the House bill, the tax on sporting goods 
from 10 to 15 percent of the manufacturers’ 
price with respect to items remaining in 
the tax base. However, the committee left 
the tax on fishing equipment at 10 percent 
since the receipts from this source are not 
available for general expenditures. The 
committee bill reduces the tax on photo- 
graphic apparatus from 25 to 15 percent of 
the manufacturers’ price. No change is made 
in the 15-percent tax now applying to film 
or in the items included in the bases of 
either of these two taxes. The House bill 
decreases the 25-percent tax on photographic 
apparatus to 20 percent and increases the 
15-percent tax on film to 20 percent. The 
committee did not accept the provisions of 
the House bill which revises the bases of the 
taxes on photographic apraratus and film by 
eliminating the so-called business-cost items. 

The committee rejected a House provision 
which would provide for a floor-stock refund 
in the case of photoflash bulbs which would 
be necessary under the House bill which de- 
creased the tax on photoflash bulbs from 25 
percent to zero but which the Finance Com- 
mittee decreased to 15 percent. The House 
Provision repealing the tax on electrical 
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energy was adopted by the Finance Commit- 
tee. In the case of fountain pens, ball-point 
pens, and mechanical pencils, which were 
made taxable at 20 percent of the manu- 
facturer’s price, the committee decreased the 
rate to 10 percent. The committee changed 
the House provision imposing a 20 percent 
tax of the retail price on cigarette, cigar, and 
pipe lighters to a 10 percent tax of the manu- 
facturer's price. 

D. Retail excises: On toilet preparations 
the committee adopted the two changes made 
by the House bill which would (1) exempt 
from this tax baby olls, powders, lotions, and 
other toilet articles unless they are adver- 
tised or sold as being usable by adults and 
(2) exempt toilet preparations purchased by 
barber shops and beauty parlors for use in 
these establishments: 

E. Transportation and communication ex- 
cises: The Finance Committee reduces the 
rate of tax on domestic telegraph, cable, or 
radio messages to 15 percent instead of to 
the 20 percent provided by the House bill. 
The committee added a provision which pro- 
vides that the 25-percent tax on long-distance 
telephone calls is not to apply to calls from 
combat zones initiated by members of the 
Armed Forces. The House provision exempt- 
ing certain fishing trips from the tax on 
transportation of persons was adopted by the 
committee which also added a provision 
which excludes from the application of the 
tax amounts paid in the case of certain types 
of transportation by vessels. Under the tax 
on transportation of property, the commit- 
tee wrote in a provision which exempts from 
the 3 percent tax charges made for the use 
of motor vehicles by contractors for the 
movement of earth, rock, or other excavated 
material from a construction project to an 
adjacent area. The committee did not, how- 
ever, accept the change made in the House 
bill which extends the 3 percent tax on trans- 
portation of property to the “fair charge” 
where shippers are transporting their own 
oil and in other cases where the amount paid 
for the transportation of oil is less than a 
fair charge. 

F. Excises on amusements or recreation: 
Both the Finance Committee bill and the 
House bill provide exemptions from the ad- 
missions tax where the proceeds inure to cer- 
tain types of organizations. The Finance 
Committee tightened this provision, however, 
and made it more restrictive in order to re- 
move administrative problems and also to 
limit the benefit of the exemption to activi- 
ties which it appears appropriate for the Gov- 
ernment to encourage. Admissions to mov- 
ing picture exhibitions were not exempted 
under the committee's bill. Another change 
in the tax on admissions, made in the House 
bill, was approved by the committee which 
exempts free admissions from tax and based 
the tax on amounts actually paid where per- 
sons are admitted at reduced rates. Both the 
Finance Committee bill and the House bill 
contain a provision which provides that the 
20-percent tax on cabarets shall not apply 
in the case of ballrooms and dancing halls 
merely because it is possible to purchase in- 
cidental refreshments, services or merchan- 
dise in such places. The Finance Committee 
rejected the provision in the House bill which 
would raise the special occupational tax on 
bowling alleys, billiard or pool tables from 
$20 to $25 per year per alley or table. 

G. Excises on gambling. The Finance 
Committee's bill adopts the provisions of the 
Hill bill which imposes two new taxes with 
respect to gambling. It provides a 10 per- 
cent excise tax on the gross amount of wagers 
of certain types, principally those placed with 
bookmakers and lottery operators, and a $50 
per year occupational tax both upon persons 
engaged in accepting wagers of these types 
and upon persons who receive such wagers 
for those individuals, These taxes will not 
apply to State-licensed pari-mutuel betting, 
social and friendly betting, or games such as 
cards, dice, roulette, bingo, or keno. Your 
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committee believes that the continuance of 
the present immunity of gambling from taxa- 


tlon is inconsistent with the present need for 


increased revenue, especially at a time when 
the American people are being called upon to 
bear many new or additional tax burdens. 
It should be emphasized that payment of the 
gambling taxes provided by this bill will not 
serve to exempt any person from any penal- 
ties under either State or Federal law with 
respect to engaging in the taxed activities. 

H. Floor stocks and refunds. Under both 
the House bill and the Finance Committee 
bill floor stock taxes are imposed with re- 
spect to the increases in the tax on distilled 
spirits, beer, wine, and cigarettes. In the 
case of gasoline a floor stock tax is also im- 
posed but only with respect to stocks of 
gasoline held by retailers other than at their 
retail establishments. The rates of tax 
under these floor stock taxes are the same 
as the increases in tax provided for these 
items. Because the Finance Committee 
fixed December 31, 1953, as the termination 
date for the increase in excises, the com- 
mittee also added a provision for floor stock 
refunds at the time of the termination. 
The refunds are to be limited to the items 
on which floor stock taxes are imposed at the 
effective date of the increases; that is, they 
are limited to distilled spirits, beer, wine, 
and cigarettes and to stocks of gasoline held 
by retailers at other than their retail estab- 
lishments. The refunds are to be granted 
only with respect to the increases imposed 
by this bill, and only if the owner of the 
inventories can show that for 3 months after 
the reduction date the prices charged for 
the items refiect the tax decreases made. 

EXCESS-PROFITS TAX 

In connection with the excess-profits tax 
law, passed in January of this year, it was 
our purpose to reexamine this act at as 
early a date as possible to ascertain whether 
the provisions of the act were equitable in 
their operation and effect. It is too early 
to make a complete survey of the excess 
profits tax since most corporations have not 
as yet filed their completed excess-profits-tax 
returns. However, our committee did hold 
hearings on this tax and it developed that 
there were many cases of inequity and hard- 
ship. It was impossible to take care of all 
the hardship cases in this bill, but our com- 
mittee bill does provide relief for many of 
the most pressing cases. Among those being 
granted relief under the bill are those who 
started business after the base period and 
those who purchased the assets of an already 
existing business. I am submitting for the 
Recorp a short analysis of the excess-profits- 
tax provisions of the bill. 


Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I call 
attention merely to one change in sub- 
stance made by the committee bill which 
does not appear in the House bill. The 
Finance Committee adopted the House 
provision increasing the tax on gasoline 
from 14% cents to 2 cents per gallon, but 
rejected the House provision which 
would tax Diesel fuel for Diesel-powered 
highway vehicles; the Finance Com- 
mittee accepted the House provision in- 
creasing the tax on passenger cars and 
motorcycles from 7 to 10 percent of the 
manufacturers’ price, but removed the 
tax on house trailers. 

I pause at this point, Mr. President, to 
say that the tax on Diesel fuel oil used 
in vehicles on the highway, as provided 
in the House bill, was eliminated very 
largely because of the difficulties in ad- 
ministration, which difficulties were 
brought to the attention of your com- 
mittee by the Treasury officials them- 
selves; and that the House trailer tax 
was eliminated from the manufacturers’ 
sales tax on motorcycles and gas-driven 
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vehicles on the highways largely because 


of the urgent need now for the use of 
the trailer in renewed war activities and 
defense activities for residence purposes. 
The purpose of the committee in elimi- 
nating this tax is to be understood as ap- 
plying only to those trailers which are 
used for housing purposes by human 
beings. 

Mr. President, the new tax which the 
House included is a tax on gambling. 
The committee’s bill adopts the provi- 
sions of the House bill without change. 
It provides a 10 percent excise tax on the 
gross amount of wagers of certain types, 
principally those placed with bookmak- 
ers and lottery operators; and a $50-a- 
year occupational tax both upon persons 
engaged in accepting wagers of these 
types and upon persons who receive such 
wagers for those individuals. These 
taxes will not apply to State-licensed 
pari-mutuel betting, social and friendly 
betting, or games such as cards, dice, 
roulette, bingo, or keno. The committee 
believes that the continuance of the 
present immunity of gambling from 
taxation is inconsistent with the urgent 
need for increased revenue, especially at 
a time when the American people are 
being called upon to bear many new or 
additional tax burdens. It should be 
emphasized that payment of the gam- 
bling taxes provided by this bill will not 
serve to exempt any person from any 
penalties provided under either State or 
Federal law with respect to engaging in 
the taxed activities. It is purely a reve- 
nue measure, and is not intended to have 
any effect beyond its productivity as a 
revenue provision. 

Mr. President, the committee also con- 
Sidered the excess profits tax provisions 
of this bill. That is to say, the commit- 
tee considered some of the more pressing 
cases and examples submitted to it in the 
course of the hearings. The committee 
was not, of course, able in the time avail- 
able to it to go exhaustively into the ex- 
cess profits tax provisions, but there are 
various provisions included in the bill, 
and without reading them, the hour be- 
ing late, I ask permission to have the 
analysis thereof printed in the RECORD at 
this point as a part of my remarks, so 
that it will be readily available to the 
Senate tomorrow. 

There being no objection, the analysis 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: i) 

Excess Prorirs Tax PROVISIONS OF THE BILL 

Section 501 of the bill provides new cor- 
porations with a special excess profits tax 
ceiling rate of 5 percent for the first and sec- 
ond years in business, 8 percent for the third 
year in business, 11 percent for the fourth 
year in business, and 14 percent for the fifth 
year in business. For subsequent years the 
regular 17-percent ceiling rate applies. To 
prevent abuse of this special ceiling rate it is 
restricted to completely new corporations 
which have not taken over the property of 
older going businesses ard which are not set 
up by persons who are already operating old 
corporations engaged in the same business. 

Section 502 of the bill exempts from ex- 
cess-profits tax the income which a company 
receives from an affiliated foreign corporation 
in payment for technical, engineering, or 
scientific assistance. Income of this type is 
also excluded in computing base period 
earnings. 

Section 503 of the bill provides that fiscal 
year corporations whose fiscal years end after 
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the first quarter of the year may compute 
their excéss profits earnings credit on the 
basis of 48 months ending with March 31, 
1950, instead of being required to use the 
four calendar years 1946-49. 

Under the present law a corporation which 
c2-imenced business during the base period 
is not entitled to use the growth alternative 
in computing its earnings credit. Section 
504 of the bill permits new corporations 
which commenced business*during the base 
period to use the growth alternative if they 
meet its eligibility requirements. Since the 
principal eligibility requirement under the 
growth alternative is to show that a corpora- 
tion’s payroll in the last half of the base 
period was 130 percent of payroll in the first 
half or that gross receipts in the second half 
were 150 percent of gross receipts in the first 
half, the effect of this provision of the bill 
is to make it very easy for most corporations 
formed during the base period to qualify 
for the growth alternative. The growth al- 
ternative permits a corporation to base its 
earnings credit on its 1949 income or the 
average of its 1948 and 1949 income or half 
of its 1949 income plus 40 percent of its 
1950 income. 

Section 505 of the bill amends the growth 
alternative provisions to correct a situation 
under which one method of computing the 
growth alternative credit was available to a 
corporation if it met one set of eligibility 
requirements but not available if the corpo- 
ration met both that set of eligibility re- 
quirements and also met another set of 
eligibility requirements. 

Section 506 of the bill provides that, in 
the case of banks, the offsetting of additional 
capital by increased investment in inadmis- 
sible assets shall not exceed the ratio of the 
additional inadmissible assets to additional 
total assets. The bill applies this principle 
to the computation of both capital additions 
during the tax period and capital additions 
during the base period. 

Section 507 of the bill provides corpora- 
tions using the earnings credit with a credit 
for capital additions where they decrease 
their investment in inadmissible assets and 
reinvest these amounts in tangible operating 
assets such as plant and equipment and tan- 
gible inventory items. 

» Section 508 of the bill permits municipal 
bond dealers to treat their tax-exempt bonds 
as being admissible assets if the dealers elect 
to pay the excess-profits tax on the interest 
they receive from these tax-exempt bonds. 
+ Section 509 of the bill provides that where, 
after eliminating the poorest year in the base 
period, the income of the taxpayer’s third 
best base period year is less than 35 percent 
of the average income in his two best years, 
the taxpayer may substitute for the low 
year the industry rate of return on his assets 
in that year. However, the substitute in- 
come figure cannot be greater than the tax- 
payer's average income in his two best base 
period years. 

> Section 510 of the bill amends the defini- 
tion of total assets, which is used in apply- 
ing the industry rates of return under the 
various relief sections, so as to exclude an 
amount equal to any indebtedness owed to 
a parent corporation where the indebtedness 
does not meet the definition of borrowed 
capital. 

Section 511 of the bill permits a corpora- 
tion to qualify for relief under the change 
in products relief section where the change 
in product does not occur until after the 
close of the taxpayer's base period if the tax- 
payer or its parent corporation was com- 
mitted to construct facilities for the produc- 
tion of the new product before the end of 
the base period and construction of these 
facilities, in fact, actually commenced before 
July 1, 1950. 

Corporations using the new corporation re- 
lef section, during any of their first 3 years 
which are excess-profits-tax years, compute 
their excess-profits credit by applying their 
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industry rate of return to their assets on 
hand at the end of the year. Under present 
law these corporations may include only 75 
percent of their borrowed capital in their 
assets for purposes of this computation, while 
other corporations using the special relief 
sections compute their credits on the basis 
of their total assets. Section 512 of the bill 
permits new corporations computing their 
excess-profits credit under section 445 for 
any of their first 3 years which are excess- 
profits-tax years to include 100 percent of 
their borrowed capital instead of 75 percent. 

Section 513 of the bill makes the special 
regulated public utility credit of 6 percent 
of invested capital, after payment of or- 
dinary income taxes, available to oil pipe- 
lines subject to the jurisdiction of State 
regulatory bodies as well as the oil pipelines 
which are subject to the jurisdiction of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission. 

Section 514 of the bill permits a railroad 
lessor corporation, which leases its facilities 
to an operating railroad, to qualify for the 
regulated public utility credit where it files 
a consolidated return with the operating 
railroad which leases its facilities. 

Under the present law metal and coal 
mines in operation during the base period 
are entitled to an exemption from excess- 
profits tax on one-half of their excess output 
and nretal and coal mines not in operation 
during the base period are entitled to an 
excess-profits-tax exemption on one-third of 
their income. Section 515 of the bill extends 
the same treatment to sulfur, potash, and 
chemical- and metallurgical-grade limestone 
deposits. 

Section 516 of the bill permits a corpora- 
tion to compute its excess-profits credit un- 
der the special-growth alternative which is 
based on 50 percent of 1948 income plus 40 
percent of 1950 income where the corporation 
meets certain tests which show that it suf- 
fered during its base period due to a transi- 
tion from war production to peacetime pro- 
duction and had an unusually high increase 
in its capacity during the base period, 

Section 517 of the bill permits any cor- 
poration which suffered a catastrophe during 
the last 3 years of its base period to substi- 
tute earnings of the earlier base period years 
for the year of catastrophe. 

Section 518 of the bill makes the growth 
alternative available to any newspaper pub- 
lishing company which consolidated its 
mechanical, circulation, advertising, and ac- 
counting operations with those of another 
newspaper during the last half of the base 
period or the first half of 1950. This relief 
Is available only if the corporation meets 
tests which prove that it carried out sub- 
stantial economies in tis operating expenses 
as a result of the consolidation, 

Section 519 of the bill provides relief for 
corporations engaged in television broad- 
casting prior to 1951. If the company was 
engaged in both radio and television broad- 
casting during the base period it is entitled 
to determine an average base period rate of 
return based on its income from radio activ- 
ities as a percentage of its radio broadcasting 
assets. Its excess-profits credit is determined 
by applying this radio rate of return to its 
total radio and television broadcasting assets 
at the end of its base period. As an alterna- 
tive the company may apply the average base 
period rate of return of the radio and tele- 
vision broadcasting industry to its radio 
and television assets at the end of the base 
period. If the company was also engaged 
in some other type of business during the 
base period it may compute its ordinary 
earnings credit on this other business sepa- 
rately and combine this credit with the spe- 
cial radio-television broadcasting credit de- 
scribed above. A corporation which was in 
the radio broadcasting business during the 
base period and which acquired a television 
broadcasting station during 1950 may apply 
its average rate of return on its base period 
radio business (or the average industry rate) 
to the television broadcasting assets which 
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it acquired. This amount is added to its 
ordinary base period earnings credit. 

Section 520 of the bill provides rules under 
which a corporation which purchases the 
assets of another corporation or of a partner- 
ship in a taxable exchange may utilize the 
base period earnings experience of the old 
corporation or partnership in computing its 
ordinary earnings credit. This provision is 
limited to purchases before December 1, 1950, 
and it is limited to cases where the old cor- 
poration or partnership is liquidated. 

In general, the excess-profits-tax amend- 
ments in the bill are made effective from 
June 30, 1950, which is the effective date of 
the 1950 Excess Profits Tax Act. 


Mr. GEORGE. The bill also makes 
some changes in the income and estate 
tax provisions, though not extensive 
changes. Some of these provisions were 
intended to plug loopholes, while others 
provided for remedial relief. These im- 
portant provisions, designed to produce 
additional revenue, are those relating to 
farm cooperatives, building and loan 
associations, and mutual savings banks. 
These provisions, which were not in the 
House bill, would bring in additional rev- 
enue of some $150,000,000, as estimated. 
With the permission of the Senate I shall 
not read the provisions which relate to 
changes made in the income and estate 
tax provisions, but I call attention to 
what the committee is recommending 
with reference to cooperatives and other 
forms of corporate organizations. 

Under existing law farmers’ market- 
ing and purchasing cooperatives are 
exempt from all income tax if they com- 
ply with the provisions of section 101 
(12) of the Internal Revenue Code. 
Under that section they can retain profit 
margins in unallocated reserves which 
are taxed neither to the patron nor to 
the cooperative. They can retain such 
surplus or reserves as they deem neces- 
Sary, consistent, of course, with sound 
regulations imposed upon them by the 
Commissioner of Internal Revenue. 
Since such unallocated reserves are not 
taxed to the patron, the committee be- 
lieved that they should be taxed to the 
cooperative. Accordingly, section 101 
(12) of the code should be amended to 
require these unallocated reserves to be 
subject to the regular corporation tax. 
There is no limitation placed upon the 
amount of the reserves, but it is obvious 
that a 52 percent tax, or, indeed, a 40 
percent tax, or even a smaller tax, is a 
sufficient ceiling upon such reserves. 
Certainly no cooperative could afford to 
set aside reserves in the face of a maxi- 
mum corporate tax of 52 percent upon 
all sums covered in the reserves. 

The same requirement to which I have 
referred is made in the case of taxable 
cooperatives which are subject to the 
corporation income tax on all income 
which is not allocated or credited to the 
accounts of the patrons. In the case of 
both taxable and nontaxable coopera- 
tives, patronage dividends not paid in 
cash or merchandise must, in order to 
be deductible, be paid through revolv- 
ing-fund certificates or other form of 
certificate or letter of advice which dis- 
closes to the patron the dollar amount 
of the dividend refunds or rebate which 
he must take up in his own individual re- 
turn. In addition, the committee bill 
requires the cooperative to make a cor- 
rect return showing the name and ad- 
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dress of each patron to whom it has 
made allocations amounting to $100 or 
more during the calendar year, and the 
amount of such allocations to each 
patron. 

The Secretary of the Treasury may, 
under regulations—also under this bill— 
require reporting of allocations of less 
than $100 to each patron. 

The committee also instructed the 
staff of the Joint Committee on Internal 
Revenue Taxation and the Treasury 
staff to study and report by April 1, 
1952, the possibility of withholding un- 
allocated reserves, and on the various 
methods used in allocating reserves, and 
the form and character of the certifi- 
cates issued. 

The bill also contains a provision re- 
quiring withholding on patronage divi- 
dends if withholding should be applied 
to dividends generally. It did not re- 
quire that in the first instance, because 
under the committee bill the House pro- 
vision for a 20-percent withholding on 
dividends, certain interest, and royal- 
ties, was eliminated. While the Senate 
committee is opposed, as I have just 
indicated, to any withholding on divi- 
dends, interest, and royalties, and while 
it eliminated that provision in the House 
bill requiring such withholding, it was 
felt that if withholding were to be ap- 
plied to dividends generally, it should 
also be applied to patronage refunds. 

Savings and loan associations under 
the present law, section 101 (4) of the 
code, are exempt from income-tax pay- 
ments. In addition, Federal savings and 
loan associations chartered by the Fed- 
eral Government, are exempt from in- 
come tax under the Home Owners’ Loan 
Act of 1933 and are covered by subsec- 
tion (15) of section 101 of the code 
which provides for the exemption of 
United States instrumentalities. The 
grounds on which your committee’s bill 
taxes savings and loan associations on 
their retained earnings, after making a 
reasonable allowance for additions to 
reserves for bad debts, are the same 
as those on which mutual savings banks 
are taxed under the bill. Section 313 of 
your committee’s bill taxes savings and 
loan associations including Massachu- 
setts cooperative banks and those char- 
tered by the Federal Savings and Loan 
Association as ordinary corporations but 
specifically allows the deduction for divi- 
dends paid to depositors and the 
amounts placed in bad-debt reserves on 
a similar basis as for mutual savings 
banks. This provision also is effective 
with respect to taxable years beginning 
after December 31, 1951. 

Mutual savings banks, under section 
102 (2) of the code, are exempt from 
the payment of any income tax. This 
exemption, in effect, has -relieved such 
financial institutions from tax on 
amounts retained as undivided profits 
and additions to surplus. Section 313 
of your committee’s bill, relative to the 
tax treatment of mutual savings banks, 
would permit such banks to deduct, in 
arriving at taxable income, amounts 
paid, credited, or allocated to the ac- 
counts of depositors, and as in the case 
of other banks, permit them to deduct 
amounts credited to a reserve for losses 
on loans. The addition to the reserve 
for losses on loans is to be determined 
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with due regard to the taxpayer’s sur- 
plus or loss reserves at the close of De- 
cember 31, 1951. In addition, mutual 
savings banks are to be allowed as a 
deduction from gross income any 
amount currently paid to the United 
States or to any Federal Government 
instrumentality exempt from Federal in- 
come taxes, in repayment of indebted- 
ness incurred prior to September 1, 
1951. Many of these institutions bor- 
rowed money through the Reconstruc- 
tion Finance Corporation or other Fed- 
eral agencies. Some have not repaid 
their loans, Under the committee’s bill 
they would be allowed to do so out of 
their gross income and before the pay- 
ment of any tax on it. On the remain- 
ing income, mutual savings banks are 
to be taxed in the same manner as ordi- 
nary corporations. This provision is ef- 
fective with respect to taxable years be- 
ginning after December 31, 1951. 
z SALE OF A RESIDENCE 


A remedial provision, which the House 
adopted, and with which we agreed was 
one relating to situations where a tax- 
payer sells his residence and reinvests 
the money from the sale in a new resi- 
dence. Under this provision, where the 
sale of a taxpayer’s principal residence 
is followed within a period of 1 year 
by the purchase of another residence, or 
where another residence is purchased 
within 1 year prior to the sale of the 
taxpayer’s principal residence, no gain 
from the sale is to be recognized except 
to the extent that the selling price ex- 
ceeds the price of the new residence. 
The cost basis of the new residence is 
to be adjusted by the amount of the 
gain not recognized upon the sale of the 
old residence. The same provision is in 
the House bill. Your committee has 
added a provision to cover a situation to 
allow the benefits of the section to cases 
where construction of a new house is 
begun within one year after the sale of 
the old house, and the new house is used 
as the taxpayer’s principal residence 
within 18 months after the sale of the 
old residence. This gives the taxpayer 
an additional 6 months in which to move 
into a new home which is being built, for 
the obvious reason that it may not be 
possible, during a time when certain ma- 
terials are scarce, to complete the con- 
struction of the house within the year of 
the sale. 

UNRELATED ACTIVITIES OF STATE UNIVERSITIES 


Under the Revenue Act of 1950, the 
regular corporate tax was applied to the 
unrelated activities of charitable and 
educational institutions. However, this 
provision did not apply to the unrelated 
business income of State universities and 
other schools of governmental units. 
The attention of the committee has been 
called to the fact that some State schools 
are engaged in unrelated activities which 
would be taxed if they were not State 
universities. Accordingly, your commit- 
tee’s bill extends the present tax to the 
unrelated business income of universi- 
ties and colleges of States and other 


- governmental units. 


LIFE-INSURANCE COMPANIES 
For 1 year only the present tax for- 
mula applied to life-insurance companies 
has been continued in the bill, The new 
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stopgap plan, which the committee is 
recommending, however, will produce 
some $58,000,000 more than the formula 
now applied to life-insurance companies. 

Under this plan, life-insurance com- 
panies are taxed at regular corporate 
rates on 334 percent of the first $200,000 
of net-investment income and 6% per- 
cent of that part of the net-investment 
income in excess of $200,000. A special 
credit is allowed for companies which 
are not earning their interest require- 
ments. This plan has the endorsement 
of practically every life-insurance com- 
pany. As I stated, it will bring in addi- 
tional revenue of approximately $58,- 
000,000. 

Your committee was not satisfied with 
this plan as a permanent basis for tax- 
ing life-insurance companies and re- 
quested the Treasury and joint commit- 
tee staffs to make further studies on the 
matter. 

I ask unanimous consent that a table 
showing the various items granted de- 
pletion allowance in the Senate com- 
mittee’s bill and the House bill be 
printed in the Recor as part of my re- 
marks, 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


Rate in | Rate in 
Item House | commit- 
bill tee bill 
Percent | Percent 
5 5 
5 5 
5 5 
5 5 
5 5 
5 5 
5 5 
5 5 
5 5 
5 5 
15 10 
15 10 
15 10 
15 10 
15 10 
15 10 
15 10 
0 10 
1 
619 10 
. Le esse tenn 09 15 
Salt and salt wells containing 
brines of calcium chloride, mag- 
nesium chloride, sodium chlo- 
ride, potassium chloride, or 
n RR E E eS (9 5 
Magnesium compounds (m 
site, dolomite, and brucite) 2A 10 18 
F 15 15 


1 Not included. 

2 Under the present law asbestos receives a 5-percent 
depenn allowance. Your committee’s bill increased 
this to 10 percent. s 

Under the present law coal receives a f- percent 
depletion allowance, This was increased to 10 percent 
by the House bill and agreed to by the committee. 

4 Thenardite under the present law receives a 15- 
percent depletion allowance. It is shown in the bill as 
a clarification, the 15-percent allowance applies whether 
obtained from brine or not. 


Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, the 
committee bill provides that where land 
is sold together with the unharvested 
crop or fruit upon such land, the gain 
resulting from such sale shall be treated 
as a capital gain. Under existing law, 
there is uncertainty and litigation as to 
whether the gain from the sale of the 
crop must be determined separately and 
treated as ordinary income or whether 
the entire gain is a capital gain. It is 
provided in the bill that in such cases no 
deduction shall be allowed with respect 
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to the expenses attributable to the pro- 
duction of the unharvested crop but that 
such expenses shall be included in the 
cost of the crop in determining the 
amount of the gain, that is, in arriving at 
a proper base upon which to tax a capi- 
tal gain. 

The other provisions of the bill are 
fully explained and set forth in the 
report. 

Mr. President, I should like to submit 
a unanimous-consent request, as follows: 

Ordered, by unanimous consent, that the 
committee amendments to the pending bill 
H. R. 4473, the Revenue Act of 1951, be agreed 
to en bloc; Provided, however, That such ac- 
tion with respect to any specific amendment 
shall, upon the request of a Senator, be 
deemed to be rescinded, and the considera- 
tion of such amendment shall then be pro- 
ceeded with in accordance with the rules of 
the Senate. 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
may I get one point clear? Will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. Yes. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Does it mean that 
any portion of the bill which has been 
amended by the committee may be dis- 
cussed completely on the floor of the 
Senate by the offering of another amend- 
ment to the committee amendment? 

Mr. GEORGE. Yes. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. There is no doubt 
about it. 

Mr. GEORGE. The order may be re- 
scinded without any motion, merely upon 
the request of any Senator, and then the 
proceeding is de novo, as if it were the 
first time the amendment had been 
offered. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena- 
tor from Georgia. 

Mr. MCFARLAND. Under the unani- 
mous-consent agreement an amendment 
would be treated as though it were an 
amendment to the original bill. 

Mr. GEORGE. Exactly. Of course, 
the part of the bill which the committee 
has not amended is subject to amend- 
ment in the same way that the portion 
which the committee has amended is 
subject to amendment. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. Les. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Is it my under- 
standing, therefore, that all the commit- 
tee amendments would stand approved 
if the unanimous-consent agreement is 
entered, unless or until some Member of 
the Senate rises to question any such 
amendment, and then the amendment 
may be considered as though it were 
being presented de novo? 

Mr. GEORGE. Exactly. Upon the 
request of any Senator the order shall 
be deemed to be rescinded, “and the 
consideration of such amendment shall 
be proceeded with in accordance with the 
rules of the Senate.“ That is provided 
in the unanimous-consent request. Such 
amendment may be rejected or amended, 
as could be done in the first instance. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Mr. Pres- 
ident, I desire to propound a parlia- 
mentary inquiry, if the Senator from 
Georgia will yield for that purpose. 

Mr. GEORGE. I am glad to yield. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 


President, 


‘Senator will state his parliamentary m 


auiry . 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. If an 
amendment is offered to strike out an 
entire section of the bill, and if that 
amendment is rejected, would that sec- 
tion of the bill be open to amendment, 
or would the offering of an amendment 
to it be foreclosed? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It would 
be open to amendment. 

Mr. GEORGE. Oh, yes; it would be 
open to amendment. There is no dis- 
position to do otherwise in connection 
with a voluminous bill of this kind. The 
entire purpose is to get the bill before 
the Senate and to permit any Senator to 
deal with it just as he wishes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous-consent re- 
quest of the Senator from Georgia? 
Without objection, the request is 
agreed to. 

The amendments agreed to en bloc 
are as follows: 


On page 1, after line 5, to strike out: 
“TABLE OF CONTENTS 
“TITLE I—INCREASE IN INCOME TAK RATES 
“Part I—Individual income taxes 


101. Defense tax. 

„(a) Increase in rate of tax. 

“(b) Amendment of section 12 (b). 

“(c) Limitation on tax. 

“(d) Technical amendments. 

“Sec. 102. Individuals with adjusted gross 
income of less than $5,000. 

“Sec. 103. Computation of tax in case of 
certain joint returns. 

“Sec. 104. Effective date of part I. 


“Part II—Corporation income tarzes 
“Sec. 121. Increase in rate of corporation 
normal tax. 
“(a) Amendment of section 13. 
“(b) Maximum tax. 
“(c) Mutual insurance companies other 
than life or marine. 
“(d) Regulated investment companies, 
“(e) Business income of certain sec- 
tion 101 organizations, 
“(f) Technical amendments, 
“Sec, 122. Credits of corporations. 
“(a) Dividends received credit. 
“(b) Credit for dividends paid on cer- 
tain: preferred stock. 
“(c) Western Hemisphere trade corpo- 
rations. 
“Sec. 123. Surtax exemptions and certain 
credits of related corporations. 
“(a) Limitation on surtax exemption 
in the case of related corpora- 
tions. 
“(b) Insurance companies. 
“(c) Minimum excess-profits credit. 
“Sec. 124. Computation of alternative capi- 
tal-gains tax. 
“(a) Alternative tax. 
“(b) Effective date. 
“Sec, 125. Effective date. 


“Part 11I—Fiscal-year taxpayers 

“Sec. 131. Fiscal-year taxpayers. 
“(a) Amendment of section 108. 
“(b) Computation of excess-profits tax. 
“(c) Technical amendments. 


“TITLE II—WITHHOLDING TAX AT SOURCE 


“Part I—Withholding of tax at source on 
dividends, interest, and royalties 


“Sec. 201. Collection of income tax at source 


on dividends, interest, and roy- 
alties. 
„Sec. 202. Credit for tax withheld. 
“Sec. 203. Credits in case of organizations 
exempt from tax. 
“Sec. 204. Technical amendments. 
E “(a) Tax computed by collector. 
“(b) Requirement of declaration of 
~ estimated tax. 
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“(c) Credit under section 143. 

“(d) Credit under section 144. 

“(e) Information at source. 

“(f) Information by corporations. 

“(g) Clerical amendments. 

“(h) Amount of credit considered as 
payment. 

“(i) Special period of limitations for 
small refunds on tax withheld 
at source. 

„J) Presumptions as to date of pay- 
ment. 

“(k) Interest on overpayments. 

“(1) Definition of withholding agent, 

“(m) Effective date. 


“Part II—Increase in withholding of tax at 
source on wages 


“Sec. 221. Percentage method of withhold- 
ing. 

“Sec. 222. Wage bracket withholding. 

“Sec. 223. Additional withholding of tax on 
wages upon agreement by em- 
ployer and employee. 

“Sec. 224. Effective date. 


“TITLE III—MISCELLANEOUS INCOME TAX AMEND- 
MENTS 
“Sec. 301. Tax treatment in case of head of 
household. 
“(a) Surtax in case of head of house- 
hold. 
“(b) Effective date. 

Sec. 302. Expenditures in the development 

of mines. 

“(a) Deduction of expenditures. 

“(b) Adjusted basis for de 

gain or loss upon sale or ex- 
change. 

“(c) Technical amendment. 

d) Effective date. 

303. Gain from sale or exchange of tax- 

payer’s residence. 

“(a) Nonrecognition of gain in certain 

cases. 

“(b) Technical amendments. 

“(c) Effective date. 

“Sec. 304. Percentage depletion. 

“(a) Allowance of percentage depletion. 
“(b) Technical amendment, 
“(c) Effective date. 
. Capital gains and losses. 
“(a) Treatment of long-term capital 
gains and losses. 
“(b) Alternative tax. 
“(c) Technical amendments. 
“(d) Effective date. 
“Sec. 306. Sales of livestock. 
“Sec. 307. Tax treatment of coal royalties. 
“(a) Definition of property used in the 
trade or business. 
“(b) Gain or loss upon certain dis- 
posals of timber or coal. 
“(c) Clerical amendment. 
“(d) Effective date. 

. Collapsible corporations. 

“(a) Definitions with respect to col- 

lapsible corporations. 

“(b) Limitations on application of sec- 

tion 117 (m). 

“(c) Effective date. 

Dealers in securities—capital gains 
and ordinary losses, 

. Treatment of gain on sales of cer- 
tain property between spouses 
and between an individual and 
a controlled corporation. 

(a) Disallowance of capital gain treat- 
ment. 
“(b) Effective date. 

“Sec. 311. Life insurance companies. 

“(a) Reserve and other policy liability 
credit for 1951. 
“(b) Effective date. 


“Sec. 


“Sec. 


“Sec.312. Tax treatment of certain invest- 


ment companies. 

“(a) Inclusion of certain registered 
management companies in the 
definition of regulated invest- 
ment company. 

“(b) Technical amendment. 

“(c) Effective date. 


1951 


“Sec, 313. Family partnerships. 
“(a) Definition of partner. 
“(b) Allocation of partnership income. 
“(c) Effective date. 


“TITLE IV—EXCISE TAXES 
“Part I—Tar on admissions and cabarets 


“Sec. 401 Removal of tax on free admissions. 
Sec. 402. Exemptions from admissions tax. 
“(a) Reinstatement of prewar exemp- 
tions. 
“(b) Amendment of section 1701 (a). 
“(c) Admissions to municipal swimming 
pools, etc. 
“Sec. 403. Effective date of amendments re- 
lating to admissions. 
“Sec. 404. Tax on cabarets, roof gardens, etc. 
“(a) Ballrooms and dance halls. 
“(b) Effective date. 


“Part II—Taz on cigarettes 


“Sec. 421. Tax on cigarettes, 
“(a) Increase in rate. 
“(b) Effective date. 
“Sec. 422. Floor stocks tax on cigarettes. 


“Part 111—Retailers’ excise taxes 


Sec. 431. Tax on lighters. 
“Sec, 432. Retailers’ excise tax on toilet 
preparations. 
“(a) Baby oils, etc. 
“(b) Sales to barber shops, etc. 
“Sec. 433. Effective date of part III. 


“Part IV- Diesel fuel 


“Sec. 441. Diesel fuel used in highway ve- 
hicles. 
“(a) Imposition of tax. 
“(b) Effective date. 
“Part V—Liquor 
. Increase in tax on distilled spirits 
from $9 to $10.50 per gallon. 
“(a) Distilled spirits generally. 
“(b) Imported perfumes containing dis- 
tilled spirits. 
“(c) Floor stocks tax. 
“Sec. 452. Wines. 
“(a) Increase in-rate of tax. 
“(b) Floor stocks, 
“Sec, 453. Fermented malt liquor, 
“(a) Increase in tax on fermented malt 
liquors from $8 to $9 per barrel. 
“(b) Floor stocks tax. 
“Sec. 454. Clerical amendment. 
“Sec. 455. Effective date of part V. 
“Part V- Occupational taxes 
“Sec. 461. Dealers in liquors. 
“(a) Wholesale dealers in liquors. 
“(b) Retail dealers in liquors. 
“(c) Wholesale dealers in malt liquors. 
“Sec, 462. Drawback in the case of distilled 
spirits used in the manufacture 
of certain nonbeverage products, 
“(a) Drawback. 
“(b) Effective date. 
“(c) Technical amendment. 
Sec. 463. Tax on coin operated gaming de- 


vices, 
464, Tax on bowling alleys and billiard 
and pool tables. 
“(a) Increase in rate. 
“(b) Clerical amendment. 
“Sec. 465. Effective date of part VI. 
“Part VII —Wagering 
471. Wagering taxes. 
“(a) Imposition of taxes. 
“(b) Technical amendment. 
“Sec. 472. Effective date of part VII. 
“Part VilI—Manufacturers’ excise tares 
“Sec. 481. Automobiles, trucks, and parts or 
accessories, 
“(a) Increase in tax on trucks. 
“(b) Increase in tax on passenger auto- 
mobiles and motorcycles. 
“(c) Increase in tax on parts or acces- 
sories. 


“Sec. 


Sec. 


“(d) Rebuilt parts or accessories. 

“(e) Technical amendment. 

“(f) Parts or accessories for farm 
equipment, 
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“(g) Effective date of subsection (f). 

“(h) Removal of tax on tires for toys, 
etc. 

“Sec. 482. Navigation receivers sold to the 

United States. 

“(a) Exemption on sales to United 
States of certain radio sets. 

“(b) Tax-free sales of radio parts. 

“(c) Refund in case of use of parts. 

“(d) Refund in case of resale to United 
States. 

(e) Use by manufacturer of taxable 

arts. 


parts. 

“(f) Effective dates. 
“Sec. 483. Repeal of tax on certain sporting 
goods; increase in tax on re- 


maining sporting goods. 


_ “Sec. 484. Addition of certain items to the 


tax on electric, gas, and oil ap- 
pliances; removal of tax on elec- 
tric heating pads. 

“Sec. 485. Adjustments of tax rates on photo- 
graphic apparatus and film; re- 
peal of tax on certain items. 

“(a) Items subject to tax. 
“(b) Floor-stocks refunds on bulbs. 

“Sec. 486. Imposition of tax on mechanical 
pencils and fountain and ball- 
point pens. 

“Sec. 487. Repeal of tax on electrical energy. 

“(a) Repeal of tax. 
“(b) Effective date. 
“Sec. 488. Tax on gasoline. 
“(a) Increase in rate. 
“(b) Floor-stocks tax. 
“Sec. 489. Effective date of part VIII. 


“Part I Miscellaneous excise-taz 
amendments 


“Sec. 491. Reduction of tax on telegraph dis- 
patches. 
“(a) Reduction of tax. 
“(b) Clerical amendment. 
“(c) Effective date. 
“(d) Amounts paid pursuant to bills 
rendered. 
“(e) Rate-reduction date. 
“Sec. 492. Exemption of fishing trips from tax 
on transportation. 
“(a) Exemption. 
“(b) Effective date. 
“Sec. 493. Transportation of oll by water. 
“(a) Imposition of tax. 
“(b) Technical amendment, 
“(c) Effective date. 
“Sec. 494. Articles from foreign-trade zones. 
“(a) Imported articles. 
“(b) Previously tax-paid articles, 


“TITLE V—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS AND 
AMENDMENTS 


“Sec. 501. Exemption of certain organizations 
from income tax for prior tax- 
able years. 

“Sec. 502. Excess-profits credit based on in- 
come. 

“(a) Percentage of average base period 
net income taken into account, 
“(b) Effective date. 

“Sec. 503. Estate and gift-tax treatment of 
United States bonds held by 
certain nonresident aliens, 

“(a) Estate tax. 
“(b) Gift tax. 

“Sec. 504. Reorganization Plan No. 
1950.” 

And in lieu thereof, to insert the follow- 


26 of 


“TABLE OF CONTENTS 
“TITLE I—INCREASE IN INCOME TAX RATES 
“Part I—Individual income tazes 


“Sec, 101. Increase in surtax for 1951, 1952, 
and 1953. 7 
“(a) Rates of surtax. 
“(b) Limitation on tax. 
“Sec. 102. Individuals with adjusted gross in- 
come of less than $5,000. 
“Sec. 103. Inapplicability of certain penalties 
and additions to tax. 
“(a) Penalties for failure to file return, 
“(b) Additions to tax. 
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“Sec. 104. Computation of tax in case of cer- 
tain joint returns. 


“Sec. 105. Effective date of Part I. 
“Part I Corporation income taxes 


“Sec. 121. Increase in rate of corporation nor- 
mal tax and surtax. 
“(a) Increase in rate of corporation nor- 
mal tax. 


“(b) Increase in rate of corporation 
surtax. 
“(c) Maximum tax. 
“(d) Mutual insurance companies other 
than life or marine. 
“(e) Regulated investment companies. 
“(f) Business income of certain sec- 
tion 101 organizations. 
“(g) Technical amendment. 
“Sec, 122. Credits of corporations. 
“(a) Dividends received credit. 
“(b) Credit for dividends paid on cer- 
tain preferred stock. 
“(c) Western hemisphere trade corpo- 
rations. 
“Sec. 123, Filing of corporation returns for 
taxable years ending after March 
31, 1951 and before October 1, 
1951. 
“Sec. 124. Effective date. 


“Part I1I—Fiscal year taxpayers 


“Sec. 131. Fiscal year taxpayers. 
“(a) Amendment of section 108. 
“(b) Computation of excess-profits tax. 
“(c) Technical amendments. 


“TITLE II—WITHHOLDING OF TAX AT SOURCE 


“Sec, 201. Percentage method of withholding. 

“Sec. 202. Wage bracket withholding. 

“Sec. 203. Additional withholding of tax on 
Wages upon agreement by em- 
ployer and employee. 

204. Effective date. 

INI—MISCELLANEOUS INCOME TAX 
AMENDMENTS 


Tax treatment in case of head of 
household. : 
“(a) Surtax in case of head of house- 
hold. . 
“(b) Computation of tax by collector, 
“(c) Effective date. 
Payments to beneficiaries of de- 
ceased employees. 
“(a) Amendment of section 22 (b) (1). 
“(b) Effective date. 
Joint and survivor annuities. 
“(a) Amendment of section 22 (b) (2). 
“(b) Amendment of section 118 (a) (5). 
“(c) Effective dates. 
“Sec. 304. Income from discharge of indebt- 
edness. 
“(a) Amendment of section 22 (b) (9). 
“(b) Amendment of section 22 (b) 
(10). 
. Compensation of certain members 
of the Armed Forces. 
“(a) Amendment of section 22 (b) 
(13). 
“(b) Definition of service in combat 
zone, 
“(c) Withholding on wages. 
“(d) Effective dates. 
“Sec. 306. Involuntary liquidation and re- 
placement of inventory. 
“(a) Amendment of section 22 (d) (6) 
(F) (iil). 
“(b) Effective date. 
“Sec. 307. Medical expenses. 
“(a) Amendment of section 23 (x). 
“(b) Effective date. 
“Sec. 308. Standard deduction, 
“(a) Method of election. 
“(b) Change of election. 
“(c) Effective date. 
“Sec. 309. Expenditures in the development 
of mines. 
“(a) Deduction of expenditures. 
“(b) Adjusted basis for determining 
gain or loss upon sale or ex- 


change. 
“(c) Technical amendment. 
“(d) Effective date. 
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Sec. 310. Gross income of dependent of tax- 
payer. 

“(a) Increase in amount of gross in- 
come permitted. 

“(b) Effective date. 

“Sec. 311. Credit for dividends received. 

“(a) Dividends from foreign corpora- 
tion engaged in trade or busi- 
ness in the United States. 

“(b) Technical amendment. 

“(c) Effective date. 

“Sec. 312. Joint return after filing separate 
return. 

“(a) Change of election. 

“(b) Effective date. 

“Sec. 313. Mutual sayings banks, building 
and loan associations, coopera- 
tive banks. 

“(a) Mutual savings banks. 

“(b) Building and loan associations and 
cooperative banks. 

„(e) 


Federal savings and loan associa- 
tions. 
“(d) Bad debt reserves. 

“(e) Dividends paid to depositors. 

“(f) Deduction for repayment to the 
United States of certain loans. 

“(g) Definition of bank. 

“(h) Definition of domestic building 
and loan association. 

“(i) Effective date. 

“Sec. 314. Income-tax treatment of exempt 
cooperatives. 

“(a) Amendment of section 101 (12). 

“(b) Technical amendments. 

(e) Information returns. 

“(d) Withholding of tax at source. 

“(e) Effective date. 

“Ser. 315. Surtax on corporations improperly 
accumulating surplus. 

“(a) Long-term capital gains. 

“(b) Effective date. 

“Sec. 316. Election as to recognition of gain 
in certain corporate liquida- 
tions. 

“(a) Amendment of section 112 (b) 

(7). 

Basis of property. 

Effective date. 


“(b) 
(e) 


Sec. 317. Certain distributions of stock on 
reorganization. 
“(a) Distributions not in liquidation. 
“(b) Basis of stock. 
“(c) Effective date. 
“Sec. 318. Gain from sale or exchange of 


taxpayer's residence. 
Nonrecognition of gain in certain 
cases. 
Technical amendments. 
Effective date. 
. Percentage depletion. 
Allowance of percentage depletion. 
Technical amendment. 
Effective date. 
Redemption of 
death taxes. 
Amendment of section 115 (g) 
(3). 

Effective date. 

. Earned income from sources with- 
out the United States. 

Exclusion from gross income, 

Withholding of tax on wages. 

Effective dates. 

. Capital gains and losses. 

Treatment of long-term capital 
gains and losses. 

Alternative tax. 

Technical amendments. 

Effective date. 

Sale of land with unharvested 
crop. 

Treatment of gain or loss. 

Treatment of deductions, 

Effective date. 

. Sales of livestock. 

“Sec. 325. Tax treatment of coal royalties. 

Definition of property used in the 
trade or business. 

Gain or loss upon certain disposals 
of timber or coal. 

Clerical amendment. 


stock to pay 
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„d) Technical amendment. 

“(e) Conforming amendments. 

“(f) Effective date. 

326. Collapsible corporations. 

“(a) Definitions with respect to col- 

lapsible corporations. 

“(b) Limitations on application of sec- 

tion 117 (m). 

“(c) Effective date. 

. 827, Dealers in  securities—capital 
gains and ordinary losses. 

. Receipts of certain termination 
payments by employee. 

Taxability to employee as capital 
gain. 

Effective date, 

. Net operating loss carry-over. 

Loss for taxable year beginning 
before 1948. 

Allowance of four-year loss carry- 
over from taxable years 1948- 
49. 

Effective date. 

. Stock options. s 

Option subject to stockholder ap- 
proval. 

Effective date. 

. Credit for taxes of foreign corpora- 
tion. 

Foreign subsidiary of a domestic 
corporation. 

Foreign subsidiary of a foreign 
corporation. 

Clerical amendment. 

. Information at source on pay- 

ments of interest. 

. Abatement of income tax for cer- 
tain members of Armed Forces 
upon death. 

. Employees’ trusts. 

Amendment of section 165 (b). 

Effective date. 

. Life insurance companies. 

Tax for 1951. 

“(b) Adjusted normal-tax net income 
for 1951. 

Technical amendments. 


“Sec. 


“Sec. 


“Sec. 


“Sec. 


“Sec. 
“Sec. 


“Sec. 


Sec. 


“(d) Effective dates. 

“Sec. 336. Tax treatment of certain invest- 
ment companies. 

“(a) Inclusion of certain registered 
management companies in the 
definition of regulated invest- 
ment company. 

“(b) Technical amendment. 

“(c) Effective date. 

“Sec. 337. Exchanges and distributions in 
obedience to orders of Securities 
and Exchange Commission. 

„(a) Definition of system group. 

“(b) Effective date. 

“Sec. 338. Taxation of business income of 


State colleges and universities. 

“(a) Amendment of section 421 (b). 

“(b) Unrelated trade or business. 

“(c) Effective date. 

“Sec. 339. Family partnerships. 

“(a) Definition of partner. 

“(b) Allocation of partnership income. 

„(e) Effective date. 

“Sec. 340. War losses. 

“(a) Tax upon war loss recovery. 

“(b) Basis of recovered property. 

“(c) Credit for foreign taxes. 

“(d) Effective dates. 

“Sec.341. Deduction of expenditures for 
mine exploration. 

(a) Deduction of mine exploration ex- 

penditures. 

“(b) Adjusted basis for determining 
gain or loss upon sale or ex- 
change. 

“(c) Effective date. 

“Sec. 342. Corporate liquidations. 
“(a) Treatment of gain. 
“(b) Effective date. 
“Sec. 343. Definition of employee. 
“(a) Amendment of section 3797 (a). 
“(b) Effective date. 
“TITLE IV—EXCISE TAXES 
“Part I—Taz on admissions and cabarets 
“Sec. 401. Removal of tax on free admissions, 
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“Sec. 402. Exemptions from admissions tax. 
“(&) Reinstatement of prewar exemp- 
tions. 
“(b) Amendment of section 1701 (a) 
and (b). 
“(c) Admissions to municipal swim- 
ming pools, etc. 
“Sec. 403 Effective date of amendments re- 
lating to admissions. 
“Sec. 404. Tax on cabarets, roof gardens, etc. 
“(a) Ballrooms and dance halls. 
“(b) Effective date. 
“Part II Ta on cigarettes 
“Sec. 421. Tax on cigarettes. 
“(a) Increase in rate. 
“(b) Effective date. 
“Sec. 422. Floor stocks tax and floor stocks 
refund on cigarettes. 


` “Sec. 423 Reduction of tax on snuff and 


chewing tobacco. 
“(a) Reduction in rate. 
“(b) Effective date. 
“Part III Retailers' excise tages 
“Sec. 431. Retailers’ excise tax on toilet prep- 
arations. 
“(a) Baby oils, etc. 
“(b) Sales to barber shops, etc. 
“Sec. 432. Effective date of Part III. 
“Part IV—Liquor 
“Sec. 441. Increase in tax on distilled spirits 
from $9 to $10.50 per gallon. 

“(a) Distilled spirits generally. 

“(b) Imported perfumes containing 
distilled spirits, 

e) Floor stock tax. 

“Sec. 442. Wines. 

“(a) Increase in rate of tax. 

“(b) Floor stocks. 

“Sec, 443. Fermented malt liquor. 

“(a) Increase in tax on fermented 
malt liquors from $8 to $9 per 
barrel. 

“(b) Floor stocks tax. 

Sec. 444. Floor stocks refunds. 
“(a) Amendment of section 1656 (a). 
“(b) Amendment.of section 1656 (b). 
Sec. 445. Clerical amendment. 
“Sec. 446 Effective date of part IV. 
“Part V—Occupation tazes 
Sec. 451. Dealers in liquors. 

“(a) Wholesale dealers in liquors. 

“(b) Retail dealers in liquors. 

“(c) Wholesale dealers in malt liquors. 

“Sec. 452. Drawback in the case of distilled 
spirits used in the manufacture 
of certain nonbeverage prod- 
ucts. 

“(a) Drawback. 

“(b) Effective date. 

453. Tax on coin-operated gaming 
devices. 

“Sec, 454. Effective date of part V. 

Part VI—Wagering 

461. Wagering taxes. 

“(a) Imposition of taxes. 

“(b) Technical amendment. 

“Sec. 462. Effective date of part VI. 

“Part Vil—Manufacturers’ excise taxes 

“Sec. 471. Automobiles, trucks, and parts or 

accessories. 

“(a) Increase in tax on trucks. 

“(b) Increase in tax on passenger 
automobiles and motorcycles. 

“(c) Increase in tax on parts of acces- 
sories. 

„d) Rebulit parts or accessories. 

“(e) Technical amendment. 

“(f) Parts or accessories for farm 
equipment. 

“(g) Effective date of subsection (f). 

“(h) Removal of tax on tires for toys, 
etc, 

“Sec. 472. Navigation receivers sold to the 

United States, 

“(a) Exemption on sales to United 
States of certain radio sets. 

“(b) Tax-free sales of radio parts. 

“(c) Refund in case of use of parts. 

“(d) Refund in case of resale to United 
States. 


“Sec. 


“Sec. 


1951 


“(e) Use by manufacturer of taxable 
parts. 
“(f) Effective dates, 

“Sec. 473. Tax-free sales of refrigerator com- 
ponents to wholesalers for resale 
to manufacturers. 

Sec. 474. Sporting goods. 

“Sec. 475. Electric, gas, and oil appliances. 

“(a) Items subject to tax. 
“(b) Determination of sale price. 

“Sec. 476. Photographic apparatus. 

“Sec. 477. Imposition of tax on mechanical 
pencils, fountain and ball point 
pens, and mechanical lighters 
for cigarettes, cigars, and pipes. 

“Sec. 478. Repeal of tax on electrical energy. 

“(a) Repeal of tax. 
“(b) Effective date. 
“Sec. 479. Tax on gasoline. 
“(a) Increase in rate. 
“(b) Floor stocks tax and refund. 
“Sec. 480. Effective date of part VII. 


“Part VUI—Miscellaneous excise tax 
amendments 


“Sec. 481. Reduction of tax on telegraph dis- 

patches. 

Reduction of tax. 

“(b) Effective date. 

„e) Amounts paid pursuant to bills 
rendered. 
“(d) Rate reduction date. 

“Sec. 482. Exemption of certain overseas 
telephone calls from the tax on 
telephone facilities. 

“(a) Telephone calls from members of 
Armed Forces in combat zones. 


“(a) 


“(b) Effective date. 
“Sec. 483. Exemption of fishing trips from 
tax on transportation. 
“(a) Exemption. 
“(b) Effective date. 
“Sec, 484. Tax on transportation of persons. 
“(a) Exemption of certain foreign 
travel. 


“(b) Effective date. 

. Transporation of material exca- 
vated in the course of construc- 
tion work. 

“(a) Amendment of section 3475, 
“(b) Effective date. 

“Sec. 486. Articles from foreign trade zones. 
“(a) Imported articles. 
“(b) Previously tax-paid articles. 

“Sec. 487. Refunds on articles from foreign 

trade zones. 
“(a) Imported articles. 
“(b) Previously tax-paid articles. 
“TrrLe V—Excess Pnorrrs Tax 

“Sec, 501. Maximum tax for new corpora- 

tions. 

“Bec. 502. Payments from foreign sources 

for technical assistance, etc. 
“(a) Amendment of section 433 (a) 


“(b) Amendment of section 433 (b). 
“Sec. 503. Average base period net income 
in case of certain fiscal year 

taxpayers, 

“Sec. 504. Average base period net income— 
alternative based on growth in 
case of new corporations, 

“(a) General rule. . 

“(b) Amendment of part II. 

“Sec, 505. Average base period net income— 
alternative based on growth. 

“Sec. 506. Adjustments for changes in inad- 
missible assets in case of banks. 

“(a) Amendment of section 435 (g). 

“(b) Amendment of section 438. 

“(c) Amendment of section 435 (f). 
“Sec, 507. Decrease in inadmissible assets. 
“Sec, 508. Election with respect to certain 

inadmissible assets. 

“(a) Amendment of section 440. 

“(b) Amendmerit of section 433 (a) 

(1). 

“(c) Amendment of section 433 (b). 
“Sec. 509. Alternative average base period 

net income. 

“(a) Amendment of section 442, 

“(b) Technical amendments. 
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“Sec. 510. Definition of total assets for pur- 
poses of sections 442-446. 

“Sec, 511. Average base period net income— 
change in products or services, 

“Sec. 512. Average base period net income— 
new corporation. 

“Sec. 518. Excess profits credit—regulated 
public utilities. 

“Sec. 514. Consolidated returns of regulated 
public utilities. 

Sec. 515. Nontaxable income from certain 
mining properties. 

“Sec. 516. Transition from war production 
and increase in peacetime ca- 
pacity. 

„(a) In general. 
“(b) Technical amendments. 

“Sec. 517. Base period catastrophe. 

“Sec. 518. Consolidation of newspapers. 

“Sec. 519. Television broadcasting compa- 
nies. 

“Sec. 520. Excess profits credit based on in- 
come in connection with certain 
taxable acquisitions. 

„(a) General rule. 
“(b) Technical amendments. 

“Sec. 521, Effective date of title V. 


“TITLE VI—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS AND 
AMENDMENTS 


“Sec. 601. Exemption of certain organiza- 
tions from income tax for prior 
taxable years. 

Foreign estate tax credit. 

“(a) Credit against basic estate tax. 

“(b) Credit against additional estate 

tax. 

“(c) Revisionary or remainder interest, 

„d) Extension of period of limitations, 
etc., in case of recovery of taxes 
claimed as credit. 

Effective date. 

. Estate and gift tax treatment of 
United States bonds held by 
certain nonresident aliens. 

) Estate tax. 

“(b) Gift tax. 

604. Estate tax exemption for works 
of art loaned by nonresident 
aliens. 

) Amendment of section 863 (c). 

“(b) Effective date. 

. 605. Exemption from additional estate 
tax of members of armed forces 
upon death. 

Transfers conditioned upon sur- 
vivorship. 

Transfers with income reserved. 

. Transfers taking effect at death. 

. Reversionary interests in case of 
life insurance. 

610. Income pursuant to award of In- 

terstate Commerce Commission. 

611. Credit in prior taxable years for 
dividends received on preferred 
stock of a public utility. 

Consolidated returns—includible 
corporations. 

Time for performing certain acts 
postponed in case of China 
Trade Act corporations. 

Treaty obligations. 

Reorganization Plan Numbered 
26 of 1950.” 

The next amendment was, under the head- 
ing Title I—Increase in income-tax rates 
Part I—Individual income taxes,” on page 
16, after line 2, to strike out: 


“ ‘Sec. 16. Defense tax. 


„a) Increase in rate of tax: Part I of sub- 
chapter B of chapter 1 is hereby amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new section: 


“Sec. 16. Defense tax. 


„a) Individuals calendar year 1951: In 
the case of taxable year beginning on Jan- 
uary 1, 1951, and ending on December 31, 
1951, the amount of the combined normal 
tax and surtax under sections 11 and 12, and 
the amount of the combined normal tax and 


“Sec. 613. 


“Sec. 614. 
“Sec. 615. 


surtax under section 421 (a) (2), shall be 
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the amount of such combined tax computed 
without regard to this section, increased by 
4 percent. 

“*(b) Individuals taxable years beginning 
after August 31, 1951: In the case of taxable 
years beginning after August 31, 1951, the 
amount of the combined normal tax and 
surtax under sections 11 and 12, and the 
amount of the combined normal tax and 
surtax under section 421 (a) (2), shall be 
the amount of such combined tax computed 
without regard to this section, increased by 
1244 percent. 

„e) Alternative capital-gains tax.— 

“*(1) Calendar year 1951: In computing an 
alternative tax under paragraph (1) or (2) of 
section 117 (c) for a taxable year beginning 
on January 1, 1951, and ending on December 
31, 1951, the amount to be added to the 
partial tax under such paragraph shall be 
increased by 4 percent. 

2) Taxable years beginning after Au- 
gust 31, 1951: In computing an alternative 
tax under paragraph (1) or (2) of section 
117 (e) for a taxable year beginning after 
August 31, 1951, the amount to be added to 
the partial tax under such paragraph shall 
be increased by 12½ percent. 

“*(3) Taxable years beginning before Sep- 
tember 1, 1951, and ending after August 31, 
1951: In computing an alternative tax under 
paragraph (1) or (2) of section 117 (c) fora 
taxable year (other than one beginning on 
Janaury 1, 1951, and ending on December 31, 
1951) beginning before September 1, 1951, 
and ending after August 31, 1951, the amount 
to be added to the partial tax under such 
paragraph shall be increased by a percentage 
which bears the same ratio to 1214 percent 
as the number of months in such taxable 
year after August 31, 1951, bears to the 
total number of calendar months in such 
taxable year. For the purposes of this para- 
graph, a calendar month only part of which 
falls within a taxable year (A) shall be dis- 
regarded if less than 15 days of such month 
are included in such taxable year, and (B) 
shall be included as a calendar month within 
the taxable year if more than 14 days of such 
month fall within the taxable year.’ 

“(b) Amendment of section 12 (b): Sec- 
tion 12 (b) (relating to rates of surtax) is 
hereby amended by striking out paragraph 
(2) and ‘inserting in lieu thereof the 
following: 

In the case of a head of a household the 
tax imposed by this subsection shall not 
apply to any taxable year beginning after 
August 31, 1951. In the case of an individ- 
ual whose surtax net income for the taxable 
year is over $90,000, the tax imposed by this 
paragraph shall not apply if the defense tax 
provided in section 16 is applicable to such 
taxable year. 

“*(2) Surtax net income over $90,000 cal- 
endar year 1951: In the case of a taxable year 
beginning on January 1, 1951, and ending on 
December 31, 1951, if the surtax net income 
of the individual is over $90,000, there shall be 
levied, collected, and paid for such taxable 
year upon the surtax net income of such in- 
dividual the surtax shown in the following 
table: 


“If the surtax net in- 
crease is: The surtax shall be: 
Over $90,000 but not $55,920 plus 88 per- 
over $100,000. cent of excess over 
$90,000. 
$64,220 plus 84 per- 
cent of excess over 
$100,000. 
$106,220 plus 85 per- 
cent of excess over 
$150,000. 
$148,720 plus 86 per- 
cent of excess over 
$200,000. 

“*(3) Surtax net income over $90,000— 
taxable years beginning after August 31, 
1951: In the case of a taxable year beginning 
after August 31, 1951, to which the defense 
tax provided by section 16 is applicable, if the 


Over $100,000 but 
not over $150,000. 


Over $150,000 but 
not over $200,000. 
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surtax net income of the individual for the 
taxable year is over $90,000, there shall be 
levied, collected, and paid for such taxable 
year upon the surtax net income of such in- 
dividual a surtax of $55,920 plus 81 percent of 
the excess over $90,000.’ 

“(c) Limitation on tax: Section 12 (f) 
(relating to limitation on tax) is hereby 
amended to read as follows: 


„f) Limitation on tax— 

“*(1) Taxable years to which defense tax 
does not apply: In the case of a taxable year 
beginning after September 30, 1950, other 
than a taxable year to which paragraph (2) 
or (3) is applicable, the combined normal 
tax and surtax shall in no event exceed 87 
percent of the net income for the taxable 
year. 

“*(2) Calendar year 1951: In the case of 
a taxable year beginning on January 1, 1951, 
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and ending December 31, 1951, the combined 
normal tax and surtax, increased as provided 
in section 16, shall in no event exceed 88 
percent of the net income for the taxable 
year. 

3) Other taxable years to which de- 
fense tax applies: In the case of a taxable 
year beginning after August 31, 1951, to 
which the defense tax provided in section 
16 is applicable, the combined normal tax 
and surtax, increased as provided in section 
16, shall in no event exceed 90 percent of 
the net income for the taxable year.’ 


“(d) Technical amendments— 

“(1) Section 11 (a) (relating to normal 
tax on individuals) is hereby amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
sentence: ‘For percentage increase in the 
amount of tax for the calendar year 1951 and 
for taxable years beginning after August 31, 
1951, see section 16.’ 
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“(2) Section 12 (g) (cross references) is 
hereby amended by adding at the end there- 
of the following: 

“*(7) Defense tax: For percentage increase 
in the amount of tax for the calendar year 
1951 and for taxable years beginning after 
August 31, 1951, see section 16. 

8) Computation of tax for certain fis- 
cal years: For computation of tax in the 
case of taxable years (other than the calen- 
dar year 1951) beginning before September 1, 
1951, and ending after August 31, 1951, see 
section 108 (h). 


“Sec. 102. Individuals with adjusted gross in- 
come of less than $5,000. 


“Section 400 (relating to optional tax on 
individuals with adjusted gross incomes of 
less than $5,000) is hereby amended by strik- 
ing out the tables contained therein and 
inserting in lieu thereof the following: 


“ ‘TABLE I.—Tazable year beginning Jan. 1, 1951, and ending Dec. 31, 1951 


If adjusted gross And the number of exemptions 
income is— is— 


But less 
At least than 


— — 
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$0 
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0 
0 
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0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
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0 
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0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
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0 
0 
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54 
59 


SIBREASESASSESERS 


PPPPPLPPY 


PENNEN IRN pO Er 
88888888 


FCC h PERSO Hw HOS HDD HO HON ON NN NNNNENNNNNNPRNNPPPPNNHPNS 


SESSPSSSLSSSLELLSSESRSSSLSLSESSSSSSSSSSESELE 


And the number of exemptions is— 


88838888888888 
88 


88888883 


2 
` 


Serre a a ppop pppn ppp PKHKSYLENNNPNNNNONNNPNPN PHY 
EEEE EEEE EA EAE HEEFST EDENE 


x 


388888888 g 
aa~Ismoocooocecoece|cece|coooec|ssesooecessce|csco 
FF ooo ooo 


. 
1951 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 11609 
“TABLE I.—Tarable years beginning after A ug. 31, 1951 
‘hast the! nomber of > I aajeited gross And the number of exemptions is— 
exemptions is— income is— 
1 2 3 
And tax- And tax- 

payer is 22 Anda | payer is pry Anda | 4567 Soon 

single or | PEST of | Joint | single or | Pendo | joint - 

But less | filing filing house- | i$ filed | fll i fled 
se se) se 
At least t: — E A hold gin kee hold 
The income and di 
he 1765 shall y ofenso The income and defense tax shall be— 

$0] $675] $0] $0] $0] 80232582, 350 $338 $338 $203 $203 $203 $68 $68 $68] $0] $] %| S| $ 
675 700 4 0 0 0 2,350 2, 375 343 343 208 208 208 73 73 73 0 0 0 0 0 
700 725 9 0 0 0 2.375 2, 400 348 348 213 213 213 78 78 78 0 0 0 0 0 
725 750 14 0 0 0 2. 400 2.425 354 3⁵⁴ 219 219 219 8⁴ 8⁴ 8⁴ 0 0 0 0 0 
750 775 19 0 0 0 2,425 2, 450 359 359 224 224 224 89 89 89 0 0 0 0 0 
775 800 24 0 0 0 2, 450 2, 475 364 364 229 229 229 94 of 94 0 0 0 0 0 
800 825 30 0 0 0 2,475 2, 500 369 369 234 234 ZA 99 99 0 0 0 0 0 
825 850 35 0 0 0 2, 500 2, 525 374 374 239 239 239 104 104 14 ofp 0 0 0 0 
8⁵⁰ 875 40 0 0 0 2, 525 2, 550 379 379 244 244 244 109 109 109 0 0 0 0 0 
875 900 45 0 0 0 2, 550 2.575 384 384 249 249 249 114 114 114 0 0 0 0 0 
900 925 | 50 0 0 0 2.575 2,600 389 389 254 254 254 119 119 11910 0] 0| J 0 0 
925 950 55 0 0 0 2, 600 2, 625 394 394 259 259 259 124 124 12⁴ 0 0 0 0 0 
950 975 60 0 0 0 2, 625 2, 650 399 399 264 264 264 129 129 129 0 0 0 0 0 
975 | 1,000 65 0 0 0 2, 650 2 675 404 404 269 269 269 I4 134 134 0 0 0 0 0 
1,000 | 1,025 70 0 0 0 2.675 2. 700 409 409 274 274 274 139 139 130 A 0 0 0 0 
1.025 1,050 75 0 0 0 2,700 2, 725 414 414 279 279 279 144 144 144 9 0 0 0 0 
1, 050 1,075 80 0 0 0 2.725 2, 750 419 419 284 284 284 149 149 149 | 14 0 0 0 0 
1,075 | 1,100 85 0 0 0 2.750 2,775 424 424 289 289 289 154 154 154 | 19 0 0 0 0 
1,100 | 1,125 90 0 0 0 2,775 2, 800 429 429 204 204 204 159 159 159 24 0 0 0 0 
1,125 | 1,150 95 0 0 0 2. 800 2, 825 435 435 300 300 300 165 165 165 | 30 0 0 0 0 
1. 150 1, 175 100 0 0 0 2,825 2, 850 440 440 305 305 305 170 170 170 | 35 0 0 0 0 
1,175 | 1,200] 105 0 0 0 2. 850 2,875 445 445 310 310 310 175 175 175 | 40 0 0 0 0 
1,200 | 1, 225 111 0 0 0 2, 875 2. 900 450 450 315 315 315 180 180 180 | 45 0 0 0 0 
1. 1,250 116 0 0 0 2, 900 2, 925 455 455 320 320 320 185 185 | 50 0 0 0 0 
1,250 | 1,275 | 121 0 0 0 2, 925 2, 950 461 460 325 325 325 190 190 190 | 55 0 0 0 0 
1,275 | 1,300 | 1 0 0 0 2. 950 2. 975 466 466 330 — 330 195 195 195 | 60 0 0 0 0 
1,300 | 1. 325 131 0 0 0 2.975 3, 000 472 471 335 335 200 200 200 | 65 0 0 0 0 
1,325 1, 350 136 1 0 0 3, 000 3, 050 480 479 343 343 343 208 208 208 | 73 0 0 0 0 
1,350 | 1,375 | 141 6 0 0 3, 060 3, 100 491 490 353 353 353 218 218 218 | 83 0 0 0 0 
1,375 | 1. 400 1 11 0 0 3, 100 3, 150 503 500 363 363 363 228 228 228 | 93 0 0 0 0 
1. 400 1, 425151 16 0 0 3, 150 3, 200 514 511 373 373 373 238 238 238 | 103 0 0 0 0 
1. 4251. 450 156 21 0 0 3, 200 3, 250 525 521 383 383 383 248 248 248 | 113 0 0 0 0 
1,450 | 1,475 | 161 26 0 0 3, 250 3, 300 536 532 393 393 393 258 258 258 123 0 0 0 0 
1,475 [ 1,500 | 166 31 0 0 3, 300 3, 350 547 543 403 403 403 268 268 268 | 133 0 0 0 0 
1,500 1, 525 171 36 0 0 3, 350 3, 400 558 553 413 413 413 278 278 278 | 143 8 0 0 0 
1,525 | 1, 550 176 41 0 0 3, 400 3, 450 569 564 424 424 424 289 289 289 | 154 | 19 0 0 0 
1,550 | 1,575 | 181 46 0 0 3, 450 3, 500 581 575 434 434 434 299 299 299 | 164 29 0 0 0 
1, 575 „600 186 61 0 0 3. 500 3, 550 592 585 444 444 H 309 309 309 | 174 | 39 0 0 0 
1. 600 1. 025 192 57 0 0 3, 550 3, 600 603 596 454 454 454 319 319 319 | 184 | 49 0 0 0 
1,625 | 1, 650 197 62 0 0 3, 600 3, 650 614 607 465 465 464 329 329 329 194 59 0 0 0 
1,650 | 1, 675 202 67 0 0 3, 650 3, 700 625 617 477 475 474 339 339 339 | 204 69 0 0 0 
1,675 | 1,700 | 207 72 0 0 3, 700 3, 750 636 488 486 484 349 349 349 | 214 | 79 0 0 0 
1. 700 1, 725 212 77 0 0 3. 750 3, 800 647 638 499 497 44 359 359 359 | 224 | 89 0 0 0 
1.725 1, 750] 217 82 0 0 3, 800 3, 850 659 649 510 507 505 370 370 370 | 235 | 100 0 0 0 
1. 750 1,775 | 222 87 0 0 3, 850 3. 900 670 660 521 518 515 380 380 380 | 245 | 110 0 0 0 
1,775 | 1,800 | 227 92 0 0 3, 900 3, 950 681 670 532 529 525 390 390 390 | 255 | 120 0 0 0 
1,800 | 1, 825 232 97 0 0 3. 950 4.000 692 681 543 539 535 400 400 | 265 | 130 0 0 0 
1,825 | 1,850 | 237] 102 0 0 4.000 4.050 703 692 555 550 545 410 410 410 | 275 | 140 5 0 0 
1,850 | 1,875 | 242 107 0 0 4,050 4, 100 714 702 566 560 555 420 420 420 | 285 | 150 | 15 0 0 
1,875 | 1,900 | 247 112 0 0 4, 100 4. 150 725 713 577 571 565 430 430 430 | 205 | 160 | 25 0 0 
1,900 | 1. 925 252 117 0 0 4.150 4, 200 736 723 588 582 575 440 440 440 | 305 170 35 0 0 
1,925 | 3,950 | 257 122 0 0 4.200 4,250 748 734 599 502 586 451 451 451 | 316 | 181 | 46] 0 0 
1,950 | 1,975 | 262 127 0 0 4,250 4, 300 759 745 610 603 596 462 461 461 | 326 | 191 30 0 0 
1,975 | 2,000 | 287 132 0 0 4,300 4,350 770 755 621 614 606 473 472 471 | 336 201 66 0 0 
2,000 | 2.025 273 138 3 0 4,350 4, 400 781 766 633 624 616 484 482 481 | 346 | 211 | 76 0 0 
2,025 2.050 278 143 8 0 4. 400 4.450 792 777 Ott 635 626 495 493 491 | 356 | 221 | 86 0 0 
2,050 | 2,075 | 283 | 148 13 0 4, 450 4, 500 803 787 655 645 636 506 504 501 | 366 231 96 0 0 
2,075 2.100 288 | 153 18 0 4,500 4, 550 814 798 666 656 646 517 514 511 | 376 | 241 | 106 0 0 
2,100 | 2.125 2938 158 23 0 4, 550 4, 600 826 809 677 667 656 529 525 521 | 386 | 251 | 116 0 0 
2,125 | 2,150 298 163 28 0 4, 600 4,650 837 819 688 677 667 540 532 | 397 | 262 127 0 0 
2,150 | 2,175 | 303 168 33 0 4,650 4. 700 8⁴⁸ 830 699 688 677 551 548 542 | 407 | 272 | 137 2 0 
2,175 2.200 308 173 38 0 4, 700 4,750 859 S40 710 699 687 562 557 552 | 417 | 282 | 147 | 12 0 
2,200 | 2,225 313 178 43 0 4, 750 4, 800 870 S51 722 709 697 573 562 | 427 | 292 | 157 22 0 
2,225 | 2,250 | 318 | 183 48 0 4, 800 4, 850 881 862 733 720 707 584 578 572 | 437 | 302 | 167 | 32 0 
2,250 | 2,275 | 323 188 53 0 4. 850 4, 900 892 872 744 731 717 595 582 | 447 | 312 177 42 0 
2,275 | 2,300 328 | 193 58 0 4,900 4, 950 904 883 755 741 727 607 599 592 | 457 322 187 52 0 
2,300 | 2,325 333 | 198 63 0 4. 950 5,000 915 894 766 752 737 618 610 602 | 467 | 332 | 197.| 62 0 


“Sec. 103. Computation of tax in case of such joint return as if the taxable years of 1951, and ending after August 31, 1951, see 


certain joint returns. 

“If a joint return of a husband and wife is 
filed under the provisions of section 51 (b) 
(3) of the Internal Revenue Code in a case 
where the husband and wife have different 
taxable years because of the death of either 
spouse, and the taxable year of the surviv- 
ing spouse covered by such joint return be- 
gan before September 1, 1951, and ended aft- 
er August 31, 1951, the amendments made by 
this part shall be applicable in respect of 


both spouses covered by the joint return 
ended on the date of the closing of the sur- 
viving spouse’s taxable year. 

“Sec. 104. Effective date of part I. 

“Except as provided in section 103, the 
amendments made by this part shall be ap- 
plicable only with respect to taxable years 
ending after August 31, 1951. For treatment 
of taxable years (other than the calendar 


year 1951) beginning before September 1. 


section 131.” 
And in lieu thereof to insert the following: 


“Sec. 101. Increase in surtax for 1951, 1952, 
and 1953. 

“(a) Rates of surtax: Section 12 (b) (re- 
lating to rates of surtax) is hereby amended 
to read as follows: 

b) Rates of surtax: 

“*(1) Calendar year 1951: In the case of a 
taxable year beginning on January 1, 1951, 
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and ending on December 31, 1951, there shall 
be levied, collected, and paid for such taxable 

upon the surtax net income of every 
individual the surtax shown in the following 
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there shall be levied, collected, and paid for 
each taxable year upon the surtax net in- 
come of every individual (other than a head 
of a household to whom subsection (c) ap- 
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plies) the surtax shown in the following 
table: 


AI the surtax net in- 


table: 


“Tf the surtax net in- 
come is: 
Not over $2,000--.. 


Over $2,000 but not 
over $4,000. 


Over $4,000 but not 
over $6,000. 


Over $6,000 but not 
over $8,000. 


Over $8,000 but not 
over $10,000. 


Over $10,000 but not 
over $12,000. 


Over $12,000 but not 
over $14,000. 


Over $14,000 but not 
over $16,000. 


Over $16,000 but not 
over $18,000. 


Over $18,000 but not 
over $20,000. 


Over $20,000 but not 
over $22,000. 


Over $22,000 but not 
over $26,000, 


Over $26,000 but not 
over $32,000. 


Over $32,000 but not 
over $38,000. 


Over $38,000 but not 
over $44,000. : 


Over $44,000 but not 
over $50,000. 


Over $50,000 but not 
over $60,000. 


Over $60,000 but not 
over $70,000. 


Over $70,000 but not 
over $80,000. 


Over $80,000 but not 
over $90,000. 


Over $90,000 but not 
over $100,000. 


Over $100,000 but 
not over $150,000. 


The surtax shall be: 


17.4 percent of the 
surtax net in- 


come. 

8348, plus 19.4 per- 
cent of excess 
over 82,000. 

8736. plus 23 per- 
cent of excess 
over 84.000. 

81.196, plus 28 per- 
cent of excess 
over $6,000. 

$1,756, plus 32 per- 
cent of excess 
over $8,000. 

$2,396, plus 35 per- 
cent of excess 
over $10,000. 
$3,096, plus 41 per- 
cent of excess 
over $12,000. 
$3,916, plus 45 per- 
cent of excess 
over $14,000. 
$4,816, plus 48 per- 
cent of excess 
over $16,000. 
$5,776, plus 51 per- 
cent of excess 
over $18,000. 
$6,796, plus 54 per- 
cent of excess 
over $20,000. 
$7,876, plus 57 per- 
cent of excess 
over $22,000. 
$10,156, plus 60 per- 
cent of excess over 
$26,000. 

$13,756, plus 62 per- 
cent of excess over 
$32,000. 

$17,476, plus 67 per- 
cent of excess over 
$38,000. 

$21,496, plus 69 per- 
cent of excess over 
$44,000. 

$25,636, plus 72 per- 
‘cent of excess over 
$50,000. 

$32,836, plus 76 per- 
cent of excess over 
$60,000. 

$40,436, plus 78 per- 
cent of excess over 
$70,000. 

$48,236, plus 81 per- 
cent of excess over 
$80,000. 

$56,336, plus 84 per- 
cent of excess over 
$90,000. 

$64,736, plus 86 per- 
cent of excess over 
$100,000. 


plies) the surtax shown in the following 


table: 


“Tf the surtax net in- 
come is: 
Not over 82.000 


Over 82,000 but not 
over 84.000. 


Over $4,000 but not 
over $6,000. 


Over $6,000 but not 
over $8,000. 


Over $8,000 but not 
over $10,000. 


Over $10,000 but not 


The surtax shall be: 


19.2 percent of the 
surtax net income. 

$384, plus 21.4 per- 
cent of excess over 
$2,000. 

$812, plus 26 per- 
cent of excess over 


$4,000. 
$1,332, plus 30 per- 
cent of excess over 


$6,000. 

$1,932, plus 35 per- 
cent of excess over 
$8,000. 

$2,632, plus 39 per- 


over $12,000. cent of excess Over 
$10,000. 

Over $12,000 but not $3,412, plus 45 per- 

over $14,000. cent of excess over 
$12,000. 

Over $14,000 but not $4,312, plus 49 per- 

over $16,000. cent of excess over 
$14,000. 

Over $16,000 but not $5,292, plus 53 per- 

over $18,000. cent of excess over 
$16,000. 

Over $18,000 but not $6,352, plus 56 per- 

over $20,000. cent of excess over 
$18,000. 

Over $20,000 but not $7,472, plus 59 per- 

Over $22,000. cent of excess over 
$20,000. 

Over $22,000 but not $8,652, plus 62 per- 

over $28,000. cent of excess over 
$22,000. 

Over $28,000 but not $12,372, plus 64 per- 

over $34,000. cent of excess over 
$28,000. 

Over $34,000 but not $16,212, plus 66 per- 

over $40,000. cent of excess Over 


Over $40,000 but not 


$34,000. 
$20,172, plus 70 per- 


over $50,000. cent of excess over 
$40,000. 

Over $50,000 but not $27,172, plus 74 per- 

over $60,000. cent of excess over 
$50,000. 

Over $60,000 but not $34,572, plus 77 per- 

over $70,000. cent of excess over 
$60,000. 

Over $70,000 but not $42,272, plus 79 per- 

over $80,000, cent of excess over 
$70,000. 

Over $80,000 but not $50,172, plus 82 per- 

over $90,000. cent of excess over 
$80,000. 

Over $90,000 but not $58,372, plus 85 per- 

over $100,000, cent of excess over 
$90,000. 

Over $100,000 but $66,872, plus 87 per- 


not over $150,000. 


cent of excess over 


come is: 
Not over 62,000 - 


Over $2,000 but not 
over $4,000. 


Over $4,000 but not 
over $6,000. 


Over $6,000 but not 
over $8,000. 


Over $8,000 but not 
over $10,000. 


Over $10,000 but not 
over $12,000. 


Over $12,000 but not 
over $14,000. 


Over $14,000 but not 
over $16,000. 


Over $16,000 but not 
over $18,000. 


Over $18,000 but not 
over $20,000. 


Over $20,000 but not 
over $22,000. 


Over $22,000 but not 
over $26,000. 


Over $26,000 but not 
over $32,000. 


Over $32,000 but not 
over $38,000. 


Over $38,000 but not 
over $44,000. 


Over $44,000 but not 
over $50,000. 


Over $50,000 but not 
over $60,000. 


Over $60,000 but not 
over $70,000. 


Over $70,000 but not 
over $80,000. 


Over $80,000 but not 
over $90,000. 


Over $90,000 but not 
over $100,000. 


Over $100,000 but 
not over $150,000. 


Over $150,000 but 
not over $200,000. 


Over 8200.000 


The surtax shall be: 


17 percent of the 
surtax net in- 
come. 

8340, plus 19 per- 
cent of excess over 
$2,000. 

$720, plus 23 per- 
cent of excess Over 
$4,000. 

$1,180, plus 27 per- 
cent of excess over 
$6,000. 

$1,720, plus 31 per- 
cent of excess over 
$8,000. 

$2,340, plus 35 per- 
cent of excess over 
$10,000. 

$3,040, plus 40 per- 
cent of excess over 
$12,000. 

$3,840, plus 44 per- 
cent of excess over 
$14,000. 

$4,720, plus 47 per- 
cent of excess over 
$16,000. 

$5,660, plus 50 per- 
cent of excess over 
$18,000. 

$6,660, plus 53 per- 
cent of excess over 
$20,000. 

$7,720, plus 56 per- 
cent of excess over 
$22,000. 

$9,960, plus 59 per- 
cent of excess over 
$26,000. 

$13,500, plus 62 per- 
cent of excess over 
$32,000. 

$17,220, plus 66 per- 
cent of excess over 
$38,000. 

$21.180, plus 69 per- 
cent of excess over 


$44,000. 

$25,320, plus 72 per- 
cent of excess over 
$50,000. 

$32,520, plus 75 per- 
cent of excess over 
$60,000. 

$40,020, plus 78 per- 
cent of excess over 
$70,000. 

$47,820, plus 81 per- 
cent of excess over 


$80,000. 

$55,920, plus 84 per- 
cent of excess over 
$90,000. 

$64,320, plus 86 per- 
cent of excess over 
$100,000. 

$107,320, plus 87 per- 
cent of excess over 
$150,000. 

$150,820, plus 88 per- 
cent of excess over 
$200,000.’ 


Over $150,000 but $107,736, plus 87 per- 

not over $200,000. cent of excess over 
$150,000. 

$151,236, plus 88.1 


Over $200,000 .._.._._ 
2 percent of excess 
over $200,000.’ 


2) Taxable years beginning after Octo- 
ber 31, 1951, and before January 1, 1954: In 
the case of taxable years beginning after 
October 31, 1951, and before January 1, 1954, 


$100,000. 
Over $150,000 but $110,372, plus 88 
not over $200,000. percent of excess 
over $150,000. 
Over 6200,000 - $154,372, plus 88.7 
percent of excess 
over $200,000.’ 
“"(3) Taxable years beginning after 


December 31, 1953: In the case of taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 1953, 
there shall be levied, collected, and paid for 
each taxable year upon the surtax net in- 
come of every individual (other than a head 
of a household to whom subsection (c) ap- 


“(b) Limitation on tax: Section 12 (f) 
(relating to limitation on tax) is hereby 
amended to read as follows: 

„t) Limitation on tax: 

“*(1) Calendar year 1951: In the case of 
a taxable year beginning on January 1, 1951, 
and ending December 31, 1951, the combined 


1951 


normal tax and surtax shall in no event ex- 
ceed 87.2 percent of the net income for the 
taxable year. 

2) Taxable years beginning after Oc- 
tober 31, 1951, and before January 1, 1954: 
In the case of taxable years beginning after 
October 31, 1951, and before January 1, 1954, 
the combined normal tax and surtax shall 
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in no event exceed 88 percent of the net 
income of the taxable year. 

“*(3) Taxable years beginning after De- 
cember 31, 1953: In the case of taxable years 
beginning after December 31, 1953, the com- 
bined normal tax and surtax shall in no 
event exceed 87 percent of the net income 
for the taxable year.’ 
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“Sec. 102. Individuals with adjusted gross 
income of less than $5,000 
“Section 400 (relating to optional tax on 
individuals with adjusted gross incomes of 
less than $5,000) is hereby amended by strik- 
ing out the tables contained therein and 
inserting in lieu thereof the following: 


“ ‘TABLE I—Tazable year beginning Jan. 1, 1951, and ending Dec. 31, 1951 


And the cit ag exemptions And the number of exemptions is— 


taxpayer v And 4 5 ; a ee 
least | But less — oe a joint more 
a than married | return is 
filing 
separately 
The tax shall be The tax shall be— 
— 
$0 80 $0 $0 $0 $2, 325 $2, 350 $62 $62 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
675 700 4 0 0 0 2, 350 2, 375 67 67 0 0 0 0 0 
700 725 8 0 0 0 2, 375 2, 400 7 71 0 0 0 0 0 
725 750 13 0 0 0 2, 400 2. 425 70 70 0 0 0 0 0 
750 775 18 0 0 0 2, 425 2,450 80 80 0 0 0 0 8 
775 800 22 0 0 0 2,450 2,475 85 85 0 0 0 0 
800 825 27 0 0 0 2, 475 2, 500 -90 90 0 0 0 0 0 
825 850 31 0 0 0 2, 500 2,525 216 216 94 94 0 0 0 0 0 
850 875 36 0 0 0 2, 525 2, 550 221 221 99 99 0 0 0 0 0 
875 900 41 0 0 0 2, 550 2, 575 226 226 103 103 0 0 0 0 0 
900 925 45 0 0 0 2, 575 2, 600 230 230 108 108 0 0 0 0 0 
925 950 50 0 0 0 2, 600 2, 625 235 235 112 112 0 0 0 0 0 
950 975 54 0 0 9 2, 625 2, 650 239 239 117 117 0 0 0 0 0 
975 1,000 59 0 0 0 2, 650 2,675 244 244 122 122 0 0 0 0 0 
1,000 1, 025 63 0 0 0 2.675 2. 700 249 249 126 126 4 0 0 0 0 
1, 025 1,050 68 0 0 0 2, 700 2, 725 253 253 131 131 8 0 0 0 0 
1,050 1,075 73 0 0 9 2,725 2, 750 258 258 135 135 13 0 0 0 0 
1,075 1,100 77 0 0 0 2. 750 2, 775 262 262 140 140 18 0 0 0 0 
1. 100 1. 125 82 0 0 0 2, 775 2, 800 267 267 145 145 22 0 0 0 0 
1,125 1,150 86 0 0 0 2,800 2, 825 272 272 149 149 27 0 0 0 0 
1,150 1,175 91 0 0 0 2, 825 2,850 276 276 154 154 31 0 0 0 g 
1,175 3, 200 96 0 0 0 2.850 2,875 281 281 158 158 36 0 0 0 
1, 200 1, 225 100 0 0 0 2, 875 2, 900 285 285 163 163 41 0 0 0 0 
1, 225 1, 250 105 0 0 0 2, 900 2, 925 413 290 290 168 168 45 0 0 0 0 
1,250 1, 275 109 0 0 0 2, 925 2, 950 418 295 205 172 172 50 0 0 0 0 
1, 275 1. 300 114 0 0 0 2. 950 2, 975 423 299 299 177 177 54 0 0 0 0 
1,300 1. 325 119 0 0 0 2,975 3, 000 428 304 304 181 181 59 0 0 0 0 
1,325 1,350 123 1 0 0 000 3,050 435 311 311 188 188 66 0 0 0 0 
1,350 1,375 128 5 0 0 050 3,100 446 320 320 197 197 75 0 0 0 0 
1,375 1, 132 10 0 0 3, 100 3, 150 456 329 329 207 207 84 0 0 0 0 
1, 400 1. 425 137 15 0 0 3,150 3, 200 466 338 338 216 216 93 0 0 0 0 
1,425 1, 450 142 19 0 0 3, 200 3, 250 476 347 347 225 225 103 0 0 0 0 
1,450 1,475 146 24 0 0 3,250 3, 300 486 356 356 234 234 112 0 0 0 0 
1. 475 1,500 161 28 0 0 3, 300 3, 350 496 306 366 243 243 121 0 0 0 0 
1, 500 1, 525 155 33 0 0 3,350 3, 400 506 375 375 252 252 130 8 0 0 0 
1.525 , 550 160 37 0 0 3, 400 3,450 516 384 334 262 262 139 17 0 0 0 
1, 550 1,575 14 42 0 0 3,450 3, 500 526 393 393 271 271 148 26 0 0 0 
1,575 1. 600 169 47 0 0 3, 500 3, 550 536 402 402 280 280 158 35 0 0 0 
1, 600 1, 625 174 51 0 0 3, 550 3, 600 546 412 412 289 289 167 44 0 0 0 
1, 625 1, 650 178 56 0 0 3, 600 3, 650 556 422 421 298 298 176 5⁴ 0 0 0 
1,650 1,675 183 60 0 0 3, 650 3, 700 566 432 430 308 308 185 63 0 0 0 
1.675 1, 700 187 65 0 0 3, 700 3. 750 577 442 439 317 317 194 72 0 0 0 
1, 700 J, 725 192 70 0 0 3, 750 3, 800 587 452 “sp 326 326 | 203 81 0 0 0 
1,725 1,750 197 74 0 0 3, 800 3, 850 597 462 457 335 335 213 90 0 0 0 
1, 750 1.775 201 79 0 0 3, 850 3, 900 607 472 467 344 344 222 99 0 0 0 
1, 775 1, 800 206 83 0 0 3, 900 3, 950 617 482 476 353 353 21 109 0 0 0 
1. 800 1,825 210 88 0 0 3,950 4, 000 627 493 485 363 363 240 118 0 0 0 
1, 825 1. 850 215 83 0 0 4, 000 4, 050 637 503 494 372 372 29 127 5 0 0 
1. 850 1. 875 220 97 0 0 4,050 4, 100 647 513 503 381 381 259 136 14 0 0 
1. 875 1, 900 224 102 0 0 4, 100 4, 150 657 523 513 390 390 268 145 23 0 0 
1, 900 1,925 229 106 0 0 4,150 4, 200 667 533 522 399 399 277 155 32 0 0 
1, 925 1, 950 233 111 0 0 4, 200 4, 250 677 543 631 409 409 286 164 41 0 0 
1, 950 1,975 28 116 0 0 4, 250 4,300 687 553 540 419 418 205 173 50 0 0 
1. 975 2, 000 243 120 0 6 4,300 4,350 698 563 549 429 427 304 182 60 0 0 
2, 000 2,025 247 125 2 0 4,350 4, 400 708 573 558 439 436 314 191 69 0 0 
2, 025 2, 050 252 129 7 0 4. 400 4.450 718 583 568 449 445 323 200 78 0 0 
2,050 2, 075 256 134 11 0 4,450 4, 500 728 593 577 459 454 332 210 87 0 0 
2,075 2,100 261 138 16 0 4, 500 4, 550 738 603 586 469 464 341 219 96 0 0 
2,100 2. 125 265 143 21 0 4, 550 4, 600 748 614 595 479 473 350 228 106 0 0 
2125 2,150 270 148 25 0 4.600 4, 650 758 624 604 482 300 237 115 0 0 
2, 150 2, 175 275 152 30 0 4, 650 4, 700 768 634 614 499 491 369 246 124 2 0 
2.175 200 279 157 34 0 4,700 4, 750 778 Oi 623 509 500 378 256 133 11 0 
2, 200 2, 225 284 161 39 0 4, 750 4, 800 788 654 632 519 509 387 265 142 20 0 
2, 225 2, 250 288 166 44 0 4, 800 4, 850 798 664 641 530 519 396 274 151 29 0 
2, 250 2, 275 293 171 48 0 4, 850 4, 900 808 674 650 540 528 405 283 161 38 0 
2, 275 2, 300 298 175 53 0 4,900 4, 950 818 684 659 550 537 415 292 170 47 0 
2,300 2,325 302 180 57 0 4, 950 5, 000 829 604 669 560 540 424 301 179 57 0 
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“ ‘TABLE IIl.—Tazable years beginning after Oct. 31, 1951, and before Jan. 1, 1954 


And the number of exemptions is— 


And the number of If adjusted gross 
exemptions is— income is— 


4or 
1 2 Amore 


But less filing sep- 
r At least than arately 


$0} $675] $0) 80 80 3032.325892 350 $67 $67 $67 | 30 80 80 $0 80 
67⁵ 700 4 0 0 0 2, 350 2,375 72 72 72 0 0 0 0 0 
700 725 9 0 0 0 2,375 2, 400 77 77 77 0 0 0 0 0 
725 750 14 0 0 0 2, 400 2, 425 82 82 82 0 0 0 0 0 
750 775 19 0 0 0 2, 425 2, 450 87 87 87 0 0 0 0 0 
775 800 24 0 0 0 2, 450 2, 475 92 92 92 0 0 0 0 0 
800 825 29 0 0 0 2, 475 2, 500 97 97 97 0 0 0 0 0 
825 850 34 0 0 0 2, 500 2, 525 102 102 102 0 0 0 0 0 
850 875 39 0 0 0 2, 525 2, 550 107 107 107 0 0 Oo; 0 0 
875 900 44 0 0 0 2, 550 2, 575 112 112 112 0 0 0 0 0 
900 925 49 0 0 0 2, 575 2, 600 117 117 117 0 0 0 0 0 
925 950 5 0 0 0 2, 600 2, 625 122 122 122 0 0 0 0 0 
950 975 50 0 0 0 2, 625 2, 650 127 127 127 0 0 0 0 0 
975 | 1. 000 64 0 0 0 2, 650 2, 675 132 132 132 0 0 0 0 0 

1,000 | 1,025 69 0 0 0 2, 675 2, 700 137 137 137 4 0 0 0 0 
1.025 | 1,050 74 0 0 0 2, 700 2, 725 142 142 142 9 0 0 0 0 
1,050 1,075 79 0 0 0 2, 725 2, 750 147 147 147 | 14 0 0 0 0 
1,075 | 1,100 84 0 0 0 2, 750 2,775 152 152 152 | 19 0 0 0 0 
1,100 | 1,125 89 0 0 0 2, 775 2, 800 157 157 157 24 0 0j 0 0 
1,125 | 1,150 94 0 0 0 2. 800 2, 825 162 162 162 | 29 0 0 0 0 
1. 150 1,175 99 0 0 0 2, 825 2, 850 167 167 167 34 0 0 0 0 
1. 175 | 1,200 104 0 0 0 2, 850 2, 875 172 172 172 | 39 0 01 0 0 
1,200 1.225 109 0 0 0 2.875 2, 900 177 177 177 0 0j 0 0 
1,225 1, 250 114 0 0 0 2, 900 2, 925 182 182 49 0 0| 0 0 
1,250 | 1,275 119 0 0 0 2, 925 2,950 187 187 187 | 54 0 Oo}; 0 0 
1,275 | 1,300 124 0 0 0 2,950 | 2,975 192 192 192 | 59 0 0| 0 0 
1,300 | 1,325 | 129 0 0 0 2,975 3, 000 466 465 331 331 197 197 197 64 0 0 0 0 
1,325 | 1,350 | 134 1 0 0 3, 000 3,050 474 473 338 338 205 205 72 0 0 0 0 
1,350 1,375 139 6 0 0 3,050 3, 100 485 434 348 348 215 215 215 82 0 0j 0 0 
1.375 1, 400] 144 11 0 0 3, 100 3,150 496 495 358 225 225 92 0 0j 0 0 
1,400 | 1,425 149 16 0 0 3, 150 3, 200 507 505 368 368 235 235 235 | 102 0 0j 0 0 
1,425 | 1, 450 154 2¹ 0 0 3, 200 3, 250 518 516 378 378 245 245 245 | 112 0 0 0 0 
1,450 | 1.475 159 26 0 0 3.250 3,300 529 527 388 388 255 255 255 | 122 0 0| 0 0 
1,475 1.500 164 31 0 0 3, 300 3,350 537 398 398 265 265 265 | 132 0 0 0 0 
1,500 | 1,525 169 36 0 0 3,350 | 3, 400 551 548 408 408 275 275 275 | 142 8 0 0 0 
1.525 1, 550 174 41 0 0 3.400 3.450 562 559 418 418 285 285 285 | 152 | 18 0 0 0 
1. 550 1, 575] 179 46 0 0 3, 450 3, 500 573 570 428 428 295 295 295 | 162 | 28 0j 0 0 
1. 5751, C00 184 51 0 0 3, 500 3, 550 584 580 438 438 305 305 305 | 171 | 38 0 0 0 
1,600 | 1,625 | 189 56 0 0 3, 550 3, 600 591 448 448 315 315 315 | 181 | 48 0 0 0 
1,625 | 1,650] 194 6l 0 0 3, 600 3, 650 602 459 459 325 325 325 | 191 | 58 0 0 0 
1,650 | 1.675 199 66 0 0 3, 650 3, 700 335 335 335 | 21 68 0 0 0 
1,675 | 1, 700 204 71 0 0 3, 700 3.750 628 623 480 480 345 345 345 | 211 | 78 01 0 0 
1, 700 1,725 7⁰ 0 0 3,750 8. 800 639 634 492 491 355 355 355 88 0 0 0 
»725 | 1,750 | 214 81 0 0 3, 800 3, 850 650 645 503 502 365 365 365 | 231 | 98 0 0 0 
+750 ] 1,775] 219 86 0 0 3,850 3, 900 661 655 514 512 508 375 875 375 | 241 | 108 Di 0 0 
1,775 | 1,800 | 224 9¹ 0 0 3, 900 3,950 672 666 525 523 518 385 385 385 | 251 | 118 0 0 0 
1,800 | 1,825 229 96 0 0 3, 950 4,000 683 677 536 534 528 395 395 395 | 261 | 128 0j 0 0 
1,825 1,850 234] 101 0 0 4,000 4,050 693 687 547 545 538 405 405 405 138 5] 0 0 
1, 1,875 | 239| 106 0 0 4,050 4,100 704 698 558 555 548 415 415 415 | 281 | 148 | 15| 0 0 
1,875 | 1,900 244] 111 0 0 4.100 4.150 715 709 560 566 558 425 425 425 | 291 | 158 | 25 0 0 
1,900 | 1,925 249] 116 0 0 4,150 4. 200 726 719 580 577 568 435 435 435 | 301 | 168 | 35 0 0 
1,925 | 1,950 | 254| 121 0 0 4, 200 4, 250 737 730 591 587 578 445 445 445 | 311 | 178 | 45 0 0 
1,950 | 1,975 | 259 126 0 0 4.250 4.300 748 74l 602 598 588 456 455 455 | 321 | 188 | 55 0 0 
1,975 | 2,000 | 264] 131 0 0 4,300 4,350 * 759 752 613 609 598 467 465 198 65 0 0 
2,000 | 2.025 269| 136 2 0 4,350 4,400 770 762 624 620 608 478 477 475 | 341 208 75 0 0 
2,025 | 2,050 | 274 141 7 0 4, 400 4,450 781 773 635 630 618 489 487 485 218 | 85 0 0 
2,050 | 2,075 | 279 146 12 0 4.450 4. 500 792 734 646 641 628 500 498 495 | 361 | 228 | 95 0 0 
2,075 2,100 284] 151 17 0 4, 500 4,550 803 794 657 652 638 510 509 504 | 371 | 238 | 105 0 0 
2,100 | 2,125 | 289 156 22 0 4.550 4, 600 814 805 668 662 648 521 520 514 | 381 | 248 | 115 0 0 
2,125 150 | 294] 161 27 0 4, 600 4, 650 825 816 679 673 658 532 530 524 | 391 | 258 | 125 0 0 
2,150 | 2,175 | 299] 166 32 0 4, 650 4,700 836 827 690 634 668 543 541 534 | 401 | 268 | 135 2 0 
2,175 200 | 304) 171 37 0 4,700 4,750 847 837 701 604 678 554 552 544 | 411 | 278 | 145 | 12 0 
„200 2.225 309 176 42 0 4.750 800 858 848 712 705 688 565 562 554 | 421 288 | 155 | 22 0 
2,225 | 2,250 | 314| 181 47 0 4, 800 4,850 869 859 723 716 698 576 573 564 | 431 | 298 | 165 | 32 0 
2,250 | 2,275 | 319| 186 52 0 4, 850 4, 900 880 869 TA 727 708 587 584 574 | 441 | 308 175 | 42 0 
2,275 | 2.300 324] 191 57 0 4. 900 4, 950 891 8850 745 737 718 598 595 584 | 451 | 318 | 185 | 52 0 
2,300 | 2, 325 329 196 62 0 4, 950 000 902 891 756 748 728 609 05 594 | 461 | 328 | 195 | 62 0 
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“ ‘TABLE III.—Tarable years beginning after Dec. 31, 1953 
Ifadjusted gross And the number of If adjusted gross Pee he TONDE eee 
income is— exemptions is— in is 


At least | B 


ut less | filing sep- 
than 


And tax- 


payer is 
single or 
married 


arately 


$0 $0 $0 $0 || $2,325) $2,350 $301 $61 $61) $0) $0 
4 0 0 0 2,350 | 2,375 305 65 65 oj 0 yi 5 % 
8 0 0 0 2,375 | 2, 400 310 70 700 0 of of 5 0 
13 0 0 0 2,400 | 2.425 314 74 7) 0 Of O} 9 0 
17 0 0 0 2,425 | 2,450 319 79 70 O} oj of oO} o0 
22 0 0 0 2,450 | 2,475 323 83 83 0 ol ol o| o 
26 0 0 0 2,475 | 2,500 328 88 88} 0 oj of ofo 
31 0 0 0 2,500] 2, 525 332 92 92} 0 0 0j ofj 0 
875 35 0 0 0 2,525 | 2.550 337 97 97 0 Of oj 0| 0 
900 40 0 0 0 2,550 | 2,575 341 221 101 1010 0| Of Of 0j o 
925 44 0 0 0 2,575 | 2,600 346 346 226 106 106] 0| of oj Oo] 0 
950| 49 0 0 0 2,600} 2.625 350 350 230 110 110} % of oj oj o 
950 975| 53 0 0 0 2,625 | 2, 650 355 355 235 115 1150 0f of 6 0] 0 
975 1,000 58 0 0 0 2,650 | 2675 359 359 239 119 1190 0f of oj 0f 0 
1,000 | 1,025] 62 0 0 0 2,675 | 2.700 364 364 244 124 1244} 4] 0 O}| oO] 0 
1,025 | 1,050] 67 0 0 0 2.700 2,725 368 368 248 128 123| 8| of 0 9 0 
1,050] 1,075 71 0 0 0 2725 2,750 373 373 253 133 133} 134 0| 0j 0 0 
1,075 1,100] 76 0 0 ojj 2,750) 2775 377 377 257 137} 17] O} OF 5 0 
1,100] 1,125] 80 0 0 0 2,775 | 2,800 382 382 262 142 142 22 0] of 0| 0 
„125 1,150] 85 0 0 0 2,800 | 2,825 386 386 266 266 146 146 2] 0| 0f 0 0 
1. 150 1,175 89 0 0 0 2,825 | ` 2,850 301 391 271 271 151 151| 31 0f J 0| 0 
1.175 1,200] 94 0 0 0 2,850] 2,875 395 395 275 275 275 1 155 35 0 o] 0 0 
„200 1, 225 88 0 0 0 2.875 [ 2.900 400 400 280 280 280 60 160| 40 % 0j 0| 0 
1,225 | 1,250 | 103 0 0 0 2,900 | 2,925 405 405 284 284 284 64 164 444 0 0 0 O 
1, 250 1, 275 107 0 0 0 2,925 | 2,950 410 409 289 289 289 - 169 160 49] 0| 0f oO] 0 
1,275 1, 300 112 0 0 0 2, 950 2,975 415 414 293 293 293 173 173 53{ 0| of 0 0 
1,300 | 1,325 116 0 0 0 2,975 | 3,000 420 419 298 298 298 178 18| 8] J oj of 0 
1,325 | 1,350 | 121 1 0 0 3,000} 3,050 427 426 305 305 305 185 65] 0 0 6 0 
1. 350 1,375 | 125 5 0 0 3,050 | 3,100 436 314 314 314 194 194 74] 0| 0f 0| O 
1,375 1,400] 130] 10 0 0 3,100] 3,150 447 446 323 323 323 203 203 83] 0 0j 0 0 
1,400 | 1,425] 134] 14 0 0 3,150} 3, 200 457 455 332 332 332 212 212 212 92] 0| 0j 0 0 
1,425 | 1,450] 139| 19 0 0 3,200} 3,250 467 465 341 341 341 221 221 221 | 10} 0| Of 0| 0 
1,450 | 1, 475 143| 23 0 03,250] 3,300 476 475 350 350 350 230 230 110 0 Of 0| 0 
1,475 | 1,500] 148| 28 0 0}] 3,300} 3,350 486 484 359 359 350 239 239 239/119] 0 0j O| 0 
1,500 1,525] 152 32 0 0 3,350] 3, 400 496 494 368 368 368 248 248 248 1 8 0 oO] Oo 
1,525 1,550] 157 37 0 0 3.400 3,450 504 377 377 377 257 257 257 | 137 | 17| 0| 0| 0 
1,550 1, 575 161} 41 0 03,450 3, 500 516 513 386 386 386 266 266 146| 26] 0 O| 0 
1,575 | 1,600 | 166| 46 0 0 3,500 | 3, 550 526 523 395 395 395 275 275 275 155 35 Of 0] 0 
1,600 | 1,625 170 50 0 0 3,550 | 3, 600 536 533 404 404 404 284 284 284 164] 444 0 0 0 
1,625 | 1,650] 175] 55 0 0 3,600 | 3,650 546 542 414 413 413 203 293 293 173 5| 0 0 0 
1,650 | 1,675] 179| 59 0 0 3,650 | 3,700 556 552 424 423 422 302 302 62 0j 6 0 
1,675 | 1,700 | 184] 64 0 0 3,700 | 3,750 566 562 434 433 431 311 311 311| 191] 71} 0f 0| 0 
1. 700 1, 725 188] 68 0 0 3,750 | 3, 800 575 571 443 442 440 320 320 800 0 0j 0 
1,725 1, 750 193 73 0 0 3,800 | 3, 850 585 581 453 452 449 329 329 329 | 209 | s9} 0f 0 0 
1, 750 1,775 | 197 77 0 0 3,850 | 3,900 595 591 463 462 458 338 338 338 | 218 | 98] [ 0 0 
1,775 | 1,800 | 202] 82 0 0 3,900 | 3,950 605 600 473 471 467 347 347 347 | 227 107 0 0j 0 
1,800 | 1,825 | 206] 86 0 93,950 4,000 615 610 483 481 476 356 356 356 | 236 | 116} 0| 0 0 
1.825 | 1,850 | 211| 91 0 0 4,000 | 4,050 625 620 493 491 485 3 365 365 245 125| 5] Of 0 
1,850 |. 1,875 | 215 95 0 0 4,050 | 4,100 635 630 503 1 494 374 374 374 | 254 134] 14| 0 0 
1,875 |. 1,900 | 220 | 100 0 0 4,100 | 4, 150 645 639 513 510 503 383 383 383 143| 3| 0j 0 
1,900 | 1,925 | 224] 104 0 0 4,150} 4. 200 655 649 523 5 512 392 392 392 | 272 | 152 | 32| 0] 0 
1,925 | 1,950 | 229| 109 0 0 4,200} 4. 250 605 659 533 530 1 401 401 401 281 161] 41] 0 0 
1,950] 1,975 233] 113 0 0 4.250 4,300 674 668 542 539 530 410 410 410 | 290 50 0 0 
1,975 | 2,000] 288 118 0 0 4,300 | 4,350 684 678 552 549 539 20 420 419 | 299 1790 59} 0| 0 
2,000 | 2,025 | 242| 122 2 0 4,350 | 4,400 694 688 562 559 548 430 430 428 | 308 188 68] 0j 0 
2.025 2.050247] 127 7 0 4,400 | 4, 450 70⁴ 697 572 557 439 437 | 317 | 197 | 77| 0| 0 
2,050 11 0 4,450 | 4,500 714 707 582 578 450 449 440 | 326 | 206 | 86| 0j 0 
2,075 16 0 4,500 | 4. 550 724 717 575 4 459 455 | 335 | 215 95 0 0 
2, 100 20 0 4,550 | 4, 600 734 726 602 597 470 468 464 | 344 224 104] 0 0 
21 25 0 4, 600 650 744 736 612 607 593 478 473 | 353 | 233 113] 0 0 
2, 150 29 0 4, 650 700 754 746 622 617 602 490 482 | 362 | 242 | 122| 2| 0 
2,17 34 0 4, 700 750 764 755 632 626 611 500 497 491 | 371 | 251 | 131 | .11 | 0 
2, 200 38 0 4, 750 800 773 765 641 636 620 509 507 500 260 | 1 2| 0 
2 225 43 0 4, 800 850 783 775 651 646 629 519 517 509 | 389 | 269 | 149 29] 0 
2, 250 47 0 4, 850 900 793 784 661 655 638 529 526 518 | 398 | 278 | 158 | 38 | 0 
2,275 52 0 4, 900 950 803 794 671 665 647 539 536 527 | 407 | 287 | 167 | 47| 0 
56 0 4, 950 000 813 804 681 675 656 549 546 536 | 416 | 296 | 176 | 56 0 


“sec. 103. Inapplicability of certain penalties 
and additions to tax. 

“(a) Penalties for failure to file return: 
Section 145 (relating to penalties with re- 
spect to failure to file returns, pay tax, etc.) 
is hereby amended by relettering subsection 
(t) as subsection (g) and by adding after 
subsection (e) a new subsection (f) as 
follows: 

„) In the case of taxable years be- 
ginning prior to November 1, 1951, and end- 
ing after October 31, 1951, the penalties pre- 
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scribed by this section for willful failure 
to make declarations of, or pay, estimated tax 
shall not be applicable to a failure to take 
into account the increase in rates of tax im- 
posed on individuals by the Revenue Act of 
1951.’ 

“(b) Additions to tax: Section 294 (d) (2) 
(relating to additions to tax for substantial 
underestimates of estimated tax) is hereby 
amended by adding at the end thereof a new 
sentence as follows: ‘In the case of taxable 
years beginning prior to November 1, 1951, 
and ending after October 31, 1951, the addi- 


tions to tax prescribed by this subsection 
shall not be applicable if the taxpayer failed 
to meet the requirements of this paragraph 
by reason of the increase in rates of tax on 
individuals imposed by the Revenue Act of 
1951. : 

“Sec. 104. Computation of tax in case of 

certain joint returns. 

“If a joint return of a husband and wife is 
filed under the provisions of section 51 (b) 
(3) of the Internal Revenue Code in a case 
where the husband and wife have different 
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taxable years because of the death of either 
spouse, and the taxable year of the surviv- 
ing spouse covered by such joint return be- 
gan before November 1, 1951, and ended 
after October 31, 1951, the amendments made 
by this part and section 131 shall be appli- 
cable in respect of such joint return as if 
the taxable years of both spouses covered 
by the joint return ended on the date of 
the closing of the surviving spouse’s tax- 
able year. 

“Sec. 105. Effective date of part I. 

“Except as provided in section 104, the 
amendments made by this part shall be ap- 
plicable only with respect to taxable years 
beginning after October 31, 1951, and to 
taxable years beginning on January 1, 1951, 
and ending on December 31, 1951. For 
treatment of taxable years (other than the 
calendar year 1951) beginning before No- 
vember 1, 1951, and ending afer October 31, 
1951, see section 131.” 

The next amendment was, under the head- 
ing “Part II— Corporation income taxes,” on 
page 35, line 3, after the word “Tax”, to in- 
sert “And Surtax“; in line 4, after “(a)”, 
to strike out “Amendment of section 13” 
and insert “Increase in Rate of Corporation 
Normal Tax“; at the top of page 36, to strike 
out: 

“*(b) Imposition of tax: There shall be 
levied, collected, and paid for each taxable 
year upon the normal-tax net income of 
every corporation (except a corporation sub- 
ject to a tax imposed by section 231 (a), 
supplement G, or supplement Q) a tax of 
30 percent of the normal-tax net income.“ 

And in lieu thereof to insert the following: 

„b) Imposition of tax: There shall be 
levied, collected, and paid for each taxable 
year upon the normal-tax net income of 
every corporation (except a corporation sub- 
ject to a tax imposed by sec. 231 (a), sup- 
plement G, or supplement Q)— 

1) Calendar year 1951: In the case of 
a taxable year beginning on January 1, 1951, 
and ending on December 31, 1951, a tax of 
26% percent of the normal-tax net income. 

2) Taxable years beginning after March 
31, 1951, and before January 1, 1954: In the 
case of taxable years beginning after March 
$1, 1951, and before January 1, 1954, a tax 
of 27 percent of the normal-tax net income. 

38) Taxable years beginning after De- 
cember 31, 1953; In the case of taxable years 
beginning after December 31, 1953, a tax of 
25 percent of the normal-tax net income.’ 

“(b) Increase in rate of corporation sur- 
tax: Section 15 (relating to surtax on cor- 
porations) is hereby amended to read as 
follows: 


“ ‘Sec. 15. Surtax on corporations. 

„a) Corporation surtax net income: For 
the purposes of this chapter, the term “cor- 
poration surtax net income” means the net 
income minus the sum of the following 
credits: 

1) The credit for dividends received 
provided in section 26 (b); 

“*(2) In the case of a public utility, the 
credit for dividends paid on its preferred 
stock provided in section 26 (h); 

“*(3) In the case of a Western Hemisphere 
trade corporation (as defined in sec. 109), the 
credit provided in section 26 (i). 

“*(b) Imposition of tax: There shall be 
levied, collected, and paid for each taxable 
year upon the corporation surtax net in- 
come of every corporation (except a corpo- 
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ration subject to a tax imposed by section 
231 (a), supplement G, or supplement Q)— 

“*(1) Calendar year 1951: In the case of a 
taxable year beginning on January 1, 1951, 
and ending on December 31, 1951, a surtax 
of 24 ½ percent of the amount of the cor- 
poration surtax net income in excess of 
$25,000. - 

“*(2) Taxable years beginning after March 
31, 1951, and before January 1, 1954: In the 
case of taxable years beginning after March 
31, 1951, and before January 1, 1954, a sur- 
tax of 25 percent of the amount of the cor- 
poration surtax net income in excess of 
$25,000. 

3) Taxable years beginning after De- 
cember 31, 1953: In the case of taxable years 
beginning after December 31, 1953, a surtax 
of 22 percent of the amount of the cor- 
poration surtax net income in excess of 
$25,000.’ ” 

The next amendment was, on page 38, 
after line 13, to strike out: 

“(b) Maximum tax: Section 430 (a) (2) 
(relating to the limitation on the rate of 
the excess-profits tax) is hereby amended 
by striking out ‘62 percent’ and inserting 
in lieu thereof 70 percent’.” 

And in lieu thereof, to insert the following: 

“(c) Maximum tax: Section 430 (a) (2) 
(relating to the limitation on the rate of 
the excess-profits tax) is hereby amended as 
follows: 

“(1) By inserting after ‘(2)’ the follow- 
ing: (A) in the case of taxable years ending 
before April 1, 1951,.’ 

“(2) By striking out the period at the 
end of paragraph (2) and inserting ‘, or’ 
and by adding after paragraph (2) the fol- 
lowing: 

„B) in the case of taxable years begin- 
ning on January 1, 1951, and ending on De- 
cember 31, 1951, an amount equal to 1644 
percent of the excess-profits net income for 
the taxable year, except that in the case 
of an affiliated group of includible corpora- 
tions making or required to make a con- 
solidated return for the taxable year under 
section 141, such amount shall be reduced 
by an amount which bears the same ratio 
(but not in excess of 100 percent) to the in- 
crease of 2 percent in the surtax imposed 
by reason of section 141 (c) as the amount 
of the consolidated excess-profits net income 
bears to the amount of the consolidated 
corporation surtax net income, or 

„C) in the case of taxable years begin- 
ning after March 31, 1951, an amount equal 
to 17 percent of the excess-profits net in- 
come for the taxable year, except that in the 
case of an affiliated group of includible cor- 
porations making or required to make a 
consolidated return for the taxable year un- 
der section 141, such amount shall be re- 
duced by an amount which bears the same 
ratio (but not in excess of 100 percent) to 
the increase of 2 percent in the surtax im- 
posed by reason of section 141 (c) as the 
amount of the consolidated excess-profits 
net income bears to the amount of the con- 
solidated corporation surtax net income, 
or.” 

The next amendment was, on page 40, 
after line 3, to strike out: 

“(c) Mutual insurance companies other 
than life or marine: 

“(1) Section 207 (a) (1) (relating to 
normal tax and surtax on mutual insurance 
companies, other than life or marine) is 
hereby amended by striking out subpara- 
graphs (A) and (B) and inserting in lieu 
thereof the following: 
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„) Normal tax: A normal tax of 30 
percent of the normal tax net income, or 60 
percent of the amount by which the normal 
tax net income exceeds $3,000, whichever is 
the lesser; plus 

„B) Surtax: A surtax of 22 percent of 
the corporation surtax net income in excess 
of $25,000." 

“(2) Section 207 (a) (3) (relating to a 
normal tax and surtax on interinsurers and 
reciprocal underwriters is hereby amended 
by striking out subparagraphs (A) and (B) 
and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 

„„ A) Normal tax: A normal tax of 30 per- 
cent of the normal tax net income, or 60 
percent of the amount by which the normal 
tax net income exceeds $50,000, whichever is 
the lesser; plus 

“*(B) Surtax: A surtax of 22 percent of 
the corporation surtax net income in excess 
of $25,000, or 33 percent of the amount by 
which the corporation surtax net income ex- 
ceeds $50,000, whichever is the lesser.’ 

“(d) Regulated investment companies: 
Section 362 (b) (relating to tax on regulated 
investment companies) is hereby amended 
by striking out paragraphs (3) and (4) and 
inserting in lieu thereof the following: 

“*(3) There shall be levied, collected, and 
paid for each taxable year upon its supple- 
ment Q net income a tax equal to 30 percent 
of the amount thereof. 

“*(4) There shall be levied, collected, and 
paid for each taxable year upon its supple- 
ment Q surtax net income a tax equal to 22 
percent of the amount thereof in excess of 
$25,000." 

„(e) Business income of certain section 
101 organizations: Section 421 (a) (1) (re- 
lating to imposition of tax on business in- 
come of certain section 101 organizations) 
is hereby amended by striking out ‘25 per- 
cent’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘30 per- 
cent’. 5 

“(f) Technical amendments: 

“(1) Repeal of section 14: Section 14 (re- 
lating to normal tax on special classes of 
corporations in the case of taxable years be- 
ginning before July 1, 1950) is hereby re- 
pealed. 

(2) Amendment of section 15: Section 
15 (relating to surtax on corporations) is 
hereby amended to read as follows: 


“Sec. 15. Surtax on corporations. 


„a) Corporation surtax net income: For 
the purpose of this chapter, the term “cor- 
poration surtax net income” means the net 
income minus the sum of the following 
credits: . 

1) The credit for dividends received 
provided in section 26 (b); 

“*(2) In the case of a public utility, the 
credit for dividends paid on its preferred 
stock provided in section 26 (h); 

“*(3) In the case of a western hemisphere 
trade corporation (as defined in section 109), 
the credit provided in section 26 (i). 

“*(b) Imposition of tax: There shall be 
levied, collected and paid for each taxable 
year upon the corporation surtax net income 
of every corporation (except a corporation 
subject to a tax imposed by section 231 (a), 
supplement G, or supplement Q) a surtax of 
22 percent of the amount of the corporation 
surtax net income in excess of the surtax 
exemption provided in section 26 (j).’” 

And in lieu thereof to insert the following: 

“(d) Mutual insurance companies other 
than life or marine: 

“(1) Section 207 (a) (1) (relating to nor- 
mal tax and surtax on mutual insurance 
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companies, other than life or marine) is 
hereby amended by striking out subpara- 
graphs (A) and (B) and inserting in lieu 
thereof the following: 

„A) Taxable years beginning after De- 
cember 31, 1950, and before April 1, 1951: 
In the case of taxable years beginning after 
December 31, 1950, and before April 1, 1951, 
and ending after March 31, 1951: 

“*(i)- Normal tax: A normal tax on the 
normal-tax net income, computed £^ t^e rate 
provided in section 13 (b) (1), or 53 percent 
of the amount by which the normal-tax net 
income exceeds $3,000, whichever is the 
lesser; plus 

“*(ii) Surtax: A surtax on the corpora- 
tion surtax net income, computed as pro- 
vided in section 15 (b) (1). 

„B) Taxable years beginning after March 
31, 1951, and before January 1, 1954: In the 
ease of taxable years beginning after March 
31, 1951, and before January 1, 1954: 

“*(i) Normal tax: A normal tax on the 
normal-tax net income, computed at the rate 
provided in section 13 (b) (2), or 54 per- 
cent of the amount by which the normal- 
tax net income exceeds $3,000, whichever is 
the lesser; plus 

(1) Surtax: A surtax on the corpora- 
tion surtax net income, computed as pro- 
vided in section 15 (b) (2). 

“*(C) Taxable years beginning after De- 
cember 31, 1953: In the case of a taxable 
year beginning after December 31, 1953: 

“*(i) Normal tax: A normal tax on the 
normal-tax net income, computed at the 
rate provided in section-13 (b) (3), or 50 per- 
cent of the amount by which the normal-tax 
net income exceeds $3,000, whichever is the 
lesser; plus 

n) Surtax: A surtax on the corpora- 
tion surtax net income, computed as pro- 
vided in section 15 (b) (3).’ 

“(2) Section 207 (a) (3) (relating to a 
normal tax and surtax on interinsurers and 
reciprocal underwriters) is hereby amended 
by striking out subparagraphs (A) and (B) 
and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 

“*(A) Taxable years beginning after De- 
cember 31, 1950, and before April 1, 1951: 
In the case of taxable years beginning after 
December 31, 1950, and before April 1, 1951, 
and ending after March 31, 1951: 

“*(i) Normal tax: A normal tax on the 
normal-tax net income, computed at the 
rate provided in section 13 (b) (1), or 53 
percent of the amount by which the normal- 
tax net income exceeds $50,000, whichever is 
the lesser; plus 

“*(ii) Surtax: A surtax on the corpora- 
tion surtax net income, computed as pro- 
vided in section 15 (b) (1), or 36% percent 
of the amount by which the corporation 
surtax net income exceeds $50,000, whichever 
is the lesser. 

B) Taxable years beginning after March 
$1, 1951, and before January 1, 1954: 

“*(i) Normal tax: A normal tax on the 
normal-tax net income, computed at the rate 
provided in section 13 (b) (2), or 54 per- 
cent of the amount by which the normal- 
tax net-income exceeds $50,000, whichever 
is the lesser; plus 

“*(ii) Surtax: A surtax on the corporation 
surtax net income, computed as provided in 
section 15 (b) (2), or 37% percent of the 
amount by which the corporation surtax net 
income exceeds $50,000, whichever is the 
lesser. 

““(C) Taxable years beginning after De- 
cember 31, 1953: In the case of a taxable 
year beginning after December 31, 1953 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


(1) Normal tax: A normal tax on the 
normal-tax net income computed at the rate 
provided in section 13 (b) (3), or 50 percent 
of the amount by which the normal-tax net 
income exceeds $50,000, whichever is the 
lesser; plus 

“*(ii) Surtax: A surtax on the corpora- 
tion surtax net income, computed as pro- 
vided in section 15 (b) (3), or 33 percent of 
the amount by which the corporation surtax 
net income exceeds $50,000, whichever is the 
lesser.’ 

“(e) Regulated investment companies: 
Section 362 (b) (relating to tax on regulated 
investment companies) is hereby amended 
by striking out paragraphs (3) and (4) and 
inserting in lieu thereof the following: 

3) In the case of taxable years begin- 
ning after December 31, 1950, and before 
April 1, 1951, and ending after March 31, 


1951, there shall be levied, collected, and paid’ 


for each taxable year upon its Supplement 
Q net income a tax equal to 264% percent of 
the amount thereof. In the case of taxable 
years beginning after March 31, 1951, and 
before January 1, 1954, there shall be levied, 
collected, and paid for each taxable year 
upon its Supplement Q net income a tax 
equal to 27 percent of the amount thereof. 
In the case of taxable years beginning after 
December 31, 1953, there shall be levied, col- 
lected, and paid for each taxable year upon 
its Supplement Q net income a tax equal to 
25 percent of the amount thereof. 

4) In the case of taxable years begin- 
ning after December 31, 1950, and before 
April 1, 1951, and ending after March 31, 1951, 
there shall be levied, collected, and paid for 
each taxable year upon its Supplement Q 
surtax net income a tax equal to 24½ percent 
of the amount thereof in excess of $25,000. 
In the case of taxable years beginning after 
March 31, 1951, and before January 1, 1954, 
there shall be levied, collected, and paid for 
each taxable year upon its Supplement Q 
surtax net income a tax equal to 25 percent 
of the amount thereof in excess of $25,000. 
In the case of taxable years beginning after 
December 31, 1953, there shall be levied, col- 
lected, and paid for each taxable year upon 
its Supplement Q surtax net income a tax 
equal to 22 percent of the amount thereof in 
excess of $25,000." 

“(f) Business income of certain section 101 
organizations: Section 421 (a) (1) (relating 
to imposition of tax on business income of 


_ certain section 101 organizations) is hereby 


amended by inserting before the period at 
the end thereof the following: ‘; except that 
(A) in the case of taxable years beginning 
befo.e April 1, 1951, and ending after March 
31, 1951, the normal tax shall be 26% percent 
of the Supplement U net income and the 
surtax shall be 2414 percent of the amount 
of the Supplement U net income in excess of 
$25,000, and (B) in the case of taxable years 
beginning after March 31, 1951, and before 
January 1, 1954, the normal tax shall be 27 
percent of the Supplement U net income and 
the surtax shall be 25 percent of the amount 
of the Supplement U net income in excess 
of $25,000.’ 

“(g) Technical amendment: Section 14 
(relating to normal tax on special classes of 
corporations in the case of taxable years be- 
ginning before July 1, 1950) is hereby re- 
pealed.” 

The next amendment was, on page 49, 
after line 3, to strike out: 


“Sec, 122. Credits of corporations. 
„(a) Dividends received credit: Para- 
graphs (1) and (2) of section 26 (b) (relat- 
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ing to credit for dividends received) are 
hereby amended to read as follows: 

“*(1) In general: 85 percent of the amount 
received as dividends (other than dividends 
described in . (2) on the preferred 
stock of a public utility) from a domestic 
corporation which is subject to taxation 
under this chapter; and 

“*(2) Certain preferred stock: percent 
of the amount received as dividends on the 
preferred stock of a public utility which is 
subject. to taxation under this chapter.’ 

“(b) Credit for dividends paid on certain 
preferred stock: The first sentence of section 
26 (h) (1) (relating to amount of credit for 
dividends paid on certain preferred stock) is 
hereby amended to read as follows: ‘In the 
case of a public utility, an amount equal to 
27 percent of the lesser of (A) the amount 
of dividends paid during the taxable year 
on its preferred stock or (B) the adjusted 
net income for such taxable year minus the 
credit for dividends received provided in sub- 
section (b) for such year.’ 

“(c) Western Hemisphere trade corpora- 
tions: Section 26 (i) (relating to credit of a 
Western Hemisphere trade corporation) is 
hereby amended to read as follows: 

„%) Western Hemisphere trade corpora- 
tions: In the case of a Western Hemisphere 
trade corporation (as defined in sec. 109), 
an amount equal to 27 percent of its normal 
tax net income computed without regard to 
the credit provided in this subsection.““ 

And in lieu thereof to insert the following: 
“Sec. 122. Credits of corporations. 

“(a) Dividends received credit: Paragraphs 
(1) and (2) of section 26 (b) (relating to 
credit for dividends received) are hereby 
amended to read as follows: 

“*(1) In general: 85 percent of the amount 
received as dividends (other than dividends 
described in par. (2) on the preferred 
stock of a public utility) from a domestic 
corporation which is subject to taxation 
under this chapter. 

2) Certain preferred stock: 

„(A) Calendar year 1951: In the case of a 
taxable year beginning on January 1, 1951, 
and ending on December 31, 1951, 61 per- 
cent of the amount received as dividends on 
the preferred stock of a public utility which 
is subject to taxation under this chapter and 
with respect to which the credit provided in 
section 26 (h) for dividends paid is allow- 
able. 

„) Taxable years beginning after March 
31, 1951, and before January 1, 1954: In the 
case of taxable years beginning after March 
31, 1951, and before January 1, 1954, 62 per- 
cent of the amount received as dividends on 
the preferred stock of a public utility which 
is subject to taxation under this chapter and 
with respect to which the credit provided in 
section 26 (h) for dividends paid is allowable. 

“*(C) Taxable years beginning after De- 
cember 31, 1953: In the case of taxable years 
beginning after December 31, 1953, 59 percent 
of the amount received as dividends on the 
preferred stock of a public utility which is 
subject to taxation under this chapter and 
with respect to which the credit provided in 
section 26 (h) for dividends paid is allow- 
able.’ 

“(b) Credit for dividends paid on certain 
preferred stock: The first sentence of sec- 
tion 26 (h) (1) (relating to amount of credit 
for dividends paid on certain preferred 
stock) is hereby amended to read as fol- 
lows: ‘In the case of a public utility, (A) 
for a taxable year beginning on January 
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1, 1951, and ending on December 31, 1951, an 
amount equal to 28 percent of the lesser of 
(i) the amount of dividends paid during the 
taxable year on its preferred stock or (ii) 
the adjusted net income for such taxable 
year minus the credit for dividends received 
provided in subsection (b) for such year, (B) 
for a taxable year beginning after March 31, 
1951, and before January 1, 1954, an amount 
equal to 27 percent of the lesser of (i) the 
amount of dividends paid during the taxable 
year on its preferred stock or (li) the ad- 
justed net income for such taxable year 
minus the credit for dividends received pro- 
vided in subsection (b) for such year, and 
(C) for a taxable year beginning after De- 
cember 31, 1953, an amount equal to 30 per- 
cent of the lower of (i) the amount of divi- 
dends paid during the taxable year on its pre- 
ferred stock or (ii) the adjusted net income 
for such taxable year minus the credit for 
dividends received provided in subsection 
(b) for such year.’ 

“(c) Western Hemisphere trade corpora- 
tions: Section 26 (i) (relating to credit of a 
Western Hemisphere trade corporation) is 
hereby amended to read as follows: 

„) Western Hemisphere trade corpora- 
tions: In the case of a Western Hemisphere 
trade corporation (as defined in section 
109)— 

“*(1) Calendar year 1951: In the case of a 
taxable year beginning on January 1, 1951, 
and ending on December 31, 1951, an amount 
equal to 2744 percent of its normal-tax net 
income computed without regard to the cred- 
it provided in this subsection. 

“*(2) Taxable years beginning after March 
$1, 1951, and before January 1, 1954: In the 
case of a taxable year beginning after March 
31, 1951, and before January 1, 1954, an 
amount equal to 27 percent of its normal- 
tax net income computed without regard to 
the credit provided in this subsection. 

“*(3) Taxable years beginning after De- 
cember 31, 1953: In the case of a taxable 
year beginning after December 31, 1953, an 
amount equal to 30 percent of its normal- 
tax net income computed without regard to 
the credit provided in this subsection.’” 

The next amendment was, on page 53, after 
line 16, to strike out: 


“Sec. 123. Surtax exemptions and certain 
credits of related corporations. 

“(a) Limitation on surtax exemption in 
the case of related corporations: Section 26 
(relating to credits of corporations) is hereby 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new subsection: 

“*(j) Surtax exemption: 

“*(1) In general: Except in the case of a 
corporation to which paragraph (2) is appli- 
cable for the taxable year, a surtax exemp- 
tion of $25,000. 

2) Related corporations: In the case of 
a corporation which on December 31 of any 
year is a member of a controlled group as de- 
fined in paragraph (3), a surtax exemption, 
for the taxable year which includes such 
date, in an amount equal to $25,000 divided 
by the number of corporations in such group 
at the close of such date. In lieu of such 
exemption, a surtax exemption of $25,000 for 
the controlled group may be divided (in any 
manner) by the corporations which at the 
close of such date are members of such group 
by making and filing with the Secretary a 
consent setting forth the portion of the $25,- 
000 which will be taken by each member as 
its surtax exemption for its taxable year 
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which includes such date. The consent shall 
be made and filed at such time and in such 
manner as the Secretary by regulations may 
prescribe. If a member of a controlled group 
has a taxable year which does not include 
December 31, the surtax exemption for such 
member for such taxable year shall be an 
amount equal to $25,000 divided by the num- 
ber of corporations in such group at the 
close of such taxable year. 

“*(3) Definition of controlled group: For 
the purposes of paragraph (2), a “controlled 
group” means: 

“*(A) Any group of one or more chains of 
corporations connected through ownership 
with a common parent corporation if— 

“*(i) stock possessing at least 95 percent 
of the voting power of all classes of stock of 
each of the corporations (except the com- 
mon parent corporation) is owned directly 
by one or more of the other corporations; 
and 

“*(ii) the common parent corporation 
owns directly stock possessing at least 95 
percent of the voting power of all classes of 
stock of at least one of the other corpora- 
tions, excluding, in computing such voting 
power, stock held by such other corporations. 

„) Any group of two or more corpora- 
tions if at least 95 percent of the voting 
power of all classes of stock of each of the 
corporations is owned, directly or indirectly, 
by or for one individual, or is owned, directly 
or indirectly, by or for not more than five 
individuals each of whom owns substantially 
the same proportion of the voting power in 
any one of such corporations as he owns in 
each of the other corporations. For the pur- 

of this subparagraph— 

“*‘(i) an individual shall be considered as 
owning substantially the same proportion 
of the voting power in any two corpora- 
tions if, and only if, he could own the same 
proportion of the voting power in each by 
increasing by not more than 10 percent his 
voting power in one of the corporations and 
decreasing by not more than 10 percent his 
voting power in the other corporation; 

“*(ii) stock owned, directly or indirectly, 
by or for a corporation, partnership, estate, 
or trust, shall be considered as being owned 
proportionately by or for its shareholders, 
partners, or beneficiaries; 

“*(iii) an individual shall be considered 
as owning the stock owned, directly or indi- 
rectly, by or for his spouse; 

“*(iv) if an individual owns more than 
50 percent of the voting power in any cor- 
poration (including the voting power of the 
stock owned by him upon the application of 
clauses (ii) and (iii)), such individual shall 
be considered as owning the stock owned in 
such corporation, directly or indirectly, by or 
for his ancestors and lineal descendants; 

„v) stock constructively owned by a per- 
son by reason of the application of clause 
(ii) shall, for the purpose of applying clause 
(ii), (iit), or (iv), be treated as actually 
owned by such person, but stock construc- 
tively owned by an individual by reason of 
the application of clause (iii) or (iv) shall 
not be treated as owned by him for the 
purpose of applying either such claus», in 
order to make another the constructive 
owner of such stock; and 

“*(vi) if stock may be treated as construc- 
tively owned by two or more individuals, 
such stock shall, in any computation to de- 
termine the proportionate voting power of 
such individuals be treated in such compu- 
tation as constructively owned by the in- 
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dividual whose constructive ownership of 
such stock results in the corporation being 
a member of a controlled group. 


If a group of corporations described in sub- 
paragraph (B) includes a common parent 
corporation included in a group described in 
subparagraph (A), then each member of the 
group described in subparagraph (A) of 
which the common parent corporation is a 
member shall be a member of the group de- 
scribed in subparagraph (B). For the pur- 
poses of this paragraph, treasury stock shall 
not be considered to be voting stock.“ 

“(b) Insurance companies: Section 201 
(g) (relating to credits under section 26 al- 
lowed life insurance companies) and section 
204 (f) (relating to credits under section 26 
allowed to insurance companies other than 
life or mutual) are each amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new sen- 
tence: ‘In computing the surtax imposed 
by this section, in the manner provided in 
section 15 (b), the surtax exemption pro- 
vided in section 26 (j) shall be allowed.’ 

“(c) Minimum excess profits credit: The 
last sentence of section 431 (relating to defi- 
nition of adjusted excess profits net income) 
is hereby amended to read as follows: ‘If 
such sum is less than its surtax exemption 
provided in section 26 (j) for the taxable 
year, such sum shall be increased to the 
amount of its surtax exemption for such 
year?” 

The next amendment was, on page 58, 
after line 20, to strike out: 


“Sec. 124. Computation of alternative capi- 
tal gains tax. 

(a) Alternative tax: Section 117 (c) (1) 
(relating to alternative tax on corpora- 
tions) is hereby amended by striking out the 
second paragraph and inserting in lieu there- 
of the following: 

“*(A) A partial tax shall first be com- 
puted upon the net income reduced by the 
amount of such excess, at the rates and in 
the manner as if this subsection had not 
been enacted. 

„) There shall then be ascertained an 
amount equal to 25 percent of such ex- 
cess. In the case of taxable years to which 
the defense tax provided in section 16 (c) 
is applicable, such amount shall be increased 
by the percentage specified in such section. 

“"(C) The total tax shall be the partial 
tax computed under subparagraph (A) plus 
the amount computed under subparagraph 
(8). 
“(b) Effective date: The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall be applicable 
only with respect to taxable years ending 
after August 31, 1951.” 

The next amendment was, on page 59, 
after line 18, to insert a new section, as fol- 
lows: 


“Sec. 123. Filing of corporation returns for 
taxable years ending after March 
1951, and before October 1, 
1951, 

“In the case of a corporation subject to a 
tax imposed by chapter 1 of the Internal 
Revenue Code for a taxable year ending 
after March 31, 1951, but prior to October 1, 
1951, such corporation shall after the date 
of the enactment of this act and on or be- 
fore January 15, 1952, make a return for 
such taxable year with respect to the tax 
imposed by chapter 1 of the Internal Revenue 
Code for such taxable year. The return 


required by this section for such taxable 
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year shall constitute the return for such 
taxable year for all purposes of the Internal 
Revenue Code; and no return for such tax- 
able year, with respect to any tax imposed 
by chapter 1 of such code, filed on or before 
the date of the enactment of this act shall 
be considered for any of such purposes as a 
return for such year. The taxes imposed 
by chapter 1 of such code (determined with 
the amendments made by this act) for such 
taxable year shall be paid on January 15, 
1952, in lieu of the time prescribed in sec- 
tion 56 (a) of such code. All payments with 
respect to any tax for such taxable year 
imposed by chapter 1 of such code under the 
law in effect prior to the enactment of this 
act, to the extent that such payments have 
not been credited or refunded, shall be 
deemed payments made at the time of the 
filing of the return required by this section 
on account of the tax for such taxable year 
under chapter 1 determined with the amend- 
ments made by this act.“ 

The next amendment was, on page 60, 
after line 22, to strike out: 


“Sec, 125. Effective date. 


“Except as provided in section 124, the 
amendments made by this part shall be 
applicable only with respect to taxable years 
beginning after December 31, 1950. For 
treatment of taxable years beginning in 1950 
and ending in 1951, see part III of this 
title.” 

And in lieu thereof, to insert the follow- 
ing: 
“Sec. 124. Effective date. 

“The amendments made by this part shall 
be applicable only with respect to taxable 
years beginning after March 31, 1951, and to 
taxable years beginning on January 1, 1951, 
and ending on December 31, 1951, except 
that the amendments made to sections 207, 
362, and 421 of the Internal Revenue Code 
shall be applicable to taxable years beginning 
after December 31, 1950, and ending after 
March 31, 1951. In the case of an insurance 
company subject to the tax imposed by sec- 
tion 207, the provisions of section 26 (b) of 
such code applicable to the calendar year 
1951 shall be applicable to a taxable year 
beginning after December 31, 1950, and be- 
fore April 1, 1951, and ending after March 
81, 1951. For treatment of taxable years 
(other than the calendar year 1951) begin- 
ning before April 1, 1951, and ending after 
March 31, 1951, see section 131.“ 

The next amendment was, under the sub- 
head “Part III— Fiscal year taxpayers,” on 
page 61, after line 21, to strike out: 

“(a) Amendment of section 108: Section 
108 is hereby amended by striking out para- 
graph (2) of subsection (f) and inserting in 
lieu thereof the following: 

“* (2) that portion of a tentative tax con- 
sisting of— 

(A) A tentative normal tax of 25 per- 
cent of the normal tax net income, plus 

“*(B) a tentative surtax of 20 percent of 
the surtax net income in excess of $25,000, 
which the number of days in such taxable 
year after June 30, 1950, and before Janu- 
ary 1, 1951, bears to the total number of 
days in such taxable year, plus (if the taxable 
year ends in 1951) 

(3) that portion of a tentative tax con- 
sisting of— 

“* (A) a tentative normal tax of 30 percent 
of the normal tax net income, plus 
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B) a tentative surtax of 20 percent of 
the surtax net income in excess of $25,000, 


which the number of days in such taxable 
year after December 31, 1950, bears to the 
total number of days in such taxable year. 


In computing for the purposes of paragraph 
(2) the normal-tax net income and the 
corporation surtax net income, the credits 
provided in section 26 applicable to taxable 
years beginning on July 1, 1950, shall be 
allowed in the manner and to the extent 
provided in sections 13 and 15 applicable to 
years beginning on such date, except that 
such credits shall be applied without regard 
to the amendments made to section 26 by 
title IZ of the Excess Profits Tax Act of 1950. 
In computing for the purposes of paragraph 
(3) the normal-tax net income and the cor- 
poration surtax net income, the credits pro- 
vided in section 2 applicable to taxable years 
beginning on January 1, 1951, shall be al- 
lowed in the manner and to the extent pro- 
vided in sections 13 and 15 applicable to years 
beginning on such date. 

“*(g) Taxable years of corporations begin- 
ning after June 30, 1950, and before 1951, 
and ending in 1951: In the case of a taxable 
year of a corporation beginning after June 
30, 1950, and before January 1, 1951, and 
ending after December 31, 1950, the tax im- 
posed by sections 13 and 15 shall be an 
amount equal to the sum of— 

“*(1) that portion of a tentative tax, com- 
puted under the provisions of sections 13 
and 15 applicable to such taxable year, which 
the number of days in such taxable year prior 
to January 1, 1951, bears to the total number 
of days in such taxable year, plus 

“*(2) that portion of a tentative tax, com- 
puted under the provisions cf sections 13 
and 15 applicable to years beginning on Jan- 
uary 1, 1951, as if such provisions were appli- 
cable to such taxable year, which the num- 
ber of days in such taxable year after Decem- 
ber 31, 1950, bears to the total number of 
days in such taxable year. For the purposes 
of this paragraph a surtax exemption of 
$25,000 shall be allowed in lieu of the exemp- 
tion provided in section 26 (j). 

“*(h) Certain taxable years of individuals 
beginning before September 1, 1951, and end- 
ing after August 31, 1951: In the case of 
a taxable year (other than one beginning on 
January 1, 1951, and ending on December 
31, 1951) of a taxpayer, other than a corpora- 
tion, beginning before September 1, 1951, 
and ending after August 31, 1951, the tax 
imposed by sections 11 and 12, section 400, 
or section 421 (a) (2), shall be an amount 
equal to the sum of— 

“*(1) that portion of a tentative tax, com- 
puted under the provisions of sections 11 
and 12, or section 400, applicable to taxable 
years beginning on October 1, 1950, which 
the number of calendar months in such tax- 
able year prior to September 1, 1951, bears to 
the total number of calendar months in such 
taxable year, plus 

“*(2) that portion of a tentative tax, com- 
puted under the provisions of sections 11 
and 12, or section 400, applicable to years 
beginning on September 1, 1951, as if such 
provisions (other than the provisions relat- 
ing to head of household) were applicable to 
such taxable year, which the number of cal- 
endar months in such taxable year after 
August 31, 1951, bears to the total number 
of calendar months in such taxable year. 
For the purposes of this subsection, a cal- 
endar month only part of which falls within 
the taxable year (A) shall be disregarded if 
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less than 15 days of such month are included 
in such taxable year, and (B) shall be in- 
cluded as a calendar month within the tax- 
able year if more than 14 days of such month 
fall within the taxable year. This subsection 
shall not apply in the case of a trust de- 
scribed in section 421 (b) (2) if the taxable 
year of such trust began before January 1, 
1951.“ 8 

And in lieu thereof, to insert the follow- 


g: 

„(a) Amendment of section 108: Section 
108 is hereby amended by striking out par- 
agraph (2) of subsection (f) and inserting 
in lieu thereof the following: 

“*(2) that portion of a tentative tax con- 
sisting of— 

“'(A) a tentative normal tax of 25 percent 
of the normal-tax net income, plus 

„B) a tentative surtax of 20 percent 
00 the surtax net income in excess of $25,- 
which the number of days in such taxable 
year after June 30, 1950, and before April 1, 
1951, bears to the total number of days in 
such taxable year, plus (if the taxable year 
ends after March 31, 1951) 

“*(3) that portion of a tentative tax con- 
sisting of— 

“*(A) a tentative normal tax of 27 percent 
of the normal-tax net income, plus 

„B) a tentative surtax of 23 percent of 

the surtax net income in excess of $25,000, 
which the number of days in such taxable 
year after March 31, 1951, bears to the total 
number of days in such taxable year. 
In computing for the purposes of paragraph 
(2) the normal-tax net income and the cor- 
poration surtax net income, the credits pro- 
vided in section 26 applicable to taxable years 
beginning on July 1, 1950, shall be allowed 
in the manner and to the extent provided in 
sections 13 and 15 applicable to years begin- 
ning on such date, except that such credits 
shall be applied without regard to the amend- 
ments made to section 26 by title II of the 
Excess Profits Tax Act of 1950. In comput- 
ing for the purposes of paragraph (3) the 
normal-tax net income and the corporation 
surtax net income, the credits provided in 
section 26 applicable to taxable years begin- 
ning on April 1, 1951, shall be allowed in the 
manner and to the extent provided in sections 
13 and 15 applicable to years beginning on 
such date. 

“*(g) Certain taxable years of corporations 
beginning after June 30, 1950, and before 
April 1, 1951: In the case of a taxable year 
(other than one beginning on January 1, 1951, 
and ending on December 31, 1951) of a cor- 
poration beginning after June 30, 1950, and 
before April 1, 1951, and ending after March 
31, 1951, the tax imposed by sections 13 and 
15 shall be an amount equal to the sum of— 

“*(1) that portion of a tentative tax, 
computed under the provisions of sections 
13 and 15 applicable to such taxable year, 
which the number of days in such taxable 
year prior to April 1, 1951, bears to the total 
number of days in such taxable year, plus 

“*(2) that portion of a tentative tax, com- 
puted under the provisions of sections 13 
and 15 applicable to years beginning on 
April 1, 1951, as if such provisions were ap- 
plicable to such taxable year, which the 
number of days in such taxable year after 
March 31, 1951, bears to the total number of 
days in such taxable year. 
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„h) Certain taxable years of individuals 
beginning before November 1, 1951, and end- 
ing after October 31, 1951: In the case of a 
taxable year (other than one beginning on 
January 1, 1951, and ending on December 
31, 1951) of a taxpayer, other than a cor- 
poration, beginning before November 1, 1951, 
and ending after October 31, 1951, the tax 
imposed by sections 11 and 12, section 400, 
or section 421 (a) (2), shall be an amount 
equal to the sum of— 

(1) that portion of a tentative tax, com- 
puted under the provisions of sections 11 and 
12, section 400, or section 421 (a) (2), ap- 
plicable to such year, which the number of 
calendar months in such taxable year prior 
to November 1, 1951, bears to the total num- 
ber of calendar months in such taxable year, 
plus 

“*(2) that portion of a tentative tax, com- 
puted under the provisions of sections 11 
and 12, section 400, or section 421 (a) (2), 
applicable to years beginning on November 
1, 1951, as if such provisions (other than the 
provisions relating to head of household) 
were applicable to such taxable year, which 
the number of calendar months in such tax- 
able year after October 31, 1951, bears to the 
total number of calendar months in such 
taxable year. 


This subsection shall not apply in the case 
of a trust described in section 421 (b) (2) if 
the taxable year of such trust began before 
January 1, 1951. 

| “ (4) Definition of calendar month: For 
the purposes of this section, a calendar 
month only part of which falls within a tax- 
able year (1) shall be disregarded if less than 
15 days of such month are included in such 
taxable year, and (2) shall be included as a 
calendar month within the taxable year if 
more than 14 days of such month fall within 
the taxable year. 

“*(j) Taxable years of individuals begin- 
ning in 1953 and ending in 1954: In the case 
of a taxable year of a taxpayer, other than 
a corporation, beginning before January 1, 
1954, and ending after December 31, 1953, 
the tax imposed by sections 11 and 12, sec- 
tion 400, or section 421 (a) (2), shall be an 
amount equal to the sum of— 

1) that portion of a tentative tax, 
computed under the provisions of sections 11 
and 12, section 400, or section 421 (a) (2), 
applicable to years beginning on January 1, 
1953, which the number of calendar months 
in such taxable year prior to January 1, 1954, 
bears to the total number of calendar months 
in such taxable year, plus 

2) that portion of a tentative tax, 
computed under the provisions of sections 
11 and 12, section 400, or section 421 (a) 
(2), applicable to years beginning on Janu- 
ary 1, 1954, as if such provisions were appli- 
cable to such taxable year, which the num- 
ber of calendar months in such taxable year 
after December 31, 1953, bears to the total 
number of calendar months in such taxable 
year. 

(xk) Taxable years of corporations be- 
ginning in 1953 and ending in 1954: In the 
case of a taxable year of a corporation be- 
ginning before January 1, 1954, and ending 
after December 31, 1953, the tax imposed by 
sections 13 and 15, or section 421 (a) (1), 
shall be an amount equal to the sum of— 

“*(1) that portion of a tentative tax, 
,computed under the provisions of sections 
13 and 15, or section 421 (a) (1), applicable 

[to years beginning on January 1, 1953, which 
, the number of days in such taxable year prior 
to January 1, 1954, bears to the total number 
of days in such taxable year, plus 

| “*(2) that portion of a tentative tax, 
computed under the provisions of sections 
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18 and 15, or section 421 (a) (1), applicable 
to years beginning on January 1, 1954, as if 
such provisions were applicable to such tax- 
able year, which the number of days in such 
taxable year after December 31, 1953, bears 
to the total number of days in such taxable 
year?” 

On page 70, line 22, after the word “Be- 
fore”, to strike out “January” and insert 
“April”; in line 25, after the word “before”, 
to strike out “January” and insert “April”; 
on page 71, line 7, after the word After“, to 
strike out “December 31, 1950” and insert 
“March 31, 1951“; in line 9, after the word 
“year”, to strike out “beginning before Jan- 
uary 1, 1951, and ending after December 31, 
1950” and insert “(other than a taxable year 
beginning on January 1, 1951, and ending on 
December 31, 1951) beginning before April 
1, 1951, and ending after March 31, 1951”; 
in line 19, after the word “before”, to strike 
out “January” and insert “April”; in line 
24, after the word “on”, to strike out “Jan- 
uary” and insert April“; on page 72, line 1, 
after the word after“, to strike out “Decem- 
ber 31, 1950” and insert “March 31, 1951"; 
and in line 9, after the word “thereof”, to 
strike out “(1)” and insert “(1).” 

The next amendment was, under the head- 
ing “Title I—Withholding of tax at source,” 
on page 72, after line 10, to strike out: 


“Part I—W:ITHHOLDING oF Tax AT SOURCE ON 
DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND ROYALTIES 
“Sec. 201. Collection of income tax at source 

on dividends, interest, and 
royalties. 
“Subtitle B of the Internal Revenue Code 
is hereby amended by inserting before chap- 
ter 7 the following new chapter: 


“CHAPTER 6—COLLECTION OF INCOME Tax AT 
Source ON DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND ROY- 
ALTIES 
“ ‘SUBCHAPTER A—DIVIDENDS AND INTEREST 

“ ‘Sec. 1200. Definitions. 

As used in this chapter 

„a) Dividend: The term 
means— 

“*(1) any distribution by a corporation 
which is a dividend as defined in section 115 
(a); and 

“*(2) a payment made by a stockbroker 
to any person as a substitute for a dividend 
(as defined in sec. 115 (a) upon which a 
tax is required to be deducted and withheld 
under this subchapter. 

“'(b) Interest: The 
means 

1) interest on all bonds, debentures, 
notes, certificates, or other evidences of in- 
debtedness, issued by any corporation, with 
interest coupons or in registered form; 

(2) interest on deposits with stock- 
brokers; 

3) interest on amounts held by an in- 
surance company under an agreement to pay 
interest thereon; and 

(4) interest on the overpayment of any 
internal revenue tax, except income or excess 
profits taxes imposed upon corporations. 


“Sec. 1201. Income tax collected at source. 


„a) Requirement of withholding: Every 
person making payment after December 31, 
1951, of a dividend or interest shall deduct 
and withhold upon such dividend or interest 
a tax equal to 20 percent of the amount 
thereof. If the withholding agent is unable 
to determine the person to whom the divi- 
dend or interest is payable, such tax shall be 
deducted and withheld at the time payment 
thereof would be made if such person were 
known. For certain exemptions from with- 


“dividend” 


term “interest” 


holding, see section 1202. 
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“*(b) Withholding where amount of diyi- 
dend is unknown: If the withholding agent 
is unable to determine the portion of a dis- 
tribution which is a dividend, the tax re- 
quired to be deducted and withheld under 
this subchapter shall be computed on the 
entire amount of the distribution. 

„e) Indemnification of withholding 
agent: A withholding agent shall not be li- 
able, except as provided in section 1203, to 
any person for the amount of any tax re- 
quired to be deducted and withheld under 
this subchapter. 

„dd) Credit for tax withheld: For credit, 
against the income tax of the recipient of the 
income, of amounts required to be deducted 
and withheld under this subchapter see sec- 
tion 35. 


“ ‘Sec. 1202. Exemptions from withholding. 


“ ‘The provisions of this chapter shall not 
apply to: 

„(a) A dividend paid in the stock or 
rights to acquire the stock of the distribut- 
ing corporation, whether or not the recipient 
of such stock or rights had an option to be 
paid in money, or other property, in lieu of 
such stock or rights. 

“*(b) Distributions (other than capital 
gain dividends described in section 362 (b) 
(7)) to shareholders which are treated under 
chapter 1 as amounts received upon the sale 
or exchange of property, or distributions with 
respect to which gain or loss is not recog- 
nized under chapter 1 to the shareholders, 

e) Any amount which is includible in 
gross income as a taxable dividend under the 
provisions of section 112 (c) (2) (relating to 
certain distributions made in pursuance of a 
plan of reorganization), section 115 (g) (re- 
lating to redemptions of stock), or section 
371 (e) (2) (relating to certain distributions 
pursuant to the order of the Securities and 
Exchange Commission). 

“*(d) A dividend paid by a Federal reserve 
bank, Federal land bank, Federal home loan 
bank, Central Bank for Cooperatives, or Bank 
for Cooperatives. 

“*(e) Any interest which, irrespective of 
the person to whom payable, is wholly ex- 
empt from the tax imposed by chapter 1. 

„) Dividends or interest paid by a cor- 
poration to another corporation if both cor- 
porations are members of the same affiliated 
group which filed a consolidated return un- 
der chapter 1 for the preceding taxable year 
of the payor corporation. 

“*(g) Dividends or interest paid by a cor- 
poration to one or more (1) governments, 
(2) political subdivisions thereof, (3) inter- 
national organizations, or (4) wholly owned 
instrumentalities or agencies of the forego- 
ing, if the entire class of stock in respect of 
which such dividend is paid, or the entire 
class of obligations in respect of which such 
interest is paid, is owned by one or more of 
such governments, subdivisions, organiza- 
tions, instrumentalities, or agencies. 

“*‘(h) Interest on equipment trust cer- 
tificates. 

“*(i) Dividends or interest paid by a for- 
eign corporation, a nonresident alien indi- 
vidual, any partnership not engaged in trade 
or business within the United States and 
composed in whole or in part of nonresident 
aliens, or by an international organization. 

“*(j) (1) Any payment of a dividend or 
interest (except coupon bond interest) to 
(A) a foreign corporation not engaged in 
trade or business within the United States, 
(B) a nonresident alien individual, (C) any 
partnership not engaged in trade or business 
within the United States and composed in 
whole or in part of nonresident aliens, or 
(D) any foreign government or international 
organization, 
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„ 2) Any payment of coupon bond inter- 
est to a person described in paragraph (1) of 
this subsection, but only if a certificate filed 
(in such form and manner, and at such time, 
as the Secretary may by regulations pre- 
scribe) with the withholding agent discloses 
that the recipient of such payment is a per- 
son described in paragraph (1). 

k) Any payment upon which the with- 
holding agent is required to deduct and with- 
hold a tax under section 143 (a) (relating to 
tax-free covenant bonds, etc.) determined 
without regard to the provisions of para- 
graph (2) of such section. 

“*(1) Interest on an obligation of a cor- 
poration, issued before January 1, 1951, con- 
taining a contract or provision by which the 
obligor agrees to pay the interest without 
deduction for any tax which the obligor may 
be required to pay thereon or to retain there- 
from under any law of the United States. 

m) Dividends paid pursuant to the 
terms of a lease of property entered into prior 
to January 1, 1951, if under such lease the 
shareholders of the lessor corporation are 
entitled to such dividends without deduction 
for any tax which any law of the United 
States might require to be deducted and 
withheld upon the payment of dividends. 

“*(n) Amounts (whether or not designed 
as dividends) paid by a mutual savings bank, 
saving and loan association, building and 
loan association, cooperative bank, home- 
stead association, credit union, or any simi- 
lar organization, in respect of withdrawable 
or repurchasable shares, investment certifi- 
cates, or deposits, 


“ ‘Sec. 1203. Returns and payment. 


„a) In general: Every person required 
under this subchapter to deduct and with- 
hold any tax shall make a return of such tax 
and shall pay such tax, at such time, for such 
period, and in such manner as the Secretary 
may by regulations prescribe, by making a 
return of the total amount of dividends and 
interest with respect to which tax is re- 
quired to be deducted and withheld by such 
person under this subchapter for such period 
and paying a tax, for which such person shall 
be liable, in an amount equal to 20 percentum 
of such total. 

“*(b) Adjustment of tax: If more or less 
than the correct amount of tax due for any 
period under subsection (a) is paid with re- 
spect to such period, proper adjustments with 
respect to the tax shall be made, without 
interest, in such manner and at such times 
as may be prescribed by regulations made 
under this subchapter. 


“Sec. 1204. Credit for regulated investment 
companies and personal hold- 
ing companies 

In the case of any withholding agent 
which is a regulated investment company as 
defined in section 361 or a personal holding 
company as defined in section 501, the 
amount required to be deducted and with- 
held as tax under this chapter with respect 
to dividends and interest received by it dur- 
ing a taxable year shall be allowed, under 

regulations prescribed by the Secretary, as a 

credit against (but not in excess of) the tax 

for which such withholding agent is liable 
under section 1203 (a) in respect of dividends 
and interest paid by it during such year. For 
the purposes of this section a dividend shall 

be considered as having been paid within a 

taxable year (1) in the case of a regulated 

investment company, if treated as paid dur- 

ing such taxable year under section 362 (b) 

(8), or (2) in the case of a personal holding 

company, if claimed under section 504 (c), 

in computing undistributed subchapter A 

net income, in the return for such year. 
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“ ‘SUBCHAPTER B—ROYALTIES 
“ ‘Sec. 1220. Definition of royalty. 


„As used in this chapter, the term “roy- 
alty” means 

„a) any rent or royalty in respect of 
mines, oil and gas wells, and other natural 
deposits, including any delay rental and any 
minimum royalty, whether or not measured 
by production or by a share of gross or net 
income therefrom, and any payment repre- 
senting a share of the gross or net income 
derived from the extraction and sale of any 
natural deposit, but only if the recipient of 
such rent, royalty, or payment is not per- 
sonally obligated to pay a proportionate share 
of development or operating expenses. For 
the purposes of this chapter, if a royalty, as 
defined in the preceding sentence, is paid in 
kind, such payment shall not constitute pay- 
ment of a royalty, but if the mineral, oil, gas, 
or other natural deposit so received in kind is 
sold by or on behalf of the recipient to the 
producer or under a division order, the pur- 
chaser shall be considered as making pay- 
ment of the royalty in an amount equal to 
the purchase price; 

(b) any payment, however designated, 
made by a corporation for the privilege of 
using any patent, pending application for a 
patent, copyright, secret process or formula, 
trade mark, or trade brand, including any 
payments made by an assignee or an exclu- 
sive licensee thereof, if measure by the use 
of a patent, pending application for a patent, 
copyright, secret process or formula, trade 
mark, or trade brand, or if payable over a 
period substantially coterminous with the 
period of the payor's right to use such prop- 
erty, but not including any payments in re- 
spect of copyrights made to an organization 
to which subsection (c) is applicable; and 

„(e) any payment made by an organiza- 
tion to its members in respect of the use of 
their copyrights, if such organization is au- 
thorized to license the use of such copyrights 
and has control of the receipt, allocation, 
and distribtuion of the payments made for 
such use. 


“ ‘Sec. 1221. Income tax collected at source 


“*(a) Requirement of withholding: Every 
person making payment after December 31, 
1951, of a royalty shall deduct and withhold 
upon such royalty a tax equal to 20 per 
cent of the amount thereof, If the with- 
holding agent is unable to determine the 
person to whom the royalty is payable, such 
tax shall be deducted and withheld at the 
time payment thereof would be made if such 
person were known. For certain exemptions 
from withholding see section 1222. 

“'(b) Tax paid by recipient: If the with- 
holding agent, in violation of the provisions 
of this subchapter, fcils to deduct and with- 
hold the tax under this subchapter, and 
thereafter the tax against which such tax 
may be credited is paid, the tax so required 
to be deducted and withheld shall not be 
collected from the withholding agent, but 
this subsection shall in no case relieve the 
withholding agent from liability for any 
penalties or additions to the tax otherwise 
applicable in respect of such failure to de- 
duct and withhold. 

e) Liability for tax: The withholding 
agent shall be liable for the payment of the 
tax required to be deducted and withheld 
under this subchapter, and shall not be 


liable to any person for the amount of any 


such payment. 

„d) Refunds and credits: 

“* (1) Withholding agent: Where there 
has been an overpayment of tax under this 
subchapter, refund or credit shall be made 
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to the withholding agent only to the extent 
that the amount of such overpayment was 
not deducted and withheld under this sub- 
chapter by the withholding agent. 

“*(2) Recipient: For credit, against the 
income tax of the recipient of the income, of 
amounts deducted and withheld under this 
subchapter, see section 35. 

“‘SEc. 1222. Exemption from withholding 

The provisions of this chapter shall not 
apply to— 

„(a) Royalties paid to a corporation or 
to a government or political subdivision 
thereof. 

“*(b) Royalties paid by a foreign corpo- 
ration, a nonresident alien individual, a 
partnership not engaged in trade or business 
within the United States and composed in 
whole or in part of nonresident aliens, or an 
international organization. 

“'(c) Royalties paid to (1) a noresident 
alien individual, (2) a partnership not en- 
gaged in trade or business within the United 
States and composed in whole or in part of 
nonresident aliens, or (3) an international 
organization. 


“'Szc. 1223. Returns and payment 


(a) In general: Every person required 
under this subchapter to deduct and with- 
hold any tax shall make a return of such tax 
and shall pay such tax, at such time, for 
such period, and in such manner as the Sec- 
retary may by regulations prescribe 

„b) Adjustment of tax: If more or less 
than the correct amount of tax imposed by 
this subchapter is paid with respect to any 
payment of royalties, proper adjustments, 
with resve_t both to the tax and the amount 
to be deducted, shall be made, without in- 
terest, in such manner and at such times as 
may be prescribed by regulations made un- 
der this subchapter. 


“ ‘SEC. 1224. Receipts 


„(a) Requirement: Every person required 
under this subchapter to deduct and with- 
hold tax on a royalty, shall, not later than 
January 31 of the year succeeding tae calen- 
dar year in which the royalty is paid, fur- 
nish to the payee of the royalty a written 
statement showing the amount of the royal- 
ties paid to such payee during such calendar 
year, and the amount of tax deducted and 
withheld under this subchapter in respect of 
such royalties. 

) Statements to constitute informa- 
tion returns: The statements required to be 
furnished by this section in respect of any 
royalty shall be furnished at such other 
times, shall contain such other information, 
and shall be in such form as the Secretary 
may by regulations prescribe. A duplicate of 
such statement if made and filed in accord- 
ance with regulations prescribed by the 
Secretary shall constitute the return re- 
quired to be made in respect of such royal- 
ties under section 147. 

e) Extension of time: The Secretary, 
under regulations prescribed by him, may 
grant to any person a reasonable extension 
of time (not in excess of 30 days) with re- 
spect to the statements required to be fur- 
nished by such person under this section, | 


“Sec. 1225. Penalties. 


“*(a) Criminal penalty: In lieu of any 
other penalty provided by law (except the 
penalty provided by subsection (b) of this 
section), any person required under the pro- 
visions of section 1224 to furnish a state- 
ment who willfully furnishes a false or 
fraudulent statement, or who willfully fails 
to furnish a statement in the manner, at the 
time, and showing the information required 
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under section 1224, or regulations prescribed 
thereunder, shall for each such offense, upon 
conviction thereof, be fined not more than 
$1,000, or imprisoned for not more than 1 
year, or both. 

1 “*(b) Civil penalty: In addition to the 
penalty provided by subsection (a) of this 
section, any person required under the pro- 
visions of section 1224 to furnish a state- 
ment who willfully furnishes a false or 
fraudulent statement, or who willfully fails 
to furnish a statement in the manner, at the 
time, and showing the information required 
under section 1224, or regulations prescribed 
thereunder, shall for each such offense be 
‘subject to a civil penalty of not more than 
$50. 


| “ “SUBCHAPTER C—GENERAL PROVISIONS 
“ ‘Sec, 1230. Definitions. 

As used in this chapter 

“‘(a) Taxable year: The term “taxable 
year” shall have the same meaning as when 
used in chapter 1. 
| “‘(b) Person: The term “person” in- 
cludes any government or political subdivi- 
sion, or agency or instrumentality thereof. 
{ “*(c) Nonresident alien: The term “non- 
resident alien individual” includes an alien 
resident of Puerto Rico. 


“Sec. 1231. Nondeductibility of tax in com- 
puting net income. 

“‘Any tax deducted and withheld under 
this chapter shall not be allowed as a deduc- 
tion in computing net income for the pur- 
pose of any tax on income imposed by act 
of Congress. 


“ ‘Sec. 1232. Return and payment by govern- 
mental payor. 

At the person referred to in section 1203 
(a) or 1223 (a) is the United States, or a 
State, Territory, or political subdivision 
thereof, or the District of Columbia, or any 
agency or instrumentality of any one or 
more of the foregoing, the return and pay- 
ment required by such sections shall be 
made by any officer or employee of the 
United States, or of such State, Territory, or 
political subdivision, or of the District of 
Columbia, or of such agency or instrumen- 
‘tality, as the case may be, having control of 
the payment of the dividend, interest, or 
royalty, or appropriately designated for that 
‘purpose. 

“Sec. 1233. Tax-exempt organizations—re- 
fund. 
In the case of a person which is exempt 
from the tax imposed by chapter 1, if the 
amount required to be deducted and with- 
held as tax under this chapter with respect 
to dividends and interest received by it dur- 
ing any calendar quarter, and the amount 
deducted and withheld as tax under this 
chapter with respect to royalties received by 
it during such calendar quarter, exceed 
the credit claimed by and allowed to such 
person under section 1637 for such quarter, 


the excess shall be immediately refunded or 


‘credited to such person as an overpayment 
of the tax imposed by this chapter, but only 
if claim therefor is filed (or, if no claim is 
filed, if credit or refund is made) after the 
close of such calendar quarter and on or be- 
fore March 15 of the fourth calendar year 
beginning after the close of such calendar 
quarter, No interest shall be allowed or 
paid with respect to any such refund or 
‘credit for any period prior to the date on 
jwhich claim for such refund or credit is 
ee or prior to March 16 of the calendar 
year succeeding the close of the calendar 
jquarter in respect of which such refund or 
(credit is claimed, whichever date is the later. 
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“ ‘Sec, 1234. Failure to file returns. 


In case of a failure to make and file 
any return required under this chapter 
within the time prescribed by law or pre- 
scribed by the Secretary in pursuance of 
law, unless it is shown that such failure is 
due to reasonable cause and not to willful 
neglect, the addition to the tax or taxes re- 
quired to be shown on such return shall not 
be less than 65. 


“Sec. 1235. Other laws applicable. 


All provisions of law, including penal- 
ties, applicable with respect to any tax im- 
posed by section 2700, and the provisions of 
section 3661, shall, insofar as applicable and 
not inconsistent with the provisions of this 
chapter, be applicable with respect to the 
tax under this chapter.’ . 


“Sec. 202. Credit for tax withheld. 


“Section 35 (relating to credit against in- 
come tax) is hereby amended as follows: 

“(1) by striking from the heading thereof 
the words ‘on wages’; 

“(2) by inserting at the beginning of the 
first paragraph thereof the following head- 
ing: ‘(a) Credit for tax withheld on 
wages.—’; and 

“(3) by inserting at the end thereof the 
following new subsection: 

“*(b) Credit for tax withheld on dividends, 
interest, and royalties: Under regulations 
prescribed by the Secretary— 

1) In general: The amount required 
to be deducted and witheld as tax under 
chapter 6 upon any payment of a dividend 
or interest, and the amount deducted and 
withheld as tax under such chapter upon. 
any payment of a royalty, shall be allowed 
as a credit, to the recipient of the income, 
against the tax imposed by this chapter for 
the taxable year in which the dividend, in- 
terest, or royalty is received. 

“*(2) Partnerships, trusts, and estates: 
If the recipient of the dividend, interest, or 
royalty is a partnership or a common trust 
fund, then the credit shall not be allowed 
‘to such recipient, but the members of the 
partnership, or the participants in the com- 
mon trust fund, as the case may be, shall 
be allowed their proportionate share of such 
credit. If the recipient is an estate or trust, 
and if any legatee, heir, or beneficiary sub- 
ject to the tax imposed by this chapter is 
required to include a portion of such divi- 
dend, interest, or royalty in computing his 
net income, such legatee, heir, or beneficiary 
shall be allowed such portion of the credit 
as is properly allocable to him on the basis 
of the income allocable to him under sec- 
tion 162 for the taxable year of the estate 
or trust, and such portion of the credit shall 
not be allowed to the estate or trust. 

“*(3) Regulated investment companies 
and personal holding companies: In the 
case of a regulated investment company or 
a personal holding company, the credit pro- 
vided in paragraph (1) shall be reduced by 
the amount of credit allowed such company 
under section 1204, 

“*(4) Tax exempt organizations: The 
credit provided by this subsection shall not 
be allowed to any recipient which is exempt 
from income tax. For credit against the 
liability of such a recipient in respect of 
the employment taxes imposed by subchap- 
ter A and subchapter D of chapter 9, see 
section 1637. For refund under chapter 6 
in the case of such a recipient, see section 
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“Sec. 203. Credits in case of organizations 
exempt from tax. 


“Subchapter E of chapter 9 (relating to 
employment taxes) is hereby amended by 
adding after section 1636 the following new 
section: 


“ ‘Sec. 1637. Special credit in case of organiza- 
tions exempt from income tax, 
In the case of any person (including any 
government or political subdivision, agency, 
or instrumentality thereof) which is exempt 
from the tax imposed by chapter i, the 
amount required to be deducted and with- 
held as tax under chapter 6 with respect to 
dividends and interest roceived by it during 
any calendar quarter, and the amount de- 
ducted and withheld as tax under such 
chapter with respect to royalties received by 
it during such calendar quarter, shall be al- 
lowed, under regulations prescribed by the 
Secretary, as a credit against (but not in ex- 
cess of) the amount shown on the return 
of such person as its liability (after the ad- 
justments, if any, provided for in sections 
1401 (c) and 1411) for such quarter in re- 
spect of the taxes imposed by subchapter A 
and subchapter D of this chapter. Such 
credit shall be allowed only if claim therefor 
is made, in accordance with such regulations, 
at the time of the filing of the return under 
subchapter A and subchapter D for such 
quarter. For refund under chapter 6, see 
section 1233.’ 


“Sec. 204. Technical amendment. 


“(a) Tax computed by collector. Section 
51 (f) (relating to tax computed by collec- 
tor) is hereby amended to read as follows: 

Tax computed by collector. 

1) Return requirements: An individ- 
ual entitled to elect to pay the tax imposed 
by supplement T whose gross income is less 
than $5,000 and is entirely from one or more 
of the following sources: wages as defined 
in section 1621 (a), or dividends (other than 
a capital gain dividend as defined in section 
362 (b) (7) or interest on which tax is re- 
quired to be deducted and withheld under 
chapter 6, shall at his election be relieved, 
by using the form prescribed as the form for 
the return for the purposes of this sub- 
section, from showing on the return the 
tax imposed by this chapter. In such case 
the tax shall be computed by the collector. 

2) Result of computation: After the 
collector has computed the tax, he shall mail 
to the taxpayer a notice stating the amount 
determined by the collector as payable and 
making demand therefor. 

3) Regulations: The Secretary shall 
prescribe regulations for carrying out this 
subsection, and such regulations may pro- 
vide for the application of the rules of this 
subsection to cases where the gross income 
includes items other than those enumerated 
in paragraph (1) if the gross income from 
such other sources is not more than $200, 
and to cases where the gross income is $5,000 
or more but not more than $5,200. Such 
regulations shall provide for the applica- 
tion of this subsection in the case of husband 
and wife, including provisions determining 
when a joint return under this subsection 
may be permitted or required and what 
constitutes a joint return, whether the lia- 
bility shall be joint and several, and whether 
one spouse may make return under this rub- 
section and the other without regard to this 
subsection. 

Method of election: The election to 
have the benefits of this subsection shall 
be made by making returns on the form 
prescribed as the form for the return for 
the purposes of this subsection. An elec- 
tion so made shall constitute an election to 
pay the tax imposed by supplement T.’ 
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“(b) Requirement of declaration of es- 
timated tax: Section 58 (a) (relating to 
declaration of estimated tax) is hereby 
amended to read as follows: 

„a) Requirement of declaration: Every 
individual (other than an estate or trust 
and other than a nonresident alien with re- 
spect to whose wages, as defined in section 
1621 (a), withholding under subchapter D of 
chapter 9 is not made applicable, but in- 
cluding every alien individual who is a resi- 
dent of Puerto Rico during the entire taxable 
year) shall, at the time prescribed in sub- 
section (d), make a declaration of his esti- 
mated tax for the taxable year if— 

“*(1) his gross income from wages (as de- 
fined in section 1621) and from dividends, 
interest, and royalties, as defined in chapter 
6, upon which a tax is required to be de- 
ducted and withheld under such chapter, 
can reasonably be expected to exceed the 
sum of $4,500 plus $600 with respect to each 
exemption provided in section 25 (b); or 

**(2) his gross income from sources other 
than wages (as defined in section 1621) and 
other than dividends, interest, and royal- 
ties, as defined in chapter 6, upon which a 
tax is required to be deducted and withheld 
under such chapter, can reasonably be ex- 
pected to exceed $100 for the taxable year 
and his gross income to be $600 or more.“ 

“(c) Credit under section 143; Section 143 
relating to withholding of tax at source) is 
hereby amended by adding at the end there- 
of the following new subsection: 

“*(i) Credit for tax withheld at source. 
Where any person is required to deduct and 
withhold a tax under subsection (b) on an 
amount on which a tax was required to be 
deducted and withheld under subchapter A 
of chapter 6, or on an amount on which a 
tax was deducted and withheld under sub- 
chapter B of such chapter, such person shall 
deduct and withhold only the excess of— 

“*(1) the amount which would be required 
to be deducted and withheld under subsec- 
tion (b) but for the application of chapter 
6, over 

“*(2) The amount required to be deducted 
and withheld under subchapter A of chap- 
ter 6, or the amount deducted and withheld 
under subchapter B of such chapter, which- 
ever is applicable.’ 

“(d) Credit under section 144: Section 144 
(relating to payment of corporation income 
tax at source) is hereby amended by strik- 
ing out the period at the end thereof and add- 
ing in lieu thereof the following:: Pro- 
vided further, That, where any person is re- 
quired under this section to deduct and with- 
hold a tax on an amount on which a tax was 
required to be deducted and withheld under 
subchapter A of chapter 6, or on an amount 
on which a tax was deducted and withheld 
under subchapter B of such chapter, such 
person shall deduct and withhold only the 
excess o 

“*(1) the amount which would be required 
to be deducted and withheld under this sec- 
tion but for the application of chapter 6, 
over 

“*(2) the amount required to be deducted 
and withheld under subchapter A of chap- 
ter 6, or the amount deducted and withheld 
under subchapter B of such chapter, which- 
ever is applicable.’ 

“(e) Information at source: Subsections 
(a) and (b) of section 147 (relating to in- 
formation at source) are hereby amended to 
read as follows: 

„a) Payments of rent, salaries, interest, 
etc: All. persons, in whatever capacity act- 
ing, including lessees or mortgagors of real 
or personal property, fiduciaries, and em- 
ployers, making payment to another person, 
of— 
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“*(1) rent, salaries, wages, premiums, an- 
nuities, compensations, remunerations, emol- 
uments, or other fixed or determinable 
gains, profits, and income (other than pay- 
ments described in section 148 (a) or 149), 
of $600 or more in any taxable year, or 

“*(2) interest, upon which tax is required 
to be deducted and withheld under chap- 
ter 6, of $300 or more in any taxable year, 
or 

“*(3) Interest, upon which tax is required 
to be deducted and withheld under chapter 
6, of $100 or more in any taxable year, 


or, in the case of such payments made by the 
United States, the officers or employees of 
the United States having information as to 
such payments and required to make returns 
in regard thereto by the regulations herein- 
after provided for, shall render a true and ac- 
curate return to the Secretary, under such 
regulations and in such form and manner and 
to such extent as may be prescribed by him, 
setting forth the amount of such gains; prof- 
its, and income, and the name and address 
of the recipient of such payment. 

“*(b) Returns regardless of amount of 
payment: Such returns may be required, 
regardless of amounts, (1) in the case of 
payments of interest, and (2) in the case of 
collections of items (not payable in the 
United States) of interest upon the bonds 
of foreign countries and interest upon the 
bonds of and dividends from foreign cor- 
Porations by persons undertaking as a mat- 
ter of business or for profit the collection of 
foreign payments of such interest or divi- 
dends by means of coupons, checks, or bills 
of exchange. This subsection shall not apply 
to payments of interest (other than coupon 
bond interest) upon which tax is required to 
be deducted and withheld under chapter 6.’ 

“(f) Information by corporations: Section 
148 (a) (relating to information by corpora- 
tions in the case of dividend payments) is 
hereby amended by inserting a comma in lieu 
of the period at the end thereof and adding 
the following: ‘except that if the amount of 
dividends paid to any shareholder during a 
calendar year is less than $300 and tax is 
required to be deducted and withheld under 
chapter 6 upon the entire amount of such 
dividents, no such return shall be required 
with respect to such shareholder for such 
calendar year.’ 

“(g) Clerical amendment: Section 169 (b) 
(relating to taxation of common trust funds) 
is hereby amended by striking out ‘or chapter 
6’ and by striking out ‘chapters’ and inserting 
in lieu thereof ‘chapter’. 

“(h) Amount of credit considered as pay- 
ment: Section 322 (a) (2) (relating to re- 
funds and credits) is hereby amended to read 
as follows: 

62) Treatment of credits: The amount 
of credit provided in section 35 against the 
tax for any taxable year shall, to the extent 
thereof, be considered as payment of the tax 
for such year, whether or not the withholding 
agent has paid to the collector the amount 
of the tax deducted and withheld at the 
source under subchapter D of chapter 9 or 
subchapter B of chapter 6 or the amount 
of tax required to be deducted and withheld 
at source under subchapter A of chapter 6.’ 

“(1) Special period of limitations for small 
refunds on tax withheld at source: Section 
322 (b) (relating to statute of limitations on 
filing claim for credit or refund) is hereby 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new paragraph: 

“*(7) Special period of limitations with re- 
spect to certain overpayments resulting from 
tax withheld on dividends, interest, or royal- 
ties: In the case of an individual filing a 
claim for credit or refund of an overpayment 
for a taxable year for which he was not re- 
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quired under section 51 (a) to make a return, 
if the overpayment is attributable to the 
credit allowed under section 35 for tax re- 
quired to be deducted and withheld under 
subchapter A of chapter 6 (relating to tax 
withheld at source on dividends and inter- 
est) or for tax deducted and withheld under 
subchapter B of such chapter (relating to tax 
withheld at source on royalties), in lieu of 
the period of limitation prescribed in para- 
graph (1), the period shall be 7 years from 
the date prescribed by law for filing a return 
for the taxable year with respect to which 
the claim is made. In such a case, the 
amount of credit or refund may exceed the 
portion of the tax paid within the period 
prescribed in paragraph (2), to the extent of 
the amount of the overpayment attributable 
to such credit allowed under section 35, or to 
the extent of $2, whichever is the lesser.’ 

“(j) Presumptions as to date of payment: 
Section 322 (e) (relating to presumption as 
to date of payment) is hereby amended to 
read as follows: 

e) Presumptions as to date of pay- 
ment: For the purpose of this section— 

“(1) any amount allowable as a credit 
under section 32 (relating to credit for tax 
withheld at source on tax-free covenant 
bonds and on payments to nonresident aliens 
and foreign corporations) or under section 
35 (relating to credit for tax withheld at 
source On wages, dividends, interest, and 
royalties) shall, in respect of the person en- 
titled to such credit, be deemed to have been 
paid by him on the last day prescribed by 
law (determined without regard to any ex- 
tension of time granted the taxpayer), for 
the filing of the return for his taxable year 
with respect to which such amount is allow- 
able as a credit; and 

“*(2) any amount paid as estimated tax 
for any taxable year shall be deemed to have 
been paid on the last day prescribed by law 
(determined without regard to any extension 
of time granted the taxpayer) for the filing 
of the return for such taxable year.’ 

“(k) Interest on overpayments: Section 
23 (t) is hereby amended to read as fol- 
ows: 

„) Tax withheld at source and esti- 
mated tax— 

“*(1) Claims filed under special period of 
limitations provided in section 322 (b) (7): 
If credit or refund of the overpayment would 
be barred under section 322 (b) except for 
paragraph (7) thereof, no interest shall be 
allowed or paid with respect to the overpay- 
ment for any period ending prior to the ex- 
piration of 6 months after the date on which 
the claim was filed. 

2) Cross reference: For date of pay- 
ment in respect of estimated tax and tax 
withheld at source, see section 322 (e).’ 

“(1) Definition of withholding agent: Sec- 
tion 3797 (a) (16) is hereby amended by 
striking out ‘143 or 144’, and by inserting in 
lieu thereof ‘143, 144, 1201, or 1221.’ 

m) Effective date: The amendments 
made by subsections (a) and (b) shall be 
applicable to taxable years beginning after 
December 31, 1951.” 

The next amendment was, on page 101, 
after line 7, to strike out: 


“Part II—INCREASE IN WITHHOLDING OF Tax 
AT SOURCE ON WAGES 
“Sec. 221. Percentage method of withholding. 
“Section 1622 (a) (relating to percentage 
method of withholding) is hereby amended 
by striking out ‘18 percent’ and inserting in 
lieu thereof 20 percent.’ 
“Sec. 222. Wage bracket withholding. 
“The tables contained in section 1622 (c) 
(1) (relating to wage bracket withholding) 
are hereby amended to read as follows: 
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And the number of withholding exemptions claimed is 


And the wages are— 


At least 


The amount of tax to be withheld shall be— 
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“If the payroll period with respect to an em ployee is biweekly 


And the number of withholding exemptions claimed is— 


And the wages are— 


10 or more 


But less than 


At least 


The amount of tax to be withheld shall be— 
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“If the payroll period with respect to an employee is semimonthly 
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And the number of withholding exemptions claimed is— 


And the wages are— 


10 or more 


The amount of tax to be withheld shall be 
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I the payroll period with respect to an employee is monthly 


And the number of withholding exemptions claimed is— 


And the wages are— 


10 or more 


But less than 


At least 


The amount of tax to be withheld shall be— 
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000 and over 
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“Ij the payroll period with respect to an em ployee is a daily payroll period or a miscellaneous payroll periot 


And the wages divided by the num- 


And the number of withholding exemptions claimed is— 


ber of days in such period are 
0 1 2 3 4 5 0 7 8 9 10 or more 
At least But less than The amount of tax to be withheld shall be the following amount multiplied by the number of days in such period— 

E B . $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 80 80 80 
82.00 -| $2.25. $0. 45 05 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$2.25. $2.50 50 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$2.50. -| $2.75. 55 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$2.75. $3.00. 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
00 2 $3.25 65 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
88. $3.50 70 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$2.50. $3.75 75 35 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$3.75. $4.00. 80 40 +05 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$4.00. 84.25 85 45 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
84.25 $4.50. a) 50 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
84.50 $4.75 -95 .55 +20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$4.75 $5.00. 1.00 60 225 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$5.00. $5.25 1.05 . 65 +30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$5.25 $5.50 1.10 +70 +35 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$5.50. 85.75 1.15 +75 40 05 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
85.75 88.00. 1.20 80 45 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$6.00 -| $6.25. 1.25 85 -50 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
80.25 $6.50. 1.30 , 00 .55 .20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$6.50 -| $6.75 1.35 +95 - 60 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$6.75. -| $7.00- 1.40 1.00 65 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$7.00. 8.25 1.45 1.05 -70 35 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$7.25. $7.50 1. 50 1.10 .75 40 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
87.50 $7.75 1,55 1,15 . 80 45 „05 0 0 0 0 0 0 
87.75 $8.00. 1,60 1. 20 85 50 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$8.00. $8.25. 1.65 1,30 90 . 55 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$8.25. $8.50 1.70 1.35 .95 .60 -20 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$8.50. 88.75 1. 75 1,40 1.00 65 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$8.75. $9.00. 1.80 1. 47 1.05 70 30 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$2.00. $9.25. 1. 85 1. 50 1. 10 75 35 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$9.25. $9.50. 1.90 1.55 1.15 .80 40 +05 0 0 0 0 0 
E POOE $9.75.. n 1.95 1.60 1.20 «85 45 10 0 0 0 0 0 
N $10.00. $ 2.00 1.65 1.25 = 90 50 15 0 0 0 0 0 
00 $10.50. A 2,10 1. 70 1.35 95 -60 225 0 0 0 0 0 
$11.00. 5 2, 20 1.80 1.45 1.05 70 35 0 0 0 0 0 
511.50 2.30 1. 90 1. 55 1. 15 . 80 45 05 0 0 0 0 
00 2. 40 2.00 1.65 1,25 - 90 255 15 0 0 0 0 
2. 50 2.10 1,75 1.35 1.00 265 225 0 0 0 0 
2.60 2.20 1. 85 1,45 1.10 75 35 0 0 0 0 
2. 70 2. 30 1,95 1.55 1,20 .85 .45 .10 0 0 0 
2.80 2.40 2.05 1.65 1,30 +95 55 20 0 0 0 
2. 90 2. 50 2.15 1,80 1,40 1,05 65 30 0 0 0 
3. 00 2.60 2.25 1. 90 1,50 1.15 .75 40 . 0⁵ 0 0 
3.10 2.70 2.35 2.00 1. 60 1. 25 85 50 15 0 0 
3. 20 2.80 2.46 2.10 1,70 1,36 +95 60 2 0 0 
3.30 2.90 2, 55 2, 20 1.80 1.45 1.05 70 .35 0 0 
3. 40 3.00 2.65 2.80 1. 90 1.55 1.15 80 45 05 0 
3. 50 3.10 2.75 2.40 2.00 1. 65 1.25 -90 .55 15 0 
3.00 3, 20 2.85 2.50 2. 10 1.75 1. 40 1.00 +65 225 0 
3.70 3.35 2.95 2.00 2.20 1.85 1.50 1.10 .75 .35 0 

3.80 3.45 3.05 2. 70 2.30 1. 95 1.60 1. 20 85 45 10 

3. 90 3.55 3.15 2.80 2.40 2.05 1.70 1.30 .95 .55 20 

4.00 3. 65 3.25 2.90 2.50 2.15 1. 80 1. 40 1.05 65 30 

4.15 3. 80 3. 40 3. 06 2.65 2.30 1. 95 1.55 1,20 +80 45 

4.35 4.00 3. 60 3.25 2. 80 2.50 2.15 1.75 1.40 1.00 65 

4.55 4. 20 3.80 3.45 3.10 2.70 2.35 1.95 1.60 1.25 85 

4.75 4.40 4.00 3.65 3.30 2. 90 2. 55 2.15 1. 80 1. 45 1.05 

4.95 4.60 4. 20 3. 85 3.50 3. 10 2.75 2. 35 2.00 1. 65 1.25 

5.15 4.80 4.40 4.05 3.70 3.30 2.95 2.55 2.20 1.85 1. 45 

5.35 5. 00 4.65 4.25 3. 90 3.50 3.15 2. 80 2.40 2. 05 1.65 

5.55 5.2 |, 4.85 4.45 4.10 3.70 3.35 3.00 2.60 2.25 1. 85 

5. 75 5. 40 5.05 4.05 4.30 3. 90 3.55 3. 20 2. 80 2.45 2.05 

5.95 5. 00 5.25 4.85 4.50 4.10 3.75 3. 40 3. 00 2.65 2.30 

20 percent of the excess over $30 plus— 
6. 10 | sn] 5. 35 4 40 4 3. 85 2.0 | 3.10 5 2. 40% 


The next amendment was, at the top of 
page 107, to insert: 


“Sec. 201. Percentage method of withhold- 


“Section 1622 (a) (relating to percentage 
method of withholding on wages) is hereby 
amended by inserting before the period at 
the end thereof the following: ‘, except that 


in the case of wages paid on or after Novem- 4 


ber 1, 1951, and before January 1, 1954, the 
tax shall be equal to 20 percent of such ex- 
cess in lieu of 18 percent.“ 

The next amendment was, on page 107, 
after line 7, to insert: 


“Sec. 202. Wage bracket withholding. 

“So much of section 1622 (c) (1) as pre- 
cedes the tables in such section is hereby 
amended to read as follows: 


“*(1) (A) Wages paid after October 31, 
1951, and before January 1, 1954: At the 
election of the employer with respect to any 
employee, the employer shall deduct and 
withhold upon the wages paid to such em- 
ployee after October 31, 1951, and before 
January 1, 1954, a tax determined in accord- 
ance with the following tables, which shall 
be in lieu of the tax required to be deducted 
and withheld under subsection (a): 
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“If the payroll period with respect to an employee is weekly 


And the number of withholding exemptions claimed is— 


And the wages are— 


10 or more 


But less than 


The amount of tax to be withheld shall be 
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“If the payroll period with respect to an employee is biweekly 


And the number of withholding exemptions claimed is— 


And the wages are— 


10 or more 


9 


But less than 


At least 


The amount of tax to be withheld shall be— 
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$400 and over 


11629 


And the number of withholding exemptions claimed is— 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 
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20 percent of the excess over $500 plus— 


5 
The amount of tax to be withheld shall be— 
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0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
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“Tf the payroll period with respect to an employee is monthly 


And the number of withholding exemptions claimed is— 


And the wages are— 


10 or more 


But less than— 


‘The amount of tax to be withheld shall be— 
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$1,000 and over 
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I the payroll period with respect to an employee is a daily payroll period or a miscellaneous payroll period 
* 


And the wages divided by the num- 
ber of days in such period are 


SS 8888 
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At least But less than 
$2.00 py 
$2.25, . 40 
25 $2.50. 45 
3 $2.75. .50 
$2.75.. $3.00. .55 
— $3.25. 60 
$3.50. 265 
$3.75 70 
$4.00. 75 
$4.25. 80 
84.50 
84.75 
$5.00 
$5. 
$5. 
$5. 
$6. 
$6. 
$6. 
$6. 
$7. 
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%) Wages paid after December 31, 1953: 
At the election of the employer with respect 
to any employee, the employer shall deduct 
and withhold upon the wages paid to such 
employee after December 31, 1953, a tax 
determined in accordance with the following 
employee after December 81, 1953, a tax 
required to be deducted and withheld under 
subsection (a)“ 

The next amendmen’ was, on page 113, 
line 5, to change the section number from 
“293” to 203.“ 

The next amendment was, on page 113, 
line 20, to change the section number from 
“994” to “204”; in line 21, after the word 
“this”, to strike out “part” and insert “title”, 
and in line 22, after the word “after”, to 
strike out “September” and insert Novem- 
ber.” 

The next amendment was, under the head- 
ing “Title I1I—Miscellaneous income tax 
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And the number of withholding exemptions claimed is— 


$0 $0 $0 80 
+05 0 0 0 0 
10 0 0 0 0 
15 0 0 0 0 
220 0 0 0 0 
2 0 0 0 0 
230 0 0 0 0 
235 0 0 0 0 
40 05 0 0 0 
45 10 0 0 0 
50 15 0 0 0 
55 20 0 0 0 
60 25 0 0 0 
.65 .30 0 0 0 
.70 .35 0 0 0 
.15 .40 05 0 0 
. 245 10 0 0 
. 0 15 0 0 
8 5⁵ 20 0 0 
60 225 0 0 
„65 30 0 0 
+70 35 0 0 
75 40 0 0 
„80 45 05 0 
85 50 10 0 
«90 55 +15 0 
295 60 +20 0 
65 «5 0 
+70 +30 0 
75 35 0 

80 40 05 

85 45 +10 

-90 50 15 

95 00 20 

+70 «30 

. +40 

. 50 

60 

+70 

80 

+90 
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20 percent of the excess over $30 plus— 


5, 65 | 6.25 4,90 4.55 4.15 
amendments,” on page 114, after line 6, to 
strike out: 

“(c) Head of household. 

(1) Rates of surtax: In the case of tax- 
able years beginning after August 31, 1951, 
there shall be levied, collected, and paid for 
each taxable year upon the surtax net in- 
come of every individual who is the head of 
a household the surtax shown in the follow- 
ing table: 

“If the surtax net in- 
come is: 

Not over $2,000.--. 


The surtax shall be: 

17 percent of the 

surtax net in- 
come. 


Over $2,000 but not $340, plus 18 per- 


over $4,000. cent of excess 
over $2,000, 

Over $4,000 but not $700, plus 21 per- 

over $6,000. cent of excess 


over $4,000. 


05 

15 

225 

35 

45 -10 

55 +20 

+65 30 

75 40 +05 
285 50 15 
·9⁵ 00 —2⁵ 
1.05 +70 35 
1.15 > .80 45 
1.25 - 90 55 
1.35 1.00 +65 
1,45 1. 10 75 
1. 55 1. 20 285 
1.65 1.30 -95 
1. 75 1,40 1,05 
1,90 1. 55 1.20 
2.10 1.75 1.40 
2.30 1. 95 1.60 
2. 50 2.15 1.80 
2.70 2.35 2.00 
2.90 2.55 2.20 
3.10 2.75 2.40 
3.20 2.05 2.60 
3.50 3.15 2.80 
3. 70 3.35 3.00 
3. 80 3. 45 3.10 


“If the surtax net in- 
come is: 
Over $6,000 but not 
over $8,000. 


Over $8,000 but not 
over $10,000. 


Over $10,000 but not 
over $12,000, 


+ Over $12,000 but not 
over $14,000. 


Over $14,000 but not 
over $16,000. ` 


Over $16,000 but not 
over $18,000. 


9 | 10 or more 


The amount of tax to be withheld shall be the following amount multiplied by the number of days in such period— 


> SSS e e e e e 
7 SSS 


05 

+15 

«25 

+35 

45 10 
—5⁰⁵ +20 
65 30 
- 80 45 
1. 00 65 
1.20 85 
1. 40 1.05 
1.60 1,25 
1.80 1.45 
2.00 1,65 
2.20 1. 85 
2.40 2.05 
2.60 2.25 
2. 70 2.35 


The surtax shall be: 


81,120, plus 23 per- 
cent of excess 
over 86,000. 

81.580, plus 27 per- 
cent of excess 
over 88,000. 

$2,120, plus 29 per- 
cent of excess 
over 810,000. 

82,700, plus 33 per- 
cent of excess 
over $12,000. 

$3,360, plus 36 per- 
cent of excess 
over $14,000. 

$4,080, plus 39 per- 
cent of excess 
over $16,000. 


Over $300,000_---_ - 
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“If the surtax net in- 
come is: The surtax shall be: 
Over $18,000 but not $4,860, plus 40 per- 
over $20,000. cent of excess 
over $18,000. 
Over $20,000 but not $5,660, plus 44 per- 
over $22,000. cent of excess 
over $20,000. 
Over $22,000 but not $6,540, plus 46 per- 
over $24,000 cent of excess 
over $22,000. 
Over $24,000 but not $7,460, plus 48 per- 
over $26,000. cent of excess 
over $24,000. 
Over $26,000 but not $8,420, plus 49 per- 
over $28,000. cent of excess 
over $26,000. 
Over $28,000 but not $9,400, plus 52 per- 
over $32,000. cent of excess over 
$28,000. 
Over $32,000 but not $11,480, plus 54 per- 
over $36,000. cent of excess over 
$32,000. 
Over $36,000 but not $13,640, plus 57 per- 
over $40,000. cent of excess over 
$36,000. 
Over $40,000 but not $15,920, plus 60 per- 
over $44,000. cent of excess over 
$40,000. 
Over $44,000 but not $18,320, plus 62 per- 
over $50,000. cent of excess over 
$44,000. 
Over $50,000 but not $22,040, plus 65 per- 
over $60,000, cent of excess over 
$50,000. 
Over $60,000 but not $28,540, plus 68 per- 
over $70,000. cent of excess over 
$60,000. 
Over $70,000 but not $35,340, plus 71 per- 
over $80,000. cent of excess over 
7 $70,000. 
Over $80,000 but not $42,440, plus 74 per- 
over $90,000. cent of excess over 
$80,000. 
Over $90,000 but not $49,840, plus 76 per- 
over $100,000. cent of excess over 
,000. 
Over $100,000 but $57,440, plus 79 per- 
not over $120,000. cent of excess over 
$100,000. 
Over $120,000 but $73,240, plus 81 per- 
not over $150,000. cent of excess over 
$120,000. 
Over $150,000 but $97,540, plus 83 per- 
not over $160,000. cent of excess over 
: $150,000. 
Over $160,000 but $105,840, plus 84 per- 
not over $180,000. cent of excess over 
$160,000. 
Over $180,000 but $122,640, plus 85 per- 
not over $200,000. cent of excess over 
$180,000. 
Over $200,000 but $139,640, plus 87 per- 
not over $300,000. cent of excess over 


$200,000. 

$226,640, plus 88 per- 
cent of excess over 
$300,000, 


In the case of the head of a household whose 
surtax net income for the taxable year is 
over $90,000, this paragraph shall not apply 
if the defense tax provided in section 16 
is applicable to such taxable year. For per- 
centage increase in the amount of tax im- 
posed by this subsection, see section 16. 
“(2) Surtax net income over $90,000: In 
the case of a taxable year beginning after 
August 31, 1951, to which the defense tax 
provided in section 16 is applicable, if the 
surtax net income for the taxable year of 
an individual who is the head of a house- 
hold is over $90,000, there shall be levied, 
collected, and paid for such taxable year 
upon the surtax net income of such indi- 


vidual the surtax shown in the following 


table: 
“If the surtax net in- 
come is: 
Over $90,000 but not 
over $100,000. 


Over $100,000 but 
not over $120,000. 


Over $120,000 but 
not over $140,000. 


Over $140,000 but 
not over $160,000, 


Over $160,000_._-__ 


The surtax shall be: 


$49,840, plus 75 per- 
cent of excess over 
$90,000. 

$57,340, plus 76 per- 
cent of excess over 
$100,000. 

$72,540, plus 78 per- 
cent of excess over 
$120,000. 

$88,140, plus 80 per- 
cent of excess over 
$140,000. 

$104,140, plus 81 
percent of excess 
over $160,000.” 


And in lieu thereof to insert the following: 
“(c) Rates of surtax—Head of house- 


hold: 


“(1) Taxable years beginning after Octo- 
ber 31, 1951, and before January 1, 1954; 
In the case of taxable years beginning after 
October 31, 1951, and before January 1, 1954, 
there shall be levied, collected, and paid for 
each taxable year upon the surtax net in- 
come of every individual who is the head 
of a household the surtax shown in the 


following table: 
“If the surtax net in- 
come is: 
Not over 82,000 


Over $2,C20 but not 
over 84.000. 


Over $4,000 but not 
over $6,000. 


Over $6,000 but not 
over $8,000, 


Over $8,000 but not 
over $10,000. 


Over $10,000 but not 
over $12,000. 


Over $12,000 but not 
over $14,000. 


Over $14,000 but not 
over $16,000. 


Over $16,000 but not 
over $18,000. 


Over $18,000 but not 
over $20,000. 


Over $20,000 but not 
over $22,000. 


Over $22,000 but not 
over $24,000. 


Over $24,000 but not 
over $28,000. 


Over $28,000 but not 
over $32,000, 


Over $32,000 but not 
over $36,000, 4 


Over $36,000 but not 
over $40,000. 


Over $40,000 but not 
over $44,000. 


The surtax shall be: 


19.2 percent of the 
surtax net income. 

$384, plus 20.8 per- 
cent of excess over 
$2,000. 

$800, plus 25 per- 
cent of excess over 


$4,000. 
$1,300, plus 28 per- 
cent of excess over 


$6,000. 
$1,860, plus 33 per- 
cent of excess over 


$8,000. 

$2,520, plus 35 per- 
cent of excess over 
$10,000. 

$3,220, plus 41 per- 
cent of excess over 
$12,000. 

$4,040, plus 45 per- 
cent of excess over 
$14,000. 

$4,940, plus 48 per- 
cent of excess over 
$16,000. 

$5,900, plus 51 per- 
cent of excess over 
$18,000. 


- $6,920, plus 54 per- 


cent of excess over 
$20,000. 

$8,000, plus 56 per- 
cent in excess over 
$22,000. 

$9,120, plus 58 per- 
cent of excess over 
$24,000. 

$11,440, plus 60 per- 
cent of excess over 
$28,000. 

$13,840, plus 62 per- 
cent of excess over 
$32,000. 

$16,320, plus 64 per- 
cent of excess over 
$36,000. 

$18,880, plus 67 per- 
cent of excess over 


„000. 


“If the surtax net in- 
come is: 
Over $44,000 but not 
over $50,000. 


Over 50,000 but not 
over $60,000. 


Over $60,000 but not 
over $70,000. 


Over $70,000 but not 
over $80,000, 


Over $80,000 but not 
over $90,000. 


Over $90,000 but not 
over $100,000, 


Over $100,000 but 
not over $130,000. 


Over $130,000 but 
not over $160,000. 


Over $160,000 but 
not over $200,000. 


Over $200,000 but 
not over $250,000. 


Over $250,000______ 
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The surtax shall be: 


$21,560, plus 68 per- 
cent of excess over 


$44,000. 

$25,640, plus 71 per- 
cent of excess over 
$50,000. 

$32,740, plus 74 per- 
cent of excess over 
$60,000. 

$40,140, plus 76 per- 
cent of excess over 
$70,000. 

$47,740, plus 79 per- 
cent of excess over 
$80,000. 

$55,640, plus 81 per- 
cent of excess over 
$90,000. 

$63,740, plus 84 per- 
cent of excess over 
$100,000. 

$88,940, plus 85 per- 
cent of excess over 
$130,000. 

$114,440, plus 87 
percent of excess 
over $160,000. 

$149,240, plus 88 
percent of excess 
over 8200, 000. 

$193,240, plus 88.7 
percent of excess 
over $250,000. 


“(2) Taxable years beginning after Decem- 
ber 31, 1953: In the case of taxable years be- 
ginning after December 31, 1953, there shall 
be levied, collected, and paid for each tax- 
able year upon the surtax net income of 
every individual who is the head of a house- 
hold the surtax shown in the following table: 


“If the surtax net in- 
come is: 
Not over 82,000 


Over $2,000 but not 
over $4,000. 


Over $4,000 but not 
over $6,000. 


Over $6,000 but not 
over $8,000. 


Over $8,000 but not 
over $10,000. 


Over $10,000 but not 
over $12,000, 


Over $12,000 but not 
over $14,000. 


Over $14,000 but not 
over $16,000. 


Over $16,000 but not 
over $18,000. 


Over $18,000 but not 
over $20,000. 


Over $20,000 but not 
cover $22,000. 


Over $22,000 but not 
over $24,000. 


Over $24,000 but not 
over $26,000. 


The surtax shall be: 


17 percent of the 
surtax net in- 
come. 

8340, plus 18.5 per- 
cent of excess over 
$2,000. 

$710, plus 22 per- 
cent of excess 
over $4,000. 

$1,150, plus 25 per- 
cent of excess 
over $6,000. 

$1,60, plus 29 per- 
cent of excess 
over $8,000. 

$2,230, plus 32 per- 
cent of excess 
over $10,000. 

$2,870, plus 37 per- 
cent of excess 
over $12,000. : 

$3,610, plus 40 per- 
cent of excess 
over $14,000. 

$4,410, plus 43 per- 
cent of excess 
over $16,000. 

$5,270, plus 45 per- 
cent of excess over 
$18,000. 

$6,170, plus 48 per- 
cent of excess over 
$20,000. 

$7,130, plus 51 per- 
cent of excess over 
$22,000. 

$8,150, plus 52 per- 
cent of excess over 
$24,000. 


1951 


“If the surtax net in- 
come is: 
Over $26,000 but not 
over $28,000. 


Over $28,000 but not 
over $32,000. 


Over $32,000 but not 
over $38,000. 


Over $38,000 but not 
over $44,000. 


Over $44,000 but not 
over $50,000. 


Over $50,000 but not 
over $60,000. 


Over $60,000 but not 
over $70,000. 


Over $70,000 but not 
over $80,000. 


Over $80,000 but not 
over $90,000. 


Over $90,000 but not 
over $100,000. 


Over $100,000 but 
not over $110,000. 


Over $110,000 but 
not over $130,000. 


Over $130,000 but 
not over $150,000. 


Over $150,000 but 
not over $170,000. 


Over $170,000 but 
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The surtax shall be: 


$9,190, plus 54 per- 
cent of excess over 
$26,000. 

$10,270, plus 55 per- 
cent of excess over 


$28,000. 

$12,470, plus 59 per- 
cent of excess over 
$32,000. 

$16,010, plus 62 per- 
cent of excess over 
$38,000. 

$19,730, plus 66 per- 
cent of excess over 
$44,000. 

$23,690, plus 69 per- 
cent of excess over 
$50,000. 

$30,590, plus 71 per- 
cent of excess over 
$60,000. 

$37,690, plus 74 per- 
cent of excess over 
$70,000. 

$45,090, plus 78 per- 
cent of excess over 
$80,000. 

$52,890, plus 80 per- 
cent of excess over 
$90,000. 

$60,890, plus 82 per- 
cent of excess over 
$100,000. 

$69,090, plus 83 per- 
cent of excess over 
$110,000. 

$85,690, plus 84 per- 
cent of excess over 
$130,000. 

$102,490, plus 85 per- 
cent of excess over 
$150,000. 

$119,490, plus 86 per- 


not over $200,000. cent of excess over 


$170,000. 
Over $200,000 but $145,290, plus 87 per- 
not over $250,000. cent of excess over 
$200,000. 


$188,790, plus 88 per- 
cent of excess over 
$250,000.” 


The next amendment was, on page 119, line 
8, after “(A)”, to strike out “A son or daugh- 
ter (including a stepson or stepdaughter) of 
the taxpayer, or a descendant of such son 
or daughter, but if such son, daughter,” and 
insert “A son, stepson, daughter, or step- 
daughter of the taxpayer, or a descendant of 
a son or daughter of the taxpayer, but if 
such son, stepson, daughter, stepdaughter.” 

The next amendment was, on page 121, 
after line 2, to strike out: 

“(b) Effective date: The amendment made 
by subsection (a) shall be applicable only 
with respect to taxable years beginning after 
August 31, 1951.” 

The next amendment was, on page 121, 
after line 5, to insert: 

“(b) Computation of tax by collector — 

“(1) Section 51 (f) (1) (relating to tax 
computed by collector in case of wage earn- 
ers) is hereby amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following: ‘In the case of a head 
of a household electing the benefits of this 
subsection, the tax shall be computed by the 
collector under supplement T without regard 
to the taxpayer's status as head of a house- 
hold.’ 

(2) Section 402 (relating to effect of elec- 
tion to pay the tax imposed by supplement 
T) is hereby amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following: ‘In the case of a head 
of a household electing to have his tax com- 
puted by the collector pursuant to the pro- 
visions of section 51 (f), the tax imposed by 
section 400 shall be computed without re- 
gard to the status of the taxpayer as a head 
of a household'.“ 


Over 8250,000 


The next amendment was, on page 121, 
after line 21, to insert: 

“(c) Effective date: The amendments made 
by this section shall be applicable only with 
respect to taxable years beginning after 
October 31, 1951.” 

The next amendment was, at the top of 
page 122, to insert: 


“Sec. 302. Payments te beneficiaries of de- 
ceased employees. 

“(a) Amendment of section 22 (b) (1): 
Section 22 (b) (1) (relating to exclusion of 
life insurance from gross income) 
is hereby amended to read as follows: 

“*(1) Life insurance, etc.: Amounts re- 
ceived— 

„A) under a life insurance contract, paid 
by reason of the death of the insured; or 

„B) under a contract of an employer 
providing for the payment of such amounts 
to the beneficiaries of an employee, paid by 
reason of the death of the employee; 
whether in a single sum or otherwise (but if 
such amounts are held by the insurer, or the 
employer, under an agreement to pay inter- 
est thereon, the interest payments shall be 
included in gross income). The aggregate 
of the amounts excluded under subpara- 
graph (B) by all the beneficiaries of the em- 
ployee under all such contracts of any one 
employer may not exceed 85,000.“ 

“(b) Effective date: The amendment made 
by this section shall be applicable with re- 
spect to taxable years beginning after De- 
cember 31, 1950.” 

The next amendment was, at the top of 
page 123, to insert: 


“Sec. 303. Joint and survivor annuities. 


“(a) Amendment of section 22 (b) (2): 
Section 22 (b) (2) is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following new subpar- 

ph: 

“*(C) Joint and survivor annuities: For 
purposes of subparagraphs (A) and (B) of 
this paragraph, where amounts are received 
by a surviving annuitant under a joint and 
survivor’s annuity contract and the basis of 
such survivor annuitant’s interest is deter- 
mined under section 113 (a) (5) the con- 
sideration paid for such survivor’s annuity 
shall be considered to be an amount equal 
to such basis.’ 

“(b) Amendment of section 113 (a) (5): 
Section 113 (a) (5) is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following: ‘For the 
purposes of this paragraph, the survivor's 
interest in a joint and survivor's annuity 
shall be considered to be property “acquired 
by bequest, devise, or inheritance” from the 
decedent if the death of the decedent was 
after December 31, 1950, and if the value 
of any part of such interest was required to 
be included in determining the value of the 
decedent’s gross estate under section 811.“ 

“(c) Effective dates: The amendments 
made by this section shall be applicable to 
taxable years ending after December 31, 
1950.“ 

The next amendment was, on page 124, 
after line 3, to insert: 


“Sec. 304. Income from discharge of indebt- 
edness. f 

“(a) Amendment of section 22 (b) (9): 
Effective with respect to discharges of in- 
debtedness occurring within taxable years 
ending after December 31, 1950, section 22 
(b) (9) (relating to income from discharge of 
indebtedness) is hereby amended (1) by 
striking out ‘if the taxpayer makes and files 
at the time of filing the return, in such 
manner as the Commissioner, with the ap- 
proval of the Secretary, by regulations pre- 
scribes, its consent’ and inserting in lieu 
thereof ‘if the taxpayer, at such time and in 
such manner as the Secretary by regulations 
prescribes, makes and files its consent’, and 
(2) by striking out the last sentence thereof. 
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“(b) Amendment of. section 22 (b) (10): 
Section 22 (b) (10) (relating to income from 
discharge of indebtedness of a railroad 
corporation) is hereby amended by striking 
out ‘December 31, 1951’ and inserting in lieu 
thereof December 31, 1954’.” 

The next amendment was, on page 124, 
after line 21, to insert: 


“Sec. 305. Compensation of certain members 
of the Armed Forces. 


“(a) Amendment of section 22 (b) (13): 
Section 22 (b) (13) (relating to exclusion 
from gross income of compensation of cer- 
tain members of the Armed Forces) is hereby 
amended by striking out subparagraphs (A) 
and (B) and inserting in lieu thereof the 
following: 

“*(A) Enlisted personnel: Compensation 
received for active service as a member below 
the grade of commissioned officer in the 
Armed Forces of the United States for any 
month during any part of which such mem- 
ber— 

„) served in a combat zone after June 
24, 1950, and prior to January 1, 1954, or 

“*(it) was hospitalized as a result of 
wounds, disease, or injury incurred while 
serving in a combat zone prior, to January 1, 
1954; but this clause shall not apply for any 
month during any part of which there are 
no combatant activities in any combat zone 
as determined under subparagraph (C) (iit) 
of this paragraph. 

„B) Commissioned officers: So much of 
the compensation as does not exceed $200 
received for active service as a commissioned 
officer in the Armed Forces of the United 
States for any month during any part of 
which such officer— 

“*(i) served in a combat zone after June 
24, 1950, and prior to January 1, 1954, or 

“*(4i) was hospitalized as a result of 
wounds, disease, or injury incurred while 
serving in a combat zone prior to January 1. 
1954; but this clause shall not apply for any 
month during any part of which there are 
no combatant activities in any combat zone 
as determined under subparagraph (C) (iii) 
of this paragraph.’ 

“(b) Definition of service in combat zone: 
Clause (iii) Of section 22 (b) (13) (C) is 
hereby amended by striking out ‘such zone; 
and’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘such zone, 
except that June 25, 1950, shall be considered 
the date of the commencing of combatant 
activities in the combat zone designated in 
Executive Order 10195; and.’ 

“(c) Withholding on wages: Section 1621 
(a) (1) (relating to definition of the term 
‘wages’) is hereby amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

“*(1) for active service as a member of the 
Armed Forces of the United States performed 
prior to January 1, 1954, in a month for 
which such member is entitled to the bene- 
fits of section 22 (b) (13), or.’ 

“(d) Effective dates: The amendments 
made by subsections (a) and (b) shall be 
applicable to taxable years ending after June 
24, 1950. The amendment made by sub- 
section (c) shall be applicable with respect 
to wages paid after the tenth day following 
the date of the enactment of this act.” 

The next amendment was, on page 127, 
after line 2, to insert: 


“Sec. 306. Involuntary liquidation and re- 
placement of inventory. 


“(a) Amendment of section 22 (d) (6) (F) 
(iil): Section 22 (d) (6) (F) (iii) (relating 
to replacement of inventory involuntarily 
liquidated) is hereby amended by striking 
out the last sentence and inserting in lieu 
thereof the following: ‘If, for any taxable 
year ending after June 30, 1950, and prior to 
January 1, 1953, subparagraph (C) is appli- 
cable with respect to involuntary liquida- 
tions of goods of the same class subject to 
the provisions of both subparagraph (A) 
and this subparagraph, the involuntary 
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liquidations of such goods subject to the pro- 
visions of this subparagraph shall be con- 
sidered for the purpose of subparagraph (C) 
as having occurred prior to the involuntary 
liquidations of such goods subject to the 
provisions of subparagraph (A). For the 
purpose of this clause, and with respect to 
the taxable years covered by this subpara- 
graph, the reference in subparagraph (E) to 
section 734 (d) shall be taken as a reference 
to section 452 (d). 

“(b) Effective date: The amendment made 
by subsection (a) shall be applicable with 
respect to taxable years ending after June 
30, 1950.” 

The next amendment was, at the top of 
page 128, to insert: 


“Sec. 307. Medical expenses. 

“(a) Amendment of section 23 (x): Sec- 
tion 23 (x) (relating to medical, dental, etc., 
expenses) is hereby amended to read as 
follows: 

“*(x) Medical, dental, etc., expenses: Ex- 
penses paid during the taxable year, not com- 
pensated for by insurance or otherwise, for 
medical care of the taxpayer, his spouse, or 
a dependent specified in section 25 (b) (3)— 

1) If neither the taxpayer nor his 
spouse has attained the age of 65 before the 
close of the taxable year, to the extent that 
such expenses exceed 5 percent of the ad- 
justed gross income; or 

“*(2) If either the taxpayer or his spouse 
has attained the age of 65 before the close 
of the taxable year, (A) the amount of such 
expenses for the care of the taxpayer and his 
spouse, and (B) the amount by which such 
expenses for the care of such dependents ex- 
ceed 5 percent of the adjusted gross income, 


The deduction under this subsection shall 
not be in excess of $1,250 multiplied by the 
number of exemptions allowed under sec- 
tion 25 (b) for the taxable year (exclusive of 
exemptions allowed under section 25 (b) (1) 
(B) or (C)), with a maximum deduction of 
$2,500, except that the maximum deduction 
shall be $5,000 in the case of a joint return 
of husband and wife under section 51 (b). 
The term ‘medical care’, as used in this 
subsection, shall include amounts paid for 
the diagnosis, cure, mitigation, treatment, or 
prevention of disease, or for the purpose of 
affecting any structure or function of the 
body (including amounts paid for accident 
or health insurance). The determination 
of whether an individual is married at any 
time during the taxable year shall be made 
in accordance with the provisions of section 
51 (b) (5). 

“(b) Effective date: The amendment made 
by this section shall be applicable with re- 
spect to taxable years beginning after 
December 31, 1950.” 

The next amendment was, on page 129, 
after line 11, to insert: 


“Sec. 308. Standard deduction. 


“(a) Method of election: Subparagraphs 
(A) and (B) of section 23 (aa) (3) (relating 
to optional standard deduction for individ- 
uals) are hereby amended by striking out 
the word ‘only’; and subparagraph (C) of 
section 23 (aa) (3) is hereby amended to 
read as follows: 

““(C) If the taxpayer upon making his 
return fails to signify, in the manner pro- 
vided by subparagraph (A) or (B), his elec- 
tion to take the standard deduction, such 
failure shall be considered his election not 
to take the standard deduction.’ 

“(b) Change of election: Section 23 (aa) 
is hereby amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new paragraph: 

““(7) Change of election: Under regula- 
tions prescribed by the Secretary, a change 
of an election to take, or not to take, the 
standard deduction for any taxable year 
may be made after the filing of the return 
for such year. If the spouse of the taxpayer 
filed a separate return for any taxable year 
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corresponding, for the purposes of paragraph 
(4), to the taxable year of the taxpayer, the 
change shall not be allowed unless, in ac- 
cordance with such regulations— 

„(A) the spouse makes a change of elec- 
tion with respect to the standard deduc- 
tion for the taxable year covered in such 
separate return, consistent with the change 
of election sought by the taxpayer, and 

„B) the taxpayer and his spouse consent 
in writing to the assessment, within such 
period as may be agreed upon with the Sec- 
retary, of any deficiency, to the extent at- 
tributable to such change of election, even 
though at the time of the filing of such 
consent the assessment of such deficiency 
would otherwise be prevented by the oper- 
ation of any law or rule of law. 


This paragraph shall not apply if the tax 
liability of the taxpayer’s spouse, for the 
taxable year corresponding (for the pur- 
poses of paragraph (4)) to the taxable year 
of the taxpayer, has been compromised under 
the provisions of section 3761.“ 

“(c) Effective date: The amendments 
made by this section shall be applicable 
only with respect to taxable years beginning 
after December 31, 1949.” 

The next amendment was, on page 131, 
line 8, to change the section number from 
“302” to „309“; after line 9, to strike out: 

“(a) Deduction of expenditures: Section 
23 (a). (1) (relating to deductions from 
gross income) is hereby amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new sub- 
paragraph: 

%) Development of mines: Expenditures 
paid or incurred after December 31, 1950, in 
the development of a mine or other natural 
deposit (other than an oil or gas well), to 
the extent paid or incurred after the exist- 
ence of ores or minerals in commercially 
marketable quantities has been disclosed, 
shall be deductible, on a ratable basis, as 
the units of produced ores or minerals bene- 
fited by such expenditures are sold. Such 
expenditures, and the adjustments to basis 
provided in section 113 (b) (1) (J), shall not 
be taken into account in determining the 
adjusted basis of the property for the pur- 
pose of computing depletion under section 
114. This subparagraph shall not apply to 
expenditures for the acquisition or improve- 
ment of property of a character which is sub- 
ject to the allowance for depreciation pro- 
vided in section 23 (l). For purposes of 
this subparagraph, allowances for depreci- 
ation shall be considered as expenditures’.” 

And in lieu thereof to insert the following: 

“(a) Deduction of expenditures: Section 
23 (relating to deductions from gross in- 
come) is hereby amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new subsection: 

“'(cc) Development of mines.— 

1) In general: Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), all expenditures paid or in- 
curred during the taxable year for the de- 
velopment of a mine or other natural deposit 
(other than an oil or gas well) if paid or 
incurred after December 31, 1950, and after 
the existence of ores or minerals in com- 
mercially marketable quantities has been 
disclosed. This subsection shall not apply 
to expenditures for the acquisition or im- 
provement of property of a character which 
is subject to the allowance for depreciation 
provided in section 23 (1), but allowances 
for depreciation shall Fe considered, for the 
purposes of this subscs:ion, as expenditures, 

“*(2) Election of taxpayer: At the election 
of the taxpayer, made in accordance with 
regulations prescribed by the Secretary, ex- 
penditures described in paragraph (1) paid 
or incurred during the taxable year shall be 
treated as deferred expenses and shall be 
deductible on a ratable basis as the units of 
produced ores or minerals benefited by such 
expenditures are sold. In the case of such 
expenditures paid or incurred during the de- 
velopment stage of the mine or deposit, the 
election shall apply only with respect to the 
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excess of such expenditures during the tax- 
able year over the net receipts during the 
taxable year from the ores or minerals pro- 
duced from such mine or deposit. The elec- 
tion under this paragraph, if made, must be 
for the total amount of such expenditures, or 
the total amount of such excess, as the case 
may be, with respect to the mine or deposit, 
and shall be binding for such taxable year. 
3) Adjusted basis of mine or deposit: 
The amount of expenditures which are 
treated under paragraph (2) as deferred ex- 
penses shall be taken into account in com- 
puting the adjusted basis of the mine or de- 
posit, except that such amount, and the ad- 
Justments to basis provided in section 113 
(b) (1) (J), shall be disregarded in deter- 
mining the adjusted basis of the property 
for the purpose of computing a deduction for 
depletion under section 114'.” 

The next amendment was, on page 134, 
line 5, after the word “deductions”, to strike 
out “under section 23 (a) (1) (D)“ and 
insert “as deferred expenses under section 
23 (cc) (2)“, and in line 17, after “section 
72 — a strike out “(a) (1) (D)” and insert 
“(ce)” 

The next amendment was, on page 134, 
after line 20, to insert a new section, as 
follows: 


“Sec. 310. Gross income of dependent of tax- 
payer, 

“(a) Increase in amount of gross income 
permitted: Section 25 (b) (1) (D) (relating 
to exemptions for dependents of taxpayer) 
is hereby amended by striking out ‘$500’ and 
inserting in lieu thereof ‘$600.’ 

“(b) Effective date: The amendment made 
by subsection (a) shall be applicable only 
with respect to taxable years beginning after 
December 31, 1950.” 

The next amendment was, on page 135, 
after line 3, to insert a new section, as fol- 
lows: 


“Sec, 311. Credit for dividends received. 


“(a) Dividends from foreign corporation 
engaged in trade or business in the United 
States: Section 26 (b) (relating to dividends 
received credit) is hereby amended by in-' 
serting after paragraph (2) the following 
new paragraph: 

(3) Dividends received from certain for- 
eign corporations: In the case of dividends 
received from a foreign corporation (other 
than a foreign personal holding company) 
which is subject to taxation under this chap- 
ter, if, for an uninterrupted period of not 
less than 36 months ending with the close of 
such foreign corporation's taxable year pre- 
ceding the declaration of such dividends (or 
if the corporation has not been in existence 
for 36 months at the close of the taxable 
year preceding the declaration of such divi- 
dends, for the period the foreign corporation 
has been in existence) — 

(A) such foreign corporation has been 
engaged in trade or business within the 
United States; and 

„B) 50 percent or more of the gross in- 
come of such foreign corporation has been 
derived from sources within the United 
States, 


85 percent of the amount received as divi- 
dends from earnings or profits accumulated 
during such uninterrupted period but not 
in excess of an amount which bears the same 
ratio to 85 percent of the amount received 
as dividends from earnings or profits accu- 
mulated during such uninterrupted period 
as the normal-tax net income of such for- 
eign corporation for such uninterrupted pe- 
riod from sources within the United States 
bears to its entire normal-tax net income for 
such uninterrupted period.“ 

“(b) Technical amendment. Section 119 
(a) (2) (B) (relating to rules as to source 
of income in the case of dividends) is hereby 
amended by inserting before the semicolon 
at the end thereof the following: ‘to the 


1951 


extent exceeding the amount which is 
100/85ths of the amount of the credit allow- 
able under section 26 (b) in respect of such 
dividends.’ 

(e) Effective date: The amendments made 
by this section shall be applicable only with 
respect to taxable years beginning after De- 
cember 31, 1950.” 

The next amendment was, on page 136, 
after line 21, to insert a new section, as 
follows: 


“Src. 312. Joint return after filing separate 
return. - 

“(a) Change of election: Section 51 of the 
Internal Revenue Code (relating to making 
of individual returns) is hereby amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new subsection: 

“*(g) Joint return after filing separate 
return: 

“*(1) In general: If an individual has 
filed a separate return for a taxable year 
for which a joint return could have been 
made by him and his spouse under subsec- 
tion (b) of this section, and the time pre- 
scribed by law for filing the return for such 
taxable ear has expired, such individual and 
his spouse may nevertheless make a joint 
return for such taxable year. A joint return 
filed by the husband and wife in such a case 
shall constitute the return of the husband 
and wife for such taxable year, and all pay- 
ments, credits, refunds, or other repayments 
made or allowed with respect to the separate 
return of either spouse for such taxable year 
shall be taken into account in determining 
the extent to which the tax based upon the 
joint return has been paid. 

“*(2) Payments required before joint re- 
turn can be made: A joint return can be 
made under paragraph (1) only if there is 
paid in full at or before the time of the filing 
of the joint return— 

„A) all amounts previously assessed with 
respect to either spouse for such taxable 
year; 

“*(B) all amounts shown as the tax by 
either spouse upon his separate return for 
such taxable year; and 

„O) any amount determined, at the time 
of’ the filing of the joint return, as a de- 
ficiency with respect to either spouse for such 
taxable year if, prior to such filing, a notice 
under section 272 (a) of such deficiency has 
been mailed. 

“*(3) Time for making joint return: A 
joint return cannot be made under para- 
graph (1)— 

“*(A) after the expiration of 3 years from 
the last date prescribed by law for filing the 
return for such taxable year (determined 
without regard to any extension of time 
granted to either spouse) ; 

B) after there has been mailed to either 
spouse, with respect to such taxable year, a 
notice of deficiency under section 272 (a), 
if the spouse, as to such notice, files a peti- 
tion with the Tax Court of the United States 
within the time prescribed in such section; 

„() after either spouse has commenced 
a suit in any court for the recovery of any 
part of the tax for such taxable year; or 

D) after either spouse has entered into 
a closing agreement under section 3760 with 
respect to such taxable year, or after any 
civil or criminal case arising against either 
spouse with respect to such taxable year has 
been compromised under section 3761. 

“*(4) Elections made in separate return: 
If a joint return is made under this subsec- 
tion, any election (other than the election to 
file a separate return) made by either spouse 
in his separate return for such taxable year 
with respect to the treatment of any income, 
deduction, or credit of such spouse shall not 
be changed in the making of the joint return 
where such election would have been irre- 
vocable if the joint return had not been 
made. 

“*(5) Death of spouse: If a joint return 
is made under this subsection after the 
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death of either Spouse, such return with 

respect to the decedent can be made only by 

his executor or administrator. 

“*(6) Additions to the tax: Where the 
amount shown as the tax by the husband 
and wife on a joint return made under this 
subsection exceeds the aggregate of the 
amounts shown as the tax upon the separate 
return of each spouse— 

„A) Negligence: If any part of such 
excess is attributable to negligence or inten- 
tional disregard of rules and regulations (but 
without intent to defraud) at the time of 
the making of such separate return, then 
5 per cent of the total amount of such 
excess shall be assessed, collected, and paid 
in the same manner as if it were a deficiency; 

„B) Fraud: If any part of such excess 
is attributable to fraud with intent to evade 
tax at the time of the making of such 
separate return, then 50 percent of the total 
amount of such excess shall be so assessed, 
collected, and paid, in lieu of the 50 percent 
addition to the tax provided in section 3612 
(d) (2). 

“*(7) Rules for application of sections 
275 and 291: For the purposes of section 275 
(relating to period of limitations upon as- 
sessment and collection), and for the pur- 
poses of section 291 (relating to delinquent 
returns, a joint return made under this sub- 
section shall be deemed to have been filed— 

“*(A) where both spouses filed separate 
returns prior to making the joint return— 
on the date the last separate return was 
filed (but not earlier than the last date 
prescribed by law for filing the return of 
either spouse); 

„B) where only one spouse filed a sep- 
arate return prior to the making of the joint 
return, and the other spouse had less than 
$600 of gross income for such taxable year— 
on the date of the filing of such separate 
return (but not earlier than the last date 
prescribed by law for the filling of such 
separate return); or 

„C) where only one spouse filed a sepa- 
rate return prior to the making of the joint 
return, and the other spouse had gross in- 
come of $600 or more for such taxable year— 
on the date of the filing of such joint re- 
turn. 

“*(8) Rule for application of section 322: 
For the purposes of section 322 (relating to 
refunds and credits), a joint return made 
under this subsection shall be deemed to have 
been filed on the last date prescribed by 
law for filing the return for such taxable 
year (determined without regard to any ex- 
tension of time granted to either spouse). 

9) Additional time for assessment: If a 
joint return is made under this subsection, 
the period of limitations provided in sections 
275 and 276 on the making of assessments 
and the beginning of distraint or a proceed- 

in court for collection shall with re- 

spect to such return include one year im- 

mediately after the date of the filing of such 

joint return (computed without regard to 
the provisions of paragraph (7) of this sub- 
section). 

“*(10) Rule for application of section 3809 
(a): For the purposes of section 3809 (a) 
(relating to criminal penalties in the case of 
fraudulent returns) the term “return” in- 
cludes a separate return filed by a spouse 
with respect to a taxable year for which a 
joint return is made under this subsection 
after the filing of such separate return.’ 

“(b) Effective date: The amendment made 
by subsection (a) shall be applicable only 
with respect to taxable years beginning after 
December 31, 1950.” 

The next amendment was, on page 142, 
after line 10, to insert a new section, as fol- 
lows: 

“Sec, 313. Mutual savings banks, building 
and loan associations, coopera- 
tive banks, 

“(a) Mutual savings banks: Section 101 (2) 
(relating to exemption from tax of mutual 
savings banks) is hereby repealed. 
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“(b) Building and loan associations and 
cooperative banks: Section 101 (4) (relating 
to exemption from tax of building and loan 
associations and cooperative banks) is hereby 
amended to read as follows: 

4) Credit unions without capital stock 
organized and operated for mutual purposes 
and without profit.’ 

“(c) Federal savings and loan associations: 
Section 5 (h) of the Home Owners’ Loan Act 
of 1933, as amended (12 U. S. C. 1464 (h)), 
is hereby amended by striking out ‘date’ and 
inserting in lieu thereof the following: ‘date, 
and except, in the case of taxable years 
beginning after December 31, 1951, income, 
war-profits, and excess-profits taxes).’ 

“(d) Bad debt reserves: Section 23 (k) 
(1 (relating to deduction from gross income 
of bad debts) is hereby amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following: ‘In the 
case of a mutual savings bank not having 
capital stock represented by shares, a do- 
mestic building and loan association, and a 
cooperative bank without capital stock or- 
ganized and operated for mutual purposes 
and without profit, the reasonable addition 
to a reserve for bad debts shall be deter- 
mined with due regard to the amount of 
the taxpayer’s surplus or bad debt reserves 
existing at the close of December 31, 1951.“ 

“(e) Dividends paid to depositors: Section 
23 (r) (relating to the deduction from gross 
income of certain dividends paid by banking 
corporations) is hereby amended to read as 
follows: 

r) Dividends paid by banking corpora- 
tions: 

“*(1) In the case of mutual savings banks, 
cooperative banks, and domestic building and 
loan associations, amounts paid to depositors 
or credited to the accounts of depositors as 
dividends on their deposits or withdrawable 
accounts. 

2) For deduction of dividends paid by 
certain other banking corporations, see sec- 
tion 121.’ 

“(f) Deduction for repayment to the 
United States of certain loans: Section 23 
(relating to deductions from gross income) 
is hereby amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following: 

dd) Repayment by mutual savings 
banks of certain loans: In the case of a 
mutual savings bank not having capital 
stock represented by shares, amounts paid by 
the taxpayer during the taxable year in re- 
payment of loans made prior to September 
1, 1951, by the United States or any agency 
or instrumentality thereof which is wholly 
owned by the United States.’ 

“(g) Definition of bank: Section 104 (a) 
(relating to definition of bank) is hereby 
amended by inserting at the end thereof the 
following: ‘Such term also means a domestic 
building and loan association.’ 

“(h) Definition of domestic building and 


loan association: Section 3797 (a) (relating 


to definitions for the purposes of the Internal 
Revenue Code) is hereby amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new para- 
graph: 

“*(19) Domestic building and loan asso- 
ciation: The term “domestic building and 
loan association” means a domestic building 
and loan association, a domestic savings and 
loan association, and a Federal savings and 
loan association, substantially all the busi- 
ness of which is confined to making loans 
to members.’ 

“(1) Effective date: The amendments made 
by this section shall be applicable only with 
respect to taxable years beginning after 
December 31, 1951.” 

The next amendment was, on page 145, 
after line 6, to insert a new section, as 
follows: 


“Sec, 314. Income tax treatment of exempt 
cooperatives. 
„(a) Amendment of section 101 (12): Sec- 
tion 101 (12) is hereby amended as follows: 
“(1) By inserting after ‘(12)’ the follow- 
ing: (A).“ 
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“(2) By inserting after such paragraph the 
following: 

„) An organization exempt from taxa- 
tion under the provisions of subparagraph 
(A) shall be subject to the taxes imposed by 
sections 13 and 15, or section 117 (c) (1), 
except that in computing the net income of 
such an organization there shall be allowed 
as deductions from gross income (in addition 
to other deductions allowable under section 
23)— 

“*(i) amounts paid as dividends during 
the taxable year upon its capital stock, and 

“*(ii) amounts allocated during the tax- 
able year to patrons with respect to its in- 
come not derived from patronage (whether 
or not such income was derived during such 
taxable year) whether paid in cash, mer- 
chandise, capital stock, revolving fund cer- 
tificates, retain certificates, certificates of 
indebtedness, letters of advice, or in some 
other manner that discloses to each patron 
the dollar amount allocated to him. 


Patronage dividends, refunds, and rebates to 
patrons with respect to their patronage 
(whether paid in cash, merchandise, capital 
stock, revolving fund certificates, retain cer- 
tificates, certificates of indebtedness, letters 
of advice, or in some other manner that dis- 
closes to eath patron the dollar amount of 
such dividend, refund, or rebate) shall be 
taken into account in computing net income 
in the same manner as in the case of a co- 
operative organization not exempt under 
subparagraph (A). Such dividends, refunds, 
and rebates made after the close of the tax- 
able year and on or before the fifteenth day 
of the third month following the close of 
such year shall be considered as made on the 

last day of such taxable year to the extent 
the dividends, refunds, or rebates, are at- 
tributable to patronage occurring before the 
close of such year.’ 

“(b) Technical amendments: 

“(1) Section 101 is hereby amended by 
striking out ‘Except as provided in supple- 
ment U’ and inserting in lieu thereof the 
following: ‘Except as provided in paragraph 
(12) (B) and in supplement U.“ 

“(2) The last sentence of section 101 is 
hereby amended by striking out ‘Notwith- 
standing supplement U’ and inserting in lieu 
thereof ‘Notwithstanding paragraph (12) 
(B) and supplement U.“ 

“(c) Information returns: Section 148 (re- 
lating to information by corporations) is 
hereby amended by adding at the end there- 
of the following: 

““(f) Patronage dividends: Any corpora- 
tion allocating amounts as patronage divi- 
dends, rebates, or refunds (whether in cash, 
merchandise, capital stock, revolving fund 
certificates, retain certificates, certificates of 
indebtedness, letters of advice, or in some 
other manner that discloses to each patron 
the amount of such dividend, refund, or re- 
bate) shall render a correct return stating 
(1) the name and address of each patron 
to whom it has made such allocations 
amounting to $100 or more during the cal- 
endar year, and (2) the amount of such al- 
locations to each patron. If required by the 
Secretary, any such corporation shall render 
& correct return of all patronage dividends, 
rebates, or refunds made during the calen- 
dar vear to its patrons.’ 

“(d) Withholding of tax at source: If 
any law (other than sections 143 and 144 
of the Internal Revenue Code) enacted by 
Congress requires the withholding at source 
of tax on corporate dividends paid in cash, 
patronage dividends, rebates, and refunds 
(whether paid in cash, merchandise, capital 
stock, revolving fund certificates, retain cer- 
tificates, or otherwise) shall be subject to 
the provisions of such law in the same man- 
ner and to the same extent as provided in 
such law with respect to corporate dividends 
paid in cash. 

“(e) Effective date: The amendments 
made by subsections (a) and (b) of this 
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section shall be applicable only with respect 
to taxable years beginning after December 
31, 1951. The amendment made by sub- 
section (e) shall be applicable to the calen- 
dar year 1951 and subsequent calendar years.” 

The next amendment was, on page 148, 
after line 13, to insert a new section, as 
follows: 


“Sec. 315. Surtax on corporations improperly 
accumulating surplus. 


“(a) Long-term capital gains: Section 
102 (d) (1) (relating to definition of sec- 
tion 102 net income) is hereby amended by 
adiing at the end thereof the following new 
subparagraph: 

%) Long-term capital gains: The ex- 
cess of the net long-term capital gain for 
the taxable year over the net short-term 
capital loss for such year, minus the taxes 
imposed by this chapter attributable to such 
excess. The taxes attributable to such ex- 
cess shall be an amount equal to the differ- 
ence between (i) the taxes imposed by this 
chapter (except the tax imposed by this sec- 
tion) for such year and (ii) such taxes com- 
puted for such year without including such 
excess in net income.’ 

“(b) Effective date: The amendment made 
by subsection (a) shall be applicable only 
with respect to taxable years beginning after 
December 31, 1950.” 

The next amendment was, on page 149, 
after line 7, to insert a new section, as fol- 
lows: 


“Sec. 316. Election as to recognition of gain 
in certain corporate liquidations, 


“(a) Amendment of section 112 (b) (7): 
Secticn 112 (b) (7) (relating to recognition 
of gain in certain corporate liquidations) is 
hereby amended by striking out in subpar- 
agraph (A) (ii) 1951“ and by inserting in 
lieu thereof ‘1951 or 1952.’ 

“(b) Basis of property: Section 113 (a) 
(18) (relating to basis of property received 
in certain corporate liquidations) is amend- 
ed by striking out the Revenue Act of 1950 
and by insert‘:g in lieu thereof ‘any rev- 
enue act.’ 

“(c) Effective date: The amendments made 
by this section shall be applicable only to 
taxable years ending after December 31, 
1951.” 

The next amendment was, on page 149, 
after line 21, to insert a new section, as 
follows: 


“Sec. 317. Certain distributors of stock on 
reorganization. 


“(a) Distribution not in liquidation: Sec- 
tion 112 (b) (relating to nonrecognition of 
gain or loss in the case of certain exchanges) 
is hereby amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new paragraph: 

“*(11) Distribution of stock not in liqui- 
dation: If there is distributed, in pursuance 
of a plan of reorganization, to a shareholder 
of a corporation which is a party to the re- 
organization, stock (other than preferred 
stock) in another corporation which is a 
party to the reorganization, without the sur- 
render by such shareholder of stock, no gain 
to the distributee from the receipt of such 
stock shall be r unless it appears 
that (A) any corporation which is a party 
to such reorganization was not intended to 
continue the active conduct of a trade or 
business after such reorganization, or (B) 
the corporation whose stock is distributed 
was used principally as a device for the dis- 
tribution of earnings and profits to the 
shareholders of any corporation a party to 
the reorganization.’ 

“(b) Basis of stock: Section 113 (a) (re- 
lating to unadjusted basis for determining 
gain or loss) is hereby amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new para- 
graph: 

“*(23) Tax-free distributions: If the prop- 
erty consists of stock distributed after the 
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date of the enactment of the Revenue Act of 
1951 to a taxpayer in connection with a 
transaction described in section 112 (b) (11) 
(hereinafter in this paragraph called new 
stock), or consists of stock in respect of 
which such distribution was made (herein- 
after in this paragraph called old stock), 
then the basis of the new stock and of the 
old stock, respectively, shall, in the share- 
holder’s hands, be determined by allocating 
between the old stock and the new stock the 
adjusted basis of the old stock; such alloca- 
tion to be made under regulations prescribed 
by the Secretary.’ 

“(c) Effective date: The amendments made 
by this section shall be applicable with re- 
spect to taxable years ending after the date 
of the enactment of this act, but shall apply 
only with respect to distributions of stock 
made after such date.” v 

The next amendment was, on page 151, 
line 14, to change the section number from 
“203” to 318“, and on page 154, after line 
11, to insert: 

“(G) In the case of a new residence the 
construction of which was commenced by 
the taxpayer prior to the expiration of 1 
year after the date of the sale of the old 
residence, the period specified in paragraph 
(1), and the 1 year referred to in subpara- 
graph (F) of this paragraph, shall be consid- 
ered as including a period of 18 months be- 
ginning with the date of the sale of the old 
residence.” 

The next amendment was, on page 160, 
line 14, to change the section number from 
“304” to “319”, and after line 24, to strike 
out: 

“(i) in the case of asbestos, sand, gravel, 
stone (including pumice, scoria, and slate), 
brick and tile clay, shale, oyster shell, clam 
shell, granite and marble, 5 percent. 

“(ii) in the case of coal, 10 percent, 

“(iii) in the case of metal mines, bauxite, 
fluorspar, flake graphite, vermiculite, beryl, 
feldspar, mica, tale (including pyrophillite), 
lepidolite, spodumene, barite, ball and sagger 
clay, china clay, phosphate rock, rock as- 
phalt, trona, bentonite, gilsonite, thenardite 
(including thenardite from brines or mix- 
tures of brine), potash, borax, fuller's earth, 
tripoli, refractory and fire clay, quartzite, 
perlite, diatomaceous earth, metallurgical 
grade limestone, and chemical grade lime- 
stone, 15 percent, and.” 

And in lieu thereof to insert the follow- 
ing: 
“(i) in the case of sand, gravel, slate, stone 
(including pumice and scoria), brick and tile 
clay, shale, oyster shell, clam shell, granite, 
marble, sodium chloride and if from brine 
wells calcium chloride, magnesium chloride, 
potassium chloride, and bromine, 5 percent, 

“(ii) in the case of coal, asbestos, brucite, 
dolomite, magnesite, wollastonite, borax, 
fuller’s earth, tripoli, refractory and fire clay, 
quartzite, perlite, diotomaceous earth, metal- 
lurgical grade limestone, and chemical grade 
limestone, 10 percent, 

“(ili) in the case of metal mines, aplite, 
bauxite, fluorspar, flake graphite, vermicu- 
lite, beryl, feldspar, mica, tale (including 
pyrophyllite), lepidolite spodumene, barite, 
ball clay, sagger clay, china clay, phosphate 
rock, rock asphalt, trona, bentonite, gilson- 
ite, thenardite, and potash, 15 percent, and.” 

The next amendment was, on page 163, 
after line 2, to insert a new section, as 
follows: 


“Sec. 320. Redemption of stock to pay death 
taxes. 


“(a) Amendment of section 115 (g) (3): 
Section 115 (g) (3) (relating to redemption 
of stock to pay death taxes) is hereby 
amended by striking out ‘50 percent’ and in- 
serting in lieu thereof ‘25 percent.’ 

“(b) Effective date: The amendment made 
by subsection (a) shall be applicable to 
taxable years ending on or after the date 
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of the enactment of this act, but shall ap- 
ply only to amounts distributed on or after 
such date.” 

The next amendment was, on page 163, 
after line 11, to insert a new section, as 
follows: 


“Sec. 321. Earned income from sources with- 
out the United States. 


“(a) Exclusion from gross income: Sec- 

tion 116 (a) (relating to earned income from 
sources without the United States) is here- 
by amended by striking out paragraphs (1) 
and (2) and inserting in lieu thereof the 
following: 
1) Bona fide resident of foreign coun- 
try: In the case of an individual citizen of 
the United States, who establishes to the 
satisfaction of the Secretary that he has 
been a bona fide resident of a foreign coun- 
try or countries for an uninterrupted period 
which includes an entire taxable year, 
amounts received from sources without the 
United States (except amounts paid by the 
United States or any agency thereof) if such 
amounts constitute earned income (as de- 
fined in paragraph (3)) attributable to such 
period; but such individual shall not be 
allowed as a deduction from his gross in- 
come any deductions properly allocable to 
or chargeable against amounts excluded 
from gross income under this paragraph. 

2) Presence in foreign country for 17 
months: In the case of an individual citi- 
zen of the United States, who during any 
period of 18 consecutive months is present 
in a foreign country or countries during at 
least 510 full days in such period, amounts 
received from sources without the United 
States (except amounts paid by the United 
States or any agency thereof) if such 
amounts constitute earned income (as de- 
fined in paragraph (3) ) attributable to such 
period; but such individual shall not be 
allowed as a deduction from his gross in- 
come any deductions properly allocable to 
or chargeable against amounts excluded 
from gross income under this paragraph.’ 

“(b) Withholding of tax on wages: Sec- 
tion 1621 (a) (8) (A) (relating to definition 
- of wages) is hereby amended to read as 
follows: 

„(A) for services for an employer (other 
than the United States or any agency 
thereof) performed in a foreign country by 
a citizen of the United States, if at the time 
of the payment of such remuneration the 
employer is required by the law of any for- 
eign country to withhold income tax upon 
such remuneration, or it is reasonable to 
believe that such remuneration will be ex- 
cluded from gross income under the provi- 
sions of section 116 (a) (1) or (2), or.’ 

“(c) Effective dates: The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall be applicable 
to taxable years beginning after December 
$1, 1950. The amendment made by sub- 
section (b) shall be applicable with respect 
to wages paid on or after January 1, 1952.” 

The next amendment was, on page 165, 
line 14, to change the section number from 
“305” to 22“; at the beginning of line 21, 
to strike out “(cc)” and insert “(ee)”; on 
page 167, line 9, after the word “loss”, to 
strike out “In the case of taxable years to 
which the defense tax provided in section 
16 (c) is applicable, such amount shall be 
increased by the percentage specified in such 
section.”; in line 25, after “section 23”, to 
strike out “(cc)” and insert “(ee)”; on page 
169, line 3, after “section 23”, to strike out 
“(cc)” and insert “(ee)”; and in line 13, 
after “section 23”, to strike out “(cc)” and 
insert ‘‘(ee).” r 

The next amendment was, at the top of 
page 170, to insert a new section, as follows; 


“Src. 323. Sale of land with unharvested 
crop. 


(a) Treatment of gain or loss: Section 
117 (j) (relating to sale or exchange of prop- 
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erty used in the trade or business) is hereby 
amended— 

“(1) By inserting immediately before the 
period at the end of the second sentence of 
Paragraph (1) thereof the following: ‘and 
unharvested crops to which paragraph (3) is 
applicable’; and 

“(2) By adding at the end thereof a new 
paragraph to read as follows: 

“*(3) Sale of land with unharvested crop: 
In the case of an unharvested crop on land 
used in the trade or business and held for 
more than 6 months, if the crop and the 
land are sold or exchanged (or compulsorily 
or involuntarily converted as described in 
paragraph (2)) at the same time and to the 
same person, the crop shall be considered as 
“property used in the trade or business”, 

“(b) Treatment of deductions.— 

“(1) Amendment of section 24: Section 24 
(relating to items not deductible) is hereby 
amended by adding at the end thereof a new 
subsection to read as follows: 

“*(f) Sale of land with unharvested crop: 
Where an unharvested crop sold by the tax- 
payer is considered under the provisions of 
section 117 (j) (3) as “property used in the 
trade or business,” in computing net income 
no deduction (whether or not for the taxable 
year of the sale and whether for expenses, 
depreciation, or otherwise) attributable to 
the production of such crop shall be allowed.’ 

“(2) Amendment of section 113 (b) (1): 
Section 113 (b) (1) (relating to adjustments 
to basis) is hereby amended by adding at the 
end thereof a new subparagraph to read as 
follows: 

„L) for deductiohs to the extent dis- 
allowed under section 24 (f), notwithstand- 
ing the provisions of any other subparagraph 
of this paragraph.’ 

“(c) Effective date. The amendment made 
by subsection (a) shall be applicable only 
with respect to sales, exchanges, and con- 
versions, occurring in taxable years beginning 
after December 31, 1950. The amendments 
made by subsection (b) shall be applicable to 
any taxable year for which a deduction is 
disallowed by reason of sales, exchanges, or 
conversions to which subsection (a) is appli- 
cable.” 


The next amendment was, on page 171, 


after line 21, to strike out: 


“Sec. 306, Sales of livestock. 


“Effective with respect to taxable years be- 
ginning after December 31, 1950, section 117 
(J) (1) is hereby amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new sentence: 
‘Such term also includes livestock held by 
the taxpayer for draft, breeding, or dairy pur- 
poses for 12 months or more’.” 

And in lieu thereof, to insert the following: 


“Serc. 324. Sales of livestock. 


“Section 117 (j) (1) is hereby amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
sentence: “Such term also includes livestock, 
regardless of age, held by the taxpayer for 
draft, breeding, or dairy purposes, and held 
by him for 12 months or more from the date 
of acquisition. Such term does not include 
poultry; except that such term includes tur- 
keys, regardless of age, held by the taxpayer 
for breeding purposes, and held by him for 
12 months or more from the date of acquisi- 
tion.” The first sentence added to section 
117 (j) (1) by the amendment made by this 
section shall be applicable with respect to 
taxable years beginning after December 31, 
1941, except that the extension of the holding 
period from 6 to 12 months shall be applicable 
only with respect to taxable years beginning 
after December 31,1950. The second sentence 
added to section 117 (j) (1) by the amend- 
ment made by this section shall be applicable 
only with respect to taxable years beginning 
after December 31. 1950.” 

The next amendment was, on page 172, 
line 22, to change the section number from 
“307” to “325”; on page 178, line 7, after the 
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word “coal”, to strike out “held for more 
than 6 months prior to such disposal)” and 
insert “(including lignite), held for more 
than 6 months prior to such disposal”; in line 
17, after the word “coal.”, to strike out In 
the case of coal, this paragraph shall not ap- 
ply if such owner is personally obligated to 
pay a share of the cost of mining opera- 
tions.”; in line 21, after the amendment just 
above stated, to insert “This paragraph shall 
not apply to income realized by the owner 
as a co-adventurer, partner, or principal in 
the cutting of such timber or in the min- 
ing of such coal. The date of disposal of 
such timber or coal shall be deemed to be 
the date such timber is cut or such coal is 
mined. In determining the gross income, 
the adjusted gross income, or the net in- 
come of the lessee, the deductions allowable 
with respect to rents and royalties shall be 
determined without regard to the provisions 
of this paragraph.” 

The next amendment was, on page 174, 
after line 9, to insert: 

“(d) Technical amendment: Section 481 
(a) (4) is hereby amended by striking out 
‘cutting or disposal of timber’ and inserting 
in lieu thereof ‘cutting of timber, or the 

of timber or coal.“ 

“(e) Conforming amendments.— 

“(1) Section 433 (relating to computation 
of excess profits net income) is hereby 
amended by inserting at the end thereof the 
following new subsection: 

“*(d) Gain or loss upon certain disposals 
of coal in base period: For the purpose of 
subsection (b), the excess profits net in- 
come shall be computed as if the provisions 
of section 117 (j) and (k) (2) which relate 
to disposals of coal were a part of the law 
applicable to the taxable year for which ex- 
cess profits net income is computed.’ 

“(2) Section 440 (a) (1) (relating to defi- 
nition of ‘inadmissible assets“) is hereby 
amended by striking out ‘and’ at the end of 
subparagraph (A); by striking out the pe- 
riod at the end of subparagraph (B) and 
inserting in lieu thereof; and’; and by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
subparagraph: 

„) The economic interest referred to 
in the provisions of section 117 (k) (2) re- 
lating to coal if the taxpayer is subject to 
such provisions with respect to the income 
from such coal.’ 

“(3) The amendments made by this sub- 
section shall be applicable in computing the 
tax under subchapter D of chapter 1 for 
3 years ending after December 31, 

950.” 

The next amendment was, on page 175, at 
the beginning of line 14, to strike out “(da)” 
and insert “(f)”; in the same line, after the 
word “Date”, to strike out The“ and insert 
“Except as provided in subsection (e), the“; 
and in line 17, after the word “the”, to strike 
out “disposal of the coal occurred” and in- 
sert “contract was made.” 

The next amendment was, on page 175, 
line 21, to change the section number from 
“308” to “326”; and on page 178, after line 
13, to strike out: 

“(c) Effective date: The amendment made 
by this section shall be applicable to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 1950. 
The determination of the tax treatment of 
gains realized in taxable years beginning 
prior to January 1, 1951, shall be made as if 
this section had not been enacted and with- 
out inferences drawn from the fact that the 
amendment to section 117 (m) made by this 
section is not expressly made applicable to 
gains realized in taxable years beginning 
prior to such date and without inferences 
drawn from the limitations contained in sec- 
tion 117 (m), as amended by this section.” 

And in lieu thereof, to insert the follow- 
ing: 
“(c) Effective date: The amendments 
made by this section shall be applicable to 
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taxable years ending after August 31, 1951, 
but shall be applicable only with respect to 
gains realized after such date. The deter- 
mination of the tax treatment of gains real- 
ized prior to September 1, 1951, shall be 
made as if this section had not been enacted 
and without inferences drawn from the fact 
that the amendments to section 117 (m) 
made by this section are not expressly made 
applicable to gains realized prior to Septem- 
ber 1, 1951, and without inferences drawn 
from the limitations contained in section 
117 (m), as amended by this section.” 
> The next amendment was, on page 179, 
line 11, to change the section number from 
“309” to “327”; and on page 180, line 8, after 
the word “security”, to strike out “shall” 
‘and insert “shall, except as otherwise pro- 
vided in subsection (i) (relating to bond, 
etc., losses of banks).” 

The next amendment was, at the top of 
page 181, to strike out: 


“Sec. 310. Treatment of gain on sales of cer- 
tain property between spouses 
and between an individual and a 
controlled corporation. 


„(a) Disallowance of capital gain treat- 
ment: Section 117 (relating to capital gains 
and losses) is hereby amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new sub- 
section: 

“*(o9) Gain from sale of certain property 
between spouses or between an individual 
and a controlled corporation: 

1) Treatment of gain as ordinary in- 
come: In the case of a sale or exchange, 
directly or indirectly, of property described 
in paragraph (2)— 

“(A) between a husband and wife; or 

„B) between an individual and a cor- 
poration more than 50 percent in value 
of the outstanding stock of which is owned 
directly or indirectly, by or for such indi- 
vidual, 


any gain recognized to the transferor from 
the sale or exchange of such property shall 
be considered as gain from the sale or ex- 
change of property which is neither a capital 
asset nor property described in subsection 


(j)- 
“*(2) Subsection applicable only to sales 


or exchanges of depreciable property: This 


subsection shall apply only in the case of a 
sale or exchange of property by a transferor 
which in the hands of the transferee is prop- 
erty of a character which is subject to the 
allowance for depreciation provided in sec- 
tion 23 (1). 

“*(3) Stock ownership: For the purposes 
of determining, in applying paragraph (1) 
(B), the ownership of stock— 

“*(A) stock owned, directly or indirectly, 
by or for a corporation, partnership, estate, 
or trust, shall be considered as being owned 
proportionately by or for its shareholders, 
partners, or beneficiaries; 

“*(B) an individual shall be considered as 
owning the stock owned, directly or indi- 
rectly, by or for his spouse; 

“*(C) if an individual owns more than 
10 percent in value of the outstanding 
stock of a corporation (including stock con- 
sidered as owned by him under subpara- 
graphs (A) and (B)), such individual shall 
be considered as owning the stock owned in 
such corporation, directly or indirectly, by 
or for his brothers and sisters (whether by 
the whole or the half blood), ancestors, and 
lineal descendants; 

“*(D) stock constructively owned by a 
person by reason of the application of sub- 
paragraph (A) shall, for the purpose of ap- 
plying subparagraph (A), (B), or (C), be 
treated as actually owned by such person, but 
stock constructively owned by an individual 
by reason of the application of subparagraph 
(B) or (C) shall not be treated as owned by 
him for the purpose of applying either such 
subparagraph in order to make another the 
constructive owner of such stock.’ 
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“(b) Effective date: The amendment made 
by subsection (a) shall be applicable with 
respect to taxable years ending after April 
30, 1951, but shall apply only with respect 
to sales or exchanges made after May 3, 
1951.” 

The next amendment was, on page 183, 
after line 14, to insert a new section, as 
follows: 


“Sec. 828. Receipts of certain termination 
payments by employee. 

“(a) Taxability to employee as capital 
gain: Section 117 of the Internal Revenue 
Code is hereby amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following subsection: 

„%) Taxability to employee of termina- 
tion payment: Amounts received from the 
assignment or release by an employee, after 
more than 20 years’ employment, of all his 
rights to receive, after termination of his 
employment, a percentage of future profits 
or receipts of his employer shall be con- 
sidered an amount received from the sale or 
exchange of a capital asset held for more 
than 6 months, if such rights were included 
in the terms of the employment of such 
employee for not less than 12 years, and if 
the total of the amounts received for such 
assignment or release are received in one 
taxable year and after the termination of 
such employment.’ 

“(b) Effective date: The amendment made 
by this section shall be applicable with re- 
spect to taxable years beginning after Decem- 
ber 31, 1950.” 

The next amendment was, on page 184, 
after line 10, to insert a new section as 
follows: 


“Sec. 329. Net operating loss carry-over. 


“(a) Loss for taxable year beginning be- 
fore 1948: So much of subparagraph (A) of 
section 122 (b) (2) (relating to the amount 
of carry-overs) as precedes ‘the taxpayer’ is 
hereby amended to read as follows: 

“*(A) Loss for taxable year beginning be- 
fore 1948: Except as provided in subpara- 
graph (D), if for any taxable year beginning 
before January 1, 1948,’. 

“(b) Allowance of 4-year loss carry-over 
from taxable years 1948 to 1949: Section 122 
(b) (2) (relating to the amount of carry- 
over) is hereby amended by adding after 
subparagraph (B) the following new sub- 
paragraphs: 

“"(C) Loss for taxable year beginning 
after December 31, 1947, and before January 
1, 1950: If for any taxable year beginning 
after December 31, 1947, and before January 
1, 1950, the taxpayer has a net operating loss, 
such net operating loss shall be a net operat- 
ing loss carry-over for each of the four 
succeeding taxable years, except that the 
carry-over in the case of each such succeed- 
ing taxable year (other than the first suc- 
ceeding taxable year shall be the excess, if 
any, of the amount of such net operating 
loss over the sum of the net income for each 
of the intervening years computed— 

“'(i) with the exceptions, additions, and 
limitations provided in subsection (d) (1), 
(2), (4), and (6), and 

“*(ii) by determining the net operating 
loss deduction for each intervening taxable 

` year without regard to such net operating 
loss or to the net operating loss for any suc- 
ceeding taxable year and without regard to 
any reduction specified in subsection (c). 


For the purpose of the preceding sentence, 
the net operating loss for any taxable year 
beginning after December 31, 1947, and before 
January 1, 1950, shall be reduced by the sum 
of the net income for each of the two pre- 
ceding taxable years computed— 

“*(iii) with the exceptions, additions, and 
limitations provided in subsection (d) (1), 


% (2), (4), and (6), and 


“*(iv) by determining the net operating 
loss deduction without regard to such net 
operating loss or to the net operating loss 
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for the succeeding taxable year, and without 
regard to any reduction specified in subsec- 
tion (c). 

“*(D) Loss for taxable year beginning after 
December 31, 1945, and before January 1, 
1948, in the case of a corporation which com- 
menced business after December 31, 1945: 
If for any: taxable year beginning after De- 
cember 31, 1945, and before January 1, 1948, 
a corporation which commenced business 
after December 31, 1945, has a net operating 
loss, such net operating loss shall be a net 
operating loss carry-over for each of the four 
succeeding taxable years, except that the 
carry-over in the case of each such succeed- 
ing taxable year (other than the first suc- 
ceeding taxable year) shall be the excess, if 
any, of the amount of such net operating 
loss over the sum of the net income for each 
of the intervening years computed— 

“'(i) with the exceptions, additions, and 
limitations provided in subsection (d) (1), 
(2), (4), and (6), and 

“*(ii) by determining the net operating 
loss deduction for each intervening taxable 
year without regard to such net operating 
loss or to the net operating loss for any suc- 
ceeding taxable year and without regard to 
any reduction specified in subsection (c). 


For the purpose of the preceding sentence, 
the net operating loss for any taxable year 
beginning after December 31, 1945, shall be 
reduced by the sum of the net income for 
each of the two preceding taxable years 
computed— 

(ui) with the exceptions, additions, and 
limitations provided in subsection (d) (1), 
(2), (4), and (6), and 

„(iv) by determining the net operating 
loss deduction without regard to such net 
operating loss or to the net operating loss for 
the succeeding taxable year, and without re- 
gard to any reduction specified in subsection 

0). 


“(c) Effective date: The amendments 
made by this section shall be applicable in 
computing the net operating loss deduction 
for taxable years beginning after December 
31, 1948.” 

The next amendment was, on page 188, 
after line 2, to insert a new section, as fol- 
lows: 


“Sec. 330. Stock options. 


“(a) Option subject to stockholder ap- 
proval: Section 130A (d) (relating to defini- 
tion of restricted stock option) is hereby 
amended by striking out ‘As used in’ and 
inserting ‘For the purposes of’ and by adding 
at the end thereof the following: 

“*(5) Stockholder approval: If the grant 
of an option is subject to approval by stock- 
holders, the date of grant of the option shall 
be determined as if the option had not been 
subject to such approval.’ 

“(b) Effective date: The amendment made 
by subsection (a) shall be effective as if it 
had been enacted as part of section 218 of 
the Revenue Act of 1950.” 

The next amendment was, on page 188, 
after line 15, to insert a new section, as 
follows: 


“Sec. 331. Credit for taxes of foreign corpo- 
rations. 


“(a) Foreign subsidiary of a domestic cor- 
poration: Effective with respect to dividends 
received by a domestic corporation from~a 
foreign corporation during taxable years be- 
ginning after December 31, 1950, the first 
sentence of section 131 (f) (1) is hereby 
amended by striking out ‘a majority’ and 
inserting in lieu thereof ‘at least 10 percent.’ 

“(b) Foreign subsidiary of a foreign cor- 
poration: Effective with respect to dividends 
received by a foreign corporation from an- 
other foreign corporation in taxable years 
beginning after December 31, 1950, section 
131 (f) (2) is hereby amended by striking 
out all the voting stock (except qualifying 
shares) and inserting in lieu thereof ‘a 
majority of the voting stock.’ 
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(e) Clerical amendment: So much of sec- 
tion 131 (f) (1) as precedes the first sentence 
thereof is hereby amended to read as follows: 

1) Taxes of foreign corporation.— 

(1) Treatment of taxes paid by foreign 
corporation.—’.” 

The next amendment was, on page 189, 
after line 11, to insert a new section as 
follows: 


“Src. 332. Information at source On pay- 
ments of interest. 


“Section 147 (a) is hereby amended by 
striking out ‘interest,’ in the first sentence. 
Section 147 (b) is hereby amended to read 
as follows: 

“*(b) Returns regardless of amount of 
payment: Such returns may be required, re- 
gardless of amounts, (1) in the case of pay- 
ments of interest, and (2) in the case of col- 
lections of items (not payable in the United 
States) of interest upon the bonds of for- 
eign countries and interest upon the bonds 
of and dividends from foreign corporations 
by persons undertaking as a matter of busi- 
ness or for profit the collection of foreign 
payments of such interest or dividends by 
means of coupons, checks, or bills of ex- 
change’.” 

The next amendment was, at the top of 
page 190, to insert a new section, as follows: 


„Sec. 333. Abatement of income tax for 
certain members of Armed 
Forces upon death. 


“Supplement D of chapter 1 of the Internal 
Revenue Code (relating to returns and pay- 
ment of tax) is hereby amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new section: 


“Sec. 154. Income taxes of members of 
Armed Forces upon death. 

„In the case of any individual who dies 
after June 24, 1950, and prior to January 1, 
1954, while in active service as a member 
of the Armed Forces of the United States, 
if such death occurred while serving in a 
combat zone (as determined under section 
22 (b) (13) or as a result of wounds, dis- 
ease, or injury incurred while so serving— 

„(a) the tax imposed by this chapter 
shall not apply with respect to the taxable 
year in which falls the date of his death, 
or with respect to any prior taxable year 
ending on or after the first day he so served 
in a combat zone after June 24, 1950; and 

„b) the tex under this chapter and 
under the corresponding title of each prior 
revenue law for taxable years preceding those 
specified in clause (a) which is unpaid at 
the date of his death (including interest, 
additions to the tax, and additional 
amounts) shall not be assessed, and if as- 
sessed the assessment shall be abated, and if 
collected shall ke credited or refunded as an 
overpayment.’” 

The next amendment was, on page 191, 
after line 2, to insert a new section, as 
follows: 

“Sec. 384. Employees’ trusts. 

„a) Amendment of section 165 (b): Sec- 
tion 165 (b) (relating to taxability of bene- 
ficiary on distributions from an employees’ 
trust) is hereby amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new sentence: 
Where such total distributions include se- 
curities of the employer corporation, there 
shall be excluded from such excess the net 
unrealized appreciation attributable to that 
part of the total distributions which con- 
sists of the securities of the employer cor- 
poration so distributed. The amount of 
such met unrealized appreciation and the 
resulting adjustments to basis of the securi- 
ties of the employer corporation so distrib- 
uted shall be determined in accordance with 
regulations which shall be prescribed by the 
Secretary. For purposes of this subsection, 
the term securities“ means only shares of 
stock and bonds or debentures issued by a 
corporation with interest coupons or in reg- 
istered form.’ 
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“(b) Effective date: The amendment made 
by this section shall be applicable with re- 
spect to distributions made aiter December 
31. 1950.” 

The next amendment was, on page 191, 
after line 22, to strike out: 


“Sec. 311. Life insurance companies. 


“(a) Reserve and other policy liability 
credit for 1951: So much of section 202 (b) 
(2) (relating to definition of reserve and 
other policy liability credit) as precedes sub- 
paragraph (A) thereof is hereby amended 
to read as follows: 

(2) Special rule for 1949, 1950, and 1951: 
In the case of the taxes imposed for a tax- 
able year beginning in 1949, 1950, or 1951, the 
figure to be used for such year shall be 
computed as provided in paragraph (1) ex- 
cept that—.’ 

“(b) Effective date: The amendment made 
by subsection (a) shall be applicable to tax- 
able years beginning in 1951.” 

And in lieu thereof, to insert the follow- 
ing: 

“Sec. 335. Life insurance companies. 


“(a) Tax for 1951: Section 201 (a) (1) 
(relating to imposition of tax on life insur- 
ance companies) is hereby amended by add- 
ing at the end thereof the following: ‘In 
lieu of the taxes imposed by the preceding 
sentence, there shall be levied, collected, and 
paid for taxable years beginning in 1951 upon 
the 1951 adjusted normal-tax net income 
(as defined in section 203A) of every life 
insurance company a tax equal to the sum 
of the following: 

“834 percent of the amount thereof not in 
excess of $200,000, plus 

6% percent of the amount thereof in 
excess of $200,000.” 

“(b) Adjusted normal-tax net income for 
1951: Chapter 1 is hereby amended by in- 
serting after section 203 the following new 
section: 


“Sec. 203A. 1951 adjusted normal-tax net 
income. 


„(a) 1951 adjusted normal-tax net in- 
come: For the purposes of section 201, the 
term “1951 adjusted normal-tax net income” 
means the normal-tax net income plus eight 
times the amount of the adjustment for 
certain reserves provided in section 202 (c) 
and minus the reserve interest credit, if 
any, provided in subsection (b) of this sec- 
tion. 

„b) Reserve interest credit: For the pur- 
poses of subsection (a), the reserve interest 
credit shall be an amount determined as 
follows: 

1) Divide the amount of the adjusted 
net income (as defined in subsection (c)) 
by the amount of the required interest (as 
defined in subsection (d)). 

“*(2) If the quotient obtained in para- 
graph (1) is 1.05 or more, the reserve interest 
credit shall be zero. 

(3) If the quotient obtained in para- 
graph (1) is 1.00 or less, the reserve interest 
credit shall be an amount equal to 50 percent 
of the normal-tax net income. 

4) If the quotient obtained in para- 
graph (1) is more than 1.00 but less than 
1.05, the reserve interest credit shall be the 
amount obtained by multiplying the normal- 
tax net income by 10 times the difference 
between the figure 1.05 and such quotient. 

„e) Adjusted net income: For the pur- 
poses of subsection (b) (1), the term ad- 
justed net income” means the net income 
computed without any deduction for tax- 
free interest minus 50 percent of the amount 
of the adjustment for certain reserves pro- 
vided in section 202 (c). 

„d) Required interest: For the purposes 
of subsection (b) (1), the term “required 
interest“ means the total of 

“*(1) The sum of the amounts obtained 
by multiplying (A) each rate of interest as- 
sumed in computing the taxpayer's life in- 
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surance reserves by (B) the means of the 
amounts of the taxpayer's adjusted reserves 
computed at that rate at the beginning and 
end of the taxable year, 

2) 2 percent of the reserve for deferred 
dividends, and 

63) Interest paid.“ 

“(c) Technical amendments: 

“(1) Section 433 (a) (1) (H) (relating to 
excess profits net income of life insurance 
companies) is hereby amended by changing 
the semicolon at the end thereof to a period 
and by inserting thereafter the following: 
‘In the cuse of taxable years beginning in 
1951, there shall be used, in lieu of the figure 
referred to in clause (i) of the first sentence 
of this subparagraph, the figure .87;’. 

“(2) Section 201 (f) (relating to disallow- 
ance of double deductions) is hereby 
amended by striking out ‘or 203’ and insert- 
ing in lieu thereof ‘, 203, or 203A’. 

“(d) Effective date: The amendments 
made by this section shall be applicable to 
taxable years beginning in 1951.” 

The next amendment was, on page 195, 
line 9, to change the section number from 
Reed to “336,” and after line 15, to strike 
out: 

“(c) Certain investment companies: If 
the Securities and Exchange Commission de- 
termines in accordance with regulations is- 
sued by it, and certifies to the Secretary not 
more than 60 days prior to the close of the 
taxable year of a registered management 
company, that such investment company is 
principally engaged in the furnishing of 
capital to other corporations which are prin- 
cipally engaged in the development or ex- 
ploitation of inventions, technological devel- 
opments, new , or products not pre- 
viously generally available, such investment 
company may, in the computation of 50 per- 
cent of the value of its assets under sub- 
paragraph (A) of subsection (b) (3) for any 
quarter of such taxable year, include with 
respect to any issuer securities which con- 
stitute more than (10) percent of the out- 
standing voting securities of such issuer if 
the investment company has not continu- 
ously held any security of such issuer (or of 
any predecessor company of such issuer as 
determined under regulations prescribed by 
the Secretary) for 10 or more years preceding 
such quarter of such taxable year. The pro- 
visions of this subsection shall not apply at 
the close of any quarter of a taxable year to 
an investment company if at the close of 
such quarter more than 25 percent of the 
value of its total assets is represented by se- 
curities of issuers with respect to each of 
which the investment company holds more 
than 10 percent of the outstanding voting 
securities of such issuer and in respect of 
each of which or any predecessor thereof the 
investment company has continuously held 
any security for 10 or more years preceding 
such quarter unless the value of its total as- 
sets so represented is reduced to 25 percent 
or less within 30 days after the close of such 
quarter, The terms used in this subsection 
shall have the same meaning as in subsec- 
tion (b) (3) of this section. For the pur- 
poses of this subsection, a corporation shall 
be considered to be principally engaged in 
the development or exploitation of inven- 
tions, technological improvements, new proc- 
esses, or products not previously generally 
available, for at least 10 years after the date 
of the first acquisition of any security in 
such corporation or any predecessor thereof 
by such investment company if at the date 
of such acquisition the corporation or its 
predecessor was principally so engaged. For 
the purposes of the certification hereunder, 
the Securities and Exchange Commission 
shall have authority to issue such rules, reg- 
ulations, and orders, and to conduct such 
investigations and hearings, either public or 
private, as it may deem appropriate.” 
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And in lieu thereof to insert the following: 

„(e) Certain investment companies: If the 
Securities and Exchange Commission deter- 
mines in accordance with regulations issued 
by it, and certifies to the Secretary not more 
than 60 days prior to the close of the tax- 
able year of a registered management invest- 
ment company, that such investment com- 
pany is principally engaged in the furnish- 
ing of capital to other corporations which 
are principaily engaged in the development 
or exploitation of inventions, technological 
improvements, new processes, or products 
not previously generally available, such in- 
vestment company may, in the computation 
of 50 percent of the value of its assets under 
subparagraph (A) of subsection (b) (3) 
for any quarter of such taxable year, in- 
clude the value of.any securities of an 
issuer, notwithstanding the fact that such 
investment company holds more than 10 
percent of the outstanding voting securities 
of such issuer, but only if the investment 
company has not continuously held any 
security of such issuer (or of any prede- 
cessor company of such issuer as deter- 
mined under regulations prescribed by the 
Secretary) for 10 or more years preceding 
such quarter of such taxable year. The 
provisions of this subsection shall not apply 
at the close of any quarter of a taxable year 
to an investment company if at the close 
of such quarter more than 25 percent of the 
value of its total assets is represented by 
securities of issuers with respect to each 
of which the investment company holds more 
than 10 percent of the outstanding voting 
securities of such issuer and in respect of 
each of which or any predecessor thereof 
the investment company has continuously 
held any security for 10 or more years pre- 
ceding such quarter unless the value of its 
total assets so represented is reduced to 25 
percent or less within 30 days after the close 
of such quarter. The terms used in this 
subsection shall have the same meaning as 
in subsection (b) (3) of this section. For 
the purposes of this subsection, unless the 
Securities and Exchange Commission deter- 
mines otherwise, a corporation shall be con- 
sidered to be principally engaged in the 
development or exploitation of inventions, 
technological improvements, new processes, 
or products not previously generally avail- 
able, for at least 10 years after the date 
of the first acquisition of any security in 
such corporation or any predecessor thereof 
by such investment company if at the date 
of such acquisition the corporation or its 
predecessor was principally so engaged, and 
an investment company shall be considered 
at any date to be furnishing capital to any 
company whose securities it holds if within 


10 years prior to such date it has acquired 


any of such securities, or any securities 
surrendered in exchange therefor, from such 
other company or predecessor thereof. For 
the purposes of the certification hereunder, 
the Securities and Exchange Commission 
shall have authority to issue such rules, 
regulations, and orders, and to conduct such 
investigations and hearings, either public 
or private, as it may deem appropriate.” 
The next amendment was, at the top of 
page 200, to insert a new section, as follows: 


“Sec. 337. Exchanges and distributions in 
obedience to orders of Securities 
and Exchange Commission, 

“(a) Definition of system group: Section 
873 (d) (1) (relating to the definition of 
the term ‘system group’) is hereby amended 
to read as follows: 

“*(1) At least 90 per centum of each class 
of the stock (other than (A) stock which is 
preferred as to both dividends and assets, and 
(B) stock which is limited and preferred as 
to dividends but which is not preferred as to 
assets but only if the total value of such 
stock is less than 1 percent of the aggre- 
gate value of all classes of stock which are 
not preferred as to both dividends and 
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assets) of each of the corporations (except 
the common parent corporation) is owned 
directly by one or more of the other cor- 
porations; and.’ 

“(b) Effective date: The amendment made 
by subsection (a) shall be applicable with 
respect to taxable years affected by an ex- 
change or distribution made after December 
31, 1947.” 

The next amendment was, on page 200, 
after line 20, to insert a new section, as fol- 
lows: 


“SEc. 338. Taxation of business income of 
State colleges and universities, 


„(a) Amendment of section 421 (b): Sec- 
tion 421 (b) (1) (organizations subject to 
tax under supplement U) is hereby amended 
to read as follows: 

“*(1) Organizations taxable as corpora- 
tions: 

„A) Organizations exempt under section 
101 (1), (6), (7), and 14: The taxes im- 
posed by subsection (a) (1) shall apply in 
the case of any organization (other than a 
church, a convention or association of 
churches, or a trust described in paragraph 
(2)) which is exempt, except as provided in 
this supplement, from taxation under this 
chapter by reason of paragraph (1), (6), or 
(7) of section 101. Such taxes shall also 
apply in the case of a corporation described 
in section 101 (14) if the income is payable 
to an organization which itself is subject to 
the tax imposed by subsection (a) or to a 
church or to a convention or association of 
churches. 

„B) State colleges and universities — 
The taxes imposed by subsection (a) (1) 
shall apply in the case of any college or uni- 
versity which is an agency or instrumentality 
of any government or any political subdi- 
vision thereof, or which is owned or operated 
by a government or any political subdivision 
thereof or by any agency or instrumentality 
of any one or more governments or political 
subdivisions. Such taxes shall also apply in 
the case of any corporation wholly owned by 
one or more such colleges or universities.’ 

“(b) Unrelated trade or business: Section 
422 (b) (definition of unrelated trade or 
business) is hereby amended as follows: 

(1) By inserting after ‘under section 101’ 
the following: ‘(or, in the case of an organi- 
zation described in section 421 (b) (1) (B), 
to the exercise or performance of any pur- 
pose or function described in section 
101 (6)).’ 

“(2) By inserting in paragraph (2) thereof 
after ‘section 101 (6)’ the following: ‘or in 
the case of a college or university described in 
section 421 (b) (1) (B)? 

“(c) Effective date: The amendments made 
by this section shall be applicable only with 
respect to taxable years beginning after De- 
cember 31, 1951.” 

The next amendment was, on page 202, 
line 18, to change the section number from 
313“ to “339”; and on page 203, after line 
22, to strike out: 

“(c) Effective date: The amendments made 
by this section shall be applicable with re- 
spect to taxable years beginning after De- 
cember 31, 1950. The determination as to 
whether a person shall be recognized as a 
partner for income tax purposes for any tax- 
able year beginning before January 1, 1951, 
shall be made as if this section had not been 
enacted and without inferences drawn from 
the fact that this section is not expressly 
made applicable with respect to taxable years 
beginning before January 1, 1951.” 

And in lieu thereof to insert the fol- 
lowing: 

“(c) Effective date: s 

“(1) General rule: Except as otherwise 
provided in this subsection, the-amendments 
made by this section shall be applicable only 
with respect to taxable years beginning after 
December 31, 1950. 

“(2) Retroactive applications: At the elec- 


tion of a taxpayer made in accordance with 
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regulations prescribed by the Secretary, the 
amendments made by this section shall also 
be applicable with respect to such taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 1938, and 
before January 1, 1951, as are specified by 
the taxpayer in making such election. Such 
election for any taxeble year shall not be 
valid unless, prior to the expiration of 90 
days after the filing of such election (or 
such longer period as the Secretary may 
by regulations prescribe) each family part- 
ner of the taxpayer files, in accordance with 
such regulations, a written consent to the 
application of such amendments to his tax- 
able years corresponding to the taxable years 
for which the election is made by the tax- 
payer. In lieu of such consent by any fam- 
ily partner, there may be paid, under regula- 
tions prescribed by the Secretary and with- 
in the time provided for filing such consent, - 
an amount equal to the deficiency and in- 
terest which would be assessed with respect 
to such family partner if he filed such con- 
sent. Such election, and any consent filed 
in respect of such election, shall be applica- 
ble only to such partnerships as are specified 
in the election. For the purpose of this 
subsection, the term ‘family partner’ means 
any person who upon the filing of such 
consent would be liable for a deficiency at- 
tributable to income considered, but for the 
application of the amendments made by this 
section, as income of the taxpayer. The 
period of limitations provided in sections 275 
and 276 of the Internal Revenue Code on the 
making of assessments and the beginning of 
distraint or a proceeding in court for collec- 
tion shall with respect to any deficiency and 
interest thereon resulting from any such 
election or consent include 1 year immedi- 
ately following the date such election or 
consent is filed, and such assessment and 
collection may be made notwithstanding any 
provision of law or any rule of law which 
otherwise would prevent such assegsment and 
collection, If an election by a taxpayer 
should be filed for a taxable year for which 
allowance of credit or refund of an over- 
payment is barred (at the time of such 
filing) by any law or rule of law, any con- 
sent filed by a family partner of the tax- 
payer with respect to such year shall be 
void. 

(3) Taxable year of partner different from 
taxable year of partnership: In applying 
paragraphs (1) and (2) of this subsection 
where the taxable year of the taxpayer or 
a family partner is different from the taxa- 
ble year of the partnership— 

“(A) if a taxable year of the partnership 
ending in 1951 ends within or with a taxa- 
ble year of the taxpayer or a family partner 
which began before January 1, 1951, the 
amendments made by this section shall be 
applicable, with respect to the distributive 
shares of income derived by the taxpayer 
and the family partners from such taxable 
year of the partnership, only pursuant to the 
provisions of paragraph (2) of this subsec- 
tion, notwithstanding that paragraph (1) of 
this subsection might otherwise be applica- 
ble to some of the partners, 

“(B) if a taxable year of the partnership 
ending in 1939 ended within or with a taxa- 
ble year of the taxpayer or a family partner 
which began before January 1, 1939, the 
amendments made by this section shall not 
be applicable with respect to any of the dis- 
tributive shares of income derived by the 
taxpayer and the family partners from such 
taxable year of the partnership, notwith- 
standing that paragraph (2) of this sub- 
section might otherwise be applicable to 
some of the partners.” 

The next amendment was, on page 207, 
after line 5, to insert a new section, as fol- 
lows: 


“Sec. 340. War losses. 


“Tax upon war loss recovery: Section 127 
(e) (relating to recoveries included in gross 
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income) is hereby amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

e) Recoveries: 

1) General rule: Upon the recovery 
in the taxable year of any money or prop- 
erty in respect of property considered under 
subsection (a) as destroyed or seized in any 
prior taxable year, the amount of such re- 
covery shall be included in gross income to 
the extent provided in paragraph (2), unless 
the provisions of paragraph (3) are applica- 
ble to the taxable year pursuant to an elec- 
tion made by the taxpayer under the pro- 
visions of paragraph (5). 

“*(2) Inclusion in gross income— 

„A) Amount of recovery: The amount 
of the recovery of any money or property 
in respect of property considered under sub- 
section (a) as destroyed or seized in any 
prior taxable year shall be an amount equal 
to the aggregate of such money and the 
fair market value of such property, deter- 
mined as of the date of the recovery. 

„B) Amount of gain includible: To the 
extent that the amount of the recovery plus 
the aggregate of the amounts of previous 
such recoveries do not exceed that part of 
the aggregate of the allowable deductions in 
prior taxable years on account of the destruc- 
tion or seizure of property described in sub- 
section (a) which did not result in a reduc- 
tion of any tax of the taxpayer under this 
chapter or chapter 2, such amount shall not 
be includible in gross income and shall 
not be deemed gain upon the involuntary 
conversion of property as a result of its de- 
struction or seizure. To the extent that such 
amount plus the aggregate of the amounts 
of previous such recoveries exceed that part 
of the aggregate of such deductions, which 
did not result in a reduction of any tax of the 
taxpayer under this chapter or chapter 2 
and do no exceed that part of the aggregate 
of such deductions which did result in a 
reduction of any tax of the taxpayer under 
this chapter or chapter 2, such amount 
shall be included in gross income but shall 
not be deemed a gain upon the involuntary 
conversion of property as a result of its de- 
struction or seizure. To the extent that such 
amount plus the aggregate of the amounts of 
previous such recoveries exceed the aggre- 
gate of the allowable deductions in prior 
taxable years on account of the destruc- 
tion or seizure of property described in sub- 
section (a), such amount shall be considered 
@ gain upon the involuntary conversion of 
property as a result of its destruction or 
seizure and shall be recognized or not recog- 
nized as provided in section 112 (f). If for 
any previous taxable year the taxpayer 
chooses under subsection (b) to treat any 
obligations and liabilities as discharged or 
satisfied out of the property or interest de- 
scribed in subsection (a), and if such obli- 
gations and liabilities were not so discharged 
or satisfied, the amount of such obligations 
and liabilities treated as discharged or satis- 
fied under subsection (b) shall be considered 


for the purposes of this section as a deduc- _ 


tion by reason of this section which did not 
result in a reduction of any tax of the tax- 
payer under this chapter or chapter 2. For 
the purposes of this paragraph an allowable 
deduction for any taxable year on account of 
the destruction or seizure of property de- 
scribed in subsection (a) shall, to the ex- 
tent not allowed in computing the tax of 
the taxpayer for such taxable year, be con- 
sidered an allowable deduction which did 
not result in a reduction of any tax of the 
taxpayer under this chapter or chapter 2. 

63) Tax adjustment measured by prior 
benefits: If the provisions of this paragraph 
are applicable to the taxable year pursuant to 
an election made by the taxpayer under the 
provisions of paragraph (5)— 

“*(A) Amount of recovery: The amount of 
the recovery in the taxable year of any money 
or property in respect of property considered 
under subsection (a) as destroyed or seized in 
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any prior taxable year shall be an amount 
equal to the aggregate of such money and the 
fair market value of such property, deter- 
mined as of the date of the recovery. For 
the purpose of this paragraph, in the case of 
the recovery of the same property or interest 
considered under subsection (a) as destroyed 
or seized, the fair market value of such prop- 
erty or interest shall not exceed the adjust- 
ed basis (for determining loss) of such prop- 
erty or interest in the hands of the taxpayer 
on the date of the loss. 

„%) Adjustment for prior tax benefits: 
That part of the amount of the recovery, 
in respect of any property considered under 
subsection (a) as destroyed or seized, which 
is not in excess of the allowable deductions 
in prior taxable years on account of such 
destruction or seizure of the property (the 
amount of such allowable deductions being 
first reduced by the aggregate amount of 
any prior recoveries in respect of the same 
property) shall not be included in gross in- 
come for the taxable year of the recovery 
for the purpose of computing the tax under 
this chapter and chapter 2; but there shall 
be added to, and assessed and collected as 
a part of, the tax under this chapter for 
the taxable year of the recovery the total 
increase in the tax under this chapter and 
chapter 2 for all taxable years which would 
result by decreasing, in an amount equal 
to such part of the recovery, such deductions 
allowable in the prior taxable years with 
respect to the destruction or seizure of the 
property. Such increase in the tax for each 
such year so resulting shall be computed 
in accordance with regulations prescribed 
by the Secretary. Such regulations shall 
give effect to previous recoveries of any kind 
with respect to any prior year, and shall pro- 
vide for the case where there was no tax 
for the prior year, but shall otherwise treat 
the tax previously determined for any year 
in accordance with the principles set forth 
in section 3801 (d). All credits allowable 
against the tax for any year and all carry- 
overs and carry-backs affected by so decreas- 
ing the allowable deductions shall be taken 
into account in computing the increase in 
the tax, 

“*(C) Gain upon recovery: The amount of 
any recovery or part thereof, in respect of 
property considered under subsection (a) as 
destroyed or seized which is not subject to 
the provisions of subparagraph (B) shall be 
considered for the taxable year of the re- 
covery as gain on the involuntary conversion 
of property as a result of its destruction or 
seizure and shall be recognized or not recog- 
nized as provided in section 112 (f). 

„%) Recoveries treated as gross income 
for certain purposes: For the purposes of 
sections 51, 52, and 3801 (b) the recovery in 


the taxable year of any money or property 


in respect of property considered under sub- 
section (a) as destroyed or seized in any 
prior taxable year shall be deemed to be an 
item includible in gross income for the tax- 
able year in which the recovery is made. 

4) Restoration of value of investments 
referable to destroyed or seized property: 
For the purpose of this subsection the res- 
toration in whole or in part of the value of 
any interest described in subsection (a) (3) 
by reason of any recovery of money or prop- 
erty in respect of property to which such 
interest related and which was considered 
under subsection (a) (1) or (2) as destroyed 
or seized shall be deemed a recovery of prop- 
erty in respect of property considered under 
subsection (a) as destroyed or seized. In 
applying paragraph (3) such restoration 
shall be treated as the recovery of the same 
interest considered under subsection (a) as 
destroyed or seized. 

(5) Election by taxpayer for application 
of paragraph (3): If the taxpayer elects to 
have the provisions of paragraph (3) appli- 
cable to any taxable year in which he recov- 
ered any money or property in respect of 
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property considered under subsection (a) as 
destroyed or seized, the provisions of para- 
graph (3) shall be applicable to all taxable 
years of the taxpayer beginning after De- 
cember 31, 1940, other than a taxable year 
for which, at the time of making such elec- 
tion, a refund or credit of the entire amount 
of any overpayment (resulting from an 
application of par. (3) to such year) 
would be prevented by section 322 or by the 
provisions of any other law or rule of law. 
Such election shall be made in accordance 
with regulations prescribed by the Secretary. 
If pursuant to such election the provisions 
of paragraph (3) are applicable to any tax- 
able year, then the time for assessment and 
collection of— 

“*(A) the amount to be added to the tax 
for such year under the provisions of para- 
graph (3), and 

“*(B) any deficiency for such year or for 
any other taxable year, to the extent attrib- 
utable to basis of the recovered property 
being determined under the provisions of 
subsection (d) (2), 
shall not expire prior to the expiration of 2 
years following the time of the making of 
such election, and such amount and such 
deficiency may be assessed at any time prior 
to the expiration of such period notwith- 
standing any law or rule of law which would 
otherwise prevent such assessment. In the 
case of any taxable year ending before the 
date of the making by the taxpayer of an 
election under this paragraph, no interest 
shall be paid on any overpayment resulting 
from the making of such election, and no 
interest shall be assessed or collected with 
respect to the amount specified in clause (A) 
or with respect to any deficiency specified in 
clause (B), for any period prior to the expira- 
tion of 6 months following the date of the 
making of such election by the taxpayer.’ 

“(b) Basis of recovered property: Sec- 
tion 127 (d) (relating to basis of recovered 
property) is hereby amended to read as 
follows: 

d) Basis of recovered property: 

“(1) In general: The unadjusted basis 
of property recovered in respect of property 
considered as destroyed or seized under sub- 
section (a) shall be determined under this 
subsection. Such basis shall be an amount 
equal to the fair market value of such prop- 
erty, detérmined as of the date of the re- 
covery, reduced by an amount equal to the 
excess of the aggregate of such fair market 
value and the amounts of previous recover- 
ies of money or property in respect of prop- 
erty considered under subsection (a) as 
destroyed or seized over the aggregate of 
the allowable deductions in prior taxable 
years on account of the destruction or seizure 
of property described in subsection (a), and 
increased by that portion of the amount of 
the recovery willch under subsection (e) is 
treated as a recognized gain from the invol- 
untary conversion of property. Upon appli- 
cation of the taxpayer, the aggregate of the 
bases (determined under the preceding sen- 
tence) of any properties recovered in respect 
of properties considered under subsection 
(a) as destroyed or seized may be allocated 
among the properties so recovered in such 
manner as the Secretary may determine un- 
der regulations prescribed by him, and the 
amounts so allocated to any such property 
so recovered shall be the unadjusted basis of 
such property in lieu of the unadjusted basis 
of such property determined under the pre- 
ceding sentence. 

2) Property recovered in taxable year 
to which subsection (c) (3) is applicable: 
If property is recovered in a taxable year to 
which the provisions of subsection (c) (3) 
are applicable pursuant to an election made 
under the provisions of subsection (c) (5), 
the basis of such property shall be (in lieu 
of the amount determined under paragraph 
(1) of this subsection) an amount equal 
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to the value at which such property is in- 
cluded in the amount of the recovery under 
subsection (c) (3) (A), reduced by such 
part of the gain under subsection (c) (3) 
(C) which is not recognized as provided in 
section 112 (f).“ 

„e) Credit for foreign taxes: Section 131 
(a) (relating to allowance of credit for taxes 
of foreign countries and possessions of the 
United States) is hereby amended by in- 
serting after ‘section 102’ the following: 
‘and except the additional tax imposed for 
the taxable year under the provisions of 
section 127 (c) (3).’ 

“(d) Effective dates: The amendments 
made by this section shall be applicable to 
taxable years beginning after December 31, 
1940.“ 

The next amendment was, at the top of 
page 217, to insert a new section, as follows: 


“Sec. 341. Deduction of expenditures for 
mine exploration. 

“(a) Deduction of mine exploration ex- 
penditures: Section 23 (relating to deduc- 
tions from gross income) is hereby amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new subsection: 

“(ff) Deduction of exploration expendi- 
tures: 

“*(1) In general: In the case of expendi- 
tures paid or incurred during the taxable 
year for the purpose of ascertaining the exist- 
ence, location, extent, or quality of any 
deposit of ore or other mineral, and paid or 
incurred prior to the beginning of the de- 
velopment stage of the mine or deposit, so 
much of such expenditures as does not ex- 
ceed $75,000. This subsection shall apply 
only with respect to the amount of such ex- 
penditures which, but for this subsection, 
would not be allowable as a deduction for the 
taxable year. This subsection shall not ap- 
ply to expenditures for the acquisition or 
improvement of property of a character 
which is subject to the allowance for depre- 
ciation provided in section 23 (1), but allow- 
ances for depreciation shall be considered, 
for the purposes of this subsection, as ex- 
penditures paid or incurred. In no case 
shall this subsection apply with respect to 
amounts paid or incurred for the purpose 
of ascertaining the existence, location, ex- 
tent, or quality of any deposit of oil or gas. 

2) Election of taxpayer: If the tax- 
payer elects, in accordance with regulations 
prescribed by the Secretary, to treat as de- 
ferred expenses any portion of the amount 
deductible for the taxable year under para- 
graph (1), such portion shall not be deducti- 
ble under paragraph (1) but shall be de- 
ductible on a ratable basis as the units of 
produced ores or minerals discovered or ex- 
plored by reason of such expenditures are 
sold. An election made under this para- 
graph for any taxable year shall be binding 
for such year. e 

“*(3) Limitation: This subsection shall 
not apply to any amounts paid or incurred 
in any taxable year if in any four preceding 
years the taxpayer, or any individual or cor- 
poration who has transferred to the taxpayer 
any mineral property under circumstances 
which make the provisions of paragraph (7), 
(8), (11), (18), (15), (17), (20), or (22) of 
section 113 (a) applicable to such transfer, 
has either (A) been allowed a deduction un- 
der paragraph (1) of this subsection or (B) 
made the election provided under paragraph 
(2) of this subsection. 

„% Adjusted basis of mine or deposit: 
The amount of expenditures which are 
treated under paragraph (2) as deferred ex- 
penses shall be taken into account in com- 
puting the adjusted basis of the mine or 
deposit, but such amounts, and the adjust- 
ments to basis provided in section 113 (b) 
(1) (M) shall be disregarded in determining 
the adjusted basis of the property for the 
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purpose of computing a deduction for de- 


pletion under section 114.’ 

“(b) Adjusted basis for determining gain 
or loss upon sale or exchange: Section 113 
(b) (1) (relating to adjusted basis of prop- 
erty) is hereby amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following: 

„M) for amounts allowed as deductions 
as deferred expenses under section 23 (ff) 
(2) (relating to certain exploration expendi- 
tures) and resulting in a reduction of the 
taxpayer's taxes under this chapter, but not 
less than the amounts allowable under such 
section for the taxable year and prior years.’ 

“(c) Effective date: The amendments 
made by this section shall be applicable to 
taxable years ending after December 31, 
1950.” 

The next amendment was, at the top 
of page 220, to insert a new section, as 
follows: 


“Sec. 342. Corporate liquidations. 


“(a) Treatment of gain: Section 115 (re- 
lating to distributions by corporations) is 
hereby amended by adding at the end theref 
the following new subsection: 

n) Liquidation with distribution of 
stock in real estate corporation: If a cor- 
poration, pursuant to a plan of liquidation, 
exchanges part of its assets consisting of 
unimproved real estate solely for the entire 
stock of a newly organized corporation and 
within a period of 24 months from the date 
of adoption of the plan of liquidation all of 
the assets of such corporation together with 
the stock in such new corporation are dis- 
tributed in liquidation, the amounts so dis- 
tributed shall be deemed amounts distributed 
in complete liquidation of such corporation 
and the recognized gain, if any, to the share- 
holders from such liquidation shall be treated 
as a capital gain, despite any other pro- 
vision of this chapter. This subsection shall 
apply only— 

“*(1) if the business of the old corpora- 
tion is discontinued, 

2) if the corporation to which the 
unimproved real estate was transferred was 
organized and is operated for the sole pur- 
pose of holding title to such real estate and 
collecting income from the leasing or sale 
thereof, and 

3) if there was a sound business reason 
for organizing such new corporation to hold 
title to the unimproved real estate.” 

“(b) Effective date: The amendment made 
by this section shall apply to taxable years 
beginning after December 31, 1947.“ 

The next amendment was, on page 221, 
after line 5, to insert a new section, as 
follows: 


“Sec. 343. Definition of émployee. 


“(a) Amendment of section 3797 (a): Sec- 
tion 3797 (a) is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new paragraph: 

“*(20) Employee: For the purpose of ap- 
plying the provisions of chapter 1 with re- 
spect to contributions to or under a stock 
bonus, pension, profit-sharing, or annuity 
plan, and with respect to distributions under 
such a plan or by a trust forming part of 
such a plan, the term “employee” shall in- 
clude a full-time life insurance salesman 
who is considered an employee for the pur- 
pose of subchapter A of chapter 9, or, in 
the case of services performed before January 
1, 1951, who would be considered an em- 
ployee if his services were performed during 
1951.“ 

“(b) Effective date: The amendment made 
by this section shall be applicable with re- 
spect to taxable years beginning after De- 
cember 31, 1938.” 

The next amendment was, under the head- 
ing “Title IV—Excise taxes—Part I—Tax on 
admissions and cabarets,” on page 222, line 
6, after the word “the”, to strike out “sec- 


ond and fourth” and insert “second, fourth, 
and fifth.” 
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The next amendment was, on page 222, 
after line 13, to strike out: 

“(b) Amendment of section 1701 (a): 
Section 1701 (a) (relating to religious, edu- 
cational, or charitable entertainments) is 
hereby amended to read as follows: 

“*(a) Religious, educational, or charitable 
entertainments, etc. 

1) In general: Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), any admissions all the pro- 
ceeds of which inure— 

„(A) exclusively to the benefit of reli- 
gious, educational, or charitable institutions, 
societies, or organizations, societies for the 
prevention of cruelty to children or animals, 
or societies or organizations conducted for 
the sole purpose of maintaining symphony 
orchestras and receiving substantial support 
from voluntary contributions or of main- 
taining a cooperative or community center 
moving-picture theater—if no part of the 
net earnings thereof inures to the benefit of 
any private stockholder or individual; 

“*(B) exclusively to the benefit of Na- 
tional Guard organization, Reserve Officers’ 
associations or organizations, posts, or or- 
ganizations of war veterans, or auxiliary 
units or societies of any such posts or or- 
ganizations, if such posts, organizations, 
units, or societies are organized in the 
United States or any of its possessions, and 
if no part of their net earnings inures to the 
benefit of any private stockholder or indi- 
vidual; or 

“*(C) exclusively to the benefit of a police 
or fire department of any city, town, village, 
or other municipality, or exclusively to a 
fund for the sole benefit of members of such 
a police or fire department or the depend- 
ents or heirs of such members. 

“*(2) Nonexempt admissions: The exemp- 
tion provided under paragraph (1) shall not 
apply in the case of admissions to (A) any 
athletic game or exhibition unless the pro- 
ceeds inure exclusively to the benefit of an 
elementary or secondary school, (B) wres- 
tling matches, prize fights, or boxing, spar- 
ring, or other pugilistic matches or exhibi- 
tions, or (C) carnivals, rodeos, or circuses in 
which any professional performer or opera- 
tor participates for compensation.’” 

And in lieu thereof to insert the follow- 
ing: 

“(b) Amendment of section 1701 (a) and 
(b): Subsections (a) and (b) of section 
1701 (relating to exemptions from admis- 
sions tax) are hereby amended to read as 
follows: 

“‘(a) Certain religious, educational, or 
charitable entertainments, etc.— 

“*(1) In general: Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), any admissions all the pro- 
ceeds of which inure— 

“*(A) exclusively to the benefit of— 

“*(i) a church or a convention or associa- 
tion of churches; 

“*(4i) an educational institution which is 
exempt under section 101 (6) or which is 
an educational institution of a government 
or political subdivision thereof, if such or- 
ganization normally maintains a regular fac- 
ulty and curriculum and normally has a 
regularly organized body of pupils or stu- 
dents in attendance at the place where its 
educational activities are regularly car- 
ried on; 

„() a corporation or any community 
chest, fund, or foundation organized and 
operated exclusively for charitable purposes, 
exempt under section 101 (6), if such cor- 
poration or organization is supported, in 
whole or in part, by funds contributed by 
the United States or any State or political 
subdivision thereof, or is primarily supported 
by contributions from the general public; 

„(iv) a society or organization conducted 
for the sole purpose of maintaining sym- 


. phony orchestras or operas and receiving 
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substantial support from voluntary contribu- 
tions— 


if no part of the net earnings thereof inures 
to the benefit of any private stockholder or 
individual; 

„B) exclusively to the benefit of Na- 
tional Guard organizations, Reserve officers’ 
associations or organizations, posts or or- 
ganizations of war veterans, or auxiliary 
units or societies of any such posts or or- 
ganizations, if such posts, organizations, 
units, or societies are organized in the United 
States or any of its possessions, and if no 
part of their net earnings inures to the 
benefit of any private stockholder or individ- 
ual; or ; 

“*(C) exclusively to the benefit of a police 
or fire department of any city, town, village, 
or any municipality or exclusively to a retire- 
ment, pension, or disability fund for the sole 
benefit of members of such a police or fire 
department or to a fund for the heirs of such 
members. 

“*(2) Nonexempt admissions: The exemp- 
tion provided under paragraph (1) shall not 
apply in the case of admissions to (A) any 
athletic game or exhibition unless the pro- 
ceeds inure exclusively to the benefit of an 
elementary or secondary school, (B) wres- 
tling matches, prize fights, or boxing, spar- 
ring, or other pugilistic matches or exhibi- 
tions, (C) carnivals, rodeos, or circuses in 
which any professional performer or operator 
participates for compensation, or (D) any 
motion-picture exhibition. 

“*(b) Agricultural fairs: Any admissions 
to agricultural fairs if no part of the net 
earnings thereof inure to the benefit of any 
stockholders or members of the association 
conducting the same—if the proceeds there- 
from are used exclusively for the improve- 
ment, maintenance, and operation of such 
agricultural fairs; or.“ 

On page 227, line 5, after the word “new”, 
to strike out “subsection” and insert “sub- 
sections”; in line 15, after the word “of”, to 
strike out “Columbia.” and insert “Colum- 
bia; or”; and after line 15, to insert the fol- 
lowing: 

“(e) (1) Home and garden tours: Any ad- 
mission to a home or garden which is tem- 
porarily opened to the general public as part 
of a program conducted by a society or or- 
ganization to permit the inspection of his- 
torical homes and gardens—if no part of the 
net earnings thereof inures to the benefit of 
any private stockholder or individual. 

“(2) Historic sites: Any admissions to his- 
toric sites, houses, and shrines, and museums 
conducted in connection therewith, main- 
tained and operated by a society or organi- 
zation devoted to the preservation and main- 
tenance of such historic sites, houses, shrines, 
and museums—if no part of the net earn- 
ings thereof inures to the benefit of any 
private stockholder or individual.” 

The next amendment was, under the sub- 
head “Part II—Tax on cigarettes,” on page 
229, line 5, after the word “out”, to strike 
out “ “$3.50” and inserting in lieu thereof 
“34"," and insert 83.50 per thousand” 
and inserting in lieu thereof “$4 per thou- 
sand until January 1, 1954, and $3.50 per 
thousand on and after January 1, 1954.“ 

The next amendment was, on page 229, 
line 13, after the word Tax“, to insert “And 
Floor Stocks Refund”; in line 17, after the 
word “new”, to strike out “subsection” and 
insert “subsections”; on page 230, line 22, 
after the word “this”, to strike out “subsec- 
tion.“ and insert “subsection.”; and after 
line 22, to insert: 

„g) Floor stocks refunds on eigarettes.— 

“(1) In general: With respect to cigarettes, 
weighing not more than 3 pounds per thou- 
sand, upon which the tax imposed by sub- 
section (c) (2), or upon which floor stocks 
tax imposed by subsection (f), has been paid, 
and which, on January 1, 1954, are held by 
any person and intended for sale, or are in 
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transit from foreign countries or insular 
possession of the United States to any per- 
son in the United States for sale, there 
shall be credited or refunded to such person 
(without interest), subject to such regula- 
tions as may be prescribed by the Secretary, 
an amount equal to the difference between 
the tax paid on such cigarettes and the tax 
made applicable to such articles on January 
1, 1954, if claim for such credit or refund 
is — 5 with the Secretary prior to April 1. 
1954. 

“(2) Limitations on eligibility for credit 
or refund: No person shall be entitled to 
credit or refund under paragraph (1) unless 
(A) such person, for such period or periods 
both before and after January 1, 1954 (but 
not extending beyond 1 year thereafter), as 
the Secretary shall by regulations prescribe, 
makes and keeps, and files with the Secre- 
tary such records of inventories, sales, and 
purchases as may be prescribed in such regu- 
lations; and (B) such person establishes to 
the satisfaction of the Secretary, with respect 
to the cigarettes for which credit or refund is 
claimed by him under this section, that on 
and after January 1, 1954, and until the ex- 
piration of 3 months thereafter, the price at 
which cigarettes of such class were sold 
(until a number equal at least to the number 
on hand on January 1, 1954, were sold) 
reflected, in such manner as the Secretary 
may by regulations prescribe, the amount of 
the tax reduction. 

“(3) Penalty and administrative proce- 
dures: All provisions of law, including pen- 
alties, applicable in respect of internal reve- 
nue taxes on cigarettes shall, insofar as ap- 
plicable and not inconsistent with this sub- 
section, be applicable in respect of the credits 
and refunds provided for in this subsection 
to the same extent as if such credits or re- 
funds constituted credits or refunds of such 
taxes.” 

The next amendment was, on page 232, 
after line 14, to insert a new section, as fol- 
lows: 


“Sec. 423. Reduction of tax on snuff and 
chewing tobacco. 

“(a) Reduction in rate: Section 2000 (a) 
(relating to tax on tobacco and snuff) is 
hereby amended by striking out paragraphs 
(1) and (2) and inserting in lieu thereof 
the following: 

“*(1) Snuff and chewing tobacco: On snuff, 
manufactured of tobacco or any substitute 
for tobacco, ground, dry, damp, pickled, 
scented, or otherwise, of all descriptions, 
when prepared for use; and on all scrap 
chewing, plug, twist, fine-cut, or cavendish 
tobacco; a tax of 10 cents per pound. 

„%) Smoking tobacco: On all smoking 
tobacco, cut or granulated, of every descrip- 
tion; on tobacco reduced into a condition 
to be consumed, or in any manner other than 
the ordinary mode of drying and curing, pre- 
pared for sale or consumption, even if pre- 
pared without the use of any machine or 
instrument, and without being pressed or 
sweetened; and on all fine-cut shorts and 
refuse scraps, clippings, cuttings, and sweep- 
ings of tobacco; a tax of 18 cents per 
pound.’ 

“(b) Effective date—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on 
the first day of the first month which begins 
more than 10 days after the date of the en- 
actment of this act.” 

The next amendment was, under the sub- 
head “Part I1I—Retailers’ Excise Taxes,” on 
page 233, after line 16, to strike out: 


“Sec. 431. Tax on lighters. 

“Section 2400 (relating to retailers’ excise 
tax on jewelry, etc.) is hereby amended by 
striking out in the first sentence thereof the 
words ‘and binoculars,’ and inserting in lieu 
thereof the following: ‘binoculars: and 
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ese negra lighters for cigarettes, cigars, or 
pipes“. 

The next amendment was, on page 234, 
line 1, to change the section number from 
432 to 431.“ 

The next amendment was, on page 234, 
line 17, to change the section number from 
“433” to “432,” 

The next amendment was, at the top of 
page 235, to strike out: 


“PART IV—DIESEL FUEL 


“Sec, 441. Diesel fuel used in highway 
vehicles 


“(a) Imposition of tax: The Internal 
Revenue Code is hereby amended by adding 
after chapter 19 the following new chapter: 


" ‘CHAPTER 20—Drese, FUEL 
“ ‘Sec. 2450. Tax on Diesel fuel 


There is hereby imposed a tax of 2 
cents a gallon upon any liquid (other than 
any product taxable under section 3412)— 

“*(1) sold by any person to an owner, 
lessee, or other operator of a Diesel-powered 
highway vehicle, for use as a fuel in such 
vehicle, or 

“*(2) used by any person as a fuel in 
a Diesel-powered highway vehicle unless 
there was a taxable sale of such liquid under 
clause (1). 


“ ‘SEC. 2451. Returns and payment 


„a) Requirement: Every person liable 
for tax under this chapter shall make re- 
turns and pay the taxes due to the collector 
for the district in which is located his prin- 
cipal place of business, or if he has no 
principal place of business in the United 
States, then to the collector at Baltimore, 
Md. Such returns shall contain such in- 
formation and be made at such times and 
in such manner as the Secretary may by 
regulations prescribe. 

“*(b) Interest: The tax shall, without 
assessment or notice, be due and payable 
to the collector at the time prescribed for 
filing the return. If the tax is not paid 
when due, there shall be added as part of 
the tax interest at the rate of 6 percent 
per annum from the time when the tax 
became due until paid. 


“ ‘Sec. 2452. Credits and refunds 


(a) Nontaxable use or sale by vendee: 
A credit against tax under this chapter, or 
a refund, may be allowed or made to a 

in the amount of tax paid by him 
under this chapter with respect to his sale 
of any liquid to a vendee for use as fuel 
in a Diesel-powered highway vehicle, if such 
person establishes, in accordance with regu- 
lations prescribed by the Secretary, that— 

“*(1) the vendee used such liquid other- 
wise than as fuel in such a vehicle or resold 
such liquid, and 

“*(2) such person has repaid or agreed 
to repay the amount of such tax to such 
vendee, or has obtained the consent of the 
vendee to the allowance of the credit or 
refund. 

No interest shall be allowed with respect 
to any amount of tax credited or refunded 
under the provisions of this subsection. 

“*(b) Proof required in case of certain 
overpayments: No overpayment of tax under 
this chapter shall be credited or refunded 
(otherwise than under subsec. (a)) in 
pursuance of a court decision or otherwise, 
unless the person who paid the tax estab- 
lishes, in accordance with regulations pre- 
scribed by the Secretary, (1) that he has 
not included the tax in the price of the 
article with respect to which it was im- 
posed, or collected the amount of tax from 
the vendee, or (2) that he has repaid the 
amount of the tax to the ultimate pur- 
chaser of the article, or files with the Sec- 
retary written consent of such ultimate pur- 
chaser to the allowance of the credit or 
refund, 
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“Sec. 2453. Tax-free sales. 


Under regulations prescribed by the Sec- 

. retary, no tax under this chapter shall be 
imposed with respect to the sale of any 
liquid for the exclusive use of any State, 
Territory of the United States, or any politi- 


cal subdivision of the foregoing, or the Dis- 


trict of Columbia, or with respect to the 
use by any of the foregoing of any liquid 
as fuel in a Diesel-powered highway vehicle. 


“Sec. 2454. Applicability of administrative 
provisions 


„„All provisions of law (including pen- 
alties) applicable in respect of the taxes im- 
posed by section 2700 shall, insofar as ap- 
plicable and not inconsistent with this 
chapter, be applicable in respect of the taxes 
imposed by this chapter. 


“ ‘Sec, 2455. Rules and regulations 


“The Secretary shall prescribe and pub- 
lish all needful rules and regulations for 
the enforcement of this chapter.’ 

“(b) Effective date: The amendment made 
by subsection (a) shall take effect on the 
first day of the first month which begins 
more than 10 days after the date of the 
enactment of this act.” 

The next amendment was, on page 238, 
line 14, in the subhead, after the word 
Part“, to strike out “V” and insert IV“; 
in line 19, after the figures “$10.50”, to in- 
sert “and by inserting after the first sen- 
tence the following new sentence: ‘On and 
after January 1, 1954, the rate of tax im- 
posed by this paragraph shall be $9 in lieu 
of $10.50’."; at the top of page 239, to insert 
“and by adding at the end thereof the fol- 
lowing new sentence: ‘On and after Jan- 
uary 1, 1954, the rate of tax imposed by this 
paragraph shall be $9 in lieu of $10.50'.”; 
in line 9, after the word section“, to strike 
out “451” and insert 441“, and in line 20, 
after the word “section”, to strike out “451” 
and insert 441.“ 

The next amendment was, on page 240, 
line 13, to change the section number from 
“452” to “442”; in line 23, after the word 
“section”, to strike out “452” and insert 
„442“; on page 241, line 8, after the word 
“weight”, to insert “except that on and after 
January 1, 1954, the rate shall be 15 cents 
per wine-gallon”; in line 13, after the word 
“wine-gallon”, to insert “except that on and 
after January 1, 1954, the rate shall be 60 
cents per wine-gallon”; in line 18, after the 
word wine-gallon“, to insert “except that 
on and after January 1, 1954, the rate shall 
be $2 per wine-gallon”; on page 242, line 5, 
after the word “section”, to strike out 452“ 
and insert 442“; after line 6, to strike out: 

“(B) By striking out ‘10 cents’ and insert- 
ing in lieu thc-eof 17 cents’; and 

“(C) By striking out ‘5 cents’ each place 
it occurs and inserting in lieu thereof ‘12 
cents’.” 

And in lieu thereof to insert the following: 

“(B) by striking out ‘10 cents on each one- 
half pint or fraction thereof’ and inserting in 
lieu thereof ‘17 cents on each one-half pint 
or fraction thereof, except that on and after 
January 1, 1954, the rate shall be 15 cents 


on each one-half pint or fraction thereof’; ` 


and 

“(C) by striking out ‘5 cents on each one- 
half pint or fraction thereof’ each place that 
it occurs and inserting in lieu thereof ‘12 
cents on each one-half pint or fraction 
thereof, except that on and after January 1, 
1954, the rate shall be 10 cents on each one- 
half pint or fraction thereof’.” 

On page 243, line 4, after the word “sec- 
tion“, to strike out “452” and insert 442“; 
in line 9, after the word “section”, to strike 
out “452” and insert “442”; in line 13, after 
the word “section”, to strike out 452“ and 
insert 442“, and in line 18, after the word 
“section”, to strike out 452“ and insert 
442.“ 

The next amendment was, on page 244. 
line 3, to change the section number from 
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“452” to “453”; in line 8, after the word 
“sentence”, to strike out “thereof” and insert 
“and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 
‘On and after January 1, 1954, the tax im- 
posed by the preceding sentence shall be at 
the rate of $8 in lieu of $9.’ ; in line 18, after 
the word “section”, to strike out 453“ and 
insert “443” on page 245, line 2, after the 
word “section”, to strike out 483“ and insert 
“443”; and in line 7, after the word “section”, 
to strike out ‘453’ and insert 443.“ 

The next amendment was, on page 245, 
after line 16, to insert a new section, as 
follows: 


“Sec, 444. Floor stocks refunds. 


“(a) Amendment of section 1656 (a): 
Section 1656 (a) (relating to floor stocks re- 
funds on distilled spirits, etc.) is amended 
to read as follows: 

“*(a) In general: With respect to any ar- 
ticle upon which tax is imposed under sec- 
tion 2800 (a), 3030 (a), or 3150 (a), upon 
which internal revenue tax (including floor 
stocks tax) at the applicable rate prescribed 
by such section has been paid, and which, 
on January 1, 1954, is held by any person 
and intended for sale or for use in the man- 
ufacture or production of any article in- 
tended for sale, there shall be credited or 
refunded to such person (without interest), 


subject to such regulations as may be pre- . 


scribed by the Secretary, an amount equal 
to the difference between the tax so paid 
and the rate made applicable to such articles 
on and after January 1, 1954, by such section, 
if claim for such credit or refund is filed 
with the Secretary prior to February 1, 1954.“ 

“(b) Amendment of section 1656 (b): Sec- 
tion 1656 (b) (relating to limitations on 


eligibility for floor stocks refunds on dis- 


tilled spirits, etc.) is amended by striking out 
‘the rate reduction date’ wherever it ap- 
pears therein and inserting in lieu thereof 
January 1, 1954’.” 

The next amendment was, on page 246, 
line 15, to change the section number from 
“454” to “445.” 

The next amendment was, on page 247, 
line 1, to change the section number from 
“455” to 446“, and in the same line, after 
the word “Part”, to strike out V“ and in- 
sert IV.“ 


The next amendment was, on page 247, 


line 5, in the subhead, after the word “Part”, 
to strike out “VI” and insert V.“ 

The next amendment was, on page 247, 
line 6, to change the section number from 
“461" to 451“ in line 10, after the word 
“thereof”, to strike out “ “$200” and insert 
“ “$200, except that on and after July 1, 1954, 


such special tax shall be 8110“.“; in line 15,. 


after the word “thereof”, to strike out 
850“ “ and insert “$50, except that on 
and after July 1, 1954, such special tax shall 
be $27.50""; in line 20, after the word 
“thereof”, to strike out ““$100"" and in- 
sert “$100, except that on and after July 1, 
1954, such special tax shall be $55".” 

The next amendment was, at the top of 
page 248, to change the section number from 
“462” to 452.“ and after line 3, to strike 
out: 

“(a) Drawback: Section 3250 (1) (5) (re- 
lating to manufacture of certain nonbever- 
age products) is hereby amended by strik- 
ing out ‘$3.75’ and inserting in lieu thereof 
89.50.“ 

“(b) Effective date: The amendment made 
by subsection (a) shall be applicable only 
with respect to distilled spirits used on or 
after the first day of the first month which 
begins more than 10 days after the date of 
the enactment of this act, and on which the 
internal revenue tax was paid at the rate 
of $10.50 specified in section 2800 (a) (1) 
or at a rate equivalent to such rate. 

“(c) Technical amendment: Section 309 
(c) of the Revenue Act of 1943 is hereby 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following: ‘Subsection (b) shall not be ap- 
plicable in any case in which drawback is 
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allowed at the rate of 89.50 under section 
3250 (1) (5) of the Internal Revenue Code, 
as amended by the Revenue Act of 1951.“ 

And in lieu thereof to insert the follow- 


“(a) Drawback: Section 3250 (1) (5) (re- 
lating to manufacturers or producers of des- 
ignated nonbeverage products) is amended 
to read as follows: 

“*(5) Drawback: In the case of distilled 
spirits tax-paid and used as provided in this 
subsection, a drawback shall be allowed— 

“*(A) at the rate of $6 on each proof 
gallon upon which tax is paid at a rate of 
$9 per proof gallon prior to the effective 
date of section 452 of the Revenue Act of 
1951. 

“'(B) at the rate of $9.50 on each proof 
gallon upon which tax is paid at a rate of 
810.50 per proof gallon on and after the 
effective date of section 452 of the Revenue 
Act of 1951, and 

„) at the rate of $8 on each proof gal- 
lon upon which tax is paid at a rate of $9 
per proof gallon after December 31, 1953. 
Such drawback shall be due and payable 
quarterly upon filing of a proper claim with 
the Secretary. No claim under this subsec- 
tion shall be allowed unless filed with the 
Secretary within the 3 months next suc- 
ceeding the quarter for which the drawback 
is claimed.’ 

“(b) Effective date: The amendment made 
by subsection (a) shall be applicable only 
with respect to distilled spirits used on or 
after the first day of the first month which 
begins more than 10 days after the date of 
the enactment of this act.” 

The next amendment was, on page 250, 
line 1, to change the section number from 
“463" to “453.” 

The next amendment was, on page 250, 
after line 4, to strike out: 


“Sec. 464. Tax on bowling alleys and billiard 
and pool tables. 

“(a) Increase in rate: Section 3268 (relat- 
ing to rate of tax) is hereby amended by 
striking out ‘$10’ and inserting in lieu there- 
of 25.“ l : 

“(b) „Clerical amendment: The table con- 
tained in section 1650 (relating to the war 
tax rates of certain miscellaneous taxes) 
is hereby amended by striking out the fol- 
lowing: 


“:3268.| Billiard and | $10 per year | $20 per year 
pool tables; oF table; er table; 
and bowl- 10 per year per year 
ing alleys. per alley, per alley.“ 


The next amendment was, on page 250, 
line 14, to change the section number from 
“465” to 454“; in the same line, after the 
word “Part”, to strike out VI“ and insert 
“y”, and in line 15, after the word “sections”, 
to strike out “461, 463, and 464 and insert 
“451 and 453.” 

The next amendment was, on page 251, 
line 4, in the subhead, after the word Part“, 
to strike out “VII” and insert VI.“ 

The next amendment was, on page 251, 
line 5, to change the section number from 
“471” to “461.” 

The next amendment was, on page 258, 


Une 11, to change the section number from 


“472" to “462”; in line 13, after the word 
“section”, to strike out “471” and insert 
“461”; in line 17, after the word “section”, to 
strike out 471“ and insert “461”, and in line 
20, after the word “act.”, to insert in the 
case of any person who is liable for tax under 
subchapter A of chapter 27A, as added by 
section 461, or who is engaged in receiving 
wagers for or on behalf of any person so 
liable, and who commenced the activity 
which makes him subject to such tax, or who 
Was engaged in receiving such wagers, prior 
to the first day of the first month specified in 
the preceding sentence, the tax under sub- 
chapter B of chapter 27A, as added by section 
461, shall be reckoned proportionately from 
the first day of such month to and including 
the thirtieth day of June following and shall 
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be due on, and payable on or before, the last 
day of the month specified in the preceding 
sentence.” 

The next amendment was, on page 259, 
line 7, in the subhead, after the word “Part”, 
to strike out “VIII” and insert VII.“ 

The next amendment was, on page 259, line 
8, to change the section number from “481” 
to “471”; in line 13, after the word “thereof”, 
to strike out ““8 per centum”” and insert 
“"“8 per centum, except that on and after 
January 1, 1954, the rate shall be 5 per 
centum” “; after line 18, to strike out: 

“(b) Other chassis and bodies, etc.— 

“(1) Other automobile chassis and bodies, 
chassis and bodies for trailers and semi- 
trailers (other than house trailers) suitable 
for use in connection with passenger auto- 
mobiles, and motorcycles (including in each 
case parts or accessories therefor sold on or 
in connection therewith or with the sale 
thereof), except tractors, 10 percerft. 

“(2) Chassis and bodies for house trailers 
(including in each case parts or accessories 
therefor sold on or in connection therewith 
or with the sale thereof), 7 percent. 


A sale of an automobile, trailer, or semi- 
trailer shall, for the purposes of this sub- 
section, be considered to, be a sale of the 
chassis and of the body.” 

And in lieu thereof to insert the following: 
' “(b) Other chassis and bodies, etc.: Other 
automobile chassis and bodies, chassis and 
bodies for trailers and semitrailers (other 
than house trailers) suitable for use in con- 
nection with passenger automobiles, and 
motorcycles (including in each case parts 
or accessories therefor sold on or in connec- 
tion therewith or with the sale thereof), ex- 
cept tractors, 10 percent, except that on and 
after Janyary 1, 1954, the rate shall be 7 per- 
cent. A sale of an automobile, trailer, or 
semitrailer shall, for the purposes of this 
subsection, be considered to be a sale of the 
chassis and of the body.” 

On page 260, line 23, after the word 
“thereof”, to strike out “8 per centum”” 
and insert ““8 per centum, except that on 
and after January 1, 1954, the rate shall be 5 
per centum” ; on page 261, line 13, after the 
word “thereof”, to strike out in the case 
of an article taxable under subsection (a), 
8 per centum, in the case of an article taxa- 
ble under subsection (b) (1), 10 per centum, 
and in the case of an article taxable under 
subsection (b) (2), 7 per centum”” and 
insert in the case of an article taxable 
under subsection (a) or subsection (b), the 
applicable percentage rate of tax provided in 
such subsections“.“ 

The next amendment was, on page 263, 
line 1, to change the section number from 
“482” to 472“; on page 265, line 11, after 
the word “amended”, to strike out “by add- 
ing at the end thereof the following: This” 
and insert “to read as follows:”; in line 13, 
before the word “section”, to insert “(b) 
This“, and in line 23, after the word “sec- 
tion“, to strike out “489” and insert “480.” 

The next amendment was, on page 266, 
giter line 5, to insert a new section, as fol- 
lows: 


“Sec. 473. Tax-free sales of refrigerator com- 
ponents to wholesalers for re- 
sale to manufacturers. 


“Section 3405 (b) is hereby amended by 
inserting ‘(hereinafter referred to as “refrig- 
erating equipment“) before the period at the 
end of the first sentence and by striking 
out the second and third sentences and in- 
serting in lieu thereof the following: ‘Under 
regulations prescribed by the Secretary, the 
tax under this subsection shall not apply in 
the case of sales of any such refrigerator 
components by the manufacturer, producer, 
or importer to (1) a manufacturer or pro- 
ducer of refrigerating equipment, or (2) a 
vendee for resale to a manufacturer or pro- 
ducer of refrigerating equipment if such 
components are in due course so resold, If 
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any such refrigerator components are resold 
by the manufacturer or producer to whom 
sold or resold otherwise than on or in con- 
nection with, or with the sale of, complete 
refrigerating equipment manufactured or 
produced by him, then for the purposes of 
this section such manufacturer or producer 
shall be considered the manufacturer or pro- 
ducer of the refrigerator components so re- 
sold by him'.“ 

The next amendment was, at the top of 
page 267, to strike out: 


“SEC. 483. Repeal of tax on certain sporting 
goods; increase in tax on remain- 
ing sporting goods. 

“Section 406 (a) (1) (relating to manu- 
facturers’ excise tax on sporting goods) is 
hereby amended to read as follows: 

1) Sporting goods: Badminton nets; 
badminton rackets (measuring 22 inches 
over-all or more in length; badminton racket 
frames (measuring 22 inches over-all or 
more in length); badminton racket string; 
badminton shuttlecocks; badminton stand- 
ards; baseballs; baseball bats (measuring 26 
inches or more in length); baseball body 
protectors and shin guards; baseball gloves 
and mitts; baseball masks; billiard and pool 
tables (measuring 45 inches over-all or more 
in length); billiard and pool balls and cues 
for such tables; bowling balls and pins; clay 
pigeons and traps for throwing clay pigeons; 
croquet balls and mallets; curling stones; 
deck tennis rings, nets, and posts; fishing 
rods, creels, reels, and artificial lures, baits, 
and flies; golf bags (measuring 26 inches or 
more in length); golf balls; golf clubs 
(measuring 30 inches or more in length); 
polo balls; polo mallets; skis; ski poles; snow 
shoes; squash balls; squash rackets (meas- 
uring 22 inches over-all or more in length); 
squash racket frames (measuring 22 inches 
over-all or more in length); squash racket 
string; table tennis tables, balls, nets, and 
paddies; tennis balls; tennis nets; tennis 
rackets (measuring 22 inches over-all or more 
in length); tennis racket frames (measuring 
22 inches over-all or more in length); tennis 
racket string; 15 percent’.” 

And in lieu thereof to insert the follow- 
ing: 

“Sec. 474. Sporting goods. 


“Section 3406 (a) (1) (relating to manu- 
facturers’ excise tax on sporting goods) is 
hereby amended to read as follows: 

“*(1) Sporting goods: Badminton nets; 
badminton rackets (measuring 22 inches over 
all or more in length); badminton racket 
frames (measuring 22 inches over all or more 
in length); badminton racket string; bad- 
minton shuttlecocks; badminton standards; 
billiard and pool tables (measuring 45 inches 
over all or more in length); billiard and pool 
balls and cues for such tables; bowling balls 
and pins; clay pigeons and traps for throwing 
clay pigeons; cricket balls; cricket bats; cro- 
quet balls and mallets; curling stones; deck 
tennis rings, nets, and posts; golf bags 
(measuring 26 inches or more in length); 
golf balls; golf clubs (measuring 30 inches 
or more in length); lacrosse balls; lacrosse 
sticks; polo balls; polo mallets; skates; skis; 
ski poles; snow shoes; snow toboggans and 
sleds; squash balls; squash rackets (measur- 
ing 22 inches over all or more in length); 
squash racket frames (measuring 22 inches 
over all or more in length); squash racket 
string; table tennis tables, balls, nets, and 
paddles; tennis balls; tennis nets; tennis 
rackets (measuring 22 inches over all or more 
in length); tennis racket frames (measuring 
22 inches over all or more in length); tennis 
racket string; 15 percent; fishing rods, creels, 
reels, and artificial lures, baits, and flies; 10 
percent’.” 

The next amendment was, on page 269, line 
5, to change the section number from “484” 
to 475“; in the same line, after the amend- 
ment just above stated, to strike out Addi- 
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tion of certain items to the tax on electric, 
gas, and oll appliances; removal of tax on 
electric heating pads” and insert “electric, 
gas, and oil appliances”; at the beginning of 
line 9, to insert (a) Items subject to tax.“; 
in line 11, after “(1)” to insert “by insert- 
ing after “Electric direct motor-driven fans 
and air circulators’ the following: “(not of 
the industrial type)", (2) by striking out 
“electric air heaters (not including fur- 
naces)” and inserting in lieu thereof “elec- 
tric air heaters (not including furnaces and 
electric air heaters of the blower type)”, 
(3) “; in liné 19, before the word “by”, to 
strike out “(2)” and insert “(4)”; in line 
21, after the word “fans”, to insert “electric 
exhaust blowers;”; on page 270, line 2, after 
the word “pressers”, to strike out “electric 
shavers”; and insert “electric vacuum clean- 
ers; electric washing machines; electric gar- 
bage disposal units”, and on page 270, after 


line 4, to insert: 


“(b) Determination of sale price: Section 
3441 (b) is hereby amended by striking out 
“or” at the end of clause (2), by inserting 
“or” at the end of clause (3), and by adding 
after clause (3) the following new clause: 

“*(4) sold at retail under an arrangement 
whereby the manufacturer negotiates the 
sale on behalf of the retailer’.” 

The next amendment was, on page 270, 
after line 11, to strike out: 


“Sec. 485. Adjustments of tax rates on photo- 
graphic apparatus and film; re- 
peal of tax on certain items. 


“(a) Items subject to tax: Section 3406 
(a) (4) (relating to the manufacturers’ ex- 
cise tax on photographic apparatus) is here- 
b, amended to read as follows: 

“*(4) Photographic apparatus: Cameras 
and camera lenses, and unexposed photo- 
graphic film in rolls (including motion pic- 
ture film), 20 percent. The tax imposed 
under this paragraph shall not apply to X-ray 
cameras, to cameras weighing more than four 
pounds exclusive of lens and accessories to 
still camera lenses having a focal length 
of more than one hundred and twenty milli- 
meters, to motion picture camera lenses hav- 
ing a focal length of more than thirty milli- 
meters, to X-ray film, to film more than one 
hundred and fifty feet in length, or to film 
more than twenty-five feet in length and 
more than thirty millimeters in width. Any 
person who acquires unexposed photographic 
film not subject to tax under this paragraph 
and sells such unexposed film in form and 
dimensions subject to tax hereunder (or in 
connection with a sale cuts such film to 
form and dimensions subject to tax here- 
under) shall for the purposes of this subsec- 
tion be considered the manufacturer of the 
film so sold by him.’ 

“(b) Floor stocks refunds on bulbs.— 

“(1) With respect to any photo flash or 
other bulb upon which the tax imposed un- 
der section 3406 (a) (4) of the Internal 
Revenue Code has been paid, and which on 
the effective date specified in section 489 of 
this act is held by any person and intended 
for sale, or for use in the manufacture or 
production of any article intended for sale, 
there shall be credited or refunded to the 
manufacturer or producer of such bulb 
(without interest), subject to such regula- 
tions as may be prescribed by the Secretary, 
an amount equal to so much of the tax so 
paid as has been paid by such manufacturer 
or producer to such person as reimbursement 
for the elimination on such effective date of 
the tax on such bulb, if claim for such credit 
or refund is filed with the Secretary prior 
to the expiration of 3 months after such 
effective date. No credit or refund shall be 
allowable under this paragraph for any bulb 
held by any person for sale which was pur- 
chased by such person as a component part 
of ‘any other article. 

“(2) No person shall be entitled to credit 
or refund under paragraph (1) unless he 
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has in his possession such evidence of the 
inventories with respect to which he has 
made the reimbursements described in para- 
graph (1) as the regulations under para- 
graph (1) shall prescribe. ; 

“(3) All provisions of law, including 
penalties, applicable with respect to the tax 
imposed under section 3406 (a) (4) of the 
Internal Revenue Code shall, insofar as ap- 
plicable and not inconsistent with this sub- 
section, be applicable in respect of the credits 
and refunds provided for in this subsection 
to the same extent as if suchecredits or re- 
funds constituted credits or refunds of such 
taxes.” 

And in lieu thereof to insert the fol- 
lowing: 


“Sec. 476. Photographic apparatus. 


“Section 3406 (a) (4) is hereby amended 
to read as follows: 


“*(4) Photographic apparatus: Cameras 


(except cameras weighing more than 4 
pounds exclusive of lens and accessories) 
and lenses; photographic apparatus and 
equipment; any apparatus or equipment de- 
signed especially for use in the taking of 
photographs or motion pictures or in de- 
veloping, printing, or enlarging photographs 
or motion pictures; unexposed photographic 
films (including motion-picture films but 
not including X-ray film); unexposed photo- 
graphic plates; and unexposed sensitized 
paper; 15 percent. The amount of tax pay- 
able on a sale of unexposed 35 millimeter 
color positive print motion-picture film shall 
be computed, in lieu of on the price for 
which so sold, on the price for which an 
equivalent quantity of unexposed 35 milli- 
meter black and white positive print motion- 
picture film is sold, in the ordinary course 
of trade, by manufacturers or producers 
thereof, as determined by the Secretary’.” 

The next amendment was, on page 273, line 
17, to change the section number from “486” 
to 477“; in the same line, after the word 
“Mechanical,” to strike out “Pencils and 
Fountain and Ball-Point Pens” and insert 
“Pencils, Fountain and Ball-Point Pens, and 
Mechanical Lighters for Cigarettes, Cigars, 
and Pipes”; on page 274, line 1, after the 
word “Mechanical”, to strike out “Pencils and 
Fountain and Ball-Point Pens“ and insert 
“Pencils, Fountain and Ball-Point Pens, and 
Mechanical Lighters for Cigarettes, Cigars, 
and Pipes”; in line 7, after the word “to”, 
to strike out 20“ and insert 10“; in line 
9, after the word “point”, to strike out 
“pens” and insert “pens; mechanical light- 
ers for cigarettes, cigars, and pipes”, and 
after line 13, to insert “If any article, on 
the sale of which tax has been paid under 
this section, is further manufactured or proc- 
essed resulting in an article taxable under 
section 2400, the person who sells such article 
at retail shall, in the computation of the re- 
tailers’ excise tax due on such sale, be en- 
titled to a credit or refund in an amount 
equal to the tax paid under this section.” 

The next amendment was, on page 274, line 
20, to change the section number from “487” 
to “478”, and in line 23, after the numerals 
“3441", to strike out (d), 3444 (b), and” 
and insert (d) and.” 

The next amendment was, on page 275, 
line 18, to change the section number from 
“488" to “479”; in line 21, after the word 
“cents”, to insert “and by adding at the end 
thereof the following new sentence: “On and 
after January 1, 1954, the tax imposed by 
this section shall be 114 cents a gallon in lieu 
of 2 cents a gallon.”; on page 276, line 1, 
after the word “Tax”, to insert “And Re- 
fund”; in line 3, after the word “new”, to 
strike out “subsection” and insert subsec- 
tions”; in line 6, after the word “section”, 
to strike out “488” and insert “479”; in line 
11, after the word “by”, to strike out “the 
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of.“, and insert “a producer or importer of 
gasoline.”, and after line 12, to insert: 

“(g) Floor stock refund.— 

(1) In general: With respect to any gaso- 
line taxable under this section, upon which 
tax (including floor stocks tax) at the ap- 
plicable rate has been paid, and which, on 
January 1, 1954, is held and intended for 
sale by any person, there shall be credited or 
refunded (without interest) to the producer 
or importer who paid the tax, subject to such 
regulations as may be prescribed by the Sec- 
retary, an amount equal to so much of the 
difference between the tax so paid and the 
amount of tax made applicable to such gaso- 
line on and after January 1, 1954, as has 
been paid by such producer or importer to 
such person as reimbursement for the tax re- 
cuction on such gasoline, if claim for such 
credit or refund is filed with the Secretary 
prior to April 1, 1954. No credit or refund 
shall be allowable under this subsection with 
respect to gasoline in retail stocks held at 
the place where intended to be sold at re- 
tail, nor with respect to gasoline held for 
sale by a producer or importer of gasoline. 

“(2) Limitation on eligibility for credit 
or refund: No producer or importer shall be 
entitled to a credit or refund under para- 
graph (1) unless he has in his possession 
satisfactory evidence of the inventories with 
respect to which he has made the reimburse- 
ments described in such paragraph, and 
establishes to the satisfaction of the Secre- 
tary with respect to the quantity of gaso- 
line as to which credit or refund is claimed 
under such paragraph, that on or after 
January 1, 1954, such quantity of gasoline 
was sold to the ultimate consumer at a price 
which reflected the amount of the tax reduc- 
tion. 

“(3) Penalty and administrative proce- 
dures: All provisions of law, including pen- 
alties, applicable in respect of the tax im- 
posed under this section shall, insofar as 
applicable and not inconsistent with this 
subsection, be applicable in respect of the 
credits and refunds provided for in this sub- 
section to the same extent as if such credits 
or refunds constituted credits or refunds of 
such taxes.” * 

The next amendment was, on page 278, 
Iine 4, to change the section number from 
“489" to “480,” and in the same line, af ter 
the word “Part”, to strike out “VIII” and 
insert VII.“ 

The next amendment was, on page 278, 
line 9, in the subhead, after the word “Part”, 
to strike out “IX” and insert VIII.“ 

The next amendment was, on page 278, 
line 10, to change the section number from 
491“ to “481”; in line 12, after the word 
Tax“, to strike out “The first sentence of 
section 3465 (a) (1) (B) is hereby amended 
to read as follows: ‘On the amount paid 
within the United States for each telegraph, 
cable, or radio dispatch or message a tax 
equal to 20 percent of the amount so paid, 
except that in the case of each interna- 
tional telegraph,.cable, or radio dispatch or 
message the rate shall be 10 percent.“; in 
line 19, before the word “The”, to strike 
out „(b) Clerical Amendment.“; on page 
279, line 1, to reletter the subsection from 
“(c)” to b)“; in line 2, after the word sub- 
section”, to strike out (d)“ and insert “(c)”; 
in line 4, after the word “subsection”, to 
strike out “(c)” and insert (d)“; in line 
6, to reletter the subsection from “(d)”, to 
“(c)”; and in line 19, to reletter the sub- 
section from (e)“ to “(d).” 

The next amendment was, at the top of 
page 280, to insert a new section, as follows: 


“Sec. 482. Exemption of certain overseas tele- 
phone calls from the tax on 
telephone facilities. 

“(a) Telephone calls from members of 
Forces in combat zones: Section 3466 
is amended by redesignating subsection (c) 
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thereof as subsection d)“ and by insert- 
ing after subsection (b) the following new 
subsection: 

e) No tax shall be imposed under sec- 
tion 3465 (a) (1) (A) upon any payment 
received for any telephone or radio-tele- 
phone message which originates within a 
combat zone, as defined in section 22 (b) 
(18), from a member of the Armed Forces 
of the United States performing service in 
such combat zone, as determined under such 
section, provided a certificate, setting forth 
such facts as the Secretary may by regula- 
tions prescribe, is furnished to the person 
receiving such payment.’ 

“(b) Effective date: The amendment made 
by subsection (a) shall apply to amounts 
paid on or after the first day of the first 
month which begins more than 10 days after 
the date of enactment of this act for tele- 
phone onradio-telephone messages made on 
or after such date.” 

The next amendment was, on page 280, line 
22, to change the section number from “492” 
to 489 

The next amendment was, on page 281, 
after 1ine 10, to strike out: 


“Sec. 493. Transportation of oil by water. 

“(a) Imposition of tax: Chapter 39 (re- 
lating to transportation and communica- 
tions taxes) is hereby amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following new sub- 
chapter: 


““SUECHAPTER F—TRANSPORTATION OF OIL BY 
WATER 


“Sec. 3476. Transportation of oil by water, 


„a) Tax: There shall be imposed upon 
all transportation (other than rta- 
tion taxable under section 3475) of crude 
petroleum and liquid products thereof by 
water, from one point in the United States 
to another, a tax equal to 3 percent of the 
fair charge for such transportation. 

“*(b) Fair charge defined: For the pur- 
poses of this section, the fair charge for 
transportation shall be computed on— 

““(1) the basis of the charge for such 
transportation made by persons performing 
like transportation for hire, as determined 
by the Secretary, or 

“*(2) if no charge exists, then on the basis 
of a reasonable charge for such transporta- 
tion. as determined by the Secretary. 

“*(c) Exemption from tax: The tax im- 
posed by this section shall not apply to— 

1) transportation within the premises 
of a producing property, refinery, bylk plant, 
terminal, or gasoline plant; 

“*(2) transportation in a vessel of a prod- 
uct to be used (without unloading) as fuel 
supplies, ship's stores, sea stores, or legiti- 
mate equipment, on such vessel; 

“*(3) transportation by and for the ex- 
clusive use of the Government of the United 
States, or by and for the exclusive use of 
any State, Territory, or political subdivision 
thereof, or the District of Columbia; or 

%) products transported by an indi- 
vidual for his personal use and not for busi- 
ness purposes. 

„d) Return and payment of tax: The 
tax imposed by this section shall be paid 
by the person furnishing the transportation 
subject to the tax. Every person liable for 
the tax imposed under this section shall 
make returns and pay such taxes to the col- 
lector for the district in which is located 
his principal place of business or, if he has 
no principal place of business in the United 
States, then to the collector at Baltimore, 
Md. Such returns shall contain such in- 
formation and be made at such times and 
in such manner as the Secretary by regula-* 
tions may prescribe.’ 

“(b) Technical amendment: Section 3475 
(a) (relating to tax on transportation of 
property) is hereby amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following new sentence; 
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In the case of transportation of crude pe- 
troleum and liquid products thereof by water 
from one point in the United States to an- 
other, if (other than in the case of an arm's 
length transaction) the amount paid for 
such transportation is less than the fair 
charge therefor (as defined in sec. 3476 
(b)) the tax imposed by section 3476, and 
not the tax imposed by this section, shall 
apply with respect to such transportation.’ 

“(c) Effective date: The amendments 
made by this section shall be applicable only 
with respect to transportation which begins 
on or after the first day of the first month 
which begins more than 10 days after the 
date of the enactment of this act.” 

The next amendment was, on page 283, 
after line 21, to insert a new section, as 
follows: 


“Sec. 484. Tax on transportation of persons, 

“(a) Exemption of certain foreign travel: 
Section 3469 (a) of the Internal Revenue 
Code (relating to tax on transportation of 
persons) is hereby amended by striking out 
the third sentence and inserting in lieu of 
such sentence the following: ‘In the case of 
transportation, by water on a vessel which 
makes one or more intermediate stops at 
ports within the United States, Canada, or 
Mexico on a voyage which begins or ends 
in the United States and ends or begins out- 
side the northern portion of the Western 
Hemisphere, no part of such transportation 
shall be considered for the purposes of the 
preceding sentence to be from any port 
within the United States, Canada, or Mex- 
ico to any other such port if the vessel in 
stopping at any such intermediate port is 
not authorized both to discharge and to 
take on p»ssengers. A port or station within 
Newfoundland shall not, for the purposes of 
the preceding two sentences, be considered 
as a port or station within Canada.’ 

“(b) Effective date: The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply to 
amounts paid on or after the first day of 
the first month which begins more than 10 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
act for transportation on or after such first 
day.” 

The next amendment was, on page 284, 
after line 19, to insert a new section, as 
follows: 


“Sec. 485. Transportation of material ex- 
cavated in the course of con- 
struction work. 


“(a) Amendment of section 3475: Section 
8475 (relating to tax on transportation of 
property) is hereby amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following: The tax im- 
posed by this section shall not apply to the 
transportation of earth, rock, or other ma- 
terial excavated within the boundaries of, 
and in the course of, a construction project 
and transported to any place within, or ad- 
jacent to, the boundaries of such project.’ 

“(b) Effective date: The amendment made 
by subsection (a) shall apply to amounts 
paid on or after the first day of the first 
month which begins more than 10 days 
after the date of enactment of this act 
for transportation on or after such first 
day.” 

The next amendment was, On page 285, 
line 10, to change the section number from 
“494” to “486.” 

The next amendment was, on page 286, 
after line 22, to insert a new section, as fol- 
lows: 


“Sec. 487. Refunds on articles from foreign 
trade zones. 

“(a) Imported articles: With respect to any 
article specified in section 2000 (c) (2), 2800 
(a), 3030 (a), or 3150 (a) of the Internal Rev- 
enue Code on which internal revenue tax at 
the applicable rate prescribed in such section 
has been determined pursuant to section 3 of 
the act of June 18, 1934, as amended (U. S. C., 
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and which on or after such date is brought 
from a foreign trade zone into customs terri- 
tory of the United States and the tax so 
determined thereon paid, there shall be cred- 
ited or refunded (without interest) to the 
taxpayer, subject to such regulations as may 
be prescribed by the Secretary, an amount 
equal to the difference between the tax so 
paid and the amount of tax made applicable 
to such articles on and after January 1, 1954, 
if claim for such credit or refund is filed with 
the Secretary within 30 days after payment 
of the tax. 


“(b) Previously tax-paid articles: With. 


respect to any article specified in section 
2000 (c) (2), 2800 (a), 3030 (a), or 3150 (a) 
of the Internal Revenue Code, upon which 
internal revenue tax (including floor stocks 
tax) at the applicable rate prescribed in such 
section has been paid, and which was taken 
into a foreign trade zone from the customs 
territory of the United States and placed un- 
der the supervision of the collector of cus- 
toms, pursuant to the second proviso of sec- 
tion 3 of the act of June 18, 1934, as amended 
(U. S. C., title 19, sec. 8lc), prior to January 
1, 1954, and which on or after such date is 
(without loss of identity) returned from a 
foreign trade zone to customs territory of the 
United States, there shall be credited or re- 
funded (without interest) to the person so 
returning such article, subject to such regu- 
lations as may be prescribed by the Secretary, 
an amount equal to the difference between 
the tax so paid and the amount of tax made 
applicable to such articles on and after Jan- 
uary 1, 1954, if claim for such credit or re- 
fund is filed with the Secretary within 30 
“days after the return of the article to cus- 
toms territory.” 

The next amendment was, on page 288, 
after line 9, to insert: 


“TITLE V—Excess-Prorits TAX 


“Sec. 501. Maximum tax for new corpora- 
tions. 


“Section 430 (relating to imposition of 
tax) is hereby amended as follows: 

“(1) By adding at the end of subsection 
(a) thereof, as amended by section 121 of 
this act, the follo 2 

“*(3) In the c of a corporation for 
which an amount is determined for the tax- 
able year under subsection (c), the amount 
determined under such subsection.’ 

“(2) By redesignating subsection (e) as 
subsection (f); and 

(3) By inserting after subsection (d) the 
following new subsection: 
> “‘(e) New. corporations.— 

“*(1) Alternative amount: In the case of 
a taxpayer which commenced business after 
July 1, 1945, the amount referred to in sub- 
section (a) (3) shall be— 

„(A) If the taxable year is the first or 
second taxable year of the taxpayer, an 
amount equal to 5 percent of the excess 
profits net income for the taxable year, ex- 
cept that if the excess profits net income 
exceeds $400,000, the amount shall be the 
sum of $20,000 plus the amount determined 
under subparagraph (E) of this paragraph. 

„B) If the taxable year is the third tax- 
able year of the taxpayer, an amount equal 
to 8 percent of the excess-profits net income 
for the taxable year, except that if the ex- 
cess-profits net income exceeds $400,000, the 
amount shall be the sum of $32,000 plus the 
amount determined under subparagraph (E) 
of this paragraph. 

„g) If the taxable year is the fourth 
taxable year of the taxpayer, an amount 
equal to 11 percent of the excess-profits net 
income for the taxable year, except that if 
the excess-profits net income exceeds $400,- 
000, the amount shall be the sum of $44,000 
plus the amount determined under subpara- 
graph (E) of this paragraph. 

% D) If the taxable year is the fifth tax- 
able year of the taxpayer, an amount equal 
to 14 percent of the excess profits net income 
for the taxable year, except that if the excess 
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profits net income exceeds $400,000, the 
amount shall be the sum of $56,000 plus 
the amount determined under subparagraph 
(E) of this paragraph.. 

„E) The amount determined under this 
subparagraph shall be— 

“‘(i) if the taxable year ends before April 
1, 1951, an amount equal to 15 percent of 
the excess of the excess profits net income 
for the taxable year over $400,000. 

“*(ii) if the taxable year begins on Jan- 
uary 1, 1951, and ends on December 31, 1951, 
an amount equal to 1614 percent of the 
excess of the excess profits net income for 
the taxable year over $400,000. 

“‘(iii) if the taxable year (other than a 
taxable year described in clause (ii)) ends 
after March 31, 1951, an amount equal to 
17 percent of the excess profits net income 
for the taxable year over $400,000. 

2) First four taxable years: For the 

of this subsection— 

„A) The taxable year in which the tax- 
payer commenced business and the first, 
second, third, and fourth succeeding taxable 
years shall be considered its first, second, 
third, fourth, and, fifth taxable years, respec- 
tively. 

“*(B) The taxpayer shall be considered to 
have been in existence and to have had tax- 
able years for any period during which it or 
any corporation described in any clause of 
this subparagraph was in existence, and the 
taxpayer shall be considered to have com- 
menced business on the earliest date on 
which it or any such corporation commenced 
business: 

%%) Any corporation which is a party 
with the taxpayer to a transaction described 
in section 445 (g) (2) (whether or not such 
transaction is described in sec. 461 (a)), 
determined as if the date “January 1, 1946” 
were substituted for the date “December 1, 
1950“ in section 445 (g). 

„) Any corporation if a group of not 
more than four persons who control the 
taxpayer at any time during the taxable 
year also control such corporation during 
the taxable year, or controlled such corpora- 
tion at any time during the period beginning 
12 months preceding their acquisition of 
control of the taxpayer; but only if at any 
time during the period beginning 12 months 
preceding the acquisition of control of the 
taxpayer and ending with the close of the 
taxable year (and while such persons con- 
trolled such corporation) was engaged in a 
trade or business substantially similar to 
the trade or business of the taxpayer during 
the taxable year. For the purpose of this 
clause, the term “control” means the owner- 
ship of more than 50 percent of the total 
combined voting power of all classes of stock 
entitled to vote, or more than 50 percent 
of the total value of shares of all classes of 
stock. A person shall not be deemed a mem- 
ber of the group referred to in this clause 
unless he owns stock in both the corpora- 
tion and the taxpayer. For the purpose of 
this clause, the ownership of stock shall be 
determined in accordance with the provi- 
sions of section 503, except that constructive 
ownership under section 503 (a) (2) shall 
be determined only with respect to the indi- 
vidual’s spouse and minor children. 

“‘(iii) In case the taxpayer is a purchas- 
ing corporation under the provisions of part 
IV, the selling corporation (as defined in 
such part) whose properties have been ac- 


- quired in a part IV transaction. 


(iv) Any corporation which, under regu- 
lations prescribed by the Secretary, is deter- 
mined by one or more additional applica- 


- tions of clauses (i) to (iii) to stand indirect- 


ly in the same relation to the taxpayer as 
though such corporation were described in 
any such clause. 

“*(3) Limitation: The provisions of para- 
graph (1) of this subsection shall not apply 
to a taxpayer which derives more than 50 
percent of its gross income for the taxable 
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year from contracts and subcontracts to 
which the provisions of title I of the Rene- 
gotiation Act of 1951 (or the provisions of 
any prior renegotiation act) are applicable.“ 

The next amendment was, on page 293, 
after line 18 to insert a new section, as fol- 
lows: 


“Sec. 502. Payments from foreign sources for 
technical assistance, etc. 


“(a) Amendment of section 433 (a) (1): 
Section 433 (a) (1) (relating to excess 
profits net income for taxable years ending 
after June 30, 1950) is hereby amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
subparagraph: 

“*(R) Payments from Foreign Sources for 
technical assistance, etc.: In the case of a 
domestic corporation which renders to a 
related foreign corporation technical assist- 
ance, engineering services, scientific assist- 
ance, or similar services (such services or 
assistance being related to the production 
or improyement of products of the type 
manufactured by such domestic corpora- 
tion), there shall be excluded the remunera- 
tion for such services or assistance if such 
remuneration constitutes income derived 
from sources without the United States. Any 
deductions in connection with or properly 
allocable to the rendering of such services or 
assistance shall not be allowed. For the 
purpose of this subparagraph, a foreign 
corporation shall be considered to be a re- 
lated foreign corporation” if the domestic 
corporation owns 10 percent or more of the 
outstanding stock of such foreign corpora- 
tion.“ 

“(b) Amendment of section 433 (b): Sec- 
tion 433 (b) (relating to taxable years in 
base period) is hereby amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new para- 
graph: 

(16) Payments from foreign sources for 
technical assistance, etc.: In the case of a 
domestic corporation which renders to a re- 
lated foreign corporation technical assist~ 
ance, engineering services, scientific assist- 
ance, or similar services (such services or 
assistance being related to the production 
or improvement of products of the type 
manufactured by such domestic corpora- 
tion), there shall be excluded the remunera- 
tion for such services or assistance if such 
remuneration constitutes income derived 
from sources without the United States. 
Any deductions in connection with or prop- 
erly allocable to the rendering of such serv- 
ices or assistance shall not be allowed. For 
the purpose of this paragraph, a foreign 
corporation shall be considered to be a “re- 
lated foreign corporation” if the domestic 
corporation owns 10 percent or more of the 
outstanding stock of such foreign corpora- 
tion.’ ” 

The next amendment was, on page 295, 
after line 13, to insert a new section, as fol- 
lows: 


“Sec. 503. Average base period net income 
in case of certain fiscal year tax- 
payers. 

“Section 435 (d) (relating to the general 
average method for the computation of 
average base period net income) is hereby 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following: For the purpose of the computa- 
tions under this subsection in the case of a 
taxpayer whose first taxable year under this 
subchapter is a taxable year which either 
began before January 1, 1950, or was pre- 
ceded by a taxable year beginning before Jan- 
uary 1, 1950, and ending after March 31, 
1950, there shall be substituted for the base 
period of the taxpayer the period of 48 con- 
secutive months ending March 31, 1950, if 


der this subchapter for the taxable 


year for ; 
Which the tax is being computed.’ ” ; 
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The next amendment was, on page 296, 
after line 2, to insert a new section, as fol- 
lows: 


“Sec. 504. Average base period net income— 
alternative based on growth in 
case of new corporations. 


“(a) General rule: Section 435 (e) (1) 
(relating to the alternative based on growth) 
is hereby amended by striking out the phrase 
‘the beginning of its base period’ and in- 
serting in lieu thereof the following: ‘the 
end of its base period.’ 

“(b) Amendment of part I: Section 462 
(c) (relating to the use by an acquiring cor- 
poration in a part II transaction of an alter- 
native average base period net income based 
on growth) is hereby amended as follows: 

“(1) By amending paragraph (1) thereof 
to read as follows: 

“*(1) In the case of a transaction de- 
scribed in section 461 (a), other than a trans- 
action described in section 461 (a) (1) (E)— 

“*(A) The acquiring corporation shall not 
be denied the right to determine whether it 
is eligible for the benefits of section 435 (e) 
without reference to the recomputation of 
its excess profits net income provided for 
in section 462 (b) where the transaction oc- 
curred on or after July 1, 1950, but it shall 
be denied such right where the transaction 
occurred prior to July 1, 1950. 

„B) Where, immediately prior to the date 
of the transaction, the acquiring corporation 
and all the component corporations (other 
than a corporation created incident to such 
transaction) met the requirements of secticn 
435 (e) (1) (A) (i), and in case the tranac- 
tion occurred on or after July 1, 1950, had 
commenced business prior to the beginning 
of its base period (determined without refer- 
ence to section 461 (d)), the acquiring cor- 
poration shall be entitled to compute its 
average base period net income under sec- 
tion 435 (e) with reference to the recompu- 
tation of its excess profits net income pro- 
vided for in section 462 (b) if the tests of 
section 435 (e) are satisfied. For that pur- 
pose, the acquiring corporation shall com- 
bine with its total payroll and its total gross 
receipts for that portion of its base period 
which preceded sue transaction the total 
payroll and total gross receipts of such com- 
ponent corporations for that portion of such 
period and it shall combine with its net sales 
for that portion of the period prior to Janu- 
ary 1, 1951, which preceded such transac- 
tion the net sales of such component corpo- 
rations for that portion of such period. The 
allocation of payroll and gross receipts 
amounts of a component corporation to any 
such portion of such period shall be made 
in accordance with the rules provided in sec- 
tion 435 (e) (4) and (5). For purposes of 
qualifying under section 435 (e) (1) (A) (i) 
(relating to total assets of the taxpayer), 
such acquiring corporation shall combine its 
total assets on the date specified in section 
435 (e) (1) (A) (i) with the total assets of 
each component corporation on such date. 
The Secretary shall prescribe by regulations 
such rules as may be necessary to insure 
that such combined total gross receipts do 
not reflect a duplication for purposes of this 
section, 

“*(C) Where, immediately prior to the 
date of the transaction, either the acquiring 
corporation or one or more component cor- 
porations (other than a corporation created 
incident to such transaction) did not meet 
the requirements of section 435 (e) (1) (A) 
(i), or, in case the transaction occurred on 
or after July 1, 1950, had not commenced 
business prior to the beginning of its base 
period (determined without reference to sec- 


tion 461 (d)), the acquiring corporation shall 
such substitution produces a lesser tax un- 


not be entitled to compute its average base 
period net income under section 435 (e) 
with reference to the recomputation of its 
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excess profits net income provided for in sec- 
tion 462 (b). In any such case, where the 
transaction occurred on or after July 1, 1950, 
the monthly excess profits net income of the 
corporation entitled to the benefits of sec- 
tion 435 (e) for any month of the acquiring 
corporation’s base period shall be, for pur- 
poses of the recomputation provided for in 
section 462 (b), one-twelfth of the average 
base period net income to which such cor- 
poration was entitled under section 435 (e).’ 

“(2) By striking from the second sentence 
of paragraph (2) thereof the words: ‘had 
commenced business prior to the beginning 
of its base period (determined without ref- 
erence to section 461 (d)) and.’ 

“(3) By striking from paragraph (3) 
thereof the words ‘which had commenced 
business prior to the beginning of its base 
period’ and by inserting in lieu thereof the 
following: ‘which had commenced business 
prior to the end of its base period’.” 

The next amendment was, on page 299, 
after line 20, to insert a new section, as 
follows: 


“Sec. 505. Average base period net income— 
Alternative based on growth. 


“Section 435 (e) (2) (G) (relating to the 
alternative based on growth) is hereby 
amended by striking out the word ‘only.’” 

The next amendment was, at the top of 
page 300, to insert a new section, as follows: 


“Sec. 506. Adjustments for changes in inad- 
missible assets in case of banks. 

„a) Amendment of section 435 (g): Sec- 
tion 435 (g) (relating to net capital addition 
or reduction) is hereby amended by redesig- 
nating paragraph (8) as paragraph (11) and 
by adding after paragraph (7) the following 
new paragraph: 

“*(8) Adjustments for changes in inad- 
missible assets in case of banks: In the case 
of a bank (as defined in sec. 104)— 

„A) The amount of the adjustment un- 
der paragraph (1) for an increase in inad- 
missible assets shall not exceed an amount 
which bears the same ratio to the net capital 
addition computed without regard to such 
adjustment as the increase in inadmissible 
assets for the taxable year, determined under 
paragraph (5), bears to the increase in total 
assets for the taxable year. 

„B) The amount of the adjustment un- 
der paragraph (2) for a decrease in inadmis- 
sible assets shall not exceed an amount 
which bears the same ratio to the net capital 
reduction computed without regard to such 
adjustment as the decrease in inadmissible 
assets for the taxable year, determined under 
paragraph (5), bears to the decrease in total 
assets for the taxable year. 


For the purpose of this paragraph, the in- 
crease or decrease in total assets for the tax- 
able year shall be computed in the same 
manner as the increase or decrease in inad- 
missible assets for the taxable year is com- 
puted under paragraph (5), except that such 
computations shall be made with respect to 
all assets, whether admissible or inadmis- 
sible assets as defined in section 440.’ 

“(b) Amendment of section 438: Section 
438 (relating to new capital credit changes) 
is hereby amended by adding after subsec- 
tion (f) the following new subsection: 

“'(g) Adjustments for inadmissible assets 
in case of banks: In the case of a bank (as 
defined in section 104) the amount of the 
adjustment for an increase in inadmissible 
assets under subsection (b) shall not exceed 
an amount which bears the same ratio to 
the net new capital addition computed with- 
out regard to such adjustment as the in- 
crease in inadmissible assets for the taxable 
year, determined under section 435 (g) (5), 
bears to the amount of the increase in total 


assets (which increase in total assets shall 
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be determined in the manner provided in 
section 435 (g) (8)) . 

e) Amendment of section 435 (f): Sec- 
tion 435 (f) (relating to capital additions in 
base period) is hereby amended as follows: 
1) By inserting immediately after the 
word ‘reduced’ in paragraph (1) thereof, the 
following: ‘(but not below zero).’ 

“(2) By adding at the end of paragraph 
(1) thereof the following new sentence: 

For special rule in the case of banks, see 
paragraph (6).’ 

“(3) By renumbering paragraph (6) as 
paragraph (7), and by adding immediately 
after paragraph (5) the following new 
paragraph: 

» “*(6) Yearly base period capital of banks: 
In the case of a bank (as defined in section 
104), the yearly base period capital for any 
taxable year shall be determined as follows: 

“*(A) A tentative yearly base period capi- 
tal shall be computed under paragraph (1) 
without regard to paragraph (1) (A). 

“*(B) The tentative yearly base period 
capital so determined shall be reduced by 
the amount determined under section 440 
(b) (relating to inadmissible assets). For 
the purpose of this subparagraph, the com- 
putation under section 440 (b) shall include 
only the daily amounts (described in such 
section) for the first day of such taxable 
year.’ * 

„The next amendment was, on page 303, 
after line 2, to insert a new section, as fol- 
lows: 


“Sec. 507. Decrease in inadmissible assets. 


» “Section 435 (g) (relating to net capital 
addition or reduction) is hereby amended as 
follows: 

a) By adding at the end of paragraph 
(1) thereof the following: 

For further adjustment with respect to 
the amount determined under the preceding 
provisions of this paragraph, see paragraph 
(9).” 

k “(b) By adding immediately after para- 
graph (8), as added by section 506 of this 
act, the following new paragraphs: 

“*(9) Decrease in inadmissible assets: The 
excess of the amount computed under para- 
graph (2) (A) or (B), whichever is appli- 
cable to the taxpayer (whether or not any 
amount is determined under the first sen- 
tence of paragraph (2)), over the amount 
computed under the first sentence of para- 
graph (2) shall be considered the net capi- 
tal addition for the taxable year or shall be 
added to the net capital addition otherwise 
determined under paragraph (1), as the case 
may be. The amount of the excess so deter- 
mined shall be subject to the exceptions and 
limitations provided in paragrapph (10). 

“*(10) Exceptions and limitations for the 
purpose of paragraph (9): For the purpose 
of paragraph (9)— 

„(A) The adjustment to the decrease in 
inadmissible assets required under subpara- 
graph (B) of paragraph (2) shall not be 
greater than 25 percent of the excess of the 
net capital reduction computed under the 
first sentence of paragraph (2) (and com- 
puted without regard to the percentage limi- 
tations in paragraph (4) (C) and (E)) over 
the net capital reduction computed under 
such sentence without regard to paragraph 
(4) (C) and (E). 

„B) The amount determined under para- 
graph (9) shall not be greater than the ex- 
cess of the increase in operating assets for 
the taxable year over the net capital addi- 
tion (determined without regard to para- 
graph (9) and determined without regard to 
the limitation to 75 percent provided in 
paragraph (3) (C) and paragraph (4) (C) and 
(E)). For the purpose of the preceding 
sentence, the increase in operating assets for 
the taxable year shall be determined in the 
same manner as the increase in inadmis- 
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sible assets for the taxable year is deter- 
mined under paragraph (5). For the purpose 
of such determination, the term “operating 
assets” means— 

(i) property used in the taxpayer's trade 
or business within the meaning of section 
117 (j) (1), and 

(11) stock in trade or other property of 
a kind which would properly be includible 
in the inventory of the taxpayer if owned 
at the close of the taxable year, and prop- 
erty held by the taxpayer primarily for sale 
to customers in the ordinary course of the 
taxpayer's trade or business, 
except any such assets which constitute in- 
admissible assets, stock, securities, or in- 
tangible property (such intangible property 
not being limited to the property described 
in section 441 (i)). 

““(C) The provisions of paragraph (9) 
shall not apply in any case in which the 
Secretary determines that the increase in 
operating assets is a result, directly of indi- 
rectly, of an increase in indebtedness of the 
taxpayer (other than indebtedness which 
constitutes borrowed capital) .“ 

The next amendment was, at the top of 
page 306, to insert a new section, as follows: 


“Sec. 508. Election with respect to certain 
inadmissible assets. 


“(a) Amendment of section 440: Section 
440 (relating to admissible and inadmissible 
assets) is hereby amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new subsection: 

“‘(c) Treatment of Government obliga- 
tions as admissible assets: If the taxpayer 
elects for any taxable year, in accordance 
with regulations prescribed by the Secretary, 
to increase its excess profits net income by 
an amount equal to the amount by which 
the interest received or accrued during the 
taxable year on Government obligations ex- 
ceeds the sum of— 

“*(1) the amount of interest paid or ac- 
crued during such year which is not allowed 
as a deduction under section 23 (b), and 

“*(2) the amount of the adjustments re- 
quired for the taxable year under section 22 
(o) (relating to adjustment for certain bond 
premiums), but not in excess of the amount 
of interest received or accrued during the 
taxable year on Government obligations to 
which such section is applicable, 


then for the taxable year for which the elec- 
tion is made the term “admissible assets” 
shall include Government obligations, and 
the term “inadmissible assets” shall not in- 
clude Government obligations. For the pur- 
pose of applying section 435 to the taxable 
year for which the election is made, Govern- 
ment obligations shall not be considered 
“inadmissible assets” in determining original 
inadmissible assets or yearly base period 
capital. As used in this subsection the term 
“Government obligations” means obligations 
described in section 22 (b) (4) the interest 
on which is wholly exempt from taxation 
under this chapter; but such term does not 
include any such obligation which is a 
capital asset. For the purpose of determin- 
ing the excess profits credit for a taxable 
year for which the election is made, the ex- 
cess profits net income under section 433 
(b) for any taxable year shall include the 
amount by which the interest received or 
‘accrued during such taxable year on Gov- 
,ernment obligations exceeds the amount of 


interest paid or accrued during such year 
which is not allowed as a deduction under g4 
section 23 (b) and, if the taxable year ends 
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the following now subparagraph at the end 
thereof: 

8) Interest on certain Government: 
obligations.—For adjustment tn the case of 
a taxpayer making an election provided in 
section 440 (c), relating to dealers in certain 
Government obligations, see section 440 (c). 

“(c) Amendment of section 433 (b): Sec- 


tion 433 (b) (relating to adjustments in 


excess profits net income for taxable years 
in base period) is hereby amended by add- 
ing at the end thereof the following new 
paragraph: 

“*(17) Interest on certain „Government 
obligations: For adjustment in the case of a 
taxpayer making an election provided in 
section 440 (c), relating to dealers in certain 
Government obligations, see section 440 
(c) 2” 

On page 308, after line 13, to insert a new 
section, as follows: 


“Sec. 509. Alternative average base period 
net income. 

“(a) Amendment of section 442: Section 
442 (relating to abnormalities during the 
base period) is hereby amended as follows: 

“(1) By inserting at the end of subsection 

(a) thereof the following: 
If such taxpayer is also entitled to the bene- 
fits of subsection (h), the taxpayer's average 
base period net income determined under 
this section shall be the amount computed 
under subsection (c) or (d), whichever is 
applicable to the taxpayer, or the amount 
computed under subsection (h), whichever 
results in the lesser tax under this sub- 
chapter for the taxable year. In the case of 
any other taxpayer entitled to the benefits 
of subsection (h), the taxpayer's average 
base period net income determined under 
this section shall be the amount computed 
under subsection (h).’ 

“(2) By striking out ‘determined under 
this section’ in subsection (c) and (d) 
thereof each place it occurs and inserting in 
lieu thereof the following: ‘computed under 
this subsection.’ 

“(3) By inserting after ‘subsection (c) 
(2)’ in subsection (e) (1) thereof the fol- 
lowing: ‘and subsection (h).’ | 

“(4) By redesignating subsections (h) 
and (i) thereof as (i) and (J), respectively, | 
and by inserting after subsection (g) there- 
of the following new subsection: 

“‘(h) Alternative average base period net 
income.— 

(1) General rule: A taxpayer which com- 
menced business on or before the first day 
of its base period shall be entitled to the 
benefits of this subsection if the aggregate of 
the excess profits net income for each of the 
12 months selected under subparagraph (B), 
of this paragraph is less than 35 percent 
of one-half of the average of the aggregate 
of the excess profits net income for each 


of the 24 months remaining under such 


subparagraph. The average base period net 
income computed under this subsection 
shall be computed as follows: 

“*(A) By determining under subsection 
(a) the period subject to adjustment under 
this section, 

“*(B) By selecting from such period 
whichever of the following 12 months result 
in the higher remaining aggregate excess 
Profits net income or the lower remaining 
aggregate deficit in excess profits net m- 
come | 
%) the 12 consecutiye months the elim- 


after June 30, 1950, the amount with respect £ ination of which produces the highest re- 


to such year described in paragraph (2). 


* maining aggregate excess profits net income 


“(b) Amendment of section 433 (a) (1): or the lowest remaining aggregate deficit in 


Section 433 (a) (1) (relating to adjust- i 
ments in excess profits net income for the 


excess profits net income, or 
(1) the 12 months which remain after 


taxable year) is hereby amended by adding 4 retaining the 24 consecutive months Which 
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produce the highest remaining aggregate ex- 
cess profits net income or the lowest,remain- 
ing aggregate deficit in excess profits net 
income. 

“*(C) By computing for each month in the 
12-month period selected under subpara- 
graph (B) a substitute excess profits net in- 
come computed under subsection (e). 

“*(D) By computing the sum of— 

„i) the aggregate of the substitute ex- 
cess profits net income, as determined un- 
der subparagraph (C), for each month in the 
selected 12-month period, but the amount 
computed under this clause shall not ex- 
ceed one-half of the average of the aggre- 
gate excess profits net income for each 
month in the 24-month period remaining 
under subparagraph (B), and 

„u) the aggregate of the excess profits 
net income for each of the 24 months 
remaining under subparagraph (B), com- 
puted in the manner provided by the sec- 
ond sentence of section 435 (d) (1). 

„E) By dividing by three the amount 
ascertained under subparagraph (D). 

„%) Special rule: Except as otherwise 
provided in paragraph (1) (D) (ii), the 
excess profits net income for any month re- 
ferred to in paragraph (1) shall be deter- 
mined in the manner provided in section 435 
(d) (1) without regard, however, to that 
part of such section which provides that in 
no event shall the excess profits net income 
ot any corporation for any month be less 
than zero.’ 

“(b) Technical amendments: 

“(1) Section 435 (f) (8) (relating to cap- 
ital addition in the base period) is hereby 
amended by inserting immediately after the 
words ‘under section 442 (c) (1), wherever 
appearing therein, the following: or un- 
der section 442 (h).’ 

“(2) Section 461 (relating to definitions 
for purposes of part II) is hereby amended 
by inserting at the end thereof the following 
new subsection: 

g) Application of section 442 (h): For 
the purpose of this part, the reference to 
section 442 (c) in any section in this part 
shall be deemed a reference to section 442 
(c) or (h).’” y 

The next amendment was, on page 312, 
after line 10, to insert a new section, as 
follows: 


“Soc. 510. Definition of total assets for pur- 
poses of sections 442-446. 

“Effective with respect to taxable years 
ending after the date of enactment of this 
act, the firct sentence of section 442 (f) 
(relating to definition of total assets) is 
hereby amended to read as follows: ‘For the 
purposes of this section, the taxpayer's total 
assets for any day shall be determined as of 
the end of such day and shall be an amount 
equal to the excess of— 

(i) the sum of the cash and the property 
(other than cash, inadmissible assets, and 
loans to members of a controlled group as 
defined in section 435 (f) (4)) held by the 
taxpayer in good faith for the purposes of 
the business, over 

2) the amount of any indebtedness 
(other than borrowed capital as defined in 
section 439 (b) (1)) to a member of a con- 
trolled group (as defined in section 435 (g) 
(6) ) which includes the taxpayer.’ ” 

The next amendment was, on page 313, 
oor line 3, to insert a new section, as fol- 

ws: 


“Sec. 511. Average base period net income— 
Change in products or services. 
“Section 443 (f) (relating to change in 
products or services) is hereby amended to 
read as follows: 
„ff) Rules for application of section.— 
1) The benefits of this section shall not 
be allowed unless the taxpayer makes appli- 
5 therefor in accordance with section 
247 (e). 
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“*(2) If after the end of the base period 
of the texpayer there was a substantial 
change in the products produced by the tax- 
payer, such change shall, for the purpose of 
subsection (a) (1), be considered to have 
occurred on the last day of its base period 
if the taxpayer prior to July 1, 1950, com- 
menced the construction of the facilities for 
the production of such new product, and if 
such construction and the production of such 
new product is in furtherance of a course of 
action to which the taxpayer (or a corpora- 
tion with which the taxpayer has the privi- 
lege under section 141 of filing a consolidated 
return for its first taxable year under this 
subchapter) was committed prior to the close 
of the base period by contract with another 
person, which contract granted a license, 
franchise, or similar right essential for the 
production of such new product.“ 

The next amendment was, on page 314, 
after line 2, to insert a new section, as fol- 
lows: 


“Sec. 512. Average base period net income 
new corporation. 


“Section 445 (c) (relating to total assets 
for first 3 years of new corporation) is hereby 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new sentence: ‘For the purpose of 
this subsection, the net capital addition or 
reduction shall be computed without regard 
to the Hmitation to 75 percent provided in 
section 435 (g) (3) (C) and section 435 
(g) (4) (C) and (E)..“ 

The next amendment was, on page 314, 
after line 11, to insert a new section, as 
follows: 


“Sec. 513. Excess, profits credit—regulated 
publid utilities. 


“Section 448 (c) (3) (relating to regulated 
public utilities) is hereby amended to read as 
follows: 

“*(3) 6 percent in the case of a corpora- 
tion engaged as a common carrier (A) in the 
furnishing or sale of transportation by rail- 
road, if subject to the jurisdiction of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission, or (B) in 
the furnishing or sale of transportation of 
oll or other petroleum products (including 
shale oil) by pipeline, if subject to the ju- 
risdiction of the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission or to the jurisdiction of a public 
service or public utility commission or other 
similar body of the District of Columbia or 
of any State’.” 

The next amendment was, at the top of 
page 315, to insert a new section, as fol- 

ows: 


“Sec. 514; Consolidated returns of regulated 
public utilities. 


"Section 448 (e) (relating to consolidated 
returns of regulated public utilities) is here- 
by amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new sentence: For p es of 
filing a consolidated return with its railroad 
lessee corporation, a railroad lessor corpora- 
tion described in section 434 (d) shall te 
considered a corporation described in sub- 
section (c) (3)’.” 

The next amendment was, on page 315, 
after line 9, to insert a new section, as 
follows: 


“Sec. 515. Nontaxable income from certain 
mining properties 

“Section 453 (b) (relating to nontaxable 
income from exempt excess output) is hereby 
amended as follows: 

“(a) By amending the first sentence of 
subsection (a) (13) thereof to read as fol- 
lows: The term “unit net income“ means 
the amount ascertained by dividing the net 
income (computed with the allowance. for 
depletion) from the coal, ore, sulphur, pot- 
ash, metallurgical grade limestone, chemical 
grade limestone, or timber recovered from 
the mineral property, or timber block, as the 
case may be, during the taxable year by the 
number of units of such mineral or timber 
recovered from such property in such year.’ 
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“(b) By inserting immediately after the 
words ‘coal mining property’ in subsection 
(b) (2) thereof the following: „ or of a 
sulphur, potash, metallurgical grade lime- 
stone, or chemical grade limestone mineral 
property.’ 

“(c) By striking out so much of subsection 
(ù) (4) as precedes the second sentence and 
inserting in lieu thereof the following: 

4) Certain properties not in operation 
during normal period: For any taxable year, 
the nontaxable income from exempt excess 
output of a metal or coal mining property, 
of a sulphur, potash, metallurgical grade 
limestone, or chemical grade limestone min- 
eral property, of a timber block, or of a 
natural gas property, which was not in oper- 
ation during the normal period, shall be an 
amount equal to one-third of the net income 
for such taxable year (computed with the 
allowance for depletion) from such property 
or timber block, as the case may be'.“ 

The next amendment was, on page 316, 
after line 16, to insert a new section, as 
follows: 


“Sec. 516. Transition from war production 
and increase in peacetime capac- 
ity. 

“(a) In general: Part I of subchapter D 
of chapter 1 is hereby amended by adding 
at the end thereof a new section to read as 
follows: * 


“ ‘Sec, 459. Miscellaneous provisions, 


a) Average base period net income— 
Transition from war production and increase 
in peacetime capacity: In the case of a tax- 
paye~ which commenced business before 
January 1, 1940, and since such date has en- 
gaged primarily in manufacturing, the tax- 
payer's average base period net income de- 
termined under this subsection shall be the 
amount computed under section 435 (e) (2) 
(G) (i) and (il) if— 

“*(1) The adjusted basis for determining 
gain of the taxpayer's total facilities (as de- 
fined in section 444 (d)) as of the first day 
of its base period (when added to the total 
facilities for such day of all corporations 
with which the taxpayer has the privilege 
under section 141 of filing a consolidated 
return for its first taxable year under this 
subchapter) did not exceed $10,000,000; 

“*(2) The basis (unadjusted) for deter- 
mining gain of the taxpayer’s total facilities 
(as defined in sec. 444 (d)) on the last day 
of its base period was 250 percent or more 
of the basis (unadjusted) for determining 
gain of its total facilities on the first day of 
its base period; 

3) The percentage of the taxpayer's ag- 
gregate gross income which was from con- 
tracts with the United States or related sub- 
contracts or both was (A) at least 70 percent 
for the period comprising all taxable years be- 
ginning after December 31, 1941, and ending 
before January 1, 1946, (B) less than 20 per- 
cent for the period comprising all taxable 
years ending after December 31, 1945, and be- 
fore January 1, 1950, and (C) less than 20 
percent for the period comprising all taxable 
years ending after December 31, 1849, and be- 
ginning before July 1, 1950; and 

“*(4) The monthly average of the excess 
profits net income of the taxpayer (computed 
under section 433 (b)) (A) for all taxable 
years ending with or within the last 24 
months of its base period, and (B) for the 
last taxable year ending before the first day 
of its base period, are each 300 percent or 
more of such monthly average for all taxable 
years ending with or within the first 24 
months of its base period.’ s 

“(b) Technical amendments: Section 435 
(c) (relating to determination of average 
base period net income) is hereby amended 
as follows: 

“(1) By inserting immediately after “445 
or 446,’ the following: ‘or any subsection of 
section 459.“ 
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“(2) By inserting immediately after ‘or 
under such section’ the following: ‘or sub- 
section.’ 

The next amendment was, on page 318, 
after line 19, to insert a new section, as fol- 
lows: 


“Sec. 517. Base period catastrophe. 


“Section 459, as added by section 516 of 
this act, is hereby amended by adding after 
subsection (a) thereof the following new 
subsection: 

“*(b) Base period catastrophe: In the case 
of a taxpayer which was engaged through- 
out its base period primarily in manufac- 
turing, if— 

“*(1) the taxpayer suffered during the 
last 36 months of its base period a catas- 
trophe by fire, storm, explosion, or other 
casualty which destroyed or rendered inop- 
erative a production facility constituting a 
complete plant or plants having in the hands 
of the taxpayer immediately prior to the ca- 
tastrophe an adjusted basis for determining 
gains equal to 15 percent or more of the 
adjusted basis for determining gain of all 
the taxpayers’ production facilities at such 
time; 

“*(2) as a result of such catastrophe the 
taxpayer's normal production or operation 
was substantially interrupted for a period 
of more than 12 consecutive months; and 

“*(3) the taxpayer, prior to the end of 
its base period, replaced such production fa- 
cility with a production facility which at 
the end of its base period had in its hands 
an adjusted basis for determining gain not 
less than such adjusted basis immediately 
prior to the catastrophe of the production 
facility destroyed or rendered inoperative, 
the taxpayer's average base period net in- 
come determined under this subsection shall 
be an amount computed under section 435 
(d) by substituting for the excess profits net 
income for each month in the taxable year 
in which the catastrophe occurred an 
amount equal to (A) the aggregate of the 
excess profits net income for each month 
(computed under section 435 (d) (1) in the 
base period preceding the taxable year in 
which the catastrophe occurred (B) divided 
by the number of such preceding base period 
months. The taxpayer’s average base period 
net income determined under this subsec- 
tion shall, for the purpose of section 435 (a) 
(1) (B), be considered an average base period 
net income determined under section 435 

d 9 

: pa next amendment was, on page 320, 
after line 11, to insert a new section, as 
follows: 


“Sec. 518. Consolidation of newspapers. 

“Section 459, as added by sections 516 and 
517 of this act, is hereby amended by adding 
after subsection (b) thereof the following 
new subsection: 

„e) Consolidation of newspaper opera- 
tions: In the case of a taxpayer engaged pri- 
marily in the newspaper-publishing business 
in its last taxable year ending before July 1, 
1950, the taxpayer’s average base period net 
income determined ginder this subsection 
shall be the amount computed under section 
435 (e) (2) (but computed without regard to 
section 435 (e) (2) (G)) if— 

(1) After the close of the first half of 
the base period of the taxpayer and prior to 
Juiy 1, 1950, the taxpayer consolidated its 
mechanical, circulation, advertising, and ac- 
counting operations in connection with its 
newspaper-publishing business with such 
operations of another corporation engaged 
in the newspaper-publishing business in the 
same area; 

. “*(2) The taxpayer establishes to the sat- 
isfaction of the Secretary that, during the 
period beginning with the consolidation and 
ending with the close of the first taxable 
year beginning after the consolidation, such 
consolidation resulted in substantial reduc- 
tions in the amounts which would otherwise 
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have been paid or incurred as expenses in the 
conduct of the operations described in para- 
graph (1); 

3) The total deductions of the taxpayer 
under section 23, computed without regard 
to section 23 (s) and (bb), for the first tax- 
able year beginning after such consolidation 
were not in excess of 80 percent of the aver- 
age of such deductions for the two taxable 
years of the taxpayer next preceding the tax- 
able year in which such consolidation be- 
gan; and 2 

“*(4) The excess profits net income of the 
taxpayer, computed as provided in section 
433 (b), for the first taxable year of the tax- 
payer beginning after such consolidation was 
125 percent or more of the amount deter- 
mined under section 435 (d) (4). 


This subsection shall not be applicable to 
any taxable year of the taxpayer unless the 
consolidation described in paragraph (1) was 
continued throughout such taxable year.’ ” 

The next amendment was, on page 322, 
after line 3, to insert a new section, as 
follows: 


“Sec. 519. Television broadcasting compa- 
nies, 


“Section 459, as added by sections 516 to 
51 of this act, is hereby amended by adding 
after subsection (c) thereof the following 
new subrection: 

„) Television broadcasting companies— 

1) In general: In the case of a taxpayer 
engaged in the business of television broad- 
casting throughout a period beginning before 
January 1, 1951, and ending with the close 
of the taxable year, the taxpayer’s average 
base period net income determined under 
this subsection shall be the amount com- 
puted as follows: 

“*(A) In the case of a corporation which 
at the close of its base period was engaged 
only in the business of television broadcast- 
ing, an amount computed by multiplying its 
total assets (as defined in sec. 442 (f)) 
on the last day of its base period by the base 
period rate of return determined under sec- 
tion 447 (c) for the industry classification 
which includes radio broadcasting. 

„) In the case of a corporation which 
at the close of its base period was engaged 
only in the business of television broadcast- 
ing and radio broadcasting, an amount com- 
puted by multiplying its total assets (as de- 
fined in section 442 (f)) on the last day of 
its base period by either its individual rate 
of return (as defined in paragraph (2)) or 
by the base period rate of return determined 
under section 447 (c) for the industry classi- 
fication which includes radio broadcasting, 
whichever rate of return produces the greater 
average base period net income under this 
subsection, 

“*(C) In the case of a corporation which 
at the end of its base period was engaged 
in the business of television and in another 
business or businesses, an amount computed 
by determining its average base net income 
under section 435 (d) for its busineses other 
than television broadcasting and other than 
radio broadcasting (determined without re- 
gard to income, deductions, losses, or other 
items from such television and radio broad- 
casting busineses), and by adding thereto 
an amount computed under subparagraph 
(B) by including in total assets only such 
part thereof as was attributable to the radio 
broadcasting business, if any, and to the 
television broadcasting business on the last 
day of its base period, 

„D) In the case of a corporation which 
acquires its television broadcasting business 
after the close of its base period and before 
January 1, 1951, an amount computed by 
determining its average base period net in- 
come without regard to this subparagraph 
and by adding thereto an amount computed 
under subparagraph (B) by including in 
total assets on the last day of its base pe- 
riod the amount (and only that amount) 
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which would be included with respect to the 
television business if the television business 
had been acquired on the last day of its base 
period. 


The Secretary shall by regulations prescribe 
the rules for the application of this subsec- 
tion, the rules for the computation of the 
taxpayer's net capital addition, and the rules 
for the avoidance of duplication in any case 
in which assets included in computing total 
assets under subparagraph (B) are acquired, 
directly or indirectly, through the use of as- 
sets used in a business of the taxpayer other 
than radio or television broadcasting or, in 
the case of a taxpayer described in subpara- 
graph (D), through the use of assets held at 
any time during its base period. 

“*(2) Individual rate of return: The indi- 
vidual rate of return shall be computed as 
follows: 

“*(A) By determining the amount of the 
taxpayer’s total assets (as defined in sec. 
442 (f)) attributable to the business of radio 
broadcasting for the last day of each month 
in its base period. 

„B) By computing the aggregate of the 
amounts ascertained under subparagraph 
(A) and dividing by 48. 

“*(C) By computing for each month in the 
base period the excess profits net income of 
the radio broadcasting business (determined 
without regard to income, deductions, losses, 
or other items attributable to any other 
business), by adding such amounts for all 
of the months in the base period, and by 
dividing by four. ` 

%) By dividing the amount computed 
under subparagraph (C) by the amount 
computed under subparagraph (B). 

“*(3) Interest adjustment: In any case 
in which an amount is computed under 
paragraph (1) (A), or is computed under 
paragraph (1) (B) by the use of a base 
period rate of return determined under sec- 
tion 447 (c), the amount so computed shall, 
for the purpose of this subsection, be re- 
duced by an amount equal to the total in- 
terest paid or incurred by the taxpayer for 
the 12 months ending with the close of its 
base period, and in the case of any amount 
determined under paragraph (1) (C) or (D) 
by reference to paragraph (1) (B) the 
amount so determined shall be reduced by 
such portion of such interest as the total 
assets determined under paragraph (1) (B) 
is of the total assets of the taxpayer 
determined under section 442 (f) for the 
last day of its base period. 

“*(4) Application of part II: The Secre- 
tary shall prescribe regulations for the appli- 
cation of part II in the case of a transaction 
described in section 461 (a) involving an 
acquiring corporation otherwise entitled to 
the benefits of this section’.” 

The next amendment was, on page 326, 
after line 11, to insert a new section, as fol- 
lows: 


“Sec, 520. Excess profits credit based on in- 
come in connection with certain 
taxable acquisitions, 

“(a) General rule: Subchapter D (relating 
to the excess profits tax) of chapter 1 is 
hereby amended by inserting immediately 
following section 472 the following new part: 


„PART IV—Excess PROFITS CREDIT BASED ON 
INCOME IN CONNECTION WITH CERTAIN TAX- 
ABLE ACQUISITIONS OCCURRING PRIOR TO DE- 
CEMBER 1, 1950 


“‘Sec. 474, Excess profits credit based on in- 
come—certain taxable acquisi- 
tions, 


(a) Definitions: For the purpose of this 
part 

“*(1) Purchasing corporation: The term 
“purchasing corporation” means a coporation 
which, before December 1, 1950, acquired— 

A) All or substantially all of the proper- 
ties (other than cash) of another corpora- 
tion or of a partnership in a transaction 
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other than a transaction described in section 
461 (a); or 

083) es of another corporation, 


in a transaction other than a transaction de- 
scribed in section 461 (a), if (i) such proper- 
ties constituted, immediately prior to the ac- 
quisition, all of the properties (other than 
cash) of a separate business of such other 
corporation and (ii) all or substantially all 
of the properties (other than cash) of such 
other corporation were transferred, in fur- 
therance of a single plan of complete liquida- 
tion for such other corporation, to the pur- 
chasing corporation and to one or more other 
corporations; or 

0) Properties from a corporation solely 
as paid-in surplus or a contribution to cap- 

_ ital in respect of voting stock owned by such 
corporation if such properties are all or sub- 
stantially all of the properties (other than 
cash) acquired immediately prior thereto by 
such corporation as a purchasing corporation 
in a transaction described in subparagraph 
(A) or (B). 

“*(2) Selling corporation: The term “sell- 
ing corporation” means a corporation or a 
partnership, as the case may be, properties of 
which were acquired in a transaction de- 
scribed in subparagraph (A) or (B) of para- 
graph (1) by a corporation or by 
the corporation referred to in subparagraph 
(C) of paragraph (1). 

“*(3) Part IV transaction: The term “part 
IV transaction” means a transaction de- 
scribed in paragraph (1). 

“*(b). Average base period net income of 
purchasing corporation: The average base 
period net income under section 435 (d) of 
a purchasing corporation shall be determined 
by computing its excess profits net income 
either with or without reference to this part, 
whichever produces the lesser tax under this 
subchapter for the taxable year for which the 
tax is being computed. The excess profits 
net income of such purchasing corporation, 
if computed under this part, shall be the 
exess profits net income for each month of 
such purchasing corporation’s base period in- 
creased or decreased, as the case may be, by 


the addition or reduction resulting from in- 


cluding the excess profits net income (or 
deficit therein) for such month properly at- 


tributable to the business acquired by the 
purchasing corporation and properly alloca- 


ble to such purchasing corporation. 

“*(c) Limitations: This part shall apply 
only if each of the following conditions is 
satisfied: 

“*(1) Immediately following the part IV 
transaction (or the last such transaction de- 
scribed in subsection (a) (1) (B)), the sell- 
ing corporation discontinued all business 
activities and was completely liquidated in a 
transaction other than a transaction de- 
scribed in section 461 (a). 

%) During so much of the base period 
of the purchasing corporation and of the 
period thereafter as preceded the part IV 
transaction, the properties acquired in the 
part IV transaction were substantially all of 
the properties (other than cash) which were 
used by the selling corporation, or by a com- 
ponent corporation (as defined in section 
461 (b)) of such selling corporation, in the 
operation of the business the assets of which 
were acquired by the purchasing corporation. 
For the purpose of this paragraph, if the 
business in the hands of both the selling 
corporation and the purchasing corporation 
Was Operated under a substantially identical 
franchise or license, granted by the same per- 
son, such franchise or license shall be deemed 
acquired by the purchasing corporation from 
the selling corporation. 

“"(3) The business acquired in the part 
IV transaction was operated by the purchas- 
ing corporation from the date of such trans- 
action to the end of the taxable year, 
a rule: For the purpose ot sub- 
section (c) (1) (C), in determining whether 


property is acquired solely as paid-in surplus ' 


or a contribution to capital in respect of 
voting stock, the assumption by the purchas- 
ing corporation of a liability of the trans- 
ferring corporation, or the fact that the 
property acquired is subject to a liability, 
shall be disregarded. 

“*(e) Regulations: The Secretary shall by 
regulations prescribed the rules (consistent 
with the principles of part II) for the appli- 
cation of this part to the parties to a part 
IV transaction, including rules for the appli- 


cation under this part of the principles de- 
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scribed in section 462 (j) (1) and the other 


provisions of part II relating to the preven- 
tion of duplication, rules for the proper 
application to the parties to a part IV trans- 
action of the provisions of this subchapter 
relating to capital changes, and rules for the 
determination of the amount of excess 
profits net income (or deficit therein) at- 
tributable to the business acquired by a pur- 
chasing corporation in a part IV transaction 
and properly allocable to such purchasing 
corporation.” 

“(b) Technical amendments.— 

“(1) Section 435 (a) (3) (relating to 
amount of excess profits credit) is hereby 
amended by inserting before the period at 
the end thereof the following: ‘, and in the 
case of certain taxable acquisitions, see part 
IV of this subchapter.’ 

“(2) Section 462 (b) (relating to the 
method of recomputation of excess profits 
net income of an acquiring corporation) is 
hereby amended by adding at the end there- 
of the following new paragraph: 

“*(4) The Secretary shall provide by regu- 
lations for the application of this subsection 
in any case in which a purchasing corpora- 
tion, as defined in part IV, is the component 
corporation.“ 

On page 331, after line 8, to insert a new 
section, as follows: 


“Sec. 521. Effective date of title v. 


“Except as otherwise provided in section 
510, the amendments made by this title 
shall be applicable only with respect to tax- 
able years ending after June 30, 1950.” 

The next amendment was, on page 331, 
line 13, in the heading, after the word 


= “Title”, to strike out V“ and insert “VI.” 


The next amendment was, on page 331, 
line 15, to change the section number from 
“501” to “601.” 

The next amendment was, on page 332, 
after line 9, to strike out: 


“Sec. 502. Excess profits credit based on in- 
come. 


“(a) Percentage of average base period net 
income taken into account.— 

“(1) In general: Paragraph (1) (A), and 
paragraph (2), of section 435 (a) (relating 
to excess profits credit based on income) 
are each amended by striking out ‘85 per- 
cent“ and inserting in Meu thereof 75 per- 
cent.’ 

“(2) Taxable years beginning before Jan- 
uary 1, 1951, and ending after December 
31, 1950: Section 435 (a) is hereby amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new paragraph: 

“*(4) Taxable years beginning in 1950 and 
ending in 1951: In the case of a taxable year 
beginning before January 1, 1951, and end- 


ing after December 31, 1950, there shall be 


used, for the purposes of paragraph (1) (A) 
and paragraph (2), in lieu of 85 percent of 
the average base period net income, 
amount equal to the sum of— 


„A) that portion of an amount equal 


to 85 percent of the average base period net, 


income which the number of days in such 
taxable year prior to January 1, 1951, bears 
to the total number of days in such taxable 
year, plus 

„B) that portion of an amount equal to 
75 percent of the average base period net 
income which the number of days in such 
taxable year after December 31, 1950, bears 


an 
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to the total number of days in such taxable 
year, 

“(b) Effective date: The amendments 
made by subsection (a) shall be applicable 
only with respect to taxable years ending 
after December 31, 1950.” 

The next amendment was, on page 338, 
after line 16, to insert a new section, as 
follows: 


“Sec. 602. Foreign estate tax credit. 


“(a) Credit against basic estate tax: Sec- 
tion 813 (relating to credits against estate 
tax) is hereby amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new subsection: 

„(e) Same—Paid to foreign countries. 

1) In general: The tax imposed by sec- 
tion 810 shall be credited with the amount 
of any estate, inheritance, legacy, or succes- 
sion taxes actually paid to any foreign coun- 
try in respect of any property situated with- 
in such foreign country and included in the- 
gross estate (not including any such taxes 
paid with respect to the estate of a person 
other than the decedent). If the decedent 
at the time of his death was not a citizen 
of the United States, credit shall not be 
allowed under this subsection unless the for- 
eign country of which such decedent was a 
citizen or subject, in imposing such taxes, 
allows a similar credit in the case of a citi- 
zen of the United States resident in such 
country. The determination of the country 
within which property is situated shall be 
made in accordance with the rules applicable 
under part III of this subchapter in deter- 
mining whether property is situated within 
or without the United States. 

2) Limitations on credit: The credit 
provided in this subsection with respect to 
such taxes paid to any foreign country— 

“*(A) shall not exceed an amount which 
bears the same ratio to the taxes actually 
paid to such foreign country as the value 
of property which is— 

“*(i) situated within such foreign coun- 


“*(ii) subjected to the taxes of such for- 
eign country, and 

„) included in the gross estate 
bears to the value of all property subjected 
to the taxes of such foreign country; and 

„B) shall not exceed an amount which 
bears the same ratio to the tax imposed by 
section 810 (after deducting from such tax 
the -credits provided by subsecs. (a) and 
(b) of this section) as the value of property 
which is— 

„%) situated within such foreign coun- 


“*(il) subjected to the taxes of such for- 
eign country, and 

ul included in the gross estate 
bears to the value of the entire gross estate 
reduced by the aggregate amount of the de- 
ductions allowed under subsections (e), (d), 
and (e) of section 812. 

“*(3) Valuation of property: 

„(A) The values referred to in the ratio 
stated in paragraph (2) (A) are the values 
determined for the purposes of the taxes im- 
posed by such foreign eountry. 

„B) The values referred to in the ratio 
stated in paragraph (2) (B) are the values 
determined under this chapter; but, in ap- 
plying such ratio, the value of any prop- 
erty described in clauses (i), (ii), and (iii) 
thereof shall be reduced by such amount as 
will properly reflect, in accordance with 
regulations prescribed by the Secretary, the 
deductions allowed in respect of such prop- 
erty under subsections (c), (d), and (e) of 
section 812. 

“*(4) Proof of credit: The credits pro- 
vided in this subsection and in section 936 
(c) shall be allowed only if the taxpayer 
establishes to the satisfaction of the Secre- 
tary (A) the amount of taxes actually paid 
to the foreign country, (B) the amount and 
date of each payment thereof, (C) we de- 
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scription and value of the property in re- 
spect of which such taxes are imposed, and 
(D) all other information necessary for the 
verification and computation of the credits, 

“*(5) Period of limitation: The credits 
provided in this subsection and in section 
936 (c) shall be allowed only for such taxes 
as were actually paid and credit therefor 
claimed within 4 years after the filing of the 
return required by section 821, except 
that— 

„(A) If a petition for redetermination 
of a deficiency has been filed with the Tax 
Court of the United States within the time 
prescribed in section 871, then within such 
4-year period or before the expiration of 60 
days after the decision of the Tax Court 
becomes final. 

B) If, under section 822 (a) (2) or sec- 
tion 871 (h), an extension of time has been 
granted for payment of the tax shown on the 
return, or of a deficiency, then within such 
4-year period or before the date of the ex- 
piration of the period of the extension. 


Refund based on such credits may (despite 
the provisions of sections 910 to 912, inclu- 
sive) be made if claim therefor is filed with- 
in the period above provided. Any such re- 
fund shall be made without interest.’ 

“(b) Credit against additional estate tax: 
Section 936 (relating to credits against estate 
tax) is hereby amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new subsection: 

e) Estate, etc,, taxes paid to foreign 
countries: 

“*(1) In general: In the case of the estate 
of a citizen or resident of the United States, 
the tax imposed by section 935 shall be cred- 
ited with the amount of any estate, inheri- 
tance, legacy, or succession taxes actually 
paid to any foreign country in respect of any 
property situated within such foreign coun- 
try and included in the gross estate (not in- 
cluding any such taxes paid with respect to 
the estate of a person other than the dece- 
dent). If the decedent at the time of his 
death was not a citizen of the United States, 
credit shall not be allowed under this sub- 
section unless the foreign country of which 
such decedent was a citizen or subject, in 
imposing such taxes, allows a similar credit 
in the case of a citizen of the United States 
resident in such country. The determination 
of the country within which property is sit- 
uated shall be made in accordance with the 
rules applicable under part III of subchap- 
ter A in determining whether property is 
situated within or without the United States. 

2) Limitations on credit: The credit 
provided in this subsection with respect to 
such taxes paid to any foreign country— 

„A) shall not exceed the amount by 
which such taxes paid to the foreign country 
exceed the amount of the credit allowed 
therefor under section 813 (c); and 

“*(B) shall not exceed an amount which 
bears the same ratio to the tax imposed by 
section 935 (after deducting from such tax 
the credit provided by subsection (b) of this 
section) as the value of property which is— 

“*(i) situated within such foreign country, 

“*(it) subjected to the taxes of such for- 
eign country, and 

“*(iii) included in the gross estate 


bears to the value of the entire gross estate 
reduced by the aggregate amount of the de- 
ductions allowed under subsections (c), (d), 
and (e) of section 812. 

“*(3) Same—Special rules: 


„A) For the purposes of paragraph (2) 


(A), “such taxes paid to the foreign coun- 
try” shall be an amount which bears the 
same ratio to the taxes actually paid to such 
foreign country as the value of property 
which is— 


eign country, and 
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(111) included in the gross estate 


bears to the value of all property subjected 
to the taxes of such foreign country. The 
values referred to in this ratio are the values 
determined for the purposes of the taxes 
imposed by such foreign country. 

B) The values referred to in the ratio 
stated in paragraph (2) (B) are the values 
determined under this chapter; but, in ap- 
plying such ratio, the value of any property 
described in clauses (i), (il), and (iii) there- 
of shall be reduced by such amount as will 
properly reflect, in accordance with regula- 
tions prescribed by the Secretary, the deduc- 
tions allowed in respect of such property 
under subsections (c), (d), and (e) of sec- 
tion 812. 

(4) Proof of credit: 

For provisions relating to proof of credit, 
see section 813 (c) (4). 

“*(5) Period of limitation: 

For provisions relating to period of limi- 
tation on claiming of credit or refund based 
thereon and nonpayment of interest on re- 
fund, see section 813 (c) (5).’ 

“(c) Reversionary or remainder interest: 
Section 927 (relating to credit for State death 
taxes) is hereby amended to read as fol- 
lows: . 


“ ‘Sec. 927. Credit for death taxes. 
„Such part of any estate, inheritance, 


legacy, or succession taxes allowable as a 


credit under section 813 (b) or (c) against 
the tax imposed by this subchapter, or under 
section 936 (c) against the tax imposed by 
subchapter B, as is attributable to such 
reversionary or remainder interest may be 
allowed as à credit against the tax attributa- 
ble to such interest, subject to the limitations 
on the amount of credit contained in such 
sections, if such part is paid, and credit 
therefor claimed, at any time prior to the 
expiration of 60 days after the termination 
of the precedent interest or interests in the 
property.“ 

“(d) Extension of period of limitations, 
etc., in case of recovery of taxes claimed as 
credit: Section 874 (b) (relating to excep- 
tions to general rule as to period of limita- 
tion upon assessment and collection of 
estate tax) is hereby amended by inserting 
at the end thereof the following new para- 
graph: 

“*(3) Recovery of taxes claimed as credit: 
If any tax claimed as a credit under section 
813 (b) or (c) or section 936 (c) is recovered 
from any foreign country, any State, any 
Territory or possession of the United States, 
or the District of Columbia, the executor, or 
any other person or persons recovering such 
amount, shall give notice of such recovery to 
the Secretary at such time and in such man- 
ner as may be required by regulations pre- 
scribed by him, and the Secretary shall re- 
determine the amount of the tax under this 
chapter and the amount, if any, of the tax 
due upon such redetermination, shall be paid 
by the executor or such person or persons, 
as the case may be, upon notice and de- 
mand.’ 

“(e) Effective date: The amendments 
made by this section shall be applicable 
with respect to estates of decedents dying 
after the date of the enactment of this act.” 

The next amendment was, on page 342, 
line 1, to change the section number from 
„503“ to “603.” 

The next amendment was, On page 343, 
after line 3, to insert a new section, as 
follows: 


` “Sec. 604. Estate tax exemption for works of 


art loaned by nonresident aliens. 


“(a) Amendment of section 863 (c): Sec- 
tion 863 (c) (relating to exemption of works 


cot art loaned by nonresident aliens) is here- 
„) situated within such foreign country. 
“ (ii) subjected to the taxes of such for- & 


by amended to read as follows: 
“*(c) Works of art on loan for exhibition: 


Works of art owned by a nonresident not a 
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citizen of the United States (1) imported 
into the United States solely for exhibition 
purposes, (2) loaned for such purposes to a 
public gallery or museum, no part of the net 
earnings of which inure to the benefit of 
any private stockholder or individual, and 
(3) at the time of the death of the owner, on 
exhibition, or en route to or from exhibition, 
in such a public gallery or museum.’ 

(b) Effective date: The amendment made 
by this section shall be applicable only with 
respect to estates of decedents dying after 
the date of the enactment of this act.” 

On page 343, after line 20, to insert a new 
section, as follows: 


“Sec. 605. Exemption from additional estate 
tax of members of Armed Forces 
upon death, 


“Section 939 (relating to the estate-tax 
treatment of certain members of the Armed 
Forces) is hereby amended as follows: 

“(1) By inserting before the first sentence 
thereof the following: 

“*(a) Deaths after December 6, 1941, and 
before January 1, 1947.—.“ 

“(2) By adding at the end thereof the 
following: 

“*(b) Deaths after June 24, 1950, and be- 
fore January 1, 1954: The tax imposed by 
section 935 shall not apply to the transfer 
of the net estate of a citizen or resident of 
the United States dying after June 24, 1950, 
and before January 1, 1954, while in active 
service as a member of the Armed Forces of 
the United States, if such decedent— 

1) was killed in action while serving in 
a combat zone, as determined under section 
22 (b) (13); or 

“*(2) died as a result of wounds, disease, 
or injury suffered, while serving in a combat 
zone (as determined under section 22 (b) 
(13)) and while in line of duty, by reason 
of a hazard to which he was subjected as an 
incident of such service,’” 

The next amendment was, on page 344, 
after line 18, to insert a new section, as 
follows: 


“Src. 606. Transfers conditioned upon survi- 
vorship. 

“In the case of property transferred by a 
decedent dying after March 18, 1937, and 
before February 11, 1939, the determination 
of whether such property is to be included 
in his gross estate under section 302 (c) of 
the Revenue Act of 1926 (44 Stat. 70) asa 
transfer intended to take effect in posses- 
sion or enjoyment at or after his death shall 
be made in conformity with Treasury Regu- 
lations in force at the time of his death.” 

The next amendment was, on page 345, 
after line 2, to insert a new section, as 
follows: 


“Sec. 607. Transfers with income reserved. 


“Section 7 (b) of the act entitled ‘An act 
to amend certain provisions of the Internal 
Revenue Code,’ approved October 25, 1949 
(63 Stat. 895), is hereby amended by strik- 
ing out ‘January 1, 1950’ and inserting in 
lieu thereof ‘January 1, 1951’.” 

The next amendment was, on page 345, 
after line 8, to insert a new section, as 
follows: 


“Sec. 608. Transfers taking effect at death, 
“Effective with respect to estates of de- 


* cedents dying after February 10, 1939, section 


7 (b) of the act entitled ‘An act to amend 
certain provisions of the Internal Revenue 
Code,’ approved October 25, 1949 (63 Stat. 
895), is hereby amended by striking out the 
word ‘sentence’ and inserting in lieu thereof 
‘two sentences’ and by inserting immediately 
preceding the last sentence thereof the fol- 
lowing sentence: ‘The provisions of section 
811 (c) (1) (C) of such code shall not apply 
to a transfer made prior to September 8, 
1916.“ The provisions of section 7 (e) of 
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such act, as amended, shall not apply to an 
overpayment resulting from the application 
of this section.” 

The next amendment was, on page 345, 
after line 21, to insert a new section, as fol- 
lows: 


“Sec. 609. Reversionary interests in case of 
life insurance. 


“Tf refund or credit of any overpayment re- 
sulting from the application of section 503 
of the Revenue Act of 1950 is prevented on 
the date of the enactment of this act, 
or within 1 year from such date, by the opera- 
tion of any law or rule of law (other than 
sec. 3760 of the Internal Revenue Code, re- 
lating to closing agreements, and other than 
sec. 3761 of such code, relating to com- 
promises), refund ór credit of such overpay- 
ment may, nevertheless, be made or allowed 
if claim therefor is filed within 1 year from 
the date of enactment of this act.” 

The next amendment was, on page 346, 
after line 8, to insert a new section, as fol- 
lows: 


“Sec. 610. Income pursuant to award of In- 
terstate Commerce Commission. 


“Notwithstanding section 42 of the In- 
ternal Revenue Code, amounts received, pur- 
suant to an award under the order issued 
under the Railway Mail Pay Act of 1916 by 
the Interstate Commerce Commission on 
December 4, 1950, as compensation for the 
transportation of mail during 1950 and prior 
years shall be deemed to be income which 
accrued in the taxable years in which the 
services to which such compensation relates 
were rendered, Notwithstanding section 292 
of such code, no interest shall be assessed 
or collected for any period prior to July 1, 
1951, with respect to that part of any de- 
ficiency which the Secretary determines to 
be attributable to the inclusion of income 
in a taxable year by reason of the applica- 
tion of this section. Any deficiency attribu- 
table to the inclusion of income in any tax- 
able year by reason of the application of this 
section may be assessed at any time prior 
to the expiration of the period for assess- 
ment with respect to the taxable year of the 
taxpayer which includes December 4, 1950, 
notwithstanding the provisions of section 275 
of the Internal Revenue Code or any other 
provision of law or rule of law which would 
otherwise prevent such assessment.” 

The next amendment was, on page 347, 
after line 6, to insert a new section, as fol- 
lows: 


“Sec. 611. Credit in prior taxable years for 
dividends received on preferred 
stock of a public utility. 


“In the case of taxable years beginning be- 
fore April 1, 1951, any reference in section 15 
(a) or 26 (b) of the Internal Revenue Code 
to dividends received on the preferred stock 
of a public utility shall be construed as re- 
ferring only to dividends received on the 
preferred stock of a public utility with re- 
spect to which the credit provided in section 
26 (h) of such Code for dividends paid was 
allowable.” 

The next amendment was, on page 347, 
paai line 17, to insert a new section, as fol- 
ows: 


“Sec. 612. Consolidated returns—includible 
corporation. 

“If an affiliated group making a consoli- 
dated return with respect to the first taxable 
year of the group ending after June 30, 
1950, included a corporation described in sec- 
tion 454 (f) of the Internal Revenue Code 
pursuant to the consent provided in section 
141 (e) (7) of such code, such corporation 
may withdraw such consent at any time 
within 90 days after the enactment of this 
act. If such consent is withdrawn under the 
preceding sentence, the tax liability of the 
affiliated group and its several members for 
the taxable year shall be determined, as- 
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sessed, and collected as if such corporation 
had never joined in the making of the con- 
solidated return.” 

The next amendment was, on page 348, 
after line 5, to insert a new section, as fol- 
lows: 


“Sec. 613. Time for performing certain acts 
postponed in case of China 
Trade Act corporations. 
“Section 3805 (relating to postponement of 
income tax due dates in the case of China 
Trade Act corporations) is hereby amended 
to read as follows: 


“ ‘Sec. 2895. Income tax due dates postponed 
in case of China Trade Act 
corporations. 

In the case of any taxable year beginning 
after December 31, 1948, and ending before 
Cctober 1, 1953, no Federal income tax re- 
turn of, or payment of any Federal income 
tax by, any corporation organized under the 
China Trade Act of 1922 (42 Stat. 849, U. S. C., 
title 15, ch. 4), as amended, shall become 
du; until December 31, 1953, but only with 
respect to any such corporation and any such 
taxable year which the Secretary may deter- 
mine reasonable under the circumstances in 
China pursuant to such regulations as he 
may prescribe. Such due date shall be sub- 
ject to the power of the Secretary to extend 
the time for filing such return or paying 
such tax, as in other cases.“ 

The next amendment was, at the top of 
page 349, to insert a new section, as follows: 
“Sec. 614. Treaty obligations. 

“No amendment made by this act shall 
apply in any case where its application would 


be contrary to any treaty obligation of the 
United States.” 

The next amendment was, on page 349, 
line 5, to change the section number from 
“504" to “615.” 


COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING SENATE 
SESSION 


On request of Mr. HoLLAND (for Mr. 
ELLENDER), the Committee on Agricul- 
ture and Forestry was authorized to 
meet during the sessions of the Senate 
on Thursday and Friday of the present 
week. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I 
merely wish to state for the Recorp that 
in view of the unanimous consent pre- 
viously given to the Banking and Cur- 
rency Committee to meet tomorrow dur- 
ing the session of the Senate, in order 
to write up certain sections of the De- 
fense Production Act, the committee 
will meet at that time, in accordance 
with that permission. 


RECOGNITION OF CONGRESSIONAL CON- 
TROL OF APPROPRIATIONS 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, in 
the New York Times for today, Sep- 
tember 19, appears an article entitled 
“New Arms Deficit Barred by Snyder,” 
by Felix Belair, Jr. I wish to call thes 
article to the attention of all Members 
of the Senate. Ishall not read the entire 
article into the Recorp at this time, but 
I desire to read a portion of the article 
which relates to the position taken by 
John Snyder, Secretary of the Treasury 
of the United States. 

I read the following from the article: 

Mr. Snyder has displayed impatience only 
when, in discussions of “burden-sharing” 
among the member countries, it has been 
pointed out that a report from treaty organi- 
zation’s financial and economic board sug- 


_ gested that “ability to pay” should be con- 
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sidered in attempting to apportion the United 
States share. 

Only the people of the United States can 
decide the question of their “ability to pay” 
for helping to rearm the free world, the Sec- 
retary maintains, and anybody short of 
Congress that attempts to anticipate that 
decision may be due for a sad awakening. 
He believes that Congress has given the only 
answer to the question for the time being by 
setting the new income-tax rates. 


Mr. President, I think that is a very 
refreshing statement on the part of a 
responsible official in the executive 
branch of our Government, who recog- 
nizes that the policy-determining body 
for the United States, insofar as appro- 
priations are concerned, is the Congress 
of the United States. 

I trust that some of his colleagues in 
the executive branch of the Govern- 
ment will read Mr. Snyder's statement 
and will read the article to which I am 
referring at this time, which relates to 
Mr. Snyder’s statements; and I believe 
Mr. Snyder will have the approval of 
the Members of the Congress. : 

I think Mr. Snyder was amply justi- 
fied in making that very clear statement 
to the representatives of the foreign 
powers, who now are meeting in Ottawa. 

In connection with the remarks I have 
just made, I wish to call the attention 
of the Members of the Senate to the 
debate which occurred on August 30, 
1951, relative to the foreign-aid bill, and 
to the remarks I made at that time, as 
they appear on pages 10838 to 10840 of 
the CONGRESSIONAL Record. During that 
discussion I placed in the Recor the 
figures as to what the United States was 
doing in the way of the percentage of 
its total budget which goes to defense 
needs; and I also placed in the Recorp 
the figures on the percentage of our na- 
tional income which we are devoting to 
defense purposes, as compared with the 
expenditures of certain other countries 
in connection with the defense program, 

I hope the representatives of foreign 
countries who are gathered at Ottawa 
will pay some attention to the article 
by Mr. Belair and also to the state- 
ments which have been attributed to 
the Secretary of the Treasury of the 
United States. 


RECESS 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
now move that the Senate stand in re- 
cess until tomorrow, at 10 o’clock a. m. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 
o’clock and 39 minutes p. m.) the Sen- 
ate took a recess until tomorrow, 
Thursday, September 20, 1951, at 10 
o’clock a. m. 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by the 
Senate September 19, 1951: 
NATIONAL SCIENCE BOARD, NATIONAL SCIENCE 
FOUNDATION 
George W. Merck, of New Jersey, to be a 
member of the National Science Board, Na- 
tional Science Foundation, for the remainder 
of the term expiring May 10, 1954, vice Ed- 
ward L. Moreland, deceased. ; 
Earl P. Stevenson, of Massachusetts, to be 
a member of the National Science Board, Na- 
tional Science Foundation, for the remainder 
of the term expiring May 10, 1956, vice 
Charles E. Wilson, resigned. 


1951 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 19, 1951 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Bras- 
kamp, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 


Almighty and eternal God, under the 
canopy of Thy grace and goodness we 
gather not only to remember with grati- 
tude the historic past, which was 
ladened with innumerable blessings, but 
we are also turning with faith toward 
that prophetic future which will be more 
glorious than our fondest hopes and 
dreams. 

We beseech Thee to bestow upon us 
a clearer sense of Thy divine presence 
and power as we continue to pray and 
labor for the coming of that time when 
mren everywhere shall live and walk to- 
gether as the sons of God in peace and 
good will. 

Fill us with a courage that will make 
us equal to all the issues and problems 
and tasks which confront us and may 
we be inspired with a fidelity that will 
never be guilty of any surrender of prin- 
ciple or betrayal of devotion to that 
which is just and righteous. 

In Christ’s name we present our peti- 
tion. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of 
yesterday was read and approved. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. 
Landers, its enrolling clerk, announced 
that the Senate had passed without 
amendment a bill of the House of the 
following title: 

H. R. 3731. An act for the relief of Megumi 
Takagi. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed a bill of the following 
title, in which the concurrence of the 
House is requested: 

S. 1775. An act for the relief of Heinz 
Harald Patterson. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate having proceeded to reconsider 
the bill (H. R. 3193) entitled “An act to 
establish a rate of pension for aid and 
attendance under part III of Veterans 
Regulation No. 1 (a), as amended”; re- 
turned by the President of the United 
States with his objections, to the House 
of Representatives, in which it originated 
and passed by the House of Representa- 
tives on reconsideration of the same: It 
was 

Resolved, That the said bill pass, two- 
thirds of the Senators present having 
voted in the affirmative. 


CENTENNIAL OF ENGINEERING 


Mr. CRUMPACKER,. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to extend my 
remarks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Mr. Speaker, I 
have today introduced a bill authorizing 
the Postmaster General to issue a special 
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postage stamp during 1952 commemorat- 
ing the centennial of the American So- 
ciety of Civil Engineers. 

One hundred years ago, engineering in 
America was divided into only two 
branches—military and civil. Although 
we now have many specialized branches 
of engineering and many national so- 
cieties of engineers, all are a part of the 
one-time civilian or civil engineering pro- 
fession. As such, all have a real interest 
in celebrating the centennial of engineer- 
ing in 1952. 

During the past century, our country 
has developed to a position of world 
leadership very largely through the con- 
tributions of engineering and technology. 
The centennial celebration is viewed as 
an opportunity to commemorate the 
services of the engineering profession 
and to bring to the people of this coun- 
try and of the world a more complete 
understanding of the reasons why the 
United States has become great, and of 
the contributions of engineering to its 
development. 

All of us have enjoyed the benefits of 
the engineering and technological prog- 
ress that has placed us in the forefront 
of the nations of the world. While the 
United States occupies only 6 percent of 
the land area of the world, and although 
we have less than 7 percent of the world’s 
population, we possess 58 percent of the 
world’s telephones, 76 percent of the 
world’s automobiles, 31 percent of the 
world’s radio and TV sets, 40 percent of 
the world’s electrical production, and 27 
percent of the world’s newspapers. 

Mr. Speaker, in fairness to the engi- 
neering profession and ourselves, I 
think we should take this opportunity 
of recognizing the tremendous service to 
our national progress which it has helped 
to make possible. In our present critical 
times it is important for us to take this 
opportunity of reviewing our history so 
that everybody will understand and ap- 
preciate why our American system has 
made us the world’s leading Nation. 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Speaker, I make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, I move a 
call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

[Roll No. 176] 


Allen, Calif. Doyle Murphy 
Allen, La. Durham Murray, Wis. 
Anderson, Calif. Gamble Potter 
Andresen, Gordon Powell 
August H Granger Preston 
Bates, Ky Hagen Rogers, Tex. 
Bentsen Hand K 
Blackney Hébert Scott, Hugh D. 
Boggs, La. Holifield Jr. 
Boykin Howell Simpson, Pa 
Breen Irving Staggers 
Bryson Jackson, Calif, Talle 
Busbey Jonas Taylor 
Celler Kelley, Pa. Thompson, 
Chatham Kennedy Mich, 
Clemente Keogh Vursell 
Colmer Kersten, Wis. Walter 
Dawson Lucas Wilson, Ind. 
Denton Miller, Calif. Wood, Ga 
Dingell Morrison 
Dolliver Moulder 
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The SPEAKER. On this roll call, 372 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro- 
„ under the call were dispensed 
with. 


READJUSTMENT OF POSTAL RATES 


Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, J move that the House resolve 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
further consideration of the bill (H. R. 
2982) to readjust postal rates. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con- 
sideration of the bill H. R. 2982, with 
Mr. Kritpay in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. When the Com- 
mittee rose on yesterday, the Clerk had 
read section 1 of the bill. The Clerk 
will now read the committee amend- 
ment. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Do I under- 
stand that the amendment to the bill 
before us, H. R. 2982, is to be read by 
the Clerk and that following that it will 
be open to amendment at any point; is 
that correct? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 
correct. The bill as reported by the 
committee contains one amendment, 
which strikes out all after the enacting 
clause and substitutes new language for 
the bill. The Clerk will read the com- 
mittee amendment, which will then be 
open to amendment at any point. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I thank the 
Chairman. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Committee amendment: Strike out after 
the enacting clause and insert: 

“FIRST-CLASS MAIL 

“SECTION 1. (a) The rate of postage on 
each single postal card issued and sold under 
the provisions of section 3916 of the Revised 
Statutes (U.S. C., title 39, sec. 356), and on 
each portion of double postal cards issued 
and sold under the provisions of the act of 
March 3, 1879 (U. S. C., title 39, sec. 358), 
shall be 2 cents: Provided, That on all single 
and double postal cards sold in quantities 
of 100 or more there shall be an additional 
charge of 10 percent. The rate of postage on 
each private mailing or post card conform- 
ing to the conditions prescribed by the act 
of May 19, 1898 (U. S. C., title 39, sec. 281), 
shall be 2 cents. 

“(b) Except as provided in paragraph (a) 
of this section, the rate of postage on mail 
matter of the first class when mailed for 
local delivery at post offices where free de- 
livery by carrier is not established and when 
the matter is not collected or delivered by 
rural or star route carriers, shall be 2 cents 
for each ounce or fraction thereof. 

“SECOND-CLASS MAIL 


“Sec. 2. (a) In the case of publications 
entered as second-class matter (including 
sample copies to the extent of 10 percent of 
the weight of copies mailed to subscribers 
during the calendar year) when mailed by 
the publisher thereof from the post office 
of publication and entry or other post office 
where such entry is authorized, or when 
mailed by news agents (registered as such 
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under regulations prescribed by the Post- 
master General) to actual subscribers thereto 
or to other news agents for the purpose of 
sale, the total postage computed at the 
pound rates in effect under existing law and 
based on the bulk weight of each mailing 
shall be increased by 20 percent, beginning 
on the first day of the second quarter begin- 
ning after the approval of this act and by 
an increase of 20 percent, based on the rates 
now in force, to take effect each year there- 
after over a period of 2 years: Provided, That 
publications having over 75 percent adver- 
tising in more than one-half of their issues 
during any 12 months’ period shall not be 
accepted for mailing as second-class matter 
and their entry shall be revoked: Provided 
jurther, That there shall be no change in 
the rate of postage on publications main- 
tained by and in the interest of religious, 
educational, scientific, philanthropic, agri- 
cultural, labor, veteran, or fraternal organ- 
izations or associations, not organized for 
profit and none of the net income of which 
inures to the benefit of any private stock- 
holder or individual. 

“(b) The free-in-county mailing privilege 
and the rates of postage on copies of publi- 
cations of the second class when addressed 
for delivery within the county in which 
they are published and entered as such shall 
be the same as authorized by existing law: 
Provided further, That copies of a publica- 
tion mailed at a post office where it is en- 
tered, for delivery by letter carriers at a dif- 
ferent post office within the delivery limits 
of which the headquarters or general busi- 
ness Office of the publisher is located, shall 
be chargeable with postage at the rate that 
would be applicable if the copies were mailed 
at the latter office, unless postage chargeable 
at the pound rates from the office of mailing 
is higher, in which case such higher rates 
shall apply. 

-“(c) In no case, except where the free-in- 
county mailing privilege is applicable, shall 
the postage on each individually addressed 
copy be less than one-eighth of 1 cent. 

„d) The rate of postage on copies of 
publications having second-class entry 
mailed by others than the publishers or au- 
thorized news agents, sample copies mailed 
by the publishers in excess of the 10-percent 
allowance entitled to be sent at the pound 
rates, and copies mailed by the publishers 
to persons who may not be included in the 
required legitimate list of subscribers shall 
be 2 cents for the first 2 ounces and 1 cent 
for each additional 2 ounces or fraction 
thereof, except when the postage at the 
rates prescribed for fourth-class matter is 
lower, in which case the latter rates shall 
apply, computed on each individually ad- 

copy or package of unaddressed 
copies, and not on the bulk weight of the 
copies and packages. 
“THIRD-CLASS MAIL 

“Sec. 3. The rate of postage on third-class 
matter shall be 2 cents for the first 2 ounces 
or fraction thereof, and 1 cent for each ad- 
ditional ounce or fraction thereof up to and 
including 8 ounces in weight, except that 
the rate of postage on books and catalogs of 
24 pages or more, seeds, cuttings, bulbs, roots, 
ecions, and plants not exceeding 8 ounces 
in weight shall be 2 cents for the first 2 
ounces or fraction thereof and 114 cents for 
each additional 2 ounces or fraction thereof: 
Provided, That upon payment of a fee of $10 
for each calendar year or portion thereof 
and under such regulations as the Postmaster 
General may establish for the collection of 
the lawful revenue and for facilitating the 
handling of such matter in the mails, it shall 
be lawful to accept for transmission in the 
mails, separately addressed identical pieces 
of third-class matter in quantities of not 
less than 20 pounds, or of not less than 
200 pieces, subject to pound rates of postage 
applicable to the entire bulk mailed at one 
time: Provided further, That the rate of 
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postage on third-class matter mailed in bulk 
under the foregoing provision shall be 14 
cents for each pound or fraction thereof 
with a minimum charge per piece of 1% 
cents, except that in the case of books and 
catalogs of 24 pages or more, seeds, cut- 
tings, bulbs, roots, scions, and plants the 
rate shall be 10 cents for each pound or 
fraction thereof with a minimum charge per 
piece of 1½ cents: And provided further, 
That pieces or packages of such size or form 
as to prevent ready facing and tying in bun- 
dles and requiring individual distributing 
throughout shall be subject to a minimum 
charge of 5 cents each. 


“BOOKS 


“Sec. 4, The rates of postage prescribed 
by subsections (d) and (e) of section 204 of 
the Postal Rate Revision and Federal Em- 
ployees Salary Act of 1948 shall remain in 
effect until otherwise provided by Congress. 


“SPECIAL DELIVERY 


“Sec. 5. Mail of any class shall be given 
the most expeditious handling and trans- 
portation practicable and immediate de- 
livery at the office of address when, in ad- 
dition to the regular postage, a special- 
delivery fee is prepaid thereon by means of 
special-delivery stamps or ordinary postage 
stamps, or in such other manner as the 
Postmaster General may prescribe, in ac- 
cordance with the following schedule: Mat- 
ter weighing not more than 2 pounds, if of 
the first class, 23 cents; if of any other class, 
35 cents. Matter weighing more than 2 but 
not. more than 10 pounds, if of the -first 
class, 35 cents; if of any other class, 45 
cents. Matter weighing more than 10 
pounds, if of the first class, 50 cents; if of 
any other class, 60 cents. 


“REGISTERED MAIL 


“Sec. f. (a) Mail matter shall be registered 
on the application of the party posting the 
same. The registry iees, which shall be in 
addition to the regular postage, and the 
limits of indemnity therefor within the max- 
imum indemnity provided by this subsec- 
tion, shall be as follows: 

“For articles having no intrinsic value and 
for which no indemnity is payable, 30 cents; 

“For registry indemnity not exceeding $5, 
40 cents; 

“For regist-y indemnity exceeding $5 but 
not exceeding $25, 55 cents; 

“For registry indemnity exceeding $25 but 
not exceeding $50, 65 cents; 

“For registry indemnity exceeding $50 but 
not exceeding $75, 75 cents; 

For registry indemnity exceeding $75 but 
not exceeding $100, 85 cents; 

“For registry indemnity exceeding $100 but 
not exceeding $200, 95 cents; 

“For registry indemnity exceeding $200 but 
not exceeding $300, $1.05; 

“For registry indemnity exceeding $300 but 
not exceeding $400, $1.15; 

For registry indemnity exceedir g $400 but 
not exceeding 8500, $1.25; 

“For registry indemnity exceeding $500 but 
not exceeding $600, $1.35; 

“For registry indemnity exceeding $600 but 
not exceeding $700, $1.45; 

“For registry indemnity exceeding $700 but 
not exceeding $800, $1.55; 

“For registry indemnity exceeding $800 but 
not exceeding $900, $1.65; 

“For registry indemnity exceeding $900 but 
not exceeding $1,000, $1.75: Provided, That 
for registered mail having a declared value 
in excess of $25 a registry fee of not less 
than 55 cents shall be paid. 

“(b) For registered mail or insured mail 
treated as registered mail having a declared 
value in excess of the maximum indemnity 
covered by the registry or insurance fee paid 
there shall be charged additional fees 
(known as ‘surcharges’) as follows: When 
the declared value exceeds the maximum in- 
demnity covered by the registry or insur- 
ance fee paid by not more than $50, 2 cents; 
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by more than $50 but not more than $100, 
3 cents; by more than $100 but not more 
than $200, 4 cents; by more than $200 but 
not more than $400, 6 cents; by more than 
8400 but not more than $600, 7 cents; by 
more than $600 but not more than $800, 8 
cents; by more than $800 but less than 
$1,000, 10 cents; and if the excess of the 
declared value over the maximum indemnity 
covered by the registry or insurance fee paid 
is $1,000 or more, the additional fees for 
each $1,000 or part of $1,000 on articles 
destined to points within the several zones 
applicable to fourth-class matter shall be as 
follows: 

“For local delivery or for delivery within 
the first zone, 12 cents: 

“For delivery within the second zone, 14 
cents; 

“For delivery within the third zone, 16 
cents; 

“For delivery within the fourth zone, 17 
cents; 

“For delivery within the fifth or sixth 
zones, 18 cents; 

“For delivery within the seventh or eighth 
zones, 19 cents: Provided, That, for registered 
mail or insured mail treated as registered 
mail of such kind or character that it may 
be carried at less than the maximum risk 
of loss in the mails, the Postmaster Gen- 
eral may prescribe rules for determining upon 
what part of the declared value in excess 
of the maximum indemnity covered by the 
registry or insurance fee paid the additional 
Tees shall be based. 


“RETURN RECEIPTS FOR REGISTERED MAIL 


“Sec. 7. Whenever the sender of any reg- 
istered mail shall so request, and upon pay- 
ment of a fee of 7 cents at the time of mail- 
ing or of 15 cents subsequent to the time 
of mailing, a receipt shall be obtained for 
such registered mail, showing to whom and 
when the same was delivered, which receipt 
shall be returned to the sender, and be re- 
ceived in the courts as prima facie evidence 
of such delivery: Provided, That, upon pay- 
ment of the additional sum of 24 cents at 
the time of mailing of any such registered 
mail, a receipt shall be obtained for such 
registered mail, showing to whom, when, and 
the address where the same was delivered, 
which receipt shall be returned to the 
sender, and be received in the courts as 
prima facic evidence of such delivery: Pro- 
vided further, That no refund shall be made 
of fees paid for return receipts for registered 
mail where the failure to furnish the sender 
a return receipt or the equivalent is not due 
to the fault of the postal service. 


“Sec. 8. The fees for insurance which shall 
be in addition to the regular postage, and 
the limits of indemnity therefor within the 
maximum indemnity provided by this sec- 
tion, shall be as follows: 5 cents for in- 
demnification not exceeding $5; 10 cents 
for indemnification exceeding $5 but not 
exceeding $10; 15 cents for indemnification 
exceeding $10 but not exceeding $25; 20 cents 
for indemnification exceeding $25 but not 
exceeding $50; 30 cents for indemnification 
exceeding $50 but not exceeding $100; 35 
cents for indemnification exceeding $100 
but not exceeding $200. 

“RETURN RECEIPTS FOR INSURED MAIL 

“Sec. 9. Whenever the sender of an in- 
sured article of mail on which other than 
the minimum fee was paid shall so request, 
and upon payment of a fee of 7 cents at 
the time of mailing or of 15 cents subsequent 
to the time of mailing, a receipt shall be 
obtained for such insured mail, showing to 
whom and when the same was delivered, 
which receipt shall be returned to the 
sender, and be received in the courts as 
prima facie evidence of such delivery: Pro- 
vided, That, upon payment of the additional 
sum of 24 cents at the time of mailing of 
any insured article of mail on which other 
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than the minimum fee was paid, a receipt 
shall be obtained for such insured mail, 
showing to whom, when, and the address 
where the same was ‘delivered, which re- 
ceipt shall be returned to the sender, and 
be received in the courts as prima facie evi- 
dence of such delivery: Provided further, 
That no refund shall be made of fees paid 
for return receipts for insured mail where 
the failure to furnish the sender a return 
receipt or the equivalent is not due to the 
fault of the postal service. 


“FEES FOR COLLECT-ON-DELIVERY MAIL 


“Sec. 10. The fees for collect-on-delivery 
service for sealed domestic mail matter of 
any class bearing postage at the first-class 
rate and for domestic third- and fourth- 
class mail matter shall, in addition to the 
regular postage and any other required fees, 
be as follows: 30 cents for collections and 
indemnity not exceeding $5; 40 cents for 
collections and indemnity exceeding $5 but 
not exceeding $10; 60 cents for collections 
and indemnity exceeding $10 but not ex- 
ceeding $25; 70 cents for collections and 
indemnity exceeding $25 but not exceeding 
$50; 80 cents for collections and indemnity 
exceeding $50 but not exceeding $100; 90 
cents for collections and indemnity exceed- 
ing $100 but not exceeding $150; $1 for col- 
lections and indemnity exceeding $150 but 
not exceeding $200. 


“REGISTERED COLLECT-ON-DELIVERY MAIL 


“Sec. 11. (a) The fee for collect-on-delivery 
service for registered sealed domestic mail of 
any class bearing postage at the first-class 
rate shall, in addition to the regular postage 
and any other required fees, be 80 cents for 
collections and indemnity not exceeding $10; 
$1.10 for collections and indemnity exceeding 
$10 but not exceeding $50; $1.20 for collec- 
tions and indemnity exceeding $50 but not 
exceeding $100; $1.40 for collections and in- 
demnity exceeding $100 but not exceeding 
$200. The maximum amount of charges col- 
lectible on any registered sealed domestic 
collect-on-delivery article shall be $200. 

“(b) When indemnity in excess of $200 is 
desired, the fee for such registered sealed 
domestic collect-on-delivery mail shall, in 
addition to the regular postage and any other 
required fees, be $1.50 for indemnity exceed- 
ing $200 but not exceeding $300; $1.60 for 
indemnity exceeding $300 but not exceeding 
$400; $1.70 for indemnity exceeding $400 but 
not exceeding $500; $1.80 for indemnity ex- 
ceeding $500 but not excéeding $600; $1.90 
for indemnity exceeding $600 but not exceed- 
ing 8700; 82 for indemnity exceeding $700 
but not exceeding $800; $2.10 for indemnity 
exceeding $800 but not exceeding $1,000. 

“Src, 12, (a) The Postmaster General is 
authorized to prescribe by regulation from 
time to time the fees which shall be charged 
by the postal service 

“(1) for the registry of mail matter; 

“(2) for the insurance of mail matter, or 
other indemnification of senders thereof for 
articles damaged or lost; 

“(3) for securing a signed receipt upon the 
delivery of registered or insured mail matter 
and returning such receipt to sender; 

“(4) for collect-on-delivery service; 

“(5) for special-delivery service; 

“(6) for special-handling service; 

“(7) for the issuance of money orders; 

“(8) for notice to publishers of undeliver- 
able second-class mail, for notice of change 
of address, and for notice to addressee or 
sender of undeliverable third- or fourth- 
class matter, or of undeliverable second-class 
matter mailed at the transient rate. 

“(b) Regulations issued by the Postmaster 
General under subsection (a) shall, to the 
extent prescribed therein, supersede existing 
laws, regulations, and orders governing the 
fees for the services covered thereby. 

“Sec. 13. All existing laws or portions 
thereof, inconsistent or in conflict with this 
act, are hereby amended or repealed. 
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“Src, 14. This act shall take effect on the 
first day of the third calendar month follow- 
ing the calendar month in which it is en- 
acted, except the rates herein provided for 
second-class mail shall take effect on the first 
day of the second quarter beginning after 
the approval of this act.” 


Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word, and ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for five additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, I wish to discuss furthe> the 
provision in this bill with reference to 
the increase in postage on second-class 
mail. I want the Members to know that 
this bill does no harm to any newspaper 
or magazine now enjoying second-class 
privileges. Further, this bill does ndt 
increase by one iota the amount of post- 
age now being paid by publications which 
are delivered within the county of pub- 
lication. Weekly and daily newspapers 
today enjoy this kind of rate within the 
county of publication, where the papers 
are delivered from a post office in the 
county of publication. Where there is 
no city delivery service these papers are 
carried absolutely free, and they will 
continue to be carried free under this 
bill. 

In post offices in the county of pub- 
lication where there is city delivery serv- 
ice, these papers are carried for 1 cent 
a pound with a minimum of one-eighth 
cent apiece; in other words, when they 
are carried from a post office with city 
delivery service, delivery costs them only 
one-eighth of a cent apiece. There will 
be no increase in the postage on such 
mail under this bill. 

Let us see what the condition of the 
newspapers and magazines of this coun- 
try is. I certainly want to encourage 
our newspapers and magazines. No one 
believes more strongly in freedom of 
the press than I do. I have no stock 
in any newspaper or magazine and am 
not a newspaper or magazine publisher. 
I want to lean over backward in being 
fair and liberal to our newspapers and 
magazines, and I say that our committee 
in this bill Las leaned over backward in 
its treatment of newspapers and maga- 
zines. : 

What does the bill provide? That 
there shall be an increase of only 20 
percent a year in the amount of the 
present postage for a period of 3 years. 

In 1942 our newspapers and maga- 
zines were enjoying an advertising vol- 
ume of $580,000,000. How much is the 
advertising volume today as compared 
with that $580,000,000 in 1942? Today 
it is $2,059,000,000, an increase of over 
400 percent. 

The newspapers have increased their 
circulation since 1940 over 32 percent on 
the daily publications and over 51 per- 
cent on their Sunday issues. The per- 
centage of increase in advertising on 
magazines since 1942 has been 411 per- 
cent. 

I have here a full-page advertisement 
in a prominent New York City news- 
paper by a large magazine, What does it 
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say about its advertising? In 1951 its 
magazine advertising revenue will be 
three times as much as in 1946. In 1952 
the advertising will be more than $20,- 
000,000. In 1946 it was $6,428,872. 

Let us see what the weekly newspapers 
pay today. A survey was made for me 
by the Post Office Department in two 
States. In the State of Massachusetts, 
there were 97 weekly newspapers which 
were checked. The average postage per 
week is $1.50. How much of an increase 
would this be on the basis of $1.50? At 
the rate of 20 percent for the first year, 
it would be only 30 cents. In the State 
of Kansas, a check was made of 310 
weekly newspapers. How much postage 
were those papers paying on an aver- 
age? They were paying $1.60 per week. 
Here is another newspaper with a cir- 
culation of 1,717 subscribers. Do you 
know what its postage bill is? That 
newspaper pays 68 cents per week. An- 
other weekly newspaper pays $1.66 a 
week, Another newspaper pays only 45 
cents a week. 

All the newspapers and magazines are 
not opposing this increase. I think the 
newspapers and magazines ought to be 
thankful that our committee was so 
lenient with them. The truth of the 
matter is that those newspapers and 
magazines should pay more of an in- 
crease than the increase which is pro- 
vided in this bill. 

Many prominent newspapers like the 
Washington Post, the Washington Star, 
the Chicago Tribune, and the Scripps- 
Howard newspapers, and many others, 
have endorsed this proposal of our com- 
mittee. They say they should pay more 
postage, and they should not enjoy such 
a great subsidy. I wish to pay tribute 
to these splendid newspapers for their 
commendable position. 

Let me read to you a statement from 
a little weekly newspaper, the Colfax 
Chronicle, of Colfax, La. Their state- 
ment is as follows: 

AIN'T AGoNNA Do Ir 

Newspapers all over the country are being 
organized to fight a proposed increase in 
second-class mailing rates, and we have 
the honor of being asked to add our still, 
small voice to the clamorous hue and cry: 
To publish an editorial on the subject, to 
write letters to our Representative and Sen- 
ator, to do whatever else we can to fend 
off this terrible disaster. 

Am't agonna do it. 

From the howl of our fellow publishers 
are fixing to send up, you will very likely 
think that the publishing business, and 
perhaps even the world, will come right to 
an end if the mail rate is raised. In fact, 
one of the things they are going to tell you 
is that any increases in the rate will mean 
the death of hundreds of dear little home- 
town newspapers, probably including your 
own. 

We think you ought to have some idea 
of just how big a factor the mail rate is in 
the operation of the one newspaper we know 
the most about. 

To send hundreds and hundreds of copies 
of the Chronicle all over Grant Parish, all 
over Louisiana, all over the United States, 
and to four or five foreign countries, every 
week, it costs us about $1.50 a week. 

The proposed increase would eventually 
amount to 100 percent. In other words, we 
would have to pay about $3 a week. 
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If the proposed increase were several hun- 
dred percent, second-class mail would still 
be the biggest bargain we are getting, and 
one of the most insignificant of our expenses. 


Do you know that the total postage 
paid by the weekly newspapers amounts 
to less than 2 percent of their entire 
operating expenses, and the postage paid 
by the large daily papers amounts to less 
than 5 percent of their entire operating 
expenses? 

The editorial reads further: 

Most newspapers complain a lot about the 
evil of Government subsidies, the dizzying 
height of taxes, and the need for business- 
like methods of accounting in Government 
agencies. 

We don't talk a lot about such matters. 
But we believe in them; and what's funnier 
still, we believe they apply to us. 

We operate a profit-making business. We 
don't think the mailing of our newspaper 
should be subsidized by the Federal Govern- 
ment to the point where our mail expendi- 
ture is ridiculously low. 

We don’t think everybody’s tax money 
should be used to mail Grant Parish’s news- 


paper. 

We think that businesslike methods of 
cost accounting in the Post Office Depart- 
ment are a good thing. And we think that 
when such methods show (as they have 
shown) that second-class mail is not carry- 
ing anything like its share of post-office ex- 
penses the second-class rate ought to be 
raised. 

Excuse us now, while we ‘transmit these 
same thoughts to our Representative and 
Senator for the absurdly low cost of 3 cents 
each, first class. 


I have an editorial from a paper in my 
home State of Tennessee, a Scripps- 
Howard newspaper, which endorses and 
approves the 20-20-20 increase in sec- 
ond-class rates. 

Last week the other body for some rea- 
son agreed to raise newspapers 10, 10, 
and 10, and agreed to raise magazines 
20, 20, and 20. Certainly newspapers 
and magazines should be on the same 
level and should pay the same postage. 
This editorial in the Memphis (Tenn.) 
Press-Scimitar refers to the fact that 
the Senate bill proposes to raise maga- 
zine mail rates 20 percent a year for 
three successive years, a total increase 
of 60 percent, but that the bill discrimi- 
nates by raising newspaper mail rates 
only 10 percent a year, a total of 30 per- 
cent at the end of 3 years. This is 
wrong. Newspapers can and should pay 
their fair share as well as magazines. 

These cheap second-class rates for years 
have been a subsidy to newspapers and mag- 
azines. The Press-Scimitar, for one, wants 
no part of such a subsidy. We have said so 
for years. 

Even the full 60-percent raise on all sec- 
ond-class mail would not wipe out the deficit 
in this department. 


So says the Memphis (Tenn.) Press- 
Scimitar. 

In conclusion, remember that this 
raise would only bring in, over a period 
of 3 years, about $23,000,000. The pres- 
ent deficit in second-class mail is about 
$200,000,000. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Tennessee has expired. 
Chairman, I offer a preferential motion 
which I send to the desk. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Eowin ArTHuR Hal. moves that the 
Committee do now rise and report the bill 
back to the House with the recommendation 
that the enacting clause be stricken out. 


Chairman, there has been a great deal 
of discussion during this debate about 
service. Several fine speeches have been 
made by committee members upon the 
necessity of making the Post Office De- 
partment a service department rather 
than a business department, or at least 
emphasizing service as the keynote of 
the function of the Post Office Depart- 
ment. In so doing I think they have 
taken a proper position, because they 
have harked back to the Constitution 
of the United States which says that 
post offices and post roads shall be es- 
tablished to enable the people to com- 
municate freely with one another. So 
I submit here today that service is the 
keynote. 

We are all familiar with the action 
which was taken in the Post Office De- 
partment about a year ago, curtailing 
the service seriously and drastically. I 
do not know what position others may 
take, but I cannot be reconciled that it 
is justifiable to come here and ask for 
a raise of postage rates when we have 
not even regained the status quo in the 
Post Office Department; when the serv- 
ice has been cut instead of kept at the 
former high level of efficiency. 

You may say, Well, the people have 
forgotten all about this. They have got- 
ten used to the single deliveries. They 
have gotten used to the reduced service 
and all the other embellishments that 
were dropped at the time of the order 
on the part of the Postmaster General.” 

I do not agree with that. I feel that 
the people are still anxious to have the 
service of the Post Office Department 


returned to the former high level we 


enjoyed at the time there were two de- 
liveries a day. I feel that even the Post 
Office personnel, the rank and file of 
the workers, the letter carriers, and all 
of the other clerks and employees of the 
Post Office Department, at least from 
conversations that I have had with lit- 
erally scores upon scores of them in my 
district, would like to see the service re- 
stored to the rate of efficiency existing 
before the Postmaster General issued 
that irrevocable order. 

In spite of petitions, in spite of the ex- 
pressions of desire on the part of many 
Members of Congress that this order be 
rescinded and that they go back to the 
old two-a-day delivery system, they have 
been steadily and steadfastly ignored, 
and we are in the same position we have 
been for the past year. 

Another thing I want to disclose to 
you is that I have been getting resolu- 
tions passed by the American War Dads 
in my district which tell of mothers, 
fathers, and relatives of young men in 
service in Korea receiving their letters 
not singly 10 days or 2 weeks from the 
time they have been written, but any- 
where up to several months after they 
have been written, and in packets of 
anywhere from a dozen to 20. What a 
nice thing. For mothers and fathers 
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of boys in service in Korea to receive 
packets of 20 letters several months after 
they have been written. Iam not blam- 
ing the Post Office Department for that. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. I am 
not blaming the Post Office Department 
for that; I am simply pointing out that 
perhaps a little more cooperation on the 
part of the post office management and 
perhaps a little more working together 
such as characterized the service before 
the one-a-day delivery order would elim- 
inate such things and they would not 
happen; at any rate I know that I speak 
the interest and the mind of the ma- 
jority of the people when I say they 
would like to see two deliveries a day 
return. They certainly are not looking 
forward to an increase in postal rates 
unless they get a restoration to the status 
they have been accustomed to. 

I would not take any position on this 
other than to say that the fundamental 
principle of the Department is service. 
Everybody knows the service we are get- 
ting today is not up to the old standards 
that obtained before the Post Office De- 
partment issued its restricted delivery 
order. I think we are putting the cart 
before the horse today when we come in 
and ask for an increase in postal rates 
before we require the Postmaster Gen- 
eral to take some action rescinding the 
order he issued over a year ago. 

I hope this motion will be adopted. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the motion offered by the gentleman 
from New York. 

The motion was rejected. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Rees of Kansas: 
Page 15, line 1, after the colon insert the 
following: “Provided, That for newspapers 
(publications issued weekly or more fre- 
quently and having the characteristics of 
publications commonly recognized and re- 
ferred to as ‘newspapers’ and which are 
circulated in the main locally or within a 
county, State, or corresponding area, and 
the contents of which publications shall con- 
sist in the main of current news, editorials, 
articles and items of current interest to the 
general public and shall not be devoted to a 
particular trade, industry, occupation, or 
profession) qualified for second-class mail- 
ing privilege the rates herein provided shall 
be increased by 10 percent, beginning on the 
first day of the second quarter beginning 
after the approval of this act and by an in- 
crease of 10 percent, based on the rates now 
in force, to take effect each year thereafter 
over a period of 2 years.” 


Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
under the provisions of this bill approved 
by the committee rates on second-class 
mail, newspapers, and magazines, postal 
rates would be increased 20 percent a 
year over a period of 3 years. At the 
end of 3 years raise approximately 
$24,000,000 of a deficit of $200,000,000 
in second-class mail that is paid out of 
the Federal Treasury. 

The amendment I have submitted 
would reduce the rate on newspapers 
to 10. percent each year for 3 years. 
In other words, under my amendment 


_ newspapers would pay only 10 percent 
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instead of 20 percent each year for 3 
years. I offer this amendment for the 
reason there has been a considerable 
amount of feeling that newspapers, 
especially smaller ones, ought not to be 
required to pay even as much as 20 
percent, as agreed to by the committee. 
Because of complaints I have received, 
and because of wrongful and unfounded 
charges that I may be one who would 
cast an unnecessary burden upon the 
newspapers, I offer this proposal. My 
amendment applies to newspapers only. 
My amendment leaves magazines as 
they are in the bill approved by the 
committee. Let me repeat, does not 
change—either increase or decrease— 
the rates on magazines as approved by 
the committee and contained in the 
committee bill before you. I repeat it 
for the reason someone is going to say 
my amendment is discriminatory, and 
so forth. 

Certainly, if Members feel the maga- 
zines of this country should not assume 
as much as 12 percent of a $200,000,000 
subsidy, then you should move to reduce 
moderate increases on magazines pro- 
vided in the bill. If you think any in- 
crease is damaging as some Members 
have suggested, then you should vote 
against any and all rate increases, no 
matter how small, and let all of the 
deficit amounting to approximately 
$200,000,000 be charged to the taxpayers. 
Incidentally, the cost for this service to 
all users of mail will be greater next year. 
This by reason of an additional cost of 
approximately $250,000,000 and $300,- 
000,000 for increases in salaries and 
transportation that will be charged to 
the Post Office Department and paid 
from the Federal Treasury. 

I think it should be explained to the 
House that the original bill, as proposed 
by the Post Office Department, would 
wipe out what is known as free-in- 
county rights of newspapers and would 
increase rates on second-class mail 50 
percent the first year, and 25 percent for 
the next 2 years. So, the bill approved 
by the committee was a definite compro- 
mise. In fact, most of the Members felt 
that users of second-class mail would, in 
view of rising costs of Government, be 
willing to assume a part of the increased 
cost, rather than charge all of it to the 
Federal Treasury. In other words, those 
who use the mail for business and com- 
“mercial purposes might be willing to 
take care of a small part of the subsidy. 
I would remind you again that under my 
amendment the newspapers would pay 
one-half of the amount proposed in the 
bill. 

Mr, Chairman, an important element 
which has escaped the attention of many 
Members who wish to reduce the in- 
creased postal rate on magazines is the 
fact that most magazine publishers by 
virtue of reentry points confine their 
mailings within the third zone, which is 
300 miles from the point of mailing. 
The rates on second-class mail to points 
and places within the third zone are less 
today than they were in 1879, when 
second-class mail rates were first estab- 
lished. One of the largest magazine 
publishers, for example, sends more than 
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80 percent of its publications to points 
within the third zone because they have 
26 reentry points in the United States. 
This same publishing organization mails 
more than two-thirds of its volume 
within the first and second zones where 
the advertising rate is exactly the same 
as the rate on reading matter. 

I am in favor of low postage rates on 
second-class mail because I believe that 
the Congress should adopt the policy of 
providing an incentive for the dissemina- 
tion of information to the American pub- 
lic on a wide scale. However, I believe 
that when the Federal Government sub- 
sidizes the newspaper and magazine in- 
dustry to the extent of almost $200,000,- 
000 and considers the increased cost of 
Government operation as well as the tre- 
mendous increased costs which have al- 
ready been absorbed by the magazines 
and newspapers, that the amendment 
which I propose is not unreason- 
able. In addition, I do not believe it is 
unreasonable to provide moderate rate 
increases on second-class mail when at 
the same time we are in the process of 
proposing increased income taxes on the 
individual taxpayers who are called 
upon to pay for this deficit. 

The central research department of 
McCann-Erickson, Inc., conducted a sur- 
vey of United States advertising and 
compared the years of 1949 and 1950. 
It is significant to note that total adver- 
tising increased during these years by 
about 9 percent. Advertising in maga- 
zines increased from $492,500,000 in 1949 
to $517,000,000 in 1950. In addition, the 
cost to the public to purchase these mag- 
azines has increased rapidly during the 
last 10 years, and as a matter of fact, 
in some cases has been as high as 200 
percent. 

In the last analysis before we under- 
take to reduce the proposal of the com- 
mittee to a greater extent than I have 
suggested in my amendment, it should 
be borne in mind that the postal rates 
on second-class mail in all zones are less 
than they were in 1933 and from 1920 
to 1928. 

While the net profits of magazines 
have increased over the past 10 years, 
let us examine the cost to the Govern- 
ment for handling these publications. 
According to figures of the Post Office 
Department, for every piece of second- 
class mail that was delivered in 1948 
there was a deficit of 2.57 cents. In 
1949 this per-piece deficit increased to 
2.65 cents and in 1950 the deficit is 3.7 
cents. Next year the per-piece deficit 
will be even larger. The proposal to in- 
crease rates on second-class matter will 
reduce this per-piece deficit by only 1 
cent so that following the enactment of 
this bill the per-piece deficit will be 2.7 
cents on all second-class mail. 

I trust the Members will support my 
amendment, which I repeat would reduce 
by 50 percent the increases in the bill 
for newspapers. My amendment leaves 
the rates for magazines exactly as they 
are in the bill. My amendment does 
not raise or lower them. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 
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Mr. REES of Kansas. I yield to the 
gentleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. COOLEY. I would like to ask the 
gentleman if the effect of his amend- 
ment would not be to provide a 10 per- 
cent increase for the large newspapers 
and a 20 percent increase for the farm 
magazines, which use the mail more 
largely and more consistently than the 
daily newspapers? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I think the 
answer largely is this, that the large 
daily newspapers do not use the mail 
very much. 

Mr. COOLEY. Whether large or 
small, you make an easy rule for the 
newspapers, and yet your amendment 
would have the effect of imposing 20 
percent each year for 3 years on all of 
the farm magazines, such as the Pro- 
gressive Farmer, the Farm Journal, and 
hundreds of others that are bringing in- 
formation to the farmers of the country. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. The best an- 
swer I can give the gentleman is this, 
that the rates under this bill will be 
extremely low for any and all of them, 
but this does protect the small news- 
papers who are the ones who complained 
largely. 

Mr. COOLEY. It does not protect the 
small magazines which would have to 
take a 60 percent increase in the rate 
for 3 years. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Yes, but even 
then the rate is extremely low. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. SUTTON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURNSIDE. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Tennessee. 

Mr. SUTTON. I remember distinctly 
the talk the gentleman from West Vir- 
ginia made yesterday. Did he not say 
that the biggest deficit in the Post Office 
Department was in the second-class 
mail? 

Mr. BURNSIDE. That is correct. 

Mr. SUTTON. Did he not also say 
that these magazines that the gentleman 
from Kansas was talking about can send 
one magazine throughout the United 
States for only 1 cent? 

Mr. BURNSIDE. That is right. 

Mr. SUTTON. And the 60-percent 
increase would not even make it 1 cent a 
magazine, would it? 

Mr. BURNSIDE. Less than that. 
The question that we are arguing now 
seems rather preposterous when we have 
a deficit in second-class mail of around 
$200,000,000. If you make the whole 
60 percent increase that the committee 
has asked for it would not amount to 
but 1 percent of the advertising of last 
year. If you will turn to Printers Ink 
you will find that the advertising by the 
newspapers this last year amounted to 
$2,000,000,000. The postage amounted 
to $12,000,000 for the entire postal cost, 
which will only amount to six-tenths of 
1 percent. That figure is rather star- 
tling, but that is what it would amount 
to. The amount they want to cut is 
$1,000,000 a year, with this terrific in- 
debtedness facing us. We only ask the 
preposterously small sum of $2,000,000 
increase on these newspapers, and yet 
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you want to cut that $1,000,000 in the 
face of this outrageous deficit. Now, 
should we, the Members of this. House, 
let a small active lobby, the most active 
lobby that has ever approached this 
House, come down here and take that 
much money more from the taxpayers 
of the United States in the face of this 
terrific deficit? I think it is really pre- 
posterous. The other body did make 
that cut from 20 to 10. If the House 
committee version would stay at 20 per- 
cent, that would still be only 1 percent 
of its advertising income, when all other 
costs are going up and up and up. 

For the information of those who may 
not have been here yesterday let me 
direct your attention to these four 
charts. 

Chart No. 1 shows that newspapers 
and magazines can be sent through the 
mial cheaper today as far as the third 
zone—300 miles—than they could in 
1879. 

It further shows that it cost more to 
send newspapers and magazines in 1933 
than it does today. In the 1933 rates it 
would have cost more to send newspapers 
and magazines through the mail than if 
the increases proposed in H. R. 2982, as 
recommended by the committee, are 
adopted. 

Chart No. 2 illustrates the parcel- post 
zones, taking as a center point Hunting- 
ton, W. Va. 

As shown by the previous chart, post- 
age rates were higher in 1879 than they 
are today as far as the third zone. You 
can see that the third zone covers all 
the circulation of most newspapers. 

Chart No. 3 shows the increased deficit 
in second-class mail from 1930 to 1950. 

It can be seen that there has been only 
a gradual rise in the revenues resulting 
from increased volume but the expend- 
itures have risen sharply as a result of 
increased salaries and transportation 
costs. 

Chart No. 4: This chart shows that in 
1933 second-class mail rates for all zones 
except the eighth zone were more than 
express rates. 

In 1950 in all zones the express rates 
were higher than second-class mail rates. 

Since 1933 second-class rates have de- 
creased while express rates, because of 
increased costs, have more than tripled. 

In 1879 we did not have advertising in 
newspapers. Today we are paying 25 to 
40 percent less than even at the bottom 
of the depression. Why did we pay such 
a figure as that? Because the most ef- 
fective lobby in the United States has 
been working on the Members of Con- 
gress, I defy anyone to point out any 
other logical reason than that. It is 25 
to 40 percent from the bottom of the 
depression. 

Why should Uncle Sam absorb all 
these costs? I should like anyone to tell 
me why Uncle Sam should absorb all the 
costs for these newspapers when other 
costs have been going up. I am not op- 
posed to newspapers. I read them. I 
take 25 to 30 of them in my office, so I 
am not opposed to them. I want to 
know what is going on. But it is not 
going to hurt them when their adver- 
tising has gone up in just a few years 
from $500,000,000 to $2,000,000,000, four 
to one, as the good chairman of our com- 
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mittee said a minute ago, four to one in 
advertising in just a few years. 

See how it has been cut. Look at these 
figures. Over here is the act of 1879. I 
am talking about 1879, when you had no 
advertising. Then there is the act of 
1932. This is the Postmaster General’s 
Order 5506 of May 28, 1934. This is the 
present situation, this red here, and we 
are going into the red more and more 
and more. I appeal to you to please cast 
a conscientious vote to reduce this large 
defici; on second-class matter. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from West Virginia has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for three 
additional minutes. 

Mr. BURDICK. I object, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
this amendment. I believe definitely it 
will be the amendment to which I am 
most opposed of all those that may be 
offered here this afternoon. 

As the chairman of the committee said 
in his opening remarks, the magazines 
and newspapers should be treated equal- 
ly. I know that we are going to have a 
discussion as to whether the figures over 
the years should be 30 percent or 60 per- 
cent, but regardless of which comes out, 
they ought to be as competing media 
treated equally, as they always have been 
treated. Therefore, I say this amend- 
ment should be voted down. I think your 
committee should work its will as to 
whether or not the increase for second 
class should be 30 percent or 60 percent. 
Unless this amendment is voted down, 
because of the parliamentary situation 
an amendment cannot be offered to this 
amendment to equalize the rates for 
magazines and newspapers. 

It has been said here that these rates 
affect just a fraction of a penny, that 
they do not cause any severe loss, but 
let us get the totals. When you start 
adding up these fractions of a penny 
they become very considerable factors. 

I want to quote for you the situation 
regarding a well-known magazine, the 
Atlantic Monthly. The Atlantic Month- 
ly as of today is not quite breaking even. 
Its postage cost last year under second 
class was about $24,000. With a 60-per- 
cent increase proposed by this amend- 
ment, and also the committee amend- 
ment, it would mean that the loss for the 
Atlantic Monthly would be better than 
$30,000 a year, which might be suffi- 
cient to put them out of business. The 
gentleman from North Carolina men- 
tioned the Progressive Farmer. Let us 
look into their postage rates for a minute 
and forget this business of fractions of a 
penny. Under the bill, and under the 
amendment, the present postage rate of 
the Progressive Farmer, is $211,000 and it 
would be increased to $232,000 the first 
year ; $253,000 the second year, and $274,- 
000 the third year. This increase over 
the present rate, according to thé testi- 
mony of their representative before our 
committee, means that it would simply 
wipe out any profit that they presently 

ave. 
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Other members can cite numerous 
other publications in their district. My 
point is this, that while these increases 
may seem very small as you talk about 
3 for a penny and items of that kind, 
when they get into the aggregate they 
become matters of tremendous impor- 
tance. Not to mention the name of a 
company, which has been mentioned 
here frequently today, the second-class 
postage bill of that company last year 
was $550,000. Along with that this com- 
pany paid out better than $1,500,000 for 
first-class and third-class postage. So 
when you start talking about raising the 
rates 60 percent, let us not talk about 60 
percent of a penny, but let us about about 
60 percent of $550,000. That will give 
you altogether a different picture. 

I submit to you that the members of 
the committee, as diligently as they have 
worked, simply cannot under the cir- 
cumstances be familiar with the finan- 
cial problems of the thousands of pub- 
lications. Of course, we need to have 
independent, careful studies of these 
situations. As we are floundering around 
here, trying to guess how many maga- 
zines will go broke at 20 percent, and how 
many will go broke at 10 percent, I think 
it becomes very evident that some time 
before we finish, we will have to create 
some kind of committee or some kind of 
board or investigating staff, which can 
let us know if we are damaging Amer- 
ican business or whether we are not. 
But, I submit finally that I would like to 
see this amendment voted down so that 
we can have a fair test on whether or not 
the increasé should be 30 or 60 percent. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CORBETT. I yield. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. The genile- 
man suggested that magazines might be 
going broke. He does not know of any 
of the larger magazines that are going 
broke, does he? 

Mr. CORBETT. I just quoted to the 
gentleman, the figures on the Atlantic 
Monthly. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the pro forma amend- 
ment. $ 

Mr. Chairman, I feel that it is more 
dificult to get a chance to speak here 
in the Congress than it is to speak after 
you get the chance. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURDICK. I yield. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
Iask unanimous consent that the gentle- 
man from North Dakota may proceed for 
five additional minutes. 

Mr. BURDICK. No, Mr. Chairman, I 
object to that. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to hear every- 
one express themselves when they want 
to be heard. But, as to some of these 
speeches that have been made this morn- 
ing, I have heard three times and I have 
looked at the map three times. That 
ought, to be enough. 

In this case, I am discussing this mat- 
ter with a clear conscience, because I 
have no interest in any newspaper, and 
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very few of them have ever shown any 
interest in me. We have four daily 
papers in my State, and none of them 
ever supported me for Congress at any 
time. But, I am not legislating to get 
even with anybody. The fact is that 
their nonsupport has helped me more 
than it has injured me. 

But, here is the situation. We hear 
that we are confronted with a deficiency 
of $550,000,000 in the Post Office Depart- 
ment. I can tell you right now that is 
not true. To begin with, there is $160,- 
000,000 of that which the Postmaster 
General, himself, says is not chargeable 
to the Post Office Department—that is 
penalty mail, our mail, that is the 
franked mail, and subsidies. 

Now, let us not talk about $550,000,- 
000. Take out $160,000,000 and talk 
about the rest of it. 

Second, it seems to me you are ad- 
vancing this increase a little too fast. 
I know the gentleman from North Caro- 
lina [Mr. DoucHton], chairman of the 
Ways and Means Committee, said in dis- 
cussing the high tax: “You can shear a 
sheep every year, but you can skin him 
only once.” I think you are going too 
strong at the 60-percent increase. I do 
not know who you are going to put out 
of business. I do not want to put any- 
body out of business at this particular 
period in our history, when we are de- 
manding of the people the highest 
tax bill that was ever known. I cer- 
tainly do not want to injure anyone. 

A sop has been handed to these news- 
papers by saying, “free-in-county deliv- 
ery.” That does not mean anything in 
my section of the country, because we 
are so sparsely settled that we must have 
four or five counties to send the news- 
papers to. Usually those papers are very 
close to either one county or the other, 
and it does not mean much to them. 
When you pick out the “free-in-county” 
and show what they pay, I do not think it 
is a fair illustration. 

You remember when the Post Office 
Department was set up in this country, 
it was set up for a service. No Congress 
in the United States Government has 
ever indicated how much of the deficit 
should be for public service, the same 
as service in the various departments of 
the Government. You do not think of 
making the Department of Agriculture 
pay its way. You do not think of the 
Department of Commerce paying its 
way. It was instituted as a great insti- 
tution of learning to be disseminated 
among the people of this country. 

I am one Congressman who can read. 
It is sometimes said that we cannot, 
but I learned to read from a little coun- 
try newspaper. We did not have books 
in the early days of the West. The 
whole community where I was raised 
had one paper that came monthly. The 
name of that paper was Farm Home and 
Fireside. The whole community used it. 
From that little paper that cost 25 cents 
a year I learned to read. I can under- 
stand what I read, too, because it was 
hard to get what little training I had. 
When I grew up and wanted to go to 
a higher institution of learning, I tried 
to get into the North Dakota University, 
but they said I did not know enough. 
I was rejected by the University of 
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North Dakota, and I went down to Min- 
nesota. The first man I met was the 
football coach. He said, “Did you ever 
play football?” I said, “No, sir; I never 
saw one.” He said, “Do you think you 
can play it?” I said, “I have been run 
over by .& $3 horse every year of my 
life, and I guess I can learn.” I said, 
“But I am not registered.” He took me 
over and weighed me and I weighed 220 
pounds. He said, “Can you run?” I 
said, “That is my business. I ran a 
hundred yards in 1042 seconds.” He hit 
me on the back and he said, “Young man, 
you know enough to get into this 
university.” 

Mr. Chairman, whether there is a 
deficit in the Post Office Department of 
the amount claimed of $550,000,000, I do 
not know. It is claimed that second- 
class postage rates now existing produce 
a revenue $180,000,000 less than the cost 
of handling second-class mail. I have 
also seen audit reports from certified 
public accountants that there is no defi- 
cit on second-class mail, but in the last 
reported year there was a profit of $41,- 
000,000. As +s which report contains the 
facts, I do not know. k 

The newspapers and magazines are 
going out to the people of this country 
daily, weekly, and monthly, all carry- 
ing information about education, sci- 
ence and inventions, improved methods 
of husbandry, and details of the Govern- 
ment, both as to what has been passed 
into law and pending legislation; our 
foreign policy and what progress we are 
making with foreign nations all over the 
globe. Is it not in the public interest to 
keep this information going? The main 
difference between a dictatorship and a 
democracy is free speech and a free press 
and elections. As long as we preserve 
free speech and free press and hold elec- 
tions, I think it possible to preserve this 
Republic. 

These publications fill a most-wanted 
need in our Government, and should not 
the taxpayers be willing to spend. $180,- 
000,000 on this service annually? 

Most of the publishers who came be- 
fore our committee signified a willing- 
ness to have postal rates increased, but 
none of them for a minute thought this 
Congress would boost them 60 percent at 
one stroke. That action makes me think 
of Chief Gaul, the great Sioux warrior. 
After he left the warpath and started 
in the process to be a white man, he 
did not have to hunt and fight almost 
continually, as he had done. He settled 
down to peaceful ways and got fat. 
Someone told him there was a medicine 
that would reduce him 50 pounds in 
50 days. One dose per day for 50 days. 
He tried it and at the end of 3 days 
he weighed himself and found he had 
lost 3 pounds. He then decided there 
was no use of waiting 47 days longer and 
that he could get the desired result from 
taking all the rest of the medicine at 
one dose. He tried it and thus closed the 
career of one of the greatest fighting 
Indians ever to inhabit the West. 

We are trying to do that in this bill; 
we are giving the newspapers of this 
country and the magazines the whole 
dose at one shot. It is too much and 
many of the papers will go as Gaul did 
when he took too much medicine. 
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The newspapers as a whole do not want 
Congress to classify them by handing out 
any preferences. The small papers have 
so expressed themselves. 

Now, it appears more reasonable to 
lessen the degree of this shock and I 
would suggest here as I did in committee 
a 30-percent raise distributed over a pe- 
riod of 3 years. The next Congress is 
not bound by this one, hence if the papers 
can pay more when the next Congress 
meets, or are paying too much, that mat- 
ter can be adjusted. 

The Government does not need to 
worry about some newspaper getting 
away with big profits, because if it has 
big profits it will be summarily taken 
away from them in taxes. If this 60-per- 
cent raise will put some papers out of 
business, and I am certain it will, there 
will be just one less tax customer. You 
cannot rob Peter to pay Paul. 

There is just one other matter to which 
I am opposed in this bill and that is that 
there are a number of school publica- 
tions and Sunday-school publications 
that are organized for profit that do a lot 
of good. While they are usually small 
organizations and the profits very lim- 
ited, they nevertheless are not exempted 
in this legislation. In my judgment they 
should be. 

For the two reasons, therefore—first, 
the raise in postage is too much, and, 
second, that these school and religious 
publications, for profit, should be ex- 
empted from an increased tax—I signed 
the minority report on the bill now 
before the committee. 

One argument has been advanced in 
this debate that the postal rates should 
be raised, because an increase in pay to 
employees is shortly to come before this 
Congress. There is absolutely no rela- 
tion between postal rates and pay for 
the employees who handle the mail. 
They are not working on a commission 
or on a contract to collect their wages 
from postage. These employees are 
working for the United States and at 
the present time the pay they receive 
does not permit them to raise their 
families under a decent American 
standard of living. Right at this mo- 
ment there are thousands of postal 
workers working nights and during va- 
cation to keep up with the cost of living. 
Postal workers’ wives, in too many cases, 
are forced to go out and find work as the 
income to the worker will not provide a 
living for the family. Is that what the 
United States wants? Do we want to 
advertise to the world that our postal 
workers and other classified workers in 
the United States do not receive wages 
enough to support their families. 
Should we not be as interested in our 
workers as we are in spending our 
money to keep up the economy of foreign 
nations? 

If we are to have a mail service at all, 
we must expect to pay those who handle 
the business enough to live on, regard- 
less of how we set up what is called a 
deficit. We do not seem to be alarmed 
over a deficit of $30,000,000,000 which we 
have spent on Great Britain but if we 
find a deficit of one-half of one billion 
here in the cost of handling mail here, 
which includes one hundred and sixty 
million that should not be charged to 
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the Post Office, we lose our good sense, 
if we ever had any, and demand that 
the users of second-class mail fork over 
60 percent more than they are now pay- 
ing, and add a burden to the publishing 
business at a time we are harnessing 
them with the highest taxes in the his- 
tory of the country. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from North Dakota has 
expired. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to congratulate 
my colleague from North Dakota [Mr. 
Bunbick], in whom I have the utmost 
confidence at all times, because he has 
the interest of the people at heart. I 
cannot, however, agree with him that the 
bill before us would in any way seriously 
affect newspaper publishers, and espe- 
cially magazines. 

While the bill provided for a 20-percent 
increase each year for 3 years—or a total 
of 60 percent—on second-class mail cov- 
ering newspapers and magazines, I feel 
these rates should be increased 30 per- 
cent the first year, 30 percent the second, 
and 40 percent the third year—or a total 
of 100 percent over present rates. I am 
not so concerned about the newspapers. 
I did not have much more schooling than 
my colleague from North Dakota, but I 
have been a newspaper reader. I do not 
agree with most of them, and of course 
many of them do not agree with me. 
Then, too, but a very small portion of 
their total circulation is served through 
the mails. However, the magazines are 
heavy users of the mails. A tremendous 
volume, by weight and by individual 
pieces, is carried through the mails daily. 
I understand the rate charged for this 
service today is lower than it was 50 or 
more years ago, notwithstanding the fact 
the cost of handling these multiple-page 
magazines has increased tremendously 
since that time. Then, too, there is the 
significant fact that the leading weekly 
and monthly magazines containing from 
100 to 200 pages and more embody about 
75 percent of advertising, for which they 
charge extremely high rates producing 
revenues which run as high as $21,000,000 
annually for the leader in the weekly 
field. There are scores of them that 
reap from $1,000,000 to the millions I 
mentioned above from their advertisers. 
These ads do not come from the small- 
business man or the small manufacturer; 
they cannot afford to pay these exor- 
bitant rates to bring their wares to the 
attention of the public. This space is 
monopolized almost exclusively by the 
big corporations. Why should not these 
publishers at least bear the actual cost 
of transporting their output through the 
mails? 

I am amazed to hear the statement 
made that some of these big magazines 
do not earn a profit. From what I have 
seen and heard, they make tremendous 
profits. There may be a few who are not 
in the black at the end of the year, but 
perhaps they do not deserve to be there. 
Most of them are showing and will con- 
tinue to show, huge profits. Why should 
we subsidize them? Their rates should 
be substantially increased to the point 
where the service rendered them by the 
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Post Office Department is self-sustain- 
ing. I realize there are Members who 
might be timid about raising these rates 
because it may affect them. But we 
owe it to our Government and to our tax- 
payers to eliminate the postal deficit as 
much as possible, and this can only be 
done by raising those rates which now 
inadequately meet the actual cost of the 
service rendered, 

Occasionally one of these magazines 
will print something that is of real value 
and factually reliable, such as the article 
appearing in the October issue of the 
magazine Holiday, a copy of which I 
hold in my hand. It contains about 35 
pages of manuscript and pictures under 
the title “Chicago,” with an Introduc- 
tion to Chicago” by the eminent writer, 
Carl Sandburg, and other articles by Al- 
bert Halper, Mary Dougherty, and 
Gwendolyn Brooks. 

I commend this article to each and 
every Member of the House as most in- 
teresting reading, and as a source of 
extremely valuable information on the 
greatness of Chicago, its many advan- 
tages to those interested in business op- 
portunities and the development of ad- 
ditional manufacturing, indutrial, and 
commercial activities, as well as to those 
interested in pleasure trips and vaca- 
tioning. 

The amazing growth of this great city 
in population, business, industry, and 
transportation, from a frontier hamlet 
to the second largest city in the Nation 
in the short period of little more than 
a century, is one of the truly remarkable 
chapters in the history of our great land. 
With an added million souls in its adja- 
cent towns and cities, the metropolitan 
area of Chicago has become the eco- 
nomic hub of the Nation. 

As I stated on this floor 2 years ago, 
notwithstanding the frequent unfair 
criticism due to the unfortunate condi- 
tions brought about by prohibition which 
brought a wave of crime not only to Chi- 
cago but to many other cities throughout 
our land, the fact is that today Chicago 
is the most progressive and the cleanest 
of all our large cities; its percentage of 
crime is more favorable than that pre- 
vailing in any other large city. 

I have called attention on several oc- 
casions to the exhilarating climate of 
Chicago and its many advantages to 
summer visitors who came for leisurely 
sojourns in greater numbers this year 
and last year than ever before in its his- 
tory. The cooling breezes of Lake 
Michigan are invitingly refreshing on 
the hottest of summer days. The vast 
expanse of lake shore inviting bathers 
and restful relaxation, its parks and 
parkways extending from the Indiana 
boundary on the south to the State line 
of Wisconsin on the north, second to 
none in the world, its outstanding mu- 
seums and art galleries, its remarkable 
entertainment facilities including sports 
of all kinds, its wonderful merchandising 
institutions and its expansive hotel ac- 
commodations, make Chicago a “must” 
stop on the itinerary of every American 
seeking pleasure, contentment, and in- 
teresting sights while vacation-bound. 

At the present time, under a Demo- 
cratic administration, we are developing 
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and constructing the largest medical 
center in the world, in my district. Our 
slum-clearance program is moving for- 
ward with leaps and bounds. The great 
engineering feat of reversing the flow of 
the Chicago River to connect the Great 
Lakes with the Mississippi River was one 
of the remarkable accomplishments in 
our history. Chicago is not only the 
railroad hub of the Nation—it is the 
transportation nerve center of rail, bus, 
water, and air service. Due to jealous- 
ies and envy engendered by those repre- 
senting certain sections of our country, 
Congress has not been given the oppor- 
tunity to act on the vital Great Lakes- 
St. Lawrence project which would pro- 
vide a direct outlet to the Atlantic and 
the world for all of the products of the 
farm, industry and manufacturing of 
this great central west region. In time 
this great project will be approved by the 
Congress, and when it does, Chicago and 
the great area it serves today will really 
come into its own. As I stated earlier in 
my remarks, progressive, forward-look- 
ing men of business and industry must 
not overlook the great potentialities of 
this thriving and ever-growing metrop- 
olis, Chicago is destined to become the 
world's largest and finest city, with its 
unlimited opportunities, and we welcome 
thoughtful planners for the future in all 
fields to join with us in sharing the 
possibilities in this fertile field for the 
development of their dreams and aspira- 
tions. Chicago, progress, and success are 
synonymous. 

To illustrate the progressive spirit of 
Chicago and its business leaders, I intro- 
duced today House Joint Resolution 330 
dealing with the duty-free importation 
of articles to be used for exhibition pur- 
poses at the second Chicago Interna- 
tional Trade Fair to be held in my city 
March 22 to April 6, 1952. The first such 
international fair was held in Chicago 
during August 1950, and was a great 
success. It served to acquaint American 
importers and our people with many fine 
products of foreign manufacturers and 
industries, and it brought to Chicago 
many outstanding representatives of 
foreign business who profited greatly 
from viewing at first hand the output of 
our plants and industries. Interna- 
tional relations are always strengthened 
by gatherings such as this; it brings our 
foreign friends closer to our people, to 
see for themselves the vastness of 
American enterprise, and to appreciate 
that we are one with them in the effort 
to bring to the people everywhere every 
modern improvement for better living, 
for progress, for development and ex- 
pansion. I have also introduced a joint 
resolution authorizing the President to 
invite the States of the Union and for- 
eign nations to participate in this Inter- 
national Fair. 

Chicago, always in the lead in promot- 
ing friendly business relations, and in 
furthering the spirit of progress for 
which this great city is noted, takes pride 
in initiating this idea of an International 
Trade Fair, and its business leaders are 
determined to make the forthcoming 
fair a greater success than its initial 
effort in 1950. 


1951 


Mr. WITHROW. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the requisite number 
of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Kansas which I think is a 
most vicious amendment. It is terribly 
discriminatory; it is a method of ap- 
proach to the rate question that we have 
never adopted in the House. I would 
prefer that the rate be 10-10-10 for both 
magazines and mrewspapers. I think 
that would be fair. : 

There are a great many difficulties 
that will be encuuntered in administer- 
ing the measure with the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Kansas. I 
have before me a publication, This Week. 
What is it? Is it a magazine or is it a 
newspaper? It is enclosed within a 
newspaper and is treated and delivered 
as a newspaper is delivered now. You 
will have a great deal of difficulty in 
administering this particular phase of 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Kansas. 

Mr. Chairman, as a matter of fact 
some of the larger magazines are mak- 
ing money. But since when has it be- 
come a crime to make money in these 
United States? However, there are a 
great many other magazines that are 
not making money. Let me call the at- 
tention of the House to the testimony 
presented to our committee by the Emer- 
gency Committee on Small and Medium 
Size Magazine Publishers. This group 
secured the operating figures from over 
200 magazines and this is what they 
found: 

First, these are not fly-by-night pub- 
lications. Their average age is 33 years. 

Second, their average circulation was 
24,000 and none exceeded 250,000 in cir- 
culation. 

Third, 38 percent had a loss in 1950. 

Fourth, 50 percent earned less than 
$30,000 in 1950. 

So I ask the members of this commit- 
tee, why should we discriminate in this 
manner? Why should we make it ex- 
ceedingly tough on the economy of these 
small magazines to exist and to do the 
good they are doing in this country at 
the present time? 

Right in my own home State of Wis- 
consin we have a publishing company, 
the Kalmbach Publishing Co., of Mil- 
waukee, Wis. It publishes three small 
magazines, namely, Trains, Ships and 
Sailing, and Model Railroader. The 
combined circulation of these three 
magazines is 175,000. They were started 
by one man and his wife in 1933. Today 
they employ and provide jobs for 85 peo- 
ple and their families. The total profit 
for these three fine little magazines in 
the past year was $15,000. 

The second-class postage for these 
magazines is almost exactly $25,000 a 
year today. A 60-percent increase com- 
pletely wipes out this profit. The jobs 
that have been created for these 85 
people and the welfare of their families 
is at stake right now. Make no mistake 
about it, when you force upon any group 
an increase of 20 percent the first year, 
20 percent the second year, and 20 per- 
cent the third year, you are making a 
drastic increase in the rates. 
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It has been stated repeatedly in the 
past 2 days that second-class-mail rates 
have not been raised appreciably since 
1879. This is a complete misstatement. 
The correct facts and figures on rate 
changes over the years are printed in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for Septem- 
ber 7, 1951, on page 11047. This table 
shows that there have been no less than 
six increases in second-class rates since 
1885, and no statement to the contrary 
changes that record. 

Starting in 1919 there were four an- 
nual increases in second-class rates. 
The total increase during this period was 
175 percent. In addition, second-class 
rates went up further in 1925. In the 
year 1928 this increase proved to be more 
than the traffic would bear and second- 
class rates in that year were reduced by 
one-third, because the volume went 
down. In 1932 Congress tried again to 
increase revenue from postage for sec- 
ond-class mail by again raising the 
rates, this time 3742 percent. In 1934, 
after 2 years, the second-class mail vol- 
ume had declined so much under the 
higher rates that the Postmaster Gen- 
eral reestablished the old rates in force 
before the 1932 increase. This is the 
record of six increases in second-class 
rates plus two decreases forced by re- 
duced volume. 

I believe, and I say this in all serious- 
ness, that this is a vicious amendment; 
that it is put in merely to circumvent a 
bona fide amendment that I am sure will 
be proposed to the House later today. I 
believe that this House is entitled to vote 
on a 10, 10 and 10 percent increase with 
no discrimination. 

Mr. Chairman, I sincerely hope that 
this amendment will be defeated. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, much was said here 
yesterday in general debate on this bill 
about the deficit in the Post Office De- 
partment and the necessity for enact- 
ment of this measure as a means of 
offsetting some of the deficit. 

In the first place, and as other speak- 
ers have made plain, there are some of 
us on the Post Office and Civil Service 
Committee who have grave doubts as 
to the validity of the Department’s cost- 
ascertainment and cost-allocation fig- 
ures. 

We feel that before voting drastic in- 
creases in any category of the postal 
service that there should be an impar- 
tial, unprejudiced investigation of the 
entire operation of the Department. 
That is the reason why it is most im- 
perative for this House to approve the 
Carlson-Corbett proposals, providing a 
joint study of all the ramifications of 
this subject so that Members of Con- 
gress can operate in the light of day 
rather than in the darkness of ignorance 
of the real facts. 

In the meantime, the House will do 
well to give consideration to a bill, H. R. 
4741, which I introduced some time ago 
to provide a sweeping reorganization of 
the Post Office Department and convert 
it into an independent agency to be 
known as the United States Postal Serv- 
ice. Let us designate the handling of 
the mail and this system of communi- 
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cation for what it was intended—a serv- 
ice to the 152,000,000 inhabitants of this 
country. 

The bill which I have introduced would 
go far toward wiping out political in- 
fluence and substitute efficiency, econ- 
omy, and morale in this huge Govern- 
ment operation which has been satu- 
rated with politics for many years and 
still is. I am opposed to making the 
users of the mails, no matter who they 
may be, pay the costs of an operation 
that is ridden with politics. 

Typical of hundreds of small and spe- 
cialized publications which rely on our 
second-class-postage rates for their ex- 
istence is the Soybean Digest, published 
at Hudson, Iowa—near Waterloo—my 
home. 

Profits of this little magazine this past 
year were $600. j 

It paid $438.69 in second-class postage, 

The 60-percent increase cuts this prof- 
it to $195. 

Who could blame the editors of this 
small publication if they decided to give 
up and call it quits. 

This is one of the reasons why I am 
unequivocally opposed to the 60-percent 
increase in second-class rates as pro- 
vided in this bill. Let us use reason and 
moderation by adopting an amendment 
providing for a 30-percent increase over 
the next 3 years. 

Even with the 30-percent amendment 
and other increases provided in this 
measure, we will be putting the cart be- 
fore the horse. Despite the increased 
income, the Postmaster General gives 
absolutely no assurance that mail serv- 
ice will be improved. 

We desperately need to know the facts 
of life concerning the Post Office De- 
partment. We do not have them today, 
and I say to you that until we have the 
facts the simple expedient of increasing 


postal rates is not going to provide the 


people of this country with the service 
to which they are entitled. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Chair- 
man, I move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I would oppose this 
amendment because I believe the postal 
rates should be increased even further 
than the increases that are provided in 
the committee amendment. The fact is, 
at the proper time I propose to offer an 
amendment which would increase those 
rates 25 percent a year for a period of 4 
years, to bring about a 100-percent in- 
crease in second-class rates, which I feel 
a large number of the members on the 
committee feel is necessary. 

I am interested in trying to wipe out 
this postal deficit. From the word that 
was brought to us from the chairman of 
the Committee on Rules this morning on 
the pay-increase bills that are going to 
come in here soon, it looks as if we are 
going to have a deficit in excess of three- 
fourths of a billion dollars. 

As a newspaper publisher, having made 
my living in that way all of my life, I 
know most of the newspaper publishers 
in my district, especially the small-town 
publishers, are not opposed to an in- 
crease in second-class rates if you will 
increase other postage rates, and I am 
referring particularly to the third-class 
rates. If you will make those consistent 
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so that they will bear the cost of the 
service the advertiser is receiving 
through the use of third-class mail, I do 
not think you will hear any squawk from 
the publishers of newspapers. 

I do not think it is important as to 
whether the newspaper and magazine 
profession is making money. They 
should pay for the legitimate service 
they are receiving. If they are not mak- 
ing money they should increase their 
rates, either their advertising rates or 
the cost of their subscriptions. 

I feel that we should approach this 
thing in a businesslike way and not be 
motivated or influenced by any lobby 
that comes in here. I think every one 
of us wants to see low rates not only on 
postage but on everything; but I think 
we are inconsistent if we are not willing 
to provide by law the rates which will 
at least take up part of this deficit we 
have. 

I know that the small newspaper pub- 
lishers, of whom I am one, have no rea- 
son to complain about the postage rates 
that we have paid, and would not have 
cause for complaint even if those rates 
were doubled. Even then you are going 
to have a subsidy to the newspapers and 
the magazines. 

Referring to the farm journals about 
which we were speaking a minute ago, 
many of those magazines do not charge 
anything for their subscriptions to start 
with. Most of the time such a maga- 
zine is about the same as a give-away 
sheet. They will send solicitors out 
through the country collecting 25 or 50 
cents, and turn all of that into a com- 
mission. They make their money solely 
from their advertising. They are trying 
to build up a big circulation, and they 
want the Government to subsidize their 
business to that extent. I am opposed 
to subsidies, and I would like to see them 
all wiped out. But, I think particularly 
the advertiser who is looking for free 
postage either through reduced postal 
rates for newspapers, or through reduced 
rates for third-class matter, is not be- 
ing consistent when he is all the time 
saying he is opposed to higher taxes and 
wants to see greater economy and greater 
‘efficiency in Government. We have an 
opportunity here today to go on record, 
and have each segment of industry and 
of our population even, that uses this 
service to pay at least a fair percentage 
of what it costs to render this service. 

As I say, I am opposing this amend- 
ment, and at the proper time I intend to 
offer an amendment which will increase 
the rates 100 percent over a 3-year period 
on this item which we are now discuss- 
ing. I will also support an amendment, 
and if one is not offered, I will offer it 
myself, to increase third-class postage 
rates in the same proportion. 

Mr. STEFAN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to speak out of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Nebraska? 

There was no objection. 

WHEN IS A WAR NOT A WAR? 


Mr. STEFAN. Mr. Chairman, upon 
my return from San Francisco, where 
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I had acted as a congressional observer 
during the events before, during, and 
after the signing of the Japanese Peace 
Treaty, I was confronted by a startling 
news story in the Washington (D. C.) 
Star. 

The Star of September 17, 1951, in an 
article by Elton C. Fay, Associated Press 
military affairs reporter, carried these 
headlines: “Military cemetery head- 
stones omit ‘killed in Korea’ markers.” 

The gist of Mr. Fay’s article—like that 
of all good news stories—is carried in 
his lead paragraph. I quote: 

Because Korea isn’t an official war, the 
men who die there get no acknowledgment 
on their headstones in the Nation’s ceme- 
teries. 


President Lincoln and the Congresses 
which served with him never acknowl- 
edged the Civil War by an official decla- 
ration. It was the stand of Lincoln that 
the South had never left the Union; that 
it was impossible to declare war against 
one’s own people. Yet, that did not pre- 
vent the Union fighting men who died 
in that war from getting killed-in-the- 
Civil-War headstones. 

Declared or undeclared, constitutional 
or unconstitutional, what has been going 
on in Korea for over a year is not a 
“conflict,” not a “police action.” It is 
Ww-a-r—war. 

In my home town of Norfolk, Nebr., 
there are, according to the latest 1950 
census figures, 11,335 people: Mr. Fay 
writes that up to the date of his Septem- 
ber 17, 1951, article, 13,882 American boys 
had been killed in the Korean war. 

Mr. Chairman, we are not truthful 
with ourselves when we call the Korean 
war by any other name. 

Mr. Chairman, we can aspire to no 
honor ourselves when we neglect to do 
every honor for our beloved, our mar- 
tyred dead. 

Mr. Chairman, at some later time I 
intend to report to the House my ob- 
servations as an official member of the 
American delegation to the Japanese 
Peace Treaty Conference, which was 
signed in San Francisco—a report which 
may be of some interest to the House of 
Representatives. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, it-is difficult for me to 
understand hoy the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. Rees] could possibly feel 
justified in offering this amendment. 
The amendment would provide only a 
10 percent increase in the postage paid 
by newspapers and a 20 percent increase 
in the postage paid by magazines. Iam 
not particularly interested in the postage 
paid by such magazines as Life and For- 
tune and the Saturday Evening Post and 
ali of the other big magazines, but I am 
definitely interested in the welfare and 
continued publication of such magazines 
as the Progressive Farmer, the Capper’s 
Farmer, the Prairie Farmer, the Dakota 
Farmer, the California Farmer, and doz- 
ens of other magazines and publications, 
most of whose subscribers are farmers 
and whose major editorial program is 
the dissemination of information and 
scientific research regarding the work 
and interest of the farmer and his fam- 
ily. I, therefore, oppose the pending 
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amendment and hope it will be defeated. 
The publications I have just menticned, 
and numerous similar publications, are 
vital to the farm people of this country. 
These magazines ani publications are 
not sold on the newsstands but actually 
go through the mail and the publishers 
have no alternative but to pay the rates 
provided by law. The publishers of 
these magazines and periodicals are per- 
fectly willing to accept and to pay a 
reasonable increase in postage rates, but 
they cannot possibly pay the 20 percent 
increase per year for the next 3 
years, as is provided in this bill. This in- 
crease would amount to a total of 60 
percent. While an increase of 60 per- 
cent in the postage now being paid by 
many newspapers would be only neg- 
ligible and could be easily absorbed, a 
60 percent increase in the postage now 
being paid by the magazines to which 
I have referred would be devastating and 
could very easily force the publishers of 
such magazines into bankruptcy. 

Why should the rate on magazines of 
the kind and character of those I have 
referred to be increased at the rate of 20 
percent each year while the rate on the 
great metropolitan newspapers is to be 
increased only 10 percent each year? 
Under our present control laws it might 
be difficult for a legitimate business to 
increase its profits or earnings so as to 
absorb a 60 percent increase in the cost 
of distribution of the publications to 
which I have referred. 

It seems to me that this Post Office 
Committee should go about this job in 
scientific fashion. The fixing of reason- 
able, just, and fair postal rates is a very 
difficult job. Frankly, I do not feel quali- 
fied to determine or to fix such rates, but 
rate experts must be available and a 
real study of the problems involved 
should be made by a committee of ex- 
perts working under the supervision of 
our own legislative committee which has 
jurisdiction over this very important 
matter. If some newspapers are pay- 
ing only negligible or nominal amounts, 
such as a dollar or two a week, that is, 
of course, nothing short of ridiculous. 
If that rate were increased 10 times it 
might not impair the financial stability 
of the publishers, but if a company is 
paying a very substantial amount and it 
is increased 20 percent, 40 percent, or 60 
percent, it is easy to see that such rates 
might mean the difference between an 
actual profit on the one hand or an 
actual deficit on the other. If the pres- 
ent postal rates are not equitable be- 
tween publishers, then we should not be 
considering across-the-board increases 
in ratés but rather should try to adjust 
such rates in an equitable manner. 

Neither this bill nor amendments 
which will be offered and adopted will 
have the effect of putting the Post Office 
Department on a profitable basis. The 
committee apparently is not even hoping 
to do away with the so-called deficit in 
the Post Office Department. I am not 
certain that any Member of the House 
would vote for postal rates sufficient in 
amount to put this great Department on 
a profit-making basis. 

This amendment should be defeated. 
We shall not approve a lower rate for 
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such papers as the New York Times, and 
the great metropolitan dailies than is 
provided for farm magazines and pe- 
riodicals which are rendering such great 


Service to such a large segment of our 


people. When this amendment is voted 
down, our colleague from Texas [Mr, 
LYLE] will offer an amendment, the pur- 
pose of which it will be to produce the 
figures provided in the bill from 20-20-20 
percent increase over the next 3 years to 
10-10-10 percent increase over the next 
3 years. The amendment, if adopted, 
will make the House bill conform to the 
bill reported by the Senate committee. 
If the Lyle amendment is adopted, news- 
papers and magazines will bo treated 
alike. If a difference is to be made, it 
certainly should be in favor of the farm 
publications to which I have referred and 
which are actually bearing a very heavy 
load and are actually using the mails. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. The gentleman 
has made an eloquent speech. It would 
seem to me in the light of what he has 
said that he would oppose any increase 
at all. 

Mr. COOLEY. Oh, no. The gentle- 
man was not listening to what I said. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. The gentleman 
charges the committee with not having 
made a proper study. It is so easy to 
do that when you are not a member of 
the committee, but I think in view of the 
gentleman’s statement he ought to be 
opposed to any increase at all. The 20 
percent is the committee amendment. 
My amendment now cuts newspapers to 
10 percent. 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman did 
not understand what I said. I said that 
the publishers of these magazines have 
said openly, and they said before the 
gentleman’s committee, that they are 
willing to have the rates increased to 
such extent as they might be able to 
absorb those rates and stay in business. 
But the record is full of information 
which indicates that those magazines 
will have to go into bankruptcy if you 
put this 20-20-20 increase on. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield at that point? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. There was no 
testimony that any of them ever went 
into bankruptcy on account of postage 
cost. 

Mr. COOLEY. Certainly; the evi- 
dence indicates that the increase of 60 
percent could easily force some of these 
publishers out of business and perhaps 
into bankruptcy. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Postage cost is 
only a small part of the entire cost. It 
is the other additional costs that really 
hurt. 

Mr. COOLEY. If the gentleman 
would listen instead of talking so much 
he would learn what members of his 
own committee have just said. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I have heard 
them many times and I appreciate their 
views. 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman was 
just given an illustration here, and this 
record before the gentleman’s commit- 
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tee is full of information to the effect 
that this rate will be disastrous to these 
publications. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Then if it is 
true we ought to strike out all increases. 
If I could believe the present rates for 
magazines were that damaging I would 
strike out all increases on second-class 
mail. 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman is on 
the committee; why did not the gentle- 
man do his work in the committee room? 
Did the gentleman offer this amendment 
in the committee room? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. It was offered 
in the committee. 

Mr. COOLEY. What was the result? 
Was it voted down? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. All these var- 
ious rates were offered in committee, 
15, 20, 50, 25 and 25. 

Mr. COOLEY. On the basis of what 
the gentleman has said and on the 
weakness of his own argument, his 
amendment should be defeated. 

Mr. GOLDEN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to call attention 
to the great services that the newspapers 
and magazines of this Nation perform 
for our people. Yesterday we went at 
some length into the educational fea- 
tures and the great service that all pub- 
lications render to keep our people in- 
formed. 

Advertising has been mentioned here, 
and we may receive the impression that 
advertising is a bad thing, but that is 
not true at all. Through the magazines 
and newspapers of this Nation the busi- 
ness of America is brought to the atten- 
tion of the consumers who live in Ameri- 
ca. If we were to do something that 
would seriously handicap the business 
progress of this Nation or do something 
that would seriously cut down the adver- 
tising medium of the newspapers and 
magazines by placing upon publishers 
too burdensome and too rapid an in- 
crease in their postage rates; it would 
have a very disastrous effect upon the 
economy of our people. 

It has been said that reducing the 
postage rates as proposed by the com- 
mittee bill from 20 percent to 10 would 
cause a loss to the taxpayers of some- 
thing like a million dollars a year. If 
you crowd out a number of marginal 
newspapers and magazines and curtail 
not only the beneficial information that 
they disseminate to the American peo- 
ple, but if you also cut off the source of 
advertising whereby the business people 
of this country sell their wares, this 
country will lose many times more in 
income taxes by that curtailment of 
business and reduction of the national 
income than the small sum that you will 
save here by putting in a 20-percent 
raise instead of 10. 

My district has about 29 small news- 
papers. We had evidence before this 
committee from the National Association 
of Small Newspapers last year that the 
average profit of the small newspapers of 
America was just a fraction over 6 per- 
cent. If we increase their postage rates 
too rapidly or too much there will be a 
number of those small papers that will 
not be able to continue in business. The 
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wholesome effect that the American peo- 
ple and American business receive from 
those small-town papers will be lost and 
the over-all take of taxes in America will 
be reduced more than the small savings 
to the taxpayer by increasing the postage 
rate from 10 to 20 percent per year. I 
think that the magazines through ad- 
vertising as well as through the editorial 
pages contribute a great deal to the gen- 
eral welfare of America. I would be 
happy to put them on the same basis 
with newspapers. I think it is a good 
thing for people to make money in 
America and I hope the day will come 
when we can keep some of it. Instead 
of skinning the sheep, as our colleague 
from North Dakota said, let us let the 
wool grow a while. If the newspapers 
can make and keep some money, if the 
magazines can make and keep some 
money, and if our business people can 
make and keep some money, that will 
keep this great Nation of ours strong, 
and we have to have a strong Nation to 
meet the great crisis that the world now 
faces. ; 

I would be happy to vote for this 
amendment because I think it does give 
us a half loaf, and I would rather have a 
half loaf than no loaf at all, and if some 
of our colleagues should introduce an 
amendment to reduce the postage rate 
on magazines I will be happy to vote for 
that amendment also. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kentucky has expired. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
all debate on the pending amendment 
close in 25 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from California 
[Mr. Pounson]. 

Mr. POULSON. Mr. Chairman, the 
distinguished gentleman from Illinois 
stated that we will have to vote for this 
bill because a salary increase bill will 
come up here for consideration in the 
next few days. I shall vote for an in- 
crease for postal workers because I think 
they deserve such increase, but I do not 
intend to be scared into voting for any 
bill because of other legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, I think we should con- 
sider this bill on its merits and decide it 
on its merits. The same argument would 
apply to a deficit. In my opinion, we 
are not approaching this matter of a 
deficit from the proper standpoint. We 
should determine what created the 
deficit. And since we have many post- 
masters from throughout the country in 
the galleries today, this might be a good 
time to let them know that they can do 
a great deal toward cutting down the ex- 
penses of the Post Office Department. 
Sometime last year the Post Office De- 
partment cut down the number of mail 
deliveries in the cities to one a day, yet 
we are still pouring money into Europe 
where they have from two to four de- 
liveries a day. We do not read any- 
thing in the newspapers and you do not 
hear any suggestions made here about 
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cutting down on the administrative ex- 
penses or reducing those in the higher 
levels. I think an effort might be made 
in that direction. . 

Let us meet the issue squarely, let us 
get a little more efficiency in the opera- 
tion of the Post Office Department. 

When the Lyle amendment is offered, 
I intend to vote for it because, in my 
opinion, there is one thing that we should 
guard carefully. We do not want to lose 
the opportunity of distributing news and 
information throughout the Nation, 
That is one thing we must closely guard 
if we intend to remain free. Let me 
quote as an example the Fallbrook case 
in southern California, where the Jus- 
tice Department tried to go in and con- 
fiscate the water rights of some 14,000 
people. This was not by condemnation 
proceedings and the purchase of those 
rights but by outright confiscation. 
They would have gotten away with it 
had it not been for the newspapers of 
southern California which exposed this 
attempted grab. Of course, when the 
information eventually reached us in 
Congress we started an investigation. 
For this reason, let us not cut off one of 
the avenues of information which will 
help us protect our freedom. Therefore, 
as I stated, I intend to vote for the Lyle 
amendment when it is offered. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from West Virginia 
(Mr. BURNSIDE]. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. Mr. Chairman, to 
correct a misapprehension which was 
created a few minutes ago, until 1879 
the rate was 2 cents—and I am reading 
now from the Post Office Official Rate 
Chart. The rate today for nonadvertis- 
ing newspapers and magazines is 1% 
cents across the entire country, which 
is a 25-percent decrease. On advertis- 
ing—and I am again reading to you from 
the chart—today in the first and second 
zones, which cover 300 miles, the rate is 
25 percent lower than it was in 1879. 
Is there any objection to that statement 
at this time? 

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURNSIDE. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. CORBETT. My colleague who 
made the statement is off the floor at 
the present time, but he challenged the 
gentleman’s remark that there had been 
15 change in second-class rates since 

879. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. I cannot yield any 
further; but if you will have the RECORD 
read back, you will find, I think, that he 
challenged my statement in regard to the 
fact, and the fact is—and I want to make 
it clear now—that in the first and second 
zones it is today 14% cents; in the third 
zone it is the same amount it was in 
1879, and the newspapers at that time 
did not have advertising, or practically 
none, if you go back and look at them 
as I have. 

One further thing I want to correct: 
In regard to the Scripps-Howard papers, 
some of the officials of that company told 
me they thought a 60-percent increase 
was fair ind it ought to be passed. They 
have not come in and asked for a sub- 
sidy from the Government, and I think 
they ought to be complimented, and I 
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want to correct the record in that 
respect, 

As to the small newspapers, the county 
newspapers, they are not involved, or 
largely not involved, because the county 
newspapers were established in county 
seats, nearly all of them, and they are 
free in county. 

Now, as to shearing sheep and about 
skinning sheep, the taxpapers are the 
ones that are being sheared in this case, 
and we have a duty to the taxpayers as 
well as to these other groups. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Missouri IMr. 
ARMSTRONG]. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise to oppose the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Kansas. I do so, 
first of all, because I feel that that 
would be getting us into the field of dis- 
crimination as between magazines and 
newspapers. 

In response to the gentleman from 
North Carolina [Mr. Cootey] I can as- 
sure him that the gentleman from Kan- 
sas did not mean that this particular 
amendment had been considered by our 
committee. Iam sure the minority lead- 
er will remember that it had not been 
brought before the committee. How- 
ever, there had been various considera- 
tions of different rates. Am I correct in 
that? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
if the gentleman will yield, what I meant 
to say is that these same rates were con- 
sidered, the whole gambit, all the way 
from 10 percent up to 50 percent, up and 
down the line, as applies to newspapers 
and as applies to magazines. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. That is right, as 
applies to all alike. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. All the way up 
and down. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. That is right, but 
with no discrimination as between news- 
Papers and magazines. 

Furthermore, I agree heartily with the 
remarks of the gentleman from North 
Carolina, that have been expressed by 
other members of this committee, name- 
ly, that before we start penalizing any 
group of second-class publications we 
should make a study of this thing. The 
gentleman is absolutely right. I hope 
our committee will some day get to the 
point of making a scientific study of 
these rates. It seems to me, as a new 
Member, that this is long overdue. If 
we should take the whole amount of 60- 
percent increase on the second-class 
group, it would only be $24,000,000. 
Stack that up against the total deficit of 
$550,000,060, and what do you have? 
Only a compartively small fraction of 
that amount. In other words, by laying 
this added burden on our magazines and 
newspapers and, under this amendment, 
on our magazines alone, you could raise 
only about 5 percent of this deficit. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr, ARMSTRONG. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. FULTON. If there is an argument 
that a discrimination should be made, it 
could hardly be made in the name of the 
taxpayers. In guarding the taxpayers’ 
interest, we do not need discrimination 
as between newspapers and magazines, 
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Certainly there is an interest in seeing 
that the opinions and views of informed 
people who have studied, made research 
on subjects, and write for magazines and 
newspapers, get before the general public. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I thank the gen- 
tleman. He is entirely correct. Let us 
look for just a moment at the figures we 
are voting for foreign aid. I cast a vote 
for it—with my fingers crossed on some 
items. If we will take a look at some of 
those items, we will find we are practi- 
cally subsidizing large segments of the 
countries whose economies we are aiding. 

Only yesterday afternoon the papers 
carried the story of the conference in 
Ottawa. The French delegates had come 
in and asked that some of the money al- 
ready voted through this body and 
through this Congress for military aid be 
assigned directly to the peacetime econ- 
omy of France. 8 

A study of the breakdown of the fig- 
ures of the money we have sent to Eng- 
land shows that we have actually been 
subsidizing the newsprint that goes into 
their magazines and newspapers. Is it 
fair, then, to add this extra burden upon 
our own home publications, that are 
doing the job of informing our people 
here at home? 

I note that recently in Canada, our 
neighbor to the north, it was found 
necessary to raise postal rates. They 
raised the rates on newspapers a great 
deal more than they did on magazines. 
I do not advocate that. I simply men- 
tion it because the reason given was that 
newspapers require timely handling and 
priority of service, whereas magazines 
can have more delayed service. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
REED. ] 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair- 
man, I have listened to this debate with 
a great deal of interest. What I shall 
say has come to my mind since I have 
heard these fine and sincere speeches 
here on this subject. 

I believe the magazines of this coun- 
try are a great source of wealth to this 
country. I believe they are creators of 
wealth very much the same as education 
is one of the greatest creators of national 
wealth. 

I will tell you a little story as a part of 
my remarks. A very highly educated 
pastor in my home town had gone to 
speak in another town when one of our 
severe northern snowstorms came and he 
found himself on his return home ma- 
rooned in the country. Seeing a farm- 
house, he turned in to see if the farmer 
would take care of him during the night. 
The pastor’s wife was with him, and it 
meant a great deal to them. He had 
never lived in the country, but this 
pastor came in contact with the farmer 
and his wife in the morning. The farm- 
er and his wife, by the way, had built a 
fire the night before and had food served 
for the pastor and his wife. They had 
occasion to visit the next morning with 
the farmer and his wife for a couple of 
hours. 

This pastor came to me later and said, 
“I never before realized the great fund 
of information possessed by these people 
who live on farms in the country. This 
farmer had every magazine of any con- 
sequence, particularly farm magazines,” 
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I recently picked up some of the farm 
magazines and other magazines. There 
are articles in these publications, not by 
scientists, but by practical farmers, who 
had written how other farmers could 
save here and save there, how a farmer 
could improve his crops, how he could 
take care of his poultry to better ad- 
vantage to him and to the public. In 
that way, even though there is a slight 
loss to the Post Office Department, still 
you are creating a source of wealth in 
this country that will more than pay the 
taxes which might be lost as a result of 
not increasing the rates on magazines 
and newspapers. So I think perhaps we 
are penny-wise and pound-foolish if we 
cripple or penalize the magazines and 
the press of this country. They even 
have magazines dealing with mechanics 
and television, and all of these things 
that the boys and girls of the country 
read and study. Many of the finest in- 
ventions we have had, have been stimu- 
lated by what they have read in these 
magazines. I hope we will not make a 
mistake here, and show a lack of vision in 
aung with this very important ques- 

on. 
Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I take the floor again only to try to clear 
up some of the statements that have 
been made with respect to my amend- 
ment. Let me repeat my amendment 
reduces the rates for newspapers and 
does not change—raise or lower—the 
rates on magazines as provided in the 
bil. My amendment leaves the figure 
at 20 percent. Certainly I would be the 
last to penalize any magazine or news- 
paper. As I said it is just a question 
‘whether magazine and newspaper peo- 
ple who are willing to pay more for other 
services, and charge more for advertis- 
ing and subscriptions are willing to pay 
1. or 12 percent of the additional cost 
of handling their publications rather 
than charge all of the increase to the 
taxpayers of this country. Of course I 
would not penalize anyone. Not at all. 
If you feel the magazines should not 
share in paying the increased cost, then 
offer an amendment to that effect. The 
gentleman from Wisconsin says the 
amendment I offered to reduce by 50 
percent the amount suggested in the bill 
for newspapers is vicious. Then he says 
magazines and newspapers are going 
broke on account of postal expenses. I 
think, in that event—if his statement 
is correct—he should offer an amend- 
ment to strike all increases on second 
class from the bill. 

I believe the gentleman from Wiscon- 
sin [Mr. WirHROw] who has hurled crit- 
icisms against this section of the bill, 
describing it as vicious, discriminatory, 
and so forth, might be willing to offer an 
amendment to strike this section from 
the bill. We will then have a chance to 
determine whether this committee wants 
to follow him in that respect. We will 
b> interested. 

Of course, magazines and newspapers 
render a splendid service. Nobody ques- 
tions that, but they do not go broke be- 
cause of the postage rates. That is only 
from 1 percent to 2 percent of the total 
cost of their operation. That figure 
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applies to most of these newspapers and 
magazines. There may be a few where 
the postage bill amounts to 5 percent or 
6 percent. 

I say the thing to do, if you think this 
is discriminatory or you think 20 percent 
for the magazines, or any amount is in- 
juring them, then let us strike the whole 
thing out. That is perfectly all right 
with me. We are placing this matter 
before you for your consideration. Do as 
you wish about it. It is your problem 
just as it is the problem of the members 
of our committee. If you feel it is bet- 
ter for the country and all persons af- 
fected by this proposed legislation that 
all increases be stricken out then you 
should do it but, I do not want to 
be charged here with discriminating 
against anybody. I have just as high a 
respect for the magazines and news- 
papers as anybody here. The Postmas- 
ter General thought we ought to increase 
the rates 100 percent—50 percent the 
first-year and 25 percent for each of the 
next 2 years. Someone suggested 80 
percent, and that 80 percent increase 
lacked one vote of passing in our com- 
mittee. Some of the members here to- 
day talking about this legislation were 
not so much opposed to this proposal 
when it was considered by our commit- 
tee. So I think those are things we 
ought to think about as we go along. 

I want to call your attention to an- 
other thing before I conclude, and that 
is the matter of the net income of the 
total publishing industry of this coun- 
try. The net income of all of the pub- 
lishing industry in less than a year has 
increased by 7 percent. So let us not 
have it said that anybody is trying to 
cripple any industry or any newspaper or 
anything of that kind. I would be the 
last one to do that. I say, if you think 
it is going to hurt them, then vote the 
whole increase out of the bill. If you 
think it is that bad you ought in fair- 
ness offer such amendment and have 
a vote on it but do not say that this is 
against them and hurting them terribly 
to increase them 10 percent or 20 per- 
cent when that is not the case at all. 

Mr. Chairman, I offered my amend- 
ment here in an effort to compromise 
the question because the big newspapers 
are getting along all right since they 
do not use the mail to amount to any- 
thing. That is the reason I offer this 
compromise amendment. I think the 
amendment ought to be adopted. 

Mr. Chairman, before I close I want to 
observe there has been great concern 
about an amendment amounting to ap- 
proximately $12,000,000 to apply on a 
deficit of about $200,000,000. There has 
been no discussion of an increase dou- 
bling cost of post cards and postal cards 
amounting to approximately $90,00C,000. 

Mr. HERTER. Mr. Chairman, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. HERTER. Mr. Chairman, in view 
of the fact that the parliamentary situa- 
tion is such that an amendment has 
been offered to the committee amend- 
ment now pending, should the Rees 
amendment to the committee amend- 
ment be adopted, would that preclude 
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the gentleman from Texas [Mr. LYLE] 
offering the amendment whch he pro- 
poses to offer? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is not 
informed as to the contents of the 
amendment proposed to be offered by 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. LYLE] 
but if it is not an amendment to the 
Rees amendment it may be in order. 
An amendment to an amendment al- 
ready agreed to is not in order. 

Mr. HERTER. I understand it is to 
the same section of the bill but it is 
more inclusive than the amendment 
that has been offered. 

The CHAIRMAN. That may present 
a question of consistency, but that would 
be for the committee and not for the 
Chair to decide. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. Murray] to close 
debate. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, I hope that this amendment 
by the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. 
Rees] who is the ranking minority 
member of our committee will be voted 
down. I do think, that newspapers and 
magazines should receive the same rate, 
and that there should nst be any reduc- 
tion for newspapers in this bill. It is 
only fair that both magazines and news- 
papers pay the 20-20-20 percent in- 
crease for the next 2 years. For that 
reason I ask that the amendment be 
voted down. i 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. REES]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. LYLE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: ‘ 

Amendment offered by Mr. LYLE: On page 
14, line 22, strike out the figure “20” and 
insert in lieu thereof the figure “10”; and 
in line 24, strike out the figure “20” and 
insert in lieu thereof the figure “10.” 


Mr. LYLE. Mr. Chairman, as I offer 
this amendment I am conscious of the 
great task the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service undertakes when it 
attempts to write legislation adjusting 
rate charges for services of the Post 
Office Department. It is a big job, a tre- 
mendous job, tedious, highly technical,’ 
and exacting. I have the greatest appre- 
ciation for this committee and I am 
proud that I had the privilege of sitting 
with this committee for a number of 
years. However, I do respectfully dis- 
agree with the committee on the amount 
that should be charged on second-class 
matter as it goes through the mails, 
The amendment I offer proposes to in- 
crease by 30 percent in 3 years, as against 
60 percent in 3 years as proposed by the 
committee bill, the rates now charged 
for second-class matter. 

This amendment is in line with the 
droposal of the Senate committee bill. 
There are many reasons why I believe it 
to be in the interest of our country that 
this amendment be adopted. It is next 
to impossible for any Member of this 
House to ascertain how much it costs to 
handle any particular class of mail. 
While the cost-ascertainment system 
used by the Post Office Department is the 
best that has been devised, it is not a 
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proper or accurate criteria upon which 
to base rates. The publications that go 
through the mails as second-class matter 
have contributed materially to the eco- 
nomic, social, political, and technical ad- 
vancement of our country. They have 
brought us closer together with pictures 
and articles on what Americans were do- 
ing in various parts of our great country 
and in other parts of the world. They 
have inspired us to better living and bet- 
ter thinking, and particularly have they 
helped us to a better understanding of 
each other and of the peoples of the rest 
of the world. These publications, as an 
advertising medium, have inspired us to 
a better standard of living and have cre- 
ated new markets for our production. 

Mr. Chairman, the publications using 
the second class mails have had a tre- 
mendous part in the development of this 
country to the enviable position it now 
occupies in the world. They go into 
every home and every business in Amer- 
ica. If their wide distribution has been 
made possible by the liberal use of the 
United States Post Office Department, 
then it can be well said that this De- 
partment of the Government has con- 
tributed to unlimited advancement of 
our country. 

It is no argument that these publica- 
tions make money and should therefore 
be required to pay a higher rate for it 
is not to the publishers that this policy 
has been adopted and maintained, but 
in the interest of the American people. 

Reasonable increases are justified and 
should be adopted, but drastic increases 
such as proposed by the committee bill 
and those proposed by the Post Office 
Department seem to be unreasonably 
high and a threat to many publications. 

It has been said that many of these 
publications print material not consist- 
ent with the philosophies of many of us. 
That is true. It would be a sorry day in 
the history of this Congress were we to 
legislate on the basis of whether we ap- 
prove of the contents of newspapers and 
magazines which are authorized to use 
the mails so long as they are not obnox- 
ious, salacious, subversive or indecent 
and I think it is not wise that we at- 
tempt to classify their content otherwise. 

If we were to base postal rates upon 
the cost of handling mail of this class we 
would have to have a better criteria than 
has been advanced so far, for one study 
might show a tremendous loss while an- 
other might show profit. For example, 
I am told that a recent survey indicated 
that second-class mail was taking in 
more cash than the actual cost of han- 
dling it. Then, too, it has been shown 
that the cost of handling second-class 
matter has increased since 1929 by about 
30 to 35 percent. This is by piece and 
by pound. That being true, there seems 
to be no justification for a 60 percent in- 
crease in this class of mail. 

Also, Mr. Chairman, for more than a 
year we have used our energies and our 
minds in an effort to keep down the cost 
of production, the cost of the things we 
buy in this country. We are startled— 
and rightfully so—when we are told that 
the cost of living has increased 10 per- 
cent. It therefore seems then that it 
would be out of place for this Congress 
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which has spent so much time and so 
much effort in an attempt to hold the 
line to drastically increase the cost of 
using a Government service. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe it in the in- 
terest of our country to adopt this 
amendment and I hope that it will be 
adopted. 

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word and rise in 
wholehearted support of the amend- 
ment offered by the distinguished and 
able gentleman from Texas [Mr. LYLE]. 

Realizing that no Congressman was 
ever defeated by the speech or statement 
he never made, I am reluctant to open 
my mouth on this controversial issue. 
Prudence perhaps would dictate that I 
remain quiet, but the issue is so funda- 
mental and far-reaching that I am com- 
pelled to say in the words of the gentle- 
man from North Dakota [Mr. BURDICK], 
who is always refreshing, so natural, so 
full of hard common sense—that we are 
jumping too far and too fast, 

I know that a physician sometimes 
must cut in order to heal, but if you cut 
too deeply you may have a fatality on 
your hands. I know that Members here 
who often have read and always hear an- 
nually the Farewell Address of the 
Father of Our Country, George Wash- 
ington, will appreciate these words: 

Promote, then, as an object of primary 
importance, institutions for the general dif- 
fusion of knowledge. In proportion as the 
structure of a government gives force to 
public opinion, it shall be enlightened. 


Pray tell me what institution, what 
agency of Government or outside of 
Government does more to diffuse knowl- 
edge and give enlightenment to the 
American people than the American 
press and the magazines of our country? 

Mr. Chairman, yesterday I listened 
with interest and pleasure, and I think 
profit, at least I hope profit, to the ex- 
cellent presentation by the chairman of 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service, the gentleman from Tennes- 
see [Mr Murray] and the ranking 
minority member, the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. Ress]. Usually I follow 
the reports of any committee of this 
House which has spent long and ardu- 
ous study of the particular problem they 
have to present. It does seem to me, 
however, that in this measure, which 
we all will agree is not perfect and upon 
which some of us must yield in order 
to accomplish the common good, an in- 
crease of 60 percent on second-class 
mail, which affects directly newspapers 
and magazines, is exorbitant. 

Let us take one step at a time. An 
increase of 30 percent, one-third over 
what they are now having to pay, is a 
pretty good increase. Unless we pass 
this amendment, in my judgment many 
of the small newspapers—and I would 
rather trust their judgment because they 
are so close to the people, these little 
weekly publications and the magazines 
that go into the homes of every family 
over this vast Nation of ours—will be 
forced out of business. 

In 1939 the cost of second-class mail 
in this country was $34,000,000. The 
income from handling that second-class 
mail was $41,000,000, or $7,000,000 more 
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than it cost the Post Office Department 
and the American taxpayers to support. 

If you believe in freedom of speech, in 
freedom of the press, in wide diffusion 
of knowledge, I think you will be com- 
pelled to vote for the amendment that 
has been offered by the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. LYLE]. He is not here ask- 
ing exemptions. In fact the sponsors of 
this measure, as was so eloquently stated 
yesterday by the gentleman from Kansas 
(Mr. Rees], do not expect the Post Office 
Department to pay its way wholly. 
None of us expect that. But it is a bit 
ridiculous when for one penny you can 
send a post card anywhere in the United 
States. What will a penny buy today? 
What will a dollar buy? You know, 
wnat this country needs at this hour is 
a good 5-cent nickel. But when you can 
mail a post card from San Francisco to 
New York, from Seattle to Miami, from 
Portland, Maine, or Boston, Mass., to 
Houston, Tex., that is utterly ridiculous. 
All of us are for that increase. I think 
all Members want to increase the rates 
on certain classes of mail, but I do hope 
that this House in its sober judgment 
will support the reasonable increase that 
is contained in the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
LYLE]. Í 

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of the pending amend- 
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of this 
amendment for two reasons, first, be- 
cause I believe it is reasonable, and, sec- 
ond, because I believe that by holding 
the rates down to an increase of 10 per- 
cent a year it will permit a committee 
to make a study of the situation and the 
rates without having crippled the users 
of the mail in advance. I expect to pro- 
pose here an amendment similar to the 
Carlson amendment which was adopted 
in the Senate to create a capable study 
committee. If this amendment is 
adopted by the House, or if the Carlson 
amendment is adopted by the conferees 
and becomes part of the law, we will not 
again be faced, either in committee or 
on the floor of the House, with a situa- 
tion where some gentlemen sincerely 
present figures saying that this increase 
will not hurt, and other Members equally 
sincere, present figures showing that it 
will be disastrous to certain business. 

We are here legislating in the dark, 
legislation that will very seriously affect 
the financial well-being of a large part of 
our economy. That is a dangerous way 
to legislate. It would be like passing a 
new tax measure without any good evi- 
dence as to how those taxes would affect 
production and employment and the 
over-all economic welfare. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CORBETT. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Kansas. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Of course, the 
gentleman realizes that this committee 
may not be as efficient as some would 
like, but we have gone very thoroughly 
into this question. 

Mr. CORBETT. I want to say in reply 
to the gentleman, and I will state his 
question again so that it can be heard. 
He pointed out that this committee has 
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made a long study of this problem. That 
is true not only this year but all other 
years, and the committee attendance has 
been very excellent. However, most of 
our study has consisted of public hear- 
ings and hearing testimony as to why a 
rate increase would be detrimental. I 
submit that the cost-ascertainment pro- 
gram of the Post Office Department has 
been produced every year, but we are not 
at all satisfied that the accounting has 
been along the lines that it should have 
been. They dealt with classes of mail, 
but not with geographical sections and 
not with various post offices as regards 
first, second, third, and fourth class, 
Here we have a situation where second- 
class mail may be losing a lot of money 
in one area, and in another area it is be- 
ing carried at a profit or no loss. We do 
not know about those things. We do not 
know, for example, whether it is the 
fourth-class offices, the rural routes, and 
the star routes, that we all want, that are 
to blame for what postal deficit exists. 
We do not know how much profit the 
first-class offices make as compared with 
the second and we do not know, above 
all else, just exactly what the effect of 
this increased tax on any given business 
will be except from those people who 
were able to come here to testify. The 
little fellows throughout the country. 
except as they were represented, did not 
have an opportunity to appear. How- 
ever, I think if there is one thing clear, 
and it probably applies to many other 
committees of this Congress, as this Na- 
tion grows and expands and its manage- 
ment becomes more complex, this Con- 
gress and the members of every com- 
mittee must simply have the best infor- 
mation that it is humanly possible to se- 
cure if they are going to establish wise 
policies for the benefit of the country. 
, Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CORBETT. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Missouri. 

Mr. SHORT. The able chairman of 
the committee yesterday—and there is 
no finer chairman or finer man than Tom 
Murray—told us how the advertising and 
the circulation of newspapers and maga- 
zines had increased, and talked about 
exorbitant profits. The fact is that in 
1939 the profit of the publishing industry 
was a little more than 4 percent, the 
profit in the iron and steel industry was 
in excess of 8 percent, the profit in the 
motor-vehicle industry was more than 
9 percent, and the profit in the chemical 
industry was more than 10 percent. The 
publishing industry today is operating 
on a narrow margin of profit, and the 
gentleman from Tennessee knows that. 

Mr. CORBETT. Let me thank the 
gentleman for his contribution and point 
out finally, in support of this good 
amendment, that if any of these com- 
panies are making too much money, we 
can be sure that the tax-gathering agen- 
cies of these United States will take care 
of the excess. $ 

Mr. Chairman, I hope the Lyle amend- 
ment is adopted and that the bill will 
be passed. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Chair- 
man, I move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I hate to impose myself 
on you on this subject, but I think one 
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thing that we are failing to take into 
account in considering this proposed in- 
crease in postal rates is how little it will 
mean to the person who is receiving the 
service. If the newspapers and if the 
magazines are not making the profit that 
you feel they are entitled to, I still say 
that they may have relief by increasing 
their advertising rates, which most all 
newspapers and most all magazines have 
done. They can further increase their 
subscription rates, as most of them have 
done, and the public will continue to sub- 
scribe and to receive those magazines 
and those newspapers. 

This 20-percent increase which is pro- 
posed by the committee reflects a very, 
very small increase to the subscriber or 
to the reader of those magazines. I 
think the people are getting excited 
about what will happen if the Govern- 
ment comes in and requires the pub- 
lishers to pay a reasonable fee. I think 
you are getting unduly excited about 
that. I think we should be more inter- 
ested in trying to wipe out this deficit. 
We keep talking about taxes, but taxes 
are going to be required to meet this 
deficit. 

As I said a minute ago, the chairman 
of the Committee on Rules said that they 
have approved bills for salary increases 
which will amount to about $250,000,000. 
We are going to have to meet that with 
taxes. But here we have an opportu- 
nity to increase rates and at least meet 
a part of this deficit, not all of it. We 
could increase rates 100 percent in this 
category without doing damage to any 
part of it. 

My friend from Missouri talks about 
the small newspaper publishers. I know 
many of the publishers in his district, 
and I know that this would amount to 
probably less than a dollar a week to a 


majority of the publishers down there ntatie of Popular Selene mag b 


‘and Outdoor Life magazine who opposed 


because their circulations are small. I 
know those publishers themselves, when 
they are presented with the facts of the 
situation, are not going to object to it. 
A lot of them have been led into oppos- 
ing this increased cost by the associa- 
tion, which is dominated by the large 
publishers and by the magazine publish- 
ers. They are the people who are trying 
to keep from paying this bill. They go 
out and raise the price of their maga- 
zine, but the circulation does not drop. 
I can remember as you can when the 


‘Saturday Evening Post was a nickel, then 


it was a dime, and I think it is 15 cents 
now, but their circulation has not 
dropped, They can still afford to pay 
this increased rate. Other magazine 
prices have increased. All of their other 
costs have gone up. Can anyone ex- 
plain why, if they are willing to pay all 
the other increases that have gone into 
the production and distribution of this 
magazine, they would complain about 
paying this small increase, which would 
amount to less than a penny even on 
those big magazines? 

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. I yield. 

Mr. SHORT. Iam glad my colleague 
from Missouri knows my newspaper pub- 
lishers much better than I know them. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri, I did not say 


that. 
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Mr. SHORT. It is very refreshing. 
But does not the gentleman think this 
whole performance is farcical, if not 
tragic, when we stand here and vote bil- 
lions upon billions of dollars for foreign 
aid, yet come in here and quibble over a 
few million dollars for the publishers of 
our country? The gentleman voted for 
it, and I voted against it. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Can any- 
body tell me what the relation is between 
foreign aid and paying a proper amount 
of postage? I see no connection be- 
tween them. 

Mr, LANTAFF. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, let us analyze the pro- 
posed amendment for a moment to see 
exactly how much money we are talking 
about. From the debate on this partic- 
ular amendment, and the amendment 
preceding this one, one might believe 
that the adoption of the committee bill 
would immediately bankrupt each and 
every magazine and newspaper. Such is 
far from the truth. Let us analyze the 
facts. On page 154 of the committee 
hearings, in response to a question by the 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. REES], ad- 
dressed to the publishers of Vogue maga- 
zine, the gentleman representing that 
magazine testified “Our total postage bill 


‘represent’—how much? Just 2 per- 


cent—just 2 percent of the total operat- 
ing costs. 

On page 275 of the committee hear- 
ings, you will find in response to another, 
question by our distinguished minority, 
leader of this committee that a repre- 
sentative of the Reader’s Digest in re- 
sponse to a question as to how much of, 
their total overhead was attributed to 
postage replied that it represented 3 
percent. 

Let us look at the testimony of a rep- 


the increase in second-class rates: 


Since 1946, our profits have increased 30 
percent, That increase in our volume rep- 
resents an increase of from 85,000,000 to 
$6,500,000 a year. Despite that 30 percent 
increase, our profits have been going down, 
however, and that is due to the fact that 


‘the cost of paper has gone up and printing 


and all other costs have gone up. 


Following that testimony, that same 
gentleman said in response to a question 
by the chairman as to the percentage of 
cost attributable to postage: 

My point is that on these two magazines 
we are doing a business of $6,500,000, so our 
postage charges are negligible. 

In other words, Mr. Chairman, all of 
these people are willing to pay increased 
production costs on everything except 
postage. Then, they come before this 
committee and say, “If you increase our 
postage to pay a portion of the deficit be- 
ing paid by the American taxpayers, we 
are going to go broke.” Nothing could 
be further from the truth. I do not 
think the Members of the House are gul- 
lible enough to swallow that kind of 
argument, 

Let us look at what it means with ref- 
erence to our small weekly and daily 
newspapers. How much does postage 
represent to these people? It represents 
1.6 percent. Let us look at the proposed 
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increase with reference to the larger 
daily newspapers. What does it mean 
with reference to their advertising in- 
come? Last year, they received over 
$2,000,000,000 in advertising income. 
How much of that advertising income did 
they have to pay out for postage? They 
had to pay out only six-tenths of 1 per- 
cent. How much will their postage be if 
the committee bill is adopted? They will 
still be paying less than 1 percent of their 
total advertising income for postage. 

Again, let us review what the total cost 
is of handling second-class mail. The 
taxpayers of this country pay $209,000,- 
000 a year for handling second-class 
mail. How much is the total revenue 
today from carrying that type of mail, 
which these people themselves admit 
amounts to only 2 percent or 3 percent of 
their business overhead? The total rev- 
enue amounts to only $41,000,000. There- 
fore, the taxpayers are paying $192,000,- 
000 in subsidy for transporting maga- 

- zines and newspapers through the mails, 
This is laudable business and it performs 
a service for our country, but although 
some portion of the cost should be borne 
by the general public in consideration of 

the service rendered, nevertheless news- 
papers and magazines should not be sub- 
sidized to the extent of 8192,000, 000 a 
year. The committee has recommended 
a fair increase which will produce an ad- 
ditional $23,000,000 a year for the tax- 
payers of the country. Therefore, our 
deficit will still be $169,000,000 for this 
class of mail. If you adopt this amend- 
ment which is now before us, you will be 
adding further to the burden of the 
American taxpayers. I urge you to vote 
against the amendment. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word and rise in 
favor of the amendment. 

I rise in favor of the Lyle amendment. 
In all fairness it should be passed. I pub- 
lish four small weeklies so I know some- 
thing about the publishing costs that 
the gentlemen are talking about. I would 
like to ask a question of the gentleman 
from Florida, who just preceded me. 
There is a 30-percent increase in cost per 
pound and per unit of handling second- 
class mail from 1929 to 1949, which is the 
increase that everybody says can now be 
figured, and which is as close as we can 
figure it. Why then does the gentleman 
say the rate should go up 60 percent on 
second-class mail instead of just 30 per- 
cent? The costs have only gone up 30 
percent according to the committee fig- 
ures, and yet you are increasing the sec- 
ond-class rate by 60 percent. Will some- 
body answer that question? 

Mr. LANTAFF. The testimony of- 
fered by this one publisher was that his 
normal cost for his labor and paper and 
the cost of printing was about 30 per- 
cent but that did not include his postage 
charges. 

Mr. FULTON. May I ask you, is this 
@ five-or-six-million-dollar publisher or 
is it one of us little guys? 

Mr. LANTAFF. All I know is that he 
said his postage cost was negligible in- 
sofar as his other costs were concerned. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FULTON. I yield to the gentle- 
man from West Virginia. 
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Mr. BURNSIDE. I heard from the 
secretary of the Publishers’ Association 
of the State of West Virginia as to their 
postage cost, and it amounted to 9 cents 
a week increase for the first year and 27 
cents a week for the last of the 3 years. 
If you will give me the name of your 
newspaper, I will be glad to tell you ex- 
actly how much it will cost you. 

Mr. FULTON. What I want to point 
out is why you can only justify a cost 
increase of 30 percent from 1929 to 1949, 
and yet the committee argues here and 
tries to justify an increase of second- 
class. postage rates of 60 percent. 

Mr. BURNSIDE.. I will be glad to an- 
swer the gentleman. In 1933 the Con- 
gress made a 25 to 40 percent lower cut 
in the newspapers, and they have never 
been raised, when everything else has 
been raised. 

Mr. FULTON. You agree with with 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania that 
the committee so far has been unable to 
come up with accurate cost figures, and 
that there should be an amendment 
added to this bill so that accurate cost 
figures might be ascertained? 

Mr. BURNSIDE. The cost figures 
have been pretty well accepted. I have 
the official rates, if the gentleman would 
like me to read them. The difference 
from 1933 to the present time shows a 
25 to 40 percent decrease. 

Mr. FULTON. Are you inferring to 
me that the cost of handling per pound 
or per piece, second-class matter, can 
be accurately judged? 

Mr. BURNSIDE. I am telling you the 
actual rates were cut from 25 to 40 
percent. 

Mr. FULTON. I have been speaking 
of cost. You cannot accurately reflect 
those costs per pound or per piece. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. I think if you fig- 
ure in all costs it would run much higher 
than the post office figures that have 
been given us. For instance, we do not 
show any rents on the post office, build- 


ing costs, and so forth. 


Mr. FULTON. Evidently on the com- 


‘mittee there is quite a difference of opin- 


ion, and I feel like the fellow whose doc- 
tors disagree. 

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman has just 
displayed the reason why many of us do 
not take these cost figures. He said a lot 
of things are not contained in the fig- 
ures, and they are not. : 

Mr. FULTON. As to this second-class 
material, a large part is newspapers 
which circulate right within the county. 
As the gentleman from Missouri said, the 
Post Office carries newspapers all over 
the country. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. Will the gentleman 
yield again? 

Mr. FULTON. I will be glad to yield 
shortly. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. All of us realize that 
the costs are not high enough in the cost 
ascertainment, but we have not ques- 
tioned at all that they are too high. 

Mr. FULTON. May I say that I do not 
believe the committee has given enough 
weight to the fact that in the Constitu- 
tion of the United States there is the 
guaranty of freedom of the press. That 
means people in this country should have 
free access to the press, both newspapers 
and magazines. The committee comes 
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here and urges us to raise the costs to 
one group of taxpayers by an additional 
30 percent over the 30 that we are all 
agreed on. Perhaps if this Congress tried 
to increase the income taxes 50 or 60 per- 
cent some more people would be yell - 
ing too. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania has again 
expired. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in favor of the amend- 
ment. 

First of all, Mr. Chairman, I should 
like to remind the postal people that if 
they should lose more revenue from 
magazines because the publishers 
stopped publishing, if patrons of the Post 
Office Department should turn to the use 
of express or some other means of trans- 
portation and delivery, it would be a 
sorry day for the Department. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield at this time? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
cannot yield at this time. I am sorry. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. I would like to an- 
swer the question the gentlewoman 
asked. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
will yield later, but I cannot just at this 
time. I should also like to state that it 
seems to me there is a large portion of 
foreign aid that has gone to the foreign 
press, Our aid has gone to foreign 
countries through the giving of subsidies 
on newsprint and subsidies on their 
magazines and their newspapers. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
shall be very glad to yield. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. The gentle- 
woman from Massachusetts has men- 
tioned the subsidy, and that is what it 
amounts to, on newsprint and other 
items that go into the publishing busi- 
ness in foreign countries. I am sure the 
gentlewoman is aware of the fact that 
a breakdown of ECA figures of amounts 
sent to Great Britain and other coun- 
tries show explicitly that there is a sub- 
sidy directly for the purchase of news- 
print, sometimes for the purchase of 
printing machinery. We have no way 
of knowing how some of the ECA funds 
get into their economy. But the point 
the gentlewoman is making is well taken, 
that this subsidy goes directly to sup- 
port the things in the economy of for- 
eign nations that under this bill we 
would be penalizing in our own publish- 
ing industry. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
thank the gentleman. I know he has 
made a very great study of foreign aid 
and of international matters in general, 
and also that he has a very keen knowl- 
edge of what is going on in the publish- 
ing business in this country. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Yes; 
I will yield with pleasure at this point. 

Mr. FULTON. Could we ask the gen- 
tlenran from West Virginia to answer to 
us why in 1933 the post-office rates were 
reduced? Was not that because the 
bulk fell off when the rates were in- 
creased? 
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Mr. BURNSIDE. No; as a matter of 
fact there was such a strong lobby that 
it was done. If you want the real truth 
about it, that is the real truth behind it. 

Mr. FULTON. Does the gentleman 
mean to say that the great Committee « 
on the Post Office and Post Roads suc- 
cumbed to the influence of a lobby? 

Mr. BURNSIDE. If you want the real 
truth, that is the truth. 

Mr. FULTON. I cannot credit that 
to a responsible committee of this Con- 
gress. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
should like to remind the House of an- 
other feature also. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. There is one other 
Hans. if the gentlewoman will yield. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Yes; 
how much time have I left, Mr. Chair- 
man? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman 
from Massachusetts has 2 minutes re- 
maining. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
yield one-half minute to the gentleman 
from West Virginia. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. Another thing that 
should be mentioned in connection with 
the question asked by the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania is that the deficit, the 
national debt, was the lowest at that 
time it has ever been. That should have 
been mentioned. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentlewoman yield that I may answer 
the gentleman from West Virginia? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
yield the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
one-quarter minute. 

Mr. FULTON. The gentleman from 
West Virginia said that not all the costs 
were calculated on this question before 
us, Any United States agency which has 
an Office in the post office is not paying 
rent on it. That expense comes out of 
the money citizens pay in the second- 
class mail rate. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. In answer to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I cannot yield further. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to remind the 
House that until the advent of magazines 
home life was pretty modest and pretty 
uninformed. For instance, in the mat- 
ter of fashions, year after year and year 
after year women wore the same style in 
clothes. The magazines have done a 
great deal to develop a better and hap- 
pier and more healthful home life. In 
general they have articles describing 
how to care for the home and work in 
the home very much more easily and 
rapidly by the use of electrical devices. 
Maga*ines are read not only once, but 
many times. They are kept for refer- 
ence. Think of the articles on religion, 
on health, on science, and on many oth- 

er subjects that are so valuable. 

The gentleman from New York spoke 
of what had been done in educating the 
people in the use of mechanical farm 
devices and agriculture in general; I 
should like to state also that much has 
been done in teaching the people about 
their homes, the better decoration of the 
home, their yards, their gardens, and so 
forth. A good deal of revenue comes to 
the Federal Government from the sales 
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as a result of the articles and pictures in 
the magazines. If the magazines should 
go out of existence the taxpayers would 
pay very dearly. 

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the pending amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, it is interesting to note 
how differently Members speak when 
discussing the question of subsidy. If it 
is a question cf a subsidy for decent 
homes for people or for inéreased health 
and educational opportunities, it is criti- 
cized as welfare-state legislation. It is 
then that we hear so much talk about 
the need for economy and the danger cf 
national bankruptcy. But it is quite dif- 
ferent when it is a subsidy for newspa- 
pers and magazines. 

The bigger ones have grown to monop- 
oly size and they are the chief benefi- 
ciaries of postal subsidies. In the 
monopoly field salaries are taken by 
executives of newspapers and magazines 
as high as $50,000 to $100,000 a year or 
more. 

I have been associated all my adult 
life, until being elected to Congress, with 
the newspaper business. For a long 
time I worked on weekly newspapers. 
From my experience, I am prompted to 
say that it is a lot of nonsense to con- 
tend that this legislation is going to hurt 
the small newspaper or put any legiti- 
mate paper out of business. I do favor 
equal treatment for magazines and 
newspapers, no matter what the rate may 


be. But I object to any cut in second- 


class rates under the amount suggested 
in this bill. The bill itself is a com- 
promise which I believe already goes too 
far. 

The original bill introduced by our 
chairman, the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee [Mr. Murray] called for a 100- 
percent increase in second-class postage, 
to be divided over a 3-year period, 50 
percent the first year, and 25 percent 
for each of the two following years. 
That also was the recommendation made 
by the Postmaster General. In order to 
increase second-class rates to meet the 
cost of the service it would require a 500- 
percent rate boost in second-class post- 
age. Therefore, the 20-p2rcent increase 
is more than fair as a compromise. 

It is easy and very nice to be generous 
to the big publishers at the expense of 
the American taxpayers. Of course, 
these publications can be very helpful 
and influential when election day rolls 
around. I do not think, therefore, that 
there needs to be any fear to speak in 
favor of this amendment. But it seems 
unethical to me that this amendment 
should be supported by Members who 
claim that they are for economy in Gov- 
ernment. It is also inconsistent to favor 
this amendment if you oppose subsidies 
for decent homes for people and the op- 
portunity for health and education on 
the grounds of economy or statism. 

It has been said that before any sub- 
stantial increase is made a special probe 
and study of postal affairs should be 
made. An investigation of that kind, 
in my opinion, would get us nowhere. 
There is no need for such delay. It is 
just another way of filibustering against 
@ proper second-class rate and boost. 
These investigations have been proposed 
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and delay has been going on through the 
years. It is nothing but an invasion of 
the real issue. 

It has been said that we should decide 
whether the post office is a business or a 
service. To me such a decision would 
not solve this question. We would still 
have to decide whether the cost of postal 
service should be paid by those who use 
the mails or be put upon the taxpayers 
of the Nation. We will still have to de- 
cide whether we are to continue subsi- 
dies in order to make possible the sal- 
aries of $50,000 a year and more to heads 
of news monopolies. 

I believe that this bill is a fair com- 
promise. Because of the big deficit in 
the Post Office Department this proposal 
is a very moderate approach to the prob- 
lem. If we believe in economy we 
should practice what we preach and vote 
down the pending amendment. 

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, it is perfectly apparent 
that there is a wide division of opinion 
on the subject under discussion. It oc- 
curs to me that the situation is one that 
might yield and properly so, to further 
compromise. I am wondering if the 
author of the amendment would not be 
willing to split the difference and change 
the figure in his amendment from 30 to 
40 or 45 percent. It occurs to me that 
that is a basis upon which this division 
of opinion might meet on common 
grounds. 

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not on the Post 
Office and Civil Service Committee; Iam 
on the subcommittee of the Committee 
on Appropriations that handles the ap- 
propriation for the Post Office Depart- 
ment and I know something about the 
bill under consideration. 

I have not heard anything specifically 
mentioned this afternoon with respect 
to the actual increase in dollars and 
cents. Last year I made a radio address 
in my district advocating a postal rate 
increase. Shortly thereafter I began to 
receive many letters from newspapers 
protesting that it would put them out of 
business if we increased postal rates. I 
also received many protests from 
churches. 

Believing at the time that my infor- 
mation was in error, I asked the Post 
Office Department to furnish me with 
specific figures showing the total amount 
of postage paid by the 21 newspapers in 
my district during the year 1950. There 
is one newspaper whose total postage for 
the year 1950 amounted to $35.37, but 
it made a net profit and paid taxes on 
$9,286. Another newspaper in my dis- 
trict criticized me very much for ad- 
vocating an increase in postal rates. 
The total postage paid to mail the publi- 
cation for 1950 amounted to $11.84. 
This publication had a net profit of 
$4,106 in 1950 on which income taxes 
were paid. A very large church in my 
district issues a weekly publication. 
After my radio address I received 32 
letters from members of that church 
stating that if we increased postal rates 
they would have to discontinue the pub- 
lication of the church paper. That 
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deeply disturbed me. So I got in touch 
with the postmaster at Monroe, La., and 
requested that he furnish me the amount 
of postage this church paid per month. 
I was surprised to learn that the approxi- 
mate postage bill for mailing this publi- 
cation amounted to 6 cents per week, or 
a total of $3.12 for the entire year. Cer- 
tainly my informers were misinformed; 
otherwise they would not have expressed 
alarm. 

I have checked the cost of postage for 
the entire 21 publications in my district, 
and find that some of them are paying 
less than $12 per year total postage, and 
most of these publications are making a 
substantial net profit. 

I want the friendship of the publishers 
of the 21 papers in my district, but I am 
not in favor of continuing too great a 
subsidy. Is it not true that newspaper 
publishers, book publishers and magazine 
pubishers are in business only for one 
purpose and that is to make a profit? 
Regardless of the argument to the con- 
trary, it would be a good business to dis- 
continue the subsidy so that they may op- 
erate according to all segments of our 
great competitive free enterprise system. 

Unless the Congress approaches these 
matters on a business-like basis, in the 
not too distance future we will have spent 
and subsidized ourselves into destruc- 
tion. 

I shall insert at this point in the REC- 
ORD a list of the 21 newspaper publishers 
in my district showing the total amount 
of postage each paper paid to mail its 
publication during the year 1950. Ishall 
list them by number but if my colleagues 
are interested in the names of the pub- 
lications, the editors and location, I shall 
furnish the information upon request. 

I should not like to have the editors 
and publishers of the 21 newspapers op- 
posing me in my bid for reelection next 
year, but if it is necessary for me to sac- 
rifice my seat in the Congress in my at- 
tempt to effect some economy and to 
eliminate unnecessary subsidies, then 
the sacrifice I will have to make. Ire- 
peat, unless unnecessary expenditures 
and ancient subsidies that have outlived 
their purposes are eliminated, economic 
chaos will be the price of our indifference 
to these complex problems. 

Publication 1, total 1950 mailing cost, 
$11.84. 

Publication 2, tote] 1950 mailing cost, 
$14.78. 

Publication 3, tetal 1950 mailing cost, 
$24.71. i 

Publication 4, total 1950 mailing cost, 
$39.85. 

Publication 5, total 1950 mailing cost, 
$48.72. 

Publication 6, total 1950 mailing cost, 
$70.65. 

„ 7, total 1950 mailing cost, 

1.50. 

5 8, total 1950 mailing cost, 
51 


n en 9, total 1950 mailing cost, 

01. 

55 10, total 1950 mailing cost, 
7 


Publication 11, total 1950 mailing cost, 
874.62. 

Publication 12, total 1950 mailing cost, 
$79.05. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


Publication 13, total 1950 mailing cost, 
$60.90. 

Publication 14, total 1950 mailing cost, 
$117.25. 

Publication 15, total 1950 mailing cost, 
$177.82. 

Publication 16, total 1950 mailing cost, 
$82.62. 

Publication 17, total 1950 mailing cost, 
$239.30. 

Publication 18, total 1950 mailing cost, 
$179.13. 

Publication 19, total 1950 mailing cost, 
$244.16. 

Publication 20, total 1950 mailing cost, 
$428.72. 

Publication 21, total 1950 mailing cost, 
$7,320.94. 

Mr. McKINNON. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, in the course of this 
debate there does not seem to be much 
difference in the idea that we do need 
some increase in the amount of second 
class postage. The question seems to 
me as to how far we shall go. I have 
published small town newspapers and 
little weeklies and medium-sized week- 
lies, free circulation and paid circula- 
tion, and a metropolitan daily, and I do 
know a little bit about the newspaper 
business. I would like to point this out. 
Take the case of a typical newspaper in 
the United States, and I hold one in my 
hand right now. It runs about 14 pages 
a week, runs about 50 percent advertis- 
ing content and puts about 5,200 copies 
a week in the mail for delivery. 

This newspaper pays $5.21 a week to 
have its 5,200 newspapers delivered. 
This figures 1 mill per copy delivery cost. 

This newspaper, as I said a moment be- 
fore, contains 50 percent news content, 
which is a service and information guide 
to the people, and about 50 percent ad- 
vertising, which is of value to the mer- 
chants in promoting and stimulating 
business. In addition to the 5,200 copies 
of paid circulation that this newspaper 
gets out as a newspaper, it also takes ad- 
vertising and groups the ads together 
and puts out a shopping news, of which 
it distributes 8,703 copies, at a cost of 
1% cents a paper. The shopping news 
contains 100 percent advertising, no news 
at all. They concede by the actual 
operation of their shopping news that it 
is worth 1½ cents a copy to send this 
shopping news out to the readers for the 
benefit of the merchants. 

Let us suppose for a moment that we 
take the news content of all papers and 
consider that as a complete subsidy. 
We charge nothing for that. We give it 
away, and let the publisher get the 
benefit of it for the benefit of the read- 
ing public; but on the advertising we 
charge a full rate. If we adopt that sort 
of philosophy, we are forced to the con- 
clusion that if the publisher of a weekly 
shopping news is willing to pay 11⁄4 cents 
for a copy of 100 percent advertising, 
then he likewise should be willing to pay 
three-quarters of a cent to distribute 
a similiar size paper containing only 50 
percent advertising and 50 percent news. 
I think that is very logical. Yet at the 
present time, we have the illogical situa- 
tion when the publisher pays only 1 
mill to have delivered a newspaper con- 
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taining 50 percent news and 50 percent 
advertising; not three-quarters of a cent 
but only 1 mill. 

If we take the committee amendment 
and say that there should be a 20-per- 
cent increase for this year and 20 per- 
cent for next year and 20 percent the 
third year, the man’s final postal bill is 
going to be only 1.6 mills for delivering 
a copy of a 14-page newspaper contain- 
ing 50 percent advertising, whereas by 
his own admission in the operation of a 
shopping news he agrees that a fair price 
would be at least three-quarters of one 
cent for the delivery of this newspaper. 

It is evident from the newspaper pub- 
lisher’s own‘actions that a 60-percent in- 
crease is fair and logical. This holds true 
for the whole newspaper industry 
throughout the United States, except the 
big metropolitan dailies, which are not 
affiected very much by this rate increase 
anyway. The 20 percent, 20 percent, and 
20 percent increase is not going to cause 
an undue hardship on the publisher. We 
are certainly going to give him benefit 
for the value he renders in news con- 
tent by not charging anything for that 
space in delivering the newspaper. 

I might say also if he were delivering 
a newspaper by carrier boy or by house- 
to-house distribution through a circula- 
tion agency he would be paying at least 
1 cent a copy and probably a little bit 
more if he got porch delivery for his 
newspapers. I know that to be a fact, 
too. So when he gets delivery after the 
3-year rate increase of a 14-page news- 
paper at 1.6 mills he is indeed getting a 
very good value, and a value that is not 
going to put him out of business by any 
stretch of the imagination. 

As far as magazines are concerned, I 
was very much interested in hearing the 
gentleman from Florida say that maga- 
zines pay about 3 percent of their total 
income for second-class postage delivery. 
If you adjust that by 20 percent each 
year, that means the adjustment for pos- 
tal rates in proportion to total income in 
that particular segment is only six- 
tenths of 1 percent after the 3-year pe- 
riod. They have made adjustments in 
the last 2 years on paper upward of 
nearly 100 percent, and of labor better 
than 60 percent. Certainly they can take 
a six-tenths of 1 percent adjustment 
after 3 years in order to help pay their 
way in the delivery of second-class mat- 
ter. 

May I say in closing that a free press 
does not mean a free ride. I think pub- 
lishers should pay their due share of the 
cost of second-class mail. More than 
that, I think most publishers realize that 
there is a great danger to the freedom of 
the press in Government subsidies. The 
best way to keep your freedom is to pay 
your own way. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
all debate on this amendment close in 20 
minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
ARMSTRONG]. 
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Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. Chairman, I 
listened with great interest to the re- 
marks of the gentleman who preceded 
me. In some regards, I agree with him, 
and I certainly agree with him on the 
necessity for some adjustment in postal 
rates. That was agreed to in commit- 
tee, and I am sure it will be agreed to by 
the Committee of the Whole and by the 
House. However, I have some questions 
in mind with regard to the gentleman’s 
remarks on two points. He mentioned 
the Shopping News. I am under the im- 
pression that such a publication does not 
come under the second-class rate. It 
has a third-class rate, as I understand 
it. Therefore, his remarks to that ex- 
tent, would not be applicable to this 
amendment. I had some question also 
in regard to the earnings of these news- 
papers as shown by their income tax. I 
do not know how the gentleman got 
those figures. I do not question those 
figures, but I do not know how he ob- 
tained them. A 

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I yield. 

Mr. PASSMAN. I happen to have the 
Dun & Bradstreet report on one com- 
pany, and I will be happy to furnish the 
gentleman with that Dun & Bradstreet 
report, and also copies of 22 such re- 
ports on other companies. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I am not aware 
that the Dun & Bradstreet reports, or 
any other reports, carry the records of 
the payment of an income tax. 

Mr. PASSMAN. You can get the net 
profit in the summary with reference to 
any firm. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. However, Mr. 
Chairman, as I said before none of us 
will dispute the necessity for some raise 
in these postal rates. The sole question 
before us, and we are trying to reconcile 
our differences, is how large the increase 
in second-class postage rates should be. 
I do not believe anyone here seeks to 
put into effect an increase which would 
seriously penalize or in many instances 
wipe out completely the small, special- 
ized publications, particularly the farm 
magazines and the magazines which re- 
port progress in medicine and religion 
and so on. There are a total of over 
12,000 of these publications. Yet, I call 
the attention of this committee to the 
fact that it is precisely these small pub- 
lications that would be the most seriously 
affected by this amendment. 

The dozen or so big magazines, many 
of which have been mentioned here by 
name, are not dependent on the mail 
as are the smaller magazines. As the 
gentlewoman from Massachusetts said, 
many of these big publications, if the 
60-percent increase should be placed 
upon them, could find other means of 
distributing the bulk of their product 
by other means than the mail. To that 
extent our Post Office Department would 
be losing the income now actually being 
received as well as the increased income 
that would be received from the 10 per- 
cent increase. 

The question before us then is to de- 
cide what amount will be equitable and 
just. I can say to you on behalf of 
many of the publishers who have testi- 
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fied before the committee, who said, 
“We would be willing to accept a just 
increase.” Pinned down by the ques- 
tioning of members of the committee, 
many of them said, “We will absorb a 
10-percent increase. Beyond that it 
would be difficult.” Not many said, “We 
will simply go out of business.” But 
some of them said they would have great 
difficulty with a 60-percent increase as 
provided by this bill. Therefore, I plead 
that the amendment be adopted. 

I ask you in all seriousness to consider 
whether we should go so far as to penal- 
ize many of those publishers who simply 
cannot absorb the 60-percent increase in 
3 years’ time. 

Mr. Chairman, in regard to this cost- 
ascertainment report, I think it ought to 
be pointed out to the committee that 
some of us on the Post Office and Civil 
Service Committee are greatly confused 
about it. The Postmaster General, 
Frank C. Walker, in 1934 said: 

Cost ascertainment does not and cannot 
reflect intangible factors such as the degree 
of preferment in mail handling, the rela- 
tive importance and economic value of the 
several classes of mail, or the relative priority 
of service. 


That, of course, is quite obvious. If 
the Post Office were to base all charges, 
including the delivery of first-class mail, 
on its cost-accounting-ascertainment 
report, you would pay five times as much 
postage for a letter to a farm as to a 
city address. 

Postmaster General Walker stated in 
1943 that the cost ascertainment report 
“should not be used for rate-making 
purposes.” One Postmaster General 
after another—Farley, O'Mahoney, 
Hannegan—have agreed with this prin- 
ciple. Indeed, if postage rates for maga- 
zines and newspapers were to be ad- 
justed on the basis of the cost ascertain- 
ment report, they would have to go up 
so much that no publication could af- 
ford to use the mails. 

If railroads followed the cost ascer- 
tainment system of the Post Office De- 
partment, they would charge as much 
to ship 150 pounds of coal as they charge 
for the passenger fare of a 150-pound 
man. If the Bell Telephone Co. or West- 
ern Union used the post office cost allo- 
cation system, and established rates on 
the basis of those allocated costs, they 
would charge twice as much for night 
calls and messages as they charge in 
the daytime. Actually, their night rate 
is just about haif of the day rate. That 
is because telephone and telegraph com- 
panies, like railroads and any other com- 
pany that must set rates which will 
produce business, do not charge extra 
services with the cost of facilities which 
would have to be paid for even if the 
extra services did not exist. And on this 
out-of-pocket cost basis, second-class 
mail is already paying its way. 

The cost ascertainment report is based 
on a sampling of costs in varicus test 
post offices throughout the country. For 
some unexplained reason the basis of the 
report was changed in the year 1950 to 
include in the sample nine more test 
post offices: Dayton, Ohio; Springfield, 
Ohio; Dunellen, N. J.; Concord, N. H.; 
Albany, N. L.; Des Moines, Iowa; Green- 
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wich, Conn.; Louisville, Ky.; Sharon 
Hill, Pa. 

Some of you may not have heard of 
these post offices, because the only thing 
they have in common is that they are 
the printing places for many of the 
largest circulation magazines—maga- 
zines like the Saturday Evening Post, 
the Reader's Digest, McCall’s, Better 
Homes and Garden, and Collier’s. 

The addition of these nine post offices 
vastly increased the expense which the 
Post Office Department allocated to 
magazines. This illustrates the arbi- 
trary nature of the cost ascertainment 
report. Either all previous cost allo- 
cations were wrong, or else the 1950 allo- 
cations were wrong. 

I ask that the amendment be adopted. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. KENNEDY]. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, I 
have been interested in the postal deficit 
problem since I have been in Congress. 
I have introduced legislation to separate 
the air-mail subsidy so that payments 
to airlines for transporting mail will not 
be charged to the postal deficit. This 
seems to me to be a constructive step. It 
was first suggested by the Hoover Com- 
mission, and I am happy to note a par- 
allel bill is making progress in the other 
body. This subsidy amounts to between 
thirty to sixty million dollars. 

The Post Office and Civil Service Com- 
mittee is to be commended for report- 
ing a mail-rate-increase bill. This ap- 
pears to be a necessary step toward solu- 
tion of the postal deficit problem. How- 
ever, I rise in support of the Lyle amend- 
ment. It calls for a 30-percent increase 
in second-class rates on publications, in- 
stead of the 60-percent increase provided 
in the committee bill. Obviously, the 
deficit is so large that it cannot be wiped 
out by any amount of rate increases. 
It seems to me that 60 percent is a pretty 
big jump—one that many small publica- 
tions could not survive. There are about 
12,000 publications classed as magazines. 
Most of them are unknown to most of us, 
but they must serve a useful purpose or 
they would not continue. All but a few 
score of these publications are small. I 
am not worried about the big daily news- 
papers or the national magazines of wide 
circulation. I am sure they will be able 
to get along no matter what we do on 
second-class mail rates. The big publi- 
cations can shift from the mails to other 
means of distribution. Most newspapers 
are already distributed outside the mails. 
The big magazines can use newsstands to 
a greater degree. But only 400 out of 
12,000 magazines are sold on newsstands. 
The others are completely dependent on 
the mails. I fear the casualty list will 
be high if these smaller publications are 
subjected to a 60-percent increase. I 
think 30 percent is a good compromise. 
In addition, 75 percent of the subscribers 
are women who depend on these maga- 
zines. Of the remaining 25 percent, 
most are farmers who need them for 
their work. I understand a proposal 
will be made for a thorough study of the 
postal problem, including retes, by a 
special joint congressional committee. 
This study should be made before rates 
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are raised to a degree which threatens 
the continued existence of many worth- 
while publications. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts has ex- 
pired. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. SPRINGER]. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, it 
seems to me there is an important ques- 
tion that has not been raised here, and 
I take this time for the purpose of get- 
ting some information. 

First, I wish to make a couple of 
observations. 

I happen to have three or four of 
the largest newspapers in my district 
who have never specifically objected to 
me about any raise in the postal rates, 
but they certainly have objected to the 
manner in which the newspapers have 
been handled in the post office. I am 
wondering if the committee has given 
any real thought of allowing credit to 
newspapers in the distribution of their 
products where the newspaper performs 
duties that actually should be borne by 
the Post Office Department itself. I find 
that several of the newspapers in my 
district on star routes have been de- 
livering their newspapers to the various 
post offices at considerable cost to them- 
selves. They have been performing a 
duty of the Post Office Department 
which should be covered by the second- 
class mail rate which they pay. No- 
where have these newspapers been given 
any credit for doing the work of the 
Post Office Department. These news- 
papers, in correspondence to me, have 
not indicated whether they think 30- or 
60-percent increase in second-class 
postal rates is fair. However they do 
raise well-founded objections, in my 
opinion, to the way in which these things 
have been handled thus far by the Post 
Office Department. 

For instance, one newspaper in my 
district paid in second-class postage in 
1 year $16,640. These payments were 
made to the Post Office Department sup- 
posedly for delivering the issues of this 
particular newspaper. However this 
same newspaper in that year paid an 
additional $4,075 for 3,829 newspapers, 
to get those newspapers to the different 
post offices. It was necessary for this 
newspaper to get their issues to the 
various post offices on the day of pub- 
lication in order that they may be de- 
livered the next day. This diligence was 
necessary. People do not want to read 
their newspapers 3 or 4 days after they 
are published. This newspaper was in 
fact running its own star route in order 
to make their paper available to their 
readers at the earliest possible moment, 
Remember now that the $4,075 was paid 


in addition to the $16,640 which they 


had already paid supposedly for having 
the newspapers delivered. ‘Nowhere was 
this newspaper given any credit for the 
fact that it was doing the job that the 
post office should have been doing. 

The principal objection of these news- 
papers is to the kind of service that 
they are getting from the Post Office 
Department. It seems to me we will all 
have to admit that these are well- 
founded and constructive criticisms that 
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are being made as to the manner in 
which second-class mail is being handled, 

The second objection that has been 
raised a great deal is the question of 
whether or not the Post Office Depart- 
ment is using up-to-date methods in 
ascertaining whether the costs appor- 
tioned are fair. I read further from a 
letter I received from one of these pub- 
lishers: 

However, it is our opinion that the Post 
Office Department has never accurately in- 
formed Congress of the cost of the various 
elements of its activities. It is true that the 
Post Office Department has submitted 
elaborate statistical schedules purporting to 
show the cost and revenue from various 
classes of mail service. However, the Post 
Office Department has never explained the 
basis for the apportionment of various postal 
expenses between the several classes of mail, 
Until such time as the formula for these ap- 
portionments are made public it is impos- 
sible for Congress or us to judge the re- 
liability that should be placed on the con- 
clusions of the Post Office Department in this 
question, 


I think one of the duties of the chair- 
man of this committee should be to get 
statistics by a thorough investigation of 
its own instead of having the Post Office 
Department determine whether or not 
the costs apportioned to the various 
types of mail service are fair. I may say 
in passing that I have talked with mem- 
bers of the committee in the other body 
and I understand they did take that into 
consideration not more than 3 or 4 years 
ago. That is, to get their own account- 
ants in and to determine whether the 
costs apportioned by the Post Office De- 
partment were fair. 

I wish to ask the chairman of the com- 
mittee if anything has been done by the 
committee along that line, or are you 
accepting the costs as they come to you 
from the Post Office Department without 
a separate investigation of your own? 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. I may 
state that the cost-ascertainment system 
has been examined by the best account- 
ants in this Congress. The Congress ap- 
propriated $100,000 to have the cost-as- 
certainment system checked a few years 
ago. That was done by the comptroller 
of the American Telephone & Telegraph 
Co. He had an efficient staff, and his in- 
vestigation covered 2 years. After this 
investigation the conclusion he reached 
was that the cost-ascertainment system 
of the Post Office Department was the 
best that could be devised. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Was that as a result 
of the committee’s own investigation or 
not? 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. That 
was the result obtained by our com- 
mittee, 


Mr. SPRINGER. It is my understand- 
ing that Price-Waterhouse & Co., one of 
America’s best known accounting firms, 
made a separate investigation in the 
course of the Hoover Commission in- 
vestigation and came up with entirely 
different figures than the ones made by 
the Post Office Department itself and 
also the one referred to by the chair- 
man. It is my further understanding 
that Price-Waterhouse reached different 
figures on the question of the apportion- 
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ment of costs and also different recom- 
mendations as to what should be done 
by the Post Office Department in bring- 
ing its accounting system up to date. 
The committee would do well to get that 
report out and review it. Many of the 
recommendations contained therein are 
pertinent at this time in ascertaining the 
correct cost that should be apportioned 
to the various classes of mail in the Post 
Office Department. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. Murray] is recog- 
nized to close the debate. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, there is little I can add to 
what I have previously said about the 
matter of rates on second-class matter. 

I am strongly opposed to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. LYLE]. 

The question was asked as to the cost 
ascertainment system employed by the 
Post Office Department. You do not 
need to question that when you realize 
that since 1945 the total expenses of the 
Post Office Department have increased 
more than $1,000,000,000: Over $800,- 
000,000 was due to an increase in sala- 
Ties, over $175,000,000 to an increase in 
the cost of transportation, and over 
$125,000,000 increase in equipment and 
supplies; and tomorrow I am sure this 
House will vote another bill which will 
increase postal salaries by another $251,- 
000,000. 

It is a question of whether or not you 
are now going to make those who use 
the mails for profit pay their fair share, 
or whether you are going to make the 
taxpayers of our country themselves 
make that contribution. Certainly it is 
not fair to the general taxpayers to make 
them pay this immense subsidy which 
the newspapers and magazines are now 
enjoying. Our newspapers and maga- 
zines contribute only about 2 percent of 
the total postal revenue yet they supply 
20 percent of the total weight carried. 

Mr. Chairman, it is shocking, how low 
the postal rate on newspapers and mag- 
azines is today. I appeal to this com- 
mittee to be fair; let us make the news- 
papers and magazines pay some little 
part of what they should pay. We are 
asking them to pay only 10 percent of 
the deficit caused by carrying second- 
class mail. 

The deficit is about $200,000,000. 
Under the bill as reported by the com- 
mittee the increased revenue will be 
about twenty-three or twenty-four mil- 
lion dollars. There will still be a deficit 
on your newspapers and magazines if 
you stand by the committee of around 
$175,000,000. So I appeal to you to 
stand by the committee and vote down 
the pending amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. LYLE]. 

The question was taken; and on a 
divsion (demanded by Mr. LYLE) there 
were ayes 109, noes 80. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. 
Chairman, I demand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair- 
man appointed as tellers Mr. Rees of 
Kansas and Mr. LYLE. 


Mr, 
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The Committee again divided; and the 
tellers reported that there were—ayes 
131, noes 98. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment, 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. MCCARTHY: 
Page 15, line 11, after the word “individual”, 
change the period to a semicolon and add 
“And provided further, That existing rates 
shall continue in effect with respect to any 
religious, educational, or scientific publica- 
tion designed specifically for use in school 
classrooms or in religious instruction classes, 
The publisher of any such publication before 
being entitled to such rate shall furnish 
proof of qualification to the Postmaster 
General at such times and under such con- 
ditions as the Postmaster General may pre- 
scribe.” 


Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Chairman, the 
purpose of my amendment is to extend 
to classrocm periodicals and Sunday- 
school papers the same postal rate pref- 
erences as the bill already gives to non- 
profit publications in the field of religion 
and education. The work performed 
by the publications which would be ex- 
empted from a rate increase, if my 
amendment is adopted, is the same as 
that performed by the nonprofit pub- 
lishers already exempted. These pub- 
lications foster similar ideals—religious, 
moral, and civic. 

Under the terms of my amendment 
they must be used in connection with 
classroom educational work or in con- 
nection with Sunday-school programs. 
The amendment expressly provides that 
each publisher before being entitled to 
a preferential rate must prove quali- 
fications to the Postmaster General. 
These classroom publications and Sun- 
day-school papers make a very impor- 
tant contribution to good education and 
to the promotion of the general level 
of religious and moral life in this coun- 
try. They make a most important con- 
tribution to what was described by Presi- 
dent Truman in his speech at the White 
House Conference on Children and Youth 
last December, as a fight against “moral 
cynicism and a materialistic view of 
life.” 

The Nation’s teachers and the Nation's 
top educators consider the work done by 
the classroom magazine as essential to 
the effective instruction in social studies, 
and so forth. Dr. J. E. Morgan, editor 
of the Journal of the National Educa- 
tion Association, in testifying before the 
committee, stated that our schools are 
benefiting greatly by the use of periodi- 
cals designed for classroom work in cur- 
rent events and civic education, such as 
the American Observer, Scholastic, 
American education publications. Such 
periodicals, along with educational peri- 
odicals, deserve special consideration. 
Most of these publications operate on a 
very narrow margin and would, in many 
cases, be forced to discontinue publica- 
tion or to drastically limit their educa- 
tional and religious efforts if the postage 
rates proposed in this bill should become 
effective. I sincerely urge the Members 
of the House to support my amendment, 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Montana, 
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Mr. MANSFIELD. I want to compli- 
ment the gentleman from Minnesota for 
offering this amendment. I think it is 
very worth while, and I shall be most 
happy to support him in his effort. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Am I correct in 
this statement: The gentleman is famil- 
iar with the fact that we have already 
exempted nonprofit magazines, religious, 
educational, and others? 

Mr.McCARTHY. That is correct. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. What the gen- 
tleman proposes to do is include those 
who make a profit if their publicaions 
are used in classrooms or in churches? 

Mr. McCARTHY. Only if they are 
used in classrooms or Sunday schools, 
not those for general circulation. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. If they are used 
in Sunday schools or classrooms the gen- 
tleman would exempt them, even though 
they make a profit. 

Mr. GOLDEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. GOLDEN. Is it not also true that 
sometimes when these magazines that 
are published by churches do make a 
profit the profits are used for charitable 
purposes? 

Mr. McCARTHY. In many cases. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from New York. 

Mr. KEATING. How does this amend- 
ment differ, if at all, from the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman when we 
previously had the matter of postal rates 
before us? 

Mr. McCARTHY. The only signifi- 
cant difference is that at that time an 
amendment was added to exempt agri- 
cultural publications. This language is 
slightly different, because I tried to make 
it conform to the language of the Senate 
bill. The effect would be the same in- 
sofar as religious and educational publi- 
cations are concerned. 

Mr. KEATING. I supported the gen- 
tleman’s amendment at that time. 

Mr. McCARTHY,. I recall the gentle- 
man’s support. 

Mr. KEATING. And I expect to sup- 
port it this time. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I thank the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. CARNAHAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield. 

Mr. CARNAHAN. I commend the 
gentleman’s amendment. It certainly 
has merit, and it ought to be adopted. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I thank the gentle- 
man. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word and rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I have a memorandum 
here from the Post Office Department, 
which I would like to read in opposition 
to the amendment. Before I do so, 
however, I want to state that it is with 
much hesitation that I rise in opposi- 
tion to such a fine man, with such a 
splendid record, and also with reference 
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to the subject matter which the gen- 
tleman is trying to cover. I do want 
to say, however, that the churches, the 
schools, the nonprofit organizations 
have already been exempted. This is 
merely exempting them and putting 
them in the same class as non-profit- 
making organization. This in simple 
words is giving a guaranteed profit to 
these people who are in this type of busi- 
ness. Isubmit a Dun & Bradstreet report 
on the income of these people. If you 
read, and examine it closely, you will find 
it rather startling. ` 

Mr. Chairman, let us go first to the 
statements of the Post Office Department. 
The amendment reads as follows: 

Any religious, educational, or scientific 
publications designated specifically for use in 
school class room, or in religious instruction 
classes. 


Such exemption is to apply regardless 
of whether the publications are owned 
and published for private profit. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a new departure 
by the House, and a new departure by 
the other body. If we were to start this, 
there would be no end to it. Again it is a 
case of Uncle Sam acting at Santa Claus 
to a specific group in society. 

A list of the principal periodicals which 
benefit from the proposed provision is at- 
tached, 

The proposal should not be adopted. To 
do so would be unwise, discriminatory, difi- 
cult to administer, and create a precedent 
which would cause other groups of publishers 
to seek similar treatment. 


Already I have heard some say on the 
floor today, “We would like to get into 
that same classification. We just do not 
like to pay more money.” Who dees? 

Second-class matter is currently handled at 
a loss of about $200,000,000 a year. 


This would be another method of in- 
creasing the deficit. Because of this 
fact, and in view of the tremendous 
annual postal deficit exceeding a half 
billion dollars, I remind you it will be in- 
creased by another $275,000,000 in the 
salary bill. Please let us keep these sub- 
sidies out like the one in this amendment. 

The present rates are exceedingly low,' 
having been established many years ago 
when the cost of operating the postal service 
was far below the present cost and any revi- 
sion of those rates should in equity apply 
to all types of publications. 


There are 40 of these publications sent 
through the mail to the pound. Forty 
of these publications, which I hold in 
my hand, are carried through the mails 
for 114 cents, and after the increase it 
would only amount to 2 cents total cost, 
This publication, which I show to you, 
The Young Citizen, runs 50 or 60 to a 
pound. This would only amount to an 
increase of forty-five one-hundredths of 
1 cent for each one of these publications, 

Mr. Chairman, all of us know that it 
will not benefit the student, and it will 
not benefit the people in the churches. 
All of us know that it means just a profit 
for those who publish these publications, 
a guaranteed profit. 

The periodicals which it is proposed to ex- 
empt from any increase in postage rates are 
published for private profit and apparently 
the publishers are doing well and making 
money. They have been able to take care 
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of the increased costs of labor, material, etc., 
as they occurred in recent years and they 
should be able and willing to meet any rea- 
sonable increase in postage on the mailings 
of their periodicals. The increase of 100 per- 
cent, spread over a period of 3 years, as asked 
by the Post Office Department is not high. 


We are only asking 60 percent increase 
and with the Lyle amendment only 30 
percent. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. 
BURNSIDE] has expired. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for five 
additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
West Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. Mr. Chairman, in 
my judgment, the House will make a very 
critical error if they permit publications 
which are published for profit to have a 
special exemption along with the non- 
profit religious, charitable, and so forth, 
organizations. 

I will concede that a very appealing 
case can be made when it is presented 
that postal-rate increases will come out 
of the pennies of school children. Such 
a statement, however, can neither be 
substantiated nor justified. The in- 
creased postage will be paid by the com- 
panies who produce these publications 
in exactly the same way as they have 
paid the other increased costs. 

Since these are profit publications they 
are conducted on a strictly profit basis. 
The rates charged the school children 
are based upon the rates charged by 
competitors, and, of course, largely 
based upon the rate which will bring the 
greatest financial return to the publish- 
ers. Subscription prices, in other words, 
are based on what the traffic will bear 
and savings by subsidized postal rates go 
into profits and increased salaries for 
owners. 

The publishers who produce these cur- 
rent event and instruction sheets are do- 
ing very well financially. For example, 
the company of one of the witnesses who 
testified before our committee and who 
made a lengthy presentation of the dis- 
astrous effect of these moderate rate in- 
creases on their publications had a rating 
by one of the credit rating companies in 
1940 of from $5,000 to $10,000. In 8 years 
this rating had gone to from $300,000 to 
$500,000. In other words, in 8 years this 
publisher has increased the valuation of 
his business—and it is my understanding 
this company is not a stock company— 
by from 60 to 100 times. This does not 
take into consideration salary increases 
and profits which have gone to the 
owners. 

Another one of these publications was 
started a number of years ago with a 
borrowed $500 and today its valuation is 
over a million dollars. I merely cite 
these instances to show that these pub- 
lishers, if they are sincerely interested 
in the school children, could absorb this 
comparatively small postal rate increase 
and still sell their publications to the 
school children at the same price. I say 
this comparatively small postal increase 
because postage is such an insignificant 
part of their total cost and is large as to 
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any individual publisher only because he 
sends thousands of copies of each publi- 
cation through the mail. 

I should like to point out that these 
publications are distributed through the 
schools. There is little if any packaging 
or sorting done by the publisher. They 
are sent in bulk at the rate of 144 cents 
a pound, These small circulars will run 
over 40 to the pound. In other words, a 
parcel of these publications weighing 10 
pounds can be sent any place in the 
country for 15 cents. If the increases 
provided in this bill apply, a parcel 
weighing 10 pounds, after the first in- 
crease of 20 percent, will be 18 cents and 
after all of the increases have been ap- 
plied, it can be sent for 24 cents. 

FOUR HUNDRED FOR 24 CENTS, NEW RATE 


Now the important and significant 
part of this is that in the parcel of 10 
pounds are more than 400 copies of these 
publications which will eventually be 
distributed to individuals. The increase 
per piece is so insignificant that it is in- 
conceivable that any publisher would 
want to pass on to the school children 
their increase and, in fact, if they do 
pass on any increase, it is not going to 
represent just an increase in postage but 
will serve as a medium to add to their 
profits. Only 9 cents more on 400 pieces 
after three increases would be only nine- 
four hundredths of 1 cent per piece for 
handling. 

My good friend, he is no piker. He 
wants the moon and the stars thrown in 
for a subsidy. 

An increase of 60 percent over the 
same period as provided in H. R. 2982 
would certainly be quite small in the 
face of the cost of handling second- 
class mail, Most of these profit-making 
classroom periodicals pay only 114 cents 
a pound postage regardless of zone, and 
an increase of 20 percent would amount 
to only. three-tenths of 1 cent, which 
would increase the rate for the first year 
to 1.8 cents a pound; to 2.1 cents a pound 
for the second year; and 2.4 cents a 
pound for the third year and thereafter. 
Such rates are applied to the bulk weight 
of the mailings and not to individual 
copies. 

There is no logical reason why these 
periodicals should be placed in a pre- 
ferred class and relieved from bearing 
their fair share of any general increase 
in second-class postage rates, thereby 
requiring the Post Office Department to 
assume the subsidy. The publishers 
who seek such preferential treatment 
are in this particular field for profit the 
same as other businessmen or concerns 
in commercial enterprises. It is a fairly 
lucrative business and an easy way to 
make money without a large original in- 
vestment or overhead expenses as is en- 
countered in other commercial enter- 
prises. Since subscriptions are ob- 
tained in bulk from the schools, or teach- 
ers of the schools, the business does not 
require as much work in circulation pro- 
motion as in the secular publications 
which have to obtain individual sub- 
scriptions or individual copy sales. In 
the classroom-use field the contact by 
the publisher is with the schools or 
teachers who order the copies in bulk, re- 
mitting the amount of the subscription to 
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the publishers. The teachers or the 
schools ordinarily collect the subscrip- 
tion price from the individual students. 

In view of the large volume of low 
revenue-producing mail and the con- 
stantly increasing cost of operating the 
postal establishment, resulting in tre- 
mendous annual deficits which tend to 
cause Congress to reduce appropriations 
for the Department, thereby necessitat- 
ing curtailment of essential services, this 
is no time to worsen the situation by spe- 
cial concessions to preferred groups of 
mailers and thereby saddle on the Post 
Office Department additional subsidies 
which must be met by general taxation. 
In this period of emergency the Govern- 
ernment is looking to all possible sources 
for revenue to meet its expenses and 
build up our national defense. Second- 
class mail, including all types of publi- 
cations, which has been so greatly fa- 
vored for many years should now pay a 
more reasonable share of its cost. 

I also have listed a few from Dun & 
Bradstreet’s report on their income. 
For instance, the George A. Pflaum Co., 
Dayton, Ohio, started with a classifica- 
tion of $5,000 to $6,000 in 1940, and they 
are now up to a classification of $300,000 
to $500,000. 

Others show a similar increase. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURNSIDE. I shall be glad to. 

Mr. KEATING. Is it not a fact that 
if the cost on these religious, educational, 
and scientific publications for use in 
school classrooms or in religious-instruc- 
tion classes is increased by the publisher 
that will in fact come out of the pockets 
of the school children or their parents? 

Mr. BURNSIDE. I will be glad to an- 
swer that question for the gentleman. 
It will not, for this reason: That when 
you have 40, 50, or 60 of these publica- 
tions like this classification, and here is 
one 50 to the pound, the increase would 
be so small, amounting to a small frac- 
tion of a cent, that you could not pass 
it on. 

Mr. WITHROW. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I am glad to support 
Mr. McCartuy’s amendment. I sup- 
ported this very provision when it was 
adopted by the full House of Represent- 
atives last year. I supported it in com- 
mittee again this year. The merits of 
these publications are obvious; their 
value is surely recognized by every 
Member of the House. Many Congress- 
men may not realize, however, that the 
distribution of these publications places 
a disproportionately small cost to the 
postal service. It costs the postal system 
less to handle these periodicals because 
of the way they are distributed. Most 
magazines address single copies to in- 
dividual subscribers. Sunday school and 
classroom magazines are addressed to 
schools and churches in bulk packages. 
The average package contains some 30 
magazines. It is not necessary for postal 
workers to sort those magazines and de- 
liver each copy to an individual ad- 
dressee. One postal delivery will place 
copies of these periodical texts in the 
hands of many children. And in most 
cases, there is practically no handling 
of the packages before delivery. In the 
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classroom publishers’ mailing room the 
packages for one city postal zone or for 
one small town are placed in one mail 
sack addressed to the post office of final 
destination. Those mail sacks need not 
be opened and sorted in the post office. 
Often they go directly to the mail trains, 
and they are never opened from the time 
they leave the publishers’ mailing room 
until they are delivered to a school or 
church. In some cases, the local teacher 
even picks up her package at the post 
office itself. Delivering these light- 
weight periodicals in bulk packages is a 
much less complicated and much less 
expensive operation for the post office 
than delivering single magazines to in- 
dividual homes. I think these maga- 
zines deserve a low rate because of the 
valuable services they perform; I also 
think they deserve a low rate because 
they cost the postal service less money 
to handle than do most other periodicals, 

I am supporting this amendment 
wholeheartedly. I think that the House, 
as a matter of wise public policy, should 
vote to encourage the good work being 
done by Sunday-school magazines and 
classroom periodicals. Every school boy 
and girl today needs training in good 
morals. Every child needs to know the 
principles and the policies of our Amer- 
ican Government. Classroom magazines 
alone can give them such knowledge, for 
these little current-affairs papers are the 
only current materials in which the 
problems of the world and of our Gov- 
ernment are discussed week by week in 
the language of the child. This House 
last year adopted a similar amendment, 
The Senate Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service has written this pro- 
vision into the postal-rate bill it has re- 
ported to the Senate. I hope the House 
today will repeat its action of last year, 
Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
pending amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the motive 
behind the gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. McCarrHy] in sponsoring this 
amendment, but may I say very advis- 
edly and frankly that if you adopt this 
amendment it is going to set a very bad 
and dangerous precedent for the Post 
Office Department in the future. 

Heretofore the Congress has only given 
special and preferential rates to non- 
profit religious, fraternal, labor, educa- 
tional, agricultural, and so forth, publi- 
cations. This amendment would include 
in this group getting a preferential rate 
religious, educational, or scientific pub- 
lications for profit that are engaged in 
sending out publications to classrooms 
or for religious instruction. 

Why do I say this is a dangerous prece- 
dent and would cause trouble in the 
future? Do you not know that when 
you open the door and start adding profit 
groups to these nonprofit groups and 
give them the same treatment year after 
year other profit groups will come in here 
and ask for the same exemptions. You 
will have trouble in the future. It is up 
to you whether or not you are going to 
do that but I hope you will vote this 
amendment down. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 


man from Minnesota [Mr. MCCARTHY]. _ 
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The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. MCCARTHY) 
there were—ayes 64, noes 73. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair- 
man appointed as tellers Mr. BURNSIDE 
and Mr. MCCARTHY. 

The Committee again divided; and the 
tellers reported that there were—ayes 
89, noes 84. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I of- 
fer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. CORBETT: On 
page 26, line 1, add a new section 13 to read 
as follows: 

“The chairman of the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service of the Senate and 
the chairman of the Committee on Post Of- 
fice and Civil Service of the House of Repre- 
sentatives are hereby directed to jointly em- 
ploy a staff of experts not to number less 
than 5 or more than 10 whose duty it 
will be to study and investigate the whole 
operation of the Post Office Department and 
to make recommendations from time to time 
to the appropriate committees of the House 
and Senate. The experts so employed would 
be compensated with a salary not to exceed 
$15,000 per year, and would be permitted to 
expend such amounts for clerical hire and 
other expenses as the two chairmen jointly 
authorize,” 


Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, I make the point of order 
against the amendment that it is not 
germane to this bill, either to the title 
or the provisions of the bill. 

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I 
wonder if the chairman of the committee 
will reserve his point of order so that I 
may explain the amendment. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Yes; I 
will be glad to reserve the point of order, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, Irec- 
ognize that the point of order against 
this amendment is probably in order, 
However, I did hope the point of order 
might not be raised because there has 
been so much expression publicly in the 
committee and on the floor during the 
course of this debate which points to the 
fact that we do need some kind of a 
staff expertly trained to advise us and 
supply us with figures, facts, and opin- 
ions upon which we can base more in- 
telligent judgment. 

In the Senate the Carlson study and 
investigation amendment was unani- 
mously reported by the committee; was 
adopted by the Senate; and is now a part 
of the pending legislation. It is only re- 
grettable that because of a technicality 
here in parliamentary procedure this 
amendment, which might do so much to 
help us in our deliberations, may be ruled 
out. I am hopeful that if it is, the con- 
ferees will at least agree to the Carlson 
amendment and when it comes back here 
to the House it can be adopted. 

I recognize, again, that in the sincere 
work of this committee any of their fail- 
ings are due not to a lack of sincere ef- 
fort but to a lack of the equipment they 
need to come here and present the House 
with legislation that is pretty much be- 
yond the point of controversy. 
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Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CORBETT. I yield. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. As I under- 
stand the gentleman’s proposal, he would 
in substance appoint a committee of 
Members of the House and Senate to 
study the problem and make recommen- 
dations? 

Mr. CORBETT. No, not Members of 
the House and Senate. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Are not Mem- 
bers of the House and Senate included? 

Mr. CORBETT. No. These experts 
were to be appointed by the chairmen of 
the House and Senate committees joint- 
ly, by agreement. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Would not the 
committee have any control or guidance 
there at-all? 

Mr.CORBETT. The experts would be 
under the control and direction of the 
committee chairmen. They would be 
employed under the terms of this amend- 
ment by the chairmen of the two com- 
mittees of the House and Senate. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Would they be 
authorized to hold hearings and subpena 
witnesses? 

Mr. CORBETT. They would be au- 
thorized to investigate and study and 
make recommendations. They would be 
under the direction and jurisdiction of 
the House and Senate committees, re- 
spectively. It is quite a little different 
from the Senate proposal in that regard. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. As I recall the 
Senate proposal, it does include Members 
of the House and Senate. I was under 
the impression that the gentleman’s pro- 
posal was similar to the Senate amend- 
ment. 

Mr. CORBETT. No, I wanted to make 
it subject to the jurisdiction of the two 
legislative bodies. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. It has Beem 
changed since I saw it? 

Mr. CORBETT. Yes; that is correct. 

I do wish the chairman of the com- 
mittee would consider withholding his 
point of order against this amendment 
because I believe the proposal here 
might prove far more satisfactory to 
himself and the chairman of the Senate 
committee than would the Carlson 
amendment which is pending in the 
Senate bill. Therefore, while I recognize 
I am in the odd position of speaking for 
an amendment that may never come to 
a vote, I have taken this time to inform 
the House of the existence of this at- 
tempt to provide ourselves with infor- 
mation that in the future would prevent 


the confusion and controversy that has 


been occasioned here the last couple of 
days and which will be occasioned when 
the conference report comes back. I 
hoped that the chairman of our commit- 
tee might withhold his point of order 
and let this amendment be adopted, so 
that at least this phase of the proposal 
could be compared with the Carlson 
phase and settled in conference. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle- 
man from Tennessee insist upon his point 
of order? 


Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. I do, 
Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Kitpay). The 


committee has before it a bill to readjust 
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postal rates. The gentleman from Penn- 
Sylvania (Mr. CORBETT] has offered an 
amendment which would direct the 
chairman of the Committee of the House 
on the Post Office and Civil Service and 
of the Committee of the Senate on Post 
Office and Civil Service to employ not 
less than five individuals. The amend- 
ment goes further, and also fixes the 
salaries of persons so employed. These 
employees would be charged with the 
duty of investigating the whole opera- 
tion of the Post Office Department, and 
make recommendations from time to 
time. It is evident that the Commit- 
tee on the Post Office and Civil Service 
would not have jurisdiction of a proposal 


to increase the employees of the com- - 


mittee or to create new positions in such 
committee. Therefore, the amendment 
goes far beyond the scope of the bill, 
and beyond the jurisdiction of the com- 
mittee reporting the bill. ‘Therefore, the 
Chair sustains the point of order. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. FULTON: Page 
15, line 5, after the word “revoked”, insert 
“Provided, That publications to continue 
eligible to acceptance for mailing as second- 
class matter shall file with the post office 
of publication and entry, or other post office 
where such entry is authorized, at least once 
in each calendar year a sworn list of names 
and addresses of bona fide subscribers, with 
date and amount of last subscription pay- 
ment, and expiration date, and no subscriber 
shall be deemed an actual subscriber for the 
purpose of this act whose subscription has ex- 


pired for a period of one calendar year.“ 


Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FULTON. I yield. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I was under the 
impression at the present time the law 
provides almost what the gentleman 
proposes. Am I not correct? The law 
requires them to furnish a list of sub- 
scribers. 3 

Mr. FULTON. The only thing that 
is required under the present law is a 
sworn statement of the total number of 
subscribers. There is no requirement of 
a statement of the names and addresses 
and dates of payment of the subscrip- 
tion, nor of the time of expiration. Be- 
cause there has been no checking by 
the Post Office as to actual subscribers, 
it is now possible to start with some 
great big number, and just continue 
that number of subscribers as a nominal 
amount, I believe there are newspapers 
that do not have anywhere near the 
number of subscribers, which you might 
think they have according to the sworn 
statements. Careless publishers do not 
even have to bother to keep accurate 
records of circulation, as the post offices 
just send out the mail, anyhow, under 
the second-class permit, whether paid or 
unpaid subscription lists. 

I have called this situation to the at- 
tention of the Post Office authorities in 
Washington, and they have done noth- 
ing about it. The gentleman from 
Kansas is correct that the law limits the 
second-class permit to paid subscribers, 
except the 10 percent permitted as sam- 
ple copies. This amendment is for the 
purpose of cutting the deadheads off 
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the subscription lists after they have not 
paid for a period of 1 year. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. You do not 
include those who get their newspapers 
through the mail, of course? 

Mr. FULTON. Those excluded by my 
amendment are the subscribers of sec- 
ond-class publications where second-, 
class mailing permits are in effect, whose 
subscribers have been delinquent for 
more than 1 calendar year; and who 
because of post office practice, continue 
to get the benefit of receiving mail under 
present second-class permits wrongfully. 
It says under this amendment that they 
shall not then be considered bona fide 
subscribers under section 2A which 
covers the second-class mailing permits 
and establishes the rates in this bill. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Would you re- 
quire them to give a complete list of all 
the subscribers and their addresses? 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for three 
additional minutes in order to answer 
some questions. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 

Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Would you re- 
quire a complete list of all the subscrib- 
ers and their addresses? 

Mr. FULTON. Every newspaper us- 
ing a second-class permit should keep an 
accurate list of subscribers. Efficient 
papers have these subscribers on sub- 
scription lists in the subscription de- 
partment, and also have a system that 
shows when the subscription expires. 
The worst burden of the second-class 
newspaper publishers is that they can 
never get the unpaid delinquents off the 
list. These people ride as deadheads. I 


have heard a Member of Congress from 


the State of California this afternoon 
say that he had been sent a paper for a 
period of 10 years on a second-class 
permit, and that he had never subscrib- 
ed more than a year. He was sent a 
bill for $25 for that paper. That means 
that there was a deadhead riding as a 
subscriber through the post office for 
that period of time. This amendment 
of mine simply says that newspapers 
shall file with the post office of entry or 
the post office of publication, a list of 
subscribers, their addresses, the date 
and amount of the last payment of the 
subscription, the expiration date, and 
then if they do not pay after a delin- 
quent period of a calendar year, those 
subscribers shall not be included in the 
number of bona fide subscribers entitled 
to the privilege of second-class mail. 
Under the act publishers are now al- 
lowed to send out only 10 percent in 
free so-called sample copies. This 
amendment helps the Post Office in say- 
ing that the publisher should supply the 
information once a year, and if any sub- 
scriber is delinquent for more than one 
calendar year, the publisher must cut 
him off from his list of bona fide sub- 
scribers under the second-class permit. 
It also says to the second-class news- 
paper weekly if a man has not paid and 
is delinquent over a calendar year, then 
you do not count him as a bona fide 


subscriber, because after a period of de- 
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linquency of over one calendar year, 
certainly a subscriber does not want to 
take the paper. 

Mr.TACKETT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FULTON. I yield. 

Mr. TACKETT. Is not the gentleman 
asking the Congress to do something 
that the newspapers themselves should 
do if they just had the courage to do it? 

Mr. FULTON. It is rather that the 
Post Office does not have the informa- 
tion supplied at the present time. I 
have done this: I have gone to the Wash- 
ington Post Office Department and said, 
J am a legitimate publisher and have 
second-class permits. I strictly live up 
to the provision that there are no dead- 
heads going out on my subscription list. 
But with some second-class publications 
they send out the deadheads because 
they want the extra cheap subscription 
list.” So the subscriber says to me, Why 
should I pay for your newspaper? I can 
get B, C, and D papers without paying 
for them and have them delivered to me 
free.” Of course, that abuse of the sec- 
ond-class mailing privilege under the 
present law is at the expense of the 
American taxpayers. If the law specif- 
ically makes every newspaper publisher 
say that he will not carry as a bona fide 
subscriber an individual who has not 
paid, and who is delinquent for more 
than a calendar year, I think that is the 
least we can expect the American tax- 
payer to ask for. ' 

Mr. TACKETT. Why does the gentle- 
man object to a newspaper giving away 
his newspaper if he wants to? 

Mr. FULTON. The present law pro- 
vides that there shall be no more than 
10 percent of the weight of copies mailed 
to subscribers during the calendar year 
that are sent out as sample or free 
copies. There can only be 10 percent 
free ones, but the Post Office Depart- 
ment does not take any trouble to check 
what the free deadheads are. One of 
the big troubles and added expense of 
second-class mail is that these delin- 
quent and unpaid people are not real 
subscribers. The second-class mailing 
permit is a privilege given by law to 
bona fide subscribers to newspapers and 
magazines. My amendment gives a 
bona fide subscriber a year of delin- 
quency, but says they are not bona fide 
subscribers after that. After that year 
of delinquency the publisher would have 
to cut them off his second-class mailing 
permit list. At the present time publish- 
ers are allowed 10 percent free copies 
that they can send to anyone they want 
to as samples. But I do not think we 
should have more than 10 percent dead- 
heads or free papers sent under second- 
class permits, which the law now actual- 
ly provides. 

Mr. TACKETT. Under your amend- 
ment there would be many newspapers 
that would have to divulge to the pub- 
lic their subscribers. 

Mr. FULTON. To the post office. 

Mr. TACKETT. But when you give 
it to the Post Office Department you are 
giving it to the public. 

Mr. FULTON. Right now you can go 


to any post office in this country and 
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you cannot get them to make a check to 
see whether these papers are going to 
bona fide subscribers or not. 

Here is another trouble of the weekly 
newspapers in this country. The ones 
with legitimate subscription lists have 
trouble because the advertisers say, Oh, 
no. That is just a bunch of deadheads 
on your subscription list.” My amend- 
ment also protects the advertiser, be- 
cause it says unless this person is a paid 
subscriber and is not delinquent for a 
year, he cannot receive the newspaper 
under a second-class mailing permit. 

Mr. WERDEL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FULTON. I yield to the gentle- 
man from California. 

Mr. WERDEL. What penalty at- 
taches to the act of being in error? 

Mr. FULTON. The Post Office De- 
partment then checks, and if there are 
any on the publication’s mailing list who 
are not bona fide subscribers, and who 
are delinquent for more than a year, the 
post office will simply cut those off. The 
same thing occurs on advertising. If a 
paper includes more than 75 percent ad- 
vertising in at least half of the issues 
for the year, they are called to account 
by the Post Office Department. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. WERDEL. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania may proceed for 
three additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr, FULTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
to the gentleman. 

Mr. WERDEL. As I understand the 
gentleman, if the affidavit is filed then 
the subscription list is given together 
with a list of addresses. 

Mr. FULTON. - That is right. 

Mr. WERDEL. And the Post Office 
Department then can check. 

Mr, FULTON.’ That is right. 

Mr. WERDEL. Is it not true that 
whereas the gentleman seeks to accom- 
plish a lower cost in handling these 
papers the result of his amendment 
would be to practically double the cost 
if the Department makes a check? 

Mr. FULTON. No; because the De- 
partment will have the figures easily 
available. Now they do not have the 
figures and they do not try to obtain 
them, so the law is not enforced. If 
the bulk of mail being sent out now 
to people who are not subscribers to 
the papers, and have not been sub- 
scribers for years, is cut out of the 
second-class matter mailed, and there 
is a tremendous bulk of this, there 
will be a great saving to the post office 
in handling. That is one of the things 
that is running the cost of the Post Office 
up. If you can require, as you should, 
that these papers be sent to legitimate 
and bona fide subscribers it will cut down 
a lot of the bulk and a lot of the costs 
of the service. 

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? . 

Mr. FULTON. I yield. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


Mr. CORBETT. I want to ask the 
gentleman if he does not feel that per- 
haps by eliminating this bulk of mail 
that should possibly go first or third 
class, instead of second, that it might 
result in not having to increase the rates 
now in effect? 

Mr. FULTON. There would be a 
tremendous saving, as the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CORBETT] has 
pointed out. It would make these people 
who are now misusing second-class per- 
mits, go to the third-class rate, where 
they should go, for bulk handling of 
these individual pieces. 

Mr. MORANO. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FULTON. I yield. 

Mr. MORANO. What would happen 
in the case of a person who wanted to 
start a new newspaper? 

Mr. FULTON. I just started two new 
newspapers in the last year, and because 
of it I had to mail them under a third- 
class mailing permit and at third-class 
rates until I could qualify for second- 
class permits. When I can qualify I can 
get my second-class permit very prompt- 
ly, and I should not be permitted then to 
abuse the privilege by violating the law 
in sending out many free papers above 
the statutory limit. I have two thriving 
new newspapers started within the last 
year. So it does not hurt the new news- 
paperman at all to obey the law on sec- 
ond-class mailing privileges and this 
amendment provides only the means of 
ready determination. 

Mr. LANTAFF. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FULTON. I yield. 

Mr, LANTAFF. I recognize consider- 
able merit in the gentleman’s amend- 
ment, but there is one question that 
arises in my mind. Assuming that 
throughout every day of the year new 
subscribers would be added by a prosper- 
ous and vast American newspaper and 
that likewise during the year subscrip- 
tions would expire every day, would not 
the gentleman’s amendment have the 
effect of requiring every newspaper in 
the country to file daily reports with the 
Post Office Department? 

Mr. FULTON. No; just the opposite, 
because I have said that the publisher 
may select the time of the year that he 
wants to file. Under this amendment, 
the publisher must file once in each cal- 
endar year, and only once, but he is al- 
lowed to pick the time that best serves 
his purpose and best serves his own sub- 
scription list. 

Mr. TACKETT. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to preface 
my remarks by asking a question of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania, Take the 
category of labor newspapers, for in- 
stance: Would your amendment affect 
their efforts to sway public opinion by 
sending their papers to nonsubscribers? 

Mr. FULTON. If the addressees are 
legitimate subscribers and can show that 
payment was made for the subscription, 
they would be subject to second-class 
rates just the way any other paper would 
be. But if you send it out under the 
third-class permit then you have to pay 
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per piece and if it is under a third-class 
permit, that is a different question than 
we have here. This is protecting the 
subscription list of legitimate publish- 
ers, even allowing them to carry over- 
due subscriptions for a period of a year 
at the expense of the public under a 
second-class permit. 

Mr. TACKETT. That is one of the 
main reasons why I am against the 
amendment. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TACKETT. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Mississippi. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. I 
would like to ask the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania if it is not a fact that these 
union newspapers are subscribed to when 
a man pays his union dues? 

Mr. FULTON. That is correct in many 
cases. 

Mr. TACKETT. Many businesses, 
labor, and service organizations publish 
newspapers for the benefit of their mem- 
bers and in an effort to sway public 
opinion. In an effort to influence peo- 
ple who are not members of the organ- 
izations responsible for the publications, 
these papers are sent to nonsubscribers. 
By virtue of this proposed amendment, 
these organizations could not send their 
publications to nonsubscribers. 

Mr. FULTON. Will the gentleman 
explain that? I do not understand it. 
If the chairman of the committee will 
listen, I do not believe that is a correct 
statement at all. 

Mr. TACKETT. Let me give it to you 
this way. The rural electric coopera- 
tives are well known to all of us. Those 
cooperatives publish a newspaper for the 
benefit of their membership and in an 
effort to influence opinions of others 
than members of the cooperatives. To 
do this, they send their publications to 
not only their subscribing members, but 
to many other people. By virtue of this 
amendment, the rural electric coopera- 
tives would be penalized should they 
send their publications to others than 
subscribers. 

Mr. FULTON. May I ask the gentle- 
man this: Does he want under the pres- 
ent act second-class mailing permits to 
be used for subscribers who do not pay 
and have not paid for many years? 

Mr. TACKETT. Yes, I do; because 
I think newspaper publications serve a 
useful purpose to all readers whether 
they pay for the publications or receive 
the publications free of charge. These 
publications are worth just as much to 
the readers who are unable to pay for 
the papers or who receive the publica- 
tions without cost, as to those who are 
regular subscribers. The newspaper 
business is doing a great job in informing 
and educating the people, and I do not 
want to tie any strings on these oppor- 
tunities. 

Mr. FULTON. Would the gentleman 
read the act, because the act as it is 
now constituted is directly contrary to 
that. 

Mr. TACKETT. You are exactly cor- 
rect in your conclusions of what the act 
provides. I wish to frankly state that 
I am totally in disagreement with the 
act and feel that it should be amended. 
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Yes, the act prohibits newspapers from 
giving away more than a certain per- 
centage of their publication. I do not 
think that it is any of the Government’s 
business if the newspapers give away 
their entire circulation. This Congress 
is too anxious to stick its nose into the 
affairs of all others, to the detriment of 
our people in many instances. 

Mr. FULTON. Then the gentleman 
ought to offer an amendment to amend 
it. 

Mr. TACKETT. We should first de- 
feat your amendment. Whether a news- 
paper makes money or loses money in 
its operations, or whether the newspaper 
is sold or given away should not deter- 
mine the mail rate. Business associa- 
tions, labor unions, rural electric coop- 
eratives, and the like, should be able to 
print newspapers for the purpose of in- 
forming their membership and subscrib- 
ers and attempting to influence public 
opinion for the same mail rate whether 
the papers are sold or given away. We 


must not thwart the democratic proc-. 


esses of informing and educating our 
people. The public can have no opinion 
| without being advised of the pros and 
cons involved in the many issues con- 
fronting them daily. This amendment 
would greatly curtail the circulation to 
the public of educational and informa- 
tive material. I will admit that the act 
prohibits newspapers from using second- 
class mail for free circulation of more 
than 10 percent of their publication. 
However, as I have previously stated, I 
am not in accord with that provision, 
and I would not be subject to error 
should I emphasize that many news- 
papers publishing as a service to their 
organizations are now failing to follow 
the act to the letter of the law. Every 
Member of this Congress is receiving 
hundreds of free publications that are 
sent as second-class mail. Those pub- 
lications are sent to us in an effort to 
influence the Congress. We certainly 
need to be informed. The entire citi- 
zenship needs such information. We 
should not hamper these efforts. 

There are Many reasons why this 
amendment should not be adopted, but 
time will prohibit me from covering more 
than a few of them. All of us can real- 
ize how dangerous and destructive this 
amendment can and will be to the gen- 
eral public. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TACKETT. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania, 

Mr. EBERHARTER. If this applied 
to metropolitan dailies the list would be 
extremely long, would it not, and it would 
be a tremendous administrative prob- 
lem for the newspapers? 

Mr. TACKETT. Why, certainly. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Thousands upon 
thousands of names are listed. 

Mr. TACKETT. There will be thou- 

» sands of names to be listed by the metro- 
politan newspapers and by many rural 
newspapers, too. This amendment will 
require every newspaper to furnish the 
Post Office Department the name and 
address of every subscriber. Then, the 
Post Office Department is to spend thou- 
sands upon thousands of dollars deter- 
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mining whether these subscribers have 
paid their subscription. Let me again 
refer to the rural electric cooperative 
newspapers. In the State of Arkansas 
they send that newspaper to thousands 
of subscribers. This amendment would 
provide that the rural electric cooper- 
atives within the State of Arkansas would 
need to furnish the Post Office Depart- 
ment the name and address of every sub- 
scriber. This amendment would make 
public the names of all subscribers to 
every newspaper in the United States. 
Then we would pay many times the pro- 
posed savings for postal inspectors to 
determine whether every Tom, Dick, and 
Harry had paid his newspaper subscrip- 
tion and, therefore, entitled to receive it 
by second-class mail. 

This amendment has the further self- 
ish purpose of assisting some newspapers 
that are operating solely for monetary 
gains from advertisements and sub- 
scriptions in their effort to put out of 
business all competition which is more 
interested in rendering a service to the 
public than making money. That is the 
prime and foremost reason for this 
amendment. This amendment will re- 
quire the Federal Government to destroy 
service newspapers and remove them as 
competition to newspapers that have no 
particular interest in informing and 
educating the public. 

Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TACKETT. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Minnesota. 

Mr. MARSHALL. I thought the pur- 
pose of this bill was an attempt to save 
the taxpayers some money. It appears 
to me that this amendment would re- 
quire the Post Office Department to hire 
more checkers to check lists and to buy 
more binders to put these lists in fil- 
ing cabinets. 

Mr. TACKETT. The gentleman is 
exactly right in his conclusions. If this 
amendment is adopted and the neces- 
sary personnel is hired by the Post Office 
Department to carry out and enforce 
the provisions of the amendment, I will 
guarantee you that many times more 
money will be spent in this method than 
the proposed savings will involve. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TACKETT. I yield to the gentle- 
man from West Virginia. 

Mr. BAILEY. Does the gentleman not 
feel that it makes the Post Office Depart- 
ment a collection agency? 


Mr. TACKETT. Yes: the amendment 


requires the Post Office Department to 
assist the newspapers in the collection of 
subscriptions. The amendment requires 
the Post Office Department to do just ex- 
actly what the newspapers can do with- 
out the amendment. The newspapers 
can now either collect subscriptions or 
refuse to send the papers to the subscrib- 
ers. The amendment further gives the 
Post Office Department the right to 
meddle into the affairs of every news- 
paper reader in the United States of 
America. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. TACKETT. I yield. 

Mr. FULTON. H you want a copy of 
the subscription list of any newspaper, 
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they will take the plates and run it off 
for you in a half hour. 

Mr. TACKETT. That may be true in 
some cases, but certainly newspapers 
should not be forced to furnish this serv- 
ice. Actually, they should not be forced 
to engage in the business of furnishing 
information contrary to their established 
policy. Only a few days ago, I inquired! 
into the possibilities of receving an REA 
newspaper circulation list and was ad- 
vised that it was against their policy to 
make this list public. They have the 
right to establish their policy, just as any 
other business. No person or business 
should be forced to make public their 
subscription list if it be their policy that 
the list should not be made public. I 
believe in the rights of individuals and 
businesses to operate in accordance with 
their own policies and principles without 
being subjected to government controls 
over matters that do not adversely affect 
the general public. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Will > 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TACKETT. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Michigen. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. What right has the 
REA to put outa newspaper anyway? 

Mr. TACKETT. They have just as 
much right to print a newspaper as any 
other business. They have just as much 
right to print a newspaper for the ben- 
efit of their subscribers and in an effort 
to sway public opinion as the woolen 
manufacturers, automobile dealers, fur- 
niture makers, or any other of a thousand 
organizations which print and distribute 
such publications. i 

Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Chairman, if 
the gentleman will yield, I want to com- 
mend the gentleman for discussing the; 
aspects he advanced. 

Mr. BENDER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, since we are discussing: 
newspapers, I picked up the late issue of 
the Evening Star containing this article. 
Here it is: : 
POSTMASTERS HEAR BARKLEY DENOUNCE ENE- 

MIES WITHIN UNITED STATES 

Vice President ALBEN BARKLEY told the Na- 
tional Association of Postmasters in conven- 
tion at Constitution Hall here today that the 
greatest fear which the Nation has is from 
the enemy within the country. He said this 


fear was embraced into the actions of those 


who would seek to destroy the confidence or 
the people in their Government. 


My friends, who created this oan 
within the Government? 

Who are the enemies he refers to? 
Alger Hiss? The five-percenters? The 
mink-coaters? Those in the adminis- 
tration who permitted atom-bomb se- 
crets to be lost to the Russians? The 
Kansas City vote frauds? The Binaggio 
murder scandal? The paroling of Ca- 
pone gangsters? Amerasia whitewash? 
Appeasement of communism? Unpre- 
paredness in Korea? 

Mr, Chairman, the list goes on and on. 
No wonder Americans are disgusted. But 
why should not the Vice President give 
us a bill of particulars as to what he is 
talking about? After only 5 years of 
peace, the United States went to war 
again in June 1950—this time in Korea. 
How come? Who is to blame? These 
questions the Vice President failed to ask 
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the postmasters. He failed to tell them 
that the Truman administration is, of 
course, to blame—through its fumbling 
foreign policy. The Truman administra- 
tion has lost the peace, and how did we 
get into this mess? By appeasing com- 
munism. The Truman administration 
sold out China and North Korea to the 
reds. General MacArthur called Amer- 
ica’s failure to support anti-Communist 
China “the greatest single blunder in 
the history of the United States.” 

Let me read more of the Star article: 

Joseph Lawler, Deputy Postmaster Gen- 
eral, reminded the delegates they did not 
surrender all of their rights when they took 
their oaths as postmasters. “There is no 
law,” said Mr. Lawler, “which would prevent 
you from making a contribution to a po- 
litical party.” 


My friends, this is the worst kind of 
sham and hypocrisy. This is a negation 
of an act of Congress. This is a viola- 
tion of the spirit of the Hatch Act. But 
when these gentlemen, these assistant 
postmasters, urge violations of the Hatch 
Act—and we understand that act be- 
cause we passed it—you can appreciate 
what we have to contend with. Here is 
an important official of the Government, 
` urging these people who are appointed 
for life and under civil service to violate 
the letter of the law. 

Quoting the Star further: 

Jack Redding, Assistant Postmaster Gen- 
eral, told the postmasters that the Republi- 
cans are using vilification, libel, slander, and 
downright lies in an effort to promote them- 
selves into political power. He told the dele- 
gates that the Republicans were talking 
about them and asked them what they were 
going to do about it. 


I ask the gentleman for a bill of par- 
ticulars. I say the Republicans are not 
vocal enough in discussing these things 
which are happening here, in discussing 
the reasons for these emergencies with 
which we are faced, in discussing the 
mistakes that have been made by our 
leadership in these deals they made with 
the Soviet Union at Yalta, Potsdam, and 
Tehran. We should be talking more 
loudly about who is responsible for the 
condition of our country. 

Here this man was talking to the faith- 
ful, all these good Democrats, in con- 
vention at Constitution Hall, these Dem- 
ocratic postmasters, and telling them 
how to violate the law. I think it is per- 
fectly amazing that we do not reply more 
vocally and more constantly to the kind 
of thing the administration is foisting 
on the country. 

Mr. BarKiey talks about the enemies 
within the United States. They are so 
numerous you can find them in your 
counties, in your States, and everywhere. 
They follow in line with the 5 percenters 
here in Washington. Those are the 
enemies, as I see it. 

The reason we have wide-spread cor- 
ruption in the spending of public funds 
in Washington is because we have these 
conditions in every place controlled by 
the Democrats. Police officers sell their 
retirement dates for money in Cleveland. 
They don’t even see anything wrong 
with this. You know the Democrats 
were caught selling jobs down in Missis- 
sippi a little while ago, How many work- 
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ers are there on city, county, and na- 
tional payrolls, who have to kick in a 
part of their wages to political cam- 
paigns every 2 years, to keep their jobs? 
Is this right? Is this ethical? Isn't it 
time we ended this business? 

On top of the RFC business and the 
Mississippi job-buying charges directed 
against the administration, comes an- 
other bit of shenanigans to look into. 

Just how did it happen that a cha 
out in Salt Lake City named Walter 
Pace, a meat-market owner, managed to 
drop into South Carolina last November 
to pick up options on land which he 
shortly sold to our Government for hy- 
drogen-bomb plant development at a 
neat profit of $76,000? Mr. Pace says 
that it just “happened.” The Governor 
of South Carolina says that he would 
regard it as somewhat unusual if a 
man in South Carolina got an option on 
some land in Utah the day before an 
announcement that an atomic bomb 
plant would be built. 

Big question is: Did anybody in Wash- 
ington or anywhere else connected with 
the atomic-bomb project tip Mr. Pace or 
some associate off to the pending an- 
nouncement, and if so who did and who 
profited? So far, nobody has done much 
talking. But you cannot stop us from 
thinking. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word, and ask unanimous consent to re- 
vise and extend my remarks. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman fom 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I just do this to continue the 
story started by the gentleman from 
Ohio, who has just given the Republi- 
cans a very much needed, greatly need- 
ed lecture about their indolence and 
their lack of inclination, perhaps, let us 
put it that way, to answer our political 
adversaries. I will not say enemies.“ 

The gentleman from Ohio is correct. 
The man to whom he refers, the Assist- 
ant Postmaster General, Mr. Lawler, is 
giving some pretty bad advice when he 
tells these postmasters to go out and 
take part in these campaigns and make 
contributions, 

I say that because I recall very, very 
distinctly that a former Member of the 
House from the Fourth Congressional 
District of Michigan, who was a mem- 
ber of the now majority party, went 
around in the district. He was a very, 
very honest man, there is no question 
about that at all, and I am not sarcastic. 
I mean it. He was honest. He walked 
right up to the wickets in the post offices 
in our district and told the postmasters 
that he wanted contributions for politi- 
cal purposes, and he got them. That was 
open and above board but, unfortunately 
for him, it just happened'to be a viola- 
tion of the Federal statute. Someone 
caused his arrest, and he was convicted 
and he served time. He paid the penalty. 
He was a good citizen in that way. He 
just paid the penalty for his wrongful 
act. 

If you will follow that with these post- 
masters—and there are many of them 
here, We have all seen them, fine men 
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and women here visiting. Some of us 
have been entertained by them and some 
of us have entertained some of those 
postmasters and their wives. They are 
fine people, and it is as the gentleman 
from Ohio said, a terrible thing for an 
Assistant Postmaster General to go down 
here to a great gathering and publicly 
advise postal employees to violate a Fed- 
eral statute. It shows to what depth the 
morality of some people will descend, and 
shows the desperate need, they say, for 
a new code of ethics. I do not have very 
much faith in a code of ethics. Some- 
times in some laws, they are necessary. 
I always remember that the Ten Com- 
mandments, we are told were written in 
stone so that they would never change. 
But we still have sin and wrong doing. 
But it is unfortunate, is it not, frankly, 
unfortunate that a member of the ma- 
jority party in a position of high au- 
thority, when we are considering addi- 
tional pay, or we will be tomorrow, per- 
haps, for postal employees, to hold out 
before them what he said was their duty 
to contribute to the party, which some- 
one else said is responsible for their jobs? 

That is going pretty, pretty far it 
seems to me, and I hope that the mem- 
bers of that party who are in Congress, 
and who, I know, are honest and con- 
scientious, will remonstrate after a night 
of thought and get this gentleman to 
change his advice, because if the poor, 
innocent people back in my home town— 
I do not know what the city folks will 
do, but in the smaller places and in my 
own district, if they are led astray by 
that advice, they are going to be in trou- 
ble and some of them will be put in jail. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
all debate on the committee amendment 
and all amendments thereto close in 15 
minutes. 

Mr. CURTIS of Nebraska. I object, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr, 
Chairman, I move that all debate on the 
committee amendment and all amend- 
ments thereto close in 20 minutes. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. FULTON]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Javirs to the 
committee amendment: On page 26, line 8, 
strike out the period and insert a semicolon 
and the following: “Provided, however, That 
the rates provided for in this act shall not 
take effect until the restoration of delivery 
and other essential postal services curtailed 
by the order of the Postmaster General, dated 
April 18, 1950.” 


Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, I make a point of order 
against the amendment on the ground 
that it is not germane to the bill. The 
bill says nothing about deliveries. It 
only applies to postal rates. It is not 
germane, because in 8 Cannon’s Prece- 
dents, section 3037, an amendment de- 
laying operation of the proposed legis- 
lation pending an unrelated contingency’ 
was held not to be germane, and this 


relates to a very similar situation. 
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Mr. JAVITS. Would the gentleman 
reserve his point of order so that I may 
have a few minutes to discuss this? 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, I insist upon the point of 
order. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, I desire 
to be heard on the point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will be 
glad to hear the gentleman. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, the 
amendment which I have proposed, if 
adopted, becomes a part of section 14 
of the act against which all points of 
order have been waived by the rule which 
the House adopted. 

This section already contains specific 
contingencies deferring the time of the 
effective date of the rate specified here- 
under. One of those contingencies re- 
lates to all rates in the act, making them 
effective three calendar months follow- 
ing the calendar month in which en- 
acted. The other relates to a special 
provision with relation to second-class- 
mail rates. I am attempting to defer 
the time when all rates specified under 
the act shall become effective until cer- 
tain restoration of delivery and other 
essential services under the act. It 
seems to me that is another limitation 
upon the date specified when the rates 
shall take effect, and is therefore entirely 
in order. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Kitpay). The 
Chair is prepared to rule. The Commit- 
tee has before it a bill to adjust postal 
rates. The gentleman from New York 
LMr. Javits] offers an amendment which 
would postpone the effective date of the 
provisions of the bill until the restoration 
of delivery or other essential postal serv- 
ices curtailed by previous orders of the 
Postmaster General. The bill affects 
rates only. The amendment seeks to af- 
fect the effective date of the provisions 


of the act by the happening of a future 


event. 

First, the Chair desires to state with 
reference to the question of the rule 
under which the bill is being considered 
waiving points of order, that those points 
of order waived apply to the provisions 
in the bill alone and not to amendments 
offered from the floor. 

The .gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. 
Murray] has referred to the precedent 
in volume 8, Cannon’s Precedents, sec- 
tion 3037, the syllabus of which reads: 

An amendment delaying operation of the 
proposed legislation pending an unrelated 
contingency was held not to be germane. 


The Chair is of the opinion that the 
pending amendment is not germane, and 
sustains the point of order. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer a preferential motion which I send 
to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Hays of Ohio moves that the Commit- 
tee do now rise and report the bill back to 
the House with the recommendation that 
the enacting clause be stricken out. 


Mr. CURTIS of Nebraska. Mr. Chair- 
man, a point of order. Has that motion 
not been made prior this afternoon and 
is therefore out of order? 

The CHAIRMAN. Since that time an 
amendment has been adopted to the bill, 
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and the preferential motion would be 
in order. 

Mr. CURTIS of Nebraska. A further 
parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Chairman. 
Does the time of the gentleman from 
Ohio come out of the 20 minutes fixed? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time on this 
motion does not come out of the time 
fixed for debate on the committee 
amendment and amendments thereto. 

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Hays] 


“is recognized for 5 minutes. 


Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I 
think my colleague from Ohio [Mr. 
BeEnvER] was correct when he read the 
article from the Star, in which he quoted 
Mr. Lawler as saying there was nothing 
in the law which would prevent a post- 
master from contributing to a political 
campaign. But then he went on and 
beclouded the issue and tried to make 
out it was something terrible and ille- 
gal. The only thing in the law is that 
a Member of Congress, for instance, can- 
not solicit a postmaster. Perhaps a 
postmaster cannot contribute to an in- 
dividual campaign, but if he wants to 


contribute to his party’s campaign, there 


is nothing in the law that will prohibit 
him. He can do it as a voluntary con- 
tributor, and I am sure my good friend 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. BENDER] 
knows that, because he is an expert on 
political contributions; he is county 
chairman of Cuyahoga County, the larg- 
est county in Ohio, and he is such a 
good manager and gets so many contri- 
butions that I understand they have had 
numerous squabbles about who was going 
to divide the spoils and spend the money; 
in fact, it has been aired by the metro- 
politan newspapers up there from time 
to time. I recall one campaign, I can- 
not just remember the year, but my good 
friend was not quite astute enough to 
hold on to his campaign funds, and he 
is a very shrewd gentleman; I want to 
give him credit; he is a very shrewd 
politician, but he was so successful in 
one campaign in raising funds that when 
the Republican convention met it turned 
around and took the purse away from 
him. 

There was a fellow there by the name 
of Weatherhead, head of the Weather- 
head Manufacturing Co., a company in- 
cidentally which was doing a lot of busi- 
ness with the Government, that had a lot 
of Government contracts and contributed 
to the Republican Party. They gathered 
together a slush fund of several thou- 
sands of dollars, hundreds of thousands, 
so the newspapers said; as a matter of 
fact I heard stories that it went up to 
half a million dollars, and some people 
said more than that; and when my good 
friend, the Congressman from Ohio, got 
in these funds, collected them, then they, 
those awful scheming, avaricious Re- 
publican committeemen stepped in and 
took everything away from him and said 
“We had better spend this the way we 
want it spent.” 

Now the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
Benver] knows who made the political 
contributions. I think he just sort of got 
befuddled and beclouded when he saw 
some of these postmasters up in the gal- 
lery and let his enthusiasm run away 
with him in trying to keep funds or po- 
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Party. 

I would just like to say to him in con- 
clusion I do not think he ought to be 
quite that close-fisted; I mean we Demo- 
crats have enough trouble getting a little 
bit of money to run a campaign, the way 
it is, and yet when you Republicans can 
collect thousands and thousands of dol- 
lars, when you can collect half a million 
dollars up in Cleveland I do not think 
you ought to object to a postmaster mak- 
ing a legal contribution if he wants to 
do it. In fact he could contribute to the 
Republicans if any postmaster were so 
deluded as to want to. I don’t want some 
one to come in here and try to becloud 
the issue and tell the postmasters they 
cannot contribute to the Democratic 
Party. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. I yield. 

Mr. McCORMACK. As a matter of 
fact, instead of criticizing Mr. Lawler 
we ought to compliment him. Weare all 
practical men. I have never criticized 
the Republican Party at any time in the 
matter of the raising of money. A polit- 
ical party needs money to pay campaign 
expenses. Frankly, I think it is rather 
small when one party attacks the other 
in connection with the raising of cam- 
paign expenses for the operation of the 
party. Mr. Lawler was frank; he did not 
advocate; what he told them was that 
they were not violating the Hatch Act if 
they made a voluntary contribution. No 
Federal employee violates the Hatch Act 
who makes a voluntary contribution so 
long as he does not make it on Federal 
premises. It is the Pendleton Act any- 
way, and not the Hatch Act. I am grate- 
ful for the frank statement of Mr. Lawler 
instead of being eritical of him. 

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
Horrman] has not criticized. While I 
disagree with him an awful lot, the gen- 
tleman is intellectually honest. What 
he does is a little gentle ribbing, not crit- 
icizing. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. I thank the gen- 
tleman. I was not objecting; I was just 
commiserating with my friend from 
Ohio. Furthermore may I say that I do 
not mean to imply that the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. BENDER] had any dis- 
honest or ulterior motives about the 
money he raised. He raised it. I think 
he should have been allowed to spend it, 
I do not think his own Republican com- 
mittee did right in superseding him. To 
further illustrate my point look what a 
good job he did in helping raise millions 
for Senator Tart's last campaign. Ten 
million or so it is rumored. 

Mr. BENDER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the motion. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does any member 
of the committee wish to be heard in 
opposition to the preferential motion? 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Yes, Mr- 
Chairman, I desire to be heard in oppo- 
sition; I am opposed to the motion and 
ask that it be voted down and that we 
get back to the bill, 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
will state it. 
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Mr. HALLECK. In view of the fact 
that the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
BENDER] sought recognition and no one 
else was seeking recognition, was it not 
in order that the gentleman from Ohio 
be recognized? 

The CHAIRMAN. The committee re- 
ported a bill. A preferential motion was 
offered to strike out the eracting clause 
which would have had the effect of kill- 
ing the bill, should it be adopted. The 
Chair understands that the custom has 
been that if the committee desires to be 
heard in opposition to a preferential mo- 
tion which would have the effect of kill- 

- ing the bill under consideration that the 
committee is entitled to such recogni- 
tion. The Chair so holds. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, a fur- 
ther parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, in 
view of the fact thet no member of the 
committee was on his feet seeking rec- 
ognition and the gentleman from Ohio 
was seeking recognition, I would assume 
that the gentleman from Ohio would be 
against the motion that was made. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is per- 
fectly willing to recognize the gentle- 

man from Ohio for the portion of the 
5 minutes remaining, if there is no ob- 
jection, in view of the fact that the com- 
mittee did not consume all of that time. 
The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. BENDER] 
is recognized. 

Mr. BENDFR. Mr. Chairman, I re- 
gret that my colleague from Ohio is still 
chasing butterflies. I have been Re- 
publican County chairman in Cuyahoga 


County, Cleveland, Ohio, ever since 1936 


and I have nothing to apologize for. I 
have nothing to be ashamed of in my 
official life. I have made mistakes and 
publicly I have acknowledged them. 

Mr. Chairman, may I also say that I 
have been elected a Member of the Con- 
gress six times, still holding the job of 
County Chairman of Cuyahoga, the fifth 
largest county in the country. It is true 
that the Republican Party receives cam- 
paign contributions, but they are contri- 
butions given by individuals, not by cor- 
porations, not from civil-service em- 
ployees or by bludgeoning Federal em- 
ployees and contractors doing business 
with the Government. We do not use 
Federal money, the taxpayers’ money, 
for the purpose of campaigning, as is 
done by the majority party. The money 
that is spent on the Republican side is 
but a drop in the bucket when compared 
with the tremendous funds that are ex- 
pended by the party that is now in 
power—taxpayers’ money for campaign 
purposes. 

Thousands of agents of the present 
administration are constantly playing 
politics. Observe the 30,000 political 
publicity agents on the Federal payroll. 
We Republicans have a terrific job tell- 
ing our story about what.is going on in 
the administration. I say to you that 
what we in the Republican Party spend 
is peanuts compared to the taxpayers’ 
money that is wasted in every campaign 
by the present administration in its 
propaganda efforts by radio, by televi- 
sion, and by all of the other vehicles used 
to influence public opinion. 
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Observe the Mississippi deal. Your 
own Democratic colleagues will show you 
where the courts have ruled that it is a 
violation of the Hatch Act to advise post- 
masters to contribute to campaign funds 
and to be active politically. In fact, the 
campaign speeches that were made by 
these officials of the Post Office Depart- 
ment to civil service employees with life- 
time jobs were a direct violation of the 
law and, as a matter of fact, they had no 
right to even participate in that political 
shindig at Constitution Hall. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BENDER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Michigan. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Will the 
gentleman tell us something about what 
the result was in the last campaign where 
the gentleman handled it in the elec- 
tion for United States Senator? What 
happened there? 

Mr. BENDER. It is known far and 
wide that Senator Tarr won the race in 
Ohio by 429,000 votes, in spite of all the 
Federal employees in and out of the State 
who were sent in while working on Gov- 
ernment time to smear him. Senator 
Tart was elected by the biggest vote ever 
received by a candidate for public office 
in Ohio, which shows that the American 
public is not for sale. 

In closing, I should like to say a word. 
The gentleman from Ohio like many 
others during my political life has en- 
deavored to heckle me because I called 
attention to the violation of a Federal 
statute. He has used the same tech- 
niques so skillfully employed by his ad- 
ministration in attempting to ridicule 
those who have the courage to rise up 
and criticize their shortcomings. The 
only reason he and his associates get 
away with it is because in American pub- 
lic life today we have become morally 
flabby. A great Roman Empire died be- 
cause it succumbed to corruption, to in- 
difference, te a fatty degeneration of its 
brain power and its human power. We 
in America face a similar danger today. 
Within the past few months a solemn 
warning has been pronounced against 
conditions in our own National Capitol. 
From high Government places down to 
the level of college athletics, there is 
great danger from conditions of corrup- 
tion. It eats away the very foundations 
of our Republic. When every man and 
everything may be purchased for cash on 
the line, ideals and principles are threat- 
ened. For years, it was common knowl- 
edge throughout Europe that the news- 
papers of the French Republic were “for 
sale” to the highest bidders. Recent 
French history bears strong testimony to 
the deterioration of French moral 
strength as well as to its physical de- 
cline. When the foundations of our 
Government crumble beneath the weight 
of corruption, the social organization, 
the economic structure and the confi- 
dence of the people are shaken. The 
buying and selling of political favors, 
the abuse of influence, the appearance 
of 5-percenters—these are symptoms of 
serious political illnesses, 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the motion offered by the gentleman ° 
from Ohio [Mr. Hays]. 

The motion was rejected. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
LMr. CORBETT]. 

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to yield to the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. Jackson], who has an 
amendment that I desire to support. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri, Mr. Chair- 
man, a point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. The gen- 
tleman cannot yield time in that man- 
ner. I have an amendment at the desk, 
and I ask for recognition. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time has been 
fixed, and the Chair is attempting to rec- 
ognize those who were on their feet at 
the time. He has recognized the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania, who the Chair 
understands is now asking unanimous 
consent that he yield his time. 

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I did 
not ask unanimous consent to yield my 
time. I asked consent simply that the 
gentleman from Washington [Mr. JACK- 
son] be recognized ahead of me. i 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Washington is not included in the 
list of those standing at the time debate 
was limited. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CORBETT]. 

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. CORBETT: 

On page 17, line 12, strike out ‘144 cents” 
and insert “114 cents.” 

On page 17, line 16, strike out 1½ cents” 
and insert 1½ cents.” 


Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, as 
briefly as I can I simply want to point 
out that this amendment is the one 
which affects third-class bulk mail, 
which is the bulk of the direct-mail ad- 
vertising. It would provide that instead 
of increasing the minimum rate on the 
bulk mail from one cent to one and a 
half to increase it from one cent to one 
and a quarter. The reason is this: Let 
us take a direct-mail advertising firm 
which does directly $100,000 worth of 
postage business. We will say that com- 
pany A does $100,000 worth of direct- 
mail advertising through the utilization 
of a third-class permit. To increase the 
rate one-half cent would mean an in- 
crease in postage for them of $50,000. 
Fifty thousand dollars could well be more 
than their profits would be for the year. 
My amendment simply provides that we 
increase that company’s postage bill by 
$25,000, and then if we find that they 
can adjust to that, maybe further in- 
creases would be in order in other years. 
The Senate bill in this regard provides 
for a quarter of a cent increase next year 
and a quarter of a cent increase the 
following year. In order that we might 
have the whole proposition in confer- 
ence, I urge the passage of this amend- 
ment to make the minimum rate one and 
one-quarter cents instead of one and 
one-half cents. 

Mr. JACKSON of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CORBETT. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Washington. 

Mr. JACKSON of Washington. I wish 
to concur in what.the gentleman has said 
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and I think his amendment is a very 
reasonable one. It is a matter that 
should be threshed out in conference, 
and I hope this amendment will be 
adopted. 

Mr. MORANO. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CORBETT. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Connecticut. 

Mr. MORANO. I am opposed to this 
amendment. The reason I am opposed 
to it is that there are over 100,000 post- 
age meters in use today collecting nearly 
40 percent of United States postage. 

Mr. CORBETT. Then the gentleman 
should be opposed to increasing it to 
1% cents? 

Mr. MORANO. I am not interested 
whether it is increased or not. I am in- 
terested in getting a unit by which the 
postage meters can operate. In other 
words, if they use a one and a quarter 
cent unit, these postage meters are in- 
operative and you cannot use them, and 
it is a dangercus amendment for that 
reason. 

Mr. CORBETT. The gentleman 
ought to suggest an amendment then 
striking out all of the increases. 

Mr. MORANO. I would be willing to 
favor such an amendment if the gentle- 
man would offer it. 

Mr. CORBETT. I cannot yield fur- 
ther, I am sorry. 

Mr, MORANO. This is very impor- 
tant. 

Mr. CORBETT. The gentleman is 
exactly right; this is a tremendously im- 
portant amendment, and since we do 
not have full time for consideration here 
I hope the Committee will sce fit to adopt 
the amendment and send it to confer- 
ence where it can be worked out prop- 
erly in the interests of the large num- 
ber of direct mail advertisers in the 
United States. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, I rice in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I sincerely hope the 
House will vote down this amendment. 
The amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Fennsylvania [Mr. CORBETT] 
will cost over $16,009,000. The present 
deficit in third-class mail is $133,000,000. 
By raising the third-class mail to 1½ 
cents as provided in the Committee bill 
you raise only $34,000,000, so there will 
still, with the committee amendment 
adopted, be a $100,000,000 loss in third- 
class mail. This is circular mail, much 
of which is unsolicited and unwanted. 
It costs the Department nearly as much 
to deliver this class of mail as it does 
to deliver the first-class letter mail. 

If you are going to make the rate on 
postal cards 2 cents, certainly you should 
make the rate on individual pieces of 
third-class bulk mail 1½ cents. This 
is a matter on which I am confident the 
House will support the Committee. 

Mr. Chairman, I have done the best I 
could. I have made the best fight I 
could. For 10 years I have been trying 
to get adequate rates. It is easy enough 
to vote for appropriations, to vote for 
high salaries, but when it comes to get- 
ting a proper postal rate increase I do 
not seem to get anywhere as Chairman 
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of the House Post Office and Civil Serv- 
ice Committee. It is a trying and un- 
pleasant task when you endeavor to get 
adequate postal rate increases. I do 
trust that the House will stand by the 
Committee in fixing the minimum rate 
on individual bulk mail letters at 1% 
cents per piece and will vote down the 
pending amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Connecticut 
Mr. Morano]. 

Mr. MORANO. Mr. Chairman, I am 
including in my remarks a letter and en- 
closure from the distinguished president 
of Pitney-Bowes, Inc., Stamford, Conn., 
in my district. 

I hope the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania is defeat- 
ed. I direct the attention of the rank- 
ing members of the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service to the fact that 
this correspondence offers cogent reasons 
why the conferees on the part cf the 
House should insist on the provisions re- 
ported by the House committee, which I 
hope will be adopted by the Committee of 
the Whole. 

The letters to which I refer are as fol- 
lows: 

Pitney-Bowss, INC., 
Stamford, Conn., September 13, 1951. 
Hon. ALBERT P. MORANO, 
The House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Morano: We are informed that 
Senate bill 1046 has passed the Senate, carry- 
ing a rate of 1% cents per piece for bulk 
mailings of identical pieces of third-class 
matter for 1 year, and 1% cents per piece 
thereafter, with the same rates for mailing 
books, catalogs of 24 (or more) pages, seeds, 
cuttings, bulbs, etc. 

The corresponding House bill 2982 carries 


» arate of 14% cents for the same type of mat- 


ter, the rate now used for regular third-class 
mailings of books, catalogs, seeds, cuttings, 
etc. 

A this 1½-cent rate should become law, 
even for a limited period, it would cause tre- 
mendous difficulties, not only to us, but to 
the Post Office Department and many thou- 
sands of mailers. There are over 100,000 
postage meters in use today collecting nearly 
40 percent of all United States postage. None 
of them carry provisions for printing and 
registering a quarter-cent unit with the ex- 
ception of a few hundred old single-denom- 
ination meters. 

While we do not feel we should take any 
positica as to what rate is justified, we do 
feel that we should present for consideration 
the results of the possible use of a fraction 
of a cent other than the present half-cent 
in postal rates. It is, however, our under- 
standing that the Post Office Department it- 
self is strongly opposed to anything less than 
the half-cent. 

We are enclosing herewith a copy of a 
letter, dated September 13, 1951, which we 
have written to Postmaster General Jesse M. 
Donaldson on this subject, setting forth the 
situation in greater detail. 

We should appreciate your taking such 
steps as you deem necessary to see that the 
Members of Congress interested in this mat- 
ter are fully advised of the situation. 

It would seem to us that, in time of in- 
flation and mounting costs, the splitting of 
a cent into lower fractions than one-half— 
even for a limited period—is a retrogressive 
step and an unnecessary complication, 

With kind regards, 

Sincerely yours, 
W. H. WHEELER, Jr. 


SEPTEMBER 19 


SEPTEMBER 13, 1951. 
The Honorable Jesse M. DONALDSON, 
Postmaster General, United States 
Post Office Department, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. DONALDSON: We are informed 
that Senate bill 1046 has passed the Senate, 
carrying a rate of 1½ cents per piece for 
bulk mailings of identical pieces of third- 
class matter for 1 year, and 144 cents per 
piece thereafter, with the same rates for 
mailing of books, catalogs of 24—or more— 
pages, seeds, cuttings, bulbs, etc. We are 
also informed that House bill 2982 carries a 
rate of 144 cents per piece for both of these 
categories. 

If the House bill goes through at 144 cents 
per piece, there naturally will be some dis- 
cussion relative to the difference in the pro- 
posed rates for the first year at a meeting 
of the joint committee, and a decision re- 
garding the effective rate will be made. ! 

While we do not take any position as to 
what the rate should be, we do feel that we 
should present for consideration the results 
of the possible use of a fraction of a cent 
other than the present one-half cent in 
postal rates with respect to many users of 
postage meters. j 

It is our understanding that over $600,- 
000,000, or over 40 percent of all postage rev- 
enue, is now being collected by means of 
postage meters. Postmasters in many of the 
larger cities also inform us that metered 
matter represents well over 50 percent of the 
total mail matter and, more important, ap- 
proximately 65 percent of business mail. 

While we have no way of knowing just how 
many postal patrons are using postage 
meters for third-class matter mailed in bulk, 
we do believe it is a sizable portion. The 
users of these meters probably dispatch a 
large percentage of the matter mailed in 
bulk, by reason of the fact that whoever uses 
this rate is usually a quantity mailer, and 
therefore apt to use a meter. 

While it is true that such matter may be 
mailed under nonmetered permit, this is not 
favored in many quarters because of the 
far greater convenience of the meter and 
the identification of the meter stamp. As 
between the two methods, the use of a post- 
age meter which permits meter stamps is, 
of course, the most economical for both the 
post office and the mailer. 

No meters that we have in use—over 100,- 
000—except a relatively small number of 
single-denomination meters—160—are ca- 
pable of being adapted to register fractional- 
cent denominations lower than a half cent. 
We believe this is equally true of meters 
manufactured by other concerns who have 
been authorized to distribute them. 

To develop such adaptability would re- 
quire a very substantial amount of time 
and many millions of dollars of expense, 
and even after this, one-fourth- cent de- 
nomination meters could not be manufac- 
tured as economically as the present type 
of meter. We estimate that it would be 
well over a year’s time, providing we could 
secure authorization to obtain the neces- 
sary critical material, before we would be 
able to produce even a model meter to print 
and record one-fourth cent. Also, if one- 
fourth cent is to be used in a postage rate 
in the future, we calculate that it would 
require a minimum of 3 years’ time before 
we could meet the full demand should such 
a change be permanently required. 

We are attaching exhibit A, showing 30 
major changes that would be necessary in 
the model RT meter to enable it to print 
and properly register a one-fourth-cent 
value. The same number of changes would 
be required in the RF line of meters, and 
approximately the same amount of changes 
and detailed work would be required in our 
other classes of meters with the exception 


ol the single-denomination meter. 
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Models of these meters, with the changes 
referred to, would have to be submitted to 
the Bureau of Standards for approval even 
before we could proceed to make these 
changes. What delay in time this would 
cause we are unable to estimate. 

We call your attention to this as we 
understand that there has been some in- 
formation submitted to the Hill to the effect 
that the only change that would have to 
be made in a meter to permit the printing 
of the value of one-fourth cent would be a 
slug inserted in the meter. Whoever made 
this statement is, of course, correct if they 
are referring to single-denomination meters, 
but not with respect go the multi- or omni- 
denomination-type postage meters. 

We also believe that the over-all cost to 
the Department of having to handle much 
of this mail in the interim by means of 
the nonmetered imprint or precanceled 
stamps would be a considerable factor but 
that, of course, is a matter which you can 
determine and no doubt have under con- 
sideration. It is also possible that some 
bulk mailers might give up the use of meters 
entirely until those with quarter-cent de- 
nominations were obtainable, in which case 
the Department would have the added ex- 
pense of handling a quantity of mail of 
other classes now being metered which might 
prove to be substantial. 

We believe there might be other mechani- 
zations and routines which the handling of 
a quarter-cent of postage would render more 
expensive and difficult. It is also reason- 
able to assume that if a new fraction-of-a- 
cent rate is established, the extension of 
fractions-of-a-cent rate to other classes of 
mail matter will be encouraged. 

For all of these reasons, we hope that se- 
rious consideration will be given by the De- 
partment and by Congress to the delay, 
mechanical problems, and costs involved be- 
fore a quarter-cent denomination of postage 
is rendered a necessity. It would seem that, 
in time of inflation and mounting costs, the 
‘splitting of a cent into lower fractions than 
‘one-half, even for a limited period, is a ret- 
rogressive step and an unnecessary compli- 
cation. 

Sincerely yours, 
W. H. WHEELER, Jr. 


EXHIBIT A 

Necessary changes in the model R class 
meters to print and record 1% cents are as 
follows: 

1. Added machining to base to allow for 
two extra movements on the drum shaft. 

2, Change required in setting lever bracket. 

3. Change required in the hubs of all mu- 
tilated gears. 

4. Reposition mutilated gears on drum 
shaft. 

5. Make new yoke arms. 

6. Two new yoke arm links required. 

7. New racks to be made inside of drum 
shaft. 

8. Redesign cross-over gear assemblies, 

9. Change transfer shaft assembly. 

10. Change transfer choke shaft assembly. 

11. Change transfer compound gear. 

12. Change plate bearing for cross-over 
gear. 
13. Change cast bearing for cross-over 
gears. 

14. Change indicator plate for setting 
levers. 

15. Change figure wheels. 

16. Change mutilated gear aliners. 

17. Change drum shaft. 

18. Check slot-meter housing for units- 
setting lever. 

19. Change drive for consecutive counter. 

20. Replace or change indicator wheel. 

21. Change counter wheels. 

22. Clear base casting for units-setting 
lever. 
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23. Clear units-setting lever to prevent in- 
terference with bare lock pawl. 

24. Clear units-counter-drive gear for rack 
pin. : 

25. Change meter lock-out plate to read 
4% cent instead of % cent. 

26. Change mating pinion on buttress 
tooth cross-over. 

27. Counter intermediate gear now. be- 
comes a compound gear. 

28. Change 10-tooth counter gear to 12- 
tooth counter gear. 

29. New detent to be made in 12-tooth 
counter gear. 

30. Retime accumulation cycle. 

Although we have mentioned 30 major 
changes, such changes would affect approxi- 
mately 200 drawings or about 20 percent of 
the parts in the class R meters to permit 
printing of 1% cents. 

Pirney-Bowes, Inc. 

STAMFORD, CONN, 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. CORBETT]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. CURTIS of Nebraska. Mr. Chair- 
man, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Curtis of Ne- 
braska: On page 26, line 9, insert a new 
section as follows: 

“No mail matter of any kind shall be 
sent through the mails by any department 
or agency of the United States Government, 
including the legislative branch, without full 
payment of the postal rates provided by law 
for similar mail matter sent by other users.” 


Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, I make the point of order 
that the amendment is not germane to 
the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle- 
man from Nebraska desire to be heard 
on the point of order? 

Mr. CURTIS of Nebraska. Yes, Mr. 
Chairman. 

This bill is to adjust postal rates. It 
deals with various classes and kinds of 
mail and services rendered by the Post 
Office Department. At the present time 
the Post Office Department is transport- 
ing $80,000,000 worth of mail for the 
executive branch of the Government for 
nothing. I propose to adjust that up to 
the regular rates. Certainly this would 
be germane. If you can raise rates un- 
der this bill from a given rate to a high- 
er rate, certainly you can raise free mail 
to some sort of rate. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is pre- 
pared to rule. 

The bill before us is for the purpose 
of adjusting postal rates. The gentle- 
man from Nebraska offers an amend- 
ment which would not adjust existing 
postal rates but would define classes of 
mail which should be subject to payment 
of postage. Neither of the classes in- 
cluded within the amendment proposed 
is included within the bill. The amend- 
ment is beyond the scope of the bill. 
Therefore, the Chair sustains the point 
of order. 

The question is on the committee 
amendment as amended. 

The committee amendment was agreed 


The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
Committee rises. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and 


the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
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Mr. KTL pav, Chairman of the Commit- 
tee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union, reported that that Com- 
mittee, having had under consideration 
the bill (H. R. 2982) to readjust postal 
rates, pursuant to House Resolution 315, 
he reported the bill back to the House 
with an amendment adopted by the 
Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 
previous question is ordered. 

The question is on the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the engrossment and third reading of 
the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the passage of the bill. 

The bill was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee, Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
take from the Speaker’s table the bill 
(S. 1046) to readjust postal rates and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee? 

There was no objection. 


The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 
Be it enacted, ete.— 
TITLE I 
FIRST-CLASS MAIL 

SEcTION 1. (a) Except as provided in sub- 
sections (b), (c), and (d), the rate of post- 
age on all matter of the first class shall be 
4 cents for the first ounce or fraction there- 
of and 3 cents for each additional ounce or 
fraction thereof. 

(b) The rate of postage on drop letters 
when mailed for local delivery at post offices 
where free delivery by carrier is not estab- 
lished and when they are not collected or 
delivered by rural or star-route carrier shall 
be 2 cents for each ounce or fraction thereof. 

(c) Except as provided in subsection (d), 
the rate of postage on postal cards (includ- 
ing the cost of their manufacture) and on 
private mailing or post cards conforming to 
the conditions prescribed by the act entitled 
“An act to amend the postal laws relating 
to the use of postal cards,” approved May 
19, 1898 (39 U. S. C. 281), shall be 2 cents 
each except that the rate on each portion 
of double postal cards issued and sold under 
the provisions of the act of March 3, 1879 
(39 U. S. C. 358), shall be 2 cents. 

(d) The rate of postage on all domestic 
alr mail as defined in the act entitled An 
act to fix the rate of postage on domestic 
air mail, and for other purposes,“ approved 
August 14, 1946 (39 U. S. C. 462a), not ex- 
ceeding 8 ounces in weight, shall, except in 
the case of postal cards and private mail- 
ing or post cards, be 8 cents for the first 
ounce or fraction thereof and 6 cents for 
each additional ounce or fraction thereof. 
The rate on postal cards and private mail- 
ing or post cards (conforming to the con- 
ditions prescribed by the act entitled “An 
act to amend the postal laws relating to use 
of postal cards,” approved May 19, 1898 (39 
U. S. C. 281), when sent by air mail shall be 
5 cents each. 

SECOND-CLASS MAIL 


Sec. 2. (a) In the case of publications en- 
tered as second-class matter (including sam- 
ple copies to the extent of 10 percent of the 
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weight of copies mailed to subscribers dur- 
ing the calendar year) when mailed by the 
publisher thereof from the post office of pub- 
lication and entry or other post office where 
such entry is authorized, or when mailed by 
news agents (registered as such under regu- 
lations prescribed by the Postmaster Gen- 
eral) to actual subscribers thereto or to other 
news agents for the purpose of sale, the total 
postage computed at the pound rates in ef- 
fect under existing law and based on the 
bulk weight of each mailing shall be in- 
creased by 20 percent, beginning on the first 
day of the second quarter beginning after 
the approval of this act and by an increase of 
20 percent, based on the rates now in force, 
to take effect each year thereafter over a 
period of 2 years: Provided, That for news- 
papers qualified for second-class mailing 
privilege the rates herein provided shall be 
increased by 10 percent, beginning on the 
first day of the second quarter beginning 
after the approval of this act and by an in- 
crease of 10 percent, based on the rates now 
in force, to take effect each year thereafter 
over a period of 2 years: Provided, That pub- 
lications having over 75 percent advertising 
in more than one-half of their issues during 
any 12 months’ period shall not be accepted 
for mailing as second-class matter and their 
entry shall be revoked, except that for the 
purpose of this proviso only, a charge made 
solely for the publication of transportation 
schedules, fares, and related information 
shall not be construed as constituting a 
charge for advertising: Provided further, 
That the rate of postage on newspapers or 
periodicals maintained by and in the inter- 
ests of religious, educational, scientific, tem- 
perance, philanthropic, agricultural, labor, 
veterans’ or fraternal organizations or as- 
sociations, or service clubs, not organized for 
profit and none of the net income of which 
inures to the benefit of any private stock- 
holder or individual, shall be 134 cents per 
pound or fraction thereof, and the increases 
provided by this section shall not apply to 
such rate: And provided further, That exist- 
ing rates shall continue in effect with re- 
spect to any religious, educational, tem- 
perance, or scientific publication designed 
specifically for use in school classrooms or 
in religious instruction classes. 
(b) The free-in-county mailing privilege 


and the rates of postage on copies of publi- 


cations of the second class when addressed 
for delivery within the county in which they 
are published and entered as such shall be 
the same as authorized by existing law: Pro- 
vided further, That copies of a publication 
mailed at a post office where it is entered, for 
delivery by letter carriers at a different post 
Office within the delivery limits of which the 
headquarters or general business office of the 
publisher is located, shall be chargeable with 
postage at the rate that would be applicable 
if the copies were mailed at the latter office, 
unless postage chargeable at the pound rates 
from the office Of mailing is higher, in which 
case such higher rates shall apply. 

(c) In no case, except where the free-in- 
county mailing privilege is applicable, shall 
the postage on each individually addressed 
copy be less than one-eighth of 1 cent. 

(d) The rate of postage on copies of pub- 
lications having second-class entry mailed 
by others than the publishers or authorized 
news agents, sample copies mailed by the 
publishers in excess of the 10 percent allow- 
ance entitled to be sent at the pound rates, 
and copies mailed by the publishers to per- 
sons who may not be included in the re- 
quired legitimate list of subscribers, shall be 
2 cents for the first 2 ounces and 1 cent for 
each additional 2 ounces or fraction thereof, 
except when the postage at the rates pre- 
scribed for fourth-class matter is lower, in 
which case the latter rates shall apply, com- 
puted on each individually addressed copy 
or package of unaddressed copies, and not on 
the bulk weight of the copies and packages. 
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THIRD-CLASS MAIL 


Sec.3. The rate of postage on third-class 
matter shall be 2 cents for the first 2 ounces 
or fraction thereof and 1 cent for each addi- 
tional ounce or fraction thereof up to and 
including 8 ounces in weight, except that 
the rate of postage on books and catalogs of 
24 pages or more, seeds, cuttings, bulbs, roots, 
scions, and plants not exceeding 8 ounces 
in weight shall be 2 cents for the first 2 
ounces or fraction thereof and 1½ cents for 
each additional 2 ounces or fraction thereof: 
Provided, That upon payment of a fee of $10 
for each calendar year or portion thereof and 
under such regulations as the Postmaster 
General may establish for the collections of 
the lawful revenue and for facilitating the 
handling of such matter in the mails, it shall 
be lawful to accept for transmission in the 
mails, separately addressed identical pieces 
of third-class matter in quantities of not less 
than 20 pounds, or of not less than 200 
pieces, subject to pound rates of postage 
applicable to the entire bulk mailed at one 
time: Provided further, That the rate of 
postage on third-class matter mailed in bulk 
under the foregoing provision shall be 14 
cents for each pound or fraction thereof 
with a minimum charge per piece of 1% 
cents, except that in the case of books and 
catalogs of 24 pages or more, seeds, cuttings, 
bulbs, roots, scions, and plants the rate shall 
be 10 cents for each pound or fraction there- 
of with a minimum charge per piece of 1½ 
cents: Provided jurther, That the minimum 
charge per piece of 1½ cents specified in the 
foregoing proviso shall be increased to 1½ 
cents 1 year after the effective date of the 
increases in rates made by this section: Pro- 
vided further, That pieces or packages of 
such size or form as to prevent ready facing 
and tying in bundles and requiring indi- 
vidual distributing throughout shall be sub- 
ject to a minimum charge of 3 cents each: 
And provided further, That the rates pre- 
scribed by this section shall not apply with 
respect to matter mailed by religious, educa- 
tional, scientific, temperance, philanthropic, 
agricultural, labor, veterans’, or fraternal or- 
ganizations or associations, or service clubs, 
not organized for profit and none of the net 
income of which inures to the benefit of any 
private stockholder or individual, and the ex- 
isting rates shall continue to apply with re- 
spect to such matter. 
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- Sec. 4. (a) Sections 204 (b) and (e) of the 
Postal Rate Revision and Federal Employees 
Salary Act of 1948 are amended to read as 
follows: 

“(b) The rate of postage on matter of the 
fourth class shall be as follows: 

“(1) On all matter mailed at the post office 
from which a rural route starts, for delivery 
on such route, or mailed at any point on such 
route for delivery at any other point thereon, 
or at the office from which the route starts, 
or on any rural route starting therefrom, and 
on all matter mailed at a city-carrier office, 
or at any point within its delivery limits, for 
delivery by carriers from that office, or at 
any office for local delivery, the postage shall 
be 15 cents for the first pound or fraction 
thereof, 2 cents for the second pound or 
fraction thereof, 1½ cents for each addi- 
tional pound or fraction thereof up to and 
including 10 pounds, and three-fourths cent 
for each pound or fraction thereof exceeding 
10 pounds. 

“(2) For delivery within the first and sec- 
ond zones, except as provided for in para- 
graph (1), and except when the distance by 
the shortest regular mail route from the of- 
fice of origin to the office of delivery is 300 
miles or more in which case the rates of post- 
age shall be the same as for delivery within 
the third zone, 17 cents for the first pound or 
fraction thereof, 3 cents for each additional 
pound or fraction thereof up to and includ- 
ing 10 pounds, and 2½ cents for each pound 
or fraction thereof exceeding 10 pounds. 
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“(3) For delivery within the third zone, 
17 cents for the first pound or fraction there- 
of, 4 cents for the second pound or fraction 
thereof, 344 cents for each additional pound 
or fraction thereof up to and including 10 
pounds, and 2% cents for each pound or 
fraction thereof exceeding 10 pounds. 

“(4) For delivery within the fourth zone, 
18 cents for the first pound or fraction there- 
of, 5 cents for the second pound or fraction 
thereof, 414 cents for each additional pound 
or fraction thereof up to and including 10 
pounds, and 3½ cents for each pound or 
fraction thereof exceeding 10 pounds. 

“(5) For delivery within the fifth zone, 
19 cents for the first®pound or fraction 
thereof, 7 cents for the second pound or frac- 
tion thereof, 6 cents for each additional 
pound or fraction thereof up to and includ- 
ing 10 pounds, and 5½ cents for each pound 
or fraction thereof exceeding 10 pounds. 

“(6) For delivery within the sixth zone, 
20 cents for the first pound or fraction 
thereof, 10 cents for the second pound or 
fraction thereof, 7½ cents for each addi- 
tional pound or fraction thereof up to and 


including 10 pounds, and 744 cents for each 


pound or fraction thereof exceeding 10 
pounds, 

“(7) For delivery within the seventh zone, 
21 cents for the first pound or fraction 
thereof, 11 cents for the second pound or 
fraction thereof, 10 cents for each additional 
pound or fraction thereof up to and includ- 
ing 10 pounds, and 9% cents for each pound 
or fraction thereof exceeding 10 pounds. ; 

“(8) For delivery within the eighth zone, 
22 cents for the first pound or fraction 
thereof, 12 cents for the second pound or 
fraction thereof, 1114 cents for each addi- 
tional pound or fraction thereof up to and 
including 10 pounds, and 1014 cents for each 
pound or fraction thereof exceeding 10 
pounds. 

“(9) On parcels measuring more than 
84 inches but not more than 100 inches in 
length and girth combined, the minimum 
postage charge shall be the zone charge ap- 
plicable to a 10-pound parcel. i 

“(c) Catalogs and similar printed adver- 
tising matter in bound form weighing more 
than 8 ounces but not exceeding 10 pounds 
shall be subject to postage rates based on 
the eight parcel-post zones as follows: : 

“(1) When mailed at the post office from 
which a rural route starts, for delivery on 
such route, or mailed at any point on such 
route for delivery at the office from which 
the route starts, or on any rural route start- 
ing therefrom, and when mailed at a city- 
carrier office, or at any point within its de- 
livery limits, for delivery by carriers from 
that office, or at any office for local delivery, 
the postage shall be 8 cents for the first 
pounds or fraction thereof and 1 cent for 
each additional pound. 

“(2) For delivery within the first and 
second zones, except as provided for in para- 
graph (1), and except when the distance by 
the shortest regular mail route from the 
office of origin to the office of delivery*is 300 
miles or more in which case the rates of post- 
age shall be the same as for delivery within 
the third zone, 9 cents for the first pound or 
fraction thereof and 144 cents for each addi- 
tional pound or fraction thereof. 

“(3) For delivery within the third zone, 
10 cents for the first pound or fraction 
thereof and 2½ cents for each additional 
pound or fraction thereof. 

“(4) For delivery within the fourth zone, 
11 cents for the first pound or fraction 
thereof and 3 cents for each additional pound 
or fraction thereof. 

“(5) For delivery within the fifth zone, 13 
cents for the first pound or fraction thereof 
and 4 cents for each additional pound or 
fraction thereof. 

“(6) For delivery within the sixth zone, 
14 cents for the first pound or fraction there- 
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of and 5 cents for each additional pound or 
fraction thereof. 

“(7) For delivery within the seventh zone, 
15 cents for the first pound or fraction there- 
of and 6 cents for each additional pound or 
fraction thereof. 

“(8) For delivery within the eighth zone, 
16 cents for the first pound or fraction 
thereof and 7 cents for each additional 
pound or fraction thereof.” 

(b) Rates of postage prescribed by sub- 
sections (b) and (e) of section 204 of such 
act, as amended by this act, and existing 
rates of postage prescribed by subsections 
(d) to (f), inclusive, of such section shall 
remain in effect until otherwise provided 
by the Congress. 


SPECIAL DELIVERY 


Sec. 5. Mail of any class shall be given the 
most expeditious handling and transporta- 
tion practicable and immediate delivery at 
the office of address when, in addition to the 
regular postage, a special-delivery fee is pre- 
paid thereon by means of special-delivery 
stamps or ordinary postage stamps, or in 
such other manner as the Postmaster Gen- 
eral may prescribe, in accordance with the 
following schedule: Matter weighing not 
more than 2 pounds, if of the first class, 20 
cents; if of any other class, 35 cents. Matter 
weighing more than 2 but not more than 
10 pounds, if of the first class 35 cents; if 
of any other class, 45 cents. Matter weigh- 
ing more than 10 pounds, if of the first 
class, 50 cents; if of any other class, 60 cents. 


REGISTERED MAIL 


Sec. 6. (a) Mail matter shall be registered 
on the application of the party posting the 
same. The registry fees, which shall be in 
addition to the regular postage, and the 
limits of indemnity therefor within the max- 
imum indemnity provided by this subsection, 
shall be as follows: 

For articles having no intrinsic value and 
for which no indemnity is payable, 30 cents; 

For registry indemnity not exceeding $5, 
40 cents; 

For registry indemnity exceeding $5 but 
not exceeding $25, 55 cents; 

For registry indemnity exceeding $25 but 
not exceeding $50, 65 cents; 

For registry indemnity exceeding $50 but 
not exceeding $75, 75 cents; 

For registry indemnity exceeding $75 but 
not exceeding $100, 85 cents; 

For registry indemnity exceeding $100 but 
not exceeding $200; 95 cents; 

For registry indemnity exceeding $200 but 
not exceeding $300, $1.05; 

For registry indemnity exceeding $300 but 
not exceeding $400, $1.15; 

For registry indemnity exceeding $400 but 
not exceeding $500, $1.25; 

For registry indemnity exceeding $500 but 
not exceeding $600, $1.35; 

For registry indemnity exceeding $600 but 
not exceeding $700, $1.45; 

For registry indemnity exceeding $700 but 
not exceeding $800, $1.55; 

For registry indemnity exceeding $800 but 
not exceeding $900, $1.65; 

For registry indemnity exceeding $900 but 
not exceeding $1,000, $1.75: Provided, That 
for registered mail having a declared value 
in excess of $25 a registry fee of not less than 
55 cents shall be paid. 

(®) For registered mail or insured mail 
treated as registered mail having a declared 
value in excess of the maximum indemnity 
covered by the registry or insurance fee paid 
there shall be charged additional fees (known 
as “surcharges”) as follows: When the de- 
clared value exceeds the maximum indemnity 
covered by the registry or insurance fee paid 
by not more than $50, 2 cents; by more than 
$50 but not more than $100, 3 cents; by 
more than $100 but not more than $200, 4 
cents; by more than $200 but not more than 


$400, 6 cents; by more than $400 but not more 
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than $600, 7 cents; by more than $600 but not 
more than $800, 8 cents; by more than $800 
but less than $1,000, 10 cents; and if the 
excess of the declared value over the maxi- 
mum indemnity covered by the registry or 
insurance fee paid is $1,000 or more, the 
additional fees for each $1,000 or part of. 
$1,000 on articles destined to points within 
the several zones applicable to fourth-class 
matter shall be as follows: 

For local delivery or for delivery within 
the first zone, 12 cents; 

For delivery within the second zone, 14 
cents; 

For 
cents; 

For 
cents; 

For delivery within the fifth or sixth zones, 
18 cents; 

Fcr delivery within the seventh or eighth 
zones, 19 cents: Provided, That for registered 
mail or insured mail treated as registered 
mail of such kind or character that it may 
be carried at less than the maximum risk of 
loss in the mails, the Postmaster General 
may prescribe rules for determining upon 
what part of the declared value, in excess of 
the maximum indemnity covered by the 
registry or insurance fee paid, the additional 
fees shall be based. 


RETURN RECEIPTS FOR REGISTERED MAIL 


Sec. 7. Whenever the sender of any regis- 
tered mail shall so request, and upon pay- 
ment of a fee of 7 cents at the time of mail- 
ing or of 15 cents subsequent to the time of 
mailing, a receipt shall be obtained for such 
registered mail, showing to whom and when 
the same was delivered, which receipt shall 
be returned to the sender, and be received in 
the courts as prima facie evidence of such 
delivery: Provided, that upon payment of the 
additional sum of 24 cents at the time of 
mailing of any such registered mail, a re- 
ceipt shall be obtained for such registered 
mall, showing to whom, when, and the ad- 
dress where the same was delivered, which 
receipt shall be returned to the sender, and 
be received in the courts as prima facie 
evidence of such delivery: Provided further, 
That no refund shall be made of fees paid 
for return receipts for registered mail where 
the failure to furnish the sender a return 
reeipt or the equivalent is not due to the 
fault of the postal service. 


FEES FOR INSURED MAIL 


Sec. 8. The fees for insurance, which shall 
be in addition to the regular postage, and 
the limits of indemnity therefor within the 
maximum indemnity provided by this sec- 
tion, shall be as follows: 5 cents for in- 
demnification not exceeding $5; 10 cents for 
indemnification exceeding $5 but not ex- 
ceeding $10; 15 cents for indemnification 
exceeding $10 but not exceeding $25; 20 cents 
for indemnification exceeding $25 but not 
exceeding $50; 30 cents for indemnification 
exceeding $50 but not exceeding $100; 35 
cents for indemnification exceeding $100 but 
not exceeding $200. 


RETURNED RECEIPTS FOR INSURED MAIL 


Sec. 9. Whenever the sender of an insured 
article of mail on which other than the mini- 
mum fee was paid shall so request, and upon 
payment of a fee of 7 cents at the time of 
mailing or of 15 cents subsequent to the time 
of mailing, a receipt shall be obtained for 
such insured mail, showing to whom and 
when the same was delivered, which receipt 
shall be returned to the sender, and be re- 
ceived in the courts as prima facie evidence 
of such delivery: Provided, That upon pay- 
ment of the additional sum of 24 cents at 
the time of mailing of any insured article 
of mail on which other than the minimum 
fee was paid, a receipt shall be obtained for 


delivery within the third zone, 16 


delivery within the fourth zone, 17 


such insured mail, showing to whom, when, 
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and the address where the same was de- 
livered, which receipt shall be returned to 
the sender, and be received in the courts as 
prima facie evidence of such delivery: Pro- 
vided further, That no refund shall be made 
of fees paid for return receipts for insured 
mail where the failure to furnish the sender 
a return receipt or the equivalent is not due 
to the fault of the postal service. 


FEES FOR COLLECT-ON=DELIVERY MAIL 


Sec. 10. The fees for collect-on-delivery 
service for sealed domestic mail matter of 
any class bearing postage at the first-class 
rate and for domestic third- and fourth-class 
mail matter shall, in addition to the regular 
postage and any other required fees, be as fol- 
lows: 30 cents for collections and indemnity 
not exceeding $5; 40 cents for collections and 
indemnity exceeding $5 but not exceeding 
$10; 60 cents for collections and indemnity 
exceeding $10 but not exceeding $25; 170 
cents for collections and indemnity exceed- 
ing $25 but not exceeding $50; 80 cents for 
collections and indemnity exceeding $50 but 
not exceeding $100; 90 cents for collections 
and indemnity exceeding $100 but not ex- 
ceeding $150; $1 for collections and indem- 
nity exceeding $150 but not exceeding $200. 


~ REGISTERED COLLECT-ON-DELIVERY MAIL 


Sec. 11. (a) The fee for collect-on- 
delivery service for registered sealed domestic 
mail of any class bearing postage at the first- 
class rate shall, in addition to the regular 
postage and any other required fees, be 80 
cents for collections and indemnity not ex- 
ceeding $10; $1.10 for collections and in- 
demnity exceeding $10 but not exceeding 
$50; $1.20 for collections and indemnity ex- 
ceeding $50 but not exceeding $100; $1.40 for 
collections and indemnity exceeding $100 
but not exceeding $200. The maximum 
amount of charges collectible on any regis- 
tered sealed domestic collect-on-delivery 
article shall be $200. 

(b) When indemnity in excess of $200 is 
desired, the fee for such registered sealed 
domestic collect-on-delivery mail shall, in 
addition to the regular postage and any 
other required fees, be $1.50 for indemnity 
exceeding $200 but not exceeding $300; $1.60 
for indemnity exceeding $300 but not exceed- 
ing $400; $1.70 for indemnity exceeding $400 
but not exceeding $500; $1.80 for indemnity 
exceeding $500 but not exceeding $600; $1.90 
for indemnity exceeding $600 but not exceed- 
ing $700; $2 for indemnity exceeding $700 
but not exceeding $800; $2.10 for indemnity 
exceeding $800 but not exceeding $1,000. 


JOINT COMMITTEE ON POSTAL SERVICE 


Sec. 12. (a) (1) There is hereby estab- 
lished a Joint Committee on the Postal Serv- 
ice (hereinafter referred to as the “joint 
committee“), to be composed of three mem- 
bers of the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service of the Senate, to be appointed 
by the President of the Senate, and three 
members of the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service of the House of Repre- 
sentatives, to be appointed by the Speaker 
of the House of Representatives. 

(2) The joint committee shall select a 
chairman and vice chairman from among its 
members. Vacancies in the membership of 
the joint committee shall not affect the 
power of the remaining members to execute 
the functions of the joint committee, and 
shall be filled in the same manner as the 
original selection. A majority of the mem- 
bers of the joint committee, or any subcom- 
mittee thereof, shall constitute a quorum 
for the transaction of business, except that 
a lesser number, to be fixed by the joint 
committee, shall constitute a quorum for 
the purpose of taking sworn testimony. 

(b) The joint committee, acting as a whole 
or by subcommittee, shall conduct a thor- 
ough study and investigation in respect of 
the following matters: 
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(1) Methods and means whereby the postal 
system can be developed and improved, eco- 
nomically and efficiently, so as to best pro- 
mote social, commercial, and intellectual in- 
tercourse among the people in all parts of 
the United States at reasonable rates and 
charges. 

(2) The extent, if any, to which Post Office 
Department expenditures, in excess of rev- 
enue, for its various services and for the 
handling of various classes of mail, are jus- 
tified as being in the public interest; taking 
into consideration that the United States 
postal system is a service of the National 
Government to all the people. 

(3) The costs of handling, transporting, 
and distributing the several classes of mail, 
and procedures whereby such costs can be 
reduced through improvements in methods 
and equipment. 

(4) Postal rates and charges in relation to 
the reasonable cost of handling the several 
classes of mail matter and special services, 
with due allowances in each class for the 
care required, the degree of preferment, 
priority in handling, and economic value of 
the services rendered, and the public interest 
served thereby. 

(5) The extent to which expenditures now 
charged to the Post Office Department for 
the following items should be excluded in 
considering costs for the several classes of 
mail matter and special services: 

(A) expenditures for free postal services; 

(B) expenditures, in excess of revenues, 
for international postal services; 

(C) expenditures for subsidies for postal 
services pursuant to law or legislative policy 
of Congress; 

(D) expenditures in excess of revenues, 
pursuant to the act of June 5, 1930 (39 
U. S. C. 793), not enumerated in the preced- 
ing subparagraphs (1), (2), (3), or (4); 

(E) expenditures for services of any char- 
acter not otherwise enumerated herein which 
may be performed for other departments and 
agencies of the Government; and 

(F) expenditures which may be justified 
only on a national welfare basis and not 
primarily as a business function. 

(6) The allocation and apportionment of 
income and expense for the various classes 
of mail and special services in the cost as- 
certainment system now in use by the Post 
Office Department, and such changes as may 
be desirable to provide more useful infor- 
mation in the consideration of rates and 
charges for the various classes of mail and 
special services. 

(7) A plan for continuous cost analysis 
which will enable the Congress to deter- 
mine the reasonableness of such costs as 
compared to standards of efficiency and econ- 
omy prevailing in private business enter- 


(8) Such other matters as may be deemed 
pertinent and relevant to accomplish the ob- 
jects and p of this section. 

(e) (1) The joint committee shall ap- 
point an advisory council (hereinafter re- 
ferred to as the council“) to be composed 
of not more than 20 members, including 
representatives of the general public, repre- 
sentative users of the mails, members of ac- 
counting and management engineering firms, 
postal experts, representatives of postal em- 
ployee organizations, and, with special refer- 
ence to rate making in their fields, repre- 
sentatives of public transportation and dis- 
tribution organizations. Officials of the Post 
Office Department shall be offered appoint- 
ments as members of the council. The coun- 

cil shall select a chairman from the group 
‘representing the general public. 

} (2) The function of the council shall be 
to assist the joint committee in the studies 
and investigations authorized by this sec- 
tion, The council shall meet at such times 
and places as may be authorized by the joint 
committee. 

} (8) Members of the council who may be 
in the executive branch of the Government 
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shall each receive the compensation which 
he would have received if he were not a 
member of the council, plus such additional 
compensation, if any (notwithstanding sec. 
6 of the act of May 10, 1916, as amended; 
39 Stat. 582; 5 U. S. C. 58), as is necessary 
to make his aggregate salary $12,500; and 
shall be reimbursed for travel, subsistence, 
and other necessary expenses incurred in 
the performance of the duties of the coun- 
cil. The members of the council from pri- 
vate life shall each receive $50 per diem 
when engaged in the performance of the 
duties of the council, plus reimbursement 
for travel, subsistence, and other ni 
expenses incurred in the performance of such 
duties. 

(d) (1) The joint committee, or any duly 
authorized subcommittee thereof, is author- 
ized (A) to hold such hearings; (B) to sit 
and act at such places and times; (C) to 
require by subpena or otherwise, the attend- 
ance of such witnesses and the production 
of such books, papers, and documents; (D) 
to administer such oaths; (E) to take such 
testimony; (F) to procure such printing and 
binding; and (G) to make such expendi- 
tures as it deems advisable. The cost of 
stenographic services to report such hearings 
shall not exceed 25 cents per hundred words, 
The provisions of sections 102 to 104, inclu- 
sive, of the Revised Statutes shall apply in 
the case of any failure of any witness to 
comply with a subpena or to testify when 
summoned under authority of this section. 

(2) The joint committee is authorized to 
appoint and fix the compensation of such 
personnel as it deems necessary to assist it 
in the performance of its functions. The 
joint committee may also contract for the 
services of accounting and management en- 


gineering firms to assist it in its functions, 


and employ part-time consultants, experts, 
and technicians at a per diem rate not in 
excess of $50. Insofar as practicable, the 
joint committee shall employ persons fa- 
miliar with the operation of the serv- 
ice, accounting practices, or problems of pub- 
lic transportation and distribution with spe- 
cial reference to rate making in those fields, 

(3) The joint committee is authorized to 
secure directly from the Post Office Depart- 
ment, or from any postal field office, infor- 
mation, suggestions, estimates, and statistics, 
and the Post Office Department, or any field 
Office, is authorized and directed to furnish 
such information, suggestions, estimates, 
and statistics directly to the joint committee 
upon request of the chairman or vice chair- 
man. 

(e) The joint committee shall report from 
time to time to the committees of the Sen- 
ate and House of Representatives from which 
the membership of the joint committee was 
appointed, and shall submit its final report 
to the Senate and the House of Representa- 
tives not later than January 15, 1953, the 
results of its study and investigation to- 
gether with such recommendations as to 
necessary legislation as it may deem advis- 
able. Upon the submission of such final re- 
port the committee shall cease to exist. 

(t) There are hereby authorized to be ap- 
propriated such sums as may be necessary 
to carry out the purposes of this section, 
to be disbursed by the Secretary of the Sen- 
ate on vouchers signed by the chairman or 
vice chairman of the joint committee. 

REPEAL OF EXISTING PROVISIONS 


Sec. 13. All existing laws or portions there- 
of, inconsistent or in conflict with this title, 
are hereby amended or repealed. 

EFFECTIVE DATE 

Sec. 14. This title shall take effect on the 
first day of the third calendar month follow- 
ing the calendar month in which it is en- 
acted, except the rates herein provided for 
second-class mail shall take effect on the 
first day of the second quarter beginning 
after the approval of this act. 


SEPTEMBER 19 


Tirte II 


Sec. 201. This title may be cited as the An- 
nual and Sick Leave Act of 1951.” 
COVERAGE AND EXEMPTIONS 

SEC. 202. (a) Except as provided in sub- 

section (b), this title shall apply to all 

civilian officers and employees of the United 

States and of the government of the Dis- 

trict of Columbia, including officers and 


employees of corporations wholly owned or 
controlled by the United States. 


(b) (1) This title shall not apply to-—- 


(A) teachers and librarians of the public 
schools of the District of Columbia; 

(B) part-time officers and employees for 
whom there has not been established a reg- 
ular tour of duty covering at least 5 days 
in any administrative workweek; 


(C) temporary employees engaged on con- 


struction work at hourly rates; 

(D) employees of the Canal Zone Govern- 
ment and the Panama Canal Company when 
employed on the Isthmus of Panama; 

(E) commissioned. officers of the Public 
Health Service; 

(F) commissioned officers of the Coast and 
Geodetic Survey; 

(G) doctors, dentists, and nurses in the 
Department of Medicine and Surgery of the 
Veterans’ Administration; and 


(H) officers and employees of the Senate 


and House of Representatives. 

(2) This title, except section 203 (g), shall 
not apply to alien employees who occupy 
positions outside the several States and the 
District of Columbia. i 

(3) Section 204 of this title shall not 
apply to officers and members of Metropoli- 
tan Police and the Fire Department of the 
District of Columbia. 


ANNUAL LEAVE 


Sec. 203. (a) Officers and employees to 
whom this title applies shall be entitled to 
annual lave with pay which shall accrue 
at the rate of- 

(1) one-half day for each full biweekly pay 
period in the case of officers and employees 
with less than 2 years of service, 

(2) three-fourths day for each full bi- 
weekly pay period (except that the rate of 
accrual for the last full biweekly pay period 
in the calendar year shall be one and one- 
fourth days) in the case of officers and em- 
ployees with 2 but less than 15 years of 
service, and 

(3) one day for each full biweekly pay 
period in the case of officers and employees 
with 15 years or more of service. 


In determining years of service for the pur- 
poses of this subsection, there shall be in- 
cluded all service creditable under the pro- 
visions of section 5 of the Civil Service Re- 
tirement Act of May 29, 1930, as amended, 
for the purposes of an annuity under such 
act and the determination of the period of 
service rendered may be made upon the basis 
‘of an affidavit of the employee. In the case 
of an officer or employee who is not paid 
on the basis of biweekly pay periods, the 
leave provided by this title shall accrue at 
the same rate as it would accrue if such 
Officer or employee were paid on the basis 
of biweekly pay periods. * 

(b) Any change in the rate of accrual of 
leave by an officer or employee under the 
provisions of this subsection shall take ef- 
fect as of the beginning of the pay period 
following the pay period, or corresponding 
period in the case of an officer or employee 
who is not paid on the basis of biweekly pay 
periods, in which such officer or employee 
completes the prescribed period of service. 

(c) The leave provided for in this section, 
which is not used by an officer or employee, 
shall accumulate for use in succeeding years 
until it totals not to exceed 60 days at the 
end of the last complete biweekly pay period 
occurring in any calendar year. 

(d) Notwithstanding the provisions of 


: Subsection (c), a maximum accumulation 
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not to exceed 90 days at the end of the last 
complete biweekly pay period in any calen- 
dar year is authorized to the following cate- 
gories of employees of the Federal Govern- 
ment, other than officers and employees in 
the Foreign Service of the United States 
under the Department of State, stationed 
outside the several States and the District 
of Columbia: 

(1) Persons directly recruited or trans- 
ferred from the United States by the Fed- 
eral Government. 

(2) Persons employed locally but (A) who 
were originally recruited from the United 
States and have been in substantially con- 
tinuous employment by other Federal agen- 
cies, United States firms, interests, or or- 
ganizations, international organizations in 
which the United States Government par- 
ticipates, or foreign governments, and whose 
conditions of employment provide for their 
return transportation to the United States, 
or (B) who were at the time of employ- 
ment temporarily absent from the United 
States for purposes of travel or formal study 
and maintained residence in the United 
States during such temporary absence. 

(3) Persons who are not normally resi- 
dents of the area concerned and who are 
discharged from the military service of the 
United States to accept employment with 
an agency of the Federal Government. 
~ (e) Where an officer or employee to whom 
the provisions of subsection (d) are appli- 
cable, or who is in the Foreign Service of 
the United States under the Department of 
State, and whose post of duty is outside the 
several States and the District of Columbia 
returns to any such State or the District of 
Columbia on leave, the leave granted pur- 
suant to this act shall, under such rules and 
regulations as may be prescribed by the head 
of the department or agency, be exclusive of 
the time actually and necessarily occupied 
in going to and from his post of duty and 
such time as may be necessarily occupied in 
awaiting sailing or flight. 

(t) Officers and employees in the Foreign 
Service of the United States under the De- 
partment of State may be granted leave of 
absence, without regard to any other leave 
provided by this title, for use in the United 
States, its Territories or possessions, at a 
rate equivalent to 1 week for each 4 months 
of service outside the several States and the 
District of Columbia. Not more than one 
period of leave of absence under this sub- 
section shall be authorized in any 24-month 
period. Such leave may be accumulated for 
future use without regard to the limitation 
in subsection (c) but no such leave which is 
not used shall be made the basis for any 
terminal-leave or lump-sum payment, 

(g) Alien employees who occupy positions 
outside the several States and the District 
of Columbia may, in the discretion of the 
head of the department or agency concerned, 
be granted leave of absence With pay not in 
excess of the amount allowable under this 
title in the case of citizen employees. 

(h) The leave provided for in this section, 
including such leave as will accrue to any 
officer or employee during the calendar year, 
may be granted at any time during such cal- 
endar year as the heads of the various de- 
partments and independent establishments 
may prescribe. 

(i) Notwithstanding the provisions of sub- 
section (a), an officer or employee shall be 
entitled to annual leave under this title only 
after having been employed currently for a 
continuous period of 90 days under one or 
more appointments without break in service, 
In any case in which an officer or employee 
completes a period of continuous employ- 
ment of 90 days there shall be credited to 
him an amount of leave equal to the amount 
which, but for this subsection, would have 
accrued to him under subsection (a) during 
such period. y 

SICK LEAVE 

Sro. 104. (a) Omeers and erpi-yces to 

whom this title applies shall be entitled to 
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sick leave with pay, which shall accrue at 
the rate of one-half day for each full bi- 
weekly pay period. 

(b) The leave provided for in this sec- 
tion, which is not used by an officer or em- 
ployee during the year in which it accrues, 
shall accumulate and be available for use in 
succeeding years. 

(c) Not to exceed 30 days sick leave may 
be advanced in cases of serious disability or 
ailments and when required by the exigen- 
cies of the situation. 


GENERAL PROVISIONS 


Sec. 205. (a) The days of leave provided 
for in this title shall mean days upon which 
an employee would otherwise work and re- 
ceive pay, and shall be exclusive of holidays 
and all nonworkdays established by Federal 
statute or by Executive or administrative 
order, 

(b) An employee shall be considered for 
the purposes of this title to have been em- 
ployed for a full biweekly pay period if he 
shall have been employed during the days 
within such period, exclusive of holidays 
and all nonworkdays established by Federal 
statute or by Executive or administrative 
order, which fall within his basic admin- 
istrative workweek. 

(e) Part time officers and employees, un- 
less otherwise excepted, shall be entitled on 
a pro rata basis to the benefits provided by 
sections 203 and 204 of this title. 

(d) The authorized absence of a rural 
carrier on Saturdays which occur within or 


at the beginning or end of a period of sick 


or annual leave of 5 or more days’ duration 
(or 4 days’ duration if a holiday falls with- 
in or at the beginning or end of the period 
of sick or annual leave) shall be without 
charge to such leave or loss of compensation. 
Saturdays occurring in a period of annual 
or sick leave taken in a smaller number of 
days may at the option of the carrier be 
charged to his accrued leave and when so 
charged he shall be paid for such absence, 


REGULATIONS 


Sec. 206. The Civil Service Commission is 
authorized to prescribe such rules and regu- 
lations as may be necessary to provide for 
the administration of this title. 


REPEALS 


Sec. 207. (a) The following acts or parts of 
acts are hereby repealed: 

(1) The act entitled “An act to provide for 
vacations to Government employees, and for 
other purposes,” approved March 14, 1936 
(49 Stat. 1161). 

(2) The act entitled “An act to standard- 
ize sick leave and extend it to all civilian em- 
ployees,” approved March 14, 1936 (49 Stat. 
1162). 


(3) Section 6 of the act entitled “An act 
to reclassify the salaries of postmasters, offi- 
cers, and employees of the postal service; to 
establish uniform procedure for computing 
compensation; and for other purposes,” ap- 
proved July 6, 1945, as amended (59 Stat. 
435). 

(4) The paragraph under the heading 
“Public printing and binding” in the act 
entitled “An act making appropriations for 
sundry civil expenses of the Government for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1897, and for 
other purposes,” approved June 11, 1896 
(44 U. S. C. 45), relating to leaves of absence 
of employees of the Government Printing 
Office. 

(5) The third proviso in the act of August 
29, 1916 (84 U. S. C. 513). 

(6) Sections 931 and 932 of the Foreign 
Service Act of 1946. 

(7) The fifth paragraph of section 3 (c) 
of the act entitled An act to consolidate the 
Police Court of the District of Columbia and 
the Municipal Court of the District of Co- 
lumbia, to be known as ‘the Municipal Court 
for the District of Columbia,’ to create ‘the 
Municipal Court of Appeals for the District of 
Columbia,’ and for other purposes,” approved 
April 1, 1942 (56 Stat, 192). 
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(8) Section 601 of the Independent Offices 
Appropriation Act, 1952. 

(b) Section 2 of the act entitled “An act 
to provide for the promotion of substitute 
employees in the postal service, and for other 
purposes,” approved April 15, 1947 (61 Stat. 
40), is amended by striking out the words 
“and leave.“ 

SAVING PROVISION 


Sec. 208. (a) In any case in which 

(1) the amount of accumulated annual 
leave carried over into the calendar year 
1952 by an officer or employee under provi- 
sions of law applicable to such officer or em- 
ployee on December 31, 1951, is in excess of 
the amount allowable under the applicable 
provisions of section 203, or 

(2) the amount of accumulated annual 
leave to the credit of an officer or employee 
who is subject to the provisions of section 
203 (d) and who becomes subject to the pro- 
visions of section 203 (c) is in excess of the 
amount allowable under section 203 (c). 


such excess shall remain to the credit of 
such officer or employee until used, but the 
use during any calendar year of an amount 
of leave in excess of the aggregate amount 
which shall have accrued during such cal- 
endar year shall automatically reduce the 
maximum allowable accumulation at the 
end of the last complete biweekly pay period 
in any calendar year until the accumulation 
of such officer or employee no longer exceeds 
the amount prescribed in the applicable 
provisions of section 203. 

(b) An officer or employee heretofore sub- 
ject to a system of leave administered on a 
calendar-day basis shall be deemed to have to 
his credit on the effective date of this title 
five-sevenths day of leave chargeable as pro- 
vided in section 205 (a) for each calendar 
day’s leave to his credit on such date. 

(c) No officer or employee shall be con- 
sidered, by reason of the enactment of this 
title, to have been transferred to an agency 
under a different leave system within the 
meaning of the act entitled An act to pro- 
vide for the payment to certain Government 
employees for accumulated or accrued an- 
nual leaye upon their separation from Gov- 
ernment service,” approved December 21, 
1944 (5 U. S. C. 61d). 

(d) Any person who served during the pe- 
riod from December 1, 1950, to January 6, 
1952, as an employee in the postal service, 
other than a substitute rural carrier, under 
a temporary or indefinite appointment for 
not less than 90 days and who shall not have 
been separated from the postal service prior 
to January 6, 1952, shall be deemed to have 
earned annual leave at the rate of 15 days 
per year and sick leave at the rate of 10 days 
per year, and for such purposes shall receive 
credit for one-twelfth of a year for each 
whole calendar month he was carried on the 
roll as a temporary or indefinite em~!cyee 
during such period. 

EFFECTIVE DATE 

Src. 209. This title shall take effect on 
January 6, 1952, except that paragraph (8) 
of section 207 (a) shall take effect as of the 
date of enactment of the Independent Offices 
Appropriation Act, 1952. 


Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. 
Speaker, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Murray of ten- 
nessee: Strike out all after the enacting 
clause in the bill S. 1046 and insert the 
provisions of H. R. 2982 as passed, as follows: 

“PIRST-CLASS MAIL 

“SECTION 1. (a) The rate of postage on 
each single postal card issued and sold un- 
der the provisions of section 3916 of the 
Revised Statutes (U. S. C., title 39, sec. 356), 
and on each portion of double postal cards 
issued and sold under the provisions of the 
act of March 3, 1879 (U. S. C., title 39, sec. 
358), shall be 2 cents: Provided, That on 


Mr. 
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all single and double postal cards sold in 
quantities of one hundred or more there 
shall be an additional charge of 10 percent. 
The rate of postage on each private mailing 
or post card conforming to the conditions 
prescribed by the act of May 19, 1898 (U. S. C., 
title 39, sec. 281), shall be 2 cents. 

“(b) Except as provided in paragraph (a) 
of this section, the rate of postage on mail 
matter of the first class when mailed for 
local delivery at post offices where free de- 
livery by carrier is not established and when 
the matter is not collected or delivered by 
rural or star route carriers, shall be 2 cents 
for each ounce or fraction thereof. 


“SECOND-CLASS MAIL 


“Sec. 2. (a) In the case of publications en- 
tered as second-class matter (including sam- 
ple copies to the extent of 10 percent of 
the weight of copies mailed to subscribers 
during the calendar year) when mailed by 
the publisher thereof from the post office 
of publication and entry or other post office 
where such entry is authorized, or when 
mailed by news agents (registered as such 
under regulations prescribed by the Post- 
master General) to actual subscribers there- 
to or to other news agents for the purpose 
of sale, the total postage computed at the 
pound rates in effect under existing law and 
based on the bulk weight of each mailing 
shall be increased by 10 percent, beginning 
on the first day of the second quarter be- 
ginning after the approval of this act and 


by an increase of 10 percent, based on the 


rates now in force, to take effect each year 
thereafter over a period of 2 years: Provided, 
That publications having over 75 percent 
advertising in more than one-half of their 
issues during any 12 months’ period shall 
not be accepted for mailing as second-class 
matter and their entry shall be revoked: 
Provided further, That there shall be no 
change in the rate of postage on publications 
maintained by and in the interest of re- 
ligious, educational, scientific, philanthropic, 
agricultural, labor, veteran, or fraternal or- 
ganizations or associations, not organized for 


profit and none of the net income of which 
inures to the benefit of any private stock- 


holder or individual: Provided further, That 
existing rates shall continue in effect with 
respect to any religious, educational, or 
scientific publication designed specifically 
for use in school classrooms or in religious 
instruction classes. The publisher of any 
such publication before being entitled to 
such rate shall furnish proof of qualifica- 
tion to the Postmaster General at such times 
and under such conditions as the Postmaster 
General may prescribe. 

“(b) The free-in-county mailing privilege 
and the rates of postage on copies of publi- 
cations of the second class when addressed 
for delivery within the county in which 
they are published and entered as such shall 
be the same as authorized by existing law: 
Provided further, That copies of a publi- 
cation mailed at a post office where it is 
entered, for delivery by letter carriers at a 
different post office within the delivery lim- 
its of which the headquarters or general 
business office of the publisher is located, 
shall be chargeable with postage at the rate 
that would be applicable if the copies were 
mailed at the latter office, unless postage 
chargeable at the pound rates from the office 
of mailing is higher, in which case such 
higher rates shall apply. 

“(c) In no case, except where the free-in- 
county mailing privilege is applicable, shall 
the postage on each individually addressed 
copy be less than one-eighth of 1 cent. 

“(d) The rate of postage on copies of pub- 
lications having second-class entry mailed by 
others than the publishers or authorized 
news agents, sample copies mailed by the 
publishers in excess of the 10-percent allow-, 
ance entitled to be sent at the pound rates, 
and copies mailed by the publishers to per- 
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sons who may not be included in the re- 
quired legitimate list of subscribers shall be 
2 cents for the first 2 ounces and 1 cent for 
each additional 2 ounces or fraction thereof, 
except when the postage at the rates pre- 
scribed for fourth-class matter is lower, in 
which case the latter rates shall apply, com- 
puted on each individually addressed copy 
of package of unaddressed copies, and not on 
the bulk weight of the copies and packages, 


“THIRD-CLASS MAIL 


“Sec. 3. The rate of postage on third-class 
matter shall be 2 cents for the first 2 ounces 
or fraction thereof, and 1 cent for each addi- 
tional ounce or fraction thereof up to and 
including 8 ounces in weight, except that the 
rate of postage on books and catalogs of 24 
pages or more, seeds, cuttings, bulbs, roots, 
scions, and plants not exceeding 8 ounces in 
weight shall be 2 cents for the first 2 ounces 
or fraction thereof and 114 cents for each ad- 
ditional 2 ounces or fraction thereof: Pro- 
vided, That upon payment of a fee of $10 
for each calendar year or portion thereof and 
under such regulations as the Postmaster 
General may establish for the collection of 
the lawful revenue and for facilitating the 
handling of such matter in the mails, it shall 
be lawful to accept for transmission in the 
mails, separately addressed identical pieces 
of third-class matter in quantities of not 
less than 20 pounds, or of not less than 200 
pieces, subject to pound rates of postage ap- 
plicable to the entire bulk mailed at one 
time: Provided further, That the rate of 
postage on third-class matter mailed in bulk 
under the foregoing provision shall be 14 
cents for each pound or fraction thereof with 
a minimum charge per piece of 1½ cents, 
except that in the case of books and catalogs 
of 24 pages or more, seeds, cuttings, bulbs, 
roots, scions, and plants the rate shall be 10 
cents for each pound or fraction thereof with 
a minimum charge per piece of 1½ cents: 
And provided further, That pieces or pack- 
ages of such size or form as to prevent ready 
facing and tying in bundles and requiring 
individual distributing throughout shall be 
subject to a minimum charge of 5 cents each, 

‘BOOKS 


“Src. 4. The rates of postage prescribed by 
subsections (d) and (e) of section of the 
Postal Rate Revision and Federal Employees 
Salary Act of 1948 shall remain in effect until 
otherwise provided by Congress. 


“SPECIAL DELIVERY 


“Sec. 5. Mail of any class shall be given 
the most expeditious handling and trans- 
portation practicable and immediate deliv- 
ery at the office of address when, in addi- 
tion to the regular postage, a special-de- 
livery fee is prepaid thereon by means of 
special-delivery stamps or ordinary postage 
stamps, or in such other manner a8 the 
Postmaster General may prescribe, in ac- 
cordance with the following schedule: Mat- 
ter weighing not more than 2 pounds, if 
of the first class, 23 cents; if of any other 
class, 35 cents. Matter weighing more than 
2 but not more than 10 pounds, if of the 
first class, 35 cents; if of any other class, 
45 cents. Matter weighing more than 10 
pounds, if of the first class, 50 cents; if of 
any other class, 60 cents. 


“REGISTERED MAIL 


“Sec. 6 (a) Mail matter shall be registered 
on the application of the party posting the 
same. The registry fees, which shall be 
in addition to the regular postage, and the 
limits of indemnity therefor within the 
maximum indemnity provided by this sub- 
section, shall be as follows: 

“For articles having no intrinsic value and 
for which no indemnity is payable, 30 cents; 

“For registry indemnity not exceeding $5, 
40 cents; : 

“Por registry indemnity exceeding $5 but 
not exceeding $25, 55 cents; 
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“For registry indemnity exceeding $25 but 
not exceeding $50, 65 cents; 

“For registry indemnity exceeding $50 but 
not exceeding $75, 75 cents; 

“For registry indemnity exceeding $75 but 
not exceeding $100, 85 cents; 

“For registry indemnity exceeding $100 but 
not exceeding $200, 95 cents; 

“For registry indemnity exceeding $200 but 
not exceeding $300, $1.05; 

“For registry indemnity exceeding $300 but 
not exceeding $400, $1.15; 

“For registry indemnity exceeding $400 but 
not exceeding $500, $1.25; 

“For registry indemnity exceeding $500 but 
not exceeding $600, $1.35; 

“For registry indemnity exceeding $600 but 
not exceeding $700, $1.45; 

“For registry indemnity exceeding $700 but 
not exceeding $800, $1.55; 

“For registry indemnity exceeding $800 but 
not exceeding $900, $1.65; 

For registry indemnity exceeding $900 but 
not exceeding $1,000, $1.75: Provided, That for 
registered mail having a declared value in 
excess of $25 a registry fee of not less than 
55 cents shall be paid. 

“(b) For registered mail or insured mail 
treated as registered mail having a declared 
value in excess of the maximum indemnity 
covered by the registry or insurance fee paid 
there shall be charged additional fees (known 
as ‘surcharges’) as follows: When the de- 
clared value exceeds the maximum indem- 
nity covered by the registry or insurance fee 
paid by not more than $50, 2 cents; by more 
than $50 but not more than $100, 3 cents; 
by more than $100 but not more than $200, 
4 cents; by more than $200 but not more than 
$400, 6 cents; by more than $400 but not 
more than $600, 7 cents; by more than $600 
but not more than $800, 8 cents; by more 
than $800 but less than $1,000, 10 cents; and 
if the excess of the declared value over the 
maximum indemnity covered by the registry 
or insurance fee paid is $1,000 or more, the 
additional fees for each $1,000 or part of 
$1,000 on articles destined to points within 
the several zones applicable to fourth-class 
matter shall be as follows: { 

“For local delivery or for delivery within 
the first zone, 12 cents; 

“For delivery within the second zone, 14 
cents; 

“For delivery within the third zone, 16 
cents; 4 

“For delivery within the fourth zone, 17 


cents; 


“For delivery within the fifth or sixth! 
zones, 18 cents; 

“For delivery within the seventh or eighth 
zones, 19 cents: Provided, That for registered 
mail or insured mail treated as registered 
mail of such kind or character that it may 
be carried at less than the maximum risk 
of loss in the mails, the Postmaster General 
may prescribe rules for determining upon 
what part of the declared value in excess of 
the maximum indemnity covered by the reg- 
istry or insurance fee paid the additional 
fees shall be based. i 


“RETURN RECEIPTS FOR REGISTERED MAIL 


“Sec. 7. Whenever the sender of any regis- 
tered mail shall so request, and upon pay- 
ment of a fee of 7 cents at the time of mail- 
ing or of 15 cents subsequent to the time of 
mailing, a receipt shall be obtained for such 
registered mail, showing to whom and when 
the same was delivered, which receipt shall be 
returned to the sender, and be received in 
the courts as prima facie evidence of such 
delivery: Provided, That upon payment of 
the additional sum of 24 cents at the time of 
mailing of any such registered mail, a receipt 
shall be obtained for such registered mail, 
showing to whom, when, and the address 
where the same was delivered, which receipt 
shall be returned to the sender, and be re- 
ceived in the courts as prima facie evidence 
of such delivery: Provided further, That no 
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refund shall be made of fees paid for return 
receipts for registered mail where the failure 
to furnish the sender a return receipt or the 
equivalent is not due to the fault of the 
postal service. 
“FEES FOR INSURED MAIL 

“Sec. 8. The fees for insurance, which 
shall be in addition to the regular postage, 
and the limits of indemnity therefor within 
the maximum indemnity provided by this 
section, shall be as follows: 5 cents for 
indemnification not exceeding $5; 10 cents 
for indemnification exceeding $5 but not 
exceeding $10; 15 cents for indemnification 
exceeding $10 but not exceeding $25; 20 cents 
for indemnification exceeding $25 but not 
exceeding $50; 30 cents for indemnification 
exceeding $50 but not exceeding $100; 35 
cents for indemnification exceeding $100 
but not exceeding 8200. 


“RETURN RECEIPTS FOR INSURED MAIL 


“Sec. 9. Whenever the sender of an in- 
sured article of mail on which other than 
the minimum fee was paid shall so request, 
and upon payment of a fee of 7 cents at 
the time of mailing or of 15 cents subsequent 
to the time of mailing, a receipt shall be 
obtained for such insured mail, showing to 
whom and when the same was delivered, 
\hich receipt shall be returned to the sender, 
and be received in the courts as prima facie 
evidence of such delivery: Provided, That 
upon payment of the additional sum of 24 
cents at the time of mailing of any insured 
article of mail on which other than the 
minimum fee was paid, a receipt shall be 
obtained for such insured mail, showing to 
whom, when, and the address where the 
same was delivered, which receipt shall be 
returned to the sender, and be received in 
the courts as prima facie evidence of such 
delivery: Provided further, That no refund 
shall be made of fees paid for return re- 
ceipts for insured mail where the failure 
to furnish the sender a return receipt or 
the equivalent is not due to the fault of 
the postal service. 


“FEES FOR COLLECT-ON-DELIVERY MAIL 


“Sec. 10. The fees for collect-on-delivery 
service for sealed domestic mail matter of 
any class bearing postage at the first-class 
rate and for domestic third- and fourth-class 
mail matter shall, in addition to the regu- 
lar postage and any other required fees, be 
£s follows: 30 cents for collections and 
indemnity not exceding $5; 40 cents for col- 
lections and indemnity exceeding $5 but not 
exceeding $10; 60 cents for collections and 
indemnity exceeding $10 but not exceeding 
$25; 70 cents for collections and indemnity 
exceeding $25 but not exceeding $50; 80 cents 
for collections and indemnity exceeding $50 
but not exceeding $100; 90 cents for collec- 
tions and indemnity exceeding $100 but not 
exceeding $150; $1 for collections and in- 
demnity exceeding $150 but not exceeding 
$200. 


“REGISTERED COLLECT-ON-DELIVERY MAIL 


“Sec. 11. (a) The fee for collect-on-de- 
Hvery service for registered sealed domestic 
mail of any class bearing postage at the first- 
class rate shall, in addition to the regular 
postage and any other required fees, be 80 
cents for collections and indemnity not ex- 
ceeding $10; $1.10 for collections and in- 
demnity exceeding $10 but not exceeding 
$50; $1.20 for collections and indemnity ex- 
ceeding $50 but not exceeding $100; $1.40 for 
collections and indemnity exceeding $100 
but not exceeding $200. The maximum 
ainount of charges collectible on any reg- 
istered sealed domestic collect-on-delivery 
article shall be $200. 

“(b) When indemnity in excess of $200 is 
desired, the fee for such registered sealed 
domestic collect-on-delivery mail shall, in 
addition to the regular postage and any 
other required fees, be $1.50 for indemnity 
exceeding $200 but not exceeding $300; $1.60 
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for indemnity exceeding $300 but not ex- 
ceeding $400; $1.70 for indemnity exceeding 
$400 but not exceeding $500; $1.80 for in- 
demnity exceeding $500 but not exceeding 
$600; $1.90 for indemnity exceeding $600 but 
not exceeding $700; $2.00 for indemnity ex- 
ceeding $700 but not exceeding $800; $2.10 
for indemnity exceeding $800 but not ex- 
ceeding $1,000. 

“Sec. 12. (a) The Postmaster General is au- 
thorized to prescribe by regulation from time 
to time the fees which shall be charged by 
the postal service— 

“(1) for the registry of mail matter; 

“(2) for the insurance of mail matter, or 
other indemnification of senders thereof for 
articles damaged or lost; 

“(3) for securing a signed receipt upon the 
delivery of registered or insured mail matter 
and returning such receipt to sender; 

“(4) for collect-on-delivery service; 

“(5) for special-delivery service; 

“(6) for special-handling service; 

“(7) for the issuance of money orders; 

“(8) for notice to publishers of undeliver- 
able second-class mail, for notice of change 
of address, and for notice to addressee or 
sender of undeliverable third- or fourth- 
class matter, or of undeliverable second- 
class matter mailed at the transient rate. 

“(b) Regulations issued by the Postmaster 
General under subsection (a) shall, to the 
extent prescribed therein, supersede existing 
laws, regulations, and orders governing the 
fees for the services covered thereby. 

“Sec. 13. All existing laws or portions 
thereof, inconsistent or in conflict with this 
act, are hereby amended or repealed. 

“Sec. 14. This act shall take effect on the 
first day of the third calendar month fol- 
lowing the calendar month in which it is en- 
acted, except the rates herein provided for 
second-class mail shall take effect on the 
first day of the second quarter beginning 
after the approval of this act.” 


The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the amendment, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time and was read the third time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the passage of the bill. 

The bill was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

The proceedings whereby the bill 
(H. R. 2982) was passed were vacated, 
and that bill was laid on the table. 


GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND 


Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members may have five legislative 
days in which to extend their remarks 
on the bill just passed. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Tennessee. 

There was no objection. 

PROGRAM FOR TOMORROW 


Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to inquire of the 
majority leader as to the program for 
tomorrow. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, to- 
morrow and Friday the three pay-in- 
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crease bills will be in order. The first 
one will be H. R. 244, the pay-increase 
bill with reference to postal employees, 
The next bill will be H. R. 4255, the bill 
providing for reclassification of postmas- 
ters and postal supervisors. Then the 
bill H. R. 339, the pay-increase bill with 
reference to other Federal employees will 
be taken up. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I un- 
derstand that we will take up the bills 
one after the other, as each is completed. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Yes; that will be 
the order in which the bills will be con- 
sidered. First, the postal-employees bill 
will be considered, and second, the su- 
pervisors’ bill. 

Mr, MARTIN of Massachusetts. What 
will be the situation if we complete the 
consideration of the three bills on to- 
morrow? 

Mr. McCORMACE. In that event we 
will adjourn over until Monday. 


AMENDING ACT OF JULY 6, 1945, SO AS 
TO REDUCE NUMBER OF GRADES FOR 
VARIOUS POSITIONS UNDER SUCH ACT 


Mr. DELANEY, from the Committee 
on Rules, reported the following resolu- 
tion (H. Res. 419, Rept. 980) which was 
referred to the House Calendar and or- 
dered to be printed: 


Resolved, That immediately upon the 
adoption of this resolution it shall be in 
order to move that the House resolve. it- 
self into the Committee of the Whole House 

on the State of the Union for the consid- 

eration of the bill (H. R. 244) to amend 
the act of July 6, 1945, as amended, so as 
to reduce the number of grades for the var- 
ious positions under such act, and for other 
purposes. That after general debate, which 
shall be confined to the bill and continue 
not to exceed 2 hours, to be equally divided 
and controlled by the chairman and rank- 
ing minority member of the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service, the bill shall 
be read for amendment under the 5-minute 
rule. At the conclusion of the consideration 
of the bill for amendment, the Committee 
shall rise and report the bill to the House 
with such amendments as may have been 
adopted and the previous question shall be 
considered as ordered on the bill and amend- 
ments thereto to final passage without inter- 
vening motion except one motion to recom- 
mit. 


AMENDING ACT OF JULY 6, 1945, SO AS 
TO REDUCE NUMBER OF GRADES FOR 
VARIOUS POSITIONS UNDER SUCH ACT 
AND TO ADJUST SALARIES OF OFFI- 
CERS AND EMPLOYEES OF FIELD SERV- 
ICE OF THE POST OFFICE DEPART- 
MENT 


Mr. MADDEN, from the Committee on 
Rules, reported the following privileged 
resolution (H. Res. 420, Rept. 981) which 
was referred to the House Calendar and 
ordered to be printed: 


Resolved, That immediately upon the 
adoption of this resolution it shall be in 
order to move that the House resolve itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 4255) to amend the act 
of July 6, 1945, as amended, so as to re- 
duce the number of grades for the various 
positions under such act, to adjust the sal- 
aries of officers and employees of the field 
service of the Post Office Department, and 
for other purposes. That after general de- 
bate, which shall be confined to the bill and 
continue not to exceed 1 hour, to be equally 
divided and controlled by the chairman and 
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ranking minority member of the Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service, the bill 
shall be read for amendment under the 
6-minute rule. At the conclusion of the 
consideration of the bill for amendment, the 
Committee shall rise and report the bill to 
the House with such amendments as may 
have been adopted and the previous question 
shall be considered as ordered on the bill 
and amendments thereto to final passage 
without intervening motion except one mo- 
tion to recommit. 


INCREASING RATES OF COMPENSATION 
OF OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES OF FED- 
ERAL GOVERNMENT 


Mr. MITCHELL, from the Committee 
on Rules, reported the following privi- 
leged resolution (H. Res. 421, Rept. 982) 
which was referred to the House Calen- 
dar and ordered to be printed: 

Resolved, That immediately upon the 
adoption of this resolution it shall be in 
order to move that the House resolve itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 339) to increase the rates 
of compensation of officers and employees of 
the Federal Government, and for other pur- 
poses, That after general debate, which 
shall be confined to the bill and continue 
not to exceed 2 hours to be equally divided 
and controlled by the chairman and ranking 
minority member of the Committee on Post 
Om̃ce and Civil Service, the bill shall be read 
for amendment under the 56-minute rule. 
At the conclusion of the consideration of the 
bill for amendment, the Committee shall rise 
and report the bill to the House with such 
amendments as may have been adopted and 
the previous question shall be considered as 
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto 
to final passage without intervening motion 
except one motion to recommit. 


UNITY OF IRELAND 


Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend my re- 
marks, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, Ireland 
should be for the Irish, whole and com- 
plete, as nature intended when it created 
the Emerald Isle. 

There is no justification whatever for 
a declining British Empire to cling to 
the beachhead in Ulster. 

As long as we in the United States re- 
main silent, we condone this wrong and 
become identified with the discredited 
policy of colonialism. In World War I, 
we spoke up for the right of self-deter- 
mination for all peoples, but our shift- 
ing diplomacy since then has not con- 
sistently supported that principle. Guid- 
ed by military expediency, we have too 
often tied ourselves to those outmoded 
regimes which rule without the consent 
of the governed, or have tried to shore 
up bankrupt empires. 

In so doing, we have run counter to 
our own revolutionary traditions. 

Small wonder that our foreign policy 
is meeting difficulties in countries where 
subject populations also strive for inde- 
pendence. 

The pity is that we are losing the con- 
fidence and cooperation of those who 
should be with us in the world struggle 
of freedom versus tyranny. 
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Intent upon providing the material 
strength of food and weapons, we are 
neglecting to win the moral support of 
friends who will trust us and work with 
us. 
Is there any convincing reason why 
the British should cling to 6 out of the 
32 counties of Ireland? Try, try to 
think of just one good reason. 

Would it be the thin fact of a con- 
quest that took place many centuries 
ago? The civilized world of today re- 
gards aggression as evil. 

Would it be economic, when the Re- 
public of Ireland today supplies more 
food for England than it did when it was 
a restless and unhappy colony? 

Would it be for reasons of military 
security when the Irish people by virtue 
of their faith are united in militant oppo- 
sition to communism more so than the 
British themselves? 

The case for the continuing British 
occupation of the six counties, is so weak 
that the British attempt to divert atten- 
tion from it, because they cannot justify 
it. 

The fair approach, in similar situa- 
tions, is to conduct a plebiscite to deter- 
mine the free will of the population on 
such an issue, But the British studi- 
ously avoid a democratic expression of 
the people’s will knowing that majority 
opinion is against the unnatural parti- 
tion of Ireland. 

Britain was brought to her knees by 
the sacrifices she made in World War II. 
Her people have since endured much 
under an austerity program designed to 
promote reconstruction. It is not pleas- 
ant to remind the British Government 
of the great aid extended by the United 
States. Without such aid, it is doubtful 
if Britain could have recovered from the 
ravages of war. 

We do not demand that the ancient 
wrong in Ireland be righted. 

We know that England, even in the 
absence of actual war, is struggling for 
survival. 

And yet, in spite of the burdens we 
must temporarily assume in order to 
help England and other nations from 
going under, we need them as allies be- 
cause they share with us the fundamen- 
tal faith in freedom, 

At the same time we cannot afford to 
have our motives misunderstood by 
other nations whose position is presently 
neutral in the great struggle because we 
fail to speak up for freedom everywhere. 

Until Ireland is united, our enemies 
can mock us with our own inconsisten- 
cies and damage our leadership in the 
eyes of other suppressed peoples who are 
striving for independence. They may 
succumb to the lure of Communist prop- 
aganda, which will be their tragedy and 
our loss. 

Therefore, I believe that we should ask 
the British Government, for the 
strengthening of our mutual cause, to 
withdraw from Ireland completely and 
forevermore. 

If we could but read the hearts of the 
British people, I am sure that they, too, 
would agree that this is the only solu- 
tion to the Irish question. 

On August 15, 1951, the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs of the United States 
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House of Representatives favorably re- 
ported with amendment House Reso- 
lution 82 and recommended that the res- 
olution do pass. 

That amendment reads: 


Whereas the maintenance of international 


peace and security requires settlement of the 
question of the unification of Ireland and. 


The original resolution continues as 
follows: 


Whereas 26 of the 32 counties of Ireland 
have been successful in obtaining inter- 
national recognition for the Republic of Ire- 
land which has, as its basic law, a constitu- 
tion modeled upon our own American Consti- 
tution: Now therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of this House 
of Representatives that the Republic of Ire- 
land should embrace the entire territory of 
Treland unless the clear majority of all of 
the people of Ireland, in a free plebiscite, de- 


termine and declare to the contrary. 


Having been favorably reported out of 
committee and referred to the House cal- 
endar, I request that it be presented for 
a vote as soon as possible. 

So that we may present a united front 
against communism, based on justice and 
genuine democracy, we call upon the 
United States, Ireland, and England to 
heed this appeal to conscience and unify 
Ireland in a friendly settlement that will 
serve as an inspiring example to the 
whole world. 


ARAPAHO AND SHOSHONE INDIAN 
TRIBES, WIND RIVER RESERVATION 


Mr. DEWART. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mon- 
tana? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. D'EWART. Mr. Speaker, I am 
a Member of Congress who believes that 
credit should be given where credit is 
due, and that the people should be given 
the facts. 

I am referring, in this particular in- 
stance, to publicity which has been given 
to enactment of a measure affecting two 
Indian tribes in my neighboring State 
of Wyoming. Specifically, I am referring 
to the extension recently granted Public 
Law 74 of the Eighty-second Congress, 
providing for per capita payments to 
members of the Arapaho and Shoshone 
Indian Tribes on the Wind River Reser- 
vation. 

Two bills were introduced in Congress 
to effect this 5-year extension, one of 
them in the Senate and another in the 
House. The Senate bill, S. 950, subse- 
quently was approved by Congress and 
signed by President Truman. The com- 
panion bill in the House, H. R. 4636, was 
introduced by my colleague the gentle - 
man from Wyoming, WILLIAM HENRY 
Harrison. Mr. Harrison guided his bill 
through a hearing by the Indian Affairs 
Subcommittee, of which both Mr, HARRI- 
son and myself are members. Testi- 
mony was heard by the subcomittee 
from Mr. Harrison, Indian Commissioner 
Dillon S. Myer, and George M. Tunison, 
of Omaha, Nebr., attorney for the Sho- 
shones. This hearing was on July 23 
of this year, with the subcommittee 
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chairman, Hon. Topy Morris, of Okla- 
homa, presiding. 

During this hearing, Mr. Tunison ex- 
pressed concern about possible delays 
postponing action on the extension, but 
the chairman, the gentleman from Okla- 
homa, allayed those fears with a tribute 
to the diligence of the gentleman from 
Wyoming in handling the bill, H. R. 4636. 
At this point, Mr. Speaker, permit me to 
quote from the record of the hearing the 
remarks made by the chairman: 

Mr. Morris. You have a diligent Congress- 
man here looking after it, because he has 
seen me a number of times about this bill, 
and I was very glad to accommodate him, 
and he has been very diligent in looking 
after it. 


Following this hearing, on July 23, the 
Senate passed S. 950, the companion 
measure to Mr. Harrison’s H. R. 4636, 
and on July 31, 1951, the Indian Affairs 
Subcommittee met to consider further 
Mr. Harrtson’s bill. 

During this meeting on July 31, Mr. 
Harrison moved that his bill be tabled, 
and that the subcommittee accept S. 950. 
I believe the record of that meeting will 
explain quite adequately Mr. HARRISON'S 
reason for this motion. Permit me to 
quote the record: 

Mr. Harrison. Due to the fact that S. 950 
has passed the Senate and reached the House 
and that it is identical with my bill H. R. 
4636, and because I do not want to create 
or cause any delay in the enactment of this 
bill for the benefit of the Shoshone and 
Arapaho Tribes, I would like to move that 
that subcommittee report S. 950 favorably to 
the full committee, and that my bill, H. R. 
4636, be tabled. 


This action was taken, upon motion 
by the gentleman from Wyoming. 

Similar action was taken by the full 
Committee on Interior and Insular Af- 
fairs, also upon motion of Mr. HARRI- 
son, during the meeting of the full com- 
mittee on August 14. 

When the bill eame to the floor of the 
House, Mr. Harrison arranged for its 
consideration on the Consent Calendar, 
thereby speeding action of the legisla- 
tion by many weeks. By his persuasive 
action on the floor, the bi'l-was passed 
by unanimous consent, a tribute to the 
able Member from Wyoming. 

My reason for detailing all this, Mr. 
Speaker, is to show the important part 
Mr. Harrison took in gaining final en- 
actment and approval of the 5-year ex- 
tension designed to benefit the Arapaho 
and Shoshone Indian Tribes of the Wind 
River Reservation. I do not believe Mr. 
Harrison has been accorded his full 
share of credit in this matter, and I 
want the record to show clearly the part 
he played in this, One has only to refer 
to the committee records to point up the 
facts. 


BUTTERFLY STATISTICS 


Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the Recorp and to 
include a newspaper editorial. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, the fas- 
cination of a butterfly is its darting, 
elusive personality as it flashes from 
bush to flower. Its wings gleam golden 
in the sun for an instant before it dis- 
appears in the distance. 

Our dollars have become just as 
ephemeral. They crackle crisply and 
attractively and the figures on the pay- 
roll look impressive, but they have be- 
come just about as substantial as butter- 
flies. They are with the recipient such 
a brief time, before they fly away for 
higher taxes, higher rent, astronomical 
food costs, that they, like the butterflies, 
consist more of a pleasant memory than 
a present possession. 

These are the hard realities and facts 
of living in the current inflation—these 
butterfly dollars are the worry, not but- 
terfiy statistics to which Mr. Truman 
refers so blithely. 

But there is a limit to even butterfly 
dollars. There is a limit to which al- 
ready overburdened taxpayers can be as- 
sessed in order to finance both peacetime 
luxuries and cold war costs. The tax- 
payers who are trying to get ahead on 
the treadmill of inflation are not de- 
ceived by glib statements that the budget 
is as tight and solid as it can be. 

Our country has been riding the swell 
of inflation for the past decade, so rev- 
enue’ and tax dollars have been fairly 
easy to obtain. But beyond a certain 
stage, people refuse to work in order to 
pay for government which they believe 
extravagant. People do not bother to 
reinvest their savings or work harder 
to earn a promised bonus or raise since 
their share will be so small after taxes. 
Yet without reinvestment and increased 
production, our greatest weapon, our me- 
chanical might, will be crippled. 

The truly frightening element in the 
picture, however, is the apparent lack of 
concern about these facts which is 
evinced by the President in his off-hand 
remarks, Every attempt to cope with 
this monetary crisis constructively is dis- 
missed as merely political, or “butterfly,” 
statistics. It is this superficial approach 
when combined with the perils of a 
mounting inflation which threatens our 
Nation—not butterfly statistics. 

Under leave to extend my remarks, I 
wish to include a recent editorial from 
the Washington Post, which deals with 
this subject: 

BUTTERFLY STATISTICS 

No one, not even the President of the 
United States, can successfully defend the 
proposition that Government spending is 
nothing to worry about. Mr. Truman’s ref- 
erence to his critics’ use of butterfly statis- 
tics, in his speech at the dedication of the 
new General Accounting Office Building on 
Tuesday, was nothing but an evasion of the 
issue. In asserting that the country is 
stronger economically than it has ever been 
before, Mr. Truman is like a doctor who, see- 
ing a flush on the face of a patient suffer- 
ing from tuberculosis, pronounces him 
robust as a prewar dollar. 

Certainly there have been storm warnings 
aplenty of the mounting danger of infla- 
tion—and defense spending has only begun. 
Ir th‘'s respect, the President's reference to 
the surplus of nearly $8,000,000,000 over the 
last 5 years is highly misleading. Mr. Tru- 
man cannot have it both ways. He cannot 
take credit for the prosperity that always 
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accompanies the initial stages of inflation 
and at the same time avoid blame for the 
consequences of that inflation. The tragedy, 
is that, without firm leadership from the 
President on the inflation front, the public 
may assume that it is nothing to worry about. 

Even if Mr. Truman’s contention that 70 
percent of all Federal expenditures go for 
national security is accepted, the contention 
that there is no extravagance in the budget 
does not hold water. In a study published 
earlier this year the Committee for Economic. 
Development showed that nondefense ex- 
penditures for the current year—totally apart 
from milite-7 and related items, interest, and 
payments to veterans—have increased by 
more than $2,000,000,000 over 1948. If the 
programs which have been expanded since 
1948 had been held to their 1948 levels, the 
saving would have been in excess of 
$3,000,000,000. 

It is, of course, a mistake to peg the at- 
tack on extravagance on the motives of Gov- 
ernment administrators. As a class they are 
conscientious people who do not knowingly 
waste the taxpayers’ money. The trouble 
lies in the lack of selectivity on the part of 
the administration, in its unwillingness to 
forego projects which, though possibly de- 
sirable in normal times, cannot be supported 
along with a mammoth defense program. 

Take just two examples. The administra- 
tion asked $229,000,000 for conservation pay- 
ments to farmers. This program duplicates 
some of the work of the Soil Conservation 
Service and pays farmers for doing what it is 
in their interest to do anyhow. It could be 
drastically pared without harm. The Senate 
recently passed, with Mr. Truman's support, 
an appropriation of $638,000,000 for rivers 
and harbors work. Apart from the political 
pork, could not much of this work have been 
postponed? Defense expenditures, of course, 
are in a class by themselves. There is so lit- 
tle information that Congress must take re- 
quests virtually on faith; we doubt whether 
most Senators have more than the foggiest 
notion of what is in the $61,000,000,000 meas- 
ure they are now considering. 

An indication of what is to come may be 
seen in the difficulty the Senate Finance 
Committee has experienced in recommend- 
ing even a $6,000,000,000 tax increase. When 
defense expenditures really begin to bite, 
there must either be more taxes or more def- 
icit financing which in itself fans inflation. 
Yet where are the taxes to come from? What 
the President has said, in effect, is that gov- 
ernmental expenditures—and inflation 
are no problem. If the President does vt 
take inflation seriously, who will? 


HEADSTONES FOR VETERANS OF THE 
KOREAN WAR 


Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute and to in- 
clude a bill which I introduced today. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, up to the present time, the men 
who died in Korea and thereabouts have 
had no mention on the markers of their 
graves that they died in the Korean war. 
I have introduced a bill which provides 
that the headstones and markers placed 
on the graves of veterans of the Korean 
war shall bear the inscription “Korean 
war.” 

I told some of the Korean veterans at 
the Walter Reed Hospital yesterday I 
would introduce a bill for this purpose. 
I have been bitterly. hurt, and many 
others have also, that there has been 


11694 


nothing on the gravestones to date. Pic- 

ture the feelings of the men who have 

fought in Korea and their families. 

I believe administratively but very be- 
latedly they will be marked “Korean 
conflict” or “Korean campaign,” but it 
certainly is a war in every way of the 
most cruel kind. 

The bill I have introduced is as fol- 
lows: 

A bill to provide that headstones or markers 
furnished for graves of veterans of the 
Korean War shall bear the inscription 
“Korean War” 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 2 of the 
act entitled “An act to provide for the pro- 
curement and supoly of Government head- 
stones or markers for unmarked graves of 
members of the Armed Forces dying in the 
service or after honorable discharge there- 
from, and other persons, and for other pur- 
poses,” approved July 1, 1948, is hereby 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new matter: “Each such headstone 
or marker furnished for the grave of a mem- 
ber or a forme. member of the Armed Forces 
of the United Stater who served on active 
duty in or around Korea during the period 
beginning July 25, 1950, and ending on a 
date thereafter determined by Presidential 
proclamation or by concurrent resolution of 
the Congress, shall bear the inscription 
‘Korean War’ and such other inscriptions as 
the Secretary may deem appropriate.” 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
extend remarks in the Appendix of the 
Recorp, or to revise and extend re- 
marks, was granted as follows: 

Mr. CaRNAHAN and to include an edi- 
torial. 

Mr. HEFFERNAN and to include an ad- 
dress delivered by Rear Adm. Lamont 
Pugh. 

Mr. AnFuso in reference to the Katyn 
massacre. 

Mr. BURDICK. 

Mr. ANGELL and to include an articie. 

Mr. McGrecor in two instances. 

Mr. SHEEHAN in two instances and to 
include editorials. 

Mr. Curtis of Nebraska and to include 
extraneous matter. 

Mr. PHILLIPS in two instances and to 
include an editorial. 

Mr. Rees of Kansas and to include 
some resolutions from his district. 

Mr. Woop of Idaho in two instances. 

Mr. Harrison of Wyoming. 

Mr. HESELTON ‘and to include extrane- 
ous matter in each. 

Mr. Aparr and to include an editorial. 

Mr. EBERHARTER and to include an ar- 
ticle which appeared in the American 
Bar Association Journal paying tribute 
to the memory of the late Middleton Bea- 
man, who was legislative counsel of the 
House for 30 years. 

Mr. Treacue and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. Van Zaxpr (at the request of Mr. 
Martin of Massachusetts) and to in- 
clude an excerpt. 

Mr. WILLTAus of Mississippi and to in- 
clude an editorial. 

Mr. MANsFIELpD and to include various 
letters, excerpts, newspapers, and other 
extraneous materials, 

Mr. Sreminsx1 in two instances and to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Passman and to include extraneous 
matter. 
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Mr. Furcoto in three instances, in each 
to include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Horrman of Michigan in two in- 
stances and to include newspaper ar- 
ticles. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG and to include a brief 
article. 

Mr. Brownson and to include an edi- 
torial from the Indianapolis Star. 

Mr. CaNnFIELD and to include a news- 
paper article. 

Mr. Morano to revise and extend the 
remarks he made in Committee of the 
Whole and to include certain extraneous 
material. 

Mr. BENDER. 

Mr. Rooney and to include an edi- 
torial from the Washington Evening Star 
of September 18, 1951. 


SENATE BILL REFERRED 


A bill of the Senate of the following 
title was taken from the Speaker’s table 
and, under the rule, referred as follows: 

S. 1775. An act for the relief of Heinz 
Harald Patterson; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 


ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 


Mr. STANLEY, from the Committee on 
House Administration, reported that that 
committee had examined and found truly 
enrolled a bill of the House of the follow- 
ing title, which was thereupon signed by 
the Speaker: 


H. R. 3731. An act for the relief of Megumi 
Takagi. 


BILLS PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT 


Mr. STANLEY, from the Committee on 
House Administration, reported that that 
committee did on the following dates 
present to the President, for his approval, 
bills of the House of the following titles: 

On September 18, 1951: 

H. R. 1726. An act to provide for the or- 
ganization of the Air Force and the Depart- 
ment of the Air Force, and for other pur- 


poses; 

H. R. 4914. An act to authorize certain con- 
construction at military and naval installa- 
tions, and for other purposes; and 

H. R. 1971. An act for the relief of Kirocor 
Haladjian, Tacouhi Halad tan, Gulunia Ha- 
ladjian, and Virginie Haladjian, 

On September 19, 1951: 

H. R. 3731. An act for the relief of Megumi 

Takagi. H 
ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly 
(at 5 o'clock and 18 minutes p. m.) the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Sep- 
tember 20, 1951, at 12 o’clock noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

797. A letter from the Deputy Attorney 
General, transmitting a draft of a bill en- 
titled A bill to confer Federal jurisdiction 
to prosecute certain common-law crimes 
of violence when such crimes are committed 
on an American airplane in flight over the 
high seas or over waters within the admir- 
alty and maritime jurisdiction of the United 
States”; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

798. A letter from the Executive Secre- 
tary, National Advisory Committee for Aero- 
nautics, transmitting a letter stating that 
“this is to report that during the period 
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January 1, 1951, to June 30, 1951, no con- 
tracts were negotiated by this agency,” pur- 
suant to the Armed Services Procurement Act 
of 1947, Public Law 413, Eightieth Congress, 
approved February 19, 1948; to the Commit- 
tee on Armed Services. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports 
of committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 


Mr. GRANAHAN: Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce. S. 537. An 
act to further amend the Communications 
Act of 1934; with amendment (Rept. No. 
975). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida: Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. H. R. 
3669. A bill to amend the Railroad Retire- 
ment Act and the Railroad Retirement Tax 
Act, and for other purposes; with amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 976). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union. 

Mr, GARMATZ: Joint Committee on the 
Disposition of Executive Papers. House Re- 
port No. 977. Report on the disposition of 
certain papers of sundry executive depart- 
ments. Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. SPENCE: Committee on Banking and 
Currency. S. 2006. An act to increase the 
lending authority of Export-Import Bank 
of Washington and to extend the period 
within which the bank may make loans; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 978). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union. 

Mr. MURDOCK: Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. H. R. 2398. A bill to 
amend Public Law 848, Eighty-first Congress, 
second session; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 979). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union, 

Mr. DELANEY: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 419. Resolution for con- 
sideration of H. R. 244, a bill to amend the 
act of July 6, 1945, as amended, so as to re- 
duce the number of grades for the various 
positions under such act, and for other pur- 
poses; without amendment (Rept. No. 980). 
Referred to the House Calendar. 3 

Mr. MADDEN: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 420. Resolution for the consid- 
eration of H. R. 4255, a bill to amend the act 
of July 6, 1945, as amended, so as to reduce 
the number_of grades for the various posi- 
tions under such act, to adjust the salaries 
of officers and employees of the field service 
of the Post Office Department, and for other 
purposes; without amendment (Rept. No. 
981). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. MITCHELL: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 421. Resolution for con- 
sideration of H. R. 339, a bill to increase the 
rates of compensation of officers and em- 
ployees of the Federal Government, and for 
other purposes; without amendment (Rept. 
No, 982). Referred to the House Calendar. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. BARTLETT: 

H. R. 5400. A bill for the establishment on 
federally owned land in the Territory of Alas- 
ka of one roadside demonstration area com- 
prising a lodge and pertinent facilities for 
the accommodation of the public, such dem- 
onstration area to be established along or in 
the vicinity of the Alaska Highway, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

H. R. 5401. A bill to authorize the Terri- 
tory of Alaska to issue revenue bonds in a 
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sum not exceeding $250,000, the proceeds 
thereof to be used for the completion of the 
Territorial Office Building at Juneau, Alaska; 
to the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. s 

By Mr. CRUMPACKER: 

H. R. 5402. A bill to provide for the issu- 
ante of a special postage stamp in commem- 
oration of the one hundredth anniversary of 
the American Society of Civil Engineers; to 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil Sery- 
ice. 

Ey Mr. D'EWART: 

H. R. 5403. A bill to declare the beneficial 
consumptive uses of water of western streams 
shall be superior to their use for navigation; 
to the Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. KEARNS: 

H. R. 5404. A bill to authorize the Com- 
missioner of Education to encourage the fur- 
ther development and growth of the educa- 
tional drama and music programs in the 
State and land-grant and other : ccredited 
nonprofit colleges and universities, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Edu- 
cation anl Labor. 

By Mr. KILDAY: 

H. R. 5405. A bill to amend section 207 (a) 
of Public Law 351, Eighty-first Congress; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. MILLER of California: 

H. R. 5406. A bill to amend the Civil Serv- 
ice Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, as 
amended, to extend certain benefits of such 
act to widows, children, and other survivors 
of Members of Congress; to the Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. ARMSTRONG: 

H. R. 5407. A bill to sever trade relations 
between the United States and Czechoslo- 
vakia; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MITCHELL: 

H. R. 5408. A bill to extend coverage under 
the Federal old-age and survivors insurance 
syste) to employees performing services in 
the catching, taking, harvesting, cultivating, 
or farming of any kind of fish, shellfish, and 
other aquatic forms of animal or vegetable 
life; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

H. R. 5409. A bill to amend the Tariff Act 
of 1930, so as to impose certain duties upon 
the importation of tuna fish; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MANSFIELD: 

H. R. 5410. A bill to provide for the es- 
tablishment of a clearinghouse of informa- 
tion in the Department of Justice, to furnish 
agencies of the Federal Government with 
information concerning the qualifications of 
Government contractors; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BARDEN: 

H. R. 5411. A bill to amend Public Laws 
Nos. 815 and 874 of the Eighty-first Congress 
with respect to schools in critical defense 
housing areas, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. COTTON: 

H. R. 5412. A bill granting the consent and 
approval of Congress to an interstate com- 
pact relating to the joint construction and 
operation of public-welfare institutions; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts: 

H. R. 5413. A bill. to provide that head- 
stones or markers furnished for graves of 
veterans of the Korean war shall bear the 
inscription “Korean war”; to the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. TOLLEFSON: 

H. R. 5414. A bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to provide for research and 
investigation with respect to the cause, pre- 
vention, and treatment of multiple sclerosis, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. BATTLE: 

H. R. 5415. A bill providing for the insur- 
ance by the Federal Savings and Loan’ Cor- 
poration of membership shares in Federal 
credit unions; to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency, 
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By Mr. PHILLIPS: 

H. J. Res. 329. Joint resolution proposing 
an amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States relative to the making of trea- 
ties and executive agreements; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SABATH: 

H. J. Res. 330. Joint resolution to permit 
articles imported from foreign countries for 
the purpose of exhibition at the Chicago 


International Trade Fair, Inc., Chicago, III., 


to be admitted without payment of tariff, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

H. J. Res. 331. Joint resolution authorizing 
the President to invite the States of the 
Union and foreign countries to participate 
in the Chicago International Trade Fair, to 
be held in Chicago, II., March 22 to April 6, 
1952; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. RIBICOFF: 

H. Con. Res. 163. Concurrent resolution to 
promote through the United Nations an ef- 
fective and enforceable system of world-wide 
disarmament and calling for a crusade for 
world peace and freedom; to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. WHEELER: 

H. Res. 418. Resolution creating a select 
committee to conduct an investigation and 
study of all defense projects and establish- 
ments of the United States, particularly de- 
fense projects and establishments adminis- 
tered by the Atomic Energy Commission; to 
the Committee on Rules. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. BYRNE of New York: 

H. R. 5416. A bill to authorize payment of 
certain claims for damage to private property 
arising from activities of the Army; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BUFFETT: 

H. R. 5417. A bill for the relief of Charles 

John Prott; to the Committee on the Judi- 


ciary. 
By Mr. DEWART: 

H. R. 5418, A bill authorizi@g the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to issue a patent in fee 
to George Bearcloud; to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. FLOOD: 

H. R. 5419. A bill for the relief of Daniel J. 

Fogarty; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. HELLER: 

H. R. 5420. A bill for the relief of Balbino 
Acusin Ariasa; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

By Mr. MOULDER: 

H. R. 5421. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Lonna Louise Koch; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. O’NEILL: 

H. R. 5422. A bill for the relief of Mrs. El- 
friede Stein Mehalko; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary, 

By Mr. ROOSEVELT: 

H. R. 5423. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Vera 
Suhrawardy and her two sons, Oleg-Jerry 
Calder and Gleb Zahid Suhrawardy; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk 
and referred as follows: 


427. By Mr. SHORT: Petition of Mrs. Ray 
C. Perry and other citizens of Aurora, Mo., 
urging the passage of legislation to prohibit 
alcoholic beverage advertising over the radio 
and television and in our magazines and 
newspapers; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

428. By the SPEAKER: Petition of su- 
preme officers of the First Catholic Slovak 
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Union, veland, Ohio, relative to commend- 
ing the Government for its action against 
the forces of communism; to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs, 


SENATE 


THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 20, 1951 


(Legislative day of Wednesday, 
September 19, 1951) 


The Senate met at 10 o’clock a. m, 
on the expiration of the recess. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 


O merciful God, whose law is truth 
and whose statutes stand forever, we 
beseech Thee to grant unto us who in 
the morning seek Thy face, fervently to 
desire, obediently to fulfill all that is 
pleasing unto Thee. We would lay aside 
any selfish partisan ambitions, so that 
with tallness of stature we may see above 
the walls of our prideful opinions the 
good of the largest number. As we play 
our part in days of destiny, with all man- 
kind standing in the valley of decision, 
make us worthy of these demanding. 
times that call aloud for wisdom and 
character. We ask it in the dear Re- 
deemer’s name. Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. MCFARLAND, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Wednes- 
day, September 19, 1951, was dispensed 
with. : 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Messages in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States submitting 
nominations were communicated to the 
Senate by Mr. Hawks, one of his sec- 
retaries. ‘ 

LEAVES OF ABSENCE 


On request of Mr. SALTONSTALL, and 
by unanimous consent, Mr. BENNETT was 
excused from attendance on the session 
of the Senate today. 

On his own request, and by unanimous 
consent, Mr. McCLELLAN was excused 
from attendance on the sessions of the 
Senate until Monday of next week. 

On his own request, and by unani- 
mous consent, Mr. Younc was excused 
from attendance on the sessions of the 
Senate until Monday of next week. 


TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS 


By unanimous consent, the following 
routine business was transacted: 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate the following letters, which were 
referred as indicated: 

REPORT ON VIOLATION OF REVISED STATUTES 

A letter from the Acting Secretary of State, 
reporting, pursuant to law, on a violation of 
the Revised Statutes; to the Committee on 
Expenditures in the Executive Departments. 

SUSPENSION OF DEPORTATION OF ALIENS 

A letter from the Attorney General, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, copies of orders of 
the Commissioner of Immigration and Natu- 
ralization suspending deportation of certain 
aliens, together with a statement of the facts 
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and pertinent provisions of law as to each 
alien and the reasons for ordering such sus- 
pension (with accompanying papers); to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 


GRANTING OF APPLICATIONS FOR PERMANENT 
RESIDENCE TO CERTAIN ALIENS 

A letter from the Attorney General, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, copies of the orders 
of the Commissioner of Immigration and 
Naturalization granting the applications for 
permanent residence filed by certain aliens, 
together with a statement of the facts and 
pertinent provisions of law as to each alien 
and the reasons for granting such applica- 
tions (with accompanying papers); to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 


‘TEMPORARY ADMISSION INTO UNITED STATES OF 
CERTAIN ALIENS 

A letter from the Attorney General, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, copies of orders 
entered granting temporary admission into 
the United States of certain aliens (with 
accompanying papers); to the Committee on 
the Judiciary.” 


SUSPENSION OF DEPORTATION OF ALIENS— 
WITHDRAWAL OF NAMES 

Four letters from the Attorney General, 
withdrawing the names of Josette Louise 
Lucienne Natter and Daniele Raymonde Jo- 
sette Natter; Jose Lancelle Hayles or Lance 
Errington Hayles or Lance Hayles; Kazimierz 
or Casimir Bobrowski and Henrik Goldstein; 
and Sister Clare Violete Ibolya Brosz from 
reports relating to aliens whose deportation 
has been suspended, transmitted to the Sen- 
ate on July 2, July 16, and August 1, 1951, 
respectively; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 


REPORT ON CONTRACTS NEGOTIATED BY NATIONAL 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR AERONAUTICS 


A letter from the Executive Secretary, Na- 
tional Advisory Committee for Aeronautics, 
reporting, pursuant to law, that no con- 
tracts were negotiated by the committee dur- 
ing the period January 1 to June 30, 1951; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 


PETITIONS 


Petitions were laid before the Senate 
and referred as indicated: 


By the VICE PRESIDENT: 

A resolution adopted by the officers and 

membership of the First Catholic Slovak 
Union of the United States of America, at 
Washington, D. C., relating to communism; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

A report in the nature of a petition, ap- 
proved by the board of directors of the 
Chamber of Commerce of Honolulu, Hawaii, 
prepared by the territorial affairs commit- 
tee of the chamber, relating to reclamation 
projects in Hawaii; to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 

A letter from P. H. Shinicky, Chairman, 
the National Assembly, Republic of Korea, 
expressing appreciation for the resolution of 
the United States Congress to encourage 
contributions to Korean relief through pri- 
vate agencies; ordered to lie on the table. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 


| By Mr. McCLELLAN, from the Committee 
on Expenditures in the Executive Depart- 
ments: 

S. 1967. A bill to amend or repeal cer- 
tain laws relating to Government records, 
and for other purposes; with amendments 
(Rept. No. 786). 

By Mr. HUNT, from the Committee on 
Armed Services: 


S. 781. A bill to provide more efficient. 


dental care for the personnel of the United 
States Army and the United States Air Force; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 787); 
H. R. 1181. A bill to amend section 207 of 
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 
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so as to authorize payment of claims arising 
from the correction of military or naval 
records; without amendment (Rept. No. 788) ; 


and 

H. R. 4205. A bill to provide retirement 
benefits for the Chief of the Dental Division 
of the Bureau of Medicine and Surgery, and 
for other purposes; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 789). 

By Mr. FULBRIGHT, from the Committee 
on Banking and Currency: 

S. 2104. A bill to repeal section 104 of the 
Defense Production Act of 1950, as amended; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 790). 


BILLS INTRODUCED 


Bills were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. CARLSON (for himself, Mr. 
ScHOEPPEL, and Mr. Kem): 

S. 2148. A bill to establish a National 
Disaster Insurance Corporation, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Bank- 
ing and Currency. 

(See the remarks of Mr. Cartson when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. McCARRAN: 

S. 2149. A bill to confer Federal jurisdic- 
tion to prosecute certain common law crimes 
of violence when such crimes are committed 
on an American airplane in flight over the 
high seas or over waters within the ad- 
miralty and maritime jurisdiction of the 
United States; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

By Mr. RUSSELL: 

S. 2150. A bill for the relief of Joachim Ne- 
mitz; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 2151 (by request). A bill to remove cer- 
tain inequities by fixing the hours of work 
and overtime compensation practices in the 
case of certain employees of the United 
States, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare. 

S. 2152 (by request). A bill to retrocede 
to the State of North Carolina concurrent 
jurisdiction over a highway at Fort Bragg, 
N. C.; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mẹ NIXON: 

S. 2153. A bill for the relief of Margaretha 
Rath Rahniberg and Eric Rahniberg; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 


NATIONAL DISASTER INSURANCE 
CORPORATION 


Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, on be- 
half of myself, my colleague the senior 
Senator from Kansas [Mr. SCHOEPPEL], 
and the Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
Kem], I ask unanimous consent to intro- 
duce for appropriate reference a bill to 
establish a National Disaster Insurance 
Corporation, and for other purposes. 

There being no objection, the bill (S. 
2148) to establish a National Disaster 
Insurance Corporation, and for other 
purposes, introduced by Mr. CARLSON (for 
himself, Mr. SCHOEPPEL, and Mr. KEM), 
was read twice by its title and referred 


.to the Committee on Banking and Cur- 


rency. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, the 
most destructive flood in the history of 
the United States occurred during the 
month of July 1951. The total damage 
in the States of Kansas, Missouri, and 
Oklahoma has been estimated to as much 
as $2,500,000,000, to have displaced some 
350,000 persons, to have been five times 
more damaging than the great Ohio- 
Mississippi flood of 1937, and to have 
ravaged an estimated 5,500,000 acres of 


-the most fertile farm land in Amer- 


ica. 
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I mention this only as a reminder 
that while many suggestions and words 
of sympathy have been received, along 
with considerable financial support, 
there still are many things to be done 
for the future protection and welfare of 
our people so as to assure them of more 
speedy aid and assistance should any 
such disaster strike our Nation again. 

As is true in so many instances, a cure 
or remedy is never found or initiated un- 
til after disaster strikes, 

As I stated on the floor of the Senate, 
August 13, 1951, and as the President 
stated in his message on August 20, 1951, 
we must take steps toward providing 
some type of insurance program for 
future protection. 

I have prepared a bill which is being 
jointly sponsored by my colleagues, Mr. 
ScHOEPPEL, of Kansas, and Mr, Kem, of 
Missouri, which I call the National Dis- 
aster Insurance Corporation Act of 1951. 

The purpose of this act is to promote 
the national welfare by alleviating the 
widespread economic disaster suffered 
from time to time within the United 
States from certain national disaster, 
and the attendant impairment of the free 
flow of interstate and foreign trade in 
commerce by providing through a pro- 
gram of reinsurance of insurance com- 
panies for reasonable cost insurance 
against property loss or damage caused 
by flood, tidal wave, earthquake, or hur- 
ricane. These being fields not readily 
covered by private insurance companies. 

It is my thought that the corporation 
will take over or reinsure only that por- 
tion of the risk above which private in- 
surance companies do not feel they can 
safely provide. 

There are many problems, and will be 
many more, involved in the committee 
and on the floor before this bill can ex- 
pect final consideration. As you will 
note, I have set up a capital stock sub- 
scription of considerable less than the es- 
timated cost of the recent floods in Kan- 
sas. I speak of only the floods as it per- 
tains to this insurance bill, mainly be- 
cause it is most vivid in the minds of all 
of us. However, I do not want you to lose 
sight of the fact that this bill, as I men- 
tioned before, provided reinsurance for 
damage caused by flood, tidal wave, 
earthquake, or hurricane. If the losses 
should exceed the figures established as 
the capital stock subscription, I do wish 
to point out that this is merely an arbi- 
trary figure arrived at by myself and one 
which naturally Congress can amend 
from time to time, depending upon the 
need, 

It is my thought or intent that the 
appropriated funds, that is, the capital 
stock subscription, together with pre- 
mium receipts, should make up the fund 
from which the corporations proportion- 
ate share of losses should be paid. 

In the recent flood disaster in the Mid- 
dle West, it was estimated that some 
twenty-five to fifty million dollars of the 
loss, which is an infinitesimal part of 
the total, is all that was covered by in- 
surance. Such an insurance program 
as I offer today will be of great assistance 
in establishing a more firm economic 
basis for all businesses and individuals 
located within the danger zones and 
should be within the cost range of all. 
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IMPERATIVE NEED FOR A PRACTICAL PROGRAM OF 
FEDERAL DISASTER INSURANCE 


First, The provident individual or busi- 
ness firm cannot now purchase insur- 
ance protection to provide compensation 
for flood or disaster damage. 

Second. The economy of devastated 
regions may be seriously handicapped 
because of the reluctance of individuals 
and corporations to make more than 
minimum investments in presently de- 
veloped industrial districts located in 
river bottom areas unless disaster dam- 
age insurance can be made available at 
reasonable rates. 

Third. A glance at the atlas will show 
that important inland cities are located ~ 
on rivers or lakes because of the ease of 
rail, river, and road traffic, as well as 
need for power generation, making it all 
the more important that an insurance 
program be set up for their protection, 
POSSIBILITIES OF DISASTER INSURANCE PROGRAM 

THROUGH THE PRIVATE INSURANCE INDUSTRY 

First. Sound insurance practices dic- 
tate that any plan be based on some 
method of spreading the disaster risks 
widely enough so that a moderate rate 
will be sufficient to provide the funds 
necessary to cover the major concen- 
trated losses which will occur from time 
to time. 

Second. The possibility has been sug- 
gested that disaster damage might be in- 
cluded in the extended coverage en- 
dorsement now added to fire insurance 
policies which cover the added hazards 
of hail, windstorms, tornadoes, falling 
buildings, and so forth. 

Third. Past attempts to secure action 
on the part of the private insurence in- 
dustry with relation to providing dis- 
aster-damage protection have been un- 
successful, we must succeed. 

SUGGESTIONS FOR ESTABLISHMENT OF A FEDERAL 
DISASTER INSURANCE CORPORATION 

First. Any Federal disaster-insurance 
program established can and, I believe, 
should be based on a partnership with 
the private insurance industry and not 
be in direct competition with the insur- 
ance industry. The Federal program 
should in no way duplicate the perform- 
ance of functions with respect to dis- 
aster-damage insurance which can be 
better performed by utilizing the staff 
and records of the private insurance 
carriers of the Nation. 

(a) The actual sale of disaster insur- 
ance policies or endorsements to other 
types of insurance policies, such as fire, 
should be handled by insurance agents 
who are supplying other types of insur- 
ance to the customers. 

(b) I recommend that the Federal 
corporation be created to handle the dis- 
aster insurance act as a reinsurance or 
underwriting agency only. 

(e) I recommend that the adjustment 
of claims arising from insured disaster 
damage be handled by the regular claim- 
adjusting organizations and procedures 
of the insurance companies, subject to 
appropriate regulations to protect the 
interest of the corporation. 

(d) I recommend that the disaster-in- 
surance underwriting agency be author- 
ized to establish sound limitations to be 
incorporated in the damage policies. It 
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including some of the following, should 
be considered: 

First. A minimum claim limit should 
be established of not less than $100 or 
possibly a minimum as high as $300 or 
$500 or losses that will be covered. 

Second. Clear definition must be made 
of what damage will be considered to 
constitute disaster damage. 

Third. It may be desirable to limit in- 
surance of contents and any movable 
fixtures to a coinsurance maximum of 75 
or 80 percent so that the property owner 
will have strong incentive to make every 
effort to remove such items in danger 
when warned by the Federal and State 
agencies of the possibility of flood dam- 
age. 

PROVISION OF RETROACTIVE INSURANCE COVERAGE 
ON A LIMITED BASIS 

I doubt the advisability of retroactive 
insurance. However, if the Congress 
should feel these obligations should be 
assumed in this manner, then many new 
problems will arise which will quite ma- 
terially slow down the ultimate accept- 
ance of this bill. My thought would be 
that if the Congress feels that we can as- 
sume even a portion of the past costs of 
disaster, and I strongly favor this, then 
I feel that it should be done through di- 
rect grants rather than by retroactive 
insurance. 


REVENUE ACT OF 1951—AMENDMENTS . 


Mr. CARLSON submitted amendments 
intended to be proposed by him to the ~ 


bill (H. R. 4473) to provide revenue, and 
for other purposes, which were ordered 
to lie on the table and to be printed. 

Mr. ECTON submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to House 
bill 4473, supra, which was ordered to 
lie on the table and to be printed. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina 
submitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to House bill 4473, 
supra, which was ordered to lie on the 
table and to be printed. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to House bill 4473, supra, which was 
ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON (for himself, 
Mr. SmITH of New Jersey, Mr. KNOWLAND, 
and Mr. Nrxon) submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by them, 
jointly, to House bill 4473, supra, which 
was ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

Mr. WILLIAMS submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to House bill 4473, supra, which was or- 
dered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

Mr. WILLIAMS (for himself, Mr. 
FREAR, Mr. WATKINS, Mr. FERGUSON, Mr. 
GILLETTE, Mr. Ives, Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
ScHOEPPEL, Mr. BYRD, Mr. Cain, Mr. 
Bricker, Mr. BUTLER of Maryland, Mr. 
HENDRICKSON, Mr. JENNER, Mr. BREW- 
STER, Mr. Martin, Mr. Kem, and Mr. 
Morse) submitted an amendment in- 
tended to be proposed by them, jointly. 
to House bill 4473, supra, which was 
ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 


Mr. THYE submitted an amendment 


is anticipated that various limitations, intended to be proposed by him to House 
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bill 4473, supra, which was ordered to 
lie on the table and to be printed. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I sub- 
mit an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by me to the bill (H. R. 4473) to 
provide revenue, and for other purposes. 

The production of calcium and mag- 
nesium carbonates is of tremendous im- 
portance to the economy of the United 
States. Some of its more important in- 
dustrial applications are: fluxing pur- 
poses, alkali, refractories, paper, calcium 
carbide, glass, water purification, sugar, 
whiting, magnesia, mineral food, coal- 
mine dusting, magnesium metal, insec- 
ticides, fungicides and disinfectants, 
leather, sewage and trade-waste treat- 
ment, fertilizer filler and also many mis- 
cellaneous processing industries. 

As the Bureau of Mines has recently 
stated in one of its bulletins: 

The importance of calclum and magnesium 
carbonates to industry cannot be measured 
by its tonnage or money value, because for 
many industries calcium and magnesium 
carbonates are essential raw materials for 
binary it is impractical to use any substi- 


The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment will be received, and printed, and 
will lie on the table. 


ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES, ETC., 
PRINTED IN THE APPENDIX ) 


On request, and by unanimous con- 
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, etc., 
were ordered to be printed in the Ap- 
pendix, as follows: 

By Mr. HILL: 

An article entitled “Federal Government 
Claims No Inland Waters, Tidelands, Nor 
Harbors; Seeks Control Only of Mineral 
Lands Submerged by the Open Ocean,“ writ- 
ten by Senator O'MAHONEY and published 
through the facilities of the North Ameri-} 
can Newspaper Alliance on September 16, 
1951. 

By Mr. WILEY: 

Statement prepared by him and certain 
printed material relating to a proposed; 
study of crime on the New York-New Jersey 
water front. 

By Mr. McCARRAN: 

Address on the Internal Security Act, de- 
livered by Hon. Hiram Bingham, Chairman’ 
of the Loyalty Review Board, United States 
Civil Service Commission, in New York City, 
on September 18, 1951. 

By Mr. BENTON: 

Guest editorial entitled “The Key To 
Peace of Soul,” written by the Most Reverend 
Henry J. O’Brien, and published in the 
Hartford Times of September 18, 1951. 

By Mrs. SMITH of Maine: 

Letter addressed to her by Marie Genest, 
of Waterville, Maine, indicating that the 
young people of America are thinking. 

By Mr. SALTONSTALL: 

Article entitled “Boston FM Station Opens 
October 6; Six Colleges and Symphony Back 
It,” published in the New York Times of 
September 20, 1951, with reference to the 
broadcast of programs of the Boston Sym- 
phony Orchestra concerts and cultural pro- 
grams provided by Greater Boston’s univer- 
sities and colleges. 

AUTOMOBILES OR OTHER CONVEYANCES 
FOR CERTAIN DISABLED VETERANS 
The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 

Senate the amendments of the House of 

Representatives to the bill (S. 1864) to 

authorize payments by the Administrator 

of Veterans’ Affairs on the purchase of 
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automobiles or other conveyances by cer- 
tain disabled veterans who served dur- 
ing World War II, and persons who 
served in the military, naval, or air serv- 
ice of the United States on or after June 
27, 1950, and for other purposes, which 
were to strike out all after the enacting 
clause and insert: 


That, subject to the conditions hereinafter 
set forth, the Administrator of Veterans’ Af- 
fairs is authorized and directed, under such 
regulations as he shall prescribe, to provide 
or assist in providing an automobile or other 
conveyance by paying not to exceed $1,600 on 
the purchase price, including equipment 
with such special attachments and devices 
as the Administrator may deem necessary, for 
each veteran of World War I or World War II 
or of service on or after June 27, 1950, and 
prior to such date as shall thereafter be 
determined by Presidential proclamation or 
concurrent resolution of the Congress, who 
is entitled to compensation under the laws 
administered by the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion for any of the following due to disability 
incurred in or aggravated by active military, 
naval, or air service of the United States dur- 
ing any one of such periods: 
>. (a) Loss or permanent loss of use of one 
or both feet; 

i (b) Loss or permanent loss of use of one 
or both hands; 

i: (c) Permanent impairment of vision of 
both eyes of the following status: Central 
visual acuity of 20/200 or less in the better 
eye, with corrective glasses, or central visual 
acuity of more than 20/200 if there is a field 
defect in which the peripheral field has con- 
tracted to such an extent that the widest 
diameter of visual field subtends an angular 
distance no greater than 20 degrees in the 
better eye: 


Provided, That instead of payment on the 
purchase price of an automobile or other 
conveyance such veteran may elect to re- 
ceive, and the Administratior is authorized 
and directed to pay him, a cash benefit of 
$1,600. 

» Sec, 2. No payment shall be made under 
this act for the repair, maintenance, or re- 
placement of any such automobile or other 
conveyance and no veteran shall be given an 
automobile or other conveyance until it is 
established to the satisfaction of the Admin- 
istrator that such veteran will be able to 
operate such automobile or other conveyance 
in a manner consistent with his own safety 
and the safety of others and will be licensed 
to operate such automobile or other con- 
veyance by the State of his residence or other 
proper licensing authority: Provided, That a 
veteran who cannot qualify to operate a ve- 
hicle shall nevertheless be entitled to receive 
the cash benefit provided by this act if he 
meets the other eligibility requirements. 

Sec. 3. The furnishing of such automobile 
or other conveyance, or the assisting therein, 
shall be accomplished by the Administrator 
paying the total purchase price, if not in ex- 
cess of $1,600, or the amount of $1,600, if the 
total purchase price is in excess of $1,600, to 
the seller from whom the veteran is pur- 
chasing under sales agreement between the 
seller and the veteran. 

Sec. 4. No veteran shall be entitled to re- 
ceive more than one automobile or other 
conveyance or cash benefit payment under 
the provisions of this act and no veteran who 
has received or who hereafter receives an au- 
tomobile or other conveyance under the pro- 
visions of the paragraph under the heading 
“Veterans’ Administration” in the First Sup- 
plemental Appropriation Act, 1947, as ex- 
tended, or the Act of September 21, 1950 
(Public Law 798, 81st Cong.), shall be en- 
titled to receive an automobile or other con- 
veyance or cash benefit payment under the 
provisions of this act. 

Sz. 5. The benefits provided in this act 
shall not be available to any veteran who has 
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not made application for such benefits to the 
Administrator within 3 years after the effec- 
tive date of this act, or within 3 years after 
the date of the veteran's discharge or release 
from active service if the veteran is not dis- 
charged or released until on or after said 
effective date. 

Sec. 6. There is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated to the Veterans’ Administration 
out of any moneys in the Treasury not other- 
wise appropriated, such sums as may be re- 
quired to carry into effect the provisions of 
this act. 

And amend the title so as to read: “An 
act to authorize payments by the Admin- 
istrator of Veterans’ Affairs on the purchase 
of automobiles or other conveyances by cer- 
tain disabled veterans or cash payments in 
lieu thereof, and for other purposes.” 


Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate disagree to the amend- 
ments of the House, ask a conference 
with the House on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses thereon, and that the 
Chair appoint the conferees on the part 
of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Vice President appointed Mr. LEHMAN, 
Mr. Pastore, and Mr. Nrxon conferees 
on the part of the Senate. 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


As in executive session, 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate messages from the President of 
the United States submitting sundry 
nominations, which were referred to the 
appropriate committees. 

(For nominations this day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 


EXECUTIVE REPORT OF A COMMITTEE 


As in executive session, 

The following favorable report of a 
nomination was submitted: 

By Mr. RUSSELL, from the Committee on 
Armed Services: 

William C. Foster, of New York, to be 
Deputy Secretary of Defense. 

REVENUE ACT OF 1951 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 4473) to provide reve- 
nue, and for other purposes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill is 
open to further amendment. There is 
no pending amendment. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I know that Members on this side of the 
aisle have various amendments they wish 
to offer. I do not see any Senators on 
this side who have amendments to offer, 
so I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre- 
tary will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Butler, Md. Green Martin 
Carlson Hayden McClellan 
Clements Hoey McFarland 
Connally Hunt Neely 
Eastland ives Pastore 
Frear Johnston, S. C. Saltonstall 
George Kem Smith, N. J 
Gillette Lehman Wiley 


Mr. McFARLAND. I announce that 
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. AN- 
DERSON] is absent by leave of the Senate, 

The Senator from Virginia IMr. 
Byrp], the Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
Hennincs], the Senator from Tennessee 


[Mr. KEFAUVER] are absent on official 
business. 
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Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] 
and the Senator from Iowa [Mr. HickEen- 
LOOPER] are absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tarr] 
and the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
WHERRY] are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. ToBEy] is absent because of illness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CLEMENTs in the chair). A quorum is 
not present. The Secretary will call 
the names of absent Senators. 

The Chief Clerk called the names of 
absent Senators, and Mr. DworsHaxk, 
Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr. Kerr, and Mr. MUR- 
RAY answered to their names when 
called. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum 
is not present. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I move that the 
Sergeant at Arms be directed to request 
the attendance of absent Senators. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Ser- 
geant at Arms will execute the order of 
the Senate. 

After a little delay Mr. McManon, Mrs. 
SmirH of Maine, Mr. HENDRICKSON, Mr. 
Stennis, Mr. CAPEHART, Mr. HILL, Mr. 
O’Manoney, Mr. FLANDERS, Mr. MAYBANK, 
Mr. MILLIKIN, Mr. Munpt, Mr. BUTLER of 
Nebraska, Mr. ROBERTSON, Mr. JOHNSON 
of Colorado, Mr. MCKELLAR, Mr. WELKER, 
Mr. SmirH of North Carolina, Mr. Kn. 
GORE, Mr. LoncE, and Mr. Lancer entered 
the Chamber and answered to their 
names. 

Mr. AIKEN, Mr. Benton, Mr. BREW- 
STER, Mr. Bricker, Mr. BRIDGES, Mr. CAIN, 
Mr. Case, Mr. Cuavez, Mr. Cordon, Mr. 
DIRKSEN, Mr. Doucias, Mr. Durr, Mr. 
Ecton, Mr. ELLENDER, Mr. FERGUSON, Mr. 
FULBRIGHT, Mr. HOLLAND, Mr. JENNER, Mr. 
Jounson of Texas, Mr. KNOWLAND, Mr. 
Lonc, Mr. Macnuson, Mr. Maton, Mr. 
McCarran, Mr. McCartuy, Mr. Mon- 
RONEY, Mr. Moopy, Mr. Morse, Mr. 
Nixon, Mr. O'Conor, Mr. RUSSELL, Mr. 
ScHOEPPEL, Mr. SMATHERS, Mr. SPARKMAN, 
Mr. THYE, Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr. WATKINS, 
Mr. WILIaMS, and Mr. Younc also en- 
tered the Chamber and answered to 
their names. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum 
is present. 

COMMITTEE MEETING DURING SENATE 
SESSION 


On request of Mr. NEELY, and by 
unanimous consent, the Subcommittee 
To Study Senate Concurrent Resolution 
21, of the Committee on Labor and Pub- 
lic Welfare, was authorized to meet dur- 
ing the session of the Senate today. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, we 
have been proceeding in the Appropria- 
tions Committee with the deficiency bill, 
and we are very busy with it. I wonder 
whether we may be excused. We will be 
in the committee, but I should like to be 
excused for the day, and to have the 
committee be excused. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
may ask unanimous consent that the Ap- 
propriations Committee may be per- 
mitted to sit during the session today. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes, Mr. President; 
we wish to be excused. 
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The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 


COMMUNICATION FROM THE PRESIDENT 
REGARDING PENDING TAX BILL 


The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
lays before the Senate a communication 
addressed to the Vice President from the 
President of the United States, relating 
to the pending tax bill, which the clerk 
will read. ; 

The legislative clerk read the commu- 
nication, as follows: 


THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, September 20, 1951. 
Hon. ALBEN W. BARKLEY, 
The Vice President of the United 
States, Washington, D. C. 

My DEAR MR. VICE PRESIDENT: As the 
Senate begins debate on the 1951 tax leg- 
islation, I wish to emphasize the urgency 
of keeping the Government’s finances on 
a sound basis. In particular, I wish to 
urge that the tax increases be large 
enough to meet the need for higher rev- 
enues, and that they be distributed fair- 
ly among the taxpayers. 

Although the Congress has not yet 
completed action on all appropriation 
bills, it is already apparent that the costs 
associated with the defense program will 
exceed our expectations at the time the 
budget was prepared for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1952. Only last week, 
the Senate raised total appropriations 
for the military functions of the Defense 
Department by nearly $2,000,000,000 
over the budget requests. Since the be- 
ginning of this fiscal year, the Govern- 
ment’s receipts have not kept pace with 
expenditures. Without new revenue leg- 
islation, the deficit for the year will be 
in the neighborhood of $10,000,000,000. 

The prospect of a sizable deficit un- 
der present conditions is cause for grave 
concern. As I have indicated on several 
occasions, adequate taxes are necessary 
to preserve confidence in the integrity of 
the Government's finances, to distribute 
the heavy defense costs fairly among our 
people, and to restrain inflationary 
pressures. 

In the face of an indicated $10,000,- 
000,000 deficit, the bill which the Senate 
is about to consider would produce only 
$5,200,000,000 in a full year and only 
about $2,500,000,000 in the current fiscal 
year. It would yield about $1,500,000,- 
000 less in a full year than the bill passed 
by the House of Representatives. 

I earnestly believe that these amounts 
are not sufficient. The Government’s 
revenues should be increased by an 
amount that approaches as nearly as 
possible the $10,000,000,000 I recom- 
mended. Toward this end I suggest that 
the legislation now before the Senate be 
strengthened in several respects. 

First, the tax yields under the bill from 
individual income and corporate-profits 
taxes should be increased. Personal in- 
comes and corporate profits are at record 
levels. The interest of those who receive 
this income will be best served by paying 
taxes at this time sufficient to maintain 
the stability of our economy. 

Furthermore, corporation-tax in- 
creases should be made applicable to all 
profits for the current year. Postpone- 
ment of the effective date until April 1, 
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1951, as provided in the bill before the 
Senate, would result in the loss of $500,- 
000,000 in revenue. 

In addition, the bill now before the 
Senate contains many changes which 
would impair the effectiveness of the in- 
come and profits taxes. For example, 
the bill would enlarge the special classes 
of taxpayers benefiting from the overly 
generous capital-gains-tax provisions, 
It would further widen the tax loopholes 
benefiting various mining enterprises. 
It would give certain corporations un- 
warranted relief from excess-profits 
taxes. Ata time of great national need, 
when everyone’s tax load must be in- 
creased substantially, I feel strongly 
that we should not adopt provisions 
which weaken our tax structure for the 
benefit of special groups. 

The revenue bill which the committees 
of Congress have developed after many 
months of arduous work provides the 
basis for legislation appropriate to our 
present requirements. I urge the Con- 
gress to build on this foundation by 
strengthening its revenue yield and 
bringing it more in accord with the 
principles of fairness which must under- 
lie our tax laws. A strong revenue sys- 
tem as vital to the defense of this 
country as strong military forces. 

Very sincerely yours, 
Harry S. TRUMAN. 


The VICE PRESIDENT. The com- 
munication from the President will lie 
on the table. 


REVENUE ACT OF 1951 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 4473) to provide reve- 
nue, and for other purposes, 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill is 
open to amendment. No amendment is 
pending. 

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, on 
behalf of my colleague [Mr. Benton] 
and myself, I offer the amendment, which 
Isend to the desk and ask to have stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 332, 
in line 10, it is proposed to insert the 
following new subsection: 

(E) For any taxable year beginning prior 
to December 31, 1953, no organization shall 
be denied exemption under section 101 of 
the Internal Revenue Code on the ground 
that it is carrying on an unrelated trade or 
business if such trade or business is the 
operation of a university press, established 
or acquired prior to December 31, 1950, by a 
college or university exempt under section 
101 (6), and consists primarily in the pub- 
lishing of educational books and papers, 
For any taxable year beginning subsequent 
to December 31, 1953, the operation by such 
college or university of any such university 
press shall not be construed to be an un- 


related trade or business if such university 


press has been integrated as a department 
of the college or university under the direc- 
tion of its faculty and administrative offi- 
cers and has before the beginning of such 
taxable year organized its publishing activi- 
ties so as to implement the activities of the 
college in serving the field of education. 


Mr. McMAHON, Mr. President, Con- 
gress very properly struck at the prac- 
tice of the purchase of unrelated busi- 
nesses by universities or other educa- 
tional institutions for the purpose of 
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bringing income to those educational! 
institutions. That purpose might have 
been a worthy one on behalf of univer- 
sity trustees, but it certainly created a 
very bad practice. One most unfortu- 
nate case was that of a university which 
purchased a macaroni factory. Of 
course, that macaroni factory was in 
competition with other macaroni fac- 
tories; and to exempt from taxation the 
income of that macaroni factory, be- 
cause it was owned by the university, 
was most unfair. 

I wish to emphasize that the case 
about which I shall speak is not a maca- 
roni-factory case. Wesleyan University 
would be affected by this amendment. 

Wesleyan University was founded in 
1831. It is a fine and liberal arts uni- 
versity in Connecticut. It is not a rich 
university. It is popularly known as one 
of the “Little Three,” Williams and 
Amherst being the other two. It is non- 
sectarian, and its alumni in peace, as 
well as in war, have served their country 
and their communities, in the fields of 
teaching, government, military service, 
the pulpit, the sciences, and business. 
Woodrow Wilson taught there. Presi- 
dent William Howard Taft and his Sec- 
retary of State, Elihu Root, participated 
in the inauguration of one of its presi- 
dents. 

On September 9, 1949, Wesleyan Uni- 
versity acquired by purchase, under a 
10-year installment contract, with a 
down payment of $400,000 from its own 
funds, the entire outstanding capital 
stock of three closely interrelated and 
singly operated educational publishing 
enterprises. The main publication of 
the enterprises is known as the Weekly 
Reader. The Weekly Reader is circu- 
lated in practically all the primary 
schools of our country and is the paper 
the children read, forming the basis of 
their civics lessons. The publication of 
books contributes only 8 percent of the 
income. I believe this case meets the 
test of the 1959 act, in that the activities 
are strictly educational. 

After the macaroni company case, the 
Congress enacted into law, following the 
recommendation of the committee, a 
test for any business which was owned 
by an educational institution. The test 
is whether the business is related to the 
educational process. 

Seventy-five percent of the income of 
this business, at the time when Wesleyan 
University acquired it, came from sources 
without any competition from private 
business, and the balance came from 
sources which compete only in the sense 
that every university press does. All its 
surplus inures to the exclusive benefit of 
Wesleyan University. 

The university considers this educa- 
tional publishing to be directly related 
to its own educational function. I know 
its president, several of its faculty, and 
several of its trustees, one of whom is 
my former junior colleague, Senator 
Baldwin. They are men of integrity 
who do not make the assertion frivo- 
lously, but the faculty and the adminis- 


tration, as well as the trustees, consider 


the press an educational opportunity for 
the university. The Treasury, however, 
cannot see its way clear to exempting the 
Wesleyan Press without the long process 
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of test litigation, involving years during 
which the university’s finances cannot 
wait. The Treasury’s basic reason is— 
and I now read from its own memo- 
randum: 

1. An educational publishing activity can- 
not be related to a university if it goes be- 
- yond selling books to its own students on 
its own campus. 

2. That its income inures exclusively to a 
college has, I quote, no bearing.” 

3. The fact that the publications are 
strictly. educational is not enough—I quote 
again, “the important word in section 101 
(6) is ‘charitable'—the word ‘educational’ is 
unnecessary. All the organizations intended 
in this text to be exempt would be covered 
by the word ‘charitable’.” 


In other words, the Treasury, in ad- 
ministering the act, reads the word “ed- 
ucational” right out of the law. 

This interpretation can be extended 
to every university press that ever makes 
a profit. It vitiates the language about 
exempting related business activities, 
because if it is a business activity at all 
it is not charitable, and being educa- 

tional does not make it related to edu- 
cational activities. 

This amendment, which has been 
drawn to cure the situation, is one which 
I believe merits the support of the Sen- 
ate. What does it do? For any taxable 
year, beginning prior to January 1, 1953, 
no organization shall be denied exemp- 
tion under section 101 of the Internal 
Revenue Code on the ground that it is 
carrying on an unrelated trade or busi- 
ness, if such trade or business is the 
operation of a university press estab- 
lished or acquired prior to December 
31, 1950. 

In other words, we are not opening up 
any wide gate at all. All we are saying 
is that this university, which bought 
this press prior to the date specified in 
the amendment, namely, before Decem- 
ber 31, 1950, shall have a year and a half 
in which to integrate the activities of 
this press, which we now believe are re- 
lated to the activities of the university 
sufficiently to come within the law; but, 
according to the Treasury, they do not. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. McMAHON. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from Colorado. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. This process of in- 
tegration is already under way, is it not? 

Mr. McMAHON. I thank the Sena- 
tor. It is already under way. The pro- 
fessors of the university are making a 
review of the school publications which 
go into the schoolhouses throughout the 
country. They are reviewing the sub- 
stance of the matter. They are making 
plans for the improvement of it. They 
are making plans to bring the faculty 
of the university into direct contact with 
editing the publications of the depart- 
ment, so that they wil be improved. 

The president of Wesleyan University, 
Dr. Butterfield, has long felt that they 
have an insufficient connection between 
secondary education and higher educa- 
tion and his idea is to bring the high 
schools and the colleges closer together. 
He looks upon the opportunity this press 
will give him, and the publications that 
it issues and will issue, as a golden op- 
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portunity, a glorious opportunity to ac- 
complish this purpose. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McMAHON. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from Colorado. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Is it not a fact that 
under the Senator's amendment Wesley- 
an University will not get this exemption, 
unless it, in good faith, within a limited 
period of time specified in the amend- 
ment, completely integrates the activity 
with its legitimate school activities? Is 
not that correct? 

Mr. MCMAHON. That is entirely cor- 
rect; and the period, I call to the Sena- 
tor’s attention, is not a lengthy one; it 
is only until January 1, 1953; in other 
words, a year and a quarter. If they do 
not bring about the integration to the 
satisfaction of the Treasury Department, 
they would then be taxed. I may say to 
the Senator that this is a short time with- 
in which to bring about the weaving of 
this enterprise into the life of the univer- 
sity. 

I emphasize the fact, which Iam sure is 
well known, that university presses, such 
as the Yale University Press, the Chicago 
University Press, and the University of 
Oklahoma Press are not taxed. In some 
instances they publish another kind of 
book. For instance, Yale University 
Press published the book, The Bridge 
of San Luis Rey, one of the best sellers. 
They made some money out of that. 
Sometimes they publish books on which 
they lose money. 

Mr. President, I think that pretty well 
expresses the highlights of the subject. 
The Treasury seemed to think, at the 
present moment, to use the term of the 
Senator from Colorado, when we had a 
brief hearing with the Finance Commit- 
tee, the nexus had not been established 
firmly enough. We are going to try to 
satisfy the requirements with respect to 
the strength of the nexus, and we want a 
little time within which to do it. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland and Mr, 
MILLIKIN addressed the Chair. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the 
Senator from Connecticut yield; and if 
so, to whom? 

Mr. McMAHON. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from Maryland. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. I defer to 
the Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. No, let the Senator 
from Maryland proceed. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. I should 
like to ask the Senator from Connecticut 
whether his amendment would cover a 
case such as one in which the University 
Press has been integrated with the uni- 
versity for a number of years, publishes 
scientific books and educational books, 
and maintains in the university itself a 
store in which it sells books published 
by itself and others to students, and in 
which it sells school supplies and things 
of that kind? 

Mr. McMAHON. I would defer, of 
course, to the Senator from Colorado, 
who is on his feet, except that I think 
I can say, subject to his much greater 
knowledge, that kind of institution is 
now exempt. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President if the 
Senator from Connecticut will yield, in 
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order that I may answer the inquiry of 
the distinguished Senator from Mary- 
land, as I understand, they are now ex- 
empt, and they are exempt because, in 
fact or in theory, they have integrated 
that activity with the educational activ- 
ities of the institution. The Harvard 
Press is exempt, the Yale Press is ex- 
empt, the Culver University Press is ex- 
empt, all upon the theory that they have 
integrated the work of the press with 
the legitimate work of the school. 

I should like to say to the distinguished 
Senator from Connecticut that I was 
much impressed with his presentation 
of the matter before the committee, and 
also of the school authorities. I would 
not say that they have completely inte- 
grated. I think they have some distance 
to go before they completely integrate, 
but I believe they are making fair prog- 
ress, and, in view of the public policy in- 
volved in the matter, when we are trying 
to help charitable and educational in- 
stitutions by various tax methods, I hope 
they are given the chance to bring them- 
selves into complete coordination with 
ti.eir educational activities. I hope the 
distinguished chairman of we Senate 
Finance Committee will agree to take the 
amendment to conference. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, it is with 
great regret that I rise to oppose the 
amendment of the Senator from Con- 
necticut. I oppose it because it would 
destroy the spirit of the legislation en- 
acted by the Congress last year which 
placed a tax on the unrelated business 
activities of colleges and universities. 

In order to exempt the operations de- 
scribed by the Senator from Connecti- 
cut, the Congress would have to provide 
an umbrella large enough so that any 
commercial enterprise of a college would 
be exempt, regardless of how remote the 
operation was from the business of the 
college. A press such as was mentioned 
by the Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
Butter] is already exempt. It is a col- 
lege press operated on the campus of the 
college in connection with the business 
of the college and for the benefit of the 
students of the college, in connection 
with the work of the college. The only 
connection between the work of the en- 
terprises referred to and described by 
the Senator from Connecticut, and the 
college which has purchased them, is 
the profit it produces. 

Reference has been made to a college 
which engaged in a macaroni manu- 
facturing enterprise. I hald no brief for 
macaroni, nor do I seek to make a case 
against it. In that instance it was a 
business operation carried on by a col- 
lege for profit. That is the purpose of 
the commercial enterprises purchased 
by the college which has sought to be 
made exempt by this amendment. 

There were three commercial enter- 
prises, making a total of $1,000,000 a 
year before taxes. It is true they were 
publishing a high grade of publications, 
but, Mr. President, there are countless 
such commercial operations in the coun- 
try. The publication of school books is 
carried on as a business operation, con- 
ducted under the principles of free com- 
petitive private enterprise on a commer- 
cial basis for a profit which is taxable by 


the Government. 
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The college referred to by the Sena- 
tor from Connecticut purchased these 
three commercial enterprises with an 
annual profit of $1,000,000 a year be- 
fore taxes. It purchased them, as I un- 
derstand—and if I err, I ask the Sena- 
tor from Connecticut to correct me—for 
a down payment of $400,000, and I think 
the total purchase price was $8,000,000, 
and the annual payments were $400,000. 

If the amendment is accepted, Mr. 
President, it would mean that the col- 
lege, from the taxes it would save from 
these commercial enterprises, could 
make the annual payments and the in- 
terest and keep approximately half of 
the $1,000,000 a year profit free and 
clear for thé period of time in which it 
was paying for the commercial enter- 
prises which it purchased, after which it 
would have its entire income exempt. 

There is no relation between that op- 
eration and the ordinary college press. 
The University of Oklahoma has a uni- 
versity press in the business of printing 
in connection with operations of the uni- 
versity. There is just as vast a differ- 
ence, Mr. President, between a univer- 
sity developing a press as a part of the 
university program and a university buy- 
ing commercial printing enterprises that 
are making a million dollars a year be- 
fore taxes and then seeking to have them 
exempt, as there is between a university 
which in its own kitchen processes food 
for its own students and sells it to them 
at approximately cost, and the univer- 
sity which bought a macaroni factory 
that was making a profit and continued 
to operate at a profit, and sought to have 
the income from the operation made 
tax-free. 

It may be that we erred when we 
passed a law providing that the profit 
from unrelated commercial business ac- 
tivities of universities and colleges should 
be taxed, but I do not think so for the 
simple reason that the evidence before 
the committee was conclusive that more 
and more of the universities and colleges 
of the country—and I do not blame 
them; I congratulate them—were ac- 
quiring successful business operations 
and continuing their operation in order 
that they might have a tax-free income. 
As Congress has seen fit, in meeting the 
compelling necessity for greater revenue, 
to increase the rate of taxation, it can 
very readily be seen how much more ad- 
vantageous it becomes for a college or a 
university if it have an umbrella such as 
that proposed by the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Connecticut, with exemption 
for anything that it calls a university 
press. 

My good friend from Connecticut said 
it was the purpose to integrate the oper- 
ation of those commercial enterprises 
into the scholastic life of the college. As 
an evidence of that purpose he invited 
attention to the fact that much of the 
material which it published was educa- 
tional matter for high schools and grade 
schools. 

The American Book Co., Mr. President, 
does nothing but publish textbooks for 
schools, mostly for high schools and 
grade schools. If the transactions re- 
ferred to by the Senator were exempt, 
or were made exempt, the college affect- 
ed or any other college could buy the 
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American Book Co., Ginn & Co., or any 
other publishing company which pub- 
lishes textbooks. I must say that if a 
commercial enterprise in the publishing 
business should have exemptions if it 
belongs to a college or university, then it 
could buy the publishing houses which 
publish the Bible or encyclopedias. They 
are related even more closely and could 
be more easily integrated into the scho- 
lastic work of a university than could a 
publishing house which publishes weekly 
papers in the main for grade schools. 

Mr. President, my children have all 
come up through the grade schools. I 
have one now in the ninth grade. He 
comes home and says, “I must have 50 
cents or $1 a month to pay for Cur- 
rent Events or School Happenings.” 
That, in the main, is the classification 
of publications which these commercial 
enterprises are putting out. Certainly 
they are fine, but they are put out for 
profit. Certainly the great university 
referred to by the Senator from Connec- 
ticut could integrate the operation into 
the life of the university, but the primary 
thing it would integrate would be the 
$1,000,000 a year of tax-free profit. It 
never would integrate a great school 
weekly, current events newspaper, or 
papers for children. It wants to inte- 
grate that $1,000,000 a year of tax-free 
profit. 

Mr. President, I do not blame the uni- 
versity. Its desire is commendable, and 
if the Congress wants that to be the law 
it should accept the amendment which 
has been offered. But I submit that un- 
der the present law there is no tax on a 
university press that is in the business 
of publication for the benefit of the uni- 
versity or the students of the university. 
Such an enterprise is already exempt. 
The sole purpose of the amendment of 
the Senator from Connecticut is to ex- 
empt an operation bought solely because 
of the enormous profit which was being 
made—— 

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KERR. And the amendment 
would make that operation exempt and 
continue it as exempt. 

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KERR. I yield. 

Mr. McMAHON. The Senator has 
made a statement to the effect that this 
was bought exclusively for profit, that 
simply a profit motive brought about this 
purchase. Will the Senator cite the fact 
on which he bases that assertion? 

Mr. KERR. The testimony before the 
committee was that there were three 
commercial printing operations making 
a million dollars a year before taxes. 
The testimony was that Wesleyan Uni- 
versity bought them for $8,000,000, with 
a down payment of $400,000; that the 
company which sold them included a 
provision in the contract—the Senator 
has the contract, and if I err he will tell 
me—that the same men would continue 
to operate the publication business under 
the new owner until the total purchase 
price was paid. The president of the 
university was present. He said, “Yes, we 
intend to have our faculty consult with 
those who control this business.” He 
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was asked if he could remove them, as 
I remember. He said, “No.” He was 
asked if the faculty could control the 
business operation, the policy of the 
operation. He said, “No.” He said, “Our 
purpose is at the same time to have the 
faculty of our college advise with those 
in control to see if a program can be 
developed whereby the publications we 
issue will result in a greater interest in 
Wesleyan University.” 

I will leave it to any Senator to deter- 
mine for himself the guiding motive be- 
hind the purchase of the three com- 
mercial enterprises which had a million 
dollars a year profit before taxes, as a 
result of which the university now seeks 
an amendment of the bill to exempt that 
profit from taxation. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I think 
the Congress acted wisely when it legis- 
lated to end the tax exemption for un- 
related activities of universities. I be- 
lieve the legislation which Congress has 
passed will end such unrelated activities. 
Wesleyan University has this press busi- 
ness, It acquired it before Congress en- 
acted the legislation. All that the dis- 
tinguished Senators from Connecticut 


are trying to do by the amendment is - 


to give the university until the ist of 
January, 1953, to complete the process 
of integration which is already under 
way. Integration of what? Integration 
of those printing activities with the reg u- 
lar educational activities of the school. 

Isay that it is simply an act of fairness 
to give the university that chance. They 
acquired the property prior to the decla- 
ration of congressionalintent. They are 
trying to bring the property activity into 
integration with their educational work. 
Maybe they can. Maybe they cannot. 
If they do not do it by January 1, 1953, 
their profits will be taxed, and should be 
taxed. But in the meantime, since we 
are supposed to be solicitous 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

Mr. KERR. Did I understand the 
Senator from Colorado correctly to say 
that if they did not come under the pro- 
visions of the act they should be taxed? ` 

Mr. MILLIKIN. That is right. 

Mr. KERR. Why give them that ex- 
emption until they do it? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Because they are in 
the way of integrating themselves. That 
is the reason. They arein the process of ; 
doing the very thing the Congress says 
they should do if they want to be tax- 
exempt. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

* MILLIKIN. Yes, I am glad to 
eld. 


Mr. KERR. When that becomes a 
reality, then does not the pot eae tsa 
avery} 

Mr. MILLIKIN. It is a partial reality. 
now, and so far as the junior—— 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Wait a minute. I 
have not yielded yet. So far as the jun- 
ior Senator from Colorado is concerned 
it is a partial reality now. It is a de- 
veloping reality. I hope it will achieve 
the complete reality by January 1, 1953; 


and, because it is good public policy to 
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assist our educational activities and be- 
cause this activity is in process of in- 
tegration, and because if they do not 
complete the process they will be taxed, 
and should be taxed, I am suggesting 
that we should give them a full fair year 
to complete that process. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Certainly. 

Mr. KERR. When they have com- 
pleted the integration the exemption ap- 
plies, does it not? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. If they have com- 
pleted it. 

Mr. KERR. I should like the Senator 
to tell this body how an enterprise can 
be partially commercial for profit and 
partially related to the educational ac- 
tivities of a university or a college? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I answer the ques- 
tion in this way, that as of this moment 
the question of whether they are inte- 
grated or not integrated is an adminis- 
trative problem of the Treasury, and I 
say that under my viewpoint, under 
what I consider to be a proper, liberal, 
viewpoint, where we are attempting to 
help education we can rule now that 
there has been sufficient integration to 
warrant the exemption. But I am try- 
ing to meet the extremes of the argu- 
ments which are made by the distin- 
guished Senator from Oklahoma, and I 
say that if they have not completely met 
the punctilio that is in his mind, give 
them a fair chance to do so, and to allow 
them time until January 1, 1953, affords 
them, in my opinion, a fair chance. 

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 
Mr. MILLIKIN. Yes, of course. 

Mr. McMAHON. I ask the Senator 
from Colorado if it is true that “profit” 
upon which the Senator from Oklahoma 
rolled his tongue with great glee is not 
the test provided in the statute? The 
statute makes the test that of ‘“educa- 
tional purpose.” 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Of course, it is not 
the test. I am not so sure that we ap- 
ply that test to the Harvard Press, or 
the Yale Press, or the University of Chi- 
cago Press, or to the Columbia Universi- 
ty Press. The point there is, that they, 
in the opinion of the Treasury, have in- 
tegrated the activities. That is the test, 
and it is the only honest test. So far as 
I am concerned, I hope that Wesleyan 
University does completely integrate it- 
self. It has integrated itself sufficient- 
ly for my satisfaction, but I hope it will 
meet fully by January 1, 1953—shall I 
say—the crankier notions of some of 
the other Senators, and I hope the uni- 
versity will make a profit. It is that 
profit that helps the university. And 
when we help the university, we help a 
desirable educational activity. 

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

Mr. McMAHON. Will not the Sena- 
tor agree that if this university pur- 
chased, let us say, a profitable prepara- 
tory school, a secondary school, if we 
adopt the argument of the Senator from 
Oklahoma, the profits of such secondary 
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school, which it cannot be denied would 
be derived from an educational activity, 
would be subject to a tax? This of 
course is absurd. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Of course, that sort 
of activity should not be taxed. No re- 
lated activity should be taxed. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Mr. Presi- 
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. The ques- 
tion the Senator from Maryland asked 
earlier was prompted by the very argu- 
ment the Senator from Oklahoma is 
making. That is why I was alarmed 
about the reference to the Harvard 
Press and the presses of other univer- 
sities. But be that as it may, is it not 
also true that under the statutes of a 
number of States of the Union there are 
partially exempt educational and chari- 
table institutions? Part of their opera- 
tions are taxed and part are exempt. 
That is not an uncommon thing and cer- 
tainly furnishes no basis upon which to 
deny exemption pending full compli- 
ance. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. If we should take 
from our hospitals, our health associa- 
tions, our health programs, our religious 
organizations, and our educational pro- 
grams, the tax exemption, direct and in- 
direct, they would collapse. 

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

Mr. McMAHON. Is it not true that 
the Congress wrote into the law the 
provision for an exemption of educa- 
tional institutions because it wanted to 
exempt them from tax, and they would 
not be taxed if they were not making 
money? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Of course, that is 
exactly true. They can get their money 
through their own internal activities 
which are legitimate, because they are 
educational, or they can get money from 
donors, or they can get money by being 
exempt from taxes. Each source con- 
structively helps the other. 

Our educational institutions are in 
distress because the donorship money 
which formerly enriched them and en- 
abled them to expand and grow has dried 
up. Interest rates on their investments 
are substantially less. I am not going to 
say that the last few remaining sources 
of revenue shall be taken away from 
them. I cannot condemn that which 
is educational because it is also profit- 
able. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. McManon] for himself and his col- 
league [Mr. Benton]. [Putting the 
question.] 

The Chair is in doubt. As many as 
favor the amendment will rise and re- 
main standing until counted. Those 
opposed will rise and remain standing 
until counted. 

Mr. McMAHON. I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre- 
tary will call the roll. 
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The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered 
to their names: 


Aiken Hayden McMahon 
Benton Hendrickson Millikin 
Brewster Hill Monroney 
Bricker Hoey Moody 
Bridges Holland Morse 
Butler, Md, Humphrey Mundt 
Butler, Nebr. Hunt Murray 
Cain Ives Neely 
Capehart Jenner Nixon 
Carlson Johnson, Colo. O’Conor 
Case Johnson, Tex. O'Mahoney 
Chavez Johnston, S. C. Pastore 
Clements Kem Robertson 
Connally Kerr Russell 
Cordon Kilgore Saltonstall 
Dirksen Knowland Schoeppel 
Douglas Langer Smathers 
Duff Lehman Smith, Maine 
Dworshak Lodge Smith, N. J. 
Eastland Long Smith, N.C, 
Ecton Magnuson Sparkman 
Ellender Malone Stennis 
Ferguson Martin Thye 
Flanders Maybank Underwood 
Frear McCarran Watkins 
Pulbright McCarthy Welker 
George McClellan Wiley 
Gillette McFarland Williams 
Green McKellar Young 


The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is 
present. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, before 
a vote is taken, much as I dislike to do 
so, I am compelled to oppose the amend- 
ment. As the amendment is written it 
begins a whittling away of a perfectly 
sound and salutary principle which we 
put into the act of 1950 to prevent col- 
leges and universities from acquiring 
wholly unrelated businesses, such as, in 
this case, publishing houses in distant 
States, and having them exempted from 
taxation. In the interest of preserving 
of what I believe to be a sound principle, 
and particularly in view of the form of 
the amendment, I shall have to oppose it. 

Mr. MCMAHON. Mr. President, in 
view of the statement of the chairman of 
the committee that he does not approve 
of the form of the amendment, I shall 
withdraw it. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Connecticut withdraws the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. MCMAHON. I shall withdraw it 
for further consultation. 

Mr. GEORGE. If the Senator from 
Connecticut will withdraw it, I shall be 
glad to consult with him. I believe we 
can work out an amendment which will 
cover legitimate cases in which univer- 
sities are engaged in an enterprise which 
can be related to the activities of the 
university. 

Mr.McMAHON, I thank the Senator. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment is withdrawn. The bill is open to 
further amendment. : 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had passed the bill (S. 1046) to 
readjust postal rates, with an amend- 
ment, in which it requested the con- 
currence of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
House had insisted upon its amendments 
to the bill (S. 1864) to authorize pay- 
ments by the Administrator of Veterans’ 
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Affairs on the purchase of automobiles 
or other conveyances by certain disabled 
veterans who served during World War 
II, and persons who served in the mili- 
tary, naval, or air service of the United 
States on or after June 27, 1950, and for 
other purposes, disagreed to by the Sen- 
ate; agreed to the conference asked by 
the Senate on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses thereon, and that Mr. 
ELLIOTT, Mr. TEAGUE, and Mrs. ROGERS 
of Massachusetts were appointed man- 
agers on the part of the House at the 
conference. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


The message further announced that 
the Speaker had affixed his signature to 
the following enrolled bills, and they 
were signed by the Vice President: 

8.47.An act for the relief of Madeleine 
Quarez; 

S. 76. An act for thc relief of Herbert H. 
Holler; 

S. 83. An act for the relief of First Lt. 
James E. Willcox; 

8. 168. An act for the relief of Helmuth 
Assmas Balthasar Russow and Volker Harpe; 

S. 295. An act for the relief of Michail 
Ioannou Bourbakis; 

S. 426. An act for the relief of Teruko 
Okuaki; 

S. 427. An act for the relief of Nene Baal- 
stad; 

S. 462. An act for the relief of Rosita Anita 
Navarro and Ramona Alicia Navarro; 

S. 495. An act for the relief of Richard 
J. Walling; 

S. 501. An act for the relief of Willem Hou- 
wink; 

S. 520. An act for the relief of Wilma M. 
Stiehl; 

S. 626. An act for the relief of Polly Anne 
Caldwell; 

S. 665. An act for the relief of D. Lane 
Powers and Elaine Powers Taylor; 

S. 880. An act for the relief of Ann Lam- 
plugh; * 

S. 906. An act for the relief of Marie Kris- 
tine Hansen; 

S. 1009. An act for the relief of Ella Maria 
Nyman; 

S. 1028. An act for the relief of Mrs. Lou 
Wong Shong Ngon; 

S. 1107. An act for the relief of I. N. Nor- 
man; 

S. 1279. An act for the relief of Davis Min 
Lee; 

S. 1425. An act for the relief of Mrs. Okuni 
Kobayashi; 

S. 1504. An act for the relief of Valmai 
Eileen Mackenzie; 

S. 1562. An act for the relief of Harvey 
Marden; and 

S. 1786. An act for the relief of certain 
officers and employees of the Foreign Serv- 
ice of the United States who, while in the 
course of their respective duties, suffered 
losses of personal property by reason of war 
conditions and catastrophes of nature. 


ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED 


The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on today, September 20, 1951, he 
presented to the President of the United 
States the following enrolled bills: 

S. 47. An act for the relief of Madeleine 
Quarez; 

S. 76. An act for the relief of Herbert H. 
Heller; 

S. 83. An act for the relief of First Lt, 
James E. Willcox; 

S. 168. An act for the relief of Helmuth 
Assmas Balthasar Russow and Volker Harpe; 
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S. 295. An act for the relief of Michail 
Ioannou Bourbakis; 

S. 426. An act for the relief of Teruko 
Okuaki; 

S. 427. An act for the relief of Nene Baal- 
stad; 

S. 462. An act for the relief of Rosita Anita 
Navarro and Ramona Alicia Navarro; 

S. 495. An act for the relief of Richard J. 
Walling; 

S. 501. An act for the relief of Willem 
Houwink; 

S. 520. An act for the relief of Wilma M. 
Stiehl; 

S. 626. An act for the relief of Polly Anne 
Caldwell; 

S. 665. An act for the relief of D. Lane 
Powers and Elaine Powers Taylor; 

S. 880. An act for the relief of Ann Lam- 
plugh; 

S. 908. An act for the relief of Marie Kris- 
tine Hansen; 

S. 1009. An act for the relief of Ella Maria 
Nyman; 

S. 1028. An act for the relief of Mrs. Lou 
Wong Shong Ngon; 

S. 1107. An act for the relief of I. N. 
Norman; 

S. 1279. An act for the relief of Davis Min 


S. 1425. An act for the relief of Mrs. Okuni 
Kobayashi; 

S. 1504. An act for the relief of Valmai 
Eileen Mackenzie; 

S. 1562. An act for the relief of Harvey 
Marden; and 

S. 1786. An act for the relief of certain off- 
cers and employees of the Foreign Service 
of the United States who, while in the course 
of their respective duties, suffered losses of 
personal property by reason of war condi- 
tions and catastrophes of nature. 


READJUSTMENT, OF POSTAL RATES 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate the amendment of the House of 
Representatives to the bill (S. 1046) to 
readjust postal rates, which was to 
strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert: 


FIRST-CLASS MAIL 


SECTION 1. (a) The rate of postage on each 
single postal card issued and sold under the 
provisions of section 3916 of the Revised 
Statutes (U. S. C., title 39, sec. 356), and 
on each portion of double postal cards issued 
and sold under the provisions of the act 
of March 3, 1879 (U. S. C., title 39, sec. 358), 
shall be 2 cents: Provided, That on all sin- 
gle and double postal cards sold in quan- 
tities of 100 or more there shall be an addi- 
tional charge of 10 percent. The rate of 
postage on each private mailing or post card 
conforming to the conditions prescribed by 
the act of May 19, 1898 (U. S. C., title 39, 
sec. 281), shall be 2 cents. 

(b) Except as provided in paragraph (a) 
of this section, the rate of postage on mail 
matter of the first class when malled for 
local delivery at post offices where free de- 
livery by carrier is not established and when 
the matter is not cellected or delivered by 
rural or star route carriers, shall be 2 cents 
for each ounce or fraction thereof. 

SECOND-CLASS MAIL 

Sec. 2. (a) In the case of publications en- 
tered as second-class matter (including sam- 
ple copies to the extent of 10 percent of the 
weight of copies mailed to subscribers dur- 
ing the calendar year) when mailed by the 
publisher thereof from the post office of 
publication and entry or other post office 
where such entry is authorized, or when 
mailed by news agents (registered as such 
under regulations prescribed by the Post- 
master General) to actual subscribers there- 
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to or to other news agents for the purpose 
of sale, the total postage computed at the 
pound rates in effect uncer existing law and 
based on the bulk weight of each mailing 
shall be increased by 10 percent, beginning 
on the first day of the second quarter be- 
ginning after the approval of this act and 
by an increase of 10 percent, based on the 
rates now in force, to take effect each year 
thereafter over a period of 2 years: Pro- 
vided, That publications having over 75 per- 
cent advertising in more than one-half of 
their issues during any 12 months’ period 
shall not be accepted for mailing as sec- 
ond-class matter and their entry shall be 
revoked: Provided further, That there shall 
be no change in the rate of postage on 
publications maintained by and in the 
interest of religious, educational, scientific, 
philanthropic, agricultural, labor, veteran, or 
fraternal organizations or associations, not 
organized for profit and none of the net 
income of which inures to the benefit of 
any private stockholder or individual: Pro- 
vided further, That existing rates shall con- 
tinue in effect with respect to any religious, 
educational, or scientific publication de- 
signed specifically for use in school class- 
rooms or in religious instruction classes. 
The publisher of any such publication be- 
fore being entitled to such rate shall fur- 
nish proof of qualification to the Postmas- 
ter General at such times and under such 
conditions as the Postmaster General may 
prescribe. 

(b) The free-in-county mailing privilege 
and the rates of postage on copies of publi- 
cations of the second class when addressed 
for delivery within the county in which they 
are published and entered as such shall be 
the same as authorized by existing law: Pro- 
vided further, That copies of a publication 
mailed at a post office where it is entered, 
for delivery by letter carriers at a different 
post office within the delivery limits of which 
the headquarters or general business office 
of the publisher is located, shall be charge- 
able with postage at the rate that would be 
applicable if the copies were mailed at the 
latter office, unless postage chargeable at the 
pound rates from the office of mailing is 
higher, in which case such higher rates shall 
apply. 

(c) In no case, except where the free-in- 
county mailing privilege is applicable, shall 
the postage on each individually addressed 
copy be less than one-eighth of 1 cent. 

(d) The rate of postage on copies of pub- 
lications having second-class entry mailed by 
others than the publishers or authorized 
news agents, sample copies mailed by the 
publishers in excess of the 10-percent allow- 
ance entitled to be sent at the pound rates, 
and copies mailed by the publishers to per- 
sons who may not be included in the re- 
quired legitimate list of subscribers shall 
be 2 cents for the first 2 ounces and 1 cent 
for each additional 2 ounces or fraction 
tlereof, except when the postage at the rates 
prescribed for fourth-class matter is lower, in 
which case the latter rates shall apply, com- 
puted on each individually addressed copy 
or package of unaddressed copies, and not 
on the bulk weight of the copies and pack- 
ages. 

THIRD-CLASS MAIL 

Sec.3. The rate of postage on third-class 
matter shall be 2 cents for the first 2 ounces 
or fraction thereof, and i cent for each ad- 
ditional ounce or fraction thereof up to and 
including 8 ounces in weight, except that 
the rate of postage on books and catalogs 
of 24 pages or more, seeds, cuttings, bulbs, 
roots, scions, and plants not exceeding 8 
ounces in weight shall be 2 cents for the 
first 2 ounces or fraction thereof and 114 
cents for each additional 2 ounces or frac- 
tion thereof: Provided, That upon payment 
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of a fee of $10 for each calendar year or 
portion thereof and under such regulations 
as the Postmaster General may establish for 
the collection of the lawful revenue and for 
facilitating the handling of such matter in 
the mails, it shall be lawful to accept for 
transmission in the mails, separately ad- 
dressed identical pieces of third-dlass mat- 
ter in quantities of not less than 20 pounds, 
or of not less than 200 pieces, subject to 
pound rates of postage applicable to the 
entire bulk mailed at one time: Provided 
further, That the rate of postage on third- 
class matter mailed in bulk under the fore- 
going provision shall be 14 cents for each 
pound or fraction thereof with a minimum 
ek arge per piece of 1½ cents, except that in 
the case of books and catalogs of 24 pages or 
more, seeds, cuttings, bulbs, roots, scions, 
and plants the rate shall be 10 cents for each 
pound or fraction thereof with a minimum 
charge per piece of 1½ cents: And provided 
further, That pieces or packages of such size 
or form as to prevent ready facing and tying 
in bundles and requiring individual distrib- 
uting throughout shall be subject to a mini- 
mum charge of 5 cents each. 


BOOKS 


Sec. 4. The rates of postage prescribed by 
subsections (d) and (e) of section 204 of 
the Postal Rate Revision and Federal Em- 
ployees Salary Act of 1948 shall remain in 
effect until otherwise provided by Congress, 


SPECIAL DELIVERY 


| Sec. 5. Mail of any class shall be given the 
most expeditious handling and transporta- 
tion practicable and immediate delivery at 
the office of address when, in addition to 
the regular postage, a special-delivery fee is 
prepaid thereon by means of special-delivery 
stamps or ordinary postage stamps, or in 
such other manner as the Postmaster Gen- 
eral may prescribe, in accordance with the 
following schedule: Matter weighing not 
more than 2 pounds, if of the first class, 23 
cents; if of any other class, 35 cents. Matter 
weighing more than 2 but not more than 10 
pounds, if of the first class, 35 cents; if of 
any other class, 45 cents. Matter weighing 
more than 10 pounds, if of the first class, 
50 cents; if of any other class, 60 cents. 


REGISTERED MAIL 


Sec. 6. (a) Mail matter shall be registered 
on the application of the party posting the 
same. The registry fees, which shall be in 
addition to the regular postage, and the 
limits of indemnity therefor within the 
maximum indemnity provided by this sub- 
section, shall be as follows: 

For articles having no intrinsic value and 
for which no indemnity is payable, 30 cents; 

For registry indemnity not exceeding $5, 
40 cents; 

For registry indemnity exceeding $5 but 
not exceeding $25, 55 cents; 

For registry indemnity exceeding $25 but 
not exceeding $50, 65 cents; 

For registry indemnity exceeding $50 but 
not exceeding $75, 75 cents; . 

For registry indemnity exceeding $75 but 
not exceeding $100, 85 cents; 

For registry indemnity exceeding $100 but 
not exceeding $200, 95 cents; 

For registry indemnity exceeding $200 but 
not exceeding $300, $1.05; 

For registry indemnity exceeding $300 but 
not exceeding $400, $1.15; 

For registry indemnity exceeding $400 but 
not exceeding $500, $1.25; 

For registry indemnity exceeding $500 but 
not exceeding $600, $1.35; 

For registry indemnity exceeding $600 but 
not exceeding $700, $1.45; 

For registry indemnity exceeding $700 but 
not exceeding $800, $1.55; 

For registry indemnity exceeding $800 but 
not exceeding $900, $1.65; 

For registry indemnity exceeding $900 but 
not exceeding $1,000, $1.75: Provided, That 
for registered mail having a declared value 
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in excess of $25 a registry fee of not less 
than 55 cents shall be paid. 

(b) For registered mail or insured mail 
treated as registered mail having a declared 
value in excess of the maximum indemnity 
covered by the registry or insurance fee paid 
there shall be charged additional fees 
(known as “surcharges”) as follows: When 
the declared value exceeds the maximum in- 
demnity covered by the registry or insurance 
fee paid by not more than $50, 2 cents; by 
more than $50 but not more than $100, 3 
cents; by more than $100 but not more than 
$200, 4 cents; by more than $200 but not 
more than $400, 6 cents; by more than $400 
but not more than $600, 7 cents; by more 
than $600 but not more than $800, 8 cents; 
by more than $800 but less than $1,000, 
10 cents; and if the excess of the declared 
value over the maximum indemnity cov- 
ered by the registry or insurance fee paid 
is $1,000 or more, the additional fees for 
each $1,000 or part of $1,000 on articles des- 
tined to points within the several zones 
applicable to fourth-class matter shall be as 
follows: 

For local delivery or for delivery within 
the first zone, 12 cents; 

For delivery within the second zone, 14 
cents; 

For 
cents; 

For delivery within the fourth zone, 17 
cents; 

For delivery within the fifth or sixth 
zones, 18 cents; 

For delivery within the seyenth or eighth 
zones, 19 cents: Provided, That for reg- 
istered mail or insured mail treated as reg- 
istered mail of such kind or character that 
it may be carried at less than the maximum 
risk of loss in the mails, the Postmaster 
General may prescribe rules for determining 
upon what part of the declared value in 
excess of the maximum indemnity covered 
by the registry or insurance fee paid the 
additional fees shall be based. 

RETURN RECEIPTS FOR REGISTERED MAIL 

Sec, 7. Whenever the sender of any reg- 
istered mail shall so request, and upon pay- 
ment of a fee of 7 cents at the time of 
mailing or of 15 cents subsequent to the 
time of mailing, a receipt shall be obtained 
for such registered mail, showing to whom 
and when the same was delivered, which 
receipt shall be returned to the sender, and 
be received in the courts as prima facie 
evidence of such delivery: Provided, That 
upon payment of the additional sum of 24 
cents at the time of mailing of any such 
registered mail, a receipt shall be obtained 
for such registered mail, showing to whom, 
when, and the address where the same was 
delivered, which receipt shall be returned 
to the sender, and be received in the courts 
as prima facie evidence of such delivery: 
Provided further, That no refund shall be 
made of fees paid for return receipts for reg- 
istered mail where the failure to furnish 
the sender a return receipt or the equivalent 
is not due to the fault of the postal service. 

FEES FOR INSURED MAIL 

Sec. 8. The fees for insurance, which shall 
be in addition to the regular postage, and 
the limits of indemnity therefor within the 
maximum indemnity provided by this sec- 
tion, shall be as follows: 5 cents for in- 
demnification not exceeding $5; 10 cents for 
indemnification exceeding $5 but not ex- 
ceeding $10; 15 cents for indemnification 
exceeding $10 but not exceeding $25; 20 
cents for indemnification exceeding $25 but 
not exceeding $50; 30 cents for indemnifica- 
tion exceeding $50 but not exceeding $100; 
35 cents for indemnification exceeding $100 
but not exceeding $200. 


RETURN RECEIPTS FOR INSURED MAIL 


Sec. 9. Whenever the sender of an insured 
article of mail on which other than the 
minimum fee was paid shall so request, 


delivery within the third zone, 16 
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and upon payment of a fee of 7 cents at the 
time of mailing or of 15 cents subsequent to 
the time of mailing, a receipt shall be ob- 
tained for such insured mail, showing to 
whom and when the same was delivered, 
which receipt shall be returned to the send- 
er, and be received in the courts as prima 
facie evidence of such delivery: Provided, 
That upon payment of the additional sum 
of 24 cents at the time of mailing of any 
insured article of mail on which other than 
the minimum fee was paid, a receipt shall 
be qptained for such insured mail, showing 
to whom, when, and the address where the 
same was delivered, which receipt shall be 
returned to the sender, and be received in 
the courts as prima facie evidence of such 
delivery: Provided further, That no refund 
shall be made of fees paid for return receipts 
for insured mail where the failure to furnish 
the sender a return receipt or the equivalent 
is not due to the fault of the postal service. 
FEES FOR COLLECT-ON-DELIVERY MAIL 

Sec. 10. The fees for collect-on-delivery 
service for sealed domestic mail matter of 
any class bearing postage at the first-class 
rate and for domestic third- and fourth- 
class mail matter shall, in addition to the 
regular postage and any other required fees, 
be as follows: 30 cents for collections and 
indemnity not exceeding $5; 40 cents for 
collections and indemnity exceeding $5 but 
not exceeding $10; 60 cents for collections 
and indemnity exceeding $10 but not exceed- 
ing $25; 70 cents for collections and indem- 
nity exceeding $25 but not exceeding $50; 
80 cents for collections and indemnity ex- 
ceeding $50 but not exceeding $100; 90 cents 
for collections and indemnity exceeding $100 
but not exceeding $150; $1 for collections 
and indemnity exceeding $150 but not ex- 
ceeding $200. 
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Sec. 11. (a) The fee for collect-on-deliv- 
ery service for registered sealed domestic 
mail of any class bearing postage at the first- 
class rate shall, in addition to the regular 
postage and any other required fees, be 80 
cents for collections and indemnity not ex- 
ceeding $10; $1.10 for collections and in- 
demnity exceeding $10 but not exceeding 
$50; $1.20 for collections and indemnity ex- 
ceeding $50 but not exceeding $100; $1.40 
for collections and indemnity exceeding $100 
but not exceeding $200. The maximum 
amount of charges collectible on any regis- 
tered sealed domestic collect-on-delivery ar- 
ticle shall be $200. 

(b) When indemnity in excess of $200 is 
desired, the fee for such registered sealed 
domestic collect-on-delivery mail shall, in 
addition to the regular postage and any 
other required fees, be $1.50 for indemnity 
exceeding $200 but not exceeding $300; $1.60 
for indemnity exceeding $300 but not ex- 
ceeding $400; $1.70 for indemnity exceeding 
$400 but not exceeding $500; $1.80 for in- 
demnity exceeding $500 but not exceeding 
$600; $1.90 for indemnity exceeding $600 but 
not exceeding $700; $2 for indemnity exceed- 
ing $700 but not exceeding $800; $2.10 for 
indemnity exceeding $800 but not exceeding 
$1,000. 

Sec. 12. (a) The Postmaster General is au- 
thorized to prescribe by regulation from time 


to time the fees which shall be charged by 


the postal service— 

(1) for the registry of mail matter: 

(2) for the insurance of mail matter, or 
other indemnification of senders thereof for 
articles damaged or lost; 

(3) for securing a signed receipt upon the 
delivery of registered or insured mail mat- 
ter and returning such receipt to sender; 

(4) For collect-on-delivery service; 

(5) for special-delivery service; 

(6) for special-handling service; 

(7) for the issuance of money orders; 

(8) for notice to publishers of undeliver- 
able second-class mail, for notice of change 
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of address, and for notice to addressee or 
sender of undeliverable third- or fourth- 
class matter, or of undeliverable second-class 
matter mailed at the transient rate. 

(b) Regulations issued by the Postmaster 
General under subsection (a) shall, to the 
extent prescribed therein, supersede existing 
laws, regulations, and orders governing the 
fees for the services covered thereby. 

Sec. 13. All existing laws or portions 
thereof, inconsistent or in conflict with this 
act, are hereby amended or repealed. 

Sec. 14. This act shall take effect on the 
first day of the third calendar month follow- 
ing the calendar month in which it is en- 
acted, except the rates herein provided for 
second-class mail shall take effect on the 
first day of the second quarter . 
after the approval of this act. 


Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I move that the Senate 
disagree to the amendment of the House, 
ask a conference with the House on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and that the Chair appoint the 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. JOHN- 
ston of South Carolina, Mr. Pastore, Mr. 
UnpEerRwoop, Mr. LANGER, and Mr. CARL- 
son conferees on the part of the Senate, 
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The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (S. 4473) to provide revenue, 
and for other purposes. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
rise to discuss the tax bill and at the 
same time to serve notice that I intend 
to join with a number of my colleagues 
in offering a large number of amend- 
a which we believe will improve the 

ill. 

I fully realize that the committee has 
labored long and worked very conscien- 
tiously to produce a bill of 349 pages. 
It held hearings for more than 10 weeks, 
The final product of the work, however, 
was not made available to the Senate 
until yesterday afternoon. Therefore 
our amendments—and I speak for sev- 
eral of my colleagues—and our final 
analysis of the bill were delayed. Con- 
sequently, the amendments will not be 
printed and on the desks of Senators 
until tomorrow, 

Mr. President, I shall use this occasion 
to advise the Senate and the majority 
leadership that it is most unwise to legis- 
late on such an important measure in 
the manner in which we are presently 
doing. The importance of the bill is 
‘unmistakable. Every taxpayer in the 
country knows how importantitis. Yet 
the Members of the Senate have had 
less than 24 hours to study its details 
pna draw conclusions with regard to the 

ill. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. 

Mr. KERR. I assume the Senator is 
aware of the fact that the committee 
twice a day gave out press releases over 
the period of the past several weeks, 
giving the details of what had been done 
during the sessions of the committee, 
and that that information was thus made 
public and has been public ever since. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Iam aware of that 
fact. I thank the Senator from Okla- 
homa. Iam sure he would not want to 
conduct his business, the work of the 
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Senate, or his household on the basis of 
press releases. We are dealing with a 
measure which we hope will raise a sub- 
stantial sum of money. It is incredible 
that we should find ourselves in a situa- 
tion of having before us three volumes of 
hearings and a bill which contains more 
pages than any bill the Senate has had 
before it since the social-security bill, 
together with a report of 122 pages of 
fine print, and that we should have had 
less than 24 hours in which to discuss, 
study, and understand it. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I submit that no 
matter how wise or expert a man may 
be it is dificult for him to understand 
the technical details of such a bill in a 
24-hour period, I yield further to the 
Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. KERR. First I wish to join the 
Senator from Minnesota in the expres- 
sion that there is a possibility that com- 
plete reliance cannot be placed on every- 
thing that appears in the press. With 
that statement in mind, I say to my 
good friend, the Senator from Minne- 
sota, that according to the press, the 
Senator from Minnesota has for some 
days had a number of amendments pre- 
pared for submissìon, with reference to 
suggested changes in the language of this 
bill. Is that statement by the press 
accurate? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I al- 
ways wish to pay my high regards to 
the accuracy of the press. I have been 
preparing suggested amendments, as I 
have read the press releases- from the 
Senate Finance Committee. I worked 
in the hope that the press releases were 
accurate, and that the amendments 
would be somewhat germane to the bill 
which is now pending before the Sen- 
ate. However, when we seek to amend 
a bill, we must amend it by line, page, 
and section. 

We have studied in considerable detail 
the word which has come from the com- 
mittee by means of the press and by 
conversations. All I say is that our 
amendments are not available at this 
time, although I hoped they would be, 
simply because we did not have the bill 
before us. I am sure the Senator will 
agree with me that that is a plausible 
position, 

Mr. KERR. It is a plausible position, 
but I wish to congratulate the Senator 
from Minnesota upon having 6, 8, 10, 12, 
or 15 amendments ready for a bill, be- 
fore it came from the committee, which 
he could hardly have done unless he had 
some knowledge from some source of 
what was in the bill, and some knowl- 
edge from some source of the provisions 
which it is his purpose to amend, and 
with reference to which the amendments 
were prepared before the bill appeared 
on the floor of the Senate. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
wish to thank the Senator for his faith 
and trust in me, as evidenced by the 
observations he has made. 

Of course, the tax bill is not one of 
the best-kept secrets in the country. 
We have read in the press what the com- 
mittee was doing with the bill; and we 
have suggestions as to possible altera- 
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tions, in the nature of improvements in 
the bill. 

I only say that when we have before 
us a measure which we have had less 
than 24 hours to discuss, it seems to me 
that such an arrangement discourages 
the kind of critical analysis which a 
measure of this kind should have. Cer- 
tainly I cannot pose as an oracle of in- 
formation on these matters. I have 
spent approximately 2 months in ardu- 
ous labor preparing myself for this mo- 
ment on the floor of the Senate, and I 
know I have had to sacrifice time from 
other duties. All I say is that other 
Senators may not. have had that much 
time in which to look into the bill. I 
think it is important that we have 2 
or 3 days in which to do so. I certainly 
protest against having the Senate take 
up this measure within less than 24 
hours after it has been reported by the 
committee. 

Mr, HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I was concerned to 
note in the press, and I hope that par- 
ticular press release was not well-found- 
ed, a statement to the effect that the 
Senator from Minnesota contemplated 
offering an amendment which would do 
away with the split-income provision of 
the present tax law, by means of which 
the citizens of States which are not 
themselves under the community-prop- 
erty law are given equality of tax treat- 
ment as compared with those States and 
the citizens of those States which do 
have community- property laws. 

My purpose in rising now is to a 
the distinguished Senator whether it is 
his intention to offer an amendment de- 
stroying the split-income provisions of 
the present tax law. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
wish to assure the Senator from Florida 
that there will be no amendment offered 
by me to destroy the split-income provi- 
sions, but there will be a proposal to re- 
move the benefits of the split-income 
provisions. I think the Senator from 
Florida will find the discussion of that 
matter very interesting, and I hope he 
will remain in the Chamber to hear me, 
because I intend to give some time to a 
discussion of what I consider to be the 
inequities which are involved in the in- 
come-splitting device which was placed 
in the tax law in 1948, and I intend to 
show what can be done in connection 
with the pending revenue bill in order 
properly to raise revenue on an equitable 
basis. 


However, I assure the Senator that 
there is no intention on my part in any 
way to injure the so-called community- 
property States and their community- 
property laws, many which have been 
repealed since 1948; but I will talk about 
and I will try to explain to the Senate, 
for what I think are primarily purposes 
of information, the benefits of the split- 
income law and who receive the benefits 
of that law. I wish to say that when 
the American people find out who now 
receive the benefits of the split-income 
provisions they will have a different idea 
about income splitting and the benefits 
derived therefrom. 
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Mr. President, I should like to proceed 
now with my remarks, because I have 
them fairly well prepared and carefully 
documented, and I believe they may be of 
some help to other Members of the Sen- 
ate in considering this bill. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator. 
If he will permit me to do so, I should 
like to make a brief observation at this 
time. Of course I shall listen with great 
interest to what he will have to say. 
However, I do hope that no amendment 
which he proposes will tend to restore 
the old situation under which most of 
the married couples in the United States 
were treated unfairly, in this field of 
Federal income taxation, as compared 
with the married couples in the com- 
munity-property States. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The observation 
the Senator from Florida has made is 
one which needed to be made. I do not 
think anyone with a sense of equity 
in his heart would wish to restore the 
inequity which existed, and I shall have 
no part of that, I assure the Senator. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
the Senator yield to me for one further 
little foray? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am always glad 
to yield to the Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. KERR. Did I correctly under- 
stand the Senator from Minnesota to 
say that when the American people find 
out who are receiving the benefit of 
the split-income provisions of the law, 
they will be disappointed or surprised 
or discouraged or shocked? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think they would 
be interested. 

Mr. KERR. Does the Senator from 
Minnesota intimate that anyone other 
than the American people receive the 
benefits of the split-income provision? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Indeed I do not, 
Of course, the Senator from Oklahoma 
knows that some American people re- 
ceive the benefits of the split-income 
provision, just as some American people 
have been engaged in certain nefarious 
activities, but not all the American peo- 
ple have been engaged in them, nor do 
they gain from income-splitting. 

Mr. KERR. The Senator from Minne- 
sota realizes, does he not, that the split- 
income provision is available to every 
husband and wife? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes; and that kind 
of equality is something like the equal- 
ity of which Anatole France spoke, when 
he said that the rich and the poor alike 
can sleep under a bridge. 

Mr. KERR. Does the Senator mean 
that the husband and the wife can sleep 
in the same bed? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I wish to keep 
away from marital problems. 

Mr. KERR. Does the Senator from 
Minnesota regard that as a marital 
problem? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I do not know 
about that; but it could be. : 

Mr. President, the pending tax bill, 
House bill 4473, which the Finance Com- 
mittee has reported to the Senate, is, as 
I have said, one of the most important 
pieces of proposed legislation to come be- 
fore this body during this eventful year. 

Of course, I pay my respects and my 
compliments to the chairman of the 
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Finance Committee and to the other 
members of the committee for the tre- 
mendous amount of work they have un- 
dertaken and for the many hours they 
have devoted to that work. 

Mr. President, an adequate tax bill is 
vitally needed in order to pay for the ap- 
propriations whieh the Congress has vot- 
ed. After all, when we speak of appro- 
priations and expenditures, we are not 
dealing with theoretical figures of ex- 
penditures at this time. The major ap- 
propriation bills have passed both 
Houses of Congress; and even though 
some changes in them will be made in 
conference, we know that the total 
amounts of the appropriations will be 
very large. The appropriations for the 
present fiscal year will amount to ap- 
proximately ninety-four billion or 
ninety-five billion dollars. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The figure stated by 
the Senator from Minnesota is a mini- 
mum, based on the bills already passed 
by the Senate. After the deficiency bills 
are added, the total will be raised above 
the total of $94,950,000,000. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is ab- 
solutely correct. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Oh, yes; I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I wish to know 
whether the Senator said whether esti- 
mated expenditures or appropriations 
will amount to that much? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I referred to the 
appropriations. I am glad the Senator 
has made that clarification. 

Mr. President, not all of this sum will 
be spent this year, however. For the 
current fiscal year which will end June 
30, 1952, expenditures will be approxi- 
mately $70,000,000,000, insofar as we can 
now foresee. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. Fresident, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. That amount is a 
minimum figure; is it not? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The $70,000,000,000 
figure does not fully take account of 
additional expenditures for air bases or 
for the expenditures of the Korean war, 
if it should last beyond the 30th of De- 
cember, or for pay increases which Con- 
gress is providing and which will amount 
te three-quarters of a billion dollars, and 
possibly more, if the wage employees 
are included; nor does that figure in- 
clude the $480,000,000 asked for the hy- 
drogen bomb plant, nor does it include, 
I believe, the probable expenditures, in 
excess of $500,000,000, for aircraft and 
fantastic weapons which we have ap- 
proved. So the estimate the Senator 
has produced is a most cautious one. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I believe it is. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I believe it exces- 
sively cautious. Perhaps it is well to be 
excessively cautious, Mr. President. I 
may not be so cautious as is the Senator 
from Minnesotta, but I would say that 
in my judgment the expenditures would 
run to a minimum of $75,000,000,000 dur- 
ing the coming year; and, in addition, we 
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have the problem of the unexpected, 
which we can always expect. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena- 
tor for the details he has supplied for 
the Recorp, particularly in regard to the 
additional expenditures which are facing 
the country. 

Mr. President, these facts are not 
theoretical. The facts which have been 
mentioned are based on the figures of 
appropriations which the Congress has 
made. These facts result from the de- 
liberate and mature action taken by the 
Congress, for which we cannot escape 
responsibility. 

The major appropriation bills have 
been passed by both Houses, and the 
huge sums decided upon underwent seri- 
ous study and debate before we finally 
acted. We have voted large sums of 
appropriations for our military defenses, 
for new weapons, to strengthen the free 
world, to operate our Government effi- 
ciently; and Congress has done all of this 
by overwhelming votes, both in the Sen- 
ate and in the House of Representatives. 
We must now, it seems to me, as re- 
sponsible Members of the Congress, seek 
to raise the money with which to pay 
the bills we have incurred, at least this 
year. I realize that off in the distant 
future there may be a different problem, 
but at least in the beginning of our de- 
fense program for this year, fiscal year 
1952, we should do all we can to put our 
program on a pay-as-you-go basis. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Minnesota yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY, I yield to the 
Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Would the Senator 
from Minnesota make an estimate of the 
probable expenditures for the fiscal 
1952-53? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Wecan only guess, 
but the Budget Bureau tells me they will 
run between eighty and ninety billion 
dollars. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. That they will run 
between eighty and ninety billion dol- 
lars? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. There is a 
big gap between the two, and I would 
say $80,000,000,000 is very conservative, 
but I want to be conservative in these 
figures. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Minnesota yield for a 
question? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Colorado. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Does the Senator 
mean the figure for fiscal 1953? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes; for fiscal 
1953. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. What is the figure? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I said it is a pro- 
jected estimate by the Bureau of the 
Budget that there will be expenditures, 
or appropriations, of $80,000,000,000. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. And possibly more? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. And possibly 
more; but I have been conservative, I 
think. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Do I correctly under- 
stand that the distinguished Senator 
from Illinois estimated expenditures at 
about $90,000,000,000? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I said possibly 890, 
000,000,000. 
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Mr. MILLIKIN. Oh, yes; possibly 
$90,000,000,000. The general tendency 
of expenditures is to go up. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Not by design, but by 
necessity. 

«Mr. MILLIKIN. Perhaps by design, 
and perhaps by necessity. It is un- 
necessary..to separate the two. It is an 
estimate, I take it. The Senator's esti- 
mate is of $80,000,000,000 sure, and pos- 
sibly $90,000,000,000 for fiscal 1953. 
What is the estimate of the Senator from 
Minnesota for fiscal 1953? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I said I would be 
very conservative about it, but I said 
we could look forward to a minimum ex- 
penditure of $80,000,000,000 for fiscal 
1953. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The Senator has no 
heart in thinking it could be held to $30,- 
000,000,000; has he? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. No. I think it will 
be more. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. It will be more? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think it will be. 
I am not positive it will be more, but 
what I am trying to point out in this 
part of my remarks is that we at least 
have to look forward to this projected 
estimate, which is $80,000,000,000, and 
it may go to $90,000,000,000, though I 
hope it will not. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Taking into consid- 
eration the factors mentioned by the 
distinguished Senator from Illinois, 
which are not represented in the esti- 
mate of $39,000,000,000 for military ex- 
penditures alone, he also mentioned four 
or five additional factors, including pos- 
sibilities, which always mature, of addi- 
tional supplements? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. What is the Senator’s 
estimate of expenditures for fiscal 1952? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. It is my feeling, 
and I have said, that our expenditures 
for fiscal 1952—and I repeat “expendi- 
tures” now—will be a minimum of $70,- 
000,000,000. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The figure could be 
$80,000,000,000? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from 
Illinois says he thinks the expenditures 
will amount to $75,000,000,000; and I 
would say that, from the prospects now, 
that would be a reasonable ceiling. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. But the distinguished 
Senator would not regard the estimate of 
the distinguished Senator from Illinois 
as fantastic, would he? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I surely would not. 


Mr. MILLIKIN. It could easily hap- : 


pen, could it not? 
Mr. HUMPHREY. It surely could. 

a MILLIKIN. It might even go be- 
yond, might it not? 

Mr. I think the Senator 
from Colorado is correct, that it may 
go even further. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. In other words, the 
real expenditures for fiscal 1952 will be 
governed by the rate of spending. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is cor- 
rect. 

Mr, MILLIKIN. And if the rate of 
spending should accelerate, the total can 
be more than many of the estimates we 
have heard. If the rate of expenditure 


does not accelerate as much as some 
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people think, it could be less, But in 
the meantime we have coming all these 
afterthoughts in the way of new pro- 
grams and new supplementals, which 
will have some effect on the expendi- 
tures in fiscal 1952. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sen- 
ator. I merely want to make my posi- 
tion clear to him, because I know that 
his comments in these colloquies are 
fruitful and constructive, and I also pay 
great tribute to the work of the Senator 
from Colorado. What I have tried to 
do is to keep the figures as conservative 
as I can, because from my point of 
view—and I have a point of view, as 
the Senator has—I do not think it is 
good in undertaking to judge this tax 
bill to try to exaggerate the appropria- 
tions or the expenditures, so as to show 
by such exaggeration a greater deficit. 
In other words, I want to lean over 
backward to be conservative in these 
figures, to minimize what I would pro- 
ject as the deficit for fiscal 1952. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the 
Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. If the Senator would 
permit me to make a comment, I think 
the Senator from Minnesota is leaning so 
far over backward in his figures that 
he has a very dangerous curvature of 
the spine. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from 
Minnesota will straighten up, with the 
help of the distinguished Senator from 
Illinois, when he buttresses these figures. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am happy to 
yield to the distinguished Senator from 
Georgia. 

Mr. GEORGE. I desire to make an 
inquiry, and ask that the Senator make 
the point clear in his argument. Is he 
talking about the actual cash expendi- 
tures by June 30, 1952? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. 

Mr. GEORGE. Or is the Senator 
talking about appropriations. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Iam talking about 
_ expenditures, not about appropria- 

on, 

Mr. GEORGE. And the Senator’s 
estimate is what? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Seventy billion 
dollars cash expenditures. 

Mr. GEORGE. That is, cash ex- 
penditures by June 30 next? : 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. - 

Mr. GEORGE. And perhaps more? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. And perhaps more, 

Mr. GEORGE. I understand. The 
President has never estimated any such 
cash expenditure as that, has he? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The last figure I 
saw from the Bureau of the Budget, 
which is the arm of the President’s 
Office, was $68,400,000,000 as the esti- 
mated expenditures. 

Mr. GEORGE. That is the estimate 
of expenditures, is it? . 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is the esti- - 
mate of expenditures. But, since that 
time—— * 

Mr. GEORGE. Oh, yes; there have 


been appropriations. I want the Sena- -_ 
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tor to distinguish between appropria- 
tions and expenditures. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That should be 
done. 

Mr. GEORGE. I want to ask the 
Senator now this very pertinent ques- 
tion: Does he anticipate that expendi- 
tures will exceed receipts by the end of 
fiscal 1952? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I anticipate that 
expenditures will, of course, exceed 
receipts, if we do not pass a tax bill. I 
estimate that expenditures will exceed 
receipts if the tax bill we pass does not 
have greater revenue-raising capacity 
than the pending tax bill. 

Mr. GEORGE. Or the House bill? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Or the House bill. 

Mr. GEORGE. Very well, let us have 
that clear. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The House bill, 
of course, comes closer, but both bills 
will be short. 

Mr. GEORGE. I merely wished to 
see what the Senator from Minnesota 
had in mind, because I remind him that, 
even with the foreign aid expenditures, 
there is a carry-over balance, at the be- 
ginning of this fiscal year, of approxi- 
mately $5,000,009,000, and yet, we have 
been asked to appropriate, and we un- 
doubtedly shall, another $7,500,000,000 
or $8,000,000,000. 

There is a carry-over for defense at 
the beginning of this fiscal year of 
around $40,000,000,000, and yet we have 
in this body, presumably upon the Presi- 
dent’s own recommendations, passed an 
additional defense bill authorizing the 
appropriation of approximately $60,000,- 
000,000. It has not yet been agreed . 
of course, by the conference. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I appreciate the 
helpfulness of the Senator from Georgia, 
because he has assisted in developing 
the point that there is a great discrep- 
ancy between the appropriation figure 
and the cash expenditure figure. I also 
agree with him regarding the so-called 
cash balances which are available for de- 
fense, but I think the Senator well knows 
that it is just now that the goods are 
being delivered. These cash balances 
are committed, they are contracted, and 
as the goods are delivered, the cash must 
be paid out, and it is that problem we 
are facing at the present time. { 

Mr. GEORGE. I am familiar with 
the reasons assigned. I am also familiar, 
with what to me is a much more perti- 
nent reason, one which goes to the bot- 
tom of the problem, namely, that we 
are constantly asked to make these large 
appropriations in the face of heavy un- 
expended balances, for the purpose of 
tying the hands of the Congress so that 
the Congress cannot look at the picture 
as it actually is. 

That has nothing to do with the Wertes 
of what the Senator from Minnesota is 
discussing, but what I am trying to say to 
him is that I fear he is wholly wrong in 
his estimate of cash expenditures by 
June 30 of next year. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I wish to say at 
this point that the Senator from Illinois, 
has some figures which he has checked! 
this morning. We went into this matter 
quite carefully, and there may be an 
honest difference of opinion. If there 
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is, I think we should clarify the RECORD. 
What I want is the truth, and if the Sen- 
ator from Illinois can help us gain it, 
I shall be grateful. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Assistant Di- 
rector of the Budget testified some 
months ago before the Finance Commit- 
tee, and produced a table, which appears 
on page 149 of the hearings, estimating 
expenditures of $68,400,000,000, with an 
item of $42,000,000,000 for the military 
functions of the Defense Department 
and the military segment of the foreign- 
aid program. Yesterday I telephoned 
Mr. McNeil, the Comptroller of the De- 
fense Department, and he informed me 
that the Defense Department figures 
should be raised from $42,000,000,000 to 
$44,000,000,000, because of accelerated 
delivery schedules; thus making a total 
of $70,400,000,000. This does not include 
all the items I mentioned in my earlier 
questions. So I think the testimony of 
Mr. McNeil bears out the statement of 
the Senator from Minnesota, 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena- 
tor from Illinois. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am happy to 
yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I should like to add 
that there is a total of some $3,000,000,- 
000 accidental surplus for the fiscal year 
1951 which is also available for general 
revenue purposes. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. Ishould like 
to add to that cheery note that since 
July 1, 1951, we have been running at a 
deficit rate of approximately seven and 
one-half billion dollars. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. That is in a heavy 
expenditure period. The July period is 
a hard period on which to hang anything 
definite. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Minnesota further 
yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that the 
surplus in the Treasury was largely due 
to the prompt action on tax matters 
which the Senate took last year, and also 
to the tax on excess profits, which largely 
came about as a result of a drive from 
the floor by the Senator from Minne- 
sota—— 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr. O’Manoney]. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Led by the Senator 
from Wyoming and the Senator from 
Texas. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, may I 
interrupt to advise the Senator from Illi- 
nois that there has been no collection 
of the excess-profits taxes. Returns 
have not yet been filed. We have ex- 
tended the time in which the returns may 
be filed until some date in November. 
Actually, what has happened and what 
will happen again is that there will not 
be expended the full amount made avail- 
able for spending by the appropriations. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Some of the excess- 
profits taxes were paid in the first and 
second quarterly installments of this 
year. Tax returns may not have been 
filed, but taxes, based on estimates, were 
paid, nevertheless. The point which I 
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was trying to make, if the Senator from 
Minnesota will yield further 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The point which I 
was trying to make is that the increase in 
revenue which we have obtained, which 
brought us out of the red into the black 
within the past year, came about in part, 
at least, from a movement on the floor 
of the Senate similiar to the one which 
the Senator from Minnesota is now 
initiating. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Minnesota yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield, but I 
should like to preserve the continuity of 
my remarks. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I would suggest to 
the Senator from Illinois that the two 
major causes for the accidental surplus 
were, first, an underestimate of revenues, 
and, second, an underestimate of the 
speed of our spending. Those are the 
major causes which produced the acci- 
dental surplus. 

As to the suggestion of the Senator 
from Illinois that the Senator from Min- 
nesota, among other Senators, was a 
leader in connection with the excess- 
profits tax, let me say that the leaders 
for the excess-profits legislation which 
became law, were the distinguished 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE] and, 
may the Lord be lenient, the junior Sen- 
ator from Colorado. The action of the 
distinguished Senator from Minnesota 
was well meant, but he was not quite 
prepared, and he will never be prepared, 
to write a good excess-profits-tax bill. 
That is beyond the talents of anyone. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I only meant to say 
that the Senator from Minnesota and 
other Senators were quite active in the 
movement. They helped to supply the 
intellectual steam, and the distinguished 
Senator from Colorado helped to work 
out the bill. That was a very happy 
combination. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I would not dis- 
parage the part which the distinguished 
Senator from Minnesota played in the 
movement. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I would disparage 
my own efforts. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Iam making my own 
apologies, if they are required, for my 
own part in the matter. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I should like to 
say that the Senator’s humility and 
modesty almost overwhelm me. He has 
paid me too much credit for the excess- 
profits-tax fight. I was only one of the 
soldiers in the field. There were gen- 
erals and a few privates who cast a vote 
here and there. They helped the move- 
ment along. But the kind words which 
the Senator has used give me a good 
start for the day. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The distinguished 
Senator from Minnesota is, at times, a 
regiment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank 
Senator. 

Mr. President, I was referring to the 
bills which we have incurred and which 
we must now seek to raise the money to 
pay. But I would express the opinion 
that even though the cash expenditures 
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mated by the junior Senator from Min- 
nesota, it is patently clear that the cash 
expenditures for next year will be going 
up sharply. I merely want to get a deter- 
mination in the Congress now. Are we 
entering upon another period of deficit 
financing, or are we making a sincere 
and determined effort to keep on a pay- 
as-you-go basis? I think we should 
make that determination. Once we have 
made it, we may be able properly to ad- 
just our economy. I shall make fur- 
ther comment on that as I go along. 

In deciding on the amount of our na- 
tional bill I believe the Amorican people 
agree that the expenditures we are mak- 
ing are necessary. I think very few of 
us are receiving letters objecting to the 
rearmament on which this country has 
embarked. The people want the Nation 
to be defended, and they know it is costly. 

Communist aggression can be halted in 
any one of three ways. The first is to 
stop the aggressor if he undertxkes to 
attack, as he has been stopped in Korea. 

The second way is to help to build up 
the strength of our allies. 

Third, we must show our determina- 
tion to protect freedom, not only here at 
home, but all over the world, wherever it 
may be attacked. 

The production program is a large and 
costly undertaking. It is expensive. It 
requires the diversion of a large propor- 
tion of human and physical means from 
the production of peacetime needs to the 
production of arms and munitions. It 
means that there will be fewer automo- 
biles, television sets, and radios, and our 
farmers will have to work longer hours. 

But the genius of the American people 
to produce more in times of great stress 
has been proved many times. It has 
always been underrated. I desire to em- 
phasize that point. It has always been 
underrated, but it has been proved many, 
many times. I believe we can achieve 
the production goals required to com- 
plete the military program and also to 
lay the ground work for increasing living 
standards not only in this country, but 
also in the rest of the world. We need 
only to harness some of the tremendous 
potentials which are still untapped here 
and abroad to realize these objectives. 

Mr. President, we must remember that 
the cold war is not a temporary phe- 
nomenon, and we must plan accordingly. 
The cold war is one of the practical po- 
litical facts of our generation. I empha- 
size this point in my remarks, because 
we are not talking about, insofar as we 
know, & cold war or an international sit- 
uation that looks like it is going to be 
over next year. Weare apparently plan- 
ning for the long pull. And, of course, 
that makes it all the more important 
that we have a sound economy, a fair 
and equitable tax program, and that 
every measure be taken that is humanly 
possible, to keep the American economy 
a going concern. 

At present we are having a period dur- 
ing which the so-called armistice talks 
in Korea have been interrupted. 


* Attempts are being made, however, to 


have them resumed. 


Mr. President, we cannot arm quickly 
to meet one threat and then disarm as 


1951 
soon as it has been averted. Such a 
course of action is wasteful and in- 


efficient. More important, if we relax 
our guard even once, we are likely to 


lose the fight against the enemies of 
tax system should be strong enough to 


freedom. 

The fact that the cold war is likely 
to last a long time makes it imperative 
that we plan wisely, from an economic 
as well as military standpoint. Our 
economic system must be based on a 
solid foundation if we are to succeed 
in our resolve to stop communism. 
A part of this foundation must be a 
strong and equitable tax system which 
will be adequate to pay the cost of re- 
armament. 

Now that the congressional action on 
appropriations is completed, it is clear, 
as I have pointed out in my remarks, 
that we must add substantially to the 
strength of our revenue system. At least 
that is clear to the Senator from Min- 
nesota. The citizens of this country 
are willing to undertake to pay for their 
defense so long as the tax burden is 
distributed fairly and in accordance 
with the well-known and announced 
principle of our Government, the prin- 
ciple of the ability to pay. 

The tax structure is a complicated 
mechanism, of necessity, and I think 
that the Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
MILLIKIN] properly has said that no one 
really understands completely and thor- 
oughly the full implications of the tax 
bill which is now pending before the 
Senate. Whatever the provisions of a 
tax bill, there will always be critics of 
them. I assure the Senator from Colo- 
rado and the Senator from Georgia that 
my criticism, if it is to be interpreted 
as such, is of a constructive nature; that 
it is made in a spirit of admiration for 
the men who have prepared this bill, 
and that the criticism is made in an 
attempt to be helpful, 

Most of the technical provisions of 
the tax laws are not understood by the 
average citizen. In fact, I think it is 
fair to say that they are not understood 
by the overwhelming majority of those 
in public office. The task before the 
Congress in distributing the burden 
fairly among individuals and corpora- 
tions is therefore especially important. 
As Members of Congress it is our obli- 
gation to our constituents to design tax 
3 in the fairest manner pos- 
sible. 

My. President, I say now that if noth- 
ing more comes out of the effort some of 
us are going to make in discussing the 
tax bill, than merely to bring the ques- 
tion of taxation to the forefront, and to 
explain some of the intricate details of 
the tax bill, how the tax laws are to be 
applied, and so forth, I shall be a very 
happy person. 

To be perfectly candid, I am not too 
optimistic as to the success we will have 
with respect to some of our amendments, 
but they will be offered in the process of 
education in economics, the process of 
citizen education, which is imperative 
particularly when taxation takes such a 
tremendous share of the national in- 
come. It then becomes imperative that 
every citizen understand how taxation 
works, how the tax revenue is extracted, 
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from whom it is extracted, and what 
portion is being paid by the different 
groups in the country. We should ap- 
proach the problem of taxation, then, on 
the basis of one simple principle: our 


meet our commitments, and it should 
distribute the burden fairly among the 
people. The term “fairly” is always 
open to value judgment. Iam attempt- 
ing to give my value judgment of what 
I think to be a fair distribution of the 
tax burden. 

The legislation which is now before 
the Senate, in my humble opinion, does 
not meet the specifications in this sim- 
ple test. First, I do not believe it will 
raise sufficient revenue to balance the 
budget, and will, therefore, through defi- 
cit financing, invite inflation. More- 
over, the money the tax bill does raise is, 
in my humble opinion, distributed un- 
fairly. The tax burden on corporations, 
whose profits have soared to the $50,- 
000,000,000 level, has been cut by three- 
quarters of a billion dollars below the 
House bill. The taxes on individuals 
with incomes above $5,000—I repeat, 
above $5,000—have been cut by $351,- 
000,000 below the House bill. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Kerr in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Minnesota yield to the Senator 
from Colorado? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Let me complete 
the next sentence, and I shall be glad to 
yield. Furthermore, some of the most 
important loophole-closing provisions 
adopted by the House have been stricken 
from the bill, and I believe a number of 
new loopholes have been added, both in 
the House bill and in the Senate version. 
The many excess-profits-tax amend- 
ments which we are asked to adopt to 
relieve hardship give at least $120,- 
000,000 of relief, in most cases where it 
is unwarranted. 

I now yield to the Senator from 
Colorado. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Will the Senator 
please advise us whether the excess- 
profits tax and the corporation tax gen- 
erally, or one or the other, or both, are 
greater or less under the present law 
than under the recommendations of the 
Senate Finance Committee? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am speaking 
about the corporation-tax structure, the 
base tax and the surtax. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Is the tax proposed 
for corporations by the Senate Finance 
Committee greater or less than under 
the present law? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. It is greater than 
under the present law, but less than un- 
der the House provisions. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Of course, the Sen- 
ator understands, that, with all due re- 
spect to the House, it does not necessarily 
provide an infallible standard of meas- 
uring what the tax should be. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. I merely 
point out that there is one measurement 
of what should be an appropriate tax— 
I say one, but we shall discuss it from 
many points. Ido not believe we should 
rely strictly on the verdict of the House 
Ways and Means Committee or the 
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House. I surely concur in that. But 
I think it has some importance in judg- 
ing the merits of any particular proposal. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I would not criticize 
the House as much for its bill. I think 
it is a factor in this matter which is of 
great importance. When we are talking 
about revenue the question includes: 
“How much more revenue are we going to 
raise than is being raised at the present 
time?” The real basis is: How will that 
which we propose be felt in the pocket- 
book?” 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from 
Colorado, of course, has stated what is 
an obvious truth, that what we are basi- 
cally interested in is how much revenue 
will a particular bill raise; not whether 
one bill or the other is right. However, 
I think we ought to be interested in how 
we raise it, and whether we raise it ap- 
propriately in terms of ability to carry 
the burden. That is what the Senator 
from Minnesota is directing his remarks 


to. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I have no objection 
to that kind of dissertation. I think we 
can get ourselves rather confused and 
plunge ourselves into abstractions when 
we fail to keep in mind that which is 
raised under present legislation and that 
which is proposed by the Senate Finance 
Committee bill. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Iam going to take 
care of that in some detail as I proceed. 

Few people can comprehend the broad 
scope of the loophole-opening provisions 
included in the bill. Nevertheless, I be- 
lieve that it is the duty of the Senate to 
scrutinize these provisions carefully and 
to understand their implications before 
we pass final judgment. My objective, 
as I have said, in bringing these matters 
to the attention of the Senate, is to 
familiarize the Members of the Senate, 
by whatever means or information I can 
give, with the details which they might 
overlook in the rush to complete action 
on this one remaining piece of major 
legislation during this session. When 
the tax system already raises more than 
$60,000,000,000 a year and when we are 
asking the taxpayers to pay from $5,- 
000,000,000 to $7,000,000,000 more, we 
must in good conscience examine care- 
ng the make-up of the additional bur- 

en. 

It was the early plea of the Senator 
from Minnesota that there be a careful 
analysis. An analysis of the bill þe- 
fore the Senate will demonstrate that 
it is defective, as I see it, in three re- 
spects. 

First, the reductions made below the 
House bill will go largely to corporations 
whose swollen profits are ample proof 
that they are able to pay the additional 
taxes imposed by the House. | 

Second, the bill does not close enough 
loopholes in the present law. i 

Third, it extends what I believe to be 
unwarranted tax privileges, and opens 
new loopholes which will be available to 
relatively few people at the expense of 
the many. 

Those three defects I think I can 
document. 

I, COMPARISON OF HOUSE AND SENATE BILLS - 


First, let us compare the House bill 
and the Senate bill. According to the 
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report by the Finance Committee on 
House bill 4473, the House bill is esti- 
mated to collect in a full year of opera- 
tion about $7,200,000,000 of additional 
revenue. This amount would be ob- 
tained from the following sources: $2,- 
800,000,000 from changes in the individ- 
ual income tax; $2,900,000,000 from 
changes in the corporation income and 
excess-profits tax; $1,300,000,000 from 
increases and revisions in the excise 
taxes; and a net increase of $245,000,000 
from structural changes within the law, 
changes in the body of the law itself. 

Mr, DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Iyield. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The figures which 
the Senator has read, of course, are 
accurate. However, is it not true that 
they apply only to a full year of opera- 
tion, when the tax is completely in ef- 
fect? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that 
for the fiscal year 1952 the estimate of 
the Senate committee, on page 2 of its 
report, is that the total yield of the House 
bill would have been only $4,908,000,000, 
or roughly $2,200,000,000 less than the 
amount to be yielded by a full year’s 
taxes? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think that is a 
fair estimate. I have used those figures 
before. The Senator is pointing out 
that, because of the lateness of the hour 
in the passage of the bill—responsibility 
for which I lay at no one's door, but it 
is a fact that we are late in passing the 
bill—the revenue which will come from 
any new tax bill this year will not be 
what the over-all estimate is for a fuil 
year of operation. 

For example, the Senate bill, estimated 
to raise $5,500,000,000, according to the 
committee's own report, would raise this 
fiscal year $2,700,000,000. The House 
bill would raise about $4,900,000,000 this 

ear. 
= A. CORPORATION INCOME TAXES 

As revised and amended by the Senate 
Finance Committee, the bill would raise 
only $5,500,000,000. Of this amount, 
less than $2,400,000,000 would be raised 
from the individual income tax, or al- 
most half a billion less than under the 
House bill; also, $2,100,000,000 would be 
raised from corporation taxes, or almost 
$800,000,000 less than under the House 
bill; and $1,300,000,000 from excise taxes, 
or approximately the same increase 
which the House bill provides in this 
area. 

Finally, the so-called structural 
changes—changes in the actual law— 
in the Finance Committee’s bill would 
actually reduce revenues by $390,000,000, 
whereas the House bill would raise them 
by $245,000,000, making a difference of 
$635,000,000 in what I call structural- 
change revenues. 

Let me repeat those differences: One- 
half a billion dollars of the reduction 
in the yield below the House bill will go 
do individuals; almost $800,000,000 will go 
to corporations; and $635,000,000 will be 
wes because of the failure to close loop- 


oles, as recommended by the House, and 


because of the addition of new loopholes 
in the tax laws. 
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I wonder whether Senators realize 
that, of the total reduction of $1,700,- 
000,000, $128,000,000 will go to families 
with incomes under $5,000 a year—and 
that includes the vast majority of the 
taxpayers of the country. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY, I yield. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I have made a hasty 
computation. It seems to me that only 
8 percent of the total reduction goes to 
families with incomes below $5,000. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The remaining 
$1,565,000,000 will go to corporations and 
individuals in the high-income brackets, 
who also can take advantage of existing 
loopholes and the new loopholes which 
were added. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. win the distin- 
guished Senator be good enough to ad- 
vise the Senate as to the percentage of 
national income which falls in the brack- 
ets of $5,000 and under, and what per- 
centage falls in the brackets over $5,000? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I shall obtain that 
information for the Senator. I know 
that 80 percent of all taxpayers have in- 
comes of less than $5,000 a year. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Does either the 
House bill or the Senate bill assess 80 
percent of the cost of the bill to those 
having 80 percent of the income? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I do not believe I 
get that question. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Of course, the Sen- 
ator gets it. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am sorry, but I 
do not. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Those who have in- 
comes of $5,000 a year or less have about 
80 percent of the income. What is the 
percentage of the increase in tax which 
those in that category will pay? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Let me say to the 
Senator now that the group under $5,000 
a year are already the main excise-tax 
payers. I shall reveal some figures to 
show that a man with an income of 
$1,000 a year pays more taxes percent- 
agewise than anyone with an income up 
to $7,500. If the Senator is trying to in- 
timate that it is the $5,000 group which 
has the bulk of the income, what he is 
saying is that the $5,000-a-year group 
represents the bulk of the American 
people. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I am not arguing. I 
do not think the Senator can make the 
argument he makes with complete fair- 
ness—which I know he wishes to ob- 
serve—unless he states the percentage of 
the national income in the groups to 
which he relates his theory. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I have that infor- 
mation, and I will try to get it for the 
Senator before the close of this debate. 

- Mr. MILLIKIN. In connection with 
the increases it should be pointed out 
how the burden of increase is distrib- 
uted. If the Senator has any difficulty 
with that problem, the information is 
set forth in the report. It can be easily 
referred to. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Persons with in- 
comes of from $3,000 to $7,500 had 54 
percent of the totel national income. 
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Those persons who had $3,000 income or 
less had 15 percent of the total national 
income. So if we add 15 percent to 54 
percent, we get 69 percent. In other 
words, all the individuals in the United 
States who have incomes of $7,500 a year 
or less get 69 percent of the total na- 
tional income. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Of course the in- 
crease in taxes should bear some rela- 
tionship to that fact. I am suggesting 
to the Senator that he now advise us 
what percentage of the increase is dis- 
tributed to the low-income category, and 
what percentage to those above. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think that is 
very easy. The Senate bill places an 11 
percent super-tax on the present tax 
rate for every individual who pays a tax 
until we get to the high brackets, where 
there is a ceiling. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. That does not an- 
swer my question. What percentage of 
the increase in taxes proposed by the 
House bill, if the Senator wishes, or pro- 
posed by the Senate bill, if the Senator 
wishes, falls upon those with incomes of 
$5,000 or less, and what percentage falls 
on those with incomes above that figure? 
That is all I am trying to ascertain. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Ido not have that 
information. I shall try to get it. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I hope the Senator 
"a permit me to interrupt him a little 
ater. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Ifthe information 
is in the report, that is another reason 
why we should have an additional day 
before beginning consideration of the 
bill. I have not had an opportunity to 
look over the report very thoroughly. 
Will the Senator help me by furnishing 
the citation? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I shall furnish the 
citation. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I will proceed, and 
we can come back to that subject when 
the Senator can give us the material 
from the report. 

I was pointing out certain differences, 
which I think must be stated again. 

The bulk of the $1,700,000,000 decrease 
from the House bill figures goes to cor- 
porations and to individuals in high- 
income brackets. One hundred twenty- 
eight million dollars will go to families 
with incomes below $5,000. In view of 
the one-sided nature of the reductions 
made in the House bil 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. If the total reduc- 
tion is $1,700,000,000, and only $128,- 
000,000 goes to families with incomes 
below $5,000, it follows, I take it, that 
about $1,572,000,000 goes to corporations 
and to individuals in the high-income 
brackets. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 
The point of the Senator from Colorado 
is that the individuals in those brackets 
are the ones who pay the most, and, 
therefore, they should get the most back. 
What he is trying to pin me down on is 
the percentage of the tax paid by people 
with incomes of $5,000 annually or less. 
The Senator from Minnesota says, of 


course, that the tax laws are so designed 
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that the low-income group does not pay 
the bulk of the taxes, even though, be- 
cause of their numbers, they may have 
a sizable portion of the total national 
income. The fact of the matter is that 
a man with an income of $5,090 or less, 
who must support a wife and children, 
is lucky to be able to pay the rent, much 
less the tax. It is all a matter of ability 
to pay which is involved here. The 
lower-income group pays a sizable por- 
tion of the income tax in terms of 
revenue. 

Now let us talk about the corporation 
income tax for a moment. The reduc- 
tion in the Senate committee’s bill of 
three-quarters of a billion dollars in the 
increased corporation taxes provided in 
the bill as passed by the House comes 
at a time when corporation profits are 
at the highest point in history. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I should like to sug- 
gest a figure. The report does not do so 
in terms of percentages, and therefore, 
when I invited the Senator from 
Minnesota to look at the report to find 
the percentages, I led him into a blind 
alley. I would suggest that the per- 
centages are: Those with adjusted 
gross income of $5,000 or under receive 
56.12 percent of the total of that type 
of income. Under present law they pay 
37.02 percent of the taxes. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Minnesota yield so 
that I may address a question to the 
Senator from Colorado? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Under the House bill 
they would pay 37.12 percent of the 
taxes. Under the bill proposed by the 
Senate Finance Committee they would 
pay 37.32 percent. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. When the Senator 
from Colorado says that the group with 
incomes under $5,000 pays 37 percent of 
the tax, is he referring to Federal income 
taxes? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I am referring to 
Federal income taxes. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. If we add the local 
sales taxes and excise taxes, the propor- 
tion of the total taxes which they pay 
would be greatly increased, because the 
excise taxes, far from being progressive, 
tend to be regressive, and the same is 
true of sales taxes, which are not levied 
on personal services, investments, or 
rent. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I agree completely 
with the distinguished Senator from 
Illinois. I have repeatedly urged more 
caution in imposing a sales tax or a 
widely based manufacturers’ excise tax, 
on the ground that we have not yet com- 
pleted sufficient studies of the total tax 
burden represented by Federal, State, 
and local taxes direct and indirect, on 
people who receive incomes under $5,000. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I am 
delighted that the Senator from Colo- 
rado is in such hearty agreement with 
us, I may say that it is an added reason 
for a progression in income taxes, in 
order to offset the regression in excise 
and State sales taxes. 
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Mr. MILLIKIN. I suggest that it does 
not follow, if we should determine that 
the present progression is sufficient, that 
the amount raised by the bill now pend- 
ing or the House bill will seriously impair 
the productive resources of the country. 
I am delighted to find something on 
which I can agree with the Senator 
from Illinois, and I should like to make 
it into a big thing. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Let us make it a 
trinity. I join with the Senator in his 
statement. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I have repeatedly 
called attention to the fact that we do 
not have sufficient dependable statistics 
on which to base a general sales tax or 
on which to base a manufacturers’ 
broadly based excise tax. One of the 
reasons is that the progressive tax which 
we levy on the upper and middle groups, 
through its being passed down, lands on 
those who earn under $5,000. That is 
why there are concealed taxes. They re- 
sult from the taxes being passed down. 

We had testimony before our commit- 
tee that a small family having an in- 
come of a couple of thousand dollars had 
a tax bill to pay of $750, and that $400 
was the indirect tax, which necessarily 
had to be passed down from the taxes 
put on the middle and upper groups. So 
I would ask the Senator to give a little 
consideration to that fact also. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am giving it deep 
consideration. I wish to remind my 
friend from Colorado, however, that 
when we talk about percentages and how 
great a percentage is paid by a particular 
income group, we must also consider the 
status of that income group in the 
economy. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I agree entirely with 
the Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I agree that all 
too often the hidden taxes are passed on. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. It is inevitable that 
they are passed on to the great con- 
sumers, and the great consumers are 
those who make $5,000 or less a year. 
They are bound to be passed on. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I have read a num- 
ber of editorials headed “Corporations 
do not pay taxes; you do.” The impli- 
cation is that taxes are passed down to 
the individuals, and that corporations do 
not pay any taxes. A corporation sup- 
posedly does not pass down every item. 
There is apparently an accruing of profit 
in a corporation, and therefore it is pos- 
sible for them to pay some taxes instead 
of passing all of them on—so say the 
editorials. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I will ask the distin- 
guished Senator to check me on this 
statement. Is it correct to say that 
whether taxes are passed down or up 
depends upon the competitive situation 
of the particular industry? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Indeed it does. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. In some industries, 
where there is a shortage of goods, as 


contrasted with a plentiful demand for 


those goods, it is possible to pass on the 
whole tax and the whole mark-up. In 
other fields competition may be such that 
the most the industry can do is to pass 
on the base tax. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is a very per- 
suasive and compelling argument for the 
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need of preserving a compstitive situa- 
tion. When an artificial situation comes 
into being, as when there is a large de- 
fense program, in which competition is 
no longer a factor, controls of the strong- 
est kind are required, so that costs such 
as taxes are not passed on completely 
and totally to the consumer. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I do 
not know whether I should get into a 
major engagement with my dear friend 
from Colorado. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Please do. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. This should be only 
a skirmish. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The Senator from 
Illinois may characterize it as such, but 
it may grow into a major engagement. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I would prefer to 
have the major engagement later, and 
for the present engage only in exchange 
of shots. In response to the bullet which 
the Senator from Colorado has sent 
whizzing by my ear, to the effect that all 
the corporation taxes are passed on—— 

Mr. I did not say that. 
I said some are and some are not, de- 
pending on the competitive situation. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I may say that in 
general, since corporation taxes are lev- 
ied upon profits, and profits accrue after 
costs, the taxes upon profits do not in- 
crease costs, and, therefore, cannot be 
passed on to the consumer. 

It would seem that my friend from 
Colorado is perpetrating a heresy which 
was originally perpetrated by David A. 
Wells, who many years ago was Com- 
missioner of Internal Revenue. He 
Stated that all taxes were passed on. 
However, that argument ignores the dif- 
ference between margins and surpluses, 
Taxes upon surpluses are not passed on. 
Taxes upon margins are. Corporation 
taxes are taxes on surpluses, that is, net 
profits over and above costs and hence 
the tax is not shifted. I do not wish 
to make this exchange a major battle. 
It is merely an exchange of shots. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I can see a 
Bliicher-type engagement. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I do not want the 
Senator from Illinois to inject a heresy 
into the RECORD. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. It is the Senator’s 
heresy. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. 1 do not want the 
Senator to say that I have stated that 
all taxes are passed on. During an in- 
attentive moment of the Senator from 
Illinois I went to considerable pains to 
make it clear that that is not the case. 
The corporations may not pass them 
on at all; they may pass them on in full; 
they may pass them on with the full 
mark-up; or they may pass them on 
with only a partial mark-up. The part 
of the mark-up to be absorbed will de- 
pend upon the competitive situation. 
Have I made myself clear? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Partially so. I may 
say that we should draw a distinction 
between corporate taxes based on prof- 
its and sales taxes based on prices. Sales 
taxes are based on prices and are passed 
on. Excise taxes also tend to be passed 
on, and often bear heavily on the poor- 
est section of a community. The tax 
on corporate profits is not generally 
passed on because it is a tax on surpluses, 
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and it results in lower dividends, which 
tend to go to the upper-income groups 
in the community. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Now the distin- 
guished Senator from Illinois falls into a 
heresy which is very common among cer- 
tain very highly endowed scholars—the 
sheresy of overgeneralizing. If a man- 
ufacturer has to go to the bank to bor- 
row money in order to pay his taxes, he 
has to pass on the taxes or he has to go 
broke. The result is that if he remains 
solvent, he does pass on the taxes. Under 
such circumstances he cannot pay back 
his bank loan unless he passes on the 
taxes; and while passing on the taxes he 
is apt to pass on some mark-up, and un- 
less he does that, assuming he is not 
running a philanthropy, he has to go out 
of business. 

Certain corporations may not have to 
pass on the tawes, but they have to ac- 
‘count to their stockholders. It may be 
said that some corporations are so big 
that, if they wish to do so, they can ab- 
sorb all taxes. I do not think it will be 
found that corporations are absorbing 
taxes, however. Corporations may re- 
duce their mark-ups, but I do not think 
it will be found that the corporations are 
absorbing taxes. 

At any rate, the great bulk of the busi- 
ness of the country is not carried on by 
the flossy type of concern to which the 
Senator from Illinois refers, but it is car- 
ried on by the people who are having a 
terrible time getting on, and have to 
borrow money in order to pay their bills 
and to pay their taxes and to pay for all 
the demands that plague humanity, 
After they borrow from the bank, the 
banker says to them, “Brother, I have to 
have this money back on the due date.” 
To obtain the money, in order to pay 
back the loan, the businessman has to 
raise the price of the goods he sells. 
All of this has been just a little prac- 
tical lesson in economics, Mr. President. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, it is 
only the last remark the Senator made 
which brings me to my feet. However, 
since the Senator from Colorado speaks 
as though he were an exper. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The Senator from 
Tilinois has the habit of over-reaching; I 
did not say “expert.” 

Mr. DOUGLAS. In any case, I wish to 
point out that the corporation tax is not 
passed on, because the corporation tax 
is Lone out of profits previously earned. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The corporation tax 
is paid, regardless of whether there are 
profits. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The corporation tax 
is levied only on profits. If there are 
ot gag there is no tax, and no tax is 


Mr. MILLIKIN. The corporation tax 
has to be paid; and if there are no profits 
on hand to pay them, it has to be paid 
with a loan or a mortgage. In any event, 
it has to be paid. It can be paid out of 
capital or in other ways. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Let me ask the Sena- 
tor a question: How can a ghost be 
taxed? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Capital can be taxed, 
and it is being taxed. 

Mr. — Profits, not capital, 
are ged. 
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Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 


Senator yield? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CLEMENTS in the chair). Does the Sena- 


tor from Minnesota yield to the Sena- 
tor from New York? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. It seems to me that 
the point raised by the Senator from 
Colorado is fundamental and, I believe, 
so inaccurate that I think it should be 
pursued, because I know of no tax, other 
than minor taxes, which is levied on 
corporations, except on the profits of 
corporations. 

It may be perfectly true that a tax may 
have accrued for a past year, and that 
the corporation does not show a profit 
during the current year. To that extent 
the corporation may have to pay a tax 
which is not being earned currently. 
However, certainly corporation taxes 
never accrue—either the normal cor- 
poration tax or the surtax—except on 
profits. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. However, from my 
viewpoint, the corporation and the in- 
dividual are not supposed to live to pay 
taxes. The corporation is in business to 
produce. It has many items from which 


-it may obtain profits, and it has many 


items from which it may suffer losses. 
The income tax and the corporation tax 
items merge themselves into the whole 
problem. The corporation may have 
large debts ahead of it, it may have all 
kinds of obligations which must be met 
even if there is a taxable profit and there 
may not be enough left to meet the tax 
and also to meet the debt at the bank 
and to meet other obligations. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, fi- 
nally the Senator from Colorado has 
brought in something which rather helps 
in the argument, when he says there may 
be other areas which constitute cost fac- 
tors which may make it difficult for the 
corporation to pay the tax. I think the 
Senator from Illinois and the Senator 
from New York have been pointing out 
that the corporation tax is a tax on 


profits. ' 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I agree with that 
completely. 

Mr. EY. Before we go into 


any more theorizing or even into the 
practical aspects of the matter, we should 
realize that in the first quarter of this 
year the corporations were operating at 
a gross profit of $50,000,000,000. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Not all of them. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I said that was the 
total figure; and the net profit of cor- 
porations in that time was approxi- 
mately $20,000,000,000. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Oh, yes; let the Sen- 
ator give all the generalized figures he 
wishes to present. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. T also wish to point 
out that if the Senator from Colorado is 
correct when he says that in the vast 
majority of instances those who are 
really taken to the cleaners are the little 
folks, then I do not know why I should 
have been so worried in reading the 
many articles and editorials I have seen 
which have been to the effect that we 
are going to destroy the American enter- 
prise system. To judge from what I 
have been reading, including what I have 
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been reading about this bill, for there 
has been plenty of attack on it, the cor- 
poration tax will drive us into socialism. 
I have read many articles to that effect. 

Obviously, we cannot deal with thou- 
sands upon thousands of individual cor- 
porations in these matters; we must 
handle these matters in terms of aggre- 
gates and totals. All I say is that, in the 
main, the tax on corporations, although 
it is heavy—for the Senate tax rate on 
corporations is 5 percent on the base 
and 2-percent surtax—is not going to 
bankrupt the corporations. The corpo- 
ration tax voted by the House of Repre- 
sentatives would raise more money than 
would the corporation tax reported by 
the Senate committee, but even the 
heavier tax voted by the House would 
not bankrupt the corporations. I think 
that is the nub of the argument. 

If a corporation has to borrow money 
in order to pay its taxes, that means 
that it made some money once, and it 
should have sufficient money with which 
to pay the taxes, After all, the corpo- 
ration tax is not levied upon nothing. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. That depends, obvi- 
ously, upon the entire composite picture 
as to the corporation. I wish to suggest 
to the Senator that the economy of our 
country consists of the aggregate of 
separate enterprises, both individual and 
corporate. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Indeed it does. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. When we say to in- 
dividual corporations and to individuals 
that they must conduct their affairs on 
averages and that we who serve in Con- 
gress must decide what we do in terms of 
averages, I say most respectfully that the 
Senator is in deep error. We must give 
consideration to the problems of the 
individual. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Indeed so. I do 
not want the Senator to misinterpret my 
remarks. I simply say to the Senator 
from Colorado, in line with what has 
been said by the Senator from New 
York and the Senator from Illinois, that 
we cannot consider in detail the prob- 
lems of each corporation which, let us 
say, is listed on the stock exchange or 
in a catalog of corporations, and then 
ask ourselves, How is this corporation 
taxed, and how is the tax levied upon it 
going to affect this corporation, and 
what is its financial status now, and 
what was its financial status last year, 
and what was its financial status the 
year before that, and does the corpora- 
tion have any very burdensome obliga- 
tions?” 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Of course not. How- 
ever, the Senator can easily take into 
account the number of corporations in 
the United States and the distribu- 
tion of profits among them, so that he 
will have some comprehension of where 
we must be careful in levying the taxes. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes; the Senator 
is correct. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The profit of a cor- . 
poration is a composite of many things. 
What happens to the corporate profit 
after taxes is also a composite of many 
things which enter into business judg- 
ment. If a corporation uses the profit 
to expand its business or to increase its 
inventories, then, if it does net pass on 
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the tax and a fair allowance for profits, 
it is out of business; and when that 
time arrives, anc the sheriff comes 
around and taps the owner on the 
shoulder and says, “Buddy, give me the 
key to your front door,” it will not do to 
say to the sheriff, “Ah. But look at the 
fine general averages that Senator Hum- 
PHREY read into the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD.” 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am not reading 
general averages into the RECORD. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Let me point out to 
my good friend, the Senator from Colo- 
rado, that no firm goes out of business 
if it is making appreciable profits. A 
firm goes out of business only if it in- 
curs losses. The corporation tax is 
levied, not on losses, but on profits, after 
they have been earned. So the attempt 
of the Senator from Colorado to say that 
an increase in the tax on corporate prof- 
its means actual losses, disappoints me. 
Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, let me 
point out again to the Senator that the 
way a corporation handles its profits, as 
well as its other income, determines 
whether it remains in business. Once a 
corporation makes a profit, it does not 
sterilize the profit and say, We shall 
never make another dollar.” The profit 
may very well become a part of the con- 
tinuing business of the corporation, in- 
cluding the continuance of the profit- 
making function, which also involves 
the loss-making function. Profits may 
be swallowed up in debt and they may 
not be available for tax payments. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Let me ask the 
Senator from Colorado whether he feels 
that the rate which his committee has 
recommended. or the House rate, which 
the House committee recommended and 
which the House agreed to, would in any 
way threaten the solvency of our corpo- 


rate structure. 
k Mr. MILLIKIN. I think they both 
would, to a degree. Mr. Wilson testified 
before our committee that the present 
corporate rate could not be used to sus- 
‘tain the economy indefinitely. 
„ Mr. HUMPHREY. No one would deny 
that. It cannot be used indefinitely. 
Mr. MILLIKIN. Just a moment. The 
Senator was saying that this cold war is 
going to continue for 10 years. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Oh, no. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Or indefinitely. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I did not say in- 
definitely. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. That is pretty in- 
definite. 
„Mr. HUMPHREY. When the Sena- 
tor says “indefinitely,” he is speaking of 
a greater approximation to eternity than 
‘I was talking about. I simply say that 
the evidence, from the Federal Trade 
Commission, from the Department of 
Commerce, from the Bureau of Internal 
Revenue, from the hearings which the 
Senator and his committee have pre- 
pared, and from the House hearings, 

learly reveals that the corporate tax 
merease which was imposed by the 
House was not a tax increase which 
would destroy or seriously weaken the 
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this country. In other words, it would 
still leave, under present rates, more 
than 517,000, 000,000 of net profits after 
taxes. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. That, I assume, is 


the debatable core of the Senator's pres- 


entation. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. No. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Then is it merely a 
perimeter facet? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from 
Colorado joined my friend from Illinois 
in at least a somewhat flanking action 
a moment ago, and that is how we got off 
on this tangent. We were going to move 
along. This is not the core of the argu- 
ment at all. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Minnesota yield for an- 
other question? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. KERR. Did the Senator make 
the statement a while ago that a corpo- 
ration’s taxes were based altogether on 
profits? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The corporation 
profits taxes are. 

Mr. KERR. I know that that is one 
of the things in the bill, but I understood 
the Senator to say that if a corporation 
made no profit it had no tax to pay. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. It has not corpora- 


tion profits tax to pay. 
Mr.KERR. That is not what the Sen- 
ator said. 


Mr. HUMPHREY. I thought we were 
talking about the Senate tax bill. We 
are not talking about a real-estate ques- 
tion; we are not talking about the local 
license fee collected by a municipal gov- 
ernment; we are talking about a corpo- 
ration profits tax. 

Mr. KERR. I appreciate that infor- 
mation; but that was not what the Sen- 
ator said, and I merely wanted to be sure 
that it was not what he meant. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I merely wish to 
say that if the Senator has any doubt as 
to the meaning of my words, I thought— 
and I will stand corrected if I am mis- 
taken—we were discussing the bill before 
us, which deals with a variety of tax 
problems, which are Federal tax prob- 
lems; and also for the moment I was dis- 
cussing the corporation income tax. 

Mr. KERR. I appreciate that. I say 
to the Senator that I had no doubt as to 
his words; I was trying to clarify my 
mind as to what his thoughts were, in 
order that I might relate the two. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Minnesota vield for a 
question? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from New York. 

Mr. Is it not a fact that 
the record shows that the aggregate cor- 
porate profits for the first 6 months of 
the calendar year, after the payment of 
taxes, are in excess of the profits for the 
same period in 1950? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think that is 
correct. 

Mr. LEHMAN. If the Senator will 
yield further, I should like to ask the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Colorado a 
question. The Senator from Colorado 
has brought up the point of a corpora- 
tion being required to borrow money in 
order to pay a tax which has accrued on 
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the operations of the previous year, and 
I have no doubt that he is accurate in 
that statement. But I may point out 
that, in my experience, it is by no means 
unusual that corporations which make 
huge profits currently, and which have 
made huge profits in the past, are com- 
pelled to borrow money to pay their debts 
of one kind or other. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I agree. 

Mr. LEHMAN. And the debt incurred 
for the payment of the tax for a past 
year, a tax which has accrued in the past 
year, is just as much a debt as any other; 
but there is nothing at all unusual in a 
corportion, even the most successful and 
profitable corporation, being compelled 
to borrow money to pay its debts, or to 
spend, or whatever the purpose may be. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I completely agree 
with the distinguished Senator. The 
only point I am making is that it is pos- 
sible for a man to owe debts at the same 
time he is making profits. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Of course. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. And he must pay 
those debts out of his profits. 

Mr. LEHMAN. There is no doubt 
about that. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is common- 
place to practically every homeowner in 
the country. A man has a home, he has 
an income, he has a mortgage. He has 
to pay taxes, as well as the interest on 
the mortgage and the principal. That 
is perfectly obvious. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr, President, if the 
Senator will yield for a question 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Illinois. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. This is the last point 
I shall make. Debts are paid out of 
gross profits, and taxes are paid from net 
profits. Therefore, debts are not paid 
from net profits, but are paid out of 
gross profits. The tax is paid only on 
net profits. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Now, Mr. Presi- 
dent, if I may move along 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Minnesota yield for a 
question? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sen- 

ator from Georgia. 
Mr. GEORGE, I ask the distinguished 
Senator whether he does not think that 
every corporation in this country, if it 
is able to do so, figures on the cost of 
the articles produced or handled by it, 
or the cost of services rendered, so as to 
include its corporate tax? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. It is often one of 
the cost factors, I may say to the Sen- 
ator. 

Mr. GEORGE. Certainly; and it is 
taken into consideration. Actually, it is 
done except where competitive condi- 
tions will not permit; where, for in- 
stance, a standard article has a fixed 
price, in which case the corporation can- 
not figure beyond that price, of course. 
But actually there is not a corporation 
in the country which does not take into 
account its estimated income tax, in 
figuring the cost of its product. If it 
failed to do so, it could not exist very 
long. So I do not see the point of the 
argument which has been taking place. 


I frankly cannot see it. 
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Mr. HUMPHREY. I think there is a 
very good point which can be raised, be- 
cause some attempt is being made, per- 
haps on both sides, to oversimplify mat- 
ters. One side is simply saying that 
when we tax a corporation we are really 
not taxing the corporation, but that we 
are simply taxing poor old John Q. Pub- 
lic, at Toonerville, or some other place, 
because he is going to buy the corpora- 
tion’s products. It is a queer twist which 
has recently been given to taxation. 

Mr. GEORGE. All I wanted to do was 
to try to state my own position, a posi- 
tion which I am satisfied all practical- 
minded men will on refiection admit to 
be sound, The corporate tax is a hidden 
Sales tax to the extent that it can be 
passed on. It cannot always be passed 
on. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. That is a very 
good qualification, and it is a very mean- 
ingful qualification. 

Mr. GEORGE. It cannot always be 
passed on; but, by and large, it can be, 
and, by and large, it is. 

Mr. HREN. I think that 
greatly depends upon the extent of the 
implication of by and large.” I think 
it depends greatly upon other considera- 
tions which enter into the problem. 

Mr. GEORGE. It does; but, generally 

speaking, corporations figure into the 
cost of their product the estimated tax, 
whether they are dealing with goods or 
services; and they are obliged to do that 
if they are to remain in business, except, 
of course, in the case of a corporation 
with an enormous accumulated capital 
or surplus, which may be engaged in a 
line of business in which competitive 
conditions will not permit that to be 
done. It may be producing, strictly and 
only a standard article with a fixed price, 
and it cannot figure the tax, of course, 
in the price charged for that standard 
article. Presumably, even the standard 
article yields a margin of profit to the 
producer, who otherwise would not con- 
tinue in that line of business, and could 
not do so very long. 
+ Mr. HUMPHREY. I would merely say 
to the Senator that in this argument we 
are ignoring one fact, that at least it is 
the accepted judgment in our country 
that most of our enterprise is competi- 
tive. Now, if we are willing to state on 
the floor of the Senate, and if the chair- 
man of the Finance Committee is willing 
to state, that we live under monopolistic 
conditions 

Mr. GEORGE. Oh, no: oh, no. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Very well. 

Mr. GEORGE. I am willing to state 
that if certain of the theories which 
have been constantly advanced in the 
Senate were carried out, we would be 
headed into a monopolistic system 
Strictly, and competitive conditions, 
which now exist, would be destroyed. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is 
now saying that there are competitive 
conditions. 

Mr. GEORGE. Certainly; there is no 
doubt about it. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. And what the 
Senator from Illinois and the Senator 
from Minnesota, as well as the Senator 
from New York, have tried to say is that 
the corporate profits tax is a tax which 
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is levied after the sale of goods, after 
the operation of the business, and that 
it is unfair, as I think can be abundantly 
proved, to say either by fiction or fact 
that the tax is actually passed along to 
the consumer. To be sure, there may be 
a scintilla, a piece of it, passed along, 
but the fact is that the amount which 
is picked up by the Government from 
the corporation tax, as compared to the 
amount which is passed along to the 
suddenly found overburdened lower-in- 
come group, is far greater in proportion 
than the amount which is passed along, 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. It is with a great 
deal of trepidation that I venture to 
disagree with the eminent chairman of 
the Finance Committee on this mat- 
ter—the principle is an important one— 
when he says that corporation profits 
taxes are passed on to the consumer in 
higher prices and are not borne by in- 
vestors or owners. I think, with all due 
respect, that he falls into a great error. 
If the industry is a competitive one, the 
price will be determined by the out-of- 
pocket cost to the company on the last 
unit produced. So long as the price is 
above the last cost, the company will 
produce more. If it is below the cost 
of the last unit, the company will pro- 
duce less, Any profits which accrue 
will not be on the margin, but will be 
on the lower cost of preceding units. 

If the industry is a monopolistic in- 
dustry, the price will be fixed at the 
point which will yield the greatest total 
profit to the company. This is where the 
added revenue to the company on the 
last unit is equal to the added cost. The 
tax on profits will be taken from the sur- 
plus accrued on the earlier units and, 
therefore, will not be passed on. So the 
corporation profits tax is one which is 
not shifted to the consumer, but is taken 
out of the funds which the corpora- 
tion has available for distribution to the 
owners or for reinvestment purposes. 

It may be said that that should not be 
done, but that is a question of social 
policy. It seems to me it is wrong to 
say, as a matter of fact, that these taxes 
are passed on to the consumer. I hope 
the issue on this point can be clearly 
understood from the very beginning of 
the debate. 

Mr. GEORGE. If he will permit me 
to say so, the distinguished Senator from 
Illinois is saying in a large number of 
words that it depends on competitive 
conditions. I laid it down in the begin- 
ning that corporate taxes are not passed 
on when competitive conditions do not 
permit. But I think I might be reason- 
ably satisfied if the Senator from Min- 
nesota and the Senator from Illinois 
would, by tomorrow morning, file a list 
of reputable corporations who will say 
that they do not take into account an 
estimated income-tax liability in the be- 
ginning of their operations in connec- 


tion with whatever goods and services 


they produce and whatever service they 
render. 

Mr, HUMPHREY. How would we ob- 
tain a witness without prejudice? Of 
course they would say that. 
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Mr. GEORGE. Does the Senator hold 
that the entire American business group 
is crooked? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. No. Of course 
not; but they are not without prejudice. 
Indeed, they would be able to show, for 
the purpose of talking about a tax bill, 
that they include in their prices certain 
parts of their income-tax liability. 

Mr. GEORGE. Indeed they would, 
and indeed they would tell the truth. 
We are simply arguing in circles. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think that is 
possibly true. We are trying to push 
each other to an extreme position. A 
competitive situation does prevail in the 
vast majority of cases, and the Senator 
from Minnesota aiso says that if com- 
petitive conditions do not prevail, we 
should not be talking about whether a 
tax bill is going to hurt the corporation 
or the consumer; we should break up 
the monopoly and get the issue where it 
properly belongs. 

Mr. GEORGE. A competitive condi- 
tion does exist, but it does not exist to 
the point of compelling a corporation to 
do business without profit or without 
the hope of profit. That is the trouble. 
There may be a condition which is com- 
petitive, and yet there is the belief on the 
part of the going corporation that it can 
secure a profit, and it always estimates 
its ultimate tax liabilities against its 
profit, or what it hopes to make. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Carrying the ar- 
gument to its logical conclusion, the log- 
ical deduction from the argument made 
by the distinguished Senator from 
Georgia 
Mr. GEORGE. I beg the Senator's 
pardon. I am in control of my own log- 
ical deductions. Some of the countries 
from whom we have borrowed our whole 
income tax system have viewed the mat- 
ter exactly in the light in which the 
Senator puts it, that the corporation it- 
self is the mere collector out of its share- 
holders, and the ultimate tax is borne 
by the shareholder. For a long time that 
was the British concept, that the corpo- 
ration pays the tax at a rate and charges 
it up to each shareholder. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Does not that at 
least prove that the logic of the Sena- 
tor’s argument is what he is now saying, 
that it was actually done in fact, not in 
theory? The simple deduction, if fol- 
lowed through, would lead one to be- 
lieve that. 

Mr. GEORGE. I do not understand 
how the Senator from Minnesota can 
say that there are not some reasonably 
good corporations. There may be many 
bad corporations 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from 
Georgia is not going to say that the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota has in any way 
attacked the corporations, is he? 

Mr. GEORGE. Let me simplify my 
proposal. Let the distinguished Senator 
from Illinois and the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Minnesota get a statement 
from the good corporations, which can 
qualify as good corporations, that they 
do not take into account their estimated 
tax liability in the production of their 
goods or in the services which they ren- 
der, and let them bring the information 
back tomorrow morning. 
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Mr. HUMPHREY. Let us make a deal. 
Since the Senator from Georgia is the 
chairman of the Finance Committee and 
since the Finance Committee has made 
a determination to reduce the corporate 
income tax figure approximately $800,- 
000,000 below the House figure 

Mr. GEORGE. Oh, no. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I mean, the total 
corporate tax figure. 

Mr. GEORGE. A large part of that 
is in the excess-profts tax. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. What I am saying 
is that since the decision has been made 
by the Finance Committee to reduce the 
figure to $800,000,000, let the Senator 
from Georgia give me the names of the 
corporations which told him that the 
corporate tax was passed on to the con- 
sumer. If he does so, then he is simply 
saying that there are monopolies, and if 
there are monopolies, they should be de- 
stroyed through the Sherman Antitrust 
Act. 

Mr. GEORGE. I refer the Senator to 
the three volumes of testimony, to see 
if he can find evidence that any corpo- 
ration stated it would not pass the tax 
on to the consumer if it were possible, 
or if competitive conditions permitted. 
No corporation could long exist if its 
executive management did not do pre- 
cisely that, because a corporation cannot 
deduct back payments on its debt; it can 
only deduct interest paid on the debt. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am in somewhat 
of a quandary about how this works out. 
Here are corporations saying the taxes 
are going to be the death of them, so 
to speak. They have stated many times 
in letters to every Senator in this body 
that the taxes are a tremendous burden, 
and yet we hear on the floor that the 
taxes are passed on to someone else. 
Somewhere in this argument something 
is lost; there is a no man’s land; there 
is a dark zone where the truth does 
not seem to be able to penetrate. 

Mr. GEORGE. No, Mr. President. 
Corporations are composed of men of 
ordinary common sense, and they know 
that if prices are so high that they can- 
not sell their product, they will be driven 
from the market and will go broke. 
Corporations are made up of individuals 
who have gone into an organization of 
some type or nature, and they know 
very well that if their prices go too high 
they cannot sell, they, therefore, can- 
not make any profit, and, therefore, 
they will go broke. 8 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am very fasci- 
nated with this argument. On the one 
hand, the corporations say they are 
champions of free enterprise and yet 
the argument is being made that where 
competitive conditions prevail they do 
not pass the tax along. The argument 
is likewise being made that because we 
do have a tax on corporation we are 
going to increase it, and it is going to be 
passed along, which obviously leads to 
the conclusion that we do not have com- 
petitive conditions, which means that we 
have monopolistic conditions. 

Mr. GEORGE. The Senator from 
Minnesota will render a great service to 
the taxing authorities of this country if 
he can convince the American people— 
fortunately, they are people of good com- 
mon sense, taken as a rule—that it does 
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not make any difference at all about 
what taxes are put on corporations; 
that we do not have to inquire as to 
whether a corporation has to live under 
one tax or another. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I may say to the 
Senator from Georgia 

Mr. GEORGE. I have said, and I re- 
peat, that if the competitive conditions 
are such as to control prices in all events, 
then there we have the ceiling. There 
can be no doubt about that. There are 
numerous circumstances in which the 
total tax is not passed on. But I know 
of no solvent business, or business that 
can hope to remain solvent, that does 
not figure its estimated tax liability in 
the production of its goods and services. 
That is what I am saying. And I do 
not think the Senator from Minnesota, 
on reflection, will want to take issue 
with that statement. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Let me say on re- 
flection that my reflection leads me to 
the conclusion that when the corporate 
structure in American business in the 


first quarter of 1951 made a gross profit 


at the rate of $50,000,000,000 a year, and 
last year, in 1950, after July, had one of 
the highest profits in its history, and saw 
nothing in the tax bill Congress passed 
in September of last year to cause them 
to diminish their efforts because their 
profits increased in 1951, the corpora- 
tions composing that structure are not 
going bankrupt. We raised the corpo- 
rate tax rate, and the Senator from 
Georgia was the leader of that a year 
ago. 

Mr. GEORGE. I am not arguing 
about whether they will go bankrupt. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. No; but did that 
injure their solvency? Did that jeopar- 
dize their position? Indeed, it did not. 
The record reveals that instead of being 
weaker, they are stronger; that instead 
of making less profits, they are making 
more profits. In spite of all the ghosts 
that are being raised, and the scares that 
we hear, the record shows that the prof- 
its of the corporations have increased. 
I conclude by saying that every state- 
ment that has been made has been 
qualified by the statement that if a com- 
petitive situation exists, of course, the 
tax is not really all passed on. 

Mr. GEORGE. That is true. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. There are other 
limitations, such as that every corpora- 
tion takes into consideration its tax lia- 
bility. Of course, they take into con- 
sideration their tax liability just as every 
individual in the country takes into con- 
sideration his tax liability. But I sub- 
mit that there is a fund of profits which 
has accrued, as the Senator from Illinois 
quite well put it, out of the sales of 
goods and services, sales of goods and 
services that have made a profit, and the 
profit is there for purposes of distribu- 
tion to the shareholders, and bondhold- 
ers, and for purposes of taxation, and 


it is that profit which we are taxing. 


Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. GEORGE. The Senator is not 
getting down to the milk in the coconut. 
The very large, strong corporations can 
do what the Senator from Minnesota 
and the Senator from Illinois visualize, 
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to wit, they can become the monopolies 
that control the economy. But what has 
happened, even under existing taxes, is 
that many individual, small, and weak 
units, have actually gone out of business. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from 
Georgia knows there are many reasons 
for that besides taxes. 

Mr. GEORGE. Taxes is one of the big 
reasons. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is not what 
the Small Business Committee reports 
indicate. 

Mr. GEORGE. That is what the 
record in this case shows, and that is 
true to life. A study of Dun & Brad- 
street’s reports will show that to be true. 
That means that the little fellow could 
not pass on, perhaps, the corporate tax 
in many cases, and to the extent that 
he could not, he became a casualty. The 
big fellow can stand, and can pass on 
the tax, or if he cannot pass it on he 
can absorb it and keep his competitive 
position. ‘ 

But what I am saying to the Senator 
is that when we resort to general aver- 
ages we are likely to fall into all kinds 
of pits and dangerous positions, be- 
cause we are looking at the man who 
can absorb his tax without passing it 
on, and who can survive even under this 
high tax. I want the Senator from Min- 
nesota to bear in mind that when a 
small corporation gets to the point, if it 
ever gets to the point, where it must pay 
52 percent of its income in taxes, to say 
nothing about an excess-profits tax, it 
is never going to be a giant corporation. | 

Mr. HUMPHREY. There is an honest 
difference of opinion. The opinion of 
the Senator from Minnesota, which is 
shared by the Senator from Illinois, and 
was shared by an overwhelming ma- 
jority of the members of the House, 
and by the House Ways and Means Com- 
mittee, has been shared by a number 
of people who are competent, eminent 
financiers and economists. 

Mr. President, I conclude this part of 
my argument on the corporation tax by 
saying that when the Finance Commit- 
tee can show me that the taking of 
$800,000,000 of all kinds of corporation 
taxes out of a pool of gross profit of 
$50,000,000,000 is going to jeopardize the 
economic solvency of business, then I 
shall change my position. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I should like to in- 
vite the attention of the senior Senator 
from Georgia to a fact which developed 
during the hearings. The National As- 
sociation of Manufacturers had proposed 
a general manufacturers’ excise tax. 
Some members of the committee, includ- 
ing myself, oppose that kind of a tax be-- 
cause it is a tax which we think is passed 
on to the ultimate consumer and passed 
on with varying degrees of mark-ups, 
Let me invite the attention of the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Minnesota to 
the fact that the representative of the 
National Retail Merchants’ Association 
came forward and said to the commit- 
tee “Yes, that is true, such taxes are 
passed on to the consumer.“ While we 
are talking about excise taxes, I say in 
addition, that they are paid at the level 


11716 


where they are imposed, whether or not 
the producer is making a profit. 

Mr. HUMPHRBY. Indeed, and the 
people who pay the excise taxes are the 
great rank and file of the American peo- 
ple. I intend to point out that while 
we have been willing to have $1,300,- 
000,000 of excise taxes imposed, they 
will be paid by the rank and file of our 
people, and that we are also in this bill 
opening up new loopholes which will be 
availed of by a handful of people who 
are doing better than they ought to do 
under any reasonable economic situa- 
tion. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. ; 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The indirect tax- 


ation that rests on the people with in- 


comes of $5,000 a year is passed down 
from the taxes which the Senator would 
impose on the middle and the upper 
brackets, because it can come from no 
other source. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That of course is 

debatable, and the Senator knowsit. To 
be sure, there is a revenue that can be 
extracted from those receiving an in- 
come of $5,000 or less. Let me remind 
the Senator that revenue can be ex- 
tracted from other people. 
Mr. MILLIKIN. I am not proposing 
that it be extracted. One of the reasons 
that has deterred me from giving per- 
sonal approval to programs which would 
extract additional taxes from the lower 
brackets income groups is the weight 
of the passed-down taxes which rests on 
them just the same as though they 
were direct taxes. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I want to thank 
the Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. President, there is every indica- 
tion that corporations have the ability 
to pay the taxes proposed in the House 
bill. Markets for corporations—at least 
for the big ones—are virtually assured 
by the defense expenditures of the Gov- 
ernment. 

A 5-year amortization has been al- 
lowed on $6,000,000,000 of future plant 
expansion, even though a high propor- 
tion of these facilities will be useful to 
their owners after the current emergency 
is over. 

The excess-profits tax provides gener- 
ous relief provisions for all corporations. 
It is not surprising, under these circum- 
stances, to find that the stock market 
has this year reached the highest levels 
in the past two decades. To ask corpo- 
rations to bear $2,900,000,000 of addi- 
tional taxes, as provided in the House 
bill, is only fair in times like these, since 
it will still leave them with record profits 
after taxes. 

Notwithstanding all the argument to 
the contrary and all the fanfare we can 
conjure up, the fact of the matter is that 
the stock market is at an all-time high. 
The fact is that profits are at an all-time 
high. The fact is that when we take 
$2,900,000,000 more taxes from the cor- 
porations their profits will still be at an 
all-time high. I submit that these facts 
must be taken into consideration. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
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Mr. LONG. Does the Senator mean 
that profits of corporations after taxes 
are at an all-time high, or does he mean 
that profits before taxes are at an all- 
time high? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Profits after taxes. 

Mr. LONG. Some of the figures indi- 
cated to the junior Senator from Loui- 
siana that, although profits were higher, 
when we considered the additional taxes 
the net profits would not be so high as 
they have been during the previous year. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Profits this year 
are at an all-time high, despite the fact 
that the corporation tax was increased 
last year. I refer to net profits as well 
as gross profits. 

Mr. LONG. Profits after taxes? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. 

The major part of the three-quarter- 
billion-dollar reduction in the corpora- 
tion-tax increase made by the Finance 
Committee is due to the elimination of 
the increase in the excess-profits tax 
proposed by the House and the reduction 
of the ceiling rate from 70 to 69 percent. 
These two changes, which cost about 
$600,000,000, will benefit the largest and 
most profitable corporations. By con- 
trast, the purpose of the House provision 


was to reduce the impact of the higher - 


taxes on corporations whose profits have 


fallen substantially below their average _ 


profits in the base period. 

The pending bill deviates in one other 
important respect from the House bill. 
The House made the corporation tax 
increases effective January 1, 1951. As 
reported to the Senate, these increases 
are made effective April 1, 1951, or one 
quarter later. In this manner, liabilities 
of corporations for the calendar year 
1951 will be reduced by more than half 
a billion dollars. 

I wish to point out that the first quar- 
ter of the year was the richest, most 
profitable quarter in the history of 
American business. Why must the bill 


be made retroactive only to April 1? 


Why, in last year’s bill, did we not make 
the tax retroactive to the point to which 
it should have been made retroactive, 
back to July 1? 

I think the American people know that 
corporation profits after July 1, 1950, 
were far above those for the first half 
of 1950. I think the American people 
know that corporation profits from Jan- 
uary 1 to April 1, 1951, were the highest 
in the history of this country or any 
other country in the world. Not to put 
this tax back to January 1 is to let a 
group of corporations get by without 
paying their fair share of taxes. They 
knew that this bill was coming up. The 
President said in January that there 
was to be a tax increase. This is no 
sneak play. This is not a “quickie” 
which has been pulled from behind a 
curtain. Asa matter of fact, every busi- 
ness and every firm in America, as well 
as every individual citizen, has been 


alerted since last January to the fact. 


that there was to be a sharp increase 
in taxes. I shall offer an amendment, 
and fight for the amendment with all 
the power at my command, to make the 
corporate tax base or rate effective Jan- 
uary 1, 1951, and not April 1. 


- porations by taxes. 
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Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Is it not a fact that 
the estimates given in the report on 
the House bill are based on the collec- 
tion of the corporation tax for the full 
calendar year, from January 1? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 

Mr. LEHMAN. That is one of the 
reasons for the diminution in the esti- 
mated receipts under the Senate bill. I 
know of no case in which an income tax 
has been made retroactive; but is it not 
the fact that with respect to the corpo- 
ration tax, there have been many in- 
stances in which the tax has been made 
retroactive? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I understand so, 
from 1913 on, every year except last 
year. I think the act went into effect 
on October 1 last year. We passed the 
bill before that date. So let no one bring 
up the argument that retroactivity is an 
innovation or a newfangled idea that 
we have just figured out. It has been 
going on since 1913. 

I have heard some peculiar argument 
from those who seem to shed tears for 
the corporations. For years we have 
been told that we were wrecking the cor- 
The facts prove 
otherwise, Mr. President. The facts 
prove that even though we increased the 
taxes of corporations, their profits still 
went up. I defy anyone to dispute the 
fact that every year since November 
1940, profits have gone up, even though 
taxes have gone up. 

Now we have a new argument. The 
new argument is that corporations do 
not pay taxes, that they are only holding 
companies, or siphons through which 
money runs, and that those who pay the 
taxes are the citizens who buy the prod- 
ucts of the corporations. This is just a 
new way to enlist the little man on the 
street on the side of the corporations, 
which last quarter, at the annual rate, 
made a gross profit of $50,000,000,000 
and a net profit, under the present tax 
bill, of more than $17,000,000,000. I sub- 
mit that is not an unfair profit in terms 
of giving them something to live by. It 
is a very generous profit. 

In connection with the retroactivity 
feature of the bill, I should like to have 
any member of the Finance Committee 
tell me why the date was made April 1. 
I know what the facts show from Jan- 
uary 1 to April 1. I know that by taxing 
during that period we would get more 
money than we would by taxing from 
April 1 to July 1. I want to know why 
the best quarter of the year was left 
out. I believe that the fact that it was 
left out, and that we did not tax it, indi- 
cates the tenor of the bill. 

The liabilities of corporations for the 
calendar year 1951 will be reduced by 
more than one-half billion dollars be- 
cause of the April 1 date. The difference 
in effective dates was reported by the 
Wall Street Journal on September 11, 
1951, to mean a reduction in the taxes 
of United States Steel of $23,000,000. 

Why in the name of common sense 
should United States Steel, with record 
profits, escape paying $23,000,000 in 
taxes which it ought to pay? Its profits 
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have been unlike anything in history. 
The people of America are taking their 
products, The Government of the United 
States, with the money of the taxpayers, 
basically, is purchasing most of its prod- 
uct. Why should United States Steel 
escape paying $23,000,000 in taxes which 
it ought to pay? It knew that taxes were 
to be increased. It was so informed. 

The Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
Georce] stated that every corporation 
figured in its costs its tax liability. The 
United States Steel Corp. then must have 
already charged such tax liability into 
the cost of the steel, on the basis of the 
argument of the Senator from Georgia. 
If the Senator from Georgia is correct, 
that corporation figures their tax liabili- 
ties in as a part of costs, that is all the 
more reason why corporations should be 
taxed back to January 1, 1951. 

On the basis of the financial report for 
the first half of this year, General Mo- 
tors will save at least as much as United 
States Steel, by the change in the effec- 
tive date of the application of the tax. 
Someone is going to pay this tax bill, 
and I submit that the tax bill ought to 
be paid by those who are making a profit 
out of war. I repeat that if we leave the 
date at April 1, 1951, we shall lose, ac- 
cording to the calculations we have from 
the Treasury Department, approximate- 
ly half a billion dollars. I ask the Sen- 
ate Finance Committee, upon whom the 
burden of proof rests, why the date of 
April 12 Give me the magic word. Cor- 
porations have been forewarned about 
additional taxes. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr, HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. MARTIN. The Senator from Min- 
nesota must realize that we are includ- 
ing the full year 1951 in the considera- 
tion of taxes. We do not simply leave 
out the first quarter. Does not the Sen- 
ator realize that? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. No. The corpora- 
tion tax is retroactive only to April 1. 

Mr. MARTIN. I know; but we take 
into consideration the full year. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes; but we tax the 
part from January 1 to April 1 at the old 
rate. 

Mr. MARTIN. But we take the full 
year 1951, and then prorate the tax. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 

Mr. MARTIN. We take three-fourths 
of 1951 and pay on that amount. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 

Mr. MARTIN. But we make out the 
return for the full year. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 

Mr. MARTIN. And take three-fourths 
of it. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Three-fourths of 
it will be at the new rate and one-fourth 
at the old rate. That is what the Sena- 
tor from Minnesota is complaining about. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. 

Mr. KERR. I am sure the Senator 
from Minnesota has the matter clear 
in his mind. The action of the Senate 
committee would do this: It would ap- 
ply three-fourths of the increased rate 
to the full 1951 taxable income of the 
corporation. 
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Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena- 
tor from Oklahoma. 

I now wish to discuss individual in- 
come taxes. I have a long way to go, so 
I had better move along. I will discuss 
every portion of the bill. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for another question? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. 

Mr. MARTIN, I did not know that 
the Senator had concluded the corpo- 
rate end of his discussion. I know that 
the Senator from Minnesota wants to 
be entirely fair. He is talking about 
giant corporations, and he has men- 
tioned the United States Steel Corp. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. A fine corporation. 

Mr. MARTIN. How many stockhold- 
ers are there in the United States Steel 
Corp.? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I do not know. 
Perhaps 500,000. 

Mr. MARTIN. The number is about. 
200,000. What is the average holding 
per stockholder? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I do not know. I 
know that there are approximately 10,- 
000,000 stockholders in the United 
States and the average dividend is $100. 

Mr. MARTIN. The testimony before 
the committee was to the effect that it 
was less than 80 shares. In other words, 
there are approximately as many share- 
holders as there are employees of that 
great corporation. The testimony was 
to the effect that no foundation or in- 
dividual’ had a greater holding than 
25,000 shares. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. 

Mr. LEHMAN, I should like to make 
an observation with regard to that state- 
ment. In the first place, if my recol- 
lection serves me correctly, the dividends 
of the United States Steel Corp. today 
are as high as or higher than they have 
ever been in the history of the corpora- 
tion, giving effect, of course, to splitting 
up of stock. In the second place, if it 
be true—and I am sure it is—as stated 
by the distinguished Senator from Penn- 
Sylvania [Mr. Martin], that the stock 
is very widely distributed—and I am 
surprised that the average holding is as 
large as 80 shares 

Mr. MARTIN. I believe I was in error 
when I said it was 80 shares. I believe 
it is around 40 shares. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Whatever it is, it is 
a small amount. It means that the divi- 
dends which are paid by the corporation 
go in large measure to the small man, 
the man who has 5, 10, 15, or 20 shares. 
I am very confident that in the next 
part of his remarks the Senator from 
Minnesota will point out that the man 
of moderate means bears a relatively 
greater proportion of the income-tax 
burden than the man of larger income. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I shall take up the 
relationship of the tax load to the vari- 
ous income groups. I wish to say to my 
friend from Pennsylvania that there is 
no intention on the part of the Senator 
from Minnesota to tax the United States 
Steel Corp. out of business. 

Even after United States Steel pays 
the tax its profit picture will be about 
the best it has ever been. Possibly in 1 
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year, perhaps in 1948, the picture may 
have been just a little bit better. How- 
ever it will still mean record-breaking 
profits, and the stockholders will still get 
their dividends. The Senator from New 
York (Mr. LEHMAN] is correct when he 
stated that dividend checks have been 
as high in most instances as they have 
ever been in the history of the corpo- 
ration, and that in many instances they 
have been higher than ever before. I 
shall now discuss individual income 
taxes. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for another question? I 
shall not bother him again. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am glad to yield. 
It is perfectly all right. 

Mr. MARTIN. \I should like to make 
one comment. Because all of us want 
to come to the correct and proper con- 
clusion, we must remember that we have 
pon living in an inflated economy since 

1. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 

Mr. MARTIN. That fact must be 
taken into consideration. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I believe that to be 
a very fair observation. I am glad that 
the Senator from Pennsylvania has 
made it for the Record. Profits are mis- 
leading. Profits must be considered in 
relation to capital investment and sales. 
All factors must be balanced. 

B. INDIVIDUAL INCOME TAX 


The most equitable feature of the bill 
as passed by the House was the defense 
tax which increased everybody's taxes by 
12% percent, with an adjustment in the 
highest brackets to limit the topmost 
rate to a maximum of 94.5 percent. 

I may say, as I pass along, that no one 
makes any friends by talking about 
higher taxes. This has been a labor of 
love on my part, and must continue to 
be so, because I cannot imagine anyone 
liking a Senator any more for saying 
that a 12½-percent tax is a good tax. 
To say so is the easiest way to lose 
friends and make enemies. 

Mr. MARTIN. On that point, I may 
say that from a political standpoint it is 
always good politics to vote for every ap- 
propriation and against every tax 
measure. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Indeed, it is, and 
Congress has done just that. Congress 
has voted for the appropriations and 
the expenditures, but it has not gone 
quite down the full road in raising reve- 
nue. It seems to the Senator from Min- 
nesota that since the majority of the 
Senate has made the decision with re- 
spect to expenditures and appropria- 
tions, the same majority should have the 
same courage and the same drive to 
move ahead and acquire the necessary 
revenue. 

The method of increasing taxes for 
lower and middle bracket taxpayers— 
the increase by 12½ percent—has been 
retained in the bill before us, but the 
increase is reduced from 12% percent 
to 11 percent. In the higher brackets, 
however, the tax increase was limited to 
8 percent after present taxes. The effect 
of these changes at different levels of 
income for a married person with two 
dependents is shown in a table which I 
have had prepared. I ask unanimous 
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consent that the table may be printed in 
the Recor» at this point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 


Net income! 


———————— E 
1Income after deductions but before exemptions. 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the 
table outlines the tax increase in the 
House bill and in the Senate Finance 
Committee bill. It also shows the 
amount of reduction in the Senate bill 
and the percentage of reduction. 

I shall give only one or two examples 
from the table in order to point out its 
importance. For example, a man who 
has a net income of $3,000 would pay 
a tax increase of $15. Under the Senate 
bill he would pay a tax increase of $13. 
Obviously, the reduction would be $2, 
or 13 percent. 

Aman who has a net income of $5,000, 
which is the income of the vast majority 
of American people—they have an in- 
come of $5,000 or less—would pay a tax 
increase of $65 under the House bill. 
Under the committee bill his increase 
would be $57. The amount of the re- 
duction in the Senate bill is $8, or 12 
percent. 

If a man has a $10,000 net income, 
the House would increase his tax by 
$199. The Senate bill would increase 
it by $174. The amount of the reduc- 
tion would be $25 under the Senate bill, 
or a reduction of 13 percent. 
` If a man has a net income of $50,000, 
his tax would be increased by $2,361 
under the House bill, and by $2,080 under 
the committee bill. The amount of the 
reduction would be $281, or 12 percent, 

Aman who has a net income of $100,- 
000 would have his tax increased by 
$6,489 under the House bill, and by $3,680 
under the committee bill, a reduction of 
$2,809, or 43 percent. 

Some time ago it was suggested that 
we had better be thinking about where 
our sources of revenue are. The House 
thought that we could raise the tax on 

-a man who is getting $100,000 a year 
by $6,489 under an across-the-board 
supertax. The Senate said, “No, we 
will raise the tax $3,680.” In other 
words, the same Senate committee which 
gave a $10,000 a year man a 13-percent 
reduction in taxes, or a $5,000 a year man 
a 12-percent reduction in taxes, gave a 
$100,600 a year man a 43-percent re- 
duction in taxes. If the reductions are 
Said to be made on a 50-50 basis, then it is 
the same 50-50 basis that was used in 
the well-known story of the stew made 
on a 50-50 basis, as between horse meat 
and rabbit meat, by using one horse and 
one rabbit. 
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For a $500,000 a year income, the 
House of Representatives voted a tax 
increase of $29,571, but the Senate com- 
mittee voted a tax increase of only 
$7,787. The amount of reduction voted 
by the Senate committee, in that respect, 
is $21,784, or a 74-percent reduction. 

Mind you, Mr. President, that is a 74- 
percent reduction for a man having an 
earned income of $500,000 a year. He 
will receive a 74-percent reduction, under 
the provisions of the bill as reported by 
the Senate committee. Of course, his tax 
will not be reduced; but under the terms 
of the Senate committee version of the 
bill, his tax will be 74 percent less than 
the tax voted by the House of Repre- 
sentatives. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. STEN- 
nis in the chair). Does the Senator from 
Minnesota yield to the Senator from 
Oklahoma? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. KERR. The Senator is saying, is 
he not, that the increase will be that 
much less, not that the tax will be that 
much less? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I was just reaching 
that point when the Senator rose to his 
feet and asked that I yield. 

Mr. KERR. I thought the Senator 
from Minnesota had finished his state- 
ment and was about to take a drink of 
water. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. No; the Senator 
from Oklahoma must not have been 
watching me very carefully. 

Mr. KERR. Indeed I was watching 
the Senator carefully. 

Mr. President, will the Senator from 
Minnesota yield further? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. KERR. Does the Senator from 
Minnesota know the percentage the 
House fixed for the tax cn the portion of 
the income of such a person that is in 
excess of $80,000? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think it is 94.5. 

Mr. KERR. Les; 944% percent? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. - That is correct. 

Mr. KERR. The Senator from Min- 
nesota is aware of the fact, is he not, 
that that is aside from the income tax 
the citizen pays to his State government? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Iam aware of that. 

Mr. KERR. Does the Senator know 
what that average tax is? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I canont say, be- 
cause many States do not have income 
taxes. 

Mr. KERR. Many of the States have 
income taxes up to 8 percent, do they 
not? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes, and many of 
the States have a lower tax, and some of 
them have no income tax at all. 

Mr. KERR. Then the Senator from 
Minnesota is aware of the fact that un- 
der the provisions of the House version 
of the bill, the Government would have 
taken 94% percent in that case. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Over $80,000. 

Mr. KERR. Over $80,000, aside from 


the tax taken by the State in which the 


citizen lives. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 


Mr. KERR. Is the Senator from Min- 


nesota aware that under the Senate com- 
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mittee version of the bill the Govern- 
ment still will take 88 percent of what 
the citizen makes above $80,000? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think that is 
about correct. 

Mr. KERR. And that is aside from an 
average of approximately 4 percent the 


States take out of the citizens’ pockets, 


as a tax, above that amount; and that 
leaves the average taxpayer—if there is 
any in that group—with about $8 out of 
each $100 to which that rate is applied. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. HUMPHREY, That is correct. 

Mr. KERR. Does the Senator think 
that is too much to leave that particular 
taxpayer? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. No; I am merely 
saying that when we adjust the rates 
we should consider the man who is earn- 
ing $3,000 a year, and who is having a 
tough time living. 

Mr. KERR. Does not the Senator 
from Minnesota know that no taxpayer’s 
tax was increased 13 persent in the Sen- 
ate committee version of the bill? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, if 
the Senator from Oklahoma will be a lit- 
tle patient and will refer to my previous 
remarks, he will find that I said this is a 
super tax, a tax on a tax. I am simply 
saying that the House of Representatives 
voted to increase the tax paid by the 
$3,000 a year man by $15, and the Senate 
committee version of the bill calls for in- 
creasing it by $13. I am saying that by 
simple arithmetical computation that 
means that the Senate committee ver- 
sion of the bill was more generous to the 
$3,000 a year man; it will tax him less by 
13 percent, as compared with the tax 
voted by the House of Representatives. 

Mr. KERR. The Senator from Min- 
nesota is saying that the House ver- 
sion-Senate committee version of the bill 
did that? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I say that the bill 
a 3 by the Senate committee does 

at. 

Mr. KERR. I believe the Senator 
from Minnesota referred to the House- 
Senate committee action. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I believe the Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma should pay more 
attention to my argument, and less at- 
tention to my diction. 

Mr. KERR. However, Mr. President, 
it is a little difficult for me to tel! what 
the Senator from Minnesota has in mind, 
except by attempting to determine that 
by means of the words he uses. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
believe the Senator from Oklahoma 
joined, a moment ago, in the unanimous 
consent which was given to me to in- 
clude in the Record a table, which I 
think is quite comprehensive. 

Mr. KERR. However, it is a little dif- 


` ficult for me to tell what is in the table 


until I have an opportunity to see it. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I just read the 
table. The only trouble is that some 
persons did not like what I read in the 
table, because the table is very reveal- 
ing. 


Mr. President, I wish to observe that 
there has been a good deal of cross- 
examination and questioning, which I 
certainly wish to encourage, because I 


: believe it is important in connection with 
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the consideration of this bill, although 
it will make my remarks take much more 
time than I planned to have them take. 
I say with equal candor that the re- 
marks I have prepared are long in them- 
selves, because I have to the best of my 
ability, together with my associates, 
studied carefully the provisions which 
we believe to be most undesirable. 

Mr. President, as I have pointed out, 
the revisions made by the Senate Fi- 
nance Committee have reduced the tax 
increase voted by the House of Repre- 
sentatives by 12 or 13 percent for all 
levels of income up to $50,000. However, 
the reduction was 43 percent at the 
$100,000 level and 73 percent above the 
$509,000 level. Stated in other terms, 
the tax bill was reduced for the 36,000,000 
taxpayers with adjusted gross incomes of 
less than $5,000 by a total of $128,000,- 
000; bu’ for the 8,000,000 taxpayers with 
incomes above $5,000 the reduction was 
$351,000,000. To repeat, Mr. President, 
for 36,000,000 taxpayers the total reduc- 
tion was $128,000,000; but for 8,000,000 
taxpayers the total reduction was $351,- 
000,000. When we add that reduction 
to the corporate tax rate and consider 
the date of its effectiveness, it is clear 
that considerable consideration has been 
given to the very well-to-do, to those 
who have a very favorable profit situa- 
tion; at least, the consideration given 
them is far more extensive and far more 
conclusive than is the consideration 
which was given to the same group by 
the House of Representatives. 

These figures demonstrate the real 
purpose behind the revisions made in the 
tax increases for individuals. They were 
designed to soften the impact of the 
tax bill on low-income recipients by a 
few dollars in order to make more palat- 
able the very large reductions made in 
the taxes of the wealthy. The 8-per- 
cent limitation will benefit only single 
persons with taxable incomes above $27,- 
000 and married persons with taxable 
incomes above $54,000. Those with 
lower incomes will not save a single 
cent from this limitation. 

The staff of the Joint Committee on 
the Economic Report recently published 
the latest study of the distribution of 
total Federal, State, and local taxes by 
income levels. These figures are no less 
than startling, and it is unfortunate that 
they have not been given more wide- 
spread publicity. The facts, as pub- 
lished by the Joint Committee on the 
Economic Report, are as follows: 

In 1948 individuals and families with 
incomes under $1,000—and, Mr. Presi- 
dent, there are far too many of those in 
our country—paid 23.6 percent of their 
income in taxes to all levels of Govern- 
ment. This compares with 20.3 percent 
between $1,000 and $2,000; almost 22 
percent between $2,009 and $5,000. Mr. 
President, I point out that a man who 
was getting an income of $5,000, trying 
to support a wife, and the typical 
American family of two children or more, 
in 1948, before we stepped up the earned 
income tax—and we are getting ready to 
step it up further in this bill—was pay- 
ing 22 percent of his total income for 
taxes; 23.1 percent, if he had an income 
between $5,000 and $7,500 a year; and 
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31.7 percent in the classes above $7,500. 
Thus, the people with incomes be- 
low $1,000 actually bear a heavier tax 
load when all tax2s are taken into ac- 
count, than any group up to the $7,500 
level. 

Mr. President, I was shocked when I 
discovered these figures. I simply could 
not believe them. I remind my col- 
leagues that it is this little group which 
we sometimes forget because, frankly, 
we do not associate with them day in 
and day out in our duties as Senators. 
It is this group of people in America, 
with less than $5,000 a year income, who 
are suffering from high prices, from the 
high cost of medical care and who are 
suffering because their children do not 
have adequate schools to attend. They 
are the ones who are having to pay far 
in excess of what they ever paid before 
for a little wool coat for their children. 
These people pay a considerable tax bill, 
and the argument of the junior Senator 
from Minnesota is this: That so long 
as these people are paying 22 percent, 
or were, in 1948—and it has gone up 
considerably since 1948—of their total 
income in taxes, I am not moved a great 
deal when I hear it said that we cannot 
tax those who have incomes above 
$54,000 a year or $27,000 a year, or cor- 
porations which are making gross prof- 
its at an annual rate of $50,000,000,000 
a year. Iam not moved one whit, be- 
cause these are the folks who are bear- 
ing a great and heavy share of the tax 
burden; and I shall proceed, a little later, 
to show that there is “gimmick” after 
“gimmick” in the tax bill which does not 
help any man if he has an income of 
less than $25,000 a year, but there are 
all kinds of “gimmicks” to help him if 
he has a greater income than that. 

No; we say that if we increase the 
exemptions for a family which is trying 
to bring up a child in these days for 
what it cost to bring up a child a few 
years ago, we may not get the revenue. 
That is a frank statement. If the ex- 
emption for each child is increased, it 
would simply kill the revenue under this 
bill. So, in order to get the revenue, we 
are taxing again and again and again 
the low-income groups which are unor- 
ganized and do not have any paid lobby- 
ists, 

They are the simple folk throughout 
the country who live plainly, who do 
hard work, and who give their children 
to their Government for the service of 
their country, as others do. These folks 
have no spokesmen. They do not have 
anyone to write editorials for them. 
They do not have anyone who can speak 
for them on the radio. They do not 
have anyone to explain the extent of the 
tax load they bear; no, not at all. 

Mr. President, I have taken it upon 
myself at least to make a little contribu- 
tion to their welfare. I think that some- 
where among the people’s representa- 
tives we must have those who stand up 
to talk about this great group, which 
constitutes the great silent mass, we 
might say, of the American public. 
They are seething under these problems. 
But they did not have a lobby in Wash- 


n. 
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 


11719 


Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Louisiana. 

Mr. LONG. It seems to the junior 
Senator from Louisiana that one of the 
things which the Senate should consider 
most is not the higher brackets, because 
the taxes are very high on those higher 
brackets, so much as the exemptions. 
The ordinary wage-earner cannot take 
a deduction on the ground that he wants 
an extra automobile. If his child is 
sick, he cannot take a deduction unless 
the expense incurred is over a certain 
amount. If he entertains friends at his 
home, inviting them in for a party, he 
cannot deduct that. Those in the high- 
er brackets can claim that it is neces- 
sary in connection with their business to 
have parties and to give entertainments, 
and to have a good time, and at the same 
time claim a deduction for it as a neces- 
sary expense connected with their busi- 
ness. For example, some people can 
even have yacht after yacht and pad the 
income-tax return by charging them off 
as an expense of doing business. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Not only can they 
do it, but they do it. 

Mr. LONG. It is possible that some 
people use the yacht for pleasure, yet 
they always find some excuse for deduct- 
ing the expense as necessary in connec- 
tion with their business. They can have 
parties, they can entertain friends, on 
the theory, perhaps, that they are trying 
to obtain contracts in connection with 
their business, and that it is necessary in 
order that they may succeed in their 
business. They can write off such ex- 
penses as incidental to their business; 
whereas, on the other hand, if an aver- 
age person in the low-income bracket, 
employed by another person, tried to do 
the same thing he could not charge the 
expense off as a deduction. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sen- 
ator from Louisiana. He certainly has 
pointed out some very practical problems 
which are faced by the average man. 
What the Senator from Minnesota is try- 
ing to do, if I can state it in a nutshell, 
is to sell this idea to those who are wor- 
ried about the corporate taxes and the 
taxes on those in the upper brackets. I 
am saying that the people who have 
three yachts can perhaps get along with 
two, and that the people who have four 
Cadillacs can perhaps get along with 
three. That is not too much of a sacri- 
fice to ask. 

Even when we get into the field of 
$100,000 or $200,000 incomes, there are 
half a dozen ways of converting earned 
income into capital gains, which I in- 
tend to discuss; and when one gets into 
the capital gains tax rate, he does not 
pay an 80 percent tax, he pays a 25 per- 
cent tax. But I submit that 95 percent 
of the American people cannot enjoy 
capital gains. They cannot enjoy that 
25 percent rate, because they do not 
have sufficient income. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Colorado. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Does the Senator 
know how much revenue the capital- 
gains tax produces? 
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Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes; I am coming 
to that. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. How much is it? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. If the Senator 
will hold up and be patient, I am work- 
ing into that. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Very well. The 
Senator has said that many people can- 
not participate in capital gains, because 
they do not have sufficient income. I 
believe he really has in mind the fact 
that many people cannot take advantage 
of capital gains, because they do not 
have the capital. In other words, if 
one owns stock, for example, and the 
stock goes up in value, and he sells it 
at a profit, after holding it for 6 months, 
that could be taxed at 25 percent, where- 
as a person might otherwise be in the 
75-percent bracket; but on the other 
hand, if a person is not fortunate 
enough to own the stock in the first 
place, he cannot take the benefit of the 
capital gains for he has no stock to sell, 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is 
correct. Mr. President, I want to con- 
clude my remarks regarding the section 
on earned income, by simply saying that 
the need for revenue is urgent, and that 
we must impose higher taxes even on 
those in the lower-income groups, who 
are already heavily burdened. We can- 
not give away a half billion dollars of 
taxes at this time, especially when the 
major share goes to the wealthy. I, 
therefore, urge my colleagues to recon- 
sider the reductions made in the House 
bill and to restore the original indi- 
vidual income-tax increases passed by 
the House. Mr. President, an appropri- 
ate amendment will be offered at the 
proper time to restore the House figure 
to the bill. 

C. CAPITAL GAINS 


Now, Mr. President, I come to that en- 
tieing and bewildering species of tax 
legislation known as capital gains. 

- A year ago, Mr. President, in the old 
Supreme Court chamber, I pointed out 
that the old feudal kings would comb 
the countryside for what they thought 
were the scientists of their day. They 
put these long-haired scientific“ men 
up in the attic of the castle and said to 
them, “We want you to convert base 
metal into gold.” These men were 
called alchemists. Theirs was the sci- 
ence of alchemy. 
Ot course, after four hundred or five 
hundred years of fruitless searching on 
the part of the scientists of those days, 
they never did convert base metal into 
gold. We had to wait for the modern 
tax lawyer to do that. He has been able 
to do it. He can convert base metal into 
gold, and, believe me, he has been doing 
it. He has an ever-increasing produc- 
tive program of how to convert earned 
income into capital gains. Earned in- 
come is always taxed at higher rates. 
How does one convert earned income and 
have it treated under the capital gains 
tax rate? Once we can do that, we 
really have something, Mr. President. 
When we increase the income-tax rates, 
as we have done two times and are pre- 
paring to do a third time, and when we 
increase corporate tax rates, as we are 
preparing to do, if we leave the capital 


gains rate where it is we promote the 
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attempt to convert earned income into 
capital gains. 

I do not claim, Mr. President, to be any 
thoroughgoing expert on the subject, 
but I found a study of it interesting and 
informative, and I have spent a good deal 
of time in the past year looking into 
capital gains. 

The capital gains rate is now limited to 
a maximum of 25 percent, and profits 
from the sale of assets held for 6 months 
or more are given this preferential treat- 
ment. So far as I have been able to de- 
termine, the 6-month holding period ac- 
complishes nothing except to reduce the 
taxes of speculators who will be able in 
one way or another to hold their gains for 
at least 6 months in order to obtain the 
preferential rate on long-term capital 
gains. 

The low rate of tax on capital gains 
singles out for special treatment incomes 
which are characterized by no less evi- 
dence of ability to pay than are other 
types of incomes. At one time earned 
income was entitled to a special credit for 
tax purposes, but that day is now past. 

Capital gains are heavily concentrated 
in the high-income brackets, and the 
preferential treatment accorded them 
will be especially favorable to the 
wealthy. At the $3,000 level, capital 
gains amounted to less than one-half 
of 1 percent of total income in 1948; but 
they amounted to 25 percent at the $500,- 
000 level. Preferential treatment for 
capital gains is, therefore, nothing less 
than class legislation—legislation which 
reduces the tax burden of the wealthy 
classes. 

The Secretary of the Treasury urged 
that the capital gains tax be increased. 
He pointed out that the starting rate on 
ordinary incomes and the rate on long- 
term capital gains for individuals not 
subject to the alternative tax were in- 
creased substantially under the Revenue 
Act of 1950, and will also be increased 
again under the bill which is before the 
Senate. His recommendation was that 
the alternative tax rate be increased 
from 25 to 3742 percent. Why, Mr. Pres- 
ident? He did this to put it into proper 
relationship with the earned income and 
corporate tax rates. 

I wish to make expressly and concise- 
ly clear my point that there should be 
preserved in the bill the historic relation- 
ship between earned income tax rates 
and corporate tax rates and capital gains 
tax rates. If we do not preserve that his- 
toric relationship, we merely encourage 
the abuse of the tax laws to avoid the 
payment of taxes. 

I am suggesting, and I shall offer an 
amendment, that the capital gains rate 
be made 35 percent. I have gone back 
over the increases in the Revenue Act of 
1950 and the proposed increases in the 


Present bill and added up the earned in- 


come tax rate increases, added up the 
corporate tax rate increases, and found 
that those two require that we raise the 
capital gains tax by about 9 or 10 percent. 
The present rate is 25 percent, and we 
are suggesting a 35 percent rate. 

The House increased the capital gains 
rate to 28 percent for corporations and 
individuals, or by only one-fifth of the 
increase proposed by the Secretary of 
the Treasury, The bill before the Senate 
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does not contain even this small in- 
crease. Why does not the Finance Com- 
mittee believe in increasing tax burdens 
of recipients of capital gains, even in the 
slightest degree, as the burdens on wages 
and other incomes are increased? Why 
should that tax be left untouched when 
every other tax rate in the bill is being 
raised? 

The reason given is that an increase of 
3 percentage points will reduce rather 
than increase the revenues. On pages 
62 and 63 of the report of the Ways and 
Means Committee of the House it will be 
found that $800,000,000 will be lost as 
the result of the elimination of the 
capital gains tax increase recommended 
by the House. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Will the Senator be 
good enough to demonstrate how the 
adoption of the recommendation of the 
committee would not be beneficial? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am coming to 
that. 

The fact of the matter is that the 
yield from. capital gains has not de- 
pended on the capital gains rate. Capi- 
tal gains reported on tax returns have 
increased and decreased as the stock- 
market has gone up and down. Large 
capital gains were reported when the 
rates were high and low; and, con- 
versely, varying amounts of capital gains 
were reported when the rate has re- 
mained unchanged for a number of 
years. The basic forces of the market 
are more controlling than the tax rate, 
and it is erroneous to suppose that a 
relatively small change in the capital- 
gains tax can upset the market. 

The report on capital-gains taxation 
was submitted to the committee by the 
Treasury Department, and I should like 
to ask any member of the committee 
whether the report substantiates the 
conclusion that a 3-percent increase will 
discourage trade in this area. Will any 
member of the committee make the re- 
port available to the Senate so that we 
can all give the matter the careful study 
which it deserves? 

The failure of both the House and the 
Finance Committee to lengthen the 
holding period from 6 months to 1 year 
isalsounwarranted. The holding period 
was originally designed to prevent tax- 
ation of capital gains which accrue over 
many years from being taxed as a lump 
sum in the year when the gains are 
realized. The holding period was orig- 
inally 2 years, but it was gradually whit- 
tled down until, in 1942, it was reduced to 
6 months. Last year the Senate com- 
mittee tried to reduce it to 3 months, 
Capital gains are supposed to have some- 
thing to do with capital improvements, 
with investments, with assets. To re- 
duce the period to 3 months at a time 
when there was speculation of all sorts 
going on in the American markets was 
to play into the hands of speculators. I 
submit that the period of time ought to 
be a year. If one makes an investment 
which is worthy of being called an invest- 
ment, a year in which to hold it for a 
special preferential tax treatment ought 

to be a minimum, 


1951 


Mr. President, there is no justification 
for taxing a profit from an investment 
held for less than 1 year at a preferential 
rate any more than to give such treat- 
ment to a jeweler, a druggist, a grocer, 
or any other merchant who turns over 
his stock of merchandise only twice a 
year. In other words, why do we not 
give such a preferential rate to the aver- 
age merchant if he turns over his stock 
twice a year? We do not. 

The individual income tax is figured 
on an annual basis, and there is no hard- 
ship imposed if the assets are held for 
less than 1 year. The 6-months-holding- 
period provision benefits mainly the 
speculator; the genuine investor who 
holds his stock for long periods for in- 
vestment purposes derives no benefit 
from a short holding period. 

An increase in the capital-gains tax 
is required not only on the ground that 
all other incomes have been subject to 
higher tax rates since Korea, but also 
on the ground that it is needed to pro- 
tect the basic equity of the individual 
income tax. 

I repeat what I have pointed out in 
my earlier comment, that when tax rates 
are high and one type of income is sub- 
ject to a lower rate, it is natural that in- 
dividuals will try to convert ordinary in- 
come into the type of income which is 
given preferential low-rate tax treat- 
ment. The courts have for years wres- 
tled with this problem, but the cases of 
tax avoidance keep increasing. When I 
Say “avoidance” I mean converting prof- 
its into capital gains. What are we do- 
ing with that problem here? We are 
adding to the temptation to convert or- 
dinary income into the type of income 
which is given preferential treatment. 

What is more important—and this bill 
affords one of the best examples—ordi- 
nary incomes are converted into capital 
gains by legislative action. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. LONG. Of course, to be entirely 
fair about this picture, I believe the Sen- 
ator would agree that there are some 
transactions taxed as capital gains where 
there actually was no income at all. For 
example, if a man owns a home he 
bought for $5,000, and that house today 
would cost $10,000 to build, if he sold the 
house, he would have to pay income on 
what appeared to be a $5,000 gain, even 
though he might later buy another house 
of the same value with that money. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is 
correct. 

Mr. LONG. Of course, the bill pro- 
poses to make at least some allowance 
for that kind of case, and I believe that 
is proper. On the other hand, if the per- 
son who had a house which cost him 
$5,000 12 years ago were to sell the house 
today with the dollar worth only 50 cents 
compared to what it was worth 12 
years ago, and move into an apartment, 
or at least not buy another home with 
the same money, he would pay income 
tax on something which was not income 
at all, but merely an inflation of money. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think the Senator 
is making a very valid observation. 

Mr. LONG. There are many situa- 
tions in which the Government taxes the 
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proceeds of transactions as capital gains 
when they are only ordinary income. 
There is no real distinction between them 
and any other income. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sen- 
ator from Louisiana for his valuable con- 
tribution. That is something which is 
of value to a committee particularly, in 
studying the subject of taxation. 

Mr. President, while the taxes on ordi- 
nary incomes of individuals and corpora- 
tions are increased by almost $4,500,000,- 
000, capital gains treatment is accord- 
ed to other ordinary incomes in this bill. 
I shall have more to say about these new 
loopholes later. It is sufficient to note at 
this point that, when we fail to move up 
the capital gains tax as the tax on ordi- 
nary incomes increases, we run th? risk 
of undermining the individual income 
tax base, that is, through the conversion 
of ordinary income into capital gains. 
In other words, if we keep whacking 
away at this ordinary income base, even 
though we have high rates, we will find 
that we shall have nothing to draw from, 
because ordinary income is being con- 
verted into capital gains, which are be- 
ing given the preferential type of treat- 
ment. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I should greatly ap- 
preciate it if the Senator from Minne- 
sota would give us a rather full illustra- 
tion of how the ordinary income base 
would be whittled away by the process 
which he describes. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I shall be glad to 
do so. For example, if a man has an in- 
come of $500,000 a year, he can take part 
of that $500,000 a year income and make 
some investments with it, hold the in- 
vestments for 6 months, and sell them 
and the profits become taxable at 25 
percent instead of the high rate of 94.5 
percent which would be the tax imposed 
on a man with an income of $500,000 a 
year. In other words, when he gets into 
that high-income bracket with the high- 
rate schedule it is perfectly obvious that 
one of the desires such a man has is to 
convert his income into an asset which 
can be sold and treated as a capital gain 
and thereby be taxed at the 25 percent 
rate, I think that is one of the classic 
examples as to what has happened again 
and again, and I shall have more ex- 
amples to cite as I go along. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator again yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I think there is a 
fallacy in the assumption of the Senator 
that all capital transactions represent 
profits. Suppose the investor does not 
make a capital gain. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. If he does not make 
a capital gain, of course, he does not pay 
any tax. 

Mr, MILLIKIN. Of course. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Not only that, but 
he may deduct his loss. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Yes, if he has some- 
thing against which to deduct it. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Let me make a sug- 
gestion to the Senator. When the indi- 
vidual gets the proceeds from a sale on 
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which he has realized a capital gain, 
what does he do with it? He either in- 
vests it again in capital, does he not, in 
something that yields some kind of in- 
come? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Indeed. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. That will be caught 
with the income tax. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Let us say, for ex- 
ample, that a man has an income of 
$500,000 a year. Let us say he takes 
$250,000 of that and buys with it an 
apartment house. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. He does not have 
that much left after he is taxed the 90 
percent. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Let us assume that 
he accumulates that much, and there 
are plenty who have done so. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Out of the 10 per- 
cent that is left to him after the 90 per- 
cent tax? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes, over the years. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Does the Senator 
from Minnesota mean that there are 
men who have a $500,000 a year income 
who can accumulate $500,000 out of the 
10 percent that is left to them after the 
90 percent tax? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I will say that I 
mean just that. We read about some 
great man who passes away, and his 
estate turns out to be worth $5,000,000 
or $10,000,000 or more. How did he get 
that money? Did he get it by swatting 
flies? He got it because he was able to 
keep it from the income he received. 
He got it because he was able to make 
money on certain investments which he 
made. The receipts accrued, and the re- 
755 was a good, sizable estate when he 

ed. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Men with sizable 
estates got them, with some exceptions, 
before we had the income tax as we now 
have it. When the Senator from Min- 
nesota talks about a $500,000 income 
man, considering that we take from that 
income about 90 percent, and when he 
says that then he is going to make vast 
investments with the remainder and at 
the same time continue his normal ac- 
tivities and his normal ways of life, 
whatever they may be, I suggest that the 
distinguished Senator has entered com- 
pletely the field of fantasy. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I suggest to the 
Senator from Colorado that the Sena- 
tor from Minnesota is not in the field of 
fantasy. The Senator from Minnesota 
is only citing what takes place day 
after day. Men are making money, de- 
spite the high rates, and they are able 
to convert that money into a tax base 
which is less onerous, less burdensome, 
than the earned income tax. If the Sen- 
ator from Colorado, is saying to me that 
the executives and prominent business 
and professional leaders of our coun- 
try, who are well paid, are not able to 
accumulate wealth, I want him to pro- 
duce the evidence, and not merely a 
statement. The fact of the matter is 
that there is plenty of wealth. Those 
men own fine homes and hig farms. 
Many of them have great concessions in 
mines, oil, timber, or land. This is hap- 
pening in my generation. It happened 
in the Senator’s generation. It will hap- 
pen in the next generation. It is lu- 
dicrous to say that people are not able 
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to accumulate wealth in this day and 
age, because they do. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I suggest to the dis- 
tinguished Senator that on the case he 
postulated, it is completely ludicrous to 
suggest that if we leave a man 10 percent 
of his income we can expect him to ac- 
cumulate wealth. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. 
$80,000. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Take the effective- 
burden tables and see what is left for 
the $500,000 man. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I suggest that that 
is true in most instances individually, 
as well as under the Senator’s favorite 
method of aggregating everything and 
speaking of averages. One cannot ac- 
cumulate great wealth when he is al- 
lowed to retain only 10 percent of his 
profits. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. When we come to 
talk about stock options, we shall show 
how some of those men, according to the 
Wall Street Journal, not only get a 
fairly good salary, but when they want 
something extra they get a stock option, 
which they are able to convert, not into 
income, but into capital gains. 

I also remind the Senator from Colo- 
rado that when a man has an income of 
$500,000 a year he can charge off many 
things which the average Joe cannot 
charge off. The average man cannot 
charge off his car, his rowboat, or his 
entertainment. But when a man has an 
income of $500,000 a year he has a good 
lawyer. And when he has a good law- 
yer, he finds out how to charge off the 
yacht—not the rowboat. He learns how 
to include the Cadillac as a part of the 
business, and not just something in the 
garage which is an expense to the fam- 
ily. It becomes an expense in the enter- 
prise. Such a man learns how to in- 
corporate himself, as motion-picture ac- 
tors have found out how to incorporate 
themselves. He learns a million and one 
things which the average American cit- 
izen has never dreamed of. 

All I ask my friend from Coloraao to 
do is to produce living evidence—or the 
obituary evidence—with respect to peo- 
ple who earn $500,000 a year and who do 
not drink it up or dissipate it. I am re- 
ferring to the average wholesome, clean- 
cut hard-working man who gets from 
$250,000 to $500,000 a year. I want the 
Senator from Colorado to show me why 
he is unable to accumulate anything. 
According to the Senator from Colorado 
he is just living from hand to mouth, 
with the little money he has left—barely 
enough to take care of his knitting. I 
believe that those in that income bracket 
are doing all right. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. 


After the first 


I am not making 
statements. I am just talking elemen- 
tary arithmetic, which I assume the Sen- 
ator studied along with the rest of us. 
If a man has a $500,000 a year income, 
and he is permitted to retain only 10 
percent of it, he cannot engage in en- 
terprises requiring vast wealth, such as 
the Senator has described. True, he 
can hire a lawyer. True, he may have 
all kinds of opportunities to make money 
out of the $50,000 which is left. But 
he also has the big estate to which the 
Senator refers, to maintain. That in- 
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volves the employment of many persons. 
He has three Cadillacs, as the Senator 
describes. They must be garaged, oiled, 
greased, and driven. I suppose, not be- 
ing a member of the administration, he 
has to buy a pastel mink coat for his 
wife occasionally. That sets him back a 
little. When he gets through, he prob- 
ably has nothing left. He cannot in- 
dulge in vast projects involving invest- 
ment of large sums of money out of 
spendable income. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The trouble with 
this country is that the people have been 
accustomed to living as their neighbors 
live. The Democrats have never had 
mink coats. They became accustomed 
to seeing some of their Republican 
friends with mink coats. They did not 
know how to get one, and some may 
have succumbed in a way which was 
a little crude. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. They do not know 
how to get them, yet they get them, in 
a very crude way. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Indeed. But let 
me point out to my friend from Colo- 
rado that they learned from those who 
are a little more slick. They learned 
from people who found out how to get 
mink coats and charge them up to the 
business, to the corporation. They 
learned how to get yachts and charge 
them up tu the corporation. They have 
learned, for example, that one can main- 
tain a suite of rooms in the Mayflower 
Hotel which he never even uses, and 
charge it to the business as a tax-de- 
ductible item. 

If the Senator wants to put an ad- 
vertisement in a newspaper he must pay 
for it. But if a businessman puts an 
advertisement in a newspaper, it is tax- 
deductible. So let us not condemn alone 
some of the poor folks who have become 
a little confused and crude. They have 
not had an opportunity to acquire the 
necessary culture in the art of “slicker- 
ing” the Government out of tax reve- 
nues. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. They have had 18 
years of education, and they are learn- 
ing rapidly and on a wide front. One 
cannot pick up a newspaper without 


having accounts of the experts in those 


rackets bursting im his face, with their 
crookedness and their unethical conduct. 
The Senator's party has had 18 years 
to eliminate those things. How much 
time does he want? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Let me say to my 
friend from Colorado that one way to 
eliminate that condition is to begin to 
put the tax law on an equitable basis. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President—— 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Wait a moment. 
Let me say to my good friend from Colo- 
rado that the smoke screen which has 
been laid down, of deep-freezes, mink 


I did not mention 
deep-freezes. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. All those things 
are insignificant when compared to the 
robbery that can take place legitimately. 
All it is necessary to do is to legalize 
a certain practice, and then it becomes 
legitimate. We legalize the opportunity 
for people to avoid their fair share of 
the burdens of the cost of government 
and the cost of defense of their country. 
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If we settle down and talk about the 
loopholes in the tax bill, we shall find 
that while there have been a few scoun- 
drels in this administration, and while 
there have been a few scoundrels in 
other administrations, the amount 
which has been lost in terms of public 
revenue which they have been able to 
steal—if they have been able to steal 
any—and it is still only allegation—is 
peanuts compared with what is lost in 
some of the loopholes which the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota expects to discuss 
very soon. 

For example, what moral, ethical, eco- 
nomic, or political justification is there 
for a 27% percent oil depletion allow- 
ance? Why should the oil operators be 
able to get the oil wells paid for a dozen 
times? That is not stealing, because we 
legalize it. We shall talk about that sub- 
ject in more detail as we go along. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Of that the Senator 
may be assured. I merely wish to stick to 
the present subject, which includes the 
Senator’s allegation that the people to 
whom he refers, in the higher income 
brackets, rent large suites of rooms, and 
indulge in large expense accounts. I get 
a picture of bacchanalian orgies which 
form a basis for deduction from their ex- 
pense accounts. Let me drop a gentle 
hint into the mind of the distinguished 
Senator from Minnesota. That situation 
is entirely within the control, under the 
tax laws, of the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury. That agency, too, has had 18 years 
opportunity to educate itself as to how 
to stop it. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Let me say to the 
Senator from Colorado that a great deal 
of manipulation can be done under the 
heading of business expenses.“ Appar- 
ently business is not defined. One can 
surely make a great deal of monkey busi- 
ness out of the definition of business, 
That has happened all too often. How- 
ever, business expenses are deductible. 
Let us not go too far. There are legiti- 
mate business expenses. I am simply 
dealing with the question of capital 
gains. The contention is made that 
with the high income-tax rates, a person 
in the higher income brackets simply 
could not accumulate any wealth. I say 
to the Senator that despite the apparent 
logic of his argument, wealth has been 
accumulated and is being accumlated. 
The Senator from Colorado knows it as 
well as does the Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will- 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I suggest to the Sen- 
ator that he must make a choice as to 
where he wants to get revenue. If he 
wants to get revenue out of capital gains, 
the way to get it is to shorten the period 
and decrease the rate. 

Mr. HUMPHREY, That is the Sena- 
tor’s opinion. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. If he were to lengthen 
the time and increase the rate, and thus 
sterilize the movement of capital—if that 
is what the Senator wishes—he would 
not be helping the income base with 
greater income, and thus we would not 
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be collecting any more income taxes at 
either end. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator's ar- 
gument is persuasive, but it is not con- 
clusive. He is simply saying that if we 
raise the tax rate or extend the period, 
we dry up the sources of revenue. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I did not say that. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is what the 
Senator implied. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Oh, no. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator said 
that revenues would be severely limited. 

Mr. MILLIKIN, No; I did not even 
say that. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. What did the 
Senator sar? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I say that the lower 
the rate and the shorter the period of 
time, the greater the amount of capital 
transactions, and therefore the greater 
the amount of capital gains will be, if 
that is what the Senator wants. I then 
said that if that is not what the Senator 
wants, he can picture some relationship 
which he has not explained between the 
capital-gains tax and the income tax. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I said that if he pic- 
tures the relationship there, and if he 
wants to sterilize the capital movements 
of the country by lengthening the pe- 
riod it woulc have no effect on the in- 
come tax bases except a deleterious ef- 
fect. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Is that not what I 
said the Senator from Colorado had 
pointed out? I said the Senator from 
Colorado had pointed out that if we ex- 
tended the duration and raised the rates 
it would have a deleterious effect. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I agree entirely with 
the Senator. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I tell the Senator 
from Colorado that he is wrong. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, first 
we reach an agreement and then the 
Senator from Minnesota tells me I am 
wrong. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I pointed out to 
the Senator from Colorado that the 
study by the Treasury Department and 
by the House Committee on Ways and 


‘Means revealed the fact that there is no 


t 


relationship of capital gains and the ac- 
cumulation of capital gains to the tax 
rate. The relationship has been pri- 
marily to the market and to the factors 
that affect the market. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Is not the capital- 
gains rate a factor in the market? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Les, but not a con- 


clusive factor. I want to say further that 


once we increase the corporate tax and 
the individual income tax it is impera- 
tive that we increase the capital gains 


rate, in order to maintain the historic 


balance. I ask the Senator from Colo- 
rado to give me some evidence which will 
show that if we raise the rate we actual- 
ly hold down capital-gains transactions. 

Mr. Does the Senator 
from Minnesota want some evidence? 

Mr. HUMPHREY, Yes. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. No fooling? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. No fooling. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Here are the rich, 
Dot- bellied fellows with incomes of 
$500,000 a year, whose incomes are re- 
duced by taxes to $50,000 a year. They 


want to get rich on capital gains. I 
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assume they have something left. They 
want to accumulate as much as they can 
out of what is left to them after they 
have paid their income tax. Let us 
assume that it is generated out of prop- 
erty which pays them the income. 
They want to make money by capital 
transactions. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Is it not inconceiv- 
able to say that they will not turn their 
property over oftener via the capital- 
gains route if they have a lesser period 
than a greater period, and a lower rate 
than a higher rate, if they are actuated 
by the motives which the Senator from 
Minnesota assumes? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from 
Colorado sets up a false standard. The 
Senator wants to talk about a situation 
which he designs. Let us assume that 
there are tax rates only as follows: The 
earned income tax rates which are con- 
tained in the new bill and the corporate 
tax rates in this bill, and let us assume 
that the capital-gain rate is advanced 3 
points, or to 28 percent. 

When a man has a choice between 
paying a high earned income tax, a high 
corporate tax, or a low capital gains 
tax, if he is going to make any trans- 
action he will use the 28 percent rate. 
The Senator says he will just quit doing 
business. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. No, no. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. We have been 
hearing that argument for a long time. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I merely say that if 
a man wants to engage in a capital 
transaction, or if he is thinking about it, 
he will be more tempted to do so if the 
rate is 25 percent instead of 28 percent, 
or 20 percent instead of 25 percent. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Make it 5 percent. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Make it 5 percent. 
Then there would be a constant tempta- 
tion. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. How much tax 
would be collected? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. If the Senator’s pur- 
pose is to get revenue the man should 
be enticed to make more frequent turn- 
overs. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Hunt in the chair). The Chair would 
suggest that Senators address the Chair. 
It would help the Official Reporter con- 
siderably. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I believe it would 
help the debate. 

I conclude my remarks on the capital 
gains portion of the bill by suggesting 
that lengthening the holding period to 
6 months and increasing the capital 
gains rate for individuals and corpora- 
tions to 35 percent would produce $300,- 
000,000 of revenue. In times like these 
we cannot afford to give up this much 
revenue when the case for a tax increase 
is so strong. 

II. SUGGESTED LOOPHOLE-CLOSING PROVISIONS 

A group of Senators will present to the 
Senate some suggested loophole- closing 
amendments. I believe it is known that 
several of us have been studying the 
House tax bill, and several of us have 
been watching to the best of our ability 
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the actions of the Senate Finance Com- 
mittee. We have been contemplating 
submitting certain amendments to the 
present bill. 

The changes in the bill which I have 
suggested thus far would raise a total of 
almost $1,400,000,000, and would increase 
the yield of the bill to $6,900,000,000. In 
other words, the changes in the bill 
which I have suggested thus far, namely, 
the changes in capital gains tax, the 
changes in the corporation tax, and the 
changes in the earned income tax, if 
adopted, would raise an additional $1,- 
400,000,000 a year. We will need the ad- 
ditional revenue. It will not jeopardize 
the solvency of our economy, and will not 
in any way result in injury to the tax- 
payer. The result I have outlined would 
still fall far short of the amount of reve- 
nue needed to balance the budget. I 
submit that billions of dollars more 
could be raised by determined effort to 
close the loopholes. 

I believe that Senators will agree with 
me when I say that a man in the street, 
however unsophisticated he may be, en- 
dorses a pay-as-you-go policy. He is 
willing to be taxed to pay for his own 
defense. But he insists that taxes be 
levied fairly, and that everybody should 
shoulder the burden according to his 
ability to pay. 

I want to emphasize this point be- 
cause I believe it is important. When 
we increase the tax burden of a married 
man with two children and with an in- 
come of $60 a week by $1 a week, we are 
denying him the use of a dollar which 
would otherwise go for food, clothing or 
lodging. There is little room for any- 
thing else in his budget. This sacrifice 
can and will be borne by our wage earn- 
ers and farmers if they are assured that 
others are paying their fair share. 

We cannot in good faith ask the rank 
and file to make a substantially larger 
tax contribution for the defense effort 
when a chosen few can take advantage 
of glaring loopholes in the tax laws. It 
would violate every test of equal sacri- 
fice to ask the man in the street to pay 
higher excise and income taxes when 
the rich become richer through our fail- 
ure to close loopholes. 

What are the most important loop- 
holes? 

I know that I will soon get into active 
debate with some of my colleagues, but 
I shall refer to four categories. 

First, the unbelievably generous de- 
pletion provisions hand the oil and min- 
ing interests about three-quarters of a 
billion dollars each year. Last year the 
President called this loophole the most 
glaring in the tax laws. Congress did 
nothing about it. This year, with tax 
rates going still higher, this loophole 
becomes more intolerable. 

Second, the income-splitting provi- 
sions enacted by the Eightieth Congress 
confer unwarranted tax benefits on the 
well-to-do. People in the lowest tax 
bracket gained nothing from this pro- 
vision. At the $500,000 level it reduced 
taxes of a married person by $25,000. We 
cannot afford to give such large tax 
reductions to the higher-income classes 
in times like these. 

Third, at the same time that wage 
earners are paying every last cent of 
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their taxes because it is withheld from 
their pay envelopes, billions of dollars 
of interest and dividends are evading 
taxes. This critical evasion must be 
stopped. The best way to do this is 
to withhold the tax from interest and 
dividends just like we do on wages and 
salaries. 

Fourth, the estate and gift taxes are 
in a pitiful state. It is unbelievable 
that, in a country as wealthy as ours, 
these taxes raise little more than three- 
quarters of a billion dollars. The Sec- 
retary of the Treasury presented a plan 
to the Congress last year for tightening 
up these taxes, but nothing was done. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. 

Mr. KERR. Is it possible that the 
health of the country might be a con- 
tribution toward the small amount of 
the inheritance tax? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I believe it is pos- 
sible that it may be a contributing fac- 
tor, but I do not think it is the controlling 
one. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield at this point, in order that 
I may request unanimous consent to have 
a quorum call had, without causing the 
Senator from Minnesota to lose the floor? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I shall be very 
grateful for that, Mr. President. 

Mr. KERR. Then, Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that I may sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum and that 
there may be a quorum call, without 
causing the Senator from Minnesota to 
lose the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Hunt 
in the chair). Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none, and the clerk will call 
the roll. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena- 
tor from Oklahoma very much. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for a 
quorum call be rescinded and that fur- 
ther proceedings under the call be 
suspended. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Oklahoma? The Chair hears 
none, and it is so ordered. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
was speaking of the estate and gift taxes 
and I said they should be made to pro- 
duce more than they now produce. 

A tax bill of the size being considered 
here would be deficient without a thor- 
ough revision of these taxes. 
| These four items alone add up to al- 
most $4,000,000,000. I have not men- 
tioned others, such as the loopholes in 
the capital-gains provisions, the weak 
tax provisions for life insurance com- 
panies, and the tax hand-outs to the 
large corporations through the accel- 
erated amortization provisions. A de- 
termined effort to close all the loopholes 
could therefore be made to yield billions 
more. I realize that the need for speed 
will preclude the adoption of all of these 


loophole-closing provisions. Nonethe- 


less, there is more than enough to choose 
from to raise the yield in the bill now 
before us substantially, and we expect to 
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offer some of them as amendments to the 
bill. 
A. PERCENTAGE DEPLETION 

I desire now to refer to percentage de- 
pletion. I made some general comments 
about it a few moments ago. 

The first and most important loophole 
which should be corrected is percentage 
depletion. At present rates and income 
levels, percentage depletion saves oil 
and mining interests at least $750,000,- 
000 a year and 85 cents out of every $1 
goes to an oil company. Such tax re- 
lief cannot be justified either on equity 
grounds or on economic grounds. It is 
no wonder that the profits of the oil in- 
dustry are expected to exceed 82.000, 
000,000 this year, and that the stocks of 
oil companies have been in the lead of 
this year’s bull stock market. 

Real depletion to an an oil well or 
mine is simply what depreciation is to 
machinery or buildings used in a busi- 
ness. The theory is that oil wells are 
exhausted in the process of working 
them and producing income. Conse- 
quently, part of every dollar received is 
not taxed because it is only a return of 
the money originally invested. This 
kind of depletion, however, is already 
fully covered by section 23 of the Inter- 
nal Revenue Code. 

Percentage depletion of oil and gas 
wells was first allowed in 1925. The 
Treasury has been pointing out the in- 
equity and pointlessness of this subsidy 
to the oil industry for at least 13 years. 

Percentage depletion, as applied to 
oil and gas, simply means an income-tax 
deduction of 27% percent—over one- 
fourth—of the gross income from the 
property, or one-half of the net income 
whichever is smaller. 

This bonus has nothing to do with the 
cost the owner is entitled to recover, and 
continues as long as the oil or gas well 
is in operation. The owner may recover 
the cost of his investment a hundred- 
fold through these so-called depletion 
allowances. 

Still more taxes are lost through ex- 
cessive depletion deductions of individ- 
ual oil-well owners. The Treasury re- 
cently cited a number of cases where 
wealthy individuals, with annual in- 
comes averaging over $1,000,000 a year, 
paid an average income tax of only 2244 
percent. For the citation for this state- 
ment, Mr. President, see page 59 of the 
hearings before the Committee on Ways 
and Means, Revenue Revision of 1950. 

Again the Treasury has shown that in 
1947 the oil companies worth over $100,- 
000,000 claimed percentage depletion of 
more than 13 times the actual depletion 
or an original-cost basis. In plain lan- 
guage, that is practically equivalent to 
allowing a businessman to recover the 
cost of his plant 13 times through tax de- 
pletion or depreciation deductions. As 
long as we are going to play that game, 
I suppose it is only fair to allow taxicab 
drivers to deduct the cost of their cabs 13 
times for income-tax purposes. The cab 
drivers certainly need it and probably 
deserve it just as much as do the oil com- 
panies. 

Percentage depletion does not end 
there, however. Special provisions allow 


oil companies to deduct development 
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costs, costs of a kind that cannot cur- 
rently be deducted by other businesses 
for tax purposes. Their percentage de- 
pletion is allowed on the same expenses 
in the same year. As the Secretary of the 
Treasury has said, this is a double de- 
duction for the same costs, once when 
they are incurred, and again under per- 
centage depletion. 

The following statement of President 
Truman is of interest here. In his 1950 
tax message he said: 

I know of no loophole in the tax laws so 
inequitable as to the excessive depletion 
exemptions now enjoyed by oil and mining 
interests. 


And the President documented his 
charges as follows: 

For example, during the 5 years 1943-47, 
during which it was necessary to collect an 
income tax from people earning less than $20 
a week, one oil operator was able, because of 
these loopholes, to develop properties yield- 
ing nearly $5,000,000 in a single year without 
payment of any income tax. 


Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Do I correctly under- 
stand that one operator earning $5,000,- 
000 in a single year did not pay any in- 
come tax? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Thatiscorrect. It 
is in the President’s message, and we 
must assume the veracity of his message, 
because it was documented by the Treas- 
ury Department. I do not think we 
should generalize from it, because I am 
going to point out where there is a legiti- 
mate function 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. LONG. Iam sure that the Sena- 
tor understands that in the oil and gas 
business some allowance is necessary be- 
cause of the speculative nature of the 
exploration for oil and gas, and a de- 
preciation allowance on machinery is 
made on the theory that over a period of 
time the machinery will be worn out. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 

Mr. LONG. And if a person has not 
realized any income, we allow for the 
fact that his machinery is depreciated, 
and over a period of time the assets will 
be used up. Of course, the 27% percent 
is partly related to the risk in the oil 
and gas business. It is my understand- 
ing that 15 out of every 16 exploratory 
wells are dry holes of no commercial 
value. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Of course, the 
Senator knows that once they make a 
hit they can deduct those losses. 

Mr. LONG. That is true. But I am 
sure that if the Senator from Minne- 
sota had only $100,000, and was in the 
oil and gas business and spent $100,000 
drilling a well, and the well turned out 
to be a dry hole, he would be out of 
business. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. I want the 
Senator from Louisiana to hear me out 
on this question. I recall that the Sena- 
tor from Louisiana a year ago made a 
very distinct contribution to the debate 
on the depletion allowances. We are 
now opening up the area to discuss that 
subject. We are intending to offer an’ 
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amendment on that point. I think the 
Senator will find that the amendment is 
not directed to the extinction of the in- 
dustry, but toward moderation in the 
tax program. 

Mr. LONG. I have oftentimes had it 
pointed out to me that most successful 
gas and oil operators have at times been 
broke in their efforts to carry on the 
‘oil and gas business. Some may make 
$5,000,000, as the Senator says, but most 
of those who have engaged in the busi- 
ness have known what it is to have gone 
‘broke at some period. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. 

I continue to read from the President’s 

message: 
In addition to escaping the payment of tax 
on his large income from oil operations, he 
was also able through the use of his oil-tax 
‘exemptions to escape payment of tax on 
most of his income from other sources. For 
the 5 years his income taxes totaled “less 
than $100,000 although his income from 
non-oil sources alone averaged almost $1,- 
000,000 each year.” 


Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. That was in addi- 
tion to his income from oil sources? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. In addition to the 
$5,000,000. As I said, and I want my 
remarks to be properly interpreted, this 
is an example which is unusual. It is 
not typical, it is atypical. But it shows 
what can happen under the tax struc- 
ture. It shows how some can get by 
without paying their fair share of taxes. 

I digress to say that I am not against 
a person making money. There is noth- 
ing I would rather see for myself or for 
my colleagues and my friends. I be- 
lieve in the profit system. I believe in 
it so much that I would like some of it 
myself, and I should like more people 
to share in it. I simply say that when 
we take on a heavy defense burden, when 
‘we start to apply a superstructure of 
taxes for defense, we should level the 
‘ground, that is, even up the hills and 
valleys as best we can, and take out as 
many of the quirks and kinks as possible 
in building the tax structure. We 
should secure a proper base, and then as 
we build on it a tax structure to pay 
for the fabulous cost of defense we will 
be building on a more firm foundation, 
on a foundation which has public sup- 
port. 

President Truman continued in his 
statement: 

I am well aware that these tax privileges 
are sometimes defended on the ground that 
they encourage the production of strategic 
minerals. It is true that we wish to encour- 
age such production. But the tax bounties 
distriguted under the present law bear only 
a haphazard relationship to our real need for 
proper incentives to encourage the explora- 
tion, development, and conservation of our 
mineral resources. A forward-looking re- 
‘sources program does not require that we 
give hundreds of millions of dollars annually 
in tax exemptions to a favored few at the 
expense of the many. 


The examples given ebove could and 
have been repeated and expanded in- 
definitely. Presidents, Secretaries of the 
Treasury, general counsels of the Treas- 
ury, and dozens of others have given us 
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the real facts time and time again. Un- 
challengeable statements against per- 
centage depletion in the printed reports 
of many hearings before the House and 
Senate would fill volumes. 

All the arguments for percentage de- 
pletion have been refuted again and 
again, while the arguments against it re- 
— almost unanswered and unanswer- 
able. 

A dean of tax experts and former 
counsel of the Treasury, a man known by 
many of my colleagues in the Senate, Mr. 
Randolph Paul, has well summed up the 
case against percentage depletion in oil 
and gas as follows: 

[Subsidies] are inexcusable when they 
serve no public purpose and indiscrimi- 
nately favor entire industries which are in 
an established financial position far beyond 
need of special Government help. For then 
their effect is to shift part of the tax burden 
to the shoulders of others who are less able 
to bear that burden. A sound tax system 
will permit no one segment of business to 
ride roughshod over others. 


This was a statement by Randolph 
Paul taken from his book published in 
1947 entitled “Taxation for Prosperity,” 
page 307. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. LONG. The Senator from Minne- 
sota realizes, I am sure, that the enor- 
mous reserves of petroleum this Nation 
has are viewed as one of the principal 
elements of this Nation’s strength in a 
period of defense. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 

Mr. LONG. And that there is a legiti- 
mate purpose in expanding and develop- 
ing the known reserves of our fuels, espe- 
cially since they might be very much 
needed in the event of a worsening of the 
present national emergency. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think that is an 
entirely appropriate analysis and obser- 
vation. That was taken into considera- 
tion by every one of the Senators with 
whom I have talked about the depletion 
problem in connection with the tax bill, 
because it is perfectly true that the ex- 
ploration and development of our oil re- 
serves are absolutely essential to our 
defense. 

But I should like to point out how 
much coal we have which sticks up out of 
the ground. We have enough coal for 
perhaps 4,000 years, and yet we have 
added in this bill a little depletion allow- 
ance—5 percent in addition—with re- 
spect to coal. That is not needed for 
exploration. The problem we have with 
respect to coal is what to do with it. We 
have coal running out of our ears. 
have so much coal that frequently our 
miners work in part-time shifts. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. LONG. I am sure the Senator 
realizes that the President's recommen- 
dation for reducing the percentage de- 
pletion originally came at a time when 
this Nation was not confronted with 
a national emergency, and when there 
was not the great need for development 
of oil reserves that we presently have. 
The situation has substantially worsened 
since that time. 


We. 
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Mr. HUMPHREY. I would say that is 
true, and the President was, I believe, 
asking for the abolition of the depletion 
provision. I am not sure about that. 

Mr. LONG. He was asking for its 
abolition. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That was cur in- 
tention. Some of us felt a year ago 


that it should be abolished. That is 
not our position today. I desire to be 
reasonable about this matter. It is not 


a question of getting“ somebody. It 
is a matter of having justice and fair 
play. I believe we should continue to 
make some exploration for national 
security. Iam pointing out what I con- 
sider to be abuses of the tax structure 
and how they have worked to the dis- 
advantage of the general public. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. LONG. The Senator realizes, I 
am sure, that in a speculative business, 
the kind of person he was describing 
in the high-income tax bracket, who 
was already taxed, let us say, at 80 or 
90 percent of his income, could not very 
well be expected to take a risk when 
there was a probability that he would 
not find oil unless there were some 
allowance which would make it possible 
for him to get back his money, or to 
make money if he were successful with 
what might be called a gamble with 
nature, which it is when a person ex- 
plores for oil. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. The Senator 
is very well informed in this area of 
our tax bill, as well as in other areas. 
The Senator knows that there are de- 
preciations, and there are cost expendi- 
tures which are deductible, and there 
are development costs which are de- 
ductible. I do not think anyone wants 
to be unfair about this thing. I am 
approaching the problem as one who is 
seeking light. I am giving the Senator 
my point of view on the subject. As 
I have said to the chairman and other 
members of the committee, I feel that 
there is a wholesomeness by having de- 
bate and argument which develops the 
case and gives us a chance to legislate 
intelligently and well in what is pic- 
tured as being an area of taxation where 
there is evidence of inequity. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY, I yield. 

Mr. MONRONEY. The Senator has 
cited examples of men who have made 
millions of dollars. I think the 27% 
percent depletion allowance has been 
very important in preventing hundreds 
of thousands of farmers, small land 
owners and royalty owners from losing 
their one asset, which is the oil that 
nature placed under their ground. Once 
that oil is taken out there will not be 
any more oil put in at the bottom of 
the wells. So, if we wipe this allowance 
off the books or reduce it, we penalize _ 
severely hundreds of thousands of small 
land owners who receive royalties. The 
fact that there may be one or two ex- 
amples of wealthy men who may have 
found ways of escaping taxation should 
not be used as a legitimate excuse for 
wiping off the books a law which has 
been there for $0 years and has resulied 
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in American oil exploration reaching the 
highest point reached by oil exploration 
in any other place on the earth. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator no 
doubt heard me say that I did not call 
the example which I was citing typical. 
It merely pointed up what I consider 
to be an abuse of the tax structure. 
I did not state it as a generalization. 

As the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
Dovctas] has said, I am leaning over 
backward on the question of the oil 
depletion allowance, because I recognize 
the seriousness of oil development and 
production today. But despite the ar- 
gument which is being made about the 
small operators, when we make a depre- 
ciation allowance, an allowance for other 
costs and expenses, when we make a 
development cost allowance, and still 
permit a sizable allowance for deple- 
tion—one amendment which will be of- 
fered will still permit a sizable allow- 
ance—we are not being too unfair. In 
many instances depletion occurs to soil, 
just as it happens in connection with 
a well. Also, many of the wells con- 
tinue on for ever and ever 

Mr. MONRONEY. O Mr. Presi- 
dent 

Mr. HUMPHREY. They continue be- 
yond capital costs. 

Mr. MONRONEY. If the allowance 
did not continue, no one would ever drill 
a well. Why risk half a million dollars 
in a wildcat well if one is not going to 
get the money back? 

Mr, HUMPHREY. Some poor farmer 
is not going to risk half a million dol- 
lars, because there is not a poor farmer 
in the United States who has half a 
million dollars. The record reveals that 
depletion allowances go on forever. 

Mr. MONRONEY. But the oil does 
not. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The allowances 
continue so long as the oil comes out of 
the ground. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Oil production is 
on a rapidly declining curve. The first 
year is flush production, and its volume 
is usually large. The second year it is 
always less, and the third year much 
less. At the end of 5 years the flush 
production is gone, and the operation 
becomes a stripper operation producing 
anywhere from 5 to 10 barrels a day, 
which barely pays the cost of lifting 
the oil to the surface. 

If we repeal the depletion allowance, 
we prevent the maximum recovery from 
the stripper wells. Without the 27% 
percent depletion allowance on stripper 
wells, no one would risk the money to 
recondition them, water- flood them, or 
repressure them, so as to obtain the 
ultimate recovery out of the ground. 
During the last war we had to subsidize 
stripper wells to the extent of 5 cents a 
barrel. Oil was bringing $1.30 a barrel 
at that time. Perhaps for the want of 
5 cents, a well would be abandoned for- 
ever. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. It might be well to 
pay an open subsidy to keep the wells in 
operation and provide a profit for those 
at the bottom of the heap. That might 
be better than to permit those who have 
an unusual opportunity to reap a tre- 
mendous harvest at public expense. 
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Mr. MONRONEY. I think the exam- 
ples which the Senator has shown of the 
few should not be used as a réason for 
taking away the cornerstone on which 
the oil industry has been built. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I xield. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The junior Senator 
from Oklahoma has made a very elo- 
quent plea for the small farmer, who 
receives royalties from oil drilling. But 
is it not true that the average royalty is 
approximately 12% percent? So it is 
only 1244 percent that is passed around 
widely. The other seven-eighths is more 
or less concentrated. Is not the junior 
Senator from Oklahoma weeping for the 
plumage, but forgetting the real bird? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I think we must 
look at the whole pattern. It is not the 
large oil companies, as a rule, which 
find the wells. It is usually the small 
operator who finds a well. He may pro- 
duce for a little while, and then sell it 
and pay a capital gains tax on the sale. 
That is the way the big oil companies 
come into possession of much of their 
production. 

One reason why I think it would be 
dangerous to change the historic deple- 
tion allowance in the midst of a national 
emergency, is that a large percentage 
of the financing of the wells is done with 
money borrowed from the banks. One 
of the reasons why there has been ade- 
quate financing for oil wells is the 2714 
percent depletion allowance. If it were 
not for that, very few banks would be 
interested in making loans to finance 
exploration for oil. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Iam not now say- 
ing that there should not be some deple- 
tion allowance. Iam simply saying that 
the favored rate of 27% percent for gas 
and oil is far beyond the allowance in 
many other areas which are equally im- 
portant. It is far beyond the depletion 
allowance for the average mine. Gravel, 
oyster shells, and a few other things are 
included in the bill. Once we start with 
the depletion allowance for such things, 
anyone who can come forward and show 
that his asset can outlive its usefulness 
by production will be entitled to a deple- 
tion allowance. There will be no end 
to it, and no limit to the point to which 
we may go. 

Mr. MONRONEY. I believe that oil 
and gas are in a little different status 
from that of the ordinary mining op- 
eration. In the case of a mining opera- 
tion the operator can usually tell where 
the field is. The oil and gas business 
involves a highly speculative risk. A 
great deal of the production in Okla- 
homa is from what we call “pimple” 
fields—mere spots of oil from 5,000 to 
10,000 feet under the ground. If the 
geological calculations are off by a few 
hundred yards, the result is a dry well, 
and the operator has missed the little 
saucer-pool which he is seeking. In 
mining operations the operator usually 
has knowledge as to where the ore-pro- 
ducing strata lie; but we certainly do 
not have such knowledge, to any solid 
degree, in the oil industry. : 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is ac- 
quainted with oil development, because 
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he comes from an area where there are 
fabulous quantities of oil 

Mr. MONRONEY. We did have fab- 
ulous quantities of oil. Today it in- 
volves a hard search, and a very specu- 
lative search. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator also 
knows that geological surveys have been 
made which provide information beyond 
what was available in 1925. He also 
knows that there are many State laws 
regulating the output of oil. He also 
knows that oil stocks in the market are 
among the very best. As an industry 
the oil industry is one of the most 
profitable. 

What the Senator tells me with re- 
spect to the little fellow impresses me. 
I am referring to the small operator who 
is just barely eking out a living. I think 
it might be a good idea for the Govern- 
ment to do for him what we did the other 
day in connection with air-mail sub- 
sidies and postal subsidies. Let us get 
the subsidy out into the open. We 
should say to the small operator, We 
need your oil. We need 10,000 more just 
like you. We will pay you a subsidy of 
5 cents or 10 cents a barrel on whatever 
you produce.“ It is much better to do 
that for some fellow who needs it than 
to permit someone who does not need it, 
and who has been able to make a fabu- 
lous fortune, to reap a great benefit at 
public expense. Although he has made 
a great fortune, at the same time he has 
had a 27% percent depletion allowance 
year in and year out. ; 

I believe in helping the folks who do 
not get a fair break. I say that if the 
Government can give a 27% percent de- 
pletion allowance to some of those who 
are getting a tremendous break, we could 
easily do something for the little fellow. 
Let us get the situation leveled off. 
Some of the big producers could get by 
with a 15 percent allowance, as recom- 
mended by the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury, rather than 27% percent. 

This allowance represents a tax sub- 
sidy. Let us get the subsidy out in the 
open where we can see it, and appro- 
priate a certain amount of money to get 
oil production under way. The Gov- 
ernment will be better off, and the tax- 
payers will be better off. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. A very eloquent ar- 
gument has been made in favor of an 
allowance for percentage depletion in 
gross receipts. In view of the fact that 
radishes, celery, and lettuce are highly 
important in a balanced diet, might it 
not be necessary to permit a percentage 
depletion allowance in gross receipts of 
those who raise such vegetables, in or- 
der to protect them against the hazards 
of a bad season, when the seeds might 
not come up? 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Of course, the an- 
swer to what the distinguished senior 
Senator from Illinois has just said is 
that the farmer raising vegetables can 
produce a crop next year, and the year 
after next year; and for 20 years more 
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he can produce more and more heads 
of lettuce. But every barrel of oil which 
is produced is one barrel of oil less in 
the ground. No more oil will arrive un- 
der that pool, which was put there per- 
haps a million years ago. When that 
one barrel of oil is produced, it is gone 
forever. That is the reason for the de- 
pletion allowance. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Perhaps we should 
do a little Yankee horse trading, and 
leave the depletion allowance where it 
is, but get the tidelands clearly under 
the national domain. I think that would 
provide the Treasury with the money it 
needs. That would be an equitable 
trade. But if we cannot trade, we shall 
be compelled to fight for a 15-percent 
depletion allowance. 

Mr. MONRONEY. The Senator stated 

that oil companies were in the highest 
income group. He was talking about 
the large integrated companies, most of 
whose profits do not come under the 
27% -percent depletion allowance. They 
get their profits from the byproducts 
of oil, which have been developed in 
various industrial chemicals. To cite 
their sales on the stock market is not 
a justifiable reason for trying to reduce 
the depletion allowance. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena- 
tor for his comment. The Secretary of 
the Treasury—not only the present one 
but I believe every Secretary of the 
Treasury for the past 25 years—has been 
appealing to Congress to do something 
about oil depletion. The President has 
made his appeal. I cannot believe that 
the Treasury is unaware of the economic 
facts. The Recor» is replete with testi- 
mony year after year before the House 
and Senate committees. The arguments 
have not been answered, but a bill has 
always been written. That seems to 
be the important thing to do. 

Mr. MONRONEY. If the facts were 
incontrovertible and if they were ab- 
solutely conclusive in all the years that 
the Treasury has recommended that 
something be done about it, both Houses 
of Congress would not have felt that the 
27% percent depletion allowance was ad- 
vantageous not only to the oil industry 
but to Uncle Sam. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. What the Senate 
and House may do does not necessarily 
bear upon whether an argument is ir- 
revocably sound. We make policy deci- 
sions. We make decisions which some- 
times have no relation to economic fact. 
We have had a policy since 1921 with 
respect to postal rates. We have not 
raised second class postal rates since 
1921. If that makes any sense, I should 
like to have it pointed out to me. 

Finally we got around to taking some 
action about it. It was done with the 
help of the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
.Lone], the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
Dovetas], and other Senators. It went 
through by an overwhelming vote. The 
two Senators I have mentioned led the 
fight. I chirped in once in a while, try- 
ing to support it. The rates were raised 
20 percent. The same old argument was 
heard repeatedly in committee: “If you 
do this it will put the magazines out of 
business.” i 

I venture to say that the magazines 
will still be doing Frans and that the 
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newspapers will still be doing business. 
However, Congress had a policy. The 
policy had no relation whatever to the 
facts involved. However, it was the 
policy. In the same way we may con- 
tinue the 2744 percent oil depletion rate. 
As a matter of fact, it looks as though we 
may do so, though in so doing I do not 
believe there is very much relationship 
to the facts that have been presented, at 
least by the Bureau of Internal Revenue 
and the Secretary of the Treasury. It 
looks as though we will make the deci- 
sion because—well, because the votes are 
nes to do it. That is about the reason 
or it. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield, so that I may send an 
amendment to the desk, without argu- 
ment or observation at this time? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I shall yield for 
1 purpose, provided I do not lose the 

oor. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, on be- 
half of myself and the Senator from New 
York [Mr. LEHMAN], the Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr. HENDRICKSON], the Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts [Mr. SALTON- 
STALL], and the senior Senator from New 
York (Mr. Ives], I send an amendment to 
the desk and ask that it be stated, thus 
making it the pending amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Minnesota yield for that 
purpose? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I do not yield to 
have the amendment considered at this 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No; for 
the purpose of stating the amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 142, 
beginning with line 11, it is proposed to 
strike out all of section 313 down to and 
including line 6, on page 145. 

On page 145, beginning with line 7, it 
is proposed to strike out the numerals 
“314” and insert the numerals “313” and 
renumber all following sections accord- 
ingly. 

Mr. HUNT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. 

Mr. HUNT. Mr. President, I have 
been very much interested in the collo- 
quy, and wish to congratulate the Sena- 
tor from Minnesota on the fine way he is 
presenting his arguments. I should like 
to suggest to the Senator from Minnesota 
that in the oil-producing States, where 
we are frantically wildcatting at the 
present time, and have been for a period 
of years, we hit about one out of nine 
holes. I have in mind one particular 
well which was completed 2 years ago, 
slightly deeper than 21,000 feet, in which 
an oil company, the Superior Oil Co.— 
not one of the large companies, but 
one of the fairly large companies—put 
$1,500,000 into a dry hole. 

Many other wells in my State cost as 
much as $100,000 to drill. Generally one 
out of nine wells comes through, regard- 
less of the refinement in our methods 
of searching for oil domes. 

The comment I should like to make 
to the Senator from Minnesota is this: 
Does he not feel that the depletion al- 
lowance is absolutely necessary in order 
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to form a basis of incentive for any com- 
pany, be it large or small, to take a 
chance on putting into an oil-drilling 
operation $1,500,000 and getting nothing 
out of it? 

Another point I should like to em- 
phasize is the one which was partially 
developed by the Senator from Oklahoma 
[Mr. Monroney]. By and large in my 
State, wells are initiated in this maner: 
The owner of the land will contact a 
driller. The driller will enter into an 
agreement to put down the hole on a 
50-50 basis. Sometimes it is on a 75-to. 
25 basis. Generally a driller, for his 
equipment and for his know-how, makes 
a contract with the landowner, and if 
they are successful in getting oil they 
share equally in the results produced 
by the well. 

I make that point because I believe 
we have concentrated too much in our 
discussion on the big oil companies, 
which, by and large, do not drill wells 
at all. They step in, knowing the po- 
tentials in the oil business, after some 
other smaller company or an individual, 
perhaps, has put up the money and 
drilled the hole and started production. 
Then along comes the big company and 
makes the purchase. 

Without this depletion allowance, I 
certainly have great apprehension that 
the oil production of the United States, 
especially now since the Iranian situa- 
tion has developed, would be seriously 
curtailed. I say that particularly be- 
cause the Iranian situation may have the 
effect of keeping oil from England and 
other allies and may make it necessary 
for us to supply the oil. 

I am very fearful that any depletion 
allowance percentage which we may 
write into this bill which would stifie 
the initiative would drastically cut our 
oil production. I thank the Senator for 
permitting me to make the observation, 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena- 
tor for his observation, because again 
that is the way the Senate gets its in- 
formation. When we read the RECORD 
tomorrow we will have a better oppor- 
tunity of determining how we should 
vote on the amendments. 

I have in my hand a copy of a report 
issued by the Treasury Department en- 
titled “Additional Tax Incentives for 
Mining Industry.” 

The report is a compilation of what 
our Government is doing to give incen- 
tive for further exploration and develop- 
ment of our mining, oil, and gas facili- 
ties. I ask unanimous consent that the 
material may be embodied in the RECORD 
at the conclusion of my remarks on this 
subject. : 

There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

ADDITIONAL Tax INCENTIVES FOR MINING 

INDUSTRY 
I, PROPOSAL AND ITS BACKGROUND 

In order to stimulate domestic production 
of minerals, it is suggested that the Federal 
income-tax law be amended to provide addi-, 
tional tax incentives for exploration and de- 
velopment. For this purpose, Senator 
O’MAHONEY has suggested that special pro- 
vision be made for tax deductions of mining 
expenditures for prospecting, exploration, 
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and development. One objective is to en- 
courage small mines to undertake new ven- 
tures and expand their operations, thus fos- 
tering the growth of independent competitive 
enterprise as well as increasing mineral 
supplies. 

Sin Har liberalization of the treatment of 
mine expenditures has been sponsored from 
time to time by various mining groups“ The 
House Committee on Ways and Means has in- 
cluded in its formulation of the 1951 revenue 
bill a provision generally similar in character 
to the suggestion of Senator O'MAHONEY. 
This provision would treat expenditures 
incurred in the development of mines, 
after discovery of commercial quantities of 
ore, as deferred expenses deductible ratably 
over the period of production. Senator 
O'MAHONEY’s proposal would in general be 
more liberal than the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee provision, as regards both the timing 
and scope of the additional tax deductions. 

Present tax law allows deductions for all 
of these types of costs either when incurred 
or as depletion prorated over the productive 
life of a mineral deposit. However, since 
percentage depletion is computed with re- 
spect to current income from the property 
and irrespective of actual costs incurred, the 
effect of both proposals would be to permit 
additional deductions to mineral taxpayers 
who deduct percentage depletion. While the 
Ways and Means Committee provision grants 
additional deductions only for development 
costs, Senator O’MaAHONEY’s plan would ex- 
tend such treatment to prospecting and ex- 
ploration costs as well. It also contemplates 
the possibility that tax benefits might be 
confined chiefly to new, small, or independ- 
ent enterprises so as to minimize resulting 
revenue losses. 

There is general agreement that in the 
present rearmament period, the Federal 
Government must take measures to assure 
adequacy of mineral supplies for vital needs, 
Objectives of mineral policy include not qniy 
expansion of current output of minerals of 
critical and strategic importance, but also 
the discovery and development of additional 
reserves for future production. The Gov- 
ernment may seek to implement this policy 
in a number of ways. The following dis- 
cussion describes the liberal benefits already 
granted to various sectors of the mining 
industry in the form of special tax treat- 
ment and various types of direct financial 
assistance, and discusses various related con- 
siderations which should be weighed in 
judging the need and desirability of the pro- 
Rosals as a further means of fostering 
mineral discovery and development, 


II. PRESENT TAX TREATMENT OF MINERAL 
PRODUCERS 


Existing tax laws accord the mining in- 
dustry the benefit of general tax rules for 
full recovery of costs in determining tax- 
able net income. In addition the mining 
industry is the beneficiary of a number of 
special provisions under both income and 
excess profits tax designed in part to foster 
and encourage exploration, development and 
production of minerals. As a result, the 
mining industry in general pays substantially 
lower effective rates of tax on its economic 


For example, the American Mining Con- 
gress has repeatedly urged adoption of the 
following recommendation of the National 
Minerals Advisory Council: “Development 
costs after discovery of the existence of an 
ore body should be recognized as operating 
expense or costs of mining; and the taxpayer 
should be allowed to deduct them from in- 
come as operating expense, either in the year 
in which the expenditure is made or in sub- 
sequent years as the ore is mined.” Commit- 
tee on Ways and Means, hearings, Revenue 
Revision of 1951, 82d Cong., 1st sess., p. 1577. 
Cf, ibid, Revenue Revision of 1950, 8ist 
Cong., 2d sess., p. 357; ibid., Revenue Revi- 
sions, 1947-48, 80th Cong., ist sess., p. 1859 f. 
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income as compared with other branches of 
industry. 


A. Exploration and development expenditures 


In mining, as in other types of business 
enterpises, taxable income is computed after 
allowance for costs of producing the income, 
in accordance with generally accepted ac- 
counting principles. Costs of prospecting 
and exploration are now deductible as cur- 
rent expense where these costs are not re- 
lated to a specific mineral property. Where 
they are attributable to a particular mine 
or property, these outlays are capitalized 
and fully recoverable from income through 
subsequent deductions for cost depletion or 
as losses on abandonment. 

Costs of developing a mine are now cur- 
rently deductible to the extent that there 
are receipts from the sale of ore during the 
development stage. The excess of develop- 
ment costs over current receipts is charged 
to a capital asset account ànd may be re- 
couped from later income through cost de- 
pletion. Thus on a successful mining prop- 
erty, the amounts of all exploration and de- 
velopment costs not deducted when incurred, 
may be recovered tax-free from the proceeds 
of production. If the mine proves un- 
successful and is abandoned, any of these 
costs yet unrecovered are deductible as 
losses. 


B. Special depletion allowances 


For producers of most commercially im- 
portant minerals special alternative deduc- 
tions are allowed through percentage de- 
pletion, which may be taken whenever it 
is more advantageous to the taxpayer than 
cost depletion. Percentage depletion is 
computed as a specified percentage of gross 
income from a mineral property, subject 
to the limitation that the deduction cannot 
exceed 50 percent of the net income from 
the property. This computation is made 
without regard to the capital costs of find- 
ing, acquiring and developing the property, 
and deductions so computed may continue 
to be taken as long as the property yields 
net income, even though the aggregate 
amount of percentage depletion deductions 
May exceed the actual investment many 
times over. 

Historically percentage depletion was 
adopted as a substitute for discovery de- 
pletion which had first been granted by the 
Revenue Act of 1918 with the explicit ob- 
jective of stimulating prospecting and ex- 
ploration. The rates allowed for percentage 
depletion were designed to continue the 
substantial tax advantages accorded mineral 
taxpayers under the former provisions. At 
the present time one of the chief justi- 
fications offered for percentage depletion is 
its alleged incentive effects. 

The Ways and Means Committee, in its 
tentative formulation of the 1951 revenue 
bill, voted to increase the rate on gross in- 
come for coal from 5 to 10 percent; to ex- 
tend the 15-percent rate to borax, fullers 
earth, refractory and fire clay, quartzite, 
perlite, diatomaceous earth, metallurgical 
and chemical grade limestone, and tripoli, 
and to extend a 5-percent rate to sand, 
gravel, granite, marble, stone, brick and tile 


clay, shale, and shell. 


„ The following percentages of gross in- 
come are allowed different minerals under 
‘present law: 
$ Percent 
CoAT E Se ee ee 274 


Nonmetallics: Bauxite, fluorspar, flake 
graphite, vermiculite, beryl, feldspar 
mica, tale (including phrophyllite), 
lepidolite, spodumene, barite, ball, 
sagger, and china clay, phosphate 
rock, rock asphalt, trona, bentonite, 
gilsonite, thenardite, and potash... 15 
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At present, percentage-depletion deduc- 
tions typically far exceed amounts required 
to amortize unrecovered costs. Treasury 
studies of most recent available data indi- 
cate that in 1948 and 1949 percentage-deple- 
tion deductions for metal-mining corpora- 
tions were on the average seven to eight 
times the amount of cost-depletion deduc- 
tions, and for nonmetallics producers, 40 
times. These special deductions, in effect, 
provide a partial exemption of income. In 
practice, this exemption in recent years has 
been equivalent to 25 percent of net income 
for the average metal-mining enterprise and 
as much as 40 percent of net income for the 
average nonmetallic producer. 

As general tax rates have been increased, 
particularly during World War II and in the 
present defense period, the tax advantage 
afforded mineral producers has been marked- 
ly increased. When discovery depletion was 
adopted, the tax benefit was equivalent to 
12 cents for each dollar of net income ex- 
cluded from tax through special deduction 
in excess of costs. When percentage deple- 
tion superseded discovery depletion for metal 
mines in 1932, the tax benefit was 1334 cents 
per dollar of special deductions. Under 
present rates, the tax saving per dollar of 
excess depletion is 47 cents for those subject 
to combined corporation income-tax rates 
and 77 cents for those subject to excess- 
profits tax. Under rates adopted tentatively 
by the Committee on Ways and Means, the 
tax benefits will be equivalent to 52 cents 
for corporate income taxes and 82 cents per 
dollar for income otherwise subject to excess- 
profits tax. 

The cost to the Government in revenue 
foregone through special depletion deduc- 
tions in excess of investment costs for all 
the mineral industries currently approxi- 
mate three-quarters of a billion dollars an- 
nually. 

C. Amortization of emergency facilities 

As a means of encouraging projects needed 
in the national defense, the present tax law 
permits taxpayers to recover the cost of cer- 
tified depreciable facilities over a shorter pe- 
riod than the useful life of property. A tax- 
payer whose facilities have been certified as 
essential has the option to amortize their 
cost over a period of 60 months, Current 
tax liability is thus reduced, and realization 
of taxable income during a period of high 
emergency taxes is postponed. 

The advantages of this tax treatment have 
been availed of in connection with many 
mining projects for expansion and new de- 
velopments. As of May 22, 1951, the Defense 
Minerals Administration had approved 134 
certificates of necessity for mining ventures, 
covering emergency facilities with planned 
total costs of $871,954,237. 

Regulations governing administrative 
agencies in granting certificates of neces- 
sity require that guidance to the maximum 
extent will be obtained from considerations 
which assure a fair opportunity for par- 
ticipation by small business and promote 
competitive enterprises.“ The Defense Min- 
erals Administration has apparently given 
sympathetic consideration to the needs of 
small business in granting of certificates to 
mining enterprises. 


D. Excess profits tax relief 

The Excess Profits Tax Act of 1950 con- 
tains several special provisions designed to 
relieve mineral producers from excess profits 
tax liability. Under these provisions income 
from certain types of mining activities are 
exempt, in whole or in part, from the excess- 
profits tax. 


*Data from Chief Economist's Office, De- 
fense Minerals Administration. 

National Security Resources Board, Title 
32-A, National Defense Appendix, pt. 600, 
October 12, 1950. 
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1. Strategic Minerals Exemption 


In order to encourage domestic production 
of strategic minerals the portion of net in- 
come of a domestic corporation attributable 
to mining of a specified list of strategics 
in the United States is entirely exempt from 
excess-profits tax.» In addition to the 26 
types of minerals specifically exempted, 
other minerals may also be entitled to the 
exemption if certified by defense agencies 
as essential to the defense effort and as 
not having been normally produced in the 
United States in appreciable quantities. 


2. Excess-Output Provisions 


A portion of the net income derived from 
expanded production of certain mining, tim- 
ber, and natural-gas properties is exempt 
from excess-profits tax. Excess output is the 
excess of units of production in the current 
year over the normal output during the pe- 
riod 1946 to June 30, 1950. For most metals 
and nonmetallics, the proportion of income 
from excise output which is exempt is deter- 
mined by the rate at which estimated re- 
serves are being exhausted, ranging from 20 
to 100 percent. In the case of coal and iron 
mines, timber, and natural-gas properties, 
the exemption is one-half of the net income 
from excess output. 


3. Exemption for Mines or Properties Not Op- 
erating in the Normal Period and for Metal 
Mines Operating at a Net Loss in the Nor- 
mal Period 
An additional exemption is granted to pro- 

vide a greater incentive for the opening up 
of new properties and of closed mines. In 
the case of new or reopened metal and coal 
mines and natural-gas properties, one-third 
of the total net income is exempt from ex- 
cess-profits tax. The same tax relief is given 
to metal-mining properties in operation in 
the normal period but having an aggregate 
net loss for this period. 


4. Exemption of Government Subsidy or 
Bonus Payments 

Amounts paid to mineral taxpayers by any 
Federal agency for the encouragement of ex- 
ploration, development, or the mining of 
critical and strategic minerals are wholly 
exempt from excess-profits tax as well as 
from regular income tax. This exemption is 
applicable whether the payment is in the 
form of a grant or loan and whether or not 
it is repayable. 

5. Minimum Credit and Special Relief 

In addition to those relief provisions of 
specific application to mineral producers, the 
excess-profits-tax law also contains a number 
of liberal provisions designed to prevent hard- 
ship to small, new, or growing businesses in 
industry generally. In a number of instances 
these will be of importance to mining firms. 
Besides the basic alternative earnings and 
invested-capital credits, liberal provision is 
made for adjustments of the average earn- 
ings credit for capital additions, including 
retained earnings during and subsequent to 
the base period. Comparable adjustments 
are made for capital additions for firms using 
the invested-capital method. 

A minimum excess profits credit of $25,000 
is provided to relieve small corporations from 
excess profits tax.’ 


Strategie minerals specifically included by 
the Revenue Act are: Antimony, chromite, 
manganese, nickel, platinum (including the 
platinum group metals), quicksilver, sheet 
mica, tantalum, tin, tungsten, vanadium, 
fluorspar, flake graphite, vermiculite, perlite, 
long-fiber asbestos in the form of amosite, 
chrysotile or crocidolite, beryl, cobalt, colum- 
bite, corundum, diamonds, kyanite (if equiv- 
alent in grade to Indian kyanite), molyb- 
denum, monazite, quartz crystals, and 
uranium. 

Also under the regular income tax, $25,- 
000 of net income is not subject to the 22- 
percent surtax rate. Thus, income of small 
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nonmetallics producers. 


New corporations are granted an alterna- 
tive base period credit computed by apply- 
ing the average base period rate of return for 
the taxpayer’s industry classification to the 
amount of his total assets. Special relief 
permitting the use of a constructive earn- 
ings credit, computed in part or in whole by 
multiplying the total assets of the firm by . 


an industry rate of return, is also made avail- ` 


able to firms which introduced new products 
in the base period or which made substan- 
tial increases in capacity during the base 
period. 

The impact of the excess profits tax on 
mineral industries is mitigated not only by 
these specific relief measures, but also by 
the special allowances for percentage de- 
pletion. As profits of mining firms increase, 
due either to increased output or higher 
prices, percentage depletion increases com- 
mensurately and independently of the actual 
-costs of the depleted assets. Since these 
allowances are deducted from net income, 
they reduce not only the amount otherwise 
subject to the ordinary income tax but also 
the portion of net income which is subject 
to the excess profits tax. 

Special depletion allowances are of par- 
ticular advantage in combination with the 
invested capital credit for excess profits tax, 
Unlike the base-period earnings which also 
reflect special depletion deductions compa- 
rable to those taken in the current year, the 
invested capital credit is computed at stand- 
ard rates of return which do not take ac- 
count of special tax treatment. 

The combination of tax provisions for 
mineral industries, described above, follow 
the World War II pattern. Under the World 
War II provisions, the excess profits tax was 
relatively less for this group of taxpayers 
than for any other major industrial group, 
excluding financial corporations.“ In 1944, 
for example, of the total net income of min- 
ing and quarrying corporations, even after 
deducting depletion allowances, only 18 per- 
cent was subject to excess profits tax. 

In contrast, the percent of net income 
subject to excess-profits tax was 55 percent 
for the manufacturing group, 48 percent for 
trade, and 44 percent for public utilities. 
The effective rate of total income and excess 
profits taxes, for all corporations with net 
income, was 61 percent for manufacturing, 
75 percent for trade, and 56 percent for 
public utilities, as compared to 42 percent 
for the mining and quarrying group. 

The undertaxation of the oil and mining 
industries resulting from existing tax con- 
cessions has been of serions concern to the 
President and to the Treasury. In his special 
tax message to the Congress on February 2, 
1951, the President again called attention, as 
in his previous message of January 23, 1950,, 
to the highly favorable tax treatment now 
enjoyed by these industries. He urged that 
the Congress examine the existing provisions 
very ‘carefully with a view to reducing in- 
equities. 

The Secretary of the Treasury, in his state- 
ment to the Committee on Ways and Means, 
February 5, 1951, pointed out that one of the 
major structural defects in the present tax 
law is percentage depletion available to oil 
and mineral producers, which is costing the 
Government and therefore taxpayers in gen- 
eral hundreds of millions of dollars each 
year. The Secretary urged that earnest con- 
sideration be given to the previous Treasury 
suggestion that rates of percentage depletion 
be reduced to 15 percent of gross income 
for oil, gas, and sulfur, and to 5 percent for 


corporations is taxed only at the 25 percent 
normal tax rate instead of the combined in- 
come tax rate of 47 percent which applies to 
larger amounts of income of other corpora- 
tions. 

See Senate, Excess Profits Tax on Corpo- 
rations, 1950, hearings before Committee on 


__ Finance, 81st Cong., 2d sess., p. 96. 
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In addition, the 
proposal would require oil and gas operators 
electing to expense their intangible drilling 
and development expenditures to make cor- 
responding adjustments in the basis for com- 
puting their percentage depletion. 


III. DIRECT GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE FOR MIN- 
ERAL EXPLORATION AND DEVELOPMENT 


In addition to favorable tax treatment, the 
mining industry receives extensive direct 
financial assistance from the Government in 
connection with exploration and develop- 
ment activities. 


A. Mineral exploration program 


The Defense Minerals Administration is 
authorized to provide direct financial assist- 
ance to prospectors and mine operators to 
facilitate search for new ores. An allotment 
of $10,000,000 has been made available by the 
Defense Production Administration to fi- 
nance this activity during the remainder of 
the current fiscal year, and appropriations 
of $40,000,000 have been requested for fiscal 
1952. The costs of exploration projects for 
discovery of certain strategic and critical 
minerals are met in part by Government 
funds on a matching principle. The per- 
centage of total direct costs to be supplied 
by the Government on an approved project 
range from 50 percent to 90 percent, de- 
pending upon the mineral sought“ The 
prospector’s share of the expenses may be 
in the form of his labor at reasonable rates, 
rental of equipment owned by him, and sim- 
ilar contributions in kind as well as cash. 

If as a result of the exploration a profitable 
operation is established, the Government’s 
contribution, without interest, is repayable 
from the net returns from ore or metal pro- 
duced. The Government thus bears a major 
share of losses on unsuccessful ventures, and 
recoups only its share of costs on successful 
projects. 

B. Mine- development program 

The Government also provides important 
direct financial support through guaranteed 
price contracts to foster the opening of new 
mines and the reactivation of closed or for- 
merly abandoned workings. These ventures 
differ from exploration in that a mineral 
body is known to exist and shows promise of 
profitable operation under favorable circum- 
stances. Commonly these projects require 
substantial capital investment for further 
development of the deposit and for plant and 
equipment. But because of the quality of 
ore or its location, costs per unit of mineral 
product are relatively high, and recoupment 
of the investment will involve a compara- 
tively long pay-out period at relatively high 
product prices. 

In these cases, the Government assists the 
mining firms by granting favorable procure- 
ment contracts which guarantee a satis- 
factory price for the mine output for a 
number of years. These contracts, which are 
made on a. project-by-project basis, typically 
also contain so-called “bail-out” provisions, 
under which the Government insures the op- 
erator and investors against financial loss in 
the event the contract is terminated before 


8 The scale is as follows: 


Government 
contribution 
in percent of 
Minerals: total costs 
Chromium, copper, fluorspar, graphite 


(crucible flake), iron ore, lead, 
molybdenum, sulfur, zinc, and 
TTT 50 
Antimony, manganese, mercury, and 
C .. 15 


Asbestos (spinning grade), beryl, co- 
balt, columbian-tantulum, corun- 
dum, cryolite, industrial diamonds, 
kyanite, mica, monazite and rare 
earth ores, nickel, platinum group 
metals, quartz crystals (piezo-elec- 
tric), tale (steatite), and tin 90 
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the end of the pay-out period. Thus by as- 
suring favorable operating conditions and 
guarantees against loss, the Government now 
offers important direct encouragement to un- 
dertake new or expansion projects. The 
amount of Government funds to be allocated 
to this program is estimated by the Defense 
Minerals Administration at approximately 
$3,000,000,000 for the fiscal years 1951 and 
1952. 


IV. EXEMPTION OF MINERAL PRODUCTS FROM 
RENEGOTIATION OF CONTRACTS 


The Renegotiation Act of 1951, designed to 
eliminate excessive profits from Government 
contracts, specifically exempts mineral prod- 
ucts.’ The exemption covers all contracts 
or subcontracts for the products of mine, oil 
and gas well, or other mineral or natural de- 
posit. 

v. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS FOR AND AGAINST 

THE PROPOSAL 


Previous sections have reviewed the favor- 
able treatment received by mineral industries 
under the Federal tax provisions and other 
direct and indirect assistance programs. 

Despite these measures, many minerals are 
still in relatively short supply in the rearma- 
ment period, as they inevitably are when the 
characteristically heavy pressures of military 
production of minerals are superimposed on 
existing levels of civilian demands. The ex- 
tent to which the current shortages relative 
to demand can be overcome by further tax 
concessions appears to be severely limited 
even though large amounts of tax revenues 
might be sacrificed for this purpose. 

Production of mineral supplies to meet all 
current demands, if physically possible, 
would have to be in large part at the ex- 
pense of production of other essential ma- 
terials and commodities which are also in 
relatively scarce supply. In an economy 
which is currently utilizing virtually all pro- 
ductive resources, any new exploration or de- 
velopment project must obtain supplies of 
labor, equipment, and materials by hiring 
them away from competing uses. For a 
number of minerals urgently needed, such as 
tin, tungsten, platinum, the physical pos- 
sibilities of increasing United States pro- 
duction to meet demands appear to be slight. 
For these reasons additional grants of broad 
tax concessions may prove to be ineffective 
in overcoming scarcities. 

Additional tax concessions have also been 
advanced as a means of aiding small mines, 
and concern has been expressed about the 
number of these mines which have ceased 
operations in recent years. The reasons for 
the cessation of a number of small mining 
operations and reduced small-scale prospect- 
ing are complex, but the major reasons do 
not appear to relate to tax factors. During 
the 1940’s the chief causes of suspended or 
curtailed operations appear to have been the 
rising costs of labor and supplies, which 
made many operations unprofitable at pre- 
vailing levels of product prices.” 


Public Law 9, ch. 15, sec. 106 (a) (3), 82d 
Cong., Ist sess. 

1% See Strategic and Critical Minerals and 
Metals, hearings before the House Subcom- 
mittee on Mines and Mining of the Commit- 
tee on Public Lands (80th Cong., 2d sess., 
pp. 713ff.). Mr. ENGLE, of this subcommittee, 
pointed out that right in the middle of the 
War our copper production went down and 
continued to decline until in 1945 it was ap- 
proximately 30 percent of the 1943 rate. The 
figures show that we had an all-time high 
of 33,500 men working in the copper industry 
during December 1942, and by September and 
October 1943 the mine labor force had de- 
clined to 18,800 men notwithstanding the 
fact that the Government closed the gold 
mines during this period on the assumption 
that miners forced to leave the gold mines 
would go right over into the copper mines” 
(ibid., p. 727). 
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Another factor affecting the feasibility of 
small mine operation has been the neces- 
sity to resort to comparatively low-grade 
ores for additional mineral supplies. Profit- 
able exploitation of these deposits commonly 
requires large capital investments for con- 
centrating and beneficiation plants as well 
as for mining equipment, with the result 
that only relatively large-scale operators can 
successfully undertake these ventures. 

Special tax deductions, which result in 
revenue losses and impair the equity of the 
tax system, have only a secondary or inci- 
dental incentive effect on economic activity. 
These deductions are advantageous only 
where there are expectations that net in- 
come can be derived. They are of greatest 
advantage to the most profitable firms, par- 
ticularly those subject to excess-profits tax. 
Mines which are submarginal at expected 
price levels because of the quality of ore, 
distance from markets, or inadequate scale 
of operations, cannot be made profitable by 
special tax treatment of nonexistent income, 

To the extent such proposals would ac- 
cellerate the timing of deductions allowed 
under existing tax laws, the tax benefit de- 
pends upon the taxpayer having current net 
income sufficient to absorb the deduction of 
exploration and development expense as in- 
curred. In consequence, current deductions 
for these costs could not be expected to be 
of much advantage to new or small operators 
who must make considerable investments 
before net income can be obtained from a 
project. On the other hand, additional cur- 
rent deductions may be expected to be of 
greatest benefit to financially entrenched 
taxpayers who may thereby offset current 
tax liability on other sources of income. 

The proposal would separate the explora- 
tion and development expenditures for spe- 
cial deduction without at the same time 
adjusting the percentage depletion allow- 
ances based on income. This will produce 
corresponding increases in the combined 
total of capital recovery allowances," and 
a larger part of percentage depletion allow- 
ances will represent duplicating deductions 
for costs previously recovered. 

The great bulk of depletion allowances now 
go to large, vertically integrated firms. Lat- 
est available Statistics of Income data re- 
veal that in 1948 60 percent of mineral de- 
pletion deductions were taken by firms whose 
principal business activity was manufac- 
turing (including petroleum refining). 
Firms whose activities were predominantly 
mineral extraction had only about one-third 
of total depletion deductions. Classification 
of firms by size of total assets indicates that 
in 1948 two-thirds of all corporate depletion 
was deducted by the largest firms, those 
with assets of over $100,000,000. Firms with 

assets of $1,000,000 or more had 94 percent 

of total depletion. Small firms with assets 
of $250,000 or less had only 1.5 percent of 
the total. 

It appears that the major tax benefits of 
proposed additional deductions for explora- 
tion expense would also go to the large, well 
established firms. These taxpayers have suf- 
ficient net income from diversified sources to 
derive full tax benefit from the special deduc- 
tions. On the other hand, these large, es- 
tablished firms typically conduct exploration 
and development activities for additional re- 
serves in order to maintain their position in 
the industry and to realize the value of their 
large investments in processing, manufactur- 
ing and marketing facilities. Generally, they 
have or can obtain funds for these activities. 


u Special exceptions would occur where 
percentage depletion was determined by the 
50 percent of net income limitation. In 
these circumstances, additional deductions 
would lower net income and the limitation, 
and excess depletion would not be increased 
by the full amount of the additional de- 
duction. 
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It would be extremely difficult to formulate 
tax concessions which would offer any sig- 
nificant inducement to new, small or re- 
opened mines, but which would not result in 
large and unnecessary tax benefits to favor- 
ably situated firms for whom the concession 
appears unnecessary. Such provisions are 
open to serious objections on grounds of dis- 
crimination, economic and competitive dis- 
tortion, and administrative difficulties. Even 
if initially adopted on a limited scale, they 
would tend to be broadened with increasingly 
serious loss of revenue. 

One of the reasons sometimes advanced 
for expensing treatment for mine explora- 
tion and development costs is that similar 
treatment has been enjoyed by the oll and 
gas industry with respect to intangible drill- 
ing and development costs. This treatment 
was introduced by administrative regulation 
in 1917 when the expensing privilege was a 
clear alternative to cost depletion. Con- 
tinuation of the privilege after the adop- 
tion of discovery and percentage depletion 
has resulted in double deductions. This 
privilege has resulted in serious abuse and 
large-scale tax avoidance. Particularly in 
times of high tax rates, taxpayers with large 
incomes from fields unrelated to mining 
have been able to reduce current tax lia- 
bilities through use of this tax device. A 
proper remedy in this area would appear to 
be curtailment of the special privilege al- 
lowed for oil and gas expenditures. rather 
than an extension which would offer wider 
latitude for tax abuse during the present 
emergency period. 

VI. CONCLUSION 


The types of additional tax deductions 
proposed may be expected to have some in- 
centive effects in the case of financially es- 
tablished taxpayers, especially those subject 
to excess-profits tax. On the other hand, 
the proposals would tend to be ineffectual 
in the case of new, small, or reopened mines 
without existing sources of income, requir- 
ing substantial risky investment before in- 
come prospects may be realized. 

The proposals would create several un- 
desirable side effects, including impairment 
of the equity of the tax system, widened 
opportunity for tax avoidance, competitive 
discriminations between classes of taxpayers, 
and further losses of revenue. While con- 
tinuing study needs to be given to the pos- 
sible revision of capital-recovery allowances 
for mineral producers, this should be done 
with a view to achieving a more equitable 
measure of income and desirable economic 
effects. This calls for an integrated approach 
which would make appropriate adjustments 
in the existing percentage-depletion system, 
so as to avoid duplicating tax deductions, 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the 
Secretary of the Treasury, during the 
hearings on the Revenue Act of 1950, 
outlined the adjustments which can be 
made as a first step toward eliminating 
the loophole. His proposal was to re- 
duce percentage depletion for oil, gas, 
and sulfur to 15 percent of gross income 
and for nonmetallic minerals to 5 per- 
cent. He also proposed that oil and 
gas operators who elect to expense in- 
tangible drilling and development costs 
be required to reduce income from the 
property by the amount of such expensed 
costs in computing their depletion al- 
lowance. These changes would increase 
revenues by $350,000,000. 

It is our intention, in conjunction and 
in cooperation with other Senators, to 
offer an amendment to the bill with re- 
spect to the depletion-allowance provi- 
sions. 


1951 


B. INCOME SPLITTING 


I now walk into an area of the tax bill 
where angels fear to tread. Only a neo- 
phyte on taxes would dare to do so. I 
want my remarks to be clearly under- 
stood. I bring the matter to the atten- 
tion of the Senate, with the possibility 
that a further study of the income-split- 
ting feature will be made by the Com- 
mittee on Finance or the Joint Commit- 
tee on Internal Revenue, with the pos- 
sibility of a substitution or elimination 
of the benefits of income splitting for 
an increase in the tax rate which is in- 
corporated in the bill. There are three 
amendment possibilities. As yet I have 
not made up my mind which one of the 
three I shall urge. However, I shall talk 
about income splitting because when I 
started to dig into that subject—and I 
spent some time examining it—I was 
amazed to find that the benefits of it 
were primarily theoretical, but not, in 
fact, for the bulk, the vast majority, of 
the people of the United States, 

Mr. President, the income-splitting 
provision was adopted in 1948, and was 
intended to equalize the tax burden of 
married persons throughout the Nation. 
However, the income-splitting provision 
gave very substantial tax reductions to 
wealthy taxpayers. 

Nevertheless, I am aware of the fact 
that the intention was to equalize the 
tax burden on married persons through- 
out the Nation, inasmuch as in the years 
before the 1948 act, States which had 
community-property laws made it pos- 


_ sible for married couples living in those 


States to split their income between the 
husband and the wife, with the result 
that a smaller tax was paid; but that 
was not possible in States which did not 
have community-property laws. There- 
fore, married couples in non-community- 
property-law States had been paying 
more income taxes than had married 
couples in the community-property 
States. 

The obvious answer to that problem, 
of course, was either to eliminate the ac- 
tion the community-property States had 
taken in that field, if that could be done, 
or else to give to the other States the 
same benefits as those which were ac- 
cruing to taxpayers in the community- 
property States. 

The background of this matter is that 
in 1941, I believe, the House of Repre- 
sentatives dealt with this problem, to 
the extent of reporting a bill which 
would eliminate the income-splitting 
benefits. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, 
CLEMENTs in the chair). Does the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota yield to the Sen- 
ator from Colorado? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. That measure came 
before the Senate at that time. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sen- 
ator. I had heard that it came before 
the Senate. So it is not a new subject; 
it has been a subject of discussion and 
controversy over the years. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me again? 

Mr, HUMPHREY. I yield. 
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Mr. MILLIKIN. The next point is 
that the Senate in those cases practi- 
cally filibustered the attempt to enact 
the split-income provision which the 
Senator from Minnesota has criticized. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I understand that. 
Let me say to the Senator from Colo- 
rado, who is deeply concerned with the 
need for raising increased amounts of 
revenue, that one of the reasons why I 
am referring to the split-income provi- 


sion is that I believe the time may come, 


and it may be here now, when in order 
to obtain the revenue we need, we shall 
have to eliminate the benefits accruing 
under the so-called income splitting de- 
vice. The Treasury estimates that in 
that way there can be produced $2,500,- 
000,000 of increased revenue. 

Under my proposal, incomes could be 
split; but if that were done, the benefit 
of the selected tax schedule which gives 
the tax relief under the split-income 
provisions could not be obtained. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I merely wish to say 
that I struggled with this problem on 
three different occasions. Two tax bills 
which passed the Congress in 1947 did 
not contain a provision for income split- 
ting. In connection with each bill there 
was an enormous clamor in the Senate 
for the inclusion of a split-income provi- 
sion. The Senate passed those two 
bills without including a split-income 
provision. However, the President ve- 
toed both bills and there were not suffi- 
cient votes to override the vetoes. 

So in 1948 the Senate voted in favor of 
a split-income provision, and the vote for 
that measure was 77 to 10. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Les. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I do not wish to be 
overly discouraging to the Senator from 
Minnesota, but I wish him to understand 
the history of the split-income provision 
and the fate that is ahead of him. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Ah! I have al- 
ready foreseen the fate, but I could not 
think of any more interesting or fruitful 
topic to discuss. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I hate to see the 
Senator from Minnesota tend barren 
vineyards. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Let me say that 
barren though the vineyard may be at 
this time, I still have the hope that in 
a year or two years from now the coun- 


try will realize the need, in terms of * 


raising increased amounts of revenue. 
I shall show that if we were to raise 
increased amounts of revenue at this 
time by means of doing away with the 
benefits of the split-income provision, 
we would be much fairer to many of the 
people of the United States. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I would hate to hang 
my hopes for the future on the passage 
of a measure to abolish the split-income 
provisions, 

Let me say that the benefits of this 
system were not overlooked. It was un- 
derstood what the benefits were and 
what the distribution of those benefits 
would be. < 

In order to fashion the bill which 
passed the Senate by a vote of 77 to 10— 
and I may say that some of the most 
vigorous leadership for enactment of a 
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split-income provision came from the 
Senator’s side of the aisle, the distin- 
guished Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
McCLELLAN] was a great leader on that 
subject for several years—we reduced 
income taxes in the lower brackets 30 
percent, and scaled that reduction down 
to a 5-percent reduction in the highest 
income brackets; and we increased the 
exemption from $500 to $600, which 
benefited by several billion dollars those 
in the lower income-tax brackets. That 
represented a practical balancing of the 
advantage of split income. That was a 
part of the balance in that bill which 
attracted the vote to which I have 
referred. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think the Senator 
from Colorado is giving us the reason 
why that vote was attracted. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. It was deliberately 
contrived in order to attract the votes, 
because we wanted to reduce taxes; and 
we did, and we provided the great bulk 
of the benefit would go to those in the 
lower brackets; and as a partial offset 
to the benefits which those with incomes 
of from $10,000 up obtained by means 
of the split-income provision, we reduced 
by 30 percent the tax in the lower brack- 
ets, and we scaled down that reduction 
to a 5-percent reduction for those in 
the highest bracket, and we gave to the 
lowest income tax brackets the great ad- 
vantage of increasing the exemption 
from $500 to $600, which at that time 
amounted to more than $2,000,000,000. 
By the way, it would be interesting 
‘although I would not support it—if the 
Senator from Minnesota were to submit 
an amendment to reduce the exemption 


to $500, again. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Oh, no. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. “Oh, no! Of course 
not.” ([Laughter.] 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Let me say that 
not only would that be interesting 
Mr. MILLIKIN. It would be suicidal. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. It would be some- 


what catastrophic. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. It would be suicidal 
to do it, sir. 

Mr. President, I merely wish to point 
out, if there is any point at all in what 
I am saying, that what I suspect the 
Senator from Minnesota is coming into 
was balanced by other considerations of 
the type I have mentioned, 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The end result was 
that the Senate passed the bill by a vote 
of 77 to 10, with overwhelming support 
from both sides of the aisle because of 
the fairness and justice of the balance 
which had been achieved in that bill. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. After having ob- 
tained this factual material for the 
REcorD—— 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Pastore in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Minnesota yield to the Senator 
from California? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Iryield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. It has been a little 
difficult for those of us on this side of 
the aisle to follow all the colloquy be- 
tween the Senator from Colorado and 
the Senator from Minnesota, but when 
they were discussing the matter of the 
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community-property States and the di- 
vision of income between husband and 
wife, I did not want to let the moment 
pass, inasmuch as I represent, in part, 
one of the community-property States, 
without making very clear the point that 
in the community-property States the 
community ownership of property, as 
between husband and wife, was not set 
up for the purpose of a taxing measure, 
but it came from the old Mexican law, 
by which, as a matter of fact, the wife— 
not in expectancy, but in fact—is a 
holder, as a partner of the husband, of 
the community interest in the property, 
and she has complete ownership over 
the same, and has power to bequeath 
the community interest. 

So the situation is entirely different, 
and has historically been so, in the com- 
munity-property States, and has no re- 
lationship to the income-tax laws, as 
such. It was not conceived for the pur- 
pose of income-tax evasion, and there 
is an actual ownership of property by 
the wife. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena- 
tor. That is as I understand it, and I 
appreciate getting that information at 
this point in the Record. I had made 
some study of that and knew that that 
was the express purpose of the commu- 
nity-property law, which had this old 
background from Mexico. 

Now, Mr. President, I desire to con- 
tinue regarding income splitting. At 
the time I was a municipal official, when 
my State was denied the benefit of in- 
come splitting and other States had the 
benefit of it, I insisted that my State be 
given equal benefit, and, of course, I con- 
tended that if one part of the country 
could have the advantage of income 
splitting, the other parts ought to have 
it. My proposal is not to condemn in- 
come splitting as such. My proposal is 
not merely to throw it out because its 
name is “income splitting”; not at all. 
Iam going to say, however, that by elim- 
inating some of the benefits of the pres- 
ent income-splitting law, we could 
substitute that for the proposed 11-per- 
cent-tax increase, and have more reve- 
nue, and have it fall more equitably upon 
the American people. Let me develop 
the point. I shall do that first, and then 
yield to any Senator who wishes to in- 
terrogate me. 

A married man with two children, re- 
ceiving wages of 84,000, gains absolutely 
nothing from the present income-split- 
ting provision; if he receives 85,000, he 
gains all of $2. Now, how many people 
in this country knew that? Under the 
present income-splitting law, if the mar- 
ried man receives $10,000, he gets a bene- 
fit of $168 as compared to a single per- 
son. However, a married taxpayer 
receiving a salary of $500,000 gains $25,- 
000 from income splitting. To put it 
another way, 97 percent of the tax relief 
from this provision goes to people with 
incomes in excess of $5,000 a year. No 
wonder President Truman so successful- 
ly stumped the country in 1948 when he 
took for his theme what he called the 
“rich man’s relief tax bill.” I predict 
that he will go to the country with equal 
success in 1952, with this tax bill as his 
text, unless it is amended before final 
passage. 
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This discriminatory provision was 
adopted because residents of community- 
property States were enjoying the privi- 
lege of splitting their incomes by virtue 
of local property laws. The tax advan- 
tages of these laws were so great that a 
number of States adopted them to obtain 
the benefits for their citizens. The solu- 
tion devised by the Eightieth Congress 
was to universalize income splitting for 
the residents of non-community-prop- 
erty States. More equitable solutions 
were considered for many years by the 
Congress, but they were never adopted 
because of the determined opposition of 
Representatives and Senators from com- 
munity-property States. It is note- 
worthy that all of the States that had 
adopted community-property laws to 
get their tax advantages repealed them 
soon after the Revenue Act of 1948 was 
enacted. Those were the ones who, 
through their State legislatures, passed 
laws, and did not adopt constitutional 
provisions. 

Aside from the fact that income-split- 
ting benefits only high-income people, it 
can be criticized on the ground that it 
discriminates against all single people. 
The bill before you will actually raise the 
taxes of some single people in the upper 
brackets above World War II levels, but 
married couples in these brackets will 
pay substantially lower taxes because. of 
the advantage of income splitting. That 
is, in the upper levels. H. R. 4473 not 
only does not remove this inequality but 
actually increases the tax differential 
between single persons and married 
persons. 

The House was well aware of these in- 
equalities. In order to relieve hardship 
for widows and widowers who are denied 
income splitting after the death of the 
husbands or wives, and who are not in 
the process of income splitting, it ex- 
tended half of the advantage of income 
splitting to single persons who are heads 
of households. ‘Heads of households” 
are defined in the bill as single persons 
who maintain in their household children 
or their descendants whether or not they 
can support themselves or who maintain 
any relative for whom they claim an ex- 
emption under present law. The Fi- 
nance Committee adopted the principle 
of head of household, but gave them 
only one-quarter rather than one-half 
the benefit of income splitting. 

Extending a small part of the benefits 
of income splitting to heads of hous- 
holds does not cure the disease. It 
merely adds another group of favored 
taxpayers precisely at a time when the 
burdens of all other taxpayers are being 
increased in the interest of the defense 
effort. 

I might say, however, that when this 
income-splitting device is maintained in 
the law there is quite a compelling argu- 
ment to extend it, when a married cou- 
ple take on the responsibilities they do 
in a home. 

It is my conviction that the differential 
in tax liabilities between married per- 
sons and single persons should be re- 
duced not by extending the regressive 
feature of income splitting to a new 
category of taxpayers but on the con- 
trary by eliminating this privilege for 
all of the high-bracket taxpayers. My 
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point is that we are not now trying to 
doctor something up either to eliminate 
the benefits or obviously ke compelled 
to take in more and more people under 
the benefits. 

The splitting of income in community 
and non-community-property States 
now costs about $2,500,000,000, according 
to the Treasury Department. All of this 
revenue could be raised by adjusting the 
rates for married couples. If the Senate 
would adopt this suggestion, it could 
eliminate all of the individual income 
tax rate increases from the bill and still 
raise some $200,000,000 more than the 
bill as it is now written. 

Let me be specific. By a revision of 
the schedule on incomes for married 
couples, we would be able to raise $2,- 
500,000,000 by eliminating the benefits 
of income splitting, while by increasing 
the tax levy by 11 percent across the 
board, with an 8-percent ceiling on the 
upper income brackets, we would actu- 
ally raise $2,300,000,000, so we would 
raise $200,000,000 more by eliminating 
the income-splitting provision. I should 
like to submit later for the RECORD a 
table which compares the House bill, the 
Finance Committee bill, and the sugges- 
tion to eliminate the benefits of income 
splitting. 

I know that this is hard to ex- 
plain. I have been told, “You cannot 
explain this; the people simply will 
not have time to understand what you 
are talking about.” So let me put it 
simply. The average American citizen 
with an average income of $10,000 a year 
or less—and that takes care of about 94 
percent or more of all the taxpayers of 
the country—is better off by the elimi- 
nation of the benefits of income split- 
ting than he is by taking an 11 percent 
tax increase on top of his present tax. 
So, in other words, the Treasury would 
be receiving $200,000,000 more money, 
which the Government desperately 
needs, and the man with $10,000 a year 
income or less—and that bracket em- 
braces the group which suffers the most 
under high-cost-of-living conditions and 
inflation—would have a better deal under 
the elimination of income-splitting bene- 
fits than he would by absorbing the 11 
percent. I have carefully checked this 
and have had tables prepared. I in- 
sisted that the Treasury help me in the 
preparation of the tables—and I mean 
“insisted,” too. After studying it, I say 
definitely that eliminating the benefits 
of the income split will raise more rev- 
enue than the 11 percent tax increase 
proposed by the Finance Committee bill. 
I keep on repeating that this great group 
in America, which takes it on the chin, 
will also have to pay the heavy excise 
taxes, which are continuously being in- 
creased as another source of revenue. 
This bill has $1,300,000,000 more in ex- 
cise taxes. Who is going to pay them? 
The sheetmetal worker, the milk-wagon 
driver, the fellow who is working on the 
railroad track, and the fellow who is a 
clerk in a drugstore on in a grocery 


‘store, because such people compose the 


great bulk of the citizens of America. 
I have a proposal which I merely sug- 


gest for purposes of consideration, which 


works as follows: 
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Let us say a man has an income of 
$5,000, and he is a married person with 
two dependents. Under the present law 
his tax would be $420. The House bill 
would increase the tax by $53. The Sen- 
ate bill would increase it by $46. The in- 
come-splitting privilege would increase 
the tax by $2. Here is a man who has 
a salary of $6,500. Under the present tax 
laws he pays a tax of $690. The House 
bill would add $86, and the Senate bill 
would add $76. This is a man who thinks 
he is getting the benefits of income split- 
ting. If the benefits were removed from 
the legislation, that man's tax would go 
up only 829, as compared with 876 in the 
Senate bill and 886 in the House bill, 
and yet the sum total of all the money 
that would be collected after the elimi- 
nation of the so-called benefits, the 
theoretical benefits of income splitting, 
would add up to two and one-half bil- 
lions of dollars. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. PASTORE. Does the Senator in- 
tend to propose that sort of an amend- 
ment? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I have it in mind, I 

will say to the Senator. 

Let us take a man who receives 
$8,500. His present tax is $1,075. The 
House bill would increase his tax $134, 
and the Senate bill would increase his 
tax $118. The elimination of the in- 
come-splitting benefits would increase 
his tax $90. In other words, he would be 
$28 better off under the Senate bill, and 
$44 better off under the House bill. 

But thousands and thousands of per- 
sons have been told that income splitting 
is their salvation. It may have been at 
one time. When I was mayor of a siz- 
able city, I went down the line for com- 
munity-property privileges for my peo- 
ple, just as they existed in other places. 
I am not condemning it as such. What 
I am saying is that we have before us a 
bill to raise revenue, and I think we 
should raise it as equitably as possible. 
I pointed out that a great deal of reve- 
nue is not being raised on the principles 
of equity, at least as I see them. We 
need to raise more revenue. The way to 
raise $2,300,000,000 is to tax everyone 11 
percent on what they now pay. Under 
an amendment which I have in mind, a 
man receiving less than $10,000 a year 
will actually pay increased taxes, but he 
will pay fewer dollars in increased taxes 
than he would under the 11-percent pro- 
posal. I repeat—because we cannot de- 
bate this bill without facing up to the 
economic situation which confronts our 
country—that the burden of the high 
cost of food, clothing, and education, the 
burden of keeping an automobile going, 
to drive to work at the factory, of being 
able to hold things together, day in and 
day out, to manage a household falls very 
heavily upon the lower-income group. 
That is the group which feels the impact 
of a nation which has gotten itself into 
the tortures of inflation; and I submit we 
are not doing very much to check the 
inflation. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
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Mr. DOUGLAS. Do I correctly under- 
stand the Senator from Minnesota that 
one possible phase of his criticism of in- 
come splitting would be to substitute the 
abolition of income splitting for the in- 
crease in the income tax proposed by the 
committee? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. To substitute the 
elimination of the benefit of income- 
tax splitting, because that is the only 
way I think we can constitutionally and 
legally do it. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have the chart which I have had 
prepared, being a comparison of the tax 
increases, if the benefits of income 
splitting were eliminated, with the tax 
increases under the House bill and the 
Finance Committee bill, printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the chart 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Comparison of the tax increases if the bene- 
fits of income splitting were eliminated 
with the tax increases under the House 
bill and the Finance Committee bill 

MARRIED PERSON—TWO DEPENDENTS 


Increase over present law tax 


Present tax 
rates with 
income 
splitting 
eliminated 


1 Income before deductions and before exemptions. 
Nore.—In computing the tax, a deduction of 10 


percent of gross income was allowed at all income levels. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
now turn to the subject of withholding 
on dividends and corporate bond inter- 
est. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, 
when the Senate met yesterday after- 
noon it was agreed that the amendments 
of the committee could be agreed to-en 
bloc, under the consideration that if any 
amendment might be called up by any 
Senator, the committee amendment 
would be considered de novo. That is 
the understanding of the Senate. Un- 
fortunately, I have to attend a meeting 
of the Appropriations Committee in a 
moment, and I wanted to make a note 
in the Recorp of my desire to have title 
5 of the bill considered de novo. I want 
to devote a little time to the discussion 
of the changes made by the committee 
in the excess-profits tax, so that if any 
issue should arise on the floor during 
my absence I want the Senate to under- 
stand that at a convenient time, prob- 
ably tomorrow, I shall seek an opportu- 
nity to discuss that point. 

I thank the Senator from Minnesota. 
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C. WITHHOLDING ON DIVIDENDS AND CORPORATE 
BOND INTEREST 


Mr. HUMPHREY. I am very happy 
to have the observation of the Senator 
from Wyoming. 

When tax rates are high and burdens 
on all groups of taxpayers must be in- 
creased, it is necessary to provide the 
Bureau of Internal Revenue with the 
means to enforce the tax laws in the 
best possible manner. We know what 
it means not to have rigid enforcement 
of the law. There has been a loss of 
revenue because of our failure to have 
an adequate number of enforcement 
officers. It is acknowledged that in 
many areas of tax enforcement the cost 
of collecting all the additional taxes due 
from recalcitrant taxpayers would be ex- 
orbitant. For this reason the Treasury 
Department has been recommending for 
the past 2 years that a withholding sys- 
tem be adopted on dividends in order to 
assist the Bureau of Internal Revenue 
in its tax enforcement efforts. 

Last year the House adopted a divi- 
dend withholding provision which was 
eliminated in the Senate primarily on 
the ground that would have created sub- 
stantial compliance problems for cor- 
porations, since it would have required 
corporations to submit to every stock- 
holder a statement showing the amount 
of dividends paid and the tax withheld. 
This year the provisions adopted by the 
House is much simpler, and it is my 
understanding that it will involve rela- 
tively little additional work on the part 
of corporations. All the corporations 
would be required to do would be to with- 
hold 20 percent from each dividend pay- 
ment, and to pay this amount quarterly 
to the Bureau of Internal Revenue. No 
statement would be required to be sub- 
mitted to the stockholder. The stock- 
holder would be able to take credit for 
tax withheld on his tax return as in the 
cases of wages and salaries, 

I cannot understand why a simple pro- 
vision like this one, which involves very 
little additional paper work on the part 
ef the corporations, and which is esti- 
mated to raise more than $300,000,000 
in revenue, can be objectionable. As I 
pointed out to the Senate last year, the 
amount of under-reporting of dividends 
on individual income tax returns is sub- 
stantial. This may be just inadvert- 
ence; I would assume it is; but whether 
it is inadventence of not, for the cal- 
endar year 1951 under-reporting of divi- 
dends will amount to over $1,000,000,000. 
How do they determine that? They 
check up to see the dividends declared 
to the taxpayers 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. There is also an al- 
lowance made, is there not, for a proper 
amount of dividends received by persons 
who would not be income tax payers. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. I talked it 
over with the Treasury officials and they 
said they had been very conservative in 
their figures. They told me they had 
made allowances for persons who would 
not pay a tax anyway. 
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Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I think it should be 
said that some members of the commit- 
tee who gave a good deal of attention to 
the subject do not have the slightest con- 
fidence in the Treasury’s estimate as to 
the effect of withholding on the hun- 
dreds of thousands, perhaps millions, of 
persons who would not have to pay taxes, 
even if they reported what they received. 
The inconvenience to a vast body of 
American citizens is one of the reasons 
why that type of tax hus failed so far. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I understand that 
is the argument. I just want to say, 
however, that it is very inconvenient for 
someone to withhold 20 percent from a 
man’s wages when those wages are only 
$25 a week. The Treasury has to refund 
a half billion dollars every year on pay- 
ments made through overtaxation. We 
have become accustomed to that. The 
bill under which that has resulted was 
passed by the Congress. However, I do 
not recall ever having received a letter 
from a wage earner who was angry be- 
cause.of the withholding. I know that 
under dividend withholding some people 
will be inconvenienced. I think it is 
very inconvenient to pay taxes anyway. 
We are endeavoring to obtain more 
money with which to pay the costs of our 
national defense, and when we reflect 
that a substantial number of dividend 
earners in the country are apparently 
under-reporting their dividends, I be- 
lieve we should see to it that they are 
reported. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Of course we are 
trying to secure more revenue. I am 
discussing that area where we do not 
raise revenue because the individual 
who receives a dividend is not liable for 
taxes. I think that in conducting the 
Government we should give attention to 
the convenience of the citizen. We 
should not be harassing the citizen too 
much by having him make all kinds of 
reports and claims in order to get him- 
self straight with the Government when 
he owes the Government no taxes. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Minnesota yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. As a matter of fact, 
would not the dividend withholding 
System be simpler for most taxpayers 
than the present plan, because there 
would be an automatic deduction of 20 
percent by the corporation in the divi- 
dends paid, and that would remove from 
the average taxpayer the difficulty of 
figuring out precisely what his dividends 
and taxes would be for the year and mak- 
ing a correct listing? I believe it would 
make it simpler for the taxpayer. The 
method proposed by the House was that 
20 percent of the total dividend be 
turned over to the Treasury. I believe 
that method makes it simpler for the 
average taxpayer. The provision does 
not necessarily result in a good deal of 
red tape, but really results in making 
the procedure simpler. 
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Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Minnesota yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY, I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The withholding 
does not determine the tax. The with- 
holding is either hitting the thing right 
on the button or it is not. In the latter 
event the taxpayer has to go through 
the whole rigamarole of figuring out 
whether the dividend is taxable. Again 
I come back to the basic observation 
that we do not have the facts before us 
which will enable us to determine the 
nuisance and harassment of the great 
bulk of American citizens who do not 
owe and do not pay taxes. I will say to 
the distinguished Senator that if any- 
body can show me that we are losing 
$300,000,000 a year revenue through lack 
of withholding, I will be for withholding. 
I think the figures are fantastically dis- 
torted on the upside. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I have no way of 
knowing personally whether $300,000,- 
000 will be raised, but I have literally 
grilled the representatives of the Treas- 
ury Department, and they tell me that 
these figures are on the conservative 
side, and definitely so. I further want 
to say that, while there will be a num- 
ber of what may be called nontaxable 
individuals against whom there would 
be withholding of dividends, this prob- 
lem was also evident with the wage 
withholding, and very much the same 
arguments were raised at the time that 
subject was under consideration. In 
1948 the Treasury Department told me 
that nontaxable recipients received re- 
funds amounting to $900,000,000, but the 
wage withholding proved to be an ef- 
fective means of gathering in revenue, 
and caused very little inconvenience. 
When the same method is applied to in- 
terest on corporation bonds as well as 
dividend withholdings, a sizable piece of 
revenue will be picked up. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Let me make a very 
simple suggestion on this subject. The 
whole reason for the lack of depend- 
ability of basic statistics and the whole 
reason why there is perhaps more 
evasion than there should be, is because 
the Bureau of Internal Revenue has not 
pursued the subject with sufficient vigor 
or with sufficient information. If the 
Bureau of Internal Revenue will get the 
list of stockholders and the amount of 
their dividends from the corporations 
that pay them, and if it will then really 
pursue a sampling all the way down the 
line, and from down at the bottom all 
the way up, and put some of the larger 
evaders in jail, just a few of them, it 
will end this problem so fast it will make 
your head swim. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I hope the Senator 
from Colorado is right. I may say to 
the Senator that I have no personal 
pride of authorship about withholding, 
because I am not the author of such an 
amendment. I simply feel that it is an- 
other way we can tighten up the tax 
laws where, because for every dollar that 
someone evades or avoids paying in taxes, 
somebody else has to pick up the check, 
That is what it amounts to. 
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Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Minnesota again yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. To my mind it comes 
to a balance between inconvenience and 
harassment of the citizen and some pos- 


‘sible gain in revenue. We do not know 


how much the gain in revenue will be, 
but we know what the harassment of 
the citizen will be. I should like to see 
some more facts. As I said before, if 
there has been a $300,000,000 loss of in- 
come, I am willing to go to withholding, 
but I am not willing to go for it on the 
very cloudy statistics which have been 
provided us, and which, amazingly 
enough, do not really reach down into 
the lower bracket people to see whether 
they would in fact have to pay taxes, or 
how many of them would in fact have to 
pay taxes if they reported their divi- 
dends. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think it should 
be stated that the Treasury Department 
has made some cross-section study of 
this problem. The Senator from Colo- 
rado knows that. I think it also should 
be stated that the average bondholder in 
the country—and there are 10,000,000 
bondholders and stockholders—hold an 
average of $100 in value. I think it 
should also be stated that the so-called 
inadvertence of reporting is not always 
inadvertence. My point is: Would not 
the majority of those who receive divi- 
dends prefer to have a withholding sys- 
tem rather than to allow a minority who 
escape their fair share of taxes continue 
to get away with it, thereby compelling 
us to increase tax rates upon those who 
do pay their taxes? 

In other words, for every rascal who 
avoids paying his tax, when it is neces- 
sary to obtain a certain amount of 
money to pay the great ‘ill for the de- 
fense program—somebody else has to 
pay a little bit more. 

I think the argument made by the 
Senator from Colorado, while it is per- 
suasive and is moving, is the same kind 
of argument that was made with respect 
to wage withholding—and he knows such 
an argument was made. It was argued 
that under the wage and salary with- 
holding program thousands upon thou- 
sands would have to receive refunds, and 
it would be a great inconvenience to the 
businessman. Of course it was an in- 
convenience to him. There must be in- 
convenience for him. But the revenue 
was coll-c.ed. It was a real source of 
revenue. Before we increase income tax 
rates, does not the Senator think it 
would be well to pick up $200,000,000 or 
$300,000,000 or even $350,000,000 and get 
that into the kitty, before starting in on 
something else? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I should like to point 
out, first, that if the wage system works 
an injustice to the workingman I wouid 
not accept that as an argument for in- 
flicting it on others. But let us pass 
that. There is a great distinction be- 
tween a withholding tax we apply on the 
payroll man and this vast bulk of people 
who are unorganized and who do not 
have the collection and the bookkeeping 
facilities available which the employers 
in an industry can afford in connection 
with the withholding-tax process. There 
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is this basic difference. The working- 
men who have their taxes withheld are 
told again and again—and there is quite 
a little verity in what they are told 
that they need not worry about the 
withholding tax, that their organiza- 
tions will protect them in terms of take- 
home pay. “Don’t bother your heads 
about this. We will take care of you,” 
they are told; and the organizations do 
take care of them in good shape. 

The great unorganized mass of citi- 
zens about which I am speaking does not 
have the benefit of that kind of opera- 
tion. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. But Iam sure the 
Senator would not want his remarks to 
be interpreted as saying that they ought 
not to pay their taxes. He feels, of 
course, that every dividend ought to be 
reported. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Of course. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Where there is a 
tax due. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Where there is a tax 
due. The great open hole is that no 
one can tell us how many people who 
do not pay taxes now, and who are not 
required to pay taxes now, would have 
to pay taxes if they reported the little 
dividend checks which they may get from 
time to time. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I suggest that 1 
year’s operation of the withholding 
would tell us that story. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I suggest to the Sen- 
ator that 1 year’s real operation by the 
Bureau of Internal Revenue in really 
running this thing down and putting 
some of the big evaders in jail would 
stop the practice. That is where we 
are told the largest loss is. It is not 
down below. Itisupabove. If we were 
to catch some of the people who are 
cashing their checks and not accounting 
for them, and put them in jail, just a 
couple of cases would put an end to a 
considerable part of the practice. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The optimism of 
the Senator is not shared by the enforce- 
ment officers. I should like to see a 
harder crackdown on this sort of thing. 
I was one of those who joined with the 
Senator from Colorado in a vote on the 
floor of the Senate to provide more en- 
forcement officers for the Bureau of In- 
ternal Revenue. But I do not under- 
stand how we could expect to enforce 
dividend collection upon thousands of 
little dividend receivers. 

Twice the House has incorporated this 
provision in a bill. Men of reason there, 
just as we have men of reason here, men 
who have listened to the testimony there, 
just as we have listened to it, twice in a 
row have placed in a bill a provision for 
dividend withholding and corporate 
bond interest withholding. Since it has 
been tried two times by the House, why 
do we not give it a whirl and see how it 
will work? It is not going to be cata- 
strophic. It will not wreck anyone if it 
does not work well the first year. But 
if it will produce $300,000,000 of revenue 
which we ought to get, we ought to try it. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. LONG. I believe the Senator is 
making a strong argument for dividend 
withholding. I believe I voted for the 
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Senator’s amendment on the same sub- 
ject last year. Will the Senator tell me 
how many stockholders there are in this 
country? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. 
ten million, 

Mr.LONG. What did the Senator say 
was the average stock dividend? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. One hundred dol- 
lars. 

Mr. LONG. If the average stockhold- 
ing amounts to about $100 in value 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 

Mr. LONG. Let us say that there are 
10,000,000 stockholders, and that the 
average person receives a dividend of $8 
a year. Possibly he receives it in the 
form of quarterly dividends, $2 a quar- 
ter. He would owe the Government 20 
percent of the dividend. If he were the 
average person, he would owe the Gov- 
ernment about 40 cents every time he 
received a dividend check. If he did not 
report the income, I think as a practical 
matter we simply could not put him in 
jail. He would say that it was an inad- 
vertence. Not a jury in America would 
send a man to the penitentiary for not 
reporting an $8 dividend. The probabili- 
ty is that he would say that he forgot 
to report it—and perhaps he did. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. He probably did. 

Mr. LONG. The probability also is 
that that same individual is a wage 
earner who is subject to withholding, 
and for that reason, having nothing 
coming to him, he would not submit a 
return, thinking, possibly, that he did 
not owe the Government anything. He 
would have a pretty good argument to 
make before a jury. It would make the 
Government look pretty ridiculous to 
try to put a man in jail because he did 
not report an $8 dividend. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yet if enough of 
these little dividends are not reported, 
the wage earner will have to have his 
earned income tax rate boosted in order 
to make up for the loss of revenue. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 


Senator further Me 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. LONG. There is one further ques- 
tion involved. The average stockholder 
in America would owe, on a $8 dividend, 
a tax of $2. It would not be worth the 
expense of sending a Federal revenue 
agent to investigate him and run him 
down and find the $2 which he owed. 
The overhead would probably consume 
the amount of money we might collect. 

On the other hand, if a corporation 
has as many as 200,000 stockholders, if 
the 20 percent is collected in the begin- 
ning, we have fhe money. Most of the 
money would be collected through a sim- 
ple bookkeeping entry by the corpora- 
tion which issued the check. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
should like to correct a statement which 
I made a moment ago. I was somewhat 
dubious about it at the time. I stated 
that there were 10,000,000 stockholders, 
and I said that they owned an average 
of $100 worth of stock.. That is errone- 
ous. They receive an average of 8109 
in dividends annually. 

Mr. LONG. That makes a substantial 
difference. Nevertheless, it would be 
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found, with regard to the smaller divi- 
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dends, which would represent a large 
portion, that the small amount which 
would come in would hardly make it 
worth while for a Government agent to 
attempt to ferret out the recipients of 
the dividenes and see that they paid 
their taxes. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. GEORGE. I wish to call the Sen- 
ator’s attention to this fact, which is 
often overlooked: In the case of with- 
holding on wages, the wage earner is en- 
titled to his full exemption. That is, he 
is entitled to all the statutory exemptions, 
$600 for himself, $600 for his dependents, 
and the statutory exemption of 10 per- 
cent where he does not itemize, but uses 
the short form. 

However, this 20-percent proposal is on 
the gross. Let me illustrate what that 
would mean in actual practice. Divi- 
dends are drawn in this country by peo- 
ple of all ages, but many relatively small 
dividends are drawn by old people. Take 
the case of an old couple. Let us assume 
that they have an income of $2,000 de- 
rived wholly from dividends. They are 
both past 65 years of age, and they have 
an exemption of $2,400. They do not owe 
a penny in taxes, but under this harsh 
proposal for a 20-percent tax on the gross 
of the dividends, a total tax of $400 would 
be taken from those citizens who are 
nontaxpayers, and they would probably 
have to wait for several months and go 
to the trouble of filing a petition for a re- 
fund, or make a return showing that 
they were not liable for taxes. I think 
the Senator might be surprised if he 
could look through my mail and see the’ 
large number of communications from 
men and women who say, “We have 
passed the age of 65. We are 70, and we 
have a small amount coming in—$1,000 
or $1,100. To take that large a tax out of 
our gross income would reduce us to a 
very sad state, until we could in some way 
get the Treasury to make a refund.” 

The distinguished Senator from Colo- 
rado [Mr. MILLIKIN] has emphasized the 
fact that we have no dependable cross- 
section sampling on this very impor- 
tant question. The distinguished Sen- 
ator from Colorado may have called 
attention to the fact, but, if not, I am 
sure he will recall that. even after 
we went into executive session, we 
brought before the committee men from 
the Bureau who make these tests. The 
tests were run in such a way as to leave 
me wholly unconvinced that they were 
sufficiently trustworthy for us to reach 
any firm decision or take any defensible 
position as to just what a thorough 
sampling might show with regard to 
dividend withholding. It is not the pur- 
pose, of course, to try to protect any 
dividend recipient. That was not the 
reason why the committee did not in- 
clude this provision. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. No. 

Mr, GEORGE. If the committee 
could be sure that it was needed, in the 
first place; secondly, that other methods 
would not be quite as effective; and third, 
if we could work out some program un- 
der which recipients who are nontax-' 
payers could be protected against the 
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rather harsh remedy of withholding a 
certain percentage of the gross total div- 
idend receipts, the committee would be 
entirely willing to go along with the pro- 
posal. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena- 
tor from Georgia. I have had many dis- 
cussions with representatives of the 
Treasury Department on this subject. 
They were of the opinion that the sam- 
pling was reasonably adequate. They 
were also of the opinion that the sums 
of money which have been bandied about 
as estimates are very conservative. Ican 
fully realize this problem. I feel that 
this is something that we ought to thrash 
out here in debate. We shall offer an 
amendment and get the vote of our col- 
leagues. We hope to win. It is pat- 
ently clear that there is some substantial 
loss in revenue. How we can best cor- 
rect that situation is the question. For 
the moment the solution seems to be 
dividend withholding. 

I would point out to the Senator from 
Georgia that when the Treasury Depart- 
ment was working with certain corpora- 
tions they did not want to accept a 
dividend-withholding plan because they 
did not desire to calculate exemptions, 
and so forth. They wanted 20 percent 
on the gross, not 20 percent on a net 
figure. It would be impossible to make 
such calculation without tremendous 
bookkeeping procedure. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Something was said 
by the distinguished Senator from Lout 
isiana [Mr. Lone] about putting people 
in jail. He has given me the impression 
that possibly he misunderstood what I 
said. I do not want to put people in 
jail, certainly not the people in the low 
income brackets who do not owe any in- 
come tax. I pointed out that under the 
testimony of the Treasury Department 
the big violators are among the big in- 
come receivers. In that group there are 
a great many people who hire bookkeep- 
ers and auditors. When they catch such 
people taking a check and sneaking it to 
the bank and getting the money for it 
without entering it in their accounts I 
suggested that they be put in jail, or at 
ees enough of them to stop that prac- 

ice. 

Mr. LONG. I am glad to have the 
correction made by the Senator from 
Colorado. Nevertheless, it would seem 
to the junior Senator from Louisiana 
that we should also make sure that we 
collect the taxes due even from those 
who are receiving small dividends. If 
taxes are due from those persons they 
should be made to pay them. Asa prac- 
tical matter, those receiving very small 
dividends would owe only a very small 
amount, and we could hardly expect 
them to be subject to any criminal lia- 
bility of any consequence, because of the 
fact that the jury would be very sympa- 
thetic to a small taxpayer who would 
be prosecuted for a very small amount 
due, like a dollar or two. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I am in complete 
sympathy with such people, and I should 
like to be on the jury so that I could 
acquit them. ` 
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Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I think there is much 
in what the Senator from Minnesota has 
said, and there is a great deal to what 
the distinguished chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Finance has stated. I wish 
to point out to the Senator from Louisi- 
ana that under a system of withholding 
there would be no question whatever of 
proceeding criminally against anyone, 
because the tax would be withheld by 
the corporation, either for dividends or 
for corporate interest. There could be 
no question of any criminal action. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. 

Mr. LONG. I believe we are talking 
about two different things. There 
would be many taxpayers who would 
have a liability in addition to the amount 
withheld, because many taxpayers would 
owe not only 20 percent, but over and 
above that amount, because they might 
be put into a 30 or 40 percent bracket, 
and thereby they would owe an addi- 
tional tax liability on their dividends. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 
I thank both the Senator from New 
York and the Senator from Louisiana, 
and of course, I am grateful to the dis- 
tinguished chairman of the committee 
and the ranking minority member of the 
committee, the distinguished Senator 
from Colorado, for their comments. 
That is the way in which the Senate gets 
information. 


D. ESTATE AND GIFT TAXES 


I should like to say a few words about 
estate and gift taxes. I have prepared 
a statement which I shall skim through, 
but which I shall ask to have incorpo- 
rated in the RECORD. I ask unanimous 
consent to have a 5-page statement on 
estate and gift taxes incorporated in the 
REcorp as part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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Except for the estate and gift-splitting 
provisions which were enacted in 1948, the 
estate and gift taxes have remained un- 
touched since 1942. The opportunities to 
avoid high-transfer taxes by placing prop- 
erty in trust or making gifts still remain 
open for those who have skilled legal coun- 
sel. The 1948 provisions, moreover, under- 
cut substantially the effectiveness of the 
already weakened rate structures of these 
taxes. In their present state, the estate and 
gift taxes are no more than a mere append- 
age of the tax system—they raise less than a 
billion dollars out of a total of $61,000,000,000 
this year during a period when income taxes 
have increased eighteenfold since 1939. 

The weakness of the present estate taxes 
is due to the fact that, while all other taxes 
were increased very substantially in the 
1940's, the estate- and gift-tax rates and 
exemptions remained the same. The exemp- 
tion for estates remains $60,000 and the life- 
time exemption for gifts remains $30,000. 
In addition, the 1948 amendments permitted 
married persons to exclude one-half of their 
gifts from the tax base and the estates of 
decedents who were married at death are 
allowed deductions for one-half of the total 
estate if it is transferred to a spouse, thus 
in effect doubling the exemption. These 
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splitting provisions gutted whatever effec- 
tiveness the estate tax may have had even at 
the low rates that applied at that time. 
Their effect was to decrease the total estate- 
tax yield by a third. Before the 1948 amend- 
ments a $10,000,000 estate of a decedent who 
was married at death paid an estate tax of 
$5,000,000. As a result of the 1948 amend- 
ments that tax was reduced to $2,000,000 if 
one-half the estate was transferred to the 
spouse, a reduction of 60 percent. l- 

Keeping the estate and gift taxes ineffec- 
tive at a time when we must increase the 
burdens on low- and fixed-income groups 
who are barely able to make ends meet is 
unconscionable. The primary objective of 
the gift and death taxes is to prevent ac- 
cumulation of vast estates and to reduce the 
tremendous inequality of wealth. Although 
we have had an estate tax since 1916 and a 
gift tax since 1932, there has been little 
apparent reduction in the vast fortunes and 
in the concentration of control of private 
wealth in the United States. This demon- 
strates how ineffective a tax can be when 
loopholes are provided to escape from it. 

It is disappointing that the Finance Com- 
mittee did not see fit to look into the estate . 
and gift taxes as a means of raising revenue 
at this time. I believe that we should not 
allow a tax bill to go through without an 
adjustment in this area. I intend to intro- 
duce amendments which would (a) repeal 
amendments of the Revenue Act of 1948; 
(b) increase the tax on estates and gifts by 
15 percent; and (c) cut the exemptions in 
one-half. In total these amendments would 
raise $600,000,000 which are vitally needed 
at this time to pay for defense commitments. 

This figure is about half of the reserve 
which the committee has recommended be 
raised by excise taxes—burdens which fall 
mainly on low- and moderate-income groups. 
Closing these loopholes would more than 
make up for the $488,000,000 to be raised 
through manufacturer-excise taxes. 

I ask that a table found on page 96 of 
Senate Finance Committee Report No. 781 
be incorporated at this point in the RECORD. 


Un millions] 
House | Committee 
bill bill 
Gasoline, and Diesel fuel used 

by highway vehicles $220 $210 
Passenger cars, motorcycles 

and house trallers 196 189 
Automobile tracks, busses, 

and truck trailers 61 61 
Automotive parts and acces- 

PNAS 52 ERAR A 56 56 
Tires on toys, ete. —1 1 —1 
Electric, gas, and oil appli- 

Sn eee oe eee 18 69 
Navigation receivers sold to 

the U. S. Government None None 
Refrigeration equipment Negligible 
Sporting goods Negligible | Negligible 
Photographic apparatus and 

LS Bae a a Set BR 4 -23 —5 
Electrical energy -------- —4 —4 
Fountain pens, ball- point 

pens, and mechanical pen- 

.. ee abe aa 24 12 
Cigarette, cigar, and pipe 

lighters. 0 1 

| anasan 447 483 


It describes the effect of the manufactur- 


ers excise tax in specifics. I likewise bring 
to the attention of the Senate that in- 
cluded in the consumer items on which addi- 
tional excise taxes are to be levied under 
the committee bill are the following 18 
items: (1) Electric vacuum cleaners, (2) 
electric washing machines, (3) electric gar- 
bage disposal units, (4) exhaust blowers, 
(5) electric belt-driven fans, (6) electric or 
gas clothes driers, (7) electric door chimes, 
(8) electric dehumidifiers, (9) electric dish- 
washers, (10) electric floor polishers and 
waxers, (11) electric food choppers and grind- 
ers, (12) electric hedge trimmers, (13) elec- 
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tric ice-cream freezers, (14) electric man- 
gies, (15) electric motion- or still- 
projectors, (16) electric pants pressers, (17) 
power lawn mowers, (18) electric sheets and 
spreads. 

I again repeat, Mr. President, that at a 
time when the American Congress is plac- 
ing heavier tax burdens on the American’ 
consumer through heavy excise taxes and on 
the American workingman, farmer, and 
small-business man, the bill before us would 
grant special tax privileges to the few in 
the form of estate- and gift-tax loopholes. I 
see no justice in this. 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
briefly, what the statement says is that 
when we altered the estate- and gift-tax 
laws in 1948 through a series of amend- 
ments the laws were very much weak- 
ened, thereby cutting down sizable 
sources of revenue. My argument is 
this: Regardless of whether estate and 
gift taxes are pretty rough on the per- 
son who has to pay them, the fact re- 
mains that if we raise corporate taxes 
and individual income taxes and do not 
touch estate and gift taxes we will not 
bring up the tax floor equitably. We 
may bring up the living room side of it, 
or the dining room side of it, but we 
would leave the kitchen side down. We 
must bring up that part of it, too. That 
was my argument on capital gains. The 
amendments placed in the law regard- 
ing estate and gift taxes resulted in a 
substantial reduction in revenue. We 
have lost a considerable amount of rev- 
enue. If it were not for the 1948 amend- 
ments it is estimated that we could raise 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. LONG. Actually, is it not true 
that the class of people who are paying 
the estate and gift taxes are those who 
have the greatest interest in the cap- 
italistic system? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. 

Mr. LONG. Because as a class that 
group receives most from the capital- 
istic system and puts up a relatively 
smaller amount of tax in order to re- 
ceive the full benefit of the leisure and 
enjoyment of wealth and private prop- 
erty, which many Americans give their 
lives to defend without fully enjoying. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from 
Louisiana is right. He has made a very 
telling point about those who have the 
real stake in the continuation of a free 
economy, and who have a very real stake 
in terms of the kind of industrial system 
we have. 

Mr. LONG. Since so much of our ex- 
penditures are directed toward prevent- 
ing our country from being taken over 
by our enemies or by a Communist form 
of government, those who stand to lose 
the most certainly should be willing to 
bear their fair share of the expense of 
maintaining the capitalistic system. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. It is my 
purpose to offer an amendment which 
would repeal that provision in the tax 
law, inerease taxes by 15 percent, and 
cut the exemption in half. According 
to the Treasury Department it would 
raise $600,000,000. We must close the 
loopholes. We have an alternative, of 
course. When we raise money we must 


make up our minds where we are going. _ 
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Are we going to revise our gift and 
estate taxes in the wealthiest nation of 
the world—I repeat, Mr. President, in 
the wealthiest nation in the world—or 
are we going to put excise taxes on man- 
ufactured items? What kind of items 
are they? For example, an excise tax 
is levied on the 18 items which are in- 
cluded in the pages which have been 
printed in the RECORD. 

Let us take vacuum cleaners. Who 
generally buys the vacuum cleaner? It 
is bought by the average American citi- 
zen. My family bought one very re- 
cently. It does seem to be very equita- 
ble, since we are really pulling hard to 
get the revenue for our defense efforts, 
to have at least some increase in estate 
and gift taxes rather than have Mrs. 
Jones pay a little excise tax on an elec- 
tric vacuum cleaner. Under the com- 
mittee bill $488,000,000 would be collected 
on such items. 

For example, let us take electrice wash- 
ing machines. When did they become a 
luxury? I invite the careful attention of 
the Senate to my comments on excise 
statements in the statement incorpo- 


rated in the RECORD. | 


Mr. KERR. Mr. President, would 
the Senator fronr Minnesota yield for 
the purpose of having a quorum call? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I shail be delighted 
to do so. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there may be a 
quorum call without the Senator from 
Minnesota losing his right to the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President. I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for a 
quorum call be rescinded and that fur- 
ther proceedings under the call be 
suspended. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Oklahoma? The Chair hears 
none, and it is so ordered. 

E. MULTIPLE EXEMPTIONS FOR MULTIPLE 

CORPORATIONS 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
thank my friend, the Senator from Okla- 
homa, for giving me the benefit of a 
quorum call. It is very much appreci- 
ated. Ishall try to move along now into 
another area of the tax bill. As we open 
up these areas of the tax bill, it becomes 
evident that even taxation can be inter- 
esting. These tax details and technical- 
ities take on life once one starts to look 
into them to see how they apply to the 
economy and to the individuals con- 
cerned. 

I should like to discuss, merely for the 
moment, the multiple exemption for 
multiple corporations. That is quite a 
bit of terminology. It is a mouthful. 
But it has an interesting story in it. 

In order to tax individuals and cor- 
porations on the basis of their ability to 
pay, the income-tax laws have always 


made some exemptions for people and 
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corporations with very small or relatively 
smallincomes. This again is a matter of 
policy. To promote competitive enter- 
prise, to recognize the principle of abil- 
ity to pay, we have made certain exemp- 
tions for people and corporations who 
are small in terms of their incomes. 
Each individual is exempt from tax on 
the first $600 of his income. Thus, a per- 
son whose income is only $600 pays no 
tax. This is simple equity. 

The same principle of alleviating the 
tax on the very small corporation from 
tax has always been followed under the 
income-tax laws. All corporations are 
subject to a normal tax of 25 percent, but 
those with profits of less than $25,000 
are exempt from the surtax of 22 percent, 
under the present law. 

The purpose is to avoid making small 
and new corporations pay the general 
rate of 47 percent which is applicable to 
large corporations. In addition, a mini- 
mum of $25,000 of the income of each 
corporation is exempt from the excess- 
profits tax. This, again, as I say, is a 
policy decision on the part of the Gov- 
ernment to have the Congress promote 
the development of economic enterprise; 
and I certainly concur in that policy 
decision. 

Suppose, however, that a corporation 
earning $250,000 wants to escape the in- 
come and excess-profits tax. If the cor- 
poration's business can be subdivided 
into 10 components, 10 little entities, 
the corporation can divide like an 
amoeba, into 10 new corporations, each 
of which then has an income of only 
$25,000, a neat trick if one can make it 
work. None of the components of the 
corporation pays any surtax or excess- 
profits tax. This applies pretty much in 
the chain-store area. If there is a cor- 
poration which can divide itself up, as 
I said, like the amoeba, by simply split- 
ting off, and continuing to split, and if 
there is a $250,000 integrated corpora- 
tion, it can be divided up into 10 pack- 
ages of $25,000 apiece, and it is unneces- 
sary to pay any surtax, and it is unneces- 
Sary to pay any excess-profits tax. : 

I say that that kind of loophole in the 
tax law leads one into temptation. I 
am not going to say that every corpora- 
tion does this—not by a long shot, be- 
cause I happen to have great respect for 
the people who manage our business en- 
terprises—but occasionally someone be- 
comes a little hungry, his appetite gets 
the best of him, and this, after a fash- 
ion, is an opportunity to satisfy that 
appetite. 

To take an example which I have used, 
and I take it because it is one that I 
know would not carry out such a plan, 
and I want it perfectly clear that I make 
no reference to the company in any de- 
rogatory terms—imagine a company like 
the Atlantic & Pacific Tea Co. It has 
5,000 stores throughout the country. 
Under existing law, A. & P. might be able 
to incorporate into separate subsidiaries 
each of its stores. After all, a grocery 
store is a separate entity in a sense. 
Many individual grocery stores are sep- 
arate corporations—and, by the way, 
they are generally supermarkets. A. & P. 
might be able to make a good case for 
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the proposition that it was entitled to in- 
corporate each of the 5,000 stores sepa- 
rately, and thereby A. & P. could multiply 
the $25,000-exemption 5,000 times and 
theoretically, at least, be exempt from 
surplus and excess-profits taxes of $125,- 
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do it; indeed, Iam confident of it. There 
is no evidence to lead us to believe that 
they ever would contemplate such a 
move, but I say that within the law as it 
now is, it is possible to do that. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. DOUG I am much inter- 
ested in the Senator’s analogy that the 
splitting of corporations is similar to the 
splitting of an amoeba. As I remember, 
the amoeba is the lowest form of animal 
life, and to the degree that there has 
been an evolution of animal life it has 
been up from the amoeba to a more com- 
plicated animal structure. What the 
Senator is trying to prevent is having 
life go back into the amoeba stage. - 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator is try- 
ing to prevent devolution and to pro- 
mote evolution. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 
The Senator from Illinois not only puts 
it persuasively, but it puts it eloquently. 
He has a great knowledge of the natural 
sciences, which makes this debate sort of 
bubble along. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. LONG. I suppose it is in line 
with the Senator’s argument that a cor- 
poration might have wells in different 
fields, and in every field where it had 
wells producing no more than about 
$25,000 a year they could simply split 
that part off into a separate corporation 
and thereby avoid the’ excess- profits tax. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think that is pos- 
sible. It is certainly a loophole. When 
we raise the income-tax rate and the 
earned - income rate we must shut these 
doors, because the tendency is to crowd 
people into illicit practices. What cor- 
poration likes to pay such a tax? I 
do not blame them for not liking it, 
but it is a very necessary tax. If we 
leave these little breaks in the building 
of our tax structure someone tries to 
sneak through. Let us nail this thing 
down so that that cannot happen. 

Mr. LONG. Certainly the Senator 
would not blame any attorney if the 
attorney could point out to a client that 
by breaking one corporation up into 
three corporations having. the same 
stockholders in each corporation and 
having three boards of directors they 
could save $10,000 or $15,000 in taxes 
for themselves and for their stockhold- 
ers. The attorney could not do any- 
thing other than to advise his clients 
that that could be done. After all, an 
attorney is paid to advise his clients as 
to the law and what they can do under 
certain circumstances and conditions. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I know that under 
existing law, passed in 1944, section 129 
of the Internal Revenue Code, the Con- 
gress has authorized the Commissioner 
to disallow exemptions where corpora- 
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tions are spawned purely for tax avoid- 
ance purposes. 

However, where the business can show 
even some minor business purpose for 
splitting its business into several corpo- 
rations, the Tax Court has stopped the 
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emptions. Alcorn Wholesale Company 
et al. v. Comm’r (16 T. C. No. 10 (1851)), 
grocery chain operating in five different 
towns in Mississippi split into five differ- 
ent corporations; Berland’s, Inc., of 
South Bend (16 T. C. 24 (1951) )—chain 
of retail shoe steres consisting of 51 
existing branches. Twenty-two of the 
branches were separately incorporated 
and 22 separation exemptions thereby 
obtained. 

As we increase the rate we must be 
sure that we do not have any soft spots 
where there is an invitation to push 
through. It is like bringing up a family 
in a metropolitan area where tempta- 
tion is much greater than it would be in 
a serene rural area. The father and 
mother have a greater responsibility. 

We are getting into a complex tax 
structure with very heavy rates, and we 
must make it crystal clear and be sure 
that we do not leave a lot of loopholes 
that someone can go through or even 
peep into. 

Mr. LONG. The point I was making 
to the junior Senator from Minnesota 
was that we certainly should not blame 
anyone for avoiding taxes if he can do it 
legally. It is our job to see that where 
the tax is due there is not a legal method 
of avoiding it. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. A number of mul- 
tiple corporations were created for good 
business reasons and have existed in di- 
vided form for a long time, and, as such, 
they are performing a good business pur- 
pose. Long before there was any tax ad- 
vantage in dividing a business into a vast 
network of separate corporations, I know 
that we had the problem of giant chains 
and giant interlocking corporations. Ido 
not say that the tax laws should be in- 
voked to prohibit such corporations from 
spawning new corporations. All I say is 
that the tax laws should be corrected 
when they encourage and give enormous 
tax advantage to these multiple, multi- 
headed giants. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is not the Senator 
endeavoring really to carry out the in- 
junction in the Lord’s Prayer, in which 
our Saviour said, “Lead us not into 
temptation, but deliver us from evil?“ 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 
The Senator has not only refreshed this 
debate by his observations upon the 
sciences, but now he goes into the spirit- 
ual realm. I did not know we would come 
to that so soon. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. I should like to file a 
caveat in objection to the observation of 
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Lone]. 
If I caught correctly his observation, it 
was that we do not object to anyone 
avoiding the payment of taxes if he can 
do so legally. I want the Recorp to show 
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that I object to that practice and have 
objected to it under a great many cir- 
cumstances. 

Later on I desire to discuss at some 
length what I think the charitable trust 
is doing to this country in the tax field. 
guise of the legality of the charitable 
trust we are encouraging many people 
to cheat the Government. Too many 
people are abusing the legality of the 
charitable trust, and we must take steps 
to plug up that loophole. As a lawyer, 
let me say that I have advised clients 
who wanted to use this device that I 
would not be a party to developing a 
charitable trust for them, because I did 
not think they could do it legally and 
within the letter of the law. I knew that 
in their own hearts their motive was to 
cheat, to do something which they knew 
under the economic circumstances of the 
case was morally wrong. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from 
Minnesota fully understands that when- 
ever someone engages in one of these im- 
moral or unethical practices, someone 
else has to pay a larger tax. If some 
group can get by without paying the 
$50,000,000 they ought to pay, someone 
else must pay that sum. We cannot 
escape paying the fiddler. We are build- 
ing for ourselves a great defense struc- 
ture for the purpose of maintaining our 
system of Government and our way of 
life, and Congress has authorized ap- 
propriations and has ordered the Gov- 
ernment to move ahead in building a 
bulwark which will be absolutely irresis- 
tible and insurmountable. That cannot 
be done without paying the fiddler. If 
someone does not pay his share of the 
bill, then someone else has to pay more 
than his share. That is the simple truth 
of the matter. I am not pleading that 
any Senator, any worker, any doctor, 
lawyer, or clergyman should have his 
taxes reduced. No man can stand be- 
fore his country and say our burdens 
will be less. I am simply saying that all 
should shoulder the burden equally, equi- 
tably, and fairly and I do not like to see 
a lot of tricky plays, smooth plays, by 
means of which somebody can get by 
without paying his fair share. It is not 
morally right, and at this time, in terms 
of patriotic devotion to the Nation, it is 
definitely wrong to permit it. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. As a preface to our 
forthcoming debate on the charitable 
trust situation, which will be a very 
lengthy one, I assume, I wish to asso- 
ciate myself with the fine principles the 
Senator from Minnesota has just enun- 
ciated. Ithink the principle he set forth 
in his last remarks is a great tribute to 
his statesmanship. I should. like to 
know if he agrees with me that a church 
or a college ov a so-called charitable in- 
stitution that, separate and distinct from 
its college activities or its church activi- 
ties or its charitable activities, owns a 
business, as it is now permitted to do 
under the charitable trust provision in 
the present law and in the laws of many 
States, or, let us say, owns an office 
building in some adjoining city from 
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which it receives a large income each 
year, but in regard to which it is exempt 
from paying taxes, furnishes a good il- 
lustration of an institution placing a 
burden on other groups. It operates a 
business enterprise on which it does not 

y taxes, but on which it ought to pay 

xes, because it gets police protection, 
fire protection, and all the other serv- 
ices that go into tax costs. Is it not a 
good example of the advantage which 
can be taken of a tax loophole of that 
kind, when by what might be an immoral 
act, if one considers the morality of the 
situation, some churches, some lodges, 
some hospitals, some charitable institu- 
tions, are really operating today at the 
expense of all the taxpayers of the 
Nation? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. What I have been 
trying to prove all day—I do not know 
with what success, but I have endeavored 
to present the case to the best of my 
ability—is that the further the tax rates 
are pushed up, the greater is the tempta- 
tion to avoid taxes and the greater is the 
opportunity for those who can perfect 
devices to avoid taxes. Therefore, Con- 
gress owes it to every citizen to cover the 
weak points once and for all, to slap on 
top of them another board to pin them 
down so nobody can sneak through, be- 
cause he must think of what will hap- 
pen when we get through with this tax 
hill. I say “this tax bill,” but does any- 
body believe this tax bill is the end of 
what we are going to do about taxation? 
This is a stopgap at best. I may say it 
is a very heavy bill, providing for $5,500,- 
000,000. But surely we all recognize by 
now, I am confident, that if the present 
situation continues, and it may become 
worse, we will have to raise even more 
money than is provided in the pending 
bill. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. While the Sena- 
tor from Minnesota is discussing loop- 
holes in tax statutes and the ethics of 
tax collections, does he care to comment 
upon recent disclosures which indicate 
that officials of the Internal Revenue 
Bureau have been in collusion with many 
taxpayers in high-income levels who 
have deliberately sought to evade their 
share of the payment of the taxes, and 
the resultant effect upon the morale of 
taxpayers generally who make an honest 
effort to pay their just share of taxes? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am delighted to 
comment upon it. Let me tell the Sen- 
ator from Idaho the position of the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota as to corruption 
wherever it is found. Those guilty ought 
to be prosecuted. Whether they are 
Democrats or Republicans, or internal- 
revenue agents, or whatever they may 
be, if they are erooks, they should be 
prosecuted, and prosecuted with the full 
vigor of the law. I say in all candor, 
let us be sure the charges can be proved. 


But thorough investigation of any 


agency of the Government for the pur- 
pose of determining its efficiency and its 
cleanliness and wholesomeness and hon- 
esty is always within the right of the 
Congress. That is our responsibility 
and our duty. Never will this United 
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tates Senator go around trying to 
apologize for any kind of a political 
party when it gets into trouble in which 
it ought not to be. I am a Democrat, 
and I am proud of it, but I am not proud 
of crooked Democrats or crooked Repub- 
licans or crooked Americans. So let us 
not bring this issue into the discussion. 
I say whoever they are, whatever offices 
they hold, whether they be high or at a 
local level, if they are crooks, let all of 
them, large and small alike, be prose- 
cuted. I have had some experience at 
a local level. I do not worry over 
whether the wrongdoers are on this side 
or the other side, and perhaps that is 
why I came to the Senate. So let us 
not drag that issue into this discussion. 
If any internal revenue agents are 
crooked, we have laws under which we 
can check up on them. We have dis- 
trict attorneys and judges. However, let 
us not impugn the honesty of the great 
rank and file of those in public life. 

When we think of the temptations 
that face these people we should also 
remember that most men in public serv- 
ice are honest. The temptations do not 
deter citizens most of whom work for 
the Government at half the salary they 
could receive in private industry. 

I think of the man who is the expert of 
the Committee on Finance, Mr. Stam. I 
suppose he knows more about taxation 
than the junior Senator from Minnesota 
will know in his lifetime. I suppose 


this man could go out privately and make 


himself a fortune. But he has devoted 
his life and efforts to the interests of the 
people of the United States. The same 
can be said about other members of the 
staff around here. For everyone who can 
be found who has debauched himself 
and his profession will be found a thou- 
sand who have not, 

I desire to pay tribute today, first of 
all, to the honor of the great rank and 
file of the people in the Internal Revenue ` 
Bureau. I wish also to pay tribute to 
the honor of the American public. Name 
me any public in the world that is as 
honest in paying its taxes as are the 
American people. Do Senators realize 
that most taxes cannot be enforced; that 
with the number of agents we have we 
cannot possibly inspect all the returns? 
The people of America are honest, they 
bets abiding by the law, not violating the 
aw. 

Mr. President, I did not mean to get 
into that line of debate, but the Senator 
from Idaho asked me a question which 
brought me into it. I want the record 
to be perfectly clear as to where this 
United States Senator stands. 

Mr, DWORSHAK. The Senator from 
Idaho had no intention of distracting 
the Senator from Minnesota from his 
argument. However, the Senator from 
Minnesota will agree that the recent 
revelations, indicating that there has 
been corruption and collusion, certainly 
are disruptive of the honest reporting of 
incomes and the maintenance of the con- 
fidence of the American people in their 
Officials. f 

Mr. HUMPHREY. It always is dis- 
ruptive, it is always injurious to public 
confidence, when anyone breaks his trust, 
We have read recently of how a cashier 
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in a bank in Pennsylvania embezzled a 
certain amount of funds. I suppose such 
an occurrence upsets people’s trust in 
the banking profession. But let us make 
it crystal clear that the thousands of 
people who work in our banks at the 
salaries which most of them receive, with 
the temptation that is theirs, they are a 
very honorable group of people. They 
really are honest. 

Mr. President, I merely point out, 
with respect to what we call multiple 
exemptions for multiple corporations, 
that the House adopted a provision 
whereby only one exemption would be 
allowed to a chain of corporations where 
they were all controlled, to the extent 
of 95 percent, by the same parent com- 
pany, or the same individuals. 

The House bill does not prevent the 
multiplication of corporations. Iam not 
saying that multiplication of corpora- 
tions is necessarily undesirable. It 
merely makes the tax system neutral as 
to whether the corporation should or 
should not split up. Asa matter of fact, 
as the law now exists, I do not see how 
a business can resist the temptation to 
multiply itself into as many corporations 
as there is any basis for forming, in terms 
of business functions. 

I therefore recommend that the Sen- 
ate approve the House provision. I do 
not believe that we should sanction the 
existing loophole, and I believe particu- 
larly that in the context of this bill, 
which contains so many statutory loop- 
holes anyway, we should endeavor at 
least to close this one. 

F. CAPITAL GAINS ON SALES TO RELATED TAXPAYERS 


There is another part of the tax bill 
called capital gains on sales to related 
taxpayers. Who would ever think that 
capital gains on sales to related taxpay- 
ers could have sex appeal? But it has, 

Section 310 of the House bill was di- 
rected against an abuse of the capital 
gains rules which has gained consider- 
able popularity during the past decade 
of rising prices. This is the realization 
of a capital gain on a technical transfer 
of depreciable properties in order to en- 
joy increased depreciation allowances 
against ordinary income. That is a big 
mouthful, but that is what it is. The 
House proposed to prevent the continu- 
ation of this practice. The Committee 
on Finance voted, I believe, to strike this 
section from the bill. At the time I was 
writing this part I had not seen the final 
words of the bill, but I have been told 
today that the bill does not include this 
provision of the House. 

Let me state an example of the type 
of thing which the Finance Committee 
action condones. Suppose John Smith 
constructed an apartment house in 1931 
at a cost of $1,000,000. Let us say that 
the building is subject to depreciation 
over a 40-year period, which is a pretty 
good average depreciation period. Soin 
the intervening 20 years, half the cost 
has been written off against Smith’s in- 


come, and half remains to be deducted in 


the next 20 years. But this system of 
amortization for tax purposes does not 


reflect what has actually happened te 
the value of the building. 


> Rather than having been reduced by - 
half, its actual value is now double the 
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original cost, or $2,000,000. John Smith, 
after seeing a tax lawyer, decides that 
he will sell the building to his wife. She 
borrows most of the purchase price, and 
the deal is consummated. 

What is the result? First, the Smiths 
still have the apartment house. Second, 
even considering them separately, nei- 
ther Mr. Smith nor Mrs. Smith is any 
richer or poorer than before the trans- 
fer. The sale was at the current mar- 
ket value. Third, Mr. Smith must pay 
a capital-gains tax at a 25-percent rate, 
and this would amount to $375,000. 
Fourth, Mrs. Smith has a $2,000,000 
basis to deduct over the next 20 years 
instead of a $500,000 basis, which means 
a $75,000 greater deduction against or- 
dinary income. This means, in the 
Smichs' tax bracket, income-tax sav- 
ings of $50,000 a year for 20 years, or 
$1,000,000. Finally, at the end of the 
20 years, they can sell the property, with 
its stepped-up basis, at much less tax 
cost than if the transfer to Mrs, Smith 
had not occurred. 

This is a highly technical subject. We 
have a building which actually cost 
$1,000,000. The building depreciates 
over 40 years’ time. Twenty years have 
gone by, so half the cost has been de- 
ducted for tax purposes. What does the 
taxpayer do? He calls in Ma, makes 
a quick deal, and transfers the building 
to her. She borrows the money. It is 
all still in the family, but the legal title 
is in her name. The building is now 
worth $2,000,000 instead of the original 
$1,000,000. There is still 20 years to go 
for depreciation. 

Mrs. Smith now can take off in the 
next 20 years double the amount of de- 
preciation which came off in the first 
20 years, which provides her with sizable 
tax relief—a deduction of $75,000 a year 
greater. This means about $50,000 a 
year in income tax for 20 years, or a total 
of $1,000,000. Mrs. Smith paid only $2,- 

- 000,090 for the building, which had been 
depreciated by $500,000. 
È This sort of thing is possible for two 
reasons, One is that a husband can sell 
to his wife, or to his wholly-owned or 
self-owned corporation without parting 
with his investment in a practical sense. 
This reason was recognized by the Con- 
gress as far back as 1934, when it denied 
deductions for losses on such sales. Con- 
ditions have changed somewhat since the 
early thirties, and fortunately we are 
now called on to legislate with respect 
to gains rather than losses. Back in 
the 193078, this situation was looked upon 
with some alarm, so any losses in this 
kind of fancy deal were denied. Such 
losses could not be deducted. Now we 
are talking about gains. We are going 
to permit gains; and I submit that we 
should be no less realistic in our assump- 
tions than were our brethren 17 years 
ago. 
The other reason is that capital gains 
tax rates have been allowed to continue 
at a level so far out of line with the 
rates applicable to ordinary income. 
This is the root of the evil. If it is not 
to be dealt with directly, the least we 
can do is to accept the House measure, 

; wen cures one of its worst manifesta- 

ons. 
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G. LOOPHOLES CLOSED BY THE BILL 


Let me pay tribute to the bill, and to 
some of the loopholes it has closed. I 

. would be remiss if I did not call atten- 

tion to the fact that this bill closes two 
important loopholes. 

The most important of these is the 
elimination of the so-called 2-for-1 off- 
set of short-term capital losses against 
long-term capital gains. In nontech- 
nical terms, the problem is this: If 
an individual makes a loss on an asset 
held for less than 6 months, he is given 
a full deduction for such loss. On the 
other hand, if he makes a gain on an 
asset held for more than 6 months, that 
gain is cut in half before it is taken into 
account for tax purposes. That is the 
present law. The result is that an indi- 
vidual with a $1,000 short-term capital 
loss can offset completely a long-term 
capital gain of $2,000. Thus, even 
though he made $1,000 in a given year, 
he would not be subject under present 
law to any tax. The closing of this loop- 
hole will be especially important in keep- 
ing speculators from avoiding their fair 
share of the tax; and I should like to 
congratulate the chairman of the Senate 
Finance Committee and the members of 
that committee for the courage they have 
displayed in closing this loophole. 

Another avenue of tax avoidance 
which the Finance Committee closed was 
the loophole by which dealers in securi- 
ties shift securities from their own ac- 
count to their business account and vice 
versa in order to obtain the maximum 
tax benefits. If the dealer makes a cap- 
ital gain on the investment he reports it 
as his own income and gets the prefer- 
ential capital gains treatment, which 
means that he is subject to a maximum 
rate of 25 percent. If he makes a loss 
on the investment, he reports it as his 
business loss, and gets full deduction for 
it, the value of which may be as high as 
91 percent if he is in the topmost surtax 
bracket. To forestall this practice, the 
bill provides that in the case of dealers 
in sureties, capital gains treatment will 
be available only under certain restricted 
conditions which will prevent them from 
shifting their assets from their own ac- 
counts to business accounts. 

Had Senators realized that there were 
so many quirks in the tax laws? Who 
ever dreamed of it? Imagine going to 
Illinois, Iowa, Minnesota, South Dakota, 
or any other State in the country and 
talking to the kind of people one meets 
day in and day out, and saying to them, 
“Have you ever heard about the 2-for-1 
offset?” The only 2 for 1 they have ever 
heard about is the 2-for-1 sale at the 
Rexall 1-cent sale. They never heard 
of the 2-for-1 offset. That is a Fancy 
Dan. That is one of the clever devices 
which one pays a considerable fee to 
hear about. But, of course, when it is 
applied, it deals with a sizable crop. 

How many people whom we have met 
could talk intelligently about the second 
loophole which the committee has 
closed, namely, the one in connection 
with sureties? Most of the folks out my 
way with whom I have talked would 
simply say that one was talking about 
“Shirley.” 
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The trouble is that in considering 
some of these tax measures we fail to 
understand that we are not merely leg- 
islating for a handful, but for the great 
rank and file of our people. I think 
the committee has demonstrated the 
kind of insight and courage in closin 
these two loopholes that I want them 
to demonstrate in several other loophole 
areas which we have pointed out in this 
discussion. 

In total these two items will not raise 
a great deal of revenue. However, even 
though it is a small amount, it is none 
the less a good start. Unfortunately the 
committee has more than made up for 
this revenue gain by including in the 
bill a large number of new loopholes 
which cost much more than the revenue 
raised by these new provisions. 

I should like now to turn to an exam- 
ination of the new loophole-opening 
provisions. Several new loopholes have 
been added to the bill which I believe 
should be eliminated. 

III. NEW LOOPHOLES ADDED BY THE BILL WHICH 
SHOULD BE ELIMINATED 

The bill before us is long. It contains 
131 different sections. Of these, 52 sec- 
tions relate to changes in rates of in- 
dividual, corporation, and excise taxes. 
The remaining 79 sections are techni- 
cally worded provisions which cannot be 
understood without diligent and inten- 
sive study. Ido not claim to understand 
all of them, nor do I intend to bore Sena- 
tors with all of the minutiae. However, 
I do want to state that behind the facade 
of legal language a number of important 
loopholes have been opened. By the 
way, we stayed up until 4 o’clock in the 
morning looking at the legal language. 
These new loopholes cannot be tolerated; 
and I propose to join my colleagues in 
offering amendments to eliminate them 
from the bill. 

The. loophole-opening provisions are 
of two kinds. First, there are several 
which expand the scope of two important 
loopholes already in the present tax laws, 
namely, the capital gains provisions and 
percentage depletion. As I have al- 
ready indicated, these provisions are not 
of the “peanut” variety. They cost the 
taxpayers hundreds of millions of 
dollars. 

Unless they are eliminated, taxpayers 
who do not now benefit from them can 
argue on the basis of equity that they 
are being discriminated against or are 
put in a bad competitive position rela- 
tive to those who are benefited. The 
danger of extending these loopholes is 
that the structure of the income and ex- 
cess profits taxes becomes punched full 
of holes through which the chosen few 
can avoid the high tax rates while the 
many who work on the farms or in the 
factories will have to pay for the cost 
of running the Government. 

The second type of provision which is 
objectionable is the variety which is 
obviously designed to give relief to indi- 
vidual taxpayers. In the 2,600 pages of 
testimony taken by the Senate Finance 
Committee on this bill we find hundreds 
of requests that these taxes be reduced. 
Everybody’s taxes are high and as I have 
said, the load is admittedly burdensome. 
But there is no justification for pinpoint- 
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ing relief tailored to one taxpayer. The 
relief accorded to individual firms in this 
bill under the excess-profits tax will ex- 
empt many corporations from taxes on 
profits which this Congress, at the in- 
sistence of the people, defined as excess 
profits. The fact that a firm is required 
to pay a large excess-profits tax is usu- 
ally evidence that that firm is earning 
exorbitant profits, not that the law is 
defective. The relief provisions in the 
original law are overly generous and we 
should be now engaged in tightening 
them rather than extending them, ex- 
cept if it is evidently and patently clear 
that a grave injustice has been enacted 
in the over-all law. 

The provisions which are objection- 
able can be spotted easily in the bill even 
by the laymen. Where a section refers 
to capital gains, percentage depletion or 
to exemptions, the likelihood is that one 
taxpayer or a small group of taxpayers 
is being allowed to convert ordinary in- 
come into capital gains, or is being per- 
mitted a double deduction for depletion, 
or is being exempt from his fair share of 
the tax load. We cannot afford to in- 
dulge in this practice. Experience in 
foreign countries provides ample evi- 
dence that a tax system will quickly be- 
come discredited and wholesale non- 
compliance and tax evasion will be in- 
vited. 

As I have stated repeatedly, we can- 
not afford to do so. It is the road to in- 
flation and national bankruptcy. 

A. CAPITAL GAINS FOR COAL ROYALTIES 


One example of the special relief pro- 
visions is section 325 of the bill. The 
demands of the private owners of one of 
the country’s natural resources was 
made in the name of the divine right of 
capital gains, and this combination, of 
course, was irresistible—even in the 
House of Representatives. The result 
was a provision which would somewhat 
lighten the tax burden of some of our 
people—not of wage earners, to be sure; 
not even of those who direct the devel- 
opment of the resource in question. In 
this case the beneficiaries would be the 
recipients of royalties. The provision is 
one to tax at capital gains rates royal- 
ties received on coal production. 

Why should that be so? I do not 
know. 

In recommending this provision, the 
Ways and Means Committee offered the 
explanation that timber owners now 
have capital gain treatment on their cut- 
ting contracts, and have had since 1943. 
How could one justify denying to coal 
what is accepted in the case of timber? 

In other words, since 1943 the timber 
owners have had that benefit. Now we 
say, This is bad, of course, but why deny 
the same privilege to coal-mine owners?” 
Of course everyone I see in this Cham- 
ber pays an income tax. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. 

Mr. LONG. If we are to allow those 
who receive coal royalties to pay at the 
capital-gains rate, it would seem to be 
discriminatory to leave out the oil peo- 
ple. Last year a proposal was made to 
include them in the tax bill. That pro- 
vision did not become law. It was felt 
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that it would have been discriminatory 
to the coal people. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That was the fea- 
ture known as the “‘in oil payments.” In 
other words, there is a certain amount 
of production and it is sold at a fixed and 
set rate. It is declared on the capital- 
gains basis. If we are going to do it for 
coal, we should do it for other items as 
well. There is no reason why we should 
not be consistent. 

This, of course, is always the argu- 
ment made on behalf of one special in- 
terest from a privilege granted to an- 
other. Instead of demanding that the 
hole be closed, the cry is to open it a little 
wider so we can get through, too. It was 
opened for timber partly because timber 
gets no percentage depletion. Now that 
is forgotten, and the only thought is not 
to discriminate in favor of timber and 
against coal. 

In some States there are a great many 
slot machines. The argument is made: 
“If we do not have them here they will 
go to a bordering State.” 

The bordering State says, “If we do 
not have them here, they will go to the 
next State.” 

Very soon a practice upon which we 
frown becomes a universal practice be- 
cause it sets a pattern in a community. 
I do not say that this is an illegal act, 
because we have legalized it. It may be 
immoral, but it is not illegal. In this 
instance we are attempting to say that 
we can tax these things at the capital- 
gains rate. Soon we will be asked to do 
the same thing on behalf of other min- 
eral interests and oil interests. The 
Senator from Louisiana referred to the 
“in oil” feature, which was discussed last 
year. 

If this measure passes, next year we 
will be asked to do the same for other 
mineral interests, particularly oil and 
gas, and then our defenses against the 
in-oil payment provisions, thrown out in 
conference last year, will be down, and 
an entire major segment of our economy 
will have squeezed itself into the capital- 
gains area. In truth, if this measure is 
to pass for coal, how can any of the other 
minerals—oil, gas, iron, or limestone— 
be denied it, and how can writers, com- 
posers, and inventors any longer be 
taxed at ordinary rates? 

I wish I could say that our own Fi- 
nance Committee had alerted us to this 
problem. On the contrary, it not only 
approved the House action; it extended 
it. So that no royalty owners will be 
denied the benefit, it virtually knocked 
out the 6-month holding period re- 
quirement by permitting the holding 
period to be computed by reference to 
the date the timber or mineral is cut or 
mined, rather than to the date of the 
cutting or mining contract. There is a 
little distinction here. It is possible to 


make a contract at a considerable period 


of time before the product is cut or 
mined. 

This is an example of the type of re- 
lief provision which cannot be tolerated 
in these times. 


B. MINE DEVELOPMENT AND EXPLORATION Ex- 


PENDITURES 


Mr. President, I have a substantial 
section of my remarks devoted to this 
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particular point. I ask that my remarks 
on the subject be printed in the body of 
the Recorp at this point. 

There being no objection, the matter 
referred to was ordered to be printed in 
the Recorp, as follows: 


B. MINE DEVELOPMENT AND EXPLORATION 
EXPENDITURES 7 


Existing law permits mining companies to 
capitalize expenditures for development and 
exploration purposes, and write them off 
against income as the mineral is produced 
and sold. After the development stage is 
passed, further development expenditures 
are similarly “spread” and charged against 
subsequent, benefited production, but these 
latter expenditures are not deemed to be cap- 
italized, and therefore are not charged to 
the cost depletion account. Therefore, they 
can be deducted even if the company elects 
to use percentage instead of cost depletion. 
Now, the companies want to treat prepro- 
duction development and exploration ex- 
penditures in the same way, so that for them, 
as for the later expenditures, percentage de- 
pletion becomes not a substitute allowance, 
but substantially a free and clear subsidy on 
top of most of the cost deductions for which 
cost depletion is traditionally allowable. 

The House agreed that this should be per- 
mitted for development expenditures and 
the Finance Committee has both approved 
this proposal (sec. 309) and a further pro- 
posal to give an option as to when the de- 
duction for development expenditures should 
be taken. It also added a deduction for ex- 
ploration expenditures up to $75,000 (sec. 
241). 

These actions raise two questions. One 
is provoked by the fact that the ordinary 
business concern is strictly supervised as 
to the year in which its depreciation deduc- 
tions and its expense deductions may be 
taken. Perhaps this supervision is more 
strict than it should be, but if it did not 
exist to some extent, taxpayers would ac- 
quire a great control over the degree to 
which increases in tax rates would be effec- 
tive against them on the date enacted. 
But it is hard to see why a company which 
puts its money into plants and machinery 
should be subjected to a more rigid tax 
amortization system than mining companies. 

But even if this discrimination in favor of 
the mining companies is justified, the 
double deduction is not. The importance 
of the proposal really lies in the “expensing” 
of costs as a means of enhancing the value 
of the percentage depletion allowance. 

It is true that the deduction for develop- 
ment costs would give to mining companies 
only what was long ago given to oil and 
gas concerns. But that criterion would jus- 
tify amendments which would leave little 
in the way of an income base for the tax 
rates to apply to. 

It may be argued that these provisions are 
necessary to give the little fellow a break 
and to provide him with additional incen- 
tives to explore and develop mines. How- 
ever, no limitation on the double deduction 
for development expenses was placed in the 
bill. The double deduction for exploration 
expenses is limited to $75,000. If these pro- 
visions are not entirely eliminated, I shall 
move to place the $75,000 limitation on de- 
velopment expenses as well as exploration 
expenses. 


C. EXTENSION OF PERCENTAGE DEPLETION 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
discussed the percentage depletion fea- 
ture at length with the Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr. Hunt], the Senator from 
Oklahoma [Mr. Monroney] and the 
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Lone]. I 
believe we have gone into it thoroughly, 
and I do not see any necessity for a fur- 
ther statement on it, except to point out 
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that in section 319 of the pending bill, 
besides raising the rate of several min- 
erals already in the law, it is proposed 
to add 25 new minerals—25 more, Mr. 
President. If there is any substance in 
a natural state which has been omitted, 
I cannot think of it. The section refers 
to sand, gravel, slate, stone, brick and 
tile clay, shale, oyster shell, clam shell, 
and granite. 

Oyster shells and clam shells and 
gravel too. One does not have to go 
around exploring for gravel. In my 
State all that is necessary to do is to stub 
one’s toe and he will come across gravel. 
It is no great feat to do so. One does 
not have to be a mining engineer to find 
a sand pit. All one needs to do is to go 
along a river bank, and it is there. This 
percentage depletion goes on forever. 
It is practically the only eternally living 
thing on earth. So long as there is any 
sand left we will have that depletion. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. It also applies to 
pumice, sporia, and slate. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. And shale. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Oyster shell, clam 
shell, granite, marble, sodium chloride, 
and, if from brine wells, calcium chlo- 
ride, magnesium chloride, potassium 
chloride, and bromine, 5 percent. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is in the bill. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. And in the case of 
coal, asbestos, brucite, dolomite, magne- 
site, wollastonite, borax, fuller’s earth, 
tripoli, refractory and fire clay, quartz- 
ite, perlite, diatomaceous earth, metal- 
lurgical grade limestone, and chemical 
grade limestone, 10 percent? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. And in the case of 
metal mines, aplite, bauxite, fluorspar, 
flake graphite, vermiculite, beryl, feld- 

spar, mica, tale—including pyrophyl- 
lite—lepidolite, spodumene, barite, ball 
clay, sagger clay, china clay, phosphate 
rock, rock asphalt, trona, bentonite, gilso- 
nite, thenardite, and potash, 15 percent? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Those are extraor- 
dinary minerals. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Let me say that 
the contention that the new minerals 
which have been added in this version of 
the bill are competitive with some which 
already are enjoying the privilege is a 
contention which reminds me somewhat 
of the allegation that after one tells a 
lie, the only way to cover it up is to tell 
another lie, and then another one, and 
then another one, and thus keep getting 
deeper and deeper into the complica- 
tion and the trouble. So, in the present 
case, apparently it is felt that the only 
way to proceed is to add others. 

I am not prepared to deny that there 
are some competitive advantages; but I 
believe that if this process is continued, 
eventually it will include every chemical 
sp compound known to the laborato- 
ries, 

As I have said, the latest excuse which 
is given is that it is necessary to stimu- 
late exploration for and development of 
minerals of strategic importance. I 
agree that that sounds fine for oil and 
gas. We have argued that matter at 
length, and I do not believe anyone can 
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accurately deny that for oil and gas 
there is a real national security problem, 
However, what such an arrangement 
means to our national security in the 
case of sand, gravel, stone, and oyster 
shells, I do not know. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. To say nothing of 
clam shells? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes, and including 
clam shells. [Laughter.] 

In the case of coal, I do not know 
that I should say that everyone knows 
the arrangement is nonsense; in fact I 
delete that word. However, at least 
everyone knows that there is a variance 
of opinion about is. So the argument 
is turned upside down, and coal is said 
to be a depressed industry, and it is said 
that the coal industry requires the stimu- 
lus of the depletion subsidy. Mr. Presi- 
dent, if subsidization is the real justifi- 
cation of the privilege, we could not only 
eliminate half of the minerals entitled 
to it, but we could take the program en- 
tirely out of the tax laws, and could put 
it where an administrator could handle it 
so as to get the maximum results for the 
cost to the Government. I am sure that 
it will not be difficult to find an adminis- 
trator who could stimulate a great deal 
of exploration with a fund of three- 
quarters of a billion to a billion dollars 
a year. In that case, no doubt there 
would be holes all over the ground. 

Mr. President, percentage depletion is 
already overdone in the present law. It 
should not be extended. 

I now ask unanimous consent that the 
pages of my prepared remarks which 
pertain to percentage depletion be 
printed at this point in the RECORD, as 
a part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the matter 
referred to was ordered to be printed in 
the Recorp, as follows: 


EXTENSION OF PERCENTAGE DEPLETION 


Over and over again both President Roose- 
velt and President Truman have directed 
attention at percentage depletion as the 
most costly and most unjustifiable tax sub- 
sidy in the revenue code. Over and over 
again the Congress has responded by en- 
larging the privilege, making it more costly 
and less justifiable than it was before. Once 
percentage depletion was the prerogative of 
oil and gas, supposedly an allowance to cover 
the hazards of exploration and drilling. Be- 
fore the war it was extended to coal, sul- 
fur, and the metallic minerals. During the 
war it was extended to many nonmetallics, 
In section 319 of the present bill, besides 
raising the rate on several minerals already 
in the law, it is proposed to add about 25 
new minerals. If there is any substance 
found in a natural state which has been 
omitted from this most recent list, I cannot 
think of it. If there is one, I cannot con- 
ceive of why it should be denied a privilege 
which is to be granted sand, gravel, stone, 
clay, oyster and clam shell, and salt. 

Let me read a list of the new minerals 
to which percentage depletion is applicable, 
Both section 319 of the committee's bill and 
section 304 of the House bill set up a new 
group of minerals to which percentage de- 
pletion is available at the rate of 5 percent, 
Both bills extend this rate of sand, gravel, 
slate, stone (including pumice and scoria), 
brick and tile clay, shale, oyster shell, clam 
shell, granite, and marble. 

In addition, the committee added to this 
category entitled to the 5-percent rate: so- 
dium chloride, and, if from brine wells, cal- 
cium chloride, magnesium chloride, potas- 
sium chloride, and bromine. 
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The House bill also included asbestos at 
the new 5-percent rate. The Senate com- 
mittee allowed asbestos a 10-percent rate. 
Both bills increase coal from its present 
5-percent rate to 10 percent. 

The House bill added to the list of non- 
metallic minerals, to which percentage deple- 
tion is available at a 15-percent rate, borax, 
fuller's earth, tripoli, refractory and fire clay, 
quartzite, perlite, diatomaceous earth, and 
metallurgical and chemical grade limestones, 
The committee's bill, on the other hand, pro- 
vides that these items added by the House 
are to receive percentage depletion at the 
same 10-percent rate accorded coal and as- 
bestos. In addition to these items, the com- 
mittee added a 10-percent rate for wollasto- 
nite, which is important as an insulating and 
fireproofing material and thus competitive 
with other items presently accorded similar 
treatment, and the magnesium compounds 
Magnesite, dolomite, and brucite. 

The committee's bill adds to the nonme- 
tallic minerals presently receiving 15-percent 
depletion, aplite. This material is closely 
related to feldspar, which already receives a 
15-percent depletion. 

Again, as before, the contention is that 
these new minerals are all competitive with 
some already enjoying the privilege. I am 
not prepared to confirm or deny this asser- 
tion. I do know that it is a contention which 
must eventually lead, if accepted, to per- 
centage depletion for every element and 
compound known to the chemical laboratory. 

As I have indicated, the annual revenue 
cost of percentage depletion for oil and gas 
alone has been estimated at three-quarters 
of a billion. The increases and additions in 
this bill would cost another $77,000,000 each 
year. Those figures do not account for the 
cost as to sulfur, coal, the metals, and the 
nonmetallics which are already in the law. 
The changes recommended by the Finance 
Committee altered the result of the House 
action but little. Another half-dozen min- 
erals, more or less, would be added, but the 
rates on a few added by the House would 
be somewhat reduced. 

Again and again, various excuses are made 
for percentage depletion, and as soon as one 
is run down and exposed, another has been 
prepared. If this debate could lead to a full 
understanding of the percentage depletion 
issue, this body would be amply rewarded 
for the entire time devoted to the bill, but 
I will assure you that much time would be 
required. 

The latest excuse is the necessity ‘of stim- 
ulating exploration for and development of 
minerals of strategic importance. This 
sounds fine for oil and gas. What is means 
for sand, gravel, stone, and oyster shells, I 
do not know. For coal, everybody knows 
that it is nonsense, so the argument is turned 
upside down and coal is said to be a de- 
pressed industry, and requires the stimulus 
of the depletion subsidy. If subsidization is 
the real justification of the privilege, we 
could not only eliminate half of those min- 
erals entitled to it—we could take the pro- 
gram entirely out of the tax laws and put it 
where an administrator could handle it so as 
to get the maximum results for the cost to 
the Government. I am sure that it won't be 
difficult to find an administrator who could 
stimulate a great deal of exploration with a 
fund of three-quarters of a billion to a bil- 
lion a year. 

Percentage depletion is already overdone 
in present law. It should not be extended. 
D. FAMILY PARTNERSHIPS 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, now 
let me move on to the subject of family 
partnerships and the special tax provi- 
sions in connection with them. 

A special provision for family pa 
nerships was adopted by the Senate la 


year, including a clause which made it 


1951 


retroactive to 1939; but it fell by the 
wayside in the conference. : 

Mr. President, I wish to say to the Sen- 
ator who now is presiding over the Sen- 
ate that we had quite a struggle about 
family partnerships. The Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. Douctas] remembers it, and 
so does the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
Lone]; and the Senator from Montana 
[Mr. Murray] was present part of the 
time when we discussed these matters. 
We lost our fight on the floor; but in 
conference the House conferees agreed 
to do away with the family partnership 
provisions which were inserted in the 
bill as passed by the Senate. 

Now, Mr. President, the family part- 
nership provision is before us again, as 
a part of the pending bill. The House 
bill includes the provision, but makes it 
effective only for the future. The House 
bill says, in effect, Family partnerships 
are O, K. from now on.” On the other 
hand, the Senate committee’s version of 
the bill says, in effect, But also, going 
back to 1939, the retroactive feature will 
be included.” 

That proposal is made because a num- 
ber of cases are being adjudicated or 
settled. 

The bill allows a father who runs a 
business to reduce his taxes by making to 
each of his children gifts of an interest 
in his business. The children need not 
work. An infant 6 months or 6 days old 
can be a partner. If the father wants to 
be technical, he can create a trust for 
his children, and can make himself 
trustee, and in that capacity he can 
become his own partner. We went 
through all this matter by the hour, as 
we recall, last year. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The evidence brousit 
forward last year showed that in a num- 
ber of cases a father who was the head 
of a business firm made a new-born 
baby a partner in the business, which 
in many cases turned out to be a very 
complicated one. In one instance an in- 
fant was made a partner in an account- 
ing firm. Is it the opinion of the Sena- 
tor from Minnesota that in such cases 
the father and the new-born baby were 
really working partners, and that the 
new-born baby was of great assistance 
to his parent in connection with the op- 
eration of that complicated and intricate 
business? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I would say that 
the benefit obtained from the new-born 
baby, in connection with the complicated 
business, was the benefit which came 
from the lifting of the morale of the 
father by his looking at the picture of 
the little bundle from heaven and thus 
finding his spirits lifted, particularly 
toward the end of the day. 

Mr. President, I do not say there 
should not be legitimate family partner- 
ships, for when real work is done by 
both the partners who are associated in 
such a relationship, certainly it is 
worthy. However, there have been a 
number of cases in which the possibility 
of making such an arrangement has 
been abused. It is to such cases that 
we are directing our attention. 


Mr. President, will 
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Let me give some examples which I 
believe will be of interest. During 
World War II there were a great number 
of persons who tried to succeed in tax 
avoidance by means of such an arrange- 
ment, at a time when taxes were also 
rather high for the same reason the 
taxes are high now, namely, because we 
were trying to pay for our defense by 
taxing the people according to their abil- 
ity to pay. Our experience during World 
War II was that the number of family 
partnerships increased by leaps and 
bounds, with very great rapidity. Why 
did that occur? Well, Mr. President, 
it was obvious that if a businessman 
could divide the entire income from his 
business with Junior, and possibly with 
Junior No. 2 and Junior No. 3, and pos- 
sibly also with Sally or Sally, Jr., and 
Sally No. 2 and Sally No. 3, that business 
man simply would not have to pay as 
large a tax as he would have to pay if he 
did not inake such an arrangement. 

I submit that it is in this field that the 
Bureau of Internal Revenue is having its 
most difficult time, just as during World 
War II many “quickie” outfits come into 
existence and attempted to make a fast 
buck,” and did not wish to pay the proper 
income tax on their earnings. 

I submit that the honest citizen who 
permits such things to occur is merely 
permitting himself to be taxed exorbi- 
tantly, in order to take care of a com- 


paratively small number of persons who 


receive special privileges. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it the understand- 
ing of the Senator from Minnesota that 
between 1934 and 1945 the number of 
family partnership tax returns increased 
from 291,000 to 629,000? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The figures given 
by the Senator from Illinois are abso- 
lutely correct, and I think that point 
should be emphasized. In other words, 
during that period the number of family 
partnership tax returns increased by al- 
most 2½ times, I believe. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. At any rate, their 
number increased by something more 
than double the former number. 

Is it also the understanding of the 
Senator from Minnesota that a large 
part of that increase was due to the de- 
velopment of family partnerships, which 
development occurred in many cases in 
order to make it possible to split the in- 
come, and thus to avoid the application 
of the heavier tax rates? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think there is no 
question but that that is the reason. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. At least, it is a reason. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes; at least it is 
a reason. 

As you know, Mr. President, every 
time a tax is raised, it is necessary to 
make sure that there is no way by which 
the increased tax rate can be escaped. 
In that connection, the situation is some- 
what like that in the liquor industry, 
as to which we are told that if the tax 
on liquor is raised to a very high level, 
if the development of the moonshine 
business is not prevented, all the difi- 
culties of the old prohibition days will 
return. 
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In this case the change in the tax rate 
is applied to legitimate businesses; but 
if we do not provide for the enforcement 
which should be provided and if we do 
not provide for plugging the loopholes, 
we shall find that there are revene run- 
ners. Believe me, Mr. President, they are 
revenue runners, and they have a capital 
gains “still.” A person who has such a 
capital gains “still” is not making pot 
liquor, but he is making something much 
better than that; he is making dollars 
from a capital-gains provision and from 
a dozen other little twists and turns. 

After all, in connection with these 
matters, we are dealing with human be- 
ings, and we have to remember how 
some human beings act at times. 

Mr. President, I have prepared a con- 
siderable amount of factual material in 
regard to family partnerships. Inas- 
much as we shall bring up an amend- 
ment on that subject, I believe there is 
no need for me to repeat the material 
at this point. 

I merely wish to point out that I ask 
my colleagues to look over the material 
I have prepared on this subject, and I 
ask them to analyze it on the basis of the 
testimony which is printed in the hear- 
ings and the records which are before 
us at this time. I ask my colleagues also 
to examine the debate we had last year 
on this matter, and to consider the fact 
that last year the family partnership 
“deal” was not included in the con- 
ference report. 

I ask my colleagues why there should 
be retroactivity to 1929 in connection 
with family partnership provisions and 
why we should permit the tax benefits 
proposed for family partnerships to ex- 
tend back to 1939, when the record re- 
veals that during World War II the num- 
ber of family partnerships increased to 
the extent of 200 percent or more. 

Why should we have family partner- 
ships made, running back to 1939, when 
the record reveals that family partner- 
ships during World War II increased 
more than 200 percent? Why was there 
such an increase? Because profits were 
high, taxes were high, and some people 
decided that the family partnership de- 
vice might be one of the ways of avoid- 
ing their fair share of the tax burden. 

I protest that kind of action, Mr. 
President, and I want to see nothing in 
the new tax law, containing some of the 
highest tax rates in our history, which 
will offer an incentive to more people to 
avoid their share of the tax burden and 
which will place a greater burden of 
enforcement upon our Government. I 
think we owe it to ourselves and to the 
country to plug that loophole. 

Mr. President, in regard to the matter 
of family partnership I have a consider- 
able amount of material. I should like 
to have my prepared material printed 
in the Record. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that this material be printed in 
the Recor as a part of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the matter 
referred to was ordered to be printed in 
the Recorp, as follows: 

FAMILY PARTNERSHIPS 

A special provision for family partnerships 

Was adopted by the Senate last year with a 


11744 


clause which made it retroactive back to 
1939, but it fell by the wayside in the confer- 
ence. It is back again in this bill in section 
339. The House bill includes the provision, 
but makes it effective only for the future. 
The bill as reported to the Senate was 
amended to include last year’s retroactive 
feature. 

The bill allows a father who runs a busi- 
ness to reduce his taxes by making gifts to 
each of his children of an interest in his 
business. The children need not work. An 
infant 6 months or 6 days old can be a part- 
ner. If the father wants to be technical, he 
can create a trust for his children, make 
himself trustee, and in that capacity become 
his own partner. 

Ordinarily a man would not seriously con- 
sider making his infant children partners in 
his business or becoming an imaginary part- 
ner with himself as trustee. For the past 10 
years, however, our country has lived in 
mortal peril. To meet that peril Congress 
has reluctantly felt obliged to raise every- 
body’s taxes. We have tried generally to im- 
pose those increased taxes on the principal 
of each income producer's ability to pay. 
Persons making a larger amount of money 
have been called on to pay taxes at higher 
rates than those who make less. 

I believe that many of the family partner- 
ships formed during World War II were mo- 
tivated and used primarily, if not entirely, 
by high-bracket taxpayers—many of whose 
incomes are directly or indirectly multiplied 
by war-connected inflation—to escape pay- 
ing what the Congress has decided is a fair 
share of the tax burden to be borne by people 
receiving a certain amount of income. Most 
of the family partnerships which would be 
sanctioned by this bill would be motivated 
in the same way. 

If a man’s business earns a net income of 
$100,000, he should pay the tax at the rates 
the Congress has prescribed for $100,000 in- 
comes. If he wants to give some of his money 
to his children, or set it aside in trust for 
their benefit, that is fine. That is what a 
man should do. But first he ought to pay 
his taxes om money that he earns and con- 
tinues to control. He should not be allowed 
to take his two children into partnership 
with him, and pay a reduced tax on part of 
his income as if the children or the children’s 
capital earned a half or a third of his in- 
come. 

Without income splitting a married man 
with two children earning $100,000 net would 
pay an income tax of $65,232. As the law 
is now his tax is $51,912. By the fiction of 
income splitting, he saves in taxes $13,320— 
almost the amount of a Senator's entire 
salary. 

Now, let our $100,000 income man take 
advantage of the new bill and form a partner- 
ship with his two babies. Let us assume that 


the husband and wife is artificially reduced 
to . The income of the child partners 
is assumed to be $25,000. The family tax bill 
is reduced still further. The husband-father 
files a joint return with his wife and pays a 
tax of $19,592. Each baby has a tax paid for 
him of $9,796. The family tax bill on exactly 
the same income of $100,000 earned in exactly 
the same way as before is 839,184. Our gen- 
erosity by first giving split income in 1948 
and now by legalizing family partnerships 
would save our $100,000 businessman $26,048 
in taxes. 

If the increased rates become law, the tax 
saving from split income and family partner- 
ships will be even. greater—in dollars and 
percentage-wise. I don’t see how anybody 
running a business as an individual could 
afford not to take advantage of the loophole 
here proposed, I wish that the times were 
such that we could reduce everybody's taxes 
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that much. I see no reason why a man ina 
position to take his children into his partner- 
ship should be singled out for specially 
privileged treatment. 

That is what the House bill does. That is 
bad enough if only for the future. But there 
are a lot of people who tried this tax-avoid- 
ance scheme during World War II when taxes 
were also pretty high for the same reason 
they are now—because we were trying to pay 
for our defense by taxing people according 
to their ability to pay. This bill would fix 
those World War II cases. The bill goes back 
to 1939. 

During all that time many businessmen 
and high-bracket taxpayers succumbed to 
the suggestion of smart lawyers and account- 
ants, or figured out for themselves, that they 
might avoid a lot of taxes by taking their 
wives and children into so-called partner- 
ship. To get the tax advantage under the 
law as it is now and was then, they had to 
claim that the wives and children were real 
partners in the legal sense that they in- 
tended to work together and invest their 
money together as bona fide partners. 

Those who formed valid partnerships in 
a bona fide way have been allowed to split 
their incomes by the Bureau of Internal 
Revenue and the courts. Many had a little, 
but not enough, evidence that their wives 
or children contributed money of their own 
which didn’t come straight from papa, or 
who could prove that they did some work 
for the income they claimed was theirs for 
tax purposes. They have generally settled 
their cases and gotten some tax advantage— 
not all they claimed. 

But there are obviously many cases in 
which nothing happened except that the 
husband purported to make a gift to his wife 
and children. These cases the Government 
refused to settle. The people involved in 
these classes of cases are trying to make the 
new loophole which the House has opened 
for the future retroactive to minor cases all 
the way back to 1939. 

There was a time when the Congress was 
making a studious effort to close loopholes— 
to make people pay taxes on their real in- 
come at the rates the Congress purported to 
fix. 

An alarming tendency is developing to 
open loopholes for the future principally by 
letting people split incomes and enlarging 
and extending the privilege of paying capital- 
gain rates on half of the income a person 
gets from certain kinds of transactions. It 
is bad enough to create a loophole by act 
of Congress. This partnership provision 
reaches a new high—or low. It opens a 
loophone—of dubious merit—for the future, 
retroactively extending that loophone back 
13 years into the past. 

I recommend that the Senate.delete the 
family-partnership provision. The 
estimates that it will cost $100,000,000 an- 
nually in the future and $200,000,000 for 
past refunds. We cannot afford to give tax 
hand-outs like these. Istrenuously urge that 
the Senate refuse to enact a bill for the 
private and unwarranted relief of unnamed 
and unnumbered individuals who formed 
family partnerships in the past 13 years for 
tax-avoidance purposes. 

If the Bureau of Internal Revenue has 
taken tax money from some of the people— 
for example, where soldiers were made part- 
ners and then went away to war—perhaps - 
a private bill for their relief might be in 
order. Even if some of these people have 
lost their cases in court, they can be helped 
by a private bill. I suspect that some of 
the most deserving cases involve people who 
believed in the bona fide nature of their 
partnership, took their cases to court and 
lost. This bill would give them no relief. 
The measure before the Senate is a com- 
prehensive revenue bill—it is a war measure. 
The procedures and safeguards which we 
have established for private bills have not 
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been followed where we have focused on the 
complex and difficult fiscal and legal prob- 
lems involved in a revenue measure. 

Let us not enact private relief measures 
for high bracket taxpayers in a bill like this. 

On this provision I should like to obtain 
some information from the distinguished 
members of the committee. 

1. Would it be of any benefit to taxpayers 
under 85,000? If so, how much? 

2. Is it true that the principal support 
for this provision comes from tax lawyers 
who gave bad advice to clients that they 
could set up tax avoidance schemes to duck 
the higher income tax rates during World 
War II and then had them upset by the 
courts? K; 

3. Does it appear reasonable that at a 
time when we are raising taxes for the many 
to meet the costs of an emergency, we 
should enact a provision which loses revenue 
for the benefit of a few? 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
desire to move along. I think we are 
going to keep on schedule. 

The next subject I desire to discuss is 
under the heading: 

E. TAX-FREE REDEMPTION OF STOCK TO PAY 

ESTATE TAX 

This is another complicated part of 
the bill. It is very interesting to see how 
some of these things work. In the Reve- 
nue Act of 1950 the House proposed to 
permit the tax-free redemption of the 
stock of a closely held corporation where 
the proceeds of the redemption were 
needed to pay the estate tax of a stock- 
holder. The House bill limited the privi- 
lege of tax-free redemption to cases 
where stock of the closely held corpora- 
tion—and that is the family type of cor- 
poration, to identify it after a sort— 
constituted 70 percent of the decedent’s 
taxable estate. 

The Finance Committee amended the 
House bill to delete the 70-percent lim- 
itation therein. We debated the provi- 
sion on the floor last year. Thereafter 
the conference committee limited the 
provision to those cases where stock of a 
closely held corporation constituted 50 
percent of a decedent’s estate. 

The Finance Committee has now come 
forward with a proposal in section 339 
of this bill to reduce the 50-percent lim- 
itation to a 25-percent limitation. 

As we pointed out in last year’s debate, 
the problem for which the tax-free re- 
demption feature was enacted would not 
arise in cases where a closely held cor- 
poration regularly distributed its profits 
in dividends, instead of constantly as- 
cumulating those profits. 

I have some personal knowledge of this 
particular problem. At this very moment 
Iam speaking against my personal inter- 
ests, as many others here speak against 
their personalinterests. The reason why 
these closely held corporations accumu- 
lated the profits was usually in order 
to protect the stockholders from the or- 
dinary income tax imposed on dividends. 

This purposeful failure to declare divi- 
dends means that when the principal 
owner of a closely held corporation dies, 
he has no cash outside of his corpora- 
tion with which his estate can pay the 
estate tax. In other words, all the prof- 
its are simply maintained inside the cor- 
porate structure. Therefore, there is 
nothing on the outside with which the 
beneficiaries can pay the estate taxes. 
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The only way the estate can withdraw 
the cash necessary to pay the estate tax 
is by liquidating a portion of the stock- 
holder’s interest in his corporation, and 
a partial liquidation of a stockholder’s 
interest is taxed, as it should be, as a 
dividend at ordinary income-tax rates. 

Stockholders of closed corporations, 
having put themselves into this jam, 
came to Congress last year, and are back 
this year, to get relief from it. 

There may be some justification for 
tax-free redemption where an individual 
stockholder has all of his property tied 
up in a single corporation. I want to 
make it quite clear that where an indi- 
vidual has all of his property tied up in a 
single corporation, his estate has noth- 
ing else to do but turn to that one cor- 
poration. There is some, but less, justi- 
fication for allowing tax-free redemption 
where the stockholder of a closely held 
corporation has half of his property tied 
up in a closed corporation. I see no jus- 
tification for giving tax-free redemption 
relief, which merely means being able to 
sell some of one’s stock tax-free, to the 
estates of those who have only one- 
fourth of their property tied up in a 
closely-held corporation. It means that 
three-fourths of their assets, three- 
fourths of their resources, are some place 
else, with one one-fourth in this closely- 
held corporation. 

A man may be a member of a family- 
held corporation; he has one-fourth of 
the stock; he gets three-fourths of his 
revenue or income from other properties. 
When the estate is being liquidated, and 
it has to pay the estate tax, why in the 
name of common sense should it be able 
to buy the stocks of that closely-held 
corporation tax-free, when, in fact, those 
stocks are the result of accumulated 
dividends, which were unpaid earlier for 
one of two reasons, either to increase 
the capital, or to see that the stockholder 
did not have to pay the earned-income 
rate on dividends? I submit that the 
Senate should reject the Senate Finance 
Committee’s recommendation, and leave 
this qualifying percentage out. 

I should like to ask the majority leader 
a question at this point. Is the majority 
leader planning to have the Senate re- 
main in session through the considera- 
tion of the bill, or can we come to an 
agreement to recess? I should like to 
complete my remarks. I have worked 
very hard on this subject, to be very 
frank, and my colleagues have worked 
with me. There are several of my col- 
leagues who have spent night after night 
at my office assembling this material. I 
have in a way been delegated to present 
it as our argument. I wonder whether 
we could come to an agreement to recess, 
and I could have the right to the floor 
at 10 o’clock in the morning, without a 
quorum. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I think we ought 
to continue in session a little later than 
this today. We had not planned to re- 
cess quite so early. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I wonder whether 
the majority leader would give us an 
idea as to his intention with respect to 
how long he wants us to continue. 

Mr. McFARLAND. The Senator from 
Georgia is in charge of the bill and I 
had planned to leave the time pretty 
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well up to him. I think the Senator 
from Oklahoma is now temporarily the 
floor manager for the committee, and as 
soon as he comes back to the Senate 
Chamber I shall consult with him. 

Mr, DOUGLAS. What is really hap- 
pening is that the Senator from Minne- 
sota is advocating the program of the 
President in respect to the subject he is 
discussing, and I should not like to have 
him kept on his feet unduly and harassed 
when he is making such an extremely 
able speech. So I should like to see the 
Senate recess in the not-too-distant fu- 
ture, in order that we might then have 
the benefit of the development of the 
subject by the Senator from Minnesota. 
I think he has been going too rapidly, 
as a matter of fact, in the last few min- 
utes, and has deprived us of much very 
valuable material. Those who are de- 
fending the program of the President in 
this case hope very much that the Sen- 
ator will not be kept on his feet unduly, 
but that he may have a chance to rest 
and to resume tomorrow. 

Mr. McFARLAND. It is not my pur- 
pose to keep any Senator on his feet un- 
duly. Ido believe that we ought to make 
some progress with this important legis- 
lation. At least we should complete one 
speech a day, and for that reason I hoped 
we would run a little later than this. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The term “little” is a 
somewhat indefinite one. 

Mr. McFARLAND. May I ask the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Minnesota how 
long it would take him to complete his 
speech? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. It depends upon 
what the interruptions are. I may say 
I got through the first two pages of my 
remarks in 1 hour today, because I 
had no more than opened my mouth on 
the statement when some Senator started 
interruptions. We had a pretty good 
colloquy, which I think is very desirable, 
but I would say that, if uninterrupted, I 
could conclude within about an hour, 
possibly. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, may 1 
say I think the Senator is developing so 
many valuable points that I am quite cer- 
tain there will be some colloquy from the 
floor. 


Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will. 


the Senator from Minnesota yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am happy to 
yield to the Senator from Florida. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I hope the majority 
leader will be gracious enough to coop- 
erate with the distinguished Senator 
from Minnesota. Having at times spoken 
for several hours myself in other causes, 
I know that sometimes one becomes 
weary upon his feet, and I hope that the 
precedent established in the Senate of 
showing a little generosity and a little 
bit of graciousness may be extended on 
other occasions and to other Senators 
upon this floor, who speak for much 
shorter periods of time than the time 
which the Senator from Minnesota has 
so ably consumed today. 

Let me say that I do not think the 
Senator from Minnesota has wasted a 
minute. I do not believe he has spoken 
impertinently a single sentence. At 
least, all the time I have been on the 
floor he has addressed himself entirely 


to the subject matter of the debate. So 
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far as the Senator from Florida is con- 
cerned, he hopes the other Members of 
the Senate will be gracious and under- 
standing, and as good as is the orange 
juice which the Senator from Minnesota 
has so thoughtfully kept by his side dur- 
ing his address and which, no doubt, has 
contributed to his ability to hold the 
floor for 8 hours. It seems to the Sen- 
ator from Florida that we must recog- 
nize that there is a limit to human en- 
durance, even when citrus juice is used, 
and I hope that my friends will be suffi- 
ciently thoughtful in their attitudes to 
show a little grace and generosity to my 
friend from Minnesota. 

I close on the note that this will set 
a precedent in this kind of a sustained 
address which for the first time I have 
heard made by the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, first 
of all I want to raise my glass in a toast 
to my good friend from Florida. The 
glass contains marvelous fruit juice from 
the great State of Florida. I appreciate 
the statement of the Senator from Flor- 
ida when he said I tried to keep to the 
issue. This has not been the most easy 
and comfortable situation that the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota has ever enjoyed 
or experienced, because while we were 
told the bill would be with us on Wednes- 
day, I got my first copy of it at 1 o’clock 
yesterday afternoon, and I had a long 
day on the floor yesterday. A good deal 
of work had gone into the prepara- 
tion of amendments. The address 
which I have been giving has been writ- 
ten and rewritten in terms of sections 
which had to be identified from the bill, 
until 4 a. m. this morning, with a staff 
of several persons. 

I arrived here feeling that if we did 
not conduct a debate, the bill would 
probably go through. We did not have 
time to get our amendments completely 
ready and will not have them submitted 
until tomorrow. I think the Senator 
from Illinois feels the same way about it. 
We need time to get Senators to look into 
the provisions of the bill. I have great 
confidence in the Finance Committee, 
but when we are increasing taxes and 
providing $5,000,000,000 in additional 
revenue it seems to me that every Sen- 
ator should know what is in the bill. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. r 

Mr. KERR. The Senator is aware of 
the fact that he and every other Senator 
has been welcome to attend any hear- 
en 6 which the Finance Committee have 

eld. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from 
Oklahoma is aware that every Member 
of this body is besieged with hearings. 
The Senator from Alabama [Mr. HILL] 
told me he wanted to hear my speech, 
but had to attend one hearing after an- 
other. It is not always possible to attend 
hearings of a committee of which a Sen- 
ator is not a member, because he has his 
own burdens and his own responsibilities 
in connection with his own committees. 

Mr. KERR. If the bill is not going to 
be considered fully, it might as well be 
brought to the floor without considera- 
tion by the committee, and the committee 
could save a great deal of time, 
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Mr. HUMPHREY. No. I think we all 
commend the committee for its very seri- 
ous and sincere efforts, I think the Sen- 
ator would agree with me that a bill of 
this magnitude might lie idle for 48 
hours or more to give Senators a chance 
to go through its provisions and to study 
the committee report. 

Mr. President, I think I shall carry on, 
unless the majority leader wants to 
make a request for some other arrange- 
ment 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I hope the Senator 
will continue and that we shall not per- 
mit this tax bill to be rammed down our 
throats without adequate debate to 
clarify the many basic issues involved. 

Mr. McFARLAND, Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, the 
statement just made by the Senator from 
Illinois is the most unfair statement that 
I ever heard him make. There is no 
effort being made here to ram anything 
down anyone’s throat. It ill behooves 
the Senator from Illinois to make such a 
statement, because if he reads the REC- 
ozD he knows it was announced several 
Gays ago that the Senate would not hold 
night sessions during the consideration 
of the tax bill, and instead we would 
begin daily sessions at 10 o’clock in the 
morning. Many Senators felt it was im- 
portant to consider the bill now before 
us during the daytime when Members 
are fresher rather than in the evening. 
It has been announced that the Senate 
would try to recess at a reasonable hour 
each day this week. Under the circum- 
stances and the known facts, I have 
never heard the Senator from Illinois 
make such an unfair statement as that 
which he has just made. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. KERR. The Senator from Okla- 
homa feels that the statement of the 
Senator from Illinois was very unfair. 
At the request of the Senator from Okla- 
homa, the Senate has had quorum calls 
of periods of time up to 30 minutes, for 
the convenience of our good friend from 
Minnesota. The Senator from Oklahoma 
requested quorum calls for that purpose, 
and he would be happy to do it again, 
and other Members would be glad to 
extend that privilege again, so that every 
consideration might be given to our dis- 
tinguished colleague from Minnesota. 

I should like him to tell the Senator 
from Oklahoma if there is any feeling in 
his mind that there has been any effort 
on the part of any Senator today to do 
that which the Senator from Illinois 
has just referred to. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I want to say to 
the Senator from Oklahoma that twice 


the courtesy he has shown me in asking 
for quorum calls, I think what we have 
experienced here is that some of us feel 
that starting the sessions at 10 o’clock 
and going on pretty late is something 
new, and it just hit on the tax bill. I 
do not think anyone is trying to ram 
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anything down anyone’s throat, but I 
have expressed myself, as the Senator 
from Illinois has, to the effect that we 
have felt rushed with inadequate time 
for thorough preparation. 

We have reached the point where we 
are a little tired. I have spoken to the 
distinguished chairman of the Finance 
Committee and to the ranking minority 
member of it, and have told them that 
we had no wish to delay the passage of 
the bill. I think we would be a great 
deal better off to recess now and come 
back at 10 o'clock tomorrow morning. 
The Senator from Minnesota is not in- 
terested in having a quorum call, If 
Senators co not want to hear what I 
have to say, I do not want to compel 
them to come by ringing the bells. I 
think I can be through by 11 o'clock. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I have no objec- 
tion to giving the Senator from Minne- 
sota relief by recessing, but I do not 
appreciate what I heard the Senator 
from Illinois whisper to the Senator from 
Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I did not hear 
what he whispered, I am sorry to say. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I heard what he 
whispered. It is incorrect to suggest 
there has been any unfairness in the 
consideration of this bill, No one has 
been unfair to any Memper. If the 
Senator from Minnesota does not feel 
like standing on his feet, all he has to 
do is to tell me so and we will recess 
at any time. I merely suggested that I 
had hoped we could finish with at least 
one speech. However, we will recess 
now and give the Senator the time he 
wants in the morning, particularly in 
view of the fact that he has said that he 
is covering the views of a number of 
Senators. We are not trying to ram 
anything down anyone's throat. 

I ask unanimous consent—— 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
think I have the floor. I think the ma- 
jority leader has now made a fair pro- 
posal. I have spoken to members of the 
staff of the Senate and to my colleagues, 
suggesting that we reach some under- 
standing in a few days as to a unani- 
mous-consent request. I do not know 
what we are all scrapping about. I 
happen to be one of the younger Mem- 
bers of this body. I think I can take it. 
If we want to stay until midnight, that 
is when I start feeling good. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I am glad the Sen- 
ator is so young. I shall be glad to re- 
main as long as the Senator wants to 
Stay, or I am willing to have the Senate 
recess now until 10 o’clock tomorrow 
morning. I had told Senators that we 
would recess sometime between 6 and 7 
o’clock this evening. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Fine. 

Mr. McFARLAND. And I feel that I 


‘should carry out that suggestion. 
today I have personally thanked him for, - 


Mr. President, this is the first time 


during my service in this body anyone 


has accused me on the floor of the Sen- 
ate of trying to ram anything down any- 
one's throat. I may add that any time 
anyone says that I shall rise in my place 
and talk about it, regardless of who 
makes the statement. 
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Mr. President, I now ask unanimous 
consent. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator yield for the purpose of a unani- 
mous-consent request being made? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I want to say in be- 
half of my colleague, the Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. Doveras], that he has been 
most steadfast in his work on the Senate 
floor day after day, week after week, and 
month after month. I also want to say 
quite frankly that his comments were 
directed to what he thought was an ef- 
fort to keep the debate going on. There 
has been some misunderstading, and I 
has been some misunderstanding, and I 


we can forget that misunderstanding 


and proceed to consider the request 
about to be made by the majority leader. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I will say, Mr. 
President, that no one is more willing 
to forget a misunderstanding than is the 
Senator from Arizona. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Minnesota yield to the 
Senator from Arizona? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Isurely do yield. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate convenes tomorrow morning at 
10 o’clock the distinguished Senator 
from Minnesota may have the floor. 
And shall I say that the Senator will 
confine his remarks to an hour, or does 
he want the time limited? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I will say I may 
conclude within the hour, if uninter- 
rupted—perhaps longer. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Very well. We 
will place no limitation on the Senator. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the ma- 
jority leader. 

Mr. McFARLAND. With that under- 
standing, Mr. President, the Senator 
from North Dakota wishes to make a 
few remarks. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
reserving the right to object, and on the 
part of the minority there will be no 
objection, I should like to ask the ma- 
jority leader or the Senator from Minne- 
sota one question. Do I understand 
that the Senator from Minnesota is will- 
ing to proceed on the understanding that 
we do not have a quorum call at 10 
o'clock? 

rs HUMPHREY. Yes, that is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I will make that a 
part of the unanimous-consent request. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
yield the floor then. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, do I understand that 
the request was made on the under- 
standing there would be no quorum call? 

Mr. McFARLAND. Yes, that was a 
part of the request. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
made the suggestion because it took 45 
minutes to get a quorum today. I think 
we can use 45 minutes to more produc- 
tive advantage by not having a quorum 
call tomorrow morning. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous-consent re- 


quest made by the Senator from Ari- 
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zona? The Chair hears none, and it is 
so ordered. 


CONFIRMATION OF ROUTINE PROMO- 
TIONS IN THE ARMED SERVICES 


During the delivery of Mr. HumpHrey’s 
address, 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr. 

‘Hunt in the Chair). The Chair recog- 
nizes the Senator from Mississippi with- 
out the Senator from Minnesota losing 
his right to the floor. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, from 
the Committee on Armed Services, I fa- 
vorably report nominations for the rou- 
tine promotion of some 2,000 officers of 
the military services. There are no gen- 
erals or admirals included in the nomi- 
nations, and the majority are in the 
junior grades. 

The names of the nominees were all 
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on 
the date they were received by the Sen- 
ate. In order to save the expense of re- 
printing these names in the Executive 
Calendar, I ask unanimous consent, as 
in executive session, for the immediate 
consideration of the nominations. I 
may say further, Mr. President, that 
the nominations were all ordered re- 
ported by unanimous vote of the Armed 
Services Committee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I am very glad to 
yield to the Senator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. MARTIN. Were members of both 
political parties present? 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes. A quorum was 
present, and each of the two parties was 
fully represented. 

Mr. MARTIN. I have no objection. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I do 
not object, but it seems to me in cases 
like this the committee ought to file a list 
of the nominations with the Secretary at 
least, let us say, 2 days in advance, in 
order that Senators who are interested 
may have an opportunity to examine the 
report. I do not insist that this report 
be printed. As I understand, these are 
routine promotions. Is that correct? 

Mr. STENNIS. They are considered to 
be routine nominations. The others, the 
so-called major nominations, were not 
reported. They are before the commit- 
tee, and this manner of reporting is sole- 
ly for the purpose of saving approxi- 
mately $500 or $600 in a printing bill; 
that is, the cost of having the nomina- 
tions printed in the Executive Calendar, 
to lie over thereafter for a day or two. 
The custom has developed in similar in- 
stances of asking unanimous consent to 
let them go directly to the RECORD. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I suggest that when 
an armload of nominations is brought to 
the Senate and they are immediately 
confirmed and the President notified, 
there is no way on earth to reconsider 
the votes by which the nominations are 
confirmed, or to take names off the lists, 
or to do anything else with them. I 
think there ought to be a rule to govern 
cases of this kind. I do not care to make 
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the Government pay a great printing bill 
in connection with the reprinting of the 
names, but there should be a rule re- 
quiring that nominations such as these 
be filed with the Secretary, say 2 days 
ahead of the time they are to be con- 
firmed, in order that every Senator may 
go to the desk br some other appropriate 
place to examine the list, to ascertain 
whether there is any nomination on the 
list in which he is interested, or to make 
sure that the list includes someone in 
whom he is interested. I merely offer 
that as a suggestion. I do not propose 
any amendment. I do not object, but I 
submit that ought to be the practice. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, the 
senior Senator from Texas has correctly 
stated the ordinary rule. This procedure 
is adopted merely for the purpose of try- 
ing to save money, when there is no ob- 
jection to the nominations, and when 
the names have already been printed in 
the Recorp for more than 7 days, and 
have been before the committee for more 


than 7 days, no objection having been 


made to any of them. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, I think 
the Senator from Mississippi said that 
these were merely routine promotions, 

Mr. STENNIS. That is correct. 

Mr. MARTIN. Are they all in the 
Regular Army, and in the Regular Navy, 
with none from the civilian components? 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes; except that 
there are some from the Reserve com- 
ponents, approximately 10 percent of 
the 2,000, possibly, being from the 
Reserves. 

Mr. O’CONOR. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Mississippi yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield to the Senator 
from Maryland. 

Mr. O'CONOR. May I ask the Sena- 
tor from Mississippi whether there was 
objection on the part of any member of 
the committee to any of the nomina- 
tions? 

Mr. STENNIS. No; there was no ob- 
jection to any of the nominations. 

Mr. O'CONOR. I may say, if the Sen- 
ator will permit, that I think the Senator 
from Mississippi has been particularly 
vigilant to insure the proper considera- 
tion of nominees for commissions in the 
armed services. It has been evident to 
us that, instead of handling these nomi- 
nations in a perfunctory manner, the 
subcommittee, under the Senator from 
Mississippi, has taken up the matters in- 
dividually, and has devoted very earnest 
and zealous attention to them before re- 
porting them to the Senate. I think the 
Senator from Mississippi is to be com- 
mended for that, as well as for his other 
work. 

Mr. STENNIS. I appreciate very 
much the remarks of the Senator from 
Maryland. Such matters are being 
given something more than routine at- 
tention. As I said, the nominations of 
major officers for promotion are held out 
for the time being. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Mississippi yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield to the Senator 
from New Jersey. 
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Mr. HENDRICKSON. Does the able 
Senator from Mississippi recall the date 
on which these nominations were re- 
ceived by the Senate? 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, may we 
have order? I cannot hear the interro- 
gations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate will be in order. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator repeat his question, please? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Does the able 
Senator recall the date on which the 
a gi ad were received by the Sen- 
ate? 

Mr. STENNIS. The dates vary, but 
all the nominations were received by 
the Senate 7 days or more ago. The 
time extends over a period of from 7 
to 14 days. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. And have all 
the names been printed in the Recorp? 

Mr. STENNIS. All the names have 
been printed in the Recorn for more 
than 7 days before this date. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I thank the 
Senator. 

Mr. CASE. Mr, President, may I ask 
whether it is the practice of the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services to submit 
names to each member of the commit- 
tee in order to give some notice, other 
than by the printing of the names in 
the Recorp, that those names have been 
sent to the Senate? 

Mr, STENNIS. Yes. They are sub- 
mitted to each member of the Armed 
Services Committee the day they come 
to the committee. 

Mr. CASE. So that each member re- 
ceives specific notice of the submission 
of the names? 

Mr. STENNIS. That is correct. 

Mr. CASE. I have no objection, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Mississippi? “The Chair hears 
none, and the nominations are con- 
firmed; and, without objection, the 
President will be notified of the action 
of the Senate. 


STATESMANSHIP ON BASIC AMERICAN 
RIGHTS AND FREEDOMS—LETTER FROM 
PRESIDENT TRUMAN TO AMERICAN 
BAR ASSOCIATION 


During the delivery of Mr. HuMPHREY’s 
address, 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for an insertion? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE, Mr. President, with the 
understanding that the discussion shall 
appear elsewhere in the REcorp, at the 
end of the remarks of the Senator from 
Minnesota, I ask unanimous consent to 
have inserted in the body of the RECORD 
a letter from the President of the United 
States to Mr. Arthur J. Freund, chair- 
man of the section on criminal law, of 
the American Bar Association, of which 
it is my honor and pleasure to be a mem- 
ber. I should like to have this material 
in the body of the Recorp, in order to 
support the very brief comments I de- 
sire to make on it at this time. 
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I hope that every Member of the Sen- 
ate will read this letter from the Presi- 
dent of the United States to the Ameri- 
can Bar Association. It is one of the 
finest declarations of, statesmanship on 
basic American rights and freedoms that 
it has ever been my pleasure to read, and 
certainly it is a statement dealing with 
our basic freedoms, in respect to prob- 
lems which exist in our country, con- 
cerning security and concerning the pro- 
cedures which ought to be adopted in 
determining whether citizens as indi- 
viduals are in the slightest degree dan- 
gerous to security. This is a statement 
to which, in my opinion, members of the 
bar should give great heed. 

Even though I stand on this side of the 
aisle, Mr. President, as a lawyer, as well 
as a Republican, I congratulate the Pres- 
ident of the United States for making 
this clear statement regarding what I 
think ought to be the attitude not only 
of the bar associations of the country 
but of the citizens as well in seeing to 
it that we follow constitutional processes 
in handling the entire problem of inves- 
tigating people because of any question 
as to whether their appointment may 
endanger the security of the country. 

With those remarks, I ask unanimous 
consent that this noteworthy letter of 
the President of the United States ap- 
pear in the body of the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CLEMENTS in the chair). Without ob- 
jection, and insofar as the Senate has 
that right, it is so ordered. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Tue WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, September 1, 1951., 

Dear Mr. FREUND: I regret that I cannot 
accept your generous invitation to address 
the general session of the section of crim- 
inal law of the American Bar Association on 
The Protection of Individual Rights and Gov- 
ernment Security in Times of Stress. I am 
glad, however, that this subject is being 
given consideration by the American Bar 
Association, since it is one of the most seri- 
ous problems facing the American people 
and our Government today. 

The great peril of Soviet aggression which 
confronts the United States and, indeed, all 
free nations today makes it necessary that 
we continuously scrutinize our national se- 
curity measures directed against treason, 
espionage, and subversion, to make sure that 
they are entirely adequate for the critical 
times in which we live. The Federal Govern- 
ment is doing that and will continue to do 
so. As I have pointed out in the past, how- 
ever, the greatest contribution that the 
United States has to make to its own citi- 
zens and to the world is the heritage of free- 
dom—tfreedom of speech, freedom of religion, 
and freedom of political belief. That heri- 
tage is not only the object of all our pro- 
tective security measures, it is also the basic 
source of our true over-all national security. 

Although the Nation has always united 
against any external peril, blind obedience 
to authority has never been characteristic of 
Americans. Rather, they have been ques- 
tioners, doubters, experimenters, and very 
often articulate and vociferous dissenters. 
This attitude is perhaps our unique and 
most valuable national asset, It has pro- 
moted our moral and spiritual welfare. It 
has made possible great material advances. 
It has forced discussion, examination, and 
reexamination of policies on every level. The 
free interchange of opinion and criticism 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


thus made possible is in a very real sense 
the most important element of national se- 
curity we possess, for it provides a greater 
likelihood that we will take the right course 
than does any system in which policies are 
determined by a few leaders whom none 
dares criticize. 

The fact is—and what an object lesson 
there is for us in that fact—that the repres- 
sive security measures of the police states 
do not promote their over-all national secu- 
rity. On the contrary, they hurt it. They 
hurt it because the dictators of those coun- 
tries have thereby made certain that they 
will not receive any opinions which do not 
conform with their own preconceived opin- 
ions—that even the intelligence reports 
which they receive about the strength and 
vulnerability of other cou:tries will be 
slanted to conform with the party line view 
about those countries, however distant that 
may be from the real facts, lest the men 
who prepare those reports be suspected of 
being too friendly to foreign powers. Thus, 
in their mistaken zeal to promote their se- 
curity by excessive police measures the totali- 
tarlan countries have actually undermined 
treir security by making certain that their 
national policy decisions will be the product 
of the intuition or hunches or biases of the 
dictators rather than actual facts and full 
discussion. 

Full discussion can take place only in an 
atmosphere of freedom—an atmosphere in 
which a new, a different, or even an unpopu- 
lar idea does not render the motives and 
patriotism of its proponent suspect, as would 
be the case in a totalitarian country, This 
national asset must be preserved. Unfor- 
tunately, the very crisis which requires that 
we take action to protect our security gen- 
erates fear and suspicion. Because of this, 
there appears to be a growing confusion as to 
what are wise and appropriate security meas- 
ures and what are measures that have little 
or no merit in terms of security, but which 
may and often do inflict irreparable harm 
upon innocent individuals and at the same 
time gravely injure real national security by 
enforcing conformity of political expression 
and thought. Too many Americans have not 
made a sufficient distinction between th» two, 
and a few others—often posing as super- 
patriots—are, I believe, taking advantage of 
confusion and fear for partisan purposes. 
Let us beware of “the impostures of pre- 
tended patriotism” which George Washing- 
ton warned us against in his Farewell Ad- 
dress. 


The bar is in a peculiarly strategic posi- 
tion to provide leadership in solving the 
problem of reconciling our security measures 
with the essentials of our heritage of free- 
dom. Its tradition of leadership in public 
affairs and devotion to civil liberties, to- 
gether with its understanding of the impor- 
tance of fair procedure in the maintenance 
of liberties, places special responsibilities 
upon it. There are two specific suggestions 
that I have as to the manner in which the 
bar might discharge its responsibilities in 
this regard. 

First, action has been taken by many dif- 
ferent bodies in the field of security. The 
Federal Government has intensified its ef- 
forts against sabotage, espionage, and re- 
lated offenses. It has successfully completed 
prosecution of a number of important crimi- 
nal cases in these flelds, and it has recently 
initiated other such cases. It is carrying on 
security and loyalty programs with respect 
to its own employees. At the same time 
measures affecting the question are being 
introduced in the Congress continuously, and 
congressional committees are carrying on 
their own investigations. Similar activity is 
going on at the State and local levels, and 
many educational bodies and private enter- 
prises are also acting in the field. 

All these measures and proposed measures 
should be given critical, constructive, and 
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public consideration by the bar to help our 
people and the authorities involved deter- 
mine whether they are reasonable and prac- 
tical methods of maintaining security or 
whether their potentialities in terms of 
stifling freedom of expression outweigh 
their utility as security measures. Search- 
ing scrutiny of this character by able and 
fair-minded lawyers will greatly contribute 
toward enlightening the whole Nation as to 
how we can best strike the difficult balance 
between security and individual rights in 
these trying times. Your contributions will 
be all the greater if you give the matter 
continuous and detailed attention and make 
your conclusions widely known. 

A second contribution which I think the 
bar may make relates to fair administrative 
and legislative hearings for persons under 
investigation and fair trials for persons ac- 
cused of crimes involving security. The bar 
has a notable tradition of willingness to pro- 
tect the rights of the accused. It seems to 
me that if this tradition is to be meaningful 
today it must extend to all defendants, in- 
cluding persons accused of such abhorrent 
crimes as conspiracy to overthrow the Gov- 
ernment by force, espionage, and sabotage. 
Undoubtedly, some uninformed persons will 
always identify the lawyer with the client. 
But I believe that most Americans recognize 
how important it is to our tradition of fair 
trial that there be adequate representation 
by competent counsel. 

Lawyers in the past have risked the oblo- 
quy of the uninformed to protect the rights 
of the most degraded. Unless they continue 
to do so in the future, an important part of 


our rights will be gone. In addition to 


defense of those indicted in court, partici- 
pation in and study of administrative and 
legislative hearings by the bar with a view 
to the formulation of procedures which will 
reconcile the rights of individuals with the 
needs of security should be a source of real 
help to the bodies conducting such hearings 
in the resolution of their problems. 

What I have said adds up to this: I believe 
the bar has a profound contribution to make 
in this vital area of national policy and 
practice, and, moreover, has a moral re- 
sponsibility to make that contribution. I 
am confident that it will measure up to that 
responsibility. 

Very sincerely yours, 
Harry S. TRUMAN. 

ARTHUR J, FREUND, Esq., ; 

Chairman, Section of Criminal Law, 
American Bar Association, 506 Olive 
Street, St. Louis, Mo. 


REMOVAL OF POSTMASTERS FROM POLI- 
TICS—EDITORIAL IN WASHINGTON 
TIMES-HERALD 


Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, my at- 
tention has been called to an editorial 
which appeared in the Times-Herald 
this morning. The editorial is entitled 
“Watch This Committee.” The editorial 
Says: 

Whether some 22,000 postmasters in this 
country are to be taken out of politics and 
given a chance to go ahead on merit depends 
pretty largely on the action of the S nate 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service 
within the next day or two. 

The committee has finished suspiciously 
brief (1 day) hearings on a bill, to remove 
postmasterships from political finagling, and 
now is preparing its report. We have it the 
committee will try to kill the bill largely 
owing to the usual prejudices of JOHNSTON 
of South Carolina, MCKELLAR of Tennessee 
and LANGER of North Dakota. 


Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the remainder of the editorial 
may be printed at this point as a part 
of my remarks. 
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There being no objection, the re- 
mainder of the editorial was ordered to 
be printed in the Recorp, as follows: 

By way of background, the recommenda- 
tion to clean up postmaster appointments 
came from the Citizens Comittee for the 
Hoover Report. It has the backing of the 
Post Office Department itself, the Civil Serv- 
ice Commission, and, of course, ex-Presi- 
dent Hoover. The bill covering this recom- 
mendation and including other post-office 
reforms was introduced by Senator AIKEN, 
Republican, of Vermont. 

The total aim of the bill is simply to put 
the United States Post Office, now losing in- 
credible sums, on a basis comparable to com- 
mercial enterprises. 

Most important to employee morale, how- 
ever, is the provision covering appointment 
of postmasters. Candidates now take civil- 
service exams, and the names of the three 
highest are sent to the Postmaster General. 
He selects one name, sends it to the Senate 
for confirmation. And that’s where the poli- 
tics comes in. Unless that name is con- 
nected with the party in power, the Senate 
usually refuses to confirm and asks Civil 
Service for another name. 

The Hooyer Commission, with milksop 
mildness, said this practice “created a poli- 
tical barrier to promotion within the (pos- 
tal) service and thus deprived it of a great 
incentive to do good work.” 

AIKEN’s bill removes Senate confirmation 
from the above procedure. 

We recognize that politicians enjoy clean- 
ing up politics the way small boys enjoy 
visits to the dentist. Eut let the committee 
recall two recent malodors in the public 
nostrils, the sale of postmasterships in Mis- 
sissippi and the shameless post-office pay- 
roll padding in Boston; there are limits to 
what the public will tolerate. 

Pigeonholing or rejection of the Aiken 
bill may well breach that tolerance. 


Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, for 11 
years I have been a member of the Com- 
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service. 
For 11 years I have been a member of 
the Senate. For 11 years I have read 
the ravings of this newspaper, time and 
time again, about the centralization of 
power in the executive department. I 
have read editorials in that newspaper 
against bureaucracy. I have read their 
editorials saying that the President is 
building up a big machine. I have read 
in that newspaper argument after argu- 
ment to the effect that the operations of 
the Government should be less in the 
hands of the administration. Yet in the 
editorial of today, what does the news- 
paper propose be done? ‘There are half 
a million Federal employees in the Post 
Office Department. The editorial says 
that the power to operate that Depart- 
ment should be left to one man, the 
Postmaster General of the United States. 

Mr. President, when the bill discussed 
by the editorial came before our com- 
mittee, the senior Senator from North 
Dakota—and he is proud of that fact— 
was one of those who voted against a 
favorable report of the measure. I be- 
lieve that every bit of power we can 
possibly leave in the hands of the people 
should be left there. It is said in th 
newspaper editorial that ex-Presiden 
Hoover personally was in favor of the 
bill. I have checked on the Citizens 
Committee for the Hoover report. Iwas 
one of the Senators who voted in favor 
of the organization of the Hoover com- 
mittee. I say to Senators that some 
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members of that committee have at- 
tended hearings just once. 

Mr. President, the newspaper says it 
is opposed to the bill because of politi- 
cal patronage. A Republican Senator 
does not have any patronage, at least 
he does not in the State of North Da- 
kota. During all the years I have been 
a Member of the Senate I have not had 
a single postmaster appointed to any 
office in North Dakota. But when I 
made an investigation 4 years ago I 
stated upon the Senate floor that the 
Postmaster General had appointed a 
bartender to be postmaster, and that ap- 
pointment was rejected by the United 
States Senate. 

The only time the senior Senator from 
North Dakota has led a fight against the 
appointment of a postmaster was when 
a man was appointed to be postmaster 
at Monroe, Wis. What did we find in 
that connection? We found that the 
one appointed was high in the councils 
of the Democratic Party, and the man 
who was thrown out was the department 
commander of the American Legion, 
who was suffering a disability connected 
with services rendered in the war. The 
department commander of the American 
Legion was postmaster at Monroe, 
Wis., and he was replaced by a high 


. Democratic official who had been run- 


ning a brewery in the State of Wisconsin. 
I called attention to that particular sit- 
uation at that time. 

When it comes to the question of 
patronage, I will say that I introduced a 
bill this year, I introduced a similar bill 
a year ago, and I introduced a similar 
bill 2 years ago, which provided that the 
postmasters of the first, second, and 
third class should be elected by the 
patrons of their particular post offices. 
In other words, if a postmaster is elected 
by the patrons of the post office, cer- 
tainly no Representative or Senator 
would have any political patronage so 
far as that post office is concerned. I 
have received more literature in the last 
few months relating to this bill than 
with respect to almost any other bill 
which has ever been before our com- 
mittee. 

There seems to be a drive on to compel 
the committee, of which I had the honor 
of being chairman for several years, to 


turn all this patronage over to one man - 


so that he, the Postmaster General, can 
name 22,000 postmasters, for life, I pre- 
sume, which in turn would mean that all 
the rural mail carriers and all the letter 
carriers and all the other nearly half a 
million employees would be a part of the 
political machine. They could go out 
and wreck any Democratic Senator or 
Republican Senator who tried to stand 
on the Senate floor and fight a measure 
the Postmaster General might not par- 
ticularly like. : 

Mr. President, we can judge the fu- 
ture only by the past. I want every Sen- 
ator, before he votes on this bill, if it 
comes to the floor this session, to read 
the debates on the measure which was 
passed in 1938, particularly the remarks 
of George Norris, of Nebraska, and of 
Arthur Vandenberg, at the time the bill 
was being considered. At that time some 
Senators who are still Members of this 


11749 


body said, “If you will pass this bill it 
will take the Post Office out of poli- 
tics.” It was arranged that examina- 
tions should be held, and that one should 
be chosen from the three highest in the 
examination. A measure was passed 
to take the Post Office out of politics. 
That measure was passed in 1938, under 
a Democratic administration, The very 
men who made the promises that the 
Post Office would be taken out of poli- 
tics have not kept their word to enforce 
the law in the way it was written. In 
proof of that, let me say that there are 
acting postmasters who have been acting 
postmasters for 1 year, 2 years, 3 years, 
4 years, 5 years, and one in the State 
of North Dakota for 6 years. 

I am not going to take the time to 
show what has taken place in the State 
of Vermont, the great Republican State, 
where when an examination was held 
and only three Republicans qualified, 
the Democratic administration prompt- 
ly called another examination. When 
three Republicans won again, they called 
another new examination. 

I can only say in conclusion that if 
this kind of measure ever becomes the 
law of the land, and one man can name 
22,000 postmasters, together with all the 
help, all the rural-mail carriers, all the 
letter carriers, and all the other em- 
ployees, it is going to be a very sad day 
for this country. I want the Times- 
Herald to know that so long as the senior 
Senator from North Dakota occupies a 
seat in the Senate he will be here bat- 
tling to keep that kind of legislation off 
the statute books of the United States. 

Iam surprised that a newspaper which 
has been yelling about decentralization 
of power should advocate that one man 
should name 22,000 postmasters, to- 
gether with all the incidental help, rep- 
resenting a total of nearly half a mil- 
lion employees. I think that upon re- 
flection the publisher of this newspaper, 
Mr. Robert R. McCormick, will decide 
that he does not want that kind of leg- 
islation. When he talks about the defi- 
cit, I suggest that he read an editorial 
published in his own newspaper in which 
he clearly and distinctly showed why the 
deficit exists and who is to blame for it. 
I placed that editorial in the RECORD 
about 4 months ago. 


RECESS 


Mr. McFARLAND. I move that the 
Senate stand in recess until 10 o’clock 
a. m. tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6 
o’clock and 14 minutes p. m.) the Senate 
took a recess until tomorrow, Friday, 
September 21, 1951, at 10 o’clock a. m. 


NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by 
the Senate September 20 (legislative day 
of September 19), 1951: 
IN THE Navy 


Rear Adm. Murrey L. Royar, Supply Corps, 
United States Navy, to be Paymaster General 
and Chief of the Bureau of Supplies and 
Accounts in the Department of the Navy, 
with the rank of rear admiral, for a term of 
4 years. 

Rear Adm. Charles W. Fox, Supply Corps, 
United States Navy, to have the grade, rank, 


11750 


pay, and allowances of a vice admiral while 
serving under a Presidential designation as 
Chief of Naval Material. 
POSTMASTERS 
The following-named persons to be post- 
masters: $ 
ALABAMA 
Max A. Burleson, Guin, Ala., in place of 
J. C. Mattox, resigned. 7 
ALASKA 
Margaret Webb, Bartlett, Alaska. Office 
established May 6, 1949. 
Ethel R. Schmidt, Bethel, Alaska, in place 
of H. T. Jestland, resigned. 


Paul N. Ripley, Ketchikan, Alaska, in place 


of A. L. Reinert, retired. 
ARKANSAS 
Laura E. Ederington, Banks, Ark., in place 
of L. S. Johnson, transferred. 
Paul J. Perrier, Jr., Mulberry, Ark., in place 
of R. S. Remy, retired. 


CALIFORNIA 


Kenneth S. Lewis, Carmichael, Calif. Of- 
fice established June 29, 1950. 

Anton J. Blatnick, Cucamonga, Calif., in 
place of W. M. Kincaid, resigned. 

Owen S. Beck, Farmington, Calif., in place 
of B. L. Groves, retired. 

Terrence O. Thomson, Holt, Calif. 
became Presidential July 1, 1947. 


CONNECTICUT 


Emily A. Goan, Cornwall, Conn., in place of 
C. T. Swanson, retired. 


FLORIDA 


Manila J. McLenon, Lake Wales, Fla., in 
place cf G. W. Oliver, retired. 

Rudolph E. Shallberg. Venice, Fla., in place 
of D. E. Fields, removed. 


GEORGIA 


James C. Lipham, Bowdon, Ga., in place of 
M. L. Bird, retired. 

Ennis L. Brooks, Edison, Ga., in place of W. 
T. Adkins, retired. 


HAWAII 


Louis J. DeCoite, Keahua, T. H., in place of 
J. P. Dolim, retired. 


ILLINOIS 


Henrietta Hinds, Benson, III., in place of 
J. E. Heineke, transferred. 

Elizabeth A. Mosby, Grafton, III., in place 
of D. A. O'Donnell, retired. 

George E. Leibengood, Keithsburg, Ill., in 
place of K. D. Minteer, transferred. 

Ervin I. Williams, Pittsburg, Ill., in place of 
G. E. Midget, resigned. 

Paul H. Eberle, Ringwood, II., in place of 
S. W. Brown, retired. 

Harry J. Dean, Tinley Park, Ill, in place 
of P. H. Rauhoff, resigned. 

INDIANA 

Leslie A. Doster, Fremont, Ind., in place of 
L. C. Weigle, transferred. 

Joe Crabill, Kewanna, Ind., in place of L. 
M. Shoemaker, retired. 

John W. Clerkin, North Vernon, Ind., in 
place of C. A. Webster, retired. 

Norbert P. Lecher, Oxford, Ind., in place of 
H. C. Atkinson, transferred. 

Donald B. Whitelock, Petersburg, Ind., in 
place of W. C. Drof, deceased. 

Ira E. Stabler, Portland, Ind., in place of 
J. N. Bonifas, resigned. 

Hugh E. McMahan, Rensselaer, Ind., in 
place of A. P. Collins, deceased. 

Frank W. Conn, Ridgeville, Ind., in place 
of J. E. McFarland, resigned. 

Solomon S. Fulford, Wawaka, Ind., in place 
of M. C. Tierney, resigned. 

Floyd J. Moffett, West Baden Springs, Ind., 
in place of J. E. Purkiser, retired. 


10WA 
Edwin C. Seitz, Garden Grove, Iowa, in 
place of M. J. Arnold, retired, 


Forrest L. Iverson, Lake Mills, Iowa, in 
Place of E. J. Hylbak, resigned. 


Office 
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KANSAS 
William Harold Young, Salina, Kans., in 
place of R. J. Pafford, retired. 
Harold L. Beck, Whitewater, Kans., in 
place of J. W. Vancil, retired. 
MAINE 
Dennis R. Swan, Locke Mills, Maine, in 
place of A. W. Lister, deceased. 
Germaine H. Martel, Mechanic Falls, 
Maine, in place of A. L. Mains, retired. 
MASSACHUSETTS 
Henry A. Duffy, South Attleboro, Mass., in 
place of E. M. Dearborn, retired. 
Andrew J. Moran, Westport, Mass., in place 
of A. A. Hammond, deceased. 
MICHIGAN 
Anna L. Shepard, Alba, Mich., in place of 
T. R. Shepard, deceased. 
Lloyd Fred Porter, Bedford, Mich., in place 
of W. E. Warner, retired. 
Alvin F. Janowiak, Filer City, Mich., in 
place of R. M. Linke, retired. 
Glenn W. Koontz, McMillan, Mich., in 
place of M. Hammond, resigned. 
James E. McCracken, Pullman, Mich., in 
place of E. C. Lutz, resigned. 
Robert W. Braun, South Range, Mich., in 
place of L. J. Braun, retired. 
Erwin D. Clippard, Utica, Mich., in place 
of I. M. Bunting, deceased. 
Clyde Bowman, White Cloud, Mich., in 
place of Donald Basford, transferred. 
MINNESOTA 
Maurice P. Dahlheim, Hector, Minn., in 
place of M. E. Tompkins, transferred. 


Roger W. Corchran, Medford, Minn., in 
place of R, I. Anderson, resigned. 


MISSISSIPPI 

Walter G. Watkins, Gholson, 
place of M. M. Whittle, retired. 

James W. Terrell, Pass Christian, Miss., in 
place of Catherine Fitzpatrick, retired. 

Grover K. Tanner, Pelahatchie, Miss., in 
p` -e of B. M. Gallaspy, deceased. 

MISSOURI 

Henry C. Gunn, Barnett, Mo., in place of 
C. P. Tompkins, deceased. 

Arthur M. Sames, Centralia, Mo., in place 
of W. S. Drave, retired. 

Leo G. Kidd, Hillsboro, Mo., in place of 
S. M. Marsden, retired. 

Paul E. Fields, Maryville, Mo., in place of 
M. W. Stauffer, resigned. 

NEBRASKA 

James J. Vanderloop, Cedar Rapids, Nebr., 
in place of J. B. Gordon, retired. 

Jesse J. Cromie, Kimball, Nebr., in place of 
F. J. Eichenberger, resigned. 

Norman F. Hansen, Tilden, Nebr., in place 
of M. E. Corkle, retired. 


NEW HAMPSHIRE 

Russell V. Hawes, Pittsburg, N. H., in place 
of V. H. Hall, transferred. 

Francis V. Kelleher, Westville, N. H., in 
place of J. E. Guard, retired. 


NEW JERSEY 


Elmore D. Freshwater, Campgaw, N. J., in 

place of Myra Pulis, deceased. 
NEW YORK 

Joseph S. Dempsey, Sr., Bolivar, N. Y., in 
place of F. M. Hughes, deceased. 

Francis J. Schweigert, East Greenbush, 
N. Y., in place of H. J. Hoogkamp, resigned. 

Charles E. Statia, Granville, N. Y., in place 
of D. J. McHenry, retired. 

Hewlett H. Davis, Miller Place, N. Y., in 
place of K. W. Davis, retired. 

Bernard F. O'Malley, Potsdam, N. T., in 
place of R. E. Perrin, retired. 

Joseph F, Connelly, Schenectady, N. Y., in 
place of J. C. McDonald, retired. 

Harold R. Martin, Schoharie, N. Y., in place 
of C. D. Shaver, transferred. 


Miss., in 


SEPTEMBER 20 


Karl F. W. Mowitz, Tonawanda, N. Y. in 
place of W. F. Baltes, deceased. 

Irene E. Siebert, West Copake, N. Y., in 
place of A. E. Finkle, deceased. 


NORTH CAROLINA 


Byron E. Brenton, Candler, N. C., in place 
of C. D. Mallonee, retired. 


OH 


Michael E. Sullivan, Leetonia, Ohio, in 
place of H. D. Arnold, retired. 
OKLAHOMA 
Grace R. Heard, Cleveland, Okla., in place 
of J. J. Skinner, deceased. 


Cecil D. Maynard, Stillwater, Okla., in place 
of H. A. McNutt, resigned. 


OREGON 

Marie P. Balliew, Charleston, Oreg., in place 
of L. E. Briggs, retired. 

Alta Geneva Brattain, Fort Klamath, Oreg., 
in place of H. A. Zumbrun, transferred. 

PENNSYLVANIA 

Sarah C. Bassler, Brockton, Pa., in place of 
M. M. Bassler, deceased. 

Ralph M. Arney, Centre Hall, Pa., in place 
of G. A. Crawford, removed. 

John William Strayer, Dover, Pa., in place 
of R. S. Lauer, retired. 

Mildred G. Spencer, East Springfield, Pa., 
in place of E. E. Taft, resigned. 

Martin H. Liggins, Florin, Pa., in place of 
J. B. Eschbach, resigned. 

Lawrence W. Nees, Geistown, Pa., in place 
of L. C. Nees, deceased. : 

Vivian C. Geuther, Gwynedd Valley, Pa., in 
place of W. S. Cressman, retired. 

George D. Hoffman, Shillington, Pa., in 
place of E. F. Haeussler, resigned. 

Ralph Lubinski, Waymart, Pa., in place of 
E. P. McMahon, deceased. 

Kenneth J. Austin, Wellsboro, Pa., in place 
of C. E. Fullwood. retired. 


PUERTO RICO 


Eladio Burgos, Jr., Villalba, P. R., in place 
of Dolores Santiago, retired. , 


RHODE ISLAND 


Joseph S. Lahane, Newport, R. I., in place 
of J. J. Martin, retired. 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

William D. Hodge, Alcolu, S. C., in place 
of L. M. Jones, deceased. 

Beaty Eldridge Reynolds, Sr., Windy Hill 
Beach, S. C. Office established December 
1, 1950. 

SOUTH DAKOTA 

Vernon A. Sjerven, Bristol, S. Dak., in place 

of J. E. Jiran, resigned. 
TENNESSEE 

Robert L. Van Eaton, Newbern, Tenn., in 
place of A. N. Williams, deceased. 

Robert H. McCrary, Waverly, Tenn., in place 
of C. M. Haygood, retired. 

TEXAS 

Clyde E. Grant, Abilene, Tex., in place of 
O. A. Hale, retired. 

Clifford C. Gilbert, Carbon, Tex., in place 
of W. E. Trimble, deceased. 

James J. Greer, Los Fresnos, Tex., in place 
of M. S. Chatelle, declined. 

Walter E. Carlson, Phillips, Tex., in place 
of A. W. Caufield, resigned. 

Agnes D. Sanford, Pineland, Tex., in place 
of R. L. Hybarger, retired. 

Roger W. Williams, Poteet, Tex., In place 
of C. B. Myers, retired. 

Arthur H. Reinhard, Poth, Tex., in place 
of E. H. Reinhard, deceased. 

Byron Williams, Sulphur Springs, Tex., in 
place of R. M. Chaney, removed. 
UTAH 3 

John C, Green, Jr., Park City, Utah, in 

place of J. C. Green, retired. 


VERMONT 


Michael D'Agostino, Sheldon Springs, Vtw 
in place of M. E. Gover, deceased. 


1951 


Theresa I. Kallahan, Wells, Vt., in place 

of B. A. Lewis, retired, 
VIRGINIA 

Thomas B. Simpkins, Aylett, Va., in place 

of Imogene Alexander, retired. 
WASHINGTON 

Vincent B. White, Okanogan, Wash., in 

place of M. S. Brinkerhoff, retired. 
WEST VIRGINIA 

Juanita J. Dixon, Longacre, W. Va., in 

place of B. B. Turley, transferred. 
WISCONSIN 

William Schaller, Jr., Barronett, Wis., in 
place of M. B. Arnes, resigned. 

Joseph C. Dinegan, Briggsville, Wis., in 
place of C. H. Barlow, retired. 

Fred W. Thoms, Hawthorne, Wis., in place 
of D. A. Johnson, resigned. 

James R. Morgan, Ladysmith, Wis., in place 
of F. M. Doyle, retired. 

Bertha C. Schippers, Twin Lakes, Wis., in 
place of John Schippers, deceased. 

WYOMING 


Ruth A. Arbogast, Sunrise, Wyo., in place 
of A. E. Morgan, resigned. 


CONFIRMATIONS 


Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate September 20 (legislative day 
of September 19), 1951: 

UNITED STATES Arr Force 
PROMOTIONS IN THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

The nominations of Henry Duhan and 
other officers for promotion in the United 
States Air Force, under the provisions of 
sections 502, 508, and 509 of the Officer Per- 
sonnel Act or 1948, which were today con- 
firmed, were received by the Senate on Sep- 
tember 10, 1951, and appear in full in the 
Senate proceedings of the CONGRESSIONAL 
Recorp for that date, under the caption 
“Nominations,” beginning with the name of 
Henry Duhan, which is shown on page 11113, 
and ending with the name of Clara Mary 
Sullivan, which appears on the same page. 

The nominations of John Robert Propst 
and other officers for promotion in the United 
States Air Force, under the provisions of sec- 
tions 502 and 509 of the Officer Personnel 
Act of 1947 and sections 303 and 306 of 
Women’s Armed Services Integration Act of 
1948, which were confirmed today, were re- 
ceived by the Senate on September 11, 1951, 
and appear in full in the Senate proceedings 
of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for that date 
under the caption “Nominations,” beginning 
with the name of John Robert Propst, which 
is shown on page 11152, and ending with the 
name of William Russ Cronin, which is shown 
on page 11157. 

In THE Navy 

The nominations of Donald E. Adams et al. 
for appointment in the Navy, which were 
confirmed today, were received by the Senate 
on September 11, 1951, and appear in full 
in the Senate proceedings of the CONGRES- 
SIONAL Recorp for that date, under the cap- 
tions “Nominations,” beginning with the 
name of Donald E. Adams, which is shown 
on page 11157, and ending with the name 
of Ruth H. Styron, which appears on the 
same page. 

The nominations of Edward W. Abbot and 
other officers of the Navy and Naval Reserve 
on active duty for temporary appointment as 
captain, which were confirmed today, were 
received by the Senate on September 12, 
1951, and appear in full in the Senate pro- 
ceedings of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for 
that date, under the caption “Nominations,” 
beginning with the name of Edward W. Ab- 
bot which is shown on page 11196, and end- 
ing with the name of Marcus L. Whitford, 
which is shown on page 11197. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 20, 1951 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. -Bernard Bras- 
kamp, D. D., offered the following prayer: 


O Thou whose divine will can never 
be thwarted or defeated, we pray that we 
may now be inspired with that loftier 
vision and clear understanding which al- 
ways come to those who wait upon the 
Lord. 

We humbly confess that our hearts so 
frequently become filled with fear and 
our groping and faltering spirits fail to 
live triumphantly because we have put 
our confidence and hope in our own puny 
plans and purposes. 

Help us to believe that Thy kingdom 
of righteousness and peace is slowly and 
surely emerging no matter how dark and 
heavy the clouds of national and inter- 
national woe at times may seem to be or 
how great the welter of confusion and 
uncertainty in which we are living and 
laboring. 

May the spirit of-our blessed Lord, in 
whose name we pray, be the strength of 
2 souls and the joy of our hearts. 

en. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yes- 
terday was read and approved. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. 
Carrell, one of its clerks, announced that 
the Senate had passed a bill of the fol- 
lowing title, in which the concurrence 
of the House is requested: 

5.436. An act to provide for the separa- 
tion of subsidy from air-mail pay, and for 
other purposes. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate disagrees to the amendments of 
the House to the bill (S. 1864) entitled 
“An act to authorize payments by the 
Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs on 
the purchase of automobiles or other 
conveyances by certain disabled veterans 
who served during World War II, and 
persons who served in the military, 


naval, or air service of the United States 


on or after June 27, 1950, and for other 
purposes”; requests a conference with 
the House on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses thereon, and appoints 
Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. Pas TORE, and Mr. NIXON 
to be the conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate disagrees to the amendment of 
the House to the bill (S. 1046) entitled 
“An act to readjust postal rates“; re- 
quests a conference with the House on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and appoints Mr. JOHNSTON of 
South Carolina, Mr. Pastore, Mr. UNDER- 
woop, Mr. LANGER, and Mr. CARLSON to 
be the conferees on the part of the Sen- 
ate. 


SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 


Mr. VELDE asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 30 min- 
utes on Monday next, following the legis- 
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, 
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Mr. MASON asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 10 min- 
utes on tomorrow and also for 10 min- 
utes on Monday next, following the leg- 
islative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, I make the point of order that 
a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, I move a 
call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to 
their names: 


[Roll No. 177] 
Allen, La. Denton Morrison 
Anderson, Calif.Dolliver Murray, Wis. 
Bates, Ky. Doyle Nelson 
Bentsen Granger Potter 
Blatnik Hagen Powell 
Boggs, La. Hébert Rogers, Tex. 
Boykin Holifield Roosevelt 
Breen Howell Sadlak 
Bryson Ikard Shelley 
Budge Irving Staggers 
Busbey Jackson, Calif. Stockman 
Chatham Jonas Talle 
Colmer Kennedy Taylor 
Coudert Keogh Thompson, 
Davis,Tenn, Kersten, Wis, Mich. 
Dawson Lucas Walter 
Deane Miller, Calif. Wood. Ga. 


The SPEAKER. On this roll call 372 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro- 
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 


AUTOMOBILES FOR VETERANS 


Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk tle bill (S. 1864) to au- 
thorize payments by the Administrator 
of Veterans’ Affairs on the purchase of 
automobiles or other conveyances by 
certain disabled veterans who served 
during World War II, and persons who 
served in the military, naval, or air serv- 
ice of the United States on or after June 
27, 1950, and for other purposes, insist 
on the House amendments thereto, agree 
to the conference asked by the Senate, 
and that conferees be appointed. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi? [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none, and appoints the following 
conferees: Messrs. ELLIOTT, TEAGUE, and 
Mrs. Rocers of Massachusetts. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON RIVERS AND HAR- 

BORS OF THE PUBLIC WORKS COM- 

MITTEE 

Mr. LARCADE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Subcommit- 
tee on Rivers and Harbors of the Public 
Works Committee may have permission 
to sit during general debate this after- 
noon. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Loui- 
siana? 

There was no objection. 

POSTAL EMPLOYEES SALARY INCREASE 


Mr. DELANEY. Mr. Speaker, by di- 
rection of the Committee on Rules, I call 
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up House Resolution 419 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Resolved, That immediately upon the 
adoption of this resolution it shall be in 
order to move that the House resolve itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 244) to amend the act of 
July 6, 1945, as amended, so as to reduce the 
number of grades for the various positions 
under such act, and for other purposes. 
That after general debate, which shall be 
confined to the bill and continue not to ex- 
ceed 2 hours, to be equally divided and con- 
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor- 
ity member of the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service, the bill shall be read for 
ar endment under the 5-minute rule. At 
the conclusion of the consideration of the 
bill for amendment, the Committee shall rise 
and report the bill to the House with such 
amendments as may have been adopted and 
the previous question shall be considered as 
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto 
to final passage without intervening motion 
except one motion to recommit. 


Mr. DELANEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
30 minutes of my time to the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. ALLEN], and at this 
time yield myself 5 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, yesterday the Committee 
on Rules reported three resolutions de- 
signed to grant adjustments in salaries 
to the civil-service and post-office em- 
ployees. 

The resolution just read, House Reso- 
lution 491, makes in order consideration 
of H. R. 244 which is designed to make 


adjustments in salaries of the post-office’ 


employees. 
The bill grants an increase to all pos- 
tal employees of $400 annually; it grants 


to hourly employees a 20-cents-an-hour. 


increase and also increases the entrance 
salary by elimination of the first three 
grades. These are the principal provi- 
sions in the bill. 

It was refreshing yesterday to hear 
all Members who appeared before the 
Committee on Rules state that in their 
opinion this group of employees were 
deserving of an increase. There are 
some minor differences of opinion on 
sections of the bill and for this reason 
the Committee on Rules granted an open 
rule which will permit opportunity to 
those Members who wish to do so for 
the offering of amendments. The reso- 
lution provides for 2 hours general de- 
bate. I hope the rule will be adopted. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may re- 
quire. 

Mr. Speaker, as always, the able gen- 
tleman from New York has fully ex- 
plained the rule and its provisions. Al- 
though it is my understanding there are 
some minor differences of opinion, I 
know of no one who is opposed to con- 
sideration of the bill, H. R. 244. 

Mr. Speaker, I now yield 2 minutes 
to the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. LE- 
Compete] and ask unanimous consent 
that he may be permitted to speak out 
of order. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from IIli- 
nois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. LECOMPTE. Mr. Speaker, for the 
moment I should like to deviate briefly 
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from the legislation under consideration 
and call attention to a deplorable situa- 
tion. The OPS has placed such stringent 
restrictions on the meat-packing con- 
cerns of this country that many of them 
have practically had to close down their 
beef-packing departments. Yet the De- 
partment of Agriculture has disclosed 
that right now there are some 92,000,000 
beef animals on American farms. 

You will be astounded, as I was, to 
learn that this week in response to tele- 
grams sent by the Quartermaster Gen- 
eral's Office to 212 meat-packing com- 
panies throughout the United States ask- 
ing for bids on 13,000,000 pounds of beef 
for the men in the armed services, only 
two companies were able to bid, even 
though the packers are allowed 50 cents 
per hundred extra for beef that is pur- 
chased for the armed services. They 
simply cannot buy the beef animals. 
The two companies who did respond were 
able to furnish less than 200,000 pounds 
of the required 13,000,000. 

The packers have the facilities and 
the labor is available, and the farmers 
have the beef animals, but the three can- 
not get together because of the OPS re- 
strictions. The packing concerns have 
men in the field at all times trying to 
buy animals, but very few are brought 
in, and the result is that their output is 
reduced from one-half to three-quarters 
of normal. 

During a recent week 95 plants sur- 
veyed by the American Meat Institute 
were able to buy 102,055 cattle. During 
the same week a year ago, with open 
competition they purchased 161,492. 

It may be readily understood, there- 
fore, why the legitimate packer simply 
could not bid on beef for the armed 
services. They cannot buy the animals. 
And at this very hour, the Quartermaster 
General’s Office, whose duty it is to buy 
the food for all of our Armed Forces, is 
seeking permission from the Secretary of 
Defense to buy beef from off-shore 
sources, such as Mexico and Argentina. 
And this is being done at a time when 
there are 92,000,000 beef animals in the 
United States. 

The Members of Congress, whether 
they voted recently for price control or 
not, never intended that the OPS was 
going to create a situation whereby the 
Department of the Army would have to 
buy meat for the armed services from 
outside of this country, using the tax- 
payers’ money when there is more beef 
in the United States than ever before or 
any place else in the world. 

Right now, Mr. Speaker, in your home 
State, there are millions of head of cat- 
tle, and in my own State the same situa- 
tion exists, and the armed services can- 
not get the beef here because of the re- 
strictions of the OPS. 

Mr. DELANEY. Mr. Speaker, I move 
the previous question. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The resolution was agreed to. — 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, I move that the House resolve 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 


House on the State of the Union for the 


consideration of the bill (H. R. 244) to 
amend the act of July 6, 1945, as amend- 
ed, so as to reduce the number of grades 
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for the various positions under such act, 
and for other purposes. 
The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the House resolved itself 


into the Committee of the Whole House 


on the State of the Union for the con- 
sideration of the bill H. R. 244, with Mr. 
McKinnon in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

By unanimous consent, the first read- 
ing of the bill was dispensed with. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself 10 minutes, and 
ask unanimous consent to revise and ex- 
tend my remarks. __ 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, H. R. 244 is a bill increasing 
the salaries of all postal employees, in- 
cluding the officials of the service, the 
postmasters, and the supervisors. 

This bill will give a minimum increase 
of $400 to every postal employee with 
the exception of fourth-class postmas- 
ters and hourly employees. Fourth- 
class postmasters are given a raise of 20 
percent. Hourly employees are given a 
raise of 20 cents an hour. 

This bill will not only give every reg- 
ular employee of the Department a min- 
imum of $400 but it will also go further 
and give certain employees who have 
entered the service since July 1, 1945, 
either one or two additional grades of 
$100, which they have not been given by 
virtue of law since they entered the serv- 
ice after July 1, 1945. 

The bill also provides that the first 
three grades under the Classification Act 
of 1945 are abolished, and as a result 
temporary employees who are now in 
grade 1 will receive $700 increase per 
annum under this bill. You have 
150,000 employees who have entered the 
service since July 1, 1945, who will be 
given a bonus or gratuitous increase of 
either one or two grades in addition to 
the $400 raise, which will give some of 
these employees an increase of $500 and 
others an increase of $600. 

This bill will cost $236,000,000. Since 
July 1, 1945, the postal salaries by virtue 
of action of Congress have increased al- 
ready over $800,000,000, so if you vote 
this bill as reported out, it means that 
since July 1, 1945, the total salaries of 
postal employees will have increased 
over $1,000,000,000. That amount of in- 
crease in postal employees’ salaries 
amounts to more than the receipts of 
the post office were about 10 years ago. 

I am disturbed about the ever-expand- 
ing personnel of our Federal Govern- 
ment and about the constant increase in 
the salaries of our employees. Today the 
total salary payroll of the Federal Gov- 


_ ernment is more than $9,500,000,000. I 


have been informed by the Bureau of 
the Budget that before the end of this 
year the total Federal payroll in salaries 
will amount to over $10,000,000,009. 
That amount was much more than it 
took to operate this entire Federal Gov- 
ernment 12 years ago. 

No one wants to be more liberal with 
the postal employees and the other clas- 
sified employees of the Government than 
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I. I think my record since I have been 
a member of the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service will show that 
I have been a friend to all Federal em- 
ployees, and that I have always sup- 
ported fair and reasonable increases for 
the employees. 

I well remember when the Postal Re- 
classification Act of 1945 was written. 
At that time the late Mr. Thomas G, 
Burch, who was chairman of our com- 
mittee, and Mr. Noan M. Mason, of II- 
linois, who was the ranking minority 
member, and I, spent months and 
months working on the Reclassification 
Act for postal employees. It was finally 
adopted as Public Law 134 of 1945. It 
was the first time that there had been 
a reclassification of postal salaries since 
1925—a period of 20 years. Also the 
Classification Act of 1949 was a bill in- 
troduced by me for the other Federal 
employees.. In my opinion this is ex- 
cellent liberal legislation. Until the en- 
actment of this legislation there had not 
been a reclassification of the salaries of 
the classified employees since 1923. 

I am willing to go along with this 
minimum increase of $400, but I am not 
willing to go along and give these ad- 
ditional fringe benefits of $100 or $200 
extra to the $400 increase to certain em- 
ployees who have been employed since 
July 1, 1945. 

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. I yield. 

Mr. COX. I have asked the gentle- 
man to yield in order that I might pub- 
licly applaud the deep concern the gen- 
tleman has manifested for the public 
welfare. I have found it pleasing to go 
along with the gentleman on legislation 
of this character for a good long while, 
in a reasonable sort of way. I am won- 
dering just how deeply committed the 
committee may be on the provision in its 
bill providing for retroactive pay. To 
me, that is the most indefensible item 
in the bill. Maybe I can take the rest 
of it, but that is one provision which I 
think the concern of the Members of 
the House of Representatives for the 
state of the Treasury should compel them 
to strike down. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. May I 

state to the gentleman from Georgia, my 
good friend, Mr. Cox, that I wholeheart- 
edly agree with his suggestion. I think 
this bill should not be made retroactive. 
The committee made this bill, as well 
as the two other pay bills which are to 
follow, retroactive to July 1, 1951. In 
my opinion, these bills should become 
effective on the first day of the month 
following the month of enactment, and 
if the House will support my amend- 
ment which I am going to offer, we will 
make these three bills effective on the 
first day of the month following the 
month in which they become law, and 
you will save $225,000,000. 
Mr. COX. That is the usual way of 
legislating, is it not? In other words, 
making the bill retroactive is exceptional 
and is not the ordinary manner in which 
we usually handle legislation. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. That is 
exactly so. It has been customary in 


the past, when salaries have been in-, 
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creased, to make the salary increases 
take effect on the first day of the month 
following the month of enactment of the 
law. 

Mr. DONDERO. What would that 
amount to for the month of July and 
August, that is, what would the retro- 
active pay feature cost? 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. There 
would be 4 months because this bill 
would not become law until sometime in 
October, so you have July, August, Sep- 
tember, and October. 

Mr. DONDERO, 
amount to? 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. It would 
be one-third of the total amount. As I 
say, the total cost of the bill is 
$236,000,000. 

I wish to state very candidly and 
frankly my position on this legislation. 
When the question of salary legislation 
was first considered by our committee, 
I took this stand. I favored an increase 
of $300 for all Federal employees, I 
further stated to the committee, I 
thought this $300 increase should be on 
a temporary basis, and should be for 
1 year only. Furthermore, I was of the 
opinion that the $300 increase should be 
a cost-of-living increase or bonus, and 
should not be made a part of the perma- 
nent salary, and should not be subject to 
retirement deductions. My idea was to 
give these employees, especially those in 
lower brackets, suffering from the in- 
creased cost of living, this bonus of $300 
for 1 year and then to determine at the 
end of that time what our financial con- 
dition was, how far the inflationary trend 
had gone, and just how we stood. I will 
state frankly I do not know where we are 
drifting. I am concerned; I am trou- 
bled; I do not know what is going to 
happen to the economy of this country. 

So after I made my proposal to the 
committee of an increase of $300 on a 
1-year basis, I was taken sick. I went 
to the hospital. During my absence the 
committee reported out the bill which is 
now before you. 

I want to state that I am going along 
with the $400 increase for postal em- 
ployees, except fourth-class postmasters, 
and our employees who are on a different 
basis, but I want to stop at that. I do 
not want to see this House give these 
extra benefits, this gratuity to certain 
employees who have been on the payroll 
since 1945, $100 or $200 increase, which 
would give them not $400 but five or six 
hundred dollars. 

Further, I want to see only two grades 
eliminated. That is what the Post- 
master General recommends. That is 
what the President of the United States 
recommends. I agree that the starting 
wage has been too low for those in the 
two lowest grades, and for that reason 
we should eliminate those two grades, 
but I do not think we should eliminate 
the third grade. 

Let us see what the postal employees 
will be drawing if this bill is enacted. 
Let me remind you that the city clerks 
and city carriers comprise nearly two- 
thirds of all the 500,000 postal employees, 
The starting salary of the city clerk and 
the city carrier in first-class and second<, 
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class offices will be $3,370. As you under- 
stand, these postal employees are under 
classification grades—they advance one 
grade a year until they reach grade No. 
11. The top salary for a city carrier 
or a city clerk under this bill will be 
$4,070. Then in addition to that, every 
postal employee is entitled to longevity 
credits; $100 after 13 years, another 
$100 after 18 years, and another $100 
after 25 years. So a postal employee 
with 25 years’ service, that is, a city 
clerk or a city carrier in the first- or 
second-class offices, at the end of 25 
years will be drawing a total compen- 
sation of $4,370. Clerks in the railway 
mail service start at $3,570. Their maxi- 
mum pay will reach $4,870. Then their 
longevity pay, after 25 years’ service, will 
increase that amount to $5,170. 

I realize that there must be some in- 
crease in the salaries of postal employ- 
ees, but we must be reasonable about 
this. So, in all sincerity. I say that the 
salaries of city clerks and city carriers - 
in certain first- and second-class offi- 
ces, the smaller first-class offices and all 
second-class offices, are getting out of 
line with the salaries paid to employees 
in private industry in those towns. For 
instance, in my home town of over 30,- 
000 people, we have a school system com- 
parable to none. We take pride in our 
modern, progressive school system. 

I have here a clipping from my home 
town paper, the Jackson Daily Sun, 
which was received by me yesterday. 
Let us see how the salary of a school 
teacher in my home town compares with 
the salary of a city carrier or a city 
clerk. A city carrier or a city clerk in 
my home town will start at $3,370 under 
this bill and will eventually go to $4,370 
a year. Here is what the teachers get in 
my homie town. The school teacher with 
90 but less than 135 college hours has 
a starting salary of $1,800 annually. 

Let us see what the school teacher with 
a master’s degree gets in my home city 
of Jackson, Tenn. As you know, it takes 
5 years to acquire a master’s degree, 
In my home town a teacher with a mas- 
ter’s degree and less than 1 year’s ex- 
perience teaching school, draws $258 a 
month. This amount is increased $3 
a month for each succeeding year until 
a maximum of $300 a month is reached 
after 14 years teaching experience. 

There is your situation. I say that 
we are being more than fair and liberal 
with these employees if we stop at $400. 
Remove the retroactive feature, remove 


these fringe provisions that give $100 


and $200 extra increase in pay to em- 
ployees who have entered the Postal 
Service since July 1, 1945. I am going 
to offer an amendment to this effect and 
I want to see how the House stands on 
these amendments, because at every 
turn I have fought for reduction of non- 
essential and nondefense expenditures. 
I know that if we give only the $400 in- 
crease and cut out the fringe benefits 
we will still be treating the postal em- 
ployees justly, and I appeal to the House 
to stand by these amendments which I 
propose to offer. 

Let us see about these increases under 
this bill. They are opposed by the Post- 
master General and by the President, 
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The President in a letter addressed tc 
me dated July 11, 1951, said: 

There are many factors which must be 
considered in establishing scales of com- 
pensation for Federal employees. One of 
the most important is the relationships in 
the pay rates for the various grades of posi- 
tions. Federal pay scales in the higher 
grades tend to be too low in relation to the 
lower grades for the type of executive re- 
sponsibilities required. Steps were taken to 
correct this situation by enactment of the 
Classification Act of 1949. I consider it 
vital, as a matter of sound business practice, 
that these gains be retained. Therefore, I 
urge most strongly that any increase en- 
acted be on an across-the-board percentage 
basis rather than on a uniform dollar or 
sliding scale basis, so that disproportion- 
ately lower adjustments for the middle and 
upper grades may be avoided. 

Detailed studies by the Civil Service Com- 
mission and the Bureau of the Budget in- 
dicate that a 7- percent across-the-board in- 
crease would constitute a fair and reason- 
able adjustment in classification act com- 
pensation scales at the present time. 


So, Mr. Chairman, I want to get a 
bill that will be acceptable to the Presi- 
dent. I do not want this bill to contain 
these special fringe benefits nor retro- 
active features which may cause the 
President to veto it in the last days of 
the session. 

Chairman Robert Ramspeck, of the 
Civil Service Commission, appeared be- 
fore our committee. He was our former 
colleague. We have trust and faith in 
him. He said that a survey had been 
made in many cities of the United States 
and that it showed that the increase in 
salaries in private industry since Janu- 
ary 1, 1950, was about 7 percent. Now, if 
we give this $400 minimum and nothing 
else to the postal employees it will give 
all of them more than 10 percent and 
some of them 14 and 15 percent. We 
should try to conform our action today 
to the policies of the Wage Stabilization 
Board, and I insist that these fringe 
benefits violate the principles estab- 
lished by the Wage Stabilization Board. 
Iam hopeful that the amendments which 
I will offer will be adopted. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield myself 30 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, we have from our 
committee a somewhat different piece 
of legislation from that which we had 
yesterday. Yesterday some of us tried 
to save a little money for the taxpayer, 
or thought we were, but we did not meet 
With as much success as we had hoped. 

This legislation is not difficult to ex- 
plain. The bill, H. R. 244, before us to- 
day, is a somewhat different measure 
than the original H. R. 244 as introduced 
by a distinguished member of our com- 
mittee, the gentleman from California 
LMr. MILLER I. 

The bill as originally introduced in 
substance provided for the elimination 
of the first four grades in the postal serv- 
ice and for an increase of 17 percent 
across the board. It has a good many 
other features. If you will examine 
the bill you will find it covers several 
pages because the so-called Miller 
bill is the first part of this bill that 
has been stricken out. The committee 
saw fit to strike out the provisions of 
the original Miller bill and to insert in 
lieu thereof a propotal that we pay all 
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postal employees a flat increase of $400 a 
year except that fourth class postmas- 
ters would get a 20 percent increase, and 
there is also a provision to increase the 
hourly wage employees in line with the 
$400 increase. Now, that is the general 
proposal. 

The Miller bill as originally introduced 
as near as may be determined would 
cost approximately $372,500,000. The 
proposal before us as approved by the 
committee would cost approximately 
$236,000,000 as the distinguished chair- 
man of our committee just suggested 
when he was explaining the bill to us. 

We spent a considerable amount of 
time discussing this legislation and it 
is more or less, as generally occurs in 
committee, a compromise that was 
reached by the committee. The Post- 
master General did oppose this legisla- 
tion, or, to put it another way, he pro- 
posed the elimination of two grades and 
I think suggested a 10 percent across 
the board increase. As near as we can 
figure out, his proposal would cost about 
$202,000,000. The President, as our 
distinguished chairman has said, sug- 
gested a 7 percent increase for all Gov- 
ernment employees. This includes 
classified workers, postal employees and 
all of them. Our chairman stated that 
he has a letter from the President and I 
hope he will place that letter in the 
RECORD. 

Mr. CHENOWETH. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I yield to the 
able gentleman from Colorado. 

Mr. CHENOWETH. May I ask the 
distinguished gentleman from Kansas if 
this bill, H. R. 244, is the same as the 
bill that was originally introduced? I 
have been receiving a number of letters 
from people who are very much inter- 
ested in H. R. 244 and I would like to 
know if it is the same bill as originally 
presented to the committee. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I am glad to 
answer the gentleman from Colorado, 
who has expressed a deep interest in 
legislation on behalf of postal employees. 
He has at all times been most helpful 
in securing legislation for the best in- 
terests of those employed in the postal 
service. His inquiry is an important 
one, and I think the Members should 
know that we do not have before us the 

original Miller bill. This is a different 
bill and is a different approach to the 
problem from the bill introduced by Mr. 
MILLER. I regret Mr. MILLER is not here 
so he could explain the situation. The 
original Miller bill, being fair now to all 
parties concerned, upon which hearings 
were held, and it is the measure that 
created a great deal of correspondence 
and interest across the country, and it is 
the measure with respect to which you 
received this correspondence, I think it 
should be added that any Member who 
wants to do so, certainly has a right to 
submit the provisions of the Miller bill 
for the bill under consideration as a sub- 
stitute so it may be determined whether 
this House wants the original Miller bill 
instead of the one under consideration. 

Mr. CHENOWETH. Will the gentle- 
man point out what changes were made 
from the original bill? 
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Mr. REES of Kansas. I attempted to 
point out a moment ago that the original 
bill provided, in substance, for a 17-per- 
cent increase for all postal employees’ 
salaries and for elimination of the 
first four grades. This bill is different 
in that it provides a flat increase of 
$400 for the employees. The gentleman 
can readily understand that if you pro- 
vide a 17-percent increase you would, in 
substance, pay a $2,500 employee a 
smaller sum than you would those who 
are getting higher salaries. It was the 
opinion of the committee that this was 
intended to be a cost-of-living increase, 
so the committee saw fit to handle it in 
this manner. 

Mr. CHENOWETH. I would like to 
aks just one final question. Do I under- 
stand that it was the attitude of the 
committee that the present bill is prefer- 
able to the original bill, in that it gives 
everyone a flat $400-per-year increase, 
and that it had the substantial support 
of the committee? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I will say to the 
gentleman that after hearings were held 
on the original bill, H. R. 244, the com- 
mittee struck out all of the provisions of 
the bill except the enacting clause, the 
name of the author, and inserted new 
legislation. That is the reason I have 
gone to the trouble and put forth this 
effort to explain it. As a matter of fact, 
I think it is fair to say that in executive 
session the original H. R. 244 was not 
discussed to any extent. It was simply 
amended by putting in the $400 that 1 
have just referred to, and these other 
matters that I have mentioned. 

Mr. CHENOWETH. And this had the 
substantial approval of the committee? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. The gentleman 
is correct. 

Mr. CHENOWETH. I thank the gen- 
tleman. 

Mr. STEFAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I yield to the 
gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. STEFAN], 
who has also shown a great deal of inter- 
est in this legislation. 

Mr. STEFAN. As I read the bill before 
us now, it seems to be absolutely different 
from the original Miller bill regarding 
which we received so much correspond- 
ence. I think the gentleman from Kan- 
sas has answered the question that I was 
going to propound to him. I did not quite 
get the difference between the original 
Miller bill and this bill. Reading the 
hearings on this bill, it would indicate 
that the hearings were really held on the 
original Miller bill. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. The gentleman 
is correct. That is the reason I went into 
detail to explain the situation because 
hearings were really held on the Miller 
bill. The cost of the Miller bill as origi- 
nally introduced is approximately $372,- 
500,000 and the approximate cost of this 
bill as now presented is $236,000,000. 

Mr. STEFAN. So that those who have 
been writing to us so voluminously are 
thinking today that we are working on 
the original H. R. 244 Miller bill. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I am inclined to 
think not, for the reason that the repre- 
sentatives of these various postal organi- 
zations have appeared before the com- 
mittee from time to time, and it is my 
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information that the postal organiza- 
tions representing the employees are in 
general accord with the proposal we are 
considering today, and, as far as I know, 
are satisfied with its provisions. 

Mr. STEFAN. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I appreciate the 
gentleman’s interest in this legislation. 
He has at all times shown a special in- 
terest in the welfare of employees in the 
postal service. His interest in their be- 
half has been most helpful. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I yield to the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. JAVITS. Is it a fact that this bill 
is a package bill. In other words, it all 
hangs together, and that the committee 
adopted it in that fashion, so that if you 
take out one thing and leave in others, 
you are not carrying out the committee 
intent as to what the committee thought 
was fair to the postal workers? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. The committee 
submitted what it thought was fair, by 
a majority vote; that is correct. 

Mr. JAVITS. What I mean is, each 
part is necessary; in other words, if you 
say two grades instead of three grades 
ox take out something else, then you are 
changing what the committee felt as a 
package was fair. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I am one of 
those who always insist that if a Mem- 
ber wants to offer any changes he is free 
to do so, because I have always been 
much opposed to rules that would per- 
mit no amendments. 

Mr. JAVITS. What I am trying to 
get at is that the package as far as the 
coramittee was concerned was indivis- 
ible? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. It may be re- 
garded as a package. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I yield to the 
gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I should like to 
have the judgment of the gentleman 
from Kansas on one or two phases of this 
matter. No. 1: Does the increase of $400 
all the way across the board protect the 
economic rights or equity of the low- 
paid employee? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. That was the 
viewpoint of the gentleman from Kansas 
who has the floor, at least, that we in- 
tended it to take care of the increased 
cost of living. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. The 17 percent 
would have given the high-salaried em- 
ployee a greater benefit than it would 
have given the low-salaried employee? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. That is self- 
evident. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. So the $400 takes 
care of the low-paid employee. 

Now, No. 2: By the shift in the grades 
does this bill now before us, I mean the 
committee amendment, not the original 
bill, H. R. 244, but the bill before us as 
reported by the committee give the low- 
paid employees the benefit of $100 or $200 
or $300 by raising their grades? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. That is correct. 
The gentleman means in addition to the 
$400? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Les, in addition to 
the $400. 
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Mr. REES of Kansas. Yes, that is 
correct. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. So that the maxi- 
mum amount that any employee could 
receive under this bill we are now dis- 
cussing would be how much? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Seven hundred 
dollars. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Let me ask the 
gentleman this question. I wanted to 
ask it of the chairman of the committee 
(Mr. Murray], but we had no chance to 
interrogate him at all, either yesterday 
or today, and that is rather strange, to 
me. In the industrial centers, say, or in 
the area north of the Ohio River and east 
of the Mississippi River where you get 
more into the industrial areas, did the 
testimony show that the Post Office De- 
partment is losing employees by reason 
of their inability to meet living expenses 
and through their shifting to industrial 
operations? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. There was con- 
siderable testimony before the commit- 
tee to the effect that where there is a 
considerable amount of industry, espe- 
cially war industry, as it may be called, 
they were losing a number of employees 
from the postal service. That is true 
generally speaking. I do not have the 
figures on it because it varies in differ- 
ent localities, but generally speaking 
those who are permanently employed, 
who have been in the service for some 
time, stay pretty well on their jobs. 
There is not much turn-over in those 
higher positions generally. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. The postal em- 
ployee dces not shift to a professional 
job but he goes into industry where sub- 
stantial training is not necessary, so it 
seems to me that the example given as 
betwen school teachers and postal em- 
ployees does not apply to this case at all. 

Mr. BENDER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I yield to the 
gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. BENDER. Will the gentleman 
explain to the House why it was that 
the committee took so long to report the 
bill? Was it because of the failure of 
the Bureau of the Budget and the Civil 
Service Commission to make recom- 
mendations or to give the committee 
the benefit of its information and knowl- 
edge on these subjects? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. To some extent, 
that is true. It did take longer than 
some of the members of the committee, 
including myself, felt that it should to 
secure reports on this legislation, because 
our committee generally holds hearings 
only after the reports have been received 
from the agencies involved. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I yield to the 
gentleman from West Virginia. 

Mr. BAILEY. Will the gentleman ad- 
vise the committee just what part of the 
500,000 employees affected, would be af- 
fected by this doing away with grades 1, 
2,and3? Ithink that information would 
be appreciated. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Yes, I think so 
too. There would be 83,000 employees 
affected by that provision. However, in 
addition there would be 150,000 em- 
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ployees in round figures whose salaries 
would be increased by $100 or $200 an- 
nually under subsection (c) of section 1. 

Mr. MORANO. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr, REES of Kansas. I yield. 

Mr. MORANO. I have a letter from 
Walter J. Donnelly, chairman of the 
Fairfield County Legislative Committee 
in my district, which is as follows: 

This week H. R. 244 is scheduled for debate 
and vote. Even before it reaches the floor, 
I must warn you that the committee report 
is in error. I cannot vouch for ali the figures 
but since the bill provides for the elimina- 
tion of the first three grades and a general 
increase of $400, it follows that the changes 
shown in section 12 (a) of P. L. 134, Salaries 
of Clerical Employees, and so forth, are in 
error. Three grades from eleven leave eight, 
not five. Also, adding $400 to the maximum 
grade salary of $3,670 raises it to $4,070 not 
$4,223.90, Apparently, the committee report 
uses the figures of the bill as introduced and 
not as reported out. 

Tha Senate, when debating the companion 
bill, S. 355, seemed to have difficulty explain- 
ing the elimination of grade provisions. For 
your information, I will give you a brief sum- 
mary. Public Law 184 (1845) added six 
grades (or step increases) to the previous 
five-grade system. Those in the service were 
raised four grades but everyone entering after 
June 30, 1945, started in grade 1, the en- 
trance salary established in 1926. In spite 
of all our efforts to remedy this injustice, 
nothing was done until 1949, when grades 1 
and 2 were dropped for those receiving regu- 
lar appointments, and grade 2 was dropped 
for substitutes. Inasmuch as almost all sub- 
stitutes must servo more than a year before 
receiving a regular appointment ard a small 
sprinkling of jobs are the only positions for 
which direct regular appointments are made, 
only grade 2 was actually eliminated. In ad- 
dition, those men above grade 2 received no 
benefits, while they actually composed the 
bulk of the postwar appointees, 

Under the House bill, H. R. 244, these men 
will be advanced two grades. Those who have 
already benefited by the 1949 law will ad- 
vance, one or no grades. New appointments 
will be to the present grade 4. 


What can the gentleman say about 
that? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. The top salary 
is $4,070—if that is what the gentleman 
has in mind. 

Mr. MORANO. Then this paragraph 
in his letter is correct? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. No, he has ref- 
erence to the increase provided in the 
bill, as introduced. 

Mr. MORANO. And 
report is wrong? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. No. That is 
not correct, The top salary to which 
he refers is $4,070. — 

Mr. MORANO. According to what he 
says, the committee report says $4,293.90. 
I think the Chairman of the Committee, 
himself, used that figure. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. The report is 
correct, and states that the salary is $4,- 
070. What the gentleman is referring to, 
is the rule which requires a committee 
report to contain changes which the bill, 
as introduced, makes in existing law. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I yield to the 
gentleman who has contributed greatly 
to the enactment of legislation for the 
postal employees of this country. 


the committee 
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Mr. JOHNSON. Will the gentleman 
kindly explain specifically the changes in 
grade provided by this bill? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. This bill elimi- 
nates the first three grades for all em- 
ployees, and renumbers the remaining 
grades in sequence beginning with num- 
ber one. This will increase the entrance 
salary by $300, and when combined with 
the provisions of the other part of the 
bill, these persons would get, of course, 
$700. 

Mr. JOHNSON. In other words, you 
are just raising the starting point of 
the lower salary by doing that; is that 
correct? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Yes, for most 
employees the entrance salary will now 
be $3,370 annually. 

Mr. MASON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I yield. 

Mr. MASON. Will the gentleman 
please tell us how many grades of the 
classification law have been eliminated 
before these three grades? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Two grades in 
regular positions. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I yield. 

Mr. BAILEY. Will the gentleman 
please correct the figures that he just 
gave me in answer to my question? I 
am advised that only about 33,000 em- 
ployees will be affected. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Eighty-three 
thousand in one group and 150,000 in an- 
other group. Thatis my understanding. 
The question is, as I understand it, how 
many employees would receive increases 
in salary in addition to the $400 item. I 
will yield to my distinguished chairman 
to answer the gentleman, if he will. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. The 
number is about 233,000. 

Mr. BAILEY. That is in grades 1, 2, 
and 3? 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. The 83,- 
000 are in grades 1, 2, and 3. Those 
grades are the temporary employees that 
constitute the great bulk of the 83,000 
employees who are in those grades. 
Those who are getting the bulk of the 
increase would be temporary employees 
in grade 1. These employees who get 
a gratuitous gift of one or two grades 
number about 150,000. They have been 
in the service since July 1, 1945, or sub- 
sequent to that time. 

Mr. BAILEY. What I would like for 
the Recorp’ to show is that by doing 
away with grades 1, 2, and 3 you only 
affect 83,000 people. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. That is 
correct, 

Mr. BAILEY. Then that is fair 
enough, if the Recorp shows that. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. These 
temporary employees are all in grade 1. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Also, there are 
150,000 employees who will receive ei- 
ther one or two other automatic $100 
increases. 

Mr. VURSELL. There must be some 
misunderstanding. What employees 
have not received any increase in salary 
since 1945? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kansas has expired. 
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Mr. REES of Kansas. I yield myself 
two additional minutes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. VURSELL. The question is, 
What employees have not had an in- 
crease since 1945? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. All postal em- 
ployees have received several increases 
since 1945. 

Mr. VURSELL. I have been laboring 
under the impression that since 1946 
at least there has been an increase of 
so many hundred thousand a year up 
to over $2,160 for all postal employees, 
Am I in error on that? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. We were talk- 
ing about a group of employees who did 
not receive their grade increases by rea- 
son of operation of law. 

Mr. VURSELL. How many? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. One hundred 
and fifty thousand. 

Mr. VURSELL. Will you recite, be- 
fore you yield the floor, what increases 
have been voted by this Congress in 
the past 6 or 8 years? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I will have 
those figures for the gentleman in just 
a moment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kansas has again ex- 
pired. 3 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield myself five additional minutes. 

Before I yield to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania, I will state to the gentle- 
man from Illinois [Mr. VURSELL] the 
amount I understand is $1,370. 

Mr. VURSELL. Over how many years? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Six years. 

Mr. VURSELL. That has gone to all 
employees, with the exception of this 
150,000? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Those have been 
the increases, if they were in the service 
on July 1, 1945. In other words, if you 
were in the postal service the last 6 years 
you would have received this increase. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I yield to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. FULTON. I understood that this 
Miller bill was first introduced in Oc- 
tober 1950, and has been pending in this 
Congress since the first day of the Con- 
gress. The committee is just bringing 
it toward the end of September for floor 
action. So there has been a delay by the 
committee. In view of that, with the 
statement of the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee [Mr. Murray] that salaries and 
wages generally have gone up since Oc- 
tober 1949, about 10 percent; and on Mr. 
Ramspeck’s statement, about 7 percent 
since January 1950, I do not see why 
the gentleman from Kansas and the gen- 
tleman from Tennessee do not take the 
position that there should be retroactive 
pay. There is no doubt the cost of liv- 
ing has gone up since October 1949. If 
all the other salaries and wages have 
gone up that amount, why should not 
postal workers be paid likewise and be 
treated equally? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. If the gentle- 
man is supporting Mr. Ramspeck’s view 
of this matter, Mr. Ramspeck says the 
increase should be a little over 7 per- 
cent; if that is what the gentleman has 
in mind. It has been suggested that the 
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$400 might be able to make up some of 
those benefits. Under the 5-minute rule! 
the gentleman can set forth his views in 
greater detail. } 

Mr. FULTON. I am questioning the 
gentleman as to the point of retroac- 
tivity. Why should it not be retroac- 
tive? First, since the committee was so 
long; and, second, since these increases 
in the cost of living took place long ago, 
as far back as October 1949, even on the 
statement of the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee [Mr. Murray], and according to 
Mr. Ramspeck, since 1950? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I realize that 
the committee took a great while in 
bringing out this legislation; I am will- 
ing to concede to the gentleman in that 
respect. But Ido not take entire respon- 
sibility for delaying this legislation any 
more than anyone else, and I shall not 
charge anyone on the committee with 
delaying it. The fact of the matter is 
that our committee has been in session 
a great deal of the time since the early 
part of January considering this and 
other legislation which you are going to 
consider as soon as this bill is over. I 
do not know that that is any reason to 
justify the delay, yet the committee has 
been consistently busy and hard at work 
since the first of the year. This bill is 
a compromise of the whole problem be- 
fore us. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield the floor. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Kansas has consumed 27 minutes. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. Anruso]. 

Mr. ANFUSO. Mr. Chairman, this 
bill, H. R. 244, actually has three pur- 
poses. First, it will to some degree ad- 
just postal salaries to meet the increase 
in the cost of living since June 1950. 
Second, by eliminating the lowest three 
grades, it will assist the Post Office De- 
partment in the recruitment of new per- 
sonnel. The Postmaster General, him- 
self, pointed out the difficulties in se- 
curing employees at the present low 
entrance grades. Third, by the grant- 
ing of one or two additional grades 
to employees who entered the service 
aiter July 1, 1945, it will partially cor- 
rect an inequity toward a small group 
of employees, practically all of whom 
are veterans of World War II, and grant, 
in part at least, benefits already enjoyed 
by all other postal employees. This I 
will explain later. 

The necessity for an increase of at 
least $400 for all employees is obvious. 
On November 30, 1950, there were intro- 
duced into this Congress, bills asking 
for a 17 percent increase for all postal 
employees. This was based on the rise 
in the cost of living up to that date. 
Since that date, the cost of living has 
not declined and the trend is still up- 
ward. The chairman of the Civil Serv- 
ice Commission in his testimony to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv- 
ice stated that it would require an in- 
crease of 21 percent to meet rises in liv- 
ing costs since 1949. Four hundred dol- 
lars is, therefore, a modest request. 

I agree with my colleague from New 
York (Mr. Javits] this bill is a pack- 
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age; you cannot take out any single part 
without injuring the entire structure. 

In setting the effective date of July 1, 
1951, the committee has only in part 
made up for the 10 months that have 
passed since postal employees first asked 
for this increase on November 30, 1950. 
It is a firmly established principle in 
collective bargaining in private indus- 
try to grant retroactive pay for a period 
during which negotiations were taking 
place. The Congress on May 21, 1946, 
passed a salary increase for postal em- 
ployees retroactive to January 1, 1946— 
Public Law 386. So there is ample prec- 
edent for such action on the part of 
the Congress. Even an effective date of 
January 1, 1951, could be justified by the 
circumstances. However, the effective 
date of this bill as proposed by the com- 
mittee is only July 1, 1951. 

During all of this period of time, dur- 
ing this 10-month period, these 500,000 
employees and their families have waited 
for us to act. They have incurred debts 
in order to meet their obligations and I 
think the least we can do is to make 
this retroactive as of July 1, 1951. 

The enactment of permanent legisla- 
tion at this time is absolutely necessary. 
The postal establishment has to com- 
pete with outside industry both in re- 
cruiting and retaining labor. The per- 
manency of contracts is one of the out- 
standing contributions of labor-man- 
agement negotiations. An increase 
which will be wiped out after a year or 
two is unfair to the employees and to the 
Post Office Department. 

Mr. Chairman, let us not kid our- 
selves. You talk about making it tem- 
porary? Do you think you can take it 
back? Has the Government ever taken 
anything back that it has given? Let 
us not kid ourselves that the cost of 
living is going to go lower. In my esti- 
mation, and I believe in your better 
judgment, it is going to go higher. So 
I think we ought to satisfy these people 
and face the reality and make it perma- 
nent. 

Much has been made of the statement 
that it is possible for employees to re- 
ceive a $700 increase under this act. 
This is not exactly true. Any regular 
postal employee starts in grade 3 at 
present and the elimination of the lowest 
grades will not help him at all. Present 
grade one substitutes, of whom there 
are a small number, will have their 
hourly rate increased from $1.3142 per 
hour to 81.66 %. It should be noted 
however, that these employees work only 
when they are called and it is rarely 
that they work a full week. 

I think the least we can do is to help 
these people by correcting this inequity. 

Another small group of employees will 
have one or two grades added to the in- 
crease provided by this bill. And this 


is fully justified. Public Law 134, effec- 


tive July 1, 1945, granted four grades 
increase to regular employees, but re- 
tained the entrance grade in effect prior 


to the act, and did not give such up- 


to substitute employees. To 


grading 

correct this inequity, Congress passed 

Public Law 317, on March 6, 1946, which 

provided that substitutes who had been 

on the rolls prior to July 1, 1945, should 
xcvlI—740 
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receive the four grades upon their ac- 
quiring status as a regular employee. 
Public Law 577, enacted August 1, 1946, 
and which was sponsored by our distin- 
guished majority leader, the honorable 
JoHN McCormack, of Massachusetts, ex- 
tended the same benefits to veterans who 
had been on eligible registers but had 
keen unable to accept appointment due 
to induction into the Armed Forces. 
Only those employees who entered after 
duly 1, 1945, received no up-grading ben- 
efits since the entrance grade remained 
at the same grade level. 

Mr. Chairman, it is to correct that 
inequity, it is to protect these boys who 
fought in World War II, who came back 
and entered the post-office system after 
July 1, 1945, which the enactment of 
this law will protect. 

On October 28, 1949, by the enactment 
of Public Law 428, the Congress cor- 
rected this inequity in part by eliminat- 
ing the first two grades for regular em- 
ployees and the second grade for sub- 
stitute employees. However, there are 
still a number of employees who entered 
the postal service since July 1, 1945, who 
either received no benefits from Public 
Law 428—as they had already reached 
the third grade at the time—or who re- 
ceived only one grade. The provisions 
of this bill would correct this inequity 
by granting the two grades to those who 
did not benefit from Public Law 428, and 
by granting one grade to those who re- 
ceived only partial benefits. The cor- 
rection of this inequity is fully justi- 
fied by previous legislation already en- 
acted, and would correct a present in- 
justice to a small group of lower-paid 
employees, almost all of whom entered 
the postal service from the ranks of our 
Armed Forces. 

I cannot, therefore, urge you too 
strongly to support the committee re- 
port of H. R. 244 and to grant to our 
deserving, hard-working, loyal and de- 
voted postal employees at least $400 
permanent increase in salary, effective 
July 1, 1951, and to enact without amend- 
ment the elimination of grades and the 
up-grading which I have shown are fully 
justified and necessary. The Members 
of this Congress have time and again 
expressed their pride in the job done by 
our postal employees. The enactment 
of H. R. 244 will be in some measure an 
indication of our appreciation of a job 
well done. 

My colleagues, there has been a lot of 
talk here about economy, and I congrat- 
ulate our distinguished chairman, the 
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Mur- 
RAY] because I know that he is abso- 
lutely sincere when he speaks about 
economy, and I know that all of us have 
the utmost respect for the chairman of 
our committee, but I think it is false 
economy, absolutely false economy, 
when we can give billions of dollars to 
aid foreign countries, and we cannot 
take care of our own American people. 
These men who run the post offices are 
performing one of the greatest jobs in 
the world. They are delivering the mail 
to Korea, to Europe, to your offices, to 
your homes, and here in Congress, brav- 
ing all kinds of weather and all kinds of 
hardships. They are not paid a proper 
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wage, and I say to you that these in- 
equities must be corrected. You will be 
doing justice to the taxpayers by pass- 
ing this bill, because there is not a single 
taxpayer who has objected to it. I have 
not received one letter against this bill, 
and I come from that great city of New 
York. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANFUSO. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. JAVITS. Is it not a fact that 
many Members have spoken about the 
large number of letters they received 
from the postal workers, and is it not a 
fact that the postal workers have written 
and written and written and worked and 
worked and worked because they feel the 
economic pinch they are in. 

Mr. ANFUSO. That is absolutely cor- 
rect. 

Mr. MORANO. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANFUSO. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Connecticut. 

Mr. MORANO. I wish to compli- 
ment the gentleman from New York 
for the very fine statement he has made 
and I wish to join with him in practical- 
ly everything he says particularly about 
the hardships embraced by postmen in 
delivering the mail. This is the one 
direct service that the people of the 
country receive for their tax dollars. 

Mr. ANFUSO. I thank the genticman. 

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANFUSO. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. CORBETT. Is not a summation 
of the gentleman’s remarks that we have 
been rather skimpy rather than generous 
in this bill, and that viewing the situa- 
tion since the outbreak of the Korean 
war in June, 1950 that the rate increases 
we are proposing here, in comparison to 
the salaries provided the workers in the 
heavy industries, are wholly justified? I 
would like to make one other point in 
connection with the gentleman’s re- 
marks. Yesterday we passed a rate in- 
crease of approximately $126,000,000. 
That, added to the increase in the fourth- 
class rate that goes into effect in October 
of $104,000,000, would bring the total up 
to $228,000,000, just $8,000,000 short of 
the cost of this bill; and, further, when 
we remember that the Senate has already 
passed a rate bill providing for an in- 
crease of $400,000,000, we cannot here be 
accused of not providing the money to 
pay this cost-of-living increase. 

Mr. ANFUSO. I thank the gentle- 

man. 
Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield such time as he may desire to the 
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. Wor- 
VERTON]. 

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Chairmen, I 
rise to express my support of the passage 
of legislation to increase the salaries of 
our postal employees. 

The bill now before us, which has an 
effective date of July 1, 1951, provides 
for a $400 annual increase in salary to 
all employees in the postal field service 
paid on an annual basis, except fourth- 
class postmasters, who will receive a 20- 
percent increase. Hourly employees will 
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receive an increase of 20 cents an hour. 
An additional increase in the entrance 
salary for postal employees is provided 
through the elimination of the first three 
selary grades. Another provision gives 
one or two grade increases to those post- 
al employees who entered the service 
after June 30, 1945, and who have not 
received at least two grade increases by 
operation of law. 

The last salary increase for postal em- 
ployees was an increase of $120 a year for 
those employees paid on an annual basis 
with proportionate increases for fourth- 
class postmasters and employees paid at 
an hourly rate. This pay raise was ef- 
fective November 1, 1949. Since that 
time there has been a marked rise in liv- 
ing costs. In my judgment the in- 
creases provided in this bill are necessary 
to help employees meet the increased 
cost of living and to enable the postal 
service to recruit employees having the 
necassary qualifications to carry on this 
vital Government service. 

Our postal workers as employees of our 
Government are entitled to a living 
wage. Present salaries are not sufficient 
to meet the increased cost of living. It 
is unfair and unjust to require them to 
struggle along to support their families 
on inadequate wages. Industry in gen- 
eral has recognized the necessity of in- 
creasing its wages to enable its workers 
to meet the present high cost of living. 
Our Government has lagged behind. It 
should without further delay grant the 
necessary increase to these faithful Gov- 
ernment workers that will enable them 
to live and raise their families in a man- 
ner that will be in accord with the Amer- 
ican standard of living. 

Our country has been generous in the 
aid we have extended to other countries 
to enable them to raise the standard of 
living of their people. The amount has 
been many billions of dollars. Why 
‘should we hesitate to be just in the mat- 
ter of wages to be paid to our Govern- 
ment employees? The total annual cost 
of the increase provided for in the bill 
now before us is approximately only 
$235,760,000. This is such a small 
amount in comparison to what we have 
already extended to assist others 
throughout the world, that we should 
not hesitate to pass at the earliest pos- 
sible day legislation that will give some 
measure of relief and aid to our own 
Government employees. 

My views in this respect are not con- 
fined to only the case of our postal em- 
pioyees, it extends to ali classes of our 
Government employees. And, my sup- 
port will be given to bills that will in- 
crease their compensation which I un- 
derstand, and certainly hope, will come 
before us for action before any ad- 
journment. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
North Dakota [Mr. BURDICK]. 

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. Chairman, I am 
sure that some Members of this House 
do not appreciate the position that these 
employees are in. Those that we are 
now seeking to help most in this bill 
are the ones who need help the most. 
They are the young people of the coun- 
try, and they are the people that are 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


raising the children of the country. 
Now, unless you have a family of your 
own and have been hard up and poor, 
you cannot really understand what this 
bill is about. I can qualify. I have had 
a family and I have been poor, and I 
am not very far beyond that limit now, 
But when you think of these men re- 
ceiving money to take care of their 
families and not getting enough to live 
on, is that what Uncle Sam wants? 
They are not working on commission, 
It is none of their concern what the 
postal rates are. They have hired out 
to the United States of America to work. 
Do we want to let the world know that 
we are putting our employees on a starv- 
ing wage? Right while I am talking 
to you today, I will guarantee you that 
there are thousands of employees that 
are working nights, working during va- 
cations, to get money enough to support 
their families. 

Mr. O'TOOLE. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURDICK. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. O’TOOLE. It has been estimated 
that in the city of New York 40 percent 
of the postal employees have to find 
other employment in order to live. 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURDICK. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Michigan. 

Mr. RABAUT. Seventy-two percent 
of * 5 employees in Detroit have other 
jobs. 

Mr. BURDICK. I thank both gentle- 
men for what they have said. 

Mr. RABAUT. May I say further in 
substantiation of the gentleman’s state- 
ment that the Postal Credit Union of 
Detroit in the first 8 months loaned over 
$1,000,000 to the employees to buy bread 
as butter and the other necessities of 

e. 

Mr. BURDICK., Those who think that 
we should not extend this bill retroac- 
tively do not really understand what 
you are doing. The reason we want this 
retroactive feature is because at the 
present moment there are thousands of 
these people that have borrowed money 
from their friends and relatives to keep 
going. Extend the bill retroactively to 
June 30, 1951, so that these employees 
can pay up, in part, what they have bor- 
rowed to keep going. 

There is just one question for you to 
decide, and I have decided it as far as 
I am concerned. I have decided myself 
that these men are entitled to a living 
wage when they are working for the 
Government of the United States. We 
can loan Great Britain thirty billions 
and nobody loses any sleep over that. 

Mr. RANKIN. We lose the money, 
though. 

Mr. BURDICK. Yes, we lose the 
money, of course. But if we happen to 
want to hand out a measly $250,000,000 
to men who want something to eat, who 
are working for us, we have nightmares 
at night and cold sweats during the day. 

You can do just as you want to about 
this but I am not going to be a Member 
of Congress regardless of party and see 
500,000 employees of the Federal Gov- 
ernment living on an income that does 

_not pay the cost of living. 
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Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr, 
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. RHODES]. 

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, I agree 
with the remarks made by my good 
friend from North Dakota [Mr. BURDICK]. 
He is a true friend of the postal em- 
ployees and also a supporter of every 
piece of liberal legislation that benefits 
the average citizen. < 

Mr. Chairman, the proposed increase 
called for in this bill is a compromise 
which was arrived at in our Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service. I hope 
that no amendment will be introduced 
which will, in any way, cut back on what 
we propose to give the postal employees 
in this measure. 

This bill, H. R. 244, when it was first 
introduced by the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia [Mr. MILLER], called for a more 
substantial increase than the 8400 pro- 
posed in the amended bill. It originally 
called for a 17- percent increase and the 
elimination of the six lower grades in 
postal employ. € 

The gentleman from California [Mr. 
MILLER] is a distinguished member of 
our committee and he understands this 
postal legislation and employee prob- 
lems as well as any Member of the Con- 
gress. He is sympathetic to the prob- 
lems of the workers in the postal service 
and he is well aware of the great service 
they perform. 

I am sorry that my very good friend 
and colleague from California is not able 
to be here today when his bill is before 
us. I know that he would like to par- 
ticipate in the discussion. Iam sure that 
we would profit from what he would have 
to say. Unfortunately, he has been ill 
for a long while and is now recovering 
from a serious operation. On order of 
his physician he is now at his home in 
California so that he may get the re- 
quired rest he needs. I hope that when 
the next session opens the gentleman 
from California [Mr. MILLER] will be 
back strong and healthy as would all like 
to see him. 

I introduced a bill, H. R. 340, which 
was identical with the original Miller 
bill, H. R. 244. I know that the gentle- 
man from California [Mr. MILLER] shares 
my thoughts when I say that the present 
compromise of a $400 boost is not ade- 
quate to meet the most modest needs of 
postal employees. 

The Bureau of the Budget and other 
agencies of the Government have testi- 
fied before our committee that it would 
take an increase of 20 to 25 percent to 
bring postal pay to the point where it 
would put the living standards of these 
Federal employees on a level enjoyed by 
postal workers in 1939. 

Therefore, I hope there will be no at- 
tempt to go backwards on this legisla- 
tion. I hope that you will reject any 
attempt to strike out the retroactive 
provision in this bill or to weaken this 
bill in any way. It would be a gross in- 
justice. 

After our generous treatment of the 
big publishers yesterday, it is rather dif- 
ficult for me to believe that there will be 
any substantial support in the attempt 
to chisel down on this pay bill. 

I have previously stated that the Post 
Office Department has long been a 
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whipping boy for the reactionaries who 
have always been most generous to the 
special interests, and who frown upon 
any progressive legislation which gives 
@ measure of justice to the little fellow. 
Federal employees have been smeared 
as bureaucrats and often have been held 
up as a bunch of loafers. I would not 
say that there are no evils in Federal 
employment, but most of the criticism is 
false and made largely for political pur- 


poses. 

It is somewhat ironical that those most 
responsible for unethical and irrespon- 
sible statements and smears of Federal 
employees come from those who fre- 
quently give lip service for a higher 
standard of morals and ethics in Gov- 
ernment. 

Most of the criticism about bureauc- 
racy by administration opponents is also 
the result of irresponsible and dishonest 
political attack. 

If you really want to see an effective 

` bureaucracy and effective machine poli- 
tics come to Pennsylvania where you can 
learn a few tricks that you would not 
think possible. 
Postal employees are in my opinion ef- 
ficient and faithful public servants. 
Every member of this committee knows 
this to be true. 

Let me say in answer to the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. Benper} that this legis- 
Jation has been in our committee for a 
long time, but it is not true that any sub- 
stantial delay was due to the lack of co- 
‘operation by the Bureau of the Budget 
or the Post Office Department. 

The delay was largely due to disagree- 
ment in the committee. 

It was pointed out during committee 
hearings that the low standards of pay 
and the increased burden on postal 
workers as a result of curtailment and 
unwise appropriation cuts have resulted 
in a low morale in the service. 

It has brought about a large turn-over 
in labor and a reduced efficiency of the 
postal service. 

| Ibhop= you will oppose every crippling 
amendment and show just a little of the 
generosity you displayed yesterday on 
postal subsidies. 

I want to say, in closing, that I agree 
with my colleague [Mr. Anruso] on what 
he said about false economy. It seems 
to me that we are practicing false econ- 
omy which is most wasteful as a result, 
not only in cutting down essential pub- 
lie service but also in wasting the real 
wealth of the Nation. 

! The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 


gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Ruopes! has expired. 
Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 


I yield 5 minutes to the distinguished 
gentlewoman from New York [Mrs. Sr. 
GEORGE]. 

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of H. R. 244. 

I think that this bill is an excellent 
bill in many ways, although I am also 
inclined to agree that it may perhaps be 
a little imadequate. There is no ques- 
tion, judging by the testimony that we 
received in our committee, that this $400 
raise will barely take care of the rises 
in living costs. 

I would like to again point out, as 1 


Have done before, that we work slowly 
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in committee. In fact, all committees 
are bound to work slowly, and for that 
reason this bill which is now being 
brought out should have been passed 
last January. The figures have already 
changed. What was true then is no 
longer true. Living costs have gone up 
very considerably since last January. 
So for that reason I, too, hope that 
nothing will be done to strike out the 
retroactive clause in this bill. It is a 
necessity. 

I would like to go a little further. Be- 
fore this bill is passed—and I am very 
sure it will be passed overwhelmingly— 
I know that one amendment will be 
offered by the distinguished gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. THornbeRity}. This 
amendment I want to commend to the 
House because it will more adequately 
care for our rural carriers, and they 
certainly should not be neglected in this 
legislation. 

I am also going to offer an amendment 
to the bill, and by this amendment we 
would establish an escalator clause. 
This escalator clause is patterned on that 
which has already been adopted by the 
General Motors Corp. and many others. 
What it would do is simply this: It would 
take care of the rising cost of living. It 
would be governed by the index, so that 
automatically these people would be 
taken care of before 6 months elapses, 
before they have to borrow money from 
their friends or relatives, before they 
have to go through these many anxious 
weeks and months of doubt and frustra- 
tion, wondering whether they will be 
taken care of or whether they will not. 

It is certainly true that this Congress 
has been more than generous in its help 
to foreign nations and foreign nationals. 
We have never questioned their de- 
mands. We have raised their standards 
of living, but have we raised the stands 
ard of living of our own people? Not 
entirely. Certainly not in the field of 
Government employees. For that rea- 
son I hope that through this bill and 
through the amendments thereto, we 
wil bring the standard of living of the 
Government workers into line with the 
highest standards prevailing in the coun- 
try. We have the right to demand the 
best service of Government employees. 


We do demand it. We cannot have it 
friends in industry do. All we can do is tell 
Fou our story and have faith that you will 


if we have this continuous turn-over 
which is caused by poor pay and bad 
working conditions. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, will 


the lady yield? 


Mrs. ST. GEORGE. I yield to the 
gentleman from Mississippi. 

Mr. RANKIN. I call attention to an- 
other difference between this and the 
money this Government has been 
wasting on foreign countries. These 


people are all Americans. 


» Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Yes, sir. They 
are not only all Americans but they are 
all taxpayers. So that when we help 
them we are helping the Government of 
the United States. 

For that reason I sincerely hope that 
the bill as written will be passed, and 
that these amendments which will 
broaden the scope and will help these 
Government workers, will also be 


adopted. 
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Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Florida [Mr. Laxrarr ]. 

Mr. LANTAFF. Mr. Chairman, I be- 
lieve all of the points embraced in this 
bill have been well covered by the speak- 
ers who have preceded me. Since the 
introduction of this legislation, I, of 
course, have received numerous letters 
from our letter carriers and postal 
clerks, as have you. One of those let- 
ters, I should like to read to you today. 

If all of us will, for a moment, put our- 
selves in the position of this letter car- 
rier there will be little doubt as to the 
vote on this legislation. 

The letter reads: 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN: This has to do with 
postal pay eee which is pending be- 
fore your committee. 

No doubt, you've seen stacks and staclis of 
statistics, figures, and graphs on the aver- 
age mail carrier.” Those reports have their 
value, I'm sure, but they are rather lifeless 
and academic. I want to tell you here about 
& real life situation. It might help to prove 
a point. 

I am a carrier, lower-grade, with a semi- 
monthly take-home pay of $114. I ‘have a 
wife and two children, one 16 months and 
the other 4 months old. We are paying out 
of that $114 twice a month, $23.50 on the 
house, about $25 on furniture, about $15 on 
insurance, about $7 on transportation, and 
about 810 on utilities, about $12.50 for tithes 
to the church (we are Christians and tithe 
10 percent of our income). That leaves about 
$21 for groceries for two weeks—out of which 
amount we have to buy milk and the very 
expensive baby food for our children. That's 
not much for food, as you surely know. We 
seldom eat meat, and believe it or not, man- 
age on two meals a day usually. We get 
milk for the children, but my wife and I 
can't afford to drink it. Every payday, when 
we work on our budget, we say, “Now we've 
just got to have more money left for food“ 
but somehow or other we don’t. We neither 
one smoke or drink, and we spend nothing, 
absolutely nothing, for entertainment. 
We aren't able to save anything. And my 
uniforms are wearing out, our clothes are 
needing replacements. But there’s no 
money to do it with. There’ll come a day 
when we must face that necessity, but we 
don't know what we'll do about it. 

Sad story, isn't it? I really wouldn't 
bother you with it, but you fellows up there 
hold the “yes” or “no” for thousands of us 
in this same boat. We can't strike or bar- 
gain or do any of those things that our 


be kind enough to vote in our favor. 

I’m not asking for better working condi- 
tions, shorter hours, etc. Since the curtail- 
ment my route is so overloaded that I sel- 
dom ever get it done during the day. I go 
to work about 5:00 every day and grind at 
such a fast pace that when I get home I’m 
hardly fit for anything else. (And this in 
spite of the fact that I’m young, healthy, 
decidedly non-neurotic, and love the Post 
Office.) It would help my feelings a lot, 
though, if I didn’t have to worry so much 
about being able to support my family on 
the pay I get. 

There you have it. I've always felt it's 
degrading to beg, so I won’t do that. I just 
trust you'll do the right thing. 

4 I urge you to respond to this sincere 
plea by voting for the Committee bill 
now before us for consideration. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield such time as he may desire to the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. SPRINGER] — 
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Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, Irise 
in support of H. R. 244, to reduce the 
number of grades for the various posi- 
tions in the Post Office Department, and 
for certain pay increases designated 
therein. 

Although this bill does not represent 
all of my thinking as to what should be 
done for postal employees, I believe it is 
the best bill that could be brought to the 
floor after considering the many matters 
that had to be taken into consideration in 
such a bill as this. 

H. R. 340, which has been previously 
introduced, would have eliminated the 
first six grades. It was my feeling that 
at least the first five pay grades should 
have been removed. One of the prob- 
lems of the post offices in my district has 
been to get good personnel for the sal- 
aries that are available. By the elim- 
ination of the first five pay grades, I be- 
lieve we would have made more attrac- 
tive a career in postal work. Most of the 
young men in my communities who wish 
to start with the post office are rearing 
families. I happen to be one of the 
Members of Congress who has three 
children under the age of 10 years. It 
costs money to rear a family in these 
times. In these young people lies the 
future of America. It is essential that 
these young married couples should re- 
ceive a salary sufficient to rear their fam- 
ilies under decent and honorable condi- 
tions. By the elimination of the first 
five pay grades we would have gone a 
long way toward paying the starting 
postal employee a wage commensurate 
with the duties of postal employment. 
It is at least encouraging to know that 
the committee has not entirely dis- 
carded the idea of eliminating some of 
the lower pay grades at some time in 
the future. 

I have heard on the floor of the House 
of some opposition to the retroactive fea- 
tures of the present bill. I have been 
trying since last March to get this bill 
out of committee for hearing. It seems 
to me that at this late date we would 
be unfair to the employees of the Post 
Office Department if we failed to give 
them some credit for the way in which 
they have patiently waited for this bill 
to be heard. Many of them have gone 
into debt over the past few months in 
order to make both ends meet. By the 
speeches on the floor today I can see 
that I am not alone in the correspond- 
ence received of the plight of some of 
these people. To allow this bill to be 
retroactive to July 1, we are in a small 
way compensating these men and women 
for the loyal service they have rendered 
in staying on the job and watching wages 
skyrocket in other civilian employment. 
Is it not true that there is a definite 
responsibility upon this Congress to see 
that our Government employees are 
properly paid? You must remember 
that these people have no right to strike 
nor, for that matter, to collectively bar- 
gain for increased pay or working condi- 
tions. They sign such a pledge when 
they become employed by the Depart- 
ment. These employees have fulfilled 
their responsibility and now that respon- 
sibility is upon us to see that they receive 
some reward for their loyalty and devo- 
tion to our Government. 
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Not so long ago I received a letter from 
a postal employee at Champaign, Ill., en- 
closing a picture of two cute youngsters. 
The father writes me as follows: 

These are my two best reasons for work- 
ing and making a living. My take-home pay 
is $55 a week and I have worked at the post 
office for over 3 years. I often wonder, Mr. 
Sprincer, if Congressmen, like me, are slowly 
getting more first-of-the-month statements 
or getting bills with a please“ written on it 
or if you couldn't order any more coal be- 
cause they still owed $65. I wonder, too, if 
Congressmen had to shop at a little grocery 
up the street because they gave them credit 
from one day to the next or do without shoes 
themselves so their kids feet can stay dry. I 
wonder if a Congressman was trying to exist 
under those conditions if he would appreciate 
someone passing the buck when he was due 
for a raise. 

I like my work and the conditions but 
the salary just won't make ends meet. I am 
not asking anything that I believe you 
wouldn’t ask for under the same conditions. 
Thank you for reading this letter. Would 
you do us all a big favor and see if you can 
jack up this bill and give any help you can 
on this matter. 


I have received hundreds of the same 
kinds of letters. Some are far more 
desperate than this one. Is it not time 
we get on the ball and see this bill passed 
today without any modifying or crippling 
amendments. 

I have heard that later there will be 
introduced an amendment to do the 
same thing for rural carriers that this 
bill does for those in the postal field serv- 
ice. I sincerely hope the House will see 
fit to give those employees the same 
benefits. I can think of no reason why 
that should not be done. 

The rural carrier is one of the oldest 
services in the postal field. There are 
still millions of people whose only access 
to the mail is the rural carrier who goes 
through the highways and byways to 
deliver to the rural people our mails. 

I sincerely hope that the Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service will not 
just drop the matter of postal salaries 
as soon as this bill is passed. It has been 
almost 15 months since the cost of living 
began to rise. These employees are al- 
ways at least a year behind when prices 
go up. In my opinion the fair thing for 
this committee to do is to keep under 
continuous study the cost of living and 
how it affects postal and civil-service 
employees, in order that we may give 
them increases promptly and not long 
after some of the employees have gone 
into debt. This is one of the construc- 
tive ways that the committee can help 
to make the Post Office Department a 
better place in which to work. Such ac- 
tion will also make the Department more 
attractive to good personnel that we 
want to see in the postal field. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield such time as he may desire to the 
gentleman from Washington [Mr. TOL- 
LEFSON]. 

Mr. TOLLEFSON. Mr. Chairman, 
the postal employees badly need, and are 
entitled to, pay raises which will bring 
their salaries more in line with living 
costs. The bill which we are today con- 
sidering seeks to accomplish such objec- 
tive. It does not, in my estimation, do 
so entirely. According to the best in- 
formation which has been made avail- 


SEPTEMBER 20 


able to me the bill should provide larger 
increases than it does. However, the 
Post Office and Civil Service Committee 
in its wisdom, after full consideration of 
all the factors involved, has brought this 
measure to the floor. The committee 
spokesmen have assured us that the bill 
as presently drawn has the support of 
the majority of postal workers. If that 
is so, and I have no reason to doubt the 
fact, then I shall support the measure. 
If amendments are offered to improve 
the measure I shall support them. also. 

Mr. Chairman, the basis for my sup- 
port of H. R. 244 is to be found in the 
countless letters which have been writ- 
ten to me by postal employees who have 
pointed out that their present pay dces 
not enable them to meet living costs. 
Many of them have found it necessary 
to find part-time employment in addi- 
tion to their regular work in order to 
supplement their income. The wives of 
many have been compelled to find em- 
ployment also. Their standard of living 
has fallen below what it has been or 
should be. These employees who have 
served us faithfully and well throughout 
the years are entitled to receive better 
consideration and treatment at our 
hands. I sincerely trust that the House 
will pass this bill together with improv- 
ing amendments, if any. 

What I have had to say concerning 
postal employees applies with equal force 
to other Federal employees. Upon com- 
pletion of our consideration on H. R. 244, 
two other measures dealing with the sub- 
ject of pay increases for other employ- 
ees will be taken up. I urge the House 
to give favorable consideration to these 
measures also. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield such time as he may desire to 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
McDonovuscH]). 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman 
when the scale of pay raises granted to 
postal employees in recent years is com- 


_ pared with the increased costs of living, 


there can be no doubt that our postal 
employees have not received adequate 
pay increases which would allow them 
to maintain an adequate living standard 
for their families. And they are cer- 
tainly entitled to an adequate raise now 
to bring their salaries in line with to- 
day’s all-time high living costs. 

The service we receive from the post- 
al employees probably gives us the 
greatest value for our dollar that we can 
find today. For a few cents we can com- 
municate with every section of our Na- 
tion to carry out business transactions 
or to contact our friends. The postal 
employees guarantee delivery regardless 
of the difficulties involved. 

At the same time while the buying 
power of the dollar has shrunk con- 
tinuously since the beginning of the Ko- 
rean war, the postal employee has 
found his salary increasingly inadequate. 
The pay raise of $120 which was granted 
to postal employees in 1949 was com- 
pletely wiped out by increased prices 
within 6 months. i 
During this period with defense in- 
dustries expanding and offering more 
lucrative employment, it has become in- 
creasingly difficult for the Post Office 
Department to fill vacancies with com- 


1951 


petent personnel, especially with the 
present low starting grades within the 
postal service. And unless there is a 
pay adjustment now, many posial em- 
ployees may find it necessary to leave 
the postal service and get jobs where the 
pay is better. = 

One postal employee wrote me re- 
cently: 

We were better off 10 or 15 years ago with 
$2,100 per year than we are today with 
nearly twice that much, with present in- 
come tax plus another 1244 percent increase 
in income tax and another 6 percent de- 
ducted for retirement, it is no longer a ques- 
tion of how much money you earn. It is 
what you can do with your take-home pay. 
Postal employees are usually sound, honest 
men who have heavy responsibilities main- 
taining a family and a decent home. This 
requires more than just a living wage, 
growing children cntail many added ex- 
penses. We are badly in need of a generous 
increase. 


This is typical of the many similar let- 
ters I have received reciting the difficul- 
ties faced by men in the postal service 
who simply cannot make ends meet with 
the present cost of living and inadequate 
pay. Some write that their wives must 
work to earn enough money to pay their 
bills, and that this disrupts their home 
life. Others cannot adequately care for 
their children, and cannot afford medi- 
cal and dental attention. 

The postal service is a vital and essen- 
tial service to the people of this Nation. 
It is used by everyone, and the public 
certainly wants this service continued 
and its efficiency maintained. 

The postal employees have always 
rendered loyal and sincere service to 
the United States. In spite of the enor- 
mous load placed on the postal service 
by the tremendous population increases 
in many secticns of the country and 
the low pay rates, the postal employees 
have continued to work as hard and dili- 
gently as ever to deliver the mail on 
schedule. 

An adjustment in the pay rates for 
our postal employees is certainly long 
overdue. And the postal employees are 
entitled to the increase in salary as pro- 
vided in H. R. 244, which is now under 
consideration which will permit them 
to support their families and to main- 
tain a reasonable standard of living. 
They have a right to consider the postal 
service as a career, and to feel secure in 
the knowledge that as long as they live 
up to the standard of that service they 
can expect to receive an adequate in- 
come for their labor. 

I am supporting this bill which will 
put into circulation in the United States 
two hundred and thirty-five million 
seven hundred and sixty thousand more 
American dollars and benefit 497,542 
loyal American citizens, all hard-work- 
ing employees of the Post Office Depart- 
ment. 

In view of the billions of American 
dollars we have appropriated for aid to 
foreign countries, the passage of this 
bill will be a healthy and beneficial in- 
dication that the United States Congress 
wants to take care of our own. 

I have consistently urged speedy ac- 
tion by the House Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service in reporting the 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


postal employees pay bill to the House, 
and in my opinion it has taken too long 
to bring this important legislation be- 
fore the House. I sincerely support this 
increase in postal employees pay now, 
and urge the Members of the House to 
pass this bill without further delay. I 
only hope that the action now taken by 
the Congress will not be too little and 
too late. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. CORBETT]. 

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, many 
members of the committee and many 
Members of the House who would like 
to speak on this legislation have agreed 
that we will try to keep this debate 
short; we will try to keep it confined to 
essentials in order to accomplish ex- 
peditiously the job of getting these three 
pieces of legislation completed today, if 
it is at all possible. 

I believe very definitely that any 
lengthy debate and argument is relative- 
ly unnecessary because throughout the 
length and breadth of this country, and 
in the Senate as already evidenced by 
its vote and as evidenced by the vote 
of the committee here, there is fairly 
unanimous agreement that these salary 
increases should be granted. There is 
some little difference as to the exact 
amounts and the effective dates, but 
these matters will be settled under the 
5-minute rule. 

Mr. Chairman, may I take this mo- 
ment to point out that in contacts with 
the people who use the mails I have 
found that 100 percent of them are will- 
ing to pay increased salaries to their 
public servants in the postal department 
for the job that is being done. The 
people of these United States recognize 
that in all other fields of endeavor the 
workers have received increased com- 
pensation in relative proportion to the 
increased cost of living. 

The bill which we have before us to- 
day, because it has been so long delayed, 
will simply not grant an adjustment 
which is warranted by the facts and 
circumstances of our time; however, due 
to the total large cost, to provide ade- 
quate increases for all workers employed 
by the United States because that figure 
is large, we have perhaps been guilty 
here of holding down the amounts which 
each individual will receive below a point 
that is justified. I hope that in the very 
near future, in the next few hours, we 
will have completed this legislation, that 
we will have said to the employees of 
the United States that we are taking 
care in part of the increased cost of 
living which inflation has occasioned, 
and that we may further let those people 
know that to the limit of our ability to 
pay we will provide for our workers as 
the workers in private industry have 
been provided for. 

I hope this bill passes substantially 
as it is and that we will send it to con- 
ference where the differences between 
the House and Senate may be promptly 
worked out, and the bill sent to the 
President for his assured signature. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CORBETT. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Indiana. 
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Mr. MADDEN. I want to commend 
the gentleman on his remarks and to 
state that 2 months ago when I was 
home in the Calumet region of Indiana, 
the industrial area, I found that approx- 
imately 50 percent of the employees in 
the post offices of East Chicago, Ind., 
Hammond, Ind., and Gary, Ind., had 
resigned from the post office and now 
work in industry. This has thrown a 
great deal of extra work on the super- 
visors and on the postmasters because 
they are making every effort to break in 
these inexperienced and new employees 
and it is having a very serious effect on 
the efficiency of the postal service in 
those localities. 

I want to commend the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service for bring- 
ing out this legislation. It is highly 
necessary, and I only wish that the retro- 
active feature could be included, because 
a great number of these postal employees 
in my area need this money to get out 
of debt. 

Mr. CORBETT. I thank the gentle- 
man, and I believe the illustration he 
gave is typical rather than exceptional. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CORBETT. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from New York. 

Mr. JAVITS. I would like to point 
out, in connection with what the gentle- 
man from Indiane said about borrow- 
ings in his community, that the same 
situation exists in New York City. The 
postal employees are borrowing in enor- 
mous numbers from the local agencies 
in my community and other communi- 
ties, because they cannot make ends 
meet. 

Mr. CORBETT. And they are spend- 
ing it in anticipation, are they not? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr, 
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. Jarman]. 

Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Chairman, with 
one major reservation, I am strongly for 
the bill under consideration. I think 
all of us recognize the tremendous in- 
crease in the cost of living that has 
swept the country and the need for recti- 
fying that condition to the extent pos- 
sible in the Federal service. 

The major reservation that I have is 
based on this premise: I think that all 
of us, as indicated by our chairman 
earlier in this discussion, recognize the 
tremendous expenditure that this Gov- 
ernment is making and is planning to 
make: Over $60,000,000,000 for mili- 
tary preparedness, $7,000,000,000 in for- 
eign aid; somewhere in the neighbor- 
hood of $25,000,000,000 for domestic ex- 
penditures. I think we are all seriously 
concerned about the economic future of 
this country. 

This is the reservation that I have in 
the bill, and I will offer an amendment 
which I hope you will give consideration 
to at the proper time. It seems to me 
that there should be a cut-off point in 
the bill above which no increase in sal- 
ary should be made, not because every 
individual has not felt the increased cost 
of living but because above a certain 
limit a man cr woman can tighten belts 
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and can absorb the increased cost of liv- 
ing. I believe very strongly that every 
domestic economy that we can make 
should be made in the months ahead. 
The cut-off figure that I have set out in 
my amendment is $7,500, which the 
classification schedule and the postal 
schedule show to be a logical cut-off 
point. Certainly in the lower classifica- 
tion grades, in the lower-salary groups, 
the need is greatest to offset the cost of 
living. From my own conscience stand- 
point, I think I would have great diffi- 
culty in going back to my own district 
and State and trying to justify to the 
people of Oklahoma and the Fifth Dis- 
trict why I felt it necessary to raise by 
one penny the salary of a man or woman 
making $7,500 a year, $8,000, $9,000, 
$10,000, or $13,000 a year, not that the 
cost of living has not gone up for them, 
as it has for you and me, but I think 
economy must be a keynote of every- 
thing we do on the domestic level. I 
hope you will give consideration to the 
amendment when it is introduced. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman 
from Kentucky (Mr. GOLDEN]. 

Mr. GOLDEN. Mr. Chairman, this 
committee of which I am a member 
made a considerable study of the various 
departments of Government, seeking to 
curtail useless expenditures of public 
funds and seeking to cut down overstaff- 
ing of the various departments. 

I think I should make this observation 
that in our study of those questions that 
are vital to the taxpayers of America 
that there was not a single member of 
the House Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service that did not come to the 
conclusion that there was no overstaffing 
in the Post Office Department of this 
great country of ours, nor was there any 
waste of money. Our investigation re- 
vealed long faithful patriotic service on 
the part of postal employees. We came 
to the conclusion that all of these 
Federal employees that handle the vital 
stream of mail that goes out to our 
people work long hours, and that there 
are no surplus employees. The splendid 
address of our excellent chairman, when 
he gave you the salaries and grades of 
the various postal employees, must have 
convinced everybody that as far as the 
postal employees are concerned they are 
the lowest-paid employees of any depart- 
ment of our Federal Government. We 
have many very important departments 
of Government, but we have none that 
perform more essential duties for the 
general welfare of all the people than 
the Post Office Department. 

The salaries for all time in the past 
since the birth of this Nation in the Post“ 
Office Department have been very low. 
You learned from the remarks of our 
distinguished chairman that the top 
salary is around $4,000, unless a man 
spends a quarter of a century in this 
noble service, when he may get a few 
hundred dollars of longevity pay. 

I feel that in justice to all the em- 
ployees of the Post Office Department 
we should have a flat increase. There 
was submitted to our committee a num- 
ber of recommendations, some coming 
from the Budget Director, some coming 
from the Post Office Department, and 
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some bills introduced by our colleagues, 
that undertook to handle this matter 
on a percentage basis. However, when 
we looked into the problem we found 
that the men and women in the service 
of this country that were receiving the 
lowest pay and that were in the greatest 
need of a cost-of-living increase were 
the ones that would profit least by a 
percentage increase, and that those who 
were receiving higher salaries were the 
ones that would profit most by a general 
increase in their pay, on a percentage 
basis. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GOLDEN, I yield to the gentle- 
man from Kentucky. 

Mr. PERKINS. I wish to commend 
my colleague from Kentucky on his 
scatement, and to say that Iam in agree- 
ment with his views. Further, I think 
this legislation is necessary because the 
postal employees are all necessary em- 
ployees and because those employees are 
underpaid. There is no group of em- 
ployees more faithful than the postal 
workers and carriers. Some fourth- 
class postmasters are now being paid as 
little as $264 per year. The postmasiers 
are entitled to the 20-percent increase 
provided for in this bill, and inasmuch 
as Congress has delayed the passage of 
this legislation, I certainly think the 
retroactive provision is justifiable. I 
certainly hope there will be no votes 
against this needed legislation on final 
passage. 

Mr. GOLDEN. I thank my colleague 
from Kentucky for his contribution. If 
we adopt this measure that received such 
long and careful consideration by the 
committee we will be giving to our pos- 
tal employees about half of the increased 
costs they have had to assume in the 
last 3 or 4 years on account of the ris- 
ing cost of living. We are still demand- 
ing of them certain sacrifices, which 
they through their patriotism are willing 
to assume. 

Concerning the pay of the fourth-class 
postmasters, I think my good State of 
Kentucky has as many and possibly 
more fourth-class postmasters than any 
State in the Union. There are more 
than 1,700 small postmasters in that 
State. I think the fourth-class post- 
masters are paid less than any of the 
other postal employees. We have taken 
care of that situation by granting to 
them a 20-percent increase in this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, to show the many du- 
ties that are performed by the postmas- 
ters of the United States, I include in 
my remarks the following letter from 
Mr. Taylor, the postmaster at Coldiron, 
Ky., who understands these problems and 
explains the useful service to all our 
people that the postmasters of America 
perform: 

Jury 30, 1951. 
Hon. James S. GOLDEN, 
Ninth Kentucky Representative, 
Washington, D. C. 

My Dear CONGRESSMAN: In answer to your 
letters of information relative to the Civil 
Service Committee's consideration of certain 
bills intended to raise or adjust the salaries 
of postal and other Federal employees, I wish 
to give you briefly, some facts describing the 
labor and time spent in the post office at 
Coldiron (Harlan County), Ky. 
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I was appointed postmaster at Coldiron 
January 16, 1935, and at that time spent 
about 6 hours in the post office per day. 
Compensation averaged at that time about 
$35 per month. 

In the fiscal year of 1950, my annual salary 
was $1,329.61. We are required to keep the 
office open 7 hours daily. When you figure 
the hourly rate, I make about 45 cents per 
hour, plus 3 cents for each money order 
issued. The minimum hourly wage law is 75 
cents per hour. No other employee in any 
capacity is underpaid like the fourth-class 
postmaster in America. 

During the fiscal year 1950, we issued 
2,041 money orders at a total cash value of 
$22,471.28 and money order fees were $322.65, 
We registered 264 letters, insured 261 pack- 
ages, paid 143 money orders; besides all that, 
mailed approximately 200 additional parcels, 
thousands of first-class mail, received hun- 
dreds of packages, thousands of letters, cards, 
second- and third-class mail, addressed doz- 
ens of letters for these who were unable to 
write, filled out GI and veteran papers, com- 
pleted forms for birth certificates, social se- 
curity, and income tax, gave information 
concerning the address of proper agency 
to write relative to the various services of- 
fered by our Government and others, filled 
out hundreds of the applications for money 
orders for children and others who could 
not fill them out—assisted patrons in prop- 
erly packing, wrapping, and tying parcels for 
mailing and even addressed some of the 
parcels, and sometimes we even have to lick 
the stamp and put them on the letters for 
some patrons. 

In fact, there’s not a group of people any- 
where in America employed by the Govern- 
ment or any one else that assumes the re- 
sponsibility and does so much work for so 
little. The fourth-class postmaster is lo- 
cated in the small towns and rural com- 
munities where he is expected to perform 
practically all services except spiritual and 
physical services and sometimes he or she 
is expected to render that service, 

With these facts before you, our servants, 
who represent all the people of America, I 
leave it with you to use your best judgment 
in arriving at a fair compensation and ad- 
justment for the fourth-vlass postmaster. 

May I say, in closing, that my voice, I be- 
lieve, speaks for every fourth-class post- 
master in the employment of the good old 
United States of America. I request this 
letter to be presented to the Post Office and 
Civil Service Committees of the House and 
Senate. 

Sincerely, your frienc, 
CLAUDE M. TAYLOR. 


They are a necessary, helpful, and use- 
ful part of every community. They 
speed the safe delivery of letters between 
families and friends and promote the 
business of all our people. Every man 
and woman who works hard and faith- 
fully and renders essential service should 
receive adequate pay and compensation. 
This bill does this and I recommend that 
it be passed. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Michigan [Mr. LESINSKI]. 

Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I am 
wholeheartedly in accord with this legis- 
lation. As a matter of fact, there is one 
point which does not show. Every year 
the postal employees in each grade re- 
ceive a $100 increase. That legislation 
was passed some years ago. If we com- 
pare $100 today with what $100 was 
worth at that time, we would find the 
differences around $250. The legislation 
we are considering today is very im- 
portant. First of all, in Detroit in a 
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year’s time, we find that over 1,300 em- 
ployees have quit the post office for vari- 
ous reasons, to go to other jobs, for more 
pay and so forth. If we are to look ahead 
and to be assured that the Post Office De- 
partment is properly staffed, it is very 
vital that this legislation be passed. I 
have maintained, and always will main- 


tain, that proper work requires proper 


pay. If you want to have mediocre pay. 
you will receive mediocre work. Post- 
master Donaldson stated, himself, that 
although he proposes the cost of living 
increase of 10 percent, but 21 percent 
would be more like it. The reason for 
that is that 50 percent of the wage of the 
lowest paid employee goes for food. The 
price of food has taken quite a jump. 
We all know that. The $700 increase for 
the starting point is very meritorious. 
Let us look the thing over. The start- 
ing point today for carriers is $2,670. 
A living wage for any person who intends 
to start a family should not be below 
$3,500. This bill provides an additional 
$700 for the starting point, which brings 
it up to $3,370, which is still short of 
$3,500, We must either give the postal 
employees a proper wage so that they 
can maintain their standard of living or 
we must expect a deterioration in the 
type of service that the Post Office De- 
partment has rendered to the people in 
the past. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan has expired. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield such time as he may desire to 
the distinguished gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. Gross]. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I have 
no desire to take the time of the House 
in discussing the provisions of this 
measure, the provisions of which have 
been adequately explained by other pro- 
ponents. 

I would simply reiterate what I have 
said previously on the floor and in the 
House Post Office and Civil Service Com- 
mittee that I strongly Support increased 
pay for postal workers, those who do 
the actual work and carry the burden 
of serving the public. This increase to 
these workers is long overdue. 

And I want to make it plain that I 
support the retroactive feature. I sug- 
gest to those who oppose retroactive pay 
to July 1 that if this bill had received 
the early attention that it should it 
would have been passed in mid-year and 
made effective so that there would have 
been no question of retroactivity. 

Those in the low-pay brackets of the 
postal service are in need of help, and 
they need it now. Iam but little con- 
cerned with Government workers in the 
high brackets. In the past this admin- 
istration, while giving lip service to the 
little people, has rushed through pay in- 
creases for those in the top brackets. 
It is time to stop this subterfuge and 
help those who need it most. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. ARMSTRONG]. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. Chairman, 
despite some differences of opinion in 
our committee, it is obvious from this 
discussion that we did arrive at certain 
conclusions with regard to the basic pro- 
visions of the bill, under the splendid 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


leadership of our chairman and minority 
leader on the committee. The differ- 
ences of opinion are being reconciled, 
I think, in this very discussion which we 
are now carrying on. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I yield. 

Mr. HARRIS. Could the gentleman 
briefly state why the committee did not 
include an appropriate increase for rural 
carriers in connection with this legis- 
lation? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I would rather 
refer the gentleman from Arkansas to 
the senior member of the committee. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I yield. 

Mr. BURNSIDE, They are so in- 
cluded. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I am sure the 
question will be fully answered in due 
time. 


Mr. HARRIS. The gentleman says 


they are included, so I suppose they are. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I understood 
there was to be an amendment offered 
to this bill, and I thought he referred 
to the amendment. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. They are included. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I support this 
bill because I think it helps attack the 
whole problem of better treatment for 
postal employees. We have heard from 
members of the committee the neces- 
sity for an increase in postal pay. Of 
course we are agreed upon that, despite 
any differences of opinion in regard to 
amounts. Frankly, having watched the 
progre:s of the other body, I would much 
prefer that we take the Senate bill and 
substitute it for our deliberations here 
and pass it and get it over with today. 
But since that does not seem to be prac- 
tical at the present time, let me just 
mention one thing from my experience; 
since we began to discuss this bill many 
months ago. 

I know of no better way to get infor- 
mation on a matter of this kind than 
to see, first-hand as a reporter, and to 
hear first-hand, the reports of people 
actually affected by such legislation as 
this. Therefore, I began to visit post 
offices and talk to postal employees. I 
called conferences of the postmaster, 
some supervisors, and representatives of 
other personnel in post offices, including 
clerks and carriers, whether the post 
office was large or small. Always I asked 
the same question and almost always I 
got the same answers. 

I started these conferences in my home 
town of Springfield, Mo., which is a 
typical midwestern small city of about 
70,000. I visited smaller post offices in 
my district and other districts. Then 
into the larger cities, which included St. 
Louis, Mo.; San Francisco, Calif.; In- 
dianapolis, Ind., and Asheville, N. C., 
which certainly furnish a cross-section 
of the medium and larger cities in this 
country. Postal employees were unan- 
imous in telling me certain things. First, 
that we were losing good personnel 
from the postal service, and that it is 
difficult to recruit good personnel to take 
the place of those they lose. As a re- 
sult, there is a lowering of the entire 
standard of personnel in the Post Cfiice 
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Department. Most of these things have 
been mentioned already, but let me em- 
phasize them. Unanimously I was in- 
formed that these postal workers, par- 
ticularly in the larger cities, cities of the 
size of Kansas City, Denver, Louisville, 
Newark, and on up to the largest, are 
faced with three conditions: 

First, our postal employees are hav- 
ing to get extra work in order to make 
ends meet. Second, and this has not 
been mentioned before in this discus- 
sion today, the wives of our clerks and 
carriers and other personnel are hav- 
ing to get work in order to add to the 
family income. Many of those fam- 
ilies—most of them, I dare say—have 
children that need those mothers at 
home. 

The third has already been mentioned: 
More than half of them have had to 
borrow on the credit of their next pay 
check or on their general credit, 

I say that adequate pay will not solve 
all of these problems with which we are 
confronted in rebuilding the standards 
of our postal service and personnel, but 
certainly the problem will never be 
solved without adequate pay. 

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I say to 
you that this legislation is certainly a 
step in the right direction. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Missouri has expired. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from West Virginia [Mr. Burn- 
SIDE]. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of the commitee bill H. R. 
244, This bill had a unanimous report 
from the committee. The committee has 
worked very hard on this bill for many, 
many months. It is nice that we have 
come out with a unanimous report. 

I wish to compliment the committee 
and the workers on our staff. They have 
done an excellent job. They have co- 
operated in every way with both the 
majority and the minority. I wish to 
compliment them for the excellent work 
they have done on this bill. To the pos- 
tal workers this raise has been long over- 
due. For that reason I thought it was 
wise that it be made retroactive to the 
first of July. 

Answering other questions; rural car- 
riers are covered under section 2 (a) on 
page 9 of the bill. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURNSIDE. I yield. 

Mr. HARRIS. The purpose of my in- 
quiry to the gentleman from Missouri 
was because the gentlewoman from New 
York in her statement a few minutes 
ago said she understood the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. THORNBERRY] was going 
to propose an amendment to include 
rural carriers. Some of us thought 
rural carriers were included, and the 
statement of the gentleman from West 
Virginia now assures us that rural car- 
riers are included. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. Yes. 

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURNSIDE. [yield to the gentle- 
woman from New York. 

Mrs. ST. Gong. T may not have 
expressed myseiz entircly correctly in 


11764 


leaving the impression that they were 
not included. What I meant to say was 
that the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
THORNBERRY] was going to offer an 
amendment which to my way of thinking 
would improve the status of rural car- 
riers under the bill and that I was going 
to support the amendment. 

Mr. HARRIS. I am glad to have the 
clarification of the gentlewoman from 
New York. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. BEAMER]. 

Mr. BEAMER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the bill H. R. 244 and my 
purpose is to make certain comparisons 
between the Government as an employer 
and privately operated business. 

In the city of Anderson, Ind., in the 
Fifth District which I have the honor to 
represent, there are two shining exam- 
ples which contrast a Government-op- 
erated business and a privately operated 
business. The one is a very large post- 
office building which renders an excel- 
lent service to the community and the 
‘other is a very large industrial plant 
owned by General Motors Corp. which 
furnishes electrical and lighting equip- 
ment to automobiles. 

I know most of the employees in the 
post office and I also know many em- 
ployees in the several General Motors 
plants which are located in the same 
‘city. In fact, I have talked with quite 
"a few of them and it has been very easy 
to determine which plant operated with 
the greatest efficiency and which plant 
paid the most attention to its employees. 

Under date of June 13, 1951, there was 
published an edition of the Delco-Remy 
Clan, a weekly paper by and for the 
‘employees of the Delco-Remy division 
of General Motors. Let us read some of 
the headlines and articles in this house 
organ which indicate the advantages 


that the General Motors employees have 


‘over those employees in the United 
‘States Post Office. 

On page 2, one headline is Education 

plans train hundreds for better jobs— 
For more than a quarter of a century 
Delco-Remy has been giving young men 
a helping hand to improve themselves 
through a variety of educational and 
in-plant training programs.“ What 
does the Post Office do to train their 
employees for better jobs? 
On the same page, another heading 
“Safety, medical facilities occupy top 
spots in employee programs.” This ar- 
ticle discusses the medical facilitigs 
which include bed dispensaries, a staff 
of physicians and nurses, X-ray equip- 
ment, whirlpool therapy, and similar 
minor surgery equipment. Itis reported 
that each month some 23,000 treatments 
are administered for both occupational 
and nonoccupational ailments. Last 
year the company furnished more than 
$20,000 worth of drugs, and X-ray pic- 
tures were made of the employees, 
What does the Post Office do for the 
health of its employees? 

On page 3 another heading, Two 
thousand three hundred and fifty pro- 
moted within year.” Of course, all of 
these men in Deleo-Remy did not receive 
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top positions but they were advanced and 
many have come up from the ranks. 
They want to feel that the chances for 
advancement are unlimited and that 
those who are willing to work for their 
advancement should have the opportu- 
nity of doing so. What does the Post 
Office Department do toward promo- 
tions? 

Mr. BURNSIDE. Mr. Chairman, if 
the gentleman will yield I think I can 
correct one statement there; the Post- 
master General has put in a training 
program. 

Mr. BEAMER. May I continue? Be- 
cause this brings out another point. This 
is not criticism, understand; I want to 
bring out a very definite point in favor of 
the postal employees. 

On page 6, the heading is “ideas pay 
$31,662.39 in 5 months—Awards present- 
ed for improvements range from $10 to 
82,500.“ Everything is done to encour- 
age the submission of ideas and, in fact, 


in that particular period, 3,192 ideas were 


submitted and 520 produced results that 
actually paid the employee some money. 
Ask any postal employee what happens if 
he submits ideas. 

Another heading on this page, “Cafe- 
terias, washrooms are two of many con- 
veniences.” Cafeterias in this large Gen- 
eral Motors plant offer the best food in 
town at a very low price. In fact it is 
operated for the benefit of the employees 
of the plant. The washrooms are clean, 
roomy, and comfortable. What does the 
Post Office do in these two respects? 

I am bringing these things to your at- 
tention because I think it is so very vital- 
ly important that we give consideration 
to the demands and requests of these 
people. 

Page 7 indicates that even entertain- 
ment is provided. Al Schacht, the clown 
prince of baseball, was on hand at the 
opening of their baseball game. 

Another heading on this page, “Recre- 
ational program on year-round basis.” 
Four major sports are encouraged—base- 
ball, golf, bowling and basketball. How 
and where does the postal employee get 
his recreation? 

On page 8, another heading “Various 
insurance programs sponsored by divi- 
sion provide low-cost protection.” Del- 
co-Remy’s insurance program covered 
by two large established companies, pro- 
vides death, sickness and accident, doc- 
tors’ hospital calls, and permanent dis- 
ability protection. Low rates are secured 
and Delco-Remy shares a portion of the 
cost and provides all the administrative 
help necessary to the operation of the de- 
tails. What does the Post Office do for 
the insurance and health of its employ- 
ees? 

Another heading on this page, “Pen- 
sion plans offer veteran employees addi- 
tional security for retirement.” There 
are contributory and noncontributory 
plans which make it possible for employ- 
ees, after a certain length of service or 
upon arriving at a certain age, to retire. 
At the time of this publication, 99 of the 
plant employees had retired with their 
pensions. A picture illustrates a postal 
carrier delivering a pension check to a 
Delco-Remy retired employees. It is 
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doubtful that the postal carrier could 
retire and live on his pension. 

This contrast could continue endlessly. 
To the question being asked, Why has 
the present administration given so 
much attention to the employees of a 
large industrial plant and so little to the 
Federal employees who contribute of 
their time and efforts in Government 
service?“ the answer seems rather ob- 
vious. The employees in the large in- 
dustrial plant still have the American 
right to organize and to freely speak 
their minds on national issues. 

The present administration knows that 
the postal employees are controlled by 
the Hatch Act from making any public 
utterances of a political nature. Ap- 
parently the administration feels that 
they cannot be counted upon as a poten- 
tial voting force, and, therefore, there 
was this long delay which does not oc- 
cur in privately operated industries. I 
hope that these deserving postal employ- 
ees will receive the same consideration 
that their friends in private industry are 
accorded. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr, 
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Kentucky (Mr. WHITAKER]. 

Mr. WHITAKER. Mr. Chairman, 
everybody is for this bill which is for 
those who need it. What we have done 
is looking out for the little fellow. The 
limitation is $800. The entire commit- 
tee passed unanimously upon the bill. 

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITAKER. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Missouri. 

Mr. SHORT. It is perhaps because 
my father served for 20 years as post- 
master in a small Missouri town, and 
I worked in that office as a youngster, 
that I have a natural sympathy for all 
postal employees. However, I do not 
think I am prejudiced in favoring them 
over any other group of our citizens. 
We all know the responsibility and nec- 
essary functions that they perform and 
this legislation, as was stated a moment 
ago by the gentleman from West Vir- 
ginia [Mr. BURNSIDE], is long overdue. 
I want to congratulate the chairman 
and the members of the Post Office and 
Civil Service Committee for bringing in 
this very meritorious legislation. 

Mr. WHITAKER. I thank the gen- 
tleman. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Ohio [Mr. Reams]. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield the gentleman 1 minute. 

Mr. REAMS. Mr. Chairman, I am 
for this bill as it has been reported, and 
particularly for the retroactive feature. 
Some months ago when the question of 
the great need of the employees of the 
Post Office Department was raised, and 
it was suggested that we speed up the 
legislation beyond the point where we 
could consider it as carefully as we 
should in reference to certain features, 
the suggestion of making it retroactive 
to the first of January or some point 
back in the early part of the year was 
made. Then it was discovered, I believe 
through suggestion from the Bureau of 
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the Budget, that it would confuse the 
bookkeeping of the Government and 
make it more difficult if it were made 
retroactive beyond the first day of July, 
the beginning of the fiscal year. While 
there was no record action of the com- 
mittee, it was generally agreed among 
the members at that time, and without 
a dissenting voice—to have more delib- 
erate committee action because of the 
fact that we are going to make the bill 
retroactive to the beginning of this fiscal 
year. I think it would be much less than 
justice to these people who have served 
so faithfully if we do not make this law 
retroactive at least to that point. That 
is, the point that has been fixed in the 
reported bill. 

I was impressed many years ago, per- 
haps the first time I went to New York, 
with the legend over the old Post Office 
Building which said: 

Neither snow, nor rain, nor heat, nor gloom 
of night stays these couriers from the swift 
completion of their appointed rounds. 


This, of course, referred to the postal 
employees. But there are obstacles 
which have deterred and have stayed 
these swift couriers in recent years. 
One of them is the fact that the post 
office system itself has grown faster than 
the appreciation of it by the Govern- 


ment and by the people generally. The 


post office system is the greatest opera- 
ting business in the world. It is some- 
thing which affects the lives of more 
people than any other part of our Gov- 
ernment, and affects them more often. 
We have taken great pride in it and we 
have to continue to have great pride in 
this organization, because it comes so 
close to us. We cannot do that without 
proper supervision. The supervisors and 
the people in the upper brackets of the 
Post Office Department are people who 
have come up through the ranks. It 
is almost necessarily so. They have been 
recruited from the ranks. But today the 
intake in the lower grades of the Post 
Office is so restricted and so inadequate 
that if we do not cut these lower grades 
off; if we do not take in capable types 
of people in the bottom, we will not have 
people to run this great business. We do 
not expect the Postmaster General, the 
executive vice president of this biggest 
operating corporation in the world, or 
what would be comparable to that, to 
get a salary comparable with private 
business, but we do have to pay these 
people in the lower brackets something 
in the way comparable to what they can 
get in industry or we cannot continue to 
operate this great Post Office business 
in the interest of the people. It is so 
vital that we pass this bill, it seems to 
me, that this committee has deliberated 
on and has reported out. It is so vital 
that we pass it as reported, not only in 
simple justice to the employees of the 
Post Office Department, but in the in- 
terest of this great organization that 
serves more American people every day 
than all other arms of the Government 
combined. 

— CHAIRMAN, All time has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
a parliamentary inquiry. s 
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 


state it, 


z 


Mr. REES of Kansas. As I under- 
stand, the Committee is presently con- 
sidering an amendment to House bill 244. 
Do I understand the procedure to be that 
the amendment will be read by the Clerk, 
and after being read, will be subject to 
amendment at any point. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 
correct. The Clerk will read the bill 
for amendment. uay 

The Clerk read as follows: 4 


Be it enacted, etc., That (a) the act en- 
titled “An act to reclassify the salaries -of 
postmasters, officers, and employees of the 
postal service; to establish uniform proce- 
dures for computing compensation; and for 
other purposes,” approved July 6, 1945, as 
amended, is hereby amended in the following 
respects: 


Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
the further reading of the bill be dis- 
pensed with and that the committee 
amendment be considered as read and 
be printed in the Recor at this point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman fron 
Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Committee amendment: Strike out all 
after the enacting clause and insert “That 
(a) each section of the act of July 6, 1945 
(Public Law 134, 79th Cong.), as amended 
and supplemented, which provides annual 
automatic pay grades for positions in the 
postal fleld service is amended (1) by strik- 
ing out the grade designations and rates of 
compensation provided for grades 1, 2, and 
3, and (2) by renumbering respectively, be- 
ginning with the No. 1, in the same sequence 
in which they appear on the day before the 
effective date of this section, those grades 
which are on such day higher than grade 3. 
Any references to pay grades higher than 
grade 3 and any references with respect to 
the total number of grades in any class of 
position which are contained in such act or 
in any other law are hereby renumbered to 
conform to the changes made by this sub- 
section. 

“(b) Each employee who, on the day be- 
fore the effective date of this section, is in 
grade 1, grade 2, or grade 3 shall as of such 
effective date be placed in the grade desig- 
nated as grade 1 by subsection (a). 

(e) Each employee on the rolls of the field | 
service of the Post Office Department on the 
effective date of this act for whom annual 
automatic pay grades are provided by the 
act of July 6, 1945, as amended and supple- 
mented, who entered the postal field service 
after June 30, 1945, and who has not been 
advanced at least two annual automatic pay 
grades pursuant to subsection (b) of thie 
section, section 2 of the act of March 6, 1946, 
as amended (Public Law 317, 79th Cong.) 
the act of July 31, 1946, as amended (Public 
Law 577, 79th Cong.), and section 2 (a), (b), 
(e), and (d) of the act of October 28, 1949, 
as amended (Public Law 428, 81st Cong.), 
shall be advanced two annual automatic pay 
grades, or, if such employee has been ad- 
vanced one annual automatic pay grade pur- 
suant to such provisions of law, he shall be 
advanced one annual automatic pay grade. 
Any such advancement in grade of an em- 
-ployee under this subsection shall be effec- 
jtive as of the effective date of this act and - 
‘Shall not be considered as a promotion for 
purposes of determining the date on which 
such employee is eligible for a promotion to 
the next higher grade. 
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“(d) Section 2 of the act entitled ‘An act 
to provide additional compensation and 
other benefits for postmasters, officers, and 
employees in the postal field service,’ ap- 
proved October 28, 1949, as amended, is 
hereby repealed. 

“Sec. 2. (a) Each postmaster, officer, and 
employee in the postal field service whose 
rate of compensation is prescribed by such 
act of July 6, 1945, as amended and supple- 
mented (including amendments made by the 


- first section of this act), shall receive addi- 


tional compensation at the rate of $400 per 
annum: Provided, That employees paid on 
an hourly or part-time basis shall receive 
additional compensation at the rate of 20 
cents per hour: Provided further, That post- 
masters at post offices of the fourth class 
shall receive additional compensation at the 
rate of a sum per annum equal to 20 percent 
of their basic annual compensation. 

“(b) Subsection (a) shall not apply to 
skilled-trades employees of the mail-equip- 
ment shops, job cleaners in first- and second- 
class post offices, and employees who are paid 
on a fee or contract basis. 

“Sec. 3. Any increase in rate of basic com- 
pensation by reason of the enactment of 
this act shall not be construed to be an 
equivalent increase in compensation within 
the meaning of section 701 of the Classifica- 
tion Act of 1949, as amended, in the case of 
employees in the postal field service who 
transfer or are transferred to positions with- 
in the purview of the Classification Act of 
1949, as amended. 

“Sec. 4. (a) This act shall become effective 
as of July 1, 1951. 

“(b) No retroactive compensation or salary 
shall be payable by reason of the enactment 
of this act in the case of any individual not 
in the service of the United States (includ- 
ing service in the Armed Forces of the United 
States) or of the municipal government of 
the District of Columbia on the date of en- 
actment of this act, except that such retro- 
active compensation or salary shall be paid a 
retired postmaster, officer, or employee for 
services rendered during the period begin- 
ning July 1, 1951, and ending with the date 
of his retirement.” 

Amend the title so as to read: “A bill to 
reduce the number of grades for positions in 
the postal field service and to provide salary 
increases for personnel in such service,” 


Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I think that the Com- 
mittee Members who are for this bill have 
made an excellent case for it. There is 
one point that has not been made that 
I think is very important. The original 
bill, when it was introduced, provided 
for a 17-percent-pay increase, if that 
had been done it would have resulted in 
a typical category like postal clerks’ sal- 
aries, in raising their pay commensurate 
with the rise in the consumers’ cost of 
living, and provided for increases more 
comparable with the rises which have 
taken place in the wages of factory and 
similar workers since 1939. Postal clerks 
had salary increases making their aver- 
age salaries about 166.7 percent of 1939. 
During this same period the consumers’ 
price index of the Department of La- 
jbor—1939=100—has gone up to 185.4. 
On this basis a 17-percent increase would 
have been just about right to enable the 
postal clerks to keep up. The committee 
has not done that. 

„ The committee has really brought in 
a package bill, as has been said here a 
‘number of times, combining a pay in- 
crease, , elimination of certain lower 
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grades, and adjusted compensation to 
people who came in after the war who 
were not called because of war services. 

The point that I would like to leave 
with the committee, and which I think 
every Member should think of as these 
amendments come up, which endeavor 
to cut out this or cut out that, and nibble 
away at this bill—like a fair retroactivity 
provision—is the fact that the commit- 
tee has arrived at a compromise which 
is in balance. We should, insofar as we 
humanly can, if we want to be fair to the 
postal workers, keep all parts of this 
package bill together and pass this bill 
just as the committee, which has spent 
so much time and effort on it and has 
balanced it in all its detail, has brought 
it to us. 

There is one fundamental point about 
the compensation of postal workers we 
must all remember. They cannot strike. 
They cannot engage in collective bar- 
gaining. Their opportunities are limited. 
They cannot go out and find other jobs. 
The post office is their career. We, the 
Congress, are their bosses. It seems to 
me it calls on our part for our finest 
powers of judgment and equity, indeed, 
for a kind of human understanding 
jwhich I think the committe has brought 
to the package bill that it was brought 
‘in and now asks us to adopt. We must 
See that the justice of the Nation is done, 
‘that salaries and conditions of postal 
workers are commensurate with respon- 
sibilities, with prevailing salaries and 
wages, with tenure of service, with merit 
and with the’ special conditions sur- 
rounding their lack of the comparable 
‘opportunities afforded by private em- 
ployment. 

I hope very much that the Commit- 
tee of the Whole will turn down these 
nibbling amendments and will pass the 
bill just as the committee brought it 
to us. 

Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JAVITS. I yield to the gentleman 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. CANFIELD. The morale of the 
average postal worker in the United 
States today is at an unfortunate low. 
This bill will go far to raise that morale. 

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment to the 
committee amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Murray of 
Tennessee to the committee amendment: 
On page 8, strike out beginning with line 14 
down through line 9 on page 9, and on page 
9, line 10, strike out (d)“ and insert (o).“ 


Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, this is the so-called fringe 
benefit provision that I referred to in 
my opening statement. This not only 
gives certain postal employees a $400 in- 
crease, of which I am in favor, but it 
also gives them an additional grade of 
either $100 or an additional two grades 
of $200, which will make these 150,000 
'emplayees get a $500 or $600 increase 
rather than the $400 increase. The 
total cost of this special benefit and 
40 80 to these employees will be $28,- 

0,000. 


These employees have been insisting 
that they should be given these gratui- 
tous or bonus grades because when Pub- 
lic Law 134 was passed, the law, which 
was reported out by our committee, pro- 
vided that instead of giving a general 
increase to postal employees we just gave 
them four more grades. It was equiva- 
lent to $400. We could have given them 
a $400 increase, but they were making 
$1,700 as a starting salary and $2,100 as 
a maximum, so it was really an increase 
of $400, not four grades. I do not think 
these employees are entitled to this ex- 
tra benefit. 

Let me speak about another benefit. 
These employees in addition to the $400 
carried in this bill will get a $100 auto- 
matic promotion sometime within the 
year, so they will get $500 under this 
bill if you strike out this section giving 
them these extra benefits. 

Mr. Chairman, this is an unpleasant 
task, it is a hopeless task, but I am satis- 
fying my conscience. I know I am right 
in my judgment about this matter. I 
know I am treating the employees right 
when I ask you to eliminate this bonus. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to this amendment, and 
will also oppose elimination of the pro- 
vision to date the increase from July 1. 

I wish to state to the Congress that 
the committee has passed on this bill, 
and, from my examination, I believe 
brought out a fair package bill. The 
bill should be looked at as a whole, and 
as a unit. As has been said previously, 
you start knocking off one little item 
here and one little item there, you are 
going to have ramifications that the 
Congress cannot follow in this short pe- 
riod of time. 

Mr. TACKETT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FULTON. I yield to the gentle- 
man. 

Mr. TACKETT. Will the gentleman 
explain what the fringe benefits are that 
the gentleman from Tennessee men- 
tioned? 

Mr. FULTON. I will refer that to the 
gentleman from Tennessee. Was not 
the gentleman listening when the gen- 
tleman from Tennessee was speaking, 
and has he not read the committee re- 
port and the minority views? 

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FULTON. I yield. 

Mr. CORBETT. This situation, as 
most of us understand, has to do with 
those who came into the service imme- 
diately following the bill which the Con- 
gress passed. 

Mr. FULTON. If the gentleman from 
Oklahoma wants an explanation of that 
specific item, there has been no increase 
in the last raise bill to the employees 
who came in since 1945. 

Mr. CORBETT. Most of those indi- 
viduals are war veterans who came back 
from World War II and were not given 
the benefit of the $400 increase, which 
had been passed in the previous fiscal 
year. So they started in at $400 less, 
This provision does the same as the Sen- 
ate provision, and simply corrects half 
of that difference. 
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But. if they did re- 
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ceive one grade increase, they will get 
$100 here, and if they did not receive 
any grade increase, they will get $200, 
whereas they feel they should have been 
entitled to the $400 increase. 

Mr. FULTON. I am against deleting 
that or any other provision in the bill, 
which the committee has passed on, and 
which a majority of the committee has 
approved and reported. 

May I refer again to what the chair- 
man of the committee said when he was 
arguing in general debate. He had cited 
that there were certain professional 
people in his home State such as teach- 
ers with a master’s degree who were 
getting $258 a month when they came 
out of school and took their teaching 
jobs. In addition to that, he said certain 
teachers in his home-town community 
of Jackson, Tenn., which we will agree 
is a good community, as we all do, re- 
ceive $300 a month after 14 years of 
service although they have masters’ de- 
grees. Of course, that rate of pay can- 
not be said to be the rule for the whole 
country. It is a specific case. If it is 
possible to get people of that grade in 
Tennessee, with a profession, for that 
amount of money, it certainly is not the 
rule for the country and should not be 
a make-weight or argument in this case 
when we are dealing with our postal 
people all over the country. Exceptional 
specific instances should not be used for 
the purpose of making general rules, 
and especially where the number of 
people are involved that are being taken 
care of under this bill. It is wrong to 
pay that amount in Tennessee, or any 
place throughout the country, for pro- 
fessional people who have masters’ de- 
grees. Two wrongs, by adding another 
wrong of recommending such action for 
the postal employees, will not make a 
right. 

Further, this is one place where the 
public and the taxpayers are getting full 
value for their money, the post office 
employees give us our money’s worth and 
more. I am in favor of a good day’s 
work for a good day’s pay. We are not 
giving this postal pay raise money away 
in grants to foreign countries; these are 
pay raises to our own hard-working 
people who have earned them. In addi- 
tion to that, the pay raise is on the basis 
of a cost-of-living increase, and the cost- 
of-living increase is just the same for 
those people who have come in since 
1945 and hits them the same as it hits 
the other people in the postal service, 
Shortly after the debate on this amend- 
ment is over, I believe we should have 
a motion that the committee do now 
rise and report the bill for final passage. 
Such motion will give the Congress a 
chance to vote on the committee bill 
and send it right out for final passage 
as it is, rather than go through all these 
amendments and take up a great deal 
of time. It is going to be a case of either 
backing the committee and backing the 
committee bill or else voting it down and 
hacking at the bill by amendments here, 
and hacking at it there by more amend- 
ments. So, if someone will introduce 
the amendment for assisting rural 
carriers, we can then have a decision on 
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the bill, and decide whether we want it 
in its present form and get it over with, 
and then pass on the other two bills to 
be taken up this afternoon. The good 
postal workers are entitled to quick ac- 
tion on this pay-raise bill, after the 
months of delay it has encountered 
reaching the floor. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. TEAGUE. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, as I understand this 
section, when World War II began thou- 
sands of men who were on the eligible 
register were called into the service. 
After their time in the service they came 
home and went to work in the post of- 
fice and they received no credit for the 
time they spent in the service. Men 
who had not gone into the service would 
be a number of salary grades ahead of 
the veteran. This same injustice took 
place in World War I and was cor- 
rected after World War I. As I under- 
stand it, this section merely corrects an 
injustice that has been done many em- 
ployees, and I hope the amendment will 
be defeated. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TEAGUE. I yield. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. I am 
afraid the gentleman does not under- 
stand the situation. He is entirely er- 
roneous in his position. This does not 
affect any present postal employee who 
was on the eligible roll when he went 
into the service in World War II. They 
were taken care of by the McCormack 
Act, and they were entitled to be, be- 
cause they had taken an examination 
and were on the eligible list before they 
were called into service. After they 
came back they were given the bene- 
fits of Public Law 134. These men were 
given those benefits and they were never 
on the eligible list until they were dis- 
charged and came back home. 

Mr. TEAGUE. If I had taken an ex- 
amination and was on the register and 
I went into the service and came home 
and went to work for the postal depart- 
ment, I would not receive credit for the 
time I spent in the service. Is that cor- 
rect? 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Yes; that 
is correct; from the time you were offered 
a job. 

Mr. TEAGUE. But I was not offered 
a job. Mr. Chairman, I think the gen- 
tleman is completely mistaken in what 
he is saying, and I hope the amendment 
will be defeated. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Tennessee [Mr. MURRAY]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment which 
is at the Clerk’s desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Murray of Ten- 
nessee to the committee amendment: On 
page 10, strike out lines 10 to 21, inclusive, 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

“Sec. 4. This act shall take effect on the 
first day of the first pay period which com- 
mences after the date of its enactment,” 
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Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, the committee bill before you 
provides that this salary increase shall 
be retroactive to July 1, 1951. My 
amendment is to strike out that date and 
make this increase effective on the first 
day of the following month after the 
month when the act is approved. 

There are three bills to be considered: 
the postal salary bill, the reclassification 
bill for postmasters and supervisors, and 
the bill for classified employees. Those 
three bills will cost $675,000,000. All of 
them have a retroactive date to July 1. 
If my amendment is adopted for each of 
these bills, you will save $225,000,000. It 
has always been customary for salary 
bills to become effective on the first day 
of the month after they were approved 
and became law. 

I know the House is not going to ap- 
prove my amendment, but I want to give 
some of you who have been clamoring 
about our heavy expenditures and trying 
to cut down nondefense expenditures a 
chance to express yourselves. I have my 
record. I have supported the Jensen 
amendment every time it was proposed 
on an appropriation bill. I have tried 
to fight for economy. I have tried to be 
fair to the employees, but I have a duty 
and a responsibility to the taxpayers of 
this country. While I know I am fighting 
a losing fight, I know my conscience is 
clear in making this fight. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Tennessee has expired. 

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Chairman, I 
consider it only my duty to speak in sup- 
port of this long-pending legislation to 
afford an equitable increase in compen- 
sation to our faithful postal employees. 
I particularly urge you, my colleagues, 
to accept and approve the provision 
making this measure retroactive to July. 

As you all realize, this bill has been 
held in the committee since April of 
1950, and it is a matter of regret to me, 
and I know to a great many other Mem- 
bers, that we were not permitted to act 
upon it before this late date. 

It has been my privilege and pleasure 
to repeatedly appear before the House 
and Senate Post Office and Civil Service 
Committees, during these past 4 years, 
to testify on the various proposals for 
elimination of the salary injustices pre- 
vailing among the Postal Department 
employees, as well as all Federal em- 
ployees, whose wage scales lagged seri- 


ously behind the advances afforded in 


the comparable fields of industry. 

Iam not going to unduly take the time 
of this House, at this hour, to recite in 
detail the changing economic conditions 
which have materially reduced the buy- ' 
ing power of the purchasing dollar in the 
hands of the American wage earners to- 
day. The committee hearings particu- | 
larly revealed the present existence of | 
economic factors which gravely handi- 
cap our postal employees in their strug- 5 
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gle to maintain a decent living level of 
life for themselves and their families. 
No one will be bold enough to deny there 
is a pressing and urgent need for equi- 
table pay adjustment to raise the living 
standards of our posta! workers. 

With special reference to these em- 
ployees, I submit that their universally 
recognized devotion and industry in their 
work on behalf of their country deserves 
the gratitude, respect, and admiration 
of all other citizens. 

In this connection, I deeply believe it 
is very timely pertinent to point out and 
remind you that, if this Government is 
to uphold the tradition of honest service, 
administered by loyal personnel, it must 
offer our employees wages comparable 
to other occupations of the same nature 
in private industry. z 

The best insurance against any mis- 
guided reception of false Communist 
propaganda by our Government em- 
ployees is to wisely and practically ex- 
tend them a fair living wage. It is only 
ordinary common sense and recognition 
of the facts of life that if our Govern- 
ment employees are sufficiently compen- 
sated to enable them to meet their per- 
sonal and family obligations with con- 
fidence and a high morale, then there 
will be no doubt of their loyalty as good 
Emericans and their repudiation of 
Communist ideas. 

I urge you, therefore, in simple jus- 
tice, to approve this measure to provide 
these salary intreases to our faithful 
postal employees without further delay. 

Mr. WITHROW. Mr. Chairmen, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr, WITHROW. Mr. Chairman, I 
cannot permit to go unchallenged this 
effort to cut out the retroactive feature 
in this measure. As a matter of fact, 
as was very well stated by the gentleman 
from Indiana, at the time this was con- 
sidered there were a great many mem- 
bers of the committee who wanted to 
make this retroactive feature applicable 
January 1,1951. The retroactive date as 
of July 1, 1951, was a compromise. As a 
matter of fact, we speak of the increases 
postal employees have had. When that 
is analyzed we find that the postal em- 
ployees have had no substantial increase 
in their wages since 1948. We find that 
in 1949 they received under Public Law 
428 of the Eighty-first Congress an in- 
crease in pay of $120 a year; and the 
hourly employees received an increase of 
2% cents per hour. Under that act the 
fourth class postmasters received a 5- 
percent increase. The other increases 
were in regard to those who went into the 
service many years ago and allowed them 
an additional $200 a year. It was ad- 
mitted at that time that the increase in 
wages granted to postal employees was 
entirely inadequate to compensate for 
the high cost of living at that time. So 
we come here today with this very nomi- 
nal, very conservative increase in wages 
for postal employees, with a retroactive 
date as of July 1, 1951, and immediately 
there is a plea on the part of some few 
Members that the taxpayers of this great 
country were being sacrificed to benefit 
postal employees. 

I think this is an absurd and unfair 


position, particularly in view of the fact 
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that we are giving to foreign countries 
huge sums to raise their standards of 
living. It would be well if we paid more 
attention to our own people and their 
welfare. 

I wish the hearings were printed, for 
then you could read the graphic picture 
of the postal service; high officials, not 
only representatives of the men but 
representatives of the postal service tes- 
tifying before the committee as to the 
declining morale in the service; likewise 
that employees were seeking employ- 
ment outside the postal service in order 
to increase the family revenue so they 
might maintain a decent standard of 
living. 

Furthermore, former Congressman 
Ramspeck, today Chairman of the Civil 
Service Commission, appeared before 
the committee and testified that there 
should be an increase in wages. He tes- 
tified that were the increase in wages 
brought up to meet the high cost of 
living, the cost of living index at the 
present time, it would have to be about 
20 percent, but that it was not prac- 
tical to give that much of an increase at 
this time. That came from the Chair- 
man of the Civil Service Commission. 
Certainly these faithful employees are 
entitled to an increase to be made ret- 
roactive to July 1, 1951, certainly they 
are not at fault for the delay in the pas- 
sage of this legislation, and therefore 
“perma they should not be penalized 

or it. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WITHROW. I yield. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Does not the 
gentleman believe that unless this bill 
is made retroactive, before the year is 
out these representatives of the postal 
employees will be coming back to our 
committee and asking for a further in- 
crease? 

Mr. WITHROW. That will be abso- 
lutely necessary. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr, Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

, Mr. WITHROW. I yield. 

| Mr, JAVITS. Is it not a fact that 
the July 1 date was just a compromise? 
That date should stand, in view of the 
fact that this Congress, not the postal 
workers, was at fault because we just 
have not had time to get at this bill 
sooner. 

Mr. WITHROW. Yes; the gentleman 
is right about that. 

Mr. ANGELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WITHROW. I yield. 

Mr. ANGELL. I think the genile- 
man is absolutely correct. I am going 
to vote for this bill without crippling 
amendments. I think it would be a 
great mistake on the part of this com- 
mittee and of the House to strike out 
the retroactive feature. Congress 
should have passed this bill over a year 
‘ago. During the recent recess I spent 
some time at home and interviewed a 
number of postal employees. I was sur- 
prised to learn of the low morale in the 
postal service due to the fact that the 
wage scale is insufficient to support the 
men and their families. The service is 
losing its best men because the salaries 
are insufficient to support the postal em- 
ployees and their families, 
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Mr. WITHROW. I thank the distin- 
guished gentleman, I hope the amend- 
ment will be defeated decisively. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the Murray amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to no man in my 
high esteem of the postal employees; I 
know that they are a fine patriotic group 
of Government employees. I am their 
friend, and they know it. 

Mr. Chairman, I am certain the postal 
employees would be satisfied to take a 
$400 annual increase without this retro- 
active clause. 

This is not a pleasant task which I am 
attempting to perform here, but I am 
sure nobody in this House or out of this 
House can truthfully say that the postal 
employees are not willing to suffer to 
this extent, because of the terrific ex- 
penditure which the taxpayers of the 
Nation must bear, the postal employees 
themselves being a part of the taxpayers 
of this Nation. 

I am also very sure that very, very 
few postal employees would hold it 
against any of us, if we pass this bill as 
it has been reported with a $400 annual 
pay increase, without going back and 
paying him or her for all they have al- 
ready done, since it is not common prac- 
tice for Congress to make pay raises ret- 
roactive, as all of you well know. 

I shall support this bill regardless of 
whether this pending amendment is 
adopted or not, because I feel the postal 
employees are entitled to this increase. 

Mr. KLEIN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JENSEN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. KLEIN. The gentleman stated 
that he is certain the post-office em- 
ployees would not want the retroactive 
feature in this bill. 

— Mr. JENSEN. I did not say just that. 
| Mr. KLEIN. I am sorry. 
! Mr. JENSEN. I did not say it in 80 
many words as the gentleman has stated. 

Mr. KLEIN. Will the gentleman re- 
peat his statement to the effect he be- 
lieves the postal employees would be 
Satisfied? 

Mr. JENSEN. Would be satisfied, yes. 

Mr. KLEIN. Has the gentleman spo- 
ken to any employee or to any repre- 
sentative of any employee group? 

Mr. JENSEN. I do not have to speak 
to them. I know them well. I know 
what is in their hearts. 

Mr. Chairman, I was a member of the 
Post Offices and Post Roads Committee 
the first two sessions I served in this 
House, and I learned something about 


the postal employees, their loyalty, and 


their efforts in doing their job well. The 


postal employees as a general rule do 


more for their pay than the employees 
of most any other department of Gov- 
ernment. There may be a few excep- 
tions in the smaller branches of our 
Government. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope the Murray 
amendment will be adopted. The gen- 


‘tleman from Tennessee [Mr. Murray] ` 


is always fair right down the line in his 
treatment toward his fellow man. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
, gentleman from Iowa has expired. 

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment, 
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Mr. Chairman, I am not going to take 
all of my time. I do not understand why 
we have not limited debate on this 
amendment. I just rise to briefly point 
out that every single piece of mail and 
every presentation that I have had from 
many individual postal employees or 
from any organized group of postal em- 
ployees has vigorously urged that the 
retroactive feature be maintained. 

I want to make the further statement 
that I believe very sincerely that had we 
been able to bring about this pay in- 
crease last January or February, which 
would still have been months after the 
fourth round of pay increases for private 
employees, perhaps no retroactive fea- 
ture would be justified. But now here 
in the fall of 1951, more than a year after 
the inflationary forces threaten our 
economy, we are just getting around to 
the job of adjusting salaries. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. Mr, 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CORBETT. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Mississippi. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi, The 
gentleman states that every letter he has 
received from a postal employee advo- 
cates making this pay increase retro- 
active. I just wonder if the gentleman 
has received any letters from any tax- 
payers, other than a postal employee or 
a member of his family asking that this 
be made retroactive. How does the gen- 


* eral public feel about making this retro- 


active? 

Mr. CORBETT. I will say to the gen- 
tleman that from the very small number 
of communications from persons not di- 
rectly involved, they have agreed that 
the retroactive feature is fair. But I 
cannot emphasize that there has been 
a great number. 

Mr. MORANO. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CORBETT. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Connecticut. 

Mr. MORANO. Is it not a fact that 
this is one of the direct services that the 
taxpayer gets for his tax dollar, and that 
the taxpayer at large is willing to pay 
for this pay raise for the postal em- 
ployees. 

Mr. CORBETT. I am glad the gen- 
tleman brought that up. As he knows, 
I send out a questionnaire about every 3 
months to the people of my district, and 
it would amaze the gentleman, as it did 
me, to find that 70 percent of the people 
who signed replies, well over 3,000, 
agreed that they were willing to pay 4 
cents first-class postage rate and 2 cents 
on postal cards to bring about the in- 
crease. 

Mr. MORANO. Of course. 

Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, we have all talked about 
an increase for postal employees since 
the first of the year. The original bill 
H. R. 244 called for 17 percent across the 
board. The increase as it stands today 
is approximately 11 percent, which is still 
a far cry from 17 percent that it orig- 
inally was. The postal employees have 
worked hard and have waited a long time 
for this increase. As has been pointed 
out previously, it was a compromise not 
to bring it back to January 1 of this year 
but to July 1 of 1951. 


1951 


Mr, BURNSIDE. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LESINSKI. I yield to the gentle- 
man from West Virginia. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. Was it not nearly a 
unanimous report by the committee? 

Mr. LESINSKI. It certainly was. 

Mr. KLEIN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LESINSKI. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. KLEIN. Is it not also a fact that 
the postal employees of this country have 
been led to believe through the newspa- 
pers that this bill would be passed and 
that it probably would become effective 
July 1, and that is why it is only fair that 
we should make it retroactive now? 

Mr. LESINSKI. That is true. The 
fact is that the bill, in all respect to any- 
one, was heard thoroughly in the com- 
mittee, and it took longer than expected. 
So the point is, as was pointed out pre- 
viously, we made it July 1, in all fairness 
to the employees of the Post Office De- 
partment. I do not think the amend- 
ment should be adopted. ’ 

Mr. WHITAKER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move that all debate on this amend- 
ment close in 5 minutes. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
MAcHROWICzZ]. 

Mr. MACHROWICZ. Mr. Chairman, 
I had no intention of participating in 
this debate because I think much too 
much has been said and much too little 
has been done so far, but a note has 
been introduced which I think requires 
an answer, namely, the note of the 
necessity for a little patriotism on the 
part of the postal employees. I think 
the postal employees have already dem- 
onstrated their patriotism by staying 
on the job when their pay was so far 
under what it should have been for a 
long time. 

I think the retroactivity clause must 
be kept in the bill, because the Post 
Office employees have borrowed from 
the Postal Employees Credit Union in 
Detroit much more than they can ever 
repay on the basis of the promises and 
assurances made by this Congress that 
this raise, and more than we are giving 
them today, would be given to them. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask for a vote in favor 
of the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 

nizes the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
EDWIN ARTHUR HALL]. 
Chairman, this is the climax of a long 
fight on the part of post office employees 
and Members of Congress friendly to 
their cause. I appreciate this oppor- 
tunity to say today that I am for the 
retroactive pay. It was our responsi- 
bility to pass this bill early in the year 
and it is our responsibility today to see 
that these postal employees get what is 
coming to them despite our procrastina- 
tion and delay. I think we ought to 
make the bill retroactive further back 
than July 1. Make it a year, if you want 
to. At any rate, I think we are doing the 
right thing here today. We are raising 
the postal employees. 

There is a man back home that I know 
who has five children. He has to go out 
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and peddle papers on Sunday in order 
to make up the family budget, in order 
to feed his family. He is a postal em- 
ployee. He ought to have a raise. He 
ought to have a chance to balance his 
budget. 

This raise should be as music to the 
ears of our postal workers after so long 
a struggle. I am happy to vote for it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr, PHILBIN]. 

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Chairman, it is a 
matter of common knowledge of which 
Members of the House may well take 
judicial notice that since the Korean 
war prices of commodities and neces- 
saries of life have risen sharply and in 
marked degree. 

American industry has taken account 
of this inflationary advance in prices. 
Wages and salaries have been generally 
raised in every section of industry. 
Farm income has been greatly enhanced 
by the Government support program. 
Everyone, or practically everyone in 
civilian industry, has received the bene- 
fit of wage and salary increases. 

The Government has recognized this 
fact and we have heretofore established 
a Wage Stabilization Board which in 
policy and in practice has permitted 
wages and salaries to rise 10 percent 
and even more. 

Only postal workers and Government 
workers have been held to the pre- 
Korean war wage level. Their living 
costs have risen, catapulted to new highs 
in some instances, and yet they have 
been unable to secure increased wage 
and salary benefits. Unquestionably 
and without a scintilla of doubt this sit- 
uation has caused pinch and hardship 
in thousands of American families—the 
families of our faithful, efficient postal 
workers and other Government workers. 

I do not believe that there is a think- 
ing taxpayer in the country who would 
be willing to challenge the basic fair- 
ness of correcting these inequities. 

In fact, I have not received one single 
communication protesting or opposing 


in any respect the equalizing of these 


salaries. 

Let us do elementary justice to the 
postal workers and other Federal em- 
ployees. Let us move at once to relieve 
them from the anxiety and hardship 
that attends their family living prob- 
lems in this day of inflation. Let us vote 
for the fair, reasonable provisions of this 
legislation and other legislation intended 


to provide equitable and just treatment 


of our postal workers and Federal em- 
ployees. à 

I will support this bill and the two 
other bills that will be presented to the 
House following the consideration of this 
measure. And I will oppose all crippling 
amendments which in effect would nul- 
lify the sound intentions and effects of 
these salutary measures. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. RHODES]. 

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to state my opposition to this amend- 
ment for the reasons I have stated dur- 
ing general debate. I do not believe it 
is fair to make any cut in the provisions 
of this bill. Certainly we were very gen- 
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erous yesterday in regard to postal sub- 
sidies. I am sure we did not vote for 
those subsidies because of any letters 
from the general public. I hope this 
amendment is voted down. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
RABAUT]. 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman from Iowa said he knows the 
post-office employees are willing to suf- 
fer. How long does he want them to 
suffer, and to what extent does he want 
them to suffer? 

There are 6,300 employees in the De- 
troit Post Office. Seventy-two percent 
of these employees are doing part-time 
work on a second job; 1,300 have been 
forced to quit their positions, of which 
number 500 held permanent positions, 
because of economic conditions. The 
Credit Union of the Post Office has made 
loans in Detroit of over $1,000,000 in the 
first 8 months of this year. 

I close my remarks by saying again, 
how much should they suffer? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

All time has expired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Tennessee 
(Mr. MURRAY]. 

The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. Murray) 
there were—ayes 18, noes 122. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mrs. Sr. GEORGE: 

Page 10, following line 3, insert new sec- 
tion, as follows: 

“Sec. 3. (a) The President is authorized to 
investigate through the established agencies 
of the Government the facts relating to the 
cost of living in the United States during 
each 6-month period following the effective 
date of this act, and to establish the measure 
thereof in terms of the ‘Consumer's Price 
Index for Moderate Income Families in Large 
Cities—All Items, published by the Bureau 
of Labor Statistics, Department of Labor, on 
a monthly basis, which hereafter shall be 
referred to in this act as the basic Consum- 
er's Price Index. The President is author- 
ized and directed to establish an average 
basic Consumer’s Price Index for each suc- 
ceeding 6-month period following the date 
of the enactment of this act. 

“(b) For each point or major fraction 
thereof by which the average basic Con- 
sumer's Price Index during any 6-month 
period after the enactment of this act varies 
from 185.4, the compensation of all officers 
and employees who received an increase in 
compensation under this act shall be in- 
creased or reduced during the following 
6-month period at the rate of $50 per annum 
for employees paid on an annual basis, 2½ 
cents per hour for hourly employees, and 
2% percent for postmasters at offices of the 
fourth class, in accordance with the increase , 
or decrease in such average basic Consumer's 
Price Index.” 

And page 10, line 4, strike out “Sec. 3” 
and insert “Src. 4.” 

And page 10, line 11, strike out “Sec. 4” 
and insert Sc. 5.” 


Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Mr. Chairman, 
this, of course, is the escalator clause, 
which has already been put into effect 
by the General Motors Corp., and by 
many other large corporations through- 
out the country. My reason for intro- 
ducing it at this time is that I think it 


11770 


is abundantly clear from the debate on 
the floor of the House today that in pass- 
ing these pay-raise bills, we always 
come in too late with too little. This 
amendment would in no way affect the 
bill, that is, it would not affect the basic 
pay raise of $400. That would remain 
permanent. But from there on out, we 
would be governed by the cost-of-living 
index. The President would refer to it 
every 6 months so that every 6 months, 
it could be equitably adjusted. 

The figures given in the amendment 
are similar to the figures used by the 
General Motors contract, and others. 
There has been some question raised as 
to the difficulty of administration. I 
submit to you, Mr. Chairman, that if the 
great corporations of the country can 
administer such a clause, there is no 
reason why the United States Govern- 
ment should not be able to do likewise. 

As to the sums to be appropriated, we 
have all heard of supplementary appro- 
priations, and it might well be that it 
will be necessary to use those supple- 
mentary appropriations to fill out what 
is necessary at the end of the fiscal year. 
This has been done before. I know that 
it will be done again, and I cannot see 
that that would be any objection against 
the amendment. 

The more I see of people living on 
fixed salaries under the present rising 
cost of living, the more I feel that the 
two things have got to be brought closer 
together. It is true that we are living 
in an inflationary period, but the only 
way to make that inflation bearable is 
to make the wage scale go up with the 
natural, or perhaps unnatural, fall of 
the dollar. If your dollar is worth only 
50 cents, it stands to reason that you 
need two dollars where one would do 
before. It is true that injustice will 
still persist for those who are living on 
small, fixed incomes, for those who are 
living on retirement pay, but simply be- 
cause some people suffer is no reason 
why we should not correct an injustice 
where it can be done equitably and 
easily. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. I yield to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. FULTON. If you once put in your 
amendment, from here on these wages 
are frozen with the present bill as a 
basis. Do you not think that there 
should be more study given on an in- 
vestigative and actuarial basis to see 
what this would mean on rise and fall 
as to the wages? Has there been enough 
time given to see what the history would 
have meant from 1939 to 1951, or what 
the history would mean if the cost of 
living goes up or goes down? Has 

enough time or attention been given to 
your amendment so that we can base 
all future rises and decreases on your 
amendment, or should we study it a little 
more and let the committee come back 
with a separate bill? 

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. I believe that 
sufficient study has been given to it, but 
I will say to my colleague from Penn- 
sylvania that it is of course perfectly 
true that most Members of the House 
have not had time to study this amend- 
ment. It is a new amendment. It is 
yery new in thought, but on the other 
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hand, it has been used by business 
throughout the country. It has been 
approved of by labor throughout the 
country, and I have merely taken those 
figures and those opinions as the basis 
for the present amendment. 

I hope that the House will give this 
amendment serious consideration. I 
feel sure that anyone who has listened 
to debate in the committee and who has 
listened to debate on the floor of this 
House must realize that we are working 
rather under a horse-and-buggy rule. 
We must modernize our thinking in these 
matters. We must also modernize and 
streamline our methods of taking care 
of these problems. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. I yield to the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. JAVITS. I would like to compli- 
ment the gentlewoman on presenting 
this new idea, but I join with my 
colleague from Pennsylvania [Mr. FUL- 
ton] in asking whether the gentlewo- 
man has consulted with the organi- 
zation of postal employees and the 
various organizations affected. After 
all, they are the ones who would know 
whether this would be the proper ap- 
proach. 

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. I can only tell 
my colleague that I have consulted with 
individuals in various organizations. I 
have not consulted with the organiza- 
tions as a whole. The individuals with 
whom I have talked have been favor- 
ably inclined toward this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentlewoman from New York has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. WIER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. Rather 
than use the word “opposing,” I would 
use the phrase “a little hestitation.” I 
happen to be one of those who has had 
considerable interest in the BLS index. 
A subcommittee of the House Committee 
on Education and Labor spent several 
weeks interviewing all those people who 
had an interest in this index. 

It is true, as the gentleman from New 
York stated, that there are today ap- 
proximately 3,000,000 workers covered 
by contracts in accordance with that in- 
dex; their increases are governed by the 
figures of the index. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WIER. I yield. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Why should not 
postal employees be under the escalator 
clause as well as anybody else? 

Mr. WIER. I was coming to that, if 
the gentleman will let me proceed a 
little further. 

These 3,000,000 workers who appar- 
ently have accepted the index as a guide 
for wage increases, or if conditions war- 
rant it, adjustments downward, what 
unions and what organizations are they? 
They are certainly not Government em- 
ployees. The unions that have agreed 
to and seem to be satisfied with the 
present arrangement are the United 
Auto Workers in the automobile indus- 
try, the United Rubber Workers in the 
rubber industry, the railroad workers 
in the railroad industry. All these 
workers, highly organized and indus- 


trialized, have been successful in estab- 
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lishing a good base rate because they 
have enjoyed the benefits of four, and 
in one or two cases five such pay in- 
creases. These are the unions that have 
established a good base pay to which 
the yardstick is to be applied. 

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Mr, Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WIER. I yield. 

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. I take it then 
that the gentleman's criticism is of the 
base pay, which the gentleman does not 
feel is adequate. I have already stated 
that I was in grave doubt that the base 
pay was adequate, but I do not feel that 
that is an argument against the amend- 
ment; it is an argument against the base 
pay. If the base pay is inadequate that 
should be changed first; then from there 
on have the escalator clause in effect 
just as it is in the case of wage contracts 
negotiated by these highly organized 
unions. 

Mr. WIER. Then I will oppose the 
action on the basis that until the postal 
pay is brought up to the level of similar 
work in other industries, in private em- 
ployment, that it not be applied to this 
present level of wages, because they are 
too low. Iam sure I can agree with the 
gentlewoman that the standard of wages 
paid to Government employees, whether 
they be postal employees or employees 
5 some other department or agency, are 

ow. 

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. I agree with the 
gentleman, but might I ask this ques- 
tion: E those wages and if that base pay 
were brought up to what he and I con- 
sider a more adequate level, would he 
then agree that an escalator clause would 
be a desirable thing to have in order to 
take care of these people rapidly and 
efficiently? A 

Mr. WIER. At least I would welcome 
the opportunity for a little review of it, 
and I think that would be the better 
place from which to start. Let us not 
apply a yardstick such as the BLS to 
a wage level or a wage base now that 
is exceptionally low, as has been ad- 


. mitted on the floor here time after time 


today. If he BLS index is to be ap- 
plied to Government wage scales let us 


put them up to the basis of private em- 


ployment and give them more nearly 
equal treatment. 

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. The gentleman I 
am sure will agree with me, however, 
that if this bil! passes as it is going to 
and even with the retroactive clause, 
by next January we will again have to 
consider a raise in salaries, because it 
will be inadequate by next January. 

Mr. WIER. Well, thank God, this is 
a great improvement over the present 
condition of these very loyal employees. 

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word and rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I think there is much 
merit to the proposal contained in this 
amendment offered by the gentlewoman 
from New York. I do not, however, think 
it is wise to put it into this bill today. 
Far-reaching legislation of this kind 
should certainly be more carefully stud- 
ied in committee. Such a study has not 
been made, and for that reason the 
amendment should be voted down. 

Mr. McVEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the pending amendment, 
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Mr. Chairman, may I say a word in 
regard to the amendment which has 
been offered by the gentlewoman from 
New York. We tried in our school sys- 
tem wken I was a school administrator, 
to operate under a cost-of-living index 
as a guide for salary increases of high- 
school teachers. We followed this prac- 
tice for a time, and I think it was a very 
good solution for difficulties which we 
were encountering in our effort to raise 
the pay of school teachers to the point 
where they could keep up with the cost 
of living. 3 

I am not certain that this proposal 
has received sufficient study to justify 
its incorporation in the bill before the 
House at this time, but I do believe that 
the gentlewoman from New York has 
offered a solution to the prdblems which 
arise in this Congress year after year. 

I do not believe the situation is as 
complex as some of us seem to think. 
The Government has a way of calculat- 
ing the value of the dollar, the purchas- 
ing power of the dollar. It uses as the 
base the years 1935-39. The Department 
of Commerce statistics show that today 
the purchasing power of the dollar is 44 
cents. A year ago it was 57 cents. Just 
as long as the purchasing power of our 
dollar continues to decline we shall have 
to meet this problem year after year. 

I am very much in favor of the bill 
that is before the House today—H. R. 
244—and I am glad the retroactive 
clause has been left in it because I know 
that many postal workers have borrowed 
money and are anticipating meeting 
their obligations with the back pay which 
they will receive if this bill is passed with 
the retroactive provision. 

The amendment which has been of- 
fered is one that deserves our very close 
study. I do not think it is too com- 
plex a problem to solve. It will meet a 
situation that will redound to the bene- 
fit of the postal workers, and I think 
in the end the Members of Congress 
will be glad they will not have to meet 
this pay situation year after year as 
we are bound to as long as this infla- 
tionary spiral lasts, 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in support of the pend- 
ing amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the amendment offered 
by the gentlewoman from New York 
[Mrs. Sr. GEORGE] is a sensible amend- 
ment and it is workable. Unless you 
adopt the amendment suggested by the 
gentlewoman from New York [Mrs. Sr. 
GEORGE] you will be in here next year 
with another pay-raise bill. And, 
speaking about inflationary pressure, I 
hear on both sides of the aisle today 
the statement: “Oh, I am worried, I am 
concerned about the inflationary pres- 
sure and about the devaluation of the 
dollar.” 

I do not know just where it is going to 
stop and I do not think you do. We do 
know that since 1935-39 when the 
dollar was worth 100 cents that value 
has declined until the dollar today is 
worth only 44 cents. Under the present 
administration I dare say we will have a 
20-cent dollar before they are through. 

Many of you were in Germany, in 
Korea, in Japan and in Italy, and 
France, as I was, when the currency of 
those countries went to pieces. I have 
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in my office money of the value of $50,- 
000 and $100,000 of those countries 
which could have bought a store when 
the currency was valuable. But today 
that money is worthless and you cannot 
even buy a loaf of bread with it. 

What are you as Members of this 
Congress doing to try to keep the value 
of the dollar where it should be? Ihave 
often stated that it is the moral obliga- 
tion of the Government, the banks, the 
trust companies and the insurance com- 
panies to keep the dollar value where it 
should be. It is not worth a dollar to- 
day and you know it. Here we are 
boosting salaries. This country is pay- 
ing out today $10,000,000,000 in salaries 
alone to Federal employees. Today the 
starting salary of a clerk in the Post 
Office Department is $3,370 a year. 

I do not know how a man with a 
family and children can live in Wash- 
ington on $3,370 a year. I admit that 
out in the country, in some of the smaller 
towns, where the cost of living is less, 
that they can get along probably very 
well with that, but you do not do it in 
the city, and there is no way to make 
that kinc of a change. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, MILLER of Nebraska. I yield to 
the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr, CUNNINGHAM. The adoption of 
the 3t. George amendment will treat the 
postal employees equitably at all times, 
will it not? 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska, It seems 
to me that it would. If you stay on this 
slippery road of inflation and the per- 
son on a fixed salary is caught between 
two millstones, the upper millstone of 
inflation and the lower stone of taxes, 
then you crush all life out of him. This 
is the situation that this administration 
has kept us in for the last 20 years. Its 
spend and spend, tax and tax, and add 
to that elect and elect. I say to you that 
an economic crash in this country is 
pending and this can destroy you just 
as quickly and as thoroughly as a mili- 
tary defeat. Some place along the line 
Congress should have common sense 
enough to put a halt to this inflationary 
spiral. The Congress, in fact, is dele- 
gated by the Constitution to control the 
money situation, but we have let it slip 
out of our hands, and we are facing 
today in this country an economic crisis 
which you better be worried about. 

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I yield to 
the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. McGREGOR. Has not a similar 
plan been put into effect by some of the 
larger industries and corporations of the 
country, and if they can make it operate, 
why can we not make it operate? 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I think 
that is a sensible approach. I do not 
know whether the basic scale is right or 
not, but I say to you, if this spending 
goes on such as we have now had for 
years and years, you will be in here next 
year asking for another increase. I see 
Members here today worrying about 
what is happening. Well, some of you 
voted for all this New Deal spending 
time and time again. The Government 
printing presses and spending by Gov- 
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ernment creates cheap money. In my 
opinion there is a flight from the dollar 
today—I fear unless the brakes are put 
on our savings are lost. A sound dollar 


is needed. A cost-of-living-index for- 


mula is a sound approach. 

Mrs. BOSONE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I am amused today, 
especially at this particular moment. 
Certainly the people, the postal employ- 
ees, aS well as all other employees and 
all the consumers need a break. Charles 
Wilson pleaded with us to put in a pro- 
gram of controls, and the ones who licked 
us on controls came from that side. So, 
I do not know why we need all these 
crocodile tears here today. 

Mr. Chairman, inflation must be 
avoided. I happened to be in Europe in 
1926 and I happened to see what the 
tourists did with the French money. 
They pasted it on their luggage and the 
newspapers editorialized the fact. As a 
tourist, I was chagrined and I said at 
that time, “Let that never happen in 
America in my presence, at least.” I 
went into some of the stores in Paris 
when the sales girls had to call up every 
few minutes to find out what the rate of 
exchange was. 

There is a basic thing to do for our 
living expenses today, and that is to put 
on controls in order to have equality of 
sacrifice. 

Mr. Chairman, something must be 
done about rising prices. Just last Sat- 
urday night I went to the butcher shop 
to buy some lamb chops. I thought I 
would finally get off a self-imposed meat 
strike and buy some lamb chops. I asked 
for the loin lamb chops, a favorite cut 
with my daughter and me. I asked what 
they were a pound. Imagine what the 
butcher said, “$1.57 a pound.” You 
know how many lamb chops that would 
be: Four mouthfuls of loin; that would 
be about four chops. So I said, “Well, I 
think I shall take a little veal; that will 
not be so expensive.” But, I did not have 
sense enough to ask how much veal was; 
I did not think it would ever be anything 
like $1.57 a pound; so I had a little loin 
of veal cut off, about a quarter-inch 
thick. Really, I was tempted to bring it 
here to show you Members, or your wives 
who buy the groceries, Unfortunately, 
I have to cook, too, besides being a Mem- 
ber of Congress. The butcher wrote 
$1.64 on the package, drew a line under 
it, and then wrote a “1.” I really 
thought the “$1” meant the price—$1. 
When I went to pay for it—I always 
watch the cash register—it was $1.64, 
and I think the whole store heard me 
gasp. 

Just the other day I moved to a new 
apartment, and I locked my trunk keys 
in a trunk. I called a keysmith, whose 
place of business is a block and a half 
away from my apartment, to come un- 
lock the trunk. He did. It took him 
about 3 minutes, and the bill was $4.50. 

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. BOSONE. In just a moment. I 
want these people to know what some of 
the current prices are today. 

Just yesterday I made arrangements 
to park my car outside and to pay $10 a 
month. I called last night before I left 
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my office, and the price had risen very 
suddenly to $15. 

I do not know where we are going ex- 
cept we cannot put up with the rise in 
the cost of living. I am sure all the 
consuming wage-earning, salary-earning 
public agree with me. 

I now yield to the gentlewoman from 
New York. 

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Iam sorry to in- 
terrupt the gentlewoman. 
sorry to think how much time she has 
had to spend shopping around. That is 
something we have all had to do. 

Mrs. BOSONE. At least we know how 
to live when we do those things. 

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. We know how we 
do live anyway. Someone has just 
pointed out to me that our pay checks 
are all the same, so that when we come 
down to that we know pretty well what 
it costs to live. 

Mrs. BOSONE. Does the gentle- 
woman happen to know how much she 
pays for the meat she eats? 

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. I certainly do 
know it. I filled out a questionnaire for 
the New York Times telling them how I 
live, and if it would interest the gentle- 
woman even more, I wish someday she 
could have a little talk with my banker 
and see my bank account. 

Mrs. BOSONE. IT would gladly trade 
mine for hers. 

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. I would gladly 
trade with the gentlewoman. What I 
do want to bring out, and I know that 
the gentlewoman knows it because she 
is an extremely well-informed Member 
of Congress, is that the President has the 
powers for control, and very great pow- 
ers. The powers he now possesses are 
far greater than any possessed by Presi- 
dent Roosevelt during the last war. So 
I think the matter of control could be 
taken care of if there were a will to do it. 

Mrs. BOSONE. I think it could be 
taken care of, too, if the will were on 
your side of the aisle. It is a matter of 
record that you people plus a few of our 
own licked us on controls, Let us have 
this equality of sacrifice more than an 
ideal for everybody. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, I move that all debate on the 
committee amendment and all amend- 
ments thereto close in 20 minutes. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Chairman, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
will state it. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Chairman, 
does this close debate on the entire bill 
in 20 minutes? 

The CHAIRMAN. This will close all 
debate on the committee amendment, 
and all amendments thereto. 

The pending amendment is the 
amendment offered by the gentlewoman 
from New York [Mrs. Sr. GEORGE]. 

Does any Member who was on his feet 
at the time debate was limited desire to 
be heard on the pending amendment? 
If not, the Chair will put the question. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentlewoman from New 
York (Mrs. Sr. GEORGE]. 

The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mrs. St. GEORGE) 
there were—ayes 69, noes 88. 


I am also 
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Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair- 
man appointed as tellers Mrs. St. GEORGE 
and Mr. Murray of Tennessee. 

The Committee again divided; and the 
tellers reported there were—ayes 90, noes 
103. 

So the amendment was rejected. 


Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, 


I offer an amendment which is at the 
Clerk’s desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. THORNBERRY: 
Page 10, after line 3, insert the following: 

“(c) Subsection (e) of section 17 of such 
act of July 6, 1945, as amended, is amcnded 
to read as follows: 

e) In addition to the salaries provided 
in this section, each carrier in the rural-de- 
livery service shall be paid for equipment 
maintenance a sum equal to (1) 9 cents per 
mile per day for each mile or major fraction 
of a mile scheduled or (2) $3 per day, which- 
ever is the greater. Payments for equip- 
ment and maintenance as provided herein 
shall be at the same periods and in the 
same manner as payments for regular com- 
pensation to rural carriers.’ ” 


Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, I make the point of order 
that the amendment is not germane be- 
cause it makes no reference to salaries of 
postal employees or reassignment of 
grades. This is for maintenance of 
equipment of rural carriers, which is 
not germane to the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle- 
man from Texas [Mr. THORNBERRY] 
desire to be heard on the point of order? 

Mr. THORNBERRY, If I may, Mr. 
Chairman. 


This amendment was prepared with 


the assistance of the Legislative Coun- 
sel’s Office. Since my amendment is to 
Public Law 134 and since H. R. 244 also 
provides amendments to Public Law 134 
it was thought that this amendment 
would be germane. May I also call your 
attention to the fact that in Public Law 
134 additional mileage to rural carriers 
for the use of their automobiles was pro- 
vided and that Public Law 134 itself pro- 
vided additional compensation to postal 
employees just as H. R. 244 does. 

And may I point out that the bill 
which the Senate passed, providing pay 
raises for postal employees, contains this 
very provision which my amendment 
would add to the bill. My amendment 
seeks to provide additional compensa- 
tion to rural carriers and for that rea- 
son it seems to me is a proper amend- 
ment. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Chairman, may 
I be heard on the point of order? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will hear 
the gentleman on the point of order. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Chairman, as 
I understand, the point of order raised 
by the gentleman from Tennessee is 
based on the ground of germaneness to 
the bill before us. The long parlia- 
mentary practice has been for the Chair 
to hold that any matter brought up un- 
der a bill that came within the scope 
of the bill or petition was germane. As 
I understand the point of order raised 
by the gentleman from Tennessee it was 
that the amendment was not germane. 

Permit me to state that this is a bill 
to take care of the salaries of postal em- 
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ployees, and this amendment relates to 
a part of the salary of the rural car- 
riers; in other words, if a rural-free- 
delivery carrier got $5,000 a year, which 
he does not, part of the compensation 
is computed on a mileage basis. The 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas relates to an allowance 
which is part of their salary. I think 
therefore it is very much germane. The 
purpose of the bill is to increase salaries 
and this amendment relates to a part 
of the weekly or monthly income of the 
rural carrier. 

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, 
may I be heard further on the point of 
order? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will hear 
the gentleman. 

Mr. THORNBERRY. I wish to point 
out that the history of this equipment 
allowance is that when increases have 
been made it his been in a similar man- 
ner that the House is now acting. Pub- 
lic Law 134 which was a pay bill, included 
equipment allowance, 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is pre- 
pared to rule. 

The Chair calls attention to the fact 
that the purpose of this bill is to reduce 
the number of grades for the various po- 
sitions in the postal service and to grant 
salary increases to the personnel, 

The amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Texas proposes that the 
rural delivery carrier shall be paid for 
equipment maintenance a sum equal to 
such and such. The amendment, there- 
fore, is not within the scope of the bill, 
and the Chair sustains the point of 
order. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in favor of the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle- 
man have an amendment to offer? 

Mr. NICHOLSON. It is the same 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The original 
amendment has been ruled out; to be 
consistent the Chair must make the 
same ruling in the case of the gentle- 
man’s amendment, if offered. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. Chairman, 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Does the Chair 
mean by the Chair’s ruling that in or- 
der for this particular matter to be con- 
sidered it would have to be entirely as 
new legislation? 

The CHAIRMAN. That is hardly a 
parliamentary inquiry. The Chair sim- 
ply made the ruling on the amendment 
as offered by the gentleman from Texas 
in relation to the bill now being discussed 
by the Committee of the Whole. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. May I ask the 
Chair this: Suppose we should go to con- 
ference with the other body, would they 
be permitted to consider it in the con- 
ference committee? 

The CHAIRMAN. Permit the Chair 
to point out to the gentleman from Mis- 
souri that the Chair is not in a position 
to rule on that question. That would 
be determined by the Speaker at the 
proper time. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. 


Chairman, 
may I be recognized? 
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 
recognized for 2 minutes; he was on his 
feet at the time the motion limiting de- 
bate was made. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
was inclined to the opinion that the 
point of order made against the last 
amendment in reference to rural mail 
carriers was not a good one. 

Mr. Chairman, very seldom do I get 
up on the floor of the House and make 
unnecessary remarks; that is, remarks 
which in my opinion are unnecessary; 
although I am not going to quarrel with 
anyone else who may do that. 

Mr. Chairman, the amendment that 
was just offered sought to take care of 
rural carriers. Everyone in this House 
or anywhere else in the United States 
knows that the price of automobiles has 
increased from $850 to $2,000 or more, 
also that the price of gasoline and the 
price of oil have gone up accordingly. 

e men who bring the mail to us living 
in the rural areas have to pay these in- 
creases, 

You state here that you are going to 
raise his salary by this bill. You are not 
raising his salary at all. You are making 
it harder and harder for him to go out 
and deliver mail in the rural districts. 
Mr. Chairman, who is the backbone of 
this country? Is it the lawyer from Ten- 
nessee or a lawyer from New York? Or 
is it someone who raises a family in the 
rural communities and sends them to 
church on Sunday? 

Mr. Chairman, I want to take care of 
the postal employees because they are 
not getting enough money, in my opinion. 

The CHAIRMAN: The time of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. ANFUSO. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. ANFUSO: 

Page 10, after line 10, insert the follow- 
ing: 

“BEC, 4. (a) So much of section 6 of the 
act entitled ‘An act to reclassify the salaries 
of postmasters, officers, and employees of the 
postal service; to establish uniform pro- 
cedures for computing compensation; and 
for other purposes’, approved July 6, 1945, 
as amended, as precedes the second para- 
graph thereof is hereby amended to read as 
follows: 

“ “ANNUAL AND SICK LEAVE 

“Sec. 6. Postmasters, officers, and em- 
ployees shall be granted 26 days’ leave of ab- 
sence with pay, exclusive of Saturdays, Sun- 
days, and holidays, each fiscal year and sick 
leave with pay at the rate of 15 days a 
year, exclusive of Saturdays, Sundays, and 
holidays, to be cumulative. Sick leave shall 
be granted only upon satisfactory evidence 
of illness in accordance with regulations to 
be prescribed by the Postmaster General: 
Provided, That the 26 days’ leave shall be 
credited at the rate of 21/6 days for each 
month of actual service: Provided further, 
That classified substitute employees, under 
such regulations as the Postmaster General 
may prescribe, shall be granted the same 
rights and benefits with respect to annual 
and sick leave that accrue to regular em- 
ployees in proportion to the time on the 
roll.’ ` 

“(b) Section 601 of the Independent Offices 
Appropriation Act, 1952, is hereby repealed. 


XCVII—741 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


(e) Subsection (b) hereof shall take effect 
as of the date of enactment of the Inde- 
pendent Offices Appropriation Act, 1952.” 

And on page 10, line 11, strike out “Src. 4” 
and insert in lieu thereof “Src. 5.” 


Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, I make the point of order 
that the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from New York is not germane 
to the pending bill. It does not pertain 
to any provision of the bill now under 
consideration which relates only to sal- 
ary and to reassignment of the first 
three grades of Public Law 134. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. Axruso! desire 
to be heard on the point of order? 

Mr. ANFUSO. No; Mr. Chairman, 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is pre- 
pared to rule. 

As the Chair stated before, this bill 
provides for the number of grades and 
positions in the postal field service and 
also provides salary increases for per- 
sonnel in such service. 

The amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from New York deals neither with 
the number of grades or positions in 
the postal service nor with salary in- 
creases as such. It concerns an entire- 
ly different matter, namely, annual and 
sick leave. 

The Chair therefore sustains the point 
of order. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. Jarman]. 

Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. JARMAN: On 
page 9, line 24, before the period insert a 
colon and the following: “And provided 
jurther, That the rate of compensation of 
such employees shall not be increased to an 
amount greater than $7,500 per annum be- 
cause of the increased compensation pro- 
vided in this subsection.” 


Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Chairman, this is 
the amendment of which I spoke when 
we were in general debate on the bill. 
Very briefly, because time does not give 
me an opportunity to go into detail, the 
thought of it is this: In repetition let me 
say again I think that now, if there 
ever was such a time, we must effect 
every domestic economy possible. I feel 
I would have great difficulty going back 
to my State and my district and explain- 
ing to the people that I represent why I 
felt it necessary to increase by 1 cent 
the salary of any Man or woman mak- 
ing as much as $7,500 a year, $8,000, 
$9,000, $10,000, $11,000 or $13,000 a year. 
I have offered this amendment to cut off 
at $7,500 any addition in salary for any 
employee in the Post Office Department, 
I point out to you in that connection, 
though, that in terms of the big money 
in which we so often speak in this House, 
the saving will be only $120,000 on this 
bill, and only 300 employees in the 
postal department are affected. If this 
committee and this House votes to add 
this amendment to the bill, I will natu- 
rally introduce a similar amendment to 
the Federal classified employees’ bill 
which will next be before us. Now that 
amendment will affect some 23,000 em- 
ployees, and achieve a saving of nearly 
$10,000,000. Vote the present cut-off 
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amendment in terms of both bills and 
all Federal employees. I hope you will 
support this amendment as a domestic 
economy that we should achieve. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. Anruso]. 

Mr. ANFUSO. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, it is with the greatest 
reluctance that I oppose this amend- 
ment offered by my very dear friend and 
colleague, the gentleman from Okla- 
homa [Mr. Jarman], a member of the 
committee. As I understand the amend- 
ment, it applies to postmasters receiving 
$7,500 or more. I also understand that 
he will offer a similar amendment when 
the next bill, H. R. 4255, comes up. I 
need only offer one example in opposition 
to this bill which generally applies in our 
big cities. I will relate the situation con- 
cerning my own postmaster in Brooklyn, 
the Honorable Edward Quigley, who has 
an enviable record. He runs one of the 
largest post offices in the entire United 
States. He gets a salary which is just 
a little above $7,500 but he operates over 
110 substations and heads over 7,000 
employees. This is a gigantic job. If 
he were employed in private industry, he 
would get at least $25,000, and I told him 
so. Let us be fair to everybody today. 
We have already raised the salaries of 
those in the lower brackets. It would 
be extremely unfair to say that the 
managers, those who really run our pos- 
tal department, are not entitled to a 
raise. The cost of living for them, too, 
has gone up. I therefore think that in 
principle and in equity we ought to de- 
feat this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Oklahoma 
(Mr. WIcKERSHAM]. 

Mr. WICKERSHAM. Mr. Chairman, 
I had hoped that the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Texas [Mr, 
THORNBERRY] would be held germane, 
because his was a good amendment; in 
fact, many of the Members have similar 
amendments in mind and some of us 
have prepared bills to that effect. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yields 

Mr. WICKERSHAM. I yield. | 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. When 
this legislation goes to conference be- 
tween the House and the Senate that 
matter can be worked out. The Senate 
bill has a provision along the lines of the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. THORNBERRY]. 

Mr. WICKERSHAM. I thank the 
gentleman. 

On October 10, 1949, I introduced the 
bill H. R. 6362 which provided 9 cents 
per mile for the rural carriers or at least 
$3.50 per day, plus 2 cents additional for 
each mile for those who travel on dirt 
roads. This would compensate those 
rural carriers who incur additional wear 
and tear on their equipment due to dirt 
roads. 

Mr. Chairman, I am for this bill, how- 
ever, I think this amendment would have 
added greatly to the benefits of the 
measure. 

Mr. Chairman, as part of my own re- 
marks I wish to read to the Members the 
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following letter from the rural carriers 
in Oklahoma: 


ARNETT, OKLA., September 25, 1949. 
Hon. Vicror WICKERSHAM, 

Member of Congress, 

Washington, D. C. 

Dear Vicror: In our Ellis-Lipscomb County 
Rural Carrier’s meeting here tonight, in the 
home of Mr. and Mrs. Frosty D. Lewright, 
legislation relative to rural carriers and 
postal workers was discussed quite exten- 
sively. 

We rural carriers out in the short-grass 
country, where all-weather roads are wished 
for but not to be had, are very much in 
favor of the 9-cent-per-mile equipment al- 
lowance. Under present conditions we find 
the 7 cents per mile we are now drawing 
inadequate to cover our actual expense. We 
want you to know that we deeply appreciate 
your efforts in our behalf to bring to pass 
these bills before Congress at this time to 
put the rural carrier and other postal work- 
ers On more of an equal basis with other 
Government employees. 

We have been informed by our postmasters 
of the letter you sent them informing them 
of your stand in their and our behalf and 
we wish at this time to individually express 
our gratitude for your untiring efforts. 

Please accept this informal note as our 
humble thanks for everything. 

Sincere best wishes to you and yours, we 
are 

Yours very truly, 

Lewright, Arnett, Okla; Robert L. 
Denney, Edgar C. Johns, Cecil J. Nash, 
Harvey P. Overshiner, Shattuck, Okla.; 
Chester L. Miller, Fargo, Okla.; D. B. 
McName, Higgins, Tex.; J. G. Shultz, 
Follett, Tex. 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Oklahoma [Mr. Jarman]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Mississippi 
(Mr. RANKIN]. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I se- 
cured this time at the moment when we 
uere discussing the question of infia- 

on. 

The gentleman from New York [Mr. 
REED] made one of the wisest statements 
the other day that I have ever heard 
when he said that this attempt to fix 
prices without attempting to regulate 
the volume of the currency was like fix- 
ing the price of a bushel of wheat or corn 
and letting the other fellow fix the size 
of the bushel. 

The trouble is that Congress has not 
done anything on earth, the Committee 
on Banking and Currency has not turned 
its hand, to check the inflation of the 
currency that is going on through the 
Federal Reserve System. 

In October 1928 we had $4,800,000,000 
in circulation. I had helped to investi- 
gate the Cotton Exchange. When we 
took the hands of the manipulators off 
it, cotton went back up to its normal 
value of 22 cents a pound. 

Today we have almost four times that 
amount of money in circulation, or $27,- 
278,000,000, of which $22,966,000,000 is 
Federal Reserve notes, and the Federal 
Reserve banks are continuing to ex- 
pand. Yet we are talking about fixing 
the price of the farmer’s products, and 
doing nothing to check the inflation of 
the currency. 

This fellow DiSalle, who comes from 
the East Side of New York by way of 
Ohio has fixed the price of cotton. To- 
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day I called and found out what the 
price was in Brazil and what it was in 
the United States. It is about $85 a 
bale higher in Brazil than it is in the 
United States. That will likely cost 
the farmers of Mississippi something 
like $170,000,000 on their cotton this 
year. 

Here you talk about fixing the price 
of the farmer’s commodity, but you per- 
mit these Federal Reserve bankers to 
continue to expand our currency and 
dray the country down the inflation road 
to where we are likely to come to wreck 
and ruin, unless something is done to 
stop it. 

I appeal to the Committee on Bank- 
ing and Currency to take up this propo- 
sition of regulating the expansion of the 
currency and check the inflation c? the 
currency before it wrecks the country. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Mississippi has expired. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CORBETT]. 

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I am 
sure it is the opinion of all the Mem- 
bers of the House and the members of 
the postal employees’ groups that we are 
glad that this long effort in debate and 
hearings is about to conclude and that 
very soon, we hope, our employees will 
be enjoying the benents of this long, 
overdue pay raise. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
{Mr. FULTON]. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to agree with my colleague from Penn- 
Sylvania [Mr. CORBETT]. 

I now yield to the gentleman from In- 
diana (Mr. Bray], who has not hereto- 
fore had a chance to speak on this 
matter. 

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Chairman, the peo- 
ple of the United States have been proud 
of our postal service. The employees of 
the postal service have set a standard 
of loyalty and fidelity which hes been 
a fine model for all Government em- 
ployees. The old slogan “The mail must 
go through,” has thrilled us all. The 
postal employee has been more than just 
a servant of the Government. He has 
for years been a respected member and 
leader in the civic life of the commu- 
nity. The esteem accorded this position 
attracted men and women of the high- 
est caliber. It seems as though we have 
forgotten that that postal worker is an 
individual and must have shelter and 
food the same as the rest of us. In 
many ways his plight has been unno- 
ticed because he cannot strike; he is not 
entitled to collective bargaining; and he 
must depend entirely upon Congress for 
his pay. 

Through no fault of the postal worker 
we do have inflation. Our involvement 
in the Korean conflict and our rearma- ~ 


ment efforts are forcing the cost of liv- 


ing higher and higher. This postal 
worker now cannot live on his meager 
pay. Many are quitting, others are 
forced to take part-time employment to 
supplement their incomes, and others are 
borrowing from their friends to support 
their families. It seems as though we 
can hear the clamor for money and help 
from all corners of the earth above the 
pleas of those who are closest to us. The 
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situation is clear. If we are to have an 
efficient postal service we must see that 
the postal workers get a living wage. 
It certainly is not good government or 
wise economy to back global plans for 
advancement and ignore the well-being 
of our own country and our own people. 

This bill must pass and amendments 
aimed at crippling it must be defeated. 
To approve this pay increase is only the 
merest gratitude we can extend to these 
public servants whose service has been / 
of the greatest value in uniting our peo- 
ple and strengthening our economy. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Ohio IMr. 
Hays]. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
I had reserved time to speak on the 
amendment of the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. THORNBERRY] against which 
a point of order was raised. However, 
Dam very happy to hear the chairman 
of the Committee on the Post Office and 
Civil Service say that this matter will 
be adequately taken care of when the 
bill goes to conference. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Chairman, more 
than 9 months ago I made up my mind 
that there is a definite need for a pay 
increase for Federal workers. Since 
then, the prices of food, clothing, and 
the other necessities of life have con- 
tinued to skyrocket. These costs are 
high not only in Washington but 
throughout the United States. Our 
postal workers, serving on limited sal- 
aries, have found it increasingly difficult 
to meet these soaring costs. 

All during this time I have agitated 
for a pay increase, for these workers, 
knowing of their needs and problems. 
Now I am gled that the bill has reached 
the floor and am anxious to see it be- 
come law. This bill ought to have the 
unanimous approval of this Congress. 
Considering the inflated cost of living, 
the proposed increase is certainly mod- 
erate and we should not grumble about 
allowing postal and Federal employees 
to have a reasonable standard of liv- 
ing based on the American needs. 

Probably no class of employees any- 
where presents a higher standard of 
Americanism and patriotism than postal 
and Federal employees, We are very ex- 
acting of postal employees and through 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
make a careful inquiry into their back- 
grounds to make sure that they are not 
tainted with “isms” or alien doctrines. 
We require that they be, like Caesar’s 
wife, above suspicion. 

In Louisiana the Government employ- 
ees generally do a fine job in their work 
for the Government and the Congress 
in turn should deal equitably with them. 

Democracy requires that we treat all 
groups of our society with justice and 
equity and this certainly includes those 
called upon to carry on the necessary 
work of government. 

Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of House Resolution 244, 
which has for its purpose the granting 
of a $400 increase in pay per year to 
every person working in the United 
States postal service, except fourth-class 
postmasters who are given a raise of 20 
percent on the compensation they now 
reecive, and except those employees of 
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the postal service who are now paid on 
an hourly rate, and this bill provides an 
increase of 20 cents per hour for them. 

The increases granted by this bill are 
permanent, and are subject to retire- 
ment deductions. 

As I have said many times before the 
employees of the postal service come in 
closer contact with the people of this 
country than do employees of any other 
department or agency of the Govern- 
ment. Their salaries are now, and have 
in the past, been low. I personally feel 
that they should be paid salaries and 
compensation that are more in line with 
those paid by private industry for simi- 
lar services, 

Government employees, because they 
are Government employees, are not al- 
lowed to bargain for increases in com- 
pensation and other benefits as are em- 
ployees of private industry. They are 
not allowed to strike. There is no eco- 
nomic pressure that they can bring to 
bear. They are dependent on the Con- 
gress of the United States for fair treat- 
ment. It is only here that their wages 
can be increased. 

And, I, for one, am glad to participate 
in granting them this increase in pay 
which they so justly deserve. The pinch 
of rising prices has been felt by these 
employees all along the line because they 
are poorly paid to begin with. And the 
same thing is true of all Federal em- 
ployees in the lower grades. 

These employees are Americans, 
They are taxpayers. Their tax load is 
already heavy, and unfortunately it 
must grow heavier. 

I believe that the American people 
who know the facts are quite willing for 
our postal employees, and our other 
employees to have a raise in salary and 
compensation at this time. I do not 
recall having received a single letter or 
communication of any kind opposing this 
legislation. 

On yesterday we passed a bill increas- 
ing postal rates. Shortly there will be 
an increase in parcel post rates. These 
raises, so far as the postal employees are 
concerned, will more than offset the 
raise in their pay that will be granted 
by this bill. I believe that the Ameri- 
can people, in the interest of a more 
efficient postal system, are willing to 
pay higher rates of postage on those 
items, such as fourth-class mail, and 
second-class mail that are not now 
paying their way. 

This raise in pay for postal people will 
be retroactive to July 1 of this year, 


Regular employees 


pneumatic tube service; driver mechanics and 
mechanics in aid vehicle service; n 


Clerks; carriers 125 the city delivery service; dispatchers of the 
general |: 
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and I think this is fair. July 1 is the 
beginning of the Government's fiscal 
year. The matter of this raise has been 
before the Congress now since last Jan- 
uary. 

The Post Office Department has been 
losing large sums of money in recent 
years, The reason for that cannot be 
blamed on the Post Office Department it- 
self. A recent survey of various depart- 
ments of the Government found that in 
the Post Office Department there was no 
overstaffing of employees. The reason 
for the postal deficit is that postal rates 
have not kept up with advancing costs in 
every line of endeavor. I have never felt 
that the Post Office Department should 
be required to balance income with outgo, 
because the Post Office Department is a 
service department. Its services go to the 
American people. However, I have felt 
all along that its income should come 
much closer to balancing with its ex- 
penditures than it now does. During the 
Eighty-first Congress I worked and voted 
for an increase in postal rates, and the 
bill finally passed the House, but never 
became law. On yesterday I voted for 
the rate increase, but I am not at all sure 
that it is large enough to accomplish the 
desired purpose. Postal rates may have 
to be raised again before very long. 

The American people demand good 
postal services. I believe that they are 
willing to pay in very large degree for 
those good services. 

Mr. Chairman, I also want to say that I 
favor, and will vote for the postmaster’s 
salary reclassification bill, which will be 
up today. The postmaster is in charge of 
the postoffice which he serves. He is re- 
sponsible for its management and effi- 
ciency. He should be paid a salary that 
is in keeping with his duty and respon- 
sibility. 

The congressional district which I have 
the honor to represent has 100 post of- 
fices. It isa rural district. Most of these 
post offices are small. Rural routes go 
out from these post offices to serve the 
rural patrons. I am most anxious that 
the rural people of the district which I 
serve have the best possible mail service 
available. I am confident that the two 
bills which I have spoken of will increase 
the efficiency of that service all along the 
line. Iam glad to discharge my duty as 
I see it by voting for these bills. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Tennessee, the 
chairman of the committee [Mr. Mur- 
RAY], to close debate. 
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Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield back my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the committee amendment. 

The committee amendment was agreed 


to. ` 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
Committee rises. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. McKinnon, Chairman of the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union, reported that that Com- 
mittee, having had under consideration 
the bill (H. R. 244) to amend the act 
of July 6, 1945, as amended, so as to 
reduce the number of grades for the 
various positions under such act, and 
for other purposes, pursuant to House 
Resolution 419, he reported the bill back 
with an amendment adopted by the Com- 
mittee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 
previous question is ordered. 

The question is on the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the engrossment and third reading of 
the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read a 
third time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the passage of the bill. 

The bill was passed. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
take from the Speaker’s table, the bill 
(S. 355) to adjust the salaries of post- 
masters, supervisors, and employees in 
the field service of the Post Office De- 
partment, and asked for its immediate 
consideration, 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the act entitled 
“An act to reclassify the salaries of postmas- 
ters, officers, and employees of the Postal 
Service; to establish uniform procedures for 
computing compensation; and for other pur- 
poses,” approved July 6, 1945 (Public Law 134, 
Seventy-ninth Congress), is amended by in- 
serting after section 11 thereof a new section 
as follows: 

“GRADES AND SALARIES OF EMPLOYEES IN THE 
AUTOMATIC GRADES 

“Sec. 11A. (a) Employees shall be divided 
into grades and shall receive basic annual 
salaries or hourly rates of pay as shown in the 
following compensation schedules: 
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Grades 


Postal transportation clerks on class A runs, in termi 


mals, air- 
mail fields and offices of division superintendents and district 


superintendents; operators of highway post-office vehicles. 
tation clerks on class B runs; transfer clerks in 


Postal t 


transfer oflices and in air mail fields; clerks in inspection serv- 


s. 
x 
uo 

oe eee 8 
88888 8 


š 
we 8 85 8 


SUBSTITUTE, TEMPORARY, AUXILIARY, AND CHAR EMPLOYEES 
‘Temporary carriers in rural delivery service on routes to which 


no regular carrier is assigned: 
Fixed compensation 


Temporary carriers in rural delivery service on routes having 


lar carrier absent without pa 


regu. 
Substitute carriers in rural delivery service on routes having ©) 
regular carriers 


absent with pay 


5 
8 
8 
2 
& 
z 
S 
3 
g 
Ẹ 
ja 
i 
8 
g 
3 
7 


Postal transportation clerks . 
0 •Ä—2222 2 —U„r 


e at y 
Ss £8 


882 


1 Rate authorized for the regular carrier. 


“(b) Employees for whom annual salaries 
are provided by subsection (a), charmen and 
charwomen, substitute railway postal clerks, 
and substitute mail handlers in the Railway 
Mail Service shall be promoted successively 
at the beginning of the quarter following 1 
year’s satisfactory service in each grade to 
the next higher grade until they reach the 
top automatic grade.” 

Sec. 2. (a) Section 11 (b) of such act of 
July 6, 1945, is amended by striking out 
“grade 9” wherever it appears therein and 
inserting in lieu thereof “grade 7.” 

(b) Section 12 (a) of such act is amended 
to read as follows: 

“(a) Marine carriers assigned to the De- 
troit River marine service shall be paid an 
annual salary of $300 in excess of the high- 
est salary provided for carriers in the auto- 
matic grades in the city delivery service: 
Provided, That the annual salary of such 
marine carriers shall not be in excess of 
$4,293,” 

(c) Section 12 (e) of such act is amended 
to read as follows: 

“(e) Clerks in post offices of the third 
class shall not be appointed or promoted to 
a salary grade in excess of $100 less than the 
salary of the postmaster at the office to 
which assigned. Substitute, temporary, or 
auxiliary clerks in post offices of the third 
class shall not be paid in excess of $1.38 
per hour where the salary of the postmaster 
is $3,019 per annum; and in excess of $1.33 
per hour where the salary of the postmaster 
is $2,883 per annum.” 

(d) Section 15 (f) of such act is amended 
by striking out “83,270” wherever it appears 
therein and inserting in lieu thereof 
$3,558." 

(e) Section 16 (c) of such act is amended 
by striking out the second, third, and fourth 
sentences, including the proviso, and insert- 
ing in lieu thereof the following: “Clerks 
assigned to class A lines shall be promoted 
successively to grade 7, and clerks assigned 
to class B lines shall be promoted successive- 
ly to grade 9." 


(f) Section 16 (d) of such act is amended 
to read as follows: ; 

“(d) Clerks assigned to terminal railway 
post offices and air mail field railway post 
offices shall be promoted successively to grade 
7. In terminal railway post offices and air 
mail field railway post offices having twenty 
or more employees, there shall be appointed 
for each general foreman, foreman, and clerk 
in charge a clerk whose basic annual salary 
shall be $100 per annum less than the lowest 
grade foreman or clerk in charge in each or- 
ganization and such clerks shall act as gen- 
eral foreman, foreman, or clerk in charge 
during the absences of the employee for 
whom d: ted.” 

(g) Section 16 (e) of such act is amended 
to read as follows: 

“(e) Clerks assigned to transfer offices 
shall be promoted successively to grade 9. 
In transfer offices having twenty or more em- 
ployees, there shall be appointed for each 
general foreman, foreman, and clerk in charge 
a clerk whose basic annual salary shall be 
$100 per annum less than the lowest grade 
foreman or clerk in charge in each organi- 
zation and such clerks shall act as general 
foreman, foreman, or clerk in charge during 
the absences of the employee for whom desig- 
nated.” 

(h) Section 16 (g) 
amended— 

(1) by striking out “grade 9” wherever it 
appears therein and inserting in lieu thereof 
“grade 7”; 

(2) by striking out “grade 11” and insert- 
ing in lieu thereof “grade 9"; and 

(8) by striking out so much of the second 
sentence as precedes the first proviso. 

(i) Section 16 (h) of such act is amended 
to read as follows: 

“(h) Examiners to be eligible to receive 
the salary provided in this act shall first 
progress through the automatic grades to 
and including grade 7.” 

(j) Section 16 (j) of such act is amended 
by striking out “grade 9“ and inserting in 
lieu thereof “grade 7.” 


of such act is 


(k) Section 16 (k) of such act is amended 
by striking out all after “regular employees 
assigned to road duty” and inserting in lieu 
thereof on an hourly basis at the rates pre- 
scribed in section 11A.“ 

(1) Section 16 (o) of such act is amended 
by striking out all preceding the proviso 
therein. 

(m) Section 17 (a) of such act is amended 
to read as follows: 

“(a) Carriers in Rural Delivery Service 
shall be divided into grades, with salaries 
based in part on specified rates per mile per 
annum and in part on fixed compensation 
per annum, as provided in section 11T.” 

(n) Section 17 (d) is amended by striking 
out “$3,970” wherever it appears therein and 
inserting in lieu thereof “$4,293”. 

(o) The following portions of such act are 
repealed: Section 12 (b), section 12 (c), 
section 12 (d), section 13 (b), section 13 (c), 
section 13 (d), section 14 (b), section 14 (c), 
section 14 (d), section 14 (e), section 14 (f), 
section 14 (g). section 14 (h). section 14 (i), 
section 14 (j), section 14 (k), section 15 (d), 
section 15 (e), section 16 (b), section 16 (n), 
section 16 (s), section 18 (b), section 18 (c), 
section 18 (d), section 18 (e), section 19 (a), 
section 19 (c), section 19 (d), section 22 (a), 
and section 22 (b). 

Sec. 3. Sections 2 (a), (b), (c), and (d) 
of the act entitled “An act to provide addi- 
tional compensation and other benefits for 
postmasters, officers, and employees in the 
postal field service,” approved October 28, 
1949, are repealed. 

Src. 4 (a) Each employee on the rolls at 
the field service of the Post Office Depart- 
ment on the effective date of this Act for 
whom automatic grades and salaries are 
provided by section 11A of such Act of July 
6, 1945, as added by this Act, who— 

(1) entered the field service after June 
30, 1945, and 

(2) (A) has not been advanced at least 
two automatic grades through the operation 
of the provisions of the first section and 
section 2 of the act of March 6, 1946, as 
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amended (Public Law 317, 79th Cong.), 
the act of July 31, 1946, as amended (Public 
Law 577, 79th Cong.), and section 2 (a), 
(b), (e), and (d) of the act of October 28, 
1949; (Public Law 428, 8ist Cong.), or 
(B) is not advanced at least two automatic 
grades through the operation of such provi- 
sions and the operation of the provisions 
of section 14 (b) (1) of this act— 
shall be advanced two automatic grades or, 
if such employee has been advanced one 
automatic grade through the operation of 
such provisions, shall be advanced one auto- 
matic grade. For the purposes of this sec- 
tion, the assignment of any employee in 
grade 1 or 2 on the effective date of this act 
to grade 1 as provided in section 14 (b) (1) 
shall be considered as an advancement of 
two or one automatic grades, respectively. 
(b) Each special delivery messenger on 
the rolls of the field service of the Post Office 
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Department on the effective date of this act 

* who, on July 1, 1945, had been continuously 
employed as a special delivery messenger for 
more than 1 year but less than 2 years shall 
be advanced one automatic grade. 

(c) Any advancement under subsections 
(a) and (b) of this section shall be effective 
as of the effective date of this act and shall 
not be considered as a promotion for pur- 
poses of determining the date on which any 
employee is eligible for à promotion to the 
next higher grade. 

Sec. 5. (a) Section 8 (a) of such act of 
July 6, 1945, is amended to read as follows: 

“(a) The salaries of postmasters and as- 
sistant postmasters at all classes of post of- 
fices and of officers and supervisory em- 
ployees at post offices of the first class shall 
be annual salaries, to be fixed by the Post- 
master General based upon gross postal re- 


Post offices of the first class 
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ceipts as shown in the quarterly returns of 
the respective post offices for the calendar 
year immediately preceding, at the following 
rates: Provided, That subsection (c) of sec- 
tion 1001 of the Revenue Act of 1932 (47 
Stat. 285), as amended, is hereby repealed 
retroactive to January 1, 1944, and thereafter 
the gross postal receipts shall be counted for 
the purpose of determining the class of the 
post office or the compensation or allow- 
ances of postmasters or other employees, 
whose compensation or allowances are based 
on the annual receipts of such offices: Pro- 
vided further, That in fixing the salaries of 
the postmaster and supervisory employees in 
the post office at Washington, District of 
Columbia, the Postmaster General may, in 
his discretion, add not to exceed 75 percent 
to the gross receipts of that office: 


Gross receipts 


General 


intendent of 
finance 


superintend- Assistant 
ent of mails; | general super- 
general super- geo of en 
mai 


$6, 870 


6, 870 6, 470 
6, 870 6,470 
8, 670 6, 270 
6,470 6, 170 


Gross receipts 


88888 
585885 
sss 


8888 5 
888 


z 
888 
88888 


geese 
8888 


Per annum rates 


Assistant 


Postmaster postmaster 
$9, 770 $6, 270 $6, 070 
8, 770 6,070 5, 870 
7, 770 6,070 5, 870 
7,370 5, 970 5, 670 
7,070 5, 870 5, 470 
6, 570 5, 770 5,370 
6, 370 5, 670 5,370 
6, 170 5, 570 5, 270 
6,070 5, 470 5, 170 
5, 970 5,370 5, 170 
5, 870 5, 270 5,070 
5,770 5, 170 5,005 
5, 670 5,070 4, 896 
5, 570 4,970 4, 787 
5, 470 4,970 4, 678 
§, 370 4, 896 4.570 


ior assistant Assistant super- 


Seni 
Superintendent Superintendent Superintendent superintendent intendents of 
of mails of finan N erin 


ce [of money orders 


Gross receipts 


Assistant su- 


Clerks in 
0 
$3,000,000 to 87,000,000. $4, 787 $4, 570 
$1,500,000 to $3,000,000... 4, 787 4, 570 
$1,000,000 to $1,500,000... 4, 787 4, 570 
$600,000 to $1,000,000. 4, 787 4, 570 
$500,000 to 800,000 4, 787 4, 570 
2400.000 to $500,000. 4,787 „ 570 
$300,000 to $400,000. 4, 787 4, 570 
$250,000 to $300, 4, 787 4, 570 
$200,000 to $250,000... 4, 787 4, 570 
$150,000 to $200,000. 4, 787 4, 570 
$120,000 to $150,000. 4, 787 4, 570 
LN NG 5k UT 1 IRR ERE RSE RA A SARE) CoS Leases ra Rail PRLS — 4. 787 4. 507 
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Post offices of the second class 


Per annum rates 


Gross receipts RETEA 
stani 
Postmaster postmaster 
85.070 84,670 
4,870 4, 570 
4.770 4, 461 
4,770 4, 352 


“Provided, That where the gross postal re- 
ceipts of a post office of the second class 
for each of two consecutive calendar years 
are less than $8,000, or where in any calen- 
dar year the gross postal receipts are less 
than $7,000, it shall be relegated to the third 
class. 


Post offices of the third class 


Gross receipts 


$7,000 to $7,999, $4, 298 
$5,000 to $5,999. 4, 162 
$5,000 to $5,999. 4.058 
$4,200 to $4,999, 3, 917 
$5,500 to $4,199. 3, 781 
$3,000 to $3,499. 3, 645 
$2,700 to $2,999. 3, 509 
2100 to 2 3 oe 
109 to 5 „ 
S00) to $2,099, 3, 128 
$1,700 to $1,899." 3,019 
$1,500 to 81,699. 2, 883 


“Provided, That where the gross postal re- 
ceipts of a post office of the third class for 
each of two consecutive calendar years are 
less than $1,500, or where in any calendar 
year the gross postal receipts are less than 
$1,400, it shall be relegated to the fourth 
class. 


Post offices of the fourth class 
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Gross receipts 


Per annum 
rates, post- 
masters 


© 
= 
= 


28888525 
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Post offices of the fourth class - Continued 


Gross receipts 


(b) Section 8 of such act is amended by 
adding at the end thereof a new subsection 
as follows: ` 

“(e) At central accounting offices where 
the gross postal receipts are less than $7,- 
000,000 the superintendent of finance, or 
the employee in charge of central accounting 
records and adjustments of the accounts, 
shall be allowed $200 per annum in addi- 
tion to the salary specified in subsection 
(a). At central accounting offices with re- 
ceipts of less than $1,000,000, the employee 
performing the duties of an auditor shall 
be allowed a salary equal to that of a fore- 
man. At central accounting offices with 
receipts of $7,000,000 and up, the auditor 
shall be allowed a salary equal to that of 
the senior assistant superintendent; and at 
central accounting offices with receipts of 
$3,000,000 to $7,000,000, the auditor shall 
be allowed a salary equal to that of the 
assistant superintendent of finance.” 

Sec. 6. Section 9 of such act is amended 
to read as follows: 


“SUPERVISORS IN THE UNITED STATES STAMPED 
ENVELOPE AGENCY; SUPERINTENDENTS AND 
ASSISTANT SUPERINTENDENTS OF CLASSIFIED 
STATIONS AND BRANCHES 


“Sec. 9. (a) The annual salaries of super- 
visors in the United States Stamped En- 
velope Agency shall be as follows: 

“Agent, $5,770; assistant agent, $5,270. 

“(b) The salary of superintendents and 
assistant superintendents of classified sta- 
tions shall be based on the number of em- 
ployees assigned thereto and the annual 
postal receipts. No allowance shall be made 
for sales of stamps to patrons residing out- 
side of the territory of the stations. At 
classified stations each $25,000 of postal re- 
ceipts shall be considered equal to one addi- 
tional employee: Provided, That in deter- 
mining the number of employees at a classi- 


Assistant 
superin- 
tendent of 
auxiliary 


Senior 
assistant 
superin- 
tendent 


Chief of 
records 


$5, 970 


ook 


ae 
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170 
870 
870 
670 
570 
470 
470 
470 
470 
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_ Sec. 9. Section 14 (a) of such act is amended to read as follows: 
“(a) The salaries of supervisory employees in the custodial service shall be annual salaries as follows: 
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fied station, credit shall be allowed for serv- 
ice performed by regular employees, sub- 
stitute employees other than those serving 
in lieu of regular employees absent from 
duty for any cause, and temporary employees 
assigned to the station, and for each 2,024 
hours of service performed by such employees 
credit shall be allowed for one employee. 

“(c) At classified stations, the annual sal- 
aries of superintendents and assistant super- 
intendents shall be as follows: 


Superin- Assistant 
Number of employees superin- 
tendent | tondents 

$6, 470 $5, 970 

6, 470 5, 970 

6,370 5, 870 

6, 170 5, 670 

6, 070 5, 570 

5. 970 5, 470 

5,770 5,270 

5, 670 5,170 

5, 549 5, 005 

§, 331 4,787 


Sec. 7. (a) Section 10 of such act is re- 
pealed. 

(b) Section 11 (a) of such act is amended 
to read as follows: 

“(a) The Postmaster General shall deter- 
mine the supervisory needs in each organiza- 
tional unit in the field service of the Post 
Cflice Department and shall fix the number 
of supervisors to be employed in accordance 
with the salary schedules provided in sec- 
tions 8 (a), 9, 13 (a), 14 (a), 15 (a), 15 (b), 
16 (a), 18 (a), and 19 (b) of this act: Pro- 
vided, That not more than one assistant 
postmaster may be employed at any post 
office.” 

Sec.8. Section 13 (a) of such act is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(a) The salaries of supervisory employees 
in the Motor Vehicle Service shall be annual 
salaries based upon the number of employees 
supervised as follows: Provided, That, in 
determining the number of employees su- 
pervised, credit shall be allowed for service 
performed by regular employees, substitute 
employees other than those serving in lieu 
of regular employees absent from duty for 
any cause, and temporary employees, and for 
each 2,024 hours of service performed by 
such employees credit shall be allowed for 
one employee: 


Cubic content of buildings 


2or more buil: with— 
000 cub’ 


2,999,999 cubic feet.. 
600,000 to 999,999 cubic feet_._. 
Less than 600,000 cubic feet 


cc 


Sbesees 
8333323 


Assistant 
Superin- Assistant 
Superin- superin- Inspec- | Mechan- 
ten tendent | ten Chief en- superin- 
ding | of build- genre gineer | Chief en- | tending Engineers tion en- | ical en- 
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8 Assistant) General . General | p Foremen Lieuten-] Chief [Assistant 

Number of employees supervised denden ee — pag 3 * ELE 7 — — — eee bel e 

of shops | of shops | chanics | chanies | laborers laborers operators guard | operator | operator 


151 and up... 


$6, 770 
6, 770 
6, 570 
6, 370 


Foremen charge 


Sec. 10. (a) Section 15 (a) of such act is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(a) The annual salaries of inspectors in 
charge, assistant inspectors in charge, and 
supervisory employees at division head- 
quarters of the Inspection Service shall be 
as follows: 


Per annum 
“Title tates 
Post office inspector in charge $8, 470 


Assistant post office inspector in 
Charge sooo on ne nee cnee ane 


Organizations 


Divisions... 
Districts... 


Division offices. — K — 


District offices. 
Rail way Fe post offices and highway post offices; 


aes in which more than 60 feet of distributing space is authorized over entire length of the 
5 days per week. 
Runs with 60 feet or less of distributing space. 


run in either direction not less than 
Class 


Air mail fields. — —— 
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Sec. 12. Section 18 (a) of such act is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(a) The annual salaries of supervisory 
employees in the mail-equipment shops shall 
be as follows: 


Pe Per annum 
Title sates 
Superintendent —.— $7,470 
6, 470 


Senior assistant superintendent - 
Assistant superintendent. 
General foremen 


2 Per annum 

“Title rates 
Assistant superintendent $5, 270 
Chiefs of section 5, 170“ 


(b) That portion of section 15 (b) of such 
act which precedes the first proviso is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(b) Post office inspectors shall be divided 
into 10 grades with annual salaries as follows: 


Sec, 13. Section 19 (b) of such act is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(b) Storekeepers shall be paid annual sal- 
aries of $4,896 and foremen shall be paid 
annual salaries of $4,352.” 

Sec. 14. In the adjustment of assignments 
to grades, salaries, and positions to con- 
torm with the provisions of such act of July 
6, 1945, as amended by this act— 

(a) Postmasters, assistant 
officers, and supervisory employees for whom 
annual salaries are provided in sections 8 
(a), 9, 13 (a), 14 (a), 15 (a), 15 (b), 16 (a), 
18 (a), and 19 (b) of such act of July 6, 
1946, as amended by this act shall be placed 
under the position title which covers their 


8 of employ- 
in organization 


and shall be promoted successively at the 
beginning of the quarter following 1 year’s 
satisfactory service in each grade until they 
reach grade 8:”. 

Sec.11. Section 16 (a) of such Act is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(a) The annual salaries of officers and 
supervisory employees in the postal trans- 
portation service shall be as follows: 


Assistant 
district 
superin- 

tendents 


District 
superin- 
tendent 


4, 896 4, 787 4, 570 

4, 896 4, 787 4, 570 

— 4, 896 4, 787 4, 570 
~|--=-------|-=-------- 4, 787 4, 570 

4, 890 4, 787 „ 570 

—— s200 4, 896 4, 787 4, 570 
— — 4, 896 4, 787 4, 570 
4, 896 4, 787 4, 570 

4, 896 4, 787 4,570 

4, 896 4, 787 4, 570 

—— 4, 787 4,570 


regularly assigned duties and which is in 
accord with the applicable organizational 
unit structure as provided in such sections, 
and shall receive the annual salary provided 
for the position to which assigned. 

(b) Employees (other than special me- 
chanics, cost-accounting clerks, purchasing 
clerks, and draftsmen) for whom automatic 
grades and salaries are provided in section 
11A of such act of July 6, 1945, as added by 
this act and who— 

(1) on the effective date of this act, are 
in grades 1, 2, and 3 shall be placed in grade 
1; and 

(2) on the effective date of this act are 
in grades 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, and 11 shall 
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be placed in grades 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 
9, respectively— 


and shall receive the annual salary or hourly 
rate of pay of the grade in which placed. 
(c) Special mechanics who, on the effec- 
tive date of this act, are receiving basic 
annual salaries of $3,670, $3,770, and $3,870, 
shall be placed in grade 1 and those receiv- 
ing basic annual salaries of $3,970 shall be 
placed in grade 2. 
(d) Cost-accounting clerks, purchasing 
clerks, and draftsmen who, on the effective 
date of this act, are receiving basic annual 
‘salaries of $4,070 and $4,270 shall be placed 
in grade 1 and those receiving basic annual 
salaries of $4,470 shall be placed in grade 2. 
Sec. 15. (a) Employees who, under such 
act of July 6; 1945, as in effect prior to the 
effective date of this act, are entitled to 
automatic grade promotions on the effective 
date of this act, shall be given credit for 
their earned automatic grade promotion be- 
fore applying the provisions of sections 4 
and 14 of this act. Employees who, under 
such act of July 6, 1945, as in effect prior 
to the effective date of this act, would have 
been entitled to automatic grade promotions 
within 1 year from the effective date of this 
‘act, shall be given credit for the time served 
‘since their last promotion prior to the effec- 
tive date of this act in determining eligibility 
for automatic grade promotions under the 
provisions of such act of July 6, 1945, as 
amended by this act. 
| (b) Any increase in rate of basic compen- 
sation by reason of the enactment of this act 
shall not be considered as an “equivalent 
increase” in compensation within the mean- 
ing of section 701 of the Classification Act of 
1949, in case of postal service employees who 
transfer or are transferred to a position com- 
ing within the purview of the Classification 
Act of 1949. 
| Sec. 16. In the readjustment of salaries to 
conform with the provisions of this act, no 
postmaster, assistant postmaster, supervisor, 
or employee on the rolls of the field service 
of the Post Office Department on the effective 
date of this act shall, by reason of the enact- 
ment of this act, receive an increase in basic 
annual salary of less than $400 per annum 
or in excess of $800, except that in the case 
of postmasters in offices of the fourth class 
no postmaster shall receive an increase of 
more than 20 percent of his present salary 
and in the case of employees paid on an 
hourly basis more than 20 cents per hour 
increase over his present compensation. 
None of the provisions of this act shall be 
construed to reduce the annual salary of any 
postmaster, assistant postmaster, supervisor, 
or employee on the rolls of the field service of 
the Post Office Department on the effective 
date of this act. In the adjustment of the 
salaries of postmasters, assistant and super- 
visors in the field service of the Post Office 
Department, beginning on July 1, 1952, only 
85 percent of the gross postal receipts in any 
post office shall be counted for the purpose 
of determining the class of the post office or 
the compensation or allowances of post- 
masters or of postal employees of post offices. 
Sec. 17. The act entitled An act to provide 
additional compensation for postmasters and 
employees of the postal service,” approved 
May 21, 1946 (Public Law 386, 79th Cong.), 
section 101 of title I of the act entitled “An 
act to provide for permanent postal rates and 
to provide pay increases for Government 
employees,” approved July 3, 1948 (Public 
Law 900, 80th Cong.), and section 3 of the 
act entitled “An act to provide additional 
compensation and other benefits for post- 
, Officers, and employees in the postal 
field service,” approyed October 28, 1949 
(Public Law 428, fist Cong.) are repealed, 
Sec. 18. The third sentence of subsection 
(a) of the first section of the act entitled 
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“An act to provide uniform longevity pro- 
motional grades for the postal field service,” 
approved May 3, 1950 (Public Law 500, 81st 
Cong.), is amended by inserting after “5 per- 
cent per annum” the following: “or $100 per 
annum, whichever is the lesser,“. 

Sec. 19. The first proviso in the paragraph 
headed “Third class” in section 1 of the act 
of February 28, 1925 (43 Stat. 1054), is re- 
pealed. 

Sec. 20. The first section of the act entitled 
“An act to credit certain service performed 
by employees of the postal service who are 
transferred from one position to another 
within the service for purposes of determin- 
ing eligibility for promotion,” approved June 
19, 1948 (Public Law 674, 80th Cong.), i 
amended by striking out “, not exceeding 1 
year of such service,“. 

Src. 21. Subsection (e) of section 17 of the 
act entitled “An act to reclassify the salaries 
of postmasters, officers, and employees of the 
postal service, to establish uniform proce- 
dures for computing compensation; and for 
other purposes,” approved July 6, 1945, as 
amended (Public Law 134, 79th Cong.), 1 
amended to read as follows: 

“(e) In addition to the salaries provided in 
this section, each carrier in the rural de- 
livery service shall be paid for equipment 
maintenance a sum equal to (1) 9 cents per 
mile per day for each mile or major fraction 
of a mile scheduled or (2) $3 per day, which- 
ever is the greater. Payments for equip- 
ment and maintenance as provided herein 
shall be at the same periods and in the same 
manner as payments for regular compensa- 
tion to rural carriers.” 

Sec. 22. This act shall become effective as 


-of July 1, 1951. 


Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, I offer an amendment. 8 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. Murray of Tennessee moves to strike 
out all after the enacting clause of Senate 
bill 355 and insert the provisions of H. R. 
244 as agreed to as follows: “That (a) each 
section of the act of July 6, 1945 (Public Law 
134, 87th Cong.), as amended and supple- 
mented, which provides annual automatic 
pay grades for positions in the postal field 
service is amended (1) by striking out the 
grade designations and rates of compensa- 


tion provided for grades 1, 2, and 3, and 


(2) by renumbering, respectively, beginning 
with the number 1, in the same sequence in 
which they appear on the day before the 
effective date of thi: section, those grades 
which are on such day higher than grade 
3. Any references to pay grades higher than 
grade 3 and any references with respect to 
the total number of grades in any class of 
position which are contained in such act or 
in any other law are hereby renumbered to 
conform to the changes made by this sub- 
section. 

“(b) Each employee who, on the day before 
the effective date of this section, is in grade 
1, grade 2, or grade 3 shall as of such effec- 
tive date be placed in the grade designated 
as grade 1 by subsection (a). 

“(c) Each employee on the rolls of the 
field service of the Post Office Department on 
the effective date of this act for whom an- 
nual automatic pay grades are provided by 
the act of July 6, 1945, as amended and sup- 
plemented, who entered the postal fleld serv- 
ice after June 30, 1945, and who has not been 
advanced at least two annual automatic pay 
grades pursuant to subsection (b) of this 
section, section 2 of the act of March 6, 1946, 
as amended (Public Law 317, 79th Cong.), 
the act of July 31, 1946, as amended (Public 
Law 577, 79th Cong.) and section 2 (a), (b), 
(c), and (d) of the act of October 28, 1949, 
as amended (Public Law 428, 81st Cong.), 
shall be advanced two annual automatic pay 
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grades, or, if such employee has been ad- 
vanced one annual automatic pay grade pur- 
suant to such provisions of law, he shall be 
advanced one annual automatic pay grade. 
Any such advancement in grade of an em- 
ployee under this subsection shall be effec- 
tive as of the effective date of this act and 
shall not be considered as a promotion for 
purposes of determining the date on which 
such employee is eligible for a promotion 
to the next higher grade. 

„d) Section 2 of the act entitled ‘An act 


to provide additional compensation and 


other benefits for postmasters, officers, and 
employees in the postal field service,’ ap- 
proved October 28, 1949, as amended, is 
hereby repealed. 

“Sec. 2. (a) Each postmaster, officer, and 
employee in the postal field service whose 
rate of compensation is prescribed by such 
act of July 6, 1945, as amended and supple- 
mented (including amendments made by 
the first section of this act), shall receive 
additional compensation at the rate of $400 
per annum: Provided, That employees paid 
on an hourly or part-time basis shall receive 
additional compensation at the rate of 20 
cents per hour: Provided further, That post- 
masters at post offices of the fourth class 
shall receive additional compensation at the 
rate of a sum per annum equal to 20 per- 
cent of their basic annual compensation. 

“(b) Subsection (a) shall not apply to 
skilled-trades employees of the mail-equip- 
ment shops, job cleaners in first- and second- 
class post offices, and employees who are paid 
on a fee or contract basis. 

“Sec. 3. Any increase in rate of basic com- 
pensation by reason of the enactment of 
this act shall not be construed to be an 
equivalent increase in compensation within 
the meaning of section 701 of the Classifica- 
tion Act of 1949, as amended, in the case of 
employees in the postal field service who 
transfer or are transferred to positions with- 
in the purview of the Classification Act of 
1949, as amended. 

“Sec. 4. (a) This act shall become effective 
as of July 1, 1951. 

“(b) No retroactive compensation or salary 
shall be payable by reason of the enactment 
of this act in the case of any individual not 
in the service of the United States (in- 
cluding service in the Armed Forces of the 
United States) or of the municipal govern- 
ment of the District of Columbia on the 
date of enactment of this act, except that 
such retroactive compensation or salary shall 
be paid a retired postmaster, officer, or em- 
ployee for services rendered during the pe- 
riod beginning July 1, 1951, and ending with 
the date of his retirement.” 

Amend the title so as to read: “A bill to 
reduce the number of grades for positions 
in the postal field service and to provide 
salary increases for personnel in such 
service.” 


The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the amendment offiered by the gentle- 
man from Tennessee [Mr. MURRAY]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, and was read the third time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the passage of the bill. 

The bill was passed. 

On motion of Mr. Murray of Tennes- 
see, the title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill to reduce the number of grades 
for positions in the postal field service 
and to provide salary increases for per- 
sonnel in such service.” 
ean moticn to reconsider was laid on the 

le. 


1951 


The proceedings whereby the bill, H. R. 
244, was passed were vacated, and that 
bill was laid on the table. 


GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND 


Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all members may have five legislative 
days to extend their remarks on the bill 
just passed. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee? 

There was no objection. 


AMENDING ACT OF JULY 6, 1945, SO AS TO 
REDUCE NUMBER OF GRADES FOR 
VARIOUS POSITIONS UNDER SUCH ACT 
AND TO ADJUST SALARIES OF OFFICERS 
AND EMPLOYEES OF FIELD SERVICE OF 
THE POST OFFICE DEPARTMENT 


Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, by di- 
rection of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 420 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

Resolved, That immeciately upon the 
adoption of this resolution it shall be in 
order to move that the House resolve itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 4255) to amend the Act of 
July 6, 1945, as amended, so as to reduce the 
number of grades for the various positions 
under such act, to adjust the salaries of of- 
ficers and employees of the field service of the 
Post Office Department, and for other pur- 
poses. That after general debate, which 
shall be confined to the bill and continue 
not to exceed 1 hour, to be equally divided 
and controlled by the chairman and ranking 
minority member of the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service, the bill shall be read 
for amendment under the 5-minute rule, 
At the conclusion of the consideration of 
the bill for amendment, the committee shall 
rise and report the bill to the House with 
such amendments as may have been adopted 
and the previous question shall be consid- 
ered as ordered on the bill and amendments 
thereto to final passage without intervening 
motion except one motion to recommit. 


Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, this reso- 
lution from the Rules Committee calls 
for consideration of H. R. 4255 to adjust 
the salaries of postmasters, postal super- 
visors, and employees of the field service 
of the Post Office Department. 

The reclassification provided for in this 
legislation has been too long delayed. 
This legislation will eliminate injustice 
and inequities in salaries of postmasters 
and supervisors which has arisen since 
the last classification revision act in 1945. 
This revision has been recommended by 
the Postmaster General in his testimony 
before the Post Office and Civil Service 
Committee and adopts basic classifica- 
tion schedules prepared by the Post Office 
Department. 

Since 1925, there has been only one 
general reclassification of the salaries of 
employees in the field service in the Post 
Office Department. Since that time, a 
series of laws has been enacted providing 
increases in salaries of field postal em- 
ployees, mostly by flat, across-the-board 
salary adjustments and this has brought 
about glaring inequities and distortions 
in the pay schedules of postmasters and 
supervisors. 
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As an example, in a number of post of- 
fices throughout the country, employees 
with overtime and night work receive as 
much income as the postmaster. The 
same distortions exist in regard to super- 
visors and postmasters; and in other in- 
stances, employees get larger pay checks 
than supervisors. The testimony which 
has been submitted before the Post Office 
and Civil Service Committee is unani- 
mous in agreement that a reclassification 
or revision of the calaries of postmasters 
and supervisors is long overdue. 

The Congress should not lose sight 
of the fact that our postmasters are con- 
ducting the largest business in the coun- 
try. 

Postmasters and supervisors are 
bonded Government officials who are re- 
sponsible for more than 818,000,000, 000 
annually. They are also accountable for 
the collection of postal revenue totaling 
approximately $1,600,000,000 annually. 
Postmasters and supervisors have the 
responsibility for the supervision of over 
500,000 employees in the postal field 
service. 

Under the civil-service regulations, 
postmasters are subject to the most rigid 
qualification requirements and must pos- 
Sess education, business experience, and 
executive ability in order to successfully 
carry out their duties. 

Our postmasters are also charged with 
the responsibility of operating one of 
the largest banks in the world through 
the postal savings and money order sys- 
tems. 

They also direct one of the largest 
transportation operations in the world 
in the distribution of mails and postal 
freight. 

Every top postal supervisor is a ca- 
reer employee with years of experience 
in every phase of postal operations. The 
lowest bracket of supervisor is required 
to have a minimum of 9 years in the post 
office. Supervisors must possess the ex- 
perience and know-how, as bonded offi- 
cers of the Government, to hold down 
their responsible positions. 

This legislation is more or less of a 
companion bill to H. R. 244 which pro- 
vides for a long-delayed and very neces- 
sary increase in salary for the postal 
workers. 

This legislation provides that in no 
case shall a postmaster or supervisor re- 
ceive an increase above his present sal- 
ary of more than $800 per annum. 

Considering the drastic order of re- 
duction in postal service in order to ar- 
rive at further economy, the postmas- 
ters and supervisors have been burdened 
with tremendous added work and re- 
sponsibilities during recent years. In 
the Calumet industrial region in Indiana 
I know it to be a fact that over 50 per- 
cent of the postal personnel in the Ham- 
mond, Ind., post office has resigned to 
work in the industries for higher wages 
in order to meet the present high cost 
of living expenses. A similar employ- 
ment situation exists in Gary, East Chi- 
cago, and Whiting, Ind. This condition 
has brought about an avalanche of head- 
aches and extra work for the postmas- 
ters and supervisors in my area; but 


nevertheless, the postmasters, supervi- 
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sors, and experienced employes have 
cooperated greatly with the new and in- 
experienced help in order to give effi- 
cient postal service. 

I am glad that this legislation has 
finally come to the floor of the House 
for action as I firmly believe that it will 
aid greatly in building up the morale 
of the postal service in our industrial 
and metropolitan areas, 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 minutes to the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Brown] and 
I reserve the remainder of my time. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
as the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
Mappen] has just explained, House Reso- 
lution 420 makes in order the bill H. R. 
4255, which is a companion bill to the 
postal-pay legislation we have just ap- 
proved. H. R. 4255 carries a well- 
deserved pay increase for postmasters, 
supervisors, and other field workers in 
the Post Office Department who have 
received no adjustment in compensation 
for some 26 or 27 years. 

We have no requests for time on the 
rule from this side, Mr. Speaker. This 
rule was reported unanimously by the 
committee, and I am hopeful it will be 
adopted. 

Mr, NICHOLSON. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. I wish to ask the 
gentleman from Ohio why these post- 
masters have not been taken care of in 
the last 20 years. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. That, my 
friend, will have to be answered by those 
who control the Congress and its com- 
mittees. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gen- 
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. WICKER- 
SHAM]. 

Mr. WICKERSHAM. Mr. Speaker, 
many of us Members have urged pas- 
sage of this legislation for some time. 
It is only fair to our faithful postmasters. 

(Mr. WICKERSHAM asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend his 
remarks and include extraneous matter 
connected with the matter under con- 
sideration.) 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 


the resolution. 


The resolution was agreed to. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, I move that the House resolve 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H. R. 4255) to 
amend the act of July 6, 1945, as amend- 
ed, so as to reduce the number of grades 
for the various positions under such act, 
to adjust the salaries of officers and em- 
ployees of the field service of the Post 
Office Department, and for other pur- 
poses. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con- 
sideration of the bill H. R. 4255, win, 
Mr. HERLONG in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

By unanimous consent, the first read-, 


ing of the bill was dispensed with. 
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The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
gentleman from Tennessee will be recog- 
nized for 30 minutes and the gentleman 
from Kansas for 30 minutes. 

The gentleman from Tennessee is 
recognized. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. 
Chairman, I yield myself 5 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, there are two bills on 
the agenda that have not been completed 
so far this afternoon, the present bill, 
H. R. 4255, and another bill, H. R. 339, 
for classified employees. I am hopeful 
that debate on these two bills will be 
curtailed and that we can complete ac- 
tion on both bills this afternoon. If the 
Members do not engage in protracted 
debate on this bill or the one for the 
classified employees we can complete 
both bills today and not have to come 
back tcmorrow, so I am going to be as 
brief as I can about this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill reclassifies the 
salaries of postmasters and supervisors. 
There are about 42,000 postmasters and 
26,000 supervisors. 

This bill is just and deserving. 

The last reclassification bill for post- 
masters and supervisors was passed in 
1945. Since that time Congress has 
given three across-the-board increases 
to all postal employees, one of $400 in 
1946; one of $450 in 1948; and another 
$120 in 1949, making a total of $970. 
These increases were given from top to 
bottom; they were given to the laborer 
as well as to the postmaster and to the 
supervisor. Naturally, when you con- 
tinue to give your lower-class employees 
the same increase as your postmasters 
and supervisors you are going to throw 
out of kilter and out of balance the 
proper relationship between the salaries 
of postmasters and supervisors and the 
employees. For that reason this bill is 

necessary. It reclassifies the salaries so 
as to give all postmasters in first-class 
offices a raise of $800; to postmasters in 
second-class offices a raise of from $700 
to $800; for postmasters in third-class 
Offices a raise from $400 to $600. Super- 
visory employees in first- and second- 
class post offices get increases under this 
bill that compare favorably with the 
raises for postmasters in those offices. 
The fourth-class postmasters get a less 
increase on account of the lower receipts 
of those offices. 

Mr. Chairman, there is no controversy 
about this bill. The postmasters and 
supervisors are entitled to this increase 


Mr. 


because of the across-the-board increase 


given postal employees during the last 
5 years. Let us give them a proper in- 


crease so that there will be a proper 


balance between their salaries and the 
other employees' salaries because of the 
great responsibilities and duties of the 
postmasters and the supervisors. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield myself 3 minutes. 


Mr. Chairman, this legislation pro- 
vides for the reclassification of the sal- 


aries of 42,000 postmasters and 26,000 
supervisors. The bill is predicated upon 
the passage of House bill 244 by provid- 
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ing that no postmaster or supervisor 
whose salary is reclassified under its pro- 
visions will receive an increase above his 
present salary of more than $800 under 
the combined legislation—House bill 244 
and House bill 4255. 

The salary schedules for the post- 
masters and supervisors are outlined in 
the report and will range from $13,770 
for the highest paid postmaster in a 
first-class post office to $4,470 for dis- 
patchers in motor vehicle service. 

The bill is retroactive to July 16, 1951, 
and will increase the expenditures of the 
Post Office Department by $16,900,000 
annually. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, I have no further requests 
for time on this side. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I have no further requests for time on 
this side. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read 
the bill for amendment. ` 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That (a) the act en- 
titled “An act to reclassify the salaries of 
postmasters, ofñcers, and employees of the 
postal service; to establish uniform pro- 
cedures for computing compensation; and 
for other purposes, ” approved July 6, 1945, 
as amended, is hereby amended in the fol- 
lowing respects: 

(1) Soctions of such act providing four 
pay grades for any class of positions are 
amended (A) by striking out the grade des- 
ignations and salaries provided for grades 
1 and 2, and any references thereto, and (B) 
by redesignating grades 3 and 4, and any 
references thereto, as grades 1 and 2, re- 
spectively. 

(2) Sections of such act providing six pay 
grades for any class of positions are amended 
(A) by striking out the grade designations 
and salaries provided for grades 1, 2, and 3, 
and any references thereto, and (B) by re- 
designating grades 4, 5, and 6, and any refer- 
ences thereto, as grades 1, 2, and 3, respec- 
tively. 

(3) Sections of such act providing seven 
pay grades for any class of positions are 
amended (A) by striking out the grade des- 
ignations and salaries provided for grades 
1, 2, 3, and 4, and any references thereto, and 
(B) by redesignating grades 5, 6, and 7, and 
any references thereto, as grades 1, 2, and 3, 
respectively. 

(4) Sections of such act providing eight 
pay grades for any class of positions are 
amended (A) by striking out the grade desig- 
nations and salaries provided for grades 1, 
2, 3, 4, and 5, and any references thereto, 
and (B) by redesignating grades 6, 7, and 8, 
and any references thereto, as grades 1, 2, 
and 3, respectively. 

(5) Sections of such act providing nine 
pay grades for any class of positions are 


= amended (A) by striking out the grade des- 


ignations and salaries provided for grades 
1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6, and any references thereto, 
and (B) by redesignating grades 7, 8, and 9, 
and any references thereto, as grades 1, 2, 
and 3, respectively. 

(6) Sections of such act providing 10 
pay grades for any class of positions are 
amended (A) by striking out the grade des- 


ignations and salaries provided for grades 


1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6, and any references thereto, 
and (B) by redesignating grades 7, 8, 9, and 


10, and any references thereto, as grades 1. 


2, 3, and 4 respectively. 


pay grades for any class of positions are 


amended (A) by striking out the grade des- 
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ignations and salaries provided for grades 
1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6, and any references thereto, 
and (B) by redesignating grades 7, 8, 9, 10, 
and 11, and any references thereto, as grades 
1, 2, 3, 4, and 5, respectively. 

(8) Sections of such act providing 17 pay 
grades for any class of positions are amended 
(A) by striking out the grade designations 
and salaries provided for grades 1, 2, 3, 4 
5, and 6, and any references thereto, and 
(B) by redesignating grades 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 
12, 13, 14, 15, 16, and 17, and any references 
thereto, as grades 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 
and 11, respectively. 

(b) (1) Employees holding positions with- 
in classes for which four pay grades were 
established by such act of July 6, 1945, as 
amended, who on the day before the effective 
date of this act are in grade 1 shall as of 
such date be placed in the grade designated 
as grade 1 pursuant to this act, and those 
who, on such date, are in grades higher than 
grade 1 shall as of such date be placed in 
the grade designated as grade 2 pursuant to 
this act. 

(2) Employees holding positions within 
classes for which six, seven, eight, or nine pay 
grades were established by such act of July 
6, 1945, as amended, who on the day before 
the effective date of this act are in grade 1 
shall as of such date be placed in the grade 
designated as grade 1 pursuant to this act, 
and those who, on such date are in grades 
higher than grade 1 shall as of such date be 
placed in the grade designated as grade 3 
pursuant to this act. 

(3) Employees holding positions within 
classes for which 10 pay grades were estab- 
lished by such act of July 6, 1945, as amend- 
ed, who on the day before the effective date 
of this act are in grade 1 shall as of such 
date be placed in the grade designated as 
grade 1 pursuant to this act, those who on 
such date are in grade 3 shall as of such 
date be placed in the grade designated as 
grade 3 pursuant to this act, and those on 
such date are in grades higher than grade 3 
shall as of such date be placed in the grade 
designated as grade 4 pursuant to this act. 

(4) Employees holding positions within 
classes for which 11 pay grades were estab- 
lished by such act of July 6, 1945, as 
amended, who on the day before the effective 
date of this act are in grade 1 shall as of 
such date be placed in the grade designated 
as grade 1 pursuant to this act, those who 
on such date are in grade 3 shall as of such 
date be placed in the grade designated as 
grade 3 pursuant to this act, those who cn 
such date are in grade 4 shall as of such 
date be placed in the grade designated as 
grade 4 pursuant to this act, and those 
who on such date are in a grade higher than 
grade 4 shall as of such date be placed in 
the grade designated as grade 5 pursuant to 
this act. 

(5) Employees holding positions within 
classes for which 17 pay grades were estab- 
lished by such act of July 16, 1945, as 
amended, who on the day before the effective 
date of this act are in grade 1 shall as of 
such date be placed in the grade designated 
as grade 1 pursuant to this act, those who 
on such date are in grade 3 shall as of such 
date be placed in the grade designated as 
grade 3 pursuant to this act. Employees 
holding such positions who on the day be- 
fore the effective date of this act are in 
grades 4 to 9, inclusive, and are assigned 
to organizations where grade 9 of the act 
of July 6, 1945, was the top automatic grade 
shall as of such date be placed in the grade 
designated as grade 3 pursuant to this act. 
Employees holding such positions who on 
the day before the effective date of the act, 


are in grade 4, and are assigned to 
(7) Sections of such act providing 11° A Bo 


R 7 
tions where grade 11 of the act of July 6, 
1945, was the top automatic grade shall as 
of such date be placed in the grade desig- 
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nated as grade 4 pursuant to this act. Em- 
ployees holding such positions who on the 
day before the effective date of this act are 
in grades 5 to 11, inclusive, and are assigned 
to organizations where grade 11 of the act 
of July 6, 1945, was the top automatic grade, 
shal as of such date be placed in the grade 
designated as grade 5 pursuant to this act. 
Employees holding such positions who on 
the day before the effective date of this act 
are in grade 12 shall as of such date be 
placed in the grade designated as grade 6 
pursuant to this act, those who on such date 
are in grade 13 shall as of such date be placed 
in the grade designated as grade 7 pursuant 
to this act, those who on such date are 
in grade 14 shall as of such date be placed 
in the grade designated as grade 8 pursuant 
to this act, those who on such date are in 
grade 15 shall as of such date be placed in 
the grade designated as grade 9 pursuant to 
this act, those who on such date are in 
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grade 16 shall as of such date be placed in 
the grade designated as grade 10 pursuant 
to this act, and those who on such date 
are in grade 17 shall as of such date be 
placed in the grade designated as grade 11 
pursuant to this act. 

(c) Subsections (b) and (d) of section 2 
of the act entitled “An act to provide addi- 
tional compensation and other benefits for 
postmasters, officers, and employees in the 
postal field service,” approved October 28, 
1949, are repealed. 

With the following committee amend- 
ment: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert the following: “That (a) section 8 
(a) of such act of July 6, 1945, is amended to 
read as follows: 

„a) The salaries of postmasters and as- 
sistant postmasters at all classes of post of- 
fices and of officers and supervisory employees 


Post offices of the first class 
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at post offices of the first class shall be annual 
salaries, to be fixed by the Postmaster Gen- 
eral based upon gross postal receipts as 
shown in the quarterly returns of the respec- 
tive post offices for the calendar year imme- 
diately preceding, at the following rates: 
Provided, That subsection (c) of section 1001 
of the Revenue Act of 1932 (47 Stat. 285), as 
amended, is hereby repealed retroactive to 
January 1, 1944, and thereafter the gross 
postal receipts shall be counted for the pur- 
pose of determining the class of the post 
office or the compensation or allowances of 


postmasters or other employees, whose com- 


pensation or allowances are based on the 
annual receipts of such offices: Provided 
further, That in fixing the salaries of the 
postmaster and supervisory employees in the 
post office at Washington, District of Colum- 
bia, the Postmaster General may, in his dis- 
cretion, add not to exceed 75 percent to 
the gross receipts of that office: 


General super- 


Per annum rates 


Gross receipts 1 intendent of Sug pend 3 5 tend 
ssistan 8 general super- | general super - Superintend- 
Postmaster postmaster Pisa ax intendent of | intendent of ents 
i of finance il fi 
$13, 770 70 $7, 470 $6, 470 
13, 770 8. 470 7,470 6, 470 
12,770 7, 970 „270 6,470 
11, 770 7, 6, 870 6, 270 
10, 770 6, 570 6,170 
Senior assist- Assistant ` 
Chief station Station Assistant General Clerks in 
PaA e examiner Auditor 3 examiners auditor foremen Foremen charge 

$5, 470 $6,170 $5, 670 $5,170 $5, 470 $5, 370 900 $4, 600 
5, 470 6, 100 5, 670 5,170 5,470 300 4, 900 4, 600 
5, 470 5, 900 5, 670 5,170 4,470 5,200 4,900 4, 600 
5, 370 4,970 5, 600 4.970 4,870 5, 100 4, 900 4, 600 
5, 370 4, 870 5, 270 4, 970 4,770 5, 000 4. 4, 600 


Gross receipts 


Senior assist- 


Superintend- Assistant 
Assistant Superintend- ant superin- 
Postmaster ent of money superintend- 
postmaster ent of mails genre of ene of nails 
$3,000,000 to 88, 900, 999.99. $9, 770 $6, 270 $6,070 $5, 270 
$1,500,000 to 52,990, 999.99 8, 770 6,070 5, 870 5, 270 
$1,000,000 to $1,499,999,99. 7,770 6, 070 5, 870 5, 270 
$600,000 to $999,999.99. 7,370 5, 970 5, 670 5,070 
$500,000 to $599,999.99. 7,070 5, 870 5,070 
$400,000 to $499,909.99. 6, 570 Emi e SU (BAEC ies RR es ae 5,000 
$300,000 to $399,090.99, 6,370 r SS eh aL ee 5, 000 
$250,000 to $299,990.99. 6, 170 r N E AN E BEA 5,000 
$200,000 to $249,999.99. 6,070 Fr rr TREE N TNS 
$150,000 to $199,999.99. 5, 970 5, 370 a 
$120,000 to $149,999.99. 5,870 5, 270 * 
$90,000 to $119,999.99. 5,770 5,170 3 
$75,000 to $89,999.99.. 5, 670 5.070 A 
$60,000 to $74,999.99.. 5, 570 4, 970 — 
$50,000 to $59,999.99.. 5,470 4,970 K 
$40,000 to SAN OND oaae aaaea A AS 5,370 ch! EERE 


Gross receipts Assistant 
r superintend- Clerks in 
ents of money charge 
rde: 

000,000 to 86,909,999... $4, 800 84, 600 
S 4, 800 4, 600 
$1 4, 800 4, 600 

—— 4 an: 4,800 4.600 
4, 800 4, 600 
4, 800 4, 600 
4, 800 4, 600 
4,800 4, 600 
4, 800 4, 600 
4,800 4, 600 
4, 800 4, 600 
4, 800 4, 600 
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Post offices of the second class 


Per annum rates 
Gross receipts 


$27,000 to 830,909.99 
ie ee 

0 . 99. == 
$3,000 to 811,699.99——— 


„Provided, That where the gross postal 
receipts of a post office of the second class 
for each of two consecutive calendar years 
are less than $8,000, or where in any cal- 
endar year the gross postal receipts are less 
than $7,000, it shall be relegated to the third 
class, 


Post offices of the third class 


Per annum 
Gross receipts rates, post- 
master 

$7,000 to $7,999.99 $4,350 
$6,000 to $6,999.99 4, 225 
$5,000 to $5,999.99. 4,125 
$4,200 to $4,999.99 4.000 
$3,500 to $4,199.99 3, 875 
$3,000 to $3,499.99 3, 750 
$2,700 to $2,999.99 3, 625 
$2,400 to $2,699.99 3, 525 
$2,100 to $2,399.99 3, 400 
$1,900 to $2,099.99 3.275 
$1,700 to $1,899.99 3,175 
$1,500 to $1,699.99. 3,050 


ceipts of a post office of the third class for 
each of two consecutive calendar years are 
less than $1,500, or where in any calendar 
year the gross postal receipts are less than 
$1,400, it shall be relegated to the fourth 
class. 


Post offices of the fourth class 


Per annum 
Gross receipts rates, post- 
master 

$1,300 to 81, 499.90 o... $2, 815. 80 
$1,100 to 51,200.90. 2, 655, 80 
$1,000 to $1,099.99. 2, 489. 30 
$900 to 3999.99 2, 362. 90 
$800 to 8890.90. 2, 216. 40 
$700 to 8799.99. 2, 070. 00 
$600 to $699.99.. 1, 908. 50 
$500 to $599.99. 1, 713.30 
$450 to $499.99. 1, 551. 80 
$400 to $449.99. 1, 435. 50 
$350 to 8399.99. 1,320.30 
$300 to 8849.99. 1, 205. 20 
$250 to 8209.99 1, 062. 50 
$200 to 5249.90 916.10 
$150 to $199.99... 739. 60 
$100 to $149.99... 563. 20 
Less than 8 352. 90" 


“(b) Section 8 of such act is amended by 
adding at the end thereof a new subsection 
as follows: 

„ee) At central accounting offices where 
the gross postal receipts are less than $7,000,- 
000, the superintendent of finance, or the 
employee in charge of central accounting 
records and adjustments of the accounts, 
shall be allowed $200 per annum in addi- 
tion to the salary specified in subsection (a). 
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At central accounting offices with receipts of 
less than $1,000,000, the employee performing 
the duties of an auditor shall be allowed a 
salary equal to that of a foreman.’ 

“(c) Section 9 of such act is amended to 
read as follows: 


“ ‘SUPERVISORS IN THE UNITED STATES STAMPED- 
ENVELOPE AGENCY; SUPERINTENDENTS AND 
ASSISTANT SUPERINTENDENTS OF CLASSIFIED 
STATIONS AND BRANCHES 


“Sec. 9. (a) The annual salaries of super- 
visors in the United States Stamped-Enve- 
lope Agency shall be as follows: 

„Agent, $5,770; assistant agent, $5,270. 

“‘(b) The salary of superintendents and 
assistant superintendents of classified sta- 
tions shall be based on the number of em- 
ployees assigned thereto and the annual 
postal receipts. No allowance shall be made 
for sales of stamps to patrons residing out- 
side of the territory of the stations. At 
classified stations each $25,000 of postal re- 
ceipts shall be considered equal to one addi- 
tional employee: Provided, That in deter- 
mining the number of employees at a classi- 
fied station, credit shall be allowed for serv- 
ice performed by regular employees, substi- 
tute employees other than those serving in 
lieu of regular employees absent from duty 
for any cause, and temporary employees as- 
signed to the station, and for each 2,024 
hours of service performed by such em- 
ployees credit shall be allowed for one 
employee. 

„(e) At classified stations the annual 
salaries of superintendents and assistant 
superintendents shall be as follows: 


Per annum rates 


Number of employees 


Assistant 
superin- 
tendents 


Superin- 
tendent 


2,001 and up- 80, 470 
6, 470 


6, 370 


sF 
33 


SAAS ASS, 
888888328 


aag 


“(d) Section 10 of such act is repealed. 


“(e) Section 11 (a) of such act is amended 
to read as follows: 


„(a) The Postmaster General shall deter- 
mine the supervisory needs in each organi- 
zational unit in the field service of the Post 
Office Department and shall fix the number 
of supervisors to be employed in accordance 
with the salary schedules provided in sec- 
tions 8 (a), 9, 13 (a) (1), 14 (a), 15 (a), 
15 (b), 16 (a), 18 (a) (1), and 19 (b) of 
this act: Provided, That not more than one 
assistant postmaster may be employed at 
any post office.’ 

“(f) (1) Section 13 (a) of such act is 
amended to read as follows: 


“*(a) (1) The salaries of supervisory em- 
ployees in the motor vehicle service shall be 
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annual salaries based upon the number of 
employees supervised as follows: Provided, 
That in determining the number of employ- 
ees supervised, credit shall be allowed for 
service performed by regular employees, sub- 
stitute employees other than those serving 
in lieu of regular employees absent from duty 
for any cause, and temporary employees, and 
for each 2,024 hours of service performed by 
such employees credit shall be allowed for 
one employee: d 


Number of 
employees 


701 and up.. 
401 to 700 


; Chief | Chief 
Numer of employees} me- dis- Me- Dis- 
chanic; |patcher;| chanies| nateh- 
chiefof | route in pie 
sup- | super- | charge 
plies | visors 
701 and up $4, 670 470 
401 to 700 4.670 % 470 
251 to 100 4, 670 4,470 
101 to 250. 4, 570 4,470 
51 tol 4, 570 4,470 
31 to 50.. 4,470 4,470 
16 to 30 4, 470 4,470 
11 to 16 , 470 4,470 
6 to 10. 4, 470 4,470 
1 to 5.. 4, 470 4,470 


“*(2) Special mechanics shall be divided 
into four grades with annual salaries as 
follows: 


and shall be promoted successively at the 
beginning of the quarter following 1 year’s 
satisfactory service in each grade to the next 
higher grade until they reach grade 4. 

(2) Section 13 (b) of such act is amended 
by striking out ‘general mechanics, and dis- 
Ppatchers’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘and 
general mechanics’. 

“(3) Section 13 (e) of such act is amended 
by striking out ‘general mechanics, and dis- 
patchers’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘and 
general mechanics’. 

“(g) (1) Section 14 (a) of such act is 
amended to read as follows: 

“*(a) The salaries of supervisory employ- 
ees in the custodial service shall be annual 
salaries as follows: 


“ ‘Cubic content of buildings 


General 
superin- 
tendent 
2 or more buildings with— 
50,000, 000 cubic feet and up Pe ee St See Ee) Sars Be 
15,000,000 to 49,990,999 cubic ſect. SR Ee EES. ATE. FI . 


Per annum rates 


Inspection 


— 
engineers 
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Per annum rates 


“ ‘Cubic content of buildings General | Assistant 


8 Assistant Assistant Assistant Inspection 


Superin- | Superin- 


superin- | n tending | tendent of | ,Superin- Chief chief superin- | Engineers engineers: 
perin- tendent of | engineer tend mechan 
tendent | tendent | engineer building | building engineer —.— 3 


1 or more buildings with 
40,000,000 cubic feotand Up io. e cescncl=foobecunconcs 
20,000,000 to to 39,990,000 cubic feet. — 
15,000,000 to 19, 600,900 cubic feet. 


10,000,000 to 14,999,999 cubic feet. $6, 270 
6,000,000 to 9,999,999 cubic feet... 6, 000 
3,000,000 to 5,999,999 cubic feet. 5, 600 
1,000,000 to 2,999,999 cubic feet. 5, 300 
780,000 to 999,999 cubic feet. 4, 370 |. 
500,000 to 749,999 cubic feet 4,170 |. 
Less than 500,000 cubic feet. 4,170 |. 


K „ General | Foremen| General Fremen] Foremen Chief tele- | Assistant 
pte 3 tendent | SuPerin- | foremen of of me- | foremen of | of labor- | of elevator oe Lenten phone | chief tele- 
pe hanics | chanics | laborers ers operators 


84. 
4, 
4, 
4, 
4, 
4, 
4, 
4, 
(2) Section 14 (e) of such act is amended ~~ S| | a 
by striking out ‘and chief telephone opera- “Title pannami. Grade 2- 
tors.’ 2 
“(3) Section 14 (f) of such act is amended post office inspector in charge. $8, 470 
by striking out ‘, assistant chief telephone Assistant post-oflice catalan 7,770 
Superintendent 5,770 Grade 7. 7. 77 
. VVV 
“(h) (1) Section 15 (a) of such act is s 0 on 1700 an promo successively at the 
( 2 5 5 e en e es. bin of the quarter’ TOLONE 1 year’s 
amen ad as s: satisfactory service in each grade until they 


“*(a) The annual salaries of inspectors in uch act which precedes the first proviso is 

charge, assistant inspectors in charge, and amended to read as follows: “(1) (1) Section 16 (a) of such act is 
jupervisory employees at division headquar- 5 ere <0 Fond a6 een 

supe y employ: q „) Post office inspectors shall be di- “‘(a) The annual salaries of officers and 
ters of the Inspection Service shall be as vided into seven grades with annual salaries supervisory employees in the postal trans- 
follows: as follows: portation service shall be as follows: 


reach grade 5:“. 


Per annum rates 


„Organizations Assistant gen- 
General super- | Assistant gen- ral su Administra- | District super- | Assistant dis- 
intendent 8 tendents at tive assistants | intendents 23 n- 


large 


$8, 470 $7, 470 $7,270) = $6,770) 35,900 -- 2-22 


Divisions..........-.--- FCßͤüͤ . rnin 


Division offices 
District offices 
ins As post offices and highway post offices: 


Rans in which moro than 60 feet of distributing 
is authorized over entire length of the run in 
alt ther direction not less than 5 days per week. 86270) 6,100 n 
ol Faring with 60 feet or less of distributing space --00neennesenn--|-seeeeeeeea=--=- 


Number of employees in the 
organization 


T 
31 to 


S 
E 
ssa 
238 


2 
388888 


23352588855 


222222222 
88 


88888888888 
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2) Section 16 (b) of such act is 
amended— 

„(A) by striking out 14 grades’ and in- 
serting in lieu thereof ‘8 grades’; and 

“(B) by striking out so much of the table 
therein as follows grade 8. 

“(3) Section 16 (c) of such act is amend- 
ed by striking out the third and fourth sen- 
tences, including the proviso. 

“(4) Section 16 (d) of such act is amend- 
ed by striking out all after the first sentence. 

“(5) Section 16 (e) of such act is amend- 
ed by striking out all after the first sentence. 

“(6) Section 16 (g) of such act is amend- 
ed by striking out so much of the second 
sentence as precedes the first proviso. 

“(7) Section 16 (h) of such act is amend- 
ed by striking out the portion thereof which 
precedes the proviso. 

“(j) Section 18 (a) of such act is amend- 
ed to read as follows: 

„a) (1) The annual salaries of super- 
visory employees in the Mail Equipment 
‘Shops shall be as follows: 


Per annum 
“ 
Title — 5 
Superintenden A PL $7,470 
Senior . —— — 6, 470 
Assistant superintendent. 5, 970 
General ſoremen 5, 370 
F in charge 4,870 
‘oremen of mechanics. 4, 570 
Foremen of repair 4,370 
t ſoremen 4, 170 


„%) Cost accounting clerks, purchasing 
clerks, and draftsmen shall be divided into 
‘three grades with annual salaries as follows: 


V% ͤ » $4, 470 
GCC („rr 4. 670 
— A —.—— 4, 870 


and shall be promoted successtvely at the 
beginning ot the quarter following 1 year's 
satisfactory service in each grade until they 
reach e 3.“ 

| “(k) Section 19 (b) of such act is amend- 
ed to read as follows: 

+ “'(b) Storekeepers shall be paid annual 
salaries of $4,900 and foremen shall be paid 
annual salaries of $4,400.’ 

} “(1) In the adjustment of assignments to 
grades, annual salaries, and positions to con- 
form with the provisions of such act of July 
6, 1945, as amended by this section— 

1) postmasters, assistant postmasters, 
Officers, and supervisory employees for whom 
annual salaries are provided in sections 8 
(a), 9, 13 (a) (1), (14) (a), 15 (a), 16 (a), 
18 (a) (1), and 19 (b) of such act of July 
6, 1945, as amended by this section, shall be 
placed under the position title which covers 
their regularly assigned duties and which is 
in accord with the applicable organizational 
unit structure as provided in such sections 
and shall be placed under the annual salary 
provided for the position to which assigned; 
and 

“(2) employees for whom grades and an- 
nual salaries are provided by sections 13 (a) 
(2) and 18 (a) (2) of such act of July 6, 
1945, as amended by this section, shall be 
placed in the grade which provides an an- 
nual salary which is identical with their an- 
nual salary on the effective date of this act. 

“(m) None of the provisions of this section 
shall be construed to reduce the annual sal- 
ary of any postmaster, assistant postmaster, 

or employee on the rolls of the 
field service of the Post Office Department 
on the effective date of this act; but no such 
postmaster, assistant postmaster, supervisor, 
or employee shall by reason of the enactment 
of this act, receive an increase in annual 
salary at a rate in excess of $400. 

“(n) The salaries provided in sections 8 
(a), 9, 13 (a) (1), 18 (a) (2), 14 (a), 15 (a), 
15 (b), 16 (a), 18 (a) (1), 18 (a) (2), and 
19 (b) of such act of July 6, 1945, as amend- 
ed by this section shall not be subject to 
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any increase by the application of any law 


- enacted after the effective date of such act 


or July 6, 1945, and prior to the effective 
‘date of this act. 

„%) The first proviso in the paragraph 

headed Third class’ in section 1 of the act 

jot February 28, 1925 (43 Stat. 1054), is 
repealed. 

+ “Sec. 2. The third sentence of subsection 
(a) of the first section of the act entitled ‘An 
act to provide uniform longevity promotional 
grades for the postal field service’, approved 
May 3, 1950 (Public Law 500, 8ist Cong.), 
is amended by inserting after ‘5 percent per 
annum’ the following: ‘or $100 per annum, 
whichever is the lesser,’. 

“Sec. 3. (a) This act shall become effective 
as of July 16, 1951. 

“(b) No retroactive salary shall be pay- 
able by reason of the enactment of this act 
in the case of any individual not in the 
service of the United States (including serv- 
ice in the Armed Forces of the United 
States) or of the municipal government of 
the District of Columbia on the date of en- 
actment of this act, except that such retro- 
active salary shall be paid a retired post- 
master, officer, or employee for services ren- 
dered during the period beginning July 16, 
1951, and ending with the date of his 
retirement.” 

Amend the title so as to read: “A bill to 
reclassify the salaries of postmasters, assist- 
ant postmaster, and supervisory officers and 
employees in the field service of the Post 
Office Department, and for other purposes.” 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the committee amendment. 
8 committee amendment was agreed 


The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
Committee rises. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. HErtone, chairman of the Commit- 
tee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union, reported that that Commit- 
tee, having had under consideration the 
bill (H. R. 4255) to amend the act of 
July 6, 1945, as amended, so as to reduce 
the number of grades for the various 
positions under such act, to adjust the 


Š ~ Salaries of officers and employees of the 


“field service of the Post Office Depart- 
ment, and for other purposes, pursuant 
to House Resolution 420, he reported the 
bill back to the House with an amend- 
ment adopted by the Committee of the 
Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule the 
previous question is ordered. 

The question is on the amendment. 
The amendment was agreed to, 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the engrossment and third reading of 
the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the passage of the bill. 

The bill was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members may have five legislative 
days in which to extend their remarks on 
the bill just passed. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee? 

There was no objection. 
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COMPENSATION OF EMPLOYEES OF 
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 


Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Speaker, by 
direction of the Committee on Rules I 
call up House Resolution 421 and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as 
follows: 

Resolved, That immediately upon the 
adoption of this resolution it shall be in 
order to move that the House resolve itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 339) to increase the rates 
of compensation of officers and employees of 
the Federal Government, and for other pur- 
poses. That after general debate, which 
shall be confined to the bill and continue 
not to exceed 2 hours, to be equally divided 
and controlled by the chairman and ranking 
minority member of the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service, the bill shall be 
read for amendment under the 5-minute 
rule. At the conclusion of the consideration 
of the bill for amendment, the Committee 
shall rise and report the bill to the House 
with such amendments as may have been 
adopted and the previous question shall be 
considered as ordered on the bill and amend- 
ments thereto to final passage without in- 
tervening motion except one motion to re- 
commit, 


Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Speaker, this 
resolution would make in order the con- 
sideration of H. R. 339, which is a com- 
panion bill to the two measures upon 
which we have acted favorably here 
today. It provides well-merited pay in- 
creases for the Federal employees un- 
der the Classification Act of 1949, in the 
Foreign Service, in the department of 
medicine and surgery of the Veterans’ 
Administration, in the judicial system, 
and in the legislative branch. 

The record made by the committee 
and here in the debate today is replete 
with illustrations as to why it is good 
business to provide at least this amount 
of a pay raise. This action recom- 
mended by the committee in H. R. 339 
will bring the pay of classified employees 
into a better relation with that paid in 
private industry. It will help these em- 
ployees meet the mounting cost of liv- 
ing. It will help stem the flow of per- 
sonnel away from Federal employment 
to private industry which has been cost- 
ing the Federal Government in the-hir- 
ing and training thereby made neces- 
sary. 

All of the arguments made in regard 
to the necessity for postal pay increases 
can be made with equal force in behalf 
of the classified worker. It is these ar- 
guments which prove it economical for 
the Congress to vote this $417,445,600 
pay increase for the 1,043,614 employees 
under the Classification Act and other 
acts included in this legislation. 

Coming from the First Congressional 
District, which includes the high-cost 
living areas of Bremerton and Seattle, 
I could cite case upon case where work- 
ers with fixed incomes have had to seek 
side employment outside of the Federal 
Government in order to provide necessi- 
ties for their families in this time of in- 
flation. This cannot but result in de- 
creased efficiency and the Federal Gov- 
ernment is the loser. 

In order to meet living costs, the 
Washington State Credit Union Exam- 
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iner showed that early this year 602 
Federal employees had borrowed $21,- 
530.32. A Federal union local survey 
showed that of its members 41 percent 
had taken additional jobs and that the 
same percentage of their wives had gone 
to work to help meet family obligations. 

These facts are indications as to why 
in 1 month, one Federal department in 
the Seattle region reported 171 new ap- 
pointments and 126 quits. I was unable 
to learn the exact cost of this employee 
turn-over. 

I do hope that no effort will be made 
to remove the retroactive feature of this 
bill, In going back merely to July 1, 
the bill does only partial justice for the 
employee has been suffering from the 
increased cost of living most certainly 
since the first of the year. 

Under collective bargaining it is a 
custom for the employee to seek, and 
he usually wins, retroactive pay from 
the start of negotiations. We could 
make a good case here today, under this 
precedent, for the Federal pay to be 
retroactive to January 3, 1951, the day 
upon which H. R. 339 was introduced. 

I urge speedy approval of this reso- 
lution and of H. R. 339. Mr. Speaker, 
I hope the House will adopt the reso- 
lution. I now yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. SUT- 
TON]. 

Mr. SUTTON. Mr. Speaker, I call to 
the attention of the House that, when 
we come under the 5-minute rule, I shall 
offer an amendment on page 6 which 
refers to the Capitol Hill employees. 
This bill, H. R. 339, provides for a flat 
$400-a-year raise. The Senate bill dif- 
fers from this one in that they raise all 
other classified employees 10 percent 
with the exception of the Capitol Hill 
employees, and Senator Monroney said 
it was a mistake on his part when he 
introduced the amendment. The figure 
is 8.8 percent in the Senate bill. It is 
my intention to iniroduce this amend- 
ment on page 6, section 2 (a) to corre- 
spond with the Senate bill so that the 
raise for the Capitol Hill employees and 
the legislative employees, shall be not 
less than $400 or 10 percent, whichever 
is higher, provided that no increase shall 
exceed $800 per year. That will be the 
same provision that is included in the 
Senate bill, which this will make it con- 
form to. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope the Members will 
actually take care of the people who run 
Capitol Hill, because there is no more 
loyal set of workers anywhere than the 
people in your own offices. They work 
harder than the people downtown and, 
without exception, every Member of this 
House will say that they are underpaid. 
They are not under civil service; you 
can fire them whenever you want to. 
They take a vacation at your discretion; 
they have no special privileges, no sick 
leave, and unless you take care of them 
yourselves, they will not be taken care of. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SUTTON. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Tennessee. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. This en- 
tire matter can be worked out in con- 
ference. There is no necessity for any 
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amendment as proposed by my good 
friend from Tennessee. 

Mr. SUTTON. I want to make sure 
that it is taken care of. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee, Inad- 
vertently the Senate limited the 8.8-per- 
cent clause for the legislative employees. 
It was an oversight, because all other 
employees were given 10 percent. This 
whole matter can be worked out be- 
tween the conferees of the House and 
the Senate. The House bill provides for 
$400 and the Senate bill for $800. 

Mr. SUTTON. Will the gentleman 
see that that is done in conference? 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. That 
will take care of that. 

Mr. SUTTON. I want to make sure 
it is taken care of. That is the reason I 
shall offer my amendment. 

Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SUTTON. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New Jersey. 

Mr. CANFIELD. I think the gentle- 
man should pursue his amendment and 
permit the House to make that correc- 
tion. I congratulate him. Let us be 
fair to our employees on the Hill. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SUTTON. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Michigan. 

Mr. DINGELL. I do not know whether 
this question has been raised, but I 
should like to be sure that all of our 
congressional employees are remembered 
in this bill proportionately. 

Mr.SUTTON. They are, with the ex- 
ception of the Members. 

Mr. DINGELL. This does not apply 
to the Members, no. I also want to do 
something if it is at all possible for the 
District policemen, firemen, and school 
teachers. 

Mr.SUTTON. The Committee on the 
District of Columbia, of which I am a 
member, reported out this morning a 
pay increase for those people. 

Mr. DINGELL. That is already taken 
care of? 

Mr. SUTTON. We reported it out of 
the Committee on the District of Colum- 
bia this morning. 

Mr. DINGELL. I am glad to hear 
that, because I did not think we were jus- 
tified for the sake of safeguarding any 
jurisdictional privilege of any committee 
in freezing out the District of Columbia 
employees. I think the sentiment on 
both sides of the House would sustain an 
immediate increase for these faithful 
people. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SUTTON. I yield to the gentle- 
man from West Virginia. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. The gentleman’s 
amendment would apply to section 2, 
subsection (b), increased pay for legisla- 
tive employees? 

Mr. SUTTON. No, it would refer to 
section 2, subparagraph (a) which 
states: 

Each officer and employee in or under the 
legislative branch of the Government whose 
rate of compensation is ſncreased by section 
5 of the Federal Employees Pay Act of 1946 
shall be paid additional compensation at the 
rate of $400 per annum. 
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Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. Mutter]. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to rise at this time to voice my 
support for this rule and for the bill 
which is the subject matter thereof. 
This bill, like the two bills we have just 
passed, will increase the salaries of Fed- 
eral employees. I have said repeatedly 
that all Government employees, regard- 
less of their classification, make up as 
large a group of honest, loyal, hard- 
working citizens as we can find any- 
where, They are deserving of every pos- 
sible consideration at our hands and 
they are entitled to the measure of in- 
creased compensation provided for by 
this bill, to enable them to meet in part 
the increased cost of living. 

I have been urging increases of pay 
for Federal employees of all grades and 
classes from the lowest to the highest 
ever since I came to Congress, and doing 
it at every possible opportunity, in cam- 
paign time and out of campaign time. 
I have never for one moment feared that 
my advocacy of that cause would lose 
me any votes. To those who have been 
shrieking for economy in Government, 
I have consistently replied that the way 
to economize in Government is not by 
requiring Government employees to work 
for less than fair compensation that will 
give them the opportunity to maintain 
a decent standard of living. 

Having in mind, too, much of the talk 
we hear today about corruption in gov- 
ernment, let me say that the principle 
difference between the bad we find in 
government and the bad we find in pri- 
vate industry is that with rare excep- 
tions, no public official is corrupt until 
a private citizen comes upon the scene 
to corrupt him. We get as good or as 
bad government as we deserve and as 
we want. 

There can be no corrupt government 
without a corrupt citizenry. 

When government will pay its employ- 
ees full and fair compensation, enough 
for them to live on the scale at which 
the public expects them to live, and when 
the public stops calling every public ofi- 
cial a dirty politician or a damn bureau- 
crat, and when the public will demand 
that every cheat, fraud, and briber be 
dealt with according to law, we will get 
better public officials and have a better 
Government. There is no doubt but 
that the wrongdoers in government, 
percentagewise and numerically, are a 
much smaller group than found in other 
walks of life, yet Mr. John Q. Public pre- 
fers to believe and to charge that all offi- 
cialdom is crooked. That small part of 
officialdom which is crooked reflects the 
thinking and conduct of crooked citizens. 
There can be no strong government with- 
out a strong people. There can be no 
moral government without a moral 
people. 

A few days ago I received a letter from 
one of our top Government officials, en- 
tirely unsolicited, and with no thought in 
mind by him that what he wrote to me 
might be used in connection with this 
bill. He tells the story so well that I 
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cannot let this opportunity go by with- 
out reading these short excerpts from 
his letter: 

I agree with you entirely that the loss to 
the Government is as great or greater from 
{being unable-to hold employees once trained 
than from failure to attract personnel from 
private industry for top jobs. 

Employment in the Government has many 
compensations, particularly to those of us 
who are privileged to occupy positions of au- 
thority. The high purpose and degree of re- 
sponsibility associated with most of our work, 
the variety of experience, and the personal 
and official relationships involved, truly are, 
as it is said, “more than money can buy.” 

I also agree, therefore, that it is not en- 
tirely releyant to draw comparisons from pri- 
vate industry in determining the proper com- 
pensation for Federal officials. It is, however, 
clearly necessary and appropriate to offer 
such compensation as will provide for a 
reasonable rising standard of living at all 
levels of responsibility. While that would fall 
far short of the financial standard for suc- 
cess in private industry, it would substanti- 
ally minimize the undesirable pressure on 
experienced employees to leave the Govern- 
ment. 


We will have a better Government if 
we render to Government employees and 
officials the respect that is their due, and 
if we tender to them the compensation 
that is their right. It may be true that 
no one has a right to work for the Gov- 
ernment and no one need work for the 
Government unless he wants to, but 
neither Government nor the citizens 
that make up the Government have any 
right to expect anyone to serve them 
without adequate compensation. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may desire to the 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. WICKER- 
SHAM], 

Mr. WICKERSHAM. Mr. Speaker, 
I am for the measure increasing the 
rates of compensation of officers and em- 
ployees of the Federal Government. I 
believe it will aid deserving employees, 
and in a measure will offset the greatly 
increased cost-of-living expenses in- 
curred due to inflation. 

I do feel that our legislative employees 
should be included, too. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
30 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
{Mr. Brown]. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
as the gentleman from Washington has 
explained, House Resolution 421 makes 
in order H. R. 339, a bill to adjust the 
compensation of the classified workers 
of the Federal Government. 

This measure, as has been mentioned 
by the gentleman from Tennessee, also 
carries a provision which would increase 
the compensation of legislative employ- 
ees. However, I want to make it very 
clear, for the record, that this legisla- 
tion does not in any way increase the 
compensation which is paid or is pre- 
sumed to be paid to the Members of 
Congress. The salaries of the Members 
of Congress are in no way affected by 
this legislation. 

This bill is somewhat different from 
the companion bill that was passed ear- 
lie” today for the benefit of postal em- 
Ployees. It is also different from the 
measure which passed the other body to 
adjust the compensation of classified em- 
Ployees of the Government. The bill on 
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this same subject, which passed the other 
body provides for a 10-percent increase 
for classified workers but, as the gen- 
tleman from Tennessee has pointed out, 
carries an increase of only 8.4 percent 
for legislative employees. 

The bill affecting postal workers, 
which passed the other body, and the 
one which passed this House a little ear- 
lier today, contains a minimum increase 
of $400 for each employee. This House 
bill carries a $400 minimum increase 
for classified employees but provides no 
percentage increase as in the Senate bill 
on the same subject. In other words, 
the Senate bill for classified workers 
has no $400 minimum increase, but sim- 
ply a 10-percent increase. This bill con- 
tains a $400 flat pay increase, but does 
not provide the 10-percent increase, 
Therefore, it will certainly be neces- 
sary to adjust the differences in the two 
measures between the two bodies, which 
I am sure will be done. 

Mr. MORANO. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield. 

Mr. MORANO. I compliment the 
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. SUT- 
ton] for proposing to introduce an 
amendment which would adjust the dif- 
ferences between the two Houses, I 
would like to be sure that our congres- 
sional employees get as much of a raise 
as anyone else in the Federal Govern- 
ment because they do as much work, if 
not more. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield. 

Mr. DINGELL. I take it then, that 
my friend, the gentleman from Ohio, 
would like to see a minimum of $400 pro- 
vided for the classified employees in the 
lower brackets, and at the same time in 
the interest of fairness to recognize those 
employees in the higher brackets by a 
fair percentage increase in their sal- 
aries. Am I correct in that assumption? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. It seems to me 
that if legislation is enacted which con- 
tains a floor or a minimum increase of 
$400 for one group of Government em- 
ployees, and a greater increase of up to 
$800 through a percentage formula, that 
the same provision should be carried for 
the benefit of all workers in the Gov- 
ernment. 

Mr. DINGELL. I understand the gen- 
tleman correctly, do I not, in that 
assumption? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Yes; I think 
there has to be some sort of floor pro- 
vided for. 

Mr. DINGELL. I think it is entirely 
fair and ought to be applied in this 
instance, 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr, 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield. 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Does this 
$400 increase affect the base pay of legis- 
lative employees? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. No; I under- 
stand that the $400 increase provided 
in this bill will be added to the present 
total compensation received by the 
employee. 

Mr, CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield. 
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Mr. CRAWFORD. Do the percentage 
figures put in apply to the base pay or 
to the total? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. As I under- 
stand it, the percentage figure would 
apply, as it is now applied in the Senate 
bill, to the pay and the actual amount 
received, and not to the base pay. 

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re- 
quests for time, and yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Speaker, I move 
the previous question. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the resolution. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, I move that the House resolve 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H. R. 339) to 
increase the rates of compensation ef 
officers and employees of the Federal 
Government, and for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion of the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con- 
sideration of the bill H. R. 339, with Mr. 
Gartxtncs in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

By unanimous consent, the first read- 
ing of the bill was dispensed with. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself 5 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill covers about 
1,044,000 employees. It includes all clas- 
sified civil-service employees, of whom 
there are about 1,000,000. Then there 
are about 44,000 additional employees, in 
addition to the 1,000,000 classified -em- 
ployees covered by this bill, who are not 
civil-service employees. They comprise 
physicians, dentists, nurses, and other 
employees in the Department of Medi- 
cine and Surgery in the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration; also the Foreign Service 
employees; secretaries and law clerks of 
the United States circuit court and dis- 
trict court judges, and the legislative 
employees of Congress. 

Now, this is a very simple bill, It 
provides that every employee included 
under this bill shall receive a salary in- 
crease of $400; no more and no less. In 
other words, an employee in the lowest 
salary bracket will receive $400, and an 
employee in the highest bracket will re- 
ceive $400. This bill does not have the 
endorsement of the Civil Service Com- 
mission or the President. The President 
said that this bill was wrong because it 
was not on a percentage basis. He said 
it would distort the classification fixture 
and give all employees, from bottom to 
top, the same amount. Well, that is 
true. Itdoesdothat. But the commit- 
tee saw fit to bring out this kind of a 
bill during my absence due to illness. 

The cost of the bill is $417,000,000. I 
do not think there is any controversy 
about the bill. This legislation will fi- 
nally have to be worked out in confer- 


ence. 

The other body passed a bill which 
would give a percentage increase of 10 
percent to all employees, with a maxi- 
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mum of 8800. This bill only gives 8400 
to everyone included. So naturally this 
bill will have to be worked out in con- 
ference, and the differences between the 
Senate and the House adjusted. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. I yield 
to the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. DONDERO. Did the gentleman 
say that this bill would add $417,000,000 
to the Federal payroll? 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. That is 
exactly correct. The three bills that 
have been before the House today will 
cost a total of $675,000,000. 

I would have offered an ainencment to 
strike out the retroactive date to July 1, 
provided a similar amendment had been 
adopted to the postal employees pay bill. 
But in view of the fact that the House 
saw fit not to adopt my amendment to 
strike out the retroactive date to July 1, 
1951, I will not offer such an amend- 
ment to this bill, because certainly all 
employees should be treated the same 
about the effective date of the bill. 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. I yield 
to the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. RABAUT. What does subsection 
E mean on page 5 of the bill? The last 
paragraph on page 5. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. It 
speaks for itself. 

Mr. RABAUT. Well, then, do I un- 
derstand correctly that the agencies of 
Government must save the money out 
of their appropriation to pay the pay 
increases. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. That is 
correct. 

Mr. RABAUT. You mean they must 
save the money out of their appropria- 
tion to pay these increases? 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. That is 
correct. I will say to the gentleman that 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
CORBETT] is the author of that section, 
and he can explain it to you as it was 
adopted by the committee in my absence. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Tennessee has expired. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr, Chairman, 
I yield myself 5 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, this is an extremely 
important piece of legislation. I sug- 
gested earlier in the day that we had 
spen a considerable amount of time ar- 
guing, trying to determine whether we 
should charge some $12,000,000 to a 
group who used the mail service, or 
whether we would just go ahead and 
charge it to the taxpayers. It took us 
all day to decide that. We are now go- 
ing to spend in a short time the item 
of something over $417,000,000, and I 
think it is extremely important that we 
at least know what we are doing. 

This bill does affect more than a mil- 
lion employees; it affects all persons em- 
ployed by the United States Govern- 
ment except those in the wage boards 
and those in the postal service, for 
which legislation has already been ap- 
proved. This legislation, as our chair- 
man has told you, comes to the floor 
with the recommendation of the House 
Committee on Post Office and Civil 
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Service, but it also should be explained 
that it does not have the approval of the 
Bureau of the Budget; neither does it 
have the approval of the Civil Service 
Commission. So far as this House is con- 
cerned we are on our own; it is for us 
to decide whether we want to approve 
this legislation or not, as it should be. 
But I think that situation ought to be 
pointed out. This bill provides for an 
increase of $400 for each and every one 
of the 1,044,000-plus employees and those 
who have already been described to you 
by the chairman of this committee. 

This legislation comes before you after 
a considerable amount of discussion and 
long hearings. It was determined, as I 
told you before with respect to postal 
employees, that if this is a cost-of-living 
proposal, which I think it is, then all 
Government employees should be treated 
alike in that respect; so that is what this 
committee proposed to do. The other 
body in giving consideration to similar 
legislation put a floor or minimum of 
8400 for these Federal employees, and a 
maximum of $800; otherwise 10 percent. 

Here is an analysis of the bill: 

Coverage: One million and forty-four 
thousand employees, including, first, 
classified employees; second, physicians, 
dentists, nurses, and other employees in 
the Department of Medicine and Sur- 
gery, Veterans’ Administration; third, 
Foreign Service employees; fourth, sec- 
retaries and law clerks of the United 
States circuit and district court judges; 
and fifth, legislative employees. 

Salary increase: An increase of $400— 
20 cents an hour for hourly or part-time 
employees—in basic compensation, sub- 
ject to retirement deductions and used as 
a basis upon which to compute overtime 
and night differential. 

Increased annual cost: Four hundred 
and seventeen million dollars. 

Effective date: The first pay period 
following June 30, 1951, except that no 
retroactive compensation or salary shall 
be payable to any individual not in the 
service of the United States—including 
the Armed Forces—or the municipal 
government of the District of Columbia 
on the date of enactment, other than 
those who retire during such period. 

Other provisions: Section 1 (d) 
amends the Classification Act of 1949 to 
provide that increases in compensation 
granted employees by law after June 30, 
1951, shall not operate to deprive such 
employees of within-grade salary ad- 
vancements under the Classification Act, 

Section 1 (e) provides that except for 
the field service of the Post Office De- 
partment, and in those cases where the 
President determines a department or 
individual establishment, or any part 
thereof, is engaged in activities essential 
to the national defense, the departments 
and agencies in the executive branch 
shall absorb the increased cost of the 
salary increases within the appropriation 
or funds made available to such depart- 
ment or agency for personal services for 
fiscal year 1952. 

Mr. WICKERSHAM. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I yield briefly. 

Mr. WICKERSHAM. Does not the 
gentleman from Kansas feel that the 
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AAA or the PMA employees in the States 
who are really Federal employees under 
the Department of Agriculture and who 
were not included should be included too, 
for the raise? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I may say to 
the gentleman from Oklahoma that no 
one appeared before the committee that 
I know about, unless it was the gentle- 
man from Oklahoma himself, in support 
of his proposal. I may say that the 
committee did not give consideration to 
that question because as he just stated 
there is a question as to whether you 
designate them as Federal employees or 
partial State employees. I would say to 
the gentleman, however, that they ought 
to be compensated for the services they 
render in line with the compensation 
paid by the Federal Government. 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I yield. 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. I am 
somewhat uncertain as to just how this 
operates as far as the legislative em- 
ployees are concerned. For instance, 
this applies to those who are presently 
on the payroll. It does not affect the 
base, I am informed. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. It does not 
affect the base; it simply means that if 
you have someone on the payroll who is 
presently getting $3,000 you add $400. 
It is for you to decide what the employee 
ought to receive; that is an adjustment 


you make because that adjustment is 


under your control. To whatever you 
allow a person who is employed by you 
there is added an additional $400 under 
this legislation. There is no percentage 
basis attached to it at all. 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Does it fol- 
low from that in the event additional 
legislative employees come onto the pay- 
roll after the enactment of this bill that 
they, too, get the $400? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. You would go 
down there and fix the salary that the 
individual is to receive. When you have 
talked to the Disbursement Office and 
determined what the salary shall be as 
it is presently fixed, there will be added 
to that $400, but you do not take that 
into consideration. 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Will this 
amount be added to the base we are 
allowed for secretarial service? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. It will be added 
to the amount the Member is allowed 
for employee hire. 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Then it 
will vary with each office. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. That depends 
upon yourself. If you go down there 
and figure out that you are going to pay 
your employees $2,700 base pay, or what- 
ever it is called, then there will be a 
percentage added, as is done presently. 
In other words your base pay is not what 
the employee gets, as you know, but 
there are additions. After the complex 
computations have been made, then 
there will be an additional $409 added to 
that amount; is that clear? 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Yes. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
a moment ago I stated this legislation 
does not have the approval of the Bu- 
reau of the Budget. The report from 
the Bureau of the Budget is that the 
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increase should be at the rate of 7 per- 
cent. The same thing is true with re- 
spect to the Civil Service Commission, 
except there is an adjustment there of 
between 7 and 7.5 percent. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I yield to the 
gentleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Are the 
employees of the District of Columbia, 
including policemen, firemen, and teach- 
ers, in this bill? . 

Mr. REES of Kansas, I should have 
mentioned that. We had them in the 
bill originally, then afterwards, at the 
request of members of the committee 
who were also members of the District 
of Columbia Committee tl.ey were with- 
drawn. I want to make that correction 
in my statement. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. In our 
committee this morning and tomorrow 
we are going to try to decide that ques- 
tion relative to the policemen, firemen, 
teachers and other employees of the 
District of Columbia. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. The employees 
of the District of Columbia were included 
in the bill originally, but at the request 
of two or three members of our commit- 
tee who are also members of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia Committee that por- 
tion of the bill was stricken out with the 
understanding that the Committee on 
the District of Columbia will provide and 
support legislation on this subject mat- 
ter. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I yield to the 
gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. FORD. If we do not have a par- 
ticular employee on our legislative pay- 
roll now but we appoint a person we will 
say one day after this act becomes ef- 
fective, does that person then get the 
benefit of the $400 increase? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Certainly, yes. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I yield to the 
gentleman from South Carolina, 

Mr. RIVERS. Will the gentleman ex- 
plain to me the acrobatics of the Corbett 
concoction in this bill? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I think I shall 
have to agree with the chairman of my 
committee, the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania submitted that proposal. It 
was his hope that the situation could be 
worked out whereby these agencies 
might, even though they pay more in 
salaries, employ a less number of em- 
ployees. But again I think it is only 
fair that the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania explain that proposal himself. 

Mr. RIVFRS. If we keep in here the 
Corbett idea you cannot raise anybody 
anything? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. It just depends 
upon whether or not the agency can get 
along with less employees. There are 
quite a number of agencies that are 
pretty well overstaffed. I suppose we 
will have a question of whether or not a 
certain agency is overstaffed and an- 
other one not overstaffed. That is a 
problem to be worked out. But again I 
will leave it to the gentleman from Penn- 
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Sylvania [Mr. Corsett] to explain him- 
self. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I yield to the 
gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. DONDERO. Suppose you have 
four people on your staff in the office one 
day after this bill goes into effect and 
you employ a fifth secretary; does that 
fifth secretary get the salary that you fix 
plus the $400 provided in this bill? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. That is cor- 
rect. You go down there and fix the 
salary at the disbursement office, if you 
want to put it that way. There is that 
$400 to be added to it, or, putting it 
another way, it you decide to pay the 
individual $4,000 certainly you will take 
into consideration the fact that you 
have $400 more down there to pay that 
employee. Is that clear? 

Mr. DONDERO. It is clear. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. If your 
decision is not to raise the pay of any 
of your employees, yet you have the $400 
for four employees, $1,600, to use if 
you so desire or to turn back? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. You do not 
have to use it. You can turn it back. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. If your 
decision is not to raise the salaries of 
your employees, if you make an agree- 
ment or have an understanding as to the 
pay for the year and decide not to give 
them the $400, can you do that under 
this bill, or not? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. You will have 
to go down to the Disbursing Office and 
readjust the amount you will allow that 
individual, otherwise he will automati- 
cally get the $400. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Then you 
will have $1,600 to put somebody else 
on the pay roll, if you desire. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. That is correct. 
Before closing I want to call attention 
again to the fact that the government 
is higher than ever before and that 
employees are being hired at the rate of 
1,500 a week, and the end is not yet. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. RHODES]. 

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, I am 
in favor of giving all Federal employees 
the same pay boost that we have given to 
the postal employees. In the original 
bill as introduced, H. R. 339, a 17 percent 
increase was proposed. Chairman 
Ramspeck of the Civil Service Commis- 
sion testified that he felt a 20 to 25 per- 
cent increase was necessary in order to 
bring rates up to the increased cost of 
living. I hope that this bill will be ap- 
proved, with one exception. I think we 
should strike out paragraph “e” on page 
5 starting on line 19. 

What this paragraph “e” really means 
is that you take away the increase 
called for in this bill. You say that no 
additional appropriation shall be made 
to the various departments. So you are 
voting for an increase but you are not 
giving it to those employees. I think it 
is unfair. I think it is unsound. If we 
are going to treat all the Federal em- 
ployees in the same way, this provision 
should be taken out. I intend to intro- 
duce an amendment to do so. 
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Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RHODES. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New Jersey. 

Mr. CANFIELD. Would this provi- 
sion apply to the employees in the Leg- 
islative branch? 

Mr. RHODES. Yes. 

Mr.CANFIELD. Then there would be 
no resultant increase? 

Mr.RHODES. There would be no in- 
crease, the gentleman is correct. 

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RHODES. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania, 

Mr. CORBETT. Is the gentleman 
talking about section (e)? 

Mr. RHODES. Yes. 

Mr. CORBETT. That applies only to 
the executive branch. It says so in the 
language. 

Mr. RHODES. I think the gentleman 
is correct. Š 

Mr. CORBETT. You will find it on 
page 5 and following. It is only appli- 
cable to the executive branch and only 
applicable to the nondefense agencies, 
and not to the postmasters, 

Mr. RHODES. I think that every de- 
partment of government should be 
treated the same way. Certainly the 
employees in the executive department 
deserve the same kind of treatment as 
the employees of any other department. 

Mr. WICKERSHAM. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RHODES. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Oklahoma, 

Mr. WICKERSHAM. Then if you 
think all should be treated alike, would 
you not be in favor, in conference, of 
allowing the State AAA or PMA agri- 
cultural officials to have the same rate of 
increase? 

Mr. RHODES. I think they are en- 
titled to it also. 

Mr. WICKERSHAM. I thank the 
gentleman. 

Mr. RHODES. I want to say also that 
I believe that all Federal employees, in- 
cluding District employees, should be 
given the same increase. The provision 
to include District employees was in the 
bill, but it was taken out at a meeting 
of the committee at the request of mem- 
bers of the District Committee. I would 
favor an amendment adopted to have 
wo District employees included in this 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the gentlė- 
man from Massachusetts [Mr. McCor- 
MACK], 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, 
we have just passed two bills to increase 
the salaries of postal employees and the 
postmasters and other supervisors. In 
neither of those bills were there any limi- 
tations such as have been imposed in this 
bill by paragraph (e) which appears on 
page 5 of the bill and runs over onto page 
6. The sum and substance of this para- 
graph is that after providing an increase 
for the Federal employees other than 
those of the Post Office Department, who 
have already been taken care of, we do 
not give them the increase unless sav- 
ings can be made out of money already 
appropriated except in those depart- 
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ments or agenices which the President 
determines to be engaged in activities es- 
sential to the national defense. We 
further exempt the Post Office Depart- 
ment in itself. In other words, this sec- 
tion shall not apply to the field service 
of the Post Office Department, so that is 
exempt. Then the paragraph further 
says that it shall not apply to any de- 
partment or independent establishment, 
or any part thereof, which the President 
determines to be engaged in activities es- 
sential to the national defense. 

In other words, we say, We are in- 
creasing your salary,” and then by this 
language we say to those agencies or de- 
partments that the President does not 
determine to be essential to the national 
defense, We are not increasing your 
salary.” What hypocrisy. 

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. CORBETT. I believe the gentle- 
man misunderstands the language of 
the provision because it makes the in- 
crease mandatory for the individual em- 
ployee but requires that it be accom- 
plished within the existing budget of the 
nondefense agency to this effect, that the 
agency head, at the time when people 
voluntarily separate themselves from the 
service, has, let us say, $100,000 to use 
for these increases. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I understand. 

Mr. CORBETT. Is it clear, however, 
that the raise is mandatory for the 
individual? 

Mr. McCORMACK. Under the lan- 
guage of this bill, I cannot see how any 
head of an agency can carry out this 
provision. If you give increases you have 
to make large reductions in the num- 
ber of employees. For example, the 
budget estimate for the Civil Service 
Commission was $23,000,000 and it finally 
received $17,500,000. Under this bill the 
increase would be about $1,800,000. Giv- 
ing that $1,800,000 increase would have 
to be done within the present appro- 
priation. No deficiency or supplemental 
appropriation can be asked for because 
that is prohibited by the language of 
paragraph (e). They would have to 
reduce the number of their employees 
sharply in order to give the increase 
provided in this bill. We already have 
the Jensen amendment which provides 
for reductions. I cannot in all honesty 
see how any department head can ac- 
complish it. 

Certainly the Interior Department 
could not be considered essential to na- 
tional defense, Parts of it could be so 
considered, but I doubt if the over-all 
department could be considered as es- 
sential to national defense. I doubt if 
the Department of Commerce as a whole 
could be considered as essential to na- 
tional defense. I doubt if the General 
Accounting Office as a whole could be 
considered as essential to national de- 
fense. I doubt if the Civil Service Com- 
mission as a whole could be considered 
as essential to the national defense. 
There are other agencies that certainly 
no man, you or I or the President, could 
determine to be essential to the national 
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defense to make them exempt so that 
they could ask for a supplemental or 
deficiency appropriation in order to 
meet the increase provided for in this 
bill. 

Therefore, by reason of paragraph (e), 
I find myself in the position of saying 
to 1,044,000 employees, whom the chair- 
man refers to as being benefited by this 
bill, through getting this increase, “I 
am voting for your increase, but in the 
case of a great majority of you I am 
not voting for this increase by reason 
of this language in the bill.” 

I submit that there is no other con- 
s:ruction that can be placed upon para- 
graph (e) on page 5 other than that 
a very substantial number of the 1,044,- 
000 employees who expect under this 
bill to get an increase are not in fact 
going to get an increase. 

Mr. Chairman, there is one more 
thought which I wanted to discuss, get- 
ting away from the subject at hand en- 
tirely. Here we are, 435 Members of the 
House of Representatives, and 96 Mem- 
bers of the Senate. Our salary is $12,- 
500 with a $2,500 expense account. I 
think it is unfortunate that we do not 
give a little consideration to our salaries, 
The people of your district, and the peo- 
ple of my district, want us to be inde- 
pendent. They do not want us, or ex- 
pect us, to be here in Washington where 
many of us, who do not have some kind 
of outside, independent income, are 
overspending or spending more than we 
receive through salaries and our expense 
account. I realize that so far as our sal- 
aries are concerned, probably an amend- 
ment to this bill might be subject to a 
point of order. On various occasions I 
have said that the salary of a Member 
of Congress ought to be at least $25,000 
a year. I have the courage to vote for 
an increase for myself as a legislator id 
I know my colleagues have, We are giv- 
ing increases to the postal employees, 
which they deserve, both in the super- 
visory positions and the nonsupervisory 
positions, and we are giving increases to 
employees covered by this bill—and 
properly so. I think we ought to con- 
sider ourselves also. I hope the appro- 
priate committee of the Congress, be- 
tween now and next January, or in the 
early part of the next session will ap- 
proach this question and report a bill. 
So far as I am concerned, I am prepared 
to vote for a $25,000 salary for myself. 
I have the courage to do it—we all have, 


I know—I am not picking myself out as 


the individual with the courage to do 
so. But, we ought to do it, and the peo- 
ple oi our districts will support us. I 
hope that will be done at the next session 
of the Congress. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. CORBETT]. 

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, in re- 
gard to this controversial section E, I 
must submit I believe the gentleman who 
preceded me has placed a false interpre- 
tation on the language—not deliberately, 
of course. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, if 
the gentleman will yield, will he say in- 
correct instead of false? 
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Mr. CORBETT. Yes—incorrect—I was 
going to modify my statement as the 
gentleman rose to his feet, 

Mr. Chairman, according to the lan- 
guage of this amendment, where it pro- 
vides that the increase must be ac- 
complished within the budget, except for 
those agencies exempted by the language, 
it means in effect that the head of the 
agency, as the head of a business might 
be required to do, is allowed so many 
millions of dollars for employee hire and 
that is all the money that he can ex- 
pend. It is very natural to assume that 
under the provisions of the Jensen-Fer- 
guson amendment, and under what we 
could well expect under the dictums of 
the Budget Bureau, that this increase 
could be accomplished without increasing 
the budget for the agency. The gentle- 
man said he could not see how any other 
interpretation could be placed upon it. 
Therefore, I would like him to attend to 
this. We now have a definite rate of at- 
trition in our agencies of something over 
12% percent of the employees. This 
language would prevent some rehiring. 
It would prevent some replacement of 
people who voluntarily separate them- 
selves from the service or who are de- 
ceased. So for those of us who want to 
accomplish this raise, and at the same 
time have some regard for economy, we 
felt that this language would accomplish 
those objectives. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Why did you not 
put it in the postal pay-increase bill? 
I would have been against it, but why 
did you not put it in there? 

Mr. CORBETT. I believe for the 
same reason that the Post Office Depart- 
ment was exempted under the Jensen 
amendment. We think they have insuf- 
ficient personnel to perform the expand- 
ing service. 

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman 
says that through attrition it would be 
accomplished. Well, I would not agree 
to that if it was in there. But if the 
gentleman says that as employees ter- 
minate their service there would be no- 
body appointed until their is absorption, 
then the gentleman would be on more 
tenable ground. I personally would not 
agree to it, but once this becomes law 
the increase is mandatory. How are 
you going to do it unless they fire a lot 
of their help? 

Mr. CORBETT. I am very happy to 
answer the gentleman. I think as he 
thinks this through his opposition may 
not be so extreme. Rather than have 
the automatic provisions of the Jensen- 
Ferguson compromise applied, this al- 
lows an agency head to replace, if he 
wants to, some individuals. He has a 
budget to operate within. Under the 
Jensen-Ferguson amendment, if four of 
his top officials quit he can only re- 
place one. This would allow him to 
rehire or fire as long as he stays within 
the terms of the budget. 

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CORBETT. I yield. 

Mr. FERNANDEZ. The gentleman 
makes reference to the Jensen-Fergu- 
son amendment and says this will take 
care of that, because this is a cut in 
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personnel. The gentleman forgets that 
the provisions of the Jensen-Ferguson 
amendment require a reduction in ap- 
propriation. In my opinion, what you 
are doing is reducing the appropriation 
some more, and therefore blindly cut- 
ting the employees in their activity. 
How are you going to do that? 

Mr. CORBETT. I cannot yield much 
more, but this does not cut the appro- 
priation 5 cents. I make no pretense 
about it, but it does cut the size of the 
payroll. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CORBETT. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from West Virginia. 

Mr. BAILEY. You must realize that 
3 months of the fiscal year have already 
expired. They are operating on a nor- 
mal basis. You see how much more 
difficult it would make it for them to 
comply. 

Mr. CORBETT. I would agree with 
the gentleman that if the provision re- 
mains as it is, we should make allow- 
ance in conference for the fact that a 
period of time has gone by. 

Mr. BAILEY. It would be just impos- 
sible to carry it out. 

Mr. CORBETT. I believe very defi- 
nitely that this bill, including this 
amendment, accomplishes this situation, 
that we do grant an increased salary 
to all Federal employees; that we pro- 
-vide further that it be accomplished 
within the existing budget for those 
agencies not exempted; and I believe 
the final result of that will be that we 
will have a reduction in the Federal pay- 
roll and we will have improved salaries 
for those presently employed, and result 
in better paid and better qualified em- 
ployees. 

I urge the retention of the section. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Michigan [Mr. RaBAur ]. 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to talk about this revised edition of the 
Jensen amendment that is in this bill. 

Mr. FERNANDEZ. It is a supplemen- 
tal Jensen amendment. 

Mr. RABAUT. Supplemental and re- 
vised; and in my opinion it is quite 
clever, too clever for the number of peo- 
ple involved, who we talk about in this 
House as the faithful employees of the 
Government. Too clever, entirely. It is 
one of those deals that most people do 
not like. 

How are you going to make it retro- 
active? That language isin here. You 
have got to fool around with this thing. 
Talk about tweedledee and tweedledum. 
You have it here. Nobody understands 
it. You want to pay them. You order 
them paid. 

It reminds me of the old Latin saying 
“Nemo dat quid non habet,” you can- 
not give what you do not have. The 
heads of these departments cannot give 
it either. 

I am surprised to find this language 
in this bill; it certainly should have the 
consideration of every fair-thinking per- 
son in this House. If you want to trim 
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somebody come out, use your pencil and 
trim him; do not put it in here by lan- 
guage of this kind that must be dis- 
covered on the floor. 

I hope this language from line 19, page 
5, down to and including line 8 on page 
6 will be stricken from this bill in jus- 
tice to the people who serve and work 
for the Government. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
North Dakota [Mr. Burpicx]. 

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to compliment the gentleman from 
Michigan and the majority leader for 
noticing this shell game in this bill. 
Frankly it reminds me of the conversa- 
tion between Amos and Andy. Andy 
was sued. Amos said “What are you 
sued for?” He said: “On this contract.” 
“Well,” he said, Andy, let me see that 
contract.” Andy showed it to him and 
he said, “You is stuck.” He asked “How 
so I am stuck?” Amos said, Always re- 
member, in a contract the big letters 
gives you something, but the little ones 
takes it all away.“ 

Lou are giving these fellows something 
in these bills, but through the ingenuity 
of the gentleman from Pennsylvania you 
have taken it all away. 

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield for a brief observa- 
tion? 

Mr. BURDICK. Yes; I yielded to the 
gentleman for about 8 months, but it is 
still just as clear as mud to me after all 
that interval. 

Mr.CORBETT. Certainly the gentle- 
man and farmer should be out of the 
mud, but get this part clear, because the 
misunderstanding comes from the other 
side. 

The salary increase is absolutely man- 
datory. What is required is that the 
agency within the amount of money ap- 
propriated to it shall provide the in- 
crease, and it can be accomplished by not 
filling vacancies and as a result of attri- 
tion in the department. It does not 
affect the very large percentage of the 
employees because of the exemptions 
provided in the bill. Whether the gen- 
tleman is for the section or not, it does 
provide the increase and makes it man- 
datory. 

Mr. BURDICK. No; I still say it is a 
shell game. 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURDICK. I yield. 

Mr. RABAUT. I would like to ask the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania how many 
employees he seeks to fire, not to get an 
increase? He does not ask for an in- 
crease in this language at all; what he is 
asking is this, he says: We will give you 
the money you had before and fire the 
people we are pretending we give a raise 
to at this time.” That is the language 
exactly. 

Mr. CORBETT. That is the confusion 
that rules on the other side. 

Mr. RABAUT. There is no confusion. 
We have discovered what the gentleman 
attempted to do and we are bringing it 
to light. 

Mr. BURDICK. I did not intend to 
start a row between you fellows. Let me 
finish my own fight, 


SEPTEMBER 20 


For the Department of Agriculture you 
have provided a certain amount of money 
for the payme:.t of employees in that 
department. That is done by the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations. This bill 
raises the salary of everybody in the em- 
ploy of the Department of Agriculture, 
but they cannot use any money unless 
they save it out of what the bill has 
provided. There will be nobody hired 
unless they can steal it from somebody 
else or fire somebody else. Now, that is 
what it means; and when you go to 
court with this you cannot fool the court 
by slippery argument; that is what it 
means. You can hire all the people you 
want to in the Department of the In- 
terior provided you do not pay out any 
more money than the appropriations 
Congress gave that Department. So 
where are you going to raise the salary 
of anybody? 

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURDICK. I yield. 

Mr. FERNANDEZ. The gentleman’s 
own interpretation is to this effect, that 
they increase the salary of some employ- 
ees and take it away altogether from 
others, 

Mr. SASSCER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURDICK. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Maryland. 

Mr. SASSCER. As I understand from 
what the gentleman says, this amend- 
ment would have exactly the same effect 
as was the case in connection with the 
raise in the naval establishment about 
2 years ago, in which the employees were 
given an hourly raise but they had to 
absorb it in their budget. It resulted in 
the drastic discharge of employees to 
make up for the raise of the others. 

Mr. BURDICK. The reason I appear 
here is to speak on this amendment. I 
talked once today and I do not like to 
monopolize the time. But I hate to see 
the Federal employees of this Govern- 
ment fooled by reading in the news- 
papers that their salaries have been in- 
creased when we sit here and pass an 
act that will prevent them from receiv- 
ing any money. That is the wrong way 
to legislate and I am not for that kind 
of legislation. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. 
Rivers]. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, since I 
am the only Member of the Eighty- 
second Congress who has not spoken to- 
day I think I ought to get my name in 
the Record before the sun sets, I am 
going to pay my respects to this amend- 
ment. I call this a hocus-pocus amend- 
ment. It is like that piece of poetry 
which comes to my feeble mind: 

Mama, may I take a swim? 

Yes, my darling daughter; hang whatever you 
have on whatever limb you have, but 
don't get near the water. 


My friend over there has performed a 
masterly piece of legislative surgery. He 
has told them to put everybody they want 
on the payroll but do not pay them. 
Increase their salary, but do not pay 
them. That is what I call legislative 
tight-rope walking. 
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It reminds me of the man who could 
ride two horses going in the opposite 
direction at the same time. I do not 
possess that faculty; therefore true to 
my wonderful record, which you know I 
have built up in this Congress, I am 
against it. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. ARMSTRONG]. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. Chairman, I 
am not authorized to speak fcr any 
member of the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service, but I think it is only 
fair to say on behalf of all of us that 
when this provision was under discus- 
sion in our committee nobody raised the 
point that this provision was put into 
the bill as a clever arrangement. I am 
sure the gentleman who used that ex- 
pression repeatedly that this was “too 
clever” did not mean that that was the 
intention of any member of this com- 
mittee. 

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I yield to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr, RHODES. Is it not true that in 
the committee there was a controversy? 
I opposed this in the committee and I 
know other members did. It seems to 
me the vote on that proposal was 9 to 6. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I will accept the 
gentleman’s figures in regard to it, but 
no one questioned the motives of those 
supporting this proposal as indicating a 
desire to cover up something. So far as 
I am concerned, as one member of that 
committee, I thought it was simply a 
necessary device to bring about at least 
some economies in the agencies of this 
Government. 

I do not care as to the wording that 
might be used, and I do not have any 
brief for or against the wording of this 
proposal, but I do believe that if this 
proposition in this same wording or some 
other, were put up to the voters of my 
district in Missouri, they would approve 
it heartily. I think we have been gener- 
ous here, certainly, with the postal em- 
ployees, and it was our intention to be 
equally generous with the employees of 
the other agencies. I do not believe any 
member of the committee will dispute 
that. 

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I yield to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. CORBETT. The Bureau—and I 
wish the gentleman would note this 
point—estimated that this bill as writ- 
ten would cost $417,030,000. Now, then, 
granting $417,000,000 additional salary 
does not mean giving them something 
and taking it away. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I thank the gen- 
tleman. 

I would like to point out further that 
mention has been made that this pro- 
vision would put a brake on the over- 
staffing of the agencies of our Govern- 
ment. I believe that any agency of our 
Government could get along with less 
personnel than are now employed. One 
of the gentlemen mentioned the Depart- 
ment of the Interior. Why, bless your 
souls, you could make a study of the De- 
partment of the Interior, and on that, 
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or any study that has already been 
made, you could save 25 percent of the 
appropriations now being made to that 
Department and not hurt a single needed 
service of that agency. I do not care 
how we arrive at this thing, but I believe 
that everyone of us in our desire to be 
generous to our Federal employees has 
in mind also the necessity to put a brake 
sometime on this overstaffing of em- 
ployees. 

In order to make a study of that, quite 
recently, I talked to a few selected em- 
ployees of one of our agencies. One em- 
ployee—and I shall not call his name— 
said to me, “They are having difficulty 
in finding 2 hours of work for me to do 
in any day of the week.” He said, “I 
could point to dozens of my associates in 
my division that are in the same situa- 
tion as am. We have practically noth- 
ing to do.“ 

We are not trying to penalize anyone. 
As a matter of fact, I would like to see 
the old-line employees, the ones that 
have been on the payroll a long time, 
treated decently with a proper increase 
instead of just taking new employees on 
andon. If the wording of this proposal 
will accomplish that, I think to that 
extent it will accomplish what our fine 
chairman has been pleading for, that in 
all of cur generosity we at least begin 
to put some limit on the overstaffing. I 
thoroughly agree with the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania that this might result 
in fewer, but certainly better, employees. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I yield to the 
gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Is there anything 
in the language which has been so bit- 
terly criticized, and perhaps unjustly 
criticized, which would take a penny of 
wages or salary from anyone who re- 
mained on the payroll? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Not a single one. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Is there anything 
in the language that would provoke the 
agency in firing any employee? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Not at all, un- 
less, of course, it were necessary, but I 
do not believe it was the intention of the 
committee to bring about any firing. 
We are trying to set the brake on over- 
staffing. 


The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Missouri has expired. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield the gentleman two additional 
minutes. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I yield to the 
gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. DINGELL. Will the gentleman 
tell me for my own edification that 
if they do not fire anybody, if they do 
not reduce the force in any manner, 
where there is going to be any sav- 
ing? Mind you, the phraseology of this 
thing, as I understand, is that they will 
be paid their increase out of the depart- 
mental savings. Now you tell me where 
and how, without reducing the em- 
ployees on the force, there is going to be 
any saving to pay these employees the 
additional amount that we propose to 
give them in this bill. -It cannot be done 
if this remains in the bill. We trick 
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these employees into believing they will 
get something that they will not, or we 
will have to strike it out of the bill and 
give them what we gave other employees, 
I am in favor of striking it out. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Let me answer 
the gentleman as best Ican. Certainly 
I, as one Member of this body, would be 
the last to want to trick any of our em- 
ployees, as the gentleman knows. A 
great many savings can be made in oth- 
er ways than through the pay of per- 
sonnel. There is not a single agency but 
what could save enough to pay the in- 
creases required in this bill. There will 
be resignations. There is a heavy turn- 
over in many agencies as the gentleman 
knows. I think this provision would, at 
least, stimulate savings which will be 
required under this proposal, Thus it 
would permit the agencies to go ahead 
and pay the raises required by this bill. 

Mr. DINGELL. But the gentleman 
will concede that if you do not reduce 
the personnel a sufficient number there 
will be no increase? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. No, I do not con- 
cede that. 

Mr. CORBETT. The gentleman 
should know that there is a 12% per- 
cent turnover normally. 

Mr. DINGELL. That does not mean 
that you can fire that many. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. BAILEY]. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Chairman, in these 
brief 2 minutes I do not desire to im- 
pugn the motives of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania or his associates on the 
committee. I do question their judg- 
ment. His proposition might have had 
some fairness about it had it applied to 
July 1, but I want to remind the gen- 
tleman that over 2 months of the fiscal 
year have already expired. This propo- 
sition is retroactive to the 1st of July 
on these employees. That simply means 
that one-fourth of the ability of that 
department head to meet this require- 
ment has been removed by the fact that 
it is retroactive and by the fact that 
almost 3 months of the fiscal year have 
expired. 

There is one other thing to which I 
want to call the gentleman’s attention. 
We forced some retrenchment in the 
present administration of some of the 
executive departments, including the 
Veterans’ Administration. They were 
forced to let out several thousand em- 
ployees as the result of that. Let me tell 
the gentleman what is happening. 
Fifteen hundred of those are in the city 
of Washington. What is happening? 
One’s and two’s and three’s and four's 
are being discharged. Did you ever hear 
tell of a 9, 10, or 11 being discharged 
by the Veterans’ Administration? They 
have supervisors down there with 6 or 
7 ratings, supervising 4 or 6 or 8 of the 
classifications of 2’s and 3’s. If you 
are going to do anything, why do you 
not go up there and designate who is to 
be fired and get rid of some of this over- 
staffing in those higher classifications? 
What you are going to do down here now 
is take a job away from some people who 
have to have it to exist, and you will 
not change the situation up in the higher 
brackets at all. It is silly to talk about it. 
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Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen- 
tlemen from Minnesota [Mr. MARSHALL]. 

Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I 
am speaking on paragraph E, on page 5, 
because of some of my experience. I 
am only doing so because I had the privi- 
lege of being an administrator of a Fed- 
eral program. I would like to say to you 
what I think this does. I know every 
Member of the House, in spite of some 
things that have been said to the con- 
trary, is interested in economy and 
efficiency in our Government. You want 
to be from the letters you get from the 
people back home, whom you represent. 
This proposal has been put before you 
on the basis of your interest in economy 
and efficiency, and in the belief that it is 
economy to effectuate these savings by 
raising the salaries of many of the 
worthy Federal employees. 

All of us who have had contact with 
Federal employees know that we have a 
splendid group, by and large, in our 
Federal service. But at the same time 
you see that what we are going to do is 
to say to the administrators of these 
programs, “You must pay this salary 
out of the money which has been appro- 
priated.” 

I had a little experience with some- 
thing that happened a few years ago. 
The appropriations were a little slow 
coming out, as they are this year. It is 
most difficult for a Federal agency to de- 
cide upon what they shall do with their 
budget until they finally get it. This 
year we are one-quarter of the year 
along, and some of the departments do 
not know yet what they are going to 
have in their budgets. This salary in- 
crease is mandatory. The budget officer 
will sit down and say, “The salary in- 
crease is mandatory.” The administra- 
tor of the program will immediately dis- 
tribute, to the best of his ability, the 
funds that are required for the salary 
increase, and send out separation 
notices. What about service? You will 
have services curtailed, because their 
personnel has been limited. 

In my particular instance in protect- 
ing the budget, it meant that more no- 
tices were sent out than were required 
to have been sent out at the end of the 
year, because we did not know at that 
time how many resignations there would 
be. We did not know tow many people 
would leave, so that we must send out 
enough notices to protect the budget 
that was set up. It was amazing to find 
how many of those employees that were 
separated found other jobs immediately. 
Frankly, I thought it would be difficult 
for them, but it was not. In my depart- 
ment we dismissed 45 percent, and every 
one of those employees found a job. It 
must have been a better job, because lat- 
er on, when we tried to bring those 
trained people back, they would not come 
back. That was not a saving to the De- 
partment to lose experienced personnel, 
many trained by the Government. Ihave 
never met a Federal administrator who 
has not told me that he could effectuate 
some savings in his department if he 
were given the latitude to decide who 
he might dismiss on the separation 
register. Unfortunately, there are peo- 
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ple who are drones upon our payrolls. 
Because of Federal regulations, Civil 
Service regulations, it is almost impossi- 
ble to dismiss an incompetent person. 
I would like to say to my good friend 
from Missouri, who gave a very fine ex- 
planation on the floor of this House a 
moment ago in connection with the at- 
tempt to bring about efficiency in Gov- 
ernment, that I envy him in his position 
as a member of the great Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service, because 
you have it in your hands to bring about 
some of these improvements of Federal 
regulations, that will give some author- 
ity to some of the administrators of our 
program. I agree that in the matter 
of economy and efficiency there must be 
something done in fairness to the people 
who pay taxes to arrive at that very 
thing. But you are not doing it. You 
are doing the very opposite of what you 
intend to do, if you are thinking of econ- 
omy and efficiency of serviee, when you 
put in a particular provision such as that 
contained in this bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Minnesota has expired. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield back the balance of 
my time in general debate. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. Brown]. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
I had not intended to speak on this bill, 
but since a controversy has arisen over 
the provisions of paragraph E on page 
5, I feel compelled to speak. It seems to 
me this is a very wise provision that the 
committee has written into this measure. 
If it is properly administered it will 
not create an unsatisfactory situation, 
but instead will be very beneficial, not 
only to our Federal Treasury but also 
to the deserving employees of the Gov- 
ernment. 

In the first place let me remind you 
that there is a turn-over in the person- 
nel of these departments of the Govern- 
ment of anywhere from 10 to as high as 
50 percent each year in some classifi- 
cations. 

Let me also remind you, if I may, that 
we have seen a tremendous increase and 
growth in the number of Federal civilian 
employees in the last year or so, that 
at the present time we now have over 
2,500,000 civilian employees on the Fed- 
erai payroll, and that in the last year 
we have had a steady increase of as 
many as 2,000 new employees added each 
day to the payroll. 

I spent something like 2 years as a 
member of the Hoover Commission, dur- 
ing which we devoted a great deal of at- 
tention to the study of personnel prob- 
lems. We found in department after 
department great overstaffing, just as 
did a subcommittee under the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. WILLIAMS], 
named by the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service, and authorized by this 
House to conduct an investigation of 
overstaffing. They found much over- 
staffing and so reported to this body. 
The Hoover Commission not only found 
overstaffing, but we also found in de- 
partment after department what they 
call a dead-letter office where, because 
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of the peculiarities of civil-service laws 
and regulations which make it al- 
most impossible for the head of a de- 
partment or a supervisor to get rid of an 
unsatisfactory employee, that they 
moved the unsatisfactory employees over 
into this dead-letter office or section, 
where they are doing very little worth- 
while or beneficial work. I remember 
an important member of the Cabinet 
telling us in executive session that he 
had nearly 10,000 employees in his de- 
partment he could get along without if 
he could get rid of them easily. So I 
do not think this provision of the bill is 
going to work any hardship on any de- 
serving employee. Compensate fairly 
and, if necessary, even liberally those 
who actually carry the burden of work 
and are doing the job. Let us give the 
executive officers the right and the op- 
portunity to get rid of the drones, the 
troublemakers, and the shirks; save 
what they can by such dismissals and 
then grant fair pay to those who earn it. 

If we keep this provision in the bill the 
result will be fewer employees in the 
Government departments, but better 
employees and more efficient employees, 
fairly compensated for what they do; 
and the Government will be better off. 
We have already provided for a reduc- 
tion of personnel by the Jensen amend- 
ments to other legislation. Why back 
down by adopting this amendment after 
marching up the hill? 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield. 

Mr. JENSEN. I am sure the gentle- 
man feels exactly as most Members of 
the House feel, and as I do, that since 
this Congress will appropriate over $10,- 
000,000,000 for civilian personnel for the 
fiscal year 1952 there is sufficient money 
appropriated already to take care of the 
needs of the Federal employees. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I agree with 
the gentleman fully. What I want 
to see done, and what I hope this House 
will do, is the passage of legislation that 
will give to the deserving workers of the 
Government the compensation they need 
to meet the increased cost of living, 
and that we pay the cost thereof through 
the elimination from the payroll of un- 
needed workers or by not filling jobs as 
they become vacant, when it is not neces- 
sary to fill them. 

In other words with one hand we can 
and should give fair treatment and fair 
compensation to deserving workers, and 
with the other hand we can save the 
money to meet the cost thereof. That 
to me just makes good common sense. 
That is what we ought to do, and that 
is what I hope we will do. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri, Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Does this 
legislation here offer the opportunity to 
get rid of the drones? We are not cor- 
recting the procedure, are we? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Of course, any 
official or any supervisor worthy of his 
salt, armed with this law, will immedi- 
ately move to get rid of the drones and 
the troublemakers. That is where he 
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can and should move in. He will also 
probably have enough people resign- 
ing their jobs to take care of the re- 
quired reduction in personnel. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Ohio has expired. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield the gentleman three additional 
minutes. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. DINGELL. I am sure the gentle- 
man will agree with me when I say that 
this element of drones which exists is 
something that grew up within the civil 
service. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. That is right. 

Mr. DINGELL. And ought to be up- 
rooted. But it is something this will 
not reach. I say to my friend that the 
supervisory official in a department 
when he runs into one of these absolute- 
ly useless individuals, under the civil 
service regulations he cannot remove 
them. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Well, now, the 
gentleman is usually right, but not 
always. 

Mr. DINGELL. Something should be 
done about it, 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. If the law as 
passed by the Congress today tells the 
public official he must reduce personnel 
in certain cases, he may use his judg- 
ment in making that reduction under 
the law, and that judgment should be 
exercised against the drones and the un- 
satisfactory employees. 

Mr. DINGELL. Iam sorry, but I have 
to disagree with my friend on his in- 
terpretation. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I too am sorry 
if the gentleman has a different opinion. 
But I insist if the Congress, by a law 
passed subsequent to other laws requires 
the reduction, then they will have the 
authority to reduce the number of em- 
ployees. 

Mr. DINGELL. But not the drones. 

Mr, REED of New York. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. REED of New York. I had not 
intended to say anything on this bill, 
but the gentleman is speaking on a sub- 
ject I have given quite a bit of thought 
to. It has been emphasized by certain 
people who have come to my office stating 
they have been here for months as ste- 
nographers. They have gone to school 
to acquire that art. They have not even 
yet had a machine to work on, they have 
had no dictation, and they were going 
home to save the art of taking dictation. 
I had a man come in and state that he 
had drawn $2,800 from the Government 
and he said, “I have never done 1 cent 
of work.” 

Mr. EROWN of Ohio. May I say to the 
geutleman quickly, the report came to me 
of an employee of the Federal Govern- 
ment who was recently hired on a stand- 
by basis to take a job. He received his 
compensation while awaiting call. He 
was sort of stockpiled. He had done 
nothing, for he had not been called to 
active duty, yet on September 1 he re- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


ceived notice from the Government that 
his pay had been increased. Perhaps 
we can do something about situations 
like that. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Ohio has expired. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I have no further requests for time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read 
the bill for amendment. 

The Clerk read the bill as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That each of the exist- 
ing rates of basic compensation provided by 
title VI of the Classification Act of 1949, as 
amended, is hereby increased by 17 percent 
of that part which is not in excess of $5,000 
per annum, such increase being applicable 
also on an annual basis to positions included 
in subsection 603 (c) (2) and 603 (d). Such 
augmented rates provided in this act shall 
be considered to be the regular rates of basic 
compensation provided in section 603, and of 
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positions the incumbents of which are being 
compensated at rates in another pay and 
classification system from which they have 
been transferred. 

Sec. 2. The increase in existing rates of 
basic compensation provided in this act shall 
not be construed to be an equivalent increase 
in compensation within the meaning of sec- 
tion 701 of the Classification Act of 1949, as 
amended. 

This act shall become effective upon the 
first day of the first pay period which be- 
gins after enactment. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert the following: “That (a) section 603 
(b) and section 603 (c) of the Classification 
Act of 1949, as amended, are amended to read 
as follows: 

b) The compensation schedule for the 
General Schedule shall be as follows: 


“ ‘Grade 


ig 


$F SO 90. oor on we 99.50.9059 99 
SSSSSSSSSSERSENSSS 


— 22 
> 


Per annum rates 

$2,680 $2,760 $2840 82 90 $3,000 83, 080 
2,930 3,010 3,090 3170 3.250 3,330 
3,130 3,210 3,200 3370 3450 3.530 
3,355 3,435 3.515 3595 3,675 3.755 
3,62 3750 3.875 4,000 4,125 4.250 
3,975 4,100 425 4350 4475 4.800 
4.350 4,475 4.600 4.75 4,80 4.975 
475 4.80 4975 510 5225 5,350 
5125 5250 5375 5,500 5,625 5.750 
5,525 5650 5,775 5,900 6,025 6150 
6,000 6,200 6400 6.600 6,800 

7,000 7,200 7,400 7,600 7,800 

8,200 8400 $600 8 800 9,000 

9,400 9,600 9,800 10,000 10 200 

10,650 10,900 11,150 11, 400 

11,800 12000 12 200 12,400 

12800 13,000 13,200 13, 400 


(e) (1) The compensation schedule for the Crafts, Protective, and Custodial Sched- 
ule shall be as follows: 


0} ye ARE te Oe os ESRB ARMAS TS $1,910 
CPc-2.__. 2, 520 
CPC-3. 2, 652 
CPC. 2, 850 
CPC-5. 3, 074 
CPCS. , 300 
CPC-7. 3,525 
OPC-8. 3, 800 
CP 4,175 
Sooo a ii a 4, 550 


$1,970 $2,030 $2,090 32. 150 $2,210 $2,270 
2,590 2660 2730 2800 2870 2840 
2,732 2812 2802 2972 3,052 3,132 
2,930 3,010 3,000 3,170 3,250 3,330 
3,154 3,24 3,314 3,304 3,74 3.554 
3,330 3,460 3,540 3,620 3,700 3.780 
3,625 3,725. 3,825 3,925 4.025 4.125 
3,925 4,050 4,175 41300 4,425 4.550 
4,300 4,45 4,550 4,675 4,800 4.025 
4,675 4,800 4,925 5,050 5175 5,300 


2) Charwomen working part time shall 
be paid at the rate of $2,800 per annum, and 
head charwomen working part time at the 
rate of $2,940 per annum.’ 


“(b) In adj initially the rates of 
pay of employees affected by the provisions 
of this section— 


“(1) an employee receiving basic compen- 
sation immediately prior to the effective date 
of this act at one of the scheduled or longev- 
ity rates provided by the Classification Act 
of 1949, as amended, shall receive basic com- 
pensation on and after the effective date of 
this act at the corresponding schedule or 
longevity rate as increased by this act; and 

“(2) an employee receiving basic com- 
pensation immediately prior to the effective 
date of this act at a rate other than a sched- 
uled or longevity rate provided by the Classi- 
fication Act of 1949, as amended, shall re- 
ceive basic compensation on and after the 
effective date of this act as follows: 

“(A) If his rate immediately prior to the 
effective date of this act was less than the 
maximum longevity rate of the grade, he 
shall be paid at the scheduled or longevity 
rate which he would receive under para- 
graph (1) had he been receiving basic com- 
pensation immediately prior to such effective 
date at the scheduled or longevity rate next 
higher than his rate of basic compensation 
immediately prior to such effective date. 


the maximum longevity rate of the grade, 
he shall be paid at a rate equal to the rate 
at which he was paid immediately prior to 
such date, increased by an amount equal 
to the amount of the increase made by this 
act in such maximum longevity rate. 

“(C) If he is a part-time char employee 
and his rate immediately prior to the ef- 
fective date of this act was in excess of the 
rate provided for his position under section 
603 (c) (2) of the Classification Act of 
1949, as amended, he shall be paid at a rate 
equal to the rate at which he was paid im- 
mediately prior to such effective date, in- 
creased by an amount equal to the amount 
of the increase made by this act in the rate 
for like positions under such section. 

“(c) The limitations of $9,600 and $13,050 
with respect to the aggregate salaries payable 
to secretaries and law clerks of circuit and 
district judges, contained in the sixteenth 
paragraph under the head ‘Miscellaneous sal- 
aries’ in the Judiciary Appropriation Act, 
1951 (Public Law 759, 81st Cong.), or in any 
subsequent appropriation act, shall be in- 
creased by the amounts necessary to pay the 
additional basic compensation provided by 
this act. 
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„(d) Section 701 of the Classification Act 
of 1949, as amended, is amended by insert- 
ing ‘(a)’ after ‘Sec. 701.“ and by adding 
at the end thereof the following new sub- 
section; 

„(b) Any increase in compensation 
granted by law after June 30, 1951, shall not 
be construed to be an equivalent increase 
in compensation within the meaning of sub- 
section (a).’ 

“(e) No appropriations or funds available 
to any department or independent establish- 
ment (including Government-owned or 
controlled corporations) in the executive 
branch of the Government for personal 
services during the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1952, shall be apportioned, on account 
of the increase in rates of compensation pro- 
vided by this section and section 3 (a), in 
a manner which would indicate a necessity 
for a deficiency or supplemental appropria- 
tion for such fiscal year. This subsection 
shall not apply to the field service of the 
Post Office Department or to any department 
or independent establishment, or any part 
thereof, which the President determines to 
be engaged in activities essential to the na- 
tional defense. 

“Sec. 2. (a) Each officer and employee in 
or under the legislative branch of the Gov- 
ernment whose rate of compensation is in- 
creased by section 5 of the Federal Employees 
Pay Act of 1946 shall be paid additional com- 
pensation at the rate of $400 per annum: 
Provided, That employees paid on an hourly 
or part-time basis shall be paid additional 
compensation at the rate of 20 cents per 
hour. 

“(b) Section 603 (b) of the Federal Em- 
ployees Pay Act of 1945, as amended, sec- 
tion 7 (b) of the Federal Employees Pay Act 
of 1946, as amended, section 303 (c) of the 
Postal Rate Revision and Federal Employees 
Salary Act of 1948, and the second para- 
graph under the heading “Increased Pay for 
Legislative Employees” in the Second Sup- 
plemental Appropriation Act, 1950, shall not 
apply to any officer or employee subject to 
subsection (a), but no such officer or em- 
ployee shall, by reason of any provision of 
such acts or of this section, be paid with 
respect to any pay period basic compensa- 
tion, or basic compensation plus additional 
compensation, at a rate in excess of $11,246 
per annum. 

“(c) The rate of basic compensation of 
each of the elected officers of the Senate 
and the House of Representatives (not in- 
cluding the presiding officers of the two 
Houses), the Parliamentarian of the House 
of Representatives, the legislative counsel of 
the Senate, the legislative counsel of the 
House of Representatives, and the Coordi- 
nator of Information of the House of Rep- 
resentatives is hereby increased by 8400 
per annum, 

“Sec. 3. The rates of annual basic com- 
pensation specifically provided by law for 
the following officers and employees in or 
under the executive branch of the Govern- 
ment are hereby increased by $400: 

“(1) physicians, dentists, nurses, and 
other employees in the Department of Med- 
icine and Surgery in the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration whose rates of basic compensation 
are provided by Public Law 293, Seventy- 
ninth Congress, approved January 3, 1946, as 
amended; 

“(2) officers and employees whose rates 
of basic compensation are provided by sec- 
tions 412 and 415 of the Foreign Service Act 
of 1946, as amended. 

“Sec, 4. (a) This act shall become effec- 
tive as of the first day of the first pay period 
which began after June 30, 1951. 

“(b) No retroactive compensation or sal- 
ary shall be payable by reason of the enact- 
ment of this act in the case of any individual 
not in the service of the United States (in- 
cluding service in the Armed Forces of the 
United States) or of the municipal govern- 
ment of the District of Columbia on the date 
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of enactment of this act, except that such 
retroactive compensation or salary shall be 
paid a retired officer or employee for services 
rendered during the period beginning with 
the first day of the first pay period which 
began after June 30, 1951, and ending with 
the date of his retirement.” 


Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee (inter- 
rupting the reading of the committee 
amendment). Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that further reading 
of the committee amendment be dis- 
pensed with, that it be printed in the 
Record and that it be open for amend- 
ment at any point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
te the request of the gentleman from 
Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. REODES. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment to strike out the contro- 
versial paragraph (e). 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. RRoprs to the 
committee amendment: Page 5, line 19, 
strike out paragraph (e), starting line 19, 
page 5, and ending line 8, page 6. 


Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, unless 
this amendment is adopted the passage 
of this bill will be but an empty gesture. 
It will not give the Federal employees 
the salary increase that was intended by 
the sponsors of this legislation. It will 
not give these employees the same treat- 
ment that we just voted for the postal 
employees. 

Paragraph (e) which my amendment 
will eliminate would unfairly affect a 
majority of Federal employees. I am in- 
clined to agree with my friend, the gen- 
tleman from North Dakota [Mr. Bur- 
Dick! in what he said about the provi- 
sion. My friend from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Corsett], who introduced this amend- 
ment in the committee, knows full well 
that no such proposal as this would cver 
be considered in our State of Pennsyl- 
vania where his party is a majority. 
Just last November we went through a 
campaign where his party said, No riore 
new taxes. We have got to stop this 
tax and tax and spend and spend.” This 
very day in the Pennsylvania State Leg- 
islature they are considering the big- 
gest tax program in the history of our 
State. They have the biggest spending 
program and the biggest bureaucracy on 
record. You never hear of a Jensen 
amendment or this kind of proposal 
where his party has complete control. 
It is unfair, impractical, and unsound. 
I think the provision should be stricken 
in order that classified employees can 
have the increases that we gave to other 
Federal employees, an increase to which 
they are justly entitled. 

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe that this 
amendment has been pretty well dis- 
cussed during general debate, and I hope 
that there will be a limitation placed 
on the debate and that we bring it toa 
vote hurriedly, 

However, in reply to the gentleman’s 
remarks and about other persons saying 
that this particular section makes the 
bill an empty gesture, I want to remind 
them that this empty gesture is going 
to cost the taxpayers $417,000,000. Now 
look, Just to get this thing clear and 
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understandable, I will repeat. This 
legislation makes mandatory a $400 
across-the-board increase for every 
classified worker, every judicial em- 
ployee and every executive employee. 
The section says, however, that as re- 
gards the executive departments, which 
are not exempted by reason of them be- 
ing defense agencies as designated by 
the President, that they shall accomplish 
these increases within existing budgets. 
It means briefly that the employees will 
get $400 per year increases, those who 
are retained. It is our belief and our 
very sincere belief that because of resig- 
nations and deaths and transfers this 
particular job can be done by an agency 
head who is worthy of his hire. I believe 
that the head of any private business, 
given so much for salary purposes, can 
learn to live within that budget and I do 
not see any reason why our agency heads 
cannot learn to live within the budget, 
particularly when it is liberal. 

I want to point out that as we have 
talked so often about more savings in 
gover: ient, here is an opportunty for 
the Congress to answer the mandate of 
the people and order the executive 
branch to put its house in order. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CORBETT. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Kansas. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Is this state- 
ment correct, that this legislation affects 
approximately 200,000 employees and 
only those that are not in defense agen- 
cies? 

Mr. CORBETT. The gentleman, as 
usual, is correct. It is between 200,000 
and 220,000 employees. 

Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CORBETT. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. CANFIELD. Will the gentleman 
say whether he understands the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation, the Fedtral 
Bureau of Customs, the Federal Bureau 
of Narcotics, and the Federal Burcau of 
Internal Revenue to be in the category 
of defense agencies? 

Mr. CORBZTT. Well, I do not know 
whether the Executive would determine 
exactly whether they are or not. I cer- 
tainly think the fund-raising agencies 
and the FBI, given the job of ferreting 
out subversive activities, would be de- 
fense agencies, at least according to my 
interpretation of this provision. 

Mr. CANFIELD. I emphasize the 
Bureau of Narcotics because the House 
recently voted an increase for it. 

Mr. CORBETT. I certainly would 
agree with the gentleman that activity 
of that kind is certainly in the national 
defense. 

I think there has been a great deal 
of misunderstanding about this section. 
I believe that perhaps its intent is mis- 
understood. I want to emphasize in 
closing that when a bill is going to pour 
$417,000,000 of additional funds into the 
pockets of the Federal employees it is 
certainly not an empty gesture or hocus- 
pocus. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. Mr. Chairman, in 
view of the lateness of the hour and the 
adequate time we have had to discuss 
this measure, I move that all debate on 
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this amendment and all amendments 
thereto close in 3 minutes. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
Mr. RHODES]. 

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, the 
following letter opposing the provisions 
of this paragraph was written by the 
Chairman of the Civil Service Commis- 
sion to the chairman of our committee, 
the gentleman from Tennessee IMr. 
Murray]: 

SEPTEMBER 20, 1951. 
Hon. Tom Murray, Chairman, 
Post Office and Civil Service Com- 
mittee, House of Representatives. 

Dear CHAIRMAN Murray: May I take this 
opportunity to invite your attention to the 
provisions of section 2 (e) of H. R. 339, a 
bill to increase the rates of compensation of 
officers and employees of the Federal Gov- 
ernment, and for other purposes. The sec- 
tion of the bill I am referring to is quoted as 
follows: 

“No appropriations or funds available to 
any department or independent establish- 
ment (including Government-owned or con- 
trolled corporations) in the executive branch 
of the Government for personal services dur- 
ing the fiscal year ending June 30, 1952, 
shall be apportioned, on account of the in- 
crease in rates of compensation provided 
by this section and section 3 (a), in a 
manner which would indicate a necessity 
for a deficiency or supplemental appropria- 
tion for such fiscal year. This subsection 
shall not apply to the field service of the 
Post Office De mt or to any depart- 
ment or independent establishment, or any 
part thereof, which the President deter- 
mines to be engaged in activities essential 
to the national defense.” 

The requirement that the Civil Service 
Commission absorb the cost of pay increases 
for its employees would add materially to 
the problems we already have in attempting 
to process our workloads and carry out the 
operating programs for which we are re- 
sponsible. In short, it would mean the loss 
of additional employees over and above those 
we are required to lose under other restric- 
tions. Let me cite to you a few specific 
figures: 

1. Section 605 of the Independent 
Offices Appropriation Act for 1952 (the 
Jensen amendment) prohibits us from fill- 
ing vacancies until such time as our July 1, 
1951, employment strength has been reduced 
by 10 percent. Since we had approximately 
4,580 employees on our rolls July 1, 1951, a 
10 percent reduction in personnel by non- 
filling of vacancies will mean a loss of 458 
employees. 

2. Under the terms of the House bill to 
grant salary increases to Federal employees 
at a flat $400 amount, the cost to the Civil 
Service Commission will be approximately 
$1,800,000 per year. 

In terms of the Senate bill, providing for a 
straight 10-percent increase with a limita- 
tion of $800, it would cost the Commission 
approximately $1,700,000. 

3. The cost of the increases provided for in 
either of these two bills would considerably 
more than offset the savings we would realize 
through the operation of the Jensen amend- 
ment. In other words it would mean that 
we would lose additional employees over and 
above the 458 required by the Jensen amend- 
ment. In addition, as a further offsetting 
factor, we are advised that the President has 
approved a supplemental request for the Civil 
Service Commission amounting to $1,700,000, 
which is required because of the alarming 
backlog of work in connection with loyalty 
determinations. To the extent this supple- 
mental request is approved by the Congress, 
such additional hirings, resulting from the 
use of these funds, will result in further 
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losses in total personnel in order to meet 
the increased salaries provided for by the 
pending legislation. 

4. For the current fiscal year the Budget 
Bureau approved $23,000,000 for the Com- 
mission. This amount was reduced by the 
Congress to $17,500,000, a reduction of 
$5,500,000. It is not possible for the Com- 
mission to keep current with its work because 
of this reduction, and it is for that reason 
we have asked for a supplemental appro- 
priation. If the Commission is required to 
absorb the cost of salary increases it will 
offset the benefit we hope to get from the 
supplemental appropriation. I am sure the 
Congress does not want the Commission to 
be so situated that it cannot keep reasonably 
current with the investigation of loyalty. 

For the reasons stated, I firmly believe 
that the Commission should not be required 
to absorb the cost of salary increases result- 
ing from this legislation. To do so will les- 
sen our ability to operate effectively, par- 
ticularly in those areas where backlogs of 
work have accumulated and will continue to 
mount so long as we are not able to retain 
or hire the required personnel. 

Sincerely yours, 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. RHODES] 

The question was taken; and on a di- 
vision (demanded by Mr. Ragaur) there 
were—ayes 78, noes 98. 

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
mand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair- 
man appointed as tellers Mr. RHODES and 
Mr. Rees of Kansas. 

The Committee again divided; and the 
tellers reported they were—ayes 117, 
noes 117. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. GATHINGS), 
The Chair votes in the affirmative, and 
the amendment is agreed to. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SUTTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment, which is at the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Surron: Page 
6, line 9, strike out “Sec. 2 (a)“, line 9 
through line 15, and insert: 

“Sec. 2. (a) Each officer and employee in or 
under the legislative branch of the Govern- 
ment whose rate of compensation is in- 
creased by section 5 of the Federal Employ- 
ees Pay Act of 1946 shall be paid additional 
compensation at the rate of not less than $400 
per annum or 10 percent whichever is higher: 
Provided, That no increase for any individual 
shall exceed $800 per annum; Provided fur- 
ther, That employees paid on an hourly or 
part-time basis shall be paid additional com- 
pensation at the rate of 20 cents per hour.” 


The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Tennessee is recognized for 5 min- 
utes in support of his amendment. 

Mr. SUTTON. Mr. Chairman, this is 
the amendment I discussed when the 
rule was under consideration. It is an 
amendment that is different from any 
other section of this bill in that it carries 
a minimum of $400 instead of providing 
a $400 across-the-board raise, and it also 
adds a percentage of 10 percent. The 
reason for the 10 percent in this amend- 
ment is this: When the other body 
passed the bill, just yesterday, they pro- 
vided a 10-percent increase for all em- 
ployees with the exception of the Cap- 
itol Hill employees and those working in 
the legislative establishment, our clerks 
here at the table, our assistant door- 
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keeper, your own secretaries, the police- 
men about the building and out on the 
grounds, and all the employees of Cap- 
itol Hill; they inadvertently omitted 
the raise of 8.8-percent increase in the 
legislative branch to 10 percent. 

A former distinguished Member of 
this body, Senator Monroney, who of- 
fered the amendment, said it was by 
inadvertence. I therefore consulted 
with him and worked out this amend- 
ment so that when this bill goes to con- 
ference there will be a discussion of the 
10-percent increase; otherwise, if we do 
not adopt this 10-percent provision, 
automatically, they will consider the 8.8- 
percent increase and our Capitol Hill 
employees will get only 8.8, and the 10- 
percent increase cannot even be men- 
tioned in the conference. 

The reason I offer a $400 minimum is 
this: Personally I think that the work- 
ers on Capitol Hill are entitled to $400 
minimum and not over $800 maximum, 
because they do not have rights under 
civil service, as I stated in my remarks 
under the rule. If you fire your secre- 
tary tonight—and you can do it—she has 
no right of appeal. She has no sick 
leave; she has no annual leave. It is 
through our graciousness that we give 
her a vacation; otherwise she has no 
discretion in the matter, neither does 
she have any accrued leave to collect, 
as she would have were she under civil 
service. For that reason I think they 
are entitled to the same consideration 
that we give to the employees downtown. 

Another thing, they do not work reg- 
ular hours; secretaries report early in 
the morning and often work until 8, 9, 
10, 11, and even 12 o’clock at night; they 
come down on Saturdays, and many work 
on Sundays; they are most loyal. They 
are going to vote, work, and campaign 
for you whether you vote for this amend- 
ment or not. But I am not thinking of 
votes now, I am thinking only that jus- 
tice should be done to this group of loyal 
people. Your secretary can make you or 
break you, for when you are here on the 
floor or attending conferences or away 
from your office, it is your office employ- 
ees who are responsible for your office 
efficiency, the employees on Capitol Hill 
are the ones who look after our welfare. 
When you are over here on the floor they 
are continuously on the job, they are ever 
diligent. 

This amendment is so fair that I appeal 
to my friend and neighbor from the Vol- 
unteer State to accept the amendment. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. I cannot 
accept the gentleman’s amendment. As 
I-have told the gentleman all along we 
will work it out in conference. 

Mr. SUTTON. But how can you work 
it out in conference when there is no 
mention of 10 percent in the bill? There 
is nothing in the Senate bill but 8.8 per- 
cent, and you cannot even speak of 10 
percent if it does not appear in one of 
the bills. 

Mr.RHODES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SUTTON. I yield. 

Mr. RHODES. I think the gentle- 
man’s amendment is meritorious. I 
will give the gentleman’s amendment my 
support, 
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Mr. SUTTON. I appreciate the gen- 
tleman’s assistance and I hope our 
amendment will be adopted. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SUTTON. I yield to my friend 
from West Virginia. 

Mr. BAILEY. Does not the gentle- 
man think that the employees of the 
legislative branch will be better off with 
the 8.8 percent than with the 10 per- 
cent? The 10 percent applies to their 
basic salary. 

Mr. SUTTON. That is the reason 
that I put in a minimum of $400 and 
make it 10 percent; because, if it is 
only 8.8 percent some will get $150, 
whereas under my amendment they 
would get $400. 

Mr. MORTON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SUTTON. I yield. 

Mr. MORTON. Under the present 
bill does the legislative employee get 
$400? 

Mr. SUTTON. If we do not adopt my 
amendment, then under the Senate bill 
they would get 8.8 percent. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SUTTON. I yield. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. This 
bill gives every employee from the low- 
est bracket to the highest $400. Why 
then do you want to make a discrimina- 
tion? 

Mr. SUTTON. If you will insist on 
that in conference, that is different, but 
how are we going to know that you will? 


Let us adopt this amendment, then we 


will have something to go to conference 
on. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Tennessee [Mr. Sutton]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. WICKERSHAM. Mr. Chairman, 
I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. WICKERSHAM 
to the committee amendment: Page 8, line 


10, after the period insert a new section as 
follows: 

“( ) Provided further, That notwithstand- 
ing any other provisions of this act or other 
acts to the contrary, the provisions of this 
act shall apply to all State and county com- 
mittees, employees, and field agents of the 
various State and county United States De- 
partment of Agriculture Production and 
Marketing Administration offices.” 


Mr. WICKERSHAM. Mr. Chairman, 
this amendment merely allows the raise 
to go to all AAA or PMA officials of the 
Department of Agriculture in the various 
States and county committees, It is only 
fair. They have been trying to get this 
for a number of years. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, I wish the gentleman would 
explain his amendment further. 

Mr. WICKERSHAM. In effect they 
are already Federal employees, however, 
they are not paid as other Federal em- 
ployees are. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Are they 
paid by Federal funds alone? s 

Mr. WICKERSHAM. They are ac- 
tually paid by Federal funds which are 
disbursed through State PMA offices. It 
is an indirect method of paying Federal 
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funds. In my amendment I state “not- 
withstanding any other provisions” they 
are to be considered under this act. 

Mr. TACKETT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WICKERSHAM. I yield to the 
gentleman from Arkansas. 

Mr. TACKETT. Will this amendment 
of the gentleman provide for a $400 pay- 
ment to PMA board members? 

Mr. WICKERSHAM. This applies to 
the committee amendment. It applies 
to county and State committeemen and 
State officers who are paid out of PMA 
funds. 

Mr. SUTTON. Your county commit- 
teemen do not make $400 a year now. 

Mr. WICKERSHAM. That is all right, 
they should. 

Mr. SUTTON. They will not average 
over $100 a year. 

Mr. WICKERSHAM. The State of- 
fices and county committees are having 
difficulty in securing administrative offi- 
cers, clerks, bookkeepers, field agents, 
stenographers, and other employees. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WICKERSHAM. I yield to the 
gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. POAGE. Is it not a fact this 
money comes out of money that other- 
wise would go to pay the farmers for 
soil-conservation practices and if you 
pay the committeemen $400 additional 
there will not be a thing left to pay for 
Soil-conservation practices? 

Mr. WICKERSHAM. No, that is not 
true. 

Mr. POAGE. It is true. 

Mr. WICKERSHAM. It is not true. 
The gentlemen from Arkansas and 
Texas fail to understand my amendment. 
This will be in addition to the funds 
which presently come from the State 
offices. 

Mr. TACKETT. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Oklahoma. 

Mr. Chairman, this House is certainly 
in the mood to raise salaries and wages 
if we adopt this amendment which would 
raise in the amount of $400 per year the 
salaries and wages of every person in 
anywise connected with the Production 
and Marketing Administration, even 
though he may now be receiving only 
traveling expenses—and maybe a token 
payment—for his services. 

I have voted for postal and classified 
employee wage and salary adjustments 
in an effort to afford these people just 
entitlements. I have always found that 
you receive in employment just about 
what you pay for—no more and no less. 
I have never felt that any employer 
gains anything by underpaying his em- 
ployees. But, now, this idea of throw- 
ing away $400 per year to everybody who 
is connected in anywise—shape, form, 
or fashion—with the Production and 
Marketing Administration where he is 
now only receiving actual expenses is 
something that I just cannot string 
along with. I cannot support this give- 
away provision for many reasons. 

First, this Government cannot afford 
such activities. Second, the $400 that 
would be paid to committeemen of the 
Production and Marketing Administra- 
tion would be deducted from the over- 
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all conservation program. This money 
could be used more advantageously to 
carry out soil-conservation practices. 
Third, even the recipients would object 
to the adoption of this amendment, be- 
cause those committeemen are high- 
class citizens anxious to promote the con- 
servation practices and would not think 
of depriving the program of this money. 
Those committeemen of the Production 
and Marketing Administration are con- 
ducting the required grass-roots admin- 
istration of this program, which has 
made it successful. They meet at the 
courthouse or some other place within 
the county once or twice a month for the 
purpose of administering the PMA pro- 
gram on behalf of themselves and their 
neighbors. They do not consider them- 
selves Government employees and are 
not the type of people who would even 
suggest that this money be taken from 
the soil-conservation practices and given 
to them in the form of salaries. 

I have asked the author of this amend- 
ment, the gentleman from Oklahoma, 
whether his proposed $400 raise would 
also include the committeemen of the 
PMA program who are now receiving 
only expenses—and maybe a token pay- 
ment, I don’t know. He has told this 
House in answer to my question that the 
committeemen would and should be in- 
cluded. His amendment states that the 
act before us shall apply to all State and 
county committeemen, employees and 
field agents of the State and county 
United States Department of Agriculture 
Production and Marketing Administra- 
tion offices. 

Now, I favor the act applying to all 
employees and field agents of the State 
and county Production and Marketing 
Administration offices; but may I reem- 
phasize that even the committeemen 
themselves would protest this $400 per 
year contribution which would be paid 
out of soil-conservation funds. Those 
committeemen are farmers—the back- 
bone of the Nation—and are interested 
in conservative governmental operations. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TACKETT. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Arkansas, 

Mr. HARRIS. May I ask the chair- 
man of the committee, and the gentle- 
man from Texas [Mr. PoacEe], who does 
know something about the agricultural 
program, do the PMA employees with- 
in the counties on a permanent basis 
come within the increase provided in this 
bill even though they may not be civil- 
service employees. Since the PMA per- 
sonnel are Federal employees, it would 
seem to me that the gentleman from 
Oklahoma does have a point that should 
be considered concerning these perma- 
nent Federal employees. 

Mr. POAGE. These 
men—— 

Mr. HARRIS. Iam not talking about 
committeemen. 

Mr. POAGE. That is what the gen- 
tleman from Oklahoma is talking about, 
and that is what the amendment relates 
to. These men who are paid at the pres- 
ent time for coming to the courthouse 
once or twice a month and get over the 
year $50 to $€0 in expenses now, he would 
give each one of them an additional $400 
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a year, and that money comes not out of 
the appropriations for that purpose but 
comes out of the money that you appro- 
priate to carry on soil-conservation 
practices, and the more you pay out in 
Salaries the less you have got to carry on 
the practices, and there will not be a 
penny left in a great many of the coun- 
— of the United States if you pay this 
400. 

Mr. HARRIS. Some of these people 
have talked to me about it. They are 
Federal employees. I agree with the 
gentleman insofar as committeemen are 
concerned, but you have got full-time 
Federal employees at the head of offices 
in each county, as well as clerks. They 
are semi-civil-service employees. They 
are paid by the Federal Government. 
Are they included in your $400 raise? 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, if the gentleman will yield, 
are they considered employees of the 
Department of Agriculture and do they 
get their pay by Federal checks? If so, 
they are included. 

Mr. TACKETT. This salary read- 
justment act should apply to all em- 
ployees of the Production and Marketing 
Administration — including employees 
and field agents of the various State 
and county offices but not to the com- 
mitteemen. The committee chairman, 
the gentleman from Tennessee, has just 
advised this House, in response to a 
question by the gentleman from Arkan- 
sas [Mr. Harris], that such State and 
county employees of the Production and 
Marketing Administration come within 
the increase provided in this pay-read- 
justment bill. However, I am hopeful 
that the gentleman from Oklahoma will 
revise his proposed amendment so as to 
make the bill under consideration appli- 
cable to all State and county employees 
and field agents of the Production and 
Marketing Administration offices, be- 
cause I cannot believe that he would 
even request us to support the amend- 
ment in its present form. 

Mr. WICKERSHAM. Mr. Chairman, 
I ask unanimous consent that board 
members be excluded from my amend- 
ment and it be applied to the others. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

Mr. MASON. I object, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Oklahoma [Mr. WICKERSHAM], 

The amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the committee amendment. 

The question was taken; and on a di- 
vision (demanded by Mr. Murray of 
Tennessee) there were—ayes, 195, noes 
12. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
Committee rises. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. Gatuincs, Chairman of the Commit- 
tee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union, reported that that Commit- 
tee, having had under consideration the 
bill (H. R. 339) to increase the rates of 
compensation of officers and employees 
of the Federal Government, and for 
other purposes, pursuant to House Reso- 
lution 421, he reported the bill back to 
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the House with an amendment adopted 
by the Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 
previous question is ordered. 

The question is on the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the engrossment and third reading of 
the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. ` 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the passage of the bill. 

The bill was passed. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for 
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the immediate consideration of the bill 
(S. 622) to increase the basic rates of 
compensation of certain officers and em- 
ployees of the Federal Government, and 
for other purposes. ; 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That (a) sections 603 
(b) and 603 (c) of the Classification Act of 
1949, approved October 28, 1949, as amended, 
are hereby amended to read as follows: 

“(b) The compensation schedule for the 
general schedule shall be as follows: 


Neopes seep 


SSSSSSSESSESRSEERE 


SSS 


A 


„(e) (!) The compensation schedule for the 
shall be as follows: 


23 


PPLPLHPPLH, 
BEERSERS 


“(2) Charwomen working part time shall 
be paid at the rate of $2,610 per annum, and 
head charwomen working part time at the 
rate of $2,750 per annum.” r. 

(b) In adjusting initially the rates of pay 
of employees affected by the provisions of 
this section— 

(1) an employee receiving basic compen- 
sation immediately prior to the effective date 
of this act at one of the scheduled or longev- 
ity rates provided by the Classification Act 
of 1949, as amended, shall receive basic com- 
pensation on and after the effective date of 
this act at the corresponding scheduled or 
longevity rate as increased by this act; and 

(2) an employee receiving basic compen- 
sation immediately prior to the effective date 
of this act at a rate other than a scheduled 
or longevity rate provided by the Classifi- 
cation Act of 1949, as amrended, shall receive 
basic compensation on and after the effective 
date of this act as follows: 

(A) If his rate immediately prior to the 
effective date of this act was less than the 
maximum longevity rate of the grade, he 
shall be paid at the scheduled or longevity 
rate which he would receive under paragraph 
(1) had he been receiving basic compensa- 
tion immediately prior to such effective date 
at the scheduled or longevity rate next 
higher than his rate of basic compensation 
immediately prior to such effective date. 

(B) If his rate immediately prior to the 
effective date of this act was in excess of 
the maximum longevity rate of the grade, 
he shall be paid at a rate equal to the rate 


Per annum rates 


$2,500 82, 580 82 660 82 740 82. 820 , 900 
2,775 2, 855 2, 935 8, O15 3,005 3, 175 
2, 995 3,075 8,155 3, 235 3, 315 305 
3, 240 3, 320 3, 400 3, 480 3,560 3, 640 
3, 535 3, 660 3, 785 3,910 4,035 4,160 
3, 920 4, 045 4,170 4, 295 4,420 4,545 
4, 330 4,455 4, 580 4, 705 4,830 4. 055 
4, 745 4, 870 4, 995 5, 120. 5,245 5,370 
5, 185 5,310 5, 435 5, 560 5,685 5, 810 
5, 625 5, 750 5, 875 6, 000 6,125 6, 250” 
6, 140 6, 340 6, 540 6, 740 6, 940 
7, 240 7, 440 7, 640 7, 840 8,040 - 

8, 560 8, 760 8, 960 9, 160 9, 360 
9,800 10,000 10,200 10,400 10,600 

11,050 11,300 11,550 11, 800 

12,200 12,400 12,600 12,800 
13,200 13, 400 13, 000 13, 800 


crafts, protective, and custodial schedule 


w 
R 
E 
5 
g 
8 


$1,720 $1,780 $1,840 $1,900 81,900 82,00 
2400 2470 2540 2610 2680 2750 
2,555 2635 2715 2795 2875 2955 
2775 2855 2935 3,015 3,095 3,175 
3,00 3,100 3,180 3,20 3,340 3.420 
3,270 3,350 3,40 3,510 3,590 3,670 
3,535 3,635 3,735 3,835 3,935 4,035 
3,865 3,900 4,115 4240 4,365 4,490 
4,275 4.400 4,525 «4,650 4,775 4,900 
460 4,815 4, 5,065 5,100 5,315 


at which he was paid immediately prior to 
such date, increased by an amount equal to 
the amount of the increase made by this act 
in such maximum longevity rate. 

(C) If he is a part-time char employee and 
his rate immediately prior to the effective 
date of this act was in excess of the rate 
provided for his position under section 603 
(e) (2) of the Classification Act of 1949, as 
amended, he shall be paid at a rate equal 
to the rate at which he was paid immediately 
prior to such effective date, increased by an 
amount equal to the amount of the increase 
made by this act in the rate for like positions 
under such section. 

(c) (1) The rates of basic compensation of 
Officers and employees in or under the judi- 
cial branch of the Government whose rates 
of compensation are fixed pursuant to section 
62 (2) of the Bankruptcy Act (11 U. S. C. 102 
(a) (2)), section 3656 of title 18 of the 
United States Code, the second and third 
sentences of section 603, section 604 (5), or 
sections 671 to 675, inclusive, of title 28 of 
the United States Code, or who are appointed 
pursuant to section 792 (b) of title 28 of 
the United States Code, are hereby increased 
by amounts equal to the increases provided 
by subsections (a) and (b) in corresponding 
rates of compensation paid to officers and em- 
ployees subject to the Classification Act of 
1949. 

(d) The limitations of $9,600 and $13,050 


with respect to the aggregate salaries pay- ` 


able to secretaries and law clerks of circuit 
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and district judges, contained in the six- 
teenth paragraph under the head “Miscel- 
laneous salaries” in the Judiciary Appropria- 
tion Act 1951 (Public Law 759, Eighty-first 
Congress), or in any subsequent appropria- 
tion act, shall be increased by the amounts 
necessary to pay the additional basic com- 
pensation provided by this act. 

(e) The increase in existing rates of basic 
compensation provided by this act shall not 
be construed to be an equivalent increase in 
compensation within the meaning of section 
701 of the Classification Act of 1949, as 
amended. 

Sec. 2. (a) Each officer or employee in or 
under the legislative branch of the Govern- 
ment (other than an employee in the office 
of a Senator) whose rate of compensation 
is increased by section 5 of the Federal Em- 
ployees Pay Act of 1946 shall be paid addi- 
tional compensation at the rate of (1) (838 
percent of the aggregate rate of his basic 
compensation ard the rate of the additional 
compensation received by him under sections 
501 and 502 of the Federal Employees Pay 
Act of 1945, as amended, section 301 of the 
Postal Rate Revision and Federal Employees 
Salary Act of 1948, and the provisions under 
the heading “Increased pay for legislative 
employees” in the Second Supplemental Ap- 
propriation Act, 1950, or (2) $800 per an- 
num, whichever is the lesser. 

(b) The provisions of section 603 (b) of 
the Federal Employees Pay Act of 1945, as 
amended, section 7 (b) of the Federal Em- 
ployees Pay Act of 1946, as amended, section 
303 (c) of the Postal Rate Revision and Fed- 
eral Employees Salary Act of 1948, and the 
provisions of paragraph (b) under the head- 
ing “Increased pay for legislative employees” 
in the Second Supplemental Appropriation 
Act, 1950, shall not apply to officers or em- 
ployees subject to the provisions of subsec- 
tion (a) or to employees in the offices of Sen- 
ators, but no officer or employee of the Sen- 
ate or House of Representatives shall be paid 
with respect to any pay period basic com- 
pensation or basic compensation plus addi- 
tional compensation at a rate in excess of 
$11,646 per annum unless expressly author- 
ized by law. 

(c) (1) The aggregate amount of the basic 
compensation authorized to be paid for ad- 
ministrative and clerical assistance and mes- 
senger service in the offices of Senators is 
hereby increased by— 

(A) $3,540 in the case of Senators from 
States the population of which is less than 
3,000,000; 

(B) $3,720 in the case of Senators from 
States the population of which is 3,000,000 
or more but less than 5,000,000; 

(C) $4,260 in the case of Senators from 
States the population of which is 5,000,000 
or more but less than 10,000,00; and 

(D) 84.44 in the case of Senators from 
States the population of which is ten million 
or more. 

(2) The second proviso in the paragraph 
relating to the authority of Senators to re- 
arrange the basic salaries of employees in 
their respective offices, which appears in the 
Legislative Branch Appropriation Act, 1947, 
as amended (2 U. S. C. 60f), is amended by 
striking out 85,280“ and inserting in lieu 
thereof 85,820“; and by striking out “$6,- 
720” and inserting in lieu thereof “$7,320.” 

(d) The Legislative Branch Appropriation 
Act is amended by striking out, in the para- 
graph designated Folding documents” under 
the heading “Contingent expenses of the 
Senate” the words “$1 per thousand” and 
inserting in lieu thereof “$2 per thousand.” 
The provisions of subsection (a), and the 
provisions of law referred to in such subsec- 
tion, shall not apply to employees whose 
compensation is paid from the appropriation 
contained in such paragraph. 

(e) The rate of basic compensation of each 
of the elected officers of the Senate and the 
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House of Representatives (not including the 
presiding officers of the two Houses), and of 
the legislative counsel of the Senate and the 
legislative counsel of the House of Repre- 
sentatives, are hereby increased by 8.8 per- 
cent or $800 per annum, whichever is the 
lesser. 

Sec. 3. (a) The annual compensation (in- 
cluding basic salary and additional compen- 
sation in lieu of overtime pay and night pay 
differential) of each officer and member of 
the Metropolitan Police, the United States 
Park Police, the White House Police, and the 
Fire Department of the District of Columbia, 
as increased by the act entitled “An act to 
provide for an adjustment of salaries of the 
Metropolitan Police, the United States Park 
Police, the White House Poilce, and the mem- 
bers of the Fire Department of the District 
of Columbia, to conform with the increased 
cost of living in the District of Columbia,” 
approved July 14, 1945, as amended, and by 
the act entitled “An act to increase the com- 
pensation of certain employees of the mu- 
nicipal government of the District of Co- 
lumbia, and for other purposes,” approved 
June 30, 1949, shall be further increased by 
10 percent or $800, whichever is the lesser. 
The proviso contained in the first sentence 
of the first section of said act of June 30, 
1949, is hereby repealed; but no officer or 
member covered by this section shall, by 
reason of the enactment of this section, be 
paid with respect to any pay period, basic 
salary, or basic salary plus additional com- 
pensation at a rate in excess of $11,130 per 
annum. - 

(b) (1) Each employee of the Board of 
Education of the District of Columbia whose 
salary is fixed and regulated by the District 
of Columbia Teachers’ Salary Act of 1947, 
except the Superintendent of Schools, shall 
receive, in addition to the compensation al- 
ready provided by such act and by the act 
of June 30, 1949, compensation at the rate of 
10 percent of the aggregate compensation 
provided by said acts, or $800 per annum, 
whichever is the lesser. 

(2) The basic and maximum salaries for 
all salary classes in title I of the District of 
Columbia Teachers’ Salary Act of 1947, except 
class 29, are hereby increased by 10 percent 
or $800, whichever is the lesser. 

(c) Section 66 of the Farm Credit Act of 
1933 (48 Stat. 269) is hereby amended to read 
as follows: 


Grade 


OR enn 99909909098 


r 
P. 


8888888888882 
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$2,680 82, 760 82, 840 82, $3,000 8, 080 
2, 930 3,010 3. 3, 170 3, 250 3, 330 
3, 130 3, 210 3, 200 3, 370 3, 450 3, 530 
3, 355 3, 435 3, 515 3, 595 3,675 3, 755 
8, 625 3, 750 3, 875 4, 000 4, 125 4, 250 
3, 975 4, 100 4, 225 4,350 4,475 4, 600 
4, 350 4, 475 4, 600 4, 725 4, 850 4, 975 

- 4,725 4, 850 4,975 5, 100 5, 225 5, 350 
5, 125 5, 250 5,375 5, 500 5, 625 5, 750 
5, 525 5, 650 5, 775 5, 900 6,025 6,150 
6, 000 6, 200 6, 400 6, 600 6, 800 
7,000 7, 200 7, 400 7, 00 7, 800 
8, 200 8, 400 8, 600 8, 800 9, 000 
9, 400 9, 600 9,800 10,000 10, 200 

10,650 10, 900 11,150 11,400 

11,800 12,000 12,200 12,400 

12,800 13, 000 13, 200 13, 400 
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“Sec. 66. No director, officer, or employee 
of the Central Bank for Cooperatives, or of 
any production credit corporation, produc- 
tion credit association, or bank for coopera- 
tives shall be paid compensation at a rate in 
excess of $13,800 per annum.” 

(d) (1) Hereafter Foreign Service officers, 
including the class of career minister, and 
Foreign Service staff officers and employees, 
shall be compensated in accordance with the 
compensation schedules of the Classification 
Act of 1949, as amended and supplemented. 

(2) Sections 412 and 415 of the Foreign 
Service Act of 1946, as amended, and all other 
provisions of such act which are inconsistent 
with the Classification Act of 1949, as 
amended, are hereby repealed. 

(3) Section 202 (2) of the Classification 
Act of 1949, as amended, is hereby repealed. 

(4) The compensation of any Foreign Serv- 
ice officer or Foreign Service staff officer or 
employee who is an officer or employee of the 
United States on the effective date of this 
amendment shall not be reduced by reason 
of the provisions of this amendment; but 
when any such position becomes vacant any 
new appointee shall be compensated in ac- 
cordance with the compensation schedules 
of, and regulations issued by the Civil Serv- 
ice Commission under, the Classification Act 
of 1949, as amended. 

(e) The rate of basic compensation for 
physicians, dentists, nurses, and other em- 
ployees in the Department of Medicine and 
Surgery in the Veterans’ Administration 
whose rates of basic compensation are pro- 
vided by Public Law 293, Seventy-ninth Con- 
gress, approved January 3, 1946, as amended, 
are hereby increased 10 percent or $800 per 
annum, whichever is the lesser. 

Sec. 4. This act shall become effective on 
the first day of the first pay period which 
begins on or after July 1, 1951. 


Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. 
Speaker, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Murray of Ten- 
nessee: Strike out all after the enacting 
clause of the bill S. 622 and insert the pro- 
visions of the bill H. R. 339 as passed, as fol- 
lows: “That.(a) section 603 (b) and section 
603 (c) of the Classification Act of 1949, as 
amended, are amended to read as follows: 

“‘(b) The compensation schedule for the 
general schedule shall be as follows: 


Mr. 


Per annum rates 


“'(c) (1) The compensation schedule for the crafts, protective, and custodial sched- 


ule shall be as follows: 


“Grade 


A 
2 


Peep 
8888828888 


Per annum rates 


$1,970 832,030 82,000 82. 150 32,210 $2, 270 
2.500 2660 2730 2800 2,870 2940 
2732 2812 2892 2972 3.052 3,132 
2930 3,010 3,00 3,170 37250 3,330 
3,154 3,24 3,314 3.304 3,474 3.554 
3,380 3,460 3,540 3,620 3,700 3,780 
3,625 3,725 3,825 3,925 4,025 4,125 
3,925 4,050 4,175 4,300 4,495 4,550 
4,300 4.325 4.550 4.675 4,800 4.925 
4,678 4.800 4.025 5.050 6,175 - 5-300 


1951 


“«(2) Charwomen working part time shall 
be paid at the rate of $2,800 per annum, and 
head charwomen working part time at the 
rate of $2,940 per annum. 

“(b) In adjusting initially the rates of pay 
of employees affected by the provisions of 
this section— 

“(1) an employee receiving basic compen- 
sation immediately prior to the effective 
date of this act at one of the scheduled or 
longevity rates provided by the Classification 
Act of 1949, as amended, shall receive basic 
compensation on and after the effective date 
of this act at the corresponding scheduled or 
longevity rate as increased by this act; and 

(2) an employee receiving basic compen- 
sation immediately prior to the effective date 
of this act at a rate other than a scheduled 
or longevity rate provided by the Classifica- 
tion Act of 1949, as amended, shall receive 
basic compensation on and after the effective 
date of this act as follows: 

“(A) If his rate immediately prior to the 
effective date of this act was less than the 
maximum longevity rate of the grade, he 
shall be paid at the scheduled or longevity 
rate which he would receive under para- 
graph (1) had he been receiving basic com- 
pensation immediately prior to such effective 
date at the scheduled or longevity rate next 
higher than his rate of basic compensation 
immediately prior to such effective date. 

“(B) If his rate immediately prior to the 
effective date of this act was in excess of 
the maximum longevity rate of the grade, he 
shall be paid at a rate equal to the rate at 
which he was paid immediately prior to such 
date, increased by an amount equal to the 
amount of the increase made by this act in 
such maximum longevity rate. 

“(C) If he is a part-time char employee 
and his rate immediately prior to the effective 
date of this act was in excess of the rate 
provided for his position under section 603 
(e) (2) of the Classification Act of 1949, as 
amended, he shall be paid at a rate equal 
to the rate at which he was paid immedi- 
ately prior to such effective date, increased 
by an amount equal to the amount of the 
increase made by this act in the rate for 
like positions under such section. 

“(c) The limitations of $9,600 and $13,050 
with respect to the aggregate salaries pay- 
able to secretaries and law clerks of circuit 
and district judges, contained in the six- 
teenth paragraph under the head ‘Miscel- 
laneous salaries’ in the Judiciary Appropria- 
tion Act, 1951 (Public Law 759, 81st Cong.), 
or in any subsequent appropriation act shall 
be increased by the amounts necessary to pay 
the additional basic compensation provided 
by this act. 

d) Section 701 of the Classification Act 
of 1949, as amended, is amended by inserting 
‘(a)’ after Sec. 701.’ and by adding at the 
end thereof the following new subsection: 

b) Any increase in compensation 
granted by law after June 30, 1951, shall not 
be construed to be an equivalent increase 
in compensation within the meaning of sub- 
section (a).“ 

“Sec. 2. (a) Each officer and employee in 
or under the legislative branch of the Gover- 
ment whose rate of compensation is increased 
by section 5 of the Federal Employees Pay 
Act of 1946 shall be paid additional compen- 
sation at the rate of not less than $400 per 
annum or 10 percent whichever is higher: 
Provided, That no increase for any individ- 
ual shall exceed $800 per annum: Pro- 
vided further, That employees paid on an 
hourly or part-time basis shall be paid addi- 
tional compensation at the rate of 20 cents 
per hour. 

“(b) Section 603 (b) of the Federal Em- 
ployees Pay Act of 1945, as amended, sec- 
tion 7 (b) of the Federal Employees Pay 
Act of 1946, as amended, section 303 (c) of 
the Postal Rate Revision and Federal Em- 
ployees Salary Act of 1948, and the second 
paragraph under the heading ‘Increased 
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p-y for legislative employees’ in the Second 
Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1950, shall 
not apply to any officer or employee subject 
to subsection (a), but no such officer or 
employee shall, by reason of any provision 
of such acts or of this section, be paid with 
respect to any pay period basic compensa- 
tion, or basic compensation plus additional 
compensation, at a rate in excess of $11,246 
annum. 

“(c) The rate of basic compensation of 
each of the elected officers of the Senate and 
the House of Representatives (not including 
the Presiding Officers of the two Houses), the 
Parliamentarian of the House of the Repre- 
sentatives, the legislative counsel of the Sen- 
ate, the legislative counsel of the House 
of Representatives, and the Coordinator of 
Information of the House of Representatives 
is hereby increased by $400 per annum. 

“Src. 3. The rates of annual basic com- 
pensation specifically provided by law for 
the following officers and employees in or 
under the executive branch of the Govern- 
ment are hereby increased by $400: 

“(1) physicians, dentists, nurses, and 
other employees in the Department of Medi- 
cine and Surgery in the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration whose rates of basic compensation 
are provided by Public Law 293, Seventy- 
ninth Congress, approved January 3, 1946, 
as amended; 

“(2) officers and employees whose rates of 
basic compensation are provided by sections 
412 and 415 of the Foreign Service Act of 
1946, as amended. 

“ Sec. 4. (a) This act shall become effective 
as of the first day of the first pay period 
which began after June 30, 1951. 

“(b) No retroactive compensation or salary 
shall be payable by reason of the enactment 
of this act in the casc of any individual not 
in the service of the United States (includ- 
ing service in the Armed Forces of the United 
States) or of the municipal government of 
the District of Columbia on the date of en- 
actment of this act; except that such retro- 
active compensation or salary shall be paid 
a retired cicer or employee for services 
rendered during the period beginning with 
the first day of the first pay period which 
began after June 30, 1951, and ending with 
the date of his retirement.” 


The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, and was read the third time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the passage of the bill. 

The bill was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

By unanimous consent, the proceed- 
ings whereby the bill H. R. 339 was 
passed were vacated, and the bill was 
laid on the table. 


GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND REMARKS 


Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members have five legislative days 

which to extend their remarks on the 
bill just passed. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee? 

There was no objection. 

COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR 

Mr. BARDEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 


on Education and Labor may have until 
midnight tonight to file a report on the 
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bill (H. R. 5411) to amend Public Laws 
815 and 874 of the Eighty-first Congress 
with respect to schools in critical defense 
areas and for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from North 
Carolina? 

There was no objection. 


ORDERLY COTTON MARKETING 
PROGRAM 


Mr. SMITH of Mississippi. Mr. Speak- 
er, I ask unanimous consent to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
— extend my remarks and include a 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SMITH of Mississippi. Mr. Speak- 
er, 100 representatives from throughout 
the Cotton Belt have today joined me in 
urging cotton farmers to participate in 
the orderly marketing program by plac- 
ing at least half of their 1951 crop into 
the Commodity Credit Corporation loan 
until a fair market price develops. 

I am introducing the statement which 
we have signed, together with the names 
of those who have joined in signing it, as 
a part of my remarks. 

The holding movement can be a weap- 
on in the hands of the farmer to convert 
a buyer’s market into a seller’s market. 
Demand factors now apparent in the 
cotton supply picture make it clear that 
the current price for cotton is not at a 
fair level for the producer. If the farm- 
er will act to exercise greater control of 
the market himself, there is hope of get- 
ting this fair price while cotton still re- 
mains in the farmers’ hands. 

This holding movement represents a 
great opportunity for the cotton farmer 
to change the historic pattern of market 
factors which combine to depress the 
price during the marketing season. It is 
an opportunity which should not be 
Passed up. 

The farmer cannot hope to get the best 
price for his cotton unless he takes con- 
Po S action throughout the Cotton 

The statement follows: 

The cotton farmers of America, in response 
to a call from their Government in the name 
of national defense, have produced a record 
crop for 1951, now being harvested. Unless 
coordinated action is taken by the cotton 
farmer and the Government, however, the 
reward for this patriotic demonstration of 
American productive power is likely to be 
financial penalties to be borne by the pro- 
ducer. 

At a time when the costs of cotton pro- 
duction are the highest in history, the price 
he declined 10 cents per pound. Urgent 
steps are needed to develop a stable market, 
and to offer hope for a better price. 

Those of us who represent the cotton farm- 
ing areas have initiated steps by the Gov- 
ernment designed to improve the demand 
for cotton, but these various actions will have 
no full cumulative effect until well beyond 
the normal marketing season. The one 
weapon in the hand of the farmer is the 
wit! holding of his cotton from the market 
until a fair price is reached. 

Cotton can be withheld from the market 
in an orderly fashion, without undue risk 
for the farmer, by placing it in the loan 
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program with the Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration. All major farm organizations rep- 
resenting cotton producers have urged that 
farmers take advantage of this program. 

As representatives in Congress of the cot- 
ton farmer, we want to urge all cotton pro- 
ducers to join this program for orderly mar- 
keting. If every cotton farmer will place 
half of his crop in the loan as it is picked 
and ginned, or otherwise withhold it from 
the market, there is real hope that the price 
can be improved. The operation of the 
market during the first months of the har- 
vest season indicates the withholding pro- 
gram has been of considerable benefit. If 
the movement spreads, the farmer will have 
made the most effective use possible of the 
price support structure which the Govern- 
ment has provided. 

Frank SMITH; Harotp D. Cooter; T. G. 
ABERNETHY; W. R. POAGE; FRANK IKARD; 
LINDLEY BeckwortH; E. L. FORRESTER; 
James P. RICHARDS; W. F. NORRELL; E. 
O. GATHINGS; ROBEIT L. SIKES; Tom 
STEED; OMAR BURLESON; CARROLL REECE; 
Wooprow W. Jones; Tom PICKETT; 
CARL T. DURHAM; ROBERT E. JONES, In.; 
CLIFFORD Davis; Jog L. Evins; CARL EL- 
LIoTT; KENNETH A. ROBERTS; JOSEPH R. 
Bryson; E. E. Cox; JOHN H. Kerr; HER- 
BERT C. BONNER; JAMIE L. WHITTEN; 
JohN E. LYLE, JR; W. M. (Don) 
WHEELER; JERE COOPER; ANTONIO FER- 
NANDEZ; CLARK W. THOMPSON; Tom 
MURRAY; ALBERT RAINS; HAROLD A. Par- 
TEN; OLIN TEAGUE; HOMER THORNBERRY; 
PAUL JONES; VICTOR WICKERSHAM; HEN- 
RY D. LARCADE; PORTER Harpy, In.; An- 
THUR WINSTEAD; Brooks Hays; E. E. 
Wikis; F. EDWARD HÉBERT; A SIDNEY 
CAMP; PAUL BROWN; PRINCE H. PRESTON; 
JAMES W. TRIMBLE; ToBy Morris; JOHN 
BELL WILLIAMS; F. E. CARLYLE; Ep. DE- 
GRAFFENRIED; Par SUTTON; OVERTON 
Brooxs; JOHN PHILLIPS; Gro. AN- 
Drews; GEO. GRANT; HENDERSON LAN- 
HAM; OTTO E. PassMAN; O. C. FISHER; 
GEORGE MAHON; ERNEST BRAMBLETT; 
GRAHAM BARDEN; ALLAN O. HUNTER; 
MENDELL RIVERS; ALBERT GORE; MONROE 
M. REDDEN; ROBERT L. DouGHTON; WIL- 
BUR D. MILLS; JOHN J. DEMPSEY; BOYD 
TACKETT; OREN Harris; W. J. BRYAN 
Dorn; CHARLES B. DEANE; WILLIAM 
STIGLER; CARL VINSON; A. S. HERLONG, 
IR.; J. Percy Priest; CARL ALBERT; 
HAMILTON C. JONES; JOHN R. MURDOCK; 
LAURIE C. BATTLE; JOHN L. MCMILLAN; 
J. FRANK WILSON; KEN REGAN; NOBLE 
J. GREGORY; JAMES C. Davis; THOMAS 
H. WERDEL; GEO. B. SCHWABE; WRIGHT 
PATMAN; JOHN J. RILEY; HALE BOGGS; 
THURMOND CHATHAM; WM. M. COLMER; 
JIMMY Morrison; C. W. BISHOP; WIN- 
GATE Lucas; JoHN S. Woop; WALTER 
ROGERS. 


PROGRAM FOR NEXT WEEK 


Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER, If there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I take this time in order to find 
out from the majority leader the pro- 
gram for Monday and the remainder of 
next week, if he has that information 
available at this time. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I will be very glad 
to give the gentleman the information 
I have now, although I can only an- 
nounce the program for Monday as yet. 
There are no rules reported out. The 
Committee on Rules is meeting tomor- 
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row. I am hopeful they will report out 
rules on some of the bills on which re- 
quests for rules are pending before that 
committee. 

Monday is District day, and there are 
10 bills that will be called up by that 
committee. They are as follows: 

H. R. 3860, to amend the act relating 
to retirement of public-school teachers. 

H. R. 4419, to amend the Teachers’ 
Salary Act of 1947. 

H. R. 4703, the school officers and em- 
ployees annual leave bill. 

H. R. 4726, to amend section 15 of the 
Alcoholic Beverage Control Act. 

H. R. 4859, relating to additional com- 
pensation, holidays, for firemen and the 
police force. 

H. R. 5256, to secure attendance of 
witnesses from without the District of 
Columbia in criminal proceedings. 

H. R. 5329, with regard to salary in- 
crease for school teachers, the police 
force, and firemen. 

S. 657, to amend and clarify the 
Teachers’ Leave Act of 1949. 

S. 945, to amend the Teachers’ Salary 
Act of 1947. 

S. 1349, to establish a Department of 
Food Services in the public schools. 

After the Committee on Rules reports 
tomorrow, I will know what rules there 
are, and I will advise the leadership on 
the other side as quickly thereafter as 
possible as to the further program for 
next week. 

I can say definitely for the guidance 
of the Members that if a rule is reported 
out in connection with the bill amend- 
ing the Railroad Retirement Act, that 
will not be brought up before Thursday. 

There is another bill increasing the 
loan authorization of the Export-Import 
Bank. I understand that that bill was 
unanimously reported out of the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency. 

There are one or two other bills on 
which rules have been requested. 

I might also say that I have scheduled 
a light day for Wednesday of next week 
in accordance with an agreement that I 
have made. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to advise the 
Members of the House at this time as 
definitely as I can in relation to the pro- 
gram for next week, but I am sorry I 
cannot be more definite. Tomorrow, 
however, I will be in a position where I 
can tell more about the program, 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I ob- 
serve the chairman of the Committee on 
the District of Columbia present in the 
Chamber. I wonder if the gentleman 
can tell us if he has any controversial 
matters coming up from his committee. 

Mr. McMILLAN. I do not think that 
any of the bills that we have coming up 
on Monday will be controversial, and 
there should not be any roll calls on 
them. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. May 
I inquire further of the distinguished 
majority leader, if he has any informa- 
tion as to conference reports? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I have no knowl- 
edge of course as to when the conference 
reports will be brought up, but as always 
we have in mind and always consider the 
membership so far as possible, 
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Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Is the 
House going to adjourn over from today 
until Monday? 

Mr. McCORMACK. 
make that request now. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Mar- 
TIN] has expired. 


ADJOURNMENT OVER UNTIL MONDAY 
NEXT 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today, it adjourn to meet 
on Monday next. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 


COMMITTEE ON THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 


Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on the District of Columbia may have 
until midnight, Friday, to file reports on 
sundry bills. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from South 
Carolina? 

There was no objection. 


SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mr. HARRISON of Virginia asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 30 minutes on Monday next 
following the legislative program of the 
day and at the conclusion of special or- 
ders heretofore granted. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
extend remarks in the Appendix of the 
RecorD, or to revise and extend remarks, 
was granted to: 

Mr. Dempsey and include an article 
from the Clovis Journal. 

Mr. CaRNAHAN and to include extra- 
neous matter. 

Mr. Dorn and to include an article. 

Mr. Curtis of Nebraska and to in- 
clude an editorial. 

Mrs. Rocers of Massachusetts and to 
include certain material regarding the 
Veterans’ Administration, and another 
matter. 

Mr. MEADER and include certain ex- 
traneous material relating to the Post 
Office Department. 

Mrs. St. GEORGE and to include an 
editorial. 

Mr. Woop of Idaho and to include 
extraneous material. 

Mr. Poutson and to include extrane- 
out matter. 

Mr. Kuen in four instances and to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Denny and to include an article 
by Chester Potter, Scripps-Howard staff 
writer. 

5 Mr. JENSEN and to include a resolu- 
on. 

Mr. Rivers and to include a letter. 

Mr. SABATH. 

Mr. pEGRAFFENRIED and to include a 
newspaper article. 

Mr. PATTERSON in two instances, in 
each to include extraneous matter. 

Mr. SHEEHAN in two instances, in each 
to include extraneous matter. 


I was going to 
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SENATE BILL REFERRED 


A bill of the Senate of the following 
title was taken from the Speaker’s table 
and, under the rule, referred as follows: 

S. 436. An act to provide for the separation 
of subsidy from air-mail pay, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 


SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


The SPEAKER announced his signa- 
ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of the 
following titles: 


S. 47. An act for the relief of Madeleine 
Quarez; 

S. 76. An act for the relief of Herbert H. 
Heller; 

S. 83. An act for the relief of First Lt. 
James E. Willcox; 

S. 168. An act for the relief of Helmuth 
Assmass Balthasar Russow and Volker Harpe; 

S. 295. An act for the relief of Michail 
Ioannou Bourbakis; N 

S. 426. An act for the relief of Teruko 
Okuaki; 

S. 427. An act for the relief of Nene Baal- 
stad; 
S. 462. An act for the relief of Rosita Anita 
Navarro and Ramona Alicia Navarro; 

S. 495. An act for the relief of Richard J. 
Walling; 

S.501. An act for the relief of William 
Houwink; 

S. 520. An act for the relief of Wilma M. 
Stiehl; 

S. 626. An act for the relief of Polly Anne 
Caldwell; 

S. 665. An act for the relief of D. Lane 
Powers and Elaine Powers Taylor; 

S. 880. An act for the relief of Ann Lam- 
plugh; 

S. 906. An act for the relief of Marie Kris- 
‘ine Hansen; 

S. 1009. An act for the relief of Ella Maria 
Nyman; 

S. 1028. An act for the relief of Mrs. Lou 
Wong Shong Ngon; 

S. 1107. An act for the relief of I. N. Nor- 
man; 
pie 1279. An act for the relief of Davis Min 


S. 1425. An act for the relief of Mrs. Okuni 
Kobayashi; 

S. 1504. An act for the relief of Valmai 
Eileen Mackenzie; 

S. 1562. An act for the relief of Harvey 
Marden; and 

S. 1786. An act for the relief of certain 
officers and employees of the Foreign Service 
of the United States who, while in the course 
of their respective duties, suffered losses of 
personal property by reason of war condi- 
tions and catastrophies of nature. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent leave of absence 
was granted to Mr. Vinson, for an indef- 
inite period, on account of official 
business. 

ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly 
(at 6 o’clock and 54 minutes p. m.), under 
its previous order, the House adjourned 
until Monday, September 24, 1951, at 12 
o’clock noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC, 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 


799. A letter from the Acting Secretary of 
State, transmitting a letter reporting a vio- 
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lation by an employee of the Department of 
State under subsection (h) of the Revised 
Statutes, pursuant to subsection i (2) of sec- 
tion 3679 of the Revised Statutes, as 
amended; to the Committee on Appropria- 
tions. 

800. A letter from the Attorney General, 
transmitting copies of orders entered in 
cases where the ninth proviso to section 3 
of the Immigration Act of February 5, 1917 
(8 U. S. C. 186), was exercised in behalf of 
such aliens, pursuant to section 6 (b) of the 
act of October 16, 1918, as amended by sec- 
tion 22 of the Internal Security Act of 1950 
(Public Law 831, 81st Cong. ); to the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary. 

801. A letter from the Attorney General, 
transmitting a letter relative to the case of 
Jose Lancelle Hayles or Lance Errington 
Hayles or Lance Hayles, file No. A-7476189 CR 
$4617, and requesting that it be withdrawn 
from those now pending before the Congress 
and returned to the jurisdiction of the 
Department of Justice; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

802. A letter from the Attorney General, 
transmitting a letter relative to the cases of 
Kazimierz or Casimir Bobrowski, file No. 
A-6192804 CR 34766 and Henrik Goldstein, 
file No. A-6465695 CR 34663, and requesting 
that they be withdrawn from those now 
pending before the Congress and returned to 
the jurisdiction of the Department of Jus- 
tice; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

803. A letter from the Attorney General, 

transmitting a letter relative to the case of 
Sister Clare Violete Ibolya Brosz, file No. 
A-6604457 CR 34630, and requesting that it 
be withdrawn from those now pending be- 
fore the Congress and returned to the juris- 
diction of the Department of Justice; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 
_ 804, A letter from the Attorney General, 
transmitting a copy of an order of the Act- 
ing Commissioner of Immigration and Nat- 
uralization, dated October 20, 1950, author- 
izing the temporary admission into the 
United States, for shore-leave purposes only, 
of alien seamen found to be excludable as 
persons within one of the classes enumer- 
ated in section 1 (2) of the Internal Se- 
curity Act, pursuant to section 6 (b) of the 
act of October 16, 1918, as amended by sec- 
tion 22 of the Internal Security Act of 1950; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

805. A letter from the Attorney General, 
transmitting copies of orders of the Com- 
missioner of Immigration and Naturaliza- 
tion suspending deportation as well as a 
list of the persons involved, pursuant to 
the act of Congress approved July 1, 1948 
(Public Law 863), amending subsection (c) 
of section 19 of the Immigration Act of 
February 5, 1917, as amended (8 U. S. C. 
155 (e)): to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

806. A letter from the Attorney General, 
transmitting a letter relative to the cases 
of Josette Louise Lucienne Natter, file No. 
A-7439854 CR 32729, and Daniele Raymonde 
Josette Natter, file No. A-7439855 CR 32729, 
and requesting that they be withdrawn from 
those now pending before the Congress and 
returned to the jurisdiction of the Depart- 
ment of Justice; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

807. A letter from the Attorney General, 
transmitting copies of the orders of the 
Commissioner of Immigration and Natural- 
ization granting the application for perma- 
nent residence filed by the subjects of such 
orders, pursuant to section 4 of the Dis- 
placed Persons Act of 1948, as amended; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

808. A letter from the Executive Secretary, 
National Security Council, Executive Office 
of the President, transmitting a report en- 
titled “National Security Council Determina- 
tion No, 17,” pursuant to section 1302, Pub- 
lic Law 45 (Third Supplemental Appropria- 
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tion Act, 1951); to the Committees on Ap- 
propriations, Armed Services, and Foreign 
Affairs. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. BARDEN: Committee on Education 
and Labor. H. R. 5411. A bill to amend 
Public Laws Nos. 815 and 874 of the Eighty- 
first Congress with respect to schools in 
critical defense housing areas, and for other 
purposes; without amendment (Rept. No. 
983). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. CELLER: 

H. R. 5424. A bill to amend section 1708 
of title 18, United States Code, relating to the 
theft or receipt of stolen mail matter gen- 
erally; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. VINSON: 

H. R. 5425. A bill to authorize construction 
at Air Force installations, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. BROOKS: 

H. R. 5426. A bill relating to the Reserve 
components of the Armed Forces of the 
United States; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

By Mr. PHILLIPS: i 

H. R. 5427. A bill to amend the Social Se- 
curity Act, so as to reduce the amount of the 
deductions which may be made on account 
of outside income from the benefits payable 
to certain individuals thereunder; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. KEATING: 

H. R. 5428. A bill to prohibit justices and 
judges of the United States from testifying 
as to the character or reputation of any 
person, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 1 

By Mr. KING: 

H. R. 5429. A bill to amend the Tarif Act 
of 1930, so as to impose certain duties upon 
the importation of tuna fish; to the Commit- 
tee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. PATTERSON: 

H. R. 5430. A bill to suspend certain import 
duties on zinc; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. WHARTON: 

H. R. 5431. A bill to provide that the income 
limitations contained in section 203 of the 
Social Security Act shall not apply during 
the remainder of the present national emer- 
gency; to the Committee on Ways and Means, 

By Mr. RIVERS: 

H. R. 5432. A bill to provide for the expe- 
ditious naturalization of former citizens of 
the United States who have lost United 
States citizenship through voting in a po- 
litical election or in a plebiscite held in 
Greece; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MAGEE: 

H. J. Res. 332. Joint resolution to establish 
a Missouri Basin Survey Commission; to the 
Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. HART: 

H. J. Res. 333. Joint resolution to extend 
the time for use of construction reserve 
funds established under section 511 of the 
Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as amended; to 
the Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries. 

By Mr. DURHAM: 

H. Con. Res. 164. Concurrent resolution 

proposing that the United States must go 
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all-out in atomic development and produc- 
tion; to the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy. 

By Mr. THOMAS: 

H. Res. 422. Resolution to provide for an 
investigation of action taken by the Defense 
Production Administration and other agen- 
cies with respect to certificates of necessity 
for emergency facilities, in authorizing con- 
struction, in making direct loans for plant 
expansion, with respect to price stabiliza- 
tion, and for other purposes; to the Commit- 
tee on Rules. 

By Mr. ANFUSO: 

H. Res. 423. Resolution authorizing and 
directing the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service to conduct thorough studies 
and investigations relating to matters com- 
ing within the jurisdiction of such commit- 
tee under rule XI (1) (e) of the Rules of 
the House of Representatives; to the Com- 
mittee on Rules. 

By Mr. ANFUSO: 

H. Res. 424: Resolution providing for fur- 
ther amounts to cover the expenses in- 
curred by House Resolution 423, Eighty-sec- 
ond Congress; to the Committee on House 
Administration. 

By Ir. DELANEY: 

H. Res. 425. Resolution providing for in- 
vestigation of low-fiying airliners; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. 

By Mr. HARRIS: 

H. Res. 426. Resolution providing that the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce or any duly authorized subcommittee 
thereof is authorized and directed to make a 
full and complete study and investigation of 
the old-age retirement and survivors bene- 
fits provided under the Railroad Retirement 
Act; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. QUINN: 

H. Res. 427. Resolution providing for in- 
vestigation of low-flying airliners; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 or rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BAILEY: 

H. R. 5433. A bill for the relief of Leon 
Lawrence Hamb; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. BRAMBLETT: 

H. R. 5434. A bill for the relief of Marga- 
retha Rath Rahneberg and Erich Rahneberg; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CASE: 

H. R. 5435. A bill for the relief of Heinz 
Karl Doege; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

By Mr. DONOVAN: 

H. R. 5436. A bill for the relief of Yoichi 
and Katoko Kusakari; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FARRINGTON: 

H. R. 5437. A bill for the relief of Motoko 

Sakurada; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. GREENWOOD: 

H.R. 5438. A bill for the relief of Walter 
Frederick Bertram; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. LESINSKI: 

H. R. 5439, A bill for the relief of J. Paul 

Bisnaire; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. McGUIRE: 

H. R. 5440. A bill for the relief of Dana S, 

Wilson; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. McVEY: 

H. R. 5441. A bill for the relief of Stevan 

Cuckovic; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. WILSON of Texas: 

H. R. 5442. A bill for the relief of Martin 
A. Dekking; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 
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PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of rule XIII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk 
and referred as follows: 

429. By Mr. LESINSKI: Resolution of the 
Polish Legion of American Veterans, Lincoln 
Post No. 4, Detroit, Mich., urging enactment 
of legislation providing for the reinstate- 
ment of unemployment features of title V 
of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act; to 
tke Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

430. By Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin: Resolu- 
tion of the Fraternal Order of Eagles, Keno- 
sha, Wis., urging the Federal Government 
and its agencies to be unceasing in their ef- 
forts to secure the freedom of Mr. Oatis and 
to urge the Federal Government to bar the 
correspondents from the Soviet news agency, 
Tass, as well as all satellite nation corre- 
spondents from official Government press 
conferences where vital information may be 
revealed until the release of Mr. Oatis has 
been secured; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

431. By Mr. KELLEY of Pennsylvania: 
Petition of Aerie No. 01188, Fraternal 
Order of Eagles, Latrobe, Pa., urging the Fed- 
eral Government to secure the fr.edom of 
William N. Oatis and bar correspondents of 
Soviet news agency, Tass, and satellite na- 
tion correspondents from official Govern- 
ment press conferences until release of Wil- 
liam N. Oatis; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 


SENATE 


Fripay, SEPTEMBER 21, 1951 


(Legislative day of Wednesday, 
September 19, 1951) 


The Senate met at 10 o’clock a. m., on 
the expiration of the recess. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 


Father of Lights, in a world that lieth 
in darkness, swept by the fitful winds of 
doubt and despair, we pause at this 
sheltered sanctuary of Thy grace to 
make sure that the light within us is 
not dimmed. Out of the shadows we 
would lift our faces to the one true light, 
knowing that if we keep our hearts with 
Thee there is no darkness from without 
wait can quench the light that is with- 


In this desperate hour when the 
world’s hope of a brighter tomorrow is 
committed to our frail hands, join us 
to the great company of unconquered 
spirits who in evil times have stood their 
ground, preserving the heritage of man’s 
best, and whose flaming faith has made 
their lives as lighted windows amid the 
encircling gloom. We ask it in the ever- 
blessed name of that One who is the 
light of the world. Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. MeFaxLAN D, and by 
ous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Thursday, 
September 20, 1951, was dispensed with. 
COMMITTEE MEETING DURING SENATE 
SESSION 


On request of Mr. LEHMAN, and by 


‘unanimous consent, the Committee on 


Labor and Public Welfare was authorized 
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to meet today during the session of the 
Senate. 
LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. Presi- 
dent i 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena- 
tor from Minnesota has the floor under 
the unanimous-consent agreement. 
Does the Senator from Minnesota yield 
to the Senator from Massachusetts? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the 
Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the junior 
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] be 
excused from attendance on the session 
of the Senate today. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Minnesota has the 
floor. 

On request of Mr. SALTONSTALL, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. MARTIN was ex- 
cused from attendance on the session of 
the Senate tomorrow. 


REVENUE ACT OF 1951 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 4473) to provide reve- 
nue, and for other purposes. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, as I 
concluded my remarks yesterday I was 
discussing that portion of the tax bill 
which deals with the subject of tax-free 
redemption of stock to pay estate taxes. 
I have a brief survey of that, but prior to 
introducing it I should like to make a few 
remarks to tie our two days of argument 
together in one piece, for a continuous 
analysis of the bill. 

It is my feeling that the tax bill, first 

of all, must make provisions for raising 
more revenue than it does if we are to 
meet the cost of our defense program and 
the cost of our governmental expendi- 
tures for the fiscal year 1952. 
. Secondly, it is only proper that, be- 
fore any effort is made to increase the 
tax burden upon the great rank and file 
of our people and upon the legitimate 
enterprises of American business, we 
should plug loopholes in the tax law. 

Mr. President, I feel very strongly 
about the urgency and the ethical neces- 
sity for developing a firm and fair tax 
base. I feel this particularly now, since 
we are going to be compelled, by the ex- 
igencies of national defense, by the im- 
peratives of the protection of our free- 
dom, to raise a considerable revenue for 
our defense establishments and for our 
commitments at home and abroad. To 
put it in another way, we ought to have 
a tax system that has as much equity 
in it as is humanly possible; we ought 
to have a tax system that continues to 
be based upon the sound and democratic 
principle of the ability to pay; we ought 
to have a tax system in which earned 
income constitutes one part of the broad 
base of our taxation and legitimate cor- 
porate profits represent the other part 
of the base of our tax system. We ought 
to have a tax system in which there are 
as few openings or as few temptations 
for tax avoidance as the human mind 
can possibly contrive or conceive. 
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Mr. President, yesterday I empha- 
sized that as corporate tax rates rise— 
and they are high—and as the earned- 
income-tax rates rise—and we boosted 
them in 1950, and we are preparing to 
give them a sizable boost in 1951—as 
these rates rise, likewise the capital- 
gains tax rate must rise and keep its 
historic relationship with income-tax 
rates, as well as the corporate-business- 
profits tax rates. 

I also point out that unless the capital- 
gains tax rate is raised we are going to 
place before the taxpayers, particularly 
those in the upper-income brackets, an 
incentive for tax avoidance far beyond 
anything we have ever experienced up 
to date. I think it is a fair statement 


when I say that as the rates on earned. 


incomes and as the rates on corpo- 
rate business profits have gone up, there 
has been more and more of a tendency in 
our economy to find legal ways of avoid- 
ing the payment of taxes under the high 
tax rates. That is what we mean when 
we talk about loopholes. Loopholes, in 
the tax law, do not mean that one 
escapes from paying any tax. In the 
main what they mean is that one escapes 
paying at the high income tax rates or 
the high corporate tax rates, and takes 
the benefit of the preferential treatment 
which comes in the capital-gains tax 
rate. 

So, Mr. President, it is my intention, 
first, to offer an amendment to raise 
the tax on earned income from 11 to 124% 
percent. It is my intention to offer an 
amendment to have the corporate rate 
apply back to January 1, 1951. It is my 
intention to do that because the quar- 
ter from January 1 to April 1, 1951, 
was the most prosperous quarter for 
corporations in the history of American 
enterprise. It was during that quarter 
that American corporations were earn- 
ing gross profits at the annual rate of 
$50,000,000,000. It was during that 
quarter that American corporations, un- 
der existing tax schedules, were natting, 
after taxes, at the annual rate of $23,- 
000,000,000 a year. p 

These are just two of the amendments 
I intend to offer. 

Mr. President, I also desire to point 
out, so that it will stand out i bold type 
in this debate and in the Recorp, that 
the tax bill before the Senate is not 
merely a revenue-raising bill alone. It 
plays a very fundamental part in check- 
ing the inflationary pressures which are 
ever growing in our economy. 

Mr. President, since the recess last 
evening certain items have come to my 
attention which I wish to have incor- 
porated in the Recorp. I have in my 
hand a chart which represents “1948 Tax 
Payments as Percent of Income by In- 
come Brackets.” This chart shows by 
percentage points and by graphs State 
and local taxes compared to the Federal 
taxes which are paid by the respective 
income groups. It starts at the income 
group under $1,000 and goes to the in- 
come group of $7,500 and up. The chart 
was taken from “Notes for Panel Dis- 
cussion on Fiscal Policy” by R. A. Mus- 
grave before the Joint Committee on the 
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Economic Report, on January 31, 1951. 
It shows the 1948 tax payments distribu- 
tion of various income payments in the 
following manner: 


Stateand | Federal 

local taxes taxes 
9.7 13.9 
6.8 13. 5 
6.1 15.5 
6.0 15.8 
5.6 16.1 
5.4 17.7 
5.5 25. 3 
5. 8 18.8 


I ask unanimous consent that a por- 
tion of the report of the Joint Commit- 
tee on the Economic Report dated Au- 
gust 15, 1951, being Senate Report No. 
644, entitled “Inflation Still a Danger,” 
and appearing on page 27 of the report 
under the heading “Long-term implica- 
tions of the defense program” be incor- 
porated in the Recorp at this point as 
a part of my remarks. 

The VICE PRESIDENT, Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 

The matter referred to is as follows: 

The second implication can be derived 
from an examination of the relationship be- 
tween gross national product and Govern- 
ment expenditures (see appendix A, table 
XII, p. 41, and chart 3, p. 46). Federal de- 
fense expenditures for goods and services 
took about 4.9 percent of gross national prod- 
uct in fiscal 1950; this rose to 7.2 percent in 
fiscal 1951 and it is estimated at almost 15 
percent for 1952; for fiscal 1953 the ratio may 
rise to over 18 percent. Subsequently the 
proportion may decline as gross national 
product increases and defense expenditures 
taper off. At the peak, therefore, of the 
defense effort in fiscal 1953, Federal, State, 
and local expenditures for defense and non- 
defense activities may total over 26 percent 
of gross output. Such is approximately the 
schedule outlined in the First Quarterly Re- 
port of the Director of Defense Mobilization. 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Also, in a report 
which was made available recently by 
the Federal Trade Commission, we re- 
ceived some very interesting informa- 
tion on profits and costs of American 
business. The Associated Press, under 
date of August 15, 1951, digested this 
Federal Trade Commission report in a 
feature story entitled “Profit Rate Is 
Higher Than in 1940.” This report is an 
analysis of taxes, profits, and costs of 
the manufacturing industries. I think 
it would be interesting to note just one 
paragraph: 

The Federal Trade Commission reported 
Sunday— 


This was on August 15— 
that despite higher costs and taxes, “all but 
3 of 25 major manufacturing industries” 
showed a higher rate of profit in 1950 than 
in prewar 1940. 


The report goes on and discusses the 
entire manufacturing industry as a 
group, with specific reference to certain 
industries, and gives some very illumi- 
nating and interesting percentage figures 
on costs and profits. I ask that the arti- 
cle from the Minneapolis Morning Trib- 
une of August 15, 1951, be printed in 
the Recorp at this point as a part of my 
remarks, 
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There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Frorit Rate Is HIGHER THAN IN 1940 


* WasHINGTON.—The Federal Trade Commis- 
sion (FTC) reported Sunday that despite 
higher costs and taxes, “all but 3 of 25 
major manufacturing industries showed a 
2 rate of profit in 1950 than in prewar 

The report, fourth in a series submitted to 
Congress comparing prewar and postwar 
rates of return, after taxes, further said that 
“in all but six industries 1950 profit rates 
also showed an increase over 1949.“ 

The FIC measured the profit rates by 
comparing the proportion of earnings for 
each year to amounts invested in the in- 
dustries. 

“The only three industries which failed to 
show a higher profit rate in 1950 than in 
1940 were cigarets; cigars; and plug, smoking, 
and chewing tobacco, where the 1950 rates 
of return were, respectively, 12.7, 6.2 and 9.5 
percent,” the report said. 

“Industries which showed the most strik- 
ing increases in their rates of return from 
1940 to 1950," it added, were motor vehicles, 
from 17.3 to 31.7 percent; matches, from 5.3 
to 17 percent; industrial chemicals, from 14.4 
to 23.7 percent; rayon, from 8.6 to 17.9 per- 
cent; flat glass and glassware, from 11.7 to 
21.3 percent, and petroleum refining, from 
6.7 to 14.3 percent.” 

The six industries.showing a decline in 
profits from 1949 to 1950 were listed as: dairy 
products; cigarettes; cigars; plvg, smoking, 
and snuff iwobacco; bread; biscuits and 
crackers, 

In the comparison of 1949 and 1950 profit 
rates, the most striking increases were shown 
in soap, from 6.6 to 18.2 percent the exact 
reverse of its decline from 1948 to 1949; 
matches, from 6.9 to 17 percent; and tires 
and tubes, from 9 to 17.1 percent,” the re- 
port said. . 

The FTC made a comparison of the “level 
of profitability of the four largest companies 
in an industry with the rates of all other 
companies reported for that industry,” with 
the notation tha: the “other companies” are 
mostly “concerns of medium or slightly less 
than medium size” and “not the distinctly 
smaller size corporations.” 

The comparison, it said, showed that 
profit rates of the four largest corporations 
in each industry during the postwar period 
“were generally higher” than those of the 
smaller corporations covered in this report.“ 


Mr. HUMPHREY. There was pub- 
lished in the Washington Post of Sep- 
tember 21, 1951, an article entitled In- 
vestment Data Promise Prosperity.” This 
article is by one of the noted reporters 
of the Washington Post, Alfred Friendly. 
Let me read a paragraph or two from 
this article: 


Federal agencies yesterday made public 
two important indicators pointing to the 
future economic good health of the Nation: 

1. The Federal Reserve Board revealed that 
in the 3-month period ending last July 1, 
individuals were saving at the yearly rate 
of $21,000,000,000, a peacetime record. The 
high rate of savings has an enormous anti- 
inflationary effect, Board economists said. 

2. A joint Commerce Department-Secu- 
rities and Exchange Commission study fore- 
cast the expenditure of almost $25,000,000,- 
000 this year by-business on plant and equip- 
ment, also an all-time record. Technicians 
forecast that the rate will be maintained 
throughout 1952. The data on business in- 
vestments of this nature are considered as 
particularly sensitive indicators of business 
activity in general, 
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Here we have conclusions by two emi- 
nent boards in our Government. First, 
there is the Federal Reserve Board, a 
board removed from politics, a board 
which makes economic judgments gen- 
erally along the conservative line. Sec- 
ond, we have the joint Commerce De- 
partment and Securities and Exchange 
Commission report. 

What do they say? First, that invest- 
ment in business is at an all-time high. 
They say that the investment in capital 
structure, in new plant and new facili- 
ties, will be-higher next year than this 
year, or as high as it is this year; and 
this year it is at an all-time high. 

I remind Members of this body to look 

at the dcbates on the tax bill of 1950. 
If they will look into the CONGRESSIONAL 
Recorp of those debates, they will find 
that warnings were given on this floor. 
Senators said, “If we boost corporation 
tax rates, we are going to drive them 
out of the capital investment business. 
They will not expand.” 
What is the record? There has been 
an expansion such as this country has 
never known in its history. What is the 
prophecy? What is forecast for next 
year? Roughly, it is that the investment 
next year will be at least equal to that 
of this year. This is exclusive of and 
separate from Government assistance in 
terms of Government expansion and 
Government aid. 

What else does this report point out? 
It points out that individual savings for 
the past year have been at an all-time 
high—$21,000,000,000 of individual sav- 
ings, Mr. President, I surmise that most 
of those savings are not in the hands of 
people with incomes of $5,000 or less, who 
represent 81 percent of all the taxpayers 
of the country. Those savings are pri- 
marily in the hands of the group with in- 
comes above $5,000 a year. So I am not 
moved to crocodile tears, or any other 
kind of tears, when I hear warnings to 
the effect that we are about ready to 
break our economic back. 

Mr. President, this is an expanding 
economy, a developing economy. The 
economic facts reveal that our economy 
is strong, that it is moving ahead, that 
investment capital is expanding, and 
that savings are increasing. This report 
tells me that while the tax bill we have 
before us will, of course, take another 
bite out of the taxpayer, it is one that 
we can bear. It also tells me that this 
tax bill ought not to have loopholes 
which permit preferential treatment. It 
tells me that we must consider taxation 
on the basie principle which I have 
enunciated again and again, and which 
men long before my time talked about 
much more eloquently and precisely— 
the principle of the ability to pay. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the article of September 21 
from the Washington Post be printed in 
the Recorp at this point, as a part of my 
remarks. 

There being no objection. the article 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 

INVESTMENT DATA ProMiIs= PROSPERITY 

(By Alfred Friendly) 

Federal agencies yesterday made public 
two important indicators pointing to the 
future economic good health of the Nation: 
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1. The Federal Reserve Board revealed that 
in the 3-month period ending last July 1. 
individuals were saving at the yearly rate of 
$21,000,000,000, a peacetime record. The 
high rate of savings has an enormous anti- 
inflationary effect, board economists said. 

2. A joint Commerce Department-Securities 
and Exchange Commission study forecast 
the expenditure of almost $25,000,000,000 this 
year by business on plants and equipment, 
also an all-time record. Technicians fore- 
cast that the rate will be maintained 
throughout 1952. The data on busin-ss in- 
vestment of this nature are considered as 
particularly sensitive indicators of business 
activity in general. 


SCARE BUYING PAST 


The present annual rate of individuals’ 
savings appeared to Reserve Board econo- 
mists as an indication that, barring unfore- 
seen developments, America is done with 
post-Korean “scare buying.” 

During the first wave of panic purchasing, 
in the third quarter of 1950, savings were 
accumulated at an annual rate of only 
$4,600,000,000. During the second wave, in 
the first 3 months of this year, the rate was 
$9,30°,000,000, or less than half of the rate 
in the quarter just ended. 

The board predicted that the present high 
savings level won't continue. 

If it does, it will mean that the problem of 
the Treasury, in finding nonbank buyers 
for Federal securities, will be greatly eased, 
Private citizens with savings on hand, will 
be prone to buy the Government obligations, 
a process that has direct anti-inflationary 
effects. 

CONSUMERS SATIATED 


Economists think the higher saving in- 
dicates consumers have satiated their de- 
mands for goods and are not competing in 
the markets, as heretofore, with the demands 
of the rearmament program. While they did, 
the two forces produced strong inflationary 
pressure. 


Less frantic private buying does not 
presage any depression, however, in the light 
of the continued high business investment 
outlays. 

With business planning new plants, facil- 
ities and equipment at the unprecedented 
rate shown in the study, a high level of 
demand and business activity should prevail 
this year and the next. 

The study reveals that although the rate 
of new investment by nondefense industries 
will decline in this quarter and the next, 
it will be more than offset by increased 
outlays of defense-related enterprises. 


EFFECT OF SHORTAGES 


Some of these may not spend as much 
as they expected to because of more severe 
curtailments of steel and nonferrous metals, 
But even so, and even after correcting for 
the factor of increased costs, the physical 
amount of new plant and equipment to be 
bought this year will be about one-sixth 
more than in the previous peak year, 1948, 
and one-fourth greater than last year. 

From several different approaches—pre- 
liminary inquiries to businessmen on their 
plans, estimates of the amount of steel avail- 
able, totals of specific expansion projects 
which the Government has promised to see 
through—it is estimated that the present 
record rate of business investment will carry 
on through 1952. 

The sensational acceleration in the rate 
of business investment which has gone on 
for the past six or eight quarters is, how- 
ever, about at its peak. Although the abso- 
lute amount of annual investment is not 
expected to decline, it will no longer go up 
by such leaps and bounds, 


Mr. HUMPHREY. I have before me 
an editorial from the Washington Post 
which is very interesting, in view of what 
was stated a few days ago in one of its 
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editorials. This editorial is entitled 
“Search for Revenue.” A few days ago, 
the same newspaper showed great con- 
cern over what might be happening as 
we search for revenue, and stated that 
we might be at the breaking point. I do 
not want to underestimate the serious- 
ness of the tax measures, but I believe 
that we can bear these tax burdens if 
we share them equitably. It is just like 
the work of the Senate. If all bear equal 
burdens, to the best of our ability—and 
there are differences, I suppose, in our 
respective abilities—we all do our job, 
and we move ahead. 

Isee present in the Chamber my friend 
the majority leader, who must be here 
every day. His is no easy job. He has 
to stand the torment of all the stresses 
and strains on the floor of the Senate. 
If those of us who are working with him 
will bear our share of the burden, the 
majority leader will not have to bear 
quite so much. That is the way it ought 
to be in tax measures. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Let me say that 
I do not know of any time when the 
distinguished Senator from Minnesota 
has not been willing to carry his share 
of the burden. 

Mr. HUMPHREY, I thank the major- 
ity leader. I hope I shall always try to 
help the majority leader and my col- 
leagues. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I welcome my 
good friend back to the fray. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The distinguished 
majority leader is sitting here. I think 
the Senate should have a full apprecia- 
tion of the burdens he bears, and also 
the burdens which must be carried by 
the distinguished leader of the minority. 
They must sit here day after day, from 
the beginning of the session to the end, 
and listen to interminable yak-yak. The 
distinguished majority leader is now sit- 
ting here listening to a speech the theme 
of which is that everything is O. K. We 
have a debt of $260,000,000,000, which 
means a debt on every family in the coun- 
try of between $5,000 and $6,000. Weare 
adding new burdens this year of about 
$1,800 on every family. Everything is 
fine. Everything is wonderful. We have 
a 40-cent dollar. Everything is fine. 
Everything is wonderful. We have a war 
in Korea. Everything is fine; everything 
is wonderful. The majority leader, poor 
devil, must sit there and listen to that 
sort of stuff day after day after day. I 
do not see how he can stand it. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Sometimes it 
bothers me, too. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
9 yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 


Senator from Colorado has referred to 
our indebtedness of approximately $260,- 
000,000,000. I wish to point out that it 
is because we do not want the indebted- 
ness to increase and to become so un- 
wieldy that it will submerge us that my 
colleague from Minnesota and some of 
the others of us are making this fight 
for higher taxes, We want to keep the 
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deficit down to reasonable limits. Un- 
less we strengthen this bill, in the pres- 
ent fiscal year we will have an additional 
deficit of more than $7,000,000,000. In 
my opinion, the deficit next year will 
be two or three times that much. We 
are trying to avoid that kind of deficit 
financing. It is a very serious matter. 
Yet my distinguished and beloved col- 
league from Colorado is fighting our ef- 
forts to secure a bill which will keep the 
deficit at least within a reasonable size. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Minnesota yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Of course. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I may say to my good 
friend from New York that nothing 
would please me more than to see a bal- 
anced budget. I would -ay that during 
the Eightieth Congress we had a hal- 
anced budget. We produced a sizable 
surplus, and we reduced taxes. That is 
the way to run the country. 

The Senator speaks about deficits. In 
my opinion, under the existing spending 
program we will have a deficit of more 
than 820,000 000,000 or $30,000,000,900 in 
the next fiscal year. Let us face up to it. 

Let us face up to the next fact, which 
is an important one. We cannot cover 
that deficit unless we reach down and 
get into the lower income-tax brackets, 
which is something Senators do not want 
to do. We cannot cover the deficit with 
a sales tax. It will take something much 
more dynamic than a sales tax. 

At our hearings we learned about the 
tremendous sales tax which would have 
to be added to existing State sales taxes. 
We were told that an estimated $5,000,- 
000,000 could be obtained from such a 
tax. One group. of witnesses finally 
whittled it down, after allowing exemp- 
tions which must be made, to. about 
$750,000,000, as I recall. 

When we are talking about a deficit, 
we are looking into the face of a deficit 
next year of from $20,000,000,000 to 
$30,000,000,000. It cannot be covered 
with taxes produced from the middle 
and upper income groups. It is not 
there. If we took all the taxable income 
they have, we still could not cover that 
deficit.’ 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Minnesota has the floor. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from New York. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I have been hearing 
a great deal about a pay-as-you-go poli- 
cy, and I favor it. Although I cannot 
speak for my distinguished colleague 
from Colorado, I believe that he voted, 
as I did, for every bill making appropri- 
ations for the defense of this country, 
and every appropriation which would 
make us strong against possible aggres- 
sion. Having voted for the appropria- 
tions, if we are sincere in our protesta- 
tions of trying to keep the country strong 
and trying to adhere as closely as possi- 
ble to a pay-as-you-go policy, certainly 
I can see no reason or justification for 
opposing the imposition of higher taxes. 
Although I realize that the imposition of 
higher taxes would not wipe out the 
prospective deficit, at least it would 
minimize it and leave the country in a 
far more secure position than it would 
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be if we were to close our eyes to the 
realities and permit the deficit to climb 
higher and higher, ad infinitum. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I certainly do not 
close my eyes to the realities. In just 
a litile over a year I have participated in 
the framing of three tax bills which will 
empty the pockets of the American citi- 
zen, when we get through, of about fif- 
teen or sixteen billion dollars. 

So here we are again, and it will be 
urged that we will have to get still more 
taxes to balance future budgets. We 
will have to get them next year, prob- 
ably after election, not before; but if 
we would balance future budgets more 
taxes will have to be raised. 

Then comes the next question: From 
what sources are we to raise them? 
The Senators propose to raise additional 
revenue. I assume they want to raise 
$10,000,000,000 for the current fiscal 
year. This bill would produce approxi- 
mately $5,500,000,000. Therefore there 
will be a shortage of $4,500,000,000 for 
the current fiscal year under the esti- 
mates of the Senate. Let the President 
of the United States put his mind on 
reducing expenditures by $4,500,000,000, 
and he will accomplish the job without 
breaking the backs of the American tax- 
payers. ‘ 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, let’ 


me say a few words in reply to the Sen- 
ator from Colorado. First of all, it is 
the Congress of the United States which 
makes the appropriations, not the 
President. The President does not have 
a vote in Congress. Just the other day 
the Congress overrode one of his vetoes, 
which results in a little greater increase 
in the Federal financial responsibility. 
I felt the President was wrong, and I 
helped to override his veto. However, 
let us not go around saying that the 
President of the United States should 
cut expenditures. We are the ones who 
make the expenditures. The President 
of the United States merely recom- 
mends. 

If Congress does not want to vote for 
foreign aid, it does not have to vote for 
it. If it does not want to appropriate 
$59,000,000,000 for national defense, it 
does not have to do so. Congress knows 
the appropriations were necessary, and 
that is why Congress overwhelmingly 
votes for the expenditures. 

Mr. President, we are not talking in a 
vacuum about Federal expenditures. 
We are talking about expenditures at 
this time because we are faced with the 
worst menace in the history of the world. 
We are faced with a menace which is 
one of the gravest menaces which has 
faced vs in our history, and which is 
world-wide in its scope. We are spend- 
ing by far the largest part of the money 
for the defense of our country and for 
our national security. I may point out, 
too, that while we are making these ex- 
penditures our country is not soing 
bankrupt. 

The Senator from Colorado speaks 
about the war in Korea. That was not 
our idea and we must never underesti- 
mate the blame which the Communists 
must carry for this aggression. He talks 
about our enormous national debt. We 
got it by fighting Hitler. That was not 
our idea. He says that every family is 
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carrying a big debt. That big debt re- 
sults from our Government’s efforts to 
save the freedom of our people. 

The other day I placed in the RECORD 
an editorial entitled “Good Old Days.” 
published in a fine Minnesota newspaper. 
The editorial reads as follows: 


Goop OLD Days 


People have railed against taxes ever since 
the system was originated arid no doubt they 
will continue to complain until the crack of 
economic doom. And some delight in look- 
ing back to the good old days when taxes 
were more bearable and life was less har- 
rassed by world problems of rehabilitation, 
international relief and welfare, the Marshall 
plan, and point 4. 

But it wouldn't be a bad idea to just think 
back to what other things accompanied the 
low-tax scale of long, long ago. And it really 
wasn't so long, long ago either. 

In the fiscal year that ended June 380, 
1933—Just after the patron saint of the Re- 
publican Party went back to his Palo Alto 
home in California—Federal taxes totaled 
only $1,600,000,000. But did this low per- 
centage bring joy and happiness to the mil- 
lions? Was life more livable for the folks 
who made up the great population of the 
United States of America? Not at all. Those 
were the days when “Hoovervilles” were 
springing up all over the land. Those were 
the days when returned World War I vet- 
erans sold apples on the corners close to the 
breadiines and the soup kitchens the Re- 
publicans have forgotten to remember. 

And the total personal income of the peo- 
ple that year was only $46,000,000,000 co 
after the United States Treasury took its 
annual bite out of the national personal in- 
come only $45,000,000,000 remained to buy 
the necessities of life and to lay a little away 
for a rainy day. 

In contrast to all this the national per- 
sonal income of the American people is pres- 
ently $250,000,000,000 a year. On June 30, 
1951, Federal taxes collected for 1950 reached 
an all-time record of $50,000,000,000, Sub- 
tract this from the $250,000,000,000 total be- 
fore taxes and the people still have $200,- 
000,000,000 to buy the necessities of life, 
TV sets, new cars, giggle juice, and OPS- 
upped steaks, chops, and cereal-packed ham- 
burger. And even allowing for the tre- 
mendous drop in the buying power of the 
United States dollar, the common folks are 
still at least twice better off than they were 
the year Herbert Hoover pouted and mum- 
bled something to the effect that prosperity 
is just around the corner. 

The good old days when farmers burned 
wheat because it was cheaper than coal may 
seem very desirable just now from the stand- 
point of the Federal tax differential but no 
one in his right mind would want to go back 
to them. And the man who tries to argue 
that those times were better than this living 
moment is either dishonest, drunk, or 
mentally deficient. 


I merely quote the statements con- 
tained in the editorial; certainly I do not 
agree with all of them, 

I conclude my reference to the edi- 
torial by saying that I do not want the 
Senator from Colorado to try to put 
words of interpretation upon what I was 
saying. I did not say these are happy 
days or days without burden or days 
without sacrifice. 

I have simply stated the facts, namely, 
that last year the savings totaled $21,- 
000,000,000. I have said that last year 
the capital investments in our country 
totaled more than $25,000,000,000, an 
all-time record. I have said that in the 
first quarter of this year profits were at 
an all-time high, running at the annual 
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rate of $50,000,000,000 gross and $23,- 
000,000,000 net. ‘Those are not any 
individual’s opinions, but they are the 
facts, taken from the records as devel- 
oped by the Federal Reserve Board, the 
Department of Commerce, the Treasury 
Department, the Federal Trade Commis- 
sion, the City National Bank, and all 
other reputable economic organizations 
in America. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. 
the Senator yield? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the 
Senator from Minnesota yield for a 
question? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes; I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The Senator from 
Minnesota has covered a great deal of 
territory ina few moments. He reminds 
me of a steer that was being fattened 
in a steer lot. A hungry steer came by 
and said to the steer that was being 
fattened, “How are you doing, Mr. 
Steer?” 

The steer being fattened said, “I am 
doing fine. I never had it so good. They 
are feeding me with corn and fattening 
me all up. I never drank better water. 
They take good care of me.“ 

The hungry steer said, What happens 
next?“ 

The other steer said, 
the slaughterhouse.“ 

What I am trying to say to the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota is that the $265,- 
000,000,000 debt still hangs there, de- 
spite all the attractive polemics which 
may be thrown into the picture; and 
the net result of that debt has been that 
we got rid of one enemy, only to acquire 
another. That is good management. 
That is fine. That makes a wonderful 
world, and makes ours a wonderful coun- 
try. 


Mr. President, will 


“Next I go to 


That is the result; that is what has 
happened. We have only commenced to 
see the beginning of it. 

We have a sample of it in Korea, and 
we have to pay for that. There may be 
more Koreas, and we shall have to pay 
for them. Two and one-half million or 
three million of our boys are under arms. 

Oh, that is fine. What a wonderful 
day these managers of our affairs have 
brought us to. That is great stuff; that 
is wonderful stuff. 

They are piling up these debts and 
these taxes on the backs of the people, 
and taking away the liberty of the peo- 
ple, in terms of their individual spend- 
ing power. 

That is freedom. That is the Sena- 
tor’s kind of freedom, but it is not my 
kind of freedom. 

I want the people to have the liberty 
and the freedom cf controlling more of 
the contents of their pocketbooks than 
will remain to them if we impose the ad- 
ditional taxes desired by the Senator. 

I agree with the Senator from New 
York that we have a problem of de- 
fense. I have supported every one of 
the defense measures. I say we must set 
up an effective resistence to the perils 
we have gotten ourselves into through 
the superlative management of our Gov- 
ernment. 

This is no time to sit around and say, 
“Oh, well; look at the stupidity and 
blundering of the Government that has 
gotten us into this mess.” 
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We have no alternative but to get out 
of this mess, and it costs money and 
taxes to do so. 

My point to the distinguished Senator 
is that if he wants a balanced budget, 
the easiest way that can be done, at a 
time when we are talking about spend- 
ing $70,000,000,000 or $80,000,000,000 or 
$90,000,000,000 a year, will be for the 
President to reduce expenditures by the 
sum of $4,500,000,000 and then every 
present objective of the Senator would be 
met. 

Mr, HUMPHREY. May I make a very 
brief and, I think, pertinent observation 
at this point? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. May I say one other 
word 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena- 
tor from Minnesota has no right, under 
the rule, to yield to a Senator for a 
speech; and if he continues to do so, 
the Chair will be compelled to enforce 
the rule. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. . I yield for a ques- 
tion. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I was supposed to 
leave the floor about 5 minutes ago. 
but I am always intrigued into discussing 
matters with the distinguished Senator 
from Minnesota. I wonder whether he 
will do me the great favor of continuing 
the discussion we are on now, if he so 
feels inclined, when I return to the floor, 
which will be as soon as possible, 
[Laughter.] 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I shall. I simply 
wish to leave this one thought with my 
friend, the Senator from Colorado, be- 
fore he leaves the Chamber. He is a 
great lawyer; I would say he is one of 
the most eminent members of the legal 
profession in this body. He knows that 
every appropriation bill must be passed 
by the Congress, and he well knows that 
every request the President makes is 
subject to all kinds of slashing and cut- 
ting and slicing by the Congress. The 
Senator from Colorado has even partici- 
pated in that process. 

If the Senator from Colorado wishes 
to cut expenditures, let him persuade the 
Congress to make cuts in the expendi- 
tures. The Senator cannot have his 
cake and eat it, too. He knows that 
only the Congress can make appropria- 
tions. 

The Senator is an eminent authority 
on government, and he knows about the 
separation of powers in our Government 
and he knows about the power of the 
Congress to lay and collect taxes and to 
make appropriations. 

So why all these polemics about “the 
President should cut the budget“? 

Mr. President, should the President 
of the United States cut the budget? 
The Congress is the place where the 
budget is made or cut, and the Congress 
determines the policy of the United 
States of America. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the 
Senator from Minnesota yield to the 
Senator from Colorado for a question? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Yes; will the Senator 
zea for one brief moment, for a ques- 

on 
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Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield for a ques- 
tion. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Is it not a fact that 
the President brings his budget to the 
Congress? Is it not a fact that the com- 
mittees of Congress are not set up to 
make proper analysis of the budgets? Is 
it not a fact that a considerable portion 
of the Members of the Senate voted to 
make cuts which were proposed in the 
appropriations to which the Senator 
from Minnesota refers? In many in- 
stances I have had the pleasure of going 
along with the reductions proposed by 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
IIlinois [Mr. DOUGLAS]. 

I do not want to be personal, but per- 
haps I may say that I have voted for more 
reductions in appropriations than has 
the distinguished Senator from Minne- 
sota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from 
Colorado is not being personal; he is be- 
ing accurate. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for another question? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes, and I shall 
come closer to the Senator, so that we 
can hear each other better. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I hope the Senator 
will pardon me if I leave the Chamber for 
a brief time at this point. I do not wish 
to give the impression that I am running 
away. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Oh, no. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I shall return as soon 
as possible; but please hold up this mat- 
ter until I return. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Just as the Sena- 
tor from Colorado leaves the Chamber, 
let me say that as the President presents 
the budget. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I leave the Chamber 
with reluctance, I assure the Senator. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. As I was saying, 
Mr. President, as the President presents 
the budget, so has the President pre- 
sented the Brannan plan and many other 
proposals about which the Congress did 
not do one thing. That has occurred 
many times. So let no Member of Con- 
gress say that the President determines 
the legislative policy. Let no Member of 
Congress say that we are not prepared to 
do a better job in making appropriations 
if we wish to do so. We can revise the 
functions of our committees, and we can 
equip our committees with staffs suffi- 
cient to enable them to investigate or 
analyze in great detail all these matters, 
if we wish to do so. However, I find that 
it is so much more convenient for many 
Members of Congress to blame the Presi- 
dent, whenever the Congress gets into a 
jam. š 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. When the Senator 
from Colorado stated, as he did a few 
minutes ago, that he has voted for 
every one of the defense appropria- 
tions—the $59,000,000,000 bill we passed 
a few days ago, the bill appropriating 
nearly $6,000,000,000 for the construction 
of military installations in the United 
States and abroad, and the many other 
defense measures—is it not fair to as- 
sume that he did so out of conviction, 
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because he felt those measures were 
necessary. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am sure he did. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Is it not a fact that 
when a Senator votes for appropriations, 
particularly those for the defense of his 
country, out of conviction of their 
urgent necessity, he should be willing at 
the same time to accept the unpopular 
position, as we are doing, of proposing 
higher taxes in order to meet the essen- 
tial expenditures for the security of our 
country, and as a means of securing 
peace in the world? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I surely concur 
with the Senator. I think we should 
meet those obligations so far as it is 
humanly possible to do so. 

I say that even some of the war debt 
which now hangs over us could have 
been avoided, We did not need to have 
ali this debt incurred. Higher taxes 
could have been imposed during World 
War II. There were corporate profits 
from 1940 up to 1946 to the tune of 
$102,000,000,000, net, after taxes—$102,- 
000,000,000, net. I have read some of 
the record of those years. I know that 
a considered policy based on considered 
judgment was made in the Finance Com- 
mittee to pay for the war by deficit 
financing. I know that the taxes could 
have been raised and more and more 
revenue taken in; but that was not the 
policy adopted. Now we are talking 
about another situation. Now the ques- 
tion is, Do we want at this point to go 
into deficit financing in order to pro- 
vide for the national defense? Perhaps 
2 years from now we shall have to. Per- 
haps if the international scene becomes 
more grave and more critical, we shall 
have to go into deficit financing. But, 
Mr. President, I repeat, that when we 
look at the facts of our economy, it is 
apparent that we can bear the burden of 
the present debt. I am not saying it is 
easy; no one is saying that. Iam simply 
saying that we are strong enough, de- 
spite the load and despite the weight 
that is upon our respective backs and 
upon our collective backs to sustain this 
tax burden, 3 

Now, Mr. President, I have before me 
the August 31, 1951, issue of the United 
States News and World Report, which I 
consider to be a very reputable and au- 
thoritative magazine insofar as its news 
is concerned—and I may also point out 
that I enjoy its editorials. 

What is this editorial? What does 
this story say, on page 20? What is the 
headline? The headline is, “Ahead: Big- 
gest boom in history; record output, jobs, 
pay, spending in 1952.” Let me read the 
opening paragraph: 

Prosperity is moving in for an extended 
stay. Signs point to a boom the whole 
family can enjoy for a long time ahead. 

There will be plenty of everything. That 
includes jobs, spending money, and things 
to buy. Prices will not change drastically. 

What’s ahead, barring a big war: rising liv- 
ing standards even as United States piles 
a big arms program atop a going civilian 
business. 

Mr. President, this article documents 
itself. For example, let us take a look 
at our total production: 

Gross national product, pre-Korea, 
$275,000,000,000 in the second quarter of 
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1950. That was from April to July, 
1950. 

After Korea, second quarter, 1951, 
gross national product, $326,000,000,000, 
as compared with $275,000,000,000 prior 
to Korea. 

1952, estimated gross national product, 
$342,000,000,000. 

These estimates are not conjecture or 
a concoction of fantasy; they are based 
upon the tremendous capital improve- 
ment which is taking place in this coun- 
try, a record-breaking capital improve- 
ment, the greatest in the history of 
America. j 

What about personal income? Pre- 
Korea, second quarter, 1950, $217,000,- 
000,000; second quarter, 1951, $250,000,- 
000,000; estimated personal income, 
1952, $266,000,000,000. 

Employment: Pre-Korea, 60,916,000; 
second quarter, this year, 63,704,000; 
estimated, 1952, 65,700,000. 

Mr. President, let us take a look at 
something else. How is American indus- 
try doing? Let us note that this report 
is using the index of 100, taking 1939 as 
the base period. In the war year of 
highest American output the figure was 
239; in other words, two and one-third 
times higher than 1939. The postwar 
year of lowest output was 1946, when the 
figure was 170. The output today is 223, 
The estimated output for 1952 is 240. 

Mr. President, a study of the economic 
facts reveals that our country is not 
growing weaker and weaker, but is grow- 
ing stronger. I have heard a great deal 
of oratory, I have heard great polemics, 
but I have yet to hear evidence that tells 
me that the growth of our economy is 
being strangled. I have yet to hear any 
evidence which convinces me that Amer- 
ican corporate business is being driven 
into the ground because of taxation. 

But how about the little fellow? How 
about the man with an income of $5,000 a 
year? He is the one who has really 
suffered from inflation. He is the one 
who has had to see his children go with- 
out an extra coat to wear to school be- 
cause he did not have the money. He 
is the man whose condition we must con- 
sider, and I submit, Mr. President, that 
before we place the heavy burden of tax- 
ation on the backs of such people, which 
they will have to accept, because they are 
going to have to solve the problem which 
faces the country, we should close up the 
loopholes in the tax law. 

The Senate Finance Committee says, 
and other Members of the Senate have 
said to me, privately and publicly, “Well, 
you want to raise more money. How are 
you going to do it?” I will tell you how 
we propose to do it, Mr. President. It is 
by closing the loopholes which I outlined 
in my address of yesterday, by voting for 
the amendments which my colleagues 
and myself will offer on this floor, which 
will make it possible to raise $4,500,- 
000,000 of additional revenue—$4,500,- 
000,000. From whom? From those who 
have been enjoying the preferential 
treatment which is possible through tax 
avoidance, through the loopholes, from 
those who have been able to convert 
earned income into capital gain, to be 
taxed at the preferential rate of capital 
gains, e 
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Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SMITH of North Carolina in the chair). 
Does the Senator from Minnesota yield 
to the Senator from Rhode Island? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. PASTORE. I desire to say to the 
distinguished Senator from Minnesota 
that I agree with him explicitly in the 
argument he has made, and that I think 
he has made a very brilliant speech, 
which only points up the fact that he 
has given tremendous time and effort to 
the analysis which he has made. 

I should like to say, however, not in 
refutation of anything the Senator may 
have said, but in order to point up the 
situation, with which I am somewhat 
familiar, in my own State. We have 
drifted into the habit of talking about 
“average consumer” and “average stand- 
ard of living,” and sometimes, of course, 
that does not indicate the situation 
which might exist in a particular lo- 
cality. 

I am speaking specifically of my own 
State. Forty-five percent of our entire 
income comes from textiles, and of 
course, over a period of years there has 
been a tendency toward an exodus of the 
textile industry from our State to the 
South. 

About 15 or 20 percent of our income 
comes from jewelry, which has been hit 
by the restrictions on the basic metals 
used in its manufacture. While it may 
be said that we now have generally 
throughout the country a high level of 
employment and a high level of pros- 
perity, the fact still remains that dol- 
lars are tight in Rhode Island, and we 
have more people out of work than we 
would like to have for the reason that 
small industry has not been able to get 
some of the defense contracts, most of 
which have gone to the large industries. 
For that reason we have more people out 
of work than we would like to have, and 
we do not have at the moment the high 
prosperity about which the Senator from 
Minnesota has been talking. 

So, we must be careful in framing the 
tax bill which is going to take effect 
pretty soon, and I think we should be 
doubly careful to make sure that what- 
ever tax legislation we pass takes into 
account the low-income group. 

That is the reason why I was very 
much interested in the argument which 
the Senator made yesterday as to split 
incomes, and how the provision on that 
subject would affect persons with in- 
comes up to the $10,000 bracket. While 
we talk about the high level of prosperity 
and the high level of employment 
throughout the country, the fact still 
remains that it does not reflect the real 
situation in some areas of the country. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena- 
tor from Rhode Island, because I think 
he knows from our conversations, both 
on committees and privately, that I con- 
cur in the observations he has made. 
But the tax bill as such is not the factor 
which has caused the problems in Rhode 
Island or in Minnesota. It is a fact that 
in my State hundreds of small businesses 
have not been able to share in defense 
orders. í 
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Mr. PASTORE. I realize that com- 
pletely. The Senator’s argument is that 
taxes should be high enough to take up 
all the loose money. How much loose 
money is there in some parts of the coun- 
try? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. There is not much 
loose money among the low-income 
groups. I have said repeatedly that, in 
the main, it is the fellow who receives 
$5,000 or less who pays the excise taxes. 
As Lincoln said, “God must have loved 
the common people, because he made so 
many of them.” They happen to be the 
ones who use most of the commodities 
which are on the excise-tax list. It is 
such people and their families who suffer 
the most. It is such people, in the main, 
who suffer from intermittent employ- 
ment. When a man is laid off for 6 or 8 
weeks while his plant is being retooled 
for defense, usually the most he can get 
is $20 a week as unemployment com- 
pensation. No one gives him special 
treatment to tide him over. 

Mr. President, it is such conditions the 
Senator from Rhode Island is pointing 
to. He is pointing to the jewelry industry, 
which I know has suffered. In my sec- 
tion of the country there are aluminum 
fabricators who do not have defense 
contracts. They have lost their busi- 
ness; they are being penalized. Any tax 
bill must be measured in terms of what 
it might do further to injure them. The 
answer to the problem is not to excuse 
them from paying taxes; the answer to 
the problem is to give them sufficient 
business so they can pay taxes, in order 
to share in the great defense effort fairly 
and equitably. 

Mr. PASTORE. The Senator has 
stated a truism which no one can dis- 
pute. There are more poor people than 
there are rich people, and my heart goes 
out to them. I realize, too, that the 
tax bill has nothing to do with the 
amount of business that will go to Rhode 
Island or to any other State of the 
Union, But the argument which is be- 
ing developed is that taxes should be 
high enough to pick up a lot of loose 
dollars; yet in my State there are not 
too many loose dollars around now. 
When Congress reassembles in January, 
if taxes in certain categories are not 
sufficiently high, they can be made high- 
er to stop the threat of inflation. 

I go along with the Senator from Min- 
nesota in his statement that we should 
stop the loopholes and spread the bur- 
den to where it can be best sustained. I 
was very much impressed with his argu- 
ment with reference to split incomes; I 
go along with him in his argument. 
All I am trying to point out is that 
while we hear a great deal of talk about 
a great many dollars being in the pock- 
ets of many people, I find back home 
that that is not exactly true. There are 
many people there looking for work. 
Many jewelry firms are looking for con- 
tracts and cannot get them. I am not 
trying to say that we have gone as far 
as we should go with the tax bill; I 
do not say that it is satisfactory in every 
respect, and I go along with many of 
the arguments the Senator is making, 
The only question I am raising is with 


reference to a lot of loose money all over 
the country, 
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Mr. HUMPHREY. I have not said 
that there is a lot of loose change to be 
picked up from the great group of little 
people. My argument has been that to- 
day there are areas in our economy that 
are prosperous, where the evidence is 
indisputable as to prosperity, and it is in 
those areas that the people should bear 
a fair share of the tax burden. Even the 
low-income group will pay extra taxes, 
but let no one say there is a lot of loose 
purchasing power amongst those people. 
I have had many arguments with the 
newspapers in my home town. They say 
that the kind of tax bill we should pass 
is one which will sop up the purchasing 
power of the man who runs a small hotel, 
or the proprietor of a little filling station. 
I say that has already been sopped and 
souped up by inflation. 

Mr. PASTORE. That is correct. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Obviously, there is 
some money somewhere, and I submit 
that in taxing that money as little as we 
are now proposing to tax it, we are not 
going to break or jeopardize our econ- 
omy. Iam deeply grateful to the Sena- 
tor from Rhode Island for his helpful 
contribution to the discussion. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have two pages of the United 
States News and World Report, pages 20 
and 21, with the appropriate tables, 
printed in the Kecorp at this point in 
my remarks. 

There being no objection, the matter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


AHEAD: Biccest Boom IN HistoRy—Recorp 
OUTPUT, JOBS, PAY, SPENDING IN 52 


A boom now being refueled is to develop 
into the biggest in the country’s history. It 
will be a boom in business activity and in 
incomes, not one in terms of sharply rising 
prices. 

More goods will be turned out by industry 
than ever before. There will be more people 
with jobs than ever held jobs in the past. 
Incomes will be larger than ever. People 
will eat more, wear better clothes, enjoy more 
and better living quarters, own more auto- 
mobiles, take better and longer vacations 
than in any past period. This assumes big 
armament spending but no major war. 

Retail trade that has been lagging will 
revive and push ahead. Prices that had 
eased will firm. Pockets of unemployment 
that have developed will disappear as the 
months pass by. 

Prosperity is building up for an extended 
stay. The boom will be fed by spending for 
arms. It will get well under way in the final 
3 months of this year, will go on growing 
in the first 6 months of 1952, and probably 
will reach its peak in the final 6 months of 
that year. 

What happens after that will be related to 
what the Nation decides that it wants perma- 
nently in the form of armament, and what 
it intends to do in supplying its allies. But, 
as of now, the boom seems certain to con- 
tinue well into 1953. 

Armament making is to have widespread 
effect. Industry, to fill orders for arms and 
to meet civilian demand, will need to work 
harder than ever. The rate of output in this 
year’s April-June quarter was 223 percent of 
the prewar 1935-39 average. But in 1952, as 
the chart on page 21 shows, production 
promises to approach two and a half times 
the prewar rate. 

Production will go down sharply in some 
lines, up sharply in other lines. Gains in 
output will more than offset losses. Daene 
business will move in, but will not take over 
the economy as it did in World War II. 
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Fewer automobiles will be produced than 
in the record year 1950. But production of 
aircraft will more than double between now 
and late 1952. Industry will turn out many 
more tanks, many more artillery pieces. 

Auto makers, shifting to war orders, will 
produce more, not less, in 1952 than in 1951. 

Television production will be held down, 
but TV makers will have their hands full 
turning out electronic apparatus for the mil- 
itary. 

There will be less aluminum and copper 
for the building industry, but much more 
for the armament industry. As 1952 wears 
on, new steel capacity will begin to come 
into use, providing more steel to be processed 
into more things by more workers earning 
higher wages. The same goes for aluminum. 

As the output of basic materials rises, there 
will be a gradual increase in the volume of 
goods made of metal that civilians can buy. 
By late 1952 or early 1953, Government will 
start taking off some of the restraints on 
production of major consumer items—autos, 
refrigerators, radios, TV sets. 

Living, even while output is under curbs, 
will not be badly crimped. Production of 
metal goods for civilian use will be reduced, 
but not cut off. People will not starve for 


The auto industry will turn out about 5.4 
million passenger cars in 1951, which will be 
more than in any previous year except 1950. 
About 4.5 million will be produced in 1952. 
That still will beat any year prior to 1049. 

Appliances, plentiful now, will be in short 
supply in a few months. But production 
will pick up again before the shortages be- 
come very painful. 

Home building is declining. About a mil- 
lion homes will be started this year. In 1952, 
starts may drop below 850,000. At that, 
about as many homes will be built next year 
as in postwar 1947. New houses will be 
limited mainly by material shortages. Credit 
terms are being eased on cheaper houses, the 
kind that represents the bulk of the market. 

Goods needed for day-to-day living will 
be in adequate supply. There is to be no 
shortage of food, clothing or other essentials. 
Civilian services are not to be crippled. 

Families, even though they spend more 
than ever before, will be able to save toward 
the time when metal goods and houses be- 
come plentiful again. Personal incomes, in 
total, were at an annual rate of 217 billion 
dollars just before Korea. They are up to 
250 billion dollars now, and will rise to an 
estimated 266 billion in 1952. 

Wages, despite controls, will keep going up. 
Jobs will be plentiful at pay rates that will 
induce a lot of housewives and oldsters to go 
to work. 

By 1952 well over 65,000,000 will be work- 
ing. Not so long ago, many doubted whether 
this country ever could provide as many as 
60,000,000 jobs in a period other than all-out 
war. Employment already has passed that 
by more than 3,000,000, and more jobs keep 
opening up. 

Prices, here and there, will rise, but no new 
spiral is in sight. People are likely to find 
that their dollar in 1952 will go about as far 
as it does now. Government controls will 
keep most raw-material prices in check. 
After armament spending levels off, prices 
will be regulated by the market place. Huge 
capacity then will be available to take up the 
slack in civilian output. 

Personal taxes will rise, but not enough to 
drain off the public’s increase in buying 
power. Real“ income will grow. 

Total spending—what the economists call 
gross national product—has increased from 
an annual rate of $275,000,000,000 oak 
Korea to $326,000,000,000 last quarter, and 
will go up to an estimated $342,000,000,000 
in 1952. 

What's ahead, then, is a period of relative 
plenty, with high business activity, big 
incomes, record spending. 
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Christmas trade in 1951 will break all rec- 
ords. The summer slump in consumer 
spending will not last long. 

Buying gradually will shift to the things 
that remain plentiful. 

Some businessmen will lose as others gain. 
Dealers in automobiles will have fewer cars 
to sell. But the supply of cars, new and 
used, will be enough to keep them going. 
Appliance dealers will be hit hard. 

Billions that will be diverted away from 
hard goods will go into food stores, dry-goods 
stores, haberdasheries, drug stores, filling 
stations, hotels. 

Restaurants will prosper as families, with 
more ready cash to spend, start eating out 
oftener. New fabrics that are coming on the 
market will find plenty of customers. 

More money will be spent on travel, vaca- 
tions, entertainment, football games. Vaca- 
tion resorts, night clubs, and gambling 
houses will do well. 

Farmers, in general, will be well off, with 
high incomes. There will be no farm price 
collapse. 

There will be annoyances. Maids, yardmen, 
and clerks will be hard to find. Shoppers 
often will have to wait to be served. Minor 
hardware for the household, in many in- 
stances, will be scarce. 

Still, living for most people will be good. 
This will be a boom that the average family 
can enjoy. The country will build a vast 
military machine, but defense output will 
simply be piled on top of high civilian out- 
put. Living standards, in the process, will 
rise, not decline. 

Total spending (gross national product) 
Pre-Korea (2d quarter 

S060) 2 EAE eel eene $275, 000, 000, 000 
Now (2d quarter, 1951)*.. 326, 000, 000, 000 
1952 (probable) 342, 000, 000, 000 


1 Annual rate. 
Personal income 
Pre-Korea (2d quarter 
OV RG AG RCE Sa SI $217, 000, 000, 000 


Now (2d quarter, 1951) 
1952 (probable .------= 
Annual rate. 


Employment (includes military) 


Pre-Korea (2d quarter, 1950)*.. 60, 916, 000 
Now (2d quarter, 1951) 63, 704, 000 
1952 (probable) 65, 700, 000 


1 Annual rate. 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, yes- 
terday I concluded by talking about tax- 
free redemption of stock to pay estate 
taxes, and I intended at that time to ask 
unanimous consent to have a prepared 
statement on this item of the tax bill 
printed in my remarks. I now ask 
unanimous consent that that may be 
done. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

E. TAX-FREE REDEMPTION or STOCK To Pay 
ESTATE TAX 

In the Revenue Act of 1950 the House 
proposed to permit the tax-free redemption 
of the stock of a closely held corporation 
where the proceeds of the redemption were 
needed to pay the estate tax of a stock- 
holder. The House bill limited the privi- 
lege of tax-free redemption to cases where 
stock of the closely held corporation con- 
stituted 70 percent of the decedent's taxable 
estate. . 

The Finance Committee amended the 
House bill to delete the 70-percent limita- 
tion therein. We debated the provision on 
the floor last year. Thereafter the confer- 
ence committee limited the provision to 
those cases where stock of a closely held 
corporation constituted 50 percent of a de- 
cedent’s estate. 
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The Finance Committee has now come 
forward with a proposal in section 339 of 
the bill to reduce the 50-percent limitation 
to a 25-percent limitation. 

As we pointed out in last year’s debate, 
the problem for which the tax-free redemp- 
tion feature was enacted would not arise in 
cases where a closely held corporation regu- 
larly distributed its profits in dividends, in- 
stead of constantly accumulating those prof- 
its. The reason these closely held corpora- 
tions accumulated the profits was usually in 
order to protect the stockholders from the 
ordinary income tax imposed on dividends, 

This purposeful failure to declare divi- 
dends means that when the principal owner 
of a closely held corporation dies, he has no 
cash outside of his corporation with which 
his estate can pay the estate tax. The only 
way the estate can withdraw the cash neces- 
sary to pay the estate tax is by liquidating 
a portion of the stockholders’ interest in his 
corporation. And a partial liquidation of a 
stockholder’s interest is taxed as it should be, 
as a dividend at ordinary income-tax rates. 

Stockholders of closed corporations having 
put themselves into this jam came to Con- 
gress last year, and are back this year, to 
get relief from it. 

There may be some justification for tax- 
free redemption where an individual stock- 
holder has all of his property tied up in a 
single corporation. There is some, but less, 
justification for allowing tax-free redemption 
where the stockholder of a closely held cor- 
poration has half of his property tied up in 
a closed corporation. We see no justification 
for giving tax-free redemption relief to those 
estates of those who have only one-fourth 
of their property tied up in a closely held 
corporation. If they have to pay an income 
tax on the distributions necessary to pay the 
estate tax, that is only because they have 
escaped the tax on dividends by cutting 
close to the corner of section 102 of the In- 
ternal Revenue Code. 

The Senate should reject the Senate Fi- 
nance Committee’s request and leave the 
qualifying percentage at 50. K 


F. SECTION 117 (J) 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the 
bill contains another chapter in the old 
story about conferring capital gains 
treatment on property used in a busi- 
ness. The story started in 1942—the 
first year that the capital gains rate on 
this type of property was ever allowed— 
with the enactment of section 117 (j) of 
the code. Section 117 (j) was not only 
unprecedented in that it allowed capital 
gains treatment on the sale of land, 
buildings, and other properties used in 
a business; it was also the first provision 
of law ever to declare as to certain prop- 
erties that if sold at a gain, the gain 
would be capital gain, but if sold at a 
loss, the loss would be ordinary loss. 

Let me make that quite clear.. In that 
provision of the revenue act it was pro- 
vided that if one sold property at a gain 
he paid at the 25 percent capital gains 
rate, and if he sold it at a loss the loss 
would be ordinary loss. Under this pro- 
vision he would charge off the whole 
amount on the basis of the loss. In 
other words, “heads I win, tails you lose.” 
Is it any wonder that Uncle Sam comes 
out on the short end and does not have 
sufficient money to pay his bills? 

Take the case of two firms operating 
a fleet of delivery trucks which have been 
fully depreciated against ordinary busi- 
ness income and which are still in use, 
They sell their trucks to each other. 
Each pays a capital-gains tax and each 
acquires a new cost basis to write off 
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against ordinary business income once 
more. Each one has 10 trucks, and 
they sell the trucks to each other. 
When they acquire new trucks they have 
a whole new area of depreciation. That 
is merely one illustration of the result 
of making capital gains treatment avail- 
able for ordinary business properties, 
whose cost is charged against ordinary 
income as long as they are in use. 

One of the problems involved was 
brought up in this body a year ago. I 
supported what was proposed, Mr. Presi- 
dent, because I contend that so long as 
this kind of treatment for ordinary busi- 
ness purposes is contained in the law, it 
ought to be extended to other areas in 
our economy. The area that was 
brought up a year ago, and I believe by 
my distinguished colleague, the senior 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. THYE], 
was that dealing with the livestock prob- 
lem. It was inevitable that this problem 
would be met, because once section 117 
(j) was in the tax system, it was inevi- 
table that other commodities would be 
involved. 

As I have said, the livestock problem 
was inevitable, once this irrational sec- 
tion 117 (j) system was adopted, The 
question whether taxpayers who owned 
draft, breeding, or dairy animals, and 
who from time to time make sales from 
the herd, were disposing of property held 
for sale which was not entitled to sec- 
tion 117 (j) treatment, was a difficult one 
in many cases. After contesting many 
of these cases with no success the Bureau 
of Internal Revenue earlier this year is- 
sued a ruling that section 117 (j) treat- 
ment should be accorded such animals 
as were sold after their full period of 
usefulness for draft, breeding, or dairy 
purposes. The House has proposed to 
substitute for the Bureau rule merely the 
requirement that the animal sold shall 
have been held for 12 months or more in 
order to come within section 117 (j). 

That means that when one sells beef 
and beef animals certainly have to be 
held by the owners for 12 months, so that 
the cattle may be fattened—he is not go- 
ing to get the benefit of the earned in- 
come tax rate or the capital gains rate. 
In section 324 of the bill, the Committee 
on Finance approved this proposal, rec- 
ommended that it be made retroactive 
to January 1, 1942, and included turkeys 
along with draft, breeding, and dairy 
animals. 

Mr. President, this is about the most 
unpopular subject the present speaker 
can talk about, because in my State there 
are great numbers of turkeys and a great 
deal of livestock. But I should like to 
have somebody explain to me why the 
kind of treatment provided for in the 
bill should be afforded. Of course, if we 
are to extend treatment like this to or- 
dinary property used in the conduct of 
a business, then we have to extend it to 
the livestock people, to the turkey peo- 
ple, and I see no reason why we should 
not extend it to others. 

Our basic problem in taxation is equal- 
ity of treatment of those similarly situ- 


~ ated. The farmer who disposes of prop- 


erty used in his business should not be 
taxed differently from the manufacturer 


or merchant who does the same thing. 
There is no doubt that draft, breeding, 
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and dairy animals are property used in 
the business of the farmer. 

But this does not justify the retention 
of section 117 (j) as a whole. Special 
capital gains treatment, if proper at all, 
is proper for investment properties and 
investment properties only. Properties 
used in business must regularly be ac- 
quired, regularly used, and regularly 
sold or junked in order for the business 
to continue. There is not the same 
problem of the “bunching” of income, 
or the same problem of discouraging the 
conversion of investments, which arises 
= connection with investment proper- 

es. 

Unless the rate structure for ordinary 
income is to be junked by making capital 
gains rates of universal application, sec- 
tion 117 (j) should be repealed, and we 
are offering an amendment to that effect. 

Mr. President, I desire to repeat and 
recap this argument, because I know the 
pitfalls and difficulties the Senator from 
Minnesota is about ready to get himself 
into. I submit that if Congress is going 
to keep section 117 (j) in the Revenue 
Act, then Congress should keep it not 
only for those who have business prop- 
erties which are treated as capital, for 
capital-gains purposes, but I want it, of 
course, to apply to livestock, turkeys, 
and others. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Minnesota yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Would the Senator 
suggest that there be added thereto the 
breeding of Angora cats and high-priced 
dogs? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Ofcourse. That is 
a logical conclusion. People engage in 
such businesses. Since there are such 
businesses, and we are going to treat 
profits that are made in connection with 
ordinary business activities on the cap- 
ital-gains basis, the principle can be ex- 
tended ad infinitum. 

As I have said, the logic of this kind 
of procedure would lead to the inevitable 
conclusion that we are destroying the 
earned-income-tax basis except for a 
wage earner. And I can see that a wage 
earner may say that his wages are his 
business, and he wants his business, as 
he dispenses his labor, to be treated as 
a capital-gains transaction. If that is 
done, we shall be going far along the road 
of irrationality. I suggest that this sec- 
tion needs really careful analysis. 

Did anyone dream a year ago that we 
would be taking in turkeys under this 
section? Did anyone dream that under 
depletion allowance we would be taking 
in oysters and clam shells? How far 
shall we go? Where shall we draw the 
line? The Senator from Illinois pulled 
out of the record various fancy named 
minerals in this connection. If we are to 
give depletion allowances to sand and 
gravel and oystershells and clamshells 
I do not see any reason why we should 
not give depletion allowances to any- 
thing that can be taken from the earth. 
It seems very logical to do so. 

Some people may say “You are going 
too far.” I think not. I think I am be- 
ing a prophet. I think what I am now 
saying hooks up logically with what I said 
last year in connection with capital 
gains and depletion allowances. I sub- 


it may be very desirable. 
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mit that any persons who have appealed 
for this special treatment are not ap- 
pealing unfairly. They simply say, “If 
you treat some people on the basis of a 
preferential tax treatment, give me the 
same deal.” One of the foundation 
stones of a democracy is equality, and 
since we should have equality, there 
should also be equality of privilege. De- 
mocracy is supposed to represent the 
abolition of privilege, but if there is priv- 
ilege it should be equally distributed 
amongst all our people. There is priv- 
lege contained in this bill, and that 
privilege is not equally distributed. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. As a matter of fact 
did not the House Committee on Ways 
and Means in extending the depletion 
provisions make exactly the same state- 
ment the Senator from Minnesota has 
made when the committee stated: 

The testimony received by this committee 
both in connection with this bill and the 
bill which became the Revenue Act of 1950 
revealed that in a, number of cases non- 
metallic minerals which are not in the 
enumerated group under existing law are 
competitive with those receiving percentage 
depletion, or have just as good a claim for 
such treatment as the enumerated minerals, 


It does not say they have a good claim. 
It says they have just as good a claim 
as those which have been exempted. So, 
as the Senator from Minnesota has so 
well said, once a start is made it leads 
inevitably and with inexorable logic to a 
ridiculous conclusion. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from 
Illinois is exactly right. There are two 
ways of handling the matter, either to 
withdraw the privilege or extend it 
further. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. And such an exten- 
sion is contained in the bill which is 
now before the Senate. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes; and the House 
bill, as a matter of fact, started it by ex- 
tending the privilege further. 

G. CORPORATE SPIN-OFF 


I wish to direct my attention for a few 
moments to that often misunderstood 
and I am sure seldom-heard-of subject 
of corporation spin-off. That always 
makes me think of the Fourth of July. 
I remember the spinners which were so 
popular among children on the Fourth of 
July, so when I speak of spin-offs I am 
reminded of those spinners. 

Section 317 of the bill deals with a tax- 
free distribution of common stock in 
connection with a reorganization of a 
business. This is commonly referred to 
as the “spin-off” provision. Its general 
effect is to allow a business conducted by 
one corporation to be conducted by two. 
Unless strictly safeguarded, it can re- 
sult in a loophole that will enable a cor- 
poration to distribute earnings and 
profits to stockholders without e 
of the usual income taxes. 

I digress here to remark that we are 
not saying that there are not times 
when a separate business entity should 
be created. I am not saying that there 
are not times when reorganization ought 
to be indulged in. As a matter of fact, 


I recall 
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that a year ago the chairman of the 
Finance Committee discussed this ques- 
tion very fully with us and suggested that 
in the bill appropriate safeguards were 
needed to make sure that the spin-off 
was not abused and that the section of 
the bill providing for them contained 
all the safeguards which could possibly 
be placed in it. 

The spin-off provision was in last 
year’s bill but was eliminated in con- 
ference. 

As I indicated in my statement last 
year, if corporation A conducts a lock- 
and-key business it may, under this pro- 
vision, transfer the key business to new 
corporation X in exchange for X’s com- 
mon stock, and then distribute to the 
corporation A ‘stockholders all the ctock 
of X, tax free. If this seems compli- 
cated, that is exactly what it is, but it 
is also productive. The best tricks are 
the ones the spectators cannot see. It 
is like the performance of a magician. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr, HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from 
Minnesota said that this practice was 
productive. Productive to whom? To 
the Treasury or to the taxpayer? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. It is productive to 
the corporation A stockholders. At the 
present time the Treasury would attempt 
to impose a tax upon the stockholders 
of corporation A based upon the receipt 
of corporation X’s stock. The value of 
the X stock would ordinarily be taxed 
as dividends, because that is exactly how 
corporation X was set up. It was set 
up out of dividends, out of the undis- 
tributed reserves. It was set up as a sep- 
arate business. The stock in corpora- 
tion X was owned by corporation A; and, 
of course, corporation X is nothing more 
or less than the child of corporation A, 
anyway. 

If the corporation A stockholders 
merely wished to divide the two busi- 
nesses for good business reasons and op- 
erate them by means of two corpora- 
tions, the provisions of section 317 allow- 
ing the tax-free distribution of the X 
stock do not result in tax avoidance, If 
there is a real, legitimate business pur- 
pose, corporations can be divided. The 
stockholders merely continue to operate 
the same business through two entities 
rather than one, 

Clauses (A) and (B) of section 317 
provide very important safeguards 
against the tax avoidance which would 
be possible if section 317 were adopted 
without clauses (A) and (B). To illus- 
trate, assume that corporation A has a 
factory and a very large amount of cash 
and Government bonds which it does not 
particularly require in its business. 
This is surplus. If corporation A de- 
clares a dividend of cash and bonds, the 
shareholders are taxable on the full 
value of the cash and bonds at ordinary 
surtax rates. However, if the protec- 
tion afforded the revenue by paragraphs 
(A) and (B) were removed, the stock- 
holders might obtain the cash and 
bonds at low capital-gain rates in the 
following manner—here we go again. 
How do we get earned income into capi- 
tal gains treatment? This is how it can 
be done: 
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Corporation A, claiming some 
trumped-up business purpose, would 
transfer the cash and bonds to the new 
corporation & in exchange for X’s stock, 
and distribute X’s stock to the stock- 
holders of corporation A. After per- 
mitting a decent interval to elapse, cor- 
poration X would be liquidated. The 
stockholders would receive the cash and 
bonds in liquidation, which transaction 
gives rise to capital gain rather than 
ordinary income—or the stockholders 
could merely sell their stock and cash 
in on their dividend at the capital-gains 
rates. 

Wherever there are large amounts of 
undistributed dividends, large amounts 
of reserves in Government bonds and 
cash, this is the temptation. The temp- 
tation is to have what we call the “spin- 
off.“ This is what it means. You spin 
off the surplus, and as you spin off the 
surplus you set up a new creature. The 
new creature does not have separate par- 
entage. It has the parentage of the orig- 
inal corporation. It has as ifs relatives, 
brothers, and sisters, the stockholders of 
the original corporation. The new cor- 
poration is owned by the stockholders of 
the old corporation. When the stock- 
holders of the old corporation want to 
get rid of their ill-begotten relative they 
liquidate it, sell it, and turn their income 
in for treatment as capital gains rather 
than as earned income. 

Mr. President, I ask that the remainder 
of my statement on the subject of the 
corporate spin-off be printed in the 
Recorp at this point as a part of my 
remarks, 

There being no objection, the matter 
referred to was ordered to be printed in 
the Recor, as follows: 

Paragraphs (A) and (B) prevent this type 
of avoidance by requiring that in order for 
the distribution of stock in corporation X 
to be tax-free, both corporations A and X are 
intended to carry on active business after 
the reorganization and by providing that 
corporation X was not used as a device to 
distribute the earnings and profits of either 
corporation. 

There is one type of tax avoidance possible 
under the spin-off which is not prevented 
by paragraphs (A) and (B), namely, a cor- 
porate tax on appreciated assets and a tax 
upon the proceeds of a sale of these assets. 
Going back to the lock and key business 
owned by corporation A, let us assume that 
corporation A wants to get out of the lock 
business and receives a very advantageous 
offer for the lock assets. If corporation A 
sells the lock assets the profit will be taxable 
income to corporation A and then when the 
profit is distributed as dividends to the 
stockholders, the dividend is taxable to them 
as ordinary income. Under section 317 as it 
now stands it might be possible for cor- 
poration A to transfer the lock assets to cor- 
poration X in exchange for X’s stock and 
then distribute X’s stock to the A stock- 
holders, (In all these corporate exchanges 
no gain or loss is recognized or taxed under 
the reorganization sections.) 

The stockholders would then sell the stock 
of X corporation and would receive the pro- 
ceeds as capital gain. Accordingly, both the 
corporate tax and the tax upon the distribu- 
tion as a dividend could be avoided if the 
transaction were properly handled. 

If the section is to remain—and the pro- 
vision is not without merit in effectuating 
bona fide business adjustments—a further 
safeguard should be added to meet the last 
example. This safeguard might be a provi- 
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sion to the effect that the distribution of X 
corporation stock (in the example) would be 
tax free only if there were no intention to 
sell the stock at the time of its distribution 
and if there were in fact no sale for a period 
of 3 years thereafter. Without this safe- 
guard, I believe the provision is undesirable 
and should be eliminated. 

Now, I ask the distinguished chairman of 
the Finance Committee if the purpose of 
this amendment is not to afford capital gain 
treatment for an otherwise taxable divi- 
dend, what objection can there be to the 
safeguard I propose? 

H. OTHER LOOPHOLES 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
should like to talk a little about some 
of the other income-tax loopholes, which 
I personally feel are evident in the bill. 
I do not think we have covered them all, 
but I have gone into a few more of them, 
and would like to direct attention to 
them. — 

Let us now turn to the minor loophole 
provisions. 

Over all they are much too involved 
and too numerous to warrant a detailed 
analysis here. I have been going into 
quite a little detail in the past couple of 
days. I do not want to be apologetic 
about the time we have taken. Some of 
us feel that it is worth while to discuss 
the bill in considerable detail and try to 
enlist as much attention to it as we can, 
and promote as much intelligent discus- 
sion of the tax bill as we can. 

I have said to as many people as I can 
reacl. that until the American people 
understand taxation, until they under- 
stand how their Government raises rev- 
enue, they will never truly understand 
the political forces which are at work 
in their country. They will never truly 
understand the nature of their political 
economy. It is easy to be an advocate of, 
let us say, housing. There is a great deal 
of public housing. It is easy to be an 
advocate of more and better roads, more 
public health, more money for education, 
It is easy to advocate such things be- 
cause most people are for them. But the 
question is, Whére do we raise the money 
to pay for such things? How do we raise 
the money? From whom is the money 
obtained? Is the revenue for these great 
enterprises obtained equitably? Is the 
burden shared fairly? Has the great 
principle of the ability to pay been pre- 
served? I notice that the more our Gov- 
ernment goes into welfare programs the 
more the tax burden is shifted to those 
whom the welfare program are sup- 
posed to be helping, and the more the 
tax burden is shifted away from those 
who are best prepared to pay their share 
of the cost of such enterprises. That is 
what we mean when we talk about loop- 
holes in the tax law. 

It is important, therefore, that we be 
able to identify some of the sections 
in the tax bill which have loopholes, and 
know, in general, what they do. 

Senators will recall the earlier simple 
tests which I mentioned. The most fa- 
vorable result that can be attained by a 
taxpayer is to have his income exempt 
from tax—and sections 302 and 303 do 
that for those taxpayers lucky enough to 
fit the specifications. 

The next best thing taxwise is to turn 
ordinary income into capital gains, tax- 
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able at the maximum rate of 25 percent; 
and sections 323, 324, 328, and 330 do 
that, again, not for you or for me, or for 
the factory worker, but for a particular 
taxpayer, or a narrow group of tax- 
payers. 

I am continually receiving mail from 
people complaining about the tax bill, 
people who only a few years ago, in many 
cases, did not have enough income to pay 
taxes. It is a peculiar thing that the 
more they get, and the more the tax 
rate goes up, the more they complain. 
Some years ago there were millions of 
people in this country who did not even 
have the privilege of paying taxes be- 
cause their incomes were not large 
enough. Today many of them are very 
well off. They find themselves in the 
very best economic condition, whereas 
a number of years ago, even with the 
low rates and the low schedules, their 
incomes were not large enough to give 
them the privilege of paying taxes. Now 
they find themselves with plenty and 
they complain. There are not too many 
of them, thank goodness. I think the 
great majority of our people are willing 
to do their share. 

The next best thing, as I have said, is 
to turn ordinary income into capital 
gains. We have talked about that sub- 
ject a great deal. 

Another desirable achievement is to 
cut down the amounts of certain penalty 
taxes; and sections 315 and 316 of this 
bill do that—again not for you or the 
man next door but for those corporations 
improperly accumulating surpluses and 
for taxpayers owning personal holding 
companies. The poor workingman may 
break into a grocery store and steal a 
loaf of bread, for which he is sent to jail. 
We are talking about a revenue act. Sec- 
tions 315 and 316, instead of increasing 
the penalties for violations of the tax 
laws, modify them. 

All these special provisions should be 
considered in their proper context. This 
bill is not the Internal Revenue Code. 
To understand the full effect of the loop- 
holes we need to look not only at this bill 
but at the Internal Revenue Code itself, 
as it has been amended in the past few 
years. There are 16 loopholes in this bill. 
Six were added last year, and several the 
year before that. Added together, they 
mean that in a few short years, perhaps, 
the only person who will be affected by 
the general provisions, without a special 
relief gadget, will be the wage earner. 
For the wage earner this bill raises taxes. 
The only generous gadget is one which 
will let him agree with his employer to 
withhold more taxes from his pay 
envelope. 

Millions of wage earners in this coun- 
try are subject to withholding. No one 
is shedding tears over the fact that some 
of them will receive refunds. There are 
refunds of $500,000,000 a year to wage 
earners because of excessive withholding. 
What kind of relief does the wage earner 
get under this tax bill? He gets his re- 
lief by going to his employer and say- 
ing, “Would you hold out more taxes 
than you are holding out now?” In 
other words, the relief he gets is by tell- 

_ing his employer, “You are taking out 
$8 a week now. Will you take out $12?” 
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That does not seem to be very special 
treatment. It must be possible to re- 
verse this trend of special treatment, to 
resist the pleas for special treatment, 
and to subject one and all to taxes which 
are really equal, not merely deceptively 
so in a rate schedule. 

It is when one gets all these special 
treatments that the rate schedule loses 
its meaning. It is like buying a new 
car, which is advertised to sell for $1,700. 
However, in order to get the car one must 
get a radio and a spare tire. Somehow 
a cigarette lighter must be in it. It must 
be simonized or glazed. It must be un- 
dercoated. By the time it is taken out 
of the garage it costs $2,200 instead of 
$1,700. Yet the price of the car is $1,700. 
It is a tie-in sale. Senators will remem- 
ber that during the war we had such 
tie-in sales. For example, when people 
wanted to buy a bottle of bourbon, they 
also had to buy a bottle of rum. It was 
a tie-in sale. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. 

Mr.DOUGLAS. The Senator is speak- 
ing from hearsay only with respect to 
the latter matter. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. It is a matter of 
record. We had persons testify at our 
OPA hearings. We know there have 
been many tie-in sales. It is no more 
possible to judge a tax bill by the rate 
schedule than it is possible to judge the 
price of an automobile by the f. o. b. price, 
or to judge the price of a house by the 
price which is advertised in a newspaper, 
In other words, there may be many 
things considered that one would not 
know about. 

With regard to the section to which I 
now make reference it is a matter of 
reduction rather than increase. Let us 


take up section 323. That section pro- 


vides that where land is sold with an 
unharvested crop, the gain attributable 
to the crops is to be treated as a capital 
gain and expenses attributable to raising 
the crop are to be added to the basis. 

One might suppose that if a farmer 
sold his crops at a profit of $5,000, he 
would be taxed on the same basis as a 
fruit grower who sold his orchard. Not 
so. If the farmer sold his crop at a 
$5,000 profit, he would be taxed on the 
basis of earned income, while the other 
mans profit would be taxed as a capital 
gain. 


consider a man who has lived on his farm 
all his life. It is his farm. His father 
worked the farm before him. It is prob- 
ably a half section of land, or perhaps 
even a quarter section of land. It is a 
small farm. It is a family-sized farm. 
He plants wheat, corn, rye, barley, a 
little sorghum, and perhaps even some 
soybeans. He sells the crop. His profit 
is considered earned income, and he is 
taxed on the basis of earned income. 
Take the case of another man, the 
type of man whom we in Minnesota 
would call a sidewalk farmer. He goes 
into the country and buys a farm. He 
has the ground seeded, and he has a 
crop grown on the land. He stands in 
the window of his twelfth story office and 


Let me make this point clear. Let us 
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farm in the distance. He never gets the 
good earth on his feet. He never does 
any work on the farm. He does not go 
near the barn, Perhaps there is not even 
a barn on the land. Yet when he sells 
his unharvested crop to someone else and 
turns it into a profit, he is taxed, not at 
the earned income rate, but at the 
capital-gains rate. 

I submit it is not helpful to the pres- 
ervation of the family farms of the coun- 
try. It is not fair treatment for a farm 
family, which does not want to sell its 
unharvested crop but wants to harvest 
it itself. It is not fair to the farmer who 
wants his son to help him farm and to 
harvest the crop. I submit it is the kind 
of tax treatment that leads sidewalk 
farmers in my section of the country 
to buy farm after farm and take build- 
ings off the farm and farm the land on 
a commercial basis, not as a family sized 
farm, and to exploit the soil and get rich. 
I do not like that kind of tax treatment. 

If we are to give capital gains treat- 
ment to an unharvested crop, I submit 
we should give capital gains treatment 
to every farmer who harvests his crop. 
The same kind of treatment should be 
given to every farmer. A great many of 
them are having a tough time these days. 

Let us take section 328. That section 
would provide capital gains treatment for 
amounts received by an employee upon 
termination of employment in exchange 
for his release of a right to receive a 
percentage of future profits, if the tax- 
payer had been an employee for more 
than 20 years and held the rights to 
future profits for 12 years. 

I believe this is a patently discrimina- 
tory and unjustifiable provision. The 
particular conditions of 20 and 12 years 
attached to the section obviously have 
no relation to any general principle, ex- 
cept the facts of a particular case un- 
doubtedly in the mind of the United 
States Chamber of Commerce represent- 
ative, who suggested it at page 1478 of 
the hearings, along with a number of 
other suggestions found in the bill. The 
amounts to be received are of course 
sums paid in lieu of compensation tax- 
able at ordinary rates. 

This is not a profit on the sale of a 
capital asset, because the taxpayer had 
no asset but merely a contractual right 
to future income. 

The provisions of section 165 (b) of 


the code are far from a precedent, since 


that section deals with a broad group of 
exempt pension plans which must be 
nondiscriminatory and cover a high 
percentage of all employees. This pro- 
posal in the bill has neither restriction. 
How many persons can possibly benefit 
from this provision? How many can 
there be who today fit its particular 
limitations? I know of none, but there 
must be at least one, or the chamber 
representative would not have suggested 
it. I am wondering if the committee 
would tell us how many taxpayers would 
be affected by this provision. 

It is primarily designed to fit a limited 
few. It would possibly fit the chairman 
of a board, or possibly a corporation ex- 
ecutive, who has a contract with his 
corporation that for the next 10 years he 
will receive a certain percentage of the 


With a pair of binoculars he can see his profit. 
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Why do we not accord the same 
treatment to the father and mother who 
leave a farm to a son or daughter-in- 
law? Why not let them say to their 
child, “All the income you get from now 
and for the next 10 or 12 years will not 
be treated as earned income, but as a 
capital gain”? 

Then there is section 330. This pro- 
vision would, for the purpose of deter- 
mining whether a particular stock op- 
tion met the requirements for receiving 
the special capital gains treatment pro- 
vided in the 1950 act, treat the option as 
granted when approved by the board of 
directors, even though a later ratifica- 
tion by stockholders is required. 

I admit that it is a very technical 
aspect of the bill, but it is one that should 
be looked into. 

Stock options are becoming of great 
interest to the salary stabilization board 
of our Government. In the Wall Street 
Journal it has been related as being a 
large incredse paid to certain people 
without the stabilization policy con- 
trolling it. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. It would affect a 
high-salaried executive, who would be 
given an option to purchase stock at less 
than the market price, and it would be 
given to him in addition to a salary. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The option to pur- 
chase at a low price could be converted 
under this bill, not into income, but a 
capital gain. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is right. 
The Senator from Illinois will remember 
that we fought against this kind of pro- 
vision very diligently and persistently 
last year. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I may say that we 
have a very able and conservative finan- 
cial writer in Chicago, Robert B. Vander- 
poel, who formerly was a financial writer 
for the Chicago Hearst newspaper, but 
who is now a financial writer for the Chi- 
cago Sun-Times. In recent weeks, he has 
brought forward a long series of examples 
of the stock options, and he has said 
that to convert them into capital gains, 
rather than to treat them as income, is 
a gross abuse of the tax laws. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am very pleased 
the Senator from Illinois has given us 
that information. It is my intention be- 
fore the conclusion of these debates to 
gather from the Library of Congress a 
list of the commentaries by various writ- 
ers on the areas of abuse in the field of 
stock options, in connection with the tax 
laws. 

I repeat that as we raise the tax rates, 
as we have to do in order to obtain more 
revenue, it is imperative that we tighten 
up the loophole provisions; other- 
wise, more and more persons will wish to 
use them, and more and more persons 
will demand that we make it possible for 
them to obtain preferential treatment. 
Once that process is started, it is almost 
impossible to stop it. 

The provisions of the 1950 act pro- 
vided a loophole whereby corporate exec- 
utives might receive compensation at 
capital-gains rates. The amendment, 


-while not highly important by itself, il- 
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lustrates how loopholes grow by treating 
for tax purposes, as being legally grant- 
ed, that which cannot be lawfully grant- 
ed without stockholders approval. Un- 
der the present situation the bill says 
that if the board of directors approves 
the granting of a stock option, that is all 
there is to it. However, the law requires 
that the stockholders must approve it. 
The predictions we made last year are 
coming true. I refer to the predictions 
I made at the time when we opposed the 
stock-option amendment and when the 
Senator from Illinois joined in that fight. 
Of course, the Salary Stabilization Board 
has also given considerable time and at- 
tention to the very field we are discussing 
now. 

It would be possible to spend hours 
analyzing the language of these technical 
provisions and showing how each of them 
grants special relief in narrow instances 
for the benefit of a special few. How- 
ever, it is necessary to pass on; but in 
passing I must comment on one other, 
which in the bill’s technical language is 
at best confusing. Notice section 315 on 
page 146 of the bill. Its heading reads 
“Surtax on corporations not properly ac- 
cumulating surplus” and the rest of the 
section relates to long-term capital gains. 
We might suppose that this provision 
possibly had some effect in tightening up 
on corporations which were trying to 
prevent a tax on stockholders by not pay- 
ing dividends and accumulating surplus. 
Just the opposite is the case, as we might 
guess from the fact that this is another 
United States Chamber of Commerce, 
Mr. Alvord’s suggestion, appearing on 
page 1477 of the hearings. In other 
words, this is another case where the 
penalties have been modified. 

This provision of the bill would ex- 
empt capital gains from income, subject 
to the penalty tax on unreasonable cor- 
porate accumulations, although reten- 
tion of capital gains might still be con- 
sidered for the purpose of determining 
whether there is an unreasonable accu- 
mulation. 

Section 102 is designed to penalize the 
failure to distribute business profits to 
the shareholders. The nature of a cor- 
poration’s income is immaterial insofar 
as avoidance of surtax on its sharehold- 
ers is concerned; its character is lost in 
its dividends taxable at ordinary rates. 
Moreover, capital gains of business cor- 
porations are usually from sales of prop- 
erty used in the business, and thus are 
closely akin to its regular business 
profits. 

Thus, an accumulation of capital gains 
has the same effect of avoiding a share- 
holder’s dividend tax as does any other 
accumulation of business profits. 

These provisions and others I believe 
should be eliminated from the bill, and 
Iintend tosomove. What we have here 
is the kind of profit which comes from a 
capital-gains transaction, as compared 
with the profits which accrue from nor- 
mal business activities. The present 
reverue act contains a penalty in the 
case of corporations which unduly re- 
strain the distribution of dividends or 
unduly accumulate undistributed divi- 
dends. The question is whether capi- 
tal-gains profits are the same as regular 
business profits. It is our argument 
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that unless it can be proved to the con- 
trary, they should be treated in rela- 
tively the same way. 

Mr. President, yesterday I discussed 
estate and gift tax loophole provisions, 
so I shall not do so now. In that con- 
nection, I now ask unanimous consent 


- to have printed at this point in the 


Record, as a part of my remarks, the 
prepared remarks I have on that point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HILL 
in the chair). Without objection, it is 
so ordered. 

The matter referred to is as follows: 

I. ESTATE AND Girt Tax LOOPHOLES 

The bill contains eight amendments to 
the estate and gift taxes. One of these, 
section 603, closes a loophole by taxing 
United States Government bonds held by 
nonresident aliens if situated within the 
United States. Three others, sections 602, 
604, and 605, have apparent merit, providing 
a credit against the estate tax for foreign 
estate taxes, exempting works of art loaned 
to American museums by nonresident aliens 
and exempting from tax estates of Armed 
Force members dying in service. 

The other four sections, 606 through 609, 
inclusive, seem objectionable en bloc. With- 
out analyzing each in detail, they all deal 
with the problem of transfers intended to 
take effect at death including life insur- 
ance, which in general have been always 
includible in the gross estate. And each 
section attempts to get its particular bit of 
such transfers out of the gross estate, thus 
freeing it from the estate tax, each section 
apparently for a particular case, To the 
extent that the estate tax has any merit, 
these amendments are without merit. 

I ask the Finance Committee: How many 
individuals will benefit from this provision? 
Will it raise revenue at a time when we 
need revenue? What right do we have to 
give special rebates to the few, while we 
increase the load on the bulk of the Ameri- 
can people? 

J. EXCESS-PROFITS TAX 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, let 
me make a general statement at this 
point. It is not my intertion to offer 
any amendments dealing with the basic, 
over-all problem of excess-profits taxes. 
I make that statement, not because I 
do not favor excess-profits taxes, but 
because I understand that the Senator 
from Wyoming [Mr. O’Manoney] will 
more or less lead the fight on the floor 
of the Senate to strengthen the excess- 
profits-tax section of the bill. 

I think we should note again that the 
distinguished senior Senator from Texas 
[Mr. Connatty] and the distinguished 
senior Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
O’MaHoney] a year ago valiantly, per- 
sistently, and successfully fought for the 
inclusion of excess-profits-tax provisions 
in the 1950 Revenue Act. It is my hope 
that these two splendid, experienced, and 
able Senators will be with us again to 
give us the direction and the leadership 
we need in that highly complex and con- 
troversial field of taxation. Believe me, 
Mr. President, I have had enough trou- 
ble trying to learn what I have learned 
thus far in the tax field, without going 
into all the intricacies and complexities 
of excess-profits taxes. So I prefer to 
leave that field to those who have be- 
come expert in it. 

The bill contains 20 some provisions 
amending the excess-profits tax, enacted 
less than a year ago. It was generally 
agreed at that time that amendments 
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would have to be made after sufficient 
actual experience had shown the prob- 
lems. 

Let me say that the material which I 
have presented thus far, I have had to 
assemble rather quickly, because the bill 
reached us, as I said, only on Wednes- 
day. Much of the material I have pre- 
sented was prepared very late on 
Wednesday night or on Thursday morn- 
ing; in fact, some of it was prepared 
even as late as 10 o’clock on Thursday 
morning, just before the Senate session 
opened. Therefore, much of the mate- 
rial is rather sketchy. i do not apolo- 
gize for its purposes and objectives, but 
possibly I should apologize for the sys- 
tem of logic and the point-by-point con- 
sideration. 

I have estimated that the cost of the 
provisions in regard to excess-profits-, 
tax amendments is approximately $120,- 
000,000. It has been generally agreed, 
and was agreed last year, that amend- 
ments would have to be made after we 
had sufficient actual experience with the 
matter, and after that experience had 
shown the problems involved. 

Iam sure the Presiding Officer remem- 
bers that a year ago, as we debated 
the excess-profits-tax provisions, it was 
clearly pointed out that after 1 year's 
experience with the excess-profits tax, 
undoubtedly new amendments would 
have to be submitted. The distinguished 
chairman of the Finance Committee ap- 
propriately stated that any tax such as 
the excess-profits tax is bound to run 
into problems and complexities. After 
using an excess-profits tax which in- 
volves the base period that is involved 
in the present tax, obviously it is nec- 
essary to make some revisions along the 
way. 

It is not the purport of my remarks to 
say that we should not revise or modify 
or alter. I say that we need to be very 
flexible in our attitudes regarding these 
matters; and if there is an inequity, we 
should try to adjust it; or if there is a 
difficulty, we should try to remove it. 
However, I do not think we should try 
to remove the impact of the excess- 
profits tax. 

Here, 9 months after enactment of the 
basic law, before most of the regulations 
have become final, before most of the re- 
turns have been filed and this was said 
yesterday by the Senator from Illinois— 
and before any sizable collections un- 
der the tax have been made, amendments 
are to go into effect which in the main 
are designed to relieve payments under 
the tax and to benefit particular tax- 
payers, 

Mr. President, I wish to make myself 
very clear on this matter. If a partic- 
ular taxpayer has suffered from an in- 
equitable application of the tax or if 
there has been discrimination or if, for 
example, the base period has proved to be 
an unfair one for a certain taxpayer, and 
if it has not been possible for that tax- 
payer to make a fair valuation on the 
basis of the present provisions, I wish to 
make clear that I desire to support ef- 
forts to provide for relief in such cases, 

Here again we find such techniques for 
arranging to relieve particular taxpayers 
from the excess-profits tax. Since that 
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tax is applied only to earnings which are 
in excess of a credit based on average 
earnings or on a certain return on in- 
vested capital, it is possible to lower 
excess-profits taxes simply by increasing 
credit in one way or another, since that 
will give him less profits on excess of 
his credit. Or, you can lower his excess 
profits by exempting certain income 
from excess-profits income or by grant- 
ing special deductions. Both general 
techniques are found in this bill. Glanc- 
ing through the amendments we find 
special relief provisions tailored to par- 
ticular cases—such as sections 518 and 
519, which grant discriminatory bene- 
fits to the television, radio, and publish- 
ing industries. Let me say on this point 
that the television industry particularly 
did not have very much experience to 
work from for an excess-profits-tax base, 
and I do not think we ought to make any 
general over-all condemnation in this 
area, because the industry did not really 
get started until within the past 3 or 4 
years. So, in that area I would surely 
recognize that one would have to adjust 
the base, would have to work it out for 
that industry as a particular industry, 
because of its limited experience with 
the economic market. I say again, of 
course, that we find an area where fair 
play and equity of purpose must be the 
governing factor. 

This special group of taxpayers is 
given two favorable alternatives for 
computing its average earnings credit. 
The first alternative is arrived at by ap- 
plying to the total radio and television 
assets the total of radio assets alone, 
ignoring entirely the fact that there was 
a loss in the television business. The 
second alternative gives to the members 
of this industry alone an industry rate 
of return on the total of all assets, even 
though they do not otherwise fit the 
general categories of taxpayers now en- 
titled to use an industry rate of return 
when it is more favorable than their 
own actual over-all earnings credit. 

Where the average taxpayer has sev- 
eral operations, one or two of which op- 
erate at a loss, his credit is based on 
the average earnings of all operations 
together. These two sections, for this 
particular segment of taxpayers allows 
them in effect to ignore the loss part 
of their business in averaging earnings 
and apply the industry rate of return 
to the loss area and their own earnings 
credit to the profit area. This is the 
most discriminatory type of approach to 
building up a credit, a patchwork quilt 
of earnings and relief, using in any var- 
ticular segment the credit which is most 
advantageous. If this were applied gen- 
erally, the excess-profits tax would be- 
come a tax in name only. 

But again I stop to note that we are 
not making a charge that in particular 
industries, in view of their short history 
and their lack of experience in the eco- 
nomic market, there should not be some 
modification or alteration. 

Section 503 is a similar example of 
discrimination on a broader and more 
expensive scale. Certain fiscal-ycar cor- 
porations contended they were discrim- 
inated against because computation of 
their earnings credit required use of low 
quarters in 1945 and 1946. However 
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this may be, the cure proposed in the 
bill causes greater discrimination than 
it set out to cure, since it will now allow 
these taxpayers to be among the favored 
few to use the highly profitable early 
months of 1950 in computing the credit, 
while the great mass of taxpayers must 
ignore 1950. 

Another section, 519, is apparently de- 
signed to give special relief to the Mon- 
santo Chemical Co., by reason of the 
situation described on page 1652 of the 
hearings. The present law provides a 
method of relief for taxpayers in general 
who suffer during the base period from 
abnormalities, such as fires and strikes. 
Such taxpayers, in lieu of the actual 
earnings credits for the periods covered 
by the adbnormality may use the indus- 
try rate of return as applied to the aver- 
age total assets of the taxpayers during 
such years. The Monsanto Chemical Co. 
suffered an explosion in 1947, which af- 
fected its production. It clearly comes 
within the abnormality provision, but it 
is not satisfied with the relief generally 
available to other taxpayers, since that 
would only give them $28,500,000 tax- 
free excess profits tax credit, when it 
should have, so the company states, what 
it would have made if the explosion had 
not occurred. The bill is a sort of com- 
promise, which is still higher than the 
relief available to other taxpayers who 
are the victims of abnormalities. It 
gives Monsanto, for each month of the 
abnormality, the average monthly earn- 
ings for the preceding years, and no 
other. 

I am only citing this, Mr. President, 
for the purpose of the record, so as to 
afford an opportunity to scrutinize more 
carefully what I consider to be some of 
these specific types of alterations. I am 
not prepared to say that each and every 
one of these should be dropped. I feel, 
however, that every Member of the Sen- 
ate ought to know what these altera- 
tions are, what these special relief pro- 
visions include, and that they ought to 
be examined upon their merits, and that 
Senators should not come to any con- 
clusive judgment on this point, because 
surely the committee, as it will explain 
to them, will have other evidence to 
cite the reasons for including such pro- 
visions in the bill. 

Now, Mr. President, before I conclude 
I ask that the remainder of my com- 
ments on the excess-profits-tax amend- 
ments which are included in this bill, 
which are primarily relief amendments, 
as they are termed, amendments which 
affect the credit’ base or the period of 
time, be incorporated in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the matter 
referred to was ordered to be printed in 
the Recorp, as follows: 

Discussion of one more section appears 
warranted before leaving the excess-profits 
tax sections. The committee bill decides 
that purchasers in taxable exchanges should 
be allowed to carry over the earnings ex- 
perience of predecessors, Perhaps this is a 
correct decision, at least where the permis- 
sion is generally available, where it is lim- 
ited to cases involving the sale of all the 
assets, where the old corporation is liqui- 
dated and goes out of business, where new 


money of the purchaser (i. e., assets not 
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previously in the business) is used to make 
the purchase, and where only purchases 
prior to the excess-profits law come within 
the privilege. 

Section 520, on page 526, would grant to a 
purchasing corporation the earnings base of 
its predecessor even though an important 
source of earnings of the predecessor cor- 
poration, a franchise, had to be obtained 
from another source. This provision violates 
two of the above concepts: First, it is tailored 
to a particular case, and, second, it grants a 
full credit even though all the earning assets 
were not purchased. The particular case 
the provision is apparently drafted for ap- 
pears on page 1615 of volume 3 of the hear- 
ings—a Cadillac dealer who wants a credit 
of $247,000 when his credit under present 
law is 830,000. His problem is that he could 
not buy the most important earning asset 
of the g company—its sale fran- 
chise—but wants its full earnings credit 
despite that. Without that franchise the 
other assets are a shell, usable only for a 
garage. If the prior company had been able 
to sell its franchise (which was not trans- 
ferable) the purchase price of its assets 
would have been much higher. 

The purpose of the excess-profits credit in 
such cases is to allow a fair return on the 
investment of the taxpayer. Under this 
section the taxpayer will receive many times 
more than a fair return on his investment 
prior to being subject to excess profits and 
it is likely that he will receive each year 
without paying anything in excess-profits 
tax a 100-percent return on his investment. 
(Gross sales, $3,000,000; 10-percent profits, 
$300,000; credit, $247,000.) 

It is my belief that the foregoing discus- 
sion illustrates that we are moving too rap- 
idly to amend the technical workings of the 
excess-profits law. If there are difficulties 
in the relief provisions, if computations of 
the credit produce anomalous results, if 
taxpayers as a group find particular provi- 
sions burdensome, then let us approach the 
problem with a view to finding satisfactory 
changes which will grant the relief to all 
taxpayers—not by tailoring a special provi- 
sion to a particular taxpayer which leaves 
others out in the cold. It seems unreason- 
able to suppose that in these brief months 
since enactment of the law we could know 
enough of its operations to make changes 
which cut equitably across the board. As 
the distinguished chairman of the Finance 
Committee said, in guiding the act through 
this Chamber in December of 1950: 

“We have taken the extraordinary step of 
providing for the rewriting of this bill by the 
end of December 1952, in order that we may 
meet the problems which, through experi- 
ence (and I emphasize these two words, 
throvgh experience) are then presented to 
us in a clearer light.“ (CONGRESSIONAL REC- 
orp, vol. 96, pt. 12, p. 16773.) 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, for 
each excess-profits tax relief provision, 
I should like to request the distinguished 
chairman of the Finance Committee to 
supply us with the following informa- 
tion, in general: How many taxpayers 
are involved? What will be the cost of 
each provision, and why is it necessary 
to enact the provision, before we have 
the results of the study of the 1950 ex- 
cess-profits tax returns? 

I may say to the chairman of the Fi- 
nance Committee that I personally am 
only seeking information about the sub- 
ject. Ifeel, as I said regarding the tele- 
vision area, that the relief may very 
well be needed and desired. I simply 
think we ought to have a little more ex- 
planation than I see in the Recorp, and 
if a member of the committee or the 
chairman could give us the information 
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at a later time, we would be very grate- 
ful. I am sure the Senator from Wyo- 
ming is going to go into this subject in 
greater detail. 

Mr. President, I have taken the time 
to analyze this tax bill, not out of any 
particular love or talent that I have for 
this subject, but because the bill deter- 
mines who will pay the cost of running 
the Government, and how much. This 
bill affects every man, woman, and child 
in the United States. Workers may find 
their cost-of-living increases overshad- 
owed by the impact of higher income 
and excise taxes. Those who have not 
received wage increases will be hit both 
by inflation and higher taxes. This is 
what the Senator from Rhode Island 
(Mr. Pastore] was referring to earlier 
today. For many families this tax bill 
cuts into the bacon and the eggs and the 
milk of the breakfast table. I should 
like to bear down on that point, Mr. 
President. One thing I have found by 
being in Congress and living in Wash- 
ington is that one sometimes forgets the 
kind of people who really make up the 
bulk of this country. 

I see more fine cars in Washington, 
D. C., more Cadillacs and more lovely 
homes than I have ever seen in my 
own home State. This does not say that 
Washington does not have its poor, but 
any nation’s capital is a little different 
from the areas individual Senators rep- 
resent. As we look back over the areas 
we represent, I think it is important 
that we keep in mind what the impact 
of this tax bill will be. Let us like- 
wise make it clear that no man in his 
right mind, no one who believes in the 
profit system, no person who really be- 
lieves in the preservation of a competitive 
economic system, privately owned, would 
want to tax people out of business. But 
I remind this body that when we were 
discussing the price-control mechanisms 
of the law, we found that the vast major- 
ity, for example, of retail business in this 
country, the overwhelming majority of 
retail business was done by firms who do 
business of less than $50,000 a year. The 
overwhelming majority of retail mer- 
chandising in America, I think some- 
where around 75 percent, is done by firms 
that do less than $100,000 a year busi- 
ness. No one wants to tax those people 
out of business. The little man on Main 
Street is the bulwark of our free econ- 
omy, the stabilizing source, the owner of 
private property, the investor in small 
securities, the investor in the local bank. 
He is the one who is a kind of brake upon 
some of the desires of those who wish to 
go too far and too fast. He is a secure 
point of strength and of resolution in 
every area and should be remembered. 

The bill does not raise sufficient 
money for a sound fiscal program. It 
imposes higher taxes without due re- 
gard for the principle of ability to pay. 
I submit that the bill increases the in- 
equities by widening existing loopholes 
and adding new loopholes. 

Mr. President, the bill does not meet 
these simple tests which have been set 


up. 
First. The raising of sufficient reve- 
nue to meet our commitments. 
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Second. Taxation on the basis of abil- 
ity to pay, and sharing equitably and 
fairly the burdens of taxation. 

It is my considered judgment that 
this bill should not pass without impor- 
tant and, may I say, drastic revision. 

As I conclude, Mr. President, I want 
my words to go down in the ReEcorp, be- 
cause it will be found that I am right, 
possibly not this year, but next year or 
the next year. I say that if the present 
defense program continues, before this 
Congress ever lets anyone come to it 
and talk about sales taxes, before it ever 
thinks about a general manufacturers’ 
tax, before we listen to that kind of 
talk, we had better be able to go to the 
American people, to every wage earner, 
farmer, and businessman, and be able 
to say that we nave plugged every loop- 
hole in the tax law. 

I know why the hue and cry is going up 
for a manufacturers’ excise tax, better 
known as a manufacturers’ sales tax. It 
is because we have tapped our sources of 
revenue pretty hard. 

But, Mr. President, the people who are 
talking to the Congress about an excess- 
profits tax when they say we should be 
thinking about a manufacturers’ excise 
tax or a sales tax, are saying, “Shift the 
whole burden onto the backs of the great 
bulk of the American people, Shift it all 
down to the little man with an income of 
$5,000 or less.” But, Mr. President, be- 
fore that is done, there will be an exposé 
of loopholes in the tax law such as this 
Congress has never seen. 

I submit there should be fewer excise 
taxes, and that we should plug up the 
capital gains loopholes and half a dozen 
others which we have listed. When will 
our people learn what goes on in connec- 
tion with tax bills? 

I yield the floor, Mr. President. 

Mr.LEHMAN. Mr. President, we have 
before us the task of enacting legislation 
to raise more revenue. It is a basic truth 
that no tax pleases or satisfies individuals 
or groups of individuals upon whom the 
tax is imposed. Because the services of 
Government are largely impersonal, and 
because taxes are imposed by law, many 
taxpayers have the feeling that they are 
paying without acquiring—that taxes 
are a form of tribute, rather than a price 
for something they are getting in return. 

‘Taxes may have been a form of tribute 
in the distant past, but today taxes are a 
necessary price for peace, security, pros- 
perity, and the welfare of the Nation and 
its people. 

Today each citizen—every man, wom- 
an, and child—is threatened in his en- 
joyment of freedom, in his enjoyment of 
life, in his ownership of whatever he pos- 
sesses, in his very standard of living, by 
forces seeking to rob us of our freedom, 
to deprive us of life, to destroy our pos- 
sessions, and to undermine our standard 
of living. That threat is immediate. 
That threat is here. We cannot escape 
from it. We cannot put it aside. We 
cannot hide from it. We cannot deny 
it. We cannot by our own choice or de- 
cision make peace with it, or allay it. 

More than three million of our sons 
and daughters are under arms. Even 
more soon will be. These millions are 
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upholding the cause of security and free- 
dom today on far-flung fronts, of which 
Korea is only the most dramatic. These 
young Americans are stationed in Tur- 
key, Greece, Germany, the Philippines, 
Indochina, Japan, Okinawa, Alaska, 
Britain, Greenland, Iceland, the Azores— 
the list is almost endless. American ships 
of war patrol the seas from the Mediter- 
ranean to the Arctic. American planes 
span the globe. 

These are the men under arms. Other 
hundreds and thousands, not in uniform, 
press through the jungles of Africa and 
Asia, and the pest-ridden backwoods of 
a score of distant lands, to help conquer 
disease, to grow more food, to develop un- 
developed resources. 

Our shops and factories at home work 
around the clock producing supplies, 
equipment, machines, and tools for our 
own forces, and for our friends and allies 
overseas—to give them strength, and to 
give us security. 

We can easily lose sight of the vast 
scope of our Government expenditures. 
We can easily forget, in complaining 
about taxes, what those taxes pay for. 
They pay for our security and prosperity. 

The question is not, as some would 
put it, Can we afford to pay these taxes? 
The question is, Can we afford not to pay 
these taxes? 

During all the long and arduous 
months of this session of the Senate, the 
appropriation and authorization bills we 
have passed have undergone, for the 
most part, pitiless review and examina- 
tion. We have made a cut here and a 
cut there, wherever we could. Some of 
the cuts we have made have not been 
wise. Some cuts which we should have 
made, we did not make. But no reason- 
able proposal for cuts in appropria- 
tions—no proposal which would not have 
struck a fatal blow at our security— 
would have relieved us of the necessity 
of providing higher taxes. 

Of course, we hear the voices of some 
who say that we have already reached 
the limit in what we can raise by taxa- 
tion—that any further taxation will kill 
the goose that lays the golden egg—will 
kill initiative and cripple our national 
economy. 

Mr. President, we have been hearing 
that same cry, that same complaint, that 
same call of “wolf,” ever since 1933. 
Free enterprise has died a thousand 
deaths here in the Halls of Congress. 
But instead of dying, free enterprise and 
the free American economy have grown 
stronger, bigger, more vigorous, and 
more profitable than ever. 

There are some individuals in America 
today who are less well off than they 
were 10 years or 20 years ago, but they 
are few indeed. Many of our wage work- 
ers and small farmers are still far from 
well off. But the most acute sufferers 
are certainly not the businessmen and 
the manufacturers and the merchants— 
far from it. The real victims are little 
people on fixed incomes—the pensioners, 
the widows, and the aged. They have 
suffered from inflation, and they suffer 
from taxation. I would like to do some- 
thing to help them. They are the ones 
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who deserve our compassionate atten- 
tion. I will discuss their plight in a 
moment. 

The plain, stark, and simple fact is 
that we need to raise taxes. We need to 
raise more revenues. We need to bal- 
ance the budget, now, while national in- 
come is high and growing higher. We 
need to pay our Government bills now, 
while we can afford it, and at the same 
time dampen the inflationary fires 
which, unless they are checked by every 
available means, will get completely out 
of control. 

The current tax program was origi- 
nally designed as a pay-as-you-go pro- 
gram. There was general agreement in 
the country that we should, at this time, 
raise by taxation what we spend for de- 
fense. Everybody seemed to agree to 
the desirability of that principle. 

But step by step, little by little, as this 
tax bill has gone through the House and 
through the Senate Finance Commit- 
tee, there has been a chipping away at 
that principle. 

The Treasury Department originally 
proposed a $10,000,000,000 tax program 
to balance the budget and place us with- 
in striking distance of a budgetary bal- 
ance for next year when the defense pro- 
gram moves toward its scheduled peak. 
We face a $10,000,000,000 deficit this fis- 
cal year. Yet what has Congress done 
thus far? 

The House cut the tax bill down to 
where it would raise only about $7,000,- 
000,000 for the full year and less than 
five billions this current fiscal year. And 
the Senate committee has cut it down 
still further, to where it will raise only 
five and a half billion in a full year, and 
only two and a half billion in the cur- 
rent fiscal year. That will leave us with 
a deficit in this fiscal year of about 
$7,000,000,000. 

I realize, Mr. President, that raising 
taxes is as difficult an assignment as any 
committee can possibly have. I know 
and esteem the members of the Finance 
Committee. We all have high regard and 
deep affection for the able and distin- 
guished chairman of that committee. 
He and his colleagues have performed 
arduous duty in reporting this bill. There 
are many features of the bill before us 
which I recognize as superior to the 
features of the House bill. 

I know the pressures that have been 
brought on the members of the Finance 
Committee, and the hundreds and thou- 
sands of representations that have been 
made to the members of that committee 
by businessmen, by business, farm, and 
labor organizations, and by individual 
taxpayers. The Finance Committee has 
listened patiently to them all. 

As a Senator from New York, where a 
large percentage of American business 
and finance has its headquarters, and 
where all elements of the national econ- 
omy are heavily represented, I, too, have 
heard numberless representations on the 
subject of taxes. My mail has been 
heavy with protests against this or that 
proposed tax. Friends from the busi- 
ness, farm, and labor community have 
come to me with their problems, as they 
have come, in even larger numbers, to 
the Finance Committee. Most of the 
representations made to me reflect the 
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feeling of those concerned that the taxes 
proposed were excessively onerous to 
the person or group in question. In 
some cases I have agreed. 

The committee has tried, successfully 
in many cases, to meet many of the ob- 
jections which have been raised. I think 
the committee has gone too far in this 
direction. In one or two cases, the com- 
mittee has not gone far enough, and I 
shall propose or join in proposing 
amendments to meet some of these sit- 
uations. 

But, in general, Mr. President, I feel 
that the committee has permitted its 
necessary concern for the welfare of 
business groups, corporations, and finan- 
ciers to outweigh what must be the first 
and primary concern—the raising of the 
necessary revenue to meet the current 
costs of defense and government. The 
committee has permitted to be obscured 
the necessity of fighting inflation with 
taxation. And finally, the committee 
has, in my judgment, failed to take into 
adequate consideration the vital impor- 
tance of imposing full and actual equal- 
ity of sacrifice in distributing this heavy, 
this tremendous, burden of expense we 
must unfortunately bear, as we value 
our freedom and our very lives. 

I do not like to see such heavy taxes, 
Mr. President. I pay my share of them, 
and do not like it any more than the 
next man. I hope we may one day re- 
turn—and soon—to a reasonable level of 
Government expenditures, and a reason- 
able level of taxes. 

The income-tax rate is already high. 
The corporation-tax rate is already high. 
I dislike most excise taxes, which place 
an unequal burden on all, regardless of 
ability to pay. 

But the need for additional revenues 
is indisputably urgent and compelling. 
We dare not close our eyes to this fact. 

The pending bill reported by the Fi- 
nance Committee would add only a part 
of the revenue needed to balance the 
budget. In my judgment that is a tragic 
error at this time. In this critical pe- 
riod when the economy is just beginning 
to feel the real effects of our defense ex- 
penditures, an inadequate and half- 
hearted tax measure may be little bet- 
ter than no measure at all. We must re- 
member that the inflationary burst we 
felt last year and early this year was the 
result of hoarding, scare-buying, and 
inventory building. Soon we will feel 
the real force of basic inflationary forces. 
Will we be ready for them? 

This tax bill is not much of a contri- 
bution to our preparedness against these 
inflationary forces. The people will have 
the impression that they are paying the 
cost of the defense effort, but we will be 
indulging in deficit financing, for which 
there is no excuse and no justification 
at this time. 

This year a $7,000,000,000 deficit. 
Next year a ten- or fifteen-billion-dollar 
deficit. All this without any greater na- 
tional emergency than we now have. 
How can we tell ourselves and tell the 
world that we are ready to make any nec- 
essary sacrifice if we are not willing even 
to raise the necessary taxes to balance 
the budget in a year when our national 
income stands at record levels, when 
corporation profits are running at record 
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levels, and when business generally is 
better than it ever has been? 

The question that occurs to me is not 
whether our economy can stand heavier 
taxes than are here proposed, but 
whether our economy can stand deficit 
financing. 

Every dollar of defense expenditures 
which we fail to meet through taxation 
will be paid not once but several times 
over through inflation. 

It will be paid by the millions of citi- 
zens who will suffer losses in the pur- 
chasing power of their income and sav- 
ings. And even worse for the security of 
our Nation, these deficit dollars may be 
paid for in the dangerous disruption of 
economic stability and productive 
efficiency. 

The additional taxes needed to make 
this bill adequate for the job will be a 
small premium to pay for insurance 
against the incalculable cost of inflation, 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield at that point? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am very much 
impressed with the Senator’s observa- 
tions on the inflationary problem, Is it 
not the view of the Senator that inflation 
will not only extract its toll from the 
taxpayer as he buys the consumer prod- 
ucts which he needs, but that it will also 
extract its toll from the taxpayer be- 
cause of the increase in military equip- 
ment and defense products which the 
Government buys? Secretary Marshall 
gave us some facts on the first year of 
inflation which the Senator brought to 
our attention at another time. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I thank the Senator, 
He is absolutely correct. Of course, 
higher prices affect every citizen, as the 
Senator from Minnesota has pointed 
out. Certainly they increase the costs 
of preparedness, in which we are now 
engaged. General Marshall pointed 
out some time ago—possibly 4 or 5 
months ago; and prices have risen some- 
what since then—that even at that time 
the added costs since Korea had in- 
creased the cost of our military pre- 
paredness, through purchase and con- 
struction of military equipment, by 
about 20 percent. In other words, the 
$35,000,000,000 for which we had con- 
tracted, or for which we were preparing 
to contract, would buy only $28,000,000,- 
000 of equipment, based on pre-Korean 
prices, 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sen- 
ator. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Let me also point out 


to the Senator that this bill is going to 


bring in only two and one-half billion, 
or possibly $3,000,000,000, although I 
doubt the larger figure. There is not 
much doubt that that will result in a 
deficit of at least $7,000,000,000 this 
year. The evil feature is that next year 
we shall face a much more difficult sit- 
uation than we are now facing. There 
can be no question about that. The ap- 
propriations which we have already 
made, a large part of which will be spent 
next year, will increase the deficit to a 
figure larger than $7,000,000,000, but the 
$7,000,000,000 deficit which we are now 
incurring will have to be added to the 
deficit next year. 
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Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr, LEHMAN. I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think the Sena- 
tor has been most helpful, and, I may 
say, shockingly informative to this body 
in citing the facts as to the deficit which 
would undoubtedly face us this year and 
the potential deficit next year. I think 
the Senator was present when the Sen- 
ator from Illinois [Mr. Dovctas] and I 
were discussing the figures. I was much 
more conservative in my figures than 
either the Senator from Illinois or the 
Senator from New York. I did that pri- 
marily, as I said, to show that any pro- 
jected deficit would not be met by this 
bill. This bill would not raise sufficient 
revenue, in terms of our needs, even 
basically to touch the large problem of 
deficit financing which we face as a pos- 
sibility. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I fully agree with the 
Senator. According to the best esti- 
mates we can obtain we are faced with 
a deficit of at least $10,000,000,000. As 
the Senator from Illinois stated yester- 
day, our expenditures may not be $70,- 
000,000,000, as estimated, but 875,000, 
000,000. If that should prove to be the 
case, the apparent deficit will be close 
to $15,000,000,000, and against that the 
best we can hope for under this bill, to 
be collected during the current fiscal 
year, is two and a half or three billion 
dollars. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY, I think it might be 
well to buttress the observation the Sen- 
ator has made by a sort of recapitulation 
of the figures on tax revenue. 

For this year, under the present tax 
law, approximately $61,000,000,000 in 
revenue will be raised. If expenditures 
for this year are $75,000,000,000, it means 
that there will be a $14,000,000,000 gap, 
about which the Senator has been 
talking. A 

We have a tax bill which, for the fisca 
year, will raise only $2,700,000,000 for the 
remainder of this fiscal year. That is 
the committee’s own estimate. It is per- 
fectly obvious that we are going to end 
with a deficit of $11,300,000,000, and not 
$10,000,000,000. 

Let us give everyone the benefit of the 
doubt, and say that expenditures will not 
be $75,000,000,000. Let us assume they 
will be only $70,000,000,000. It still 
means that we must raise between eight 
and a half and nine billion dollars for 
the fiscal year 1952 if we are going on 
a pay-as-you-go basis. Assume that the 
expenditures are only $68,000,000,000. 
They will be more, but assume that we 
do not spend as fast as may be antici- 
pated. Let us give the chairman of the 
Finance Committee and his associates 
the benefit of the doubt. They stated 
yesterday that we may not spend as 
fast as anticipated. We would still have 
to raise $7,000,000,000 in revenue. As- 
sume that the expenditures are $65,000,- 
000,000. We would still have to raise 
$4,000,000,000 in revenue. I submit that 
the bill is not calculated on the basis of 
producing sufficient revenue to meet ex- 
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penditures which are anywhere near pro- 
jected by our Government. This is only 
a revenue-raising bill, and it has no re- 
lationship to the expenditures of our 
Government for the fiscal year 1952. 

Mr. LEHMAN. There can be no doubt 
about that at all. 

I also wish to point out to the Senator 
from Minnesota that he used the figure 
of $61,000,000,000 as estimated revenues. 
In my opinion—and I think it is con- 
firmed by experts—there is nothing to 
indicate that the revenues this year will 
be $61,000,000,000. 

One of the major deficiencies of the 
Finance Committee proposals is the de- 
crease in the yield of corporate taxes by 
about $8,000,000,000 below the House bill. 
That revenue is desperately needed. 
Corporate profits, under the impact of 
defense spending, have risen to a record 
annual rate of about $50,000,000,000 for 
the first half of 1951. American corpo- 
rate business has never been in better 
condition, with continued prospects for 
sustained markets. The postponement 
of the effective date of the corporate tax 
increase from January 1 to April 1 as 
proposed by the Finance Committee, for 
example, would remit taxes which cor- 
porations were on notice and prepared 
to pay. Other revenue-losing adjust- 
ments of corporate taxes in the Finance 
Committee bill should also be reexam- 
ined with a view to restoring unneces- 
sary losses. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
will the Senator further yield? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I hope the Sena- 
tor will forgive these interruptions, but 
he is making points which I think we 
need to drive home. We have both been 
sweating out the tax bill, and working 
together. 

I think it would be well to get the Fi- 
nance Committee to tell us why they re- 
duced the over-all revenue take from 
corporate income. What is the record 
which reveals that this tax load needed 
to be eased at this particular time? 
What is the record of profits? What is 
the record of gross sales, gross profit, 
and net profit of the corporations, which 
indicates that the House figure ought 
not to have been maintained? How the 
House arrived at that figure may be de- 
batable, but the House figure of $600,- 
000,000 extra ought to be maintained. 

I think it would be well to have the 
Finance Committee come forward with 
the documentation to show us how they 
arrived at this amount of money to come 
from the corporations, in view of what 
the Senator has just said as to the over- 
all record of profits on the part of cor- 
porate enterprises. 

Mr. LEHMAN, I fully agree with the 
Senator. I very much hope and expect 
that the distinguished chairman of the 
Finance Committee will give us that in- 
formation during the course of the de- 
bate. I know that an amendment has 
been submitted, or will be submitted, 
to effectuate the purposes which the 
Senator mentions. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr, LEHMAN. I am very glad to 
yield. 
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Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator was 
on the floor yesterday when the distin- 
guished Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
MILLIKIN], the ranking minority mem- 
ber of the Finance Committee, was en- 
gaged in colloquy with the Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. Dovcias] and myself. We 
were probing for this very point which 
I mentioned a moment ago. Why did 
the Finance Committee reduce the over- 
all revenue take from corporate incomes 
by a substantial figure below the House 
figure—$600,000,000 or $800,000,000? 

Mr. LEHMAN. Eight hundred million 
dollars. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. We were told re- 
peatedly what has become what I call 
the new party line, that corporations do 
not pay taxes; that they are all passed 
on to the individual. 

I believe it was argued very decisively 
and persuasively by the Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. Dovctas] that while an ex- 
cise tax or sales tax is automatically 
passed on, and is a direct part of the cost, 
a corporate tax is taken from the over- 
all profits of the corporation. While the 
tax liability may be a factor in deter- 
mining the price, it is not a conclusive 
determining factor when competitive 
conditions exist. If it is a factor in the 
price, all of it ought to be taken into 
consideration, not only a part of it. 

What is being said now is that a 
corporation passes along all its tax in- 
creases, and apparently that is how they 
accrue their profits—on the basis of the 
tax liability being included in the price. 
That represents a better argument for 
stepping up a tax rather than diminish- 
ing it. 

Of course the facts are, as the Sen- 
ator from Illinois has pointed out very 
well, from both the standpoint of eco- 
nomic theory, in which he is a master, 
and of practical economics in the busi- 
ness world, that a corporate profit tax 
is not a tax, if there is any area of com- 
petition available whatever, if that tax 
is passed along wholly or substantially 
to the consumer. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Of course I have no 
knowledge of the way each one of the 
individual large corporations operates 
with rogard to the pricing of its pro- 
duction. I suppose that some of them 
include the tax in their prices, and that 
others do not. I imagine that the con- 
trolling factor in that decision is the 
question of competition. But regardless 
of that fact, there is no doubt what- 
ever—and I am referring to Dun’s re- 
view for August—that profits of cor- 
porations have been larger in the first 
half of 1951 by a considerable margin 
than in the first half of 1950, not only 
in the aggregate 6 months, but in each 
one of the two quarters of that period. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Iam glad the Sen- 
ator used the word “quarters,” because 
a year ago we did not tax corporate- 
wise the quarter from July 1 to October 
1, which was the best quarter American 
business had last year. Apparently the 
committee does not want to tax for the 
quarter from January 1 to April 1 of this 
year, which is the highest profit period 
in the history of American corporate 
enterprise. What is the justification for 
omitting that? 


11820 


Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Mr. Pres- 
ident, will the Senator from New York 
yield so that I may answer the question 
of the Senator from Minnesota? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I am sorry. I did not 
catch the request of the Senator from 
Maryland. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Will the 
Senator from New York yield so that I 
may tell the Senator from Minnesota 
why the committee did what it did? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. If the 
Senator from Minnesota will refer to 
page 18 of the report he will find that 
the committee starts off by saying that 
it ic opposed to a retroactive rate in- 
crease. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Oh. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. I am not 
a member of the Committee on Finance. 
However, I can see the justice of the ac- 
tion taken by the committee. Many 
small businesses may have paid out divi- 
dends in good faith, not knowing that a 
new tax bill would be passed. All of a 
sudden they are confronted with a tax 
which they did not know they would have 
to pay. Perhaps they would not have 
paid in dividends the amount of money 
they did pay if they had known about the 
new tax. It seems to me only reasonable 
to follow the course recommended by the 
committee, particularly with respect to a 
small business. A small business could 
be hurt very severely. I agree with the 
committee that retroactive tax increases 
are not sound and should not be indulged 
in where it is at all possible to avoid do- 
ing so. That is not the only reason which 
the committee points out. If the Sena- 
tor will refer to the committee's re- 
port 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I have read the re- 
port. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. There are 
other reasons given. The reason I have 
stated seems to me to be a very valid one. 
I do not believe we should let a business 
go ahead and do what it would ordinarily 
do, and then turn around and say, “You 
have played the game according to cer- 
tain rules, but now we are going to 
change all the rules, and you will have to 
play the game under new rules.” 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New York yield so that 
I may reply to the Senator from Mary- 
land? 

Mr. LEHMAN. Yes; I shall be glad to 
yield for that purpose. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I appreciate the 
remarks of the Senator from Maryland. 
I realize that we do not have all the time 

we should have to study these matters. 
If the Senator from Maryland will study 
the record, he will find that we have had 
the situation since 1913. Corporate 
taxes have been made retroactive. This 
is not something new. It is just about as 
new as Ben Franklin’s almanac. This is 
not a new trip to some area of undiscov- 
ered wonders. I may also point out to 
the Senator from Maryland that if it is 
bad to have retroactivity, it is bad to go 
back to April 1. If we are to go back at 
all, we may as well go back all the way 
and thus get the income that we could 
get beginning in January. I am perfect- 
ly willing to accept the principle of no 
retroactivity, as a basis of argument, al- 
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though not as a basis of final action. 
How does the Senator from Maryland 
justify retroactivity to April 1? 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Because 
on and after that period, as the Senator 
from New York has so well said, busi- 
ness had notice that an increase in taxes 
would be made. Many people expected 
it to be effective as of midyear. The 
committee has gone back 3 months be- 
yond midyear. To me that is reasonable. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New York yield once 
more? 

Mr. LEHMAN. Yes. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from 
Maryland is aware of the fact that the 
date of the President’s message to Con- 
gress on the subject, Taxes, which was a 
warning to business, and a rather loud 
warning at that—because business in- 
terests started to make noises, cer- 
tainly—was in the month of January. 
I should like to point out to the Senator 
from Maryland that there was all the 
warning that anyone needed to have, 
except perhaps by a fire siren, that the 
country was about to have a tax in- 
crease. The Senator’s argument that it 
ought to be retroactive only to the 1st 
of April is disputed by the fact of the 
warning signal which was given in the 
month of January. The Senator's argu- 
ment that the Committee on Finance 
has done the right thing by going back 
to April 1 is disputed by the fact that 
from January 1 to April 1 was the high- 
est profit period in the history of Ameri- 
can business. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. The Sen- 
ator from Minnesota falls into the same 
error that he has been falling into ever 
since he began his speech yesterday, and 
that is that it is possible to take a table 
which shows that the large corporations 
made a great deal of money and auto- 
matically deduce from it that all busi- 
nesses made a great deal of money. 
Many small businesses did not make a 
great deal of money. It is not accurate 
and it is not fair to say so. The courts 
have condemned retroactivity. The re- 
port of the committee shows that it is 
not fair and it should not be indulged in. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Will the Senator 
from New York yield once more? 

Mr. LEHMAN. Yes. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I ask the Senator 
from Maryland to show me how the 
pending bill would hurt corporations 
which have not made money. I ask the 
Senator to show me what the corporate 
tax rate is on small corporations. I ask 
him to tell me what the corporate tax 
exemption is. I ask him to show me 
what corporations which have not been 
making money would in any way be in- 
jured or have their taxes increased by 
this bill. The Senator from Minnesota 
says the Senator from Maryland cannot 
produce the evidence. 

Mr, BUTLER of Maryland. If the 
Senator from Maryland could produce 
such evidence he would not be in this 
body; he would be in heaven or some 
other place. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I do not believe 
that I have a ticket to heaven, but I can 
produce evidence on my side. The Sena- 
tor from Maryland, when he starts to 


ask questions about retroactivity on the 
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tax bill or about corporations taking 
losses, should produce evidence. He is 
not producing such evidence—and I am 
not talking about going to heaven. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. I have 
not said that corporations are losing 
money. I said that small corporations 
have not made an excess of profits, and 
it is unfair to tax them retroactively 
after they have patterned their business 
on the basis of not having to pay in- 
creased taxes. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, an- 
other defect of the Finance Committee 
proposals is the reduction of the indi- 
vidual income tax yield by about one- 
half billion dollars below the level 
adopted by the House. Individuals are 
receiving record incomes, and they will 
receive still larger incomes in coming 
months as the defense program moves 
into high gear. Our citizens are pre- 
pared to make additional financial sac- 
rifices to pay for defense and to main- 
tain a stable economy. 

I believe that the surtax plan devised 
by the House in place of the flat increase 
proposed by the Treasury Department, is 
more equitable than the Treasury plan, 
even if it does lose some revenue. The 
Senate committee has wisely followed 
this design. However, the Senate com- 
mittee has cut the House percentage, 
and has added an alternative device with 
which I strongly disagree from the point 
of view of justice and equality of sacri- 
fice, as well as from the viewpoint of 
revenue-raising. I think we should at 
least restore the individual surtax to 
12% percent. We should eliminate the 
8-percent alternative, which is pure and 
simple relief for individuals of high in- 
come. As high as are the taxes for these 
individuals, I do not think we can fairly 
tell the vast majority of the people of 
low and modest income that we are pil- 
ing new taxes, new hardships, on them, 
but we are granting relief to those of 
high income. We need the revenue from 
these individuals. But just as much, we 
need to adhere to the standard of 
equality of sacrifice. 

On this basis, as much as on any other, 
I appeal to the Senate to pay particu» 
lar attention to the question of the so- 
called loopholes. Amendments will be 
proposed to close these loopholes. As 
one with some experience in the business 
and financial world I recognize the 
motive behind some of these loophole 
provisions. They were designed origi- 
nally to encourage initiative and enter- 
prise and the risk of capital in the fields 
where risk capital has been needed, such 
as oil and mining exploration specula- 
tion and investment generally. 

But these are not ordinary times, 
„Bis is not an ordinary tax bill. More- 
over, these loopholes are being increas- 
ingly used by businessmen and persons 
of considerable income to shift the tax 
burden, to escape from some of the 
taxes which might otherwise be imposed 
on ordinary income. 

In the bill before us there is a pro- 
posal to increase the depletion allowance 
on coal. There is a proposal to extend 
the number of materials for which de- 
pletion allowance may be claimed. 
Sand, gravel, slate, and oyster shells are 
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Mr. President, there may be some jus- 
tification for some or perhaps for all of 
these; but I think we are getting away 
from the original idea of what depletion 
allowances were designed for. Now they 
are getting to be just another form of 
tax relief. 

Mr. President, we need to raise more 
and more revenue. These loopholes 
must be sealed off, or at least so tightly 
circumscribed that they will not grow 
and destroy our entire tax structure. 
Those of low and moderate income who 
are called on to pay their added share 
of taxes must be assured that this tax 
bill is not a bill of burden for the many 
and relief for the few. 

I would say the same thing about the 
expanded use of so-called capital gains 
treatment of what is frequently ordinary 
income. I think the authorization by 
law for the tax treatment of special 
categories of bonuses, dividends, rents, 
and royalties as capital gains is uncon- 
scionable in the light of the present 
realities. I hope the Senate will act 
courageously and impartially to set aside 
all these special privileges, and to get 
on to the business of raising more reve- 
nues by the most equitable form of tax- 
ation possible. 

Mr. President, these are difficult words 
to say, just as proposals for higher taxes 
are ni difficult to consider. 
But are we to shirk the difficult, while 
difficulties confront our people on every 
side, while our country faces the greatest 
difficulties it has perhaps faced in all 
its history? 

Let us have full confidence in the good 
sense, in the realism, and in the patri- 
otism of our citizens. I have that con- 
fidence. They will accept, yea, they will 
welcome this tax bill if they are sure 
that it is necessary, if they are sure that 
it is adequate, if they are sure that the 
burden is distributed as equitably as it is 
humanly possible to distribute it. 

This is all of a general nature I have 
to say, Mr. President. There will be 
more to say in connection with the spe- 
cific amendments that will be offered, in 
some of which I am a cosponsor. 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Messages in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States submitting 
nominations were communicated to the 
Senate by Mr. Hawks, one of his secre- 
taries. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had passed the bill (S. 355) to ad- 
just the salaries of postmasters, super- 
visors, and employees in the field serv- 
ice of the Post Office Department, with 
amendments, in which it requested the 
concurrence of the Senate. 

The message also announced that 
the House had passed the bill (S. 622) to 
increase the basic rates of compensation 
of certain officers and employees of the 
Federal Government, and for other pur- 
poses, with an amendment, in which it 
requested the concurrence of the Sen- 
ate. 

The message further announced that 
the House had passed a bill (H. R. 4255) 
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to reclassify the salaries of postmasters, 
assistant postmaster, and supervisory 
officers and employees in the field serv- 
ice of the Post Office Department, and 
for other purposes, in which it requested 
the concurrence of the Senate. 


TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS 


By unanimous consent, the following 
routine business was transacted: 


RESOLUTIONS OF CITY COUNCIL OF 
MINNEAPOLIS, MINN. 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
present for appropriate reference, and 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the Recorp, two resolutions adopted 
by the City Council of the City of Min- 
neapolis, Minn., relating to amendment 
of the Natural Gas Act, and favoring 
the early enactment of House bill 1729, 
which authorizes the Federal Communi- 
cations Commission to lend its experts 
on rates, valuation, and other subjects 


to States and their political subdivi- 


sions. 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tions were referred to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, and 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 


RESOLUTION REGARDING S. 1084, IN THE COM- 
MITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COM- 
MERCE OF THE UNITED STATES SENATE 


Whereas the City Council of the City of 
Minneapolis has considered the provisions of 
S. 1084, Eighty-second Congress, first session, 
which presently is in the Committee of In- 
terstate and Foreign Commerce of the United 
States Senate; and 

Whereas the City Council of the City of 
Minneapolis has further considered the re- 
port of the Federal Power Commission on 
said S. 1084; and 

Whereas the City Council of the City of 
Minneapolis believes that the primary pur- 
pose of this legislation, which is to remove 
from the jurisdiction of the Federal Power 
Commission companies which are engaged in 
the local distribution of gas wholly within 
a single State, is a worth- while objective; and 

Whereas the said report of the Federal 
Power Commission proposes a bill in lieu of 
said S. 1084 which the city council believes 
would more concisely and effectively accom- 
plish the primary objective; and 

Whereas the bill proposed by the report of 
the Federal Power Commission, to which this 
resolution has reference, reads as follows: 


“A bill to amend section 1 of the Natural Gas 
Act, as amended 


“Be it enacted, etc., That section 1 of the 
Natural Gas Act (15 U. S. C. 717a), as 
amended, is amended by adding thereto a 
subsection (c) as follows: 

„% That the provisions of this act shall 
not apply to a person engaged in or legally 
authorized to engage in the local distribu- 
tion of natural gas or to the facilities used 
or to be used by such person for the purpose 
of transporting natural gas in interstate 
commerce, if all of the facilities of such 
person, including those used or to be used 
for transporting natural gas in interstate 
commerce, are located wholly within a single 
State and none of the facilities of such per- 
son is used for or in connection with the sale 
of natural gas in interstate commerce for 
resale or for or in connection with the trans- 
portation of natural gas in interstate com- 
merce for hire“: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the City Council of the City 
of Minneapolis, That it approves the draft 
of the bill proposed in the report of the Fed- 
eral Power Commission, as herein set out; be 
it further 
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Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be 
sent to the Honorable Harry S. Truman, 
President of the United States, the Honor- 
able Alben S. Barkley, Vice President, the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
the chairman of the Senate Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, and to 
each Member of Congress from the State of 
Minnesota. 


— 


RESOLUTION APPROVING H. R. 1729 


Whereas under H. R. 1729 the Federal 
Communications Commission is, authorized 
to lend its experts on rates, valuation, and 
other subjects to States and cities as wit- 
nesses or consultants, subject to reimburse- 
ment to the Commission of compensation, 
traveling and subsistence expenses of such 
witnesses or consultants; and 

Whereas the staff of the Federal Com- 
munications Commission, particularly in 
telephone matters, information and 
knowledge not rapidly available to the States 
and cities; and 

Whereas testimony by members of the staff 
of the Federal Communications Commission 
wolud be immensely valuable to the State of 
Minnesota and its cities, particularly in con- 
nection with telephone rates; and 

Whereas there is now pending before the 
Minnesota Railroad and Warehouse Com- 
mission an application by the Northwestern 
Bell Telephone Co. to increase its rates; 
and ! 


Whereas the city council believes that tes- 
timony from the staff of the Federal Com- 
munications Commission would be valuable 
in this case: Now, therefore, be it j 

Resolved by the City Council of the City 
of Minneapolis, That it approves and urges 
the early passage of H. R. 1729; be it further 

Provided, That a copy of this resolution be 
sent to the Honorable Harry S. Truman, 
President of the United States, the Honorable 
Alben S. Barkley, Vice President, the Speak- 
er of the House of Representatives, and to 
each Member of Congress from the State of 
Minnesota. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. STENNIS, from the Committee on 
Public Works: 

S. 97. A bill to authorize the construction, 
operation, and maintenance of facilities for 
generating hydroelectric power at the 
Cheatham Dam on the Cumberland River in 
Tennessee; with an amendment (Rept. No. 
791). 

By Mr. HOLLAND, from the Committee on 
Public Works: 

S. 1956. A bill to amend section 12 of the 
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1950 and sec- 
tions 6 and 14 of the Defense Highway Act 


.of 1941, and for other purposes; with amend- 


ments (Rept. No. 792); and 

S. 2025. A bill to amend section 9 of the 
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1950 (64 Stat. 
785), to increase the amount available as an 
emergency relief fund for the repair or re- 
construction of highways and bridges dam- 
aged by floods or other catastrophes; with- 
out amendment (Rept. No. 793). 

By Mr. MURRAY, from the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare: 

H. R. 3932. A bill to provide vocational re- 
habilitation training for veterans with com- 
pensable service-connected disabilities who 
served on or after June 27, 1950; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 794). 

By Mr. CONNALLY, from the Committee 
on Foreign Relations: 

H. J. Res. 290. Joint resolution providing 
for the recognition and endorsement of the 
World Metallurgical Congress; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 795). 
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BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 
INTRODUCED 


Bills and joint resolutions were intro- 
duced, read the first time, and, by 
unanimous consent, the second time, and 
referred as follows: 


By Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado: 

S. 2154. A bill to authorize the inscription 
“Korean war” to be placed on headstones or 
markers of certain members of the Armed 
Forces; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. CAPEHART (for himself, Mr. 
Bricker, Mr. ScHOEPPEL, and Mr. 
DIRKSEN) : 

S. 2155. A bill to amend the Defense Pro- 
duction Act of 1950, as amended; to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

(See the remarks of Mr. CAPEHART when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear un- 
der a separate heading. 

By Mr. CAIN: 

S. 2156. A bill providing for the issuance 
of a patent in fee to Adeline Miller Bell; to 
the Committee on Interior and Insular Af- 
fairs. 

(See remarks of Mr. Carn when he intro- 
duced the above bill, which appear under a 
separate heading.) 

By Mr. RUSSELL (by request): 

S. 2157. A bill to authorize payment of cer- 
tain claims for damage to private property 
arising from activities of the Army; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. WILEY: 

S. 2158. A bill for the relief of Michiyo 
Chiba; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. SPARKMAN (by request) : 

S. 2159. A bill for the relief of Charles F. 
Posey; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. McCARRAN (by request): 

S. 2160. A bill to authorize the Attorney 
General to admit persons committed by State 
courts to Federal penal and correctional in- 
stitutions when facilities are available; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MAGNUSON: 

S. 2161. A bill to authorize the construc- 
tion, operation, and maintenance of certain 
fuel-fired electric-generating plants in order 
to make it possible for the Department of the 
Interior to meet certain defense power re- 
quirements in the Pacific Northwest, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Public 
Works. 

(See the remarks of Mr. MAGNUSON when 
he introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. WATKINS: 

S. J. Res. 103. Joint resolution to authorize 
and direct the Secretary of the Army to cause 
to be inscribed upon headstones and markers 
placed upon graves of deceased veterans of 
the Korean war an inscription reciting their 
service in such war; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

(Ses remarks of Mr. WATKINS when he in- 
troduced the above joint resolution, which 
appear under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. MAGNUSON: 

S. J. Res. 104. Joint resolution to assist in 
the rehabilitation of the economy of South 
Korea, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

(See the remarks of Mr. Macnvson when 
he introduced the above joint resolution, 
which appear under a separate heading.) 


AMENDMENT OF DEFENSE PRODUCTION - 


ACT 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, on 
behalf of myself, the Senator from Ohio 
{Mr. BRIcKER], the Senator from Kansas 
(Mr. SCHOEPPEL], and the Senator from 
Illinois (Mr. DIRKSEN], I introduce for 
appropriate reference a bill to amend 
the Defense Production Act of 1951, as 
amended, and I ask unanimous consent 
that the bill together with an explana- 
tory statement by me of the bill be 
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printed in the Recorp as a part of my 
remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re- 
ferred, and, without objection, the bill 
and statement will be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The bill (S. 2155) to amend the De- 
fense Production Act of 1950, as amended, 
was read twice by its title, referred to 
the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency, and ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That section 402 (d) 
(4) of the Defense Production Act of 1950, 
as amended, be, and the same is hereby, 
amended to read as follows: 

(4) The President, as soon as practicable 
and in any event no later than 60 days after 
the enactment of this paragraph, shall issue 
and make immediately effective appropriate 
regulations providing for the establishment 
and maintaining of a level of prices for all 
sales of manufacturers or processors and all 
charges for industrial services which reflects 
the highest level of prices prevailing dur- 
ing a representative base period between 
January 1, 1950, and June 24, 1950, inclu- 
sive, adjusted for increases or decreases in 
costs between such period and July 26, 1951. 
Thereafter no price ceiling shall be increased 
except to the extent necessary to reflect di- 
rect and indirect labor cost increases occur- 
ring after July 25, 1951, and paid by the 
seller. The adjustment for increases or de- 
creases in costs shall include adjustment 
for changes in necessary and unavoidable 
costs, including all labor, material and trans- 
portation costs and a reasonable allowance, 
as determined by the President, for changes 
in all other necessary and unavoidable costs, 
including selling, advertising, office and all 
other production, distribution and admin- 
istration costs, which he finds are properly 
allocable to the production and sale of the 
materials sold by the manufacturers and 
processors or the charges for industrial serv- 
ices. The President shall make appropriate 
provision for adjustment for any such man- 
ufacturer or processor or seller of industrial 
services whose ceiling prices result in finan- 
cial hardship to such manufacturer, or proc- 
essor or seller of industrial services, and 
such adjustment shall be made in accord- 
ance with the provisions of the preceding 
sentence to the extent necessary to relieve 
the financial hardship. 


The explanatory statement presented 
by Mr. Carenart was ordered to be 
printed in the Recor, as follows: 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR CAPEHART 


Throughout the hearings conducted by the 
Senate Banking and Currency Committee on 
the so-called Capehart amendment to the 
Defense Production Act of 1950, Government 
witnesses contended they would be unable to 
administer the provisions of the amendment. 

At the same time they expressed their de- 
sire to put the brakes on inflation, admitting 
they were helpless to actually halt inflation. 

The bill adopted Thursday by the Senate 
Banking and Currency Committee as an 
amendment to the so-called Capehart amend- 
ment placed no obligation on the administra- 
tion to do anything in the way of halting the 
rise in prices. 

The bill I have introduced today along with 
Senators Bricker, SCHOEPPEL, and DIRKSEN, 
will give the administration every necessary 
tool with which to regulate prices in a man- 
ner that will punish the gouger whose price 
increases were beyond reason during the 
period President Truman failed to freeze 
prices under the provisions of the 1950 Pro- 
duction Act. 

At the same time, this bill will permit a 
fair and equitable adjustment of prices for 
those businessmen who demonstrated true 
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American patriotism by voluntarily holding 
the line during that period of unconscionable 
price increases. 

This bill mandates roll-backs to pre-Korea 
and permits the application only of necessary 
and unavoidable increases in costs in the 
revision of prices. 

That application conforms with the for- 
mula prescribed in the administration’s own 
bill as adopted by the Senate Banking and 
Currency Committee. 

In addition to the adjustment provisions, 
this bill contains an important feature that 
is lacking in the administration bill. 

It prohibits any manufacturer or processor 
from using, for purposes of increasing prices, 
any increased costs occurring after July 26, 
1951, except one: That reason being wage in- 
creases permitted by the Wage Stabilization 
Board, which are paid by the seller. 

It aiso requires that the Office of Price 
Stabilization prepare the necessary regulation 
within a period of 60 days after enactment of 
the bill. This provision will speed up the 
stabilization of the economy and not let it 
dangle in a state of indecision due to the 
spasmodic and indecisive action of the OPS 
through the issuance of periodic regulations. 

This bill gives OPS and the administration 
every power requested by representatives ap- 
pearing before the committee, but requires 
that those powers be exercised rather than 
retained as threats over the heads of busi- 
nessmen. 

It will also give the consumer the assurance 
that the price increases which Mr. Truman 
admits are inevitable, will not be due to the 
arbitrary powers of the Government, but 
limited to the single factor of wage increases, 


PATENT IN FEE TO ADELINE M. BELL 


Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, I intro- 
duce for appropriate reference a bill 
providing for the issuance of a patent 
in fee for Adeline M. Bell, of Coulee Dam, 
Washington, to a tract of land compris- 
ing 70 acres, situated within the boun- 
daries of the Colville Indian Reserva- 
tion in the State of Washington. I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recorp at this point a statement by 
me in reference to the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be received and appropriately 
referred, and, without objection, the 
statement will be printed in the RECORD. 

The bill (S. 2156) providing for the 
issuance of a patent in fee to Adeline 
Miller Bell, introduced by Mr. Carn, was 
read twice by its title and referred to 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

The statement presented by Mr. CAIN 
is as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR CAIN 

Mrs. Bell is a Colville Indian of one-fourth 
Indian blood. Mr. and Mrs. Bell have been 
married for more than 40 years, raised a 
family of two children, now grown to their 
majority and living apart from their parents 
and handling their own affairs. 

Mrs. Bell received an allotment of 80 acres 
of land on the Colville Reservation, which 
she, many years ago, disposed of and advan- 
tageously invested the proceeds from said 
sale in farming and stock raising operations, 
in conjunction with her husband. At no 
time has Mrs. Bell been subject to govern- 
mental supervision nor ever asked for any 
assistance from the Indian Bureau. 

The 70-acre tract described in this bill 
was purchased by Mrs. Bell from another 
Colville Indian in 1946, and said land has 
remained in a restricted or trust status and 
free from taxation. Mrs. and Mr. Bell have 
made their own way and have managed 
their own affairs for more than 40 years. 
If the Indians, as a body, are to become self- 
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supporting, prosperous American citizens, 
there needs to be as a sound basis for their 
economic life unrestricted ownership in land 
and the industrial habits connected there- 
with. If the lands which have been allotted 
to them have remained in their possession 
sufficiently long, and a patent in fee be 
issued to them, these Indians will become a 
body of freeholders who will compare most 
favorably with any like number in our, or 
any other country. 


REVENUE ACT OF 1951—AMENDMENTS 


Mr. FLANDERS submitted amend- 
ments intended to be proposed by him to 
the bill (H. R. 4473) to provide revenue, 
and for other purposes, which were or- 
dered to lie on the table and to be printed. 

Mr. MALONE submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to 
House bill 4473, supra, which was ordered 
to lie on the table and to be printed. 

Mr. CONNALLY submitted amend- 
ments intended to be proposed by him to 
House bill 4473, supra, which were or- 
dered to lie on the table and to be printed. 

Mr. BRIDGES submitted amendments 
intended to be proposed by him to House 
bill 4473, supra, which were ordered to 
lie on the table and to be printed. 


GRANTS AND SCHOLARSHIPS FOR EDU- 
CATION IN FIELD OF MEDICINE— 
AMENDMENTS 


Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, on be- 
half of the Committee on Labor and Pub- 
lic Welfare I submit amendments in- 
tended to be proposed by me for that 
committee to the bill (S. 337) to amend 
the Public Health Service Act and the 
Vocational Education Act of 1946 to pro- 
vide an emergency 5-year program of 
grants and scholarships for education in 
the fields of medicine, osteopathy, den- 
tistry, dental hygiene, public health, and 
nursing professions, and for other 


purposes, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendments will be received and printed 
and will lie on the table. 


ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES, ETC., 
PRINTED IN THE APPENDIX 


On request, and by unanimous con- 
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, etc., 
were ordered to be printed in the Ap- 
pendix, as follows: 

By Mr. WILEY: 

Statement prepared by him entitled “Ran- 
dom Thoughts on World Peace,” quoting a 
book entitled “Random Thoughts,” by Emil 
Dreyfus. 

Article entitled “New Life for Midwest in 
St. Lawrence Seaway,” written by Harry C. 
Brockel, and published in Government Serv- 
ice, and two editorials from the Milwaukee 
Journal, all dealing with the development of 
the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence seaway. 

Article entitled “Home Is Where They 
Find It,” by Rebecca C. Barton, director of 
the Governors Commission on Human Rights 
and cochairman of the Wisconsin Commit- 
tee on Children and Youth, being a report on 
Wisconsin migrants. 

By Mr. CAPEHART: 

Editorial entitled “Road to Disaster,” pub- 
lished in the September 1951 issue of the 
Elks magazine, with reference to protection 
against communism. 

Editorial entitled The Japanese Treaty,” 
published in the magazine, The Freeman, 
for September 24, .1951. 

By Mr. WATKINS: 

Article entitled “A G-man on Every Pro- 

gram,” written by Wheeler McMillen and 


published in the Pathfinder news magazine 
of September 19, 1951. 
By Mr. AIKEN: 

Article entitled “United States Official 
Sees Critical Lack of Power,” published in the 
Christian Science Monitor of September 20, 
1951, with reference to the shortage of elec- 
tric power in the United States. 

By Mr. LONG: 

Article entitled “Daisy Chain in Nickel,” 
published in the Washington News of Sep- 
tember 18, 1951, relating to the supply of 
nickel. 

By Mr. DIRKSEN: 

Editorial entitled “It’s the Directors’ Re- 
sponsibility,” published in the American 
Banker of September 13, 1951. 

X By Mr. HUMPHREY; 

Editorial entitled “Wetback Control,” pub- 
lished in the Washington Post of Saturday, 
September 15, 1951. 

Article entitled “Danes Warn on Trade 
Ban—Term Cutting Relations With East Un- 
sound; Citing Need of Polish Coal,” pub- 
lished in the New York Herald Tribune of 
September 9, 1951. 

Articles entitled “Farm Groups Urge Re- 
peal of Import Curbs on Cheese,” from the 
Minneapolis Star of September 15, 1951, and 
“Repeal of Dairy Trade Curb Asked,” from 
me Minneapolis Tribune of September 13, 

951, 


ACCOMPLISHMENTS AT THE SAN FRAN- 
CISCO PEACE CONFERENCE—ARTICLE 
FROM BUSINESS WEEK 


Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Pres- 
ident, in the September 15 issue of Busi- 
ness Week, published by the McGraw- 
Hill Publications, there appeared an edi- 
torial entitled “The Caging of the Red 
Bear,” which is a very vivid and fine 
tribute to the accomplishments at the 
San Francisco Peace Conference, 

One paragraph in this editorial I feel 
justified in calling particularly to the 
attention of my colleagues in referring 
to the Russians. The editorial says: 
They suffered another major blow when 
their propaganda drive to pose as the friend 
of the Asiatics against western imperialism 
was turned back on them. As moving as 
anything in the conference was the rejec- 
tion of Gromyko’s claims by J. R. Jayewar- 
dene, chief delegate of Ceylon, who took his 
stand with the free nations. In that re- 
nunciation he was joined by Pakistan and 
the Indochinese states of Laos and Cambodia. 


A very significant happening at the 
conference was this stand by some of 
these smaller new Asiatic States, and we 
were all impressed with the way in which 
they lined up with faith and confidence, 
apparently, behind the leadership of the 
United States and Great Britain. 

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the editorial to which I have 
referred be published in the body of the 
Recorp at the close of these remarks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE CAGING oF THE RED BEAR 

It’s a good thing the Russians came to San 
Francisco, For without them what hap- 
pened there might not have seemed so 
striking. 

Seldom since the cold war settled danger- 
ously over the world 5 years ago have the 
free nations moved so confidently and so 
successfully to deal with the Red con- 
spirators. 

San Francisco will be remembered as the 
place where the Japanese peace treaty was 
signed. But it will be better known, in our 
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opinion, as the place where the Western 
World, free from its fears and confident in 
the rightness of its cause and the strength 
of its arms, dealt the Russians and their 
cat’s-paws a critical defeat. 

Across the land millions of Americans sat 
in on the conference by television. What 
they saw and heard gave them a lift. They 
witnessed their Government, with like- 
minded nations at its side, move forward 
with resoluteness and skill on its mission 
of peace making. They saw our side seize 
the initiative for peace. 

From the President came an admirable 
statement of our work for peace. From the 
Secretary of State, as presiding officer, came 
a demonstration of firmness, patience and 
skill. From its chief architect, John Foster 
Dulles, came a noble exposition of this treaty 
of reconciliation with a fallen foe. His 
role in the whole undertaking stood out as 
a symbol of what bipartisan foreign policy 
in its best sense can bring about. 

Most heartening of all, perhaps, was the 
unexpected speed with which the confer- 
ence overwhelmingly adopted a set of rules 
to keep Gromyko and his crew of wreckers 
from again expoiting for their own purposes 
the democratic right of assembly. The Reds 
never quite recovered from that 48 to 3 vote 
of disdain. 

They suffered another major blow when 
their propaganda drive to pose as the friend 
of the Asiatics against Western imperialism 
was turned back on them. As moving as 
anything in the conference was the rejec- 
tion of Gromyko’s claims by J. R. Jaye- 
wardene, chief delegate of Ceylon, who took 
his stand with the free nations. In that 
renunciation he was joined by Pakistan and 
the Indochinese States of Laos and Cam- 
bodia. 

The surly, angry shouting of Gromyko and 
his puppets from Poland and Czechoslovakia 
appeared slightly pathetic in the conference 
room. The Communist delegates themselves 
seemed to sense that fact. In no postwar 
conference has their shrill harangue fallen 
on such hard and barren ground. As one 
observer commented, Never was it so clear 
that all the power they have is in force and 
conspiracy. Certainly it is not in the coun- 
cils of nations.” 

The confidence shown by the free world at 
San Francisco is based on the great new 
fact of international relations: collective 
security. In Korea the men of the Kremlin 
face the first real attempt to deal with ag- 
gression by the combined forces of many 
nations. Across the world these malevolent 
despots see General Eisenhower rallying the 
people of the Atlantic Community to make 
the cost of further Communist aggression 
prohibitive. 

The Red bear is not apt to take his caging 
quietly. Ahead is still a time of troubles 
and a time of danger. For us it must be a 
time of vigilance and exertion. But citizens 
of the Western World can take new heart in 
the advance at San Francisco for their cause. 


INSCRIPTION OF TOMBSTONES OF MEM- 
BERS OF THE ARMED FORCES DYING IN 
KOREA s 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 
some time ago I brought to the atten- 
tion of the Senate the fact that the 
policy has not been to permit the word 
“Korea” or the words “Korean war” 
to be inscribed on the tombstones of 
those who were killed in the present 
conflict. On September 13, the Senator 
from Massachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL! 
joined me in sending a letter on that 
subject to the President, and a copy was 
sent to the Secretary of the Army. 


11824 


Under date of September 20, I have 
received the following letter from Mr, 
Frank Pace, Jr., Secretary of the Army; 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
Washington, D. C., September 20, 1951. 
Hon. WILLIAM F. KNOWLAND, 
United States Senate. 

DEAR SENATOR KNOWLAND: Thank you very 
much for forwarding to me a copy of your 
letter of September 13, addressed to the Pres- 
ident, wherein you and Senator SALTONSTALL 
expressed the view that an appropriate in- 
scription should be placed upon the head- 
stones of those who gave their lives in mili- 
tary service as a result of the Korean con- 
flict. 

Your suggestion is one that has been the 
subject of very careful thought by the De- 
partment of the Army. It has been our 
strong desire to insure that appropriate rec- 
ognition was bestowed on those who will- 
ingly and without hesitation accepted their 
duties and paid the supreme sacrifice in the 
service of their country. Accordingly, I am 
pleased to inform you that the placing of 
the inscription “Korea” upon the headstones 
of the valiant men who gave their life in 
the military service during the military op- 
erations in Korea has been approved. This 
action will be retroactive to cover those in- 
dividuals who previously have been interred 
and whose death was a result or is attributa- 
ble to their military service during the fight - 
ing in Korea. 


A similar letter is being forwarded to Sen- . 


ator SALTONSTALL. 
Sincerely yours, 
FRANK PACE, Jr., 
Secretary of the Army. 


Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, I have 
a short statement to submit, preliminary 
to the introduction of a joint resolution. 

Some months ago the Nation was 
shocked to learn ‘that veterans of the 
so-called “police action” in Korea were 
not entitled to the various benefits 
available generally to veterans of the 
various wars in which the United States 
has been invoved. It will be recalled 
that a bill to entitle those who served in 
the Korean police action to the benefits 
available to veterans of World War II 
was rushed through the Congress in 
something like 2 hours—an all-time 
speed record. That measure was 
promptly signed into law and is now on 
the statute books as Public Law 28, first 
session, Eighty-second Congress. 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. WATKINS. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from Washington. 

Mr. CAIN. Did I correctly understand 
my distinguished friend from Utah to 
make reference to the police action in 
Korea? If he did, will he define the 
term police action“? 

Mr. WATKINS. I referred to it, be- 
cause that has been the description of 
it adopted by the President up until very 
recent times, and I did not want to mis- 
describe in this particular part of my 
remarks what he has called a “police 
action.” Iam calling the Senator’s at- 
tention to the fact that the very day he 
issued the statement declaring that he 
had sent our troops to Korea and had 
ordered our Armed Forces into Korea to 
intervene in the war between North and 
South Korea, I said it meant war, and 
that he was violating the Constitution 
in ordering them into Korea without the 
approval of Congress. 
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Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a further question? 

Mr. WATKINS. I yield. 

Mr. CAIN. The Senator from Utah 
has just said, then, if I understood him, 
that from the very beginning he was 
never willing to associate himself with 
the President’s declaration that when 
men die in war it constitutes merely a 
“police action.” 

Mr. WATKINS. I do not think it 
constituted a police action. It was far 
beyond it. Even at the time he ordered 
American soldiers to Korea I felt that it 
was making war in violation of the Con- 
stitution. I am not debating whether 
it was right or wrong to send the troops, 
and I have not expressed an opinion on 
that question, but I am calling atten- 
tion to it in connection with another 
matter, which I think is very important, 
and which has just been directed to the 
attention of the Senate by the senior 
Senator from California [Mr. Know- 
LAND], who read a letter from the De- 
partment of Defense stating that they 
are now going to put the word “Korea” 
on the tombstones of our boys who die 
in Korea, but are not going to put the 
words “Korean war” on them. In the 
case of soldiers who died in other wars 
there was placed on their tombstones 
the words “World War I,” “World War 
II.“ or “Civil War,” or what not; but in 
the case of our soldiers who die in Korea 
only the word “Korea” is inscribed. 

Mr. CAIN. I thank the Senator for 
making his position clear. 

Mr. WATKINS. To resume my state- 
ment, and perhaps covering points made 
in my replies to the Senator from Wash- 
ington press reports indicate that a 
shameful situation exists in respect to 
the marking of the graves of men killed 
in the Korean “police action.” By rea- 
son of the fact that the Congress has 
never declared the Korean “police ac- 
tion” a war, the headstones of men 
killed in Korea and buried in national 
cemeteries may not be inscribed in such 
manner as to indicate the war in which 
the deceased soldier, sailor, or marine 
made the supreme sacrifice. Simply be- 
cause the Korean conflict is not an offi- 
cial war the headstones of those who 
served in that “police action” and who 
are buried in national cemeteries may 
contain no reference to that service. 
This results from the workings of pres- 
ent law and Army regulations. The real 
cause for this disgraceful treatment of 
our war dead is really the fault of the 
President and the Congress. It results 
from the kind of chicanery which makes 
it politically inadvisable to admit the 
existence of a state of war in respect to 
the terrible and bloody Korean conflict. 
To do that would constitute a loss of 
face in certain political quarters. 

In an effort to wipe out this shame I 
since introduced a bill to authorize and 
direct the Secretary of the Army to cause 
to be inscribed upon the headstones and 
markers placed upon graves of deceased 
veterans of the Korean war—and I use 
the word “war” advisedly—an inscrip- 
tion appropriately citing their service in 
such war. 

Mr. President, I indulge the hope that 
the headstones will not be inscribed 
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“Korea,” but will contain the two words 
“Korean war.” 

Mr. President, out of order, I ask 
unanimous consent to introduce for ap- 
propriate reference a joint resolution 
designed to carry out the purpose I have 
indicated in my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the joint resolution will 
be received and appropriately referred. 

The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 103) 
to authorize and direct the Secretary of 
the Army to cause to be inscribed upon 
headstones and markers placed upon 
graves of deceased veterans of the Ko- 
rean war an inscription reciting their 
service in such war, introduced by Mr, 
‘Watkins, was received, read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee on 
Armed Services. - 

Mr. WATKINS subsequently said: Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent to 
have printed at the end of my previous 
remarks on the subject of military ceme- 
tery markers for servicemen who have 
been killed in the Korean war, an ar- 
ticle entitled “Military Cemetery Head- 
stones Omit ‘Killed in Korea’ Markers,” 
published in the Washington Star of 
September 17. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

MILITARY CEMETERY HEADSTONES OMIT “KILLED 
IN KOREA” MARKERS 
(By Elton C. Fay) 

Because Korea isn’t an official war, the men 
who die there get no acknowledgment on 
their headstones in the Nation's military 
cemeteries. 

The Government markers for the dead of 
the two previous conflicts carry notation of 
their service. World War I” or “World War 
II.“ But there is no such inscription for 
those of the 13,822 Korean dead whose bodies 
are now coming to permanent military ceme- 
teries for burial. 

The custom seems to arise from two things: 
The fact that Congress has never declared 
the Korean fighting a war; inflexible military 
regulations predicated on the law. 

Officials of Arlington National Cemetery 
were asked today about the situation. They 
said they had delayed ordering headstones ` 
for months after the first of the Korean dead 
began arriving a year ago, to see if some 
change could not be made, but finally had 
directed delivery of the regulation marble 
slabs without the Korean war inscription. 

The national cemetery regulations of the 
Military Department say that the inscrip- 
tion on Government headstones may contain 
the name, date of birth and death, an abbre- 
viation of military awards held, a religious 
emblem, and the war in which service was 
rendered. 

That, explain officials, is the trouble—that 
word “war.” They can’t decide it is a war if 
Congress or the President hasn’t stamped it 
with such official designation. 

The regulations do not, of course, apply to 
the graves of servicemen buried in other 
than national cemeteries. Markers and mon- 
uments in that case are of private concern 
and may be marked in whatever manner the 
family chooses. 


REVISION OF THE ITALIAN PEACE TREATY 
OF 1947 


Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, the 
Senate will recall that on April 2, 1951, 
there was proposed by me an amendment 
to Senate Resolution 99, expressing the 
sense of the Senate that the United 
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States should seek to eliminate all pro- 
visions of the Italian Peace Treaty of 
1947 which impose limitations on the 
military strength of Italy and prevent 
Italy from performing her obligations 
under the North Atlantic Pact, and make 
it impossible for her to contribute to the 
full extent of her capacity to the defense 
of Western Europe. No less than 67 
Senators voted for that amendment. 
Three additional Senators indicated for 
the record that they favored the amend- 
ment. Only 20 voted “nay.” 

As I have stated, that action was taken 
on April 2, 1951, more than 5 months 
ago. 

On July 17, 1951, the following re- 
lease was issued by the Department of 
State, thereby making public the fact 
that Italy had formally requested re- 
vision of the peace treaty: 

The Italian Chargé d' Affaires, Mr. Luciolli, 
called on the Secretary of State today to re- 
quest that the Italian Peace Treaty be re- 
vised. The Secretary of State informed Mr. 
Luciolli that the United States recognizes 
that the spirit and parts of the Italian Peace 
Treaty are not consistent with the position 
Italy occupies today. He pointed out, how- 
ever, that since the problem cannot be re- 
solved by the United States and Italian Gov- 
ernments alone, consultation with other gov- 
ernments will be necessary. 


Last week, in Washington, Italy’s case 
for revision of the peace treaty was pre- 
sented to the Big Three Foreign Min- 
isters’ Conference. On September 14, 
1951, the Department of State released a 
communiqué to inform the public of the 
matters covered in these recently con- 
cluded discussions between the Foreign 
Ministers of France, the United King- 
dom, and the United States. That com- 
muniqué contained the following para- 
graph in respect to the Italian Peace 
Treaty: 

The Italian Government has pointed out 
the contradiction between some provisions of 
the Italian Peace Treaty and the present 
Italian position in the family of free na- 
tions. The Ministers studied sympatheti- 
cally this question which will be the sub- 
ject of further conversations between the 
Governments. 


On September 17, 1951, Italy’s Prime 
Minister formally presented the case for 
revision of the Italian Peace Treaty to 
the Council of the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization. He frankly asked the 
members of the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization to support revision of the 
Italian Peace Treaty. 

The Senators who, by their votes on 
April 2, 1951, expressed themselves as in 
favor of revision of the Italian Peace 
Treaty will be pleased to know that 
action looking toward revision of that 
unfortunate Italian Peace Treaty of 1947 
is finally under way. I know they will 
join with me in the hope that the De- 
partment of State can find a way to get 
faster diplomatic action than has been 
evidenced to date. 


‘KEEPING THE RECORD STRAIGHT 
Mr. O’MAHONEY obtained the floor, 


Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska. Mr. Pres- 
ident, will the Senator yield for an in- 


sertion? 
Mr. O’MAHONEY. I shall be very 


giad to yield for that purpose. 
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Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska. Mr. Pres- 
ident, it had been my intention for some 
time to make a rather extended state- 
ment with reference to the irrigation 
district contract covering an irrigation 
district in Nebraska, referred to officially 
as the Frenchman-Cambridge project 
but in view of the situation in the Sen- 
ate, I am going to ask unanimous con- 
sent to have my statement inserted in 
the body of the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
REcorD, as follows: 

KEEPING THE RECORD STRAIGHT 


I wish to review briefly the history of an 
irrigation district of Nebraska, and its diff- 
culties in contracting with the Secretary of 
the Interior for the delivery of its water sup- 
ply. 

The comprehensive plans for the develop- 
ment of the uses of the water resources of 
the Missouri River Basin for power, irrigation 
and navigation purposes have been author- 
ized by the Congress. The proposed works 
will be constructed and operated by agen- 
cies under the Secretaries of the Army and 
Interior as provided by the Flood Control 
Acts of 1944 and 1946. 

Irrigation and power projects, in these 
authorizations, to be built (and operated) by 
the Secretary of the Interior, include the 
area now recognized as the Frenchman- 
Cambridge project, situated in the western 
Republican River Valley in Nebraska. The 
project includes storage reservoirs, and 
canals for the diversion of waters from the 
Republican River and its tributaries in Ne- 
braska. These diversions will be from nat- 
ural flows as well as from storage releases 
from reservoirs of the project. Below the 
reservoirs there have been irrigation under- 
takings since 1890, both by canal and pump 
diversions, but there was little firm surface 
water supply available to any except the 
earliest rights. The principal early water 
rights covering some district lands is the 
C. H. Meeker Canal, with priority date of 
December 22, 1890. 

At the outset, the Frenchman- Cambridge 
district was assumed to contain about 
42,000 irrigable acres. Latest surveys have 
reduced this to 37,500 acres which extend 
along the Republican River and its principal 
tributary, Frenchman Creek, a distance of 
about 80 miles. 

The irrigation district was organized under 
provisions of Nebraska statutes (ch. 46, Re- 
vised Statutes, 1943) in 1946. The officers 
entered into a contract for water supplies 
tor irrigation with the United States on 
May 29, 1947. On the resolution to affirm 
the contract, one of the three directors of 
the district dissented. 

It was contemplated by the contract that 
vested water rights would be held by the 
United States, and that water users under 
such rights would receive future project 
water supplies under the same repayment 
terms and in the same quantities as lands 
without previous water rights. The con- 
tract provided for condemnation or pur- 
chase of rights of way for canals and ditches, 
title to be in the United States; and in 1948 
the United States condemned and took pos- 
session and control of the C. H. Meeker Canal 
for the purpose of delivering water to dis- 
trict lands including lands with water rights 
under said canal. Usually the practice in 
Federal reclamation projects has been to 
enter into agreements to deliver to such 
water right owners, when available, a sup- 
plemental supply as provided by the Warren 
Act (36 Stat. 925). The contract, however, 
did not give tion to existing water 
rights. In fact, it included all district lands 
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on the same level in that it provided in 
article 14 the following: 

“14. No rights or interests in the district 
water supply other than to receive water 
annually pursuant to the terms and limi- 
tations of this part A during the effective 
period hereof shall accrue to the district 
or to anyone claiming by, through, or under 
the district, by reason of any provisions of 
this contract.” 

These provisions are contained in articles 
6 and 8 of the contract. 

In explanation, part A of the contract, 
articles 7 to 15, inclusive, is a “utility type” 
contract which assumes that the United 
States has exclusive control over the water 
supply and only contracts to furnish water 
to the district on a seasonal schedule under 
the terms of the contract. This part has 
to do with the reservoirs and canals of the 
project. Part B of the contract, articles 
16 to 25, inclusive, apply to the distribution 
works, which are all works beyond the main 
canal turnouts. The contract is made pur- 
suant to section 9 (e) of the Reclamation 
Project Act of 1939. The Commissioner of 
the Bureau of Reclamation, testifying be- 
fore the House Public Lands Committee 
holding hearings on H. R. 3194, Eightieth 
Congress, stated that water rights would not 
vest where lands were supplied with irri- 
gation water under a 9 (e), a utility-type 
contract. Í 

The contract would not vest permanent 
water rights in lands in the district, although 
the owners paid for delivering the irriga- 
tion supply. The contract would place re- 
strictions upon ownership and disposal of 
all nonexcess lands, whereas reclamation 
laws have no such provisions. The contract 
would require all water users to conform 
to determinations by the Secretary of the 
Interior of measures for soil conservation, 
erosion control, drainage, including crop- 
ping patterns on each farm, and would re- 
quire them to pay the costs of these meas- 
ures. It was inevitable then that objec- 
tions to the confirmation of the contract 
by a court of competent jurisdiction, re- 
quired by the reclamation laws to render 
it effective, would be made in due time. 

On April 28, 1948, I addressed the Sen- 
ate on the subject Interpretation of Fed- 
eral Statutes by the Bureau of Reclamation. 
I spoke then about the provisions of the 
contract between the Secretary of the In- 
terior and the Frenchman-Cambridge irri- 
gation district, which is in the Republican 
River Valley in Nebraska where I grew up, 
I said that I objected to the contract be- 
cause it would effect drastic changes in 
western water law procedure, particularly 
in these respects: 

1. It intended to vest in the Secretary of 
the Interior water rights and sole control 
and distribution of water to farmers, con- 
trary to both Federal and State laws. 

2. It would give the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior the power to direct crops and agricul- 
tural methods, a practice never yet tried in 
this country. 

3. It would require the district to enforce 
illegal restrictions on the sale of all farm 
lands at a considerable cost to the district. 

4, It failed to recognize existing rights and 
to provide that the farmers would acquire 
water rights appurtenant to their lands. 

In conformity with the law, the contract 
was not binding until approved by a court of 
proper jurisdiction. For a period of about 
3 years the directors and counsel for the 
Frenchman-Cambridge irrigation district 
held meetings with representatives of the 
Bureau of Reclamation having in mind a 
modification of the contract so that it would 
meet their ideas of a fair, equitable, and 
legal agreement, and which would be in con- 
formity with State laws, in particular, and 
would be enforceable. All these things were. 
promised by the Bureau participants, but 
nothing was done about it. The story is too, 
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long to relate here in detail; however, to 
clarify the situation, let me say that these 
directors and their attorneys are leading citi- 
gens of the district service area. They had 
no previous experience with irrigation or 
with Federal reclamation law. They relied 
on written promises that they would obtain 
water rights appurtenant to the district 
lands and that they would be able to repay 
to the Government the cost of the. project 
in à reasonable period of about 40 years. 
They were assured again and again that the 
Bureau was conforming to the laws of the 
land. 

Finally, on February 3, 1950, nearly 3 years 
after the contract was signed, the matter was 
heard before the district court of Red Wil- 
low County, sitting at MeCook, Nebr. Ob- 
jections to portions of the contract by a 
landowner were heard. They may be sum- 
marized as follows: 

1. Sections of the contract purporting to 
transfer to the United States rights to the 
use of water, which rights the United States 
claims to have the power to grant or with- 
hold to or from the water users and land- 
owners within the district, are illegal and in 
violation of Federal and Nebraska laws. 

2. The section of the contract by which 
the district assigns to the United States all 
return flows from irrigation waters delivered 
to it is contrary to the laws of the United 
States. 

3. Sections of the contract requiring the 
district to refuse to deliver water to the wa- 
ter users for reasons other than prescribed by 
the laws of the State of Nebraska, such as 
noncompliance with regulations in the con- 
tract concerning the sale of nonexcess lands 
generally, and both excess and nonexcess 
lands with an existing water right, and non- 
compliance with regulations for cropping the 
lands, constitute an illegal interference with 
ownership and control by landowners of their 
lands. ; 

4. Sections purporting to deny the pri- 
ority of existing water rights from lands to 
which they are appurtenant violate laws of 
the State of Nebraska, the laws of the 
United States, and the Constitution of the 
United States. 

5. Sections of the contract purporting and 
attempting to interfere with the freedom of 
control of individual landowners over their 
land and the use thereof are contrary to and 
in violation of the constitution and the 
laws of the State of Nebraska and of the Con- 
stitution and the laws of the United States. 

On July 17, 1950, the Court found, with 
respect to these objections, in the order I 
have related them, that: 

1. The words “furnish water” in the con- 
tract mean “deliver water,” and “does not 
imply that the United States is the owner of 
the water to be delivered for irrigation in the 
district, and, therefore, is not objectionable 
or invalid.” 

2. That the section giving recognition and 
control by the United States of all return 
flows from waters supplied the district is in- 
valid and unenforceable. 

3. That restrictions on the sale or disposal 
of nonexcess lands, generally, within the 
district, and on the sale of excess and non- 
excess lands with existing water rights, are 
invalid and unenforceable. 

4. That existing water rights shall be rec- 
ognized. 

5. That sections purporting to give the 
Secretary of the Interior the power to im- 
pose rules and regulations as to crop prac- 
tices, including crop rotation, are invalid 
and unenforceable. 

We have here an example of bureaucracy 
willfully and knowingly taking advantage 
of a situation where flood control was ex- 
tremely urgent and where irrigation was 
highly desirable, but, at the moment, of 
secondary importance in that lives and prop- 
erties were not endangered. The contract 
was said to be the pattern contract for all 
Missouri Basin irrigation units of the Pick- 
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Sloan plan of development. Now a new or 
modified contract has been executed and the 
same court has approved it as conforming to 
its decree of July 19, 1950. 

I have recently received a press release 
dated July 11, 1951, issued from the Bureau 
of Reclamation office at Denver, Colo., which 
office submitted the contract containing 
the illegal provisions I have just described. 
This release, in part, is as follows: 

“Final confirmation by a Nebraska court 
of a water service and repayment contract 
between the Federal Government and the 
Frenchman-Cambridge irrigation district 
(Nebraska) has cleared the way for accel- 
eration work on irrigation phases of the 
Missouri River Basin project in that 
Stats. oè 

“The contract as approved by the District 
Court of Red Willow County, Nebr., in- 
cludes water service under the provisions of 
section 9 (e) of the Federal Reclamation 
Act of 1939. The authority of the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to negotiate a contract 
to furnish a water supply for irrigation pur- 
poses pursuant to this provision of Federal 
reclamation law which had been challenged 
by a water user, was upheld without change 
by the court as not in conflict with Nebraska 
State Law.” 

This press release is a complete misrepre- 
sentation of the facts. In the first place, the 
court said plainly that to “furnish” means 
to “deliver” the water supply of the water 
users, meaning that any different interpreta- 
tion would not have its approval. Nebraska 
laws provide that all public waters, whether 
delivered to farmers by public irrigation 
districts or by private canals shall become 
appurtenant to the lands irrigated. The 
first finding of the court, numbered 1 above, 
is quoted from the decree. This does not 
agree with the purport of the press release 
which is that the court approved of Secre- 
tary of the Interior’s plan to furnish water 
to the water users. The Federal courts have 
consistently held that the Reclamation laws 
provided only that the Secretary of the In- 
terior may store, carry and deliver the water 
for the water users and that he shall be re- 
paid for such costs as pertain to these serv- 
ices. Furthermore, the Reclamation Act of 
1902 specifically provides (sec. 8) “That 
the right to the use of water acquired under 
the provisions of this act shall be appurte- 
nant to the land irrigated and beneficial use 
shall be the basis, the measure, and the limit 
of the right.“ No Federal Reclamation law, 
or any act amendatory of or supplementary 
to the act of 1902, has specifically, or by 
reference, changed these provisions. How- 
ever, the bureau and the Interior Depart- 
ment are understood to hold that section 
9 (e) of the act of 1939 permits the secre- 
tary to become a “utility operator” who sells 
or furnishes water for a price under his own 
terms as to charges and contract periods. 
It is now evident that the district court of 
Red Willow County, Nebr., does not agree 
with the contention of Interior on this point 
and it is therefore not an accurate statement 
which the Bureau of Reclamation has re- 
leased implying that the challenge of a wa- 
ter user was dismissed. As a matter of fact, 
the Frenchman-Cambridge contract cannot, 
by the decree, be considered a contract to 
furnish water. It may be regarded only as 
a contract for a service, namely, that of de- 
livering Nebraska waters to Nebraska farmers 
to whose lands they become appurtenant. 
The right of the Government to do this was 
not challenged. 

My earlier efforts to require a revision of 
the original contract have resulted in sav- 
ing the farmers from the burden of enforc- 
ing restrictions on the sale of nonexcess 
lands, and from the chaos which would result 
from such action. The water users have also 
been saved from interferences in cropping 
their lands. These procedures would have 
been costly. There are no laws giving the 
Secretary of the Interior any right to ask 
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that the district give him these powers by 
contract. Several months prior to the is- 
suance of the decree, which supported my 
position regarding it in 1948, the Commis- 
sioner of the Bureau of Reclamation said in 
Washington in discussing proposed amend- 
ments to the reclamation laws: 

“I would also like to state that it is not 
and has not been the policy of the Commis- 
sioner of Reclamation or the Secretary of 
the Interior to attempt to dictate such 
things as cropping practices and the like 
under any of its authorities; although it 
should be recognized that great pressure has 
been applied to both the Secretary of the 
Interior and the Commissioner of Reclama- 
tion that they undertake to do so. We have 
resisted that. We have not dictated crop- 
ping methods. We do not think we have the 
authority to, and we do not think it is good 
policy, and we do not wish to do so.” 

This would seem to dispose of the matter. 
But how, then, did the controversial sections 
ever get into the contract? I should add 
here that in 1949 an adjacent Nebraska 
irrigation district downstream on the Re- 
publican River, negotiated and executed a 
satisfactory contract having none of the 
objectionable sections of the original trial- 
balloon contract of 1947, which was supposed 
to be of great benefit to the States in the 
Missouri Basin. This should expose the fal- 
lacy of the self-serving press release which 
is meant to imply that the Bureau of Recla- 
mation won its point and that everyone else 
was in error. As is seen, the objector to the 
contract won on all issues. 

Paragraph 10 of objector’s objections, as 
follows: 

“10. For specific objection to specific pro- 
visions of said contract, exhibit H attached 
to the petition herein, this objector makes 
objections as follows: ‘ 

“(a) Sections 6 and 8 thereof are illegal 
and in violation of the laws of the State of 
Nebraska, and of the United States of Amer- 
ica hereinbefore described for the reason 
that they purport to transfer to the United 
States rights to the use of water which rights 
the United States purports to have the power 
to grant or withhold to or from the respective 
water users and land owners within said dis- 
trict. 

“(b) Section 11 (c) of said purported con- 
tract purports to assign to the United States 
waste, seepage and return flow waters from 
the lands of the water users and land owners 
under said district, including this objector, 
contrary to the laws of the United States, 
which make such waste, seepage and return 
flow waters public waters of the State subject 
to appropriation and allotment under the 
laws of such State. 

“(c) Sections 32 (a), 32 (b), 33 (e), 34, 35 
(a) and 35 (b) of said purported contract 
purport to require the said Frenchman-Cam- 
bridge irrigation district to refuse to deliver 
water to the water users and land owners of 
said district, including this objector, for rea- 
sons other than those prescribed by the laws 
of the State of Nebraska, and for reasons that 
constitute an illegal and improper interfer- 
ence with the ownership and control by such 


land owners, including this objector, with 


the ownership, control and use of their said 
lands. 

“(d) Sections 33 (e), 34, and 35 (b) of said 
purported contract purport to sever under 
said circumstances water rights and the right 
to the beneficial use of the water from the 
land to which such water rights have been 
made appurtenant under the laws of the 
State of Nebraska and the laws of the United 
States and the Constitution of the United 
States. 

“(e) Sections 32 (a), 32 (b), 33 (e), 34, 
34 (b), and 35 of said proposed contract pur- 
port and attempt to interfere with the free- 
dom of control of the individual water users 
and land owners of said district, including 
these objectors, over their land and the use 
thereof, contrary to and in violation of the 
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constitution and the laws of the State of 
Nebraska and of the Constitution and laws 
of the United States of America.” 

The articles of the contract which are re- 
ferred to in the decree follow: 

“11, (c) The United States claims all of the 
waste, seepage, or return flow derived from 
water furnished pursuant to this contract, 
and the same is hereby reserved and re- 
tained by the United States. 

. 


* * * . 


“32. (a) No water shall be furnished to any 
excess lands as defined in article 34 of this 
contract unless the owners thereof shall have 
executed valid recordable contracts in form 
satisfactory to the Secretary agreeing to 
the sale of such lands under terms and con- 
ditions satisfactory to the Secretary and at 
prices not to exceed those fixed by the Secre- 
tary. No sale of any such lands shall carry 
the right to receive water made available 
hereunder unless and until the purchase 
price involved in such sale is approved by 
the Secretary and upon proof of fraudulent 
representation as to the true consideration 
involved in such sales the Secretary may in- 
struct the district by written notice to re- 
fuse to deliver any water subject to this con- 
tract to the land involved in such fraudulent 
sales and the district thereafter shall not de- 
liver said water to such lands. 

“(b) No water shall be furnished to any 
nonexcess irrigable lands in the district until 
the owners thereof shall have executed valid 
recordable contracts in form satisfactory to 
the Secretary agreeing that if their non- 
excess land is sold at any time prior to the 
expiration of the development period fixed 
in article 19 of this contract at prices above 
the appraised value thereof, as approved by 
the Secretary, one-half of such excess shall 
be paid to the district to be held in trust 
and applied first against due and unpaid 
assessments, if any, and second, against the 
next accruing assessments levied against 
such nonexcess lands on account of the dis- 
trict’s construction charge obligation. 

* * . * * 


“33. (o) Sales of nonexcess irrigable land 
within the district, prior to the expiration of 
the development period only, shall not carry 
the right to receive water for such land so 
sold until, in addition to compliance with 
other provisions hereof; . 

“(1) There shall have been paid to the dis- 
trict to be held in trust and applied against 
the next accruing assessments levied against 
such land on account of the district’s con- 
struction charge obligation, one-half of the 
amount in dollars by which the sale price 
of the land in the first sale subject to the 
provisions hereof exceeds the sum of the 
approved, appraised value of such land, the 
value of any subsequent improvements ap- 
praised as provided above in (d), and the 
amount of any payment made on the project 
construction cost, on account of such lands. 
In the case of each subsequent sale, the 
amount to be paid to and held in trust by the 
district shall be one-half of the amount by 
which the subsequent sale price exceeds the 
sum of (i) the highest preceding sale price, 
and (ii) those items affecting the land since 
said highest preceding sale: improvements 
made or placed on the land appraised as pro- 
vided above in (d); and any payments made 
on the project construction cost applicable 
to such lands, exclusive of credits pursuant 
to this article. 

“(2) A verified statement showing the sale 
price upon any such sale shall have been 
filed with the district; and 

“(3) There shall have been complied with 
by the landowner such reasonable rules and 
regulations as may now or hereafter be pro- 
mulgated by the Secretary for the better 
administration and enforcement of the Rec- 
lamation law and of the provisions hereof, 
which may include, among others, the re- 
quirement that each year prior to delivery of 
water to any district lands, the owner there- 
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of shall furnish the District with an affidavit 
describing in detail any sales of the afflant's 
lands made prior thereto. 
* * * * . 

“33. (g) Leases and crop share contracts 
of district lands, insofar as they contain 
optional purchase provisions and like ar- 
rangements whereby rental payments are 
or may be treated as purchase-price install- 
ments, will be treated as installment sale 
contracts from the beginning of the term 
created therein. Installment sale contracts 
which do not provide a sufficient immediate 
cash payment to setisfy the payment pro- 
vided herein to be made shall immediately 
suspend the right of the land so transferred 
to receive water, until such time as it is 
established to the Secretary's satisfaction 
whether the transaction, translated into 
terms of money value, requires a payment 
under this article, and until the amount, 
if any, determined by the Secretary to be 
due, has been paid. 

. 


. s * . 


“34. (b) Each large landowner as a fur- 
ther condition precedent to the right to 
receive water for any of his excess lands 
shall: 

“(1) Before the initial delivery date or 
before the expiration of 6 months from the 
announcement thereof, whichever occurs 
first, execute a valid recordable contract in 
form satisfactory to the Secretary, agreeing 
to the provisions herein contained and agree- 
ing to dispose of his excess lands in accord- 
ance therewith to persons who can take title 
thereto as nonexcess land as herein provided 
and at a price not to exceed the approved, 
appraised value of such excess land and with 
a period of 10 years after the date of the ex- 
ecution of said recordable contract and 
agreeing further that if said land is not so 
disposed of within said period of 10 years the 
Secretary shall have the power to dispose 
of said land subject to the same conditions 
on behalf of such large landowner subject 
to conditions all as herein provided; and the 
district agrees that it will refuse to deliver 
water to any large landowner other than for 
his nonexcess lands until such owner meets 
the conditions precedent herein stated. 

“(2) Within 30 days after the date of 
notice from the United States requesting 
such large landowner to designate his irriga- 
ble lands under the project which he desires 
to designate as nonexcess lands, file in the 
office of the district, in duplicate, one copy 
thereof to be furnished by the district to the 
Bureau of Reclamation, his written designa- 
tion and description of lands so selected to be 
nonexcess lands and upon failure to do so the 
district shall make such designation and 
mail a notice thereof to such large land- 
owner, and in the event the district fails to 
act within such period of time as the con- 
tracting officer considers reasonable, such 
designation will be made by the contracting 
officer, who will mail a notice thereof to the 
district and the large landowner, The large 
landowner shall become bound by any such 
action on the part of the district or the con- 
tracting officer and the district will deliver 
water only to the land so designated to he 
nonexcess land, 

* * * „ * 

“35. (a) In order to protect the lands 
within the district against deterioration be- 
cause of the improper use of water, to pro- 
tect the distribution works, and to assure the 
economical use of the irrigation water sup- 
ply, the Secretary shall promulgate from 
time to time rules and regulations governing 
soil and moisture conservation practices to 
be followed on the lands in the district. 
Such rules and regulations may cover any or 
all practices which the Secretary determines, 
after consultation with the districts board 
of directors, to be consistent with the pur- 
poses of this article, including but without 
limitation by reason of this enumeration, the 
construction where appropriate of intermedi- 


11827 


ate head ditches, border strips, and such 
other irrigation structures as are designed to 
alleviate erosion and seepage conditions, and 
the use of appropriate methods of agricul- 
ture and irrigation, such as crop rotation and 
contour irrigation. 

“(b) The rules and regulations made pur- 
suant to this article may provide that the 
right of a water user to receive water is con- 
ditioned on compliance with practices re- 
quired by such rules and regulations. Fur- 
nishing of water by the district under this 
contract shall be governed by such condi- 
tions. 

“(c) The Secretary shall have the right 
at all reasonable times to go upon the lands 
in the district to determine whether the re- 
quirements of the rules and regulations are 
being met.“ 

Finally, I insert the decree of the court: 


“In THE Districr CourT or RED WILLOW 
COUNTY, NEBR.—IN THE MATTER OF THE ` 
APPLICATION OF THE FRENCHMAN-CAM- 
BRIDGE IRRIGATION DISTRICT FOR APPROVAL OF 
Irs ORGANIZATION AND OF A CONTRACT BE- 
TWEEN Sam DISTRICT AND THE UNITED STATES 
OF AMERICA—JOURNAL ENTRY 


“Now on this 3d day of February 1950, the 
same being one of the days of the regular 
1950 term of the district court in and for Red 
Willow County, Nebr., this cause came on 
for hearing on the application of the French- 
man-Cambridge Irrigation District for ap- 
proval of the contract between said district 
and the United States, the district being rep- 
resented by its attorney, Frank B. Morrison, 
and the objector, Myrtle Ferguson, being 
represented by her attorneys, Paul F. Good 
and Butler & Eisenhart. Evidence was of- 
fered, argued, and, on the application of the 
district, the district was granted 60 days to 
file a written brief and the objector was 
allowed 10 days thereafter to file a reply 
brief. 

“Now on this 19th day of July 1950, the 
same being one of the days of the regular 
May 1950 term of the district court of Red 
Willow County, Nebr., after careful consid- 
eration of the petition of the Frenchman- 
Cambridge irrigation district, objections of 
Myrtle L. Ferguson, the evidence, oral argu- 
ments, and written briefs the court finds 
generally in favor of the petitioner except as 
hereinafter set forth and in favor of the 
objector insofar as the same relates to articles 
Nos. 11 (c), 32, 33 (e), and 35 of the con- 
tract involved herein. 

The court further finds that the organiza- 
tion of the Frenchman-Cambridge trriga- 
tion district was had according to law and 
its organization should be approved and 
confirmed, and that the proceedings of the 
board of directors of said district making 
the contract involved herein should be ap- 
proved and confirmed. 

“The court further finds that the objector, 
Myrtle L. Ferguson, is now the owner of the 
following lands lying within said district: 
The south half of section 5 and the south 
half of section 6, township 2, range 29, Red 
Willow County, Nebr.; that said land since 
December 22, 1890, has had water rights ap- 
purtenant to it from the ‘C. H. Meeker Canal’ 
appropriation with a priority date of Decem- 
ber 1890, as adjudicated by the Nebraska 
State Board of Irrigation in its order dated 
December 31, 1895, in the proceedings before 
it known as Dockets Nos. 4, 7, 8, and 9, and 
said water rights to said lands are now vested 
in the objector; that the United States ac- 
quired the C. H. Meeker Canal by condemna- 
tion proceedings on or about February 25, 
1948, for the sole purpose of supplying water 
to the lands of objector and other lands, and 
under the contract involved herein it is pro- 
posed and provided that said C. H. Meeker 
Canal shall be turned over to the French- 
man-Cambridge irrigation district; that the 
said condemnation proceedings and the pro- 
posed operation of said canal by the French- 


_man-Cambridge trrigation district were and 
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are subject to all water rights acquired for 
and appurtenant to the lands of objector 
under the appropriation with a priority date 
of December 22, 1890, and that said contract 
is subject to all water rights appurtenant to 
other lands and acquired by owners before 
said C. H. Meeker Canal was acquired by 
condemnation proceedings. 

“The court further finds that article 11, 
section c, of said contract relating to all 
the waste, seepage, or return flow derived 
from water furnished under the contract in- 
volved herein is contrary to Nebraska law 
and the laws of the United States in that 
such water is dedicated to public use, and 
by reason thereof said provision is invalid 
and unenforceable, and subsection b of para- 
graph 10 of the objettions of objector should 
be sustained. 

“The court further finds that article 32, 
article 33, section (e), and article 35 is con- 
trary to sections 46-122, 46-160, and 46-1137, 
Revised Statutes of Nebraska, 1943, and by 
reason thereof said provisions are invalid and 
unenforceable; and subsection c of para- 
graph 10 of the objections of objector should 
be sustained. 

“The court further having found that the 
water rights appurtenant to the lands of the 
objector became vested prior to the forma- 
tion of the contracting district and prior to 
the condemnation of the C. H. Meeker canal, 
the provisions of articles 32, 33, section (e), 
section (7), 34 and 35 are unenforceable as to 
the objector or his lands under the C. H. 
Meeker canal, or as to other landowners and 
their respective land whose water rights ap- 
purtenant to said lands had become vested 
prior to the organization of the contracting 
district and prior to the acquisition of the 
C. H. Meeker canal by the United States. 

“The court further finds that the words 
‘furnish water’ as used in said contract is 
used in the sense of ‘deliver water’ and does 


not imply that the United States is the. 


owner of the water to be delivered for irri- 
gation in said district pursuant to said con- 
tract, and therefore not objectionable or in- 
valid, and by reason thereof subsection (a) 
of paragraph 10 of the objections of objector 
should be overruled. 

“It is therefore considered and adjudged 
by the court, as follows: 

“(a) That the organization of the French- 
man-Cambridge Irrigation District is hereby 
approved and confirmed, and that the pro- 
ceedings of the board of directors of said dis- 
trict leading up to and including the making 
of the contract involved herein with the 
United States is hereby approved and con- 
firmed. 

“(b) That subsection (a) of paragraph 10 
of objector's objections should be and here- 
by is overruled. 

“(c) That the objector’s objection relative 
to article 11, section (c) as set forth in sub- 
section (b) of paragraph 10 in said objec- 
tions should be and hereby is sustained, and 
said article 11, section (c) is hereby declared 
unenforceable and invalid. 

“(d) That the objector’s objection relative 
to article 34, section (b), as set forth in sub- 
section (c), paragraph 10, of said objection 
should be, and hereby is, sustained so far as 
said article 34, section (b), might be applied 
to the lands of the objector and to other 
lands in the district which have valid and 
existing appropriations under the ‘C. H. 
Meeker canal’ appropriation with priority 
date of December 22, 1890, as adjudicated by 
the Nebraska State Board of Irrigation in its 
opinion and order dated December 31, 1895, 
in the proceeding before it known as dockets 
Nos. 4, 7, 8, and 9. As to such lands so hav- 
ing such appropriations, said provisions in 
said contract hereby are declared inapplica- 

. ble and unenforceable, but said provisions 
are hereby approved, confirmed, and ratified 
so far as they relate to and might be made 
applicable to lands within said district not 


having appropriations under said C. H. 
Meeker canal.’ 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


„(e) That the objector’s objection relative 
to article 32, article 33, section (e), and arti- 
cle 35 as set forth in subsection (c), para- 
graph 10, of said objection should be, and 
hereby is, sustained, and said provisions in 
said contract are declared invalid and unen- 
forceable. 

“(f) That insofar as article 33, section (g). 
might apply to the lands of the objector and 
other lands having appropriation rights from 
the ‘C. H. Meeker canal’ prior to the forma- 
tion of the district involved herein, said arti- 
cle 33, section (g), is inapplicable and un- 
enforceable and as to such lands said article 
83, section (g), is hereby approved, confirmed, 
and ratified so far as it relates to and might 
be made applicable to lands within said dis- 
trict not having appropriations under said 
C. H. Meeker canal.’ 

“(g) That in all other respects said con- 
tract involved herein should be, and hereby 
is, approved, confirmed, and ratified; pro- 
vided, however, whenever any terms of said 
contract are contrary to and in conflict with 
any vested water rights acquired by objector 
and other lands in said district prior to the 
organization of said district, said terms and 
contract are inapplicable thereto and unen- 
forceable. Costs taxed to the district. 

“By the court: 

“VICTOR WESTERMARK, 
“District Judge.” 


I also insert the following article from the 
Western Water News, San Francisco, Calif., 
for August 1951, entitled “O. K. Nebraska 
Contract”: 


“O, K. NEBRASKA CONTRACT—REVISIONS AP- 
PROVED BY ALL PARTIES 
“The revised contract of the Frenchman- 


Cambridge irrigation district has been ap- 
proved by the district court of Red Willow 


County and other contract negotiations in, 


Nebraska will proceed according to a recent 
announcement from the Secretary of the 
Interior. 

“The press release by the Bureau of Rec- 
lamation, announcing the court decision, 
stated: ‘The authority of the Secretary of 
the Interior to negotiate a contract to fur- 
nish a water supply for irrigation purposes 
pursuant to the provision of Federal reclama- 
tion law, which had been challenged by a 
water user, was upheld without change by 
the court as not in conflict with Nebraska 
State law.’ 


“RELEASE CARRIED FALSE STATEMENT 


“According to Attorney Paul F. Good, of 
Omaha, ‘The statement made in the press 
release is completely and entirely false.’ In 
explaining the comment, Good said: ‘We 
never raised any question at any point in 
the proceedings as to the right or authority 
of the Secretary of the Interior to negotiate 
a contract unded Federal reclamation laws. 
On the contrary, we at all times asserted that 
the Secretary was bound both by Federal 
and State laws and that the provisions to 
which we objected were contrary to the Fed- 
eral Reclamation Acts and not authorized 
under them. Moreover those objections 
which we made related only to specific pro- 
visions of the contract and we never raised 
any question as to the basic authority of 
the United States to contract to furnish 
water.’ 

“Good further stated that— 

“The Nebraska court held that certain 
provisions of the 1947 contract were illegal 
and void. Following a dismissal by the Ne- 
braska Supreme Court of an appeal, a new 
contract was negotiated which was con- 
firmed by the court without objection.’ 

“ILLEGAL PROVISIONS 

The provisions which were held illegal 
and which were eliminated in the revised 
contract were (1) an unlimited reservation 
to the Government of waste and seepage 
water; (2) the imposition on 60-year-old 
water rights appurtenant to some of the 
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lands of the district of the 160-acre limita- 
tion; (3) a requirement that, if a landowner 
within 5 years after the commencement of 
the operations of the project should sell his 
land, one-half of the profit over and abave 
the appraised value (appraised at its value 
as dry land) would be impounded and paid 
to the district; and (4) power given to the 
Secretary of the Interior to prescribe what 
crops could be grown on every acre of land 
within the district.’ ” 
STATEHOOD FOR ALASKA 


Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Wyoming yield to me 
for a moment? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
wonder if I may take advantage of the 
opportunity, seeing the majority leader 
and the distinguished chairman of the 
Committee on Territories and Insular 
Affairs present, to ask a question of the 
majority leader. I have recently been 
home, and one of the questions quite 
frequently asked by many of my people 
was when we intended to take up the so- 
called statehood bill for Alaska. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I think I an- 
swered that question just before the Sen- 
ator left for home. I cannot give any 
better answer now than I gave at that 
time. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. In other words, the 
situation is the same as it was 2 weeks 
ago. Is that correct? 

Mr. McFARLAND. That is correct. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. And we are now 
nearing the end of the session. 


REVENUE ACT OF 1951 


The Senate resumed the considera- 
tion of the bill (H. R. 4473) to provide 
revenue, and for other purposes. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
do not intend to detain the Senate over- 
long if I can help it, but I should like 
to have the opportunity of presenting 
a few observations with respect to this 
bill. 

Mr.McFARLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for the purpose of 
suggesting the absence of a quorum, 
without prejudice to his rights to the 
fioor? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
hope the majority leader will withhold 
the suggestion of the absence of a quo- 
rum. It is obvious that Members are 
busy in various committees, The Com- 
mittee on Appropriations is meeting, 
and I should be at the meeting. But 
the pending bill is of such great com- 
plexity that few of us dare even to look 
at it. It should be pointed out that the 
bill contains exactly 349 pages. It deals 
with the most complicated and complex 
legislative problem upon which Congress 
has to act. But that problem is not 
nearly so complex as is the problem 
which confronts the people of the 
United States and the people of the 
world. 

I feel that the members of the Finance 
Committee and the distinguished and 
able chairman of that committee have 
done a patient and painstaking job upon 
the bill. I do not agree with all of its 
provisions, for reasons which I shall later 
point out, but I know that before that 
committee have come the statements of 
citizens of the United States from every 
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State with respect to the great burden of 
taxation which rests upon them. 
PRESIDENT HAEDING’S CALL FOR SACRIFICES IN 
TIME OF WAR 

Mr, President, I am glad to note that 
there are so many Republican Mem- 
bers upon the floor this afternoon, be- 
cause I desire to read to them the state- 
ment of a President who was the nomi- 
nee of the Republican Party and who 
was inaugurated on the 4th of March 
1921. Yesterday, there was read upon 
the floor a letter from the present Presi- 
dent of the United States urging that the 
public interest required a larger tax rev- 
enue than that provided by the bill which 
is before the Senate. I desire to read 
into the Rrconp the point of view of 
President Warren G. Harding, who be- 
came President of the United States just 
after the close of World War I, and who 
made it one of the chief objectives of his 
administration to try to bring peace to 
the world by universal disarmament. 
As a matter of fact, he caused the nego- 
tiation of a treaty, the purpose of which 


was to disarm the world so that the world 


would not again be locked in an inter- 
national combat. I am sure Senators 
will be very much interested in what I 
read from a former President of the 
United States. 

I should like to have this quotation 
from Warren G. Harding on the desk of 
every Member of the Senate. I wish it 
could be published at the masthead of 
every editorial page in the United States. 

I wish it could be placed under the 
glass-topped table of every corporation 
executive in America. I wish we could 
all take it to our hearts. 

Mr. Harding realized that we had just 
emerged from a terrible World War in 
which there was great slaughter of 
human life and great destruction of 
property, and, like other Americans, he 
had in his heart the desire that war 
should be banished. His party was not 
willing in the years that preceded his 
election to have an attempt made to ban- 
ish war along the lines which were laid 
down by President Woodrow Wilson, but 
the objective was the same, and Mr, 
Harding sought to do this by promoting 
a disarmament treaty. These are the 
words of Warren G. Harding from his 
inaugural address: 

Our supreme task is the resumption of our 
onward, normal way. Reconstruction, read- 
justment, restoration—all these must fol- 
low. I would like to hasten them. If it will 
lighten the spirit and add to the resolution 
with which we take up the task, let me re- 
peat for our Nation we shall give no people 
just cause to make war upon us, we hold no 
national prejudices, we entertain no spirit of 
revenge, we do not hate, we do not covet, we 
dream of no conquest, nor boast of armed 
prowess. 

If, despite this attitude, war is again 
forced upon us, I earnestly hope a way may 
be found which will unify our individual and 
collective strength and consecrate all Ameri- 
ca, materially and spiritually, body and soul, 
to national defense. I can vision the ideal 
republic, where every man and woman is 
called under the flag, for assignment to duty, 
for whatever service, military or civil, the in- 
dividual is best fitted; where we may call to 
universal service every plant, agency, or fa- 
cility, all in the sublime sacrifice for coun- 
try, and not 1 penny of war profit shall inure 
to the benefit of private individual, corpora- 
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tion, or combination, but all above the 
normal shall flow into the defense chest of 
the Nation. There is something inherently 
wrong, something out of accord with the 
ideals of representative democracy, when one 
portion of our citizenship turns its activi- 
ties to private gain and defensive war, while 
another is fighting, sacrificing, or dying for 
national preservation. 


I desire to repeat two or three sen- 
tences from this Republican President of 
the United States who was speaking in 
the public interest when he delivered his 
address on March 4, 1921: 

I can vision the ideal republic, where every 
man and woman is called under the flag, for 
assignment to duty, for whatever service, 
military or civil, the individual is best fitted; 
where we may call to universal service every 
plant, agency, or facility, all in the sublime 
sacrifice for country, and not 1 penny of war 
profit shall inure to the benefit of private in- 
dividual, corporation, or combination, but all 
above the normal shall flow into the defense 
chest of the Nation. 


I heard that inaugural speech deliv- 
ered. The President was looking for- 
ward to a time when this country might 
again be involved in a great world con- 
flict. We are involved in such a conflict 
now, Mr. President. 


HOME FRONT IS THE FIGHTING FRONT 


It is idle to talk about this bill as a 
peacetime bill. “Gentlemen may cry 
peace—but there is no peace.” Those 
words have echoed and reechoed in our 
history in the past. We are in the midst 
of one of the most mortal struggles that 
freedom for individuals has ever had to 
sustain. Nobody can deny it. Every- 
body knows it. Yet, Mr. President, we 
talk as though we were at peace. We talk 
as though just around the corner we 
could resume our normal habits of life 
and of activity. We talk as though we 
could drop a curtain and thus shield from 
our eyes and from our minds and our in- 
telligence every rumor and report of 
what is happening on the international 
scene. We legislate as though we had 
never heard of Karl Marx or of Lenin 
or of Stalin. We talk as though we did 
not know that they had written books 
and outlined their program and that 
they declared specifically their purpose 
to carry on a world revolution against 
capitalism. 

Mr. KEM. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, 
LEHMAN in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Wyoming yield to the Senator from 
Missouri? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. KEM. Is it not reported that Len- 
in said shortly before his death, We 
must cause the Americans to spend 
themselves to destruction’? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. That is the case. 
There is not any doubt that the purpose 
of the totalitarian dictators in the 
Kremlin is to do just that thing if they 
can. They want to wreck us economi- 
cally, because they know if that can be 
done to the United States of America 
then there will be no barrier at all to the 
conquest of the world by totalitarian 
Communist dictatorship. 

So, Mr. President, I say to you, I say 
to my colleagues upon the floor, I say to 


those who may be listening in the galler- > 
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ies, and I say to those to whom my words 
may come from reading the CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD, unless we open our eyes 
to the fact that the home front is the 
fighting front, great dangers confront us 
and confront freedom for mankind. 

We cannot pass this burden on to some 
young men upon whom we lay the heavy 
hand of Uncle Sam and put in uniform 
and send away to fight. They cannot be 
successful unless we stand behind them 
here economically, unless we are content 
to play our part upon the home front by 
concentrating the great economic power 
of the people of America to preserve 
individual liberty throughout the world 
and at the same time thrusting aside 
from our minds all thought that anybody 
is going to make any profit out of this 
preparedness program. 

Oh, there may be a little brief profit. 
I know that the reports of the great cor- 
porations of the United States are re- 
plete with evidence of the profits which 
are being earned. I know that the peo- 
ple are saving more money than many 
dreamed it would be possible to save. 
The Federal Reserve Board is just about 
to publish a report showing that in the 
3 months’ period which ended on the Ist 
of July individual citizens of the United 
States were saving at an annual rate of 
$21,000,000,000. That is proof conclusive 
that at least until the Ist of July last 
there were great earnings in this coun- 
try, high wages, and good salaries. Of 
course, I know that the cost of living has 
risen tremendously, but the cold fact is 
that the people saved at a yearly rate of 
$21,000,000,000 in a 3-month period. 

It is true that the Federal Reserve 
Board made the prediction that the 
present high level of savings will not 
continue. If they are correct in that 
prediction, then it becomes more ap- 
parent than ever that we should have 
taxation which will take from the spend- 
ing power in order to fight inflation upon 
the one hand, and upon the other hand, 
will tend to balance the budget. I say 
“tend” to balance the budget. 

WE CANNOT SHIFT THE BURDEN 


Mr. President, there is not a Member 
of this body, there is not a member of 
the Finance Committee, there is not a 
member of any committee of the Senate 
or of the House who does not know that 
what I have stated is the fact. How- 
ever, there is an ever-present desire to 
postpone the evil day. There is an ever- 
present desire to let somebody else bear 
the burden. There is an ever-present 
hope that “if I can save to myself what 
I have earned, perhaps I can keep it 
through the great challenge that has 
come.” 

Members rise upon the floor and de- 
nounce Government spending, properly 
so when the spending is wasteful and 
extravagant. There can be no doubt 
that all wasteful, extravagant, and un- 
necessary spending should be elimi- 
nated. But do we not know that we 
honor that injunction in the breach 
rather than in the observance? Do we 
not know that we create new responsi- 
bilities of Government, small and large; 
that bills are passed upon the calendar 
which authorize new expenditures be- 
cause they seem to be needed, and that 
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great appropriation bills are passed for 
the national defense? 

I sat through some 12 weeks of hear- 
ings, even more, on the military appro- 
priation bill. Last Thursday the Sen- 
ate passed that bill. The actual vote 
upon the floor of the Senate was 79 to 0. 
Seventeen Members of the Senate were 
not recorded as having voted; but of 
the 17, 9 indicated through announce- 
ments by other Senators that if they 
had been present and voting they also 
would have voted yea“; and with re- 
spect to the other 8, no negative an- 
nouncement was made. So this great 
military appropriation bill, providing 
appropriations of $59,508,000,000, was 
passed with the support of 88 Members 
of the United States Senate out of 96. 

Mr. KEM. Mr. President, will the Sen- 
ator yield? É 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. KEM. Is it not fair to say that 
many of us who voted for the bill on 
final passage had previously indicated 
that we were not satisfied with the 
amounts appropriated by the bill and 
had made futile efforts to reduce them? 

Mr. O’-MAHONEY. Oh, yes, of course; 
and the chairman of the subcommittee, 
in charge of the bill, made exactly the 
same statement. But there was not a 
single Member of the Senate who did not 
realize that the condition in which the 
country finds itself made it imperative to 
arm for defense. 

CURRENT SPENDING FOR DEVELOPMENT OF 

ATOMIC ENERGY 

This morning I was in the Appropria- 
tions Committee again. We were listen- 
ing to the Atomic Energy Commission, 
The Chairman of that Commission was 
before the committee. It may be proper 
and interesting to insert in the Recorp 
at this point a picture of what we are 
spending for the development of atomic 
energy. 

The regular appropriation bill for 
1952, the independent offices bill, carried 
$1,166,932,750 for the Atomic Energy 
Commission. Just the other day the 
House of Representatives passed a new 
supplemental bill carrying $260,000,000, 
as compared with an estimate of $273,- 
000,000. The House cut the estimate by 
$13,000,000. The Commission is now be- 
fore us asking for the restoration of that 
cut and presenting a justification for the 
restoration, upon the ground that it is 
necessary to promote national security 
through atomic energy. 

There is already coming to the House 
of Representatives a new supplemental 
bill in which $484,000,000 is requested for 
the Atomic Energy Commission. That 
is about $744,000,000, to be piled on top 
of the $1,168,932,750 already expended. 
Members of the Senate a few days ago 
heard the eloquent speech of the senior 
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. Mc- 
Manon], in which he urged the all-out 
production of atomic weapons as the 
best defense of America, the best guar- 
anty that the United States may pre- 
vent the advent of a third world war. 
+: I agree with much that the Senator 
from Connecticut has said. One of the 
reasons why the Appropriations Com- 
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mittee recommended to the Senate, and 
the Senate approved, a $5,000,000,000 
national emergency fund for the devel- 
opment of air power was in order to 
make it certain to all the world that we 
have the capacity to deliver the atomic 
weapon against any aggressor. 

If we carry on this program of military 
defense as authorized by the unanimous 
vote of the Senate only last week we shall 
be able, in my solemn judgment, to pre- 
vent a third world war. Russia has not 
set a foot soldier marching into Western 
Europe yet, solely because Russia knows 
that we are prepared, and knows that we 
can deliver. 

Mr. KEM. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. 
yield. 

Mr. KEM. Does the Senator agree 
with Mr. Winston Churchill that it is 
the atomic bomb which has prevented 
Russia from sending foot soldiers into 
Western Europe? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. That is my opin- 
ion. I think Winston Churchill was 
completely correct. But one of the rea- 
sons we have to make all these great ex- 
penditures is that we must convince the 
minds of individuals all over the world 
that we have the weapon, that we can 
deliver it, and that they will not be 
stripped and naked to the attack of Rus- 
sia. I have not a shadow of a doubt in 
my mind that if it had not been for the 
atomic bomb Communist hordes would 
be on the Atlantic coast of Europe at 
this very hour. By every moment that 
we grow stronger, by every moment that 
our allies become stronger, our insur- 
ance against a third world war becomes 
greater. 

INFLATION IS OUR GREATEST DANGER 


But, Mr. President, of what advan- 
tage will it be to have such insurance in 
the form of atomic bombs, atomic wea- 
pons, the greatest Navy which ever 
floated upon the seas, and a well- 
equipped, well-clothed, well-fed Army, 
if we permit the economy of the United 
States to be wrecked at home? Inflation 
is our greatest danger. There are plain 
facts which everyone should understand. 
The Joint Committee on the Economic 
Report, at my suggestion, prepared a 
chart showing the national income, the 
Federal receipts, and the Federal debt. 
This chart shows—and, of course, this 
information is well known to all the 
Communist leaders—that for the first 
time in the history of the United States 
the Federal debt exceeded the national 
income in a single year in 1942. Until 
1942, when we were in the middle of 
World War II, the national income of all 
the people of the United States far ex- 
ceeded the national debt. It will be 
seen from this chart that through all 
the wars of this country, through all its 
crises, even through the great depres- 
sion of 1929, our national income was far 
greater than the national debt. 

When the national income plummeted 
after the collapse of 1929, from about 
$80,000,000,000 to a figure scarcely more 
than $45,000,000,000, the national debt 
was only about half that sum; and that 
national debt included a part of the debt 
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of World War I, which had not been 
paid when the depression started. The 
depression debt was added to it. 

Then came the period of recovery and 
rehabilitation, after the election of 1932, 
when the Federal Government under- 
took its great program to create work 
by the construction of public works 
through PWA, the construction of other 
public works through WPA, by the Ci- 
vilian Conservation Corps, and all the 
other so-called alphabetical agencies of 
that era. With all those expenditures, 
and with all the expenditures involved 
in arming Europe before the war began, 
the national debt in 1941 had not yet 
reached $50,000,000,000. But now, Mr. 
President, that national debt is about 
$256,000,000,000. There is the record. 

The national income during the first 
half of 1951 was running at the rate of 
$273,600,000,000. In the first half of 
1951, for the first time since 1941, if the 
estimates are correct, the national in- 
come once more exceeded the national 
debt. Yet, Mr. President, statesmen, 
editors, and corporation executives tell 
us that the country is about to go broke. 
Now at last the national income once 
more is running at a rate greater than 
the national debt. 

I cite these figures to indicate and to 
emphasize that again at the home front 
we have the fighting front, and if we 
permit another deficit to arise we shall 
in truth and in fact be inviting disaster. 

PROPOSED TAXES WILL STILL LEAVE A DEFICIT 


The pending tax bill is a deficit tax 
bill. It is a tax bill which is guaranteed 
to produce a deficit by the end of 1952, 
provided we proceed with the expendi- 
tures for national expense. 

Many of us cherish the fond hope that 
by cutting agricultural appropriations, 
or appropriations for this and for that, 
or for other normal civilian functions of 
Government we can at the same time ex- 
pend billions of dollars for national de- 
fense and not incur a deficit, thereby 
postponing the sad necessity of paying 
taxes. 

Mr. President, the fact is that in the 
face of public sentiment, which is 
against the payment of taxes—and I dis- 
like to pay taxes, as everyone dislikes 
the payment of taxes, and there is no 
one who would not willingly and gladly 
have his tax burden reduced—the House 
of Representatives passed a new tax bill 
this year, after having passed one last 
year. The Senate Committee on Fi- 
nance has reported a tax bill, imposing 
a new and heavy burden upon the 
people. 

Is that not proof positive that what I 
have said is true? We know we must 
spend for defense, and we vote billions 
of dollars for that purpose. We know 
we must pay the bill in taxes or invite 
a deficit, and we go hesitatingly half- 
way. 

Has not the time come, of which Presi- 
dent Warren G. Harding was speaking 
in his inaugural message of 1921, for all 
the people of the United States— 
whether they are little individuals or 
great corporation executives—to rally 
together and contribute out of their sub- 
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stance to save America and the ideal of 
freedom? That is the issue. 

Russia depends upon us to wreck our- 
selves for lack of courage to face the 
facts. All that is being requested is that 
those who earn an income shall con- 
tribute very substantially of that income 
to the salvation of freedom in the world. 

Yet we have a deficit tax bill before 
us. The Treasury Department has esti- 
mated that the expenditures of the Gov- 
ernment in 1952 would amount to 
$68,400,000,000 for all purposes, includ- 
ing the military, and that under the 
House tax bill the receipts would amount 
to $62,300,000,000. That would leave a 
deficit of $6,100,000,000. The Treasury 
estimate also shows that the Senate bill 
would reduce the receipts from $62,300,- 
000,000, to $60,800,000,000, and thus in- 
crease the deficit to $7,600,000,000. 

Of course, these are only estimates. 
They may not be accurate. The Finance 
Committee does not believe that the 
Treasury’s estimates are correct. The 
Finance Committee in its report esti- 
mates that the expenditures will be 
$68,400,000,000, just as the Treasury 
does, but the committee believes that the 
receipts will be $65,800,000,000, thus leav- 
ing a deficit of $2,600,000,000. It makes 
no difference which estimate is correct— 
the figures of the Finance Committee on 
the House bill or the figures of the 
Treasury Department—but when we 
consider the bill which is before us, we 
find that again both the Treasury De- 
partment and the Finance Committee 
estimate the expenditures to be $68,400,- 

000,000. The Treasury estimates the re- 
ceipts under the Senate committee ver- 
sion of the bill to be only $60,800,000,000, 
thus producing a deficit of $7,600,000,000, 
The Finance Committee believes the re- 
ceipts will be $63,600,000,000, and that 
therefore the deficit will be $4,800,- 
000,000. 

However, Mr. President, an examina- 
tion of these figures demonstrates the 
fact that by its report the Finance Com- 
mittee is telling the Senate and the 
country that the bill it has brought to 
the floor of the Senate will increase by 
$2,200,000,000 the deficit which it ex- 
pected from the House version of the 
bill. Is that the way to balance the 
budget? Is that the way to meet our 
great problem? Is that the way to meet 
the propaganda of Russia? Do we dare 
pile a deficit on top of the unpaid debt 
of World War I and the unpaid debt of 
the depression days and the unpaid debt 
of World War II? Shall we add the ad- 
ditional deficit predicted by the Finance 
Committee of $4,800,000,000? 

Every Member of the Senate must an- 
swer that question for himself. I make 
no criticism of the members of the Fi- 
nance Committee, because I know the 
great burden they have had to carry. I 
know the representations which have 
been made. I know the great problem 
those who earn money must meet, 
whether they are workers at small sal- 
aries and wages, in the lowest income 
group, or whether they are the man- 
agers of great corporations, with huge 
bonuses and great salaries. 
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WE CAN AND MUST DO MORE 


I am bound to say, Mr. President, that 
this country is capable of contributing 
by way of taxation more than is proposed 
by this bill, in this great crisis of our 
country; yea, this great crisis of civiliza- 
tion, for let no one doubt that the totali- 
tarian dictaturs are doing precisely what 
Joe Stalin said; they are holding back 
the Red army. As he wrote in his book, 
they are using the manpower of satellite 
peoples, probing here and probing there, 
so that the world may be kept in a con- 
tinuous turmoil and, at the end, our 
economy may crack. 

Mr. President, let us see what the fig- 
ures show. I hold in my hand a table 
showing the profits, as compared with 
other components of the national in- 
come, including the total national in- 
come, salaries and wages, profits before 
taxes, and profits after taxes. 

PROFITS INCREASED MORE THAN WAGES AND 

SALARIES 

The national income for the first half 
of 1951 is 237 percent greater than it was 
in 1940; it is 26 percent greater than it 
was in 1949. Wages and salaries have 
risen, too, Mr. President. Oh, yes; the 
rank and file of the people of the United 
States are much better off now than they 
were 10 years ago, and much better off 
than they were in 1949. Wages and sal- 
aries have increased exactly in the same 
percentage that the national income has 
increased, as compared with the situa- 
tion in 1940, namely, 237 percent. As I 
said a moment ago, the national income 
for the first half of 1951 was at the rate 
of $273,600,000,000, and salaries and 
wages were at the rate of $174,600,000,- 
000. Both of those figures represent an 
increase of 237 percent. 

Now we come to profits before taxes. 
In 1940, the profits of business before 
taxes amounted to $9,300,000,000. In 
1949, they jumped to $28,300,000,000. In 
the first half of 1951 they skyrocketed 
again to an annual rate of $50,200,000,- 
000, thus constituting a percentage in- 
crease, in the case of profits before taxes, 
of 440 percent, for the first half of 1951, 
as compared with the year 1940. 

Salaries and wages before taxes had 
increased 237 percent, but profits had in- 
creased 440 percent. If we make a com- 
parison with the figures for the year 
1949, we find that profits before taxes 
had risen 77 percent during the first half 
of 1951, as compared with 1949, while 
wages and salaries rose 25 percent. 

Now let us consider profits after taxes, 
after the heavy burden of taxation had 
fallen upon the shoulders of business. I 
remember when I stood before the Sen- 
ate a year ago arguing for the excess- 
profits tax, and at that time it was 
prophesied in dire tones that if the Con- 
gress enacted an excess-profits tax, the 
inevitable result would be the destruc- 
tion of business. Here is the story, Mr. 
President: Profits after taxes, in the first 
half of 1951, as compared with 1949, 
were 31 percent higher. As compared 
with 1940, profits after taxes increased 
253 percent. The dire prophecies were 
in complete error, and those of us who 
advanced the theory of the excess-profits 
tax have been justified by the outcome. 
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Business was not destroyed, but the reve- 
nue of the Government was increased. 

In actual figures the corporations and 
businesses of the United States, which 
in 1940 showed profits after taxes 
amounting to $6,400,000,000, in 1949 had 
almost, but not quite, three times that 
amount, namely, $17,300,000,000; and in 
the first half of 1951, profits after taxes 
were running at the rate of $22,600,000,- 
000, or almost, but not quite, four times 
as much as in 1940. 

In the face of these figures how can 
anyone even dream that it would be un- 
just to asx of those who are making 
these greatly increased profits after 
taxes to contribute just a little more, in 
order that we may carry out the policy 
which has been laid down by this Con- 
gress with respect to national defense? 
The vote in the Senate on the national- 
defense bill was 88 to 0. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me at this point? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Martin in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Wyoming yield to the Senator from 
Georgia? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I shall be very 
happy to yield. 

Mr. GEORGE. I should like to have 
the Recorp show that while I voted for 
the general military appropriation bill 
on the final vote, of course, having no 
objection, yet I also voted to recommit 
the bill with instructions to write off 
$5,000,000,000. Iam using round figures. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Yes, the Senator 
is quite right, and many felt as he did; 
there is no doubt about it. Many voted 
to recommit with instructions to cut the 
bill. One proposal was to cut it $6,000,- 
000,000, one proposal was to cut it 
$5,000,000,000. Personally, I should have 
liked to do so. As a matter of fact, I 
can say for my committee that through- 
out the hearings upon that bill and 
throughout its consideration, the com- 
mittee was seeking opportunities to cut 
the expenditures. 

According to the September issue of 
the Economic Indicators, published by 
the Joint Committee on the Economic 
Report, corporate profits show that even 
with the deduction of inventory profits, 
corporate profits amounted during the 
second quarter of 1951 to $46,200,000,000. 
Inventory profits in that period 
amounted to 82,300, 000,000. These fig- 
ures come from corporate reports, so that 
if we include the corporate profits, aris- 
ing from increase in inventory values, 
which means the increase due to price 
increases, we find that during the second 
quarter these profits were running at the 
rate of $48,500,000,000. 

Does it seem strange, Mr. President, 
that I quote from former President War- 
ren G. Harding? Surely every person 
in the United States knows very well 
that we are locked in a great interna- 
tional conflict, a conflict of ideologies be- 
tween the people of this country and the 
people of Western Europe who believe 
in freedom, on the one hand, and the 
totalitarian Soviet dictatorship, which is 
trying to hurl the world back into an era 
of slavery, on the other. So I quote the 
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inspired vision of former President War- 
ren G. Harding: 

I can vision the ideal republic, where 
every man and woman is called under the 
flag for assignment to duty for whatever 
service, military or civic, the individual is 
best fitted; where we may call to universal 
service every plant, agency, or facility, all in 
the sublime sacrifice for country, and not 1 
penny of war profit shall inure to the benefit 
of private individual, corporation, or combi- 
nation, but all above the normal shall flow 
into the defense chest of the Nation. 


Mr. President, if. those words had 
fallen from the lips of any other person 
than Warren G. Harding, that person 
would have been called a Socialist, one 
who desired to destroy our form of gov- 
ernment. That was not the purpose of 
Warren G. Harding. His purpose was 
to summon the thoughts and the spirits 
of all Americans to a realization of the 
importance of preserving freedom in the 
world, 

PROFITS MUST BEAR THEIR SHARE 


I say, Mr. President, the capitalistic 
system, with the record of increasing 
profits which I have shown, and which 
no one can deny, must rally in its own 
defense; and all that we ask of it is that 
it shall contribute of its profits, and all 
above the normal. I think it is not an 
extraordinary thing, Mr. President, 
therefore, to ask that we maintain an 
excess-profits tax. 

RETROACTIVE RELIEF OR RETROACTIVE TAXATION? 


During the course of this debate we 
have heard Senators back and forth talk 
about the great evil of retroactive taxa- 
tion. The House passed a bill applying 
retroactive rates to corporation, to Jan- 
uary 1, a method which is not new, but 
which has been followed many times in 
the past, a method of which every per- 
son and every corporation in the coun- 
try had full knowledge, because the 
President had indicated what he felt 
should be done; and then the Senate Fi- 
nance Committee, thinking that it would 
be too burdensome upon the corpora- 
tions making these great profits to ask 
them to pay their taxes from the ist 
of January 1951, provided in this bill 
that the taxes should be retroactive, of 
course, but only to the 1st of April. 

Taxation must not be retroactive ex- 
cept to a reasonable degree. But what 
about relief from taxation? I read from 
page 70 of the committee report, in its 
discussion under chapter 7 of structural 
changes in the excess-profits tax. These 
are the words of the committee: 

In general, the following excess-profits-tax 
amendments made by your committee are 
effective retroactively to the time the excess- 
profits tax became effective. 


Not to April 1, not to January 1, but 
to that date last year when the excess- 
profits tax was enacted, after it had 
been suspended as a result of the war. 
I read the next sentence: 

It is estimated that the excess-profits-tax 
amendments discussed below will decrease 


revenues by $120,000,000 in a full year of 
operation. 


I ask the question, Does that meet the 
need of our time? Is that a policy which 
will enable us to balance the budget? 
Shall we say to those who are subject to 
the excess-profits-tax law enacted last 
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year that they shall now have retroactive 
relief to the date when Congress en- 
acted the law in the first place, and that 
as a result we shall lose, in the words of 
the committee itself, $120,000,000 of rev- 
enue, while the record shows that corpo- 
rate profits before taxes, in the second 
quarter of 1951, were running at the rate 
of $48,500,000,000? 

But this is not the whole story, Mr. 
President. As the pending bill passed 
the House of Representatives it included 
an average earning credit of 75 percent. 
There was a reduction from 85 to 75 
percent. The House report, on page 63, 
estimated that this would produce a 
revenue of $590,000,000. The Senate 
has abandoned that change made by the 
House. Therefore it becomes clear that 
by the abandonment there is sacrificed 
$590,000,000 of revenue, added to the 
$120,000,000 of loss of revenue which will 
accumulate and result from the relief 
provisions affecting excess-profits taxes. 
The bill before the Senate, in the excess- 
profits-tax provision alone, cuts the rev- 
enue of the Government of the United 
States by $710,000,000. A few days ago 
we appropriated for the Atomic Energy 
Commission alone $1,168,000,000. The 
$710,000,000 which we sacrifice in reve- 
nue of the Government of the United 
States by the reduction accomplished by 
the changes in the excess-profits-tax 
provisions reported by the Finance Com- 
mittee would pay considerably more 
than half the entire cost of the Atomic 
Energy Commission expenditures as ap- 
propriated for in the regular bill for 1952. 
MANAGEMENT RESPONSIBILITY UNDER EXCESS- 

PROFITS TAX 


Mr. President, it does not seem to me 
that what is proposed is meeting the 
crisis. I know taxes are heavy, but I 
also know that, heavy as they are, there 
is escape from them. Only a short while 
ago a very well-known publishing house, 
which specializes in publishing tax laws, 
with analyses and recommendations for 
operations thereunder, issued a state- 
ment under the heading “Are you taking 
advantage of the new excess-profits 
tax?” It should have been labeled, “Are 
you doing what you can to make Uncle 
Sam pay your bills?” 

I wish to read one or two extracts from 
this article. Of course, Mr. President, I 
want it understood that when Congress 
leaves loopholes in the law we must ex- 
pect those upon whom the tax falls to 
take advantage of the loopholes, and we 
cannot complain about that. When we 
create opportunities by which great cor- 
porations can avoid taxation to their own 
benefit, we cannot reasonably complain 
if we have not been wise enough to pre- 
vent it. But, Mr. President, as I think 
every Senator must agree, in a crisis such 
as that which we now face, corporate 
executives who try to transfer the burden 
of taxation to Uncle Sam are not backing 
up the men who are fighting in Korea, 
and those who are trying to build an 
army, a navy, and an air force which 
can protect America. 

Let me read from the article: 

Most executives whose firms are subject to 
the excess-profits tax have already put their 
tax advisers to work figuring out which of 
the many optional ways available for figuring 


_ & corporation’s excess-profits-tax credit will 
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give the highest possible exemption. How- 
ever, less attention is generally being given 
to formulating plans for worth-while current 
and future spending which present high 
taxes (with still higher rates still to come 
this year)—plus some special features in the 
new excess-profits-tax law—make particu- 
larly attractive. 

For example, purchasing mortgaged prop- 
erty instead of renting it will often result 
in a net tax saving because of the 9-percent 
excess-profits credit permitted on borrowed 
capital. 


So, Mr. President, this tax expert tells 
his class, “Whether you need the money 
or not, borrow it, and you may thereby 
get a reduction on your excess-profits 
tax.” I read further: 

Similarly, borrowing funds at less than 6 
percent interest will also usually result in 
a net gain for firms in the top excess profits 
brackets. 

However, other outlays can also be made 
at so small a net cost after taxes that they 
are highly desirable as steps to improve your 
competitive position, to help you get and 
hold an efficient labor force, or to increase 
future corporate and personal income. Re- 
view the following suggestions for their ap- 
plicability to your situation. 

Recommended: Extended spending for re- 
search, particularly on long-term projects 
that will pay off at a much later date, is 
advantageous under high corporate taxation. 
For firms subject to excess-profits taxes, the 
Government will be footing from 62 to 77 
percent of the cost. 


Shift your burden to Uncle Sam. 
Those are my words, but they are an 
5 of what the tax expert 
said. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Wyoming yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. GEORGE. Does the Senator re- 
call what I said in the debate last year? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I do, indeed; and 
does the Senator from Georgia recall 
what I said in the debate last year? 

Mr. GEORGE. Les; I think I do. I 
pointed out that the excess-profits tax 
would certainly make for extravagance 
on the part of those who were hit by it, 
and that is precisely what has happened. 
There is no way to stop that. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I recommended to 
the finance committee that it seek ways 
and means of plugging these loopholes. 

Mr. GEORGE. There is no way to 
plug the loophole the Senator has been 
discussing, I will say to him. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. It may be the way 
I am trying to follow may have some 
success with a few people, I do not know, 
but I know that many corporate execu- 
tives in the United States have come to 
Washington at great loss of profit to 
themselves, much loss of position in great 
corporations, in order to cooperate with 
the Government of the United States in 
the present crisis; and I am only hoping, 
Mr. President, by these words to bring 
home to the hearts and minds of all 
corporate managers and of all business 
managers a realization that we are 
locked in this conflict between the totali- 
tarian Soviet Republic and the Republic 
of the United States, by which the Soviet 
Republic desires and hopes to destroy, 
and is convinced it will destroy, the 
capitalistic system. 

To me the capitalistic system is the 
system of private property. I do not 
want private monopoly. I do not want 
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Government monopoly. But I say, Mr. 
President, to all managers of corporate 
funds, that to follow the advice given in 
this document is to defeat the capital- 
istic system. What happened in Europe 
happened because the Governments of 
Great Britain, of France, of Italy, and of 
Germany never had the American idea 
of preserving free competitive enterprise, 
and they permitted monopoly. 

Mr. GEORGE. I hope the Senator 
will not misunderstand me. Iagree with 
him in what he is saying about corporate 
managers. I think he is entirely right 
on that point. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I know that the 
Senator from Georgia feels as I do. 

Mr. President, Great Britain and 
France and Germany permitted monop- 
oly to lay hold of the economic life of 
those countries, and because of that fact 
the masses of the people in Europe were 
unable to support themselves. Because 
they were unable to support themselves 
they then turned to the dictator. And 
that is the cause of socialism, it is the 
cause of fascism, it is the cause of com- 
munism. 

Our people in America, in high place 
and in low place, believe in the system of 
private property. I believe that most 
corporate managers are highly in favor 
of the system of private property. I 
have talked to many groups and I know 
that they are really opposed to monopoly. 
I feel that there has been a great change 
in recent years, a growing realization of 
the importance of maintaining an open 
door of opportunity for little people to 
enter business and to prosper in busi- 
ness. 

In this connection, Mr. President, I 
may say to the distinguished chairman 
of the Finance Committee that I very 
much approved the change made in the 
bill by which the burden of this tax, 
through the ceiling, has been made less 
onerous upon the smaller corporations. 
Under the law that is now on the statute 
books a corporation with a $100,000 tax- 
able income or even less, has practically 
the same ceiling as one with an income 
of almost as much as $100,000,000, if I 
remember the figures correctly. 

Mr. GEORGE. That is correct. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. The committee 
has made that change, and I compli- 
ment and laud the committee for the 
change, and I shall support it. But what 
I am talking about is the excess profits 
ed goad what we propose to do with 
that. 

Here is another recommendation, and 
after reading this I shall ask unanimous 
consent to place the whole document in 
the RECORD: 

Recommended: Explore more intensively 
the possibility of acquiring small businesses 
that your firm could utilize to long-term 
advantage. Not only are such purchases 
usually entitled to an excess profits tax 
credit, but they also open up the possibility 
of capital gain. Neither short-term nor 
long-term capital gains are subject to the 
excess profits tax. 


Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the whole of the document 
which appears on page 72 of the report 
of the Joint Committee on the Economic 
Report, first session of the Eighty-second 
Congress, Report No. 210, may be printed 
at length in the Recorp at this point. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Martin in the chair). Without objec- 
tion, it is so ordered. 

The matter referred to is as follows: 


ARE You TAKING ADVANTAGE OF THE NEW 
Excess Pnorrrs Tax? 


Most executives whose firms are subject to 
the excess profits tax have already put their 
tax advisers to work figuring out which of the 
many optional ways available for figuring a 
corporation’s excess profits tax credit will give 
the highest possible exemption. However, 
less attention is generally being given to for- 
mulating plans for worth-while current and 
future spending which present high taxes 
(with still higher rates still to come this 
year)—plus some special features in the new 
excess profits tax law—make particularly 
attractive. 

Some worth-while expenditures will ac- 
tually reduce a firm’s excess tax liability. 
For example, purchasing mortgaged property 
instead of renting it will often result in a 
net tax saving because of the 9-percent excess 
profits tax credit permitted on borrowed cap- 
ital. Similarly, borrowing funds at less than 
6 percent interest will also usually result in 
a net gain for firms in the top excess profits 
brackets. 

However, other outlays can also be made 
at so small a net cost after taxes that they 
are highly desirable as steps to improve your 
competitive position, to help you get and 
hold an efficient labor foree, or to increase 
future corporate and personal income. Re- 
view the following suggestions for their ap- 
Plicability to your situation. 

Recommended: Expanded spending for re- 
search, particularly on long-term projects 
that will pay off at a much later date, is 
advantageous under high corporate taxation, 
For firms subject to excess profits taxes, the 
Government will be footing from 62 to 77 
percent of the cost. Small quantities of ma- 
terials that may be needed for such research 
projects should not be too hard to obtain, 
and will generally not be restricted by NPA 
limitation orders. 

Recommended: Explore more intensively 
the possibility of acquiring small businesses 
that your firm could utilize to long-term 
advantage. Not only are such purchases 
usually entitled to an excess profits tax credit 
but they also open up the possibility of capi- 
tal gain. Neither short-term nor long-term 
capital gains are subject to the excess 
profits tax. 

Recommended: Maximum spending for 
maintenance and repairs is generally indi- 
cated. New construction for unessential 
uses will become increasingly more difficult, 
price trends are firm and rising, so the pros- 
pect of having the Government foot the bill 
for most of your repair cost should certainly 
be inviting. 

Recommended: Much the same case can be 
made for all needed plant expansion and im- 
provement permitted under NPA construc- 
tion limitations. Money invested for such 
purposes can get a 12-percent excess-profits 
tax credit. Accelerated amortization of de- 
fense-connected plant and equipment ex- 
penditures now become doubly attractive? 


1It is interesting to note that in the few 
months since the outbreak of the war in 
Korea up to February 23, 1951, 3,319 appli- 
cations for accelerated amortization total- 
ing $10,500,000,000 have been filed and 447 
certificates totaling about $3,000,000,000 is- 
sued, which is more than half of the total 
amount allowed during the whole 5-year pe- 
riod of World War II. Not only is there a 
sizable tax saving but a supply of tax-free 
dollars is made available for various cor- 
porate capital purposes. With the 47-per- 
cent corporate-tax rate, depreciation dollars 
are equivalent to $1.89 as compared with the 
dollar made available from retained earn- 
ings; with the 77-percent excess-profits 
tax rate, depreciation dollars are equivalent 
to $4.34, 
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Recommended: Spending for bigger and 
better programs of worker on-the-job 
training will often be worth while. For ex- 
ample, many metal-working firms have the 
problem of what to do with salespeople no 
longer needed because of civilian business 
cut-backs. In many cases, to con- 
vert salespersons into material expediters is 
feasible. Similarly, production shifts from 
civilian goods to military equipment calis 
for wide worker reeducation. 

Recommended: Pension and profit-sharing 
plans can be initiated or expanded at com- 
paratively low cost. Dollars deposited in ap- 
proved pension or profit-sharing plans are 
entirely exempt from corporate income and 
excess-profits taxes. Thus, the Government 
pays from 62 to 77 percent of the cost for 
firms liable to excess-profits taxes, Also 
earnings of an approved pension or profit- 
sharing trust are tax exempt, and thus pile 
up more rapidly. And the tax of employees 
(including stockholder-employees) on the 
extra compensation represented by the trust 
fund is deferred until their shares are dis- 
tributed to them—at which time the tax is 
usually much smaller, or their returns from 
the trust may be treated as a long-term 
capital gain. Any additional tax increase 
will further enhance the value of pension 
and profit-sharing plans. 

Recommended: While carefully consider- 
ing all worth-while tax-saving or income- 
producing projects, try to avoid falling into 
a reckless “excess-profits-tax psychology” in 
which all kinds of expenditures are approved 
because “the Government is footing most 
of the bill anyhow.” Such a psychology 
can create sloppy, wasteful business habits 
86 — 5 can turn out disastrously in less lush 

es. 


Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
also ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the Recorp an article from 
the Wall Street Journal of August 14, 
1951, under the heading “United States 
firms held not making full use of legal 
tax loophole—Ruml-Geiger study points 
up opportunities of education, welfare 
deduction.” 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 5 
Untrep States Firms HELD Not MAKING FULL 

Use or LEGAL Tax LoopHOLE—RUML-GEIGER 

Srupy POINTS UP OPPORTUNITIES or EDUCA- 

CATION, WELFARE DEDUCTION 

WAsHINGTON.—American corporations are 
not taking full advantage of a perfectly 
legal and intentional loophole in the tax laws 
that can help stimulate their own businesses 
and benefit the general public. 

That's the gist of a report made yesterday 
by Beardsley Ruml, an economist, and Theo- 
dore Geiger, an economist for the National 
Planning Association. 

The report refers to the deduction of up to 
5 percent from earnings before taxes which 
corporations are permitted to take for ex- 
penditures on education, scientific, and wel- 
fare purposes. The opportunities for using 
this 5-percent privilege have skyrocketed in 
1951 in sharp contrast to previous years, say 
the authors of the study. 

DISTRIBUTION OF COST 

Back in 1939, when the corporate tax rate 
was 19 percent, every $100 spent under the 5- 
percent tax privilege would cost stockholders 
$81, and the Government $19. But under 
the 1951 tax laws, at the minimum effective 
tax rate of 47 percent, stockholders put up 
$53 for such contributions, against 847 by 
the Federal Government. At the top excess 
profits rate of 77 percent, the Government is 
paying $77 on such educational and chari- 
table contributions, compared with but $23 
paid by shareholders. 
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ONE QUADRILLION DOLLARS 


Mr. Ruml and Mr. Geiger think business- 
men for the most part have been slow to 
realize the opportunities arising from this 
5-percent privilege. In recent years, they 
say, such expenditures have been running at 
only about seven-tenths to eight-tenths of 1 
percent of net corporate income. In 1948, 
for instance, the last year for which complete 
official figures are available, corporate income 
before taxes was $33,900,000,000. Tax-ex- 
empt corporate expenditures for charitable 
and educational purposes were $239,000,000, 


ESTIMATE OF FULL USE 


In 1951, the authors estimate, if a full 5 
percent of total net corporate income were 
actually spent for educational, scientific, and 
similar purposes, the total would reach 
$2,200,000,000. 

They also believe that up to now corporate 
executives haven’t used much imagination 
in deciding how to spend such tax-deduct- 
ible funds in a way that will mean an in- 
crease in good will, and in ultimate sales and 
profits for the companies concerned. 

The Ruml-Geiger study, made for the Na- 
tional Planning Association business com- 
mittee, has the backing of 28 committee 
members, including such executives as S. C. 
Allyn, president of the National Cash Reg- 
ister Co.; Harold Boeschenstein, president of 
Owens-Corning Fiberglass; Henry Bullis, 
chairman of General Mills, Inc.; August 
Maffry, vice president of Irving Trust Co., 
and Alexander Calder, chairman and presi- 
dent of Union Bag & Paper Corp. The Na- 
tional Planning Association is a nonprofit 
organization established in 1934 for plan- 
ning in the fields of agriculture, business, 
Government and labor. 

An NPA business committee resolution 
accompanying the report says, “The substan- 
tial increases in net corporate earnings and 
in tax rates are making it desirable for 
American business to reappraise its policy 
with respect to tax-exempt expenditures for 
educational, scientific, and welfare purposes. 
Hitherto, these expenditures have been a 
great deal smaller than the potential total 
of 5 percent of net corporate income before 
taxes which is exempted for these purposes 
under existing revenue laws. But, in the 
new situation, business management will 
recognize increasingly the direct and indi- 
rect benefits which it can obtain through 
well-organized and soundly conceived ex- 
penditures of this type on a broader scale.” 

Use of corporate 5-percent funds for aiding 
colleges and universities might also reduce 
the pressure for Federal hand-outs for aiding 
education, it was noted. 


WHAT SOME FIRMS ARE DOING 


The report cites several case histories of 
what leading United States companies are 
doing with the permissible tax deduction. 

Among other uses of its 5-percent funds, 
Sears, Roebuck & Co. finances nearly 100 
undergraduate college scholarships annu- 
ally for students who intend to make farm- 
ing their life’s work. This program is aimed 
at the rural population, which, the report 
stresses, is “the consumer group through 
whose patronage the company originally 
grew prosperous and in whose continued 
support and good will its future very largely 
depends. 

Ford Motor Co. has a scholarship program 
to finance full 4-year college courses for 
children of Ford employees. The Bulova 
Watch Co. established and supports a school 
to train disabled veterans in watch repair- 
ing. Macy's made a contribution to the Cen- 
tral Park Association in New York City, part 
of which has been used to plant a cherry 
orchard around a lake in Central Park. This, 
Mr. Rum! explained, “creates a friendly atti- 
tude toward Macy's on the part of the city's 
residents and visitors.” 
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NOT LIMITED TO BIG COMPANIES 

Advantages of the tax-deduction scheme 
are by no means limited to big companies, 
Mr. Ruml contends. “Suppose you take a 
company whose earnings are only $30,000 a 
year,” he says. “Five percent of that, or 
$1,500, is plenty to bring in three good 
speakers a year to the community where the 
plant is located.” That would benefit the 
community as a whole, and also aid in com- 
pany public relations, he suggests. 

Messrs. Ruml and Geiger believe many 
companies up to now haven't bothered much 
with a tax-free contributions program, 
partly because it wasn’t feasible to assign 
an executive full time to plan worth-while 
projects, and partly because there have been 
some legal doubts as to whether a company’s 
management could distribute stockholders’ 
money in this fashion. The study contends 
such legal doubts cannot exist if the projects 
really benefit the company. 


Mr. O’MAHONEY. My point, Mr. 
President, is that proper as these de- 
ductions may be in ordinary times, val- 
uable indeed as they might be, this is 
not the time, because if we play into the 
hands of those who believe that the cap- 
italistic system is too greedy to defend 
itself, and that it will inevitably collapse, 
then we shall have only ourselves to 
blame. 

So, Mr. President, I am seeking to urge 
upon the Senate that the excess-profits 
tax-relief provision reported by the Fi- 
nance Committee be rejected. 

I say, Mr. President, that the economic 
facts before us indicate that it would 
be highly desirable not to amend the 
law until after we have given the Treas- 
ury the opportunity of reporting finally 
upon its operation through a single year. 

BUSINESS INVESTMENT AT ALL-TIME HIGH 


A moment ago I said that the excess- 
profits tax was opposed by many who 
said it would destroy business. Busi- 
ness News Reports, for release Friday 
a. m., September 21, 1951, from the office 
of Business Economics, by the United 
States Department of Commerce, con- 
tains this paragraph: 

Plant and equipment expenditures for the 
full year 1951 are expected to amount to 
$24,800,000,000 as compared with $18,600,- 
000,000 last year and $19,200,000,000 in 1948, 
the previous peak year. 


Is business suffering so terribly when it 
is now able to make these huge expan- 
sions and put these huge sums into the 
expansions? The report goes on: 

Though costs of capital expansion have 
risen since 1948, it appears that the physical 
amount of plant and equipment purchased 
this year will be about one-sixth more than 
in 1948 and one-fourth more than last year. 


And so we go from peak to peak to peak 
in the expenditures of business corpora- 
tions. They have not suffered under the 
excess-profits tax. 

DOES THE TELEVISION INDUSTRY NEED TAX RELIEF? 

One of the relief provisions in this bill 
is a provision intended to offer relief to 
the television industry. It is a growing 
industry. No one can deny that. But 
does it need relief? Has not the time 
come for it to pay a larger share of the 
burden of defending a Nation which 
maintains the opportunity for it? 

On the 8th of September, Television 
Digest magazine contained an interesting 
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article, from which I desire to read. The 
heading is “Fabulous upswing in TV 
billings.” I read from the article: 
FABULOUS UPSWING IN TV BILLINGS 
Sell-outs of time on telecasting stations 
and networks are currently at such an amaz- 
ing rate that one New York station alone will 
achieve 1951 billings of close to $8,000,000 
after frequency discounts. That would mean 


gross sales of somewhere around $10,000,000, 


as ordinarily calculated in the trade. 

That’s far more than any 50-kilowatt radio 
station has ever grossed—most likely is high- 
est for any TV station, albeit many other 
telecasters have gone into seven-figure 
grosses and we know several who admit 
“pushing $5,000,000.” 


Do they need relief, Mr. President? 
I continue reading: 


The station is NBC-TV’s New York key 
WNBT, with base hour rate of $3,750 as of 
August 15, 1-minute rate of $775. It’s pos- 
sible WCBS-TYV, rival key, will do just as well, 
for its rates are the same and it’s also report- 
ed to be a sell-out. 


In other words, the television industry, 
in this one station, is collecting from 
business corporations a 1-minute rate of 
$775 and yet the Finance Committee asks 
us to give them relief. 

Iresume reading the article from Tele- 
vision Digest: 


WNBT's astonishing achievement points up 
wave of prosperity that is being enjoyed by 
just about all the 107 TV stations. Most are 
operating in the black now, and the few that 
may show losses for year will do so because of 
deep red-ink starts and because they must 
yet pay off the huge costs of pioneering. 

The WNBT and WCBS-TV rates are highest 
in country, former’s comparing with $1,200 
on companion WNBC, latter’s with $1,350 on 
companion WCBS (latter highest rate in 
radio). Other New York TV station base hour 
and 1-minute rates are: WJZ-TV, $3,100 and 
$650 (WJZ rate is $1,200); WABD, $2,200 and 
8500 (no AM); WOR-TV, $1,500 and $300 
(WOR $1,200); WPIX, $1,500 and $281.25 (no 
AM); WATV, Newark, $800 and $165 (WAAT 
$264). 

TV networks as such are still far from the 
black—but all owned-and-managed stations 
are now profitable. Indeed, NBC-TV’s five 
outlets will gross some $17,090,000 this year 
(after discounts). From independent opera- 
tors of TV with AM stations, most of them 
reluctant to disclose actual figures, this com- 
ment is typical: “Radio is up, but our TV 
revenue is now more than double our radio.” 

We estimated $250,000,000 in time sales this 
year for networks and stations combined, 
just few weeks ago (vol. 7:32), That figure 
now looks conservative. 


Shall the Senate grant them relief, or 
shall the Senate ask them, if they make 
excess profits, to pay the regular excess- 
profits rate? 

I continue reading from the article 
from Television Digest: 


For network time sales are really zooming. 
August NBC-TV network sales (not including 
its own stations) will overtake dollar-volume 
of AM network’s time sales. For September, 
we're informed, with season in full swing 
and new rates in effect, NBC-TV network vol- 
ume will very nearly double NBC-radio net- 
work volume. 

The other TV networks are going up, too— 
but it’s the stations they own that offset 
network losses. ABC-TV’s five outlets give it 
fiscal edge over Dumont with three and CBS 
with two plus 45 percent of third. But the 
hard runner for second place in network TV 
buildings is CBS-TV (see PIB figures, vol. 7: 
84). CBS now seeks more stations, proposing 
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to buy Paramount’s WBKB, Chicago, for 
$6,000,000, and proposing also to get them by 
way of new-station applications and grants 
at freeze’s end. 


This is the testimony of Television Di- 
gest, an industry publication. It is not 
the testimony of any person or group who 
desire to overburden industry. I think 
it shows a record of profit which demon- 
strates beyond any reasonable doubt that 
the relief provisions of this bill should 
not be approved. 

TREASURY VIEWS 


I requested the general counsel of the 
Treasury to send me a letter giving his 
views on some of these matters. Under 
date of September 20, 1951, he wrote to 
me. I ask unanimous consent that his 
letter, together with the material which 
he sent me with the letter, be printed in 
the Recorp at this point as a part of my 
remarks. 

There being no objection, the letter 
and accompanying material were ordered 
to be printed in the Recor, as follows: 


GENERAL COUNSEL, 
TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 
Washington, September 20, 1951. 
Hon, JoserH C. O'MAHONEY, 
Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Senator: In the Secretary’s ab- 
sence, you have requested me to summarize 
the Treasury Department's position with re- 
spect to the corporation-tax features of the 
1951 revenue legislation. 

You will recall that in his special message 
on increased taxation to the Congress on 
February 2, 1951, the President recommended 
that corporation taxes be increased to yield 
an additional $3,000,000,000. With the high 
level of corporation profits, this would leave 
corporations generally able to maintain the 
dividend and reinvestment policies they have 
followed in recent years. 

In his appearance before the Ways and 
Means Committee on February 5, the Secre- 
tary explained that the $3,000,000,000 in ad- 
ditional corporation taxes recommended by 
the President would require an increase of 
8 percentage points in the corporation nor- 
mal tax. He expressed the view that the 
proposed level of corporation tax is dictated 
by the need for an equitable distribution of 
the burden of defense consistent with the 
continued growth of industry. 

In discussing this matter with the Finance 
Committee on June 28, the Secretary reiter- 
ated the President’s recommendation for 
$3,000,000,000 of revenue from corporation 
profits. As a result of defense preparations, 
business profits have experienced the sharp- 
est rise of any kind of income. With re- 
spect to the provision of the House bill re- 
ducing the earnings credit of the excess 
profits tax from 85 percent to 75 percent of 
the base period average, the Secretary indi- 
cated that this change conforms to the 
Treasury proposal made last year. 

As you know, the bill before the Senate 
contains a large number of amendments 
designed to provide relief from the excess 
profits tax. In his February message, the 
President indicated that changes in the ex- 
cess profits tax law should be deferred until 
the first year’s returns under this tax be- 
come available. Although originally sched- 
uled to be filed March 15 of this year, 
relatively few excess profits tax returns have 
been received to date, particularly from large 
corporations, because the filing date has been 
successively extended until November 15. 
Without benefit of information which will 
be obtained from an examination of the ex- 
cess profits tax returns, it is not possible to 
determine to what extent the present law 
works hardship and requires adjustment. 
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In brief, the President’s program calls for 
a $3,000,000,000 increase in corporate taxes 
and the deferral of relief provisions under 
the excess profits tax for consideration at 
a later date. 

Very truly yours, 
THOMAS J. LYNCH, 
General Counsel. 


SECTION 519. TELEVISION BROADCASTING 
COMPANIES 

S:ction 519 authorizes corporations which 
derive their income from both television and 
radio broadcasting during the base period to 
use an alternative mcthod of computing 
their average earnings base period net in- 
come. 

Such corporations are given the choice of 
two alternative rates of return on their 
total assets at the end of the bse period. 
The first alternative is the rate of return 
realized in radio broadcasting on its radio 
assets, after eliminating telecasting losses 
and telecasting assets. The second optional 
method is the use of the industry rate of 
return for the period 1946 to 1949. In addi- 
tion, wher3 companies engaged in radio and 
television broadcasting also derive part of 
thir income from some other business such 
as newspaper publishing, the corporation is 
permitted to substitute a rate of return on 
its broadcasting assets equivalent to that 
realized in the other business during the 
base period, or the industry average rate 
of return, whichever is larger. 


SECTION 516. TRANSITION FROM WAR PRODUCTION 
AND INCREASE IN PEACETIME CAPACITY 


Section 516 of the committee bill extends 
to a corporation meeting certain require- 
ments the benefits of a special growth for- 
mula for the computation of its excess- 
profits credit. These requirements are as 
follows: 

1. The adjusted basis of the corporation’s 
real and depreciable property must not be in 
excess of $10,000,000 on the first day of its 
base period. 

2. Seventy percent of corporation’s income 
for the years 1942 through 1945 must be from 
contracts or subcontracts with the United 
States Government but less than 20 percent 
of the corporation’s income during the base 
pcriod and in the calendar year 1950 must 
be attributable to such contracts. 

3. The unadjusted basis of the corpora- 
tion’s real property and the depreciable prop- 
erty at the end of the base period must be 
250 percent more of the basis of such facility 
on the first day of its base period, and 

4. Corporation profits in 1945 and the aver- 
age of its 1948 and 1949 profits must be at 
least 300 percent of its average profits for 
1946 and 1947. 


SECTION 509. ALTERNATIVE AVERAGE BASE- 
PERIOD INCOME 


This section provides that where the earn- 
ings of the taxpayer’s third best base-period 
year were less than 35 percent of the aver- 
age of the two best base-period years, the 
corporation will automatically be entitled to 
us? its industry rate of return for the third 
best year. This provision is limited so that 
the substitute earnings may not exceed the 
average of the taxpayer's two best years. 

Such a corporation which already has the 
benefit of the elimination of the poorest year 
would now be permitted to eliminate its 
second poorest year if earnings were very 
low. 

Section 442 of the Excess Profits Tax Act 
already provides that where the earnings of 
any year are depressed by reason of abnor- 
malities the corporation is entitled to sub- 
stitute earnings based on its industry aver- 
age rate of return. Under this amendment, 
however, the corporation is not required 
to establish abnormality by reason of an 
interruption to its business due to a strike 
or other unusual circumstances. It seems 
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clear, therefore, that this provision is de- 

signed to adjust the corporation’s base-pe- 

riod earnings which may be depressed in 
some particular year by reason of ordinary 
fluctuations in business profits. 

SECTION 503. AVERAGE BASE PERIOD NET INCOME 
IN CASE OF CERTAIN FISCAL-YEAR TAXPAYERS 
The present law, in general, limits the 

computation of the average-earnings credit 

to the base-period years 1946 through 1949. 

Taxpayers with fiscal years ending after 

April 1 are required to use their 48-month 

pericd ending with December 1949, while cor- 

porations with fiscal years ending before 

April 1 are permitted to use the 48 months 

ending before April 1, 1950. These base- 

period provisions allow the determination of 
the average-earnings credit by reference to 
pre-Korean experience. 

Section 503 of the committee bill now ex- 
tends this period to March 31, 1950, in the 
case of corporations with fiscal years later 
than March. 

DEALERS IN MUNICIPAL BONDS 

Section 508 permits tax-exempt bonds held 
by dealers to be included in invested capital 
for the purpose of computing the excess- 
profits credit. 

SECTION 517. BASE-PERIOD CATASTROPHE 

Section 517 would permit a corporation 
suffering from a catastrophe in the last 36 
months of the base period to substitute its 
average excess profits net income, for the 
years prior to the year in which the catastro- 
phe occurred, for its actual earnings during 
the year in which the catastrophe occurred. 

SECTION 511. CHANGE IN PRODUCTS 

Section 511 of the Senate bill would amend 
the excess-profits tax to make available a 
relief provision of the present law to certain 
companies whose changes in products or 
services did not take place prior to the end 
of the base period, as required under present 
law. 

SECTION 520. FRANCHISES 

Section 520 among other changes to the 
excess-profits tax relating to taxable acquisi- 
tions, provides that the earnings record of a 
selling corporation may be used in the hands 
of the purchasing corporation even though 
a franchise under which the selling corpora- 
tion was operated eculd not be transferred 
to the purchasing corporation, if the pur- 
chasing corporation later is granted a sub- 
stantially identical franchise by the original 
grantor. 


Mr. O'MAHONEY. Suffice it to say, 
Mr. President, that it is the opinion of 
the Treasury Department—because Mr. 
Lynch is speaking for the Secretary— 
that the excess profits tax provisions of 
this bill would not be in the public inter- 
est, that they ought to be rejected, and 
that we should take at least the provi- 
sions of the House bill. 

When the proper time comes to act 
upon the excess profits tax provision of 
this bill, title V, I shall again express the 
hope—but not at this length—that the 
Senate will reject the amendment. 

Mr. WILLIAMS obtained the floor. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator permit me to make a brief 
statement? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from Georgia for that purpose. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I de- 
sire to note in the Recorp now that Mr. 
Lynch does not make the policies of the 
Treasury Department. He is only their 
counsel. He certainly does not control 
questions of policy which must be de- 
cided by the Senate Finance Committee. 
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I wish that statement to stand in the 
Recorp. I may add that I am a bit dis- 
appointed that anyone not formulating 
the policy of the Treasury Department 
should offer to speak for the Treasury 
Department. I do not know in what 
capacity he is purporting to speak. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Delaware yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from Wyoming to reply to the Sena- 
tor from Georgia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senator from Wyoming 
may proceed. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I appreciate the 
feelings of the Senator from Georgia. 
Perhaps I did not make the matter suf- 
ficiently clear. I talked with Secretary 
Snyder and asked him to give me his 
views with respect to the provisions of 
the bill which have been under discus- 
sion, and he told me that unfortunately 
he was unable to do so because he had to 
leave for the conference in Canada. He 
asked me if I would be good enough to 
get in touch with Mr. Lynch, to whom 
he would speak about it. Mr. Lynch did 
not present this matter on his own be- 
half as a volunteer; it was presented pri- 
marily because I requested the Secretary 
of the Treasury to present it to me, and 
he in turn asked Mr. Lynch to respond 
to my inquiry. When I inquired of Mr. 
Lynch about it he wanted to make it 
quite clear that he was speaking only in 
the absence of the Secretary of the 
Treasury and in response to my request. 

Mr. GEORGE. If the letter is in- 
tended to reflect the attitude of the 
Secretary of the Treasury, the policy 
maker in that branch of the Govern- 
ment, then I wish to say now that Mr. 
Lynch's statement, following the fact 
that he appeared before the Senate 
Finance Committee and failed to induce 
the committee to accept all of his judg- 
ments, presents a situation which, as 
the chairman of the committee, I 
strongly resent. I do not care whether 
the Secretary of the Treasury has au- 
thorized the statement. I cannot be- 
lieve that the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury has authorized a statement of this 
kind 


Mr. O’MAHONEY. May I ask the 
Senator whether he means to imply 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I 
wish to ask unanimous consent that I 
may yield for a brief colloquy without 
losing the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. C’MAHONEY. Does the Senator 
from Georgia mean to imply that a 
Member of this body should be barred 
from asking the opinion of a member 
of the executive staff with respect to 
legislation pending upon the floor of 
the Senate? 

Mr. GEORGE. No, I do not. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. That is all that 
was done. 

Mr. GEORGE. That is not all that 
was done. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I assure the Sen- 
ator that that was all that was done. 

Mr. GEORGE. That is not all that 
was done. The committee labored hard 
on the bill. 


The committee had Mr. 
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Lynch before it, and it had other repre- 
sentatives of the Department of the 
Treasury before it. They presented 
their views. The committee listened pa- 
tiently to them. I reject any effort to 
take the opinion of a non-policy-making 
group in the Treasury, whose own per- 
sonal views have been repudiated by the 
committee, and to bring it to the Senate. 
If the Secretary of the Treasury desires 
to assume responsibility for Mr. Lynch’s 
statement, I welcome that assumption 
of responsibility. As chairman of the 
committee which has labored to do its 
full duty, I resent strongly any state- 
ment by any other member of the Treas- 
ury Department. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Delaware yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I make the point of 
no quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Delaware yield for 
that purpose? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield, with the 
understanding that I do not lose the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Aiken Hayden McKellar 
Benton Hendrickson McMahon 
Brewster Hennings Millikin 
Bricker Hickenlooper Monroney 
Bridges Hill oody 
Butler, Md. Hoey Morse 
Butler, Nebr. Holland Mundt 
Byrd Humphrey Murray 
Cain Hunt Neely 
Capehart Ives Nixon 
Carlson Jenner O'Conor 
Case Johnson, Colo. O'Mahoney 
Chavez Johnson, Tex. Pastore 
Clements Johnston, S. C. Robertson 
Connally Kefauver Russell 
Cordon Kem Saltonstall 
Dirksen Kerr Schoeppel 
Douglas Kilgore Smathers 
Duff Enowland Smith, Maine 
Dworshak Langer Smith, N. J. 
Eastland Lehman Smith, N. C. 
Ecton Lodge jparkman 
Ellender Long Stennis 
Ferguson Magnuson Thye 
Flanders Malone Underwood 
Frear Martin Wa 
Fulbright Maybank Welker 
George McCarran Wiley 
Gillette McCarthy Williams 
Green McFarland 


Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON] and the Senator from Ar- 
kansas [Mr. McCLELLAN] are absent by 
leave of the Senate. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] 
and the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
Younc] are absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tarr] 
and the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
WHERRY] are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. Tosrey] is absent because of illness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Hunt 
in the chair). A quorum is present. 
REPRESENTATION OF PRIVATE CLIENTS 

BEFORE GOVERNMENT AGENCIES BY 

` OFFICIALS OF POLITICAL PARTY OR- 
„ GANIZATIONS 


Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, on 
previous occasions during the past few 
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weeks I have called to the attention of 

the Senate what I consider to be certain 

improper activities on the part of Wil- 
liam Boyle, chairman of the Democratic 

National Committee. 

I pointed out to the Senate how Mr. 
Boyle had been appointed on February 
8, 1949, to the position of executive vice 
chairman of the Democratic National 
Committee; although he was not con- 
firmed until April 20, 1949. During the 
period, when Mr. Boyle was serving in 
the capacity of executive vice chairman 
of the Democratic National Committee, 
he was employed by the American Litho- 
fold Corp., of St. Louis, Mo., a corpora- 
tion which was seeking to obtain a loan 
from the RFC. As counsel for that com- 
pany, Mr. Boyle, during the time in 
which he was holding the position of 
executive vice chairman of the Demo- 
cratic National Committee, interceded 
in behalf of the corporation with the di- 
rectors of the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation, urging the approval by the 
Reconstruction Finance Corporation of a 
loan to the American Lithofold Corp. I 
pointed out how subsequent to Mr. 
Boyle’s employment the loan was ap- 
proved. 

I criticized that transaction on the 
basis that I did not believe any member 
of the Democratic National Committee 
has a right while holding such a posi- 
tion, whether on salary or whether mere- 
ly serving in an honorary capacity, 
to represent any corporation or any in- 
dividual for a fee before any Govern- 
ment agency. I still feel the same way. 

What I have said about Mr. Boyle, as a 
member of the Democratic National 
Committee, was not said because Mr. 
Boyle was a member of the Democratic 
National Committee or a member of the 
Democratic Party, but it would have been 
said about anyone, regardless of the po- 
litical party with which he might be af- 
filiated. 

It is for that purpose that I rise this 
afternoon to call the attention of the 
Senate to another situation involving 
another member of the national com- 
mittee which has been called to my atten- 
tion. I have reason to believe that the 
report I am about to make is reasonably 
accurate. If it is found that the report 
which I have received is accurate, then 
it relates to activities which I consider to 
be highly improper, and what I have said 
in criticism of Mr. Boyle's financial deals 
can be said of this transaction. 

I speak now regarding certain ac- 
tivities on the part of the chairman of 
the Republican National Committee, Mr. 
Guy Gabrielson. Part of this is a mai- 
ter of-record, and has been pointed out 
before—but at this time I should like 
to review the record which has been 
made previously. During the hearings 
held by the Fulbright committee, the 
attention of the American people was 
called to the fact that the Hydrocarbon 
Research Co. incorporated on November 
12, 1943, was represented by Mr. Ga- 
brielson as counsel. At that time Mr. 
Gabrielson was not connected in any 
way with the Republican National Com- 
mittee; and, therefore, there was noth- 
ing wrong with Mr. Gabrielson’s service 
in the capacity of counsel for the firm. 
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On September 12, 1945, the Carthage 
Hydrocol Co. was formed, and again 
Mr. Gabrielson served officially as its 
counsel. 

On April 8, 1946, the company re- 
ceived a $9,000,000 loan from the RFC. 

On February 6, 1948, the company 
reecived a loan of $3,500,000 from the 
RFC; and on March 14, 1949, the com- 
pany received a third loan, in the 
amount of $6,000,000, from the RFC. 
All those loans were applied for and 
the company was represented by the 
law firm of which Mr. Gabrielson was 
a member. 

Mr. President, as of that point Mr. 
Gabrielson was not in any manner con- 
nected with the Republican National 
Committee. Therefore, it is my opinion 
that there was nothing wrong with the 
fact that he represented the company 
at that time, because had he not been 
employed as counsel for the company, 
certainly it would have employed some- 
one else; and that fact that later Mr. 
Gabrielson was selected as chairman of 
the Republican National Committee, 
after having represented a company 
which received such loans, does not con- 
stitute a matter which I regard as im- 
proper or wrong. In the original loan 
itself I know of nothing improper. 

However, my attention has been called 
to the fact that two of the loans made 
to that company will fall due; or, that 
is under the loan agreements with the 
RFC, the company is supposed to begin 
payments on principal on October 1, 
1951. I am further informed that an 
application by the company has been 
filed with the RFC, appealing to the RFC 
for more lenient terms, in order that 
scheduled payments on the loans may 
be deferred for 1 or 2 years. Mr. Ga- 
brielson has represented the company as 
counsel in filing those applications, ac- 
cording to the information I have re- 
ceived. He has been representing this 
company as counsel interceding in their 
behalf while at the same time holding 
the position of chairman of the Repub- 
lican National Committee. 

I understand that this application was 
filed in the city of New York, but was 
taken to Washington for approval; and 
I am informed that on numerous occa- 
sions in the past Mr. Gabrielson has con- 
tacted Mr. Symington and at least one 
other member of the Board of Directors 
of the RFC, on behalf of this company. 

Iam calling attention to this because, 
as I have said before in reference to Mr. 
Boyle, I do not think anyone who holds 
an Official position in either major po- 
litical party, whether as chairman or 
executive vice chairman, has any right 
to represent any firm or individual for 
a fee before a Government agency. 

I am further advised that during the 
period of time to which I have referred, 
Mr. Gabrielson has been drawing a sal- 
ary of $15,000 a year as counsel for the 
company which he was representing be- 
fore the Reconstruction Finance Corpo- 
ration, in order that the company he 
represented might obtain more lenient 
terms on its loans. 

Mr. President, I repeat what I said 
before about Mr. Boyle or about any 
other Government official, regardless of 
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what his political affiliations may be: I 
do not believe any such official, whether 
he be a Member of the Senate or a mem- 
ber of the Democratic National Commit- 
tee or a member of the Republican Na- 
tional Committee or an official of any of 
the executive agencies of the Govern- 
ment, has any right to represent a client 
for a fee before a Government agency 
at a time when he holds such a position 
of responsibility. I do not want that to 
get to the point where any Member of 
the Congress, or even for that matter 
any member of either of the major polit- 
ical parties, would be afraid to carry out 
his normal duties, which would be to 
refer, in the normal manner, any com- 
plaint or request which comes to his 
Office. I feel that if any of our constit- 
uents ask us regarding the procedure to 
be followed in getting a loan, it is our 
obligation to outline it for them, but it 
is not our responsibility to intercede on 
behalf of that client and try to influ- 
ence that loan, and particularly it is 
not proper for us to accept any fee for 
the services, either as individuals or as 
members of a law firm back home. I 
hope that the bill which has been in- 
troduced by the senior Senator from Vir- 
ginia, a copy of which I ask to have in- 
serted in the Recorp at this point, will 
be passed. It will put a stop to all prac- 
tices of this type. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

A bill to prohibit members and employees of 
any national political committee from 
practicing before or attempting to influ- 
ence the decision of any department or 
agency of the United States 
Be it enacted, etc., That the analysis of 

chapter 29 of title 18, United States Code, is 

amended by inserting immediately after and 
underneath item 612 the following new item: 

“613. Practicing before or influencing deci- 

sion of any department or agency of 
the United States by a member or 
employee of any national political 
committee.” 

Sec. 2. Title 18, United States Code, is fur- 
ther amended by inserting immediately fol- 
lowing section 612 two new sections as 
follows: 

“§ 613. Practicing before or influencing deci- 
sion of any department or agency 
of the United States by a member 
or employee of any national politi- 
cal committee. 

“Whoever, being an officer, member, or 
employee of a national committee of any 
political party, shall practice for compensa- 
tion before any department or agency of the 
United States, or attempt to influence di- 
rectly or indirectly the decision of any such 
department or agency, shall be fined not 
more than $5,000 or imprisoned not more 
than 3 years, or both.” 


Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Delaware yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS, I yield to the Sena- 
tor from Illinois. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. First of all I desire 
to congratulate the Senator from Dela- 
ware for the candor and forthrightness 
with which he has approached this prob- 
lem and the logical process which he 
has adopted in following through. If 
charges are going to be made on one 
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side, I think it is the responsibility of 
our own party, where the breath of sus- 
picion may be raised, for us to look into 
it and be vigilant. Iam glad he has as- 
sumed the responsibility of making the 
facts public, and I think there is gound 
to be a party responsibility to look into 
the case very carefully. This is cer- 
tainly no time to prejudge a situation. 
I do not know what the facts of the case 
may be, but I do know that we cannot 
point a finger of scorn and accusation 
at someone else without at the same 
time recognizing qur own responsibility 
in that field. So I congratulate the 
Senator from Delaware. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I thank the Senator 
from Illinois. I may say that I, too, 
want what has been said to go in the 
Recorp without being considered as an 
indictment. But this information came 
to me from reliable sources, sources 
which I consider highly reliable, and I 
felt that it was my responsibility to call 
it to the attention of the Senate, and 
particularly to the attention of the com- 
mittee which is examining these types of 
transactions. I hope, as I said before 
about Mr. Boyle, that both these gentle- 
men will be given an opportunity to pre- 
sent their side of the case. Let us not 
forget that in this country every man is 
entitled to that opportunity before we 
form a definite opinion. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Delaware yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Colorado, 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I wish to thank the 
distinguished senior Senator from Del- 
aware for bringing what he believes to 
be the facts to the attention of the Sen- 
ate and to the attention of the country. 
Speaking as chairman of the Republican 
conference of Senators, I wish to say to 
him that the matter will be thoroughly 
examined, and every Senator here will 
be made fully aware of all the facts; and 
if there is any proper condemnation, it 
will not be spared because the gentleman 
happens to be a Republican or is chair- 
man of the Republican National Com- 
mittee. I agree entirely that we should 
withhold judgment until the facts are 
known. I happen to know that Mr. 
Gabrielson will be here in the very near 
future and will make himself available 
for those who are interested in learning 
the facts, and he will give a full recital 
of them. I wish to add that I feel quite 
confident that I can speak for every 
Republican on this side of the aisle in 
saying that whatever the facts may be, 
they will not be suppressed, and that 
whatever corrective measures need be 
taken will be taken. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I thank the Senator 
from Colorado. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Delaware yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I think the distin- 
guished Senator from Delaware has ren- 
dered a real service today in calling this 
matter to the attention of the Senate 
and to the attention of the public at 
large. One of the functions of a minor- 
ity party is to bring before the people 
any wrongdoing, or even any suspicion 
of wrongdoing, in order that it may be 
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corrected; and therefore it makes no 
difference whether the wrongdoing is in 
the minority party or in the majority 
party, it is the duty of the minority to 
ferret out these things and bring them 
to the attention of the public, that we 
may have a solid and strong Government. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Indiana. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I 
merely desire to say, as a member of the 
RFC Investigating Cemmittee, it was I 
myself who brought out for the first time 
the connection which Mr. Gabrielson 
had with the particular firm which the 
able Senator from Delaware is discuss- 
ing. I brought it out as a member of 
the Senate Banking and Currency Com- 
mittee, in a public hearing, and devel- 
oped it. That was the first time that it 
was ever made public. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is correct, and 
I may say to the Senator from Indiana 
that I agree with the conclusions of that 
committee up to that point. It is the 
reported activities of Mr. Gabrielson 
since he has been chairman of the Re- 
publican National Committee, to which 
I was directing my criticism. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Delaware yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from Vermont. 

Mr. AIKEN. Would the Senator also 
agree that the national committeemen 
and committee women from the different 
States should not undertake to repre- 
sent for a fee any business interest un- 
dertaking to do business with the 
Government? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I 
think that any person who accepts a po- 
sition of honor or of responsibility with 
a political party or with the Government 
has an obligation to conduct himself in a 
slightly different manner from the way 
in which he would conduct himself if he 
were acting as an individual citizen. 
Again, I see nothing wrong in an attor- 
ney’s representing one of these firms, but 
if a man wants to continue with the law 
firm, or to continue as the attorney for 
one of these firms, he should not become 
associated with any political party in a 
position of high responsibility, nor 
should be become associated with the 
Government as an official. 

Mr. AIKEN. I would say that if the 
Senator from Delaware includes national 
committeemen in the category which he 
is discussing—— 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I certainly do. 

Mr. AIKEN. And if there is a legisla- 
tive committee investigation, it is likely 
to be quite a busy committee for a long 
time to come. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Delaware yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Kansas. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I wish to say to the 
distinguished Senator from Delaware 
that I think he has rendered a very great 
service in impartially pointing out on 
the Senate floor the information which 
has come to him, and the knowledge he 
has of the factual background concern- 
ing these matters. We should be vigi- 
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lant, and I commend the Senator from 
Delaware. I care not whether it falls 
within the province of my party, the mi- 
nority party, or within the province of 
the majority party, we have to do a major 
job of cleaning up some of the deals 
which have been recently publicized, of 
which not only some of the committees 
of Congress are aware, to whom the mat- 
ters have been presented and assigned, 
but of which the general public has be- 
come aware. The cleaning-up process 
will be furthered by just such forthright 
approaches as that which the Senator 
from Delaware has taken in this case, 
I commend him most heartily. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I thank the Senator 
from Kansas. I, too, have always taken 
the position that when a man does wrong 
he does not do wrong because of his af- 
filiation with either political party; he 
does wrong because something inside of 
him simply does not dictate to him the 
proper desire of doing those things which 
are right. I do not feel that we should 
approach this matter from a partisan 
standpoint, but, on the other hand, we 
do have an obligation, when we find such 
things occurring, to have them fully ex- 
plored and action taken to correct them. 

At the same time, as the Senator from 
Colorado pointed out, we should always 
withhold final judgment until the men 
under investigation have a chance to ex- 
press their side. I say that not only in 
regard to Mr. Gabrielson and Mr. Boyle 
but in regard to any other similar case 
which may be presented on the floor of 
the Senate. Freedom is one of the most 
precious things in America. Let us be 
careful we do not destroy it in our over- 
zealousness to preserve it. 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Delaware yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield to the Senator 
from Washington. 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, I may say 
to my friend the Senator from Delaware 
that I should like to be associated with 
my colleagues who have expressed ap- 
proval of the position taken this after- 
noon by the senior Senator from 
Delaware. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from New Mexico. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I com- 
pliment the Senator from Delaware and 
the minority party in trying to promote 
virtue, but I should like to ask a ques- 
tion. I may say, by way of preface to 
my question, that the Senator from Dela- 
ware has been dealing only with those 
persons who might be connected with 
partisan politics or with party organi- 
zations. What does the Senator from 
Delaware think of the fact that so many 
men who have been educated by the Fed- 
eral Government, in order to become 
naval or military officers, are resigning 
their positions after a while, or quitting 
their positions, or being retired, to then 
become the agents of some corporation 
or of some interest, just as is alleged to 
have been done in this instance by the 
chairman of the Democratic Committee 
and by the chairman of the Republican 
Committee? Does he not think that 
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those people also owe a duty to the Amer- 
ican public? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The Senator from 
New Mexico is unquestionably correct. 
I may say that I have not only criticized 
that on the floor of the Senate pre- 
viously, but that I have introduced a 
bill, which is presently before an appro- 
priate committee of the Senate. Un- 
fortunately, I have not been able to get 
any action on it. It is a bill which would 
provide that any man who has been with 
the armed services, or with any other 
phase of Government, who takes a job 
with private industry, during the 2 years 
following his resignation, shall report 
in detail to the Comptroller General of 
the United States his salary, the terms 
of his contract, and all other pertinent 
facts. If then, there is something wrong 
in his going with that corporation, the 
Comptroller General is on notice. If 
there is nothing wrong about it, the 
man who resigns and takes the position 
should not be ashamed of it. There have 
been suggestions made that entirely too 
many times that has been the practice 
of certain Government officials. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, it is 
only lately that the press of Washing- 
ton has stated that many young men 
have resigned from the military service 
who were trained at the expense of the 
American taxpayers and who are now 
occupying positions that pay four times 
as much salary as the people of the 
United States pay to the Senator from 
Delaware or to any other Senator. Is 
that correct, in the judgment of the 
Senator from Delaware? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I would not want 
to make a blanket indictment that any 
man who makes a success must have 
been doing wrong, and I am sure the 
Senator from New Mexico would not, 
either, but I think we should give care- 
ful scrutiny to those cases to be sure 
that good jobs were not given as the re- 
sult of some favor that a man might 
have been in position to render to a cor- 
poration while holding public office. I 
think we owe that much to the American 
people. There is no question that dur- 
ing recent years there has been growing 
up in the minds of the American people 
a great lack of confidence in the official 
Government of the United States. I 
think that is the most dangerous threat 
we have in this country, without under- 
rating the threat of communism. If 
the American people ever lose complete 
confidence in the integrity of Govern- 
ment Officials in the United States, we 
are finished. We must clean our house 
and restore the confidence which the 
American people used to have in their 
Government officials. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. I hope the Senator 
will be patient with me briefly. With- 
out prejudging the merits of the per- 
sons involved in these charges, I feel, as 
does the Senator from Delaware, that we 
should prove all the facts before judg- 
ment is made. That is the American 
way. But the Senator from Delaware 
knows, as I know—and that is one of 
the reasons why I appreciate the Sena- 
tor’s making his statement; whether 1 
agree as to the ultimate conclusion is 
another matter—that over and over 
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again former employees of the Federal 
Government in positions of trust and 
responsibility have quit their jobs one 
day, and the next day they were on the 
payroll of some corporation or some com- 
pany that does business with the office 
they left. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I am sure the Sen- 
ator from New Mexico recognizes, with 
me, that it is our responsibility as Mem- 
bers of the United States Senate to cor- 
rect the situation. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. It is the responsibility 
of the Congress to see that any employee 
of the internal-revenue service or of 
any other Government service is pro- 
hibited, for a certain length of time, from 
representing clients before the agency 
with which he was formerly connected. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I agree we must do 
something to stop that practice. I have 
sponsored legislation looking to that end 
which is now before the appropriate com- 
mittee upon which I hope we can get 
some action, for certainly there is a great 
need for such legislation. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I do not 
make the statement with the purpose 
of charging anything wrong against 
those who so represent clients, but I 
think the practice is entirely wrong; and 
I hope the Congress sometime will take 
the responsibility of saying that no 
former employee of the Federal Gov- 
ernment can for at least 2 years repre- 
sent a client before any department of 
which he was an employee. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Delaware yield? 

Mr, WILLIAMS. I yield. 

Mr. CASE. I desire to join in what 
the Senator has said, and I commend 
him for the service which he has per- 
formed today. 

A committee of the Senate is conduct- 
ing some hearings to establish a moral 
code for the Government. I might say 
that the distinguished Senator from 
Delaware this afternoon has put into the 
English language precepts which could 
well serve as the foundation of any 
moral code that might be recommended 
by any committee of the Senate for the 
conduct of the Government. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Delaware yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 

Mr, MILLIKIN. I repeat my own 
view, that the distinguished Senator 
from Delaware has performed a great 
service in bringing this matter to the 
attention of the Senate and of the coun- 
try, and I repeat that there will be no 
suppression of the facts which will lead 
to the appropriate conclusions. 

I think it should also be said, although 
I do not suggest it as at all determina- 
tive, that the chairman of the Republi- 
can National Committee does not ap- 
point anyone to office; he is not influ- 
ential in the appointment of anyone to 
office. So he does not have that spe- 
cial opportunity to ask for reciprocity of 
favors that might be earned by one in 
similar position on the other side of 
the fence. That is not determinative of 
the question before the Senate, but I 
think it does lend some perspective to 
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the whole problem, particularly as it 
concerns Mr. Gabrielson. I am quite 
sure he would have no reason to believe 
that he would be favored if he made a 
request of officeholders who are of the 
opposition, and who have been appointed 
by the opposition. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I thank the Senator 
from Colorado. I think perhaps that 
might have been what was in the back 
of Mr. Gabrielson’s mind and the reason 
why he thought that what he did might 
have been proper. 

But we cannot lay down one set of 
rules for the majority party which the 
minority party would not observe. We 
should call on all officials of both political 
parties, irrespective of whether they are 
on salary, to disassociate themselves from 
any private practice for pay before any 
Government agency. 

At the same time, I join the Senator 
from Colorado in saying that until the 
charges are substantiated, I think we 
should withhold final judgment. If 
these charges are substantiated I hope 
and believe that the Republican Party 
will take appropriate steps to clean its 
own house. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, be- 
fore addressing myself to the subject I 
wish to discuss, I want to say that I join 
with the Senator from Delaware in the 
suggestions which he has made and the 
position which he has taken. 


INCREASED PAY IN POST OFFICE’ 
DEPARTMENT 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate the amendments of the House of 
Representatives to the bill (S. 355) to 
adjust the salaries of postmasters, super- 
visors, and employees in the field service 
of the Post Office Department, which 
were to strike out all after the enacting 
clause and insert: 


That (a) each section of the act of July 6, 
1945 (Public Law 134, 79th Cong.), as 
amended and supplemented, which provides 
annual automatic pay grades for positions 
in the postal field service is amended (1) 
by striking out the grade designations and 
rates of compensation provided for grades 
1, 2, and 3, and (2) by renumbering, respec- 
tively, beginning with the number 1, in the 
same sequence in which they appear on the 
day before the effective date of this section, 
those grades which are on such day higher 
than grade 3. Any references to pay grades 
higher than grade 3 and any references with 
respect to the total number of grades in any 
class of position which are contained in such 
act or in any other law are hereby renum- 
bered to conform to the changes made by this 
subsection. 

(b) Each employee who, on the day before 
the effective date of this section, is in grade 
1, grade 2, or grade 3 shall as of such effective 
date be placed in the grade designated as 
grade 1 by subsection (a). 

(e) Each employee on the rolls of the field 
service of the Post Office Department on the 
effective date of this act for whom annual 
automatic pay grades are provided by the 
act of July 6, 1945, as amended and supple- 
mented, who entered the postal field service 
after June 30, 1945, and who has not been 
advanced at least two annual automatic pay 
grades pursuant to subsection (b) of this 
section, section 2 of the act of March 6, 1946, 
as amended (Public Law 317, 79th Cong.), 
the act of July 31, 1946, as amended (Public 
Law 577, 79th Cong.), and section 2 (a), (b), 
(c), and (d) of the act of October 28, 1949, 
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as amended (Public Law 428, 81st Cong.), 
shall be advanced two annual automatic pay 
grades, or, if such employee has been ad- 
vanced one annual automatic pay grade pur- 
suant to such provisions of law, he shall be 
advanced one annual automatic pay grade. 
Any such advancement in grade of an em- 
ployee under this subsection shall be effec- 
tive as of the effective date of this act and 
shall not be considered as a promotion for 
purposes of determining the date on which 
such employee is eligible for a promotion 
to the next higher grade. 

(d) Section 2 of the act entitled “An act 
to provide additional compensation and other 
benefits for postmasters, officers and em- 
ployees in the postal field service,” approved 
October 28, 1949, as amended, is hereby re- 
pealed. - 

Sec. 2. (a) Each postmaster, officer, and 
employee in the postal field service whose 
rate of compensation is prescribed by such 
act of July 6, 1945, as amended and supple- 
mented (including amendments made by the 
first section of this act), shall receive addi- 
tional compensation at the rate of $400 per 
annum: Provided, That employees paid on 
an hourly or part-time basis shall receive ad- 
ditional compensation at the rate of 20 cents 
per hour: Provided further, That postmasters 
at post offices of the fourth class shall receive 
additional compensation at the rate of a sum 
per annum equal to 20 percent of their basic 
annual compensation. 

(b) Subsection (a) shall not apply to 
skilled-trades employees of the mail-equip- 
ment shops, job cleaners in first- and sec- 
ond-class post offices, and employees who are 
paid on a fee or contract basis. 

Sec. 3. Any increase in rate of basic com- 
pensation by reason of the enactment of 
this act shall not be construed to be an 
equivalent increase in compensation with- 
in the meaning of section 701 of the Classifi- 
cation Act of 1949, as amended, in the case 
of employees in the postal fleld service who 
transfer or are transferred to positions with- 
in the purview of the Classification Act of 
1949, as amended. 

Sec. 4. (a) This act shall become effective 
as of July 1, 1951. 

(b) No retroactive compensation or salary 
shall be payable by reason of the enactment 
of this act in the case of any individual not 
in the service of the United States (including 
service in the Armed Forces of the United 
States) or of the municipal government of 
the District of Columbia on the date of en- 
actment of this act, except that such retro- 
active compensation or salary shall be paid 
a retired postmaster, officer, or employee for 
services rendered during the period begin- 
ning July 1, 1951, and ending with the date 
of his retirement. 


And to amend the title so as to read: 
“A bill to reduce the number of grades for 
positions in the postal field service and to 
provide salary increases for personnel in 
such service.” 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I move that the Senate 
disagree to the amendments of the House, 
ask a conference with the House on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and that the Chair appoint the 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to, and the Vice 
President appointed Mr. JOHNSTON of 
South Carolina, Mr. PASTORE, Mr. UNDER- 
woop, Mr. LANGER, and Mr. CARLSON con- 
ferees on the part of the Senate. 


INCREASED COMPENSATION FOR CER- 
TAIN FEDERAL EMPLOYEES 
The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 


Senate the amendment of the House of 
Representatives to the bill (S. 622) to 
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increase the basic rates of compensation 
of certain officers and employees of the 
Federal Government, and for other pur- 
poses, which was to strike out all after 
the enacting clause and insert: 
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That (a) section 603 (b) and section 
603 (c) of the Classification Act of 1949, as 
amended, are amended to read as follows: 

“(b) The compensation schedule for the 
general schedule shall be as follows: 


“Grade 


PRI Hm e038 
SSSSVESSSSERSERSEE 


How 


P, 


merer] 
> 


Per annum rates 
$2,680 $2,760 $2,840 $2,920 $3,000 $3, 080 
2, 930 3,010 3, 000 3, 170 3, 250 3,330 
3, 130 3, 210 3, 290 3, 370 3. 450 3, 530 
3, 355 3, 435 3,515 3, 505 3,675 3,755 
3, 625 3,750 3,875 4, 000 4,125 4,250 
3, 975 4, 100 4, 225 4,350 4,475 4, 600 
4, 350 4,475 4, 600 4.725 4, 850 4,975 
4,725 4, 850 4,975 5, 100 5, 225 5,350 
5, 125 5, 250 5,375 5, 500 5, 625 5,750 
5,525 5,650 5,775 5,900 6,025 6, 150 
6, 000 6, 200 6, 400 6, 600 6, 800 
7,000 7. W0 7,400 7. 600 7, 800 
8, 200 8, 400 8, 600 8, 800 9, 000 
9, 400 9, 600 9,800 10,000 10, 200 
10,650 10,900 11, 150 11. 400 
11, 800 12,000 12, 200 12. 400 
12, 800 13, 000 13, 200 13, 400 


„e) (1) The compensation schedule for the crafts, protective, and custodial schedule 


shall be as follows: 


“Grade Per annum rates 
Fo Sieg eda Rl cd Sey lS IE eat RS $1,910 $1,970 $2,030 $2,000 $2,150 $2,210 82 270 
CPC-2. 2, 520 2, 590 2, 660 2, 730 2, 800 2. 870 2. 940 
CPC-3. 2, 652 2, 732 2. 812 2. 892 2.972 3, 052 3. 132 
CPC+ 2,850 2, 930 3,010 3, 090 3,170 3, 250 3,330 
CPC- 3, 074 3, 154 3, 234 3,314 3, 304 3,474 3, 554 
CPC-6 3, 300 3, 380 3, 460 3, 40 3. 620 3, 700 3, 780 
CPC- 3, 525 8, 625 3, 725 3, 825 3, 925 4, 025 4.125 
CPC-8. 3, 800 3, 925 4, 050 4,175 4, 300 4,425 4, 550 
CPC 4,175 4,300 4, 425 4, 550 4, 675 4,800 4, 925 
(2 UES | | COE ARI caro EI a a 4, 550 4, 675 4, 800 4, 925. 5, 050 5,175 5, 300 


“(2) Charwomen working part time shall 
be paid at the rate of $2,800 per annum, and 
head charwomen working part time at the 
rate of $2,940 per annum.” 

(b) In adjusting initially the rates of pay 
of employees affected by the provisions of 
this section— 

(1) an employee receiving basic compen- 
sation immediately prior to the effective 
date of this act at one of the scheduled or 
longevity rates provided by the Classification 
Act of 1949, as amended, shall receive basic 
compensation on and after the effective date 
of this act at the corresponding scheduled or 
longevity rate as increased by this act; and 

(2) an employee receiving basic compen- 
sation immediately prior to the effective date 
of this act at a rate other than a scheduled 
or longevity rate provided by the Classifica- 
tion Act of 1949, as amended, shall receive 
basic compensation on and after the effective 
date of this act as follows: 

(A) If his rate immediately prior to the 
effective date of this act was less than the 
maximum longevity rate of the grade, he 
shall be paid at the scheduled or longevity 
rate which he would receive under para- 
graph (1) had he been receiving basic com- 
pensation immediately prior to such effective 
date at the scheduled or longevity rate next 
higher than his rate of basic compensation 
immediately prior to such effective date. 

(B) If his rate immediately prior to the 
effective date of this act was in excess of 
the maximum longevity rate of the grade, he 
shall be paid at a rate equal to the rate at 
which he was paid immediately prior to such 
Gate, increased by an amount equal to the 
amount of the increase made by this act in 
such maximum longevity rate. 

(C) If he is a part-time char employee 
and his rate immediately prior to the effective 
date of this act was in excess of the rate 
provided for his position under section 603 
(c) (2) of the Classification Act of 1949, as 
amended, he shall be paid at a rate equal 
to the rate at which he was paid immedi- 
ately prior to such effective date, increased 
by an amount equal to the amount of the 


increase made by this act in the rate for 
like positions under such section. 

(c) The limitations of $9,600 and $13,050 
with respect to the aggregate salaries pay- 
able to secretaries and law clerks of circuit 
and district judges, contained in the six- 
teenth paragraph under the head “Miscel- 
laneous salaries” in the Judiciary Appropria- 
tion Act, 1951 (Public Law 759, 81st Cong.), 
or in any subsequent appropriation act shall 
be increased by the amounts necessary to 
pay the additional basic compensation pro- 
vided by this act. 

(d) Section 701 of the Classification Act 
of 1949, as amended, is amended by inserting 
“(a)” after “Sec. 701“ and by adding at the 
end thereof the following new subsection: 

“(b) Any increase in compensation 
granted by law after June 30, 1951, shall not 
be construed to be an equivalent increase 
in compensation within the meaning of sub- 
section (a).” 

Src. 2. (a) Each officer and employee in 
or under the legislative branch of the Gov- 
ernment whose rate of compensation is in- 
creased by section 5 of the Federal Employees 
Pay Act of 1946 shall be paid additional 
compensation at the rate of not less than 
$400 per annum or 10 percent whichever is 
higher; Provided, That no increase for any 
individual shall exceed $800 per annum: 
Provided further, That employees paid on an 
hourly or part-time basis shall be paid addi- 
tional compensation at the rate of 20 cents 
per hour. 

(b) Section 603 (b) of the Federal Em- 
ployees Pay Act of 1945, as amended, sec- 
tion 7 (b) of the Federal Employees Pay 


Act of 1946, as amended, section 303 (c) ort 


the Postal Rate Revision and Federal Em- 
ployees Salary Act of 1948, and the second 
paragraph under the heading “Increased 
pay for legislative employees” in the Second 
Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1950, shall 
not apply to any officer or employee subject 
to subsection (a), but no such officer or 
employee shall, by reason of any provision 
of such acts or of this section, be paid with 
respect to any pay period basic compensa- 
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tion, or basic compensation plus additional 
compensation, at a rate in excess of $11,246 
per annum. 

(c) The rate of basic compensation of 
each of the elected officers of the Senate and 
the House of Representatives (not includ- 
ing the presiding officers of the two Houses), 
the Parliamentarian of the House of Repre- 
sentatives, the legislative counsel of the 
Senate, the legislative counsel of the House 
of Representatives, and the Coordinator of 
Information of the House of Representatives 
is hereby increased by $400 per annum. 

Sec. 3. The rates of annual basic compen- 
sation specifically provided by law for the 
following officers and employees in or un- 
der the executive branch of the Government 
are hereby increased by $400. 

(1) physicians, dentists, nurses, and other 
employees in the Department of Medicine 
and Surgery in the Veterans’ Administration 
whose rates of basic compensation are pro- 
vided by Public Law 293, Seventy-ninth Con- 
gress, approved January 3, 1946, as amended; 

(2) Officers and employees whose rates of 
basic compensation are provided by sections 
412 and 415 of the Foreign Service Act of 
1946, as amended. 

Src. 4. (a) This act shall become effective 
as of the first day of the first pay period 
which began after June 30, 1951. 

(b) No retroactive compensation or salary 
shall be payable by reason of the enactment 
of this act in the case of any individual not 
in the service of the United States (including 
service in the Armed Forces of the United 
States) or of the municipal government of 
the District of Columbia on the date of 
enactment of this act, except that such retro- 
active compensation or salary shall be paid a 
retired officer or employee for services ren- 
dered during the period beginning with the 
first day of the first pay period which began 
after June 30, 1951, and ending with the date 
of his retirement. 


Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I move that the Senate 
disagree to the amendment of the House, 
request a conference with the House on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and that the Chair appoint the 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Vice President appointed Mr. JOHNSTON 
of South Carolina, Mr. Pastore, Mr. 
Monroney, Mr. LANGER, and Mr. BUTLER 
of Maryland conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

REVENUE ACT OF 1951 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 4473) to provide reve- 
nue, and for other purposes. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I 
speak to the pending business before the 
Senate, House bill 4473, and I offer to 
it amendment designated as ‘9-20- 
51-D.” First I wish to ask that the cur- 
rent Record show and that any subse- 
quent printing show that the Senator 
from New Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES] also 
joins the Senator from New York [Mr. 
LEHMAN], the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. HENDRICKSON], the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL], the 
Senator from New York [Mr. Ives], and 
me in sponsoring the amendment. It is 
through an oversight that the name of 
the Senator from New Hampshire was 
not included. The same is true of the 
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BUTLER]. 

The amendment is to strike from the 
bill section 313 which deals with mutual 
savings banks and building and loan as- 
sociations. It proposes on page 142, be- 
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ginning with line 11, to strike out all 
of section 313 down to and including line 
6 on page 145; and on page 145, begin- 
ning with line 7, to strike out the nu- 
merals “314” and insert the numerals 
“313,” and renumber all following sec- 
tions accordingly. 

Mr. President, the point I wish to 
make in connection with this amend- 
ment to strike out is that this section 
will result in an active exhibition of the 
power to destroy which for many years 
has been recognized—I think the first 
recognition went back to John Mar- 
shall—as being inherent in the power to 
tax. 

I shall address myself particularly to 
the mutual savings banks. Other Sen- 
ators who support the amendment will 
address themselves particularly to the 
building and loan associations, in which 
also I have as deep a personal interest 
as I have in the savings banks; since I 
was a charter member of the building 
and loan association of my home town 
of Springfield, Vt., which must have been 
organized 30 or 40 years ago, and have 
been a member of it ever since, having 
taken out shares from time to time as 
the old shares have matured. But, as I 
said, I shall address myself first to the 
problems of the mutual savings banks. 

Since those are more commonly found 
in the northeastern section of the coun- 
try than in other sections, I shall take 
a few moments to describe them. The 
building and loan associations and mu- 
tual savings banks are pretty well scat- 
tered over the country, and I think most 
of the Senators on the floor are aware 
of the way in which they operate, and 
the part they fill in our national econ- 
omy. But I feel that in view of the 
action taken by the Finance Committee 
there must have been some misconcep- 
tions with regard to the mutual savings 
banks which were not fully explained 
away during the sessions of the com- 
mittee, which were, as can be imagined, 
long, hard sessions of two and sometimes 
three meetings a day, and it was diff- 
cult at times, perhaps, for the commit- 
tee to appreciate the facts. 

There are 529 mutual-savings banks in 
the United States, most of them concen- 
trated on the North Atlantic seaboard. 
At the end of 1950 total deposits in them 
aggregated about $20,000,000,000, be- 
longing to approximately 19,250,000 de- 
positors, of whom approximately 2,000,- 
000 were school children. The average 
account is about $1,000. The average 
school child’s account is about $23. They 
are very old institutions. 

The first mutual savings banks were 
formed back in 1816. From the begin- 
ning their purpose has not been to make 
money, for they have no stockholders. 
There is no one to whom profits can in- 
ure except to the depositors. They have 
been managed by public supported 
trustees who can have no financial inter- 
est in any transaction of the bank, 
They are, to put it briefly and plainly, 
purely fiduciary institutions. They ac- 
cept deposits under terms prescribed by 
the laws of the State in which they op- 
erate. They apply the best business 
judgment available, under the terms of 
the laws under which they operate, to 
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the investments of these sums, and the 
depositor gets the result of the wise and 
skillful administration, or the adminis- 
tration of whatever character it may 
turn out to be, in the form of interest on 
the deposits. There is no other return 
to anyone, outside of the expenses in- 
volved. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from Oklahoma. 

Mr. KERR. I understand the Senator 
has said that the mutual-savings bank 
is a purely fiduciary operation, and that 
no one gets any benefit from it other 
than the depositor. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Other than those 
who receive money in the form of ex- 
penses, salaries, purchases, the janitor, 
the cashier, and the clerks—no one else. 

Mr. KERR. I should like to ask the 
Senator what the savings banks do with 
the profits. 

Mr. FLANDERS. The savings banks 
make profits on the money entrusted to 
them. They pay expenses from those 
profits. They make contributions to the 
reserves which are set up by State laws 
from those profits. 

Mr. KERR. Is that a contribution or 
an allocation? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I do not know just 
what the difference in the mind of the 
Senator is between those two words. It 
is not a contribution in the sense of a 
contribution to an outside worthy cause. 
I wish the Senator would explain a little 
more clearly what he has in mind. 

Mr. KERR. I was not trying to argue 
with the Senator. I thought I under- 
stood that he was describing the oper- 
ation of the savings bank whereby it 
took a certain amount of money, per- 
centagewise or otherwise, from its prof- 
its, and placed it into the account in 
the bank which is identified as a reserve 
account, and I take it that that is an 
allocation or deposit of that eccount, and 
not a contribution in the ordinary un- 
standing of the word “contribution.” 

Mr. FLANDERS. Let me say to the 
Senator from Oklahoma at once that I 
may have misused terms in an account- 
ing sense. There is no profit until ex- 
penses have been paid. 

Mr. KERR. What does the mutual 
savings bank do with the money it makes 
out of its operations? 

Mr. FLANDERS. The Senator says, 
“the money it takes.” Does he mean 
clear profits? 

Mr. KERR. The Senator can place 
any interpretation upon the language he 
wishes to give it. 

Mr. FLANDERS. I cannot answer the 
Senator’s question without knowing what 
his question is. 

Mr. KERR. As I understand the sit- 
uation, a mutual savings bank takes the 
money deposited with it and loans it 
out; and on the money that it loans 
out, or on the money it invests, it re- 
ceives certain returns in the form of 
profits. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Those are not yet 
profits to the savings bank, until the 
savings bank has paid its expenses. 

Mr. KERR. Aside from the technical 
interpretation or application of the 
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terms “profits” and “expenses,” would 
the Senator mind answering the ques- 
tion as to what the savings bank does 
with the money it receives on the money 
which it invests, as it comes into the 
bank, in whatever form it comes, first, 
in the payment of the expenses of the 
bank; second, in allocating whatever are 
the necessary or recognized reserves to 
the reserve account; third, to the pay- 
ment of the depositors of the interest 
which is due them on their deposits, and 
fourth, if there is yet money remaining 
out of its income, will the Senator tell 
the Senate what the bank does with it? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I will say to the 
Senator from Oklahoma that I know of 
no other uses of the funds received from 
investment, aside from those of paying 
expenses, of setting up reserves, and of 
paying an mterest rate to the depositors. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. KERR. If I may finish 

Mr. LEHMAN. Isimply wished to ex- 
plain something to the Senator. 

Mr. KERR. Is the Senator aware of 
the fact that over and above those 
amounts, the savings banks of the coun- 
try, with deposits in excess of $20,000,- 
000,000, are earning in excess of $100,- 
000,000 a year? 

Mr. FLANDERS. Ido know that they 
have a little more than 11 percent of 
their earnings in reserves. 

Mr. KERR. Is not the way to state it 
that they have a reserve built up from 
earnings, which at this time approxi- 
mates 11 percent of their total deposits? 

Mr. FLANDERS. They do have such 
reserves built up. .As to whether or not 
they are excessive, I should like to read 
from the testimony given by Mr. 
Howe—— 

Mr. KERR. Would the Senator care 
to answer the question of the Senator 
from Oklahoma? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I wish to read some- 
thing which indicates that in Mr. Howe’s 
judgment a 10 percent reserve is about 
the minimum which the bank should 
carry, 

Mr. KERR. That is certainly in 
order, and certainly the Senator has the 
right to do that. He also has the right 
to decline to answer the question. I 
should like to call his attention to page 
24 of the report of the committee, 
wherein it is stated that the net profits 
of the savings banks, after interest and 
dividends, for the year 1950, amounted 
to $91,175,000, and then ask him if that 
goes to the depositors, or if that is not 
money which is made on the operation 
of the banks, over and above what they 
pay to the depositors, and upon which 
no taxes are paid. 

Mr. FLANDERS. I must still go back, 
I will say to the Senator from Oklahoma, 
to the statement that reserves are neces- 
sary. One question which he might ap- 
propriately ask is whether the reserves 
are excessive. When profits are put into 
reserves they cease to be profits in the 
sense of money which could be drawn 
upon freely for depositors or for anyone 
else. Since most of the reserves are 
legally required, I think the Senator 
would do well to banish from his mind 
the word “profits” in that particular 
connection. 
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Mr. KERR. If the Senator will yield 
for one further observation 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield if the Sena- 
tor puts it in the form of a question. 

Mr. KERR. The Senator made the 
statement that the mutual-savings banks 
were a purely fiduciary operation. 

Mr. FLANDERS. That is true. 

Mr. KERR. And that the income was 
for the sole benefit of the depositors. I 
then called his attention to the state- 
ment in the report that last year these 
banks added to their reserves, in the 
form of net profit after all interest and 
dividends, a sum in excess of $91,000,000. 
I should like to have the Senator explain 
to the Senate how that can be, in view 
of his statement that they are purely 
fiduciary, and are operated exclusively 
for the benefit of the dividends they can 
pay to their depositors. 

Mr. FLANDERS. I will say to the 
Senator from Oklahoma that I shall 
have to criticize the loose use of words 
in the report. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Let me read some- 
thing to the Senator. The report shows 
that last year there were deposits of 
approximately $21,000,000,000 in the 
mutual savings banks. The net cur- 
rent operating earnings were $363,000,- 
000, which is just about 134 percent on 
the assets. They j aid in dividends and 
interest to their depositors exclusively 
$257,000,000, which is only slightly more 
than 1½ percent, on the average, paid 
in interest to their depositors. There 
remained $91,000,000, and that $91,- 
000,000 was added to the reserve. In 
ease of liquidation it belongs to the 
current depositors in the banks, but it 
is used to safeguard the interests of 
the depositors. In the State of New 
York—and I am a little better qualified 
to speak with regard to the State of 
New York than with respect to other 
States—there are 7,500,000 depositors in 
the mutual savings banks. That is 
about one-half the total population of 
the State. 

The State requires a reserve in a 
minimum of 10 percent and a maximum 
of 25 percent. The reserve today in the 
State of New York is just about 10 per- 
cent. To me that reserve is inadequate, 
in the event of any serious situation 
arising. I should like to see that re- 
serve, which belongs to the depositors, 
built up to a reasonably high figure. 
Aside from the depositors, there is not 
a soul save the people who receive 
salaries who could possibly gain any 
benefit from the operation of the mutual 
savings banks. There is no stock owner- 
ship. There is no hidden interest by 
anyone save the depositors in the banks, 

Mr. FLANDERS. I thank the Sen- 
ator from New York. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. FLANDERS. | I yield. 

Mr. BRIDGES. I should like to pred- 
icate my question along the line sug- 
gested by the distinguished Senator 
from Oklahoma [Mr, KERR]. 

A mutual savings bank is a mutual 
institution which is perhaps peculiar to 
our section of the country. As the dis- 
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tinguished Senator from New York has 
said, there are no stockholders. The 
only interest held by anyone is that 
held by the depositors. The depositor is 
generally a person of small means who 
seeks a method of personal thrift and 
savings. 

The Senator from Oklahoma has ad- 
dressed a question to the distinguished 
Senator from Vermont. He asks what 
happens to the $91,000,000 which is in 
excess of what is paid for dividends and 
interest. A part of it goes, of course, 
to some of the banks that were in default 
back in 1930, for paying back RFC loans. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? This bill 
would specifically exempt anything that 
a bank had paid in that regard. 

Mr. FLANDERS. I shall be glad to 
yield to the Senator from Oklahoma 
after the Senator from New Hampshire 
has concluded his questioning. 

Mr. BRIDGES. As the Senator from 
Oklahoma knows, it is possible to make a 
bad loan on real estate. A reserve is 
created which can be used against con- 
tingencies which may arise from a bad 
loan. Bonds may have been purchased 
in good faith, or a loan may have been 
made on a home. In my particular sec- 
tion of the country a great flood occurred 
in 1935, when I was Governor of New 
Hampshire. A great hurricane occurred 
in 1938, which caused tremendous dam- 
age to homes and property. Mortgages 
were held by the mutual savings banks 
on many of the homes and much of the 
property. If the banks had not had 
some reserve to make it up they would 
never have been able to carry through 
and be solvent. I ask the Senator from 
Vermont if my explanation is not in part 
an answer to the question raised by the 
Senator from Oklahoma? 

Mr. FLANDERS. It seems to be so. 
If the Senator from Oklahoma wishes 
to amplify or diversify his question I 
shall be very glad to yield to him for 
that purpose. 

Mr. KERR. I appreciate the courtesy 
of. the Senator from Vermont. I Still 
have the same question in mind. The 
Senator has described the institutions 
as purely fiduciary and as operating on 
the basis that the depositors get, in the 
form of dividends, all the benefits which 
accumulate. Nevertheless, last year 
they added to their reserves $91,000,000, 
in the form of profits, over and above all 
the dividends they paid out. 

The Senator from Vermont is per- 
fectly aware of the fact that those ac- 
cumulations are never payable until the 
liquidation of the bank. The Senator is 
perfectly aware of the fact that no mat- 
ter how long a depositor keeps his money 
in a bank and makes a contribution to 
its over-all effort to make and accumu- 
late earnings, once he takes his deposit 
out of the bank, he no longer has any 
interest in or any call upon the accumu- 
lated reserves. Therefore, in actuality it 
cannot be a fiduciary operation. It is 
an operation for profit, and it cannot be 
identified as being exclusively for the 
benefit of the depositors. The vast sums 
of money which are put in reserve will 
not be paid out to the depositor, and are 
not an obligation to the depositor. Once 
he leaves the status of depositor, he has 
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no further claim on the reserves, regard- 
less of the extent to which they may 
have been earned on his money. 

In the light of those facts I believe the 
Senator is mistaken, or else he has failed 
to give me the information to show how 
it is possible for them to be identified as 
fiduciary institutions for the exclusive 
and sole benefit of depositors. 

Mr. FLANDERS. I should like to ask 
the Senator from Oklahoma whether he 
feels that the fiduciary responsibility to 
the depositor would be maintained if a 
bank so reduced its reserves or so refused 
to fulfill its legal obligations with regard 
to reserves, that the depositor’s deposit 
was imperiled. 

Mr. KERR. The Senator from Okla- 
homa certainly would be very strongly 
opposed to any action which would re- 
duce the safety of the bank. But the 
Senator from Oklahoma is aware of 
these facts: In the first place, the mu- 
tual savings banks at this time have 
total deposits in excess of $20,000,000,000. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Glory be. 

Mr. KERR. Glory be. These banks 
at this time have an accumulated reserve 
of more than $2,250,000,000. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Another glory be. 

Mr. KERR. Glory be. If we leave 
them tax-exempt the day will come when 
they and the other tax-exempt organ- 
izations will have all the money in the 
country. Glory be. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. KERR. Of the $20,000,000,000 in 
deposits 52 ½ percent is in Government 
bonds, and an additional 10 or 15 percent 
is in insured loans. If the Senator will 
look at their portfolios he will find that 
these banks have today not a 11-percent 
reserve but a reserve, in the form of cash, 
Government bonds, and Government- 
insured loans, of approximately 80 per- 
cent of their total deposits. 

In view of that fact I should like to 
ask the Senator from Vermont to tell 
us how he believes it is possible that 
their operations could in any wise be 
jeopardized with respect to the safety of 
deposits by a provision in the law which 
would provide that in the future—not 
after 1950, but after 1951—such banks 
should pay to their Government the 
ordinary tax on their earnings or prof- 
its over and above their dividend re- 
quirements to their depositors, their 
entire expense of operation, an adequate 
allowance for the building of an ade- 
quate loss reserve, and a further exemp- 
tion of their annual payments to the 
RFC or other Government agency which 
loaned them money to help insure their 
solvency back yonder when they got into 
jeopardy? After all those contingencies 
and eventualities had been provided for, 
with reference to their profits over and 
above those items. Why should they not 
pay a tax? s 

Mr. FLANDERS. I should like, in 
passing, to invite the attention of the 
Senator from Oklahoma to what, in my 
strong memory, is the fact that he voted 
against exempting payments for borrow- 
ings to repair impaired capital to anyone 
except the RFC. 

My recollection is that the Senator 
from Oklahoma voted against any repay- 
ment to the pooled funds of savings 
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banks in Massachusetts, New York, and, 
I think, Connecticut. In other words, he 
seers to me to uphold the principle that 
if any institution such as a savings bank 
runs to the Federal Government for help, 
we will protect it. However, if it fur- 
nishes its own means of protection, its 
own provision for repairing impaired 
capital, then, beware, we will not alfow 
such funds to be exempted from the tax. 

That was one of the many things that 
was completely incomprehensible to me. 
I am a member of the committee, and 
Iam proud to be a member of it. How- 
ever, when we came to section 313, some 
opinion—and it was not a sinister opin- 
ion, but merely an opinion of misappre- 
hension—seemed to sweep over the whole 
body, and it became necessary therefore 
to bring apprehension back to the floor. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. FLANDERS. Yes. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I should like to 
answer the Senator from Oklahoma so 
far as Massachusetts is concerned. He 
asked the question: Why should we not 
tax what is left after expenses, reserves, 
and dividends? He refers to this as 
profits. My answer to his question is, 
there are no profits. So far as Massa- 
chusetts is concerned, if the Federal 
Government puts on this tax, after a 
payment of less than 2½ percent in 
average dividends to depositors, and 
after setting up the reserves required by 
Massachusetts law, there is a far greater 
chance of a deficit than a surplus. I 
have actual figures of a small bank, a 
medium-sized, and a large bank. They 
all show a deficit. The only way that 
deficit can be cured and the reserves 
maintained is to reduce the 2-percent 
dividend received by 3,300,000 depositors 
out of the 4,700,000 citizens of Mas- 
sachusetts. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Mr. Pres- 
ident, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. I wish to 
address myself to the situation referred 
to by the Senator from Massachusetts. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Vermont may yield for a question. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I 
yield to the Senator from Maryland for 
the purpose he has requested, if I may 
obtain unanimous consent to yield for 
that purpose and still retain the floor. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Mr. Pres- 
ident, I ask unanimous consent that I 
may make a brief statement at this time. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection to having the Senator from Ver- 
mont yield for other than a question? 
The Chair hears none, and the Senator 
may proceed. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Mr. Pres- 
ident, in Maryland there has developed 
among our mutual savings banks a prac- 
tice of putting aside a reasonable 
amount for their reserve accounts, 
Those banks use any small amount of 
money which may be left over to make a 
small extra payment of interest to the 
depositors every 3 to 5 years. 

If this bill as it now stands becomes 
law, the effect on those banks will be 
most serious, for they are now down to 
the minimum; and for every dollar of 
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money which is added to their deposits 
by way of interest or dividends they will 
not have funds with which to cover the 
legal reserve required on such interest 
or dividends. If they have new deposits, 
under this measure they would not have 
any funds with which to establish the 
reserve against those deposits; and under 
such an arrangement in the course of 5 
or 10 years those banks would not be 
able to survive, 

They must have reasonable reserves, 
In one of our large mutual institutions, 
the reserve would be less than 3 percent 
in the case of an increase of deposits 
amounting to as little as $3,000,000, 
when added to dividends in the same year 
of like amount. 

So the situation is a very dangerous 
one. We cannot put the savings of 
600,000 people in Maryland to that risk. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Ve-mont yield? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I should like to ob- 
tain unanimous consent to ask a ques- 
tion of the Senator from Oklahoma. I 
ask that consent, Mr. President. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection to the request of the Senator 
from Illinois? Without objection, the 
Senator may proceed. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Here is a difficulty 
which arises, and I apply it not so much 
to mutual savings banks as I do to sav- 
ings and loan associations. For in- 
stance, I hold in my hand a letter from 
the auditor of the State of Illinois, who 
under State law is charged with moni- 
toring the savings and loan and thrift 
institutions, so that they will be in a 
solvent condition. In his letter he re- 
fers, I believe, to 473 State-chartered a- 
stitutions, quite aside from the ones that 
are federalized. In his letter he makes 
a case, of course, against taxation of 
those institutions, upon the ground that 
to do so would impair their reserves and 
would slenderize their earnings to the 
point where one of two things would 
happen: Either there would be sharp 
withdrawals which would jeopardize the 
solvency of the institutions, or other- 
wise the interest rate would have to rise 
to meet the problem, 

In addition to that statement, I have 
before me a statement by Mr. Divers, of 
the Federal Home Loan Bank Board, a 
Federal agency, which has the housing 
and loan operation going on in every 
State of the Union. He makes the same 
point. 

Mr. KERR, I shall be delighted to 
answer the questions provided I may do 
so one at a time. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. This is all one ques- 
tion. I simply wish to round out the 
question by saying that these officials 
are State officials, charged under State 
law, and I have also referred to a Fed- 
eral official; and what they do affects 
the economy of the banks of the Com- 
monwealth of Massachusetts and of a 
great many other banks. Those offi- 
cials now make the point that if this tax 
is imposed, the result will be possibly to 
impair the solvency of those institu- 
tions, in view of the fact that the sav- 
ings and loan associations deal with 
loans upon homes, many of them upon 
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the homes of veterans, and that a re- 
serve must be maintained, in addition 
oe reserve provided in the pending 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I wish 
to obtain consent to have the Senator 
from Oklahoma answer the question, I 
ask such consent. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection to the request of the Senator 
from Vermont? The Chair hears none, 
and the Senator may proceed. 

Mr. KERR. With reference to the 
Savings and loan associations, I may 
say to the Senator from Illinois that 
their net income for the year 1950, as he 
will see set forth on page 26 of the re- 
port, was $411,000,000. That was after 
all of their expenses except their divi- 
dends. Their dividends were $262,000,- 
000, leaving them undivided profits and 
reserves of $148,000,000. 

Already, Mr. President, the savings 
and loan associations in our country had 
in excess of $17,000,000,000 in deposits, 
and already the savings and loan asso- 
ciations had surpluses and undivided 
profits exceeding 10 percent of that 
amount. 

So, after all expenses, after all losses, 
after all dividends to members, in 1 year 
they added to their undivided profits ap- 
proximately $150,000,000 of tax-free 
money. 

I remind the Senator from Illinois and 
the Senator from Vermont that as of 
today the mutual savings banks and the 
building and loan associations have ap- 
proximately $40,000,000,000 in deposits. 
Together their net earnings, after all 
expenses, after all disbursements, after 
all dividends, after all interest on de- 
posits, amount to approximately a 
quarter of a billion dollars. 

Their position relative to the com- 
mercial banks is changing so rapidly 
that as of today I would say they have 
half as much earnings as do all the com- 
mercial banks in the United States. If 
we permit the mutual savings banks and 
the building and loan associations to 
continue to be tax-free, the day is not 
far distant when their profits after dis- 
bursements will exceed those of the com- 
mercial banks. When that happens, the 
profits after disbursements of the mu- 
tual savings banks and the building and 
loan associations, instead of being a mere 
3 or 4 percent of what those of the com- 
mercial banks were a few years ago, will 
be, instead, I would say, approximately 
20 percent or 25 percent of those of the 
commercial banks; and they will re- 
place the commercial banks, because the 
commercial banks cannot pay a 52-per- 
cent tax on their profits and have their 
competitors pay nothing, and continue 
to survive. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President—— 

Mr. KERR. And therefore—— 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President—— 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I have 
been answering—— 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I 
rise to a parliamentary inquiry, namely, 
whether a Senator who has the floor and 
who yields to another Senator, may in- 
terrupt that Senator? 

Mr. KERR. I yield to the Senator 
from Vermont, regardless of whether he 
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has that right. If he does not like this 
medicine, I will give it in my own time. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. A Senator 
who yields may terminate the yielding; 
any Senator who has the floor controls 
his own time while he has the floor. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield for a brief 
observation, and then I shall come back 
to the Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I say to the Senator 
from Oklahoma that I recognize the fig- 
ures he has just given, and I am not un- 
mindful of them. However, it was only 
in the last session of the Legislature of 
the State of Illinois that the reserve re- 
quirement was raised, as regards build- 
ing and loan associations. Under the 
law of Illinois it is the public duty of 
the auditor of public accounts to make 


sure that the reserve requirements are 


met and that all of these institutions 
are kept solvent. 

When an elected official of a State, 
serving it as auditor, says to one of the 
State’s elected representatives in Con- 
gress, “I have grave concern over what 
you propose to do, in its effect upon the 
solvency of those institutions,” then 
what does one do? The Senator from 
Oklahoma has not answered the ques- 
tion. 

Mr. KERR. I say that there is noth- 
ing in this measure to prevent the ac- 
cumulation of adequate reserves by those 
institutions. The laws of the Senator’s 
State require the same kind of reserves 
by the State banks as they have been 
accumulating them and are accumulat- 
ing them; and the amount they set 
‘aside for those reserves is free from taxa- 
tion. The amount the savings and loan 
associations would be required to set 
aside for that reserve would be free from 
taxation. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I 
must interrupt the Senator from Okla- 
homa at that point. 

Mr. KERR. And the bill affects their 
profits only after setting aside those re- 
serves. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Oklahoma is making mis- 
statements with regard to the bill now 
before us. The pending bill does not 
permit building and loan associations 
or mutual savings banks to set aside the 
reserves required by their State laws 
without having them subjected to taxa- 
tion by the Federal Government. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for an observation? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I was rather surprised 
to hear the distinguished junior Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN] say that he 
accepted the validity of the figures given 
by the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. 
Kerr]. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I meant the gross fig- 
ures he read from the report. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Yes; but I do not see 
that those figures mesh at all. 

The figures I have—and I am also 
reading from the report of the Senate 
Finance Committee—are that on depos- 
its of nearly $21,000,000,000, all that was 
Set aside for all manner of reserves—re- 
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serves against deposits, reserves required 
by the State, reserves required by the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation— 
was $91,000,000. 

Another point is that the Senator from 
Oklahoma is comparing the mutual sav- 
ings banks with the commercial banks. 
He overlooks several very important 
things, one of which is that the field of 
investments and the field of operations 
of a commercial bank are vastly differ- 
ent from those of a mutual savings bank, 
and vastly more liberal. The mutual 
savings bank is confined by law to in- 
vesting its funds largely either in first 
mortgages or in Government bonds. It 
cannot undertake the operations which 
can be undertaken by a commercial bank, 
and which frequently bring in large 
profits. 

Furthermore, so far as reserves are 
reserves are concerned, if the reserves 
of a mutual savings bank or of a savings 
and loan association are menaced or re- 
duced beyond the limit of good business 
and safety, it has absolutely no means 
whatever of building up those reserves; 
it cannot do it; it has nothing upon 
which to draw. A commercial bank can 
sell securities to its stockholders or other- 
wise and raise any amount of money 
which may be desirable for the building 
up of adequate reserves. The situation 
is completely different. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I understand that, I 
was merely giving validity to the figures 
which appear in the report; that is all. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I 
should like to speak for a few minutes 
without interruption, after which I shall 
be willing to submit myself to questions 
which may be aroused by what I say. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I rise to 
a point of personal privilege. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the 
Senator from Vermont yield to the Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma? 

Mr. FLANDERS. Not at the moment. 
I will yield to him in a few moments. 
There are a few lines of thought which 
I first wish to pursue, one of which is 
that in effect the bill says that the Fed- 
eral Government will pay no attention, 
except in its discretion—that is, in the 
discretion of the Bureau of Internal 
Revenue—to State laws. Those State 
laws are mandatory. There is no discre- 
tion as to whether the building and loan 
associations or the mutual savings banks 
shall follow them. They must follow 
them on pain of such punishment as is 
set forth in the laws of the individual 
States. 

I should like to call attention to the 
fact that if a bank which is following 
the requirements of the State law is one 
which is still working out from its in- 
vestments in western lands in a period 
not so many generations ago, if it is still 
endeavoring to relieve itself from the 
handicaps of that situation, it is not in 
a particularly strong position; it does not 
have ample reserves, but it is working its 
way out of its difficulty. If the Federal 
Government comes along and says, “We 
are not going to allow you to make the 
additions to reserves which your State 
laws require, without taxing you,” the 
bank in that case will have to reduce its 


SEPTEMBER 21 


interest payments to its depositors. If 
it reduces the interest payments to its 
depositors, its depositors will go else- 
where. The weak bank not merely be- 
comes weaker, but gives its last gasp and 
expires. So I say that from that stand- 
point the power to tax again becomes, 
as was indicated by John Marshall very 
many years ago, the power to destroy. 

There is another situation in which the 
power to tax as set forth in the bill is the 
power to destroy. The bill makes pro- 
vision for applying tax-free funds to re- 
payments of indebtedness to the RFC, 
The committee refused, as I said a mo- 
ment ago, to make the same provision for 
the use of tax-free funds in repayment 
of loans made by pooled capital set up by 
the insurance companies themselves in 
the States of Massachusetts, New York, 
and, I think, one other State. As I said, 
the bill takes the position, “If you as an 
institution go to Uncle Sam for help, 
Uncle Sam will help you; but if you as 
an institution rely on private initiative 
for self-help, then Uncle Sam will 
penalize you.” That is a point of view 
which I do not think the committee 
understood. Had the committee under- 
stood it, it would not have written the 
bill as it did. It is unfortunate that we 
try to get comprehension on the Senate 
floor instead of within the confines of 
the committee room. 

Here again the power to tax is the 
power to destroy, because the weak bank 
which is paying back its indebtedness to 
the fund, which will help to repair its 
capital, will have to pay a corporate tax 
on the funds which it is paying back to 
the pooled funds. In so doing it will of 
necessity have to reduce its interest to 
depositors. In such a case, of necessity 
its depositors will look for other banks 
in which the interest rates are higher. 
As a consequence that bank will grow 
weaker and weaker, and will finally turn 
over on its back with its two legs up in 
the air and its eyes closed, and will ex- 
pire. That is the way in which the 
power to tax inherently carries with it 
the power to destroy. Those two powers 
are joined together in this bill, and I do 
not believe that the members of the 
committee who voted to report the bill 
realized it, or, realizing it, will want 
to support it at this time. 

There is also involved in this matter a 
defiance on the part of the Federal Gov- 
ernment of the laws of States. The laws 
of the States have been very satisfactory 
in providing for the safety of these in- 
stitutions, short of such a calamity as 
occurred in the thirties, when every class 
of banking institution encountered diffi- 
culties. The State laws have been en- 
acted as the result of years of experience. 
They have been obeyed and they have 
been effective; yet this bill says, “You 
cannot build up reserves in accordance 
with State laws, without suffering the 
danger of paying taxes on them.” 

The bill provides: 

In tle case of a mutual savings bank not 
having capital stock represented by shares, 
a domestic building and loan association, 
and a cooperative bank without capital stock 
organized and operated for mutual purposes 
and without profit, the reasonable addition 
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to a reserve for bad debts shall be deter- 
mined— 


That means, by the Federal author- 
ities— 


with due regard— 


That is, in their own judgment— 
to the amount of the taxpayer’s surplus or 
bad debt reserves existing at the close of 
December 31, 1951. 


Here, again, we are in the soft, sooth- 
ing, blessed arms of the Federal Govern- 
ment, where all authority rests, and 
where we ought to rest with sweet 
dreams, easy breathing, and perfect con- 
fidence. The State laws have nothing to 
do with this whatsoever. The Federal 
Government accords no recognition to 
State laws. It acts as if there were no 
State laws. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Vermont yield? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield to the Senator 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr.SALTONSTALL. And the decision 
is entirely in the discretion of the Com- 
missioner of Internal Revenue. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Yes. The Commis- 
sioner of Internal Revenue puts himself 
in a third layer of control. We have con- 
trol by State bank examiners and the 
State banking system; we have control 
by the FDIC; and now comes the third 
layer of control, which has a power which 
the other layers do not have, because the 
third layer has the power of life and 
death, 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Vermont yield? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield. 

Mr. GEORGE. Ido not think the Sen- 
ator would want that statement to stand. 
The reserve is not entirely in the discre- 
tion of the Commissioner of Internal 
Revenue. The law provides that mutual 
savings banks and institutions shall have 
reserves, just as it does in the case of 
commercial banks, and the Commissioner 
must set them up. In the report it is 
stated that he must take into considera- 
tion the experience of the institution for 
a long period of time. Undoubtedly the 
Commissioner will call in Federal and 
State officials who are accustomed to 
dealing with this problem and determine 
what is a reasonable reserve. If I did 
not think so, I certainly would not favor 
this provision in the bill. 

However, I invite attention to the fact 
that when we deal with farm coopera- 
tives we let them set up a reserve which 
is not tax free. On that reserve they 
pay the tax, and the savings institutions 
as institutions pay absolutely no Federal 
tax. That is the big difference between 
that type of bank and a commercial 
bank, I may say to the distinguished Sen- 
ator from New York and other Senators 
who raised that issue. The big differ- 
ence is that as institutions they are 
wholly free from any Federal tax. We 
can set up such reserve as we want, and 
we do not permit the States by regula- 
tions which might be very partial to 
whittle down the Federal revenue with 
respect to other institutions. I can con- 
ceive that States might say, We will see 
that Uncle Sam gets nothing out of our 
institution, because we will raise the re- 
serve requirements to the point where 
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there will not be any profit to tax.” That 
is the situation, 

I dislike to hear Senators talk as if 
we are trying to deny the necessity for 
reserves when we have provided for 
them expressly. The amount, of course, 
will be fixed over a period of 20 years or 
more—at least 25 years, as we say in the 
report; and over and above that, if the 
State law requires the banks to set up 
an additional reserve, they can do it by 
paying the Federal tax. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Vermont yield? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I may say to 
the distinguished Senator from Georgia 
that if he were the collector of internal 
revenue I am sure my mind would be 
very much easier this afternoon; but I 
would respectfully call to his atten- 
tion 

Mr. GEORGE. I do not think the 
Senator from Massachusetts need have 
such little faith in Federal officials. If 
the Commissioner did not set up a rea- 
sonable reserve, Iam sure Congress itself 
would undertake to do it. If the com- 
mittee had ample facts before it on which 
it could prescribe a reasonable reserve, 
we might have written such a provision 
into the bill; but we did not have that 
information at hand, 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I have been a 
State official, and I know the problems 
which exist in dealing with the Federal 
Government. I would respectfully say 
that the terms of the bill, on page 143, if 
I read them correctly, leave to the col- 
lector of internal revenue the power to 
decide the reserve. I read: 

In the case of a mutual savings bank 
not having capital stock represented by 
shares, a domestic building and loan asso- 
ciation, and a cooperative bank without 
capital stock organized and operated for 
mutual purposes and without profit, the 
reasonable addition to a reserve for bad 
debts shall be determined with due regard 
to the amount of the taxpayer's surplus or 
bad debt reserves existing at the close of 
December 31, 1951. 


The State of Massachusetts has a his- 
tory of mutual savings banks running 
over a long period of years, It has a 
Commissioner of Banks who is responsi- 
ble for the safety of those banks. It has 
a central banking fund which the sav- 
ings banks themselves have set up, and 
the reserves will be taxed under this bill. 
We are going to turn over to the Collec- 
tor of Internal Revenue the responsi- 
bility to decide what is a reasonable re- 
serve. From his office in Washington he 
will determine for New York, Massachu- 
setts, Vermont, New Hampshire, Illinois, 
and every other State of the 17 States 
which have mutual savings banks. 

Mr. GEORGE. The same thing hap- 
pens to the national banks and other 
business institutions. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I 
should like to put in a word on my own 
for a moment. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator further yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SmatuHers in the chair). Does the Sena- 
tor from Vermont yield to the Senator 
from Georgia? 

Mr. FLANDERS, I yield. 
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Mr. GEORGE. I am sorry, but will 
the Senator allow me to supplement the 
bill with the report? 

Mr. FLANDERS. Certainly. 

Mr. GEORGE. I read: 

In fact, your committee believes that the 
loss experience of these banks should be 
based upon a period of at least 25 years if 
this, in the aggregate, would result in greater 
loss deductions for these banks than the 20- 
year period now provided in the case of com- 
mercial banks. Basing loss reserve deduc- 
tions on the loss experience of the past 20 
or 25 years will include a period in which 
the losses of the mutual savings banks were 
quite large, with the result that the loss 
reserve deductions permitted in the next 
several years will be relatively large. 


Mr. FLANDERS. I understood the 

enator from Georgia was questioning 
me with regard to the two points I was 
trying to make. One point was that the 
setting up of reserves required by State 
law was not protected against taxation 
in this bill. 

The second point was that we have a 
new regulatory body. The task of regu- 
lation is now assigned not only to State 
regulatory bodies and to the FDIC, but, 
in addition, there is a new regulatory 
body, to wit, the Bureau of Internal 
Revenue. 

I should like to ask the Senator from 
Georgia whether he disagrees with either 
of those two points. 

Mr. GEORGE. No, Mr. President, I 
do not doubt at all that the State of 
Vermont, the State of Georgia, or_the 
State of Massachusetts would regulate 
these institutions. I think they should. 
But that cannot become the measure of 
the power of the Federal Government to 
impose a tax upon the earnings or profits 

‘of any organization. 

I again repeat that the banks in ques- 
tion can comply with the State law and 
the FDIC regulations and what not, 
but they will be called upon to pay a tax 
if they are required to put up reserves in 
excess of the reserves allowed under Sec- 
tion 23 (k) of the Internal Revenue 
Code. That is all I say. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Is not what the 
Senator has said what I said the bill in- 
volved; first, that the mutual savings 
banks have no assurance that they will 
be allowed to build up reserves required 
by State law without running into the 
jeopardy of Federal taxation. Let us 
consider the points one at a time. Is 
there anything in the bill that removes 
that jeopardy? 

Mr. GEORGE. No, not at all, and if 
there were, it would put the revenue sys- 
tem of the Federal Government in the 
hands of each State, and they could 
choke tiie Federal Government to death. 
The State banks and the national banks 
are under precisely the same regulations 
except we have taken the pains to go 
beyond what is done in the case of the 
State banks, 

Let me ask the Senator from Vermont 
a question. Have any of these savings 
banks accumulated money and built 
their on buildings? 

Mr. FLANDERS. They have done 
that. Does the Senator from Georgia 
object to that? 

Mr. GEORGE. No. I am merely ask- 
ing the question. 
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Mr. FLANDERS. I am asking one 
also. I say Les“ to the Senator’s ques- 
tion. 

Mr. GEORGE. No, I do not object to 
that. But when they build magnificent 
buildings, with their reserves back of 
them, they ought to be willing to pay a 
tax, not upon what they distribute, but 
upon 

Mr, FLANDERS. They pay the local 
tax. 

Mr. GEORGE. I am talking about 
the Federal Government. The Federal 
Government stepped in. Maybe the 
Federal Government should not have 
done so, but it is obliged to do so when 
the need for revenue is so great, and to 
tax wherever the Government can find 
something to tax. I am sorry that we 
are forced to duplicate the taxes. I think 
it would be fine if we could avoid dupli- 
cation of taxes on the same general sub- 
ject matters the State itself must regu- 
late and must tax. 

I do not want the Senator to misap- 
prehend what I say. But I know some 
institutions that have built magnificent 
buildings, very valuable buildings, in the 
immediate centers of our great cities, 
buildings which are worth immense 
sums of money. They get the money 
somewhere with which to build them, 
and they do not pay any Federal tax 
on it. We cannot interfere with that, 
and are not trying to interfere with it, 
and do not want to interfere with it; 
but we are saying for the future, “When 
your reserves go above the reserves fixed 
under the law, just as in the case of all 
the banking institutions, then you shall 
pay a tax on them.” 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I 
would suggest to the Senator from 
Georgia that he make a tour of the 
country and compare the real estate in- 
vestments of the commercial banks with 
the real estate investments of the savings 
banks, the building and loan associations, 
and the cooperative banks. I think it 
would change his point of view as to the 
recklessness of expenditures about which 
. is speaking. 

Mr. LEHMAN and Mr. GEORGE ad- 
dressed the Chair. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the 
Senator from Vermont yield, and if so, 
to whom? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from New York, although I am full of 
talk myself. However, I yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Undoubtedly some of 
the mutual savings banks have buildings 
of their own, but they are not taken out 
of the reserves; they are an asset of the 
banks, just as any other real estate would 
be 


Mr. GEORGE. May I ask the Senator 
where they got the money to erect the 
buildings? 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I will 
yield to the Senator from Georgia for the 
purpose of asking that question, and also 
to the Senator from New York to answer 
it. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Undoubtedly every 
mutual savings bank owns, among its 

assets which it has in its portfolio, a cer- 
tain amount of real estate, and among 
such real estate, in a number of cases, are 
the buildings that house the operations, 
of the banks, but they are an asset of the 
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banks just as are many other real-estate 
holdings and buildings. 

Mr. GEORGE. I understand that; but 
will not the Senator be kind enough to 
tell me where the bank got the money to 
buy that asset? 

Mr. LEHMAN. It undoubtedly got it 
out of the deposits. 

Mr. GEORGE. Out of the savings 
accounts? 

Mr. LEHMAN. Not necessarily. Every 
mutual savings bank has a certain 
amount of real estate in its portfolio. 

Mr. GEORGE. I understand that, but 
I want to know where it got the real 
estate, and how; that is all. 

Mr. LEHMAN and Mr. THYE ad- 
dressed the Chair. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Vermont has the floor. To whom 
does he yield? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from New York, to answer the Sena- 
tor from Georgia. 

Mr. LEHMAN. It is just the same as if 
the bank bought a corner at Eighteenth 
and Broadway, or bought railroad bonds. 

Mr. GEORGE. That is right. I will 
answer the question myself by saying it 
got it out of its untaxed earnings and 
profits. 

Mr. LEHMAN. It has it in its port- 
folio as a part of its assets. 

Mr. GEORGE. It got it out of its un- 
taxed earnings and profits. 

Mr. THYE., Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Vermont has the floor. Does the 
Senator yield? 


Mr. FLANDERS. I will have hard 


. work doing so, but I yield to the Senator 


from Minnesota. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I was im- 
pressed and struck by the remarks of 
the able and distinguished Senator from 
Georgia, the chairman of the Finance 
Committee. It is my understanding 
that the home-loan associations, if they 
make any investments at all, make them 
with the depositors’ money, and if they 
make such investments, it is actually the 
individuals, small and large, whose de- 
posits have created the funds with which 
the investments are made. 

Referring to the Minnesota home-loan 
associations, I will say their reserves 
average between 5 and 6 percent of their 
total savings deposits. I know that they 
have not reserves in sufficient amount to 
be in compliance with State law. Ihave 
given considerable thought and study 
to this entire question since it came to 
my attention, because of the proposals 
that home-loan associations be added to 
other institutions which are proposed to 
be taxed under the provisions of the bill. 
Having gone into the question, I find that 
in the State of Minnesota there are 72 
such savings and loan associations with 
a total of $407,483,000 deposits as of 
June 30 of this year. This represents 
investments by approximately 240,000 
individual shareholders. I was struck 
by the fact that it was the meager sav- 
ings of these 240,000 individuals invested 
in those associations that made possible 
the funds which the associations have 
used to make investments or to acquire 
real-estate mortgages. 
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Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I do 
not want to trespass on the Senator’s 
time, but I should like to ask this ques- 
tion, if I may. Does the Senator from 
Minnesota mean to say that the deposi- 
tors’ money itself is used to erect the 
buildings housing these banking institu- 
tions? 

Mr. THYE. No; not necessarily hous- 
ing the banking institutions, but cer- 
tainly it is with the funds contributed 
by the depositors that investments and 
loans are made. 

Mr. GEORGE. There is no dispute 
about that. I was simply inquiring 
about the fixed assets. I presume they 
are in the name of the corporate struc- 
ture; that is, the entity. I do not im- 
agine they are in the name of any 
depositor. Therefore, the depositor did 
not pay the tax on them, and therefore 
the institution got them. For the fu- 
ture at least there ought to be a reason- 
able tax on those reserves. 

Mr. FLANDERS. I should like to say 
a word or two further to the Senator 
from Georgia. The second point which 
I made was that under the guise of de- 
termining what is taxable in the way of 
reserves, this bill, in effect, sets up a new 
regulatory body, so that we now have 
State regulation of these instutions, we 
have FDIC regulations or others of a 
similar sort for the building and loan 
associations, and we now have the Bu- 
reau of Internal Revenue, which is not 
a dispassionate body, as the third. 

Mr. President, I fear that I shall have 
to say all this over again because I no 
longer have the attention of the Sena- 
tor from Georgia. So I will start over 
again. 

The second question which I asked the 
Senator from Georgia was whether he 
agreed with me that under the terms of 
this bill we would have, in the Bureau 
of Internal Revenue, under the guise of 
determining how much of the returns 
from investments should be taxed, a new 
regulatory body in connection with this 
type of savings institution. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, 1 would 
not be able to answer that question. 
The Commissioner, of course, could set 
up a division, or designate an agency. 
I stated frankly to the Senator that if 
the Finance Committee had all the facts 
on which we could form an independent 
judgment, I think we could arrive at a 
reasonable reserve. But we have not 
such facts, and I think the Senator 
would agree that it would require some 
time for us to get them. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Nevertheless, the 
bill, in its words, leaves with the Bureau 
of Internal Revenue the entire discre- 
tion and power to determine what is.a 
reasonable reserve. It seems to me that 
that is plain from the language of the 
bill. 

Mr. GEORGE. I was trying to say to 
the Senator that the power to set up 
the reserve, which the Commissioner is 
charged with the duty of doing, is re- 
stricted by the general limitations re- 
ferred to in the report, in which we were 
seeking to say that the reserve must 
have a relationship to the actual history 
and needs of each individual institution. 
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Mr. FLANDERS. I ask the Senator 
from Georgia if that is not very flexible 
language. 

Mr. GEORGE. I think it is not un- 
usually flexible. It must be sufficiently 
flexible to make it administratively pos- 
sible to apply. This is a poor world in 
many respects, but if we do not have 
some confidence in someone who is 
charged with responsibility, I do not see 
how the wheels of Government can con- 
tinue to revolve. 

Mr. FLANDERS. In this bill we seem 
to have lost our confidence in State reg- 
ulation. We seem to have lost our con- 
fidence in the FIDC—— 

Mr, GEORGE. Oh, no, Mr. Presi- 
dent 

Mr. FLANDERS. So we have to in- 
terpose a third regulatory body. 

Mr. GEORGE. We are not interfering 
with State regulatory bodies, or their 
regulations, or the FDIC; bu‘ we are say- 
ing, I repeat regretfully, that the Fed- 
eral Government is going into this field 
for taxes. That being true, it cannot 
permit the State, by any regulation or 
law, to strip the Federal Government of 
the power to impose an equitable tax. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Does the Senator 
feel that he is not interfering with State 
law when he puts in jeopardy a bank 
which observes it? 

Mr. GEORGE. No,I do not think so, 
because I am assuming that we can trust 
the officials to act within the rule of 
reason. I have said that if they did not 
do so the Congress, which is becoming 
very much like the gates of hell described 
in the Biblical passage as being con- 
tinuously open, will be here to do some- 
thing about it. 

Mr. FLANDERS. I should like to ask 
one further question. 

Mr. GEORGE. I hope the Senator 
will not ask me anything about the Bible, 
even though I ventured into that field. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr. FLANDERS. The Senator’s ref- 
erence to the Bible casts the question 
out of my mind, as things have been cast 
out of the minds of people in the Bible. 
Ho ever, I assure the Senator that I will 
recali the question, and come back to 
him again. 

Mr. GEORGE. I thank the Senator. 
I assure the Senator that some of these 
savings institutions are located in my 
own State. If the Commissioner should 
act in such a way as to set up an inad- 
equate reserve which would militate 
against the security and safety of those 
institutions, I certainly would be coming 
back and asking the Senator from Ver- 
mont to join me in taking some action 
about it. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Then the Senator 
does not feel that there is any inequity 
or any evidence of grasping for Federal 
power in a bill which jeopardizes the 
status of a bank, or may conceivably 
jeopardize the status of a bank, owing to 
its meeting the requirements of a State 
banking law? 

Mr. GEORGE. Idonotthinkso. Per- 
haps I should not do so, but I wish to re- 
mind the Senator that perhaps the sen- 
ior Senator from Georgia has more re- 
spect for the inherent rights of the 
States than has any other Member of 
this body—or at least as much, 
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Mr. FLANDERS. I think we show evi- 
dence of our faith by works. 

Mr. MORSE and Mr. SALTONSTALL 
addressed the Chair. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the 
Senator from Vermont yield, and if so, 
to whom? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield first to the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morse], who 
has stood longest. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I will say 
to my friend from Vermont that my vote 
is one still to be moved, because I am lis- 
tening to the pros and cons, and have not 
reached any decision on the Senator’s 
amendment. I need information on two 
points. 

Am I correct in my understanding from 
the colloquy which has taken place be- 
tween the Senator from Vermont, the 
Senator from Georgia, and the Senator 
from Massachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL] 
that the Senator from Georgia is cor- 
rect in the statement which he made, 
that no different procedure is proposed 
in connection with the handling of sav- 
ings banks than exists at the present 
time in connection with national and 
commercial banks—and I think he said 
other business enterprises in the State? 

Mr. FLANDERS. The Senator from 
Georgia, the committee, and this bill en- 
deavor to put them all into the same pot. 
If the Senator from Oregon is willing to 
listen for a moment, I wish to touch on 
the radical differences between a fiduci- 
ary savings institution and a commercial 
bank. One of the differences is funda- 
mental. All a savings bank, a building 
and loan association, or a cooperative 
savings institution can do is to wait until 
money comes into its assets, and then to 
loan it. The commercial bank is based 
upon a completely different type of op- 
eration, and has no relationship what- 
soever to savings institutions. Putting 
them into the same box indicates a com- 
plete misapprehension of what the whole 
damn thing is all about. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. FLANDERS. Does the Senator 
want me to withdraw that word? I yield 


‘to the Senator from Massachusetts, al- 


though he caught me in the full tide of 
oratory, and it is always embarrassing 
to be stopped so suddenly. 
Mr.SALTONSTALL. I appreciate the 
speech of the Senator from Vermont. 
I also appreciate the strength and value 
of his language just before he stopped. 
Will the Senator from Georgia or some 
other Senator discuss for a moment this 
paragraph, which I should like to read: 
The Senate proposal makes no distinc- 
tion for tax purposes between the income 
(whether from investments or premiums) 
of the life-insurance departments of the 
savings banks and the income from the sav- 
ings-bank operations as such. There are 
82 banks writing this poor-man’s insurance, 
of which 34 are in Massachusetts, 40 in New 
York, and 8 in Connecticut. The proposal 
would render these departments insolvent. 


I interpose that it would render them 
insolvent because it would tax the premi- 
ums as income of the banks. 


There are holders of 600,000 policies in- 
volved. 


Mr. FLANDERS. This is another 
case of the power to tax being inherently 
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the power to destroy. I have it in mind 
to come to that point in a moment. 

I should like to complete my state- 
ment as to the difference between these 
fiduciary institutions and commercial 
banks. I stated that the savings insti- 
tutions could not loan until people had 
deposited. That is not true of the com- 
mercial banks. The commercial banks 
make deposits by lending. The loan 
comes first, and after the loan has been 
made, the setting up of the deposit in 
the books of the bank constitutes the 
deposit. 

The difference between the two kinds 
of banks is fundamental. One goes 
east and the other goes west. One goes 
up and the other goes down. One goes 
in and the other goes out. There is just 
as much difference as there can possibly 
be imagined. To say that one of the 
reasons for putting taxation on mutual 
savings banks is that all banks should 
be in the same basket completely mis- 
apprehends the nature of a fiduciary in- 
stitution on the one hand and of a com- 
mercial bank on the other hand. 

I wanted to finish that statement. 
Now I shall be glad to yield further ta 
the Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. I have one more ques- 
tion to ask, again only for my informa 
tion. Would the Senator from Vermon‘: 
say that his amendment is in line witt, 
a proposal to tax revision bills with re- 
spect to which he has supported me since 
1947—I first offered it in 1947—and 
which seeks to carry out one of the tax 
recommendations of the subcommittee 
on taxation of the Committee on Eco- 
nomic Development, which proposed that 
there should be created a commission of 
study to draw a proper tax jurisdictional 
division between municipalities, States, 
and the Federal Government? Is the 
amendment of the Senator from Ver- 
mont an illustration of the need to try’ 
to clear up the tax jurisdiction of the 
States versus the Federal Government 
in the field of banking? 

Mr. FLANDERS. It has that aspect, 
I will say to the Senator from Oregon. 
It has been a State interest until now 
in every State that I know of to fix 
taxation on the real estate holdings of 
these institutions. I am not aware that 
any State has taxed them in any other 
way. What is happening is that under 
this bill the Federal Government is mov- 
ing into a new field of taxation. In so 
doing it jeopardizes the safeguards 
which the States have erected by their 
laws for reserve requirements, and at 
the same time it establishes itself by the 
terms of the bill as a brand-new regula- 
tory body. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield, so I may address a 
question to the Senator from Georgia? 

Mr. FLANDERS. Yes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I may 
say to the Senator from Georgia that 
there is some force in the observation 
which he made a little while ago that it 
is possible to lodge within a State su- 
pervisory authority so much power as 
to choke off Federal revenue. On that 
point I wish to say that when one is 


confronted with a letter from his own 
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State Auditor with respect to 473 State 
institutions, he naturally must be think- 
ing in terms of the people who have an 
interest, and who, if an institution were 
to become insolvent, would be the real 
losers, 

My question is this: I have before me a 
letter which was addressed to the chair- 
man of the Senate Finance Committee, 
dated September 4, by the Chairman of 
the Home Loan Bank Board, Mr. William 
E. Divers. In it Mr. Divers says: 

We would like to emphasize that the staff 
of the Committee on Finance has never 
called upon our Board for an expression of 
its views on the proposed tax or related mat- 
ters, and this is the first time our Board 
has submitted its views to your committee. 


The letter comes from Chairman 
Divers, who speaks for the Home Loan 
Bank Board, which bears the same rela- 
tion to thrift institutions that the Fed- 
eral Reserve Board bears to the banking 
system. I believe it is a matter of great 
concern. 

While I apprehend a need for reve- 
nue, would not the best way of handling 
the situation be to remove the provision 
from the bill temporarily, then call in 
the various supervisory agents from the 
States and the Federal Government, and 
the various groups which deal with hous- 
ing and mortgage funds, and then come 
to a conclusion later as to whether it is 
the right thing to do? 

Mr. GEORGE. If the Senator from 
Vermont will permit me to respond, I 
shall be happy to do so. 

Mr. FLANDERS, I shall be glad to 
have the Senator from Georgia do so, 
provided I do not lose the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GEORGE. Some 2 years ago we 
commenced a study of the question. I 
believe it was more than 2 years ago, 
The committee staff, together with 
Treasury officials, commenced a study, 
They pursued it. They went into this 
general subject as fully as they could 
possibly go into it. Unfortunately I was 
not able to remain in Washington during 
all the hearings this year on this bill. I 
do not know who appeared before the 
committee. I have no doubt that the 
home-loan bank head would be called 
by the Commissioner of Internal Reve- 
nue on the question of setting up a rea- 
sonable reserve. 

I make this statement, which I did not 
make before, and I believe it is a cor- 
rect statement. I should like to have 
the distinguished Senator from Oregon 
to also note it. The bill we are asking 
the Senate to accept provides for the 
setting up of a reasonable reserve. If 
the Commissioner of Internal Revenue 
should fail to give that reasonable re- 
serve, undoubtedly the courts would have 
full power to say that it is an unreason- 
able reserve, without even coming back 
to Congress. However, since the courts 
move slowly, Iam ready to come back to 
Congress if there should be a reserve set 
up which is not adequate to maintain 
the stability and solvency of these insti- 
tutions. No one wants to destroy them. 

Mr. FLANDERS. I should like to sug- 
gest to the Senator from Georgia that 
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in spite of the amount of study that has 
been given by the staff and by the Ru- 
reau of Internal Revenue there is no 
indication that the question has yet been 
exhaustively or carefully studied. In 
evidence of that I should like to invite 
attertion to a letter which the Senator 
from Georgia received on September 19 
from the State superintendents of 
banks of New York, Massachusetts, Con- 
necticut, and Colorado. They indicate 
in this letter that they feel that no suf- 
ficient attention has been given to the 
question. 

Mr. CEORGE. The letters which are 
reaching me now I have not had time 
to go into fully. But I should like to 
make a statement which I have hesi- 
tated to make, but which I feel I must 
make, in view of the turn the debate 
has taken, about lack of notice, lack 
of courtesy, and lack of willingness to 
hear these people. 

The Honorable Harold Knutson, when 
he was chairman of the Ways and Means 
Committee in 1948 held hearings on this 
subject, and representatives of the 
b-ilding and loan associations and mu- 
tval banks came to the hearings. The 
staffs have been at work since then. 

Last fall—and this is the statement 
which I hesitated to make—these people 
were invited by the staff to come here. 
The staff was acting under our instruc- 
tions and directions. They declined to 
make any recommendation about the 
tax and about how they should be taxed, 
for the simple reason that they were 
tax exempt and they wanted to hold 
the tax exemption. I did not want to 
make that statement, but I am com- 
pelled to make it in justice to the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. FLANDERS. What the Senator 
from Georgia is indicating is that the 
superintendents of banks and the State 
commissioners refused an invitation to 
come to the hearings? 

Mr. GEORGE. The building and loan 
associations and the mutuals, yes. 

Mr. FLANDERS. The State officials 
refused to come? Were they invited? 

Mr. GEORGE. I was referring to the 
representatives of building and loan as- 
sociations and of mutual savings banks. 
The distinguished Senator from Vermont 
is a wise man, and he knows with what 
tenacity all human beings hold to a 
special privilege which they have long 
enjoyed. While I regretfully say that 
we should go into an area where States 
alone perhaps ought to derive revenue, 
because they have regulatory duties to 
perform, unfortunately most of us vote 
for appropriations, and we simply come 
face to face with a need for additional 
revenue. I know that the Senator— 
and I joined him—did his very best 
to reduce a large appropriation bill by 
moving to recommit it to the committee 
with instructions to reduce it by five 
or six billion dollars, but we failed. So 
we simply face a reality, not a theory, 
when it comes to the need for revenue. 

Mr. FLANDERS. I would suggest to 
the Senator from Georgia that superin- 
tendents of the State banks do not have 
in these institutions a vested interest 
which would have made them bad wit- 
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nesses in any sense of the word. They 
are public servants and are charged with 
a public responsibility. 

So I do not see why they should not 
have been asked to appear, particularly 
when the form of the bill as it has finally 
resulted may conceivably penalize, and 
probably will penalize, such banks for 
complying with the regulations with 
which the State law requires them to 
comply. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield. 

Mr. IVES. I should like to comment 
on the statement just made by the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Vermont. It 
has been my understanding also that the 
supervisory authorities of the State 
banking institutions were not invited by 
the committee to express their opinions 
regarding this matter. 

At any rate, I hold in my hand a com- 
munication addressed 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, let me 
say now that the Senate Finance Com- 
mittee does not invite anyone to appear. 
We hold public hearings, and all those 
who wish to come there may do so. Of 
course, we notify certain Federal Gov- 
ernment officials who must appear be- 
fore us, but we do not invite witnesses. 
That has been the rule. 

The distinguished Senator from Ver- 
mont has been a member of the Finance 
Committee, and I have no recollection 
that he asked me for authority to sug- 
gest that anyone appear before the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. IVES. Perhaps I misunderstood 
the statement just made by the distin- 
guished Senator from Georgia. I gath- 
ered from what he said that those who 
represent directly these savings institu- 
tions had been requested to give an 
opinion regarding the proposal. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. GEORGE. They were asked to 
appear before the technical staff of the 
joint committee and to give information 
there about these matters. 

Mr. IVES. That is exactly what I have 
in mind. However, I speak now of the 
supervisory authorities in the States. 
Those gentlemen were not invited to ap- 
pear. Is that correct? 

Mr. GEORGE. No. The taxpayers 
themselves, or the prospective taxpayers, 
were asked to come; and we thought 
they would come and would give us their 
suggestions. 

Mr. IVES. My point is—and I am 
sorry to take this much time—that those 
particular persons in the States who are 
supervisors of those savings institutions, 
and who presumably are best qualified to 
speak on that subject, were not invited, 

Mr. GEORGE. They are never in- 
vited to speak before the Finance Com- 
mittee; but we hold public hearings, and 
they are privileged to attend them if 
they wish to do so. 

Mr. IVES. I should like to straighten 
out this matter. I did not mean to say 
that they were not invited by the com- 
mittee or that the others were not invit- 
ed by the committees, but I mean that 
the supervisory authorities in the States 
did not receive the same kind of invita- 
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tion which apparently was extended to 
those who represent, and are directly 
connected with, these savings institu- 
tions. 

Mr. GEORGE. Ido not know whether 
the supervisory authorities were asked to 
come either by Mr. Knutson for the 
hearing or before the technical staff. 

Mr. IVES. I hold in my hand a copy 
of a letter addressed to the distinguished 
Senator from Georgia by the superin- 
tendent of banks in my State, and in 
that letter he says that his opinion has 
not been sought. 

Mr. GEORGE. What is the date of 
the letter? 

Mr. IVES. September 13. 

Mr. GEORGE. That is since we fin- 
ished working on the bill, I believe. 

Mr. IVES. Yes, it is. 

Mr. GEORGE. Yes. I repeat that 
we do not follow the practice of invit- 
ing witnesses. If we did, while the com- 
mittee might obtain valuable informa- 
tion from some, nevertheless if we were 
expected to invite people to testify be- 
fore us about taxation, it is readily con- 
ceivable that on every occasion we would 
be met by statements that someone who 
could shed great light on a subject had 
not been invited to appear. 

So we hold a public hearing, and every- 
one who wishes to appear is quite wel- 
come to do so. 

Mr. IVES. I should like to ask an- 
other question in connection with this 
matter. Does not the Senator from 
Georgia feel that these particular State 
officials—and I point out that they are 
State supervisory officials; they are not 
connected with the banks, but they are 
supervisory Officials and they control the 
conduct of the State banking institu- 
tions—might well have been invited, and 
that an exception might well have been 
made in their case, inasmuch as they, of 
all the people in the country, understand 
the questions concerned with State sav- 
ings institutions? 

Mr. GEORGE. I have already said 
that I have presumed that the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury would ask them 
to appear and to discuss such questions. 
However, they have no right, and I stand 
on this statement—to determine the 
policy of the Government in regard to 
whether we shall tax any of these insti- 
tutions. They might shed light on those 
questions, but we do not invite them; 
and on a matter of policy it is not neces- 
sary to invite them. Undoubtedly I 
think they would be invited to appear 
to discuss the question of what is an 
adequate reserve. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, in that 
connection I should like to point out that 
it has been my understanding that mat- 
ters of this kind, in connection with 
commercial banks, to a certain extent at 
least, are regulated by law. I may be 
wrong about that. If I am wrong, I 
stand ready to be corrected. However, 
certainly if anything of that kind exists 
in cases in which commercial banks are 
concerned, there should definitely have 
been written into this section some pro- 
vision to determine how much the re- 
serves shall be, what they are to cover, 


and everything connected with them. 
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However, the section contains nothing 
of that kind. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I ask 
the Senator to indulge me for a moment, 
please. The Senate Finance Committee 
has never—and I do not know of any 
other committee which has—invited 
railroad commissions, utility commis- 
sions, or any other regulatory authori- 
ties of a State, although undoubtedly we 
would hear them if they wished to ap- 
pear, to appear and testify. Generally 
speaking, the States have different laws 
and different regulations. If we were 
dependent upon the State authorities in 
determining the question of policy so far 
as the Federal Government is concerned, 
we probably would not get anywhere. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I 
should like to clear my mind in refer- 
ence to what I understood the Senator 
from Georgia to state in regard to staff 
conferences. If I correctly understood 
him, I understand that some sort of in- 
vitation was given to some groups of 
persons to attend staff conferences. Will 
the Senator clear my mind on that 
point? 

Mr. GEORGE. There were requests 
by the technical staff to the mutual 
banks, and to the building and loan as- 
sociations, to come before the staff and 
give to the staff, which then was engaged 
in making the study, such information 
as they could give to iv. 

Mr. FLANDEEFS. In the mind of the 
staff, there was no similar wisdom in in- 
viting the men in the States who knew 
most about these types of organizations 
to appear before them. Is that the 
case? 

Mr. GEORGE. No; and I would have 
to take a little exception to the Senator's 
broad statement, for I do not think the 
officials he mentions would know any 
more about these institutions than do 
the persons who own them and operate 
them, The officials the Senator men- 
tions probably have an intimate knowl- 
edge of them as supervisors. 

Mr. FLANDERS. I think they know 
something about the sweep of the busi- 
ness as a whole, but not perhaps about 
particular institutions. 

Mr. GEORGE. I understand that. I 
would call the Senator's attention to this 
fact: I have forgotten whether it was 
the 1950 act or an act of a previous year, 
but the chairman of the Maryland Pub- 
lic Service Commission came before our 
committee upon his own initiative and 
gave information to the committee. I 
am reminded that he came both years. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Colorado. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I would like to say 
that although the Senate Finance Com- 
mittee during my experience with it has 
not followed the practice of inviting wit- 
nesses. I have never known of any in- 
stance when anyone really wanted to 
testify who was not permitted to do so. 

Mr. GEORGE, That is true. I have 
said that. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I have never known 
of a single instance of that kind. I also 
wish to say that the hearings were widely 
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publicized, and I do not believe that any- 
one has a legitimate complaint in now 
saying that he had no opportunity to 
testify, because all he needed to do in 
order to get that opportunity was to re- 
quest it. But let me add this, for the 
benefit of the distinguished senior Sen- 
ator from New York. The question of 
State reserves and of State practice was 
squarely before the committee. The 
junior Senator from Colorado repeatedly 
brought before the committee the fact 
that, in his opinion, we were not giving 
sufficient attention to the requirements 
of the States so far as reserves were con- 
cerned, that we were not giving sufficient 
consideration to the requirements of 
FDIC so far as the reserves it might re- 
quire were concerned. 

The junior Senator from Colorado did 
not approve the committee’s amendment. 
I do not say this in criticism. Honest 
men may differ. 

I wish to say to the distinguished 
Senator from New Ycrk that I do not 
believe we can run a parallel between the 
reserves which should be built up for 
this type of organization and the re- 
serves which should be built up for a 
commercial bank. The types of loans 
are entirely different, therefore the 
types of risk are entirely different. I 
have felt that we should allow these 
organizations to meet their ordinary 
operating expenses, of course, that we 
should not tax that which they dis- 
tribute as interest to their members, that 
we should allow them to build up re- 
serves; and personally I want them to 
build them up on the liberal side, I do 
not want to cheese-pare their reserves. 
I should like to see them ample—and 
then some—but when we get beyond that 
into the field of what I shall call for this 
purpose profits not needed for security 
regardless of the technicalities of the 
situation, I want to see those taxed, but 
before they are taxed, I want to be sure 
we are exempting on the generous side, 
that which is necessary to keep those 
institutions solvent and sound. Person- 
ally, I do not believe that the formula of 
the committee accomplishes that objec- 
tive, hence I opposed the formula of the 
committee. I wish that something would 
come before the Senate which would give 
us an alternative of a sound formula 
from which we can assure the protec- 
tion of these organizations and at the 
same time collect taxes on that which is 
not needed beyond the level of protec- 
tion. 

Mr. IVES. I take it the Senator from 
Colorado—— 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield to the 
Senator from New York. 

Mr. IVES. I thank the Senator. I 
merely want to clear up one point. On 
the basis of what the Senator from Colo- 
rado has just said, I take it he would 
agree that a savings bank at least should 
have no profit, that nothing should be 
left over, everything should be paid over 
into reserves of one kind or other, or be 
paid to the depositors as interest. Is 
that what the Senator was trying to sug- 
gest? 

Mr. MILLIKIN, Because of the na- 
ture of these organizations, one can get 
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into a great big quagmire as to whether 
the use of the word profits“ is war- 
ranted. 

Mr. IVES. There never should be any 
residue at all? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. But what I am talk- 
ing about is—call it what you may—they 
should be allowed to pay their expenses. 
They should be allowed to pay interest 
to their members. They should be al- 
lowed to set up reserves which will pro- 
tect them against losses, impaired loans 
made in the past or which may be made 
in the future, and in my opinion it should 
be done on the liberal side. In my opin- 
ion one cannot draw a parallel between 
what should be done for commercial 
banks and what should be done for this 
type of bank. If I may say so, the ex- 
perience of the last 25 years or 20 years 
or 15 years, which will largely govern 
the Treasury in its attitude toward these 
particular types of organization, is ir- 
relevant. When these organizations 
make real-estate loans, they make long- 
term loans. At the present time there 
is an unescapable inflation in any loan 
which can be made. I hope that there 
will never be a depression. All of us 
will do all we can to prevent that. But 
it would be a very unprudent man who 
is a trustee to run his business on the 
theory that massive adversity will never 
come. I want to see the reserves there 
if that day should come which will pro- 
tect these great institutions, and at the 


same time I should like to be confronted 


with a formula which will tax those 
profits which are not needed to protect 
their security and which we do not 
send back to those who own the organ- 
ization, to wit, the members. 

Mr. IVES. Does not the Senator from 
Colorado feel that some kind of confer- 
ence with these supervisory authorities 
in the State should be held? These au- 
thorities presumably know better than 
anyone else in the country what kind 
of provision should be made in this type 
of legislation. I do not mean by that 
that we should delegate our rights to the 
States or to anyone representing the 
States, but we need their advice in the 
instance. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. If I were to say yes 
to that, I would be implying a criticism 
of the Senate Finance Committee, and 
regarding that I can only say that since 
the Senator from Georgia has been 
chairman, during the time I have been 
in the Senate, and during the time I was 
chairman, I cannot recall of a single 
instance when anyone who asked to tes- 
tify was not permitted to do so. The 
staff has made quite a study of this sub- 
ject. The issues which are involved 
were before the committee. I have some 
difference with the distinguished Sena- 
tor from Vermont on that limited point. 
The committee did not act in ignorance. 
The question of these reserves, the ques- 
tion of State procedure, the question of 
State-required reserves, was brought up 
again and again. I may say we had this 
subject up, I think, three times. May 
I ask the distinguished chairman of the 
committee, did we not have this subject 
up three times? 

Mr. GEORGE. Yes. 
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Mr. MILLIKIN. I think we had an 
original and two reconsiderations of this 
subject. - 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Just a moment. I 
should like to make that clear. This was 
not something which was done “off the 
cuff.” I think what we did was not wise, 
but I would not be candid if I did not 
say that it was considered at length. 
The facts were there from which a sound 
decision could have been had. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I 
should like to suggest to the Senator 
from Colorado that I would not use the 
word “ignorance.” My recollection is 
that I used the word “misapprehension,” 
on think I would like to stay with that 
word. 

Mr. MILLIKIN, Oh, I think there is 
a misapprehension, and I say that with- 
out reflecting on the very high intelli- 
gence of those who voted the other way. 

Mr. THYE rose. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. There was in my 
judgment a misapprehension, because I 
cannot apprehend how anyone would 
adopt a formula which I believe is de- 
monstrably insufficient to protect the 
safety of these concerns. But that is the 
field of the debate. The very able gentle- 
men who composed the majority of the 
committee, who prevailed, believe that 
they have adopted a formula which is 
adequate. I do not believe so. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield so that I may ask a question 
of the distinguished Senator from Colo- 
rado? 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may yield to 
the Senator from Minnesota for that 
purpose, without prejudice to my right.to 
the floor. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr. 
Humpurey in the chair). Is there ob- 
jection? The Chair hears none. The 


Senator from Minnesota may proceed. 

Mr. THYE. What percentage would 
be an adequate reserve for such an asso- 
ciation? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The reserve in New 
York and Massachusetts is, as I recall it, 
10 percent. It was proposed in commit- 
tee that we permit such institutions to 
build up to a 10-percent reserve by the 
annual accumulation of a certain amount 
of profit. It is said that we must not call 
it profit—a certain amount of the money 
available for the purpose, each year, until 
they got the 10 percent. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, do I 
have the prerogative of joining this col- 
loquy? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Vermont always has that 
prerogative. He has the floor. 

Mr. FLANDERS. If I have the floor, I 
should like to state that Maple T. Harl, 
Chairman of the Federal Deposit Insur- 
ance Corporation, testified in the hear- 


ų ings conducted by the Senator from 


Delaware [Mr. Frear] and the subcom- 
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mittee of the Committee on Banking and 
Currency, as follows: 

Senator Prear. Do you have any difficulty 
in the operation of the FDIC in insuring mu- 


tual savings banks, considering the State laws 
as to maintaining reserves? 

Mr. Hanz. Not particularly. I think possi- 
bly the Senator has in mind one of our great 
States in which the law requires a 10-percent 
reserve. 

Senator FREAR. Yes, New York. 


Mr. Haru. And we subscribe to that princi- 
ple wholeheartedly. 


A little later he said: 

We would like to see these earnings added 
to the reserves until they at least have a 10- 
percent reserve cushion; speaking from a 
straight insurance viewpoint, you can't get 
too much cushion in the insurance business. 


Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from Minnesota. 

Mr. THYE. In Minnesota, from the 
information given me, the reserve is be- 
tween 5 and 6 percent. That struck me 
as being a very low reserve where loans 
are granted on a long-time-pay basis. 
In these inflationary times it is possible 
that some of the weaker organizations 
might go bankrupt if they had quite a 
number of losses, with such a small re- 
serve as 5 or 6 percent. I know there 
is a great deal of concern in my State 
among the banks regarding the home- 
loan associations, and I know they feel 
they should stand a tax the same as the 
commercial banks. But from what I 
have been able to learn in the study I 
have made of the question, it seems to 
me that many of the associations which 
have come into being in the past 7, 8, 
or 10 years have not built up sufficient 
reserves so that they could withstand 
a slight deflation in home values if one 
were to occur. For that reason I feel 
justified in supporting the type of 
amendment which has been offered by 
the able and distinguished Senator from 
Vermont. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Vermont yield? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The distinguished 
Senator from Minnesota has expressed 
my own fears on this subject. 

Mr. THYE. The Senator is a mem- 
ber of the committee which has made a 
scientific study of the question 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I would not attribute 
to myself the compliment of having made 
a scientific study. I have made a study 
of the facts coming before the commit- 
tee, and, in my judgment, the formula 
proposed by the committee is not a safe 
formula for institutions of this kind. I 
should like to see a safe formula, after 
which we should tax that which remains. 

Mr. THYE. I thank the Senator for 
answering the question. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Vermont yield in order 
that I may offer an insertion for the 
RECORD? 

Mr. FLANDERS, I yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I have 
a telegram signed by Wiliam A. Lyon, 
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which I should like to read. It is as 
follows: 
New Yorx, N. Y., September 10, 1951. 
Senator HERBERT H. LEHMAN, 
Senate Office Building: 
From a supervisory standpoint the pro- 
posal now pending to levy an income tax on 
the undistributed earnings of mutual savings 
banks and savings and loan associations is, 
I feel, distinctly unwise. Being mutuals, 
these institutions are in a special category. 
This tax would give them strong incentive 
to distribute all earnings to escape taxation. 
A policy of retaining earnings to build up 
surplus for future growth and to provide ade- 
quate loss reserves would subject the mutuals 
to penalties for their conservatism. As mu- 
tuals cannot sell stock to raise additional 
capital it is especially necessary to guard 
their inner strength if long-standing policy 
of giving tax exemption to thrift and home 
financing institutions is to be ended. I re- 
spectfully urge that the method and effects 
be considered most carefully and after con- 
sultation with appropriate supervisory inter- 
ests so as to avoid serious harm to institu- 
tions which public justly considers synony- 
mous with strength and safety. 
WILLIAM A. Lyon, 
Superintendent of Banks. 


Mr. FLANDERS. I thank the Sen- 
ator from New York for reading that 
telegram. It is very much to the point. 

Mr. President, I invite attention to the 
fact that in the testimony of Mr. Maple 
T. Harl, before the subcommittee of 
which the Senator from Delaware IMr. 
Frear] is chairman, our attention is 
called to another regulatory influence by 
which permissively in this bill savings 
banks, mutual savings banks, and sav- 
ings and loan associations may be taxed 
for following the rules laid down for 
them. Members of the FDIC also have 
to submit to the regulations of Mr. Harl 
and his organization. That is manda- 
tory if the institutions are to come under 
the protection of the FDIC. 

There is still a third point. Banks 
which had to have recourse to loans from 
the RFC to build up their capital after 
the experience of the 1930’s have to sub- 
mit to controls of this nature on the 
part of the RFC. They are not allowed 
to pay back on their capital loans unless 
they have, in the judgment of the RFC, 
set up sufficient reserves. There, again, 
the savings institutions may be penal- 
ized except as in the judgment of this 
new regulatory authority the tax de- 
partment of the Treasury, in the view 
of the new regulatory authority, will 
grant permission to replenish the re- 
serves as required without the penalty 
of taxation. 

For the life of me, I do not see why 
these provisions are not simple enough 
to be written into the bill. The pro- 
posal to write them into the bill, how- 
ever, was voted down in committee. 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Vermont yield? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Montana. 

Mr. MURRAY. I understand there 
are approximately 6,C00 savings and loan 
associations in the United States, and 
I do not know how many thousands of 
mutual banks there are, but if this new 
regulatory body is esiablished to deter- 
mine the reserves of those organizations, 
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will it not require a great expansion of 
the staffs, and would it not appear that 
there should be something written into 
the law to determine what the reserves 
should be? 

In my State, according to letters from 
building and loan associations, it is be- 
lieved that a reasonable reserve would 
be 10 percent. None of them has a re- 
serve of 10 percent. The reserves run 
from 5 to 7½ percent. It seems to me 
that there should be some fixed figure in 
the bill. There seems to be a failure to 
differentiate between organizations like 
the mutual savings banks and ordinary 
commercial banks. These institutions 
were established to encourage thrift and 
saving among the working classes of the 
country, and to give them a stake in 
standing back of our capitalistic system. 
They have enabled many citizens to save 
money and to go into business for them- 
selves. They have been a fine influence 
in developing thrift. It seems to me that 
we should be very careful about destroy- 
ing institutions of that type. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I will 
say to the Senator from Montana that I 
appreciate his contribution to this dis- 
cussion, and, so far as I could hear clear- 
ly, and I think I heard clearly, I agree 
with every single word he said. 

Mr. President, I wish to make one more 
point with regard to the assertion, if we 
want to use that term, that we have here 
concrete evidence of the truth of the old 
dictum that the power to destroy is in- 
herent in the power to tax. There is in 
at least two States, and I think possibly 
three—Massachusetts, New York, and I 
think Connecticut—an institution known 
as savings bank life insurance. This 
idea was developed by the late Mr. Justice 
Brandeis when he was a judge in the 
State courts of Massachusetts. It is a 
life insurance organization without 
agents. It does a little discreet adver- 
tising, principally in the lobby of the 
savings bank, and all the transactions 
are made over the counter of the savings 
bank. No insurance agents visit homes 
or solicit. It is a means of getting life 
insurance at a minimum cost. One of 
the things this piece of legislation does is 
to lump this insurance business in with 
the savings business, with results which 
will be disastrous to this particular in- 
stitution. 

This business is really separate and dis- 
tinct from the bank business. It is a 
true insurance business operating under 
the actuarial considerations of the large 
insurance companies. It has to do busi- 
ness under the same laws as the legal 
reserve life insurance companies, to 
maintain separate books and records, 
and to make separate reports to State 
departments. The institutions carrying 
on this business are subject to supervi- 
sion by the State officials having super- 
vision over life insurance companies. 
Savings banks with life insurance de- 
partments pay separate State taxes on 
their banking business and on their life 
insurance business, and on different 
bases so far as State taxes are concerned. 
Their life insurance business is subject 
to the same State tax as that paid by life 
insurance companies, 
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What would be the effect if they are 
taxed as it is proposed that a bank be 
taxed under this bill? Federal income 
taxation of the premium and investment 
income of these life insurance depart- 
ments, the same as the income of a bank 
or other business corporation, would 
make it impossible for them to continue 
business. 

The power to tax has inherent in it 
the power to destroy, and in this partic- 
ular situation it is in full evidence. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield. 

Mr. GEORGE. If it is the desire to 
separate the insurance business from 
the bank business. I as chairman of the 
committee will certainly accept the pro- 
posal to let the insurance part of the 
business be taxed as insurance compa- 
nies are taxed. 

Mr. FLANDERS. On the same terms 
as the insurance companies are feder- 
ally taxed under the proposed law? 

Mr. GEORGE. Yes. 

Mr. FLANDERS. That would remove 
the death sentence from the life insur- 
ance departments of the savings banks. 

Mr. GEORGE. It was agreed in the 
committee that we would be willing to 
separate them if it was felt that that 
should be done. 

Mr. FLANDERS. I thank the Senator 
from Georgia for his willingness to 
amend the bill to that effect. I should 
like to add what seems to me to be the 
fact, that this is one of the evidences of 
misapprehension and of not having gone 
far enough into the subject on the part 
of our committee. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, it is at 
once evident that a tax-exempt institu- 
tion will extend its operations into other 
fields. Here is a savings institution go- 
ing into life insurance. The same is true 
of cooperatives. That is the thing which 
has brought the cooperatives into sharp 
focus, when our tax rates are going up 
astronomically. That is all there is to 
it. If the savings banks and the coop- 
eratives had remained and functioned 
within their proper spheres it would have 
been very much better. 

Mr. FLANDERS. I may say to the 
Senator from Georgia that in Massa- 
chusetts at least—I do not know if it 
is true of New York or Connecticut—the 
savings banks were compelled by law to 
go into this insurance operation. It was 
not done of their own volition. Perhaps 
the Senator from New York can tell me 
what the situation was in New York 
State. 

Mr. LEHMAN. The Senator from 
Vermont is accurate in his statement. 
I wish to say that I was Governor of my 
State at the time, and I strongly urged 
the passage of the law that made it pos- 
sible for savings banks to go into the in- 
surance business as a service to their 
people. I believe, just as is the case in 
Massachusetts, it has worked out very 
greatly to the benefit of the people of 
my State. 

Mr. FLANDERS. I thank the Senator 
from New York. 
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Mr. FLANDERS subsequently said: 
Mr. President, I wish to have printed in 
the Recorp certain information with re- 
gard to the effect of taxation on life-in- 
surance companies. I shall read a por- 
tion of it and ask that the remainder of 
it be printed in the Recor at the point 
in my remarks where the matter was 
first discussed. 

I read from the statement: 


Federal income taxation of the premium 
and investment income of these life-in- 
surance departments are the same as the 
income of a bank or other business would 
make it impossible for them to continue 
business, For illustration, the total gross 
income of the life-insurance departments 
in New York in 1950 was $6,000,000, leaving 
a balance of $4,500,000 after claims and op- 
erating expenses. Applying the proposed 
normal and surtax rates, the total tax would 
have been $2,100,000. This would leave only 
$2,400,000 to cover an increase in compul- 
sory reserves of $3,500,000 required by the 
State laws, immediately rendering the de- 
partment insolvent. Similar results would 
follow in Connecticut and Massachusetts, 


It goes into a proposed solution. 


If savings banks are to be subjected to 
Federal income tax, the appropriate solution 
is to tax the income of the insurance depart- 
ments of the savings banks in the same man- 
ner as the income of life-insurance com- 
panies. This is what has been done with 
respect to State taxes in Connecticut, Mas- 
sachusetts, and New York. 

This would present no difficulties in the 
administration of the tax in view of the sepa- 
rate and distinct manner in which these life- 
imsurance departments must be operated 
under State laws. 


Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have incorporated in my remarks 
the text of the statement, including a 
letter from the Treasury Department, 
dated July 7, 1941, signed by D. W. Bell, 
Under Secretary of the Treasury, giving 
the benediction of the Treasury Depart- 
ment to considering these savings banks 
as bona fide insurance companies and 
giving in figures the effect of the pro- 
posed taxation as banks of savings banks 
life insurance based upon 1950 opera- 
tions. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment and letter were ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


FEDERAL INCOME TAXATION OF Savincs Bank 
LIFE INSURANCE 

In three States (Connecticut, Massachu- 
setts, and New York) laws are in effect under 
which 82 mutual-savings banks have estab- 
lished life-insurance departments which are 
authorized to engage in the business of life 
insurance, There are now in force some 600,- 
000 policies, totaling $620,000,000. 


SEPARATE AND DISTINCT FROM BANK BUSINESS 


These State laws, while making no provi- 
sion for separate incorporation, require the 
life-insurance departments to be maintained 
and operated distinct from the rest of the 
bank as to assets, liabilities, accounting, and 
investments. Expenses are apportioned 
equitably. 

These insurance departments are required 
to do business under the same laws as the le- 
gal-reserve life insurance companies, to 
maintain separate books and records and to 
make separate reports to State departments, 
They are subject to supervision by the State 
Officials having supervision of life-insurance 
companies. 
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Savings banks with life-insurance depart: ~ 
ments pay separate State taxes on their 
banking and life-insurance business and on 
different bases. Their life-insurance busi- 
ness is subject to the same State taxes which 
are paid by life-insurance companies. 


EFFECT OF TAXATION AS A BANK 


Federal-income taxation of the premium 
and investment income of these life-insur- 
ance departments the same as the income 
of a bank or other business corporation 
would make it impossible for them to con- 
tinue business. For illustration, the total 
gross income of the life-insurance depart- 
ments in New York in 1950 was $6,000,000, 
leaving a balance of $4,500,000 after claims 
and operating expenses. Applying the pro- 
posed normal and surtax rates the total tax 
would have been $2,100,000. This would 
leave only $2,400,000 to cover an increase in 
compulsory reserves of $3,500,000 required by 
the State laws, immediately rendering the 
department insolvent. Similar results would 
follow in Connecticut and Massachusetts. 


PROPOSED SOLUTION 


If savings banks are to be subjected to Fed- 
eral-income tax, the appropriate solution is 
to tax the income of the insurance depart- 
ments of the savings banks in the same man- 
ner as the income of life-insurance com- 
panies. This is what has been done with re- 
spect to State taxes in Connecticut, Massa- 
chusetts, and New York. 

This would present no difficulties in the 
administration of the tax in view of the sepa- 
rate and distinct manner in which these life- 
insurance departments must be operated un- 
der State laws. 


SEPARATE INCORPORATION 


Separate incorporation of the life insurance 
business as life insurance companies is im- 
pocsible under State laws and would be 
unnecessary. While not now separate cor- 
porations in a legal sense they are, for all 
practical purposes, separate entities. The 
Treasury Department has taken the view 
that a life insurance department is “an 
entity separate and apart from the bank.” 
(See attached copy of Treasury Department 
lette> dated July 7, 1941.) 


TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 
Washington, July 7, 1941. 
Hon. Jupp DEWEY, 
Deputy Commissioner, Savings Bank 
Life Insurance, State House, Boston, 
Mass. 

Dear Mn. Dewey: The Assistant Commis- 
sioner of the Public Debt advised you at 
my request in response to your letter of 
May 8, 1941, that careful consideration 
would be given to the question you raised 
as to whether the insurance departments 
of Massachusetts savings banks authorized 
to maintain such departments may hold 
United States Savings Bonds of Defense, 
series F or G, or both, to the extent of the 
prescribed limit without regard to holdings 
of such bonds by the banks concerned as 
such. 

After thorough examination of the ques- 
tion you raised, I am able to inform you 
that the Department is willing to register 
savings bonds in the name of a savings bank 
organized under the laws of Massachusetts 
in trust for its insurance department, as an 
entity separate and apart from that of the 
bank concerned. Accordirgly, bonds of 
series F or G, or both, may be held by a 
savings bank insurance department, to the 
extent of the prescribed limit, without re- 
gard to holdings by the bank purchased with 
assets of its savings department. Bonds 
purchased with assets of such an insurance 
department may be registered in the fol- 
lowing form: 
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“The Savings Bank, in trust for 
policyholders of the insurance department, 
under chapter 178, General Laws of Mas- 
sachusetts.” 

By direction of the becretary: 

Very truly yours, 
. D. W. BELL, 
Under Secretary of the Treasury. 
Effect of proposed tazations as banks of 

savings bank life insurance (based on 1950 

operations) 


I. INCOME 
Netinvest-| Premiums 
ment and other 8 
income income 
Connectient $48, 700 $459, 000 $507, 700 
Massachusetts. . 2, 307, 200 | 10, 569,600 | 12, 878, 800 
New Vork 629,000 | 5, 448, 000 6, 077, 000 
Total 2. 984, 900 | 16,476,600 | 19,461, 500 


BTT a ů — ‚ ‚————— 
Massachusetts. ae 
Wei Serks. 230.5 ( = 2 csc ESNE E 


Connecticut... 
Massachusetts. 
New York... 


„„ 13, 064, 500 
Norr.— Actually in 1950, this amount was used as 
follows: To set up the legal reserves shown in item VI 
required by law to provide for cash values and other 
ues given policyholders in event of nonpayment of 
remiums and to provide for future death claims; to pay 
ividends to policyholders amounting to nearly 
$2,500,000; and the balance of approximately $900,000 was 
added to policyholders’ surplus, 


IV. FEDERAL INCOME TAXES (UNDER SENATE BILL) 


r tcusucecacace $137, 000 
Massachusetts. -- 3,971, 000 
New Vork. — 2, 100, 000 

T ---- 6, 208, 000 


V. NET INCOME AFTER TAXES 


VII. RESULTING DEFICIENCY IN AMOUNTS RE- 
QUIRED TO BE ADDED TO LEGAL RESERVES 
(CREATING INSOLVENCY) 


VIII, FEDERAL INCOME TAXES IF TAXED AS LIFE 
INSURANCE COMPANIES 


115, 000 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, quite 
a number of other Senators wish to 
speak, but some of us are becoming tired. 
I ask unanimous consent that the Senate 
may recess, at the pleasure of the Senate, 
without prejudice to my right to speak 
again on this subject, and without preju- 
dice to my right to continue my speech 
tomorrow. Iam not asking to be recog- 
nized first. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
ma” speak a second time without unani- 
mous consent if he so desires, and is 
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recognized. Is the Senator asking that 
the Senate take a recess at this time? 

Mr. McFARLAND. No, Mr. President, 
we have other business to transact. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Vermont may be recognized again 
without having to obtain unanimous 
consent. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is the Sen- 
ator from Vermont yielding the floor? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I am not yielding 
the floor for the moment. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the 
Senator from Vermont yield, and if so, 
to whom? > 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I wonder whether 
or not the Senator from Vermont has 
given thought and consideration to the 
possibility of offering an amendment 
along the line of subjecting surpluses or 
reserves to the tax, as proposed in the 
bill, when the surpluses and reserves are 
either 10 percent or meet the statutory 
requirements of the respective States on 
the basis of whichever one is greater. 

Mr. FLANDERS. I would say to the 
Senator from Minnesota that if the 
amendment to lift the provisions of the 
bill is voted down I can conceive of a 
number of unfortunate provisions of the 
bill that might be amended one by one, 
and this is one of the provisions which 
might be amended. However, I hope the 
vote to lift the provision will carry. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from 
Vermont has looked upon it as a reme- 
dial possibility. 

Mr. FLANDERS. I think the term 
remedial possibility is an excellent one, 
and I accept it. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Vermont yield? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield. 

Mr. KERR. The Senator from Ver- 
mont has expressed concern for the safe- 
ty of deposits in mutual savings banks. 
He is aware of the fact that those de- 
posits are guaranteed by the FDIC up 
to $10,000 on each deposit, is he not? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I am aware of that 
fact. In being aware of the fact I do 
not subscribe to the idea that because 
deposits are insured by the FDIC there- 
fore there remains no responsibility on 
the savings banks for judicious man- 
agement on the one hand, and the fol- 
lowing of State laws on the other. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield further. 

Mr. KERR. The amount of money 
which the mutual savings banks pay to 
the FDIC for the insurance of their de- 
posits is a deductible item of expense, 
even though the taxation under this bill 
should become a reality, is it not? 

Mr. FLANDERS. It is a deductible 
item of expense. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I am yielding. Iam 
in a yielding mood. 

Mr. KERR. The Senator is aware of 
the fact, is he not, that the FSLI is a 
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similar insurance agency for insuring 
the deposits in savings and loans asso- 
ciations, and that such deposits are 
guaranteed up to $10,000 by the FSLI? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I would say with 
regard to that exactly what I have stated 
with reference to FDIC, and that it does 
not remove the necessity for judicious 
management on the part of those insti- 
tutions, or remove the necessity for 
obedience to State laws. 

If the Senator will further permit me, 
I will say that these very institutions 
which he mentions, the FDIC and the 
FLSI, set up standards of reserve which 
are quite a bit higher than some of those 
we have been talking about. 

Mr. KERR. The expense which the 
building and loan associations have been 
paying for that insurance for their de- 
positors would be a deductible item for 
them under this bill also, would it not? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I will say to the 
Senator from Oklahoma that I do not 
know just where he is leading me, but so 
far as I can see up until now he is lead- 
ing me in safe paths. I would say yes. 

Mr. KERR. The answer is yes. I 
thank the Senator. I should like to ask 
the Senator a question with reference to 
some remarks made by the Senator from 
Maryland [Mr. BUTLER] who referred 
to the fact that savings banks might 
want in some years to make larger pay- 
ments of interest to their depositors than 
they regularly do. With reference to 
that statement, I should like to ask the 
Senator from Vermont if it is not a 
fact that under this bill whatever in- 
terest these savings banks paid to their 
depositors on their deposits would also 
be a deductible item. 

Mr. FLANDERS. That is true, as I 
read the bill. 

Mr. KERR. That is true, as the Sen- 
ator understands the bill? 

Mr. FLANDERS. Yes. I am still in- 
terested in knowing where we are go- 
ing. However, as the man said who fell 
off a 20-story building, as he passed the 
tenth story, “All right so far.” 

Mr. KERR. I thank the Senator. I 
am happy to discover that we are getting 
along so well and that both of us are 
happy. He has referred to the fact that 
some of these savings banks are in the 
life insurance business, and that in that 
business they have income from pre- 
miums, which he fears would be taxable 
under the bill. With reference to that 
statement, the Senator from Oklahoma 
does not agree with the Senator from 
Vermont, but the Senator from Okla- 
homa would like to ask a further ques- 
tion. If there were any doubt in the 
mind of a mutual savings bank whether 
or not the banking part of its business 
would be affected by the proposed tax, 
would it not organize a subsidiary life 
insurance company to carry on that busi- 
ness, whereby that part of its business 
would be subject to the laws and taxes 
applicable to life insurance companies, 
and in no wise would be affected by the 
taxation provisions of the pending bill. 

Mr. FLANDERS. It is my under- 
standing that the State laws under 
which these savings banks and their in- 
surance departments are set up recog- 
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nize the separation of functions and tax 
the insurance parts of those businesses, 
which are carried on separate books, in 
the way that insurance companies are 
taxed and apply to them the proper 
regulations for insurance companies un- 
der the insurance departments of the 
States, whereas the appropriate regula- 
tions for savings institutions are admin- 
istered in regard to the savings bank 
branches of those businesses. 

Furthermore, the separation of those 
two functions without separation of the 
corporate structure has been recognized 
by Daniel Bell, then Under Secretary of 
the Treasury, in connection with the 
amount of particular types of bonds 
which it is lawful for a bank to have, 
He ruled that the insurance branches 
of the savings banks were subject to the 
Treasury laws and regulations which re- 
late to the total volume of different types 
of bonds which insurance companies 
may carry, whereas the savings parts 
are subject to the laws and regulations 
which are applicable to savings banks. 

So not merely is there a recognition 
on the part of both Federal and State 
bodies that these two functions are sep- 
arate and have different laws and regu- 
lations applicable to them, but there has 
also been shown the practicability of 
operating on that basis for a long period 
of time. 

Mr. KERR. I thank the Senator from 
Vermont very much, and I call atien- 
tion to the fact that his answer sub- 
stantiates two things which were my be- 
lief, namely, first, that the premiums 
from that source of income were not 
taxable as premiums and could not be 
taxable except if that part of the busi- 
ness showed a profit; and, second, that if 
there were the slightest question about 
that, the mutual savings bank could en- 
tirely eliminate the doubt by incorpor- 
ating that part of its business in a sub- 
sidiary corporation, and then for a cer- 
tainty could remove any possible ques- 
tion as to whether that part of its busi- 
ness would be taxable under this meas- 
ure. 

I thank the Senator very much. 

Mr.FLANDERS. Mr. President, I my 
say to the Senator from Oklahoma (dat 
I begin to fear that he has taken ne 
a few steps farther along this path than 
I am willing to go. The bill itself does 
not require or make it mandatory that 
the two parts of the business be sepa- 
rated. The bill itself should make that 
mandatory, so that there will be no ques- 
tion in the minds of the Bureau of In- 
ternal Revenue as to how and whether 
the total operations of a savings bank 
with an insurance department should be 
divided and administered. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I do 
not know whether the Senator from Ver- 
mont understood me a while ago when 
I said, as chairman of the committee, 
that we were ready to accept an amend- 
ment separating the insurance depart- 
ments from the savings departments. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Ishall have one pre- 
pared soon. 

Mr. GEORGE. The committee itself 
had considered that; it was considered, 
at least, by most of the members of the 
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committee who favored any tax on these 
institutions. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I 
yield the floor. 

During the delivery of Mr. FLANDERS’ 
speech, 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Vermont yield to me? 

Mr. FLANDERS.’ I yield. 

Mr. BRICKER. Ihave a statement of 
about 4 pages, and I ask the Senator 
from Vermont if he will ask for unani- 
mous consent that without the Senator 
from Vermont losing the floor thereby, I 
may be permitted to speak for the REC- 
orp at this time, so I may catch a plane 
in a few minutes. I believe I will take 
no longer than 6 minutes. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. 
make that request. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection? ‘The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. BRICKER. In my State we are, 
of course, interested in the mutual-sav- 
ings bank about which the Senator from 
Vermont has spoken this afternoon. We 
have one very large one, one medium- 
sized one, and a smaller one in the State. 
What I shall say will deal directly with 
the savings and loan associations rather 
than the mutual savings banks. These 
are peculiarly community enterprises. 
They have been such throughout the life 
of the institutions in my State. They 
have rendered a very constructive com- 
munity service in the field of home build- 
ing, particularly by the use of private 
money and private capital. At this 
time, when there is need for housing, 
when everyone is rushing to the Govern- 
ment for public housing, it seems to me 
that every encouragement ought to be 
given to those institutions which use 
their own money for the purpose of 
building homes for the citizens of our 
country. 

Likewise these institutions are built 
firmly upon the foundation of thrift and 
savings. There are those who feel that 
that is an outmoded virtue. I do not. 
I think it ought to be encouraged by the 
Cengress of the United States. 

remember personally so well in the 
15 os, when I was law officer for the 
Stave of Ohio, that we went through the 
distressing experience of not only finan- 
cial loss but of tremendous human suf- 
fering as the result of the failure of these 
institutions which did not have adequate 
reserves to take care of the needs of their 
depositors who made the demands upon 
them. 

The payment on deposits is not large. 
The average I think is about 2½ per- 
cent. Likewise the earnings are not 
high. The reserves at this time are not 
excessively high. I think the record 
shows that the average was approxi- 
mately 7.5 percent during the past year 
or during the time the figures were taken 
by the committee. So passing over the 
issues that have been discussed so far by 
the Senator from Vermont, I want to say 
that I support him, not only in regard 
to mutual-savings banks but in regard to 
savings and loans associations as well. 


President, I 
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Mr. President, in my judgment, section 
313 would definitely impose a tax on 
thrift, and it would do so at a time when 
every factor in the economic outlook 
of the Nation cries out the need for more 
thrift, for more personal savings. In 
fact, the one inflation remedy on which 
every person in public life seems to agree 
is More savings by individuals; so when 
we are asked to vote a tax on institutions 
whose sole activity is the encouragement 
of thrift, I think it is neither wise, just, 
nor understandable. Remember that 
the savings and loan associations and 
the mutual savings banks for a century 
and a half have taken by the hand the 
hard-working, poor men and women of 
this country and encouraged them to 
save money and taught them the value 
of putting aside something for the fu- 
ture. They have 30,000,000 savers today. 
It seems to me that if we are wise in our 
public leadership, we shall do everything 
possible to assure that they attract an- 
other five to ten million savers into their 
membership during these years ahead 
when we have such special reason to 
dread too much spending. I am sup- 
porting the amendment because in con- 
science we cannot tax these thrift insti- 
tutions unless we have provided for the 
safety of their members’ funds in every 
way dictated by financial experience and 
by common sense. 

Because of the eminent leadership of 
the State of Ohio in the savings and loan 
association business, comparable to the 
leadership of New England in the devel- 
opmen: of mutual-savings banking, I 
feel compelled to put this tax proposal 
and its consequences under a very sharp 
spotlight. The savings and loan associa- 
tions in Ohio, with $2,000,000,000 of the 
savings of men, women, and children, 
have contributed immeasurably to the 
stalwart thriftiness of our people and the 
high percentage of owned homes within 
our borders. 

A savings and loan association can 
achieve adequate safety for its savers by 
prudent management, by adequate re- 
serves as a cushion against losses, and by 
insurance of its accounts with the Feder- 
al Savings and Loan Insurance Corpora- 
tion. : 

As nearly as I can analyze it in the 
brief time I have been able to give to it, 
section 313 would place a tax on the 


amounts which these institutions should, 


by every dictate of experience, be put- 
ting into solvency reserves in order to 
protect their savers against widespread 
calamity in the next real-estate depres- 
sion. It would not take a great depres- 
sion to wipe out the reserves which are 
the average throughout the country at 
the present time. I recall the experi- 
ence we had in the thirties with these in- 
stitutions in my State. 

By undermining the ability of the asso- 
ciation to build an adequate cushion 
against disaster, this tax proposal is 
itself a slap in the face of prudent man- 
agement, 

Imagine the state of mind, the con- 
fusion, the consternation of the board 
of directors of one of these savings insti- 
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tutions sitting around the conference ta- 
ble, aware that the savings of thousands 
are entrusted to them, looking at the 
loans made to veterans and defense 
workers and hundreds of other families 
of low and moderate incomes on homes 
which are costing more to build or to 
buy than homes have ever cost before. 
What are they to do when they know 
that the cushion should be built up dur- 
ing these present prosperous years to 
absorb losses which are bound to come 
someday on loans of this type, and 
when the United States Government is 
reaching in to take 50 cents of every 
dollar which the association has avail- 
able to build up that cushion? 

As I study the question and ponder 
why the Senate Finance Committee, with 
its long experience and with its judg- 
ment which is respected by every Mem- 
ber of this body, kept section 313 in this 
bill after long deliberations, I can only 
conclude that somehow there is incom- 
plete knowledge about the rather simple 
way in which a savings and loan associa- 
tion operates and what it does with the 
funds at its disposal every half year. 
Perhaps the injustice and the lack of 
wisdom of the proposed tax will clarify 
itself kefore us all when we realize that 
these associations pay out all of their 
earnings above expenses in dividends to 
savers, which dividends are subject to the 
full personal income tax. 

They have no “retained earnings.“ 
There is no accumulation of funds which 
canebe used for competitive purposes 
taking advantage of an unfair competi- 
tive situation with business enterprises 
which pay directly the corporate income 
tax. All that a savings and loan asso- 
ciation does not pay out in dividends to 
its members a periodic allocation into 
a fund which builds up over the years 
and serves much as the capital funds of 
a banking enterprise serve to protect it 
in periods of extreme loss. Savings and 
loan associations need reserves of this 
particular type because any losses which 
come to them are concentrated in a 
particular period of time, in 4 or 5 years 
out of every 20 or 25, and are the result 
o? the very nature of their business of 
making home loans to families which 
must take a long time to pay those loans 
off. 

Every supervisory official of every 
State department of financial institu- 
tions and every supervisory official for 
savings and loan institutions in the 
Washington establishment has spent the 
past 18 years instilling in the minds of 
those responsible for savings and loan 
associations and their sound and safe 
operation the need to create adequate 
cushions of the type I have just been 
describing. They have been insistent 
that the reserve be there to take care of 
the day when home prices are no longer 
soaring and the demand for homes has 
vanished, or at least has lessened. Most 
Senators can remember what that kind 
of situation was like in the 1930’s. The 
truth is that the savings associations 
could well put into reserves over the 
next decade every cent which they re- 
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ceive over and above dividends and ex- 
penses, and they would still not be ac- 
cumulating any more than the amount 
which ordinary prudence dictates they 
should have for the protection of their 
depositors and the conduct of their busi- 
ness. 

The third safety factor on which a 
savings and loan association may rely 
is the Federal Savings and Loan Insur- 
ance Corporation. I think that if you 
look at its situation you will see why the 
supervisory officials here in Washington 
have been so insistent about the need 
for building up adequate reserve funds 
in each insured savings institution. Two 
thousand nine hundred and forty-four 
different institutions with $12,000,000,- 
000 of savers’ funds are insured by this 
instrumentality of the United States 
Government. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BRICKER. I should be glad to 
yield, but I have only a minute or two. 
I will yield briefly for a question. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Ido not wish to take 
the Senator’s time. 

Mr. BRICKER. I thank the Senator. 

If we tax away the ability of these 
institutions to build up the kind of re- 
serves which every thinking person who 
has studied the question thoroughly be- 
lieves they should have, we are exposing 
the Federal Savings and Loan Insurance 
Corporation to a very grave burden. 
Should this burden fall upon it in the 
next time of real estate deflation, the 
Federal Treasury will pay dearly for the 
revenue it may have obtained from the 
tax on the savings institutions which this 
bill proposes, It would cost many times 
more, in my judgment, than the returns 
which will be received under section 313. 

I should also like to remind my col- 
leagues of the unusual role which the 
savings and loan associations play in 
the provision of money which ordinary 
people need to pay for theirhomes. Year 
in and year out they make about one- 
third of all of the home loans granted 
in this country. This is a business, as I 
have already pointed out, in which the 
risks are long term. Any tax on these 
institutions which hampers their ability 
to build reserves will endanger their abil- 
ity to extend home-mortgage credit as 
effectively as they have in the past. The 
United States Senate has always given 
sympathetic treatment to measures to 
inerease the availability of funds for 
people who need homes. It would be a 
sorry thing indeed for us to vote this 
tax hampering the ability of the most 
effective single source of home-mortgage 
funds in the country to carry on that 
good community constructive work. 

I know that a great hue and cry has 
been raised throughout the length and 
breadth of the land that these institu- 
tions should pay directly the income tax 
paid by other corporations and by banks. 
Singularly, one of the arguments of those 
who want such a tax has been the great 
growth of savings in the institutions for 
which the Congress has always main- 
tained a tax treatment different from 
the corporation tax. In an hour which 
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calls for every possible incentive to more 
savings, at a time when the springs of 
home-mortgage money are not flowing 
freely enough to satisfy the veterans or 
the need in the defense areas, I can see 
no wicdom in taxing the associations 
which persuade people to save money 
and wh’ch supply home-mortgage funds. 

I wish to bring to the attention of the 
Senate the fact that in this position I 
am fully supported by a letter from Wil- 
liam K. Divers, Chairman of the Home 
Loan Bank Board, in Washington, and 
by a letter to him from the general coun- 
sel of that organization. 

I shall support the amendment of the 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS]. 
I wish to thank him and other Members 
of the Senate for the unanimous consent 
granted me to speak at this time. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS 


Mr. HENNINGS, Mr. HOLLAND, and 
other Senators addressed the chair. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena- 
tor from Missouri is recognized. 

The Chair wishes to state that several 
Senators have been waiting all after- 
noon, seeking recognition. Of course, 
the Chair is not bound by the order in 
which such requests are presented. 

However, the Chair has also been ad- 
vised that the Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. lennrinGs] desires to make a brief 
statement on a question of personal 
privilege, which, of course, is a privileged 
matter. 

Therefore, under the circumstances, 
the Chair feels that he should recognize 
the Senator from Missouri at this time. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Massachusetts will state it. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I hope what I 
have to ask is a parliamentary inquiry; 
I wish to ask either the Chair or the 
majority leader what will be the pro- 
gram for the remainder of the day and 
for tomorrow. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I understood that 
the Senator from Michigan desired to 
make a speech for about an hour. I do 
not know whether the Senator from New 
Jersey wishes to speak this evening or 
whether the Senator from New York 
wishes to speak this evening. 

I thought I would try to accommo- 
date Senators who wish to make speeches 
this evening, and we shall convene in 
the morning at 10 a. m. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. McFARLAND. Certainly. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Then do I cor- 
rectly understand that no votes will be 
taken today, but that Senators who wish 
to make speeches this evening may do 
so, and that thereafter the Senate will 
take a recess until 10 a. m. tomorrow? 

Mr. McFARLAND. Yes. We had 
not planned to have any votes taken this 
evening. 

The Senator from Michigan wished to 
speak on another matter, and he thought 
it would be just as appropriate for him 
to make his speech after we finished our 
business on the tax bill for today. 
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Mr. SALTONSTALL. Will there be 
any votes tomorrow? 
eer McFARLAND. I hope there will 


Mr, SALTONSTALL. I thank the 
Senator from Arizona and I thank the 
Senator from Missouri. $ 


QUESTION OF PERSONAL PRIVILEGE 


Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, there 
is a matter which I should like to bring 
to the attention of the Senate, 

On Tuesday, as I was leaving my office 
for New York, to attend the convention 
of the Americar. Bar Association, I was 
handed a letter from a Member of the 
Senate, and was advised that he had 
handed the letter to the press an hour 
or two prior to my receipt of the letter. 
Copies of the letter were released to the 
press. 

I do not intend to dignify the letter 
with a reply. Nevertheless, Mr. Presi- 
dent, in my opinion this letter is an 
affront to the honor of the Senate and 
impugns the integrity of one of the Sen- 
ate’s committees. I believe it is my duty 
to give to the Members of the Senate 
and to the public the full facts concern- 
ing the false implications contained in 
the letter, 

The letter suggested that I should dis- 
qualify myself as a member of the Sub- 
committee on Privileges and Elections of 
the Senate Committee on Rules and Ad- 
ministration, in connection with its con- 
sideration of the resolution of the Sen- 
ator from Connecticut [Mr. BENTON], 
Senate Resolution 187. This resolution, 
as Members of the Senate will recall, 
directs the Committee on Rules and 
Administration to consider and investi- 
gate further its recommendations on the 
1950 Maryland Senatorial election, the 
participation of the junior Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. McCartny] in that 
campaign, and other such acts on his 
part, so that the committee will be en- 
abled to determine whether it should 
initiate action toward his expulsion from 
the United States Senate. 

The letter also suggested that any 
action taken by that Subcommittee of 
the Senate Committee on Rules and Ad- 
ministration would be influenced by the 
fact that I am a member of a law firm, of 
which a partner, John Raeburn Green) 
undertook to move the Supreme Court 
for a rehearing in the case of Gates, 
one of the 11 convicted Communist 
leaders. The letter further suggested 
that the subcommittee could not act with 
propriety because the same law firm 
represents the St. Louis Post-Dispatch, 
which agreed editorially with the dissent 
of two Justices from the Court’s deci- 
sion upholding the conviction of the 
Communist leaders, and which has criti- 
cized the junior Senator from Wisconsin 
[Mr. MCCARTHY] for some of his activi- 
ties, 

Because I am a member of a law firm 
which has been in existence for 70 years, 
and which has as clients the St. Louis 
Post-Dispatch and the Pulitzer Publish- 
ing Co., and because a member of the 
same firm has undertaken the appeal of 
one of the convicted Communists, it is 
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implied that I am unqualified to sit on 
the subcommittee, and that any action 
taken by that committee, will, therefore, 
be prejudiced. 

Apparently the junior Senator from 
Wisconsin, to whom I sent a telegram 
last night advising him that I would 
make this statement upon the floor of 
the Senate this afternoon, has overlooked 
the fact that thoughtful and responsible 
citizens everywhere, including not only 
those among my Missouri constituents, 
but also Members of the Senate, deplore 
the techniques of distortion and misrep- 
resentation so evident in his letter. 

It is perfectly obvious, I believe, Mr. 
President, that the suggestions contained 
in this letter are a thinly veiled at- 
tempt—and not the first one—to dis- 
credit the work of the subcommittee and 
invalidate its findings by devious means 
and irrelevant attacks upon its members. 
It is a perfectly transparent effort to 
divert the attention of the Senate and of 
the American people from the real issue 
at stake in the resolution of the Senator 
from Connecticut [Mr. Benton]. The 
Benton proposal is directed to the activi- 
ties of the junior Senator from Wiscon- 
sin in the 1950 Maryland senatorial elec- 
tion and to his fitness to be a Member 
of this body. 

Mr. President, I recognize that mem- 
bership in the United States Senate im- 
poses many obligations and responsi- 
bilities beyond those assumed in private 
life. As a private citizen, I would con- 
sider this letter scarcely deserving of 
notice. As an elected representative of 
the people of Missouri, however, I would 
be delinquent if I ignored the ugly im- 
plications which so besmirch the reputa- 
tion of this body and the character of 
a distinguished lawyer and patriotic 
American. Here are the facts. Let the 
record speak for itself. 

Mr. John Raeburn Green, an eminent 
St. Louis lawyer, nationally known as 
an authority on constitutional law, 
undertook to file a petition for rehearing 
in the case of one of the 11 convicted 
Communist leaders. Mr. Green refused 
compensation for his services because he 
wanted the record to be entirely clear 
that he was taking the case at consider- 
able financial sacrifice, not for the pur- 
pose of aiding Communists or furthering 
communism, but because he believed 
that the Court’s previous decision in the 
case was inherently dangerous to the 
civil liberties guaranteed in our Bill of 
Rights. He felt it his obligation as a 
lawyer to request the Supreme Court to 
reconsider its decision from this stand- 
point. To further insure proper presen- 
tation of the case in this light, he stipu- 
lated the following three conditions: 
First, that the former counsel for the 
defendant withdraw completely from 
the case; second, that he exercise com- 
plete control over the points to be argued 
before the Court; and third, that he have 
the right to associate with himself other 
counsel. 

In a letter to me dated June 21, 1951, 


informing me of his decision to handle 
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the appeal, John Raeburn Green set 
forth the reasons for his decision as 
follows: 


I have accepted the representation, of 
course, solely because of my attachment to 
the First Amendment and my deep conviction 
that the opinion of the Chief Justice marks 
a definite contraction of the limits of free- 
dom of speech and of the press as these 
have heretofore been applied by the Court. 
I have no concern whatever for the Commu- 
nists, but rather an affirmative conviction 
that the country would be better served by 
their imprisonment than by their contin- 
ued freedom. Nevertheless, they cannot, in 
my opinion, be imprisoned under the pres- 
ent indictment without seriously endanger- 
ing freedom of speech and freedom of the 
press as we have heretofore long enjoyed 
these rights. It is quite possible that they 
have been guilty of other conduct such as 
acting as agents on an unfriendly foreign 
power, for which they may constitutionally 
be punished under other laws, and that 
point will be made in my petition for re- 
hearing. But that is, of course, not what 
they are being imprisoned for now. 

You will recall that this is not the first 
time that I have endeavored to protect the 
rights of freedom of speech and freedom of 
the press to the limits of my ability. In 
1946 I was instrumental through the Bill 
of Rights Committee of the-Bar Association 
of St. Louis in maintaining the right of 
Gerald L. K. Smith, head of the Christian 
Nationalist Party, to speak in the Munici- 
pal Auditorium, in the face of the attempt 
of the Municipal Auditorium Commission 
and the Police Department of the city of 
St. Louis to prohibit this meeting. Mr. 
Smith's right to speak was maintained in 
the face of most vigorous opposition from 
many sections of the community and of the 
Bar Association. 

In 1947 I represented the Reverend J. 
Frank Norris, the well-known fundamental- 
ist Baptist preacher, of Fort Worth, in the 
preparation of an injunction suit to enjoin 
his appearance and his right to speak in 
the Municipal Auditorium at St. Louis in 
connection with the meeting of the South- 
ern Baptist Convention. The threatened in- 
terference with the Reverend Mr. Norris’ 
right to speak was based upon his opposi- 
tion to certain utterances and writings of 
tae president of the Convention, Dr. Louie 
Newton, which the Reverend Mr. Norris re- 
garded as favorable to Communist Soviet 
Russia. The Reverend Mr. Norris was and 
is a bitter opponent of Communism and of 
Soviet Russia. He desired to present his 
views without interference and he succeed- 
ed in doing so. 

In my view, the views of the Communist 
Party and the views of the Christian Na- 
tionalist Party are almost equally fraught 
with death to our free institutions. But 
freedom of speech includes freedom for the 
thought we hate. 


In an earlier letter to the Communist 
Party, John Raeburn Green made his 
position on communism clear, in a 
statement which I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the RECORD at 


this point. 


The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 


: jection? 


There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 


_Recorp, as follows: 


In order that there may be no misunder- 


standing, I ought to tell you frankly that my 


disagreement with the views of the Com- 
munist Party is much more than a “political 


difference.” I regard Russian communism 
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as the greatest threat to mankind since the 
Dark Ages. To me it appears to be the enemy 
of religion, the enemy of freedom of thought, 
and the enemy of civilization. In my view, 
it would be better for this country and for 
the world if you and your co-defendants 
were no longer free to carry on your present 
activities. 

Since, however, you are, unhappily, in our 
midst, it is my view also that you cannot be 
denied the basic rights guaranteed by the 
Constitution and the laws of the United 
States without endangering these rights, and 
thus commencing the destruction of our 
present liberties. If I appeared in the Su- 
preme Court on the issue of bail, it would 
be not to defend you and your co-defendants 
but to defend the right which appears—on 
the basis of the papers you submitted to 
me—to be threatened in your case. 


Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, an 
editorial in the September issue of the 
American Bar Association Journal is elo- 
quent testimony to the high regard in 
which John Raeburn Green is held by 
members of the bar. At this time I 
should like to read that editorial, which 
came to my desk only this afternoon, 
and which is entitled “A Lawyer’s Duty 
and the Honor of the Bar.” From that 
editorial in the American Bar Associa- 
tion Journal with respect to John Rae- 
burn Green, about whom the Senator 
from Wisconsin was disturbed, I read: 


A Lawrkn's Duty AND THE HONOR OF THE BAR 


Last summer, the lawyers of the country 
were witnesses to an example of advocacy 
at its purest and noblest. Historians can 
remind the association of more than two 
other examples which reflect the honor of 
the bar so brightly. I think only of John 
Adams’ defense of Captain Preston when he 
was tried for murder after the Boston mas- 
sacre and of Arthur Hill’s acceptance from 
Saccc and Vanzetti of their hopeless appeal 
to the United States Supreme Court. 

In July, John Raeburn Green, a successful 
and distinguished leader o* the St. Louis 
bar, utterly remote from the man and de- 
spising what he had been convicted of doing, 
without compensation and wholly out of a 
sense of a lawyer's duty, moved the Supreme 
Court for a rehearing in the case of Gates, 
one of the 11 convicted Communist leaders. 
Of counsel with Green was George A. Dreyfus, 
of the bar of New Orledns, equally remote, 
also without compensation and likewise im- 
pelled by duty. 

Gates had had a fair trial. This was not 
the issue. Raeburn Green took the case 
because he believed that a majority of the 
Court had misconstrued and stultified our 
right of free speech. He was defending, not 
just one man, but the rights of all men. 

Green was not satisfied with Judge Hand’s 
and with the majority’s opinion. And so, 
when Gates sought his services, Green gave 
them, in contempt of common prejudice and 
gross misunderstanding. As John Adams 
and Arthur Hill proved to their own and 
succeeding generations, now Raeburn Green 
proves to us, what is pure and noble in our 
profession. 


No higher tribute, Mr. President, can 
be paid to any lawyer. John Raeburn 
Green's reputation is secure. 

These are the full facts, Mr. President. 
These are the facts which confirm the 
integrity of the Senate committee and 
the honor of the Senate. 

The Bill of Rights which guarantees 
freedom of expression does not automat- 
ically insure honesty of expression. But 
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our people have always found truth a 
formideble weapon against distortion 
and deceit. Repeated shabby attempts 
to discredit the honest efforts of a sub- 
committee of the United States Senate 
and to undermine the trust the Ameri- 
can public should have in this body can 
and must be met by frank and forthright 
answers. 

I yield the floor, Mr. President. 

Mr. WELKER subsequently said: 
Mr. President, the Senator from Mis- 
souri [Mr. HENNINGS] addressed the Sen- 
ate among other things on correspond- 
ence had between the Senator from 
Missouri and the junior Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. McCartny]. The Sen- 
ator from Wisconsin called me and asked 
me, since certain correspondence had 
heen referred to by the distinguished 
Senator from Missouri, that I ask unani- 
mous consent to have inserted in the 
Recorp the entire correspondence, dated 
September 18, 1951, from the Senator 
from Wisconsin to the Senator from Mis- 
souri, 

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that a copy of the letter be inserted 
in the body of the Recor» at this time 
at the request of the Senator from Wis- 
consin. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, I hesitate 
very much to intervene in a situation 
which seems to be purely one between 
the Senator from Missouri and the Sen- 
ator from Wisconsin. I wish that the 
Sent tor from Missouri were on the floor 
to hear the request of the Senator from 
Idaho. 

Mr. WELKER. I assume that he has 
the original letter, because he referred 
tc it in his speech a few minutes ago. 
If the Senator from Connecticut objects 
to the letter going into the Recorp I 
shall read it. 

Mr. McMAHON. I was merely won- 
dering if it would not be well to call the 
Senator from Missouri to the floor, I 
suppose he thought the subject had been 
concluded. 

Mr. WELKER. If the Senator from 
Connecticut wishes to be so careful 
about it, I shall take the bull by the 
horns and read the letter into the REC- 
orD. I have waited here half an hour to 
accommodate a fellow Senator, the Sen- 
ator from Wisconsin [Mr. McCarruy]. 
If the Senator from Connecticut objects, 
I shall read the letter into the RECORD. 

Mr.McMAHON. Mr. President, Sena- 
tors have a right to read material into 
the Record. If the Senator from Idaho 
is going to read the letter, there is no 
vse keeping all Senators here. 

Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for me to make a sugges- 
tion to my colleague? 

Mr. WELKER. I do not intend to get 
into any debate on this subject. I merely 
made the request as an accommodation 
for a fellow Senator. 

Mr. BENTON. Far from debate 

Mr. WELKER. Very well; I yield. 
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Mr. BENTON. Far from debate, may 
I suggest to my colleague that it is a 
good thing to have the letter go into the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, I do not per- 
sonally object to it. I should like to 
see the letter read very widely through- 
out the country. I believe that the let- 
ter itself helps to focus public atten- 
tion on a problem with which we are 
confronted in the United States. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Idaho? 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 

SEPTEMBER 18, 1951, 
Hon. THOMAS HENNINGS, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Tom: The official publication of the 
Communist Party, the Daily Worker, on 
Monday, August 6, on page 2, carried a story 
to the effect that John Raeburn Green, sen- 
ior member of the law firm of Green, Hen- 
n'ngs, Henry & Evans, is now counsel for 
John Gates, Communist editor of the Daily 
Worker, who was recently convicted of plot- 
ti-g to overthrow the Government of the 
United States. 

I, of course, have no way of knowing 
whether you receive a percentage of the 
general income in your office which would 
put you on the payroll of the Daily Worker, 
nor do I know what, if any, fee your senior 
partner is collecting from the Communist 
Party for this work. The Daily Worker in- 


‘dicates that it is a labor of love and that 


he is only collecting expenses which are be- 
ing paid by the Communist Party. 

‘The Daily Worker, with Gates as editor, 
on May 4, 1950, issued the following procla- 
mation: “We urge all Communist Party 
members, and all anti-Fascists, to yield sec- 
ond place to none in the fight to rid our 
23 of the Fascist poison of McCarthy- 

On April 5, 1950, the Daily Worker edito- 
rialized as follows: “Communists are keenly 
aware of the damage the McCarthy crowd 
is doing.” 

On November 27, 1950, the Communist Par- 
ty issued a pamphlet entitled “Unity Can 
Defeat McCarthyism.” It ends up by ex- 
horting all Communist Party members to 
remember the fact that the main enemy is 
pro-Fascist McCarthyism and all its work- 
ings, and urging that they must direct our 
main fight against it. 

I understand from conversations which I 
have had with you that the St. Louis Post- 
Dispatch is one of your clients and that you 
receive part of your income from that source. 
As you of course know, the Post-Dispatch has 
vigcrously condemned the conviction of the 
11 Communist leaders and has editorialized 
against my anti-Communist fight along the 
same lines followed by the Daily Worker. 

This raises the very important question of 
whether you should disqualify yourself as a 
member of the committee which, upon BEN- 
TON’s request, is about to hold hearings to 
determine whether MCCARTHY should be ex- 
pelled from the Senate for exposing Commu- 
nists in Government. 

At this point let me make it absolutely 
clear that I do not intend to even remotely 
infer that you are sympathetic to the Com- 
munist cause. In fact, many of us were 
very happy when you defeated the adminis- 
tration-sponsored senatorial candidate in 
the Democrat primary. We hoped then and 
still hope that you may take your place along 
side some of the great Democrat Senators 
who take orders from no one. However, I am 
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sure you will agree with me that regardless 
of how honest and sincerely you may per- 
form your duties on that committee, the 
general public will have little confidence in 
a committee report censoring MCCARTHY for 
fighting Communists when one of the mem- 
bers of the committee is on the payroll of the 
St. Louis Post-Dispatch and whose law part- 
ner is representing in a criminal action one 
of the 11 top Communists who were con- 
victed for treason. 

The importance of the question of whether 
you should sit on this committee is pointed 
up by the fact that your party has felt it 
necessary to conduct hearings to formulate a 
code of ethics for congressional hearings. 

As you well know, I am not concerned 
with what your committee does. I am sure 
the administration will not have the guts to 
bring this question toʻa Senate vote, which 
I would welcome, The present pattern seems 
to be merely to give men like Brenton and 
Marcantonio of the American Labor Party 
(I understand the ALP and BENTON are 
the only two who have asked to appear) a 
sounding board for the typical Communist 
Party line t. pe of smear attack which has 
been waged against me since I started to ex- 
pose Communists in Government. 

I am deeply concerned, however, with an- 
other Tydings type of show being put on 
which will further discredit our highest law- 
making body in the eyes of the American 
people and in the eyes of the world. 

I understand, Tom, that your father has 
a record as a fine lawyer and jurist. May 
I urge that you phone him and follow his 
advice on whether you should insist upon 
taking part in this administration-conceived 
version of a loyalty board for Senators, 

Sincerely yours, 
Joe MCCARTHY. 


Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, this 
letter leads me to another matter. I 
did not want to get into debate on this 
subject, but since I have been needled 
and the Senator from Connecticut (Mr, 
Benton] has taken a part in the discus- 
sion, I shall have something to say about 
the entire controversy between Senators 
BENTON, HENNINGS, and MCCARTHY. { 

While the letter is going into the REC- 
orp without objection, I believe that a 
telegram from the distinguished Senator 
from Missouri [Mr. HENNINGS] to the 
distinguished Senator from Wisconsin 
Mr. McCartuy] should also be printed 
in the Recorp. I fail to see or realize 
how a man can sit in judgment upon a 
fellow Senator who, by a written docu- 
ment, sent by Western Union, would 
class a Senator on whom he is holding 
hearings as a liar and a smear artist. 
Therefore I ask unanimous consent that 
the telegram be printed in the RECORD. 
Does the Senator from Connecticut have 
any objection to it? 

Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, reserv- 
ing the right to object, I have not seen 
the telegram. Sometimes telegrams do 
not have the authenticity of a letter 
written by and carrying the personal 
signature of the writer. Having no 
knowledge of the telegram, it would seem 
better, if the Senator wants it in the 
Recorp, for him to read it into the REC- 
orp, rather than ask unanimous consent 
to have a telegram printed in the REC- 
orp with which I am not familiar. I 
have read the letter, and I do not object 
to its going into the Recorp, because I 
believe it is a salutary thing, and I wish 
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the letter could be widely read through- 
out the country. 

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, I as- 
sure the Senator that the letter will be 
widely read. It probably will be effec- 
tively used by the Senator from Wiscon- 
sin [Mr, McCartHy] and others in dis- 
cussing the ever-present question of 
communism in the United States today. 

I am going to say to you, Mr. Presi- 
dent, and to the Members of the Senate, 
that I did not intend to interrupt my 
friend, the Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
HENNINGS], while he was speaking. As 
I explained, I was merely accommodat- 
ing the junior Senator from Wisconsin 
who asked me to insert this letter in the 
Recorp for him. 

However, since a little speech was 
made by the Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. Benton], adding to the speech of 
the Senator from Missouri this after- 
noon, I am going to say that as a Mem- 
ber of this distinguished body and as 
formerly a practitioner of law for 22 
years, I am unable, as a lawyer, as well 
as a Senator being familiar with the oath 
I have taken, to understand how the 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. HENNINGS] 
could under the circumstances sit in 
judgment as a member of the Sub- 
committee on Privileges and Elections 
of this body and hear testimony and 
evidence against another Member, when 
within his own heart he would feel 
malice and ill will against the other, and 
would send to his fellow Senator a tele- 
gram showing that malice and ill feeling 
in his own heart. A man might hold 
ill will in his heart and never divulge it, 
but when he sends a telegram setting 
out that hatred and ill will, then that 
is a serious, very serious matter. 

Iam quite certain that when the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Missouri re- 
alizes what he stated in the telegram, 
that which he feels in his heart—he 
would not have sent the telegram I am 
now going to read to the Senate—the 
Senator from Missouri will not wish to 
sit in judgment upon any person, let 
alone another Senator, under such cir- 
cumstances. 

The telegram reads as follows: 

New Yorg, N. Y. 
Hon. JOSEPH MCCARTHY, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C.: 

I propose to discuss you in the Senate on 
Friday. I hope that you will have time to be 
there even if it requires your temporary ab- 
sence from inventing smears and lies about 
others. 

Tuomas C. HENNINGS, 
United States Senator from Missouri. 


Mr. President, a parliamentary in- 
quiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. WELKER. Did I correctly under- 
stand the ruling of the Chair to be that 
the letter I submitted would be printed 
in the body of the REecorp? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That 
is true. 

Mr. WELKER. And that it was or- 
dered printed, without objection? 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
letter has been ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, 

Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. WELKER. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. BENTON. I am sure there is no 
difference between the Senator from 
Idaho and myself on this subject. I wish 
to ask a question, simply to make this 
matter abundantly clear for the RECORD. 
Does the Senator from Idaho agree that 
the reason why both of us are perfectly 
willing to have the letter printed in the 
Record is that it is his judgment that 
the American people will react to the 
letter in one way, whereas it is my judg- 
ment that the American people will re- 
act in a completely opposite way, and 
that that is the fundamental difference 
between us? 

Mr. WELKER. In answer to that in- 
quiry, I will say that in my opinion all 
red-blooded and thinking American peo- 
ple will react to this letter in a way ex- 
actly opposite from the way the Senator 
from Connecticut would hope they would 
react, 

Furthermore, Mr. President, I will say 
to you and to the Senator from Con- 
necticut that I came to the United States 
Senate following a campaign based upon 
the fact that I want to remove every 
Communist from the United States Gov- 
ernment and from the land of the United 
States. Wheh thousands of our young 
men are dying across the sea I am un- 
able to understand why a man should be 
condemned for his crusade to stamp out 
communism in the United States. Ihave 
heard all too much about red herrings” 
and political smearing. Communists 
have stolen every atomic secret we have 
had. We have had Communist spies and 
we have had the Hisses, Remingtons, 
Coplons, and others. The American peo- 
ple know we have coddled and condoned 
them. I want to join with any American 
who will stamp them completely out of 
this Nation forever. 

It may be that the Senator has erred 
in some instances. I do not know about 
that, but I will say that, as a result of 
the work he is doing, the American peo- 
ple have focused their attention on the 
ever-present danger that Communists 
exist in our midst in this country, and in 
our Government today; and as long as 
Senator McCartuy is right I will be be- 
hind him 100 percent in the effort to 
stamp out communism in the United 
States and all over the world. Red- 
blooded Americans could not do oth- 
erwise. 

Again I go back to the proposition that 
I like to see honest tribunals and honest 
courts of law, and I hate to think that 
any Senator or any human being would 
be judged by another sitting as a member 
of a subcommittee or a court who holds 
within his heart malice and hatred 
against the one upon whom he expects to 
pass judgment, in this case malice to- 


ward the Senator from Wisconsin. 


SEPTEMBER 21 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


As in executive session, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FREAR in the Chair) laid before the Sen- 
ate messages from the President of the 
United States submitting sundry nomi- 
nations, which were referred to the ap- 
propriate committees. 

(For nominations this day received, see 
the end of Senate proceedings.) 


EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


As in executive session, 

The following favorable reports of 
nominations were submitted: 

By Mr. MURRAY, from the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare: 

George W. Merck, of New Jersey, to be 
a member of the National Science Board, 


National Science Foundation, vice Edward 


L. Moreland, deceased; and 

Earl P. Stevenson, of Massachusetts, to be 
a member of the National Science Board, 
National Science Foundation, vice Charles 
E. Wilson, resigned. 


By Mr. CHAVEZ, from the Committee on 
Public Works: 

Col. Donald S. Burns, Corps of Engineers, 
to serve as President and member of the 
California Debris Commission, vice Col. 
John 8. Seybold, to be relieved. 


NOMINATION OF WILLIAM C. FOSTER TO 
BE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, as 
in executive session, I ask unanimous 
consent that the nomination of William 
C. Foster, of New York, to be Deputy 
Secretary of Defense, be considered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. CAIN. Is the request to consider 
the nomination? 

Mr. McFARLAND. Yes; as in execu- 
tive session. 

Mr CAIN. I have no objection. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the nomination. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is, Will the Senate advise and 
consent to the nomination of William C. 
Foster to be Deputy Secretary of De- 
fense? 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, the Sena- 
tor from Washington wishes to make a 
statement regarding the nomination 
which is now before the Senate. 

It is not pleasant to vote against a 
friend who is a Republican, but the 
junior Senator from Washington did 
that yesterday without hesitation or re- 
gret. I was the only member of the 
Armed Services Committee of the Senate 
who voted against the nomination of Mr. 
William C. Foster to be the Deputy Sec- 
retary of Defense. I wish to state briefly 
the reasons which required me to op- 
pose the appointment of a person whom 
I consider to be possessed of real ca- 
pacity. 

I voted against the nomination of Mr. 
Foster because he represented a prime 
example of the tendency of the adminis- 
tration to seek appropriations from the 
Congress without providing the Congress 
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with accurate information and correct 
facts from which sound judgments and 
decisions can be rendered. As the 
Deputy Administrator for the Economic 
Cooperation Administration, Mr. Foster 
permitted himself to be misled by his 
assistants, and he offered an official 
statement to a Senate committee which 
he did not know to be true. This state- 
ment which was largely misleading was 
designed for the sole purpose of mini- 
mizing committee questions in an effort 
to have a requested appropriation ap- 
proved. 

On June 13, 1950, Mr. Foster appeared 
before the Senate Appropriations Com- 
mittee in support of a supplemental re- 
quest for $100,000,000 for fiscal 1951, for 
the Republic of Korea. June 13, 1950, 
was 2 weeks before the outbreak of war 
in Korea. 

In appearing before the committee, 
Mr. Foster was accompanied by these 
persons: Mr. C. Tyler Wood, Assistant 
Administrator for Operations; Mr. E. A. 
J. Johnson, Director, Division of Korea 
Program; Mr. Wilhelm Anderson, Depu- 
ty Chief, ECA Mission to Korea; Mr. 
Frederick H. Bunting, Division of Korea 
Program; Mr. Frederick C. Spreyer, Di- 
vision of Korea Program; and Mr. Edwin 
C. Garwood, Director, Budget Division. 

In his statement to the Senate Appro- 
priations Committee, which took about 
5 minutes to read, Mr. Foster said this: 

I am happy to tell the Appropriations 
Committee, that, in my Judgment, the trend 
of events in South Korea is more favorable 
than it has been at any time since the libera- 
tion of that country in 1945, The reasons for 
optimism are military, political, and eco- 
nomic. It is my considered opinion that in 
the face of great difficulty the Government 
of the Republic of Korea is now steadily 
gaining strength in each of these three 
sectors. 

1. A rigorous training program has built 
up a well-disciplined army of 100,000 soldiers; 
one that is prepared to meet any challenge 
by North Korean forces; and one that has 
cleaned out the guerrilla bands in South 
Korea in one area after another. 


During the course of the Appropria. 
tions Committee hearing, which lasted 
for the better part of a day, not a single 
one of his assistants questioned what Mr, 
Foster had told the committee about the 
ability of the South Korean army to 
meet any challenge by North Korean 
forces. The committee was led to be- 
lieve that the Economic Cooperation Ad- 
ministration was certain that no war 
would develop in Korea and that the 
Congress could safely appropriate in 
fiscal 1951, $100,000,000 to be spent to 
facilitate the maintenance of political 
independence, the achievement of eco- 
nomic stability, and the eventual unifi- 
cation of the country as a single demo- 
cratic state. 

Since Mr. Foster testified that war in 
Korea was practically unthinkable, our 
Nation has spent not a hundred million 
dollars for economic assistance, but 
something more than $8,000,000,000 to 
fight a war in Korea. 

To his credit, Mr. Foster assumed full 
responsibility for the misleading advice 
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which he gave to the Senate Appropria- 
tions Committee in June of 1950. He 
likewise testified that he had not been in 
Korea before he offered his statement. 
He testified that his statement had been 
designed from reports which he had re- 
quested from ECA agents in Korea. 

In answer to a committee member’s 
question, Mr. Foster stated that he had 
neither requested nor read nor studied 
the intelligence reports of the Central 
Intelligence Agency. By his own admis- 
sion, Mr. Foster let his advisers place Mr. 
Foster in the position of being a military 
authority when he possessed no such 
qualifications, and when he had no mili- 
tary intelligence evaluations available 
to him. 

The Congress of the United States 
suffers from a lack of staff and from an 
inability adequately to determine the 
progress of executive activities through- 
out the world. The Congress must largely 
rely on the executive branch of our Gov- 
ernment to submit the true facts in any 
given situation. Unless committees of 
the Congress know what the truth ac- 
tually is, the Congress will too often 
make appropriations which are either 
not required or which will be wasted. 

I voted against the appointment of 
Mr. Foster because I want to register my 
considered criticism of the administra- 
tion in every instance where it seeks to 
take advantage of the Congress by sub- 
mitting information which is insufficient, 
inaccurate, or misleading. I shall never 
vote to confirm the appointment of any 
executive agent who permits himself to 
be a pawn in the hands of others. The 
stakes which our Nation is playing for 
these days are entirely too serious and 
high for carelessness, which can lead to 
disaster, to be condoned in any way. In 
knowing Mr. Foster to be a man of con- 
siderable ability, I take for granted that 
he will never again appear before a com. 
mittee of the Congress without making 
as certain as he can that the testimony 
he desires to offer is both accurate and 
factual. 

I hope that my vote against Mr. Foster 
will be construed and understood to be a 
vote against any executive agent of our 
Government who offers anything but all 
of the facts and the truth to the Con- 
gress. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. FREAR 
in the chair). The question is, Shall the 
Senate advise and consent to the nomina- 
tion of William C. Foster, of New York, 
to be Deputy Secretary of Defense? 
[Putting the question.] The “ayes” have 
it, and the nomination is confirmed. 

Without objection, the President will 
be notified. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Senate 
resume consideration of legislative busi- 
ness, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the Senate will resume 
consideration of legislative business, 
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REVENUE ACT OF 1951 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 4473) to provide rey- 
enue, and for other purposes. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I shall 
not detain the Senate very long. I may, 
however, not have an opportunity to 
discuss the pending Flanders amend- 
ment, so I wish to insert in the RECORD, 
and more nearly formalize, some docu- 
ments I referred to in the running de- 
bate this afternoon. 

First of all, I pointed out that I have 
received a letter from the auditor of 
public accounts of the State of Illinois, 
who happens to be an elected official. In 
that letter he sounds a warning that I 
do not believe can be ignored. I there- 
fore think it is of high import that the 
letter be included in the Recor, for the 
information of the Members of the Sen- 
ate as well as others. So, Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the letter 
addressed to me by the auditor of public 
accounts of the State of Illinois be 
printed in the Rxcon at this point. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 


AUDITOR or PUBLIC ACCOUNTS, 
Springfield, September 13, 1952. 
The Honorable Evererr M. DIRKSEN, 
United States Senate, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

My Dran SENATOR: I am deeply concerned 
over the present tax proposal which I un- 
derstand has been or is about to be sub- 
mitted by the Finance Committee to the 
entire Senate as an amendment to House 
Resolution 4473. As you know, I am charged 
with the supervision of 473 State-chartered 
savings and loan associations, and one of 
the most important parts of this supervision 
is to safeguard the funds invested in these 
associations so that as far as humanly pos- 
sible they will be solvent and able to pay 
their members the full amount of their in- 
vestments plus earnings. 

In this type of institution which has as 
its primary purpose a home-mortgage lend- 
ing operation it is necessary to build re- 
serves against future losses. In this con- 
nection the General Assembly of the State 
of Illinois at the last general session raised 
the reserve requirement for State-chartered 
associations so as to place them on a more 
realistic basis in line with the growth and 
development which have been experienced 
by the savings and loan associations in the 
State of Illinois. Irrespective of the fact 
that over 25 percent of net income has been 
allocated to loss reserves in 1950, we find 
that the reserve position of our associations 
at the end of the year 1950 slightly declined.’ 

I wish to point out that the amendment 
as proposed does not give consideration to 
the reserve requirements of our Illinois law 
or of other State laws; therefore, we feel 
that in this respect this legislation has 
highly dangerous implications. To tax the 
methods of income distribution by a num- 
ber of these associations acting in conform- 
ity with our Illinois State law under prin- 
ciples of taxation set up for ordinary stock 
corporations would likewise result in con- 
fusion, possible discrimination or revolution- 
ary changes in present operation. 

An analysis of our State-chartered asso- 
ciations indicates that the average allocation 
to dividends for the past year was 2.62 per- 
cent per annum. If this reserve allocation 
is to be continued at the present rate and 
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the additional tax burden is passed on to the 
investing members by a reduction in divi- 
dend, they would receive a return averaging 
only 1.38 percent. The result would be heavy 
withdrawals and financial chaos would be 
created in the savings and loan associations. 

The only other alternative would be a 
sharp increase in interest rates to borrowers, 
which is, of course, highly objectionable, and 
would retard home ownership. At the pres- 
ent time the savings and loan business in the 
State of Illinois is taking care of almost one- 
half of the home loans which are being 
made, namely, 45 percent. They are special- 
ized thrift and home-financing institutions 
and to take them out of the home mortgage 
market would only lead to Government lend- 
ing as a substitute as the other financial in- 
stitutions could not take up the slack. 

It is just impossible to treat mutual savings 
and loan associations like ordinary corpora- 
tions. Their earnings are in the tax stream 
as indicated by the Treasury Department in 
its testimony. All earnings go to operating 
expenses, to dividends, and to reserves, and, 
therefore, are ultimately taxed one way or 
another. 

This same-analysis can be made in regard 
to Federal associations operating in the State 
of Illinois; therefore the entire savings and 
loan business in this State would be affected 
by the proposed legislation. 

I particularly want to call your attention 
to the seriousness of this legislation and I 
shall appreciate your consideration. I urge 
your support in opposition to this proposed 
amendment to House Resolution 4473 if it 
reaches the Senate floor. If you deem it ap- 
propriate, I have no objection to your pre- 
senting my views to Senator GEORGE and the 
Senate Finance Committee members. I hope 
they will understand our State’s position in 
this matter. 

Respectfully yours, 
BENJAMIN O. COOPER, 
Auditor of Public Accounts. 


Mr. DIRKSEN. I may say, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that while I recognize the force 
of the argument made today by the Sen- 
ator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE] that it 
would be possible so to concentrate power 
in a State supervisory position as to 
hamstring the activities of the Federal 
Government, yet I am not unmindful of 
the fact that any action which might be 
taken here which might impair or de- 
stroy the reserves of a thrift institution 
in my State would provoke a condition 
that would be very difficult indeed to 
overcome. If for any reason such an 
institution had to be liquidated because 
its reserves had to be impaired, one could 


scarcely satisfy the people who, by thrift ` 


and frugality, had become shareholders 
of such an organization with some kind 
of a legalistic argument. So this letter 
comes as something of a warning from 
the elected auditor of public accounts of 
the State of Illinois. 

Mr. President, secondly, there was ad- 
dressed to the chairman of the Finance 
Committee on the 4th day of September, 
1951, a rather lengthy letter written by 
William E. Divers, Chairman of the Fed- 
eral Home Loan Bank Board, and also 
an interoffice communication from the 
office of the general counsel, T. Wade 
Harrison of the Home Loan Bank Board 
to Mr. William K. Divers. I may say 
that Mr. Divers, of course, in his super- 
visory capacity speaks for some 1,500 
Federal savings and loan associations, 
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His organization also acts as trustees 
of the Federal Savings and Loan Insur- 
ance Corporation which insures accounts 
up to $10,000 in 2,860 institutions of the 
Savings-and-loan type. 

Mr. President, if for any reason the 
action proposed to be taken by the Con- 
gress should impair the solvency of those 
institutions, we would have the rather 
odd spectacle of having to go back to 
another Federal agency in order to bail 
them out. I mention that this after- 
noon, and I reemphasize it by reading 
a statement contained in Chairman 
Divers’ letter, as follows: 


We would like to emphasize that the staff 
of the Committee on Finance has never 
called upon our Board for an expression of 
its views on the proposed tax or related 
matters, and this is the first time our Board 
has submitted its views to your committee. 


I might remark also that since the 
Home Loan Bank Board supervises some 
1,500 Federal savings and loan associa- 
tions, its position in the matter should 
be ziven attention. 

So I ask unanimous consent to have 
the letter and the interoffice communica- 
tion printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the matters 
referred to were ordered to be printed 
in the Recorp, as follows: 


HOUSING AND HOME FINANCE AGENCY, 
Home LOAN BANK BOARD, 
Washington, D. C., September 4, 1951. 
The Honorable WALTER F, GEORGE, 
Chairman, Committee on Finance, 
United States Senate, Washington, 
D. C. 

My Dear SENATOR GEORGE: We have noted 
from the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of August 
29, 1951, that the Committee on Finance has 
taken tentative action on amendments to 
H. R. 4473 which, if adopted, would tax mu- 
tual savings banks, savings and loan associa- 
tions, including building and loan associa- 
tions, cooperative banks, homestead asso- 
elations, and similar institutions. 

Let me assure you that we are not unap- 
preciative of the many weighty problems 
before your committee and your desire to 
spread the tax burden as evenly as possible. 
However, the proposed tax, in our opinion, 
would have a serious adverse effect on these 
institutions and would possibly destroy them. 
An additional consideration which should 
not be overlooked is that the proposed tax 
would apparently prevent the organization 
and development of new associations which 
are still needed in many county seats and 
in new and developing parts of our country. 

We are responsible for the chartering, reg- 
ulation, and supervision of some 1,500 Fed- 
eral savings and loans associations. We act 
as trustees of the Federal Savings and Loan 
Insurance Corporation which insures ac- 
counts up to $10,000 in 2,860 institutions of 
the savings and loan type. In our super- 
visory capacity we have constantly urged 
substantial, annual allocations to reserves 
for losses. 


Savings and loan associations are limited 
in their investments to first-mortgage loans 
and to United States Government bonds. 
Approximately 70 percent of their mortgages 
are not insured or guaranteed. Substantial 
reserves against losses are imperative be- 
cause (1) the real-estate market has been 
on the rise since the early thirties; (2) 
losses in Government bonds may occur if 
liquidation of bonds is necessary; and (3) 
losses may be suffered even if mortgages are 
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insured or guaranteed, as was demonstrated 
in the recent floods in Kansas, Missouri, and 
Oklahoma. 

The proposed tax would permit an associa- 
tion to establish a loss reserve based on its 
experience of the last 20 years. Such a loss 
record in our opinion is not a safe basis for 
establishing reserves because the real-estate 
market has risen without interruption for 
almost 20 years. We are satisfied from our 
analysis of the situation that a 20-year ex- 
perience loss reserve will not be adequate 
when the real-estate market turns down. 
We would therefore be faced with two al- 
ternatives if the proposal became law: (1) 
If adequate credits are made to reserves by 
these institutions, it would be necessary for 
these institutions to reduce dividends to such 
an extent that we believe it would cause 
general withdrawals of savings and would 
gradually result in the liquidation of these 
institutions. For example, the average in- 
sured association in 1950 had savings of 
$4,000,000, paying an average dividend of 2½ 
percent and making an annual reserve allo- 
cation of 1½ percent of its savings. In or- 
der to maintain the same reserve alloca- 
tion of 1½ percent of it would be limited 
to not more than a 1-percent dividend pay- 
ing a tax of slightly more than 1½ percent 
of savings. (2) The second alternative is 
that the institutions would continue to pay 
the same dividend rates as formerly. In this 
case the loss reserves would not be sufficient 
and our supervisory and insurance loss prob- 
lems would be increased tremendously. For 
example, the average insured institution in 
1950, due to growth, barely maintained its 
ratio of reserves to savings, nothwithstand- 
ing that it allocated one-third of its net 
income to reserves instead of paying it out 
in dividends. If this average institution re- 
duced its allocation to reserves by a half, its 
reserve ratio would decline steadily to a 
dangerous point. 

We would like to emphasize that the staff 
of the Committee on Finance has never 
called upon our Board for an expression of 
its views on the proposed tax on related 
matters, and this is the first time our Board 
has submitted its views to your committee. 

We hope you will reconsider your tentative 
decision in the light of the effects it may 
have upon these institutions which have 
almost 30,000,000 savers. 

Time has not permitted an exhaustive 
study of this matter. We are enclosing a 
memorandum from our general counsel set- 
ting forth additional considerations. We 
will, of course, be glad to have further 
studies made for your committee and to 
cooperate in any way which you deem 
desirable. A 

Sincerely yours, 
WILLIAM K, DIVERS, 
Chairman. 


Home Loan BANK BOARD, 
September 4, 1951. 
From office of the general counsel. 
To Mr. William K. Divers, chairman. 

You have requested that a study be made 
of the efect which the adoption of the 
amendments to H. R. 4473 taxing mutual- 
savings banks, savings and loan associations, 
and similar institutions would have on these 
institutions. The proposed amendments 
would tax these institutions as ordinary cor- 
porations, allowing a deduction for divi- 
dends or interest paid to depositors and 
allowing a special deduction for amounts 
placed in bad-debt reserves based upon expe- 
rience over a period of time. 

Time has not permitted us to make as 
complete a study, including case histories on 
institutions in the various reserve categories, 
as we would like. However, from the figures 
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readily available we have obtained the 
following: 

1. If these institutions are taxed as pro- 
posed, the figures indicate that these insti- 
tutions could not pay reasonable dividends 
and at the same time make required allo- 
cations to their reserves for losses. In 1950 
the dividends paid by institutions insured by 
the Federal Savings and Loan Insurance Cor- 
poration were at an average rate of 2.55 per- 
cent. The over-all average of reserves to 
assets for all associations was substantially 
the same at the.end of the year as it was at 
the . In other words, though 
supervisory authorities were diligent in their 
efforts to increase the over-all reserves, they 
remained virtually static during the year. 

Had the 52-percent tax been applied in 
1950 to the total amounts remaining after 
dividends and the same dividend been paid, 
the average reserve position of all insured 
associations would have decreased during 
the year one-half of 1 percent. On the 
other hand, had the 52-percent tax been ap- 
plied in 1950 and had the same credits been 
made to reserves by all insured associations 
that were made, the average dividend paid 
would have been 1 percent. It is quite evi- 
dent that these institutions cannot retain 
their capital if they pay dividends of only 1 
percent, and it is questionable whether they 
can retain.their capital if dividends are de- 
creased to any substantial extent. On the 
other hand, it would appear to be unsafe to 
permit a decline in the reserves. These fig- 
ures are alarming and would appear to indi- 
cate that a tax such as proposed would be 
disastrous for the savings and loan industry. 

Should the tax be imposed, the normal 
thing for the management of an association 
to do would be to make every effort to main- 
tain the capital in the association, and it is 
fearful that the reserves would first suffer. 

The disastrous effect would work slower 
on associations which have been long estab- 
lished and have strong-reserve positions, as 
they may be able to remain in a relatively 
safe position for awhile, though their re- 
serves will be gradually lowered percentage- 
wise. However, it appears clear that many 
comparatively new associations which have 
not had time to build strong reserves and 
probably some other associations with low 
reserve positions could not be permitted to 
continue operation by supervisory authori- 
ties because of the low reserves and the in- 
evitable fact that reserves could not be built 
up as required by law or regulations. New 
associations could not be organized under 
such conditions. 

2. All of the 6,000 associations in the 
United States, except approximately 200, are 
mutual institutions whose earnings are dis- 
tributed on a pro rata basis to shareholders 
after allocations to necessary reserves for 
losses. In these institutions the reserve 
which the association is able to build is the 
only cushion which protects the shareholders 
or the Federal Savings and Loan Insurance 
Corporation from losses, There are no stock- 
holders who have a liability to shareholders 
or depositors, and there is no capital except 
that placed with the institution by oe 
shareholders, Congress and the 
authorities have recognized this in 8 
the building of adequate reserves. 

Congress, in passing title IV of the Na- 
tional Housing Act, creating the Federal Sav- 
ings and Loan Insurance Corporation, re- 
quired that each member institution within 
a reasonable time not exceeding 20 years 
build its reserve to at least 5 percent. The 
Insurance Corporation by regulation requires 
that three-tenths of 1 percent of each in- 
sured account in the institutions be placed 
in reserve annually until the reserve reaches 
5 percent of all insured accounts, The char- 
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ter of each Federal savings and loan associa- 
tion requires semiannual credits to reserve 
accounts until the reserves equal 10 percent 
of the share capital of the association. The 
Insurance Corporation has required as a con- 
dition of insurance in many instances that 
the applying association agree to set aside 
a minimum of 25 percent of net income to 
reserves whenever the reserves fall below 5 
percent of assets. These represent the mini- 
mum requirements which Congress and the 
supervisory authorities consider necessary. 

8. The special deduction proposed in con- 
nection with the taxing of these institutions 
would be allowed from amounts placed in 
bad-debt reserves based on experience over a 
period of years. Title IV of the National 
Housing Act creating the Federal Savings 
and Loan Insurance Corporation was passed 
in 1934, and the Home Owners’ Loan Act 
providing for the creation of Federal savings 
and loan associations was passed in 1933. 
Thirty percent of all insured associa- 
tions were incorporated during the period of 
rising prices since 1933, and almost all of 
the $14,000,000,000 of home mortgages held 
by saving and loan associations was acquired 
by savings and loan associations during this 
period of rising prices. Consequently, these 
institutions have had virtually no losses and 
therefore a tax deduction based on losses over 
this period would be inconsequential. Re- 
serves in these institutions are created to 
take care of losses that may occur in times 
of stress. The long rise in real estate prices 
and the present sharp inflationary trend 
have given those responsible for supervision 
of institutions of these types much concern, 
The inflationary condition which we face 
today makes necessary the building of even 
larger reserves to meet future contingencies. 

As accounts up to $10,000 in 2,860 of these 
institutions are insured by the Federal Sav- 
ings and Loan Insurance Corporation, the 
Corporation would be called upon to pay 
heavy losses in times of stress. The Insur- 
ance Corporation risks would increase if the 
reserve ratio of insured institutions would 
decrease. 

We would be glad to go further into this 
matter and obtain additional information 
if time permits. 

T. Wave Harrison. 


Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, third- 
ly, I have a copy of another letter dated 
September 19, 1951, which is signed by 
the superintendent of banks of the 
State of New York, the commissioner of 
banks of the Commonwealth of Massa- 
chusetts, the bank commissioner of the 
State of Connecticut, and the building 
and loan supervisor of the State of Colo- 
rado. That letter also was addressed 
to the chairman of the Finance Com- 
mittee and bears directly upon the ob- 
servations I am now making. I ask that 
the letter be printed in the RECORD at 
this point as a part of my remarks, 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

SEPTEMBER 19, 1951. 
Senator WALTER F. GEORGE, 
Chairman, Senate Finance Committee, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

My Dear SENATOR GEORGE: We have tried 
very hard since you were kind enough to talk 
with us yesterday to devise a formula which 
would permit mutual savings institutions to 
be taxed without creating difficulties that 
would impair their inner strength. A num- 
ber of different approaches have been ex- 
plored. Since we are away from our offices, 
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however, we have not had the statistical data 
and tax information at hand which are 
necessary to test out adequately the various 
methods that have occurred to us of taxing 
the mutual banking organizations. Given 
more time we are confident that a formula 
could be developed which would not contra- 
vene the supervisory standards which we as 
public officials feel obliged to call to your 
attention. 

As a broad principle we feel that conditions 
should be made favorable for the mutuals to 
build up a surplus position equal to at least 
10 percent of their liabilities to depositors 
and shareholders. Beyond that, we believe 
that reserves against assets amounting to 
from 3 to 5 percent should be established. 
What we have been unable to determine 
overnight is the rate at which this surplus 
and reserve position could be attained. This 
is one of the calculations that shortage of 
information at our disposal here has made 
it impossible for us to make. Our best judg- 
ment at this time is that surplus should be 
built up annually out of earnings at from 
1% to % percent of deposit and share liability 
and contingency reserves at an annual rate 
of 14 to % percont. It is not necessary to 
point out that a good many mutual institu- 
tions already have surplus equal to 10 percent 
or more of liabilities and thus would not be 
entitled to the deduction for surplus, and a 
large number also have substantial reserves. 
Of this we are convinced: The prolonged 
boom and the steep rise in real estate prices 
in recent years have made it imperative that 
surplus and reserve strength be built up 
without delay. As you well know, if savings 
banks and savings and building and loan 
associations underestimate their needs for 
surplus and reserve cushions they have no 
stockholders to fall back on in an emergency. 

We respectfully request that the commit- 
tee consider carefully the advisability of per- 
mitting this whole matter to be further ex- 
plored between now and the end of the year 
with a view toward taking action early next 
year on any tax of these institutions which 
the Congress may deem necessary and de- 
sirable. We say again that we are not under- 
taking to advise the committee on the large 
question of whether or not the mutual sav- 
ings institutions should be taxed. 

If we may refer to the jointly signed letter 
which we left with you yesterday, we wish to 
call your attention again to the inequity in 
paragraph (f) of your bill resulting from the 
failure to include debts due to funds created 
under State law along with those due to 
Federal agencies. In addition, we strongly 
urge once more that savings bank life insur- 
ance departments be treated for tax purposes 
like life insurance companies. 

We should like again to assure you of our 
deep appreciation of the courtesies you have 
shown us, 

Very truly yours, 

WILLIAM A, Lyon, 

Superintendent of banks, State of 
New York. 

Trmotuy J. Donovan, 

Commissioner of Banks, Common- 
wealth of Massachusetts. 

L. K. ELMORE, 

Bank Commissioner, State of Con- 
necticut, and President, National 
Association of State Savings, 
Building and Loan Supervisors. 

R. C. MATTHEWS, 

Building and Loan Supervisor, State 

of Colorado. 


Mr. DIRKSEN. Finally, Mr. Presi- 
dent, it seems to me that it would be 
useful to the Members of the Senate if 
there were made available an authentic 
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table indicating the financial audit ofthe submit for inclusion in the Recorp, in mortgage loans, the net loans, reserves, 
savings and loan associations of the connection with my remarks, three and other pertinent information. 
country which come under the jurisdic- tables which bring this audit up to date, There being no objection, the tables 
tion of the Federal Home Loan Bank which indicate the number of associa- were ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
Board and under State agencies. So I tions, their assets, their gross loans, the as follows: , 


TABLE 1.—Trend of selected financial items for all operating savings and loan associations (including non-home-loan bank members), 
5 1922-1950 


{Amounts in millions of dollars} 


First-mortgage loans FHLB 
ad- 
A ing Dee 21 | Number of Total assets Caan nee Savings | varices ana Biero a 
ear ending Dec. ` ‘otal asse 5 as ernmen capital— other bor- 
associations Mortgage- owned A > $ made dur- 
Grossloans| pledged | Net loans obligations | private rowed ing year 
shares 

10, 009 3, 343 3, 009 541 2, 468 (Q R 1) 2, 210 862 

10, 744 3, 943 3, 549 632 2, 917 0 1 1) 2, 626 1,187 

11, $44 4, 766 4, 289 770 3, 519 0 1) 3] 3, 153 1, 315 

12, 403 5, 509 5, 085 881 4, 204 1 0 1 3, 811 1, 620 

12, 626 6, 334 5, 842 1, 032 4, 810 (Q 0 r 4,378 1,824 

12, 804 7,179 6, 586 1,098 5, 488 a ( 1 5, 027 1,895 

12, 666 8, 016 7, 267 1, 207 6, 060 0 0 1 5, 762 1,932 

12, 342 8, 695 7, 791 1, 284 6, 507 1 R 1 6, 237 1. 701 

11, 777 8. 820 7. 760 1,358 5, 402 238 1 1 6, 200 1, 262 

11, 442 8,417 7, 214 1,324 5, 890 370 1) 5 5, 916 892 
10,915 7, 737 6, 407 1, 259 5, 148 (42 3 1 5,326 543 

10, 596 7,018 5, 559 1,122 4, 437 828 1 1 4, 750 414 

10, 744 6, 406 4, 593 883 3. 710 1,012 1) 1 4, 458 451 

10, 266 6, 875 3, 947 655 3, 202 1, 163 1) 0 4, 254 564 

9, 663 5, 688 3, 760 523 3, 237 1, 150 210 98 4,131 755 

8, 870 5, 600 3, 832 422 3, 410 1,014 199 80 4, 015 897 

8, 289 5,543 3, 908 353 3, 555 890 215 75 4, 005 798. 
7,719 5,524 4.077 320 3, 757 681 207 72 4, 060 986 

7, 184 §, 672 4, 374 200 4, 084 492 301 70 4, 272 1,200 

6, 905 6,011 4, 798 246 4, 552 328 340 106 4.652 1,379 

6, 540 6, 109 4, 783 227 4, 556 203. 405 316 4,910 1,051 

i 6, 498 6, 604 4, 793 200 4, 584 117 4 853 5,494 1, 184 
6, 279 7, 458 4, 983 183 4, 800 60 413 1, 671 6, 305 1.454 

6, 149 8, 747 5, 521 145 5,376 33 450 2,420 7, 365 1,913 

6, 093 10, 202 7, 276 135 7.141 26 536 2,009 8, 548 8, 584 

6, 045 11, 687 8, 971 115 8, 856 13 560 1, 740 9, 753 3,811 

6, 011 13, 028 10, 409 104 10, 305 12 663 1, 455 10, 964 8, 607 

5, 983 14, 622 11, 714 98 11, 616 15 880 1, 462 12, 471 3, 636 

5, 980 6, 925 13, 810 85 13, 725 18 913 1, 491 14, 088 5, 237 


. 1 Not available, 
4 Preliminary estimates, 


TABLE 2.—All member savings and loan associations of Federal Home Loan Bank System—assets and liabilities, by asset size groups, 
Dec. 31, 1950 


[Amounts in thousands of dollars] 


United States Under 
Items total $250,000 


12, 660, 737 31, 782 129, 542 2, 931, 401 3, 202, 670 2, 425, 406 

118, 910 340 1, 189 23, 610 28, 36, 518 

11, 318 15, 499 2 443 

2, 780 3, 3. 304 

39, 885 44, 597 34, 906 

ga 388 354, 487 334, 023 

Other investments 8, 447 7 7, 830 

Cash on hand and in banks. 215, 887 211, 614 158, 990 

Office building (net) 26, 816 32, 1 36, 568 

Furniture and fixtures (net) 3 39 4, 744 4,779 4, 006 

Othier asses ee. 16, 983 ; 96: T 3,825 3,775 6, 265 

ee eee 15, 468, 545 37, 622 151, 706 3, 555, 101 3, 908, 989 8, 050, 349 

LIABILITIES AND CAPITAL 

Savings capital 12, 861, 553 29, 403 122, 426 2, 978, 473 3, 222, 500 2, 481, 411 

Mortgage pledged shares. f 47, 706 1, 203 3, 214 10, 112 „ 698 1,179 

Advances from FHLB.. a 788, 834 1,367 7,465 166, 487 207, 701 205, 721 

Other borrowed mone: 60, 399 311 1,611 11, 852 14, 360 11, 739 
Loans in process $93, 419 339 1, 332 80, 031 132, 558 05, 

Other liabilities 126, 464 287 1, 101 32¹ 31, 535 20, 992 

Permanent stoc! 34, 2⁴³ 448 8, 761 8, 5, 120 

Deferred credits. 11, 618 33 142 2, 190 2, 3, 435 

ic reserves, =| 3, 675 50 123 702 3,476 3, 96 

eneral reserves... 2 767, 336 3,071 9, 180, 792 193, 764 132, 197 
Undivided profits 862, 913 1,315 4, 478 „380 87, 650 „ 

Total liabilities and capital. 15, 468, 545 37, 622 151, 706 3, 555, 101 3, 908, 989 3, 050, 349 

PERCENT TO ASSETS 

First mo; TT 81.8 84. 5 85.4 82.5 81.9 79.5 

Cash and U. 8, Governments. a 14.6 11.7 11.5 14.1 14.5 16,2 

Savings capital RI 83.1 78.2 80.7 83. 8 82.4 81.3 

General reserve and undivided profits 7. 3 11.7 9. 1 7. 4 7.2 6.6 
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Taste 3.—All member savings and loan associations of Féderal Home Loan Bank System—income and expense, by asset size growps, 1950 


On mortgage 8 
On real estate sold on contract 


Gross income from office building. 


All other operating Income 


oS 


Net operating inco 
and other 


Less interest 
On advances 
On borrowed money 


Net operating incom 
Add: Ni ng income. - income.. 


Net income after interest and before 


PERCENTAGES 


Allocation of net income: 
and undivided profits 
Dividends. 


BR sees 
cso Sows wene 


Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I 
yield the floor. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, in the 
discussion of the amendment proposed 
by the distinguished Senator from Ver- 
mont [Mr. FLANDERS] and several other 
Senators, including the Senator from 
New Hampshire, this afternoon relative 
to the elimination of the tax on mutual 
savings banks, I asked that a number of 
letters from my State relative to the tax 
be made a part of the Recorp. I have the 
letters and now offer them for the RECORD 
and be that they be printed at this 
point. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

PETERBOROUGH SAVINGS BANK, 
Peterborough, N. H., September 7, 1951. 
Hon. H. STYLES BRIDGES, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Senator BRIDGES: I have been ad- 

vised that there is a proposed tax on the in- 


United States 
total 


[Amounts in thousands of dollars] 


Under 
$250,000 


+ 


S Seren 88 [S N88 


— 
w 


1 


91.8 92.3 2 90.3 
2.4 27 5 4.4 
19.8 16.3 7 14.5 

8 8 1 1.4 
33.0 27.4 9 26.1 
64.7 70.1 2 72.2 
65.4 71.0 6 72.5 
22.0 28.2 4 31.8 
78.0 71.8 0 68.2 


come of mutual savings banks, and savings 
and loan associations. I understand that 
dividends paid to depositors and certain de- 
ductions to meet possible losses on loans 
would be exempt from taxation. However, 
as president of the Peterborough Savings 
Bank—with something over 5,000 deposi- 
tors—my objection to this bill is that the 
income not distributed would be subject to 
the regular United States corporate income 
tax, possibly as much as 52 percent. 

This tax would come out of the pockets 
of the depositors in mutual savings banks like 
our own and as I wrote you in my letter of 
June 1, it would tend to discourage people 
from being thrifty. Quite possibly it would 
alienate depositors from the mutual savings 
banks which are the oldest and strongest 
banks in the country. 

I earnestly ask that you give this bill your 
immediate attention and attempt to kill it 
for the reasons stated above. I appreciate 
your continued interest in the affairs of the 
mutual savings banks, 

Cordially yours, 
Kart G. UPTON, 
President, Peterborough Savings Bank. 
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72.7 71.5 71.3 69.1 
83.7 35.0 36.6 37.4 
66.3 65.0 63.4 62.6 


THE BRISTOL SAvINGs BANK, 
Bristol, N. H., September 13, 1951, 
The Honorable H. STYLES BRIDGES, 
The United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 
Dear SENATOR BRIDGES: In framing the new 
tax bill, we hope that no provisions dis- 
criminatory to mutual savings banks will be 
adopted, and we trust you will use your in- 
fluence to this end. 
Very truly yours, 
L. K. TILTON, President. 


New HAMPSHIRE SAVINGS BANK, 
Concord, N. H., September 10, 1951. 
The Honorable STYLES BRIDGES, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dran Senator BRIDGES: The board of trus- 
tees of this bank has instructed me to advise 
you of our disapproval of the tentative ac- 
tion by the Senate Finance Committee in 
regard to the taxation of mutual-savings 
banks. 

The purpose of a mutual savings is well 
expressed in our articles of incorporation 
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from which I quote, “for the purpose of en- 
abling industrious persons of all descrip- 
tions to invest such parts of their earnings 
as they can conveniently spare in a profitable 
manner.” This original purpose has never 
been lost sight of and for many years “mu- 
tuals” have been operated for the benefit 
and for the protection of the small wage 
earners, the widows and elderly people who 
have accumulated some savings for their 
own protection against the vicissitudes of 
life. 

Since one of the primary duties of the sav- 
ings banker is to return the principal of the 
depositor, dollar for dollar, it has been im- 
perative that proper reserves be established 
and maintained each year. 

Generally speaking, the deposits of the 
mutual savings bank are principally in- 
vested in Government bonds (partly for 
patriotic purposes and partly for the secu- 
rity they give) and the remainder in mort- 
gage loans on homes of the citizens in their 
areas. Thus, it can be seen that the mu- 
tual savings bank renders a valuable service 
not only to the depositor but to the National 
Government and to its local community. 

The imposition of a Federal tax on savings 
banks would virtually be an additional tax 
on the depositor who already pays an in- 
come tax in his own respective bracket on 
the dividend he receives. In addition, it 
would tend to weaken the strength of the 
bank because of the inability to build up 
reserves from the remaining income after 
payment of dividends. 

In conclusion, I would like to again em- 

* phasize the fact that savings banks are or- 
ganized and operated for the benefit of the 
small saver and anything that is done to 


penalize these people or to weaken the insti- 


tution in which they have great dependence 
and the highest confidence would be a grave 
mistake. 
Sincerely yours, 
JOHN A. TERRILL, 
Secretary. 


MERRIMACK County SAVINGS BANK, 
Concord, N. H., September 7, 1951. 
Hon. H. STYLES BRIDGES, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR BRIDGES: We are sorry to 
learn that the Senate Finance Committee 
has voted to tax the income of mutual sav- 
ings banks. We know that you, being a 
savings bank officer, are thoroughly familiar 
with the arguments against such taxation 
but we do wish to record our objection to 
the passage of any bill providing for the tax- 
ation of our mutual savings banks. 

We appreciate your previous efforts in this 
direction and know that you will do every- 
thing possible to prevent such legislation. 

With est personal regards, we are, 

Cordially yours, 
Harry A, BARTLETT, 
President. 
CLIFTON A. SMITH, 
Treasurer, 
Concorp, N. H., September 6, 1951. 
Hon. STYLES BRIDGES, 
United States Senator from 
New Hampshire, 
Care, Japanese Peace Conference, 
San Francisco: 

George Gilman, of tax committee for 
mutual savings banks, requests that I wire 
you to request the Senate Finance Commit- 
tee to withdraw the bill taxing mutual sav- 
ings banks until a study can be made to 
determine what tax the banks can stand and 
which will not hinder their progress and 
usefulness. 

: ERNEST P. ROBERTS, 
President. 
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PORTSMOUTH Savincs BANK, 
Portsmouth, N. H., September 11, 1951. 
Hon. STYLES BRIDGES, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR BrIDGES: As you know, the 
Senate Finance Committee has tentatively 
voted to tax the income of mutual savings 
banks, subject to certain deductions. 

While we appreciate the problems con- 
fronting this committee in its attempt to 
raise money, we cannot too strongly urge 
that this particular tax be reconsidered. It 
is our sincere belief that such a tax would 
be most harmful to all thrift institutions and 
might after a period of time even threaten 
their continued existence. 

It is our sincere hope that the committee 
will reconsider their tentative action which 
will in our opinion adversely affect many 
millions of savers throughout the country. 

Very truly yours, 
PoRTSMOUTH SAVINGS BANK, 
By N. E. Rano, President. 


Lacon’, Savincs BANK, 
- Laconia, N. H., September 12, 1951. 
Re Federal taxation of mutual savings banks, 
Hon. STYLES BRIDGES, 
Senate Chamber, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Sm: You are so well acquainted 
with the mutual savings banks’ situation 
that it seems unnecessary to write you this 
letter, but we wish to voice our opposition 
to you about the Senate Finance Committee’s 
tentative vote to tax income on mutual 
savings banks which we understand was 
voted on August 29, 1951. 

It seems to us that we are being included 
in this vote to help cover up some of the 
controversy of farm cooperatives, and we 
believe mutual savings banks should not be 
taxed. 

With personal regards, I beg to remain 

Yours very truly, 
A. C. KINSMAN, 
President. 
CLAREMONT Savincs BANK, 
Claremont, N. H., September 7, 1951. 
Senator STYLES BRIDGES, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR: We understand that legis- 
lation is in the making to levy an income 
tax on mutual savings banks. It is natural 
that a savings banker would object to this 
sort of tax. We wish to register herewith 
our violent protest against any such meas- 
ure. An examination of the history and 
growth of this institution will reveal that 
we are probably the fastest growing savings 
bank in the United States. This means that 
we have difficulty in maintaining a proper 
surplus over and above a fair return to our 
depositors. Any tax will make it more diffi 
cult for us to run a sound bank. We believe 
that this institution is operated in close ad- 
herence to the mutual feature; 

Please give your serious consideration to 
defeating this bill. 

Very truly yours, 
Henry C. HAWKINS, Jr. 
Treasurer. 
Iona Savincs BANK, 
Tilton, N. H., September 10, 1951, 
Senator STYLES BRIDGES, 
Senate Chamber, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR BRIDGES: At our last trustee 
meeting the board was advised as to tenta- 
tive vote taken by the Senate Finance Com- 
mittee re Federal taxation of mutual savings 


Our entire board considers this to be an 
outrageous and uncalled for imposition upon 


the functions and purposes of a mutual save 
ings bank. 


Our aim is to promote thrift, 
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therefore if this vote is carried through, the 
entire efforts of every mutual savings bank 
throughout the country will have been 
defeated. 

Our board requests that you do all in your 
power in helping to defeat this bill re Fed- 
eral taxation. 

Any courtesy shown us in this matter will 
be greatly appreciated. 

Yours sincerely, 
A. A, Covrro, 
Treasurer. 
NEWPORT SAVINGS Bank, 
Newport, N. H., September 11, 1951. 
Hon. STYLES BRIDGES, 
United States Senator, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dran SENATOR Brinces: We want you to 
know that we are very much opposed to 
Federal taxation of mutual savings banks 
and we shall appreciate anything you may 
do in an effort to defeat this proposed legis- 
lation. 

Many thanks and kindest regards, 

Very truly yours, 

B. B. BUTLER, 
Treasurer. 

MECHANICS SAVINGS BANK, 
Manchester, N. H., September 7, 1951. 

Hon. STYLES BRIDGES, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR BRIDGES: We are writing you 
regarding the proposed Federal taxation of 
mutual savings banks, as the tentative vote 
by the Senate Finance Committee suggests 
that this may be done. 

The writer has been connected with say- 
ings banks in New Hampshire for something 
over 50 years and with the Mechanics Sav- 
ings Bank of Manchester for 44 years. 

This bank has paid liberally to its de- 
positors since 1879, an average for the entire 
time of 3.77 percent. In many of the years, 
however, it has been impossible to earn 
more than a margin of one-fourth of 1 per- 
cent. As you know, we have no capital 
stock and all of the earnings are either paid 
or accrue to the depositors. During the pe- 
riod, in slumps in industry and securities, 
many times, except for accumulated guar- 
anty funds and undivided profits, it would 
have been impossible to pay dollar for dollar 
for deposits, and we think that it is not in 
the interest of the hundreds of thousands 
of savings banks depositors to reduce their 
equity in reserve funds so that their prin- 
cipal might be wiped out. 

Government guaranty of principal in lim- 
ited amounts cannot take the place of ac- 
cumulated reserve funds, and with the big 
debt of the Government, we cannot be sure 
that that is a guaranty. 

We should be very pleased if you could do 
anything to avoid the taxation of mutual 
savings banks by Federal taxes, as these are 
State chartered institutions without benefits 
to anybody but the depositors. 

Yours very truly, 

H. M. BICKFORD, 
Treasurer. 

FRANKLIN SAVINGS BANK, 
Franklin, N. H., September 4, 1951. 

Hon. STYLES BRIDGES, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear STYLES: I am writing you with respect 
to the tentative vote taken by the Senate 
Finance Committee to recommend subject- 
ing mutual savings banks to the regular 
United States corporate income tax. 

It is a very serious matter when institu- 
tions which are dedicated to the encourage- 
ment of thrift and operated as instruments 
for the accumulation of small savings and 
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for no other purpose, are subjected to a 
corporate income tax. I shall not go into 
the technical reasons why this is unwise, as 
I am sure they will be presented more lucidly 
from other sources. There is no doubt, how- 
ever, that it would work a serious hardship 
on many of the banks and would retard the 
growth of all mutual savings banks in re- 
stricting their reserves so that they might 
not be adequate to protect future increases 
in deposits, particularly if such increases 
were to be accompanied by losses on loans 
without adequate reserves to offset them. 

I know you will do everything within your 
power to see that the recommendation as 
proposed by the Finance Committee is not 
adopted. 

With very kind personal regards. 

Sincerely yours, 
CHARLIE 
(C. W. Adams, Jr., 
Treasurer.) 


POWER SHORTAGE IN THE PACIFIC 
NORTHWEST 


Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
never thought the day would come when 
I would be introducing a bill such as I 
am about to introduce for appropriate 
reference. With the great untapped 
hydroelectric resources in the Pacific 
Northwest, and with the great develop- 
ment we have had in the past 15 years, 
I never believed the day would come 
when we would have even the semblance 
of a great power shortage. which we now 
have in the Pacific Northwest. 

We have invoked the brown-out, 
With all the power dams we have, with 
the great number of kilowatts, still, with 
the advent of industries and the increase 
of population, ard the fact that this year 
has heen a very dry year in that area, we 
have had to invoke a brown-out which 
has caused the shutting down of many 
logging operations, and even the shut- 
ting down of some of the aluminum op- 
erations so necessary for defense, to the 
extent that we do not know just how long 
it will last. 

Despite the fact that we have gone 
ahead with considerable development, 
apparently we have not developed even 
yet enough power to supply the needs of 
that great area and its great population. 
It requires many years to build a dam. 
Despite the fact that the Appropriations 
Committees of both Houses were very 
generous in the appreciation of our prob- 
lem at this session, and gave us one of 
the greatest power packets in the way 
of appropriations that we have ever had, 
it will still take a great dealof time. We 
find ourselves in the same position as 
some of those in the Tennessee Valley. 

Because of the now pressing power 
shortage and because of the fact thet we 
can supplement the great hydroelectric 
developments by the addition of steam 
plants, for which fuel is available in the 
area, those of us interested on the House 
side and on the Senate side are introduc- 
ing & bill authorizing the Secretary of 
the Interior to build certain steam plants 
in the area to supplement this power. I 
know that if the bill is passed the Sec- 
retary of the Interior will make a good 
case for the supplemental power, as he 
did in the case of the Tennessee Valley 
Authority. 
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At this time I ask unanimous consent 
to introduce the bill for appropriate 
reference. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re- 
ferred. 

The bill (S. 2161) to authorize the con- 
struction, operation, and maintenance 
of certain fuel-fired electric generating 
plants in order to make it possible for 
the Department of the Interior to meet 
certain defense power requirements in 
the Pacific Northwest, and for other pur- 
poses, introduced by Mr. Macnuson, was 
read twice by its title, and referred to 
the Committee on Public Works. 


COASTAL SHIPPING FOR THE REPUBLIC 
OF KOREA 


Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent, cut of order, to 
introduce for appropriate reference a 
joint resolution to assist in the rehabili- 
tation of the economy of South Korea. 
I notice that the joint resolution merely 
menticns Korea. I ask that the word 
“South” be inserted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection it is so ordered. The 
joint resolution will be received and 
appropriately referred. 

The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 104), 
to assist in the rehabilitation of the 
economy of South Korea, and for other 
purposes, introduced by Mr. MAGNUSON, 
was read twice by its title, and referred 
to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

Mr, MAGNUSON. If and when the 
situation clears up in Korea, we shall 
have the responsibility for assisting to 
as great an extent as we can in the 
rehabilitation of South Korea. We want 
to do that at the least cost to the 
American taxpayer, with a minimum of 
effort on our part, and, of course, the 
maximum of effort on their part to aid 
in their rehabilitation. I have recently 
been in Korea. It is going to be a long 
and difficult job. We want to do it as 
cheaply as possible. 

One of the important problems of 
rehabilitation is the matter of restora- 
tion to a very minor extent of the 
Korean maritime, in order that it may 
operate in Korean coastal waters and 
in the Sea of Japan and throughout 
the economic areas of South Korea. 
Many of us, after several conferences, 
believe that we can assist at the least 
cost by allowing the Republic of South 
Korea to buy not more than 50,000 tons 
of cargo ships from our stockpile. That 
is what the bill proposes. 

The ships which are needed in Korea, 
and will be needed even more when the 
military are withdrawn and rehabilita- 
tion takes place after the war is over 
are ships of the type which we have 
in moth balls, which we have not been 
able to sell, and for which we have no 
use ourselves. We would ask the South 
Koreans to pay the asking price which 
all citizens of the United States and 
others paid prior to the expiration of 
the Ship Sales Act. 

The amount involved, up to 50,000 


tons, may not all be used, but the ships, 
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are vessels which are, in the main, adap- 
table to what we call coastal waters. 
There is absolutely no use for them in 
the United States. They have been in 
moth balls since the war. We built them 
for war purposes. The only other place 
they might be used would be on the 
Alaskan run. My home town of Scattle 
has purchased two of them, I believe. 
The rest of them remain here. 5 

It seems to me that we could not only 
get some money for the United States 
Government and dispose of some surplus 
ships for which we have no use, but that 
we could aid to a considerable extent in 
the rehabilitation of South Korea. I 
believe that the psychological effect on 
the South Koreans of being able to fly 
their flag on the seas and to have these 
ships would be an important factor in 
our program for the rehabilitation of 
the entire Orient. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the body of the 
Record at this point a statement which 
I have prepared, which shows not only 
the need of the Republic of Korea for 
coastal shipping, but the background of 
the whole question, and the present 
Korean situation. The statement shows 


the minimum shipping requirements. 


There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Rxconn, as follows: 


THE REPUBLIC OF KOREVS NEED For COASTAL 
SHIPPING 


1, BACKGROUND 


An essential part of the United Nations 
program for Korean relief and rehabilita- 
tion, in which the United States is playing a 
major part, is the development of adequate 
Korean transportation facilities. The suc- 
cess of the Korean reconstruction program 
depends in a large measure on the acquisi- 
tion of a number of small coastal-type ships 
for handling the internal transport of es- 
sential supplies within Korea, as well as the 
transportation of a portion of goods between 
Korea and nearby Asiatic ports. 

The Korean reconstruction program, under 
the leadership of the Republic of Korea and 
the United Nations Korean Reconstruction 
Agency, involves heavy imports of relief and 
rehabilitation supplies, including food, 
clothiag, fertilizer, coal, petroleum, raw cot- 
ton, lumber, cement, iron and steel prod- 
ucts, machinery, and other miscellaneous 
raw materials and reconstruction equipment. 

It is estimated that about one-third of 
these supplies will be imported from nearby 
Japan, while the remainder will be imported 
from the United St-tes and other world mar- 
kets, Small coastal-type vessels of the 
CI-M-AVI and Baltic (N-3) coaster class are 
vessels which are well equipped for the 
Japan-Korea shipping, as well as for the 
transshipment of goods bought from the 
United States and elsewhere from Pusan to 
Korea’s secondary ports: The port of Pusan, 
in southeastern Korea, is the only Korean 
port south of the thirty-eighth parallel 
which can accommodate trans-Pacific-type 
ships alongside, with the result that almost 
all the bulk imports from the United States 
and Europe will come into Pusan. These 
imports can then be distributed within the 
Republic of Korea by transshipments in ROK 
coastal ships to the various secondary ports 
on Korea’s eastern, southern, and western 
coasts. 

The Korean Peninsula has few transverse 
railroads and a relatively poor system of 
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inland highways. The east coast area of 
the Republic of Korea has the largest coal 
mines south of the thirty-eighth parallel, 
in the Samchok area, as well as other essen- 
tial mineral, forestry resources and several 
major manufacturing plants. However, there 
are no railroad connections between this 
important east coast area and the rest of 
the republic. The rugged mountains of 
Kangwon Province make even the highway 
links between the east coast Samchok-Mukko 
area and the rest of Korea tenuous at best. 
There are also no direct railroad links be- 
tween southeastern and southwestern Ko- 
rea—the only available link between these 
two important areas being by a circuitous 
route via Taejon, in central Korea—and as 
a result commerce normally has moved by 
water between these areas through the ports 
of Pusan, Pohang, and Masan in southeast- 
ern Korea, and Yosu, Mokpo, and Kunsan 
in southwestern Korea. Fortunately, the 
Republic of Korea does have a sufficiency of 
ports suitable for coastal-type vessels. This 
enables water transport to carry a very sub- 
stantial portion of Korea’s internal com- 
merce, thus relieving the pressure on the 
inadequate land transportation system. 


2. THE PRESENT KOREAN SHIPPING SITUATION 


Korea was under Japanese rule between 
1910 and 1945, and during this period Korea’s 
shipping requirements were almost entirely 
met by Japanese shipping firms. By the 
time of the Japanese surrender on Septem- 
ber 2, 1945, however, all Japanese shipping 
except a few antiquated ships, totaling about 
15,000 gross tons, had been withdrawn from 
Korea. During the period of United States 
military government, Korea’s shipping re- 
quirements were met in part by the utiliza- 
tion of these former Japanese-owned, but 
Korean registered, ships; in part by SCAP 
use of Japanese-manned LST’s—so-called 
SCAJAP ships—in part by the utilization of 
8 LST- and 10 F-S-type ships, which were 
purchased for Korea through the Foreign 
Liquidation Commission. When the ECA 
program began in Korea in 1949, United 
States-owned Baltic coaster—N-3—ships 
were chartered for use by ROK for its coastal 
trade. Six of these Baltic coaster vessels 
are still on loan from the United States to 
the ROK, and provide the bullk of the pres- 
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ent woefully inadequate ROK merchant 
fleet. 

Attached is a list of all categories of cur- 
rent Korean merchant shipping vessels, 
which have a total cargo lift of about 30,000 
metric tons. As is shown in this attach- 
ment, most of the ROK LST’s and F-S boats 
have been commandeered by the Korean 
Navy, for service under the United Nations 
Command, since the outbreak of hostilities 
in Korea in June 1950. These World War II 
vessels have seen heavy service since 1944, 
and have had especially heavy use since the 
outbreak of hostilities in Korea in 1950. 
Three of these vessels have already suffered 
such extensive war damage that they are 
now beyond repair, and the others will prob- 
ably continue to be required by the Korean 
Navy indefinitely. 

The balance of the Korean-owned fleet 
consists of Japanese constructed freighters 
except the steamship City of Seoul, a 3,000- 
ton cargo ship of German construction built 
in 1912. These vessels have dangerously ex- 
ceeded their normal life span and repairs are 
constant. Much of the plating and frames 
are in such condition that it would be impos- 
sible for them to pass a proper inspection 
for seaworthiness. They should not be in 
service today and are operating only because 
of the extreme lack of adequate bottoms to 
meet the need of Korean shipping. Day 
& Zimmermann report No. 5002, dated 15 
August 1949, in a survey of Korean shipping 
requirements, emphasized the poor condition 
of the then existing fleet in support of their 
recommendations for the construction or 
purchase of vessels to replace Korea’s anti- 
quated fleet. The past year has further di- 
minished, aged, and deteriorated the ficet, 
and replacements are even more urgently 
needed today. 

The continuing attrition of the Korean 
fleet, as summarized above, would be serious 
enough in itself to make corrective action 
urgent under normal peacetime conditions in 
the Korean economy. Such attrition of its 
fieet requires Korea to rely increasingly on 
the charter of foreign vessels to haul cargoes 
of indigneous as well as foreign origin. Ex- 
panding utilization of foreign vessels means 
steady enlargement of Korea's budget for in- 
visible import outlays, a trend directly con- 
trary to the United States and United Nations 
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efforts to aid in putting Korea back on its 
feet economically. 

The Korean merchant fleet is now oper- 
ated under the direction of the Korean Ship- 
ping Corporation. The company stock is 
owned 80 percent by the national govern- 
ment and 20 percent by private Korean citi- 
zens. It is one of the few companies in 
any field in Korea to operate at a profit. The 
company was formed in January 1950 super- 
seding the Korea Steamship Company, an 
entirely government-operated agency. It is 
becoming progressively efficient. 

The company officials are cooperative, pro- 
gressive, and aggressive in furthering the 
company’s welfare, and in meeting Korea’s 
shipping requirements insofar as available 
shipping permits. 

3. KOREA’S SHIPPING REQUIREMENTS 


In order to meet Korea's requirements 
for coastal type shipping in the years of 
reconstruction, it is estimated that the Re- 
public of Korea needs between 40,000 and 
50,000 tons dead weight of shipping. It 
is estimated that Korean coastal shipping 
will be required to transport annually over 
1,500,000 tons of goods, mainly between 
Korean ports, during the years of recon- 
struction and perhaps even a larger ton- 
nage after the Korean economy is recon- 
structed. i 

To meet Torea's shipping requirements, 
the ideal ship is the CI-M-AVI type, a 5,100- 
ton dead-weight vessel of which the United 
States Maritime Administration has a sub- 
stantial number in its reserve fleet. These 
shallow-draught vessels are ideal for Ko- 
rea’s coastal requirements, and the engines 
are of a type which Korean crews have proven 
they can operate efficiently. At least six 
of the CI-M-AVI type of ship are required 
in Korea. In addition, up to six Baltic 
coaster type ships (some of which, on loan 
from the United States, are already in serv- 
ice in Korea) are required. 

The United Nations Korean Reconstruc- 
tion Agency is prepared to finance the pur- 
chase of this shipping for the Republic of 
Korea, in order to help provide a sound trans- 
port base upon which to develop the recon- 
struction program, and in order to hasten 
the economic stabilization and recovery of 
the young and valiant Korean Republic. 


Korean Shipping Corporation, list of vessels, as of July 24, 1951 


Name of ship Type 


(Above vessels were built for 
Specialized wartime use.) 


1 Damaged by hostilities, beyond repair. 


2 Obsolete; should be scrapped. - 


a ig Remarks 


Gross Year Horse- 
tonnage built power Speed 

2, 700 1944 1, 800 

2, 700 1944 5 

2, 700 1944 D 

2, 700 1944 1, 

2, 700 1944 1, 

2, 700 1944 1, 

2, 700 1944 $; 

2, 700 1044 1, 
573 1044 1, 
573 1944 1, 
573 1944 1, 
573 1944 1, 
573 1944 1, 
573 1944 1, 
573 1944 l, 
573 1944 1l, 
573 1944 1, 
573 1944 1 


25 


888888285388853885 88888888888 88888 8 


8 


3 Suitable only for use in harbor limits, 
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Korean Shipping Corporation, list of vessels, as of July 24, 1951—Cont'nued 


Name of ship 


Baltic vessels on loan to ROK by U. S. A. 
, 42 vessels, 


Mr. MAGNUSON. These ships would 
not in any way be competitive with our 
American merchant marine. As the 
Senate well knows, if anything were com- 
petitive with our American merchant 
marine, I would probably be the first to 
oppose it. 

I hope that we can obtain early con- 
sideration of the joint resolution. The 
Korean rice harvest is close at hand. 
The South Koreans need about 2,000,000 
tons of shipping to handle their situa- 
tion. This would supplement the present 
shipping in their coastal waters. In 
Korea the only ships now being used are 
ships which we have there through the 
medium of SCAP and the military. They 
place a burden on our own ships, which 
are necessary for the war. Iam sure that 
Congress will act favorably on this pro- 
posal to open up the Ship Sales Act only 
for the Korean situation, and in order 
that we may not only collect some money 
for the United States Government but 
help in the rehabilitation of Korea at a 
very minimum cost to us. 


FOOTBALL IS A FARCE 


Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, I con- 
gratulate the editors of Life magazine on 
the penetrating editorial in the current 
issue of that magazine. The editorial is 
entitled “Football Is a Farce.” I ask 
unanimous consent to have the editorial 
printed in the Recor at the conclusion 
of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the editorial will be printed as 
requested. 

(See exhibit A.) 

Mr. BENTON. I am sure the editors 
knew that this editorial would be unpop- 
ular, that they would receive a large pro- 
test mail, and that they were violating, 
in this editorial, the mores of nearly 
every American college town. It is the 
certain knowledge of the unpopularity 
of the editorial which makes me congrat- 
ulate them for writing it, and which 
causes me to ask unanimous consent to 
insert it in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. I 
have proposed that the service academies 
set an example for the country as a whole 
by abolishing football. I have made it 
clear that I do not object to their re- 
establishing football, as a legitimate in- 
tercollegiate sport, some 4 or 5 years 
hence—football played as it is played at 
Trinity and Wesleyan in my State, and, 
more significantly, at the third of the 
service academies, the Coast Guard 
Academy at New London whose football 
team has never, to my knowledge, rated a 
feature headline on a big-time sporting 
page. 

Furthermore, I am glad to report to 
the Senate today that Yale, my own 


alma mater, and the leading institution 
of my State, has football properly in 
perspective, according to the informa- 
tion which comes to me from those who 
have been most interested in the han- 
dling of the football problem at Yale. 
Of course, Yale is the mother and father 
of football and the alma mater of Wal- 
ter Camp. Not long ago when one of 
the great coaches was asked where a 
seeming new idea of playing football 
had originated, he said. Why, it origi- 
nated at Yale, where everything in foot- 
ball originated.” 

Mr. President, I have been in corre- 
spondence with Mr. Chester La Roche 
and Mr. E. F. Blair, former football stars 
and distinguished residents of my com- 
munity of Fairfield, Conn. Mr. Blair is 
a member of the Yale Corp., and chair- 
man of the athletic committee. Through 
them I have received much information 
which has persuaded me that the boys 
are playing virtually amateur sport, and 
that football is wholly under the control 
of the Yale faculty. 

As I pointed out previously on the 
floor of the Senate, West Point and An- 
napolis do not even have the excuse, the 
corrupting excuse of many other col- 
leges and universities, that they must 
have a football team in order to pay off 
the bonds on their college stadiums. 
Indeed it has been reported in the press 
that the profits on football at West 
Point have been used to build one of the 
most expensive golf courses in the world, 
carved out of the rocky cliffs adjoining 
the Hudson River. 

It is a tragic fact that the Service 
Academies, tax-supported by the Ameri- 
ean people, seem to be unwilling to dis- 
cuss the abolition of big time football— 
in spite of the great example set for 
them by the University of Chicago, in 
spite of the example of the Coast Guard 
Academy of New London, in spite of 
the admitted. fact among intelligent 
people, from coast to coast, that “foot- 
ball is a farce” as the editorial from Life 
again makes abundantly clear. 

I am sending a copy of these remarks 
to the new Secretary of Defense, Mr. 
Robert A. Lovett, asking him to take a 
few moments out of his extremely busy 
days, for this seemingly trivial subject. 
I shall ask him for the few moments be- 
cause the subject in fact is not trivial. 
It is symbolic of a moral and spiritual 
decadence gnawing at the intellectual 
foundations of our universities and col- 
leges. The moving statement of this 
week by the faculty of William and Mary 
again makes this abundantly clear. If 
West Point and Annapolis will now abol- 
ish football and eliminate this cancer 
which eats at the roots of academic in- 
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tegrity, these tax-supported institutions 
can set an example which we can then 
hope will be followed by many colleges 
and universities throughout the coun- 
try. Most faculties, I am sure, agree 
with that of William and Mary and are 
eager for this kind of leadership. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Connecticut yield 
for a question of a facetious nature? 

Mr. BENTON. I am glad to yield to 
my colleague. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The Senator 
has stated that his alma mater origi- 
nated football and knew all about it. 
Would the Senator from Connecticut 
agree that perhaps during the time when 
Yale was originating it and learning all 
about it Harvard did have a little to do 
in helping Yale to understand it? 

Mr. BENTON. I shall go further. 1 
concede that everything we learned, we 
learned at the expense of Harvard. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BENTON. Yes. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I believe the Sen- 
ator from Connecticut will concede that 
the Golden Gophers perfected the science 
during a recent period of years, at least? 

Mr. BENTON. Yes, and I am happy 
to see that the leadership of the State 
of Connecticut in this dubious field is 
passing into other hands. 

ExXRmrr A 
FOOTBALL IS A FARCE 

The young men and women are going back 
to college, which means that the silly season 
is just about upon us. In fact the football 
players have been on the campus for quite 
some time preparing for the 1951 edition of 
the annual fraud. Gathered at great pain 
and expense from the best high-school teams, 
in some cases fattened up by a year of post- 
graduate leisure at some prep school while 
gaining height, weight, and maturity, they 
have been earning the pay by doing push- 
ups and having a go at the tackling dum- 
mies. This week, or next, they will start 
putting on their show. 

Just what entertainment value the show 
has is doubtful. The coaches, in their greed 
to win games and keep earning better money 
than the philosophy professors, have in- 
vented the rule of unlimited substitutions 
and the two-platoon system, which means 
that the squads move in and out so fast that 
it is impossible to follow the players even 
with a program, They have also invented 
the T-formation, which gets rid of the foot- 
ball. (It is there, all right, but no mere 
spectator is permitted to see it.) Nobody 
but the coaches can make heads or tails of 
the game. All the pleasure is gone from 
watching and the only possible explanation 
for today’s spectators is that they go out of 
habit. 

Yet many of the colleges still seem to con- 
sider football their No. 1 contribution to 
the United States. One might have thought, 


11868 


after the basketball-fix scandals of last win- 
ter and the West Point cribbing scandal of 
the summer, that the colleges would have 
learned their lesson—and that athletics 
would be coming in for a little healthy de- 
emphasis. But right now the only real 
argument in academic circles is over the tele- 
vision rights. If anything, football is going 
to be bigger and more expensive than ever 
this fall. 

What were the lessons of the past year’s 
scandals? For all the pious moralizing that 
has gore on, the lessons are very plain and 
not very pretty. 

The basketball scandal openly involved six 
colleges and 28 of the pituitary cases that the 
colleges have sought out so assiduously in 
recent years for the sole purpose of lifting 
the ball over the heads of opposing players 
and into the basket. It also involved many 
other teams and players whose names have 
never been published because prosecuting 
attorneys preferred to ignore the facts rath- 
er than wound local pride. Since the scan- 
dal was so widespread, it is hardly logical to 
attribute it to special conditions in any 
particular city or school. 

It simply proves that the average young 
man who is being bribed by a college to go 
out and win games sees very little difference 
in being bribed by somebody else to go out 
‘and fix the games. It also proves that at 
least a number of college coaches have been 
much less competent or much more callous 
than their salaries and speeches would indi- 
cate. A coach whose players are “dumping” 
‘one game after another, but who then pleads 
tearful surprise when the policemen tell him 
the sad news, must have been either very 
stupid or very busy 'ooking the other way. 

The meaning of the West Point scandal has 
unfortunately been lost in the fog of dis- 
cussion as to whether any young man can 
be expected to stay honest under an exami- 
nation system which makes it so easy to 
cheat. The truth is that just about every 
American college with a big-league football 
team is itself guilty of cheating on the 
grades of football players. In some cases 
snap courses like basket weaving or bait 
casting are available for players who are not 
bright enough—or are too busy and weary— 
to pass anything else. In other cases the 
professors give the players a passing grade 
without looking at their examination papers. 

This has been going on for years; every 
college administrator knows it; every stu- 
dent knows it, and the West Point players 
knew it too. 

If the players at college X can get a Bach- 
elor of Arts for catching fish, and the players 
at college Y can get a Bachelor of Arts for 
winking at the professor, why should the 
West Point players feel unduly squeamish? 
Especially since they were invited to West 
Point not primarily for their brains and not 
for their promise as officers or gentlemen or 
leaders in war but for the express purpose of 
beating the hell out of other football players? 

By the jungle code of college football it 
was the Military Academy that pulled the 
double-cross. The players, as the team rec- 
ord shows, lived up to their part of the con- 
tract. The Military Academy, by suddenly 
applying the same rules to athletes as to 
nonathletes, did not—and from now on the 
athletes are going to give it a wide berth. 

The real question here is: Why do we have 
colleges, why do we spend close to $3,000,- 
000,000 a year on them, and why are we 
trusting 2,225,000 of our brightest young 
people to their tender mercies this year? 
Certainly not to give us an autumn substi- 
tute for professional baseball. What we 
really want is that old American goal of a 
genuine education for everyone who is 
capable of absorbing it. 

. We look to the college teachers—and espe- 
cially the college presidents—for firm and 
impartial guidance along the road to culture 
and morality. We go to college and send our 
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children to college in greater numbers than 
ever before in any nation in history. We 
put a lot of faith in our colleges, and we 
deserve to have it justified. 

A college president who is sorting out his 
contracts for high-school football prospects 
with one hand, and selling tickets to the 
stadium with the other, can never keep our 
faith. For that sort of thing we can find 
men like the late Tex Rickard, or the pro- 
moter of the roller derby. 

Of course, the college president will say 
that he doesn't really sell the tickets—that 
in fact he has nothing whatever to do with 
football. Maybe not, Mr. President, but 
someone is certainly committing the crime 
in your name. In fact your football team 
is violating all the ethics that you are try- 
ing to teach in your classrooms. Whether 
you are an active conniver in this fraud or 
just the victim of a camel under the tent, 
you appear equally guilty to any casual by- 
stander. 

Better forget about those stadium bonds 
and start worrying about your real franchise 
in American life. 


RECESS 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate now stand in re- 
cess until 10 a. m. tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6 
o’clock and 35 minutes p. m.) the Senate 
took a recess until tomorrow, Saturday, 
September 22, 1951, at 10 o’clock a. m. 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by the 
Senate September 21 (legislative day 
September 1b), 1951: 

UNITED STATES ATTORNEY 

Charles Patterson Green, of North Caro- 
lina, to be United States attorney for the 
eastern district of North Carolina, vice John 
H. Manning, resigning September 28, 1951. 

In THE ARMY 

1. The following named-officers for ap- 
pointment in the Regular Army of the 
United States to the grade indicated under 
the provisions of title V of the Officer Per- 
sonnel Act of 1947: 

To be major generals 


Maj. Gen. James George Christiansen, 
012075, Army of the United States (brigadier 


general, U. S. Army). 


Maj. Gen. Paul Wilkins Kendall, 012199, 
Army of the United States (brigadier gen- 
eral, U. S. Army). 

Maj. Gen. Willard Gordon Wyman, 012356, 
Army of the United States (brigadier gen- 
eral, U. S. Army). 

Maj. Gen. William Benjamin Kean, 012470, 
Army of the United States (brigadier gen- 
eral, U. S. Army). 

2. The following-named officers for tem- 
porary appointment in the Army of the 
United States to the grades indicated under 
the provisions of subsection 515 (c) of the 
Officer Personnel Act of 1947: 


To be major general 

Brig. Gen. George Hamden Olmsted, 

0199581, United States Army Reserve. 
To be brigadier generals 

Col. Robert Whiting Daniels, 04648, United 
States Army. 

Col. James Robinson Pierce, 014979, United 
States Army. 


Col. Harry McKenzie Roper, 015176, United 
States Army. 

Col. Francis Townsend Dodd, 015306, 
United States Army. 

Col. Richard Warburton Stephens, 015569, 
United States Army. 

Col. Branner Pace Purdue, 016149, United 
States Army. 
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Col. Thomas John Hall Trapnell, 016782, 
United States Army. 

Col. Verdi Beethoven Barnes, 
United States Army. 

Col. Thomas Lilley Sherburne, Jr., 017293, 
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo- 
nel, U. S. Army). 

Col. Paul DeWitt Adams, 017306, Army of 
the United States (lieutenant colonel, U. S. 
Army). 

Col. Paul Wyatt Caraway, 017659, Army of 
the United States (lieutenant colonel, U. S. 
Army). 

3. The following-named officer for tempo- 
rary appointment in the Army of the United 
States to the grade indicated under the pro- 
visions of subsection 515 (c) of the Officer 
Personnel Act of 1947: 

To be brigadier general 

Col. Lynn Harold Tingay, 05970, Dental 

Corps, United States Army. 
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CONFIRMATION 


Executive nomination confirmed by 
the Senate September 21 (legislative day 
of September 19), 1951: 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 


William C. Foster, of New York, to be Dep- 
uty Secretary of Defense, 


SENATE 


SATURDAY, SEPTEMBER 22, 1951 


(Legislative day of Wednesday, 
September 19, 1951) 


The Senate met at 10 o’clock a. m., on 
the expiration of the recess. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 


Almighty God, as we bow before Thee 
at this morning hour, grant to our anx- 
ious, groping hearts the assurance that 
behind the shadows and in them stand- 
eth one who slumbers not nor sleeps. 
We are beset by perplexity; our needs are 
many, but our greatest need is Thee. 
Unless we find Thee and art found of 
Thee, the laws of Thy physical universe 
break our mortal life and the laws of 
Thy moral order make mockery of our 
futile rebellion, Only in Thy will is our 
peace. So fashion our desires and needs 
in accordance with Thy will, that rising 
to the full measure of our duty and our 
opportunity we may yet build the new 
world of brotherhood for which good 
men have bravely died, wherein the na- 
tions may live together in trust and fel- 
lowship. In the Pedeemer’s name. 
Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. McFartanp, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Friday, 
September 21, 1951, was dispensed with. 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Messages in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States submitting 
nominations were communicated to the 
Senate by Mr. Hawks, one of his secre- 
taries. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


On request of Mr. SALTONSTALL, and 
by unanimous consent, Mr. BENNETT was 
excused from attendance on the session 
of the Senate today. 


1951 


TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS 


By unanimous consent, the following 
routine business was transacted: 


NARCOTICS SALES TO YOUNGSTERS— 
RESOLUTION OF COMMON COUNCIL OF 
RHINELANDER, WIS. 


Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I have 
received a resolution adopted by the 
Common Council of the City of Rhine- 
lander, Wis., favoring the enactment of 
legislation strengthening the penalties 
against narcotics sales to youngsters. 
It is my privilege as a former mem- 
ber of the now expired crime committee 
to have been a cosponsor of such legis- 
lation. Iam hoping that the Senate Fi- 
nance Committee therefore will take 
prompt action on it. Every American 
parent supports this proposition, I am 
sure, 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
common council resolution be printed in 
the Recorp and referred to the Finance 
Committee. 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion was referred to the Committee on 
Finance and ordered to be printed in 
the Recorp, as follows: 

Be it resolved by the Common Council of 
the City of Rhinelander, That— 

Whereas much publicity has been given to 
the sale of narcotics and the peddling of 
dope to school children; and 

Whereas investigation shows that such 
acts appear to be true; and 
| Whereas it appears that the penalties for 
the sale of narcotics to minors are not severe 
enough: Now, therefore, be it 
Resolved, That the Common Council of 
the City of Rhinelander go on record as fa- 
voring the imposing of greater penalties for 
the violations of the Narcotics Act; and be 
it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution 
be sent to the Honorable ALEXANDER WILEY, 
[oaea States Senator; the Honorable Jo- 

SEPH MCCARTHY, United States Senator, and 
‘the the Honorable ALVIN E. O'KONSKI, Congress- 
man from the Tenth District of Wisconsin. 


BILLS INTRODUCED 


Bills were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 


* By Mr. CARLSON: 
S. 2162. A bill for the relief of Hildegard 
Purre; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. WATKINS: 
S. 2163. A bill for the relief of Maria 
Montero y de Azcarraga; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. HILL: 
S. 2164. A bill to require the identification 
of cotton products for the protection and 
benefit of the producers and consumers 
thereof; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 
By Mr. McCARRAN: 

S. 2165. A bill to prevent unauthorized 
acceptance or wearing of foreign decorations 
by officers of the United States; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

(See the remarks of Mr. McCarran when 
he introduced the above bill, which appear. 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. MCCARTHY: 

S. 2166. A bill for the relief of Jo Ann Fos- 

berg; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. MALONE: 

S. 2167. A bill to abolish the functions of 
the Bureau of Indian Affairs of the Depart- 
ment of the Interior, to remove the guard- 
janship over Indians and trusteeship over 
Indian lands, and to repeal the act of June, 
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18, 1934 (48 Stat. 984), as amended; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

(See the remarks of Mr. MALONE when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. MORSE: 

S. 2168. A bill for the relief of Chin Ly 
Bing and Chin Loy Yen; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 


REVENUE ACT OF 1951—AMENDMENTS 


Mr. DOUGLAS (for himself, Mr. 
Morse, Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. KEFAUVER, Mr. 
BENTON, Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr. LANGER, Mr. 
NEELY, Mr. Green, Mr. KILGORE, and Mr. 
Macnuson), submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by them, jointly, 
to the bill (H. R. 4473) to provide revenue 
and for other purposes, which was 
ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

Mr. DOUGLAS (for himself, Mr. 
Morse, Mr. Lonc, Mr. KEFAUVER, Mr. 
Murray, Mr. Benton, Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. 
HUMPHREY, Mr. LANGER, Mr. GREEN, Mr. 
KILGORE, and Mr. NEELy) submitted 
amendments intended to be proposed by 
them, jointly, to House bill 4473, supra, 
which were ordered to lie on the table 
and to be printed. 

Mr. DOUGLAS (for himself, Mr. 
Morse, Mr. Murray, Mr. BENTON, Mr. 
HUMPHREY, Mr. LANGER, Mr. GREEN, Mr. 
NEEL V, Mr. KILGORE, and Mr. MAGNUSON) 
submitted amendments intended to be 
proposed by them, jointly, to House bill 
4473, supra, which were ordered to lie on 
the table and to be printed. 

Mr. DOUGLAS (for himself, Mr. BEN- 
TON, Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. Murray, Mr. 
LANGER, Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr. GREEN, Mr. 
NEELY, and Mr. KTL oRE) submitted 
amendments intended to be proposed by 
them, jointly, to House bill 4473, supra, 
which were ordered to lie on the table 
and to be printed. 

Mr. LEHMAN (for himself, Mr. MORSE, 
Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr. DoucLas, Mr. BEN- 
TON, Mr. KEFAUVER, Mr. Murray, Mr. 
GREEN, Mr. LANGER, Mr. NEELY, Mr. KIL- 
GORE, and Mr. Macnuson) submitted 
amendments intended to be proposed by 
them, jointly, to House bill 4473, supra, 
which were ordered to lie on the table 
and to be printed. 

Mr. LEHMAN (for himself, Mr. 
HENDRICKSON, Mr. KILGORE, Mr. MAGNU- 
son, and Mr. HuMpHREY) submitted 
amendments intended to be proposed by 
them, jointly, to House bill 4473, supra, 
which were ordered to lie on the table 
and to be printed. 

Mr. LONG (for himself, Mr. BENTON, 
Mr. Morse, Mr, LEHMAN, Mr. LANGER, Mr 
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to House bill 4473, supra, which was or- 
dered to lie on the table and to be printed. 

Mr. HUMPHREY (for himself, Mr. 
MoRsE, Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. BENTON, Mr. 
LANGER, and Mr. GREEN) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
them, jointly, to House bill 4473, supra, 
which was ordered to lie on the table and 
to be printed. 

Mr. HUMPHREY (for himself, Mr. 
Morse, Mr. Lonc, Mr. KEFAUVER, Mr. 
Dovuctas, Mr. Murray, Mr. BENTON, Mr. 
KILGORE, Mr. Lancer, Mr. NEELY, Mr. 
GREEN, and Mr. Macnuson) submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by them, jointly, to House bill 4473, 
supra, which was ordered to lie on the 
table and to be printed. 

Mr. HUMPHREY (for himself, Mr. 
Morse, Mr. Douctas, Mr. KEFAUVER, Mr. 
LEHMAN, Mr. Murray, Mr. NEELy, Mr. 
LANGER, Mr. GREEN, Mr. KILGORE, and 
Mr. Macnuson) submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by them, 


. jointly, to House bill 4473, supra, which 


was ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

Mr. HUMPHREY (for himself, Mr. 
Morse, Mr. Doucias, Mr. KEFAUVER, Mr. 
Morray, Mr. KILGORE, Mr. NEELT, Mr. 
GREEN, and Mr. LANGER) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
them, jointly, to House bill 4473, supra, 
which was ordered to lie on the table and 
to be printed. | 

Mr. HUMPHREY (for himself, Mr. 
MoRsE, Mr. DOUGLAS, Mr. KEFAUVER, Mr. 
Munnav, Mr. BENTON, Mr. NEELY, Mr. 
KILGORE, Mr. GREEN, and Mr. LANGER) | 
submitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by them, jointly, to House bill 
4473, supra, which was ordered to lie on 
the table and to be printed. { 

Mr. HUMPHREY (for himself, Mr. 
Morse, Mr. Dovctas, Mr. KEFAUVER, Mr. 
Murray, Mr. NEELY, Mr. GREEN, Mr. 
LANGER, and Mr. KILGORE) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
them, jointly, to House bill 4473, supra, 
which was ordered to lie on the table 
and to be printed. 4 

Mr. HUMPHREY (for himself, Mr, 


. Morse, Mr. Doucras, Mr. Murray, Mr. 


LEHMAN, Mr. KEFAUVER, Mr. BENTON, Mr. 


= NEELY, Mr. KILGORE, Mr. GREEN, Mr. 


Lancer, and Mr. Macnuson) submitted 


an amendment intended to be proposed 


HUMPHREY, Mr. GREEN, and Mr. MAN Y- 


son) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by them, jointly, to House 
bill 4473, supra, which was ordered to 
lie on the table and to be printed. 

Mr. HUMPHREY (for himself, Mr. 
Morse, Mr. Doucias, Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. 
KEFAUVER, Mr. BENTON, Mr, NEELy, Mr. 
KILGORE, Mr. GREEN, Mr. LANGER, and Mr. 
MaGnvson) submitted amendments in- 
tended to be proposed by them, jointly, to 
House bill 4473, supra, which were or- 
dered to lie on the table and to be printed. 

Mr. HUMPHREY (for himself, Mr. 
Morse, Mr. McManon, Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. 

BENTON, Mr. LANGER, Mr. GREEN, and Mr. 
Mac Nusod) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by them, jointly, 


by them, jointly, to House bill 4473, supra, 


which was ordered to lie on the table 


to be printed. 

Mr. HUMPHREY (for himself, Mr. 
LEHMAN, Mr. GREEN, and Mr. LANGIR) 
submitted amendments intended to be 
proposed by them, jointly, to House bill 
4473, supra, which were ordered to lie 
on the table and to be printed. 

Mr. HUMPHREY (for himself, Mr. 
Morse, Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. LANGER, Mr. 
GREEN, and Mr. Macnuson) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
them, jointly, to House bill 4473, supra, 
which was ordered to lie on the table 
and to be printed. 

Mr. HUMPHREY (for himself, Mr. 
MURRAY, Mr. Lancer, Mr. Green, Mr. KIL- 
GORE, Mr. NEELY, and Mr. DoucLas) sub- 
mitted amendments intended to be pro- 
posed by them, jointly, to House bill 4473, 
supra, which were ordered to lie on the 


table and to be printed. 
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Mr. McMAHON (for himself, Mr. BEN- 
TON, and Mr. IAILLIKIN) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
them, jointly, to House bill 4473, supra, 
which was ordered to lie on the table and 
to be printed. 

Mr, GILLETTE (for himself and Mr. 
HICKENLOOPER) submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by them, 
jointly, to House bill 4473, supra, which 
was ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

Mr. WILLIAMS submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to 
House bill 4473, supra, which was ordered 
to lie on the table and to be printed. 

Mr. KEFAUVER submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to 
House bill 4473, supra, which was or- 
dered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

Mr. KEFAUVER (for himself, Mr. 
O'Conor, Mr. Hunt, Mr. WET, and Mr. 
Toge) submitted amendments intended 
to be proposed by them, jointly, to House 
bill 4473, supra, which were ordered to 
lie on the table and to he printed. 

Mr. ECTON submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to House 
bill 4473, supra, which was ordered to lie 
on the table and to be printed. 

Mr. FERGUSON submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to 
House bill 4473, supra, which was or- 
dered to lie on the table and to be printed, 


ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES, ETC., 
PRINTED IN THE APPENDIX 


On request, and by unanimous con- 
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, etc., 
were ordered to be printed in the Appen- 
dix, as follows: 

By Mr. HILL: 

Address entitled “The Social Sciences and 
the Law,“ delivered by Senator FULBRIGHT 
before the New York University Law School 
on September 15, 1951. 

By Mr. WILEY: 

Statement prepared by him with reference 
to the dedication of the Holy Cross Diocesan 
Seminary in La Crosse, Wis., on September 
16, 1951. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado: 

Address by Hon. Wayne Coy, Chairman of 
the Federal Communications Commission, at 
the one hundredth anniversary celebration 
of the sending of the first train order by tele- 
graph, at Harriman, N. Y., September 21, 
1951. 

By Mr, JOHNSON of Texas (at the re- 
quest of Mr. KEPAUVER) : 

Addresses delivered by Gov. Earl Warren, 
of California, and Senator O'Conor before 
the American Bar Association on the subject 
of organized crime. The address by Sena- 
tor O'Conor will appear hereafter in the 
Appendix. 

By Mr. MORSE: 

An editorial entitled “Challenge to the 
Bar,” published in the Washington Post of 
September 22, 1951, commenting on the 
President’s challenge to the American Bar 
Association to scrutinize the administra- 
tion's security measures. 

By Mr. MUNDT: 


Editorial entitled “‘Two-Party Alliance,” 


published in the Memphis Commercial 
Appeal of September 20, 1951. 

Newspaper article entitled “Harris Urges 
Dixie Bolt if Truman Runs.” 

Press release announcing election of for- 
mer Senator Albert W. Hawks and Edward 
A. ONeal as new officers of the Committee 
To Explore Political Realinement. 
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PRICE CONTROL—THE CAPEHART 
AMENDMENT 


Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the Rxconp a brief statement I have 
prepared concerning the price-control 
question which will be before the Senate 
after we have finished with the pending 
revenue bill. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


STATEMENT oF A. WILLIS ROBERTSON, DEMO- 
CRAT, OF VIRGINIA, CONCERNING THE CAPE- 
HART 


In the recent hearings held by our sub- 
committee on the so-called Capehart amend- 
ment to the Defense Production Act, all wit- 
nesses for consumer groups advocated 
outright repeal of that section and all wit- 
nesses for industry favored its retention 
without change. 

At the conclusion of those hearings my 
subcommittee recommended to the full com- 
mittee a substitute for the Capehart amend- 
ment that would allow producers full 
allowance for all labor, materials and trans- 
portation and a reasonable allowance for all 
elements of costs commonly referred to as 
overhead. It also would apply the same 
formula to the consideration of individual 
applications for relief from financial hard- 
ship and would extend provisions of the 
section to cover industrial services. 

The full committee approved this recom- 
mendation by a vote of 9 to 4 and on next 
Monday, 8. 2092 as revised will be intro- 
duced by Senator MAYBANK with all Demo- 
cratic members of the committee as 
cosponsors, 

Meanwhile, Senator CAPEHART for himself 
and three other Republican members of the 
committee, has offered as an alternative 
S. 2155. 

The fact that the four members of our 
commitee who voted for the retention of 
the Capehart amendment without change 
are now sponsoring S. 2155, which greatly 
modifies the Capehart amendment, is a si- 
lent tribute to the position taken by the 
majority and the question of retaining the 
Capehert amendment in its present form has 
to all intents and purposes been eliminated. 

The issue which the Senate will now de- 
cide is whether in shall be allowed a 
fair and reasonable profit but be required 
under the new committee bill to absorb some 
costs in the interest of price stabilization or 
whether industry, under the new Capehart 
bill, shall be permitted to move up to a gen- 
eral level of new ceiling prices before being 
required to absorb all new costs except direct 
and indirect labor. 

Here, in brief, are the essential differences 
between the two bills that will be before the 
Senate: 

S. 2092 removes the unworkable features of 
the Capehart amendment which requires in- 
dividual calculations of increases in admin- 
istrative and overhead costs up to July 26, 
1951. These provisions require the OPS to 
grant ceiling price increases to manufactur- 
ers even in cases where there had not been 
any roll-backs, and to grant increases even in 
cases of manufacturers who, far from suffer- 
ing hardship, are enjoying unusual profits. 

S. 2092 offers a workable means of allow- 
ing necessary and unavoidable costs. 

S. 2155 includes certain clarifying amend- 
ments which are similar to the committee 
bill but it returns, for all practical purposes, 
to the original Capehart amendment. 

It would place ceiling price revisions on an 
industry-wide rather than an individual 
basis but—and this is the catch—it requires 
this to be done within 60 days. It must be 
obvious to anyone that OPS could not pos- 
sibly do this job on a general basis for all 
industries, whether in 60 days or during the 
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remainder of the act, except by permitting 
individual calculations. That makes the new 
Capehart bill just as unworkable as the pres- 
ent law. 

In another respect the new Capehart bill 
is worse than the old one because it is made 
compulsory as a roll-back formula, whether 
or not it fits, or is fair. That might mean the 
wiping out of price increases for industries, 
the formula simply does not fit, for example, 
the machine-tools industry, where Mr. Wilson 
recently directed an increase in ceiling prices 
in order to obtain vitally necessary expan- 
sion in production. 

S. 2155 also adds a second formula which 
adds to the difficulties because after July 
26, 1951, increases in wage costs must be 
passed on but materials costs cannot be 
passed on. This ignores the question of 
whether wages account for 10 percent, 50 
percent or 80 percent of an industry's costs 
and obviously would be inequitable as be- 
tween industries. This would be particu- 
larly inequitable for industries which suf- 
fered unavoidable increases in materials 
costs. Indeed, S. 2155 itself requires mate- 
rials price increases first to cover all cost 
increases up to July 26, 1951, and second to 
cover wage cost increases after July 26, 1951. 
Yet no price increases would be allowed to 
cover these materials cost increases. 

When industry is fully informed I am 
confident that it will accept the committee 
bill because this bill prevents future roll- 
backs below prescribed levels unless all nec- 
essary and unavoidable cost increases since 
the Korean war started are reflected in the 
ceiling price. The bill provides protection 
against individual financial hardship. The 
committee bill is fair, both to producers 
and to consumers, and no patriotic business- 
man should ask for more than that. 


REVENUE ACT OF 1951 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 4473) to provide rev- 
enue, and for other purposes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion before the Senate is the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
FLANDERS}. 


SOLICITATION OF CONTRIBUTIONS FROM 
CANDIDATES FOR POSTMASTERS IN 
MICHIGAN 


Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
come to the Senate floor today to call 
the attention of the Senate to what my 
colleague [Mr. Moopy] called to the at- 
tention of the public in a press release 
yesterday. I read the first sentence of 
that press release: 

Senator Bram Moopy * * + denounced 
attempts by the Democratic State central 
committee to get contributions from can- 
didates for postmaster appointments in 
Michigan. 


I want to join in the denunciation of 
the attempt of the Democratic State 
central committee or any other political 
agency to obtain contributions from can. 
didates for postmasterships. 

Years ago the Congress of the United 
States, through both of its political par- 
ties, attempted to take postmasters out 
of politics. We placed postmasters 
under civil service and in doing so the 
people were led to believe that from that 
time on those who served them in the 
capacity of postmasters, those in charge 
of their mail, would not be political 
hacks, nor would their positions be con- 
sidered as political plums, nor would it 
be necessary for them even to belong 
to a political party; that efficiency in 
their work would be the test, and that 
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an examination would be given to test 
their capacity to be postmasters or mail 
carriers, as the case might be. 

In my early days in Detroit, at the 
time I started to practice law, I at- 
tempted at the YMCA to teach men who 
wanted to become railway mail workers, 
that is, those who sort the mail on the 
railway trains, positions in which skill 
rather than political maneuvering was 
essential. I know it was their desire to 
serve on the basis of ability, and I know 
the public and the Nation are best served 
when the spirit of preformance rather 
than patronage prevails. 

Mr. President, I believe what caused 
my colleague to denounce this attempt 
was the content of a letter placed in the 
CONGRESSIONAL REcORD day before yes- 
terday by Representative GEORGE MEAD- 
ER, of the Second Michigan District. 
The letter is on the letterhead of the 
Democratic State Central Committee of 
Michigan, Lansing, Mich. At the top of 
the letterhead appears the following: 

George S. Fitzgerald, national committee- 
man; Mrs. Minnie C. Schwinger, national 
committeewoman. 


This letter was addressed to a citizen 
of Michigan, and I will read it into the 
Recorp again because I think it is very 
significant. It is as follows: 

Our State chairman has just recommended 
your appointment as postmaster of— 


Mr. MeEaper, in reading the letter, left 
out the town— 
Michigan, to— 


That is the name of the person to 
whom the State chairman had recom- 
mended the prospective postmaster. My 
colleague, the junior Senator from Mich- 
igan, in his press release, indicates that 
his name was inserted in that letter. I 
read further: 


As you know, fhere are still several steps 
to be taken before your appointment is 
finally confirmed— 


That is a very significant statement by 
the writer of this letter on the stationery 
of the Democratic State Central Com- 
mittee of Michigan— 
there are still several steps to be taken be- 
fore your appointment is finally confirmed, 
but judging from past experience you can 
now be reasonably sure of the final ap- 
pointment. 

In checking our contributor files, I do not 
find your name listed in our Democratic 
green book as a 1951 contributor. 

Contributions to the ‘Democratic Party 
are strictly voluntary, and certainly your ap- 
pointment is not contingent on a contribu- 
tion. Yet strong party organization is es- 
sential to our American form of democratic 
government, and we can’t have such organi- 
zation without a broad financial support 
from all members of our party. 

I am sure that no lengthy argument is 
needed to convince you of the importance of 
contributing to the party of your choice. For 
your convenience, I enclose a pledge card 
and business-reply envelope, and hope that 
you will soon join the several thousand oth- 
er Democrats who now pay their party dues 
by this method. 

Receipts for all contributions are issued by 
the national committee as well as the State 
control committee, 

S'ncerely, 
Howarp P. HUNT, 
Finance Director. 
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Mr. President, if that is not a solicita- 
tion, if that is not an attempt to obtain 
money for an appointment to public of- 
fice, then I do not know how one could 
be made. When a man is told that he 
has been recommended to a Senator, and 
then is told, “But, as you know, there are 
still several steps to be taken before your 
appointment is finally confirmed,” and 
then told that his name is not in the 
green book of contributors to the par- 
ty, I do not know how it can be said 
that that is not solicitation. 

I know how my distinguished colleague 
felt about the question of solicitation. I 
join him jn his denunciation of any such 
attempt. It goes further than a moral 
issue. It is a violation of law. Section 
214 of the Criminal Code, title 18, has 
this to say, and it is the law of the land: 
OFFER To Procure APPOINTIVE PUBLIC OFFICE 

Whoever pays or offers or promises any 
money or thing of value, to any person, firm, 
or corporation in consideration of the use 
or promise to use any influence to procure 
any appointive office or place under the 
United States for any person, shall be fined 
not more than $1,000 or imprisoned not more 
than 1 year, or both. 


That deals only with the offer or prom- 
ise to procure appointive public office. 
Section 215 reads as follows: 


ACCEPTANCE on SOLICITATION To OBTAIN 
APPOINTIVE PuBLic OFFICE 

Whoever solicits or receives, either as a 
political contribution or for personal emolu- 
ment, any money or thing of value in con- 
sideration of the promise of support or use 
of influence in obtaining for any person any 
appointive office or place under the United 
States, shall be fined not more than $1,000 
or imprisoned not more than 1 year, or both, 


My colleague says that he has asked 
76 recipients of his letters to answer 
three questions within 3 days. I read his 
press release: ; 

Since the letter from the State central 
committee's finance director is being made 
the subject of a political smear— 


Iam quite unable to understand what 
my distinguished colleague means by 
that particular sentence. I see no sug- 
gestion of a political smear in calling to 
the attention of the Congress and the 
authorities the matter of a solicitation 
of funds for appointment to public of- 
fice, when such solicitations are against 
the law. The question is solely whether 
or not there has been a violation of the 
law, and it is proper to raise the ques- 
tion. As my distinguished colleague 
says, he denounces the attempt by the 
Democratic State central committee to 
obtain contributions from candidates for 
appointment in Michigan. 

I might say that I was somewhat at 
a loss to understand why just 76 people 
were to be asked to answer whether or 
not they had made any contribution or 
had been solicited, but after some in- 
quiry, I found an illuminating article 
dated September 17, 1951, in the Detroit 
Free Press. It is by the distinguished 
writer of the Free Press, its Washington 
correspondent, James M. Haswell. It 
has a two-column headline reading as 
follows: 

Seventy-six postal positions filled by 
Moopr. Senator breaks patronage log jam. 
Some objections raised. 
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Senator Moopy has made political recom- 
mendations for 76 Michigan postal appoint- 
ments since Governor Williams appointed 
him April 23. 


Then it goes on to say: 

The Governor's appointment of Moopy 
broke a political stalemate which had ex- 
isted for several months, and gave him con- 
trol of patronage reaching into every com- 
munity in the State. 


I am surprised that the Governor of 
Michigan should feel that postmasters 
were a part of the patronage of the great 
State of Michigan. The word “patron- 
age,” of course, indicates that Govern- 
ment employment and the postal serv- 
ice are part of a political spoils system. 
As I said before, so far as postmasters 
were concerned, we attempted to take 
them out of politics. We now find that 
the governor of a State indicates in the 
newspapers that they are back in poli- 
tics, and that anyone who wants to be 
a postmaster in Michigan or wants to 
carry the mail must be approved. Fur- 
ther, as indicated by the letter from the 
finance director of the Democratic State 
Central Committee of Michigan, Howard 
P. Hunt, who signed the letter soliciting 
funds, one must be a party contributor. 

That is not the only thing which makes 
me want to go further in inquiring into 
this matter than my colleague has indi- 
cated in his press release of yesterday. 
I know that he will want to join me in 
a request that not merely these 76 per- 
sons be asked whether or not they were 
solicited or whether they paid money, 
but that there be a complete and thor- 
ough investigation of the whole question 
of patronage involving postmasters, and 
the solicitation and payment of funds 
for appointment to Federal office in the 
great State of Michigan. 

The letter I have read into the REC- 
orp clearly indicates that there is an- 
other way to determine the facts besides 
asking these 76 men whether they paid 
money or were solicited for funds. I 
hope that the Committee on Expendi- 
tures in the Executive Departments will 
take up this question immediately, and 
investigate this situation, as it investi- 
gated an analogous condition in Missis- 
sippi. The committee will find that it 
can obtain information from the Green 
Book of Contributors to the Democratic 
Party for 1951, or it can go to Mr. Boyle’s 
office and obtain the desired information. 
Mr. Boyle is the national chairman of 
the Democratic Party. The Senate com- 
mittee can find out from him how much 
has been paid in by the various individ- 
uals, who were anxious to be appointed 
to public office in the State of Michigan, 
because I find from this letter that it is 
indicated that the national committee 
also gives receipts. 

Yesterday I received a letter, from 
which I shall read. It reads, in part, as 
follows: 

In 1937 Arnold C. Misteli, county Demo- 
cratic chairman, was appoined Baldwin 
postmaster. He hired his daughter, his son, 
and his daughter-in-law. The son later took 
over the job of postmaster until he left for 
war. Then the daughter took over until 
the son returned after World War II, and 
the job was again given to him. 


On July 1 this year the rural mail carrier 
retired and the postmaster’s son was ap- 


pointed the other day to that job, in spite 
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of the fact that the subcarrier has an excel- 
lent record of service, But now comes the 
payoff. Another son, without experiencé, is 
to be given the postmaster's position. And 
both of these appointments are without com- 
petitive examination. This last son never 
got out of the United States during the war. 

I am not even intimating that either of 
these should go to the Republicans, but 
what I am trying to say is, Should this be a 
family affair? There are two other efficient 
boys in the post office, both Democrats. One 
spent 5 years overseas and has been in the 
post office 5 years. Both of these boys have 
families of their own and are much more de- 
serving than the last family son mentioned. 


The man who signed that is L. J. Moot- 
hart, superintendent of Lake County 
schools, Baldwin, Mich. 

Mr. Moothart is not naive enough to 
think that the civil-service jobs are 
really civil-service jobs, because he did 
not expect any of them to go to Repub- 
licans, but he does believe that they 
should not be controlled absolutely by 
the family of the county Democratic 
chairman. 

Mr. President, I call this matter to the 
attention of the Senate because I believe 
we have had an example of the fact 
that if a person wants to get an RFC loan 
he must see certain people connected 
with the Democratic Party. Yes, it was 
indicated on the floor of the Senate yes- 
terday that a high official of the Repub- 
lican Party was employed to appear be- 
fore the Board and to arrange loans. 
That practice cannot be censured too 
severely, regardless of the political party 
concerned. It tends to eonfirm a public 
impression that one had to have political 
connections to do business with the Gov- 
ernment. The business of the Govern- 
ment should not be influenced by politi- 
cal considerations nor conducted in a 
purely political atmosphere. A citizen 
of the United States should not be re- 
quired to secure the intervention of 
someone directly connected with politics 
in order to obtain his just rights, and we 
sLould take great pains to avoid giving 
any impression that such intervention 
is necessary. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, did 
I correctly understand the Senator from 
Michigan to say that in order to get a 
loan from the RFC it was necessary to 
contact someone in the Democratic 
Party? 

Mr. FERGUSON. Oh, no. 

Mr. MCFARLAND. What did the Sen- 
ator say? I believe the Recorp will 
show it. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I am saying that I 
criticize and I severely criticize—— 

Mr. McFARLAND. Does the Senator 
know that there have been literally hun- 
dreds and hundreds of loans made 
in regard to which no one in either party 
made any suggestion? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I would say that 
there were even thousands. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Very well. I 
would suggest that the Senator read the 
Recorp and see what he said a few mo- 
ments ago. 

Mr. FERGUSON. There are really 
thousands. My point is that the situa- 
tion has become very serious, when the 
people are led to believe that they have 
to have influence to obtain positions with 
the Government. 
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As was indicated in an editorial in the 
State Journal on Sunday, September 9, 
1951, this is what the people are being 
led to believe they must do, in order to 
obtain their rights as citizens. The edi- 
torial is headed “The deal on steel.” I 
shall later insert the whole editorial in 
the Recorp, because it is very significant. 
It shows the attitude of the people back 
home as to what they feel they must do 
to do business with the Government. I 
shall read a paragraph from the edi- 
torial: 

Michigan residents have been watching 
with mixed feelings the efforts of Govern- 
ment officials here to get steel allocgtions for 
the new State office building to be erected 
west of the capitol. 

They (Michigan residents) know this State 
direly needs new office space for its capital 
city. They also know that great quantities 
of vital building materials are needed for 
defense projects. But they are confused by 
many actions of the Federal Government— 
such as the Truman administration's promise 
to give Great Britain 2,000,000 to 3,000,000 
tons of steel at a time when the Government 
can’t spare enough for direly needed bridges 
on our own highways. Or State buildings 
in Lansing. 


I desire to read one further significant 
paragraph: 

Democratic Governor Williams has come 
to the rescue with a word of assurance. He 
facetiously told newsmen at a press confer- 
ence that a turn-down was what might be 
expected with a Republican Senator working 
on the case, and he promptly turned the 
matter over to Democratic Senator BLAIR 
Moopy to straighten out. 


Mr. SCHOEPPEL.. Mr. 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I wonder if the 
Senator from Michigan can tell me what 
might have to be done by the State of 
Kansas, which has sent two Republican 
Senators to the United States Senate, 
who frequently find, from mail received 
from home, that there is a lack of steel 
for schools, a lack of steel for bridges, 
and a lack of steel for rebuilding the 


President, 


damage caused by the flood. To whom 


would they have to turn in a case of that 
kind? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I would say to the 
Senator that, according to the editor of 
the Lansing State Journal, in that re- 
gard Kansas is in very bad shape. 

Mr. . SCHOEPPEL. Seriously, the 
Senator from Michigan has put his 
finger on a situation which is certainly 
confusing to the people and the authori- 
ties of the States. With added popula- 
tions in areas of defense plants and the 
necessity for additional school accom- 
modations, with schools in some of the 
cities running three shifts and indi- 
cating that there may have to be night 
shifts, we cannot get steel despite the 
fact that we almost beg for it. Let, 
we find, according to press reports, 
that some gentlemen from the British 
Empire come here and return home with 
promises of steel. It is very confusing. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Michigan yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. Yes. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I should like to ask 
the distinguished Senator from Kansas 
whether he is even remotely inferring 
that his good State, which happens to 
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have two Senators on the Republican 
side of the aisle, has received less than 
sympathetic treatment from the Senate 
committee or from Congress or from the 
administration with reference to its dif- 
ficulties growing out of the terrible 
hardships: caused by the flood or with 
reference to steel for the building of 
needed schools, hospitals, bridges, and 
the like? It would seem to me that 
every Member of this body has bent over 
backward to be completely bipartisan 
and nonpartisan and American in con- 
nection with such matters. 

Having served on several of these com- 
mittees myself, and having heard the 
two distinguished Senators from Kansas, 
and always having been glad to hear 
them, it seems to me that they have been 
given every consideration and every 
kindness, just as if their State had hap- 
pened to have two Senators who sat on 
the Democratic side of the aisle. In 
fact, I have never known of any differ- 
ence at all in treatment of Senators, or 
of States, growing out of the fact that 
their Senators were of one particular 
political faith. 

I should like to make it perfectly clear 
that, so far as the Senator from Florida 
is concerned, he does not want anything 
left in this Recorp which would indi- 
cate that there has been any difference 
at all in the treatment of our people, 
because of their political representation, 
in these fields in which there are mat- 
ters that are matters of right. We are 
all Americans together. I should like 
to know whether the Senator from 
Kansas feels that way about it or wheth- 
er he feels that there has been dis- 
crimination or lack of consideration of 
any kind in connectior. with the matters 
I have mentioned. 

Mr.SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Michigan yield 
further? : 

Mr. FERGUSON. Yes. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I desire to say 
candidly and sincerely to my distin- 
guished friend from Florida that if he 
will check what I have said he will find 
that there is not the slightest inference 
with reference to the conduct of the Sen- 
ate of the United States in the treatment 
accorded to the senior Senator from 
Kansas, and I am sure to the junior Sen- 
ator from Kansas as well. There is no 
implication of that whatever. Certainly 
the implication does not come from the 
senior Senator from Kansas. 

I was merely commenting on the arti- 
cle which was read by the Senator from 
Michigan, according to which the Gov- 
ernor of the State of Michigan indicated 
to some people in his State, according to 
press reports, that they would have to see 
a Senator who is a distinguished Mem- 
ber of this body, in preference to another 
Senator, who is also a distinguished 
Member of this body. 

I was merely asking, facetiously, per- 
haps, what the State of Kansas should 
do. Thank goodness, I may say to my 
distinguished friend from Florida we 
have in the Senate and on committees 
men who will decide questions on the 
basis of merit and need and responsi- 
bility. I wish to say very frankly to the 
Senator from Florida that I have never 
found manifested by him, and I hope he 
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will never find manifested by the Sena- 
tor from Kansas who now is speaking 
a desire to play a partisan role in con- 
sidering these most important matters. 

I wish to say in all kindness that it is 


somewhat discouraging to one repre-. 


senting a State in which educational in- 
stitutions are making requests and de- 
mands for the completion of educational 
buildings which are very badly needed, 
to encounter abrupt cut-offs and stops, 
to hear statements made, “Come back 
next year, in the second quarter,” and 
then to read in certain newspapers that 
the supply of steel is being allocated or 
restricted, but quantities are being 
shipped to a foreign country. I say the 
situation is most challenging and should 
be pointed out. 

In closing, I desire to state that not 
even to the remotest extent do I infer 
that the Senator from Florida would 
countenance such a situation. To the 
contrary, the Senator from Florida has 
always been most attentive and coopera- 
tive, just as I hope he has always found 
me most anxious to cooperate, at any 
time when the Senator from Florida 
found his State to be confronted with 
pressing and critical problems. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Michigan yield fur- 
ther, to permit me to reply to the Sena- 
tor from Kansas? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I appreciate the re- 
marks of the Senator from Kansas, and 
Iam glad he feels the way he has stated. 

In regard to the steel shortage, let me 
say that shortages exist both in States 
which have two Democratic Senators 
and in States which have two Republi- 
can Senators. 

As the Senator from Kansas knows, 
my own State has been one of the most 
rapidly growing States, in recent years. 
In our State we have need for steel in 
almost every section of the State; we 
need steel for bridges, for schools, and 
for hospitals. We would hate to feel 
that any other State has found itself in 
a more difficult situation than has Flor- 
ida, in regard to obtaining steel and 
other scarce commodities. 

On the subject of obtaining steel for 
bridges and for other pressing needs, I 
have just concluded spending consider- 
able time in hearings on that subject. 
In the course of those hearings I have 
heard testimony from representatives 
of State road departments, and their 
testimony represented all shades and 
complexions of political belief and alle- 
giance. In that connection I have not 
been able to discover that there has been 
the slightest difference between the 
treatment of the States. I would feel 
very badly if I did find evidence that 
there was such a difference. 

It seems to me that those who have 
been in charge of the allocation of the 
scarce commodities have tried to be fair 
and have tried to treat all Americans 
alike. I would hate to feel that any 
other philosophy was being followed. 

Certainly as a result of those hear- 
ings, which were rather extensive, I am 
bound to say that not one word of testi- 
mony given there indicated any differ- 
ence in treatment based on political dif- 
ferences. 

I thank the Senator for yielding, 
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Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I re- 
joice that here in the Senate we debate 
these matters in the open, which is as 
it should be. 

This morning I have been calling to 
the attention of the Senate the fact 
that the people back home are being led 
to believe by their politicians, such as 
the Governor of the State of Michigan, 
that they need to rely upon political 
favoritism if they expect to obtain any 
steel; and I have referred to representa- 
tions which have been made to the peo- 
ple of my State that it is futile for them 
to go to their Republican Senator in 
any effort to obtain help in obtaining 
the steel needed for the State office 
building in the State of Michigan. The 
letter from the financial director of the 
State central committtee of the Demo- 
cratic Party of Michigan seemingly asks 
the question, How could a man expect to 
be appointed postmaster, when, in the 
words of the letter, “In checking our 
contributors’ files, I do not find your 
name listed in our Democratic green 
book as à 1951 contributor”? 

That is what I am talking about; and 
I am referring to the newspaper head- 
line ‘Seventy-six postal positions filled 
by” a Senator, and to the situation in 
which the Governor indicates that now 
they have political influence in every 
one of the counties of the State of Michi- 
gan. Iam calling attention to what the 
people at home are being led to believe 
they must do in order to obtain their 
rights in Washington. 

Certainly those of us who serve on the 
Senate floor know, and every one of us— 
whether he is a Republican or a Demo- 
crat—advocates, that the people receive 
what they are entitled to receive, and 
that the political party to which they 
may belong makes no difference. 

However, unfortunately, back home, 
as is pointed out most forcefully in the 
editorial, the Governor is indicating to 
the people of Michigan. Lou can get 
it only as political patronage.” 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator from 
Michigan agree with me that the inci- 
dents which have come to light in regard 
to patronage problems in Mississippi, 
and now the ones the Senator brings to 
light in regard to Michigan, probably 
place upon the Congress a new obligation 
to see to it that we make whatever 
amendments are necessary to the civil- 
service laws, so as to guarantee that the 
entire postal system will be taken out 
of political patronage? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I agree. I am one 
of the sponsors of a Senate bill which at- 
tempts to do that. 

Mr. President, the situation to which 
I have called attention demonstrates the 
need for the enactment of such a meas- 
ure. That is one reason I am calling at- 
tention to this matter at this time, even 
though we realize that a great deal of 
time is needed for debate on the pending 
tax bill. 

In closing, Mr. President, I wish to ask 
the Committee on Expenditures in the 
Executive Departments to begin an in- 
vestigation in my State of Michigan, as 
the committee did in Mississippi. I know 
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[Mr. Morse] joins me in asking for a 
thorough and complete investigation, so 
that the entire patronage situation in 
the State of Michigan, in the post offices 
and in connection with the solicitation 
of votes, in possible violation of the sec- 
tions of the law to which I have referred, 
will be thoroughly gone into. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have included at this point in 
the Recon, as a part of my remarks, an 
editorial entitled “Ethics of Influence,” 
appearing in the Washington Post for 
today, September 22. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 


ETHICS or INFLUENCE 


President Truman's continued exculpation 
of William M. Boyle is as good an example as 
may be found of what is morally wrong with 
the Truman administration. The borderline 
between good and eyil is becoming unrecog- 
nizable. Not only does Mr. Truman cling un- 
questioningly to Mr. Boyle’s word that he re- 
ceived no fees from the American Lithofold 
Corp. in connection with RFC loans, he goes 
a step further. He sees no objection, he says, 
to the Democratic national chairman intro- 
ducing businessmen to Government officials 
50 long as no fee is involved. 

There are two things wrong with this pic- 
ture. In the first place, Mr. Boyle did take a 
$1,250 fee from Lithofold. Although Mr. 
Boyle maintains that this retainer was paid 
prior to his becoming executive vice chair- 
man of the Democratic National Committee, 
Senator WittiaMs has produced a photostatio 
copy of a $250 Lithofold check to Mr. Boyle 
dated February 28, 1949—nearly a month 
after Boyle went with the Democratic com- 
mittee. Other testimony before the Senate 
Investigating Committee shows that Mr. 
Boyle continued to receive Lithofold checks 
until April 15, 1949, also that Mr. Boyle in- 
tervened with the RFC on behalf of a loan 
for Lithofold on February 28. Certainly the 
prudent course for the President, in view of 
these damning disclosures, would have been 
to look at the evidence, or at least to remain 
silent. 

In the second place, it is incredible that 
Mr. Truman could be so naive as to feel 
that an introduction from the Democratic 
national chairman does not constitute a 
form of influence. That is the very nature 
of influence, Politics being what they are, 
a call from the Democratic chairman often 
is regarded virtually as an order by officials 
who depend upon Democratic largesse for 
their jobs. Senator Munonr has asserted that 
one former RFC director received no fewer 
than 226 calls from Democratic chieftains. 
In Mr. Boyle’s case the exercise of influ- 
ence is made worse by the fact that his 
excuse for intervening with the RFC Chair- 
man on behalf of Lithofold executives was 
that they were “friends of Jim Finnegan.” 
James P. Finnegan, the former collector 
of internal revenue in St. Louis, currently 
is under grand jury investigation. Testi- 
mony to the Senate committee shows that 
Finnegan received $45,000 from Lithofold 
while he was an official of the Bureau of 
Internal Revenue, 

If these unsavory items speak poorly for 
administration ethics, they are, of course, 
a worse reflection upon the ethics of the 
American Lithofold Corp., which seems to 
have made a business of attempting to buy 
favors from Government officials, particu- 
larly in the Bureau of Internal Revenue. 
But a business concern will use these tactics 
only when it feels that it can get away 
with them. In truth, the lack of affirmative 
leadership from Mr. Truman has made in- 
fluence the prevailing morality. The late 
President Roosevelt, whatever else may be 
charged against him, never tolerated in- 


that the junior Senator from Oregon » fluence peddling by Democratic officials, 
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Memory is still fresh of how he demanded 
and obtained the resignation of Arthur F. 
Mullen, of Nebraska, from the Democratic 
National Committee because of Mullen's 
activity on behalf of clients seeking money 
from the Government. Mr. Truman, by 
contrast, seems to be following a policy 
of see no evil and hear no evil—even when 
the facts thunder the contrary. 


Mr. McMAHON subsequently said: 
Mr. President, I ask that there be printed 
in the Recorp at the conclusion of the 
remarks of the senior Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. Fercuson] a letter 
dated September 20, 1951, signed by the 
junior Senator from Michigan [Mr. 
Moopy] and addressed to 76 persons 
within the State of Michigan. The jun- 
ior Senator from Michigan is not pres- 
ent today. He telephoned me from 
Michigan and asked me to have this let- 
ter inserted in the Recorp. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: A 

UNITED STATES SENATE, 

COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND CURRENCY, 

September 20, 1951. 

This letter is written to you as 1 of the 76 
persons who have been either appointed or 
recommended for appointment to positions 
in the Post Office Department since I en- 
tered the Senate April 23, 1951. 

It has come to my attention that a letter 
has been addressed to a number of acting 
postmasters by the finance director of the 
Democratic State central committee inviting 
them to contribute to the Democratic Party. 

Although I have never seen the letter, I am 
told that my name was used init. I repudi- 
ate this type of solicitation of those who are 
candidates for appointment to any office or 
position. 

This letter was sent without my knowledge 
or consent. Had I known that such solicita- 
te was contemplated, I would have stopped 

t. 
| My purpose in directing this communica- 
tion to you is to determine— 

1. Were you invited to make any political 
contribution whatsoever incident to your ap- 
pointment or recommendation for appoint- 
ment to any position in the Post Office De- 
partment? 

2. Were you given to understand, or in any 
way led to believe, that your appointment 
or recommendation for appointment would 
be contingent upon any such contribution? 

3. Have you made any political contribu- 
tions whatsoever since April 23, 1951? If so, 
please state the amount, the person to whom 
it was given, and the circumstances under 
which it was given. In the interest of good 
government it is imperative that we have all 
the facts relating to this letter, and, indeed, 
any other requests for contributions that are 
made incident to any appointments or rec- 
ommendations. Neither Governor Williams 
nor I would stand for any fund raising based 
on the contingency of appointments and it is 
important to establish whether or not any- 
thing of this sort has taken place without 
our knowledge. $ 

As you know, the Post Office Department is 
the final authority on all postal appoint- 
ments. Nevertheless, I am asked to make 
recommendations on these appointments and 
I feel a heavy responsibility to the people 
of Michigan in seeing that my recommenda- 
tions are based on merit. My suggestions to 
the Post Office Department are based to a 
large extent on recommendations from 
within the State. 

Therefore, I must have absolute assurance 
that no recommendations received by me are 
influenced by any contributions which may 
have been made or promised. 

Since the issue of clean government is in- 
volved, and since the letter from the State 
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central committee finance director now is 
being made the subject of a political smear, 
I urge that you reply to this communication 
within 3 days. 

Will you be good enough to use the en- 
closed addressed envelope to mail your reply 
to me? 

Sincerely yours, 
BA Moopy, 
United States Senator. 


REVENUE ACT OF 1951 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 4473) to provide reve- 
nue, and for other purposes. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
at this time I rise to add my voice to 
those of the Senators who have so ably 
argued the case for the pending amend- 
ment. 

I had intended to speak at some length 
on the subject, but I do not see any real 
value which could come from adding 
cumulative evidence to the splendid rec- 
ord which already has been made in sup- 
port of the amendment. 

Under the circumstances, Mr. Presi- 
dent, I now ask unanimous consent that 
the formal remarks I have prepared on 
the subject be printed at this point in 
the Recorp, as a part of my remarks, 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR HENDRICKSON ON PRO- 
POSED Tax RECOMMENDED By SENATE FI- 
NANCE COMMITTEE AS AMENDMENT TO H. R. 
4473 RELATIVE TO SAVINGS AND LOAN ASSO- 
CIATIONS AND OTHER MUTUAL INSTITUTIONS 


1. The proposal would be destructive of 
the incentive to save, it would place an un- 
due burden on the thrifty, would impair the 
financial soundness of these mutual associa- 
tions and would result in higher costs of 
financing home ownership and in requiring 
the Government to take a greater part than 
at present with taxpayers’ funds in the home 
financing field. 

(a) It would be destructive of the incen- 
tive to save and would place an undue bur- 
den on the thrifty: Let us bear in mind that 
the proposed tax can either be paid by re- 
ducing the return to people who save or by 
reducing the ellocation for reserves for fu- 
ture losses. If dividends are reduced, it 
means in New Jersey that the rate of return 
to these savers would go down from the pres- 
ent low level of 2.36 percent to a little over 
1 percent. The 700,000 people who are 
saving in these associations today, are not 
in the wealthy or speculative class: They 
are ordinary hard-working citizens. At a 
sacrifice to themselves and to their fami- 
lies, they are laying something aside for the 
future and are building a stronger economy, 
They are the greatest force against inflation 
in this country today. They are not throw- 
ing this money wildly into the purchase of 
consumer goods or stock-market specula- 
tion; they are painstakingly setting it aside 
in a nonspeculative and noninflationary en- 
deavor. They pay their taxes on their in- 
come from their wages or other sources and 
on the earnings they receive from their mu- 
tual savings and loan association. They can- 
not hope for big profits. Their return is 
limited to these small dividends because of 
the nature of their mutual association which 
in effect operates so that they loan their sav- 
ings to other people in and around their 
community for the purpose of financing their 
homes at the limited rates permitted for 
home mortgage lending. 

It seems inconceivable that at a time like 
this, when thrift and saving are so essential 
to the national welfare, that Congress should 
pass a bill which would in effect reduce the 
already small reward for thrift by more than 
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half. The result would inevitably be to dis- 
courage saving and to encourage spending, 
and it would put an undue burden on those 
people who should be encouraged to more 
saving, rather than to less saving in these 
times of inflationary dangers. 

(b) It would impair the financial sound- 
ness of these associations; but it may be said, 
the associations need not reduce their divi- 
dend rates—let the dividend rate stay the 
same and pay the tax out of the amount 
that is reserved for loss. Obviously if the tax 
is taken out of the funds which past experi- 
ence and prudence dictates are needed to 
safeguard against losses, then they will not 
be there when the time comes to charge 
losses. Financial soundness will be impaired. 
These institutions will become insolvent and 
the loss will be borne out of the savings of 
the thrifty or out of the funds of the Fed- 
eral Savings and Loan Insurance Corporation, 
to the point that the Corporation may well 
become insolvent. 

If the mutual savings and loan associations 
had large surpluses set aside for the private 
benefit and profit of specific individuals, far 
and above what might be anticipated would 
be necessary for loss purposes, there might be 
something to the argument of taxing these 
accumulations. The-fact is however, that 
the savings and loan associations of New 
Jersey, have accumulated a loss reserve of 
only 5.6 percent of their -total resources. 
This has been painstakingly accumulated 
from year to year by setting aside about 28 
percent of their net income. If this tax had 
been imposed last year and had bsen taken 
out of the reserves, the ratio today would 
be only 4.9 percent and we can see that 
ratio going down almost to the disappearing 
point by that process, 

The Federal Government in the case of the 
Federal savings and loan associations and 
insured State chartered associations, and 
the State governments insofar as their State 
chartered associations are concerned, have 
recognized the absolute necessity for reserves 
and have established legal minimums to 
which these associations must adhere. Here 
we have a proposal in the tax bill by which 
Congress would treat these funds as an earn- 
ing or a profit, when Congress in dealing 
with them otherwise has said that they are 
necessary reserves for potential losses, based 
upon past experience and prudence. The 
State governments likewise treat them as 
necessary reserves. 

(c) It would increase the cost of home 
ownership: The imposition of this tax would 
increase mortgage interest rates. In the 
first place it would slow up and eventually 
dry up, the flow of funds into these insti- 
tutions and would therefore reduce the avail- 
able money for mortgages. The law of sup- 
ply and demand would operate and the rate 
would go up. Furthermore, the associations 
seeking to avoid in part at least, the de- 
structive effects of the tax upon thrift sav- 
ing and upon their necessary reserve ratios, 
would look for higher rates from their bor- 
rowers. The whole philosophy of Congress 
for many years has been to make better 
shelter available to the great mass of peo- 
ple at more reasonable costs. This tax pro- 
posal is in direct reverse of all that has gone 
before, and is directly against the best in- 
terests of the mass of the people. 

(d) It would require the Government to 
take a greater part than at present with 
taxpayers’ funds in the home-financing field: 
Almost every time a proposal is made for 
the Government to enter into one or an- 
other type of business, it is upon the claim 


that private enterprise cannot accomplish 


the purpose. Our public-housing effort is 
based on the theory that private enterprise 
cannot serve the segment of the population 
that public housing is supposed to serve. 
The wish is expressed that private enter- 
prise were able to serve these people—it 
would be better that way, but since they 
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cannot do at, the Government must step 


In the mutual savings and loan associa- 
tion, we have private enterprise at its best. 
It is a mutual operation in which no one 
person receives the benefit over another, but 
all of the participants share on an equal 
basis. It has made home ownership pos- 
sible to many millions in this country who 
otherwise could not have accomplished their 
wish. The imposition of this tax will dry 
up this mutual operation and the void thus 
caused will be filled by direct Government 
operation with taxpayers’ funds, 

2. Deduction formula is not adequate: 
It has been said that those proposing this 
tax do not wish to harm or destroy the sav- 
ings and loan associations—that there will 
be allowed an adequate deduction from the 
tax for the establishment of necessary re- 
serves. This is not so, and no one who has 
any experience with the operation of sav- 
ings and loan associations can agree that 
the proposal set forth in the bill or in the 
committee report provides any adequate for- 
mula for deduction from the tax for the 
establishment of necessary reserves. 

The committee report suggests a loss re- 
serve based upon 25 years experience as pre- 
scribed by the Commissioner of Internal 
Revenue. It does not take into account that 
a number of associations have commenced 
their corporate existence within the last 10 
or 15 years when losses were small; that the 
real estate cycle is a long cycle and that 
when losses occur they are severe in a few 
years and should be prepared for over a long 
period of time. There is no assurance in 
the bill or in the committee report of pro- 
tection against destruction by this tax. 

8. An adequate reserve: The question of 
what should be allowed as an adequate de- 
duction from tax for reserve purposes, re- 
sults in the conclusion that the status of 
these associations should be left just as it is 
today. The present tax law in effect permits 
them to build an adequate reserve. The 
method under which these associations op- 
erate, their relatively small return and their 
inability to make large and speculative 
profits, makes it difficult enough for them to 
build up an adequate reserve today. They 
can’t build excessive reserves. Their real 
profits are already taxable as dividends in 
the hands of their members and these mem- 
bers are already fully taxed upon such earn- 
ings. If there is the desire to permit these 
associations to build and maintain adequate 
reserves, then no change should be made in 
their present status. 

4. Supervisory authorities should have 
been consulted: The various supervisory au- 
thorities were not consulted by the Senate 
Finance Committee as to the effects of this 
tax. It is the duty of the Home Loan Bank 
Board insofar as federally chartered and 
State chartered insured associations are con- 
cerned, to see that they are operated as the 
law requires and with safeness and sound- 
ness. The same duties devolve upon State 
authorities insofar as State-chartered asso- 
ciations are concerned. It would seem that 
in the case of quasi-public institutions such 
as the savings and loan associations, that the 
authorities supervising them and responsible 
for the public’s protection, should have been 
invited to express an opinion on this topic. 

Under date of September 4, 1951, Mr. Wil- 
liam K. Divers, Chairman of the Home Loan 
Bank Board, wrote to the Honorable WaLTER 
F. GEORGE, chairman of the Senate Commit- 
tee on Finance, and said: “We would like to 
emphasize that the staff of the Committee 
on Finance has never called upon our Board 
for an expression of its views on the proposed 
tax or related matters, and this is the first 
time that our Board has submitted its views 
to your committee.” 

In his letter Mr. Divers said: “The pro- 

tax in our opinion would have a serl- 


ous adverse effect on these institutions and 
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would possibly destroy them.” Copy of Mr. 
Divers’ full letter is appended. Unfortu- 
nately at the time this letter was written the 
Senate Finance Committee had already acted. 

5. House Ways and Means Committee twice 
rejected the proposal: This proposal is not 
new. It was before the House Ways and 
Means Committee when they considered tax 
legislation in 1950 and again this year. On 
both occasions competitive influences, ex- 
erted great pressure upon members of the 
committee to impose such a tax. It was 
rejected on both occasions by that commit- 
tee, and is not included in the House version 
of the bill this year. 

I trust that this amendment will be 
adopted with overwhelming support. 


Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I also ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in connection with my remarks 
a Memorandum prepared by the Tax 
Savings and Loan Associations and other 
mutual institutions of New Jersey, and 
a letter addressed to the distinguished 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE] 
from Mr. William K. Divers, I ask that 
they be printed at this point in the REC- 
ORD, as part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the memo- 
randum and letter were ordered to be 
printed in the Recor, as follows: 


MEMORANDUM EE EFFECTS OF ADOPTION OF 
AMENDMENT TO H. R. 4473 PROPOSED BY THE 
SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE TO Tax SAVINGS 
AND LOAN ASSOCIATIONS AND OTHER MUTUAL 
INSTITUTIONS 
The following series of points supplement 

the memorandum of September 10, 1950, sub- 

mitted by the New Jersey Savings and Loan 

League: 

Point 1: The tax bill proposes to apply 
corporate tax rates on mutual savings and 
loan associations’ income after deducting 
dividends paid to members. 

This places a penalty on conservative man- 
agement by taxing amounts set aside from 
earnings to take care of unforeseen losses or 
else will require a reduction of dividend 
rates paid by the associations which now 
average 2.36 percent to such a point that it 
would remove any incentive for thrift and 
would undoubtedly create a withdrawal of 
substantial funds from the associations. 

Point 2: It has been stated that the pro- 
posed tax would allow the associations to 
also deduct allocations to loss reserves, 

This proposal of the Senate Finance Com- 
mittee, we have been informed, gives consid- 
eration to a loss reserved based on 25-year 
loss experience as prescribed by the Commis- 
sioner of Internal Revenue. We do not feel 
that this type of a reserve allocation would 
be appropriate to the savings and loan insti- 
tutions or would provide adequate reserves 
for losses. Losses in home-mortgage lending 
are generally concentrated in a very few years 
of business depression, and averaging these 
for 25 years would provide inadequate allo- 
cations to reserves. In addition, there are a 
great many institutions in New Jersey that 
have not been in business for 25 years and 
where because of the inflationary period 
through which we have been going have ex- 
perienced no losses, These institutions have 
been putting into reserves approximately 1 
percent of the assets per year, and even with 
this size allocation have had a difficult time 
maintaining reserve ratios that supervisory 
authorities or informed opinion deem to be 
adequate. 

Point 3: Savings and loan associations in 
New Jersey are providing about 30 percent 
of the money needed in the State to finance 
the individual of modest means in owner- 
ship of his own home and currently have 
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Any tax which would have the effect of 
reducing the incentive of people to save and 
which would create withdrawals of existing 
funds saved in an institution, would have a 
marked effect on the ability of the people of 
New Jersey to buy or build their own home. 
Savings and loans are the only institutions 
in the State whose investment function is 
primarily limited to financing individual 
home ownership. The funds to do this come 
from the accumulation of a large number 
of thrifty savers saving small amounts pe- 
riodically. Curtailing the activity of insti- 
tutions of this type would substantially cut 
the availability of money for home financing 
in the State. 

Point 4: Supervisory authorities were not 
consulted by the Senate Finance Committee 
before acting on this proposed tax. 

The Home Loan Bank Board, a Federal 
agency, supervises those institutions which 
are chartered by the Federal Government and 
those institutions which are chartered by 
the State that are members of the Federal 
Savings and Loan Insurance Corporation. 
In New Jersey almost 90 percent of the sav- 
ings and loan assets are subject to the super- 
vision and regulations of the Home Loan 
Bank Board. The Home Loan Bank Board 
was not consulted by the Senate Finance 
Committee and only after the action of the 
Senate Finance Committee was noted in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD did the Home Loan 
Bank Board on its own initiative communi- 
cate with Senator GEORGE and point out that 
they as supervisors had not been consulted 
on this matter; that they considered that 
a great supervisory problem would be cre- 
ated by this tax and expressed their reasons 
therefor. Copy of this letter from the Chair- 
man of the Home Loan Bank Board to Sen- 
ator Grorcs discussing this situation is 
attached. 

Point 5: The earnings of these associations 
are already taxed. 

On the average 70 percent of the net in- 
come of the associations in New Jersey is 
distributed to members as dividends. This 
is taxable income in the hands of the re- 
cipients and we estimate that approximately 
$2,300,000 of Federal income tax was paid in 
1950 under the existing tax laws on the divi- 
dends received by the savers. The proposed 
tax would increase substantially the amount 
of tax they have already paid. It can be 
demonstrated from official figures that the 
Federal Treasury already derives more reve- 
nue from $1,000,000 of savings and loan as- 
sets than it does from $1,000,000 of com- 
mercial bank assets including taxes paid by 
the bank itself, taxes paid by its depositors 
on interest they receive and taxes paid by 
the stockholders on cash dividends on their 
capital stock. 

Point 6: Commercial banks are very much 
in favor of this tax. 

Commercial banks are in favor of this tax 
because their primary function is to operate 
a commercial banking business and make a 
profit on the business for the limited num- 
ber of holders. of stock of the bank. They 
therefore desire to pay the minimum return’ 
on deposits consistent with their ability to 
attract and hold deposits. Savings and loan 
associations are mutual institutions and 
therefore all earnings after the payment of, 
expenses and allocation to loss reserves are 
paid to the savers. They also invest in home 
mortgages which carry with them a slightly | 
higher yield than the typical bank invest- 
ments. As a result the thrifty people have 
been receiving a return on their savings and 
loan thrift greater than that paid by most 
commercial banks on their time deposits and 
therefore have attracted a good bit of the 
savings of the public. Commercial banks 
would like to destroy the competitive ad- 
vantage the mutual institutions have by tax- 
ing away the differential between the earn- 


approximately 115,000 home mortgage loans Ë ings in a savings and loan and earnings in a 


on the books. 


commercial bank. 
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Home Loan BANK BOARD, 
Washington, D. C., September 4, 1951. 
The Honorable WALTER F. GEORGE, 
Chairman, Committee on Finance, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

My Dear SENATOR GEORGE: We have noted 
from the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of August 
29, 1951, that the Committee on Finance 
has taken tentative action on amendments 
to H. R. 4473 which, if adopted, would tax 
mutual savings banks, savings and loan as- 
sociations, including building and loan as- 
sociations, cooperative banks, homestead 
associations, and similar institutions. 

Let me assure you that we are not un- 
appreciative of the many weighty problems 
before your committee and your desire to 
spread the tax burden as evenly as possible, 
However, the proposed tax, in our opinion, 
would have a serious adverse effect on these 
institutions and would possibly destroy 
them. An additional consideration which 
should not be overlooked is that the pro- 
posed tax would apparently prevent the or- 
ganization and development of new associ- 
ations which are still needed in many 
county seats and in new and developing 
parts of our country. 

We are responsible for the chartering, reg- 
ulation, and supervision of some 1,500 Fed- 
eral savings and loan associations. We act 
as trustees of the Federal Savings and Loan 
Insurance Corporation which insures ac- 
counts up to $10,000 in 2,860 institutions of 
the savings and loan type. In our super- 
visory capacity we have constantly urged 
substantial, annual allocations to reserves 
for losses. 

Savings and loan associations are limited 
in their investments to first mortgage loans 
and to United States Government bonds. 
Approximately 70 percent of their mortgages 
are not insured or guaranteed. Substantial 
reserves against losses are imperative be- 
cause: (1) The real-estate market has been 
on the rise since the early thirties; (2) losses 
in Government bonds may occur if liquida- 
tion of bonds is necessary; and (3) losses 
may be suffered even if mortgages are insured 
or guaranteed as was demonstrated in the 
recent floods in Kansas, Missouri, and Okla- 
homa. 

‘ The proposed tax would permit an associa- 
tion to establish a loss reserve based on its 
experience of the last 20 years. Such a loss 
record in our opinion is not a safe basis for 
establishing reserves because the real-estate 
market has risen without interruption for 
almost 20 years. We are satisfied from our 
‘analysis of the situation that a 20-year ex- 
perlence loss reserve will not be adequate 
when the real-estate market turns down. We 
would therefore be faced with two alterna- 
tives if the proposal became law: (1) if ade- 
quate credits are made to reserves by these 
institutions, it would be necessary for these 
institutions to reduce dividends to such an 
extent that we believe it would cause gen- 
eral withdrawals of savings and would 
gradually result in the liquidation of these 
institutions. For example, the average in- 
sured association in 1950 had savings of $4,- 
000,000 paying an average dividend of 214 
percent and making an annual reserve allo- 
cation of 114 percent of its savinge. In order 
to maintain the same reserve allocation of 
1% percent, it would be limited to not more 
than a 1-percent dividend, paying a tax of 
slightly more than 1% percent of savings; 
(2) the second alternative is that the insti- 
tutions would continue to pay the same 
dividend rates as formerly. In this case the 
loss reserves would not be sufficient and our 
supervisory and insurance loss problems 
would be increased tremendously. For ex- 
ample, the average insured institution in 
1950, due to growth, barely maintained its 
ratio of reserves to savings, notwithstanding 
that it allocated one-third of its net income 
to reserves instead of paying it out in divi- 


dends. If this average institution reduced 
its allocation to reserves by a half, its reserve 
ratio would decline steadily to a dangerous 
point. 

We would like to emphasize that the staff 
of the Committee on Finance has never 
called upon our Board for an expression of its 
views on the proposed tax or related matters, 
and this is the first time our Board has sub- 
mitted its views to your committee. 

We hope you will reconsider your tentative 
decision in the light of the effects it may 
have upon these institutions which have al- 
most 30,000,000 savers. 

Time has not permitted an exhaustive 
study of this matter. We are enclosing a 
memorandum from our general counsel set- 
ting forth additional considerations. We 
will, of course, be glad to have further 
studies made for your committee and to 
cooperate in any way which you deem 
desirable. 

Sincerely yours, 
WILLIAM K. DIVERS, 
Chairman. 


Home Loan Banx BOARD, 
September 4, 1951. 
From office of the general counsel. 
To Mr. William K. Divers, chairman. 

You have requested that a study be made 
of the effect which the adoption of the 
amendments to H. R. 4473 taxing mutual 
savings banks, savings and loan associations, 
and similar institutions would have on these 
institutions. The proposed amendments 
would tax these institutions as cor- 
porations allowing a deduction for dividends 
or interest paid to depositors and allowing 
a special deduction for amounts placed in 
bad-debt reserves based upon experience over 
a period of time. 

Time has not permitted us to make as 
complete a study, including case histories on 
institutions in the various reserve categories, 
as we would like. However, from the figures 
readily available, we have obtained the fol- 
lowing: 

1. If these institutions are taxed as pro- 
posed, the figures indicate that these insti- 
tutions could not pay reasonable dividends 
and at the same time make required alloca- 
tions to their reserves for losses. In 1950 
the dividends paid by institutions insured by 
the Federal Savings and Loan Insurance Cor- 
poration, were at an average rate of 2.55 per- 
cent. The over-all average of reserves to 
assets for all associations was substantially 
the same at the end of the year as it was 
at the beginning. In other words, though 
supervisory authorities were diligent in their 
efforts to increase the over-all reserves, they 
remained virtually static during the year. 

Had the 52-percent tax been applied in 
1950 to the total amounts re: after 
dividends and the same dividend been paid, 
the average reserve position of all insured 
associations would have decreased during the 
year one-half of 1 percent. On the other 
hand, had the 52-percent tax been applied in 
1950 and had the same credits been made 
to reserves by all insured associations that 
were made, the average dividend paid would 
have been 1 percent. It is quite evident that 
these institutions cannot retain their capital 
if they pay dividends of only 1 percent and it 
is questionable whether they can retain their 
capital if dividends are decreased to any 
substantial extent. On the other hand, it 
would appear to be unsafe to permit a de- 
cline in the reserves. These fi are 
alarming and would appear to indicate that 
& tax such as proposed, would be disastrous 
for the savings and loan industry. 

Should the tax be imposed the normal 

for the management of an associa- 
tion to do would be to make every effort to 
maintain the capital in the association and 
it is fearful that the reserves would first 
suffer. 

The disastrous effect would work slower on 
associations which have been long estab- 
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lished and have strong reserve positions as 
they may be able to remain in a relatively 
safe position for a while, though their re- 
serves will be gradually lowered percentage- 
wise. However, it appears clear that many 
comparatively new associations which have 
not had time to build strong reserves and 
probably some other associations with low 
reserve positions, could not be permitted 
to continue operation by supervisory au- 
thorities because of the low reserves and the 
inevitable fact that reserves could not be 
built up as required by law or regulations. 
New associations could not be organized 
under such conditions. 

2. All of the 6,000 associations in the 
United States, except approximately 200, are 
mutual institutions whose earnings are dis- 
tributed on a pro rata basis to shareholders 
after allocations to necessary reserves for 
losses. In these institutions the reserve 
which the association is able to build is the 
only cushion which protects the shareholders 
or the Federal Savings and Loan Insurance 
Corporation from losses. There are no 
stockholders who have a liability to share- 
holders or depositors and there is no capital 
except that placed with the institution by 
the shareholders. Congress and the super- 
visory authorities have recognized this in 
requiring the building of adequate reserves. 

Congress, in passing title IV of the Na- 
tional Housing Act creating the Federal 
Savings and Loan Insurance Corporation, 
required that each member institution 
within a reasonable time, not exceeding 20 
years, build its reserve to at least 5 percent. 
The Insurance Corporation by regulation re- 
quires that three-tenths of 1 percent of each 
insured account in the institutions be placed 
in reserve annually until the reserve reaches 
5 percent of all insured accounts. The char- 
ter of each Federal savings and loan associa- 
tion requires semi-annual credits to reserve 
accounts until the reserves equal 10 percent 
of the share capital of the association. The 
Insurance Corporation has required as a 
condition of insurance, in many instances, 
that the applying association agree to set 
aside a minimum of 25 percent of net in- 
come to reserves whenever the reserves fall 
below 5 percent of assets. These represent 
the minimum requirements which Congress 
and the supervisory authorities consider 
necessarv, 

3. The special deduction proposed in con- 
nection with the taxing of these institutions 
would be allowed from amounts placed in 
bad debt reserves based on experience over 
a period of years. Title IV of the National 
Housing Act creating the Federal Savings and 
Loan Insurance Corporation was passed in 
1934, and the Home Owners’ Loan Act pro- 
viding for the creation of Federal savings and 
loan associations was passed in 1933. Thirty 
percent of all insured associations were in- 
corporated during the period of rising prices 
since 1933, and almost all of the $14,090,- 
000,000 of home mortgages held by savings 
and loan associations was acquired by sav- 
ings and loan associations during this pe- 
riod of rising prices. Consequently, these 
institutions have had virtually no losses 
and therefore a tax deduction based on losses 
over this period would be inconsequential. 
Reserves in these institutions are created to 
take care of losses that may occur in times 
of stress. The long rise in real-estate prices 
and the present sharp inflationary trend 
have given those responsible for supervi- 
sion of institutions of these types much con- 
cern. The inflationary condition which we 
face today makes necessary the building of 
even larger reserves to meet future contin- 
gencies. 

As accounts up to $10,000 in 2.860 of these 
institutions are insured by the Federal Sav- 
ings and Loan Insurance Corporation, the 
Corporation would be called upon to pay 
heavy losses in times of stress. The Insur- 
ance Corporation risks would increase if the 


1951 


reserve ratio of insured institutions would 
decrease. 

We would be glad to go further into this 
matter and obtain additional information if 
time permits. 

T. WADE Harrison. 


Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I wish now to announce that at an appro- 
priate time I shall ask to be excused from 
voting on this amendment because I am 
not only a shareholder in a building and 
loan association in New Jersey, but Iam 

also a director and the solicitor of the 
association. Therefore, inasmuch as, 
from time to time, I may enjoy compen- 
sation as solicitor, I feel that I should 
be barred from voting on this issue. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I am glad to 
yield. 

Mr: FLANDERS. As a shareholder, 
not an officer, in a building and loan as- 
sociation, I cannot comprehend why the 
junior Senator from New Jersey should 
wish to be excused from voting. A build- 
ing and loan association is a fiduciary 
organization. The Senator from New 
Jersey has the duty of protecting the 
other shareholders in his building and 
loan association; and he will fail to do 
his duty if he refuses to vote. I suggest 
that he reconsider the announcement he 
has just made. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I do not wish to refrain from voting. 
I merely think it my duty to ask to 
be excused. I quite agree with the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Vermont that, 
were I only a shareholder, I would be 
voting; and in voting for the amend- 
ment, I would be voting in the interest 
of my fellow shareholders and therefore 
would have some just cause to vote. But 
since I hold other offices in the associa- 
tion, I think the line is pretty close, and I 
am not going to cross the line. 

Mr. FLANDERS. I still cannot agree, 
Mr. President. As a Senator from New 
Jersey, the Senator has a responsibility 
in addition to his responsibility as an 
officer of a building and loan associa- 
tion, and it is his duty to accept that 
added responsibility. I certainly cannot 
understand the position he has taken. 
I trust he will reconsider it, and, when 
he sées the situation more clearly, will 
decide to vote on the amendment before 
the Senate. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New Jersey yield? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I gladly yield. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion suggested by the Senator from New 
Jersey is a personal question which ap- 
peals to every Senator, and it is a ques- 
tion about which each Senator must 
make up his own mind according to his 
own judgment. It is not a matter for 
argument on the floor. Does the Sen- 
ator from New Jersey yield to the Sen- 
ator from Florida? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I thank the 
distinguished occupant of the chair, of 
course, for his observation. 

I yield gladly to the Senator from 
Florida. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, far 
from agreeing with the position taken 


by the distinguished Senator from Ver- 
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mont, the Senator from Florida feels 
that the Senator from New Jersey is to 
be commended and complimented for 
the attitude which he has taken. I can- 
not believe that the Senator from Ver- 
mont heard all of the statement made 
by the Senator from New Jersey, because 
the end of that statement was that he 
was the solicitor and the attorney for 
the savings and loan association, of 
which he is also a member and a di- 
rector, and it would be inconceivable to 
the Senator from Florida that the Sen- 
ator from New Jersey could come to any 
other decision than the one he has an- 
nounced, in view of the fact, as stated 
by him, that he is the attorney and ad- 
viser and solicitor for the association. 
I commend him for his position. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the 
Senator from New Jersey yield to the 
Senator from Vermont? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I yield for a 
question. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Then perhaps I 
shall ask for the floor. Let me merely 
say—— 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. Presi- 
dent 

Mr. FLANDERS. I am inquiring 
whether on this question of personal 
responsibility, which the Chair, as I un- 
derstand, ruled is not subject to discus- 
sion from the floor, it would still be in 
order for me to explain to the Senate 
what I would do were I in the position 
of the Senator from New Jersey. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. It will be in 
order for the Senator to explain any- 
thing, if and when he gets recognition. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Very well. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I did want to 
make this statement to the Senate, Mr. 
President. I do not want my position 
to be construed as being any less enthu- 
siastic for the measure which is pend- 
ing before the Senate than the enthusi- 
asm of other Senators. As I said at the 
beginning of my remarks, the case has 
been made for the pending amendment, 
in my judgment, thoroughly and ably 
made and I am quite as enthusiastic for 
the adoption of the amendment of the 
distinguished Senator from Vermont as 
is any Senator on the floor. But I do 
feel constrained to make the request to 
be excused from voting when my name 
is called. 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, I wish 
to join with my colleagues who are op- 
posing the provisions of section 313 of 
the pending tax bill. I am familiar with 
the operations of the building and loan 
associations in my State of Montana, 
and I am convinced that the provisions 
of section 313, as now worded, will have 
the effect of taxing out of business the 
savings and loan associations, building 
and loan associations, and other similar 
cooperative savings institutions which 
have been built up in this country dur- 
ing the past 100 years or more. 

On the floor of the Senate yesterday 
it was repeatedly said that “the power 
to tax is the power to destroy.” I think 
it is certainly true that if section 313 
of this bill is enacted into law it will 
have a destructive effect on all these ex- 
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isting cooperative savings and loan as- 
sociations. It also will prevent the es- 
tablishment and operation of similar in- 
stitutions in areas of our country now 
developing and in need of organizations 
of this character. 

More than a century ago these institu- 
tions were established in the United 
States to encourage thrift and promote 
home ownership. They constitute an 
example of how our capitalistic economy 
seeks to give every citizen an opportu- 
nity, through the exercise of thrift and 
enterprise, to become an owner of prop- 
erty and have a stake in supporting the 
capitalistic system. 

These are typically nonstock organiza- 
tions. About 6,000 of them are now do- 
ing business in this country, with total 
assets between $14,000,000,000 and $15,- 
000,000,000. Their membership consti- 
tutes a large section of our population. 

Under existing laws, designed to en- 
courage thrift, these organizations, as 
distinguished from members, have been 
exempt from income taxes. It is now 
proposed by section 313 of the pending 
measure to remove this tax exemption 
and hereafter tax these organizations 
just like other American corporations 
such as the General Motors, the General 
Electric, the Chase National Bank, and 
the various commercial banks; except 
that these larger corporations are per- 
mitted to utilize certain ways and means 
through which they are able to escape 
taxation in a substantial way. These 
loopholes enjoyed by the large corpora- 
tions were well illustrated on the floor 
day before yesterday by the able Senator 
from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY] and 
others participating in the debate. 

Mr. President, I think it is the height 
of absurdity to place these savings and 
loan associations in the same class as 
other business or financial corporations. 
These savings and loan companies do 
not create spectacular fortunes for their 
members. They do not attract investors 
from Wall Street. They cater only to 
the low-income earners from across the 
tracks. They aid their members only in 
a small way to become owners of prop- 
erty. Prior to the development of these 
institutions a century ago, the great 
masses of the people occupied a very 
lowly position in our economy, marked 
by a high degree of poverty and degrada- 
tion. A laboring man in our early his- 
tory did not own property, had no vote, 
and had very little opportunity to im- 
prove or change his status. He was 
known as a serf or a servant, and when 
born into that class he retained that 
status throughout his life. These sav- 
ings and thrift institutions, as they grew 
up, became a sort of bulwark to our cap- 
italistic system. They gave these poorer 
members of society an opportunity to be- 
come property owners and have a stake 
in the development and preservation of 
capitalism. 

Let us see how these savings and loan 
organizations operate. All income is en- 
tirely distributed for payment of operat- 
ing costs, allocation to necessary loss re- 
serves, and dividends or interest paid to 
members. There is no ring of propri- 
etary stockholders in these associations, 
In Montana we have a number of them 
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scattered over the State, and they have 
contributed much to the development of 
thrift and the ownership of homes in 
Montana. 

Contrary to the propaganda put out 
against these organizations about escap- 
ing taxation, it should be understood 
that the average savings and loan or 
building and loan association produces 
approximately $5,000 of Federal tax 
revenue for the country for each million 
of savings deposits. This is most im- 
portant. It was demonstrated during 
the hearings on this bill that these insti- 
tutions produced 50 percent more tax 
revenue than was produced by the com- 
mercial banks of the Nation. These fig- 
ures are supported in the record of the 
hearings. This proves that these sav- 
ings and loan organizations are already 
doing more than their share in provid- 
ing national tax revenue. 

The movement to levy an income tax 
on savings and loan associations de- 
veloped several years ago. A propaganda 
organization created by big business and 
designed to put these institutions out of 
business, has been carrying on a Na- 
tionwide campaign to make it appear 
that these organizations had been escap- 
ing taxation and should be taxed. Their 
real purpose was to put them out of 
business, because they were considered as 
encroaching upon the activities of banks 
and private loan organizations. The pri- 
vate organizations want a monopoly in 
this field. Last session proposals to levy 
a direct tax on the savings and loan as- 
sociations, on top of the tax revenue al- 
ready provided through taxes levied 
against each member, died in the com- 
mittees of Congress. This session the 
Ways and Means Committee of the 
House considered such proposals again, 
and after a thorough study dropped the 
matter completely. 

The report which has been submitted 
with the bill deals, on page 26, with the 
proposed tax on building and loan as- 
sociations. Table 10, which shows the 
distribution of the net income of these 
associations, leaves the impression that 
there is a substantial amount of earnings 
which are not distributed to members 
and which therefore should be taxed. 

Now, Mr. President, it is important to 
look behind these figures. There is no 
explanation in the report of the basic 
reasons for the retention of a portion of 
these earnings for reserves against fu- 
ture losses. In fact, the report wholly 
ignores the State and Federal statutory 
requirements for loss reserves which 
these associations must meet or be liqui- 
dated. 

These legal loss reserve requirements 
are the result of bitter experience in de- 
pression days, when thousands of people 
lost their hard-earned savings. We 
must recognize the States’ rights to pro- 
tect their tarifty citizens who wish to 
become real members of our capitalistic 
society. This bill does not recognize 
such States’ rights. It merely says that 
possibly these associations might be per- 
mitted to set up bad-debt reserves if they 
can get the approval of the Commission- 
er of Internal Revenue. 

But the Commissioner of Internal Rev- 
enue owes no allegiance to any State 
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government or to its laws. He is respon- 
sible only to Federal law, and it is his 
duty to collect all the taxes possible un- 
der the revenue acts we pass. Of course, 
he will vastly expand the organizations 
he directs in order to take on this job. 

There is also an insistent comparison 
of building and loan associations with 
commercial banks and even with ordi- 
nary taxable corporations, This com- 
parison will not stand up. Commercial 
banks are owned by a few stockholders 
who are in business to make a profit for 
themselves by the use of their depositors’ 
funds. Ordinary corporations are simi- 
larly owned by stockholders who engage 
in business activities of many kinds for 
the primary purpose of making a good 
profit. 

A mutual building and loan associa- 
tion, on the other hand, is owned by 
little people who pool their meager sav- 
ings for the sole purpose of making loans 
to their neighbors and fellow members 
for the financing of home ownership 
and the upbuilding of communities. 
They were created in the first instance 
not as mere profit-making institutions, 
but as a bulwark to our capitalistic sys- 
tem. 

The interest paid by these borrowers 
goes to pay operating expenses and to 
meet future losses by the setting up of 
reserves, and to make possible a dis- 
tribution of taxable dividends which en- 
courage thrift and attract the funds of 
small-income earners needed for home 
building. 

The only question which can be legiti- 
mately raised is whether the reserves for 
future losses are larger than necessary. 
If there is ever another real-estate de- 
cline, such as occurred in the great de- 
pression, these reserves will certainly not 
be excessive. In any event, they are un- 
der State and Federal supervision, and 
can easily be controlled, 

But let us take time to study this mat- 
ter more carefully. Let us invite the best 
minds in the Federal and State super- 
visory departments to study it and give 
us their best judgment. Let us not take 
hasty action which may jeopardize the 
safety of the savings of 30,000,000 people. 

We certainly should not let the Na- 
tional Tax Equality Association propa- 
gandize us into precipitate action on this 
subject. Let us take more time to study 
the problem. If we are not satisfied 
with the national policy to which we 
adhered for a hundred years before the 
National Tax Equality Association set 
out to wreck it, we should study the prob- 
lem carefully before acting. 

Such a tax as is here proposed, in my 
opinion, is confiscatory. Coming on top 
of the tax revenues already provided 
through the taxation of the members of 
these organizations, it would have a se- 
rious effect on every community in the 
country. Few people would put their 
savings into these savings institutions if 
this tax were put into effect, because, 
while all the members would be paying 
the regular income tax on their divi- 
dends, the institution itself would be 
taxed in such a way as to compel it to de- 
crease its dividends to members. Thus 
there would be a big drop in depositors; 
funds for the financing of homes would 
dwindle: and interest rates would rapidly 


SEPTEMBER 22 


rise, to the benefit of the monopolies 
left in the field. 

It is important to note that these sav- 
ings and loan organizations we are now 
discussing form our country’s largest 
single group of home-financing institu- 
tions, making over a third of all home 
loans in the United States. Seventy per- 
cent of these loans are of the conven- 
tional type—not insured by the Federal 
Housing Administration or guaranteed 
by the Veterans’ Administration. There 
are no other institutions in the country 
providing such support for our capital- 
istic system. All over the world people 
have been driven into the ranks of the 
Communists because they were unable to 
secure decent housing and decent living 
conditions. 

Mr. President, our economic system is 
not in a position to stand such a blow as 
this measure will prove to be. If we take 
away from these citizens in the lower 
income ranks the opportunity to make 
the measly savings they are at present 
able to accomplish, it will work some very 
evil consequences. One of the conse- 
quences will, without doubt, be a demand 
for further direct Government financing 
in home building. It will bring about a 
further concentration of the banking 
and loaning business of the country. It 
will lead us further along the road to col- 
lectivism which we have been traveling 
for some time. 

We have been drifting into a system 
of concentrated ownership of our finan- 
cial and industrial enterprises. A small 
group of powerful financial interests 
dominates the big insurance companies, 
the large banks, and the great industrial 
organizations of the Nation. These 
huge combinations of capital, controlled 
by a few, are gradually coming to own 
every business in the United States. 
This gradual concentration of ownership 
has gone so far as to prompt economists 
to question its effect upon the future of 
our economic system. It has been point- 
ed out that collectivism in business and 
industry begets collectivism in Govern- 
ment. 

In the face of these dangerous de- 
velopments, it is difficult to understand 
why anyone should propose a program 
which would certainly have a destructive 
effect upon the small savings and loan 
institutions, which are the refuge of the 
working classes of the country, furnish- 
ing the only means whereby a worker 
can begin to build up his savings to ac- 
quire a home and provide for the se- 
curity of his family. A man starting in 
life with a small salary has an oppor- 
tunity, through the utilization of these 
institutions, to become an independent 
citizen with a home and with savings 
which often permit him to enter the 
ranks of small-business men. 

Earlier in my remarks I referred to 
a propaganda organization which has 
been attacking these institutions and 
advocating a taxation program which, if 
carried into effect, will cause them to 
fold up. Representative DANIEL A. REED, 
of New York, in the House a short time 
ago exposed the activities of the Na- 
tional Tax Equality Association, which 
has been the principal advocate of taxa- 
tion of building and loan associations 
and other cooperative organizations, 
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principally the farm cooperatives. His 
remarks concerning the NTEA will be 
found in the Appendix of the CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD, page A3102. 

The National Tax Equality Association 
was thoroughly studied as shown in 
House Report No. 1675, Eighty-first Con- 
gress, second session, by the House Select 
Committee on Small Business. Accord- 
ing to this report the association was or- 
ganized in 1943 with headquarters in 
Chicago. The luw firm of Scott & 
Schuler apparently were the organizers, 
and had offices in the Chicago headquar- 
ters of the NTEA, as well as in the 
Washington headquarters of the Na- 
tional Associated Businessmen, Inc., an 
organization with which NTEA appar- 
ently had intimate connections. 

The NTEA claims that it is a research 
organization and not subject to the Lob- 
bying Act, although it commenced filing 
reports thereunder in 1949. NTEA has 
had receipts of $500,000 or more a year. 
In this connection, the hearings before 
the House Ways and Means Committee 
indicate that their receipts last year were 
about $600,000. The NTEA pays Scott 
& Schuler $48,000 a year, plus reim- 
bursement substantially for expenses, 
plus free office space for the law firm in 
their Chicago offices. In 1950 there were 
30 contributors from public utility com- 
panies whose contributions amounted 
to $500 or more. 

The National Associated Businessmen 
Inc., was substantially formed by the 
NTEA. This organization pays Scott 
& Schuler $10,000 a year retainer, plus 
free office space in the Washington head- 
quarters. The NTEA has furnished sub- 
stantial sums to the State affiliates of the 
National Associated Businessmen, Inc, 
At a hearing held by the House Small 
Business Committee on August 22, 1949, 
Mr. Scott admitted that the NTEA ac- 
cepted contributions from big business, 
denying that it was specifically a small- 
business organization, but admitted it 
claimed to represent small business. 
The House Small Business Committee 
reports that the NTEA has filed evasive 
reports under the Lobbying Act. 

The House committee investigation 
further revealed that the NTEA made 
monthly periodic payments of about $200 
each to individuals whose names are 
listed as secretaries of the State affiliates 
of the National Associated Businessmen, 
Inc. Both organizations use similar, and 
often identical, literature. 

The House committee came to the con- 
clusion that the claims of both of these 
organizations that they represent small 
business were false and misleading. 

Among the things that were developed 
in the statement by Representative REED 
of New York, in the CONGRESSIONAL REC- 
- ORD of May 28, 1951, is the fact that the 
income of the organization is tax exempt, 
and that contributions made to the or- 
ganization by individuals are also tax 
exempt even though it is apparently 
subject to the Lobbying Act. 

Now, Mr. President, in conclusion I 
wish to say I think it would be a great 
mistake to enact legislation of this char- 
acter, based on insufficient study and at 
the behest of selfish interests who are 
seeking to unload their own tax respoasi- 
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bilities on these savings and loan organ- 
izations. It would undermine the con- 
fidence of the lower income groups in 
this country in the fairness and justice 
of our Government, which now, more 
than ever, should be on guard to 
strengthen our capitalistic system rather 
than undermine it. I am sure that the 
Senate will disapprove this rash, ill- 
considered proposal. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Montana yield? 

Mr. MURRAY. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from Vermont. 

Mr. FLANDERS. I should like to ask 
a question of the Senator from Montana, 
suggested by his very logical and strong 
presentation of the case before the Sen- 
ate. Does the Senator from Montana 
feel that there is any other possible rea- 
son for this proposed taxation than sim- 
ply to provide revenue? Can he con- 
ceive of any other reason? 

Mr. MURRAY. I can say that the Na- 
tional Tax Equality Association is im- 
bued with the notion that these savings 
and loan institutions are in competition 
with private organizations, and does not 
think that they should be allowed to 
have this tax exemption, inasmuch as 
they are in the same field with private 
organizations. In my opinion that is a 
false conclusion. These institutions in 
reality are organized to meet a much- 
needed want in this country. As I 
pointed out in my statement, they pro- 
vide aid to a very large degree in the 
building of homes. 

Mr. FLANDERS. The Senator from 
Montana would agree, would he not, that 
on the face of it the taxation proposed 
may require a lowering of the dividends 
paid to depositors? 

Mr. MURRAY. That will certainly 
result from the language of the section. 

Mr. FLANDERS. In so doing it 
would weaken these institutions, lead 
their depositors to go elsewhere, and tend 
to destroy the system, all of which I un- 
derstand can be left within the discre- 
tion of the Bureau of Internal Revenue 
of the Treasury; but the power is af- 
forded, under the terms of the section, 
to diminish the possiblity of their con- 
tinuing their strength and continuing 
their expansion. If the intent was to 
raise revenue, as I am sure was in the 
mind of the committee, I wonder 
whether the Senator from Montana does 
not feel that the danger of decreasing 
the return to the depositors, and a con- 
sequent weakening of the institutions 
themselves, diminishes the chances even 
for a return of revenue. 

Mr. MURRAY. I think the provision 
would have an effect contrary to what 
the committee desires to accomplish. 
It would destroy the savings and loan 
organizations, which are already provid- 
ing tax revenues for the country in much 
greater proportion than are commercial 
banks. 

Mr. FLANDERS. I thank the Sena- 
tor. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MURRAY. I yield. 

Mr. GEORGE. I should like to ask 
the Senator if he knows whether this 


11879 


national association—he called it by 
name, but I do not know its name 

Mr. MURRAY. The National Tax 
Equality Association. 

Mr. GEORGE. Yes. Does the Sena- 
tor know whether they had anything 
whatsoever to do with the committee's 
report on the bill? 

Mr. MURRAY. I do not know 
whether they appeared before the com- 
mittee or not, but I know that they have 
been carrying on quite an extensive 
Nation-wide campaign. 

Mr. GEORGE. Does not the Senator 
know that the report filed by the joint 
staffs of the Treasury and of the joint 
committee in 1951 was the basis on which 
we have proceeded to study this ques- 
tion? If the Senator does not know 
that, I wish to assure him that this re- 
port on mutual savings banks and build- 
ing and loan associations was prepared 
jointly by the staffs of the Treasury De- 
partment and the Joint Committee on 
Internal Revenue Taxation in April 1951. 

As a matter of fact, the staffs had been 
making a study for 2 years prior to that 
time. So the bogeyman to whom the 
Senator has referred, as residing in Chi- 
cago, has nothing whatever to do with 
the committee’s effort to raise some ad- 
ditional taxes. 

Let me also call attention to the fact 
that according to this report, which is 
the best available source of information 
I have been able to obtain, in the State 
of Montana, the Senator’s own State, 
these associations—presumably the 
building and loan associations—have a 
reserve of 5 percent of their net earn- 
ings until the reserve equals 5 percent 
of the book value of the stock. I assure 
the Senator again that the official 
charged with responsibility for setting 
up a reserve would presumably not make 
it less than 5 percent of the net earn- 
ings. Indeed, I would be willing to write 
into the law a provision for a reserve of 
10 percent of net earnings until they 
reach 10 percent of the liabilities of the 
institution. But I want to disabuse the 
Senator’s mind of anything which may 
be lingering in it to the effect that the 
committee is dependent upon any asso- 
ciation, whether it be a propaganda or- 
ganization or not, to secure information 
for it, or to furnish it with information 
upon which it can act in tax matters. 
That is what I am anxious the Senator 
should understand. 

Let us take the State of New York, 
the State which has the largest interest 
in this particular subject matter. The 
State of Massachusetts and the State of 
Connecticut are also interested, but New 
York and Massachusetts are particularly 
interested. Let us see what the reserve 
requirements are in the State of New 
York. The State of New York requires a 
reserve of 10 percent of net earnings per 
annum until the reserve equals 10 per- 
cent of deposits. Whenever the amount 
available for dividends exceeds 15 per- 
cent of deposits, the excess shall be dis- 
tributed as an extra dividend if the State 
superintendent, with the approval of the 
State banking board, so directs. 

So presumably we could rely upon 
Federal officials to take account of wnat 
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the reserve requirements are in the sev- 
eral States. Many States have far less 
strict requirements. In Connecticut 
there is a requirement of one-eighth 
percent of deposits semiannually until 
the surplus equals 3 percent of deposits. 


In Oregon 5 percent of the net earnings 


until the reserve equals 10 percent of 
deposits. Those are very reasonable 
reserves. That is precisely what the 
State of New York is aiming at, except 
that it requires a reserve of 10 percent 
of the net earnings per annum until the 
reserve equals 10 percent of deposits, 
which seems to me to be reasonable. 
Even in Massachusetts the requirement 
is only one-eighth percent and not more 
than one-fourth percent of deposits 
semiannually until the reserves equal 
7% percent of deposits. So the Federal 
Government is not proposing to destroy 
these institutions. 

I remind the Senator of another tru- 
ism. He quoted Marshall, who was often 
referred to yesterday, to the effect that 
the power to tax is the power to destroy. 
Let me also remind the Senator that the 
power to exempt one group from taxa- 
tion-and to put the burden on another is 
ae foie to destroy the group which is 


It seems to me that the Senator’s 
statement, along with all the other state- 
ments which have been made, indicate 
the good qualities and character of these 
associations. Certainly they are good. 
The ordinary commercial bank is a good 


institution. The railroads carried civili- 


zation across the continent, but they 
were taxed; and the commercial bank 
is taxed. All other business organiza- 
tions are taxed. For some reason or 
other savings and loan associations and 
other institutions use the corporate form 
to do business. That they accumulate 
earnings is true beyond all peradventure 
of doubt. They may not be excessive 
earnings. I do not say they are. Un- 
doubtedly any tax on them would be a 
burden on them, just as a tax is a bur- 
den on anyone else. It may have a ten- 
dency to cut down their final net earn- 
ings, but so does the tax on everyone else 
cut down his possible net earnings. 

So I do not see why the Senator should 
be unduly alarmed because we want to 
impose a reasonable tax solely on the 
earnings, over and above a reasonable 
reserve. If we were proposing to wipe 
out their reserves and not permit them 
to have any reserves at all, and make 
them pay a tax on the reserves, that 
would raise another question. The com- 
mittee never had that in mind at all, 
and does not have it in mind now. 

Mr. MURRAY. But the bill, as it 
stands, does not provide any fixed re- 
serve. It leaves it to the judgment of 
the Bureau of Internal Revenue. 

Mr. GEORGE. It does; but the sec- 
tion of the code under which the Bureau 
must operate requires a reasonable re- 
serve. If the Commissioner were to fix 
an unreasonably low reserve the courts 
would still have power, and the Congress 
would have power, to step in and say, 
“Your reserve is too small.” 
| Mr, MURRAY. I think it would be 
a feast for the lawyers of the country to 
turn over to them the question of de- 
termining whether or not the ruling of 
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the Bureau of Internal Revenue has been 
reasonable. I agree with the Senator 
that there should be at least a 10 per- 
cent reserve, for building and loan as- 
sociations, because we found during the 
depression that as a result of failure to 
have adequate reserves, some of the 
building and loan. associations were 
closed up. We might have the same 
situation again. 

Mr. GEORGE. Certainly they were 
closed up; and some of the commercial 
banks and manufacturing concerns were 
closed up. Taxes, of course, are a bur- 
den on whoever has to bear them. In 
one way they are a burden, and in an- 
other way they are a great privilege, 
because these banks have great privi- 
leges given them, and no one wants to 
destroy them. 

Mr. MURRAY. We must not over- 
look the idea that the United States 
adopted this policy in the first instance 
because of the situation 

Mr. GEORGE. Certainly. So did 
the United States adopt the policy of 
chartering national banks, but they pay 
taxes. 

Mr. MURRAY. Oh, yes. 

Mr. GEORGE. And when their prof- 
its go to the stockholder, he pays a tax 
on the dividends. 

Mr. MURRAY. But those are defi- 
nitély profit-making institutions. 

Mr. GEORGE. Certainly they are 
profit-making institutions for someone, 
or they would not be organized. 

Mr. MURRAY. Those corporations 
were not set up to help the little fellow. 
At the commencement of our economic 
system the little fellow in this country 
had very few rights. He had no prop- 
erty. He had no vote because he had 
no property. 

Mr. GEORGE. I disagree with the 
statement of the Senator that commer- 
cial banks were not set up to help the 
little fellows as well as the big fellows. 
Many business institutions are set up 
to aid the little man as well as the big 
man. I do not agree with the Senator’s 
fundamental philosophy if he takes the 
contrary view. I know very well that 
these institutions do good. I know very 
well that’ they serve a useful purpose. 
That is not the question. 

Mr. MURRAY. Not merely a useful 
purpose, but an essential purpose. They 
were necessary to bring about property 
ownership among lower income ranks, 

Mr. GEORGE. I think they may be. 

Mr. MURRAY. They were necessary 
at the time, because the ordinary peo- 
ple could not acquire homes. They had 
no vote because they had no homes, and 
this policy was adopted by the country 
for the very purpose of protecting the 
capitalistic system. 

Mr. GEORGE. When these banks 
were first organized or chartered there 
was no tax on any competing institu- 
tion. There was no tax on the commer- 
cial banks. There was no Federal in- 
come tax. These banks had their origin 
long before that, and they have con- 
tinued in operation; but now, since taxes 
have become so heavy upon enterprises 
which are partially competitive, if not 
directly competitive, the question arises 
whether or not we should take a look at 
them and see if they should not bear 
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some of the tax burden, particularly at 
a time when we are compelled to raise 
the rates to such an astronomical figure 
as 52 percent. 

Mr. MURRAY. These organizations 
have already provided tax revenue for 
the country in a greater degree than the 
commercial banks. 

Mr. GEORGE. I doubt that. I would 
not think that at all. 

Mr. MURRAY. That is in the record, 
and I do not think it can be successfully 
disputed. Prior to the existence of sav- 
ings institutions average citizens had no 
place to go which provided the savings 
opportunity. They were left out in the 
cold. 

Mr. GEORGE. Suppose all that is 
true; is that any reason why these mam- 
moth organizations, controlling vast 
concentrations of wealth, and accumula- 
ting vast earnings year by year, should 
not bear some of the burden of Gov- 
ernment. 

Mr. MURRAY. I do not know what 
the Senator means by mammoth organi- 
zations. I do not believe these building 
and loan associations can be referred to 
in that manner. Some of them have 
only $500,000, $600,000, or $1,000,000. 
How can we compare them with Stand- 
ard Oil, Chase National Bank, or some 
of the other large corporations that 
count their assets in billions? I do not 
believe there is any basis of comparison 
at all. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MURRAY. Yes. 

Mr. LEHMAN. In reply to the distin- 
guished chairman of the Finance Com- 
mittee, I would say that savings banks 
go back in their origin further than the 
memory of any Member of the Senate 
or, aS a matter of fact, further than the 
memory of any man living today. They 
were organized for the purpose of en- 
couraging thrift and encouraging sav- 
ings. That purpose has been maintained 
ever since they were started. They, as 
well as building and loan organizations, 
provide a means of safe investment and 
safe deposit of funds; with some reason- 
able return in the form of interest. 

I believe the chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Finance overlooks one fact, 
The reserves which are set up by mu- 
tual companies belong to the depositors, 
whereas in the commercial banks the re- 
serves belong to the stockholders, There 
is a vast difference in that situation. 
There is not one person—and I repeat 
what I said yesterday—who can possi- 
bly profit from the operations of mutual 
companies save the depositors and mem- 
bers of those companies. There are no 
such things as dividends to stockhold- 
ers. All the money belongs to the de- 
positors and the members of the mutual 


companies. 

Mr. GEORGE. Certainly. 

Mr, LEHMAN. May I complete my 
remarks? 

Mr. GEORGE. Yes; if the Senator 
wishes to do so. 


Mr. LEHMAN. I have a personal in- 
terest in this matter because I have ex- 
perienced in my public life the dangers 
of not maintaining adequate reserves. 
I was governor of my State in 1933. Al- 
though most people believe that the 
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banks in New York State were closed by 
the President of the United States, that is 
not a fact. The banks in New Vork were 
closed by me as governor of the State, 
at the request of the clearinghouse com- 
mittee, early on the morning of Satur- 
day, March 4, nearly 12 hours before 
the swearing in of the President of the 
United States. They were closed because 
it was perfectly evident that unless they 
were closed, during the banking hours 
which were about to commence, there 
would be such a run on the banks that 
they would be completely depleted of 
their current assets, notably, of their 
gold. It was a worrisome situation. It 
was one that had great implications of 
harm 

I can say to the distinguished chair- 
man of the committee that one of the 
weakest links in the entire banking sys- 
tem of New York was the savings banks, 
It was a weak link not because of mis- 
management or maladministration, but 
merely because they had not the reserves 
in sufficient size or quantity to care for 
the situation. 

I realize that the situation has im- 
proved since then. The reserves have 
been built up to some extent. However, 
I feel that we owe a duty to the millions 
and millions of depositors in our mutual 
savings companies, both banks and 
building and loan associations, who in 
my State alone number more than 
9,000,000, or considerably more than half 
the population of the State. We owe 
a duty to them to see that adequate re- 
serves are built up and maintained. 

The law of the State of New York 
requires a minimum reserve of 10 per- 
cent. In my judgment that is too low. 
The reserves should be considerably 
higher than that. Certainly under sec- 
tion 313 of the pending bill the building 
up of reserves to an amount which in 
the judgment of the managers of these 
banks representing the depositors, not 
representing stockholders, is adequate, 
cannot possibly be brought about. 

Mr. GEORGE. It seems to me that 
the entire argument of the distinguished 
Senator is beside the point. Of course, 
the institutions serve a useful purpose, 
or they would not have patronage, and 
they would not be doing business. But 
the question is whether they should be 
entirely exempt from Federal tax at a 
time when competitive institutions are 
called on to pay higher and higher taxes, 

There may be good reasons for a lower 
tax. I think there is as to all such 
institutions, and I regret very much that 
the tax goes up to the level indicated in 
the bill, but the real question is: Are 
we going to have a group of tax-exempt 
organizations with large assets and con- 
trolling vast concentrations of economic 
power? 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. Mur- 
RAY] was disturbed. He said that the 
institutions affected were small banks. 
I invite his attention to the fact that in 
1949 the total assets of the mutual sav- 


The building and loan associations 
had total assets at the end of 1949 of 
$14,650,000,000. They had general re- 
serves and undivided profits of $1,100,- 
000,000. 

Mr. MURRAY. Is that not a good 
thing for the United States? 

Mr. GEORGE. Certainly, but should 
they not pay some tax on the profits? 

Mr. MURRAY. They would not pay 
any tax if adequate reserves as suggested 
were not permitted and taxes were levied 
as contemplated. They would fold up. 

Mr. GEORGE. The question is, Should 


they not pay some tax? Other people 
pay taxes. j 

Mr. MURRAY. Ofcourse. All Mem- 
bers pay taxes. 


Mr. GEORGE. Commercial banks do. 
Mr. MURRAY. Is the Senator going 
to put there organizations in the same 
classification with the big banks of the 


country? 


Mr. GEORGE. Certainly not. We are 
not proposing to tax them on total in- 
come. We are proposing to tax them 
only on their net profits, after an allow- 
ance for reasonable reserves. 

Mr. MURRAY. How will the Govern- 
ment receive any appreciable tax income 
from a program of that kind? 

Mr. GEORGE. Oh, yes; they would. 
They would be paying a tax of about 
$140,000,000 a year. If they were not 
paying any tax, we would not hear any- 
thing on this floor against this provision; 
let me assure the Senator of that. 

Mr. MURRAY. That would be on the 
theory that they had built up excessive 
reserves. 

Mr. GEORGE. That is after allowing, 
in all instances, a reasonable reserve 
equal to the requirements of the several 
States. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Mr. Pres- 
ident, will the Senator from Montana 
yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Frear in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Montana yield to the Senator from 
Maryland? 

Mr. MURRAY. I yield. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Ihave be- 
fore me statistics dealing with one of 
of the largest and, I think, one of the 
oldest mutual savings banks in Amer- 
ica; certainly it is one of the oldest. It 
has deposits amounting to $150,000,000. 
Its projected 1951 earnings, after divi- 
dends, will amount to approximately 
$360,000. It pays 2 percent on its de- 
posits of $150,000,000, or $3,000,000 an- 


. nually. It will be seen that its reserve 


over the expenses of running the insti- 
tution and the dividends paid to its de- 
positors is but 12 percent of such addi- 
tion to deposits. 

Any bank of that size would ordinar- 
ily have a normal increase in deposits 
during the year. If the bank has a nor- 
mal increase of deposits of as much as 


= $3,000,000, or 2 percent, the situation 


would be that before any taxes its re- 
serves would be down to 6 percent of 


ings and loan banks were 821, 492,900,000. its deposits on that year’s operations, 


That was at the end of 1949. They have % which would be very dangerous. 


If it is 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


Mr. FLANDERS. 


— 


grown rapidly since then. They had į taxed under this bill—and it certainly is À 
surpluses and undivided profits of $2,-% possible that it would be taxed in some 


039,600,000. That was in 1949, 
have larger reserves now. 
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down to 3 percent or 4 percent, and thus 
virtually put that bank out of business 
in a very short period of time. 

Mr. GEORGE. Oh, no. Let me say to 
the Senator that the bank would not be 
put out of business. After these pro- 
posed taxes are imposed, the bank might 
not be able to earn as much as it was 
previously carning. However, that is 
true of every railroad, every commer- 
cial bank, and every business enterprise 
in the United States. If the tax were 
lifted from any given enterprise, so that 
it no longer had to pay the total Fed- 
eral income tax, we would find that en- 
terprise would make a much better 
showing. That would be true of all 
enterprises in such a case, 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Mr. Pres- 
ident, will the Senator from Montana 
yield further? 

Mr. MURRAY. I yield. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. The bank 
to which I refer pays but 2 percent on 
its deposits at the present time; and it 
is really a competitor with the Govern- 
ment of the United States, which pays 
2.5 percent or 2.9 percent on its securi- 
ties. The people will not continue to 
put their money into these savings banks 
under such a program, when they can 
get a better return on their money from 
the bank’s competitor, the Government 
of the United States. 

So if we pass this bill we would drive 
private capital out of private enterprise 
and into the Government, which we all 
wish to discourage. 

Mr, GEORGE. Let me call the Sena- 
tor’s attention to the fact that his own 
State of Maryland taxes these banks. 
os BUTLER of Maryland. That is 

ue. 

Mr. GEORGE. Yes. Why not make 
the argument against the State, then? 
Why make the argument against the 
Federal Government and why say that 
the Federal Government must not have 
any revenue from these vast accumula- 
tions? 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. I do not 
think they are vast. 

Mr. MURRAY. That is the trouble, 
Mr. President; the Federal Government 
is taking over all the fields of revenue 
in all the States; ard if that process is 
continued, soon there will not be left 
in the States any money with which to 
conduct the State governments. | 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I con- 
gratulate the Senator from Montana on 
his conversion to the States’ rights doc- 
trine. Iam very glad to have the back- 
ing of his valuable assistance in that 
regard. [Laughter.] 

Mr. MURRAY. I thank the Senator 
for the compliment. 

Mr. GEORGE. I thank the Senator 
for permitting me to interrupt him. 

Mr. President. 

Mr. MURRAY. I yield to the Senator 
from Vermont. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I 
wish to make sure that I shall be in 
order; therefore, I shall ask the Senator 
from Montana whether he will request 
unanimous consent that I may be per- 


They amount under the provisions of this bill 4 mitted to ask a question of the Senator 
the result would be to drive its reserver 


from Georgia. 
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Mr. MURRAY. I ask unanimous 
consent for that purpose, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, permis- 
sion is granted to the Senator from Ver- 
mont to ask a question of the Senator 
from Georgia, without causing the Sena- 
tor from Montana to lose the floor. 

Mr. FLANDERS. I should like to say 
to tae Senator from Georgia that I was 

_ interested in and pleased by a few words 
in his discussion, toward the last of his 
colloquy with the Senator from Mon- 
tana, at the point where he indicated an 
interest in, and some feeling of respon- 
sibility for, compliance with the State 
law on the part of these institutions. 
Of course, I would have to consult the 
Recor to determine the exact words he 
used; but there was a very evident in- 
terest on his part in compliance by 
these institutions with the laws in re- 
gard to reserves. 

I wish to ask the Senator from Georgia 
whether my -recollection is correct, 
namely, that I asked the committee to 
protect against taxation the funds of 
these mutual institutions which are re- 
quired to go into reserves, in accordance 
with State law, but that-the committee 
refused to protect those funds from tax- 
ation. 

Mr. GEORGE. The committee did 
not refuse to protect those funds from 
taxation. The committee said that the 
reserve which would be recognized for 
the purpose of taxation would be the 
reserve which would be set up under sec- 
tion 23 (k) of the Internal Revenue 
Code, provided that reserve was rea- 
sonable. 

Mr. FLANDERS. My recollection is 
that I made a specific motion to that 
effect. 

Mr. GEORGE. The Senator may 
have done so. However, the reserves 
required vary as between the States; al- 
most every State has a different require- 
ment. Hardly any two of the States 
have the same reserve requirement. 
Mr. FLANDERS. That is true. 

Mr. GEORGE. So if the Federal Gov- 
ernment goes at all into the field of tax - 
ing these institutions, as it taxes State 
bank institutions, it will not recognize 
the reserve fixed by the State, but it will 
recognize a reasonable reserve, so that 
the reserve requirement will be uniform 
throughout the country, in that respect. 

Obviously it would be a very unfair 
system of taxation which would permit 
one State to allow its commercial banks, 
let us say, to set aside 15 percent as a 
reserve, while another State allowed its 
commercial banks to set aside only 5 
percent, and then for the Federal Gov- 
ernment to say, “We will tax all your 
profits above that reserve.” 

The fair and the equitable thing to do 


is to have set up a uniform reserve which ` 


must be reasonable, under the very lan- 
guage of the statute. 


I was referring to the fact that in 


Montana, the State of the distinguished 
Senator who has the floor, a reserve of 


only 5 percent of the net earnings is re- 


quired, whereas in New York 10 percent 
is required. Practically none of the 
States require more than 10 percent. 
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Mr. MURRAY. Iam not sure whether 
that is the present law in Montana. 

Mr. GEORGE. The 1949 information 
is the latest we have. 

Mr. MURRAY. Thesituation in Mon- 
tana may have changed, because I know 
that some of the building and loan asso- 
ciations in Montana have 7½ percent 
reserves, and are trying to build up to 
10 percent reserves. 

Mr. GEORGE. These figures were 
furnished by the National Savings Bank 
League, and they may have been super- 
seded because of a subsequent act. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, at 
the beginning of the answer given by the 
Senator from Georgia, I understood him 
to say that he did not agree with my 
recollection that I had made such a mo- 
tion and that the committee had voted 
otherwise. However, from the re- 
mainder of the Senator’s remarks I un- 


derstand that the committee did vote 


otherwise. 

Mr. GEORGE. The committee did 
vote otherwise because the committee 
believed in a uniform reserve which 
would be applicable throughout the 
country, and would not favor one State 
as against another. That was the rea- 
son for it. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Let me end my part 
of the colloquy by saying that this em- 
phasizes one of the points I made yes- 
terday, namely, that the imposition of 
such a tax will constitute a moving in 
by the Federal Government on the rights 
and powers of the States; and that is 
one of the many reasons why I object 
to section 313 of the bill. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Montana yield, to rermit 
me to ask a question of the distinguished 
chairman of the committee? 

Mr. MURRAY. I yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I ask this question 
with some hesitation, because I realize 
that the distinguished chairman of the 
Finance Committee knows 100 times as 
much about taxation as Ido. However, 
I seek information. 


I believe it to be a fact that the re- 


serves in a mutual company belong to 
the depositors. 
Mr. GEORGE. But not to any par- 
ticular depositor. 
Mr. LEHMAN. That is true. 
Mr. GEORGE. The reserves belong to 
the depositors at the time of liquidation, 
which might be 50 years hence. 
Mr. LEHMAN. That is perfectly true. 
Mr. GEORGE. Yes. 


Mr. LEHMAN. But assuming that the 


reserves belong to the current deposi- 
tors—and I acknowledge that they 
would receive those reserves only in case 
of liquidation—is not there something 
in my theory that what is proposed in 
this case is really a tax on capital? 
Mr. GEORGE. Oh, no. 

> Mr. LEHMAN. And not at all a tax 
on the earnings, because the deposits 
would not be taxed, of course; and yet 
the reserves are really a part of the 
deposits. 

* Mr. GEORGE. The Senator is quite 
wrong. The proposal here is to tax only 
on earnings, and net earnings at that, 
after the payment of dividends. after the 
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payment of interest, and after a reason- 
able reserve has been set aside. 

In the year of liquidation I imagine 
that under the laws of nearly all the 
States the then depositors would receive 
a pro rata share of whatever surplus 
had been accumulated. But there is no 
liquidation of these institutions, I may 
say to the Senator, and therefore the 
reserve is nothing in the world but a 
net profit which is carried over. In 
this bill we do not propose to tax all of 
that reserve; we propose to tax only the 
reserve which is in excess of the amount 
allowed by the Bureau of Internal Rev- 
enue under section 23 (k) of the Inter- 
nal Revenue Code, which requires a 
reserve, and which requires it to be 
reasonable. The committee has gone 
further in its report to say that in fixing 
the reserve the institution must take 
into consideration the history of each 
individual unit over a long period of 
time, say 25 years, I believe, where that 
did not operate against the bank; and 
other requirements are made. So we 
made every effort to be fair. 

I frankly said yesterday that if I felt 
that I was able to write an adequate re- 
serve on the average, I would as soon 
put the provision in the law as leave 
it to the discretion of the Commissioner. 
I wonder if the distinguished Senators 
would be willing to take a written-in 
reserve of 10 percent of the net earnings 
of these organizations, until there is an 
average, or until it has reached 10 per- 
cent of the total liabilities or deposits, 
That certainly would be fair, and if Sen- 
ators wish to do it, I think we might 
agree. 

Mr, LEHMAN. I thank the Senator 
very much. 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, I 
should like to call the Senator's attention 
to a letter which he received from the 
Home Loan Bank Board, in which the 
Board takes the position that there has 
not been sufficient study of this subject, 
and that time should be allowed for the 
purpose of carrying on an exhaustive 
study in order to arrive at what should 
be done about this matter. I read 

Mr. GEORGE. I do not want to inter- 
rupt the Senator, but we have been 
studying this subject since 1948, and if 
we are to do anything about it, the time 
is certainly ripe, when we are increasing 
other corporate rates to 52 percent, to do 
a little something in this field. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Montana yield to the 
Senator from Florida? 

Mr, MURRAY. I should like to read 
a quotation from the letter to which I 
have referred. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator declines to yield. 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, this is 
a letter from the Chairman of the Home 
Loan Bank Board, in which he discusses 
this program set forth in the pending 
bill, and in conclusion he says: 

We would like to emphasize that the staff 
of the Committee on Finance has never 
called upon our Board for an expression of 
its views on the proposed tax or related mat- 
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ters, and this is the first time our Board has 
submitted its views to your committee. 

We hope you will reconsider your tenta- 
tive decision in the light of the effects it 
may have upon these institutions which have 
almost 30,000,000 savers. 

Time has not permitted an exhaustive 
study of this matter. We are enclosing a 
memorandum from our general counsel 
setting forth additional considerations. We 
will, of course, be glad to have further 
studies made for your committee and to co- 
operate in any way which you deem desir- 
able. 


I ask that this letter and the attached 
memorandum be placed in the RECORD at 
this point in my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the letter 
and attached memorandum were ordered 
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


Hovusinc AND HOME FINANCE AGENCY, 
Home Loan BANK BOARD, 
Washington, D. C., September 4, 1951. 
The Honorable WALTER F. GEORGE, 
Chairman, Committee on Finance, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

My Dear SENATOR GEORGE: We have noted 
from the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of August 29, 
1951, that the Committee on Finance has 
taken tentative action on amendments to 
H. R. 4473, which, if adopted, would tax 
mutual savings banks, savings and loan as- 
sociations, including building and loan asso- 
ciations, cooperative banks, homestead asso- 
ciations, and similar institutions. 

Let me assure you that we are not unap- 
preciative of the many weighty problems be- 
fore your committee and your desire to 
spread the tax burden as evenly as possible. 
However, the proposed tax, in our opinion, 
would have a serious adverse effect on these 
institutions and would possibly destroy them, 
An additional consideration which should 
not be overlooked is that the proposed tax 
would apparently prevent the organization 
and development of new associations which 
‘are still needed in many county seats and in 
“new and developing parts of our country. 
We are responsible for the chartering, regu- 
lation, and supervision of some 1,500 Federal 
savings and loan associations. We act as 
trustees of the Federal Savings and Loan In- 
surance Corporation, which insures accounts 
up to $10,000 in 2,860 institutions of the 
savings and loan type. In our supervisory 
capacity we have constantly urged substan- 
tial, annual allocations to reserves for losses, 

Savings and loan associations are limited 
in their investments to first mortgage loans 
and to United States Government bonds. 
Approximately 70 percent of their mortgages 
are not insured or guaranteed. Substantial 
reserves against losses are imperative because 
(1) the real estate market has been on the 
rise since the early thirties; (2) losses in 
Government bonds may occur if liquidation 
of bonds is necessary; and (3) losses may be 
suffered even if mortgages are insured or 
guaranteed, as was demonstrated in the re- 
cent floods in Kansas, Missouri, and 
Oklahoma. 

The proposed tax would permit an asso- 
ciation to establish a loss reserve based on 
its experience of the last 20 years. Such a 
loss record in our opinion is not a safe basis 
for establishing reserves because the real- 
estate market has risen without interruption 
for almost 20 years. We are satisfied from 
our analysis of the situation that a 20-year 
experience loss reserve will not be adequate 
when the real-estate market turns down. We 
would therefore be faced with two alterna- 
tives if the proposal became law: (1) If 
adequate credits are made to reserves by 
these institutions, it would be necessary for 
these institutions to reduce dividends to such 
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an extent that we believe it would cause 
general withdrawals of savings and would 
gradually result in the liquidation of these 
institutions. For example, the average in- 
sured association in 1950 had savings of 
$4,000,000, paying an average dividend of 
2% percent and making an annual reserve 
allocation of 144 percent of its savings. In 
order to maintain the same reserve alloca- 
tion of 1½ percent, it would be limited to 
not more than a 1-percent dividend paying 
a tax of slightly more than 1½ percent of 
savings. (2) The second alternative is that 
the institutions would continue to pay the 
same dividend rates as formerly. In this 
case the loss reserves would not be sufficient, 
and our supervisory and insurance loss prob- 
lems would be increased tremendously. For 
example, the average insured institution in 
1950, due to growth, barely maintained its 
ratio of reserves to savings, notwithstanding 
that it allocated one-third of its net income 
to reserves instead of paying it out in divi- 
dends. If this average institution reduced 
its allocation to reserves by a half, its reserve 
ratio would decline steadily to a dangerous 
point. 

We would like to emphasize that the staff 
of the Committee on Finance has never called 
upon our Board for an expression of its views 
on the proposed tax or related matters, and 
this is the first time our Board has submitted 
its views to your committee. 

We hope you will reconsider your tentative 
decision in the light of the effects it may 
have upon these institutions which have 
almost 30,000,000 savers. 

Time has not permitted an exhaustive 
study of this matter. We are enclosing a 
memorandum from our general counsel set- 
ting forth additional considerations. We 
will, of course, be glad to have further studies 
made for your committee and to cooperate 
in any way which you deem desirable, 

Sincerely yours, 
WILLIAM K. Divers, 
Chairman. 
Home Loan BANK BOARD, 
September 4, 1951. 
From office of the general counsel. 
To Mr. William K. Divers, chairman. 

You have requested that a study be made 
of the effect which the adoption of the 
amendments to H. R. 4473 taxing mutual- 
savings banks, savings and loan associations, 
and similar institutions would have on these 
institutions. The proposed amendments 
would tax these institutions as ordinary cor- 
porations allowing a deduction for dividends 
or interest paid to depositors and allowing 
a special deduction for amounts placed in 
bad-debt reserves based upon experience over 
a period of time. 

Time has not permitted us to make as 
complete a study, including case histories on 
institutions in the various reserve cate- 
gories, as we would like. However, from the 
figures readily available we have obtained 
the following: 

1. If these institutions are taxed as pro- 
posed, the figures indicate that these insti- 
tutions could not pay reasonable dividends 
and at the same time make required alloca- 
tions to their reserves for losses. In 1950 
the dividends paid by institutions insured by 
the Federal Savings and Loan Insurance Cor- 
poration were at, an average rate of 2.55 per- 
cent. The over-all average of reserves to as- 
sets for all associations was substantially the 
same at the end of the year as it was at the 
beginning. In other words, though supervi- 
sory authorities were diligent in their efforts 
to increase the over-all reserves, they re- 
mained virtually static during the year. 

Had the 52-percent tax been applied in 
1950 to the total amounts remaining after 
dividends and the same dividend been paid, 
the average reserve position of all insured 
associations would have decreased during the 
years one-half of 1 percent. On the other 
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hand, had the 52-percent tax been applied in 
1950 and had the same credits been made to 
reserves by all insured associations that were 
made, the average dividend paid would have 
been 1 percent. It is quite evident that 
these institutions cannot retain their capital 
if they pay dividends of only 1 percent, and 
it is questionable whether they can retain 
their capital if dividends are decreased to 
any substantial extent. On the other hand, 
it would appear to be unsafe to permit a 
decline in the reserves. These figures are 


Alarming and would appear to indicate that 


a tax such as proposed would be disastrous 
for the savings and loan industry. 

Should the tax be imposed, the normal 
thing for the management of an association 
to do would be to make every effort to main- 
tain the capital in the association, and it is 
fearful that the reserves would first suffer. 

The disastrous effect would work slower on 
associations which have been long established 
and have strong reserve positions as they may 
be able to remain in a relatively safe position 
for a while, though their reserves will be 
gradually lowered percentagewise. However, 
it appears clear that many comparatively new 
associations which have not had time to 
build strong reserves and probably some other 
associations with low reserve positions could 
not be permitted to continue operation by 
supervisory authorities because of the low 
reserves and the inevitable fact that reserves 
could not be built up as required by law or 
regulations. New associations could not be 
organized under such conditions. 

2. All of the 6,000 associations in the 
United States, except approximately 200, are 
mutual institutions whose earnings are dis- 
tributed on a pro rata basis to shareholders 
after allocations to necessary reserves for 
losses. In these institutions the reserve 
which the association is able to build is the 
only cushion which protects the shareholders 
or the Federal Savings and Loan Insurance 
Corporation from losses. There are no stock- 
holders who have a liability to shareholders 
or depositors and there is no capital except 
that placed with the institution by the share- 
holders. Congress and the supervisory au- 
thorities have recognized this in requiring 
the building of adequate reserves. 

Congress, in passing title IV of the National 
Housing Act creating the Federal Savings and 
Loan Insurance Corporation, required that 
each member institution within a reasonable 
time not exceeding 20 years, build its re- 
serve to at least 5 percent. The Insurance 
Corporation by regulation requires that 
three-tenths of 1 percent of each insured ac- 
count in the institutions be placed in reserve 
annually until the reserve reaches 5 percent 
of all insured accounts. The charter of each 
Federal savings and loan association requires 
semiannual credits to reserve accounts until 
the reserves equal 10 percent of the share 
capital of the association. The Insurance 
Corporation has required as a condition of 
insurance in many instances that the apply- 
ing association agree to set aside a minimum 
of 25 percent of net income to reserves when- 
ever the reserves fall below 5 percent of as- 
sets. These represent the minimum require- 
ments which Congress and the supervisory 
authorities consider necessary. 

3. The special deduction proposed in con- 
nection with the taxing of these institutions 
would be allowed from amounts placed in 
bad-debt reserves based on experience over a 
period of years. Title IV of the National 
Housing Act creating the Federal Savings 
and Loan Insurance Corporation was passed 
in 1934, and the Home Owners’ Loan Act pro- 
viding for the creation of Federal savings 
and loan associations was passed in 1933. 
Thirty percent of all insured associations 
were incorporated during the period of 
rising prices since 1933, and almost all of 
the $14,000,000,000 of home mortgages held 
by savings and loan associations was acquired 
by savings and loan associations during this 
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period of rising prices. Consequently, these 
institutions have had virtually no losses and 
therefore a tax deduction based on losses 
over this period would be inconsequential. 
Reserves in these institutions are created to 
take care of losses that may occur in times 
of stress. The long rise in real estate prices 
and the present sharp inflationary trend have 
given those responsible for supervision of in- 
stitutions of these types much concern. The 
inflationary condition which we face today 
makes necessary the building of even larger 
reserves to meet future contingencies, — 

As accounts up to $10,000 in 2,860 of these 
institutions are insured by the Federal Sav- 
ings and Loan Insurance Corporation, the 
Corporation would be called upon to pay 
heavy losses in times of stress. The Insur- 
ance Corporation risks would increase if the 
reserve ratio of insured institutions would de- 
crease. 

We would be glad to go further into this 
matter and obtain additional information if 
time permits. i 

T. WADE HARRISON. 


Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the distinguished Senator from Mon- 
tana yield, in order that I may address 
certain questions to the distinguished 
chairman of the committee, without his 
losing the floor? 

Mr, MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may yield to 
the Senator from Florida for that pur- 
pose, without prejudice to my rights to 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. HOLLAND. In the first place, I 
should like to commend the distinguished 
chairman of the committee for his an- 
nounced willingness to accept an amend- 
ment which would fix a minimum of 10 
percent of the deposits in these savings 
organizations as a reserve which could 
be attained under the procedure which 
would be outlined in such an amend- 
ment, by the payment of a percentage. 

Mr. GEORGE. Of each annual earn- 


Mr. HOLLAND. Of the annual earn- 
ing, up until that reserve was reached. 

Mr. GEORGE. Until it reached 10 
percent, and that it could be kept up to 
10 percent; which, of course, would natu- 
rally follow. 

Mr. HOLLAND. It would seem to the 
Senator from Florida that that ought 
to remove every objection of every Sena- 
tor to the enactment of this legislation. 

The first question I would ask the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Georgia is this: 
Is it not true that if that 10-percent 
limitation were fixed, it would in no 
sense prevent any savings institution 
from creating a larger reserve than that 
if it desired to do so, or if it were re- 
quired by its State law to do so? 

Mr. GEORGE. Exactly. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Subject only to the 
condition that contributions made from 
year to year to increase the reserve be- 
vond 10 percent would have to be made 
after the payment of income tax to the 
Federal Government? 

Mr. GEORGE. That is exactly cor- 
rect. The Senator will recall that State 
banks are required to set up certain re- 
serves, and are subjected to a Federal 


tax on their incomes; but they can set 


up a reserve in excess of the reserve re- 
quired. The only thing is that when 
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they set up a reserve in excess of that 
which is required, ordinarily they are 
not able to take the reduction for the 
full amount, but only for the amount 
which the Comptroller allows as a re- 
serve. The Senator is quite right. It 
seems to me, and I frankly say, that the 
Commissioner, with full advice, would 
b2 able to do a better job, but I would 
have no hesitancy in saying—and if it 
would end this controversy, I will say 
it—that each of these institutions should 
set aside from its net earnings, say one- 
half of 1 percent of such net earnings 
annually until the total reserve equaled 
10 percent of its liabilities or of its 
deposits. 

Mr. MURRAY. Iam not sure that 10 
percent would be sufficient. I think the 
subject should be given more study. 

Mr. GEORGE. I think it would be 
sufficient; but what the Senator from 
Florida is saying is that if the associa- 
tion were given the privilege and desired 
to carry the reserves up to 15 percent, it 
could do so; but of course it would be 
liable for a tax on the amount above 10 
percent, that is all. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, to 
continue my question—and I thank the 
distinguished Senator from Montana for 
his courtesy, and the distinguished 
chairman of the committee—does the 
Senator from Florida correctly under- 
stand the proposal now made by the dis- 
tinguished chairman of the committee, 
that he is agreeable to the inclusion of 
an amendment to the effeet that one- 
half of one percent of the net earnings 
of the bank may be placed each year into 
the reserve until the time the reserve has 
attained a total of 10 percent, without 
subjecting those annual payments to the 
payment of the income tax? 

Mr. GEORGE. Substantially I think 
the Senator has in mind what I had in 
mind, that is to say, that from the net 
earnings there would be a percentage 
placed in the reserve, until the reserve 
equaled at least 10 percent of the de- 
posits, and so long as the reserves did not 
equal 10 percent of the deposits. I be- 
lieve the institutions themselves would 
prefer that a percentage of their annual 
net earnings be carried to the reserve 
until the reserve itself has reached a 
total of 10 percent of the deposits. 

Mr. HOLLAND. My next question is 
this: In the case of States which have as 
a legal requirement a smaller percentage 
than 10 percent for fixing the reserve, 
let us say a requirement of a 5 percent 
reserve, there would be no ban at all 
upon the institution in that State con- 
tinuing to raise its reserve up to the 10 
percent figure by annual payments with- 
out subjecting itself to any Federal in- 
come tax? 

Mr. GEORGE. Or to any tax what- 
ever. In the case of a newly organized 
concern it would have a right to build 
up its reserve before any tax could apply 
to it at all, 

Mr. HOLLAND. The next question 
is this: Assuming that a bank has 
reached the point where its reserve is 10 
percent, and assuming that all the earn- 
ings each year are paid over to the de- 
positors, there is, under the bill, no in- 
come-tax liability asserted against the 
corporation as such, is there? 
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Mr. GEORGE. None whatsoever. It 
is not intended to subject the corpora- 
tion as such to any further tax. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I should like to ask 
this general question: Is the Senator 
from Florida correct in his understand- 
ing and belief that what was intended by 
the committee was to see that the earn- 
ings of these institutions over and above 
what may be properly paid to create a 
reasonable reserve shall be placed into 
the tax-paying stream of the economy of 
the Nation, and that that is the sole 
purpose? 

Mr. GEORGE. That is the sole pur- 
pose; the purpose is not to destroy them 
at all. 

I should think that any well-organized 
and well-managed mutual insurance 
company or building and loan associa- 
tion would be satisfied to set aside not 
too great a percentage in the first years 
of its earnings, because otherwise it 
would too drastically cut down upon 
what it would be able to pay to its de- 
positors. But it would be better business 
to pay a reasonably small percentage 
until the total contributions to the re- 
serve equaled 10 percent of the deposits. 
In some States they are required to set 
aside one-eighth percent. In other 
words, we would not want these organ- 
izations to carry the reserve up too rap- 
idly, because that would then probably 
begin to affect their depositors too se- 
verely. But certainly there is no imme- 
diate danger that these institutions, dur- 
ing the next few years as we can now 
foresee them, will not be able to set aside 
a part of their annual net earnings, a 
percentage of them, until their total re- 
serve has equaled, or is not less than, 10 
percent of their deposits. That ought 
to give them ample protection under 
ordinary circumstances. 

Mr. HOLLAND. My next question to 
the distinguished chairman is this: Is it 
not true that the bill wholly exempts the 
mutual banks and the building and loan 
associations and the cooperative asso- 
ciations as well from the dual taxation 
which is levied under our income tax 
structure against commercial corpora- 
tions, in that such a corporation has to 
pay tax upon its net income, and the 
dividends paid to its stockholders or 
shareholders also have to be reported 
as income by the stockholders and share- 
holders and subjected to the payment of 
income tax by them? 

Mr. GEORGE. That is true. They 
are in the same category as that of ordi- 
nary corporations in that regard. The 
Senator is correct about that. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The sole purpose of 
the committee has been, then, to see that 
all the net earnings of these protected 
and preferred corporations be subjected 
to one levy by requiring the distribu- 
tion of those net earnings to a place 
where such one levy can be applied. Is 
that correct? | 

Mr. GEORGE. The Senator is quite 
correct. That is the sole purpose. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the distin- 
guished Senator from Georgia and the 
distinguished Senator from Montana. 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, I yield 
the door. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, as a co- 


Sponsor of the amendment offered by 
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the junior Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
Pranpvers] to strike from the pending 
bill section 313, which would tax mutual 
savings banks and savings and loan as- 
sociations and similar financial institu- 
tions, I endorse heartily all that he and 
the junior Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
Bricker] have stated concerning this 
amendment. I do not wish to be repeti- 
tious and, therefore, I shall not go into 
detail in my remarks. 

However, there are certain important 
matters where section 313 is concerned 
which I feel cannot be emphasized too 
much or too often. There is the devas- 
tating effect which the enactment of sec- 
tion 313 very likely would have, first, on 
savings and thrift among the American 
people, and, second, on the happy and 
sound medium for financing home build- 
ing and other private construction which 
the mutual institutions affected by this 
section have provided and are providing 
so effectively. 

I doubt that many realize the favora- 
ble influence on the public purchase of 
United States savings bonds, whether is- 
sued in wartime or in peacetime, which 
has been brought about by the habit, 
possessed by so many hundreds of thou- 
sands of American people, of making 
regular deposits in savings institutions. 
The junior Senator from Vermont has 
given eloquent statistics in this connec- 
tion. 

Based on information I have received 
from the superintendent of banks of the 
State of New York, I am convinced that 
the consequences of section 313, if en- 
acted, are likely to be far-reaching and 
demoralizing from the standpoint of 
conflict with State statutes governing 
the operations of State-chartered sav- 
ings institutions, the impairment of re- 
serves against loss, and the su tial 
reduction in interest or other return on 
deposits which is paid to depositors. 
Presumably the same kind of problem 
would present itself with respect to Fed- 
eral savings institutions. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have inserted in the Recorp at 
this point in my remarks, the text of a 
letter under date of September 15, to 
which I referred yesterday, which was 
sent by the superintendent of banks of 
the State of New York to the distin- 
guished chairman of the Finance Com- 
mittee of the Senate, in which he gives 
a great deal of information concerning 
the situation pertaining to savings banks 
and building and loan associations in the 
State of New York. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CLEMENTs in the chair). Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 

The letter referred to is as follows: 

Srate or New YORK 
BANKING DEPARTMENT, 
New York, N. F., September 15, 1951. 
Hon. WALTER F. GEORGE, 
Chairman, Senate Finance Committee, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Senator: While my views on the pro- 
posal to apply the corporate income-tax 
rate to the undistributed earnings of mu- 
tual-savings banks and savings and loan 
associations have not been sought by the 
congressional committees directly concerned 
I feel that the effect of this tax in its pres- 
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ent form raises grave problems as applied 
to the mutual institutions under the super- 
visory jurisdiction of the banking depart- 
ment. I consider it necessary, therefore, to 
lay before you, unsolicited, facts from which 
the broad implications of this tax can be 


ged. 

The Legislature of New York State has 
established two types of mutual-savings in- 
stitutions—the savings bank and the savings 
and loan association—designed to bring to- 
gether, without promoter’s profit, a pool of 
the savings of individuals of modest means. 
The twin purposes achieved are the encour- 
agement of thrift and the filling of the need 
for home financing. The legislature has 
accommodated these purposes by permitting 
and encouraging the investment of these 
funds in fields where, because of their longer 
term, the yield is greater and the consequent 
dividend to the depositor larger. 

The most disturbing aspect of the tax for 
our New York State mutual thrift and home- 
financing institutions is that it would upset 
the long safeguards which New 
York State has maintained for the protec- 
tion of the public’s funds. The legislature 
of this State realized a good many years 
ago that it was necessary to be specific about 
holding back of earnings by the mutual 

organizations. Since this type of 
institution cannot appeal to stockholders in 
a time of severe losses as a means of replen- 
ishing capital, it has no place to turn to 
strengthen surplus but to retained earnings. 
Commercial banks, which have their stock- 
holders to look to for repairing losses and 
for additional capital when deposit growth 
is rapid, are required to plow back earnings 
only until surplus equals 60 percent of capi- 
tal. There is no statutory deposit ratio for 
commercial banks. With mutuals it is dif- 
ferent. 

Under the savings bank article of the 
banking law 10 percent of net earnings each 
year must be retained for enlargement of 
surplus if the surplus fund is less than 10 
percent. As a further measure of safety this 
department has for some years had in effect 
a policy of urging savings banks to set aside 
out of earnings a reserve against the mort- 
gage portfolio amounting to 10 percent of all 
conventional mortgages, 5 percent for VA 
mortgages, and 1 percent against FHA mort- 
gages. 

The 10-percent-surplus ratio requirement 
has not yet been complied with by 45 of the 
130 savings banks under the supervision of 
this department. Fourteen of these insti- 
tutions have surplus ratios below 8 percent 
and in one instance the ratio is below 5 per- 
cent. The total mortgage reserve necessary 
under our policy is $442,000,000, or about 7½ 
percent of the mortgage portfolio. Up to 
now, only $195,000,000 of mortgage reserves 
have actually been established, leaving $247,- 
000,000 yet to be provided for. With full 
retention of earnings permitted, a number of 
years would be required to realize the stand- 
ards of safety which this department be- 
lieves to be necessary if savings 3 
remain strong and is to extend the record of 
freedom from failure which goes back far 
more than a generation. + 

There are 169 savings and loan associations 
operating in New York under State charter. 
Our law says that savings and loans must 
set aside 5 percent of net profits when sur- 
plus is less than 10 percent of share capital. 
In addition, the banking department policy 
calls for the setting up of a mortgage re- 
serve of one-half of 1 percent of the mort- 
gage portfolio every year until a 10-percent 
reserve is established. Seventy of the asso- 
ciations have surplus ratios below 10 per- 
cent. Twenty-one have ratios under 6 per- 
cent; in seven cases the ratio is below 4 per- 
cent; two of the newer associations have less 
than 2 percent surplus. Because of their 
rapid growth savings and loans have been re- 
taining one-third of their earnings. Even so 


11885 


the over-all surplus ratio has been falling. 
I very much fear that the of new 
savings and loan associations would have to 
cease in our State, for it would be virtually 
impossible to build up a satisfactory surplus 
out of earnings from scratch. 

Mutual institutions are faced with a hard 
dilemma if their retained earning are to be 
heavily taxed. They can cut their dividend 
rates drastically and so lose much of their 
efficiency as promoters of thrift at a time 
when a high level of personal savings is a 
bulwark against inflation. Or they can see 
their surpluses become thinner and thinner, 
thereby forcing the public to look for the 
safety of its funds, not to the institution's 
inner strength, but to the Government spon- 
sored insurance funds. 

I respectfully suggest that more time be 
given to study the taxation of mutual bank- 
ing institutions so that the minimum injury 
can be done to their usefulness and strength. 
If the traditional tax immunity is now to 
be denied these institutions, wisdom dic- 
tates that the move be undertaken in such 
a way that their sturdiness is not under- 
mined. A hasty, ill-considered tax applied 
to mutuals now may take from them earn- 
ings that will have to be restored later in the 
form of Government support, 

Very truly yours, 


Superintendent of Banks. 


Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I should like 
to quote briefly a certain portion of that 
letter: 

Under the savings bank article of the 
banking law— 


Referring, of course, to the New York 
State banking law— 
10 percent of net earnings each year must be 
retained for enlargement of surplus if the 
surplus fund is less than 10 percent. As a 
further measure of safety this department 
has for some years had in effect a policy of 
urging savings banks to set aside out of earn- 
ings a reserve against the mortgage port- 
folio amounting to 10 percent of all conven- 
tional mortgages, 5 percent for VA mort- 
gages and 1 percent against FHA mortgages. 


This, Mr. President, I point out, is in 
addition to the 10 percent of net earn- 
ings which must be retained for the en- 
largement of the surplus if the ET. 
itself is less than 10 percent. 

To continue this portion of the super- 
intendent’s letter, I read: 

The 10-percent surplus ratio requirement 
has not yet been complied with by 45 of the 
130 savings banks under the supervision of 
this department. Fourteen of these insti- 
tutions have surplus ratios below 8 percent, 
and in one instance the ratio is below 5 
percent. The total mortgage reserve neces- 
sary under our policy is 6442, 000, 000, or 
about 7% percent of the mortgage port- 
folio. Up to now only $195,000,000 of mort- 
gage reserves have actually been established, 
leaving $247,000,000 yet to be provided for. 


In other words, considerably less than 
one-half of the required reserves of this 
nature have been established. 

With full retention of earnings permitted, 
a number of years would be required to re- 
alize the standards of safety which this de- 
partment believes to be necessary if savings 
banking is to remain strong and is to ex- 
tend the record of freedom from failure 
which goes back far more than a genera- 
tion. 


In this connection, Mr. President, I 
should like to point out that for the rea- 
sons I have read, which were given by 
the superintendent of banks of the State 
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of New York—I would be forced to op- 
pose the proposal of the distinguished 
Senator from Florida that a 10-percent 
limitation be placed for reserves at this 
time. I do not think anyone knows ex- 
actly what that limitation should be, in- 
sofar as any exemption from tax is con- 
cerned, 

The time may be coming, Mr. Presi- 
dent—indeed, it may be here—when the 
habit of saving or thrift will no longer be 
regarded as an American virtue. Cer- 
tainly section 313 would appear to go a 
long way in discouraging, or even de- 
stroying, this habit. I will not be a party 
to any action which threatens so defi- 
nitely to violate basic principles on 
which our country has developed and 
expanded and grown economically 
great. 

Add to the deplorable possibilities that 
I have indicated, the ensuing disrupting 
effect on home owners or prospective 
home owners who look to private sources 
for the financing of home construction, 
and we can begin to grasp the potential 
danger in the section under discussion. 
I can envision easily a situation arising 
under this section when savings institu- 
tions, whose function has been largely 
to obtain funds at a fair rate of return 
to depositors and to use them for the 
kind of private financing to which I re- 
fer, no longer would be able to exist, and 
when the Government itself, either Fed- 
eral or State—and in many instances the 
financial condition of the States may 
not permit them to engage in such an 
undertaking—would be the sole agency 
from which funds for home-building 
purposes, and in fact all building pur- 
poses, could be obtained. Yes, I can 
envision a condition which section 313 
might ultimately provoke when all con- 
struction would perforce be financed by 
Government itself, and exclusively 
through the use of public funds. 

I know there are some who may in- 
sist that I exaggerate, but I do not. 
Every one of the circumstances which 
I have mentioned as possibilities is a cer- 
tain possibility and can occur if section 
313 becomes enacted into law. 

I feel that I would be derelict in my 
duty as a Member of the United States 
Senate if I failed to point out these dan- 
gerous implications in section 313. And 
so, Mr. President, I respectfully urge the 
distinguished chairman of the Finance 
Committee to agree to strike out section 
313 and to have his distinguished com- 
mittee engage more fully than they have 
had an opportunity thus far to do in the 
study of the general question of taxing 
mutual financial institutions. I respect- 
fully suggest to him that he call before 
his committee the supervisory authori- 
ties in charge of State chartered finan- 
cial institutions for the purpose of ob- 
taining even more complete and definite 
information regarding the consequences 
of such legislation than any of us who 
favor the elimination from the bill of 
section 313 have been able to furnish in 
the limited time of this debate. 

Again I beseech the distinguished 
chairman of the Finance Committee to 
agree to have stricken from the bill sec- 
tion 313. 

Before I close, I desire to point out 
two things which have occurred in the 
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State of New York this morning on which 
I should like to comment, 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. IVES. I yield to the Senator from 
Kansas, if I can do so without losing the 
floor. 

Mr, CARLSON, Mr. President, the 
distinguished Senator from New York 
has drawn attention to a letter which he 
received from the commissioner of the 
savings institutions of New York State. 
I have received a letter from Forest J. 
Henney, who is commissioner of the 
savings and loan department of the 
State of Kansas. He is an appointed 
Official, and has been in that service for 
many years, and I believe is thoroughly 
familiar with the problems of the build- 
ing and loan institutions of Kansas. If 
the Senator from New York will permit, 
I should like to read one paragraph from 
this letter. 

Mr. IVES. That is quite all right with 
me, Mr. President, if I can still retain 
the floor. 

Mr. CARLSON. The paragraph reads 
as follows: 

Institutions of this character— 


Having reference, of course, to savings 
banks and building and loan associa- 
tions— 
being in a home mortgage lending operation, 
must of necessity build reserves against fu- 
ture losses, Our State statute provides that 
not less than 5 percent of net earnings each 
year must be placed in reserve for losses fund, 
until the reserve for losses has reached 5 
percent of share capital. Our National or- 
ganization of supervisors has concluded long 
ago that this 5-percent goal is not enough, 
and has been urging. a 10 percent of share 
capital as the end to be gained. With the 
upward surge in the cost of operations, many 
of our associations have very small margin 
of profits left after paying a dividend neces- 
sary to attract capital and assigning the 
amount required by statute to the reserve 
for losses fund. 


I wish to comment very briefly on that. 
I think it is most important that we 
protect and keep these savings and loan 
institutions financially- sound for the 
purpose for which they were established, 
namely, to furnish loans for building. 
During the past 25 or 30 years the 
values of buildings which have been 
built by loans from these institutions 
have increased; therefore, these insti- 
tutions have been very sound financially 
and have been solvent. But we may 
face a period when it might be neces- 
sary to have a greater reserve than we 
have at present. 

I hope, too, that it will be kept in 
mind that my State has suffered a very 
serious flood loss in many areas. Many 
of the building and loan institutions have 
suffered great losses because of the flood. 
I have, for instance, the statistics of 
one building and loan association at Ot- 
tawa, Kans., the Home Savings and 
Loan Association. I have the figures 
here which were submitted to me. I 
think it is important to mention that 
this association had loans on 70 prop- 
erties in the flood area totaling $135,- 
602. 

Of those properties 39 of the 70 were 
completely washed away. Eight others 
were damaged beyond rehabilitation, 
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Those are some of the contingencies 
which I think we must keep in mind 
when we are dealing with this important 
subject. 

I appreciate very much the kindness 
of the Senator from New York, and I 
ask permission to insert this letter and 
statement in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
and statement were ordered to be printed 
in the Recorp, as follows: 


STATE or KAnsAs, 
SAVINGS AND LOAN DEPARTMENT, 
Topeka, September 18, 1951. 
Hon. FRANK CARLSON, 
United States Senator From Kansas, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, 
D.C. 

Dear SENATOR CARLSON: We aie deeply con- 
cerned over the present tax proposal which 
has been, or will this week, be submitted by 
the Finance Committee to the entire Senate 
as an amendment to House Resolution 4473. 

At the present time we have 75 State- 
chartered savings and loan associations in 
Kansas, and one of the duties of this depart- 
ment is to safeguard the funds in these 
institutions in order that, so far as is hu- 
manly possible, they will be solvent and be 
able to pay a fair return on the investment, 
as well as the principal, to their investing 
members. 

Institutions of this character being in a 
home-mortgage lending operation, must of 
necessity build reserves against future losses. 
Our State statute provides that not less than 
5 percent of net earnings each year must 
be placed in reserve-for-losses fund, until 
the reserve for losses has reached 5-percent- 
of-share capital. Our national organization 
of supervisors has concluded long ago that 
this 5-percent goal is not enough, and has 
been urging a 10-percent~of-share capital 
as end to be gained. With the upward 
surge in the cost of operations, many of our 
associations have very small margin of profits 
left after paying a dividend necessary to 
attract capital and assigning the amount 
r-quired by statute to the reserve-for-losses 
fund. 

For instance, in 1950 the records show a 
dividend to mem ers of about 2.5 percent 
in Kansas. If 45 percent of the remaining 
profit (and in some cases proposed 52 per- 
cent) were taken for income-tax purposes, 
many associations could not accumulate 
sufficient reserve position to survive even 
a small decline in real-estate values. 

Either they would be compelled to reduce 
the rate of distribution of dividends, thus 
causing widespread withdrawals, or increase 
the costs to the borrower. Either of these 
eventualities is undesirable. This proposed 
amendment gives no consideration to reserve 
requirements of our State laws and has very 
dangerous implications. At the present time 
our associations are experiencing difficulty in 
obtaining sufficient funds to contribute to 
the home-building needs, and to take out 
of the return to the investor an additional 
tax would add to their difficulty. Congress 
surely does not care to add to the burden 
of home owners by increase of interest rate 
as a contribution to taxes. 

It is just impossible to treat mutual sav- 
ings and loan associations like ordinary cor- 
porations organized for profit of the stock- 
holders. Income received by a savings and 
loan association is entirely used for the pay- 
ment of operating costs, allocation to neces- 
sary loss reserves, and dividends. Therefore 
all earnings beyond those used for expenses 
and necessary reserves are taxable in the 
hands of the members who mutually own 


_ the institutions. The earnings are all taxed 


ultimately, one way or another. 

To conclude, if a direct Federal tax is 
placed on savings and loan income, it would 
‘mean either sharp reduction in dividends in 


* 


order to provide adequate reserves, then re- 
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sulting in diminished funds available for 
lending, or result in more demand for fur- 
ther direct Government lending and financ- 
ing for the home owner. 

‘This same analysis of effect on State-char- 
tered associations may also be said of the 28 
Federal assc siations operating in Kansas, 

Then this proposed formula for taxing 
savings and loan associations has a pro- 
vision to let the Commissioner of Internal 
Revenue prescribe a “loss formula” based on 
25 years’ experience. What about the new 
association which has no loss experience? 
We do not want the Commissioner of Inter- 
nal Revenue, who is a tax collector and un- 
concerned about the future economic prob- 
lems of our institutions, voiding our State 
statute by his “loss formula.” He is a tax 
collector, is interested in taxing this year, 
has no interest in future losses of any in- 
stitution. 

I shall appreciate your consideration and 
urge your support in opposition to the pro- 
posed amendment to House Resolution 4473 
regarding this tax on savings and loan as- 
sociation income. 

Respectfully yours, 
FOREST J. HENNEY, 
Commissioner, 
Home SAVINGS AND LOAN ASSOCIATION, OTTAWA, 
S. W. HUMPHREYS, PRESIDENT 

Present assets, $5,513,402. 

Reserves $352,371, which is 6.4 percent of 
assets. The average reserve for associations 
of the Topeka Federal Home Loan Bank dis- 
trict is 8.13 percent. 

1950 earnings were approximately $221,000. 

Expenses, $82,635. 

Dividends, $91,143. 

Net earnings, $48,052. 

Transferred to reserves, $38,495 and to un- 
divided profits, approximately $9,000. Under 
present proposal this means a tax of some- 
thing like $18,000. Average yearly loss from 
1931 to 1950, inclusive, $3,200. 

This association had loans on 70 proper- 
ties in the flood area, totaling $135,602. 

Thirty-nine of these properties out of the 
70 were washed away. Eight others were 
damaged almost beyond rehabilitation. 


Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I appre- 
ciate very much the contribution which 
the distinguished Senator from Kansas 
has made to this subject. 

I started in concluding my remarks to 
comment regarding a recommendation 
which was made on the floor this morn- 
ing to the effect that it would be pos- 
sible, after setting a certain reserve fig- 
ure, say 10 percent, to increase the re- 
serves by adding to them such of the 
earnings as might remain—if there were 
any earnings at all—after a Federal tax 
had been deducted. 

I realize that that could be done; but 
it could be done, very likely, only at the 
sacrifice of interest paid to depositors. 
We all know that we can levy almost any 
kind of tax on savings institutions if we 
want to do it—that is, any tax which is 
not confiscatory—and still those insti- 
tutions can presumably set aside, by de- 
grees, certain amounts for reserves, even 
though the reserves may be inadequate. 
But in so doing, were we to go to that 
extreme, the depositors, the people whose 
attitude, whose purpose, and whose de- 
sire with regard to thrift and savings 
we want to encourage, would be the ones 
who would suffer. That is why I would 
be opposed to any program or policy of 
that kind. 

I again return to my contention that 
we should not be writing banking legis- 
lation of this type in a tax bill, until a 
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thorough study of the subject has been 
made, or at least until the supervisory 
officials in the States themselves have 
been consulted in one way or another. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will 
my colleague yield to me? 

Mr. IVES. Certainly. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Supporting wholly 
the statements made by my distin- 
guished colleague the senior Senator 
from New York, and also in support of 
statements which I made on the floor 
yesterday and today in connection with 
this bill, I wish to read one paragraph 
from a letter which Lhave received from 
the president of the Ninth Federal Sav- 
ings and Loan Association, of New York 
City, as follows: 

The effect of the proposed tax would be 
far-reaching. Savings and loan associations 
are the most important single source of 
home finance funds in the country. In many 
communities savings and loan associations 
are almost the only source of such funds and 
the records will show that about one-third 
of all the home financing has been done by 
savings and loan associations. If this source 
of money for private home financing is shut 
off, either immediately or eventually, as this 
tax would undoubtedly do, how many peo- 
ple in your community would be affected? 
It could only result in partial or complete 
paralysis of home financing and therefore 
home building and home buying. 


I have read this for the purpose of 
emphasizing the statement made by my 
distinguished colleague, that if we shut 
off this source of private financial sup- 
port—as would be the result, I believe, 
of the enactment of section 313—then 
the whole burden, the whole responsi- 
bility, of financing home building will be 
placed on the Federal Government, 
something which, of course, would not 
be in the interest of the country, be- 
cause I believe we all agree that the 
more we can encourage private financing 
of home building or private financing of 
any undertaking, so far as that is con- 
cerned, the better off we shall be. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I thank my 
colleague for his contribution to my 
remarks. 

Mr. LEHMAN. There is one further 
point, if my colleague will yield. 

Mr. IVES. I yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. We have been talking 
about building up reserves. A few min- 
utes ago I emphasized the situation 
which existed in 1933, when the banks 
had to be closed. We found that the 
savings banks were in a somewhat vul- 
nerable position by reason of the fact 
that reserves of an insufficient and in- 
adequate size had been built up. 

I made the statement in connection 
with my remarks that the situation had 
now improved, because the reserves are 
larger than they were at that time. Ap- 
parently I was in error in making that 
statement. I quote now from the testi- 
mony of Mr. Schwulst, who, I believe, 
is the head of the Association of Mutual 
Savings Banks in the State of New York. 
He made the following statement, which 
will be found on page 718 of part 2 of 
the hearings before the Committee on 
Finance, in connection with House bill 
4473: 

In 1930 their average ratio of general re- 
serve to deposits was 11.65 percent. This 


ratio proved to be inadequate. Depression 
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losses from 1931 to 1944, after all profits and 
recoveries, were so large that they would have 
wiped out 90 percent of the banks’ reserves 
accumulated up to that time. In order to 
restore their reserves, the banks were com- 
pelled to cut drastically interest payments 
to their depositors. At the end of 1950, the 
ratio of general reserves to deposit was 11.4 
percent, which is less than the ratio of 1930. 

You can understand our concern at the 
prospect of any legislation which might run 
counter to a sound reserve policy or interfere 
with the independent and prudent super- 
vision of these banks by the States. 


In New York State, both the gover- 
nors and the legislature have been very 
determined to protect the interests of 
the depositors in the various savings in- 
stitutions of our State. Therefore legis- 
lation was enacted making mandatory 
a reserve which is substantially in ex- 
cess of the reserves which have been 
mentioned on the floor of the Senate. 
The reserves today in New York State 
not in all banks, but speaking gen- 
erally—would average very considerably 
more than 10 percent—probably in the 
neighborhood of 15 percent, although I 
cannot give any authoritative figures. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I think I 
covered that to some extent in my pre- 
liminary remarks, when I pointed out 
the fact that, of the 130 savings banks 
under supervision of the State depart- 
ment, 45 had not yet complied with the 
10-percent surplus-ratio requirement, so 
we had not yet reached that point in 
New York State. In addition, there is 
the requirement with respect to the 
mortgage portfolio. Far less than half 
of the institutions have complied with 
that requirement. 

Mr. LEHMAN. For as long as the 
memory of anyone can take us back, 
it has been the policy of the country, the 
Government, and the people to en- 
courage savings and to make those sav- 
ings just as safe as human ingenuity 
and care could possibly make them. It 
seems to me that this section is defi- 
nitely a step backward. The savings 
banks and savings and loan associations 
would be inevitably compelled to face 
one of two alternatives—or possibly both 
of them—to cut their interest or divi- 
dend rate, or to allow their reserves to 
sink to a level which would place the 
interests of their depositors in jeopardy. 
Therefore I certainly will not. support 
section 313 of the bill. 

Mr. IVES. I thank my colleague for 
his valuable contribution. I also point 
out that if some of the things which 
he has indicated were to happen there 
would be a direct violation of the New 
York State banking law brought about 
by a situation to which we directed re- 
marks this morning. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. IVES. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. FLANDERS. One point which 
the Senator from New York mentioned 
interested me very much. On one or 
two occasions he called attention to the 
fact that besides legal reserves there 
were requirements against loss. 

Mr. IVES. With respect to mortgage 
portfolios. 

Mr. FLANDERS. The requirements 
exist not merely in State law and State 
decisions, but they exist also in FDIC 
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examinations of portfolios. They exist, 
at least in the form of advice, in the 
RFC requirement with respect to condi- 
tions of banks before the banks are al- 
lowed to begin to return capital to the 
RFC. Therefore any formula for re- 
serves must also contain, either sepa- 
rately or incorporated, elements of re- 
serves against losses in portfolios. It 
should be noted that State laws for the 
most part set up minimums. Some of 
them set up maximums, beyond which 
earnings must go into dividends. That is 
not a bad idea. However, the minimums 
are insufficient unless they contain an 
additional amount for reserves against 
losses in the portfolios. 

Mr. IVES. I thank the Senator from 
Vermont. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. IVES. Yes. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I should like to say 
to the Senator from New York that some 
of the fears which he has expressed, not 
only in his prepared statement, but in 
the colloquy, are shared very generally 
in the building and loan field in the State 
of Kansas. It has been only a few years 
ago that my State undertook to write 
a new building and loan code. At the 
time provisions were inserted which 
fitted the economic picture as it then 
existed. Of course, the picture has ma- 
terially changed since then. Great fear 
has been expressed, not only by building 
and loan association representatives 
from my State, but by citizens of the 
State who are cognizant of the fine serv- 
ice rendered by such organizations, as 
organizations and as individual units, be- 
cause of the provision in the bill to which 
the Senator from New York has referred. 

I wish to say to the distinguished Sen- 
ator from New York and the distin- 
guished Senator from Vermont that Iam 
seriously concerned about the extent to 
which the pending legislation might go 
in weakening the structure of our sav- 
ings and loan institutions, particularly 
since not sufficient time would be given 
to permit them to readjust to the new 
requirements which are likely to be made 
in a restricted way by the Internal Reve- 
nue Bureau. I leave the suggestion with 
the Senator from New York that I be- 
lieve it is well to point out the alarm 
which exists back in the respective 
States, and which is shared very greatly 
by a great many people in the State of 
Kansas 


Mr. IVES. I thank the Senator from 
Kansas for his contribution. I am very 
glad that he has called attention to that 
important point. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. IVES. Ves. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Iam very glad to hear 
the remarks of the Senator from Kansas. 
He brought out a very important point, 
namely, that the concern expressed on 
the floor of the Senate is shared by the 
people in the States. I want to state 
again, as I have previously stated, that of 
the 15,000,000 people living in the State 
of New York, approximately 9,000,000 
are directly affected by section 313, either 
as dépositors in mutual savings banks or 
as members of savings and loan associa- 
tions and building and loan associations, 
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They represent nearly two-thirds of all 
the people living in the State of New 
York. No doubt the proportion is nearly 
as great in many other States. 

Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I wish to endorse thoroughly the 
statements which have been made by 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
New York [Mr. Ives] on this subject, as 
well as the statements which have been 
made by a number of other Senators who 
spoke on the subject yesterday and to- 
day. À 

Like every other Member of this body, 
I have the highest respect for the in- 
tegrity and ability of the most distin- 
guished chairman of the Committee on 
Finance. He has made a statement this 
morning, with which I believe we are all 
very sympathetic, to the effect that there 
should be no strictly tax exempts. How- 
ever, the committee found it necessary 
or advisable to make a decision with 
reference to one group of tax exempts, 
not to amend existing legislation with 
reference to them until the committee 
had sufficient time to make a more thor- 
ough study of the subject through the 
staff of the committee, and it limited the 
time for a report to April 1 next. It 
occurs-to me that it would be very wise 
perhaps to adopt the same plan with 
reference to savings and loan associations 
and building and loan associations, be- 
cause from the testimony and from the 
speeches which have heen made in the 
past 2 days it is plainly evident that the 
committee does not have sufficient infor- 
mation on which to write a final law at 
this time. 

I have a very short statement on the 
subject which I should like to insert in 
the Recorp at this time. It is not my 
intention to offer an amendment with 
reference to the study which I propose 
should be made of the subject. I hope 
that before we have completed considera- 
tion of the bill, we will include building 
and loans associations and savings and 
loan associations in the same action that 
was taken with reference to the other 
group of tax exempts. 

Iask unanimous consent to have print- 
ed in the Recorp at this point, as a part 
of my remarks, the statement to which 
I have referred. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
REeEcorpD, as follows: 
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Mr. President, after a rather careful study 
of the proposal to subject savings and loan 
associations and building and loan associa- 
tions to Federal corporation income taxation, 
I have come to the conclusion that it would 
not be advisable to tax these institutions at 
this time. 

Associations of this type were specifically 
and solely created in order to encourage and 
promote home ownership through the thrift 
of those families who desire to build or pur- 
chase homes of their own on the basis of 
their own savings. Typically, they are non- 
stock corporations. They secure their funds 
through the deposits of those who plan 
eventually to borrow enough to finance their 
homes. In other words, they are true mutual 
organizations for the purpose of fostering 
home ownership. They have no other pur- 
pose and they have no earnings other than 
the money which is distributed to their de- 
positors or which is held as a reserve against 
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We can all agree that the ownership of its 
own home by each family is one of the 
strongest elements for stab-lity in our social 
system. I believe that the institution of 
private property will always be safe so long 
as the majority of families in this country 
have a stake in it through ownership of 
their own homes. 

Atlhough these institutions have grown 
rapidly, particularly during the last 20 
years, they have run up against one very 
difficult problem in these inflated times. 
That is the problem of building up and 
maintaining adequate reserves against loss or 
other contingencies. It was a shock to me 
to learn that the ratio of reserves to saving 
deposits for these institutions is on the aver- 
age only about 7 percent. Federal and State 
superviscry officials agree generally that such 
reserves should be maintained at from 10 
pe-cent to 15 percent of the savings deposits 
or savings shares. 

In my judgment, it is all-important that 
we permit savings and loan associations to 
build up sufficient reserves so that they will 
be able to withstand any temporary shock 
or disturbance in the economy system. It 
would be tragic if losses on their mortgages 
resulted in a general inability to pay out on 
savings accounts or even to maintain divi- 
dend payments. If that should happen, it 
might destroy public confidence in this type 
of institution generally and make it ex- 
ceedingly difficult for many families to ac- 
quire their own homes. 

This low ratio of reserves is apparently 
due largely to the inflation we experienced 
during the war and since the war. During 
such an inflationary period, the volume of 
savings deposits increases rapidly. Reserves 
which were formerly sufficient decline per- 
centagewise. No matter how carefully man- 
aged such an institution may be, it is im- 
possible during such a pericd to keep piling 
up reserves fast enough to adequately pro- 
vide a sufficient reserve against possible 
losses. If we should head into another pe- 
riod of serious inflation, I am afraid the 
reserve ratio of such institutions might fall 
even farther, 

For these reasons, Mr, President, I do not 
believe we should tax savings and loan or 
building and loan associations just yet, at 
least. I believe we should give them time 
to build up an adequate reserve against loss 
so as to maintain their stability as a means 
of helping any family acquire its own home. 


Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 


‘their names: 
Alken Hennings McKellar 
Benton Hickenlooper McMahon 
Brewster Hill Millikin 
Butler, Md. Hoey Monroney 
Butler, Nebr. Holland Morse 
Cain Humphrey Mundt 
Capehart Hunt urray 
Carlson Ives Nixon 
Case Jenner O Conor 
Clements Johnson, Colo. O’Mahoney 
Connally Johnson, Tex. Robertson 
Cordon Johnston, S. C. Russell 
Dirksen Kefauver Saltonstall 
Douglas Kem Schoeppel 
Kerr Smathers 

Dworshak Kilgore Smith, Maine 
Eastland Knowland Smith, N. J. 
Ecton Langer Smith, N.C. 
Ellender Lehman Sparkman 
Ferguson Lodge Stennis 
Flanders Long Thye 

ar Magnuson Underwood 
Fulbright Malone Watkins 
George Maybank Wiley 
Gillette McCarran Williams 
Hayden McCarthy 
Hendrickson McFarland 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 


that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
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ANDERSON] and the Senator from Arkan- 
sas [Mr. McCLELLAN] are absent by leave 
of the Senate. 

The Senator from Virginia IMr. 
Byrp], the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. CHavxzl, the Senators from Rhode 
Island (Mr. Green and Mr. Pastore, the 
Senator from Michigan [Mr. Moony], 
and the Senator from West Virginia 
(Mr. Neery] are absent on official 
business 


Mr.SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT], 
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Martin], and the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. Younc] are absent by leave 
of the Senate. 

The junior Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
Bricker], the senior Senator from Ohio 
(Mr. Tarr], and the Senator from Ne- 
braska (Mr. WRE ART] are necessarily 
absent. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. Tozer] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. BRIDGES] is absent because of ill- 
ness in his immediate family. 

The Senator from Idaho [Mr. WELKER] 
is absent on official business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo- 
rum is present. The question is on the 
motion of the Senator from Vermont to 
‘strike from the bill section 313. 

Mr. FLANDERS obtained the floor. 

Mr.GEORGE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 
| Mr. FLANDERS. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Georgia. 

Mr. GEORGE. I was going to offer 
a substitute. I should like to perfect 
this section before the vote is taken, 
That is all I wished to be heard on. 

} The PRESIDING OFFICER. A per- 
fecting amendment is in order. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I 
should like to speak, not too long, but 
rather briefly, on the amendment to 
strike out section 313. 

This section of the bill reflects good 
intentions but a poor understanding of 
the situation. The good intentions 
should not carry through the lack of 
comprehension of the situation. In 
moving to strike the section out, it has 
not been at any time my thought that 
that should end once for all the possi- 
bility, because it does not end the de- 
sirability, of looking to some equitable 
form of taxation of mutual savings insti- 
tutions of various sorts. My thought is 
simply that taxes must not be destruc- 
tive, but on the contrary, must be con- 
structive. 

In my opinion it is most unfortunate 
that the bill contains section 313 in its 
present wording, because there are so 
many things wrong with it. I must say 
that it seems to me the staff, I do not 
want to say it feli down, but the staff 
was somewhat misguided in this matter; 
and I say that with regret, because I am 
firmly of the belief that the Finance 
Committee of the Senate and the Ways 
and Means Committee of the House have 
the finest set-up to be found under the 
Capitol dome, and we must allow them 
some measure of excuse owing to the 
complication of the subject and the 
somewhat severe limitation of time 
under which they work. 
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Some of the difficulties came from try- 
ing to put these institutions into some 
category, into some pigeonhole, which 
would furnish a guide as to how they 
should be taxed. Two pigeonholes have 
been employed. In fact, the bill splits 
the problem into two parts, putting one 
part of the problem into the pigeonhole 
of the commercial banks, and putting 
the other part of the problem into the 
pigeonhole of the commercial co-ops. 
As a matter of fact, these savings and 
loan institutions do not belong in either 
pigeonhole but must be considered as 
being institutions of their own kind, 
bearing little relationship to any other 
kind. 


They do not fit into the pigeonhole 
of the commercial banks, for more than 
one reason. The commercial banks are 
organized business institutions, with 
stock and stockholders, and they are 
conducted for profit. The mutual in- 
stitutions which section 213 seeks to tax 
are fiduciary institutions, not commer- 
cial institutions operated for the profit 
of the stockholders. 

There is also a very marked difference 
in the way in which the two types of in- 
stitutions work. This is particularly 
visible in the case of the comparison be- 
tween the mutual savings banks and 
the commercial banks. The commercial 
banks have what always strikes the ob- 
server who comes to understand it for 
the first time as an astonishing privi- 
lege. They have the privilege of mak- 
ing the money with which the business 
of the country is done. They make the 
country’s money by setting up deposits 
against loans. The loan comes first. If 
I go to the commercial bank to negotiate 
a loan, the piece of paper on which I sign 
my name obligating myself to repay that 
loan within a given length of time is 
placed on the books of the banks as an 
asset. Against that there is placed, in 
making a loan, a deposit to my credit. 
That is the tax liability. In that way 
the vast billions upon billions of dollars 
with which the business of the country 
is done are manufactured largely as a 
result of loans, to a lesser degree as a 
result of purchasing of securities by the 
banks, but which in the same way set 
up a deposit account against the pur- 
chase of the securities. 

Furthermore, the assets are of a dif- 
ferent nature. The building and loan 
associations and the mutual banks carry 
long-term paper in the form of mort- 
gages. They have some other assets, 
but it is typically a morigage-asset busi- 
ness. The banks, on the other hand, 
aside from their security purchases, ex- 
cept in the case of United States securi- 
ties, which are a minor percentage of 
their assets, have for the most part 
short-term paper, anywhere from 30 to 
$0 days and sometimes somewhat longer. 

These three differences have their 
effect on the way in which tax policies 
should be considered as between com- 
mercial banks and savings institutions. 
While the commercial banks are oper- 
ated for profit and make profits for their 
stockholders, and, therefore, come 
rather closely within the category of 
ordinary business institutions, that is 
not the case so far as the savings banks 
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are concerned which are purely fiduci- 
ary. They hold the savings of the ie- 
positors and invest them for the deposi- 
tors. Instead of making deposits as a 
result of loans, the savings bank makes 
loans as a result of deposits. The 
process is exactly reversed. They can- 
not loan until the deposits have come 
in. The commercial banks owe some 
responsibility to the Government which 
establishes them and establishes their 
rules, and the great advantage which 
the commercial banks have of being able 
to manufacture money is denied to the 
savings banks. When it comes, as it 
does in the bill, or in the report on the 
bill, to setting up rules for reserves 
against losses on the basis that reserves 
against losses are set up for commercial 
savings banks, the conditions are abso- 
lutely different, and there is no com- 
parison between the two. 

Furthermore, the mutual savings 
banks and other savings associations do 
not fall entirely into the same pigeon- 
hole as do the commercial cooperatives. 
There is no membership as such; there 
are depositors, but the depositors come 
and go. The size of their deposits in 
the case of any individual depositor 
fluctuates; it goes up and down. There 
is no possibility of applying to the sav- 
ings bank depositors any rule or Execu- 
tive action or legal provision similar to 
that of the allocation of profits which is 
provided for in the bill with reference 
to the taxing of cooperatives. There 
can be no allocations of that sort. 

Furthermore, the cooperatives are not 
so tightly constrained—so far as I know, 
they are not constrained at all—by State 
laws. The savings institutions referred 
to in title 313 are under the close and 
tight supervision of State laws, . =~ 
State laws must be 
Federal legislation if we are to be fair 
to these savings institutions. What the 
bill does is to use rather vague language 
to indicate that due regard shall be paid 
to the necessity for reserves and sur- 
pluses required by State laws. 

This presents to my mind a quandary. 
The desire to tax has gone to the point 
where it has exceeded a careful and 
proper consideration of the means of 
taxation. I desire to say that the pend- 
ing amendment to strike out section 313 
is not for the purpose of completely 
removing all these institutions from any 
tax liability; it is offered to make it pos- 
sible to have a better study than has 
been given to these institutions, to see 
to what extent and how, in relation to 
their present responsibilities to other 
governing bodies, it is wise or possible to 
tax them. 

With relation to the other supervisory 
bodies, their surpluses are at present 
under restrictions end requirements of 
State law, of the FDIC, and of the RFC. 
Under State law the reserve require- 
ments vary, but they are mandatory; 
and to the extent that State law may 
exceed the arbitrary judgment of an 
official of the Bureau of Internal Reve- 
nue, to that extent will the institution be 
penalized for obeying, as obey it must, 
the Siate law. 

As stated yesterday, the proposal of 
the committee is going to be most serious 
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condition and are required to set aside 
their surpluses. If the judgment of the 
Bureau of Internal Revenue disagrees 
with State law and State administra- 
tive action, that weak bank will have to 
pay taxes, and to the extent that the 
payment of taxes lowers its possible in- 
terest rate to its depositors it is going 
to lose depositors and is going to be still 
weaker. 

It would seem to be so simple, as I pro- 
posed in the committee, to say that the 
requirements of State law and State ad- 
ministration should be met before any 
profits are taxable. That would have 
been so simple that very much of the 
necessity for the amendment would have 
been avoided. But that idea was turned 
down. It was turned down in favor of 
leaving the matter to some official in the 
Bureau of Internal Revenue to see 
whether banks should be penalized for 
following State laws. I submit, Mr. 
President, that that is an astonishing 
legislative provision to write into a stat- 
ute of the Government of the United 
States. 

The RFC’s interest in reserves comes 
into action in the case of banks which 
have borrowed from the RFC in order 
to build up depleted capital. The RFC 
does not allow banks to pay back de- 
pleted capital unless and until they have 
brought their reserves up to a figure sat- 
isfactory to the RFC. While provision 
is made for repaying the RFC with tax- 
free money, no provision is made in the 
bill for building up reserves with which 
to repay the RFC with tax-free money. 

Furthermore, there are certain State 
pools of funds set up by the mutual-sav- 
ings banks of Massachusetts, New York, 
and, I believe, Connecticut, which use 
their own money in order to build up im- 
‚paired capital. Yet, although the atten- 
tion of the committee was called to the 
‘fact that they were exempting from tax- 
ation funds required to pay the RFC, the 
committee refused—I should like to say 
again, it refused—Mr. President, I will 
say again, the committee refused—Mr. 
President, no one is paying attention to 
what I am saying, but what I am saying 
is that the committee refused—and I 
am astonished at the committee of which 
Iam a member for doing so—the com- 
mittee refused to make tax free these 
comparable payments into the private 
pool of funds for replenishing impaired 
capital. Thus the committee places it- 
self on record as penalizing those who 
try, by their own cooperative action, and 
out of their own funds, to replenish their 
capital, and says, “If you run to Uncle 
Sam we will take care of you, but if you 
try to do this thing yourself, look out; 
you will have to pay taxes.” 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I should like 
to say to the distinguished Senator from 
Vermont that the Senator from New Jer- 
sey was listening attentively to what the 
Senator from Vermont was saying, be- 
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to those banks which are in a weakened -` 
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tor from New Jersey. 

Mr. President, as I have before re- 
marked, section 313 would set up a new 
regulatory body on top of all the State 
regulatory bodies, on top of the FDIC— 
on top of the RFC, and on top of the co- 
operative operations of the State pools; 
and Maple Harl, by the way, has stated 
that the minimum for surplus should be 
10 percent. This new regulatory body 
will have the power to determine the tax- 
free reserves and additions to reserves, 
and will have complete control, irrespec- 
tive of State bodies, to determine wheth- 
er a mutual savings institution shall 
have to decrease its interest payments, 
lose its position by the loss of depositors, 
and go down hill. 8 

The power to destroy is likewise to be 
noted in the fact that the committee 
paid no attention to the insurance de- 
partments in the savings banks of the 
States of Massachusetts and New York, 
which are set up by law; and proposes 
to tax the insurance departments of 
these banks in the same way it would tax 
a corporation, and on the same basis, 
instead of applying to these branches of 
the savings bank business the law by 
which it proposes to tax the insurance 
companies. 

Such action would destroy the insur- 
ance businesses of these banks, which 
are over-the-counter-insurance depart- 
ments set up under the advice and with 
the long-continued effort of the late Mr. 
Justice Brandeis, when he was in prac- 
tice in Massachusetts, These insurance 
departments are mandatory by law, but 
would be destroyed under the proposed 
law. 

It is not so much the power, but the 
exercise of the power, as outlined in the 
bill, which makes those of us who are 
supporting the amendment feel called 
upon to ask that the provision be lifted 
out of the bill, and that more thought 
be given to the nature of taxation which 
is equitable for these institutions, in- 
stead of being destructive to them. 

What I have stated, Mr. President, 
summarizes the reasons why we have 
asked to have this section stricken out. 
It is faulty in so many ways that it is 
incredible that it should have been re- 
ported to the Senate. It shows lack of 
understanding, lack of sufficient consid- 
eration. It shows hasty action. It shows 
inequities. It shows impossibilities. It 
involves the danger of destruction of 
useful institutions, and therefore, Mr. 
President, we have presented to the 
Senate this amendment to strike out 
section 313. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I 
send to the desk a substitute for the 
pending amendment, which I ask to have 
stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mon- 
RONEY in the chair). The amendment 
to the amendment will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK, On page 143, line 14, 
after the period, it is proposed to insert 
the following: 


state 
cause the Senator from New Jersey big In no case shall the reasonable addition to 


a reserve for bad debts determined under the 


agrees with all the arguments advanced % preceding sentence be less for any taxable 
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year than 15 percent of the taxpayer's net 
earnings during such taxable year (com- 
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puted without the deductſ n of such addi- 
tion to reserves), except tat such an addi- 
tion to a reserve shall not be deductible un- 
der this sentence if the total amount of the 
taxpayer’s surplus and undivided profits 
(computed without the amount of the addi- 
tion) equals or exceeds 10 percent of the 
taxpayer’s total deposits or accounts on the 
last day of its taxable year. 


Mr, CAPEHART. Mr. President, the 
chief interest I have in this whole mat- 
ter is to protect in respect to bad debt 
reserves the building and loan associa- 
tions and the industrial banks which 
come under paragraph (d) of section 313, 
on page 143 of the bill. The only inter- 
est I have is to make certain that the 
institutions have sufficient reserves. I 
do not think any are being taxed on 
amounts which they might care to re- 
serve or keep, which they do not pay to 
their depositors. Not one of those with 
whom I have talked has any objection to 
paying taxes, just as commercial banks 
do, on excessive amounts they might 
retain in their business. However, 
those with whom I have talked from my 
home State were apprehensive that un- 
der this particular paragraph, para- 
graph (d) on page 143, they might not 
be permitted to retain sufficient reserves 
in case a depression should come upon 
the country, or in case they should get 
into trouble in the future. I know 
there is no intention on the part of any 
Senator to do anything which would 
do injury to these many great associa- 
tions and organizations in the United 
States about which we are talking. I be- 
lieve that in my State there are 236 of 
them. They have been there for many 
years. They have been operating under 
State and Federal laws. They have 
thousands of depositors. They have 
hundreds of employees, and they have 
millions of dollars of the people’s money 
on deposit. They have made literally 
hundreds of millions of dollars’ worth of 
loans. I do not want to do anything 
that would place them in jeopardy in 
case of a depression in the future. 
Those operating such institutions in 
Indiana who came to see me agreed 
that they were not entitled to build up 
vast reserves far beyond any need they 
might have in the future, in order to 
avoid taxes. They are just as frank 
and honest in that respect as they can be. 

The provision which we seek to amend 
is paragraph (d) on page 143, relating 
to a reasonable addition to reserves for 
bad debts, and so forth. The amend- 
ment which I have offered is very simple, 
in that it permits the institutions in 
question to maintain at all times 10 per- 
cent of their deposits and surplus in re- 
serves, or it enables them to add to their 
reserves each year 15 percent of their net 
profits, whichever is the greater. They 
are given two choices. If 15 percent 
of their net profits is greater than 10 per- 
cent of their reserves on the last day of 
their taxable year, they may elect to 
adopt that system. If 10 percent of 
their deposits and surplus is greater, 
they may adopt that. 

I presume one might well argue that 
15 percent is either too much or too little. 
I am frank to say that I am not positive 
that it is too large, and I am not positive 


that it is too small. It seems to me that 
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if the chairman of the committe would 
accept this amendment and take it to 
conference, the conferees might arrive 
at a determination as to whether or not 
15 reent is entirely too much. It 
might well develop that it is too little. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. CAPEHART. Iam very happy to 
yield. 

Mr. KERR. I think I understand the 
Senator’s amendment. If I do, I think 
it is entirely in keeping with what the 
committee had in mind. I should like 
to see if I do understand his amendment. 

It reads: 

In no case shall the reasonable addition to 
a reserve for bad debts determined under 
the preceding sentence be less for any tax- 
able year than 15 percent of the taxpayer's 
net earnings during such taxable year (com- 
puted without the deduction of such addi- 
tion to reserves), except that such an addi- 
tion to a reserve shall not be deductible 
under this sentence if the total amount of 
the taxpayer's surplus and undivided profits 
(computed without the amount of the ad- 
dition) equals or exceeds 10 percent of the 
taxpayer's total deposits or accounts on the 
last day of its taxable year. 


If I read the amendment correctly, it 
provides that in no event shall the rea- 
sonable provision of the statute be in- 
terpreted to permit a deduction of less 
than 15 percent of the net profits of 
the institution, but that, aside from the 
provisions in the law with reference to 
a reasonable amount, it shall not exceed 
that figure in any taxable year, and it 
shall not be a deductible item if the re- 
serves of the institution already equal 
10 percent of the deposits or accounts. 

Mr. CAPEHART. I think that is the 
way it is written. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator from 
Florida wishes to discover for the RECORD 
whether the words “surplus and undi- 
vided profits,” which are the last words 
in the sixth line of the Senator’s type- 
written amendment, are to be under- 
stood as meaning the same as the words 
“reserve for bad debts“ appearing in the 
first line of the Senator's amendment. 

Mr.CAPEHART. The reserve for bad 
debts, in most bookkeeping, is not con- 
sidered as a part of the surplus and un- 
divided profits. 

Mr. HOLLAND. It seems to the Sen- 
ator from Florida that the words “re- 
serve for bad debts” in the first line and 
the words “surplus and undivided 
profits“ in the third line from the bot- 
tom, refer to exactly the same item. If 
that be the case, the Senator from Flor- 
ida feels that the latter words should 
have substituted for them the earlier 
words. Otherwise we shall have con- 
fusion as to the meaning of the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. CAPEHART. How does the Sen- 
ator suggest that it be changed? 

Mr. HOLLAND. If it is the meaning 
of the distinguished Senator from In- 
diana, under his amendment, that the 
limitation of 10 percent of the taxpayer’s 
total deposits or accounts shall be the 
reserve for bad debts, and that that limi- 
tation shall apply to the reserve for bad 
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debts, he suggests that the words “sur- 
plus and undivided profits” in the third 
from the last line of the Senator’s 
amendment should read “reserve for bad 
debts” instead of “surplus and undi- 
vided profits,” 

Mr. CAPEHART. It now reads “if the 
total amount of the taxpayer’s surplus 
and undivided profits equals or exceeds 
10 percent.” Does the Senator from 
Florida want to substitute for “surplus 
and undivided profits“ the words re- 
serve for bad debts”? Is that the idea? 

Mr. HOLLAND. The suggestion of 
the Senator from Florida is that the 
Senator from Indiana must have used 
“reserve for bad debts” where it ap- 
pears earlier in the amendment, and 
“surplus and undivided profits” in the 
place indicated, as synonymous terms, 
because immediately after the words 
“surplus and undivided profits” there 
follow, in parentheses, the words “(com- 
puted without the amount of the addi- 
tion) .” 

Mr. CAPEHART. The 10 percent ap- 
plies to the surplus and undivided prof- 
its. If an institution had $1,000,000 of 
surplus and undivided profits, its re- 
serve could be $100,000. It may have 
other reserves for other purposes. Under 
this amendment we would look at all 
of them. The 10 percent would apply 
to all of them. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator from 
Florida would not be in accord with this 
amendment, because his understanding 
is that what the Senate is in reasonable 
agreement upon is fixing the limitation 
of 10 percent as the amount of the re- 
serve for bad debts, and not any other 
amount in the statement of the concern. 

Mr. CAPEHART. What we intended 
to have this amendment do was to give 
these institutions a reserve of 10 percent 
of their surplus and undivided profits in 
all their reserves; but if that were less 
than 15 percent of their net earnings, 
they could use 15 percent of their net 
earnings. If that figure were more than 
15 percent of their net earnings they 
could use the larger figure, but if it were 
less, they could set aside each year 15 
percent of their net earnings. I may 
say, if I am correct, as I believe I am, 
that it gives a more liberal allowance 
for reserves than those specified in the 
committee bill. I believe Senators will 
agree with that statement. That is my 
chief concern, That was the chief con- 
cern of my constituents in Indiana. 
They were fearful that paragraph (d) 
on page 143 of the bill did not permit 
them to maintain sufficient reserves. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. CAPEHART. We are endeavor- 
ing to give them more reserves, in the 
event they should need them in the 
future. 

I yield to the Senator from Florida. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Is it the intention 
of the Senator from Iudiana by his 
amendment to limit the reserves to 10 
percent; that is, after the reserve 
reached 10 percent, would payments of 
income tax be required before additions 
to that 10 percent could be made? 

Mr. CAPEHART. If the institutions 
pay the money to the depositors, of 
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course, no income tax is paid on it. 
However, if they keep it in reserve, they 
must pay a tax on it. They can keep 
in reserve any amount they care to keep, 
under the bill, but they must pay a 
tax on it. The amendment would es- 
tablish a ceiling under which they would 
not have to pay a tax on their reserves. 
Perhaps I failed to provide what I should 
have included in that respect. 

Perhaps I did something unintention- 
ally. What I am trying to do is to give 
the banks and associations a more liberal 
reserve position than the committee bill 
gives them. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr. CAPEHART, Yes. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Does the Senator 
from Indiana intend to provide that a 
10-percent reserve for bad debts can be 
created without incurring any income- 
tax liability? 

Mr. CAPEHART. Yes; and the money 
could be put into different reserves with- 
out labeling the reserve a reserve for 
bad debts. The amendment permits the 
institutions to keep 10 percent of their 
surplus in reserve without paying taxes 
on it. That is the intention of the 
amendment. If it is not written so as to 
accomplish that, it should be changed. 
I may say that I discussed the principle 
of the amendment with the experts on 
the joint staff, and they prepared the 
text of the amendment. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I dislike to be criti- 
cal of the Senator’s amendment, and I 
am not critical of it. 

Mr. CAPEHART. I appreciate that. 

Mr. HOLLAND. However, it seems to 
me that the amendment might be con- 
strued as setting up two separate re- 
serves, a reserve for bad debts, and some 
other kind of reserve, which the Senator 
describes as surplus and undivided prof- 
its. It has been the understanding of 
the Senator from Florida that we had 
reached general agreement that a reserve 
for bad debts of 10 percent might be set 
up without incurring an income-tax lia- 
bility, provided the rate at which it was 
set up was within the wording of the 
amendment. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I 
modify my amendment in line 6 by strik- 
ing out the word “and,” and after the 
words “undivided profits” inserting the 
words “and reserves”, so as to make the 
line read: “if the total amount of the 
taxpayer’s surplus, undivided profits, and 
reserves.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator modifies his amendment ac- 
cordingly. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator adds 
“reserves for bad debts”? 

Mr, CAPEHART. I was of the opinion 
that the word “reserves” covered re- 
serves for bad debts and other reserves. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, as I 
understand the amendment, it leaves 
the committee amendment as it is, but 
it puts an absolute floor under the per- 
centage, so that in no way shall the 
reserves be less than the figures stated 
in the Senator’s amendment, and in no 
case shall the reasonable addition to a 
reserve for bad debts determined under 
the preceding paragraph—and section 
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23 (k) relates to deductions from gross 
income of bad debts—in no case shall 
the reasonable addition to a reserve for 
bad debts determined under the preced- 
ing sentence be less for any taxable year 
than 15 percent of the taxpayer’s net 
earnings during such taxable year—com- 
puted without the deduction of such ad- 
dition to reserve. 

It means that it would be possible 
to step up the reserve a bit faster than 
under the 10-percent limitation, as I 
first suggested. In other words, it would 
be possible to add 15 percent of the net 
earnings during the taxable year. Of 
course, it would be possible to build up 
the reserves to 10 percent of all deposits 
much faster. 

Then the limitation is: “Except that 
such an addition to a reserve shall not 
be deductible under this sentence if the 
total amount of the taxpayer's surplus 
and undivided profits—computed with- 
out the amount of the addition—equals 
or exceeds 10 percent of the taxpayer's 
total deposits or accounts on the last 
day of its taxable year.” I believe the 
suggestion was that a change be made 
in the sixth line by making the phrase 
read: “Surplus, undivided profits, and 
reserves.” 

In either event, I believe the amend- 
ment is reasoriably clear. Certainly in 
conference it can be worked out if it is 
not clear. I would have no objection to 
accepting the amendment, so far as I 
am able to speak for the committee. It 
meets every legitimate objection that 
could possibly be made. It still leaves 
in the bill all the committee has done, 
and the Commissioner might allow the 
institutions a higher percentage. I do 
not say he would. I do not know what 
he would do. However, in no way could 
he go below the floor which the Senator 
places in the amendment. 

Mr. CAPEHART. He could allow 
them more. 

Mr. GEORGE. Yes. 

Mr. CAPEHART. He could not allow 
them less. 

Mr. GEORGE, If he were in a situa- 
tion in which he ought to allow them 
a higher percentage, he could do it, and 
should do it, of course; but, in no event, 
could he go below the floor. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Yes. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Perhaps the questions 
I am about to ask have been answered 
in the colloquy between the distinguished 
senior Senator from Georgia and the 
distirguished senior Senator from In- 

diana. 

I invite attention to the words, In no 
case shall the reasonable addition to a 
reserve for bad debts determined under 
the preceding sentence be less for any 
taxable year than 15 percent of the tax- 
payer’s net earnings during such tax- 
able year.” Is it correct to say that 
under this amendment an institution of 
the kind we are talking about could dedi- 
cate all of its net earnings in one taxable 
year to the purpose contemplated? 

Mr. CAPEHART. It could do so if it 
were necessary to bring up to 10 percent 
its surplus, undivided profits, and re- 
serves. 


Mr. MILLIKIN. In order to build up 
to 10 percent it could dedicate in 1 year 
to that purpose all of its net earnings? 
Would there be any prohibition against 
its doing so? 

Mr. CAPEHART. It was my inten- 
tion to permit the institutions to main- 
tain 10 percent in reserves, surplus, and 
undivided profits. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. But the part of the 
amendment I am discussing entails the 
mechanics of building up to that point. 

I suggest to the Senator that I see no 
reason why, if the institution wishes to 
do so, it should not be permitted to use 
in excess of 15 percent of its net earn- 
ings to build up to the 10 percent ceiling 
on reserves. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, if the 
Senator from Indiana will permit me to 
do so—— 

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield. 

Mr. GEORGE. I should like to say 
that I think the amendment does what 
the Senator from Colorado has suggest- 
ed. It might be said, “We find this in- 
stitution in a bad way, and there will be 
a great many losses.” Under such cir- 
cumstances, this amendment would per- 
mit the reserves to be built up in 1 year’s 
time. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The authorities might 
suggest that the bank would have to 
build up its reserves, and would have to 
do so quickly. 

Mr. GEORGE. Yes; the authorities 
might require the institution to do so. 

Mr. CAPEHART. This amendment 
would require that the Commissioner’s 
ruling must provide for no less than the 
percentage set forth in the amendment. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I believe the Sena- 
tor from Georgia, the. distinguished 
chairman of the committee, has already 
answered on the point I am about to 
mention; but let us assume that the con- 
dition of an institution is such that more 
than a 10-percent reserve is required or 
indicated. This amendment does not 
modify in any way the other authority 
provided in the bill for the Federal au- 
thorities in such a case to authorize more 
than a 10-percent reserve, does it? 

S Mr. CAPEHART. That is the inten- 
ion. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Is not that as clear 
as a bell? 

Mr. CAPEHART. It is clear, and it 
is the intention. I shall ask the able 
Senator from Georgia if that is not true. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Will the Senator 
from Indiana yield to me, to permit me 
to ask that question of the Senator from 
Georgia? 

Mr. CAPEHART. Yes; I am glad to 
yield for that purpose. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Ihave just stated to 
the Senator from Indiana, let me say to 
the Senator from Georgia, that there 
might be a situation in which more than 
a 10-percent reserve would be necessary 
or would be considered so, in order to 
protect the solvency of the institution. 
In such a case, is there any limitation in 
the language of this amendment which 
would prohibit the Federal authorities 
from granting permission to the insti- 
tution to increase its reserves by as much 
as might be thought necessary? ~ 
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Mr. GEORGE. None whatever, be- 
cause this amendment simply provides 
a floor, and says, in effect, Lou cannot 
go lower than this.“ 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Indiana yield to me? 

Mr. CAPEHART. I am glad to yield 
to the Senator from New York. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I believe I understand 
and appreciate the purpose of the Sen- 
ator’s amendment; but I believe the pro- 
posed limitation stated by the distin- 
guished chairman of the committee and 
the Senator from Florida, and, I be- 
lieve, by the Senator from Oklahoma, 
namely, the proposal for a 10-percent 
reserve, would work a hardship at least 
in the State of New York, for such a 
provision disregards entirely the statu- 
tory reserve requirements of the State. 
Today in New York we have require- 
ments by statute for considerably in ex- 
cess of a 10-percent reserve. As a mat- 
ter of fact, our reserves in the aggregate 
are more than 10 percent today. So we 
really would be handicapped affirmative- 
ly by such an amendment, if it were 
adopted. 

I would suggest to the distinguished’ 
chairman of the Finance Committee 
that it appears to me that a fair formula 
would be 10 percent of the reserves or 
the statutory reserve, whichever is 
higher. 

Mr. CAPEHART. ‘What is the statu- 
tory reserve in the State of New York? 

Mr, LEHMAN. I do not know exactly 
what it is. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Indiana yield to me, to 
permit me to state what that reserve is, 
if the Senator from New York would 
like to know what it is? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I would be very glad 
to have that done. 

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield. 

Mr. KERR. For the State of New 
York., it is 5 percent of the net 
profits 

Mr. LEHMAN. No, no. 

Mr. KERR. As I was saying, for the 
State of New Lork, it is 5 percent of the 
net profits until the reserve is 10 percent 
of the capital and 50 percent of the book 
3 of real estate held by the associa- 

on. 

Mr. LEHMAN. In response to the in- 
quiry of the Senator from Indiana, let 
me say that I do not know the exact 
detail of the requirement. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, if the 
Senator from New York would like to 
know—— 

Mr. LEHMAN. I would like to com- 
plete my remark, please. 

In New York the statutory require- 
ments are of two kinds: One is a 10 per- 
cent legal requirement; and, in addition, 
there is required by the regulations of 
the superintendent of banks an addi- 
tional reserve of 5 percent on mortgages. 
Therefore, the aggregate of the reserves 
meday is considerably in excess of 10 per- 
cent. 

It has been testified, and I read the 
testimony here a little while ago, that the 
actual reserve which exists in the State 
of New York today is approximately 11.4 
percent. In the case of some banks, 
‘that amount of reserve has not been 
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reached. However, other banks have 
reached a figure somewhat in excess of 
114 percent. 

It seems to me that in connection with 
any legislative measure, we cannot dis- 
regard the statutory requirements of any 
State. I think the necessity is a little 
more apparent in the case of a State 
such as the State of New York, two- 
thirds ef whose people are depositors in 
savings banks and institutions. 

Mr. CAPEHART. I was informed that 
the 10 percent reserve provided for by 
the amendment would more than amply 
cover the statutory requirements in the 
State of New York. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Indiana yield to me, for a 
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Mr. CAPEHART. Yes; I am glad to 
yield; let us see if what I have stated is 
the case. 

Mr. KERR. For savings banks, the 
New York requirement is 10 percent of 
the annual earnings until the reserve 
equals 19 percent of the deposits; and in 
the case of savings and loan associations 
the reserve requirement is 5 percent of 
the net profits until the reserve is 10 per- 
cent of the capital and 50 percent of the 
book value of the real estate held by the 
association. 

So the amendment of the Senator 
from Indiana is 50 percent more liberal 
than are the requirements of the State 
of New York with reference to its sav- 
ings banks, and three times as liberal 
as the requirements of the State of New 
York with reference to its building and 
loan ‘associations. 
the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Indiana yield; and if 
so, to whom? 

} Mr. CAPEHART. I yield first to the 
junior Senator from New York [ Mr. LEH- 
mAN], and then I shall yield to the senior 
Senator from New York [Mr. Ives]. 
Mr. LEHMAN, I thank the Senator 
for yielding. 

Mr. President, as I interpret the 
amendment submitted by the distin- 
guished Senator from Indiana, it does 
not provide for a 15-percent reserve, but 
provides for a 10-percent ceiling, which 
might be increased by the use of some of 
the earnings until it reached 15 percent. 

In New York State we have a 10-per- 
cent-reseive requirement in the case f 
savings deposits in the mutual banks; 
but, in addition, my colleague, the senior 
Senator from New York [Mr. Ives], has 
stated within the last hour that there is 
also a reserve requirement of 5 percent 
on mortgages, making the total of the 
reserves considerably in excess of 10 per- 
cent. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Indiana yield to me? 

Mr. CAPEHART. First, Mr. Presi- 
dent, I wish to state that I thought I was 
reliably informed—Senators realize that 
I am not a member of the Finance Com- 
mittee—that my amendment would ac- 
complish my intention, which was to 
make this 10-percent requirement more 
liberal than the statutory requirements 
of any of the States. 
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Mr. IVES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Indiana yield to me? 

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield. 

Mr. IVES. The New York situation, 
insofar as the law is concerned, is as the 

ed Senator from Oklahoma 
has stated it to be. 

However, I wish to join my colleague 
from New York [Mr. Lenman} in stating 
that in addition to that, the superin- 
tendent of banks of New York and the 
State banking department have been 
endeavoring to have the savings banks 
set aside 10 percent of the conventional 
mortgages in their mortgage portfolios, 
5 percent of the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion and 1 percent of the 
FHA mortgages; so they have an ad- 
ditional reserve, on top of the 10-percent 
legal requirement. 

I point out that the 10-percent legal 
requirement has not been reached by 
more than one-third of savings banks 
in the State of New York, or, at least, 
by approximately that number, even 
though the average figure is 11:4 per- 
cent. 

In other words, inasmuch as New 
York is trying to build up a condition 
in which the legal requirement would 
be higher, a 10-percent requirement 
would be too low. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Of course, the Com- 
missioner could do what the Senator has 
suggested, if he wished to do so. 


Mr. CAPEHART. No doubt he would 
endeavor to do so. What we are en- 
deavoring to do is to impose a mit on 
how low a figure the Commissioner may 
fix, because, as I have said, my folks 
in Indiana are fearful that the Com- 
missioner might unintentionally adopt 
rules and regulations which might prove 
disastrous, and their request is that we 
designate a floor below which the Com- 
missioner may not go. He could go as 
much higher as he pleased, but there 
would be a floor beneath which he could 
not go. 

I know all Senators are interested in 
protecting the solvency of the savings 
banks and the loan institutions. By the 
same token, I do not think we want to 
permit the institutions to grow and grow 
and grow and maintain reserves for 
which they have no need, and not pay 
taxes upon them, while their competi- 
tors, the commercial banks, pay taxes. 
I do not believe there is any Senator in 
this Chamber who would approve such 
a condition. 

Mr. CAIN and Mr. SALTONSTALL ad- 


PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Indiana yield; and if 
so, to whom? 

Mr. CAPEHART. I yicld first to the 
Senator from Washington, after which 
I shall be pleased to yield to the Senator 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. CAIN. If the amendment of the 


Senator from Indiana becomes law, what 


will then become taxable within the mu- 
tual savings system and the savings and 
loan associations? 

Mr. CAPEHART. If this amendment 
is adopted the associations will be taxed 


at the ordinary rates on their corporate 
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earnings, after deductions, I emphasize, 
of interest on deposits, dividends, ex- 
penses, and allowable additions to re- 
serve. What I mean is that they will 
not be taxed upon whatever they retain 
for reserves. They will not be taxed 
upon their expenses, on interest on their 
deposits, or on their dividends. 

Mr. CAIN. Would it then be a fact 
that neither the mutual savings banks 
nor the sayings and loan associations 
would have imposed upon them any cor- 


_ porate income tax, until their reserves 


were at least 10 percent, which in the 
discretion of the Treasury could become 
from 10 percent to 15 percent? 

Mr. CAPEHART. The Treasury, of 
course, if it wants to do so, under the 
law as written may permit any reserves 
in any amounts it may choose. 

Mr. CAIN. But the Senator from In- 
diana is endeavoring to make certain 
that there will be no tax liability until 
the reserves have reached 10 percent, 
is he? 

Mr. CAPEHART. Ten percent of their 
surplus, undivided profits, and reserves. 

Mr. CAIN. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I won fer 
whether the amendment says quite that. 
Whenever the addition to the reserve 
exceeds 15 percent of the. earnings in 
the taxable year, they would become tax- 
able, would they not? 

Mr. GEORGE. Oh, no; oh, no. 

Mr. CAPEHART. No. 

Mr. GEORGE. Not if they are under 
the floor fixed in the amendment. 

I wish to make a statement in con- 
nection with the inquiry of the distin- 
guished Senator from Washington. I 
think the provision may become clear if 
leoked at as I shall explain it. The 
Senator from Washington has exactly 
the right idea, but it is a bit clearer if 
looked at in the way I suggest. Under 
the provisions already in the bill the 
Commissioner must allow a reserve, a 
reasonable reserve, whatever he decides, 
it should be based on the facts, after a 
study of the institution, over a long per- 
iod of time. Then the floor provision 


from Indiana, which we are willing to 
accept. The floor then comes into play 
and places a limitation on what is rea- 
sonable by saying that so long as the 
association is not setting aside more than 
15 percent of its annual profits in any 
taxable year, so long as the total amount 
set aside is not more than 10 percent of 
all of its accounts and deposits, the rea- 


Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. Fresident, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. CAIN. The distinguished chair- 
man has confirmed my undérstanding 
of the amendment, and I am most grate- 
ful. 

Mr. GEORGE. The Senator has the 
correct idea, but I call attention to the 
fact that in the first instance the Com- 
missioner must provide for a reasonable 
reserve, and then the amendment of the 
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Senator from Indiana comes into effect 
to place a limitation on what is reason- 
able. 

Mr. CAPEHART. I now yield to the 

Senator from Massachusetts. 
Mr. SALTONSTALL, I should like to 
ask either the Senator from Indiana or 
the Senator from Georgia two questions, 
if I may. I have listened to the Sen- 
ator from Indiana stating to the Sen- 
ator from Washington his interpretation 
of the term net earnings.” Does “net 
earnings” mean after expenses and be- 
fore dividends; or did I understand the 
Senator from Indiana correctly to say 
it means after dividends? 

Mr. GEORGE. No. 

Mr. CAPEHART. No. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. It means before 
dividends, does it? 

Mr. CAPEHART. That is correct. 

Mr. GEORGE. Before dividends, but 
after expenses. 

Mr. CAPEHART. It is the net of the 
total earnings. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. At the end of 
the year, before they pay any dividends. 

Mr. CAPEHART. That is my inten- 
tion in proposing the amendment. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. If I may ask 
the Senator another question, does the 
amendment provide for a so-called 
growth factor? In other words, if there 
is a 10-percent reserve, is the 10 per- 
cent recalculated each year, if a bank 
increases its deposits? 

Mr. GEORGE. Oh, beyond all doubt. 
It is what is called a moving reserve, 
if I correctly understand what is meant 
by that term. Beyond all doubt that is 
true, because the institution might have 
deposits of $100,000,000. this year, and 
it might have $200,000,000 next year, or 
jthey might go up to $500,000,000, and 
then of course it would have the right 
to build up until its reserves equaled 10 
percent of its total deposits or accounts. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. For example, 
in Massachusetts, where I know a little 
about the savings banks, though I shall 
not say that I know too much about 
them, there are undivided profits and 
surplus. By our laws, as I understand, 
the bank Commissioner requires that the 
reserves of at least 10 percent be main- 
tained. Actually at the present time 
they are a little over 11 percent. I be- 
lieve the figures in the report so show. 

In addition to that, we have a bad- 
debt reserve requirement. In other 
words, if bad loans are made, there is 
permitted a reserve upward of another 5 
percent to take care of bad debts. The 
institution is authorized to maintain its 
surplus and undivided profits status of 
10 percent above the deposits. Do I cor- 
rectly understand that any bank with, 
let us say, a 13-percent reserve, would 
not be allowed, under the amendment, 
to set aside anything for bad debts, be- 
cause it would be above the 10 percent? 

Mr. GEORGE. I could not say what 
the Commissioner would do in the first 
instance. He must allow reasonable re- 
serves, and he might take into account 
bad debts as well as a reasonable run- 
ning reserve, or the so-called moving re- 
serve, to take care of bad debts and to 
make sure that the depositors would be 
paid, but he could not do less than the 
Scnator from Indiana is requiring. ‘ 
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Mr. SALTONSTALL. In other words, 
under section 143 (d) he would be re- 
quired to permit an institution a reason- 
able reserve. 

Mr. GEORGE. That is carrect. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. And that rea- 
sonable reserve would be not less than 
10 percent, or 15 percent of the net earn- 
ings after expenses and before dividends, 

Mr. GEORGE. Each year. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Each year. 

Mr. GEORGE. But after no other de- 
ductions. That is correct. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. And would the 
growth factor be taken care of annually, 
semiannually, or from month to month, 
under the regulation? How would that 
be worked out? 

Mr. GEORGE. That would be taken 
care of at the erd of the year. The 
regulation would follow the amendment, 
and the institution would be required to 
set aside an amount for reserves at the 
end of each year. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I thank the 
Senator. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

ae CAPEHART. I am very happy to 
yield. 

Mr. CASE. Suppose there were a sit- 
uation involving a building and loan as- 
sociation which did not have a reserve 
up to 10 percent of its total accounts, 
and the determination of the Commis- 
sioner were that there should be a 15- 
percent floor, and the particular asso- 
ciation wanted to set aside 30 percent of 
its earnings: Would the second 15 per- 
cent be taxable? 

Mr. CAPEHART. The Commissioner 
has a right, under the law, to make the 
reserve 15 percent, 30 percent, or 60 
percent. 

Mr. CASE. Suppose he makes it 15 
percent and the association wants to set 
aside 30 percent, 

Mr. CAPEHART. If 30 percent brings 
the amount up to 10 percent of the sur- 
plus and undivided profits and reserve, 
it would not be taxable. 

Mr. CASE. The second 15 percent 
would not be taxable. 

Mr. CAPEHART. If the institution’s 
reserve were less than 10 percent of its 
surplus and undivided profits and re- 
serves, if could come up to 10 percent. 

Mr. CASE. Then we are giving them 
two floors. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Indiana yield? 

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield. 

Mr. GEORGE. Suppose a building 
and loan association which has reserves 
of only 5 percent in any one year should 
say, We want to set aside 40 percent, or 
30 percent.” So long as the amount set 
aside does not bring the total reserve 
above 10 percent of the accounts it is 
not taxable, under the amendment. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Unless the Com- 
missioner wants to issue regulations 
which are more liberal, which he has a 
right to do. 

Mr. GEORGE. Oh, yes. 

Mr. CAPEHART. He can do that, as 
I understand, in individual cases or as 
to groups. 

Mr. GEORGE. I think he could. 
That would be my interpretation. I do 
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not know how he might construe it, but 
he certainly could do it as to groups. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Indiana further yield? 

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield. 

Mr. CASE. The phrase “reasonable 
addition” refers to the reasonable addi- 
tion in the preceding sentence, and fs 
not intended to be a requirement that 
any association shall set aside as much 
as 15 percent. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Absolutely not. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield. 

Mr. FLANDERS. I am still concerned, 
Mr. President, with the fact that some 
of the institutions will be penalized if 
they follow State laws. That is the case 
in New York, in which the State re- 
quires certain additional reserves against 
mortgages in the portfolio. I am rising 
to ask the Senator whether he would be 
willing to accept words to this effect: 

Such additions to reserve shall include, 
but shall not be limited to, all reserves re- 
quired to be established or maintained by 
any State or Federal banking authority. 


Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Indiana yield? 

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield. 

Mr. GEORGE. I hope the Senator 
from Indiana will not even consider 
that, because its adoption would mean 
that there would be no uniformity in 
the national law, and it would be within 
the power of each State utterly to defeat 
the taxing program. 

Mr. CAPEHART. The Commissioner, 
if he wants to, can issue such a regula- 
tion. Is it not a fact that the 10 per- 
cent is more liberal than are any of the 
State requirements at the moment? 

Mr. FLANDERS. No. Some States 
require an additional reserve against 
paper in the portfolio. Furthermore, 
the FDIC requires such reserves, but no 
provision is made for them. 

I should like to make an observation 
with regard to the suggestion just made 
by the Senator from Georgia. He, quite 
directly and strongly, indicates, from the 
traditional and historic home of States 
rights, that he is now completely aban- 
doning that theory and is supporting the 
theory that everything of this nature 
the whole country over, should now come 
under Federal authority, and that States’ 
rights can go to blazes. That is an in- 
teresting situation. ` 

Mr. GEORGE. Ido not think my dis- 
tinguished friend from Vermont is quite 
capable of defining States’ rights for a 
southerner. I have already assured him 
that when it comes to State laws, I think 
they should be observed. Let the insti- 
tutions live up to the letter of them; but 
when the Federal Government sees fit 
to say that institutions owe some tax, 
then let them live up to the letter of the 
Federal laws as well. In other words, I 
have often heard of dual citizenship, and 
I invoke that doctrine now. An institu- 
tion resides within the State, but it also 
resides within the Nation. 

Mr. CAPEHART. The argument put 
forth by the able Senator from Vermont 
likewise applies to national banks and 
commercial banks. We do not make our 


Federal laws comply with State laws. 
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Mr. FLANDERS. There are State 
banks and national banks, and each is 
amenable to the law which has jurisdic- 
tion over it. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Indiana yield? 

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I suggest that if the 
Senator from Indiana accepts the phi- 
losophy of the Senator from Vermont, of 
allowing the State law to determine the 
question, it would permit the legislatures 
of the respective States to say whether 
there should be any tax at all. I do not 
see how we could raise any taxes if we 
applied that philosophy to tax legisla- 
tion of the National Government. 

Mr. FLANDERS. I bow, Mr. Presi- 
dent, to the legal experience and astute- 
ness of the Senator from Michigan, but 
I think it is just a little bit beside the 
point. A State establishes rules, and 
the Federal Government penalizes an in- 
stitution for which those rules are es- 
tablished by saying, “If you follow these 
legal restrictions, we are going to tax you 
because you do so.” 

Let me return for a moment to the 
matter of the new regulatory body 

Mr. C. T. I assume the Sena- 
tor is still asking a question. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Yes. It is perfectly 
clear, from the observations made from 
time to time by the Senator from 
Georgia, that we are setting up a new 
regulatory body, a new regulatory device, 
over the banks of the Nation. There are 
a great many of them already, but here 
is another. I wish to suggest that this 
new regulatory body is unique among all 
the regulatory bodies set up by the Gov- 
ernment over all the various branches of 
activity in the United States, in this re- 
spect, that for the first time we have a 
regulatory body which has an official in- 
terest in its own action. It is concerned 
with getting as much tax as possible out 
of a given operation, and it will have a 
continuous interest to shade safety for 
income. I know of no other regulatory 
body in the United States which does not 
approach its task with complete objec- 
tivity. There is no complete objectivity 
in this brand-new regulatory body which 
is set up, not by direct legislation, but by 
inference. 

Mr. CAPEHART. I might say that we 
are trying to put some restrictions upon 
this regulatory body, and there is nothing 
in the proposed amendment or in the law 
which would keep a State from establish- 
ing any reserves it might care to estab- 
lish, and the banks in those States must 
follow the directions. 

However, if a State provides a larger 
reserve requirement than the Commis- 
sioner himself will allow, a larger reserve 
than the floor we place in the amend- 
ment, it will simply mean that the banks 
will have to pay Federal taxes. If the 
States themselves desired to provide re- 
strictions forcing the banks to pay taxes, 
then, it seems to me, they would have to 
take the responsibility. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield. 

Mr. IVES. Would it mean also that 
the savings banks and other savings in- 


stitutions would be required to reduce 
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their interest rates to their depositors if 

the procedure were followed along the 

line just suggested by the distinguished 

Senator from Indiana? 

4 Mr. CAPEHART. They might have to 
0 so. 

Mr. IVES. If they had to do that, they 
might not have any depositors very soon. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield. 

Mr. KERR. Is it not a fact that that 
could not be the case, because there is 
no tax applicable to any fund except that 
which is left after interest to the de- 
positors is paid; and therefore no pro- 
vision with reference to tax could affect 
that interest. 

Mr. CAPEHART. The bankers must, 
of course, set up some reserves if they 
are good businessmen. The larger the 
reserve they set up, of course, the less 
tax they pay and the more solvent their 
institutions are. 

Mr. KERR. But the Senator from 
New York asked the Senator from In- 
diana if this provision would not affect 
the amount which these banks paid to 
their depositors, and if I understand the 
law and the amendment it does not apply 
to anything except that which the bank 
has after it has paid the interest to the 
depositors. 

Mr. CAPEHART. The answer to the 
question of the Senator from New York 
ought to be, possibly, Les“ or “No.” It 
certainly dces not apply to and there will 
be no tax on the interest they pay to 
their depositors. 

Mr. KERR. Nor does this provision 
fix the rate. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Nor does it fix the 
rate, Of course, if all the banks were 
required to pay Federal taxes upon their 
earnings they naturally would have less 
interest to pay to their depositors, but 
if they want to pay out all their earnings 
to their depositors the provision would 
have no effect. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I should like 
to continue. The question I raised was 
a very simple one. If, after this partic- 
ular proposal were enacted and after it 
had been carried out by the savings 
banks in the several States, it was deter- 
mined in any particular State that the 
reserves authorized or permitted under 
this particular provision were insuff- 
cient, and that they must be greater in 
that State, so as to comply with or con- 
form to the statute enacted by the State, 
would it not be required that the interest 
rates themselves be reduced in that case? 

Mr. CAPEHART. I think so, but—— 

Mr. IVES. Surely there can be no ar- 
gument about it. 

Mr. CAPEHART. But the amendment 
I am offering would establish a floor. If 
the Congress passes the bill as written 
and reported by the committee the whole 
matter will be in the hands of the Com- 
missioner, and he might issue regulations 
more liberal than the provision I am sug- 
gesting, or the regulations might be less 
liberal. But I am establishing a floor. 
He can do as he pleases, but he cannot 
go below the formula outlined in my 
amendment. 

Mr. President, I am not advocating the 


committee provision. Iam simply trying 
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to say that if section 313 becomes a part 
of the law we should establish a floor, 
and that I propose to do by my amend- 
ment. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, will the Sen- 
ator yield for another question? 

Mr. CAPEHART. Yes. 

Mr. IVES. Does the Senator really 
feel that the Commissioner of Internal 
Revenue is the proper Federal authority 
to administer banking law? 

Mr. CAPEHART. He has been doing 
it for years, but I am not certain he is 
the proper one to do so. However, he is 
the only agency we have at the moment. 

Mr. IVES. This has nothing to do with 
the Federal reserve law; it has nothing to 
do with any other banking law. It has 
to do strictly with a particular revenue 
act; to provide for certain reserves under 
a particular revenue act, and it is left to 
the Commissioner to enforce it. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, the 
chairman of the committee has agreed to 
accept the amendment and take it to 
conference. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
before the Senator suggests the absence 
of a quorum, I should like to ask the 
Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART] 
or the Senator from Georgia IMr. 
GEORGE] a question. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Very well. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I have just dis- 
cussed the matter with the Senator from 
Georgia. I think I know what his an- 
swer will be. But I should like to bring 
out the point. On page 143 I will read 
from line 11 through line 14: 

The reasonable addition to a reserve for 
bad debts shall be determined with due re- 
gard to the amount of the taxpayer's surplus 
or bad-debt reserves existing at the close of 
December 31, 1951. 


I call attention particularly to the 
words in line 12, “with due regard.” I 
understand the original draft contained 
the words, “without due regard,” and 
then the language was changed to “with 
due regard.” My point is this: Take one 
of the banks I happen to know a little 
about in Boston, Mass, It has now a 
reserve and undivided profits of approxi- 
mately 13 percent. That is its idea of 
what is a conservative bank. It begins 
to pay out dividends after that point is 
reached. As of December 31, 1951, the 
Commissioner, if the Capehart amend- 
ment is accepted, could draw that 13 
percent down to 10 percent. In other 
words, it would penalize the bank to the 
extent of requiring it to reduce what it 
has considered a proper reserve or sur- 
plus which it has built up over the years. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, the 
Commissioner could not draw down the 
reserve; no. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I did not mean 
draw down. I mean it would be taxable. 

Mr. GEORGE. No; it would not be 
taxable. 

Mr. CAPEHART. It would not be 
under the amendment. At least that 
was not the intention; and it would 
not be. 

Mr. GEORGE. The amendment oper- 
ates only for the future, and the amount 
would not be taxable, If the bank had 
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a 25-percent reserve, not a penny of it 
could be touched under this provision. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I beg pardon, 
I agree with what the Senator from 
Georgia has said. I did not make my- 
self clear. Perhaps it was because I was 
not clear in my own mind. What I 
meant to say was that on December 31, 
1951, in deciding for the future as to 
what would be a proper reserve for that 
bank, the fact that it had built up 13 
percent would be considered an excessive 
reserve, or might be considered an exces- 
sive reserve, and ultimately that bank 
would have to pay taxes on the addi- 
tional 3 percent. 

Mr. GEORGE. No, no. The bank 
would never have to pay any tax on the 
3 percent. The sentence means this, I 
may say to the Senator: Suppose the 
bank is a new bank, and does not have 
a cent of reserve, and another bank has 
2 percent of reserves, and another bank 
has 20 percent of reserves. When the 
Commissioner looked at the first bank 
he would naturally say, “Well, you need 
more reserves,” and when he looked at 
the third bank, which had 20 percent 
reserves, he would say Lou need less.” 
But the amendment which the Senator 
from Indiana ofiers provides that the re- 
serves can never be below 10 percent of 
the otal accounts or deposits. And as 
those deposits move up the reserve level, 
of course, moves up. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I agree abso- 
lutely with what the Senator from Geor- 
gia has said. But what I am trying to 
say to the Senator is that considering a 
bank as of December 31, 1951, perhaps 
the Commissioner in his discretion may 
impose a new condition upon a bank 
which has, over a period of years, carried 
reserves of 13 percent. 

‘Mr. GEORGE, I will say that if a 
bank is in such a Zne position, it ought 
to feel itself to be very fortunate. But it 
could never be hurt by a tax on a part of 
that reserve. If deposits increased it 
could keep on building up the reserve. 

Mr. CAPEHART. One of the features 
of the amendment is that it helps the 
small growing bank, because it can set 
up its reserves based upon its deposits. 
So it encourages the small bank, the 
growing bank, because its reserve can 
keep going up each day as its deposits go 
up. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I 
should like to clear my mind on the par- 
liamentary situation. First, I inquire 
whatis the status of the amendment of- 
fered by the Senator from Indiana? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Hunt 
in the chair). It has precedence over 
the motion to strike out. 

Mr. FLANDERS. It is a substitute 
amendment is it not? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is a 
perfecting amendment. 

Mr. FLANDERS. I should next like to 
know what is the difference between a 
substitute amendment and a perfecting 
amendment which completely eliminates 
the preceding amendment? 

Mr.GEORGE. Does the Senator from 
Illinois wish to call a quorum in con- 
nection with the acceptance of this 
amendment? 
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Mr. DIRKSEN. I should like to calla 
quorum before the vote. 

Mr. GEORGE. This is simply an 
amendment perfecting the committee 
amendment. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Then, Mr. Pres- 
ident, I make the point of order that the 
amendment I offered is the question be- 
fore the Senate. 

Mr. GEORGE. The Senator’s motion 
is a motion to strike out. We have a 
right to perfect the provision. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Then my motion is 
not the motion before the Senate. 

Mr. CAPEHART. If my amendment 
should be agreed to, the Senator from 
Vermont could still move to strike. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
CAPEHART] as modified, which is offered 
as a substitute for the amendment of the 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS], 
{Putting the question.] 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, the 
able chairman of the committee has ac- 
cepted my amendment. 

Mr. GEORGE. I accepted it insofar 
as I could. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair understands: but it is necessary 
for the Senate to vote on it. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment 

Mr. FLANDERS. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: — 


The 


— 


Alken Hennings McKellar 
Benton Hickenlooper McMahon 
Brewster Hill Millikin 
Butler, Md. Hoey Monroney 
Butler, Nebr. Holland Morse 
Cain Humphrey Mundt 
Capehart Hunt Murray 
Carlson Ives Nixon 
Case Jenner O'Conor 
Clements Johnson, Colo. O'Mahoney 
Connally Johnson, Tex. Robertson 
Cordon Johnston, S. C. Russell 
Dirksen Kefauver Saltonstall 
Douglas Kem Schoeppel 
Duff Kerr Smathers 
Dworshak Kilgore Smith, Maine 
Eastland Knowland Smith, N. J. 
Ecton Langer Smith, N. O. 
Ellender Lehman Sparkman 
Ferguson Lodge Stennis 
Flanders Long Thye 
Frear Magnuson Underwood 
Fulbright Malone Wa 

George Maybank Wiley 
Gillette McCarran Williams 
Hayden McCarthy 

Hendrickson McFarland 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo- 
rum is present. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I 
should like to have the attention of the 
distinguished senior Senator from In- 
diana [Mr. CAPEHART] and the distin- 
guished senior Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. GEORGE]. 

A while ago I thought I clarified two 
points with respect to the meaning of 
the pending amendment. However, I 
have received a number of inquiries 
which make me believe that perhaps I 
did not clarify it. I wish to do so now. 
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J invite attention to the opening words 
of the amendment: 

In no case shall the reasonable addition 
to a reserve for bad debts determined under 
the preceding sentence be less for any taxa- 
ble year than 15 percent of the taxpayer's 
net earnings during such taxable year— 


And so forth. I wish to ask this ques- 
tion: Assume that one of these institu- 
tions wishes to make an addition to its 
reserve of 20 percent of its net earnings 
in a taxable year or 40 percent, 90 per- 
cent, or any other percentage. May it 
do so without obtaining the permission 
of the Commissioner of Internal 
Revenue? 

Mr. CAPEHART. I would say “No.” 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Why no? 

Mr. CAPEHART. The Commissioner 
of Internal Revenue, of course, would 
issue regulations and tell the bank what, 
under the bill as reported by the Finance 
Committee, it could do or could not do. 
In issuing the regulations he would make 
certain, of course, that they did not go 
below the floor prescribed in the amend- 
ment which I am offering. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Let us put our minds 
on the floor that we are talking about. 
I am talking about the 15 percent of net 
earnings. 

Mr. CAPEHART. The Commissioner 
could not go below 15 percent a year. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Must the permission 
of the Commissioner of Internal Reve- 
nue be received if one of these institu- 
tions wishes to make it 20 percent or 30 
percent, or any other percent? 

Mr. CAPEHART. That is correct. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Such permission 
must be received? 

Mr. CAPEHART. Yes; just as though 
we were to disregard the Capehart 
amendment and were to adopt the bill 
as réported by the Finance Committee; 
the institutions affected would have to 
get permission from the Commissioner 
of Internal Revenue with respect to how 
much reserve they would or would not 
be allowed to have. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. May I direct the 
same question to the chairman of the 
committee? 

Mr. GEORGE. My belief is, I will 
say to the distinguished Senator from 
Colorado, that they might set aside 20 
percent. There could be one possible 
qualification, and that would be whether 
or not it would be a reasonable reserve. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The decision of an 
institution to make it more than 15 per- 
cent would be subject to the approval of 
the Commissioner of Internal Revenue, 


would it not? 


Mr. GEORGE. It might be that he 
would determine the question of reason- 
ableness if they wished to add more than 
that. My view originally was—and I 
am inclined to believe that I was cor- 
rect—that they might set aside 20 per- 
cent, provided the ceiling of 10 percent 
of the total deposits or accounts was 
not exceeded. It may be that it would 
be construed in connection with para- 
graph (d), to which the amendment 
would be added, as giving the Commis- 
sioner control of the amount of the re- 
serve in excess of 15 percent, and that 
he might consider it to be an unreason- 
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able and unnecessary reserve. On re- 
flection, I may say, that is true. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Upon what theory, 

may I ask, would the Bureau of Internal 

Revenue have the power, since the 10 
percent had not been reached, to de- 
termine how much a taxpayer's net 
earnings should be added toward accu- 
mulating that 10 percent? 

Mr. CAPEHART. Always the insti- 
tution is entitled to 10 percent of his sur- 
plus, undivided profits, and reserves. 
With respect to whatever reserve is nec- 
essary to bring it up to that point the 
Commissioner would have nothing to say 
about it. The institution could do it. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. It seems to me that 
we are making a complete switch. 
Let me put the question to the distin- 
guished Senator again. I am talking 
only about the 15 percent net earnings 
provision realizing all the time that the 


the 10 percent ultimate reserve nontax- 
able ceiling. 

Mr. CAPEHART. In paragraph (d) 
on page 143 of the bill the Commissioner 
is given the right to fix the amount of 
the reserve. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. It must be 
reasonable. 

Mr. CAPEHART. It is left entirely up 
to him. The bill states that it must be 
reasonable. That is one restriction that 
is put on him. All we do with our 
amendment is to say to him, “You can- 
not set it below 15 percent.” 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Why do we give him 
that privilege in the build-up toward the 
10 percent? Why not let the bank put 
as much as it wants to put into its re- 
serves as fast as it wants to do so? Once 
it reaches 10 percent it cannot go any 
further. It might be highly important 
for the bank to reach the 10-percent 
reserve as rapidly as possible. 

Mr. CAPEHART. It could do so under 
the amendment I have offered. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. If it gets the Com- 
missioner’s consent, according to the 
latest interpretation of the amendment. 

Mr. CAPEHART. All we are endeav- 
oring to do in this amendment is to put 
a floor below which the Commissioner 
cannot go in the regulation he issues; 
that is all; no more and no less. We are 
saying to him that he cannot ever set 
a floor below 10 percent of an institu- 
tion’s surplus, undivided profits, and re- 
serves, and that if he is going to set it 
on a percentage basis of their gross 
earnings, he can never set it below 15 
percent. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Let me call this mat- 
ter to the attention of the Senator from 
Indiana. A new institution must build 
up its reserve position as rapidly as 
possible. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Yes. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Fifteen percent may 
be a very low level with which to ac- 
complish this build-up. The institution 
itself may conclude that it should build 
it up in 1 year or 2 years. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Yes. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. And devote every 
penny of its net earnings to the building 
up of the 10-percent reserve. 


Les. 
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Mr. CAPEHART. If I understand cor - 
rectly, the bill which came from the 
committee provides that the Commis- 
sioner can permit them to do so if he 
wants to give such permission. All the 
amendment would do would be to put a 
floor under the percentage. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Why permit the 
Commissioner to decide the question? 

Mr. CAPEHART. It was done in 
committee. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I did not do it. I 
am talking about the amendment which 
is now before the Senate, not something 
the Committee on Finance did. 

Mr. CAPEHART. I am talking only 
about what my amendment would do. 
It would correct what I believe should be 
corrected in the committee bill. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I believe the amend- 
ment is infinitely better than the theory 
of the committee bill. However, I do 
not believe it is as good as it should be, 
because it does not give a new institu- 
tion, for example, the opportunity to 
make a quick build-up of its necessary 
reserve without getting the permission 
of the Commissioner. I am perfectly 
willing to leave it in his discretion to 
permit an enlargement of the reserve 
after it gets to 10 percent. I am per- 
fectly willing to allow that to be within 
the Commissioner’s field of discretion, 
but I am unwilling to allow him to have 
discretion to limit the speed of the build- 


up. 

Mr. CAPEHART. The committee bill 
leaves it entirely in the discretion of the 
Commissioner. 


Mr. MILLIKIN. That is wrong, too, 

Mr. CAPEHART. We are trying to 
put some floor under the percentage. 

Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 


Mr. CAPEHART. Yes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Hunt in the chair.) The Senate will be 
in order. The Chair requests Senators 
who must converse to please leave the 
Chamber. Senators will please take 
their seats. There are many Senators 
on the floor this afternoon. The Senate 
will be in order. The Chair suggests to 
the occupants of the galleries that they, 
too, be in order. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, as I 
listened to the colloquy I gained the im- 
pression of how futile it is to attempt to 
write banking legislation or the floor of 
the Senate. We have a situation in 
which three Senators participated in 
colloquy, namely, the distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on Finance, 
who undoubtedly knows more about tax- 
ation than any other Member of the Sen- 
ate; the sponsor of the amendment, who 
I know has sought to be helpful; and the 
Senator from Colorado, who by common 
consent is an able and intelligent Mem- 
ber of this body. Yet we were unable 
to establish what the amendment would 
or would not do. 

It would seem to me that it is folly to 
attempt to write legislation on the floor 
of the Senate in this manner. 

Therefore, I renzwy the suggestion 
made by my distinguished colleague, the 
senior Senator from New York [Mr. 
Ives] and myself that section 313 be 
eliminated from the bill pending further 
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anything which would dis- 
courage them from saving. It is equally 
important that we do not do anything 
2 would place their savings in seri- 
, as we might do if we 
5 an ill-considered and ill-advised 
bill. 
Mr. MILLIKIN. In my opinion there 


It has been my own hope that we 
could arrive at something which would 
not allow the profits of these institutions 
which are in excess of the amount need- 
ed to protect their security to be exempt 
from taxation; I hoped that they would 
be subjected to taxation, and I believe 
we should not allow them to be free 
from that kind of taxation. 

On the other hand, I believe the ver- 
sion of the bill proposed by the com- 
mittee does not give these institutions 
sufficient protection. 

If we can find out what the pending 
amendment means, I believe it will turn 
out to be better than either the com- 
mittee version of the bill or a motion to 
strike out the entire matter. 

I thought I understood what the 
amendment meant, and I felt lifted and 
encouraged that at least we had some- 
thing which was constructive. 

So far as I am concerned, I shall vote 
against the amendment for the reason I 
have stated, to wit, that in building up to 
a 10-percent reserve, which must of ne- 
cessity be built up in order to protect 
the security of the institution, I am un- 
willing to have that matter determined 
according to the decision of the Bureau 
of Internal Revenue. I believe that 
should be the decision of the bank itself. 

So far as revenue is concerned, the 
question of whether that is the decision 
of the bank or is not the decision of the 
bank is not a particularly important 
matter. What is important is the mat- 
ter of principle; namely, whether the 
Commissioner is better able to determine 
how fast the reserves of that institution 
should be built up within the limits of 
the law. than is the institution itself. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President—— 


Hunt in the chair). 
Indiana has the floor. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Colorado is attacking the 
committee version of the bill, rather 
than my amendment, because my 
amendment places a floor or gives the 
Commissioner certain directions as to 
what he shall do and what he shall not 
do, whereas the committee version of 
the bill leaves the matter entirely to the 
discretion of the Commissioner. 
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How the Senator from Colorado can 
decide to vote against the Capehart 
amendment and not to vote against this 
entire section in the committee version 
of the bill is something which I cannot 
understand, 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, if 
the Senator from Indiana will yield fur- 
ther, let me say that I have just stated 
why I shall vote against the Capehart 
amendment. If that amendment is re- 
jected and if I have no alternative but 
to have the section proposed by the 
Finance Committee either stricken out 
or remain in the bill, I shall vote to have 
it stricken out. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, if 
the Senator from Indiana will yield to 
me 

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I should like to ask 
the Senator from Indiana whether he 
will modify his amendment so as to 
cover the proposal just made by the Sen- 
ator from Colorado, It appears to me 
that that would be a reasonable provi- 
sion, namely, that in accumulating the 
10-percent reserve, the judgment of the 
bank should be supreme, but that pro- 
vision could be made that under no cir- 
cumstances could the Commissioner re- 
quire more than 15 percent to be taken 
out for reserve purposes until the 10- 
percent reserve figure was reached, as 
the case might be. 

It seems to me that the addition of a 
few words to the amendment, in such 
a way as to permit the first 10 percent 
to be accumulated at the discretion of 
the bank, would cover the situation. 

Is not that the Senator’s proposal? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, if the 
Senator from Indiana will yield to 
me 

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Let me say that I do 
not see why it cannot be done, and I 
think it should be done. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, let 
me ask the Senator from Indiana 
whether he will accept that modification 
of his amendment. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I am 
not going to accept the modification now 
proposed because I am not the expert on 
this matter. The able Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. GEORGE] is chairman of 
the committee, and he will be one of the 
conferees. I am only trying to be help- 
ful and to get the Senate to adopt a 
provision which will protect the insti- 
tutions which are affected and will 
allow them to have sufficient reserves so 
that they never will get into trouble, and 
at the same time to see that they do 
not 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Indiana has a right to 
modify his own amendment, of course. 

Mr. CAPEHART. I should like, first, 
to obtain the opinion of the able Senator 
from Georgia. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, if 
the Senator from Indiana will yield to 
me at this time—— 

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I should like to ask 
the chairman of the committee whether, 
if the amendment is modified in the way | 
suggested by the Senator from Colorado” 
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so as to allow the 10-percent reserve to 
be accumulated at the discretion of the 
bank, regardless of whether that is done 
in 1 year or 2 years or in whatever pe- 
riod the bank might see fit to do it, 
the Senator from Georgia will accept the 
amendment as thus modified. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Indiana yield to me? 

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield. 

Mr. GEORGE. At first I thought that 
was a necessary and proper construction 
of the amendment. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I thought so, too. 

Mr. GEORGE. But upon further re- 
flection, I doubt the accuracy of my 
earlier conclusion as to the correctness 
of that construction. 

Under the language of the amendment 
as it now stands, if the amount deducted 
in any 1 year for the reserves is more 
than 15 percent, the deduction must be 
a reasonable one. 

However, I would have no objection to 
a modification of the amendment which 
would result in taking this matter to 
conference, let me say to the Senator 
from Colorado, who I believe raised this 
issue. 

If it is agreeable to the Senator from 
Indiana, I would have no objection to a 
modification of the amendment by the 
Senator from Indiana in such a way as 
clearly to result in taking that question 
to conference. 

I think the matter might easily be 
handled by saying: 

In no case shall the reasonable addition 
to the reserve for bad debts, determined un- 
der the preceding sentence, be less for any 
taxable year than 15 percent, but may be 
more, 


In other words, not less than 15 per- 


cent, but it could be more than that. 
Then there is what in effect is a pro- 
viso: 
Provided, That such addition to the re- 
serve shall not carry the total reserves above 
10 percent of the accounts and deposits. 


Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I 
would be glad to accept that modifica- 
tion of the amendment. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, does 
not the Senator feel that perhaps more 
should be allowed, in the discretion of 
the institution? 

Mr. GEORGE. The amount can be 
modified now, if at all, in the discretion 
of the institution; and that is what the 
Senator wishes to get away from. 

I merely make the suggestion, and I 
would be willing to take such an amend- 
ment to conference, z 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I ac- 
cept that modification of my amend- 
ment. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I should 
like to know what the distinguished 
chairman of the committee is propos- 
ing. I take it that he is not saying that 
he would accept an amendment which 
would leave it optional with the tax- 


` payer as to whether he would pay any 


taxes. 

Mr. GEORGE. Oh, no; not at all; but 
I am saying that I would be willing to 
take to conference an amendment which 
would preserve this question for the 
‘ponference. 
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Mr. KERR. I should like to ask a 
question at this point: If the amend- 
ment as now written is taken to confer- 
ence, will not it put the matter in its en- 
tirety into conference, in view of the 
fact that there is no provision of that 
sort at all in the House version of the 
bill? 

Mr. GEORGE. Oh, it will be in con- 
ference, of course; but at the same time 
I think the Senator from Colorado has 
in mind a situation which seems to me 
to possess certain merit, to wit, in the 
event there is a newly organized build- 
ing and loan association, and if that as- 
sociation is earning, let us say, 30 per- 
cent or 40 percent each year or during 
the first 2 or 3 years of its life, it might 
wish to build up its reserves toward the 
10 percent final reserve which it can 
maintain, at a little more rapid rate than 
15 percent of its earnings a year. 

Mr. KERR. Is the Senator aware of 
the fact that not a single State in the 
Union makes any such liberal provision 
with reference to any commercial bank, 
savings bank, or building and loan asso- 
ciation? 

Mr. GEORGE. I think that may be 
true, but we are now providing for a 
floor beneath which the Commissioner 
may not go. We are saying that if the 
taxpayer wishes to take 15 percent out 
of his earnings and put it in reserve, he 
may do so. 

Mr. KERR. As I understood the Sen- 
ator from Colorado, his suggestion was 
that the language be amended to permit 
the taxpayer to reserve all of his earn- 
ings, without any portion of it being sub- 
ject to tax, until such time as it amounted 
to 10 percent of his deposits, or accounts, 
without regard to what the Commis- 
sioner thought, without regard to what 
the Capehart amendment provided, and 
without regard to what the committee 
bill provided. Is not that correct, I ask 
the Senator from Colorado? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. That is entirely cor- 
rect. I repeat, that is entirely correct. 

Mr. KERR. Then, if I correctly un- 
derstand it would mean 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Wait a minute. I 
have the floor, and I have not yielded it. 
The Senator from Oklahoma asked me 
a question, and I have not yet an- 
swered it. 

Mr. KERR. I thought the Senator 
had answered when he said it was en- 
tirely correct. 

Mr. MILLIKIN, I repeat, it is entirely 
correct, because I want the institution to 
have the power, without the blessing of 
the revenue authorities, to build up to 
the 10 percent if they want to build up 
to the 10 percent, and then, when they 
build up to the 10 percent, I want them 
taxable, unless at that time, for the first 
time, the revenue authorities use dis- 
cretion by saying, “We will or we will not 
let you build up more, because of the 
particular situation of your institution.” 
- Mr. KERR, I call the Senator’s at- 


tention to the fact that that would mean 


in many cases that the taxpayer would, 
for an unlimited period of time, be wholly 
exempt from taxation, and I know of no 
other creature under the law, not even 
the rural co-ops, whose exemptions ap- 
proach anywhere near or approximate 
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such a provision. I would hope the 
chairman of the committee would not 
accept such an amendment. 

Mr, MILLIKIN. The taxpayer will be 
exempt to the extent of 15 percent under 
the amendment, if that is a limitation. 
What difference does it make, if he is 
exempted as to any other percent, so 
long as we have the ceiling which in 
effect says, “When you reach this point, 
and when you exceed it, you shall pay 
taxes”? 

Mr. KERR. Icall the attention of the 
distinguished Senator from Colorado to 
the fact that even his own State exempts 
5 percent of the net earnings semian- 
nually, which means 10 percent annually, 
until the reserve equals 10 percent of the 
invested capital. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Yes. Well, what 
point does the Senator make of that? I 
want these institutions in my State to be 
able to get up to 10 as fast as rapidly as 
possible. 

Mr. KERR. There would be nothing 
to prevent it from keeping its balance 
after it had paid taxes, to build up its 
reserve as fast as it could. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I do not want it to 
pay taxes until it has reached the 10- 
percent reserve. That is the point. 

Mr. KERR. That is the way I under- 
stood the Senator. I would hope the 
committee would not accept any such 
amendment. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield to the Senator 
from New York. 

Mr. IVES. Is the Senator from Colo- 
rado satisfied that the 10-percent limi- 
tation is proper for every section of the 
country? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. No; it is not proper 
for every section of the country. If I had 
my way about it, since we have to write 
a general Federal law, I would make it 
higher than 10. 

Mr. IVES. That is exactly the point. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. If I thought it were 
a feasible thing to do, I would propose 
that it be higher than 10; but since 10 is 
in New York, and since 10 is in Massa- 
chusetts, 10 is a figure which will draw a 
certain amount of support, whereas a 
higher figure for the time being would 
not. 

Mr. IVES. I may point out to the 
Senator one thing which I have empha- 
sized several times today. I do not think 
the Senator was in the Chamber when 
I was emphasizing it. It is that New 
York is trying to get into a position 
where we can step up the 10-percent lim- 
itation which is now in effect to a higher 
figure. That is why we are encourag- 
ing savings banks particularly to set up 
extra reserves, so that that law can be 
Passed as soon as it may be possible to 
do so. A provision of this kind would 
completely prevent our going ahead. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I should like to say, 
then, that under the Capehart amend- 
ment 

Mr. IVES. That would, too. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Under the Capehart 
amendment there will be authority in 
the Commissioner of Internal Revenue 
to permit them to go above 10 percent. 
Tersonally, I have no appetite for that 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


. kind of authority anywhere along the 


line. 
4 Mr. IVES. I am not very certain of 

Mr. MILLIKIN. But I am quite sure 
that under the Capehart amendment 
the Commissioner could give authority 
to build up more than 10. 

Mr. IVES. Does not the Senator from 
Colorado feel that if we are to have a 
limitation of this kind, it should be writ- 
ten into the law, and not left to admin- 
istrative determination? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I do not think any 
ceiling would be so impeccable that there 
ought not to be some exceptions to it. 
Once we have the best ceiling that we 
can evolve, I am willing to allow some 
discretion in the Bureau to establish 
a higher ceiling in order to preserve the 
security of the bank. 

Mr. IVES. But the Senator would 
leave that to the Bureau of Internal 
Revenue rather than to the authorities 
in the banking field within the States, 
ee are dealing directly with this ques- 

on. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I must agree with the 
theory which has been advanced in the 
Senate today, that in Federal legisla- 
tion we cannot allow the States to deter- 
mine whether a tax shall be paid. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from New York. 

Mr. LEHMAN. After listening to the 
colloquy, while I know the fine purpose 
and intent behind the amendment pro- 
posed by the Senator from Indiana, I 
very much hope it will not be accepted 
and will not prevail, but I trust that the 
amendment proposed by the Senator 
from Vermont striking out section 313 
will prevail. I am willing to say that as 
between the Capehart amendment and 
the present wording of the bill con- 
tained in section 313, I should prefer 
the wording which now exists in that 
section, for the reasons I shall state. 

The colloguy which has been carried 
on, and the explanation made by the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Georgia, are 
very confusing. The amendment fixes 
a floor of 10 percent, but that fioor al- 
most inevitably becomes a ceiling of 10 
percent. The 15 percent of the net earn- 
ings referred to in the amendment of 
the Senator from Indiana, according to 
the explanation made by the Senator 
from Georgia, can be used only to build 
a reserve up to 10 percent, but can- 
not be used beyond that, without sub- 
jecting itself to corporate taxation. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LEHMAN. May I first finish my 
thought? I shall yield in a minute. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Very well. I want 
to keep the record straight. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I shall yield in a mo- 
ment, of course. I feel that I should 
rather, so far as New York is con- 
cerned—and I think it probably would 
apply to States such as Massachusetts, 
and possibly others—refer the matter to 
the discretion of an official who would 
not be bound by a 10-percent floor and 
ceiling; and I again want to emphasize 
that the floor would become a ceiling. 


The Commissioner of Internal Revenue 
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would refer to the bill, including the 
Capehart amendment, he would refer to 
the Recor», and would say, Well, it was 
the intention of the Senate to hold this 
reserve down to 10 percent.” There are 
banks which in their discretion have 
built a reserve up to 13, 14, or 15 per- 
cent and, certainly in the event that a 
bank had a reserve today of say 13 per- 
cent, if we should run into 2 or 3 years 
of bad depression, and if that reserve 
should be reduced to 9, 8, or 7 percent, 
according to what has been said on the 
floor this afternoon I think the Com- 
missioner of Revenue would say, “You 
cannot build it up again beyond 10 per- 
cent,” even though those responsible for 
the conduct of the bank and the safety 
of deposits would feel that a reserve 
above 10 percent was justified. 

So far as I am concerned, while I very 
much hope that the amendment of the 
Senator from Vermont will prevail, if it 
does not, I would much rather have the 
existing language of section 313 than 
the language suggested by the Senator 
from Indiana. 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Colorado yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

Mr. CAIN. The Senator from New 
York, if I understood him correctly, has 
indicated that both New York and Mas- 
sachusetts require a 10-percent re- 
serve 

Mr. LEHMAN. May I correct that 
statement? 

Mr. CAIN. Certainly, sir. 

Mr. LEHMAN. New York requires a 
10-percent reserve, but, in addition, re- 
quires a 5-percent reserve on mort- 
gages. 

Mr. CAIN. The Senator from New 
York has further stated that if he must 


ment, he would prefer the committee - 
provision. I wonder if it would be rea- 
sonable for anyone representing any 
State other than New York or Massa- 
chusetts to make such a choice. It 
seems to me that on the basis of a choice 
the Capehart amendment is infinitely to 
be preferred to the committee version. 

Mr. LEHMAN. The Senator from 
New York is not able to answer that 
question, because he does not know what 
the statutory requirements in other 
States are, nor the condition of the 
reserves. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Colorado yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I would say, as 
coming from Massachusetts, where the 
reserves are higher, that the danger is 
that the Commissioner of Internal Reve- 
nue, in the interest of getting as much 
tax as he could, would necessarily con- 
sider 10 percent a ceiling rather than a 
floor. I would not go so far as did the 
junior Senator from New York in saying 
that I prefer the language in the amend- 
ment to the language in the bill as it 
stands, because I do not want to leave all 
discretion to the Commissioner of Inter- 
nal Revenue, but I do not like the provi- 
sion for the reasons which I have stated. 

Mr. CAIN. I take it, then, that the 
Senator from Massachusetts would be 
strongly in support of the Capehart 


11900 


amendment were it to permit a reserve 
percentage higher than 10 percent? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I would; or a 
reserve for bad debts. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Colorado yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

Mr. IVES. Since the reserve rates of 
New York have been brought into the 
discussion, I should like to point out the 
fact that in New York State, under the 
law, 10 percent is required on deposits. 
There is an additional 10 percent of con- 
ventional mortgages, 5 percent of VA 
mortgages, and 1 percent on F. H. A. 
mortgages being requested. So that with 
the present requirements and the re- 
quest of the State superintendent of 
banking it comes somewhere near 17 per- 
cent. That is about what it amounts to. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I 
should like to have the attention, if I 
may, of the distinguished senior Senator 
from Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART]. Taking 
his amendment down to the fourth line 
of the second full paragraph, I would 
suggest at that point putting in the fol- 
lowing language: “but an excess of such 
15 percent shall be allowable if it is 
determined by the institution that an 
additional amount is necessary to re- 
quire an adequate reserve.” 

Would that language be acceptable to 
the Senator? 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I ac- 
cept that modification of my amend- 
ment. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Virginia. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, I 
wish to make a unanimous-consent re- 
quest. Next week we shall have before 
us another Capehart amendment which, 
in some respects, is more complicated 
and technical than is this one. It deals 
with price fixing. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that there be inserted, after the de- 
bate on this Capehart amendment. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I did 
not yield for this purpose. This is drag- 
ging in something entirely extraneous. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. The Senator from 
Virginia did not know that the Senator 
from Colorado had the floor. I thought 
he was asking for a vote. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I was not asking for 
a vote. I beg the Senator’s pardon. I be- 
lieve I am in possession of the floor. I 
Shall be glad to yield for any purpose 
having to do with the pending bill, so far 
as I may be permitted to do so. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I thought 
the Presiding Officer recognized the Sen- 
ator from Virginia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair thought the Senator from Colo- 
rado had yielded the floor, and he rec- 
ognized the Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. That was my un- 
derstanding. Several Senators said 
“Vote! Vote!” The Senator from Vir- 
ginia asked recognition and the Chair 
recognized him. Then the Senator from 
Colorado said, “I do not yield.” 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I want 
the distinguished Senator from Virginia 
be oe, that I intended no discourtesy 
at all. 


It gives me pleasure to yield to ly. My objection to the committee 
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thing to say about the pending amend- 
ment; and, in order that he may have 
an opportunity to say what he wants to 
say, I shall yield the floor, and he may 
have his opportunity on his own time. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Colorado first yield to me 
in order that I may make a parliamen- 
tary inquiry? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state his parliamentary in- 
quiry. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I understood there 
was a motion to strike section 313 and 
then an amendment by the Senator 
from Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART] to perfect 
that section. It was my understanding 
that an amendment to the perfecting 
amendment of the Senator from Indi- 
ana was going to be submitted, and I 
was wondering if it had been submitted. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I ac- 
cepted a modification offered by the 
able Senator from Colorado, which he 
read. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr: President, I ask 
that the Capehart amendment, as modi- 
fied, now be stated to the Senate, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Colorado yield for that 
purpose? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 143, 
line 14, after the period, it is proposed 
to insert the following: 

In no case shall the reasonable addition 
to a reserve for bad debts determined un- 
der the preceding sentence be less for any 
taxable year than 15 percent of the tax- 
payer’s net earnings during such taxable year 
(computed without the deduction of such 
addition to reserves), but an excess of such 
15-percent amount shall be allowable if it 
is determined by the institution that an ad- 
ditional amount is necessary to require an 
adequate reserve, except that such an addi- 
tion to a reserve shall not be deductible un- 
der this sentence if the total amount of the 
taxpayer’s surplus, undivided profits, and 
reserves (computed without the amount of 
the addition) equals or exceeds 10 percent 
of the taxpayer's total deposits or accounts 
on the last day of its taxable year. 


Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Colorado yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Will the distin- 
guished Senator from Colorado inform 
the Senator from Virginia in what re- 
spect the Capehart amendment, as 
amended by the Senator from Colorado, 
is better for the Virginia building and 
loan associations than the committee 
amendment, as amended. 

Mr. . I disclaim responsi- 
bility for the committee amendment. I 
am willing to answer questions about the 
Capehart amendment, 

Mr. ROBERTSON. The Senator is 
asking me to take a chance between the 


Capehart amendment, as amended by 


the Millikin amendment, and the com- 
mittee amendment, as amended. Will 
the Senator tell me which will he better 
for the Virginia building and loan asso- 
ciations? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I did not know 
whether the Senator from Virginia was 
asking the question jocularly or serious- 
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amendment is that, in my opinion, it 
does not give sufficient protection to 
these institutions in maintaining reserves 
necessary for their security. As far as 
I know, that is true in Virginia as it is 
elsewhere, in my opinion. The Capehart 
amendment, as proposed to be amended, 
will give the institutions a definite right 
to build up to a 10-percent reserve with- 
out having to pay taxes on the build-up, 
and they do not pay taxes as long as 
they hold themselves within the 10 per- 
cent; but thereafter, if they try to go 
beyond that, they pay taxes, as in my 
opinion they should. I said a while ago 
that personally, if I could do exactly as 
I pleased, I would make the figure higher 
than 10 percent. I hope that ultimately 
it will be higher than 10 percent, but 
there are certain practical problems 
around here, and in the end no good 
theory has any virtue unless it can at- 
tract votes. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Is the Senator from 
Florida correct in his understanding that 
the Capehart amendment, so-called, as 
now modified by the wording inserted by 
the distinguished Senator from Colo- 
rado, does not prescribe any brake on 
the rates of increase of the reserves, but 
does fix the limit of the reserves at 10 
percent of the total deposits or accounts? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. That is exactly what 
it does, according to my understanding. 
And it permits the institution, in its dis- 
cretion, such amounts as it wants to set 
aside year by year out of its net earn- 
ings to build up to 10 percent without 
taxation. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

Mr. CASE. Is it not true that the 
effect of the amendment, as the Senator 
now suggests, is the same as saying that 
no addition to the reserves shall be tax- 


able until the reserves exceed 10 per- 


cent of the taxpayer’s total deposit or 
accounts on the last day of the taxable 
year? - 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Offhand, I think it 
goes to much the same thing, but we 
have definite language before us, and 
I would suggest that we not further com- 
plicate the matter. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I should like to 
ask a question of the Senator from Geor- 
gia, with the consent of the Senator from 
Colorado. I should like to ask the Sen- 
ator from Georgia this question: The 
matter discussed between us in a con- 
versation at the Senator’s desk a few 
minutes ago, and I should appreciate it 
if he would put the remarks he made 
to me in the Recorp. I ask him with re- 
lation to the words “with due regard” 
in line 12 on page 143 of the bill, whether 
or not the word “with” should not be 
changed to “without,” so it would read 
“without due regard“? The distin- 
guished Senator from Georgia stated to 
me that the committee considered that 
the word “with” was better than the 
word “without.” The Senator from 
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Georgia also stated that this matter 
would be in conference, and that he 
would be very glad to discuss the ques- 
tion whether the word should be “with- 
out” rather than “with.” It makes con- 
siderable difference, as I understand, to 
some of the banks in my State. 

Mr. GEORGE. It will go to confer- 
ence, and as I stated to the Senator I 
certainly shall be glad to review it and 
study that particular situation. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President—— 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I 
yield to the Senator from Vermont, 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I seek 
the floor. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Smartuers in the chair). The Chair rec- 
ognizes the Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, there 
is a possible amendment to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Indiana which 
I would feel to be so satisfactory that it 
would be acceptable to me and that I 
would not feel it necessary to press fur- 
ther with my amendment to lift out 
section 313. I read this amendment, and 
then I shall send it to the desk. I pro- 
pose to amend the Capehart amendment 
by adding at the end thereof these 
words: 

Such addition to reserves shall include, but 
shall not be limited to, all reserves required 
to be established or maintained by any State 
or by any State or Federal banking author 
ity. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair rules that the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Vermont is not in 
order. 

Mr. FLANDERS. May I inquire as to 
the basis for that decision? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is an 
amendment in the third degree. 

Mr. FLANDERS. I did not get the 
basis of the ruling. I had understood 
that under the agreement, amendments 
to amendments were in order in spite of 
the fact that originally the committee 
amendments were agreed to en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is advised that the understanding 
of the Senator from Vermont is not cor- 
rect, and that his amendment is, at this 
time, out of order. 

Mr. FLANDERS. I still do not under- 
stand on what basis it is ruled to be out 
of order. It is an amendment to an 
amendment, and the announcement was 
that amendments to amendments were 
allowable, in spite of the fact that the 
committee amendments were agreed to 
en bloc. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Is it not a fact that 
the Senator from Indiana in accepting 
the so-called Millikin amendment was in 
effect modifying his own amendment, 
and would not the Senator from Indiana, 
if he were so inclined, under the rules of 
the Senate be permitted to modify his 
amendment along the line suggested by 
the Senator from Vermont, without it 
being out of order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from California is correct. 
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Mr. FLANDERS. I still would like to 


be informed as to why an amendment to- 


one kind of an amendment is ruled out 
of order when it is my understanding 
that amendments to amendments in 
general are in order. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Just a 
moment. The committee amendment is 
in the first degree. The amendment of- 
fered by the Senator from Indiana is in 
the second degree. Therefore, the 
amendment proposed by the Senator 
from Vermont would be in the third de- 
gree, and, therefore, not in order. 

Mr. FLANDERS. I should like to in- 
terrogate the Senator from Georgia as to 
whether that is in accordance with the 
agreement under which we agreed to the 
committee amendments en bloc? 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Did we not agree 
that if we voted on the committee 
amendments en bloc they were to be con- 
sidered as though they were a part of the 
bill itself; so my amendment would be 
a second degree amendment? 

Mr. GEORGE. I do not think that was 
the effect of the agreement. It seems to 
me the Senator’s amendment is clearly 
one in the third degree. That was the 
Chair’s ruling, as I understood it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair so rules. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. LONG. Would it not be in order, 
if the Capehart amendment is agreed to, 
for the Senator from Vermont then to 
move the adoption of the language he 
now proposes? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Louisiana is correct. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Oklahoma is recognized. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I should 
like to address myself to what I believe 
to be the meaning of the Millikin 
amendment to the Capehart amend- 
ment. I should like to say to the Sena- 
tor from Vermont that I see no reason 
for any further desire to amend it, if it 
is accepted, because it leaves it up to 
the taxpayer himself as to what part of 
his earnings shall go tax-free into his 
reserve account, until the reserve ac- 
count reaches 10 percent of the-total of 
the deposits and assets of the taxpayer. 
Then, as I understand the meaning of 
the original language of the committee 
bill, the Commissioner of Internal Reve- 
nue would have discretion to allow still 
further additions to the reserve, which 
would be tax-free. Before the Capehart 
amendment is agreed to, I should like 
to call a few facts to the attention of 
Senators, and then ask a question or two. 

First, the mutual savings banks in our 
country today have a capital structure 
which is equal to $1 for each $9 in de- 
posits. Second, the commercial banks 
in our country have a capital structure 
of only $1 to $13 of deposits. In other 
words, under the tax-exempt provisions 


of the law as it now exists, and has ex- 
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isted for many years, the mutual savings 
banks have already built a surplus and 
undivided profits account which is con- 
siderably higher, on a percentage basis, 
with reference to their deposits, than is 
the case of the commercial banks. 

In addition, Mr. President, aside from 
that surplus and undivided profits ac- 
count, between 50 and 55 percent of all 
the assets of these banks is invested in 
Government bonds. I should think that 
that in itself would be a reserve. 

Furthermore, a very high percentage 
of their remaining assets is invested in 
Government-insured loans. 

So actually, as of today, the savings 
banks have an over-all average reserve 
in surplus and undivided profits of be- 
tween 11 and 13 percent of their total 
deposits. Besides, a very high percent- 
age of their remaining assets is invested 
in Government bonds and Government- 
insured loans. 

The distinguished Senators from New 
York have taken the position that this 
is bad legislation because it violates the 
principle of the laws of their State. I 
do not so understand the laws of their 
State. As I understand, under the laws 
of their State the savings banks are re- 
quired to add 10 percent of their earn- 
ings to their reserves until their reserves 
equal 10 percent.of their deposits. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? J 

Mr. KERR. I yield to the Senator 
from New Vork. 

Mr. IVES. The Senator from New 
York would like to have it definitely un- 
derstood that the reason why he con- 
siders this to be bad legislation is not 
that it is in contradiction or violation 
of any law of the State of New York. 
The reason the Senator from New York 
feels that it is bad legišlation is that 
very definitely it contravenes all the 
principles upon which the savings bank- 
ing processes have been carried on in 
the State of New York, and I dare say 
in most other sections of the country, 
over the years. I should like to point 
out—— 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I yielded 
for a question. = 

Mr. IVES. The Senator may have 
yielded for a question, but I understood 
that he yielded. 

Mr. KERR. I yielded for a question, 
but I understand that the Senator is 
making a speech. 

Mr, IVES. The Senator from New 
York is trying to clear up the Senator 
from Oklahoma on this matter. 

Mr. KERR. The Senator from Okla- 
homa will undertake that responsibility. 
I do not yield for other than a question. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. KERR. I yield for a question. 

Mr. LEHMAN. My recollection is that 
the Senator from Oklahoma said he 
would like to ask the two Senators from 
New York why something happened 

Mr. KERR. Not at all. The Senator 
from Oklahoma is perfectly capable of 
asking the Senator from New York a 
question. What the Senator from Okla- 
homa was trying to do was to give some 
information to the Senate, including the 
Senators from New York, 
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Mr. IVES. The Senators from New 
York were merely trying to clear up 
the Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. KERR. With reference to the 
purpose in creating these banks, I say 
that the purpose was not to create a 
creature that would be free and exempt 
from taxation. I want to ask Senators 
a rhetorical question. For whose bene- 
fit are these reserves accumulated. Un- 
der any interpretation of the law as I 
know it, they must be accumulated 
either for the benefit of the stockholders 
or the depositors. Under the practice 
of the savings banks, the accumulated 
earnings are not available to depositors 
until the liquidation of a bank. 

I do not believe it is germane to this 
issue for Senators to argue that an addi- 
tional reserve should be built up for the 
benefit of the depositors, because tha de- 
positors do not get the reserves. The 
only way the depositors can get the re- 
serves is for the bank to be liquidated. 
And, Mr. President, tax-exempt financial 
institutions do not liquidate. 

In the case of the building and loan 
associations, the reserve is for the benefit 
of the stockholders. What stockholder 
would not want to have a provision in 
the Federal law that his institution 
should be the judge of how much of its 
earnings shall be tax-exempt, until it 
accumulates as a reserve an amount 
equal to 10 percent of its total assets? 
No wonder the savings banks have in- 
creased nearly 100 percent in 5 or 6 or 7 
years. If we continue to give them an 
exemption of their earnings at their dis- 
cretion, until their surplus is 10 percent 
of whatever their present or increased 
deposits may be, we shall have a magnet 
which will draw all the money out of the 
commercial banks into an institution 
which has a blanket exemption or free- 
dom from taxation at the discretion of 
the institution itself, until its reserves 
equal and continue to remain equal to 
10 percent of the amount of its expand- 
ing deposits. 

Mr. President, I know of a building 
and loan association with $150,000 cap- 
ital. Inquiry was made about getting 
a little stock in that institution. The 
answer was received that “stock is avail- 
able in this institution at its book value 
of $3,500,000.” I looked into the situa- 
tion to see how a corporation with $150,- 
000 of capital could have a book value of 
three and a half million dollars, and I 
found that it had been accurrulating 
tax-free reserves. No commercial bank 
in the country can compete with that 
sort of an institution. My heart is not 
crying for the commercial banks, but 
I am aware of the fact that they have 
to pay taxes. 

I have heard Senators talk about the 
poor little savings and loan associations, 
the blessed little building and loan asso- 
ciations, and the little mutual savings 
banks. That is marvelous; but I call at- 
tention to the fact that in 1950 they 
made more than a quarter of a billion 
dollars, after all expenses, after the pro- 
vision of all required reserves, and after 
all interest and dividends had been paid. 

Mr, FLANDERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KERR. I yield for a question. 
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Mr. FLANDERS. For a question. 
Does the Senator from Oklahome make 
no distinction between a business or- 
ganized for profit, on the one hand, and 
a fiduciary institution, on the other hand, 
which, because of the service it renders 
to the small investor and small depositor, 
has grown to a size commensurate with 
its service? 

Mr. KERR. There is no attitude on 
the part of the Senator from Oklahoma, 
and there is no provision in the com- 
mittee bill, which would tax a single 
penny of what the savings banks would 
earn, so long as they paid it out only to 
their depositors in the form of interest. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr, KERR. Therein lies their fidu- 
ciary relationship. As they exercise the 
fiduciary relationship, there is no tax on 
their earnings to any extent. They can 
pay 100 percent of their earnings in the 
form of interest and additional divi- 
dends to their depositors, and they are 
free and exempt from any taxation. 

However, I contend, Mr. President, 
that when they pay their depositors only 
a limited percent of their earnings in 
the form of interest, and place the resi- 
due in reserves which the depositors can- 
not touch—they could all come forward 
together and seek it, but they could not 
get the money in the reserves 

Mr. FLANDERS, Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KERR. I have the floor; and a 
short time ago I saw how the floor was 
kept. 

I invite the attention of the Senate 
to the fact that deposits in these banks, 
as well as other banks, are guaranteed 
by an institution which has been set up 
by the Federal Government. Each de- 
posit is insured up to $10,000. 

As I started to say, when one of these 
institutions quits funneling out its earn- 
ings to the depositors and funnels them 
into a tax-exempt reserve, it is no longer 
a fiduciary operation for the depositors, 
The depositors cannot touch that money. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KERR. I yield first to the Sen- 
ator from Florida. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I have 
always known that the great State rep- 
resented by the Senator from Oklahoma 
produced wonderful things, including its 
fine Senators, but after hearing about 
the building and loan association which 
he has.mentioned, I believe we have 
found something new in which the State 
of Oklahoma has attained greatness. 
My question is addressed to the particu- 
lar association which the Senator has 
mentioned. Would not the passage of 
the pending bill, containing the amend- 
ment now before the Senate, subject 
that particular association, after the 
first year, to full taxation, in the same 
manner that a commercial banking com- 
pany would be subjected to taxation? 

Mr. KERR. I do not know whether 
it would do so. I say to the Senator 
from Florida that if there is any living 
man who knows what is meant by the 
amendment to the Capehart amendment 
to the Millikin amendment to the com- 
mittee amendment, and the further dis- 
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cretion of the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury, he is a smarter man than the Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma. I know what the 
committee amendment means. I know 
what the Capehart amendment means. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator from 
Florida understands that the sole mean- 
ing of the amendment as amended- is 
that there can be no brakes and no limi- 
tation yearly upon setting up re- 
serves until the time when they reach 
10 percent of the total deposits and ac- 
counts, but that thereafter the amend- 
ment leaves the bill just as it was in 
the beginning, and it leaves the revenue 
of the building and loan association 
which was so vividly described by the 
Senator from Oklahoma wholly taxable 
by the Federal Government insofar as 
its income was concerned. 

The question of the Senator from 
Florida is: Would it not be a good thing 
to have the particular association which 
the Senator has so ably described sub- 
jected after January 1 to the complete 
income-tax power of the Federal Gov- 
ernment? 

Mr. KERR. The answer to the last 
question is “Yes.” However, under no 
concept of equity or equality that I know 
of should the Government pass a law 
which says that it is entirely within the 
discretion of the taxpayer to say whether 
he shall put 15 percent or 100 percent of 
his earnings, tax-free, into a reserve until 
such time as it equals 10 percent of what- 
ever his current deposits are. 

I invite the attention of the Senate 
to the fact that the total deposits in 
all the commercial banks of the coun- 
try as of the last of 1950 were $146,030,- 
000,000. Their earnings last year before 
taxes were $1,365,000,000, on which they 
paid $428,000,000 in taxes to the Federal 
and State Governments. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Oklahoma yield to the 
Senator from Vermont? 

Mr. KERR. Not for a moment. That 
leaves a net after taxes of 8937, 000,000. 
At the same time building and loan as- 
sociations and mutual savings banks had 
built up their deposits to approximately 
840,000, 000,000, on which they earned 
last year approximately 8250, 000, 000, and 
on which they paid no Federal tax 

I invite the attention of the Senate to 
the fact that many States tax these 
banks. Many States tax them just as 
they tax other corporations and other 
commercial enterprises. That is what 
they are. 

Mr. President, when institutions reach 
the point where they have under their 
control $40,000,000,000 of the $186,000,- 
000,000 of deposits in this country, they 
are assuming responsibility for far more 
than their fiduciary relationship to their 
depositors and to themselves. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I de- 
sire to ask a question at this point. 

Mr. KERR. They have $40,000,000,- 
000 of the liquid assets of this country 
under their control, and they use them 
to make profits. Let it is said in the 
Senate that it should be discretionary 
with them whether they should pay any 
taxes at all until their reserves and un- 
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divided profits reach 10 percent of their 
total deposits. 

I yield to the Senator from Vermont 
for a question. 

Mr. FLANDERS. I have two ques- 
tions. 

Mr. KERR. I will ask the Senator 
from Vermont to ask his questions one 
ata time. I yield for his first question. 

Mr. FLANDERS, The first question I 
shall ask relates to a statement which I 
understood the Senator to make, to the 
effect that he did not believe in leaving 
the question of taxing their reserves to 
the taxed organization or outfit. I 
should like to inquire of the Senator 
whether that is not exactly what the 
Senate voted for in connection with co- 
operatives. 

Mr. KERR. It is one of the things 
that I believe is most damnable about 
the bill. It gives an exemption to town 
co-ops far beyond anything even 
dreamed of for rural co-ops. I am one 
Senator who is not going to vote for a 
provision which would give savings banks 
or building and loan associations in a 
city exemptions and privileges which are 
denied to the rural co-ops. I am glad 
the Senator asked that question. If the 
Senator does not believe I am right, I 
suggest that he read the bill. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a further question? 

Mr. KERR. Yes. 

Mr. FLANDERS. A few moments ago 
I said that I had only two questions to 
ask. Perhaps that was an unfortunate 
slip of the tongue. I shall ask a ques- 
tion on another subject, and perhaps 
later revert to my other question. I 
should like to ask the Senator from 
Oklahoma on what grounds he believes 
that savings institutions of various kinds 
are going beyond their fiduciary capacity 
and their fiduciary function when they 
set up reserves in accordance with the 
laws of their States and the demands of 
the various governmental bodies to 
which they must submit. What is out- 
side the fiduciary relationship to their 
depositors when they meet those legal 
and administrative requirements? 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I am glad 
the Senator from Vermont asked that 
question. I wish to remind him of what 
his own State requires of its building and 
loan associations and its savings banks; 
I wish to remind him that his own State 
does not give its savings banks or its 
building and loan associations any such 
privilege as that provided in the Millikin 
amendment to the Capehart amend- 
ment, as modified, or under the amend- 
ment the Senator from Vermont is 
sponsoring. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Oklahoma is not answer- 
ing my question. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I am go- 
ing to finish answering the Senator’s 
question, and I am glad he has asked it. 

The State of Vermont requires 5 per- 
cent of the net earnings semiannually 
to be added to the reserves until the re- 
serves equal 10 percent of the capital of 
the building and loan association. 
Under the provisions of the Capehart 
amendment, before it was made im- 
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potent by the Millikin amendment to 
it—— 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I 
asked a question, and I hope the Senator 
from Oklahoma will confine himself to 
answering that question. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I confine 
myself to the specifications I fix for my- 
self; and if the Senator from Vermont 
does not wish me to do so, he does not 
need to ask me any more questions. 
{Laughter.] 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, if 
the Senator from Oklahoma wishes to 
evade the questions and to pass on to 
something else, that is his prerogative. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair asks the Senator from Vermont to 
abide by the Senate rules. The Senator 
from Oklahoma has the floor. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, under the 
provisions of the Capehart amendment 
as it was originally presented, the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury would have to 
permit these banks to set aside 15 per- 
cent of their earnings annually, until 
their reserves equaled 10 percent of their 
deposits or accounts. 

In the State of Vermont the same kind 
of association is required to set aside 5 
percent semiannually until its reserve 
equals 10 percent of its stock. 

In referring to the provisions of the 
Capehart amendment before the Milli- 
kin amendment hit it, let me make a 
little mathematical calculation: 1½ 
times 10 is 15; in other words, the origi- 
nal.Capehart amendment was 15 times 
as liberal as is the provision in the law 
of the State of Vermont in regard to the 
savings and loan associations. 

In the State of Vermont, in the case 
of savings banks, the requirement is 
that one-eighth of 1 percent of their 
deposits shall be set aside until the re- 
serve equals 10 percent of the deposits 
and other liabilities, except surplus. 

Under the Capehart amendment those 
institutions could set aside 15 percent 
of their earnings; and now under the 
Millikin amendment to the Capehart 
amendment they would be allowed to set 
aside any amount they wished to set 
aside, until it reached 10 percent of their 
combined deposits. 

I say that I am as much interested as 
is any other man in the solvency, soli- 
darity, and safety of these institutions. 
I say that the experience in our country 
over the period of time since it became 
a nation teaches us that this Government 
is not going to regulate the financial 
institutions of the United States in such 
a way as to destroy or impair them. 

I think these banks should have treat- 
ment equal to or better than the treat- 
ment accorded the commercial banks, 
but certainly I do not think they should 


be set aside in a sacred precinct and un- 


der a sacred tabernacle, and that in that 
connection the statement should be made 
that “any man who enters here will be 
tax exempt either under the law or at 
his option.” 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 


DR ea + 
Mr. LEHMAN. I wonder whether the 
Senator from Oklahoma realizes that 


Mr, KERR. Yes; I yield for a ques- 
get 15 
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during the very terrible and trying die 
of the depression in 1932 and 1933—— 

Mr. KERR. I remember the depres- 
sion, although I was hardly able to re- 
alize it at the time. ([Laughter.] 

Mr. LEHMAN. I do realize and re- 
member those days, because I had the 
responsibility of guarding the interests 
of 15,000,000 people, 9,000,000 of whom 
were depositors in the savings banks and 
savings associations. 

Now, if I may continue my ques- 
tion { 
Mr. KERR. The Senator will have to 
begin to ask it, first, before he can con- 
tinue asking it. 

Mr. LEHMAN.. Very well; I will ask it. 

Mr. KERR. Iam waiting for the Sen- 
ator from New York to ask it. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I would have com- 
pleted my question, had I not been in- 
terrupted by my distinguished colleague, 
the Senator from Oklahoma. 

This is my question: Does not the Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma realize that in the 
terrible and trying days of the depres- 
sion in 1932 and 1933, the savings banks 
and the savings associations of New York 
State, in spite of having a reserve of 10 
percent, were virtually without any re- 
serves whatsoever because of the decline 
in the value of bonds, including Govern- 
ment bonds, and the decline in the value 
of mortgages? 

That is why some of us are trying to 
obtain the enactment of measures which 
will protect the depositors, the small de- 
positors, 9,000,000 of them in my State, 
and probably 50,000,000 or 60,000,000 of 
them throughout the country. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I am glad 
the distinguished Senator from New 
York asked that question. As lengthy 
as it was and as difficult of understand- 
ing as it was both to him who asked it 
and to him who listened to it, I say that 
I am aware of the tragedy of the depres- 
sion and of the failure of banks over the 
country. That situation was not limited 
to New York. 

It was a wonderful thing for the State 
of New York that it had one so distin- 
guished and so able in a position of re- 
sponsibility; and I must say that in my 
opinion he met that responsibility as 
well as did any other man I know. Out 
of the meeting of that responsibility 
have come the following things: First, 
the Federal Government now guarantees 
bank deposits up to $10,000 each; and 
that takes care of all the Democrats, Mr. 
President. [Laughter.] I believe that 
takes care of all the citizens of New York 
who have voted for or who will vote for 
my distinguished colleague. [Laughter.] 
Mr. President, that takes care of those 
to whom the Senator from New York 
refers as “the little depositors.” Their 
deposits are guaranteed. 


= Furthermore, Mr. President, I wish to 


pay tribute to the great State of New 
York. I wish to pay tribute to its citi- 
zens and to its distinguished representa- 
tives and to the distinguished men who 
have had the responsibility for its gov- 
ernment. I wish to pay tribute to them 
for the manner in which they have met 
that responsibility. In the light of that 
experience, they have provided in that 
great State that these banks must set 
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aside 10 percent of their earnings annu- 
ally, placing that amount into a reserve, 
until it reaches 10 percent of their de- 
posits. I favor at least that requirement 
in this bill, Mr. President, and I say let 
us take a leaf from the history of legisla- 
tion and administration in New York. 
Let us do all that the wise men and able 
statesmen of that State have done for 
their 9,000,000 depositors. I am espe- 
cially tender of them, Mr. President, be- 
cause we in Oklahoma borrow a great 
deal of their money. I want them to 
keep on having it. I want it to be se- 
cure. I congratulate New York on how 
secure they have made it. 

From the 1929 depression they learned 
a lesson. From that depression came 
the realization that in the future they 
must not permit such a tragedy. So 
they wrote some laws, and said with ref- 
erence to mutual savings banks that they 
shall set aside 10 percent of their annual 
earnings in a reserve fund, until it 
reaches 10 percent of their deposits. 

With reference to building and loan 
associations, Mr. President, they said 
they shall set aside 5 percent of their an- 
nual earnings until the reserve is 10 per- 
cent of the capital and 50 percent of the 
book value of the real estate held by the 
association. The provision of the Cape- 
hart amendment, before it was rendered 
useless by the Millikin amendment, was 
far more liberal with reference to the 
reserve permission for the savings banks 
of New York, and 10 to 20 times more lib- 
eral with reference to building and loan 
associations, than the requirements of 
the State of New York, itself. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. KERR. I will yield in a moment. 
I trust that the Senator from New York 
in pressing upon the Senator from Okla- 
homa the accumulated wisdom of the 
great leaders of his State, including him- 
self, will say to us, “If you do one and 
one-half times as much for our savings 
banks, and 20 times as much for our sav- 
ings and loan associations, as we our- 
selves have seen fit to do, you will have 
met your responsibility and we shall not 
then ask you to go beyond that and leave 
it entirely to the discretion of our insti- 
tutions as to how much more will be 
tax-free.” 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. KERR. I yield for a question. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I wonder whether the 
Senator realizes 

Mr. KERR. Well, sometimes he won- 
ders, too. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I wonder whether the 
Senator realizes that the reserves set up 
by the statute and regulations of the 

State of New York were in excess of 10 
percent as far back as 1930, and are 
today in excess of 10 percent, which is 
the limit just mentioned on the Senate 
floor, and I wondered 

Mr. KERR. Just one minute. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Certainly. 

Mr. KERR. I quoted from the law of 
the Senator’s State, which he said I 
quoted correctly, and it is not in excess 

_of what is set up here. 

Mr. LEHMAN. May I answer that? 

Mr. KERR. No. The Senator may 
ask me a question, and then when he 
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gets the floor he may do what he wants 
to do. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I should be very anx- 
ious to hear whether the Senator’s recol- 
lection of the colloquy in regard to the 
reserves in the State of New York is the 
same as mine, namely, as expounded by 
the senior Senator from New York, that 
the statutory reserve is 10 percent, and 
that by regulation there is an additional 
reserve required for conventional mort- 
gages, and a lesser amount required for 
VA mortgages and FHA morigages. As 
my distinguished colleague from New 
York has stated, the aggregate of those 
reserves is about 17 percent; and my col- 
league will correct me if I am not quot- 
ing him him accurately. 

Mr. KERR. The Senator from Okla- 
homa answers that question by saying 
no, there is no law in the Senator's State, 
and there is no legal requirements in his 
State, which sets up any such thing. I 
have read to the Senator what the law is, 
and I take it that the administrators in 
New York, as in Oklahoma and else- 
where, are creatures of the law. I re- 
mind the Senator further that his own 
State taxes the earnings of its savings 
and loan banks. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, may I 
ask the Senator a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Oklahoma yield to the 
Senator from New York? 

Mr. KERR. I yield for a question. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I wonder whether the 
Senator does not realize that in addition 
to the amount of reserves set up by stat- 
ute, the statutes of New York State give 
the superintendent of banks wide powers 
to recommend and require certain safe- 
guards in the protection of depositors in 
the State of New York. 

Mr. KERR. I am sure that the laws 
of the State of New York give wide 
powers to its administrative officials, but 
I remind the Senator, as he talks about 
the percentage required, with reference 
to FHA loans, that they are but a small 
percent of the assets of the savings 
banks. Nearly 60 percent of their total 
assets are in Government bonds, and in 


view of the fact that they have on the 


average 11 percent against their total as- 
sets, it means that they have two and 
one-half times that with reference to 
those assets which are not invested in 
Government bonds. 

I remind the Senator further that of 
the amount invested in real estate mort- 
gages, 15, 20, or 25 percent of their total 
portfolios are Government-guaranteed 
mortgages, and that as of today a far 
higher percentage of the additions are 
Government-guaranteed. I also remind 
the Senator that under his able leader- 
ship and that of other great men in the 
State of New York, it taxes its mutual 
savings banks on their net earnings; and 
that is all this bill attempts to do. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Oklahoma yield to the 
senior Senator from New York? 

Mr. KERR. I yield for a question. 

Mr. IVES. The Senator from New 
York is under the impression—and I ask 
the distinguished Senator from Okla- 
homa whether the impression is not cor- 
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i 
rect—that the distinguished Senator 
from Oklahoma believes that either my 
colleague from New York or myself 
stated that the New York banking law 
requires reserves of more than 10 per- 
cent, Is that correct? j 

Mr. KERR. I asked one of the Sen- 
ators a while ago. 

* IVES. I was merely trying to find 
ou 

Mr. KERR, I asked one of the Sen- 
ators a while ago whether the statement 
I made was not correct, and I was an- 
swered that it was. 

Mr. IVES. I merely desire to point out 
that neither one of us made any such 
statement as the statement I have indi- 
cated. 

Will the Senator from Oklahoma yield 
for another question? 

Mr. KERR. I yield for a question. 

Mr. IVES. Will the Senator from 
Oklahoma allow me to read into the REC- 
orD again a very brief statement by the 
superintendent of banks of the State of 
New York covering this question, so that 
it may be clear what the law is? 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I do not 
yield for that purpose. The Senator 
from New York is at perfect liberty to 
read that into the Recorp as many times 
as he desires. He has already read it 
into the Record twice. 4 

Mr. IVES. The Senator from New 
York has already read it into the RECORD. 

Mr. KERR. That is what I said. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Oklahoma declines to yield. 

Mr. KERR. I think, Mr. President, 
we have the opportunity today to do that 
which is just to all taxpayers, and to do 
equity to thousands affected by the bill. 
I hope that the committee will not ac- 
cept more than the Capehart amend- 
ment, and that the Senate will not ap- 
prove more than the Capehart amend- 
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the amendment, as modi- 
fied, offered by the Senator from Indi- 
ana to the committee amendment. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I am 
always overwhelmed, of course, by the 
eloquence of the Senator from Okla- 
homa, but I fancy that if anyone reads 
in cold print what he said he would get 
quite a misapprehension as to what the 
equities are in this matter. 

I do not. address myself particularly 
to the subject of mutual savings banks; 
I know all too little about them, but 
I do know something about the savings 
and loan associations. I have served at 
one time and another as a director of 
one of them, in a very modest fashion 
and in a very small town, where it lives 
intimately, of course, with the people, 
and particularly with those who prac- 
tice thrift and frugality. 

First let me point out with respect 
to this so-called dual amendment, the 
Capehart amendment, modified by the 
Millikin amendment, that there is a lim- 
itation of 10 percent on reserves. Once 
the associations reach it, they are 
through. If they put in 100 percent of 
their earnings the first year and thereby 
accumulate a reserve of 10 percent, that 
is the end of it. 
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Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 

Mr. KERR. Was the Senator pres- 
ent when the question was asked by the 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE] and 
other Senators whether, under the pro- 
visions of the bill, the Secretary of the 
Treasury would have discretion to go 
even beyond that? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. The language speaks 
for itself. Once it has reached a reserve 
of 10 percent, the institution can go no 
further. Perhaps in fiscal 1952 it would 
not contribute a dime, but it will con- 
tribute that much more in 1953 and in 
succeeding years. After all, they are 
continuing operations, 

Let me point out to my friend from 
Oklahoma that insofar as building and 
loan associations are concerned—and I 
am thinking particularly of those which 
are federalized—according to the Home 
Loan Bank Board approximately 70 per- 
cent of the mortgages are not insured or 
guaranteed. GI loans are being made 
every day, as are loans to persons who 
are building homes for themselves, FHA 
financed in some cases and in other cases 
not. We are in a shifting real-estate 
market, where equity financing is so 
slender that very conceivably, by a modi- 
fication of values, the solvency of many 
of these institutions can be impaired. 

All the amendment does is to say, We 
will build up your reserve, and when it 
has reached 10 percent you cannot go 
further.” That is all it does. 

Iam thinking particularly of the thrift 
institutions that are building homes to- 
day. Let me repeat to the Senator from 
Oklahoma, notwithstanding all the per- 
suasive things he said today, what an 
agent of this Government, for the con- 
firmation of whose nomination the Sen- 
ator and I vote only a few weeks ago, said 
about the situation. He is the chair- 
man of the Federal Home Loan Bank 
Board. Under the law that board is 
charged with the solvency, liquidity, and 

Integrity of these institutions. We 
passed a law glving him responsibility, 
and he addressed a letter to thé distin- 
guished chairman of the Finance Com- 
miteee in which he said: 

Savings and loan associations are limited 
in their investment to first-mortgage loans 
and to United States Government bonds, 


How many mortgage loans are there? 
I put the figures in the Recorp last night. 
They run from 79 percent to 84 percent, 
so that most of the money that frugal 
people invest is invested in the building 
of homes for GI’s and others where the 
equity may not be more than $500 on a 
$10,000 house. 

We have charged an agency of the 
Government with that responsibility, 
and the chairman of that agency says 
that those funds are invested in mort- 
gages. He says that 70 percent of those 
mortgages are not insured or guaran- 
teed. Then he says: 

Substantial reserves against losses are 
imperative. 


Who said that? The junior Senator 
from Illinois? No. 


The senior Sena- 
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tor from Oklahoma? No. It was said 
by the Chairman of the Federal Home 
Loan Bank Board— 

Substantial reserves against losses are 
imperative. 


He says that the real-estate market 
has been on the rise since the early 
1930’s, and losses in Government bonds 
may occur if liquidation of bonds is nec- 
essary. Losses may be suffered even if 
mortgages are insured or guaranteed, as 
was demonstrated in the recent floods in 
Kansas, Missouri, and Oklahoma. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Illinois yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 

Mr. THYE. In Minnesota we had 


that experience in connection with the 


flood in north Mankato last spring. The 
same condition occurred in the spring 
of 1950. There were devastating floods, 
and it cost the owners of homes tre- 
mendous sums of money to put their 
homes back into proper condition. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. That is quite correct. 

The Senator from Oklahoma said that 
we need not worry about the depositors 
because they are insured. But do not 
forget that if there is no reserve, then 
will come the losses, and the self-same 
Government must bail out the deposi- 
tors. Is it not the part of wisdom, is it 
not the part of prudence, to make sure 
that adequate reserves are set up for 
such an occasion? 

The Chairman of the Home Loan Bank 
Board says that the proposed tax would 
permit an association to establish a loss 
reserve based on its experience after 20 
years. Then he says: 

Such loss record in our opinion, is not a 
safe basis for establishing reserves, because 
the real-estate market has risen without in- 
terruption for the last 20 years. 


The limitation in the Capehart amend- 
ment, even though it is within the dis- 
cretion of the institution to determine 
how much shall be allocated to reserve, 
is the 10-percent clause, for when the 
reserve reaches 10 percent that is the 
end, and from there on the tax gatherer 
comes in and applies the tax. 


In ͤ the mean these savings and loan 


institutions are of modest size. In 1950 
the average insured association had sav- 
ings of $4,000,000, paying an average 
dividend of 2½ percent, and making an 
average annual reserve allocation on 144 
percent of its savings. We ask only to 
keep them intact, to keep them sound, to 
make sure that they are not washed out 
in a period of accelerated values, with 
the danger of a down-turn in the real- 
estate market. If that should occur, 
they will have to go into their contingent 
funds to take care of the situation. 

I do not wish to detain the Senate 
any longer, but I want to be sure that 
we have an adequate concept of what is 
involved. It does not make any differ- 
ence whether the Millikin proviso makes 
it possible for the institutions to take 
100 percent of their earnings in a year 
and dump them into a reserve to build 
up the fiscal solidarity and integrity of 
the institution, for when they get to 10 
percent, which is recognized by stand- 
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ards of acountancy as being about the 
adequate and right kind of reserve 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Illinois yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 

Mr. GEORGE. My own judgment is, 
and I think the Senator’s experience will 
bear it out, that no building and loan 
company or mutual bank can afford to 
set aside an unreasonable amount of re- 
serve. It is obliged to take care of its 
customers, or it would have to go out of 
business. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. That is correct. 

Now, Mr. President, I yield the floor, 
but I want to make this one suggestion: 
What is wrong with the committee’s ac- 
cepting the proposal and taking it to 
conference? Far be it from me to at- 
tempt to advise the committee, but it 
would be possible to call in advisory au- 
thorities of the Home Loan Bank Board, 
and there is a possibility that the com- 
mittee could come back with a confer- 
me ty report that would be satisfactory to 
all. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 

Mr. KERR. Does not the Senator 
know that the conferees can do that un- 
der the Capehart amendment as origi- 
nally offered, but that if the Senate 
adopts the amendment as amended by 
the Senator from Colorado, the con- 
ferees cannot then come back with more 
than that? Does not the Senator know 
that to be true? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I would not expect 
the conferees to come back with more 
than what is on the desk at the present 
time, but I fancy the conferees can come 
back with a modification, if that is the 
understanding of the conferees and of 
the Senate Finance Committee. And so 
it seems to me, Mr. President, that is the 
prudent course to pursue. We have ven- 
tilated the measure generously for a 
long period of time. I think everyone is 
seeking to find a right answer, a right 
solution to the problem. It is not a ques- 
tion of favoritism in behalf of building 
and Joan associations as against com- 
mercial banks, or vice versa. The ques- 
tion is: What is good practice? What is 
sound? What will keep these institu- 
tions liquid and safe in view of the fact 
that more than 80 percent of their as- 
sets are in the form of real estate first 
mortgages? Certainly this body has no 
business trifling under those circum- 
stances, and I simply commend to my 
colleagues that if the Senate Finance 
Committee will accept the amendment, 
they can then impress their will with 
respect to this language and certainly 
come back with something that is at 
once acceptable. That in my opinion, is 
the wise course to pursue. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I dislike 
very much to differ with my distin- 
guished colleague from Illinois in the 
recommendation he is making with re- 
gard to taking this amendment to con- 
ference. For reasons which my col- 
league and I have stated on the floor 
this afternoon, the Capehart amend- 


-ment, even as modified by the Millikin 


amendment, is definitely unacceptable 
so far as New York State is concerned. 
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If the conferees are to be limited to this 
type of amendment in the effort to work 
out some kind of a compromise propo- 
sition, such a compromise can never 
meet the situation in the State of New 
York, where we are trying to increase 
our reserves, rather than to leave them 
where they have been under the lw. 

‘fhe efforts which have been made, 
which I have pointed out, indicate our 
attitude and our desire in this connec- 
tion. Therefore, it is going to be im- 
possible for us to go along with the idea 
of agreeing to the Capehart amendment 
with the thought that subsequently this 
whole proposition is to go to the con- 
ferees for a final decision and determi- 
nation, and final language, presumably, 
to meet a situation which the amend- 
ment in no way can meet. 

Consequently, Mr. President, I shall 
have to ask for the yeas and nays on 
the amendment in order that my col- 
league and I at least can be recorded 
against the proposal. I ask for the yeas 
and nays on the amendment. Í 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. KERR. What is the question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the amendment of the 
Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART], 
as modified. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Mr. Pres- 
ident, a vote “yea” is a vote in favor of 
the amendment, is it not? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. The clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON (when his name 
was called). Mr. President, earlier in 
the session today I made the announce- 
ment that at an appropriate time in the 
proceedings this afternoon, if a vote 
came on either the Flanders amendment 
or any substitute, I would ask the Sen- 
ate that I be excused from voting. I 
explained earlier today that there was 
a conflict of interest so far as I was con- 
cerned; that I was not only a share- 
holder in a building and loan associa- 
tion, but that I was also the solicitor and 
one of the directors. I feel that, under 
the circumstances, morally I would be 
debarred from voting. So now, Mr. 
President, I make the request that I be 
excused from voting on the substitute 
amendment, because exactly the same 
principle is involved in voting on the 
substitute as would apply in voting upon 
the Flanders amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
the Senator from New Jersey is excused 
from voting. 

The Chief Clerk resumed the call of 
the roll. 

Mr. HUMPHREY (when his name was 
called). On this vote I have a pair with 
the junior Senator from West Virginia 
(Mr. NEELY]. If he were present and 
voting he would vote “nay.” If I were 
permitted to vote I would vote yea.“ 
Therefore, I withhold my vote. 

Mr. DIRKSEN (when his name was 
called). For the same reason i 
by the Senator from New Jersey, having 
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had some identity with a banking insti- 
tution, I want to be sure that my mo- 
tives, are not misinterpreted, so, there- 
fore,.I ask that I may be excused from 
voting. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
the Senator from Illinois is excused from 
voting. 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON! and the Senator from Arkan- 
sas [Mr. MCCLELLAN] are absent by leave 
of the Senate. 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
Byrp], the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. CHavez], the Senator from Ken- 
tucky [Mr. CLEMENTS], the Senator from 
Iowa [Mr. GILLETTE] the Senators from 
Rhode Island [Mr. Green and Mr. Pas- 
TorE], the Senator from Michigan [Mr. 
Moopyr], and the Senator from West 
Virginia [Mr. NEELy] are absent on ofi- 
cial business. 

I announce that on this vote the Sen- 
ator from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ] is 
paired with the Senator from Rhode 
Island [Mr. Pastore]. If present and 
voting, the Senator from New Mexico 
would vote “yea,” and the Senator from 
Rhode Island would vote “nay.” 

I announce also that on this vote the 
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. MCCLEL- 
Lax] is paired with the Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. Green]. If present 
and voting, the Senator from Arkansas 
would vote “yea,” and the Senator from 
Rhode Island would vote “nay.” 

I announce further that on this vote 
the Senator from Michigan ([Mr. 
Moopy] is paired with the Senator from 
Maine [Mr. Brewster]. If present and 
voting, the Senator from Michigan 
would vote “yea,” and the Senator from 
Maine would vote “nay.” 

Mr.SALTONSTALL. Iannounce that 
the Senator from Utah [Mr. BEN- 
NETT], the Senator from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. Martin], and the Senator from 
North Dakota [Mr. Youne] are absent 
by leave of the Senate. 

The Senators from Ohio [Mr. Tarr 
and Mr. Bricker] and the Senator from 
Nebraska [Mr. WHERRY] are necessarily 
absent. 

The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
TOBEY] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
BRIDGES] is absent because of illness in 
his immediate family. 

The Senator from Maine [Mr. BREW- 
STER] and the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
WELKER] are absent on official business. 

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
Case], the Senator from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. Durr], the Senator from North 
Dakota (Mr. Lancer], and the Senator 
from Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS] are de- 
tained on official business. 

On this vote, the Senator from Maine 
(Mr. Brewster] is paired with the Sen- 
ator from Michigan [Mr. Moopy]. If 
present and voting, the Senator from 
Maine would vote “nay” and the Senator 
from Michigan would vote yea.“ 

On this vote, the Senator from Utah 
(Mr. BENNETT] is paired with the Senator 
from Ohio [Mr. Bricker]. If present 
and voting, the Senator from Utah would 
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vote “yea” and the Senator from Ohio 
would vote “nay.” 

On this vote, the Senator from South 
Dakota [Mr. Case] is paired with the 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
BrivcEs]. If present and voting, the 
Senator from South Dakota would vote 
“yea” and the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire would vote “nay.” 

On this vote, the Senator from Ohio 
(Mr. Tarr] is paired with the Senator 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. MARTIN]. If 
present and voting the Senator from 
Ohio would vote “yea” and the Senator 
from Pennsylvania would vote “nay.” 

The result was announced—yeas 41, 
nays 28, as follows: 


YEAS—41 

Butler Md. Holland Millikin 
Butler, Nebr. Jenner Monroney 
Cain Johnson, Colo. Morse 
Capehart Johnson, Tex. Mundt 
Carlson Johnston, S. C. Nixon 
Cordon Kem O'Conor 

Knowland Robertson 
Dworshak Long Russell 
Ferguson Magnuson Schoeppel 

Malone Smathers 
Hayden Maybank Underwood 
Hennings McCarran Watkins 
Hickenlooper McCarthy Wiley 
Hoey McFarland 

NAYS—28 

Aiken Hunt O'Mahoney 
Benton Ives Saltonstall 
Connally Kefauver Smith, Maine 
Eastland err Smith, N. J. 
Ecton Kilgore Smith, N. C. 
Ellender Lehman Sparkman 
Flanders Lodge Stennis 

McKellar Thye 
Pulbright McMahon 

1 Murray 
NOT VOTING—27 

Anderson Dirksen Moody 
Bennett Duff Neely 
Brewster Gillette Pastore 
Bricker Green Taft 
Bridges Hendrickson Tobey 
Byrd Humphrey Welker 
Case Langer Wherry 
Chavez Martin Williams 
Clements McClellan Young 


So Mr. CapeHart’s amendment, as 
modified, was agreed to. 

Mr. GEORGE and Mr. MALONE ad- 
dressed the Chair. : 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Texas. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I 
offer the amendment which I send to 
the desk and ask to have stated. It is 
a preferential amendment, and takes 
precedence over the amendment of the 
Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield before he does 
that? 

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. On behalf of 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLAN- 
DERS], who has temporarily lost his voice, 
I ask permission to withdraw his 
amendment to strike out—temporarily, 
at least. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I understand 
that the amendment is now withdrawn. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment has been withdrawn. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 
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Mr. LEHMAN. I am not certain of 
the procedure. Does this mean that the 
amendment has been withdrawn only 
temporarily? Or is it withdrawn per- 
manently? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL, I will say to the 
Senator from New York that it is my 
understanding that the Senator from 
Vermont expects to offer his motion to 
strike at a later date. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Texas will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 142, in 
lines 11 and 12, it is proposed to strike 
out the following: “, Building and Loan 
Associations,“ and insert in lieu thereof 
the word “and.” 

On page 142, beginning with line 16, 
it is proposed to strike out all that fol- 
lows down to and including line 3 on 
page 143, and insert in lieu thereof the 
following: 

(b) Cooperative banks: Section 101 (4) 
relating to exemption from tax of building 
and loan associations and cooperative banks 
is hereby amended to read as follows: 

“(4) Cooperative banks and credit unions, 
without capital stock organized and oper- 
ated for mutual purposes and without profit.” 


On page 143, in lines 8 and 9, it is pro- 
posed to strike out the following: “, a 
domestic building and loan association.” 

On page 143, in lines 21 and 22, it is 
proposed to strike out the following: “, 
cooperative banks, and domestic build- 
ing and loan associations,” and insert 
in lieu thereof the following: “and co- 
operative banks.” 

On page 144, beginning with line 14, 
it is proposed to strike out all that fol- 
lows down to and including line 3 on 
page 145. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, the 
amendment which I offer eliminates from 
the section which the Senator from Ver- 
mont assailed building and loan asso- 
ciations. If there is one organization 
of the kind mentioned in this section 
which is important to the people of the 
United States, it is the building and loan 
associations. They have for their pur- 
pose the encouragement of home owner- 
ship by the people who live in the homes, 
They are not only valuable from a finan- 
cial standpoint, but from a cultural 
standpoint. If we are ever to build up 
democracy in this Republic, it will be 
largely through the efforts of people who 
own their own homes, and who are will- 
ing to fight for their homes if need be. 

It will be remembered that during the 
days of the depression building and loan 
associations were so drastically affected 
that the Federal Government had to 
come to their rescue. They were im- 
periled. They lost great sums of money. 
I say that the Government ought not to 
tax such organizations. The States may 
exercise the right to tax them. Let the 
States tax them if they want to, but let 
us not put upon them a Federal tax, 
when we want to encourage home own- 
ership and home building. i 

I submit, without detaining the Sen- 
ate for a long period of time, that all 
Senators are familiar with building and 
loan associations. They no doubt have 
many of them in their home towns, 
They are useful organizations. They 
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are useful agencies for encouraging 
thrift, and, above all, for encouraging 
the ownership of homes by the people 
who occupy them, by the people who 
must defend this Republic if it is to 
survive. 

Mr. President, I submit the amend- 
ment, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair inquires of the Senator from 
Texas whether he wishes these amend- 
ments considered en bloc. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I do. 
late to the same thing. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the Recorp at 
this point as a part of my remarks a 
letter which I have received from Mr, 
R. A. Benson, building and loan super- 
visor of the Department of Banking of 
the State of Texas, at Austin, Tex. The 
letter is dated September 14, 1951. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


They all re- 


STATE or TEXAS, 
DEPARTMENT OF BANKING, 
Austin, Tex., September 14, 1951. 
The Honorable Tom CONNALLY, 
United States Senate, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Sm: In our effort to keep posted on the 
policies of the various branches of our na- 
tional Government we note the Senate Fi- 
nance Committee has taken tentative action 
on amendments to H. R. 4473, which, if 
adopted, would tax savings, building and loan 
associations as ordinary corporations. If, in 
our opinion, such tax is imposed, the effect 
on such type of institutions will be serious, 
and possibly destroy them, 

In our great State there are many deserv- 
ing towns and cities that do not enjoy the 
full services, creating thrift and home own- 
ership, rendered by savings, building and 
loan associations, and the proposed tax, it is 
apparent, will prevent the organization and 
development of new associations so badly 
needed. Since 1949 13 State charters for 
savings, building and loan associations have 
been granted, making a total of 150 State 
and Federal chartered associations operating 
in Texas, with prospects for many more being 
organized if their development and pros- 
perity are not hampered by taxation. 

This department is responsible for the 
chartering and supervision of 67 State sav- 
ings, building and loan associations. In our 
supervisory capacity we have consistently 
urged substantial semiannual allocations to 
reserves for losses. 

Savings, building and loan associations’ 
funds, the accumulations of savings by the 
thrifty members of their communities, are 
invested in first mortgages secured by homes 
in their communities, and United States 
Government bonds. Approximately 80 per- 
cent of their mortgages are not insured or 
guaranteed, therefore, substantial reserves 
are imperative because the real estate mar- 
ket has been on the rise for the past 15 years. 

In Texas the majority of associations are 
currently paying an average dividend of 2% 
percent, and make an annual reserve alloca- 
tion of 144 percent. If the proposed tax be- 
comes law, the associations are faced with 
two alternatives: 

1. If adequate credits are made to re- 
serves it would be necessary for these insti- 
tutions to reduce dividends to such an ex- 
tent that it is believed would cause general 
withdrawal of savings and result in liquida- 
tion, 

2. The institutions would continue to pay 
the same dividend rates as formerly but the 
allocation to loss reserves would not be suffi- 
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cient and the loss problems would be in- 
creased tremendously. 

The average institution in 1950, due to 
growth, barely maintained its reserves to sav- 
ings, notwithstanding that it allocated one- 
third of its net income to reserves instead 
of paying it out in dividends. If the aver- 
age association reduced its allocation to re- 
serves by one-half, its reserve ratio would 
decline steadily to a dangerous condition, 
All savings in Federal savings and loan asso- 
ciations and savings in practically all of the 
State-chartered savings, building and loan 
associations are insured up to $10,000 by the 
Federal Savings and Loan Insurance Corpo- 
ration. 

You are urgently requested to take time 
out from your many duties and contact the 
members of the Senate Finance Committee, 
impressing upon them the seriousness of this 
situation, 

Yours sincerely, 
R. A. BENSON, 
Building and Loan Supervisor. 


Mr. CONNALLY subsequently said: 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
to have printed in the Record a letter 
which I now send to the desk, and which 
I desire to have printed in connection 
with the remarks I made earlier today. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Hovusinc AND HOME FINANCE AGENCY, 

Home LOAN BANK BOARD, 
Washington, D. C., September 4, 1951. 
The Honorable WALTER F. GEORGE, 
Chairman, Committee on Finance, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

My Dran SENATOR GEORGE: We have noted 
from the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of August 29, 
1951, that the Committee on Finance has 
taken tentative action on amendments to 
H. R. 4473, which, if adopted, would tax mu- 
tual savings banks, savings and loan asso- 
ciations, including building and loan as- 
sociations, cooperative’ banks, homestead 
associations, and similar institutions. 

Let me assure you that we are not unap- 
preciative of the many weighty problems be- 
fore your committee and your desire to 
spread the tax burden as evenly as possible. 
However, the proposed tax, in our opinion, 
would have a serious adverse effect on these 
institutions and would possibly destroy them. 
An additional consideration which should 
not be overlooked is that the proposed tax 
would apparently prevent the organization 
and development of new associations which 
are still needed in many county seats and in 
new and developing parts of our country. 

We are responsible for the chartering, reg- 
ulation, and supervision of some 1,500 Fed- 
eral savings and loan associations. We act 
as trustees of the Federal Savings and Loan 
Insurance Corporation, which insures ac- 
counts up to $10,000 in 2,860 institutions of 
the savings and loan type. In our supervi- 
sory capacity we have constantly urged sub- 
stantial annual allocations to reserves for 
losses. 

Savings and loan associations are limited 
in their investments to first-mortgage loans 
and to United States Government bonds. 
Approximately 70 percent of their mortgages 
are not insured or guaranteed. Substan- 
tial reserves against losses are imperative 
because (1) the real-estate market has been 
on the rise since the early thirties; (2) losses 
in Government bonds may occur if liquida- 
tion of bonds is necessary; and (3) losses 
may be suffered even if mortgages are in- 
sured or guaranteed, as was demonstrated 
in the recent floods in Kansas, Missouri, and 
Oklahoma. 

The proposed tax would permit an associa- 
tion to establish a loss reserve based on its 
experience of the last 20 years. Such a loss, 
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record in our opinion is not a safe basis for 
establishing reserves because the real estate 
market bas risen without interruption for 
almost 20 years. We are satisfied from our 
analysis of the situation that a 20-year ex- 

loss reserve will not be adequate 
when the real estate market turns down. 
We would therefore be faced with two alter- 
natives if the proposal became law: (1) if 


these institutions to reduce dividends to such 
an extent that we believe it would cause gen- 
eral withdrawals of savings and would grad- 
ually result in the liquidation of these insti- 
tutions. For example, the. average insured 
association in 1950 had savings of $4,000,000, 
paying an average dividend of 2½ percent 
and making an annual reserve allocation of 
1% percent of its savings. In order to main- 
tain the same reserve allocation of 1½ per- 
cent it would be limited to not more than a 
1 percent dividend paying a tax of slightly 
more than 1% percent of savings. (2) The 
second alternative is that the institutions 
would continue to pay the same dividend 
rates as formerly. In this case the loss re- 
serves would not be sufficient and our super- 
visory and insurance loss problems would be 
increased tremendously. For example, the 
average insured institution in 1950, due to 
growth, barely maintained its ratio of re- 
serves to savings, notwithstanding that it 
allocated one-third of its net income to re- 
serves instead of paying it out in dividends. 
If this average institution reduced its alloca- 
tion to reserves by a half, its reserve ratio 
would decline steadily to a dangerous point. 

We would like to emphasize that the staff 
of the Committee on Finance has never called 
upon our board for an expression of its views 
on the proposed tax or related matters, and 
this is the first time our board has submitted 
its views to your committee. 

We hope you will reconsider your tentative 
decision in the light of the effects it may have 
upon these institutions which have almost 
30,000,000 savers. 

Time has not permitted an exhaustive 
study of this matter. We are enclosing a 
memorandum from our general counsel set- 
ting forth additional consideration. We will, 
of course, be glad to have further studies 
made for your committee and to cooperate in 
any way which you deem desirable. 

Sincerely yours, 
K. Divers, 
Chairman. 
Home Loan Bank Boarp, 
September 4, 1951. 
From the office of the general counsel. 
To Mr. William K. Divers, Chairman. 

‘Tou have requested that a study be made 
of the effect which the of the 
amendments to H. R. 4473 taxing mutual 


gories, as we would like. Hcwever, from the 
figures readily available we have obtained 
the following: 
1. If these institutions are taxed as pro- 
33 the figures indicate that these inst i- 
tutions could not pay reasonable dividends 


paid by institutions insured 

by the Federal Savings and Loan Insurance 
Corporation were at an average rate of 2.55 
percent. The over-all average of reserves to 
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assets for all associations was substantially 
the same at the end of the year as it was 
at the beginning. In other words, though 
supervisory authorities were diligent in their 
efforts to increase the over-all reserves, they 
remained virtually static during the year. 

Had the 52-percent tax been applied in 
1950 to the total amounts remaining after 
dividends and the same dividend been paid, 
the average reserve position of all insured 
associations would have decreased during 
the year one-half of 1 percent. On the 
other hand, had the 52-percent tax been 
applied in 1950 and had the same credits 
been made to reserves by all insured asso- 
ciations that were made, the average divi- 
dend paid would have been 1 percent. It 
is quite evident that these institutions can- 
not retain their capital if they pay divi- 
dends of only 1 percent and it is question- 
able whether they can retain their capital 
if dividends are decreased to any substan- 
tial extent. On the other hand, it would 
appear to be unsafe to permit a decline in 
the reserves. These figures are alarming and 
wond appear to indicate that a tax such as 
proposed would be disastrous for the sav- 
ings and loan industry. 

Should the tax be imposed, the normal 
thing for the management of an association 
to do would be to make every effort to main- 
tain the capital in the association and it is 
fearful that the reserves would first suffer. 

The disastrous effect would work slower 
on associations which have been long estab- 
lished and have strong reserve positions as 
they may be able to remain in a relatively 
safe position for a while, though their re- 
serves will be gradually lowered percentage- 
wise. However, it appears clear that many 
comparatively new associations which have 
not had time to build strong reserves and 
probably some other associations with low 
reserve positions could not be permitted to 
continue operation by.supervisory authori- 
ties because of the low reserves and the 
inveitable fact that reserves could not be 
built up as required by law or regulations. 
New associations could not be organized un- 
der such conditions. 

2. All of. the 6,000 associations in the 
United States, except approximately 200, are 
mutual institutions whose are dis- 
tributed on a pro rata basis to shareholders 


after allocations to necessary reserves for 


losses. In these institutions the reserve 
which the association is able to bund is the 
only cushion which protects the sharehold- 
ers or the Federal Savings and Loan Insur- 
ance Corporation from losses. There are no 
stockholders who have a liability to share- 
holders or depositors, and there is no capital 
except that placed with the institution by 
the shareholders. Congress and the super- 
visory authorities have recognized this in re- 
quiring the building of adequate reserves. 

Congress, in passing title IV of the Nation- 
al Housing Act creating the Federal Savings 
and Loan Insurance Corporation, required 
that each member institution within a rea- 
sonable time not exceeding 20 years build 
its reserve to at least 5 percent. The In- 
surance Corporation by regulation requires 
that three-tenths of 1 percent of each in- 
sured account in the institutions be placed 
in reserve annually until the reserve reaches 
5 percent of all insured accounts. The 
charter of each Federal savings and loan as- 
sociation requires semiannual credits to re- 
serve accounts until the reserves equal 10 
percent of the share capital of the associa- 
tion. The Insurance Corporation has re- 
quired as a condition of insurance in many 
instances that the applying association agree 
to set aside a minimum of 25 percent of net 
income to reserves whenever the reserves fall 
below 5 percent of assets. These represent 
the minimum requirements which Congress 
and the supervisory authorities consider 

necessary. 
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3. The special deduction proposed in con- 
nection with the taxing of these institutions 
would be allowed from amounts placed in 
bad debt reserves based on experience over a 
period of years. Title IV of the National 
Housing Act creating the Federal Savings and 
Loan Insurance Corporation was passed in 
1934, and the Home Owners’ Loan Act pro- 
viding for the creation of Federal savings and 
loan associations was passed in 1933. 
percent of all insured associations were in- 
corporated during the period of rising prices 
since 1933, and almost all of the $14,000,000,- 
000 of home mortgages hele by savings and 
loan associations was acquired by savings 
and loan associations during this period of 
rising prices. Conscquently, these institu- 
tions have had virtually no losses and there- 
fore a tax deduction based on losses over this 
period would be inconsequential. Reserves 
in these institutions are created to take care 
of losses that may occur in times of stress. 
The long rise in real-estate prices and the 
present sharp inflationary trend have given 
those responsible for supervision of insti- 
tutions of these types much concern. The 
inflationary condition which we face today 
makes necessary the building of even larger 
reserves to meet future contingencies. A 

As accounts up to $10,000 in 2,860 of these 
institutions are insured by the Federal Sav- 
ings und Loan Insurance Corporation, the 
Corporation would be called upon to pay 
heavy losses in times of stress. The Insur- 
ance Corporation risks would increase if the 
reserve ratio of insured institutions would 
decrease, 

We would be glad to go further into this 
matter and obtain additional information if 
time permits. 

T. WADE HARRISON. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Texas. 

Mr, GEORGE and Mr. MALONE ad- 
dressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I 
earnestly hope that this amendment will 
not be adopted. The amendment which 
we have already adopted today is far 
more liberal than what the president 
of the Building and Loan League stated 
to me was a proper amendment, as ap- 
Plicable to this particular industry. I 
hope that this amendment will be re- 
jected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Texas. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Nevada is recognized. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Nevada yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Nevada yield to the 
Senator from Arizona for a question? 

Mr. MALONE. I yield. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Nevada yield for 
@ unanimous-consent request, that he 
may have the floor after a vote is taken 
on the pending amendment? 

Mr. MALONE. I shall be happy to 
yield, with the understanding that I do 
not thereby lose the floor. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I ask unanimous 
consent, that the Senator from Nevada 
may have the floor immediately after 
the vote on the pending amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 
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The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Texas. 

The amendment is rejected. 

„Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Nevada yield fur- 
ther? 

Mr. MALONE. I yield for a question. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Would the Sen- 
ator from Nevada be willing to yield the 
floor so that I could make a motion to 
recess until Monday morning? 

Mr. MALONE. Provided the junior 
Senator from Nevada shall have the floor 
beginning on Monday morning. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I dislike to do that. 
Several other Senators may wish to 
speak. I feel, however, that we should 
make some progress with the bill. I 
thought perhaps the Senator from Ne- 
vada would be willing to delay his speech 
for a few days. 

Mr. MALONE. There seems to be a 
little haze on this side of the aisle. At 
least, it seems to be a little difficult for 
the Chair to discern Senators who would 
like to be recognized. Now that I have 
the floor I believe I shall keep it. 

Mr. McFARLAND. That is the Sen- 
ator’s privilege. 

Mr. MALONE. I shall be glad to yield 

for a motion to recess provided I may 
have the floor on Monday morning. 
„ Mr. McFARLAND. I had hoped that 
the Senator from Nevada would postpone 
his speech for a few days, inasmuch as 
he intends to speak on another subject, 
so that we could dispose of the pending 
bill. However, I am perfectly willing 
to stay and listen to his speech, if he 
wants to make it now. I feel that we 
“should make some progress with the 
pending bill. I have tried to get an 
agreement for a limitation of debate, but 
the distinguished acting minority leader, 
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
SALTONSTALL] tells me it is impossible 
to get an agreement at this time. I am 
trying to make some progress. I dis- 
like to keep Senators here. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Nevada yield so 
that I may ask a question of the Senator 
from Arizona? 

Mr. MALONE. I yield for that pur- 
pose, with the understanding that I do 
not lose the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I should like to 
ask the majority leader if he intends to 
have any further votes or discussion on 
the pending bill after the Senator from 
Nevada concludes his speech this after- 
noon. [Laughter.] 

Mr. MALONE. I do not yield for any 
further interruptions. I do not ap- 
preciate that. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Nevada yield so that I 
may send to the desk an amendment to 
the pending bill? 

Mr. MALONE. I shall be happy to do 
so, provided I do not lose the floor. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
send to the desk an amendment which I 
propose to offer, and I ask that it be 
printed and lie on the table. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be received and printed, 
and will lie on the table. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? I make a motion 
that the Senate reconsider the vote 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will 
the junior Senator from Nevada yield 
briefly to me? 

Mr. MALONE. I have not yielded for 
the purpose of making a motion. I shall 
yield first to the senior Senator from 
Nevada. Then I shall yield to the Sen- 
ator from Indiana. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I desire to move to 
take up a message from the House of 
Representatives, which will take only a 
few minutes, and then introduce a bill 
and insert some matter in the RECORD, if 
the junior Senator from Nevada will 
yield to me for that purpose. 

Mr. MALONE. I shall be happy to 
yield, provided I do not lose the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. CAPEHART subsequently said: 
Mr. President, I move that the Senate 
reconsider the vote by which the Cape- 
hart-Millikin amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I 
move to lay on the table the motion to 
reconsider. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SMATHERS in the chair). The question is 
on agreeing to the motion to lay on the 
table the motion to reconsider the vote 
on the amendment. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to, 


SUSPENSION OF DEPORTATION OF 
CERTAIN ALIENS 


Mr.McCARRAN. Mr. President, Iask 
the Chair to lay before the Senate the 
amendments of the House of Represent- 
atives to the concurrent resolution (S. 
Con. Res. 34) favoring the suspension of 
deportation of certain aliens. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SMATHERS in the chair) laid before the 
Senate the amendments of the House of 
Representatives to the concurrent reso- 
lution (S. Con, Res. 34) favoring the 
suspension of deportation of certain 
aliens, which were on page 8, strike out 
line 22; on page 11, strike out line 11; 
on page 18, after line 6, insert: 

A-1531776, Shukur, Djamil Khedhourt, 

A-6142881, Wang, Yuen-Fung nee Chu. 

A-6142239, Wang, Chiao Jen. 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, this 
is one of the series of resolutions haying 
to do with the suspension of deportation 
of certain aliens, pursuant to law. As 
Senators will remember, the law pro- 
vides that the Attorney General may, 
through the device of suspending depor- 
tation of an alien for more than 6 
months, and reporting his action to the 
Congress, accomplish the result of giving 
the alien permanent residence in the 
United States, provided the Congress af- 
firmatively approves the suspension. 

All of the names submitted by the At- 
torney General are screened in the Sen- 
ate Committee on the Judiciary, as care- 
fully as may be, before they are reported 
to the Senate. 
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This particular resolution, after it had 
passed the Senate, was amended in the 
House. The House struck out one name 
from the resolution, and added three 
names. 

The three names which were added 
have been screened by the Immigration 
Subcommittee of the Senate Committee 
on the Judiciary, and appear to be un- 
objectionable. Accordingly, Mr. Presi- 
dent, I move that the Senate concur in 
the House amendments to Senate Con- 
current Resolution No. 34. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the junior Senator from Nevada 
yield so that I may ask a question of the 
senior Senator from Nevada? 

Mr. MALONE. I yield for that pur- 
pose, provided I do not lose the floor. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Does the 
amendment merely strike out one 
name? 

Mr. McCARRAN. It strikes out one 
name and adds three names. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the motion of the Senator 
from Nevada. 

The motion was agreed to. 


RELIEF OF CERTAIN OFFICERS AND EM- 
PLOYEES OF THE FOREIGN SERVICE— 
CORRECTION IN REENROLLMENT OF 
BILL 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, the 
bill (S. 1786) is a bill for the relief of 
certain officers and employees of the 
foreign service of the United States who, 
while in the course of their respective 
duties, suffered losses of personal prop- 
erty by reason of war conditions and ca- 
tastrophes of nature. 

When the bill was originally intro- 
duced, one of the names contained in the 
bill was “Clive E. Knowlson.” However, 
the bill when printed contained the name 
“Olive E. Knowlson.” 

The concurrent resolution which I now 
send to the desk is to correct an error 
in the spelling of a name and request 
the President of the United States to 
return said enrolled bill to the Senate 
and, upon its return, the actions of the 
presiding officers of the two Houses sign- 
ing said bill shall be deemed rescinded. 
It further provides that the Secretary of 
Senate is authorized and directed to 
amend the bill by striking on page 2, 
line 9, of the engrossed Senate bill the 
name “Olive E. Knowlson” and insert in 


3 lieu thereof “Clive E. Knowlson.” 


Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent for the immediate consideration of 
the concurrent resolution. 

There being no objection, the concur- 
rent resolution’ (S. Con. Res. 48) was 
considered and agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep- 
resentatives concurring), That the President 
of the United States be, and he is hereby, 
requested to return to the Senate the en- 
rolled bill (S. 1786) for the relief of certain 
officers and employees of the Foreign Service 
of the United States who, while in the course 
of their respective duties, suffered losses of 
personal property by reason of war condi- 
tions and catastrophes of nature; that ff 
and when said bill is returned by the Presi- 
dent, the action of the presiding officers of 
the two Houses in signing said bill shall be 
deemed to be rescinded; and that the Sec- 
retary of the Senate be, and he is hereby 
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authorized and directed, in the reenrollment 
of said bill, to make the following correction 
in the engrossed bill: a 

On page 2, line 9, strike out the name 
“Olive E. Knowlson”, and in lieu thereof in- 
sert “Clive E. Knowlson.” 


PREVENTION OF ACCEPTANCE OR WEAR- 
ING OF FOREIGN DECORATIONS BY 
CERTAIN OFFICERS 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to introduce for 
appropriate reference a bill to prevent 
unauthorized acceptance or wearing of 
foreign decorations by officers of the 
United States. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
Senator from Nevada? 

There being no objection, the bill (S. 
2165) to prevent unauthorized accept- 
ance or wearing of foreign decorations by 
officers of the United States, introduced 
by Mr. McCarran, was received, read 
twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, the 
purpose of this bill is to implement and 
enforce the provision in article I, sec- 
tion 9, paragraph 8, of the United States 
Constitution, which prohibits any per- 
son holding an office of profit or trust 
under the United States from accepting 
any present, emolument, office, or title, 
of any kind whatever, from any foreign 
country, without the consent of the 
Congress. 

There is a code provision on the books 
at the present time, carrying out this 
constitutional provision. 

It is my considered opinion, Mr. 
President, that this constitutional pro- 
vision is being flouted by the Depart- 
ment of the Army. 

Under date of July 19, 1951, over the 
signature of J. Lawton Collins, Chief of 
Staff, United States Army, orders were 
published changing Army regulations in 
such a way as to make an attempted 
distinction between acceptance of an 
award from a foreign government, and 
receipt of such an award. It should be 
obvious that no such distinction can or 
should be made, and that the attempt 
to make such a distinction is flouting 
the Constitution. 

I hold in my hand, Mr. President, a 
slip copy of the order to which I have 
referred, and I now ask unanimous con- 
sent that this may be printed in the 
Recorp at this point as a part of my 
remarks. 

There being no objection, the order 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[AR 600-45, Changes No. 3] 
PERSONNEL—DECORATIONS 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
Washington, D. C., July 19, 1951. 

AR 600-45, June 27, 1950, is changed as 
follows: 

“3. Awards of decorations. 

. * * * J 
“b. By whom awarded: Awards of the 

* * except as follows: 
“(1) During a period * * * 
as follows: 

“(a) The 
„ * * 


4 
delegated 


Distinguished-Service Cross 
of major general. Authority may 
be delegated to any commander in the grade 
of brigadier while he is in command 
of a tactical unit and, as such, is occupying 
a T/O & E position vacancy of a major gen- 
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eral. No award will be made under the pro- 
visions of this subparagraph to a member 
of the Navy or the Air Force without the 
concurrence of the respective senior Navy 
or Air Force commander present. 

s * * . . 

“e. (Added) Awards of military decora- 
tions for heroism will be restricted to specific 
acts or closely related series of acts performed 
within exceptionally short periods of time. 
In no event will an award be made for hero- 
ism for an extended period of time or for any 
act in which outstanding heroism was not 
definitely displayed. 

“34.1 (Added) Participation in ceremonies. 
In the event an individual is advised that a 
friendly foreign nation has made an award to 
him and that his presence is desired at a 
formal presentation ceremony, the individual 
may participate in the ceremony and receive 
the award, notwithstanding the absence of 
the consent of the Congress to accept it. 
The receipt of a foreign award at such cere- 
mony will not constitute an acceptance of 
the award by the recipient. Immediately 
following the ceremony, the individual to 
whom the award has been presented will ad- 
vise the Adjutant General by letter setting 
forth all circumstances pertinent to the 
award and ceremony and will inclose the 
award and all allied documents for action as 
indicated in paragraph $4. In any case in 
which the individual is not specifically ad- 
vised that an getual presentation of the for- 
eign award is to be made, the appropriate 
representative of the foreign nation con- 
cerned will be advised of the provisions of the 
Constitution as indicated in paragraph 33.” 

[AG 200.6 (26 Mar. 51)] 

By order of the Secretary of the Army: 

3 J. LAWTON COLLINS, 
Chief of Staff, United States Army. 
ial: 


WII. E. BERGIN, 
Major General, USA, 
Acting the Adjutant General. 


Mr. McCARRAN, Mr. President, I 
should like also to read from this order 
the new paragraph 34.1 which the order 
would add to Army regulations: 

Participation in ceremonies: In the event 
an individual is advised that a friendly for- 
eign nation has made an award to him and 
that his presence is desired at a formal pres- 
entation ceremony, the individual may par- 
ticipate in the ceremony and receive the 
award, notwi the absence of the 
consent of the Congress to accept it. The 
receipt of a foreign award at such ceremony 
will not constitute an acceptance of the 
award by the recipient. Immediately fol- 
lowing the ceremony, the individual to whom 
the award has been presented will advise 
the Adjutant General by letter setting forth 
all circumstances pertinent to the award 
and ceremony and will enclose the award 
and all allied documents for action as in- 
dicated in paragraph 34. In any case in 
which the individual is not specifically ad- 
vised that an actual presentation of the for- 
eign award is to be made, the appropriate 
representative of the foreign nation con- 
cerned will be advised of the provisions of 
the constitution as indicated in paragraph 
33. 


When we bear in mind, Mr. President, 
that the Constitution of the United 
States in terms provides: 

No title of nobility shall be granted by 
the United States; and no person holding any 
office of profit or trust under them, shall 
without the consent of the Congress, accept 
of any present, emolument, office, or title, 
of any kind whatever, from any king, prince, 
or foreign state. 


In the face of this explicit provision 
of the Constitution, Mr. President, the 
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Department of the Army has seen fit to 
provide that— 

The receipt of a foreign award will not 
constitute an acceptance of the award by 
the recipient. 


It seems to me, Mr. President, that 
the whole purpose of the constitutional 
provision was to prevent the possible in- 
flueneing, through flattery or praise, of 
an officer of the United States, by a for- 
eign government or potentate. Yet the 
Army has seen fit to provide that an 
individual under its jurisdiction may 
participate in a formal presentation 
ceremony of a foreign decoration or 
other award, “notwithstanding the ab- 
sence of the consent of the Congress to 
accept it.” 

How anyone can believe that this pro- 
vision is in consonance with the consti- 
tutional provision which I have already 
read into the Recorp I cannot under- 
stand. This is just double talk. It says 
that receipt is not acceptance. It might 
as well say that what is so is not so, or 
that what is black is white. 

The bill which I have introduced, Mr. 
President, provides specifically that it 
shall be a penal offense, punishable by a 
fine of not more than $500 or imprison- 
ment for not more than 6 months, or 
both, for an officer of the United States 
to accept or receive any present, decora- 
tion, or other thing conferred or pre- 
sented to him by any foreign government 
unless such present, decoration, or other 
thing shall have been first tendered 
through the Department of State, and 
not to such officer in person, and then 
delivered to him by the Department of 
State pursuant to an act of Congress au- 
thorizing such delivery. The bill would 
also make it an offense, similarly punish- 
able, for an officer to publicly show or 
expose upon his person any decoration 
heretofore or hereafter accepted by him 
from any foreign government unless the 
acceptance or receipt of such decoration 
is specifically authorized by an act of 
Congress. 

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that the full text of the bill which 
I have just introduced may be printed in 
the Recorp at this point as a part of my 
remarks, 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill (S. 2165), introduced by Mr. 
McCarran, was ordered to be printed in 
the Recorp, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That (a) chapter 33 of 
title 18 of the United States Code is amended 
by adding a new section thereto as follows: 
“$ 711. Unauthorized acceptance or wearing 

of foreign decorations by officers of 
the United States. 

“Whoever, being an officer of the United 
States, accepts or receives any present, dec- 
oration, or other thing conferred or presented 
to him by any foreign government unless 
such present, decoration, or other thing shall 
have been (a) tendered through the Depart- 
ment of State and not to such officer in per- 
son, and (b) delivered to him by the Depart- 
ment of State pursuant to an act of Congress 
authorizing such delivery; or 

“Whoever, being an officer of the United 
States, publicly shows or exposes upon his 
person any decoration heretofore or hereafter 
accepted by him from any foreign govern- 
ment unless the acceptance or receipt of 


such decoration is specifically authorized by 
an act of Congress. 
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prisoned not more than 6 months, or both; 
and be disqualified from holding any office 
of honor, profit, or trust under the United 
States.” 


» (b) The Secretary of the appropriate De- 
partment is authorized and directed to pro- 


vide by regulation that no member of the 
military services of the United States while 
on active duty shall accept, receive, or wear 
any such present, decoration, or other thing 
except in accordance with the provisions of 
this section, 
^ (c) The index at the beginning of chapter 
33 of title 18 of the United States Code is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following: 
£711, Unauthorized acceptance or wearing of 
“ foreign decorations by officers of the 
United States.” 

Sec. 2. Sections 2 and 3 of the act entitled 
An act authorizing the persons therein 
named to accept of certain decorations and 
presents therein named, from foreign gov- 
jernments, and for other purposes,” approved 
January 31, 1881 (21 Stat. 603), are hereby 
repealed, 


"Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, 
there is a little bit of history which may 
interesting to my colleagues in con- 
ection with this bill. Similar proposed 
legislation, sponsored by the Senator 
from Indiana [Mr. JENNER], was reported 
favorably from the Judiciary Committee 
on July 12 of last year. The bill passed 
the Senate by unanimous consent and 
died in the House Committee on the 
Judiciary. The committee's favorable 
report was filed in spite of an adverse 
report by the Secretary of the Army. In 
that adverse report, which was dated 
July 7, 1949, reference was made to the 
provisions of article 1, section 9, of the 
United States Constitution, as I have 
quoted them here today. So it is appar- 
ent that at least as late as July 7, 1949, 
the Department of the Army was aware 
of the constitutional provision on this 
subject. 
In its report, back in 1949, the Depart- 
ment of the Army stated that— 
# The provisions of the Constitution and ex- 
isting statutes, implemented by pertinent 
regulations, establish a workable and orderly 
procedure for the acceptance and wearing of 
decorations awarded by foreign governments 
to personnel of the armed services. Under 
the military justice system of the National 
Military Establishment, individuals under its 
jurisdiction who violate the provisions of 
law with respect to acceptance of foreign 
decorations may be tried and, upon convic- 
tion, are subjected to appropriate penalties. 
A little further on in its report, the Depart- 
ment stated that: It is believed that present 
laws and regulations are sufficient and ade- 
quate to control the acceptance or wearing 
of foreign awards. 


But, Mr. President, the Department of 
the Army has now changed the appli- 
cable regulations in such a way as to 
clearly circumvent, if not contravene, 
the explicit provisions of the Constitu- 
tion. Under the circumstances, it seems 
perfectly clear that the Congress should 
act to close the loophole which the De- 
partment of the Army has attempted to 
open. 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, not 
taking issue in any way with the Senator 
from Nevada, would the bill he has in- 
troduced apply to a decoration or ribbon 
or anything of that type, without regard 
to its value? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Yes. 
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4 Shall be fined not more than $500 or im- 


Mr. President, I thank the junior 
Senator from Nevada [Mr. MALONE] for 
yielding to me. 

THE INDIANS AND THE INDIAN BUREAU— 
EQUAL RIGHTS FOR INDIANS 


Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I am 


today introducing a bill on behalf of a - 


great race of people. The proposed leg- 
islation would abolish a system outmoded 
by more than 100 years. 

Mr. President, I believe that, with 
equal opportunity, the American citizens 
of Indian ancestry will take their place 
in American affairs and activities with 
those of the other great races, including 
the Irish, the German, the Italians, and 
other great nationalities. 

INDIAN BLOOD GOOD BLOOD 


Mr. President, Indian blood is good 
American blood. The bill I am introduc- 
ing would give to American Indians the 
same status in the communities of this 
Nation as that of those who have largely 
displaced the Indians here during the 
past 150 years. 

WARD STATUS—INFERIORITY COMPLEX 


Under the present ward status, the 
Indian boys and girls start out in life 
with an inferiority complex, born of the 
fact that they do not have equal oppor- 
tunities and privileges, as compared with 
those of other Americans. 

Mr. President, it is time for the indi- 
vidual Indians, both men and women, to 
take their rightful places in the various 
communities without segregation, except 
as they themselves may elect to practice 
it, and to have full opportunity to in- 
crease their earning power and full op- 
portunity to enjoy what they earn. 


INDIAN GI's 


About the same percentage of Indians 
volunteered and were inducted into the 
armed services for the defense of the 
United States as the percentage of other 
peoples who live here. Yet an Indian 
war veteran cannot, as a rule, obtain a 
loan under the GI bill of rights, because 
of property ownership complications due 
to the Indian Bureau trusteeship. He 
cannot engage in free enterprise or busi- 
ness on the reservation because of 
Indian Bureau-sponsored competition, 

DISTRESSING CONDITIONS 


Mr. President, it is depressing to me 
to visit the Indian villages, and reserva- 
tions of my own State and of other 
States and find inadequate water sup- 
plies, no plumbing or sewage-disposal 
facilities, few of the comforts of life, and 
none of the modern conveniences. Dis- 
ease and sickness are uncontrolled and 
living conditions are intolerable in many 
cases. 3 

FIGHTING COMMUNISM AND BREEDING IT 

We are fighting communism and 
Marxist socialism while at the same 
time we foster and protect Indian reser- 
vations, a natural socialist set- up. 

EQUAL OPPORTUNITIES 


Mr. President, these proud and poten- 
tially fine and energetic people should 
be allowed to become wage earners and 
taxpayers on a basis equal to that of 
other Americans. Let us give them 
access equal to that of other Americans 
to the great opportunities for personal 
advancement which this Nation offers 
its citizens. 
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PROPOSED LEGISLATION SAME AS THAT PROPOSED 
IN EIGHTY-FIRST CONGRESS 


. Mr. President, the bill I am introduc- 


ing is substantially the same as Senate 
bill 2726, which I introduced in the 
Eighty-first Congress, providing for the 
abolishment of the functions of the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs of the Depart- 
ment of the Interior, for the removal 
of guardianship over Indians, for the 
repealing of the so-called Wheeler- 
Howard Act of June 18, 1934 (48 Stat. 
984), as amended, and similar acts af- 
fecting the State of Oklahoma and the 
Territory of Alaska, 

The Indian Bureau was established 
March 11, 1824; the office of Commis- 
sioner of Indian Affairs was created in 
1832; in 1849 the Department of the 
Interior was established by act of Con- 
gress, and the Bureau of Indian Affairs 


‘was transferred from the War Depart- 


ment to that Department, where it has 
since remained. 

The Indian Bureau was originally es- 
tablished to carry out the provisions of 
treaties and to bring the advantages of 
civilization to the Indian. Treaty-mak- 
ing with Indian tribes was discontinued 
in 1871. 2 

The problem of the education and 
civilization of the American Indian has 
had the attention of Congress since 1789, 
when Congress appropriated $20,000 for 
defraying the expense of negotiating and 
treating with the Indian tribes; this was 
approved August 20, 1789 (1 Stat. 54). 

PROCLAMATION OF CREEK NATION { 


On August 13, 1790, proclamation was 
made of a treaty with the Creek Na- 
tion, article IV of which provided: 

That in order to extinguish forever all 
claims of the Creek Nation, or any part 
thereof, to any land lying to the northward 
and eastward of the boundary herein de- 
scribed, it is hereby agreed, in addition to 
the considerations heretofore made for the 
said land, that the United States will cause 
valuable Indian goods now in the State of 
Georgia, to be delivered to the said Creek 
Nation; and the United States will also cause 
the sum of $1,500 to be paid annually to the 
said Creek Nation. 


It was further provided, in article XII 
of the treaty: 

That the Creek Nation may be led to a 
greater degree of civilization, and to become 
herdsmen and cultivators, instead of re- 
maining in a state of hunters, the United 
States will from time to time furnish gratu- 
itously the said nation with useful domestic 
animals and implements of husbandry (7 
Stat. 35). 


What appears to be the first specific 
appropriation for Indian relations was 
made February 28, 1793 (1 Stat. 328), in 
the amount of $50,000 “for defraying the 
expenses of the Indian Department.“ 

During the ensuing years, to 1819, the 
activities of the Government with rela- 
tion to the Indians appear to have been 
largely confined to making treaties with 
the several tribes providing for the 
cession of lands and the payment of 
annuities. Except for the work of mis- 
sionaries, little appears to have been 
accomplished toward the education and 
civilization of the Indians, 

The act of March 3, 1819—Third Stat- 
utes, 516—provides as follows: 

That for the purpose of providing against 
the further decline and final extinction of 


11912 


the Indian tribes adjoining the frontier set- 
tlements of the United States and for intro- 
ducing among them the habits and acts of 
civilization, the President of the United 
States shall be, and he is hereby authorized, 
in every case where he shall judge improve- 
ments in the habits and condition of such 
Indians practicable, and that the means of 
instruction can be introduced with their 
own consent, to employ capable persons of 

moral character, to instruct them in 
the mode of agriculture suited to their sit- 
uation; and for teaching their children in 
reading, writing, and arithmetic, and per- 
forming such other duties as may be en- 
joined, according to such instructions and 
rules as the President may give and prescribe 
for the regulation of their conduct, in the 

e of their duties. 

2. And be it further enacted, That the 
annual sum of $10,000 be, and the same is 
hereby, appropriated for the purpose of car- 
rying into effect the provisions of this act, 
and an account of the expenditure of the 
money and the proceedings in execution of 
the foregoing provisions shall be laid an- 
nually before Congress. 


For the next 115 years, to meet the 
responsibilities which the United States 
gradually assumed on behalf of its In- 
dian wards, Congress has appropriated 
millions of dollars for the civilization and 
education of the Indians. 

The cost of the services remdered to 
Indians by the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
is constantly increasing, as is shown by a 
tabulation which I have before me. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed at this point in the 
Recor», as a part of my remarks, a tabu- 
lation showing the appropriations for the 
Indian service, including both appropri- 
ations of funds in the Treasury and ap- 
propriations of tribal funds, for the fiscal 
years 1903 to 1951, both inclusive. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HICKENLOOPER in the chair). Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the tabula- 
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

Appropriations for the Indian Service, Treas- 

ury and tribal, fiscal years 1903 to 1951, 

both inclusive 


‘Treasury Total 

299.29 | $478, 191. 21 810, 419, 490. 50 

440, 81 30,000.00 | 8, 955, 440. 61 

033. 56 18, 041. 57 | 10, 265, 075. 13 
477.08 381, 249.05 | 8, 835,726.13 

144. 83 199, 814. 72 15, 077, 959. 55 
384.00] 453,829.48 | 10, 918, 213. 48 

387, 705, 65 108, 514. 45 11, 496, 220. 10 
918. 40 624, 382. 19 12, 600, 300. 59 

895, 212. 82 254, 188. 08 | 11, 179, 400. 90 

8, 957, 199. 64 193, 500.00 | 9, 150, 609. 64 
9, 055, 814. 43 499, 538.65 | 9, 588, 353. 08 
13, 100, 316. 07 566, 575. 07 | 13, 666, 891. 14 
10, 052, 820. 28 | 1, 067, 786.00 | 11, 120, 606. 28 
9, 374, 091. 91 352, 500.00 | 9, 906, 501. 91 
11, 929, 326.95 | 1, 242, 500.00 | 13, 171, 826.95 
11, 767, 822. 20 | 1, 270, 572. 22 | 13, 038, 394. 42 
11, 405, 399. 81 | 4, 330, 000. 00 | 15, 738, 399. 81 
11, 286, 311.04 | 4, 218, 495.00 | 15, 504, 806.04 
10, 136, 219.13 | 2, 751, 627.00 | 12, 887, 946. 13 
11, 076, 047.49 | 3, 805, 204.00 | 14, 861, 251. 49 
11, 247, 919. 94 | 2, 664, 677.92 | 13, 912, 507. 80 
13, 272, 028. 53 | 3, 672, 900. 00 | 16, 944, 928. 53 
11, 535, 342. 44 | 3, 165, 500.00 | 14, 700, 842. 44 
13, 720, 503. 85 3, 076, 190. 00 | 16, 796, 693. 85 
16, 408, 829.41 | 2, 452, 600.00 | 18, 861, 329. 41 
12, 683, 308. 57 | 3, 815, 588. 88 | 16, 498, 897. 45 
19, 313, 435. 40 | 3,807, 100.00 | 23, 120, 535. 40 
18, 879, 035, 91 | 4, 726, 780.86 | 23, 605, 825.77 
21, 948, 867.76 | 3, 600, 989.17 | 25, 549, 856. 93 
25, 612, 046.73 | 3, 415,046.19 | 29, 027, 092, 92 
22, 140, 098.35 | 1,112, 875.00 | 23, 252, 973.35 
18, 986, 545. 67 | 1,527, 278. 00 | 20, 493, $20. 67 
19, 157, 054. 00 | 1, 650, 508. 00 | 20, 807, 567.00 
28, 519, 132.00 | 1,322, 604.00 | 29, 841, 736.00 
28, 041, 190.05 | 1,329, 240.00 | 29, 370, 430. 05 
32, 214, 049.85 | 2,092, 535.00 | 34, 306, 584. 88 
33, 583, 307.00 | 2, 084,420.00 J 35, 667, 727.00 
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Appropriations for the Indian Service, Treas- 
ury and tribal, fiscal years 1903 to 1951, 
both inclusive—Continued 


$35, 410, 671. 00 234, 103. 00 „644. 774. 00 
33, 325, 863. 89 | 2, 094, 941.00 | 35, 420, 804. 89 
33, 815, 273.00 | 2, 102, 039. 00 | 35, 917, 312. 00 
28, 967, 197.43 | 1, 672, 650.00 | 30, 639, 857. 43 
28, 462, 636.00 | 1, 347, 755. 00 | 29, 810, 391. 00 
20, 088, 456.00 | 1, 425, 425.00 | 30, 513, 881. 00 
32, 841, 590. 00 | 1, 448, 655.00 | 34, 300, 245, 00 
44, 376, 898.34 | 2, 270, 375,00 | 46, 647, 273. 34 
37, 814, 530.00 į 1, 791,380.00 | 39, 605, 910. 00 
63, 128, 422.00 | 2, 704, 414. 00 | 64, 832, 836. 00 
67, 469, 746, 00 | 3, 138, 300.00 | 70, 606, 046. 00 
80, 635, 055.00 | 2, 437, 965.00 | 83, 073, 020.00 


Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, the 
tabulation shows that from 1903, when 
a total of $10,419,490.50 was appropri- 
ated, through 1906, when as little as 


. $8,835,726.13 was appropriated, to 1951 


the appropriations for the Indian Bureau 
have grown to the astounding yearly 
total of $83,073,020. 

APPROPRIATIONS 


While congressional appropriations to 
the Indian Bureau hold the attention 
of the public, they are by no means the 
whole of the Bureau’s resources for 
spending. Others may be listed under 
the following heads: . 

First. Congressional appropriations to 
the Bureau from the United States 
Treasury. `“ 

Second. Indian tribal funds. 

Third. Permanent and indefinite ap- 
propriations from which the Bureau 
7 5 use several million dollars annu- 
ally. 

Fourth. Transfers of funds from other 
Government agencies, including funds 
appropriated to the President and for 
the Office for Emergency Management. 
Such transfers to the Bureau have been 
enormous during the past 10 years. For 


SEPTEMBER 22 
t 


instance, $19,034,550 from Public Works 
Administration alone was transferred to 
the Indian Bureau in 1934. Other con- 
tributing agencies have included Work 
Projects Administration, Civilian Con- 
servation Corps, Agricultural Adjust- 
ment Agency, Federal Emergency Re- 
lief Administration, Farm Security Ad- 
ministration, Emergency Conservation 
Works, and others. 

Fifth. Cooperative contributions from 
private foundations and institutions. 

Information obtained from the Indian 
Bureau officials are that it had the bene- 
fit of allocations of emergency funds, 
such as those named in the period from 
1933 to 1939, $102,631,287, or an average 
of more than $16,000,000 a year, 

NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES 


In 1933, when the New Deal-Ickes- 
Collier regime came into power, the In- 
dian Bureau had less than 5,000 em- 
ployees. According to information sub- 
mitted to the Senate Committee on Ap- 
propriations by the Indian Bureau, the 
Indian Bureau as of December 31, 1949, 
had 12,607 positions, and 11,215 em- 
ployees were actually on the rolls. This 
information also shows that the number 
of positions requested in the Bureau’s 
1951 budget estimate is 15,577 and that 
the average number of employees based 
on this number of positions would be 
14,718. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have inserted in the Recorp at 
this point a statement showing positions 
and employment as of December 31, 
1949, and similar data for the fiscal year 
1951. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


Statement showing positions and employment as of Dec. 31, 1949, and similar data for 
the fiscal year 1951 


General administrative expenses, Indian affairs 


and Chickasaw Nations of Indians, 


Personnel as of Dec. 31, | Personnel included in 1951 
1949 budget estimates 


Employees 
Number of actually on 
rolls 


111, 215 


1 Excludes positions for the following funds: 
Permanent appropriations.. 


Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, for an 
extended period from 1928 through 
1943, a subcommittee of the Senate 
Committee on Indian Affairs made ex- 
tensive investigations and conducted 
hearings concerning all phases having 
to do with the administration of Indian 
affairs. Not only did this subcommittee 


hold many hearings in Washington but 


visited all the Indian reservations in the 
continental United States and Alaska. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. MALONE. I am happy to yield. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Am I correct in un- 
derstanding that there are more em- 
ployees of the Indian Bureau, by a ra- 
tio of about 4 to 1, than there are In- 
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dians under the supervision of the Indian 
Bureau? 

Mr. MALONE. I think the Senator 
would be correct in saying that the Bu- 
reau has more employees administering 
the affairs of some reservations than the 
number of full-blooded Indians in those 
same reservations. 

Mr.McCARTHY. As J recall the testi- 
mony before the Appropriations Com- 
mittee, the ratio is somewhere between 
4 to 1 and 6 to 1. In other words, there 
were 4 employees for each full-blooded 
Indian under the jurisdiction of the In- 
dian Bureau. 

NEVER RELEASES AN INDIAN—VICE PRESIDENT 
CHARLES CURTIS 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I be- 
lieve that applied in certain instances— 
I may say to the distinguished Senator 
from Wisconsin that the Indian Bureau 
never lets loose of an Indian—and he 
is an Indian if he has one drop of Indian 
blocd. They even settled the estate of 
the late Vice President Curtis, a silly 
consequence of a policy Which led them 
to retain the property of an Indian 
capable, as the people of the United 
States thought, of being Vice President 
of the United States. That is the system. 
They never let loose of anything, and 
instead of dividing a property among 
heirs according to the common practice 
among the people of the United States, 
they simply withhold it and keep the 
Indian heirs dependent upon the bounty, 
or, we might say, upon the whims of a 
long-outmoded bureau. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Let me ask the 
Senator another question: In view of the 
fact that there are thousands of em- 
ployees in the Bureau, we would save a 
large amount of money, would we not, if 
we discharged all those employees and 
put all the Indians on the payrolls? 

LET OUR GOVERNMENT DISCHARGE ITS 
OBLIGATION 

Mr. MALONE. I would say, in answer 
to the distinguished Senator from Wis- 
consin, that that is exactly what the 
junior Senator from Nevada proposes 
in the bill and in his discussion. What- 
ever we owe the Indians, whatever obli- 
gation may have been assumed, we 
should pay the Indians. If it should be 
decided by a committee of Congress that 
there should be a period of retention of 
the property, as in the case of a home- 
stead, provision could be made so that 
the Indian could not dispose of it. 

But we should make real people of the 
Indians—real people. They are intelli- 
gent, they are energetic, they are a proud 
people. 

INDIANS BECOME CITIZENS AND TAXPAYERS 


Instead of allowing them to be citi-. 


zens, taxpayers, and wage earners, and 
to advance in accordance with their 
intelligence, ability, and energy, they are 
“restricted.” There are several tribes of 
Indians in the State of Nevada and the 
junior Senator from Nevada is familiar 
with the procedure. From the time the 
Indians are quite small they mingle with 
the white children. That is when they 
are 3, 4, 5, 6, or 7 years old. Then sud- 
denly they become conscious of the fact 
that they are Indians, 


CHILDREN HUMILIATED 


The word “Indian” becomes a word of 
condemnation, a word of humiliation, so 
that they grow up with an inferiority 
complex. After they become 10, 12, or 
15 years of age, they fully realize that 
they could not possibly take their places 
with the white people; and from then on 
they are exactly what the Indian Bureau 
apparently wants them to be—subnor- 
mal people. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I may say, if the 
Senator from Nevada will yield, that I 
called one of my friends in the Indian 
Bureau, after the testimony was given 
before the Appropriations Committee, to 
ask him whether he could explain why 
it took four employees to each full- 
blooded Indian under the jurisdiction of 
the Bureau. I thought the Senator 
might be interested in his answer. He 
said, Those foreigners require a lot of 
supervision.” 

BUREAU AUTOCRATIC AND INTOLERANT 


Mr. MALONE. The junior Senator 
from Nevada is very much interested in 
the answer. It is on a par with the 
usual behavior of the employees of the 
Indian Bureau. They deliberately keep 
the Indians subservient, and they in the 
Bureau think they are monarchs of all 
they survey. They have new cars with 
which to dash about over the reserva- 
tions, but the Indians themselves, the 
restricted Indians, living in shacks and 
hovels, must walk. $ 

I recently received a letter from the 
mayor of Elko, in the northeastern part 
of my State. It is a fine cow town, and 
a high type of people live there. But 
Indians too are living there and they 
have no water supply, no sewage dis- 
posal. I think I am correct in saying 
that four cases of polio have been re- 
cently reported there. There is no pro- 
vision through the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs to improve the conditions. The 
junior Senator from Nevada has written 
to the Bureau about the matter, but all 
they can think of is to ask for further 
appropriations. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Do I correctly un- 
derstand the Senator’s position to be 
that the money which should go to help 
the Indians is now being wasted on ad- 
ministrative overhead, and there is far 
too much personnel and there are far 
too many employees? 

Mr. MALONE. That is correct. I be- 
lieve the appropriation for 1951 was 
$88,000,000. A great deal in the way of 
plumbing facilities and water systems 
could be put in for that amount of 
money. But the money will be dissi- 
pated and there will be $90,000,000 asked 
for next year, and the Indians will be 
in a little worse shape with each passing 
year. 

Mr. McCARTHY. If the Senator has 
the information, I hope he will put into 
the ReEcorp a breakdown of the 
$88,000,000 to show how much is used for 
administrative overhead and for the em- 
ployees as against the amount used for 
the Indians themselves. 

Mr. MALONE. I just put into the 
Recorp a table which may answer the 
Senator’s question, 

Mr. McCARTHY, I thank the Senator, 
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Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I spoke 
of hearings in Washington on Indian 
reservations. The investigation was per- 
haps the most thorough investigation 
ever made of our Indian problem by a 
congressional committee. A major por- 
tion of the-hearings is contained in 41 
printed volumes of testimony and vari- 
ous reports. As a partial summary of 
these hearings a report was issued which 
recommended the outright abolishment 
of the Indian Bureau and Federal guard- 
janship over Indians and their property. 
This summary report—Senate Report 
No. 310, Seventy-eighth Congfess—made 
33 specific recommendations, 

COMMITTEE’S 33 RECOMMENDATIONS | 


Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have inserted in the Recorp at 
this point the 33 recommendations made 
by the committee at that time. 

There being no objection, the recom- 
mendations were ordered to be printed 
in the REcorp, as follows: 


1. Do not fill vacancies that may occur 
in the staff of the Indian Bureau unless the 
position is one which is necessary to carry- 
ing on the process of elimination, in which 
case the vacancy may be filled by transfer 
within the service, of some employee who 
came into the service in a legitimate way 
and according to the regulations of the Civil 
Service Commission. Annual savings, inde- 
terminate, but actual. 

2. Permit all Indian service employees 
whose services in the Bureau are not imme- 
diately needed, to seek employment else- 
where, and, so far as possible, assist them to 
transfer to other Government employment in 
the interest of national defense and the 
prosecution of the war in which we are 
engaged. Annual savings, intangible. 

3. Refuse Federal financing in any form or 
degree to conferences of field and central 
office employees in the Indian Bureau. Such 
conferences have been so continuously fre- 
quent that they have come to be taken as 
a matter of course. They are expensive of 
time and funds far beyond their value in re- 
turns. Annual savings, indeterminate but 
actual. 

4. Eliminate surveys by the Indian 
Bureau. It has acquired the survey habit 
during the past 10 years. Survey is an in- 
teresting recreation, albeit expensive, 
whether it consists of a junket of specialists 
from Washington or a mixed group from 
office and field. Some of the experts made 
TCBIA—Technical Cooperation Bureau of 
Indian Affairs—surveys while waiting for 
something to do. It was unfortunate because 
they were numerous and voluminous and 
cluttered up the offices and were not of 
sufficient value to send to the Archives. 
Many surveys by the Indian office have re- 
quired numerous high-priced specialists with 
many attendants from the office and from 
the field. Annual savings, indeterminate 
but actual. 

5. Eliminate research and studies as car- 
ried on by the Bureau. The Indian Bureau 
type of research is mainly done by preferred 
employees who get into the service to re- 
search for their doctor's thesis at Govern- 
ment expense. Research in the Bureau was 
initiated with $100,000 secured from private 


- foundations for research in Indian educa- 


tion. It was used to employ desirables who 
did not have civil-service status, to do the 
work which, if done at all, should have been 
done by the regular employees. The latest 
of these studies is now going on—Indian 
Personality and Response to Authority, it 
is called. Conducted in cooperation with 
the University of Chicago, it is now in its 
second year. It also requires the holding 
of expensive conferences like the one at 
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Santa Fe last spring, but it is more expen- 
sive in that it occupies time and effort of 
the field personnel in the areas in which 
it is operating. Annual savings, indeter- 
minate but actual and considerable. 

6. Eliminate all supervisors, directors, and 
coordinators in the central and regional 
offices, except such as may he needed in 
transferring functional activities to the 
States or other agencies. Perhaps the super- 
visor of public-school relations and the edu- 
cational field agents under his direction 
would constitute the only exceptions. Sav- 
ings, actual, since this staff is in the upper 
salary range, and many of them travel on 
a preferred basis at 86 per diem. Annual 
savings in excess of $100,000. 

7. Eliminate all specialists, including an- 
thropologists, various specialists in educa- 
tion, sociologists, social workers, and pro- 
gram planners. These are also in the upper 
10-percent salary level and with per diem 
and tr tion expenses. Annual sav- 
ings, actual but indeterminable. 

8. Eliminate all Federal control of law and 
order as specifically applied to Indians, ex- 
cept as to offenses actually committed on 
tribal (not individual) lands held in trust 
for Indian tribes by the Federal Government. 
Savings, $250,000. 

9. Free all Indians from Federal wardship 
in any form, except those for whom the Goy- 
ernment holds property in trust. This 
would eliminate divers excuses for interfer- 
ing with State responsibilities and for main- 
taining an expensive Bureau organization. 
Or else, let Congress so define an Indian as 
to eliminate those who have in reality ceased 
to be Indians. Annual savings, indetermi- 
nate but actual. 

10. Eliminate the rehabilitation of In- 
dians as Indians; do not differentiate them 
from other citizens. If it is necessary for 
the Government to aid the States in the 
relief or rehabilitation of any of its citizen 
groups, that should not be done on the basis 
of color or race. Annual savings, indeter- 
minate but in excess of $500,000. 

11, Transfer Indian probate and inheri- 
tance matters to the States. The present 
inheritance tangle is directly due to Federal 
trusteeship, and no way has been found to 
correct it under existing conditions. An- 
nual sayings, actual but indeterminate. 

12. Eliminate the central office and field 
staffs which are engaged in the planning 
and supervision of the construction of build- 
ings, for field schools and agencies. This 
staff has been built up during the past 12 
years, has been most expensive, and has not 
resulted in any improvement in building 
programs, but has made them much more 
expensive and much less efficient than they 
were when they were planned and con- 
structed locally. It should not be over- 
looked that the employment of a New York 
firm of architects a few years ago for super- 
vising all Bureau buildings on a 7-percent 
commission on gross construction costs re- 
sulted in the loss of hundreds of thousands 
of dollars to the Government while the re- 
sults were most disappointing. Annual sav- 
ings, greatly in excess of $25,000. 

13. Put the supervision of Indian forests 
under the National Forest Administration. 
Annual savings, a considerable part of the 
appropriations to the Bureau for such activi- 
ties in reduction of duplication. 

14. Put all Indian irrigation under the 
Bureau of Reclamation which turns over to 
completed projects local autonomy of admin- 
istration. Actual annual savings in addition 
to reduction of duplicating functions. 

15. Transfer Indian education to the 
States. More than half of all Indian chil- 
dren are now in public school and a large 
number of the remainder are in mission 
schools. Now for 10 years, the Bureau has 
had a supervisor and a staff employed spe- 
cifically to expedite the transfer of Indian 
children to the public school, but the present 
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director of Indian education appears deter- 


mined to build up the Indian school even 
in territory well served by the public school. 


The present arrangements with California, 
Minnesota, and Washington are better than 


none but not very satisfactory. The Federal 
Government pays these States well for doing 
what they are under obligation to do for 
their citizens. Annual savings in excess of 
$5,000,000, 

16. Eliminate all central office control of 
credit funds under the Indian Reorganiza- 
tion (Wheeler-Howard) Act. The adminis- 
tration of these funds by the Agricultural 
Extension Division has been expensive and 
inefficient. Its regulations are voluminous 
and intricate, requiring a technically trained 
staff, which operates for the benefit of the 
system and completely defeats the purpose 
of the fund. Let all credit funds be admin- 
istered from the agency jurisdiction as orig- 
inally intended. Annual savings indeter- 
minate but in excess of $100,000. 


17. Cease all land purchase under the In- 


dian Reorganization (Wheeler-Howard) Act. 
So far this fund has been used for two kinds 
of purchases—quantities of low-grade land 
on which neither Indians nor non-Indians 
can make a living, and the purchase of a few 
highly developed and improved tracts which 
the Bureau must manage. In almost every 
case, the land has been purchased for Indians 
who already have more land than they can 
use and are leasing much larger quantities 
to non-Indians. All land purchased under 
the Indian Reorganization (Wheeler-How- 
ard) Act is transferred to tribal status under 
Government trust to be used cooperatively 
by the Indians while none of them are or- 
ganized as communes nor are many of them 
communally inclined as to the use of land, 
Annual savings, indeterminate but amount- 
ing to several million. 

18. Eliminate all Indian census rolls ex- 
cept such as may be made for a definitely 
specific purpose to meet a temporary need 
in bridging the way to a readjustment of 
Indian status. The national census collects 
all the Indian census facts needed. At pres- 
ent, census rolls at various agencies are built 
up mainly to show an increasing Indian 
population for the purpose of securing more 
Government support funds for the Bureau. 
At several agencies there has been recruiting 
of Indians for the rolis though they may have 
little Indian blood and have been free from 
the Bureau for a generation, Annual sav- 
ings, indeterminate but actual. 

19. Eliminate the Indian Office statistical 
staff. The main purpose served by this new 
unit of the Bureau is to show Indian increase 
and the need for additional service which 
means more funds for the Bureau. Such 
statistics have little value except in the in- 
terest of building up a Bureau. Annual say- 
ings, indeterminate but in excess of $10,000. 

20. Eliminate the Indian Bureau publicity 
staff and service. It has merely served the 
ends of propaganda in building up an en- 
trenched Bureau. Annual savings, indeter- 
minate. 

21. Eliminate Indian Agricutural Exten- 
sion, since Indians, as citizens, have the same 
rights and access to such State and Federal 
services as other citizens in comparable cir- 
cumstances, Annual savings in excess of 
$600,000. 

22. Eliminate Federal trust over all indi- 
vidual Indian lands including those in in- 
heritance status, This will free the Indian 
owners to become responsible citizens, 
neither in handicapped nor in preferred 
status. It will enable them to take their 
places in their communities without the 
stigma that attaches to them in either status, 
and will at the same time free the commu- 
nities to build up through the contribution 
and to the advantage, of all their people. 
This will eliminate a large item in the ad- 
ministration of Indian property, and save 
the Government several million dollars. 
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23. Cease the purchase of land to be held in 
tribal status. All purchases of land for In- 
dians uncer the Indian Reorganization 
(Wheeler-Howard) Act puts it in tribal status 
and under Government trust, or it puts it 
under Government title for the use of some 
tribe. In no case is the tribe prepared to 
operate the land as tribal communal land 
except as they may attempt it under Gov- 
ernment supervision. The purchase and su- 
pervision of tribal land costs the Government 
several million dollars annually. 

24, Eliminate all Indian boarding schools 
at the end of the present fiscal year. Four- 
teen years ago, it was planned to eliminate 
tEa last of them in 15 years. The schools 
may be sold or transferred to other uses not 
under the immediate supervision of the 
Federal Government, Annual savings in ex- 
cess of $4,000,000. 

25. Eliminate all day schools except such 
as may be located on unallotted reservations. 
This should be done at the end of the present 


, fiscal year except that in some cases it may 


require longer to make the necessary transfer 
to the public-school system. This should 
result in a saving of approximately $2,000,000 
to the Federal Gcvernment. 

26. Dispose of the Indian Bureau library 
in a manner to make the books, reports, and 
official documents as generally available as 
possible. 

27. Abolish the Indian Arts and Crafts 
Board. Annual sayings in excess of $20,000. 

28. Transfer all Indian hospitals to the 
Public Health Service or Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration for use by these bureaus as public or 
military institutions. This will result in an 
unestimated annual sa through the 
elimination of duplicate functions. 

29. Close out the Federal accounts of ap- 
proximately $50,000,000 of individual Indian 
moneys now on deposit in the Treasury by 
disbursing them to the individuals and thus 
eliminating administration costs. 

30, Distribute the approximately $19,000,- 
000 of Indian tribal funds in the Treasury, 
thus saving the Government an annual ap- 
propriation of $700,000 for the payment of 
interest thereon. 

31. Beginning July 1, 1945, reduce the cen- 
tral Indian Office staff to a commissioner and 
not more than three assistants, a chief coun- 
sel, and a clerical staff not exceeding six per- 
sons. Beginning January 1, 1946, the cen- 
tral office staff shall not exceed a commis- 
sioner and three clerks. 

32. Beginning January 1, 1944, reduce all 
agency staffs to one administrative officer 
who shall act as liaison officer between the 
Government and the Indians under the 
agency, and the absolutely necessary clerical 
and custodial staff not exceeding five Fed- 
eral employees in any case. 

33. Beginning January 1, 1944, not more 
than one administrative officer and not to 
exceed five clerical and custodial employees 
may be retained at each of the eliminated 
boarding schools to assist in their disposi- 
tion, and to act as custodians pending such 
disposition. 

The foregoing elimination should reduce 
the expenditures for the Indian Bureau for 
the fiscal year 1944 by more than $15,000,000, 
while for the fiscal year 1945, the appropri- 
ations for the Indian Bureau should not 
exceed $5,000,000.” 

BUREAU OF LAND ACQUISITION 

Mr. MALONE. By authority of Senate 
Resolution 241, Seventy-sixth Congress, 
May 24, 1940, a subcommittee of the 
Senate Committee on Public Lands made 
an investigation concerning the admin- 
istration and use of public lands and 
submitted its report. 

A part of said report deals with the 
land acquisition program of the Indian 
Bureau which exposes the ruthless tech- 
nique applied by the Indian Bureau in 
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carrying out a land-purchase program, 
in apparent complete disregard for the 
interests of the Indians, the taxpayers, 
and the Congress of the United States, 

While this report—Senate Report No. 
404, Seventy-eighth Congress—deals 
with only one Indian reservation—Wind 
River Reservation, Wyo —it pictures 
what is practiced on other reservations, 
in regard to the so-called land-purchas- 
ing programs. Such practices include 
the tyrannizing of tribal councils, seeing 
to it that a portion of the membership 
of such tribal councils are employed by 
the Indian Bureau providing employ- 
ment for members of such tribal coun- 
cils with their salaries paid out of tribal 
funds or funds appropriated from the 
Treasury, and in other ways making 
funds available to keep certain members 
of the councils on some kind of a payroll, 
thus keeping them under its control, as 
puppets. These practices point up the 
divergent philosophies, and the constant 
recurring antagonisms or conflicts be- 
tween the Indians and the Indian 
Bureau. 

INDIANS PREFER INDIVIDUAL ENTERPRISES 


The Indians strongly prefer to have 
their individual holdings and individual 
enterprises, whereas the Indian Bureau 
insists upon tribal or commercial land 
ownership and enterprises, designed to 
prolong the Indian Bureau’s tenure of 
existence. 

That part of said report—Senate Re- 
port No. 404, Seventy-eighth Congress— 
dealing with the Indian Bureau’s land- 
purchase program on the Wind River 
Reservation, Wyo., is so illustrative of 
the philosophies and policies of the pres- 
ent Indian Bureau that it should be 
called to the attention of the Congress 
and the public at this time. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I therefore ask unanimous consent 
that this report be printed as part of my 
remarks at this point. 

There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Winp River INDIAN RESERVATION, WYO. 

The subcommittee conducted public hear- 
ings at Lander, Wyo., on September 29, 30, 
and October 1, 1941. Virtually all of the 
testimony taken during the first 2 days 
dealt in great detail with the land-purchase 
program on the Wind River Indian Reserva- 
tion. This matter is here reviewed at some 
length because it illustrates so clearly the 
land policy and procedure followed by the 
Indian Service in recent years. Much simi- 
lar testimony and other evidence has come 
before, or to the attention of, the subcom- 
mittee from Utah, New Mexico, and other 
States. 

All of this evidence indicates that it is 
the definite policy of the Indian Service to 
reach out unceasingly to acquire and ad- 
minister additional lands, without limit and 
by whatever means. In too many cases this 
land acquisition is carried on with little re- 
gard to the needs or wishes of the Indians 
themselves, and with even less concern for 
the interests or rights of those white settlers 
who for long years have built up and main- 
tained homes and ranches in the vicinity of 
the expanding reservations. The harsh 
methods employed have caused needless 
hardships and created widespread dissatis- 
faction with the administration of the In- 
dian Service. The testimony of the wit- 
nesses before the subcommittee and those 
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interviewed by the investigators in this and 
other States, almost unanimously empha- 
size that the dissatisfaction or conflict is 
not between the Indians and the whites, but 
rather between the Indian Service, on the 
one hand, and the Indians and white set- 
tlers alike, on the other. 

The tribe of Shoshone Indians acquired 
by treaty, in 1868, a reservation of some 
3,054,112 acres of land in the Wind River 
area, in central Wyoming. In 1872 the tribe 
ceded (sold) by treaty 710,642 acres from 
the southern part of the reservation. This 
ceded area included the present site of the 
city of Lander, where the hearings were held. 
In 1896 the Shoshones similarly ceded or 
sold from the northeast corner of the reser- 
vation, including the present site of Ther- 
mopolis, a further area of 75,467 acres. These 
cessions or sales left the reservation, after 
1896, with a gross area of 2,268,073 acres. 
This is the area with which the hearings are 
concerned. 

A further cession, of some 1,438,633 acres, 
north of the Big Wind River, was made, by 
agreement, in 1905, and the following year 
this area was thrown open to homestead 
entry and settlement. This area, hereafter 
referred to as the “ceded portion,” was ad- 
ministered by the General Land Office until 
about 1912. At that time, in a test case in 
Montana, a court decision (United States v. 
The Ashe Sheep Co. (252 U. S. 159)) ruled 
that in cessions of this kind the Indians’ 
titles were not extinguished; that the equi- 
table title still stood With the Indians. As 
a result of this decision, the administration 
of the ceded portion was transferred from 
the General Land Office to the Indian serv- 
ice. Thereafter, it was administered by the 
Indian service. Under the administration 
by the General Land Office, the revenues de- 
rived from the sale of lands and from grazing 
leases or permits, after deducting adminis- 
trative costs, accrued to the Indians, Un- 
der the Indian service administration, the 
receipts from grazing fees go to the Indians, 

In 1918 there was withdrawn, from the 
northeast part of the ceded portion, an area 
of 345,760 acres, known as the reclamation 
withdrawal, Riverton project. Of this area 
approximately 76,000 acres had been home- 
steaded, leaving 269,760 acres available for 
Indian use.“ + 

The area remaining after these various 
cessions and withdrawals was 889,440 acres, 
This area is referred to by the Indian serv- 
ice as the “diminished portion” of the reser- 
vation. 

At the time the land- purchase program 
began, in 1939, there had been alienated to 
non-Indians, from the diminished portion, 
some 38,065 acres. These lands had been 
originally conveyed to Indians by allotment, 
and fee patents were issued. The titles then 
passed to non-Indians, through purchase or 
otherwise. By the same date non-Indians 
had acquired in the ceded portion, exclusive 
of the reclamation withdrawal, some 196,360 
acres. Most of this land had been acquired 
though homestead entry. In a few instances 
Indians had acquired titles through settle- 
ment and allotments, but mostly these had 
later passed to non-Indian ownership. 

The total of the alienated lands in the en- 
tire areas was, therefore, 310,425 acres, leav- 
ing available for the Indians 1,957,648 acres. 
The purpose of the land-purchase program 
was to reacquire for the Indians these alien- 
ated lands, plus that portion of the Padlock 
Ranch which was located outside of the 
reservation, as will be developed later. 


For the most part, the figures herein used 
are taken from the testimony of Indian serv- 
ice officials. Inconsistencies are traceable to 
the apparent inaccuracies or inadequacies of 
the data furnished by these officials, 
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* The above data may be recapitulated as 


follows: 


Area of Wind River Reservation prior to land- 
purchase program, in acres 


Acquired by treaty of 1868 3, 054, 182 
Ceded (sold) by Indians: 

iL. yy PARSER EG Tr CSU RAE: 710, 642 

EN BURT ROR SUES AI Na Ree SRT 75, 467 

786, 109 

Gross area, after 1896. 2, 268, 073 

Titles alienated to non-Indians.. 310, 425 


Area available for Indians 1, 957, 648 


Areas of diminished and ceded portions of 
Wind River Reservation when land-pur- 
chase program began, in acres 


Owned | Available 
by non- for Total 
Indians | Indians 
Diminished portion] 38,065 | 851,375 889, 440 
Reclamation with- 
o 76,000 269, 760 345, 760 
Other ceded portion. 196,360 | 836,513 | 1,032,873 
e 310, 425 1, 957, 648 | 2, 268, 073 


Originally the entire reservation was 
granted to the Shoshone tribe for its exclu- 
sive use. But in 1878 the Government 
moved the band of Northern Arapahoes onto 
the reservation under military escort, and 
the Arapahoes were not removed. They have 
continued to share the Wind River Reserva- 
tion with the Shoshones. 

These two tribes are approximately equal 
in numbers, consisting of about 1,200 per- 
sons each, or a total of approximately 500 
families. 

As a result of the decision of the United 
States Supreme Court in 1937, in the Sho- 
shonis case, the Shoshones were awarded in 
1938, by the Court of Claims, a sum of $4,- 
599,987, principal and interest, as damages. 
for being forced to share half of their lands 
with the Arapahoes. The money thus 
awarded is known as the Shoshone judgment 
fund. After the deduction of $433,708 for 
attorneys’ fees and other expenses incident 
to the suit, there remained to the credit of 
the Shoshones $4,166,279. 

In February 1939, a delegation of eight 
Shoshones, including the six members of 
the Shoshone business council, came to 
Washington to discuss with the Indian Serv- 
ice officials the disposition of the Shoshone 
judgment fund. The delegation was in- 
structed by the general council of the tribe 
to ask that the entire fund be distributed per 
capita to the individual accounts of all the 
Shoshones, The Indians desired to use this 
money to purchase individual land holdings 
and livestock and for the education of their 
children. The delegation presented a pre- 
pared study and plan to meet the needs and 
wishes of their people. Such a distribution 
would have meant approximately $3,600 for 
each Shoshone, or about $18,000 per family. 

However, the Indian Service insisted that a 
large part of the fund ($2,500,000 to $3,000,- 
000) be invested in tribal lands and other 
tribal enterprises. 

These two points of view rather strikingly 
epitomize the divergent philosophies, and 
the constantly recurring antagonisms or con- 
flicts, in Wyoming and elsewhere, between 
the Indians and the present policies of the 
Indian Service. The Indians strongly pre- 
fer to have their individual holdings and 
individual enterprises, whereas the Indian 
Service relentlessly insists upon tribal or 
communal land ownership and enterprises, 

After several days of argument, the In- 
dians apparently were forced to agree to a 
compromise plan, which was embodied in 
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what later became known as the Shoshone 
Judgment Fund Act of July 27, 1939. Under 
this plan each enrolled Shoshone was to have 
placed in a special account to his credit 
$2,450, of which $100 was to be paid in cash 
immediately after the act was approved. 
From the balance of the judgment fund, 
$1,000,000 was to be used for a land-purchase 
program, $125,000 was to be used as a tribal 
loan fund, and the remainder, something 
over $300,000, was to go into various tribal 
enterprises. 

The judgment fund, of course, belonged 
entirely to the Shoshones. But this plan 
provided that the Arapaho Tribe should ob- 
ligate itself to repay to the Shoshones half 
of the expenditures to be made for land pur- 
chases from the judgment fund. In other 
words, the Arapahoes were to borrow from 
the Shoshones 50 percent of the sums paid 
for the lands purchased ($500,000), and to 
reimburse the Shoshones’ fund, over a long 
term of years, at 4 percent interest. The 
Indian Service estimated that probably 40 
years would be required to complete these 
repayments. The source available to the 
Arapahoes ta meet the repayments was to 
be their share in the joint tribal revenue 
from the reservation. Much of this revenue 
was derived from the grazing fees collected 
from non-Indian permittees. But the land- 
purchase program, as it progressed, would 
automatically, and correspondingly, reduce 
these tribal revenues, 

An authorized delegation of four Arapahoes 
was also in Washington at this time, but 
they were not permitted to attend or par- 
ticipate in the meetings until the final ses- 
sion, when the already agreed-upon plan 
was made known to them. 

The agreed-upon compromise plan for leg- 
islation, and regulations for the appropria- 
tion and distribution of Shoshone judgment 
funds, was approved by a general council of 
Shoshones at the reservation on March 16, 
1939. Neither the plan nor the succeeding 
bills or legislation were ever submitted to or 
approved by the Arapahoes. 

A few days later bills (S. 1878 and H. R. 
5377) embodying the land-purchase plan and 
providing for the distribution of the Sho- 
shone judgment fund were introduced in 
Congress through the Wyoming delegation. 
The bills were submitted to the Shoshone 
Business Council on July 6 and 10, 1939, and 
were approved, with some modifications. As 
previously noted, the legislation was enacted 
on July 27, 1939. 

In September and October 1939, staff mem- 
bers from the Indian service went to the 
reservation “to discuss with members of both 
business councils a land-use and land-pur- 
chase program and to discuss with the Sho- 
shone business council the matter of regula- 
tions to govern the distribution and dis- 
bursements of the individual shares of the 
Shoshone judgment money.” There was also 
discussed the formula for the repayments 
to be made by the Arapahoes. This was the 
first time that the matter had been sub- 

mitted to the Arapahoes. 

7 Regulations to govern the distribution of 
the individual shares were thus drafted in 
the Washington office of the Indian service. 
These regulations and the land-purchase 
program were brought to the Shoshone Gen- 
eral Council on the reservation on Novem- 
ber 12, 1939, by Indian Office officials. The 
Arapahoes were not consulted. The nratter 
was not brought to a vote, for, according to 
the testimony of the Indian service officials 
present, a majority of the Shoshones present 
would have voted against the use of the 
$1,000,000 for land purchases. Therefore, 
Pog ee was adjourned until November 

During the interim, “the agency staff did 
& great deal of educational work among the 
Indians.” Among the “educational” instru- 
ments used was a widely distributed mimeo- 
graphed pamphlet of questions and answers, 
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excerpts from which are quoted later in this 
report. Indian witnesses testified at the 
Lander hearings that during this interval 
Government automobiles were freely used to 
carry both staff and tribal members over the 
reservation on this “educational” campaign. 

Shortly before the second meeting, the as- 
sistant to the Commissioner of Indian Affairs 
promised the Shoshones that he would use 
his best efforts to have a cash distribution 
of about $50 made before Christmas to each 
Shoshone from his individual share. The 
distribution was made. At the November 28, 
1939, meeting, a telegram from the Secretary 
of the Interior was read, saying “that as 
soon as he knew that the land-purchase pro- 
gram was going through he would sign the 
individual share regulations.” 

It was stated that “if the land-purchase 
program was not to go through it might be 
necessary to go back for more legislation 

* and we must go back and reex- 
amine the whole thing de novo.“ 

At this meeting the Shoshone General 
Council voted approval of the land-purchase 
program; and the next day, November 29, 
1939, the Secretary signed the regulations 
governing the disbursements of the judgment 
funds. 

In spite of this vote, it was repeatedly testi- 
fied at the hearings that neither tribe was 
in favor of the land-purchase program. 

The Indian Service then lost no time in 
inaugurating its land-purchase program. 
Notices were sent to the non-Indian grazing 
permittees in either December 1939 or Janu- 
ary 1940, to the effect that the permits or 
leases would not be renewed, and that their 
stock must be removed from the reservation. 
These leases had been for 5-year periods, and 
were to expire in June 1940. Some of the 
grazing leases were extended from time to 
time for very short periods, and on shorter 
notice. 

There were at this time, according to the 
testimony, approximately 145 non-Indian 
private land holdings on the ceded portion, 
and 14 on the diminished portion. Substan- 
tially all of the owners of these properties 
also held leases or permits on Indian grazing 
lands. 

At the same time, a staff of appraisers and 
negotiators were sent to the reservation to 
appraise the 159 properties which it was de- 
sired to purchase, and to negotiate for op- 
tions. In January 1940 detailed instructions 
and price schedules were sent to the ap- 
praisers. Included in the instructions was 
the following: 

“Item 5. Privately owned lands should be 
appraised without regard to the grazing priv- 
Ueges the owners thereof have enjoyed in 
the use of Indian lands.” 

The first option was taken in September 
1939, but most of the options obtained were 
negotiated between January and July of 1940. 

The Director of Lands, Indian Service, tes- 
tified, in attempting to justify the long delays 
in making the payments for properties that 
had been optioned, that the staff of apprais- 
ers and negotiators had to operate with only 
“skeleton personnel.” In the face of this 
situation, it is not clear why it was felt neces- 
sary to cancel the grazing leases of the non- 
Indian permittees with little or no notice and 
to inaugurate the land-purchase program 
with such feverish speed. 

The canceled grazing leases constituted 
highly essential units of the non-Indian 
ranch properties to be purchased. These 
ranches had been acquired and developed in 
good faith, and in most instances had been 
established over long terms of years. Most of 
the ranches could not be operated economi- 
cally, if at all, without the grazing leases. 
The summary cancelation of the permits au- 
tomatically wiped out a large part, if not all, 
of the assets and marketability of these prop- 
erties, and deprived many of the ranchers of 
their means of livelihood. It left the owners 
in a very disadvantageous bargaining posi- 
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tion in their negotiations with the Indian 
Service. Some witnesses testified that the 
Indian Service took full advantage of this 
situation in their negotiations for options. 

The Director of Lands also testified that:- 
“We have a sufficiency of irrigated lands with- 
out going into the reclamation project,” and, 
further, that the Indian Service hoped 
“largely” to purchase all of the non-Indian 
properties on the ceded portion, but cer- 
tainly not on the diminished portion.” 

Yet the leases were canceled in both areas. 
This testimony would hardly indicate a 
pressing need on the part of the Indians for 
additional lands. 

The Padlock Ranch: In the course of the 
negotiations for land purchases, the Indian 
Service found “several cases” that could not 
be handled within the authority of the Judg- 
ment Fund Act. By far the most important 
of these was the Padlock Ranch, Inc. This 
property was located partly within the ceded 
portion and partly outside of the reservation. 

Padlock Ranch, Inc., was owned by the 
Western Investment Trust, of Chicago, which 
Was a subsidiary of, or a concern parallel 
with, the Livestock National Bank, also of 
Chicago. Both were owned by the same per- 
son. The ranch had been taken over a few 
years earlier (1936 or 1937) in liquidation of 
accumulated loans held by the bank. 

This case had wide publicity in Wyoming, 
and aroused much bitter feeling and oppo- 
sition, among both Indians and white citi- 
zens, Many felt, and apparently still feel, 
that the price paid was excessive; that the 
purchase enabled the owners to “unload” a 
“white elephant”; and that the enterprise 
would be a doubtful asset to the Indians 
for whose account it was purchased, and 
whose funds or obligations were involved 
in the transaction. Several witnesses in- 
terviewed by the committe’s investigator 
stated that a sum of several thousands of 
dollars was offered to influence the sale of 
the property. However, there was no evi- 
dence that any Government official was in- 
volved in the offer, nor that any such money 
was actually paid. It may have been in effect 
only an offer to pay a real-estate fee. 

The Padlock Ranch, at the time of the 
purchase, consisted of 9,787 acres of deeded 
lands on the ceded portion of the reserva- 
tion, and 3,618 acres of deeded lands en- 
tirely off the reservation. In addition it 
controlled 134,000 acres of grazing leases, and 
numerous water rights. The home ranch, 
including the principal base lands, was not 
on the reservation. The main buildings, 
including a house whose original cost was 
variously stated to be from $48,000 to $100,- 
000, were “‘on the other side of the moun- 
tain” from the reservation. 

The price paid for the 13,366.18 acres of 
ranch real estate, as of April 28, 1941, was 
$246,780.34. This was paid from the Sho- 
shone judgment fund. In addition, $208,- 
500 from rehabilitation funds allotted to the 
Arapahoes was paid, as of December 28, 
1940, for Padlock livestock and chattels. 
Later, $2,637.32 was paid for additional cat- 
tle and other properties. 

The Padlock Ranch was purchased and 
set up as an Arapahoe enterprise, though 
apparently the Arapahoes have never been 
in favor of it. The real estate was pur- 
chased with Shoshone judgment funds, evi- 
dently without the direct consent of the 
Shoshones, if, indeed, they were even con- 
sulted in the matter before the sale was 
consummated, Certainly the Shoshones have 
had nothing to do with the operation of 
the enterprise. But the Arapahoes were ob- 
ligated to repay to the Shoshone fund, over 
a long term of years, half of the purchase 
price of the real estate, with interest at 4 
percent. 

Under the terms of the Shoshone Judg- 
ment Fund Act there was no authority to 
purchase property located outside the bound- 
aries of the Wind River Reservation. Before 
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the Padlock Ranch could be purchased, 
therefore, it was necessary that the act be 
amended. Accordingly, an amendment was 
prepared in the Washington office of the In- 
dian Service and attached and ed as a 
rider to the second deficiency bill for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1940. This 
amendment to the Shoshone Judgment Fund 
Act authorized the use of $150,000 of the 
judgment fund for the purchase of prop- 
erties outside the bounds of the ceded part 
of the reservation. The Indians were not in- 
formed of the offering of the amendment, or 
of its inclusion in the deficiency bill, “for 
the reason that the bill was then pending 
before committee and the time was too 
short.” The original act provided that each 
purchase be submitted to the Indians for 
approval. 

In April 1940, shortly before the enactment 
of the amendment to the Judgment Fund 
Act, representatives of Padlock Ranch, Inc., 
came to Washington to ask the Indian Office 
officials to “freeze” their grazing permits for 
a long term of years, or to purchase the 
ranch. An extension of the permits was re- 
fused, and Padlock Ranch, Inc., declined to 
sell the property unless the portion off the 
reservation was included. The property was 
appraised during June 1940. The appraised 
values were slightly higher than the prices 
finally paid. Considerably more than half 
of the value was ascribed to the property out- 
side of the reservation. 

In July 1940, Indian Service officials from 
Washington went over the Padlock prop- 
erties, and on August 2, 1940, they discussed 
the proposed purchase at a preliminary meet- 
ing with the joint business councils of the 
two tribes. The Indians then first learned 
of the amendment enacted through the de- 
ficiency bill. No action was taken at that 
meeting. 

On the morning of August 7, 1940, an offer 
to purchase the ranch was made to the own- 
ers, and it was accepted by them on that 
date. On that same day, the meeting with 
the joint business councils was reconvened. 
The Indians were told that $175,000 of re- 
habilitation funds would be allocated to the 
Arapahoes, $125,000 of which would be used 
to purchase livestock and other property 
from the Padlock Ranch, and that $50,000 
would be set up as an operating fund to op- 
erate the ranch “as a tribal enterprise.” The 
six members of the Arapaho business coun- 
cil, and five members of the Shoshone coun- 
cil, were present. Admission to the meeting 
was refused to other prominent Shoshones, 
On a motion to accept the Padlock Ranch 
option, five Arapahoes voted in favor, but the 
Shoshones declined to vote. An Arapaho, 
therefore, moved for reconsideration. 

The Shoshones declined to vote because 
they wanted to discuss the proposal with 
other members of the tribe. An Indian 
Service official testified that “it didn't seem 
essential” to submit the proposal to the 
Shoshone general council, although it was 
the Shoshone funds that were under con- 
sideration. 

The proposal to approve the Padlock op- 
tion was again submitted to the joint busi- 
ness councils on August 13, 1940. At this 
meeting, also, there were present six Ara- 
pahoes and five Shoshones. Five Arapahoes 
and three Shoshones voted in favor of the 
option; one Arapaho and two Shoshones did 
not yote. It may be significant to note that 
one of the Arapahoes and three of the Sho- 
shone Council members present were at that 
time employees of the Indian Service. One 
of these employees presided at the meeting. 
The records do not disclose how the em- 
ployees voted. 

This vote was considered to be the official 
approval of the option by the Indians, al- 
though the option was not officially ap- 
proved by the Secretary of the Interior un- 
til November 1, 1940, the date when actual 


delivery of the livestock was to take place. 
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After an unsuccessful attempt to obtain 
a loan to the Arapahoes from the Farm Cred- 
it Administration for the purchase of addi- 
tional livestock for the Padlock Ranch, the 
Commissioner of Indian Affairs allotted an 
additional $90,000 of rehabilitation funds 
for that purpose. Also, $25,000 of similar 
funds was transferred to this enterprise 
from another ‘project. That made a total 
of $290,000 of rehabilitation funds allotted 
to the Arapahoes for the Padlock Ranch. 

At this juncture, September 15 or 16, 1940, 
the Congressman from Wyoming conveyed 
to the Washington office by the Indian Serv- 
ice the text of a petition of protest, received 
by him, and signed by 298 enrolled members 
of the Shoshone Tribe. (The total enrolled 
Shoshones of voting age then numbered 603 
members.) The petition read as follows: 

“We, the undersigned enrolled members 
of the Shoshone Tribe of Indians, residing 
upon the Wind River Reservation, in Fre- 
mont County, Wyo., do respectfully and ear- 
nestly protest the manner in which the Bu- 
reau of Indian Affairs in the Department of 
the Interior are administering our moneys 
which are allocated for the land-purchase 
program, and we resent that said money is 
being used contrary to law in the purchase 
of lands without approval having been asked 
or given by the Shoshone Tribe. 

“We, therefore, request that the matter 
of the maladministration of this fund by the 
Indian department and the Department of 
the Interior be laid before the Congress of the 
United States, and that congressional inves- 
tigation be had by either the United States 
Senate or House of Representatives of the 
United States of America.” 

As a result of this petition, the Congress- 
man introduced a bill calling for a congres- 
sional investigation of the land-purchase 
program on the Wind River Reservation. At 
this same time the senior Senator from Wyo- 
ming received protests from residents of the 
State containing charges similar to those in 
the above petition, and protesting the ex- 
cessive price paid for the Padlock Ranch. 

The Senator thereupon asked the Secretary 
of the Interior to have an independent in- 
vestigation made of the entire program. An 
investigation of the Padlock Ranch valua- 
tions were assigned to special agents of the 
Division of Investigation, Department of the 
Interior. The resulting report, dated Octo- 
ber 28, 1940, did not indicate that the price 
paid was excessive. 

Because of the legal questions raised by the 
Shoshone petition, the Indian Service sought 
and obtained an opinion from the Interior 
Department Solicitor to the effect that, un- 
der the terms of the act, it was not necessary 
to obtain approval of the program or project 
by the Indian general councils, that approval 
by the business councils was sufficient. 

Officials of the Indian Service met with 
the Shoshone and Arapaho general councils 
on the reservation, on November 13 and 14, 
1940, and discussed the investigators’ report 
in detail. At these meetings “a considerable 
amount of protest was expressed,” especially 
by the Arapahoes, against the Padlock pur- 
chase and enterprise. But these officials 
took the definite position that the purchase 
was already a binding contract, and could not 
“be disturbed in any way by action of the 
Indians or through any other legal action.” 

The attorney for the Shoshones held an 
opposite opinion. The attitude of the Arapa- 
hoes was that they did not want to take the 
project and the allotment of rehabilitation 
money until they had seen the properties. 
Accordingly, the members of the business 
council were authorized to visit the Padlock 
Ranch, which they did the following day. 
On November 15, 1940, the Indian service 
concluded a further purchase of livestock 


from the Padlock Ranch, Inc., in the amount 


of $85,000, from the rehabilitation funds. 


On November 23, 1940, another general coun- 


cil of the Arapahoes “voted to go through 
with the Padlock project.” 
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The Indian service then developed a pro- 
gram for the ranch, vesting wide authority 
in the manager, who was required to oper- 
ate “in accordance with budgets, annual and 
quarterly * * * previously to be ap- 
proved by the members of the Arapaho busi- 
ness council in their capacities as trustees 
for the ranch, and by the superintendent” 
of the reservation. Other clauses provided 
that the Commissioner of Indian Affairs 
“could appoint a manager without the con- 
sent of the trustees * * * and could act 
without council approval virtually in taking 
what action he saw fit, even to the dissolution 
of the enterprise.” 

The program was approved on November 
27, 1940, by the members of the Arapaho 
business council, 

Under the terms of the Wheeler-Howard 
Act, enterprises such as this one are operated 
essentially by the tribal councils. But the 
tribes on the Wind River Reservation were 
not organized under this act (Indian Reor- 
ganization Act). + 

In December 1940 the Indian service en- 
tered into a contract, with the manager of 
Padlock Ranch, Inc., to continue on the 
Arapaho enterprise as ranch manager, with 
the salary and perquisites that he had been 
receiving. Apparently this was done with- 
out consulting the Arapahoes. Immediately 
protests were forwarded to the Commissioner 
of Indian Affairs. These included a letter of 
January 16, 1941, signed by the six members 
of the Arapaho business council, protesting 
the appointee, questioning his fitness, and 
stating that they felt he was unsympathetic 
to the interests of the Arapahoes. They 
urged the appointment of another named 
candidate. 

The Assistant to the Commissioner then 
proceeded to the reservation and met, on 
January 31, 1941, with the Arapaho business 
council, The council insisted upon the ap- 
pointment of their candidate. But the In- 
dian service flatly refused, and confirmed the 
original appointment and the budget for 1 
year. Thereupon, the business council de- 
cided to “wash their hands of the appoint- 
ment of the manager, the approval of the 
budget, and in fact, everything else having 
to do with the Padlock Ranch.” 

In May 1941 delegations, consisting of 
the two business councils, were brought to 

m to discuss tribal matters. At a 
meeting on May 9, 1941, five members of the 
Arapaho business council approved a reso- 
lution to take back the authority that they 
had relinquished on January 31, 1941. They, 
signed the manager's contract, with a re- 
newal for 4 years. 

The Shoshone view was ably presente 1 by 
a Shoshone leader who took a prominent 
part in the proceedings leading to, and in 
the conduct of, the land-purchase program. 
in testifying at some length and with feeling 
before this committee. This witness, at the 
time of the hearings, was a member of the 
Shoshone business council, and had been a 
member of the Shoshone delegations that 
conferred with Indian service officials in 
Washington and on the reservation. The 
witness read the following extracts from “an 
open letter to the Shoshone tribe, Fort 
Washakie, Wyo., November 16, 1939,“ which 
was written by the Indian service and widely 
circulated on the reservation in preparation 
for the meeting of November 28, 1939: 

“A SHOSHONE. I guess your figuring is all 
right; it looked as if we certainly needed 
more land, but why not let individuals that 
need land go out on the ceded portion and 
buy it? 

“Mr. Herrick. Because the Judgment Fund 
Act says that the individual cannot buy land 
on the ceded portion * . (The bill was 
written by the Indian service.) 
| “SHosHone. So if we don't use this money 
for land purchases, there's not much chance 
of getting it in per capita payment? 

Mr. Herrick. In my opinion very little 
chance indeed. I'm sure this Indian Office 
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would oppose it, and I don’t see how your 
business council and the other delegates you 
sent to Washington could rightfully go back 
to the Congress and say that after agreeing 
to the present act that they had changed 
their minds and wanted a different law. 

“SHOSHONE. Some folks figure that if a 
new administration came in, Congress might 
be more liberal and distribute that money 
per capita. 

“Mr, Herrick. You can’t be sure what Con- 
gress would do, even if there were some polit- 
ical changes. In fact, instead of distributing 
the money to individuals, Congress might see 
all the money unused and do what they have 
done many times in the cases of tribal funds: 
‘That is, appropriate the money to pay the 
running expenses of the agency.” 

The witness testified that “the whole tribe” 
of Shoshones “wanted their money in indi- 
vidual shares”; that “there was no worry of 
any additional land, they would use their 


own money for their own land, and the In- 


dians at no time to my knowledge ever ap- 
proved of having their land bought in trust; 
they would much rather prefer to have it 
in their own name.” It was stated that Goy- 
ernment cars were used to carry employees 
and business council members over the reser- 
vation, and that, “they carried the message 
around that if they did not accept this land 
deal their individual shares would probably 
be handicapped and held up and never get 
it, they better take it while they could get it.” 
Also, that, “all this pressure being put on the 
Indians was the means they used to get the 
Indians to finally consent.” The witness 
“was told by members of the tribe that there 
had been pressure put to them; that the 
council members had come and talked to 
them and told them that if they didn’t do 
this, they would never get their money.” 
(Three of the six council members were In- 
dian Service employees.) 

Again, the witness declared that— 

“The point I wanted to bring out on this 
land deal, the land deal that was forced on 
the Indians, I would say, and the land deal 
that, because the Indians were against it 
at the first meeting they held it off, didn’t 
let it come to a vote until at the next meet- 
ing they had fully convinced the Indian, 
because of this education they gave us. 
,* * * Tomy knowledge, it was absolutely 
wrong to influence the Indians that way 
against their own wishes, when at the first 
meeting they had definitely, as Mr. Herrick 
states, in his opinion they would have voted 
against it.” 

The witness then proceeded: 

I still think that if you circulate another 
pet tion of that sort (the one sent to the 
Wyoming Congressman about September 15, 
1940) and the Indians weren’t bullied around 
and the fear put into them, that they would 
ill stand up and tell you the same thing.” 

When asked what was meant by “bullied 
around,” she replied: 

“Suppose you have some cattle and you 
want some feed or some particular range, 
and you know it’s in the full power of the 
Indian Department to either grant it to you 
or not; that’s what I call bullying around. 
They have their own individual, personal 
affairs to look out for, and they can’t come 
before a committee and tell things that’s 
going on to hound them the rest of the days 
they live on the reservation.” 

This witness testified further, as follows: 

“There is only one official document to 
my knowledge where the business council 
amounts to anything. All other rulings and 
business that come before them is really 
not considered official at all. The only thing 
that ever was official was this land-acquisi- 
tion program where it states that no land, 
no options, can be bought without the coun- 
cil’s approval, but beyond that everything 
refers to the Secretary of the Interior 
. They can vote and they can do as 
they please, but the Secretary can rule them 
down anytime he wants to.” 


Finally, this witness concluded: 

“The Shoshone Council has never been 
permitted to enter in any of those dealings 
on that Padlock Ranch. I’ve wondered about 
that since we own half of it.“ 

Later in the hearings she added: 

“The whole tribe objected to spending 
their money outside of Fremont County, in 
another county, off the reservation.” 

A leading member of the Arapaho Business 
Council (1937 to 1942, inclusive, at the least) 
testified that, when the delegations from 
the two tribes were called to Washington in 
February 1939, in connection with the plans 
for initiating the land-purchase program, 
the Arapaho delegation was not consulted. 
She stated that— 

“We didn’t know anything about it until 
we got to Senator O’MaHONEY’s Office and I 
asked Mr. Zimmerman [Assistant Commis- 
sioner of Indian Affairs] if we were con- 
sulted, and he said ‘No’; that if we didn't 
buy in with the Shoshones, the Shoshones 
could get another ase against us for tres- 
passing on this land + . Now, we are 
indebted to the Shoshones at 4-percent in- 
terest, and since they took the grazing per- 
mits from all the white people, I don’t know 
just where the Arapahoes are going to pay 
this back. In fact, I think the Arapaho peo- 
ple have been the fall guy of all this Shoshone 
claim money; we seem to be the goat; we're 
the guys that have to pay it back and it's 
never been consulted to us; it was wished on 


us; then the bright idea came back that the 


Padlock was going to be wished on us.” 

The view of a disinterested outsider was 
presented by another witness, the publisher 
of the Wyoming State Journal, a long-time 
resident of the area, and one who attended 
“practically every business council held in 
regard to the land-purchase program and in 
regard to the purchase of Padlock Ranch.” 
He testified that his definite conclusion was 
“that the Indian Service very definitely was 
determined to carry forward its point; and 
time was imminent; it had to be done 
right now. My further conclusion was that 
the Indian service did not tell the Indians 
the whole truth regarding these various 
propositions.” 

The witness stated that he was not op- 
posed to a land-purchase program, but, 
rather “to the speed and spirit with which 
it was carried out * * * the whole pro- 
cedure could have been handled wisely and 
discreetly and in the interest of the Indian 
and at the same time not a single hardship 
worked on any white man.” 

Also, he believed “that the Indian Service 
should be a diminishing bureau; that its 
chief object in life should be to work itself 
out of business, because the Indians con- 
stantly complain that they wanted to be free; 
that they wanted to have the heel of the 
Government off of their necks; and during 
these various councils they say: These things 
are being thrust down our throats and there’s 
nothing we can do about it.““ 

The witness objected to “the imperative 
forceful technique of the Indian Service in 
forcing these Indians to do what they wanted 
them to do rather than to work out the 
problem among the Indians.“ 

Regarding the Padlock Ranch project, this 
witness said that— 

“The Arapahoes specifically objected as a 
people to their money being spent in the set- 
ting up of a project about which they knew 
nothing, and in which they were not in any 
way interested * * *. These Indians 
(upon returning from an inspection of the 
Padlock Ranch) told me they had to take it; 
there was no other way out, there was noth- 
ing else they could do, and so that was the 
reason they came back and voted as they did 
unanimously to take over the Padlock 
Ranch.” 

Effect of program on non-Indian settlers: 
Thus far the land-purchase program has 
been considered as it affected the Indians, 
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It remains to be considered in its impact 
on those white settlers Who, over a period 
of 35 years, had, in good faith, invested 
their life savings and labors in building 
homes and ranches on both the ceded and 
diminished portions of the reservation. 
Many of these holdings were homesteads, 
taken out when the ceded portion was 
thrown open to entry in 1906. Others were 
acauired by purchase. 

Witnesses testified that the Government, 
through the General Land Office, urged set- 
tlers to homestead the area, promising, 
through newspaper advertisements and 
other announcements, that the settlers 
would enjoy indefinitely the privilege of 
leasing the adjacent grazing lands. These 
leases generally had been for a term of years, 
and, upon expiration, they had been re- 
newed without question, first by the Gen- 
eral Land Office, up to 1912 or 1913, and 
thereafter by the Indian Service. Without 
these grazing permits or leases, few, if any, 
of the ranches could have continued to op- 
erate. The deeded lands alone were not eco- 
nomic livestock units. Without the grazing 
permits the ranches would retain only greatly 
decreased, or merely nominal, loan or market 
values. Without these permits there could 
be, in effect, only one possible purchaser, 
the Indian Service or the Indians themselves. 
This was true even of the Padlock Ranch, 
which leased grazing lands equal in area to 
10 times that of the privately owned ranch 
property. 

It is not difficult, then, to visualize the 
situation in which the settlers found them- 
selves, when, in January 1940, they received 
notices, apparently without previous warn- 
ing, that the leases would not be renewed, 
and that their livestock must be removed 
from the reservation. The permits were to 
expire the following June. Nearly all of the 
settlers, including Padlock Ranch, Inc., de- 
clared that they had no alternative but to 
sell to the Indian Service, at whatever price 
they could negotiate. 

In this situation the significance of item 
5 in the instructions sent to the field agents 
by the Indian Service becomes apparent. 
This item provided that in purchases on 
the ceded portion of the reservation, “Pri- 
vately owned lands should be appraised with- 
out regard to the grazing privileges the own- 
ers thereof have enjoyed in the use of In- 
dian lands.” The justification given for this 
procedure was that the purchases were to 
be made with trust funds, and that such 
funds could not properly be used to pay for 
property that the Indians already owned, 
It might be pertinent to recall the man- 
ner in which the Padlock transaction was 
handled and to suggest that the strict obli- 
gations of the trustee, the Indian Service, 
are just as binding, legally and morally, 
with respect to the rights of the Indians 
themselves as they are to the use of the 
Indians’ funds. 

At the outset of the Lander hearings the 
assistant to the Commissioner stated that— 

“Senator O’MAHONEY laid down a set of 
principles which threw about non-Indian 
landowners on the Wind River Reservation 
a protection which has not been extended 
to white stockmen similarly situated on 
other reservations, a set of principles which 
have guided the conduct of Indian affairs 
at Wind River to this day. When I refer 
to other reservations, I mean that in the 
process of restoring lands to Indian use on 
numerous other reservations, permits of 
white operators have been canceled, regard- 
less of the fact that they might own deeded 
base properties. This was not done on this 
reservation. 

“Senator O’MAHONEY,” the witness con- 
tinued, “declared the restoration of the 
lands to the Indians must be accomplished 
with a minimum of hardship and a maxi- 
mum of fairness to white landowners on 
the reservation. In short, the range on 
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which they had come to aepena, should not 
be taken from them until they have had a 
chance to sell out, at not a forced-sale 
* + but at a fair price after fair ap- 
praisal and fair negotiation.” 

The Senator repeatedly made clear his po- 
sition. In part, he stated: 

“Whatever might have been the history 
ot the deprivation of the Indians, 
* + © the white settlers now occupying 
the various reservations throughout the 
country, were for the most part guided by 
motives of good faith * these white 
settlers had come into this reservation at 
the invitation of the Government. Few, if 
any of them, knew anything about the cir- 
cumstances, what had gone into the prepa- 
ration of these various old treaties and agree- 
ments . All they knew was that the 
Government of the United States by its 
proper authorities * had held out to 
them the opportunity to settle upon these 
lands and to acquire the title. When these 
settlements were made many of them were 
given to understand that the patents which 
they earned by living upon the land or by 
paying for the land would be accompanied by 
rights to graze upon the reservation 
The object of the Indian Service, I contended, 
would be that exact and equitable justice so 
far as possible should be done, and that a 
price should be paid to the white settlers that 
was commensurate with their understanding 
of the use of the fee lands and of the reser- 
vation lands; and * Assistant Com- 
missioner Zimmerman * * * stated that 
policy would be followed, and that the white 
settlers would not be closed out until they 
had an opportunity freely and fully to nego- 
tiate for the sale of their lands at a proper 
price, taking into consideration the eco- 
nomic units which had been operated.” 

At another point in the hearings, the Sen- 
ator from Wyoming stated: 

“The understanding in Washington by the 
Committee on Indian Affairs, when the judg- 
ment bill was passed and the land-purchase 
program was authorized, was that, so far as 
possible, the business of the settlers would 
not be interrupted; they would not be de- 
nied their right to graze until satisfactory 
transactions had been made. It was never 
the intention * * * of the Indian Af- 
fairs Committee that settlers should be de- 
prived of their rights to graze before an 
agreement had been reached for the sale of 
their base properties.” 

The Commissioner of Indian Affairs, in a 
letter of March 11, 1940, to the Senator from 
Wyoming, stated in part: 

“All purchases (except those with indi- 
vidual moneys) are by the act made subject 
to tribal consent, We shall seek to buy land 
within the diminished area and shall advise 
the tribe to this end. * * * I desire to 
assure you that we propose to carry out the 
program in accordance with the provision 
and intentions of the legislation under which 
we are operating.” 

Detailed testimony in the hearings shows 
how flagrantly all these understandings and 
promises were disregarded by the Indian 
Service in carrying out the purchase program. 
Some of the specific examples will be briefly 
summarized in this report.. The testimony 
presented led the chairman to remark at 
near the close of the hearings that 

“It seems to me to be an unworthy record 
that we're making here during the last 2 
days.” 

The president of the Permittees’ Associa- 
tion of the Shoshone Indian Reservation 
testified that the permittees, other than 


Padlock Ranch, Inc., were small operators of 


cattle and sheep outfits; that in the fall of 
1939 they had been notified “to be off the 
reservation with our livestock,” since their 
permits would not be renewed. He stated 
that the lands were then appraised, in a 
here's your price, take it or leave it“ pro- 
cedure; that the appraisals and offers did not 
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include the grain, hay, and ranch equip- 
ment, as is customarily done in the pur- 
chases of ranch properties, and as was done 
in the instance of the Padlock Ranch. He 
asserted that— 

“All of these permittees feel about the same 
asIdo * * * it's put us out of business 
for a year, all of us, and it means a big loss 
to us.” 

Also— 

“I felt they should have come in and 
bought the whole thing and just cleaned us 
up and gone some place else to locate, but 
that hasn't been done.“ 

This witness leased approximately 42,000 
acres of range from the Indian Service, and 
owned 1,640 acres of deeded lands, scattered 
over the range, and, of course, including most 
of the water sources. The range lease, or 
permit, had expired more than a year pre- 


vious to the hearings, and during that in- 


terval both the range and the deeded prop- 
erty were used by the Indian Service, for the 
Indians, although the private property had 
not been purchased, nor even the terms of 
sale agreed upon. The option had not yet 
been accepted by the Shoshone Business 
Council; but the rancher had already been 
deprived of his means of livelihood and held 
in suspense for more than a year. His situa- 
tion was similar to that of many others who 
testified. 

A second witness had a ranch of 3,840 
acres of deeded land, much of it interspersed 
with Indian range. He had owned and lived 
on the ranch for 22 years. The Indian Serv- 
ice appraised the ranch at $25,500 in the 
spring of 1940, and attempted to purchase 
it for that sum. An outside appraiser, em- 
ployed by the owner, placed the value in 
excess of $43,000; and the witness quoted the 
Indian Service appraiser as saying, Well, of 
course, you've got a $40,000 lay-out easy 
enough, if you had any range rights.“ The 
witness asserted that he had been offered 
$35,000 for the property by non-Indians dur- 
ing the depression years, and since that time 
he had purchased an additional 1,500 acres. 
The owner felt that the price offered by the 
Indian Service was much too low to be ac- 
cepted, so he decided to continue to live upon 
and operate the ranch, even without the use 
of the Indian grazing lands which he there- 
tofore had leased. To do this, and avoid 
trespassing, it would be necessary to consoli- 
date his private holdings so that they could 
be operated as a unit. This would have in- 
volved mutually beneficial exchanges of 
range lands with the Indian Service. At the 
time of the hearings, after more than a year 
of efforts to negotiate these exchanges, he 
had been unable to get the Indians to con- 
sent thereto. 

A third witness, with his brother, owned a 
ranch of 5,600 acres of deeded land on the 
ceded portion of the reservation, on which, 
together with their range permits, they op- 
erated 3,500 sheep and 200 cattle. For this 
ranch, less 420 acres purchased later, they 
paid $65,000 in 1929; and, in the meantime, 
they had constructed additional improve- 
ments at an approximate cost of $3,000. For 
some years, up to 1935, the ranch carried a 
mortgage in the amount of $65,000. 

The price offered by the Indian Service for 
the property was $39,000, which later was 
increased to $41,200. The witness stated that 
he was, and at all times had been, willing to 
sell, but not for the price offered, which he 
considered to be much too low. 

Approximately a year prior to the hearings, 
these owners received notice that their graz- 
ing permits, to expire January 1, 1941, would 
not be renewed. A few days later, the wit- 
ness went to the reservation office to re- 
quest an extension of the permits for 1 year, 
while the negotiations for sale were proceed- 
ing. In the latter part of December the 
owners were notified that their livestock 
must be removed from the reservation by 
January 1, 1941. The witness again went to 
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the reservation office on December 26 or 27, to 
explain that it was not possible to get the 
stock off by that time; they had no place to 
go, and could not sell the stock. The witness 
testified: They tried to make me sign an 
option there for this land and I didn’t want 
to sign it, because the price wasn't enough, 
it was about 60 percent of the value of the 
land, but finally they got me scared there. I 
did sign an option.” When asked what he 
was scared of, he replied: “I couldn't see how 
I could get out of there by the ist of Janu- 
ary.” 

The signed option was conditioned, in writ- 
ing, upon a l-year extension of the graz- 
ing permits. But the Indian business coun- 
cil declined to approve the extension, so the 
option, apparently, was returned to the 
witness. On the last day of December he tele- 
graphed to the senior Senator from Wyoming 
and to the Commissioner of Indian Affairs 
that it was not possible for him to get off the 
reservation by January 1. Asa result, he was 
allowed to continue under the old permit. 
The Indians then were making use of all of 
the ranchers’ deeded lands. These private 
lands were not separately fenced. 

On April 26, 1941, when shearing was in 
progress, Indian Service agents came to the 
ranch again and asked the witness to sign 
an option, stating that, if he did so, they 
would have his permit extended to October 1, 
1941. The witness reminded the agent (the 
Same one who had prepared the previous op- 
tion) that the earlier option had been re- 
jected by the Indian business council. This 
agent was quoted as replying: “Well, I don't 
care what the Indian council does, I can 
put it over the Indian council.” The option 
was not signed. 

On June 18, 1941, the witness received a 
letter from the superintendent of the reser- 
vation, notifying him that he “would have 
to get off the reservation by the Ist of July.” 
The witness testified that— 

“I was lambing then; part of the sheep was 
already in the mountains. I couldn't get 
out of the reservation; I didn’t have no place 
to go with those sheep; couldn’t sell them, 
so I let her ride; so by the ist of July they 
serve papers on me to appear in Cheyenne 
the 8th of July 1941.” 

The witness appeared in court on the date 
specified in the trespass suit, in which dam- 
ages were asked amounting to $10,700. In 
the words of the witness: 

“After some arguments there the judge 
said * * he was not going to put us 
out of there until October 1; if we want 
to stay there until October 1 that we could 
stay there, and he advised us to settle be- 
tween ourselves, which we did.” 

In the settlement the witness paid “83,000 
to the Indian department, and we was al- 
lowed to stay there until October 1; until 
today.” The yearly rental for the grazing 
permits was $1,200; but, according to the 
witness, “I thought I was willing to pay $3,000 
if they let me stay there, because I couldn’t 
move: 4: ©: FP 

It should be noted that while all of this 
was transpiring, negotiations were in progress 
for the purchase of the ranch and that “the 
Indians * are using all of our deeded 
land.” He disposed of all his 3,500 sheep, 
but retained his 200 cattle, 

The witness then wrote the Commissioner 
of Indian Affairs asking for a reappraisal of 
the land, by a different appraiser, and re- 
ceived a reply that this would be done. In- 
dian Service officials admitted that “unques- 
tionably” this correspondence “gave the wit- 
ness every reason to believe that there would 
be a reexamination of the price involved.” 
But it had not been done at the time of 
the hearings, and the Indian Service officials 
present would give no assurance as to 
whether or when it would be done. This 
situation brought from the chairman the 
remark that “There doesn’t seem to be very 
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much reciprocity displayed here, from what 
I've listened to.” 

The chairman then propounded the ques- 
tion, “Will he have any rights to run his 
livestock in the open; and he recites that the 
Indians are running over him.” To this the 
superintendent of the reservation replied: 

If his question there is of any comr-it- 
ment made by our department and a re- 
newal of those difficulties, I would hesitate 
going on record as promising him anything.” 

A fourth white settler owned two ranches 
on the diminished portion of the reservation, 
aggregating approximately 1,000 acres of 
deeded lands. The larger of these was pur- 
chased from another settler in 1915, for a 
final cost, after some additions, of about 
$35,000. The option price for this ranch was 
$18,384, including $2,000 for the waiver of 
grazing rights upon the national forest for 
4,000 sheep. 

The smaller ranch had been purchased di- 
rectly from the Indian Service. It carried 
no grazing rights, and the rancher had pur- 
chased it “to protect his interests on the 
reservation.“ The option price on this ranch 
was $14,296. According to the witness, this 
was “a little more than half of what we 
paid them for the same land, which is more 
in demand now than it was then.” 

The rancher and his wife testified that 
tkey had signed options for the ranches ap- 
proximately 6 months prior to the hearings, 
but they still did not know when they would 
receive the payments and be free to seek an- 
other home. They stated that: 

“The situation is, we ain’t had a bit of 
food, * * * We just got tired of fighting, 
that was all; we don't think there is any- 
thing fair or just in the whole situa- 
tion * * *; we're being paid a little less 
than half for all of our holdings for what we 
put into them.” 

The witness asserted that prior to each 
land purchase he had consulted officials of 
the Indian Service and received positive as- 
surances that the grazing permits would be 
considered as going with the deeded prop- 
erty. Furthermore— 

“Prom the Indian Office * * we were 
assured they'd make no sudden, drastic 
changes in our permits until the land pro- 
gram had been worked out, but they did. 
Our sheep are all on our deeded land 
now. * * * They took the permits away 
before they even made the appraisal of the 
land.“ 

Apparently the witness received notice of 
the termination of the grazing permits in 
September 1940, and the appraisals were 
made during the following month. How- 
ever, the rancher received no information 
concerning the appraisals or options until 
April 1941, when he and his wife were called 
to the reservation office by the appraisers and 
confronted with prepared options. The wit- 
ness related: 

“That was Saturday night, and we had 
through Monday to make up our minds about 
a thing that we’d worked many years on, 
and he says, ‘It’s now or never’; that’s what 
Mr. Flinn, the appraiser, said.” 

The Indian Service insisted that the vendor 
include in this transaction a waiver to the 
Indians of grazing rights on the national 
forest, administered by the Depaftment of 
Agriculture. These forest-grazing rights, at- 
tached to the larger ranch, were for 4,000 
sheep. The price offered was $2,000. At this 
Point in the hearings one of the best in- 
formed livestock men in the State, who was 


in no way directly concerned in or with the, 


land-purchase program, testified that such 
a price for the waiver of forest-grazing rights 
was “utterly ridiculous”; that— 

+ “Anywhere else in the world * * è a 
Waiver of that forest permit would be worth 
from $1 to $3 per head. * * 
Service gives no value for the permits, but 
they recognize the value of the permits on 


* The Indian: 
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the forest, and insist on having the waiver 
of that forest permit.” 

He added: 

“Let me say to you the Indian Service are 
the Lardest bargainers I know of * * * 
I think these people have been treated 
shamefully.” 

These cases, the higi lights of which have 
been briefly outlined, are fairly representa- 
tive of many more presented in the hearings 
in considerable detail. They illustrate the 
ruthless technique applied by the Indian 
Service in carrying a land-purchase program, 
in apparent complete disregard for the inter- 
ests of tne non-Indian settlers, however, in- 
nocent and however needy. It would seem, 
too, that the wishes of the Indians, as well, 
received but little more consideration. The 
testimony in the Lander hearings make it 
ebundantly clear that the hardships and 
prolonged delays inflicted upon the settlers 
would have been even greater, but for the 
frequent intercessions by the Wyoming Sen- 
ators. Yet, at the outset of the hearings, 
Indian service officials asserted that the Wind 
River program had been conducted under a 
special and lenient procedure, which had not 
been felt to be necessary in its land acquisi- 
tion programs elsewhere. 

Status of land-purchase program: At the 
time of the public hearings, the land-pur- 
chase program had been underway for close 
to 2 years. At the outset, the non-Indian 
permittees, the white settlers who owned 
properties within the ceded and the dimin- 
ished portions of the reservation, were noti- 
fied, with little or no previous warning, that 
their livestock should be removed from the 
Indian grazing lands. All of these settlers, 
with the single exception of the Padlock 
Ranch, Inc., were small ranchers, completely 
dependent upon these ranches for the day- 
to-day living for themselves and their fam- 
ilies. Their grazing permits had expired 17 
months prior to the hearings, and in most, if 
not all, instances it was hardly feasible or 
possible to carry on the ranch operations on 
only the privately owned lands. 

During the nearly 2 years that the pur- 
chase program had been proceeding, the pur- 
chases had been completed and payments 
made for but 44 of the 159 properties in- 
volved. On 62 of these properties, options 
had been taken, but the settlements were 
still pending. This left 53 properties on 
which the options were still to be taken. 
In other words, 27.7 percent of the ranchers 
had received payments and hence were fi- 
nally in a position to attempt to find other 
locations and means of making a living; 39 
percent were still in suspense, not knowing 
when they might receive the money with 
which to relocate themselves; and an addi- 
tional 33.3 percent did not even know wheth- 
er they would receive acceptable offers and 
could come to terms with the Indian service. 


Status of land-purchase program as of 
Sept. 30, 1941 


Dimin- Total 
ished |reserva- 
portion| tion 


Ceded 
portion 


Number of non-Indian hold- 
ings desired to be purchased: 145 14 159 
Purchases completed, i. e., 
payments made and titles 


taken „ 44 
Under opt 
P pleted. - 32S: 48 14 62 
Still to be optioned. 884 53 


S There remains the question of how press- 
ing was the need, if any, for the land-pur- 
chase program, or, for such immediate speed 
in putting it into effect. Many well-in- 
formed citizens of Wyoming are of the opin- 
ion that the land purchases were quite un- 
needed: that the Indians on the Wind River 
‘Reservation were not by any means utilizing 
the lands already available to them. and 
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would not do so for many years to come, 
The head of the land division of the Indian 
Service frankly admitted, at the hearings, 
that the Indians had no need for additional 
irrigated lands. 

The utilization of the Indian lands in 
Wyoming in 1940, at the inception of the 
land-purchase program, is summarized in 
the following statement, prepared by a well- 
informed Indian Service employee from In- 
dian Service records. It was received by this 
committee through the Senate Committee on 
Indian Affairs. 

“Wyoming has but one Indian reservation, 
the Wind River or Fort Washakie, on which 
live two tribes, the Shoshones and Arapa- 
hoes. There are 1,209 Shoshones and 1,217 
Arapahoes. There are about 2,200 resident 
Indians in the two tribes—about 500 fami- 
lies. 

“In 1940 the Wind River Indians had 
2,013,409 acres of land—over 900 acres for 
each man, woman, and child. And this was 
good land: 60,000 acres of agricultural land 
under irrigation; more than a million and a 
half acres of good grazing land; 350,000 acres 
of timber and woodland—a veritable empire. 
At that time they were using 884,998 acres 
and leasing 1,027,754 acres, while 94,471 acres 
were idle. 

“The Wind River Indians had so much land 
in 1940 that each family could have 4,000 
acres; 120 acres of irrigated farm land; 700 
acres of timber and woodland; 3,000 acres of 
good grazing land; yet the next year the 
Bureau bought the Padlock Ranch with its 
thousands of acres for them. 


“Summary of Wyoming Indian lands in 1940 
in acres 


Allotted lands 178. 942 
„ -aaa — 1, 828, 281 
Government owned -- 6. 186 

CCC 2, 013, 409 
Used by Indians (44.0 percent). 884, 998 
Leased (51.0 percent 1, 027, 754 
Idle (4.7 percent) 1... 2 94, 471 
NA = 71, 621” 


There is some duplication in these items. 


The Padlock Ranch, or the Arapaho Ranch, 
cost a half million dollars of Industrial Re- 
covery Administration rehabilitation and 
Shoshone judgment funds. It is to be super- 
vised by the Government and to have a 
manager appointed under Government ap- 
proval. The profits, if any, are to go to the 
Arapahoes. 

The records of the Indian Service, there- 
fore, disclose that at the inception of the 
land-purchase program the Indians were 
using but 44 percent of their lands, 51 per- 
cent was under lease to non-Indians, and 4.7 
percent was idle. These data hardly indicate 
an urgent need for additional Indian lands. 


HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE REPORTS 


Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, in 1947 
the House Appropriations Committee's 
Report No. 279 (80th Cong., Ist sess.) 
justified the reduction in the budget for 
Indian Affairs in the following words: 


For many years there has been discussion 
in and out of Congress as to how and when 
the American Indian would reach the point 
where he would no longer be dependent upon 
the Federal Government for support. Dur- 
ing hearings the Acting Commissioner was 
questioned with a view to securing informa- 
tion on the subject. Acting Commissioner 
Zimmerman's attention was called to the en- 
actment of the Indian Reorganization Act 
of 1934, which was heralded as a panacea for 
all ills and a cure-all which would lead the 
Indian to economic freedom. The Acting 
Commissioner admitted that he had sub- 
scribed to the program at the time of its 
enactment. It is to be regretted that the 
Reorganization Act of 1934 has not resulted 
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in the economic freedom of the Indian and 
that it has not resulted in any reduction in 
expenditures for his support. In fact, ex- 
penditures in support of this group have in- 
creased tremendously since the date of en- 
actment of the Reorganization Act. 

Appropriations in the 1933 Interior Depart- 
ment Appropriation Act for the Indian serv- 
ice totaled nearly $19,000,000. The 1948 
budget estimates call for appropriations 
amounting to $44,509,520. This comparison 
is significant and leads the committee to be- 
lieve that the Congress can expect no con- 
structive advice and assistance from the Bu- 
reau of Indian Affairs in the solution of the 
problem. 


The House Committe on Appropria- 
tions, in its report dated May 26, 1948 
(H. Rept. 2038, 80th Cong.) in con- 
nection with its consideration of the 
regular annual appropriations for the 
various activities under the jurisdiction 
of the Interior Department, including 
the Bureau of Indian Affairs, had the 
following to say with respect to the In- 
dian Bureau and Indian affairs: 


As a result of the actual inspection by 
the committee last fall of numerous Indian 
agencies, schools, hospitals, and other in- 
stallations, and as a result of numerous hear- 
ings on Indian affairs, out in the field and 
here in Washington, it is believed that the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs, and its operations 
in the central office, the district offices, and 
the reservation offices, are subject to severe 
criticism. 

The paternalistic control exercised in many 
instances apparently has tended to retard, 
rather than to expedite, the advancement of 
the Indians of this country. The successes 
of the individual Indians, in some instances, 
may be said to have been attained not be- 
cause of the programs promulgated by the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs, but in spite there- 
of. Not enough emphasis has been placed 
upon the encouragement of the Indian to 
rely upon his own initiative and individual 
enterprise. The continued supervision by 
the Bureau of Indian Affairs over education, 
health, economy, welfare, and other activi- 
ties of individual Indians and groups of 
tribes or Indians has often resulted in dis- 
couraging self-reliance and individual in- 
genuity of the Indian and caused him to 
rely less and less upon his own resourceful- 
ness, to become more dependent upon and 
less independent of Government help and 
supervision. On the contrary, Bureau ac- 
tivities and supervision should be directed 
along lines that will enable the American 
Indian to take his place in open competition 
with his white brother in all phases of our 
economy. 


Again, the House Committee on Ap- 
propriations, in its report dated April 20, 
1951 (H. Rept. No. 339, 82d Cong.), in 
connection with its consideration of 
making annual appropriations for the 
Indian Bureau, makes the following ob- 
servation and recommendation: 


The budget program submitted for the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs for the fiscal year 
1952 amounts to a total of $71,425,000, and 
is designed to carry out the major respon- 
sibilities of the United States toward the 
Indian people, including the management of 
trust property—its protection and develop- 
ment, and also the provision of services 
otherwise not available to Indians, which are 
normally provided to other citizens through 
other sources. Although recognizing the 
necessity to provide material assistance, the 
committee feels that increasing emphasis 
must be placed on active, tangible progress 
toward the assimilation of Indians into the 
general population. Unlezs this is done the 
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Indians will inevitably continue in their de- 
pendent status and will never be able fully 
to enjoy the privileges and opportunities of 
American citizenship. 

INDIAN BUREAU SHOULD WORK ITSELF OUT 

OF A JOB 

The spirit of all the laws the Congress 
has enacted on Indian affairs since 1789 
has been that the Indian Bureau should 
work itself out of a job as quickly as 
possible, and turn over to other agencies, 
particularly agencies of the State and 
the counties, those activities for which 
these local agencies were willing to 
assume responsibility. 

On October 17, 1949, I introduced a bill 
(S. 2726, 81st Cong.) providing for the 
abolishment of the Bureau of Indian Af- 
fairs, to remove the guardianship and 
trusteeship over the Indians and to re- 
peal the Wheeler-Howard Act (Act of 
June 18, 1934, 48 Stat. 984). Among 
other things I called attention to the 
fact that on February 8, 1947, after in- 
sistence by the Senate Civil Service Com- 
mittee for a statement from the Indian 
Bureau on the subject of liberation for 
the Indians, the Bureau presented a spe- 
cific plan for the withdrawal of Federal 
supervision over Indians over a period 
of 10 years. More than 4 years have gone 
by and the Indian Bureau is still giving 
us the same “lip service,” and nothing 
has been accomplished toward the with- 
drawal of Federal supervision over In- 
dian activities. 

In accordance with the terms of the 
aforementioned proposal by the Indian 
Bureau, the Indian reservations or juris- 
dictions are broken down into three 
groups depending upon their readiness 
for removal from Federal control. 

Group I consists of those groups that 
could be immediately released, namely, 
Flathead, Hoopa, Klamath, Menominee, 
Mission, Six Nations of New York, Osage 
of Oklahoma, Turtle Mountain, Poto- 
watomi of Kansas, and the Sacramento 
Agency groups of California. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MALONE. I yield for a question. 

Mr. MORSE. It is my understanding 
that the Senator just read, within the 
list of tribes and reservations that un- 
doubtedly could be released from Indian 
Bureau jurisdiction, the name of the 
Klamath Tribe in the State of Oregon, 
I may say to my good friend from Ne- 
vada that I think he is completely right 
about the matter. For the past several 
years the Senators from Oregon have 
had pending before the Senate a bill 
which we introduced at the request of 
Klamath County government officials 
and representatives of other groups in 
that section of Oregon, urging that the 
reservation be liquidated; that the eco- 
nomic and financial rights of the Indians 
could best be protected through such 
liquidation; that adequate guaranties 
could be provided to insure that the 
spendthrifts among them, if there are 
any, would not be able to dispose of their 
property on a fly-by-night basis; that 
it would be a great service to the In- 
dians themselves, and that such a move 
would certainly carry out what I think 
is the objective our Government should 
have had in mind during the past dec- 
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ade, and that is to issue a real eman- 
cipation proclamation for the Indians of 
this country. We have not yet been 
able to get action on the bill. But know- 
ing something about the problems of 
that particular reservation and tribe, I 
desire to say that the Senator from Ne- 
vada is presenting a case this afternoon 
which deserves the early consideration 
of Congress; because I am convinced 
that one place where we can save mil- 
lions of dollars—and the saving cer- 
tainly is needed—is at least in stream- 
lining the Bureau of Indian Affairs until 
such time as it can be completely liqui- 
dated. 

I compliment the Senator from Ne- 
vada for the stand he has taken in the 
proposal for liquidation. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Senator from Oregon 
for his contribution. I take it he be- 
lieves, as does the Senator from Nevada, 
that the objective of Congress from the 
beginning was that the Indian should 
take his rightful place among the citizens 
of the Nation at the earliest possible 
time. 

WE DO NOT PROPERLY WATCH BUREAUS 

WE CREATE 

There is no question about the objec- 
tive of Congress, as disclosed from a read- 
ing of the record. But one of the faults 
with our system of government, espe- 
cially since we started trying to run the 
affairs of every individual and every 
business in the Nation, and trying to run 
the affairs of the world—and very badly, 
it might be added, in the opinion of the 
junior Senator from Nevada—is that we 
create a bureau, and expect it to do its 
work, but pay little attention to it there- 
after. Then after a couple or three years, 
we notice it and find that it has not only 
doubled the number of its employees, but 
doubled and trebled its demands for ap- 
propriations, with but little attention 
being paid to the original objective. 
Attention is centered by the bureaucrat 
on creating a condition of permanency of 
employment for himself. 

I again thank the distinguished 
Senator from Oregon for his contribu- 
tion. Obviously, it is impossible for the 
junior Senator from Nevada to know the 
exact conditions on each of the reser- 
vations throughout the Nation. He has 
seen many of them, having gone through 
most of the Western States in an exam- 
ination of Federal lands. He served 
with a congressional committee for the 
disposition of public lands in 1931 and 
1932, and at that time had an oppor- 
tunity to review the conditions that ob- 
tained on many of the reservations. 
From the investigation he has made of 
reports of congressional committees, and 
from first-hand observations, he is fully 
convinced, and has been for many years, 
that the Indians are humiliated at every 
turn, that they are not given equal op- 
portunity in attaining the standard of 
work for which they are capable even 
when they are admitted to the general 
fraternity of workers. In general, the 
Indians are but little better off at the 
moment than they were 50 or even 125 
years ago. They are virtually prisoners 
of war. They are restricted. It is a 
condition about which we should he 
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ashamed—if we are not to use stronger 
words. 

Let me continue with the groups. 

Group II consists of about 19 juris- 
dictions which should be able to function 
with little or no Federal supervision 
within 10 years. 

Group III includes the remainder of 
the jurisdictions, some 35 in all, which 
would require a period of little longer 
than 10 years for the complete with- 
drawal of Federal supervision. 

The Senator from Nebraska IMr. 
BUTLER], then chairman of the Commit- 
tee on the Interior and Insular Affairs 
of the Senate, introduced several of 
bills to immediately emancipate from 
Federal jurisdiction each of the Indian 
jurisdictions listed in group I. But the 
Indian Bureau rendered adverse reports 
on these bills. In the case of the Klam- 
ath, for example, the Indian Bureau pre- 
sented a counter proposal involving a 
gradual withdrawal of Bureau powers 
over a period of 22 years, ending in 1970. 
This was to be in easy stages, beginning 
with repeal of the liquor-prohibition acts 
and with similar removals every few 
years until it ended up with the full 
transfer of management of tribal prop- 
erty to the Indians. 

WHAT DOES IMMEDIATE WITHDRAWAL MEAN TO 
INDIAN BUREAU? 


Apparently, when the Indian Bureau 
mentions immediate withdrawal, it 
means in a matter of decades. This 
serves to illustrate the difficulty of ob- 
taining cooperation on the part of the 
Bureau in the matter of removal of Fed- 
eral supervision over Indian persons and 
property. 

A series of events of this sort goes to 
show that no program for remission of 
Federal controls over Indians will ever be 
voluntarily implemented by the Indian 
Bureau. 

Unless Congress ignores the bureau- 
crats and by legislation abolishes the 
Indian Bureau, the Indians will continue 
in their dependent status and never be 
able to fully enjoy the privileges and op- 
portunities of American citizenship. 

USEFULNESS OF INDIAN BUREAU GONE 


Further usefulness of the Indian Bu- 
reau has been challenged at various 
times during the past 50 years by well- 
informed Members and committees of 
Congress. 

The 1943 subcommittee I heretofore 
referred to was a subcommittee of the 
Senate Committee on Indian Affairs con- 
sisting of distinguished and informed 
Senators: Elmer Thomas of Oklahoma, 
chairman; Burton K. Wheeler, of Mon- 
tana; Dennis Chavez, of New Mexico; 
and Henrik Shipstead, of Minnesota. 

These Senators represented States 
which have large Indian populations and 
are interested in Indian Affairs. Their 
report—Senate Report No. 310, Seventy- 
Eighth Congress—was the unanimous 
recommendation of these distinguished 
Members. Senators Thomasand Wheeler 
had seryed on the subcommittee con- 
tinuously and Senators Chavez and Ship- 
stead almost the entire life of the sub- 
committee, which functioned for more 
than 15 years. 

The members of this subcommittee, I 
am informed, visited every Indian reser- 
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vation in the continental United States 
and Alaska. It should know whereof it 
speaks when it makes 33 specific recom- 
mendations, all of which are designed to 
eliminate all functions which tend to a 
paternalistic control over the Indians. 

Those 33 recommendations have 
been included in the Recorp during this 
address. 

In addition to these demands for the 
curtailment and abolishment of the func- 
tions of the Indian Bureau, we have the 
Indian Bureau’s own program of orderly 
withdrawal of governmental supervision 
and control and the declared policy and 
goal of the Department of the Interior 
to bring about acceptance and full recog- 
nition of the Indian as a citizen of the 
State in which he resides with all the 
rights, privileges, responsibilities and 
duties of such citizenship. The Indian 
Bureau has given us nothing but lip 
service. 

INDIAN SHOULD HAVE FULL “RESPONSIBILITIES 


I wish to emphasize the riecessity for 
the Indian to have his full responsibili- 
ties as a citizen. When we declare war 
he has his full responsibility. I believe 
the record will show that in the State 
of Nevada the percentage of enlistments 
of volunteers from the Indian tribes was 
as high as the percentage obtained from 
any other nationality group in this 
Nation. 

Indians are good soldiers, Mr. Presi- 
dent. But what do we do? When re- 
turned from war they are put back in 
their status as wards of the Government, 
and humiliated among their fellows. 
INDIAN BUREAU IS NOT TRYING TO WORK ITSELF 

OUT OF A JOB 


The investigating staff of the House 
Committee on Appropriations recently 
asserted: 

In general terms the effectiveness of the 
management of the Bureau (of Indian Af- 
fairs) may be evaluated from the single 
statement that although the Bureau has, 
for many years, given lip service to the prin- 
ciple that its activities were pointed toward 
the eventual withdrawal of Federal super- 
vision over Indian activities, the accom- 
plishments have been nil. 


No effort on the part of the Indian 
Bureau has been made toward the termi- 
nation of Bureau control over the In- 
dians and their property. On the con- 
trary, the Indian Bureau has used and 
are using every known devious method 
and deceitful schemes to induce the 
Congress to enact legislation which 
would tend to perpetuate the Bureau 
and its bureaucrats in office for all time 
to come. 

An instance occurs to the junior Sen- 
ator from. Nevada. We once had a 
distinguished Secretary of the Interior, 
Mr. Krug. He was an upstanding young 
man, and apparently was trying to do the 
best he could. But the day he resigned, 
the day he left the Department, he with- 
drew hundreds of thousands of acres of 
land in Alaska, deliberately, and without 
any action by Congress to back it up, 
knowing all the time that the intention 
of Congress was not to extend jurisdic- 
tion but to bring it to an end. 

DECEITFUL PRACTICES 


An illustration of the deceitful prac- 
tices of the New Deal is the transferring 
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of the authority and jurisdiction of Con- 
gress over tribal funds in the Treasury of 
the United States to the Indian Bureau 
for its complete domination and use, 
with no thought of distributing such 
sums to the Indians. 

I may say at this point that it requires 
a special act of Congress to liberate one 
of these restricted Indians. It requires 
a special act of Congress to get his money 
for him. That requires hearings, and 
the time of several Senators on the com- 
mittee, with the Indian authorities in- 
variably 100 percent against the Indians, 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Ecrox in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Nevada yield to the Senator from 
Oregon? 

Mr. MALONE. I am happy to yield 
for a question. 

Mr. MORSE. To illustrate the point 
the Senator has just made, is it not true 
that if a young Indian from any of our 
reservations should go through high 
school and college and medical school, 
and want to establish a medical clinic, 
making use of such funds as he might 
have within tribal funds, to pay for the 
equipment necessary for the medical 
clinic which he wished to establish, he 
would be so restricted in the use of his 
own undivided share, whatever the 
amount might be, that it would require 
special legislation to make available to 
that young doctor the funds he would 
need to establish his medical clinic? 

Mr. MALONE. I would say to the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Oregon that 
that would be true of any restricted In- 
dian and of most other Indians, because 
of obligations, both family and economic, 
in connection with the tribe. The dis- 
tinguished Senator from Oregon will re- 
member the oft-repeated statement that 
an Indian may go through high school 
and even through college, but when he 
comes back to the tribe he reverts to the 
blanket and the tepee. 

I believe that what happens is that 
when the Indian tries to do something 
he becomes so disgusted with the delay, 
the red tape, the bosses that are put 
over him, and the arbitrary methods that 
are used, he just gives up in disgust. 

I believe the distinguished Senator 
from Oregon has outlined exactly what, 
under present rules and regulations and 
procedure of the Bureau, would probably 
happen to any Indian who had ambition 
in the beginning and went to college, 
and then tried to establish himself in a 
profession, 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Ecton in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Nevada yield to the Senator from 
Oregon? 

Mr. MALONE. I am happy to yield 
to the distinguished Senator from 
Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. What I am leading up 
to is that the rules and regulations and 
red tape, which have been developed 
over many years of bureaucratic control 
of the Indians, are themselves proving 
to be a great discouragement to the more 
able young Indians who, after all, recog- 
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nize that they have a legitimate eco- 
nomic interest in tribal assets. 

Mr. MALONE, I believe the distin- 
guished Senator from Oregon is exactly 
correct. However, it starts before that. 
It starts, as the junior Senator has out- 
lined earlier in his address, when the 
Indian children are 3, 4, 5, or 6 years old. 
They travel with white children and 
they play with white children. They 
enjoy themselves with the white chil- 
dren. They have not yet realized that 
they are different, that they are Indians. 
But when they get to be 9, 10, 11, or 12 
years of age, and especially when they 
become 14 or 15 years of age, someone 
calls them an Indian, as an epithet of 
disgrace, as a badge of an inferior race, 
and from then on they begin to have an 
inferiority complex. 

Once in a long while, when one of 
them does break through and gets to the 
point which the distinguished Senator 
from Oregon has described, he comes 
back and runs iato this meshing of red 
tape and rules and regulations and the 
mass of undivided family interests, 
which have gone on over generations 
and decades, all of which seem to defeat 
and render futile any effort that he 
makes. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr, MALONE. I am happy to yield. 

Mr. MORSE. Is it not also true that 
some of the studies and investigations 
of our Indian policies show that on a 
great many occasions the Indian Bureau 
has worked closely with and aided and 
abetted political cliques within the In- 
dian tribes which seek to perpetuate 
their own little political power over In- 
dian tribal assets; that it has caused a 
great deal of friction within the Indian 
tribes, with the younger members of the 
tribe frequently being in conflict with 
the older members of the tribe, because 
the younger members like to break away 
from the customs and old traditions; 
and that the Indian Bureau has been en- 
meshed in these tribal politics and has 
been found time and time again to sup- 
port those Indians who wanted to hold 
on to the system of paternalism, which 
in turn has been a source of great dis- 
couragement to the more educated In- 
dians. 

Mr. MALONE. I thank the Senator 
for his contribution. He has brought 
out a very important point. 

Naturally within any group of per- 
sons who are 30, 40, or 50 years of age, 
confined to one environment, the ones 
that might break away have already 
done so. The others have’given up. 

The legislation proposed by the junior 
Senator from Nevada would not do too 
much for the Indian who is 40 or 50 years 
old, because when he gets to that age 
he has already become enmeshed and has 
already been beaten down, and there is 
no ambition left in him. 

The junior Senator from Nevada is 
thinking of the children who are 3 and 
4 years old, 8, 9, and 10 years old, and 
those who are approaching 15. It is not 
too late to save them. They perhaps 
believe they can do something for them- 
selves. 

The legislation, if enacted, would open 
up a new vista for the young Indians, 
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It is the same situation that obtains 
with other people, who grow up on a 
farm or in a city, and who find that 
there is not enough to go around for 
everyone. A young man of an average 
American family, who has all the privi- 
leges which an Indian never had, looks 
around and talks it over with his family. 
He goes somewhere else and he gets him- 
self a job. He tries to acquire a little of 
the world’s goods and becomes a tax- 
payer. He gets married, raises a family, 
and educates his children. 

The young Indian is denied, through 
restrictions of the Indian Bureau, the 
ambition to do anything for himself, un- 
less he can persuade the Indian leaders 
to do something which they are not do- 
ing, and which is most unlikely for them 
to do, because they have already reached 
the point of abandoned ambition. The 
young Indians meet that stone wall 
which the distinguished Senator from 
Oregon has described. They spend their 
time bickering within the tribe. Finally 
they become old and then start blocking 
the young people as they come along. 

We have had Indian students at our 
University of Nevada. They play foot- 
ball. They are good boxers, They en- 
ter into athletic competition. They 
want more Indians to have the ambition 
to attend high schools and colleges and 
learn professions, and learn to deal with 
their fellow men on an equal basis, so 


they can take their places among other - 


citizens of the United States. 

Of course, the distinguished Senator 
from Oregon knows, as does the junior 
Senator from Nevada, and as every Sen- 
ator knows, that many people start out 
without a great deal of this world’s 
goods. It is sometimes said that the 
Indian must not be turned loose because 
Someone will beat him out of a part of 
his property. If my experience is any 
criterion, he may be beat out of prop- 
erty many times before he learns the 
ways of the world. Eventually he may 
increase his earning power and he may 
be able to hang on to a little property. 
This experience is not confined to the 
Indians by any means. The Irishmen, 
the Germans, and the Italians have to 
face this in the competitive world. 

The purpose of the proposed legisla- 
tion is to let the Indian compete on a 
fair competitive basis, so that Indian 
children, as they come along, do not ac- 
quire an inferiority complex, but instead 
go out into life and take their posi- 
tions, knowing that they are equal. Mr, 
President, the fact that one knows he is 
equal is what makes him equal. 

I think the junior Senator from Ore- 
gon will agree that if anyone thinks he 
is not equal, the chances are that he will 
develop a feeling of inferiority, and 
finally an inferiority complex. 

The Indian Bureau errs in advocating 
and actually effecting the consolidation 
of Indian trust lands, thereby creating 
solid blocks of land which is designed 
eventually to create Indian reservations, 
Such lands remain tribal, and the title 
to such lands is in the United States, 
held in trust for certain tribes, and the 
lands are tax free; there is no individual 
Indian ownership whatsoever. 

The Indian Bureau refuses to permit 


the usual procedures to operate in the: 
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settlement of Indian estates. By refus- 
ing or failing to probate the estates of 
deceased Indians in the orderly, legal 
way, the Indian Bureau creates fraction- 
ated interests in lands by Indian heirs. 
Nowhere is the insidiousness of the 
Indian Bureau’s control over Indian af- 
fairs more serious or more dangerous in 
potentialities than in the matter of frac- 
tionated Indian heirship lands. 

The unwillingness of the Indian Bu- 
reau to do what it is ordered to do by law 
is inexcusable. Yet the Indian Bureau 
has had the encouragement of the 
present administration. 

As in the case of many other bureaus, 
Mr. President, the Indian Bureau is dedi- 
cated to its own mistakes, as a part of 
perpetuating itself. That is the purpose 
of the Indian Bureau in establishing 
principles and procedures to be followed 
in connection with the individual Indians 
and the Indian reservations. 

The Indian Bureau, with the conniv- 
ance of puppet tribal councils, is using 
tribal funds for the acquisition of lands, 
and places such lands in tribal and non- 
taxable status in order to destroy indi- 
vidual Indian ownership. 


FIVE GROUPS CONNIVE AGAINST INDIANS 


The Indian Bureau is in connivance 
with (a) certain attorneys representing 
Indians, Indian tribal councils, and 
Indian tribes; (b) certain former of- 
ficials and employees of the Indian Bu- 
reau; (c) certain so-called Indian wel- 
fare organizations; (d) certain Indian 
organizations, particularly the Congress 
of American Indians; and (e) other so- 
called pressure groups, 

Under the designation of former offi- 
cials and employees of the Indian Bu- 
reau, I here mention a few: Harold L. 
Ickes, former Secretary of the Interior; 
John Collier, former Commissioner of 
Indian Affairs; Felix S. Cohn, former 
attorney for the Indian Bureau, and so- 
licitor or associate solicitor for the In- 
terior Department; Theodore B. Haas, 
former general counsel for the Indian 
Bureau; James E. Curry, and Mrs. Ruth 
Bronson, There are others. 

These former officials and employees 
have been able to secure a great num- 
ber of Indian claim cases and general at- 
torney contracts for numerous Indian 
tribes. For example, it was revealed re- 
cently in testimony before the House 
Committee on Appropriations that 
James E. Curry has 30 Indian claims 
contracts and 26 general counsel con- 
tracts. 

Mr. Harold L. Ickes, I am informed, 
enjoys such influence with the present 
administration that he went to the White 
House to demand the ouster of the Com- 
missioner of Indian Affairs for refusing 
to approve certain Indian attorney con- 
tracts, and that shortly after Mr. Ickes’ 
visit to the White House the Secretary of 
the Interior ordered the said contracts 
approved; and Mr. Myer, Commissioner 
of Indian Affairs, surrendered, 

Mr. President, my remarks are not so 
much in condemnation of the personal- 
ities involved as they are in condemna- 
tion of the methods which the Congress 
allows to be continued. After all, as I 
have said apropos of other pending legis- 
lation, some persons have been inclined 
to blame Mr. Roosevelt, and others since 
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Mr. Roosevelt died have blamed Mr, Tru- 
man for what is going on. However, let 
me remind you that the appropriations 
to carry out the policies must be passed 
on by the Congress of the United States. 

We need not move out of our own ju- 
risdiction to stop the damnable outrage 
that is being perpetrated on a proud 
people. All we have to do is to attend to 
our own business here. 

It is easy enough to say that a certain 
question is so complicated that we are 
unable to understand it, and that there- 
fore we will vote for it because we do not 
wish someone to say, “You voted against 
something in which I was interested.” 

Mr. President, when I ran for the Sen- 
ate in 1946, I made only one promise to 
my people, and I am trying to keep it. 
That promise was that I would never vote 
for a bill on the floor of the Senate until 
I understood it and until my people had 
an opportunity to understand it. 


WHO IS HAROLD L. ICKES? 


Mr. President, who is this self-styled 
“Honest Harold” Ickes, who of late has 
appeared before committees of Congress 
in behalf of some of his schemes, and 
who recently testified before a subcom- 
mittee of the Senate Labor and Public 
Welfare Committee studying ethics and 
moral standards in Government? He 
directed barbs not only at Congress, but 
by implication at General of the Army 
Douglas MacArthur and at the junior 
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Mc- 
CARTHY]. 

Mr. Ickes’ background does not par- 
ticularly fit him to criticize anyone. 

Mr. Harold L. Ickes is the same person 
whom the Honorable John S. Gibson, 
Democratic Congressman from Georgia, 
discussed in a speech in the House of 
Representatives, on March 5, 1946. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed at this point in the 
Recorp the speech delivered in the 
House of Representatives by Representa- 
tive Gibson. 

There being no objection, the speech 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


HAROLD L. IcKEs’ RECORD 


(Speech of Hon. John S. Gibson, of Georgia, 
in the House of Representatives, Tuesday, 
March 5, 1946.) 


Mr. Gipson. Mr. Speaker. I have always 
been wary, and often suspicious, of any per- 
son going around with a sign on his back 
nominating himself as “honest.” 

It was in this frame of mind that I decided 
to devote a degree of study and attention to 
the circumstances surrounding the departure 
from our midst here in Washington of Mr, 
Harold L. Ickes, who about 3 weeks ago 
tendered to the President of the United 
States his resignation as Secretary of the 
Interior. 

I must admit that I was gratified when 
President Truman rendered pronto accept- 
ance of Mr. Ickes’ resignation, informing the 
former Secretary that it would not even be 
necessary for him to “work out his notice.” 

Personally, I resented the unwarranted 
attack made by this man upon the integrity 
of Mr. Edwin W. Pauley, whose only sins that 
I know anything about are his great success 
as a businessman and his unswerving loyalty 
to the Democratic Party. 

It occurs to me that one of the reasons why 
the Communist front in America has taken 
up this hue and cry against Ed Pauley’s nom- 
ination as Under Secretary of the Navy is 
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that he has been a successful businessman— 
successful in the American tradition of free 
enterprise and competition. 

I resent the un-American tactics of those 
who have resorted to a smear campaign in 
an effort to halt the confirmation of a suc- 
cessful and high type American, who has 
sacrificed himself and his business patrioti- 
cally to serve his country. 

It is a puzzle to me how these subver- 
sive influences, despite the subtle cleverness 
of their tactics, could pull the wool over 
the eyes of thinking people. 

Mr. Speaker, I am sure there is not a 
Member of this Congress who will not agree 
with me that ours is the most perfect form 
of government ever developed. Under it 
we have become the greatest nation on the 
face of the globe. I would not want to 
sacrifice it for any system under which my 
children and any grandchildren would have 
their lives planned and arranged for them 
by the Government the day they arrive in 
this world. 

But there are people in America today— 
living off the fat of the land—who are work- 
ing for establishment in our country of a 
system under which the Government could 
say to the mothers and fathers of this Nation: 

“Your son must be a plumber’’—and a 
plumber he would be, regardless of any 
ambition he might have to become a banker, 
merchant, lawyer, or even President of the 
United States. 

To you, my colleagues and friends, I say 
again today that I'm going to continue to 
fight with ever fiber in my being those in- 
fluences which would destroy the opportuni- 
ties whereby the children of America may 
follow the careers of their own choosing and 
achieve greatness in their own right. 

This man, Ickes, has obviously permitted 
himself, unwittingly or otherwise, to be- 
come the tool of these influences. It is 
therefore puzzling to me, in view of this 
situation and in view of the record of this 
talkative individual recently retired to pri- 
vate life, how certain segments of the na- 
tional press can give credence to his verbal 
outbursts over the statements of the Presi- 
dent of the United States. 

True enough he was Secretary of the In- 
terior—and I reiterate that I am glad this 
situation has been corrected. Albert B. Fall 
was also once Secretary of the Interior. Mr. 
Ickes is no more a Democrat—and never has 
been a Democrat—than was Albert Fall. 

He once called himself a Bull Moose, but 
I have not found a bull moose anywhere 
that would admit the kinship. He may have 
some of the characteristics, but I have never 
heard of a bull moose, even when loudly 
bellowing, that could make as much noise as 
this fellow can make. 

Now let us look briefly into the record 
of this man whose self-imposed monicker 
is “Honest Harold.” Of course, I will not 
have the time to review thoroughly his 
checkered career, but I think I can touch 
enough of the high spots to demonstrate my 
point—and that is we should certainly ac- 
cept the word of a successful businessman, 
as well as the statement of the President of 
the United States, rather than that of Hon- 
est Harold.” 


I recall a case, some 10 or 11 years ago, 
when this man, Ickes, used the influence of 
his office to block the administration of jus- 
tice and prevent convicted thieves in the 
employ of the Interior Department from 
going to jail. 

It was during the early days of the old 
Public Works Administration, when the then 
Federal district attorney of the Virgin Is- 
lands, Mr. Ely Baer, found that certain Fed- 
eral employees of the islands, over which 
Mr. Ickes had jurisdiction, were stealing 
building materials and supplies. 

They were using these materials to build 
homes for themselves. They were selling 
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concrete, shipped for homestead construc- 
tion, and pocketing the money. 

One of these PWA officials, a Negro named 
Leonard W. McIntosh, was tried in Federal 
court at St. Thomas, convicted, and 
sentenced to jail. 

My friends, is it not astounding that Mr. 
Ickes would refuse to take the side of law 
and order and insist that this man be pun- 
ished? He most certainly did not uphold the 
law. 

McIntosh appealed his case to the circuit 
court of appeals at Philadelphia. This court 
also said he was guilty. And when this con- 
victed thief failed to obtain a reversal by 
the courts, Ickes went to his rescue. He is- 
sued an order, personally directing the Gov- 
ernor of the Virgin Islands—a Mr. Cramer— 
to pardon McIntosh. 

What is more, Mr. Speaker, all during the 
time of McIntosh's trial, he remained on the 
Federal payroll at the direction of the Sec- 
retary of the Interior Honest Harold” 
Ickes. He also kept the job after he was 
pardoned. 

You will not find anything else to parallel 
this in the entire history of our great Nation. 

But there is more to the Virgin Islands 
story. “Honest Harold” called District At- 
torney Baer to Washington and directed him 
to discontinue the investigation into the 
thievery of Government property. Mr. Baer 
told the Secretary that it was his duty to 
prosecute criminal violations and he could 
not discontinue. 

Then Mr. Ickes angrily fired Mr. Baer, with 
prejudice. He not only discharged Mr. Baer; 
he used the infiuence of his office to bring 
about return to America of Judge Webber 
Wilson, the presiding judge at the Virgin 
Islands trials. 

But Mr. Baer was subsequently employed 
in the legal department of the General Ac- 
counting Office, where I understand he has 
received three promotions. Judge Wilson is 
now a member of the Federal Parole Board, 
where he has served for several years with 
distinction. 

In our America, a man’s family life is a 
very great factor in the determination by 
his neighbors and acquaintances of the kind 
of a fellow he really is. 

The record shows that “Honest Harold,” 
while attending school in Chicago, was be- 
friended by a professor, who invited Mr. Ickes 
to move into his home. Later, Ickes moved 
out, taking with him the professor’s wife and 
her fortune of several million dollars. She 
divorced the teacher and married “Honest 
Harold.“ s 

That was her privilege, of course, but she 
lived to regret the act before her death in an 
automobile accident several years later, be- 
cause she was called upon to put up lots of 
heavy cash to finance the whims and in- 
discretions of this fellow who gave himself 
the honest“ monicker. 

Yes; she even used $30,000 to satisfy the 
righteous indignation of a husband whose 
wife became a reason for some of the troubles 
of Mr. Ickes. 

A Chicago broker, with whom “Honest 
Harold” had dealt in playing the stock mar- 
ket to the extent of hundreds of thousands 
of dollars, once threatened criminal court 
action to collect sums obligated by Mr. Ickes, 
but paid by his first wife to get him out of 
trouble. 

But the manner in which Honest Harold“ 
treated his foster sons following the death of 
their mother, I believe, had the greatest in- 
fluence upon my decision to be wary of his 
outbursts. 

Yes, the first Mrs. Ickes brought along 
three boys—Robert, Francis, and Wilmarth— 
and prevailed upon her second husband to 
legally adopt them. 

When she died in the New Mexico accident, 


it was found that her will directed a legacy 


of about $200,000 to each of these young 
men. But “Honest Harold” found a legal 
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loophole in the will and, as executor, disin- 
herited them. Robert reports they have 
not received a red cent of their intended in- 
heritance. 

But this man with the self-imposed “hon- 
est“ handle to his name did not stop with 
disinheritance. He found that the late Mrs. 
Ickes had, before her death, loaned Wilmarth 
$10,000 for a business venture. Following her 
death, Mr. Ickes called upon Wilmarth to pay 
up. The young man could not pay. “Hon- 


est Harold“ foreclosed. Wilmarth commit- 


ted suicide. 

I did not take the floor today with the 
purpose of attempting to tell the Senate how 
to conduct the hearings upon the nomina- 
tion of Mr. Pauley. I trust, therefore, that 
I will not be considered presumptuous when 
I suggest that Robert Ickes, as a witness, 
would, without doubt, be able to throw addi- 
tional light upon the question of accuracy 
and responsibility in the testimony of the 
former Secretary of the Interior. 

Personally, I would like to know more 
about the settlement with tax officials in 
Chicago of the inheritance taxes upon Mrs. 
Ickes’ estate. Robert, no doubt, would be 
able to throw some additional light upon 
this matter. 

I understand that “Honest Harold” finally 
did offer his foster son, Robert, a compromise 
settlement of his inheritance—a mere $1,500. 
Naturally, Robert refused. 

We all know the story of how Mr. Ickes, 
during the critical gasoline shortage in the 
midst of the war, used automobiles and 
gasoline of the Department of the Interior to 
deliver eggs from his farm at Olney, Md., to 
customers in Washington. 

Speaking of “raw” situations, what could 
be rawer“ than that? 

I note that Mrs. Eleanor Patterson, editor 
of the Washington Times-Herald, has also 
found some “raw propositions,” involving 
“Honest Harold.” 

The Times-Herald, in an editorial of Feb- 
ruary 15, characterized the Ickes request of 
his first wife for $30,000 to satisfy the irate 
husband as the “rawest proposition in his 
experience.” 

The same editorial recalled an incident 
in which Drew Pearson, the columnist, pre- 
vailed upon “Honest Harold” to retain his 
late father in an Interior Department job, 
despite the administration of Mr. Pearson, 
Senior, as Governor of the Virgin Islands, 
during which the PWA scandal had its in- 
ception. 

The complete circumstances of the 
death of the first Mrs. Ickes in an automobile 
accident in New Mexico have never been 
made public. Mr. Ickes, himself, did not go 
to New Mexico to bring her back. He tele- 
graphed John J. Dempsey, now Governor of 
New Mexico, to ship her remains to Illinois 
for the funeral. He met the cortege there. 

If he has ever ordered an investigation 
of the accidental death of his first wife, I 
have not been able to find a record of it. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, I feel that if “Honest 
Harold” Ickes had regarded the approach of 
Mr. Pauley, during the 1944 campaign, as 
such a raw proposition, he would have, then 
and there, exposed the proposal he alleged 
Mr. Pauley made to him. Most certainly ne 
would have gone to President Roosevelt and 
protested. 

Wren Mr. Roosevelt took public works and 
relief money away from the Interior Depart- 
ment and placed the administration with 
the late Harry Hopkins, it is a known fact 
that “Honest Harold” privately hurled epi- 
thets at the President, Mr. Hopkins, and the 
entire administration. He declared then 
that the Roosevelt leaders were “plotting to 
waste the taxpayers’ money.” 

Mr. Ickes waited until he knew he was on 
his way out before he called the President 
of the United States a liar. Had he stated 
publicly what he had to say in private about 
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Mr. Roosevelt and Mr. Hopkins, we would 
have had a new Secretary of the Interior 
long ago. 

Is it not obvious, therefore, that this self- 
styled epitome of honesty thinks most about 
the welfare of “Honest Harold” Ickes—that 
he speaks more in behalf of his own skin 
than in the welfare of the American people? 

If Ed Pauley approached Secretary Ickes 
during the 1944 campaign and sought his 
cooperation, Mr. Pauley, then treasurer of 
the Democratic National Committee, did 
nothing more than his duty. Ickes, of course, 
is not a Democrat. He never was a Democrat. 
But he was appointed to membership in the 
Cabinet of a Democratic administration and 
certainly his political obligation was to the 
Democratic Party. 

“Honest Harold” says that Mr. Pauley asked 
him to dismiss a Federal lawsuit to gain title 
for the Government to submerged lands and 
tidelands. If he would do this, he says, Mr. 
Pauley advised him, there would be some 
heavy campaign money available from cer- 
tain oilmen. 

Now, let us see about this litigation Mr. 
Ickes had filed. 

In the first place it is a phony lawsuit. 
This House has already decided with only 11 
dissenting votes, that submerged lands and 
tidelands belong to the respective States in 
which and adjacent to which they are lo- 
cated. The bill is now pending in the Sen- 
ate, where it will also receive overwhelming 
approval. 

Mr. Pauley’s oil interests went to the State 


` of California and leased tidelands, off the 


California coast, for the purpose of drilling 
for oil. They paid for the leases at a rate the 
State of California said was fair. Ever since 
we became a Nation, it has been recognized 
that submerged lands and tidelands belong 
to the States. 

Mr. Pauley’s company discovered oil in the 
California tidelands. That is when “Honest 
Harold” Ickes, in quest of additional power, 
sought to obtain title to the lands for the 
Federal Government. 

The Pauley petroleum interests are paying 
to the State of California royalties on every 
barrel of oil produced by their tideland wells. 
That is exactly what they are doing, too, to 
the owners of all lands they have leased and 
turned into petroleum production. 

What difference does it make to an oil 
company who the owners of productive oil 
lands are, so long as such owners live up to 
their lease agreements? The royalties must 
be paid, regardless. 

So here we find Mr. Ickes using a phony 
lawsuit as the basis for assassination of the 
character of a man who has been a business 
success and who, having achieved a measure 
of wealth, is using both his money and his 
tclents to serve his country. 

Ed Pauley did a wonderful job as American 
representative on the Allied Reparations 
Commission. 

President Truman believes he has the 
qualifications for efficient administration of 
the Navy Department and has nominated 
him for appointment as Under Secretary of 
the Navy. Ihave no vote in this matter. It 
is a question for the Senate. I could not 
sit by silently, however, while Mr, Pauley 
is attacked in this despicable manner. 

Mr. Ickes, as Secretary of the Interior, 
wanted and had recommended that the 
Navy's oil operations be transferred to the 
Interior Department. He knew that con- 
firmation of Ed Pauley as Under Secretary of 
the Navy would certainly not help the cause. 

He set out to discredit Pauley with the 
President. Failing, he has resorted to public 
assassination of the character of this suc- 
cessful businessman. 

Under these circumstances, should this 
Congress place credence in the testimony of 
Mr. Ickes—the self-styled “Honest Harold”? 
Should the American people give ear to the 
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bombastic outbursts of this halitosic wind- 
bag, whose every action demonstrates selfish- 
ness and greed for power? 

I trust that these brief remarks have 
cleared the atmosphere of some confusion, 


Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, again I 


say that it is not Mr. Ickes that I am 


condemning. If it were not Mr. Ickes, 
it would be someone else, as long as the 
Congress, including the Senate, does not 
pay attention to its own business, 

Mr. Ickes, as Secretary of the Interior, 
was entitled to make any recommenda- 
tions he wished to make. When Mr. 
Ickes appears before a Senate committee, 
which is the privilege of any citizen, he 
is entitled to make any recommendations 
he wishes to make. 

However, the Congress of the United 
States is entitled to analyze the testi- 
mony of any person and to obtain the 
facts and to act on those facts. 

WHO IS JOHN COLLIER? 


Mr. President, John Collier became 
Commissioner of Indian Affairs in 1933; 
and during the 12 ensuing years he built 
up the Indian Bureau after his own plans, 
until today it stands unique among Gov- 
ernment bureaus—a Frankenstein's 
monster devouring Indian life and prop- 
erty. Collier is an expert in publicity 
and in evaluating new appeals. He has 
depended upon propaganda and manu- 
factured statistics to establish himself as 
a champion of Indian rights. 

Mr. President, one of the greatest 
harms ever been done to a great people 
has been done by their so-called cham- 
pions; some of these are honest in cham- 
pioning causes on which they have been 
sold by people in the bureaus. Good 
people are often sold on a wrong prin- 
ciple, and it is the good people who do 
more damage, after they have been sold 
on something, than péople like John Col- 
lier and others, who build up their own 
power through control of a bureau of the 
Federal Government. 

Within a year after he became Com- 
missioner, Collier had forced the 
Wheeler-Howard bill through Congress. 
This gave him the authority under a 
beneficent Secretary of the Interior, Mr. 
Ickes, to create new Indian reservations 
and to regather scattered Indians into 
newly segregated communities with 
tribal councils authorized to do whatever 
he would allow. He added hundreds of 
employees, large numbers of them 
selected for their willingness to promote 
his plans. 

After the pasage of the Wheeler- 
Howard Act, the tribes which accepted it 
were represented by tribal councils com- 
pletely under the control of the Indian 
Bureau, because of the fact that it could 
grant or withhold authority to them. 
The Indian Bureau is represented on 
most of the tribal councils by its own 
paid employees. Other tribal councils 
are bound to the Indian Bureau through 
employment of leading Indians. 

Mr. President, Congress has a bad 
habit. We write a bill which perhaps in 
itself is good, or which at least contains 
some good qualities, some good principles 
but we end up by inserting a paragraph 
which says some agency or bureau or 
department of the Government may 
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make its own rules and regulations, 
which shall have the full force and effect 
of law. 

Mr. President, more harm has been 


done during the past 15 years by those_ 


concluding paragraphs than perhaps by 
the legislation itself. The Congress 
could take a little more time and be more 
specific as to what rules and regulations 
may be made by the bureaus and depart- 
ments, and the 400 alphabetical agencies 
which make their own rules and regula- 
tions. We might save a good deal of 
money that way. 

Mr, President, Mr. Collier’s tenure of 
office as Commissioner of Indian Affairs 
was terminated in the latter part of 1944 
or early part of 1945. The exposure be- 
fore the House Appropriations Subcom- 
mittee in hearings on the 1945 Interior 
appropriations bill resulted in Collier’s 
dismissal. One of the charges had to 
do with Collier's visit to my own State of 
Nevada, where he remained for approxi- 
mately 6 weeks, to establish his residence 
for divorce-action purposes. It was re- 
vealed before the House subcommittee 
that during said period, Mr. Collier was 
on Government expense and traveled to 
Nevada by plane, the cost of same being 
charged against funds allotted to the 
Navajo Indian Agency. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that a copy of a letter dated March 
7, 1944, from the Comptroller General 
to Mr. Ickes, the then Secretary of the 
Interior, concerning Mr. Collier using 
funds allotted to the Navajo Indian 
Agency for transportation to Nevada be 
placed in the Record at this point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

The honorable the SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR. 

My Dear Mn. Ickes: Reference is made to 
voucher No. 19-28073, October 1943, account 
of G. F. Allen, Chief Disbursing Officer, sym- 
bol 119, covering transportation of Mr. John 
Collier, Commissioner of Indian Affairs, by 
special plane from Window Rock, Ariz., to 
Las Vegas, Nev., on July 11, 1943. 

The Interior Department Appropriation 
Act, 1944, approved July 12, 1943 (57 Stat. 
451), provides “for travel expenses of depart- 
mental employees of the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs, $50,000,” but expenses of the travel 
by special plane as shown on said voucher 
were charged against an allotment to the 
Navajo agency under the appropriation “for 
general administration of Indian property.” 

Appropriation accounts for recording trans- 
actions pertaining to such funds were pre- 
scribed, respectively, as follows: “General 
expenses, Indian service, 1944,” and “Ad- 
ministration of Indian property, 1944.“ 

Expenses of travel by plane of Mr. Collier 
from Window Rock, Ariz., to Las Vegas, Nev., 
were paid from “Administration of Indian 
property, 1944.“ while other travel expense 
items on the same trip shown on voucher No. 
7-171172, November 1943, account of G. F. 
Allen, Chief Disbursing Officer, were paid 
from General expenses, Indian service, 1944.” 
Since there is a specific appropriation for 
travel expenses of departmental employees of 
the Bureau of Indian Affairs an explanation 
is requested for the use of other than such 
appropriation for the payment of travel ex- 


penses of the Commissioner of Indian Af- 
fairs. 
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Voucher No. 7-171172 which the traveler 
certified to as being just and true in all re- 
spects contains the following statement: 

“All other travel was by means of Govern- 
ment cars and private transportation for 
which no charge has been made,” yet there 
is no reference thereon to the travel by spe- 
cial plane in the amount of $135 charged 
against funds allotted to the Navajo agency. 
It is therefore requested that this Office be 
furnished a statement of all travel expenses 
during the fiscal year 1944 of departmental 
employees of the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
charged against appropriations other than 
“General expenses, Indian service, 1944.” 

It has been informally reported to this 
Office that the trip to Nevada was of other 
than an official nature. 

It is therefore requested that such addi- 
tional information as the officer may care to 
submit be furnished this Office in support of 
the payments in question. 

Sincerely yours, 
LINDSAY C. WARREN, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 


Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, John 
Collier is now the president of the Insti- 
tute of Ethnie Affairs, Inc., which organ- 
ization lists among its directors the 
following: John Collier, Laura Thomp- 
son—also known as Mrs. John Collier, 
Felix S. Cohn, and Roger Baldwin, na- 
tional chairman of the notorious Ameri- 
can Civil Liberties Union. 

THE NATIONAL CONGRESS OF AMERICAN INDIANS, 
WHAT IS IT? 

The National Congress of American 
Indians is a vehicle used by James E. 
Curry and Ruth M. Bronson to secure 
Indian attorney contracts. 

Ruth M. Bronson is the executive 
director and James E. Curry is the at- 
torney for the National Congress of 
American Indians. 

The National Congress of American 
Indians was started, in May 1944, at 
Chicago by 22 individuals, the majority 
of whom were employees of the Indian 
Bureau. Many, if not most, of the 
present officers of this organization have 
at one time or another been employed by 
the Indian Bureau. It seems to me that 
“National Congress of American Indians” 
is a most misleading title for an organi- 
zation organized as a pressure group or 
lobby for the Indian Bureau. 

In connection with the lobbying ac- 
tivities of the National Congress of 
American Indians, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that an editorial entitled “Indian 
Traders,” by Frank G. Waldrop, from 
the Washington Times-Herald, of Sun- 
day, January 11, 1948, be printed in the 
Record at this point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the edi- 
torial was ordered to be printed in the 
ReEcorp, as follows: 

INDIAN TRADERS 
(By Frank C. Waldrop) 

Here is a little story about Mrs. Ruth 
Muskrat Bronson and her friends. Mrs. 
Bronson is a vibrant ladies’ club speaker and 
registered lobbyist at the Capitol for the Na- 
tional Congress of American Indians. But 
let's just let this one go from left to right, in 
the order named, and see what happens: 

1. Last year Secretary of the Interior Cap 
Krug, who looks after Alaskan affairs, asked 
Congress to pass a law opening the Tongass 


SEPTEMBER 22 


National Forest in Alaska to modern world 
development. 

Specifically, he asked the power to join 
with the Secretary of Agriculture in apprais- 
ing the timber and selling off cutting rights 
to make newsprint and other pulp products 
so badly needed on the west coast. 

2. Tribes of Indians live in the Tongass 
region. It’s a question whether they have 
any legal, titular claim to anything, since the 
United States Government bought Alaska 
outright from Russia on June 20, 1867, and 
the title passed between the two Govern- 
ments without any provisions for Indian 
tribal claims of any kind. 

But nevertheless, Uncle Sam is a soft- 
hearted guy. 

And so when Congress passed a law last 
summer authorizing the projects requested 
by Interior Secretary Krug, a section was in- 
serted specifically requiring that all money 
from the Tongass timber sales be put in a 
special Treasury account until the rights to 
the land and timber are finally determined. 

3. It looked like a good deal for some en- 
terprising pulp and paper outfit to go up to 
Alaska and do some pioneering, also make 
paper for the United States west coast, which 
is so badly in need of same. 

So the Puget Sound Pulp & Timber Co., 
of Bellingham, Wash., got set to bid for the 
timber rights and put up a paper-making 
plant costing around $16,000,000. 

4. Whereupon, the P. S. P. & T. Co. got a 
letter from Washington, D. C., signed qames 
E. Curry, advising them that his clients, the 
Tlingit and Haid Indians, of Alaska, would 


be heard from in the law courts and under . 


no conditions to put any faith in certain bu- 
reaucrats who might say otherwise. 

You can imagine how quickly P. S. P. & T. 
Co. lost interest in putting up a paper mill 
on land that the Indians and the United 
States Government would have to fight over 
with P. S. P. & T. Co. as grass under the 
elephants’ feet. 

5. Just by chance, there is a James E. Cur- 
ry listed as counsel to the National Congress 
of American Indians, for which Mrs. Ruth 
Muskrat Bronson is lobbyist. 

And just by chance last summer, after In- 
terior, Agriculture, and Congress had hotted 
up the Tongass deal, Mrs. Ruth Muskrat 
Bronson drifted up to Alaska. And just by 
chance she discovered that Indians up there 
were going to lose the timber and so begged 
her to help them. 

Next thing anybody knew there was James 
E. Curry up in Alaska doing about, and lo 
and behold, in time it came to pass that 
the Timber Development Corp., No. 9 Rocke- 
feller Plaza, New York City, found itself with 
contracts from Indian tribes up there for 
timber rights. 

The contracts each affected a specified 
$10,000,000 worth of timber. And to tie up 
the Indians’ ownership, if any, Timber De- 
velopment Corp. deposited with the tribes 
$500 per contract. 

Nice work, a $500 binder for a $10,009,000 
deal, is it not? It is. 

For the record, it appears that Timber De- 
velopment Corp. was organized by a New 
York attorney, Richard G. Green, No. 9 Rock- 
efeller Plaza, and, as he says himself, the 
incorporators are all people in his office. 

6. The Agriculture Department, through 
Chief Forester Lyle Watts, has denounced 
the Indian claims and said the Forest Serv- 
ice will oppose them. He invites pulp and 
paper makers to bid and get started develop- 
ing Alaska. But Curry, Timber Development 
Corp., Mrs. R. M. Bronson & Co. have scotched 
all that. 

In fact, Mrs. Bronson put out a press re- 
lease here last month after the third contract 
between Alaskan Indians and Timber De- 
velopment Corp. had been signed, flatly fore- 
casting: 

“+ +% * litigation that will bring to a 
head the conflict over ownership of timber 


1951 


in southeastern Alaska that has been sim- 
mering for more than 20 years between the 
Indian inhabitants of the area and the Forest 
Service of the Department of Agriculture.” 

She said the Indians are sticking by the 
Interior Department in its interminable 
bureaucratic war for power against Agricul- 
ture, and that “Interior Department officials 
have urged the Indians to proceed to cut and 
dispose of their own timber resources, not- 
withstanding Agriculture Department objec- 
tions.” 

But just the same, the Forest Service will 
invite bids for timber in Tongass Forest in a 
few weeks, offering a United States Govern- 
ment contract on the same trees the Indians 
have already sold to Mrs. Bronson's pals. 

So here we have Interior Department bu- 
reaucrats pulling one way, Agriculture an- 
other, pulp companies scared to bid for fear 
of lawsuits, and lawyers forming timber-de- 
velopment corporations nobody ever heard 
of before, and Mrs. Bronson busy lobbying. 

When is the United States Congress going 
to investigate this sort of deal and clean up 
the whole Indian mess? 


Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, Mrs. 
Ruth M. Bronson, the executive director 
of the National Congress of American In- 
dians, was employed in the Indian Bu- 
reau for 19 years. In hearings before 
the Senate Interior and Insular Affairs 
Committee, under oath, testified that 
although she received no regular salary 
from the National Congress of American 
Indians, she did receive considerable 
amounts from civil liberties trust for 
trips to Alaska. 

I am informed that the National Con- 
gress of American Indians has received 
funds from the Field Foundation of New 
York. 

JAMES E. CURRY 


James E. Curry, one time an employee 
of the Indian Bureau, engaged in pro- 
moting the Wheeler-Howard Act and 
is now attorney for the National Con- 
gress of American Indians and acting 
as an attorney for many different Indian 
tribes. As attorney he derives retainer 
fees from each of such tribes. Mr. Cur- 
ry’s principal occupation seems to be act- 
ing as general attorney for Indian tribal 
councils and prosecuting Indian claims 
against the United States. He has ap- 
parently obtained his various positions 
through the influence of William Zim- 
merman, Jr., until recently Assistant 
Commissioner of Indian Affairs. Is this 
not a case of the Indian Bureau speak- 
ing through the National Congress of 
American Indians? 

Mr. President, it is not the desire of 
the junior Senator from Nevada to con- 
demn any individuals for taking advan- 
tage of conditions created by acts of 
Congress and allowed to develop through 
neglect. 

DO INDIANS NEED SPECIAL PROTECTION? 


It is the contention of the Indian Bu- 
reau and the Congress of American In- 
dians that the Indians need special pro- 
tection” by the Federal Government. I 
would like to say right here that “protec- 
tion” of Indian property in this late day 
and age is about as out of date as Negro 
slavery in the United States. Of course, 
the Negro needed “protection” by his 
master. All slaves do. I am reminded 
that in Nazi Germany the Jews were 
often taken into “protective custody” by 
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the Government, later to be put in con- 
centration camps. “Protection” in this 
case can only mean the exercise of 
despotic power by a person or organiza- 
tion over the person and property of 
one who is too weak to defend himself. 
You do not exercise normal function of 
government in this case, but what you do 
is to single out a particular race of 
people for special regulation and ex- 
ploitation under a provision which is 
completely outdated and anachronistic. 

Acceptance of the legal incompetency 
of a certain class of our citizens as a 
basis for “protection” by the Federal 
Government is not compatible with the 
principles of democracy. Are we pre- 
pared to assert that Indians should be 
relegated to a status of incompetency any 
more than the Irish, the Scandinavians, 
the Germans, the English, the Negroes, or 
persons of Mongolian ancestry? Such 
an assumption runs counter to every 
principle of our political and traditional 
background here in America. Yet the 
Indian Bureau does just that. And Con- 
gress permits it and appropriates money 
to make it effective. 

It is not necessary for Indians to have 
special supervision from the Indian Bu- 
reau for their business and political 
organizations. American Indians do 
not want tribal organizations and cor- 
porations fostered and manipulated by 
an Indian bureau. They do not want 
special Indian Bureau charities in the 
form of Bureau schools and hospitals, 
and doctors, many of which are defi- 
nitely below standard in their services. 
They realize that these things set them 
apart from other American citizens, be- 
sides making them pawns of the Indian 
Bureau. 

DEFUNCT INDIAN BUREAU PLANNING NEW RAIDS 
ON TREASURY 

If this bill of mine would remove the 
basis for the shackles on the Indian 
today, is that bad? If individual In- 
dians owned their own lands without 
hindrance and had access to their own 
savings, is that bad? If Indians partici- 
pated in the same rights as other citi- 
zens, is that bad? Of course not. There 
is no justification today for these re- 
strictions. Yet, we find that the Indian 
Bureau is planning huge raids on the 
public treasury in the guise of special 
so-called rehabilitation programs for 
certain Indian reservations and tribes 
under Indian Bureau sponsored corpo- 
rations to continue into the indefinite 
future. It is incredible that these 
things should be. 

The curriculum of Indian Bureau 
schools today is an absolute disgrace. 


In South Dakota they have decided they 
‘have had enough of these low-standard 


schools and have provided means where- 
by the parents of children in Indian 
schools can insist on State standards. 
Congress has recently passed a law to 
this effect. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MALONE, I yield. 

Mr. MUNDT. I am happy that the 
Senator is including South Dakota in 
connection with the Indian problems, 
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because they have been of great con- 
cern to the people of my State for a 
long time. Weare just now making some 
progress in the direction of bringing In- 
dian children into the white schools. 
The State immediately to the east, Min- 
nesota, for many years has followed the 
custom of placing Indian children in 
white schools, and, as a consequence, 


‘some very fine Indians hold high posi- 


tions. I think it is a great constructive 
step to make sure that the Indian re- 
ceives an education which is equal and 
ecuivalent to that enjoyed by white chil- 
dren. Is the Senator from Nevada work- 
ing on a program or project or plan to 
make that kind of education more gen- 
erally available to the Indians? 

Mr. MALONE. I would say in answer 
to the distinguished Senator from South 
Dakota that that is exactly the objective. 
The Senator from Nevada is introducing 
a bill to abolish the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs. That is the first thing. The 
purpose is to make people of the Indians, 
to make them the equal of other citizens, 
so that they may have equal advantage, 
not only in the work and competitive jobs 
of the communities and the States, but 
in the schools, just as the distinguished 
Senator has mentioned, so that instead 
of having a special Indian school, with 
subgrade education, and with little at- 
tention paid to it by the superintendent 
of public instruction of the State, the 
pupils can mingle with other pupils in 
the grade schools. 

Mr. MUNDT. Does the Senator from 
Nevada agree with the Senator from 
South Dakota that to the extent Indian 
education on the reservation is devoted 
to teaching Indian children to live like, 
their Indian ancestors and to perpetuate 
the arts and crafts of Indians of 50 or 
100 years ago, it is turning the clock of 
progress backward instead of looking 
forward to new opportunities for Indian 
children? 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, the 
junior Senator from Nevada thoroughly 
agrees with the distinguished Senator 
from South Dakota, This is the second 
occasion on which the Senator from 
Nevada has introduced a bill to bring 
about equality. The first time was in 
the Eighty-first Congress. 

I repeat, that the way Indian children 
are now treated, kept on reservations and 
taught, as the distinguished Senator just 
said, to perpetuate weaving and various 
crafts for which there is little or no sale 
at a price that will result in making a 
fair wage, even if they become proficient 
in the craft, itis a backward step. Their 
white brothers and sisters study through 
the grade schools and the high schools 
and the colleges and become proficient. 
Now we have atomic energy coming on, 
and graduate engineers will become out 
of date unless they continue to keep up 
with their studies. I know that to be 
true, because I am an engineer. 

Here we have a great, proud race of 
people in this country to whom under 
present administration we do not open 
the gates to these new discoveries. Not 


‘only that, but if they have energy and 


persistence enough to knock at the gates, 
they are unable to come in. 
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Mr. MUNDT. Does the Senator from 
Nevada agree that the Indian problem, 
insofar as there is an Indian problem— 
the senior Senator from South Dakota 
prefers to refer to it as an Indian oppor- 
tunity—it is largely a problem of provid- 
ing industrial opportunities for the 
adults and educational opportunities for 
the young? And does the Senator from 
Neveda further agree that if such oppor- 
tunities are provided in a proper way 
and the Indians are safeguarded until 
they can avail themselves of them, with- 
in a short period of time the Indians will 
live among us as any other national, and 
not as wards of the State? 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, there 
can be no doubt about that. What we are 
trying to remove is a roadblock to the 
Indian, so that he may hold his head 
high, and take his place in society. If he 
is given that opportunity, he will live 
proudly and well among his fellows and 
not be set apart as a member of an in- 
ferior race, as we have heretofore set him 
apart. 

Mr. MUNDT. I may say that we once 
had a Vice President who was one of the 
indirect progeny of intermarriage be- 
tween Indians and whites, which turned 
out very successfully. 

Mr. MALONE. The junior Senator 
from Nevada has stated that when the 
former Vice President Curtis died, even 
after the people of the United States had 
had enough confidence in his ability and 
integrity to elect him Vice President, 
meaning that they thought he had the 
ability to be President of the United 
States, the Bureau of Indian Affairs set- 
tled his estate. 

Mr. MUNDT. The proudest boast I 
ever heard Will Rogers make was that 
he was to a considerable degree of In- 
dian blood. 

Mr. MALONE. That is true. The 
Senator from Nevada has said that 
Indian blood is good blood. It is the 
roadblock of the Bureau of Indian Af- 
fairs that has kept the Indian back. 

Congress is also at fault. Members of 
the Bureau of Indian Affairs wish to per- 
petuate their jobs and actually build still 
bigger a Bureau which was intended to 
close down. The Indian Bureau has 
been built up in 45 or 46 years from a 
$10,000,000-per-year institution to a 
$90,000,000-per-year institution. 

For 125 years, the restricted Indian has 
been practically a prisoner of war. It is 
almost impossible for him to break away 
and take any of his heritage in the form 
of this world’s goods. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for one final word? 

Mr. MALONE. I am happy to yield. 

Mr. MUNDT. I should like to con- 
gratulate the Senator from Nevada on 
his contributions to a better understand- 
ing of how to correct a situation which 
now limits opportunities for the Indians. 
The senior Senator from South Dakota 
would also like to sound a word of warn- 
ing. I do not believe there can be an 
abrupt changeover from the position the 
Indian now occupies to a position which 
would require him to stand solely on his 
own feet. I am sure the Senator from 
Nevada has in mind some process by 
which this can be done speedily, but 
at the same time without doing injury 
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to those Indians who still, because of old 
age and lack of economic opportunity, 
are unable to take care of themselves. 

Mr. MALONE. I think there is no 
doubt about that. The junior Senator 
from Nevada has already named certain 
tribes and reservations that are ready 
for liberation. 

Mr. MUNDT. There are a great num- 
ber of them. 

Mr. MALONE. Yes. Then there are 
a number that within 10 years, without 
a doubt, can be liberated. 

Mr. MUNDT. Yes, if they receive 
some encouragement from the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs. 

Mr. MALONE. And a very short time 
after that the entire Indian population of 
the United States would be on its own. 
The junior Senator from Nevada hopes 
that the Senate Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs will hold hearings on 
my bill: Let us not perpetuate a condi- 
tion which, instead of improving a great 
proud race of people, is making it worse 
for them every year. 

I thank the senior Senator from South 
Dakota for his contribution. 

Indian parents send their children to 
Indian schools because it is required, 
not of choice. It is no privilege to 
go to an Indian school. An Indian 
school is about the psychological equiv- 
alent of a school for mental defectives 
or other backward students. No one 
wants to send his children to an insti- 
tution of this sort. Indians are proud 
people. They want to send their chil- 
dren to regular schools, but the Bureau 
of Indian Affairs makes that impossible. 

INDIAN HEALTH CONDITIONS 


Take the matter of Indian health con- 
ditions. The shocking Indian Bureau 
inadequacy and neglect of fundamentals 
in health care has recently been revealed 
in the case of the Navajo. 

Need I cite the case of the Klamau 
hospital on the Klamath Reservation in 
Oregon, or the Yakima hospital in the 
State of Washington—hospitals under 
the Indian Bureau which were used as 
justification for appropriations but 
which were not even kept open for pa- 
tients during the time when public and 
tribal money was supposedly being used 
for this purpose—or the Ignatio hospital 
on the Consolidated Ute Indian Agency, 
which was without a doctor from 1942 
until August 1950. In the latter case, the 
clerical staff at the hospital continued to 
requisition medical supplies and equip- 
ment, with the result that it now has 
sufficient medical supplies to meet their 
needs for the next 50 years. 

Where special geographic isolation re- 
quires special service, the United States 
Public Health Service could better ad- 
minister them. 

WOULD WE SACRIFICE FREEDOM TO AVOID TAXES? 

I wonder how many of us non-Indians 
would be glad to give up the freedom to 
mranage our own property in order to 
avoid paying State taxes? Not very 
many, I am sure. Why, then, should 
Indians regard this as an important 
consideration? 

INCOMPETENT AND RESTRICTED INDIANS 

If one thinks that a “competent” 
Indian is not “restricted,” I submit that 
he is only quibbling over terminology. 
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The point of the matter is that many In- 
dians are treated as persons not in full 
possession of their faculties. I cite the 
case of Gideon Peon, an “incompetent” 
Indian whose lands were tied up in the 
Flathead Reservation though he was 
competent“ enough to work in the 
United States post office service for 20 
years in a responsible position. Although 
the Congress passed a private bill to free 
his land, the President of the United 
States vetoed it on the advice of the 
Secretary of the Interior and his Indian 
Bureau. Peon still works for the post 
office. 

The word “incompetent” is a stigma 
that is placed on the Indians by the 
Indian Bureau as a device to keep the 
Indians regimented and to nullify any 
aggressive action by the Indians to bet- 
ter themselves. 

Thus the Bureau is perpetuated and 
the Indian Bureau officials keep hold of 
their jobs. In recent months the Bureau 
has initiated 40-year plans for domi- 
nating the Indian under the guise of re- 
habilitation and relief programs. I sug- 
gest that the Indian Bureau has no in- 
tention of ending its control over the 
Indians now or at any time in the future. 

PRESSURE GROUPS SWING INTO ACTION 


Mr. President, when there are intro- 
duced bills intended to bring about ac- 
ceptance and full recognition of the 
Indian as a citizen with all the rights and 
privileges extended to other citizens and 
with the responsibility and duties of such 
citizenship, and to terminate govern- 
mental supervision. or lessen the Indian 
Bureau's control over the Indian and his 
property in any degree, then the Ickes, 
the Colliers, the Cohens, the Currys, the 
Bronsons, the Ethnic Affairs, the Na- 
tional Congress of American Indians, the 
American Civil Liberties Union and other 
pressure groups swing into action with 
vicious propaganda charging, among 
other things, that such bills are Indian 
land-grab bills instigated by some un- 
known white landowner or some un- 
known dishonest and unprincipled cor- 
poration, for the primary benefit of the 
white landowners seeking to acquire 
lands needed by the Indians. 

Mr. President, the public lands were 
acquired from the Indians by purchase 
or conquest. Practically all public lands 
now in the possession of the Government 
consists of areas which were formerly 
held by Indians. 

The Federal Government policy of dis- 
posing of the public lands by gift to 
homemakers and homesteaders upon the 
performance of certain conditions by the 
recipient has had the most productive 
results of any program ever undertaken 
by this Government. 

Under the Homestead Act, land that 
was valueless in itself has been trans- 
formed by energetic pioneers into pro- 
ductive, wealth-creating, revenue-pro- 
ducing property. The hardy citizens 
who went out to these wilderness areas 
and made them blossom as the rose were 
a commingling of many nationalities 
and their children became magnificent 
specimens of American manhood, capa- 
ble of defending our country against any 
foreign foe or other danger. These men 
went out into the wild wastelands, aban- 
doning the luxuries of civilization, there- 
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by laying the foundations in many West- 
ern States which now serve as examples 
of the success which the American way 
of life makes possible, 

“Land grab” is more appropriately 
used for the recent policies of the Indian 
Bureau to acquire lands for its own exclu- 
sive control. 

TREATIES WITH INDIAN TRIBES 


In regard to the policy of the Gov- 
ernment in the recognition of Indian 
tribes as sovereign nations and mak- 
ing treaties with them in the same man- 
ner as with foreign nations until such 
practice ceased by the act of 1871, I 
quote from Representative Stephen W. 
Downey in a speech in the House on 
April 3, 1880, in which he said, in part: 


The recognition of the various nomadic’ 


tribes as sovereign nations with all that the 
term implies, was the prime error of govern- 
mental policy. Out of this the most complex 
judicial issues have grown. With recognized 
sovereignty come recognized equality, domain 
of territory, and the treaty-making power; 
the exercise of the latter power with such an 
application has been an oft-repeated bur- 
lesque of one of the highest acts of sover- 
eignty; yet it has dragged its grotesque length 
through nearly a century, twining its serpen- 
tine folds about every transaction between 
the Government and the Indians, occasion- 
ally presenting the pitiable spectacle of a 
joint high commission composed of distin- 
guished ambassadors of a great government 
on one side, and upon the other a half naked, 
ignorant chief, the present representative of 
a hundred or a thousand equally repulsive 
followers (which r-imber makes no difference 
in principle, and little difference in fact). 
Thus constituted, the commissioners begin 
negotiations, which often terminate in bind- 
ing the honor of the Government for all time 
to a tribe whose members have no concep- 
tion of the obligations of the treaty and only 
see in it a Government grant of some coveted 
privilege or bauble. Perhaps the most ridic- 
ulous feature of the whole transaction is 
seen in the fact that, upon the day following 
the treaty, this royal embodiment of sover- 
eignty, which yesterday the United States of 
America met with such formal circumstance, 
might be deposed and shorn of all his power 
by the subordinate officer of a subordinate 
branch of the Government who is charged 
with the execution of the details of the 
solemn international treaty, What a travesty 
upon diplomacy. 

Another extraordinary infraction of the 
conventional forms of treaties has charac- 
terized some of the later of these diplomatic 
triumphs, that of amending the treaty in 
the United States Senate, and holding the 
amended treaty binding upon both sover- 
eigns without the formality of submitting 
the Senate amendments of the savage sov- 
ereignty for approval. Concession of mu- 
tual right so to amend would have produced 
some astounding obligations undoubtedly. 
The exercise of the right by one of the 
treating parties and the denial of the same 
right to the other party is essentially a de- 
nial of equal sovereignty. Equal sovereignty 
is the foundation upon which treaties are 
built; its denial destroys that foundation. 

No wonder that the treaty-making power 
founded upon a fiction, wrongly assumed 
as a fact, should in its exercise and practice 
have evolved compacts and transactions as 
incongruous and contradictory as the foun- 
dation was fictitious. The wonder that the 
practice should have been so long main- 
tained; the greater wonder that it should 
have begun at all. Happily since the act of 
1871 the treaty-making practice ceased, ap- 
parently with the acquiescence of all parties 
concerned. So long as this acquiescence 
continues it is scarcely worth while to in- 
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quire how an act of Congress could take 
from the President and Senate a right vested 
in them by the Constitution. 

There is much fiction in the idea of the 
right of Indian domain over territory. Upon 
the first arrival of the whites, the pretended 
title in many instances had no better foun- 
dation than right of conquest. A usufruc- 
tuary rights seems to have been the only 
right in lands understood or appreciated by 
the natives. Had our ancestors taken by 
conquest instead of by purchase, the Indians 
in many cases would only have lost by force 
what they gained by force. 


Mr. President, you will understand 
that this address was made many years 
ago, and it was made in the language 
usually used in debate at the time. It 
shows the attitude toward Indians which 
then existed, 

These words were spoken in Congress 
more than 70 years ago and indicate 
how the contemporaries of the treaty- 
making period viewed the problem. The 
whole edifice of the Indian Bureau is 
reared on the fiction of tribal political 
organization and on the constitutional 
Federal delegation of power to deal with 
Indian tribes. 

The Wheeler-Howard Act invited the 
binding of a people who have always 
desired to be free American citizens and 
not members of Indian Bureau-spon- 
sored tribes. 

INDIANS WORSE OFF NOW THAN WHEN GOVERN- 
MENT STARTED MEDDLING 

The Indian Bureau was established 
more than 125 years ago to prepare the 
Indians for absorption into the polit- 
ical, economic, and social life of the 
States in which they live. It is indeed 
a sad commentary on the Indian Bu- 
reau that in some respects the Indians 
are farther from their goal today than 
they were 125 years ago. 

Let me remind you that Congress has 
already expressed itself in regard to the 
shocking condition in which we find 
Indian affairs, 

In 1943 the Senate Committee on In- 
dian Affairs issued Report No. 310, Sev- 
enty-eighth Congress, first session, which 
asserted that the Indian Bureau would 
have to go—lock, stock and barrel—if 
the condition of the Indians was ever 
to be remedied. 

This report came as the result of an 
extensive series of hearings conducted 
from 1928 through 1943 on practically 
all of the Indian reservations of this 
country. In other words, men who knew 
the situation from A to Z saw clearly that 
nothing less than the complete and irre- 
versible wiping out of the Indian Bureau 
and of all special Federal controls over 
persons of Indian descent would ever 
solve the problem. 

Mr. President, it is a sad state of af- 
fairs to hear people say during an elec- 
tion campaign, “There is no use going 
to the Indian reservation. On the day 
of election, or the night before, we will 
go over there and take a little fire water 
and $2 with us, and will control the vote.“ 


INDIANS, UPSTANDING PEOPLE, CANNOT BREAK n 


WAN 


These Indians are upstanding citizens. 
We have several reservations in Nevada 
with restricted Indians on them, reser- 
vations from which the Indians can get 
away, but are not encouraged to do so, 
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always having the ties of property and 
family relations to bring them back if 
they go away. These Indians are not 
encouraged to go to the regular schools, 
receiving an inferior type of schooling, in 
most cases, as mentioned by the dis- 
tinguished senior Senator from South 
Dakota [Mr. MUNDT]. . 

It is, I say, Mr. President, sad to see 
these fine people treated this way, and 
spoken of so disparagingly. What makes 
it possible for some people to speak that 
way is the prisoner-of-war role to which 
the Indians have been committed by the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs. 

It is time we got rid of this. Let the 
Indians stand on their own feet, and 
face the men who run for office, and face 
the men who have jobs to give out, or go 
into business, and create their own jobs, 
on an equal basis. Let us stop the long 
process of humiliating the Indian and 
degrading ourselves. 

In conclusion, I repeat what I said on 
this Senate floor in 1949 when I intro- 
duced S. 2726, Eighty-first Congress, pro- 
viding for the abolishment cf the Indian 
Bureau and the repeal of the Wheeler- 
Howard Act. I said that the only thing 
which will really cut the Gordian knot, 
so to speak, and it is a solution which 
only Congress can effectuate, is to tear 
up the Indian Bureau by its roots and set 
our fellow citizens of Indian descent free 
from the deathlike grip of this “old man 
of the sea.” 

Only by the abolition of the Indian 
Bureau, coupled with the repeal of the 
Wheeler-Howard Act, can the Federal 
Government remove a gross injustice 
and right an ancient wrong, once and 
for all. 

The Government of the United States 
should determine definitely what its debt 
to the Indians amounts to—individually 
and collectively—pay such debts and al- 
low them to take their place in the com- 
munities of this Nation on an even basis 
with other citizens. They have been on 
probation long enough. 


INTRODUCING S. 2167 TO ABOLISH INDIAN BUREAU 


Mr. President, I send to the desk and 
ask to have properly referred, a bill to 
abolish the functions of the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs of the Department of the 
Interior, to remove the guardianship 
over Indians and trusteeship over Indian 
lands, and to repeal the act of June 18, 
1934 (48 Stat. 984), as amended, and I 
further ask unanimous consent that it 
be printed in the Record at this point. 

There being no objection, the bill (S. 
2167) to abolish the functions of the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs of the Depart- 
ment of the Interior, to remove the 
guardianship over Indians and trustee- 
ship over Indian lands, and to repeal the 
act of June 18, 1934 (48 Stat. 984), as 
amended, introduced by Mr. MALONE, 
was received, read twice by its title, re- 
ferred to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs, and ordered to be printed 
in the Recorp, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That within 3 years 
from the date of the enactment of this act 
the Secretary of the Interior shall have 
caused the complete emancipation of the 
Indians by the removal of guardianship over 
such Indians, and trusteeship over property 
both real and personal belonging to indi- 
vidual Indians and recognized tribes; shall 
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have liquidated all tribal organizations in- 
cluding disposal of their assets. All lands 
and buildings and appurtenances on any 
such land whose ownership or inherited 
rights cannot be determined shall be con- 
veyed to the State in which located. 

Sec. 2. (a) On or before June 30, 1952, the 
moneys to the credit of each Indian on de- 
posit in the Treasury of the United States 
designated under the title “Individual Indian 
Moneys” shall be paid to such Indian: Pro- 
vided, That funds belonging to a minor or 
incompetent person shall be paid to a guard- 
ian duly appointed by the court of the State 
in which such minor or incompetent person 
is domiciled. No payment shall be made 
under this subsection until all indebtedness 
of the individual entitled to such payment 
to the United States or to any corporation 
or credit association organized under the act 
of June 18, 1934, or to any other tribal organ- 
ization shall have been satisfied. 

(b) Upon the disposition of the tribal 
assets of each recognized tribe, the pro rata 
share of the proceeds of such disposition and 
any other tribal funds of such tribe shall be 
paid to each member appearing on the rolls 
of such tribe as of the date of such payment, 
except that the shares of members thereof 
who are minors or incompetent persons shall 
be disposed of in accordance with the proviso 
in subsection (a). No payment shall be 
made under this subsection until all indebt- 
edness of the tribe or member thereof en- 
titled to such payment to the United States 
or to any corporation or credit association 
organized under the act of June 18, 1934, or 
to any other tribal organization shall have 
been satisfied. 

(e) No payment shall be made under this 
section until the Comptroller General shall 
have made a comprehensive audit of the as- 
sets and liabilities of each tribe, band, or 
tribal organization and shall have certified 
the amounts due each individual Indian 
from such assets and from funds deposited 
in the Treasury as “Individual Indian 
Moneys.” 

' Sec. 3. The act of June 18, 1934 (48 Stat. 
984), and the act of June 15, 1935 (49 Stat. 
378), supplementary thereto; and the acts of 
May 1, 1936 (49 Stat. 1250), and June 26, 
1936 (49 Stat. 1967), are hereby repealed. 
The unexpended balance in the “revolving 
fund” established pursuant to section 10 of 
said act of June 18, 1934, shall be covered 
into the general fund of the Treasury. The 
unexpended balances on the date of enact- 
ment of this act of funds advanced to cor- 
porations created pursuant to the said act 
of June 18, 1934, from such “revolving loan 
fund”, together with interest due thereon, 
shall be collected by the Secretary of the In- 
terior at the earliest practicable date and 
shall be deposited in the Treasury as mis- 
cellaneous receipts. The Secretary of the 
Interior, on behalf of the United States, shall 
acquire the assets and assume the liabilities 
of such corporations, and shall proceed to 
liquidate them at the earliest practicable 
date. 

Sec. 4. (a) Upon the appropriation by the 
Congress of an amount equal to the fair 
market vc lue, as determined by the board of 
liquidation established under section 6, of 
any tribal lands of any tribe of Indians and 
the placing of such amount to the credit of 
such tribe for distribution to its members in 
accordance with section 2, the United States 
shall take title to such lands. Lands ac- 
quired by the United States under this sec- 
tion shall be held, administered, or disposed 
of in the same manner as other public lands. 

(b) All school, hospital, and agency build- 
ings and property now under the jurisdiction 
of the Bureau of Indian Affairs, shall at the 
request of the State in which located, be con- 
veyed to such State for public use and such 
property as is not conveyed to a State shall 

be offered for sale to the highest bidder, the 
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proceeds therefrom to be deposited in the 
Treasury as miscellaneous receipts. 

Src. 5. (a) Effective July 1, 1952, all Indian 
irrigation projects now administered by the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs shall be transferred 
to, and shall be administered by, the Bureau 
of Reclamation in accordance with the pro- 
visions of the reclamation laws. 

(b) All records and property (including 
office equipment, contracts, agreements, and 
leases) and all personnel used primarily in 
the administration of such projects, are 
hereby transferred to the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion for use under the provisions of sub- 
section (a): Provided, That any of the per- 
sonnel of the Bureau of Indian Affairs trans- 
ferred by this section found by the Commis- 
sioner of Reclamation to be in excess of the 
personnel necessary for the efficient admin- 
istration of the functions so transferred shall 
be retransferred under existing law to other 
vacant positions if any in the Government 
service. 

(c) The unexpended balances of appropria- 
tions, allocations, or other funds (including 
repayments), heretofore or hereafter made 
available for carrying out such projects, shall 
be transferred to the Bureau of Reclamation 
and shall be available for such purposes, sub- 
ject to any conditions and limitations (in- 
cluding obligations chargeable to such ap- 
propriations, allocations, or other funds) 
that existed prior to such transfer. 

Sec. 6. There is hereby established a Board 
of Liquidation consisting of the Attorney 
General, the Secretary of the Treasury, the 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget, and 


the Administrator of General Services. It 


shall be the duty of the Board to cause an 
appraisal to be made of all tribal lands and 
otherwise to advise and assist the Secretary 
of the Interior in liquidating the assets of 
Indian tribal organizations under this act. 
Such personnel as may be required by the 
Board shall be detailed from the offices of 
each of the above members, the salaries and 
expenses thereof to be paid from funds to be 
appropriated therefor. Members of the 
Board shall serve without additional com- 
pensation. 

Sec. 7, (a) All restrictions on the aliena- 
tion and encumbrance of lands, interest in 
lands, or other property of individual Indians 
are hereby removed, and the Secretary of the 
Interior is authorized and directed to issue 
unrestricted patents in fee to the holders of 
such lands or interest therein. 

(b) In any case in which an allottee of 
lands on any Indian reservation has died, 
or hereafter dies prior to the issuance of a 
patent in fee as provided in subsection (a), 
without having made a will disposing of such 
allotment, and such allotment has not been 
partitioned, or the proceeds from the sale 
thereof distributed, among the heirs of such 
allottee, the Secretary of the Interior, within 
1 year after the date of enactment of this 
act, shall cause such allotment to be parti- 
tioned among the heirs, or if such partition 
is not practicable because of the number of 
heirs or the nature of the property, shall 
cause such allotment to be sold and the pro- 
ceeds distributed among the heirs in accord- 
ance with the laws of the State in which 
such lands are located. Priority in the pur- 
chase of any lands sold under this subsection 
shall be given, first, to the heirs of the de- 
ceased allottee; and, second, to other mem- 
bers of the tribe of which the deceased 
allottee was a member. 

Sec. 8. Such records of the Bureau of In- 
dian Affairs as may be determined to be of 
current or future value shall be placed in 
the custody of the Archivist of the United 
States and shall be made available for public 
inspection upon reasonable request therefor. 


Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, let us 
make people of the Indians. Let them 


take their place in the communities of 


this Nation as taxpayers and respected 
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citizens. Many of the Indians of this 
Nation are still virtual prisoners of war 
after more than 125 years. It is time for 
the Congress of the United States to take 
a good look at what is being done to a po- 
tentially great people, and arrange for 
their emancipation. 


THE KOREAN WAR AND TAXATION 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, a few 
days ago I received a letter from a very 
distinguished editor in the State of Ore- 
gon. He is a great liberal, but a con- 
stitutional liberal, one whose public 
service demonstrates that he believes in 
practicing the great tenet of Lincoln, 
that the human values and rights guar- 
anteed by the Constitution should be the 
motivation at least of the party to which 


he and I belong, as well as of the party 


of the opposition. 

He wrote me briefly about the impres- 
sions that he has of the Korean war and 
of the responsibility which we on the 
home front owe to American boys who 
are fighting the war. 

Although I shall ask to have the entire 
letter printed in the Recorp, I wish to 
read, for the purpose of comment, just 
one paragraph from it. Speaking of the 
motion picture which he saw in a theater 
recently entitled “This Is Korea,” Mr. 
Hanzen says in his letter to me: 

As I gazed upon this picture of modern 
warfare in all of its hideousness and our 
American boys fighting and dying for the 
cause of freedom I thought of how on the 
American home front there is business as 
usual, pleasure as usual, politics as usual 
confusing and dividing the people of our 
country in its hour of peril. 


He makes further comment along that 
line in his letter. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have his letter, save and except 
the first two paragraphs, which make 
personal reference to me, and which I 
have deleted from the letter, printed in 
the Recorp at this point as a part of my 
remarks, 

There being no objection, the portion 
of the letter referred to was ordered to 
be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 


CAPITAL PRESS, 
Salem, Oreg., September 10, 1951. 
Hon. Wayne L. MORSE, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Senator: While in Portland 
Thursday I saw in the evening a moving 
picture entitled “This Is Korea.” 

It was a picture of the Korean war and 
all of its terrors and horrors. 

It was a picture of our foot-sore and weary 
American boys trudging through the valley 
of the shadow of death to meet in com- 
bat the godless foe of liberty and civilization. 

It was a picture of our wounded boys, 
some of whom will be crippled for life. 

It was a picture of row after row of crosses 
where sleep forever the American dead care- 
less alike to sun and storm. 

As I gazed upon this picture of modern 
warfare in all its hideousness and our Amer- 
ican boys fighting and dying for the cause 
of freedom I thought of how on the Amer- 
ican home front there is business as usual, 
pleasure as usual, politics as usual, confusing 
and dividing the people of our country in 
its hour of peril. 

I thought of the profiteering captains of 
big business coining additional millions out 
of the blood of their fellow countrymen. 
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I thought of the greedy captains of or- 
ganized labor who are incessantly striking 
for higher and higher wages and slowing up 
our war program. 

As I thought of it all I wondered how 
long it would be before the people in their 
indignation and might would rise up and 
demand that politics be adjourned in war- 
time, and demand that industry and labor be 
drafted as the youth of America of today is 
drafted to bare their breast to shot and shell 
and sacrifice their lives on the battlefield. 

Maybe that day will come some time but 
I frankly confess that at the present I am 
despondent and dejected about the whole 
situation. 

With the best of wishes, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
Henry M. HANZEN, 
Publisher. 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, Henry 
Hanzen’s letter on the Korean war and 
our responsibilities relative thereto on 
the home front are worthy of special 
consideration by the Senate as we con- 
sider the pending tax bill, because the 
theme of the letter from this liberal edi- 
tor in my State bears out a contention 
by me that during this crisis we should 
draft profits as well as men; that during 
this crisis we should, for the first time, 
take the profits out of war and out of the 
preparedness for war. 

The pending tax bill does not do that. 
It fails to apply the principle of equality 
of sacrifice. It does not put American 
business on the same footing of sacrifice 
that the boys in Korea are on. 

So far as I am concerned, I happen to 
be one politician who during this period 
of crisis will continue to tell the Ameri- 
can taxpayers that they are not paying 
enough, because the pending tax bill is 
not prepared on the basis of ability to 
pay. In the bill there is too much that 
is based upon pressure to evade tax obli- 
gations. 

Mr. President, in the days ahead I in- 
tend to have something to say on the 
floor of the Senate regarding the profit 
situation existing in the United States, 
and about what has happened to profits 
after taxes by various economic groups 
in the United States who are very anx- 
ious to enlarge the loopholes in the tax 
structure. 

Certainly, I expect criticism of my 
stand on the tax problem to increase 
taxes after I make some of those 
speeches, but I am satisfied that there 
will not be a successful contradiction of 
the facts regarding profits which I shall 
present, and I shall leave it for the record 
to determine whether there is any 
patriotic justification for the attitude of 
groups in the United States who justi- 
fiably can be called unconscionable prof- 
iteers out of the Korean war. Whole sec- 
tions of our economy whose percentages 
of profit have increased by 14, 2, 2%, or 
in some instances 3 times since the 
outbreak of the Korean war, would be 
special beneficiaries under the easing- 
off provisions of the tax bill, which make 
it possible for them to put on the shoul- 
ders of future generations of American 
taxpayers the burden that those who are 
making the profits out of the present 
Korean war should shoulder now. 

Thus far in this debate we have not 
heard very much about the national debt. 
We have heard more about balancing 
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the budget. That is our first and imme- 
diate task, but we should not ignore the 
task of paying on the debt if we are 
going to check inflation. 

As I said at a press conference, and I 
repeat it now, one of the most effective 
checks on inflation is to tax profits ac- 
cruing because of the abnormal econom- 
ic conditions which are helping to pro- 
duce the inflation. The Korean war is 
one of the conditions resulting in the 
disruption of our economy. It is fur- 
ther disrupted because of the failure of 
the balance of supply as between mili- 
tary needs and civilian needs, and the 
fact that we simply cannot make the law 
of supply and demand operate in the in- 
terest of economic justice during a pe- 
riod of crisis when we are pouring money 
into the economic stream at the rate of 
from 60 billion to 80 billion dollars, as 
will be the rate in the not-too-far-dis- 
tant future. These conditions will in- 
evitably cause great injustice to the con- 
sumers in the United States unless we 
adopt effective inflation checks; and one 
of them is adequate taxation. 

There can be no question that each 
one of us as an individual must con- 
stantly fight against his selfish motiva- 
tions which strive to come to the top 
and to control his behavior, to the det- 
riment of the public good. It is our 
patriotic duty to do so. We in the Sen- 
ate should not be aiding and abetting 
the selfish interests in the United States 
who wish to pass on to generations yet to 
come the costs of the Korean war, when 
we should pay for the costs of that war 
out of the profits which are being made 
from it. 

Mr. President, I feel impelled—I am 
not so sure that the word “compelled” 
would not be justified in this instance— 
to make these remarks, after reading 
such a moving letter as the one I have 
received from Mr. Hanzen, which I be- 
lieve sets forth a great patriotic chal- 
lenge to the American people. 

I happen to be one 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, will the Senator from Oregon 
yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I shall yield in a mo- 
ment. ; 

Mr. President, I happen to be one— 
and I would so advise my Republican col- 
leagues—who is firmly convinced that 
once the rank-and-file voters of America 
come to understand this problem, they 
will say to us, “Where were you when 
that tax bill was before the Senate of 
the United States, and what record did 
you make in seeing to it that the princi- 
ple of equality of sacrifice on the eco- 
nomic front at home was applied to all 
groups on the basis of their ability to 
pay a tax which would provide revenue 
sufficient in amount not only to balance 


the budget, but to protect the value of- 


the United States dollar by starting to 
retire the debt?” 

I now yield to my good friend from 
Texas. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I merely wanted to observe that 
the Senator from Texas has never met 
Mr. Henry Hanzen, but if his communi- 
cation interested the Senator from Ore- 
gon, it certainly should appeal to me. 
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I desired to observe, however, that I 
do know the Senator from Oregon. In 
the 3 years I have served in this body 
I have not known any Senator who has 
contributed more to preparing the 
Nation, to equipping the men who are 
fighting the Nation’s battles, to supply- 
ing those men, and to protecting their 
interests, whether it be eerly in the 
morning or late in the evening. I agree 
with much the Senator from Oregon has 
said, and I am grateful that the people 
of Oregon have seen fit to send a man 
of his stature to this body, and that the 
Senate has seen fit to place him on an 
important committee, such as the Armed 
Services Committee, where he can do 
so much to see that this Nation’s se- 
curity is assured. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I deeply 
appreciate the comments of the Senator 
from Texas, flattering though they are. 
But I reply to him with no flattery at 
all, when I say that it has been a great 
privilege and honor to work with him on 
the Johnson Subcommittee on Prepared- 
ness of the Armed Services Committee, of 
which subcommittee he is chairman, be- 
cause he and I and the other members 
of the subcommittee are familiar with 
some of the facts to which I am allud- 
ing, and which I intend to develop in 
greater detail in the days ahead, in re- 
gard to what is happening in the field 
of profits while we are getting our coun- 
try ready to meet the Russian threat, 
What is going on in that regard is un- 
conscionable; and if the tax bill is judged 
on the basis of morality, its passage is 
not justified. It will not meet the mor- 
ality test. There is a basic moral issue 
involved in this tax fight, and the Amer- 
ican people will respond to it once they 
learn the facts. 

Unpleasant as it is to pay taxes, I am 
confident that the American people will 
pay whatever taxes are necessary in 
order to meet the cost and expenses of 
the security effort with which we must go 
forward if the Nation is to survive in 
the decades immediately ahead. Yet, but 
a few months before an election in 1952, 
there are many who apparently are will- 
ing to let the profiteer exploit the con- 
sumers of America by coming forward 
with a tax bill which fails to apply the 
principle of equality of sacrifice on the 
economic front. 

I desire to pay great and deserved 
tribute to the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. HUMPHREY], for making the fight 
he has made during the past 2 days in 
calling the attention of the American 
people to some of the weaknesses in the 
pending tax bill. On the floor of the 
Senate, in delivering what I consider to 
be one of the few great speeches of this 
session of Congress, he has performed 
great service in exposing the infirmities 
of the bill. His effort needs to be fol- 
lowed up. 

I would say to Senators on both sides 
of the aisle that we ought to join in a 
common cause, with no partisanship in- 
volved, to enact finally a bill which 
courageously, objectively, and factually 
says to the American people, “Each 
generation must be ready to rise to what- 
ever sacrifices are necessary to protect 
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the security of the Nation and the prin- 
ciples of freedom for which it stands.” 
If we are to do that, the hour has come 
for the American people to make clear to 
their representatives in Washington 
that they want them to have the courage 
to pass a tax bill which on a fair and 
equitable basis will tax sufficiently the 
profits which are being realized, draft 
those profits as we draft the boys to 
whom Mr. Hanzen refers in his letter, 
and recognize that on moral grounds no 
one, individual or corporation, has the 
right to profit at the expense of the blood 
of American boys whom we send into 
battle in Korea. 

I am weary of the age-old platitude of 
politicians, We ought to take the profit 
out of war.” To change it from a plati- 
tude to a reality, I say the American 
people should make clear to the Members 
of Congress that they have a great op- 
portunity in connection with the pend- 
ing tax bill to see to it that it is revised 
in the ways which are necessary so as to 
eliminate unfair discrimination which 
redounds to the special benefit of groups, 
and also to eliminate those provisions 
which pass on to future generations of 
Americans the tax burdens which we in 
this generation ought to pay. Iam wait- 
ing for the final vote to see to what ex- 
tent Members of Congress meet what I 
am satisfied is the challenge of the 
American people on the question of put- 
ting into practice the principle of equal- 
ity of sacrifice and taking the profits 
out of the Korean war. 

My friend from Texas knows that with 
his support, and the support of every 
other Member of the Armed Services 
Committee, I proposed at the last meet- 
ing of the committee that at its next 
meeting, in executive session, we devote 
ourselves to a briefing by the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff on the Korean war and on the 
background and facts concerning the ne- 
gotiations for a truce. Winter is coming 
on, and if that war goes into and through 
the winter there will be thousands of sad 
American homes as they receive the fatal 
news that another American boy has 
made the supreme sacrifice in Korea. 

We are entitled as a committee, and 
the Congress and the American people 
are entitled, to the extent that national 
security will permit, to know what the 
facts are as they presently exist in con- 
nection with the Korean war, and what 
the military and the entire administra- 
tion’s proposed program for the Korean 
war is to be in the future. The country 
is entitled to know the facts, Mr. Presi- 
dent, so that in connection with just 
such an issue as the tax bill we will have 
a little better understanding of the real 
nature of the crisis which confronts us, 
so thus as legislators we can be in a little 
better position to appreciate more fully 
what equality of sacrifice really means 
when we take a look at the kind of sac- 
rifice in blood and suffering we call upon 
the Armed Forces in Korea to make. 
Do not tell me, Mr. President, that 
the American people do not want us to 
give weight to the moral issues involved 
in connection with the passage of legis- 
lation. Do not tell me, Mr. President, 
that the American people, in an hour of 
crisis, have become worshippers of the 


idol of materialism, for which the flag 
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which is behind the Presiding Officer 
does not stand. To the contrary, it is 
a great symbol of the spiritual values 
of freedom and human liberty. But 
those great spirituai values are being 
sacrificed and ignored and trampled 
upon by a tax bill which permits in- 
dividuals and groups to make out of the 
Korean war unconscionable profits, after 
taxes, and thus themselves become im- 
portant links in the chain of causation 
of the most dangerous internal threat 
we have—irflation. 

Oh, I know the answer to an argument 
such as the one I make. We do not 
hear it on the floor of the Senate, but we 
hear it in the cloakrooms: 

That statement should have been delivered 
in church, not on the floor of the Senate. 
That is a good sermon, but what does it have 


to do with the cold, hard reality of business 
affairs? 


My answer is, “Just everything.” If 
the economic pressure groups that are 
trying to transfer the tax load to other 
groups and free themselves of their full 
responsibility do not recognize it before 
it is too late, they run the danger of 
losing the economic freedom which is 
theirs. And it is a freedom, Mr. Presi- 
dent; it is not a license to capitalize and 
profiteer out of the blood sacrifices of 
the Korean war. 

When I look at a set of statistics such 
as I have scrutinized in recent days, 
which show that some of the corpora- 
tions which manufacture the goods nec- 
essary for a successful military prose- 
cution of the war are making profits 
two and three times higher in percent- 
age than were made during World War 
It for the same procurement, I know 
what I am looking at. I am looking not 
only at a table of profiteering, but I am 
looking at a record that cannot be 
squared with my conception of patriotic 
duty. 

Now, Mr. President, I wish to refer to 
another subject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Oregon has the floor. 


THE WILLIAM OATIS CASE 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the body of the Recorp, as a part of 
my remarks, a letter which was addressed 
to Mr. Dean Acheson, Secretary of State, 
by Carl C. Webb, secretary-manager of 
the Oregon Newspaper Publishers Asso- 
ciation, in regard to the William Oatis 
case, and I wish to associate myself with 
everything Mr. Webb and the association 
say in the letter. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 


OREGON NEWSPAPER FUBLISHERS 
ASSOCIATION, INC., 
Eugene, Oreg., September 10, 1951. 
Mr. DEAN ACHESON, 
Secretary of State, 
Department of State, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mn. ACHESON: The newspapermen of 
Oregon, in company with their contempo- 
raries throughout the Nation, and in other 
countries of the free world, look with in- 
dignation and grave concern upon the im- 
prisonment by the Czechoslovakian Govern- 


ment of William Oatis, Associated Press core ~~ 


respondent, 
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They share the feelings that have been ably 
and vehemently expressed by President Tru- 
man, by you, and by many other citizens, 
both within and without governmental and 
journalistic circles. 

Meeting in Salem, Oreg., on September 8, 
the newsmen's section of the Oregon News- 
paper Publishers Association voted unani- 
mously that the writer should express their 
sentiments on the case in a letter to the 
Secretary of State. 

The press of Oregon is proud of its rich 
tradition of devotion to the freedom of 
speech and of the press. In the history of 
this region the journalistic champions of 
this great principle have been ever to the 
fore when these liberties have been threat- 
ened. No less today does the Oregon press 
count itself the vigorous champion and de- 
fender of freedom. 

As has often been stated, William Oatis 
was simply a reporter, doing his job the only 
way a true representative of the American 
press can do it—by seeking to gather and 
report the facts, whatever they might be, to 
the best of his ability. For that he has been 
accused of espionage, tried and found guilty 
and cast into prison by a government which 
is officially recognized by the United States 
Government. 

This is a brazen challenge to American 
journalism, to American diplomacy, indeed, 
to every institution and principle that Amer- 
ica represents. So long as William Oatis re- 
mains in a Czechoslovakian jail, so long do 
all our great precepts stand in mockery. 

The press of Oregon most earnestly calls 
upon you to employ all the means available 
to your high office to the end that this un- 
supportable indignity be effaced. It stands 
ready to support you in this endeavor, in any 
manner effective and feasible, 

Respectfully, 
CARL C. WEBB, 
Secretary-Manager. 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I move that the Senate proceed to 
the consideration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to and the Sen- 
ate proceeded to the consideration of 
executive business, 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Ecton in the chair) laid before the 
Senate messages from the President of 
the United States submitting sundry 
nominations, which were referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

(For nominations this day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
be no reports of committees the clerk 
will state the nominations on the Execu- 
tive Calendar. 


NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION 


The legislative clerk read the nomi- 
nation of George W. Merck to be a mem- 
ber, National Science Board, National 
Science Foundation. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I have 
been advised that undoubtedly the lead- 
ership on this side of the aisle would pre- 
fer to have the Executive Calendar go 
over until Monday, in view of the fact 
that so few Senators are present. Al- 
though, as acting minority leader, I do 
not have direct instructions, I think I 
would be following a very wise discretion 
if I asked to have tke consideration of 
the Executive Calendar go over until 
Monday. 

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. Very well. 

Mr. MORSE. I thank the Senator. 
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RECESS TO MONDAY 


Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. As in legis- 
lative session, I move that the Senate 
take q recess until next Monday morning 
at 10 o’clock a. m. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6 
o' clock and 58 minutes p. m.) the Senate 
took a recess until Monday, September 
24, 1951, at 10 o’clock a. m. 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by the 
Senate September 22 (legislative day of 
September 19), 1951: 

DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE 


Fletcher Warren, of Texas, a Foreign Serv- 
ice officer of the class of career minister, to 
be Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipo- 
tentiary of the United States of America to 
Venezuela, vice Norman Armour, resigned. 


The following-named persons for appoint- 
ment as Foreign Service officers of class 2, 
consuls, and secretaries in the diplomatic 
service of the United States of America: 


Willard F Barber, of Maryland. 

John O. Bell, of Maryland. 

C. Allan Stewart, of Arizona, for appoint- 
ment as a Foreign Service officer of class 3, 
a consul, and a secretary in the diplomatic 
service of the United States of America, 


The following-named persons for appoint- 
ment as Foreign Service officers of class 6, 
vice consuls of career, and secretaries in the 
diplomatic service of the United States of 
America: 

Richard W. Barham, of Texas. 

S. Cole Blasier, of Michigan. 

William A. Buell, Jr., of Rhode Island. 

Roy P. M. Carlson, of Illinois. 

Maxwell Chaplin, of California. 

Robert W. Chase, of Massachusetts. 

Franklin J, Crawford, of Ohio. 

John E. Cunningham, of Pennsylvania. 

David Dean, of New York. 

Francois M. Dickman, of Wyoming. 

Joseph W. Donner, of Pennsylvania. 

James B. Engle, of Iowa. 

Alexander S. C. Fuller, of Connecticut. 

James Robert Greene, of California. 

Robert P. Gwynn, of the District of Colum- 
bia. 

Edward M. Harper, of Georgia. 

Waldo H. Heinrichs, Jr., of Vermont. 

Herbert M. Hutchinson, of New Jersey. 

George R. Kenney, of Illinois. 

John F. Knowles, of New Jersey. 

Miss Judith Laikin, of Michigan. 

Charles E. Lilien, of Illinois. 

Harry R. Melone, Jr., of New York. 

Harvey F. Nelson, Jr., of California. 

Emmit E. Noland, Jr., of Georgia. 

Paul M. Popple, of Illinois. 

Leo J. Ryan, of Florida. 

John O. Sutter, of Missouri. 

Lewis M. White, of New York. 

Charles L. Widney, Jr., of Tennessee. 

William D. Wolle, of Iowa. 


SENATE 


MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 24, 1951 


(Legislative day of Wednesday, 
September 19, 1951). 


The Senate met at 10 o'clock a. m., on 
the expiration of the recess. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 

Most merciful God who art the foun- 
tain of all grace, the source of all wis- 
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dom and goodness, we would lift our eyes 
to the infinite blue of Thy love which 
arches each new day. Thou hast called 
us, whose lives so swiftly ebb away, to 
labor with Thee in the unfolding pur- 
pose of the ages. Near this forum of na- 
tional debate, with its din and clash of 
human interests, may we ever keep an 
altar of communion with the Unseen, 
where a constant sense of the eternal 
may save us from spiritual decay, from 
moral cowardice, and from any betrayal 
of the highest public good. In the dear 
Redeemer’s name. Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. JOHNSON of Texas, 
and by unanimous consent, the reading 
of the Journal of the proceedings of Sat- 
urday, September 22, 1951, was dispensed 
with. 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Messages in writing from the President 
of the United States submitting nomina- 
tions were communicated to the Senate 
by Mr. Miller, one of his secretaries. 


COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING SENATE 
SESSION 


On request of Mr. ELLENDER, and by 
unanimous consent, the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry was authorized 
to meet today, tomorrow, and Wednes- 
day, during the sessions of the Senate. 

On request of Mr. JOHNSON of Texas, 
and by unanimous consent, the Pre- 
paredness Subcommittee of the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services was author- 
ized to meet Wednesday dura the 
session of the Senate. 


TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS 


Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent that rou- 
tine business may be transacted, includ- 
ing insertions in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I wish 
to ask for recognition at the conclusion 
of routine business. 


DISPOSITION OF EXECUTIVE PAPERS 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate a letter from the Archi- 
vist of the United States, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a list of papers and 
documents on the files of several de- 
partments and agencies of the Govern- 
ment which are not needed in the con- 
duct of business and have no permanent 
value or historical interest, and request- 
ing action looking to their disposition, 
which, with the accompanying papers, 
was referred to a Joint Select Committee 
on the Disposition of Papers in the Ex- 
ecutive Departments. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore ap- 
pointed Mr. Jonnston of South Carolina 
and Mr. Lancer members of the com- 
mittee on the part of the Senate. 


REPORT OF OFFICE OF ALIEN PROPERTY, 
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 

fore the Senate the following message 

from the President of the United States, 

which was read and, with the accom- 

panying report, referred to the Commit- 


tee on the Judiciary: 
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To the Congress of the United States: 


I transmit herewith for the informa- 
tion of the Congress the annual report 
of the Office of Alien Property, Depart- 
ment of Justice, for the fiscal year ended 
June 30, 1950. 

Harry S. TRUMAN. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, September 24, 1951. 


FLOOD RELIEF—RESOLUTION OF LEGIS- 
LATIVE COUNCIL OF KANSAS 


Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, I 
present for appropriate reference, and 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the Recorp, a resolution adopted by 
the Legislative Council of the State of 
Kansas, favoring prompt enactment of 
fiood-relief legislation. 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion was referred to the Committee on 
Appropriations and ordered to be printed 
in the Record, as follows: i 


Resolution 1 


Resolution memorializing the Congress of 
the United States to promptly enact flood- 
relief legislation 


Whereas during the month of July 1951 the 
State of Kansas experienced the most dey- 
astating and worst flood in its entire his- 
tory; and 

Whereas .approximately 70 counties and 
126 cities in this State have been materially 
affected and have received flood damage and 
loss; and 

Whereas it is estimated that total damage 
to community facilities of some 80 Kansas 
cities worst hit by the ravaging flood waters 
exceeds $33,000,000, and the loss and damage 
suffered by the counties to highways and 
bridges alone amounts to approximately 
$14,500,000; and 

Whereas, by reason of washed-out and 
broken dikes and levees, various drainage 
districts and associations organized through- 
out the State for the protection of both 
public and private property have sustained 
losses totaling several million dollars; and 

Whereas the State of Kansas as a separate 
entity of government has also suffered sub- 
stantial loss to buildings and other property 
and also damage to State highways, the dam- 
ages to the State highway system being esti- 
mated in the sum of $6,232,000; and 

Whereas it is impossible to make an accu- 
rate estimate as to the physical damage to 
private property, but the damage to such 
property has been estimated at $1,000,000,000, 
but this figure does not take into consid- 
eration the loss sustained by railroads and 
other transportation facilities, community 
facilities and industrial plants; and 

Whereas, according to the American Red 
Cross, approximately 19,000 families in the 
State of Kansas were made homeless by the 
floods; and 

Whereas 20,248 farms, comprising 2,886,275 
acres, were damaged by the flood; and 

Whereas other farm losses, including build- 
ings, machinery, crops, livestock, and grain 
have been estimated to total $76,338,477; and 

Whereas the flood which caused these un- 
precedented and devastating losses was, as 
stated by the Topeka Daily Capital, “not a 
Kansas flood, it was a regional flood caused 
by water which fell over an area extending 
far beyond Kansas borders. It affected rivers 
which have been the recognized responsibil- 
ity of the Federal Government, and whose 
control cannot possibly be made the responsi- 
bility of the individual States. It was the 
greatest flood in the history of this country, 
in terms of dollar damage. The State of 
Kansas and its subdivisions could tax every 
piece of property to the limit and would still 
be unable to raise enough money to pay the 
bill”; and 

Whereas there are now pending in the 
Congress of the United States several bills 
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which would provide relief to the flood - 
stricken States and their citizens, and par- 
ticularly H. R. 5259, commonly known as the 
Bolling bill; and 

Whereas Col. A. E. Howse, personal repre- 
sentative of the Director, Office of Defense 
Mobilization, Washington, D. C., on August 
30, 1951, requested Hon. Edward F. Arn, Gov- 
ernor of the State of Kansas, to furnish him 
with an outline of how such a Federal flood- 
relief program should be administered, and 
on September 6, 1951, Governor Arn, with 
the advice of the Kansas Federal-State Ad- 
visory Committee on Flood Matters replied to 
Colonel Howse’s request; 

Whereas it is imperative that the Congress 
take immediate and prompt action on flood- 
relief legislation in order that the various 
States, their political subdivisions, and citi- 
zens may know just what the Federal relief 
is to be so that they may proceed with the 
rehabilitation work that should be gotten 
under full sway at the earliest possible mo- 
ment: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Legislative Council of the 
State of Kansas, That we respectfully urge 
and request the Congress of the United 
States to promptly enact flood-relief legis- 
lation along the lines of the bill now in the 
Congress, namely, H. R. 5259, commonly 
known as the Bolling bill, and that it pro- 
vide that the same be administered and con- 
tain provisions in general accord with the 
recommendations made by the Governor of 
Kansas to Col. A. E. Howse in the Governor's 
letter of September 6, 1951; be it further 

Resolved, That the secretary of the legisla- 
tive council be instructed to transmit a copy 
of this resolution to each Member of the 
Kansas delegation in the Congress of the 
United States. 


SOCIALISTIC EXPERIMENTATION AND 
GOVERNMENT COMPETITION WITH 
PRIVATE BUSINESS—RESOLUTION OF 
CIVITAN INTERNATIONAL 


Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I have re- 
ceived a resolution adopted at the annual 
convention of Civitan International in 
Jacksonville, Fla., this year in which that 
distinguished organization placed itself 
squarely against all legislation involving 
socialistic experimentation and Govern- 
ment competition with private enter- 
prise. I ask unanimous consent that the 
resolution be printed in the Recorp and 
appropriately referred. 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion was referred to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce and 
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as 
follows: 

CIVITAN INTERNATIONAL, 
Birmingham, Ala., September 10, 1951. 

Dran SENATOR: The following resolution 
Was adopted by unanimous vote of the dele- 
gates in attendance at the annual conven- 
tion of Civitan International held in Jack- 
sonville, Fla., June 20, 1951: 

“Whereas we regard with grave concern 
the socialist trend of our Governments to 

enter into competition with private enter- 
prise and the enormous waste which is in- 
evitable in Government operations; and 

“Whereas the Federal budgets contain ap- 
propriations for many projects which would 
further inject our Governments into compe- 
tition with private enterprise; and 

“Whereas the expenditures for such proj- 
ects come at a time when citizens are being 
asked to make sacrifices to arm for defense, 


and are being called upon to pay the highest - 


taxes in the history of our Nations; and 
“Whereas we believe that Government op- 
erations or subsidy of industry or business is 
socialistic and contrary to the interests and 
wishes of the people of the United States and 
Canada and will not only hinder industry, 
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but will eventually destroy the private and 
free enterprise system through which our 
countries have grown great: Now, therefore, 
be it 

“Resolved, That Civitan International urge 
our respective Governments to oppose any 
legislation or the appropriation of any funds 
for socialistic experiments, the direct or in- 
direct use of which would put the Govern- 
ment in competition with its own citizens or 
would further the nationalization of any 
business or industry; and be it further 

“Resolved, That the copies of this reso- 
lution be sent to (1) all Members of the 
Congress of the United States, (2) all Mem- 
bers of the House of Commons, (3) each club 
of Civitan International, and (4) the home 
offices of all other civic and service organiza- 
tions in the United States and Canada.” 

Respectfully submitted. 

RUDOLPH T. HUBBARD, 
Sceretary. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 


By Mr. McCLELLAN, from the Committee 
on Expenditures in the Executive Depart- 
ments: 

S. 1952. A bill to amend or repeal certain 
Government property laws, and for other 
purposes; with amendments (Rept. No. 797). 

By Mr. McCARRAN, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary, without amendment: 

S. 590. A bill for the relief of Francesco 
Gaber (Rept. No. 7£8); 

S. 905. A bill for the relief of Margaret A. 
Ushkova-Rozanoff (Rept. No. 789); 

S. 1274, A bill for the relief of Vera Ouman- 
coff (Rept. No. 800); 

S. 1464, A bill for the relief of Peter Ther- 
kelsen Kirwan and Ernest O'Gorman Kirwan 
(Rept. No. 801); 

S. 1499. A bill for the relief of Georgette 
Sato (Rept. No. 802); 

S. 1686. A bill for the relief of Albert Gold- 
man, postmaster at New York, N. Y. (Rept. 
No. 803); 

S. 1970. A bill for the relief of Louis E. 
Gabel; (Rept. No. 804); 

S. 2007. A bill for the relief of Sharon A, 
Gates (Rept. No. 805); 

S. 2080. A bill for the relief of Inooka 
Kazumi. (Rept. No. 806); 

S. 2158. A bill for the relief of Michiyo 
Chiba (Rept. No. £07); 

H. R. 710. A bill’ for the relief of Mrs. 
Suzanne Chow Hsia and her son, Sven Erik 
Hsia (Rept. No, 808); 

H. R. 711. A bill for the relief of George 
Lukes (Rept. No. 809); 

H.R. 804. A bill for the relief of Sisters 
Maria DeRubertis, Agnese Cerina, Marianna 
Bonifacio, Dina Bonini, and Edvige Gaspa- 
rini (Rept. No. 810); 

H. R. 901. A bill to provide for the admis- 
sion of Janet and Daisy Wong to the United 
States (Rept. No. 811); 

H. R. 1102. A bill for the relief of Emilio 
Torres (Rept. No. 812); 

H. R. 1128. A bill for the relief of Harvey 
McFarland and Laurance Anthony Warnock 
(Rept. No. 813) 

H. R. 1136. A bill for the relief of Sister 
Natalie (Marie Palagyi) and Sister Alice 
(Elizabeth Slachta) (Rept. No. 814); 

H. R. 1420. A bill for the relief of Dr. 
Eugen Jose Singer and Mrs. Frieda Singer 
(Rept. No. 815); 

H. R. 1598. A bill for the relief of Hanoh 
Sarapanovschi (also known as Hanch 
Charat), Gizela (Gizele) Sarapanovischi (nee 
Levy) and Philippe Sarapanovschi (Rept. 
No. 816); 

H. R. 1816. A bill for the relief of Shoemon 
Takano (Rept. No. 817); 

H.R.1818. A bill for the relief of Hego 
Puchino (Rept. No. 818); 

H. R. 2444. A bill for the relief of James A. 
Vines (Rept. No. 819); 
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H. R. 2546. A bill for the relief of Charles 
W. Vanderhoop (Rept. No. 820); 

H. R. 2621. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Giulia Di Gaetano Coccia (Rept. No. 821); 

H. R. 3128. A bill for the relief of Elaine 
Dovico (Rept. No. 822); 

H. R. 3818. A bill for the relief of Yutaka 
Nakaeda (Rept. No. 823); 

H. R. 3965. A bill for the relief of five sisters 
of the Franciscan Missionaries of Mary (Rept. 
No. 824); 

H. R. 4121. A bill for the relief of Rafael 
Alemany (Rept. No. 825); 

H. R. 4127, A bill for the relief of Mrs. Doris 
Ellen Young (Rept. No. 826); 

H. R. 4463. A bill for the relief of Nadine 
Carol Heslip (Rept. No. 827); and 

H. R. 4756. A bill for the relief of George 
Francis Hammers (Rept. No. 828). 

By Mr. McCARRAN, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary, v ith an amendment: 

S. 606. A bill for the relief of Fede Vita 
Guzzardi (Rept. No. 829); 

S. C35. A bill for the relief of Hans Lenk 
(Rept. No. 880); 

S. 659. A bill for the relief of Ritsuko 
Cholin (Rept. No. £81); 

S. 970. A bill for the relief of Esther V. 
Worley (Rept. No. 822); 

S. 1177. A bill for the relief of Misako 
Kinoshita (Rept. No. 833); 

S. 1640. A bill for the relief of Cathy Dana 
Besser (Rept. No. 684); and 

H. R. 2504. A bill for the relief of Nison 
Miller (Rept. No. C35). 


BILLS INTRODUCED 


Bills were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the sec- 
ond time, and referred as follows: 


Ey Mr. MCPARLAND (for himself and 
Mr. HAYDEN) : 

S. 2169. A bill authorizing the acquisition 
by the Secretary of the Interior of the Gila 
Pueblo, in Globe County, Ariz., for archeo- 
logical laboratory and storage purposes, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. MAYBANK (for himself, Mr. 
FULBRIGHT, Mr. Rosertson, Nr. 
SPaRKMAN, Mr. FREAR, Mr. DOUGLAS, 
Mr, BENTON, and Mr. Moopy) : 

S. 2170. A bill to amend the Defense Pro- 
duction Act of 1950, as amended; to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

(See the remarks of Mr. MAYBANK when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear un- 
der a separate heading.) 

By Mr. HILL (for himself and Mr. 
AIKEN): 

S. 2171. A bill to authorize grants to enable 
the States to survey, coordinate, supplement, 
and strengthen their existing health re- 
sources so that hospital and medical care 
may be obtained by all persons; to the Com- 
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare. 

By Mr. WILEY: 

S. 2172. A bill for the relief of Mieko Taka- 
mine; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Caro- 
lina (by request): 

S. 2173. A bill relating to the compensa- 
tion of certain employees of the Panama 
Canal; to the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. 


AMENDMENT OF DEFENSE PRODUCTION 
ACT OF 1950 


Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, on 
behalf of myself, the Senator from Ar- 
kansas [Mr. Futsricut], the Senator 
from Virginia [Mr. ROBERTSON], the Sen- 
ator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN], the 
Senator from Delaware [Mr. Frear,] the 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. Douctas], the 
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. BENTON], 
and the Senator from Michigan [Mr. 
Moopy], members of the Committee on 
Banking and Currency, I introduce for 
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reference to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency, a new bill to amend the 
Defense Production Act of 1950, as 
amended. The bill is the one which the 
Committee on Banking and Currency on 
last Friday voted to report. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be received and appropriately 
referred. 

The bill (S. 2170) to amend the De- 
fense Production Act of 1950, as amend- 
ed, introduced by Mr. MAYBANK (for him- 
self and other Senators), was read twice 
by its title, and referred to the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, on 
behalf of the Senator from Virginia Mr. 
Rosertson], from the Committee on 
Banking and Currency, I report favor- 
ably, without amendment, the bill just 
introduced, and I submit a report (No. 
786) thereon. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
report will be received, and the bill will 
be placed on the calendar. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I 
send to the desk the majority views, pre- 
pared by the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
ROBERTSON], and the minority views, 
prepared by the Senator from Indiana 
[Mr. CAPEHART], on the bill just reported. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the majority views and 
the minority views will be printed with 
the report. 


REVENUE ACT OF 1951—AMENDMENTS 


Mr. MOODY submitted amendments 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill (H. R. 4473) to provide revenue, and 
for other purposes, which were ordered 
to lie on the table and to be printed. 

Mr. HENNINGS submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to 
House bill 4473, supra, which was or- 
dered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

Mr. DOUGLAS submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to 
House bill 4473, supra, which was or- 
dered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina 
submitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to House bill 4473, 
supra, which was ordered to lie on the 
table and to be printed. 

Mr. HUMPHREY (for himself, Mr. 
Morse, Mr. LONG, Mr. KEFAUVER, Mr. 
Dovucias, Mr, Murray, Mr. BENTON, Mr. 
KILGORE, Mr. LANGER, Mr. NEELY, Mr. 
GREEN, and Mr. Macnuson) submitted 
amendments intended to be proposed by 
them, jointly, to House bill 4473, supra, 
which were ordered to lie on the table 
and to be printed. 

Mr. HUMPHREY (for himself, Mr. 
Morse, Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. BENTON, Mr. 
LANGER, Mr. GREEN, and Mr. MAGNUSON) 
submitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by them, jointly, to House bill 
4473, supra, which was ordered to lie on 
the table and to be printed. 

Mr. HUMPHREY (for himself, Mr. 
Morse, Mr. DoucLas, Mr. Murray, Mr. 
LEHMAN, Mr. KEFAUVER, Mr. BENTON, Mr, 
NEELY, Mr. KILGORE, Mr, GREEN, Mr. 
LANGER, and Mr. Macnuson) submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by them, jointly, to House bill 4473, supra, 


which was ordered to lie on the table 
and to be printed. 


CHANGE OF REFERENCE 


On motion by Mr. Murray, the Com- 
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare was 
discharged from the further considera- 
tion of the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 98) 
to make additional funds available to the 
Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs for 
direct loans to eligible veterans, and it 
was referred to the Committee on Bank- 
ing and Currency. 


DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPROPRIA- 
TIONS, 1952—CORRECTION AND RE- 
PRINT OF REPORT 


Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, 
when the appropriation bill for the 
armed services was considered on the 
floor of the Senate I pointed out that 
there had been an error with respect to 
certain figures on page 2 of the original 
report which was filed with the bill. In 
order that the report may show the cor- 
rect status of the funds concerned, I ask 
unanimous consent that there may be 
printed a star print of the report, No. 
730, on the bill (H. R. 5054) making ap- 
propriations for the National Security 
Council, the National Security Resources 
Board, and for military functions admin- 
istered by the Department of Defense for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1952, and 
for other purposes, showing the correc- 
tion. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 


ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES, 
ETC., PRINTED IN THE APPENDIX 


On request, and by unanimous consent, 
addresses, editorials, articles, and so 
forth, were ordered to be printed in the 
Appendix, as follows: 

By Mr. MARTIN: 

Address delivered by him at the Emanci- 
pation Day celebration of the McDonald 
Community League, McDonald, Pa., on Sep- 
tember 22, 1951. 

By Mr. IVES: 

Address delivered by Gov. Thomas E. Dewey, 
of New York, at the annual convention of 
the American Bar Association, in the Wal- 
dorf Astoria Hotel, New York City, on Sep- 
tember 18, 1951. 

By Mr. FULBRIGHT: 

Statement by the faculty of the College 
of William and Mary regarding the effects 
of intercollegiate football. 

By Mr. WELKER: 

Editorial entitled The RFC: A National 
Disgrace,” published in the Idaho Daily 
Statesman, of Boise, Idaho, discussing the in- 
vestigation into the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation. 

By Mr. MORSE: 

Article entitled “Parchments and Prin- 
ciples,” written by Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, and published in the Washington Star 
of Sunday, September 23, 1951. 

By Mr. THYE: 

Article entitled “What Reservists Can Ex- 
pect,” published in the September 28, 1951, is- 
sue of United States News and World Report, 


ANNOUNCEMENT AS TO PROPOSED 


AGREEMENT LIMITING DEBATE ON TAX 
BILL 


Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, during 
the day I shall ask for a unanimous- 
consent agreement limiting the debate 
upon the amendments to the unfinished 
business, but at this time I wish to give 


due notice that I will ask for strict en- 
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forcement of the rules of the Senate re- 
specting debate. I make this statement 
when no Senator has the floor, and no 
Senator is engaged in addressing the 
Senate, in order that I may be absolutely 
impartial in invoking the rules of the 
Senate to restrict debate within the rules 
of the Senate. 

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, will the 
Senate yield? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does 
the Senator from Georgia yield to the 
Senator from Indiana? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 

Mr. JENNER. Does the Senator mean 
by that that he is going to enforce the 
rules strictly in this respect, that if a 
Senator has the floor he can yield only 
for the purpose of a question; not for 
any insertion, not for the calling of the 
roll, or anything else of the kind? 

Mr. GEORGE. Yes. 

Mr. JENNER. I wish to thank the 
Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. GEORGE. I am obliged to take 
this course, because the tax bill has been 
before the Senate since Wednesday of 
last week, and we have made so little 
progress upon it that I shall be obliged 
to invoke the rule, unless some reason- 
able unanimous-consent agreement can 
be entered into. In that event, we would 
hurry along anyway toward final vote 
upon an amendment. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does 
the Senator from Georgia yield to the 
Senator from Massachusetts? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield to the Senator 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I would say to 
the distinguished Senator from Georgia 
that I am in hearty sympathy with what 
he has stated. I make only one request. 
Under the strict interpretation of the 
rules, as I understand, a unanimous- 
consent agreement for debate on amend- 
ments, let us say for a period of a half 
hour, so long as no time is set for a final 
vote, does not require a quorum call, but 
under the present circumstances, in view 
of the importance of the pending bill. 
I would respectfully request that before 
the Senator asks for any such unani- 
mous-consent agreement he do us the 
courtesy of having a quorum call first. 
Would not the Senator agree? 

Mr. GEORGE. Oh, yes; unless the roll 
has just been called for some other pur- 
pose, and the presence of a quorum 
established. 

(At this point Mr. Ives asked and 
obtained leave to have printed in the 
Appendix an address by Governor 
Dewey.) 

(At this point Mr. ScHOEPPEL pre- 
sented a resolution adopted by the Kan- 
sas Legislative Counsel, which appears 
elsewhere under the appropriate head- 
ing.) 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


Mr. JENNER. Mr. President 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Indiana yield? 
Mr. JENNER. I will be glad to. 
Mr.SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the junior 
Senator from North Dakota IMr. 
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Younc] be excused from attendance on 
the session of the Senate today. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 


MEETING OF COMMITTEE DURING 
SENATE SESSION 


Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, are we 
through with the routine business? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there further routine business? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Judiciary Committee be authorized to sit 
during the session today. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Is there further routine business? If 
not, the Senator from New York is recog- 
nized. 


ARTICLES BY JOSEPH ALSOP REGARDING 
HEARINGS BY THE INTERNAL SECURITY 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE SENATE JUDI- 
CIARY COMMITTEE 


Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, on Sep- 
tember 14 I made a statement on the 
floor of the Senate with regard to three 
articles by Joseph Alsop concerning 
hearings being held currently by the In- 
ternal Security Subcommittee of the 
Senate Judiciary Committee. These 
articles made serious allegations, and in 
my remarks I urged that an investiga- 
tion be made of these grave public 
charges. Isought unanimous consent to 
insert these three articles in the RECORD. 
Unanimous consent was refused. The 
President has now made public certain 
documents relating to matters referred 
to in the articles. In order to have the 
entire record before the Senate, I shall 
now include in my remarks the three 
articles by Joseph Alsop dated Septem- 
ber 10, 12, and 14, respectively. I again 
urge that an investigation be made in 
order to establish the proof or disproof 
of the charges contained in the articles 
so that appropriate action, if indicated, 
may be taken. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. BREWSTER. Reserving the right 
to object, Mr. President 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I sub- 
mit that I cannot quite understand how 
a Senator can object to remarks by an- 
other Senator. I have not asked for 
permission to put anything in the RECORD 
by unanimous consent now. I intend 
to read these articles. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from New York will excuse the 
Chair. The Chair understood the Sen- 
ator from New York to state that he 
wanted to put the articles in the Recorp. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, may I 
continue my remarks? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from New York. 

Mr. GEORGE. I demand the regular 
order. The Senator from New York does 
not have the floor. The Senator from 
Indiana has the floor. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I have not completed 
my remarks. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from New York is recognized. 
The Chair is advised that the Senator 
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from New York can read the articles in 
the debate on the tax bill itself. 

Mr. GEORGE. I understood that 
unanimous consent was given for the in- 
sertion of matters in the Recorp and for 
ordinary routine business. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, if 
unanimous consent will be given for in- 
sertion of these three articles in the 
body of the Recor as a part of my re- 
marks, I, of course, shall not take up 
the time of the Senate by reading them. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. LEHMAN. Otherwise, I shall be 
compelled to read them. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object—— 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will state his objection. 

Mr. BREWSTER. My concern, I de- 
sire to say to the Senator from New York, 
is that it is my impression, without a 
further careful reading of them, that it 
would be not in order for the Senator to 
read those statements because they do 
refiect seriously, not only upon Members 
of the Senate, but on a committee of the 
Senate. I am sure the Senator would 
not desire to place in the Recorp by 
unanimous consent, or in the 
of the Record, material which he would 
not be able to read upon the floor be- 
cause of its reflection upon the motives 
and procedures of Members of the Sen- 
ate or of a committee of the Senate. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, the Sen- 
ator from New York does not believe 
that these articles reflect on the integrity 
of any Member of the Senate. They do, 
however, contain serious allegations and 
charges which I believe should be inves- 
tigated. I withheld the reading of these 
articles out of courtesy to my colleagues. 
But now that the President has made 
public statements and articles and let- 
ters of outstanding importance, I be- 
lieve, certainly the record should be 
completed by reading into the RECORD 
these articles, in view of the fact that 
there may be objection to my insertion 
of these articles by unanimous consent. 
I cannot conceive that a United States 
Senator should be prevented from speak- 
ing on the floor of the Senate and placing 
in the Recor any material which does 
not contravene the rules of the Senate. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right further to object, it is 
precisely that which gives the Senator 
from Maine concern. The other day the 
Senator from New York, in discussing 
this matter, stated that these articles 
reflected upon the honor of the Senate, 
and should be immediately investigated 
because of the charges which were made. 
If they are of that character, they cer- 
tainly must be approached with consid- 
erable circumspection when the Senator 
from New York makes an attack upon 
the honor of an individual Member of 
the Senate, who happens to be a Senator 
on the other side of the aisle, as indi- 
cated the other day, namely, the Senator 
from Nevada [Mr. McCarran}. 

Mr. LEHMAN. The Senator from New 
York is not making an attack on anyone. 
He simply desires and intends to read, as 
@ part of his speech, articles which have 
appeared in the reputable press of this 
country. 
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Mr. JENNER. Mr. President—— 

Mr. LEHMAN. May I add, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that it is a matter of complete 
indifference to me whether unanimous 
consent is given or not for the insertion 
in the Recorp. I have asked unanimous 
consent simply for the purpose of ex- 
pediting the business of the Senate. 

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President—— 

Mr. LEHMAN. It is no favor to me 
to receive such unanimous consent. I 
shall not feel that any favor has been 
shown to me by the granting of unani- 
mous consent, because obviously it is 
within the right of a Senator to read 
into the Recorp himself any material 
which does not contravene the rules of 
the Senate. 

Mr. JENNER and Mr. GEORGE ad- 
dressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does 
the Senator from New York yield to the 
Senator from Indiana? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield. 

Mr. JENNER. I think the rcon will 
‘show, unless I am under a bad misap- 
prehension, that the Senator from In- 
diana has the floor. I was recognized. 
I yielded to the Senator from Massachu- 
setts for the purpose of requesting a 
leave of absence. I think the Senator 
from Indiana has the floor. I was rec- 
ognized and then yielded to the Sena- 
tor from Massachusetts, Then the Chair 
recognized the Senator from New York, 
when the Senator from Indiana had 
already been recognized and had the 
floor for general debate. Is not that 
correct? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I say most re- 

spectfully to the President pro tem- 
pore that in my opinion the Senator 
from Indiana was recognized. He 
yielded to me. I made a unanimous con- 
sent request in behalf of the Senator 
from North Dakota [Mr. Youne], and I 
then sat down. I assumed that the 
Senator from Indiana still had the 
floor. 
Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I sub- 
mit that at the time the Senator from 
Indiana was recognized it was during 
the period reserved for routine business, 
I was recognized first, and I said I did 
not want to be recognized for routine 
business, because I wished to make some 
remarks after the completion of rou- 
tine business. My recollection is that 
the Senator from Indiana was recog- 
nized merely during the period of rou- 
tine business, with the understanding 
that he would insert in the Recorp such 
material as was proper. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Parliamentarian advises the Chair that 
the Senator from New York was recog- 
nized, and afterward the Senator from 
Indiana asked for recognition, but that 
the Senator from New York at that time 
had the permission of the Senate to be 
heard. 

Mr. JENNER. I never yielded. I 
yielded only to the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL]. The RECORD 
would be the best evidence of that. That 
is my recollection. 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair is advised that when morning 
business was closed the Chair recognized 
the Senator from New York, and that he 
is entitled to the floor. He addressed 
the Chair, and is entitled to the floor. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair will recognize the Senator from 
Indiana in due course. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I did not hear the in- 
quiry. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair thinks that this is a matter which 
might be submitted to Senators, and that 
some arrangement might be made with 
respect to publication. 

Is there objection to the request of the 
Senator from New York? 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, I wish to read 
what the Senator from New York said 
about this matter on a previous occa- 
sion. I quote from a portion of his re- 
marks found on page 11344 of the REC- 
orp of September 14, when he first 
brought this matter to our attention. 
He made the following statement: 

I have no idea whether the facts alleged 
are true or untrue. These articles, however, 
very clearly reflect on this body. 


It is a rather unusual situation when 
a Senator who has no knowledge of the 
truth wants to bring these articles before 
this body. 

The articles allege that some of the key 
testimony given before the subcommittee of 
the Senate Judiciary Committee was de- 
monstrably false. This attack has been print- 
ed very widely. So far these articles stand 
unchallenged. I urge that an immediate in- 
vestigation be made of these grave, published 
charges against the honor of the Senate, to 
remove the stain upon the Senate, as I hope. 


If these articles reflect in that manner 
upon the honor of the Senatg, and are a 
stain upon the Senate, it seems to me a 
little difficult to understand how a Sen- 
ator can present such charges in this 
fashion when he says that he has no 
knowledge of whether they are true or 
false. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from New York has the floor. If 
the articles reflect on any Senator, or on 
a Senate committee, any Senator can 
move to strike them out. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I am objecting at 
present to their insertion in order to 
avoid the necessity of moving to strike 
them out. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair understands. The Senator from 
New York has the floor, and he can read 
them or not. 

Mr. BREWSTER. If he reads them, 
Ishould like to ask the Chair 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does 
the Senator object? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I do. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New York yield for a 
question? 

Mr. LEHMAN. No. The Senator 
from New York is going to read the arti- 
cles to which reference has been made, 
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Mr. MALONE. Does the Senator re- 
fuse to yield for a question? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I hope the Senator 
from Nevada will not press his request. 
I wish to proceed with this matter. 

Mr. President, in order that there may 
be no misunderstanding with regard to 
the statements made by the distin- 
guished Senator from Maine, I wish 
again to read into the Recor the state- 
ment which I made on September 14, 
1951. It is as follows: 


Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, if the Senate 
will bear with me for a few moments, I 
should like to call Senators’ attention to a 
very serious matter. In preface, I must 
frankly state that I know none of the de- 
tails of the history of American policy in 
China; that I know few of the persons who 
were involved in that very controversial epi- 
sode of our foreign relations; and that I have 
no personal opinions of any kind of the sub- 
ject because I do not feel that I have suffi- 
cient information to form a judgment. 

What brings me to my feet today is the 
publication, during the present week, of a 
series of startling articles by Joseph Alsop, a 
very widely read and influential columnist, 
on the subject of the proceedings of the 
Internal Security Subcommittee of the Sen- 
ate Judiciary Committee. I have no idea 
whether the facts alleged are true or untrue. 
These articles, however, very clearly reflect 
on tris body. 

The articles allege that some of the key 
testimony given before the subcommittee of 
the Senate Judiciary Committee was demon- 
strably false. 


Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President—— 
Mr. LEHMAN. I continue to read 
from my statement: 


This attack has been printed very widely. 
So far these articles stand unchallenged. I 
urge that an immediate investigation be 
made of these grave, published charges 
against the honor of the Senate, to remove 
the stain upon the Senate, as I hope, or if 
the facts prove to be as printed, to form the 
basis of corrective action. If the Senate is 
to exhibit the most ordinary respect for the 
common decencies of American public life, 
nothing less than full investigation, followed 
by proof or disproof of these charges, can be 
permitted by this body. We, as Members of 
this body, cannot permit such charges to 
stand unchallenged if they are in fact un- 
true and lacking documentary proof. For 
the information of the Senate I wish to in- 
sert the articles in question in the RECORD, so 
that my colleagues who may not have read 
these grave charges will know the kind of 
accusation that has been leveled against a 
committee of the Senate. 

I ask unanimous consent to insert at this 
point in my remarks the three articles from 
the New York Herald Tribune by Joseph 
Alsop printed on September 10, 12, and 14, 
respectively. 


That unanimous consent was withheld 
on September 14. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President 

Mr. LEHMAN. I do not intend to 
yield until I have completed reading the 
article. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does 
the Senator from New York yield for 
that purpose? 

Mr. LEHMAN. For a parliamentary 
inquiry? Yes, of course, I do. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I believe this will 
present the issue. I believe the Senator 
from New York will agree that the arti- 
cles, according to his statement, ob- 
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viously contain material. which very 
clearly violate rule XIX, paragraph 2, 
which provides: 

No Senator in debate shall, directly or in- 
directly, by any form of words impute to an- 
other Senator or to the other Senators any 
conduct or motive unworthy òr unbecoming 
a Senator. 


I am sure that the Senator from New 
York will agree that the articles cer- 
tainly do impute unworthy motives and 
unworthy conduct. It is the very ques- 
tion, from a parliamentary aspect, which 
arose approximately a year ago during a 
filibuster, in which—I believe it was—the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. HUM- 
PHREY] read telegrams which very clear- 
ly refiected upon the conduct and mo- 
tives of a Senator. He was immediately 
told to take his seat, and it was ruled 
that the matter could not be presented 
to the Senate. The present situation 
seems to be precisely on the same point. 
I should like the Chair to advise the Sen- 
ator whether or not material of that 
character may be read into the RECORD 
when it so clearly reflects upon the mo- 
tives and conduct of Senators. 

*Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, in the 
first place, the material is already in the 
ReEcorD, because I made these remarks 
on September 14, just 10 days ago. In 
the second place, there is nothing in my 
statement vhich reflects on the integrity 
of any Member of the Senate. I have 
merely asked permission—and I intend 
to pursue it—to insert or read into the 
Record certain articles by a reputable 
columnist. I have made it very clear 
that I do not know about the truth or 
untruth of the allegations, but that they 
are of a character sufficiently serious to 
justify an investigation. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, a point 
of order. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. GEORGE. A Senator can neither 
state nor read a statement by anyone else 
reflecting upon the integrity or honor of 


The 


-a Senator, of any committee of the Sen- 


ate, or of the Senate itself. If the Sena- 
tor proposes to do that, I shall object 
to it as soon as he puts anything in the 
Record which reflects upon the honor of 
a Senator or questions his motives. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Georgia has that right. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I fully recognize the 
right of any Senator, acting under rule 
XIX, to force a Senator to take his seat 
and withhold comments which are of in- 
terest to the Senate and to the people. 

Since the publication of these articles 
the President of the United States in his 
official capacity, has made public certain 
documents. Certainly in view of that 
fact, the case which I have made, asking 
for an investigation of the allegations 
contained in the Alsop articles, is cer- 
tainly very greatly strengthened. 

Furthermore, I doubt very much 
whether more than a handful of Sena- 
tors on the floor at the present time have 
read the articles. Therefore, I do not 
see how they could decide whether the 
articles or any statement of mine re- 
flect on a Member of the Senate. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair cannot decide that question until 
he hears what is in the article, 
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Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
the Senator yield for that purpose? 

Mr. LEHMAN. Yes. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. If the Senator 
from New York reads a statement by a 
columnist—a reputable columnist, to be 
sure—he reads it as his own statement. 
Reading it as his own statement, as the 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE] said, 
if it directly or indirectly by any form of 
words imputes to another Senator any 
conduct or motive unworthy or unbecom- 
ing of a Senator, it is offensive, and un- 
der rule XXIX the Senator from New 
York may be required to take his seat. 
My parliamentary inquiry is this: If the 
Senator from New York feels that it is 
a matter of investigation, is not the 
proper way for him to submit it in the 
form of a resolution asking for an in- 
vestigation, and to state his reasons for 
submitting the resolution to the Senate? 
Is not the proper parliamentary proce- 
dure for the Senator from New York to 
proceed in that manner, instead of read- 
ing the articles and making them his 
own words? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. That 
would be one way of doing it. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I may 
reply to my distinguished colleague from 
Massachusetts for whom I have unusu- 
ally high regard and, may I say, affec- 
tion, by saying that the Senator from 
New York is capable of deciding the man- 
ner in which this matter may be pre- 
sented to the Senate. Isay that with no 
disrespect to my distinguished colleague 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New York yield for a point 
of order? 

Mr. LEHMAN. The Senator from 
New York will not yield to any Senator 
at this time. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, a point 
of order. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I shall yield for a par- 
liamentary inquiry or point of order. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, it 
seems to me that in view of the serious- 
ness of the accusation, which we have 
heard once before, it is at least unethical 
to present these charges through a col- 
umnist or any other way in the absence 
of the Senator involved and in the ab- 
sence of a quorum. I should like to 
ask the Senator from New York to yield 
for a quorum call 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I ex- 
pected that I would be permitted to pro- 
ceed with my remarks. I cannot under- 
stand the motives of some of my col- 
leagues in objecting to my presenting 
these articles, which were written by a 
distinguished and reputable columnist. 
Of course, I impute no motives to them. 
I can only say that it is a most unusual 
procedure. It seems to me to be sur- 
prising and most unusual. 

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

8 Mr. LEHMAN. I have not yielded the 
oor. 

Mr. WELKER. I wish to make ob- 
jection to the remarks of the Senator 
from New York under rule XIX, para- 
graph 2, and I wish to state my objec- 


Does 
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tion in the Recorp. As a Republican I 
want to continue my objection to this 
assault on the activities of a great Demo- 
crat and a great statesman, the senior 
Senator from Nevada [Mr.*-McCarran]. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Idaho may call the Sena- 
tor from New York to order if he says 
anything which is unbecoming or im- 
proper. 

Mr. WELKER. The Senator from 
New York stated that he could not un- 
derstand my motive in objecting to these 
insertions on September 14. Let me as- 
sure him that I do not misunderstand his 
motives in offering them. In advance of 
his reading any of these scurrilous ar- 
ticles against the chairman of the Ju- 
diciary Committee, I wish to state to the 
Senator from New York that I have read 
the articles, and in my cpinion they are 
a reflection upon the integrity of a Mem- 
ber of this body. They are directly and 
indirectly words which impute to the 
Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCarran] 
and other members of the Judiciary Com- 
mittee conduct and motives unworthy 
and unbecoming of Members of the 
United States Senate. 

Therefore I object, under. rule XIX, 
paragraph 2. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, The 
Senator from New York has not made 
any statement yet to which objection 
can be made. If he makes one, the 
Senator from Idaho can object to it at 
the time. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I read 
from the article in the New York Herald 
Tribune, by Joseph Alsop, dated Sep- 
tember 10,1951. The article is entitled: 

MATTER or Facr 
(By Joseph Alsop) 
WALLACE’S REPORT ON CHINA 


Wasuincton.—Customarily, this space does 
not present documents classified top secret, 
no matter how idiotically. Today, however, 
it is given to the report on China to Presi- 
dent Roosevelt by Henry A. Wallace, long 
famous—indeed allegecly infamous—but still 
Officially locked away in the classified files. 

As introduction, a few words are needed 
concerning the original circumstances of the 
Wallace report. It was written at Kunming 
and cabled from there to Washington in 
the late spring of 1944, at the close of Wal- 
lace's Vice Presdential tour of the Far East. 
Free China was then convulsed by the Jap- 
anese offensive in east China, which was 
so threatening that the American Army 
headquarters at Chungking was actually 
making plans to evacuate the generalis- 
simo’s wartime capital. 

The report begins with an analysis of this 
crisis and its immediate and potential long- 
range effects. Pointing out that a prolonged 
diet of heavy defeats might lead to the ac- 
tual “disintegration of the Chungking re- 
gime” (as indicated by the American head- 
quarters evacuation scheme), the report ar- 
gues that this may “leave a vacuum” which 
will be “filled in ways you understand“ 
in short, by the triumph of the Chinese 
Communists, This is proof, says the report, 
of “how serious” the situation has become. 

LIAISON OFFICER WANTED 

There follows a friendly reference to Chi- 
ang Kai-shek. At their parting, the gen- 
eralissimo had asked Wallace to request the 
President to name a “personal representa- 
tive” at Chungking, who would serve as 
liaison between Chiang and Roosevelt as 
Gen, Sir Adrian Carton de Wiart served as 
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liaison between Chiang and Winston Church- 
ill. The report transmits this request from 
Chiang with warm approbation. It remarks 
that Gen. Joseph W. Stilwell, then theater 
commander in China-Burma-India, would 
be an unsuitable choice for the new assign- 
ment since he did not “enjoy (Chiang’s) con- 
fidence, because of his alleged inability to 
grasp political considerations.” There fol- 
low the recommendations for action, which 
are the report’s significant passages. Here 
is the verbatim text: 

“Assignment (of the President’s personal 
representative) should go to a man who can 
(1) establish himself in Chiang’s confidence 
to a degree that the latter will accept his 
advice in regard to political as well as mili- 
tary action; (2) command all American 
forces in China; and (3) bring about full 
coordination between Chinese and American 
military efforts. 

“It is essential that he command Amer- 
ican forces in China because without this 
his efforts will have no substance. He may 
even be Stilwell's deputy with a right to 
deal directly with the White House on po- 
litical questions; or China may be separated 
from General Stilwell’s present command. 
Without the appointment of such a repre- 
sentative you may expect the situation here 
to drift continuously from bad to worse. 
I believe a representative should be ap- 
pointed and reach Chungking before East 
China is finally lost, so that he can assume 
control of the situation before it degener- 
ates too far. 

“While I do not feel competent to propose 
an officer for the job, the name of General 
Wedemeyer has been recommended to me, 
and I am told that during his visit here he 
made himself persona grata to Chiang.” 

Such was the Wallace report from China. 
There are two points to note about it. First, 
it seems in the long run to have influenced 
President Roosevelt. At any rate, that sum- 
mer Maj. Gen. Patrick Hurley was sent to 
Chungking in the capacity suggested by 
Wallace, as the President's “personal repre- 
resentative,” and that fall, when General 
Stilwell was finally removed from command, 
the man chosen to succeed him was Gen, 
ARUS C. Wedemeyer, also suggested by Wal- 
ace. 

IMPLICATION OF REPORT 


Second, however, in the present climate 
of our politics, the implications of this Wal- 
lace report from China are vastly more in- 
teresting than its effects. When Wallace 
cabled so urgently from Kunming, General 
Stilwell was obstinately refusing to take any 
serious counter measures against the Jap- 
anese offensive in east China. He was ac- 
tually planning to take advantage of the 
generalissimo's weakness, resulting from the 
east China defeats, in order to force Chiang 
Kai-shek to grant him unlimited authority 
over all military forces in China and all dis- 
tribution of American aid within China. 
And when he gained this authority, Stil- 
well already intended to inaugurate a new 
policy of lavishing American military equip- 
ment upon the Chinese Communists. 

If Stilwell had gained these ends, there 
can be no doubt whatever that the Chinese 
Communists would have come to full power 
in China before the end of the war. And 
if President Roosevelt had acted more 
promptly on Wallace’s recommendations 
superseding Stilwell and sending General 
Wedemeyer to China immediately to con- 
tain and partly prevent the fearful Chi- 
nese Nationalist losses of that summer, Chi- 
ang Kai-shek would probably be ruling China 
today. 

In short, surprising as it may seem in 
view of Henry Wallace’s later vagaries, this 
much-whispered about, never before pub- 
lished Wallace report on China was one of 
the really striking and decisive anti-Com- 
munist acts of the war period. As such, 
it is so important a commentary on cur- 
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rent attempts to reconstruct the history of 
American policy in China, that the subject 
must be pursued-further in subsequent re- 


ports, 


I now read an article by Joseph Alsop, 
which appeared in the New York Herald 
Tribune on September 12. The article is 
entitled: 

MATTER or Fact 
(By Joseph Alsop) 
IS IT ACCURATE? 

WASHINGTON.—To suggest that testimony 
given under oath is specifically untruthful is 
a very grave thing to do. In all honesty, 
however, it is now necessary to ask whether 
the much-publicized ex-Communist, Louis 
Budenz, has not been untruthful in his testi- 
mony before the McCarran subcommittee of 
the Senate Judiciary Committee. 

This is deeply important. Budenz has 
so far been the key witness in Senator Par 
McCarRan’s attempt to prove that the dis- 
aster in China was the result of a Communist 
plot centering in the Institute of Pacific Re- 
lations. Many responsible persons and pub- 
lications are saying that if McCarran can 
prove his case, he will justify Senator Mc- 
CARTHY. But if the case is being proved with 
false testimony, that puts the matter in a 
very different, not to say a rather lurid, light. 

Let us examine the actual testimony of 
Budenz, as it relates to one individual, John 
Carter Vincent, former chief of the State 
Department's Far Eastern Affairs Division, 
and now American representative at Tangier. 
Budenz has been questioned about Vincent 
at least twice. On the first occasion, during 
the investigation conducted by Senator Mil- 
lard F. Tydings, he was rather pressingly in- 
vited to accuse Vincent of being a Commu- 
nist. He did not deny the possibility, but he 
also refused to make the charge, explaining 
that he had to be “careful in my statements.” 


CONTRASTING TESTIMONY 


In contrast, before the McCarran subcom- 
mittee, Budenz became extremely positive. 
He said flatly that “from official reports I 
have received,” he knew Vincent to be a 
“member of the Communist Party.” 

He was then reminded by the subcommit- 
tee counsel, Robert Morris, a specialist in 
leading questions, that Vincent accompanied 
Henry A. Wallace as his political adviser on 
the Wallace Vice Presidential tour of the 
Far East in the spring of 1944. Budenz 
affirmed in reply that he had “heard in of- 
ficial Communist Party circles that John 
Carter Vincent and Owen Lattimore were 
members of the Communist Party traveling 
with Henry Wallace.” Being requested to 
elaborate, he continued: 

“The trip by Wallace to China was fol- 
lowed by the Communists with a great deal 
of interest in discussions in the Politburo. 
In those discussions it was pointed out that 
Mr. Wallace was more or less under good in- 
fluences from the Communist viewpoint, that 
is to say, that he had on one hand Mr. Latti- 
more, and on the other John Carter Vincent, 
both of whom were described as being in 
line with the Communist viewpoint, seeing 
eye to eye with it, and that they would guide 
Mr. Wallace largely along those paths.” 

There are two aspects of this testimony, 
insofar as John Carter Vincent is concerned. 
First, there is the simple statement of fact 
that Vincent was an enrolled and dependable 
Communist, whom the party Politburo relied 
upon to “guide Mr. Wallace” along the path 
of the party line. Second, there is the obvi- 
ous and unquestionably intended implica- 
tion that Vincent actually succeeded in guid- 
ing Wallace in this manner, and that the 
party Politburo was delighted with the result. 


A KEY DOCUMENT 


Before the Tydings subcommittee, Bu- 
denz had previously testified that “Wal- 
lace’s trip was followed with very great care 
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and detail by the Communist Party.” The 
picture conveyed is at once detailed and 
complete, of Wallace on his journey being 
managed and controlled by the two Commu- 
nists, Vincent and Lattimore, and of all the 
transactions of the trip being known in de- 
tail to the Communist inner circle in New 
York. 

This Budenz testimony seems very smooth 
and very damning, until you examine it in 
conjunction with the only key document 
in the case. This document is Henry Wal- 
ace's report on China to President Roose- 
velt, which has just been published in this 
space for the first time. The important 
point is that when this report. was drafted 
at Kunming at the close of Wallace’s trip in 
1944, the man accused by Budenz, John Car- 
ter Vincent, was present and a full partici- 
pant. 

With Vincent’s frank concurrence, Wal- 
lace made three vital recommendations to 
Roosevelt. Gen. Joseph W. Stilwell, whose 
military policy was disastrously weakening 
the regime of Chiang Kai-shek, who already 
planned to transfer American military aid 
to the Chinese Communists, was to be re- 
moved from command in China. The Pres- 
ident was to name a new military com- 
mander who would also serve as his per- 
sonal representative” with the Generalis- 
simo. And Gen. Albert C. Wedemeyer was 
proposed for this post as being “persona 
grata to Chiang.” 

If these recommendations of the Wallace 
report had been promptly acted upon, they 
would have averted China’s catastrophes of 
that summer of 1944, and Chiang Kai-shek 
would probably be ruling in China today. 
The President partly followed these recom- 
mendations later on, with effects profound- 
ly unfavorable to the Communist cause. In 
short, the whole wretched China story shows 
no clearer, more decisive anti-Communist 
act than this Wallace report in which John 


Carter Vincent participated and concurred, . 


ONLY ONE ANSWER 


Was this then the act of a Communist 
Party member trusted by the party in- 
ner circle to exert “good influences from 
the Communist viewpoint,” and to “guide” 
Wallace along the party line? And what 
about the Politburo following Wallace's trip 
“with very great care and detail,” with all 
the unusual advantages conferred by having 
two agents in the party? If Vincent and 
Lattimore really were agents, as testified by 
Budenz, how can the Politburo have missed 
hearing of the Wallace report? And if they 
did hear it, why was not Vincent disciplined 
as disloyal, and why did not Budenz mention 
these crucial facts? 

There is only one answer to all these ques- 
tions. The contemporary documentary evi- 
dence refutes Budenz’ late-remembered 
verbal evidence in implication and in detail. 
Every word he said about Vincent would 
surely be thrown out in any court of law 
in the land. The hard facts cannot be es- 
caped. 


Mr. President, I now read the third 
of the series of articles by Joseph Alsop, 
entitled “Budenz and Morris,” which 
appeared in the Herald Tribune on Sep- 
tember 14, as follows: 


If the readers of this space will pardon a 
persistency which derives from indignation, 
this is a final report on the strange case of 
the semiprofessional ex-Communist, Louis 
Budenz, and the McCarran subcommittee of 
the Senate Judiciary Committee. What 
must first be examined is the remarkable 
built-in pickup, the faculty for recalling to- 
day what was not recalled last year, which 
characterizes Budenz’ memory. 

This is most clearly illustrated by the 
Budenz testimony about John Stewart Serv- 
ice, a member of the group of State Depart- 
ment officials that the McCarran subcom- 
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mittee has been picturing as Communist 
plotters. 

Last year, Budenz told Senator Millard F. 
Tydings’ investigating committee that “I 
had no information” with regard to Mr. 
Service’s political affiliations. This year, 
again under oath, Budenz told the McCar- 
ran subcommittee, “John S. Service, at least 
from the official informaticn I received, had 
many contacts with the (Communist) 
Party.” 

The contradiction in this testimony about 
Service is too glaring to require comment. 
It is of a piece, moreover, with the develop- 
ment of the Budenz testimony about an- 
other State Department official, John Carter 
Vincent. Last year Budenz refused to iden- 
tify Vincent as a Communist. This year 
he named him as a member of the Com- 
munist Party and stated that the party lead- 
ers relied on Vincent to guide Vice President 
Henry A. Wallace along the path of the 
party line on Wallace's far-eastern trip in the 
sprin- of 1944. 

A previous report has shown how Vincent 
participated and concurred in Wallace's 
crucial cable from China, urging President 
Roosevelt to dismiss from command the pro- 
Chinese-Communist Gen. Joseph W. Stilwell 
and to replace him with the brilliant, stoutly 
anti-Communist Gen. Albert C. Wedemeyer, 

Hence, if we are to believe Budenz’ more 
recent testimony about Vincent, we must 
assume that an active member of the Com- 
riunist Party voluntarily joined in striking 
the heaviest blow that could be struck 
against the Communist cause in China. 
And despite the known duty of all Commu- 
nists to report everything to their superiors, 
we must assume further than an enrolled 
Communist also concealed this massive fact 
of the Wallace cable from the party leaders 
whom he served. Any jury in the world, if 
asked to make these fantastic assumptions, 
would respond by throwing out Budenz’ 
testimony, lock, stock, and barrel, and would 
perhaps call for judicial inquiry into the 
bargain. 

Yet Budenz’ personal role is not so com- 
pletely incomprehensible. A far more dis- 
tinguished ex-Communist, the great student 
of party history, Dr. Frans Borkenau, has 
kindly reminded the writer that a favorite 
Communist Party device for disposing of un- 
desirable persons is to betray them to the 
police as dangerous Communists. Thus the 
leaders of the Spanish exiles were betrayed 
to the French Deuxieme Bureau by the 
French Party. Thus in wartime all-sorts 
of men and women whose influence in post- 
war Germany was feared by the German 
Party were turned over to the Gestapo to be 
removed from the scene. 

By the same token, Budenz mey well have 
been the unconscious victim of his former 
Communist associates, who derive incalcula- 
ble advantages from the fear and suspicion 
now being spread through the Government. 
And Budenz may also have been the victim 
of the process so wisely described by still 
another ex-Communist, Whittaker Cham- 
bers, who once said: “With the play of so 
many influences on my mind, because people 
are always asking me questions, bringing me 
information, there are actually areas of my 
experience where I can no longer distinguish 
between what I once knew and what I have 
(later) heard.” 

But if it is possible to be charitable about 
Budenz, the same charity cannot be extended 
to the counsel of the McCarran subcom- 
mittee, Robert Morris, who has a large, ex- 
pensive staff to gather all the facts, whose 
questions led Budenz on to testify as he did. 

Until the publication of the Wallace cable 
on Stilwell and Wedemeyer, Morris intended 
to prove the “Communist influence” of 
Henry Wallace’s far-eastern trip with a 
little-read pamphlet that Wallace signed for 
the Institute of Pacific Relations some time 
later. The pamphlet contains the woolly, 
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references to the Chinese Communists and 
hopes for postwar cooperation with the So- 
viets which in those days were the common- 
places of the most conservative American 
press, but are now regarded as signs of sin. 
When this reporter asked Morris to explain 
Budenz's testimony, he brandished this 
pamphiet, saying, “that’s Communist stuff, 
isn't it?” 

On the other hand, Morris had nothing to 
say or at least nothing coherent, about 
Vincent's share in the recommendation that 
Roosevelt replace Stilwell with Wedemeyer, 
which really did influence American policy, 
with results profoundly although only tem- 
porarily unfavorable to the Chinese Com- 
munist cause. 

Nor did Morris have a word to say about 
Wallace’s second group of official recom- 
mendations to Roosevelt from China, con- 
cerning the dangerous demoralization that 
was being caused in Chungking, in that 
spring of 1944, by the predominance of the 
more corrupt and reactionary Chinese Na- 
tionalist elements. Yet in this other vital 
document, instead of urging the slightest 
American aid for the Chinese Communists, 
Wallace urged stronger American support for 
the more honest, wodern-minded and ef- 
ficient Chinese Nationalists—the same men 
whom Generalissimo Chiang Kai-shek him- 
self brovght back to power a few months 
later. 

The cable containing Wallace’s political 
recommendations to Roosevelt found its way 
into print as long ago as 1950. The even 
more decisive cable recommending the Stil- 
well-Wedemeyer shift was first published in 
this space this week. But the document it- 
self was always available to the McCarran 
subcommittee, elther from Wallace’s files or 
the Government files, and its existence cer- 
tainly should have been known to Morris. 
In fact Wallace communicated its substance 
to the McCarran subcommittee's close col- 
le horator, Alfred Kohlberg. some months ago, 
and then wrote about it first to Senator 
Homer Frerauson and then to Senator Par 
McCarran himself, as soon as the Wallace 
trip of 1944 began to be discussed in the sub- 
committee hearings. 

This selective system of dealing with the 
documentary evidence speaks for itself as 
clearly as do the contradictions into which 
the unfortunate Budenz was led. To this, 
only one more word must be added. 

The reports in this space on this shocking 
business are in no sense intended as a de- 
fense—to borrow a word from Counsel Mor- 
ris of John Carter Vincent or anyone else, 
except against the specific charges specifi- 
cally discussed. After giving Roosevelt the 
recommendations that might have saved 
China from the Chinese Communists, Henry 
Wallace himself subsequently fell for a while, 
into the hands of the Communist Party— 
which this reporter was the first to point 
out, as he was the most active opponent in 
the war years in China of the pro-Communist 
policy there. For all this reporter knows, 
other men besides Wallace may also have 
been guilty of other follies. In short, rather 
than defense of individuals, the aim here 
has been to attack the kind of public pro- 
ceeding that is typified by the effort to bulld 
an obviously false case around the Wallace 
trip to China in 1944. This sort of thing, if 
permitted and approved for very much 
longer, can threaten the common liberties of 
any ordinary citizen. 


REVENUE ACT OF 195 


The Senate resumed the considera- 
tion of the bill (H. R. 4473) to provide 
revenue, and for other purposes. 

Mr. JENNER, Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Indiana is recognized. 

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, I should 
like to ask a question before I proceed. 
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As I understand, a previous order has 
been entered that there will be a joint 
meeting of the two Houses at 12 or 12:15 
o’clock today. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. There 
has been no order to that effect. 

Mr. JENNER. A point of order, Mr. 
President. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will state the point of order. 

Mr. JENNER. The Senator from In- 
diana has been recognized. If I have not 
completed my remarks ct the time when 
the joint meeting shall begin, may I be 
permitted to continue upon the Senate’s 
return to the Chamber, without being 
charged with an additional speech? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, that will be understood. 

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, the 
House of Representatives, after careful 
study and hearings by its Ways and 
Means Committee, has voted to increase 
taxes by about $7,000,000,000. The Sen- 
ate Finance Committee has carefully 
studied every section of the House bill, as 
well as the economic effects it will have, 
and has recommended that we add 
$6,000,000,000 in new taxes to those al- 
ready in effect. We must now decide 
whether or not to vote an increase of 
billions of dollars to the tax burden now 
carried by the American people. 

I rise to state I am unalterably op- 
posed to this bill, Mr. President. I am 
not interested in cutting off a billion dol- 
lars here and there. I am opposed to any 
further increase in taxes. I intend to 
oppose this or any other revenue bill 
with all the strength and influence I 
possess. 

The distinguished Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. GEORGE] and his colleagues 
on the Finance Committee have un- 
doubtedly put together the best revenue- 
raising bill that could be devised to wring 
another five to eig’-t billion dollars from 
the American people. But I must oppose 
a good tax bill as vigorously as I would 
oppose a bad tax bill. I do not want to 
take any more money from the American 
people and give it to their Government. 

The reason is simple. People pay 
taxes to their Government to get protec- 
tion. Our people are paying huge taxes, 
but they are not getting protection. We 
are getting no protection against dan- 
gers from without, no protection against 
fraud and cheating and gambling and 
chicanery from within. Instead of 
fighting against our foreign enemies, our 
Government is collaborating with them. 
Instead of fighting against the criminal 
and vicious elements at home, our Gov- 
ernment is collaborating with them. 

I shall not help to squeeze another dol- 
lar out of the American people while this 
administration is throwing away our 
hard-won earnings with utter reckless- 
ness, to buy us a foreign policy and do- 
mestic policies which are destroying our 
country. 

I not only oppose adding a single dol- 
lar of new taxes, Mr. President, but I 
say that, barring open war, we can cut 
out present tax rates, reduce Govern- 
ment spending by many billions, and 
have better defense, a better foreign 
policy, a better domestic policy, and a 
more truly American Government than 
we have today. 


SEPTEMBER 24 


I am not going to discuss the revenue 
provisions of this bill, important as they 
are. We cannot in conscience discuss 
how to tax our people until we have an- 
swered the question whether they should 
be taxed. 

Taxation is surgery. We know the 
new bill must cut deep into the vitals of 
our family life if it is to raise more 
money. It must cut deep into the tis- 
sues of our farms and industries, It 
must constrict the income flowing into 
our colleges and medical schools. All 
that would be tolerable, however cruel, 
if it were necessary to defend our coun- 
try. The first question, the only ques- 
tion is, will this bill help protect our 
native land? 

Over the last month we have witnessed 
an astonishing sight in this Capitol. 
Members of the House of Represent- 
atives put up a vigorous fight to cut the 
State Department appropriation bill. 
Member after Member on both sides of 
the aisle rose to voice their total lack of 
confidence in the present administration 
of our foreign affairs. The effort to cut 
appropriations failed. 

Members of both House and Senate 
spoke of cutting the budgets of the old- 
line agencies, the 856,000, 000,000 defense 
bill, the foreign aid appropriations. 
Everyone of those efforts failed. We cut 
a little bit here and a little there, but 
the cuts were meaningless. The admin- 
istration has won virtually all it asked 
for and probably much more than it 
expected. 

The Members of Congress were treated 
like the signatory nations at San Fran- 
cisco. We know what it is to be run over 
by a steamroller. The administration 
skillfully used the machinery of the ap- 
propriation bill to roll over us. The op. 
position was flattened out. 

The administration is politically far 
more ingenious than are the Members 
of Congress. My colleague in the other 
House, Representative Brownson, of In- 
diana, said his throat was dry from all 
the dust raised by the Russian tanks the 
administration drives across the floor of 
the House whenever it wants more 
money. We are trying to oppose those 
Russian tanks with statistics, with 
wringing of hands. We are not even 
thinking about how to outwit and out- 
maneuver the administration’s hordes of 
technical experts and political spell- 
binders. 

We have been frustrated by our own 
elaborate machinery. We have a com- 
mittee system and a budget procedure 
so elaborate and so rigid that we can in- 
vestigate exactly what the executive de- 
partments do with a few thousand dol- 
lars, but we have no machinery, what- 
ever, for asking whether the whole en- 
terprise has proved to be a good one— 
whether it should be continued or 
promptly brought to an end. 

We authorize a certain activity for a 
Government bureau, and it goes on for- 
ever. We never ask whether the au- 
thorization should be continued, If the 
administration can succeed in getting an 
authorization it can get virtually all the 
money it wants for any program for all 
the years to come—and how well they 
know it. 


1951 


Our problem is not form but sub- 
stance, not mechanics but principles. It 
is too late for a consideration of proce- 
dures. The question is not the techni- 
cal question of how we are to vote on 
appropriations and taxes but the most 
fundamental of all political questions: 
Shall the people, through their repre- 
sentatives, decide how much money this 
Government is to have; or shall the 
Government decide what the people are 
to give them for their own purpose? 

I doubt if there is a Member of this 
body who believes we voted $60,000,000,- 
000 for defense and $8,000,000,000 for 
foreign aid because we believed it neces- 
sary. We voted the money because the 
administration wanted it. 

Representative government rests on 
the power of Congress to protect the 
earnings of the people against the power 
of Government, and to dole out to the 
Government only so much money as it 
needs for the public business. Repre- 
sentative government was born when 
parliaments insisted the rulers could 
have no money without their free con- 
sent. When the executive power—be it 
president or prince—wins back the abil- 
ity to decide how much money it will 
spend, we have arbitrary government, 
subject to no effective checks whatever. 

This is the paramount issue. The 
Members of this body must face the issue 
of Congress’ control of the purse before 
they impose a single dollar of new taxes. 
If we cannot cut down appropriations to 
the amounts we believe necessary for the 
public business, we have abdicated our 
function as guardians of the public 
purse—the earnings of the people. We 
must confess the power of the purse has 
passed from Congress, and once again 
rests in the hands of an executive power 
which is not bound by any restraints the 
people wish to impose upon it. 

We have called millions of young men 
from their homes to form the Armed 
Forces of the United States. Over 200,- 
000 are fighting in Korea, and several 
hundred thousand, perhaps several mil- 
lions, will be garrisoned in Europe by 
this administration. But we cannot es- 
cape the fact that legally and morally 
the full responsibility for drafting the 
lives and the money of our people rests 
on us. Our soldiers have been fighting 
and dying in Korea because you and I 
diafted them. We invoked the whole 
awful sovereign power of the United 
States when we told them they must 
leave their homes, their schools, their 
farms, their jobs, and go halfway around 
the world to fight. 

We cannot in conscience leave to any- 
one else—in the executive arm or any- 
where else—the question whether our 
men and our money have been drafted 
in the public interest only. 

What are we in Congress going to do 
about it? 

On March 19 I said in this body that 
our country was being governed by peo- 
ple with a blueprint for our destruction, 
and we were right on the timetable. 

At that time I said: 

The task of Congress is to formulate a 
clear, simple, realistic foreign policy, in the 
great tradition of American foreign policy, 
write it into law, and then tell the Fair Deal 
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officials to operate under it—or operate with- 
out public funds. 


Today I tell the Senate we must decide 
on that policy now. We must reestab- 
lish congressional control of policy- 
making through control of the purse and 
do it at once. The next election will not 
be held for 16 months. The present 
Congress is the only Congress which can 
do anything before January 1953. We 
cannot wait. 

Hundreds of casualties in Korea have 
marked every week we have delayed. 
Billions of dollars are lost forever in 
the maw of war production. The 
foundations under the free society grow 
weaker every day, and we sink lower 
and lower into the quicksand. 

The masterminds who design the blue- 
print for our destruction never rest. 
Each day that we hesitate we move fur- 
ther along according to the timetable 
they have made. Every day we wait, we 
come closer to the point of no return. 

We are near the end of this session. 
We all know that if we recede on this 
issue in 1951, we will not solve it in 1952. 
Next year is an election year. We will 
wish to leave here early and return to 
our States and talk to our people. 

Either we will face this issue of who 
is to control the purse now, this year and 
this session, or we will not face it at all. 
If we give way to administration pres- 
sure now, the pressure will constantly 
increase, and the ground beneath our 
feet will slowly crumble. The last free 
parliamentary body will sink into ob- 
livion. 

Representative government means 
that the people of the Nation can earn 
their living and seek their happiness in 
their own way because their representa- 
tives stand like a wall against the pred- 
atory designs of the ruler. They decide 
how much of our earnings need to be 
diverted for the public weal, and just 
what the executive agencies may or may 
not do with it. Their only power is that 
if the executive refuses to obey the law, 
the representatives of the people can 
withhold the funds the rulers must have 
to operate. 

If we, here in this Congress, have lost 
the power to protect the earnings of our 
people, Mr. President, if we can no longer 
control the purse which the executive is 
allowed to spend, then let us openly ad- 
mit that representative government is 
dead. Let us vote to dissolve the Amer- 
ican Congress so that it may end in the 
sad dignity of disaster, instead of de- 
scending to the role of a plaything of 
the dictators like the parliaments of 
Louis XIV, and of Mussolini’s Italy, and 
Hitler’s Third Reich. If representative 
government is dead, then let us take 
down the flag that hangs over the Cap- 
itol, lock the doors and depart to our 
homes to seek a more direct means to 
continue the fight for liberty. 

I, for one, do not believe we are de- 
feated. I do not believe we have ex- 
hausted all the means by which the rep- 
resentatives of the people can guard 
their earnings against a predatory gov- 
ernment, and tell their government how 
much money it may have and what it 
can do with it. We have not been de- 
feated. We have not yet begun to fight. 
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TWO ROADS BEFORE US 


Congress and the people are today 
deeply oppressed by a sense of confu- 
sion. We have a vast mass of informa- 
tion to digest, many conflicting policies 
to assess. As soon as we seem to have 
grappled with one problem its shape 
changes and we are confronted with an- 
other so different in appearance that we 
must start from the beginning. We 
climb up one step but we fall back two. 
If we continue in that way we have no 
hope of success. 

I do not believe, Mr. President, that 
confusion is our problem. It seems to 
me our problem is crystal clear. We do 
not have confusion about an American 
policy for Europe or Asia, for military 
or diplomatic affairs. We have a head- 
on collision between two opposing doc- 
trines, an American doctrine, and a doc- 
trine based on a philosophy alien to 
everything for which we stand. 

The boiling rapids of confusion are the 
turmoil which must follow when two 
totally different forces meet head-on 
trying to use American power and re- 
vee to bring about wholly different 
ends. 

So long as we ignore this deep-set 
conflict, we will be burdened by the con- 
fusion and turmoil. If we look deeper 
and see the two opposing forces we will 
understand our problem, at least, and 
that is the first essential to the attempt 
to find a solution, 

For a long time many of us have be- 
lieved that in making an American for- 
eign and domestic policy to meet the 
world crisis, we had to oppose an or- 
ganized power working the other way. 
Now we have the proof. 

The summary dismissal of General 
MacArthur tore away the veil of lies 
which has hidden the administration's 
foreign policy and revealed to us the 
threat to our very existence which was 
hidden there. 

Our Senate committee under the 
junior Senator from Georgia, have dealt 
ably with the important task of clari- 
fying the record. Now we can trace in 
exact detail the sordid story of American 
military leaders who have been made 
afraid to fight, foreign-policy officials 
who use the lie as a weapon to destroy 
our friends and help our enemies. 

The MacArthur hearings have fully 
documented what it is almost impossible 
for Americans to believe—that men in 
our own Government were working night 
and day to deceive our elected officials 
and bend and twist our foreign policy to 
help the Soviet Union. 

The hearings show us that we have in 
this country today two foreign policies 
and two military policies. One, the 
policy nominally headed by Truman, 
Acheson, and Marshall means abandon- 
ment of Asia to the Communists with 
the vain promise of saving Socialist Eu- 
rope. The other, that of Generals Mac- 
Arthur and Wedemeyer and Admiral 
Sherman, rests on the belief that we 
must face communism where it attacks 
us. We must outwit the Communists in 
Asia, where they have already thrown 
down the gage of battle, or both Europe 
and the United States will be over- 
whelmed by the new barbarian invasion. 
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This is the immediate aspect. But 
both policies are part of a larger whole. 
The MacArthur- Wedemeyer plan for the 
security of the United States is part of 
the great tradition of foreign policy 
which has been followed in this coun- 
try from Washington's day to our own. 
The Truman-Acheson-Lattimore policies 
are a total abandonment of American 
principles and their replacement by a 
policy and program that will destroy 
American security and strengthen the 
power of the U. S. S. R. 

The clear-cut choice between our his- 
toric American tradition and the new 
doctrines imported from Europe, under- 
lies the differences between the Presi- 
dent and General MacArthur in the con- 
duct of the war in Korea. That choice 
underlies the conflict between General 
Wedemeyer and the Marshall plan for 
China in 1945-46. That choice is the 
source of confusion in the peace nego- 
tiations going on today in Korea, the 
peace treaty just concluded in San Fran- 
cisco, and the growing threat of chaos 
in Germany. 

The choice underlies every problem 
with which we are faced in foreign and 
in domestic policy. 

I believe, Mr. President, that Congress 
must now resolve that choice. We must 
decide that American resources can be 
used only for the carrying out of Ameri- 
can policy. We must find the way to do 
it, and then we must make our execu- 
tive officers obey. 

I intend to suggest, Mr. President, a 
series of concrete proposals by which 
our committees can work out between 
sessions the essential steps for a return 
to representative government. I be- 
lieve we must use the next session of the 
Eighty-second Congress to put those 
proposals into effect. Then and only 
then can the American people hold a 
free election. At this point I need say 
only that nothing but a total reconstruc- 
tion will save us. 

We do not have one problem at home 
and another abroad. We do not have 
one problem in foreign policy and an- 
other in social security. We have only 
one problem. 

I say that the only answer to commu- 
nism is Americanism. The only answer 
to soft internationalism is hard na- 
tionalism. The only answer to socialism 
is liberty. 

It is the task of this Congress, Mr. 
President, to draw the line. We must 
lay down precisely the dividing line be- 
tween Americanism and communism, 
socialism, internationalism, collectivism, 
and the rest. Then we must take our 
stand and ask everyone in the United 
States to stand with us or against us. 

I am not impressed with the familiar 
argument that we live in a new era. 
Every era is new. Every generation lives 
in a new era. The colonists who came 
here from the quiet villages of England 
to make their way in the wilderness had 
to cope with a new era. The men who 
crossed the mountains into Kentucky 
Indiana —Ilinois—had to cope with a 
new era. The men and women who 
traveled in covered wagons over the 
Great Plains had to face a new era. The 
invention of electricity, of the automo- 
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bile, of the radio, in our own time, have 
given us all practice in facing new eras. 

Americans love new eras. They love 
the challenge uf the new and unexpected. 
We do not have to turn to the worn-out 
doctrines of the worn-out nations of Eu- 
rope to meet the challenge of the new. 

There is nothing older than dictator- 
ship, oligarchy, power. The nations of 
Continental Europe have been struggling 
with power for centuries. Tyranny and 
dictatorship change their form but not 
their substance. 

I repeat—our only answer to power, 
whether it is in our own government or 
abroad—is liberty—American liberty. 

I want it definitely understood, Mr. 
President, that I am an American reac- 
tionary. The nations of the world have, 
since 1914, been rushing toward their 
own destruction. Every new remedy has 
meant a faster flight than before. I do 


not propose a new remedy but an old one. 


I propose that we in this country go back 
wholly, completely, and immediately to 
the principles on which this country was 
founded, and that we offer those princi- 
ples as a beacon to the other nations of 
the world to puil themselves, in their own 
way, out of the slough of despond in 
which they have been struggling since 
1914 when the power-seekers of Europe 
captured control of the purse of their 
nations in the name of military necessity. 

I believe, Mr. President, that we stand 
at one of the great crossroads in history. 
It is a great battle though there is no 
sound of the clash of arms. The world 
cannot continue much longer the mad 
race to Communist socialism, to rearma- 
ment, to Armageddon. We must turn 
back and provide the barrier behind 
which the other nations can reform. 

We have no choice except between the 
descent to commu-socialism or the re- 
turn to pure American political doctrine 
and that choice must be made now. 

Congress, the custodian of our national 
security, must make the choice and make 
itnow. We must either go down the road 
to disaster or turn now. There is no mid- 
die ground. 

Congress cannot wait for another elec- 
tion. We cannot be diverted by side is- 
sues. We cannot transfer our burden to 
anyone else, because there is no one else 
to take it up. We here today must make 
the choice. 

Never, even in the Continental Con- 
gress or in the fateful years of the Civil 
War, was a more solemn and difficult 
choice put before an American Congress. 

I know that the Members of this body 
are tired, overworked, exhausted by 
nervous tension and the conflict of wills. 
But the hour is at hand. We must rise to 
it. Our country has no other hope. 


THE COSTLIEST GOVERNMENT IN HISTORY 


I return to my question, Mr. President, 
Are we voting taxes for what the people 
need or are we voting taxes for what the 
Government wants? Are we spending 
money to get protection for our people, 
or are we spending it for something quite 
different? Let us look at the record. 

The present administration is the most 
expensive in all history. 

It far surpasses the New Deal which 
we used to think of as wasteful and ex- 
travagant. 
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In 144 years, the first 28 Presidents of 
the United States spent 8113, 00,000,000. 
The New Deal spent $376,000,000,000 
in 12 years. The Fair Deal in 7 years 
will have spent at least $327,000,000,000. 

It will cost us $460,000,000,000 to carry 
the Fair Deal for 8 years. 

What did we get in return? I should 
like to examine the activities of the Fair 
Deal against that one figure. What will 
we have for this $400,000,000,0002 

What are we getting in foreign policy, 
in military policy, in financial stability, 
in domestic tranquillity? 

Let us go back, Mr. President, to VE- 
day, in April 1945. On that day we had 
12,000,000 men under arms. Our vic- 
torious armies were spread out in a long 
line across central Europe, across Africa, 
across India and China and converging 
on Japan. Our Navy guarded the seven 
seas. 

Our Air Force was a vast curtain over 
Europe, Asia and Africa. It spread out 
north almost to the pole, south over 
Latin America. 

This army was the best equipped army 
ever seen on the face of the earth. It 
had more arms, better arms, than any 
cther nation had ever possessed. It had 
fleets of ships and swarms of planes to 
carry everything it needed faster than 
supplies had ever moved before. 

In the pipelines leading to the front 
lines were vast quantities of tanks and 
bombs, bazookas and flame-throwers, 
laundry machines and candy bars, a 
flood tide of everything which the great- 
est industrial machine in history could 
make and transport to its fighting men. 

In the rear of the Armed Forces were 
camps where more men were being 
trained, shipyards where more ships 
were being built, factories where more 
locomotives and freight cars and ma- 
chine tools were being constructed. 
Our people were united and happy, 
ready to give their utmost for their 
country. The Armed Forces of the 
United States were a dynamic power, 
growing larger and stronger every day. 

They were grouped in two great cres- 
cents, enclosing on one side the Third 
ots on the other the Japanese Em- 
pire. 

As the German Empire cracked, and 
the Japanese begged for peace, our 
forces were placed like a giant pincers 
which could, if needed, close on the 
Soviet Union, then still confined within 
the borders that had contained it for 
generations. Poland was free, Hun- 
gary was free, Czechoslovakia and Bul- 
garia and China were free, free and 
friendly to us. 

I do not need to tell you Mr. President, 
where we are now, 7 years and nearly 
$400,000,000,000 later. 

The Soviet Union has expanded her 
empire fivefold. In 1939 the Soviet 
Union controlled less than 8 percent of 
the world’s population. By 1950 the 
percentage had grown to 35 percent. 
Her tyranny was imposed not only on 
170,000,000 but 779,000,000 people. In- 
stead of one country, U. S. S. R. controls 
14 countries, 13 of which used to be our 
friends. 

We of the free world are taking a ter- 
rific beating,” said Representative KARL 
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STEFAN in the debate on the State De- 
partment appropriation last July. 

We have allies in the rest of the world 
by a most precarious hold. Communist 
parties are strong in France and Italy, 
the Socialists are close to neutrality in 
Britain, Germany is divided and the half 
of Germany on our side is weighted down 
by the results of the war, the Cartha- 
ginian peace and the tide of pitiful refu- 
gees from the Russian zone. 

Iran and the Arab world are in tur- 
moil, the Communists are penetrating 
into Africa, the other essential base for 
our permanent aircraft carriers. 

In Asia, India is neutralist, the French 
and Dutch possessions are deep in either 
open civil war or political penetration. 
We are bogged down in a cruel bloody 
war in Korea. Our allies, the South 
Koreans, have been decimated and their 
country destroyed, while our Navy guards 
the Red coast against attack. Our 
allies, the Free Chinese, are cooped up 
on Formosa while the Reds execute their 
brothers, prevented by us from aiding 
their own guerrilla forces. We have just 
concluded a treaty of peace with Japan 
which, under its smiling surface, hides a 
booby trap as dangerous as anything we 
have yet encountered in Asia. 

At home our people are working, but 
hard-pressed for the necessities of life 
because taxes are so heavy. The debt 
grows ever heavier, Our people are 
worried, frustrated, angry, and con- 
fused, with no confidence that their hard 
work and sacrifice will bring them se- 
curity. Meanwhile, the Judiciary Com- 
mittee in the Senate is bringing out 
every week new testimony showing that 
the Soviet conspiracy to destroy our 
country reached into the very highest 
levels of our State Department and the 
White House itself. 

How could any administration spend 
$400,000,000,000 and get only disaster? 
What brought us to this sorry pass? To 
answer that question I must examine in 
detail what our Government has done. 
with the money and the power we so 
trustfully gave it. 

TRUMAN'S BLOODY PEACE 


President Truman has stated the case 
for his foreign policy in his own words. 
It is a feeble case. 

Mr. Truman sees a vision. He sees a 
vast, solid structure of what he calls 
collective security. He sees the armies 
of the nations joined loyally together in 
battle in Korea, to fight the armies of 
communism, 

He sees the Communist leaders 
check-mated by the fighting, aware of 
the folly of starting aggression any- 
where clse, ready to sue for an honorable 
peace. 

What a tragic picture. Here is the 
head of a great state, the directing head 
of the coalition of free nations, the last 
best hope on earth, indulging in pipe 
dreams, in wishful thinking, in delusions 
of grandeur over his role as world peace- 
maker. 

We know the terrible reality that is 
hidden from Mr. Truman. We know the 
truth of Truman’s bloody peace. All 
Korea has been laid in waste with flame- 
throwers and demolition bombs. China 
is locked in the throes of civil war. Ja- 
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pan is trembling with fear of Communist 
penetration. The Philippines know they 
are next on the timetable. 

Europe is divided and confused, chas- 
ing rainbows of welfare gains. Its 
armies are actually growing smaller 
while the Soviet Union's legions, its 
stockpile of atom bombs, its fleet of sub- 
marines, grow ever larger. European 
cabinets fall and rise like the waves of 
the sea. Ernest Bevin dies and Aneurin 
Bevan says England cannot give up free 
false teeth to preserve her liberty. 

At home our people are divided as 
never before. Our young men are torn 
from their parents, their wives, their 
children, and sent half way around the 
world to meet the Soviet threat. Most 
terrible of all, 250,000 men in Korea are 
sentenced, perhaps indefinitely, to what 
Minority Leader JosepH MARTIN called 
the treadmill war in Korea. At least 
there are 83,000 battle casualties, 14,000 
nonbattle deaths, and an unknown num- 
ber of nonbattle disability victims while a 
million Chinese and North Korean sol- 
diers and perhaps 2,000,000 Korean 
civilians are victims of war. Meanwhile, 
an army of over 2,000,000 Asians is re- 
fused arms by our own State Depart- 
ment and is forbidden to attack our 
enemies or even to defend their home- 
land. 

In 5 years, President Truman has 
turned the whole world into a permanent 
armed camp, but he still dreams of 
peace. He sees himself going down in 
history as the “Peacemaker”—the maker 
of the bloodiest peace in history. 

This dream fantasy reminds me of the 
play within Hamlet in which Hamlet’s 
wicked uncle pours poison into the king's 
ear while he sleeps. How well Shake- 
speare must have known the eternal 
palace guard, always ready to pour 
poison into the ruler’s mind, when they 
have hypnotized him into easy credulity. 

President Truman is fed dreams of 
peace by the same men who put him in 
line for the Presidency in 1944 because 
they knew they could handle him. They 
had watched him and worked with him 
and tested him when he was in the Sen- 
ate. They gave word to Sidney Hillman 
that the Democratic convention of 1944 
was to accept him. Once or twice, Harry 
Truman, the captain of Battery D, has 
reasserted himself, as when he proposed 
military aid to Greece and Turkey to 
stop Communist arms with force. But 
each time he seemed about to escape, the 
palace guard moved quickly to mend the 
break in the net, to increase the stimu- 
lants which would dull his mind or irri- 
tate him to temper tantrums, while they 
made the decisions on our country’s fate. 
Then Harry Truman, the prisoner of 
Blair House, went back to writing let- 
ters to music critics while his secret cab- 
inets governed the country. 

While the President of the United 
States is dulled with soporifics, this hid- 
den government has committed the 
United States to abandoning Asia and to 
building up the Socialist one-world of the 
British Labor Party, setting the table for 
Stalin whenever he is ready to take over. 
Our foreign policy and our economic pol- 
icy are completely meshed with those of 
allies who may or may not be our friends, 
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Our Armed Forces are rapidly being 
meshed with theirs. 

We are told we must pin our hopes on 
situations of strength in Europe and on 
the likelihood that Soviet leaders will 
have a change of heart. We are to with- 
draw the American flag from Asia, put 
our men and our bases under the United 
Nations, and leave all the Orient for the 
Communist serpent to swallow at leisure. 

Never did a mountain labor to bring 
forth such a tiny mouse as Truman’s 
defense policy. Never was so slight a 
boy sent on a man’s deadly errand. 
Never, at any period of history, did the 
strongest nation in the world, able to 
muster the greatest military and political 
power, mumble such foolish words as a 
charm to ward off the imminent threat 
of war to the uttermost. For $400,000,- 
000,000 we have bought—at best—the 
President’s pathetic dream of peace in 
our time. 

THE REMOVAL OF MAC ARTHUR 


The President gives us the public policy 
of the administration, the words he was 
told to use. But that is not our real 
foreign policy. The men who are man- 
aging the vast concentration of power 
called the American Presidency are not 
so simple-minded as all that. 

To find out what is the administra- 
tion’s real foreign policy, we must go far 
deeper than Mr. Truman’s addresses, 
deeper than any of the double-talk 
handed out by the State Department’s 
hired propagandists. 

The administration says it must put 
Europe first in its plan for our defense, 
because of Europe’s great industrial re- . 
sources. That is child’s talk. Even a 
child would not protect its home against 
burglars by locking the front door and 
leaving the back door unlatched. In 
military strategy, there is no most im- 
portant front. The unguarded front 
is always the most important. The 
reasons the administration gives for put- 
ting Europe first are not the real reasons. 

We have the facts in the 2,000,000 
words of testimony before the Russell 
committee. But it is too much for us to 
take in all at once. Let us turn the light 
sharply on a few crucial turning points 
in the story. 

Exactly why did President Truman 
remove MacArthur? 

Exactly what did Marshall try to do in 
China after VJ-day? 

Exactly what are our policies in Ko- 
rea, in Japan, and in all Asia today? 

If we find the answer to those three 
questions, we can find the administra- 
tion’s real foreign policy in Asia. 

President Truman had the right to re- 
move General MacArthur, but no su- 
perior can remove a subordinate without 
passing judgment on himself. General 
MacArthur is correct in saying he 
obeyed, to the letter, every directive he 
received. A man does not serve as a 
soldier until past the age of 70 and then 
suddenly abandon the code by which he 
has lived. President Truman was right 
in saying General MacArthur was not in 
sympathy with his policy in Asia. Gen- 
eral MacArthur did not believe we needed 
to let the Communists win every con- 
test with us. He did not think we could 
trust our future to the fuzey thinking 
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of the European Socialists or their Com- 
munist guides. So Congress must still 
face the issue. Was General MacArthur 
disobeying the orders of the political 
head of state or did he risk ‘his career 
to save his country from disaster? But 
if the general did not disobey the orders 
of his superior, then Congress is letting 
the men who tried to destroy our country 
in the past, destroy our future also. 

After letting the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
spar with Congress for days over the 
question of why the President dismissed 
our chief representative in Asia, Presi- 
dent Truman suddenly revealed the 
whole story in a press conference. He 
said he had decided to dismiss General 
MacArthur when the general issued his 
statement of March 25 telling the 
Chinese Reds he was prepared to discuss 
a cease-fire. He said that is when he 
made up his mind about General Mac- 
Arthur. 

This cease-fire was identical with 
what General Ridgway offered later— 
with the President’s approval—except 
that MacArthur tried to make a good 
Yankee bargain, and, I am sure, would 
not have ridden in a little jeep with a 
small white flag flying on it into the 
Communist enemy territory to sit down 
and talk about peace. He warned that 
if the U. N. stopped “its tolerant effort to 
contain the war in the area of Korea,” 
if, that is, whoever runs the U. N. would 
let the military bomb troop concentra- 
tions, and let Chiang wage his own war 
without our interference, we could—and 
I again quote General MacArthur— 
doom Red China to the risk of military 
collapse.” 

That was sound negotiation—to tell 
the enemy that, if they did not want to 
negotiate, we were prepared to step up 
the attack. What was wrong with it 
then? 

In that resounding statement, Mac- 
Arthur told us that the Red govern- 
ment of China was crumbling, that a 
sudden blow might end its control of 
China. Do you realize what that 
means? With a little courage and dar- 
ing last spring we could have overthrown 
the Soviet Union’s dominance of Asia. 

Strangely enough, our papers did not 
pay much attention to this dramatic an- 
nouncement. The Members of Congress 
did not pay much attention to it. But 
the President's cronies did. Frank 
Hanighen said in Human Events that 
Acheson was “furious.” Why? Because 
General MacArthur was saying the Ache- 
son-Marshall sell-out of free China 
could still be undone. 

The Communists have never con- 
trolled China. The Reds were not 
recognized by the British because they 
were in control of all China. The Com- 
munists held the key military points, but 
they could not control the countryside 
and consolidate their gains. When we 
entered the Korean war, Chinese resist- 
ance flared. At least a million new 
members joined the guerrilla forces. 
Chinese soldiers who thought they had 
been abandoned, Chinese farmers who 
had learned what Russia meant by “land 
reform,” rallied to the struggle. They 
burned warehouses, exploded gasoline 
dumps, destroyed bridges, killed Com- 
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munist cells which were “re-educating” 
the Chinese. Even the New York Times, 
which so often faithfully follows admin- 
istration policy, said editorially May 12, 
1951: 

As to whether the new (Communist) state 
is actually in control of China is at least 
a moot question, in view of the rising terror 
in that country and the continued 
warfare, which suggests that the civil war 
born of Communist aggression is by no 
means over. Certainly there is no reason 
for indecent haste to bury the old and hail 
the new. 


The Red Chinese discovered that in 
going into Korea they had undertaken 
Russia’s war before they had consoli- 
dated their rear. Caught between the 
unexpected resistance in the south and 
the shocking casualties in the north, the 
Communists turned as usual to terror, 
just as they had with the farmers in 
Russia. They killed saboteurs, hos- 
tages, and even innocent bystanders. 
They had execution days, first in one 
city, then in another, so that the whole 
population could watch and be terrified. 
They made everyone write his auto- 
biography,” saying what he had done 
every day of his life, so they could guess 
who would be the dangerous. They in- 
terrogated the leaders—“brain-washing,” 
the Free Chinese call it. They com- 
mandeered the press and the schools. 
They beheaded students. The more 
courageous students and teachers they 
burned alive. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for the purpose of my 
suggesting the absence of a quorum? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Indiana yield to the Sen- 
ator from Arizona for that purpose? 

Mr. JENNER. I shall be glad to yield, 
in accordance with the understanding 
which was had earlier this morning, that 
there is to be a joint session, and meet- 
ing of the two Houses and the ruling of 
the President pro tempore that, follow- 
ing the joint meeting, the Senator from 
Indiana would be entitled to the floor, 
without it being counted against him 
as a second speech. 

Mr. McFARLAND. That is in accord- 
ance with my understanding. I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for a quorum call be rescinded, and that 
further proceedings under the call be 
suspended. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. 
jection, it is so ordered. 


JOINT MEETING OF THE TWO HOUSES TO 
HEAR PREMIER ALCIDE DE GASPERI OF 
ITALY 


The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
would like to suggest to Members who 
are present that they remain, so the 
Senate may proceed in a body to the 
joint meeting with the House. The 
Chair asks that the Sergeant at Arms 
communicate with committees that are 
in session, and ask them to recess so their 
members may go to the House to hear 
the address to be delivered by the 


Without ob- 
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Italian Premier. The Chair hopes there 
will be a good representation of Senators, 


RECESS 


Mr. McFARLAND. I move that the 
Senate stand in recess, subject to the 
call of the Chair, so Senators may at- 
tend the joint meeting with the House 
of Representatives. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 12 
o’clock and 2 minutes p. m.) the Senate 
stood in recess subject to the call of the 
Chair. 

Thereupon, the Senate preceded by its 
Chief Clerk (Emery L. Frazier), its Ser- 
geant at Arms (Joseph C. Duke), and the 
Vice President, proceeded to the Hall of 
the House of Representatives to hear the 
address to be delivered by Hon. Alcide de 
Gasperi, Premier of Italy. 

(For the address delivered by the Pre- 
mier of Italy, see pp. 11990-11991 of the 
House proceedings of today.) 


REVENUE ACT OF 1951 


The Senate having returned to its 
Chamber at 12 o’clock and 40 minutes 
P. m., it reassembled when called to or- 
der by the Vice President. 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 4473) to provide reve-' 
nue, and for other purposes. 1 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the 
previous arrangement, the Senator from 
Indiana has the fioor. í 

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, to con- 
tinue, if it were not for the clouds of dust 
raised by our propagandists, we would 
have known the truth. What was our 
Government doing while this reign of 
terror was going on? It was guarding 
Red China, so the Free Chinese could 
not help their people or us. Our Navy, 
the Navy which fought at Midway and 
the Coral Sea, was ordered to patrol the 
coasts of China, so that Chinese planes 
and ships from Formosa could not get 
food and weapons to their comrades on 
the mainland. The Chinese soldiers 
who had fought 2,000,000 Japanese while 
our men were fighting on Iwo Jima and 
Okinawa, were deserted by us. One can 
guess how gleefully the Communists told 
the Chinese people, especially the sol- 
diers and students, that we had aban- 
doned them. 

The same American Navy which car- 
ried out the brilliant outfianking move 
at Inchon was, in the south, assigned to 
guarding the Red coast. 

We do not know who in the adminis- 
tration devised this plan. We know only 
that, a few days after we invaded Korea, 
the President gave the order to the Navy 
to neutralize everything our men were 
fighting for. Someone who was inter- 
ested in completing the Red conquest of 
China had poured poison in the Presi- 
dent’s ear. 

MacArthur’s statement was very 
clear: The Red regime was crumbling. 
By a quick move, a “Little Inchon,” the 
Free Chinese could have been landed on 
the China coast, to outflank the Red 
invaders. They could have returned in 
junks and sampans, as they came. They 
could have joined with the underground, 
with the millions of disillusioned peas- 
ants and soldiers, and could have forced 
the Communists back toward the Rus- 
sian border. Fear of communism would 
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have been lifted from Indochina, Ma- 
laya, India, and Japan—and probably 
from Europe. 

What glorious news it would have been 
to read of the landing of the Free Chi- 
nese on their own shore, of their push- 
ing the Reds to the north while our 
armies drove them back in Korea. How 
much happier our men in Korea would 
have been if they had been a part of a 
victorious liberating army, a part of 
pincers grinding the Red armies to de- 
struction. Every true American would 
have rejoiced. Certainly, no true Ameri- 
can could have lifted a finger to stop so 
happy a solution. 

But do Senators remember who was 
MacArthur's superior in the Defense Es- 
tablishment? It was General Marshall, 
architect of the betrayal of China. Do 
they remember who was General Mac- 
Arthur's superior in foreign policy? It 
was Dean Acheson, chief of the pro- 
Soviet bloc of the State Department, 
and Under Secretary when Marshall 
went to China. 

Marshall and Acheson saw what the 
rest of us missed. They saw the victory 
they had won sudderily snatched from 
their grasp. 

Do Senators really think Acheson and 
the other members of the inner circle 
would let Red China crumble? Do Sen- 
ators think they would let Chiang Kai- 
shek regain his own country? Mr. 
President, do you think they were con- 
cerned about American security? 

Now we know the real reason why 
the President dismissed General Mac- 
Arthur. It was because Acheson wanted 
it, so that the treasonable sell-out of 
China to the Reds could not be undone, 
and so that 450,000,000 lost allies could 
not again become our friends. 

That is the basis of the administra- 
tion’s foreign policy in the Korean war. 
Now, I want to list briefly the number 
of ways in which the Truman adminis- 
tration sabotaged our military security 
by their policies in Korea. 

First. Before the war, the State De- 
partment refused to permit the Army to 
give heavy weapons to the South Ko- 
reans, though Korea is an arrow pointed 
at the heart of Japan. 

Second. They tried to undermine the 
legitimate Government of Korea and 
to create political turmoil. 

Third. They refused to heed warn- 
ings of the Republic of Korea, which 
gave almost the exact date of invasion. 

Fourth. Acheson publicly announced 
that both Korea and Formosa were out- 
side our line of defense, so that we could 
not protect them. Thus he invited the 
Communists to enter. 

Fifth. After our ground troops were 
tied down in Korea, the President or- 
dered the Navy to guard the Communist 
China coast, thus ending the Nationalist 
blockade of Shanghai and Tientsin. 

Sixth. The administration refused to 
let MacArthur bomb the Communist 
troop concentrations and air fields. 

Seventh. The administration refused 
to let MacArthur bomb Rashin and other 
strategic points in North Korea. 

Eighth. They refused to let our Navy 
blockade the Reds, though Admiral Sher- 
man gave us in his testimony a vivid 
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picture of how the pitifully weak railroad 
system of China could be bombed out of 
commission and the Trans-Siberian 
Railroad so overloaded that it could not 
equip the Chinese Communists. 

Ninth. They did not demand that our 
allies embargo shipment of war mate- 
rials to Red China. 

Tenth. They freed the South China 
armies opposite Formosa so they could 
be sent to the north and hurled against 
our men in Korea. 

Eleventh. They refused to let our 
armies go beyond the thirty-eighth par- 
allel, in 1951, though our fire power had 
clearly routed the Communist armies. 

Twelfth. They refused to let the Free 
Chinese send troops to Korea, though 
they offered the largest contingent of 
any ally. 

Thirteenth. They refused to let the 
Chinese Government on Formosa use 
its 500,000 “first-class troops“ against 
the invaders of their own homeland. 

Fourteenth. They let 500,000 Korean 
reservists go without food, clothing, and 
equipment in Korea, while we were send- 
ing arms to Tito. 

Mr. President, I am not saying any- 
thing about the United Nations, because 
I think that all during the Korean war 
the U. N. was in Mr. Acheson's pocket; 
and when we find who makes up Mr. 
£cheson’s mind we shall know what de- 
termines the policies followed by the 
U. N. 

Now look at the list of interferences 
with military victory by our Govern- 
ment, Mr. President, and ask yourself 
whether that is carelessness, stupidity, 
or sabotage. Carelessness and stupidity 
are dangerous in war. They cause seri- 
ous losses. But carelessness and stu- 
pidity cannot be continuous and uni- 
versal. Even the most stupid man will 
be right part of the time if he only does 
the obvious. When military decisions 
are consistently and continuously de- 
signed to prevent victory, then the only 
possible answer is sabotage. 

And if someone was powerful enough 
to sabotage our military operations in 
Korea, Mr. President, what do you think 
they are going to do to sabotage us when 
we are in greater danger? 

I say, General MacArthur's military 
campaign in pursuit of victory was sabo- 
taged in every possible way by our Gov- 
ernment from the day the Navy was or- 
dered to protect the Red Chinese, to the 
day when General MacArthur was re- 
lieved of his position as the first Ameri- 
can citizen of Asia. 

I say that someone in the administra- 
tion was counting on the military belief 
that we could not hold Korea. Perhaps 
they even hoped MacArthur's military 
reputation could be destroyed and he 
could be removed like other great com- 
manders during public anger over defeat. 
I say the plotters were frustrated by the 
logistical miracles performed by the 
Navy in moving men from the United 
States and equipment from the battle 
fields of the Pacific, by the fire-power of 
our infantry and air force, and by the 
brilliant overall strategy of MacArthur 
at Inchon. 

I say powerful people in the admin- 


istration did not want MacArthur to 
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win. When he dared to win, and then 
dared to say that, if he were given the 
minimum of military authority, he could 
doom Red China to the risk of imminent 
military collapse, they decided he must 


0. 

MacArthur saw a magnificent oppor- 
tunity. He saw that the base surrender 
of China to the Reds by Acheson and 
Marshall could suddenly be undone, 
MacArthur dared to speak for the Ameri- 
can point of view and he was disciplined 
like a second lieutenant who is rude to 
the captain. 

THE STRANGE PEACE IN KOREA 


When General MacArthur was in- 
formed on May 17 that the President 
decided to dismiss him, because he is- 
sued his cease-fire statement, the Gen- 
eral made a curious statement. 

General MacArthur said he had twice 
before made the same offer for a “cease 
fire,” but “without the slightest excep- 
tion being taken thereto.” 

Such a cease-fire statement, he said, 
“could only be regarded as supplement- 
ary to, and in full support of any politi- 
cal move toward peace, unless” and I 
ask Senators. to note carefully, “unless 
an agreement was in contemplation on 
the enemy’s own terms.“ 

Congress has so far practically ig- 
nored this charge that the administra- 
tion is planning a peace settlement in 
Korea which gives the Communists 
everything they desire. 

After a year of war, in which most 
of Korea is reduced to a shambles, and 
one to two million Korean civilians are 
dead, we are prepared to make peace 
with the Communists at the thirty- 
eighth parallel and call it a glorious 
victory. 

The Republic of Korea was established 
legally by the U. N. with its boundary at 
the Yalu. The thirty-eighth parallel 
has no legal or political sanction. Oc- 
cupation of North Korea by the Com- 
munists is pure usurpation, another 
crossing the thirty-eighth parallel was 
pure invasion. The U. N. at the beginning 
of the Korean war took the position that 
the Republic of Korea extended to the 
Yalu. It gave MacArthur permission to 
operate above the thirty-eighth parallel 
after holding his men for many precious 
days while the Communists rested and 
regained their strength. 

On December 9, 1950, the U. S. S. R. 
introduced a resolution into the U. N. 
proposing the terms for a settlement in 
Korea. The resolution introduced into 
the U. N. Assembly by the Soviet dele- 
gate provided: 

1. That all foreign troops be withdrawn 
immediately from Korea. 

2. That the decision on the Korean ques- 
tion be entrusted to the Korean people them- 
selves. 


All the Soviet Union wants is to get 
the American Armed Forces out of Asia. 
Then time and the fifth column will do 
the rest. 

Every peace proposal by the admin- 
istration or its supporters fits that design 
precisely. 

For months the administration’s 
artists in propaganda have been soften- 
ing us up in preparation for a Yalta 
peace in the Far East, for a settlement 
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which at first would look like a victory 
but, like Yalta, would in reality be a 
sell-out. 

Of course, the administration will put 
in a few harsh words against aggres- 
sion. But the Soviet leaders understand 
double talk quite as well as do our own 
experts in the State Department. 

You see what the Soviet proposal 
means, Mr. President. It means the 
American troops will withdraw from 
Korea, and the Chinese troops will with- 
draw in the north. They will leave the 
Communist forces of North Korea, armed 
and trained by the U. S. S. R. The 
South Koreans will have their ruins. 
The fifth column will be put to work to 
soften up the South Koreans, the Ameri- 
can Communists will throw dust in our 
eyes, and behind the curtain of dust 
South Korea will crumble. Soon it will 
vote itself into a Communist govern- 
ment, or the North Korean armed forces 
will take over. 

Formosa will be left with an American 
military mission under State Depart- 
ment control. How long will 8,000,000 
Formosans defend themselves if Korea 
is taken over? 

This peace proposal of the Soviet 
Union on December 9 would give the 
U. S. S. R. every single thing it could 
possibly want in the Pacific. Yet I say 
to you, Mr. President, that every step 
taken by our administration since that 
date has fitted exactly into the Soviet 
plan for letting the coastal nations of 
Asia fall, without letting it look as if we 
pushed them. 

Let me list, Mr. President, the curious 
steps by which our Government has in- 
terfered with our winning a victory 
through negotiation in Korea. 

First. They heard, without raising ob- 
jection, that our allies wanted to give 
Formosa to Red China. 

Second. They announced, without ob- 
jection, that our allies wanted to give 
Free China’s seat in the U. N. and on the 
Security Council to Red China. 

Third. When American public opinion 
protested, they said Red China could not 
fight its way into the U. N—meaning it 
could be admitted the day after the 
peace settlement. 

Fourth. They said the question of For- 
mosa would be postponed—until the dust 
rose again, apparently. 

Fifth. They announced we would not 
veto the seating of Red China because 
the Red invasion of China was a pro- 
cedural matter. 

Sixth. They let newspaper commenta- 
tors spread stories that peace was near 
even as early as last spring. 

Seventh. They dismissed General 
MacArthur when he tried to make a 
peace on American terms. 

How many men have been needlessly . 
killed or disabled for life, Mr. President, 
since General MacArthur offered Ameri- 
can terms for a genuine cease-fire in 
Korea? 

Again I ask you, Mr. President, is this 
carelessness, stupidity, or sabotage of the 
peace? Again I say that carelessness and 
stupidity are not consistent and continu- 
ous. When a policy—however skillfully 
disguised from day to day—has worked 
consistently and continuously for our 
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complete defeat in the Pacific, I say it is 
sabotage. 
THE STRANGE PEACE IN JAPAN 


I have already discussed recently on 
this fioor the strange peace treaty with 
Japan. 

As I pointed out a month ago this 
treaty conforms in every way to the So- 
viet peace terms laid down in December 
1950, although the camouflage in which it 
is hidden makes it appear at first glance 
like something quite different. 

This treaty skillfully ignores Free 
China, causes her to lose face, and, far 
more important, to lose hope. It offers 
Red China the promise of revived trade 
with Japan as soon as the peace is 
completed in Korea. 

The treaty puts Japan completely 
under the control of U. N. which has al- 
ready proposed the recognition of Red 
China. 

It provides in article 8 that— 

Japan will recognize the full force of all 
treaties now or hereafter concluded by the 


Allied Powers for terminating the state of 
war * * * as well— 


Note well— > 
as any other arrangements by the Allied 


Powers for or in connection with the restora- 
tion of peace. 


If that does not mean that we insist 
on the validation of Yalta, Tehran, and 
Potsdam, what does it mean? 

We signed a mutual-aid treaty at San 
Francisco with such great haste that 
Senators could not see an advance copy. 
But that mutual-aid treaty says—article 
IV: 

This treaty shall expire whenever in the 
opinion of the Governments of the United 
States of America and of Japan, there shall 
have come into force such United Nations 
arrangements as will satisfacto- 
rily provide for the mainterance by the 
United Nations or otherwise of international 
peace and security in the Japan area. 


As I read this clause it says to me that 
whenever the United States Government 


decides to accept U. N. arrangements for 


a peace in the Japan area, the mutual 
security pact comes to an end, our flag 
is hauled dcwn in Japan, our forces are 
turned into U. N. forces by a stroke of 
the pen, and any time the Soviet Union 
decides to contribute its quota of peace- 
loving troops to the U. N. in Japan, we 
shall have no right to object. 

August 24, a month ago, I said on this 
floor, Mr. President: 

Maybe you believe that every step in our 
State Department's peace plan filled this So- 
viet design, but no one in the State Depart- 
ment was in collusion with the Soviet lead- 
ers. Ido not believe it, Mr. President. 


A month has passed. The State De- 
partment has held what a pro-Fair Deal 
reporter called the medicine show at 


San Francisco. The stage management 


was perfect, the handling of the press 
was perfect. Mr. Acheson was perfect— 
in the role he chose for himself. As the 
Senator from Nevada said, if he loses his 
job in the State Department, he can al- 
ways get a job running a steam roller. 
Perhaps other Senators liked the exhi- 
bition at San Francisco. Perhaps they 
like the United States delegation to ride 
like a steam roller over all dissent. Per- 
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haps they believe Mr. Gromyko really 
tried to sabotage the proceedings. But I 
do not, Mr. President. I think it was one 
of the most disgraceful exhibitions in all 
our history. And I say further, that as 
the spell cast by this spectacle wears 
away, it will be seen that the Japanese 
peace treaty conforms perfectly to the 
Soviet peace plan of December 1950, to 
get our troops out of Asia or entangled 
in the spider web of U. N., and to let the 
Soviet fifth columns take over. 

Mr. President, what does the Japanese 
peace treaty mean for peace in the 


Orient? Japan, with her 90,000,000 peo- 


ple, was represented at the San Fran- 
cisco conference because she was the 
loser in the war. Neither free China nor 
Red China were there, although free 
China was still our ally and a member of 
the United Nations. They represent 
another 400,000,000 or 450,000,000 peo- 
ple. Russia, of course, opposed the peace 
treaty. She represents «nother 300,- 
000,000 people in the East. Burma boy- 
cotted the treaty. India boycotted it. 
Indochina will never ratify it. There we 
have a total of 1,000,000,000 people who 
s-id “No” at San Francisco, or were not 
represented, or who boycotted the meet- 
ing. Yet our press says, “What a glo- 
rious peace treaty was signed at San 
Francisco.” Well, it isa peace treaty for 
the western nations signed at a confer- 
ence over which Mr. Acheson presided in 
all his glory, surrounded by a group of 
allied nations holding their hands out 
and saying “Gimme,” and having to say 
“Yes” because they dared not say “No.” 
We bought and paid for them. We are 
still buying them. How much did Pre- 
mier de Gasperi want today? It may 
not be in his speech, but he will get it 
sooner or later—probably sooner. 

What do we have as a result of the 
bravery of our fighting men in Korea, 
the 6-year-long occupation in Japan? 
The American flag which flew over the 
masthead of the ships which opened up 
Japan, and over ships which opened up 
Korea nearly a century ago, the flag 
which was so proudly hailed by the 
Chinese from the days of the Boxer Re- 
bellion to the Himalayan airlift, which 
was raised at Iwo Jima and Okinawa, 
which thrilled all Asia when our young 
men left their own country in June of 
1950 and fought in the rice paddies and 
over the rough mountains of Korea, that 
flag will be lowered in Asia, and the flag 
of the U. N. will take its place. 

THE BATTLE FOR ASIA 


To understand the latest chapters in 
our strange policy in Asia we must go 
back to the series of events in 1942-43, 
when in the midst of war, the Institute 
of Pacific Relations issued a bitter de- 
nunciation of our ally, Chiang Kai-shek. 
From that time on, American policy in 
Asia has been the battleground between 
our great American policy in Asia and 
the policy set in Pacific affairs“ and 
“Amerasia” that so closely fitted the aims 
of the Soviet Union. 

The Soviet Union knew after Stalin- 
grad in December 1942 that the Axis 
was certain to be defeated. Their lead- 
ers did exactly what Lenin and Stalin 
had said in all their public pronounce- 
ments they would do. They turned the 
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war between the nations into an “anti- 
imperialist war.” They followed their 
blueprint for inciting world-wide civil 
war in all nations. 

There was never a moment's excuse 
for any American official to miss what 
was happening. We hear a great deal 
about how our leaders misunderstood, 
because the U. S. S. R. was an ally. But 
she had been an ally of Hitler's only 2 
years before, and we knew alliances sat 
lightly upon her. We had been allied 
with Soviet Russia in 1917, but we did 
not admit her spies into our Government 
or feel it necessary to imitate her, or 
apologize for our political principles. 

In mid-1945 we had in the Pacific a 
mighty fleet, air armada, and ground 
forces. We had—in command of our 
Armed Forces and of the Japanese occu- 
pation—our ablest general, who had 
fought brilliantly in both our wars, and 
in between had devoted his talents to 
helping spread American ideas and 
ideals in the Philippines. We had Gen- 
eral Wedemeyer, one of our best strate- 
gists, in command of the China theater, 
where we had trained several Chinese 
divisions. We had General Chennault, 
who trained the Flying Tigers. We had 
a naval base at Tsingtao. We had the 
Cairo agreement which promised China 
complete restoration of her territory. 

In spite of all these advantages we suf- 
fered in a few years in Asia the greatest 
military defeat that has ever been suf- 
fered by the American people while their 
fighting men fought as bravely as Amer- 
icans have ever fought. 

Let us look for a minute at the actual 
situation in China in 1945 when the 
struggle between the Soviet Politburo 
and the Western World set in. 

China was poor and devastated by war. 
But she was rich in some important 
things. She had achieved a unified na- 
tional government. When, in 1937, the 
Japanese attacked, Chiang is said to have 
called his generals together and asked 
them the state of the armies. They re- 
plied they could not possibly hold against 
the Japanese. “Then we will fight to 
the uttermost,” said the generalissimo. 
The Chinese people remember. 

Forced back by the trained armies of 
Japan, deprived of all their coastal cities 
and their supplies from the outside 
world, the Nationalist armies fought on. 
When we entered the war against Japan, 
they were pinning down 2,000,000 Jap- 
anese soldiers who, if it were not for the 
Chinese armies, would have been fighting 
our men on Okinawa and Iwo Jima. Do 
not Senators think the casualty lists on 
Iwo Jima were long enough? Do Sena- 
tors want to imagine what the bloody 
total would have been if Japan could 
have used 2,000,000 more trained soldiers 
to hold the islands against our am- 
phibious attack? 

Nationalist China had something else. 
It was training a new generation of flyers 
at Kelly Field, of naval officers at Miami, 
of engineers in our various colleges and 
industrial plants. 

These young people had only one 
dream. They thought only of how soon 
they could win the war and turn to the 
tasks of reconstruction. They wanted to 
harness the Yellow River, China's sor- 
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row.” They wanted to build roads and 
airfields, to improve agriculture, to start 
small industries. They wanted to build 
a first-rate-defense army and the in- 
dustries necessary to supply it. In a re- 
port on postwar reconstruction in 1943 
by the Chinese Institute of Engineers, 
one of the speakers showed that in 5 
years after the war’s end, China could be 
self-sufficient in the chemicals needed 
for her weapons. The Chinese Govern- 
ment wanted to do everything possible to 
modernize the country quickly. 

In 1945 China was, like Germany after 
the Napoleonic Wars, on the threshold of 
a vast development. 

The Soviet leaders knew that China 
could be made militarily independent in 
a relatively short time. They knew they 
must work fast. They alerted their 
agents and their dupes in the American 
Government, in the American press, and 
radio and magazines and professional 
circles. They gave the order, and their 
forces moved with military precision. 

China fell. Next we abandoned 
Korea. Then we were entangled with- 
out warning in a land war in Asia—the 
Soviet’s fondest dream—and when Gen- 
eral MacArthur did not lose the war he 
was removed, just before we signed the 
peace treaty with Japan. 

I cannot recapitulate the whole China 
story. Senators have heard it well told 
in this Chamber many times. But be- 
cause of the very wealth of evidence 
there is a chance that we may lose sight 
of the essential simplicity of the story. 

I want to high light one or two criti- 


cal episodes because they show the grand 


design underlying all the subsequent 
events. 

In December, 1945 the highest military 
officer of the United States was sent over 
to China to put into effect the time- 
table for destruction of our principal 
ally in Asia. 

President Truman sent General Mar- 
shall to China with instructions to in- 
sist that the Nationalist Government 
set up a united front government with 
the Communists, like what we had im- 
posed on Poland at Russia’s demand. 
Our President and our Chief of Staff 
were used by someone to compel Chiang 
to bring all the Alger Hisses, the Earl 
Browders, the Eugene Dennises, the 
Fuchses of China into the Nationalist, 
anti-Communist government. But Mar- 
shall also set to work to blunt the mili- 
tary power of Free China. He forced 
disbandment of most of the Nationalist 
armies and stopped their supply of am- 
munition and gasoline, at a time when 
they were much stronger than the Com- 
munists and could have defeated them. 

The House Foreign Affairs Committee 
held a hearing June 19, 1946, on 
H. R. 6795, a State Department bill “to 
provide military advice and assistance 
to the Republic of China.” The bill 
was really an attempt to get Congress 
inadvertently to rubber stamp its ap- 
proval of the dispersal of the Chinese 
armies. 

At that hearing, the then Secretary of 
War, Robert L. Patterson, said that “with 
a view of developing a more efficient Chi- 
nese Army, General Marshall has ef- 
fected an agreement which reduces the 
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strength of the Chinese Army from its 
present strength of over 250 divisions to 
60 divisions within a period of 18 
months. 

Let us get the picture straight. The 
Chinese Hisses and Browders had an 
army in being and occupied a large area 
of North China. They were attacking 
the Nationalist armies, and Chiang was 
counterattacking with 250 divisions. 
General Marshall, representing the 
power and dignity of the United States 
Government, virtually ordered the Presi- 
dent of China to reduce his forces—in 
the face of the enemy—from 250 to 60 
divisions. Then the soldiers who were 
left were to be forced into a single joint 
army with the Communist forces. 

I myself have heard accounts of the 
bitterness and chagrin of the Chinese 
officers when they were ordered to aban- 
don their seige of the Communist strong- 
holds. They believe that President 
Chiang was able, at that time, to con- 
quer the Chinese Communists, and he 
was prevented from defeating them only 
by the orders Marshall carried from 
someone in our Government to the Presi- 
dent of China. 

Under Secretary of State Dean Ache- 
son stated at the same hearings that the 
Communist forces in China were one- 
fourth the size of the Nationalist forces. 
When Marshall intervened, Chiang's 
army was four times as large as that of 
the Communists. 

Not content with disbanding the Na- 
tionalist forces, General Marshall took 
part in an agreement that the Com- 
munist forces would be trained and 
equipped by the United States Govern- 
ment. Under Secretary of State Ache- 
son said: 

The Communist leaders have asked and 
General Marshall has agreed that their in- 
tegration with the other forces be preceded 
by a brief period of United States training 
and by a supply of minimum quantities of 
equipment. 


Under Secretary of State Acheson is 
our authority for the statement that the 
administration wanted to arm and train 
the Communists before they joined the 
Nationalist armies. 

Why? Because Acheson said they 
lacked training and equipment. They 
were not the equal of the National forces 
in either numbers or quality. 

Acheson ended his testimony with: 

No such demobilization is being ce 
on anywhere else in the world * * * 
will produce order in its own area, 


Today we know what Mr. Acheson 
meant by order. 

Let us make no mistake about it. Mil- 
lions of words have been spilled on this 
China question. I am trying to get to 
the critical, decisive step. I want to leave 
with you the picture of General Marshall 
ordering our Chinese allies to break up 
their armies, cut them down 80 percent, 
just as the Communists began their all- 
out drive to capture the whole of China, 

Of course, I do not think General Mar- 
shall knew what he was doing. He was 
picked because he did not know. Some- 
one, some inner group, in the adminis- 
tration knew what Marshall was doing. 
They knew because they knew the blue- 
print for our destruction which had been 


11948 


laid down in outline by Lenin in 1915. 
‘That inner group is now in actual com- 
mand of our fighting men in Korea and 
will determine their fate, unless we in 
Congress stop them. 

Marshall disbanded a large part of the 
4,000,000 fighting men in free China. He 
scattered them to all parts of China. He 
imposed an embargo on the shipments 
of arms to China—to stop the war—he 
said. He helped the Chinese Commu- 
nists get control of huge armies. 

When he came home he was made 
Secretary of State in place of James F. 
Byrnes, whom Wallace had been ordered 
to force out. But Dean Acheson, the 
head of the pro-Soviet bloc in the State 
Department, still remained as Under 
Secretary. 

The Communists waited till all was 
ready. Then they began the blockade of 
Berlin—to rivet our attention on Europe. 
They called a shipping strike on the west 
coast. They knew we were absorbed in 
the election. They gave the orders for 
the final push. China fell. 

Mr. President, you know what hap- 
pened next, how 300,000 of our men were 
sent into Korea to fight, many without 
training, without arms, even without 
winter clothing. And they are there yet, 
to face what fate we do not know, when 
the cold of winter descends again. 

THE COMMUNIST BLUEPRINT FOR ASIA 


Let us get this question of our Asia 
policy straight once and for all. It is 
truly the heart of our problem. The 
real reason for the Communist success 
in Asia is that the U. S. S. R. has for 
35 years had a simple and clear-cut stra- 
tegic plan for destroying Europe and the 
United States by a flank attack through 
Asia. 

There is one final authority for this 
belief. His name is Nicholai Lenin. 

Let us accept Lenin as sufficient au- 
thority for the statement the Commu- 
nist plan is to take Europe and the United 
States through the soft flank of Asia. 
Let us spend our precious time trying to 
understand this plan. 

Lenin saw that capitalism had not col- 
lapsed as Marx had predicted. He de- 
cided to find out why. He found his 
explanation in the works of the German 
economists and the writings of the Brit- 
ish Socialist, J. A. Hobson. 

They said that capitalism in the 
twentieth. century was becoming mo- 
nopoly capitalism.” Free enterprise was 
disappearing, to be replaced by “finance 
capitalism” in which a few huge banks 
and investment houses directed produc- 
tion through vast cartels or combines. 

This new finance capitalism was re- 
stricting output at home but was saved 
from collapse by a new safety valve, they 
said, by heavy investments in unde- 
veloped countries. These foreign invest- 
ments enabled the western countries to 
buy raw products cheap and sell rail- 
road equipment, machinery, and other 
manufactured products, dear. 

Lenin wrote the classic description of 
this system under the name of im- 


perialism, 

We know the economic side of the 
argument because it has been taught 
in our colleges and propagandized by 
our Government for decades. 
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Lenin’s real discovery was not eco- 
nomic but political. He saw if the 
Communists could win over the peasants 
of Asia, tell them they were exploited, 
and add them to the toiling masses in 
western factories, the Communists would 
have billions instead of millions of po- 
tential members for their revolutionary 
conspiracy. The Communist plot was 
no longer confined to the western nations 
but was world-wide, or to use the Marx- 
ian language of Arthur Rosenberg, au- 
thor of the standard history of bolshev- 
ism, “The tribute-paying slaves of im- 
perialism are not only the European 
factory hands, but 90 percent of man- 
kind.” 

Then Lenin, the military strategist, 
worked out his grand design. If the 
Communists could win over the people of 
the colonial countries, they would do far 
more than capture Asia and Africa, 
They could sabotage the trade of Europe 
and the United States, and make their 
foreign investments worthless. The 
capitalist nations could not find work 
for their rising population, profits would 
disappear, values would fall and riots 
and revolution would soften up the im- 
perialist powers for the final blow. Thus 
the Communist stake in Asia was not 
conquest of Asia but of the world, 

THE COMMUNIST CHESSBOARD 

Every Soviet move in world politics 
since 1917 has been related to Lenin’s 
grand design for conquering the western 
world through revolt in Asia. 

To the Communist leaders, the world 
is a vast chessboard, and every move is 
related to every other as precisely as the 
parts of a strategic plan for a military 
offensive. In fact, every Communist 
move is military. Lenin’s so-called eco- 


\ nomic theories are nothing but a vast 


strategic plan for conquest of the world 
by economic civil war in every country. 

Let us get clear this picture of Stalin 
and Molotov bent over their maps, which 
are their global chessboard, moving their 
little human pawns, in strict accordance 
with this design, from one square to an- 
other, in Asia, Africa, Europe, and the 
United States, wherever they can see a 
chance to advance in their war against 
the civilized world. 

Let us get the picture clear and let us 
never forget it, as long as there is a total- 
itarian dictatorship in the U. S. S. R., be- 
cause the fate of our country, the lives 
of our sons, the hopes of children yet 
unborn, depend on our remembering it. 

Every move that has been made by the 
Communists has fitted this grand de- 
sign and practically every move makes 
them a more dangerous threat to us. 

For over a generation they have been 
training every official in Russia, every 
member of the Communist network in 
foreign countries, the scholars and 
students of every country, in this grand 
strategy for destruction of the capitalist 
nations of the west. 

Earl Browder was trained in this mili- 
tary strategy, and William Z. Foster, and 
Hiss must have been steepedinit. Mar- 
zani, and all the other members of the 
network aiding the Communist plotters 
were schooled in this plan, f 

Every man, woman, and youth in this 
country is vitally concerned with this 
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strategy because it explains why we 
could not bomb the Communist bases in 
Manchuria, why our sons have to fight 
along without the help of the two mil- 
lion Asian troops who are eager to fight 
communism in their homelands. 

There is no essential difference be- 
tween the strategy laid down by Lenin 
in 1915 and the foreign policy of Tru- 
man, Acheson, and Marshall, for per- 
mitting Asia to fall without letting it look 
as if we pushed her. 

I sometimes wonder, when I listen 
to apologists for the administration, 
whether they are innocents who do not 
know what the real Soviet design is, or 
whether they are cold, calculating Alger 
Hisses who know only too well. I some- 
times wonder, when I listen to my hon- 
ored colleagues on this floor defend the 
public statements of the administration 
propaganda experts, how they will feel 
when the American people realize the 
truth. 

China was always the keystone in the 
Communist plans for Asia. Some of the 
best Communist organizers were sent to 
China in 1920 to seize control of the 
nationalist movement, penetrate into it, 
use it for propaganda, and, when the day 
came, smash it, to make way for the 
Communist revolution. 

For 30 years some of the ablest young 
Chinese were sent to Moscow, to be 
trained in Communist strategy and tac- 
tics, and to return to lead the Asian 
uprising. 

They won over Chiang Kai-shek; but 
he saw that their interest was not in 
China, but only in Russia. Chiang 
broke with his Soviet advisers in 1926 
and 1927, and destroyed every vestige of 
Soviet power in China. The dream of 
world conquest was shattered. 

Mr. President, do you see why for 25 
years the Communists have never for- 
gotten for one moment that their first 
move on the world chessboard was to 
destroy Chiang Kai-shek? Do you ses 
why, 20 years ago, American college stu- 
dents were parroting orders from Mos- 
cow that Chiang must go? 

The sixth world congress of the Com- 
munist International shows how far the 
grand design had progressed by 1928. 
While we were thinking of the price of 
Stocks, the sixth world congress of the 
Communist International was telling its 
agents, “The cooperation of the revolu- 
tionary proletariat of the whole world 
and the toiling masses of the colonies 
represents the surest guarantee of vic- 
tory.” Before Hoover was President, 
American and European Communists 
were ordered to work for the overthrow 
of imperialism, overthrow of the Kou- 
mintang, confiscation of foreign enter- 
prises, the 8-hour day, social insurance, 
seizure of property of landlords, a single, 
progressive income tax, and an alliance 
with Soviet Russia. Do not they have 
a modern ring, Mr. President? 

Do you remember how suddenly in 
June, 1950 we became interested in 
Korea, the names of its rivers and towns, 
the height of its mountains? The Com- 
munist rulers were interested in the 
agrarian revolution in Korea and in 
denouncing Korean Nationalist leaders, 
long before that. 
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The same 1928 sixth world congress 


ordered its agents in Korea to increase’ 


their work with the proletariat and the 
farmers, to carry on a patient revolu- 
tionary education work “within the re- 
ligiously motivated trade unions, to lib- 
erate them from the influence of the 
national reformist leaders.” I am quot- 
ing that sixth world congress. 

Instead of creating a Communist 
Party, they were to penetrate all Na- 
tionalist groups and form them into a 
united front, criticizing the half-heart- 
edness of the Nationalist leaders, and 
“continually unmasking them before the 
masses.” Again I am quoting the Sixth 
World Congress. Cannot we see there 
in 1928 the clear cutlines of the Ache- 
son-Lattimore policy of abandoning 
Syngman Rhee, “the little inferior 
Chiang Kai-shek,” as a reactionary? 

Whenever we wish to find the grand 
strategy that determines the adminis- 
tration’s Asian policy, we find it clearly 
laid down in the theses of the Sixth 
World Congress of the Communist Inter- 
national before many of our young fight- 
ing men were born. 

The foreign and domestic policies of 
this administration in Asia conform ab- 
solutely to the blueprint for the destruc- 
tion of the western nations devised by 
Lenin in 1915. That was a brilliant mili- 
tary plan for one purpose, and one pur- 
pose only, namely, to enable the Com- 
munists to capture China and use it and 
other colonial countries to pull down the 
economic and political system of the west 
before the Communist armies closed in 
for the kill. 

Iam not going to discuss our European 
policies now; but every step in our post- 
war European policy, except Greek- 
Turkish military aid, followed exactly 
the blueprint for destruction of the “im- 
perialist nations.” 

Let me point out only one detail. Re- 
member the primary purpose of the com- 
munization of Asia was to capture the 
trade, the “tribute” which the capitalist 
nations needed to employ their people. 
Look at Europe’s Asian trade today. 
China is lost, the French possessions are 
in rebellion, Britain has given up India, 
the Indonesian Republic is detached 
from Holland. What is left to keep Eu- 
rope’s head above wate-, to feed and em- 
ploy the surplus population of over- 
crowded Europe? But it will be said that 
Europe has not collapsed, but is stronger 
than ever. Yes, it is, on the surface. 
Europe does not yet feel this creeping 
paralysis. It does not know its margin 
r error is gone. Why does Europe not 
realize its plight? Well, think a minute. 
Then we shall remember. The Mar- 
shall plan—that is, the taxpayers of the 
United States—are giving Europe the 
billions to cover its deficit, to hide from 
its people their true situation, to keep 
them from making the strenuous effort 
needed to begin a new industrial era, as 
England did after the Napoleonic wars 
and as we did after the Civil War and 
World War I. 

Do not you see, Mr. President, the 
ironic humor in having the Americans 
pay the losses of Europe for a few years, 
until the Soviet Union is ready to pull 
the rug from under us and we all go 
down together? 
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I say to you that Congress cannot do 
anything to modify, to repair, to im- 
prove our present foreign policy. It can- 
not take part in any bipartisan mockery 
to pull the wool over the eyes of the 
American people while their sons are 
dying in Korea. 

I say that we, in Congress, cannot do 
anything with the foreign policy and the 
military policy of this administration ex- 
cept to tear them out by the roots, de- 
stroy them utterly, and start over. We 
cannot tax the American people to pay 
for two foreign policies in Asia, one in 
the American tradition and one designed 
to destroy us. 

AMERICAN POLICY IN ASIA 


As I said, there is no confusion about 
our foreign policy. Our people are con- 
fused by the cloud of witnesses, by the 
confusion of tongues, but those witnesses 
are merely the hired propagandists of 
the administration, their words echoed 
by people who do not yet recognize prop- 
aganda when they hear and see it. 

We have, as I said, two policies in Asia. 
The President, his Secretary of State, 
most of the Joint Chiefs and the unoffi- 
cial advisers, such as Owen Lattimore, 
have one policy. That policy is identical 
with Lenin's grand design for the con- 
quest of the world. Our generals, such 
as MacArthur and Wedemeyer, our fight- 
ing men, and the American people have 
another policy. That is our great his- 
toric foreign policy in Asia. 

We need stop here to paint another 
picture. While the cloud of darkness 
and hate and violence was forming on 
the European horizon, to spread out 
from Moscow over most of the world, 
light and warmth and hope were spread- 
ing from the United States westward 
over Hawaii, the Philippines, and China. 

As I said on March 19, we spend too 
much time in this body talking about the 
Roosevelt-Truman doctrines, which have 
been corrupting this country since 1929. 
It makes no difference whether we praise 


the Fair Dealers or condemn them.. 


Whenever we let our minds dwell on 
their proposals, we are acting as propa- 
gandists for the poisonous ideas they 
want to spread. We are falling into the 
Fair Deal booby trap, carefully set to in- 
duce us to talk about what is frustrating 
and weakening, and never under any 
circumstances to talk about the great- 
ness of our American past, and the res- 
ervoir of hope and experience on which 
we may draw for the future. 

I am not going to be caught in that 
propaganda booby trap. I ask Senators 
to turn back with me to look at the mag- 
nificent policy which the United States 
has always followed in Asia. 

We opened Korea to the world. We 
opened Japan to the world. We had a 
treaty of peace with China in the mid- 
nineteenth century. 

When the great powers had completed 
their partition of Africa and turned to 
China as the last field of conquest, the 
United States Government rose up to in- 
terpose its strength between China and 
the great powers. John Hay, our Secre- 
tary of State under President McKinley, 
stated our policy: 

To insure to the commerce of all nations 
in China the undoubted benefits which 
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should accrue from a formal recognition by 
the various powers claiming spheres of in- 
terest that (all nations) shall enjoy perfect 
equality of treatment within such spheres. 


This in effect served notice on the 
great powers that they could gain noth- 
ing by dismembering China as they had 
dismembered Africa. 

That is the open-door policy for Asia, 
the Monroe Doctrine for the Far East. 
It marked the farthest extension of the 
foreign policy which President Monroe 
had announced in 1823, and which Jef- 
ferson had hailed as pointing the course 
which we are to steer through the ocean 
of time opening on us.” 

Our Asian policy, as in the case of our 
policy in South America, rested on re- 
spect for the integrity of nations, strong 
or weak, and on peaceful intercourse 
through trade and cultural exchange. 
We could permit no great powers to con- 
quer nations within our danger zone, but, 
for ourselves, we had no desire of con- 
quest but only the hope of liberty for 
others as we enjoyed it for ourselves. 

A severe crisis arose in our Asian policy 
after the Spanish War. Voices were 
then raised telling us to plunge into the 
same imperialistic expansion which the 
great powers of Europe were following. 
But other and wiser voices said no, we 
did not want to conquer anyone, we did 
not want Americans going abroad as con- 
suls for the purpose of conquering other 
nations, only to return at the head of 
armies to take from us the liberty they 
had taken from our subjects. 

We entered the Philippines, not for 
the purpose of organizing a conquered 
province, but to teach the Filipinos what 
we had learned of liberty, obedience to 
law, education and the productive arts. 
We trained their armies for defense 
under our former Chief of Staff, General 
Douglas MacArthur, 

At every stage in our history, from 
1789 to 1940, our policy in Asia has been 
to spread eastward as much of our ex- 
perience of liberty and productivity as 
we could share. 

From 1945 to today we have been wit- 
nessing in Asia not only a struggle be- 
tween the Soviet Union and the west, 
but also a more tragic struggle between 
American officials who were upholding 
the great American tradition in Asia, 
and those who intentionally or other- 
wise were following Lenin’s blueprint 
for our destruction through Asia. 

The people of Asia are awakening. 
They see the struggle even more clearly 
than we do. They knew that General 
MacArthur, General Wedemeyer, and 
Admiral Badger represented the same 
America which had returned the Boxer 
indemnity, prevented the partition of 
China, and lifted the Filipinos to a liber- 
ty and a prosperity which the Asians had 
never known. They knew that General 
Marshall and the State Department’s 
bright young men were following exact- 
ly the moves Lenin and Stalin laid down 
on their chessboard. 

They knew the young men who came 
into Korea and fought so bravely were 
of the true American breed. What they 
think of our peace terms in Korea and 
of the Japanese Peace Treaty, we can 
only guess. But fine young officers of 
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the Chinese Army on Formosa commit- 
ted suicide when they heard the terms of 
that treaty. 


THE TWO AMERICAN GOVERNMENTS 


I have gone into detail to describe 
what this administration has done in 
Asia, with $400,000,000,000 to spend, be- 
cause it is in substance exactly what has 
happened in our foreign policy in Europe, 
in our defense policies, in our political 
program at home, and in our dealing 
with economic problems. 

Instead of confusion, Mr. President, 
we have clarity. We have two clear- 
cut policies, wholly different one from 
the other, and meeting head on. One 
is an American policy designed for our 
protection; the other, a series of moves 
which exactly fit the Soviet Union’s 
blueprint for our destruction. : 

The administration has closed the 
books on our Asian policy with the spec- 
tacle of the Japanese peace conference. 
It hopes not to hear of Asia again until 
the campaign is over. It is spectacularly 
turning our attention to Europe. We 
have another general sent to Europe on 
a political mission, for the purpose of 
building a system of alliances. But we 
know that the European defense system, 
from England to Greece, rests on a hot- 
bed of political discontent. We know 
that Germany is on the verge of a politi- 
cal upset, with American officials at- 
tempting to revive the Morgenthau plan 
to break up German steel-mill operating 
units at a time when we need to increase 
the steel output by 25 percent. 

Our military defense rests on the same 
double train of thought. Immediately 
after Admiral Sherman’s death, the 
Washington Times-Herald printed a 
story of Sherman’s doubts about our 
military program. He believed, a friend 
reported— 

1. That the presence of American troops 
in Europe, although necessary as a tempo- 
rary bulwark, would produce hostility and 
resentment. 

2. That pressures from the military for 
new increases in defense spending to build 
the Army, Navy, and Air Force beyond 
original plans would endanger the Nation's 
economy. 

3. That the ring of air bases proposed as 
part of the new $5,600,000,000 military-con- 
struction program could provoke Soviet 
Russia to war. 

4. That the occupation by American troops 
or bases on European countries with the 
American flag flying on foreign soil would 
stir hatred of the Americans as interlopers 
or invaders. 


Ee saw the seeds of European resent- 
ment in having American troops in 
Europe with more spending money than 
the European soldiers. An American 
sergeant receives more money than does 
a French commissioned officer. 

These are not my opinions, Mr. Presi- 
dent. They are the opinions of a mem- 
ber of President Truman’s Joint Chiefs 
of Staff. 

This haunting fear over the defense 
program was the heart-breaking strain 
that brought the admiral’s death, ac- 
cording to this friend, 

Our defense program suffers from a 
sort of elephantiasis. Everything is 
swollen. The figures get bigger and big- 
ger, the costs higher and higher, the 
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promise of new weapons more fantastic 
than ever. But the Soviet Union can 
entangle our troops on a battleground at 
the farthest distance from their home- 
land, in a terrain where their mecha- 
nized vehicles are at the greatest disad- 
vantage, at a time when the weather 
neutralizes our air superiority. They 
keep us there, an open sore for over a 
year, and when our superior fire power 
is about to win the war for us they can 
remove our ablest general, entangle us 
in a propaganda booby trap, and keep 
up peace negotiations indefinitely. If 
they end the see-saw in Korea, it will 
probably be because they are ready to 
begin in Iran, or some other place. 

It is high time we asked how our 
American Government can be directed to 
two quite different ends. 

When I put the pieces of our European 
policy together, I do not get welfare, or 
defense. I have discussed on this floor 
the Marshall plan, the NATO, troops for 
Europe and point 4. I have said of 
each of them that it would not cure the 
difficulty it was designed to cure, and 
it would be followed by demands for 
bigger expenditures for more help to 
Europe. Senators heard today a speech 
confirming that prediction. 

We cannot cure the economic difficul- 
ties of Europe because the Soviet Union 
has been draining off the lifeblood of 
Europe in China, in India, in southeast 
Asia, in Indonesia. Then we give Europe 
transfusion after transfusion in the vain 
hope that the patient will rally. 

When we view the destruction caused 
by the fifth column in our Government; 
when we see the tight grip with which 
its tentacles hold on to its power, it is 
time to abandon the idea that we are 
dealing with a Communist Party, a group 
of misguided idealists, some unpleasant 
radicals from Union Square or even a 
fifth column remote from its home base. 

We are dealing, I believe, with some- 
thing quite different. The Soviet Union 
is engaged in continuous expansion of 
its territory. It plants beachheads in 
the territory of the enemy and uses them 
as a basis for further offensives. 

I think we must now recognize that the 
Communist apparatus in the United 
States is in réality a military operation 
on American soil, engaged in seizing ter- 
ritory, setting up bases, and expanding 
its operations, just as the American sol- 
diers did in Normandy. As its units 
establish their beachheads in our Gov- 
ernment departments and in private as- 
sociations, they are coordinated to form 
an invading force operating under Soviet 
law in the United States. We are deal- 
ing, in other words, with a dual sov- 
ereignty wherever the Soviet apparatus 
operates on American soil. 

We saw an extreme example of dual 
sovereignty in the Soviet-planned raid 
on Peekskill, N. Y., when Soviet armed 
guards were brought in in buses, armed 
with baseball bats to break heads, and 
pop bottles to cut throats, and marched 
in formation to guard a piece of Ameri- 
can soil. But I say, the Soviet colonies 
in our Government departments are 
equally a part of the Soviet sovereign 
domain. It is their task to get hold of 
American resources and to use them to 
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waste our substance, confuse our minds, 
and bend or twist or inflate our policies. 

Our $400,000,000,000 has been wasted 
because only a small part of it was di- 
rected to American policy-making. The 
rest, the larger half, was siphoned off by 
this alien sovereignty in our midst, and 
used for our destruction as completely 
as any military force could have worked 
to destroy us. 

The hiding place of these invaders is 
in the vast bureaucracy which has been 
built up in the Federal Government in 
the past 18 years. This is not an en- 
larged version of the American Govern- 
ment, but is a transformation of our 
Government into an imitation of the 
European dictatorships on which Com- 
munism has been fed. 

I am not going to tell Senators who 
in the administration are the master- 
minds of this conspiracy. The Senator 
from South Dakota [Mr. MunpT] and 
the Senator from California [Mr. NIXON] 
have helped uncover the story. Mem- 
bers of the House, such as Dr, Jupp, and 
the Un-American Activities Committee, 
have helped build up the record. 

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
McCarTHY] has recently given us a long 
restatement of the evidence. Now the 
Internal Security Subcommittee of the 
Senate Judiciary Committee under the 
chairmanship of the Senator from Ne- 
vada [Mr. McCarran] is going still 
deeper into the hidden network. 

I hope the individual masterminds of 
this conspiracy will be exposed to the 
public, to be pilloried before the public 
gaze and take their place in the list of 
traitors to our country which so far con- 
tains only one name, that of Benedict 
Arnold. 

I am not trying to identify the con- 
spirators. I am dealing with only one 
question—what can Congress do to end 
this betrayal? 

I am thinking of the hundreds of 
young men who will die this week in 
Korea, because we have delayed, the 
hundreds who will die next week be- 
cause we have delayed, all the golden 
youth who will die if we do not hurry, 
hurry, hurry. 

WHAT CONGRESS CAN DO 


Mr. President, I am not willing to limit 
myself to destructive criticism at a time 
when our men are meeting the Commu- 
nist fire in Korea, when we do not know 
at what moment the whole fire power of 
the Communists will be opened up 
against them. 

I believe we shall have no difficulty at 
all if we free ourselves from the illusions 
produced by Government propaganda. 
Our problem is a return to our own great 
tradition in military policy, in foreign 
policy, and on domestic issues. 

It is easy to define that policy, but be- 
fore Congress can impose it on the ex- 
ecutive arm, it is necessary for us to do 
some legislative work of our own. 

The first step in rebuilding the Fed- 
eral Government is to return to the prin- 
ciple of the Federal-State balance of 
power. 

Over the past 25 years the Federal- 
State balance of power has been com- 
pletely destroyed, and the Federal Gov- 
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ernment has absorbed an ever-increas- 
ing share of the work formerly carried 
by private citizens or local governments. 
But we must not forget that diminished 
the power of Congress also. Congress 
cannot even see the work of Federal 
agencies unless their powers are limited. 
If Federal money is spent on relief cases 
in our cities and the training of relief 
workers in collectivist doctrines, Con- 
gress will soon be unable to control 
the relief agencies. Hatton Summers 
warned the public, in an article in the 
Reader's Digest, that we could not get 
good legislation from Congress until we 
returned to State and local governments 
the work they ought to do. 

That problem was important in 1945. 
As former Representative Summers said, 
why should we carry on a war to fight the 
Nazis if we intended to adopt national 
socialism while our soldiers were away? 
But the issue is far more serious today. 
There is no possibility of eradicating the 
fifth column within the American Gov- 
ernment, no possibility of preventing a 
sell-out to the Soyiet Union, unless we 
limit the Federal Government to its 
duties under the Constitution. 

One of the task forces of the Hoover 
Commission was concerned with Fed- 
eral-State relationships. It found the 
Federal Government had been absorbing 
tax sources that belonged equally to the 
States and then doling out the State’s 
own money to be spent only as the Fed- 
eral Government wished. The remedy 
is to preserve certain taxes for the States, 
and take the corresponding responsi- 
bilities from the Federal Government. 
Health, education, housing, and welfare 
the Commission found were properly the 
domain of the State or private citizens. 
If they are returned to the States in 
toto, and the corresponding taxes pre- 
em ted for the States, the load of Con- 
gress will be lightened immeasurably, 
and we can turn our attention more 
fully to our proper tasks. 

We do not know what is going on to- 
day. We have become too vague, too 
confused, and too entangled—and let no 
one tell us we are not. 

The proposal has already been made in 
this session to set up a committee on 
Federal-State relationships. Congress 
can authorize this committee to go im- 
mediately to work and to bring in a pre- 
liminary report by January 15. Then 
we can proceed at once to draft the nec- 
essary legislation in the coming session 
and notify the State and city govern- 
ments that all grants will cease after the 
briefest necessary interval. Then we 
can clinch the constitutional balance 
of power between Federal and local gov- 
ernment by drafting a constitutional 
ammendment forbidding the Federal 
Government to make grants to any oth- 
er branch or level of government for 
any other purpose whatever. 

The administration has skillfully 
worked to extend its power also by mak- 
ing grants to private agencies, colleges, 
research agencies, hospitals, and the 
like. A committee has already been pro- 

to make a study of all legislation 
for new authorizations over the last few 
years to defeat the increase in nonde- 
fense spending at the source. Once 
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these authorizations have been listed, 
Congress could rescind them all, and 
then reenact any which could be proved 
to be essential in the cold war. 

This committee, or another, could also 


be given instructions to end all Federal 


grants to private agencies and individ- 
uals, to be followed by a constitutional 
amendment to close the question. 

The State Department is today mak- 
ing grants, or their equivalent, to col- 
leges for courses in foreign relations, to 
libraries, to magazine publishers and 
book publishers, to free-lance writers 
and radio announcers. Every dollar 
given by the Federal Government to pri- 
vate agencies is a chain binding those 
private agencies to the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

Another committee should be assigned 
the task of reporting on January 15, the 
plan for a sinking fund into which a 
predetermined share of all Federal rev- 
enues would be paid for retirement of 
the public debt. A large share of our 
public debt is held by banks, insurance 
companies, private firms, educational 
and other nonprofit organizations, and 
State and local governments. If our 
bonds grow weaker every enterprise in 
the Nation is weakened. The establish- 
ment of a sinking fund would greatly 
strengthen private enterprise and pro- 
vide a much-needed cushion against the 
day when the economy turns downward. 
The savings from ending Federal grants 
to private agencies would more than pay 
for the sinking fund. 

Another committee should be assigned 
the task of reporting on the changes in 
Federal financing since 1933, especially 
the Federal corporation and the prac- 
tice of issuing bonds to the Treasury. 
Treasury high finance should be dis- 
mantled so that all Federal operations 
rest on direct appropriations and noth- 
ing else. 

A committee already has been pro- 
posed for a thorough study of the or- 
ganization of the State Department, and 
another on the administration of our 
overseas operations. We need a thor- 
ough study of Agriculture and of Inte- 
rior. We need to establish a clear line of 
demarcation between the State Depart- 
ment and the military, so the defense 
chiefs can report their opinions direct 
to Congress uncensored by the State 
Department. 

I am not going to try to suggest all 
the studies and reports that might be 
useful. I am proposing that Congress 
take upon itself immediately the task of 
dismantling our vast Federal establish- 
ment as the quickest way to reduce costs, 
reduce expenditures, and bring light into 
the dark places of the remaining agen- 
cies. 

I believe this is the first task before 
Congress—before it lays any more taxes 
or appropriates any money for 1952-53. 
I propose that we devote the months be- 
tween sessions to the work of these com- 
mittees, and that we devote the first 4 
or 5 months of 1952 to putting these 
reforms into effect. 

That work will need to be done only 
once. When it is done we can turn to 
the making of an American foreign pol- 
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cess. 

If it is not done, we can be quite sure 
of one thing. The administrative pyra- 
mid will soon be of a size we cannot 
control. It will have grown so great and 
so powerful that Congress can never re- 
gain its power. But if the representa- 
tives of the people do not control the 
Government's purse, if they do not con- 
trol the size and shape of the executive 
establishment, who will control them? 
They will be controlled by an inner cir- 
cle within the vast executive establish- 
ment and the cleverest, most nnserupu- 
lous, most Machiavellian of those inner 
circles is the one which is steered from 
Moscow. 3 

I am not making this appeal to Re- 
publicans or to Democrats. It is not a 
party issue. I am making this appeal to 
the Members of this body and to the 
Members of the House of Representa- 
tives. I believe a majority of those men 
and women are willing, regardless of 
party, to take the steps necessary to e- 
duce the Federal establishment to its 
proper functions, cut the cost of Govern- 
ment to the bone, and then impose a 
truly American policy on the operations 
which properly belong to the National 
Government in Washington. 

Most important of all, Mr. President, 
we must be willing to do the work this 
year, complete it before we*vote the ap- 
propriations for next year and reduce 
our swollen overextended Federal Gov- 
ernment before the critical tests of the 
next election, the impending economic 
crisis and the threat of hostile attack 
from abroad. 

I do not want to split our country in 
two. I do not want the men fighting in 
Korea to hear their country is divided 
and embittered. I only desire to bring 
the invisible government which is de- 
stroying the United States out into the 
open and uproot it. I want to tear down 
the superstructure in which the sabo- 
teurs can hide and rebuild it according 
to the design of the Constitution. I 
want to clean all traitors and Commu- 
nist agents out of cur Government be- 
fore we are softened up for destruction 

We can set a clear course the admin- 
istration can follow if it wishes. If it 
does not, we must turn our policy into 
statute law and, by the power of the 
purse, compel the Executive to obey it. 

We had a Territorial Governor of In- 
diana, Williem Henry Harrison, later 
President Harrison. He was taken ill 
with pneumonia and his physician came 
to sit by him while he slept. Suddenly 
he awoke. He spoke, the physician said, 
very solemnly, as if he was talking to his 
successor. He said, “I ask you to under- 
stand the Government of the United 
States. I ask you to obey it.” Then he 
fell back dead. 

That is all we asked of the President, 
to understand the Government of the 
United States and to obey it. 

If the President will not do it, if, as 
I fear, he is hopelessly bound and tied by 
this inner clique, then I say Congress 
must do it. Congress must abolish every 
last vestige of this hidden secret govern- 


. icy, a strong defense policy and a sound ment which devised our Asian policy to 
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fit perfectly Lenin’s blueprint for our de- 
struction and is doing the same thing in 
Europe and at home. Congress must 
lead the way to a genuine American pol- 
icy with American sea, air, and essential 
ground forces to hold our defense perim- 
eter, and a Monroe Doctrine offering 
peace and liberty for every nation within 
that area. 

We do not need to tax our people into 
serfdom to protect our homeland against 
attack or to win allies among the nations 
of the world. We need to return to the 
ideals and the principles of the men who 
made our great tradition. 

When the American Republic stands 
once more for liberty, for honor, for 
courage in high places, we shall be able 
to use unhampered the true strength of 
the American people, and other nations 
will join with us gladly. 

Mr. McFARLAND, I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CLEMENTS in the chair). The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the 
following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Aiken Hayden Millikin 
Bennett Hendrickson Monroney 
Benton Hennings Moody 
Brewster Hickenlooper Morse 
Bricker 11 Murray 
Butler, Md. Hoey Neely 
Butler, Nebr. olland Nixon 
Byrd ‘umphrey O'Conor 
Cain Ives O'Mahoney 
Capehart Jenner Pastore 
Carlson Johnson, Colo, Robertson 
Case Johnson, Tex. Russell 
Clements Johnston, S. C. Saltonstall 
Connally Kem Schoeppel 
Cordon Kerr Smathers 
Dirksen Kilgore Smith, Maine 
Douglas Knowland Smith, N. J. 
Duff Lehman Smith, N. C. 
Dworshak Lodge Sparkman 
Eastland Long Stennis 
Ecton Malone Taft 
Ellender Martin Thye 
Ferguson Maybank Underwood 
Flanders McCarran Watkins 
Frear McCarthy Welker 
Pulbright McClellan Wiley 
Geo McFarland Williams 
Gillette McKellar 
Green McMahon 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 


that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr, 
ANDERSON] is absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
CHAVRZ ], the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. Hunt], the Senator from Tennes- 
see [Mr. KEFAUVER], and the Senator 
from Washington [Mr. MAGNUSON] are 
absent on official business. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from North Dakota IMr. 
Younc] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
Wuenrry] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. ToBEy] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. Bripces] is absent because of ill- 
ness in his immediate family. 

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
Lancer] and the Senator from South 
Dakota [Mr. MUNDT] are absent on off- 
cial business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo- 
rum is present. The question is on 
agreeing to the committee amendment 
on page 142, line 11, as amended. 
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Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I rise to address a parliamentary ques- 
tion to the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Am I correct in 
my understanding that the question now 
before the Senate is the savings-bank 
section of the bill, as amended by the 
Capehart amendment, and that the 
question comes on agreeing to that sec- 
tion as amended? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Massachusetts is correct. 
The question is on agreeing to section 
313, as amended. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. If the section 
is agreed to as amended, will a motion 
to strike out the whole section be in or- 
der at a later time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is advised by the Parliamentarian 
that it could be done only within a 2-day 
period on a motion to reconsider. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. So that before 
a motion to strike out could be made, 
if the section as amended is agreed to 
this afternoon, a motion to reconsider 
would have to be made within 2 days, 
and such a motion to reconsider would 
have to prevail before a motion to strike 
out could be made. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is advised by the Parliamentarian 
that a negative vote would accomplish 
that result. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. A negative vote 
on the question of agreeing to the sec- 
tion, as amended, would accomplish the 
same result? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is advised that that is correct. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL, I thank the 
Chair. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Mr. Pres- 
ident, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it, 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. May we 
have the amendment, as amended, stated 
by the clerk? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment as 
amended. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 


Sec, 313, Mutual savings banks, building and 
loan associations, cooperative 
banks, 


(a) Mutual savings banks: Section 101 (2) 
(relating to exemption from tax of mutual 
savings banks) is hereby repealed. 

(b) Building and loan associations and co- 
operative banks: Section 101 (4) (relating to 
exemption from tax of building and loan as- 
sociations and cooperative banks) is hereby 
amended to read as follows: . 

4) Credit unions without capital stock 
organized and operated for mutual purposes 
and without profit.” 

(c) Federal sayings and loan associations: 
Section 5 (h) of the Home Owners’ Loan Act 
of 1933, as amended (12 U. S. C. 1464 (h)), is 
hereby amended by striking out date)“ and 
inserting in lieu thereof the following: “date, 
and except, in the case of taxable years be- 
ginning after December 31, 1951, income, war- 
profits, and excess-profits taxes)“ 

(d) Bad debt reserves: Section 23 (k) (1) 
(relating to deduction from gross income of 
bad debts) is hereby amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following: “In the case 
of a mutual savings bank not having capital 
stock represented by shares, a domestic build- 
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ing and loan association, and a cooperative 
bank without capital stock organized and 
operated for mutual purposes and without 
profit, the reasonable addition to a reserve 
for bad debts shall be determined with due 
regard to the amount of the taxpayer's sur- 
plus or bad-debt reserves existing at the close 
of December 31, 1951.” 

In no case shall the reasonable addition 
to a reserve for bad debts determined un- 
der the preceding sentence be less for any 
taxable year than 15 percent of the tax- 
payer's net earnings during such taxable year 
(computed without the deduction of such 
addition to reserves), but an excess of such 
15-percent amount shall be allowable if it 
is determined by the institution that an ad- 
ditional amount is necessary to require an 
adequate reserve, except that such an addi- 
tion to a reserve shall not be deductible un- 
der this sentence if the total amount of the 
taxpayer’s surplus, undivided profits, and 
reserves (computed without the amount of 
the addition) equals or exceeds 10 percent 
of the taxpayer's total deposits or accounts 
on the last day of its taxable year. 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Arizona will state it. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Was not the Cape- 
hart amendment of this section adopted 
by the Senate on Saturday? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Capehart amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Then was not the 
section, as amended, adopted by the Sen- 
ate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It was 
not. - 

Mr. McFARLAND. The question now 
is on whether 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question before the Senate is on agree- 
ing to the committee amendment, as 
amended by the Capehart amendment. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to section 313, as 
amended? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Maryland is correct. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. IVES. Myr. President, I do not 
wish to delay action on the amendment, 
but I wish to point out again 

Mr. President, may we have order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will suspend until Senators re- 
sume their seats. Members of the Sen- 
ate who desire to converse with other 
Members will kindly retire from the 
Chamber. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Oklahoma will state it. 

Mr. KERR. In the opinion of the 
Chair, can it properly be construed 
that much of the confusion on the floor 
is due to the fact that what is now to be 
voted on is not exactly clear? 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I believe I 
have the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New York has the floor. 

i Let the Chair state the pending ques- 
on. 

Mr. IVES. I am glad to suspend for 
that purpose. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now before the Senate is on 
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agreeing to section 313 as amended by 
the Capehart amendment, which was 
adopted on Saturday. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, as I started 
to say, I do not wish to delay unneces- 
sarily the action of the Senate. How- 
ever, I feel that I must point out the situ- 
ation as I see it. 

The vote we are about to take is vir- 
tually identical with a vote to strike out 
section 313, except for the fact that the 
particular vote we are about to take is, 
in effect, the reverse of striking out. 
If section 313 containing the Capehart 
amendment, as already referred to, is 
voted on favorably, then presumably it 

will be impossible later to vote to strike 
out of the bill section 313 either in its 
present form or in any other form. 

That situation is of considerable con- 
sequence to those of us who are dis- 
turbed by section 313 in its present form, 
just as we were disturbed by section 313 in 
its original form. In fact, as the section 
has been amended, it will undoubtedly 
be very troublesome and will cause more 
difficulty for the States in which sav- 
ings-banks operate than would section 
313 in its original form. Certainly it 
will cause a great deal of difficulty for 
our program in the State of New York, 
and I do not believe the State of New 
York is the only State which will be af- 
fected adversely. 

As was indicated during the debate on 
Saturday, the State of New York is try- 
ing to increase its reserve requirements 
for savings banks. The present law re- 
quires a reserve amounting to 10 percent 
of deposits. In addition, we are requir- 
ing additional reserves for the funds 
which are in the mortgage portfolios, 
and on the whole those additional re- 
serves cannot average more than 7 per- 
cent of the mortgage portfolios. 

In other words, in the State of New 
York we are trying to increase our legal 
reserves to approximately 17 percent of 
deposits at the present time. To be 
sure, legislation to that end has not 
been enacted by the State, and it would 
not be advisable to enact it immediate- 
ly, because thus far more than one-third 
of the savings banks in New York State 
have not yet qualified to meet the 10- 
percent requirement; and even more 
than that number, far more than half 
of the savings banks in the State of 
New York, have not yet met the request 
of the superintendent of banks regard- 
ing the particular reserves to cover 
mortgage portfolios. 

Therefore, the pending provision, if 
adopted, would leave the State of New 
York in a position in which presumably 
it would never, so long as this provision 
remained in the statute, be able to get 
the reserves to the point where they 
should be. 

I am not certain, but I do not believe 
New York is the only State in the Union 
that will be affected at some time by a 
shrinkage in the value of the mortgage 
portfolios of the savings banks, due to 
losses in those portfolios. The time may 
come, Mr. President, when real-estate 
values will show a considerable amount 
of depreciation, when many mortgages 
themselves will have to be foreclosed, 
and when there will be substantial losses 
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to mortgage holders, such as occurred 
in the 1930’s, when many savings banks 
were thus affected. 

Mr. President, I am merely saying 
that, unless the way is left open for these 
reserves to be increased without inter- 
ference, without being blocked by a Fed- 
eral statute which virtually will prohibit 
an increase in the reserves, the savings 
banks in New York State and presum- 
ably those in many other States will very 
likely find themselves in real difficulty. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from New York yield? 

Mr. IVES. I yield to the Senator from 
New Jersey for a question. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I am sure the 
distinguished Senator from New York is 
aware that the situation in New Jersey 
is precisely the same as that in New 
York. 

Mr. IVES. I take it that is a ques- 
tion; and I certainly am aware of that 
situation, and I am grateful to the Sen- 
ator from New Jersey for asking the 
question and thereby bringing the point 
to a focus. 

I understand also that the savings 
banks in Massachusetts and in other 
New England States are in the same sit- 
uation. I gathered from the remarks to 
which I listened the other day that New 
York and the New England States are 
not the only States in the Union that 
are affected in this way. I dare say 
that, while perhaps not half of the 
States of the Union are so affected, al- 
most nearly that many are affected, in 
one way or another, so far as their say- 
ings banks and savings institutions are 
concerned. 

Mr. President, it has been suggested, 
and I can well understand how the sug- 
gestion can very honestly be made, that 
we can enact the bill with this section 
as amended in it, and it will then be pos- 
sible, after the 10-percent reserve re- 
quirement has been met and after such 
a tax as may be found due on the earn- 
ings will have been levied, still to set 
aside for these institutions additional 
amounts for reserve purposes. How- 
ever, Mr. President, I wish to say that 
such amounts undoubtedly never would 
we set aside, because in reality they 
probably never could be set aside. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from New York yield 
at this point? 

Mr. IVES. Yes, I yield for a question. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Is it not true 
that the reverse effect would ensue, 
namely, instead of having a 13-percent 
reserve increase, it would decrease to 10 
percent? 

Mr. IVES. Yes; I am reasonably sure 
that that would happen, and that States 
which now have reserves of 13 percent 
would find themselves very soon without 
reserves of 13 percent, and that States, 
such as New York, where today there are 
average reserves of 11.4 percent, would 
find themselves without that average 
percentage. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Mr. 
President, will the Senator from New 
York yield? 

Mr. IVES. I yield. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. I thought 
it was understood that each year’s op- 
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eration would stand on its own feet, and 
that the percentage of reserves would be 
calculated on the basis of each year’s 
operation, so that if the reserve were 
10 percent, it would not decrease each 
year. 

Mr. IVES. It would not go down 
below 10 percent; but the Senator from 
Massachusetts was referring to the 13 
percent in reserves which exist today in 
Massachusetts, and I was referring to 
the average 11.4-percent reserves which 
we now have in the State of New York. 
There may be other States which have 
reserves which are above 10 percent at 
the present time. 

However, I think both the Senator 
from Maryland and the Senator from 
Massachusetts will agree that we do not 
wish to find ourselves in a predicament 
where we never can have reserves of 
more than 10 percent, as would prob- 
ably be the case if this provision were 
finally to be in operation when we 
would find out definitely what its inter- 
pretation would be. 

As I say, Mr. President, there is a 
possibility that the reserves could be in- 
creased after the section here proposed 
would have been enacted and after the 
tax would have been levied on the net 
earnings, whatever those are 
found to be; but I say thai in all prob- 
ability that eventually never would hap- 
pen, because if it were to occur, if the 
procedure followed were such that the 
reserves could be built up only after the 
10-percent reserve point had been 
reached, then in reality it would be nec- 
essary for the savings bank institutions 
to cut their interest rates. That mat- 
ter has been fairly well covered during 
the present debate. I can see what 
would happen, and so can anyone else 
who is acquainted with savings banks 
and savings institutions: Very shortly 
the deposits would begin to shrink, 
shrink, shrink, until finally there could 
be no savings banks worthy of the name 
with reserves of more than 10 percent. 

The consequence of adequate reserves 
in New York, for instance, under the pro- 
posed section is a tough one, because it 
would mean the elimination of the one 
vehicle available to the little home owner, 
the person who may need to obtain a 
small mortgage loan, the person who 
still believes we should handle these 
things through the operation of private 
industry and private enterprise. He 
might be deprived of the most desirable 
vehicle by which to obtain the money 
he would need if he were to be able to 
build his home. In the final analysis 
that condition would mean that this 
whole maiter would rest once more with 
government; and I say once more” be- 
cause there seems to have been a trend 
in recent years toward turning these 
matters over to government, and only 
this year we have begun to turn away 
from it. I hope that the time will never 
come when we have to turn to govern- 
ment, either State or Federal, for the 
financing of private undertakings which 
should be financed privately, not by 
government. 

Mr. President, that is why I want to 
say that I, myself, am going to vote 
against agreeing to the committee 
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amendment as amended, and I assume 
that my distinguished colleague from 
New York will also vote against agree- 
ing to it, because as I have said before, 
it means ultimately the end of institu- 
tions of this kind in our State. Oh, yes, 
they may continue for a number of years, 
but if this proposal is carried out as 
it can be carried out, as it may be car- 
ried out, they will continue, in dwin- 
dling amount, in dwindling importance, 
in dwindling ability to take care of the 
responsibilities with which they may be 
faced. I cannot go along with this kind 
of program. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr, IVES. I yield. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. In Massachu- 
setts, with a population of 4,700,000, we 
have 3,300,000 depositors in savings 
banks and 485,000 shareholders in coop- 
erative banks. Is it not true that the 
State of New York has the same general 
proportion? 

Mr. IVES. I thank the Senator from 
Massachusetts for that question, because 
as has been pointed out several times in 
this debate, in New York, with approxi- 
mately 15,000,000 people at this time, 
there are approximately 9,000,000 de- 
positors and borrowers in these par- 
ticular institutions. 

Mr. President, this is the one kind of 
institution above all others where per- 
sons of moderate means and youngsters 
in school, whether in grade school or in 
high school, can put their money for 
savings purposes, and see it increase 
from time to time and from year to year 
as interest accumulates and they have 
more to deposit, until finally they get 
the idea of thrift and the idea of inde- 
pendence, the idea of standing on their 
own feet, not turning always to some- 
one else to help them out when they may 
get into a little financial difficulty. 
There is a great deal at stake in the par- 
ticular question which is now before the 
Senate, far more than can ever be at 
stake in a matter of taxation per se. 

Mr. President, I urge the Senate to 
reject this particular section of the bill, 
as amended. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, it 
seems strange to me and illogical that 
after we have for a hundred years or 
more encouraged the people of the State 
of New York and of other States of the 
Nation 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will permit. I gave notice that 
I would invoke the rule. I hesitate to 
do so, since the motion is in slightly dif- 
ferent form, but, according to my count, 
this is the ninth time the distinguished 
senior Senator from New York has 
spoken on this same question on the 
same legislative day, and on the same 
issue. 

Mr. IVES rose. 

Mr. GEORGE. I am not making an 
objection, but I shall do so hereafter. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. ‘The 
Senator will state the inquiry. 

Mr. IVES. The inquiry I make is this: 
It was my understanding that in the 
previous statements I made on this sub- 
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ject I was speaking on the basic amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Ver- 
mont to strike this section from the bill, 
prior to the time the Capehart amend- 
ment had been added to it; which seems 
to me to be slightly different from the 
subject which is now before us. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, the dis- 
tinguished Senator has spoken on the 
amendment originally offered, on the 
Capehart amendment, on the amend- 
ment to the Capehart amendment, and 
he has now spoken again, and I have 
raised no issue; but I shall hereafter 
invoke the rules of the Senate. I gave 
that notice this morning. Ido not want 
to do so without due notice. But I shall 
do it hereafter. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, a further 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. IVES. Is a Senator deprived of 
speaking on any new proposition which 
may come along, and on any old propo- 
sition which may be before the Senate 
and which has been revised, even though 
the main subject, the bill itself, has been 
before us for a period of time, and he 
may have spoken on that? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the rules of the Senate, every Member 
of the Senate is entitled to speak twice 
on the same question. 

Mr. IVES. Is not the subject before 
us, then, the question of adopting sec- 
tion 313, as amended? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
the question. 

Mr. GEORGE. It is the same ques- 
tion, and I said I was not raising the 
point now. 

Mr. IVES. I am trying to clarify the 
matter. 

Mr. GEORGE. I shall make the ob- 
jection later on, if the Senator wants 
to speak again, and we can then clarify 
it, if it takes all summer. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the 
position of the Chair clear on it? 

Mr. IVES. The Senator from New 
York would still like further clarification 
of the situation. Is the Senator from 
New York deprived of the opportunity 
to speak again on the particular pro- 
posal which is now before the Senate, 
in other words, the adoption of section 
313, as amended? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair understands the Senator from 
New York can speak twice, and that 
every other Senator may speak twice, 
on every question. 

Mr. IVES. Then the Senator from 
New York is correct, is he, that he can 
still speak once more on this particular 
question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New York knows how many 
times he has spoken on the matter. He 
9 entitled to speak twice on any ques- 
tion. 

Mr. IVES. I have not spoken twice. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
junior Senator from New York is now 
recognized. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, it seems 
strange and somewhat illogical that, 
having for more than a hundred years 
encouraged the people in New York State 
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and in other States of the Union to prac- 
tice thrift through savings—and I con- 
sider the institutions in question to be 
the most important means of attaining 
thrift—that we should now seek to make 
the savings banks less able to protect 
their depositors against emergencies, 
contingencies, and possible depression 
than appears wise in the minds of the 
managers of the banks. As has been 
pointed out, we have 9,000,000 depositors 
in the savings institutions of New York 


State. The 10 percent limit which is now 


included in section 313 because of the 
adoption of the Capehart amendment, 
while not defined as a ceiling, to all in- 
tents and purposes will constitute a ceil- 
ing for the reserves which may be set up 
in very State in the Union. 

To me the question of reserves is not a 
theory, it is a practical matter, a subject 
which was brought bitterly, vigorously, 
and urgently to my attention during the 
depression. At that time we had in New 
York a reserve of somewhat more than 
10 percent, but I can tell you, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that had the Federal Government 
not come forward to assist the banks, 
that reserve would have been wiped out, 
without any question. We recall that at 
that time even Government bonds suf- 
fered a serious decline. Approximately 
50 percent of the assets of our savings 
institutions are in Government bonds. I 
need not remind anyone who has had 
any dealings regarding mortgages that 
at that time mortgages were absolutely 
unsalable. Several had a ruinous dis- 
count, a discount which frequently ran 
to 10, 20, or 30 percent of the face value 
of the mortgages. These institutions 
would not have a chance of surviving, 
save for the intervention and assistance 
of the Federal Government. We are now 
trying to build up these reserves, in order 
to make these savings institutions stand 
on their own feet, and in order to protect 
the interests of millions and millions of 
depositors, of whom at least 9,000,000, as 
I have said, reside in New York, of the 
total number throughout the country of 
50,000,000, 60,000,000, or 70,000,000. 

It seems to me, Mr. President, it would 
be definitely a step backward if we now 
made it impossible for the managers of 
these banks to act in the interests of the 
depositors, not the stockholders, but ex- 
clusively in the interests of the deposi- 
tors, through the setting up of increased 
reserves which would make the situation 
at least as safe as could humanly be the 
case. 

I very much hope that the committee 
amendment, as amended by the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Indiana, will 
be defeated. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I 
should like to call up my amendment 
identified as ‘‘9-21-51—C.” 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr, President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. What is the exact 
question before the Senate at this time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question before the Senate is on agree- 
ing to section 313, as amended by the 
Capehart amendment; and the Senator 
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from Vermont proposes another amend- 
ment. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. What is it that the 
Senator from Vermont proposes to do? 

Mr. FLANDERS. Further to amend 
section 313. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Vermont. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 144, 
line 13, it is proposed to strike out the 
period and insert the following: “or by 
any mutual fund established under the 
authority of the laws of any State.” 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I 
should like to explain the purpose of the 
amendment briefly. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I stated 
to the Senator from Vermont that I 
would accept his amendment and take 
it to conference if the Senate should 
agree to it. I think the Senator has ex- 
plained it, but if he wishes to explain it 
again, I have no objection. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I 
shall explain my amendment very briefly, 
without taking too much of the time 
of the Senate. 

A number of New York and Massachu- 
setts banks got RFC capital when their 
own capital was impaired. Then the 
New York and Massachusetts State laws 
established mutual funds, to which 
mutual banks in each State contributed. 
In New York several banks which had 
RFC capital borrowed from the mutual 
funds and repaid the RFC. - They should, 
therefore, it seems quite evident, come 
under the provisions on page 144 of the 
bill, commencing with line 3, under the 
heading “Deduction for repayment to 
the United States of certain loans.” 
These banks are in the same position as 
are the banks which still have RFC 
loans. There is approximately 89,000, 
000 still due on these funds in Massachu- 
setts, and approximately $5,876,000 due 
in the State of New York. 

My amendment will put them on the 
same basis as if they borrowed directly 
from the RFC, instead of, as in some 
cases, having borrowed from the mutual 
funds to repay. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I am 
very happy that the distinguished 
chairman of the Finance Committee is 
willing to take the amendment to con- 
ference, and I hope it will prevail. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I should 
like to ask the Senator from Vermont 
one question. His amendment applies 
only to loans made as in the case of RFC 
loans prior to September 1, 1951, not sub- 
sequent loans. Is that correct? 

Mr. FLANDERS. That is correct. 

Mr. GEORGE. With that under- 
standing, Mr. President, the committee 
has no objection to taking the amend- 
ment to conference. 4 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
while the Senator from Georgia is on his 
feet, will he yield for a question? 

Mr. GEORGE. The Senator may ask 
me a question, though I do not have the 
floor, 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. There is one 
other amendment concerning savings 
banks which the Senator from Georgia, 
in conversation with me, stated was not 
included in section 313. I want to be 
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sure that we protect ourselves in States 
where there is savings bank life insur- 
ance. I understand that that is cov- 
ered in another section, and will be open 
to amendment at another time if sec- 
tion 313 is finally voted into the bill. 

Mr. GEORGE. That is correct. I 
shall ask that the provision be reopened 
for that purpose, if necessary, because I 
stated that I thought the life-insurance 
department should be separated from the 
savings department, and savings bank 
life-insurance companies should be taxed 
as are mutual-insurance companies. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I thank the 
Senator very much. 

Mr. GEORGE. I shall be happy to 
see that that is done. 

Mr. SaLTONSTALL. Would the Sen- 
ator be willing to take an amendment of 
that character to conference when it is 
properly presented? 

Mr. GEORGE. Oh, yes; I stated that 
I would. I think it should be done. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I thank the 
Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I do 
not wish to be unduly acrimonious, but 
I do desire to say that if there is any 
sincerity on this side of the aisle in the 
proposal to increase taxes under this 
bill to $9,500,000,000, then there is no 
consistency in opposing section 313, as 
amended. The section will raise approxi- 
mately from $140,000,000 to $150,000,000, 
and it will do it on the most just basis 
of taxation that was ever submitted to 
the American people. There is not a 
thing unfair in the section. 

Ardent advocates of more taxes being 
paid by the American people mean they 
should be imposed if they are not to 
come out of the savings banks of New 
York State. Mr. President, I am pretty 
frank about i. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. For a question; yes. 

Mr. LEHMAN. May I first make an 
observation? 

Mr. GEORGE. No; not now. The 
Senator has made on this subject obser- 
vations for the past 4 days. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I wonder 

Mr. GEORGE. I do not yield for an 
observation. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield for a question. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I wonder whether the 
Senator does not realize that, at least 
so far as the junior Senator from New 
York is concerned, in urging higher rev- 
enues he also specifically stated that he 
felt that the revenue bill should be equi- 
table and fair to all persons. 

Mr. GEORGE. Oh, yes. It is equita- 
ble and fair. There are institutions in 
this country which have had $20,000,000,- 
000 in assets in 1949 and which have 
more today. They had more than $2,- 
000,000,000 in surplus in 1949, and they 
have more today, on which, plus $14,- 
000,000,000 in the building and loan 
associations, and $1,100,000,000 in accu- 
mulated surpluses, undistributed, not one 
single cent of Federal taxes has ever 
been paid. Do not talk to me about 
raising additional revenue out of the 
American people. Senators who do so 


11955 


mean it shall be raised if it does not come 
out of the swollen profits of great New 
York institutions. That is all they 
mean. 

Mr. President, I had never expected 
to make a statement of this kind, but in 
the face of the record in this matter, it 
is time someone said that New York and 
one or two other States should not be 
permitted to make the tax policies of 
the United States. 

Mr. President, what is provided in the 
bill? We propose to give to the savings 
institutions and the building and loan 
associations, first, a deduction for every 
penny of interest and dividends which 
they pay, or which they pass as a credit 
to their depositors. We propose to let 
them deduct the ordinary expense of 
operating, without a cent of tax. Not 
only that, but we propose to set aside 
a reserve, to be fixed, in the first in- 
stance, by the authorities of the Gov- 
ernment, as a reasonable reserve against 
all their liabilities, their total deposits, 
their total accounts, and then, by the 
Capehart amendment as amended by 
the distinguished Senator from Colorado, 
it is provided that the reserves shall 
never be less than 10 percent of the total 
deposits and accounts and they may be 
more, in the discretion of the Commis- 
sioner of Internal Revenue, and further- 
more, each year these institutions can 
set aside at least 15 percent of their 
earnings. : 

What more is desired? What more 
special privileges do the special-privilege 
groups seek? With what tenacity the 
special-privilege boys who have grown 
fat off of this country hold onto those 
special privileges. 

Mr. President, for 4 days we have 
talked about this issue. Let Senators 
vote it down if they care to, and every- 
one who does it, will face it as the one 
big issue in his next campaign, because 
it is proposed to continue a tax exemp- 
tion for a special class in the face of the 
fairest proposal that was ever made in 
a legislative body. In this very bill we 
are proposing to provide regarding the 
little farm coooperatives, in the same 
way we act toward the savings and loan 
institutions, except that we will make 
the little farm cooperatives pay a tax on 
their reserves. But these great, mam- 
moth concentrations of wealth, with all 
their economic power, wil! pay no tax 
on their reserves until they reach 10 
percent, and even more, if more is nec- 
essary to enable them to remain in a 
solvent, stable condition. 

I have been patient, Mr. President, but 
in the face of these repeated argu- 
ments 

Mr. LEHMAN rose. 

Mr. GEORGE. Does the Senator 
wish to interrupt me again? 

Mr. LEHMAN. No. I am waiting to 
be recognized in my own time. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, the 
Senator may be recognized, but I guar- 
antee that he cannot say a single thing 
on this question he has not said at least 
a dozen times since last Wednesday 
afternoon. 

I am willing to have the Senate vote 
upon the question, but I do not want 
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anybody to talk to me about closing loop- 
holes if he will not vote to tax these un- 
taxed groups in America. I am unwill- 
ing that they should go untaxed. But 
I am getting no help from some of the 
gentlemen who are urgently suporting 
the proposal to close other loopholes, 
and to raise an immense amount of ad- 
ditional taxes out of the American 
people. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New York. 

Mr. LEHMAN. It is well known that 
I am one of the sponsors of a number 
of amendments to raise additional rev- 
enues in order to eliminate, or at least 
greatly reduce, the treraendous deficit 
with which the Government is faced, a 
deficit which, in my opinion, will lead 
to inflation and to a great weakening 
of the entire fiscal structure in the 
country. 

I have listened wi' n great interest to 
what the distinguished chairman of the 
Finance Committee has said. I can only 
express the hope that he will be equally 
as concerned with the special privileges 
claimed by many corporations and many 
organizations, privileges which un- 
doubtedly exist, and which my associates 
and I will be able to demonstrate exist, 
as he is with the alleged privileges given 
to the depositors in the savings banks. 

I think what the Senator from Georgia 
still does not understand is the great 
difference between the structure of a 
mutual savings institution and the 
structure of commercial banks and of 
other corporations which operate in the 
United States. The large commercial 
banks, the great corporations, such as 
the United States Steel Corp., the 
Standard Oil companies, General Mo- 
tors, and scores of others which I could 
mention, are owned by a relatively small 
group of stockholders. The mutual sav- 
ings banks are owned by nobody save 
the depositors themselves. Nobody else 
can possibly profit a single red cent by 
anything that may be done by the sav- 
ings banks and building and loan asso- 
ciations. The reserves are a protection 
for the depositors in the savings banks, 
who, in the main, are men and women 
and children—people without large 
means. 

Of the 9,000,000 depositors in New 
York to whom my colleague, the senior 
Senator from New York and I have re- 
ferred, more than 1,000,000 are children, 
and the average deposit of those chil- 
dren is less than $26 apiece. Are we to 
say to these men and women and chil- 
dren, who, by their thrift, have been able 
to build up small savings deposits, in 
spite of the fact that their earnings are 
at best meager, “You must either accept 
a cut in your interest rate or permit of a 
lowering of the reserves, to such a point 
that they will fail to protect your de- 
posits to the degree the managers have 
decided is important and essential“? 

Mr. President, I submit that in spite 
of my respéct for the ability of the Sen- 
ator from Georgia, the chairman of the 
Finance Committee, there is no analogy 
whatcoever between a savirgs bank or 
a building and loan association owned 
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by the small depositors, and the great 
banking institutions, such as the Na- 
tional City Bank, the Chase National 
Bank, the Guaranty Trust Co., and the 
Bank of America. I do not think there 
is any analogy whatsoever between the 
savings associations owned by small peo- 
ple, people of moderate means, and the 
great corporations which are today 
making more money than they ever 
have made in their history, or in the his- 
tory of the country. 

I do not intend to pursue this subject 
further. I am sorry the Senator from 
Georgia said what he did, because he 
knows that I have always differentiated, 
and I am differentiating now, between 
those who can and should pay and those 
who merely deposit their meager sav- 
ings in these savings and loan institu- 
tions. 

I wish to say again that while I believe 
with all my heart that we would be mak- 
ing a grievous mistake by not increasing 
the revenues which come to the Treas- 
ury of the United States during these 
trying, dangerous, and critical times, so 
as to avoid a ruinous deficit, I also feel 
strongly in my heart that this tax bill 
must be equitable. It must do justice to 
everyone. It cannot dare to be unjust 
to a large group of our people, the back- 
bone of the country, who over the years, 
over the generations, have sought to se- 
cure at least a reasonable competence 
through the savings which they deposit 
in the institutions which they own, 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
have listened to the heated and in- 
formative debate which has taken place 
on the issues with respect to the savings 
and loan associations and the mutual 
savings banks. Under date of Septem- 
ber 21, at a time when the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS] was discussing 
his proposal, the Senator from Minne- 
sota asked this question: 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I wonder whether or not 
the Senator from Vermont has given thought 
and consideration to the possibility of offer- 
ing an amendment along the line of subject- 
ing surpluses or reserves to the tax, as pro- 
posed in the bill, when the surpluses and re- 
serves are either 10 percent or meet the 
statutory requirements of the respective 
States on the basis of whichever one is 
greater. 


I believe that the committee proposal 
as amended meets the requirements of 


the suggestion which I offered on that 


date, in the early part of this discussion. 

Mr. President, there has been an hon- 
est difference of opinion as to the nature 
of these institutions. I think it is fair 
to say that those who have supported 
the position taken by the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS] properly differ- 
entiate between a commercial bank on 
the one hand and the type of mutual 
savings or cooperative institution on the 
other hand. I also feel that the argu- 
ment has properly centered around the 
question of what is an adequate reserve. 

I am going to support the committee 
amendment as amended. I am going to 
do so because I have not been sufficiently 
persuaded by the arguments which have 
been made on the part of those who 
want complete exemption. However, I 
do think it is fair to note that there is 
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a substantial difference between a cor- 
porate enterprise, the average business 
enterprise, and the mutual savings type 
of enterprise which is now under dis- 
cussion. 

I have heard very precise, determined, 
and vigorous words about closing tax 
loopholes. Let me say that the loophole 
that is being closed here is a very small 
loophole. I want it closed. My position 
is going to be consistent on every one of 
the amendments designed to close loop- 
holes. But when we come to loopholes 
which will soon be brought up in con- 
nection with the tax bill, and loopholes 
which are in the law now on the books, 
I want to see the same vigor, the same 
courage, the same determination of pur- 
pose, which we exemplify in connection 
with this particular issue. 

The Senator from New York [Mr. 
LEHMAN] has joined with us in the effort 
to close loopholes with respect to insti- 
tutions in his own State—tremendous 
financial powers in his own State. The 
Senator from New York feels that in this 
instance the savings of millions of small 
depositors might be jeopardized. There 
are those of us who disagree with that 
opinion, We disagree with it because I, 
for one, feel that the safeguards now 
provided in the amendment are ade- 
quate; and if they are not adequate, the 
Commissioner of Internal Revenue may 
alter the reserve requirement, as the 
chairman of the committee has pointed 
out. 

When we come to the issue of stock 
options, when we come to the issue of 
capital gains, when we come to the issue 
of the extension of capital gains treat- 
ment to many new products, when we 
come to the issue of one of the great 
scandals in our tax laws, family partner- 
ships, which have been abused, and 
which are always used in every war 
period, or defense period, when we come 
to the issue of setting the effective 
date of the corporate tax at January 1, 
1951, instead of April 1, and when we 
come to the matter of withholding with 
respect to dividends and corporate bond 
interest, I want to see the same deter- 
mination, the same vigor, the same fear- 
lessness, applied to the treatment of 
those issues as we now apply to the issue 
involving savings banks and building and 
loan associations. 

It is not easy for us to take this posi- 
tion, but I am going to take it; and, be- 
lieve me, Mr. President, I am going to. 
fight down the line on the other issues, 
which will bring in billions of dollars, 
whereas this provision of the amendment 
will bring in but a few million dollars. 

This is all a part of the great struggle 
in America to gain equity in the tax sys- 
tem. This particular amendment deals 
with bank reserves. This particular 
amendment deals with the lifetime sav- 
ings of millions of people. But when it 
comes to some of the “gimmicks” found 
in the tax laws, they do not deal with the 
savings of millions of people. They deal 
with the special privileges of a handful 
of people who need no special privilege. 

So let us join the issue. Let us have 
a vote. When the roll is called down 
here—not up yonder—I will be voting 
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yea on this amendment. But when the 
roll is called on the other amendments, 
I want to hear the yeas because by the 
other amendments we gain at least $2,- 
000,000,000 from those who can well af- 
ford to pay, without jeopardizing any 
reserves, without injuring private econ- 
omy one bit, without in any way diluting 
the economic solvency of America. At 
the same time, we can stop the vicious 
process of inflation which is consuming 
the economy, on the one hand, and put 
the defense program, in its initial stages, 
on a pay-as-you-go basis, on the other 
hand. 

The issue is not whether or not we are 
going to have large reserves for mutual 
savings banks. I think that situation 
has been protected in the amendments 
which the Senator from Indiana IMr. 
CAPEHART], and the Senator from Col- 
orado [Mr. MILLIKIN] proposed. The 
issue is whether those who are capable 
of paying their fair share of taxes are 
going to do it. If this bill is enacted as 
now written, they are not going to be 
paying it. I warn the Senate that this 
will be the toughest issue that ever faced 
any electorate or any group of people 
in-public office. The mutual-savings is- 
sue is not going to be the big issue. The 
big issue is whether or not we are going 
to have written and placed on the stat- 
ute books a new tax law which opens up 
loopholes for a handful—less than 2 per- 
cent—of the taxpayers of the country. 
Remember, we are going to raise the tax 
rates on all the little folks. Let us find 
out whether we have the courage to close 
up the loopholes through which the big 
folks rush like a bulldozer. That is what 
the issue is. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
hope we can vote, and I hope that we can 
make more progress than we have been 
making. This amendment surely does 
not need any further debate. When we 
complete the vote I intend to propose a 
unanimous-consent agreement to limit 
debate. I hope the Senate will show that 
it can enact legislation within a reason- 
able time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Ver- 
mont (Mr. FLANDERS] to the committee 
amendment. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I 
should like to make a very brief state- 
ment, without delaying the Senate un- 
duly on this or any other vote. 

I have two or three more amendments 
still at the desk, which, in the interest 


of rapid procedure, I am not going to 


call up. However, I wish to say a word 
as to why I shall vote against section 313. 
It had to be amended on the floor. Not 
all the necessary points are yet taken 
care of. It had to be amended on the 
floor because the committee amendment 
as presented to the Senate, was hastily 
drawn, ill-conceived, and offered under 
misapprehension. That made it neces- 
sary to spend all this time in debating 
it. It would have been much better if 
these questions could have been worked 
out in committee, but the misapprehen- 
sions were so strong that it was impos- 
sible for those of use who felt that we 
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knew and had experience with these in- 
stitutions to remove the misapprehen- 
sions. 

There is one other point I wish to 
make. At no time have I felt, as a mat- 
ter of principle that these institutions 
should not be taxed. I felt only that the 
hasty, ill-conceived, and misapprehended 
legislation presented before the commit- 
tee and presented by the committee to 
the Senate should not have been pre- 
sented, but should have been left for a 
more complete, active, logical, and in- 
formative study, as the House provided. 

So, for the reasons stated, I shall vote 
against the amendment. 

Not yet is it cleared up as it should be. 

I wish to say one other thing, and I 
say it with a great deal of hesitation, but 
I feel I should say it. I am sorry that 
the chairman of the Committee on 
Finance again demonstrated to the whole 
Senate his misapprehension of the insti- 
tutions to be affected by the amendment. 
He spoke of them on the floor of the Sen- 
ate, as he had spoken of them in com- 
mittee, as enormous aggregations of 
power—lI believe at one time he used the 
description “power hungry! —- and said 
that they were trying to escape their due 
share of the obligation to support the 
Federal Government, 

I suppose that the largest institution 
of this kind in the world is the Bowery 
Savings Bank in New York. If anyone 
can find any indication of its use of 
enormous financial power in any other 
way than in the public interest, I should 
like to have that instance brought forth. 
The greatest exercise of power of that 
great institution I-have seen is its ex- 
ercise of logic and reason in protecting 
its humble depositors. Believe me, Mr. 
President, its depositors are humble. 
They are not the great of the earth. 
They are not of the rich. They are not 
of the mighty. 

So it seems to me, Mr. President, that 
this afternoon we have had, I regret to 
say, the best exhibition and the best ex- 
ample of the misapprehension which has 
ae this proposal from the begin- 

ng. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. ‘The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Ver- 
mont (Mr. FLANDERS] to the committee 
amendment on page 142, line 11, [Put- 
ting the question.] The ayes seem to 
have it. 

Mr. GEORGE. There is no objection 
to that amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Even if 
there is no objection to the amendment, 
the Chair will state the question. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Vermont to the committee amendment 
on page 142, line 11. [Putting the ques- 
tion.] The ayes have it, and the amend- 
ment is agreed to. 

The question now is on agreeing to 
the committee amendment as amended. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state -it. 

Mr., HUMPHREY. What was the 
amendment of the Senator from Ver- 


11957 


mont [Mr, FLANDERS] on which the Sen- 
ate has just now voted? 

Mr. GEORGE. I may state to the 
Senator from Minnesota that the com- 
mittee had provided for the repayment 
of loans made by the RFC to the mutual 
savings banks without affecting their re- 
serves or their tax liability. The amend- 
ment which has been agreed to merely 
includes payments made to a common 
fund which had been set up in some 
States, principally New York and Mas- 
sachusetts, to make loans to those same 
institutions. We thought they should all 
be treated on the same basis. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sen- 
ator from Georgia. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Th 
Senator will state it. i 

Mr. KERR: Agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Ver- 
mont [Mr. FLANDERS] was in no wise con- 
nected with the motion previously made 
by the Senator from Vermont to strike 
the section from the bill, 

Mr. GEORGE. No; not at all. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
are no further amendments to be of- 
fered to the committee amendment, the 
question is on agreeing to the commit- 
tee amendment on page 142, line 11, as 
amended. The yeas and nays have been 
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr President, the 
Capehart amendment, as amended, to 
the committee amendment, was agreed 
to, was it not? e 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes; the 
Capehart amendment, as amended, was 
agreed to. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON (when his name 
was called). Mr. President, for the 
same reasons which I assigned on last 
Saturday, I request the privilege of be- 
ing excused from voting. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the Senator from New 
Jersey is excused from voting. 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. CAIN. On this vote I have a pair 
with the senior Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES]. If the Sen- 
ator from New Hampshire were present 
and voting, he would vote “nay.” If I 
were at liberty to vote, I would vote 
“yea.” I withhold my vote. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON] is absent by leave of the Sen- 
ate. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Cuavez], the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. Hunt], the Senator from Tennes- 
see [Mr. KEFAUVER], and the Senator 
from Washington [Mr. MAGNUSON] are 
absent on official business. 

I announce further that if present and 
voting, the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. CuHavez] and the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. Macnuson] would 
vote “yea.” 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from North Dakota [Mr, 
Youne] is absent by leave of the Senate, 

The Senator from Nebraska IMr. 
WHERRY] is necessarily absent. 
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The Senator from New Hampshire 
{Mr. Toney] ‘s absent because of illness. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. BRIDGES] is absent because of illness 
in his immediate family, and his pair has 
been announced previously by the Sen- 
ator from Washington [Mr. Carn]. 

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr, 
LANGER] and the Senator from South 
Dakota [Mr. MunDT] are absent on ofi- 
cial business. If present and voting, the 
Senator from South Dakota IMr. 
MunptT] would vote “yea.” 

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRK- 
SEN], the Senator from Massachusetts 
(Mr. Lovee], the Senator from Nevada 
{Mr. Matone], and the Senator from 
Oregon [Mr. Morse] are detained on of- 
ficial business. 

On this vote, the Senator from Oregon 
Mr. Morse] is paired with the Senator 
from Massachusetts [Mr. Lopce]. If 
present and voting, the Senator from 
Oregon would vote “yea” and the Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts would vote 
“nay.” 

The result was announced—yeas 60, 
nays 19, as follows: 


YEAS—60 
Alken Fulbright McFarland 
Bennett George McKellar 
Benton Gillette McMahon 
Butler, Md. Hayden Millikin 
Butler, Nebr. Hennings Monroney 
Byrd Hickenlooper Moody 
Capehart Hil Nixon 
Carlson Hoey O'Conor 
Case Holland O Mahoney 
Clements Humphrey Robertson 
Connally Johnson, Colo, Russell 
Cordon Johnson, Tex. Smathers 
Douglas Johnston, S. C. Smith, N. C. 
Duff Kem Sparkman 
Dworshak Kerr Taft 
Eastland Knowland Thye 
Ecton Long Underwood 
Ellender Maybank Watkins 
Ferguson McCarran Wiley 
Frear McClellan Williams 

NAYS—19 
Brewster Lehman Schoeppel 
Bricker Martin Smith, Maine 
Flanders McCarthy Smith, N. J. 
Green Murray Stennis 
Ives Neely Welker 
Jenner Pastore 
Kilgore Saltonstall 

NOT VOTING—17 

Anderson Hunt Morse 
Bridges Kefauver Mundt 
Cain Langer Tobey 
Chavez Lodge Wherry 
Dirksen Magnuson Young 
Hendrickson Malone 


So the committee amendment, as 
amended, was agreed to. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that in the 
future all amendments submitted or 
motions or appeals based thereon be 
subject to a 40-minute limitation of 
debate, with 20 minutes thereof to be 
allowed to each side, and to be con- 
trolled, respectively, by the proponent of 
the amendment or motion and the dis- 
tinguished senior Senator from Georgia 
(Mr. GEORGE], if he is opposed to the 
amendment; or in the event he is not 
opposed to the amendment, then by the 
acting minority leader; and that debate 
on the bill be limited to 2 hours, to be 
controlled, respectively, by the senior 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE], 
and the acting minority leader or any 
Senator whom he may designate. 
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Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Stennis in the chair). The Senator 
from Minnesota will suspend for a 
moment, please. 

Those who are not Members of the 
Senate or employees officially on the 
floor of Senate will please find seats in 
the rear of the Chamber; or, if not, the 
Chair is sure there is room in the galler- 
ies for those who are not engaged in 
official duties on the floor. 

The Senator from Minnesota reserves 
the right to object. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
reserving the right to object, I merely 
wish to make a suggestion or two to 
the majority leader in reference to his 
unanimous-consent request. 

There are several amendments—in 
fact, there are four amendments—which 
have been submitted by a group of Sena- 
tors, each amendment having from four 
to a dozen cosponsors. We believe that 
for those amendments a minimum of 
1 hour for each side should be allowed 
for purposes of debate. 

Those amendments are, first, the 
amendment to restore the effective date 
for the corporate tax to January 1; sec- 


ond, the amendment for withholding. 


dividends and corporate-bond interest; 
third, the amendment proposing a re- 
duction of the percentage depletion al- 
lowance; and, fourth, the amendment 
proposing an increase in the capital 
gains tax rate, namely, to increase the 
capital gains tax from 25 percent to 20 
percent. 

There are 11 other amendments which 
this group of Senators have placed on 
the table and wish to call up. For 
those amendments, we would like to 
have half an hour allowed to each side, 
recognizing that in many instances we 
would not use that much time, but we 
would at least like to have that much 
time allowed. 

I say this because once the Senate 
adopts the committee amendments en 
bloc, even though, of course, the right 
to return to the consideration of those 
amendment is always reserved, a bit of 
psychological advantage accrues to the 
committee, and the burden of proof rests 
upon the proponent of an amendment to 
a committee amendment which has been 
adopted under such circumstances. 
Otherwise the burden of proof would 
rest upon the committee to prove its case. 

We feel that these amendments re- 
quire that much time. 

On that basis, if the majority leader 
is willing to make such a modification of 
his request, and also reserving the right 
to submit new amendments, and with 
the understanding that there will be a 
requirement of germaneness for all 
amendments, I would have no objection; 
but otherwise I would have to object. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
intended to include a provision that all 
amendments must be germane; and I 
modify the request accordingly. 

Mr. President, I think the Senator 
from Minnesota has just requested a 
great deal of time. 
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Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I yield. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I merely wish to 
say that we were 1 week late beginning 
the consideration of this bill. Now we 
have taken 1 week in general debate, 
primarily debate by those who now wish 
to have 2 hours allowed for further de- 
bate on each amendment that is pro- 
posed. 

There have been virtually no Senators 
on the floor of the Senate to hear the 
general debate thus far. We cannot 
keep Members on the floor to Lear 2-hour 
debates on amendments. Such an ar- 
rangement would only needlessly pro- 
long the session and the consideration 
of this measure. 

There are 42 amendments, all told, 
exclusive of others which will be sub- 
mitted before the consideration of this 
bill is concluded. If we have to sit here 
for 2 hours of debate on each of a num- 
ber of the amendments, and for 1 hour 
of debate on a number more, we shall 
not finish with this bill this week. I 
hope very much the distinguished Sena- 
tor from Minnesota will not insist upon 
opposing what I view as a most reason- 
able request by the majority leader. 

Mr.McFARLAND. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Massachusetts tells me 
that he will have to object. Under those 
circumstances, there is no use in at- 
tempting to modify the request which 
has been made. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
reserving the right to object to the re- 
quest which has been made, let me say 
that as acting minority leader I have 
tried to consult with as many of the 
Members on this side of the aisle as I 
could. I know of at least three, two of 
whom are not now in the Chamber, who 
feel that at the present time we should 
have general discussion of the bill, with- 
out limitation on debate. 

Therefore, for those reasons, but in 
the hope that the majority leader will 
renew his request a little later, I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
regret very much that the objection is 
made. 

I wish to say that the Senate now has 
been in continuous session for 9 months, 
without any vacation, without rest. All 
I am trying to do is to expedite the con- 
Sideration of the proposed legislation, 
and to do so on a basis which will afford 
ample time for any Senator to debate 
the subject before the Senate. 

I was willing to modify the request in 
any reasonable manner. We have al- 
ready been working long hours, Mr. 
President. We began the consideration 
o? the bill last Wednesday, and it was ex- 
plained on Wednesday. We started de- 
bate at 10 o’clock on Thursday, contin- 
uing in session until about 6 o’clock, and 
we did the same on Friday. On Satur- 
day we were in session from 10 a. m. 
until 7 o’clock in the evening. That 
means that for 4 days the Senate has 
already been considering this bill. De- 
bate started at 10 o’clock this morning, 
and it is now 15 minutes of 4. Up to this 
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time, we have disposed of but one sec- 
tion, that is all—one committee amend- 
ment, as amended, 

I do not want any Senator to be de- 
prived of his opportunity to say any- 
thing he desires to say on the Senate 
fioor, but I suggest to my friends that 
if they want the Senate to listen to them 
they had better cut down their speeches 
a little, because otherwise Senators will 
not listen to them. Senators may re- 
main here and talk for 18 hours a day, 
if they desire, and I am willing to stay 
on the Senate floor. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Louisiana. 

Mr. LONG. I wonder whether the 
Senator would ask at this time that de- 
bate be germane to the issue, or germane 
to the tax bill. If he would do that, I 
believe that that in itself would help 
to expedite the debate. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
such a rule is very difficult to enforce. 
It is very difficult to say what is germane 
and what is not. We have tried to read 
such an agreement once or twice, but 
I hope a limitation of debate can be 
brought about. I hope the distinguished 
acting minority leader will talk to the 
Senators on his side who have objected. 
We are willing to be reasonable. If they 
will but tell us how much time they 
want, we shall be able to make some 
progress. Surely any Senator who de- 
sires to speak can indicate how much 
time he wants. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I yield to the 
Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I am sure the 
Senator from Arizona agrees that the 


bill before the Senate is a very important - 


measure. I agree with him that there 
is general agreement that this session of 
Congress should be ended as soon as pos- 
sible. As I have stated to the Senator, I 
hope that he will bring up the subject 
again, but at the present time there are 
several Senators on my side of the aisle, 
who are perfectly sincere, who believe 
that the pending measure is extremely 
important, and who are not yet ready 
to agree to a limitation of debate. So 
I hope that the majority leader will not 
push the request at this time, and that 
he will not imply that anyone is de- 
liberately intending to delay Senate ac- 
tion on this very important bill, which 
we know must be passed. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Arizona yield for a 
question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Arizona yield to the Sena- 
tor from Indiana? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I will yield in a 
moment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Arizona declines to yield. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I was not endeav- 
oring to imply anything. The facts 
speak for themselves. Each Senator can 
come to his own conclusion in regard to 
the matter. I know that every Senator 
is going to follow the dictates of his own 
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conscience, and far be it from me to 
criticize any Senator who does so. All 
I am asking is that Senators cooperate 
in order that we may expedite the con- 
sideration of the pending bill, and in 
order that we may bring the session to 
an end. I admit that careful consid- 
eration of the bill is more important 
than an early adjournment of the ses- 
sion, but I merely want to say to my good 
friend, in reply to his question, that I 
will try again and again and again, as 
he suggested, and perhaps at some time 
we shall be able to get a unanimous-con- 
sent agreement on this subject. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MCFARLAND. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Indiana in a moment. But I 
hope Senators will be reasonable in their 
requests. I have tried to be reasonable. 
I now yield to the Senator from Indiana. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, 
would the majority leader accept a sug- 
gestion that we hold night sessions each 
night this week? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I may say to the 
Senator that we shall probably be here 
pretty late. We have been convening at 
10 o’clock in the morning in an effort to 
continue in session long hours, and to 
consider the pending legislation care- 
fetiy, without jeopardizing the health of 
any Senator. We shall continue in ses- 
sion as long as I think the Senate should 
work; and it will be rather long today. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. MCFARLAND. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Colorado. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I 
think the last suggestion of the distin- 
guished majority leader, that the time 
desired by any Senator who is at the 
present time objecting to an agreement 
be ascertained, is a good one. It seems to 
me that, with such information, it ought 
to be easy to bring about an agreement. 
I am in hearty accord with doing that, 
at the same time preserving the rights of 
those who want to speak. I think it is 
a practical problem, and there should be 


no difficulty in working it out. 
Mr. McFARLAND. I thank the Sen- 
ator. 


Mr. HUMPHREY. 
the Senator yield? 

Mr.McFARLAND. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I hope the Sen- 
ator from Arizona understands that the 
suggestions I made were, in the minds of 
those for whom I speak reasonable. 

Mr. MCFARLAND. I did not intend to 
imply that they were not reasonable, and 
I would have accepted them at this time, 
had there not been objection. I trust 
Senators will consider the possibility of 
cutting down the requests for time, a 
little later on, following this discussion. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Ishould like to tell 
the Senator from Arizona that so far as 
this Senator is concerned, I want to co- 
operate. As I told him 2 or 3 days ago, 
we shall do everything we can to mini- 
mize the time, at the same time en- 
deavoring to permit discussion of those 
amendments which we think are most 


Mr. President, will 


vital. I would merely say that we have 
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four amendments which we feel are basic, 
and it is on those that we would like the 
greater amount of discussion. The 
others, I am sure, can be handled with- 
out any difficulty. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I thank the Sena- 
tor from Minnesota. 

Mr. President, I interrupted the senior 
Senator from Georgia, who had certain 
perfecting amendments he wanted to 
offer. I now yield, that he may offer the 
amendments. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Arizona yield to the 
Senator from Georgia? 

Mr. McFARLAND.. Mr. President, I 
yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I 
thought we should follow up the section 
relating to mutual savings banks and 
building and loan associations with the 
consideration of the section relative to 
farm cooperatives. In that connection 
there is one amendment which I desire 
to offer. On page 146, line 19, the com- 
mittee amendment as it was drawn gave 
to the cooperatives until the 15th day 
of the third month following the close 
of their fiscal year to make their distri- 
bution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Georgia will suspend for a 
moment, please. The Chair is certain 
that although the Senator has a strong 
voice, which carries unusually well, there 
are many Senators on the floor who, 
through no fault of their own, are unable 
to hear. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I was 
saying that the bill as it was prepared by 
the Senate Finance Committee gave to 
the cooperatives until the 15th day of the 
third month after the close of their fiscal 
year to make their distribution or re- 
bates of allocations of earnings. 

On refiections and on further inquiry, 
I submit that the time is too short within 
which farm cooperatives can have audits 
made of their books and notify their 
large number of shareholders and pa- 
trons. In the case of the cotton cooper- 
tive in my own State, the number of pa- 
trons is nearly 123,000. Obviously, it 
would take some time to send out notices. 

After a conference with quite a num- 
ber of cooperative leaders, I have reached 
the conclusion that this section should 
be amended. I am proposing to strike 
the word “third” and insert the word 
“ninth,” so that the cooperatives would 
have until the middle of the ninth 
month after their fiscal year began to 
complete their audits, make their distri- 
butions and allocations, and notify their 
members. I think that all Senators who 
are familiar with the farm cooperative 
groups will agree that that is possibly a 
necessary extension of time within which 
they may comply. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Georgia yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 

Mr. AIKEN. I appreciate the fact 
that the Senator from Georgia is willing 
to give the cooperatives 9 months in 
which to distribute their earnings back 
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to the members to whom the earnings 
properly belong, because it would be 
physically impossible for many of them 
to comply with the 3-month period pro- 
vided for in the bill. 

Mr. GEORGE. I think that is true, 
particularly under war or emergency 
conditions, when it is so difficult to ob- 
tain auditors. 

Mr. AIKEN. It is my information 
that 9 months would probably allow 
adequate time. 

Mr. GEORGE. I am so advised. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Georgia yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 

Mr, CASE. The point which the able 
Senator from Georgia has brought out 
I am sure will be appreciated. However, 
a question arises in my mind relative to 
the tax which would be applicable, and I 
should like to have it clarified for the 
Recorp. Suppose the fiscal year runs 
concurrently with the calendar year. As 
I understand, the cooperatives would 
then have until the 15th day of the ninth 
month of the new year. The tax report 
‘of the average farmer would have been 
made long before that time. How will 
the farmer adjust his tax liability if this 
part of his income for the prior year is 
not made collectible until the ninth 
month? 

Mr. GEORGE. He would not pick it 
up in his income tax until he received it 
or received notice of the allocation, That 
can be taken care of. Taxpayers make 
their returns on either a cash basis or 
an accrual basis. Farmers generally are 
on a cash basis, I think. I believe it 
would be the interpretation that they 
would not pay a tax until the year fol- 
lowing the actual receipt of the dividend 
or allocation. 

Mr. CASE. That might mean that in 
the fourth quarter of the year the farm- 
er who received a dividend would find 
two increases in his taxes for the portion 
payable in the last quarter. 

Mr. GEORGE. I think that is true. 
That can be made clear if it is not now 
clear. He would not have to include the 
refund until an actual receipt or notice 
of allocation was received. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Georgia yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 

Mr. AIKEN. In other words, the re- 
fund does not become taxable until the 
member of the cooperative either re- 
ceives the money, or receives notice that 
it has been allocated to his credit for 
some other purpose. 

Mr. GEORGE. That is correct. It 
would not be taxable until he actually 
received the notice. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 

Mr. THYE. The question I should like 
to ask of the distinguished chairman is 
this: If a patronage refund agreed upon 
is allocated to a patron in the month of 
July 1951, it would then be necessary for 
him to report such income in his report 


in the calendar year of 1952. Is that 
correct? 
Mr. GEORGE. I would think that 


would be correct, because he could not 
report it until he has a letter of credit 
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stating it has been allocated to him. 
Any other rule would be unfair. 

Mr. THYE. He would report it in the 
following calendar year. Is that correct? 

Mr. GEORGE. Yes. If he should be 
on a fiscal-year basis, he would report it 
in his fiscal year, but most farmers—I 
would not say it is the universal prac- 
tice—report on a calendar-year basis. 
There is no change in existing law in 
that respect. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Is the Senator from 
Georgia going to insist upon the con- 
sideration of this section tonight? I 
have an amendment which I was going 
to offer which I should like to have go 
over until tomorrow. 

Mr. GEORGE. I wanted to offer my 
amendment tonight. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The sec- 
tion will still be open to amendment. 

Mr. GEORGE. Yes. I was simply 
perfecting the section. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. If I correctly under- 
stand, the perfecting of the section is to 
extend the report period from 75 days 
to 9 months. 

Mr. GEORGE. To 8% months, to the 
fifteenth day of the ninth month. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Instead of 75 days? 

Mr, GEORGE. Yes. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I have no objection 
to the amendment. While I do not agree 
with what the committee has done, if 
the bill is going to be passed, it should be 
passed in a workable form. 

Mr. GEORGE. I was only perfecting 
the committee amendment, and I am 
not insisting on considering the whole 
subject tonight unless the Senate is ready 
to proceed. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I had an amend- 
ment which I wanted to offer to that par- 
ticular section. 

Mr. GEORGE. There may be some 
further questions about this particular 
section. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 

Mr. KERR. It has long been the prac- 
tice of the Treasury and the Bureau of 
Internal Revenue to recognize patron- 
age allocations by cooperatives as not 
being income to the cooperative. This 
principle was first stated soon after the 
adoption of the sixteenth amendment. 

Under the Revenue Act of 1913, Treas- 
ury Decision No. 1996, issued in 1914, 
announced the principle that farm co- 
operative associations which were not 
eligible for exemption under the 1913 act 
were permitted to exclude patronage div- 
idends from gross income—memoran- 
dum of Mr. Lynch, general counsel of 
Treasury, pages 2858-2859 of hearings 
before Ways and Means Committee, rev- 
enue revision of 1951. This principle 
was restated soon after the enactment of 
the second income-tax law following the 
adoption of the sixteenth amendment 
to the Constitution. Treasury Decision 
No. 2737, approved June 19, 1918, inter- 
preting that statute, announced this 
principle. A long series of Treasury rul- 
ings and court cases have followed this 
principle without deviation, and it has 
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been a long-established administrative 
practice, 

One of the better known Treasury rul- 
ings is General Counsel Memorandum 
No. 17895, issued in 1937, in which the 
following statement appears: 

For the purposes of the administration of 
the Federal income-tax laws, such distribu- 
tions have been treated as deductions in 
determining the taxable net income of the 
distributing cooperative organization. Such 
distributions, however, when made pursuant 
to a prior agreement between the coopera- 
tive organization and its patrons are more 
properly to be treated as exclusions from 
gross income of the cooperative organization. 


One of the leading cases of the United 
States Tax Court is that of United Co- 
operatives, Inc. v. Commissioner, decided 
December 29, 1944 (4 T. C. 93). In that 
case the Court said: 

It would follow in the usual case that the 
so-called patronage dividends would be 
treated for tax purposes by the Treasury De- 
partment as rebates upon the business trans- 
acted by its members, and would therefore 
be excluded from gross income in computing 
net income subject to tax. 


The Court, of course, was referring to 
whether the cooperative was taxable. 

It is my understanding that the in- 
come-tax treatment of cooperatives con- 
tained in section 314 of the bill confirms 
and follows this long-established admin- 
istrative practice as stated in the ruling 
and court decision from which I have 
just quoted. Am I correct in this under- 
standing? 

Mr. GEORGE. The Senator from 
Oklahoma is correct. Patronage alloca- 
tions by cooperatives are not income to 
the cooperatives under this section of the 
bill, but are excluded from gross income 
of the cooperative organization. 

Mr. KERR. Then, is it true that the 
language of the bill on page 146, on line 
14, referring to cooperatives where the 
expression is used, taken into account,” 
means that cooperatives, whether tax 
exempt or nonexempt, shall continue to 
treat patronage refunds, under whatever 
form issued, as at present? 

Mr. GEORGE. That is the correct 
interpretation, and it is the intent of 
the committee. 

Mr. KERR. And is it true that this 
means that such patronage allocated to 
patrons shall continue to be excluded 
in computing gross income of the 
cooperative? 

Mr. GEORGE. Yes; that is entirely 
correct. 

Mr. KERR. And this then means 
that patronage refunds or rebates, allo- 
cated to patrons pursuant to a pre-exist- 
ing contract between patrons and the 
cooperative, shall not be deemed to be 
income to the cooperative or be included 
in computing its net or gross income as 
has been true for many years past. 

Mr, GEORGE. That is a correct in- 
terpretation of the language of the bill. 
There is no intention whatever to treat 
funds allocated to patrons in any new 
or different way but to continue to treat 
them as in the past. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished chairman of the 
committee. 
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Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for another question? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield? 

Mr. CASE. Would the distinguished 
chairman of the committee explain to 
me what will be required of the person 
who received the patronage determined 
so far as the reporting is concerned, or 
will the reporting be handled entirely by 
the cooperative? 

Mr. GEORGE. This provision does 
not change the existing law as to the 
patron. There is no change whatever 
as to the patron. Of course, if it is in- 
come to him, he would be required to 
include it, as he does under existing law. 

Mr. CASE. When will he report it, if 
he has already made his return for the 
prior year and he does not receive this 
income until the ninth month? 

Mr. GEORGE. As I understand exist- 
ing law, which is not changed by this 
bill, he should report such patronage re- 
fund, if includible in gross income, in 
the year he receives notice of the alloca- 
tion. 

Mr. CASE. And it will be subject to 
the rate of taxation for which year? 

Mr. GEORGE. It will be subject to 
the rate of taxation applicable to the in- 
dividual taxpayer in the year in which 
he reported it—that is, in the year he 
received notice of allocation. The bill 
does not change that. 

Mr. CASE. In the year which he re- 
ceived the notice? 

Mr. GEORGE. In the year in which 
he received notice of the allocation, as I 
understand existing law, which is not 
changed by the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Georgia [Mr, 
GeorcE] to the committee amendment 
on page 146, line 19. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS] 
has an amendment he wishes to offer. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

Mr. GEORGE. If the Senator has 
his amendment ready, perhaps he can 
take it up now. 

Mr. . The legislative 
counsel is engaged in perfecting my 
amendment, and I believe will have it 
ready by the time a quorum has been 
had. 


Mr. CASE. Mr. President, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. CASE. Has the amendment al- 
ready been modified by substituting the 
word “ninth” for “third”? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That 
is the pending question before the 
Senate now. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I have no objection 
to voting on the modification. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Delaware withhold his 
suggestion of the absence of a quorum? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the adoption of the 
amendment of the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. Grorce] to the committee amend- 
ment on page 146, line 19. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Delaware has been recog- 
nized 


Mr. AIKEN. Will the Senator with- 
hold the suggestion of the absence of a 
quorum? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes. 

Mr. AIKEN. I had not seen the pro- 
posed amendment by the Senator from 
Delaware until 5 minutes ago. I should 
very much like that no action be taken 
on it this afternoon, so we may have an 
opportunity to read it. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is the reason I 
suggested that the amendment go over 
until tomorrow. 

Mr. AIKEN. I may have time to read 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Delaware while the roll is being called. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. When the presence 
of a quorum has been established, if the 
Senator from Georgia wants the amend- 
ment to go over, very well. 

Mr. AIKEN. Iam sorry I had not had 
an opportunity to see the amendment 
until a few moments ago. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 


Aiken Hayden McMahon 
Bennett Hendrickson Millikin 
Benton Hennings Monroney 
Brewster Hickenlooper Moody 
Bricker Hin Morse 
Butler, Md. Hoey Murray 
Butler, Nebr. Holland Neely 
Byrd Humphrey Nixon 
Cain Ives O'Conor 
Capehart Jenner O'Maħoney 
Carlson Johnson, Colo. Pastore 
Johnson, Tex. Robertson 
Clements Johnston, S.C. Russell 
Connally Kem Saltonstall 
Cordon Kerr p 
Douglas Kilgore Smathers 
Knowland Smith, Maine 
Dworshak Lehman Smith, N. J. 
Eastland Long Smith. N. C. 
Ecton Magnuson Sparkman 
Ellender Malone Stennis 
Ferguson Martin Taft 
Flanders Maybank Thye 
Prear McCarran Underwood 
Pulbright McCarthy Watkins 
George McClellan Welker 
Gillette McFarland Wiley 
Green McKellar Williams 


The PRESIDING OFFIC R. A quo- 
rum is present. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Snader, its assistant 
reading clerk, announced that the House 
had passed, without amendment, the 
bill (S. 1349) to establish a Department 
of Food Services in the public schools 
of the District of Columbia and for 
other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS] 
has the floor, as the Chair understands, 
SHORTAGE OF POWER FOR ALUMINUM 

PRODUCTION IN THE PACIFIC NORTH- 

WEST 


Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Delaware yield to me 
for a unanimous-consent request? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, on 
Saturday Mr. Charles E. Wilson, Direc- 
tor of the Office of Defense Mobilization, 
sent telegrams to various aluminum pro- 
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ducers in the Pacific Northwest suggest- 
ing, because of an acute power short- 
age, a certain amount of curtailment 
and a possible movement of the alu- 
minum plants from the Northwest to 
other sections. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

8 Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield for a ques- 
on. 

Mr. KERR. Is it not a fact that there 
is adequate power in Oklahoma to take 
care of all the needs which might not 
be provided for in the great State of 
the Senator from Washington? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I will answer the 
Senator in this way: There is not ade- 
quate power in Oklahoma or anywhere 
else in the United States to take care 
of the existing aluminum poilines. The 
aluminum production of the Pacific 
Northwest requires a great amount of 
power. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator can yield only for a question. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Senator from 
Delaware yielded to me for the purpose 
of making a manimous- consent request, 
which I was about to propound. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator can yield only for a question. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I ask unanimous 
consent that the Senator from Delaware 
be allowed to yield to me so that I may 
place something in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I answer my good 
friend from Oklahoma to the effect that 
there is not sufficient power in this coun- 
try to handle the aluminum problem. 

If the State of Oklahoma would like 
to get some of these plants in the fu- 
ture, I shall be very happy to aid the 
Senator in getting them. I was speak- 
ing of the power situation in the Pa- 
cific Northwest. We want to keep the 
plants we have. If it shall be desired in 
the future to add more aluminum plants, 
I shall be glad to aid the Senator from 
Oklahoma in obtaining them for his 
State, if it has the power to operate 
them. 

Mr. KERR. I hope the distinguished 
Senator from Washington correctly un- 
derstood the Senator from Oklahoma to 
say vhat there was ample power in Okla- 
homa to take care of such plants as the 
power facilities in the State of my dis- 
er colleague could not take care 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I agree with the 
Senator. The trouble is that we have 
never had enough power in this country. 

Mr. KERR. The Senator is eminently 
correct. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. We have not de- 
veloped our power resources at the speed 
at which we should have developed them. 
It is most difficult to get Congress to 
develop power projects, although I must 
admit that it has been very generous to 
the Pacific Northwest. Projecting the 
situation 10 years into the future, we 
could go ahead with all the power proj- 
ects now authorized, and at the end of 
10 years we would still be short of power. 

I agree with the Senator from Okla- 
homa. I know that he has always been 
favorable to the development of our hy- 
droelectric resources, I hope that in the 
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future, as the great area in Oklahoma 
and along the Arkansas River is de- 
veloped, together with all the other po- 
tentials, that area may have some of the 
light-metal plants. 

At any rate, Mr. Wilson sent out the 
letter to which I have referred, making 
the suggestion that if after review the 
power situation in the Pacific Northwest 
were found to be acute, it might be 
necessary to have some dispersal of the 
so-called light-metal plants. I think 
Mr. Wilson is right when he talks about 
the acute power shortage. I think he 
is completely wrong when he talks about 
moving plants. 

With that in mind, I have today sent 
a letter to Mr. Wilson, signed by myself, 
by the distinguished Senator from Mon- 
tana [Mr. Murray], and by Representa- 
tives Henry M. Jackson and Hucu B. 
MITCHELL, of my State, and MIKE MANS- 
FIELD, of Montana. I ask unanimous 
consent that the letter be printed in the 
body of the Recor» at this point as a part 
of my remarks, 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

SEPTEMBER 23, 1951. 
Hon. CHARLEs E. WILSON, 
Director, Office of Defense Mobilization, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. WILSON: We desire to meet with 

you at the earliest possible time to discuss 
a matter of utmost importance. Before our 
meeting we would appreciate your close at- 
tention to the contents of this letter. 
We are deeply concerned with your sug- 
gestion that it may be necessary to move 
existing aluminum potlines from the Pacific 
Northwest to other areas. This suggestion 
has created a great deal of furor and confu- 
sion in the Pacific Northwest. The furor 
results from the possibility of losing an in- 
dustry important to the economy and the 
confusion results from lack of knowledge as 
to the motives behind such a proposal. 

While we are confident that your sole de- 
sire is to increase production of aluminum 
and do what is best for the defense effort, 
you should know that other motives have 
been ascribed to your proposal. Here are 
some of them. 

This is an attempt (1) to prevent an inde- 
pendent aluminum producer from coming 
into the area and becoming a competitor to 
any one, or all, of the “big three” produc- 
ers; (2) to prevent one of the present big 
producers from obtaining a continuous and 
low-cost source of power for its expansion 
program; (3) to generate strife between pub- 
lic and private power agencies serving the 
Northwest area; (4) to retard or halt the fur- 
ther development of hydroelectric power re- 
sources in the Pacific Northwest; (5) to 
create the impression that there is not, and 
never will be electric power in the Northwest 
for further expansion of the aluminum in- 
dustry. 

We have no evidence that these alleged 
motives are true, and reiterate our belief 
that you personally are interested in only 
one objective, namely, to insure maximum 
production of aluminum and other critical 
defense materials. Accordingly, we have 
analyzed your action on this premise and 
have come to the strongest conviction that 
the program implied in your wire to Kaiser 
and Reynolds would produce a result directly 
contrary to that you desire. 

First, let us assess the argument for leav- 
ing in the Northwest all aluminum produc- 
tion facilities now capable of operation and 
proceeding on the expansion program as 
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scheduled. Then let us evaluate the alter- 
native you have suggested 

In doing this, Northwest possibilities and 
probabilities must be balanced against: (1) 
the probability Of obtaining an adequate 
power supply in another section of the coun- 
try, (2) the costs of moving production fa- 
cilities to a new location, and (3) the loss 
of aluminum production during the tran- 
sition period. 

Aluminum plants presently located in the 
Northwest consist of some 22 potlines with 
an annual capacity of 386,000 tons, or ap- 
proximately 50 percent of our national pro- 
duction. In full operation they consume 
763,000 kilowatts. Of this 571,000 is firm 
power; 192,000 interruptible—all covered by 
contractual arrangement with Bonneville 
Power Administration. To this date loss of 
production in the Northwest is far less than 
has already occurred in the Southeast from 
the same causes—low water conditions. 

Further reductions in the Northwest are 
entirely conjectural. Stream flows normally 
decline at the close of the summer runoff 
period. In that regard this year is no ex- 
ception. Stream flows usually pick up with 
the fall rains, beginning September 15 to 
October 15. Hydrological information from 
the Northwest indicates water conditions are 
above critical and in no event will reach 
the “most critical” state this year. 

Whereas it is always prudent to formulate 
plans for meeting “most adverse conditions,” 
normal rains may make the situation look 
entirely different within 15 to 30 days. For 
example, in 1948 it was necessary to interrupt 
aluminum production for about 30 days un- 
der circumstances identical with those now 
prevailing. In subsequent months, how- 
ever, there was power available surplus to 
the demands of the entire grid system. 

The odds are 20 to 1 against the Northwest 
experiencing most adverse conditions this 
year. Records show that only once in 20 
years is a minimum flow to be expected. 

Assuming the worst should happen, the 
Northwest systems in the next 6 months 
will lack 500,000 kilowatts of meeting their 
total demand. While a shortage of this 
magnitude is improbable, plans must be 
formulated to meet it in the unlikely event 
it occurs. 

Total loads in the region break roughly 
as follows: 


Kilowatts 
uma, pa 786. 000 
Heavy industry— 800, 000 


Commercial, domestic, and light 


The possibility of effecting reduction in 
commercial, domestic, and light industry is 
minor—not more than 100,000 kilowatts. 
Major portion of the deficit, therefore, must 
come from aluminum and heavy industry. 
To take the entire deficit from heavy in- 
dustry, other than aluminum, however, 
would have disastrous effects upon employ- 
ment and the economic life of the North- 
west. Hence, aluminum must bear a heavy 
share of any cuts that prove necessary. 

Original assumptions indicated a possible 
minimum cut of 600,000 kilowatts in North- 
west power consumption, of which aluminum 
might reasonably be expected to bear about 
half. More recent hydrological informa- 
tion, however, points to a maximum cut of 
500,000 kilowatts or about 250,000 kilowatts 
for aluminum. On this assumption loss of 
production for the 6 months’ critical period 
could amount to 62,500 tons—something 
less than 10 percent of our national pro- 
duction. 

For purposes of comparison, later on, it 
is desirable to express this loss in terms of 
potline capacity. On a 6 months’ basis— 
the critical Northwest water period—this is 
equivalent to the production of about six 
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lines. On the assumption, therefore, that 
your proposal is to relocate that portion of 
the Northwest capacity that, under most ad- 
verse conditions, could not be operated the 
year around, you would have to dismantle 
six potlines and set them up elsewhere. 

Against these potential losses of produc- 
tion in the Northwest (62,500 tons, or six 
potlines for 6 months) in a minimum water 
year, we can estimate with fair accuracy the 
losses involved in moving potlines to other 
locations. Competent engineers have ad- 
vised us that the direct dollar cost of moving 
and setting up a single potline ready for op- 
eration at a new location is approximately 
four to five million dollars. The time in- 
volved in physically moving a potline is at 
least 9 months—9 months of lost production 
equals 17,000 tons of aluminum per potline 
moved, Actually it would require nearer 18 
months to get a line in operation—judging 
by present delivery experience on transmis- 
sion lines and transformation equipment 
which in the final analysis are controlling 
factors. Eighteen months of lost production 
equals 34,000 tons loss per potline moved. 

In summary, a potline left in the North- 
west might represent a loss of 11,000 tons of 
production out of its annual capacity of 
22,000 tons; while a moved potline repre- 
sents a certain loss of 17,000 tons and a 
probable loss of 34,000 tons, 

As a basis of direct comparison, if 6 pot- 
lines were inactivated in the Northwest in 
the winter of 1951-52 we would los? 62,500 
tons of production, while 6 potlines removed 
to another location would result in a certain 
loss of 102,000 tons and a probable loss of 
204,000 tons. When we also consider that 
these 6 potlines, if left in the Northwest, 
would produce some 66,000 tons of aluminum 
in the summer of 1952, the impracticability 
of moving them is readily apparent—even 
without taking into account the twenty- 
five-to-thirty-million-dollar cost of removal 
and reinstallation, plus the additional cost 
per ton of the aluminum itself attributable 
to the difference between Northwest power 
rates and those obtainable in any other 
locality. 

Further, all information available to us 
indicates that no supply of power exists any- 
where in the United States adequate to sup- 
port another aluminum plant. A check with 
the Defense Electric Power Administration 
has verified this statement. In fact, we are 
advised that huge shortages already exist in 
the Southeast and Southwest and that a 
general shortage throughout the country is 
in prospect. 

That being the case no potline can be 
moved without a supplemental source of new 
power. Presumably such a source would be 
new steam plants or dams elsewhere in the 
country, which brings us to our final point. 

New electric energy facilities are under 
construction in the Northwest which will 
alleviate this situation within 2 to 3 years— 
in fact in less time than new facilities could 
be construtted elsewhere. We refer specifi- 
cally to Albeni Falls, Hungry Horse, and 
Cabinet Gorge Dams which will materially 
improve the Northwest power situation in 
1952 and 1953, and to Detroit, Meridian, and 
McNary Dams which will almost entirely re- 
lieve it in 1954. Chief Joseph, The Dalles, 
and Ice Harbor Dams, while not coming into 
production before 1955, assure that this prob- 
lem will not again face us. Further, there 
is now before the Congress a proposal to 
construct 400,000 kilowatts of steam capacity 
in the Northwest, which would assure abso- 
lute firming of all existing and projected 
Northwest loads, including aluminum, by 
1954. 

We do not deny that the Northwest power 
situation has become critical. In our con- 
sidered judgment, however, your proposal, as 
reported, is no solution to the problem. On 
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the contrary, it could be very harmful to the 
national defense, to the Northwest economy, 
and to the economic future of the Nation, 
It seems obvious to us that our solution 
lies in another direction, namely, active and 
concerted support of Northwest power facili- 
ties already programed. We would appre- 
ciate an early opportunity to discuss these 
matters with you. 
Sincerely yours, 
Warren G. MAGNUSON, 
United States Senator, 
JAMES MURRAY, 
United States Senator, 
HENRY M. JACKSON, 
Member of Congress. 
Hucu B. MITCHELL, 
Member of Congress. 
MIKE MANSFIELD, 
Member of Congress. 


REVENUE ACT OF 1951 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 4473) to provide reve- 
nue, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President. I 
have an amendment at the desk. which I 
ask the Clerk to state. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator indicate the amendment to 
which he refers? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. It is the amendment 
relating to cooperatives. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With re- 
spect to section 314? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Delaware consent to have 
the amendment printed in the RECORD 
at this point instead of reading it? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes. Ihave a mod- 
ification to the amendment which I now 
send to the desk. I ask that the modifi- 
cation be printed with the amendment. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes. 

Mr. CASE. May I ask whether the 
Senator is referring to his amendment 
identified as 9-22-51-22? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is correct. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair understands the Senator from Del- 
aware consents that the amendment as 
modified be printed in the RECORD at this 
point, instead of having it read. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is correct. 

Mr, AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes. 

Mr. AIKEN. Is the Senator's modifi- 
cation applicable to paragraph 2, on page 
6 of the Senator’s amendment? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. No; it is a new para- 
graph at the end. This is a highly tech- 
nical amendment and in order to make 
it plain, I asked the member of the com- 
mittee staff who prepared the amend- 
ment to write out in layman’s language 
exactly what the amendment will do. I 
will read that explanation to the Senate. 

Mr. AIKEN, Is the modification to 
paragraph (2), page 6, of the amend- 
ment? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes. 


page 9. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment as modified, 
offered by the Senator from Delaware 
[Mr. WILLTIAus] will be printed in the 
Recorp without being read. 


It comes in on 
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The amendment, as modified, proposed 
by Mr. WILLIAMs, was ordered to be print- 
ed in the Recorp, as follows: 


Src. 314. Income tax treatment of coopera- 
tives and patronage distributions, 


(a) Tax exempt cooperatives: Section 101 
(12) (relating to exemptions from tax on 
corporations) is hereby amended to read as 
follows: 

“(12) Farmers’, fruit growers’, or like asso- 
ciations organized end operated on a coop. 
erative basis (a) for the purpose of market- 
ing the products of members or other pro- 
ducers, and turning back to them the pro- 
ceeds of sales, less the necessary marketing 
expenses, on basis of either the quantity or 
the value of the products furnished by them, 
or (b) for the purpose of purchasing supplies 
and equipment for the use of members or 
other persons, and turning over such sup- 
plies and equipment to them at actual cost, 
plus necessary expenses, but only if, in the 
case of any such association— 

“(A) the sum of the value of the products 
marketed during the taxable year for mem- 
bers who are individuals plus the value of 
the supplies and equipment sold during the 
taxable years to members who are individ- 
uals is at least 95 percent of the sum of the 
value of the products marketed during the 
taxable year for all its members plus the 
value of the supplies and equipment sold 
during the taxable year to all its members; 
and 

“(B) the average of its daily assets (ex- 
cluding inventory) for the taxable year does 
not exceed $100,000. The daily assets for any 
day shall be determined as of the beginning 
of the day, and the amount attribvtable to 
each asset shall be determined by ascertain- 
ing the adjusted basis thereof (or, in the 
case of money, the amount thereof) and the 
adjusted basis shall be the adjusted basis 
for determining gain upon sale or exchange. 

“Exemption shall not be denied any such 
association because it has capital stock, if 
the dividend rate of such stock is fixed at 
not to exceed the legal rate of interest in 
the State of incorporation or 8 percent per 
annum, whichever is greater, on the value 
of the consideration for which the stock was 
issued, and if substantially all such stock 
(other than nonvoting preferred stock, the 
owners of which are not entitled or permitted 
to participate, directly or indirectly, in the 
profits of the association, upon dissolution 
or otherwise, beyond the fixed dividends) is 
owned by producers who market their prod- 
ucts or purchase their supplies and equip- 
ment through the association; nor shall ex- 
emption be denied any such association be- 
cause there is accumulated and maintained 
by it a reserve required by State law or a 
reasonable reserve for any necessary purpose. 
Such an association may market the products 
of nonmembers in an amount the value of 
which does not exceed the value of the prod- 
ucts marketed for members, and may pur- 
chase supplies and equipment for nonmem- 
bers in an amount the value of which does 
not exceed the value of the supplies and 
equipment purchased for members, provided 
the value of the purchases made for per- 
sons who are neither members nor producers 
does not exceed 15 percent of the value of all 
its purchases. For the purposes of the pre- 
ceding sentence, business done for the United 
States or any of its agencies shall be disre- 
garded:“. 

(b) Patronage distributions: Chapter 1 is 
hereby amended by inserting after section 
424 the following new supplement: 


“SUPPLEMENT V—PATRONAGE DISTRIBUTIONS 
“Sec. 426. Definition of patronage distribu- 
tions. 


“For the purposes of this supplement the 
term ‘patronage distribution’ means an allo- 
cation or distribution paid or payable by a 
corporation (other than a corporation ex- 


11963 


empt from taxation under section 101, a 
mutual insurance company, a mutual sav- 
ings bank, a savings and loan association, a 
building and loan association, or any other 
mutual or cooperative financial association 
or organization), whether or not in money 
and whether described as a refund, rebate, 
price adjustment, or payment of a balance 
due under a marketing agreement, to patrons 
of the corporation on some basis related to 
their sales to or purchases from the corpora- 
tion during the taxable year, but only if the 
allocation or distribution is made pursuant 
to an agreement or representation by the 
corporation that patronage with the cor- 
poration will or may entitle the patron to 
such allocation or distribution or to an 
equity interest in any of the corporation’s 
assets, and if (1) the allocation or distribu- 
tion is conditional (A) upon profits or mar- 
gins being earned by the corporation from 
all its operations or a class of its operations 
during its taxable year, or (B) upon income 
attributable to resale of the patron’s prod- 
ucts along with products of a class or classes 
of products of some other patrons less any 
deductions determination of which is within 
the discretion of the corporation, or (2) the 
amount of the allocation or distribution can 
be determined only with reference to the 
amount of the profits, margins, or income 
earned, or (3) the amount of the allocation 
or distribution can be determined only after 
declaration or payment of dividends on any 
class of stock of the corporation or only 
after the fixing of sums to be transferred to 
capital, reserve, oz surplus. 


“Sec. 427. Deduction by corporation of pa- 
tronage distributions. 

“(a) In general: In the case of any corpo- 
ration making a patronage distribution— 

“(1) there shall be allowable to the cor- 
poration as a deduction from gross income, 
to the extent provided in subsection (b), the 
amount of such distribution made by it dur- 
ing the taxable year; and 

(2) in no case shall the patronage dis- 
tribution be treated or considered by the 
corporation (A) as cost of goods sold, (B) 
as a reduction, return, or rebate of the 
amount received for goods sold or services 
rendered by it, or (C) in any other manner 
as an item to be taken into account in com- 
puting its gross income. 

“(b) Deduction of patronage distributions: 
A patronage dirtribution made after Decem- 
ber 31, 1951, by a corporation shall be allow- 
able to the corporation as a deduction from 
gross income if and only if— 

“(1) the patronage distribution is made 
during the taxable year in cash or merchan- 
dise and there are no conditions either pre- 
cedent or subsequent as to the application 
or use of such distribution by the recipient; 
or 

“(2) the patronage distribution made dur- 
ing the taxable year is evidenced by a prom- 
issory note, irrevocably due and payable not 
later than 2 years after the close of the tax- 
able year, and there are no conditions either 
precedent or subsequent as to the applica- 
tion or use of such distribution; but the 
amount of the deduction allowable for any 
taxable year for such patronage distribution 
so made shall not exceed an amount equal 
to 50 percent of the net income for the 
taxable year computed without regard to 
the deductions allowed by this subsection. 
No deduction shall be allowable under this 
subsection with respect to the redemption 
of scrip, certificates, notes, or any other 
written evidence or notice of a patronage 
distribution. If any portion of the amount 
of a patronage distribution described in this 

subsection is attributable to the patron- 
age of patrons not receiving the distribution, 
the amount of the deduction provided by 
this subsection shall be computed by exclud- 
ing such portion, 
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“(c) Rules for application of subsection 
(b): For the purpose of subsection (b), pat- 
ronage distributions made after the close of 
the taxable year and on or before the last 
day of the twelfth month following such 
close shall be considered as made on the 
last day of such taxable year to the extent 
the patronage distribution is attributable to 
patronage occurring before the close of such 
year. 


“Sec. 428. Treatment by patron of patronage 
distributions 


“Patronage distributions received in cash 
or merchandise, or in the form of a note 
described in section 427 (b) (2), shall be 
taken into account in computing net income 
for the taxable year in which the cash, mer- 
chandise, or note is received. A patronage 
distribution received in any other form shall 
not be taken into account in computing net 
income for the taxable year when the dis- 
tribution is received, but any amount re- 
ceived upon a redemption or payment of the 
scrip, certificate, note, or other evidence of 
such distribution shall be included in gross 
income for the taxable year in which such 
redemption or payment occurs, and such 
amount shall be disregarded in computing 
for any taxable year cost of goods, supplies, 
services, or equipment purchased. With re- 
spect to such an amount received upon the 
redemption or payment of scrip, certificate, 
note, or other evidence of a distribution 
other than a distribution described in sec- 
tion 427 (b) (2), there shall be allowed 
against both the normal tax and the surtax 
a credit equal to the tax which would have 
been due and payable by the corporation 
making the distribution in redemption, com- 
puted as if such amount were taxable to the 
corporation in the taxable year in which the 
redemption is made. In no case shall the 
credit computed under the preceding sen- 
tence exceed the excess of (1) the tax com- 
puted without allowance of such credit, over 
(2) the tax computed without allowance 
of such credit and without inclusion in gross 
income of the amount received in redemp- 
tion. No refund shall be allowable with re- 
spect to any overpayment of tax arising 
solely by application of the credit allowable 
under the two preceding sentences. This 
section shall not apply with respect to any 
patronage distribution received by an in- 
dividual unless such distribution is at- 
tributable to patronage of the taxpayer in 
connection with his trade or business or with 
a transaction entered into for profit. 


Sec. 429. Effective date. 


“The provision of this supplement shall be 
applicable only with respect to patronage dis- 
tributions made after December 31, 1951, ex- 
cept. that the provisions of section 427 shall 
not be applicable to a patronage distribution 
made after such date if the net income of the 
corporation for any taxable year ending prior 
to January 1, 1952, is determined (without 
regard to the net operating loss deduction 
provided in section 23 (s)) by taking into 
account such patronage distribution.” 

(c) Technical amendments: 

(1) Section 22 (relating to gross income) 
is hereby amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new subsection: 

“(p) Patronage dividends or distributions: 
For treatment of patronage distributions as 
defined in section 426, see supplement V.“ 

(2) Section 23 (relating to deductions 
from gross income) is hereby amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
subsection: 

“(dd) For deduction of patronage distri- 
butions (as defined in section 426) paid by 
corporations, see section 427.” 

(d) The amendments made by this sec- 
tion shall not, in any case, be construed to 
disallow the deduction from gross income by 
a producers’ cooperative of patronage divi- 
dends evidenced by a promissory note, ir- 
revocably due and payable not later than 
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5 years after the close of the taxable year, 
if the amounts so allocated are irrevocably 
placed in a revolving fund for the 5-year 
period until due. 

(e) Effective dates: The amendment made 
by subsection (a) of this section shall be 
applicable only with respect to taxable years 
beginning after December 31, 1951. The 
amendments made by subsections (b) and 
(c) of this section shall be applicable only 
with respect to taxable year ending after 
December 31, 1951. 


Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes. 

Mr. CASE. Looking at page 6 of the 
amendment I note a reference to a prom- 
issory note which is irrevocably due and 
payable not later than 2 years after the 
close of the taxable year. What rela- 
tionship does the Senator's modification 
of his amendment have with respect to 
that provision? Would the 2-year pe- 
riod be changed to a 5-year period? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. If the Senator from 
South Dakota will withhold his question 
until after I have read the statement, I 
believe the situation will be clarified. I 
will say that the 5-year proposal applies 
to producer cooperatives only, such as 
milk producing, cotton, mushroom, or 
wheat growers. 

Mr. CASE. The 5-year provision ap- 
plies to producer cooperatives? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes. They, espe- 
cially milk producers’ co-ops, claim they 
need a 5-year revolving fund in order to 
operate. Under this they would be al- 
lowed to set aside a fund, with the un- 
derstanding that they must keep it more 
or less as a trust fund, and that it must 
be allocated to the farmers in irrevocable 
certificates, payable in 5 years. If they 
follow this procedure they would con- 
tinue to remain tax-exempt, but the cer- 
tificate would be taxable to the farmers. 

Mr. CASE. Would it apply to the 
Land O' Lakes Creamery? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I do not know 
whether it would apply to the Land O' 
Lakes Creamery. Iam not familiar with 
their operations. It depends upon how 
they operate. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield? 
Mr. WILLIAMS. If the Senator from 
Utah will withhold his question until I 
have read into the Rxconp the legislative 
counsel's analysis of the amendment, I 
shall be very glad to yield to the Senator 
from Utah. 

Mr. WATKINS. The Senator from 
Delaware may answer my question as he 
reads the explanation, so as to make it 
unnecessary for me to ask him to yield. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I read from the 
statement prepared by legislative coun- 
sel: 


The attached amendment is believed to 
differ from the original action of the Finance 
Committee with respect to cooperatives only 
in the following respects. 

1. The cooperative is allowed to deduct 
patronage dividends evidenced by a note due 
or payable within 2 years irrespective of any 
interest obligation on the note. The orig- 
inal Finance Committee action required that 
such a note, to be deductible, must bear 
interest at least at a rate of 3 percent per 
annum, 


I digress from the reading of the state- 
ment to say that the only difference be- 
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tween that point and the original action 
of the Committee on Finance was that 
the Committee on Finance said that co- 
operatives could allocate one-half of 
their earnings on 2-year certificates if 
those certificates bore 3 percent interest. 
Some of the cooperatives pointed out 
that making semiannual payments of 3 
percent on some of the smaller earnings 
would be administratively impossible. I 
am proposing to make it 2-year irrevo- 
cable certificates, but whether or not 
they shall bear interest is left optional 
to the cooperatives. 

I continue reading from the state- 
ment: 


2. A patronage dividend paid in cash or 
merchandise must be paid within one calen- 
dar year after the end of the taxable year 
in which the patronage occurred in order 
to be deductible. 


I may say that under the Finance 
Committee action such distribution 
would have to be made within 75 days 
after the close of the taxable year. The 
Senator from Georgia IMr. GEORGE] 
modified this a few minutes ago, when 
he made it 8% months, because several 
of the cooperatives said that 75 days 
would be administratively impracticable, 
and that they could not operate, I sup- 
ported that modification. Certainly I 
did not have any intention of restricting 
them unduly, so I said we would make it 
a full year, or 342 months beyond the 
period which the Senator from Georgia 
has accepted. 

Mr. President, I am not so much con- 
cerned with the exact date on which 
they should allocate the money. What 
I am concerned with is that I feel the 
cooperatives, if they want a tax exemp- 
tion, should firmly allocate the money 
to be paid to the farmer outright within 
a resonable period. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes. 

Mr. CASE. What does the Senator 
mean when he refers to the original 
action of the Finance Committee? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. It is the action 
which was announced to the press by 
the Committee on Finance about 3 
weeks ago, which announcement was 
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD at 
the time. 

Mr. CASE. The Senator from Dela- 
ware is not referring to the text of the 
bill as now printed? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. No. When I refer 
to the action of the Finance Committee, 
I am referring to the action which was 
originally announced by the Committee 
on Finance. The language which ap- 
pears in the bill now is meaningless ex- 
cept that it makes the load on the farm- 
ers more burdensome. 

Mr. CASE. The text referred to is 
the so-called Kerr amendment. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is correct. 

I shall now read paragraph No, 3. 

3. Amounts received in redemption— 


I am now speaking for all types of co- 
operatives, except the producer coopera- 
tive. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. In a moment. Iam 
now calling attention to that phase of the 
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bill spelling out that there will be no 
double taxation. When the cooperative 
keeps the money they pay the tax and 
the farmer is exempted. 

This section was written in order to 
prohibit double taxation. Simply stated 
on the portion which the cooperative al- 
locates in cash or bona fide certificates to 
the farmer, the farmer pays the tax. On 
the portion which the cooperative keeps, 


the cooperative pays the tax. Therefore, 


there would be no double taxation. If in 
10 or 20 or 40 years from now those 
allocations upon which the cooperative 
now pays the tax are paid to the farmer, 
they go to the farmer tax exempt. The 
Treasury Department suggested that we 
should write in a proviso that if the 
farmer is in an income tax bracket high- 
er than the existing corporate tax rate— 
normal and surtax rates combined—they 
would have to pay the extra. Otherwise, 
a group of extremely wealthy farmers 
could get together and form a cooperative 
in order to cut their tax rate down. Of 
course we would not want to correct one 
loophole by opening another one, 

I continue reading: 

Under the original plan of the Finance 
Committee, the cooperative would have been 
allowed a credit for such amounts paid in re- 
demption and the recipient would have been 
fullv taxable upon them. 


The original cooperative tax provision, 
adopted in the committee by a vote of 9 
to 4, provided for double taxation, in that 
when the cooperative paid the tax at the 
corporate tax level, the farmer’s por- 
tion of the earnings would also be subject 
to taxation when it was received by the 
farmer. 

It has always been my contention that 
the farmer should not be required to pay 
a tax on anything he does not receive 
either outright in cash or as an irrevo- 
cable certificate. 

The other provision is that— 

The amendments made by this section 
shall not, in any case, be construed to dis- 
allow the deduction from gross income by 
a producers’ cooperative of patronage divi- 
dends evidenced by a promissory note, ir- 
revocably due and payable not later than 
5 years after the close of the taxable year, 
if the amounts so allocated are irrevocably 
placed in a revolving fund for the 5-year 
period, until due. 


That is designed to take care of the 
milk cooperatives and other groups of 
producers who claim they need 5-year 
revolving funds in order to operate. 
This provision would give them complete 
tax exemption if they allocate the money 
to the farmers in 5-year certificates. In 
that instance the money would not be 
subject to a tax on the cooperative, but 
the money would be taxable to the 
farmer; but the farmer would have a 
5-year irrevocable certificate of indebt- 
edness. 

If this amendment is adopted, under 
no circumstances will farmers be re- 
quired, as they would be under the so- 
called Kerr amendment, to pay taxes 
on something which neither they nor 
their grandchildren might ever receive. 
Under the present law or under the Kerr 
amendment, a cooperative could allocate 
its earnings on 30-year, 40-year, 50-year, 
or 100-year certificates, if it wished to 
do so. They do not even have to pay 
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interest to the farmers on these certifi- 
cates, yet the Senator from Oklahoma 
(Mr. Kerr] wants the farmers taxed on 
them at face value. I am sure he would 
be the first to object it if someone pro- 
posed to tax his own income on that 
basis. 

Many of the cooperatives are allo- 
cating such earnings in that way today, 
some are even marked to be paid at the 
time of liquidation of the cooperative, 
which might be 2 years or 10 years or 
100 years from now. When the farmer 
dies, his estate has to pay an estate tax 
on it; and under the provisions of the 
Kerr amendment, the farmer’s grand- 
children would have to pay an estate 
tax on it unless the cooperative liquidates 
in the meantime. Two or three genera- 
tions from now, after the cooperative 
has liquidated and after the farmer has 
paid the tax this year, and after his 
children and his grandchildren have 
paid several estate taxes on the money, 
they could obtain the refund by the 
cooperative, if they could prove that 
they were the legal heirs which would 
be almost impossible by that time. 

This amendment provides for an ar- 
rangement by which the one who keeps 
the money will pay the tax. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Delaware yield for a ques- 
tion? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 

Mr. AIKEN. I understand that the 
amendment or modification proposed by 
the Senator provides that if a coopera- 
tive builds a milk plant out of this year’s 
earnings, or, let us say, adds to the facil- 
ities of a milk plant out of this year’s 
earnings, it will be required to pay off 
the certificates within 5 years’ time. 

However, suppose a cooperative adds 
to its grain-storage facility or its feed- 
mill facility. As I understand, those 
certificates would have to be paid in 2 
years’ time, under the provisions of the 
Senator’s amendment. Is that correct? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is correct, be- 
cause then the cooperative would be get- 
ting away from the activities of a pro- 
ducer cooperative, and no longer would 
qualify as such. 

Mr. AIKEN. Does the Senator from 
Delaware believe a cooperative could 
make such an investment in a feed mill 
and could pay for it in 2 years’ time? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. No, I do not think 
so. I do not think a farmer could do so; 
neither do I think any private corpora- 
tion could, under the existing tax rate. 
However, the cooperative can keep that 
money indefinitely, exactly as can a 
corporation across the street, if it wishes 
to pay the tax on it. But if it wishes 
to keep the money for an extended pe- 
riod of time, and not pay it back to the 
farmer, why should it not pay the tax 
instead of passing the tax obligation 
along to the farmer? 

Mr. AIKEN. But I wonder about the 
effect on certain types of cooperatives, 
There are many types. The grain pro- 
ducers might have a grain-producer co- 
operative which would provide for stor- 
age of the grain until it could be mar- 
keted advantageously. We have food- 
grower cooperatives and nut-grower co- 
operatives, all of which are producer 
cooperatives. 
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Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes; they are pro- 
ducer cooperatives so long as they stay in 
the field in which they are supposed to 
be engaged. However, many coopera- 
tives would not qualify under the previ- 
sions of this arrangement, because al- 
though they began as milk producing 
or grain-producing cooperatives, they 
finally extended, as have many of the 
Midwest cooperatives, into the oil busi- 
ness or other nonrelated businesses, and 
thus have become regular business or- 
ganizations. If a cooperative wished to 
operate oil wells—as Coes the Consum- 
ers’ Cooperative of Kansas—plus 1,000 
miles of pipeline, and hold back the 
earnings, the cooperatives would have to 
pay the tax exactly as does any othr 
corporation of that sort. Why should it 
not do so? Does not the Senator from 
Vermont think it should? 

Mr. AIKEN. The Senator from Dela- 
ware knows that thousands of farmers 
in the Midwest organized their own oil 
cooperative and built pipelines and 
finally built an oil refinery because, first, 
their cooperative was refused the right 
to purchase the gasoline in quantity to 
supply its members; and then it could 
not obtain the petroleum it needed, and 
it had to go all the way through the op- 
eration in order to keep the cooperative 
going, because the corporations with 
whom it dealt would not sell to it any 
more. The corporations said to the co- 
operative and its member farmers, “If 
you are going to get together and get the 
supplies at a lower price, we will put a 
squeeze on you.” That was one reason 
for forming the cooperatives. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I do 
not want the Senator to understand that 
I am arguing against the use of coop- 
eratives. I think they have served a use- 
ful purpose, and I believe there is a place 
for them today, to help the farmers, 
Certainly I would not want to do any- 
thing to injure or destroy the coopera- 
tives. However, to require them to pay 
their fair share of the taxes will not de- 
stroy them. 

I point out to the Senator from Ver- 
mont that if the condition to which he 
has referred existed—and I do not dis- 
pute that it did—it existed because there 
has been sitting in Washington for 20 
years a Secretary of Agriculture and an 
Attorney General of the United States 
who did not enforce the law. There is 
and has been for years on the statute 
books a law prohibiting any persons or 
groups from combining and refusing to 
buy or sell. Apparently some persons 
who were making political speeches 
about about what they would do for the 
farmers simply did not do their duty. 
If those persons had done one-half of 
their duty under the existing law, we 
would not need so many new laws. 

Mr. AIKEN. The Senator from Dela- 
ware and I do not disagree on the mat- 
ter of the failure of certain elected and 
appointed officials in Washington to do 
their duty. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The Senator from 
Vermont will agree with me, I am sure, 
that a law providing just what I have 
stated is in effect. 

Mr. AIKEN. Yes; but J also know that 
the cooperatives have been more effec- 
tive than laws in regulating fair prices 
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and fair services for the farmers of the 
United States. 

I would much prefer to have full sup- 
port given to the cooperatives, so that 
the farmers can protect themselves 
through their own organizations, rather 
than to have the farmers have to turn to 
Washington for help, of whatever nature 
it might be, and thus be subject to the 
domination of whether they would or 
would not receive help from Washington. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I agree with the 
Senator from Vermont. Certainly I 
would not wish to write into the law any- 
thing which would prohibit a group of 
farmers from doing exactly what the 
cooperatives law provides; and it pro- 
vides that a cooperative is set up for the 
purpose of making it possible for a group 
of farmers to join together as an organi- 
zation, to pool their resources, to buy 
and sell their commodities, and to dis- 
tribute the proceeds received therefrom. 

However, there is not one thing in my 
amendment which would prohibit a 
group of farmers from carrying out all 
those functions, as now described in the 
law, and from obtaining 100 percent tax 
exemption. 

The only time the amendment would 
affect the cooperatives would be when 
they began to hold back their earnings 
from the farmers and to give them cer- 
tificates of indebtedness extending over 
a long period of time. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. AIKEN. I may merely say finally 
that in my judgment there are some fea- 
tures of the Senator’s amendment which 
would weaken the cooperatives, and at 
this time I do not think I ean accept it. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Would the Senator 
point them out? 

Mr. AIKEN. Certainly I would not be 
in favor of weakening cooperatives. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I wish the Senator 
from Vermont would point out any 
weakness there is in the amendment. 

Mr. AIKEN. I am sure the Senator’s 
desire will be gratified, either by the 
Senator from Vermont or by some of our 
colleagues. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I mean that re- 
spectfully. If there is anything in this 
amendment which would weaken the co- 
operatives, I wish the Senator would 
point it out. I think he has the respon- 
sibility of pointing it out. ý 

Mr. AIKEN. The Senator from Ver- 
mont has now had only about one-half 
hour in which to study the amendment 
of the Senator from Delaware. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. As I understand, the 
Senator from Vermont is sure there is 
something in the amendment which 
would weaken cooperatives. He does 
not know what it is. He has never read 
the amendment, but he is quite sure 
there is something of that kind in the 
amendment. Why not just say you are 
against any change in the existing law? 

Mr. AIKEN. I have already noted 
some provisions of the Senator’s amend- 
ment which I know would weaken the 
cooperatives, but I prefer to wait until 
I can tell the Senator all of the weak 
spots of his amendment. Certainly this 
is no time to drive the farmers to de- 
pendence upon the Federal Government 
in any way, shape or manner, to do for 
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them those things which they can and 
ought to do for themselves. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I may 
say to the Senator from Vermont that I 
agree with him fully, and Iam certainly 
not trying to restrict the farmers in their 
operations, nor am I standing on the 
fioor of the Senate to say that if this 
amendment is accepted, it would not 
prove of some handicap to a cooperative 
in its operations. Any tax is always a 
handicap. I would be very glad to tell 
the Senator again what is in the amend- 
ment. If they have to pay the tax on 
the money which they keep, certainly it 
is going to reduce the amount of money 
they have with which to operate. There 
can be no argument about that. But it 
would mean that they are paying it, in- 
stead of the farmer. I point out to the 
Senator that when we pass this $6,000,- 
000,000 tax bill and set the corporate tax 
rates at 52 percent, or 70 percent in the 
case of excess profits, we shall ke pass- 
ing a bill which is going to handicap the 
operations of every businessman in this 
country; and if we pass a tax bill impos- 
ins on individuals rates up to 90 percent, 
we shall be passing a tax bill which will 
handicap every single individual in this 
country. To say that merely because we 
are proposing a tax on the cooperatives, 
we are against the cooperatives that we 
are against the farmer, is just as un- 
realistic as to say that when we ad- 
vocate a tax on the American people, 
we are un-American, that we are against 
all the American people, because we im- 
pose a tax on them or that we are against 
the private-enterprise system of this 
country, because we vote for a corpora- 
tion tax rate. Simply because we are 


voting for an equalization of the tax bur- 


den is no reason for suggesting that we 
are against a particular group. We are 
supposed to divide the taxes across the 
board. 

In this very bill which the Senator is 
endorsing on the Senate floor, he is ad- 
vocating—or I suppose he is; the Senator 
has not yet suggested to strike it out— 
a provision to tax washing machines, a 
provision to tax vacuum cleaners, and a 
provision to tax the tires of baby car- 
riages. That does not mean that the 
Senator is against the housewife, yet 
there has never been in the history of 
the country, that I know of, a tax on 
washing machines. They have always 
had the same tax exemption which the 
farm cooperatives have had. Why 
should it be said that because we talk 
about taxing a farm cooperative we are 
against the farm cooperatives? The 
Senator is not against all the American 
housewives, is he? 

Mr. AIKEN. I have not heard any- 
one say the Senator from Delaware was 
against the farmers. I say there are 
certain provisions in his amendment 
which would weaken farm cooperatives, 
and that this is no time to weaken the 
cooperatives by telling them to go to the 
Federal Government to get protection, 
rather than attempting to get it through 
their own organizations. This is no time 
to cause them to go to the Federal Gov- 
ernment to say, “You have got to protect 
us in the matter of price, service, and 
quality from the people with whom we 
deal.” If we do that, the next thing we 
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know our farmers will be going to the 
Federal Government, or we shall be tell- 
ing them to go to the Federal Govern- 
ment to say, “You have got to give us a 
part of our income, in order that we may 
have a decent living for our families.” 
That is what we shall be leading up to, 
if we do anything to weaken the coop- 
eratives at this time. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I may say to the 
Senator from Vermont there is no dis- 
agreement between us on that point. I 
do not want to do anything that would 
weaken the bona fide cooperatives, and I 
have asked the Senator repeatedly to 
point out what there is in the amend- 
ment which would weaken them. It just 
is not there. 

Mr. AIKEN. The Senator from Ver- 
mont is going to wait, because the Sen- 
ator from Utah is on his feet, as I sus- 
pect, ready to begin pointing out the first 
of those harmful provisions. The $109,- 
000 limitation certainly would be harm- 
ful, because $100.000 does not go very 
far toward enabling several thousand 
farmers to do business cooperatively in 
these days. There are also other objec- 
tionable provisions. 

Mr, WILLIAMS. I may say to the 
Senator from Vermont that he is again 
mistaken. The $100,000 provision has 
absolutely nothing to do with that phase 
of the cooperative taxing which we have 
been discussing. We are discussing the 
taxation of cooperatives as it will be 
applicable to those having more than 
$100,000. The $100,000 provision merely 
states that all cooperatives who have less 
than $100,000 are not in any way affected 
by my amendment; they are exempted 
from it entirely. So we are only discuss- 
ing what is going to happen to coopera- 
tives, having in excess of $100,000. 
Those having less than $100,000 can con- 
tinue to operate exactly as they are now 
doing. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield to the Zen- 
ator from Utah. 

Mr. WATKINS. Since I have just re- 
ceived a copy of the Senator’s amend- 
ment, I am not in a position at this mo- 
ment to point out anything that might 
kurt a cooperative, but I should like 
some definition of its terms. For the 
purpose of enforcing this amendment, 
precisely how would the Senator de- 
scribe a producer’s co-op? The Senator 
has mentioned dairy co-ops. Would a 
poultry co-op be included? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I 
should be perfectly willing to ask the 
legislative counsel to prepare a state- 
ment, but the only place we can get 
definitions of the different cooperatives 
is from the Treasury Department. I 
certainly will undertake to get them. 
However, if the poultry co-ops or any 
other cooperative confines their business 
to their own operations and refund their 
earnings to their customers they will be 
exempt. 

Mr. WATKINS. But the Senator 
wants a vote on this amendment to- 
night. I must, therefore, make up my 
mind tonight. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. No, I am perfectly 
willing that the amendment go over un- 
til tomorrow. I may say that, with all 
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the experience which the Senator from 
Utah has, I think he certainly knows 
what a cooperative is, and he has seen 
my amendment before. You debated 
the same question over a year ago. 

Mr. WATKINS. I know, but I merely 
want to find out how the Senator de- 
fines a producer’s cooperative. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. A producer’s coop- 
erative is a cooperative which is market- 
ing produce for farmers. 

Mr. WATKINS. Under the amend- 
ment what facilities would be considered 
legally to be a part of their business 
which they could amortize over a 5-year 
period? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Any part of the fa- 
cilities they use, if bona fide. 

Mr. WATKINS. Suppose they had a 
stage line, or a freight line to get their 
produce to market; would that be con- 
sidered a part of it? 

M. WILLIAMS. I never heard of a 
stage line being used. I thought you 
were farther advanced than that in 
Utah. 

Mr, WATKINS. Or a truck line? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes, a truck line. 

Mr. WATKINS. I can call the Sena- 
tor’s attention to dairy co-ops in my 
State which have to have regular truck 
lines in order to get their produce to 
market. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I think the Senator 
will find that dairy cooperatives, at least 
the ones I have been associated with, 
write off those expenses, and that they 
would be allowed as a legitimate ex- 
pense representing the cost of trans- 
porting the milk from the farm to the 
city. Such deductions can be made with 
or without this amendment. If milk is 
being moved by a cooperative, whether it 
is moved in individual cans, trucks, or 
how, the entire expense is 100 percent 
deductible. 

Mr. WATKINS. What about a cheese 
factory and a dairy cooperative? Would 
a cheese factory be included as part of 
the expenses that could come within the 
5-year amortization period? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. It depends upon 
whether the cooperative, to start with, 
was in the cheese business. 

Mr. WATKINS. If it is producing 
milk, in order to market ‘t they some- 
times have to turn it into cheese. The 
cooperative cannot always market it as 
whole milk or as raw milk. The Sen- 
ator understands that. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Is that the objec- 
tion 

Mr. WATKINS. I may say to the Sen- 
ator that I am merely asking questions 
for information. Iam not objecting. I 
want to try to learn something about this 
amendment. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Am I persuading the 
Senator? 

Mr. WATKINS. I will tell the Senator 
when I get through listening to him. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. There is no use be- 
coming technical. I think I understand 
what the Senator from Utah is driving 
at. If cooperatives are milk producers, 
there is nothing in this amendment that 
says whether they are to market the milk 
as fluid milk, or as butter, or in any 
other particular form. The only thing 
which is said is that they must confine 
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themselves to the business they are in. 
If they are handling grain, there is 
nothing that requires the cooperative to 
sack it in a bag or a bushel basket, or in 
any other way. 

Mr. WATKINS. Suppose they want to 
make it into flour. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. They can make it 
into flour. But if they hold back part 
of the farmers’ money and invest it in 
oil wells or railroads then they become 


taxable. Is there anything else bother- 
ing the Senator? 
Mr. WATKINS. I am trying to find 


out what the Senator means by the lan- 
guage. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The Senator from 
Utah is not going to get me to define the 
different cooperatives any differently 
from the way the Treasury Department 
has defined them. 

Mr. President, the amendment was 
printed on Saturday, but if the Senators 
have not had time to study it; I am 
willing to withdraw it until tomorrow. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator withhold withdrawing his 
amendment for a moment? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I do not mind Sen- 
ators pointing out what is wrong with 
the amendment, but when they admit 
they have never read it and do not know 
what is in it, but yet they are against 
it—— 

Mr. WATKINS. Wha said that? 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 

Mr. AIKEN. I should like to read 
from the Senator’s amendment, begin- 
ning with line 6, page 1: 

(12) Farmers’, fruit growers’, or like as- 
sociations organized and operated On a co- 
operative basis (a) for the purpose of mar- 
keting the products of members or other 
producers, and turning back to them the pro- 
ceeds of sales, less the necessary marketing 
expenses, on the basis of either the quantity 
or the value of the products furnished by 
them, or (b) for the purpose of purchasing 
supplies and equipment for the use of mem- 
bers or other persons, and turning over such 
supplies and equipment to them at actual 
cost, plus necessary expenses, but only if, in 
the case of any such association— 

(A) the sum of the value of the products 
marketed during the taxable year for mem- 
bers who are individuals plus the value of 
the supplies and equipment sold during the 
taxable year to members who are individuals 
is at least 95 percent of the sum of the value 
of the products marketed during the taxable 
year for all its members plus the value of 
the supplies and equipment sold during the 
taxable year to all its members, 


The Senator from Vermont is seeking 
a little light on the meaning of the 
amendment. What would be the effect 
of this provision on so-called federa- 
tions of cooperatives? There are in that 
category creameries which federate to 
market their products. I believe there 
are some grain-elevator companies which 
are included in that category. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. It would stop the 
possibility of pyramiding one cooperative 
on top of another and still maintain 
complete exemption. 

Mr. AIKEN. It would stop the feder- 
ating of cooperatives. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. If the Senator will 
read the next paragraph it will explain 
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what I have in mind. That provision 
was written into the amendment at the 
request of the Secretary of the Treasury. - 
It is the Treasury’s recommendation as 
to how they thought it should read. 

Mr. AIKEN. I am fully aware that 
the Secretary of the Treasury spear- 
headed the attack on cooperatives, and 
I do not like it at all. 

Mr. WILLIAMS, All I can say is that 
the Secretary of the Treasury has not 
spearheaded any attack on the coopera- 
tives any more than the Senator from 
Vermont and all other Senators who are 
in favor of putting a tax on vacuum 
cleaners and washing machines are 
spearheading an attack on American 
housewives. 

Mr. AIKEN. If it is permissible to 
go over $100,000—— 

Mr. S. There is nothing 
that would prohibit a cooperative from 
going beyond $100,000, except that when 
they get over $100,000 certain restric- 
tions are provided to the effect that they 
must allocate their money to the farm- 
ers either in cash or irrevocable 2-year 
certificates or pay taxes. Why should 
they not pay the tax if they are going 
to keep the money? Some of them are 
making up to $4,000,000. Why should 
they not pay a tax? In 1916 there was 
a corporation tax rate of 2 percent. To- 
day it is 70 percent. There is a vast 
difference between exempting an organ- 
ization at a 2-percent rate and exempt- 
ing one at a 70-percent rate. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question, 

Mr. WILLIAMS. In a moment. 

We have plugged loopholes. At the 
time this exemption was given, there 
was also an exemption for churches. 
We have even written into the bill that 
if a church enters into a nonrelated 
business, such business is to be taxed at 
the corporate rate. That does not mean 
that the Members of the United States 
Senate are against the churches. We 
are only being realistic about the fact 
that we have taxed individual taxpayers 
and American business to the full extent 
of what they can pay, and unless we 
recognize that and plug up some of the 
loopholes, the Nation cannot continue to 
exist. I think the Senator from Ver- 
mont knows full well that he cannot 
operate a business on one side of the 
street and pay taxes, and compete with 
one across the street which is tax- 
exempt. 

Mr. AIKEN. A church is completely 
exempt as to the property on which it 
operates. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I now yield to the 
Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. THYE. I should like to ask the 
Senator how a small creamery could 
market its product, such as butter or 
powdered milk, in the event it were not 
permitted to become affiliated with a 
sales organization which could afford to 
advertise and sell the products not only 
on the world market, but in the larger 
metropolitan areas of the Nation? How 
could it become federated with any sales 
organization, under the proposed amend- 
ment? 
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Mr. WILLIAMS. The amendment 
would not prevent cooperatives from be- 
coming affiliated with parent coopera- 
tives, nor would it prevent them from 
joining together with a large group in 
connection with marketing. They would 
come under that section of the bill, as- 
suming their assets were in excess of 
$100,000 whereby they would have to al- 
locate their earnings to the farmers 
either in cash or 2-year certificates or 
else pay the tax. 

Mr. THYE. Is it not the intention of 
the Senator to tie the hands of the 
producer who has a small local process- 
ing plant, such as a creamery, and is he 
not endeavoring to tie the hands of 
small groups of farmers so that they 
cannot become affiliated with others in 
establishing a general sales organization 
which could intelligently and efficiently 
market their produce? In other words, 
what the Senator is trying to do is to 
confine the cooperative to a small proc- 
essing unit, and then leave it to the mid- 
dleman to go ahead and make the big 
harvest in the retail field. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. If the Senator wants 
to accept that philosophy 

Mr. THYE. That is what the amend- 
ment provides. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. No; it does not do 
anything of the kind. 

Mr. THYE. Yes, it does. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The Senator from 
Minnesota made a speech in the form of 
a question. If he wants to adopt the 
premise that the amendment is against 
all the cooperatives, if he wants to follow 
the philosophy that taxing them to half 
the extent we tax corporations is going 
to destroy the cooperatives and the 
American farmers, and if he wants to 
suggest that when a tax on baby car- 
riages is advocated we are against babies 
or against the housewife if we put a tax 
on washing machines, or that it is con- 
sidered a luxury to wash clothes, very 
well; but do not single out this amend- 
ment and put it on the basis that we are 
trying to destroy the cooperatives. No 
one is trying to destroy the cooperatives. 
I merely say, let the cooperatives pay 
the tax on that which they keep, and let 
‘the farmers in Minnesota pay a tax only 
on that which they receive. I venture to 
say that when the situation is well known 
to the American farmers, when the 
farmers in Minnesota find out that the 
question is not whether we are going to 
destroy cooperatives but whether they 
are going to continue to pay taxes on 
something they never get, instead of co- 
operatives paying it, the Senator is go- 
ing to find that many of the individual 
members of the cooperatives in his own 
State are going to wish he had voted for 
this amendment, because under it the 
farmers in Minnesota, in Delaware, and 
in every other State of the Union, will 
actually pay less tax than they are paying 
under existing law. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for another question? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes. 

Mr. THYE. Would the amendment 
the Senator describes prevent a group 
either of mothers or expectant mothers 
from joining together and manufactur- 
ing baby carriages and distributing them 
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to the users of such carriages? Would 
the Senator expect to extend the law so 
that they would have to pay a tax on the 
baby carriages they have all joined to- 
gether to manufacture? Will the Sena- 
tor from Delaware answer that question? 

Mr. . Is that the kind of 
cooperative in which the Senator from 
Minnesota is interested? 

Mr. THYE. No. What I am inter- 
ested in is the cooperative philosophy. 
The Senator cannot define it to be any- 
thing else than the philosophy of a group 
of men who join together either to 
process or market something for them- 
selves. That is the cooperative phil- 
osophy which has been recognized in all 
the history of cooperatives. And if a 
group of mothers join together to manu- 
facture baby carriages or process them, 
so long as it is for themselves and no one 
of them derives a profit from it, they, un- 
der the cooperative philosophy, would 
still be exempt. The Senator agrees with 
me, does he not? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Oh, yes; and they 
would still be exempt under my amend- 
ment. But I am speaking about where 
the tax is going to be imposed. There is 
nothing in my amendment that would 
stop any group of farmers from getting 
together and marketing their produce. 
We are not talking about a cooperative 
that is handling a farmer’s merchandise 
for cost. In that instance there is no 
profit involved, and the tax bill means 
nothing to them. 

I am talking about the cooperative 
that is holding out on the American 
farmers, keeping the money, writing a 
letter in which it says “There is $500 due 
to you. You will get it whenever we 
decide to liquidate, maybe.” The Ameri- 
can farmer should not have to pay a tax 
on anything he does not get. If the 
cooperative, I do not care whether it is in 
Minnesota or Delaware, keeps the money 
from the American farmer, then the co- 
operative which keeps the money should 
pay the tax. That has always been the 
principle of taxation. That is what is 
back of the argument of the Treasury 
Department. They have recently ruled 
that the farmers will have to pay a tax 
on these phony allocations, irrespective 
of how long the payment date might be 
in the future. The Treasury Department 
has taken the position that legally they 
must rule this way. Morally they think 
the farmer should not have to pay tax 
on that which he does not get. That is 
the reason why the Treasury Department 
advocate a change in the law. I agree 
with the change the Treasury Depart- 
ment proposes to have made in the law. 
We are just being realistic about this 
matter and putting the tax where it be- 
longs. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for another question? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 

Mr. THYE. Does the Senator from 
Delaware belong to a cooperative? 

; Mr. WILLIAMS. I belong to three or 
our. 

Mr. THYE. Many creameries have 
been compelled to do certain things in 
order efficiently to market their products 
in the larger metropolitan centers, 
where salesmanship is required, and 
where there must be delivery of the prod- 
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uct at specified times, either on certain 
days or weeks, and if the Senator from 
Delaware is a member of cooperatives 
he knows that no individual or group 
of individuals take any part of a man’s 
earning away from him unless, in ac- 
cordance with the bylaws, there has been 
publicized notice of what it is intended 
to do. It may be proposed to change 
their business practice, or some business 
method. In the event that, at an an- 
nual meeting, a member votes to assign 
a certain percentage of his earnings to be 
used for a certain transaction, or for a 
certain expansion, in reality it is his 
money which he agrees that his own co- 
operative may use, to develop a sales 
organization, or to develop or expand the 
plant facilities, or do certain other things 
in the processing of the commodity, to 
meet the consumers’ demand. 

Iam sure that if the Senator from Del- 
aware is familiar with cooperatives—and 
he certainly is—he will recognize that 
at an annual meeting, when an indi- 
vidual votes to commit or to surrender a 
part of his patronage earnings, he is 
operating with his fellow members in a 
democratic manner, and in the coopera- 
tive manner and spirit. I am sure the 
Senator will agree with that. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The Senator from 
Minnesota, I take it for granted, is not 
a member of a cooperative. 

Mr. THYE. The Senator from Min- 
nesota has never been engaged in the 
retail business deriving the pleasure of 
the profits or the real harvest from a 
man’s sweat, a man’s toil. The Senator 
from Minnesota will say that he is qual- 
ified only as he has produced the prod- 
uct from which the middleman was en- 
joying a handsome profit, until we de- 
cided to go into cooperative organization 
and processing and marketing ourselves. 
I have never been in the retail field, but 
in the cooperative movement. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I might say to the 
Senator from Minnesota that he and I 
are now both in the field where we are 
living off the sweat of the brow of the 
retail man and all other taxpayers, 
They are the men who are paying taxes 
to provide for our salaries. The Sena- 
tor and I both are living today off the 
sweat of his brow, and, brother, that tax- 
payer is now sweating. 

I point out to the Senator that he is 
completely in error, and that is why I 
said I did not think he was a member of 
a cooperative. I point out that cooper- 
atives, not only in Delaware but in Min- 
nesota—and the Farmers Union is one 
of the biggest cooperatives there—are 
allocating some of the money to the 
farmers in the form of nonvoting pre- 
ferred stock. This stock does not always 
bear interest nor is it redeemable. That 
is particularly true of the Farmers Union 
in your own State. On the back of this 
preferred stock it is spelled out that the 
preferred stock is redeemable at the op- 
tion of the board of directors, and that 
it does not carry any voting power. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Just a moment. 
The farmers in the Senator’s State are 
taking these certificates. I am not say- 
ing they are not good, but they do not 
know when they are going to get the 
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money. The certificates are payable 
solely at the discretion of the board of 
directors, and the farmers who take 
them have absolutely no more votes at 
the annual meeting than I do, and Iam 
not a member. That practice is fol- 
.lowed in entirely too many instances by 
the large cooperatives in Minnesota and 
all over this country.. That is the rea- 
son why we are trying to stop the prac- 
tice. If my amendment is adopted, it 
will result in the money being put back 
into the hands of the farmers who are 
supposed to have it. I know very well 
that the farmers do not have the con- 
trol of these cooperatives. 

I have here some of the certificates 
to which I referred. The Senator can 
check with any number of the farmers 
of his State and he will find that the 
money is being allocated in the manner 
I have described, and many of those 
farmers resent being taxed before they 
get the money. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes. 

Mr. THYE. Has the Senator from 
Delaware examined the records of an- 
nual meetings of the organization to 
which he refers, to determine whether 
at an annual meeting they agreed that 
they would accept such documents as the 
Senator holds in his hands today? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Oh, yes. But what 
the farmers did not know was that if 
they disagreed there was not a thing 
they could do about it today. With 
nonvoting preferred stock, what can 
they do? 

Mr. THYE. I will say that the farm- 
ers know more than the Senator is will- 
ing to concede they know. The farmer 
knew, certainly, when he committed 
himself to the acceptance of this docu- 
ment, what the document was going to 
represent. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I point out that the 
particular operation I described is rep- 
resented by $50,000 of common stock, 
and that there was $25,000,000 worth of 
nonvoting preferred. 

That is their capitalization. Their 
total capitalization is $25,050,000. The 
$50,000 carries all the voting power in 
the management of the corporation. 
The $25,000,000 carries absolutely no 
votes at all. 


Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will 


the Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS, I should like to ask 
for the yeas and nays on this amend- 
ment, and then I will yield. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, I 
should like to ask the Senator some ques- 
tions. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. First, I understand 
that some Senators wish to know 
whether or not this amendment is going 
to be voted on tonight. I am perfectly 
willing to have it voted on. If the yeas 
and nays could be ordered, then I shall 
be glad to yield. 

The yeas and nays were not ordered. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I 
withdraw the amendment until tomor- 
row, I want a record vote in order that 
we might determine this question once 
and for all. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is withdrawn, 
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Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
desire to ask the Senator from Okla- 
homa [Mr. Kerr] what the plan is for 
this evening with respect to the bill. I 
had intended to take the floor to pre- 
sent the excess-profits-tax problem. 
Two or three days ago I gave notice of 
my desire to take advantage of the unan- 
imous-consent agreement, which ordered 
that any of the amendments which were 


adopted en bloc on the first day might - 


be reopened for consideration. I so no- 
tified the Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
Gong] Saturday. Naturally I would 
not want to take up that question now 
without having a quorum call. It is now 
a quarter past 5. If I could get an ex- 
planation of what the plan is for the 
remainder of the session, it would be 
most helpful. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
have just talked with the distinguished 
Senator from Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS], 
and he states that he is willing to re- 
offer his amendment if he can obtain an 
order for the yeas and nays, and have 
the amendment voted upon. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, if I 
may have the yeas and nays, I shall be 
willing to reoffer the amendment. I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER.” Does the 
Senator from Wyoming yield for that 
purpose? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield for that 
purpose. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, does 
the Senator from Delaware intend to 
ask for a vote on his amendment tonight? 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
do not see any reason why we could not 
dispose of this amendment tonight. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment has been withdrawn. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I un- 
derstand that there are enough Senators 
in the Chamber to now give us the yeas 
and nays, so I reoffer the amendment 
and ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Delaware reoffers the 
amendment which he withdrew a few 
minutes ago, and now requests the yeas 
and nays on the amendment. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is correct. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Wyoming yield to the 
Senator from Colorado? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Colorado. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I 
wonder if we may have the amendment 
stated. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, 
amendment is 10 pages long. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Was not a modifica- 
tion offered? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. This is the amend- 
ment which I withdrew. It is the modi- 
fied amendment, it is merely a modifica- 
tion of what we considered in the Fi- 
nance Committee, 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I shall not ask that 
the amendment be read. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 


the 
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Mr. O’'MAHONEY. I shall. be very 
happy to yield to the Senator from Min- 
nesota. First let me say that I have no 
disposition to take the floor to prevent 
the calling of the yeas and nays. I rose 
for the purpose of discussing the com- 
mittee amendments with respect to the 
excess-profits tax, which can be acted 
upon anew because of the unanimous- 
consent agreement which was entered 
into. However, I do not wish to raise 
this question in such a manner as to 
impede action on the pending amend- 
ment, or to prevent any Senator from 
speaking on the pending amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Dela- 
ware. On this question the yeas and 
nays have been ordered, and the clerk 
will call the roll. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I should 
like to see a copy of the amendment 
which we are considering. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma is recognized. 

Mr. KERR. I should like to see a copy 
of the amendment. : 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. KERR. I yield to the Senator 
from Ohio. 

Mr. TAFT. The amendment is printed 
and is at the desk. It is the Williams 
amendment. It was submitted on Sep- 
tember 22 and ordered to be printed and 
lie on the table. Near the end of the 
printed amendment, there is added the 
following: 

(d) The amendments made by this sec- 
tion shall not, in any case, be construed to 
disallow the deduction from gross income by 
a producers’ cooperative of patronage divi- 
dends evidenced by a promissory note, ir- 
revocably due and payable not later than 5 
years after the close of the taxable year, if 
the amounts so allocated are irrevocably 
placed in a revolving fund for the 5-year 
period until due. 


That is a modification of the definition 
of “patronage dividends” in the amend- 
ment, as I understand. . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Oklahoma is recognized. 

Mr. KERR. I yield to the Senator 
from Ohio. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Oklahoma yield the 
floor? 

Mr. KERR. For the moment. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, this par- 
ticular amendment has been considered 
by the Senate committee for a long time. 
All through our hearings it was under 
consideration. Fundamentally the ques- 
tion before us goes back to the theory of 
what a cooperative is. 

As I see it, the theory of a cooperative, 
which has been supported by the laws of 
the United States and by the laws of 
many States, is this. 

It is felt that where there are a large 
number of individual bargaining units, 
or small operators—millions of farmers, 
and in particular communities thousands 
of farmers—dealing with a single in- 
dividual in some cases, or dealing with a 
single free market in other cases, there 
is no equal bargaining power, which is 
the theory of the whole free price and 
wage system. So it has been felt that, 
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in order to restore equal bargaining 
power, a number of small farmers should 
be entitled to act as a unit in dealing 
with those to whom they sell. 

We have exactly the same principle in 
the labor law. We have found that be- 
cause an employer could deal with a 
thousand workmen one after another as 
individuals, he had an advantage in de- 
termining the amount of wages to be 
paid. So both in the Wagner Act and 
the Taft-Hartley Act, Congress recog- 
nized the right of individual work- 
men—at some sacrifice of principle of 
individual liberty—to act as a unit in 
dealing with the employer. In principle 
the theory is exactly the same. I do not 
believe the cooperative theory is in any 
way socialistic. It seems to me that a 
group of individuals who deal are just 
as much a private enterprise as is any 
private dealer. 

In effect, what we are saying to those 
men is, “You may act as partners. One 
hundred of you may act together as 
partners in dealing with those to whom 
you sell your goods, or with those from 
whom you buy your goods.” 

The general nature of a cooperative 
is a partnership. The distinguished 
Senator from Delaware has referred to 
the fact that under this theory the 
farmer is going to be taxed on some- 
thing he does not get. All partners are 
taxed on something they do not get, so 
far as the income-tax law is concerned. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Fresident, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I prefer to make this en- 
tire statement, if I may, before I am 
interrupted. 

Partners have the right, if they wish, 
to give themselves the money with which 
to pay their taxes. So members of a 
cooperative, if they want to give them- 
selves the money with which to pay the 
tax on the distribution of the accumula- 
tion of an interest in their behalf which 
they do not actually get, may do so. 

They have full control of the coopera- 
tives, and the cooperatives can distribute 
to them the money with which to pay the 
taxes, if the majority of the members of 
a cooperative desire it to be done. I be- 
lieve that in fact the cases are few in 
which farmers are taxed on certificates 
when they are not also given the cash 
with which to pay the tax. I believe 
such cases are few and far between. If 
there are any such cases, certainly the 
members of the cooperative have the 
right to correct the situation. 

I believe the whole theory of the Sen- 
ator from Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS] is 
that we are hurting the farmer in tax- 
ing certificates which cannot be turned 
into cash. It is a bugaboo.. I do not be- 
lieve it is a fear with which anyone need 
be concerned. 

What the farmer has always felt is 
that he is discriminated against by the 
long system of distribution, under which 
he gets his goods to market and by which 
he buys goods at retail, while he sells 
them at wholesale. He has always felt 
that this discrimination has existed and 
he has always felt that a great many 
people are making profits under it. I 
believe that has been improved by 
cooperatives and other circumstances, 
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The farmer gets about 50 percent to- 
day, on the average, of the retail price 
of the goods which he produces and 
sells. I believe it is his proper con- 
cern, and I believe that the reason 
there is that intense feeling on the sub- 
ject is that he wants to be sure that he 
can get for his product an absolutely fair 
price without any economic weakness, 
from the fact that he is so far down at 
the end of the line. 

It seems to me that this is no new 
theory, because the legislation of this 
country is full of statutes recognizing 
the general desirability of the coopera- 
tive movement, as are the laws of all the 
States, and it seems to me that the 
theory is sound. 

What we are trying to undertake in 
this tax field is to say: “If you get to- 
gether we are not going to require you 


to operate as a separate corporation, 


with the double taxation involved in a 
separate corporation.” That is all that 
the provision of the committee would do. 
It says, “We are going to tax you once, 
if you make a profit out of this opera- 
tion. If you make a profit, we will not 
tax you twice.” There may be some 
argument for having the tax paid at the 
cooperative end instead of at the farmer 
end. 

But that is opposed to the theory of 
cooperatives. The theory of coopera- 
tives is one of partnership among a large 
number of individuals who get together 
for certain approved purposes. The 
tax, therefore, goes on the farmer mem- 
bers. 

The distinguished Senator from Dela- 
ware [Mr. WILLIAMS] proposes a very 
complicated amendment. I believe I 
understand what it amounts to, because 
it comes partly from the Treasury De- 
partment’s proposal. 

The Senator from Delaware proposes 
that we continue the complete exemption 
of some co-ops. As to these there would 
be no tax on the co-ops and no tax on 
the farmer for whom surpluses may be 
accumulated. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield to the Senator 
from Delaware because I want to know 
whether I correctly understand the Sen- 
ator’s amendment. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The Senator from 
Ohio is in error. The exemption on the 
$100,000 co-ops does not say it is a com- 
plete exemption. It permits them to 
operate under the existing law. They 
can pay it out in cash or allocate it but 
they must do one or the other otherwise 
they will be taxed at corporation rates. 
Nor is there any double taxation under 
my amendment. 

Mr. TAFT. Under the existing law 
there are two groups of cooperatives. 
One of them is the nontaxable coopera- 
tive. Such nontaxable cooperatives must 
meet certain requirements. I believe 
the requirements cover approximately 
two-thirds of all the cooperatives. The 
Senator from Delaware continues this 
whole theory, except that he proposes 
the condition that 95 percent of the 
members must be individuals, and that 
the total assets must not be more than 
$100,000. For those there is a complete 
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exemption under the Senator’s amend- 
ment, 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. Yes. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Again Isay the Sen- 
ator from Ohio is in error, because it is 
clearly pointed out that not only do 
they have to pay in cash or allocate 
them to the members who will then pay 
the tax, but it even goes further and says 
that they 

Mr. TAFT. Patronage dividends have 
nothing to do with nontaxable coopera- 
tives, in the amendment as drawn by the 
Senator from Delaware. The question 
of patronage distribution relates only to 
the so-called taxable cooperatives who 
cannot qualify under the first section as 
tax-exempt cooperatives. 

So far as the Senator from Delaware 
[Mr. Witt1ams] is concerned, he is leav- 
ing complete tax exemption to both the 
cooperative and to the farmer if the 
small cooperative has no corporation 
members, or practically none. What he 
does with respect to patronage distribu- 
tion apparently is this. He says that a 
taxable cooperative shall be taxed on 
all of the money which it does not re- 
turn to members in cash or in 2-year 
notes, according to his original amend- 
ment. Then he has a 5-year proposal. 
In other words, if the cooperative puts 
the money into an elevator, we will say, 
it is taxable under his amendment to the 
cooperative at the rate of 52 percent, 
which is the rate we are fixing in the 
bill. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. Yes. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I have just con- 
ferred with the committee staff member 
who prepared my amendment. The 
Senator from Ohio is completely in error. 
The amendment does not provide any 
complete tax exemption for either one. 
In fact, I do not think that is your ob- 
jection at all. 

Mr. TAFT. Will the Senate note—— 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I will ask the staff 
member to point it out to the Senator 
from Ohio. 

Mr. TAFT. There is no such proposal 
before the committee. The amendment 
which the Senator from Delaware advo- 
cated in the committee is this amend- 
ment, and it gave complete exemption 
to small cooperatives and its members. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The Senator from 
Ohio is in error and is merely seeking an 
excuse to oppose. 8 

Mr. TAFT. Would the Senator from 
Delaware point out to me in section 314 
any change from the existing law, or 
which changes the law on the taxation 
of exempt cooperatives? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, if 
the Senator from Ohio will get the code, 
he will see it, or if he will consult the 
staff members. You have admitted that 
you never saw the amendment until a 
few minutes ago. You announced your 
opposition weeks ago. 

Mr. TAFT. I have the code before 
me for that purpose. I cannot find any- 
thing init. I cannot find any difference 
between the existing law and the Sena- 
tor’s amendment in that respect. 
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Mr. WILLIAMS. The Senator from 
Delaware asked the staff members to 
prepare the amendment. Those mem- 
bers are supposed to be qualified and ex- 
pert in the law. I am stating what the 
amendment is supposed to do and what 
the staff says it will do. If it does not 
do what I intended to have it do, it can 
be straightened out in conference. 

Mr. TAFT. Let the Senator from 
Delaware state what he wants to do with 
the small cooperatives. There is a dif- 
ference between cooperatives of under 
$100,000 and those over $100,000. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. On those over $100,- 
000 I provide that they can only allocate 
one-half of their earnings in 2-year cer- 
tificates and get tax exemption. On the 
other half they must either pay it in 
cash merchandise or pay the tax. Those 
under $100,000 can allocate in any man- 
ner they wish exactly as under the exist- 
ing law. 

Mr. TAFT. May TI point out the word- 
ing of the Senator’s amendment, which 
is exactly the same as the present law? 
I refer to page 3, lines 12 to 15: 

Nor shall exemption be denied any such as- 
sociation because there is accumulated and 
maintained by it a reserve required by State 
law or a reasonable reserve for any necessary 
purpose, 


This has been construed to mean any 
purpose, and it can be a reserve to build 
an indefinite number of buildings or ele- 
vators, or to buy anything at all. That 
is the wording under the existing law. 
The Senator has retained those words. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. If that intent has 
been retained, that was done in error by 
the committee council and it is not my 
intention. If you think you are more 
expert than they are, I suggest you assist 
them in preparing the appropriate lan- 
guage or else admit that this is not your 
objection but merely an excuse. Why 
not just admit you are against any 
change in the existing law? 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, we are to 
vote on the amendment the Senator 
from Delaware has prepared after 2 
months of study. If the Senator from 
Delaware does not know enough about 
the law to be able to write the amend- 
ment the way he wants it to be, and to 
be able to present it to the Senate in the 
way he wants the amendment to be, I 
think the Senator should withdraw the 
amendment altogether, and should not 
bring it up until the next session. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I 
have been preparing the amendment, 
ready to present it, for 2 months, and 
the Senator from Ohio has been against 
it for 2 months. The Senator from 
Ohio is simply attacking certain words 
of the amendment, just as often can be 
done successfully by lawyers when they 
cannot find a reasonable argument to 
support their position. 

I have just conferred with the staff 
members on the floor and they say the 
amendment is drawn correctly, and the 
amendment stands. Those who oppose 
it can vote against it but at least we 
will take sides, 

Mr. TAFT. I still do not under- 
stand what the Senator from Delaware 
seeks to accomplish. How is a coopera- 
tive with more than $100,000 of assets 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


different from a cooperative which has 
a smaller amount of assets? That is 
what I should like to know. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Under the amend- 
ment, a cooperative with over $100,000 of 
assets has a right to allocate one-half 
of its earnings by means of 2-year cer- 
tificates; and the remainder they must 
either distribute in cash or merchandise 
or else they are taxed. The tax on the 
amount allocated as allowed is payable 
by the farmer; the tax on the amount 
remaining in the cooperative is paid by 
the cooperative. On the other hand, a 
cooperative of less than $100,000 assets 
can allocate any portion of its earnings, 
as can be done now. These smaller co- 
operatives can do so by means of issuing 
certificates for 2 years, 5 years, or as they 
wish, and still can obtain tax exemption. 
Of course the allocations are taxable to 
the farmers. 

In other words, by means of this 
amendment we do not lay down rules as 
to how much a cooperative with less than 
$100,000 of assets can allocate or for 
what term the certificates shall be. 

Mr. TAFT. All the Senator from 
Delaware has done by means of the 
amendment is to say that the exempt 
cooperative will not have to allocate any- 
thing, and that the earnings are tax ex- 
empt if they are placed in the reserve. 
However, that provision is found in the 
law already, and apparently the Sena- 
tor’s amendment would retain that pro- 
vision of the law. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. No, that is not the 
case and you know it. The amendment 
provides that the cooperatives of less 
than $100,000 can allocate all their earn- 
ings or any portion of their earnings, 
but must pay taxes on any amount not 
allocated or paid out, 

A few minutes ago the Senator from 
Ohio stated that a cooperative is similar 
to a partnership, or that the two cases 
are parallel. I do not wish to challenge 
the Senator’s understanding of a part- 
nership, but he simply does not under- 
stand how cooperatives operate or how 
partnerships operate. The Senator from 
Ohio knows that today or tomorrow any 
partner can call for an equal distribution 
of the assets, and that can be done with 
or without the consent of the other 
partner. If the other partner will not 
agree freely to a dissolution of the part- 
nership, the partner wishing to have the 
partnership dissolved can go to court 
and there can force either a dissolution 
or the other partner to buy him out. 

However, in the case of a cooperative, 
the individual members cannot do that. 
They are locked in with the cooperative 
holding their money and all you want 
to do is say, “Pay your tax and forget 
it.” 

Mr. TAFT, However, they can at- 
tend the meetings and, at the meetings, 
can vote for any change for which they 
wish to vote in the cooperative’s by- 
laws. If the members think they are re- 
ceiving such allocations on which they 
are required to pay taxes, when the 
members receive the allocations from 
the cooperative they can require that 
the cooperative also pay them sufficient 
cash with which to pay the tax on the 
allocations or certificates. 
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The Senator from Delaware brought 
forward a rather imaginary condition in 
which many farmers might be required 
to pay taxes on something they never 
would receive. I say that such a con- 
dition does not exist. So far as I know, 
every time there has been an allocation 
of reserves to farmers who are members 
of a cooperative, they have received, 
with it, some cash, with which they could 
pay the taxes if they wished to do so. 

The Senator from Delaware himself 
referred to a case in which the farmers 
received checks of a certain amount and 
allocations of a certain amount. Each 
farmer could use the check to pay the 
oy on the allocation, if he wished to 

o so. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Ohio yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The Senator from 
Ohio is familiar with the case I men- 
tioned; namely, that of a cooperative 
which was paying the farmers about 
nine-tenths of the earnings in phoney 
allocations. 

Mr. TAFT. Yes; and in each case the 
check the farmer received was much 
larger than the reserve, so the farmer 
would have ample funds with which to 
pay the tax on the reserve in that par- 
ticular case. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Once again you are 
in error. I am talking about the same 
case; I showed the Senator from Ohio 
in the committee and again I hand a 
the check and allocation scrip. 

Mr. TAFT, I find that Iam somewhat: 
in error, but the check shows that 87 
cents was paid in cash and $2.68 was paid 
in an allocation; and the 87 cents is more 
than sufficient to pay the tax on the 
$2.68. | 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That depends on the 
particular tax bracket in which the 
farmer might find himself. You do not 
get far paying taxes with 87 cents. | 

Mr. TAFT. I think most farmers 
would be satisfied with a 30-percent 
bracket. I do not think we need fear 
about a farmer who has to pay a tax 
in a bracket over 30 percent. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I have sympathy for 
those paying over 30 percent. I may say 
that the particular cooperative to which 
I have referred did not pay any money 
for several years, but made all its pay- 
ments in the form of phoney * 
tions. 

I venture to say that if a 8 
were to offer the Senator from Ohio 
$100,000 in phony allocations payable 
upon the liquidation of the cooperative 
at a projected date in the future—per- 
haps 50, 70, or 100 years from now, if the 
cooperative wished to make such an ar- 
rangement—the Senator from Ohio 
would not accept the offer and would not 
pay the income tax. You would not take 
the gamble as to whether they could ever 
collect a number of years from now. 

Yet the Treasury Department says the 
farmers must pay the tax on something 
which the Senator from Ohio himself 
knows the farmers will never live to col- 
lect. That is not defending the farmer. 
You are only defending these giant coop- 
eratives. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, let me 
point out that a farmer does not have to 
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deal with a cooperative; or if he has 
joined it he can withdraw from it, if he 
wishes to do so, and can deal elsewhere 
if he wishes. 

A farmer who joins a cooperative has 
a right to attend the meetings of the co- 
operative and there vote to change the 
rules or vote to have a larger distribu- 
tion of cash made. That can be done by 
majority vote at the meetings. Certainly 
some proposals of that sort might be 
voted down; but the cooperative takes 
action by means of majority vote, just 
as is done in the case of labor unions or 
employees’ groups under the Wagner 
Act, under which we permitted a ma- 
jority of the employees to say who should 
be the bargaining agent, even if there 
were some employees who dissented. 

So it seems to me that in a coopera- 
tive there is a perfect right for major- 
ity rule, a perfect right of democratic 
action. 

The distinguished Senator from Dela- 
ware is criticizing the way in which co- 
operatives are run. Certainly the way 
to change the way they are run, it seems 
to me, is for the members to vote to 
change the way the cooperative is run. 
I do not see what that has to do with 
the question of the proper method of 
taxation of cooperatives. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Ohio yield further? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Smitu of North Carolina in the chair). 
Does the Senator from Ohio yield to the 
Senator from Delaware? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Again the Senator 
from Ohio has not studied this situation 
to the extent he should have, because I 
point out now that one of the largest co- 
operatives in the Midwest is making its 
allocations in the form of nonvoting pre- 
ferred stock, in which case the farmer 
has no power—— 

Mr. TAFT. But the farmer already 
is a member of the cooperative, and as a 
member of the cooperative he has voting 
power, and he can vote either to have 
the preferred stock issued or not to have 
it issued. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The farmer does 
not have such voting power in respect 
to voting for or against the issuance of 
preferred stock as a distribution by the 
cooperative. In the case to which I 
refer, the preferred stock was issued, 
with no power on the part of the individ- 
ual members to decide whether it would 
be issued. Besides I call your atten- 
tion to the fact that not one small co- 
operative to my knowledge has opposed 
my amendment. They know they are 
not affected since they operate under the 
old law. Nor are the individual farm- 
ers against it when it will put a stop to 
their being required to pay tax on some- 
thing they do not actually get. My 
amendment will correct this injustice 
and at the same time protect the com- 
petitive position of private industry. 
Many businessmen will be watching our 
votes here today. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Ohio yield to me? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 

Mr. WATKINS. As a matter of fact, 
in a cooperative each member has one 
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vote, and he cannot transfer it or give 
his proxy to anyone else; is not that 
true? 

Mr. TAFT. That is generally true. 
Of course, the law regarding coopera- 
tives differs as between the various 
States. 

Mr. WATKINS. The members of the 
cooperative have an agreement, just as 
partners in a partnership generally have 
an agreement; and members of the co- 
operative have to abide by the agree- 
ment which they voluntarily sign. 
Partners would be in the same situation, 

Mr. TAFT. I think the Senator from 
Utah may be correct. A partner may 
have more power to dissolve a partner- 
ship or to withdraw from it; but a mem- 
ber of a cooperative can withdraw from 
the cooperative, too. He can leave the 
cooperative if he does not like the way 
the cooperative is doing business. 

Mr. WATKINS. But a partner in a 
partnership would have to abide by the 
agreement into which he entered, even if 
he wished to withdraw. 

Mr. TAFT. Yes; he would. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Ohio yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield to the Senator 
from Arkansas. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. If a member of a 
cooperative withdraws, what happens to 
the preferred stock? Is it transferable 
in the ordinary case? 

Mr. TAFT. I do not know. I think 
that would depend upon the law in the 
particular State concerned. Each State 
has a different law. In fact, one diffi- 
culty we have had in dealing with this 
subject is that cooperatives are differ- 
ent in character and in nature in al- 
most every State, and it is very diffi- 
cult to lay down a general rule. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I simply ask for 
information. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Ohio yield to me? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield to the Senator from 
Minnesota, who knows about the law in 
his State. 

Mr. THYE. I would say that the Sen- 
ator from Ohio is correct; namely, there 
are different State laws. 

However, one would have to examine 
the bylaws of the cooperative, in order 
to know how the cooperative would deal 
with any particular member. 

In the case of a large dairy cooperative 
in Minnesota, the last time I examined 
its bylaws I found that the cooperative 
would allow each member a maximum 
amount of stock in the organization, to 
the extent of only $1,000; and I do not 
know that that cooperative ever amend- 
ed its bylaws at any annual meeting 
since I last examined the provisions. 

However, the member must be a quali- 
fied producer; and when he ceases to be 
a qualified producer, he can make appli- 
cation to have a refund of his money 
in the organization, in the form of what- 
ever stock he might hold, and that in- 
cludes every penny of all sinking funds 
which have been deducted from that 
individual producer’s accounts during 
the lifetime of the organization. Sa 
there is no question about it. 

There are few old corporations which 
have not amended or perfected their by-, 
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laws and their administrative functions; 
and they may have failed to pay all their 
so-called outstanding stock because in 
some instances the families are deceased 
or have moved away, and the cooperativu 
cannot find a record of their where- 
abouts. But in reality today, because of 
the Internal Revenue Bureau’s investiga- 
tion and checking on cooperatives, there 
are very few cooperatives which do not 
function correctly to the very dotting of 
the “i” and the crossing of the “t,” inso- 
far as the law is concerned. 

I. could go on to speak of elevators. 
They are operating in this way: For the 
patronage dividends which they have re- 
tained in the operating year 1951, they 
issue shares of stock covering the amount 
of patronage dividends earned. At the 
annual meeting they may vote to buy all 
outstanding stock issued in the year 
1941, or in the year 1945, or in the year 
1947; so that they keep the stocks cur- 
rent, and then the individual producer, 
who gets the refund, or who gets his 
stock paid up, will have to list it on his 
income returns within the calendar year 
in which he receives it. 

The Twin City Milk Producers Coop- 
erative is one of the oldest cooperatives 
of any major size we have in the State 
of Minnesota, and I know exactly how it 
functions. I have described it to the 
Senator. The cooperatives employ good 
attorneys, and I think the Senator will 
find that the cooperatives are doing more 
business today than most of us imagine, 
For that reason, I am unable to concur 
in the views expressed by the able and 
distinguished Senator from Delaware on 
this amendment which is designed to 
tax cooperatives. Even though I like the 
Senator from Delaware immensely, and 
feel that he is exceedingly able, and that 
the work he has done in the Senate is 
most commendable, yet in this particu- 
lar instance and on this particular ques- 
tion I do not exactly follow him, because 
I think his opinions and ideas on the 
question are slightly in error. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I have only 
a word to add. The committee bill does 
wipe out the distinction between taxable 
and nontaxable cooperatives. All coop- 
eratives are taxable in the manner pre- 
scribed in the bill. Under the bill, and, 
I think, according to all programs, pa- 
tronage dividends paid in cash are de- 
ducted from the corporation’s net in- 
come and are not taxable. The chief 
difference has come in the fact that 
under the committee bill, patronage 
dividends distributed in the form of 
scrip or certificates are not taxed, where- 
as the distinguished Senator from Dela- 
ware wants to tax them at the rate of 
52 percent against the cooperative, as I 
see it, and finally, if they are distributed 
in cash, there is an elaborate provision 
by which the individual farmer, if he 
ever gets the actual cash distribution, 
takes credit for the taxes paid by the 
cooperative 2 or 3 years previously. 

Mr. President, it seems to me that on 
the whole, just as in the case of savings 
banks, the accumulation of proper re- 
Serves is part of the cooperative move- 
ment. Reserves in the case of farm 
cooperatives are usually needed for fa- 
cilities. Many farmers get together to 
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market wheat, let ussay. It may accom- 
plish something for them to get together 
and deal as one, but certainly if they 
have an elevator of their own, they are 
going to have a more effective voice in 
the distribution of wheat. That is a 
very simple case, but that is the kind of 
thing these scrip certificates are for. 
The cooperative has kept the money to 
build an elevator, and it has issued scrip 
certificates to the members, 

The difference between cooperatives 
and the general type of private enter- 
prise is that they do not have working 
capital, and the only way for them to 
get capital, as in the case of the mutual 
savings banks about whom we have been 
talking, is to resort to the operations of 
the business. 

So it has seemed to me that while we 
might place some limit somewhere on 
the amount of accumulated reserves, I do 
not think that we know at this time what 
limits are desirable, if any. But what 
the committee bill does, at least, is to 
provide that the reserves collected are 
distributed to the members, so that the 
elevator becomes the property of the 
members for their advantage, for all the 
time that the elevator is being operated. 
They get no cash from that, directly. 
They do get better earnings and better 
prices for their products. These reserves 
are not taxed against the coopera- 
tive, but are taxed against the farmer as 
an accumulation of his facilities for the 
benefit of his business. There is an 
advantage, of course, when the tax is 
levied against the farmer, because he 
probably pays a lower rate than the 
corporation would pay. If an effort 
were made to shift the whole burden to 
the corporation, the result would be to 
take away from the farmer the very thing 
the cooperative movement attempts to 
give him, namely, the right to operate 
with his fellows as a unit without under- 
taking separate and peculiar burdens 
that fall upon a corporation. 

So, Mr. President, I urge very strongly 
that the committee bill be sustained and 
that the amendment of the Senator from 
Delaware be voted down. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Ohio yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield to the Senator 
from California. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I wonder whether 
the Senator would mind my saying that, 
at the time when it looked as though the 
Senate Finance Committee was going to 
put into the bill language substantially 
like that of the Williams amendment, the 
farm cooperatives in my State, along 
with many other farm cooperatives 
throughout the country, became greatly 
concerned. At that time the Agricul- 
tural Council of California, representing 
the principal marketing cooperative or- 
ganizations of the State, prepared a 
statement pointing out what they be- 
lieved to be the unsound features of the 
provision then in the Finance Commit- 
tee’s bill. It was later changed, but it 
relates substantially to the Williams 
amendment, and I would ask that the 
statement be printed in the RECORD at 
this point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? 
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There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
REcoRrD, as follows: 


STATEMENT BY AGRICULTURAL COUNCIL OF 
CALIFORNIA RE TENTATIVE DECISIONS AN- 
NOUNCED BY SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE 
ON TAXATION OF COOPERATIVES 


The Agricultural Council of California— 
whose membership is composed of all of the 
principal farmer-cooperative organizations 
of the State and who represents 70,000 
farmer members of these cooperatives, doing 
an annual business of nearly $500,000,000— 
vigorously opposes the tentative decision 
made on H. R. 4473, the Revenue Act of 
1951, as announced by the Senate Finance 
Committee on Wednesday morning, August 
29, 1951. It is our considered judgment 
that if those decisions pertaining to the 
taxation of cooperatives are enacted into law, 
they could easily have the effect of breaking 
up most of the large cooperatives organized 
on a so-called federated basis, and would 
require complete reorganization, and in many 
cases even liquidation, of those cooperatives 
operating on a so-called centralized plan of 
operation. 

From the very earliest development of the 
true farmer cooperative, it has been a con- 
sistent governmental policy to provide cer- 
tain limited exemptions from income taxes 
as a means of encouraging agriculture as 
the basic industry of the country, although 
the cooperatives are subject to practically 
all other taxes imposed on general corpo- 
rations. Federal tax exemption of farm co- 
operatives began with the War Revenue Act 
of 1898, and the eligibility for tax exemption 
is now spelled out in section 101 (12) of the 
Internal Revenue Code. Section 101 (12) as 
it now stands provides only very limited 
exemptions, and the very real restrictions 
which must be met to secure the exemptions 
offset much of their advantage. These re- 
strictions are such that there is little chance 
of abuse by the cooperatives. Cooperatives 
qualifying for exemption must meet certain 
definite conditions, as set forth in the code 
and in certain specific Treasury regulations. 
Perhaps half of the farmer cooperatives in 
the Nation are exempt under the provisions 
of section 101 (12). The balance do not 
qualify for exemption, many of them relin- 
quishing their exemption voluntarily. The 
proposals, therefore, of the Senate Finance 
Committee above referred to, if enacted into 
law, would represent a drastic change in 
national policy, and one opposed by the 
President of the United States and the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture. 

The Finance Committee agreed to the fol- 
lowing changes in the tax treatment of co- 
operatives, and has stated that in the case 
of patronage dividends deductions will be 
allowed only if either of the following two 
conditions are met: “(1) The patronage 
dividends must be paid in cash or mer- 
chandise within 75 days after the year in 
which the patronage occurred or (2) the 
patronage dividends must be paid in the 
form of irrevocable obligations payable with- 
in a period of not more than 2 years after 
the year in which the patronage occurred 
and the obligations must bear interest at 
the rate of at least 3 percent payable an- 
nually. Such obligations in order to be de- 
ductible cannot exceed one-half of the an- 


` nual profits of the cooperative for the year 


in which the patronage occurred.” 

The committee also agreed that the ex- 
emption provided cooperatives under section 
101 (12) of the Internal Revenue Code shall 
apply only if the following additional limita- 
tions are met: (1) 95 percent of the mem- 
bers of the cooperative are individuals; and 


(2) the total assets of the cooperative, ex- 


clusive of inventory, are less than $100,000; 


“and (3) in the case of business done with 
the United States, patronage dividends are 
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paid to the United States on the same basis 
as to members.” 

The above represents the substantial deci- 
sions of the Senate Finance Committee per- 
taining to the taxation of cooperatives. The 
vast majority of the cooperatives of Califor- 
nia and of the Nation, of both the federated 
and centralized types, would find it impos- 
sible to comply with t' se conditions, and 
hence their patronage dividends, withhold- 
ings, savings, or call them what you will, 
would become completely taxable, and the 
investments and assets of the cooperatives 
would likewise subject nearly all of them 
to the tax provisions suggested. 

In the case of many California coopera- 
tives the grower-members, by reason of rules 
and regulations which they have made them- 
selves, are charged a certain stated amount 
for the sale of their products. The coopera- 
tive’s only accruals are derived from the sale 
price of the merchandise handled, and the 
withholdings which subsequently become 
patronage dividends, or savings, are accruals 
from the sale of farmers’ product. They are 
set up and allocated on the books of most 
cooperatives to the credit of the individual 
member, and when paid, constitute nothing 
more than an additional or final payment on 
the sale of the merchandise. At no time do 
they constitute income to the cooperatives, 
as these monies and all they represent in 
terms of plant, property, or equipment be- 
long to the member in proportion to his ton- 
nage and volume of sales. To require their 
payment within 75 days after the year in 
which the patronage occurred would be to 
deny the right of a member to use his own 
money collectively with others for the oper- 
ation of his business, or for investment in 
the necessary plants, property, and equip- 
ment with which to carry on. There is no 
reason why such monies should not revolve 
to the member in a reasonable period of 
time, but to require their payment in cash 
within 75 days after the year in which the 
patronage occurred, or to set them up in the 
form of irrevocable obligations, payable 
within a period of not more than 2 years and 
required to bear interest at not less than 3 
percent is nothing more than to say that our 
cooperatives must go out of business. Such 
language lays down the rule that the grower- 
member cannot invest a portion of the 
monies realized from the sale of his product 
in his own business, that he must pay him- 
self interest on his own money, and that 
cash payments of these patronage dividends, 
withholdings, or savings must be made with- 
in such narrow limits that he is completely 
denied the right to join with his fellow 
farmers and fruit growers in a cooperative 
marketing or purchasing operation. 

The additional limitations above enumer- 
ated are equally destructive. The condition 
that exemption will only apply providing the 
total assets of the cooperative, exclusive of 
inventory, are less than $100,000 is largely 
no exemption at all. It is a futile and worth- 
less use of words not applicable in these 
modern days in the marketing and distribu- 
tion of agricultural products by farmer co- 
operatives, The plant, property, and equip- 
ment of almost the smallest cooperative or- 
ganization engaged in the processing and 
marketing of fresh deciduous and citrus 
fruits, dairy products, and other agricultural 
commodities requires investments far in ex- 
cess of that figure. Furthermore, coopera- 
tives dealing in semiperishable products such 
as raisins, edible nuts, and dried fruits, to 
mention but a few, must have large proces- 
sing plants equipped with the latest and most 
improved modern machinery, and general 
warehouse and even cold-storage facilities for 
the holding of their products, involving in- 
vestments oftentimes running into millions 
of dollars. These are required for the normal 
operation of such enterprises where the prod- 
‘uct must be processed with great care and 
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held over periods often exceeding a year be- 
fore they can be marketed in a sensible and 
orderly manner. Similar and sometimes even 
larger investments are required by dairy, 
poultry, livestock, cotton, and grain coopera- 
tives. The $100,000 limitation, therefore, 
would immediately throw nearly all of such 
cooperatives within the taxable class. 

In the case of the federated cooperative, 
a system of operation which in many cases 
has proved its solid worth over years of ex- 
perience, the members are made up of many 
small local associations. Hence none or prac- 
tically none of the members are individuals. 
The grower belongs to the local and not to 
the central organization. The decisions of the 
Senate Finance Committee, if enacted into 
law, would change all this, even though the 
patronage dividends, withholdings, or savings 
just as truly flow to the individual member 
of the local cooperative as though the local 
cooperative did not exist. Such a federated 
cooperative could in no case qualify for ex- 
emption. This test does not go to the heart 
of the matter, but only to the type of organi- 
zation, which experience has shown is effec- 
tive and highly acceptable to the producer 
himself. The so-called exemption, therefore, 
covered by this language is futile and un- 
workable. 

In the case of the central type of cooper- 
ative, where in general all the members are 
individuals, the exemption language is like- 
wise of no significance, for in practically all 
these cases the investments and assets are 
far in excess of the $100,000 limitation. 

From the very beginning of the Nation 
it has been government policy to encourage 
its citizens to enter into corporate business 
relations with each other and the general 
public. By what rule or reason should the 
farmer be denied the right to choose his own 
method of entering into business relations 
with his fellow producer, particularly when 
it has been of proven advantage to himself, 
to all intermediaries, and especially to the 
ultimate consumer? No one can deny the 
great contribution the farmer cooperatives 
have made in standardizing, packaging, ad- 
vertising, and distribution, and in economies 
which have been reflected in the price and 
the availability of agricultural commodities 
to the consuming public. 

In short, the language suggested by the 
Senate Finance Committee would either de- 
stroy the great agricultural cooperatives of 
the Nation or would so weaken them that 
the national agricultural economy would be 
most seriously affected. We do not believe 
that once the effect of these proposals is 
understood either the Senate or the House 
would approve them. The membership of 
the great cooperatives of California have 
been thoroughly advised of these proposals, 
and every single individual member is vigor- 
ously opposed to them. Certainly this oppo- 
sition extends throughout the country. If 
the agriculture of the United States is to 
continue its world leadership, the cooper- 
atives should be encouraged, not destroyed. 


Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I hope 
that the Senate will not agree to the 
amendment offered by the distinguished 
Senator from Delaware. In the first 
place, as I understand the amendment, 
it would destroy the cooperative as we 
know it, as it was created by the statute, 
and as it has been developed by the 
farmers of America. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KERR. I yield for a question. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Does not the Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma know that the 
amendment which is now pending be- 
fore the Senate proposes to do for the 
cooperatives exactly what his amend- 
ment proposed to do for the mutual sav. 
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ings banks, and other similar institu- 
tions? In other words, it proposes to 
tax their undistributed earnings. The 
Senator from Oklahoma made one of the 
best speeches on the floor yesterday as 
to why we should tax the bank group, 
and that argument is equally applicable 
to my amendment, 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, the Sen- 
ator from Delaware is very persuasive, 
very genial, and very courteous; but he 
is quite mistaken. There is as much 
difference between his amendment with 
reference to cooperatives, and the sug- 
gestion of the Senator from Oklahoma 
with reference to mutual savings banks 
and building. and loan associations, as 
there is between day and night. 

In the first place, the amendment of 
the Senator from Delaware would make 
provision which would almost compel 
either the dissolution of the cooperative 
or its being subject to a creeping paral- 
ysis at some very early stage in its op- 
eration, if it were at all successful. 

Second, it would place the cooperative, 
Mr. President, where it would violate not 
only the spirit of the law which created 
it, but also the contractual relationships 
between the cooperative and the farmers 
who form it. 

Mr. President, it denies to the farmer 
the right to operate under the partner- 
ship théory out of which has grown the 
cooperative. The cooperative was de- 
signed and created in order to permit 
the farmer to have a chance to get what 
his product was worth; second, to permit 
him on a cooperative or partnership 
basis to become such a factor in the 
purchasing market that he might have 
a chance to be competitive with other 
segments of the population in the mat- 
ter of buying what he requires in the 
operation of his farm and in his life as 
an American citizen. In the third place, 
Mr. President, it denies to the farmer his 
right to contract with other farmers, and 
it denies the right of all those within a 
cooperative structure to contract with 
the structure. 

Then, Mr. President, the Senator’s 
amendment ignores the distinction be- 
tween the funds which belong to the 
member and those which belong to the 
cooperative. The amendment of the 
Senator from Delaware says to the co- 
operative that it must pay a tax on what 
it does not own, but, rather, on what it 
owes; that it must pay a tax on property 
which belongs to another to which it has 
lost title but with reference to which it 
cannot exercise ownership. 

Then it says to the member that he 
does not have what he has received, 
what he has contracted to accept, and 
attempts to exempt from taxation that 
which he has received and agreed to ac- 
cept as taxable income. 

Mr. President, under the language of 
the bill as reported by the committee, 
every dollar of profit earned by a co- 
operative is taxable in the year in which 
it is earned or the year in which it is 
received, either to the cooperative or to 
the member. Ah, Mr. President, there is 
a great difference between the provision 
which the committee wrote with refers 
ence to the bill which is now before the 
Senate and which the Senator from Del- 
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aware attempts to amend, and the lan- 
guage which the Senate has accepted and 
agreed to with reference to cooperatives 
in the form of mutual savings banks and 
building and loan associations. The 
treatment accorded to those institutions 
under the action of the Senate exempts 
from taxation much of the earnings of 
the cooperative effort in any one’s hands. 
Under the action which we have taken, 
it is not taxable to the corporate identity 
nor to the individual who is a member of 
it and for whose benefit it was supposed 
to have been set up. Under the language 
of the bill, with reference to the rural 
cooperative, every dollar of taxable in- 
come is taxable in the year in which it 
is received, either by the cooperative as 
a corporate structure or by the individual 
as an individual taxpayer. 

Mr. President, who are we to say to 
the farmers of America, “You have a 
right to organize in a partnership enter- 
prise for the purpose either of selling 
your products in order that you may get 
the most of what they are worth when 
you sell them, or you are permitted to 
organize as one of a group to take ad- 
vantage of a right which every American 
should have to go into the competitive 
market, to buy what you need, and to 
do so as a group rather than as an in- 
dividual,” and then, after having recog- 
nized that right and passed legislation 
which would permit it, now say to 
them, “You cannot continue to do that 
unless you do those things which will 
make that right valueless to you in your 
effort to exercise it“? 

Do not those who organize as a group 
have a right to agree among themselves 
that they will accept an allocation from 
their own creature and accept it as an 
item of income and pay a tax on it as 
an individual, without our saying to 
them, “You must put into the agreement 
provisions which will render it valueless 
to you when you do it”? 

The purpose of the amendment is not 
to secure revenue, but to destroy the 
rural cooperative as such in its practical 
operation. I repeat, Mr. President, that 
even with the language as the commit- 
tee wrote it, every dollar the cooperative 
earns must be taxable to the cooperative 
or to the member; and I would certainly 
hope that we would not now, by accept- 
ing this amendment, further widen the 
gap in the treatment we are giving as 
between the rural cooperative on the one 
hand and the urban cooperative on the 
other. 

I join with other Senators who ask 
that the amendment be not accepted. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. KERR. I yield for a question. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Does the net re- 
sult work out that the cooperative is 
identically the same as the partnership? 

Mr. KERR. To all intents and pur- 
poses; yes. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I wish the Senator 


would specify a little more clearly as to 
that. 


Mr. KERR. I am glad the Senator 
asked that question. i 
Under the law as it now stands, somee 
thing over half of the rural cooperatives’ 
are exempt from taxation with refer- 
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ence to that part of their earnings which 
they keep in the form of a building re- 
serve. Thus, though they earn a profit 
with reference to the marketing opera- 
tions of the members or the consumer 
business of the members and pass it on 
to the member to the extent of and in 
proportion to his patronage, it brings 
about a situation whereby that member 
pays taxes as an individual upon the 
amount he receives. The partnership 
principle is recognized in these two re- 
gards: 

First, it is a cooperative effort between 
members on the basis of their participa- 
tion in the business; second, it is oper- 
ated as a partnership in that with ref- 
erence to the amount of money which 
they receive in cash or merchandise and 
which is received in proportion to the 
business done with the unit, and with 
reference, further, to the amount which 
is earned and allocated to them but not 
paid to them at the time, they pay a 
tax on it just as a member of a partner- 
‘ship pays a tax on his proportion of the 
earnings of the partnership, but leaves 
the earnings in the control and owner- 
ship of the partnership identity. 

Does that answer the Senator’s ques- 
tion? 

Mx. FULBRIGHT. Yes; the last part 
particularly. I have particularly in 
mind a very successful fertilizer plant in 
my State recently built by a cooperative 
there under the Farm Bureau organiza- 
tion. It has been very profitable. It 
has built up reserves. Let us suppose 
they make $200,000 this year. Under 
the committee bill that will be taxable 
either to the co-op, if it does not allo- 
cate it in some way, or to the members, 
if the co-op gives certificates of alloca- 
tion to the members? 

Mr. KERR. The Senator is entirely 
correct. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That would be the 
situation for that type of co-op? 


Mr. KERR. Yes. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. I thank the Sen- 
ator. 


Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. KERR. I yield. 

Mr. HAYDEN. The Senator speaks of 
the cooperative as a partnership. The 
complaint I have heard is that if the 
right to purchase goods at a low price 
was confined to the members of the 
partnership there would be much less 
objection than when the general public 
patronizes the establishment and pur- 
chases what it pleases and obtains no 
rebate or come-back on account of such 
purchases because it does not belong to 
the organization. 

Mr. KERR. There are two things with 
reference to that situation. In the first 
place, under the structure cf most of 
the co-ops and their method of doing 
business, the cooperative makes a mem- 
ber of him who does the business, and 
he is entitled to his participation in the 
profit just the same as though he were 
a member. The second thing about that 
is this. That privilege is available to 
any corporation in this country with 
reference to its patrons. Any corpora- 
tion today can enter into an agreement 
or follow a method of operation whereby 


it advertises that it is going to distribute 
a certain part of its profits to its cus- 
tomers, to its patrons for any given year 
on the basis of their patronage, and when 
it does so, it deducts or excludes from 
income on which it pays taxes the 
amount it thus rebates or disperses or 
pays to its customers in accordance with 
that plan or that agreement. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KERR. Yes, for a question. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Would that corpo- 
ration be allowed to exclude from its 
earnings before it computes its taxes, 
any refunds which were made under the 
terms of the agreement, if such refunds 
were made in phony allocations reading 
possibly, upon the liquidation of the cor- 
poration, or at the discretion of the board 
of directors? 

Mr. KERR. I cannot answer that 
question arbitrarily. I do not know 
whether such an arrangement could be 
worked out by agreement between the 
corporate structure and its customers. 
But I do know with reference to the 
co-op, when it does it, it is done first in 
accordance with an agreement which 
has been made by the membership when 
they organized their co-op. Second, it 
can be changed by the members of that 
co-op whenever they want to. Third, 
any time any member does not like it and 
he cannot get it changed, all he has to 
do is to take his business somewhere else. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The Senator from 
Delaware knows that whenever any 
member becomes dissatisfied he can take 
his business somewhere else, but he can- 
not take his allocation somewhere else. 
As a stockholder of a private corpora- 
tion I understand the cash must be dis- 
tributed in the year in which it is made? 

Mr. KERR. With reference to the lat- 
ter statement, if the Senator from Dela- 
ware tells me that he knows it to be 
correct I will gladly accept his word. 

Mr. WILLIAMS, That is my under- 
standing. 

Mr. KERR. I say to the Senator from 
Delaware that if he tells me that with 
reference to the ordinary corporation 
that is the situation, I will accept his 
statement. As I told him a little while 
ago, I did not know that. 

With reference to the first part of the 
Senator’s question concerning a mem- 
ber who does not like what a co-op is 
doing, I say to him that certainly one 
member cannot change the co-op. The 
tail cannot wag the dog. But if a ma- 
jority of the members are dissatisfied, 
all they have to do is to come forward 
and change the bylaws. All they have 
to do is to change the method of opera- 
tions. If a man finds himself in the mi- 
nority and finds that he cannot induce 
or persuade others to join him to the 
point where he would have a majority, 
he is no longer bound insofar as his busi- 
ness is concerned. Certainly that which 
is done up to that time will be carried 
out according to the agreements and the 
bylaws as written. Beyond that he can 
take his business anywhere he wants to. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KERR. I yield for a question, 
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Mr. WILLIAMS. Was the Senator 
from Oklahoma present in the Senate 
Chamber a little earlier this afternoon 
when I pointed out how one of the co- 
operatives in the Midwest, namely, the 
Farmers Union Grain Terminal, was 
making allocations to the farmers in 
preferred stock, with the specific lan- 
guage written on it that the preferred 
stock is not to be voted. They have a 
capitalization of $25,000,000, of which 
$50,000 is voting common stock, and the 
remainder of the $25,000,000 is not vot- 
ing stock. Therefore, as they make 
these allocations over a period of years, 
the farmers do not have, in effect, the 
control of the corporation. The con- 
trol remains in the hands of the $50,000 
voting stock. Furthermore this pre- 
ferred stock is not transferable except 
upon the approval of the directors. They 
even have the authority to expel a mem- 
ber at any time and sell his stock with- 
out his consent if he sees fit to object. 
These allocations in nearly every in- 
stance are not negotiable. 

Mr. KERR. I was present when the 
Senator made that statement, and I re- 
mind him of these facts. First, that 
cooperative is operating on the basis of 
the agreements made or bylaws writ- 
ten and the charter issued. Second, I 
remind him that that preferred stock, 
when received by the participating 
member, whether he has a right to vote 
or not, is a taxable item in his hands; 
that it comes to him in accordance with 
the agreement that controls the co-op, 
and that he can either operate on that 
basis and pay tax on that item when 
received or he can induce those who 
control the co-op to change its bylaws 
and its operations, or he can take his 
grain business somewhere else. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for one further ques- 
tion that was raised about membership? 

Mr. KERR. I yield. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Is it true that 
many of the larger co-ops today do busi- 
ness with the general public? Is that 
not so? 

Mr. KERR. That is correct. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. In the same 
fashion that a partnership would do busi- 
ness? Is that correct? 

Mr. KERR. That is correct. And 
with the further understanding that 
those who do business with them become 
members to the extent of their patron- 
age, and participate in the profits to the 
extent that their business is a percentage 
of the total business of the co-op. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. One further ques- 
tion. Is it the general practice that any 
accumulation which has been allocated 
is transferable? 

Mr. KERR. Yes. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. So, if a man 
wishes to withdraw because he is moving 
out of the county or something of that 
kind, there is some way in which ordi- 
narily he can dispose of it? 

Mr. KERR. That piece of scrap or 
that evidence of indebtedness, or that 
certificate of interest is, I believe, what 
is described in legal terms as a chose in 
action. It is a negotiable instrument 
which the member is free to keep or dis- 
Pose of as he sees fit. In his hand it was 
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a taxable item when he receivedit. The 
title to it is his, and he can do with it 
what he likes. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. One further ques- 
tion. What effect will the provision have 
on the REA co-ops? 

Mr. KERR. It does not apply to the 
REA co-ops. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President; I shall 
not take more than 5 or 6 minutes to say 
what I have to say if there is a chance 
of getting a vote tonight. If the amend- 
ment goes over until tomorrow, I shall 
want to speak at greater length. 

The Federal policy of encouraging the 
organization of small farmers to work 
together is nothing new. It goes back 
to the early part of this century, back to 
the time when the farmer was wholly 
disorganized, when the farmers were the 
only group who sold everything they had 
to sell at wholesale, and bought every- 
thing they had to buy at retail. It goes 
back to the days when every farm, in 
New England anyway, made butter of 
varying qualities, which was turned into 
the local store in exchange for other 
goods; and the quality of that butter was 
not very good. So to encourage organi- 
zation of farmers so that they might buy 
economically, sell their goods more 
profitably, and keep out of deft, if that 
were possible, the Payne-Aldrich Tariff 
Act of 1909, which had a provision for 
taxation of corporations, expressly ex- 
empted farm organizations from the pro- 
visions of that act. The organization of 
cooperatives continued from 1909 until 
1922. Some of therm succeeded. Some 
of them failed, because the movement 
was something new. However they did 
afford a chance for the small farmers of 
the country to unite and better their 
own condition so far as that was possible. 

The amount of business done by coop- 
eratives was not very large until 1922. 
In that year the Capper-Volstead Act 
was enacted, which is the act under 
which farm cooperatives operate today. 
That act gave them the right to organize 
without fear of prosecution. It did not, 
however, give them the right to violate 
any of the antitrust laws. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr, AIKEN. I yield. 

Mr. THYE. Can the Senator give us 
the date when the Capper-Volstead Act 
was ag ee 

Mr. AIKEN. It was passed in 1922. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed at this point in the 
ReEcorD as a part of my remarks a copy 
of the Capper-Volstead Act. 

There being no objection, the act was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

CHAPTER 57—AN Acr To AUTHORIZE Asso- 
CIATICN OF PRODUCERS OF AGRICULTURAL 
PRODUCTS 
Be it enacted, etc., That persons engaged 

in the production of agricultural products as 

farmers, planters, ranchmen, dairymen, nut 
or fruit growers may act together in associa- 
tions, corporate or otherwise, with or without 
capital stock, in collectively processing, pre- 

‘paring for market, handling, and marketing 
in interstate and foreign commerce, such 
‘products of persons so engaged. Such asso- 


ciations may have marketing agencies in i 
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common; and such associations and their 
members may make the necessary contracts 
and agreements to effect such purposes: 
Provided, however, That such associations 
are operated for the mutual benefit of the 
members thereof, as such producers, and con- 
form to one or both of the following 
requirements: 

First. That no member of the association is 
allowed more than one vote because of the 
amount of stock or membership capital he 
may own therein, or, 

Second. That the association does not pay 
dividends on stock or membership capital in 
excess of 8 percent per annum. 

And in any case to the following: 

Third. That the assocation shall not deal 
in the products of nonmembers to an amount 
greater in value than such as are handled by 
it for members. 

Sec. 2. That if the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture shall have reason to believe that any 
such association monopolizes or restrains 
trade in interstate or foreign commerce to 
such an extent that the price of any agri- 
cultural product is unduly enhanced by rea- 
son thereof, he shall serve upon such asso- 
ciation a complaint stating his charge in that 
respect, to which complaint shall be at- 
tached, or contained therein, a notice of 
hearing, specifying a day and place not less 
than 30 days after the service thereof, re- 
quiring the association to show cause why 
an order should not be made directing it to 
cease and desist from monopolization or 
restraint of trade. An association so com- 
plained of may at the time and place so 
fixed show cause why such order should not 
be entered. The evidence given on such 
a hearing shall be taken under such rules 
and regulations as the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture may prescribe, reduced to writing, and 
made a part of the record therein, If upon 
such hearing the Secretary of Agriculture 
shall be of the opinion that such association 
monopolizes or restrains trade in interstate 
or foreign commerce to such an extent that 
the price of any agricultural product is un- 
duly enhanced thereby, he shall issue and 
cause to be served upon the association an 
order reciting the facts found by him, di- 
recting such association to cease and desist 
from monopolization or restraint of trade. 
On the request of such association or if 
such association fails or neglects for 30 days 
to obey such order, the Secretary of Agri- 
culture shall file in the district court in the 
judicial district in which such association 
has its principal place of business a certified 
copy of the order and of all the records in 
the proceeding, together with a petition 
asking that the order be enforced, and shall 
give notice to the Attorney General and to 
said association of such filing. Such district 
court shall thereupon have jurisdiction to 
enter a decree affirming, modifying, or setting 
aside said order, or enter such other decree 
as the court may deem equitable, and may 
make rules as to pleadings and proceedings 
to be had in considering such order. The 
place of trial may, for cause or by consent 
of parties, be changed as in other causes. 

The facts found by the Secretary of Agri- 
culture and recited or set forth in said order 
shall be prima facie evidence of such facts, 
but either party may adduce additional evi- 
dence. The Department of Justice shall have 
charge of the enforcement of such order. 
After the order is so filed in such district 
court and while pending for review therein 
the court may issue a temporary writ of in- 
junction forbidding such association from 
violating such order or any part thereof. 
The court may, upon conclusion of its hear- 
ing, enforce its decree by a permanent in- 
junction or other appropriate remedy. Ser- 
vice of such complaint and of all notices may 
be made upon such association by service 
upon any Officer or agent thereof engaged in 


carrying on its business, or an any attorney _ 
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authorized to appear in such proceeding for 
such association, and such service shall be 
binding upon such association, the officers, 
and members thereof. 

Approved February 18, 1922. 


Mr. THYE. The Capper-Volstead Act 
was passed in order to protect a group 
of farmers who had joined together as a 
milk-producer group, to supply fluid milk 
to the Twin Cities market, if my mem- 
ory serves me correctly. They were held 
to be subject to the Fair Practice Act, 
or the Antimonopoly Act, and the Cap- 
per-Volstead Act was enacted in order 
to protect that group of farmers from 
being taken into court under the Anti- 
monopoly Act, if my memory serves me 
correctly. 

Mr. AIKEN. I think the Senator from 
Minnesota is entirely correct. After the 
enactment of the Capper-Volstead Act 
in 1922 the cooperatives really started to 
function. Ever since that day about 14 
percent of the farm business has been 
transacted through cooperatives. They 
sell about 23 percent of the farm com- 
modities through their own organiza- 
tions, and they buy through their own 
organizations 4 or 5 percent of the things 
which they need to use on the farm. 

Grading cooperatives have been de- 
veloped in connection with the market- 
ing of apples. I well remember the slo- 
gan used in the early days, “Safe to eat 
in the dark.” That means that the apples 
were so graded that there were no worm 
holes in them. 

Cooperatives have been organized for 
the purpose of marketing oranges, dairy 
products, nuts, tobacco, cotton, peanuts, 
and almost all other farm commodities, 
They have improved the packing, which 
has been greatly to the advantage of the 
housewife, and they have put far better 
quality goods on the market than the 
uncertain quality which many consum- 
ers purchased in precooperative days. 

More recently—in 1935, to be exact— 
cooperatives were organized for carrying 
electricity into the unserved rural areas 
of the country. I might point out that 
some of the stanchest supporters of the 
Williams amendment today are those 
who support in large degree the organi- 
zation which has most bitterly opposed 
the farm cooperatives. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, 1 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield for a question. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Did I understand 
the Senator to claim that those who have 
endorsed the Williams amendment are 
the power companies, in effect? Is that, 
what he meant? 

Mr. AIKEN. The National Tax 
Equality Association gets more money 
from the power interests than from any 
other interest. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Is the Senator from 
Vermont aware of the fact that the 
adoption of this amendment would not 
in any way affect rural electrification 
cooperatives? 

Mr. AIKEN. I will accept the state- 
ment of the Senator from Delaware. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is a fact. 
Will the Senator yield for a further 
question? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield. 
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Mr. WILLIAMS. Is not the Senator 
also aware of the fact that the National 
Tax Equality Association does not en- 
dorse this amendment, because it does 
not go as far as it wishes? It is en- 
dorsed by nearly every businessman in 
the United States. 

Mr. AIKEN. There has certainly 
been a great deal of pressure. At least 
one man connected with the National 
Tax Equality Association came to see me, 
urging me to support this type of amend- 
ment. 

Mr, WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield for a question. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The reason why he 
urged the Senator to support it may be 
that he considered it a step in the right 
direction. I point out to the Senator 
from Vermont that likewise many men 
have come here to see Senators and urge 
them to vote against it. Besides, what is 
wrong with a businessman in Vermont 
expressing his opinion to you the same 
as any farmer? All have a right. 

Mr. AIKEN. There is no question 
about that. I think they have met with 
a pretty good response, in some quarters, 
at least. 

I was pointing out that, although I 
accept the word of the Senator from 
Delaware that his amendment is not 
intended to destroy farm cooperatives, 
those who have been urging the adop- 
tion of the Williams amendment—and 
they have called it by name—are among 
those most bitterly opposed to farm 
cooperatives in any degree. 

Mr. President, farm cooperatives must 
have money in order to do business. 
They cannot simply pluck it out of the 
air. They can get the money to pay 
their overhead expenses, administrative 
costs, and other costs, by one of two 
methods. They can assess their mem- 
bers at the end of the year, after having 
done business at cost during the year. 
Thie is a cumbersome and costly method, 
and so far as I know, is not practiced 
except possibly by certain cooperative 
insurance companies. 

The other method which the coopera- 
tives use to finance their operations is 
this: If a member of a cooperative wishes 
to make 2 purchase, he gives the coop- 
erative sufficient money to pay for the 
purchase and a little more. If he is 
making a sale to the cooperative, the 
organization pays him what it knows it 
will surely get for his commodity, and 
then he has to wait for the rest of the 
yea to get the remainder of it. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Is not the Senator 
from Vermont aware of the fact that if 
a cooperative does exactly what the Sen- 
ator has described there is no tax under 
this amendment? Is it not true that 
there is no tax if the money is distrib- 
uted back to the farmer? It is only 
when the cooperative holds out on the 
farmers over a long period and invests 
the money in nonrelated business that 
it becomes taxable. 

Mr. AIKEN. I am coming to that 
point ina moment. I am simply telling 
how the cooperatives do business, 
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A patronage refund, in the true sense 
of the word, is not an earning. Itis a 
return to the farmer for his overpay- 
ment for goods purchased, or else it is a 
return to him of the balance due on 
farm commodities which he has sold. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield for a question. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I point out to the 
Senator from Vermont again that if the 
allocation is a bona fide return to the 
farmer, it is tax-exempt to the coopera- 
tive and taxable to the farmer; but if 
it is merely a phony allocation to the 
farmer or a promise to pay at some in- 
definite time in the future, when, as, and 
if the cooperative decides to give the 
money back to the farmers, the alloca- 
tion is taxable to the cooperative. 

Mr. AIKEN. But if a member of a 
cooperative realizes that his organization 
can perform a better service for him by 
having increased facilities, he may au- 
thorize the organization to retain a part 
of the patronage refund to be used in 
adding facilities to those which already 
exist. 

At this time I wish to pay my respects 
to the Finance Committee for the provi- 
sions which it has written into the bill. 
I listened very carefully to the interpre- 
tation of those provisions in the colloquy 
between the Senator from Oklahoma 
(Mr. Kerr] and the Senator from Geor- 
gia [Mr. GEORGE]. 

The earnings of a cooperative, if we 
may so term them, belongs to the mem- 
bers, and not to the organization at all. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield, but the answer 
will be the same, I think, and the ques- 
tion will be the same, 

Mr. WILLIAMS. We are agreed that 
the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Oklahoma, which is now in the 
Finance Committee bill, does specifically 
spell out that the dividends shall be tax- 
able either to the farmer or to the co- 
operative; but we both know they will be 
taxable to the farmer and not the co- 
operative. - 

Mr. AIKEN. The Senator from Ver- 
mont does not disagree. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Under the Kerr pro- 
posal the farmers would pay more tax 
than they are paying today. Under the 
amendment which I have offered the 
farmers would be paying less tax. Ican- 
not understand your reasoning either as 
regards to the farmers or the small- 
business man. 

Mr. AIKEN. I agree that the farmer 
will pay more taxes to the Government if 
his cooperative is kept intact and pros- 
perous. But I also maintain that if we 
adopt this amendment, it will be the 
camel's nose under the tent, and it will 
not be very long before the farmer will 
not be able to pay the Federal Govern- 
ment a very big tax on his income, be- 
cause he will again be at the mercy of 
those who will pay him what they please 
for what he has to sell, and charge him 
what the traffic will bear for what he 
has to buy. 

As I have stated, I accept the word of 
the Senator from Delaware, because I 
know he is conscientious, that he is not 
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offering the amendment with any inten- 
tion of destroying the cooperatives. 
However, I also know that those who 
have been sending us letters and those 
who have been lobbying in favor of 
amendments which would overtax co- 
operatives are strongly in favor of the 
Williams amendment. Cooperatives do 
pay taxes. They pay every tax that is 
paid by any business with the exception 
of a small exemption which is given 
them by the law. They pay unemploy- 
ment insurance taxes. They pay prop- 
erty taxes and excise taxes. They 
probably pay 50 kinds of taxes, just as 
other people pay. The Williams amend- 
ment, although probably not intended 
to do so, would be the first move to- 
varg destroying federations of coopera- 
ives. 

A cooperative is made up of anywhere 
from 50 to 10,000 members. I believe 
some of the larger ones have 40,000 or 
50,000 members. Farmers belong to the 
local cooperatives, particularly in the 
dairy industry and in the grain busi- 
ness, in connection with which elevators 
are necessary. When they federate some 
of the cooperatives are quite large. 
Some have valuations of as much as 
$25,000,000, taken altogether. 

However, the individua? farmer re- 
mains an individual farmer whether he 
is a member of the local cooperative, or 
whether he is a member of a large fed- 
eration, which is able to do better work 
for him and get him a better return for 
his commodities, 

The Williams amendment tends not 
only to destroy or hamper federations of 
cooperatives, which are able to operate 
in a highly competitive field, but it also 
tends to limit the size of any cooperative 
to $100,000. The limitation of 2 years 
provided in the amendment on the fi- 
nancing of facilities is hopelessly inade- 
quate. I do not know how many years 
it should be. It depends on the kind 
of cooperative and the situation of the 
cooperative. Some of them run on for 
10 or 15 years before they have beneats 
to pay back to the farmers who belong 
to them. 

Mr. WILLIAMS and Mr. McFAR- 
LAND addressed the Chair. 

Mr. AIKEN. I shall have concluded 
my remarks in a few minutes. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I should like to 
inquire whether there is a chance of get- 
ting a vote today. 

Mr. AIKEN. I shall speak for only 
two more minutes. 

Mr. McFARLAND. 
a vote today. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. AIKEN. I wish to close my re- 
marks by pointing out that the effect 
of any crippling amendments to the co- 
operative law would mean cut-throat 
competition. If we do away with the 
patronage refunds we will force the 
stronger cooperatives to cut prices. 
They now sell for the going price, and 
refund the difference to their members. 
If they cannot do it they would have to 
enter into a highly competitive field, 
which would be disastrous to many of 
their individual proprietary competitors, 


I hope we can get 
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If they could not do business through 
their cooperatives they would surely turn 
to the Federal Government to either go 
into business, or to help them in some 
way, because they would not willingly 
go back, they would never go back, to 
the days when their families went around 
in ragged clothes and when they owed 
money to many people in town, and to 
many people out of town as well. I do 
not want to see the Federal Government 
in business. I do not want to see the 
Federal Government writing checks to 
the farmers so that they may enjoy a 
half decent standard of living and be 
able to educate their children. I believe 
that cooperatives are one of the strong- 
est bulwarks against Government dom- 
ination and stand between the people 
and totalitarianism. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. AIKEN. Yes. The question will 

be the same, and the answer will be the 

same. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. You have not read 
the amendment yet you are sure of the 
answer. The Senator from Vermont has 
pictured the amendment as something 
which will destroy the farmers and bring 
them to disaster. I wish to ask the Sena- 
tor from Vermont whether the condi- 
tions described by him are not the con- 
ditions which existed when there was no 
income tax in effect, and that therefore 
cooperatives were not formed by the 
farmers as a medium of tax exemption, 
but were formed, rather, for the benefit 
of the farmers, working as a unit. They 
can still do so. I have much more faith 
in the cooperative principle than does 
the Senator from Vermont. I believe 
they have a much greater purpose than 
that of providing tax exemption. 

Mr. AIKEN. Of course they were not 
formed for the purpose of any tax 
exemption. There was no income tax 
in effect at the time. Probably there 
were not more than three or four men in 
my home town, probably out of a thou- 
sand farmers, who would have had to pay 
an income tax even if it had been in 
effect at the time. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, earlier 
this afternoon I asked permission to in- 
sert an address in the Appendix of the 
Recorp, but it has been suggested that 
because of its nature it be printed in 
the body of the Recorp as part of the 
debate on the tax bill. It is an address 
delivered by Ernest L. Wilkinson, presi- 
dent of Brigham Young University, on 
the 28th of August, at Logan, Utah, on 
the subject of taxing cooperatives. He 
made the address at the twenty-third 
annual meeting of the American Insti- 
tute of Cooperation. 

I ask unanimous consent to have the 
address printed in the Recorp at this 
point as part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

ADDRESS AT TWENTY-THIRD ANNUAL MEETING 
OF AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF COOPERATION AT 
UTAH STATE AGRICULTURAL COLLEGE ON 
COOPERATIVE BUSINESS IN OUR ECONOMY BY 
ERNEST I. WILKINSON, PRESIDENT OF BRIG- 
HAM YOUNG UNIVERsITY, AuGusT 28, 1951 
In 1950 nearly 11,000,000 persons were em- 

ployed in agriculture, out of 65,000,000 em- 

ployed in this country, In 1950 the national 
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income reached $236,000,000,000, of which 
$13,000,000,000 was derived from agriculture. 
Stated another way, only about 7 percent of 
our national income derived from agricul- 
ture. 

Of the $13,000,000,000 derived from agri- 
culture, it is estimated cooperative-market- 
ing cooperatives handled about $7,'700,000,000 
of business, and purchasing cooperatives 
about $1,620,000,000 of business (1948). Co- 
operatives therefore had something to do 
with about two-thirds of agricultural prod- 
ucts marketed or agriculture supplies pur- 
chased. 

Based on the total cash receipts from farm 
marketing, the percentage of that business 
handled by farmer cooperative marketing 
associations decreased from a relative index 
of 112 percent in 1930 to 105 percent in 1949. 
The base of 100 was predicated on the volume 
of business done during the period of 1935-39 
inclusive. In other words, the cooperative 
marketing associations during the 20-year 
period from 1930 to 1949, inclusive, did not 
quite hold their own in the relative percent- 
age of agricultural products handled. 

Based on the total money expended by 
farmers for farm purchases such as for feed, 
fertilizer, and operation of motor vehicles, 
the percentage of that business handled by 
farmer cooperatives purchasing associations 
increased from a relative index of 49 percent 
in 1930 to 137 percent in 1949, or an increase 
of 179 percent. 

It must, therefore, be apparent that there 
is no danger of farmer cooperatives taking 
over the economy of the country. This is 
because agriculture only occupies a minority, 
although indispensable part in our economy, 
and because there are serious limitations on 
the cooperative business as a useful method 
of pursuing capitalistic business, as all of 
you know. 

This leaves me to my next point; namely, 
that farmer cooperatives, while they trans- 
act only a small part of the business of the 
country, are by nature capitalistic in incep- 
tion and fruition, and are a part of the cap- 
italistic economy of what is left of our 
system of free enterprise. 

They are capitalistic in the first place be- 
cause they exist to make money for their 
owners—the farmers who own them. True, 
unlike the ordinary commercial corporation, 
they are set up so that in general they do 
not make profits themselves, but exist only 
to make increased earnings for their own- 
ers. By organizing together and jointly sell- 
ing their products through a farmer, cooper- 
ative farmers get a better price for their 
products. By cooperating in the organiza- 
tion and maintenance of a purchasing or- 
ganization, farmers are able to purchase their 
supplies for less, so they make a larger 
net profit. 

The farmers constitute by far the largest 
block of private entrepreneurs in the country 
today. They are either the owners or the 
lessors, or lessees, of land, which in Anglo- 
Saxon law represents the basic concept of 
private property. There are over 6,000,000 
individual farm businesses in the United 
States. 

They far outnumber the total of individual 
businesses in any other area of our econ- 
omy. If they don’t sell out to the Govern- 
ment, they form the great bastion for the 
protection of private property in this coun- 
try. 


Nor is there anything sinister or peculiar 
in their method of doing business. One 
hundred farmers organize a cooperative, and 
agree with this new business entity that 
it will market their products, or purchase 
their supplies, at cost. In such a situation 
the cooperative makes no profits but the 
farmers’ profits are increased, and they pay 
taxes on that ingrease. 

Other industries have made use of the 
same type of organization for a long time. 
The Associated Press is a cooperative organ- 


ization owned and maintained by approxi- 
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mately 3,000 newspapers in the country. The 
central organization does not exist for the 
purpose of making any money of its own, but 
is merely the service organization of its 
members as a cooperative method of sup- 
plying news to each other and thereby in- 
creasing the profits of each other. 

The Canadian Press is a cooperative news- 
paper gathering and distributing association 
of the Canadian daily papers. It is the first 
cooperative newspaper association in the 
empire. This cooperative sells nothing, makes 
no profits, declares no dividends, owns no 
building or other property except the fur- 
niture and fixtures in its bureaus and is 
governed by the basic cooperative principle 
of “one newspaper—one vote.” 

Most of the clearinghouse associations 
in our various large cities are voluntary, 
nonprofit associations of member banks, ex- 
isting solely for the purpose of rendering 
service in the clearing of checks. 

Most of the stock and commodity ex- 
changes throughout the country are non- 
profit associations and, unlike organized 
business corporations, do not operate fo. 
pecuniary profit. nE | 

The American Institute of Banking, a sec- 
tion of the American Bankers Association, is 
@ voluntary nonprofit educational institu- 
tion. 

Some of the commercial public utility com- 
panies in the country have organized o- 
operative organizations for joint acquisition 
of goods. One of these is now Engineering 
Public Service Co., Inc. (New York), a mu- 
tual service organization wholly owned by 
the operating subsidiaries of Engineering 
Public Service Co. ; 

There are approximately 400 grocery co- 
operatives in the country, which exist merely 
as service organizations such as for the pur- 
chase of groceries for 50,000 retail stores. In 
this way independent stores are able to meet 
the competition of the integrated corporate 
chain stores. 

There are cooperatives in the country in 
the field of hospitalization, medical care, 
housing, bookstores, credit unions, etc. 

The American Railway Express, I under- 
stand, is a cooperative—it is owned by the 
various railroads of the country and is used 
by them as their agent to contract for the 
transportation of articles over their railroad 
lines. The proceeds received by the Ameri- 
can Railway Express belong not to it but to 
its members, in accordance with contractual 
relations existing between them. 

A large list of nonprofit corporations or 
associations in the nonagricultural field are 
given in an informative article by Raymond 
W. Miller and Herbert R. Grossman in a pub- 
lication of the School of Law of Duke Uni- 
versity published in the summer of 1948. 

It must be apparent therefore that farm- 
ers in organizing co-ops are doing the same 
thing as other segments of industry. There 
is nothing un-American or socialistic in their 
purpose or structure. Almost every type of 
business, profession, or craft has an organiza- 
tion of some kind to advance the interest of 
its members. Certainly farmers are entitled 
to the same right. 

In point of fact, according to William L. 
Cavert, the first successful cooperatives date 
much further back than the first Govern- 
ment aid. Such champions of our American 
way of life as Ben’amin Franklin, Alexander 
Hamilton, Thomas Jefferson, Theodore Roose- 
velt, and Herbert Hoover, to mention a few, 
have all taken part in organized cooperatives 
or been strong supporters of them. 

No one could accuse these men of being 
socialistic. 

There are other important earmarks of a 
farmer cooperative which disclose its capital- 
istic nature. One of these is that the busi- 
ness capital is furnished in each case by the 
stockholders. In the case of a farmer co- 
operative we generally refer to the stock- 
holders as members, as in the case of mem- 


_bers of a partnership or any membership 
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corporation. But whether they be denomi- 
nated as a member or stockholder makes no 
difference. True, the rights under their 
membership entitle them only to share in 
the proceeds in accordance with the amount 
of their patronage, rather than their con- 
tribution of capital, but the same exists in 
the case of business cooperatives owned and 
maintained by the ordinary business cor- 
porations. 

On this aspect of the situation I take the 
liberty of quoting from William L. Cavert, 
Director of Research of the Farm Credit Ad- 
ministration at St. Paul: 

“While cooperatives, like many other busi- 
nesses, have been assisted by the Govern- 
ment in obtaining borrowed capital from in- 
stitutions authorized by the Government, in 
most cases cooperatives are organized with 
the end in view of tapping the private capital 
markets for the funds loaned to cooperatives. 
Over the long pull cooperatives, like non- 
cooperative organizations, obtain their basic 
business capital primarily from voluntary 
subscriptions by private sources. 

“However, there is a difference between the 
cooperative and the noncooperative organi- 
zations in the nature of these private sources. 
Both types obtain some funds on which a 
fixed rate of interest is paid. With respect 
to the balance of the capital used, noncoop- 
erative organizations obtain theirs from 
sources willing to gamble on the rate of re- 
turn by purchasing common stock, for ex- 
ample. Cooperatives obtain theirs from 
members who are interested in benefiting 
through the services and savings resulting 
from the operation of the cooperative. 
The profit corporation allocates all earn- 
ings above costs of operation and manage- 
ment to the stockholders in proportion to the 
capital contribution of each, while coopera- 
tives pay the contributors of capital a mod- 
est interest on the invested capital and al- 
locate the remainder of the savings in pro- 
portion to the patronage.” 

* * * * * 


“In heavy industrial establishments the 
invested capital is now reported to frequently 
be from $9,000 to $10,000 per employee. One 
of the major factors in securing a high stand- 
ard of living is maintaining a steady flow of 
capital into industry, and any successful ex- 
pansion of cooperatives into industry must 
have a plan that will provide adequate 
capital, 

“Cooperatives and private enterprise are 
similar in that inefficient institutions that 
are not doing a good job of serving the public 
fall by the wayside, both because the con- 
suming public withdraws patronage and the 
necessary capital is not forthcoming.” 

A further evidence of capitalism is the 
belief and insistence of farmers that they be 
permitted to manage their own property 
themselves—that they be free from the be- 
guilement and interference of government. 

In general, farmers and other businessmen 
are opposed to Government participation in 
business. Theoretically they regard the role 
of Government in business as merely that 
of an umpire. 

Unfortunately, however, in practice both 
farmer cooperatives and other segments of 
industry have altogether too often welcomed 
governmental help for themselves while com- 
plaining about it being offered to others. 
The pot cannot call the kettle black. 

It is this code of conduct of all of us, of 
agriculture, of business, and of labor, namely, 
that the Government should help me and not 
the other fellow, that I want to take a few 
minutes to analyze. The thing that concerns 
me most in our entire economy today is that 
nearly all segments of our natural economy 
are willing to drink at the public trough 
but very few are willing to supply the living 
water. 

If Congress expects to take over the whole 
field of economics and business, Congress 
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must expect that every industry of any con- 
sequence, for its own protection, will have to 
roost day and night on the front and back 
steps of Congress, 

For the plain fact is that the more business 
decisions for industry are made in Wash- 
ington, the more economic pressure and or- 
ganized lobbying there will be in Washing- 
ton. And if governmental interference and 
meddling goes much farther, there is certain 
to be not only economic but also legislative 
anarchy in our country. 

For how the Members of Congress with 
their varied and generally inadequate train- 
ing, even those who are highly trained, be 
expectcd to solve the problems of some 150,- 


000,000 citizens—problems which until the 


last quarter of a century it was thought the 
people should solve for themselves. 

Let me suggest some of the highly spe- 
cialized economic problems presented in 
Washington in which poltical pressure or 
pull, and not sound business, are too apt to 
supply the answer. 

There are, I am sure, many of you here 
who would immediately agree with what I 
have said, but who will, nevertheless, ask the 
question, What has this to do with coopera- 
tive business in our economy?” My answer 
is: First, that cooperative business is a part 
of our capitalistic economy; Second, that if 
each segment of our capitalistic economy 
doesn't stop running to the public trough 
every time a problem arises, it won't be long 
until we don’t have a capitalistic economy or 
a free-enterprise system, and if that happens 
we won’t have any cooperative business 
either, because it will be all taken over by 
the Government, It is therefore time that all 
segments of our capitalistic economy includ- 
ing cooperative business, start practicing 
what they preach and cut down on their re- 
liance on Government and cut down on 
Government participation in their respective 
fields of business. 

To be specific, I think that there ought to 
be an end to business borrowing from the 
Reconstruction Finance Corporation. Is 
there anyone here than can justify the RFC 
lending $30 million of your and my money in 
these times of relative business prosperity to 
the Kaiser-Frazer Co. to compete with 
other branches of the automobile industry? 
I suspect that the underlying reason was 
because of the friendship that Kaiser inter- 
ests have shown to the New Deal Administra- 
tions in Washington. i 

I suggest with all seriousness to farmer 
cooperatives that they ought to immediately 
purchase with their own money the banks 
for cooperatives so that they ought not to 
be borrowing from the Government on one 
day and by their criticism being ungrateful 
to the Government the next. 

May I suggest also that you ought to give 
solemn and prayerful consideration to vol- 
untarily going to Congress and voluntarily 
surrendering the tax exemption now accord- 
ed farmer cooperatives. And when I say 
prayerful consideration I am reminded of a 
story of Lincoln. In the critical days of the 
Civil War someone asked him if he thought 
the Lord was on his side. He replied that he 
didn’t know—that the thing that concerned 
him was whether he was on the Lord's side. 

Now I am anxious on this question of tax 
exemption that farmer co-ops be ethically 
and morally correct—that they be on the 
Lord's side. Because there is now a Federal 
statute exempting cooperatives, if they meet 
certain standards, from Federal income taxes, 
the public unknowingly assumes that we are 
great tax dodgers—that we have been granted 
special tax favors. Nothing could be fur- 
ther from the truth, 

The large bulk of all proceeds received by 
farmer cooperatives is paid over to the farmer 
members as patronage refunds. It is not 
income of the cooperatives because it never 


belongs to them. It belongs to the farmer 
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members. They pay taxes on it, the same as 
any taxpayers pays a tax on his income. No 
tax exemption is necessary as far as the coop- 
erative is concerned, because there is no tax 
due from the cooperative. And yet a large 
segment of the public thinks that is what 
the whole fight is about. 

There are, however, three special privileges 
which the tax-exemption statutes does give 
cooperatives. In the first place, it exempts 
from taxation dividends paid on stock in a 
cooperative, often amounting to only a few 
cents, For this purpose the exemption isn’t 
worth a tinker’s dam, and yet cooperatives 
are damned throughout the country because 
of it. 

A second exemption is that sometimes re- 
ferred to as nonoperating, extraneous, inci- 
dental income such as rental from offices 
not occupied by the co-op. This also is 
petty and of no significance. 

The third exemption relates to unallo- 
cated reserves which, in some cases, because 
of the exemption, escapes taxation entirely. 
As to that it seems to me only fair that, 
if not taxed to the patron, they be taxed to 
the cooperative. 

It also is not nearly as important as the 
public thinks. I believe that the farmer 
cooperatives should go before the Senate 
Finance Committee and surrender these spe- 
cial favors which economically are not nearly 
worth the price cooperatives are paying 
therefor in loss of public esteem; at the 
same time the Senate Finance Committee 
should protect them in their right to pay 
patronage dividends, as do other commer- 
cial interests, without the payment of a 
double tax by the farmer cooperatives. It 
would be an act of wise statesmanship to 
surrender the unimportant tax exemptions 
so that the public will know, which is the 
fact, that farmers and their cooperatives are 
bearing their full share of the tax burden. 
They would then be in the impregnable tax 
position of being right, even on the small 
details. I am sure responsible attorneys for, 
cooperatives can work this out with Con- 
gress to the satisfaction of all fair-minded 
people. In point of fact it would be an act 
of serious discrimination if Congress ats 
tempted to tax patronage refunds. 

In point of fact approximately M 
of the farmer cooperatives in the country 
already have voluntarily surrendered their 
tax exemption. That is an act of wise man- 
agement akin to the practice of the domi- 
nant church of this state. Ever since the 
enactment of the Internal Revenue Act of 
1913 that church has been interested in a 
number of large business projects. Under all 
of the taxing statutes since that time (unless 
it be the last year or so) it could have han- 
dled these business ventures direct and there- 
by have been exempt from taxation. But 
the Mormon Church considered that more 
than dollars and cents was at stake. .There 
was the question of fairness in relation to 
other business, and there was the question 
of good public relations. So ever since 1913 
whenever the Mormon Church engaged in 
industrial or agricultural pursuits for profit 
it insisted that such be done through cor- 
porations which paid their full share of the 
profits, even though legally it could have 
validly avoided such taxes. 

That policy has been recognized as fair 
by competing business establishments and 
has just been the subject of approbation and 
acclaim in the Halis of Congress. 

I suggest that example for your considera- 
tion. Farmer cooperatives can afford to be 
circumspect in everything they do. 

We have arrived in part at our present 
predicament because business, agriculture, 
labor, and many other groups, the moment 
they ran into tough sledding, ran to the 
Government for help. The businessman, 
in many instances, has been just as much to 
blame as the trade unionist. In my humble 
‘opinion, this country will avert catastrophe 
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only if industry, and agriculture, and la- 
bor, and the veterans, and all other com- 
ponent parts of the Republic, forget their 
own selfishness, retrace their steps, and 
unite in the common cause of seeing that 
‘this country continues to be the greatest 
Nation in the world. There must be a re- 
turn to the belief expressed by Grover Cleve- 
land when in vetoing a bill for supplying 
seeds to farmers he wrote, “Though the peo- 
ple support the Government, the Govern- 
ment should not support the people.” 

The chief ray of hope I have seen in this 
direction was a conference known as the 
“Conference of National Organizations” 
which I attended in Atlantic City in March 
in 1949 in behalf of the National Grange, 
This conference was a voluntary informal 
group composed of the national leaders of 
agriculture, labor, industry, and certain 
civic and service organizations (no govern- 
mental groups are included). 

The meetings held were strictly informal; 
no resolutions were acted upon; but public 
questions were discussed with more frank- 
ness and candor than at any other meetings 
I have been privileged to attend. 

I sensed as I have never sensed before the 
feeling among the national leaders present 
that there must be an end to their reliance 
upon the Government if the Government it- 
self was to survive. Both labor and man- 
agement admitted that each would be better 
off if they sat across the table and ironed 
out their differences without Government 
domination and interference. 

And yet I could not help but note in my 
own mind that labor was becoming more 
and more dependent on the Government 
since Government guarantees it a minimum 
wage; the railroads as public utilities are 
becoming more and more propped up by the 
Government because of the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission’s fixing of rates; the air- 
craft companies are insisting upon huge 
subsidies from the Government for their op- 
eration; the publishing companies of the 
country are still insisting on postage rates 
which do not pay the cost of delivery; the 
banks and in particular thcir depositors have 
taken very kindly to the Government’s guar- 
anteeing payment of deposits up to a certain 
amount; the National Education Association 
is favoring Federal aid to education; nearly 
all Legion groups have gone on record in 
favor of old-age pensions for soldiers; and 
the farmers cling tenaciously to their farm 
price-support program. And now many 
churches want the Federal Government to fi- 
nance the transportation of students to their 
private schools, 

One by one, the Congress, through political 
pressure, and for one excuse or another, has 
made an exception to our historic traditions 
of free enterprise; one by one various seg- 
ments of our business life have become sub- 
sidized and supported by the taxpayer until 
today these special subsidies and pivileges 
‘permeate a large part of our economy and 
threaten the very existence of free enterprise. 
This easy but deadly way of slipping step by 
step into socialism amounts to what Mr. 
Justice Holmes described as “the disinter- 
grating erosion of particular exceptions.” 
| Finally I want to suggest to you that if we 
are to preserve our way of life in this country 
,which includes cooperative business, we are 
going to do it not by legislation but by re- 
Mange upon the spiritual ingenuity and the 
| creative ability of the American people, This 
may be strange doctrine to the Senators in 
Washington, many of whom think they are 
‘saving the country from day to day and 
from measure to measure. It may seem 
strange to many ot you coming from me 
since I have spent my life as a lawyer. But 
after a quarter of a century of experience in 
Washington, I am convinced that we are not 
going to be saved by the legislators in Wash- 
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` ington. Somehow or in some way we must 
break loose from the thought that every time 
there is a wrong, the remedy is that of pass- 
ing a law. Laws are only effective if they 
represent the spirit of the people and it is 
difficult to draft them so as to preserve the 
creative genius of the people. 

Woodrow Wilson once said that the thing 
that made America great was not what she 
did under compulsion of law but what she 
did of her own volition. Thomas Jefferson 
more than once expressed the thought that 
that government is best which governs least. 
The early prophet of the dominant church of 
this State stated the same truth when he 
said that it was his purpose to teach the 
people correct principles and then let them 
govern themselves. 

. * * . . 

May I close with the words of the novelist 
Somerset Maughan: “If a nation values any- 
thing more than freedom it will lose its 
freedom, and if it’s comfort or money that 
it values more, it will lose that too.” If 
business cooperatives, if other capitalistic 
ventures, businesses, prize anything more 
than their freedom, they will lose that free- 
dom. If guaranteed profits, governmental 
loans, subsidies, false social security, guar- 
anteed income mean more to them than 
freedom of competition and freedom of op- 
eration, they will lose that freedom of com- 
petition and freedom of action and, judged 
by the lessons of history, in the long run, 
they will lose their property also. 


Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I be- 
lieve in the social and economic pur- 
poses of cooperatives, when those pur- 
poses are legitimately reflected. I would 
not want to do anything that would in- 
jure their legitimate functions. I be- 
lieve that the Williams amendment 
would deal with the cooperatives with 
undue harshness. Therefore, I shall op- 
pose it. 

Perfect candor also requires me to 
say that I believe the committee amend- 
ment deals with cooperatives with un- 
due leniency. In my opinion it does not 
deal effectively with the problem before 
us. What is the problem? It arises 
from the complaint that in some in- 
stances there is unfair accumulation of 
nontaxed surpluses by these coopera- 
tives. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Yes; but I do not 
want to yield at length, because I shall 
speak very briefly. I will speak at length 
only if that is forced on me. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. No; I will not force 
the Senator to speak at length, although 
I am always glad to listen to him. 

The Senator from Colorado made the 
point that the Williams amendment 
would deal unduly harshly with the co- 
operatives. I want to ask the Senator 
from Colorado if it is not a fact that 
the amendment which is now pending 
before the Senate deals with coopera- 
tives more leniently than the amend- 
ment which was originally adopted by 
the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I would not deny it. 
I do not intend to get into a discussion 
of what went on in commitee. I believe 
on the whole that the Williams amend- 
ment does deal with cooperatives with 
greater leniency than did the original 
committee amendment. But that is 
We have the 
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choice now between the Williams 
amendment and, unless something else 
is offered, the committee amendment. 

Let me repeat that the objection has 
been that through tax exemption, coop- 
eratives have been able to build up sur- 
pluses of unfairly large magnitude, the 
same privilege not being available to 
noncooperative competitors. I believe, 
as we found in the case of mutual sav- 
ings banks and building and loan asso- 
ciations, there is a just place from where 
we can tax and a just place before which 
we should not tax. 

It is possible for cooperatives to accu- 
mulate an unfairly large surplus, exempt 
from taxation while in their hands, and 
in practice exempt from taxation at the 
members’ level. 

I have proposed that we exempt from 
taxation the expenses and patronage 
dividends of cooperatives, and allow 
them to keep for as long as 5 years the 
undistributed profit margin of any tax- 
able year and thus give them an oppor- 
tunity, which they seek and which in 
many cases badly need, to have a revolv- 
ing fund fund of capital on which they 
can operate. 

I have suggested that after that period 
of time they should pay taxes on that 
which has not been distributed prior to 
that time. 

The heart of this matter is not alloca- 
tion; the heart of this matter is dis- 
tribution. 

I think the committee amendment is 
unduly lenient because it rests on allo- 
cation, which may be nothing more than 
bookkeeping transactions, and may 
never mature into actual distribution. 

Under the theory which I have sug- 
gested, after exempting all expenses and 
everything passed on to the members, 
and after giving the cooperatives a 
chance to exempt the accumulation of 
each annual undistributed profit margin 
for 5 years, we should tax them. It was 
suggested at the rate of 25 percent, be- 
cause the point was made that this would 
be the equivalent of a capital-gains tax. 
Such a plan would allow every coopera- 
tive to live and with opportunity to pro- 
gress. In fact, the general outline was 
not objected to by a number of persons 
who are interested in the cooperative 
movement. 

I mention this matter not because I 
shall propose it here. It should be the 
subject of full hearings. I mention this 
matter only to show that there are legiti- 
mate ways for nurturing the develop- 
ment of legitimate cooperatives and at 
the same time for taxing the unfair ac- 
cumulation of profits margins which re- 
main in a sanctuary, so to speak, exempt 
from taxation either at the individual 
level or at the corporate level. 

Let me repeat: These matters are 
briefly mentioned to give an idea of why 
I shall vote against the committee 
amendment and why I shall vote against 
the harsher Williams amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, in 
order to facilitate getting a vote on the 
Williams amendment, which I oppose, 
and which I think would be most in- 
jurious to American farm cooperatives, 
I shall not speak on the amendment at 


1951 


this time, but I send to the desk my pre- 
pared remarks, and I ask unanimous 
consent that they be printed in the 
Recorp as a statement. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR HUMPHREY 
FARMERS NEED THEIR COOPERATIVES 

I oppose the amendment proposed by the 
Senator from Delaware [Mr. WIIaus ]. I 
feel that the proposal of the Finance Com- 
mittee clearly meets the criticism of those 
who insist, as they say, that co-ops be taxed. 
Under the Senate committee proposal the 
co-ops are taxed; their unallocated reserves 
are subject to tax; the patronage refunds, 
and the allocated reserves are subject to in- 
dividual income tax. Co-ops are not corpora- 
tions; they are partnerships. To judge a 
cooperative as a corporation is not only a 
distortion of economic fact, but is a viola- 
tion of every rule of definition of a business 
enterprise. Co-ops are institutions of their 
members. Cooperative members pay taxes; 
cooperatives which do not distribute their 
savings or allocate their reserves will be sub- 
ject to taxation under this bill. 

We are in a fight for the very existence of 
the farm cooperative movement. Let us 
make no mistake about that. Some do not 
yet realize it. Some find it hard to believe. 

It is always hard to believe that something 
in our civilization which has long been recog- 
nized and accepted as good, sound, and be- 
neficent can be seriously threatened by self- 
interested enemies. Yet the enemies of the 
co-ops make only the most transparent ef- 
forts to conceal their real purpose. They 
prate of tax equality. What they really 
want—and all the arguments of their multi- 
million-dollar propaganda lobby make this 
very clear, if you analyze them—is to hog-tie 
and shackle the co-ops; put them out of 
business; throw the farmer back into their 
own tender clutches as middlemen, 

The bill as brought in by the Finance Com- 
mittee has been called, in some quarters, a 
victory for the farmers and the cooperatives. 
Iam not so complacent. It is a victory only 
in the sense that some of the proposals 
tentatively accepted at an earlier date by 
the committee, but later wisely dropped, 
would constitute a worse defeat, if adopted. 

The Finance Committee proposal requires 
taxation of co-op unallocated reserves. The 
portion of the committee report dealing with 
cooperative taxation reads as follows: 

“A. COOPERATIVES 


“Section 101 (12) of the code exempts from 
income tax all farm cooperatives which meet 
certain specified requirements. This exemp- 
tion includes not only cooperatives market- 
ing the products of farmers but also cooper- 
atives purchasing products and reselling 
them to farmers. The chief requirements 
which must be met by cooperatives in order 
to be exempt from income tax under sec- 
tion 101 (12) are as follows: 

“1, They must be farmers’, fruit growers’, 
or like associations organized and operated 
on a cooperative basis for the purpose of 
marketing products or purchasing supplies 
for their members. 

2. Substantially all of their stock (other 
than preferred nonvoting stock) must. be 
owned by producers marketing products or 
ne supplies through the coopera- 
tives. 

“3. The marketing of products of non- 
members may not exceed 50 percent in value 
of the cooperative's total marketing. 

“4, The purchasing for nonmembers may 
not exceed 50 percent of the cooperative's 
total purchasing, and the purchasing for per- 
sons who are neither members nor producers 
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may not exceed 15 percent of the coopera- 
tive's total purchasing. 

“5. Nonmembers must not be discrimi- 
nated against in the allocation of patronage 
dividends or refunds to the accounts of pa- 
trons. 

“At the present time, the advantages which 
are derived from exemption can be sum- 
marized as follows: First, the earnings of a 
cooperative which are paid out to sharehold- 
ers in the form of dividends on capital stock 
are not taxable to an exempt cooperative but 
are taxable to other cooperatives. Second, 
any part of the net margins or profits which 
are retained as reserves and not allocated to 
the accounts of patrons are not taxable to an 
exempt cooperative but are taxable in the 
case of other cooperatives. Third, nonoper- 
ating income such as interest, dividends, 
rents, and capital gains and also the income 
from certain business done with the United 
States Government or its agencies, is taxable 
to the ordinary cooperative even when al- 
located to the accounts of patrons, but are 
tax-free to the exempt cooperative whether 
or not allocated. 

“Section 314 of your committee's bill con- 
tinues the exemption provided by section 101 
(12) of the code but removes from its ap- 
plication earnings which are placed in re- 
serves or surplus and not allocated or cred- 
ited to the accounts of patrons. In addition 
to being tax-free with respect to patronage 
dividends paid or allocated to patrons, as is 
generally also true in the case of other co- 

tives, the cooperatives coming under 
section 101 (12) are also to remain exempt 
with respect to amounts paid as dividends 
on capital stock, and with respect to amounts 
allocated to patrons where the income in- 
volved was not derived from patronage, as 
for example in the case of interest or rental 
income, and income derived from business 
done with the Federal Government. More- 
over, they will not be taxed in any way with 
respect to reserves set aside for any necessary 
purpose, or reserves required by State law, if 
such reserves are allocated to patrons. 

“As a result of this action, all earnings or 
net margins of cooperatives will be taxable 
either to the cooperative, its patrons, or its 
stockholders with the exception of amounts 
which are paid or allocated to patrons on the 
basis of purchases of personal, rather than 
business, expense items. With this excep- 
tions, funds which are allocated to the ac- 
counts of patrons, or paid in cash of mer- 
chandise, are taxable to them. This is true 
in the case of either taxable or tax-exempt 
cooperatives. In the case of either a tax- 
exempt or a taxable cooperative, funds which 
are paid or allocated to patrons on the basis 
of personal expense items have no income- 
tax consequences to the patrons, since they 
represent a return with respect to expendi- 
tures by the patron of a personal nature, for 
which no income-tax deduction has been 
taken by him, Funds which are not paid or 
allocated to patrons but are retained as re- 
seryes by the cooperatives will be taxable to 
the cooperative. This also will be true of 
both types of cooperatives. Funds paid out 
as dividends on ordinary capital stock in the 
case of the exempt cooperative will be tax- 
able to the stockholder, while in the case of 
the taxable cooperative a tax is imposed at 
both the stockholder and the cooperative 
levels. 

“While the tax treatment provided by your 
committee for cooperatives does not impose 
the double taxes payable in the case of ordi- 
nary corporate income, your committee be- 
lieves that the securing of a single tax with 
respect to substantially all of the income of 
cooperatives should be sufficient in view of 
the unique characteristics of a cooperative. 

“Your committee disapproves of withhold- 
ing on dividends. However, should with- 
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your committee believes it should also be 
e tor patronage dividends paid by co- 
operatives. For that reason your committee 
has added a provision to the bill which sub- 
jects patronage dividends of cooperatives to 
a withholding tax if at any time one should 
be imposed upon corporate dividends. 

“It has been contended that, although 
patronage dividends are generally taxable to 
the patron, the patronage dividends paid in 
scrip or some other noncash form have not 
been included in the patron's income. It has 
been suggested that this is true because the 
patron who reports his cther income on a 
cash basis is not accustomed to considering 
noncash payments as income. Also, it has 
been suggested that the patron is reluctant 
to include noncash patronage dividends in 
his income in many cases because he does 
not have sufficient other cash income avail- 
able to pay the tax involved. To ascertain 
the degree to which both cash and noncash 
patronage dividends are included in returns 
at the present time, your committee's bill 
provides that the Commissioner of Internal 
Revenue is to require reporting by all coop- 
eratives of patronage dividends which are 
paid to or allocated to the accounts of 
patrons in amounts of $100 or more, and is 
to have the discretion to require reporting 
on smaller amounts. Also, the committee 
has instructed the staffs of the Treasury De- 
partment and Joint Committee on Internal 
Revenue Taxation to study and report by 
April 1, 1952, the possibility of withholding 
against reserves allocated, and on the vari- 
ous methods used in allocating reserves and 
the form and character of the certificates 
issued. j 

“It is estimated that the action 
by your committee with respect to exempt 
cooperatives will increase collections from 
this source in a full year of operation by 
$10,000,000.” 

This taxation question is a 
battle once fought and won by the farmers. 
Now here we are again. The technique of 
the enemy this time is to pile up more and 
more restrictive regulations until the co-ops 
can no longer function. Bad as some of the 
proposals currently being offered are—and 
if adopted they could effectively stop the 
cooperative movement dead in its tracks, as 
far as further jon is concerned—let 
us not for a minute be fooled into thinking 
that the co-op opponents would be content 
with that. 

They have other and even more deadly 
tricks up their sleeves. They make it very 
clear in all their outpourings that they are 
determined to get the very basis of the co- 
operative movement ruled out of existence, 

Their ultimate goal is nothing less than 
double taxation on everything that the 
farmer saves by dealing through his coop- 
erative. 

In the wedge-opening operations which 
now particularly concern us, they are trying 
to establish a principle from which this re- 
sult would logically flow. They are busily 
flooding the country with the false propa- 
ganda that there is no difference between the 
cooperative and business conducted for profit. 
And they are trying to maneuver the Con- 
gress into a position of seeming to agree 
with them. 

They know that insofar as the farmer adds 
to his business profits by dealing through a 
cooperative, he is subject to taxation. Yet 
they insist that the cooperative also should 
be taxed on the money it saves for the farmer, 
just as other business is taxed on the profit 
that it makes out of the farmer. That is 
the principle that they are trying to estab- 
lish, and once it is established you can be 
very sure that nothing short of all-out taxa- 
tion of the cooperatives—on all patronage 
refunds, all dividends, everything—will sat- 


isfy them, And if they ever get their way in 
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that, they will have cut the very heart out 
of the cooperatives—and the cooperative 
movement will be dead. 

This cooperative movement came into 
being years ago in an effort by farmers to 
correct for themselves a situation which was 
threatening the ruin of many of them. In 
the earlier and more primitive days, the 
average American farmer had brought his 
produce into the market and sold it as a 
retailer. With the proceeds, he had bought 
such supplies as he needed, though these 
were few and simple. Then both our society 
and our methods of farming began to get 
more complex. He began to need more 
expensive equipment, commercial fertilizer, 
and many more things. 

At the same time, it began to be impos- 
sible for him to sell direct to consumers; he 
had to deal through middlemen. In other 
words, though he now had to buy a great 
many expensive supplies at retail, he had to 
sell his own goods at wholesale. This was a 
situation—and a grave disadvantage—in 
which the farmer was virtually alone in 
American industry. 

But that was not all. The stories of how 
grasping middlemen took advantage of the 
helpless farmer are legion, and have become 
almost a part of our folklore. And they were 
not funny stories—not unless your sense of 
humor is pretty callous. 

When a farmer sold a cow to a middleman 
and eventually got a statement back show- 
ing that after deducting the sale price of 
the cow from the total of costs charged for 
handling the farmer owed money on the 
deal, it may have seemed funny to the mid- 
dleman, but not to the farmer. And that 
was a classic example of the sort of thing 
that often happened. 

Less bizarre, but just about as painful 
to the farmer, was the practice of middle- 
men to gang up on him for their mutual 
profit. All the egg and poultry dealers of a 
given area, for example, would agree to keep 
the prices to the farmers down. Or a com- 
bine of all the grain elevators in a commu- 
nity would depress the price to be paid 
farmers for wheat by as much as 50 cents 
a bushel. Such things were commonpiace— 
and are by no means unknown today where 
cooperatives have not been established. 

These vicious practices were the added 
spur that the farmers needed to try to 
correct a situation which, even without 
them, was unfair, onerous, and a threat to 
the continued existence of family farming. 
A big corporation farm could exist in these 
modern conditions. Perhaps a collective 
farm, on the Russian model, could. But a 


family farm—the American way—was under- 


a handicap which had to be overcome, or 
else it was doomed as a sound business 
institution. 

, So, in a small way at first, cooperatives be- 
gan to be formed. Local groups of farmers 
banded together to sell their own produce, 
hiring an agent or manager to act for them. 
It developed, too, that a co-op could also 
buy their supplies more advantageously— 
particularly fertilizer and feed. 

Here, mind you, was not something that 
the Government was doing for farmers, but 
something that the farmers were doing for 
themselves. As the soundness of the move- 
ment, as a stabilizing influence in agricul- 
ture, became apparent, however, Govern- 
ment encouragement helped it along. 

Both Democrats and Republicans in Con- 
gress saw the wisdom of such encourage- 
ment, and voted accordingly, and under Pres- 
ident Wilson, again under Presidents Cool- 
idge and Hoover, and still again under Presi- 
dent Roosevelt, specific action was taken. 
Moreover, both parties, time and again, have 
declared themselves in favor of such actions, 
in their party platforms. This was one 
movement, it seemed, which was so obvi- 
ously sound and good that support of if 
could truly be bipartisan, 
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The main governmental encouragement 
given the cooperatives consisted of certain 
tax exemptions. Thus in the Internal Reve- 
nue Act of 1916, farm cooperatives, if they 
met the rigid requirements laid down by 
the Congress, were exempted from Federal 
income taxes. Later Congresses have re- 
affirmed this exemption, in subsequent leg- 
islation. As a practical matter, the ex- 
emption merely allows the cooperatives 
qualifying for it to pay dividends on their 
stock without being taxed on the amount 
thus paid, and to retain a reasonable amount 
of reserves for essential purposes, untaxed. 

There has been a very good reason for this 
exemption. Co-ops cannot operate without 
capital, but they cannot look to the usual 
money markets for it. They are not the 
kind of institutions that appeals to most 
investors. Raising capital and maintaining 
adequate reserves were, from the first, their 
greatest problems. This exemption was 
meant to ease those problems somewhat, 
and it has done so. 

Even so, the money to keep the co-ops 
going and to expand their operations had to 
come—and still has to come—from the 
farmers themselves. And farmers seldom 
have much money to spare, even for such 
worth-while purposes. So the progress of 
the co-ops, for some years, was slow. They 
saved the farmers money insofar as their 
operations went, but after turning that 
money back to the farmers there was noth- 
ing with which to expand, little for reserves. 
In some bad years, the financial pressure was 
too great, and many had to quit, 

Then a new idea began to be developed. 
Since the money to strengthen the co-ops 
had to come from the farmers, and since it 
was an almost hopeless job to try to collect 
enough cash contributions from farmers, in- 
dividually, why not pay part of the refunds 
due them in stock, certificates of ownership, 
or other notes? Then this capital would be 
available to build up and strengthen the 
co-ops. Farmer-members readily agreed, and 
this soon became the custom. 

Co-ops began to grow stronger. State and 
regional co-ops came into existence, widen- 
ing the activities of the locals and providing 
new services and new leadership for the 
farmer-members. 

Even in the complex, modern marketing 
system, the farmer now could sell his prod- 
ucts, and buy his supplies, through his own 
alert organization. Those farmers who con- 
tinued to do all or part of their business 
with other firms benefited, too. Other busi- 
nesses had to pay them reasonable prices for 
their products, and charge them reasonable 
prices for their supplies, or lose their business, 

Something new and healthy had been 
added to our capitalistic system—added by 
those most ruggedly determined of capital- 
ists, the farmers. 

During World War II these cooperatives, 
big and small, were of inestimable value to 
the Government in its food-procurement 
programs. Through them the Government 
could deal with farmers as it never could 
have dealt with the millions of them indi- 
vidually, 

And in addition to giving the farmers the 
benefits of organized marketing, the co-ops 
have given them leadership all along the line. 
Some of the keenest and most effective of 
farm leaders came up through the coopera- 

. tive organizations. 
So today we have a cooperative movement 
_ which is serving the farmers—and the coun- 
try—well. It is still small, in terms of the 
total business done. Farmers still do a great 


deal more business outside the cooperatives 
than through them. Yet the co-ops have 


been growing both in size and in effective- 
ness in the last decade or two. They are 
strong enough now to be a real factor in 
‘the farm marketing situation, to provide a 

yardstick to protect them from national and 
local monopolies, 
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And that seems to be the real reason why 
they are now under attack. They are cut- 
ting into the profits of some powerful busi- 
ness concerns—or, at least, into the possi- 
bilities of greater profits for those concerns. 

Some cooperatives, for instance, now own 
their own oil wells; others buy petroleum 
products at the source and distribute them 
to their patrons at a great saving. And a 
modern farm uses a lot of gasoline and oil. 
Naturally this does not sit too well with oil 
companies that would like to get a maximum 
profiton all that buusiness. Yet it is ex- 
actly the sort of thing that the cooperatives 
were set up todo. It puts the family farmer 
on a par with big business, in this one re- 
spect, at least. 

Now let us go back to that question of 
tax exemption. That is what the enemies of 
the co-ops do so much talking about. It 
is in the guise of tax bills that they are 
making the current proposals to stop the co- 
operative movement. It is a thin and un- 
convincing disguise. 

In the first place, only a little more than 
half of the cooperatives qualify for the ex- 
emptions provided by the law. The others 
already pay all the taxes that the law 
requires. 

In the second place, the exemptions them- 
selves are of little consequence, as far as 
revenue to the Government is concerned. 
If the proposals tentatively accepted by the 
Finance Committee and later dropped had 
become law, it would not have added $30,- 
000,000 to Government revenue, and prob- 
ably not $28,000,000. Those were the esti- 
mates of impartial experts. 

Even if all exemptions were canceled, it 
would still add only a drop in the bucket. 
If a Government which finds it wise to spend 
billions in behalf of agriculture, what non- 
sense it is to talk about raising a few mil- 
lions by a move which would paralyze the 
greatest effort farmers have ever made to 
solve their own marketing problems. 

Obviously it is not these exemptions that 
are truly under fire. The propaganda of the 
cooperatives’ enemies would lead one to be- 
lieve that the exemptions are much, much 
greater than they are. That is because what 
those snipers are shooting at is the cooper- 
atives’ right to go on doing business at all as 
cooperatives. 


If all exemptions were repealed—and that 


would certainly be a most unwise act—the 


cooperatives would still be entitled, under 
the basic tax laws, to continue to refund to 
their patrons such amounts as their way of 
doing business saves—without paying taxes 
on those amounts. 

This is not a matter of exemptions, It 
is a fundamental right. The cooperative 
exists as the agency of the farmers who be- 
long to it, and who own it. It makes no 
profit on the business it does for them; it 
merely saves them what somebody else’s 
profit would be. And the courts have held 
time and again that such savings are not 
taxable as profits. As individuals, the farm- 
er-members have to pay taxes, and the more 
money they make through dealing coopera- 
tively, the more taxes they have to pay. 
Even if they get part or all of their patron- 
age refunds in stock, certificates of owner- 
ship, or other scrip, it is still income to 
them, and taxable. But they do not have 
to pay taxes on it once as a cooperative 
and then again as individuals. 

That is the crux of the whole matter. If 
they had to pay the present high profits tax 
on these savings as a cooperative, there 
would obviously be no further hope for the 
continuation and growth of the cooperative 
movement. It would be done for. It would 
wither up and die. 

Killing all exemptions, I repeat, would 


Still be only one step toward this lamentable 


end. What would be required would be new 
laws to curb the cooperatives, not merely 
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withdrawal of the old laws to encourage 
them. 

But that is exactly what some of the cur- 
rent proposals would be, if adopted. They 
aim not merely at those cooperatives which 
enjoy the comparatively minor exemptions 
previously provided, but at those which do 
not. 

They attempt to tell all cooperatives how 
they must operate. They set up regulations 
for all cooperatives, exempt and nonexempt, 
which would make it much more difficult for 
them to operate at all. And they do this 
with the plain implication that unless the 
cooperatives comply, they will be taxed— 
taxed on the moneys that they save their 
farmer-patrons—taxed on these savings as 
profits. 

That is the precedent—their evolutionary 
precedent—that the enemies of the cooper- 
ative movement want to see established. 
Then they can cry out for the taxing, not 
only of some of these savings, but of all of 
them. 

The cooperative movement is one of the 
greatest things that ever happened to agri- 
culture in this country. A true sign that it 
has succeeded is that its enemies are strong 
and cunning. They now seek a toehold in 
their campaign to destroy it. The time to 
stop them is now. 

One of the chief purposes of the opponents 
of farm cooperatives is to stop the payment 
of their savings to patrons in proportion to 
patronage. 

I submit that those who seek to stop coop- 
eratives from doing that—a primary pur- 
pose of the cooperatives—are not estopped 
from doing the very same thing themselves, 

Note, if you please, the testimony before 
the Senate Finance Committee of Vance 
Kirby, legislative counsel, Treasury Depart- 
ment. It begins on page 1281, part 2, of the 
hearings on the Revenue Act of 1951. 

Senator Tarr had asked: 

“Why is a nonexempt cooperative different 
from any other corporation?” 

Mr. Kirby, replying on page 1282, said: 

“Since they are corporations, they are not 
essentially different. Insofar as this deduc- 
tion for refund payments is concerned, any 

tion or any department store can, if 
it makes arrangements with its patrons prior 
to the purchase similar to those made by a 
cooperative, make rebates to purchasers and 
get the same type of deduction that is ac- 
corded the nonexempt cooperative.” 

Mr. Kirby then went on to explain that 
such deductions—actually exclusions from 
income—could be made under the above con- 
ditions whether the refund or rebate was 
paid in cash or in stock. 

Such payments made pursuant to a con- 
tract which existed prior to the transaction 
are excludable from income—whether the 
payment is by a cooperative, a corporation, 
or anyone else. 

To change that right to do that, to stop 
the principle of doing business at cost by 


anyone, appears to be the real objective of 


the opponents of cooperatives. 


Let there be no mistake about that. The 


opponents of cooperatives desire to destroy 
this right not only for the cooperatives but 
for themselves—thus closing the avenue of 
competition with cooperative enterprise, 
which is now open to them but rarely 
invoked. 

So it is not difficult to see that a prime 
motivating force in this opposition to co-ops 
is not tax equality at all; it is rather to elim- 
inate the co-ops as competitors and to close 
the door to competition with cooperatives 
which now exists. 

Minnesota is the leading cooperative State 
in terms both of the volume of business done 
and in the number of farm cooperatives in 
existence. This is no accident. A great 
many Minnesota citizens have the tradition 
of cooperation in their blood; the wonderful 
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achievements in the field of self-help in the 
Scandinavian countries is well known. 

There the widespread use of cooperative 
principles is regarded as the “middle way,” 
which rejects the excesses of the extremes of 
governmental enterprise on the one hand 
and rugged individualism on the other. 

There is room for and acceptance of this 
middle way here—especially among farmers. 
They have found that it pays to cooperate, 
That, rather than any social crusade, has 
been the reason why they have joined and 
loyally supported their cooperatives. It 
would be the greatest mistake, in my opin- 
ion, to block their vigorous efforts to help 
themselves. 


Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I have been greatly interested in 
the statement made by the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. MILLIKIN] in connection 
with the attempt to approach equitably 
the question of taxation of cooperatives. 

The problem in my State is a very 
substantial one. The cooperatives have 
been very successful and have rendered 
every fine service. However, I find that 
a great many members of cooperatives 
feel sincerely that the cooperatives 
should pay a more substantial share of 
taxes than they now are paying. On 
the other hand, there are those who feel 
that the cooperatives should pay no taxes 
whatsoever. 

Many of those who are members of 
cooperatives in my State feel that what 
is wrong is the method of approach, 
rather than the theory of taxation. 

The so-called Williams amendment, 
which I have repeatedly attempted to 
read, is extremely complicated. As I 
read it and as the Senator from Colo- 
rado said a moment ago, it will have a 
very harsh effect on some cooperatives, 
including some of the cooperatives which 
I have always been in favor of support- 
ing—namely, the farmer-owned and 
farmer-operated cooperatives, which 
function for the benefit of the farmer. 

Unfortunately, the cooperatives in the 
United States which have cast a curse 
on the cooperative movement in the eyes 
of many persons are the tremendously 
large organizations which have taken ad- 
vantage of the tax leniency with respect 
to cooperatives to build themselves into - 
vast organizations, which are entirely, 
out of the field of genuine cooperatives, 
to the point where they have become al- 
most monopolistic in the corporate field. 
To all intents and purposes, they are 
vast corporations which have been able 
to build themselves up as a result of 
being free from taxation. I think those 
are the evils which most of us would like 
to reach. 

Most of us do not wish to affect the 
integrity or operation or the strength of 
the genuine farmer-owned and farmer- 
operated cooperatives, 

I cannot calculate exactly what the 
Williams amendment will do. I think 
the committee amendment as it has 
come to the Senate does nothing toward 
approaching or solving the reasonable 
and equitable problem of taxing coopera) 
tives. 

I have not discussed this point with 
the Senator from Colorado, but he ex- 
pressed my particular attitude, I think 
the committee amendment is not ade- 
quate; in fact, it does nothing to ap- 
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proach the problem of reasonable and 
sound taxation of surpluses and accumu- 
lations of cooperatives. Therefore I am 
very disappointed in the committee 
amendment. 

However, by the same token I shall 
have to admit that I am fearful of the 
Williams amendment because I cannot 
satisfy myself as to exactly what its 
effect will be. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Iowa yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc- 
CLELLAN in the chair). Does the Sena- 
tor from Iowa yield to the Senator from 
Delaware? 

Mr, HICKENLOOPER. Yes; I yield 
for a question. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I may say to the 
Senator from Iowa that my amendment, 
which is pending—and I placed in the 
Recorp an analysis of the amendment, 
as prepared by the staff which drew up 
the amendment—is a modification of the 
Treasury proposal which has been avail- 
able to the Senator from Iowa for the 
past 6 weeks. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I assume that 
all the records and documents of the 
Treasury of the United States which are 
published are available to any Member 


of the Senate. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Iowa yield further? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER, Yes; I yield. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I may say that I 
was speaking particularly of the Treas- 
ury’s recommendations regarding co- 
operatives. As the Senator from Colo- 
rado has pointed out, the pending 
amendment is a modification of and is 
far more lenient to the cooperatives than 
the amendment the Senate Finance 
Committee adopted by a vote of 9 to 4.' 
When the committee took that vote, I 
was one of the members who voted 
against the amendment because the 
committee amendment contained re- 
strictions which would work an undue 
hardship on the cooperatives. 

My amendment is a modification of 
the restrictions which I felt would con- 
stitute an undue hardship. 

In other words, we provide that the 
milk-producer cooperatives can have 5- 
year revolving funds. All cooperatives 
can have 1 year, instead of 75 days, in 
which to allocate their cash or mer- 
chandise and return it to the farmers. 
We provide that they do not have to pay 
3 percent on the certificates, because 
that would be almost a bookkeeping im- 
possibility. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I have great respect for the zeal 
and integrity with which the Senator 
from Delaware approaches his legislative 
duties, and I think he has worked very, 
diligently on this problem. I was about 
to say that while I am not sure exactly 
as to what the result of the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Delaware 
will be in the present situation, I feel 
confident, after repeatedly reading his 
amendment and attempting to visualize 
it as a part of the bill, that it will neither 
destroy nor greatly impair the coopera- 
tive movement. I think it is perfectly 
justiflable as an attempt to approach 
equitable taxation in connection with 
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the bill, and because I feel that the com- 
mittee amendment does absolutely noth- 
ing toward an equitable tax approach to 
this situation, and is in many ways 
merely a subterfuge, not intentionally, 
of course, but is in fact a subterfuge 
which puts a greater burden on the 
farmer than he now has. I believe that 
the Williams amendment, even though 
in some particulars it may not be wholly 
satisfactory, should be adopted by the 
Senate and taken to conference. There 
a reasonable approach somewhere be- 
tween the innocuous and ineffective 
amendment approved by the committee, 
and the rather specific and detailed and 
substantial provisions of the Williams 
amendment, might be worked into a 
completely equitable and sound solu- 
tion of the problem. 

I think one of the objections which 
can be raised against great cooperative 
groups, which have in fact become cor- 
porations under another name, and have 
long since ceased to be cooperatives, is 
that the farmer who invests his money in 
them and is entitled to dividends or to 
savings loses control over those savings. 
They are not returned to the individual, 
because, upon the whim of the board 
of directors of the organization, they 
may say, “We will not send you your 
money. We will not give you access to 
the money, but we will give you a cer- 
tificate’—a certificate which is never 
necessarily collectible, which never has a 
due date—‘‘we will give you a certifi- 
cate, and we will retain your funds and 
your money without your consent.” 

Yes, Mr. President, I know that, under 
the law, theoretically a majority of the 
members of the cooperative can get to- 
gether and vote a different situation, if it 
were possible to get several hundred or 
several thousand scattered farmers to 
vote. But they are in effect, at long last, 
at the mercy of the group who run the 
corporation to suit themselves. I think 
there should be some restriction upon 
the power of the small group who in 
effect operate these tremendous corpor- 
ate enterprises. 

When they grow to tremendous size 
and get away above and beyond the 
point of being real, genuine, serviceable 
cooperatives, I think there should be 
some restriction upon them, with re- 
spect to the discretion which they use, 
and use completely, and with regard to 
the money which the farmer contributes, 
and the money to which the farmer who 
8 il: member of the cooperative is enti- 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Iowa yield? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I may say to the 
Senator from Iowa that I agree fully 
with everything he is saying about the 
objective, and in view of the fact that he 
agrees with me that something should be 
done, and in view of the further fact 
that he does not think that perhaps my 
amendment is the proper proposal, does 
the Senator have a proposal to offer? I 
should be glad to join with him, because 
we are in mutual agreement as to what 
we want to accomplish. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Apparently 
the Senator from Delaware misunder- 
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stood what I said a moment ago. I said 
I was going to support his amrendment. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I beg the Senator’s 
pardon. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I am sorry if 
my English is a little bit inadequate. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I beg the Serator’s 
pardon, because I knew he was making 
a good speech for the amendment, but 
I had misunderstood his position. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Oh, I see. 
The Senator from Delaware thought I 
had not gotten around to saying exactly 
what I was going to do. I may say to 
the Senator from Delaware that while 
there are certain provisions in his 
amendment which frankly I do not un- 
derstand, I think I understand most of 
them. I have attempted to. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield, but 
let me finish my statement, because again 
I want to say to the Senator from Dela- 
ware that I am going to support his 
amendment. I hope it will be taken to 
conference, and I hope a proper com- 
promise between the committee amend- 
ment, which does nothing, and his 
amendment, which I think does some- 
thing, will be worked out, which will be 
satisfactory and to the best interests of 
the cooperative movement. I now yield 
to the Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. KERR. Is it possible that the 
Senator from Delaware was so surprised 
to contemplate someone supporting his 
amendment that he could not believe it, 
even though he heard it? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I do not know 
whether the Senator from Delaware 
should be surprised or not, because in 
my opinion, his amendment merits sup- 
port, and I think he would be surprised 
if a great many people did not support 
his amendment. 

Mr. President, I feel that this amend- 
ment should be supported on the basis 
that it represents a definite approach, 
one pole of the approach, of which the 
committee amendment is perhaps the 
other pole. I hope it can be taken to 
conference and worked out satisfactorily. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I 
shall be very brief. I merely desire to 
summarize what has been said, and to 
join with the Serator from Iowa. If 
there is anything in this amendment 
which would do other than that which 
during the debate this afternoon has 
been described as being proposed in the 
amendment, the conferees can eliminate 
it. In this amendment, as written, I 
have ro intention of imposing any re- 
striction on any group of farmers who 
may join together, so far as dividing the 
proceeds of their operations is con- 
cerned. T have no objection to the pro- 
ducer cooperatives being exempted when 
making allocations on the 5-year certifi- 
cate. I have no objection to other co- 
operatives retaining one-half of their 
earnings on 2-year certificates; and all 
the cooperatives with capitalization un- 
der $100,000 are completely exempt. 

It has been suggested that perhaps 
this amendment should be postponed for 
another day and further study made of 
it. That is merely one way of side- 


SEPTEMBER 24 


stepping the issue. A long series of 
hearings has been held during the past 
several years, the committee staffs have 
made studies, and I think the time has 
come when the Members of Congress 
should stand up and be counted. 

Every Member of this Senate is famil- 
jar with this subject. It was debated 
last year when the tax bill was before 
the Senate. You were each put on no- 
tice that the measure would be pressed 
this year. A copy of the amendmens 
along with a copy of the analysis pre- 
pared by the legislative council was sent 
months ago to each Senator’s office. 
Your constituents have been writing you 
regarding this proposal for the past sev- 
eral weeks. All we have to do now is 
vote. 


Either we are going to tax this group 
or we are not going to tax them. Let 
us settle this issue once for all, and then 
everyone will know exactly where we 
stand. It is not fair to either the farm- 
ers, the businessmen, or the cooperatives 
to leave this question unsettled. 

In support of the amendment, I know 
of no stronger argument which can be 
used than to quote the statement made 
recently by Mr. A. G. Black at a time 
when he was Governor of the Farm 
Credit Administration. He was speaking 
before the American Institute of Co- 
operatives, and no one in this country 
would accuse Mr. Black of being anti- 
cooperative or against the farmer. I 
quote Mr. Black: 

Farmers’ cooperatives as such have been 
given by the people, through Congress, some 
very important advantages, advantages not 
accorded to privately or corporately owned 
business. If no changes are made in the 
laws relating to those advantages, they are 
going to bulk larger and larger. For ex- 
ample, tax exemption under certain condi- 
tions, if there is no change, would result in 
a tremendous advantage to the cooperative 
form of organization. As taxes on private 
and corporate business increase, that advan- 
tage to cooperatives becomes greater, and 
under conditions of low taxes, of course, it 
is of some advantage; but when taxes are 
absorbing a large part of the earnings of 
private businesses, the cooperative form of 
business really provides an enormous ad- 
vantage. 


Mr. President, again I say that I am 
glad the Senate is going to settle this 
question once and for all, so that cooper- 
atives will know how to make their plans, 
and in turn American businessmen will 
know the kind of treatment we are going 
to give them; and the farmers, in turn, 
the members of the cooperatives, will 
know beyond any question whether they 
have to include in their annual income 
tax returns all allocations, irrespective 
of whether they are for 10 years, 50 years, 
100 years, or in any indefinite future. 

If my amendment shall be defeated, 
and if the Kerr amendment shall be 
agreed to, it will spell out specifically 
that the cooperatives are supposed to 
furnish the names and addresses of all 
farmers, in order that the Treasury De- 
partment may make them pay taxes on 
every type of allocation, irrespective of 
how indefinite they might be. The 
amendment on which the Senate is about 
to vote is much more lenient than the 
amendment which was adopted origi- 
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nally by the Senate Finance Committee 
by a vote of 9 to 4. 

Mr. MURRAY subsequent said: Mr. 
President, I had intended to make some 
remarks on the subject of taxation of 
cooperatives. I ask unanimous consent 
to have inserted in the body of the 
Recorp, just before the vote was taken, 
the remarks I have prepared. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RecorpD, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR MURRAY 


It is significant that when thorough study 
has been made of the proposal to tax co- 
operatives, the decision has invariably been 
against the position of the National Tax 
Equality Association carrying on this attack 
on cooperatives and for the cooperatives. 
The first reasonably careful study was con- 
ducted by the House of Representatives Com- 
mittee on Small Business, Seventy-ninth 
Congress, which conducted an examina- 
tion of charges that cooperatives enjoy tax 
exemption and other privileges not enjoyed 
by other forms of business enterprise and 
constitute, therefore, an alleged threat to 
private enterprise in the United States. 

The committee’s report is House Report 
1888, Seventy-ninth Congress, second ses- 
sion, and it is a very thorough refutation of 
the allegations of the National Tax Equality 
Association. The background and the at- 
mosphere in which that study was conducted 
was described during hearings before the 
same committee in 1949, when the chair- 
man, Mr. WRIGHT PATMAN, addressed some 
remarks to Mr. Vernon Scott about it. He 
said to Mr. Scott: 

“You gentlemen sold us a bill of goods 
on that deal, and I had a feeling that there 
was something wrong with this tax business. 
I personally felt we were going to make this 
investigation, make recommendations of tax 
changes. Every member of our commit- 
tee thought the same thing. We appointed 
a committee of three to make an investiga- 
tion, and everyone of the three thought you 
had something, and we went into that in- 
vestigation really biased in your favor and 
prejudiced against the cooperatives. 

“But after going into it fully, the staff 
unanimously agreed that you did not have 
any case, and nine members of the com- 
mittee unanimously agreed that you did not 
have any case.” 

The conclusions or the Small Business 
Committee, after a real study of the prob- 
lem, contain much which should be con- 
sidered before any action is taken to change 
cooperative tax status. In summarizing the 
testimony introduced at the hearings and 
supplemented by exhibits representing ar- 
ticles and complaints filed subsequent to 
the hearings and supplemented by an in- 
dependent investigation made by the House 
Small Business Committee, the following 
conclusions have been reached: 

“(1) Agricultural cooperatives were orig- 
inally formed as a possible means of provid- 
ing assistance to the independent small 
farmer who was at a marked disadvantage 
in his bargaining position, being forced to 
accept low prices for his products and to 
pay high prices for all of the articles which 
he required for his production. The com- 
mittee is of the opinion that the conditions 
which gave rise to the cooperative movement 
have not entirely disappeared, and, further, 
that the growing trend of economic concen- 
tration into large-scale organizations and 
growing concentration of control of industry 
grou s is reaching into the agricultural field 
to a marked extent. As the trend grows the 
difficult position of the individual farmer 
will be increased and the abnormal condi- 
tions that led to the original cooperative 
movement may become intensified.” 
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These findings came after a far more care- 
ful study of the question of cooperative taxa- 
tion than the Senate Finance Committee 
could possibly have given in the present rush 
to get the present session of the Congress 
adjourned. 

There has been one other study of consid- 
erable extent—a study conducted in 1947 by 
the House Ways and Means Committee. 
Hearings were held on 17 days between No- 
vember 4 and November 26, 1947. The testi- 
mony runs for nearly 1,300 pages in the 
printed record. No tax of cooperatives was 
proposed by that committee after that ex- 
tensive hearing. The House Ways and Means 
Committee subsequently, in 1950 and 1951, 
devoted two full days to the matter. In 
each instance, the committee, after such 
full hearings, voted down any change in the 
tax status of the co-ops. 

In many towns in Montana, business is 
prosperous because cooperatives have made 
new types of agriculture possible, and 
brought in large income. I know com- 
munities where hundreds of thousands of 
dollars of income, millions of dollars, have 
resulted from the establishment of a coopera- 
tive creamery, providing a market for farm 
production previously impractical. Pur- 
chasing cooperatives have, in many instances, 
brought about the savings which make these 
agricultural operations possible. 

But the businessmen in the smaller towns 
are not being told of the value of these in- 
stitutions to their community. Merchants 
being crowded off Main Street by chain stores 
and chain gasoline stations and chain hard- 
wares are being told that it is the coopera- 
tives which they should despise. It is the 
old scapegoating technique all over again. 

Off in the background are the big private 
grain merchants, the big hardware outfits, 
and most prominently of all, the power com- 
panies. The ultimate goals of this NTEA 
will not be realized until our REA coopera- 
tives have all been destroyed for the bene- 
fit of big business and the private power in- 
dustry. 

Instead of considering taxation of coopera- 
tives, we should be investigating this lobby 
and studying means of wiping it out. Money 
offers to Members of the Congress, misrep- 
resentation, lies, vilification of the Congress 
itself, all these methods are in the bag of 
tricks which the NTEA lobbyists use. 

The Congress will not just injure agri- 
culture; it will not just strike a blow against 
cooperatives; it will not just give the NTEA 
a victory to feed upon by the passage of this 
section. 

The Congress will lower itself in the esti- 
mation of the American people if it yields 
one sentence or one phrase to such a despic- 
able operation as that conducted by NTEA. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Dela- 
ware [Mr. WILLIAMS] to the amendment 
of the committee. 

The amendment of Mr. WILLIAMS is as 
follows: 

On page 145 of the bill, beginning with 
line 7, strike out through line 13 on page 
148, and insert the following: 


“Sec. 314. Income-tax treatment of coopera- 
tives and patronage distribu- 
tions. 

“(a) Tax-exempt cooperatives: Section 
101 (12) (relating to exemptions from tax on 
corporations) is hereby amended to read as 
follows: 

(12) Farmers’, fruit growers’, or like 
associations organized and operated on a 
cooperative basis (a) for the purpose of 


marketing the products of members or other 


producers, and turning back to them the 
proceeds of sales, less the necessary market- 
ing expenses, on the basis of either the 


11985 


quantity or the value of the products fur- 
nished by them, or (b) for the purpose of 
purchasing supplies and equipment for the 
use of members or other persons, and turn- 
ing over such supplies and equipment to 
them at actual cost, plus necessary ex- 
penses, but only if, in the case of any such 
association— 

„A) the sum of the value of the prod- 
ucts marketed during the taxable year for 
members who are individuals plus the value 
of the supplies and equipment sold during 
the taxable year to members who are indi- 


* viduals is at least 95 percent of the sum of 


the value of the products marketed during 
the taxable year for all its members plus 
the value of the supplies and equipment sold 
during the taxable year to all its members; 
and 

„B) the average of its daily assets (ex- 
cluding inventory) for the taxable year does 
not exceed $100,000. The daily assets for 
any day shall be determined as of the begin- 
ning of the day, and the amount attributable 
to each asset shall be determined by ascer- 
taining the adjusted basis thereof (or, in the 
case of money, the amount thereof), and the 
adjusted basis shall be the adjusted basis 
for determining gain upon sale or exchange, 
Exemption shall not be denied any associa- 
tion because it has capital stock, if the divi- 
dend rate of such stock is fixed at not to ex- 
ceed the legal rate of interest in the State 
of incorporation or 8 percent per annum, 
whichever is greater, on the value of the con- 
sideration for which the stock was issued, and 
if substantially all such stock (other than 
nonvoting preferred stock, the owners of 
which are not entitled or permitted to par- 
ticipate, directly or indirectly, in the profits 
of the association, upon dissolution or other- 
wise, beyond the fixed dividends) is owned 
by producers who market their products or 
purchase their supplies and equipment 
through the association; nor shall exemp- 
tion be denied any such association because 
there is accumulated and maintained by it 
a reserve required by State law or a reason- 
able reserve for any n- purpose. Such 
an association may market the products of 
nonmembers in an amount the value of 
which does not exceed the value of the prod- 
ucts marketed for members, and may pur- 
chase supplies and equipment for nonmem- 
bers in an amount the value of which dogs 
not exceed the value of the supplies and 
equipment purchased for members, provided 
the value of the purchases made for persons 
who are neither members nor producers does 
not exceed 15 percent of the value of all its 
purchases. For the purpose of the preced- 
ing sentence, business done for the United 
States or any of its agencies shall be 
diregard;’, 

“(b) Patronage distributions: Chapter 1 is 
hereby amended by inserting after section 
424 the following new supplement: 


“‘SUPPLEMENT V—PATRONAGE DISTRIBUTIONS 
“ ‘Sec. 426. Definition of patronage distribu- 
tions. 


For the purposes of this supplement the 
term “patronage distribution” means an allo- 
cation or distribution paid or payable by a 
corporation (other than a corporation ex- 
empt from taxation under section 101, a mu- 
tual insurance company, a mutual savings 
bank, a savings and loan association, a build- 
ing and loan association, or any other mutual 
or cooperative financial association or organ- 
ization), whether or not in money and 
whether described as a refund, rebate, price 
adjustment, or payment of a balance due 
under a marketing agreement, to patrons of 
the corporation on some basis related to 
their sales to or purchases from the corpora- 
tion during the taxable year, but only if the 
allocation or distribution is made pursuant 
to an agreement or representation by the cor- 
poration that patronage with the corporation 
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will or may entitle the patron to such allo- 
cation or distribution or to an equity inter- 
est in any of the corporation’s assets, and if 
(1) the allocation or distribution is condi- 
tional (A) upon profits or margins being 
earned by the corporation from all its oper- 
ations or a class of its operations during its 
taxable year, or (B) upon income attributable 
to resale of the patron’s products along with 
products of a class or classes of products of 
some other patrons less any deductions de- 
termination of which is within the discre- 
tion of the corporation, or (2) the amount of 
the allocation or distribution can be deter- 
mined ohly with reference to the amount of 
the profits, margins, or income earned, or (3) 
the amount of the allocation or distribution 
can be determined only after declaration or 
payment of dividends on any class of stock 
of the corporation or only after the fixing 
of sums to be transferred to capital, reserve, 
or surplus. 


“Sec. 427, Deduction by corporation of pa- 
tronage distributions. 

„(a) In general: In the case of any cor- 
poration making a patronage distribution— 

(1) there shall be allowable to the cor- 
poration as a deduction from gross income, 
to the extent provided in subsection (b), the 
amount of such distribution made by it dur- 
ing the taxable year; and 

2) in no case shall the patronage dis- 
tribution be treated or considered by the 
corporation (A) as cost of goods sold, (B) 
as a reduction, return, or rebate of the 
amount received for goods sold or services 
rendered by it, or (C) in any other manner 
as an item to be taken into account in com- 
puting its gross income. 

“*(b) Deduction of patronage distribu- 
tions: A patronage distribution made after 
December 31, 1951, by a corporation shall be 
allowable to the corporation as a deduction 
from gross income if and only if 

(1) the patronage distribution is made 
during the taxable year in cash or merchan- 
dise and there are no conditions either pre- 
cedent or subsequent as to the application 
or use of such distribution by the recipient; 
or 

“*(2) the patronage distribution made 
during the taxable year is evidenced by a 
promisory note, irrevocably due and payable 
not later than 2 years after the close of the 
taxable year, and there are no conditions 
either precedent or subsequent as to the ap- 
plication or use of such distribution; but the 
amount of the deduction allowable for any 
taxable year for such patronage distribution 
so made shall not exceed an amount equal 
to 50 percent of the net income for the 
taxable year computed without regard to 
the deductions allowed by this subsection. 
No deduction shall be allowable under this 
subsection with respect to the redemption of 
script, certificates, notes, or any other writ- 
ten evidence or notice of a patronage dis- 
tribution. If any portion of the amount of 
a patronage distribution described in this 
subsection is attributable to the patronage of 
patrons not receiving the distribution, the 
amount of the deduction provided by this 
subsection shall be computed by excluding 
such portion. 

e) Rules for application of subsection 
(b): For the purposes of subsection (b), 
patronage distributions made after the close 
of the taxable year and on or before the last 
day of the twelfth month following such 
close shall be considered as made on the last 
day of such taxable year to the extent the 
patronage distribution is attributable to 
patronage occurring before the close of such 
year. 


“ ‘Sec. 428. Treatment by patron of patronage 
i distributions, 

“Patronage distributions received in cash 
or merchandise, or in the form of a note 
described in section 427 (b) (2), shall be 
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taken into account in computing net in- 
come for the taxable year in which the 
cash, merchandise, or note is received. A pa- 
tronage distribution received in any other 
form shall not be taken into account in 
computing net income for the taxable year 
when the distribution is received, but any 
amount received upon a redemption or pay- 
ment of the scrip, certificate, note, or other 
evidence of such distribution shall be in- 
eluded in gross income for the taxable year 
in which such redemption or payment oc- 
curs, and such amount shall be disregarded 
in computing for any taxable year cost of 
goods, supplies, services, or equipment pur- 
chased. With respect to such an amount 
received upon the redemption or payment of 
scrip, certificate, note, or other evidence of 
a distribution (other than a distribution 
described in sec. 427 (b) (2)), there shall 
be allowed against both the normal tax and 
the surtax a credit equal to the tax which 
would have been due and payable by the 
corporation making the distribution in re- 
demption, computed as if such amount were 
taxable to the corporation in the taxable 
year in which the redemption is made. In 
no case shall the credit computed under the 
preceding sentence exceed the excess of (1) 
the tax computed without allowance of 
such credit, over (2) the tax computed with- 
out allowance of such credit and without 
inclusion in gross income of the amount re- 
ceived in redemption. No refund shall be 
allowable with respect to any overpayment 
of tax arising solely by application of the 
credit allowable under the two preceding 
sentences. This section shall not apply with 
respect to any patronage distribution re- 
ceived by an individual unless such distri- 
bution is attributable to patronage of the 
taxpayer in connection with his trade or 
business or with a transaction entered into 
for profit. 


“Sec. 429. Effective date. 


“ ‘The provisions of this supplement shall 
be applicable only with respect to patronage 
distributions made after December 31, 1951, 
except that the provisions of section 427 
shall not be applicable to a patronage dis- 
tribution made after such date if the net in- 
come of the corporation for any taxable year 
ending prior to January 1, 1952, is deter- 
mined (without regard to the net operating 
loss deduction provided in section 23 (s)) by 
taking into account such patronage distri- 
bution.’ 

(e) Technical amendments.— 

(1) Section 22 (relating to gross income) 
is hereby amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new subsection: 

“‘(p) Patronage dividends or distribu- 
tions: For treatment of patronage distribu- 
tions as defined in section 426; see supple- 
ment V. 

“(2) Section 23 (relating to deductions 
from gross income) is hereby amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
subsection: 

„dd) For deduction of patronage distri- 
butions (as defined in section 426) paid by 
corporations, see section 427.’ 

“(d) The amendments made by this sec- 
tion shall not, in any case, be construed to 
disallow the deduction from gross income 
by a producers’ cooperative of patronage divi- 
dends evidenced by a promissory note, irrev- 
ocably due and payable not later than 5 
years after the close of the taxable year, if 
the amounts so allocated are irrevocably 
placed in a revolving fund for the 5-year pe- 
riod until due. 

“(e) Effective dates: The amendment 
made by subsection (a) of this section shall 
be applicable only with respect to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 1951, 
The amendments made by subsections (b) 
and (c) of this section shall be applicable 
only with respect to taxable years ending 
after December 31, 1951.” 


SEPTEMBER 24 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
question the yeas and nays have been 
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
3 is absent by leave of the Sen- 
ate. 

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
Benton], the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. CHAVEZ], the Senator from Wyo- 
ming [Mr. Hunt], the Senator from Ten- 
nessee [Mr. KEFAUVER], and the Senator 
from Nevada [Mr. McCarran] are absent 
on official business. 

I announce further that if present 
and voting, the Senator from New Mex- 
ico [Mr. CHAVEZ], and the Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr. Hunt] would vote “nay.” 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
Youne] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
WHeERRY] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. TOBEY] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. Bripces] is absent because of ill- 
ness in his immediate family. 

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr, 
Lancer] and the Senator from South 
Dakota [Mr. Muxpr] are absent on off- 
cial business. If present and voting, the 
Senator from South Dakota IMr. 
Mundt] would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Bur- 
LER], the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
Dirksen], the Senator from Missouri 
LMr. Kem], the Senator from Massachu- 
setts [Mr. LopcEe], and the Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. WILEY] are detained on 
Official business. 

On this vote, the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts [Mr. Lope! is paired with the 
Senator from North Dakota IMr. 
Younc]. If present and voting, the Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts would vote 
“yea,” and the Senator from North Da- 
kota would vote “nay.” 

The result was announced—yeas 7. 
nays 72, as follows: 


YEAS—7 
Ecton Hendrickson Williams 
Frear Hickenlooper 
Gillette Smith, Maine 
NAYS—72 
Aiken Hennings Millikin 
Bennett Hill Monroney 
Brewster Hoey Moody 
Bricker Holland Morse 
Butler, Md. Humphrey Murray 
Byrd Ives Neely 
Cain Jenner Nixon 
Capehart Johnson, Colo. O'Conor 
Carlson Johnson, Tex. O'Mahoney 
Case Johnston, S. C. Pastore 
Clements Kerr Robertson 
Connally Kilgore Russell 
Cordon Knowland Saltonstall 
Douglas Lehman Schoeppel 
Long Smathers 

Dworshak Magnuson Smith, N. J. 
Eastland Malone Smith, N. C. 
Ellender Martin Sparkman 
Ferguson Maybank Stennis 
Flanders McCarthy Taft 
Fulbright McClellan Thye 

rge McFarland Underwood 
Green McKellar Watkins 
Hayden McMahon Welker 

NOT VOTING—17 

Anderson Hunt Mundt 
Benton Kefauver Tobey 
Bridges Kem Wherry 
Butler, Nebr, Langer Wiley 
Chavez Lodge Young 
Dirksen McCarran 
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So Mr. WILLIAMs’ amendment to the 
committee amendment was rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc- 
CLELLAN in the chair). The question 
now is on agreeing to section 314 of the 
bill, beginning on page 145, line 7, down 
to and including line 13, on page 148, 
being the committee amendment, as 
amended. 

The amendment, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
desire to inquire of the majority leader 
and of the chairman of the committee 
what the program is to be for the re- 
mainder of the evening. 

Mr. McFARLAND. According to the 
information I have received, quite a 
number of Senators would like to go to 
dinner. Under those circumstances, as 
soon as the junior Senator from West 
Virginia [Mr. NEELY], who wishes to 
straighten out a little matter, has done 
So, if it is agreeable to the Senate I had 
thought we would recess until 10 o’clock 
tomorrow. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY.. Mr. President, I 
desire to give notice that when the 
Senate reassembles in the morning it 
will be my purpose to raise a question 
affecting title V of the bill, namely, the 
excess profits tax. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
while Senators are present I wish to make 
a brief statement, and then I shall yield 
to the Senator from West Virginia. 

I regret very much that it has been 
necessary for the Senate to remain in 
session for such long hours today, but 
that procedure is the only one I know 
of whereby we can finish the bill. We 
will have to work a little longer tomorrow, 
and on succeeding days, and perhaps 
hold night sessions whenever we can. 
That is the only course by which we can 
finish the bill within a reasonable time. 


CORRECTION OF SPONSORSHIP OF AN 
AMENDMENT 


Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, the 
amendment designated 9-22-51-9 to 
House bill 4473 states on its face that 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
West Virginia [Mr. KILGORE] and I are 
sponsors of the amendment. That is 
erroneous. Neither of us is a sponsor of 
the amendment, and neither of us is 
supporting it. I make that statement 
for the RECORD. 


MEXICO’S EXPERIMENT WITH OIL— 
ARTICLE BY ROBERT J. ALEXANDER 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, there 
appeared in the New York Herald Trib- 
une, under date of the thirteenth of this 
month, an excellent article by Robert 
J. Alexander entitled. Mexico's Experi- 
ment With Oil.“ The subheading is 
Results of nationalization are com- 
pared with the situation in Iran.“ I 
ask unanimous consent that the article 
may be printed in the body of the 
RecorD as a part of my remarks, with 
one additional observation. 

I would point out that the head of 
Petroleos Mexicanos, which is the state 
organization which administers the oil 
policies of Mexico, is Senator Antonio 
J. Bermudez, one of the great friends of 
the United States in Mexico, and one of 
the great statesmen of that neighboring 
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Republic. I think he is one of the lead- 

ing authorities of the world on oil prob- 

lems, I am pleased that an article so 
accurate and clear as this one by Robert 

J. Alexander has been written in connec- 

tion with Mexico's experiment in oil. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

MeExico’s EXPERIMENT WITH O1L—RESULTS OF 
NATIONALIZATION ARE COMPARED WITH THE 
SITUATION IN IRAN 

(By Robert J. Alexander) 

The seizure of the British-owned Iranian 
oil fields by the government of Dr. Mos- 
sadegh focuses attention on the Mexican 
petroleum industry. Mexico has gone 
through the experience of expropriation of 
a foreign-owned petroleum industry upon 
which Iran has suddenly been launched. 
Furthermore, the Mexican oil industry as- 
sumes much greater importance for the 
United States and the whole Western World 
now that the Iranian source is imperiled. 

The nationalization of Mexico’s oil indus- 

occurred as a part of a wave of economic 
nationalism which swept Mexico during the 
administration of President Lazaro Carde- 
nas (1934-40). President Cardenas followed 
consciously a policy of Mexico for the Mexi- 
cans, particularly in the economic field. 

He pushed with great vigor the agrarian re- 


form program of the Mexican revolution, 


taking away from large landowners—many 
of whom were foreigners, particularly United 
States citizens—all but a fraction of their 
land, and turning it over to the workers who 
tilled it. His Government nationalized the 
foreign-owned National Railways of Mexico. 

The culmination of this policy of Mexico 
for the Mexicans was the nationalization of 
the oll wells. It came about as the result of 
a protracted labor dispute between the oil 
companies and their workers. In 1936 the 
oil workers“ union, one of the strongest na- 
tional industrial unions in the country, pre- 
sented a long list of demands to the oil com- 

es. The companies agreed to certain 
of the demands, but refused others which 
they conceived of as imperiling their man- 
agement rights. As a result, the dispute 
went to the labor courts, which upheld the 
point of view of the union. 

The companies then appealed to the Su- 
preme Court of Mexico, which, after much 
hesitation, finally in the month of March 
1938, also found in favor of the union. The 
companies thereupon announced that they 
would not abide by the decision in any case, 
an attitude which most Mexicans, including 
President Cardenas, qualified as “rebellious.” 

President Cardenas’ answer to this “rebel- 
lion” on the part of the companies was the 
decree expropriating the petroleum proper- 
ties of the foreign companies. He acted 
under a provision of the constitution of 1917 
which vested complete control of subsoil 
rights in the national government. The de- 
cree provided for eventual compensation 
for the oil companies. 


The expropriation decree took virtually’ 


everyone by surprise. Least of all were the 
union leaders aware of the President’s in- 
tentions. The night before the decree was 
issued, the executive committee of the Con- 
federation of Workers of Mexico (CTM) 
was meeting in the Workers University, and 
they received a message from their president, 
Vicente Lombardo Toledano, who had not 
attended the meeting, asking that they not 
break up before his arrival, that he had an 
important message for them. 

Some time before midnight Lombardo 
Toledano appeared before his associates with 
& look which might have been either fright, 
amazement, or consternation. He blurted 
out: “The President has just read me a de- 


cree he is going to issue tomorrow, national-, 


izing the oil industry.” 
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During the first weeks of the nationalized 
industry there was vast confusion. Car- 
denas invited the workers to draw up a plan 
for union control and operation of the in- 
dustry. For this purpose, the CTM got 
itouch with the Congress of Industrial Or- 
ganizations of the United States, which sent 
down several delegates, including oil union 
Officials and technicians. These people con- 
ferred for more than a week with CTM and 
Mexican Petroleum Union officials, and they 
finally worked out a project for the organiza- 
tion of the industry. 

However, President Cardenas did not adopt 
the program of the CTM, and the workers’ 
control which was instituted only lasted for 


` a few months. Thereafter, Petroleos Mexi- 


canos, an autonomous government corpora- 
tion, was given full charge of the national- 
ized industry. In the governing board of 
Petroleos Mexicanos there were placed five 
government nominees—two from the Minis- 
try of Economy, two from the Ministry of 
Finance, and one from the Comptroller Gen- 
eral’s Office—and four representatives of the 
National Petroleum Workers Union. 

In 1940 the Mexican Constitution was 
amended to prohibit once and for all any 
exploitation of the country’s oil resources by 
foreigners. Three methods for developing 
these resources were provided: Administra- 
tion directly by some government depart- 
ment; administration by private individuals 
on a fee basis on behalf of the government; 
and administration through a government- 
owned autonomous corporation. 

In the meanwhile, the nationalized oil in- 
dustry was running into a great variety of 
difficulties. Labor relations were exceed. 
ingly bad during the first years of the na- 
tionalized industry. The unions had caused 
the expropriation in the first place, and they 
tended to believe that the measure was taken 
on their behalf and that the workers should 
be the principal gainers from it. In spite 
of their representation in the administration 
of Petroleos Mexicanos, it was some years 
before the unions developed much of a sense 
of responsibility for the conduct of the na- 
tionalized industry. I 

More important difficulties from the long- 
run point of view were the facts that the 
foreign oil companies withdrew virtually all 
of their technical personnel and that they 
subjected the nationalized Mexican oil in- 
dustry to a world-wide boycott. 

As a result of the withdrawal of foreign 
technicians, the Mexicans had suddenly to 
run the industry themselves. Junior assist- 
ants were converted into superintendents, 
while recent engineering-school graduates 
were put in charge of technical operations. 

The foreign oil companies did their 
utmost to prevent the proper functioning 
of Petroleos Mexicanos. The British invest- 
ors, who were the largest single group in- 
volved, succeeded in getting their Govern- 
ment to break off diplomatic relations with 
Mexico over the issue. Such pressure was 
not successful in the United States, where 
President Roosevelt was firm in saying that 
Mexico had a right to expropriate the oil 
fields, and that the only just claims which 
the oil companies could make were for their 
investments in the industry. 

Both British and American oil companies 
submitted the Mexican industry to a boy- 
cott. They made it impossible for the Mexi- 
cans to sell any of their product in the 
Western World, and at the same time, made 
it virtually impossible for the Mexican in- 
dustry to obtain machinery and tool replace- 
ments in the United States or any other 
country. Some relief from the sales boycott 
came when, through the good auspices of 
John L. Lewis, contact was made with inde- 
pendent oil operators in the United States. 
However, the sales arranged by there opera- 
tors were principally with the Axis Powers 
until the outbreak of World War II. 
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The oil companies and the Mexicans con- 
tinued to quarrel over the problem of com- 
pensation for more than a decade. Although 
the Sinclair Co. settled within the first 2 
or 3 years, the more important ones did not, 
and it was not until 1949 that an agreement 
was finally made between the Mexican Gov- 
ernment and the Mexican Eagle Oil Co., the 
great Shell subsidiary which was the largest 
foreign operator in Mexico before the ex- 
propriation. 

The experience with Mexican expropria- 
tion was a lesson which the American oil 
companies seem to have learned well. Their 
attitude in Venezuela and other Latin-Amer- 
ican countries since that time has been in 
sharp contrast to the traditional “imperial- 
ism” of the oil companies. In Venezuela, 
for instance, the companies have agreed 
to turn over 50 percent of their profits to 
the Government and have cooperated with 
the Venezuelan Government in trying to 
bring to that country itself as many as pos- 
sible of the benefits of the oil boom, 

This difference in attitude is even notice- 
able in the Middle East, where a sharp con- 
trast is reported between the conditions 
under which the American-owned Aramco 
operates in Saudi Arabia and those under 
which the British concessionaires have pro- 
ceeded in Iran and Iraq. Only recently did 
the British company in Iraq agree to the 
50-percent profit arrangement which has 
become standard with American oil com- 
panies. 

Petroleos Mexicanos, meanwhile has made 
rapid strides during the last decade. Par- 
ticularly since the installation of Antonio J. 
Bermudez as general manager at the begin- 
ning of President Miguel Aleman’s adminis- 
tration in 1946, has the progress been noted. 
All observers agree that Bermudez has re- 
organized the company on a very business- 
like basis, and it is certainly true that the 
industry has made great progress under his 
leadership. In 1947 Petroleos Mexicanos 
produced 56,289,496 barrels, while in 1950 it 
produced 173,800,000 barrels, and there has 
been a significant further increase during 
1951. 

The most important forward step taken by 
Bermudez has been to start once again the 
exploration for new fields. The backbone of 
the Mexican oil industry during the last 
decade and a half has been the fabulously 
rich Poza Rica field, not very far from Tam- 
pico. This field has been producing for 18 
years, and there are some evidences that it 
is beginning to give out. So it is very neces- 
sary that new sources of the precious fluid 
be unearthed. 

Petroleos Mexicanos has approached the 
problem from several angles. First, it has 
gone to many of the wells which the private 
companies had abandoned as uneconomical 
producers. With new methods and the cur- 
rent high prices, many of these wells can be 
brought back into production, though they 
only render 75 to 100 barrels a day. 

As a result of these operations the known 
oil reserves have grown slowly. President 
Aleman reported to Congress on September 1 
that during the last year the known reserves 
had increased from 1,350,000,000 barrels to 
1,370,000,000 barrels. So far no great new 
strikes such as Poza Rica have been found, 
but perhaps none ever will be. And this is 
not necessary, so long as there is a steady in- 
crease in these reserves. 

The present production of 175,000,000 to 
80,000,000 barrels, of which 2,500,000 are 
available for export, is not a major factor 
in the world picture. However, perhaps the 
success of the Mexican experiment does indi- 
cate that Iran probably in the long run will 
be able to run its own oil industry. It is also 
a living indication of the fact that there can 
be cooperation between a nationalized petro- 
leum industry and private entrepreneurs. 
However, it also indicates that a period of 
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some length is likely to pass before the na- 
tionals of an undeveloped country learn how 
to run a petroleum industry. 


IS HITLERISM WEARING A NEW VET- 
ERANS’ UNIFORM?—ARTICLE BY JOA- 
CHIM JOESTEN 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have published 
in the body of the Record as a part of 
my remarks a very disturbing article 
which I read yesterday in the Washing- 
ton Star. The article, which is entitled 
“Is Hitlerism Wearing a New Veterans’ 
Uniform?” was written by Joachim 
Jcesten. It is an article which squares 
with a great many disturbing reports 
which we are getting from Germany 
these days, reports which seem to indi- 
cate that we have not made the progress 
in democratizing Germany in the Allied 
occupied areas that had been hoped for, 
reports which seem to indicate that 
there is a growing sentiment in Ger- 
many which appears to indicate that 
the psychology of too many of its people 
seem to be ripe for a new Fascist leader 
in Germany. I think it is well that such 


reports as are set forth in this article be 


documented in the CONGRESSIONAL REC- 
orD, as the serving of notice on the State 
Department that we think the greatest 
of efforts should be made in our Amer- 
ican-German policy to make clear that 
once the American people came to un- 
derstand the significance of these re- 
ports, if they factually are accurate, they 
would unite again in a determined effort 
to see to it that any rebirth of nazism 
must be controlled in Germany, just as 
we must be constantly on the alert to 
protect our freedom from the spread of 
communism in Europe, because freedom 
has no hope of survival if either fascism 
or communism should sweep over 
Europe. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


Is HITLERISM WEARING A NEW VETERANS’ 
UNIFORM? 


(By Joachim Joesten) 


Municu.—The threat of resurgent nazism 
in the form of a German veterans’ organ- 
ization is casting a pall over the reconstruc- 
tion of Western Germany along democratic 
lines. 

Called the Association of German Sol- 
diers, and sparkplugged by 13 former Nazi 
generals, this group has attracted millions of 
World War II veterans. Many German ob- 
servers fear that the association will muster 
considerable influence when West Germany 
regains its virtual autonomy under the pend- 
ing “peace contract.” The possibility that 
this group and others like it may sabotage 
the Bonn government—much as World War 
I groups worked against the Weimar govern- 
ment before Hitler—is one that worries West 
German leaders. 

It is significant that while many prominent 
German war leaders are identified with the 
group, two top commanders from World War 
II have been left out. They are Gens. Hans 
Speidel and Adolf Heusinger—the top mili- 
tary advisers of the Bonn government. 

Perhaps, many Germans believe, there is 
something else that makes Speidel and Heu- 
singer ineligible in the eyes of the associa- 
tion’s leaders. Both were identified closely 


‘with the 1944 plot against the life of Adolf 


Hitler. General Speidel has gone on record 
about his anti-Hitler activities in a book 
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published in the United States last year and 
in Germany a few years earlier. 


VETERANS AND SOLDIERS 


On the face of it, the “Verband Deutscher 
Soldaten“ looks like a legitimate veterans’ 
organization. But it is significant to many 
Germans that in a language where there are 
at least two expressions for the English word 
“veteran,” neither is used in the name of 
the organization. Deutscher Soldaten,“ they 
point out, means German soldiers—and a 
German soldier is not the same thing as a 
German ex-soldier. 

The significance of a veterans’ organiza- 
tion in Germany can be vastly different from 
that of one in the United States. American 
groups, while they can and often do wield 
tremendous political power, do not have be- 
hind them the Freikorps tradition. In 
Germany, however, especially after World 
War I, ex-soldiers banded together in so- 
called Freikorps which often as not were 
tightly disciplined trouble-making mobs. 
Hitler's rise to power is said to be due, at 
least in part, to the activities of Bavarian 
Freikorps in reactions against the Bolsheviks 
around Munich, 

Germans who fear the resurgence of na- 
zism—and this by no means includes all Ger- 
mans—note the timing involved in the cre- 
ation of the new Association of German 
Soldiers. While the foreign ministers of 
Germany's western former enemies got to- 
gether to discuss new measures of German 
independence, millions of ex-soldiers got to- 
gether under the leadership of 13 former Nazi 
generals. To some Germans, the coinci- 
dence is too pat to be genuine. 

The top man of the association, in name 
at least, is clean of political taint, but every 
inch the German professional officer. He is 
Hans Friessner, whose colonel-general rank 
in the last war corresponds to that of a four- 
star general in the United States Army. 
General Friessner has only lately come to 
prominence in the association, a fact which 
causes some Germans to believe he is a figure- 
head. The early sparkplugs—many of whose 
reputations are rather unsavory—have relin- 
quished titular leadership to General Friess- 
ner, but retain membership on the group’s 
powerful executive board. 


MANTEUFFEL OF THE BULGE 


The association, as a matter of fact, is an 
amalgam of earlier ‘veterans’ ” organizations 
created by the men who now are on the 
executive board. There is, for example, Gen. 
Hasso-Eckart von Manteuffel, a leader 
of the Crossdeutchland Division—Hitler's 
Flying Fire Brigade—in the Eattle of the 
Bulge. After the war he organized the mys- 
terious Bruderschaft (brotherhood). 

Another strange figure is Gen. Hermann 
Bernhard Ramcke, head of the Green 
Devils, an organization of paratroop vet- 
erans which claims a membership of 200,000. 
General Ramcke once was sentenced by a 
French court to 5 years as a war criminal. 
A few weeks later he was released. 

Another paratroop leader, Gen. Kurt Stu- 
dent, also figures in the membership of the 
board. 

Even more on the sinister side are the 
names of Gille and Hansen. The former, a 
one-time general in the Waffen-SS, speaks 
for a die-hard core of discredited Nazis, while 
the latter is a former admiral and the son- 
in-law of the top Nazi sailor, Admiral Erich 
Raeder. 

Every segment of Germany's erstwhile 
armed might is represented on the executive 
board. The Afrika Korps, which fought so 
bitterly in the desert against Montgomery 
and Patton, has its man—Gen. Ludwig Crue- 
well, successor in the desert to Field Mar- 
shal Erwin Rommel. And probably the most 
widely known of all is Col. Gen. Heinz Gu- 
derian, army chief of staff from August 1944 
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until the surrender and one of the world’s 
most capable tank generals. 

From the point of view of anti-Nazis many 
of these men are dangerous. But in their 
own view they do not share in what they call 
the treason of Generals Speidel and Heu- 
singer, who belonged to the group that staged 
the abortive assassination in 1944. 

The Association of German Soldiers pays 
lip service to the Bonn government. But the 
presence of a large handful of Hitler's hench- 
men at the helm of a huge pressure group 
does little to presage tranquillity in West 
Germany after the “peace contract” is signed. 


VETERANS’ HOUSING—REFERENCE OF 
JOINT RESOLUTION TO COMMITTEE ON 
BANKING AND CURRENCY 


Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, by some 
misunderstanding Senate Joint Resolu- 
tion 28, which deals with the matter of 
veterans’ housing, was referred to the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. 
I ask unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare be 
discharged from the further considera- 
tion of the joint resolution and that it 
be referred to the Committee on Bank- 
ing and Currency for consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 


. EXECUTIVE SESSION 


Mr. McFARLAND.. I move that the 
Senate proceed to the consideration of 
executive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to the consideration of 
executive business, 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc- 
CLELLAN in the chair) laid before the 
Senate messages from the President of 
the United States submitting sundry 
nominations, which were referred to the 
appropriate committees. 

(For nominations this day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 


EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following favorable reports of 
nominations were submitted: 


By Mr. GEORGE, from the Committee on 
Finance: 

Lawrence E. Hartwig, of Michigan, John 
Hubbard Joss, of Indiana, John Theodore 
Koehler, of Maryland, and Frank L. Roberts, 
of Michigan, to be members of the Renego- 
tiation Board. 

By Mr. McCARRAN, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary: 

A. Devitt Vanech, of Connecticut, to be 
Deputy Attorney General, vice Peyton Ford, 
resigned; 

Edward A. Towse, of Hawaii, to be chief 
justice of the Supreme Court, Territory of 
Hawaii, vice samuel B. Kemp, retired; 

Ingram M. Stainback, of Hawali, to be 
associate justice of the Supreme Court of 
the Territory of Hawall, vice Edward A. 
Towse, elevated; 

William Burbridge Brown, of Hawaii, to 
be circuit judge of the second circuit, cir- 
cuit courts, Territory of Hawaii, vice Cable 
A. Wirtz, resigned; 

Walter E. Huntley, of Alaska, to be United 
States marshal for division No. 3, dis- 
trict of Alaska, vice Paul C. Herring, de- 
ceased; and 

Leo H. Brooker, of Florida, to be United 
States marshal for the southern district of 
F orida, vice Chester S. Dishoing, term ex- 
pired. 
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By Mr. SMITH of North Carolina, from ro BE SENIOR ASSISTANT SCIENTISTS vA 


the Committee on the Judiciary: 

Charles Patterson Green, of North Caro- 
lina, to be United States attorney for the 
eastern district of North Carolina, vice John 
H. Manning, resigning September 28, 1951. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
be no further reports of committees, the 
clerk will state the nominations on the 


Executive Calendar. a 


NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION 


The Chief Clerk read the nomina- -` 


tion of George W. Merck to be a member 
of the National Science Board, Na- 
tional Science Foundation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out eres the nomination is con- 


The Chief Clerk read the nomina- 
tion of Earl P. Stevenson to be a member 
of the National Science Board, National 
Science Foundation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 


CALIFORNIA DEBRIS COMMISSION 


The Chief Clerk read the nomina- 
tion of Col. Donald S. Burns, Corps of 
Engineers, to be President and a mem- 
ber of tlie California Debris Commission. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I ask unanimous 
consent that the President be immedi- 
ately notified of all nominations con- 
firmed today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the President will be notified 
forthwith. 

RECESS 


Mr. McFARLAND. I move that the 
Senate stand in recess until 10 o’clock 
a. m. tomorrow. 

The notion was agreed to; and (at 7 
o’clock and 10 minutes p. m.) the Senate 
took a recess until tomorrow, Tuesday, 
September 25, 1951, at 10 o’clock a. m. 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by the 
Senate September 24 (legislative day of 
September 19) 1951: 


In THE ARMY 


Lt. Gen. Stephen J. Chamberlin, 03397, 
commanding general, Fifth Army (major gen- 
eral, U. S. Army), to be placed on the re- 
tired list in the grade of lieutenant gen- 
eral, under the provisions of subsection 504 
(d) of the Officer Personnel Act of 1947, 

In THE Am Force 

Maj. Gen. Reginald Carl Harmon, 721A 
(colonel, Regular Air Force), United States 
Air Force, for appointment in the perma- 
nent grade of major general in the Regular 
Air Force, under the provisions of section 
$10, Air Force Organization Act of 1951, with 
date of rank to be established under the 
provisions of section 503 of the Officer Per- 
sonnel Act of 1947, 

PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 

The following-named candidates for ap- 
pointment in the Regular Corps of the Pub- 
lic Health Service: 

TO BE SENIOR ASSISTANT PHARMACISTS (EQUIV- 
ALENT TO THE ARMY RANK OF CAPTAIN), EF- 
FECTIVE DATE OF ACCEPTANCE 

Howard E. Fleischer Richard F. Bolte 

Edwin W. Bohrer Allums F. Smith 

Victor F. Serino 


/ 


LENT TO THE ARMY RANK OF CAPTAIN) EFFEC- 
TIVE DATE OF ACCEPTANCE 
Colvin L. Gibson 
Kelsey C. Milner 
Robert Holdenried 

TO BE SENIOR ASSISTANT SANITARIANS (EQUIVA- 
LENT TO THE ARMY RANK OF CAPTAIN), EFFEC- 
TIVE DATE OF ACCEPTANCE 
Louis J. Ogden 
George R. Hayes, Jr. 


CONFIRMATIONS 


Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate September 24 (legislative day 
of September 19), 1951: 

NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION 

George W. Merck, of New Jersey, to be a 
member, National Science Board, National 
Science Foundation, remainder of the term 
expiring May 10, 1954. 

Earl P. Stevenson, of Massachusetts, to be 
a member, National Science Board, National 
Science Foundation, remainder of the term 
expiring May 10, 1956. 

CALIFORNIA DEBRIS COMMISSION ) 

Col. Donald S. Burns, Corps of Engineers, 
to serve as president and member of the 
California Debris Commission, 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 24, 1951 


The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Bras- 
kamp, D. D., offered the following prayer: 


Almighty and eternal God, Thou hast 
brought us to a new day filled with reve- 
lation of the wonder and glory of Thy 
greatness and Thy goodness. 

Inspire us now to open widely the door 
of our hearts that Thou mayest touch 
them to nobler issues and our life may 
become a life of serenity and peace, of 
courage and power. 

Grant that we may give ourselves more 
eagerly and earnestly to the high and 
heroic task of ministering faithfully to 
the needs of our beloved country and 
through our country may we seek to 
serve humanity. 

May the lofty ideals which we cherish 
never become blurred or dimmed but may 
we strive to fulfill them, undaunted and 
undismayed by the trials and tribula- 
tions which daily confront us. 

Hear us in Christ’s name. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of 
Thursday, September 20, 1951, was read 
and approved, 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 


A message in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States was communi- 
cated to the House by Mr. Hawks, one 
of his secretaries, who also informed the 
House that on the following dates the 
President approved and signed bills of 
the House of the following titles: 

On September 18, 1951: 

H. R. 982. An act for the relief of Willem 
Smits. 

On September 19, 1951: 

H. R. 1726. An act to provide for the or- 
ganization of the Air Force and the Depart- 
ment of the Air Force, and for other pur- 
poses. 


11990 


On September 21, 1951: 

H. R. 3176. An act to amend the act en- 
titled “An act to authorize the coinage of 
50-cent pieces to commemorate the life and 
perpetuate the ideals and teachings of Book- 
er T. Washington,” approved August 7, 1946. 

On September 22, 1951: 

H.R. 857. An act for the relief of Mrs. Rose 
A. Mongrain; and 

H. R. 4443. An act to prevent the entry of 
certain mollusks into the United States. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. 
Landers, its enrolling clerk, announced 
that the Senate had passed a concurrent 
resolution of the following title, in which 
the concurrence of the House is re- 
quested: 

S. Con. Res. 48. Concurrent resolution pro- 
viding for the recall from the President and 
the reenrollment of Senate bill 1786 for the 
relief of certain officers and employees of the 
Foreign Service of the United States. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the amendments of the 
House to a concurrent resolution of the 
Senate of the following title: 

S. Con. Res. 34. Concurrent resolution fa- 
voring the suspension of deportation of cer- 
tain aliens. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate disagrees to the amendments of 
the House to the bill (S. 355) entitled 
“An act to adjust the salaries of post- 
masters, supervisors, and employees in 
the field service of the Post Office De- 
partment”; requests a conference with 
the House on the disagreeing votes of 
‘the two Houses thereon, and appoints 
Mr. Jounston of South Carolina, Mr. 
PASTORE, Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr. LANGER, 
and Mr. CARLSON to be the conferees on 
the part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate disagrees to the amendment of 
the House to the bill (S. 622) entitled 
“An act to increase the basic rates of 
compensation of certain officers and em- 
ployees of the Federal Government, and 
for other purposes”; requests a confer- 
ence with the House on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses thereon, and ap- 
points Mr. Jounston of South Carolina, 
Mr. Pastore, Mr. MONRONEY, Mr. LANGER, 
and Mr. BUTLER of Maryland to be the 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 


RECESS 


The SPEAKER. The House will 
stand in recess subject to the call of 
the Chair. 

Thereupon (at 12 oclock and 3 min- 
utes p. m.) the House stood in recess 
subject to the call of the Chair. 


JOINT MEETING TO RECEIVE HIS EX- 
CELLENCY ALCIDE pe GASPERI, PRIME 
MINISTER OF THE REPUBLIC OF ITALY 


The SPEAKER of the House of Rep- 
resentatives presided. 

At 12 o’clock and 9 minutes p. m., the 
Members were called to order by the 
Speaker. 

The Doorkeeper announced the Vice 
President and the Members of the United 
States Senate. 
| The Senate, preceded by the Vice 
President and its Secretary and Sergeant 
at Arms, entered the Hall of the House ; 
of Representatives, t 
| The Vice President took the chair at 
the right of the Speaker, and the Mem- 


_ cratic progress. 
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bers of the Senate took the seats reserved 
for them. 

The SPEAKER. On the part of the 
House the Chair appoints as members 
of the committee to escort His Excel- 
lency Alcide de Gasperi, Prime Min- 
ister of the Republic of Italy, into the 
Chamber the gentleman from Massachu- 
setts [Mr. McCormack], the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. Marri], the 
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. 
RicHarps], and the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. Eaton]. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. On the part 
of the Senate, the Chair appoints as 
members of the committee of escort the 
junior Senator from Arizona [Mr. Mo- 
FARLAND], the senior Senator from Texas 
[Mr. Connatty], the senior Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. WILEVI, the senior 
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. SAL- 
TONSTALL], and the junior Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. Pastore]. 

At 12 o'clock and 15 minutes p. m., the 
Doorkeeper announced His Excellency 
Alcide de Gasperi, Prime Minister of 
Italy. 

The Prime Minister of Italy, escorted 
by the committee of Senators and Rep- 
resentatives, entered the Hall of the 
House of Representatives and stood at 
the Clerk’s desk. [Applause, the Mem- 
bers rising.] 

The SPEAKER. Members of the Con- 
gress, it is a great pleasure to me to pre- 
sent to you the Prime Minister of a 
great and friendly country, made up of 
a proud people who are now trying to 
work their way as a democracy. 

We want you to understand, Mr. Prime 
Minister, that in this effort you have our 
every good wish. 

I deem it a high privilege and real 
honor to present to you the Prime Min- 
ister of the Republic of Italy. LApplause, 
the Members rising.] 


ADDRESS OF HIS EXCELLENCY ALCIDE pr 
GASPERI, PRIME MINISTER OF THE 
REPUBLIC OF ITALY 


Prime Minister DE GASPERI. Mr. 
President, Mr. Speaker, and Members of 
Congress, it is a high honor for me to 
speak in this assembly, this great strong- 
hold of world democracy. The events 
of my political life have led me to expe- 
rience different regimes, to sustain 
struggles for national independence and 
freedom, to witness the suppression of 
the democratic parliamentary system, 
and finally to see the triumph of our free 
institutions. [Applause.] My past 
therefore lends weight to my testimony 
when I say that the American Congress 
has shone in the last 40 years as a beacon 
of light which has drawn wandering 
humanity back on the path of demo- 
Here, in the darkest 
days, resounded the guiding voices of the 
Presidents of the United States; here you 
Members of Congress took the most im- 
portant decisions for victory. 

As a democrat, as a European, as an 
Italian, I pay tribute to the greatness of 


x pour providential mission. 


You have admirably and generously 
accomplished this mission by intervening 


,at decisive moments with the armed 


forces of liberation. You have accom- 
plished it in peace and in war, by en- 


couraging resistance, appealing to moral 


- gained experience in many wars. 
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forces, recalling to peoples their com- 
mon heritage of human dignity and re- 
viving the feeling of brotherliness which 
knows no inequalities, neither before 
God nor before men. 

How many times, Honorable Members 
of Congress, how many times bent under 
oppression or tyranny, did we raise our 
hearts and our hopes by meditating on 
those words of the Declaration of Inde- 
pendence: 

We hold these truths to be self-evident: 
that all men are created equal, that they are 
endowed by their Creator with certain un- 
alienable rights, that among these are life, 
liberty, and the pursuit of happiness. 


By these truths and by your faith in 
those human rights you were impelled to 
act and to intervene in far away coun- 
tries, where freedom was in peril. The 
actions of people are complex: good and 
evil, egoism and unselfishness may alter- 
natively affect their course. But the 
basic idea, the underlying force that 
provides the impulse is but one: yours is 
not imperialism, it is not a spirit of con- 
quest. It is your love .for freedom 
which—as Lincoln wrote to a compatriot 
of ours—unlike the pattern of the 
French Revolution, upholds the rights 
of citizens, but also has a moral content 
because it sanctions their duties. 

What is, after all, your endeavor to 
set up the United Nations, if not an ef- 
fort to overcome conflicts and war on 
the basis of equality and reason? And 
since on the opposite side unity is not 
desired and dissension is fostered, what 
is the Atlantic Pact if not another at- 
tempt at solidarity among men of good 
will in building a free world and defend- 
ing it—if attacked—by the force of 
arms? 

I have just paid homage to the Un- 
known Soldier, the symbol of all those 
who died in your wars and in ours. Be- 
fore that monument I thought of all the 
fallen of yours and of ours, who lie in 
the cemeteries of Italy and I thought of 
all the sacrifices that have been made. 
None of those dead soldiers—as reads 
that superb inscription—is unknown to 
God; and all must have their place in the 
hearts of the nations who have fought, 
and are still fighting, for right against 
aggression. The Italian people feel that 
this iron law of solidarity in defense is 
the price of freedom and of democracy. 

Should they be faced with an aggres- 
sion which all attempts at conciliation 
had failed to avert, the Italian people 
would stand by to give their contribution 
to common defense. [Applause.] 

Nobody can believe that free men such 
as you are, men who have had an in- 
timate experience of the evils of war as 
we have had, can look to war as the solu- 
tion of our problems, 

A well-known British author recalls 
in his book, Diplomacy, a very ancient 
address delivered by King Archidamus 
about 2,300 years ago to the Lacedae- 
monians at the Conference of Sparta: 

I have not, oh Lacedaemonians— 


He said— 


reached the age that I have, without having 
There are 
some among you of the same age as myself, 
who will not make the unfortunate mistake 
of imagining in their ignorance that war 18 
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a desirable thing, or that it brings with it 
either advantage or security. 


We who have gone through two world 
wars know that we must avert a third. 

Members of this Congress, this is also 
your will as well as the intention of Presi- 
dent Truman. But it is now clear that 
we cannot avoid war unless we achieve 
a balance of forces. I would say that 
zearmament, a reasonable rearmament, 
is not in contrast with, but it is in Eu- 
rope a condition for, reconstruction, in 
the same way as economic recovery, as 
laid down by the Marshall plan, aims at 
insuring the defense of freedom and de- 


mocracy. 

In shouldering such considerable sac- 
rifices on behalf of the United States 
people in view of our economic survival, 
Congress has achieved much in the way 
of defense. It has won the first battle. 
Not all our goals have been reached, it 
is true. But it is also true that without 
your generous contribution Europe, at 
least most certainly the anti-Commu- 
nist front line of continental Europe, 
would already have collapsed. [Ap- 
plause.] I fully realize the heavy sac- 
rifices of your countrymen, but Presi- 
dent Truman has rightly stated: 

The best way to stop subversion by the 
Kremlin is to strike at the roots of social 
injustice and economic disorder. 


We in Italy, a land of small means but 
of great traditions, have gone a long way 
toward reconstruction and social justice. 
Public order has been restored and the 
level of purchasing power has been stren- 
uously defended. These two achieve- 
ments were a prerequisite for any fur- 
ther development. For it is clear that 
no social reform, no bold program of 
public works can be successfully imple- 
mented, if the Government is unable to 
protect the democratic institutions 
against revolutionary attempts and if 
the country has no confidence in the 
currency. After a tremendous inflation 
which cut the prewar lira down to one- 
fiftieth of its value, monetary stability 
was essential. Within the limits imposed 
by this basic requirement, economic re- 
covery was successfully promoted. Pro- 
duction is 30 percent higher than the 
prewar level. Food consumption per 
capita has attained its prewar level. A 
large-scale land reform has been planned 
and is now being gradually enforced. 
A full fiscal reform has also been enacted 
by Parliament and will be enforced be- 
fore the end of this year. 

We are endeavoring to carry on si- 
multaneously our program of social re- 
forms and our rearmament program 
This is not easy in my country. In Italy, 
taxation absorbs already more than 21 
percent of the national income. But our 
national income is one-seventh of the 
American citizen’s income. Hence every 
further cut in consumption incides on 
essential living commodities. 

We are striving to increase employ- 
ment at home and to find new outlets 
for our labor abroad: an arduous task 
in a country which has about 2,000,000 
unemployed, out of an active population 
of about 21,000,000. 

We ask you to assist us. We are a 
proletarian Nation which above all needs 
work: work at home on orders for civil- 


ian or military supplies and work abroad 
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through temporary or permanent em- 
ployment of our surplus manpower. You 
are first-hand witnesses of the indus- 
triousness of our people. 

However, we would not come to you 
urged only by material needs. If we did, 
we would not deserve consideration nor 
your friendship. But as freemen to free- 
men we wish to tell you we are grateful 
to you because by demanding the revi- 
sion of our unfair peace treaty, you have 
acknowledged that an effective and 
stanch alliance cannot exist without 
equality of rights and full recognition 
of the independence, sovereignty, and 
dignity of a Nation. [Applause.] 

I thank you for the action taken by 
many Members of Congress and I hope 
that through the wisdom of the Presi- 
dent this matter will be brought to a 
successful end. 

None of you should think that we are 
victims of a narrow nationalism. 

If we ask for the question of Trieste 
to be finally solved in the framework 
of the Anglo-French-American Declara- 
tion of 1948, it is because we want to con- 
solidate our western coalition in Europe. 
It is because we want to create a front 
where old difficulties may no longer 
exist, and thus solidly establish the bul- 
wark of European unity behind this com- 
mon alinement of forces. 

Europe, once finally united, will re- 
lieve you of your sacrifices in men and 
arms for Europe, for she will by herself 
contrive the defense of her peace and 
the common freedom, 

Rallying the exhaustless energies of 
her moral and civil traditions, she, 
Europe, will, then, gentlemen, again 
take her turn in impressing on the course 
of human progress the mark of her de- 
cisive contribution. 

Mr. President, Mr. Speaker, honorable 
Members of Congress, this assembly de- 
serves the gratitude of all free peoples. 
Italy, through me here, renews this ex- 
pression of her thankfulness and re- 
states her solemn pledge of cooperation. 

May God assist us in our work for the 
Salvation of freedom. [Applause, the 
Members rising.] 

At 12 o’clock and 35 minutes p. m., the 
Prime Minister of Italy, accompanied by 
the Committee of Escort, retired from the 
Hall of the House of Representatives. 


JOINT MEETING DISSOLVED 


The SPEAKER. The Chair declares 
the joint meeting of the two Houses now 
dissolved. 

Thereupon (at 12 o'clock and 36 min- 
utes p. m.) the joint meeting of the two 
Houses was dissolved. 

The Members of the Senate retired to 
their Chamber. 


AFTER RECESS 
The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore [Mr. Coorer] at 1 o'clock p. m. 
AUTHORITY TO PRINT 


Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the proceedings 
had during the recess of the House be 
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 


objection to the request of the gentleman. 


from Illinois? 
There was no objection. 
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EMPLOYEES OF THE CANAL ZONE GOV- 
ERNMENT AND PANAMA CANAL COM- 
PANY 


Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the Committee on the Post Office and 
Civil Service be discharged from the fur- 
ther consideration of the bill (S. 1271) to 
permit employees of the Canal Zone Gov- 
ernment and the Panama Canal Com- 
pany to appeal decisions under the Fed- 
eral Employees’ Compensation Act to the 
Employees’ Compensation Appeals Board, 
and that the bill be re-referred to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 


AMENDING RAILROAD RETIREMENT ACT 


Mr. SABATH, from the Committee on 
Rules, reported the following privileged 
resolution (H. Res. 428, Rept. No. 1001) 
which was referred to the House Calendar 
and ordered to be printed: 

Resolved, That immediately upon the 
adoption of this resolution it shall be in order 
to move that the House resolve itself into 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the consideration of 
the bill (H. R. 3669) to amend the Railroad 
Retirement Act and the Railroad Retirement 
Tax Act, and for other purposes. That after 
general debate, which shall be confined to the 
bill and continue not to exceed 2 hours to be 
equally divided and controlled by the chair- 
man and ranking minority member of the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce, the bill shall be read for amendment 
under the 5-minute rule. At the conclusion 
of the consideration of the bill for amend- 
ment, the Committee shall rise and report 
the bill to the House with such amendments 
as may have been adopted and the previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the bill and amendments thereto to final 
passage without intervening motion except 
one motion to recommit. 


STUDY OF OLD-AGE RETIREMENT AND 
SURVIVORS’ BENEFITS OF THE RAIL- 
ROAD RETIREMENT ACT 


Mr. SABATH, from the Committee on 
Rules, reported the following privileged 
resolution (H. Res. 426, Rept. No. 1002) 
which was referred to the House Calen- 
dar and ordered to be printed: 

Resolved, That the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce or any duly au- 
thorized subcommittee thereof, is authorized 
and directed to make a full and complete 
study and investigation of the old-age re- 
tirement and survivors benefits provided un- 
der the Railroad Retirement Act, with a view 
to ascertaining what changes should be made 
in such act. The committee shall determine 
the scope of such study and investigation 
and, without limitation thereon, the follow- 
ing shall be given consideration: 

(1) The character and amount of present 
benefits and the estimated cost of providing 
such benefits. 

(2) The existing relationships between the 
system established by the Railroad Retire- 
ment Act and the old-age and survivors in- 
surance system. 

(3) The changes that should be made in 
the character and amount of benefits to be 
provided workers subject to the Railroad Re- 
tirement Act and the estimated cost of pro- 
viding such benefits. 

(4) Any changes that should be made in 
the existing relationships between the sys- 
tem established by the Railroad Retirement 
Act and the old-age and survivors insurance 
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system with a view to simplifying admin- 
istration, eliminating inequities and anoma- 
lies as regards benefits to workers whose 
earnings are included in whole or in part 
under either system, and strengthening the 
financial base for benefits to be provided 
under one system without impairing the 
financial base underlying benefits provided 
under the other system. 

Sec. 2. For the purpose of this resolution 
the committee or any duly authorized sub- 
committee thereof, is authorized to sit and 
act at such places and times during the ses- 
sions, recesses, and adjourned periods of the 
Eighty-second Congress; to require by sub- 
pena or otherwise the attendance of such 
witnesses and the production of such books, 
papers, and documents; to administer such 
oaths; to take such testimony; to procure 
such printing and binding; and to make such 
expenditures as it deems advisable. 

Sec. 3. The committee is authorized to des- 
ignate and appoint an advisory council, as 
described in section 4, to study, assist, con- 
sult with, and advise the committee, or its 
duly authorized subcommittee, and the com- 
mittee is further authorized to designate and 
appoint such other officers, experts, or as- 
sistants as it deems necessary for the per- 
formance of the investigation directed by 
this resolution. 

Sec. 4. The membership of the Advisory 
Council shall be as follows: (1) Two persons 
appointed from recommendations made by 
representatives of employees subject to the 
Railroad Retirement Act; (2) two persons 
appointed from recommendations made by 
representatives of carrier employers subject 
to the provisions of the Railroad Retirement 
Act; (3) one representative of the Railroad 
Retirement Board; (4) one representative of 
the Social Security Administration of the 
Federal Security Agency; (5) five persons not 
employees within the meaning of the Rail- 
road Retirement Act and not employees of 
an employer subject to such act who possess 
Special knowledge and experience regarding 
the Railroad Retirement Act, the Social Se- 
curity Act, or employee-benefit plans gen- 
erally. 

Sec. 5. The compensation of persons assist- 
ing the committee in the study and investi- 
gation directed by this resolution shall be 
fixed by the committee at such amounts or 
rates as the committee deems appropriate, 
but such amounts or rates shall not exceed 
the amounts or rates payable for comparable 
duties prescribed by the Classification Act 
of 1923, as amended. 

Sec. 6. The committee, or its duly author- 
ized subcommittee, is authorized to request 
the use of the services, information, facili- 
ties, and personnel of the departments and 
agencies in the executive branch of the Gov- 
ernment in the performance of its duties 
under this resolution. 

Sec. 7. The committee shall render its full 
report and recommendations to the Congress 

not later than February 15, 1952. 


AUTHORIZING STUDY OF IMPROVED 
MARKETING FACILITIES FOR PERISH- 
ABLE COMMODITIES 


Mr. SABATH (on behalf of Mr. 
DELANEY), from the Committee on Rules, 
reported the following privileged resolu- 
tion (H. Res. 429, Rept. No. 1003) which 
was referred to the House Calendar and 
ordered to be printed: 

Resolved, That immediately upon the 
adoption of this resolution it shall be in 
order to move that the House resolve itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 39) to encourage the im- 
provement and development of marketing 
facilities for handling perishable agricul- 
tural commodities. That after general de- 
bate, which shall be confined to the bill and 
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continue not to exceed 1 hour, to be equally 
divided and controlled by the chairman and 
ranking minority member of the Committee 
on Agriculture, the bill shall be read for 
amendment under the 5-minute rule. At 
the conclusion of the consideration of the 
bill for amendment, the Committee shall 
rise and report the bill to the House with 
such amendments as may have been adopted 
and the previous question shall be consid- 
ered as ordered on the bill and amendments 
thereto to final passage without interven- 
ing motion except one motion to recommit. 


UNITY OF IRELAND 


Mr. SABATH, from the Committee on 
Rules, reported the following privileged 
resolution (H. Res. 430, Rept. No. 1004) 
which was referred to the House Calen- 
dar and ordered to be printed: 

Resolved, That immediately upon the 
adoption of this resolution it shall be in 
order to move that the House resolve itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consideration 
of the resolution (H. Res. 82) to provide for 
the unity of Ireland. That after general 
debate, which shall be confined to the reso- 
lution and continue not to exceed 1 hour, 
to be equally divided and controlled by the 
chairman and ranking minority member of 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs, the reso- 
lution shall be read for amendment under 
the 5-minute rule. At the conclusion of 
the consideration of the resolution for 
amendment, the Committee shall rise and 
report the resolution to the House with such 
amendments as may have been adopted and 
the previous question shall be considered as 
ordered.on thé resolution and amendments 
thereto to final passage without intervening 
motion except one motion to recommit. 


DISSERVICE BY THE NEW YORK TIMES 


Mr. STEFAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. "i 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ne- 
braska? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. STEFAN. Mr. Speaker, it is no 
credit to a 100-year-old newspaper, the 
usually reliable New York Times, to have 
in its employ a reporter who is complete- 
ly lacking in the objectivity necessary 
for work on a paper whose motto is “All 
the news that’s fit to print.” 

On Saturday, September 22, a group 
of 111 ladies and 113 men—all Amer- 
icans—from Nebraska, Iowa, Kansas, 
and South Dakota arrived in New York 
City. These Americans were members 
of a farm-study tour conducted by the 
farm service department of Omaha’s 
radio station WOW. 

These people cwn or operate more than 
163 farms, totaling almost 100,000 acres. 
Sixty-three members of the group have 
a combined farm experience of 2,651 
years, The total investment of members 
in the tour is more than $130,000. Their 
self-set job: To study agricultural meth- 
ods, conditions, and operations in south- 
eastern Canada, New England, Wash- 
ington, D. C.—Department of Agricul- 
ture Experiment Station at Beltsville, 
Md.—and farms and orchards in Penn- 
Sylvania, Ohio, and Illinois. 

It was these people—and other like 
these people—who, during World War 
I, produced up to 30 percent more food 
crops with approximately 30 percent of 
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the usual farm labor force. It was these 
people—and others like them—who 
tacked together dilapidated farm equip- 
ment with chicken wire and old Ford 
parts to feed our Armed Forces, our 
allies—yes, and the people of New York 
City. 

Yet, today—during the Korean war— 
they are considered to be fit subjects for 
the doubtful superior sneers of a New 
York Times reporter. The reporter did 
not see men and women who kept him 
and his kind alive. He could jeer at the 
clothing worn by the women members of 
this tour. It is true that none of them 
wore royal blue pastel mink coats. He 
could jeer at the silver-rimmed spec- 
tacles worn by the men. ‘It is true that 
none of those eyes grown weary from 
staring through blazing sun or blinding 
sleet ever looked through the lens-finder 
of an RFC gift camera. He could jeer 
at their calling Grand Central Terminal 
the depot—a reporter who could not be 
supposed to know the difference between 
a potato masher and a combine. 

But there was one thing that the New 
York Times reporter could not do. He 
could not strike with his sneers and his 
jibes at the true greatness of these mid- 
westerners. It is they—not he—who, as 
“embattled farmers are firing the shot 
heard ’round the world.” They are mak- 
ing our armed service strong to fight our 
battles. They are the real Americans. 

It is with the greatest regret that it 
is necessary to point the finger of shame 
at the reporter of a 100-year-old news- 
paper. All sections of this Nation, in this 
time of crisis, should be united by bonds 
of friendship. 

I am proud to defend these Americans 
against the unthinking injury done them 
by this one reporter. I am proud be- 
cause these Americans are America. 


CENTRAL ARIZONA PROJECT 


Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ari- 
zona? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Speaker, there 
has been so much misinformation com- 
ing out of southern California in the 
way of propaganda concerning the cen- 
tral Arizona water project that I have 
come to feel I should present some fac- 
tual matters to the Members of the 
House for their consideration. To be- 
gin doing so I have secured permission 
to extend my remarks in the CONGRES- 
“ONAL RECORD and did so in the RECORD 
of last Saturday, the 22d, the RECORD 
which came to your office yesterday 
morning. I urge each Member to read 
the first item in the Appendix, entitled 
“Modification of S. 75.” 

This first item in the Appendix of the 
Recorp refers to the modification of the 
act S. 75 as I propose to take that matier 
up in the Interior and Insular Affairs 
Committee at an early date. I have 
talked this over in recent weeks with 
many members of the committee, and I 
find we can agree on a modification 
which does not authorize money for any 
reclamation projects but would author- 
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ize money for the electrical par: of the 
whole project when the present national 
emergency has passed. All reclamation 
features are to be held in abeyance until 
a Supreme Court decision, in a suit 
brought by Arizona, has been rendered 
as to water rights in the lower Colorado 
River showing Arizona has such rights 
to its use. 
TENNESSEE-TOMBIGBEE INLAND- 
WATERWAY DEVELOPMENT 


Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my 
remarks and that my speech may be 
printed in the Appendix of the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi? 

There was no objection. 

(Mr. RANKIN addressed the House. His 
remarks appear in the Appendix.] 


HON. GUY GABRIELSON, CHAIRMAN, RE- 
PUBLICAN NATIONAL COMMITTEE 


Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute and to 
revise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Michi- 
gan? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, it is a little difficult for me to 
understand why certain Republicans in 
the other body and one or two in the 
House are asking that the Republican 
National Committee chairman, Mr. Ga- 
brielson, resign. I never wanted him as 
a national committeeman because I 
thought he favored the internationalists, 
but I never believed I would live to see 
the day when Republicans would ask 
that a member of their own party or of 
their own national committee—when the 
party was not in power and had no in- 
fluence with the administration—should 
get out of office because he was trying 
in a proper way to advance the interests 
of some American who was in need of 
help in Washington. 

If Gabrielson is to be asked to resign, 
because he tried to lead a businessman 
to the proper agency it should be on the 
ground he is simple minded enough to 
think a bureaucrat would listen to him. 
When I want anything from the admin- 
istration, and I think this is true of 
other Members of the House, I never 
ask any agency or department to do any- 
thing for my constituents until I have 
advised him—that such a request—com- 
ing from a Republican may hinder as 
well as help his cause. I try to get a 
Democrat to do it. I realize if I were 
to ask some agency for something it 
might be a knock instead of a boost. 
Why Mr. Gabrielson or any other sound, 
sensible, businesslike man would ask a 
Republican to request a typical adminis- 
tration man in the administration to 
help him out, I cannot understand. Most 
of us are-aware that the Truman men in 
Government are not straining themselves 
to give Republicans a break. 

In my judgment whatever Gabrielson 
might ask would be what he would not 
want. Are all Republicans who are 
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lawyers, accountants, or who have spe- 
cial knowledge to get to get out of ordi- 
nary business until Republicans win an 
election—when if they do it would be 


highly improper for those with political 


infiuence—to use it? Apparently Demo- 
crats think Gabrielson should pay his 
taxes and keep still. 

ANTHRACITE COAL PRODUCING REGION 


Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent to address the House for 
1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, over the 
week end Mr. Charles Wilson of the 
DPA advised by telegram various alumi- 
num-producing companies that they 
have permission to remove their plants 
to the East or some place else in the Na- 
tion because of a contemplated power 
shortage in the area of the country 
where half of the aluminum is now be- 
ing produced. 

I use this means, Mr. Speaker, of di- 
recting the attention of these great 
aluminum producers to the anthracite 
coal fields of Pennsylvania where there 
is an unlimited and abundant supply as 
long as we will need aluminum for de- 
fense or domestic purposes of this Na- 
tion’s basic fuel, anthracite coal, an 
abundant water supply and, I repeat for 
the purpose of emphasis, inexhaustible 
fuel for all the aluminum that these 
companies wish to make. 


POWER SHORTAGE IN THE NORTHWEST 


Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, the power 
shortage in Washington and Oregon has 
been brought about due to the fact that 
the private industries have been brought 
to their knees in that area, because it is 
impossible for them to compete with the 
rates charged by the Bonneville Power 
Administration, the Federal agency em- 
powered by law to market the power pro- 
duced at Bonneville and Grand Coulee 
dams. i 
As I have said on many occasions, in 
order to get sufficient power for any area, 
it is necessary to have private money in- 
vested in privately owned and operated 
power-producing plants and distribution 
systems; it is necessary also to have 
REA’s producing power and distribut- 
ing lines to farmers and also in some 
areas it is necessary to have municipali- 
ties build power plants in order to get 
enough power for any area. In the Bon- 
neville area of Washington and Oregon 
REA’s do not exist, and private power in- 
dustry has long ago been brought to a 
standstill as has municipal power expan- 
sion, for the very simply reason that 
private money investors will not and 
cannot compete with the Federal power 
rates, 

Those are the facts in a nutshell and 
do not let anyone tell you differently. 


In short here is a good example of Gov- 
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ernment ownership inefficiency. Let us 
have no more of it. 

Mr. JACKSON of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute and to 
revise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Wash- 
ington? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. JACKSON of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, in view of the preceding re- 
marks with reference to the power short- 
age, I think I should make a brief state- 
ment. I should like to say, first, that we 
have a power shortage in the Northwest 
because we are behind schedule on our 
dam-construction program. There is 
also a power shortage generally through- 
out the United States. We do not have a 
power shortage because of any effort 
made on the part of anyone to stop 
private utilities from building dams. The 
truth is that if we had followed the 
private utilities we would not have had 
the substantial increase in power gener- 
ating capacity that we have today in the 
Pacific Northwest. I think the opposi- 
tion in the past has pretty well died down 
and private utilities realize they cannot 
build projects like Bonneville, Chief Jo- 
seph, Grand Coulee, and Hungry Horse, 
and other projects that are now under 
way. On the other hand, the power 
coming from these dams makes it pos- 
sible for the private utilities to sell a 
greater amount of power than they have 
ever sold heretofore. The Portland Gen- 
eral Electric, for example, today gets 
two-thirds of all the power it sells from 
the Bonneville Power Administration. 
Other private utilities are similarly sit- 
uated, getting a very substantial amount 
of power from the Bonneville Power 
Administration. 


COTTON 


Mr. SMITH of Mississippi. Mr. Speak- 
er, I ask unanimous consent to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SMITH of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, this morning’s newspaper car- 
ries a United Press dispatch stating that 
Mr. H. L. Mitchell, president of the so- 
called Farm Labor Union, has accused 
100 Congressmen of trying to wreck our 
national economy by urging cotton 
growers to hold their cotton crop off the 
market for a better price. 

In other words, Mr. Mitchell favors 
a price for cotton which will reduce the 
income of sharecroppers and tenants, 
cotton pickers and cotton choppers. 

The holding movement on the 1951 
crop which is spreading through the en- 
tire Cotton Belt, is designed to help pro- 
mote a price for cotton which meets 
the cost of production—a price which 
will bring a fair return to all of those 
involved in the business of growing cot- 
ton. 

Mr. Mitchell ought to know that a 
fair price for cotton is essential if thou- 
sands upon thousands of tenants, share- 
croppers, and small independent farm 
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owners are to gain a decent income for 
their year’s labor. 

The Secretary of Agriculture has de- 
clared that 40 cents per pound is a fair 
price for the 1951 crop, on which the 
OPS ceiling is 45% cents. The 100 Con- 
gressmen who signed the statement 
urging cotton farmers to join the hold- 
ing movement and put at least half of 
their crop in the Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration loan are acting in the best in- 
terest of the national economy and our 
farm economy. If an adequate price for 
cotton is not obtained this year, produc- 
tion will be short in 1952, or else there 
will be great expense to the Government 
in developing adequate production. 

I do not know what motivated Mr. 
Mitchell’s charges other than just com- 
plete ignorance of the needs of agricul- 
tural workers. After this, any Mem- 
ber of Congress who gives any credence 
to any statement by Mr. Mitchell should 
think twice. Every evidence which I 
have seen indicates that he operates a 
so-called Farm Labor Union for the ben- 
efit of Mr. Mitchell, and not for farm la- 
borers. He has certainly done nothing 
for the welfare of farm workers, and 
this newest statement does them no 


The holding movement on cotton is 
now reaching its critical stage. The rap- 
id advances in the cotton price which 
were listed on Thursday, Friday, and 
Saturday of last week can be held and 
new gains can be made if the full im- 
petus of the holding movement is felt in 
the next few weeks. I urge all Repre- 
sentatives of cotton-producing areas to 
continue to stress the value of the hold- 
ing movement to their constituents. 


FOREST SERVICE 


Mr. MITCHELL, from the Committee 
on Rules, reported the following privi- 
leged resolution (H. Res. 431, Rept. No. 
1005), which was referred to the House 
Calendar and ordered to be printed: 


Resolved, That immediately upon the 
adoption of this resolution it shall be in 
order to move that the House resolve itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 1628) to provide for the 
acquisition of land and the construction 
thereon of buildings and appurtenances es- 
sential for forest fire control operations of 
the Forest Service, United States Department 
of Agriculture, at or near Missoula, Mont., 
and for other purposes. That after general 
debate, which shall be confined to the bill 
and continue not to exceed 1 hour, to be 
equally divided and controlled by the chair- 
man and ranking minority member of the 
Committee on Agriculture, the bill shall be 
read for amendment under the 5-minute 
rule. At the conclusion of the consideration 
of the bill for amendment, the Committee 
shall rise and report the bill to the House 
with such amendments as may have been 
adopted and the previous question shall be 
considered as ordered on the bill and amend- 
ments thereto to final passage without inter- 
vening motion except one motion to re- 
commit, 


JOHN C. CLAYBROOK 
Mr. GATHINGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 


the request of the gentleman from Ar- 
kansas? 


‘There was no objection. 
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Mr. GATHINGS. Mr. Speaker, Ar- 
kansas is known as the wonder State. 
Arkansas also is known as the land of 
opportunity. I know of nothing that 
would more exemplify those slogans than 
to tell you of John C. Claybrook, a 
Negro who came to the State of Arkan- 
sas with only a few pennies in his pocket, 
and who died just a few days ago a very 
wealthy man. He started to work in a 
logging camp. He later acquired 2 acres 
of land. He extended his holdings until 
he owned 3,500 acres of the most fertile 
land this side of the Nile Valley. He 
established a town which bore his name 
and was known as Claybrook, Ark., there 
in my home county of Crittenden. He 
was a most successful farmer, logger, 
businessman, and civic minded good 
citizen of the State of Arkansas. Oppor- 
tunities abound in Arkansas for all of its 
citizens, white and colored alike, who will 
apply themselves and work as diligently 
as John C. Claybrook has done. 

The Christian Science Monitor on 
September 21 carried an editorial re- 
printed from the Mountain Eagle, 
Jasper, Ala., about the outstanding ac- 
complishments of John C. Claybrook. I 
am including this article as a part of my 
remarks: 

MIRROR OF WORLD OPINION 
SUCCESSFUL NEGRO 

The Communists who are constantly de- 
ploring the alleged bad condition and lack 
of opportunities of the American Negroes, 
are not expected to publish the life story 
of John C. Claybrook, an American Negro. 

Frightened because he had struck a play- 
mate with a rock, John C. Claybrook fled 
from his native Florence, Ala., when only 
11 years of age and caught a freight train to 
Memphis. He was penniless, without shoes 
or anything except the few clothes on his 
back. He worked as a logger, roustabout, 
and farm hand. 

In 1916 Claybrook bought 2 acres of land 
in east Arkansas and started to work. He 
gained the reputation of being a successful 
planter. He acquired more and more land 
until he owned 3,500 acres of good farming 
land. A small town grew up on his property 
and was named Claybrook. 

Aged and wealthy John C. Claybrook sold 
his Arkansas property, retired and moved to 
Memphis. He has proved that there are op- 
portunities in the United States for Negroes 
who are intelligent and industrious. 

If John C. Claybrook had lived in Russia 
he would not have been allowed to own 2 
acres of land or any land at all. The land 
all belongs to the state in Russia. Maybe 
he would have been allowed to work a farm, 
according to government regulations, and 
the state would have taken its part of the 
harvest and allowed John to keep the rest. 
John could not have shown the intelligence 
in Russia that he displayed in Arkansas.— 
The Mountain Eagle (Jasper, Ala.) 


DISTRICT DAY 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is 
District of Columbia Day. The Chair 
recognizes the gentleman from South 
Carolina [Mr. McMILLAN], chairman of 
the Committee on the District of Colum- 
bia. 


AMENDMENT OF DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
TEACHERS’ SALARY ACT OF 1947 


Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, I call 
up the bill (S. 945) to amend the Dis- 
trict of Columbia Teachers’ Salary Act 
of 1947, and ask unanimous consent that 
the bill be considered in the House as in 
the Committee of the Whole. ~ 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from South Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That article II, section 
1, of the District of Columbia Teachers’ Sal- 
ary Act of 1947, as amended, is amended by 
inserting before “Class 14—Assistant Princi- 
pals in Junior High Schools” a new class to 
read as follows: 

“Class 13A—Assistants, Consultants, and 
Supervisors: A basic salary of $4,330 per year 
with an annual increase in salary of $100 for 
10 years, or until a maximum salary of $5,230 
per year is reached.” 

Sec. 2, The third sentence of section 2 of 
such act, as amended, is amended (a) by 
striking therefrom Except as hereinafter 
provided in this section” and inserting in 
lieu thereof “After July 1, 1947"; (b) by 
striking the colon preceding the first pro- 
viso and inserting in lieu thereof a period; 
and (c) by striking therefrom the first pro- 
viso and so much of the second proviso as 
reads: “And provided further, however, 
That.” 

Sec. 3. (a) Section 3 of such act, es 
amended, is amended by striking out from 
the proviso the word “year” and inserting 
in lieu thereof the words “2 years.” 

(b) This section shall take effect on the 
Ist day of July next following the date of 
enactment of this act. 

Sec. 4. Section 4 of such act, as amended, 
is amended by striking out from the first 
sentence thereof the following: “, except as 
provided in section 2 of this act.” 

Src. 5. Paragraphs (e), (f), (g), (h), (K), 
(1), (m), (n), (o), (p), and (ab) of section 
6 of such act, as amended, are amended to 
read as follows: 

“(e) Teachers in junior high schools, now 
assigned to salary class 2, group C, shall be 
transferred and assigned to salary class 2, 
group C. of the foregoing schedule; 

“(f) Teachers in junior high schools, now 
assigned to salary class 2, group D, shall be 
transferred and assigned to salary class 2, 
group C, of the foregoing schedule; 

“(g) Teachers in senior high schools, now 
assigned to salary class 3, group A, shall be 
transferred anad assigned to salary class 3, 
group C, of the foregoing schedule; 

“(h) Teachers in senior high schools, now 
assigned to salary class 3, group B, shall be 
transferred and assigned to salary class 3, 
group C, of the foregoing schedule; 

“(k) Teachers in vocational or trade 
schools shall be transferred and assigned as 
follows: 

“(1) Vocational school teachers now as- 
signed to salary class 5, group A, shall be 
transferred and assigned to salary class 5, 
group A, of the foregoing schedule; 

“(2) Vocational school teachers now as- 
signed to salary class 5, group B, shall be 
transferred and assigned to salary class 5, 
group A, of the foregoing schedule; 

“(3) Vocational school teachers now as- 
signed to salary class 5, group C, shall be 
transferred and assigned to salary class 5, 
group C, of the foregoing schedule; and 

“(4) Vocational school teachers now as- 
signed to salary class 5, group D, shall be 
transferred and assigned to salary class 5, 
group C, of the foregoing schedule; 

“(1) ‘Research assistants shall be trans- 
ferred and assigned as follows: 

“(1) Research assistants now assigned to 
salary class 6, group A, shall be transferred 
and assigned to salary class 6, group A, of 
the foregoing schedule; 

“(2) Research assistants now assigned to 
salary class 6, group B, shall be transferred 
and assigned to salary class 6, group A, of 
the foregoing schedule; 

“(8) Research assistants now assigned to 
salary Class 6, group C, shall be transferred 
and assigned to salary class 6, group C, of 

the foregoing schedule; and 


1951 


“(4) Research assistants now assigned to 
salary class 6, group D, shall be transferred 
and assigned to salary class 6, group C, of 
the foregoing schedule; 

“(m) Instructors in the teachers colleges 
now assigned to salary class 7, group A, shall 
be transferred and assigned to salary class 7, 
group C, of the foregoing schedule. 

“(n) Instructors in the teachers colleges 
now assigned to salary class 7, group B, shall 
be transferred and assigned to salary class 7, 
group C of the foregoing schedule: 

“(o) Librarians in the teachers colleges 
now assigned to salary class 8, group A, shall 
be transferred and assigned to salary class 8, 
group C, of the foregoing schedule; 

“(p) Librarians in the teachers colleges 
now assigned to salary class 8, group B, 
shall b> transferred and assigned to salary 
class 8, group C, of the foregoing schedule; 

(ab) Sunervisors of penmanship now as- 
signed to salary class 7, group B, shall be 
transferred and assigned to salary class 7, 
group C, of the foregoing schedule with the 
title of instructor in the teachers colleges;“. 

Sec. 6. Section 7 of such act, as amended, 
is amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 7. On July 1, 1948, and on the first 
day of each fiscal year thereafter, if his work 
is satisfactory, every permanent teacher, 
school officer, or other employee, shall receive 
an annual increase in salary within his sal- 
ary class or position as hereinbefore provided 
without action of the Board of Education. A 
program of in-service training under regu- 
lations to be formulated by the Board of 
Education shall be established to promote 
continuous professional growth among the 
teachers, school officers, and other em- 
ployees.” 

Sec. 7. Section 9 of such act, as amended, 
is amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 9. (a) Every teacher, librarian, re- 
search assistant, and instructor in the teach- 
ers colleges in the service of the Board of 
Education on June 30, 1947, shall be trans- 
ferred and assigned either to group A or to 
group C in salary classes 1 to 8, inclusive, 
in accordance with the provisions of section 
6 of this act. Every teacher, librarian, re- 
search assistant, counselor, and instructor in 
the teachers colleges appointed on or after 
\July 1, 1947, shall be assigned according to 
eligibility either to group A or to group C if 
the salary class to which he is appointed be 
divided into group A and group C. Every 
teacher, librarian, research assistant, and 
counselor transferred and assigned on July 
1, 1947, to a group A, or appointed to group A 
on July 1, 1947, or thereafter shall be pro- 
moted to group C on the basis of documen- 
tary evidence establishing the attainment of 
a recognized master’s degree: Provided, That 
after June 30, 1948, all promotions to group 
C shall be made on the Ist day of the month 
immediately following the date on which 
documentary evidence is submitted to the 
Board of Education establishing to the 
Board's satisfaction the attainment of a rec- 
ognized master’s degree. 

“(b) Notwithstanding any provision of this 
act to the contrary, the Board of Education 
is authorized to promote school librarians in 
the service of the Board of Education on 
permanent tenure on July 1, 1950, to class 4, 
group C, without requiring such librarians 
to have a master’s degree and to appoint or 
promote vocational high-school shop teach- 
ers to class 5, group C, without requiring 
such teachers to have a master’s degree.” 

Sec. 8. Section 13 of such act, as amended, 
is amended to read as follows: 

“Src. 13. There shall be appointed by the 
Board of Education, on the recommendation 
of the Superintendent of Schools, a chief 
examiner for the board of examiners for 
white schools and a chief examiner for the 
board of examiners for colored schools. All 
members of the 
mers shall serve without additional compen- 
sation.” 


ve boards of exam 
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Sec. 9. Appropriations to carry out, after 
June 30, 1951, the purposes of sections 2, 4, 
and 5 of this act, and so much of section 7 
of this act as relates to subsection (a) of 
section 9 of the District of Columbia Teach- 
ers’ Salary Act of 1947, as amended, are au- 
thorized. The appropriations for general ad- 
ministration, general supervision and in- 
struction, and vocational education, George- 
Barden program, under the caption “Public 
Schools” contained in the District of Colum- 
bia Appropriation Act of 1950, approved June 
29, 1949, and in the District of Columbia 
Appropriation Act of 1951, approved July 18, 
1950, are hereby made available for carrying 
out the purposes of such sections of this act 
for periods prior to July 1, 1951. 

Sec. 10. Sections 2, 4, and 5 of this act, and 
so much of section 7 of this act as relates to 
subsection (a) of section 9 of the District 
of Columbia Teachers’ Salary Act of 1947, as 
amended, shall take effect July 1, 1947. 


With the following committee amend- 
ments: 

Page 2, line 16, after “Sec. 5”, insert (a).“ 

Page 5, line 1, insert the following: 

“(b) Section 6 of such act, as amended, 
is further amended by adding at the end 
thereof a new paragraph to read as follows: 

as) Every permanent and probationary 
teacher, librarian, research assistant, coun- 
selor, and instructor in the teachers colleges 
who— 

“*(1) was in the employ of the Board of 
Education on June 30, 1947, 

“*(2) had a master's degree on June 30, 
1947, 

“*(3) had been granted credit for not 
more than 5 years’ previous experience in 
schools other than public schools of the 
District of Columbia, and 

“*(4) had a salary of less than $3,500 dur- 
ing the fiscal year ending June 30, 1948, 
shall receive, effective as of July 1, 1947, in 
lieu of the salary received on and after such 
date, a salary of $3,000, plus $100 for each 
year of previous experience in schools other 
than public schools of the District of Colum- 
bia for which credit had theretofore been 
granted by the Board of Education, together 
with annual increases thereafter in accord- 
ance with sections 5 and 7 of this act.“ 


The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, 
for the record, will the chairman of the 
committee explain the general provisions 
of the measure? The reason I am inter- 
ested is that the House Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service had a pro- 
vision in the measure before it providing 
for certain increases in the salaries of 
those employed by the District of Colum- 
bia. At the request of two members of 
the gentleman’s committee, the provi- 
sion was stricken out of the bill in order 
that this committee might bring legisla- 
tion to the floor of the House. May I 
ask the chairman of the committee 
whether or not this legislation would 
conform to the legislation that was un- 
der consideration by the House Com- 
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service? 

Mr. McMILLAN. This bill does not 
pertain to that pay increase. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Then I with- 
draw my statement, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, the 
purpose of the bill is to correct certain 
inequities in the District of Columbia 
Teachers Salary Act of 1947. It changes 
existing law in the following respects: 

First. A new salary class of assistants, 
consultants, and supervisors, with a sal- 
ary grade below that of principal, but 
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higher than that of teacher. The 

amendment was recommended by the 

Senate Appropriations Subcommittee. It 

is designed to allow somewhat higher 

salaries for about 20 assistants, consult- 
ants, and supervisors, without the neces- 
sity of promoting them to the grade of 
school principal. The annual cost will 
be approximately $2,000 annually for 

5 years. 

Second. The Teachers Salary Act of 
1947 requires that all teachers at higher 
salary levels must have a master’s degree. 
The board of education has had difficulty 
in recruiting librarians and vocational- 
high-school-shop teachers with this 
qualification. Section 2 of the proposed 
bill would allow the promotion of 5 
librarians and approximately 25 voca- 
tional-shop teachers without the re- 
quirement of a master’s degree, at an 
annual cost of $5,000 for 5 years. 

Third. The bill would increase the pro- 
bationary period of service from 1 year 
to 2 years. , 

Fourth. Under present law, teachers 
may receive annual increases, after 5 
years, only by producing evidence of 
successful teaching, in the case of a 
teacher, or outstanding service, in the 
case of a school officer or other employee. 
The proposed bill would eliminate this 
requirement, but would require that the 
teacher's or officer’s work be satisfactory. 

Fifth. Under present law there is an 
associate superintendent and a chief ex- 
aminer for schools for white children in 
the District: The associate superintend- 
ent in charge of colored schools is also 
required to act as chief examiner. The 
bill would create a new position of chief 
examiner for colored schools, at an ini 
tial cost of $5,300 annually. : 

Sixth. Under the Teachers Salary Act 
of 1947, a master’s degree was required 
for teaching positions in certain salary 
classes. Prior to passage of the act, ap- 
proximately 260 teachers had satisfac- 
torily demonstrated that they had ex- 
perience and training equivalent to a 
master’s degree, but under the provisions 
of the act, they were not eligible to con- 
tinue in the positions they had occupied. 
The bill would allow teachers who, on 
June 30, 1947, held a teaching position 
requiring a master’s degree, or the 
equivalent of such a degree, to be con- 
tinued in such positions. Sections 2 and 
3 of the bill effect such change. The 
annual cost will not exceed $125,000. 

The legislation has the approval of the 
Board of Education of the District of 
Columbia and the Commissioners of the 
District of Columbia. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the third reading of the 
bill. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, and was read the third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

The bill was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

DEPARTMENT OF FOOD SERVICES IN 
PUBLIC SCHOOLS OF THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 
Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, I call 

up the bill (S. 1349) to establish a De- 

partment of Food Services for public 
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schools in the District of Columbia, and 
for other purposes, and ask for unani- 
mous consent that the bill be considered 
in the House as in Committee of the 
Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from South Carolina? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak- 
er, reserving the right to object, will the 
gentleman explain the bill? This is a 
new departure in the school-lunch pro- 
gram. 

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, the 
purpose of this bill is to centralize the 
handling of cafeterias and school-lunch 
problems in the District of Columbia. 
The present school cafeterias in Wash- 
ington are operated by the principals of 
each school as a private nonprofit enter- 
prise. The bill would establish a central 
office for food services, with power to en- 
gage in wholesale purchasing, to estab- 
lish uniform dietary and other stand- 
ards, and to administer school-lunch and 
surplus-food-disposal programs in co- 
operation with officials of the Federal 
Government. The bill authorizes the 
‘establishment of a revolving fund of 
$25,000. It is contemplated that the pro- 
gram will continue to be non-profit-mak- 
ing and self-sustaining. 

The bill has the approval of the board 
of commissioners and the board of edu- 
cation of the District of Columbia. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak- 
er, I withdraw my reservation of ob- 
jection. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Speak- 
er, reserving the right to object. I want 
to point out that in the last few days 
there has been some criticism in the local 
papers relative to these cafeterias. I 
refer to some suggested irregularities as 
to procuring food. In my opinion, this 
type of bill, if it becomes a law, will elim- 
inate the possibility of these irregular- 
ities developing. It also puts these cafe- 
terias under a manager so that they 
probably can buy in bulk lots and save 
some money. It is a self-supporting 
program. While there is $25,000 set up 
by the District Commissioners in a re- 
volving fund, there is a limitation as 
to who can be served. The bill sets up 
a Director of the Department of Food 
Services at a basie salary of $6,000 a year, 
and sets a maximum of $7,000 a year. 
There is an Assistant Director set up at 
$5,000 a year. The act is self-supporting. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from South Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete.— 


TITLE I—Pustic SCHOOL CAFETERIAS AND 
LUNCHROOMS 


SECTION 1. That there is hereby created 
in the public schools of the District of Co- 
lumbia a Department of Food Services, which 
department, under the direction and con- 
trol of the Board of Education of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, hereinafter referred to 
as the “Board,” is hereby authorized to con- 
duct a centralized system of public school 
cafeterias, lunchrooms, and related services, 
hereinafter referred to as food services.” 

Sec. 2. For carrying out the purposes of 
this act, the Board is empowered— 

(a) to establish in the Department of Food 
Services an Office of Central Management 
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consisting of a Director and Assistant Direc- 
tors of Food Services, whose compensation 
shall be fixed in accordance with the Dis- 
trict of Columbia Teachers’ Salary Act of 
1947, as amended; 

(b) to make and enforce such rules and 
regulations as it deems necessary for the 
government of the Department of Food Serv- 
ices and for the use and enjoyment of the 
facilities and services of such department; 

(c) upon the written recommendation of 
the Superintendent of Schools, to employ 
such personnel as may be required to man- 
age cafeterias, lunchrooms, and related serv- 
ices and to conduct the Office of Central 
Management. The compensation of such 
personnel, other than a Director and Assist- 
ant Director of Food Services, shall be fixed 
in accordance with the Classification Act 
of 1949: Provided, That the salaries of per- 
sons employed to manage cafeterias, lunch- 
rooms, and related services shall be paid 
in installments and computed in accord- 
ance with the provisions of the fourth and 
fifth paragraphs under the subheading “For 
allowance to principals’ under the caption 
“Public schools” contained in the act of 
Congress entitled “An act making appropria- 
tions to provide for the expenses of the gov- 
ernment of the District of Columbia for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1909, and for 
other purposes,” approved May 26, 1908 (35 
Stat. 290, 291), as amended (sec. 31-609, 
D. C. Code, 1940 edition): And provided 
further, That such persons shall not be en- 
titled to leave with pay of any kind except 
that which is allowed teachers under the 
District of Columbia Teachers’ Leave Act of 
1949; 

(d) upon the written recommendation of 
the Superintendent of Schools, to employ on 
a full-time or part-time basis such person- 


nel as may be required for the operation and 


maintenance of food services at rates of pay 
to be fixed by said Board with reference to 
the Classification Act of 1949, and with re- 
spect to part-time employees without regard 
to prohibitions or limitations relating to 
dual compensation as contained in any act 
of Congress. Persons employed under the 
provisions of this paragraph shall be enti- 
tled to compensation for all time when and 
as they perform service, and, in addition 
thereto, shall be entitled to compensation 
for such holidays as fall within a regular 
tour of duty of not less than 5 days in any 
established workweek. Persons employed 
under this paragraph shall not be entitled, 
by reason of such service, to vacation or an- 
nual leave with pay. Notwithstanding the 
provisions of any other law, such persons 
shall be entitled to sick leave with pay, to 
be cumulative at the rate of 1 day a month, 
September to June, inclusive, of each year, 
the total cumulation not to exceed 30 days, 
to be granted under such conditions as the 
Board may by regulation prescribe: Pro- 
vided, That as to part-time employees such 
leave shall be prorated on an hourly basis. 
The days of sick leave with pay provided 
for in this section shall mean days on which 
employees would otherwise work and receive 
pay and shall be exclusive of Saturdays, 
Sundays, holidays, and vacation periods au- 
thorized by the Board; 

(e) upon the written recommendation of 
the Superintendent of Schools, to accept for 
the benefit of the program of food services 
gifts of money which shall be deposited in 
the fund created by section 4 of this act, 
and of personal property and volunteer per- 
sonal service. 

Sec. 3. Service rendered by any person for 
salary or wages as an employee of any cafe- 
teria or lunchroom operated in the public 
school buildings of the District during any 
period prior to the date when such cafe- 
teria or lunchroom is placed under the office 
of central management shall, if and when 
such person becomes an employee of the 
Department of Food Services, be deemed to 
be service rendered for the government of 
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the District of Columbia for purposes of the 
Civil Service Retirement Act, approved May 
29, 1930, as amended, to be computed in ac- 
cordance with section 5 of such act: Pro- 
vided, That such person shall make deposits 
covering such service as provided in section 
9 of such act: And provided further, That 
any such person may elect to make such 
deposits in installments in accordance with 
the provisions of section 9 of such act. 

Sec. 4. Article II of title I of the District 
of Columbia Teachers’ Salary Act of 1947, 
as amended, is hereby amended by inserting 
the following new salary schedules im- 
mediately after the salary schedule for Class 
34—Child Labor Inspectors: 


“DEPARTMENT OF FOOD SERVICES 


“Class 35—Director of Department of 
Food Services 


“A basic salary of $6,000 per year, with 
an annual increase in salary of $200 for 5 
years, or until a maximum salary of $7,000 
per year is reached. 


“Class 36—Assistant Directors of Department 
of Food Services 


“A basic salary of $5,000 per year, with an 
annual increase in salary of $200 for 5 years, 
or until a maximum salary of $6,000 per year 
is reached.” 

Sec. 5. There is hereby created in the 
Treasury of the United States a fund to be 
known as “District of Columbia Public 
School Food Services Fund,” hereinafter re- 
ferred to as the “Food Services Fund,” and 
there is authorized to be appropriated, out 
of the revenues of the District of Columbia, 
$25,000 which shall be credited to the Food 
Services Fund. All revenues and receipts of 
any nature whatever derived from the opera- 
tion of food services, or as provided other- 
wise by this Act, shall, under regulations of 
the Board, be paid over to the Collector of 
Taxes of the District of Columbia not less 
often than once each week and by him de- 
posited in the Treasury of the United States 
to the credit of the Food Services Fund. 
Such fund shall be used as a permanent re- 
volving fund and expenditures therefrom 
shall be made only upon vouchers certified 
by the Superintendent of Schools or his 
designated agent and approved before pay- 
ment by the Auditor of the District of Colum- 
bia, and shall be disbursed in the same man- 
ner as other District of Columbia funds are 
disbursed. The Food Services Fund shall be 
available for the purchase of food, supplies, 
and all other services and expenditures of 
whatever nature which are necessary for the 
conduct of the Department of Food Services, 
including personal services, the operation and 
maintenance of motor trucks, and the ex- 
penses of conducting the Office of Central 
Management. 

Sec. 6. Appropriations are hereby author- 
ized for the acquisition, maintenance and re- 
placement of equipment used or acquired for 
use in the conduct of the Department of 
Food Services in the public schools of the 
District of Columbia. 

Sec. 7. (a) All funds, whether in cash or 
other form, in the custody or possession of 
the person or persons operating cafeterias 
and lunchrooms in public school buildings of 
the District of Columbia which funds have 
been derived from such operations shall, on 
the date such cafeterias and lunchrooms are 
placed under the Office of Central Manage- 
ment, be paid to the Collector of Taxes, Dis- 
trict of Columbia, and deposited by him in 
the Treasury of the United States to the 
credit of the Food Services Fund, and all 
supplies and equipment of whatever nature 
acquired for use in such cafeterias and 
lunchrooms shall, by the person or persons 
having custody or possession of such sup- 
plies and equipment, be returned or trans- 
ferred to the Board of Education, together 
will all books and records pertaining to the 
same; Provided, That the Board of Education 
shall place all such cafeterias and lunch- 
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rooms under the Office of Central Manage- 
ment not more than 1 year after the Depart- 
ment of Food Services is established by said 
Board. 

(b) All obligations incurred for food, sup- 
plies, and equipment used or usable in the 
conduct of cafeterias and lunchrooms un- 
satisfied on the day the respective cafeterias 
and lunchrooms are placed under the Office 
of Central Management, shall be paid from 
the Food Services Fund. 

Sec. 8. Insofar as the Board shall conduct 
a school-lunch program under the authority 
of this title, it shall be considered a school“ 
within the meaning of the National School 
Lunch Act, and all funds to which it may 
thus become entitled as a participating 
school under the National School Lunch Act 
shall be deposited in the fund created by 
section 4 hereof. 

Sec. 9. It shall be the duty of the Auditor 
of the District of Columbia to audit at least 
quarterly the accounts of the Department of 
Food Services and make reports thereof to 
the Commissioners of the District of Colum- 
bia. 

Sec. 10. This title may be cited as the 
“District of Columbia Public School Food 
Services Act.” 

! TITLE II—DisTRIBUTION oF COMMODITIES 

Sec. 201. The Board of Education of the 
District of Columbia is authorized (a) to 
enter into a contract or contracts from time 
to time with the United States Department 
of Agriculture for the distribution to schools 
and to public and charitable institutions of 
commodities made available by said Depart- 
ment, and (b) to carry out, under regula- 
tions of the said Board, a program or pro- 
grams of furnishing milk to school children 
in the District, including the purchase and 
distribution of milk under agreement with 


the United States Department of Agricul- 


ture: Provided, That all moneys collected 
under such program or programs shall be 
paid to the Collector of Taxes of the District 
of Columbia for deposit into the Treasury of 
the United States to the credit of the Dis- 
trict. 

Sec. 202. Appropriations are hereby au- 
thorized to enable the Board of Education to 
carry out the contracts and programs au- 
thorized by this title. 


Mr. McMILLAN (interrupting the 
reading of the bill). Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the further 
reading of the bill be dispensed with and 
that the bill be printed in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from South Carolina? 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
there is one other thought I would like 
to pass on to the members of the House 
as well as to our good chairman. I hope 
in the future that bills of this nature 
as well as the several other bills here, 
which come from the other body, will 
be properly referred to a subcommittee 
before they are brought to the floor of 
the House so that the members of the 
subcommittee will have the benefit of 
the testimony and of the pros and cons 
relative to the bill. On the other House 
bills we did have a short hearing before 
the full committee, but I submit that 
that is rather unsatisfactory. If we are 
going to have subcommittees to hold 
hearings on these bills, they ought to 
be referred to the subcommittees and 
subcommittees ought to have hearings 
so that the people of the District of Co- 
lumbia can be properly heard on the 
proposition before them. I hope that 
what I say will be taken in all kindness 
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insofar as the chairman of our com- 
mittee is concerned. He recognizes that 
I recognize some of the difficulties which 
occur in committee, particularly in the 
Committee on the District of Columbia, 
Some do not take it too seriously. 

Mr. McMILLAN. I assure the gentle- 
man from Nebraska that it is completely 
agreeable to me that the subcommittees 
consider all these bills. 

Mr. KEARNS. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, so that the members 
of the House may understand this cafe- 
teria bill a little better, I think they 
should realize that after this system is 
operating, it will not cost the Govern- 
ment anything, but will be self-support- 
ing. The revenue coming in from all the 
various cafeterias will in time pay for 
all the supervision, and will probably 
result in a profit rather than a deficit. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, in view of the remarks just 
made by the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania, I do not desire to reserye the right 
to object. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from South Carolina [Mr. MCMILLAN] 

There was no objection. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA TEACHERS’ 
LEAVE ACT OF 1949 


Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, by di- 
rection of the Committee on the District 
of Columbia I call up the bill (S. 657) to 
amend and clarify the District of Co- 
lumbia Teachers’ Leave Act of 1949, and 
for other purposes, and ask unanimous 
consent that it may be considered in the 
House as in the Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from South Carolina? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
gentleman will state it. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Will 
Members have an opportunity to speak 
under the 5-minute rule, provided this 
request is granted? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
will. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak- 
er, reserving the right to object, this is a 
bill to amend the District of Columbia 
Teachers’ Leave Act of 1949. We would 
like for the chairman to explain the bill. 

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, the 
purpose of the bill is to correct certain 
inequities in, and to liberalize certain 
provisions of, the District of Columbia 
School Teachers’ Leave Act of 1949. 
Existing law is changed in the following 
respects: 

First. The amount of sick leave which 
teachers may accumulate is increased 
from a maximum of 60 days to 75 days 
for regular teachers, and from 10 to 20 
days for temporary teachers. This is the 
accumulation allowed Federal employees, 
with an appropriate deduction. because 
teachers are employed only 10 months 
in the year. 

Second. Under present law teachers 


The 


They 


may take leave only for pressing per- 
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sonal emergencies. The bill would allow 
a teacher to take 3 days of leave in any 
school year for any purpose, upon giving 
timely notice of intended absence, under 
rules and regulations to be prescribed by 
the Board of Education. It is antici- 
pated that this will allow teachers to use 
such leave for personal affairs, for re- 
ligious observances, and for other pur- 
poses which cannot be classified as emer- 
gencies. 

Third. Under the provisions of the 
1949 act, teachers were credited with 1 
day’s sick leave for each year of service 
prior to passage of the act, up to a maxi- 
mum of 20 days. This limitation is re- 
moved. Teachers will, therefore, receive 
1 day of sick leave for each year of their 
service, prior to 1949, in the District of 
Columbia school system. 

Fourth. Under present law teachers 
may be advanced up to 20 days of sick 
8 This would be increased to 25 

ays. 

Fifth. Presently, certain employees of 
the schools may not carry with them 
accumulated sick leave when they are 
promoted within the system. The bill 
would allow such employees to retain 
their accumulated sick leave. 

Sixth. Under present law any teacher 
on leave without pay prior to a week end 
or vacation period loses pay for such 
week end or vacation period. The bill 
would provide that teachers will lose pay 
only for those days when school is in 
session and they could otherwise work. 

Seventh. Present law provides no pro- 
tection for the tenure of teachers who 
are absent with leave without pay. The 
bill would require reinstatement at the 
expiration of such leave without pay to 
the teacher’s former or an equivalent 
Position. 2 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from South Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 
Be it enacted, etc., That the first section of 
the District of Columbia Teachers’ Leave 
Act of 1949 is amended (a) by striking from 
the last sentence thereof the words sixty“ 
and “ten” and substituting in lieu thereof 
the words “seventy-five” and “twenty”, re- 
spectively, and (b) by adding at the end 
thereof the following new sentence: “Under 
such rules and regulations as the Board of 
Education may prescribe any teacher or 
attendance officer may use 3 day of such 
accumulative leave with pay in any school 
year for any purpose, upon giving timely 
notice of intended absence.” 

Sec. 2. Section 2 of such act is amended 
(a) by striking from the proviso of the first 
sentence thereof the word “total amount 
to be” and inserting in lieu thereof the word 
“leave” and also by striking from such pro- 
viso the words “shall not exceed 20 days and“ 
and (b) by striking from the last sentence 
thereof the word “sixty” and inserting in 
lieu thereof “seventy-five.” 

t Sec. 3. Section 4 of such act is amended 
by striking therefrom the word “twenty” and 
inserting in lieu thereof “twenty-five.” 

Sec. 4. When any person occupying a po- 
sition, the salary of which position is fixed 
by article I, title I, of the District of Colum- 
bia Teachers’ Salary Act of 1947 (61 Stat. 
248), as amended, or a position as attendance 
‘officer, the salary of which position is fixed 
in class 32, article II, title I, of such act, is 
transferred or promoted to any position in 
the schedule in article II, title I, of such 
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act (other than a position in class 32) shall 
be entitled to have credited to his account us 
accumulated sick leave as provided by the 
act entitled “An act to standardize sick leave 
and extend it to all civilian employees,” | 
approved March 14, 1936 (49 Stat. 1162), as 
amended, the same number of days as are 
credited to him as cumulative leave with pay 
under the provisions of the District of Co- 
lumbia Teachers’ Leave Act of 1949. 

Sec, 5. Teachers and attendance officers 
who are on leave without pay for periods 
less than 1 month and who are on leave, 
without pay on the last day of school pre- 
ceding Saturday or any other vacation pe- 
riod designated by the Board of Education 
shall lose pay only for those days when 
schoo] is in session and they could other- 
wise work. In no case shall a teacher cr 


attendance officer on leave without pay for 


periods less than 1 month suffer a loss of 
pay for Saturdays, Sundays, holidays, and 
vacation periods authorized by the Board of 
Education. 

| Sec. 6. Any teacher or attendance officer 
who is granted leave without pay by the Su- 


perintendent of Schools or the Board of Edu- `$ 


cation shall be reinstated to the position 
from which leave was granted or to an 
equivalent position when said employee is 
ready to resume his duties. 

| Sec. 7. The first paragraph of the first 
section of the act entitled An act for the 
retirement of public school teachers in the 
District of Columbia,” approved August 7, 
1946, is emended— 

(1) by striking out “No deduction shall 
be made from less than an entire month’s 
salary.”; and 

(2) by adding at the end of such paragraph 
the following: “Deductions shall be made 
for every month in which the salary of a 
teacher exceeds the amount of such deduc- 
tion. Any teacher may, at his option and 
under such regulations and at such times 
as may be prescribed by the Commissioners 
ot the District of Columbia, deposit with the 
Collector of Taxes, District of Columbia, the 
amount which would otherwise be deductible’ 
during any period of leave without pay, to 
be credited as herein provided.” 

f Sec. 8. This act shall take effect on the first 
day of the second month following its enact- 
ment. 4 


Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
‘Speaker, I move to strike out the last 
word. 


Mr. Speaker, it is my understanding 


that under the Reorganization Act the 
Congress is required to adjourn on the 
31st day of July of each year unless there 
is some emergency. Just what the emer- 
‘gency may be which keeps us in session 
‘here now I have been unable to learn. 
Business keeps coming up like these bills 
today, and on other days there are con- 
sent requests and suspensions, and so, 
on; and apparently we are going to be 
here indefinitely. 

I was advised this morning by one on 
the minority side who is presumed to 
know something about the length of the 
session that his guess on adjournment 
was December 1. $ 

It does seem as though in justice to 
our constituents who are very, very anxi- 
ous—in my district at least, they are 
insisting that some of us get home and 
explain what we are doing down here 
and why we are in such a mess—that it 
would be helpful if we could just do 
away with consent requests to consider 
first one bill and then another—and I 
am not especially critical of this measure 
oz the others that the gentleman has in 
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mind for today—but that we get a pro- 


gram that will enable us to finish our, 
business, get home, and see if we can get’ 


a few dollars together so as to make the 
members of the family happy on Christ- 
mas Eve and Christmas Day, and talk 
over with our constituents whether there 
is any prospect at all of stopping the 
program which is sending their men 
across the Pacific and to Europe. This 
morning I received a notice of the Michi- 
gan casualties in Korea and I found three 
this last week from my own district. 
Some of those parents, some of those 
wives, want to know just what it is the 
administration, the internationalists, so- 
called, are trying to do in other lands 
that requires them to send their boys 
across and then after a while bring so 
many of them back in boxes to be buried: 
in some local cemetery. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Speak- 
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Yes; if 
the gentleman will give me some help 
in getting this program along. The nub 
of it is this: I am just about ready to 
suggest—I will withdraw that word 
„suggest“ —but I am thinking of ob- 
jecting to all these unanimous- consent 
requests. 

Is there any reason why the party in 
power cannot find out what it wants to 
do and bring it up and do it? I would 
like to know just what it is, just why 
you have to keep so many of us here. 
Is it that if there are so few here or 
if those who are here get so tired of 
this business they will just consent to 
everything and every day that we are 


in session pass another bill granting the 


administration more power or more 
money to spend? For example, on Sat-! 
urday I got a call from a local industry: 
in my district which said that the Kaiser 
organization now is competing with 
other defense plants on the wage scale: 
that is to say, the administration lets a 
contract, practically cost-plus contract 
to Kaiser, then Kaiser comes in and gets, 
the employees, the men who are work-. 
ing in other industries engaged in de- 


fense work, gets them by offering higher 
pay, which the taxpayer absorbs, so it: 


messes up the whole works. There is 
just no sense to this idea of fussing 
around like a school kid who wants to 


take the clock to pieces and then can- 
not put it together again and keeping 


us here indefinitely, spending the peo- 
ple’s money and sending their boys away 
to be killed in Korea. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Speak- 
er, will the gentleman yield? 3 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I yield 
to the gentleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. This is a 


bill which has to do with cumulative sick 


leave for teachers. I would suggest that 
the gentleman speak about the bill. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. The 
gentleman may enlighten us on that. I 
just choose to make my own talks rather 
than on this occasion follow the gentle- 
man. I admit that I was speaking out 
of order. But the point comes too late. 
Does the gentleman want me to proceed 
inorder? Ihave finished what I wanted 
to say and I refuse to yield further to 
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the gentleman from Nebraska unless he 
wants to make a point of no quorum, 
which he so often does. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I yield 
to the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. If we are going to stay 
in session indefinitely let us abolish this 
T. and T. Club, this Thursday to Tues- 
day Club. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. They 
have to go home for nourishment. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Speak- 
er, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
gentleman will state it. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. We have 
District business before us today. It 
seems to be in order to bring up some- 


The 


thing out of order on every District day. 


Is it proper for a Member to speak out 
of order without asking permission to 
speak out of order before he proceeds? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
Cooper). Under the rules of the House 
this is District day, and bills on the Dis- 
trict Calendar are now being called up 
for consideration. Of course, when a 
gentleman offers an amendment to strike 
out the last word and does not confine 
his remarks to the amendment offered, 
he would technically be subject to a 
point of order. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
gentleman will state it. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Did not 
the point come a little too late after I 
had finished my remarks? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That is 
not the point. The gentleman pro- 
pounded a parliamentary inquiry, 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I make the point of order that a 
quorum is not present, i 

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Evi- 
dently a quorum is not present. 

Mr. MCMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, I move 
a call of the House. x 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 


[Roll No. 178] 
Aandahl Cooley Hedrick 
Abbitt Dawson Heffernan 
Allen, La. DeGraffenried Heller 
Anderson, Calif. Delaney Herter 
Armstrong Dingell Hess 
Bailey Dollinger 
Baker Donohue Holifield 
Battle Donovan Howell 
Bender Doyle Irving 
Bentsen Eaton Jackson, Calif. 
Blatnik Fallon James 
Boggs, Del Fine Javits 
Boggs, La Fogarty Jones 
Boykin Frazier Hamilton C, 
Breen. Fulton Kelley, Pa 
Buckley Furcolo Kelly, N. Y. 
Buffett Gamble Kennedy 
Burton Garmatz Keough 
Busbey Kersten, Wis. 
Byrne, N. Y. Granahan Klein 
Camp Green Kluczynski 
Canfield Gwinn Lane 
. Latham 

Celler Leonard W. Lesinski 

tham Hand Lucas 
Chudoff Lyle 
Clemente Hays, Ohio McGrath 
Cole, Kans. Hébert Machrowicz 
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Mack, III. Pickett Spence 
Magee Potter Staggers 
Miller, Calif. Powell Stanley 
Miller, Md. Prouty Steed 
Miller, N. V. Quinn Taylor 
Morano Rabaut Thompson, Tex. 
Morgan Radwan Thornberry 
Morrison Ramsay Vinson 
Morton Redden Walter 
Moulder Regan Weichel 
Murpby Ribicoff Werdel 
Murray, Wis. Richards Wharton 
O’Brien, Mich. Robeson Whitaker 
O'Neill Rogers, Mass. Widnall 
Ostertag Roosevelt Willis 
O'Toole Sadlak Wilson, Ind. 
Passman Scott, Hardie Winstead 
Patten Seely-Brown Wood, Ga. 
Philbin Shelley 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. On this 
roll call 292 Members have answered to 
their names, a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro- 
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 


DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA TEACHERS LEAVE 
ACT OF 1949 


Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that further reading 
of the bill be dispensed with. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from South Carolina? 

Mr. KEARNS. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I may say for the 
information of the Members that this 
bill provides 75 days sick leave and is 
not unusual in most of the States. That 
is something I think the membership 


should bearin mind. It allows the teach- - 


ers of the District of Columbia to build up 
accumulated sick leave instead of having 
to take it a few days each year; they build 
up this leave and have it to use in time of 
emergency. This is a very fine piece of 
legislation, and I hope there will be no 
objection to it. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from South Carolina to dispense with 
further reading of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the committee amend- 
ments. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

On page 3, beginning with line 3 and 
through line 12 strike all of section 5. 

On page 3, line 13 renumber section 6 as 
“Section 5.” 

On page 3, line 13 after the word “who”, 
insert “after the enactment of this act.” 

On page 3, line 17, before the period add 
the following “existing at the time such leave 


was granted.” 
On pages 3 and 4, strike section 7 from 


the bill. 
On page 4, line 9, renumber section 8 as 


“Section 6.“ 

The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


AMENDING DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
TEACHERS’ SALARY ACT OF 1947 
Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, by di- 

rection of the Committee on the Dis- 

trict of Columbia I call up the bill (H. R. 

4419) to amend the District of Columbia 

Teachers’ Salary Act of 1947, and ask 

unanimous consent that it be considered 
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in the House as in the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from South Carolina? 

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, can the gentleman 
tell me whether there are any hearings 
on this bill? 

Mr. McMILLAN. None except before 
the full committee. 

Mr. O'HARA. Are there any reported 
hearings at all? 

Mr. McMILLAN. Only those before 
the full committee when we heard the 
Board of Education, the Superintendent 
of Schools, and the District Commis- 
sioners. 

The purpose of this legislation is to 
authorize the Board of Education, on 
the written recommendation of the Su- 
perintendent of Schools, to employ nct 
more than 15 retired members of the 
armed services of the United States as 
teachers of military science and tactics 
in the public schools of the District of 
Columbia. Such teachers, so employed, 
shall be entitled to compensation in ac- 
cordance with the salary schedule of the 
act in addition to their retired pay and 
allowance. 

It is understood that this bill is spon- 
sored by the District of Columbia de- 
partment of the Reserve Officers Asso- 
ciation and by the Military Order of the 
World Wars. These organizations have 
taken a strong and commendable inter- 
est in the program of revitalizing the 
high school cadet corps. The Com- 
missioners have been advised that there 
has been a steady deterioration of inter- 
est in the cadet corps over a period of 
the last 15 or 18 years. In part, this 
situation is attributable to the fact that 
it has become increasingly difficult to 
find instructors experienced and quali- 
fied in the field of military science and 
tactics. In Washington many retired 
personnel of the armed services of the 
United States are available but with few 
exceptions these men are unwilling or 
unable to serve as teachers of military 
science and tactics in the high schools 
because by reason of the Dual Compen- 
sation Act of 1933 they could not be com- 
pensated for their services. The bill 
would authorize the employing of such 
retired personnel and also would author- 
ize the payment of the salary authorized 
by the Teachers’ Salary Act for their 
services in the high schools in addition 
to their retired pay and allowances. 

This legislation has the approval of 
the Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia. 

Mr. O'HARA. As I understand from 
reading the bill, it would permit the hir- 
ing of retired Army officers, regardless 
of rank, whether they were generals, 
colonels, or whatever they may be, and 
would exempt them and permit them to 
be hired as instructors in military 
science and tactics in the District of Co- 
lumbia schools; which would constitute 
an exception to the Dual Compensation 
Act of 1933; is that correct? 

Mr. McMILLAN. That is correct. 
The reason for this legislation is to per- 
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mit the schools to carry on their military 
science instruction without interfering 
with taking Regular Army officers off 
active duty. 

Mr. O'HARA. The retired officer 
would be drawing his pay, if he were a 
colonel or general, and he would also be 
drawing pay as an instructor in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia school, also paid for 
out of the Federal funds; is that correct? 

Mr. McMILLAN. That is correct. 

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Speaker, I object. 

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the consideraticn 
of the bill (H. R. 4419) to amend the 
District of Columbia Teachers’ Salar 
Act of 1947. : 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by the 
gentleman from South Carolina. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the consid- 
eration of the bill H. R. 4419, with Mr. 
MANSFIELD in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

By unanimous consent, the first read- 
ing of the bill was dispensed with. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Arkansas will state his parliamen- 
tary inquiry. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, as I 
understand it we are now in the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union for the purpose of consid- 
ering this legislation. Has any time 
agreement been reached with reference 
to debate on the bill? 

The CHAIRMAN. I may say to the 
gentleman from Arkansas that no agree- 
ment has been reached. The gentle- 
man from South Carolina [Mr. McMIL- 
LAN] is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. CHARA. Mr. Chairman, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
will state it. 

Mr. OHARA. Will the gentleman 
from South Carolina indicate to the 
Committee that the time is to be di- 
vided? 

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 30 minutes to the gentleman. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that debate on this 
bill be limited to 1 hour, 30 minutes of 
that time to be yielded to the minority 
and 30 minutes to the majority. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Arkansas? 

There was no objection, 

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. TEAGUE]. 

Mr. TEAGUE. Mr. Chairman, I in- 
troduced this legislation at the request 
of the Reserve Officers Association of the 
District of Columbia. The statement 
made by the gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. O'Hara] is exactly correct. It per- 
mits the Board of Education of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia to hire retired Army 
officers. The school system of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia is the only one where 
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those people are paid through District 
funds. Every other military school in 
the country hires retired military offi- 
cers. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to read a 
part of the report made by the District 
Commissioners in support of this bill as 
follows: 

It is understood that the bill is sponsored 
by the District of Columbia Department of 
the Reserve Officers Association and by the 
Military Order of the World Wars. These 
two organizations have taken a strong and 
commendable interest in the program of re- 
vitalizing the high school cadet corps. The 
Commissioners are advised that there has 
been a steady deterioration of interest in 
the cadet corps over a period of the last 15 
or 18 years. In part, this situation is at- 
tributable to the fact that is has become in- 
creasingly difficult to find instructors expe- 
rienced and qualified in the field of military 
science and tactics. Although many retired 
personnel of the armed services of the United 
States are available in this area, with few 
exceptions these men are unwilling or un- 
able to serve as teachers of military science 
and tactics in the high schools because by 
reason of the Dual Compensation Act of 1933 
they could not be compensated for their serv- 
ices. The bill would authorize the employ- 
ing of such retired personnel and also would 
authorize the payment of the salary author- 
ized by the Teachers’ Salary Act for their 
services in the high schools in addition to 
their retired pay and allowances. 

. * . . . 

The Commissioners feel that all reasonable 
steps should be undertaken to reestablish in- 
terest in the high school cadet corps. The 
bill has been approved by the Board of 
Education. 

The Commissioners believe that this is de- 
sirable legislation and urgently recommend 
its enactment, 


Mr. Chairman, that is all I have to 
say concerning this bill. I have no per- 
sonal interest except that I do have an 
interest in the cadet corps of the high 
schools of the District of Columbia, and 
I know that they have not been able to 
secure qualified instructors in military 
science and tactics. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TEAGUE. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Missouri. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I seems to me 
that this is a most desirable bill. I want 
to ask the gentleman from Texas why, 
in line 10, it is restricted to 15? I was 
wondering if there was some reason for 
that or whether it would not be better 
to leave this entirely in the hands of 
the Board of Education. 

Mr. TEAGUE. There was no reason 
except to show that there was no desire 
to hire a great number of retired offi- 
cers. It was for no reason except to get 
qualified instructors in military science 
and tactics. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG, Do they feel that 
15 will be an adequate number? 

Mr. TEAGUE. They do. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I believe very 
much in using retired military officers 
wherever they can be used for any pro- 
ductive activity. 

Mr. TEAGUE. The Board of Educa- 


tion felt, if they could get 15, they would 


have an adequate number. 


Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chalr- 


man, will the gentleman yield? 
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Mr. TEAGUE. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Nebraska. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I think the 
principle involved here is whether a re- 
tired officer, who might be a general, 
drawing half his pay or more, should 
be entitled to draw two salaries from 
the Federal Government. It seems to 
me there might be many qualified men 
not on the Government payroll that 
could fill these jobs. Heretofore the Con- 
gress has made some exceptions, but I 
am wondering just how far we should go 
with letting men who have retired come 
back into the picture and put their other 
hand into the Federal Treasury for addi- 
tional funds when there are individuals 
around that are qualified to teach these 
courses. is 

Mr. TEAGUE. I would say to the gen- 
tleman that he might be a general and 
he also might be a first lieutenant who 
was incapacitated and who would have 
a very difficult time getting a job. I 
think we should be very careful, and I 
am not in favor of all retired personnel 
being able to get back into Government 
work. But this is the only school in 
the country where they cannot hire in- 
structors for military science and tactics. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Does the 
gentleman know how many schools in 
the country carry on ROTC without the 
benefit of retired officers? 

Mr. TEAGUE. I do not, but I would 
guess that there are very, very few. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TEAGUE. I yield to the gentle- 
man from California. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Is it not a fact, from 
your study of this problem, that most 
of the land-grant schools have retired 
officers to run their ROTC? 

Mr. TEAGUE. A great number of 
them do. 

Mr. JOHNSON. If that is the case, 
I.do not see why we should not let the 
District of Columbia do the same thing. 
It seems to me to be sensible legislation 
to reinvigorate this ROTC program in 
Washington, 

Mr. TEAGUE. I am sure they have 
not been able to get qualifled personnel 
for use in military science and tactics. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TEAGUE. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Michigan. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Is there 
any Federal statute which prohibits one 
individual from being on two Federal 
payrolls? 

Mr. TEAGUE. I understand the Dual 
Compensation Act of 1933 prohibits that. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Then 
how do you get around it except this 
statement: “notwithstanding any other 
law”? Is that a partial repeal of that 
general statute? 

Mr. TEAGUE. That is exactly right. 
It is a partial repeal of the general 
statute for the schools in the District 
of Columbia. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Does the 
gentleman think that is a good thing? 

Mr. TEAGUE. In this case I do. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Why? 

Mr. TEAGUE. For the last 15 min- 
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Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I am 
sorry that my lack of understanding has 
prohibited me so far from getting any 
reason. 

Mr. TEAGUE. The high schools of 
the District of Columbia have a cadet 
corps. They need instructors in mili- 
tary science and tactics. They have not 
been able to secure those instructors, 
They believe if they were permitted to 
hire retired personnel they could secure 
adequate instructors. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. That 
would give the individual, the retired 
person, two salaries? 

Mr. TEAGUE. That is exactly right. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. If his 
wife were a teacher, the husband would 
not only get his retirement pay as a 
former member of the armed services, 
but he would be on another payroll as 
a teacher here. 

Mr. TEAGUE. That is right. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Three 
checks in the same family. 

Mr. TEAGUE. It would work out that 
way. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. That 
ought to take care of the District resi- 
dents pretty well. 

Mrs. BOSONE. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TEAGUE. I yield to the gentle- 
woman from Utah. ° 

Mrs. BOSONE. The bill does not state 
that 15 retired military people have to 
be employed. It says they can be em- 
ployed. 

Mr. TEAGUE. That is right. 

Mrs. BOSONE. It means, if they can- 
not get persons in some other endeavor, 
that they can call on the military. 

Mr. TEAGUE. That is right. : 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TEAGUE. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Kansas. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Would this not 
result in a discrepancy in the amount 
of pay that an instructor might receive 
doing the same class of work? For in- 
stance, a retired captain gets a certain 
sum of money, different from a retired 
general. How do you adjust that in 
your pay? 

Mr. TEAGUE. There would be no 
adjustment. They receive retired pay, 
which is different in the case of a lieu- 
tenant or a general. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. So you would 
pay a flat salary in addition thereto? 

Mr. TEAGUE. That is up to the Board 
of Education, as to what their pay is. 
It would have no affect on their retired 
pay, except as they receive it. 

Mr. KEARNEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TEAGUE. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. KEARNEY. Some reference has 
been made concerning the word “officers.” 
As I read this bill, either officers or en- 
listed men who have been retired may be 
employed. The bill reads, “not more 
than 15 retired members of the armed 
services of the United States.” They do 
not have to be officers. 

Mr. TEAGUE. True, they do not. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 


1951 


Mr. TEAGUE. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Arkansas, 

Mr. HARRIS. Is it not a fact that, 
under the basic act, the dual salary pro- 
vision of 1933, all disabled veterans are 
excluded from the act? 

Mr. TEAGUE. No; I do not believe 
that is correct. 

Mr, HARRIS. I mean that a disabled 
veteran who draws compensation from 
the Government is not prohibited from 
working for the Government and draw- 
ing a salary for that work. 

Mr. TEAGUE. If he receives his dis- 
ability as a result of action by the enemy 
or in combat, I understand he is exempt. 
If he did not get his disability that way, 
I understand he is not exempt. : 

Mr. HARRIS. I also understand ex- 
ceptions have been made to the dual sal- 
ary provision in various other instances. 

Mr. TEAGUE. I am not familiar 
enough with that to answer the gentle- 
man’s question. 

Mr. HARRIS. Is it not a fact that we 
did that in connection with the Boxing 
Commission for the District of Colum- 
bia, which some of the gentlemen of this 
committee remember very well? 

Mr. TEAGUE. Yes: that is true. 

Mr. HARRIS. Is it not a fact there 
were one or two instances in connection 
with teachers for the District of Colum- 
bia where that exemption was granted? 

Mr. TEAGUE. It is true as far as the 
Boxing Commission was concerned. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. O'HARA]. 

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, I am 
opposed to the principle involved in this 
bill, and all the tea in China or all the 
other exemptions that may have been 
made in the District of Columbia or 
otherwise do not make any differ- 
ence. The only one I can remember 
personally with reference to national 
legislation was when we relaxed the law 
for the OSS and permitted a very limited 
number of so-called irreplaceable offi- 
cers who had retired to continue in the 
service, but with a very definite salary 
limitation. 

Let me call your attention to the fact 
that we are facing the passage of a uni- 
versal military training law which will 
take care of all the boys when they get 
to be 18 or 18%, and these boys then will 
be in a position to get a very good course 
of training, according to the proponents 
of that bill. But this bill does not pro- 
vide any limitation as to the amount of 
salary which may be drawn. You can 
take 15 admirals or 15 generals, or 7 of 
one and 8 of the other, and put them all 
on the payroll here at an additional nice 
big fat salary, in the school system of 
the District of Columbia. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr, 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'HARA. I yield. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. You 
could take Mr. Stassen. He is a retired 
officer and a candidate for the presi- 
dency. You could put him on there, in 
addition to his other pay and his salary 
as a university president; and where 
would you possibly get a man better 
qualified than the president of the Uni- 
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versity of Pennsylvania, or whatever it 
is? 

Mr. CHARA. I am so surprised by 
the gentleman’s inquiry I cannot an- 
swer it. 

Very wisely the Congress in 1933 
passed a restriction prohibiting this very 
sort of business. If you pass this bill, 
you will find this is one of the bills where 
they use the District of Columbia as a 
guinea pig. This bill is a nice opening 
wedge for repeal of the Dual Compen- 
sation Act so that these Reserve 
officers and retired officers can come in 
and say, “Boys, you passed it for the 
District of Columbia to take care of the 
teachers.” 2 

It seems to me perfectly ridiculous to 
say that you cannot get teachers to teach 
military science and tactics in our high 
schools here without going into the 
bracket of retired Army officers and re- 
tired Navy officers or any other type of 
men you want to bring in from retire- 
ment. 

Mr. TEAGUE. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. O’HARA. I yield. 

Mr. TEAGUE. I have no personal 
knowledge that they cannot find instruc- 
tors except the word of the Board of Ed- 
ucation of the District of Columbia. I 
have no reason to believe that, if they 
could find instructors, they would say 
that they cannot find them. The gentle- 
man from Minnesota well knows there is 
a salary schedule set up for teachers in 
the District of Columbia, and he knows 
that the Board of Education must abide 
by that schedule. Whether a man is a 
retired lieutenant or sergeant or what 
not, his pay would be the same. 

Mr. O’HARA. I have in mind the 
social security retirement system where- 
by it is prohibited that the pensioner 
who is drawing $80 a month may go out 
and earn over $50 a month as wages or 
salary. You are saying to these people 
who are drawing a nice, big, fat check 
as a retired Army or Navy officer, “Come 
on in boys. Let us give you $4,000 or 
$5,000 more.” With this kind of legisla- 
tion, you are certainly opening up the 
door for the Army or Navy people, who 
are retired, to have a nice, pleasant place. 
Of course, it is perfectly proper that they 
should retire. Isay why do you not have 
some restriction as to the amount of Fed- 
eral salary in addition to the amount of 
retirement pay that they can draw? 

Mr. Y. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHARA. I yield. 

Mr. KEARNEY. I wonder if any 
thought has been given by, or whether 
anything has been said, by the Depart- 
ment of Defense so that some of these 
Reserve officers who are being called 
back into active service could teach these 
military tactics in the various schools. 
The reason I say that is because I know 
many Reserve officers who are being 
called back to the service today, and 
from the letters they write me, they are 
doing practically nothing in the service. 

Mr. O’HARA. I know of Reserve offi- 
cers who have asked for active service— 
whether they would be doing this sort of 
work in the Army or Navy in some in- 
stances, I do not know, but they cannot 
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get called back into service. They are 
men with good records, too. But, it 
seems that they have not hit the jack- 
pot, and whoever calls them in has not 
come to their name. I see no reason why 
Reserve officers are not available to be 
called in. There are literally thousands 
of them. 

Mr. KEARNEY. They are available. 
I know of many of the military schools 
and colleges throughout the country 
where many active, Regular Army offi- 
cers are on detail. It seems to me that 
to just pick out the District of Colum- 
bia, and to say offhand that they are not 
available, is going just a little bit too 
far. I think they are available, if the 
proper approach were made. 

Mr. O’HARA. You cannot blame 
these retired officers for not going back 
to work, and not get paid. But, my point 
is, may I say to my friend, the gentleman 
from New York, that there are all kinds 
of officers who are not drawing retire- 
ment pay who are on the Reserve list, 
and who certainly would be very happy, 
I should think, to take these appoint- 
ments. These men are qualified to ac- 
cept these appointments. This is just a 
question of getting the camel’s nose 
under the tent, and using the Commit- 
tee on the District of Columbia, as it is 
used occasionally, by some of these very 
intelligent pressure groups to get some 
legislation passed which opens up the 
door generally. 

Mr. TEAGUE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'HARA. I yield. 

Mr. TEAGUE. The gentleman is talk- 
ing about the camel's nose. This is the 
camel’s tail coming in at last because 
every other school in the country can 
do this, but in the District of Columbia 
they cannot. 

Mr. O'HARA. That may be true, but 
they are paid with State funds. So far 
as I am concerned, they are not going 
to do it in the District of Columbia where 
the teachers are paid through Federal 
funds and where they are prohibited 
from doing this by the Dual Compensa- 
tion Act of 1933. I think we might as 
well repeal the Act, and be done with it, 
and to say, “Come on in, all over the 
country.” 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARA. I yield. 

Mr. KEATING. I think the gentleman 
has answered the question that I had in 
mind. Is it the Dual Compensation Act 
which requires these words “notwith- 
standing any law or regulation?” 

Mr. OHARA. That is correct. 

Mr. KEATING. That is the provision 
of the present law which bars them from 
receiving this compensation? 

Mr. O'HARA. The gentleman is cor- 
rect. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Minnesota has expired. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman 
from Nebraska [Mr. MILLER]. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair- 
man, it has been pointed out, there is a 
limitation under the Federal Act regard- 
ing the drawing of two Federal salaries. 
It is true that the gentleman from Texas 
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[Mr. Teacue} has said that there are 
numerous States where retired Army offi- 
cers on a pension are brought in the 
school system, and are paid, but, of 
course, are paid out of State funds. 

There is no reason why they cannot do 
that. The retired Army officer can also 
go out and work for private industry, as 
many have; some of our retired generals 
have taken very lush jobs at $50,000 or 
$75,000, I understand, in private in- 
dustry. But the Congress in 1933 saw fit 
to pass legislation putting a prohibition 
upon the drawing of two Federal salaries. 
We even say to our people receiving old- 
age asistance that they cannot earn over 
$50 a month. It is ridiculous in their 
case because some of these older people 
are perfectly able to go out and do little 
chores and eke out their meager allow- 
ance. They should be permitted to work 
and earn what they can in addition to 
their $50 allowance. These old people 
need the extra money they can earn to 
take care of themselves and their wives. 

I intend to offer an amendment to 
strike out the last two lines and to pro- 
vide that the combined salaries shall not 
exceed $6,000 a year. It seems to me that 
if you are going to take these people on 
the payroll their total pay should not ex- 
ceed that of other top people in the school 
district. The Superintendent of Schools 
receives $14,000 a year; there are only 
four people who receive a basic salary of 
over $6,000 a year; that is the president 
of the Teachers’ College and the Assist- 
ant Superintendent at $6,400 basic sal- 
ary, and the First Assistant Superintend - 
ent of Schools at $7,400 a year. Most of 
the principals get basic salaries of from 
$4,800 to $5,300. It does seem to me 
that if we are going to put this through 
there ought to be a stop-gap somewhere 
along the way to prevent overpayment 
or an inbalance, or an inequity in salary. 
They are asking for 15 such positions. I 
think the men are available if they make 
a little effort to look for them. The men 
are available. 

Mr. MASON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I yield. 

Mr. MASON. For the last 15 years the 
ROTC in the District of Columbia 
schools has been going down, down, 
down. That is a fact that proves that 
while people might be available, let us 
say, they have not been able to get quali- 
fied men to handle this job in the schools 
of the District of Columbia. We get 
them out there in Illinois but we pay 
them just like we pay our other teachers. 
These retired generals, colonels, and so 
on are getting retirement pay for serv- 
ices rendered and their retirement pay 
should not bar them, as I see it from 
the standpoint of the efficiency of the 
schools, from receiving compensation for 
services rendered to the District if they 
render such service. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I yield. 

Mr. HARRIS. Do I understand the 
gentleman to indicate that if there were 
certain limitations that he probably 
2 not object to this proposed legis- 
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Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I do not 
Uke the principle of it to begin with; I 
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think it is bad. But if you are going to 
have them let us set a stop somewhere; 
there ought to be some limitation. I do 
not see why those who retire at $5,000 
or $6,000 a year receive an equal amount 
for work they do in the schools. They 
would then be getting more than the 
superintendent gets, all paid out of taxes, 
too. 

Mr. HARRIS. Would the gentleman 
agree that if the school authorities were 
not able to find qualified personnel for 
these positions then the experienced re- 
tired officers should be utilized for this 
purpose? 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I do not 
agree that they cannot find them in the 
first place. 

Mr. MASON. They have not. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. My only 
thought is to put a stop in here as to 
what they can get. They are available 
at a price, but they want the price. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Kearns]. 

Mr. KEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I think 
we should be mindful here that the ulti- 
mate purpose of this bill is to give train- 
ing to the youngsters in high school. We 
are talking a lot about retirement pay 
here rather than the purpose of the bill 
which is to render aid to the boys and 
girls of the District. It seems to me it is 
rather unfair that we should penalize 
the boys and girls because they live in 
the District of Columbia. They certainly 
should have the same opportunity here 
that they enjoy in the States. 

The Superintendent of Schools is in a 
rather precarious position. He is asked 
to secure personnel that is trained to do 
the job that he wants done, the teaching 
of military science. He has naturally 
appeared before the District Committee 
to ask us to help him because he cannot 
give this training to the boys unless we 
give him the assistance of granting 
financial remuneration for teachers’ 
salary. 

I understand that the distinguished 
gentleman from Nebraska has an 
amendment, which I will support; the 
amendment offers a very fine solution 
to the situation. In the meantime I hope 
that the members of the committee will 
see to it that we give the boys and girls 
in the District of Columbia an equal 
chance to those who live in the States. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KEARNS. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Michigan. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. There 
is not anything that will prohibit the 
District paying them. The only argu- 
ment, as I get it, is that this is Federal 
money. 

Mr. KEARNS. Maybe it is Federal 
money. In the States you have this paid 
in the community, then the States reim- 
burse the communities. Here we do not 
have any process like that to go through. 
We have to take it from the Federal 
funds. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. There 
is the additional difference in that 
Washington seems to be the mecca for 
retired Federal officers. 

Mr. KEARNS. That is overempha- 
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Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Does the 
gentleman think so? 

Mr. KEARNS. Yes. I am sure that 
the amendment to be offered by the 
gentleman from Nebraska will clarify 
that. I would like to have the best men 
possible do the teaching, and I do not 
care whether they are generals or ad- 
mirals. I think the boys and girls here 
should get good training and if we are 
going to teach them at all we should 
have the best possible instructors. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. That is 
good talk for our home districts, too, 
but it does seem to me the District is 
edging in and that if this bill goes 
through it is an opening wedge, as the 
gentleman from Minnesota said. 

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KEARNS. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Minnesota. 

Mr. OHARA. Can the gentleman tell 
me what a retired lieutenant general or 
a major general or a brigadier general 
gets in retirement pay? 0 

Mr. KEARNS. I do not know offhand. 
I could refer to figures and have it in- 
serted in the Recorp. I imagine it is a 
little more than the gentleman will get 
as a Congressman; but, at the same 
time, I think the bill is a pretty good 
one. We would like to have good men 
do the teaching. 

Mr. O'HARA. You are going to have 
15 of them. 

Mr. KEARNS. All right. I think the 
superintendent is rather conservative in 
asking for only 15. 

Mr. BEALL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KEARNS. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Maryland. 

Mr. BEALL. Does not the gentleman 
think that when a man is old enough 
to be retired there should be some use 
made of his services after retirement? 

Mr. KEARNS. That is a very good 
point. You should leave discretion like 
that to the superintendent of schools. 
He is not going to employ someone who 
is not competent to teach this course. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman 
from Maryland [Mr. DEVEREUX]. 

Mr. DEVEREUX. Mr. Chairman, the 
pay of a retired officer represents the 
savings or that security that the officers 
have been working for and waiting for 
many, many years. It does not repre- 
sent pay that will go to them for the 
work they are doing, whether it be in 
industry, State government; or the Fed- 
eral Government. 

I realize it is very sound not to draw 
two or three pays, but that retired pay 
simply represents money that they have 
put away, in effect, over many years of 
service. I suggest if you want to get 
qualified people to do this sort of work, 
we should go along with them without 
any restrictions. As has been pointed 
out here on the floor of the House, in- 
dustry has gone out and hired many 
retired officers because it was felt they 
are capable of doing the job and indus- 
try is paying a great deal more than our 
Government was paying them for the 
work they were doing on active duty. 
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Mr. SIMPSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. SrrrLERI. 

Mr. SITTLER. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to go on record as favoring 
this bill because I believe it puts the 
District of Columbia in competition with 
the States which have the same privi- 
lege of hiring retired officers. I do not 
believe there is any serious danger in 
its contents. 

The school board here has the prob- 
lem of training our youth and today it 
is difficult enough to get good leader- 
ship in any field. In this case the 
school board should have the opportu- 
nity to hire these officers. Perhaps this 
is one case where the school teacher will 
receive a really and truly adequate com- 
pensation. 

I would call to your attention the 
statement on page 2 of the report on 
the bill in the fourth paragraph of the 
Commissioners’ letter, which says: 

It is recalled that following World War I, 
to avoid falling off of interest in the main- 
tenance of the high school cadet corps, the 
late General Pershing recommended the spe- 
cial appointment of his old friend and com- 
rade in arms, Col. Wallace M. Craigie, as 
director of the department of military sci- 
ence and tactics in the high schools. Colonel 
Craigie is well remembered for his inspiring 
and magnetic personality and the outstand- 
ing leadership he gave the cadet corps during 
the period he was associated with it. He 
was assisted in this undertaking by a num- 
ber of retired officers of comparable military 
experience and attainments. This regime, 
however, ended with the dual compensation 
statute of 1933. 


Mr. Chairman, if the ROTC here has 
been declining for the last 15 or so years, 
it must be apparent that decline dated 
from the time the Dual Compensation 
Act went into effect and the authority 
for the schools of the District to hire 
these qualified men was withdrawn. 

I believe that the bill sponsored by 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. TEAGUE] 
will make it possible for the District to 
regain its one-time position in this re- 
spect. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield two additional minutes to 


the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.- 


O'Hara]. 

Mr. O'HARA, Mr. Chairman, we have 
had this great concern over the cadets 
of the District of Columbia, which I am 
sure we all share. I wonder if the gen- 
tleman from Texas [Mr. TEAGUE] could 
tell me just how many cadets are in 
training in the high schools in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 

Mr. TEAGUE. I have that informa- 
tion in the office, and if I had dreamed 
the gentleman would want it, I would 
have brought it over here. I would say 
that General McAuliffe brought out. 

Mr. O'HARA. I am not asking what 
came out; I am asking what we have. 

Mr. TEAGUE. As I said before, I do 
not have it in my head. 

Mr. O'HARA. Is it not true that some 
of the high schools in the District of Co- 
lumbia do not have, and have not had 
for more than 10 years last past, that I 
know of, any cadet-training program? 

Mr. TEAGUE. I think in some of 
them that is true. 
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Mr. O’HARA. Is it not true that in 
some of the others the cadet program is 
a very small program, and that it is vol- 
untary; it is not compulsory? 

Mr. TEAGUE. It is becoming smaller 
every year, and if we continue here the 
way we are doing, we will have none in 
a few years. 

Mr. OHARA. If we have the UMT 
program, ROTC will not mean too much; 
will it? 

Mr. TEAGUE. I do not know whether 
it has anything to do with UMT. Would 
the gentleman oppose a man holding a 
$10,000 Federal job and being permitted 
to carry on other activities in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia? 

Mr. OHARA. Not if the law did not 
prevent it. I am talking about what 
the law prohibits, and justly so; taking 
his retired pay with one hand and reach- 
ing with the other hand for another pay 
check from the same Government, which 
I think is wrong, I will say to the gentle- 
man. 

Mr. TEAGUE. I do not agree that 
that is what is happening. As I under- 
stand, we are paying the manager of the 
Armory $10,000 a year, and he carries on 
some other business; yet I am told by 
many people that he does not come close 
to earning his $10,000. 

Mr. OHARA. If the gentleman has 
any complaint about that, he is on the 
committee, and he can complain to the 
board that hired him. He can do any- 
thing he wants to, but that does not have 
anything to do with this legislation. 

Mr. TEAGUE. It is the same prin- 
ciple. 

The CHAIRMAN. If there are no fur- 
ther requests for time, the Clerk will read 
the bill for amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That section 16 of the 
District of Columbia Teachers’ Salary Act of 
1947, as amended, is amended further by re- 
numbering section 16 as “Sec. 16. (a)“ and 
by adding thereto the following new sub- 
section: 

“(b) Notwithstanding any law or regula- 
tion to the contrary, the Board of Education, 
on the written recommendation of the Super- 
intendent of Schools, may employ not more 
than 15 retired members of the armed serv- 
ices of the United States as teachers of mili- 
tary science and tactics in the public high 
schools of the District of Columbia, and such 
teachers so employed shall be entitled to 
compensation in accordance with the salary 


- schedule in this act, in addition to their 


retired pay and allowances.” 


Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. 
man, I offer an amendment. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Under 
the rules, is a member of the committee 
entitled to priority on an amendment to 
a section or to language which comes 
subsequent to other language in the bill? 

The CHAIRMAN. I think that mem- 
bers of the committee have been accord- 
ed the custom of being recognized. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Even as 
to later provisions in the bill? 

The CHAIRMAN. I think so. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I thank 
the Chairman. 


Mr. Chair- 
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The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re- 
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. MILLER of Ne- 
braska: Page 2, line 3, after “tion”, strike 
out balance of lines 3 and 4 and insert “which 
compensation from retired pay and salary 
shall not exceed $6,000 a year.” 


Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair- 
man, the purpose of the amendment is 
clear. As I pointed out before, the bill 
calls for payment to this individual in 
accordance with the salary schedule in 
the act; in addition to that, their retire- 
ment pay and allowances. It does not say 
what the retirement pay is or what the 
schedule of pay would be, I pointed out - 
that there were only four classes of peo- 
ple, the principals of the high schools, 
the junior high schools, the intermediate 
high schools, the senior high schools that 
get around the $6,000 mark, $4,800 to $5,- 
300. There is one man, the superinien- 
dent of schools, at $14,000 a year. This 
bill permits a man who is getting his re- 
tirement pay, be it $3,000 or $4,000 a year, 
to supplement it to the point where he 
might get $6,000 a year. That brings him 
in line, I think, with the principal, or a 
little more than the principal of the high 
schools, I do not like that and I would 
rather not have them in here at all, but 
apparently it is the wish of the com- 
mittee to put them in. If you think they 
have a right to do that, I claim there 
ought to be some limitation as to the 
amount of money they are permitted to 
draw. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I yield to 
the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Illinois. There is a 
limitation as to the number of officers 
that can be employed, and that is 15. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Fifteen 
to be employed, but no limitation as to 
their salary. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr I yield to 


> of Nebraska. 
the gentleman from Arkansas. 

Mr. HARRIS. Do I understand that 
the gentleman’s amendment would place 
a limitation on the total amount of pay 
one of these officers might draw? 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. That is 
right. If he is getting $6,000, he would 
get no pay from the District of Columbia. 
If he is getting $4,000 from his retirement 
pay, he would be entitled to draw another 
$2,000 from the District of Columbia. 

Mr. HARRIS. Does this mean that 
the practical effect would be that the 
schools of the District of Columbia could 
use available lieutenants, retired lieuten- 
ants or captains, but if there were to be 
retired generals or colonels, they would 
not come within this provision? 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I am not 
sure what the pay of a retired general 
is, but I think it is around $7,000. 

Mr. HARRIS. Retired officers draw 
three-fourths of their regular salary as 
officers. I assume the gentleman would 
know that most seperals draw more 


than that. 


Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I would 
say 86,000, then, would be sufficient. If 
he is a general, maybe he ought not to 
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be here. Maybe we ought to get a pri- 
vate that has been in combat, who has 
had experience in the trenches and 
knows something about men. If we put 
a man like that in a place like this teach- 
ing military science, he could draw more 
Pay, too. 

Mr. HARRIS. I appreciate the gen- 
tleman’s remarks about the kind of peo- 
ple we need here in the schools. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I thank 
the gentleman very much. 

Mr. SITTLER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I yield to 
Be gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SITTLER. Is it not a matter of 
patissi fact that very few of the of- 
ficers who are Department of Military 
Science and Tactics men in the high 
schools are of general grade? 

Mr. TEAGUE. No. Certainly this 
talk about generals has been much over- 
emphasized. 

Mr. SITTLER. They are usually line 
officers, are they not? 

Mr, TEAGUE. Certainly. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Most of 
the generals seem to land a little better 
jobs in private industry. I doubt very 
much that they would be interested in 
this job of training an ROTC group of 
boys. They would probably land in 
some industrial job. 

Mr. TEAGUE. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opopsition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, there is not one single 
penny that would be saved by this 
amendment. The only thing the amend- 
ment will do is tell you that you have 
to take a man that was retired at a 
lower salary rate. If you get a first 
lieutenant that was retired and had no 
teaching experience, you could pay him, 
If you found a man that was a major 
or a colonel, that had a lot of experience, 
who was a good soldier, and who loved 
this type of work, you say to the Board 
of Education by this amendment that 
they cannot hire him. By this amend- 
ment you penalize nobody except the 
school children themselves. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TEAGUE. I yield. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. In the 
committee the teachers are always talk- 
ing about the inequities that exist. 

Mr. TEAGUE. That is right. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. We always 
pass bills here to remove inequities. 

Mr. TEAGUE. That is true. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. If we do not 
do something like this, you could pay a 
retired general two-thirds of his pay, 
and suppose he got $7,000 a year, and 
then add to that another $6,000 or 
$7,000. He would get as much pay as the 
Superintendent, and they would say, 
“That is an inequity. We ought to have 
our salaries increased.” 

Mr. TEAGUE. There is much talk- 
ing about inequities, but we should do 
what is best for the children of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. The 
school teachers are worried about in- 
equities. If there are 15 of these re- 
tired officers getting a larger salary than 
they get, it will cause a disturbance, 
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Mr. TEAGUE. There is talk about 
Federal money, but let me say this, and 
somebody can correct me if I am wrong. 
We contribute $1 of Federal money for 
every $10 the District contributes to the 
district budget. I believe that with the 
District contributing $10 to $1 they will 
take pretty good care of the money they 
put into this program. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope our friends on 
the right will not oppose this amendment 
just because it was offered by a member 
of the minority party. This amendment, 
I want to assure you, is in strict line with 
Republican policy. You will note that 
it does not cure the, I would not say 
“evil,” but whatever it may be in the 
bill, it just tries to make a bitter taste 
not quite so hard to take. 

We never on our side come right out 
and fight you people who are in the 
majority, we just go along and from 
time to time we say, “Well, that is all 
wrong, this thing you are trying to do, 
and we will just offer an amendment, 
maybe a motion to recommit, which we 
know will not be adopted, or some little 
amendment cutting down say on a 50- 
odd billion dollar appropriation bill.” 
We will go along and make an earnest 
effort to cut off maybe $50,000, and if we 
are feeling real badly about it, maybe 
$100,000 out of that fifty billion, hop- 
ing that you will let us get away with 
tat so that we can go back to talk to our 
districts about trying to establish a little 
economy. We do not really expect you 
are going to do anything worth while to 
make the legislation correct. At least 
that is what some who have all along 
supported this and the preceding admin- 
istration accuse us of doing. They want 
the new Fair Deal but do not want to pay 
the cost. 

Mr. OHARA. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I yield 
to the gentleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. CHARA. Minnesota. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Excuse 
me please. The gentleman’s ability and 
industry would authorize him to rep- 
resent both States. 

Mr. O'HARA. May I ask the gentle- 
man whether he would favor an amend- 
ment which would provide that not more 
than eight would be generals, and not 
more than seven of them should be ad- 
mirals. Do you think that would cover 
the situation, or perhaps give a little 
more of the FEPC principle as it were 
to the different services as a matter of 
fairness? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan, The 
gentleman being better advised on this 
particular legislation than am I as well 
as on all other legislation, I might in 
truth answer 

Mr. O'HARA. Will the gentleman 
permit me to thank him? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. The 
gentleman is entirely welcome—and the 
words I said are well deserved. As I 


Was going to say, I can in truth answer 


that I will go along with anything so 
far as I know now that the gentleman 
may offer in connection with this bill. 
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I only wanted to call the attention of 
my colleagues to this, and my remarks 
were directed only to convince my Re- 
publican friends, and the Republican 
leadership, that the gentleman is now 
a party regular following Republican 
Party policy of trying to help a little 
to make better a badlaw. Weare thank- 
ful to get away with even a little help. 
So, Mr. Chairman, I for one, shall vote 
for the gentleman’s amendment. I hope 
that you on the right, having banished 
partisanship from your feelings today, 
will accept this amendment and reflect 
a little credit on the gentleman from 
Minnesota so as to enable him to ad- 
vise his constituents that he has again 
put through some worth-while legisla- 
tion. 

Mr. DEVEREUX. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I yield. 
I yield to my soldier colleague whose 
opinion we all value. 

Mr. DEVEREUX. Would the gentle- 
man favor putting a limitation on any 
private income of these officers in order 
sd y engaged by the District of Colum- 

a 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I am in 
favor of going along with the established 
policy of our Government of not putting 
a man on more than one Federal pay- 
roll. I believe that answers the gentle- 
man’s question. Ido not favor one man 
holding two Federal jobs. 

Mr. DEVEREUX. On that, I agree 
with tho gentleman. But, may I point 
out to the gentleman from Michigan that 
this is not another payroll, and that an 
officer’s retired pay is a result of his sav- 
niei through many, many years of sery- 
ce. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Oh; 
just the same as the pension of a Con- 
gressman is a result of his savings. But, 
you will never convince our constituents 
that that is so. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I can- 
not resist. 

Mr. HARRIS. I thank the gentleman 
very much. The Members of Congress, 
as I understand, and through my own ex- 
perience, I do anyway, contribute 6 per- 
cent of my salary to that fund. I under- 
stand that the officers do not contribute 
from their salary into the retirement 
funds, is that true? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I do not 
know about that. The gentleman, our 
distinguished colleague [Mr. DEVEREUX] 
would know more about that than I do. 

Mr. DEVEREUX. When an officer 
enters the service, he enters the service 
with the understanding that there is a 
retirement fund which will take care of 
him af ter his service to the Government 
is terminated. It does not make any dif- 
ference whether they contribute directly 
from their active-duty pay or whether 
the Federal Treasury pays it. It amounts 
to the same thing. The money comes 
from the same place. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. A 
somewhat similar situation may arise, I 
would say to my distinguished soldier 
colleague, and that is that all the Con- 
gressmen so far as I have been able to 
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learn since I came here at least, in their 
own opinion have sacrificed thousands 
and thousands of dollars of income each 


year in order to serve their constituents. 


The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan has expired. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent in view of the 
unusually interesting speech of my 
friend, the gentleman from Michigan, 
that his time may be extended. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, reserving the right to object, 
do you intend to needle me? 

Mr. McCORMACK. Oh no, I am in- 
terested, the gentleman is making a very 
interesting speech. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I fear I could not contribute 
anything to the gentleman’s knowledge, 
on this subject and therefore, though I 
appreciate his kindness, I will object to 
his request. 

Mr. MCCORMACK, Then, Mr. Chair- 
man, I will withdraw my request. 

Mr. KILDAY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. KILDAY. Mr. Chairman, the 
discussion has gone into a question 
about retired pay of members of the 
armed services. In the last Congress, 
we revised pay scales and retirement 
features of the armed services. I hap- 
pened to serve as chairman for the sub- 
committee handling that legislation. I 
agree with the gentleman from Mary- 
land notwithstanding all that has been 
said, that the military do not contribute 
to their retirement program, they do in 
fact contribute, perhaps not by name. 
But in all the pay bills that we have con- 
sidered, and I have served on the sub- 
committee handling the last three pay 
bills, and in connection with the Hook 
Commission’s report as to military com- 
pensation, entitlement to pension is fig- 
ured into the pay scales. 

I trust that this amendment will be 
defeated, Mr. Chairman. The ROTC 
program is a very important one in our 
military set-up. It becomes much more 
important as we approach the system of 
universal military training. What is the 
situation? The ROTC program through- 
out the United States is doing well. In 
the District of Columbia it is not doing 
nearly as well as it is elsewhere. It is, 
indeed, a sad situation that the ROTC 
program in the District of Columbia is 
not doing so well. In other States in 
the Union, all of the school systems hire 
retired members of the armed services 
for the ROTC program. They are em- 
ployed as professors or instructors in 
that subject. When you employ a man, 
you get just about what you pay for. If 
you are going to limit the person to go 
into this type of work to a very small 
additional amount over their retired 
pay, you are going to get just the type 
of man you pay for. You can get a 
very fine man for the regular pay scale 
here because it is supplementary com- 
pensation, and not his total compensa- 
tion. 

I was greatly surprised to see that so 
much controversy arose over a bill that 
I think contains real merit and should 
be adopted. 
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Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr, 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KILDAY. I yield. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Would the 
gentleman be in favor of repealing that 
section of the law which prohibits the 
drawing of two Federal salaries? 

Mr. KILDAY. There is a provision 
with reference to retired personnel that 
they shall not receive more than $3,000 
per year from both retirement and em- 
ployment. In the last session of Con- 
gress there was a bill out of the Com- 
mittee on the Post Office and Civil Serv- 
ice in which the House did modify that, 
but that bill did not become law. There 
have been many suggestions that it be 
repealed. I know of many instances in 
which the Federal Government is de- 
prived of the services of outstanding men 
which they could receive for a relatively 
small amount. As the gentleman said 
awhile ago, the Federal Government 
does not get these able men; they go to 
private industry, because the principle of 
dual compensation does not apply in 
private industry. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. What 
would be the retired pay of general offi- 
cers under this system? 

Mr. KILDAY. I do not have the fig- 
ures off-hand in my head, but I believe 
that if they retired after full 30 years, 
drawing full 75 percent it would run 
somewhere in the neighborhood of 
$6,000. 

A fact to be borne in mind in connec- 
tion with this bill is that all of these 
officers are not going to be generals. 
The professor of military science and 
tactics officer is not going to hire as his 
subordinates retired officers who outrank 
him; he would not expect them to serve 
under him; you are not going to get any 
high-ranking officer to serve under some- 
body who ranks lower them he; it goes 
contrary to the ROTC system and it goes 
contrary to the whole tradition of mili- 
tary service. 

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KILDAY. I yield. 

Mr. OHARA. The gentleman speaks 
of some of these ROTC units having one 
professor of military science and tactics 
as a retired officer. Does the gentleman 
know any reason why there should be 
15, as suggested in this bill? 

Mr. KILDAY. I do not understand 
that they would all be professor of mili- 
tary science and tactics officers. 

The alternative to this would be to call 
Reserve officers back to service and as- 
sign them to this duty and have the 
Federal Government pay the full cost 
of their salaries. Certainly the gentle- 
man would not want to saddle that bur- 
den onto the taxpayers of the United 
States as a whole rather than have it 
borne by the taxpayers of the District of 
Columbia who are the ones who will 
benefit. 

Mr. OHARA. It is all paid out of 
taxes which the people pay. 

Mr. KILDAY. Of course, but the peo- 
ple of the District of Columbia pay taxes 
too and the pay of these instructors 
should come out of District taxes. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Nebraska [Mr. MILLER], 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair- 
man, I offer a further amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. MILLER of 
Nebraska: On page 2, line 4, after the word 
“allowances” insert the following: “Except 
not more than $45,000 may be spent for the 
purposes of subsection (b).“ 


Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr, Chair- 
man, this simply places a limitation as 
to the amount the school board may pay 
to the officers they put on the ROTC 
work. Assume they employ 15 of them; 
they are not to pay more than $45,000 
as a total, or an average of $3,000 each. 
It seems to me there ought to be some 
limitation some place here to stop, be- 
cause this is permanent legislation, and 
they are going to be paid in addition 
to the retirement pay and allowances. 
It seems to me in view of past perform- 
ance there should be some place that 
the Congress could put a damper on the 
school board in the matter of expendi- 
tures. 

Mr. TEAGUE. Mr. Chairman, I see 
no good that can come from this amend- 
ment. It relates to the same thing as 
the former amendment, an effort to limit 
salaries. 

Mention has been made of 15 posi- 
tions; as I understand they do not know 
that they will need 15. Certainly with 
the District of Columbia contributing 
$10 to every $1 they are not going to 
waste money on this item. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Nebraska. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Horrman of 
Michigan: Page 1, line 7, strike out line 7 
and the first word in line 8. 


Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, it was very pleasing to hear 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. KILDAY] 
tell us how the ROTC is succeeding. As 
I recall, he has been an advocate of 
universal military training for some 
time. If the youth of the land is get- 
ting good, adequate training in the 
schools and colleges it would seem as 
though we could get along without 
adopting and going along with Mrs, 
Rosenberg’s idea that the Government 
should kidnap all the young men who are 
mentally and physically normal Amer- 
icans, and keep them for 6 or 7 years in 
the military service for training. Anna 
seems to be trying to graft onto us the 
military system of the country where she 
was born. 

It does not appear to be consistent to 
admit on the one hand that the training 
the young men are getting in the schools 
might be adequate and at the same time 
advocate that we should adopt Mrs. 
Rosenberg’s idea to just reach out, take 
them in and keep them for 6 or 7 years 
in and under the training and teaching 
of the armed services. I do not know 
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why we should have both of these plans 
in force at the same time. 

There is another idea in the bill that 
is not all right. There seems to be 
enough disregard for public morality— 
and by that I mean of decency and hon- 
esty in the present administration— 
without now coming along and chang- 
ing the policy which the Congress has 
established over the years that no man 
should be on two Federal payrolls at the 
same time. Why should we encourage 
a group that is drawing Federal pay to 
get on another Federal payroll? It just 
happens I know of a young man here 
who is rather high up in the Navy. He 
was attending law school. His wife is 
a teacher in the public schools, which is 
all right. I believe in letting your wife 
work if she wants to work and is quali- 
fied. Let her be independent and tell 
you where to get off at. This woman 
was, and is, a good teacher, too, in the 
public schools. The husband was at- 
tending law school and he was on a Fed- 
eral job. Now, maybe, he can get an- 
other job in this training program in 
the public schools. That would be do- 
ing fairly well, would it not? Let me see 
what that family would have. They 
would have a teacher in the public 
schools, and the woman earns her money. 
I am not critical of that. Then the 
young man has a Federal job. He also 
draws pay at times for services with the 
armed services. If he should get a job 
under this bill, then there would be four 
Federal checks, three of them for the 
man himself, all coming home into that 
one family. 

Is it any wonder that people like to 
be in the District of Columbia? Because 
of this situation I find it extremely dif- 
ficult to have any sympathy for those 
in the District who are always finding 
fault with Congress and with Congress- 
men. They enjoy here the best pos- 
sible situation, from a business stand- 
point, of people anywhere in this whole 
wide, wide land. 

Every month there are—I do not know 
how many dollars but plenty of them 
paid out by the Federal Government 
right here in the District that these mer- 
chants and others who live in the Dis- 
trict have an opportunity to get a fair 
share in. I do not know why we should 
always be so concerned about the Dis- 
trict. It is doing fairly well for itself, 

The newspapers of the District, with 
the exception of the Times-Herald, take 
care of the interests of the District and 
of the administration pretty well. They 
are consistent advocates, especially the 
Post, which gives advice every day to 
Congressmen as to what they should be- 
lieve and do. You do not need to do any 
thinking of your own as a Representative 
if you read the Post. You just read the 
Post. 

The point is, Why disregard this old- 
established practice and do away with 
the ban on being on two Federal pay- 
rolls at the same time by partial amend- 
ment of this law? 

Mr. MASON. Mr. Chairman, I feel 
impelled to rise in opposition to the 
amendment that is now before us. 

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that this 
is a great ado about nothing. In the 
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first place, nine out of ten dollars that 
will be spent for these teachers’ pay in 
the District will come from the taxpayers 
of the District while ten out of every 
ten dollars spent back in Illinois in the 
high schools and in the universities come 
out of the taxpayers there. 

Now then, it seems to me that maybe 
if the people of the District of Columbia 
are willing to pay $9 of these salaries to 
$1 that the Federal Treasury contributes, 
that maybe they have a right to do that. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MASON. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Michigan. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. That is 
all right, and I go along with the gentle- 
man, if it were not for the fact that out 
of the $9 they get $8.75 from the people 
that we pay. 

Mr. MASON. I do not understand 
what the gentleman is driving at: $8.75 
from the people we pay? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I mean 
$8.75 of every $9 the people in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia get comes from the 
people that we pay, that are on the Fed- 
eral payroll, rent money and all the rest 
of it, and every time you eat a meal, at 
least 35 cents of the dollar. 

Mr.MASON. Well that, of course, has 
nothing to do with this question of ROTC 
training in the District of Columbia. 

Now then, I want to make another 
point, and that is this: This officers’ pay, 
as you call it, retirement pay, as you call 
it, is not a salary. It is not a salary un- 
less you can call it a delayed salary, 
because it was a part, really, of the com- 
pensation they were earning when they 
were in active service. Of course, you 
cannot say that they are receiving two 
salaries just because they have retire- 
ment pay and then are paid for this 
active work which they are beiter able 
to carry on than others. 

The third point I want to make is this: 
The ROTC in the District of Columbia 
was one of the outstanding ROTC train- 
ing programs of the whole United States 
at one time, and the testimony shows 
that. Now it is one of the poorest in 
the United States, and the fact that 
they do not have many students in the 
high schools taking this ROTC train- 
ing is due to the fact that it has gone 
down and down and down. In every one 
of the high schools where they had real 
capable men, instructors, they had a 
real corps in that high school. 

Mr. OHARA. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MASON. I yield to the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. OHARA. Does not the gentleman 
think it is utterly ridiculous to say that 
within a population of seven or eight 
hundred thousand people, with a great 
number of retired or Reserve officers in 
the community, many who have not 
been reassigned to active duty, that it 
would be possible for them to find some 
officers who would not be retired, draw- 
ing retirement pay? 

Mr. MASON. The best answer to that 
is that for the last 15 years they have 
found it impossible to secure highly 
qualified, inspiring teachers for this 
work, and therefore the work has been 
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gradually going down and down and 
down. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 


the amendment offered by the gentle- 


man from Michigan [Mr. HOFFMAN]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
move that the Committee do now rise 
and report the bill back to the House, 
with the recommendation that the bill 
do pass. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker pro tempore, Mr. COOPER, 
having assumed the chair, Mr. Jones of 
Missouri, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that the Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H. R. 4419) to amend the District of 
Columbia Teachers’ Act of 1947, had di- 
rected him to report the bill back to the 
House with the recommendation that 
the bill do pass. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the previous question is 
ordered. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the engrossment and third 
reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. O'HARA) 
there were—ayes 46, noes 19. 

Mr. OHARA. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a quorum 
is not present and make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that further 
consideration of this bill be postponed 
until tomorrow. 

Mr. GROSS. I object, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Minnesota objects to 
the vote on the ground that a quorum 
is not present and makes the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 
Obviuosly a quorum is not present. 

The Doorkeeper will close the doors, 
the Sergeant-at-Arms will notify absent 
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll. 

The question was taken; and there 
were—yeas 238, nays 53, not voting 139, 
as follows: 


[Roll No. 179 
YEAS—238 

Abernethy Bishop Carnahan 
Addonizio Blackney Celler 
Albert Bolling Chelf 
Allen, Calif. Bolton Chenoweth 
Allen, III. Bonner Chiperfield 
Anderson, Calif.Bosone Colmer 
Andrews Combs 
Angell Bray Cooper 
Armstrong Brehm Corbett 
Aspinall Brown, Ga Coudert 
Auchincloss Brown, Ohio Cox 
Ayres Bryson Crosser 
Bakewell Buchanan Crumpacker 
Barden Budge Cunningham 
Baring Burdick Curtis, Nebr. 
Bates, Ky Burleson Dague 
Bates, Burnside Davis, Ga. 
Battle Bush Davis, Tenn. 
Beall Butler Davis, Wis. 
Beamer Byrnes, Wis. Deane 
Beckworth Camp Denny 
Bennett, Fla. Cannon Denton 
Betts Carlyle Devereux 


D'Ewart Karsten, Mo, Reed. III. 
Dolliver » Kearney Regan 
Dondero Kearns Rhodes 
Dorn Kee Richards 
Doughton Kerr Riley 
Durham Kilburn Roberts 
Eberharter Kilday Rodino 
Elliott King Rogers, Colo. 
Ellsworth Kirwan Rogers, Fla 
Elston Rogers, Tex 
Engle Lantaff Rooney 
Feighan Larcade Sabath 
Fenton Lind St. George 
Fisher Lyle Sasscer 
Flood McCarthy Saylor 
Forand McConnell Scott, 
Ford McCormack Hugh D., Jr. 
Forrester McCulloch Scudder 
Frazier McDonough Secrest 
Fugate McGregor Sheehan 
Gary McGuire Sheppard 
Gathings McKinnon Short 
Gavin McMillan Sieminski 
Golden McMullen Sikes 
Gordon McVey Simpson, III 
Graham Madden Sittler 
Granger Mahon Smith, Va, 
Grant Mansfield Spence 
Greenwood all Springer 
Gregory Martin,Iowa Steed 
Hagen Martin, Mass. Stigler 
Hale n Stockman 
Halleck Merrow Sutton 
Hardy Mills Tackett 
Harris Mitchell Talle 
Harrison, Va. Morris Teague 
Havenner Multer Thomas 
Hays, Ark. Mumma Tollefson 
Heselton Murdock Trimble 
Hill Murray, Tenn, Vail 
Hillings Norblad Van Pelt 
Hinshaw Norrell . Van Zandt 
Hoffman, III O'Brien, Ill, Velde 
Holmes O’Konsk Watts 
Horan Passman Welch 
Hunter Patman Wheeler 
Ikard Patten Wickersham 
Jackson, Wash. Perkins Wier 
Jarman ‘oage Wigglesworth 
Jenison Polk Williams, Miss. 
Jenkins Preston Wilson, Tex, 
Jonas Priest Winstead 
Jones, Ala. Prouty Wolcott 
Jones, Mo. Rains Wolverton 
Jones, Rankin Yates 
Woodrow W. Reams Yorty 
Judd Reece, Tenn. Zablocki 
NAYS—53 
Adair Hall, Reed, N. Y. 
Andersen, Edwin Arthur Rees, Kans. 
H. Carl Harden Riehlman 
Andtesen, Harrison, Wyo. Schwabe 
August H. Harvey Scrivner 
Belcher Hoeven Shafer 
Bennett, Mich. Hoffman, Mich. Smith, Kans 
Berry Hull Smith, Miss 
Bramblett Jensen Smith, Wis 
Brownson Keating Stefan 
Buffett LeCompte Taber 
Church Lovre Thompson, 
Clevenger Mack, Wash, Mich, 
Cotton Meader `: Vorys 
Crawford Miller, Nebr. Vursell 
Curtis, Mo Nelson Werdel 
George Nicholson Whitten 
Goodwin O'Hara Withrow 
Gross Poulson Wood, Idaho 
NOT VOTING—139 
Aandahl Chudofft Garmatz 
Abbitt Clemente Gore 
Allen, La Cole, Kans, Granahan 
Anfuso Cole, N. Y. Green 
Arends Cooley Gwinn 
Bailey Dawson II. 
Baker DeGraffenried Leonard W. 
Barrett Delaney and 
Bender Dempsey Hart 
Bentsen Dingell Hays, Ohio 
Blatnik Dollinger Hébert 
Boggs, Del. Donohue Hedrick 
Boggs, Donovan Heffernan 
Boykin Doyle Heller 
Breen Eaton Herlong 
Brooks Evins Herter 
Buckley Fallon Hess 
Burton Fernandez Holifield 
Busbey Fine Hope 
Byrne, N. Y. Fogarty Howell 
Canfield Fulton Irving 
Case Furcolo Jackson, Calif, 
Chatham Gamble James 
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Javits Morgan Robeson 
Johnson Morrison Rogers, Mass. 
Jones, Morton Roosevelt 
mC, Moulder Sadlak 
Kean Murphy Scott, Hardie 
Kelley, Pa, Murray, Wis. Seely-Brown 
Kelly, N. L. O'Brien, Mich. Shelley 
Kennedy O'Neill Simpson, Pa. 
K Ostertag Staggers 
Kersten, Wis. O'Toole Stanley 
Klein Patterson Taylor 
Kluczynski Philbin Thompson, Tex. 
Lane Phillips Thornberry 
Latham Pickett Vinson 
Lesinski Potter Walter 
Lucas Powell Weichel 
McGrath Price Wharton 
Machrowicz Quinn Whitaker 
Mack, Il Rabaut Widnall 
Magee Radwan Williams, N. Y. 
Miller, Calif. Ramsay Willis 
Miller, Md Redden Wilson, Ind. 
Miller, N. Y. Ribicoff Wood, Ga. 
Morano Rivers Woodruff 


So the bill was passed. 
The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 


Mr. Keogh with Mr. Arends. 

Mr. Walter with Mr. Kean. 

Mr. Clemente with Mr. Eaton. 

Mr. Morrison with Mr. Baker. 

Mr. Quinn With Mr. Taylor. 

Mr. Garmatz with Mr. Simpson of Penn- 
sylvania. 

Mr. Delaney with Mr, Miller of New York. 

Mr. Hébert with Mr. Gamble, 


Mr. Doyle with Mr. Case. 
Mr. Philbin with Mrs. Rogers of Massa- 


Mr. Fallon with Mr. Woodruff. 

Mr. Roosevelt with Mr. Miller of Maryland, 
Mr. O'Neil with Mr. Busbey. 

Mr. Hays of Ohio with Mr. Ostertag. 

Mrs. Kelly of New York with Mr. Morano, 
Rabaut with Mr. Hand. 

Granahan with Mr. Leonard W. Hall. 
Green with Mr. Gwinn. 

Chudoff with Mr. Weichel. 

Dawson with Mr, Sadlak. 

Klein with Mr. Patterson, 

Heller with Mr. Canfield. 

Dollinger with Mr. Cole of Kansas. 
Abbitt with Mr. Morton, 

Burton with Mr. Aandahl. 

Buckley with Mr. Boggs of Delaware. 
Boggs of Louisiana with Mr. Williams 
lew York. 


555555555555 


g 
BBR Z 
BES 
8 8 8 
3 25 
525 

E 
FoR 
REg 
3 4 8 
88 

BF 

w 

D 

f 


Mr. Heffernan with Mr. Fulton. 

Mr. Dempsey with Mr. Potter. 

Mr. Fine with Mr. Hardie Scott. 

Mr. Whitaker with Mr. Phillips. 

Mr. Price with Mr. Seely-Brown. 

Mr. O'Toole with Mr. Johnson. 

Mr. Hart with Mr. James. 

Mr. Magee with Mr. Jackson of California. 
Mr. Murphy with Mr. Wilson of Indiana. 
Mr. Fogarty with Mr. Murray of Wisconsin, 
Mr. Evins with Mr. Radwan. 

Mr. Chatham with Mr. Hope. 

Mr. Bailey with Mr. Kersten of Wisconsin. 
Mr. deGraffenried with Mr. Wharton, 

Mr. Shelley with Mr. Javits. 


Mr. Smit of Wisconsin changed his 
vote from “yea” to “nay.” 
The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 
The doors were opened. 
5 motion to reconsider was laid on the 
e. 


FOREIGN SERVICE OF THE UNITED 
STATES 
Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
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consideration of Senate concurrent reso- 
lution (S. Con. Res. 48) providing for the 
recall from the President and the reen- 
rollment of Senate bill 1786 for the relief 
of certain officers and employees of the 
Foreign Service of the United States. 

The Clerk read the Senate concurrent 
resolution, as follows: ` 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep- 
resentatives concurring), That the President 
of the United States be, and he is hereby, 
requested to return to the Senate the en- 
rolled bill (S. 1786) for the relief of certain 
officers and employees of the Foreign Service 
of the United States who, while in the course 
of their respective duties, suffered losses of 
personal property by reason of war condi- 
tions and catastrophes of nature; that, if and 
when said bill is returned by the President, 
the action of the Presiding Officers of the two 
Houses in signing said bill shall be deemed 
to be rescinded; and that the Secretary of the 
Senate be, and he is hereby authorized and 
directed, in the reenrollment of said bill, to 
make the following correction in the en- 
grossed bill: 

On page 2, line 9, strike out the name 
“Olive E. Knowlson”, and in lieu thereof 
insert “Clive E. Knowlson.” 


The concurrent resolution was agreed 
to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


APPOINTMENT OF CONSERVATORS 


Mr. HARRIS submitted a conference 
report and statement on the bill (S. 11) 
to provide for the appointment of con- 
servators to conserve the assets of per- 
sons of advanced age, mental weakness, 
not amounting to unsoundness of mind, 
or physical incapacity. 


METROPOLITAN POLICE FORCE, THE 
FIRE DEPARTMENT, AND THE WHITE 
HOUSE AND UNITED STATES PARK 
POLICE FORCES 


Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, I call 
up the bill (H. R. 4859) to provide for 
granting to officers and members of the 
Metropolitan Police force, the Fire De- 
partment of the District of Columbia, 
and the White House and United States 
Park Police forces additional compensa- 
tion for working on holidays, and ask 
unanimous consent that the bill be con- 
sidered in the House as in Committee of 
the Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from South Carolina? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Illinois. Reserving 
the right to object, Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman explain the bill? 

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, the 
purpose of this bill is to provide that 
officers and members of the Metropolitan 
Police force and the District Fire De- 
partment and officers and members of 
the White House and United States Park 
Police forces would be entitled to extra 
compensation when they are required to 
work on holidays. The extra compensa- 
tion is an extra day’s pay. The holidays 
to be given are the following: The ist 
day of January, the 22d day of February, 
the 4th day of July, the 30th day of 
May, the first Monday in September, the 
lith day of November, Thanksgiving 
Day, the 25th day of December, and such 
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other days as may be designated by Ex- 
ecutive order of the President. 

The Police and Fire Departments of 
the District are required to render 
around-the-clock service every day in 
the year. At the present time a member 
of either of these departments is not 
charged with leave if any of these holi- 
days falls in any period when he is on 
annual leave. However, when any mem- 
ber is required to work on these holidays 
he is not compensated either in time or 
money. Thus inequity exists as between 
a member on leave and one not on leave. 

It is felt that in view of the difficulty 
in recruiting personnel for service in 
these forces it would be to the best inter- 
est of the District to compensate the men 
in money rather than time for working 
on holidays, as was first proposed. The 
approximate cost of this legislation to 
the District would be approximately 
$140,000. This cost is not greater than 
would be the cost of employing addi- 
tional men to give equivalent service 
now rendered for the eight holidays 
which occur annually. 

This legislation has the approval of the 
Commissioners, the Metropolitan Police, 
White House Police, and Park Police, 
and the Fire Department of the District 
of Columbia. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Reserving 
the right to object, Mr. Speaker, this bill 
provides certain additional pay to the 
Metropolitan Police force, the White 
House Police force, and others, for 
working on holidays. Do I correctly un- 
derstand that Federal workers generally 
get additional pay for working on holi- 
days? 

Mr. McMILLAN. I think they get pay 
and a half. Iam not certain about that. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I would 
like to know. 

Mr. McMILLAN. I am certain they 
get paid for it. I do not know whether 
or not they get pay and a half. 

Mr. of Nebraska. I do not 
want some inequalities to crop up be- 
cause of this. 

Mr. McMILLAN. They get paid. 
| The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from South Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That under regulations 
promulgated by the Commissioners of the 
District of Columbia each officer and mem- 
ber of the Metropolitan Police force and of 
the Fire Department of the District of Co- 
lumbia, when he may be required to work 
six or more hours on any holiday, shall be 
entitled to receive as compensation for such 
holiday work, in lieu of his regular pay for 
that day, an amount equal to twice his daily 
rate of basic compensation: Provided, That 
no such officer or member shall be entitled 
to additional compensation for such holiday 
work for any day for which he is entitled 
to receive additional compensation under the 
provisions of Public Law 13, Eighty-second 
Congress, approved March 27, 1951. So much 
of such compensation for such holiday work 
as is in excess of the regular pay for such 
day shall not be considered as salary for the 
purpose of computing retirement compensa- 
tion or relief payments under section 12 of 
the act entitled “An act making appropria- 
tions to provide for the expenses of the gov- 
ernment of the District of Columbia for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1917, and for 
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other purposes,” approved September 1, 1916, 
as amended, nor shall such excess compen- 
sation be subject to deduction as provided in 
section 5 of the act entitled “An act to fix the 
salaries of officers and members of the Metro- 
politan Police force and the Fire Department 
of the District of Columbia,” approved July 
1, 1930, as amended. Appropriations for per- 
sonal services for the Metropolitan Police 
force and the Fire Department of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, the White House Police 
force, and the United States Park Police 
force shall be available for payment of the 
additional compensation authorized by this 
act. 

Sec. 2. As used in this act the word “holi- 
day” means the following: The Ist day of 
January, the 22d day of February, the 4th 
day of July, the 30th day of May, the first 
Monday-in September, the 11th day of No- 
vember, Thanksgiving Day, the 25th day of 
December, and such other days designated by 
Executive order. 

Sec. 3. The provisions of this act shall be 
applicable to the White House Police force 
and the United States Park Police force, 
under regulations promulgated by the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury and Secretary of the In- 
terior, respectively. 

Src. 4. The provisions of section 6 of the 
act entitled “An act making appropriations 
for sundry civil expenses of the Government 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1907, and 
for other purposes,” approved June 30, 1906 
(34 Stat. 763), as amended (title V, U. S. C., 
sec. 84), are hereby made applicable to officers 
and members of the Metropolitan Police 
force an: the Fire Department of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time, and passed. 

By unanimous consent, at the request 
of Mr. MeMiLLAx, the title was amended 
by striking out the word “First” in the 
second line and inserting “Fire.” 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

BOARD OF EDUCATION 


Mr. McMILLAN. Mr Speaker, I call 
up the bill (H. R. 4703) to provide that 
certain school officers and employees of 
the Board of Education of the District 
of Columbia shall be granted annual 
leave of absence equal to that granted 
to teachers of the Board of Education of 
the District of Columbia, and ask unani- 
mous consent that the bill be considered 
in the House as in Committee of the 
Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from South Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That all individuals 
employed by the Board of Education of the 
District of Columbia whose positions are in- 
cluded in salary classes 13 to 23, inclusive, 
established by the District of Columbia 
Teachers’ Salary Act of 1947 shall be granted 
annual leave of absence in the same man- 
ner and to the same extent that annual leave 
of absence is granted to individuals whose 
positions are included in salary classes 1 to 
12, inclusive. The annual leave of absence 
granted under this act shall be in lieu of 
annual leave of absence under any other 
act. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert the following: “That the authority 
to regulate the vacation periods and annual 
leave of absence of all individuals employed 
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by the Board of Education of the District 
of Columbia, whose positions are included 
in salary classes 13-23, inclusive, established 
by the District of Columbia Teachers’ Salary 
Act of 1947, shall be vested solely in the 
Board of Education of the District of Co- 
lumbia. The annual leave of absence 
granted by the Board of Education of the 
District of Columbia under the authority 
of this act shall be in lieu of annual leave 
of absence granted under any other act.” 


Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, the 
purpose of this legislation is to give the 
Board of Education of the District of 
Columbia sole authority to regulate va- 
cation period and annual leave of ab- 
sence of certain school officers and em- 
ployees of the board of education. This 
bill has the approval of the Commis- 
sioners and the Board of Education of 
the District of Columbia. 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
thrd time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill to provide that the Board of 
Education of the District of Columbia 
shall have sole authority to regulate the 
vacation periods and annual leave of 
absence of certain school officers and 
employees of the Beard of Education of 
the District of Columbia.” 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


BRIDGE OVER POTOMAC RIVER IN VI- 
CINITY OF SHEPHERDS LANDING 


Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, I call 
up the bill (H. R. 5235) to authorize and 
direct the Commissicners of the District 
of Columbia to make such studies and 
investigations deemed necessary con- 
cerning the location and construction of 
a bridge over the Potomac River in the 
vicinity of Shepherds Landing, and for 
other purposes, and ask unanimous con- 
sent that the bill be considered in the 
House as in Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from South Carolina? 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the righi to object, I 
would like to ask the author of the bill a 
question, if it is not toc embarrassing, 
and I am sure it is not. In the title 
of the bill, and in the bill itself, we find 
the words “in the vicinity of Shepherds 
Landing.” I think there ought to be a 
bridge or at least another bridge across 
the Potomac, but I wonder why we limit 
the study by those concerned, the road 
commissioners and the Federal agencies, 
to one vicinity in the vicinity of Shep- 
herds Landing. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Is that a 
question? 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I have an 
amendment here to strike that out. 

Mr. SMITH or Virginia. I would like 
to ask the gentleman a question: Why 


‘does the gentleman think it might be 


embarrassing to the author of the bill? 
I ask the gentleman to withdraw that in- 
sinuation—whatever it is intended to 
insinuate. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. There is 
no insinuation, I assure the gentleman 
whatsoever. 
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Mr. SMITH of Virginia. If the gen- 
tleman will ask me a question, I will 
be glad to answer it. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Just sit 
down, if you do not care to answer the 
question. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. 
Speaker, I make a point of order. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair- 
man, I have the floor. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Michigan will state the 
point of order. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I make the point of order that 
a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
Chair will count. 

Mr. McMILLAN, Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to withdraw this bill 
from consideration. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, I object. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
gentleman will state it. 

Mr. McCORMACEK. Is it necessary 
to obtain unanimous consent to with- 
draw a request for consideration of a 
bill in the House? 


Mr, 


The 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. No, it 
is not necessary in the House. 
Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 


Speaker, will the gentleman withhold 
his request? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. No busi- 
ness can be transacted at the moment 
in view of the gentleman’s point of order. 


Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, I have the floor. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Permit 


the Chair to inquire whether the gentle- 
man from Michigan withdraws his point 
of order of no quorum? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, in view of the fact that we are 
trying to get through so that we can 
get out before December 1, I do not 
feel I ought to withdraw the point of 
order. 

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, I with- 
draw my request. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Speak- 
er, the gentleman is not in order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (after 
counting). A quorum is not present. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
move a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to 
their names: 

[Roll No. 180] 


Aandahl Bush Engle 
Abbitt Byrne, N. Y. Fallon 
Allen, La. Canfield Fernandez 
Anfuso Case Fine 
Arends Chatham Fogarty 
Auchincloss Chudoff Fulton 
Bailey Clemente Furcolo 
Baker Cole, Kans. Gamble 
Barrett Cole, N. Y. Garmatz 
Bender Cooley Gore 
Bentsen Crawford Granahan 
Blatnik Dawson Green 
Boggs, Del DeGraffenried Gwinn 
La. Delaney Hall, 
Bolton Dempsey Leonard W 
Boykin Dingell Hand 
Breen Dollinger Hart 
Buckley Donohue Hays, Ohio 
Buffett Donovan Hébert 
Burton Doyle Hedrick 
Busbey Eaton Heffernan 
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Heller Magee Redden 
Herlong Miller, Calif. Reed, III. 
Herter Miller, Md. Ribicoft 
Hess Miller, N. Y. Rivers 
Holifiela Mitchell Robeson 
Horan Morano Rogers, Mass 
Howell Morgan Roosevelt 
Irving Morrison Sabath 
Jackson, Calif, Morton Sadlak 
James Moulder Scott, Hardie 
Javits Murphy Seely-Brown 
Johnson Murray, Tenn. Simpson, Pa. 
Jones, Murray, Wis. Spence 
Hamilton C. O'Brien, Mich. Staggers 
Kean O’Konski Stanley 
Kelley, Pa. O'Neill Stockman 
Kelly, N. Y. Ostertag Taylor 
Kennedy O'Toole Thornberry 
Keogh Passman Vinson 
Kersten, Wis. Patten Walter 
Klein Philbin Weichel 
Klucyznski Pickett Wharton 
Lane Potter Whitaker 
Latham Powell Widnall 
Lesinski Price Willis 
Lucas Quinn Wilson, Ind. 
McGrath Rabaut Wood, Ga. 
Machrowicz Radwan Wood, Idaho 
ck, III. Ramsay Woodruff 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. On this 
roll call 282 Members have answered to 
their names, a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro- 
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 


BRIDGE OVER POTOMAC RIVER IN 
VICINITY OF SHEPHERDS LANDING 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Prior to 
the quorum call the gentleman from 
South Carolina [Mr. MeMaiILax] had 
asked unanimous consent that the bill be 
considered in the House as in Commit- 
tee of the Whole. The gentleman from 
Nebraska had reserved the right to 
object. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, I just wanted to say that in my 
previous remarks when I used the. word 
to which the gentleman from Virginia 
objected, “embarrassed,” it should not 
have been used, and I am sorry I used 
it, and can assure you and HOWARD 
Smith that there was no intention on 
my part to embarrass the gentleman 
from Virginia or anyone else. Mr. SMITH 
from Virginia is an honorable, capable, 
and outstanding Member of Congress. 

I did have some reservations with re- 
gard to this bill when it was in the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia as to 
the necessity for it, and I suggested at 
that time that it was not necessary. It 
is something we have not done before. 
In building bridges across the Potomac 
River we have never asked for a special 
study by the commissioners or Federal 
agencies. 

I feel that if a study is to be made on 
the advisability of building a bridge 
across the Potomac River the whole 
river ought to be studied so the bridge 
could be built where it seemed most use- 
ful. 

In my unfortunate remarks I said that 
it would embarrass the gentleman from 
Virginia if he were to explain his bill in 
that it was to be limited to Shepherds 
Landing. I certainly had no thought of 
impugning his motives. I understand 
the gentleman from Virginia and the 
chairman of the committee have no ob- 
jection to striking out the words “in the 
vicinity of Shepherds Landing.” The 
study can then be made on the entire 
river. 
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The SPEAKER, Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
South Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That it is hereby de- 
clared that the free circulation of traffic 
across the Potomac River between Virginia 
and a point within the District of Columbia 
at or in the vicinity of Shepherds Landing is 
a Federal and regional problem, the benefits 
of which will accrue to the public generally 
as well as to the citizens of the District of 
Columbia and of the States of Maryland and 
Virginia and is necessary to the health, 
safety, and welfare of the general public; 
that a bridge at this location will also pro- 
vide for the free movement of all kinds of 
traffic between Virginia, the District of Co- 
lumbia and Maryland; that a bridge so con- 
structed will be of material benefit to the 
Federal Government in the event that the 
dispersal of Federal agencies becomes an ac- 
complished fact; and that the construction 
of such a bridge is hereby declared to be 
a desirable project. 


Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

The purpose of this legislation is to 
authorize and direct the Commissioners 
of the District of Columbia to make 
studies and investigations necessary con- 
cerning the location and construction of 
a bridge over the Potomac River in the 
vicinity of Shepherds Landing. 

In a conference among officials of the 
District of Columbia, the State of Vir- 
ginia, and the State of Maryland, it was 
agreed that this procedure would be the 
proper step in ascertaining at what point 
across the Potomac a bridge might be 
necessary. 

Under this legislation the results of 
the study and investigation made by the 
Commissioners of the District of Colum- 
bia, together with the recommendations, 
would be required to be made to the 
House Committee on the District of Co- 
lumbia within 6 months after the ap- 
proval of this act. 

There is to be no cost involved in the 
conducting of this study and investiga- 
tion. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Speak- 
er, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. MILLER of Ne- 
braska: On page 1, line 5, after “Columbia”, 
strike out “at or in the vicinity of Shepherds 
Landing.” 


Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, I have already explained the 
amendment. I will not take any more 
time. I have a similar amendment that 
will be offered to page 2, line 14, and also 
one that will amend the title of the bill, 
to strike out the words “in the vicinity 
of Shepherds Landing.” 

In our committee I questioned the pro- 
priety of such legislation. It has never 
been done before that I know of. I un- 
derstand there are some problems be- 
tween Virginia, the District, and the 
Federal group that probably need some 
study. With the words “in the vicinity 
of Shepherds Landing” being stricken 
and a whole study of the Potomac River 
being made with respect to the value and 
the necessity of building a bridge, I think 
the legislation should be accepted. 

I do have this feeling: Both the Fed- 
eral Government and those concerned in 
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the District are always building vast 
highways near the District of Columbia 
to get people inside the District, and 
then we have no way to handle them. 

The need of wider streets, one-way 
streets, and parking space is urgently 
needed in the District. The traffic is be- 
coming almost impossible in the District 
of Columbia. Many of the highways of 
the country are not prepared to handle 
the traffic that is now forcing itself on 
these highways. I said recently, I think 
the answer in the District of Columbia 
is more one-way streets, and in the coun- 
try generally cross-country highways, 
four-lane highways, which should be 
toll highways built by private enterprise 
just as the Pennsylvania Pike was built 
where people may pay perhaps a cent or 
two a mile to travel long distances. 
Then, we would have more funds avail- 
able for farm-to-market and feeder 
roads. There is no question of the 
necessity for another bridge across the 
Potomac River, and if Shepherds Land- 
ing is the place to put it, all well and 
good. Otherwise, I think the people 
studying the question should have the 
right to go over the entire area, and put 
it where it is most needed. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Speaker, I have no objection, may 
I say, to the proposed amendment of 
the gentleman from Nebraska. I should 
state, however, a little of the background 
about this because this project is some- 
what important from the national stand- 
point. Since so many of the Federal 
agencies have moved across the river, the 
congestion on the existing bridges is 
very, very bad. There is only one bridge 
that carries railroad traffic. If anything 
should occur to that bridge, all railroad 
traffic between the North and South, for 
the area 100 miles west and east, would 
be entirely paralyzed. So, it was the 
thought, and it has been understood for 
a long time, that when this bridge was 
constructed, it was ‘to be constructed 
heavy enough so that it could be used 
temporarily for railroad transportation, 
if such an emergency arose. You may 
remember that this point known as 
Shepherds Landing during the war was 
the point at which the Government, in 
anticipation of some such an emergency, 
built a temporary bridge across the Po- 
tomac, which has since been taken down. 
I originally introduced a bill to build a 
bridge at this point because that was 
the point, and it is the point, at which 
authorities have all, in the past, agreed 
to as the place where it should be be- 
cause it is accessible to railroad land- 
ings on both sides of the river. However, 
at a hearing which was held on that bill, 
the Bureau of Public Roads and the Dis- 
trict of Columbia Commissioners felt that 
further study of the matter should be 
made, and they agreed to do so. Sub- 
sequently, I had a conference with the 
chairman of the State highway commis- 
sion of the State of Virginia, the city 
authorities of Alexandria, Va., and the 
Bureau of Public Roads as well as the 
District Commissioners, and Park and 
Planning Commission, at which it was 
agreed that this study should be made 
to see if there had been any change in 
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the trend of traffic since this site had 
been first approved, and that certain 
studies were necessary before a bridge 
bill ought to be passed. It seems they 
are making that study, but the Commis- 
sioners wanted it formalized by a bill 
which would authorize it. Therefore, 
they have drafted this bill. I did not 
draft the bill. I introduced it in order 
to carry out that understanding which 
was had between the authorities of all 
agencies involved for the purpose of 
formalizing this study. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I yield. 

Mr. GROSS. It seems to me there is 
a tremendous amount of emphasis here 
being put upon road construction to the 
south of Washington. What about the 
area to the northwest? I believe the 
gentleman spoke in terms of national 
defense as one of the reasons for the 
construction of this bridge. What would 
happen if an exodus was attempted to 
the northwest of Washington? There is 
no highway to the northwest. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I would not 
know, sir. If the gentleman introduces 
a bill, Iam sure the committee will give 
it very careful attention. I do not know 
anything about that situation as to the 
northwest. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speak- 
er, if it is agreeable to the gentleman 
from Nebraska, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that all the amendments proposed 
by the gentleman striking out Shep- 
herds Landing be considered at once, and 
accepted. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the other amendments 
for the information of the House, and 
then the Chair will put the request of 
the gentleman from Virginia. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. MLER of Ne- 
braska: On page 2, line 14, after river, strike 
out “in the vicinity of Shepherds Landing.” 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Virginia that the amend- 
ments offered by the gentleman from 
Nebraska [Mr. MILLER] be considered en 
bloc? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speak- 
er, I ask unanimous consent that the 
further reading of the bill be dispensed 
with and that the balance of the bill be 
printed at this point. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

The remainder of the bill is as fol- 
lows: 

Sec. 2. That the Commissioners of the 
District of Columbia are authorized and 
directed to proceed immediately to make 
such studies and investigations as may be 
deemed necessary to determine (1) the most 
suitable site for the construction, mainte- 
nance, and operation of a bridge over the 
Potomac River in the vicinity of Shepherds 
Landing, including approaches thereto and 
connecting roads in the District of Columbia 
and in the State of Virginia; (2) the relative 
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need for such bridge as against the need 
for other bridges within the District of 
Columbia, and as to which of such bridges 
should have priority for construction; (3) 
the character and volume of traffic that 
would use such bridge and whether such 
traffic would be predominantly local or would 
include a substantial volume of general 
north and south traffic for which such bridge 
would serve as a bypass of the most con- 
gested areas of the District of Columbia and 
the city of Washington; (4) the best loca- 
tion of approach roads and direct connec- 
tions with the Mount Vernon Boulevard and 
U. S. Route 1 where it passes through Alex- 
andria and with the Shirley Memorial High- 
way, together with the control of access to 
such approach or connecting roads and with 
appropriate recommendation regarding ac- 
quisition of the lands that would be required 
to provide right-of-way therefor both in 
the State of Virginia and in the District of 
Columbia; (5) the preliminary plans for and 
the approximate cost of such a bridge and 
what would constitute a fair and reasonable 
basis for distributing such costs as between 
the District of Columbia, the State of Vir- 
ginia, and the Federal Government; (6) and 
such other information as would be helpful 
to the Congress in deciding whether the 
construction of such bridge should be au- 
thorized. The Commissioners of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia shall initiate and enter 
into such agreement as may be necessary 
for making and financing the studies and 
investigations herein authorized with the 
Bureau of Public Roads, Department of 
Commerce, and the Department of High- 
ways, State of Virginia, and shall enlist the 
cooperation of the National Park Service, 
Department of the Interior, the National 
Capital Park and Planning Commission, and 
of any subdivision of the State of Virginia 
in which any part of such bridge or its ap- 
proaches or connecting roads would be lo- 
cated, in the studies and investigations 
made pursuant to such agreement. The 
Commissioners of the District of Columbia 
are authorized to make such use of fed- 
erally owned and controlled lands at and 
adjacent to the site of the bridge as may be 
necessary for making the studies and inves- 
tigations authorized by this act. A report 
of the results of such studies and investi- 
gations, together with recommendations 
based thereon, shall be made to the House 
Committee on the District of Columbia by 
the Commissioners of said District within 
6 months after approval of this act. | 


Mr. SASSCER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Speaker, I just want to answer the 
inquiry propounded by the gentleman 
from Iowa [Mr. Gross] as to what would 
happen if we had difficulty to the north 
of Washington. I may say to the gentle- 
man that every time it rains a flood oc- 
curs at the Peace Cross at Bladensburg. 
A very serious situation would occur in 
the case of rain at such a time, for the 
water very soon mounts to the automo- 
bile tops. We would have a very un- 
fortunate situation indeed, and I hope 
that a small $25,000 item for plans is 
kept in the civil-functions appropriation 
bill, so that main route would be open 
in case of disaster. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SASSCER. I yield. 

Mr. GROSS. Yes; you could use a 
bridge at Peace Cross occasionally; a 
good bridge. 

Mr. SASSCER. We could use a bridge 
there whenever it rains. 

By unanimous consent, the pro forma 
amendments were withdrawn, 
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The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the amendments offered by the gentle- 
man from Nebraska. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill authorizing and directing the 
Commissioners of the District of Colum- 
bia to make such studies and investiga- 
tions deemed necessary concerning the 
location and construction of a bridge 
over the Potomac River.” 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 


E. 
poo THE ATTENDANCE OF WIT- 
NESSES FROM WITHOUT THE DISTRICT 
OF COLUMBIA IN CRIMINAL PROCEED- 
INGS 


Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, by di- 
rection of the Committee on the District 
of Columbia I call up the bill (H. R. 
5256) to secure the attendance of wit- 
nesses from without the District of Co- 
lumbia in criminal proceedings, and ask 
unanimous consent that it may be con- 

- sidered in the House as in the Committee 
of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from South Carolina? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
will the gentleman explain the bill? 

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, the 
purpose of this legislation, providing for 
the obtaining of testimony, in criminal 
proceedings, of witnesses who are in a 
State other than that in which prosecu- 
tion is pending, is to promote the en- 
forcement of the criminal laws and the 
administration of justice in criminal pro- 
ceedings in the several States. The act is 
designed to operate reciprocally; for ex- 
ample, a State having enacted the law 
may require the attendance of witnesses 
from another State having enacted the 
law. Uniform laws annoted, issued in 
May 1951, lists 38 States and Puerto Rico 
as having adopted the uniform act. All 
the States near the District of Colum- 
bia—Virginia, Maryland, West Virginia, 


Pennsylvania, Delaware, New Jersey, 
New York, and North Carolina—have 
adopted it. 


Since the District of Columbia is a 
Federal jurisdiction, it is possible at the 
present time for the United States at- 
torney for the District of Columbia to 
subpena witnesses from other jurisdic- 
tions for attendance either before the 
grand jury or in criminal cases prose- 
cuted by the United States attorney. 
However, it may happen that the Cor- 
poration Counsel of the District of Co- 
lumbia or his assistants, in prosecuting 
violations of certain statutes and munici- 
pal regulations might find it necessary, 
in certain cases important to the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, to secure the attend- 
ance of a witness in Maryland, Virginia, 
or other nearby States. Such action 
under existing law is not possible. En- 
actment of this bill would allow the Cor- 
poration Counsel to secure a summons 
requiring the attendance of a witness 
in Maryland, Virginia, or other nearby 
States, thereby increasing the prospect 
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of successful prosecution. The bill, if 
enacted, would permit the courts of 
States having a similar law to secure the 
attendance of witnesses located within 
the District of Columbia—action which 
is not possible at the present time, and 
which conceivably might cause obstruc- 
tion of justice. 

The Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia in appearing before the com- 
mittee recommended the enactment of 
this bill so that the courts of the District 
of Columbia in all cases, and-the courts 
of the several States having a similar law 
may be able to secure the attendance of 
witnesses located without their respective 
jurisdictions, in criminal proceedings or 
in grand jury investigations. 

If the gentleman will yield, I suggest 
that the gentleman from Virginia can 
answer the gentleman further. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Illinois, I yield. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Chair- 
man, I introduced this bill. It is the uni- 
versal-attendance-of-witnesses law that 
now prevails in 38 States; in other words, 
if a witness in a criminal case in Vir- 
ginia comes over to the District of Co- 
lumbia in order to evade testifying in 
a case, there is no way under the law by 
which we can get him over to Virginia, 
The same thing in the case of Maryland, 
in the case of California, Pennsylvania, 
and Nebraska. Such a law has been 
adopted in 38 States of the Union; we 
would like to have it in Washington, be- 
cause Washington cannot get its needed 
witnesses from surrounding States, and 
the surrounding States cannot get their 
needed witnesses from Washington. 

I hope the legislation may be adopted 
without controversy. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from South Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will read the bill for amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That this act may be 
cited as the “District of Columbia Uniform 
Act To Secure the Attendance of Witnesses 
From Without a State in Criminal Proceed- 
ings.” 

Sec. 2. As used in this act— 

(a) The term “witness” includes a person 
whose testimony is desired in any proceed- 
ing or investigation by a grand jury or in 
a criminal action, prosecution, or pro- 
ceeding. 

(b) The word “State” includes any Ter- 
ritory of the United States and the District 
of Columbia. 

(c) The word “summons” includes a sub- 
pena, order, or other notice requiring the 
appearance of a witness. 

Sec. 3. (a) If a judge of a court of record 
in any State which by its laws has made 
provision for commanding persons within 
that State to attend and testify in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia certifies under the seal of 
such court (1) that there is a criminal pros- 
ecution pending in such court, or that a 
grand jury investigation has commenced or 
is about to commence, (2) that a person 
being within the District of Columbia is a 
material witness in such prosecution, or 
grand jury investigation, and (3) that his 
presence will be required for a specified num- 
ber of days, upon presentation of such cer- 
tificate to any judge of the municipal court 
for the District of Columbia, such judge shall 
fix a time and place for a hearing, and shall 
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make an order directing the witness to ap- 
pear at a time and place certain for the 
hearing. 

(b) If at such hearing the judge deter- 
mines that the witness is material and 
necessary, that it will not cause undue hard- 
ship to the witness to be compelled to at- 
tend and testify in the prosecution or a grand 
jury investigation in the other State, and 
that the laws of the State in which the 
prosecution is pending, or grand jury inves- 
tigation has commenced or is about to com- 
mence and of any other State through which 
the witness may be required to pass by ordi- 
nary course of travel, will give to him pro- 
tection from arrest and the service of civil 
and criminal process, he shall issue a sum- 
mons, with a copy of the certificate at- 
tached, directing the witness to attend and 
testify in the court where the prosecution 
is pending, or where a grand jury investiga- 
tion has commenced or is about to com- 
mence at a time and place specified in the 
summons, In any such hearing the certifi- 
cate shall be prima facie evidence of all 
the facts stated therein. 

(c) If said certificate recommends that 
the witness be taken into immediate custody 
and delivered to an officer of the requesting 
State to assure his attendance in the re- 
questing State, such judge may, in lieu of 
notification of the hearing, direct that such 
witness be forthwith brought before him 
for said hearing; and the judge at the hear- 
ing being satisfied of the desirability of such 
custody and delivery, for which determina- 
tion the certificate shall be prima facie proof 
of such desirability may, in lieu of issuing 
subpena or summons, order that said wit- 
ness be forthwith taken into custody and 
delivered to an officer of the requesting 
State. 

(d) If the witness, who is summoned as 
above provided, after being paid or tendered 
by some properly authorized person the sum 
of 10 cents a mile for each mile by the ordi- 
nary traveled route to and from the court 
where the prosecution is pending and $5 
for each day that he is required to travel and 
attend as a witness, fails without good cause 
to attend and testify as directed in the 
summons, he shall be punished in the man- 
ner provided for the punishment of any wit- 
ness who disobeys a summons issued from 
the municipal court for the District of 
Columbia. 

Sec. 4. (a) If a person in any State, which 
by its laws has made provision for com- 
manding persons within its borders to attend 
and testify in criminal prosecutions, or grand 
jury investigations commenced or about to 
commence, in the District of Columbia, is a 
material witness in a prosecution pending in 
a court of record in the District of Columbia, 
or in a grand jury investigation which has 
commenced or is about to commence, a 
judge of such court may issue a certificate 
under seal of the court stating these facts 
and specifying the number of days the wit- 
ness will be required. Said certificate may 
include a recommendation that the witness 
be taken into immediate custody and de- 
livered to an officer of the United States or 
the District of Columbia to assure his at- 
tendance in the District of Columbia. This 
certificate shall be presented to a judge of a 
court of record in the county in which the 
witness is found, 

(b) If the witness is summoned to attend 
and testify in the District of Columbia he 
shall be tendered the sum of 10 cents a mile 
for each mile by the ordinary traveled route 
to and from the court where the prosecution 
is pending or where the grand jury investiga- 
tion has commenced or is about to com- 
mence, and $5 for each day that he is re- 
quired to travel and attend as a witness. A 
witness who has appeared in accordance with 
the provisions of the summons shall not be 
required to remain within the District of 
Columbia a longer period of time than the 
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period mentioned in the certificate, unless 
otherwise ordered by the court, If such wit- 
ness, after coming into the District of Colum- 
bia fails without good cause to attend and 
testify as directed in the summons, he may 
be punished in the manner provided for the 
punishment of any other witness who dis- 
obeys a summons issued from the court in 
the District of Columbia where the prosecu- 
tion has been instituted or the grand jury 
investigation has commenced or is about to 
commence. 

Sec. 5. (a) If a person comes into the Dis- 
trict of Columbia in obedience to a summons 
directing him to attend and testify in the 
District of Columbia he shall not while in the 
District of Columbia pursuant to such sum- 
mons be subject to arrest or the service of 
process, civil or criminal, in connection with 
matters which arose before his entrance into 
the District of Columbia under the summons, 

(b) If a person passes through the District 
of Columbia while going to another State in 
obedience to a summons to attend and testify 
in that State or while returning therefrom, 
he shall not while so passing through the 
District of Columbia be subject to arrest or 
the service of process, civil or criminal, in 
connection with matters which arose before 
his entrance into the District of Columbia 
under the summons. 

Sec. 6. If any provision of this act or the 
application thereof to any person or circum- 
stances is held invalid, such invalidity shall 
not apply to other provisions of this act. 


| Mr. McMILLAN (interrupting the 
reading of the bill). Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that further reading 
of the bill be dispensed with. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from South Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

} The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re- 
consider was laid on the table. 


INCREASING THE SALARIES OF POLICE- 

\ MEN, FIREMEN, AND CERTAIN OTHER 
EMPLOYEES OF THE DISTRICT OF CO- 
LUMBIA 


Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, by di- 
rection of the Committee on the District 
‘of Columbia, I call up the bill (H. R. 
5329) to increase the salaries of the 
Metropolitan Police, the United States 
Park Police, the White House Police, 
members of the Fire Department of the 
District of Columbia, and employees of 
the Board of Education of the District 
of Columbia, and ask unanimous con- 
sent that it may be considered in the 
House as in the Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from South Carolina? 

Mr. BEALL. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I should like to ask 
the chairman if this bill does not give 
the police and firemen of the District 
of Columbia the same raise that was 
given last week to all civil-service em- 
ployees? 

Mr. McMILLAN. The gentleman is 
correct. 

Mr. Speaker, the purpose of this legis. 
lation is to increase by $400 per annum 
the salaries of members of the Metropol- 
itan Police, the United States Park 
Police, the White House Police and the 
fire department and the employees of 
the board of education. 

The committee in discussing this legis- 
lation was of the opinion that district 
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employees enumerated in the above 
classes should receive the same increase 
in salary as that given to other Federal 
employees and the committee in acting 
on this legislation did so with the under- 
standing that the amount of salary in- 
crease and the effective date of such leg- 
islation would be consistent with other 
legislation concerning Federal employees 
and with the understanding that it would 
be in order to offer amendments from the 
floor of the House at the time this bill is 
considered to keep the salary and effec- 
tive date of this bill in line with that 
adopted in other legislation. 

The Budget Officer of the District of 
Columbia in appearing before the House 
District Committee estimated that under 
the $400 proposed salary increase for 
the Metropolitan Police, the United 
States Park Police, the White House 
Police, the fire department, and em- 
ployees of the Board of Education of 
the District of Columbia it would cost 
the District of Columbia approximately 
$3,000,000. This figure would also in- 
clude the 8 percent overtime and night 
pay differential: The Commissioners of 
the District of Columbia approved the 
increase in salary for District employees 
in the same amount as that which would 
be given to other Federal employees un- 
der pending legislation. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read 
the bill for amendment, 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the annual basic 
salary of each officer and member of the 
Metropolitan Police, the United States Park 
‘Police, the White House Police, and of the 
Fire Department of the District of Colum- 
bia, as increased by the act entitled “An act 
to increase the compensation of certain em- 
ployees of the municipal government of the 
District of Columbia, and for other pur- 
poses,” approved June 30, 1949, as amended, 
is further increased by $400, plus 8 percent 
of such $400 as additional compensation in 
lieu of overtime pay and night pay differen- 
tial: Provided, however, That no such officer 
or member shall, by reason of the enactment 
of this section, be paid with respect to any 
pay period, basic salary, or basic salary plus 
additional compensation, at a rate in excess 
of $10,730 per annum. 

Sec. 2. (a) Each employee of the Board of 
Education of the District of Columbia whose 
salary is fixed and regulated by the District 
of Columbia Teachers’ Salary Act of 1947, 
as amended, except the Superintendent of 
Schools, shall receive additional compensa- 
tion at the rate of $400 per annum. 

(b) The basic and maximum salaries for 
all salary classes in title I of the District of 
Columbia ‘Teachers’ Salary Act of 1947, as 
amended, except class 29, are hereby in- 
creased $400, respectively. 

Sec. 3. This act shall take effect on the 
first day of the first pay period which com- 
mences after the date of its enactment. 


Mr. McMILLAN (interrupting the 
reading of the bill). Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that further reading 
of the bill be dispensed with. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from South Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, I offer 
a committee amendment. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 2, strike out lines 17 to 19, inclusive, 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

“Sec, 3. Authority is hereby granted to the 
Commissioners and to other wage-fixing au- 
thorities of the municipal government of the 
District of Columbia, in their discretion, to 
grant, retroactive to the first day of the first 
pay period which began after June 30, 1951, 
additional compensation at rates not to ex- 
ceed $400 per annum to each employee in or 
under the municipal government of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia whose compensation is 
fixed and adjusted from time to time by a 
wage board, or whose compensation is fixed 
without reference to the Classification Act of 
1949, as amended, or whose compensation is 
limited or fixed specifically by the provisions 
of the District of Columbia Appropriation 
Act, 1952: Provided, That the authority 
granted by this section shall expire 90 days 
after the date of enactment of this act. 

“Sec. 4. (a) This act shall become effective 
as of the first day of the first pay period 
which began after June 30, 1951. 

“(b) No additional compensation shall be 
payable by reason of the enactment of this 
act for any period prior to the date of enact- 
ment hereof in the case of any person who 
is not an employee in or under the municipal 
government of the District of Columbia on 
such date of enactment, except that such 
additional compensation shall be paid a re- 
tired employee for services rendered between 
the first day of the first pay period which 
began after June 30, 1951, and the date of his 
retirement. No .person whose salary or 
compensation is increased by this act shall 
be entitled to additional compensation for 
overtime, night, or holiday work, as pro- 
vided in sections 201, 203, 301, and 302 of the 
Federal Employees Pay Act of 1945, as 
amended, or as provided in section 23 of the . 
act approved March 28, 1934, as amended (5 
U. S. C., sec. 673c), based on the additional 
compensation provided by this act for any 
pay period ending prior to the date of enact- 
ment of this act.“ 


Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to state the amendment is to 
make this bill conform with the in- 
creases granted under the Federal bill 
last week. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from South Carolina, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 


AMENDING THE ACT FOR THE RETIRE- 
MENT OF PUBLIC SCHOOL TEACHERS 
IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, by di- 
rection of the Committee on the District 
of Columbia I call up the bill (H. R. 
3860) to amend the act for the retire- 
ment of public-school teachers in the 
District of Columbia, and I ask unani- 
mous consent that the bill be considered 
in the House as in the Committee of the 
Whole. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from South Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the first section of 
the act entitled “An act for the retirement 
of public-school teachers in the District of 
Columbia,” approved August 7, 1946 (60 Stat. 
875), as amended, is amended as follows: 
(a) By striking from the first sentence there- 
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of the words “beginning as the Ist day of the 
September following the effective date of 
this act”; (b) by striking from the first sen- 
tence thereof the figure “5” and inserting in 
lieu thereof the figure “6”; and (c) by strik- 
ing therefrom the second, third, and fourth 
sentences. 

Src. 2. Subsection (b) of section 3 of said 
act is amended to read as follows: 

“(b) Any teacher to whom this act applies 
who shall have attained or shall hereafter 
attain the age of 55 years and shall have 
rendered at least 30 years of service, com- 
puted as prescribed in section 8 of this act, 
may voluntarily retire and shall be paid an 
immediate life annuity beginning on the 
ist day of the month following the date of 
separation from the service, computed as 
prescribed in section 5 (a) of this act, reduced 
by one-fourth of 1 percent for each full 
month such teacher is under 60 years of age.” 

Sec. 3. The last paragraph of section 4 of 
such act is amended to read as follows: 

“In all cases where the annuity is discon- 
tinued under the provisions of this section, 
so much of the annuity payments as would 
have been provided by an annuity whose 
actuarial value at the time of retirement was 
equal to the contributions accumulated with 
interest shall be charged against his indi- 
vidual account and, unless he shall become 
reemployed in a position under the purview 
of this act, he shall be considered as having 
been separated from the service for other 
than retirement purposes and entitled to the 
benefits of section 9 (a) hereof: Provided, 
however, That if such teacher were also re- 
ceiving an annuity because of voluntary de- 
posits made under the provisions of section 1 
hereof, such annuity may be continued or, 
at the option of the teacher, the actuarial 
reserve value of such annuity may be with- 
drawn in cash unless the teacher is reem- 
ployed in a position within the purview of 
this act, in which case the amount of such 
reserve value shall be treated as a voluntary 
deposit under the provisions of section 1 
hereof.” 

Src. 4. Section 5 of said act is amended to 
read as follows: 

“Sec. 5. (a) That following the effective 
date of this act every teacher who shall be 
retired under the provisions of section 3 or 
section 4 of this act shall receive an annuity 
composed of (1) a sum equal to 1 percent of 
his average annual salary received during any 
five consecutive years of allowable service in 
the public schools of the District of Columbia, 
at the option of the teacher, multiplied by 
the years of service, plus a sum equal to $25 
for each year of service or (2) a sum equal 
to 1% percent of his average annual salary 
received during any five consecutive years of 
allowable service in the public schools of the 
District of Columbia, at the option of the 
teacher, multiplied by the years of service: 
Provided, That with the exception of the 
computation of deferred annuities provided 
in section 9 of this act no annual salary used 
in the computation of the average annual 
Salary received during any five consecutive 
years of allowable service shall be less than 
the maximum salary for class 1, group A 
(established by the District of Columbia 
Teachers’ Salary Act of 1947, as amended), as 
it was in the year the salary was received, or 
$4,330, whichever is greater. Annuities 
granted under the terms of this act shall 
accrue monthly and shall be due and payable 


in monthly installments at the beginning of - 


the month following the month for which 
the annuity shall have accrued, such monthly 
installments being computed to the nearest 
dollar. Annuities payable to any retired 
teacher who has become eligible for retire- 
ment because of age as defined in section 3 
of this act shall be payable during the life- 
time of the annuitant. Annuities payable to 
any teacher retired on account of disability 
shall be subject to the conditions set forth 
under section 4 of this act. 
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“(b) Any teacher retiring under the pro- 
visions of section 3 or section 4 of this act 
may, at the time of retirement, elect to re- 
ceive in lieu of the life annuity described 
herein one of the following: 

“(1) A reduced annuity and an annuity 
after death payable to his or her surviving 
widow or widower designated by such teach- 
er at time of retirement equal to 50 percent 
of such life annuity. The life annuity of the 
teacher making such election shall be re- 
duced by 5 percent of so much thereof as 
does not exceed $1,500, plus 10 percent of the 
balance of such life annuity, and shall be 
further reduced by three-fourths of 1 per- 
cent of such life annuity for each full year, 
if any, the designated wife or husband is 
under age of 60 at time of retirement, but the 
total reduction shall in no case be more than 
25 percent of such life annuity. The an- 
nuity of such widow or widower shall begin 
on the ist day of the month immediately 
following the month in which the death of 
the retired teacher occurs or the Ist day of 
the month following the widow’s or wid- 
ower's attainment of age 50, whichever is the 
later, and such annuity or any right thereto 
shall terminate upon his or her death or 
remarriage. 

“(2) If unmarried and in good health, a 
reduced annuity payable to him during his 
life, and an annuity after his death payable 
to a survivor annuitant having an insurable 
interest in such teacher, duly designated in 
writing and filed with the Auditor of the 
District of Columbia at the time of retire- 
ment, during the life of such survivor an- 
nultant equal to 50 percent of such reduced 
annuity and upon the death of such sur- 
vivor annuitant all payments shall cease and 
no further annuity shall be due and pay- 
able. The annuity hereunder payable to the 
teacher shall be 90 percent of the life annuity 
otherwise payable if the survivor annuitant 
is the same age or older than the annuitant, 
or is less than 5 years younger than the an- 
nuitant; 85 percent if the survivor annuitant 
is 5 but less than 10 years younger; 80 
percent if the survivor annuitant is 10 but 
less than 15 years younger; 75 percent if the 
survivor annuitant is 15 but less than 20 
years younger; 70 percent if the survivor 
annuitant is 20 but less than 25 years 
younger; and 60 percent if the survivor an- 
nuitant is 25 or more years younger. No 
such election shall be valid until the retir- 
ing teacher shall have satisfactorily passed 
a physical examination under the direction 
of the Health Officer of the District of Co- 
lumbia, as prescribed by the Board of Edu- 
cation. No person shall be eligible to receive 


an annuity under this subsection and an 


annuity under subsection (b) of section 9 
of this act based upon the service of the same 
teacher covering the same period of time. 

“(3) A reduced annuity of equivalent 
value providing for a life-insurance benefit 
payable in a lump sum at the time of the 
annuitant’s death. The face amount of such 
life insurance may be in any amount which 
the retiring teacher shall designate at the 
time of retirement but shall not exceed his 
contributions accumulated with interest to 
the date of retirement. Payment of such in- 
surance shall be made in accordance with 
the provisions of section 10 of this act. Any 
annuitant who elects to receive the reduced 
annuity with fixed life-insurance benefits 
may reconvert the value of the life insurance 
to an additional annuity of equivalent value 
on any anniversary of the retirement date of 
said annuitant prior to reaching age 70.” 

Sec, 5. Section 6 of said act is amended to 
read as follows: 

“Sec, 6. That in calculating, as provided in 
section 5 (a), the annuity of a teacher re- 
tired under the provisions in section 4 of this 
act, a minimum credit of 20 years shall be 
used in determining the sum allowable to a 
teacher with less than 20 years of service: 
Provided, That such minimum credit shall 
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not exceed the total number of years of serv- 
ice which the teacher might have served if 
continuously employed as a teacher in the 
public schools of the District of Columbia to 
age 62.” 

Sec. 6. The first sentence of section 8 of 
said act is amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 8. The years of service which form 
the basis for determining the amount of the 
annuity provided in section 5 (a) of this act 
shall be computed from the date of original 
probationary appointment as a teacher in 
the public schools of the District of Colum- 
bia, including so much of any authorized 
leaves of absence without pay beginning on 
the effective date of this act as does not ex- 
ceed 6 months in the aggregate in any school 
year, plus any service credit that may be 
allowed under the provisions of this section: 
Provided, That the total credit granted for 
leaves of absence without pay shall not ex- 
ceed 1 year: Provided further, That deposits 
equal to 5 percent of those portions of salary 
received between July 1, 1949, and the effec- 
tive date of this act for which service credit 
Was not earned may be made, and service 
credit received accordingly.” 

Section 8 is further amended by striking 
out the following clause which immediately 
precedes the first proviso: “; and the first 10- 
year period to begin on the date of the first 
probationary appointment as a teacher in 
the public schools of the District of Co- 
lumbia.” 

Sec. 7. Section 9 of said act is amended by 
renumbering said section “9 (a)“ and by 
adding the following at the end of said 
section; 

“(b) (1) In the event any teacher to 
whom this act applies shall die subsequent 
to the date of enactment of this act after 
having rendered at least 5 years of service in 
the public schools of the District of Colum- 
bia and is survived by a widow, such widow 
shall be paid an annuity beginning the first 
day of the month following the death of the 
teacher or following the widow’s attainment 
of age 50, whichever is the later, equal to 
one-half the amount of an annuity com- 
puted as provided in section 5 (a) of this act 
with respect to such teacher: Provided, That 
such payments or any right thereto shall 
cease upon the death or remarriage of the 
widow. 

““(2) In the event any teacher to whom 
this act applies shall die subsequent to the 
date of enactment of this act after having 
rendered at least 5 years of service in the 
public schools of the District of Columbia, or 
after having retired subsequent to such date 
of enactment under section 3 or section 4 of 
this act, and is survived by a widow and a 
child or children, such widow shall be paid 
an immediate annuity terminable upon 
death, remarriage, or attainment of age 50. 
The annuity payable to the widow of such 
teacher shall be equal to one-half the 
amount of an annuity computed as provided 
in section 5 (a) of this act with respect to 
such teacher. The annuity payable to the 
widow of such annuitant shall be equal to 
one-half the amount of the annuity, which 
such annuitant was receiving at the time of 
his death, excluding any portion thereof 
purchased by voluntary contributions under 
section 1, or, if such annuitant had elected 
a reduced annuity under the provisions of 
section 5 (b) of this act, one-half of the an- 
nuity which such annuitant would have re- 
ceived if he had not made such election. 
There shall also be paid to or on behalf of 
each such child an immediate annuity equal 
to one-half the amount of the annuity of 
such widow, but not to exceed $900 divided 
by the number of such children or $360, 
whichever is lesser. Upon the death of such 
widow, the annuity of such child or children 
shall be recomputed and paid as provided in 
paragraph (3) of this subsection. 
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(3) In the event any teacher to whom 
this act applies shall die subsequent to the 
date of enactment of this act after having 
rendered at least 5 years of service in the 
public schools of the District of Columbia, or 
after having retired under the provisions of 
section 3 or section 4 of this act subsequent 
to such date of enactment and leaves no sur- 
viving widow or widower but leaves a sur- 
viving child or children, there shall be paid 
to or on behalf of each such child an im- 
mediate annuity equal to the amount of the 
annuity to which such widow would have 
been entitled under pargraph (2) of this 
subsection had she survived, but not to ex- 
ceed $1,200 divided by the number of such 
children or $480, whichever is lesser. 

“(4) The annuity payable to a child un- 
der this subsection shall be terminable upon 
his attaining the age of 18 years, or his mar- 
riage, or his death, whichever occurs first, 
except that if such child is incapable of self- 
support by reason of mental or physical dis- 
ability his annuity shall be terminable only 
upon death, marriage, or recovery from such 
disability. In any case in which the annuity 
of a child, under this subsection, is termi- 
nated, the annuities of any other child or 
children, based upon the service of the same 
teacher, shall be recomputed and paid as 
though the child whose annuity was so 
terminated had not survived the teacher. 

“(5) In the event any teacher to whom 
this act applies shall die subsequent to the 
date of enactment of this act after having 
rendered at least 5 years of service in the 
public schools of the District of Columbia 
and is not survived by a widow, widow and 
children, or children, but is survived by de- 
pendent parents or a dependent father or a 
dependent mother, such surviving dependent 
parents or parent shall be paid an annuity, 
beginning the first day of the month follow- 
ing the death of the teacher, equal to one- 
half the amount of an annuity computed 
as provided in section 5 (a) of this act with 
respect to such teacher: Provided, That such 
payments shall be made jointly to surviving 
dependent parents and payment of said an- 
nuity shall continue after the death of either 
dependent parent: Provided further, That 
all such payments or any right thereto shall 
cease upon the death of both dependent 
parents. 

“(c) As used in this section— 

“(1) The term ‘widow’ means a surviving 
wife of an individual, who either shall have 
been married to such individual for at least 
2 years immediately preceding his death, or 
is the mother of issue by such marriage. 

“(2) The term ‘child’ means an unmarried 
child, including a dependent stepchild or an 
adopted child, under the age of 18 years, or 
such unmarried child who because of physi- 
cal or mental disability is incapable of self- 
support. 

“(3) The term ‘dependent parents’ means 
the natural parents of a teacher who were 
receiving one-half or more of their total 
income from said teacher immediately pre- 
ceding the death of said teacher. 

“(4) The term ‘dependent father’ or ‘de- 
pendent mother’ means the natural father 
or natural mother of a teacher who was 
receiving one-half or more of his or her 
total income from said teacher immediately 
preceding the death of said teacher. 

“(5) Questions of dependency and dis- 
ability arising under this section shall be 
determined by the Board of Education and 
its decisions with respect to such matters 
shall be final and conclusive and shall not 
be subject to review.” 

Sec. 8. Section 10 of said act is amended 
by adding the following at the end of said 
section: 

“In the event that— 

“(1) a retired teacher shall die without 
& survivor entitled to benefits by subsection 
(b) of section 5 or subsection (b) of sec- 
tion 9, or 
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“(2) a retired teacher shall die leaving 
a survivor or survivors entitled to such bene- 
fits and the right to benefits of all such 
survivors shall terminate before a valid claim 
therefor shall have been established, or 

“(3) the benefits of all persons entitled 
to benefits based upon the service of a 
teacher shall terminate, before the aggregate 
amount of the benefits paid equals the total 
amount credited to the individual account 
of such teacher with interest, to date of 
death or retirement of such teacher, which- 
ever occurs first, the difference shall be paid, 
upon the establishment of a valid claim 
therefor, provided the claim be filed with 
the auditor of the District of Columbia 
within 3 years, after the death or retire- 
ment of such teacher, to the beneficiary or 
beneficiaries, if a beneficiary or beneficiaries 
be designated in writing by the teacher and 
recorded on his individual account, or, if 
there be no such beneficiary or beneficiaries 
designated, then to the duly appointed ex- 
ecutor or administrator of the estate of 
the teacher, or, if the amount payable be 
less than $1,000 and no executor or adminis- 
trator is appointed, to such person or persons 
as the auditor, in his judgment, may deter- 
mine is or are legally entitled thereto.” 

Sec. 9. The annuities of all teachers re- 
tired prior to the effective date of this act 
shall be recomputed in accordance with the 
provisions of section 4 of this act within 90 
days after the approval of this act retroactive 
to the effective date of this act, and no 
recomputation shall be made which will re- 
duce the annuity received by any retired 
teacher: Provided, That the average annual 
salary during any five consecutive years; 
specified in section 4 of this act, upon which 
the annuity is based shall be within the 
last 10 years of allowable service in the pub- 
lic schools of the District of Columbia: Pro- 
vided further, That the increased amount 
of the annuity resulting therefrom shall be 
a straight life annuity without any insur- 
ance or death benefits of any kind. 

Sec. 10. This act shall take effect on the 
first day of the second month following its 
enactment. 


Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, the 


purpose of this legislation is to give to 
the teachers and supervisory employees 
of the Board of Education of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia substantially the same 
benefits to which employees of the Fed- 
eral and District Governments who are 
subject to the Civil Service Retirement 
Act are entitled. The bill also increases 
from 5 percent to 6 percent the deduc- 
tions from the salaries of the employees. 

The additional cost to the District of 
Columbia government is estimated at 
$45,500 per annum. This legislation has 
been recommended by the school officers 
and the board of education. The com- 
missioners of the District of Columbia 
requested that this legislation be en- 
acted. 

The Clerk read the following commit- 
tee amendments: 

Page 1, following line 8, add the following: 

b) by striking from the first sentence 
thereof the words “annual amount computed 
to the nearest tenth of a dollar“ and insert- 
ing in lieu thereof the word “amount”;’.” 

Page 1, line 9, strike “(b)” and insert in 
lieu thereof “(c).” 

Page 1, line 10, strike “(c)” and insert in 
lieu thereof “(d).” 

Page 3, lines 9 and 10, strike the words 
“following the effective date of this act.” 

Page 7, following line 18, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

“Src. 6. Section 7 of said act, as amended, 
is amended by striking therefrom the words 
‘level amount computed to be sufficient to 
liquidate the unfunded accrued liability 
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after the effective date of this act,’ and in- 


serting in lieu thereof the words ‘amount 
equal to the interest on the unfunded ac- 
crued liability’.” 

Page 7, line 19, strike “Src. 6“ and insert 
“Sec. 7 (a)” and insert after “section 8” the’ 
words “of said act.” 

Page 8, line 2, insert before the word “act”, 
the word “amendatory.” 

Page 8, line 3, strike the word “school” and 
insert in lieu thereof the word “fiscal.” 

Page 8, line 9, insert before the word “acts” 
the word “amendatory.” 

Page 8, strike lines 11 and 12, and insert in 
lieu thereof the following: 

“(b) The second sentence of section 8 of 
said act is amended by striking so much 
thereof preceding the first proviso as reads.” 

Page 8, line 16, strike “Sec. 7” and insert 
“Src. 8.“ 

Page 8, line 21, insert before the word 
“act” the word “amendatory.” 

Page 9, line 3, strike the word “of” and in- 
sert in lieu thereof the word “or.” 

Page 9, line 7, insert before the word “Act” 
the word “amendatory.” 

Page 9, line 18, strike the comma. 

Page 10, line 8, insert before the word 
“act” the word “amendatory.” 

Page 11, line 8, insert before the word 
“act” the word “amendatory.” 

Page 12, line 23, strike “Src. 8“ and insert 
“Sec. 9." 

Page 12, line 23, after the word “amended”, 
insert the following: 

“(a) by numbering the first, second and 
third paragraphs thereof as ‘Src. 10 (a). 
(b) and (c),’ respectively; (b) by inserting 
in the second paragraph thereof after the 
words ‘In the event any teacher shall die 
before retirement’ the words ‘leaving no 
survivor entitled to annuity. benefits under 
the provisions of this act'; and (e).“ 

Page 13, line 1, before the word “In”, in- 
sert (d).“ 

Page 14, line 3, insert before the quotation 
marks the following sentence: 

“Any payment made by the Auditor under 
this section shall be a bar to a recovery by 
any other person.” 


The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

The Clerk read the following commit- 
tee amendment: 


Page 14, strike section 9 from the bill. 


Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise in opposition to the committee 


amendment. 


Mr. Speaker, most members of the 
committee since this amendment was 
adopted in committee have given fur- 
ther consideration to the suggestion that 
this section be stricken out. The object 
of section 9 of the bill as it was presented 
to the committee was to make the teach - 
ers’ retirement law conform to the usual 
civil service law which we passed here 
some years ago as to those officers of the 
Federal Government who are under the 
civil service. This fixes the retirement 
pay of teachers on the same basis as the 
retirement pay now existing as to other 
Federal officials. That has come to the 
attention of some of us, I believe, since 
we acted in committee, and I hope it is 
the unanimous thought of the committee 
that section 9 be restored to the bill. 

Mr. SITTLER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I yield to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SITTLER. I would like to say 
that I was one of those on the committee 
who was responsible for striking this 
section out of the bill. Since that time 
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I have reviewed the matter with the 
actuary and have come to the conclusion 
that the section is a good section, that it 
will correct a great many injustices in 
the Retirement Act dealing with the 
teachers, and that I heartily concur with 
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
SMITH], that the section remain in the 
bill. 
Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I yield to 
the gentleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I am not 
sure whether the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia [Mr. SMITH] brought out the fact 
that the Eightieth Congress adjusted the 
compensation, or the pensions, of all 
Federal workers about $300 a year, I 
think it was. Teachers were left out at 
that time and they are left out of this 
bill. After a careful study by the corpo- 
ration counsel and those interested in 
sound annuities, it was felt that section 9 
should stay in the bill. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask for a vote on the committee amend- 
ment. If we vote down the committee 
amendment, that restores the section to 
the bill. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I yield to the 
gentleman from Arkansas. 

Mr. HARRIS. After discussing this 
problem with other members of the 
committee, it is my understanding that 
the chairman of our committee, and per- 
haps the ranking minority member, are 
willing to accept the suggestion of the 
gentleman from Virginia that the 
amendment be voted down and that the 
provision remain in the bill. 

Mr. McMILLAN. The committee has 
agreed to accept the gentleman's sug- 
gestion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the commitee amendment. 

The committee amendment was re- 
jected. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


AMENDING THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
ALCOHOLIC CONTROL ACT 


Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, I call 
up the bill (H. R. 4726) to amend section 
15 of the District of Columbia Alcoholic 
Beverage Control Act, and ask unani- 
mous consent that the bill be considered 
in the House as in Committee of the 
Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from South Carolina? 

Mr. SUTTON. Mr. Speaker, reserv- 
ing the right to object, I would just like 
to let the House know that this is a bill 
that permits liquor stores in residential 
centers, which I do not think should be 
done. So I am constrained to object. 

Mr. McMILLAN. I withdraw the re- 
quest for consideration of the bill at this 
time. 

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mr. HARRISON of Virginia asked and 
was given permission to vacate the 
special order granted to him for today 
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and to address the House for 45 minutes 
on tomorrow, following the legislative 
business of the day and any special or- 
ders heretofore entered. 


KATYN FOREST MASSACRE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the provisions of House Resolution 
390, Eighty-second Congress, the Speaker 
has appointed as members of the Select 
Committee To Conduct an Investigation 
and Study of the Facts, Evidence, and 
Circumstances of the Katyn Forest Mas- 
sacre the following Members of the 
House: Mr. Mappen, Indiana, chairman; 
Mr. FLoop, Pennsylvania, Mr. MACHRO- 
wicz, Michigan; Mr. Furco.o, Massachu- 
setts; Mr. Donpero, Michigan; Mr. 
O’KonsxkI, Wisconsin; Mr. SHEEHAN, 
Illinois. 


OFFICE OF ALIEN PROPERTY—MESSAGE 
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid before 
the House the following message from 
the President of the United States, which 
was read, and, together with accompany- 
ing papers, referred to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce: 


To the Congress of the United States: 

I transmit herewith for the informa- 
tion of the Congress the annual report 
of the Office of Alien Property, Depart- 
ment of Justice, for the fiscal year ended 


June 30, 1950. 
Harry S. TRUMAN. . 
THE WHITE House, September 24, 1951. 


SPECIAL ORDER 


Mr. MASON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the special or- 
der I have for today may be inserted in 
the Recorp immediately following the 
special order of my colleague the gentle- 
man from Illinois [Mr. VELDE]. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 


PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 


Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks and include the minutes of 
a farm meeting held in Mills County, 
Iowa, in my district; and I further ask 
that my remarks may be printed in the 
Appendix. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 

(Mr. Jensen addressed the House. His 
remarks appear in the Appendix.] 


DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. SITTLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SITTLER. Mr. Speaker, I cannot 
refrain from calling to the attention of 
the House the fact that this afternoon 
the United States House of Representa- 
tives spent approximately 3 hours dis- 
cussing matters of such import that they 
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could have been handled by the super- 
intendent of schools of any community 
like Milwaukee, St. Louis, Baltimore, or 
Pittsburgh, solely on his own and with 
the approval of the board of education 
of that community. It seems to me that 
this is a most forceful commentary on 
the need for some kind of home rule for 
the schools of the District of Columbia. 


AUTHORIZATION TO CORRECT SECTION 
NUMBERS 


The SPEAKER protempore. Without 
objection, in engrossing the bill H. R. 
3860 the Clerk may have authority to 
correct section numbers. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
previous order of the House, the gentle- 
man from Illinois [Mr. VELDE] is recog- 
nized for 30 minutes. 


NONSTOPPAGE STRIKE BILL 


Mr. VELDE. Mr. Speaker, today I 
have introduced what will undoubtedly 
become known as the nonstoppage strike 
bill. This bill amends the National La- 
bor Relations Act, so as to provide an 
optional method for the settlement of 
labor disputes without work stoppage. 

In working on this bill and studying 
it along with my old professor and friend, 
Prof. George Goble, of the University of 
Illinois Law School, I was reminded of 
the old quip sometimes attributed to 
Mark Twain. He is reported to have 
said, “Everybody talks about the weather 
but no one does anything about it.” The 
same thing applies to strikes. Every- 
body talks about how damaging strikes 
are not only to the laboring people but 
to management and then to the public at 
large, but no one has been able to do 
anything about it. 

I think this quip of Mark Twain's 
first started circulating throughout the 
country back as far as 1890. At that 
time it was more or less true. But re- 
cently we have been able to do something 
about the weather. We have been able 
to install air-conditioning systems to 
keep our homes cool in the summertime; 
we have been able to introduce methods 
of preventing fogs on landing fields, so 
that airplanes may land more safely; 
and we have been able to make it rain. 

Maybe this will be a bill which will 
end the disastrous effects which strikgs 
have, as I said before, on the general 
public, the workers concerned, and the 
management concerned. 

The purpose of this bill is to provide 
the parties to labor controversies with a 
method for saving themselves and the 
public from the harmful consequences of 
work stoppages and lock-outs, while 
maintaining their relative bargaining 
positions, by mutually agreeing to the 
reciprocal application of financial pen- 
alties for failure to settle their disputes. 

I believe the country has been in need 
of legislation along this line for a long 
time. All of us are aware of how costly 
strikes are to both labor and manage- 
ment as well as to the general public. In 
fact, right now in the heart of my own 
congressional district the Caterpillar 
Tractor Co. has been out on strike for 
the past 8 weeks and there are still no 
signs of a settlement. If that strike 
were settled today on the basis of the 
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union’s demand for a 19-cent-an-hour 
wage increase being granted, it would 
take the average Caterpillar worker at 
least a year to make up for what he lost 
in wages during the strike. The com- 
munity is suffering immeasurably from 
the loss in purchasing power of 20,000 
workers. The defense effort is hampered 
since the Caterpillar Tractor Co. has 
several contracts to make implements of 
war which are extremely vital at this 
particular time. 

A regular strike works as a double- 
edged sword. It inflicts a severe injury 
upon labor as well as upon management. 
It stops all wages. Employees must 
draw upon their savings for living ex- 
penses, if they have any in these days 
of higher and higher taxes. Actually 
this is an economic factor which ma- 
terially enhances the bargaining power 
of management. 

A regular strike is a powerful weapon 
in the hands of labor because of the eco- 
nomic injury which it enables labor to 
inflict upon management. However, 
that injury comes about not so much as 
a direct result of stopping the plant, as 
a result of stopping the plant’s income, 
The employer’s profits are the main tar- 
get of a strike. 

Since both parties to a strike inflict 
economic injury upon each other and 
both upon the public, it frequently re- 
solves down to the question of who can 
endure the suffering the longest. This is 
very bad for all parties concerned, and 
is a very serious problem to be reckoned 
with today. 

It can be remedied quite handily, how- 
ever, by giving both management and 
labor an opportunity to mutually agree 
to a nonstoppage strike provision in their 
contracts, using facilities of the Na- 
tional Labor Relations Board to admin- 
ister the law as embodied in the bill I 
have introduced today. 

The theory of the nonstoppage strike 
is to substitute a new sanction for the 
traditional strike and lock-out, and elim- 
inate the stop-work or lock-out pro- 
cedure as a factor in collective bargain- 
ing, while still preserving the established 
balance in economic bargaining power as 
between management and labor. 

In essence the nonstoppage strike pro- 
posal is quite simple. When a dispute 
arises between management and labor 
and they fail to reach an agreement 
through the usual procedures, and the 
situation has reached the point where, 
under the present law the employees are 
privileged to strike, either labor or man- 
agement could make application to the 
National Labor Relations Board for a 
nonstoppage strike order. Acting upon 
this application, the Board, after deter- 
mining that there is a bona fide dispute, 
would issue an order for work to con- 
tinue, with management and labor sub- 
ject to agreed penalties until a settle- 
ment of the dispute is effected. 

The Board would act as a trustee for 
the penalties that would be exacted from 
Management and labor in the form of 
net profits, salaries and wages. 

Management would-be required to 
deposit in a designated bank to the 
credit of the Board at the start of the 
strike, and each week thereafter, one 
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fifty-second of the previous year’s net 
earnings for as long a time as the strike 
continues. 

The Board would also require that 
the company pay no dividends and add 
nothing to its surplus during the period 
of the controversy, and that no strike 
benefits be paid by either labor or 
management. 

At the same time all wages and sala- 
ries of all employees of the company 
from the president on down, including 
all representatives of management as 
well as all laborers represented by the 
union, would be ordered reduced by not 
less than 10 percent, and this amount 
deducted from the payroll would be 
deposited in a segregated account to the 
credit of the Board. 

The work of the plant would con- 
tinue, and while it continued the parties 
would be required to negotiate until 
agreement is reached. If agreement is 
attained within 90 days, the wages, sal- 
aries, and profits impounded by the 
Board would be returned to the owners 
intact. The only penalty in such a case 
would be the loss of the use of the im- 
pounded funds from the period of the 
strike. If agreement is not attained 
within, 90 days, the impounded funds 
would be forfeited to the United States 
Government. The same procedure would 
then be repeated for another 90 days, 
and so on until final agreement is finally 
effected. At the end of each 90-day 
period there would be a forfeiture of im- 
pounded funds, if no agreement had been 
reached. Upon agreement at any time, 
unforfeited funds would be returned to 
the owners. 

The advantages of the nonstoppage 
strike bill to labor are: 

First. Instead of receiving no income 
during a strike or of being required to 
fall back on a small strike benefit pay- 
ment from the union, all employees will 
receive up to 90 percent of their regular 
pay—depending upon what percentage 
of penalty is stated in the contract, but 
in no case less than 10 percent. 

Second. The demoralization which 
comes from being idle as required by 
the regular strike is not present. 

Third. The bad feeling and dangers 
of the picket line are eliminated. 

Fourth. The risk of the company’s 
beating the strike by employing strike- 
breakers is avoided. 

Fifth. The bargaining power of the 
union relative to that of the company 
is as strong as it is when a stop-work 
Strike is used, because unless the com- 
pany comes to terms, not only are its 
net profits lost, but at least 10 percent 
of the salaries of all persons represent- 
ing the company are forfeited. 

Sixth. The failure of a company to 
pay its regular dividends will immediately 
generate strong pressure among all 
stockholders for an early strike settle- 
ment, especially among those who are 
heavy investors. 

Seventh. The work-stoppage strike 
weapon is not permanently lost, since 
the new procedure is available only if 
previously agreed to, and if the plan 
proves unsatisfactory it can be aban- 
doned when a new contract is made. 


SEPTEMBER 21 


The advantages of the nonstoppage 
strike bill to management are: 

First. The bad feeling of employees 
and damage to property which some- 
times result from a picket line are elimi- 
nated. : 

Second. All expenses incident to a 
shutdown are avoided. 

Third. The disruption which comes to 
the operation of a business, to its mar- 
ket position, and to the satisfying of cus- 
tomers is prevented. 

Fourth. The temptation to resort to 
unpopular methods for breaking the 
strike is not present. 

Fifth. The bargaining power of the 
company relative to that of labor is 
maintained, since the employees will lose 
at least 10 percent of their wages unless 
agreement is reached. 

Sixth. The forfeiture of at least 10 
percent of salaries and all net profits in 
the event of failure to agree is not too 
severe—it is a smaller loss than would 
result from closing the shop because of a 
regular strike. 

The advantages of the nonstoppage 
strike bill to the public are: 

First. Since there is no curtailment in 
the production of goods, there is a pre- 
vention of the losses which normally re- 
sult from a strike. 

Second. If all labor controversies were 
settled by this procedure, the national 
production would be boosted by many 
millions, and thus a higher standard of 
living all the way around would be made 
possible. 

Third. Since other plants dependent 
upon the production of the plant in- 
volved would not be required to close, and 
the employees of such other plants would 
not be required to quit work, the uninter- 
rupted flow of goods to the public and 
full employment would be maintained. 

Undoubtedly labor, management, and 
the public will all have their particular 
objections to this bill, but I am confident 
that over a period of a comparatively 
short time all will see that the advan- 
tages by far outweigh any disadvantages 
there might be. 

I should like to emphasize, and make it 
unmistakably clear that the nonstop- 
page strike plan is a voluntary one. No 
one is forced into it. Labor does not 
lose its right to strike unless it agrees 
to it, and then only for the period of the 
contract and until a second contract is 
agreed to. If either party does not like 
the plan it can refuse to incorporate it in 
the next agreement. But the contract is 
binding for the period that it exists and 
the penalties are those set out in sections 
10, 11, and 12 of the National Labor Re- 
lations Act. 

At present the law offers no specific 
method to industrial disputants for the 
applying of economic pressures upon 
each other except the strike. Under the 
present law labor must injure the public 
in order to injure its employer. The 
nonstoppage strike bill offers an alter- 
native to the strike which protects from 
irreparable injury not only the public, 
but the parties themselves. It is hard 
to see that any harm can result from 
making an alternative to the strike avail- 
able to the disputing parties if they 
want to use it. 
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The nonstoppage strike bill calls for 
a minimum of intervention by the NLRB 
into the affairs of industry. The Board’s 
principal function is to authoritatively 
declare the beginning and ending of the 
strike, to serve as stake holders of the 
forfeiture deposits, and to pay them to 
the proper parties. As much as possi- 
ble is left to the parties to decide for 
themselves. 

The nonstoppage strike bill really gives 
more importance to collective bargaining 
than has been attached to it before by 
giving the parties wider scope in the 
selection of remedial measures. 

Those of us who have been especially 
interested in the nonstoppage strike plan 
do not expect this bill to abolish strikes 
overnight. It is our hope that if this 
bill is enacted into law, at least a few 
industries and their bargaining unions 
would be willing to endorse it and give it 
a try. Then through practical applica- 
tion and education more and more in- 
dustries will embrace the plan. It will 
be a slow process of getting all the parties 
used to the plan, but the start must be 
made and the nonstoppage strike bill can 
start the ball rolling. There is no better 
time to start the ball rolling than in this 
period of emergency when we are calling 
on industry to set new production goals 
in the name of defense. 

At this time I should like to pay trib- 
ute to the man who wrote the first draft 
of the nonstoppage strike bill intro- 
duced today. Mr. George W. Goble, pro- 
fessor of law at the University of Mi- 
nois, has been working very closely with 
me ever since I read his article on the 
nonstoppage strike in the February is- 
sue of the Labor Law Journal. At this 
point I would like to include in the 
Recorp a brief biography of Professor 
Goble and also his own statement con- 
cerning the origin of the nonstoppage 
strike plan: 

George W. Goble, professor of law of Ur- 
bana, III. Education: A. B., Indiana Uni- 
versity 1913; LL. B., Lale University, 1915; 
studied at Lloyd’s of London, 1939. Positions 
and offices held are: Principal of high school, 
Alton, Ind., 1910-12; principal, high school, 
Cleveland, Okla., 1913-14; practice of law, 
Connersville, Ind., 1915-19; deputy prosecut- 
ing attorney, Payette, Union, and Franklin 
Counties during 1917-19; Field Artillery Of- 
ficers Training School, Camp Taylor, Ky., 
August-December 1918; second lieutenant, 
FARC, 1918-23; professor of law, University 
of Kentucky, 1919-21; professor of law, Uni- 
versity of Illinois since 1921; visiting profes- 
sor of law, Yale University, summers, 1926 and 
1947; Cornell University, summer of 1928; 
Columbia University, summer of 1946; dele- 
gate to International Congress of Compara- 
tive Law at The Hague, 1932; special reporter 
on law of contracts at Second International 
Congress at The Hague, 1937; public panel 
member, War Labor Board, regulation VI, 
1943-44; legal council, University Retirement 
System since 1941; collaborator in drafting 
Illinois Insurance Code of 1937 and in revi- 
sion of standard fire insurance policy, 1943. 
Publications: Cases on Insurance 1931 (2d 


ed. 1949); Cases on Contracts (with E. W. 


Patterson of Columbia University) 1937 
second edition, 1949; The Design of Democ- 
racy 1946; coeditor, Selected Readings on 
Contracts, 1931; contributor of 10 biograph- 
ies to Dictionary of American history; author 
of numerous articles and book reviews pub- 
lished in leading legal and insurance journals 
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in the United States and England. Member: 
Indiana bar, Illinois bar, American Bar As- 
sociation, American Association of Univer- 
sity Teachers of Insurance, American As- 
sociation of University Professors, Phi Beta 
Kappa, Phi Kappa Phi, Order of the Coif, 
Alpha Kappa Lambda, Gamma Eta Gamma, 
Sigma Delta Rho, Masons, Kiwanis. Family: 
Married Roberta Lee Sonner of Alton, Ind., 
in 1913; children, Elizabeth (Mrs. H. C. Ross- 
man, Flossmoor, III.), June (Mrs. S. B. 
Monger, Richmond, Ind.), George W., Jr., 
Brookville, Ind., and Tom, Centerville, Ind. 
Travel: England, France, Italy, Germany, 
Switzerland, Czechoslovakia, Austria, Hol- 
land, Denmark, Sweden, Gibraltar, Madeira 
Islands, Canary Islands, Isle of Jersey, etc, 
Local activities: Has served as chairman, 
Council of Social Agencies; member of board 
of directors, Community Chest; board of 
directors, University of Illinois YMCA; board 
of directors, Athletic Association of Univer- 
sity of Illinois; University of Illinois Coun- 
cil; chairman, Illini Union Board. 


The statement of Professor Goble en- 
titled “The Genesis of the Nonstoppage 
Strike Plan” is as follows: 

The main ideas in the nonstoppage strike 


, proposal were formulated in my mind while 


I was serving as a hearing officer (public 
panel member) for the War Labor Board back 
in 1943-44, After the war the plan was laid 
‘aside because of the press of other duties. 
But in 1949 an epidemic of strikes which 
struck pretty deep into our economy caused 
me to haul out the scheme and take an- 
other look at it. I wrote up a three- or four- 
page outline of the proposal and circulated 
it among a dozen persons whose judgment 
I valued on such matters. Their responses 
were so favorable that I decided to put the 
plan into the form of an article. Before 
doing this, through conferences and letters, 
I received numerous criticisms and sugges- 
tions from these persons and others, many 
of which were incorporated into the plan, 
The article was originally published in Cur- 
rent Economic Comment, a journal published 
by the College of Commerce of the Univer- 
sity of Illinois and then with further revi- 
sions it appeared in the Labor Law Journal 
published by the Commerce Clearing House 
in Chicago. In January 1950 I was invited 
to present the plan to a committee of the 
American Farm Bureau Federation and in 
its national meeting it passed a resolution 
favoring the plan in principle. 

Among my consultants have been both 
promanagement and prolabor people, as well 
as some who have no decided bias either 
way. The attempt throughout has been to 
make the plan favor neither side and to be 
equally acceptable to both sides. There are 
no organizations or groups sponsoring the 
plan. My own work as well as the work of 
those who have assisted me has been given 
entirely as a public service. 

GEORGE W. GOBLE. 


Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VELDE. I yield, to my distin- 
guished colleague from Illinois. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I notice the gentle- 
man has raised the question of what it 
would do for both management and la- 
bor. Can the gentleman from Illinois 
tell me who favors this legislation? 

Mr. VELDE. The gentleman has 
asked a very good question, Iam glad 
to answer it. Iam not certain of all of 
the groups that do favor this legislation, 
However, I do know from Mr. George 
Goble who devised this plan, and he has 
spoken before many groups in Illinois, 
and throughout the country generally, 
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that he received the recommendations 
of a great number of groups including 
the American Farm Bureau Federation. 
He also told me, and I checked this, that 
the American Farm Bureau Federation 
last year, at their annual convention 
went on record as supporting his plan in 
principle. Those to whom I have spoken, 
and I spoke to quite a number while I 
was working on this in connection with 
our mutual friend Professor Goble, made 
favorable comment concerning it, and I 
have received much favorable comment 
concerning it. While everyone, of 
course, is not willing to support this bill 
as it is written at the present time, real- 
izing of course that there are flaws in it 
which will have to be ironed out through 
committee hearings and through delib- 
eration on the floor of the House and in 
the other body, it is supported in prin- 
ciple, as it is supported by the American 
Farm Bureau Federation. Then, too, I 
have spoken with the president of the 
National Small Business Men's Associa- 
tion, who likewise felt that that group 
would lend its support. There are nu- 
merous other citizen groups who repre- 
sent the public generally which I am 
sure will support some such plan as is 
proposed here. 

Mr. SPRINGER. After reading this 
bill, several points come up in my mind. 
It is my understanding that if this bill 
were enacted into a law, any employer or 
any group of employees negotiating with 
each other toward a contract would be 
affected by this law only if they included 
the provisions of this law in such a con- 
tract; is that true? 

Mr. VELDE. That is absolutely right. 
Of course, I can see why no one should 
have any particular objection to this leg- 
islation. We must realize, if it is passed 
in its present form, that before the Na- 
tional Labor Relations Board would take 
jurisdiction over these nonstoppage 
strikes, it must make certain it is in the 
contract involved. Of course, a contract 
is a matter of bargaining between labor 
and management, and they do not have 
to put it in if they do not want to. 

Mr. SPRINGER. There is no way 
that either labor or management could 
be compelled by this law to accept the 
provisions thereof; is that true? 

Mr. VELDE. That is very true. 

Mr. SPRINGER. But, I say, unless 
it is voluntarily placed in a mutual bar- 
gaining contract by both sides; is that 
true? 

Mr. VELDE. Yes; that is true. The 
gentleman might be wondering why it is 
necessary to pass this legislation since 
it could be handled as a matter of con- 
tract, if the employer and the employees 
wanted to, without any such law. This 
gives the National Labor Relations Board 
jurisdiction to take funds which are in 
the form of penalties from both labor 
and management and hold them for the 
benefit of those parties, or for the bene- 
fit of the Treasury of the United States. 
It also gives the National Labor Rela- 
tions Board power to regulate the non- 
stoppage strike and to declare when it 
is in existence. 

Mr. SPRINGER. After reading this 
law through several times, there is one 
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thing that impresses me. If manage- 
ment and labor vote to accept the pro- 
visions of the contract at this time, I 
think there are these benefits to be ob- 
tained: One, we are now going through 
a period of rearming this country. We 
all recall the considerable stoppages of 
work during the last war due, we will not 
say through the fault of either manage- 
ment or labor—I do not think that is too 
important to say which, but we do know 
there were important stoppages of work 
during World War II. 

This kind of law would lend itself very 
much to keeping down those stoppages 
in defense industry. If such a law were 
put into effect at least it would afford 
labor and management a chance to show 
their good faith in keeping factories open 
and people employed. 

Mr. VELDE. I believe the gentleman 
is very correct in that observation, and 
I thank the gentleman for it. 

I want to mention at this time that the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. SPRINGER] 
was a student under Professor Goble, 
the originator of this plan; perhaps his 
grades were a little bit better than mine. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I thank the gentle- 
man for that observation at this point. 

Mr. VELDE. I am sure that Professor 
Goble asked me to introduce the plan 
only because I happen to be a member 
of the Committee on Labor, and the gen- 
tleman from Illinois [Mr. SPRINGER] is 
not. 

Mr. SPRINGER. If the gentleman 
would be so gracious as to extend me a 

minute or two at this point, I should like 
to congratulate Professor Goble upon the 
work he has done on this bill. This does 
not involve merely hours; I know of 
My own knowledge that he has spent 
months—it is my understanding a couple 
of years—on this bill, speaking before 
groups, trying to create sympathy and 
understanding for the kind of bill he had 
in mind. I know the experience of the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. VELDE] has 
been much the same as mine. We were 
both students at the University of Illinois 
Law School and sat beside each other in 
many classes. Thus we found out what 
a fine and inspiring gentleman Prof. 
George Goble was. 

The work that he has done on this bill, 
regardless of the outcome, deserves a 
great deal of credit in stimulating much 
thought in this country on the necessity 
of having legislation of this type avail- 
able to be used by labor and management 
to settle their differences. 

Mr. VELDE. I thank the gentleman 
for his remarks and concur in them 
wholeheartedly. 

Let me say at this time that Professor 
Goble was a hearing officer of the War 
Labor Board during the last war, and he 
conceived the plan at that time. He be- 
came ill, however, and sort of forgot 
about it for a while. But he wrote to me 
and told me that he would like to have 
some hearings on the plan or to get it out 
before the public and the Congress so 
that the harmful effects that strikes are 
causing in our war effort could be les- 
sened. Iam glad the gentleman brought 
that matter out. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the previous order of the House, the gen- 
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tleman from Illinois [Mr. Mason] is rec- 
ognized for 10 minutes. 


THE TAX EXEMPTION OF CO-OPS AND 
THE 1951 REVENUE BILL 


Mr. MASON. Mr. Speaker, when the 
draft of the 1951 revenue bill, as worked 
out by the Ways and Means Committee, 
was before the House last June I called 
it an economic monstrosity, and I ex- 
pressed the hope that the Senate would 
work out a better measure. Unfortu- 
nately, the Senate Finance Committee 
has failed to correct the errors of omis- 
sion and commission that were in the 
House bill. The measure now being de- 
bated in the other Chamber, in my opin- 
ion, actually magnifies many of the in- 
equalities and injustices that are present 
in existing law. It does not remove 
them. It will raise only a part of the 
$10,000,000,000 extra that our extrava- 
gant administration has demanded— 
and still demands—and the increases 
provided for in the bill will come from 
businesses and individuals that are al- 
ready overtaxed, while the most out- 
rageous of the tax exempts will continue 
to be tax-free, enjoying even greater 


advantages over taxpaying businesses 


than they now enjoy. 

Mr. Speaker, the Senate Finance 
Committee did actually pluck up cour- 
age one day to heed the recommendation 
of the Secretary of the Treasury that 
co-ops be included among the Nation’s 
business taxpayers; but, as things turned 
out, the committee merely marched up 
the hill in order to march back down 
again. The brief period of intestinal 
fortitude of a majority of the members 
of the committee melted under the heat 
turned on by the multi-million-dollar 
co-ops, and in place of the excellent sug- 
gestions for taxing the co-ops that had 
been developed by the tax experts of the 
Treasury and the Joint Committee on 
Internal Revenue Taxation, there was 
finally written into the Senate bill a 
provision that not only offers no com- 
petitive relief to taxpaying businesses, 
but it actually requires the farmer co-op 
member himself to pay more tax than 
under present law. 

Additional Treasury revenue from co- 
ops under the terms of the bill is esti- 
mated at not more than $10,000,000. 
Full taxation of cooperative earnings, as 
originally suggested by me, would have 
produced at least $500,000,000 at present 
rates. 

Mr. Speaker, the Treasury’s recom- 
mendations that were first incorporated 
in the Senate bill by an overwhelming 
majority of the committee, would have 
continued tax exemption for legitimate, 
small farmer-owned cooperatives that 
have net assets of $100,000 or less, and 
95 percent of whose membership consists 
of individuals; but it would have imposed 
a corporate income tax on that part of 
the earnings of big co-ops that was not 
distributed in cash within 75 days after 
the end of the year, or was not paid out 
in the form of irrevocable interest- 
bearing obligations, payable in 2 years. 
Those provisions, Mr. Speaker, would 
have hurt no legitimate cooperative, but 
they would have established a more 
equitable competitive situation in the 
business world. 
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Politics, the threat of reprisals, the 
fears engendered in some members of 
the Senate committee by the heavily or- 
ganized pressure of big cooperative man- 
agers, and a complete disregard for the 
well-being of the business community 
that pays the lion’s share of Federal 
taxes, were the principal reasons why 
the Treasury’s equitable proposals were 
finally removed from the tax bill by the 
slim margin of 7 to 6 votes, and why the 
meaningless proposal offered by Senator 
Kerr was substituted. The Kerr pro- 
posal would leave co-ops just about as 
they are, except for one thing—the 
farmer members will have to pay more 
taxes. 

Heretofore, the local, wholly exempt 
cooperative has been permitted to hold 
a part of its reserves without allocation 
and still not be subject to taxation. 
Under the Kerr proposal it will now be 
required to pay tax on those unallocated 
reserves, or—if it is to continue to escape 
a tax—the co-op must notify each mem- 
ber that he technically owns a certain 
number of dollars of this reserve, dollars 
that may not be paid to him for 5 years, 
or 10 years, or maybe even a hundred 
years; and the co-op must also notify 
the Bureau of Internal Revenue of its 
action so that “he tax on those unpaid 
dollars may be collected from the farmer, 
In other words, the Kerr proposal in the 
Senate bill makes the farmer the goat 
along with the businessman and the 
Treasury—the farmer because he will 
have to pay a tax on a lot of worthless 
scrip paper; the businessman because 
his income taxes will be increased and 
his competitive situation will be wors- 
ened; the Treasury because it will con- 
tinue to lose at least half a billion dollars 
of revenue. Only the big cooperatives 
win—and why not? They are said to 
have written the Kerr proposal them- 
selves. 

And so, Mr. Speaker, the tax dodgers 
are to be encouraged to continue on their 
merry way, regardless of the competitive 
injustice that is heaped upon the busi- 
nesses and the individuals that pay the 
Nation’s steadily mounting tax bills. In- 
stead of protecting our sources of rev- 
enue, we write tax laws that seem es- 
pecially designed to destroy them. 

For example, 2 months ago the mam- 
moth Cooperative Grange-League-Fed- 
eration Exchange of New York bought 
11 retail feed stores from the Moses Grain 
Co., of Eaton, N. V., a taxpaying con- 
cern. GLF could afford to pay more 
for these stores than anybody else be- 
cause the earnings, under cooperative 
ownership, would escape payment of the 
income tax that any private owner 
would have to pay. So, the tax that 
these stores have been paying into the 
Treasury is lost—and to add insult to 
injury, the big co-op has now closed 
several of the units and has established 
a monopoly in towns that used to have 
independent competition. 

Mr. Speaker, the Treasury proposals 
would have taxed the huge earnings of 
such cooperatives as the California & 
Hawaii Sugar Refining Co. of San Fran- 
cisco, whose members are not individuals 
but corporations. The Treasury pro- 
Posals would baye taxed confessed mo- 
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nopolies like the Virginia-Maryland Milk 
Producers Association, which has a 
stranglehold on the milk supply of the 
District of Columbia. The Treasury pro- 
posals would have taxed cooperative 
holding companies like the California 
Fruit Growers Exchange and its subsidi- 
ary, the Fruit Growers Supply Co., which 
does a $300,000,000 business each year, 
and which bought a whole lumber town 
a few years ago and took it off the tax 
rolls. The Treasury proposals would 
have taxed the big oil cooperative in 
Kansas City, and the sprawling grain 
cooperatives in the Northwest and the 
Southwest. Only the local farmer co- 
ops—the original cooperatives with indi- 
vidual members—would have escaped 
taxation. But the Kerr plan, which is 
now in the Senate version of the rev- 
enue bill, will ease the tax load for the 
big cooperatives and will put an addi- 
Legg tax burden on the farmer mem- 
ers. 

Mr. Speaker, the financial statements 
of 30 cooperatives in Iowa were recently 
assembled and studied for the purpose 
of finding out how much revenue might 
come from taxing them. In 1950 they 
did $38,288,000 of business, with profits 
of $1,546,000 on which they paid the 
measly sum of $41,801 in income taxes— 
though similar earnings in other hands 
would have produced $750,000 in taxes. 
Under the Kerr plan, the Treasury will 
now try to collect that amount—but it 
will collect the money, mind you, not 
from the cooperative corporations that 
ought to pay it, but from the farmer 
co-op members who may or may not re- 
ceive any patronage dividends in cash. 

This Kerr proposal to tax the unallo- 
cated reserves of co-ops will accomplish 
nothing at all. It will produce a puny 
amount of revenue—and it will get most 
of that from farmers. It will do noth- 
ing to correct the evil competitive situa- 
tion that now exists. It will satisfy nei- 
ther the businessman nor the farmers. 
It is a thousand miles from meeting the 
recommendations of the Secretary of the 
Treasury. I certainly hope the Senate 
will have the courage to remove the Kerr 
amendment from the tax bill and to sub- 
stitute the Treasury proposals that were 
first written into the bill. 

The time to end this unfair coopera- 
tive tax exemption is now. The tax 

need is great. We are scraping the bot- 
tom of the barrel—taxwise. Rates are 
so high that both business and indi- 
viduals are in desperate straits; and if 
this loophole is left open, it is inevitable 
that mcre and more corporations will 
seek to dodge their share of the tax load 
by drawing the co-op cloak around them. 

Mr. Speaker, today the prayer of the 
American people is, “God give us men— 
men of backbone and courage, men who 
possess convictions; strong men whom 
pressure groups cannot sway. God give 
us such men in public office.” 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent permission to 
extend remarks in the Appendix of the 
Recor, or to revise and extend remarks, 
was granted to: 

Mr. Murray of Tennessee and to in- 
clude an editorial entitled “Make News- 
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papers Pay Their Way” from the Cleve- 
land (Ohio) Press. 

Mr. EncLe and to include an editorial. 

Mr. Evins and to include an editorial. 

Mr. Rees of Kansas and to include a 
resolution adopted by the Legislative 
Council of the State of Kansas. 

Mr. Murvockx and to include extra- 
neous matter. 

Mr. Harrison of Wyoming in two in- 
ee and to include extraneous mat- 

T. 

Mr. Bow (at the request of Mr. HAR- 
RISON of Wyoming) and to include a 
speech. 

Mr. ANGELL and to include a short 
newspaper article. 

Mr. Brooxs in four instances, and to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Froop in eight instances and to 
include extraneous material. 

Mr. Puiturrs and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. Jensen in two instances, to in- 
clude in one a release, and in the other 
the minutes of a meeting of Iowa farm- 
ers. 

Mr. CHIPERFIELD (at the request of Mr. 
JENSEN) and to include an editorial. 

Mr. ELLIOTT in two instances and to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Jenison in two instances and to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Botiine and to include an edi- 
torial. 

Mr. Jackson of Washington and to in- 
clude a letter to Charles E. Wilson. 

Mr. Smiru of Mississippi in two in- 
stances and to include extraneous mat- 
ter. 

Mr. Wicxersuam in four instances and 
to include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Mutter in two instances and to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Deane (at the request of Mr. 
Priest) and to include a resolution 
adopted by the Young Democratic Clubs 
of North Carolina. 

Mr. McGuire (at the request of Mr. 
Priest) and to include a letter. 

Mr. MAansrIetp ir. two instances and to 
include extraneous matter. . 

Mr. SHEEHAN and to include an edi- 
torial. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG (at the request of Mr. 
ScHWABE). l 

Mr, BeLcHeR and to include a news- 
paper article. 

Mr. Scupper and to include an edito- 
rial. 

Mr. Breen (at the request of Mr. Mo- 
Cr loc) and to include an article from 
the Dayton Daily News. 

Mr. Gross and to include an editorial. 

Mr. Brownson (at the request of Mr. 
Martin of Massachusetts) and to include 
excerpts. 

Mr. STOCKMAN (at the request of Mr. 
Martin of Massachusetts) and to in- 
clude an address by the gentleman from 
Oregon (Mr. ELLSWORTH], . 

Mr. Suarer in three separate instances. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly 
(at 5 o’clock and 4 minutes p. m.) the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Tues- 
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day, September 25, 1951, at 12 o'clock 
noon. 


OATH OF OFFICE, MEMBERS AND 
DELEGATES 


The oath of office required by the sixth 
article of the Constitution of the United 
States, and as provided by section 2 of 
the act of May 13, 1884 (23 Stat. 22), 
to be administered to Members and Dele- 
gates of the House of Representatives, 
the text of which is carried in section 
1757 of title XIX of the Revised Statutes 
of ‘the United States and being as 
follows: 

“I, A B, do solemnly swear (or affirm) 
that I will support and defend the Con- 
stitution of the United States against all 
enemies, foreign and domestic; that I 
will bear true faith and allegiance to the 
same; that I take this obligation freely, 
without any mental reservation or pur- 
pose of evasion; and that I will well and 
faithfully discharge the duties of the 
office on which I am about to enter. So 
help me God.” 


has been subscribed to in person and 
filed in duplicate with the Clerk of the 
House of Representatives by the follow- 
ing Member of the Eighty-second Con- 
gress, pursuant to Public Law 412 of the 
Eightieth Congress entitled “An act to 
amend section 30 of the Revised Statutes 
of the United States” (U. S. C., title 2, 
sec. 25), approved February 18, 1948: 
Frank Ixarp, Thirteenth District, Texas. 
SEPTEMBER 18, 1951. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu- 
tive communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 


809. A letter from the Acting Executive 
Secretary, National Security Council, Execu- 
tive Office of the President, transmitting a 
letter relative to an addition to be made to 
National Security Council Determination No. 
9, transmitted to Congress on September 12, 
1951; to the Committees on Appropriations, 
Armed Services, and Foreign Affairs. 

810. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Navy, transmitting a report for the fiscal 
year 1951, pursuant to Public Law 560, 
Eightieth Congress, entitled “A bill to pro- 
vide for furnishing transportation for certain 
Government and other personnel and for 
other purposes”; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

811. A letter from the Chairman, District 
of Columbia Redevelopment Land Agency, 
transmitting the report of activities and ex- 
penditures for the fiscal year 1951 for the 
District of Columbia Redevelopment Land 
Agency, pursuant to Public Law 592, Seventy- 
ninth Congress; to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

812. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Interior, transmitting the annual report on 
the inspection of coal mines by the Bureau 
of Mines for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1951, pursuant to Public Law 49 (55 Stat. 
177, 30 U. S. C., secs. 4-F to 4-0); to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

813. A letter from the Acting Secretary, 
Department of State, transmitting the third 
quarterly report of the Technical Coopera- 
tion Administration for the quarter ending 
June 30, 1951, pursuant to the general ap- 
propriation act for the fiscal year 1951; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

814. A letter from the Acting Secretary, 
Department of State, transmitting the second 
quarterly report of the Technical Coopera- 
tion Administration for the quarter ending 
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March 31, 1951, pursuant to the general 
appropriation act for the fiscal year 1951; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

815. A letter from the Postmaster General, 
transmitting a draft of a proposed bill en- 
titled “A bill to amend section 1716 of title 
18, United States Code, to permit the trans- 
mission of poisons in the mails to persons 
or concerns having scientific use therefor, 
and for other purposes”; to the Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service. 

816. A letter from the Archivist of the 
United States, transmitting a report on rec- 
ords proposed for disposal and lists or 
schedules covering records proposed for dis- 
posal by certain Government agencies; to 
the Committee on House Administration. 

817. A letter from the Acting Executive 
Secretary, National Security Council, Execu- 
tive Office of the President, transmitting a 
report entitled National Security Council 
Determinations Nos. 18 and 19,” pursuant to 
section 1302, Public Law 45 (Third Supple- 
mental Appropriation Act, 1951); to the 
Committees on Appropriations, Armed Serv- 
ices, and Foreign Affairs. 

818. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of Defense, transmitting a draft of a proposed 
bill entitled “A bill to amend the Universal 
Military Training and Service Act, as amend- 
ed, and for other purposes”; to the Commit- 
tee on Armed Services. 

819. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting a proposed 
supplemental appropriation for the fiscal year 
1952 in the amount of $9,720 for the legisla- 
tive branch (H. Doc. No. 240); to the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations, and ordered to be 
printed. 

820. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting a proposed 
supplemental appropriation for the fiscal 
year 1952 in the amount of $1,700,000 for the 
Civil Service Commission (H. Doc. No. 241); 
to the Committee on Appropriations, and 
ordered to be printed. 

821. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting proposed 
supplemental appropriations in the amount 
of $25,500,000 for the Federal Security Agen- 
cy, and proposed supplemental appropria- 
tions in the amount of $76,340,000 and pro- 
posed increases in administrative expense 
limitations for the Housing and Home Fi- 
mance Agency, for the fiscal year 1952 (H. 
Doc. No. 242); to the Committee on Appro- 
priations, and ordered to be printed. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

[Reported September 21, 1951] 

Mr. McMILLAN: Committee on the District 
of Columbia. S. 1349. An act to establish a 
Department of Food Services in the public 
schools of the District of Columbia, and for 
other purposes; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 984). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. McMILLAN: Committee on the District 
of Columbia, H. R. 4419. A bill to amend 
the District of Columbia Teachers’ Salary 
Act of 1947; without amendment (Rept. No. 
985). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. MCMILLAN: Committee on the District 
of Columbia. H. R. 4703. A bill to provide 
that certain school officers and employees of 
the Board of Education of the District of 
Columbia shall be granted annual leave of 
absence equal to that granted to teachers of 
the Board of Education of the District of 
Columbia; with amendment (Rept. No. 986). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. McMILLAN: Committee on the District 
of Columbia. H. R. 4859. A bill to provide 
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for granting to officers and members of the 
Metropolitan Police force, the Fire Depart- 
ment of the District of Columbia, and the 
White House and United States Park Police 
forces additional compensation for working 
on holidays; without amendment (Rept. No. 
987). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. McMILLAN: Committee on the District 
of Columbia. H. R. 5329. A bill to increase 
the salaries of the Metropolitan Police, the 
United States Park Police, the White House 
Police, members of the Fire Department of 
the District of Columbia, and employees of 
the Board of Education of the District of 
Columbia; without amendment (Rept. No. 
988). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. HARRIS: Committee on the District of 
Columbia. H. R. 4726. A bill to amend sec- 
tion 15 of the District of Columbia Alcoholic 
Beverage Control Act; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 989). Referred to the House 
Calendar. 

Mr. HARRIS: Committee on the District of 
Columbia. H. R. 5256. A bill to secure the 
attendance of witnesses from without the 
District of Columbia in criminal proceedings; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 990). Re- 
ferred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. McMILLAN: Committee on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. S. 657. An act to amend 
and clarify the District of Columbia Teach- 
ers’ Leave Act of 1949, and for other pur- 
poses; with amendment (Rept. No. 991). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. McMILLAN: Committee on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. S. 945. An act to amend 
the District of Columbia Teachers’ Salary Act 
of 1947; with amendment (Rept. No. 992). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. McMILLAN: Committee on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. H.R.3860. A bill to 
amend the act for the retirement of public- 
school teachers in the District of Columbia; 
with amendment (Rept. No. 993). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. McMILLAN: Committee on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. H. R. 5235. A bill to au- 
thorize and direct the Commissioners of the 
District of Columbia to make such studies 
and investigations deemed necessary con- 
cerning the location and construction of a 
bridge over the Potomac River in the vicin- 
ity of Shepherds Landing, and for other 
purposes; without amendment (Rept. No. 
994). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 


[Submitted September 24, 1951] 


Mr.SABATH: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 428. Resolution for the consid- 
eration of H. R. 3569, a bill to amend the 
Railroad Retirement Act and the Railroad 
Retirement Tax Act, and for other purposes; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 1001). Re- 
ferred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. SABATH: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 426. Resolution providing that 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce or any duly authorized subcom- 
mittee thereof is authorized and directed to 
make a full and complete study and investi- 
gation of the old-age retirement and sur- 
vivors benefits provided under the Railroad 
Retirement Act; with amendment (Rept. No. 
1002). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. DELANEY: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 429. Resolution for con- 
sideration of H. R. 39, a bill to encourage the 
improvement and development of marketing 
facilities for handling perishable agricultural 
commodities; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1003). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. DELANEY: Committee on Rules, 
House Resolution 430. Resolution for con- 
sideration of House Resolution 82, resolution 
to provide for the unity of Ireland; without 
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amendment (Rept. No. 1004). 
the House Calendar. 

Mr. MITCHELL: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 431. Resolution for con- 
sideration of H. R. 1628, a bill to provide for 
the acquisition of land and the construction 
thereon of buildings and appurtenances es- 
sential for forest-fire control operations of 
the Forest Service, United States Department 
of Agriculture, at or near Missoula, Mont., 
and for other purposes; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1005). Referred to the House 
Calendar. 

Mr. BURNSIDE: Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service. S. 1335. An act to read- 
just size and weight limitations on fourth- 
class (parcel post) mail; with amendment 
(Rept. No. 1006). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. HARRIS: Committee of conference, 
S. 11. An act to provide for the appoint- 
ment of conservators to conserve the assets 
of persons of advanced age, mental weak- 
ness, not amounting to unsoundness of 
mind, or physical incapacity (Rept. No. 
1026). Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado: Committee on 
the Judiciary. H. R. 4687. A bill to provide 
for the withholding of certain patents that 
might be detrimental to the national secu- 
rity, and for other purposes; with amendment 
(Rept. No. 1028). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 


Referred to 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports 
of committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 


Mr. KEATING: Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. H. R. 625. A bill for the relief of Col. 
Harry F. Cunningham; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 995). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House. 

Mr. KEATING: Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. H. R. 814. A bill for the relief of 
the estate of Victor Helfenbein; with 
amendment (Rept. No. 996). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. KEATING: Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. H. R. 1964. A bill for the relief of 
Bernard R. Novak; with amendment (Rept. 
No. 997). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. BYRNE of New York: Committee on 
the Judiciary. H. R. 3137. A bill for the re- 
lief of O. L. Osteen; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 998). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House. 

Mr. BYRNE of New York: Committee on 
the Judiciary. H. R. 3946. A bill for the re- 
lief of Master Sgt. Orval Bennett; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 999). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. BYRNE of New York: Committee on 
the Judiciary. H. R. 5267. A bill for the re- 
lief of Gertrude O. Yerxa, Mrs: G. Olive 
Yerxa, and Dr. Charles W. Yerxa; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1000). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judiciary, 
S. 283. An act for the relief of Akiko Mitsu- 
hata; without amendment (Rept. No. 1007). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. ? 

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judiciary, 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 39, Concur- 
rent resolution favoring the suspension of 
deportation of certain aliens; with amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 1008). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House. 

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judiciary. 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 41, Concur- 
rent resolution favoring the suspension of 
deportation of certain aliens; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1009). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House, 
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Mr. FEIGHAN: Committee on the Judici- 
ary. H. R. 980. A bill for the relief of Kikue 
. Uchida; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1010). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. FEIGHAN: Committee on the Judici- 
ary. H. R. 1135. A bill for the relief of Sister 
Monica Grant; with amendment (Rept. No. 
1011). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. WILSON of Texas: Committee on the 
Judiciary. H. R. 1851. A bill for the relief 
of Ark Ping Jee Nong (Ngon); with amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 1012). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. WILSON of Texas: Committee on the 
Judiciary. H. R. 2506. A bill for the relief of 
Masunari Saito and Isao Saito; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1013). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. WILSON of Texas: Committee on the 
Judiciary. H. R. 2547. A bill for the relief 
of Yoshiko Ito; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 1014). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House. 

Mr. GRAHAM: Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. H. R. 2589. A. bill for the relief of Sor 
Matilde Sotelo Fernandez, Sor Virtudes Gar- 
cia Garcia, Sor Elisa Perez Tejeiro, and Sor 
Amalia Gonzalez Gonzalez; with amend- 
ments (Rept. No. 1015). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. GRAHAM: Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. H. R. 2590. A bill for the relief of 
José M. Thomasa-Sänchez, his wife Adela 
Durán Cuevas de Thomasa, and his child, 
José Maria Thomasa Duran; with amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 1016). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. WILSON of Texas: Committee on the 
Judiciary. H. R. 3153. A bill for the relief 
of Signa Angela Maino Cristallo; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1017). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. GRAHAM: Committee on the Judi- 

. H. R. 4583. A bill for the relief of 
Inooka Kazumi; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 1018). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House. 

Mr. CHELF: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H. R. 4671. A bill for the relief of Mark Paul 
Crowley; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1019). Referrod to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. GRAHAM: Committee on the Judici- 
ary. H. R. 4922. A bill for the relief of Pa- 
tricia Ann Eddings; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1020). Referred to the Commit- 
tee of the Whole House. 

Mr. WILSON of Texas: Committee on the 
Judiciary. H. R. 4929. A bill for the relief 
of Michael Bernard (Cervera); without 

amendment (Rept. No. 1021). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. CHELF: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H. R. 4930. A bill for the relief of Charles H. 
Craft; without amendment (Rept. No. 1022). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 

Mr. FEIGHAN: Committee on the Judici- 
ary. H. R. 4940. A bill for the relief of 
Suzie Ballard; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 1023). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. FEIGHAN: Committee on the Judici- 
ary. H. R. 4969. A bill for the relief of Susa 
Yukiko Thomason; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1024). Referred to the Commit- 
tee of the Whole House. 

Mr. WILSON of Texas: Committee on the 
Judiciary. H. R. 5104. A bill for the relief 
of Mrs. Inge L. Curtis; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1025). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House. 

Mr. CHELF: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H. R. 4920. A bill for the relief of Georgette 
Sato; without amendment (Rept. No. 1027). 
etzi to the Committee of the Whole 

fouse. 
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PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. BROWNSON: 

H. R. 5443. A bill to provide for a tem- 
porary increase in the age limits for candi- 
dates for admission to the United States 
Military Academy and the United States 
Naval Academy; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

By Mr. COMBS: 

H. R. 5444. A bill authorizing the Sabine 
Lake Bridge and Causeway Authority hereby 
created, and its successors, to construct, 
maintain, and operate bridges over Sabine 
Lake, at or near Port Arthur, Tex.; to con- 
struct, maintain, and operate all causeways, 
approaches, and appurtenances pertaining 
thereto; and to finance said objects by the 
issuance of bonds secured by the said prop- 
erties and income and revenues; and repeal- 
ing all laws heretofore enacted, or parts 
thereof, in conflict herewith; to the commit- 
tee on Public Works. 

By Mr. GAMBLE: 

H. R. 5445. A bill to create the office of 
Delegate-at-Large in the House of Represent- 
atives for ex-Presidents of the United 
States; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. LARCADE: 

H. R. 5446. A bill authorizing the Sabine 
Lake Bridge and Causeway Authority hereby 
created, and its successors, to 
maintain, and operate bridges over Sabine 
Lake, at or near Port Arthur, Tex.; to con- 
struct, maintain, and operate all causeways, 
approaches, and appurtenances pertaining 
thereto; and to finance said objects by the 
issuance of bonds secured by the said prop- 
erties and income and revenues; and re- 
pealing all laws heretofore enacted, or parts 
thereof, in conflict herewith; to the Commit- 
tee on Public Works. 

By Mr. BUTLER: 

H. R. 5447. A bill to authorize the 
acquisition of an ice cutter to relieve ice- 
bound traffic on the Great Lakes; to the 
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fish- 
eries. 

By Mr. DOUGHTON: 

H. R. 5448. A bill to provide for the tem- 
porary free importation of zinc; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. VELDE: 

H. R. 5449. A bill to amend the National 
Labor Relations Act, so as to provide a 
method for the settlement of labor disputes 
which will eliminate some of the harmful 
consequences of work stoppages and lock- 
outs; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor, 

By Mr. ELLIOTT: 

H. R. 5450. A bill to provide that the 
Veterans’ Administration hospital being con- 
structed at Birmingham, Ala., shall be 
named in honor of Gen. William Crawford 
Gorgas; to the Committee on Veterans’ 
Affairs, 


By Mr. MCDONOUGH: 

H. R. 5451. A bill directing the Secretary 
of Commerce to provide for larger alloca- 
tions of sulfur to increase production of 
newsprint; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. WITHROW: 

H. R. 5452. A bill to amend the Social 
Security Act, so as to reduce the amount of 
the deductions which may be made on 
account of outside income from the benefits 
payable to certain individuals thereunder; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

H. R. 5453. A bill to provide free postage 
for members of the Armed Forces of the 
United States serving outside the continen- 
tal United States or in Alaska; to the Com- 
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service. 
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By Mr. MURDOCK: 
H. Res. 432. Resolution to amend House 
Resolution 80, Eighty-second Congress; to 
the Committee on Rules. 


further expenses of conducting the studies 
and investigations authorized by House Res- 
olution 78, Eighty-second Congress; to the 
Committee on House Administration. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. AYRES: 

H. R. 5454. A bill for the relief of Giorgio 

Olmo; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. BATES of Massachusetts: 

H. R. 5455. A bill for the relief of Manuel 
P. Vinagre, Jr.; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. BOW: 

H. R. 5456. A bill for the relief of Pfc 
Nicholas Francis Erjavec; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DONDERO: 

H. R. 5457. A bill for the relief of the Detrex 
Corp. of Detroit, Mich.; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GAMBLE: 

H. R. 5458. A bill for the relief of Joyce 
Oerlemans Haug; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. JOHNSON: 

H. R. 5459. A bill for the relief of Tai Jong 

Ryu; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. KILDAY: 

H.R. 5460. A bill for the relief of Hans 
Werner Brisco; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. MCDONOUGH: 

H. R. 5461. A bill for the relief of David J. 
Dazé; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H. R. 5462. A bill for the relief of Khalil 
Abus Su'd Sa’d ed Din, also known as Charlie 
Sood; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H. R. 5463. A bill for the relief of Abdel 
Karim Ahmad Ali Sham’a, also known as Ab- 
— to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

By Mr. O'BRIEN of Illinois: 

H. R. 5464. A bill for the relief of Giovanni 
Battista Lucia; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. ROGERS of Colorado: 

H. R. 5465. A bill for the relief of Emma 

Burr; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk 
and referred as follows: 


432. By Mr. GROSS: Petition of the Fra- 
ternal Order of Eagles, Waterloo, Iowa, Aerie 
No. 764, supporting efforts to effect the re- 
lease of William N. Oatis and urging that 
Soviet news agency representatives as well 
as those of satellite mations be barred from 
official Government conferences pend- 
ing the release of Mr. Oatis; to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

433. Also, petition of Mrs. Mabel B. Calkins, 
Cedar Falls, Iowa, and 40 others favoring the 
passage of legislation to prohibit alcoholic 
beverage advertising over the radio and tele- 
vision and in magazines and newspapers; to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce, 

434. Also, petition of Mrs. Eva Andersen, 
Hudson, Iowa, and seven others favoring*the 
passage of legislation to prohibit alcoholic 
beverage advertising over the radio and tele- 
vision and in magazines and newspapers; to 
the Committee on Inferstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 
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435. By Mr. MASON: Petition of Illini 
Aerie, No. 2688, Fraternal Order of Eagles, 
Peru, III., urging the Federal Government to 
secure the freedom of William N. Oatis, cor- 
respondent for the Associated Press in 
Prague, Czechoslovakia, presently imprisoned 
by the Czechoslovakian Government; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

436. Py the SPEAKER: Petition of Howard 
Erving Dorton, New Jersey State Prison, 
Trenton, N. J., with reference to the case of 
James Hay Reed and Howard Erving Dorton, 
petitioners, v. State of New Jersey, respond- 
ent; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 


SENATE 


TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 25, 1951 


(Legislative day of Wednesday, 
September 19, 1951) 


The Senate met at 10 o’clock a, m., on 
the expiration of the recess. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 


Our Father God, for a hallowed mo- 
ment snatched from the pressing con- 
cerns of state, we bow in reverence at 
this wayside altar of prayer. We would 
be still and know that Thou art God. 
Into Thy hands we commit ourselves and 
our cause. Frail and fallible as we are, 
make us, we beseech Thee, the instru- 
ments of Thy purpose in speeding the 
day when hatred will be conquered by 
love, when fear will give way to confi- 
dence, and when the glad service of the 
common need will join all men every- 
where in one great company of com- 
rades. Against all odds and obstacles 
may we keep our love of life, our delight 
in friendship, our hunger for new knowl- 
edge, our hatred of a lie, and our intoler- 
ance for what our hearts tell us is false 
and degrading. 

Accepting in humility the call of des- 
tiny to be the leader and center of a new 
world of freedom, quicken our love of 
America that we may see the shining 
glory of the Republic both as a heritage 
and a trust. Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. Jounson of Texas, 
and by unanimous consent, the reading 
of the Journal of the proceedings of 
Monday, September 24, 1951, was dis- 
pensed with. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


On his own request, and by unanimous 
consent, Mr. THYE was excused from at- 
tendance on the sessions of the Senate 
from 3:45 o’clock this afternoon and 
through tomorrow, Wednesday. 


COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING SENATE 
SESSION 


On request of Mr. JOHNSTON of South 
Carolina, and by unanimous consent, the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv- 
ice was authorized to meet this after- 
noon during the session of the Senate. 

On request of Mr. JOHNSON of Texas, 
and by unanimous consent, the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary was authorized to 
rai during the session of the Senate 

ay. 
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On request of Mr. JOHNSON of Texas, 
and by unanimous consent, the Commit- 
tee on Labor and Public Welfare was au- 
thorized to meet September 26, while the 
Senate is in session. 


TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS 


` Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent that rou- 
tine business may be transacted, includ- 
ing insertions in the Recorp, without 
debate. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 


REPORT OF FORMER VICE PRESIDENT 
WALLACE RELATING TO INSTITUTE OF 
PACIFIC RELATIONS 


The VICE PRESIDENT. Yesterday 
the Chair received a communication 
from the President of the United States 
transmitting certain documents which 
had been given to the press for release 
yesterday morning, pertaining to a re- 
port of former Vice President Wallace in 
regard to the Institute of Pacific Rela- 
tions and other matters which relate to 
subjects now pending before the Sub- 
committee on Internal Security and the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. So 
the Chair has directly referred those 
documents, together with the President’s 
letter, to both committees, for such con- 
sideration as may be appropriate. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate the following letters, which were 
referred, as indicated: 


REPORTS OF TECHNICAL COOPERATION 
ADMINISTRATION 


Two letters from the Acting Secretary of 
State, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
second and third quarterly reports of the 
Technical Cooperation Administration, for 
the quarters ended March 31, 1951, and June 
30, 1951, respectively (with accompanying 
reports); to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 


AMENDMENT OF UNITED STATES Cope RELATING 
TO TRANSMISSION OF POISONS THROUGH THE 
MAILS TO CERTAIN PERSONS 


A letter from the Postmaster General, 
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 
to amend section 1716 of title 18, United 
States Code, to permit the transmission of 
poisons in the mails to persons or concerns 
having scientific use therefor, and for other 
purposes (with an accompanying paper); to 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 


REPORT ON TRANSPORTATION FURNISHED TO 
CERTAIN GOVERNMENT AND OTHER PERSON- 
NEL 


A letter from the Secretary of the Navy, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on 
furnishing transportation for certain Gov- 
ernment and other personnel, fiscal year 
1951 (with an accompanying report); to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 


REPORT ON INSPECTION OF COAL MINES BY 
BUREAU oF MINES 
A letter from the Secretary of the Interior, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, his report on 
the inspection of coal mines by the Bureau 
of Mines, for the fiscal year ended June 30, 
1951 (with an accompanying report); to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
REPORT ON TEMPORARY ADMISSION INTO UNITED 
STATES oF CERTAIN ALIEN SEAMEN 
A letter from the Attorney General, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, a copy of an order 
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of the Acting Commissioner of Immigration 
and Naturalization, dated October 20, 1950, 
authorizing the temporary admission into 
the United States, for shore-leave purposes 
only, of certain alien seamen (with accom- 
panying papers); to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 


REPORT or CIVIL Am PATROL 
A letter from the Commanding General, 
Civil Air Patrol, United States Air Force, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report of 
Civil Air Patrol proceedings and activities, 
calendar year 1950 (with an accompanying 


report); to the Committee on Armed Sery- 
ices, 


REPORT oF DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA REDEVELOP- 
MENT LAND AGENCY 
A letter from the Chairman of the District 
of Columbia Redevelopment Land Agency, 
Washington, D. C., transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report of the Agency for the fiscal 
year 1951 (with an accompanying report); 
8 the Committee on the District of Colum- 
ia. 
WILLIAM N. OATIS 


Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, I pre- 
sent for appropriate reference, and ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recorp, a resolution adopted by 
Aerie 2472, Fraternal Order of Eagles, of’ 
Ogden, Utah, relating to the Federal 
Government using its efforts to secure 
the freedom of William N. Oatis. 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion was referred to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations and ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 

RESOLUTION ON WILLIAM N. Oris 


-Whereas William N. Oatis, Associated Press 
Bureau chief in Prague, Czechoslovakia, a 
free newspaperman who was performing his 
duties according to the standards and cri- 
teria of the free press of the world, was 
brutally snatched and imprisoned by the 
Communist government of Czechoslovakia 
without explanation; and 

Whereas Mr. Oatis was arrested and held 
in detention without access to friend, Em- 
bassy representative or trusted legal counsel; 
and 

Whereas he was brought to trial and ac- 
cused of insisting on obtaining accurate, 
correct, and verified information, which is 
the definition of the work of a free press; 
and 

Whereas he was forced into admission of 
et plonage because of his reporter's instinct 
for presenting the factual rather than the 
fictional; and 

Whereas he was convicted and sentenced 
to 10 years of imprisonment by a trial which 
was universally condemned by all free na- 
tions as an outrageous kangaroo court, com- 
pletely bereft of the principles of justice and 
the dignity of the human being; and 

Whereas by its action, the Communist- 
dominated Czech Government showed its 
scorn for the principle of 8 of infor- 
mation and its hatred of our free world; 
and 

Whereas representatives of the Soviet 
news agency Tass have the free run of the 
United States of America, and are permitted 
to attend press conferences at our national 
seat of Government, at which often much 
off-the-record information is discussed: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That Ogden Aerie, No. 2472, of 
the Fraternal Order of Eagles urges the Fed- 
eral Government and its agencies to be un- 
ceasing in its efforts to secure the freedom 
of Mr. Oatis by honorable means, and we also 
offer our support and the vitality of our 
membership to the executives of the Asso- 
ciated Press in their campaign to secure the 
release of Mr. Oatis by the communication 
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of the true facts of the case to the free peo- 
ples of the wotld; and be it further 

Resolved, That Aerie No. 2472, of the Fra- 
ternal Order of Eagles, urges the Federal 
Government to bar the correspondents from 
the Soviet News Agency Tass as well as all 
satellite nation correspondents from official 
Government press conferences where vital 
information may be revealed until the re- 
lease of Mr. Oatis has been secured. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 


By Mr. HUNT, from the Committee on 
Armed Services: 

H. R. 1203. A bill to authorize officers des- 
ignated by the Secretary of the Air Force to 
take action on reports of survey and vouch- 
ers pertaining to Government property; with- 
out amendment (Rept. No. 836). 

By Mr. KERR, from the Committee on Pub- 
lic Works: 

S. 1450. A bill to provide for the exchange 
of certain lands owned by the United States 
of America for certain privately owned lands; 
with an amendment (Rept. No, 837). 


COMMITTEE TO DISCUSS PROBLEMS OF 
COMMON INTEREST WITH CONSULTA- 
TIVE ASSEMBLY OF COUNCIL OF EU- 
ROPE 


Mr. WILEY submitted the following 
resolution (S. Res. 215), which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Foreign Re- 
lations: 


Whereas the Consultative Assembly of the 
Council of Europe adopted on May 12, 1951, a 
resolution reading as following: 

“The Assembly— 

“considering that the free peoples of Eu- 
rope and of the United States have many 
vital problems in common; 

“considering that the solidarity between 
them arises not only from the common dan- 
gers they have to face, but is also the reflec- 
tion of their common origin, and of their 
community of thought and civilization; 

“taking note that the Committee of Minis- 
ters in their message to the Assembly has de- 
clared that it would welcome any initiative of 
the Assembly designed to establish links with 
the Congress of the United States; 

“believing that it would be of the greatest 
interest for public opinion in the democracies 
if these problems of common interest were to 
be discussed by delegations from the two 
Houses of Congress of the United States and 
from the Consultative Assembly; 

“Instructs its bureau— 

“To approach the Congress of the United 
States through the Speakers of both Houses 
for the purpose of arranging such a discus- 
sion to take place in public, preferably in 
Strasbourg, or, if for any reason circum- 
stances make it desirable, in Washington, at 
a date mutually convenient, and in accord- 
ance with an agenda drawn up in advance by 
agreement between the officers of the Con- 
gress of the United States and the Bureau of 
the Consultative Assembly”; and 

Whereas the Congress of the United States 
has formally declared it “to be the policy of 
the people of the United States to encourage 
the further unification of Europe"; and 

Whereas it is in the interest of the United 
States to encourage consultation between the 
Congress of the United States and the Con- 
sultative Assembly of the Council of Europe; 
and 

Whereas the Senate of the United States 
welcomes this invitation and expresses its ap- 
preciation of the unanimous action of the 
Consultative Assembly in extending it: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the President of the Senate 
is authorized to appoint not to exceed seven 
Members of the Senate to meet jointly with 
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the representatives appointed by the Consul- 
tative Assembly of the Council of Europe for 
discussion of problems of common interest, as 
envisioned by the resolution of the Consulta- 
tive Assembly of May 12, 1951, and to desig- 
nate the chairman of the delegation. The ex- 
penses of the Members so appointed and of a 
staff appointed for the purpose of carrying 
out this resolution, which shall not exceed 
$15,000, shall be paid from the contingent 
fund of the Senate upon youchers approved 
by the chairman of the delegation. 


REVENUE ACT OF 1951—AMENDMENTS 


Mr. BYRD (for himself and Mr. Ros- 
ERTSON) submitted an amendment in- 
tended to be proposed by them, jointly, 
to the bill (H. R. 4473) to provide reve- 
nue, and for other purposes, which was 
ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

Mr. MOODY (for himself, Mr. MoN- 
RONEY, Mr. Morse, Mr. Durr, Mr. HUM- 
PHREY, Mr. Know1anp, Mr. HILL, Mr. 
SMATHERS, Mr. HENDRICKSON, Mr. NEELY, 
Mr. SPARKMAN, Mr. HENNINGS, Mr. IVES, 
Mr. PASTORE, Mr. Hunt, and Mr. LEHMAN) 
submitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by them, jointly, to House bill 
4473, supra, which was ordered to lie on 
the table and to be printed. 

Mr. McCLELLAN submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to 
House bill 4473, supra, which was ordered 
to lie on the table and to be printed. 


ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES, 
ETC., PRINTED IN THE APPENDIX 


On request, and by unanimous consent, 
addresses, editorials, articles, etc., were 
mares to be printed in the Appendix, as 

ollows: 


By Mr. O'CONOR: 

Address on the menace of organized crime, 
delivered by Senator Keravuver to the Amer- 
ican Bar Association at its annual meet- 
ing in New York, N. V., on September 19, 1951. 

By Mr. MARTIN: 

Broadcast on September 24, 1951, made 
by him to the people of Pennsylvania, be- 
ing program No. 50 ‘n the series, Happen- 
ings in Washington: 

By Mr. WILEY: 

Statement by him and articles by John 
Wyngaard and Edward A. Fitzpatrick re- 
garding participation of educators in 
Government, 

By Mr. WATKINS: 

Address delivered by Prime Minister Al- 
cide de Gasperi, of Italy, before the National 
Press Club, Washington, D. C., September 25, 
1951, with a sketch of his career. 

By Mr. MAGNUSON: 

Resolutions regarding Columbia River de- 
velopment program, adopted by the Mid- 
Columbia Community Conference, in the city 
of Kenewick, Wash., August 18, 1951. 

Editorial on the subject of the construc- 
tion of 35 mariner class fast freighters, pub- 
lished in the September 1951, issue of Marine 
News. 

By Mr. HUNT: 

Article entitled “Pick-Sloan Plan Is Best 
for Area, Editor Declares,” written by Rita 
Robison, and published in the Casper (Wyo.) 
Tribune-Herald of August 30, 1951. 

By Mr. WILLIAMS: 

Editorial entitled “What He Is Not For,” 
published in the St. Louis Post-Dispatch of 
September 22, 1951, relating to a press con- 
ference held by President Truman. 

By Mr. PASTORE: 

Column by Malcolm Epley, published in 
the Press-Telegram of Long Beach, Calif., 
on March 19, 1951, discussing a letter from 
Lt. Rolly G. Miller relating to experiences 
in Korea, 
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TESTIMONIAL DINNER IN BOSTON TO 
EMIL RIEVE, PRESIDENT OF THE TEX- 
TILE WORKERS UNION OF AMERICA, 
C10 


Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, on Satur- 
day night, September 29, the local Tex- 
tile Workers Union of New England are 
giving a testimonial dinner in Boston to 
Emil Rieve, president of the Textile 
Workers Union of America, CIO. 

I have known Mr. Rieve for many 
years and believe that few labor leaders 
in America are more entitled to recogni- 
tion for meritorious service than he is. 

As a Polish immigrant boy, with only 
4 years in school, he has through his un- 
tiring work with the Textile Workers 
Union of America been largely instru- 
mental in increasing the membership of 
that union to its present record number 
of 450,000. The wages of these members 
have tripled during the last 12 years. 

However, it is not solely because of his 
work as a union leader that Emil Rieve 
deserves recognition. He and his fellow 
workers have always been conscious of 
the needs of their industry, their com- 
munities and their country. 

Mr. Rieve has always been cognizant 
of the needs of the general economy and 
the part which his organization plays in 
it. He has recognized the rights and the 
problems of the textile mill operators as 
well as those of the men and women em- 
ployed by them, 

I am taking this opportunity to make 
this statement today because I feel that 
here is a man who deserves the tribute 
which he will be given on Saturday eve- 
ning not only because of his devotion to 
the cause of the textile workers and his 
concern for the industry, but also as a 
farsighted and public-spirited citizen. 

CALL OF THE ROLL 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I suggest the 
absence of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre- 
tary will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Aiken Hendrickson McMahon 
Bennett Hennings Millikin 
Benton Hickenlooper Monroney 
Brewster Hill y 
Bricker Hoey Morse 
Butler, Md. Holand Mundt 
Butler, Nebr, Humphrey Murray 
Hunt Neely 
Cain Ives Nixon 
Capehart Jenner O’Conor 
Carlson Johnson, Colo. O’Mahoney 
Case Johnson, Tex. 
Clements Johnston, S. C. Robertson 
Connally Kem Russell 
Cordon Kerr Saltonstall 
Dirksen Kilgore Schoeppel 
Douglas Knowland Smathers 
Langer Smith, Maine 
Dworshak Smith, N. J. 
Eastland Lodge Smith, N. C. 
Ecton Long 
Ellender Magnuson Stennis 
Ferguson Malone Taft 
Flanders Martin Thye 
Frear Maybank Underwood 
Fulbright McCarran Watkins 
George McCarthy Welker 
Gillette McClellan Wiley 
Green McFarland 
Hayden McKellar Young 


Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON] is absent by leave of the 
Senate. 
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The Senator from New Mexico [Mr, 
Cuavez] and the Senator from Tennes- 
see [Mr. KEFAUVER] are absent on official 
business. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce 
that the Senator from New Hampshire 
IMr. Bripces] is absent because of ill- 
ness in his immediate family. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. Tosey] is absent because of illness, 

The Senator from Nebraska IMr. 
WHERRY] is necessarily absent. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is 
present, 

REVENUE ACT OF 1951 


The Senate resumed the considera- 
tion of the bill (H. R. 4473) to provide 
revenue, and for other purposes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill is 
open to amendment. 

Mr, O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
desire first to make a parliamentary in- 
quiry based upon the following facts: 
The pending tax bill, at page 332, strikes 
out section 502, excess-profits credit 
based on income, as contained in the 
House bill. Then the bill substitutes 
title V, which begins on page 288 and 
runs to page 331. This is entitled “Ex- 
cess-Profits Tax,” and it consists of sev- 
eral sections, 

Under the unanimous-consent agree- 
ment which was granted on the first day 
on which the bill was considered by the 
Senate, it was ordered that all commit- 
tee amendments would be adopted en 
bloc, but that thereafter, however, they 
would be reopened at the request of any 
Senator. 

My parliamentary inquiry, therefore, 
is, Is not it possible under that order to 
consider these amendments, namely, the 
one which strikes out the House pro- 
vision and the one which inserts title V, 
de novo, as was stated by the chairman 
of the committee at the time? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is cor- 
rect. It is understood that at the re- 
quest of any Senator, automatically any 
amendment agreed to en bloc will be re- 
opened or the offering of an amend- 
ment to it will reopen it. It is in order 
to offer an amendment to a committee 
amendment. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Therefore, I re- 
quest that these amendments now be re- 
opened for consideration. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. To be con- 
sidered together? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Yes; I shall re- 
gard all of them as one. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Section 502 
has already been stricken out of the 
House version of the bill. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. If the Senate re- 
jects, as I shall ask the Senate to do, 
the committee amendment, that will 
automatically restore the language voted 
by the House. Is not that correct? 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I would 
think the Senator would have to offer a 
specific amendment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Yes. 

Mr. GEORGE. Of course, any specific 
amendment can be considered. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
thinks that the unanimous-consent un- 
derstanding probably would carry with 
it the possibility of reopening the 
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amendment, either for the consideration 
of the amendment itself, at the request 
of any Senator, without offering an 
amendment to i 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Yes. Mr. Presi- 
dent, the ruling of the Chair is that the 
committee amendments—— 

The VICE PRESIDENT. It seems 
that section 502 in the House version 
of the bill is in title VI of the bill, and 
is not in juxtaposition with title V of 
the Senate version, which deals with the 
excess-profits tax. 7 

Mr. OMAHONEY. Section 502 of the 
House version of the bill deals with ex- 
cess-profits credits based on income. It 
has been wholly stricken out. 

My parliamentary inquiry is merely 
whether we may consider that amend- 
ment of the committee, together with 
the title V amendment of the committee, 
en bloc. If not, I shall simply proceed 
with title V separately, and then shall 
follow with section 502, as stricken out. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Unanimous 
consent would be required for the con- 
sideration of both of them together; 
otherwise they would have to be con- 
sidered separately. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
was merely trying to conserve the time 
of the Senate. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection to considering together both title 
V of the Senate version of the bill and 
section 502 of the House version of the 
bill? The Chair hears none. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, I should like to 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I 
should like to find out what it is that 
the Senator wishes to do. Will the Sen- 
ator from Wyoming be kind enough to 
state what he wishes to do? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Oh, yes, indeed. 

Mr. GEORGE. I do not understand 
it at all. 

Mr. KERR. That is the question I 
had in mind. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. If the Senator 
will turn to page 332 of the committee 
print, he will observe that the commit- 
tee has reported an amendment striking 
out section 502 of the House version of 
the bill. Then if the Senator will turn 
to page 288 of the bill, he will find the 
beginning of the entire Senate amend- 
ment on the excess-profits tax. It runs 
through to page 331. My desire, I say 
to the distinguished chairman of the 
Finance Committee, is to ask the Senate 
to reject title V and to restore section 
502; and it occurred to me that the sim- 
plest way to handle that would be to 
consider the two en bloc. 

However, if the Senator prefers to 
have me handle them separately, I shall 
be glad to do that. I am conscious of 
the great burden the Senator from Geor- 
gia and all the other members of the 
Finance Committee have been carrying, 
and I do not desire to take an undue 
amount of the time of the Senate. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I do not 
think it would be possible to consider the 
two together, because we would have to 
vote separately upon them. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Very well. 

Mr. GEORGE. Section 501 of title V, 
of the Senate version can be taken up; 
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and any particular provision in it to 
which the Senator wishes to disagree or 
which he wishes to move to strike out 
now can be considered; but logically, at 
least, we would have to vote on them 
separately. These relate to the relief 
provisions, let me say. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
may say to the Senator from Georgia 
that when he came on the floor with this 
bill, he made the specific request that all 
the committee amendments be approved 
en bloc. His request was granted when 
he stated that upon the request of any 
Senator, the amendments could be re- 
considered de novo. 

Mr. GEORGE. That is correct. 

Mr. O’'MAHONEY. Very well. It 
seems to me that if it was legitimate for 
the chairman of the Finance Committee 
to request that all of his diverse amend- 
ments be considered and approved en 
bloc, there can be no reasonable objec- 
tion to the request of the Senator from 
Wyoming that these relief provisions, all 
of which constitute title V of the com- 
mittee version of the bill, may also be 
considered en bloc. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, if the 
Senator wishes to proceed by moving to 
strike out all of title V, for instance,’ 
he may do so. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Technically speak- 
ing, Mr. President, if the order made at 
the request of the Senator from Geor- 
gia means what it says, the commit- 
tee amendments now stand before the 
Senate for either approval or rejection; 
and the simplest way to proceed is to 
allow the Senator from Wyoming to ask 
the Senate, after he has explained his 
reasons, to disagree to title V. 

Mr. GEORGE. That is entirely cor- 
rect, if the Senator wishes to have the 
Senate disagree to all of title V. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I do. 

Mr. GEORGE. I doubt it; when the 
Senator from Wyoming reads it, I doubt 
it. However, he may be correct. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Yes. 

Mr. GEORGE. He may wish to have 
the Senate disagree to all of title V; and 
if he does, I probably would have no ob- 
jection to voting on all of it as a sec- 
tion. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Yes. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry: Suppose title V were 
stricken out and section 502 were re- 
stored to the bill, 

The VICE PRESIDENT. That would 
not be done automatically; a separate 
vote would be required. 

Mr. TAFT. Is not that the House pro- 
vision dealing with excess profits? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Yes. 

Mr. TAFT. My question is this: If the 
motion carried, would it then be in order 
to offer amendments to section 502, re- 
lating, let us say, to special cases covered 
by the excess-profits tax? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Yes, of course. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. If the Sen- 
ate were to disagree to title V, the result 
would not automatically be to restore 
section 502. They deal with the same 
subject, but they are in separate parts of 
the bill. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, as 
I understand the ruling of the Chair and 
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the agreement of the Senator from 
Georgia, it is simply that title V of the 
Senate version of the bill, namely, the 
amendments which are called the relief 
provisions, and section 502 of the House 
version of the bill are to be considered 
separately; however, all parts of title V 
may be considered en bloc. 

Then, if by any chance the Senate 
should reject title V, section 502 of the 
House version of the bill would be open 
to consideration; and the first question 
would be on a motion to restore section 
502. I think it would then be in order 
for any Senator who wished to offer 
amendments to section 502 of the House 
version of the bill to present such 
amendments. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. If title V is 
disagreed to, then section 502 of the 
House text, shown on page 332, stricken 
out by the committee, may be brought 
up ab initio and is subject to amrendment 
as any other committee amendment 
would be. Any amendment proposed to 
the title itself would have to be voted 
upon before voting on whether the whole 
title should be stricken from the bill. 

Mr. TAFT. So that the parliamen- 
tary procedure would be that if title V 
were stricken out, the next question 
would be on disagreeing to the commit- 
tee amendment striking out section 502 
of the House bill. Is that correct? 

Mr. GEORGE. Exactly. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Precisely. 

Mr. TAFT. So the motion to strike 
would then be anticipated by motions to 
amend section 502 of the House text 
in any manner Senators saw fit to amend 
it. Is that correct? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. That is correct. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Any motion 
affecting section 502 would have to be 
voted on before voting on the commit- 
tee amendment striking it out. The 
Senator from Wyoming. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, one 
of the aspects of these 10 o'clock a. m. 
sessions, when committees other than 
the Finance Committee are meeting, is 
that we do not have necessarily a full at- 
tendance of the Members of the Senate. 
I desire very briefly to outline, however, 
the reasons why I feel that title V of this 
bill should be rejected. 

INFLATION IS STILL A DANGER 


I discussed the matter at some length 
last Friday, when I pointed out the gen- 
eral aspects of the condition in which 
the United States finds itself. There 
can be no doubt in the mind of any 
informed person who gazes upon the cur- 
rent scene that inflation is the greatest 
danger this country and the world face. 
Inflation which will continue to drive 
prices up, increasing the cost of living 
upon the one hand, and the cost of na- 
tional defense upon the other, can un- 
dermine our economy unless we have the 
courage to meet it head-on. No one 
wants to pay taxes, and those upon 
whom new taxes fall find many reasons 
why they should be relieved from them. 
But my contention, Mr. President, is 
that the over-all danger to freedom in 
the world is so great that the Senate 
of the United States by courageous ac- 
tion upon this bill should make it clear 
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to all the people how grave the danger 
is 


We have tried to control inflation by 
providing for price controls. Many men 
of many minds have struggled over that 
bill, and it was impossible to reach a 
conclusion which was agreeable to all. 
Price control, I may say, failed. 

Mr. President, the price-control bill 
passed the Senate on the 29th of June, 
one day before the existing law would 
have expired and the country would have 
been deprived of price control. This 
Chamber reverberated with arguments 
pro and con about details of that bill, 
but the practically unanimous convic- 
tion of the Senate was that we had to 
have price controls, and so a defective 
bill was passed; and the Banking and 
Currency Committee at this moment is 
considering amendments to the bill 
which was passed on June 29. Is not 
that a clear demonstration of the fact 
that we are not fighting over principle, 
but only over detail? Price control, even 
if the legislation is not amended, is 
likely to be ineffective; but there is an- 
other way in which inflation can be con- 
trolled, and that is by levying taxes upon 
those who are capable of paying them. 
Mr. President, I have no thought in my 
mind of criticizing the action of the 
committee. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena- 
tor from Wyoming will suspend. If Sen- 
ators are compelled to converse audibly, 
so as to interfere with the proceedings 
of the Senate, they will please retire. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
must excuse the Members of the Sen- 
ate. They were all very attentive, it 
seemed to me. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Someone 
was making some unnecessary noise, and 
it was not the Senator from Wyoming. 
[Laughter. ] 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I thought that 


would come. 


I say I have no thought in my mind 
to utter any criticism against anyone, 
because I know that the situation in 
which we find ourselves is the result of 
the tremendous complexity of the prob- 
lem and the inability of individuals in 
Washington and in the country to grasp 
its entire scope at a single glance. It 
will require only a glimpse of this tax 
bill to prove to anyone who desires to 
do it, how exceedingly difficult it is to 
understand what is meant by it. The 
tax law has been an accretion of years, 
with amendment after amendment piled 
on, and tax lawyers appear before the 
committees to say, “You must not touch 
this language, or you must not touch 
that language, because it has been con- 
strued by the courts, and everyone 
knows what it means.” 

But I am talking now, Mr. President, 
about the fundamental question of 
whether we shall in this bill grant relief 
to those upon whom the excess-profits 
tax falls. That law was signed by the 
President on January 3, 1951. It is not 
yet a year old. The Department of the 

has no thought whatever, no 
possibility of thought of determining how 
it is working or what changes should be 
made, except that we know that it is 
bringing in revenue, 
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The Finance Committee, on page 70 
of its report says, referring to title V: 

In general, the following excess-profits tax 
amendments made by your committee are ef- 
fective retroactively to the time the excess- 
profits tax became effective. 

It is estimated that the excess-profits tax 
amendments discussed below will decrease 
revenues by $120,000,000 in a full year of 
operation. 


Mr. President, is that the way to fight 
inflation—to decrease revenue by $120,- 
000,000, when we know that by levying 
taxes we can prevent the competition of 
$120,000,000, at least, for the goods that 
are in the market? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I should be glad if 
the Senator would demonstrate the 
point he is endeavoring to make. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. The demonstra- 
tion is perfectly obvious. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The argument goes 
back to the taxpayer again. If the 
money goes into the consuming market, 
what effect has it upon inflation? I 
should like to see a demonstration of 
that statement. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. The demonstra- 
tion is simply this: Inflation is caused 
when military consumption and civilian 
consumption compete for the same prod- 
uct. We now know that certain stra- 
tegic materials are being allocated be- 
cause there is not enough to go around. 

If we restore $120,000,000 to corpora- 
tions, which the records show are now 
competing for steel, copper, tin, and 
other strategic materials to expand 
plants which are-designed for civilian 
production, we are only causing the 
stream of money seeking to buy civilian 
goods and the stream of money seeking 
to buy military goods to enter into com- 
petition and drive prices up. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Will the distin- 
guished Senator answer this question? 
Supposing the Federal Government re- 
ceived the $120,000,000; what would it 
do with it? It would spend it on pay- 
rolls; it would spend it for workers 

Mr. O'’MAHONEY. It would be spent 
for military production; it would be 
spent for workers in military production, 
and it would not be available for civilian 
production by the corporations to which 
it will now go if the committee bill is 
passed. 


Mr. MILLIKIN. Will the Senator be 
good enough to let me lay a very brief 
premise for my question? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Yes, indeed. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Let us assume that 
the Federal Government received the 
$120,000,000: What would it do with it? 
It naturally would spend it. For what 
would it spend it? Let us say it would 
spend it for military goods. Of course, 
it would not all be spent for military 
goods, but assume that all of it would be 
spent for military goods. In that event 
out of that money the worker who makes 
military goods would be paid. Some of 
the money would be spent for hard 
goods. It takes men working in the 
quarries, men working in the mines, men 
working all along the line from produc- 
tion of raw materials to the finished 
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products to do that job and they, in turn, 
are paid by the Government, so they 
have a payroll ready to spend for con- 
sumers’ goods. What about the quarry 
owner, the mine owner, the man who 
produces the basic materials? What 
does he do with his money? He, in turn 
- spends a considerable portion of his 
money for his payrolls. So we have the 
same amount of money being spent by 
the Government as would have been 
spent by the taxpayer. Making some 
allowance for initial differences in the 
velocity of the spending, I again ask the 
Senator, where is the inflation less or 
more one way than the other? 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. It is certainly 
considerably less when the Government 
has the money with which to buy the 
weapons which it is agreed are needed. 
The money can be spent on plant expan- 
sion. The expenditures for plant ex- 
pansion have been steadily increasing 
for years. In 1939 the total amount 
spent for new plant and equipment was 
$5,200,000,000. In 1948 it had jumped to 
$19,000,000,000. In the first quarter of 
1950 it was $14,800,000,000. In the fourth 
quarter it was $23,300,000,000, and in 
1951 the rate of expenditure during the 
first quarter was $20,650,000,000; in the 
second quarter, $25,700,000,000; in the 
third quarter, $25,300,000,000. There is 
every prospect that expenditures by 
private corporations for the expansion of 
plant and equipment this year will be in 
excess of that of the fourth quarter of 
1950. 

This morning’s newspaper carries the 
story. I am quoting from page 8 of the 
Washington Post of today a bylined arti- 
cle by Associated Press Reporter Charles 
Barrett, which reads, in part, as follows: 

Defense spending has swung up well ahead 
of schedule for the first time since rearma- 
ment started. $ 

And as a result some officials are scaling 
up estimates of total Government spending 
this fiscal year by as much as $5,000,000,000. 

If the appropriations we are making for 
expenditure by the Government are in- 
creasing, how, in all common sense, can we 
argue that we ought to reduce the tax re- 
ceipts of the Government? One may make 
that argument if he pleases, but to me it is 
utterly lacking in common sense. 


Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr. OMAHONEY. Yes. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Increased spending is 
one measure of increased inflation. 
What does the Government do with its 
money? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Why levy any tax 
at all, under the Senator's idea? 

Mr, MILLIKIN. I might be somewhat 
attracted if the Senator will propose an 
amendment to that effect. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I am sure the Sen- 
ator will find a great deal of sympathy 
for that idea. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I do not say I would 
vote for it, but I would approach it not 
with an unfriendly eye; I would give it 
a very good look if the Senator has in 
mind anything of that kind. But let 
us deal with the $120,000,000. The Gov- 
ernment sends it to Chrysler or to Gen- 
eral Motors or elsewhere in the country 
for the purpose of buying munitions. 
That will not solve any inflationary 
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problem. Chrysler, General Motors, 
Ford, and other concerns that are mak- 
ing munitions spend their payroll money 
for munitions, just the same as they do 
for automobiles. It all gets back into 
the spending stream with its impact 
against the supply of goods. 

What brought me to my feet was the 
Senator’s original statement to the effect 
that if the Government takes in money 
and spends it, it is noninflationary. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I did not say that 
at all. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I understood the 
Senator to say that. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Oh, no; the Sen- 
ator is quite wrong. I did not say that. 
Of course Government spending is infla- 
tionary, just as civilian spending is in- 
flationary. When we are in the situa- 
tion that the Government must buy 
munitions of war, then it is considerably 
more inflationary to reduce the taxation 
so that money which is in the stream of 
purchasing power can compete for goods 
which are in short supply. 

Mr. President, I have observed through- 
out the debate upon this bill that con- 
siderable time has been—may I say, 
wasted—by Senators trying to convince 
one another, when they know very well 
that neither one can convince the other. 
I do not believe that the reduction of 
Federal taxation upon those who are 
earning great profits is the way to fight 
inflation. The Senator may think so, 
tell us so, and argue so, if he will. But 
I may say to the Senator we are just 
wasting one another’s time. I have 
already convinced myself, and the Sen- 
ator cannot convince me otherwise. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for just one observa- 
tion? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Colorado. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I merely wish to say 


that the Senator has admitted that 


which brought me to my feet, to wit, 
that Government spending is inflation- 
ary, just as is any other type of spend- 
ing, and therefore it follows as a matter 
of basic logic, that if we desire to re- 
duce inflation, we should reduce Gov- 
ernment spending. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. That is correct; 
and reducing Government spending, 
and carrying it to the absurd lengths 
to which the Senator does carry it, 
would stop all defense activities. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I would not carry 
it—— 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Demobilize the 
Army, demobilize the Navy, take the Air 
Force out of the air, then, of course, it 
would be possible to stop the spending by 
the Government which is creating our 
problems. No one is more ready than 
I to admit that Government spending is 
at the heart of the problem, but I 
should like to find the way to cut the 
Government spending. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I would not carry 
the reduction to the extreme which the 
distinguished Senator suggests, for I 
have identified myself with legislation 
since Korea which will take about $15,- 
000,000,000 or $16,000,000,000 out of tax- 
8 pockets in just about 1 year's 

e. 
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Mr. O’MAHONEY. If the Senator 
will bear with me, I will show him 
shortly why I think that the $120,000,- 
000 of relief he is supporting for excess- 
profits taxpayers is not warranted at 
this time. 

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. COR- 
pon] was on his feet a moment ago. I 
am sure he has an illuminating and in- 
teresting comment to make. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Oregon was about to sug- 
gest that while the Senator from Colo- 
rado might not be able to convince the 
Senator from Wyoming, and while the 
Senator from Wyoming might not be 
able to convince the Senator from Colo- 
rado, as for the remainder of the Senate, 
we enjoy the sparring and debate of 
experts; and the debate itself might be 
very illuminating and informative to us 
who are in the field of the amateurs. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. The Senator 
from Oregon is no amateur in any field 
in which I have seen him operate. I 
have sat with him on the Committee on 
Appropriations, and on the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs, and I 
testify gladly, publicly, that there is no 
greater expert in the Senate than the 
senior Senator from Oregon, the very 
amiable and able Senator, Guy CORDON. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. OMAHONETNT. Les, indeed. 

Mr. CORDON. The Senator, as usual, 
is most complimentary, and proves 
again that he has visited the Blarney 
Stone. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Yes. 

Mr. HILL. Am I to understand that 
the Senator feels that all the changes 
the Senate committee recommends in 
connection with excess-profits taxes will 
mean a decrease in revenues of only 
$120.000,000? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Oh, no. 

Mr. HILL. That is what I thought. 
As I understand, all the changes which 
the committee suggests be made will 
bring about a far more considerable de- 
crease than $120,000,000. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. The Senator is 
correct. 

Mr. HILL. It is something like $750,- 
000,000, is it not? 

Mr. GEORGE. It is not when we take 
take into consideration the provisions 
of the present law. It is with respect to 
what is expected to be received under 
the House bill. 

Mr. HILL. Yes; in other words, the 
changes in the law proposed in the 
House bill. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I will answer the 
Senator. I sought to have the pro- 
visions of both versions of the bill con- 
sidered en bloc, but it was deemed that 
they should be considered separately, so 
section 502 of the House bill, under the 
parliamentary ruling, is not now before 
the Senate. Section 502 made a change 
in the average earnings credit base from 
85 percent to 75 percent, by which it 
was estimated by the House that an 
added revenue of $590,000,000 would be 
received. Now title V, according to the 
Finance Committee, cuts $120,000,000 
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from the receipts. Added together, the 
changes made by the Senate committee 
deprive the Government of an expected 
and anticipated revenue of $710,000,000. 

Mr. HILL. The changes made by the 
Senate committee in the bill as passed 
by the House. 

Mr.O’MAHONEY. Yes. I think there 
can be no question about that. But I 
call to the attention of the Senate a sen- 
tence from the committee report and lay 
it before the Senate, compared with the 
action which the Finance Committee has 
taken with respect to corporate taxes. 
Senators heard the great debate here the 
other day in which it was said that it 
would be unfair to corporations to tax 
them retroactively to January 1, as pro- 
vided in the House bill. The Senate 
committee said, “Oh, no, we cannot 
make this tax retroactive to January 1. 
We must make it retroactive only to 
April 1. True, the Government needs 
revenue. True, we ought to balance the 
budget. But it would be utterly unjust,” 
said the committee, or those who argued 
for the committee’s position, to make 
the taxation retroactive to January 1, 
as provided in the House bill. 

It has upon occasion been the practice 
of the Congress to make taxes retroac- 
tive. But compare the solicitude of 
those who make this argument against 
retroactive taxes for the corporations 
that are to pay the taxes, with the solici- 
tude they extend to the Government of 
the United States. 

The excess-profits-tax law, by its 
terms, to which the Finance Committee 
agreed, became effective on the Ist of 
July 1950. Why? So that the Govern- 
ment might tax some of the excess profits 
which were earned as the result of the 
skyrocketing of prices after Korea. I 
could give the Senate the facts, except 
that it would take too much time, with 
respect to the inflationary profits which 
have been earned as the result of in- 
creasing prices. So the committee says 
on page 7: 

In general the following excess-profits-tax 
amendments made by your committee are 
effective retroactively to the time the excess- 
profits tax became effective. 


So, Mr. President, on one hand the 
committee comes to us and says, “Do not 
make the corporation tax retroactive to 
January 1 as provided in the House bill. 
But here are some relief provisions 
against the burden of excess-profits 
taxes, and we ask you to make this re- 
lief retroactive, not to April 1, 1951, not 
to January 1, 1951, but to July 1, 1950”— 
so that those who should be subject to 
the tax will escape with their profits. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The Senator will re- 
call, I am sure, that in the excess-profits- 
tax law of World War II the provisions 
of section 722 were effective so that re- 
lief where needed could be given in the 
amount required to afford the relief, dat- 
ing back to the particular time fixed. 
In the act under which we are now oper- 
ating we do not have a section 722 pro- 
cedure, because of the obvious defects 
of that provision. So we must find some 
place, some way, to give the relief which 
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section 722 procedure would have af- 
forded had it operated properly and had 
we adopted it. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. My impression is 
that there are about 31 pages in the 
excess-profits-tax law of 1951, which pro- 
vides for relief for those who come under 
its provisions. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senatcr yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I venture to say that 
if we were to measure the number of 
pages involved in the rules and regula- 
tions and the administrative actions un- 
der the section 722 procedure, which is 
the only available alternate to relief ex- 
pressed in this bill, they would be found 
to occupy thousands of pages. 

Mr, GEORGE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Wyoming yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. GEORGE. I am sure the Senator 
from Wyoming wants to be fair. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Of course. 

Mr. GEORGE. I call the Senator’s at- 
tention to the fact that when the excess- 
profits tax was under consideration, that 
is to say, when we were considering the 
1950 tax bill, and subsequently took up 
the excess-profits tax bill, we stated that 
we would make the rates effective back 
to a date not later than October 1, 1951, 
or possibly July 1. We lived up to that 
promise. When we wrote the excess- 
profits tax bill, which was approved on 
January 3, we made the rates effective 
back to July 1, 1950. 

I also stated in my place, and other 
members of the committee stated in 
their places, as members of the Finance 
Committee at that time, that because of 
the haste in writing the excess profits 
tax bill we would be obliged to look at 
the bill subsequently to see if there were 
errors or omissions, which ought to be 
corrected, or if there were hardships 
imposed on taxpayers for which relief 
should be provided. As the distinguished 
Senator from Colorado pointed out, we 
were not putting in section 722 a general 
relief provision. We were undertaking 
to leave the general relief provision out 
of the present excess profits tax law. So 
we made the rates effective back to 
July 1950; and now, with respect to 
those things which are purely remedial, 
in accordance with my statement and 
promise, we have undertaken to cor- 
rect a few of them back to that date. 
There are not many of them, but they 
will lose a little revenue. 

NO BASIS IN EXPERIENCE FOR RELIEF 
PROVISIONS 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I am glad that the 
Senator from Georgia has made that 
statement. What he has said is correct 
So far as it goes. What he has omitted 
to say is really that the Treasury has not 
vet completed the study upon which this 
revision was to be based. I agreed, at 
the time the excess- profits tax bill was 
passed last year, that there should be 
such a review. But, Mr. President, the 
House has made no such review. The 
Treasury Department has not made a 
review. Now a few relief provisions 
come before us. 

I invite attention to the fact that in 
the report of the Finance Committee 
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filed on December 18, 1950, in the second 
session of the Eighty-first Congress, Re- 
port No, 2679, on page 18, the committee 
had this to say: 

Section 722 (b) (1) and (2) of the prior 
law provided relief when the income of the 
taxpayer's base period years was substantially 
abnormal because of a physical interruption 
to production, such as a fire, strike, or flood, 
or because of a depression in the business of 
the taxpayer resulting from temporary eco- 
nomic circumstances unusual in the case of - 
the taxpayer, such as a severe price war. 
Your committee’s bill provides relief in these 
same areas. 


That is precisely what I was saying 
that in the excess-profits tax bill of 
January 3, 1951, we did provide for re- 
lief from a physical interruption to pro- 
duction, such as a fire, a strike, or flood, 
and in this bill one of the relief pro- 
visions is for catastrophe. If a flood is 
not a catastrophe, if a fire is not a catas- 
trophe, what is the catastrophe which 
prompted the committee to present an 
additional relief provision in this bill? 
My contention is that that section, to 
which I shall come in a moment, is un- 
necessary because of what the Senator’s 
committee wrote and said it wrote into 
the bill of last year. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. GEORGE. The Senator wholly 
misapprehends the meaning of the re- 
port. 

Mr. OMAHONEN. Words tome mean 
only what they say. 

Mr. GEORGE. Sometimes they do 
not mean what they sound like to the 
Senator. 

The committee did say that certain 
things were taken care of under section 
722 of the World War II Act, and that 
the committee was undertaking to cover 
those same things—not that it was cov- 
ering all the relief provisions which 
could have been provided under section 
722. Also, under section 722 relief was 
given in specific cases, based on the spe- 
cific industry. The relief which we gave, 
to which the Senator is referring, be- 
cause of acts of Providence, fires, floods, 
and so forth, was not specific relief in a 
specific case. All the relief we gave then 
was in the general industry average 
which we undertook to provide. But we 
never for a moment thought that we 
were taking care of all the possible cases 
which had arisen, which were then pend- 
ing, or which could arise under section 
722. We simply said, “We do not have 
the time to go into it fully, but since we 
are making these rates effective back to 
July, the committee will, as soon.as it is 
able to get to it, do the best it can with 
relief provisions in those cases which 
justify relief.” 

The Senator from Wyoming is quite 
right in saying that the Treasury has not 
been able to submit its own recommenda- 
tions, for the reason that, generally 
speaking, the excess- profits returns 
have not been filed. Of course, there 
have been some excess-profits payments, 
but not much revenue has been derived 
from the excess-profits tax. The Treas- 
ury thought it would be in a position to 
give us better information when it had 
the returns in hand. I, too, thought so, 
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and I am sure other members of the 
committee thought so. However, at the 
same time, since we are again increasing 
the tax, and since we are raising the 
ceiling on all corporations, including the 
excess profits taxpayers, as well as those 
who do not pay an excess-profits tax, we 
thought we should look at those cases 
which had been pressed upon us, and 
which seemed to the committee to be en- 
tirely meritorious, regardless of the fact 
that returns had not actually been filed 
with the Commissioner of Internal Rev- 
enue, and the Treasury had not made 
its report. 
SOME AMENDMENTS TAILORED TO SPECIAL 
SITUATIONS 


Mr. O’MAHONEY. It seems to me, 
upon the basis of what the Senator from 
Georgia has just said, confirming my 
statement that the Treasury report has 
not ret been filed and the Treasury study 
has not yet been made, that the action 
of the committee is premature. We 
should not consider these relief provi- 
sions until all the evidence isin. Iam 
strengthened in that conviction when I 
turn to page 316 of the committee bill 
and read the provisions of section 516, 
which is entitled Transition From War 
Production and Increase in Peacetime 
Capacity.” From a reading of it, the 
amendment would seem to be tailored 
with the greatest care to give particular 
relief. I read from it: 

(a) In general: Part I of subchapter D of 
chapter 1 is hereby amended by adding at 


the end thereof a new section to read as 
follows: 


“Sec. 459. Miscellaneous provisions. 

“(a) Average base period net income— 
transition from war production and increase 
in peacetime capacity: In the case of a tax- 
payer which commenced business before 
January 1, 1940"— 


Observe that the taxpayer must have 
commenced business before January 1, 
1940— 


“and since such date has engaged primarily 
in manufacturing“ 


Observe condition No. 2. It must be 
a manufacturing corporation, and none 
other. It cannot be a banking corpora- 
tion. It cannot be a service corpora- 
tion. It cannot be a distributing corpo- 
ration. It can only be a manufacturing 
corporation. Then, proceeding a few 
lines further we find: 


“(1) The adjusted basis for determining 
gain of the taxpayer’s total facilities (as de- 
fined in section 444 (d) — 


Skipping a few words— 
“did not exceed $10,000,000. 

(2) The basis (unadjusted) for deter- 
mining gain of the taxpayer’s total facili- 
ties * * * on the last day of its base 
period was 250 percent or more of the basis 
(unadjusted) for determining gain of its 
total facilities on the first day of its base 
period,” 


Mr. President, there are four condi- 
tions. Then we come to paragraph 3: 

“(3) The percentage of the taxpayer’s 
aggregate gross income which was from con- 
tracts with the United States or related sub- 
contracts or both was (A) at least 70 percent 
for the period comprising all taxable years 
beginning after December 31, 1941, and end- 
ing before January 1, 1946, (B) less than 
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20 percent for the period comprising all 


taxable years.” 


There are two more conditions which 
must be met before relief can be granted. 
On page 318, subparagraph 4 reads: 

“(4) The monthly average of the excess 
profits net income of the taxpayer (computed 
under section 433 (b)) (A) for all taxable 
years ending with or within the last 24 
months of its base period, and (B) for the 
last taxable year ending before the first day 
of its base period, are each 300 percent or 
more of such monthly average for all taxable 
years.” 


Mr. President, I wonder how many cor- 
porations could possibly benefit under 
that provision, which contains at least 7 
specific definitions of the situation which 
must exist before relief can be granted. 

Mr. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Yes. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I suggest that the 
greater number of conditions to make 
relief more difficult, the more the Sena- 
tor from Wyoming should be pleased. 
However, passing that point, I wish to 
talk ebout the base to which the Senator 
has referred. In World War II the base 
was 95 percent of a theoretical normal. 
In accordance with the law under which 
we are operating it is 85 percent. The 
lower we reduce the base the higher we 
raise the magnitude of the need for re- 
lief. Now it is proposed, I understand, 
to mike the base 75 percent, which will 
multiply still further the necessity for 
relief, and it will have to be given either 
by statute or by some kind of section 
722 procedure. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. That, I say, is a 
very good argument for permitting this 
matter to wait until the Treasury study 
has been completed and presented. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Les. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. It was not necessary, 
so far as relief was concerned, to wait 
for the Treasury’s review of necessities 
for the relief, I will say to my good 
friend, the distinguished Senator from 
Wyoming. I hold in my hand the tran- 
script of the testimony given before the 
committee. That is the evidence of the 
taxpayers, many of whom face confisca- 
tion under our excess-profits law. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, it 
seems to me, from an examination of the 
condition in paragraph 4 on page 318 of 
the bill, that it represents no general 
pattern of experience and it almost 
seems that its limitations are intended 
to fit a particular taxpayer alone. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Wyoming yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. It seems to me 
that way. Can the Senator from Geor- 
gia tell us how many companies would 
be benefited by it? 

Mr. GEORGE. The language to 
which the Senator from Wyoming has 
referred was intended to tighten the 
section so that it would not fit every- 
one. It was intended that it should 
not fit a great many people who ought 
not escape having to pay excess profits 
taxes, and a great many from having 
the gross formula which is in the law. 


_ There were many companies which had 
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war work almost exclusively in World 
War II. They had large plant capacity 
and many facilities. When they got 
back into peacetime operation, of course, 
it was perfectly fair to treat them justly, 
but what the committee was under- 
taking to do was to provide that the 
rather rigid conditions prescribed would 
have to be met before the companies 
could have the advantage. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Does the Senator 
from Georgia have any idea of how 
many taxpayers would benefit under this 
provision? 

Mr. GEORGE. I have no idea in the 
world, but I should like to read from 
the report. The Senator will see what 
the committee had in mind. I read 
from the committee report at page 84: 

The attention of your committee has been 
called to cases where corporations have been 
fully engaged in war business during World 
War II and as a result have had difficulties 
during 1946 and 1947 in converting to peace- 
time production. As a result, their earn- 
ings in these years have been relatively low. 
Nevertheless, they have invested large 
amounts in plant and facilities in the antici- 
pation of securing a broad-gauge peacetime 
market. However, to a substantial degree 
many such corporations were not successful 
in tooling up for extensive production until 
1949 or 1950. Thus, although they are not 
engaged in war production, such corpora- 
tions ‘find themselves subject to heavy ex- 
cess profits taxes although the war economy 
has had little effect on their business. To 
the extent that such corporations had low 
earnings in 1949, they would receive little 
benefit from the growth provision generally 
available, even where they are eligible for it, 

Your committee believes— 


This is the purpose of the section— 
that corporations of this type whose profits 
are attributable to peacetime production 
should be able to use their earnings experi- 
ence late in the base period and early in 1950 
as the basis for the computation of their 
average earnings base for excess-profits-tax 
purposes. Therefore, section 516 of your 
committee’s bill extends to corporations 
meeting certain requirements the benefits 
of the special growth formula described in 
section 435 (e) (2) (G) of the code. In 
general, this permits corporations to com- 
pute an alternative average base period net 
income on the basis of the sum of one-half 
of their income in 1948 and 40 percent of 
their income in 1950. 


As to the number of corporations 
to which it would apply the- committee 
has no actual way of knowing, but it 
might apply to a good many. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, it 
seems to me that on the strength of what 
the Senator from Georgia has just stated, 
since the committee has no actual basis 
of determining to how many taxpayers 
these sections would apply, they are 
offered to us prematurely. 


CASE OF DEALERS IN MUNICIPAL BONDS 


Let me briefiy give one or two other 
examples. I wish to call attention to sec- 
tion 508, relating to “Election With Re- 
spect to Certain Inadmissible Assets.” A 
reading of the amendment shows that 
what it really means is election with re- 
spect to certain tax-exermpt bonds. 

Paragraph (c) of the amendment to 
section 508 is entitled “Treatment of 
Government Obligations as Admissible 
Assets.” In other words, this amendment 
permits dealers in municipal bonds and 
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State bonds and Government bonds of 
that type to include the amount of such 
bonds in their inventory in the invested- 
capital base. The invested-capital base 
is one of the methods provided for the 
computation of the excess-profits tax, 
under the law. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Kerr 
in the chair). Does the Senator from 
ae yield to the Senator from Colo- 
rado? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Is not that limited to 
the dealer’s own portfolio, and is not 
the purpose to draw a distinction between 
the dealer’s own portfolio and that of his 
client? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. It seems to me to 
be of doubtful wisdom to permit, by a 
special relief provision, a dealer of that 
kind, who has tax-exempt bonds bearing 
a low rate of interest, as they usually do, 
to compute those bonds in his capital 
base, because the result of that inevitably 
will be to give such a taxpayer an in- 
creased return upon those bonds. 

Let us assume, for example, the invest- 
ment of $100,000 in bonds which produce 
income at the rate of 2 percent, or only 
about $2,000, a year. The effect of put- 
ting those bonds into the invested-capital 
base could easily be to reduce by four, 
five, or six times the amount of income 
subject to the excess-profits tax. 

And so on through this bill, page after 

e. 
pag CASE OF TELEVISION COMPANIES 

Here is the section on television com- 
panies, a special section relating to those 
companies. It is designed to provide re- 
lief for those which are both television 
companies and radio companies, so that 
the income which a company owning 
both television stations and radio sta- 
tions receives may be segregated and the 
excess-profits tax reduced. Again I say 
such an amendment ought to await the 
study which at this time is being made 
by the Treasury Department. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Wyoming yield for a 
question? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Will the Senator say 
that is an inequitable provision, assum- 
ing that the amendment has been prop- 
erly drawn? Should not a new industry 
such as the television industry receive’ 
special consideration, in the way of giv- 
ing it some kind of a base against which 
excess profits are to be measured? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. In the existing 
law, there are provisions for a growth 
company, and it seems to me they are 
altogether adequate so far as we can 
tell until the study to which I have re- 
ferred has been made. 

On last Friday I quoted from the 
Television Digest in regard to the tre- 
mendous billings now being obtained 
by those companies. One company in 
New York—one of the national chains— 
is charging $730 or $740 a minute for its 
time. The very fact that corporations 
are able to pay more than $700 a min- 
ute for the utilization of television it 


seems to me is demonstrable proof that 


the incomes are running very high, 
o- 
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I read the advice which certain ex- 
perts, such as the Prentice-Hall Co., are 
giving to corporate taxpayers in regard 
to how to make Uncle Sam bear their 
burden. What I am afraid of is that 
in this great crisis when Uncle Sam 
needs revenue in a very great degree 
in order to meet the crisis in the world, 
we shall be concerned about growing 
companies which can charge $735 a min- 
ute and can get it. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY., I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Seven hundred and 
thirty-five dollars a minute should be 
considered in relation to the amount of 
taxes such companies are paying by the 
minute and also what their other ex- 
penses are by the minute. That is a 
lurid, I say most respectfully, and one- 
sided presentation of the picture. I 
think the television broadcasters are 
making money; but they did not make 
money during the base years; and we 
have to consider that situation in de- 
termining how to provide some kind of 
a constructive base to take care of that 
business and other new businesses which 
had no fair base period against which 
to relate their so-called excess profits. 

In the particular case about which 
the Senator is speaking, if it is reason- 
able to give a new industry a recon- 
structed base because it had no fair base 
during the normal base-period years, 
then it is reasonable to draw a dis- 
tinction, in the case of commingled busi- 
ness, between its income from the indus- 
try in which it had a normal base and 
its income from the industry in which 
it had no base at all or nothing but a 
tragically deficit base. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. All of which, Mr. 
President, seems to me to be an argu- 
ment, again, for postponing the con- 
sideration of relief provisions until after 
the study has been made by the Treasury 
Department. 

In view of the statement the Senator 
from Colorado has made, I now wish to 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
at this point in the Recorp some of the 
material included in the observations I 
made in the Senate on September 21, 
1951, namely, beginning at the bottom of 
the second column of page 11834 of the 
Recorp, under the heading “Does the 
television industry need tax relief,” and 
ending on page 11835 with my sentence, 
“I think it shows a record of profit which 
demonstrates beyond any reasonable 
doubt that the relief provisions of this 
bill should not be approved.” 

There being no objection, the matter 
referred to was ordered to be printed in 
the REcorp, as follows: 

DOES THE TELEVISION INDUSTRY NEED TAX 

RELIEF? 

One of the relief provisions in this bill 
is a provision intended to offer relief to 
the television industry. It is a growing in- 
dustry. No can can deny that. But does 
it need relief? Has not the time come for 
it to pay a larger share of the burden of 
defending a Nation which maintains the 
opportunity for it? 

On the 8th of September, Television Digest 
magazine contained an interesting article, 


from which I desire to read. The heading 18s 


' 7:34). 
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“Fabulous Upswing in TV Billings.” I read ~ 
from the article: 


“FABULOUS UPSWING IN TV BILLINGS 


“Sell-outs of time on telecasting stations 
and networks are currently at such an amaz- 
ing rate that one New York station alone will 
achieve 1951 billings of close to $8,000,000 
after frequency discounts. That would mean 
gross sales of somewhere around $10,000,000, 
as ordinarily calculated in the trade. 

“That’s far more than any 50-kilowatt 
radio station has ever grossed—most likely 
is highest for any TV station, albeit many 
other telecasters have gone into seven-figure 
grosses and we know several who admit 
‘pushing $5,000,000.’ ” 

Do they need relief, Mr. President? 

I continue reading: 

“The station is NBC-TV’s New York key 
WNBT, with base hour rate of $3,750 as of 
August 15, 1-minute rate of $775. It's pos- 
sible WCBS-TV, rival key, will do just as well, 
for its rates are the same and it’s also report- 
ed to be a sell-out.” 

In other words, the television industry, in 
this one station, is collecting from business 
corporations a 1-minute rate of $775 and yet 
the Finance Committee asks us to give them 
relief. 

I resume reading the article from Televi- 
sion Digest: 

“WNBT’s astonishing achievements points 
up wave of prosperity that is being enjoyed 
by just about all the 107 TV stations. Most 
are operating in the black now, and the few 
that may show losses for year will do so be- 
cause of deep red-ink starts and because 
they must yet pay off the huge costs of pio- 
neering. 

“The WNBT and WCBS-TV rates are high- 
est in country, former’s comparing with 
$1,200 on companion WNBC, latter's with 
81.350 on companion WCBS (latter highest 
rate in radio). Other New York TV station 
base hour and 1-minute rates are: WJZ- 
TV, $3,100 and $650 (WJZ rate is $1,200); 
WABD, $2,200 and $500 (no AM); WOR-TV, 
$1,500 and $300 (WOR $1,200); WPIX, $1,500 
and $281.25 (no AM); WATV, Newark, $800 
and $165 (WAAT $264). 

“TV networks as such are still far from 
the black—but all owned-and-managed sta- 
tions are now profitable. Indeed, NBC-TV's 
five outlets will gross some $17,000,000 this 
year (after discounts). From independent 
operators of TV with AM stations, most of 
them reluctant to disclose actual figures, 
this comment is typical: ‘Radio is up, but 
our TV revenue is now more than double our 
radio.’ 

“We estimated $250,000,000 in time sales 
this year for networks and stations com- 
bined, just few weeks ago (vol. 7:32). That 
figure now looks conservative.” 

Shall the Senate grant them relief, or shall 
the Senate ask them, if they make excess 
profits, to pay the regular excess-profits 
rate? 

I continue reading from the article from 
Television Digest: 

“For network time sales are really zoom- 
ing. August NBC-TV network sales—not in- 
cluding its own stations—will overtake dol- 
lar volume of AM network's time sales. For 
September, we're informed, with season in 
full swing and new rates in effect, NBC-TV 
network volume will very nearly double 
NBC-radio network volume. 

“The other TV networks are going up, too— 
but it’s the stations they own that offset 
network losses. ABC-TV's five outlets give it 
fiscal edge over Dumont with three and CBS 
with two, plus 45 percent of third. But the 
hard runner for second place in network TV 
buildings is CBS-TV (see PIB figures, vol. 
CBS now seeks more stations, propos- 
ing to buy Paramount's WBKB, Chicago, for 
$6,000,000, and proposing also to get them by 
way of new-station applications and grants 
at freeze’s end.” 
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This is the testimony of Television Di- 
gest, an industry publication: It is not the 
testimony of any person or group who de- 
sire to overburden industry. I think it 
shows a record of profit which demonstrates 
beyond any reasonable doubt that the relief 
provisions of this bill should not be ap- 
proved. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Certainly. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The Senator referred 
to the large earnings of the television 
companies in 1951.. He suggests that 
they can use the growth formula. I 
simply point out to him that the present 
relief for growth companies is not avail- 
able to taxpayers who experienced their 
primary growth after 1949. 

I suggest also to the Senator that 
the new companies do not escape taxa- 
tion. They get the benefit of a gradu- 
ated formula which assumes that after a 
fair period of time in which they can 
firmly establish their growth they will 
pay full taxes, along with older estab- 
lished companies. 

THE CASE OF NEWSPAPER CONSOLIDATION 


Mr. OMAHONEN. Mr. President, let 
us look at page 320 of the bill, section 
518, Consolidation of Newspapers. I 
read: 


Section 459, as added by sections 516 and 
517 of this act, is hereby amended by adding 
after subsection (b) thereof the following 
new subsection: 


Then begins the new subsection (c), 
“Consolidation of newspaper opera- 
tions.“ This section gives special con- 
sideration to newspapers increasing 
profits by merger or consolidation. Why 
should we condone or reward the merger 
of newspaper corporations by providing 
a decrease in their excess-profits-tax 
liability? Let us look at the language. 
This relief is granted if— 


(1) After the close of the first half of 
the base period of the taxpayer and prior to 
July 1, 1950, the taxpayer consolidated its 
mechanical, circulation, advertising, and ac- 
counting operations in connection with its 
newspaper publishing business with such 
operations of another corporation engaged 
in the newspaper publishing business in the 
same area. 


It must be in the same area. It relates 
to a consolidation. I continue: 

(2) The taxpayer establishes to the satis- 
faction of the Secretary that, during the pe- 
riod beginning with the consolidation and 
ending with the close of the first taxable 
year after the consolidation, such 
consolidation resulted in substantial reduc- 
tions in the amounts which would otherwise 
have been paid or incurred as expenses in 
the conduct of the operations described in 
paragraph (1). 


Here is a very similar provision. A 
newspaper which merges with another, 
newspaper, and by that merger decreases. 
its operating expenses and thus increases 
its profits, is granted relief. 

The fourth provision in subparagraph’ 
4, on page 321, is also interesting. t 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, if the 
Senator from Wyoming will permit me, 
I should like to say to him in all candor 
that the section which he has just been 
discussing does not deal with corporate, 
mergers. It deals only with the consoli- 
dation of the mechanical facilities, and 
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a reduction in costs brought about in 
that way. 

I should also like to say to the Sena- 
tor that, while the committee accepted 
this amendment, the amendment really 
accomplishes nothing, because under the 
same circumstances the taxpayer would 
be entitled to all the relief that is given. 
It gives the taxpayers a growth formula. 
That does not do them any good, Prob- 
ably those who are interested in this 
amendment may offer an additional 
amendment, and if the amendment is 
offered, the discussion, of course, might 
be pertinent at that time. But actually 
this provision would not affect the tax 
liability, except in a very negligible way, 
if at all. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Why, then, does 
not the Senator withdraw this section? 

Mr. GEORGE. Other Senators are 
interested, who may wish to offer an- 
other amendment. I have not agreed to 
accept it, but they have a right to offer 
it, of course. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Why not with- 
draw this provision, which does nothing, 
which affords no relief, and which, in 
the words of the Senator from Georgia, 
is ineffective? Why not withdraw this 
amendment now, and wait until an 
amendment is offered by some Senator 
which really would accomplish some- 
thing? 

Mr. GEORGE. I stated to the Sena- 
tor that frankly I wished him to under- 
stand he was discussing this as if it were 
a merger of corporations, which it is 
not. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Yes; and I am 
glad the Senator reminded me of that. 

Mr. GEORGE. It is merely a consoli- 
dation of facilities. They have the same 
privilege, which this section gives them, 
anyway. That is what I meant to say 
about its serving no purpose. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. That is what I 
have been saying all along with respect 
to most of these amendments, that re- 
lief provisions are already contained in 
the existing law, so why provide new 
ones? 

Mr. GEORGE. I called the Senator's 
attention to it in all fairness. In all 
candor, let me say that he is discussing 
something without understanding what 
he is talking about, and those who 
thought this amendment gave them cer- 
tain relief now wish to offer another 
amendment, which has not yet been 
offered. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. The Senator has 
chided me because I said this amend- 
ment dealt with mergers. Of course, I 
base that upon the provisions of the 
amendment. The Senator tells me it 
is not a merger in the sense that the 
corporate structure would be turned 
over. All that would be taken over, the 
Senator tells me, is the mechanical cir- 
culation, advertising, and accounting 


‘operations in connection with the news- 
paper publishing business. In other 


words, what the consolidation effected in 
this case means is taking all the busi- 


ness assets of the corporation and leav- 


ing the corporate shell. The Senator 


‘says that for that reason the discussion 
‘of the Senator from Wyoming is based 


upon a failure to understand the facts, 


SEPTEMBER 25 


Mr. President, the books are full of cases 
in which monopolistic mergers have 
been effected by just this device, the pur- 
chase of the assets of a corporation and 
the discarding of the corporate struc- 
ture. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I hope 
the Senator will not fall into greater 
error. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I hope not. 

Mr. GEORGE. The newspapers which 
are covered by this section are still in 
existence. They have not gone out of 
business; they have not been merged at 
all. They simply united their mechani- 
cal facilities, and in that way sought to 
reduce costs. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Will the Senator 
tell us which newspapers they are? 

Mr. GEORGE. I do not recall. I did 
not offer the amendment, but I frankly 
‘say the amendment seems to me to make 
no change in the law as it now stands. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. The Senator from 
Georgia is very frank; he is always frank. 
I have never known a Senator on this 
floor who was more objective in the 
presentation of his views than the Sena- 
tor from Georgia. I accept as a state- 
ment of complete veracity any state- 
ment he makes. 

Mr. GEORGE. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. The Senator 
knows that. The Senator knows the 
great admiration I have for him. 

Mr. GEORGE. I thank the Senator 
very much. My judgment is that this 
amendment does not make any change 
in the existing law. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Very well. Then 
I say the Senator has demonstrated that 
it has no place in the bill, until some 
Senator comes along and presents an 
amendment which has some meaning. 

Mr. GEORGE. I think the Senator is 
correct in that. 

Mr. OMAHONETN. Then let us with- 
draw it. 

Mr. President, I could go through this 
bill section by section. I do not intend 
to do so. Unfortunately we are dealing 
with a most complex subject. I thought 
I had a terrible burden as chairman of 
the subcommittee on military appropri- 
ations, but I said yesterday to both the 
Senator from Georgia and the Senator 
from Colorado that I know the burden 
of the Appropriations Committee was 
nothing as compared to that of the Fi- 
nance Committee in dealing with the 
complexities presented by the pending 
tax bill. The basic fact is that corporate 
profits are running tremendously high, 
that the excess-profits-tax law which is 
on the books was enacted on the 3d of 
January this year, and that the tax bur- 
den was made retroactive to the ist of 
July, so as to pick up post-Korean 
profits. 

RELIEF PROVISIONS ARE PREMATURE 


With reference to the relief provisions, 
the Senator from Georgia has told the 
Senate it is utterly useless to undertake 
to grant relief in certain specific cases. 
The Senator read from the report a mo- 
ment ago, and mentioned some cases 
which were brought to the attention of 
the committee. I note that the Treasury 
is studying the matter, and I feel confi- 
dent, therefore, that title V should not 
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be agreed to, particularly when the facts 
before us with respect to corporate 
profits are so clear. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I am somewhat con- 
fused by the repetition of the Senator's 
theme that we do not have sufficient 
facts to warrant the relief provisions. 

Mr. OMAHONEN. I may say to the 
Senator that the best brains and knowl- 
edge in the House Committee on Ways 
and Means, in the Senate Committee on 
Finance, in the Joint Committee on Tax- 
ation, and in the Department of the 
Treasury ought to be used together in 
studying the relief provisions and sug- 
gesting what they shall be. I say again 
that the Treasury, which has not yet 
had 12 months in which to work on the 
subject, has not had the basic facts of 
the operation of the law before it. Until 
that study is completed, the relief pro- 
visions are premature. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I suggest that, by the 
same token, if we do not have sufficient 
facts for the relief provisions, we do not 
have sufficient facts for the increase in 
excess-profits taxes which the Senator 
would impose. I may add that the 
Treasury did not think that we had and 
did not advocate an increase in excess- 
profits taxes. 

CORPORATE PROFITS AND NATIONAL INCOME 


Mr. O’MAHONEY. Iam glad the Sen- 
ator has made that statement. I should 
like to refer all Members of the Senate 
to the publication of the Joint Commit- 
tee on the Economic Report entitled 
„Economie Indicators for September 
1951.“ On page 23 there appears the 
story of corporate profits. Corporate 
profits, before taxes, in 1939—under- 
stand, I say “before taxes“ -amounted 
to $6,500,000,000. Corporate dividends 
this year, in the second quarter, were 
running at the rate of $9,700,000,000. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY., I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Would the Senator 
mind adding what the national income 
was in 1939? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I can give that in 
a moment. 

Corporate profits in 1939 were $6,500,- 
000,000. In 1944, while we were still in 
the war, corporate profits before taxes 
amounted to $24,300,000,000. In 1946, 
after the war, they dropped to $23,500,- 
000,000, In 1947 they went up to $20,- 
500,000,000 before taxes; in 1948, they 
mounted to $33,800,000,000. In 1949 
there was again a drop, a drop to $28,- 
300,000,000. Yet that is more than four 
times the amount of such profits before 
the war. 

In 1950, after Korea, corporate profits 
jumped to $41,400,000,000, and dividend 
payments made in 1950 amounted to 
$9,500,000,000. Not only was that true, 
Mr. President, but undistributed profits 
held back by the corporations in 1950 
amounted to $13,600,000,000. That was 
last year. That is the record of post- 
Korea profits. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield, 
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Mr. MILLIKIN. The national income 
is now in excess of $275,000,000,000, but 
the value of the dollar has considerably 
decreased since 1939. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. The Senator is 
quite correct. The national income is 
about $273,000,000,000, and for the first 
time since before we became involved in 
World War II, the national income, in 
1951, is running at a rate greater than 
the national debt. Never was the Nation 
in a better position to pay taxes than it 
is now, with an income once more 
greater than the national debt. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The national debt is 
not being reduced, and the national in- 
come is being stimulated in this fiscal 
year by perhaps $70,000,000,000 of the 
people’s money. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I will say to the 
Senator that the irrefutable fact is that 
since the shooting in World War II 
stopped in 1945, after the payment of 
$20,000,000,000 upon the national debt, 
reducing it from $276,000,000,000 to 
$256,000,000,000, the national debt has 
hovered just about at that level. It may 
go up if we reduce the tax liability of the 
corporations which are making such 
great profits. : 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Let me remind the 
Senator, in the interest of an accurate 
record, that the $20,000,000,000 reduc- 
tion to which he refers represented un- 
expended funds which had been obtained 
by overraising money in bond drives. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I would not say 
it was overraising of money, The bond 
issue was authorized by the Congress, 
and there was no dissent with reference 
to it in the Congress. The country 
raised $20,000,000,000 before the bombs 
dropped upon Japan, and after the 
bombs dropped and it was clear that 
the war was over, the entire proceeds 
of the bond issue were, by order of the 
President, applied upon the national 
debt. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I was merely trying 
to make clear that the $20,000,000,000 
debt reduction was not an economy re- 
duction. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. It was an applica- 
tion of surplus funds to the debt. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Not through econo- 
mies. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. But from that 
time on the national debt hovered rather 
steadily at about $256,000,000,000. Last 
year, on June 30, when the fiscal year 
closed, there was a surplus of more than 
$3,000,000,000 in the Treasury. That 
was because the Finance Committee of 
the Senate and the Ways and Means 
Committee of the House increased taxa- 
tion, so a balanced budget was achieved 
or. the 30th of June 1951. 

All in the world, Mr. President, I am 
arguing for is a continuation of the bal- 
anced budget by not cutting down the 
revenue of the Federal Government as 
the report of the Finance Committee has 
told us this bill will do. 

Mr, MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I suggest that the 
surplus remaining occurred primarily 
through an underestimate of the reve- 
nues which would be coming into the 
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Treasury and an underestimate of the 
rate of expenditure. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. The surplus as of 
June 30, 1952, was due to the simple fact 
that under the tax bills which were en- 
acted in the second session of the 
Eighty-first Congress we deliberately 
raised money to put the country on a 
Ppay-as-we-go basis. 

It is true, of course, that the purchase 
of war implements lagged, but as I 
pointed out a moment ago, it is begin- 
ning to pick up again. An Associated 
Press dispatch circulated all over the 
country this morning tells us in words 
that cannot be misunderstood: 

Defense spending has swung up well ahead 
of schedule for the first time since rearma- 
ment started. 


INFLATION IMPOSES GREATER BURDEN THAN TAXES 


We are getting into the swing of things, 
and we are preparing and acquiring the 
materials which are necessary to enable 
this Nation to prevent the advance of 
communism. But what I want to re- 
mind the Senator, with the greatest 
solemnity, is that while I believe the 
United States is protecting itself mili- 
tarily against communism, it stands in 
grave danger of making itself economi- 
cally weak if it loses courage now to ap- 
ply the taxes which are necessary to pay 
for the implements of war we are buying. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, is it 
not likewise true that further deficit 
spending at this particular time, when 
consumer goods are in short supply and 
purchasing power outstrips the avail- 
ability of goods, would but result in cre- 
ating credit money in the banks, which 
in turn would stimulate purchasing 
power, thereby bringing about a scarcity 
of consumer goods and driving up con- 
sumer prices on the one hand and driv- 
ing up defense costs on the other hand? 
We have had that documented again and 
again. So the result is the taxpayer gets 
it coming and going; he gets it coming 
on the uptake, in high prices, and going, 
in the high cost of defense; which means 
new taxes. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. The indisputable 
fact is that inflation places a heavier 
burden upon the people and the corpo- 
rations than do the taxes, 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Have we not heard 
the argument repeated again and again 
by both public and private persons that 
one of the effective ways of dealing with 
the problem of inflation is by a tax bill 
which puts the budget in balance and 
siphons off what is attributed as excess 
purchasing power? Is that not the case? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. There can be no 
question about that. That is the unani- 
mous view of financiers and economists. 
It has been repeated over and over again. 
The Committee on the Economic Report 
was unanimous in stating that to be the 
rule. There can be no doubt about it. 
But here we are afraid to put the hand 
in the pocket and pay the cost. What 
are profits as compared with human life? 
We send the soldier into battle. We 
send the aviator behind the jet plane to 
penetrate the barrier of sound in the 
atmosphere, and we take no account of 
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his risk. But when the proposal is made 
to levy a tax upon the dollar of profit, 
then we hear the protests ring from every 
corner of the country. 

Mr. President, my position upon this 
matter is only that we are laying our- 
selves open to economic attacks which 
will injure us at home. 

I remember that about 6 months or a 
year ago the insurance industry was 
filling the newspapers with half-page 
and page ads under the heading, “The 
enemy within the gate—inflation,” set- 
ting forth sound and cogent arguments 
why the American people ought really to 
pay the taxes which are necessary in 
order to meet the burden by paying as 
we go. What is wrong about that? 

I stood upon this floor and voted to 
support the Finance Committee when it 
undertook to levy a tax upon mutual 
banks and savings banks. I know that 
many Senators could ‘certainly make an 
earnest and honest argument against 
that tax. I voted with the committee for 
the tax it recommended on farmers’ co- 
operatives, because I wanted, and feel 
that we ought to have more revenue, and 
that everybody should join in trying to 
obtain it. But I say it does not make 
good sense, when we are taxing the co- 
operatives and the mutual savings banks, 
to provide relief from excess-profits 
taxes to corporations which on the gen- 
eral record do not seem to need it. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield again? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from 
Wyoming, in his work as chairman of 
the Joint Committee on the Economic 
Report—and I read the reports of the 
committee every time I receive a copy— 
has indicated again and again that we 
are confronted, not only by a temporary 
emergency, but that we very probably 
face a rather long ordeal of tension and 
international crisis. 

NATION FACES LONG-TIME ECONOMIC STRAIN 


Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, let 
me say to the Senator what my belief 
is, and it is based upon the evidence and 
the testimony which I have seen, and on 
the observations I have made with re- 
spect to what is going on in the world. I 
stated it upon the floor the other day. 
I do not believe that Russia now is 
planning an attack upon this country. I 
do not believe that Russia wants to 
precipitate a third world war now. I be- 
lieve, with Winston Churchill, that the 
fact that the United States has the atom 
bomb, and the Russians know we have 
it, has prevented the Red legions from 
going to the Atlantic Ocean, I know 
that as the western nations of Europe 
become stronger, the position of the free 
world becomes stronger. 

The Russians are depending upon two 
things. First and foremost, they are 
depending upon their conviction that 
the capitalistic system is outmoded and 
is dead, and is too greedy to protect it- 
self, too unwilling to pay out of its 
profits the taxes which are necessary to 
defend itself. They said so in their book. 
Not only the Russian and the German 
Communists, but the English Commu- 
nists have said the same thing. 

The second point upon which they 
are basing their policy is that of trying 
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to get the free world involved in little 
wars around the periphery. 

The greatest danger is exactly that 
which the insurance industry pointed out 
afew months ago. It is the danger with- 
in our own borders, the danger of infla- 
tion, the danger which comes from a lack 
of courage to walk up to the line and do 
what we can do by taxation to prevent 
inflation and to arm the United States 
so that Russia will continue to be un- 
willing to fight. 

So, I believe in the principle upon 
which Mr. Wilson is handling our de- 
fense mobilization, that by devoting 
from 20 to 25 percent of our national in- 
come to military preparation and paying 
for it as we buy it with the revenues of 
the Government, we shall be able to 
save the capitalistic system. I say to 
the managers of corporations who haunt 
the lobbies of Congress asking for fa- 
vors and for relief, and asking that they 
be given a little better position than 
some others, that if they think they are 
saving their own hides, they should re- 
member that they may be destroying 
the economy without which they could 
not exist. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. The Senator from 
Wyoming has given figures as to corpo- 
rate profits for the years 1939 to 1950. 
I do not think he gave the figures for the 
first half of 1951. According to the rec- 
ord I have before me, which is pub- 
lished by Dun’s, corporate profits after 
taxes for the first 6 months of this year 
are running very considerably in excess 
of those for the similar period in 1950. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. According to our 
report, corporate profits after taxes for 
the first quarter of 1951 were running at 
the rate of $23,300,000,000 on an annual 
basis. That is greater than the $22,- 
800,000,000 for the whole year of 1950. 
It is greater than the $17,300,000,000 
for 1949. It is greater than the $20,- 
700,000,000 for 1948. It is greater than 
the $18,500,000,000 for 1947. It is great- 
er than the $13,900,000,000 for 1946. So 
never since the end of World War II 
have corporate profits after taxes been 
running at a greater peak than during 
this period. 

Let me make a comparison, suggest- 
ed by the Senator’s question. Corpo- 
rate profits after taxes, which were $22,- 
800,000,000 in 1950, were greater, by al- 
most four times—certainly by three 
times—than corporate profits were at 
any time before we got into World War 


II. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for another question? 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Yes, indeed. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Is it not a fact also 
that the industrial production of the 
country for the first two quarters of 
1951 ran not only very greatly in ex- 
cess of the industrial production dur- 
ing the similar period in 1950, but also 
very greatly in excess of the last quar- 
ter of 1950, when there already was a 
considerable benefit accruing to the pro- 
ductive capacity of the country because 
of the war in Korea? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. There can be no 
doubt about that. I hope the Senator 


will be good enough, at the conclusion 
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of my remarks, to place the material 
from Dun's Review in the RECORD, be- 
cause it comes from a completely and 
utterly unprejudiced, impartial busi- 
ness source. There is no organization 
in the country which makes a more ob- 
jective study of our economy than 
Dun's. It is known all over the Nation. 
Dun’s Review is its regular report 
monthly to the country. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FREAR in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Wyoming yield to the Senator from 
Colorado? 

Mr, O’MAHONEY. I yield, 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Is it not true that 
dividends and undistributed profits have 
declined since the last quarter of 1950, to 
the end of July? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. No; I think not, 
The Senator is wrong about that. In 
1950, for the entire year, dividend pay- 
ments were $9,200,000,000. In the sec- 
ond quarter of 1951 they were running 
at $9,700,000,000. Undistributed profits 
in 1950 amounted to $13,600,000,000, as 
I said earlier; and in the second quarter 
they were running at $12,300,000,000. 
But in the first quarter they were run- 
ning at $14,500,000,000. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Is it not correct that 
dividend payments and undistributed 
profits have declined since the third 
quarter of 1950? Or must I read from 
the Economic Indicator prepared for the 
Joint Committee on the Economic Re- 
port, of which the distinguished Senator 
is chairman? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Corporate profits 
after taxes in 1951 are certainly lower 
than they were in 1950, before we levied 
the excess- profits tax. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. May I ask the dis- 
tinguished Senator whether my state- 
ment is correct? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. The Senator’s 
statement is correct, but I am pointing 
out that it is correct because last year 
we had the courage to levy the excess- 
profits tax, and I am saying now that if 
we lose that courage, and if we begin to 
create loopholes and grant relief, the 
inevitable result will be that we shall 
create a deficit. And if we create a 
deficit, with the unpaid debt of World 
War II, the unpaid debt of World War I, 
and the unpaid debt of the depressions, 
we shall be weakening the national econ- 
omy and inviting the greatest danger 
this Republic ever faced. 

I have an abiding and unshakable 
faith in the people of America, I know 
that we are going to go through, but I say 
to the Senate that we are not going to 
go through with the ease with which we 
can go through, if we make our path 
difficult by continually trying to save the 
profits of those who are making greater 
profits than at any other time in their 
history. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President,.will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. We have been esti- 
mating the expenditures of the Govern- 
ment for the year 1951 at between sixty- 
eight and one-half and seventy billion 
dollars. In the article to which the Sen- 


„ator from Wyoming referred, the esti- 


1951 


mate of Government expenditures be- 
cause of the increased production of 
armaments is placed by many experts 
at approximately $73,000,000,000. If 
those figures are correct, then, of course, 
the estimated deficit of $10,000,000,000 
before giving effect to this or any other 
tax bill would be considerably in excess 
of $10,000,000,000. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN, I think that would 
be correct if we could assume that the 
present rate of spending might con- 
tinue, and if we could assume that all 
the estimates of revenue are correct. 
The revenue estimates in a period of ris- 
ing national income are usually under- 
estimated. So the picture may not be so 
gloomy as it appears. We find that the 
surplus which we discussed a while ago, 
in the last fiscal year, resulted from an 
underestimate of the speed of spending, 
and from an underestimate of what our 
tax laws would produce in the way of 
revenue. 

I am glad to know that we seem to be 
on a faster defense spending program 
than we have been. I hope it will con- 
tinue. But also, by pumping inflationary 
money into the economic stream we are 
rapidly increasing the national income. 
Thus we rapidly increase the source of 
taxes. We might be amazed at the 
amount of revenue this bill might bring 
in. In any event, if there is a difference 
between what this bill will produce and, 
let us say, the President's estimate of 
what the Government will spend, let us 
share the burden. Let him reduce non- 
essential expenditures by an amount 
equal to what he thinks will be the de- 
ficit. I suppose I shall hear that that 
is impossible. I should be delighted to 
hear such a ludicrous exposition. 

Mr, OMAHONEN. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Colorado referred to cor- 
porate profits after taxes as an evidence, 
I take it, that the corporations are un- 
able to bear this terrific burden. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a correction? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr, MILLIKIN. I did not represent 
that as an evidence of what the Senator 
thinks my point was. I represented it 
merely as a deterrent to what I thought 
were some very ebullient figures which 
the distinguished Senator was tossing 
into the air, giving the impression that 
we were on an ascending ladder of cor- 
porate profits, corporate gains, and cor- 
porate villianies— 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. The Senator is 
putting words in my mouth. I said noth- 
ing about corporate villianies. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I merely wished to 
introduce a deterrent by showing that 
dividends and undistributed profits were 
declining, showing a trend in a direction 
contrary to the general trend of the Sen- 
ator’s argument. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Let me show how 
mistaken the Senator from Colorado is 
about it. First, let me correct him by 
saying that I have said nothing about 
corporate villainy. It is an easy word 
to put in my mouth. I have great ad- 
miration for the great majority of the 
corporate executives of America. 
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Mr. MILLIKIN. I have heard the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Wyoming say— 
and how truly he spoke—that God 
blessed the United States of America in 
these troublous times in that we have 
powerful corporations, which have made 
sufficient profits so that they can 
shoulder the great burden of national 
defense. I believe I heard the Senator 
from Wyoming speak those words. Of 
course, he said them better than I said 
them, but they come to the same thing. 

Mr. O'’MAHONEY. I would never 
compete with the Senator from Colorado 
in diction; no indeed. I do say that with- 
out big business we could not build the 
great machines we need for defense. I 
want the Recorp to be quite clear that I 
pointed out, before the Senator inter- 
rupted me 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I am sorry. 

CORPORATE PROFITS AND HIGHER TAXES 


Mr. O’MAHONEY. I pointed out that 
corporate profits before taxes in the first 
quarter of 1951 were running at the rate 
of $51,800,000,000; that in the fourth 
quarter of 1950 they were running at the 
rate of $50,300,000,000; that the rate for 
the entire year of 1950 was $41,400,000,- 
000, and that for the second quarter of 
1951 it was $48,500,000,000. 

Therefore, it is quite obvious that on 
the record of a rate of profit of $51,- 
800,000,000 in the first quarter of 1951 
and on the record of a rate of profit of 
$48,500,000,000 for the second quarter of 
1951, corporate profits before taxes are 
greater by almost $7,000,000,000 than 
they were in 1951. Of course, corporate 
profits after taxes are lower because, 
with the efficient aid of the distinguished 
Senator from Colorado, we have levied a 
higher tax upon them. I am saying to 
the Senator, to the Senate, to the coun- 
try, and to the corporate managers that 
the corporations can bear a greater rate 
tian is levied on them now and they 
do not need the solicitude which is ex- 
emplified in the revision of this bill. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. KERR. The chart to which the 
Senator from Wyoming has referred 
shows a decline in the second quarter of 
1951, as compared with either the fourth 
quarter of 1950 or the first quarter of 
1951, which indicates that at the time 
the chart was prepared the trend was 
downward. I refer to corporate profits 
before taxes as well as corporate profits 
after taxes. Is that correct? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Oh, yes. 

Mr. KERR. We have no way of know- 
ing to what extent that decline will con- 
tinue. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. No. 

Mr. KERR. That is, in the third 
quarter of 1951 or the fourth quarter of 
1951. Is that correct? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. That is correct. 

Mr. KERR. I should like to ask the 
Senator from Wyoming whether it is a 
matter of any concern to him. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. My feeling is that 
when the records for 1951 are available 
it will be clear that the profits are in- 
creasing. I believe that there will be no 
doubt about it. I do not believe that 
there is the slightest danger that the 
final result will be of such a character 
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from the point of view of corporate 
profits that anyone in the counting rooms 
of ged of the corporations will be wor- 
ried. 

I have in my hand the report of the 
Committee on Finance. The Senator 
from Oklahoma [Mr. Kerr] is a distin- 
guished and able member of the com- 
mittee. It is the report on the bill which 
is now before the Senate. On page 19 
of the report the committee states that 
the level of profits before taxes, on the 
commerce basis, would be about 
848,000,000 000. So we have $48,000,- 
000,000, which is estimated by the com- 
mittee, although the figures for the first 
and second quarter would indicate that 
profits are running very far above that. 
Nevertheless, we would have a corporate 
rate of profits before taxes which is 
greater than in 1950, far greater than in 
1949, greater than in 1948, greater than 
in 1947, and greater even than in 1946. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. In a moment I 
shall be glad to yield. 

Mr. President, I shall ask unanimous 
consent to have the figures which are 
set forth on page 23 of the Economic In- 
dicators for September 1951 published at 
this point in the Recorp. It is a list of 
corporate profits. Of course, the chart 
cannot be printed, but I shall furnish the 
document to the reporter later. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

CORPORATE PROFITS 

After reaching an all-time peak in the first 
quarter of 1951, corporate profits before 
taxes, according to preliminary indications, 
turned downward in the second quarter: 

[Billions of dollars] 


8 E Corporate profits 
2 | 2 after taxes 
2 3 
g : 3 
8 8 2 * 
Period a3 E a |3 
8 2 32|22 
8 | 8 3 88 
S 3 (|e 13" 
8 81S 8 |p 
5.0 3.8 1.2 
10.8 47| 61 
13.9] 58| 81 
18.5 | 6.6] 12.0 
20.7) 7.2 | 13.6 
17.3 | 7:6] 9.7 
22.8 | 0.2 13.6 


Annual rates, seasonally 
adjusted 


1949; First quarter. 31. 8 12.3 | 19.4 | 7.4 | 12.0 
Second quarter. .] 26.7 | 10.3 | 16.4 | 7.5 8.9 
Third quarter. 28.0 | 10.9 | 17.1 | 7.4 9.7 
Fourth quarter..| 27.0 | 10.5 | 16.5 | 8.0 8.5 

1950: First quarter....| 31.9 | 14.4 | 17.5 | 7.8 9.7 
Second quarter. -] 37.5 | 16.9 | 20.6 | 84] 12.2 
Third quarter. . . 45.7 | 20.5 | 25.2 | 9.4 15.8 
Fourth quarter. - 50.3 | 22.5 | 27.8 | 11.1 | 16.7 

1951: First quarter. 51.8 | 28.5 | 23.3 | 88] 14.5 
Second quarter 1.| 48.5 | 26.5 | 22.0 | 9.7 | 12.3 


1 Estimates based on incomplete data; by Council of 
Economic Advisers, 


NoTE.—No allowance has been made for inventory 
valuation adjustment, See p. 22 for profits before taxes 
and inventory valuation adjustment. 

Detail will not ne y add to totals because of 
rounding. 


Source: Department of Commerce (except as noted). 


Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 
Mr. OMAHONEN. Yes, 
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Mr. KERR. The point which the Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma had in mind was 
with reference to whether the trend of 
the profits was up or down. I should 
like to ask the Senator from Wyoming 
if he would not feel a good deal better 
about the situation if at the end of the 
year 1951 profits were on the increase, 
instead of, as seems possible now from 
the chart to which the Senator has re- 
ferred, the year 1951 may end with the 
trend of corporate profits on the de- 
crease? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I do not agree 
with the Senator from Oklahoma that 
there is a decrease, because profits are 
on the increase as compared with other 
components of national income. As 
pointed out last Friday, profits before 
taxes were 440 percent greater in the 
first half of 1951 than they were in 1940, 
and 77 percent greater than they were in 
1949. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. In the first half of 
1951 profits after taxes were 253 percent 
greater than they were in 1940, and they 
were 31 percent greater than they were 
in 1949. On the basis of that 31-percent 
increase, I cannot see any cause to be at 
all alarmed. I have observed over and 
over again, in the computation of the 
figures, that the amount of profit varies 
from quarter to quarter. It increased in 
the last half of last year, and it is likely 
to increase again because the increased 
amount of Government purchasing of 
implements of war will make it almost 
impossible for the trend to be down. 

Mr. KERR and Mr. HUMPHREY ad- 
dressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Wyoming yield; and, 
if so, to whom? 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield further to 
the Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. KERR. Does not the chart which 
the Senator holds in his hand show that 
each quarter of 1950 reflected greater 
profits than the preceding quarter; that 
the first quarter of 1951 reflected greater 
profits than either; and that during 
the second quarter of 1951 there was a 
decrease of about 6 percent, as compared 
with the first quarter of 1951? Is that 
correct? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. That is correct, 
but in 1949, it shows that profits for the 
first quarter were $31,800,000,000. They 
dropped to $26,700,000,000; then in- 
creased to $27,000,000,000, and in the 
first quarter of 1950 they shot up again 
to $31,900,000,000. 

Mr. KERR. It is only a matter of 
judgment with the Senator, is it not, 
whether the rest of this year will show 
corporate profits continuing downward 
or beginning to go back up again? 

Mr. O"MAHONEY. The Senator from 
Oklahoma will permit me, I am sure, to 
say that he and I had a colloquy on the 
floor of the Senate during the last ses- 
sion when the excess-profits tax was 
under consideration, and at that time he 
asked me what corporate profits would 
be for the calendar year 1950. In Au- 
gust 1950, when we were having that 
debate, I estimated that corporate profits 
for the calendar year 1950 would be 
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$40,000,000,000. The Senator from 
Oklahoma thought that figure was too 
high. 

Mr. KERR. Did I say so? 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. The Senator from 
Oklahoma did say so, indeed. 

Mr. KERR. What were the words I 
used? Will the Senator quote my 
words? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I do not have the 
words of the Senator from Oklahoma be- 
fore me, but they are in the Recorp, and 
I can get them. However, I distinctly 
remember that he and I had that debate, 
and that the Senator from Oklahoma 
thought I was expanding the corporate 
profits for the calendar year 1950 when 
I said that, in my opinion, they would 
reach approximately 840,000,000, 000. 
They actually turned out to be $41,400,- 
000,000. 

I say to the Senator it is simply idle 
to talk about the details. All I wish to 
do is call the attention of the Senate and 
of the county to the fundamental point: 
And the fundamental point is that if we 
do not have a pay-as-we-go system we 
are inviting economic disaster. All I 
am doing is asking that corporate exec- 
utives march up to the line and contrib- 
ute of their profits to the maintenance of 
the Government and the capitalistic sys- 
tem which has given the world the great- 
oe and highest standard of living of all 

es. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Wyoming yield? 

Mr. OMAHONEx. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. After all this dis- 
cussion about the rate of corporate prof - 
its, I think one fact stands out very 
clearly and indisputably, namely, that 
the first quarter of 1951 was the best 
quarter of corporate profits since World 
War II, during World War II, or prior 
to World War II. In other words, the 
gross profits were running at the rate of 
more than 850,000, 000, 000 a year. Let 
the fact is equally clear that the Senate 
Finance Committee exempted the first 
quarter of 1951 from the increased rates 
proposed for the three last quarters of 
1951, for which the profits are now said 
to be running at less than the rate of 
profits in the first quarter. 

I ask any member of the Finance Com- 
mittee to show me the logic of a decision 
of that kind. If for 1950 quarter No. 2 
and quarter No. 3 and quarter No. 4 
profits were running at a lower rate than 
for quarter No. 1, and if in quarter No. 1 
of 1951 profits were running at a higher 
rate than in quarter No. 1, quarter No. 2, 
quarter No. 3, or quarter No. 4 of 1950, 
what was the logic and what was the 
compelling reason, as brought forth by 
the evidence and the testimony, and what 
was the rationale and what was the force 
of policy or opinion which compelled the 
Senate Finance Committee to exempt 
profits for the first quarter of 1951 from 
the higher rates? 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Wyoming permit me to 
answer that question? It will take me 
only a minute to do so, if the Senator 
from Wyoming will permit. 

Mr. O"MAHONEY. Mr. President, let 
me say that I have been on the floor 
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altogether too long. I began to speak 
when the Senate completed its quorum 
call this morning. I have been answer- 
ing or trying to answer every question 
which has been addressed to me. I say 
now, as I said at the beginning of my 
remarks, that I hate to waste time trying 
to convince the members of the Finance 
Committee that they were wrong. I do 
not expect them to be convinced. 

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. Cor- 
pon] was kind enough to say, when I had 
a colloquy with the Senator from Colo- 
rado [Mr. MILLIKIN], that he enjoyed 
the give and take between the Senator 
from Colorado and the Senator from 
Wyoming, and that he believed he might 
learn something from it. However, I ob- 
served that immediately afterward he 
left the floor. 

We have present in the Senate Cham- 
ber at this time only members of the 
Finance Committee and a few stalwarts 
on the side of a balanced budget and of 
a tax bill which will help to balance the 
budget. : 

I say to the Senator from Oklahoma 
that now I will yield to him, to enable 
him to have an opportunity to give to the 
Senator from Minnesota the 1-minute 
answer which the Senator from Okla- 
homa said he wished to give; and then I 
shall conclude. I am giving notice now 
that I am about to conclude. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Wyoming for the op- 
portunity he has granted me. 

I wish to say to the Senator from Min- 
nesota that the situation he described 
does not exist. The bill does not exempt 
at all the first quarter of 1951. The bill 
applies three-fourths of the increase 
which it imposes to the entire calendar 
year 1951, and that applies to the first 
quarter with the same force that it ap- 
plies to either of the other three quarters. 

So when the Senator from Minnesota 
asks why we would exempt the first 
quarter and why we would tax the other 
three quarters, he is asking his question 
on the basis of a mistaken understand- 
ing of what the facts are, because the 
increased rates apply to the first quarter 
of 1951 with the same force that they 
apply to the other three quarters of 1951. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Wyoming yield to me, 
so that I may reply to the Senator from 
Oklahoma? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, if 
the Senator from Minnesota will permit 
me to do so, I wish to conclude. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I shall be very 
brief. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. All the Senators 
sitting around me have had their lunch, 
but I have been talking without having 
had my lunch. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I shall take less 
than a minute, if the Senator from Wy- 
oming will yield to me. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I should like to 
read from the report of the Finance 
Committee, Report No. 781, United 
States Senate, Eighty-second Congress, 
first session, page 12, at the bottom of 
the page, beginning with the sixth line 
from the bottom. i shall read this por- 
tion of the report; and let me say that 
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one of the things which I feel sure I can 
do in connection w'th this bill and the 
debate on it is to read what appears in 
print: 

The normal tax and surtax rate changes 
provided by your committee’s bill are effec- 
tive as of Apri! 1, 1951, and are to terminate 
as of December 31, 1953. The House bill 
sets January 1, 1951, as the effective date but 
has no termination provision. 


That is what the committee report 
says. 

On the other hand, based on the argu- 
ment made by the Senator from Okla- 
homa, let me say that if the increased 
rates are to be applied on a three-quar- 
ter basis over the entire year, that still 
will not give to the first quarter the 
treatment it should have on the basis 
of the high corporate income during the 
first quarter. 

The Senator from Oklahoma will have 

to prove to me that this portion of the 

committee report is a misprint. 

Mr. KERR. All the Senator from 
Minnesota needs to do is read the re- 
port, and I shall address myself to it 
when I have a chance to take the floor, 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I thank the Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma. 

Now, Mr. President, let me conclude 
by asking unanimous consent to have 
printed at this point in the RECORD a 
table from which I was reading a mo- 
ment ago, showing profits compared 
with other components of the national 
income for the years 1940 and 1949 and 
the first half of the year 1951. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Profits compared with other components of 
national income—increase in gross na- 
tional product and selected components 
from 1940 and 1949 to first half of 1951 


Percent 
increase 


Percent 
First | increase 


1940| 1949 | half [first half first half 
1951 |1951 over|1951 over 
1940 1949 


——ö | j j 


Bil. | Bil. Bil. 
dols.| dols. | dols, 


ional 
product.......- 101. 4 257. 3| 323. 8 
National income. 81.3) 216. 7 273. 6 


Salaries and 
61.8) 139. 9| 174.6 


9.3] 28. 30 50.2 
17.30 22.6 


taxes 
Profits after taxes.| 6.4 


—— ͥͤ—— — eee 
1 Partial estimate by Council of Economie Advisers. 


Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, let 
me say now that the Finance Committee 
and the Treasury Department ae agreed 
upon one thing, namely, the amount of 
Government expenditures which are 
likely to be made during the fiscal year 
1952. Both committees estimate these 
expenditures at $62,400,000,000. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, may I 
correct the Senator from Wyoming? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Wyoming yield to the 
Senator from Georgia? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Yes, indeed. 

Mr. GEORGE. The Finance Com- 
mittee never undertakes to estimate the 
expenditures of the Government. The 
Finance Committee takes the estimated 
expenditures as submitted by the Gov- 
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ernment, because heaven only knows 
and we do not know what the adminis- 
tration is going to spend. I simply wish 
to correct the Senator on that point. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I shall accept the 
Senator’s statement, as always, when he 
tells me that he accepts the estimates 
of the Treasury Department in regard 
t what the expenditures may be. 

Mr. GEORGE. That is true. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. But, of course, I 
say to the Senator from Georgia that 
no one knows what the Congress of the 
United States may appropriate for ex- 
penditure, and no one knows what the 
Congress of the United Stetes may im- 
pose as taxation in order to increase 
the revenue of the Government. So we 
have the expenditure estimate accepted 
all along the line as $68,400,000,000. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Wyoming yield to me, to 
permit me to propose a unanimous-con- 
sent agreement? 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, if 
the Senator from Minnesota will per- 
mit me to do so, I desire to conclude, 
and I shall do so in a few moments; and 
then the Senator from Minnesota can 
obtain the floor. 

Mr. THYE. I am listening to the Sen- 
ator from Wyoming, and I shall wait. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. If the Senator 
from Minnesota will pardon me, and will 
let me conclude, I shall appreciate it. 

Mr. THYE. Certainly. 

SENATE BILL PRODUCES GREATER DEFICIT THAN 
HOUSE BILL 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. The estimate of 
the Treasury Department was that un- 
der the present law the receipts would 
be $58,500,000,000, and that there would 
be incurred a deficit of $9,900,000,000. 
Under the House bill the Treasury staff 
estimates that the receipts will be in- 
creased to $62,300,000,0C9 leaving a defi- 
cit, not of $9,900,000,000 but of $6,100,- 
000,000. 

The Treasury’s estimate is that under 
the Senate bill, with expenditures the 
same, $68,400,000,000, the receipts will be 
reduced to $60,800,000,000, leaving a defi- 
cis of $7,600,000,000. 

Therefore, it is clear that from the 
Treasury estimate this Senate bill with 
its relief provisions will result n a deficit 
eo ee more than the House 

The Finance Committee estimates that 
upon the basis of the expenditure of 
$68,400,000,000 and receipts under the 
House bill of $65,800,000,000, the deficit 
would be $2,600,000,000. As in the case 
of the Senate bill, it acknowledges in its 
estimate that the receipts will be reduced 
from $65,800,000,000, as estimated by its 
own staff, to $63,600,000,000, thus pro- 
ducing a deficit of $4,800,000,000, or an 
increased deficit of $2,200,000,000. 

Mr. President, it seems to me that that 
in itself, in the words of the committee, 
acknowledges that this tax bill will re- 
sult in a deficit, a greater deficit than 
under the House bill. For that reason 
Iam firm in the conviction that the Sen- 
ate should reject the excess-profits tax 
relief provisions, which, according to the 
testimony before the Finance Commit- 
tee, will cut $120,000,000 from the bill. 
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that this table from which I have 
been reading may be printed at this point 
in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Estimates of revenue receipts fiscal year 1952 
[Billions of dollars] 


Treas- | Finance 
Item ury De- | Commit- 
partment tee 
Present law: 
Expenditures! 68. 4 68.4 
Receipts. 58.5 260.9 
Deficit 7.5 
House bill: 
Expenditures 1. 68. 4 68.4 
BTL ens By Sea a Pa E 362,3 465.8 
Do erates nctueso~dpne 6.1 2.6 
Senate bill: 
Expenditures 1 68. 4 68. 4 
CCC 60.8 63.6 
Da E EEEO 7.6 4.8 


1 Estimated by the Bureau of the Budget. 

? Finance Committee Report, p. 1, 63.6 minus 2.7. 
(Figure of 64.7 was error in printing; Joint Committee 
on Internal Revenue Staff says figure should have been 


63.6.) 

3 Informally provided by Tax Advisory Staff, Treas- 
ury Department, over the telephone; not official esti- 
mates of the Secretary of the Treasury. He has 
announced no official estimates, 

Finance Committee's estimate of 60.9, present law, 


plus 4.9, p. 2, Finance Committee Report, table 1, col- 
umn 2, 


Source: Staff, Joint Committee on the Economie Re- 
port; Sept. 20, 1951, 
Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield the floor. 
MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Messages in writing from the President 
of the United States submitting nomi- 
nations were communicated to the Sen- 
ate by Mr. Miller, one of his secretaries. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the House 
had passed the following bills of the Sen- 
ate, each with amendments, in which it 
requested the concurrence of the Sen- 
ate: | 

S. 657. An act to amend and clarify the 
District of Columbia Teachers’ Leave Act of 
1949, and for other purposes; and 

S. 045. An act to amend the District of 
Columbia Teachers’ Salary Act of 1947. 


The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the concurrent reso- 
lution (S. Con. Res. 48) providing for 
the recall from the President and the re- 
enrollment of Senate bill 1786 for the 
relief of certain officers and employees 
of the Foreign Service of the United 
States. 

The message further announced that 
the House had passed the following bills, 
in which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

H. R. 3860. An act to amend the act for the 
retirement of public-school teachers in the 
District of Columbia; 

H. R. 4419. An act to amend the District of 
Columbia Teachers’ Salary Act of 1947; 

H. R. 4703. An act to provide that the 
Board of Education of the District of Colum- 
bia shall have sole authority to regulate the 
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vacation periods and annual leave of ab- 
sence of certain school officers and employ- 
ees of the Board of Education of the District 
of Columbia; 

H. R. 4859. An act to provide for granting 
to officers and members of the Metropolitan 
Police force, the Fire Department of the 
District of Columbia, and the White House 
and United States Park Police forces addi- 
tional compensation for working on holidays; 

H. R. 5235. An act to authorize and direct 
the Commissioners of the District of Colum- 
bia to make such studies and investigations 
deemed necessary concerning the location 
and construction of a bridge over the Po- 
tomac River, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 5256. An act to secure the attendance 
of witnesses from without the District of 
Columbia in criminal proceedings; and 

H. R. 5329. An act to increase the salaries 
of the Metropolitan Police, the United States 
Park Police, the White House Police, mem- 
bers of the Fire Department of the District 
of Columbia, and employees of the Board of 
Education of the District of Columbia. 


ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 


The message also announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
enrolled bill (S. 810) for the relief of 
Howard I. Smith, and it was signed by 
the Vice President. 


HOUSE BILLS REFERRED 


The following bills were severally read 
twice by their titles, and referred to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia: 

H. R. 3860. An act to amend the act for 
the retirement of public-school teachers in 
the District of Columbia; 

H. R. 4419. An act to amend the District 
of Columbia Teachers’ Salary Act of 1947; 

H.R.4703. An act to provide that the 
Board of Education of the District of Co- 
lumbia shall have sole authority to regulate 
the vacation periods and annual leave of 
absence of certain school officers and em- 
ployees of the Board of Education of the 
District of Columbia; 

H. R. 5235. An act to authorize and direct 
the Commissioners of the District of Colum- 
bia to make such studies and investigations 
deemed necessary concerning the location 
and construction of a bridge over the Poto- 
mac River, and for other purposes; 

H.R. 5256. A bill to secure the attendance 
of witnesses from without the District of 
Columbia in criminal and 

H. R. 5329. An act to increase the salaries 
of the Metropolitan Police, the United States 
Park Police, the White House Police, mem- 
bers of the Fire Department of the District 
of Columbia, and employees of the Board of 
Education of the District of Columbia. 


ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED 


The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on today, September 25, 1951, he 
presented to the President of the United 
States the enrolled bill (S. 810) for the 
relief of Howard I. Smith. 


THE DEFENSE SAVINGS BOND DRIVE— 
PAROWAN, UTAH, FIRST CITY IN 
UNITED STATES TO BE 100 PERCENT 
SUBSCRIBED ` 


Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, at 
this time I rise to bring to the attention 
of the Senate the wonderful job being 
done by the people of America in sup- 
porting their country in the huge sav- 
ings bond drive now going on through- 
out the United States. The national 
drive began last September 3 and is being 
given substantial support by Americans 
everywhere. 
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It is not surprising that the people 
of America, and the people of Utah, 
particularly, support their country in 
times of need. However, I feel that the 
performance of some of the people in 
my State is worthy of considerable com- 
mendation. As encouragement to the 
people of America in general, I desire 
to briefly bring to the attention of the 
Senate a few of the facts surrounding 
the current bond drive which was 
launched in the communities of Utah as 
recently as September 17. 

Mr. Thomas L. Husselton, Director of 
National Organizations, United States 
savings bonds, has advised me this 
morning that the city of Parowan is the 
first city in the United States to be 100 
percent subscribed to the bond drive. 
This city has a population of approxi- 
mately 1,500 people. It normally 
would not be reached by organized pro- 
moters of the Treasury Department pro- 
gram. However, the tremendous com- 
munity spirit of its citizens has resulted 
in every employer in the city setting up 
a bond-subscription program and every 
employee subscribing for some bond 
purchases through his employer. This 
is a record that has not yet been equaled 
by any other town in America, regard- 
less of size and prominence. 

Mr. President, I ask that the remainder 
of my remarks may be printed follow- 
ing this statement, in the body of the 
REcorD. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the remain- 
der of Mr. Bennetr’s statement was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 


Another illustration of the patriotism of 
the people of Utah and of the people of 
America is the almost unbelievable response 
of the people of Panguitch, in Garfield 
County, Utah, and of Monroe in Sevier Coun- 
ty, Utah. At the outset of the bond drive 
in Utah, Nelson Aldrich, chairman of the 
community activities group of the State 
savings bond drive, offered a plaque to the 
first community with 80 percent employers 
subscribed to savings bonds plans—80 per- 
cent employers subscriptions is basis for 
being declared a so-called flag city.” The 
Utah drive got underway 8 a. m. on Septem- 
ber 17. Before 8:05 a. m. the local represent- 
atives of Monroe and Panguitch were in a 
tie effort to reach the State hea by 
telephone to report their attainment of “flag” 
qualifications and to claim the right to the 
coveted plaque. Because of the tie Mr. 
Aldrich has decided to award each of the 
cities a plaque. 

Utah has also accredited herself in the 
bond drive. At the present time it leads the 
entire Nation, regardless of population vari- 
ance, in the number of flag cities. At the 
present time 14 cities have received flag 
awards and 4 others have submitted quali- 
fying data and await only official notice, 
The 14 Utah cities with flag awards are: 
Richmond, Wellsville, Centerville, Farming- 
ton, Huntington, Panguitch, Parowan, Mor- 
gan, Monroe, Garfield, Helper, Bountiful, 
Tooele, and Moroni. 

Mr. President, I think substantial credit is 
due to Mr. Charles Smith, of Salt Lake City, 
Utah, State chairman in this bond drive 
drive. Tremendous impetus has been given 
to the community activities drive, by Nelson 
Aldrich, who heads the drive, and to Sheldon 
Olds, who is chairman of the Iron County 
committee, the county in which Parowan is 
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located, and to Mayor E. Ray Lyman, of Paro- 
wan. But the most significant thing about 
their work ts that they have accomplished a 
unity of purpose among the people of Utah 
and inflamed in them the desire to con- 
tribute to the needs of their country in time 
of emergency. 

One most noteworthy fact about this en- 
tire matter, Mr. President, is the performance 
by those people who are feeling the impact 
of the Korean war most vitally, the wives and 
families of our Utah servicemen who are in 
combat in Korea. The Parowan chairman is 
Mrs. Max Dalley, wife of the operations ofi- 
cer of the Two Hundred and Thirteenth 
Armored Field Artillery Battalion, which 
has served with unexcelled distinction in 
Korea the past 6 months. She spearheaded 
this drive in the home communities of this 
National Guard battalion. Despite hardships 
and privations caused by the absence of their 
loved ones, these people have supported their 
men overseas by their sponsorship and con- 
tributions in this bond drive. No finer Amer- 
ican spirit could be shown than that now be- 
ing displayed by these people. 

I want to quote a brief portion from a let- 
ter which has been received in my office from 
one of the officers of the Two Hundred and 
Thirteenth Armored Field Artillery to illus- 
trate what our Utah men are doing while 
receiving such unqualified support from 
home. This officer wrote: 

“On April 23 the Sixth ROK Division left 
us and we pulled out, under orders, and in- 
tact, making an 8-mile withdrawal to Kap- 
yong and for the next 5 days made rear- 
guard actions down the Pukhan River. Then 
on May 27 we led the offense back into the 
same area on task forces and during the early 
morning hours became involved in a per- 
imeter fight against an estimated 4,000 Chi- 
nese which ended up by noon with our 
battalion taking 831 prisoners. This is more 
prisoners than some of the American divi- 
sions have taken in the Korean campaign.” 

Mr. President, I suggest that that action 
and other comparable activity reflects credit 
on the approximately 600 men in the Two 
Hundred and Thirteenth Armored Field Ar- 
tillery Battalion of the Utah National Guard, 
Iam sure that the members of the Two Hun- 
dred and Fourth Field Artillery Battalion of 
the Utah National Guard have acquitted 
themselves in Korea with comparable credit. 
I think that the action of their wives and 
loved ones at home, in Utah, in sponsoring 
this bond drive and contributing unquali- 
fledly to it reflects the finest kind of support 
that they could give these fine men. Mr. 
President, I submit that the support to the 
bond drive being given by the people of 
Utah, in the 14 flag cities and others likely 
to become flag cities, is indicative of a 
spirit of unity and patriotism on the grass- 
root level. This is the spirit that makes 
America strong. 


REVENUE ACT OF 1951 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 4473) to provide reve- 
nue, and for other purposes. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, the 
pending question is on agreeing to the 
committee amendment entitled “Title 
V—Excess Profits Tax.” This morning 
the question was decided by the Chair, 
namely, that title V is now before the 
Senate for adoption or for rejection. I 
have asked for its rejection, and upon 
this question I now ask for the yeas and 
nays. - 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the committee 
amendment with reference to the excess- 
profits tax. The Senator from Wyo- 
ming asks for the yeas and nays. The 
yeas and nays were ordered, 


1951 


Mr. O’MAHONEY. I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Aiken Hendrickson McMahon 
Bennett Hennings Millikin 
Benton Hickenlooper Monroney 
Brewster Hill Moody 
Bricker Hoey Morse 
Butler, Md. Holland Mundt 
Butler, Nebr. Humphrey Murray 
Byrd Hunt eely 
Cain Ives Nixon 
Capehart Jenner O' Conor 
Carlson Johnson, Colo. O'Mahoney 
Case Johnson, Tex. Pastore 
Clements Johnston, S. C. Robertson 
Connally Kem Russell 
Cordon Kerr Saltonstall 
Dirksen Kilgore Schoeppel 
Douglas Knowland Smathers 
Duff Langer Smith, Maine 
Dworshak Lehman Smith, N. J. 
Eastland Lodge Smith, N.C. 
Ecton Long Sparkman 
Ellender Magnuson Stennis 
Ferguson Malone Taft 
Flanders Martin Thye 
Frear Maybank Underwood 
Fulbright McCarran Watkins 
George McCarthy Welker 
Gillette McClellan Wiley 
Green McFarland Williams 
Hayden McKellar Young 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 


Moopy in the chair). A quorum is pres- 
ent. The clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. BENTON (when his name was 
called). Here. A parliamentary inquiry. 
Is this a vote on the committee amend- 
ment? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the committee 
amendment. 

Mr. BENTON. “Yea.” 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I desire to make 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. First, has a quo- 
rum been called? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 
A quorum is present. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. A quorum is 
present. Then I desire to ask the Chair 
to state the question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the commit- 
tee amendment inserting title V on pages 
288 to 331. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
desire to state that the committee 
amendment which is under discussion 
now is under title V, granting certain re- 
lief from the excess-profits tax. I have 
asked for the rejection of that amend- 
ment and have presented what I believed 
to be sufficient argument to sustain the 
rejection of the amendment, and I shall 
vote “nay.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will proceed with the call of the 
roll 


The legislative clerk called Mr. Brew- 
STER’S name. 
Mr. KERR. Mr. President, a point of 


order. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
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informed by the Parliamentarian that 
the roll call cannot be interrupted. 

Mr. KERR. I ask unanimous consent 
to make a point of order, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. IS 
there objection? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Reserving the 
right to object, I should like to inquire 
whether any Senator has yet answered to 
his name on the call of roll. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
has been a response to the roll call. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. There has been 
a response to the roll call? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I believe the Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma was on his feet try- 
ing to get recognition at the time the 
response was made. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Oklahoma? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Reserving the 
right to object—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I want to find out 
from the Chair: Has any Senator an- 
swered the roll call? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Connecticut answered the 
roll call. 

Mr. KERR. A point of order, Mr. 
President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. KERR. I heard the Senator from 
Connecticut say here“ in response to 
what he thought was a quorum call. I 
was standing by him when he did it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to allowing the Senator from 
Oklahoma to make a statement? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Reserving the 
right to object; if the clerk’s record 
shows that a Senator’s name has been 
called and he has voted either “yea” or 
“nay,” then I must respectfully object. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I did not 
hear the Chair say “A quorum is present. 
The clerk will call the roll.” Those 
words may have been said, but I was 
sitting here listening, and I heard no 
such statement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair did so state. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, a point 
of order. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
want to make this statement. When 
the—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Wyoming. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. The roll call has 
not been started. 

Mr. STENI- IS. Mr. President, a point 
of order. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, a 
point of order. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Senator 
from Oklahoma may make an argument 
in response to the argument I made this 
morning. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Wyoming? Hearing none, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Wait a minute. A 
parliamentary inquiry. I heard the 
Senator from Connecticut answer 


Senator from Oklahoma, The Chair is ere.“ He did not answer yea“. nor 
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“nay.” So not any Senator has voted 
on this amendment. ` 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President 

Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, when I 
was corrected and informed it was a vote 
on the committee amendment, instead 
of a quorum call, then I answered, I 
voted “yea” in response 

Mr. McFARLAND. The Senator from 
Oklahoma was trying to get the floor at 
the time, and was entitled to the floor 
to speak, Debate cannot be cut off when 
a Senator is on his feet trying to get 
recognition. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the Senator from Oklahoma 
making a statement? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Does that 
mean that any other Senator who wishes 
to make a statement cannot make a 
statement? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. I think 
the situation can be straightened out if 
unanimous consent were granted to 
withdraw the roll call. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Am I not correct 
in saying that the Senator from Okla- 


-homa was addressing the Chair when 


the Senator from Connecticut voted? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

8 did not see him. He could have 
n. 

Mr. BENTON. That was my impres- 
sion about it. 

Mr. McFARLAND. There can be no 
question about it. The Senator from 
Oklahoma was addressing the Chair at 
the time the Senator from Connecticut 
voted. 3 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President—— 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the vote be 
vacated. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the 
Senator from Oklahoma will make the 
statement that he was addressing the 
Chair at the time, the roll call will be 
vitiated. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, the Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma was seeking recog- 
nition at the time the Senator from Con- 
necticut said “here” in response to his 
name. ° 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the precedents the roll call will be va- 
cated. The Senator from Oklahoma is 
recognized. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Oklahoma yield to me? 

Mr. KERR. I yield to the Senator for 
a question. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I merely wish to 
state that the Senator from Oklahoma is 
absolutely correct. I was standing 
alongside him at the time he addressed 
the Chair, when the Senator from Con- 
necticut was wondering whether it was 
a roll call or a quorum call. The Sena- 
tor is absolutely correct in his statement. 

Mr. KERR. The Senator is eminent- 
ly correct. The Senator from Oklahoma 
wishes to make a few very brief remarks. 

The Senator from Wyoming [Mr, 
O’MAHoNEY] made a very brilliant, com- 
prehensive, and effective presentation of 
his viewpoint, to the effect that title V 
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of the bill as reported by the committee 
should not be agreed to. However, I in- 
vite the attention of Senators to the fact 
that repeatedly in his speech he said that 
the Senate should not adopt title V, be- 
cause the Finance Committee had not 
had time to give due consideration to the 
relief measures which it reported. I 
wish to say that the Finance Committee 
was in session not only for days, not for 
weeks only, but for months. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. KERR. I yield. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I am sure the 
Senator will recall that my statement 
was not that the Finance Committee did 
not devote time to this bill. My state- 
ment has been that the Treasury De- 
partment has not yet completed the 
study upon which it is engaged, to deter- 
mine what the results have been of the 
excess-profits-tax law which was en- 
acted only on the 3d of January last, and 
therefore that the relief provisions re- 
ported by the Finance Committee are 
premature. 

I make no criticism of the committee. 
On the contrary, I think the committee 
has labored very hard with a most com- 
plex problem. But I say that the pres- 
entation of relief measures now, before 
we have had the benefit o1 the Treasury’s 
study, is altogether premature, particu- 
larly when the Senate Finance Commit- 
tee says that these amendments would 
cut the revenue of tlie United States by 
$120,000,000. 

Mr. KERR. I thank the Senator for 
his remarks. In reply, let me say that 
the argument that the Treasury has not 
had time to make its study with refer- 
ence to relief provisions under this bill 
is equally applicable to the fact that the 
Treasury itself did not ask for any in- 
crease in the excess-profits-tax bill. 
The Senate Finance Committee was not 
confronted with a theory, but with a 
fact. The House Lad made drastic in- 
creases and sweeping changes with ref- 
erence to the excess-profits tax. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. KERR. I shall be glad to yield in 
a moment. The action of the House 
differed from that which had been en- 
acted by the Congress in the preceding 
year, and the Senate Finance Committee 
was confronted with the alternative 
either of accepting what the House did 
or merely deleting it, or, on its own— 
which is in accord with both its respon- 
sibility, and its duty, as well as its privi- 
lege—making a study upon which it 
could feel justified in reporting to the 
Senate certain corrective amendments 
and changes which it might feel were 
not only justified, but mandatory, in or- 
der that the tax structure might not be 
punitive, might not be solely for the 
purpose of penalizing, but in order that 
it might be on the basis of that which 
would equitably, justly, and appropri- 
ately bring in as much revenue as pos- 
sible without at the same time destroy- 
ing those who produce it. 

I now yield to the Senator from Wyo- 
ming for a question. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Is not the Senator 
aware that the question before the Sen- 
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ate at the moment does not include the 
action of the Finance Committee in 
striking out what the House did about 
excess profits taxes? 

Mr. KERR. Certainly the Senator 
from Oklahoma is aware of that. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. All questions 
about the House action are irrelevant 
to the pending issue, which is merely 
whether or not the Senate shall approve 
the reduction of $120,000,000 by way of 
relief from the excess-profits tax con- 
tained in title V. 

Mr. KERR. It is not at all irrelevant, 
because the distinguished Senator from 
Wyoming himself, at the beginning of 
his remarks, said that in view of the 
close relationship between the question 
of retaining title V on the one hand, 
and the question of striking the provi- 
sions written by the House—as was done 
by the committee—on the other hand, 
the two subjects should be considered 
together. It was only on the objection 
of the chairman of the committee that 
they were not considered together. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. KERR. I yield for a question. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. The Senator will 
recall, I am sure, that when I rose this 
morning I propounded a parliamentary 
inquiry, introducing it with the state- 
ment that because of my appreciation of 
the deep and arduous labors of the com- 
mittee and of its members I would like 
to expedite action and therefore wanted 
to know whether we could vote en bloc 
upon the two amendments. It was de- 
cided that we should not vote en bloc, 


and that we should confine ourselves to 


title V; and I am sure the Senator will 
recall that thereafter throughout the 
discussion I did confine myself to the 
relief provisions. 

Mr. KERR. The Senator is entirely 
correct; but that does not change the 
conclusion stated by the Senator from 
Oklahoma, that the same argument 
with reference to the lack of ability on 
the part of the Treasury to make the 
study which the Senator from Wyoming 
indicates it desires to make, and needs 
to make before being prepared to do 
that which it wishes to do with refer- 
ence to recommending changes, is ap- 
plicable to the fact that the Treasury 
itself has not sought during this session 
to increase the burden of the excess 
profits tax. It was only when the House 
did so that the Senate Finance Commit- 
tee, in accordance with its responsibility, 
went into the question for months and 
listened to the cases and to the argu- 
ments of those who were adversely af- 
fected and in many cases were faced 
with destruction if relief provisions 
were not formulated and written into 
the bill. On that basis it was done; and 
I certainly hope that the Senate will 
support the recommendation of its com- 
mittee in this regard. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. KERR. I yield. 

Mr. TAFT. Is it not also true that 
under the excess-profits tax of the World 
War there was a general relief provi- 
sion, which we refer to as section 722— 
I think not quite accurately? Under 
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that provision a board was set up to 
consider various cases of hardship 
brought about by the excess-profits tax, 
because it was recognized that we could 
not enact an excess-profits tax without 
many cases of hardship. 

Mr. KERR. The Senator is entirely 
correct. 

Mr. TAFT. Is it not true that it was 
on the request of the Treasury last year 
that we put no such provision in the 
law? The Treasury itself said, “We 
think it ought to be dealt with by stat- 
ute.“ In the last year there were two 
or three general relief provisions. 

The extension of further relief pro- 
visions is in entire accord with the gen- 
eral theory of the Treasury. To a cer- 
tain extent our committee sat as a sec- 
tion 722 board. In other words, since 
it opposed the creation of a separate 
board to consider relief cases, the com- 
mittee had to consider relief cases it- 
self. Therefore, the particular relief 
provisions in the bill are special provi- 
sions recognizing certain definite inequi- 
ties, pointed out to us by clear evidence 
in one case after another, in order to 
afford the same kind of relief which was 
afforded under section 722 in the World 
War Tax Act. 

Mr. KERR. The Senator from Ohio 
is entirely correct. The committee was 
further convinced, on the basis of its own 
deliberations, as well as on the basis of 
the recommendations of the Treasury, 
first, that there was needed a provision 
embodying the principle enunciated in 
section 722, but that it would be far wiser 
to approach it on the basis of definite 
legislation in every instance possible, in- 
stead of again reenacting section 722 
which was written in a previous statute 
and which had been found both by the 
Treasury and the taxpayers to be very 
cumbersome and almost unworkable. 

One of the points to which I should 
like to invite the Senate’s attention is 
the provision in these amendments with 
reference to new business and small 
business. The committee held long hours 
of hearings on the cases of small busi- 
ness and new business which did not 
have an experience during the base pe- 
riod and which would not be benefited 
by it if it did. Much of the language 
which the Senator from Wyoming seeks 
to strike from the bill is that which is 
aimed directly and solely toward bene- 
fiting small business and new business, 
which was not even in operation during 
the base period. 

I repeat, Mr. President, that it would 
be tragic if this title were stricken from 
the bill. 

Mr. GEORGE. The Senator from 
Wyoming has left the Chamber, but I 
am willing to give unanimous consent, 
after only a 10- or 15-minute statement, 
to vote on this particular amendment 
and his amendment to strike out a sub- 
sequent section of the bill. If we can 
have an agreement for a vote on the 
amendment without further debate, I 
shall be very glad to have that done. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I did 
not quite hear the proposal of the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. GEORGE. I said that I would be 
willing to join in a unanimous-consent 
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agreement, if we can get it, to vote upon 
the motion to strike out all of title V, 
and also the motion which the Senator 
from Wyoming said he wished to include 
in it, to disagree to title VI, which deals 
with the base period of 75 percent as 
against 85 percent. I said I would be 
willing to vote on both the proposals if I 
could have 10 or 15 minutes to speak 
on them, or if any other member of the 
committee could have that time to dis- 
cuss them. 

Mr. MILLIKIN, I should like to have 
4 or 5 minutes. 

Mr. GEORGE. I should be glad to 
give the Senator from Colorado the en- 
tire time. If we could get that kind of 
agreement, I should be very glad to 
enter into it. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, if 
I may respond 

Mr. GEORGE. If we could have 15 
minutes to respond to the Senator from 
Wyoming, I should be glad to vote on 
both title V and the subsequent title. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Since I made the 
proposal this morning to vote upon these 
amendments en bloc—and it was reject- 
ed by the Senator—I find that there are 
numerous Members of the Senate who 
feel that different amendment of the 
committee fall into different categories, 
and they would prefer to split title V. 

The Senator from Georgia said that 
one of the amendments effected no re- 
sult at all, and that some Senators may 
wish to offer an amendment toit. Sol 
shall not consent to a unanimous-con- 
sent agreement for such a vote until I 
have had an opportunity to consult other 
Senators who are in general agreement 
with the position which I have taken. 
If the Senator from Georgia will defer 
his request for a little while, perhaps we 
can come to an understanding, but at 
the moment it would be impossible for 
me to agree to such a request. I was 
merely endeavoring to expedite the ac- 
tion of the Senate. 

Mr. GEORGE. I was only saying that 
I would be willing to join in such an 
agreement, if the Senator wished it, I 
am still willing to do so. I do not know 
how long the Senator would want to 
enable him to ascertain whether other 
Senators wished to speak on the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY., Title V comes from 
the committee containing sections 501, 
502, 503, 504, 505, 506, 507, 508, 509, 510, 
511, 512, 513, 514, 515, 516, 517, 519, 520, 
and also 521, which is merely the effec- 
tive date section. The committee recom- 
mends section 518, which is an amend- 
ment to provide for the consolidation of 
newspapers. The Senator from Georgia 
has said that that section really accom- 
plishes nothing. I should be very glad 
indeed to have section 518 presented now 
for a vote. 

Mr. GEORGE. The Senator's motion 
to strike out the whole of title V is what 
I had reference to. I am willing to vote 
on that. I only ask for about 10 or 15 
minutes to reply to the Senator from 
Wyoming. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I believe the Sen- 
ator from Georgia misstates the parlia- 
mentary situation, The Senator from 
Wyoming has made no motion. Under 
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the agreement which, on the request of 
the Senator from Georgia, was entered 
when the bill was first taken up for con- 
sideration it was provided that the com- 
mittee amendments should be agreed to 
en bloc, with the proviso that upon the 
request of any Senator any amendment 
could be considered de novo. That par- 
liamentary status was clearly indicated 
this morning. I shall be completely 
frank with the Senator from Georgia. 
Since the conclusion of the argument 
some Members of the Senate have stated 
to me that they would like to support 
some of the committee amendments and 
oppsse other committee amendments. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
UNDERWOOD in the chair). Does the Sen- 
ator from Georgia yield for that pur- 
pose? 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the Sen- 
ator from Georgia yield to permit me to 
propound a parliamentary inquiry? 

Mr, GEORGE. I yield, so far as Iam 
concerned. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from South Dakota will state 
the parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. CASE. Has not an order already 
been entered for a yea-and-nay vote on 
a certain amendment or motion; and if 
so, what is the amendment or motion? 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, my in- 
formation is that that occurred while I 
left the Chamber for lunch. 

I wish to speak for not more than 10 
or 15 minutes. If what the Senator 
from South Dakota has suggested is true, 
of course the amendment cannot be al- 
tered or changed, under the rule. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The or- 
dering of the yeas and nays on an 
amendment does not preclude—— 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Chair speak a little louder, please? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is informed by the Parliamen- 


tarian that the ordering of the yeas and 


nays on an amendment does not pre- 
clude the offering of a perfecting amend- 
ment to it, which would take precedence 
over the original amendment and over 
the order for the call of the yeas and 
nays. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I am 
not offering a perfecting amendment. I 
am accepting the amendment as offered; 
and the yeas and nays have been ordered 
on it, as I understand. I would simply 
like to have a short time in which to 
argue and debate it. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
have not submitted an amendment. The 
only amendmerits before this body 
now are the amendments reported by 
the Finance Committee; and under the 
agreement -entered on request of the 
chairman of the Finance Committee, 
which he presented to the Senate in his 
own words, those amendments were 
adopted en bloc on the day the Senator 
from Georgia made his statement on the 
bill, and then they were open—in his 
own words—to being considered de novo 
upon the request of any Senator. 

The parliamentary ruling of the Chair 
now is, I think, entirely correct, namely, 
that a perfecting amendment is in order 
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at any time. If the Senator from 
Georgia wants me to offer a perfecting 
amendment, I shall offer an amend- 
ment, but not at the moment. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Wyoming yield for a ques- 
tion? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I ask the Senator 
to wait a moment, please. 

Under the parliamentary ruling of the 
Chair, it would be possible for me to 
offer a perfecting amendment to the 
committee amendment, by striking out 
section 518, and I shall be prepared to 
do so if I cannot arrive at an under- 
standing with the Members of the Sen- 
ate, so that we may proceed in an or- 
derly manner. 

My attempt all during today has been 
to conserve the time of the Senate, and 
particularly the time of the members of 
the committee. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Wyoming yield for a ques- 
tion? 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, the 
motion by the distinguished Senator 
from Wyoming was to strike out all of 
title V. I am offering no amendment; 
I merely wish to be heard on that mo- 
tion. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
offered no such motion. I requested the 
Senate to reject the amendment of the 


‘committee. 


Mr. President, I move a perfecting 
amendment: to strike out the 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Wyoming yield for a ques- 
tion? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER ` (Mr. 
Moopy in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Wyoming yield to the Senator from 
Oklahoma? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Yes, I yield. 

Mr. KERP. Did the Senator from 
Wyoming request the yeas and nays a 
few moments ago? 

Mr. OMAHONET. Yes. 

Mr. KERR. On what question did the 
Senator request the yeas and nays? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. On the question 
of rejecting the entire committee amend- 
ment. 

Mr, KERR. On the question of re- 
jecting title V? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Exactly. 

Mr. KERR. That is the way I under- 
stood it. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Yes; and the 
Chair has just ruled that title V is open 
to perfecting amendments. 

Mr, GECRGE. Mr. President, I may 
say to the distinguished Senator from 
Wyoming that I do not want to sponsor 
a bill which he will perfect. I have not 
asked him to perfect it. His purpose 
is not to perfect; it is to scuttle. 

Mr. OMAHONEN. Oh, Mr. 
dent. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I have 
the floor. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Very well. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, the mo- 
tion of the Senator from Wyoming is of 
course entirely out of order. The mo- 
tion was to strike out the whole title V. 
I suggested specific amendments. The 
Senator from Wyoming insisted on the 
motion to strike out all of title V. Under 


Presi- 
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the ruling of the Chair, that motion was 
presented, and it has been under debate, 
On that motion a yea-and-nay vote has 
been ordered. Now the distinguished 
Senator from Wyoming, who made the 
motion, himself wishes to submit a per- 
fecting amendment. Perfecting what, 
Mr. President? Perfecting what has al- 
ready béen moved to be stricken out en- 
tirely. - 

Mr. President, I am quite sure the 
Chair cannot rule upon that except by 
merely saying tkat the motion of the 
Senator from Wyoming is now out of 
order. 

It might be true that if I wished to sub- 
mit a perfecting amendment or if some 
other Senator wished to submit a per- 
fecting amendment before the final vote 
was taken, we might do so. However, I 
i no perfecting amendment to sub- 

I have not said that the section re- 
ferred to by the Senator from Wyoming 
is entirely useless. I have said that in 
my opinion it did no more than what is 
already done under general law in con- 
nection with the consolidation of the 
mechanical facilities of printing two 
newspapers in a given State. However, 
I wish to speak on this whole question. 

I have suggested that if the Senator 
wished to incorporate in his motion a 
motion to disagree to what the Senate 
did on the excess-profits tax with re- 
spect to the average earnings base, I 
would be willing to have the vote taken 
upon both issues. 

I have no desire to stay here all the 
year and discuss this matter, but there 
seems to be a desire upon the part of 
some Senators and there seems to be a 
wish upon the part of some Senators to 
prolong the debate and to stay here in- 
terminably. 

Of course, Mr. President, I know the 
Senate will not strike all of title V from 
this bill, because the very first section 
of title V is the section which under- 
takes to give relief to all the small, newly 
formed corporations in the United States, 
many of which were organized by men 
who fought in World War II, and who 
returned to the United States and es- 
tablished businesses after the beginning 
of the base period fixed in the bill, and 
who now find that they will be crucified 
by the excess-profits tax unless they can 
obtain some relief. They sent repre- 
sentatives to Washington to testify. 
Personally, I was not able to stay during 
the entire hearings on the bill; but my 
colleagues on the committee, the other 
members of the committee, were kind 
enough to hear those young men. 

There are contained in title V at least 
three provisions which will be helpful 
to them. Those provisions will not ex- 
cuse them entirely, but will be helpful 
to them. Now, the Senator from Wyo- 
ming wishes to strike all of those pro- 
visions from this bill. 

I know the Senate will not doso. That 
is the first provision the Senator from 
Wyoming wishes to have stricken out, 
without any fair consideration of what 
we were undertaking to do. I know 


very well the Senate will not vote to 


strike it out. 
Upon what ground does the Senator 
from Wyoming propose that it be 
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stricken out? He proposes that it be 
stricken out on the ground that all cor- 
porations might save a little money if 
these provisions were included. Mr. 
President, when we undertook to con- 
sider an excess-profits-tax bill, and 
when we passed it, we said positively 
that we would be obliged to remit, to a 
subsequent date, certain relief provisions, 
such as that coming under section 722 
of the World War II Act. What did we 
do? We said, “We will levy the tax from 
July 1, 1950; we will apply it from July 1, 
1950,” although we did not pass it until 
the very end of December 1950. We 
also said, “But we will expect to give 
suitable relief to just cases when facts 
which justify relief in connection with 
them are presented to us.” Now the 
distinguished Senator from Wyoming is 
saying that the Treasury has not re- 
ported, the Treasury has not submitted 
its recommendations. 

Mr. President, there will be many cas- 
ualties across the Nation, from the At- 
lantic to the Pacific, if we do not give 
the relief now. I myself am unwilling 
to see these casualties occur, when we 
know the facts, when we have learned 
them, although the taxpayers have made 
no returns to the Treasury, and although 
the Treasury has not had time to submit 
a report. 

Mr. President, all the provisions of 
title V were carefully considered by the 
full committee. Regarding some of 
them there may have been a dissenting 
vote or two, but generally speaking the 
committee agreed upon the relief pro- 
visions. These we could agree to with- 
out awaiting the day when the carcass 
of American enterprise would be whiten- 
ing and bleaching on the plains of in- 
solvency, before the Treasury could 
make up its mind to make a report. The 
Treasury does not make the policies of 
the Government, even when it comes to 
taxes, though we are glad to have its 
recommendations. 

Mr. President, that leads me to a dis- 
cussion of the analysis which was of- 
fered by the distinguished Senator from 
Wyoming in his original address to the 
Senate. I hope I shall not be too severe; 
I probably shall be severe enough. In 
his analysis the Senator quoted an offi- 
cial of the Treasury Department, not a 
policy-making official, but one whose 
views were presented, as the RECORD will 
show, as the policy of this Department 
of Government. I say this with some 
reluctance, because I have no disposi- 
tion to be unduly critical of the gentle- 
man who furnished information, after 
he was perhaps advised to give informa- 
tion, but I mention the’matter because of 
the facts disclosed by this gentleman’s 
statement. I refer to the statement 
made by a gentleman whom the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Wyoming men- 
tioned with respect to the excess-profits- 
tax amendments contained in the com- 
mittee bill. The Senator appeared to 
rest his case on the letter from Mr. 
Thomas J. Lynch, general counsel of 
the Treasury Department, which he in- 
serted in the Recorp, along with certain 
additional material which was attached 
to Mr. Lynch’s letter. 

The material attached to Mr. Lynch’s 
letter contains what purports to be a de- 
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scription of 8 of the 21 excess-profits-tax 
amendments reported by your commit- 
tee. Only 8 of them are condemned 
under the critical eye of Mr. Lynch, yet 
the distinguished Senator from Wyo- 
ming, who, along with some of his other 
very able colleagues, has given long 
study to these proposals, is proposing to 
strike out all 21 of the amendments, 
although Mr. Lynch himself was critical 
of only 8. There was no explanation 
as to why only 8 of the amendments 
were selected to be described by Mr. 
Lynch and to be by him condemned, 
The descriptions appear to be clearly 
slanted in an effort to cast doubt upon 
the merits of the provisions. While the 
descriptions avoid giving the reasons 
why your committee recommended the 
amendments, they do not entirely avoid 
comments on the amendments where 
comments can be made in such a man- 
ner as to cast an unfavorable light on 
your committee’s actions. I do not stop 
to commend that as a praiseworthy at- 
titude upon the part of a public official 
of this Government; I let it speak for 
itself. N 

First, Mr. President, let us take up the 
provisions relating to radio and tele- 
vision broadcasting. The Senate has 
heard about that this morning. It is an 
indisputable fact that the companies 
which pioneered in television broad- 
casting during the years 1946 through 
1949 suffered heavy losses in these tele- 
vision broadcasting activities. The fact 
that these losses would be suffered was 
clearly envisioned by these companies, 
but they had courage and foresight to 
see that television broadcasting would 
eventually become a profitable business. 
Now that television broadcasting has be- 
come profitable, however, these compa- 
nies find that they not only have no 
normal earnings credit to apply against 
their television income for excess-profits- 
tax purposes, but even their normal base 
period income from radio broadcasting 
and the other businesses in which they 
engaged during the base period has been 
reduced below the normal level by the 
base period television broadcasting 
losses. That is the simple story. 

This problem confronted your com- 
mittee with an obvious and compelling 
need for amendment of the excess-profits 
tax. The description attached to Mr. 
Lynch’s letter does not even recognize 
the existence of this problem. Instead 
it confines itself to describing the meth- 
od which your committee worked out in 
giving television broadcasters an equi- 
table base period earnings credit. And 
the description of your committee’s 
amendment dealing with this problem 
is inaccurate. The description states 
that where companies engaged in radio 
and television broadcasting also derive 
part of their income from some other 
business, the corporation is permitted to 
substitute a rate of return on its broad- 
casting assets equivalent to that realized 
in the other business during the base 
period. In fact, your committee’s 
amendment does not permit any cor- 
poration to base its television broad- 
casting credit on a rate of return de- 
termined by any business other than 
the radio and television business. Under 
your committee’s amendment, a com- 
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pany engaged in some other business 
would determine its earnings credit for 
that portion of the business under the 
general average method and, keeping 
the other business completely separate, 
would determine a rate of return only 
on its radio broadcasting business, ap- 
plying this ratio rate of return to its 
radio and television assets. I submit, 
Mr. President, that this is a fair rule. 

The description in Mr. Lynch’s letter 

of section 516 of your committee's bill 
does not give any indication of the rea- 
son for that section, except to the extent 
that the reason can be inferred from the 
title of the section, which is, “Transition 
From War Production and Increase in 
Peacetime Capacity.” In fact, your com- 
mittee was confronted with the prob- 
lem of companies which completely dis- 
rupted their pattern of peacetime pro- 
duction in order to devote their re- 
sources entirely to war-time products 
during World War II. After the war 
was over, the problem of reconverting to 
civilian products and rebuilding markets 
in the civilian economy, combined with 
the fact of a tremendous increase in 
productive capacity which was not re- 
flected in the income of the early base- 
period years, made the 4-year period of 
1946 through 1949 an unfair basis upon 
which to compute a normal earnings 
credit. Consequently, the committee 
worked out a series of extremely re- 
strictive eligibility requirements under 
which such a company could qualify for 
one of the benefits of the growth alter- 
native in computing its normal earnings 
credit. 
The material attached by Mr. Lynch's 
letter contains a description of the 
amendment under which a company is 
permitted to substitute its industry rate 
of return for that of a year where earn- 
ings were less than 35 percent of the 
average of its two best base-period years. 
Although this description is liberally in- 
terspersed with comments on the pend- 
ing amendment, there is no explanation 
of the reason why the committee took its 
action. 

I think it is important to point out 
that, under the present excess-profits 
tax, a corporation may substitute a figure 
based in its industry rate of return for 
its third best year, if it can convince 
the Bureau of Internal Revenue that the 
earnings for that year were depressed 
because of abnormalities. This sub- 
stitution is permitted even though the 
actual earnings in that year may have 
been much greater than 35 percent of 
the average of the two best base-period 
years, and, unlike the committee’s 
amendment, the figure based on the in- 
dustry rate of return may be substituted 
under the present law even though it is 
larger than the actual earnings in the 
other years. In other words, the pro- 
vision in the committee’s bill is more 
restrictive than the provisions in the 
present excess-profits-tax law. The 
committee amendment is based on the 
very logical assumption that where earn- 
ings are less than 35 percent of normal 
the taxpayer has obviously suffered an 
abnormality and should not be required 
to convince the Bureau of Internal Reve- 
nue that this is so. 
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The material attached to Mr. Lynch’s 
letter also describes section 503 of the 
committee’s bill which permits a fiscal 
year taxpayer to elect to compute his 
average earnings credit on the basis of 
his earnings during 48 months ending 
with March 31, 1950. This is a reason- 
able provision in view of the fact that 
fiscal year taxpayers whose fiscal years 
end on March 31, 1950, are already en- 
titled, under the present excess-profits- 
tax law, to use this same 48-month 
reriod. 

With respect to section 508 of the com- 
mittee's bill, the material attached to Mr. 
Lynch's letter merely states that it per- 
mits tax-exempt bonds held by dealers 
to be included in invested capital for the 
purpose of computing the excess-profits 
credit. The description does not state 
that municipal-bond dealers who elect to 
take this treatment are required to in- 
clude the interest from these tax-exempt 
bonds in computing their exces-profits 
net income. Nor does the description 
point out that most of the income of 
these dealers with respect to their tax. 
exempt bonds is derived from the sale of 
the bonds, and that this income from the 
sale of the bonds is already subject to 
excess-profits tax. In other words, the 
committee’s amendment is designed to 
correct the situation in which municipal 
bond dealers were required to pay excess- 
profits tax on their profits from sale of 
their ordinary inventories while they 
were not permitted to treat the amount 
invested in these inventories as a part 
of their invested capital. 

The material in Mr. Lynch’s letter also 
contains a very brief description of sec- 
tion 517 of your committee’s bill which 


was designed to establish a normal earn- ` 


ings record for a year in which the tax- 
payer suffered a catastrophe from a fire, 
storm, explosion, or other similar cas- 
ualty. The provision merely permits 
such a taxpayer to assume that his earn- 
ings during the year of the catastrophe 
would have been the same as his earn- 
ings in his earlier base-period years if 
the catastrophe had not occurred. This 
amendment permits only a very moder- 
ate adjustment to take care of these ex- 
treme cases. The committee deliberately 
decided not to permit relief in these 
cases through a reconstruction based on 
speculation as to the level which earn- 
ings might have attained if the catas- 
trophe had not occurred. In this con- 
nection, I should like to answer the al- 
legation of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. Humpurey] that this provision was 
proposed to provide relief for the Mon- 
santo Chemical Co. A representative of 
this company did appear in the hearings, 
but he asked for relief in the form of a 
reconstruction of what the earnings on 
a corporation would have been if the 
catastrophe had not occurred. As I 
stated before, the committee decided 
that relief of this sort would be unde- 
sirable, and the automatic relief provi- 
sion which the committee adopted will 
not even cover the case of the Monsanto 
Chemical Co., because that company’s 
earnings during the year of the catas- 
trophe were greater than its earnings 
during its previous base-period year, 


12041 


The material in Mr. Lynch's letter con- 
tains a cryptic reference to section 511 of 
the committee's bill, stating that it makes 
available a relief provision of the present 
law to certain companies whose changes 
in products did not take place prior to 
the end of the base period, as required 
under present law. In fact, what section 
511 of the bill does is to provide that 
where a company had definitely con- 
tracted during the base period to pro- 
duce a new product and had actually 
commenced construction of a plant for 
the production of the new product before 
June 30, 1950, such a taxpayer would be 
entitled to treat the new product as hav- 
ing been commenced during the base 
period. That is all the committee 
amendment does. Your committee’s 
amendment does not relax the require- 
ment in the present law that the new 
product must be produced in sufficient 
quantities within 3 years after the close 
of the base period to account for 40 per- 
cent of the taxpayer’s gross income or 33 
percent of the taxpayer's net income. 

The material attached to Mr. Lynch’s 
letter devotes one paragraph to a de- 
scription of the extremely complex pro- 
visions of section 520 of your commit- 
tee’s bill, which permits a purchasing 
corporation to use the base period earn- 
ings experience of a selling corporation 
or partnership where substantially all 
the assets of a business operated by the 
seller are acquired by the purchaser. 
Mr. Lynch’s description fails to note that 
this provision is limited to purchases 
which occurred before December 1, 
1950—it is difficult to see how an oOfficial’s 
vision would be so restricted that he 
could not see the pertinent facts of the 
amendment—and that it is limited to 
cases where a selling corporation or 
partnership was completely liquidated 
so that there is no possibility of a dupli- 
cation of earnings credits based on the 
earnings experience of the seller. Mr. 
Lynch's description is devoted largely to 
one provision in section 520 which per- 
mits the purchasing company to use the 
earnings experience of the selling com- 
pany where it purchased all the assets 
of the selling company and holds a 
franchise which is substantially identi- 
cal to the franchise which was held by 
the selling company. From the atten- 
tion devoted by Mr. Lynch to this rel- 
atively minor provision of section 520, I 
would infer that he feels there is some- 
thing wrong with it. Your committee 
considered this provision very carefully 
and we reached the obvious conclusion 
that where a purchasing company is us- 
ing the same assets which were used by 
the selling company and is operating 
under an identical franchise, the norma] 
earnings of the new purchasing company 
can be determined by reference to the 
earnings of the seller who was using the 
same assets and the same franchise. 

I do not know whether or not it is 
possible to infer, from the fact that Mr. 
Lynch has written a rather unflattering 
description of eight of your committee’s 
21 excess-profits tax amendments, that 
he is in favor of the remaining 13. In 
any event, I do not believe it wise to make 
tax policy depend upon Mr. Lynch's 
judgment or any one else connected with 
the Treasury Department. 
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In conclusion I would again like to 
emphasize that if this host of amend- 
ments which have been presented on this 
tax bill were to be accepted, it would 
represent a vote of no confidence in your 
Finance Committee which has consid- 
ered practically all of these various pro- 
posals at length during its extended pub- 
lic hearings and executive sessions. Mr. 
President, there has never been a suc- 
cessful tax bill written on the floor of the 
Senate, and I do not anticipate that 
there ever will. Tax questions are far 
too intricate for such casual considera- 
tion. 

Mr. President, just a word regarding 
what the distinguished Senator from 
Wyoming had to say—and I have great 
admiration for him, although I do not 
think he has not studied the question of 
inflation as thoroughly as he should have 
studied it. Certainly I think I would 
agree with the distinguished Senator 
from Wyoming about the danger of in- 
flation; but I wholly disagree with him 
about his remedy for inflation. His 
remedy is more and more taxes out of 
the pockets of the American people. 
That is not the remedy, Mr. President, 
at all. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Pastore in the chair). Does the Sena- 
tor from Georgia yield to the Senator 
from Wyoming? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I am sure the 
Senator from Georgia must have heard 
me say that that is only a part of the 
remedy. 

Mr. GEORGE. Yes. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I am not of the 
belief that taxes alone can solve the 
problem of inflation. 

Mr. GEORGE. I got that impression, 
although I do think the Senator made 
the statement which he said he made; 
and I do not question it if he says he 
made it. But, Mr. President, the whole 
emphasis by this administration has 
been upon more and more taxes out of 
the pockets of the taxpayers. I do not 
hesitate to say it; and I regret it very 
much. But I am obliged to say it to 
the American people, although I be- 
lieve they know it. 

Moreover, the American people know 
very well that it does not make any dif- 
ference how high taxes are raised if 
more is going to be spent than is raised 
by taxes. There will still be a deficit, 
with whatever evil effects come there- 
from. 

I have been among those—I hope not 
an extremist—but among those who 
have sought to reduce Federal spending. 
I assert now, and I believe the American 
people know it to be true, that we never 
will solve the problem of inflation by 
taxation alone. Indeed, Mr. President, 
the one certain thing that must be done 
is to reduce Federal spending. That is 
the indisputable prerequisite for any 
solution of this problem. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. Will the Senator par- 
don me until I finish this point? 

Mr. MALONE. Yes. 
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Mr. GEORGE. But, Mr. President, I 
must now do something I would rather 
not do. Your committee has faced real- 
ity in its fight to get some revenue, and 
not merely to propose theories. 

The President on the very morning 
when this tax bill was taken up, sent to 
the Senate a most significant letter. I 
call attention to a part of it: 

Although the Congress has not yet com- 
pleted action on all appropriation bills, it is 
already apparent that the costs associated 
with the defense program— 


Please note the words— 
associated with the defense program will ex- 
ceed our expectations at the time the budget 
was prepared for the fiscal year ending June 
80, 1952. 


That statement is factually true. 
There is no doubt about the truthfulness 
of the statement. 

Further, the President said: 


Only last week— 


Now week before last— 
the Senate raised total appropriations for 
the military functions of the Defense De- 
partment by nearly $2,000,000,000 over the 
budget requests. 


Who had charge of that bill on the 
floor of the Senate? The distin- 
guished Senator from Wyoming IMr. 
O’Manoney] had charge of that bill on 
this floor. 

I repeat the President's statement: 

Only last week, the Senate raised total 
appropriations for the military functions of 
the Defense Department by nearly $2,000,- 
000,000 over the budget requests. Since the 
beginning of this fiscal year, the Govern- 
ment’s receipts have not kept pace with ex- 
penditures. Without new revenue legisla- 
tion, the deficit for the year will be in the 
neighborhood of $10,000,000,000. 


That is the President’s statement; and 
on the basis of appropriations the state- 
ment is correct. But what I am now 
going to say I am saying to the Ameri- 
can people, and I stand back of my dec- 
laration. If there had been the faintest 
bugle call from the other end of Penn- 
Sylvania Avenue for a reduction in that 
expenditure the Congress would have 
responded. Was there a bugle blast 
from the President warning us that we 
were going beyond his own budget rec- 
ommendations? Not one single sound. 
On the contrary, the other end of Penn- 
Sylvania Avenue was as silent as death, 
and the distinguished Senator who was 
in charge of that bill on this floor now 
tells us about the frightful consequences 
of inflation, of spending more than we 
are raising, and asks us to take the 
money out of the pockets of the tax- 
payer. 

Mr. President, not only does he ask us 
to take the money out of the taxpayer, 
but a distinguished Senator who inter- 
rupted him to cast his weight into this 
battle said, as I understood him—and 
I would not want to misunderstand 
him—“We must raise more money out 
of the taxpayers to stop inflation.” 

Go back home and ask the poor man 
who is earning two, three, or four thou- 
sand dollars a year under present pre- 
vailing high prices how much he is add- 
ing to inflation. How much do we want 
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to take out of his pocket to stop infla- 
tion? He is not adding to inflation. Go 
and ask the teachers, the policemen; go 
and ask the merchants in the small 
towns; ask anyone who is working for a 
very moderate salary, “How much have 
you got that you are using to push up the 
inflationary spiral?” and see what sort of 
answer is made. Such a worker will say 
frankly that he does not need any Gov- 
ernment nor any agency of Government 
to tell him that he must be taxed more 
in order to keep him from destroying 
himself through inflation. 

Mr. President, I was amazed when I 
read, in the report entitled National 
Defense and the Economic Outlook,” is- 
sued in August 1951, just a few days ago, 
about the remedy for this dreadful in- 
flation, which can be cured only by taxes 
taken from the pockets of American tax- 
payers. I read from the report on page 2; 

The pending House-passed tax bill— 


They have demolished the House bill.“ 
Now they are after this one, and they 
want to write one of their own. 

The pending House-passed tax bill, rais- 
ing about $7,000,000,000 in a full year and 
collecting about $5,000,000,000 in 1952, would 
fall short of producing the revenue required 
to close the inflationary gap and to balance 
the administrative budget. The additional 
revenue for maximum anti-inflationary effect 
should be derived largely from groups in 
the $3,000 to $10,000 income brackets. 


There is the remedy of the adminis- 
tration, I assume. It is certainly the 
remedy proposed by the proponents of 
this particular proposal and various 
others which are coupled with it. 

How are we going to stop inflation? 
Are we going to stop inflation by taking 
more money from the little fellow who 
earns between $3,000 and $10,000? . Face 
him, if you please—north, east, south, or 
west—and he will say very frankly, “You 
have not enough sense to run my busi- 
ness.” He knows that he cannot pay 
more taxes. What little he has is not 
causing inflation. What is causing in- 
flation is the disposition of the adminis- 
tration to spend more than the Ameri- 
can people ought to be called upon to 
bear as taxes. Unless we face that issue, 
we shall never come out of this thing. 
Since the Korean war, since the first 
shot fired across the thirty-eighth paral- 
lel faded away, the committee has rec- 
ommended and the Congress has yoted— 
before this tax bill—measures which 
took more than $10,000,000,000 out of the 
pockets of the American taxpayers, 
much of it from the little fellow with a 
$3,000 income. Including those in this 
bill, the taxes proposed by the committee 
and voted by Congress since the first 
shot was fired in Korea will run easily to 
$16,000,000,000 or $17,000,000,000. Yet 
that does not satisfy them. They want 
more. Thecry is “More. More. More.” 
Why? Do I need to answer? 

I should like to read a letter from a 
gentleman who has the respect and con- 
fidence, I believe, of most Members of 
this body. I am referring to Bernard M. 
Baruch, who has certainly reached that 
advanced age in life where he has no dis- 
position to mislead his fellow country- 
men. Omitting the salutation: 

As you say, the increased taxation since 
Korea would bring in about $17,000,000,000. 
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If you add to tl. at $6,000,000,000, which Sena- 
tor ByrD thinks it is possible to cut down on 
nondefense items, you will have $23,000,000,- 
000. This is an important step in the fight 
against inflation. But just as important— 
and it ought to be simultaneous—we can 
also halt inflation by controlling prices of 
everything, including wages. 


That is not my language, Mr. Presi- 
dent. 


We can also halt inflation by controlling 
prices of everything— 


Not only on the milk of the coconut— 
including wages. 


I continue to read from the letter: 


If you estimate the increased Cost of gov- 
ernment since Korea at 25 percent, on a 
budget of about $55,000,000,000, inflation has 
cost us $11,000,000,000. At 3344 percent, the 
increased cost amounts to $14,000,000,000. I 
think that the increased cost of the things 
and services to the Government averages 
close to 3344 percent. 

This vast sum could have been saved by 
putting into effect what the experience of 
two wars taught us to be necessary; when 
Government steps in and takes men, money, 
and materials out of the economy in such 
large amounts as it has been doing, it must 
protect both itself and the public by impos- 
ing controls, both direct and so-called indi- 
rect. If this had been done at the time of 
the Korean incident, there would have been 
a saving to the Government of between $11,- 
000,000,000 and 814,000,000, 0. The Govern- 
ment has, however, done nothing except to 
thunder in the index. The price ceiling and 
other controls which should have been put 
into immediate effect would have held the 
line until your committee had put forward 
its tax program and the Federal Reserve 
Board program of credit controls, and the 
priority regulations commenced to be effec- 
tive. ? 

Every increase in taxes— 


Please note— 

Every increase in taxes, labor, and costs 
will be followed immediately by an increase 
in price, because the producer will not bear 
the burden alone and indeed he will add a 
little extra to be certain. 

What I wish to emphasize is how unfortu- 
nate it was that the other controls of infia- 
tion, besides taxation, were not put into 
effect and indeed none of them has been 
put in yet. The law of supply and demand 
which ordinarily governs prices requires time 
in which to operate. In the present circum- 
stances there is no time, and controls are 
imperative if we are to avoid threatened 
chaos. 


Not more taxes out of the pockets of 
the little $3,000-a-year man, as the dis- 
tinguished Committee on Economic Con- 
trol recommends. Perhaps I should not 
add the last paragraph, but I have his 
express consent to do so, and I therefore 
use it. I know how he feels about it, 
and I know how we all feel about it. 

I am awaiting with some anxiety the re- 
sults of the Government’s efforts to induce 
the people to put their savings into bonds 
when at the same time it is lessening the 
purchasing power of those savings. 


Mr. President, what are we asked to 
do? Including the taxes provided by 
this bill, we will have taken since Korea 
at least $17,000,000,000 out of the 
pockets of the American taxpayer. Yet 
“the cry is for more and more and more 
taxes. 
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As for myself, I am willing to do what- 
ever should be done for my country, but 
I am bound to say now, and I stand 
back of it, that this administration has 
had but a mild will, at best, to control 
prices and wages. Control of both is 
absolutely indispensable if we are to 
avoid inflation, when the Government 
is proposing to take so many men, so 
much money, and so much material out 
of our economy. There is no other 
answer; there cannot be any other 
answer. ‘ 

Mr. President, I confess to some dis- 
couragement and to some frustration 
when the President of the United States 
sends a letter to the Senate in which he 
says that the Defense Department was 
only last week given $2,000,000,000 more 


than his budget request, when a single 


blast upon his horn would have stopped 
it 


Did you hear it, Mr. President? Did 
the American people hear it? All we 
hear is that the little people are push- 
ing up prices and that they are bringing 
about inflation. The cry is for more 
taxes, more taxes, more taxes. 

Here the immediate proposal is, not 
that the relief provisions—some 20 of 
them—are inherently unfair or unjust or 
improper, but that the corporations can 
afford to pay that much more, rather 
than to see the Treasury suffer a loss of 
approximately $100,000,000 or $120,000,- 
000 next year. In other words, we are 
not to do justice, after we, under pres- 
sure, passed an excess-profits tax bill 
going back to July 1, 1950. Now it is pro- 
posed that we give justice back to 1950 
only in a few of the cases which we did 
not have time to canvass and did not have 
time to consider. 

Mr. President, if any one of these pro- 
proposals is essentially unjust, unfair, or 
inequitable, the committee would be glad 
to correct it. However, that is not the 
case. The plea is that, Lou are about to 
lose $120,000,000, although you made the 
excess-profits tax”—which was not ac- 
tually the law until January 3, 1951— 
“retroactive to July 1, 1950; you are 
about to do this horrible thing.” 

Mr. President, even if it be assumed 
that this tax bill will raise no more than 
$5,500,000,000, I wish to close with this 
statement: The total take“ from the 
American people would exceed the high- 
est amount collected during World War 
II by more than $21,500,000,000. Yet the 
cry is for more and more taxes, as if that 
were the only answer to inflation. Mr. 
President, that is not the answer to in- 
flation, in the face of a Congress which 
has raised and, with this bill, proposes to 
raise some $17,000,000,000 or perhaps 
$18,000,000,000, depending upon the level 
of production since the war in Korea 
started. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Snader, its assistant 
reading clerk, announced that the House 
had insisted upon its amendments to the 
bill (S. 355) to adjust the salaries of 
postmasters, supervisors, and employees 
in the field service of the Post Office De- 
partment, disagreed to by the Senate; 
agreed to the conference asked by the 
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Senate on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon, and that Mr. Mur- 
RAY of Tennessee, Mr. Morrison, Mr. 
Davis of Georgia, Mr. HAGEN, and Mr. 
Rees of Kansas were appointed managers 
on the part of the House at the confer- 
ence. 

The message also announced that the 
House had insisted upon its amendment 
to the bill (S. 622) to increase the basic 
rates of compensation of certain officers 
and employees of the Federal Govern- 
ment, and for other purposes, disagreed 
to by the Senate; agreed to the confer- 
ence asked by the Senate on the disagree- 
ing votes of the two Houses thereon, and 
that Mr. Morray of Tennessee, Mr. Davis 
of Georgia, Mr. WHITAKER, Mr. Rees of 
Kansas and Mrs. Sr. GEORGE were ap- 
pointed managers on the part of the 
House at the conference. 

The message further announced that 
the House had insisted upon its amend- 
ment to the bill (S. 1046) to readjust 
postal rates, disagreed to by the Senate: 
agreed to the conference asked by the 
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon, and that Mr. Mur- 
RAY of Tennessee, Mr. RHODES, Mr. BURN- 
SIDE, Mr. REEs of Kansas, and Mr. Cor- 
BETT were appointed managers on the 
part of the House at the conference. 


REVENUE ACT OF 1951 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 4473) to provide reve- 
nue, and for other purposes. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, the 
issue before the Senate now is the com- 
mittee amendment and the several 
amendments which constitute title V of 
the bill. They deal with excess-profits 
tax relief. 

Nothing that I have said has any bear- 
ing upon the very eloquent, forceful, and 
quite sincere argument made by the 
Senator from Georgia. 

We are living in a day of heavy taxa- 
tion. I hold in my hand the report of 
the Finance Committee, on page 3 of 
which is the statement of the committee 
with respect to changes in individual in- 
come taxes. I read the following from 
the report: 

Your committee’s bill, in a new rate sched- 
ule, provides the lower of the following two 
increases: An 1l-percent increase in present 
tax rates, or an 8-percent additional tax based 
on the surtax net income remaining after 
the deduction of present taxes. 


That is the first sentence of the report 
on page 3, under the heading “III. 
Changes in the individual income tax.” 
It is a plain and direct statement that the 
Finance Committee has reported to the 
Senate an increase in individual income- 
tax rates. The committee would not have 
done that if it had not been convinced 
that the increased revenue was necessary. 

So the splendid argument made by the 
Senator from Georgia in regard to the 
general provisions of the bill clearly is 
without point, so far as the excess-profits 
tax changes included in the bill are 
concerned. 

In order that there may be no doubt 
about the parliamentary situation and 
issue, Mr. President, I wish to read from 
pages 11603-11604 of the CONGRESSIONAL 
Recorp of September 19, 1951, at which 
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time the Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
GEORGE], chairman of the Finance Com- 
mittee, was speaking: 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, the committee 
bill provides that where land is sold together 
with the unharvested crop or fruit upon such 
land, the gain resulting from such sale shall 
be treated as a capital gain. 


Then he proceeded with a few other 
remarks; and then he said: 


The other provisions of the bill are fully ex- 
plained and set forth in the report. 


Then follows this statement: 

Mr. President, I should like to submit a 
unanimous-consent request, as follows: 

“Ordered, by unanimous consent, that the 
committee amendments to the pending bill 
H. R. 4473, the Revenue Act of 1951, be agreed 
to en bloc: Provided, however, That such ac- 
tion with respect to any specific amendment 
shall, upon the request of a Senator, be 
deemed to be rescinded, and the considera- 
tion of such amendment shall then be pro- 
ceeded with in accordance with the rules of 
the Senate.” 


That is the unanimous-consent order 
under which we are operating. It means 
that at the request of the Senator from 
Georgia, the action of this body in ap- 
proving all the committee amendments 
may be rescinded at the request of a 
single Senator. 

Mr. President, I requested action, 
under that unanimous-consent agree- 
ment, with respect to title V of the bill. 

So the parliamentary situation in 
which we now find ourselves is that the 
action of the Senate in approving title V 
has been rescinded; and that title, with 
all its various amendments, is now be- 
fore the Senate for consideration. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Colorado. 


Mr. . Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state the inquiry. 


Mr. MILLIKIN. Can the issue, in 
terms of votes, be stated in this way: 
Those who favor the committee amend- 
ment should vote “yea,” those who op- 
pose the committee amendment or favor 
the O’Mahoney amendment should vote 
“nay”? 

Mr. OMAHONEY. Again I say there 
is no O'Mahoney amendment. I have 
offered no motion. By the action of the 
Senate, under the unanimous-consent 
agreement, the committee amendments 
in title V are now before the Senate, 
because the action agreeing to them was 
rescinded by unanimous consent. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, may 
we now have an interpretation of the 
parliamentary situation? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A vote 
in the affirmative is a vote for the inser- 
tion of title V of the committee amend- 
ment; a vote in the negative is a vote to 
approve the position taken by the Sen- 
ator from Wyoming, to strike it from 
the bill. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. To strike what? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. To 
strike title V from the bill. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Those who favor title 
V. should vote yea.“ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 
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Mr. MILLIKIN. Those who are op- 
posed to title V and favor the O'Mahoney 
version, should vote “nay.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In that 
case Senators will vote in the negative. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, is it not 
also true that an order has been entered 
for a yea-and-nay vote, and that that 
yea-and-nay vote was ordered on all of 
title V? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. O'’MAHONEY. Mr. President, has 
it not been the ruling of the Chair that 
since title V is before the Senate on the 
initiative of the Committee on Finance, 
any Member of the Senate is entitled to 
propose an amendment with respect 
to it? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Moopy in the chair). The Senator is 
correct. A proposal to amend any part 
of it would be in order. 

Mr. OMAHONENT. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state the inquiry. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Is there any mo- 
tion or other business before the Sen- 
ate, except the committee amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
not. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Then, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that being the case, I shall under- 
take to move that title V—— 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, did I 
correctly understand the Chair to say 
there was no motion before the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Other 
than the question of agreeing to the com- 
mittee amendment, there is not. 

Mr. GEORGE. There is a proposal 
to strike title V of the bill, is there not? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, the 
Senator is mistaken. It was stated by 
the Presiding Officer at the very outset 
that the question is on agreeing to the 
committee amendment. That is the 
issue. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. GEORGE. It could be stated af- 
firmatively, but I thought a motion was 
made to strike it out. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I am proceeding, 
I may say to the Senator, under the rule 
or agreement which he wrote. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, there 
is no trouble about the rule, none in 
the world, and the present occupant of 
the chair a few moments ago correctly 
stated it, when he stated the issue. I 
am willing to be bound by that. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Very well. Then 
the action of the Senate in approving the 
committee amendments has been re- 
scinded. 

Mr. GEORGE. Oh—— 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. And the action of 
the Senate the other day having been 
rescinded, all of title V is before the 
Senate de novo. Therefore, Mr. Presi- 
dent, I move to strike out section 508 
of the committee amendment, on page 
306, that being the section dealing with 
election with respect to certain inadmis- 
sible assets. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, a point 
of order. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. GEORGE. The point of order is 
that a motion was made to strike the 
whole of title V. A yea-and-nay vote 
has been ordered upon that. No further 
amendment is now permissible. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
order for the yeas and nays does not shut 
off the right to amend, under the prec- 
edents of the Senate, the Chair is ad- 
vised by the Parliamentarian. 

Mr. GEORGE. Very well, then, if it is 
the wish of the administration leader- 
ship to prolong this bill indefinitely, it 
may do so. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
move to strike section 508, dealing with 
election with respect to certain inadmis- 
sible assets, which appears on page 306. 
This is the section which permits deal- 
ers in municipal bonds to include in their 
inventory all invested capital, by which 
the invested capital base is made up, and 
tax-exempt bonds, upon which they pay 
no taxes, because the bonds are exempt 
from taxation; and this section permits 
them to include those tax-exempt bonds 
in their computation of the invested 
capital base, so that they may reduce 
their excess-profits tax liability. 

This amendment has the result, Mr. 
President, of enabling the bond dealer 
with tax-exempt securities to gain a tax 
reduction advantage of from three to 
four times the value of his tax-exempt 
income, and I think the amendment 


should be stricken from the bill. That, 
Mr. President, is my motion. 
Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I 


understand the Senator’s motion, but I 
simply want to have the plain facts 
stated. That is not the effect of the 
amendment. The amendment is to per- 
mit the bond dealer who sells bonds to 
add them to his base, provided he puts 
the interest on the bonds in his taxable 
income. The Senator has stated only a 
part of it, and I am willing to have a 
vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Wyoming. 

Mr. KEM. Mr. President, may we 
have a yea-and-nay vote on this motion? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were not ordered. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. KEM. Mr. President, I under- 
stood I had been recognized. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. TAFT. I only wanted to ask the 
Senator a question. As I understand, 
the amendment recommended by the 
committee simply provides a special for- 
mula for dealers in municipal bonds. 

Mr. GEORGE. That is all. 

Mr. TAFT. Because their business is 
dealing in municipal bonds they have 
always been entitled in making their 
income-tax returns to include in their 
base the profit they made on municipal 
bonds, both in the base period and in the 
current year. The amendment simply 
provides that they may also include in 
their base and in their whole calculation 
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of profits, both for the base and for the 
current taxes, not only the profit they 
may make on municipal bonds, but also 
the interest they may receive during the 
time the municipal bonds happen to be 
in their inventory, where they are not 
treated as an investment, but as a part 
of their business assets, which are the 
whole basis for their operations. To be 
exact it is the value of the bonds which 
are included in the capital of the base 
period. 

The theory of the inadmissible-assets 
section is that people have certain in- 
come which is not taxable and which is 
used merely for the purpose of invest- 
ment in their particular field. But we 
are considering now dealers in a dif- 
ferent category, because their whole 
business is dealing in municipal bonds, 
with a constant turn-over. Some inter- 
est is received as they hold those bonds, 
during the time they hold them, and it 
is a part of their business income. 
Under the amendment it would be con- 
sidered a part of their income in the 
base period, and it would be considered 
a part of their income in the current 
period, That, as I understand, is the 
reason for the amendment. 

Mr. GEORGE. The Senator is en- 
tirely correct. Let me read four or five 
lines from the report. 

Mr. KERR. What page? 

Mr. GEORGE. Page 81. I read: 

Your committee’s bill provides, in effect, 
that where tax-exempt bonds are held by a 
dealer primarily for sale— 


They do not represent his invest- 
ments— 
primarily for sale to customers in the ordi- 
nary course of his trade or business, the 
dealer may elect to treat such bonds— 


He may elect to treat them— 
as admissible assets, provided— 


This is what the Senator from Wyo- 
ming did not state— 
provided that he also elects to include in 
his excess profits tax net income the interest 
on such bonds. 


Mr. KEM. Mr. President, the pending 
measure provides that an additional 
$5,500,000,000 be taken each year from 
the people in taxes—an additional fifty- 
five hundred million dollars. If en- 
acted, this would be the third increase 
in taxes during the past year, a total in- 
crease of $15,500,000,000, 

As is pointed out in the committee re- 
port, never before has so much addi- 
tional revenue been raised in so short 
a period of time. For many taxpayers 
the rates iraposed under the pending bill 
are higher than the highest rates im- 
posed during World War II. 

In the face of these staggering in- 
creases in taxes, spending is racing far 
ahead. Federal bureaucrats have found 
new and easy ways to spend the peo- 
ple’s money. They are spending it 
faster—much faster—than the dollars 
have rolled into the Treasury. The 
Government is suffering from billionitis, 
or perhaps, as the Senator from Indiana 
Mr. JENNER] has diagnosed the case, it 
is elephantiasis. Under Mr. Truman’s 
administration, the Federal Government 
has been on the wildest spending spree 
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in history—in this or any other country. 
The President’s budget for this year calls 
for more than the United States Govern- 
ment spent in the first 131 years of its 
existence. To be alarmed over this sit- 
uation is not to be partisan. The com- 
ment of the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
EByrp], Democrat, on President Truman's 
budget message was: “This message 
represents the very height of fiscal irre- 
sponsibility.” Mr. Truman talks econ- 
omy in a big way. But that is as far as 
he goes. ‘The facts speak for themselves. 

Federal expenditures during the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1952, have been es- 
timated at $75,000,000,000.. I think this 
is a conservative estimate. Even if the 
pending bill becomes law, tax collections 
this year will amount to only $64,700,- 
000,000. This indicates a deficit of more 
than $10,000,000,000 during the current 
fiscal year. 

In his letter to the Senate of Septem- 
ber 20, 1951, President Truman said: 

Since the beginning of this fiscal year, the 
Government's receipts have not kept pace 
with expenditures. * * * The Govern- 
ment’s revenues should be increased by an 
amount that approaches as nearly as possible 
the $10,000,000,000 I recommended. 


While the President has had much to 
say about substantial increases in “every- 
one’s tax load” and the necessity of the 
people tightening their belts, he has vig- 
orously defended his inflated budget. He 
has stoutly adhered to the tax-and-tax, 
spend-and-spend, elect-and-elect phi- 
losophy. He evidently feels, as did the 
late Harry Hopkins, that the public is 
too damn dumb to understand.” 

In a speech at the cornerstone laying 
of the Government’s new General Ac- 
counting Office Building on September 
11, 1951, Mr. Truman declared: 

I am proud of the budgets that have been 
prepared since I've been President. I want 
to say to you I know every figure in every 
one of them. 


I pause to congratulate the President, 

Then Mr. Truman said: 

I am proud of the way the financial anaita 
of the Government are handled. * * 
Our budget is as tight and solid as we can 
make it. 


Finally, the President said: 

If we want to keep the country on a sound 
financial basis and hold down inflation, we 
must pay this money as we go. 

CONGRESS IS CAUGHT IN A VICIOUS CIRCLE 


If we shall continue to give Govern- 
ment bureaucrats more money so that 
they can spend more extravagantly, the 
spiral will go up and up. By considering 
at this time a bill to raise more taxes, 
we are going at the problem backward. 
We are putting the cart before the horse. 

I believe in the pay-as-we-go princi- 
ple. Since I have been a Member of Con- 
gress I have never voted against a gen- 
eral tax bill. I cannot justify financing 
today’s expenditures by putting them on 
the backs of our children and our grand- 
children. Those who come after us are 
entitled to more consideration than that, 

But there Mr. Truman and I part com- 
pany. He wants to make up the deficit 
by new taxes. I believe we should first 
eliminate unnecessary spending, and 
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then consider what is needed in the way 
of new taxes. 

Our order of business should be to 
economize first and tax afterward. 
Until that is done I shall oppose adding 
a — dollar to the tax burden of our 

ple. 

The tax bill now before the Senate is 
not pay-as-we-go legislation. It is pay. 
as-we-drop-further-behind legislation. 

The President has had inuch to say 
about raising taxes to prevent inflation. 
In his letter of September 20, to the 
Senate, he said that adequate taxes are 
necessary to restrain inflationary pres- 
sures. 

Control inflation by new taxes, is his 
theme. Yet his administration is con- 
tinuing its uncontrolled spending, a 
fundamental cause of inflation. 

The theory of the administration is 
that if we take dollars from the low-in- 
come group—from the little man—and 
reduce his purchasing power so he will 
not be able to enter the market as a 
buyer, we will cut down the purchasing 
power available for goods and thus hold 
down prices. We are told we must tax 
the money out of the pockets of the peo- 
ple so they cannot go into the market 
places and bid up the price of goods. 
This is a false, wicked theory, so long as 
the money is being turned over to Fed- 
eral bureaucrats to go into the market 
places and bid up the price of goods. 

It is pure nonsense to argue that new 
taxes will be anti-inflationary, if the 
Government continues its policy of reck- 
less spending. The administration has 
shown no indication that it means to 
economize. The majority in the Con- 
gress—and I say it with regret—has done 
no better. 

In its more practical aspect and to a 
considerable extent the problem is how 
Congress can outwit and outmaneuver 
the power-hungry bureaucrats, and the 
host of technical experts and political 
smoothies who infest many of the de- 
partments of Government. It is the 
duty and responsibility of the Congress 
to protect the earnings of the people 
from them. We of the Congress must 
constantly ask ourselves: Are we voting 
taxes for what the people need, or are 
we voting taxes for what the Govern- 
ment wants? 

CONGRESS SHOULD REGAIN CONTROL OF THE 

PURSE STRINGS 

The question is frequently raised: 
Why does not Congress do something 
more about cutting down the President’s 
budget? 

One reason for the failure of Congress 
to effect more substantial economies 
may be found in a study of Federal ex- 
penditures recently completed by the 
Committee on Federal Tax Policy. The 
committee found that out of the Presi- 
dent’s budget of $71,600,000,000, only 
about $24,000,000,000 is clearly and defi- 
nitely under annual congressional review 
and control. 

The fact that Congress has actual con- 
trol over only one-third of the funds 
called for in the budget is a substantial 
road block in the way of economy, re- 
gardlecs of the desire of Members to 
economize, 
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Congress must regain control of the 
purse strings. 

The pending pay-as-we-go-deeper-in- 
the-red tax bill will not bring in suffi- 
cient additional revenue by many mil- 
lions of dollars to balance the budget, 
in spite of the heavy new drain on low- 
income groups. This tax bill will be just 
another cog in the administration’s tax- 
and-tax, spend-and-spend, elect-and- 
elect machine. 

We must have enough guns, planes, 
tanks, and atomic bombs. We musi also 
have a sound economy. The Russians 
prefer to defeat us by forcing us to spend 
ourselves to our destruction. Easy money 
created by deficit financing and defense 
spending is giving many of our people 
a false feeling of prosperity. The plain 
fact is our home defense is sagging. 


WHAT SHOULD CONGRESS DO? 


We stand at a crossroads in history. 
If we act with determination, with cour- 
age, and with dispatch we may see our 
way out of the swamp of financial insta- 
bility in which we are now bogging down. 
Here is my two-point program: 

First. Congress should make a fresh 
start on appropriations. Congress must 
service notice that, as of October 15, 
authorization to spend for other than de- 

-fense purposes is suspended, unless be- 
fore -that date the President’s Bureau 
of the Budget has submitted a revised 
budget reducing spending by $10,000,- 
000,000. In the meantime, the tax bill 
and further appropriation measures, par- 
ticularly all appropriations for foreign 
aid, should be held up. 

Mr. President, this may seem to be 
drastic. But drastic situations call for 
drastic action. The national debt stands 
at $256,000,000,000, and we are going 
deeper in the red every day. 

Second. The second step is to cut down 
the Federal Government to size—to send 
back to the State capitols, to the county 
courthouses, and the city halls, and to 
private citizens generally, the power that 
belongs to them and is rightfully theirs. 
For years a process has been under way 
by which the Federal Government has 
arrogated to itself powers and respon- 
sibilities that the Constitution never in- 
tended that the Central Government 
should have. 

The Hoover Commission addressed it- 
self to this problem. It found that the 
‘Federal Government has been absorb- 
ing to the disadvantage of other branches 
of Government important sources of 
taxes and then doling out the money 
of the people to be spent only as the 
Federal Government designates. The 
rage brokerage is, of course, taken 
out. 

As functions are taken out of Wash- 
ington, the responsibility of Congress to 
raise taxes will be lightened. Commit- 
tees should be appointed to study this 
problem. These committees should get 
to work, and report as soon as possible. 
The Senate should then take upon itself 
the task of dismantling our vast Fed- 
eral establishment. This will prove to 
be a quick way to reduce Federal ex- 
penditures and Federal taxes. It will 
also greatly add to the value and effi- 

ciency of the remaining Federal agen- 
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cies. It will put in them once again the 
fear of the law and the Constitution. 
When this is accomplished, I believe we 
will be well on the way to the solution 
of the grave problem which is posed by 
this tax bill. For this reason I shall 
vote against the passage of this tax bill. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
wanted to make one additional com- 
ment about the motion which I have 
made to strike out section 508. Begin- 
ning on line 23, the section provides—— 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Will the 
Senator give the page of the bill? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY,. Page 306, begin- 
ning at the top of the page. Rather, I 
will read beginning in line 7, the portion 
of the section which deals with treat- 
ment of Government obligations as ad- 
missible assets. I read as follows: 

(c) Treatment of Government obligations 
as admissible assets: If the taxpayer elects 
for any taxable year, in accordance with 
regulations prescribed by the Secretary, to 
increase its excess profits net income by an 
amount equal to the amount by which the 
interest received or accrued during the tax- 
able year on Government obligations exceeds 
the sum of— 

(1) the amount of interest paid or accrued 
during such year which is not allowed as a 
deduction under section 23 (b), and 

(2) the amount of the adjustments re- 
quired for the taxable year under section 
22 (o) (relating to adjustment for certain 
bond premiums), but not in excess of the 
amount of interest received or accrued dur- 
ing the taxable year on Government obliga- 
tions to which such section is applicable, 
then for the taxable year for which the elec- 
tion is made the term “admissible assets” 
shall include Government obligations, and 
the term “inadmissible assets” shall not in- 
clude Government obligations. 


There is a clear, specific statement in 
the language of the bill that assets 
which are now inadmissible have be- 
come, by this amendment, admissible. 
My motion, Mr. Fresident, is to strike 
that provision from the bill, and upon 
that motion I ask for the yeas and nays. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, with ref- 
erence to the motion 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a moment? 

Mr. KERR. I yield. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Is not the Sena- 
tor willing that we have the order en- 
tered for the yeas and nays? 

Mr. KERR. Oh, certainly. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Moopy in the chair). Is the request for 
the yeas and nays sufficiently seconded? 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, the motion 
to strike section 508 from the bill illus- 
trates how easy it is to fall into error 
with reference to what the bill provides. 
My distinguished friend from Wyoming 
is most sincere in his belief that the sec- 
tion should be stricken, but in arriving 
at that conclusion he is completely in 
error. The provision does not do what 
the Senator indicated he feared it would 
do as a basis for his motion to strike it 
from the bill. 

Municipal bonds are required to be 
excluded from the taxpayer’s invested 
capital. Therefore, he is in practice de- 


nied an invested capital credit with — 
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which to offset his normal earnings from 
the sale of such bonds. This inequity 
did not arise under the World War II 
excess-profits tax because, under that 
law, taxpayers were permitted, at their 
option, to treat tax-exempt or partially- 
tax-exempt bonds as admissible assets if 
they elected to include the interest re- 
ceived from such bonds in excess-profits- 
tax net income. The committee believes 
that while a similar option should not 
be extended to all taxpayers under pres- 
ent law because the invested capital 
credit rates, ranging from 8 to 12 per- 
cent, are disproportionate to the low 
interest rates on tax-exempt bonds, such 
treatment should be extended to munici- 
pal bond dealers, since most of their in- 
come with respect to such bonds arises 
from profit on their sale, and such in- 
come is subject to excess-profits tax. As 
a result, this section provides, in effect, 
that where tax-exempt bonds are held 
by a dealer primarily for sale to cus- 
tomers in the ordinary course of busi- 
ness or trade, the dealer may elect to 
treat such bonds as admissible assets, 
provided he also elects to include in his 
excess-profits-tax net income the inter- 
est on such bonds. 

The Senator stated that his objection 
to the provision was that the dealer 
would be permitted not only to receive 
the interest on the bonds as tax-free in- 
come but to include the cost of the bonds 
in his invested capital base. However, 
a close examination of the language 
shows that just the opposite is true. If 
he does elect to use the amount invested 
in bonds as a part of his invested capital 
base, he cannot then treat the income 
from such bonds as tax-free income, but 
must include it in his excess-profits-tax 
income, upon which his excess-profits tax 
is computed. 

For that reason, I think the motion 
of the Senator from Wyoming should not 
be agreed to. 

Mr. TAFT obtained the floor. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KERR. If I may yield for a 
question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Frear in the chair). The Chair recog- 
nized the Senator from Ohio. Does the 
Senator from Ohio yield? 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I should 
like to make a brief statement. 

What is an excess-profits tax? It is 
an attempt to tax a man or business on 
income received today which was not 
received in the base period. If the in- 
come during the war period has in- 
creased, the excess-profits tax is levied 
on such increase. 

Let us look at the business of a mu- 
nicipal bond dealer. He has a certain 
income. He makes some money out of 
the interest on the bonds which he hap- 
pens to be holding. He makes money on 
the purchase and sale of such bonds. 
He may make money in business on other 
bonds. What is the fair way to say 
what his excess profit is? Obviously, the 
fair way is to ask, “How much money is 
he making today compared with what he 
made in the base period on his whole 
business?” 

That is what this provision does, and 
that is all it does. It says that he shall 
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be taxed on the difference. Unless he 
consents, he cannot be taxed today on 
the income which he receives from the 
holding of municipal bonds; because of 

the Constitution of the United States. 
So we have to say that we must exclude 
that income, and that therefore, in the 
base period, we will exclude a similar 
item with respect to interest on bonds. 
That is a very awkward approach. 

All this provision says is that if he is 
willing to waive his constitutional right 
to have his income from municipal 
bonds exeluded today, then we will in- 
clude in his previous income the income 
which he had from municipal bonds dur- 
ing the base period. That is all there 
is to it. 

All this amendment does is to say that 
if he is willing to waive his constitu- 
tional rights he will receive the treat- 
ment we would have given him if there 
had been no constitutional provision; 
he will receive the treatment which is 
accorded to everybody else. He is taxed 
on that part of his total income today, 
as compared with the income he had in 
the base period. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Does it not come to 
this: This amendment provides a mech- 
enism whereby he will pay an excess- 
profits tax rather than not having to 
pay it under the present situation? 

Mr. TAFT. Yes. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. So this is not a de- 
vice to decrease the excess-profits tax, 

Mr. TAFT. I do not think so. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. At the present time, 
in connection with municipal bonds, 
which the Senator has cited, a dealer 
makes a profit on the sale. So far as 
income is concerned, we cannot tax him 
from the income standpoint. But if he 
puts those assets into his capital base, 
if he is reporting them for that privilege, 
he must elect to pay an excess-profits 
tax. 

Those who are opposing the committee 
amendment, I assume, are out to stop 
ways of decreasing the excess-profits tax. 
This is a method of increasing it, I sug- 
gest. Also, I think perhaps a determina- 
tive factor is that the revenue loss can- 
not be calculated. If it could be cal- 
culated, everyone admits that it would 
be entirely negligible. 

Mr. TAFT. Any revenue loss would be 
negligible. 

These dealers are getting just the 
treatment which all other businessmen 
get. If this provision goes into effect, 
they will be paying taxes on the total 
business income which they have today, 
insofar as it exceeds the total business 
income which they had during the base 
period. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Wyoming IMr. 
O’Maxoney] to strike out section 508. 

Mr. CASE. I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from South Dakota withhold his 
Suggestion of the absence of a quorum, 
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so that the Senator from Minnesota may 


know that it is desired to move along 
toward a vote, but a moment ago a state- 
ment was made which I think needs to 
be challenged, at least momentarily. It 
will be challenged much more exten- 
sively as we proceed. 

I listened to the eloquent remarks of 
the distinguished chairman of the com- 
mittee [Mr. Gsorce]. I regret that he is 
not in the Chamber at the moment. I 
trust that he will soon return. 

The remarks of the chairman of the 
committee were more or less in two 
areas: First, the inflation which is upon 
us, from his point of view, is due to the 
alleged extravagant policies of the Fed- 
eral Government and the failure to ap- 
ply effective controls. 

The second argument is that this tax 
bill raises substantial revenue, and that 
to talk · about taxing the lower-income 
groups as a means of checking inflation 
is to deny the economic facts which 
affeet the low-income groups. 

Iam impressed by that argument, but 
not in its relationship to this tax bill. 
In substance the chairman of the com- 
mittee is saying that he does not want 
to be a party, nor does his committee 
want to be a party, to the excessive tax- 
ation or unusually heavy taxation of the 
lower-income groups. 

He is also ister that the income 
group between $3,000 and $10,000 has 
taken just about as much as it can. No 
Senator has stated that more often than 
has the junior Senator from Minnesota. 
Perhaps he has not stated it as effec- 
tively or vociferously as have other Sena- 
tors, but it has been stated again and 
again. 

Let us take a look at the bill. Let us 
see whether or not the bill is directed 
toward the welfare of the low-income 
groups. Let us see whether or not the 
proponents of the bill have had the in- 
terest of the low-income groups at heart. 
Let us see whether or not the various sec- 
tions of the bill, title by title, really pro- 
tect the needs of the low-income group. 

This Senator has repeatedly stated 
that the group under $5,000 income 
represents the low-income group, the 
group constituting 80 percent of the tax- 
payers of the country. The group under 
$10,000 represents more than 90 percent 
of the taxpayers of the country. It is 
this group which has been seriously af- 
fected by the rise in the cost of living. 
There can be no doubt about that. 

I submit that in recent votes on the 
Defense Production Act in this Chamber 
there was not the same solicitude for the 
low-income groups. No roll-backs were 
authorized, no individual price ceilings 
were authorized. In fact, I did not see 
any overwhelming majority vote, led by 
the chairman of the Finance Commit- 
tee or the chairman of any other com- 
mittee, to see to it that we had ceiling, 
item-by-item prices on every single 
article which is sold 
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House bill as a measurement, which is 
not a perfect measurement. In the 
pending bin the Senate Finance Com- 
mittee has reduced the corporate tax and 
earned-income tax below the House 
measure by the sum of $1,700,000,000. I 
brought this fact out in my remarks at 
page 11710 of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
I pointed out: 

One half a billion dollars of the reduction 
in the yield below the House bil! win go to 
individuals; almost $800,000,000 will go to 
corporations; and 8685. 000. 0% will be lost 
beeause of the failure to close loopholes, as 
recommended by the House, and because of 
the addition of new loopholes in the tax 
laws. 


I also pointed out that of the $509,000,- 


000. which would be a reduction in indi- 


vidual income taxes, $128,0€0,000 would 
go to 80 percent of the taxpayers, and 
$312,000,000 would go to 20 percent of 
the taxpayers. 

I also pointed out that under this bill 
corporations will have their taxes re- 
duced by some $800,000,030, which bas 
no relationship to the low-income groups. 

What I am trying to say, Mr. Presi- 
dent, is that the action of the Sen te 
committee is not an action which really 
responds to the individual needs of the 
lower-income groups. 

Mr. President, I ask, How about eal 
royalties? Is the provision affecting 
them in favor of the low-income groups? 
How about the change of the effective 
date from January 1 to April 12 Is that 
in favor of the low-income groups? How 
about the percentage depletion for oil 
companies, and the like? Is that in 
favor of the low-income groups? How 
about the increase in the extension of 
the percentage depletion for coal and 
other minerals? Is that in favor of the 
low-income people who earn under 
$3,000 or $5,000 a year? How about the 
capital-gains tax, Mr. President? 
How about the whole capital-gains 
section of our tax law? Is that in favor 
of the low-income groups? 

As a matter of fact, Mr. President, the 
eapital-gains tax has very little relation- 
ship to the low-income groups. The 
preferential treatment goes to higher in- 
come groups, as has been documented 
again and again. 

How about the splitting of incomes? 
How about the splitting of corporations 
to gain exemptions from surtaxes, which 
is permitted? Is that in favor of the 
low-income groups? 

How about the family-partnership 
section of the bill? Is that in favor of 
the $3,000-a-year people? 

How about the matter of stock options 
which has become a problem for the 
Salary Stabilization Board? Do $3,000 
and $5,000-a-year people have stock 
option privileges, thereby being able to 
cash in their gains at the capital-gains 
rate, instead of at the earned-income 
rate? 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. 

Mr. KERR. Do I understand the 
Senator to say that no wage earner mak- 
ing $5,090 or less a year has any stock- 
option privilege? 
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Mr. HUMPHREY. No. What I said 
was that that section is not designed for 
a $5,000-a-year-income man. 

Mr. KERR. Is the Senator aware of 
the fact that a vast number of corpora- 
tions make that privilege available to 
people in the $5,000-a-year-and-less 
groups? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from 
Minnesota is aware of the fact, but be- 
fore a person can take a stock option he 
must have some money, and no man has 
any money if he is a married man earn- 
ing $5,000 a year and has a family to 
support. The Senator from Oklahoma 
knows as well as I do that the stock op- 
tion is a problem before the Salary Sta- 
bilization Board—not the Wage Stabili- 
zation Board, but the Salary Stabiliza- 
tion Board—and is primarily designed 
for corporation executives. That is 
what the Wall Street Journal recently 
said it was designed for. 

Mr. KERR. Does the Senator from 
Minnesota take statements in the Wall 
Street Journal as being irrevocably true 
and not subject to check as to whether 
or not they are accurate? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. No; the Senator 
from Minnesota does not, but he is alse 
sufficiently prudent and conservative, 
and in this instance wise enough, to 
know that people who have an income 
of $3,000 or $5,000 a year are not taking 
advantage of the stock-option privilege 
in such large numbers, as is the case 
with some corporations. It is designed 
expressly for the purpose of rewarding 
directors and officers who receive in- 
creased income. 

Mr. KERR. If there are corporations 
that make such privileges available to 
hundreds. of their employees in the 
$5,000-a-year field or less, it would be 
quite a surprise to the Senator from Min- 
nesota; would it? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes, indeed. 

Mr. KERR. The Senator from Min- 
nesota should inform himself on that 
point, because if he did so he would find 
large numbers of such cases. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I should like to 
have the Senator from Oklahoma tell 
me, out of 42,000,000 taxpayers who 
have incomes under $10,000 a year, how 
many are benefitted by stock options. 

Mr. KERR. The Senator from Okla- 
homa says that thousands of them are. 
If the Senator from Minnesota will con- 
sult the records of Sears, Roebuck, 
American Telephone & Telegraph, and 
other such corporations, he will find 
the privilege available. That is true of 
dozens of corporations. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I appreciate the 
information which has been given to the 
Senate by the Senator from Oklahoma. 
I will say that historically the stock op- 
tion privileges, particularly in this period 
of high earned income taxes, has been 
a means of rewarding the upper income 
groups, so that they may have an op- 
portunity of cashing them in at the cap- 
ital gains rate. 

Mr. KERR. The Senator himself is 
not bound in his future action in every 
respect by what has been historically 
correct, is he? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I should like to 
consider history as being some guide for 

the future. 
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Mr. KERR. But not as a limitation 
or restriction beyond that which he 
would be willing to have it? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from 
Oklahoma would like to lead me down 
devious paths. I shall stop now. 

Mr. President, I should also like to 
point out that in this late solicitude for 
the low-income groups, the redemption 
of stock in order to pay bad debts has 
nothing to do with three-thousand-, 
four-thousand-, and five-thousand-a- 
year people, who own no stock. I should 
also like to point out that such devices as 
corporate spin-offs, split-ups, and other 
techniques which are embodied in the 
bill have no relationship whatever to the 
low income groups. 

The Senator from Minnesota will pro- 
pose an amendment to the bill which will 
provide that no one making under $5,000 
a year shall pay any additional tax. 
Nevertheless, the total effect of the 
amendment would be to raise more 
money under earned income-tax rates 
than the present committee recommen- 
dation. 

We will see whether we are going to 
stand up for the $5,000-a-year people, 
which make up 80 percent of the tax- 


‘payers of America. 


Mr. President, under this bill $1,300,- 
000,000 are to be collected from excise 
taxes. Washing machines and vacuum 
cleaners are taxed. Was that designed 
to help the low-income group? 

We reduce corporate taxes by $800,- 
000,000, but we add $1,300,000,000 in 
excise tax. A washing machine is 
generally a mechanism which is needed 
in the average worker’s and farmer’s 
home. It is needed in the home of the 
little man. Those in the higher income 
groups send their laundry out. 

Does this evidence a heart-warming 
solicitude for the low-income groups? 
Indeed not. 

The committee bill has not sufficiently 
taken into consideration the low-income 
groups. I will tell the Senate what has 
happened. According to the argument 
I have heard we are getting a prepara- 
tory orientation for the day when the 
proposals of the NAM and other similar 
groups for a universal manufacturers’ 
excise tax will be brought to the floor of 
the Senate. We are being prepared for 
the day when, instead of having excise 
taxes on consumer durable goods there 
will be an excise or sales tax enacted to 
raise the revenue the Nation needs. 

Before that proposal is ever brought to 
the floor of the Senate the loopholes 
which the Senator from Minnesota and 
other Senators have mentioned had bet- 
ter be closed and the capital-gains tax 
structure and the whole capital-gains 
program had better be completely re- 
vised, restudied, and relegislated. 

Mr. President, the low-income people 
obtain little or no good from the capital- 
gains rate. The capital-gains tax is not 
designed for the $3,000-a-year or the 
$5,000-a-year man. 

Finally, Mr. President, let me say that 
the budget has been legislated by the 
Congress. Senators can condemn the 
President as long as they may desire, 
and apparently there is a desire on the 
part of some to do a good deal of con- 
demning. However, the fact remains 
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that the Congress makes and has made 
the appropriations. The President made 
his recommendations, but the Congress 
made the appropriations. I repeat that 
too often the President’s recommenda- 
tions have not been held in very high 
regard in the Senate and in the House 
of Representatives. 

Of course, the Congress has a right to 
make its own decisions. The President 
sent his recommended budget to the 
Congress, and the congressional commit- 
tees went through that budget and stud- 
ied it, and thereafter the Members of 
the House and the Members of the Sen- 
ate voted on the budget, after receiving 
the recommendations of their respective 
committees, which were made on the 
basis of the budget which came to the 
Congress from the Bureau of the Budget. 
We have determined what the appropri- 
ations are to be, and we have asked the 
people of the country to get busy with 
the defense of the United States. I say 
we have taken that responsibility upon 
ourselves. 

We, the Congress, have determined 
what are to be the appropriations and 
what are to be the expenditures which 
will be made for the Government. The 
Congress, not the President, has done 
that. We have done the spending, and 


now we must do the paying. 


It does little or no good to talk about 
the low-income groups and at the same 
time fail to take into consideration what 
will be the effect of a $5,000,000,000 or a 
$8,000,000,000 deficit. 

The Senator from Wyoming (Mr. 
O’Manoney] pointed out this morning 
what that situation might be. I hold in 
my hand a newspaper article by the As- 
sociated Press, which surely is at least a 
guide. The heading of that article is, 
“Deficit of $8,000,000,000 is held possible 
as defense outlay rises.” 

Mr. President, I say that we may pos- 
sibly have a deficit of $7,000,000,000. 
Others say we may have underestimated 
the expenditures and may have overes- 
timated the revenues. Be that as it may, 
we certainly shall have a deficit, and a 
large one. 

The article to which I have referred 
tells the story: 

A big Government deficit affects everyone, 
To get money not coming in from taxes, the 
Government sells bonds or other securities to 
investors who take the money from their re- 
serves. The Government throws this money 
into the spending stream, bidding up prices 
and pumping up inflation. 


Whose prices are pumped up, Mr. 
President? To a man with an income of 
$25,000 a year, it does not make too much 
difference whether the automobile he 
drives costs $2,200 or $2,500, or whether 
the washing machine his wife wants and 
It does not 
make too much difference to him wheth- 
er the train ticket or the airplane ticket 
has increased in price 5 percent or 10 
percent, or has not increased in price at 
all, because a man in that income group 
can generally “roll with the punch,” un- 
less the inflation goes completely ber- 
serk and out of hand. 

However, when prices rise, they affect 
the man who is being paid $40 or $50 a 
week and who has a wife and has chil- 
dren in school, and has to pay, because 
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of the rise in prices, a somewhat larger 
amount for clothing, for medical care, 
for food, and to maintain the automobile 
in which he must drive to work. Those 
little increases in the cost of the things 
he has to buy can be catastrophic to him 
and can wreck him. 

Mr. President, at this time of a short- 
age of durable and consumer goods, defi- 
cit financing, which means packing more 
purchasing power into the stream of the 
economy, means higher prices, particu- 
larly when there is a weak price-control 
law, which is what we have. 

All I am saying, Mr. President, is that 
the low-income group is now being 
fashioned to be taken to the cleaners 
unless we do something to properly bal- 
ance the budget, to put this program on 
@ pay-as-you-go basis, or at least to 
make every possible effort to do so. 

The Senator from Georgia has said, 
with deep sincerity, Cut the expendi- 
tures.” That is what he feels we should 
do. However, I repeat that in this body 
we rule by majority vote. We did not 
cut the expenditures enough to please 
some; we cut the expenditures more 
than enough to please others. However, 
we have made a calculated decision. 

I say that to increase spending with- 
out increasing revenue means exactly 
what I have said before, namely, high 
prices in the markets, high prices for 
furniture, high prices for everything 
from diapers to the finest formal dress 
which could be worn at a Washington 
party. I say that increased spending 
without increased revenue means high 
prices, and primarily it means high prices 
to be paid by the little people who can 
least afford to pay them. It also means 
higher prices for bombers and tanks 
and everything else our Government 
buys, and that means increased expend- 
itures; and that can mean one of two 
things: Either more and bigger deficits 
or more and greater taxes. 

Mr. President, I submit that no one 
can defend an arrangement by means 
of which, of the $1,700,000,000 which 
would be lost by the Senate Committee 
version of the bill, as compared with the 
version of the bill passed by the House 
of Representatives, $1,535,000,000 would 
go to the corporations and to persons 
having incomes of $5,000 or more. One 
billion five hundred and thirty-five mil- 
lion dollars of that which is lost—com- 
puting the loss on the basis of the House 
figure, as compared with the Senate 
committee figure will go to corpora- 
tions, which have the highest profits in 
the history of American enterprise, or 
will go to the persons in our country 
who have taxable incomes of more than 
$5,000 a year. That is not what we 
mean by taking care of the low-income 
groups; not on your life, Mr. President. 

I think the Senator from Georgia is 
eminently correct when he says the low- 
income group has already paid until it 
hurts. 

I submit that unless we tighten up the 
provisions of this measure, unless we 
revise the corporate tax rate and the 
excess profits tax rate, unless we elim- 
inate some of the loopholes in the tax 
law, and unless we do something to 
revise the entire capital-gains structure 
provided by this bill, the little fellow 
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will pay even more. He will pay it either 
through taxes or through inflation. If 
he pays it through inflation, he will pay 
it on a cost-plus basis: 

That is my argument, Mr. President; 
and I believe that it is a valid one. 

I do not contend that everything has 
been done as it should have been done, 
I have been critical of the administra- 
tion for its hesitancy in applying con- 
trols; indeed, I Lave been critical pub- 
licly and privately. But I say, after all 
that has been done, what have we done 
to strengthen the law? We have heard 
it said that the administration did not 
carry out the law so well, so we should 
make it weaker. What else were we 
told? We were told that credit con- 
trols and taxes would correct the evils 
prevalent. Mr. Baruch wrote to the 
Senator from Minnesota. I have in my 
hand a letter dated September 20, 1951, 
in which Mr. Baruch said: 

My Dear Senator HUMPHREY: As you know, 
I have been an advocate of very high taxes 
in war or preparation for war or defense, 
such as we are going through now. You may 
recall that I wanted to go all-out for 2 
years—no piecemeal program such as we 
have had, 


That is what Mr. Baruch says. He is 
for high taxes. He is for the kind of 
controls which are effective. He con- 
tinues: 

The bill that was passed over a year ago 
was a pretty good bill if they had only used 
the power granted. But apparently there 
was no desire to use the controls where to do 
so might interfere with large political pres- 
sure groups. 


I think perhaps he is right, and I have 
spoken my mind on this subject to the 
President, the Economic Stabilizer, the 
Wage Stabilization Board, and all with 
whom I have conferred, pressure groups, 
aid others. I have voted in the Senate 
against farm pressure groups, if one 
wishes to call them that, labor pressure 
groups, and business pressure groups. 
Many of these people had honest griev- 
ances, as I have discovered because I 
have come in contact with them. But it 
does no good to warm over old biscuits. 
We all make mistakes. The fact of the 
matter is that the cost of living is at a 
perilous height. The fact of the matter 
is that the cost of living is continuing to 
rise, and the fact of the matter is that, 
even though someone on Pennsylvania 
Avenue may not have done as well as he 
ought to have done, we in this body have 
to do what needs to be done in this tax 
bill. 

I have read the testimony of the 
United States Chamber of Commerce 
in the record of the hearings. I read 
Mr. Alvord’s testimony. I read the tes- 
timony of the Committee for Economic 
Development. I read the testimony for 
the National Association of Manufac- 
turers. I read the testimony of the CIO 
and of the A. F. of L., of those who spoke 
for the farmers, and of men who spoke 
for the Farm Bureau. 

Mr. President, the fact of the mat- 
ter is that there is now a crusade on in 
this country, and a new subtle party 
line, a new party line. What is the 
party line? “Prepare thyself, humble 
servant, for the day of the Federal sales 
tax.” That is what the new party line 
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is. That new line is buttressed by such 
thoughts as “corporations do not pay 
taxes, only people pay them.” That 
line is buttressed by such statements as 
“We have gone as far as we can with the 
tax program, we can go no further.” 
Can we not? 

Mr. President, we can go further, as 
we will when American corporations 
making gross profits of $49,000,000,000 or 
$50,000,000,000 are properly taxed. We 
can go further, when we are squeezing 
out another $5 or $6 a month from the 
poor little family which is trying to eke 
out a living. We can go further. 

We can plug up some of the loopholes 
in the tax laws, of which there are 
plenty. We can salvage the entire tax 
structure, if we desire to do so. I know 
it is not easy. But I submit, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that the easy way out is to do what 
some people have already recom- 
mended, enacted a manufacturers’ ex- 
cise tax all the way down the line. That 
is the easy way out. But let me tell you, 
Mr. President, that way out is no? go- 
ing to be accepted without political 
repercussions and economic repercus- 
sions. 

Let not anyone say that an economy 
which is producing a national income 
now at the rate of almost $275,000,C00,- 
000 a year cannot bear this tax bill. Let 
no one tell me that, when we find such 
reports as the one I had brought to my 
attention this morning, the Business 
News Reports of the United States De- 
partment of Commerce, Offic2 3f Busi- 
ness Economics, I read: 3 

Plant expansion and equipment expendi- 
tures for the full year 1951 are expected to 
amount to $24,800,000,000 as compared to 
$18,600,000,000 last year, and $19,200,000,000 
in 1948, the previous peak year. Though 
costs of capital expansion have lessened since 
1948 it appears that the physical amount of 
plant and equipment purchased this year 
will be about one-sixth more than in 1948, 
and one-fourth more than last year. 


Mr. President, $21,000,000,000 worth of 
savings were reported’ last year, $21,- 
000,000,000 worth of savings, despite 
the fect that in the low-income group 
the debt increased by over 34 percent. 
Thousands of our little people went into 
debt; and when I say the little people, 
I mean the great rank and file of the 
American taxpaying public, those receiv- 
ing less than $5,000 or $6,000 a year. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I will yield in a 
moment. Those people are going into 
debt for what? To repair their cars, 
that they may go to work. When they 
trade their car in, they get a low trade- 
in allowance on a high-priced new car. 
A car to be used for what? To drive to 
work in the big industrial plant. The 
farmer wants new machinery, and he 
must pay new high prices. The farmer 
wants fertilizer, and for that he must 
pay new high prices. The farmer wants 
seed, and for that he must pay new high 
prices. 

Mr. President, I appeal to the Senate, 
there is one element in our economy 
which is making the greatest profits in 
the history of American enterprise, and 
there are those who are out to tax them 
out of business, I simply do not want 
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them to come around here to tell this 
Senator or any other Senator that they 
cannot bear more. As the Senator from 
Wyoming so well said, American enter- 
prise, grand as it is and great as it is, 
has everything to lose if we falter. The 
one weapon this country has, which 
Stalin does not have, is a great eco- 
nomic system, the greatest economic 
system in the world, and here we are 
playing with it, and I submit we are 
playing with it when, in the first full 
year of our mobilization, we admit to the 
world that we cannot pay the bill. What 
is going to happen in the second year, 
when General Eisenhower asks for a 
step-up development? What is going to 
happen in the third year, when we know 
that in order to protect our freedom, 
our free economic system, we have to do 
more than we are doing now? 

Mr. President, I submit that an econ- 
omy which employs 65,000,000 persons, 
an economy whose gross national prod- 
uct is $330,000,000,000, whose annual in- 
come is more than $275,000,000,000, an 
economy which has a greater production 
than anyone ever dreamed was human- 
ly possible, can pay the cost of the pres- 
ent program for this year at least; and 
I submit that it can pay for it without 
squeezing out the last ounce of blood 
from the low-income group. We have 
already hurt them; we have already 
driven them into despair and distress. 
As one who has been privileged in 
America to have a little better income 
than some others, I can pay more taxes, 
and so can all other Senators. Anyone 
receiving $10,000 or $15,000 a year can 
pay more. Anyone receiving $20,000 a 
year can pay more. Shame on us if we 
say we cannot. There are thousands of 
people in America in that group. The 
facts speak for themselves. 

Mr. President, I have evidence of the 
facts from the committee itself. There 
are in America approximately 1,342,865 
taxpayers with incomes of from $10,000 
to $25,000. There are in America today 
approximately 247,141 taxpayers with 
incomes of from $25,000 to $50,000. I 
do not say that these people shall be 
penalized, but I say they have more to 
lose. than anyone else, and it is pre- 
posterous to say they cannot pay more 
taxes. It may not be popular to say it, 
but it is preposterous to say they cannot 
pay more taxes. We can all pay more 
if we give up a little bit of our vacation, 
a little bit of some of the luxuries of 
life. We are not asking America to 
tighten her belt, but only to give up a 
little bit of her luxury; that is all. I 
refer to the kind of luxury we see when 
we go to the resorts and beaches of 
America, and up and down the land. 
Everyone will have to contribute a little. 
I am_pleading for the bill to be judged 
on the basis of two factors: 

No. 1. Does it meet the commitments 
which we as honorable men have already 
made? We have appropriated, and we 
have outlined the rate of expenditures. 
Does this bill meet the situation? The 
answer is No.“ 

No, 2. Is this bill based upon the fair 
and equitable principle of ability to pay? 
It is not. Does this bill, Mr. President, 
close the gaps of our tax law? Does it 
fundamentally alter our tax structure , 
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so that there will be less tax avoidance 
and tax evasion? No, indeed. 

Until that is done, Mr. President, I 
intend to fight to improve the bill. Some 
people say, “You talk too much about 
the bill.“ I am talking about $500,000,- 
000, and that is worth fighting for and 
talking for. People fight for much less 
than that. I am talking about getting 
equity in the program. If it takes 2 
weeks, we shall take 2 weeks; if it takes 
a week, or 2 days, we shall take that 
amount of time. We want reasonable 
debate on each and every amendment. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. McFARLAND. If I may so sug- 
gest to the Senator, I do not believe that 
talking for 2 weeks is going to gain any 
votes on any amendment. I say that in 
all kindness, We can come just as near 
to securing the adoption of any amend- 
ment by using 2 reasonable time in de- 
bate as by speaking for 2 weeks. Some 
of us are charged with the responsibility 
of trying to map out a program so that 
Senators can know on what to count. 
I should like to know, if the Senator does 
not mind telling me, how long he intends 
to speak, and whether we can expect to 
have a vote on the first amendment to- 
day. I might state to the Senator that 
yesterday there were 57 pages of talk in 
the CONGRESSIONAL. RECORD; not includ- 
ing the Appendix, and that cost the 
Government approximately $5,000. Of 
course, that is not much money as com- 
pared with the amounts we are talking 
about in connection with the bill, but 
I dare say the talk did not accomplish 
very much by way of gaining votos. I 
think most of the arguments have been 
made several times. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator knows 
that the junior Senator from Minnesota 
does not object to having a unanimous- 
consent agreement. I wish we could 
agree to a time limitation on all the 
amendments.. I am ready to enter into 
an agreement now. We adopted an 
amendment which, according to the 
committee report, will raise $10,000,000. 
I will trade $5,000 for $10,000,000 any 
day. The fight which we are putting 
up in connection with this bill is simply 
to— 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield further? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I should like to 
invite the Senator’s attention to the fact 
that each one of these amendments 
could be debated for 1 hour, 30 minutes 
to a side, and there would be more Sen- 
ators on the floor to hear the arguments 
than would be present if the speeches 
lasted for hours and wore everyone out, 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Let me say to the 
majority leader that I have listened to 
talk here that did not have to deal with 
as much as we are discussing at this 
time. We are talking about billions of 
dollars of revenue. As I said on Satur- 
day and on Monday to the Senator, I 
should like to enter into a unanimous- 
consent agreement. Let us have the 
proposal. Let us enter into a unani- 
mous-consent agreement. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for that purpose? 

Mr. HUMPHREY, Indeed I will. 
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Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the debate 
on each amendment be limited to 1 
hour, 30 minutes on a side, to be con- 
trolled by the proponents of the amend- 
ment and by the distinguished Senator 
from Georgia [Mr. Grorce] if he opposes 
the amendment; if not, by the acting 
minority leader; that a like limitation 
be placed upon each motion or appeal, 
and that the debate on the bill be limited 
to 2 hours. 

Mr. CASE. Reserving the right to ob- 
ject, personally, Mr. President, I would 
be very much in favor of what the distin- 
guished majority leader has suggested. 
However, it will be necessary for me to 
suggest the absence of a quorum before 
that kind of an agreement can be made. 
Therefore, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FREAR in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Minnesota yield for that purpose? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I shall be glad to 
yield for that purpose, provided that at 
the end of the quorum call we shall be 
able to enter into such an agreement. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I cannot guaran- 
tee that we can enter into a unanimous- 
consent agreement. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I realize that no 
one can guarantee anything in this body. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I ob- 
ject to the Senator from Minnesota 
yielding for the purpose of suggesting 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

Mr. CASE. Iwithdraw my suggestion. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Minnesota has yielded the 
floor, and I have presented my request. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I have yielded the 
floor, Mr. President. 

Mr. GEORGE. I have no objection, 
then, of course. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to 
their names: 


Aiken Hendrickson Millikin 
Bennett Hennings Monroney 
Benton Hickenlooper Moody 
Brewster Hill Morse 
Bricker Hoey Mundt 
Butler, Md. Holland Murray 
Butler, Nebr. Humphrey Neely 
Byrd Hunt Nixon 
Cain Ives O'Conor 
Capehart Jenner O'Mahoney 
Carison Johnson, Colo. Pastore 
Case Johnson, Tex. Robertson 
Clements Johnston, S. C. Russell 
Connally Kem Saltonstall 
Cordon Kerr Schoeppel 
Dirksen Kilgore Smathers 
Douglas Knowland Smith, Maine 
Duf Langer Smith, N. J. 
Dworshak Lehman Smith, N. O. 
Eastland Lodge Sparkman 
Ecton Long Stennis 
Ellender Magnuson Taft 
Ferguson Malone Underwood 
Flanders Martin Watkins 
Frear Maybank Welker 
Fulbright McCarran Wiley 
George McClellan Williams 
Gillette McFarland Young 
Green McKellar 
Hayden McMahon 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Moopy in the chair). A quorum is pres- 
ent. 


Is there objection to the request of 
the Senator from Arizona [Mr. McFar- 


LAND]? 
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Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the presiding officer please state the 
question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator from Arizona restate his re- 
quest, please? 

Mr .McFARLAND. Mr. President, my 
request was that debate be limited on 
each amendment to 30 minutes to the 
side, the time to be controlled by the 
proponent of the amendment and the 
distinguished Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
Georce], or in the event that the Sen- 
ator from Georgia is in favor of the 
amendment, then by the acting minority 
leader or any Senator he designates: 
that all amendments must be germane; 
that the same limitation be made as to 
motions and appeals; that debate on 
the bill be limited to 2 hours, to be con- 
trolled by the distinguished Senator 
from Georgia and the minority leader, 
or anyone he may designate. 

I understand from the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY] that he has 
an exception; he wants 1 hour to each 
side to be given to each of the four 
amendments he named on the floor. I 
am trying to enter into some arrange- 
ment whereby we will complete action 
on the bill at some time. I am willing 
to make an exception of the four 
amendments the Senator from Minne- 
sota specified on the floor. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
will send those amendments to the desk. 
They are marked on a sheet. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. the 
list will be received. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

M. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. TAFT. There is only one amend- 
ment, as I understand, which will take 
any considerable time. The proposed 
agreement may, in fact, lengthen the de- 
bate. I would not want it to be under- 
stood that if debate on one of the four 
amendments were concluded before 2 
hours, the amendment could not be voted 
on. 

Mr. McFARLAND. No. There is sim- 
ply a limitation on the length of time 
debate can continue. I would hope that 
we could finish the debate on each of 
the four amendments mentioned by the 
Senator from Minnesota in less than 2 
hours. In fact, one of the amendments 
has been debated on the floor, not once, 
not twice, but at least a half a dozen 
times. Some of the others have been 
debated at length. Ido not see any rea- 
son for as much as 2 hours debate on 
any of the four amendments, 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Mr. Pres- 
ident, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I yield. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Is it con- 
templated that the pending amendment 
shall come under the agreement? I 
should think we could vote on that now. 
We have debated it all this afternoon. 
Let us vote now on the pending amend- 
ment and try to save time. 

Mr. McFARLAND. That would be 
fine, but I wish to see if we can enter into 
the proposed agreement. I will do any- 
thing that is reasonable to expedite 
matters. 
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Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I yield. 

Mr.McCARRAN. Mr. President, I re- 
gret to say that I must object. I think 
this is probably the first time in my 
career that I have objected to a unan- 
imous-consent request to limit debate. 
The status of the bill and the debate that 
has proceeded on it compels me to ob- 
ject to any limitation of debate at this 
time. I may not maintain that position, 
but at this time I cannot agree. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Will the Senator 
withhold his objection for a moment? 

Mr. McCARRAN. ertainly. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
want to work out an agreement if it can 
be done, and in order to do so I should 
like to know if there are any other objec- 
tions, so we can contact the Senators as 
we have the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. HUMPHREY]. y 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
reserving the right to object, with the 
assistance of the clerks on the side of 
the miinority I have checked the minority 
so far as I can, and I find the situation 
to be about as follows: Of the Senators 
on the minority side whe had objections 
yesterday, one has withdrawn his objec- 
tion entirely. The Senator from Ore- 
gon [Mr. Morse] believed that there 
should be debate. I think I should wish 
to consult him finally, but I believe that 
he would be entirely satisfied by the sug- 
gestion of the Senator from Minnesota, 
to which I understand the Senator from 
Arizona agrees. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Is the Senator re- 
ferring to the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
Morse]? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Yes. 

Mr. MCFARLAND. I talked with him 
yesterday evening. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The junior Sen- 
ator from Nevada [Mr. MALONE] feels 
substantially as does the senior Senator 
from Nevada, but I think he would be 
satisfied if he were assured of at least 2 
hours’ discussion on the bill, either to- 
morrow or next day. 

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
LANGER] has just entered the Chamber. 
I think I am correct in saying that there 
should not be any agreement entered 
into at the present time. So far as I 
know, with the exceptions I have men- 
tioned, no other Member on the minority 
side is opposed to some form of unani- 
mous-consent agreement. 

Mr. OMAHONET. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I yield. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. It is obvious that 
unanimous consent will not be given with 
respect to the entire bill. However, there 
is a possibility that unanimous consent 
might be given with respect to that por- 
tion of the bill which has been the sub- 
ject of most of the discussion today. 
The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. HUM- 
PHREY], the Senator from New York 
(Mr. LEHMAN], the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. Dovctas], and other Senators have 
a group of amendments to which they 
wish to devote more time. 

With respect to the amendments which 
affect the excess-profits tax 
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Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
may I ask the Senator if he would be 
willing to agree to a limitation of debate 
on the amendment which he has pre- 
sented? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Les; I am quite 
willing to do so. 

Mr. McFARLAND. How much time 
would the Senator want? 

Mr. OMAHONEZ. So far as I am 
concerned, that amendment has been 
fully debated, and I am ready to vote 
now. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that we may vote 
immediately on the pending amend- 
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Reserving the 
right to object, the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. Lancer], who has just left 
the Chamber, asked me on his behalf to 
register an objection to any unanimous- 
consent agreement at the present time. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I de- 
mand the regular order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
O’Manoney!] to strike out section 508. 

Mr. CASE. A parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

‘Mr. CASE. As I understand, the vote 
is on the O’Mahoney amendment, which 
is to strike from the committee amend- 
ment the section having to do with deal- 
ers in municipal bonds. A vote “yea” 
would be to strike that section from 
the committee amendment, and a vote 
“nay” would be a vote to support the 
committee position. Is my statement 
correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered, 
and the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON] is absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Cuavez], the Senator from Tennessee 
(Mr. Kerauver], and the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. SmirH] are absent 
on official business. 

I announce further that if present 
and voting, the Senator from New Mex- 
ico [Mr. CHavez] and the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. SmrrH] would vote 
“nay.” 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
Bripces] is absent because of illness of 
his immediate family. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. Tosey] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Nebraska IMr. 
WHERRY] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Mc- 
Cartuy] is detained on official commit- 
tee business, and, if present, he would 
vote “nay.” 

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
Ture] is absent by leave of the Senate, 
and, if present, he would vote “nay.” 
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The result was announced—yeas 22, 
nays 65, as follows: 


YEAS—22 
Benton Hunt Murray 
Douglas Kilgore Neely 
Fulbright Langer O'Mahoney 
Green Lehman Pastore 
Hayden Magnuson Smathers 
Hennings McMahon Sparkman 
Hill Moody 
Humphrey Morse 

NAYS—65 
Aiken Frear McFarland 
Bennett George McKellar 
Brewster Gillette Millikin 
Bricker Hendrickson Monroney 
Butler, Md. Hickenlooper Mundt 
Butler, Nebr. Hoey Nixon 
Byrd Holland O' Conor 
Cain Ives Robertson 
Capehart Jenner Russell 
Carlson Johnson, Colo. Saltonstall 
Cace Johnson, Tex. Schoeppel 
Clements Johnston, S.C, Smith, Maine 
Connally Kem Smith, N. J. 
Cordon Kerr Stennis 
Dirksen Knowland Taft 
Duff Lodge Underwood 
Dworshak Long Watkins 
Eastland Malone Welker 
Ecton Martin Wiley 
Ellender Maybank Williams 
Ferguson McCarran Young 
Flanders McClellan 

NOT VOTING—9. 

Anderson Kefauver Thye 
Bridges McCarthy Tobey 
Chavez Smith, N. C. Wherry 


So Mr. O'MaAHONEY’s amendment to 
the amendment of the committee was re- 
jected. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY obtained the floor. 

Mr.McFARLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Wyoming yield briefly 
to me for an explanatory statement? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Yes. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I should like to 
make a statement involving the vote yes- 
terday on the amendment affecting the 
tax on cooperatives, offered by the senior 
Senator from Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS]. 
The senior Senator from North Dakota 
(Mr. LANGER] has been very much in- 
terested in the tax provisions on co- 
operatives. He had spoken to me, ex- 
pressing the hope that a vote be not 
taken on the Williams amendment un- 
til he returned from San Francisco. I 
regret that the Senator from North Da- 
kota’s request escaped my mind com- 
pletely last evening when I was one of 
those on the floor who was pushing for 
a vote on the Williams amendment. Of 
course, if the vote had not resulted as it 
did, the senior Senator from North Da- 
kota would have had the right to move 
to reconsider the vote upon his return. 
I regret very much that the vote was 
taken in his absence, since had I recalled 
his request, I certainly would have asked 
that the vote be deferred to today. 

Mr. LANGER. I thank the Senator 
from Arizona. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, does 
the Senator’s statement mean that at 
any time when a Senator is absent he 
can have a vote reconsidered on his re- 
turn? 

Mr. McFARLAND. The Senator from 
Indiana knows that any Member may 
move to have a vote reconsidered, if 
such a motion has not already been made 
and disposed of. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Does it mean also 
that a speech will be made for any of 
us who happens to be absent? 

Mr. McFARLAND. If the Senator 
from Indiana had requested me to do 
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what the Senator from North Dakota, 
did, and his request had escaped my 
mind, I would be most happy to state 
on the floor in his behalf that the re- 
quest had been made. I would do that 
for any Senator. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
regard the vote which has just been 
taken as rather indicative of the votes 
which may be taken on some of the 
other amendments which I have in mind 
with respect to the elimination of the re- 
lief provisions of the bill. I have learned 
from Members of the Senate, some of 
whom voted against the amendment 
which has just been rejected, that they 
would prefer to vote on the acceptance 
or rejection of the committee amend- 
ment to the House bill. It is the amend- 
ment which appears at page 332 of the 
bill. The amendment is brief, and it 
can be easily explained. The House, in 
passing the tax bill, proposed to lower 
the base relating to the excess profits 
credit based on income. The House pro- 
visision has the effect of saying that the 
excess profits tax shall fall only upon 
the top 25 percent. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I 
should like to-inquire of the Senator 
from Wyoming whether he is referring 
to title V. Does he have any further 
amendment to that title? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I still have furth- 
er amendments which I may care to of- 
fer. I am trying to expedite matters. 
I said a moment ago that I am inclined 
to believe that the vote which has been 
taken is indicative of the persuasive 
eloquence of the Senator from Georgia. 
I am not disposed to stand upon the floor 
and take up the time of the Senate un- 
necessarily. 

Mr. President, I have been explaining 
to the Senator from Georgia that my 
purpose now is to turn to page 332 and 
ask, under the unanimous-consent rule 
which was adopted on September 19, 
that the action agreeing to the commit- 
tee amendment striking out section 502 
be now regarded as rescinded. I am 
ready to have it come to a vote without 
more than 10 minutes debate on my part. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Wyoming yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Yes. 

Mr. TAFT. Do J understand correctly 
that the Senator from Wyoming is with- 
drawing the pending amendment? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. The amendment 
which was. pending was rejected by the 
Senate. That was the only amendment 
which the Senator from Wyoming had 
offered. 

Mr. TAFT. The Senator from Wy- 
oming had opened up the committee 
amendment on title V. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. That is true. 

Mr. TAFT. That amendment is be- 
fore the Senate now. The Senator from 
Wyoming has already spoken twice on 
it. He is now trying to speak a third 
time on it. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. The Senator from 
Ohio is mistaken. If the Senator will 
listen to what I am saying, he will see 
that he is in error. I have just said to 
the Senator from Georgia—and I shall 
be guided entirely by what the Senator 
from Georgia says about it—that in my 
opinion action upon the excess-profits 
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phases of the bill will be expedited if 
we now have a vote on the committee 
amendment which strikes out the House 
provision changing the base. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Yes. 

Mr. TAFT. My point is that under 
the general consent agreement the Sena- 
tor has opened up the question on title V. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. The Senator from 
Ohio is quite correct about that. 

Mr. TAFT. Therefore, that commit- 
tee amendment is now before the Senate. 
Until the Senate disposes of the com- 
mittee amendment, I suggest that the 
Senator from Wyoming cannot move to 
another committee amendment in sec- 
tion 502. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. The Senator from 
Ohio is speaking from his knowledge. I 
am speaking from knowledge given to 
me by the Senator from Georgia, who 
tells me that he may wish to offer an 
amendment to the committee amend- 
ment. I also know that the Senator 
from Colorado wishes to offer an amend- 
ment to the committee amendment. 
Therefore, I am at a loss to know just 
what to do until the members of the 
committee perfect their own amend- 
ment. 

Therefore, I am seeking, in the in- 
terest of expediting action on the bill, 
to have the Senate reach a vote on the 
committee amendment striking out the 
House provision. 

Mr. TAFT. I suggest that the Sen- 
ator from Wyoming can do that only 
by unanimous consent. : 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Yes, of course. 

Mr. TAFT. Because the other com- 
mittee amendment is before the Sen- 
ate, and until it is disposed of, we can- 
not deal with another committee amend- 
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. TAFT. The Chair agrees with 
that. y 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. The Senator from 
Georgia indicates that he would like to 
offer some perfecting amendments to the 
excess-profits-tax provisions reported by 
the committee in title V. I have no ob- 
jection to proceeding in that way. 

However, I say that the position taken 
by the Senator from Ohio is not my 
understanding of parliamentary proce- 
dure. The mere fact that a Member of 
this body reopened the entire title V 
did not constitute a rule that the Sen- 
ate could consider only title V. In order 
to demonstrate that, it is only necessary 
to read the unanimous-consent agree- 
ment, which is as follows: 

Ordered, by unanimous consent, that the 
committee amendments to the pending bill 
(H. R. 4473), the Revenue Act of 1951, be 
agreed to en bloc: Provided, however, That 
such action with respect to any specific 
amendment shall, upon the request of a 
Senator be deemed *o be rescinded, and the 
consideration of such amendment shall then 


be proceeded with in accordance with the 
rules of the Senate. 


I am willing to allow the Senator from 
Georgia to proceed; and I yield the floor. 
Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I mere- 
ly wish to offer two clarifying amend- 
ments to section 507, beginning on pare 
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303. They are purely clarifying; I do not 
think there can be any objection to them. 
I wish to do that before we finally dis- 
pose of this whole title. : 

I should like—and I think the situas 
tion is apparent if one examines that 
portion of the bill—to offer a clarifying 
amendment to the committee amend- 
ment, beginning on page 303, where will 
be found section 507, entitled “Decrease 
in Inadmissible Assets.” The amend- 
ment would be as follows: to revise sec- 
tion 435 (g) (10) (B) (i), to read as fol- 
lows: 

Property used in the taxpayer’s trade or 
business within the meaning of section 117 
(j) (1), except that such property need not 
be held more than 6 months. 


The only purpose of including that 
provision was to describe the property. 
This section relates solely to the conver- 
sion of inadmissible assets into admissi- 
ble assets if they are invested in operat- 
ing property. That is all that is in- 
tended. However, some fear has arisen 
on the part of some persons who have 
read the section that we were requiring 
that before they could convert an inad- 
missible asset into an admissible asset 
by, let us say, selling a bond and invest- 
ing the proceeds of the bond in a boiler 
or an engine, they would have to hold 
the boiler or the engine for 6 months. 
Of course, that was not true. When we 
referred to section 117 (j) (1) it was 
merely for the purpose of description: 
that is all we intended to do. 

The other amendment which I wish 
to offer to the section is purely clarify- 
ing. It relates to section 435 (g) (10) 
(C), and reads as follows: 

The amount determined under paragraph 
(9) shall be subject to reduction to the ex- 
tent that the Secretary determines. 


That amendment is purely clarifying 
and is not intended to change the sense 
or the meaning at all. However, inas- 
much as the descriptive term first used 
might indicate that before one could 
convert an inadmissible asset into an 
admissible asset, he would have to hold 
the property for 6 months, it seemed nec- 
essary to offer this amendment to the 
committee amendment. 

So, Mr. President, I offer those two 
amendments to the committee amend- 
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendments submitted by the Senator 
from Georgia to the committee amend- 
ment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the com- 
mittee amendment on page 305, after 
line 3, it is proposed to revise section 435 
(g) (10) (B) (i) to read as follows: 

Property used in the taxpayer’s trade or 
business within the meaning of section 117 
(j) (1), except that such property need not 
be held more than 6 months. 


In the committee amendment on page 
305, after line 18, it is proposed to amend 
section 435 (g) (10) (C) to read as 
follows: 


The amount determined under paragraph 
(9) shall be subject to reduction to the ex- 
tent that the Secretary determines * * * 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
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ments submitted by the Senator from 
Georgia to the committee amendment. 

The amendments to the committee 
amendment were agreed to. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I have 
no other amendment to offer to the com- 
mittee amendment. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr, 
President, I desire to offer an amend- 
ment to the committee amendment on 
page 320, section 518, entitled “‘Consoli- 
dation of Newspapers.” This amend- 
ment to the committee amendment is 
technical in nature. It refers to the con- 
solidation of newspapers occurring after 
the base period, but prior to 1950. 
Prior to the consolidation of the business 
of the two newspapers, they had very 
heavy expenses and paid very low taxes; 
but after they were reorganized, they 
had, of course, more profits because they 
had reduced their expenses. 

So in arriving at what their profits 
should be, and in order not to affect their 
profits in an abnormal way, it is proposed 
that they may add their expenses to their 
profits in the base period, which. will 
give a better picture of what their base 
period should be. 

So, Mr. President, I send to the desk 
the amendment to the committee 
amendment. As Ihave said, the amend- 
ment is very technical in nature. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Colorado yield to 
me, to permit me to ask a question? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado, Yes; I 
yield for that purpose, although I do not 
know whether I can answer the question. 

Mr. O'YMAHONEY. I rather think the 
Senator from Colorado will be able to 
answer the question, judging from what 
he has already stated, 

Mr. President, do I correctly under- 
stand from the description the Senator 
from Colorado has given of this provi- 
sion of title 5, namely, section 518, which 
deals with consolidation of news- 
papers, that it was written into the bill 
for the express purpose of dealing with 
one consolidation? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. No; of 
course not. All tax measures have to 
be general in their application and have 
to apply to every taxpayer. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Is this not a case 
of general language designed to accom- 
plish a specific result? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Oh, I 
would not say that, necessarily. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 320, 
it is proposed to strike out lines 19 
through 22, and insert in lieu thereof 
the following: “fore July 1, 1950, if—”, 
and on page 321, in line 24, it is proposed 
to strike out “determined under section 
435 (d) (4)“ and insert “determined 
under section 435 (d) (4); the tax- 
payer’s average base period net income 
determined under this subsection shall 
be an amount computed under section 
435 (d) plus an amount equal to the 
excess of the average of the amounts 
paid or incurred as expenses in the con- 
duct of the operations described in para- 
graph (1) during the two taxable years 
of the taxpayer next preceding the tax- 
able year in which such consolidation 
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began over such amounts paid or in- 
curred during the first taxable year of 
the taxpayer beginning after such con- 
solidation.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Colo- 
rado to the amendment. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
have no objection to agreeing to the 
perfecting amendment offered by the 
Senator from Colorado, but after it has 
been adopted, I merely want to say a 
word about the propriety of such ac- 
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Colorado to 
the amendment of the committee. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, 
with respect to the committee amend- 
ment itself, as amended— 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? s 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield to the 
Senator from Delaware. 

Mr. FREAR. Ihave one little clarify- 
ing amendment to title V. 

Mr. MAHONEY. In the same sec- 
tion? . 

Mr. FREAR. It is in title V. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Let us dispose of 
this section first. Section 518 is now be- 


fore the Senate, as amended by the 


Senator from Colorado. It is clear from 
the record that this is a relief provision 
which is designed to give special con- 
sideration to a special condition. The 
taxpayer to be benefited by this consoli- 
dation of newspaper operations must 
first, after the close of the first half of 
the base period and prior to July 1, 1950, 
have “consolidated its mechanical, cir- 
culation, advertising, and accounting 
operations in connection with its news- 
paper publishing business with such 
operations of another corporation en- 
gaged in the newspaper publishing 
business in the same area.” 

All in the world that means is that 
a particular newspaper corporation 
must before July 1 have pyrchased the 
assets—the mechanical assets, the cir- 
culation, the accounts, and so forth of 
it—of another, and by the result of such 
purchase reduced the expenses of its 
operations, thereby increasing its profit. 
That is clear from the next paragraph, 
paragraph 2. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Will the Senator 
let me read this, please? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. 
tainly. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Second, this is 
applicable only if the taxpayer, in ad- 
dition to the foregoing, establishes to 
the satisfaction of the Secretary that, 
during the period beginning with the 
consolidation and ending with the close 
of the first taxable year beginning after 
the consolidation, such consolidation re- 
sulted in substantial reductions in the 
amounts which would otherwise have 
been paid or incurred as expenses in 
the conduct of the operations described 
in paragraph (1). So here we have a 
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combination, a consolidation, purchase 
of the machinery and purchase of the 
assets, which reduces the expense, and 
which must necessarily, therefore, in- 
crease the profit. I yield to the Senator 
from Colorado. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, the Senator may be correct 
in the example which he has stated, but 
the particular case which I mentioned 
as one of the examples of the situation 
in which this would apply did not in- 
clude the purchase of the machinery. 
There was not a purchase of the ma- 
chinery. There was not a purchase of 
the plant. There was consolidation in 
the operation of two newspapers, and 
the savings grew out of the consolidated 
operations; and instead of having heavy 
expense and loss, they were able, not 
at all due to the war but due to great 
efficiency in their operations, to make 
a profit. Now the excess-profits tax 
comes along and taxes them for their 
more efficient method, and the better 
service rendered to the community. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, 
what the Senator has said means but 
one simple thing: There was a consoli- 
dation which has reduced expenses and 
increased profits and made the news- 
paper more capable of paying taxes. It 
is obviously a special condition. It seems 
to me that the amendment should be 
rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to title V as 
amended. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. No, Mr. President, 
the question is on agreeing to section 
518, as amended. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is informed by the Parliamen- 
tarian—— 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, in 
order to make the matter perfectly clear, 
then, I move to strike section 518 as 
amended. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to that section 
as amended. 

Mr. GEORGE. No, Mr. President, 
there is a motion to strike. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President; I 
am making the formal motion to strike 
section 518, as amended, and those who 
wish to strike this section should vote 
“aye,” and those who wish to vote with 
the Senator from Colorado should vote 
“no.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Parliamentarian informs the Chair that 
the question is on agreeing to the sec- 
tion as amended. A negative vote will 
accomplish the purpose of the Senator 
from Wyoming; an affirmative vote will 
accomplish the opposite. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, we are 
unable to hear the ruling of the Chair. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. It all depends 
upon which way the Chair submits the 
question. If the amendment is sub- 
mitted as a committee amendment, as 
amended, then those of us who are op- 
posed to it should vote “no.” If, how- 
ever, it is submitted upon my motion, 
which is altogether similar to the motion 
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I made with respect to section 508, that 
section 518, as amended, be stricken from 
the committee amendment, then those 
who do not believe this special arrange- 
ment should be made should vote “aye.” 
I propound the parliamentary inquiry, 
How is the Chair going to submit the 
question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is informed that such questions 
are submitted in the affirmative. The 
question is on agreeing to section 518, 
as amended. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, on 
that I merely desire to say that those who 
agree with the Senator from Colorado 
should vote “aye,” and those who agree 
with the few remarks I have made on 
this matter should vote “no.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (putting 
the question.) The “ayes” have it, and 
the amendment is agreed to. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. President, I offer an 
amendment to section 514. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK, On page 315, line 
8, after “(d),” it is proposed to insert 
“(without regard to the requirement of 
payment of the lessor’s taxes by the les- 
see).” 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. President, this 
amendment is designed to clarify the 
application of section 514 of the bill 
which provides that railroad lessor cor- 
porations will be permitted to qualify for 
the reguluted public utility credit under 
the excess-profits tax where they file 
consolidated returns with their railroad 
lessee corporations. It appears that the 
provision as it appears in the bill could 
be interpreted so as to deny this right 
in certain areas. The amendment is 
designed to carry out the original pur- 
pose of the finance committee in in- 
cluding this provision in the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
FREAR] to the amendment of the com- 
mittee. 

The amendment io the amendment 
was agreed to. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I 
send to the desk an amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page.316, 
line 17, it is proposed to amend section 
516. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, 
may I interrupt the clerk? The amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Del- 
aware was an amendment to section 514. 
Section 514 as amended has not yet been 
acted upon, and I suggest that the ques- 
tion be submitted. I have no objection 
to it; I am not going to raise any ques- 
tion. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I think the 
Senator has a wrong idea of what we 
are doing. It is an amendment to the 
whole committee amendment. It has 
now been adopted and we have now be- 
fore us the question of whether we shall 
adopt title V. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. The Senator is 
quite correct. 

Mr. TAFT. Unless we vote, as the 
Senator did, to strike it out, there is no 
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purpose in dealing with that particular 
section. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. My only purpose 
is that I may be protected, because there 
are some additional amendments which 
in due course I should like to present. I 
have no objection to this particular 
amendment. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I think 
we can shorten the debate by saying 
that the amendment offered by the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Delaware was a 
purely clarifying amendment, and I think 
we might approve section 514 by an 
affirmative vote. 

Mr. O’'MAHONEY. That is precisely 
what I stated. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, a point of 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. TAFT. We have no jurisdiction 
to approve the section unless a separa- 
tion is asked for. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I think 
the Senator from Ohio is technically 
correct, but I thought we might shorten 
the deliberations by getting rid of this 
amendment which is purely a clarifying 
amendment. 

Mr. TAFT. If that procedure is fol- 
lowed, we shall have to approve every 
amendment to title V. It would seem 
to me that the question is, Shall we 
adopt title V as a whole? 

Mr. GEORGE, I think that is true, 
and I hope we shall soon do so. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
CAPEHART]. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 316, 
line 19, it is proposed to amend section 
516 as follows: 

Section 516 is hereby amended by amend- 
ing new section 459 (a) as follows: 

“(a) By adding the following language at 
the end of subsection (2) thereof: ‘Or, (A) 
the adjusted basis for determining gain of 
taxpayer's total facilities (as defined in sec- 
tion 444 (d) on the last day of its base period 
was 180 percent or more of the adjusted basis 
for determining gain of its total facilities on 
the first day of its base period, (B) the tax- 
payer's principal raw materials during 1950 
were metals subject to the stockpiling pro- 
gram of the United States Government, or 
scrap containing such metals, and (C) the 
percentage of the taxpayer's aggregate gross 
income which was from prime contracts with 
the United States was less than 1 percent for 
the calendar year 1950.“ 

“(b) By adding the following language at 
the end of subsection (4) thereof: ‘or, the 
taxpayer’s gross receipts (as determined 
under paragraph (5) of section 435 (c) for 
the calendar year 1950 equals or exceeds 160 
percent of its gross receipts for the calendar 
year 1949. 


Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Indiana tell us the 
page number of the bill to which the 
amendment relates? 

Mr. CAPEHART. Page 316. 

Mr. President, this is a technical 
amendment, in that it takes care of cer- 
tain categories of businesses, primarily, 
the minerals business, which lost money 
in 1949, and which was in an unusual 
situation as a result of converting from 
war production into civilian production. 
I was hopeful that the chairman of the 
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committee would take the amendment 
to conference and study it in conference. 
The amendment was prepared by the 
Senate Finance Committee, and I should 
like to ask the able chairman of the 
committee if he will take it to conference 
and see if it is not worth while. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I have 
had no opportunity to study the amend- 
ment. I have no recollection of its hav- 
ing been presented to the committee. 
If it was, I do not recall it. Without 
some study I would not be able to take 
it to conference, because it would simply 
add to the burden of work in connection 
with a long bill. If the Senator will 
leave the amendment with us, I shall be 
glad to look at it. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Are we going to be 
estopped from offering amendments to 
this section if the entire section is voted 
upon? 

Mr. GEORGE. That would be true, 
Mr. President, unless unanimous con- 
sent were given to accept amendments 
for the conference which pertained to 
the particular section. If the Senator’s 
amendment is left with us, we can study 
it. 

Mr. CAPEHART. I withdraw the 
amendment and will offer it at a later 
date, after consulting with the chairman 
of the committee and the staff. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I have an amendment identified as “9- 
20-51—F.” 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, that 
amendment was presented to the com- 
mittee. I should like to have the Sena- 
tor offer it so that the Senate may see 
what it is. I have no hesitancy in saying 
that, so far as I am concerned, the 
amendment presents a meritorious case 
for consideration. As I recall, it involves 
a situation where .. taxpayer in the base 
period made contracts for the expansion 
of his plant to the extent of approxi- 
mately 190 percent of his investment, or 
at least involving large expenditures. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. That is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. GEORGE. The improvements 
were constantly going on until he reached 
the end of the base period, and, of 
course, if he could not take into consid- 
eration his investment already com- 
mitted, already in progress during the 
greater part of the base period, he would 
be terrifically penalized so far as any ex- 
cess-profits credit was concerned. I 
think I recall the amendment, and other 
members of the committee may recall it. 
It occurs to me as being a meritorious 
amendment, and I have no objection to 
it. But I should like to have the Sena- 
tor present it and let the Senate pass 
upon it. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Would the 
Senator from Georgia like to have the 
amendment »resented at this time? 

Mr. GEORGE. Yes. It relates to ex- 
cess profits. It is a peculiar case, in that 
the capacity of the plant was greatly 
increased. It was done on borrowed 
money, but the commitment was made 
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in the base period. The work was com- 
menced and carried on in the base period 
and was practically completed in that 
period. If the borrowed money is paid 
back, the taxpayer loses his base for in- 
vested capital. It struck me as being a 
meritorious situation. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I offer the amendment, which I send to 
the desk and ask io have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment offered 
by the Senator from New Jersey. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. At the proper 
place in the bill it is proposed to insert 
the following: 

Sec. —. Section 444 (f) (relating to in- 
crease in capacity for production or opera- 
tion) is hereby amended to read as follows: 

1) Rules for application of section: 

“(1) The benefits of this section shall not 
be allowed unless the taxpayer makes appli- 
cation therefor in accordance with section 
447 (e). 

“(2) Any increase in the taxpayer's capac- 
ity for production or operation consum- 
mated during any taxable year ending after 
the last day of the base period, as a result 
of the construction of acditional facilities 
begun and continued during the base period, 
shall be deemed to be an increase in capac- 
ity in existence on the last day of the base 
period.” 


Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
as the distinguished gentleman from 
Georgia has said, this is a meritorious 
amendment. The able Senator has 
thoroughly explained it, perhaps with 
more accuracy than could the junior 
Senator from New Jersey. I am not go- 
ing to labor it further. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I should 
like to have it understood that I am will- 
ing to accept the Senator’s amendment 
and take it to conference. I think we 
should be free in conference to discuss 
these questions. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. The junior 
Senator from New Jersey quite agrees to 
that suggestion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment offered by the 
Senator from New Jersey is agreed to. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent to have insert- 
ed in the Recor at this point in my re- 
marks an explanation of the amend- 
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr. 
FPrear in the chair). Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

The statement is as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR HENDRICKSON 

I have called up my proposed amendment 
to H. R. 4473 designed to help smaller busi- 
ness which is now being subjected to an ex- 
cess-profits tax on normal profits attrib- 
utable to expanded facilities, 

Everyone knows the circumstances under 
which the present excess-profits tax law has 
been drafted. The intent of Congress was 
not to impose an excess-profits tax on the 
normal earnings of corporations, but only 
to siphon off increased corporate profits at- 
tributable to the Korean war and the large 
military expenditures of our defense effort. 
Congress faced the problem of fitting a com- 
plicated statute to even more complicated 
business affairs. Congress was dissatisfied 
with the relief provisions contained in the 
World War II excess-profits tax. We felt that 


relief should be extended in specific sections 


rather than in a general section like section 


* 
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722. At the same time we fully realized that 
experience with the statute would inevitably 
reveal situations which we had inadvertently 
failed to cover. 

My amendment deals with one of these 
situations. By and large this situation af- 
fects smaller corporations which decided in 
the early part of the base period—1946-49— 
to expand their facilities and did not com- 
plete their expansion until some time shortly 
after the end of the base period. As the law 
now stands, these corporations are deprived 
of any credit for the normal earnings at- 
tributable to the additional facilities. Yet 
clearly Congress did not, and does not, in- 
tend to impose tax upon corporations mak- 
ing a large capital investment in new facili- 
ties before the beginning of their first excess 
profits tax year even though the construction 
of the new facilities was noy completed by 
the end of the base period. Otherwise we 
would be punishing progressive expanding 
small companies and in many cases threat- 
ening their very existence. Even the much- 
criticized section 722 of the former excess 
profits tax allowed a normal earnings return 
on this kind of capital investment. 

My amendment has particular reference 
to corporations which took the risk of bor- 
rowing large sums of money in the base 
period in order to obtain capital for ex- 
panded peacetime production capacity. An 
excess profits tax on the normal earnings 
produced by their expanded capacity simply 
means that a good many of these corpora- 
tions will not have left, after taxes, sufficient 
earnings to repay their loans according to 
their borrowing contract. 

My amendment relates principally to 
smaller corporations because these corpora- 
tions are less likely to have other funds or 
resources with which to keep faith with 
their creditors, 

Existing law, through no fault of Congress 
which worked on the statute under great 
pressure, does not take care of the kind of 
situation I have in mind. Section 444 is 
inadequate because it makes no provision for 
those corporations which, because of the 
extended nature of their expansion, did not 
complete the new productive capacity before 
the end of the base period. Section 435 (f) 
is inadequate because it makes no provision 
for those companies which invested capital 
funds in expanded facilities more than 2 
years before their first excess profits tax 
year. This section overlooks the fact that, 
in many instances, such investments could 
not be finally converted into production un- 
til after the end of the base period. 

The harshness of existing law is intensified 
in the case of corporations which have bor- 
rowed heavily to expand their facilities. 
Under existing law these businesses are not 
only deprived of any credit for their expanded 
peacetime facilities; in addition, the credit 
which they would otherwise have is reduced 
as they repay the heavy indebtedness in- 
curred in building the new facilities. 

The harshness is further intensified by the 
fact that a new corporation would get relief 
measured by an industry rate of return, 
Older corporations in the same basic situa- 
tion get no relief. 

Clearly, with a number of excess-profits- 
tax amendments in the statute, the situation 
I have described calls for affirmative relief 
at this time. The committee has already 
adopted a meritorious amendment which 
goes much further than the amendment I 
am about to offer. I am referring to the 
amendment dealing with expanded facilities 
and product changes where commitments 
were made before the end of the base period 
and construction began before June 30, 1950, 

We cannot afford to endanger the con- 
tinued existence of progressive, growing busi- 
nesses at a time when their industrial po- 
tential capacity is most urgently needed. As 
the Senate Finance Committee specifically 
stated last year, an excess-profits tax should 
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be “so framed as not to interfere with the 
normal expansion of the industrial capacity 
cf the Nation.” My amendment is designed 
to prevent any such interference. 


Mr. O’MAHONEY. May I inquire 
whether there are any other amendments 
to be offered to this section by the mem- 
bers of the committee? Apparently not. 
That being the case, Mr. President, I 
offer the following amendment: That 
section 517 on page 318 entitled “Base 
Period Catastrophe” be stricken from the 
bill. My reason for doing this, Mr. Presi- 
dent, is to be found in the report of the 
committee itself. On page 85 item 20 
states: 

Section 442 of the code provides that, in 
the case of corporations having abnormali- 
ties in one of their three highest base-period 
years, their industry rate of return for the 
year of the abnormality, multiplied by their 
total assets in such year, may be substituted 
for the earnings in their year of abnormality. 
In the case of abnormalities in two or all of 
their three highest years, it provides that the 
average industry rate of return for the base 
period, multiplied by their average total 
assets for the base period, may be substi- 
tuted for their base-period earnings. 


That this section is unnecessary is 
clear from the next sentence of the com- 
mittee report: 

Although your committee believes that 
this is satisfactory in the case of most ab- 
normalities, it appears that where a fire or 
explosion or other similar catastrophe has 
destroyed an important part of the corpora- 
tion’s productive facilities, the credit com- 
puted under section 442 may be inadequate, 


There is no judgment by the com- 
mittee that it is inadequate. The ex- 
isting law provides for credit in the case 
of abnormalities. A catastrophe is an 
abnormality. I can see no reason for 
the adoption of this committee amend- 
ment except that it apparently would 
apply to a particular case or a particu- 
lar small group of cases. It was already 
explained in the case of one amendment 
that has been adopted that there was a 
consolidation of newspapers involved. I 
believe it is altogether unwise in a tax 
bill of this character to adopt amend- 
ments which on their face deal with 
special cases, 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL, Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. O’-MAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I should like to ask 
the distinguished Senator from Wyo- 
ming whether the objection which he 
raises would in any way affect those who 
might be entitled to relief as a result 
of the devastating floods that have hap- 
pened. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. No; I am sure it 
would not, because as the committee re- 
port says, under the existing law, section 
442, there is provision for credit in case 
of abnormalities, and a flood is an ab- 
normality, and as a matter of fact it is 
so stated under section 442. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I am 
afraid .that it might affect the flood 
situation. I wish to be perfectly frank 
about the section. It may have been 
urged by taxpayers who would get no 
benefit from it. But actually it is not 
a bad amendment. It is a valid amend- 
ment. I think it has merit. All it 
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means is this, that if the taxpayer suf- 
fers a catastrophe in 1 year, then he 
is not obliged to take the industry ex- 
perience for that 1 year, but may take 
his own experience for the prior year, 
that is, the year before the catastrophe 
year. I must say that I think it would 
apply to taxpayers in the flood areas 
who may be excess profits earners 
though the flood destroyed the profits. 
What it means is simply this, that in the 
year the taxpayer would not be obliged 
to take the industry experience as his 
earnings, but he could say, “Well, now, 
last year I was in business. I had no 
catastrophe, and I ought to take that 
experience.” That is all it means, It 
only affects his base, but the base itself, 
of course, is important in calculating 
and computing the excess profits taxes, 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield further. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I desire to thank 
the Senator from Georgia for the ex- 
planation, because there could be a most 
important factor to be taken into con- 
sideration in that area. 

Mr. GEORGE. I think there could. 
This amendment was probably urged 
upon the committee by some who had 
other experience. It would not accom- 
plish anything for the others who urged 
it; but it would be a valid amendment 
as I see it, affecting any taxpayer who 
suffered from a great catastrophe, a 
great flood, or anything else. In the 
cases that were actually submitted which 
led us to believe it to be meritorious, it 
appears that they had an experience 
which would not have been of use to 
them. But in the case of many of the 
taxpayers in the flood areas, I think they 
might be helped by this. amendment. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I 
have just hurriedly come into the cham- 
ber. I have been in a conference com- 
mittee downstairs. I understand a mo- 
tion is pending to strike out section 517. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I 
submit that in my State we had a ter- 
rific catastrophe for which the people 
in that State were in no wise to blame. 
A French ship loaded with explosives 
and munitions came to Texas City, and 
as it was pulling up to the dock it ex- 
ploded, resulting in the loss of hundreds 
of lives and the destruction of factories 
and plants. The disaster was severe. 
The explosion resulted in extremely seri- 
ous disadvantage to the industry and 
the business of the people of that city 
and area. As I said, it killed hundreds 
of people. I am not exaggerating when 
I make that statement.’ If that is not 
a case in which there should be recog- 
nition of the desirability and humanity 
of a provision of this kind, as carried 
in the bill, to allow the relief that is 
provided in the section, I do not know 
what kind of a case could be presented. 

Mr. President, next to the great Gal- 
veston disaster in Texas comes this tre- 
mendous disaster in Texas City. The 
Galveston-flood disaster would not, of 
course, be affected by this provision of 
the bill. In the Galveston flood of 1900, 
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10,000 of the citizens of my State were 
drowned. The sea simply moved in and 
submerged the city. Bodies floated out 
to sea in great numbers. As I said, next 
to the Galveston disaster the Texas City 
disaster is the greatest calamity that has 
ever struck my State. 

Mr. President, I beg the Senate not to 
deny the advantages of this section to 
those people. The Texas City disaster is 
simply one illustration. Other great ca- 
lamities have occurred; for example, the 
great floods in Kansas and Missouri 
which occurred recently. Will any Sen- 
ator tell me that he would put a man 
who loses money in a business venture in 
which he has undertaken to make a 
profit in the same class with these inno- 
cent people who suffered the loss of their 
property, and many of whom lost their 
lives? I think not. 

Mr. President, I do not want to take 
the time of the Senate to labor the point. 
I simply plead with the Senate not to 
drive the dagger into the very heart of 
these poor, innocent people who have al- 
ready suffered the loss of their property, 
in many cases the loss of their future, 
in a terrible calamity, a loss which no 
one can repay them for or restore to 
them, not even the Finance Committee. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Does the Senator 
from Texas wish the Senate to under- 
stand that this amendment deals with 
individuals who lost their property in the 
great disaster which he has described? 

Mr. CONNALLY. It makes no differ- 
ence to me whether it relates to individ- 
uals or property owned by individuals. 
I know that a number of great plants 
upon which the people depended for 
employment and as a means of liveli- 
hood were affected. There is no reason 
on earth why a company, a plant, or a 
corporation which innocently suffers 
tragic disaster should be denied the ben- 
efits of legislation of this character. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. As I recall the case 
to which the senior Senator from Texas 
has so vividly referred, it was one of the 
great national tragedies. Whole busi- 
nesses were completely obliterated. It 
was not a question of lowering the base 
of a business. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Not at all. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. It was not a case of 
dealing with relative profits or losses. 
Whole businesses were extinguished, 
were they not? 

Mr. CONNALLY. That is correct. 

Mr, MILLIKIN. The purpose here is 
to provide a proper base. Instead of giv- 
ing the taxpayer an industry average, 
when it is so situated that it had more 
than the industry average, we simply 
say, We will allow you to use as a base 
the figure for the year before you had 
the great disaster.” That is my under- 
standing. Am I correct? 

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator from 
Colorado is eminently correct, as he usu- 
ally is. He is correct in the view that 
several great plants were utterly de- 
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stroyed, absolutely obliterated and cov- 
ered with wreckage. Yet the stony 
hearts of some people give forth no re- 
sponse to a situation of that kind. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. There is a great con- 
trast between the disaster to which the 
Senator has referred and other troubles 
which people have. There may be a 
strike in a certain plant, but the plant 
is still there, and it is ready to resume 
operations when the strike is over. 

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Such a situation as 
that is distinguished from a great dis- 
aster such as the one to which the Sen- 
ator refers, which completely wiped out 
not only the business operations, but 
everything basic to them. It wiped out 
all the plant and facilities which could 
sustain the business. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Those conditions 
occurred without any fault of the people 
affected. They did not cause the disaster. 
A ship came in from across the ocean. 
It moored at Texas City. Suddenly it 
exploded, and spread fire and all the 
other terrible things that go with such 
a calamity. The disaster was accom- 
panied by hardship and ruin. It de- 
stroyed plants, and struck down the 
means of livelihood of the people, as well 
as the people themselves. I cannot give 
the exact figures, but it destroyed hun- 
dreds of lives. Hundreds of human be- 
ings were sacrificed in that disaster. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield. 

Mr, SCHOEPPEL. I wish to say to the 
distinguished Senator from Texas that 
one of the points he is making disturbed 
the Senator from Kansas in connection 
with the motion to strike this section, be- 
cause, as the distinguished chairman of 
the Committee on Finance has pointed 
out, this provision has a very direct ap- 
plication to the flood-devastated areas, 
where hundreds of businesses and thou- 
sands of people who had businesses suf- 
fered total and complete loss in many in- 
stances. 

I join with the Senator from Texas in 
hoping that this provision will not be 
stricken from the bill, because I am 
afraid that to do so would deprive hun- 
dreds, and probably thousands, of people 
of a just type of relief. 

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator from 
Kansas is absolutely correct. 

When a great flood comes down a 
river, who is responsible for it? The 
people who live along the banks of the 
river are not responsible for it. They 
cannot hold forth their hands, as Moses 
did when he parted the waters of the 
Red Sea. They cannot hold back the 
floods which come down the Missouri 
River or the Mississippi River from the 
North. If a flood overtakes us and de- 
stroys us and our property, who is to 
blame? The Senate Finance Commit- 
tee is not to blame. The Senate is not to 
blame. Somewhere there is an unspeak- 
able power of destruction, ruin, and evil. 
Such are the forces which bring about 
these catastrophes, these great holo- 
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causts. I do not believe it is fair for the 
Senate to deny the benefits of this sec- 
tion, which is sought to be stricken from 
the bill. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
merely desire to remark that section 442 
of the act approved January 3, 1951, the 
present excess profits tax law, which the 
great Senator from Texas [Mr. CoN- 
NALLY] was instrumental in writing into 
the laws of the United States, contains 
this provision: 

(a) In general: If a taxpayer which com- 
menced business on or before the first day 
of its base period establishes that, for any 
taxable year within, or beginning or ending 
within, its base period: 

(1) normal production, output, or opera- 
tion was interrupted or diminished because 
of the occurrence, either immediately prior 
to, or during such taxable year, of events 
unusual and peculiar in the experience of 


such taxpayer, or 

(2) the business of the taxpayer was de- 

because of temporary economic cir- 

cumstances unusual in the case of such tax- 
payer, 
the taxpayer’s average base period net in- 
come determined under this section shall be 
the amount computed under subsection (c) 
or (d), whichever is applicable. 


In other words, the existing law takes 
care of abnormalities and provides for 
relief. We are not dealing with the poor 
and shattered bodies of individuals who 
were ruined in the unaccountable dis- 
aster of which the Senator from Texas 
speaks. We are dealing only with the 
excess profits taxpayer who desires to 
take advantage of that great catastrophe 
in order to obtain an additional con- 
cession in his excess profits taxes. 

The. PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Frear in the chair). The question is on 
agreeing to the motion of the Senator 
from Wyoming [Mr. O’ManHoney] to 
strike out section 517, 

The motion was rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question recurs on agreeing to title V of 
the bill, as amended. The yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will 
call the roll. 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Ohio will state it. 

Mr. BRICKER. What is the question 
on which the Senate is about to vote? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to title V, as 
amended. 

Mr. BRICKER. That is the commit- 
tee amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the committee 
amendment, as amended; that is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Oklahoma will state it. 

Mr. KERR. A “yea” vote is a vote in 
favor of title V, as amended; a “nay” 
vote is a vote in favor of striking it? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Oklahoma is correct. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 


that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 


12057 


ANDERSON] is absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
CuHavez], the Senator from Tennessee 
(Mr. KEFAUVER], and the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. SMITH] are absent 
on official business. 

I announce further that if present and 
voting, the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. CuHavez] and the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. SmrrH] would vote 
“yea.” 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
Brivces] is absent because of illness of 
his immediate family. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. Tonk] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
Wuerry] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Durr], the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
McCartuy], and the Senator from Cali- 
fornia [Mr. Nrxon] are detained on offi- 
cial business. 

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
THYE] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Durr], the Sen- 
ator from Wisconsin [Mr. MCCARTHY], 
and the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
THYE] would each vote “yea.” 

The result was announced—yeas 70, 
nays 15, as follows: 


YEAS—70 
Alken Gillette McKellar 
Bennett Hayden McMahon 
Brewster Hendrickson Millikin 
Bricker Hennings Monroney 
Butler, Md. Hickenlooper Moody 
Butler, Nebr. Hoey Mundt 
Byrd Holland O'Conor 
Cain Hunt Robertson 
Capehart Ives Russell 
Carison Jenner Saltonstall 
Case Johnson, Colo. Schoeppel 
Clements Johnson, Tex. Smathers 
Connally Johnston, S. C. Smith, Maine 
Cordon Kem Smith, N. J. 
Dirksen Kerr Stennis 
Dworshak Knowland Taft 
Eastland Underwood 
Ecton Long Watkins 
Ellender Malone Welker 
n Martin Wiley 
Flanders Maybank Williams 
Young 
Fulbright McClellan 
rge McFarland 
NAYS—15 
Benton Kilgore Murray 
Douglas Langer Neely 
Green Lehman O'Mahoney 
Magnuson P: e 
Humphrey Morse Sparkman 
NOT VOTING—11 
Anderson Kefauver Thye 
Bridges McCarthy Tobey 
Chavez Nixon Wherry 
Duff Smith, N. C. 


So the committee amendment, as 
amended, was agreed to. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
think we can conclude this chapter on 
the excess-profits tax now if I ask that 
section 502 of the House version of the 
bill, beginning on page 332, which was 
stricken out by the Senate committee, 
be made the next subject of action. 

Under the unanimous-consent agree- 
ment, Mr. President, I therefore ask 
that the previous action on the 19th of 
September be rescinded, so that I may 
ask that this amendment offered by the 
committee be rejected. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the commit- 
tee amendment. Those in favor of the 
position taken by the Senator from Wyo- 
ming will vote no.“ Those who are in 
favor of the committee amendment will 
vote “aye.” 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
should like to explain briefly what the 
House did and what the Senate will do 
by its action on the committee amend- 
ment. 

The House, in seeking to increase the 
revenue of the Government from tax- 
payers who are subject to the excess- 
profits tax law, changed the 85-percent 
base which relates to excess-profits 
credit, based on income, to 75 percent. 
In other words, under the House version 
of the bill the excess-profits tax law 
falls upon the top 25 percent of the in- 
come of the taxpayers who are subject 
to the excess-profits tax. It falls only 
upon the upper 25 percent. 

Under the present law, the excess- 
profits tax falls upon only the upper 15 
percent. 

So the House, in seeking to increase 
the revenue of the Government, changed 
that percentage by reducing it 10 per- 
centage points. The House committee 
has estimated that this provision will 
increase by $590,000,000 the revenue of 
the Government from those who are 
paying excess-profits taxes. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Wyoming yield for a ques- 
tion? 

Mr, O'MAHONEY. Yes; I yield. 

Mr. KERR. The result might be to 
get a considerable amount of increased 
revenue from those who otherwise would 
not pay excess-profits taxes. Is not that 
so? 
Mr. O’MAHONEY. Certainly. Those 
who now are in the top 15-percent 
bracket pay the tax now; and those who 
are in the upper 25-percent bracket will 
pay the tax, and so will those who are 
in the 16-percent, 17-percent, 18-per- 
cent, 19-percent, and so forth, brackets, 
who do not pay now. 

Mr. KERR. So the result would be 
not only to obtain revenue from those 
who now pay, but to extend the tax to 
include, and obtain money from, those 
who now are not included. Is that cor- 
rect? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Yes; by reducing 
the base 10 percentage points, that would 
be the effect. 

Mr. President, the issue is very simple. 
I do not intend to take more of the time 
of the Senate. 

Therefore, I ask for the yeas and nays 
on this question. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I 
think we should have clearly in mind 
what the proposal of the distinguished 
senior Senator from Wyoming means. 

Obviously, in order to have a point of 
reference, in order to find out what is 
the excess, we have to establish some 
base period of assumed normality against 
which to measure. If we had a truly 
normal period against which to measure, 
the base should be 100 percent, rather 
than 85 percent, which it is at the pres- 
ent time. 
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If we can consider the base period 
established by the existing excess-prof- 
its-tax law as a normal base, then every 
percentage point that we go beneath 
that base is confiscation, not taxation. 

There are many arguments about 
whether the present base is a normal 
one. 

In the light of the history subsequent 
to the end of that base, it might be ar- 
gued that it is a normal base. 

In any event, many of us, when we 
were confronted with this excess-profits 
tax, figured that we should not go below 
95 percent, because 95 percent was the 
World War II rate; and there was con- 
siderable objection to that, for the same 
reason, namely, that every point that we 
go below the period which we pick as 
the normal period, is a point of confis- 
cation. 

However, be it wise or be it unwise, we 
reduced the base to 85 percent. Many 
of us have thought that was going too 
low. 

The proposal now before us is to re- 
duce the base to 75 percent. Again I 
invite attention to the effect; in other 
words, we shall not have a true excess- 
profits tax unless we have an honest 
base. When we depreciate the base by 
25 percent, we do not have an honest 
basis of reference, we are confiscating 
normal income and capital rather than 
taxing excess profits. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Colorado yield for a ques- 
tion? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

Mr. LONG. I take it that the point 
the Senator from Colorado has in mind 
is that by reducing the base below 100 
percent of normal earnings for a corpo- 
ration, the result is actually to tax the 
corporation's normal earnings as if they 
were excess profits. Is that correct? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The Senator from 
Louisiana is entirely correct. 

Mr. LONG. The value of money was 
actually depreciated since the original 
excess-profits tax was imposed; so 100 
percent of earnings in terms of purchas- 
ing power would be worth today, let 
us say, only 90 percent of its purchas- 
ing power at the time when the base 
was enacted. So the base has been re- 
duced already by the decrease in pur- 
chasing power. Is that correct? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. There has been a 
reduction in the base and there has been 
an increase in the amount of money in 
circulation. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

Mr. GEORGE. I should like to call 
attention to the fact that the House 
provision the committee voted to strike 
out does not affect the corporations 
which have a heavy invested capital base. 
It affects only the small ones which have 
to depend on their average earnings. 

In Canada, when they had an excess- 
profits tax, because of the inflation they 
allowed 120 percent of the base, in order 
not to tax the normal earnings. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, the 
distinguished Senator from Georgia is 
correct, and what he has stated gives us 
a perfect illustration of how many fair 
minds would operate if we wish to do 


SEPTEMBER 25 


complete justice, insofar as a fair base 
is concerned. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Certainly, I yield. 

Mr. TAFT. Is it not also true that 
for the World War I tax, the base was 
100 perceni? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. My memory is that 
it was 95 percent. 

Mr. TAFT. Perhaps it was 95 per- 
cent; in any event, it was much higher 
than the present 85 percent base. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I have already stated 
to the distinguished senior Senator that 
the World War II base was 95 percent. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the very able Senator from Colorado be 
willing to yield for a question. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Certainly. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that 
the 95-percent ratio adopted in World 
War II was because the earning records 
of corporations with which they were 
dealing were preeminently for the pe- 
riod of the thirties, when earnings were 
low, when there was a subnormal pe- 
riod, and therefore, when the percentages 
taken out normally would have to be 
high? But we are now dealing with a 
record of earnings in periods of rising 
prices and great profit ratios, and is it 
not therefore possible for us to apply 
a much more reasonable percentage fig- 
ure to the forties than it was to apply it 
to the thirties? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. My answer is that it 
is not proper to reduce the 100-percent 
base under any circumstances, if it is re- 
garded as a normal base under the cir- 
cumstances. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. But the point is—— 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I understand the 
Senator's point. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. In the thirties, the 
earnings were low, and in the forties, pre- 
sumably, abnormally high. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The base period for 
World War II relative to national income 
at that time, relative to national income 
now and relative to the state of business 
at that time, and relative to everything 
else to be considered, reflected the same 
theory we have now. The base period 
then reflected all our own preparations 
for war and reflected all of the foreign 
spending in this country for munitions 
of war. There was a great stimulation 
prior to World War I, just as it may be 
argued that we had a stimulation prior 
to Korea. 

Mr, GEORGE. Mr. President, if the 
distinguished Senator will permit me, I 
should like to make a statement about 
the World War II tax. 

Mr. MILLIKIN, I yield, 

Mr. GEORGE. Actually what hap- 
pened was this: The then Secretary of 
the Treasury wanted to take straight in- 
vested capital as the only base. Con- 
gress rebelled, the American people re- 
belied, and then they placed a penalty 
upon the use of the average earnings. 
So that what we now have, when we cut 
the average down to 25 percent of what 
was being earned before, is but a pro- 
longation of the disposition to destroy 
every bit of the benefit the average earn- 
ing corporation gets from its base; and 
the average earning base is the only base 
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upon which corporation which rely upon 
character, initiative, and upon their own 
resources largely have to depend in the 
face of an excess-profits tax. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I thank the distin- 
guished Senator for giving us the benefit 
of that piece of history, about which I 
did not know. We had much time taken 
this morning in criticism of the pages of 
this bill which are intended to offer relief 
in special circumstances. The main 
reason for our having to offer relief in 
special circumstances comes out of base- 
period trouble. If we have a 100-per- 
cent base period, we would have a great 
deal less trouble than if we had a 95- 
percent base period; or an 85-percent 
base period, as we have now. We will 
have a great deal less trouble with an 
85-percent base than with the proposed 
75-percent base. A distorted base in the 
law requires special-relief provisions un- 
less we want to have a section 722 pro- 
cedure, such as we had in World War II. 
The reason we do not have a section 722 
procedure is because I think everyone 
was thoroughly disgusted with it. We 
still have section 722 cases pending. The 
Officials in charge of administering sec- 
tion 722 were fearful of taking those 
actions which the merits of the cases 
required. Sometimes sizeable relief 
would be necessary in order to do jus- 
tice. But in any event the number of 
claims was so great, the complexities of 
the different situations were so great, the 
temerity of the officials dealing with 
them was so great, and the indecisions 
were so great that we still have some of 
those cases pending 5 years after the 
war. A business outfit which is to live 
and progress must know what its situ- 
ation is—yes, from day to day, not after 
5 years. So I repeat, everytime we dis- 
tort this base, everytime we run it down 
from 100 percent, we are accentuating 
the very thing which was complained of 
here this morning, namely, writing relief 
provisions into the excess-profits- 
law. 

We ought to have a little bit of con- 
sistency along the line. To sum up, I 
simply want to say that I think 85 per- 
cent is an abnormally low base. It can 
in many instances be a confiscatory base, 
and 75 percent would surely bring us 
more securely into the area of confisca- 
tion. As we get into these higher 
taxes—normal taxes, surtaxes, and ex- 
cess-profits taxes—we have an accom- 
panying need of expanded justice, if you 
please, Mr. President, because these 
taxes merely aggravate the errors of that 
which we do with the best of intentions, 
If we want the confidence of the people, 
if we want to progress in this period of 
peril, we must assure the taxpayer as 
best we can that we are going to treat 
him justly; and when we start out on our 
taking of his money by loading the ma- 
chine 25 percent against him, we are 
running a racket, not imposing a tax 
and the Kefauver committee ought to 
get on it. . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the committee amend- 
ment as it appears under title VI, on 
page 332, which strikes section 502, ex- 
(cess profits credit based on income. A 
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“yea” vote supports the committee, a 
“nay” vote supports the views of the 
senior Senator from Wyoming. On this 
question the yeas and nays have been 
ordered. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
desire briefly to call attention again to 
the fact that corporate profits before 
taxes have risen to new peaks. In 1946, 
they were $23,500,000,000; in 1947, $30,- 
500,000,000; in 1948, $33,800,000,000; in 
1949, $28,300,000,000; in 1950, $41,400,- 
000,000; in the first quarter of 1951, the 
rate was $51,800,000,000, and in the sec- 
ond quarter of 1951, the rate was $48,- 
500,000,000. 

Undistributed profits have risen. Divi- 
dends have risen. We are, it seems to 
me, confronting the problem against the 
background of world events, which was 
described by President Warren G. Hard- 
ing in his inaugural address on March 4, 
1921. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Let me read this, 
and then I shall yield. I heard this in- 
augural address by President Harding. 
He was taking office as President of the 
United States, following World War I. 
He wanted to lead the world to peace 
by disarmament, and he negotiated the 
disarmament treaty; but in this inau- 
gural address he said: 

I can vision the ideal republic, where every 
man and woman is called under the flag, for 
assignment to duty, for whatever service, 
military or civil, the individual is best fitted; 
where we may call to universal service every 
plant, agency; or facility, all in the sublime 
sacrifice for country, and not 1 penny of war 
profit shall inure to the benefit of private in- 
dividual, corporation, or combination, but 
all above the normal shall flow into the de- 
fense chest of the Nation. 


Mr. President, upon that note I hope 
that the Senate may vote to reject the 
committee amendment. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Colorado. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I think this is the 
first time in history, or in the lifetime 
of the distinguished senior Senator from 


Wyoming, that he has twice exhumed 


Harding in 3 days. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Louisiana. 

Mr. LONG. Are the figures which the 
Senator has been stating the amounts 
before taxes, or after taxes? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Before taxes. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Wyoming yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. KERR. I think the statements 
which the Senator from Wyoming has 
just made are arguments against the 
motion he has made or against the posi- 
tion he has taken, rather than giving 
facts which would substantiate it. As 
he has just advised the Senate, the cor- 
porate profits in 1946, before taxes, were 
$23,500,000,000; in 1947 they were $30,- 
500,000,000; in 1948 they were $33,800,- 
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000,000; in 1949 they were $28,300,000,- 
000; in 1950 they rose to $41,400,000,000. 

The base for the excess-profits tax, ex- 
cept in a few rare instances, is the period 
including the years 1946, 1947, 1948, and 
1949. Under the present law, in com- 
puting the base period, the taxpayer is 
given only 85 percent of his earnings in 
3 of those 4 years, 

From the statement which the Senator 
from Wyoming has just made, it is evi- 
dent that there is nearly a 50-percent 
increase in corporate profits in 1950 as 
compared with 1949. If we take the 
three best years of the four, it will be 
found that there was nearly a 45 to 50 
percent increase in 1950 as compared 
with the base period. Under the law 
as it is now written, all that increase 
in 1950 over the other years is taxed, 
and, in addition to that, 15 percent of 
what was earned in the base years is 
subject to the excess-profits tax. 

I believe in an excess-profits tax, and 
we have one, but I do not believe in 
carrying out a program of doubling the 
normal tax under the name of an ex- 
cess-profits tax. That is what we would 
be doing if we reduced the base further 
from the 85 percent to 75 percent, be- 
cause with the 85-percent base we go 
back to those 4 years and tax 15 percent 
of the profits as excess profits. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Oklahoma yield? 

Mr. KERR. I yield for a question. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is the Senator from 
Oklahoma in favor of a decrease of 
the tax? 

Mr. KERR. I do not favor it, but on 
the basis of an equitable excess-profits 
tax, it should be decreased. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. May we count on the 
Senator from Oklahoma when we move 
an increase in the corporation tax itself? 

Mr. KERR. We shall meet those issues 
when they come. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. But the Senator is 
now making an argument to refute the 
proposal of the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. O’MaHoney] to increase the excess 
profits tax. 

Mr. KERR. The Senator from Okla- 
homa did not yield for a speech, he 
yielded for a question, and will be glad to 
yield for another one, but the Senator 
from Oklahoma is opposed to taxing as 
excess-profits income which under any 
equitable definition or arrangement can- 
not be other than normal income. Un- 
der the law as now written, we already 
take at least 15 percent of the normal 
income and subject it to an excess-profits 
tax. What the Senator from Wyoming 
would do would be to increase the present 
inequity by 6624 percent. I would hope 
that that would not be agreed to. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator will state it. 

Mr. KERR. A yea“ vote supports the 
committee and a “nay” vote supports the 
position of the Senator from Wyoming. 
Is that correct? ; 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct, 
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The question is on agreeing to the 
committee amendment striking out sec- 
tion 502 on page 332. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered, 
and the clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON] is absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Cuavez], the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
GILLETTE], the Senator from Tennessee 
(Mr, KEFAUVER], the Senator from Ne- 
vada [Mr. McCarran], the Senator from 
West Virginia [Mr. NEELY], and the 
Senator from North Carolina IMr. 
SMITH] are absent on official business. 

I announce that on this vote the Sen- 
ator from North Carolina [Mr. SMITH] 
is paired with the Senator from West 
Virginia [Mr. Neety]. If present and 
voting, the Senator from North Carolina 
would vote “yea” and the Senator from 
West Virginia would vote “nay.” 

I announce further that if present and 
voting, the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. Cuavez] would vote “yea.” 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
Brmces] is absent because of illness of 
his immediate family. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
LMr. Tosey] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
Wuerry!] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Durr], the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
McCartuy!], and the Senator from Cali- 
fornia [Mr. Nrxon] are detained on off- 
cial business. 

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
Tuye] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Durr], the Sen- 
ator from Wisconsin [Mr. MCCARTHY], 
and the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
THYE] would each vote “yea.” 

The result was announced—yeas 62, 
nays 20, as follows: 


YEAS—62 
Aiken Flanders McKellar 
Bennett Frear Millikin 
Benton George Monroney 
Brewster Hendrickson Mundt 
Bricker Hennings O' Conor 
Butler, Md. Hickenlooper Pastore 
Butler, Nebr. Hoey Robertson 
Byrd Holland Saltonstall 
Cain Ives Schoeppel 
Capehart Jenner Smathers 
Carlson Johnson, Colo. Smith, Maine 
Case Johnston, S. C. Smith, N. J. 
Clements Kem Stennis 
Connally Kerr Taft 
Cordon Knowland Underwood 
Dirksen Lodge Watkins 
Dworshak Long Welker 
Eastland Malone Wiley 
Ecton Martin Williams 
Ellender Maybank Young 
Ferguson McClellan 

NAYS—20 
Douglas Johnson, Tex. Moody 
Fulbright Kilgore Morse 
Green Langer Murray 
Hayden Lehman O'Mahoney 
Hi Magnuson Russell 
Humphrey McFarland Sparkman 
Hunt McMahon 

NOT VOTING—14 

Anderson Kefauver Smith, N. C. 
Bridges McCarran Thye 
Chavez McCarthy Tobey 
Duff Neely Wherry 
Gillette Nixon 
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So the committee amendment on page 
332, line 10, was agreed to. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New York. ; 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New York is recognized. 

Mr. GEORGE. Very well, Mr. Presi- 
dent. I wish to enter a motion then to 
reconsider the vote by which the amend- 
ment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from New York yield for that 
purpose? 

Mr. LEHMAN. The Senator from 
New York will yield for that purpose with 
the understanding that he does not lose 
his place on the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senator from New York 
yields for that purpose. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate reconsider the vote by 
which the committee amendment was 
agreed to. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. 
lay that motion on the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the motion of the Senator 
from Colorado [Mr. JoHnson] to lay on 
the table the motion of the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. GEORGE]. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr’ President, I ask 
the distinguished majority leader how 
long he wishes to hold the Senate in ses- 
sion. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Is the Senator go- 
ing to offer an amendment? 

Mr. LEHMAN. Yes, I intended to. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Will the Senator 
offer his amendment and then we will 
see; maybe we can obtain a limitation of 
debate on that one amendment. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I send 
to the desk my amendment designated 
9-22-51-1. There are a few typographi- 
cal errors in the amendment as printed. 
The amendment I send to the desk is a 
corrected version. I wish also to say at 
this time that the name of the junior 
Senator from Michigan [Mr. Moopy], 
which was omitted from the list of spon- 
sors of the amendment, appears on the 
corrected amendment which I send to the 
desk. His name is included as a cospon- 
sor. I ask that official note be taken of 
this change. 

Mr. President, since the amendment is 
a fairly long one I am willing to waive its 
reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment will be printed 
2 the Recor» at this point without read- 

ng. 

The amendment offered by Mr. LEH- 
MAN (for himself, Mr. Morse, Mr. HUM- 
PHREY, Mr. DoucLas, Mr. Benton, Mr. 
KEFAUVER, Mr. Murray, Mr. Green, Mr. 
LANGER, Mr. NEELY, Mr. KILGORE, Mr. 
Macnuson, and Mr. Moopy) is as fol- 
lows: 

CHANGE OF EFFECTIVE DATE FOR CORPORATE TAX 
INCREASES TO JANUARY 1, 1951 

On page 36, beginning with line 12, strike 
out all through line 24, and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

“(1) Taxable years beginning after Decem- 


I move to 


ber 31, 1950, and before January 1, 1954: k 
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In the case of taxable years beginning after 
December 31, 1950, and before January 1, 
1954, a tax of 27 percent of the normal-tax 
net income. 

“(2) Taxable years beginning after De- 
cember 31, 1953: In the case of taxable years 
beginning after December 31, 1953, a tax of 
25 percent of the normal-tax net income.” 

On page 37, beginning with line 22 strike 
out all through line 24; and on page 38, 
beginning with line 1, strike out all through 
line 13 and insert in lieu thereof the follow- 
ing: 

“(1) Taxable years beginning after De- 
cember 31, 1950, and before January 1, 1954: 
In the case of taxable years beginning after 
December 31, 1950, and before January 1, 
1954, a surtax of 25 percent of the amount 
of the corporation surtax net income in ex- 
cess of $25,000. 

“(2) Taxable years beginning after De- 
cember 31, 1953: In the case of taxable years 
beginning after December 31, 1953, a surtax 
of 22 percent of the amount of the corpora- 
tion surtax net income in excess of $25,000.” 

On page 38, in line 22, strike out the word 
“April” and insert in lieu thereof “January.” 

On page 39, beginning with line 3, strike 
out all through line 15; in line 16 delete 
“(C)” and insert in lieu thereof (B)“; and 
in line 17 delete “March 31, 1951“ and insert 
in lieu thereof “December 31, 1950.” 

On page 43, beginning with line 11, strike 
out all through line 24, and revise line 25 to 
read as follows: 

“(A) Taxable years beginning after De- 
cember.” $ 

On page 44, in line 1, delete “1951” and in- 
sert in lieu thereof “1950,” and in lines 2 and 
3 delete “March 31, 1951” and insert in lieu 
thereof “December 31, 1950.” 

On page 44, in line 13 delete “(C)” and 
insert in lieu thereof (B).“ 

On page 45, beginning with line 4, strike 
out all through line 20, and amend lines 21 
and 22 to read as follows: 

“(A) Taxable years beginning after De- 
cember 31, 1950, and before January 1, 1954.” 

On page 46, in line 9, delete “(C)” and in- 
sert in lieu thereof “(B).” 

On Page 47, beginning with line 3, strike 
out all through line 9 and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

(3) In the case of taxable years begin- 
ning after December 31, 1950, and before 
January 1, 1954, there.” 

On page 47, beginning with line 17, strike 
out all through line 23 and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

“(4) In the case of taxable years begin- 

ning after December 31, 1950, and.” 
On page 48, beginning with line 13, strike 
out all through line 19 and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: “period at the end 
thereof the following: ‘; except that in the 
case of taxable years beginning after De- 
cember 31, 1950, and’.” 

On page 50, beginning with line 22, strike 
out all through line 25. 

On page 51, beginning with line 1, strike 
out all through line 8 and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

“(A) Taxable years beginning after De- 
cember 31, 1950, and before January 1, 1954. 
In the case of taxable years beginning after 
December 31, 1950, and before January 1, 
1954, 62 per.” 

On page 51, in line 14, delete (C)“ and 
insert in lieu thereof (B).“ 

On page 52, beginning with line 1, strike 
out all through line 9 and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

“In the case of a public utility, (A) for a 
taxable year beginning after December 31, 
1950; and before January 1, 1954, an amount 
equal to.” 

On page 52, in line 14, delete (C)“ and 
insert in lieu thereof (B).“ 

On page 53, beginning with line 1, strike 
out all through line 16 and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 
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“(1) Taxable years beginning after De- 
cember 31, 1950, and before January 1, 1954: 
In the case of a taxable year beginning after 
December 31, 1950, and before January 1, 
1954, an amount equal to 27 percent of its 
normal-tax net income computed without 
regard to the credit provided in this sub- 
section, 

“(2) Taxable years beginning after De- 
cember 31, 1953: In the case of a taxable 
year beginning after December 31, 1953, an 
amount equal to 30 percent of its normal- 
tax net income computed without regard 
to the credit provided in this subsection.” 

On page 59, in lines 20 and 24, delete 
“March 31, 1951“ and insert in lieu thereof 
“December 31, 1950.” 

On page 61, beginning with line 5, strike 
out all through line 19 and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

“The amendment made by this part shall 
be applicable only with respect to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 1950. 
For treatment of taxable years beginning in 
1950, and ending in 1951, see section 131.” 

On page 65, in line 19, strike out April 
1, 1951“ and insert in lieu thereof “Janu- 
ary 1 1951"; and in line 21 strike out March 
$1, 1951” and insert in lieu thereof Decem- 
ber 31, 1950.” 

On page 66, in line 4, strike out “March 
$1, 1951“ and insert in lieu thereof De- 
cember 31, 1950”; and in line 17, strike out 
“April 1, 1951“ and, insert in lieu thereof 
“January 1, 1951.“ 

On page 66, beginning with line 20, strike 
out all through line 25 and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

“(g) Taxable years of corporations be- 
ginning after June 30, 1950, and before Janu- 
ary 1, 1951, and ending in 1951: In the case 
of a taxable year of a corporation beginning 
after June 30, 1950, and before. January 1, 
1951 and ending after December 31, 1950, 
the” 

On page 67 in line 6, strike out “April 1, 
1951” and insert in lieu thereof “January 
1, 1951”, and in lines 12 and 13 strike out 
“March 31, 1951” and insert in lieu thereof 
“December 31, 1950.” 

On page 70, in lines 23 and 25, strike out 
the word “April” and insert in lieu thereof 
“January.” 

On page 71, beginning with line 7, strike 
out all through line 13 and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

“(2) Taxable years ending after December 
31. 1950.—In the case of a taxable year be- 
ginning before January 1, 1951, and ending 
after December 31, 1950, the tax imposed by 
subsection (a).” 

On page 71 in lines 20 and 24, delete the 
word “April” and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “January.” 

On page 72, in line 1, delete “March 31, 
1951” and insert in lieu thereof “December 
$1, 1950.” 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
ma: I ask the Senator if this is the 
amendment which places the effective 
date of corporation taxes back from 
April 1 to January 1? 

Mr. LEHMAN. Yes; it is. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
may I ask the Senator if he would be 
willing to agree to a limitation of debate 
on this amendment? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I would be willing to 
agree to a limitation of the debate on 
this amendment with the understanding 
that each side shall have 1 hour. It is 
quite possible that we will not require 
that length of time, but I should like to 
reserve 1 hour for each side. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
under those circumstances, we could not 
finish with this amendment until after 
8 o’clock tonight. Does the Senator 
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want to speak on it tonight, or would he 
be willing to have it go over until 
tomorrow? 

Mr. LEHMAN. Iam perfectly willing 
to postpone my remarks until tomorrow, 
with the understanding that I will be 
recognized as soon after the beginning of 
the session as practicable. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the debate 
on this amendment be limited to 1 hour 
to a side, to be controlled by the Senator 
from New York [Mr. LEHMAN] and the 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE]; 
that the limitation of debate on any 
amendment that may be offered to the 
amendment b> limited to 30 minutes, to 
be controlled by the proponent of the 
amendment and the Senator from 
Georgia, if he is not in favor of it; if he 
is, then the distinguished minority leader 
or any Senator whom he may designate 
shall have control of the time; and that 
all amendments to the amendment must 
be germane. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
reserving the right to object, and I do not 
think I shall object, may I ask the ma- 
jority leader when it is the intention to 
open the session tomorrow? 

Mr. McFARLAND. At 10 o’clock in 
the morning. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. So that under 
this plan we would be free to resume de- 
bate on other phases of the bill at a 
quarter past or half past 12, or about 
that time? 

Mr. McFARLAND. That is correct. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
reserving the right to object, I would say 
there is one Senator on our side of the 
aisle, the junior Senator from Nevada 
Mr. MaLone], who would like to have an 
opportunity to make a speech tomorrow, 
but as I understand, I do not think he 
would object to the unanimous-consent 
agreement because there would be the 
whole afternoon free. For that reason, 
I shall not object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
wonder if the majority leader would not 
include in his unanimous-consent re- 
quest the fact that the junior Senator 
from New York shall control the time 
if the Senator from Georgia is in favor 
of any amendments that may be offered 
to his amendment. 

Mr. McFARLAND. It is satisfactory 
to the majority leader to have the agree- 
ment provide that in the case the Sena- 
tor from Georgia favors an amendment 
to the amendment, then the time will be 
controlled by the Senator from New 
York in the event he is opposed to the 
amendment to the amendment. If not, 
then the time will be controlled by the 
minority leader. 

1 HUMPHREY. That is satisfac- 
ry. 

Mr. LEHMAN. The Senator from 
New York understands that discussion 
of any amendment to his amendment 
which may be offered will be limited in 
time to 30 minutes to each side. 

Mr. McFARLAND. No; 30 minutes 
would be allotted to an amendment to 
me amendment; 15 minutes to each 
side, 
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Mr. LEHMAN. Fifteen minutes to 
each side. That is satisfactory. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous-consent re- 
quest of the Senator from Arizona? The 
Chair hears none, and the agreement is 
entered into. 

The unanimous-consent agreement, as 
reduced to writing, is as follows: 

Ordered, That debate on the amendment 
of Mr. LEHMAN (for himself and others) No. 
1, September 22, 1951, relating to the change 
of the effective date for corporate tax in- 
creases to January 1, 1951, proposed to the 
bill (H. R. 4473) to provide revenue, and for 
other purposes, be limited to not exceeding 
2 hours, to be equally divided and controlled 
by Mr. LEHMAN and Mr. GEORGE, respectively, 
and that debate on any amendment or mo- 
tion (including appeals) proposed thereto 
shall be limited to not exceeding 30 minutes, 
to be equally divided and controlled by the 
proposer of any such amendment or motion 
and Mr. GrorcE: Provided, That in the event 
Mr. GEORGE is in favor of any such amend- 
ment or motion, the time in opposition 
thereto shall be controlled by the acting 
minority leader or someone designated by 
him: Provided further, That no amendment 
or motion that is not germane to the amend- 
ment of Mr. LEHMAN shall be received. 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


Mr. McFARLAND. I move that the 
Senate proceed to the consideration of 
executive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to the consideration o 
executive business. * 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, 
Frear in the chair) laid before the Sen- 
ate messages from the President of the 
United States submitting sundry nomi- 
nations, which were referred to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

(For nominations this day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 


EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following favorable reports of 
nominations were submitted: 

By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, from 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service: 

One hundred and twenty-nine post- 
masters. * 

By Mr. RUSSELL, from the Committee on 
Armed Services: 

Herbert R. Askins, of Arizona, to be Assist- 
ant Secretary of the Navy. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
be no further reports of committees, the 
clerk will proceed to state the nomina- 
tions on the Executive Calendar. 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 


The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of A. Devitt Vanech to be Deputy Attor- 
ney General. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 


RENEGOTIATION BOARD 


The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of Lawrence E. Hartwig to be a member 
of the Renegotiation Board. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 

The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of John Hubbard Joss to be a member 
of the Renegotiation Board. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 
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The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of John Theodore Koehler to be a mem- 
ber of the Renegotiation Board. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the nomination is con- 
firmed. 

The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of Frank L. Roberts to be a member of 
the Renegotiation Board. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the nomination is con- 
firmed. 

Mr. McFARLAND subsequently said: 
Mr. President, the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. LAN ER] asks to have the 
nominations to the Renegotiation Board 
go over for a day. He was talking to 
me at the time the nominations were 
stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the vote by which the four 
nominations to the Renegotiation Board 
were confirmed will be reconsidered, and 
the nominations will be returned to the 
calendar. 


JUDICIAL NOMINATIONS IN HAWAII 


Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
with reference to the very important 
judicial appointments in Hawaii, I have 
had no report of objections from this 
side of the aisle. I should like to ask 
the majority leader if he knows of any 
objection from any member of the Ju- 
diciary Committee to the Hawaiian ap- 
pointments. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I know of no ob- 
jection to any of them. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL, Then I have no 
objection. 


SUPREME COURT, TERRITORY OF HAWAII 


The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of Hon. Edward A. Towse to be Chief 
Justice of the Supreme Court of the Ter- 
ritory of Hawaii. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the nomination is con- 
firmed. 

The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of Ingram M. Stainback to be Associate 
Justice of the Supreme Court of the Ter- 
ritory of Hawaii. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the nomination is con- 
firmed. 


CIRCUIT COURTS, TERRITORY OF HAWAII 


The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of William Burbridge Brown to be a cir- 
cuit judge of the second circuit, Terri- 
tory of Hawaii. . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the nomination is con- 
firmed. 


UNITED STATES ATTORNEY 


The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of Charles Patterson Green to be United 
States attorney for the eastern district 
of North Carolina. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the nomination is con- 
firmed. 


UNITED STATES MARSHALS 
The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of Walter E. Huntley to be United States 


marshal, division No. 3, district of 
Alaska. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the nomination is con- 
firmed. 

The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of Leo H. Brooker to be United States 
marshal for the southern district of 
Florida. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the nomination is con- 
firmed, and, without objection, the Pres- 
ident will be immeuiately notified of all 
nominations confirmed tnis day. 


THE REVENUL ACT OF 1951 


In legislative session, the Senate re- 
sumed the consideration of the bill (H. 
R. 4473) to provide revenue, and for 
other purposes. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
wish there were more Senators present 
to hear the announcement I am about 
to make. Senators on both sides have 
informed me that they do not expect to 
consume an hour on each side in connec- 
tion with the pending amendment. I 
hope Senators can be present in the 
morning so that we can proceed to a 
vote without undue delay. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Snader, its assistant 
reading clerk, announced that the House 
had passed, without amendment, the bill 
(S. 2006) to increase the lending au- 
thority of Export-Import Bank of Wash- 
ington and to extend the period within 
which the bank may make loans. 


ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 


The message also - nnounced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
enrolled bill (S. 1349) to establish a De- 
partment of Food Services in the public 
schools of the District of Columbia, and 
for other purposes, and it was signed by 
the President pro tempore. 

RECESS 


Mr. MCFARLAND.. I move that the 
Senate stand in recess until 10 o’clock 
a. m. tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6 
o’clock and 12 minutes p. m.) the Senate 
took a recess until tomorrow, Wednes- 
day, September 26, 1951, at 10 o’clock 
a. m. 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by the 
Senate September 25 (legislative day of 
September 19), 1951: 

In THE ARMY 

The following-named persons for appoint- 
ment in the Regular Army of the United 
States in the grades and corps specified under 
the provisions of section 506 of the Officer 
Personnel Act of 1947 (Public Law 381, 80th 
Cong.); title II of the act of August 5, 1947 
(Public Law 365, 80th Cong.); Public Law 
759. Eightieth Congress; Public Law 36, 
Eightieth Congress; and Public Law 625, 
Eightieth Congress; subject to physical quali- 
fication: 

To be majors 

Alfred O. Heldobler, MC, 0419472. 

Ted Johnson, MC, 0309651. 

Hyman Turner, MC, 0336682, 

To be captains 
James A. Austin, MC, 0976256. 
William J. Brensinger, MC, 01726954. 
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Philip C. Canney, MC, 0991174. 
William A. Meriwether, MC. 
Daniel Stowens, MC, 0478511. 


To be first lieutentants 


Kenneth W. Beesting, JAGC, 02018277. 
William H. Bigelow, DC, 01921547. 
Richard R. Cahnovsky, DC, 0975819. 
Charles C. Eaves, MC, 02207487. 
Murray E. Finn, MC, 02209659. 
Willard G. Fischer, DC, 0980949. 
Morris Goldschlager, JAGC, 0460165. 
Stanley C. Kolodny, DC, 01919648. 
John M. McGuire, MC, 0976689. 
Donald A. Norris, Jr., DC, 0966541. 
Bernard A. Ramundo, JAGC, 0557455. 
Veryl D. Schwartz, MU, 01921418. 
Howard A. Shane, DC, 0761475. 
Norman R. Stoddard, DC, 0980586. 
Joseph P. Summa, DC, 01705968. 
Charles C. Trommer, DC, 0573610. 
Charles W. Vandas, DC, 0992400. 
Robert D. Youmans, DC, 02063745, 


To be second lieutenants 


Nancy A. Johnson, WAC, L1020590. 
Alfred D. Kl. eessy, MSC, 01873170, 
Patricia J. McQuaide, ANC, N770169, 
Alice E. Sasse, ANC, N804380. 


The following-named persons for appoint- 
ment in the Regular Army of the United 
States in the grades specified, under the pro- 
visions of section 503 of the Officer Per- 
sonnel Act of 1947 (Public Law 381, 80th 
Cong.), subject to physical quatification: 


To be first lieutenants 


Neal J. Ahern, 01318204. 
George E. Armstrong, 01290526. 
Ernest W. Ellis, Jr., 01167825. 
Gilbert J. Grout, 01032588. 
Clifford D. Rhodes, 0501414. 
William E. Weber, 01330993. 
Oliver I. West, 01011395. 
Harold W. Wymer, 01317721. 


„ To be second lieutenants 


Floyd H. Abrams, Jr., 02003492. 
Homer Ambrose, Jr., 01873145. 
John F. Arnaud, Jr., 01914625. 
Harry P. Aubright III, 02211690. 
Garratt A. Austin, 02003037. 
Frank S. Badger. 

William E. Baum, 01914583. 
William A. Beyer, 01340976. 
James O. Burri, 02021467. 
Leon J. Calhoun, 0957817. 
Archie E. Carpenter, 02211252. 
Robert L. Carstens, 0532751. 
Rudolph D. Cassens, 02103792. 
Walter B. Clark, Jr. 

Charles E. Conner, Jr., 02002968. 
Ollie D. Conner, Jr., 02204170. 
Edwin K. Crowley, Jr., 0961201. 
Edmund R. Danzig. 

Jay A. Davidson, 01861908. 
Bernard H. Des Roches. 
Charles C. Early, 02208513. 
Walter W. Fade, 01013295. 
John A. Farnsworth, 01304884. 
James B. Forster, 02211364. 
Jack N. Foshee, 02204027. 
Louis C. Fry, 02206205. 

Robert P. Gary, 01874221. 
Dorsey B. Greene, Jr., 02003538. 
Lindsey W. Hale, 02204099. 
James N. Hanson, 01325003. 
William B. Harvey, Jr. 

Clyde T. Hathaway, 01049504. 
Worten M. Hathaway. 

George W. Hayden, 02201751. 
Ward M. Haynes, 02102253. 
Jamie R. Hendrix, 02003544. 
Gustav Heningburg, 02202846. 
Robert A. Hyerle, 02211358. 
Leonard B. Jankowski, 02004260. 
Pendleton A. Jordan III, 01873364. 
Donald P. Kelly, Jr., 02104060. 
George W. Keyes, 0554077. 
Bohuslav Z. Kostka, 01339883. 
Gaylord A. Lansrud, 0956594. 
Robert B. Mercer. 


1951 


Langdon L. Morton, Jr., 0958405, 
Fain M. Rankin, Jr., 01915366. 
Richard N. Raunswinder, 01872620. 
John R. Rhodes, Jr., 02003001. 
Paul R. Ross, Jr., 02103937. 

Dan E. Schilling, 01915374. 

John M. Shea, 02201824. 

Paul J. Slight, 02103877. 

Franklin E. Staples, 0560366. 
William H. Talbot, Jr., 02206723, 
Joseph W. Tatasciore, 0960256, 
Robert W. Thams, 01338877. 

Paul A. Thompson, 02208540. 

Rolf W. Utegaard, 01862077. 

Bruce E. Wallace, 0947977. 
Andreul J. Wetherington, 02004026. 
Thomas B. Wynegar, 02003735, 
Walter J. Zarnowski, 02203022. 


The following-named distinguished mili- 
tary students for appointment in the Regu- 
lar Army of the United States, in the grade 
of second Meutenant, under the provisions 
of section 506 of the Officer Personnel Act 
of 1947 (Public Law 381, goth Cong.), sub- 
ject to designation as distinguished military 
graduates, and subject to physical qualifica- 
tion: 

Kenneth G. Cassels, 02003050. 

William H. Dinkins, 

John L. Evans. 

Myron R. Feldman, 01862119. 

Jack R. Fleming, 01872737. 

Joseph B. J. Holden. 

Everett E. Hooper. 

Haldor T. Jonsson, Jr. 

Frank M. Simpson, Ir. 

Alex Stewart, Jr., 02003904. 

In THe AIR FORCE 


The following-named person for appoint- 
ment in the United States Air Force in the 
grade of colonel, with date of rank to be 
determined by the Secretary of the Air 
Force under the provisions of Private Law 
222, Eighty-second Congress: 

Bernt Balchen, 40426630. 


The following- named persons for appoint- 
ment in the United States Air Force in the 
grades indicated, with dates of rank to be 
determined by the Secretary of the Air Force 
under the provisions of section 506, Public 
Law 381, Eightieth Congress (Officer Per- 
sonnel Act of 1947), and title II, Public Law 
365, Eightieth Congress (Army-Navy-Public 
Health Service Medical Officer Procurement 
Act of 1947): 

To be captains, USAF (medical) 

John H. George, AO463125. 

Dalton L. Kinsella, Jr., AO2213534. 

Gordon Saver, AO2212251, 

Robert E. Shirley, AO1906683. 


o be first lieutenants, USAF (medical) 


William G. Sanford, AO1907138. 
Harwood N. Sturtevant, AO972875. 
Arthur J. Thiele, Jr., AO972601. 


The following-named distinguished avia- 
tion cadets for appointment in the United 
States Air Force in the grade indicated, with 
dates of rank to be determined by the Sec- 
retary of the Air Force under the provisions 
of section 506, Public Law 381, Eightieth 
Congress (Officer Personnel Act of 1947): 


To be second lieutenants 


James L. Anderson Glenn B. Shaffer 
Eugene Bartolich Gordon S. Walls 
Irving L. Burrows, Jr. Charles F. Watson, Jr. 


Subject to physical qualification and sub- 
ject to designation as distinguished military 
graduates, the following-named distin- 
guished military students of the senior di- 
vision, Reserve Officers’ Training Corps, for 
appointment in the United States Air Force, 
in the grade of second lieutenant, with dates 
of rank to be determined by the Secretary 
of the Air Force under the provisions of sec- 
tion 506, Public Law 381, Eightieth Congress 
(Officer Personnel Act of 1947): 

Alwyn C. Buckland, AO2216185. 

William E. Buffington. 
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Stephen G. Dardaganian, 402230644. 
Luis A. Davila Aponte, 

Ralph L. Kitchens. 

Gene W. LaFitte. 

William S. Paul. 

Billy J. Welch, AO1856225. 


In THE Navy 
The following-named officers of the Supply 
Corps of the Navy for permanent appoint- 
ment as ensign in the line of the Navy: 


Eugene H. Pillsbury 
Spencer A. Barrow 


The following-named line officers of the 
Navy for permanent appointment as ensign 
in the Civil Engineer Corps of the Navy: 
Gordon A. Anderson Robert H. Nelson 
John F. Dobson Calvin C. Norman 
Charles M. Howe Claude E. Swecker, Jr. 


The following-named officer of the Navy 
for permanent promotion to the grade of 
lieutenant (junior grade) in the Civil Engi- 
neer Corps of the Navy in lieu of the line 
as previously nominated and confirmed: 


Gordon A. Anderson 


CONFIRMATIONS 


Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate September 25 (legislative day 
of September 19), 1951: 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

A. Devitt Vanech, of Connecticut, to be 

Deputy Attorney General. 
HAWAN 
SUPREME COURT, TERRITORY OF HAWAII 

Hon. Edward A. Towse, of Hawall, to be 
chief justice of the Supreme Court of the 
Territory of Hawaii. 

Ingram M. Stainback, of Hawaii, to be as- 
sociate justice of the Supreme Court of the 
Territory of Hawaii. 

CIRCUIT COURTS, TERRITORY OF HAWAII 

William Burbridge Brown, of Hawaii, to be 
circult judge of the Second Circuit, Circuit 
Courts, Territory of Hawaii. 

UNITED STATES ATTORNEY 

Charles Patterson Green to be United 
States attorney for the eastern district of 
North Carolina. 

UNITED STATES MARSHALS 

Walter E. Huntley to be United States 
marshal for division No. 3, district of Alaska. 

Leo H. Brooker to be United States marshal 
for the southern district of Florida. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 25, 1951 


The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Bras- 
kamp, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 


O Thou eternal God, our Father, in 
whom alone we can find help for each 
new day and hope for every unknown 
tomorrow, we rejoice that Thou art al- 
ways willing to guide the erring, to heal 
the afflicted, to comfort the sorrowing, to 
strengthen the weak, and to forgive the 
sinful. : 

We pray that in these tragic and 
troublous days we may be more conscious 
of the moral and spiritual laws which 
Thou hast ordained, obedience to which 
will emancipate us from all fear and 
foreboding and fill our minds with peace. 

We penitently confess that we are 
continually trying to exploit Thee and 
to use Thee for our own selfish ends in- 
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stead of seeking to be used by Thee in 
the fulfillment of Thy wise and holy 
plans and purposes. 

Grant that we may embody the spirit 
of our blessed Lord, that spirit of trust, 
of compassion, of kindness, and of love 
which never sought its own but the 
glory of God and the welfare of all 
mankind. 

Hear us in His name. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yes- 
terday was read and approved. 


READJUSTMENT OF POSTAL RATES 


Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
take from the Speaker’s desk the bill 
(S. 1046) to readjust postal rates, with 
House amendment thereto, insist on the 
House amendment and agree to the con- 
ference asked by the Senate. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee? [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none and appoints the following 
conferees: Messrs, Murray of Tennessee, 
RHODES, BURNSIDE, REES of Kansas, and 
CORBETT. 


ADJUSTMENT OF SALARIES OF OFFICERS 
AND EMPLOYEES OF FIELD SERVICE OF 
IHE POST OFFICE DPARTMENT 


Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
take from the Speaker’s desk the bill 
(S. 355) to adjust the salaries of post- 
masters, supervisors, and employees in 
the field service of the Post Office De- 
partment, with House amendment there- 
to, insist on the House amendment and 
agree to the conference asked by the 
Senate. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee? [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none, and appoints the following 
conferees: Messrs. Murray of Tennessee, 
Morrison, Davis of Georgia, REES of 
Kansas, and HAGEN. 


COMPENSATION OF EMPLOYEES OF 
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 


Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
take from the Speaker’s desk the bill 
(S. 622) to increase the basic rates of 
compensation of certain officers and em- 
ployees of the Federal Government, and 
for other purposes, with House amend- 
ment thereto, insist on the House amend- 
ment and agree to the conference asked 
by the Senate. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee? [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none, and appoints the following 
conferees; Messrs. Murray of Tennessee, 
Davis of Georgia, WHITAKER, REES of 
Kansas, and Mrs. St. GEORGE. 


EXPORT-IMPORT BANK OF WASHINGTON 


Mr. SABATH, from the Committee on 
Rules, reported the following privileged 
resolution (H. Res. 434, Rept. No. 1029), 
which was referred to the House Cal- 
endar and ordered to be printed: 

Resolved, That immediately upon the 
adoption of this resolution it shall be in 
order to move that the House resolve itself 
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into the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consideration 
of the bill (S. 2006) to increase the lending 
authority of Export-Import Bank of Wash- 
ington and to extend the period within 
which the bank may make loans. That after 
general debate, which shall be confined to 
the bill and continue not to exceed 1 hour, 
to be equally divided and controlled by the 
chairman and ranking minority member of 
the Committee on Banking and Currency, 
the bill shall be read for amendment under 
the 5-minute rule. At the conclusion of the 
consideration of the bill for amendment, the 
Committee shall rise and report the bill to 
the House with such amendments as may 
have been adopted and the previous ques- 
tion shall be considered as ordered on the 
bill and amendments thereto to final pas- 
sage without intervening motion except one 
motion to recommit, 


Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the rule just 
filed may be considered sometime today. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, reserv- 
ing the right to object, and I shall not 
object, as I understand it this rule in- 
advertently was not filed yesterday. By 
agreeing to the unanimous-consent re- 
quest we make it possible to proceed with 
the consideration of this measure today. 

Mr. SABATH. That is correct. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
IIlinois? 

There was no objection. 


OLE BJORN KRAFT, MINISTER FOR FOR- 
EIGN AFFAIRS OF THE GOVERNMENT 
OF DENMARK 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that it may be 
in order for the Speaker at any time 
during the day to declare a recess for 
the purpose of the Members of the House 
receiving and meeting a distinguished 
visitor to our country, His Excellency Ole 
Bjorn Kraft, Minister for Foreign Af- 
fairs of the Government of Denmark. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 


THE LATE JOHN JOSEPH McGRATH 


Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr. 
Speaker, it is with regret that I an- 
nounce to the House the death of my 
predecessor in office, the Honorable 
John Joseph McGrath, a Democratic 
Member of the House from the Eighth 
District of California from 1933 to 1939. 
During his entire term he served in this 
House as a member of the Committee on 
Naval Affairs. 

Mr. McGrath was born in Limerick, 
Ireland, on July 23, 1872. He died on 
August 24, 1951, at Mills Hospital, San 
Mateo, Calif. He was educated in the 
national schools and Christian Brothers 
College, Cork, Ireland. He came to the 
United States as a child and lived prac- 
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tically his entire adult life in San Mateo 
County. 

He was employed for a number of 
years as a wholesale sales manager. He 
served as postmaster at San Mateo from 
1916 to 1925. He was president of 
the San Mateo-Burlingame-Hillsborough 
Chamber of Commerce for four terms. 
From 1939 until his retirement he was 
commissioner of immigration and 
naturalization at San Francisco. 

Mr. McGrath is survived by his widow, 
the former Mary Agnes Kelley; his son, 
Dr. John J. McGrath, of Napa, Calif.; 
and his two daughters, Mrs. Richard 
Ojeda, of Glendale, Calif., and Mrs. Wil- 
liam Partlow, of Fresno, Calif. 

I know that my colleagues who served 
with Mr. McGrath while he was in office 
join me in extending our deepest sym- 
pathy to his family. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that all Members who desire to do so 
may be permitted to extend their re- 
marks at this point in the Recorp in 
connection with the life and services of 
Mr. McGrath. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HAVENNER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
sure that all of the Representatives in 
the House who served with Judge Mc- 
Grath in the Seventy-third, Seventy- 
fourth, and Seventy-fifth Congresses re- 
member him with real affection, because 
he was a truly lovable man. When I 
first came to Congress in 1937, Judge 
McGrath occupied an office across the 
hall from the one which was assigned 
to me in the Old House Office Building. 
As a new Member I was deeply appre- 
ciative of his friendliness and the many 
helpful suggestions which he made to 
me during my novitiate in the House. 

Before I came to Congress I had 
known him and had numerous official 
contacts with him in the civic and gov- 
ernmental affairs of the peninsula of 
San Francisco. After his retirement 
from Congress in 1939 it was a great 
pleasure to me to be able to endorse him 
for appointment as commissioner of im- 
migration and naturalization at San 
Francisco. He served with distinction 
in that office until it went out of exist- 
ence in 1940. 

When Judge McGrath first came to 
Congress he brought with him as his 
secretary, Capt. Victor Hunt Harding, 
who is now well known to all of us as 
Deputy Sergeant of Arms of the House, 

The passing of Judge McGrath has 
removed from the life of northern Cali- 
fornia a bright and free spirit whose 
memory will have an affectionate place 
in the hearts of all those who knew 
him. His service to the State and Na- 
tion was always honorable and con- 
structive, and those of us who were privi- 
leged to be his friends have had the 
measure of our happiness in life in- 
creased by the experience of having 
known him. 

To his widow, Mrs. Mary Agnes Kelley 
McGrath; his son, Dr. John J. McGrath, 
of Napa, Calif.; his daughters, Mrs. 
Richard Ojeda, of Glendale; and Mrs. 
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William Partlow, of Fresno; and to his 

three grandchildren, I extend my sincere 

sympathy. 

DE GASPERI'S VISIT POINTS UP NEED TO 
HELP ITALY 


Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, we were 
all impressed yesterday with the appear- 
ance of the Premier of Italy, Alcide de 
Gasperi. I do, indeed, hope that he will 
not go back to Italy empty-handed. If 
he does so, because of the impending 
elections there he will have mincemeat 
made of himself by the Communists. 

He told us that 10 percent of the active 
or adult population of Italy were out of 
employment. You know and I know that 
more jobs are needed, that idle hands 
make empty bellies, and empty bellies 
make for communism. 

Italy has been deprived of her empire, 
the Dodecanese Islands, Trieste, and 
other lands to which Italians might emi- 
grate. Italy cannot support and control 
46,000,000 souls. She is bursting at her 
seams with reference to surplus popula- 
tion. Ways and means must be found 
whereby she can have opportunities for 
her people to emigrate to various lands. 
I hope that our State Department will 
take the initiative to help Italy in that 
regard. 

Further, the peace treaty with Italy 
must be modified. We cannot make fish 
of one and fowl of another. We have 
offered soft terms to Japan. We must 
do the same thing to Italy, particularly 
since Italy is a member of the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization. Onerous 
provisions in those treaties must indeed 
be modified to make her a successful and 
cooperative member of that North At- 
lantic Treaty team. 


PASCAL NEMOTO YUTAKA 


Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (S. 617) for the 
relief of Pascal Nemoto Yutaka. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

Mr. RANKIN. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. Speaker, it seems to me it is 
about time we put a stop to flooding the 
country with foreigners in this way. I 
do not know about this individual case, 
but I will ask the gentleman from Ohio 
to explain it. : 

Mr. FEIGHAN. This particular bill 
is a private bill introduced by Senator 
Know tanp admitting to this country a 
3-year-old infant, half Japanese and 
half American, who was adopted by a 
lieutenant and his wife in Japan. 

Mr. RANKIN. Our immigration laws 
should not be set aside in this way. By 
this going beyond the quota limit and 
bringing in these people, this country is 
being literally flooded with un-Ameri- 
can elements, a vast number of whom 
are today undermining and trying to 
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wreck this Government and to destroy 
the American way of life. 

Mr, FEIGHAN. He was adopted. He 
is a 3-year-old infant, half American 
and half Japanese. 

Mr. RANKIN. They always have 
some kind of an excuse for going around 
the immigration law and bringing these 
people in here. 

Mr. Speaker, I am going to object for 
the time being, until I have an oppor- 
tunity to look into the case. 


ELECTION TO COMMITTEE 


Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I of- 
fer a resolution (H. Res. 435) and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

Resolved, That FRANK IKarp, of Texas, be, 
and he is hereby, elected a member of the 
standing committee of the House of Repre- 
sentatives on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 


The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


COMBAT PAY FOR INFANTRY SOLDIERS 


Mr. BENNETT of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute and to re- 
vise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BENNETT of Florida. Mr. Speak- 
er, we have just passed legislation rais- 
ing the pay of Federal employees, includ- 
ing postal employees. I voted for that 
legislation, because I thought it was good 
legislation. For quite a time now, we 
have had before us a very much more 
overdue piece of legislation which deals 
with combat pay for infantry soldiers. 
We have long had this legislation before 
Congress, and yet no action has been 
taken upon #. I, Mr. POTTER, Mr, 
TEAGUE, Mr. VINSON, and perhaps other 
Members of Congress, have introduced 
legislation along that line. I think that 
recognition of the tremendous sacrifices 
of the ground troops is long overdue. 
Members of the Armed Forces who are 
assigned to other duty which is consid- 
ered hazardous receive extra pay rang- 
ing from $30 to $210 per month. Yet, 
statistics show that ground troops are 
engaged in the most hazardous duty of 
all. In World War II, the Infantry, 
which made up only one-fourth of the 
Army, including the air corps, suf- 
fered 70 percent of all Army casualties. 
As of September 19, 1951, a total of 
83,257 casualties had been suffered by 
United States Armed Forces in the Ko- 
rean war, of which 81,517 were in the 
Army and Marine Corps. 

As to recognition in the form of awards 
and decorations, army combat divisions 
awarded 2.5 decorations per man killed 
in World War II while the Marine Corps 
awarded 2.7. The ratio of awards to 
men killed was higher in the rest of the 


services, ranging up to 40.9 awards per 


man killed. 

With the approach of another bitter 
Korean winter, we are keenly conscious 
of the many hardships to which combat 
ground troops are subjected. Day after 
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day, these men must fight in all kinds 
of weather conditions. They are cus- 
tomarily deprived of baths, warm meals, 
sleep in beds and the normal comforts of 
life. 

This is not to detract in any way from 
the fine work done by the other branches 
of the service. We all appreciate what 
they have done andare doing. The pur- 
pose is rather to accord ground troops 
the recognition they deserve without in 
any way detracting from the fine service 
rendered by the other branches of the 
service. 

The bill which I have introduced pro- 
vides in part, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That (a) each enlisted 
man and officer of the Armed Forces below 
the grade of major who is assigned to a rifle 
battalion and entitled to receive basic pay 
shall, in addition to such basic pay, be en- 
titled to receive special combat pay at the 
rate of $50 for each calendar month during 
any part of which such battalion actually re- 
ceives hostile small-arms ground fire while 
engaged with the enemy, provided that he is 
physically present at the time of such hostile 
small-arms ground fire and is within range 
thereof. Such special combat pay shall be 
included in the computation of any death 
gratuity or benefit payable as the result of 
the death of such enlisted man or officer 
while entitled thereto. 

(b) No person shall be eligible to receive 
the special combat pay provided by this sec- 
tion if he is authorized to receive any in- 


centive or special pay pursuant to section 


203, 204, or 205 of the Career Compensation 


Act of 1949. 


I sincerely hope that Congress will 
soon be allowed to pass upon the merits 
of this legislation, or some similar bill, 
to show consideration for America’s 
great infantry soldiers and to recognize 
their heroic sacrifice for our country. 


LEADERS OF RURAL ELECTRIFICATION 


PROGRAM WHO HAVE GIVEN THEIR 
LIVES TO GOVERNMENT SERVICE 


Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, in the 
early morning hours of June 13, 1951, 
six of the outstanding leaders of the 
rural electrification program were hurled 
to their death on a mountain top in 
Colorado. These leaders were: George 
Haggard, of Texas, Deputy Administra- 
tor of the Rural Electrification Admin- 
istration; Arthur W. Gerth, of Missouri, 
Chief of the Applications and Loans 
Division; I. Thomas McKillop, of New 
York, Chief of the Management Divi- 
sion; Stewart McCabe, of Iowa, Robert 
Beeghly, of Florida, and Thomas L, 
Evans, of New Mexico, all three of the 
Rural Telephones Division. 

Many of the Members of this House 
were acquainted with one or more of 
these gentlemen. All of the Members of 
this House were acquainted with the 
work of this group. I considered George 
Haggard and Art Gerth as two of my best 
friends. I considered all of these men 
as real servants of the people. 

They died as they lived—on the moun- 
tain top of service. They died as they 
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had always worked, in the early morn- 
ing of a new day of progress. Their loss 
was a severe blow to the twin programs 
of rural electrification and rural tele- 
phone development. 

Their dear ones and their friends will 
always be proud of them. Their coun- 
trymen will always remain indebted to 
them. May God bless them. 


GEORGE WINDSOR, KING OF ENGLAND 


Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute and to re- 
vise and extend my remarks and include 
an editorial regarding the role of George 
Windsor. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massacusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I believe the people of the 
United States, and all liberty-loving peo- 
ple, sympathize deeply with England, 
with the Queen, and-with his daughters, 
Princess Elizabeth and Princess Mar- 
garet, because of the very serious illness 
of King George. King George represents 
all that is true in English character. He 
is a kind and great gentleman. He has 
a fine family. The world can ill afford to 
lose people like him. I hope he will gain 
steadily in strength. 

Mr. Speaker, there are two references 
to very fine men in Massachusetts in 
this editorial, one is with reference to 
Senator LEVERETT SALTONSTALL, and the 
other concerning Secretary Maurice 
Tobin. Men like them, and like the 
King, are an inspiration as to character 
and goodness. The King is respected, 
admired, and is dearly beloved by the 
English people, and I know Members of 
Congress sympathize with the people of 
England in their anxiety for their 
Monarch and wish for the King a speedy 
recovery. 

The editorial from the Boston Herold 
of September 24, is as follows: 

ROLE oF GEORGE WINDSOR 

There is sincere anxiety in Great Britain 
over King George, something we do not well 
understand over here, It is partly that he is 
loved for himself as the head of a family 
that reflects in a golden mirror the ideal 
British family. But it is also because in a 
completely unfathomable way he is the per- 
sonality of the nation. 

This is one George Windsor, better known 
as His Most Excellent Majesty George the 
Sixth, by the Grace of God of Great Britain, 
Ireland, and of the British Dominions Be- 
yond the Seas, King, Defender of the Faith, 
Sovereign of the British Orders of Knight- 
hood, etc., etc. He lies desperately ill, his 
frame as mortal as if he were merely some 
George Windsor of Coventry Foad, Battersea, 
S., or wherever. 

“What does a King do, daddy?” many an 
American child may be asking today. And 
daddy may be a little hard put to it to ex- 
plain. Yet even an American republican 
(small r“) may in a thoughtful moment 
sometime wonder if the British really haven’t 
got something in their institution of a 
monarch, 

Let us suppose for a mystical moment that 
we had a King in this country. He would be 
a man of exemplary family life, who would 
represent for us the kind of domestic solidity 
we commonly credit to the family of Maurice 
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Tobin. He would, of cource, have the quali- 
ties of courtesy and gentility that distin- 
guish Bernard Baruch, if not perhaps Mr. 
Baruch's brilliance. We would hope he 
might have the same homely attractiveness 
as LEVERZTr SALTONSTALL. He would be the 
* living counterpart of what we conceive to be 
the better genius of America. 

He would stand above the raging storms 
of political dissension, the one distinguished 
figure in the country neither Democratic nor 
Republican, North or South, industry or 
labor, isolationist or internationalist, the 
single great and continuing emblem of our 
essential unity. 

There is, however, no way to demonstrate 
that a King would serve us well, for Kings 
reach into the spiritual side of a people's 
existence, and these are immeastrable mat- 
ters. Eut we should be able to see a little 
more clearly what a king does, and why 
Britain's King is so precious to Britain. 

This has been the role of George Windsor. 
He has been a national symbol of permanence 
beyond the reach of contingency. The hand- 
ing of the seals of office by the King to his 
ministers, the right to summon party leaders 
in time of governmental changes and politi- 
cal crises, the opening of a Parliamentary 
session, the signing of new laws (which he 
must sign without choice), the ancient 
panoply and heraldry rich in timelessness— 
all these things have been and will continue 
to be the form of British royal existence. 
But the substance is more subtle; it is an 
enduring essence of British life in all its 
manifestations, political, cultural, and 
private. 

That is why it is more than George Wind- 
‘sor who lies ill at Buckingham Palace. 


I WENT FISHING AND FOUND STEEL 


Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute and to re- 
vise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, late Saturday afternoon I went 
fishing. I went up along the old canal 
that runs west out of the city, up to the 
point where the power canal starts off 
down the point and the river goes over 
the rocks—I know you are wondering 
what I caught—I did not catch anything 
but I will tell you what I found. Up on 
a bank there are some 20 or more long 
steel beams—maybe I overestimate the 
number—they are at least a foot this 
way up and down, and in good condition. 
They are probably 20 feet long. Do you 
know that brought home to me the re- 
quest I had last week from three schools 
in my district for just a little steel, one 
to put up schoolhouses, two for steel to 
complete school buildings. I do not 
know which department of the Govern- 
ment owns all this steel down along the 
river, but there it is and I wish some of 
you folks on the majority side could fix it 
so that we could get that steel to use in 
our schoolhouses and, by the way, river 
men tell me there is plenty more along 
the river bank farther up. I wonder how 
many tons are lying around just rust- 
ing because some executive department 
has forgotten it has it? 

‘TIME’S VICIOUS ATTACK ON CONGRESS 


Mr.. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
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for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 

[Mr. RANKIN addressed the House. 
His remarks appear in the Appendix. 


RECESS 


The SPEAKER. Under authority pr 
viously granted the Chair declares the 
House in recess subject to the call of the 
Chair, that we may receive a distin- 
guished visitor, His Excellency Ole Bjorn 
Kraft, Minister for Foreign Affairs of the 
Government of Denmark. 

Accordingly (at 12 o’clock and 25 min- 
utes p. m.) the House stood in recess 
subject to the call of the Chair. 


RECEPTION OF HIS EXCELLENCY OLE 
BJORN KRAFT, MINISTER FOR FOREIGN 
AFFAIRS OF THE GOVERNMENT OF 
DENMARK 
The SPEAKER. The Chair appoints 

as a Committee of Escort, the gentleman 

from Massachusetts, Mr. McCormack, 
and the gentleman from Indiana, Mr. 

HALLECK. 


His Excellency Ole Bjorn. Kraft, the 
Minister for Foreign Afairs of the Gov- 
ernment of Denmark, was escorted into 
the Chamber by Mr. McCormack and Mr. 
HALLECK. 


His Excellency the Minister for For- 
eign Affairs of the Government of Den- 
mark stood in the well of the House and 
was presented to the Members inti- 
vidually by Mr. McCormack. 


APTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the Hou 2 
was called to order by the Speaker at 12 
o’clock and 38 minutes p. m. 


EXPORT-IMPORT BANK OF WASHINGTON 


Mr. LYLE. Mr. Speaker, by direction 
of the Committee on Rules, I call up 
House Resolution 434 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 


The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

Resolved, That immediately upon the 
adoption of this resolution it shall be in 
order to move that the House resolve itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the considera- 
tion of the bill (S. 2006) to increase the 
lending authority of the Export-Import Bank 
of Washington and to extend the period 
within which the bank may make loans. 
That after general debate, which shall be 
confined to the bill and continue not to ex- 
ceed 1 hour, to be equally divided and con- 
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor- 
ity member of the Committee on Banking 
and Currency, the bill shall be read’ for 
amendment under the 5-minute rule. At the 
conclusion of the consideration of the bill 
for amendment, the Committee shall rise and 
report the bill to the House with such amend- 
ments as may have been adopted and the 
previous question shall be considered as or- 
dered on the bill and amendments thereto 
to final without intervening motion 
except one motion to recommit. 


Mr. LYLE, Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
LMr. ALLEN], 

Mr. Speaker, this resolution makes in 
order the consideration of the bill S. 
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2006. Thi, i: < bill extending the bor- 
rowing and lending authority of the Ex- 
port-Import Bank from $3,500,000,000 to 
$4,500,000,009 and extending the life of 
the bank for 5 years. 

The bill comes to the floor with the 
unanimous approval of the Committee 
on Banking and Currency and the unan- 
imous approval of the Committee on 
Rules. 

Mr ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Seaker, I 
yield 12 minutes to the gentleman from 
Nebraska (Mr. BUFFETT]. 

Mr. BUFFETT. Mr. Speaker, for 
some years Congress has been operating 
on the theory that, if it just funnels out 
enough American dollars to the four cor- 
ners of the world, everything is going to 
come out all right. 

Having unsuccessfully bucked that de- 
lusion since my first experience with it 
in UNRRA back in 1944, I am not un- 
aware of the difficulty of persuading 
Congress to call a halt now. 

Still, I am constrained to sound the 
alarm as vigorously as I can, for Senate 
bill 2006, making a billion-dollar increase 
in the spending authority of the Export- 
Import Bank, is another nail in the cof- 
fin of our free-enterprise system. The 
fact that organized opposition has dis- 
appeared is perhaps a sobering commen- 
tary on the state of affairs in Congress, 

At the outset I cannot refrain from 
pointing out how this governmental 
credit apparatus fits into the global plans 
of the Communists. 

Some Members talk a lot about social- 


‘ism here, but when one of these domestic 


schemes is in the pattern of socialism, 
they say nothing about it. 

Earl Browder, in his 1950 booklet titled 
“Keynes, Foster, and Marx,” declares, on 
page 43: 

There is nothing more necessary in the 
postwar development of foreign trade than 
precisely the intervention of the Govern- 
ment as organizer, director, and financier of 
the whole process. 


The Export-Import Bank fits perfectly 
into the Browder pattern for state con- 
trol of foreign trade. 

This fact may be piously explained 
away, but it cannot be honestly explained 
away. The Export-Import Bank is a 
Government-owned bank. It operates 
with Government money. It is attuned 
to Government policy in making its 
loans; otherwise it would cease to exist. 
None can deny these simple statements 
of fact. This bank operates in the pat- 
tern of Marxism and socialism, 

The Export-Import Bank has no 
source of funds except what it takes 
from the people by force—through tax- 
ation—or obtains by creating more debt. 
I wonder how many voters would ap- 
prove of socialistic global lending with 
mer savings if they had a chance to vote 
on it? 

Of course, Export-Import Bank lend- 
ing expands the money supply and is a 
source of inflation. Likewise, the subse- 
quent spending of loan funds will gener- 
ally be used to enlarge the demand for 
American products under priority or in 
short supply. This means that Ameri- 
can taxpayers are forced to finance for- 
eigners who- frequently will get their 
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orders filled ahead of the Americans. So 
the operation of this bank is one of the 
inflationary pressures. 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I make the point of order that 
a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
move a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
Icwing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 


[Roll No, 181] 
Aandahl Murphy 
Abbitt Leonard W. Murray, Wis. 
Adair Hand O'Toole 
Allen, La, Harden Patterson 
Baker Harvey Philbin 
Barrett Hays, Ark Pickett 
Beall Hébert Potter 
Beamer Heffernan Powell 
Bentsen Hillings Rabaut 
Boggs, La. Holifield Radwan 
Boykin Howell Redden 
Bray Ikard Reed, N. Y 
Breen Irving Regan 
Brownson Jackson, Calif. Ribicoff 
Buckley — James Rivers 
Burton Javits Rooney 
Busbey Jones, Sadlak 
Byrne, N. Y. Hamilton C. Scott, Hardie 
Byrnes, Wis. Kean Shelley 
Case Kelley. Pa Sheppard 
Celler Kelly, N. Y. Sittler 
Chatham Kennedy Stanley 
Chudoff Stockman 
Clemente Kersten, Wis. Taylor 
Cole, Kans. King Thomas 
Crumpacker Klein Thornberry 
Delaney Kluczynski Vail 
Dingell Latham Vinson 
Dollinger Lucas Walter 
Donohue McDonough Watts 
Donovan McGrath Weichel 
Doyle Machrowicz Werdel 
Durham gee Wharton 
Fine Meader Whitaker 
Fogarty Miller, Calif. Willis 
Fulton Miller, Md. Wilson, Ind 
Garmatz Morano Wood, Ga. 
Gore Morrison Yates 
Gwinn Morton 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr. 
LarcapE). On this roll call 316 Members 
have answered to their names, a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro- 
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 


EXPORT-IMPORT BANK OF WASHINGTON 


Mr. BUFFETT. Mr. Speaker, I am 
aware that on paper the bank has made 
a good operating record. I have no com- 
ment to make on the operating record of 
this bank. But in reality that is not im- 
portant. The record has been achieved 
while it has been coasting down the one- 
way street of inflation. Through vari- 
ous channels governmental hand-outs 
have gone forward to supply funds to 
these other countries to pay back in- 
terest or principal on these loans, 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUFFETT. I yield. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. The gen- 
tleman is making a very fine speech. I 
am wondering if he knows how many 
agencies of Government under the New 
Deal regime have engaged in lending 
or giving away the people’s money to 
foreign countries, and how much has 
been given away in the last year? 


Mr. 
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Mr. BUFFETT. As I recall several 
years ago the number of agencies that 
were giving away the American taxpay- 
ers’ dollars and loaning American tax- 
payers’ dollars abroad numbered 48 sepa- 
rate agencies. I cannot give the number 
today, but if there is some Member of the 
majority side or my side that is for this 
bill that can supply that information I 
should like to yield to him right now 
to give us the total number of govern- 
mental agencies that are currently loan- 
ing American money abroad or giving 
away American money abroad by grants 
and other methods. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUFFETT. I yield. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I note 
that the distinguished chairman of the 
committee is here. Perhaps he can tell 
us how many of these agencies there are, 
because I am sure he has made a careful 
study of it. Perhaps a direct inquiry 
to him might get that information for us. 

Mr. BUFFETT. I wonder if the gen- 
tleman from Kentucky [Mr. SPENCE] 
can help us out on this. Can the gentle- 
man tell me the number of Federal agen- 
cies that are loaning or granting Ameri- 
can funds abroad? 

Mr. SPENCE. I do not know of any 
of them except the Export-Import Bank 
and the Economic Cooperation Adminis- 
tration. 

Mr. BUFFETT. There is the Mutual 
Defense Organization and of course 
there is the International Bank. 

Mr. SPENCE. The World Bank may 
be doing it, but that is not an entirely 
American organization. 

Mr. BUFFETT. The gentleman thinks 
there are only those three or four? I 
hope he is right. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. In the 
last week three school districts in the 
Fourth Congressional District of Michi- 
gan have made applications for steel 
to go ahead with the construction of 
schoolhouses. In two instances they are 
partly constructed and the other one 
they are just starting. Would some of 
this money which would be given this 
bank be used by other governments to 
purchase steel? 

Mr. BUFFETT. Undoubtedly those 
Governments can use some of it to pur- 
chase steel. They probably will. You 
will probably get this answer, that some 
of this money is going to create steel 
facilities somewhere else, so we will have 
more steel than we had before. Prob- 
ably we will get it from these sources 
when steel is a drug on the market. 
But that answer is not a sound one, and 
I will show you why. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 


Mr. BUFFETT. I yield to the gentle- 


man from Mississippi. 

Mr. RANKIN. The courthouse at 
Macon, Miss., one of the county seats in 
the district which I have the honor to 
represent, was burned a short time ago. 
They have their records scattered all 
over town, wherever they could find small 
rooms to put them in. Now they are 
notified that they cannot get the neces- 
sary steel at the present time to proceed 
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to rebuild the courthouse, the most im- 
portant building in the county. I am 
wondering if this Export-Import Bank 
is, as the gentleman from Michigan said, 
to provide a channel for the shipping of 
this steel to foreign countries, instead of 
permitting our own people to use it for 
necessary purposes. 

Mr. BUFFETT. As I said, I am con- 
fident a part of this money will be used 
for steel export. The explanation will 
be given that it is going to help create 
3 elsewhere so we will get steel 

ack. 

The test of the operations of the Ex- 
port-Import Bank or any bank is not 
its earnings or condition at the top of 
the boom. The most reckless speculator 
looks the smartest of all at the top of 
a boom. 

So I suggest that in the case of this 
bank the important thing about the 
bank will be its condition at the other 
end of the cycle. That will be the real 
test. 

For the purpose of this discussion, I 
am glad to assume that the bank is ex- 
pertly operated from a financial stand- 
point, and that all its personnel are the 
ablest of men, completely competent 
and free from any taint of political 
motives or pressure. 

You will get the explanation that the 
bank has made some defense loans. 
Such loans constitute as of this date less 
than 3 percent of the bank’s operations, 
so that item is really inconsequential 
as a justification for this inflationary 
expansion of socialistic credit. I come 
to the decisive objections to this bank 
that are unchanged by any factors re- 
lating to its operation. I hope you will 
listen to these three points. This bank 
can make three types of loans: 

First. A loan that is commercially 
sound. A loan that any bank in Amer- 
ica which operates overseas would put 
on its books. To the extent that the 
Export-Import Bank is doing this, the 
Government is eliminating private en- 
terprise in this operation. A govern- 
ment which professes faith in capital- 
ism cannot honestly carry on such a 
practice. 

Second. Unsound loans, This bank 
can deliberately make loans that are 
obviously unsound. In this case, the 
Government is using taxpayers’ funds 
for speculative purposes. I can con- 
ceive of no legitimate defense for such 
activity. When it makes loans of this 
class, the door is open wide to graft and 
corruption, besides the cheating of the 
taxpayers. If the latest disclosures con- 
cerning the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation have not given us an object 
lesson on that, I do not know what is 
needed. 

Now, I come to point No. 3. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. ELLSWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield the gentleman five additional min- 
utes, 

Mr. BUFFETT. Mr. Speaker, I come 
to the third class of loans. This bank. 
can make political loans, that is, loans 
for which there is no claim of com- 
mercial soundness. Instead they are 
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made to promote administration polit- 
ical or economic objectives in foreign 
nations. In this case, the Export-Im- 
port Bank would operate either as an 
instrument of economic warfare against 
other powers or as a vehicle for inter- 
ference in the internal affairs of other 
nations. Such activity is historically 
recorded as one of the prime causes of 
international ill will and war. 

I do not ask you to take my word for 
this, but listen to the committee report 
on the Bretton Woods agreement, 
which this House passed in 1945. Here 
is what the report of the committee said 
on this point: 

Foreign loans may be arranged on a po- 
litical rather than an economic basis. Such 
a policy would be most unfortunate for it 
could only mean a resumption of the use 
of power of politics in international eco- 
nomic relations. 


Power politics is what this bank car- 
ries on when it makes political loans. 

The Export-Import Bank does ex- 
actly what we pledged in the Bretton 
Woods agreement not to do. Is integrity 
à lost virtue? 

Mr. Speaker, the increase of this 
spending marks another milestone down 
the hill toward collectivism and na- 
tional bankruptcy. While the Congress 
is in the grip of this fiscal insanity— 
and while the American people are hope- 
lessly confused on this subject by gov- 
ernmental propaganda and the inertia 
of my own party, this economic blood- 
letting will not be stopped. 

Mr. CURTIS of Nebraska. Mr. Speak- 
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUFFETT. I yield. 

Mr. CURT"S of Nebraska. The gen- 
tleman made reference to the investi- 
gation of the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation. I believe he will find that 
the Congressional Reorganization Act 
imposed upon the various committees of 
this House, the duty and responsibility 
of investigating these agencies for which 
they legislate. Has your committee 
made any investigation comparable to 

what is going on with reference to the 
Reconstruction Finance Corporation or 
the Import-Export Bank? 

Mr. BUFFETT. Not to my knowledge. 

Mr. CURTIS of Nebraska. Is one 
contemplated? 

Mr. BUFFETT. Not to my knowledge 
or information. 

Mr. Speaker, you can sum this whole 
business up in this sentence. The Ex- 
port-Import Bank is a global version 
E the Reconstruction Finance Corpora- 

on. 

If you are for the Reconstruction Fi- 
nance Corporation, and if you are for 
the things that are being done in the 
domestic field by the RFC—if you think 
that it is sound, if you think that is 
the kind of practice the Government 
should be in, then logically perhaps you 
can vote for another billion dollars for 
loan purposes for the Export-Import 


But if you believe as I do, that Gov- 
ernment lending is socialistic and infia- 
tionary and that loans made abroad 
should be made either through the World 
Bank or through our private banking 
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systems, then I urge you to oppose this 
measure. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? f 

Mr. BUFFETT. I yield. 

Mr, RANKIN. Is the gentleman a 
member of the Committee on Banking 
and Currency? 

Mr. BUFFETT. Iam, yes, sir. 

Mr. RANKIN. I wonder if the gen- 
tleman can tell me whether or not this 
money which is being used to subsidize 
Time magazin) to carry on these vicious 
attacks on Congress, and ship the mag- 
azine to foreign countries, is coming 
through this channel and, if not, what 
channel that subsidy is coming through? 

Mr. BUFFETT. I cannot give the gen- 
tleman that information. However, I 
am hopeful it is not coming through 
this channel. 

The fact that this money-loaning and 
foreign-hand-out mania has almost 
reached the unanimity of a mob scene 
does not lessen the responsibility to 
oppose it. f 

Hence, I am constrained to protest 
again this mad policy, to sound again 
the warning and point out the perils of 
this course. 

The fact that such warnings in the 
past have fallen on deaf ears in no way 
alters my duty to again sound the alarm. 

Congress is aiding the administration 
in destroying the fiscal solvency on which 
freedom ultimately depends. 

Such financial irresponsibility will 
ultimately exact a fearful price from the 
America I love. 

Mr. ELLSWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. CRAWFORD]. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, in 
last evening’s Star on the financial page, 
there was a very interesting article to 
the effect that all the banks in the Fifth 
Federal Reserve district had cooperated 
very diligently in their efforts to restrict 
inflationary credit to help protect the 
savings of the people of this country, 
Mr. Hulbert L. Bisselle, senior vice presi- 
dent of the Riggs National Bank here 
in Washington had been in charge of the 
program for this area. That voluntary 
restrained issuing of credit to people has 
operated all over the United States by 
most of the banks, members of the Fed- 
eral Reserve System as well as many of 
the State banks. That was the authority 
which the Congress gave the President 
in the 1950 Defense Act, the Price Control 
Act, and it has spread across the coun- 
try through most all the banks through 
the operation of the Federal Reserve 
Board to whicl. the President delegated 
his power and the credit clearinghouses 
of the Nation, of which the members 
consist of the banks of this country. 
Personally, I think they have done a 
pretty good job considering the limita- 
tions of the whole voluntary program. 

As the gentleman from Nebraska has 
so well pointed out—and I agree with 
most of his observations and therefore 
am opposed to the bill, and if there is a 
roll call I will go on record voting against 
it—this bill is inflationary; make no mis- 
take about it. On page 5 of the com- 
mittee report the President included in 
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his budget message to Congress on Janu- 
ary 15, 1951, a strong endorsement of 
the purposes of this action and repeated 
that endorsement in his message to the 
Congress on May 24, 1951, on the mutual 
security program, in these words—now 
these are the words of the President: 

Loans by the Export-Import Bank will also 
continue to play an important role in our 
effort to assist the economic progress of 
friendly countries. In order that full use 
may be made of opportunities for loans and 
especially to develop strategic materials I 
recommend that the lending authority of 
the Export-Import Bank be increased by 
$1,000,000,000. Not all of the increased 
lending authority, of course, will be used in 
the coming year. 


Apparently the bill was reported al- 
most unanimously by the Banking and 
Currency Committee of the House. 

Here is another step in the inflation- 
ary progress of this country. I believe 
with all of the sincerity of my soul that 
nothing, nothing whatsoever will stop 
this Congress and future Congresses 
until we reach the end of the rope. I 
think the brake linings are burned out 
on our brakes and we are running this 
economic vehicle into an absolute eco- 
nomic washout simply because the pres- 
ent Members of this House and the other 
body will not set those brakes or reline 
those brakes; and I see no comfort what- 
soever for the people of this country in 
the debt-bombs which past Congresses 
and this Congress are preparing for our 
people, i 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I want 
to say that I have long entertained the 
conyictions to which the gentleman now 
gives expression. My colleague from 
Michigan [Mr. BENNETT] just called my 
attention to a situation which I under- 
stand he thinks exists, and it is that of 
the RFC lending money at 5 percent 
and the Export-Import Bank lending to 
other countries for three and a fraction. 
Is that true? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I think you will 
find that the Export-Import Bank has 
lent money at as low as 3% or less; but, 
as the gentleman from Nebraska has 
pointed out, this corporation can make 
almost any kind of loan it wants to 
make; there is no fooling about that; 
they can go out here and make loans to 
uphold a certain political party in other 
countries if they want to at the expense 
of the American taxpayer. 

We have had so much fiddling and 
faddling going on all over the country 
that nobody in this Government, in my 
opinion, knows the true story; and I 
start right at the White House and go 
all the way down the line. We have lost 
control of this vehicle; in my opinion 
there is no question about that. You 
can drive along the road and read the 
billboards and see it if you are smart 
enough to figure it out. The banks of 
this country are restricting credit to our 
own people, yet here through the Ex- 
port-Import Bank we are releasing a bil- 
lion dollars of it. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Michigan has expired, 
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Mr. ELLSWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield the gentleman two additional 
minutes. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Does 
not this bank make loans to other coun- 
tries and they use that money in com- 
petition with us here in our own markets 
in America? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. This bank extends 
dollar credit, and those dollars are not 
worth anything anywhere in the world 
for the buying of goods except in the 
United States where the dollar exchange 
is used. They might hold the dollars 
up for a while before spending them 
here, but I think they will spend them 
as quickly as possible; and there is where 
the inflationary pressure comes in in 
this country to work against the best 
interests of the citizens of this country 
in their own marke: places. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield to the 
chairman of the committee. 

Mr. SPENCE. The bank gives pri- 
vate enterprise every opportunity to 
make these loans and steps in only 
where private enterprise, private bank- 
ing, either does not want to make the 
loan or refuses to make the loan. They 
have extended every opportunity and 
encouragement to private industry. 
They are not competing with private in- 
dustry. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. The point that I 
made that brought up the gentleman's 
question was that through the White 
House all the banks of the country were 
encouraged to enter into voluntary 
agreements exempt from the Sherman 
antitrust law to restrict inflationary 
credit, yet we come along here with the 
Export-Import Bank and put out a bil- 
lion dollars more of it. 

Mr. SPENCE. This bank has the best 
record of any governmental institution 
that I know of. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I am not talking 
about the record of the Bank; I am talk- 
ing about the record of Congress. Iam 
talking <.bout the record of the Congress 
that authorizes the Bank to do these 
things; I am not condemning the Bank 
in any way whatsoever. We do the job. 

Mr. LYLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Tennes- 
see [Mr. SUTTON]. 

Mr. SUTTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
merely to refute the statement of the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Craw- 
Forp] and to state that here is one 
Member of Congress who goes along with 
this plan, who does not believe that we 
are killing the American people or in- 
juring the American Government. I 
still have faith in the American people 
and in this form of government that we 
have. 

Mr. Speaker, our democracy has 
proven itself throughout the years. 
Constructive criticism is always wel- 
come, but when we deal in generalities 
we all know that we get nowhere. 

Every Member of this body recalls the 
economic condition of this country when 
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the Democratie Party came into power 
in 1932. The voters of America have 
c-ndoned the Democratic Party, with 
one exception, for the last 20 years, and 
that was the Eightieth Congress. They 
were quick to realize their mistake in 
electing that Eightieth Congress and im- 
mec‘ately restored the Democrats in 
office. 

It is true that because of emergencies 
we have been forced to appropriate huge 
appropriations and make large expendi- 
tures in the interest of democracy. But, 
on the other hand, we must remember 
that the over-all national income has 
keen doubled and tripled. Today we 
have full employment, sixty-odd-million 
people drawing pay checks, and every 
business in the country is flourishing. 

I fear that my good friend, the gen- 
tlemin from Michigan is playing poli- 
tics and smarting under the collar be- 
cause of the failures of his party in be- 
ing restored to power. I, for one, am 
perfectly willing to leave elections to the 
voters of this country. The voters know 
when conditions are good and when they 
are satisfied. It has been my pleasure 
to serve in this body for two terms, and 
I state without hesitation that we have 
ae of great ability on both sides of the 
aisle. 

Under no circumstances would I admit 
that the Members of the Congress.of the 
United States are not able men and are 
trying to refiect the wishes of those who 
have honored them by their election as 
Representatives here. Neither would I 
accuse them of trying to spend this 
country into bankruptcy, as I know that 
every Member of this body is in- 
terested in the welfare of this Nation, 
the future generations, and those yet 
unborn. 

I have great respect for my good friend 
and colleague from Michigan, but no 
doubt there are times when he lets his 
better judgment run away with him. 
Unquestionably the voters who have hon- 
ored him as their representative, real- 
ize his ability and on numerous occa- 
sions I have observed that he has gone 
along with our program and know that 
he realizes that our defense program is 
necessary and hence we appropriate large 
amounts to take care of our defense pro- 
grams. 

I realize the need for economy in Gov- 
ernment and want to help save our tax- 
payers every possible penny. But not 
at the cost of our freedom and peace in 
America. 

The Export-Import Bank which is un- 
der discussion here today is very neces- 
sary because of world conditions. It is 
true that many agencies of the Govern- 
‘ment can be abolished when we are 
again on an even keel. But until some 
of the world dictators are further sub- 
dued, I submit to you, Mr. Speaker, that 
in my opinion the program that we are 
pursuing must be continued. 

Criticism is always constructive, but 
when it is all said and done every Mem- 
ber of this body has one motive in mind, 
and that is to protect the welfare of 
American. If this protection requires 
large expenditures, it is my opinion that 
there is not a taxpayer in this country 
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that regrets the payment of taxes re- 
quired for our safety and welfare. 

I know that we all agree that now is 
the time for more cooperation and less 
internal strife, and I believe that upon 
reflection my good friend and colleague 
from Michigan will agree that he was 
temporarily alarmed and that in the end 
all will be well. 

Mr. LYLE. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time. 

Mr. ELLSWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I 
merely wish to say on behalf of the 
minority members of the Committee on 
Rules that this question now before us 
is on the rule. As far as I know there 
is no great opposition to adopting the 
rule providing for the consideration of 
this bill. 

The Export-Import Bank was created 
originally by Executive order; then it 
was made an independent agency by 
act of Congress. It is now up to the 
Congress to pass upon the grant of fur- 
ther lending power to the bank. 

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re- 
quests for time. 

Mr. LYLE. Mr. Speaker, I move the 
previous question. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House resolve itself into the 
Commiitee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the consideration 
of the bill (S. 2006) to increase the 
lending authority of Export-Import 
Bank of Washington and to extend the 
period within which the bank may make 
loans. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con- 
sideration of the bill S. 2006, with Mr. 
Harris in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

By unanimous consent, the first read- 
ing of the bill was dispensed with. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 10 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, the philosopher, Fran- 
cis Bacon, said: 

Suspicions among thoughts are like bats 
among birds; they ever fly by twilight. 


It seems that the suspicions which 
the gentlemen have against this cor- 
poration are certain to fly by twilight. 
Sunlight would demonsirate them to be 
unfounded. There is no basis in fact 
on which to predicate the statements 
that have been made against the Ex- 
port-Import Bank. It has a record of 
achievement and of usefulness that is 
unparalleled by any comparable cor- 
poration in America. It was created in 
1934 and it has cost the United States 
Government nothing. It has made a 
net profit of $254,000,000. It has had 
a lending capacity and a borrowing ca- 
pacity of three and one-half billion dol- 
lars. It has asked for an extension of 
that borrowing capacity of $1,000,000,- 
000 and also the authority to lend a 
similar amount. 

This bill also extends the life of this 
corporation from June 30, 1953, to June 
30, 1958. 
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What has this corporation done? I 
do not think the President had a finer 
or more constructive idea than his point 
4, the development of undeveloped areas 
of the world. The world is growing 
smaller every year. The barriers that 
once separated nations no longer sepa- 
rate them, the oceans and the moun- 
tain ranges no longer are barriers against 
the force of other nations. 

We are vitally concerned in the up- 
lifting of the people of all the earth 
because they are at our doorstep. This 
corporation has engaged in a business 
that no private enterprise wants. The 
big banks here are not equipped to make 
these international loans. They are not 
made for political purposes by the Ex- 
port-Import Bank. They are sound 
bankable loans, and this is evidenced by 
the fact that the corporation has made 
the money it has. 

What have they done? They have 
lent money to other nations and private 
enterprises to develop their resources. 
They have lent them money for power 
plants, for roads and bridges, and they 
have done a great deal to increase the 
production of strategic critical materials 
of the world. 

No nation is self-sufficient in the com- 
plicated life of today. No nation pro- 
duces all the materials it needs. We are 
dependent upon other nations for many 
things. We are dependent for tin, man- 
ganese, tungsten, and partially for iron 
ore and many other minerals and metals 
from other nations. This organization 
has lent money to other nations to de- 
velop those resources in order to make 
them more available to us. 

These activities will have the tendency 
to raise the standard of the lives of the 
people we have helped and give them 
new opportunities to work out their des- 
tinies. Discontent brings war and hatred. 

The criticisms that are made about this 
organization have ro basis in fact. This 
organization may well be proud of what 
it has done. It can be proud of the good 
feeling that has been engendered in na- 
tions which have been helped by these 
loans. 

Shakespeare said: 

Neither a borrower, nor a lender be; 
For loan oft loses both itself and friend: 
And borrowing dulls the edge. of husbandry, 


That does not apply to lending money 
to people who are able to pay it back, for 
we have lost neither money nor friends. 
Nothing engenders a better feeling, noth- 
ing inspires more confidence and friend- 
ship than to lend people money in order 
that they may develop their resources 
and make their countries more self- 
sufficient. 

The President had a great idea in his 
point 4 program. He saw the advantages 
of the development of the undeveloped 
areas and in a large sense much of this 
money goes for that very purpose. We 
have lent a great deal of it to South 
America, our neighbor to the south, who 
produces many of the things we cannot 
produce, many of the minerals we can- 
not produce, and they have paid back 
these loans. When they come again and 
ask for loans I think what they have done 
in the past justifies our lending to them 
again. 
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Mr. BUFFETT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPENCE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Nebraska. 

Mr. BUFFETT. Can the gentleman 
tell the committee how much we have 
lent to Poland through that bank? 

Mr. SPENCE. I have not the facts 
available. I do not think it has lent any 
money to any country behind the iron 
curtain. The fact they have paid these 
loans will indicate we have lent to people 
who have an interest in our country and 
who are trying to develop their own 
country. I know they have left no money 
to the satellites of Russia—at least the 
chairman told me that, I am sure. The 
character of the loans and the repay- 
ment of loans indicate the good judg- 
ment that has been used in making 
these loans. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPENCE. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. I believe this bank has 
loaned some $75,000,000 to that great 
paragon of democracy, Peron of Argen- 
tina. Is that not correct? 

Mr. SPENCE. I think maybe they 
have loaned some money down there. 
I am not sure about that. 

Where is the argument about the cost 
to the Government, about the invasion 
of private enterprise, about the socialistic 
tendencies of this great organization, 
when it has put $254,000,000 of net prof- 
it into the Treasury of the United States? 
It is the agent of the Treasury of the 
United States. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPENCE. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Texas. 

Mr. PATMAN. Is it not true that the 
losses are less than 1 cent to every $100 
loaned? 

Mr. SPENCE. Yes. The losses have 
been less than one one-hundredth of 1 
percent of the amount they have loaned. 
I should like to find a bank anywhere 
that has a better record than that, 
either domestic or international. 

Mr. McVEY. Mr. Chairman will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPENCE. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Illinois. 

Mr. McVEY. I am very much im- 
pressed by the statement that this bank 
has made a profit of $254,000,000. That 
is quite a large sum. 

Mr. SPENCE. That is a large sum. 

Mr. McVEY. Have we taken into con- 
sideration the cost of the salaries, the 
personnel expenses, and so forth, in con- 
nection with the operation of the bank? 

Mr. SPENCE. That was net profit, 
as I understand it. The net profit was 
$254,000,000, which was paid into the 
Treasury. 

In the light of these facts, in the light 
of the accomplishment of this bank, 
where is the justification for the attack 
that is made on it? 

This bill has been approved by the 
President of the United States, by the 
Secretary of State, by the Secretary of 
the Treasury, by the Secretary of Com- 
merce, by the Secretary of Agriculture, 
and by the Administrator of the ECA. 
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I hope this bill will be passed by the 
majority which the faithful and able 
administration and the result achieved 
by the corporation deserve. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 20 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, I think the Export- 
Import Bank of Washington has made a 
record that all the other lending agen- 
cies of the Government could emulate. 

The Export-Import Bank was origi- 
nally set up with a capitalization of 
$800,000,000. We increased its capital 
and borrowings to $3,500,000,000. This 
bill is to increase that by another $1,- 
000,060,000. 

The Export-Import Bank gets its orig- 
inal capital of $1,000,000,000 from the 
Treasury, and it is authorized to make 
loans up to 3% times that, a total of 
$3,500,090,000. They may issue their 
notes, bonds, and debentures for 2½ 
times the capital, or $2,500,000,000. 

On the capital loan from the Treasury 
and on their borrowing from the Treas- 
ury on notes, bonds, and debentures, 
they have to pay to the Treasury a rate 
of interest set by the Secretary of the 
Treasury. It is a current average rate 
of interest paid by other borrowers 
from the Treasury, that is, 2 percent, so 
they are paying the Treasury of the 
United States 2 percent on about $2,- 
300,000,000. There is something over 
$600,000,000 of committed funds which 
have not been actually loaned, making 
a total of actual loans and commitments 
of $3,000,500,000. They have left in au- 
thority $499,500,000. 

During the last fiscal year the Ex- 
port-Import Bank of Washington 
showed net earnings of $51,600,000. I 
say net earnings because we must have 
in mind that the Export-Import Bank of 
Washington has paid all of its operat- 
ing costs, all of its cost of administra- 
tion, out of earnings. Out of this $51,- 
600,000 of earnings during the last fiscal 
year they declared a dividend and paid 
to their principal stockholder, the 
Treasury of the United States, $20,000,- 
000. That was in addition to the 2 per- 
cent which it has been paying as inter- 
est on its capital and business loans, 

In addition to paying 2 percent in- 
terest to the Treasury on its capital and 
borrowings, and in addition to paying 
to the Treasury $20,000,000 as a divi- 
dend, the Export-Import Bank of Wash- 
ington has accumulated against pos- 
sible losses, a total earned surplus of 
$234,800,000. At the present time, out 
of this total of about $3,000,000,000 which 
has been loaned and committed, there 
is a total of about $226,000 in default. 
Against that some payments have been 
made since June 30, when that figure 
prevailed. 

As to the loans in arrears: Out of $3,- 
000,000,060 of committments and loans, 
there is a total in arrears as of June 
30, 1951, of $193,868.48. I do not think 
that any other bank in the United 
States, doing a domestic or foreign busi- 
ness, or making loans for the purpose, 
as is primarily the purpose of the Ex- 
port-Import Bank of Washington, of 
moving American goods abroad, can 
equal that record. Notwithstanding my 


_ antipathy to a great many things which 
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have been done in the field of. foreign 
affairs, I believe in giving credit where 
credit is due, and I believe that this 
method of giving foreign relief is a sen- 
sible method. It is proven that had we 
done in the ECA the things which were 
suggested to be done—and I take some 
little pride in the fact that I made the 
recommendation in person to the Presi- 
dent of the United States that an organ- 
ization comparable to the Export-Import 
Bank of Washington be set up to give 
aid under the Marshall plan because of 
the success of the Export-Import Bank 
in that field. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield. 

Mr. GROSS. Of the $3,000,000,000, 
does the gentleman have any break down 
of the amount of money that has been 
loaned, which American financial inter- 
ests refused to make? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Yes, I think you can 
have a reasonable assurance that this 
bank does not compete with any of the 
banks, mostly New York and Chicago 
banks, which are doing an international 
banking business. They are perfectly 
willing and content to let this bank oper- 
ate because they do not consider it is 
running in competition with them. As 
a matter of fact, they have participated 
in some of these loans, and are continu- 
ing to participate in some of these loans. 
Do not forget that inasmuch as these 
loans are made in American dollars, 
naturally, there is a movement of Amer- 
ican goods in world commerce as a result 
of loans.* So when you build a railroad 
in South America by loans made by the 
Export-Import Bank, those loans are 
made in dollars and the country which 
is the recipient of the loan or the com- 


pany in South America which is the re- 


cipient of the loan, spends those dollars 
eventually in America, perhaps by way 
of Europe or by way of Asia. But, final- 
ly, there must be a movement of Amer- 
ican goods not to the prejudice, but to 
the benefit of American labor, American 
agriculture, American industry and 
American business generally. 

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield. 

Mr. JONAS. Iam interested to know, 
after the gentleman made the state- 
ment that the bank is privileged to make 
loans to countries for the purposes of 
exploiting undeveloped areas, what se- 
curity does the bank take to secure its 
loans and whether the security is in the 
form of mortgage notes or whatever 
other collateral it may get? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Yes, the bank takes 
all the security it can get. If you will 
read the report you will find in the ap- 
pendix of the report, many of these loans 
are underwritten by the central banks 
of the Government where the loan is 
made. The credit of the central banks 
is created in many instances, as it is 
here, by the country in which the cen- 
tral bank operates. The country in 
which the central bank operates almost 
always guarantees the obligations of the 
central bank so you have the good faith 
and credit of the country into which the 
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2 passes as a further security for the 
oan. 

Mr. JONAS. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield, 

Mr. DONDERO. May I take it from 
what the gentleman says that these 
loans, which are not accepted by Ameri- 
can banks, are not refused because the 
security is not good, but more because of 
the character of the loans? Is that the 
reason why our banks locally do not make 
these loans? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. That is it. And I 
presume another question enters into it. 
If a loan is made for the purpose of 
building a railroad in the Republic of 
Turkey, as has been done, if a New Vork 
bank doing an international business 
were to make the loan, it would be rather 
difficult for them to get the central bank 
of Turkey, or the Turkish Government 
to underwrite that loan and guarantee 
it. Here they are dealing with the agen- 
cies of the Federal Government, a sov- 
ereign government; so it is only natural 
that a foreign government to which a 
loan is made by an agency of the Amer- 
ican Government established for the 
purpose of maintaining the equilibrium 
of exchange between those countries, and 
good will, and the political status in its 
present relationship would be more than 
anxious that nothing would happen to 
that loan that would disturb that good 
relationship. That influence does not 
prevail when a private bank in New 
York or Chicago makes a loan, 

Mr. DONDERO. In other words, it 
is a type of loan that would not lend it- 
self to the ordinary business of the local 
banks of the country. 

Mr. WOLCOTT That is right. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield. 

Mr. GROSS. What actually is the 
difference between the character and 
risk in these loans? What is the differ- 
ence? r 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Now you are talking 
about risks. I think that the fact that 
after 18 years of operation the losses 
of this bank are one one-hundredth of 
1 percent is a complete answer to the 
gentleman's question. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield. 

Mr. RANKIN. This would mean a 
further inflation of the currency would 
it not, through the Federal Reserve 
System? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. No. 

Mr. RANKIN. I say it will. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. And I say the gen- 
tleman is mistaken 

Mr. RANKIN. This is an inflation of 
currency. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I can see where there 
may be inflation caused by making for- 
eign loans, unsecured foreign loans, but 
there is no inflation caused by these 
loans, because it adds to the production 
of goods sufficient to offset inflationary 
tendencies. 

Mr. RANKIN. In foreign countries? 
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Mr. WOLCOTT. In foreign countries 
who buy goods produced in America, 
which completely offsets it. 

Mr. RANKIN. That is exactly where 
the inflation is coming in, and that is 
why the Committee on Banking and 
Currency ought to go into it and bring 
in a bill to stabilize the currency, before 
this Federal Reserve System wrecks the 
country. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I wish that some of 
the other committees of this Congress 
were as cognizant of the influence which 
inflation has upon the very form of the 
American Government as is the Banking 
and Currency Committee. 

Mr. RANKIN. The Banking and Cur- 
rency Committee has the right to bring 
in a bill to stabilize the currency, but 
they have not done it. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield. 

Mr. SABATH. I really do not know 
whether my information is correct, but 
I am informed that this will help tre- 
mendously the cotton growers and those 
who have large quantities of cotton on 
hand, because they cannot obtain the 
money through regular channels and 
they are obliged to turn to the Export- 
Import Bank for loans to enable them 
to carry their stocks of cotton. What 
is there to that? 

Mr. WOLCOTT, I believe the Export- 
Import Bank has proved its worth as the 
means of moving a lot of American goods 
abroad that would not otherwise be sold, 
I do not know whether Members of this 
House realize it or not, but do you know 
what is happening in Western Europe? 
Do you know that in China we have lost 
a virgin market that could have been 
supplied had we had a sound foreign 
policy in respect to China? Do you know 
that in Western Europe today Western 
Europe is producing 150 percent of nor- 
mal? Do you know that if it were not 
for such aid as we are giving through 
the Export-Import Bank to the move- 
ment of American goods abroad, and if 
it were not for our defense program to- 
day in America, we would have a con- 
dition similar to that which confronted 
this Congress immediately prior to the 
Korean war, a depression? The only 
thing which is keeping this country up 
today is the movement of American 
goods abroad into steadily declining 
markets. That and our defense program 
now are the sources whereby our econ- 
omy is maintained at a seemingly high 
level. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, win 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I should like to ask 
the gentleman a question which relates 
to the reference made as to good will or 
the relationship between our country and 
these loans; the point is, are these loans 
conditioned on trading with America? 
Or are they free to choose the market in 
which they will buy? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Almost all of the 
loan contracts provide that the money 
shall be spent in the purchase of Ameri- 
can goods; and I might say to the gen- 
tleman from Illinois that when this was 
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set up, we set it up in the Committee on 
Banking and Currency and I was very 
fearful that because the Secretary of 
State was on this board that the Export- 
Import Bank would be used to further 
the dollar diplomacy of the United 
States; so throughout the years we ha-e 
been very anxious about that, very anx- 
ious to determine the influence which 
the State Department has had on the 
making of these loans. Our studies in- 
dicate that there had been no loans made 
which had been pressured by the State 
Department. 

I felt that when we set up the National 
Advisory Council and put the Secretary 
of State on it, and we set up this Ad- 
viscry Board of the Export-Import Bank 
made up of the same personnel, that that 
was as close as the State Department 
should get to this picture. But I will 
have to admit, and I shall admit, that 
there is no evidence whatsoever that the 
Export-Import Bank has ever been used 
in any instance under pressure of the 
State Department to further our for- 
eign policy. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield. 

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman spoke a 
moment ago of the fine recent experience 
over the past 18 years. Is it not a fact 
that the bulk of these loans have been 
made in very recent years? And is it 
not further true that back of that recent 
experience is the interplay of ECA funds 
in foreign countries to which this money 
has been loaned, and that there is not 
any real basis upon which to judge the 
ability of these countries to repay? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. It might be true; I 
think you could conjecture that; or you 
could conjecture otherwise, just as you 
see the picture. 

Mr. BUFFETT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield. 

Mr. BUFFETT. Will the gentleman 
tell the committee what category of loan 
could be made or would be made by the 
International Bank if this fund were set 
up? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Yes. The Inter- 
national Bank for Reconstruction and 
Development can make loans in any cur- 
rency. The American Director of the 
International Bank, determines or can 
veto a loan made in American dollars. 
Loans made by the International Bank 
are made as I understand under a prac- 
tice if not under the law to the central 
banks of the country to which the loan is 
made. I think that there are no loans 
made by the International Bank to pri- 
vate individuals or corporations. There 
may be some loans made to utilities 
which are owned and operated by central 
governments, the risk of which is under- 
written by the central government. 
This bank may make loans directly to 
industry, railroads, utilities, and so forth 
for the purpose of producing, or for 
the purpose of moving American goods 
abroad. If you will look at appendix 
(e) of the report and note the bene- 
ficiaries of these loans—I will not read 
them off—you will find that they are 
agriculture, industry, business. The 
loans are for the movement of crops, for 
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the movement of machinery, agricul- 
tural machinery and heavy goods; they 
are for the movement of locomotives, 
they are for earth-moving equipment 
and capital goods, and raw materials all 
the way through, American goods mov- 
ing abroad as part of less than 10 per- 
cent of the production of the United 
States which moves into foreign trade 
normally. We export normally only 7 
percent of the goods which we produce 
in America. So perhaps the controlling 
point is that we should be careful not 
to shut off any of our sales abroad at 
this particular time until we have sta- 
bilized following the defense effort. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan has expired. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself one additional minute. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Kansas, 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I want to clear 
up one more thing, and this may be rep- 
etition. Do I understand that the pri- 
vate banks or the banks of this country, 
generally speaking, including the larger 
maT are in accord with this legisla- 

on? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Yes. Right through 
the years they have been in favor of the 
program. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. They do not 
regard it as being in competition with 
private banking? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. We never have had 
any opposition from the bankers that 
the Export-Import Bank of Washington 
has competed with them to the point 
where any loans were made that would 
otherwise be made by private industry. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Why are they 
asking for the extra $1,000,000,000? 
Who is asking for that? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. They have commit- 
ments and loans of $3,000,000,000 under 
their authorization of $3,500,000,000. 
They have left an authorization of $499,- 
500,000; which they think, and which the 
eommittee thought was getting pretty 
close to the bottom of the barrel. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 


such time as he may desire to the gen- 


tleman from Georgia [Mr. Brown]. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair- 
man, the Export-Import Bank of Wash- 
ington was established in February 
1934. During its more than 17 years of 
existence, the bank, which is the foreign 
lending agency of the United States Gov- 
ernment, has established an enviable 
record. It has actually disbursed under 
loan agreements approximately $3,400,- 
000,000 and of this amount approximate- 
ly $1,100,000,000 has been repaid. The 
ratio of recorded losses to funds actually 
put out by the bank is at the present 
time less than on ore-hundredth of 1 
percent. Over the period of its existence 
the bank has made money. The Gov- 
ernment owns all of its authorized and 
issued capital stock which presently 
amounts to $1,000,000,000. As of June 
30, 1951, the bank had accumulated an 
earned surplus of $254,800,000. 

I should like to emphasize that the 
bank is a lending agency. It does not 
make grants or gifts and has never had 
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or never sought to have such authority. 
It makes loans to facilitate exports and 
imports by the United States with for- 
eign countries. Its loans have promoted 
both the political and economic interests 
of the United States and at the same time 
have contributed to the economic growth 
and development of foreign countries. 
Loans have been made to foreign coun- 
tries, nationals of foreign countries, and 
American firms operating subsidiaries in 
foreign countries. The record of almost 
negligible losses on loans made by the 
bank clearly indicates that loans are not 
made without a realistic evaluation of 
the ability of the foreign country, the for- 
eign economy, and the particular foreign 
industry concerned, to repay them. 

General export trade credits extended 
by the bank, assist in the financing of 
American products exported to foreign 
countries. Manufactured products em- 
body the skilled labor of American en- 
gineers, designers, mechanics and fac- 
tory workers. Export credits have also 
materially assisted the sale abroad of 
American agricultural commodities such 
as wheat, tobacco and cotton. Export 
trade deyelopment credits extended in 
the past are now making important con- 
tributions to the flow to the United States 
of strategic and critical materials needed 
in the preparedness program. I would 
like to illustrate the way such develop- 
ment credits work by calling your at- 
tention to a specific case in which the 
bank assisted the financing of a project, 
namely, the Liberia Mining Co., Ltd. 

In February 1949 the bank sent repre- 
sentatives to Liberia in company with 
officials of the Liberia Mining Co., Ltd., 
and of the Republic Steel Co., a domes- 
tic steel producer interested in new 
sources of high-grade iron ore, to in- 
vestigate a proposed iron-ore develop- 
ment project at Bomi Hills. At that 
time about $1,000,000 had already been 
invested by American interests in this 
mining project, which involved the de- 
velopment of a mine containing an esti- 
mated 20,000,000 tons of high-grade 
iron ore, the building of a 45-mile rail- 
road from the mine to the port of Mon- 
rovia, and the construction of ore-han- 
dling and storage facilities at the port. 
In April of that year the bank author- 
ized a $4,000,000 credit to the Liberia 
Mining Co., Ltd., to be repayable in 
semiannual installments over a 10-year 
period beginning December 31, 1951, and 
to bear interest at 434 percent per an- 
num. In addition to the $1,000,000 of 
private capital already invested by 
American interests, the Republic Steel 
Co. agreed to invest the necessary re- 
maining $3,000,000 needed for comple- 
tion of the project and executed a long- 
term ore-purchase agreement for a 
substantial portion of the total annual 
output estimated at a minimum of 1,000,- 
000 tons of ore per year commencing in 
1951. The financing was thus a joint 
undertaking of private capital and the 
Export-Import Bank in approximately 
equal proportions. The first shipload of 
very high-grade iron ore—67 percent— 
from the Bomi Hills mines arrived in the 
harbor of Baltimore in June of this year 
zor tea at the Republic Steel Co. 
plant. 
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With respect to the bank’s financing 
of cotton exports, Iam sure the Members 
from the cotton producing States will be 
interested in knowing that the bank over 
the last few years has financed export 
credits for the sale abroad of over 
2,000,000 bales of American cotton. Cot- 
ton credits have been extended in the 
past for the export of cotton to a num- 
ber of foreign countries. 

The Secretary of Agriculture, in ask- 
ing the farmers to plant more acres in 
cotton, left them under the impression 
that they would obtain at least 40 cents 
a pound for their cotton. Three or four 
months ago, cotton was selling for 45% 
cents per pound. Today cotton is selling 
around 34 cents, a reduction in price of 
more than 25 percent. Many cotton 
farmers will lose money on this year's 
crop as the growers are producing more 
than 17,000,000 bales, Something must 
be done to help the market for these 
cotton growers or else next year we will 
be in need of more cotton than will be 
produced, The Export-Import Bank, in 
my opinion, is the agency that can do 
most to aid the farmer in obtaining a 
fair price for his cotton by extending 
loans to foreign nations and importers 
to purchase a part of the surplus cotton 
of this year's crop. 

When Mr. Gaston, Chairman of the 
Board of Directors of the Export-Import 
Bank, recently appeared before our com- 
mittee he was asked about the aetivi- 
ties of the bank in financing cotton ex- 
ports. He recalled to the committee that 
a few years back the bank had set up a 
special fund of $100,000,000 for the 
financing of short-term contract sales of 
cotton to foreign countries and stated: 

We have recently announced that we are 
prepared to do the same thing again and we 
are now negotiating some cotton sales. 


The cotton-export financing done by 
the bank has been on a business basis 
and the disbursements on past cotton 
operations have been repaid. In some 
cases the bank has made the credits 
available itself. At other times it has 
participated with a group of commercial 
banks in extending a line of credit for 
cotton exports. For instance in early 
1948 the bank participated with a group 
of commercial banks in extending a re- 
volving line of credit totaling $60,000,000 
in favor of the Occupied Japan Export- 
Import Revolving Fund to finance pur- 
chase of cotton in the United States. 
The bank agreed to participate in this 
credit to an amount up to $29,000,000. 

The present borrowing authority of the 
bank is limited to advances from the 
Treasury in an amount not exceeding 
$2,500,000,000 outstanding at any one 
time—two and one-half times the au- 
thorized stock of $1,000,000,000, Its 
lending authority is limited to $3,500,- 
000,000 of loans and commitments out- 
standing at any one time. As of June 
30, 1951, loans outstanding and com- 
mitted amounted to slightly over $3,- 
000,000,000, leaving uncommitted lend- 
ing authority of slightly less than $500,- 
000,000. The bill before us today would 
increase the bank’s borrowing and lend- 
ing authority by $1,000,000,000 and would 
also extend the life of the bank 5 years 
to June 30, 1958. I think you will agree 
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with me that the Export-Import Bank 
is performing a real service for our coun- 
try and in a very creditable manner. I 
think you will also agree that the bank 
should be granted the increases provided 
in this bill so that it will be in a position 
to continue its lending programs and 
still have an adequate reserve for emer- 
gency purposes. I hope we will have 
prompt action in passing this measure. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia [Mr. McKinnon], but may I say 
first that I made a mistake in my an- 
swer to one of my colleagues as to wheth- 
er or not any loans had been made to 
Poland. A loan was made to Poland be- 
fore Poland went behind the iron cur- 
tain, and I understand the loan is not in 
arrears at the present time. 

Mr. McKINNON. Mr. Chairman, as 
we consider this legislation to extend the 
authorization of the Export-Import 
Bank I think it well to keep in mind that 
this is one of our offensive weapons in 
the war against communism. This is a 
means of our carrying the war abroad to 
help keep the free world alive. This war 
with communism is a competition not 
only of ideas but of living standards. It 
is further a competition of production 
and development of raw materials to be 
used in defense of the free world. 

One of the purposes of the Export- 
Import Bank is to assist free countries 
that have raw materials but no develop- 
ment capital. Through Export-Import 
Bank loans, these countries can be as- 
sisted in the development of their raw- 
material resources, with a consequent 
gain to them and to the United States. 
The Export-Import Bank has done a 
tremendous job in increasing the devel- 
opment of raw materials in free coun- 
tries throughout the world. 

One of the great advantages that has 
come in recent years has been the loan 
program of the Export-Import Bank. 
Loans have been made to Brazil, to Chile, 
and to several other of our South Ameri- 
can neighbors, that have developed mil- 
lions of tons of iron ore that is now 
coming into our country to augment the 
declining resources we have for steel 
manufacture. Loans from the Export- 
Import Bank have also been made to de- 
velop such other raw materials as 
tungsten, sulfur, and uranium. These 
materials are scarce in our economy and 
we need them to buttress our own 
defense. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McKINNON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. How much steel is com- 
ing into this country? 

Mr. McKINNON. Loans have been 
made by the Export-Import Bank in re- 
cent years by which we have developed 
approximately 3,700,000 tons of steel- 
making ore that would not have been 
coming in, probably, without the Export- 
Import Bank loans. 

Mr. GROSS. Will the gentleman tell 
me why we are exporting steel? 

Mr. McKINNON. The export of steel 
is in small quantities compared to the 
steel ore. We are exporting steel, not 
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steel ore. The imports are iron ore com- 
ing in to keep our steel mills producing. 

Mr. GROSS. Will the gentleman tell 
me where this steel ore is coming from? 

Mr. McKINNON. Yes; 1,500,000 tons 
is from Brazil, 1,200,000 tons from Can- 
ada, and 1,000,000 tons from Chile. We 
are taking into Sparrows Point up the 
Chesapeake some 67 percent of the total 
output which comes from Liberia in 
Africa. Those figures add up to 3,700,- 
000 tons of steel ore coming into the 
United States. 

Mr. GROSS. Is that steel or ore? 

Mr. McKINNON. It is iron ore. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McKINNON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Coming from a 
steel-producing district, let me say that 
some of the companies in my district 
are faced with the realistic view of either 
developing iron ore, we call it deposits; 
in foreign countries where they can ship 
that in to make it into steel, or curtail- 
ing their business or. going out-of busi- 
ness. I think specifically of a group of 
them that have gone together and have 
borrowed some money to develop iron- 
ore deposits in northern Canada. 

Mr. McKINNON.. That is right. In 
addition, some of these developments in 
South America have been on funds 
loaned to large companies like Bethle- 
hem and Republic so they could go into 
these South American countries and de- 
velop the iron-ore resources there. 

Mr. ELLSWORTH. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McKINNON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Oregon. 

Mr. ELLSWORTH. The discussion on 
the bill thus far has had to do with the 
merits of the thing. I am considerably 
impressed with the virtue and value of 
it, However, the bill is specifically for 
the purpose of increasing the amount of 
the lending power and lengthening the 
life of the bank. Will the gentleman be 
good enough to bear upon specifically 
the reason why the additional lending 
power is required at this time? 

Mr. McKINNON. The reason is be- 
cause we are expanding the program to 
develop strategic materials abroad for 
our own self-defense. 

The present authority of the Export- 
Import Bank is pretty well committed, 
yet we face the need for an accelerated 
tempo for developing raw materials of 
friendly nations in this free world of 
ours to help combat communism and to 
help increase our ability to defend our- 
selves. That is primarily the function 
that this new authorization would be 
used for. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Nebraska [Mr. BUFFETT]. 

Mr. BUFFETT. Mr. Chairman, there 
has been a lot of socialism preached here 
this afternoon but none of the people 
who have been preaching that socialism 
will identify themselves as socialists. 
That is one of the great tragedies of our 
time, that we have more and more so- 
cialism brought to us in the name of 
fighting socialism and brought to us in 
the name of free enterprise. 
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I asked a while ago whether or not 
loans had been made to Poland. The 
chairman of the committee did not 
know. I report to you now that $43,- 
000,000 of the American taxpayers’ 
money has been loaned to Poland and 
was used to buy coal cars and locomo- 
tives, which Russia must find very useful 
at the present moment. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUFFETT. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Kentucky. 

Mr. SPENCE. I corrected my answer 
afterwards. I found that we had made 
loans to Poland but they were made be- 
fore it went under the iron curtain. I 
understand those loans are not in ar- 
rears, 

Mr. BUFFETT. I am glad the gentle- 
Man made that correction. I point out 
to you the $43,000,000 loaned to Poland 
did not keep them from going behind 
the iron curtain. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUFFETT. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. If that was used for the 
purchase of locomotives, and other rail 
equipment using large amounts of steel, 
we were simply further depleting our 
own national resources in this country. 
Is that not true? 

Mr. BUPFETT. Yes, sir; the gentle- 
man is exactly right. Of course, they 
make a point of the fact that commercial 
banks of this country have not made 
these loans. I sat in the committee when 
one of the great commercial bankers of 
New York, came down and testified in 
favor of the Export-Import Bank. He 
had a good reason for it. His big de- 
positors were going to have a very, very 
profitable business out of these Govern- 
ment loans, out of the fact thai the Gov- 
ernment is making these unsound, spec- 
ulative loans where the profits would roll 
back into the coffers of the bank through 
the businesses they were interested in. 

On the other hand, if a sound loan is 
in sight, the banks cannot very well 
make them because the rate at which 
the Export-Import Bank is lending 
money is 3 percent and 3% percent, 
which for speculative foreign credits is 
not satisfactory. 

Mr. KEATING, Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUFFETT. I yield. 

Mr. KEATING. Does the record, and 
I ask this without any knowledge on it, 
and will be glad to be informed, bear out 
the contention that loans which have 
been made are actually unsound, and 
have not paid out? 

Mr, BUFFETT. The record to date 
looks very pretty. The loans in default 
are infinitesimal. I pointed out earlier 
that it is no test of a bank’s operation 
of whether or not it is well run when 
you are at the top of a boom. We are in 
a boom. At the top of a boom, the fel- 
low who operates his business in the most 
speculative manner looks the best. He is 
taking the biggest risks, and he naturally 
is making the biggest profits, It is the 
position when the boom is over and when 
the bloom is off the rose that will be the 
test of these operations. 
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At some stage, the RFC, I imagine, 
looked just as good, and this is a global 
RFC—make no mistake about it. It is a 
venture in socialized credit on a world- 
wide basis. It perverts the principle of 
free enterprise, and it denies the prin- 
ciple that in a capitalistic society busi- 
ness should be privately financed. 

In that fashion, it is contributing di- 
rectly to the spreading net of socialism 
and totalitarianism in our world. 

The issue is clear. Either you are in 
favor of more socialism and more so- 
cialization of credit, and more Govern- 
ment interference and intervention into 
private enterprise, or you are in favor 
of the Government staying in its legiti- 
mate field. For my part, I want to stop 
socializing America. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUFFETT. I yield. 

Mr. GROSS. Does not the gentleman 
agree with me that there is a real depend- 
ence upon the continuance of the ECA 
hand-outs to help repay these loans to 
this country? In other words, they 
would fall over on their faces, if we do 
not continue to ladle out billions of dol- 
lars to foreign countries through the so- 
called Marshall plan aid. 

Mr. BUFFETT. The gentleman is cor- 
rect. As long as you funnel out money 
to your debtors, either by loans or grants 
or aid of various kinds, it is certain that 
those debtors are going to make pay- 
ments on past loans and past debts. 

Mr. McKINNON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUFFETT. I yield. 

Mr. McKINNON. I think the gentle- 
man is a reasonable man, and is willing 
to be guided by the facts and by actual 
figures. May I call the gentleman's at- 
tention to the fact that in Latin America 
the bank has loaned to the countries in 
that area $1,600,000,000, and of that 
amount some $44,000,000 is outstanding. 
In other words, nearly three-fourths of 
the total amount loaned to South Amer- 
ican countries over the past 17 years has 
been repaid, and no ECA or Marshall 
plan funds have been going to South 
America to help to repay those loans. 

Mr. BUFFETT. Is the gentleman re- 
porting that they have made no addi- 
tional loans down there during that pe- 
riod? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Nebraska has expired. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. Hays]. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I 
am a little bit surprised at the opposi- 
tion to this measure, and especially at 
the gentleman from Nebraska. When 
the hearings on this were held, he was 
present at the beginning, and I did not 
hear him ask any questions or raise any 
objections. As a matter of fact, there 
was not a dissenting vote against this 
in committee. But, when he talks about 
socialism and so on, he is getting a little 
bit far afield, I think, because all he has 
to do is read the report, and he will see 
that some of the companies to which 
these funds have been loaned are some 
of the greatest advocates we have for the 
free enterprise system. I would like to 
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point out also to you that we are in a 
perilous situation so far as steel is con- 
cerned, and unless the Government, 
through the Export-Import Bank, or 
some other source, accelerates the de- 
velopment of iron ore production 
throughout the world, we may be caught 
in a very short situation because any- 
body who knows anything about the 
steel business whatever, or who can read 
the newspapers, knows that the rich 
Mesabi ore range is about exhausted, 
and we have to get it from some place 
else or we are going to be in a position 
of being crippled so far as steel produc- 
tion is concerned. In this modern age 
of modern warfare, steel is the basis of 
any army’s operation or of any govern- 
ment’s economy. I just do not think 
we can afford to be caught in a situa- 
tion like that. 

Mr. BUFFETT. - Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. I yield. 

Mr. BUFFETT. This agency deals in 
bank credit, is that correct? 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. That is right. 

Mr. BUFFETT. Is it true or is it not 
true that all bank credit in the Soviet 
Union is controlled by the government? 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. What does the 
Soviet Union have to do with it? We 
are not lending any money to the Soviet 
Union, or to any bank in the Soviet 
Union, or to any company that operates 
in the Soviet Union, or to anybody that 
the Soviet Union is guaranteeing a loan 
for. 

No, I am not going to yield further to 
the gentleman. I do not want you to 
stand up there and try to becloud the 
issue. What you are trying to do is make 
out that we are helping our enemies, 
when the very purpose of this act is to 
encourage our friends and to make them 
strong so that we can combat the people 
that we may have to fight against. 

Mr. BUFFETT. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
mand that those words be taken down. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Nebraska asks that the words be 
taken down. 

Mr. SABATH. What words, Mr. 
Chairman? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re- 
port them. 

Mr. SABATH. The words of the gen- 
tleman from Nebraska or whose? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re- 
port the words that the gentleman from 
Nebraska has requested be taken down, 

The Clerk read as follows: 

I do not want you to stand up there and 
try to becloud the issue. What you are try- 
ing to do is to make out that we are helping 
our enemies when the very purpose of this 
act is to encourage our friends and to make 
them strong so that we can combat the peo- 
ple that we may have to fight against. 


The CHAIRMAN. The Committee 
will rise. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. Harris, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
S. 2006, to increase the lending author- 
ity of Export-Import Bank of Washing- 
ton and to extend the period within 
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which the bank may make loans, certain 
words used in debate were objected to 
and on request were taken down and 
read at the Clerk's desk, and he here- 
with reported the same to the House. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re- 
port the words objected to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

I do not want you to stand up there and 
try to becloud the issue. What you are try- 
ing to do is to make out that we are helping 
our enemies when the very purpose of this 
act is to encourage our friends and to make 
them strong so that we can combat the peo- 
ple that we may have to fight against. 


The SPEAKER. The Chair does not 
see anything in those words that should 
be offensive to anybody. 

The Committee will resume its sitting. 

The Committee resumed its sitting. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. Hays] has one-half min- 
ute remaining. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
I again repeat that the purposes of this 
act are to help us, to encourage our 
friends all over the world, and to help 
our own industries, to implement their 
raw-material supply in order to 
strengthen us and put us in a good 
position so that we can face whatever 
may come, 

In closing, let me say that if there are 
any words that have been used in this 
debate that are offensive they are the 
words of those who tried to bring into 
the debate the fact that any of this 
money was going to iron-curtain coun- 
tries. There has not been any money 
going to iron-curtain countries; there 
has not been any loan going to a country 
even such as Poland, for instance, since 
it has been under the domination of the 
iron curtain. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Ohio has expired. 

Mr. GAMBLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL]. 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. Mr. 
Chairman, the closest I ever came to be- 
ing an international banker was as a 
bank messenger in one of the local banks 
in my home town. I remember how good 
it felt to carry great loads of stocks and 
bonds from one institution to another, 
and I remember eavesdropping one day 
into some correspondence which was 
perhaps of a confidential nature. The 
letter referred to a default on some of 
the international bonds which had been 
floated by J. P. Morgan & Co. I would 
like to think the day is gone when private 
investors are nicked the way they were 
25 years ago in those situations. 

The correspondence related to some 
central European country, Montenegro, 
Serbia, or some other central European 
country, where a municipal bond issue 
for a waterworks had failed, where the 
public officials or the banker in question 
had absconded because of a revolution 
precipitated in that country; in other 
words, the private investment had gone 
by the board and that particular bond 
issue was lost simply because of the in- 
stability of the government in question. 

I presume the bill we are considering 
today extending the lending power of 
the Export-Import Bank will eliminate 
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the danger of private capital being jeop- 
ardized as it was in the particular in- 
stance to which I referred. It does, 
however, give us food for thought in that 
the future may or may not be as uncer- 
tain as it was 25 years ago when foreign 
governments loans floated by J. P. Mor- 
gan and some of the other private in- 
vestment houses went sour when weak 
governments tottered and fell to revolu- 
tionaries and were swept aside, and with 
them countless millions of the capital of 
private investors. I suppose the same 
could be true with the disposition of pub- 
lic funds in the future. I simply raise 
this point at this time, not in criticism 
of the Export-Import Bank, but to show 
the possibility of certain recurrences of 
the disastrous situation which those in- 
vestors of private capital faced so many 
years ago. Of course, nowadays they 
are public funds and we do not have to 
worry so much about them, if we are to 
follow the popular method of throwing 
dollars to the winds. 

The CHAIRMAN. If there are no fur- 
ther requests for time, the Clerk will 
read read the bill for amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Export-Im- 
port Bank Act of 1945, as amended (59 Stat, 
526, 666; 61 Stat. 130), is hereby amended in 
the following particulars: 

(a) By deleting from section 6 the words 
“two and one-half” and substituting in lieu 
thereof the words “three and one-half”; and 

(b) By deleting from section 7 the words 
“three and one-half” and substituting in 
lieu thereof the words “four and one-half”; 
and 

(c) By deleting from section 8 the date 
“June 30, 1953” and substituting in lieu 
thereof the date “June 30, 1958.” 


Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I simply want to clear 
the record up a little bit. In my previ- 
ous remarks I did not in any way, di- 
rectly or indirectly, charge any social- 
ism in connection with this operation. I 
did not criticize the bank directly or in- 
directly. I did not ask for a liquidation 
of the bank. 

What didIdo? Isimply charged that 
the extension of credit as here presented 
is inflationary at this time. That was 
the burden of my argument, The in- 
creased lending capacity of $1,000,000,- 
000 at this time is inflationary. That 
was my charge, 

When was this bank organized? 
About 18 years ago. What were the con- 
ditions then? Great unemployment, so- 
called surpluses of agricultural products 
stacked everywhere you could think of, 
low prices, low wages, low national in- 
come. The concept of the bank was to 
try to rectify some of these great diffi- 
culties 18 years ago. Of course it has had 
a great financial record. Anybody who 
has studied the record ought to know 
that. 

What is your situation now? Full em- 
ployment, a shortage of labor. Look at 
the effort we put in here to get raw labor 
to meet our own requirements. High 
prices, with prices going higher because 
the Congress and the administration in- 
sist on continually doing things which 
are inflationary from an economic 
standpoint, 
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The argument has been made that 
what we should do in a period of infla- 
tion is to extend credit for the purpose 
of expanding productive facilities. Such 
action promotes more inflation. The 
gentleman from California made that 
argument. Why were the banks of this 
country forced into a voluntary propo- 
sition, and when I say “forced” I mean 
pushed into it by the administration? 
Not to give credit for expansion pur- 
poses, because that was inflationary. 
You cannot ride two horses going in op- 
posite direction at the same time. 

Iam simply getting this in the RECORD 
for the purpose of having it in the Rec- 
orp. I know what you are going to do 
with this bill. You are going to pass 
it with probably no more than three or 
four votes against it. 

Mr. McKINNON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from California. 

Mr. McKINNON. May I point out 
that in the gentleman’s remarks about 
expansion and self limitation of credit, 
there were no credit limitations imposed 
upon increasing the productive capacity 
for our defense effort. We have lent 
many millions of dollars in that regard, 
and this is along the same line. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. May I make a per- 
sonal reference? I sit on a large bank 
board that does some pretty big busi- 
ness in this country with some large 
enterprises, as big as they make them, 
and I know something about what hap- 
pens on credit and how the wheels go 
around, even if I am not a member of 
the gentleman’s committee. 

Now, last year you had about 9,000,- 
000 bales of cotton. It looks like you 
will have between seventeen and eight- 
een million bales this year. I can under- 
stand why there is a billion dollars of 
additional credit asked for here. You 
are going to have some other large crops 
perhaps if the farmers of this country 
continue to work the way they are, be- 
cause these things just happen to come 
forth. As the gentleman from Michi- 
gan [Mr. WotcorrT] pointed out, the orig- 
inal concept was to finance the move- 
ment of goods out of the United States 
across international boundary lines to 
other parts of the world because of low 
prices, unemployment, low national 
income. 

How much higher do you want to in- 
flate these prices? I am telling you you 
are voting for inflation. I am not sur- 
prised at that. But I have my own per- 
sonal record to take care of, and I sim- 
ply put this in for the purpose of the 
Recorp. I am not changing any votes 
today whatsoever. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last two words. 

Mr. Chairman, the danger of this legis- 
lation is that it increases the inflation of 
the currency. There is where our trouble 
lies. It is nonsense to try to hold the 
price of commodities down and let the 
inflation of the currency continue to run 
wild. 

Every great economist on earth will 
tell you that prices in a free economy 
are governed by two things: First, the 
volume of the Nation’s currency; and, 
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second, the velocity of its circulation. It 
is absolutely useless to try to prevent in- 
flation by fixing commodity prices with- 
out attempting to stabilize the currency 
within a given limit. 

The gentleman from New York IMr. 
RED] expressed it the other day when he 
said that it was like trying to fix the price 
of a bushel of corn or wheat by law and 
then letting the other fellow fix the size 
of the bushel. 

The Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency should bring out a bill to stabi- 
lize the currency within a given limit. 
Until you do that you will never check 
inflation. Lenin, the Russian Commu- 
nist leader, said 30 years ago that the 
way to destroy the Government of the 
United States was to bankrupt it. 

This program of inflation of the cur- 
rency is dragging this country in that 
direction. 

Let me show you where we are. I have 
the circulation statement of United 
States money dated April 30, 1951. At 
that time we had $27,278,000,000 in circu- 
lation of which $22,966,000,000 were Fed- 
eral Reserve notes. Mark what I tell you, 
this thing will be financed through the 
Federal Reserve System with Federal Re- 
serve notes for which the American peo- 
ple will be held responsible. 

In 1928 I helped to investigate the cot- 
ton market in New York. We wrung the 
hands of a certain group of manipulators 
from the cotton market, cleared out some 
inferior cotton that had been slipped by 
the classes and stored in the Bayway 
Terminal. As a result of that investiga- 
tion and the elimination of that unde- 
sirable cotton, the market went back up 
to its normal value of 22 cents a pound. 
At that time instead of having $27,278,- 
000,000 in circulation as we have now, we 
had only $4,744,000,000 in circulation, of 
which amount $1,588,000,000 was in Fed- 
eral Reserve notes. As I said a moment 
ago, we now have $22,968,000,000 of Fed- 
eral Reserve notes in circulation. 

Today, when we have almost six times 
as much money in circulation as we had 
then, raw cotton is down to around 35 
cents a pound. Yet the administration 
insists on fixing the price of cotton far 
below the world market, holding it down 
and impoverishing the cotton farmers to 
that extent, while the Committee on 
Banking and Currency proposes to thus 
expand the currency and increase the 
dangers of runaway inflation without 
giving the cotton farmers any relief. 

If the committee would bring out a bill 
to stabilize the currency within a given 
limit, and take the hands of the Federal 
Government off the necks of the Ameri- 
can farmers, the American people would 
know what to depend on and would soon 
adjust themselves to the volume of the 
currency, stabilize prices, and permit 
farm commodities, and especially cot- 
ton, to rise to the value justified by the 
volume of the currency and the velocity 
of its circulation. But if you keep on ex- 
panding the currency and attempting to 
regiment the American people, you are 
likely to take this country on down the 
road to financial destruction. 

One gentleman spoke a while ago about 
what has been done for the farmers. 
I was here last year when Mr. DiSalle, 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


whose real name is di Salvo, and our 
Secretary of Agriculture from Pikes Peak, 
Mr. Brannan, put an embargo on cotton 
and robbed the cotton farmers of this 
country of $100 a bale on every bale of 
cotton they raised. 

I called up the other day and found 
that cotton was $85 a bale higher in 
Brazil than it was in the United States— 
in Georgia, Mississippi, Tennessee, Texas, 
Louisiana, and all the other Southern 
States. 

This is one of the most dangerous 
things this Congress could do. Instead 
of bringing out a bill here to provide a 
springboard for the international bank- 
ers to continue to make money, at our 
expense, the committee should bring out 
a bill to stabilize the currency within a 
given limit. Until you do that, and 
Congress passes such a measure, this 
Government is not safe from devastating 
inflation, or disastrous deflation. 

These Federal Reserve bankers could 
defiate the currency at any time and 
plunge us into the same kind of a de- 
pression they did in 1921. ‘They could 
plunge us into the same catastrophe they 
did in 1928 and 1929. Yet here you give 
them the right to expand—to do what? 
To further inflate the currency. 

Talk about these bankers going to 
South America to secure iron ore. That 
is ridiculous. The United States Steel 
Corp. has already bought an interest in 
the iron ore in Venezuela. You do not 
have to send money down there for that 
purpose: If you will provide the proper 
method of bringing in this material, by 
speeding up the construction of the short 
missing link in our internal waterway 
system, known as the Tennessee-Tom- 
bigbee inland waterway, which will pro- 
vide a slack-water route from the Gulf 
to Pittsburgh and to the Great Lakes, 
the steel companies will finance them- 
selves and bring in their own materials. 

But if you keep on with this inflation 
program it may mean our destruction— 
as Lenin predicted. 

As I pointed out a while ago, a court- 
house burned at Macon, in the district 
I have the honor to represent, and the 
people there are told that they cannot 
even get steel to rebuild it until 1952— 
or later. 

Today our people are being regimented 
as they never have been regimented be- 
fore. Unless it is stopped, unless we 
get back to a sound financial policy, your 
children and your grandchildren for gen- 
erations to come may not be permitted 
to even own their own homes. 

I am opposing this measure because 
I think it is dangerous. I think it is 
leading on and on and on down that road 
of devaluation of the American dollar 
that may ultimately result in wrecking 
this Republic. 

I hope this bill is defeated. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RANKIN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Michigan. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I think the gentle- 
man could point out that during the 
last 12 months we have lost approxi- 
mately $2,000,000,000 of gold, which is 
some more of your inflation. 

Mr. RANKIN. Yes, 
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Mr. CRAWFORD. Why are we ship- 
ping out the gold? Because of the 
policies we are following. Otherwise that 
gold would be coming this way. In addi- 
tion, can the gentleman tell us how much 
circulation has increased in, say the last 
8 weeks? 

Mr. RANKIN. From the 31st of March 
to the 30th of April it increased $160,- 
000,000, in just 30 days. I have the rec- 
ord here. ; 

I do not even have to consult the 
members of the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. I tell you, here is the 
danger to the future welfare of this 
Republic. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Mississippi has expired. 

Mr. SIEMINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SIEMINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
am in support of the additional appro- 
priation for the Export-Import Bank. 
It hes a magnificent record of perform- 
ance; excellent profits miniscule losses 
during the most turbulent times, per- 
haps, in the history of man, political, 
economic, military, and psychological, 
1934-51; truly a period of international 
unrest and unreliability of national 
regimes. 

We are in a period of localized hos- 
tilities and intensive rearmament. The 
timing and practical value of private 
foreign investment is more formidable 
than it was in the state of “cold war” 
which preceded hostilities in Korea. 

Coordinating machinery, primarily be- 
tween United States official lending in- 
stitutions and ultimately between them 
and those of other countrics, is now ur- 
gently required. Where there is an im- 
portant political advantage in the ex- 
port of capital to particular countries— 
as there was in the case of the Dawes 
and Young loans to Germany and the 
League loans to central Europe—it is 
not enough for us to recommend such 
loans to the public; we must provide or 
guarantee them. The Export-Import 
Bank does this for the taxpayer in its 
transactions. 

During committee hearings last spring, 
I asked Mr. Gaston, the distinguished 
president of the Export-Import Bank, 
an off the record question which I should 
like now to put on the record in the form 
of a suggestion: It would help to prepare 
the way for genuine private investment 
if, in suitable cases, the bank guaranteed 
private ventures against noncommercial 
risks such as confiscation and incon- 
vertibility instead of lending direct from 
its own funds. I asked Mr. Gaston to 
consider a security clause in loan con- 
tracts and I believe his answer was that 
diplomatic channels are available for 
such operations. 

I recognize that some areas offer a 
specially favorable field of operations 
for development in south and south- 
east Asia as well as in South America 
and the Philippines. Further, the 
United States could increase private 
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eapital available for investment by the 
amendment of State laws restricting the 
investment of insurance funds, and by 
the extension of tax relief for American 
enterprise abroad. Consirerable invest- 
ments are being made by United States 
oil companies in oil-producing coun- 
tries, and by industries interested in new 
mineral resources. This is by far the 
largest class of genuine foreign invest- 
ment. 

In closing, I trust the Export-Import 
Bank, in history, will be looked upon as 
a great stabilizer. It is now discourag- 
ing any such action as happened to Peru 
between the two world wars as well as 
to Germany and Austria when the Credit 
Anstalt failed. Peru asked a private 
house for a $15,000,000 loan. The in- 
vestment house said Peru needed $50,- 
000,000, not fifteen. Peru was forced to 
borrow the higher figure. A neat in- 
terest rate or commission was paid to 
the firm, some $15,000,000. Peru re- 
ceived $35,000,000. She defaulted. To- 
day, Peru is blacklisted for private 
credit, thanks to private enterprise. So 
it goes. Good luck Mr. Gaston, your 
bank has a fine record and deserves the 
additional funds requested in this bill. 

The CHAIRMAN, Under the rule, the 
Committee rises. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. Harris, Chairman of the Commit- 
tee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union, reported that that Commit- 
tee, having had under consideration the 
bill (S. 2006) to increase the lending au- 
thority of Export-Import Bark of Wash- 
ington and to extend the period within 
which the bank may make loans, pur- 
suant to House Resolution 434, he re- 
ported the bill back to the House. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 
previos question is ordered. 

The question is on the third reading of 
the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, and was read the third time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. BUFFETT) 
there were—ayes 88, noes 24. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I object to 
the vote on the ground a quorum is not 
present and make the point of order 
that a quorum is not present, 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

The Doorkeeper will close the doors, 
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent 
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll. 

The question was taken; and there 
were—yeas 259, nays 69, not voting, 102, 
as follows: 


[Roll No, 182] 
YEAS—259 

Abernethy Balley Boggs, Del 
Adair Bakewell Bolling 
Addonizio Barden Bolton 
Allen, Cal tes, Ky. Bosone 
Anderson, Calif. Bates, Mass, Bow 

Battle Bray 
Ant uso Beumer Brooks 
Angell Beckworth Brown, Ga. 
Arends Bender Brown, Ohio 
Armstrong Bennett, Fla. Brownson 
Aspinall Bryson 
Auchincloss Buchanan 
Ayres B’ataik Burleson * 
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Harden O'Neill 
Hardy Oste 
Harris Patman 
Harrison, Va. Patten 
Harvey Perkins 
Havenner Poage 
Hays, Ark. Polk 
Hays, Ohio Poulson 
Preston 
Heller Price 
Heselton Prouty 
Hess Rains 
Hinshaw Ramsay 
Holmes Reams 
Hope Rhodes 
Horan Richards 
Hunter Riley 
Jackson, Wash, Roberts 
Jarman Robeson 
Johnson Rodino 
Jonas Rogers, Colo. 
Jones, Ala > 
Jones, Mo. Rogers, Mass 
Jones, Rogers, Tex. 
Hamilton C. Rooney 
Jones, Roosevelt 
Woodrow W. Sabath 
Judd St. George 
Karsten, Mo. Sasscer 
. — — 
eating . 
ee Hugh D., Ir. 
Kerr Seely-Brown 
Kilburn 
Kilday Shelley 
Kirwan Sheppard 
Lane Short 
Lantaff Sleminski 
Lareade Sikes 
Lesinski Smith, Miss. 
Lind Smith, va. 
Spence 
le Springer 
McConnell Staggers 
McCormack Steed 
och Sutton 
McDonough 
McGregor Talle 
McGuire Teague 
McKinnon Thomas 
MeMillan Thom „Tex. 
McMullen Tollefson 
Mack, Wash. Trimble 
Madden Van Zandt 
Mahon Velde 
d 
Marshall Watts 
Meader Welch 
Merrow Wheeler 
Miller, N. Y. Whitaker 
Whitten 
Mitchell Wickersham 
Morano Widnall 
Wier 
Morris Wigglesworth 
Moulder Williams, Miss. 
Multer Wilson, Tex. 
Mumma Winstead 
Murdock Withrow 
Murray, Tenn. Wolcott 
Nelson Wolverton 
Nicholson Yates 
Norrell ‘orty 
O'Brien, Ill. Zablocki 
O'Brien, Mich 
NAYS—69 
George Reed, N. T. 
Gross Rees, Kans. 
Hall, Riehlman 
Edwin Arthur Schwabe 
Harrison, Wyo. Scrivner 
Hoeven Scudder 
Hoffman, III Secrest 
Hoffman, Mich. Shafer 
Hull Simpson, Il 
Jenison Simpson, Pa. 
Jenkins Smith, Kans 
Jensen Smith, Wis. 
Kearns Stefan 
LeCompte Taber 
McVey Thompson, 
Martin, Iowa Mich. 
Mason Vail 
Miller, Nebr. Van Pelt 
Norblad Vursell 
O'Hara Werdel 
O'Konski Williams, N. T. 
Phillips Wood, Idaho 
Rankin Woodruff 


NOT VOTING—102 
Aandahl Morrison 
Abbitt Hébert Morton 
Allen, La. Heffernan Murphy 
Baker Herlong Murray, Wis. 
Barrett O'Toole 
Beall Hill Passman 
Bentsen Hillings Patterson 
Boggs, La. Holifield Philbin 
Bonner Howell Pickett 
Boykin Potter 
g Powell 
Buckley Jackson, Calif. Priest 
Burton James inn 
— Javits Ra baut 
Case Radwan 
Chatham Kelley, Pa. Redden 
Chudoff Kelly. N. Y, Re 
Clemente Kennedy Ribicoff 
Cole, Kans, Keogh Rivers 
Delaney Kersten, Wis. 
Dingell King Scott, Hardie 
Dollinger Klein Sittler 
Donohue Kluczynski Stanley 
Donovan Stigler 
Doyle Latham Stockman 
Fine Lucas Taylor 
Fogarty McCarthy Thornberry 
Fulton McGrath Vinson 
Garmatz Machrowica Walter 
Gordon Mack, III. Weichel 
Gore Magee Wharton 
Granger Martin, Mass. Willis 
Gwinn Miller, Calif. Wilson, Ind. 
Hand Miller, Wood, 
So the bill was passed. 
The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 
Mr with Mr. Busbey. 


Mr. Murphy with Mr. Miller of Maryland, 

Mr. Hébert with Mr. Beall. 

Mr. Morrison with Mr. Case. 

Mr. Cratham with Mr. Morton. 

Mr. Boggs of Louisana with Mr. Patterson, 

Mrs. Kelly of New York with Mr. Potter. 

Mr. Chudoff with Mr. Gwinn, 

Mr. Lanham with Mr. Kean. 

Mr. Vinson with Mr. Latham, 

Mr. King with Mr. Hardie Scott. 

Mr. Passman with Mr. Hand, 

Mr. O’Toole with Mr. Radwan. 

Mr. Quinn with Mr. Taylor. 

Mr. Clemente with Mr. Herter. 

Mr. Delaney with Mr. Hill. 

Mr. Buckley with Mr. Weichel. 

Mr. Hart with Mr. Wharton. 

Mr. Herlong with Mr. James. he 

Mr. Holifield with Mr. Kersten of Wis- 
consin. 

Mr. Klein witn Mr. Baker. 

Mr. Magee with Mr. Hillings. 

Mr. Miller of California with Mr. Sadlak. 

Mr. Doyle with Mr. Sittler. 

Mr. Dollinger with Mr. Jackson of Cali- 
fornia. 

Mr. Garmatz with Mr. Wilson of Indiana, 

Mr. Rabaut with Mr. Stockman. 

Mr. Walter with Mr. Fulton. 

Mr. Granger with Mr. Cole of Kansas, 

Mr. Heffernan with Mr. Aandahl. 

Mr. McGrath with Mr. Murray of Wiscon- 
sin, 
Mr. Fine with Mr. Javits. 


The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The doors were opened. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 
GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND REMARKS 


Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have five legislative days in which 
to extend their remarks on the bill just 
passed. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Kentucky? 

There was no objection. 
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DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR WEDNES- 
DAY BUSINESS PROGRAM FOR RE- 
MAINDER OF WEEK 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the business 
in order on Calendar Wednesday of this 
week be dispensed with. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

Mr. ARENDS. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. Speaker, and of course I 
shall not object, can the majority leader 
tell us what the program will be for 
tomorrow and Thursday? 

Mr. McCORMACK. There are two 
bills on the notice programmed for 
today, H. R. 39 and H. R. 1628. It is my 
understanding that they will be called up 
and that there is no opposition to them. 
Assuming that they both pass, there will 
be no legislative business tomorrow. On 
Thursday the legislative business will be 
House Resolution 82, expressing the sense 
of the House with relation to the uni- 
fication of Ireland. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Further re- 
serving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, 
what is the program for Friday and 
Saturday? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I have none now. 
If there is no further program, and I see 
none now, on Thursday I will ask that 
the House adjourn over until Monday. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 


PERISHABLE AGRICULTURAL COM- 
MODITIES 


Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I call up 
House Resolution 429 and ask for its im- 
mediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as 
follows: 


e Resolved. That immediately upon the adop- 

tion of tffis resolution it shall be in order to 
move that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union for the consideration of the 
bill (H. R. 39) to encourage the improvement 
and development of marketing facilities for 
handling perishable agricultural commodi- 
ties. That after general debate, which shall 
be confined to the bill and continue not to 
exceed 1 hour, to be equally divided and 
controlled by the chairman and ranking 
minority member of the Committee on Agri- 
culture, the bill shall be read for amendment 
under the 5-minute rule. At the conclusion 
of the consideration of the bill for amend- 
ment, the Committee shall rise and report 
the bill to the House with such amendments 
as may have been adopted and the previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the bill and amendments thereto to final pas- 
sage without intervening motion except one 
motion to recommit. 


Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, this reso- 
lution makes in order the bill H. R. 39, 
reported by the Committee on Agricul- 
ture. The purpose of the bill is to im- 
prove the marketing of perishable agri- 
cultural commodities and reduce the 
price spread between the producer and 
consumer by encouraging the establish- 
ment of modern, efficient, wholesale mar- 
keting facilities in the large consuming 
areas of the United States. It would do 
this by authorizing the Secretary of Ag- 
riculture to insure, for a stipulated fee, 
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loans by private lending institutions for 
the construction of such facilities which 
meet standards set out in the bill. 

Extensive hearings were held by the 
Committee on Agriculture and the bill 
received the almost unanimous approval 
of marketing officials, organizations of 
wholesale and retail food dealers, farm 
organizations, consumer representatives, 
and housewives’ organizations through- 
out the country. It will provide the 
means of improving the quality, whole- 
someness, variety, and nutritive value of 
fresh fruits, vegetables, and other per- 
ishable food products available to con- 
sumers and will reduce the cost of these 
commodities. 

A similar bill was passed during the 
last Congress. I believe this legislation 
is in the right direction because in many 
of the large centers of our country from 
20 to 30 percent of fruits and vegetables 
are lost or spoiled because of lack of 
proper transportation. It costs a tre- 
mendous sum of money to transport 
these commodities from farms to the 
city markets. It is believed that by pro- 
viding these facilities the fruits and 
vegetables can be transported with ad- 
vantage to the grower as well as the 
consumer. 

I do not think there will be any oppo- 
sion to the bill nor any opposition to 
the rule and I do not wish to keep you 
any longer than absolutely necessary. 
The rule provides for 1 hour of general 
debate, and will be read for amendment 
under the 5-minute rule after the gen- 
eral debate is concluded. 

I now yield 30 minutes to my colleague, 
the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. ELLS- 
WORTH]. 

Mr. ELLSWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Minnesota (Mr. Aucust H. ANDRESEN]. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Speaker, I am opposed to this rule. I 
am opposed to the consideration of this 
legislation at the present time. In deal- 
ing with the merits of the legislation, 
I would like to explain that the purpose 
of the bill is good, but it is a new ven- 
ture on the part of the Government in 
authorizing guaranties and funds for 
the construction of vast terminal whole- 
sale marketing facilities in the princi- 
pal cities of our country. At the begin- 
ning of this Congress, I took the position 
in the Committee on Agriculture that I 
would oppose any new authorization, 
however worthy the project may be. A 
year ago, in the last Congress, this bill 
was approved by the House. The situa- 
tion at that time was entirely different 
from what it is today because at the 
present time, or since last June, a year 
ago, our country has been at war. We 
are appropriating possibly $80,000,000,- 
000 in this session of the Congress which 
must be collected from the people in 
the form of taxes. This bill, as I have 
stated, provides for guaranteed loans to 
the extent of $100,000,000 so that ter- 
minal facilities, or wholesale marketing 
facilities, may be built in the country. 
These are insured loans. It is an obli- 
gation on the part of the Government, 
in the event that the loans are not re- 
paid with interest. It further provides 
that the agencies or persons in the re- 
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spective communities want to get this 
Federal guaranty, or want to occupy the 
facilities, are supposed to pay rent for 
the stalls or space that they occupy in 
the sale of fresh fruits and vegetables 
and dairy products and other perishable 
items. If they do not pay these rents, 
and if they default in the payment of 
the loan, it means that the Federal Gov- 
ernment will have to take over the loan 
and operate the facility, if it cannot 
sell the facility. 

This is no time to encourage build- 
ing of expénsive buildings and terminal 
facilities in any field because the price 
of construction is up twice as much at 
least during this inflationary war pe- 
riod as it was at the time we reported 
the bill and passed it in the House a 
little over a year ago. 

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield. 

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. Do you feel 
that we have available the material 
which would be needed for the con- 
struction of these facilities? I refer to 
materials such as steel and other items 
of that nature. Are they available at 
the present time for this purpose? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Every 
day the gentleman from Connecticut, as 
well as other Members of the Congress, 
as well as myself, are calling on the NPA 
to get steel and copper, and a good many 
other items, and they turn us down, 
Here we have a new proposition to come 
in to replace existing facilities. I will 
admit they are necessary in some areas, 
But, to get the materials to put up these 
tremendous buildings, which may be 
800 feet or 1,000 feet or 2,000 feet long, 
with expensive stalls and equipment for 
the merchants to occupy, seems to me 
to be the height of nonsense and not in 
the interest of the war effort. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield. 

Mr. KEATING. In the hearings on 
this bill before the gentleman's commit- 
tee was there any estimate given as to 
the cost of this bill? I notice no sum is 
stated in the appropriations section, 
which is section 16. Was there any evi- 
dence on that subject whatever? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. The 
full hearing took place in the last Con- 
gress, and we did not have complete 
hearings in the present Congress. I 
might say to the gentleman that from 
my personal observation in the commit- 
tee, a good many of the members were 
opposed to it on both sides of the aisle. 
However, the bill was reported. 

Mr. KEATING. So far as the gentle- 
man knows, in either this Congress or 
the last, was there evidence on the sub- 
ject of the prospective cost of the 
measure? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. No, we 
do not have any evidence at the present 
time. We do have some plans and esti- 
mates from the Department of Agricul- 
ture as to the nature of the buildings. 
But to get some real, definite figures on 
the cost, we could not get that. This bill 
provides for a guaranty of $100,000,000 
as an insurance fund for these loans, 
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ee This is set up in the 
? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. It is 
set up in the bill. The insurance fund 
is set up through which these loans will 
be insured by the Federal Government. 
One hundred million dollars is available 
for that purpose. 

Mr. KEATING. Is this an entirely 
new departure when we set up this fund? 
Is it what might be called a new field? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. It is 
new in this particular field. We use the 
insured funds in the housing field. 

Mr. KEATING. Yes. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. But, 
this is a proposition to go into the city of 
New York, where they do need new 
wholesale marketing facilities. There is 
no question about that. They need it in 
Philadelphia, and in other communities, 
What I object to is committing the Gov- 
ernment to $100,000,000 on something 
that we know will be a failure, and will 

eventually be an obligation of the 
Government. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr, AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield. 

Mr. GROSS. Last week, my wife paid 
87 cents a dozen for medium-grade eggs 
in Washington. They were 42 cents a 
dozen at Waterloo, Iowa, my home town. 
Suppose we spend the $100,000,000 on 
this project, does it mean the consumers 
are going to get the benefit of any part 
of that spread between the producer and 
the ultimate consumer? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. That 
er one of the hopes and purposes of the 

ill. 

Mr. GROSS. But, you have no as- 
surance of that; am I correct? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Of 
course, there is no assurance of that. 

Mr. GROSS. And they will go right 
on robbing the consumer just as they 
have been doing, and are doing today? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Perish- 
able items pass through the channels of 
trade, and we find that the biggest cost 
in the item comes after it reaches the 
facilities where it is taken from the rail- 
road and moved to the marketing facil- 
ity. Sometimes of course the cost of 
transportation just within a few blocks 
is more than the transportation from 
Waterloo to New York City. 

Mr. GROSS. I do not care what the 
cost is, but the farmer is not going to 
get anything. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. No, the 
farmer does not get very much out of it. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I was under the 
impression that these commodity mar- 
kets in the larger cities were more or less 
under the control of and provided by 
the municipality; that is, if there were 
any public funds allocated to that pur- 
pose it was done by the city itself and 
not by the Federal Government, Am I 
right about that? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. That, 
of course, is the way it should be, but 
the local communities to which the gen- 
tleman has referred, and businessmen in 
those communities, are not willing to risk 
their money in the building of these fa- 
cilities such as has been felt were needed. 
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They want this Government guaranty 
of these loans. 

This is a new field that we can well 
afford to stay out of at this time. Iam 
opposing this rule. It is a new commit- 
ment on the part of the Government to 
do something that the people should do 
for themselves. I want to do everything 
I can to narrow the spread between the 
producer and the consumer, and that we 
should all do, but this is no time to go 
ahead and build these expensive facilities 
when we have a shortage of material 
needed in them, and doing it at a time 
of the very highest building costs. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. This means 
that a city or municipality that builds 
them will have their investment guar- 
anteed. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Oh, 
yes; it will be guaranteed; it is an insur- 
ance the same as we have in the housing 
proposition. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 
yon: AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I 

eld. 

Mr. DONDERO. This debate has 
given me the impression that possibly 
the investments are not sound; if such 
an investment were sound, then local 
money could do this. It does not seem 
to me that the Federal Government 
should get into the marketing business 
when throughout the country, at least 
in my area, local people and local money 
have built the market places, 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. It is a 
good investment for whoever goes into it 
if they do it and have a personal inter- 
est in it. But I am reminded of an 
experience out in Portland, Oreg., where 
a group got together out there and bor- 
rowed money from a Federal agency 
with the understanding that when the 
marketing facility got on a self-sustain- 
ing basis the city of Portland would take 
it over. It never got to be self-sustain- 
ing and the Government finally sold it 
to some other business. A printing 
business is now occupying that fine fa- 
cility that is five or six hundred feet 
long and built for a wholesale market; 
they took it over and are using it for pri- 
vate purposes. 

I want to urge the defeat of this rule 
so we will not have to go into an ex- 
tensive discussion of something that is 
going to cost the Federal Government a 
lot of money. Later on, after the ter- 
mination of our war effort, there will be 
ample time to pass on this legislation. 

Mr. ELLSWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. PHILLIPS]. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
complete and unhesitating support of 
the bill that is now before us. 

For 4 years I was a member of the leg- 
islative Committee on Agriculture, and 
I was a member of the subcommittee 
appointed to investigate this marketing 
situation. There is nothing in my 
opinion that the Federal Government 
can do along the lines in which I try to 
confine the activities of the Federal Gov- 
ernment—and I think I may say with 
equal lack of hesitation that I am not 
noted for expanding the facilities of the 
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Federal Government nor for the extrav- 
agant use of tax money better than the 
proposal in this bill. 

Mr. SUTTON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. I yield. 

Mr. SUTTON. I cannot understand 
why our good friend from Minnesota, a 
member of the Committee on Agricul- 
ture, should say that he is not in favor of 
this bill at this time, because last year as 
shown in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
volume 96, part 10, page 13027, he said, 
“I favor the passage of the bill.” A few 
moments ago he said that the reason he 
was not in favor of the bill at this time 
was because we are at war this year while 
last year we were not. 

This bill was passed by the House last 
year on August 22 when we were at war. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Yes; under the cir- 
cumstances I yield, although I must re- 
serve my time for myself. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I will 
try to get the gentleman more time. 

I may say to the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee that I am not opposed to the pur- 
pose of the bill; I said that in my re- 
marks. I think the purpose is good, but 
I do not think this is any time to com- 
mit the Federal Government to a large 
project when we have a decided shortage 
of critical material in this country, and 
construction costs are so extremely high 
It means that the Federal Government 
is going to get these facilities back. 

Mr. SUTTON. Did not the same con- 
ditions exist last year? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. No. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Speaker, I must 
decline to yield further. 

I think the gentleman from Minne- 
sota did say that he was in favor of it 
a year ago, in favor of the general pro- 
visions of the bill. 

I rose to differ with my friend from 
Minnesota on some of the things he said 
about it because I think that the time 
element is less important than some 
think. I do not think that it has any 
immediate relationship to whether or not. 
we adopt this bill now. Some features 
of the bill are as important in time of 
war as they would be any other time. 

The first thing necessary under this 
bill is a complete investigation which I 
think could be furnished in no other way 
than under the provisions of this bill. If 
it is proven that a market is desirable in 
the community, then private capital will 
complete that market under an insur- 
ance guaranty from the Federal Govern- 
ment. The only Federal money that 
would be involved, in my opinion, would 
be the small amount to be spent through 
the marketing section of the Department 
of Agriculture, a section which already 
exists and is already financed. There 
would, therefore, be no Federal money. 
There would be an implied Federal obli- 
gation that we would insure the money 
used for the building of the market, and 
that is an obligation which in similar 
efforts has not proven to be an actual 
obligation. : 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 
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Mr. PHILLIPS. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. KEATING. I know that the gen- 
tleman’s fundamental ideas on the sub- 
ject of the Government going into busi- 
ness coincide with mine. Is there any 
reason why the construction of these fa- 
cilities could not be handled by private 
enterprise through private lending insti- 
tutions rather than to have the Govern- 
ment going into that? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. The lending and the 
building will be done by private concerns. 
The only reason the Government has to 
come in is so there will be some encour- 
agement for the money to come in. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from California has expired. 

Mr. ELLSWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield the gentleman from California two 
additional minutes. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman very much because I want 
to say for the benefit of my friend from 
Iowa, who asked whether there would 
be any benefit to the consumer, that, de- 
cidedly yes, there is. This is on the basis 
of some 20 years’ investigation on my 
part on the subject of the cost of the 
product on the farm as compared with 
the cost to the consumer. Having in- 
vestigated that subject both in this coun- 
try and in other countries, I am con- 
vinced that the step we will take today 
by the adoption of this bill will be a 
very forward step. 

I want to make the point that there 
is an alternative. If we do not adopt 
this bill, if we do not make it possible 
in some way for well-located public mar- 
kets, then you need only go to cities like 
Philadelphia and New York and nearby 
cities to see what the alternative will be. 
That is the gradual leapfrogging of the 
public market and the building of great 
markets by the chain stores or super- 
markets for their individual use. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Indiana, 

Mr. HALLECK. Is there any prece- 
dent in respect to any other marketing 
operations for legislation of this type? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. The precedent lies in 
the section devoted to marketing in the 
Department of Agriculture which lacks 
perhaps only the authority given in this 
bill and the insurance feature that is in 
this bill. I think it is ambiguous to state 
in this bill, and I have tried to have it 
changed in the bill, being the author of 
similar bills over the years, in that it 
appears on cursory reading to appro- 
priate money. That in my mind is an 
ambiguity. What we are doing is giving 
the Government the right to insure. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from California has again ex- 
pired. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts [Mr. McCormacx]. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
think this legislation is very helpful and 
very constructive. My views are in 
agreement with those expressed by the 
gentleman from California (Mr. 
PHILLIPS]. The legislation when put 


into effect will be of very great assist- 4 
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ance not only to the farmers but to the 
consumers of the country. 

We have in Boston a market publicly 
owned known as the Faneuil Hall Mar- 
ket. The buildings are well over a hun- 
dred years old. The farmers come into 
that market with their produce in their 
automobiles and dispose of their produce. 
The city leases the property in Faneuil 
Hall to those wholesalers for the sale of 
their products. 

The market in Boston, for example, is 
entirely out of place and entirely in- 
adequate. They are building a new mar- 
ket. The Commonwealth has created 
a market authority, a public agency, and 
it will be a public activity when the new 
market facilities terminal is con- 
structed. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to the 
gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. Under what terms of 
financing are they building this new 
market? 

Mr. McCORMACK. If this bill is en- 
acted into law, then the authority could 
obtain the benefits of this bill which, as 
the gentleman from California properly 
stated, is privately financed or guaran- 
teed through the insurance system that 


“we have. We have now under the FHA 


and we have under other activities a 
very sound way of the Government 
strengthening and inspiring private en- 
terprise. 

Mr. GROSS. But you are going to 
proceed with the construction of that 
market regardless of whether this bill 
passes or not? 

Mr. McCORMACK, Iam not so sure 
of that. The passage of this bill would 
be very helpful in that particular case 
and through the construction of such 
market it would be of great value to the 
farmers of Massachusetts who bring 
their products into the Boston market 
and equally of great benefit to the con- 
sumer. As I see the results of this bill, 
they wili be very helpful to both the 
farmer and the consumer. It will elimi- 
nate certain middlemen. 

We hear the representatives of agri- 
culture talk about the tremendous gap 
between the price the farmer receives 
and what the consumer pays and that 
it is taken up by the middlemen. Here 
is a piece of legislation which will help 
meet that very situation. The bill passed 
this House last year without any oppo- 
sition to speak of and I submit to my 
colleagues in this body that the legisla- 
tion, well considered by the Committee 
on Agriculture and which we are con- 
sidering now, should pass the House on 
this occasion. 

Mr. ELLSWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. HOFFMAN]. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I want to learn if I heard the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
McCormack] correctly. I understood 
him to say that the market they had in 
Boston was a hundred years old and 
that they were building a large new 
modern one. That is commendable. I 
think they are well able to build a mar- 
ket. Have they considered this ques- 
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tion of getting steel for the market, if 
they need any steel for its construction, 
and I assume they do? 

Mr. McCORMACK. The question of 
steel has nothing to do with the bill. 
That is a matter to come later. The en- 
actment of the law is one thing. I think 
the gentleman recognizes that fact. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Now 
listen to that. Did you hear that? 
They are going to build a big, new mar- 
ket up in Boston. Maybe they are going 
to make it of pasteboard or something or 
other, so that they will not need any 
steel. But did anybody ever hear of the 
construction of a big, new, modern 
building without using steel? I have 
not. Maybe they make them of oyster 
shells up there, I do not know. But I 
do know that three school districts in the 
Fourth Congressional District of Michi- 
gan are asking for steel so they can com- 
plete two schoolhouses and start a third. 

Getting back to this report, the pur- 
pose of the bill is to improve the mar- 
keting of perishable agricultural com- 
modities and reduce the price spread be- 
tween the producer and the consumer by 
encouraging the establishment, and 
so forth. 

Out in my country the fellows who 
have chickens get about 40 cents a dozen 
for eggs. I pay 80 or 90 down here. Of 
course I am sore. But the difficulty 
grows out of the fact that I want that 
egg down here. I do not want to eat it 
up home. If I stay home I can get all 
the eggs I want at the lower price. Why 
cuss the middleman all the time—he 
renders a service which we demand but 
just do not want to pay for. 

That is one trouble with the American 
people, they want everything in cans or 
packages. Nobody cures his own ham 
any more. Nobody puts any vegetables 
in the cellar. Nobody digs a pit out in 
the yard and buries a barrel out there 
with turnips and carrots and all the rest 
of the things, cabbage you may put in 
there if you want to. No; we want it in 
a can or we want it frozen. We want it 
handed to us all ready to eat, wear, or 
drink. Wonder if we are willing to chew 
our food or dress ourselves. We do not 
want to assume any of the duties that 
fall to the middleman or the fellow that 
serves us. But we sure kick when he 
asks to be paid. We, as a people, are 
getting soft. Both in head and body. 

When you talk about establishing a 
market in Philadelphia, I know some- 
thing about that. We had some hear- 
ings about a market there in the 
Eightieth Congress. What happened 
there and what happens in all the mar- 
kets? I will give you this illustration. 
It is as true today as when it happened. 

A marine came back from service 
abroad. He bought a truck. He went 
down on the market thinking that he 
would buy a load of farm produce and 
take it out either to the stores or peddle 
it on the streets. Could he do it? No. 
Why? Because down there was a small 
group. I think of three or five indi- 
viduals. They had established an or- 
ganization which required all the people 
in the big Dock Street Market to join 
their union and pay an initiation fee and 
monthly dues. That applied to the fel- 
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The same organization of three or five 
had another union which forced all the 
truck drivers who wanted to come in on 
the market to join this organization and 
pay monthly dues. 

Then they had still another organiza- 
tion, which forced all the employees who 
worked in the stores or stalls to join up 
and pay. Then they had still one more. 
They went out and tried to organize the 
farmers who brought the produce in. 
Now there are four organizations, not 
middlemen, bless your heart, just profit- 
eers and racketeers, who levied a tax on 
four groups of people whose services 
were necessary to get the produce from 
farmer to eater. 

When we had Tom Clark up before 
the committee trying to convince him 
that those activities came within the 
old racketeering law, he said, “Oh, no. 
They are not even covered by the Hobbs 
amendment to the law.” 

Finally we got two assistant attorneys 
general converted and we did get the 
fellows prosecuted, and then some hu- 
manitarian judge decided that the sen- 
tences which had been imposed on them, 
and which would send them to jail be- 
cause they were preventing the people of 
Philadelphia from getting cheap farm 
produce, because they were preventing 
the farmers from selling their produce 
on that market, because they were pre- 
venting the citizens, this marine in par- 
ticular, from engaging in a lawful occu- 
pation which would help get that cheap 
food from the farmer to the consumer, 
the judge said, “Oh, well, let us just sus- 
pend the sentence.” Until we get a little 
more law enforcement there is little use 
in building any warehouses for anyone 
or any purpose. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from West Vir- 
ginia [Mr. BURNSIDE]. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. Mr. Speaker, in 
the Eighty-first Congress I introduced a 
companion bill to this bill. It reminds 
me, too, of an incident when I was a boy 
back on the farm driving a four-horse 
team of mules to a big flat cart with the 
sides up, and we were collecting fresh 


corn, slip shucking the corn and throw- 


ing it over into the wagon. We had the 
wagon full, and we had to go across a 
little edge of the bottom, and one of 
those wheels went down ina hole. Then 
I reached over and got a big whip we 
used to crack over the mules’ heads, big 
powerful mules, and you could see them 
get down and start to stretch. They 
pulled up three-quarters of the way to 
get this wheel out of the hole, and then 
the trace chain on the side started to 
stretch and then one of the links popped. 
I looked down and said, Oh, oh.” 

Well, this bill right now is trying to 
eliminate that type of weakness, a 
bottleneck that we have been faced 
with in marketing down through the 
years. All the gentlemen that have 
been sitting on the Committee on 
Agriculture know that this problem 
has been a serious one for that com- 
mittee and for the Federal Trade Com- 
mission. I have checked back in the 
records, since 1917, The Federal Trade 
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Commission gave a favorable report, I 
believe, at that date, and then again in 
1919. Then there were a number of other 
reports by various committees and com- 
missions and by the Congress year in and 
year out over a period of many years. 
The Agriculture Committee of the 
Eighty-first Congress gave a favorable 
report. By the way, they have con- 
tinued studying it since then, so it has 
been 234 years. Well, on the floor of 
this House this last year, if I remember 
correctly, I did not hear one opposing 
vote. It was unanimous on the floor. 
But, the other body was not able to take 
it up due to other questions, and it died. 
So the people of this country suffer. I 
am speaking especially of perishable 
goods and worrying especially about 
perishable goods, when we speak of these 
wholesale and retail markets. This will 
give the consumer a type of vegetable 
which is not bruised as they are at pres- 
ent. It will give the consumer a better 
fruit or vegetable. Let us take the case 
of tomatoes. You know if you handle 
a tomato and drop it, it will be bruised. 
If they are unloaded from a truck, and 
they have to be dropped off on to a load- 
ing platform, or if a man picks up a 
bushel or a box of tomatoes, and throws 
it to another fellow, and the fellow 
misses it, the tomatoes get bruised, and 
as a result we do not have the proper 
type of fruit or vegetable that we should 
have. You know the ladies in home 
economics have been talking about this 
for a number of years. They also have 
been talking about the question of eating 
fruits and vegetables for vitamins. We 
hear a great deal about that. Some of 
the Members of this House are no doubt 
taking vitamin pills. Well, you can get 
all the vitamins you want in very nice 
form in food, fresh vegetables, and fruits, 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr, BURNSIDE, I yield. 

Mr. HALLECK. The gentleman has 
referred to wholesale and retail outlets. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. That is right. 

Mr. HALLECK. As I read the bill, it 
seems to be limited to public wholesale 
markets. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. Perhaps they have 
amended this bill so that it will deal 
largely with wholesale outlets. 

Mr. HALLECK. I think it is limited 
to that. 

I have one further question, if the 
gentleman will yield further? 

Mr. BURNSIDE. I will be glad to yield 
to the gentleman. 

Mr. HALLECK. The majority leader, 
the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
McCormack], spoke about. the elimina- 
tion of the middleman. I am a little 
concerned about that. I do not know 
that I want to eliminate the middleman 
who runs a grocery store or a legitimate 
wholesale market, and is performing his 
function in a perfectly responsible man- 
ner. 2 

Mr. BURNSIDE. I will be glad to an- 
swer the gentleman’s question in this 
way. In my district, in the city of Hunt- 
ington, W. Va., there was a meeting of 
wholesalers, retailers, the chamber of 
commerce, organized labor, and women’s 
clubs, consumer groups, and so forth. 
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There were about 300 people there, and 
there was not one who was opposed to 
this bill. Everyone was in favor of it. 
It is a perfect bill for a Congressman 
to vote for. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURNSIDE. I yield. 

Mr. KEATING. I do not follow the 
gentleman’s reasoning, although I agree 
with his conclusions that the consumer 
should have the best possible fruits and 
vegetables. But, I do not understand 
the connection between that result and 


the passage of this bill. 


Mr. BURNSIDE. I will tell the gentle- 
maninamoment. These marketing fa- 
cilities, which are proposed in this 
measure, will be designed so as to be the 
best type for receiving fruits and vege- 
tables. The experts from the Market- 
ing Division of the Department of Agri- 
culture will decide as to the right type 
and size of platform and all of those 
things. This will reduce the cost to the 
consumer. All of us will agree that if 
the consumer gets a better product, it 
will last longer in his home. The same 
is true with the farmer. Let us take the 
problem of the farmers. In my district, 
we produce a large amount of tomatoes. 
Just across the line in the State of Ohio, 
and in the district of the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. JENKINS], they produce a 
large amount of tomatoes. When you 
get a glut on your local market, the 
farmer cannot sell his produce and he 
says “Go out and get all you want for 
free.” But you know that affects the 
purchasing power of the farmer. The 
businessman recognizes that very readily 
in my district, so he is very much in favor 
of this bill. This is a place where they 
can gather these tomatoesup. They will 
be collection centers. This is a cooper- 
ative action by all of these different 
groups; that is the reason all of them 
are in favor of this bill. This bill is for 
the purpose of giving the consumer a 
better product, a product which is not 
bruised, at a reduced cost to the con- 
sumer. It will provide a better place for 
the farmer and his family to come when 
they deliver their produce to market, 
Many of these old markets are in such 
run-down condition that the farmer does 
not want to bring his wife and family to 
them. He wants a nice clean place to 
bring his family. He wants a place 
where he can get a meal. 

Mr. SABATH. Is it not a fact that 
many of the presently existing markets 
are far removed from the sections where 
the consumers live and are not located 
in the most advantageous section of the 
city for the purpose of delivering the 
produce to the consumer, and for that 
reason it costs more to deliver them to 
the consumer and causes a delay in 
transportation, thereby possibly caus- 
ing the deterioration and destruction of 
fruits and vegetables? 

Mr. BURNSIDE. The gentleman is 
absolutely correct. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to bring out 
another point. In many of the cities 
the sections have changed, and where 
they have the markets now you have all 
these trucks coming in to block traffic. 
The neighborhood has changed so that 


12082 


they cannot handle the large number 
of farmers’ trucks. So the trucks are 
backed up for blocks. The fruits and 
vegetables have to stay out in the open 
air where they may be infected by flies 
and vermin. In many of our States 
there are laws requiring the different 
stores to have the best type of refrigera- 
tion for the farm produce. These places 
do not have any refrigerated space for 
fruits and vegetables, and they are out 
in the open. It is dangerous, 
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. 

Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 


Mr. 


Mr. BURNSIDE.. I will be glad to yield. 


in just a moment. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I am 
afraid those tomatoes are going to spoil 
before the gentleman yields. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. That is what I have 
been worrying about, too, for all these 
years, Mr. Horrman. That is the thing 
that has worried me. The farmers who 
produce tomatoes and corn and other 
th'ngs suffer great losses every day be- 
caute of the produce spoiling, so I have 
been worrying about that not only for 
the last 2 days, but for a number of 
years. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill will mean a 
greater income for the farmers, 

Mr. MUMMA. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURNSIDE. I yield. 

Mr. MUMMA. In your community, 
what percentage of tomatoes do Heinz 
and Campbell and some of these fellows 
use? 

Mr. BURNSIDE. They would like to 
collect them very much. They are very 
much in favor of this bill. They would 
like to have this bill so those people could 
have a place to gather the produce to- 
gether so that they would have a cen- 
tral point where they could go to get 
the produce to can it. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill will provide a 
better choice to the consumer than he 
has now. 

Who is in favor of this bill? The 
farmers, the retailers, the wholesalers, 
the chambers of commerce, labor, the 
brotherhood of railway workers, the 
teamsters—all have asked for the bill. 
There is unanimity there, and there was 
unanimity on this floor last year. This 
is a private-enterprise bill. Loans will 
be made by private enterprise. No ad- 
ditional cost; lending by private institu- 
tions to make possible these facilities for 
wholesalers and retailers; and then tre- 
mendous aid to the small-grocery stores 
because they will be able to get it, where- 
as the large-grocery stores have this 
service. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Now 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURNSIDE. I now yield gladly to 
the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr, HOFFMAN of Michigan. It is my 
understanding that PMA has made sur- 
veys of the proposed location of one of 
these markets in the gentleman’s dis- 
trict. Will the gentleman tell me 
whether he thinks they are locating it at 
the right place in the district? 

Mr. BURNSIDE. They will not locate 
a market unless it is close to a railroad 
siding and also on a good thoroughfare. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan, Will 
not the gentleman tell me whether he 
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thinks they are locating it at the right 
place in the gentleman’s district? 

Mr. BURNSIDE. We have to as- 
sume—— 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. My 
question is, Does the gentleman think 
they have chosen the right location? I 
understood the gentleman was protest- 
ing the location. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. I am not protest- 
ing it. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Then I 
have been misinformed and it is my 
mistake. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. No; I am not pro- 
testing it. It is up to the local people 
to make that decision. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURNSIDE. I yield. 

Mr. KEATING. In the list of organ- 
izations who appeared before the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture, a rather impres- 
sive list, were there included the tax- 
payers and wage earners of the country 
who will have to foot this bill? 

Mr. BURNSIDE. There were, of 
course, Many taxpayers represented at 
the open meeting in my district, and 
they were very much for it. 

Mr. KEATING. Was there anyone 
expressing their interest? 

Mr. BURNSIDE. They thought they 
were being served when they appeared 
before the Agriculture Committee. 

Mr. Speaker, I wish to compliment the 
committee on the excellent work they 
have done on this bill. I have gone over 
it very carefully, section by section. It is 
the exact copy of a bill I introduced. 
They have worked out quite a commend- 
atory piece of work in this bill. I also 
wish to commend Mr. William Crow, who 
has done a most outstanding job for the 
Department of Agriculture. I have 
heard Mr. Crow explain just this type 
work which we are taking up today. 
I have also heard him explain it to 
the farmers, truckers, wholesalers, team- 
sters, railroad brotherhood, consumers, 
chambers of commerce, and retailers. 
I might say that back in Huntington, 
W. Va., there was a unanimous vote by 
the wholesalers, farmers, retailers, 
truckers, local truck associations, the 
workers for those truck associations, 
chambers of commerce, and the consum- 
ers. When you get a unanimous vote 
from all those people from different 
walks of life, you indeed must have an 
excellent bill. A Government servant 
like Mr. William Crow adds much to the 
efficiency of our governmental adminis- 
tration. Indeed he does materially add 
to the service rendered. 

I have also heard the consumer in 
another way express his interest in this 
bill, For instance, look at the conges- 
tion here—pointing to illustrations of 
Boston and New York City markets. 
Let us consider a farmer going to a 
market like this with fresh vegetables. 
If you will go to the nutritionists, and 
I have gone to them, about this bill, 
they will tell you that the farm produce 
such as fresh lettuce, water cress, broc- 
coli, or cabbage, or any of those different 
leafy products, if kept out on the road 
a long time or kept in a congested mar- 
ket such as this, with flies swarming on 
them, will certainly lose their food value. 
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Not only will they lose their food value, 
but they will have dust and disease germs 
on them which we do not want to have 
on our food. So if you have a market 
such as they have envisioned and which 
you can see from this drawing, you will 
notice that the trucks can back up to 
these market buildings and can unload 
goods without bruising them. If you 
have ever been to a wholesale or retail 
market such as he ones pictured here 
and watch them dumping out the food 
products, watch the lettuce and other 
leafy vegetables being bruised, and we do 
not want to have bruised lettuce on our 
plates, or any other type of bruised vege- 
table, such as tomatoes, which readily 
spoil. As I was saying, these trucks can 
load them off on the same level as the 
back of the truck. The same thing is 
true with the railway cars. 

Another very important consideration 
is that this does not just apply to the 
big cities. Unfortunately my colleague 
did not take up the point that I am very 
much interested in, the middle-sized 
cities and the small cities. They are 
interested in these markets. It is a 
place where the farmers can get rid of 
their surplus foods. Let us consider the 
Ohio Valley, the Kanawha and Little 
Kanawha Valley, for example, where we 
raise large quantities of tomatoes, leafy 
vegetables, roasting ears, eggs, and so 
forth. Now, suppose there is a glut on 
the local market and they cannot sell 
these tomatoes. They even invite the 
people to come in and pick all the toma- 
toes they want, and large quanties of 
tomatoes decay in the fields. 

This market facility is a place where 
the farmers can bring their surplus to- 
matoes. Then they can load them into 
these trucks and into the boxcars and 
send them to the cities, This is almost 
all profit for the farmer. The consumer 
himself will get lower prices on the to- 
matoes, and certainly the farmers will 
get a price for those tomatoes which 
would ordinarily spoil in the field. 

I was talking to a few of our colleagues 
a few moments ago about fresh corn. 
The same thing is true about fresh corn, 
They can send that corn to these mar- 
kets. If the shipments of corn stay 
around for quite a while the corn dries 
out and does not taste good. It will be 
delayed under conditions such as exists 
in these illustrations. Not only that, but 
you do not get the proper vitamins in 
your corn, that you should get from fresh 
corn. This then is a place where the 
farmers can go to the smaller cities as 
well as to the larger cities. Shipments 
can be transshipped much more advan- 
tageously under this bill from the small 
to the large cities. This bill then expe- 
dites shipments and cuts down on costs 
for the consumer. 

The farmer can bring his wife to a 
place like this, which she or he will not be 
ashamed of. Unfortunately some of the 
markets which we now have are in pt rts 
of the city wich are not the kind of 
environment that a farmer would like to 
take his wife. They will have rest cen- 
ters in these markets, where the wives 
can go. 

So, Mr. Speaker, here we have a most 
unusual situation, where we have the 
support of the consumer. It is ideal for 
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the consumer. It is ideal for the whole- 
saler and the retailer. I might say, too, 
that the wholesale grocery companies 
and the retail small stores are not op- 
posed to this bill. They voted unani- 
mously for it in two of my cities. They 
are in favor of this type of market. 

I repeat again we have the unusual 
situation where we can vote for a proj- 
ect which will lead to better goods for 
the consumer, healthier citizens and bet- 
ter prices for the consumer because of 
better handling methods. At the same 
time, the farmer can sell his produce so 
that he can get a good price for it, which 
produce might ordinarily be lost. So 
Members of this great body, you can 
readily see this is a most unusual situa- 
tion. I ask for a unanimous vote on this 
overdue legislation. 

Mr. ELLSWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. Horan]. 

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Speaker, I am for 
this bill. I serve on the subcommittee 
on appropriations that supplies the De- 
partment of Agriculture. We pass on 
the funds for research and marketing. 
We are spending $20,000,000 of the tax- 
payers’ money every year to find out 
ways and means through research in 
marketing to get agricultural commodi- 
ties, and especially perishable commodi- 
ties, from the farmer to the consumer, 
and to do so most efficiently, to get the 
best grade of produce on the consumer's 
table. This bill vitally affects one of the 
most serious spots in the movement of 
perishables from the producers to the 
consumers, 

This is not a retailer’s bill; this is not 
a local warehouse assembling bill; this 
is a wholesaler’s terminal marketing bill, 
and I think that when the Committee on 
Agriculture that has studied this bill 
takes the floor in general debate they will 
make these things clear to you. We 
have had some things said in the debate 
this afternoon that I think show some 
confusion about the purpose of the bill. 

This bill does not, in my opinion, elimi- 
nate one single middleman, but it might 
make him more efficient, and it might 
help to get farm commodities more 
speedily into commerce, and that is 
what we want; we are trying to eliminate 
bottlenecks, and I think this really elimi- 
nates bottlenecks. 

A very fine report accompanies this 
bill. I do not know who wrote it, but it 
is a very good report. If you will take 
the time to read it, there would be less 
confusion about this bill. I shall read 
a few portions to you. At the bottom of 
the first page of the report the following 
is stated: 

The purpose of the bill is to improve the 
marketing of perishable agricultural com- 
modities and reduce the price spread be- 
tween the producer and the consumer by 
encouraging the establishment of modern, 
efficient wholesale market facilities in the 
large consuming areas of the United States. 
It would do this by authorizing the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture to insure, for a stipulated 
fee, loans by private lending institutions for 
the construction of such facilities which 
meet standards set out in the bill, 


Then, over on page 3, the following 
statement is made: 

It should be clearly understood that this 
bill does not involve any grant of Federal 
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funds nor any direct loans by the Federal 
Government for the construction of new 
market facilities. 


And I may add some of them over a 
century in age and very, very ineffi- 
cient. Food spoils and waste occurs. 
Many others of them are two generations 
old and older; they are in the hands of 
people who will or cannot improve them. 

Mr. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HORAN. I yield. 

Mr. HALLECK. How are those build- 
ings built in the first place? Who built 
them? S 

Mr. HORAN. They were built by pri- 
vate funds, private enterprise. This bill 
would merely encourage their improve- 
ment. They are not being improved 
now, and society at large, including the 
farmer and the consumer, is suffering. 

Mr. HALLECK. One further question, 
if the gentleman will permit. 

Mr. HORAN. Certainly. 

Mr. HALLECK. Does the gentleman 
have any information as to what pri- 
ority assistance might be available for 
steel and other short supplies, in the 
event this program were undertaken? 

Mr. HORAN. I think the gentleman 
has got something there that cannot be 
answered by me, and I do not think that 
even Mannie Fleischmann can answer it 
either, because he is being asked that 
question many dozens of times a day. 

Mr. HALLECK. As the gentleman 
knows, there have been growing restric- 
tions on the manner in which building 
supplies may be used. 

Mr. HORAN. That is true; but things 
will change and materials will be avail- 
able, and it will take some time. I think 
this provision should be in our statutory 
law now so it can be put into effect and 
serve everybody in America, from the 
farmer to the consumer’s table. 

Another thing, this bill merely appro- 
priates $25,000,000. Even that may not 
be spent. It is a guaranty fund only. 
There is a top limit of $100,000,000 on 
the insurance fund. I think we ought 
to keep that in mind. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HORAN. I yield. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. I think the answer 
to the question raised by the gentleman 
from Indiana is that it is not necessary 
that we ask for the steel and scarce 
materials now, but it is necessary that 
these investigations start now and the 
designing start now so that plans will 
be ready when the material is available, 

Mr. HORAN. I think that is right. 

I hope the rule will be adopted, for 
I know that during general debate those 
of you who are interested in question- 
ing me can get all the answers, get it 
from members of the committee that will 
have the bill in charge, men who made 
the studies, men who have held hear- 
ings and can answer every technical 
question. I hope you will stay here 
and ask them those questions which 
they are very, very capable and qualified 
to answer. 

Mr. ELLSWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. BENDER]. 

Mr. BENDER. Mr. Speaker, an out- 
standing authority on matters pertain- 
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ing to agriculture is the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. Aucust H. ANDRESEN]. 
Frankly, if I had not heard what he said 
I would be inclined to vote for the bill. 
On the other hand, for 3 hours this 
morning I had a session with the NPA 
and some of the other agencies. An in- 
dustry in Cleveland requires zinc in the 
production of defense materials; they 
have a contract for such production, and 
they have had to lay off a considerable 
number of men because of the lack of 
this raw material and other raw material 
which is being diverted elsewhere. They 
are unable to pursue this job in produc- 
ing essential defense materials. I lis- 
tened to a radio broadcast which came 
as the result of the Korean conflict and 
I think we will hear that at least a thou- 
sand of our boys were killed last Sun- 
day night in that hand-to-hand en- 
counter on a hill in Korea. 

Why should we at this stage of the 
game be passing a law to encourage fur- 
ther annoyance of the defense authori- 
ties and National Production Authority? 
We know that the materials are not 
available for such construction and they 
are not available for this sort of thing. 
Under the circumstances we are making 
a great mistake in providing for greater 
confusion by encouraging people to 
make nuisances of themselves by apply- 
ing to authorities for commodities which 
are not available. They are not even 
available for defense work. How in the 
world can you possibly obtain these ma- 
terials, as has been asked by the gentle- 
man from Minnesota, for this enter- 
prise? 

I am so glad the question has been 
cleared up regarding retail markets as 
compared with wholesale markets. This 
is a wholesale marketing enterprise, not 
a retail marketing enterprise at all, 
With all the facilities now available, 
with all the stores now available, with 
all the outlets we now have for the dis- 
tribution of farm products, I believe it is 
adding to the confusion by passing such 
legislation as this at the present time. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, answer- 
ing the gentleman from Indiana and the 
gentleman from Ohio, may I call atten- 
tion to the fact that it would take per- 
haps a year or 2 years before the 
municipalities will be able to obtain suit- 
able quarters which will be advantageous 
to the farmers and to the wholesaler 
whereby the transportation and the 
trucking will be reduced and facilities 
obtained that will reduce the cost even- 
tually to the consumer. There cannot 
be any real opposition to this legislation 
which was approved by the House in the 
Eighty-first Congress but failed of con- 
sideration in the Senate. 

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous 
question. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the resolution. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker announced that the ayes had it. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. Speaker, I ob- 
ject to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 
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The Doorkeeper will close the doors, 
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent 
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll, 

The question was taken; and there 
were—yeas 211, nays, 112, not voting 
107, as follows: 


[Roll No. 183] 
YEAS—211 
Abernethy Granahan Morton 
Addonizio Granger I Moulder 
Albert Grant [f Multer 
Allen, Calif, Green Murdock 
Anderson, Calif. Greenwood Murray, Tenn, 
Andrews Gregory Norrell 
Anf uso Hagen O'Brien, III. 
Aspinall Harden O’Konski 
Auchincloss Hardy O'Neill 
Bailey arris Passman 
Barden Harrison, Va. Patman 
Bates, Ky. Hart Perkins 
Battle Harvey Phillips 
Beckworth Havenner Poage 
Bennett, Fla, Hays, Ark, Polk 
Blatnik Hays, Ohio Preston 
Bolling Hedrick Price 
Bolton Heller Rains 
Bonner Heselton Rankin 
Bosone Hill Reams 
Bramblett Hoeven Regan 
Brown, Ga Holmes Rhodes 
B n Hope Richards 
Buchanan Horan Riley 
Burdick Hull Roberts 
Burleson Hunter Rodino 
Burnside Jackson, Wash. Rogers, Colo, 
Byrne, N. Y. Jarman Rogers, Fla. 
Camp Johnson Rogers, Tex. 
Canfield Jones, Ala, Rooney 
Cannon Jones, Mo. Roosevelt 
Carlyle Jones, Sabath 
Carnahan Hamilton C. Sasscer 
Chelf ‘ones, Scott, 
Colmer Woodrow W. Hugh D., Jr. 
Combs Karsten, Mo Scudder 
Cooley Kearns Seely-Brown 
Cooper ` Kee Shelley 
Cox Kerr Sheppard 
Crosser Kilday Sieminski 
Cunningham Kirwan Sikes 
Curtis, Nebr, Lane Smith, Miss. 
e Lanham Smith, Va. 
Davis, Ga Lantaff Spence 
Davis, Tenn. Larcade Springer 
e LeCompte Btaggers 
DeGraffenried Lesinski Steed 
Dempsey Lind Stefan 
Denny Lyle Stigler 
Denton McCarthy Sutton 
Devereux McCormack Tackett 
Dolliver McCulloch Talle 
McDonough Teague 
Doughton McGregor Thompson, Tex. 
Eberharter uire Tollefson 
Elliott McKinnon Trimble 
Engle McMillan Van Zandt 
Evins McMullen Watts 
Fallon Mack, Wash. Welch 
Feighan Madden Whitaker 
Fernandez Mahon Whitten 
Fisher Mansfield Wickersham 
Flood Marshall Widnall 
Forand Martin, Iowa Wier 
Ford Meader Williams, Miss. 
Forrester wW Winstead 
Fugate Miller, Nebr. Withrow 
Furcolo Mills Wolverton 
Gary Mitchell Yorty 
Gathings Morano Zablocki 
Gordon Morgan 
Graham Morris 
NAYS—112 
Adair Blackney Crawford 
Allen, II Boggs, Del. Crumpacker 
Andersen, Bray Curtis, Mo. 
H. Cari Brehm Davis, Wis, 
Andresen, Brown, Ohio DEwart 
August H. Brownson Dondero 
Angell Budge Ellsworth 
Arends Buffett Elston 
Armstrong Bush Fenton 
Ayres Butler Frazier 
Bakewell Byrnes, Wis. Gamble 
Bates, Mass. Chenoweth Gavin 
Beamer Chiperfield Geo 
Belcher Church Golden 
Bender Goodwin 
Bennett, Mich. Cole, N. Y. Gross 
rbett Hale 
Betts Cotton Hall, 
Bishop Coudert Edwin Arthur 
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Hall, Norblad Simpson, III. 

Leonard W, O Smith, Kans. 
Halleck Ostertag Smith, Wis. 
Harrison, Wyo. Poulson Taber 
Hess routy Thomas 
Hoffman, Mich, Reece, Tenn. Thompson, 
Jenison Reed, III ch, 
Jenkins Reed, N. Y. Vi 
Jensen Rees, . Van Pelt 
Judd Riehlman Velde 
Kearney Robeson Vorys 
Keating rs, Mass, Vursell 
Kilburn St. George Werdel 
Lovre Saylor Wheeler 
McConnell Schwabe Wigglesworth 
McVey Scrivner Williams, N. Y. 
Miller, N. Y. Wilson, Tex. 
“Mumma Shafer Wolcott 
Nelson Sheehan Wood, Idaho 
Nicholson Short Ya 

NOT VOTING—107 

Aandahl Gwinn Morrison 
Abbitt Hand Murphy 
Allen, La. Hébert Murray, Wis. 
Baker Heffernan O'Brien, Mich. 
Baring Herlong O'Toole 
Barrett Herter Patten 
Beall Hillings Patterson 
Bentsen Hinshaw Philbin 
Boggs, La. Hoffman, III. Pickett 
Bow Holifield Potter 
Boykin Howell Powell 
Breen Ikard Priest 
Brooks Irvin; Quinn 
Buckley Jackson, Calif. Rabaut 
Burton Jam Radwan 
Busbey Javits Ramsay 
Case Jonas Redden 
Celler Kean Ribicoff 
Chatham Kelley, Pa. Rivers 
Chudoff Kelly, N. Y. Sadlak 
Clemente Kennedy Scott, Hardie 
Cole, Kans. Keogh Simpson, Pa, 
Dawson Kersten, Wis. Sittler 
Delaney King Stanley 
Dingell Klein Stockman 
Dollinger Kluczynski Taylor 
Donohue Latham Thornberry 
Donovan Lucas Vinson 
Doyle McGrath Walter 
Durham Machrowicz Weichel 
Eaton Mack, III. Wharton 
Fore Martin, Mass. Wilson, Ind 
Fogarty Martin, n, . 
Fulton Mason Wood, Ga. 
Garmatz Miller, Calif. Woodruff 
Gore Miller, Md. 


So the resolution was agreed to. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 


Mr. Vinson for, with Mr. Herlong against. 
Mr. Morrison for, with Mr. Gwinn against. 
Mr. Hébert for, with Mr, Busbey against. 


Until further notice: 


Mr. Abbitt with Mr. Eaton. 

Mr. Burton with Mr. Case. 

Mr. Chatham with Mr. Simpson of Penn- 
sylvania. 
. Garmatz with Mr. Taylor. 
Fogarty with Mr. Weichel. 
Patten with Mr. Hand. 
Wood of Georgia with Mr. Aandahl. 
Redden with Mr. Beall. 
Rivers with Mr. Stockman. 
Boykin with Mr. Mason. 
Doyle with Mr. Miller of Maryland. 
Rabaut with Mr. Murray of Wisconsin. 
Miller of California with Mr. Cole of 
Kansas. 
. Magee with Mr. Herter. 
King with Mr. Hinshaw. 
. Chudoff with Mr. Baker. 
. Barrett with Mr. Latham. 
. Donohue with Mr. Wilson of Indiana, 
. Philbin with Mr. Sittler. 
Walter with Mr. Fulton. 
. Boggs of Louisiana with Mr. Javits. 
Buckley with Mr. Hillings. ; 
Mr. Murphy with Mr. Sadlak. : 
Mr. Keogh with Mr. Jackson of California. 
Mr. Quinn with Mr. James. 
Mr. Clemente with Mr. Kean. 
Mr. Delaney with Mr. Jonas. 
Mr. Donovan with Mr. Hoffman of Illinois, 
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Mr. Dollinger with Mr. Wharton, 

Mr. Klein with Mr. Patterson. 

Mr. Fine with Mr. Bow. 

Mr. McGrath with Mr. Potter. 

Mrs. Kelly of New York with Mr. Radwan. 

Mr. Heffernan with Mr. Kersten of Wis- 
consin. 

Mr. O’Toole with Mr. Woodruff. 


Mrs, Bosone changed her vote from 
“nay” to “yea.” 

Mrs. Rocers of Massachusetts and Mr. 
Leonarp W. HALL changed their votes 
from “yea” to “nay.” 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 39) to encourage the 
improvement and development of mar- 
keting facilities for handling perishable 
agricultural commodities. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con- 
sideration of the bill H. R. 39, the Mar- 
keting Facilities Improvement Act, with 
Mr. Beckwortu in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

By unanimous consent, the first read- 
ing of the bill was dispensed with. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
gentleman from North Carolina IMr. 
CooLey] will have 30 minutes and the 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Horr] 30 
minutes. 

Mr, COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 15 minutes, 

Mr. Chairman, pursuant to acts of 
Congress heretofore passed, the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture has conducted ex- 
tensive studies of marketing facilities in 
different parts of the country and it 
has made numerous reports from a num- 
ber of cities showing exactly what the 
conditions are in the various places 
where the investigations have been made. 

As far back as 1945 the Committee on 
Agriculture has been interested in this 
problem which we are bringing before 
the committee at this time. We have 
had subcommittees that visited terminal 
markets in all of the metropolitan areas 
of the eastern seaboard and in other 
parts of the country, and time and again 
we have been before the Rules Commit- 
tee and we have been before this House 
asking for money and authority to do 
something about this wide spread be- 
tween the producer and the consumer, 

While this bill comes from the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture, it is not entirely 
in the interest of the farmers of this 
Nation. We believe that it is in the 
interest of the general welfare of all the 
people in this great country. These mar- 
kets are a disgrace. Then you ask me, 
why should not a city like New York or 
Boston finance the building of its own 
marketing facilities? 

In answer to that, I will say that I 
believe these big markets operate so ex- 
tensively that they are actually im- 
pressed with a national interest and 
only through the encouragement of and 
with the assistance of the Federal Gov- 
ernment will such marketing facilities 
be modernized. 
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We are suggesting in this legislation 
that the municipalities with the aid of 
the Federal Government do for the pub- 
lic what private industry is doing for it- 
self. The A. & P. operates efficiently. 
It handles produce efficiently and effec- 
tively distributes it and you will find 
that they have built their own market- 
ing facilities. 

We visualize market facilities that are 
easily accessible to trains and trucks for 
the farmers to go into the facility and 
make deliveries, for the retail merchants 
to go into wholesale markets to buy their 
requirements and their needs for the 
consuming public. As I pointed out a 
moment ago, the A. & P. has a beautiful 
warehouse between Richmond and 
Petersburg, Va., with a railroad track 
at the back door and a highway at their 
front door. ‘They operate efficiently. 
Consequently they make it difficult for 
the inefficient operator to compete with 
them. 

We bring this bill to you in the honest 
belief that we will provide authority 
which will be beneficial to the public, 
and I want to say frankly I am sur- 
prised at the opposition which has de- 
veloped here in the last couple of hours. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. No; I do not yield. If 
the gentleman who opposes this bill will 
study it like the members of the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture have studied it, 
and if they will read the report, they 
will come to the same conclusion we 
have. I do not believe the gentleman 
who wants me to yield has read the bill 
and the report. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. The 
gentleman is just as mistaken as he can 
be by that statement. 

Mr. COOLEY. I do know that other 
Members know what they are talking 
about. This bill came before the House 
previously, and I suppose you voted for 
it. There is no record that you voted 
against it. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, a point of order. 

Mr. COOLEY. I did not mention your 
name and I do not yield to you. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Michigan will state his point of 
order. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. My 
point of order is that the gentleman has 
no right to refer to a Member and use 
the word “you.” 

Mr. COOLEY. I am speaking to the 
House. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Michigan is correct. The gentle- 
man from North Carolina will proceed 
in order. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I am 
proceeding in order. I said that the 
House, which includes every Member, 
made no protest against this bill. It 
passed unanimously, as I recollect it. 
There was no opposition before the 
Rules Committee. Yet we come here 
and meet opposition which is surprising 
to us, from people who have actually 
served on the subcommittee, who have 
traveled up and down the country and 
have examined these various markets. 
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Mr. Chairman, who is for this bill 
and who is against it? Forty witnesses 
appeared in favor of the bill and 87 
people and organizations submitted 
statements in support of it. I dare say 
there were not a dozen witnesses or 
statements submitted in opposition to it 
and every man who opposed it had a 
definite vested interest in some market- 
ing facility or in some storage ware- 
house. 

Where is the opposition? I wish you 
would look at the list of witnesses who 
appeared. Certainly, I have no selfish 
interest in this measure. I am not en- 
gaged in the marketing of agricultural 
produce through these markets but my 
farmers and your farmers do trade in 
these markets. . Your consumers and my 
consumers are affected by the trans- 
actions in these markets. I do not 
know why the opposition should develop. 
The bill does not appropriate any money 
for even administrative expenses. We 
have been assured by the Department of 
Agriculture that through its own mar- 
keting branch it could administer this 
bill without additional expenditure of 
funds, only by using personnel now 
available and funds that are now ap- 
propriated. 

We were asked the question here, 
what about the cost? The record shows 
there will be no cost. We will use man- 
power we already have employed. 

Let us see what the bill provides. It 
provides only for a guaranty of loans 
for the building of facilities, the design 
of which and the location of which have 
been approved by marketing experts. 
The opposition comes only from those 
who are now operating these rat holes. 
If you do not believe they ale rat holes, 
go into the Washington Street Market 
in New York City and spend the night 
there as our committee did, all night 
long, seeing the inefficient operation and 
the unsanitary conditions and the waste 
and spoilage of foodstuffs. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. Do they not have a san- 
itary code in the city of New York? 

Mr. COOLEY. You go to the Wash- 
ington Street Market and see what you 
think of the sanitary code that is in 
operation there. The thing about it is 
that in that one market farmers from 
40 States do business, from your State 
and my State, from 40 States of this 
Union. When that produce goes into 
that market it is fanned out to several 
other States, from New York into Con- 
necticut, West Virginia, and other 
States. 

We are not trying to affect the busi- 
ness of any legitimate businessmen in 
the country. If you will read the record 
and read the report you will see that 
in New York it costs, I think, $115 to 
unload a carload of produce in the in- 
efficient manner in which it is being 
unloaded and handled, and right in the 
same city the A. & P., a private concern, 
unloading the same size car of the same 
produce, does it for only $9. That same 
situation is true in Chicago, where it 
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costs 875 to unload a car of produce 
in that inefficient market that is being 
operated there, whereas the A. & P. is 
doing it for $9 a car. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. KEATING. Is there any reason 
for us to suppose that the passage of 
this bill would cure that condition any 
better than to have a new private or- 
ganization take over the administration 
of that marketing facility? 

Mr. COOLEY. Is the gentleman en- 
couraged to believe that those who own 
and control and operate the property in 
the Washington Street Market are ever 
going to improve that condition, when 
it has existed there for more than 100 
years? Nobody there is even trying to 
do anything about it. If we could put 
a market there easily accessible to trucks 
and trains and to retail merchants and 
consumers, the property now being used 
could be used for something else. Of 
course, we expect to benefit the con- 
sumer and the producer both by this 
legislation. The Farm Bureau is for this 
bill, the Grange is for it, and every farm 
organization in the country is for it. 
We did not even have any labor team- 
sters unions come before us in opposi- 
tion to it. 

Mr. KEATING. The point I do not 
understand is why there should be the 
loaning of money by the Federal Gov- 
ernment rather than the loaning of the 
money by private enterprise. 

Mr. COOLEY: I know what the gen- 
tleman is talking about. Why are we 
building all these big apartment houses, 
why are we building all these housing 
projects, why are we underwriting loans 
to build homes on farms and in cities? 
Because the people themselves need the 
credit, aid, and assistance. This is to 
Sauene the building of better mar- 

Mr. KEATING. In those cases there 
has been a desire and demand for the 
accomplishment of the objectives which 
private enterprise could not accomplish. 

Mr. COOLEY. Do not tell me that 


* private enterprise could not build six- 


room houses. 

Mr. KEATING. Is there in this case 
any evidence in the record of a demand 
on the part of these authorities for the 
Government to go into the loan busi- 
ness for this construction? 

Mr. COOLEY. Certainly. The city 
of Richmond right now has the plans 
all ready. They are ready to start to 
build the market. They cannot get the 
money from private sources. The pri- 
vate banks will not make long-term 
loans. These are self-liqudating long- 
term loans. The Government could con- 
ceivably actually make a profit because 
of the interest rate that is charged. 

Mr. HOPE. If the gentleman will 
yield, the gentleman from New York is 
asking a question predicated on the idea 
that the Government is going to make 
direct loans for the construction of these 
facilities. As a matter of fact, this bill 
does not contain any provision for di- 
rect loans, it contains provisions only 
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for insuring loans made by private in- 
dustry to Government. 

Mr. KEATING. I appreciate that 
point, but my point is that I have not 
yet known, until the gentleman men- 
tioned the Richmond case, of the crying 
demand for the Federal Government to 
go into this new guaranteeing project. 

Mr. COOLEY. If the gentleman will 
read the hearings in the last session he 
will see that there is a crying need. The 
gentleman” from Massachusetts IMr. 
McCormack] has said a new market is 
badly needed in Boston. Boston is not 
going to build it. It is waiting for this 
bill to go through, so it can have the 
benefits of its provisions. 

Mr. KEATING. The gentleman did 
not say that Boston was waiting for this. 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman from 
Massachusetts did not say so but I am 
saying so because I have been told that. 

Mr. KEATING. That explains a good 
deal of the reason for this legislation. 

Mr. COOLEY. They have beautiful 
designs for the market in New York. It 
is the location we are interested in. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Oklahoma. 

Mr. ALBERT. We certainly have had 
groups from Philadelphia expressing an 
interest in trying to get started there. 

Mr. COOLEY. Certainly we have had 
them, from just about every big city 
around the country. 

Mr. KEATING. I am not familiar 
with that, but I am glad to be informed 
about it. In my particular area there 
is a municipal authority that has a mar- 
ket there, and they have conducted it 
on their own. So far as I know, they are 
not asking for loans from anyone. It 
is well conducted. 

Mr. COOLEY. All right; that may be 
true. 

Mr. KEATING. I hesitate to favor 
the Federal Government going into a 
new activity like this at this particular 
time. 

Mr. COOLEY. I do not know what 
city the gentleman has referred to. I 
will ask any Member who has any doubt 
in his mind about it to visit one of these 
markets. The reason they are vital is 
that prices throughout the country are 
affected by the prices fixed on the New 
York market and other big markets. 
People look at what the produce is selling 
for in New York or Chicago, where the 
most inefficient markets in the world are 
located. The House has authorized our 
committee to do something about it. 
This is the second time we have brought 
the bill here. 
no opposition. It was unanimously sup- 
ported by the committee. We think it is 
a good bill. To show you how important 
a Member of the other body thought it 
was, he actually had a bill providing for 
grants. No grants of Federal funds is 
provided for in this bill. No losses are 
even contemplated. We only authorize 
$25,000,000 for a revolving fund in the 
event of a default so that the Govern- 
ment can step in and pick up the loan 


} gn KEATING. But the $25,000,000 is 
an immediate appropriation, is it not? 


The first time we met with . 
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Mr. COOLEY. That is right. But it 
cannot possibly be used unless there is 
a default, and you will also note that not 
a penny of it can go for administrative 
expenses. 

Mr. GRANGER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield. 

Mr. GRANGER. For years the con- 
tention has been made that there is a 
wide spread between what the farmer 
gets for his products, and what the con- 
sumer has to pay. As I understand it, 
the Ccmmittee on Agriculture through- 
out the years has appropriated a great 
deal of money to get the answer to the 
problem, and find out what is the reason 
for this spread. 

Mr. COOLEY. That is right. 

Mr. GRANGER. As I understand it, 
your committee did get an appropriation 
to study this problem to try to find the 
answer. From your investigation, as I 
understand it, this is one of the serious 
problems that you found which raised 
the prices to the consumers. 

Mr. COOLEY. Certainly, and it de- 
veloped in the hearings that 50 percent 
of the housewives’ dollar in New York 
City is attached to the price of agricul- 
tural produce after it reaches the river 
in sight of the wholesale market. 
Imagine that—50 percent of the dollar, 
including what it costs the farmers to 
produce it and what it costs to transport 
the produce from California or Texas 
and other States to New York. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield. 

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman does 
not expect this bill to cure that, does he? 
This provides for wholesale facilities. 

Mr. COOLEY. It is for the purpose of 
putting the facility in a more accessible 
place both for the merchants and the 
farmers. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Michi- 
gan [Mr. HOFFMAN]. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, practically every Member of 
the House admires, respects, and—if that 
word can be used—has affection for the 
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
CooLtey]. But, certainly, I for one, and 
I have gone along with him many, many 
times, was shocked by the attitude he 
took on this bill just a few moments ago. 
One listening would think we who op- 
posed this measure were almost guilty of 
treason just because we do not go along 
with the position which he takes. 

Mr.COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOFFMAN. I will yield to the 
gentleman if he will yield me 2 minutes. 

Mr. COOLEY. I will yield the gentle- 
man 1 minute. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. All 
right; now you may go ahead and use it. 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman knows 
I am not offended, and I will not be of- 


* fended if the bill is defeated. I am in- 
1 1 the property can be put back into 


tensely interested in it, and my com- 
mittee is. intensely interested in it. I 
had not anticipated the slightest opposi- 
tion to it. 
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Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. All 
right; the gentleman did not anticipate 
the slightest opposition, but when he 
finds there is opposition, he questions 
the motives of those who oppose his po- 
sition. 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman is 
wrong about that. Ido not question your 
motive or the motive of anyone else. I 
said that I was surprised when the op- 
position came. I told the leadership that 
we expected no opposition. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. We will 
let the record stand as it is, and as the 
gentleman made it. I repeat, the gentle- 
man was apparently outraged because 
anyone should oppose this bill. Now 
that is an entirely new attitude for the . 
gentleman to take and it does not fit his 
character or previous conduct—not at 
all. But I still love him and admire him 
and respect him. But he is not going to 
get away with that kind of a statement 
without having it challenged. Some of 
us have something to say in opposition 
to the bill, and I trust that the gentle- 
man as he sleeps tonight, or if he has 
wakeful moments during the night, will 
reach the conclusion that perhaps he 
alone is not the sole possessor of the facts 
that we should rely upon. 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman re- 
ferred to a statement that I made. I 
would like to know what the statement is. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. One 
statement to which I referred was when 
the gentleman said, and I quote: 


I believe the gentleman who wants me to 
yiela— 


And I was the one who wanted him to 
yield— 


has not read the bill and has not read the 
report. 


I made answer: 


The gentleman is just as mistaken as he 
can be by that statement. 


I read the report, although I have not 
read all of the bill, which I will do before 
it comes up under the 5-minute rule. I 
assumed that the report was an accurate 
statement of the purpose and contents of 
the bill. 

Then the gentleman continued, and 
again I quote: 

Mr. Cook kr. I do know that other Mem- 
bers know what they are talking about. This 
bill came before the House previously, and 
I suppose you voted for it. There is no rec- 
ord that you voted against it. 

Mr. HorrMan of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, 
a point of order. 

Mr. Cooter. I did not mention your name 
and I do not yield to you for any points of 
order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Mich- 
igan will state his point of order. 

Mr. Horrman of Michigan. My point of or- 
der is that the gentleman has no right to 
refer to a Member and use the word “you.” 

Mr. Cooter. I am speaking to the House. 

The CHARMAN. The gentleman from Mich- 
igan is correct. The gentleman from North 
Carolina will proceed in order. 

Mr. CooLEY. Mr. Chairman, I am proceed- 
ing in order. I said that the House, which 
includes every Member, made no protest 
against this bill. 


Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. That is 
the way the Recor stood when I made 
the point of order and before revision of 
which I make no complaint. 
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The gentleman, for whom, and I re- 
peat, I have the utmost respect, just for- 
got that he, after I had asked him to 
yield, was referring to, looked directly 
at, and addressed me, as I sat in front of 
him while he was speaking. 

This might be called a tempest in a 
teapot, but I just do not like being lec- 
tured on my right to speak or to oppose 
proposed legislation challenged from the 
well. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Minne- 
sota [Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN]. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, I am a member of the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture, and if I may have 
the attention of my distinguished chair- 
man 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman may 
have my undivided attention. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I 
thank the gentleman. I also was a mem- 
ber of the subcommittee since 1945 to in- 
vestigate the marketing facilities and 
wholesale markets in the different areas 
of the country. I am for the purpose 
and objective of this legislation. The 
chairman well knows that he was not 
taken by surprise. I objected in the 
committee to reporting out this legisla- 
tion because it contained a commitment 
on the part of the Federal Government 
to insure and guarantee loans for the 
building of these worthwhile projects 
throughout the country. So there is no 
difference in the attitude of the chair- 
man of the committee and myself. I 
think the timing is wrong. I think we 
are undertaking a new commitment that 
will obligate the Federal Government in 
the construction of projects which will 
require Federal money because the con- 
struction costs are too high. The people 
who will enjoy these facilities, and who 
will get these loans, will not be able to 
meet the commitments, and you will 
find that the Federal Government will 
have to take over these projects under 
the guaranty provided in the law. 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman knows 
that this is identically the same bill that 
you voted for and supported last year. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Yes. 

Mr. COOLEY. And you aie engaged 
in the same war that we were in last year. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Cer- 
tainly we are. 

Mr. COOLEY. Certainly. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. We are 
in war now. 

Mr. COOLEY. That is right. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Not 
only Korea where we have had nearly a 
hundred thousand casualties and for 
which in this session of Congress we have 
authorized $60,000,000,000. We author- 
ized and spent $30,000,000,000 last year. 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman has a 
perfect right to change his mind. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. We are 
also committing the country to arm the 
various countries of Western Europe 
which is another commitment; and the 
total appropriations in the first session 
of the Eighty-second Congress will be 
close to $80,000,000,000. 
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Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman has a 
perfect right, of course, to change his 
mind. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. No; I 
did not change my mind. 

Mr. COOLEY. Then the gentleman 
is still for the bill. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I am 
still for the purpose of the bill, but I do 
not think that this is the proper time 
to go into a new project to commit the 
Federal Government to large undertak- 
ings which are provided for in this bill. 

The gentleman may say that this is 
not going to cost the Federal Govern- 
ment anything, but the Federal Gov- 
ernment insures these loans at a time 
when we have scarcities of material, 
when construction costs are at least twice 
as much as they were last year. Now, 
can you imagine these people who will 
comein? It would include Boston—peo- 
ple who would come in to get these in- 
sured materials; can you imagine that 
they are going to be able to rent out 
these properties so as to bring in returns 
large enough to pay the payments they 
have to get to repay the loans? Not 
by a long shot. If they could do that 
they would be out there building their 
own facilities now with their own money 
without any interference from the Gov- 
ernment. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. Is it not a principle 
that they will not even agree to guar- 
antee a loan unless there are sufficient 
rentals to take care of the operating 
expenses? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. They 
do not have to give any kind of guar- 
anty like that at all; all they have to 
put up is $45,000 under the terms of the 
bill to show that they have got $45,000 
to go in there and they may build a 
$10,000,000 facility, for the bill provides 
for that, and have up to 85 percent of 
the loan insured; so if that is not a com- 
mitment on the part of the Federal 


Government, then I do not read the lan- 


guage of this bill or any other law en- 
acted by Congress. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I 
yield. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. And we 
have before one of the House standing 
committees now an investigation into 
the matter of priorities, how to get steel 
for schoolhouses and hospitals, hospi- 
tals to take care of returning veterans. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. That 
is right. Every one of us spends part 
of every day on the telephone and in 
personal meetings with the NPA trying 
to get critical material for necessary 
projects in our respective districts. 

Now, if we start to permit the build- 
ing of all these wholesale markets they 
want to build in Boston, New York, Phil- 
adelphia, Richmond, Wheeling, and all 
of these other communities then we will 
indeed have a very difficult situation in 
these critical materials. 

As I said, I am not in disagreement 
with the purpose and need of this legis- 
lation; I think the timing is very bad. 
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We are in a tight place. We are told 
that we are carrying on a war; it is no 
longer “police action”; we are in a total 
war and we are preparing now to go out 
and arm the rest of the world, at least 
the countries that are friendly to us. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield. 

Mr. KEATING. Would all of these 
municipalities, including Boston, pro- 
ceed with the construction of these fa- 
cilities unless they get some Government 
help at this time? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. No; 
this money just goes to those cities and 
municipalities where they cannot get 
the money locally to finance construc- 
tion of the projects. 

Mr. KEATING. Is it not true that in 
some of these cities private enterprise 
is not able to get the money locally? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. You 
would think if they could earn 3, 4, or 5 
percent that they would be able to go 
ahead and get local capital; but what 
local capital wants is for the Federal 
Government to guarantee that these 
loans will be repaid by the Federal Gov- 
ernment or by the borrowers. Private 
capital will not assume the risk without 
the guaranty of the Federal Govern- 
ment that the loans will be repaid. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 12 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, extensive hearings 
were held last year by the Committee 
on Agriculture on a bill which provided 
direct Federal loans for the construc- 
tion of marketing facilities. 

I opposed that bill and I would oppose 
any legislation now providing for direct 
Federal loans. I think all of us know 
what would happen in that case; there 
would be a lot of communities and a lot 
of individuals who instead of trying to 
finance the thing themselves in their 
own communities would simply come 
down to the Federal Government and 
apply for a loan. I do not believe in that 
kind of business. 

But I know and it was developed fully 
at the hearings that an enterprise of 
this kind is difficult to finance through 
the regular banking facilities in a com- 
munity because it has to be a long-time 
proposition, in some cases as long as 
30 or 40 years. 

National banks and most other finan- 
cial institutions cannot lend money on 
long enough terms to finance a proposi- 
tion of this kind directly. 

The committee after full consideration 
of the matter decided to eliminate en- 
tirely the provision for direct Federal 
loans, but to retain that part of the bill 
which provided for Government insur- 
ance for loans to finance these facilities. 
That is what this bill provides. It is 
my opinion that when any local com- 
munity goes out and arranges for the 
financing of a proposition of this kind 
they may find they can carry it them- 
selves because before anyone can come in 
here and apply for an insured loan they 
must make all of their arrangements for 
financing it. They must arrange for the 
money and the terms under which it will 
be lent. After they have done that they 
may conclude in some cases, “We might 
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as well go ahead and handle this our- 
selves and not pay that one-half-per- 
cent premium we would have to pay for 
the insurance if we get it through the 
Federal Government.” It is my belief 
that is what will happen in a good many 
cases. 

In any event what we are going to have 
here if this legislation passes are not 
Government loans, but loans negotiated 
through private industry in the local 
communities, either by municipalities or 
by private individuals or corporations 
set up for this purpose. I think this 
plan will york. It is sound because the 
bill provides that not more than 85 per- 
cent of the cost shall be subject to this 
insured provision. In other words, 
those who are putting up these markets 
must supply either 15 percent of the 
cost, or $45,000, whichever is the greater, 
and I believe with that margin and with 
the other safeguards provided in the bill 
these loans can be made without risk 
and that they will be successful. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill is the result of 
extensive studies and hearings by the 
Committee on Agriculture and special 
subcommittees thereof. That has al- 
ready been mentioned by other speakers. 
I happen to know a great deal about that 
because I served on these special sub- 
committees and am familiar with all the 
work that has gone into this question 
for a period of the last 7 or 8 years. As 
a result of those investigations the com- 
mittee has concluded that the greatest 
single diffculty which exists at the 
present time in the marketing of perish- 
able agricultural commodities is due to 
the chaotic market system that prevails 
in many of the large cities of this 
country. 

You may ask, why do not the local 
people themselves improve those facil- 
ities? What we are up against in most 
cases is a system of vested interests 
which would like to continue the present 
situation, They are doing all right. But 
the public is suffering, the producer is 
suffering, the consumer is suffering. 
The people who are operating these mar- 
kets in Philadelphia, in New York, in 
Boston and other cities are doing very 
well under the status quo. But the pub- 
lic is doing very poorly under that 
arrangement. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. Why are not those who 
have made these profits through the 
years building these market facilities? 
They have made the enormous profits. 
Why are not they building these facil- 
ities? 

Mr. HOPE. They are not suffering 
under the present situation. They are 
making profits right now. 

Let me tell you something about the 
Situation in Philadelphia which the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Horr- 
MAN] mentioned a while ago. You have 
four or five markets altogether in Phila- 
delphia, some of them operated by the 
railroads, some by the merchants under 
long-term leases. Some of them are 
absolutely antiquated. The Dock Street 
Market is not adjacent to any railroad. 
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You have to truck everything into it. 
Go down to the Pennsylvania Terminal 
and when they unload your produce 
there then someone has to truck it to 
the Dock Street Terminal. The B. & O. 
has another terminal from which all in- 
coming shipments must be trucked to 
Dock Street or other truck markets. The 
Teamsters Union is not in favor of build- 
ing a new terminal in Philadelphia 
where all of the produce can come into 
one terminal and all cross hauling can 
be eliminated; the Pennsylvania Rail- 
road is not in favor of it; the B. & O. 
is not in favor of it; the owners of the 
buildings in which the present Dock 
Street Market is located are not in favor 
of it. They are profiting by the status 
quo. The consumers in Philadelphia are 
paying the bill. This same situation 
prevails in many large cities in this 
country and it is that which we are try- 
ing to improve and remedy under this 
legislation. 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. GAVIN. I listened with a great 
deal of interest to the debate on the rule 
and I listened to my very good friend, 
the gentleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
Coo.ey] who stated that one large or- 
ganization built a great warehouse and 
marketing development somewhere be- 
tween Richmond and Petersburg, Va., 
because, evidently, the need was there. 
The gentleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
Cool x] evidenced that that had brought 
about a very highly competitive situa- 
tion which made the situation at Rich- 
mond more desperate. In view of the 
fact it is evident that the gentleman’s 
thinking is along the line of that of the 
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
Coo.ey], I should like to ask whether 
the successful operator should be pen- 
alized because he has taken the initiative 
to become a successful operator and the 
other people who are in competition 
with him and to whom the gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. COOLEY] re: 
fers as being inefficient, the Government 
should step in and build these market- 
ing warehouses and subsidize them as it 
may have to, because if there is a loss 
and they fail to operate profitably, why, 
eventually, the American taxpayer pays 
that loss, The question I want to ask is, 
Is it a crime to be a successful operator 
in business in America today? 

Mr. HOPE. Let me answer the gen- 
tleman in this way. If I understood 
the gentleman from North Carolina cor- 
rectly, and I want him to advise me if I 
misunderstood him, the warehouse that 
he mentioned was constructed by one 
of the large chain stores. 

There exist in a number of the larger 
cities today warehouses which have been 
put up by the A. & P. and by other large 
chains or distributing organizations that 
are operating efficiently, but the trouble 
is that their competitors, the small mer- 
chants or small wholesalers who have to 
depend upon the public markets, are not 
able to erect those facilities to compete 
with the large chain stores. The result is 
that unless there are facilities which are 
available to the independent merchants, 
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both wholesale and retail, these large 
chains will take over all of the distribu- 
tion of fruits and vegetables in the large 
metropolitan areas. It will mean mo- 
nopoly. I think that is what will hap- 
pen. It will almost inevitably happen 
if we do not meet that situation in some 
such way as this. We want to meet it 
in a free enterprise way. We do not 
want the Federal Government to finance 
it by direct loans. 

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Connecticut. 

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. I think the 
gentleman is making a very compelling 
argument but there is one question I still 
have in my mind. Let us assume that 
this bill becomes law. Then many com- 
munities will very understandably start 
applying for a guaranteed loan to build 
a new marketing facility. Where is the 
material coming from to build those 
facilities? 

Mr, HOPE. It is going to depend a 
good deal on what type of facility they 
build. In a good many instances I think 
these buildings can be constructed with- 
out a great deal of scarce materials. 
Concrete would probably be the principal 
material that would be used. I do not 
think you could build a concrete facility 
of the type you would want in Philadel- 
phia or New York without the use of some 
critical materials. But it seems to me 
that this is the time when we should be 
thinking about what we are going to do 
when this period of scarcity is over. Mr. 
Wilson and others say that this tight sit- 
uation is not going to last more than a 
couple of years, so why not pass this 
legislation now and let those interested 
make their applications, let them go out 
and arrange for the financing, and be all 
ready so that when material is available 
they can go ahead with construction. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Texas 
Mr. Poace]. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
simply to call the attention of the House 
to the fact that there is a definite sav- 
ing to be made to the consumer and to 
the producer if we can eliminate the 
waste that goes on in our terminal mar- 
kets. The Washington Street Market in 
New York sets the pattern of prices for 
all the markets in the United States. If 
the price goes up there the price goes up 
elsewhere, and vice versa. 

The biggest item of cost in the Wash- 
ington Street Market is physical waste, 
I mean the actual loss of the edibility 
of the products that come in there. 
Those products come in by truck or by 
train. There is no way whereby a truck 
can back into a dock, as in most modern 
places in the United States today, and 
this was built 150 years ago. It must 
unload out in the street. The produce 
sits there in the boiling sun for hours 
and hours. Then it is carried off in a 
hand truck, with somebody moving 100 
pounds at a time. The public pays for 
all of that, and we want to stop that pay- 
ment. 

Mr. SHAFER. Mr. Chairman, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
will state it. 

Mr, SHAFER. I would like to know 
why we should sit here so late at night 
over a question like this when we do 
not have anything to do tomorrow. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair does not 
feel that is a parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. SHAFER. Then, Mr. Chairman, 
I make the point of order that a quorum 
is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
count. 

Mr. SHAFER. Mr. Chairman, I with- 
draw my point of order, but I do move 
that debate be closed now and that we 
vote on the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The motion of the 
gentleman from Michigan is not in order 
at this time. 

Mr. COOLEY. Does the gentleman 
from Kansas have any further requests 
for time? 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. Brownson]. 

Mr. BROWNSON. Mr. Chairman, the 
Legislature of the State of Indiana is now 
engaged in a deliberation within our 
State over the principle of whether or 
not the Federal Security Administrator 
down here in Washington can tell the 
State of Indiana how it is going to run 
its own welfare problems. We, in the 
State of Indiana, or at least some of us, 
think that much the same moral prob- 
lem of States rights is involved here. 
We believe we have local capital to build 
suitable marketing facilities. We be- 
lieve we have local financing adequate 
for the task without Federal guaranties. 
We believe we have local businessmen 
farsighted enough so that they do not 
need to come to Washington to learn how 
to build a warehouse, or to come to 
Washington in order that we may have 
guaranteed finances for private enter- 
prise construction in the State of In- 
diana. 

The principle involved here is as clear 
as ‘the principle involved in Indiana’s 
fight against Federal dictation over wel- 
fare activities. It is the principle so 
eloquently enunciated by Thomas Jeffer- 
son when he said, Were we to be di- 
rected from Washington when to sow 
and when to reap, we should soon want 
bread. Our country is too large to have 
‘all of its affairs directed by a single gov- 
ernment.” 
| Iwas interested in listening to the dis- 
tinguished chairman of the committee, 
when he pointed out that one of the 
endeavors behind this legislation was to 
compensate for the efficiency of the 
A. & P. Tea Co.’s commodity ware- 
housing program by subsidizing the ap- 
parent inefficiency of some of their 
smaller competitors with Government 
loan insurance at the general taxpayer’s 
expense. I was also interested in read- 
ing the report the distinguished gentle- 
man, chairman of the great Committee 
on Agriculture, referred to in order to 
find out which were the cities in which 
he says there is racketeering in food 
handling which has taken the money out 
of the people’s pockets. 

This list of cities cursed with racket- 
eering includes some of those named— 


New York, Boston, St. Louis, San An- 
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tonio, Columbia, S. C., Louisville, and my 
own city, Indianapolis. It is no coinci- 
dence that every one of these cities has 
a Democratic city administration. The 
racketeering problems in these cities, to 
which the distinguished chairman re- 
ferred, should be cleared up by courage- 
ous local administration, not by asking 
for Federal funds to back up a construc- 
tion loan program. 

Indianapolis does not need this type 
of Federal subsidy to encourage its own 
citizens to look after the needs of their 
community. On page 159 of the hear- 


ings before the Committee on Agricul- ~ 


ture, Mr. Paul T. Rochford, Indianapolis 
Produce Terminal, Inc., who testified in 
favor of this bill honestly admits that 
financing for the type of marketing fa- 
cilities under discussion here, exists 
without Government loan insurance, He 
says, and I quote as follows: 

However, we have been negotiating with 
five other insurance companies, and I feel 
reasonably certain, if the United States of 
America fails to help us down there a little 
bit by passing this bill, which is flexible 
enough to take care of all if’s and and's that 
may come up, that two or three of these 
insurance companies will come to our rescue 
and carry the proposition forward, 


The distinguished chairman of the 
committee has repeatedly referred to the 
fact that this body approved this bill in 
the last session. May I respectfully re- 
mind him that there are some of us here 
who did not have the honor to serve in 
the Eighty-first Congress and, conversely 
that some of the Members who were here 
in the Eighty-first Congress and who 
voted for his bill, did not return, 

When I campaigned for this office, I 
pledged to my constituents that I would 
fight relentlessly against nondefense 
spending. To me, the appropriation of 
$25,000,000 for the revolving fund repre- 
sents nondefense spending. 

The Committee on Expenditures in the 
Executive Departments has been holding 
hearings on the shortages of steel which 
are affecting local and State govern- 
ments in their attempts to provide hos- 
pitals, schools, sewage disposal, roads, 
and bridges in vital defense areas. I 
know that every Member of the House 
has received urgent letters asking for 
help in securing building materials for 
the local echelons of Government closest 
to the people. I know that they are not 
getting that steel because the Bureau of 


* Roads told us that after being drastically 
cut in their requests, they still issued 


orders for 85,000 tons of steel under the 
CMP which the steel mills were unable 
to fill during the third quarter. 

You have been led to believe that all 
of the civic organizations, farm bureaus, 
and labor unions for which we have so 
much respect, favor this bill. I am sure 
that they are all interested in improving 
the marketing of perishable agricultural 
commodities and in reducing the price 
spread between the producer and the 
consumer by encouraging the establish- 
ment of modern, efficient wholesale mar- 
ket facilities in the large consuming 
areas of the United States. So am I, 
But, not one of these organizations has 
written me in favor of this bill. In fact, 
every letter I have had from my district 


opposes t. 3 bill and gives thoughtful. 
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reason for resisting further encroach- 
ment of the Federal Government into the 
affairs of Indiana by the provision of 
loan insurance hedged with requirements 
which will dictate the methods, location, 
design, area, cost, operation, rental, and 
alteration policy of that facility. 

The letter from the Indianapolis 
Chamber of Commerce which I will quote 
in full at this point is typical of the cor- 
respondence I have received from my 
district in opposition to the principles 
underlying this entry of Government 
into a new field: 


THE INDIANAPOLIS CHAMBER 
OF COMMERCE, 
Indianapolis, Ind., June 15, 1951. 
Hon. CHARLES B, BROWNSON, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Drar Mr. Brownson: Our attention has 
been called to H. R. 39, now in the Commit- 
tee on Agriculture of the House of Repre- 
sentatives, which would cause the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture to insure mortgages for 
the purpose of aiding the financing of 
wholesale markets for perishable agricul- 
tural commodities. It has been suggested, 
in fact, that we support the bill. A similar 
bill passed the House in the Eighty-first 
Congress, but died in the Senate with the 
close of that Congress. 

We have studied the bill and its relations 
to the marketing of such commodities in 
Indianapolis. We do not support the bill. 
On the contrary, we wish to register our op- 
position to it. 

The effect of the bill would be to place 
the Government once more in the banking 
and perhaps eventually in the wholesale 
market operation business. By its terms, 
promoters of such a project, investing not 
over 15 percent of the cost in their own’ 
money (or minimum of $45,000) would be 
enabled to borrow money more cheaply than 
if they went to regular commercial lending 
sources, through a provision for government 
insurance of the mortgage against loss. 
Should they default on their obligations, 
the Government would take over the prop- 
erty and either operate it or lease it to 
another operator. 

Of course, it is  possible—perhaps even 
probable—that the Government might make 
a little money on the enterprise. It would 
charge one-half of 1 percent annually on 
the mortgage amount to pay for the in- 
surance, 

But whether it would make or lose money 
is not so important to us as the principle 
that the Government should not engage in 
further business enterprises. If projects 
such as these are soundly conceived, and 
have the prospect of economic success, there 
is, as there always has been in our country, 
private capital available. Private capital 
engages in such risks. 

Obviously we have already gone a long 
way toward increasing the powers of the 
Government through persuading or permit- 
ting it to intrude in this and other business 
fields. Having done so often before, how- 
ever, does not make it right. If it is wrong, 
as we believe, it is time to call a halt, and 
at the very least, engage in no more such 
enterprises. 

There are striking instances of loss to the 
Government, as for example the flagrant case 
of the Lustron Corp. They only illustrate 
one of the reasons why the Government 
should get out of the field of private enter- 

rise. 
8 If there ever was an excuse for entry into 
the field, as in times of deep depression, to 
help our economy renew its expanding phase, 
surely that excuse, along with all the rest, 
is lost in times of such great inflation as now 
exists. 

If we do not recognize the truth of the 


principle, we shall indeed some day, and 


12090 


that perhaps soon, be overpowered by the 
size of our Government; and its top-heavy, 
complicated machinery, already passing the 
comprehension of any single mind, no matter 
how brilliant, will fall upon us in a great 
disaster which will make the depression of 
the 1930’s appear like World War II's block- 
busters in relation to the atomic bomb. 

We are glad to note that there is a strong 
influence in the perishable foods wholesale 
trade against this Government interven- 
tion. We find strong evidences of that spirit 
here, and know it exists elsewhere in the 
trade. 

We hope our members of the Congress will 
not fall under the spell of promoters, wher- 
ever they may be, who wish to have the 
Government give them special privilege and 
help toward amassing large personal income 
out of the creation of wholesale perishable 
food markets. 

It is our earnest wish that you use your in- 
fluence and vote against the passage of 
H. R. 39. 

Sincerely yours, 
J. R. FENSTERMAKER, 
President. 


Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Georgia 
(Mr. WHEELER]. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. Chairman, I had 
hoped to have a little more time to dis- 
cuss this bill. I did not happen to be on 
the committee when all these exhaustive 
investigations were made. But, that 
which I have seen and heard of the pres- 
entation of the evidence since I have 
been on the committee, has failed to con- 
vince me of the wisdom of passing this 
legislation at this time. It occurs to me, 
with reference to that which the Chair- 
man has already said in the well of the 
House when he said that the city of 
Richmond already had certain beautiful 
plans drawn up, that the city of Rich- 
mond, if they are not in a better fiscal 
condition tonight than the Federal Gov- 
ernment is. they are in a bad way. If 
they want better marketing facilities 
there, I believe they are perfectly com- 
petent and capable of providing what- 
ever marketing facility they require. I 
am just a little bit tired of seeing every 
time someone runs into the slightest bit 
of difficulty, whether it is in the field of 
Socialized money or socialized anything 
else, that they must run to the Federal 
Government so that we can reach into 
some deficit or other—I do not know 
which deficit this is coming from—to 
guarantee them against losses. If they 
cannot find a logical and reasonable ex- 
cuse for a direct grant, then they come 
in the back door and say to us, “This is 
not a good program; it is not sound or 
we could finance it privately. There- 
fore, we want the Federal Government, 
the deficit to the contrary notwithstand- 
ing, to come in here and take all of the 
risk that might be involved.” 
gone down that road to the place where 
we have spoiled the American people so 
far as doing anything for themselves is 
concerned, 

There are several questions that come 
to my mind about this legislation, and I 
should certainly like them to be cleared 
up. In the first place, it seems to me 
from reading the bill that by the enact- 
ment of this measure we would be open- 
ing up an entirely new Government serv- 
ice, when as a matter of fact the Gov- 


We have 
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ernment is engaged in so many services 
today that our people are being spoiled 
for doing anything for themselves. Of 
course all of us want to do everything we 
can to reduce the spread between the 
producer and the consumer. This bill 
makes a factual finding to the effect that 
it will do that, but from the practical 
operation of present markets and the 
way the proposed markets will operate, 
I am not convinced it will actually do 
that. 

In the next place, I am not sure that 
this is a proper Government function. 
If the people in these. different areas 
think they need a market, why do not 
they build it for themselves? If it is a 
good loan, it can be financed through the 
RFC. The bill itself actually contem- 
plates that there will be losses in excess 
of the insurance fund created by the 
act, and provides the method by which 
the Secretary of Agriculture may make 
payments in the event there should not 
be sufficient money in the insurance 
fund for the Secretary of Agriculture to 
pay mortgagees for white elephants. 

Another very practical objection that 
comes to my mind, and which seems to 
have been overlooked, is the tremendous 
decrease in recent years of perishable 
commodities sold in these markets. Sev- 
eral things are responsible for this de- 
crease which, when I mention them to 
you, should convince you that the trend 
will continue down instead of changing 
upward. In the first place, since the ad- 
vent of the tremendous buying by chain 
stores and cooperative buying organiza- 
tions to which most independent mer- 
chants belong, in order to be able to pur- 
chase in large quantities at prices 
comparable to what the large chain 
stores have to pay, we find as a matter 
of fact that the tremendous majority of 
their purchases are today f. o. b. pur- 
chases which do not even go through 
these markets. They save the handling 
charges and reduce the spread by buying 
f. o. b., and certainly they are going to 
continue doing that. It used to be that 
auction prices set the market for a few 
f. o. b. purchases. Now the situation 
has been reversed and the prices paid on 
the auctions are controlled by the pre- 
vailing f. o. b. prices. This is simply 
because the volume of f: o. b. sales is 
so much greater than auction sales. 

Another factor is the ever-expand- 
ing—and we have every reason to believe 
it will continue to expand—frozen con- 
centrate anl frozen foods businesses. 
All over the producing areas of the coun- 
try, these refrigerating plants have been 
and are being put in where perishable 
commodities are immediately frozen and 
in some cases concentrated, and stored 
in warehouses. None of this goes to the 
auction market. A perfect example of 
this is the Florida citrus-fruit industry, 
which a few years ago went almost en- 
tirely to the auction market. Now over 
half of it goes into cans, and of the half 
remaining, the large majority of that is 
sold f. o. b. and never sees the auction 
market. Of course this trend is going 
to continue, because it is profitable to 
the grower and because it is certainly 
more acceptable to the housewife. I just 
cannot bring myself to see where we 
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should embark on this experiment in 
improving marketing facilities when as 
a matter of fact, through the operation 
of different methods of marketing, these 
areas are in time going to be cleared out 
simply by the changes in the practices of 
marketing. It would be like the Goy- 
ernment developing the improvement of 
marketing buttons when all the pro- 
ducers and consumers prefer zippers. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr. Gavin]. 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, very 
rarely do I get into an agricultural de- 
bate. Our good friend the gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. COOLEY] 
thinks that many of us did not listen to 
the debate. However, some of us did 
listen. My good friend the gentleman 
from West Virginia [Mr. BURNSIDE] in 
his discussion sold me on the idea that 
really there is a need for these warehouse 
markets. And I agree that possibly there 
is a need. He went on to say that the 
civic and other organizations of his com- 
munity, the chamber of commerce, and 
the industrial and economic life of his 
community, all insisted that there should 
be a market at some particular loca- 
tion—I forget just where he said it was 
to be. I wonder, if in view of the fact 
they are all in agreement as to the need 
for this particular market, and if this 
proposed marketing project is such a 
sound, practical, feasible project, why do 
not your local bankers and civic leaders 
get together, and why do you not call in 
the finance group of your chamber of 
commerce and work out a plan so that 
the project could be financed by your- 
selves? I was just up in Perry County, 
Pa., last week, in a little town called 
Carlisle, a town, I think, of 9,000 or 
10,000 people, up in the Pennsylvania 
Dutch country. They ask nothing from 
anybody. They do their jobs themselves 
and do them well. They needed a mar- 
ket house, and they went out about 5 
miles from the town and built themselves 
a beautiful market place. I went out to 
see the market. All the farmers were 
there with their produce—fruits, vege- 
tables, and meats, and butter, and eggs, 
and cheese. They saw the need for a 
market and built it without asking for 
any help from the Government. If this 
market project to which the gentleman 
from West Virginia [Mr. BURNSIDE] re- 
fers is as sound and practical as he states 
it is, why do they not go ahead and de- 
velop it in their own community without 
asking the Federal Government to un- 
derwrite it to the extent of 85 percent? 
And if it fails to operate pofitably, then 
the Government, which is the American 
taxpayers, has insured the loan and 
stands to take a loss. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. Harvey]. 

Mr. HARVEY. Mr. Chairman, I al- 
ways hesitate to put myself in the posi- 
tion before the Committee of the Whole 
of opposing my Hoosier colleagues, espe- 
cially my very good friend the gentleman 
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from Indiana [Mr. Brownson]. I know 
he is very sincere in his expressed opposi- 
tion to this particular piece of legislation. 
I do feel, however, that some experience 
I have had serving on a veiuntary com- 
mittee to study the marketing system of 
perishable food products for Indiana 
with particular reference to Indianap- 
olis, in the years before I came to the 
Congress, gives me a background of 
experience and an opportunity of observ- 
ing the needs that in this instance force 
me to support this type of legislation. 

I know that some of you are going to 
oppose it on the ground that the Gov- 
ernment is intervening in a spot where 
they have no business to intervene. I 
do not feel that way about it at all. I 
teei that research in marketing has 
brought out the fact beyond question of 
doubt that the only opportunity to re- 
duce the great spread between the pro- 
ducer and the consumer is in more effi- 
cient handling at our vegetable and fruit 
market terminals. Any of you who have 
ever had an opportunity to study the 
market terminals of any of our large 
cities will agree that there is a tremen- 
dous amount of inefficiency and waste. 
I do feel that there has been a logical 
argument advanced here in the Commit- 
tee this afternoon in the matter of criti- 
cal materials. There are Members—I 
know; I am one of them—who have had 
a great deal of trouble getting steel for 
hospitals and schools, and that is a logi- 
cal objection. I would not be opposed to 
accepting an amendment tying the pro- 
gram into the availability of critical and 
scarce materials. I have no objection, 
as I have said, to including that type of 
amendment; but I certainly think the 
principle laid down here is sound; and 
I might say in refutation of the argu- 
ment that we should not undertake it 
now, that there is every evidence to me 
that food is going to continue to be a 
limiting factor in the years to come; I 
mean good, wholesome food; and there 
is not anything that I know of that we 
can do that will not only get more food 
to our people but also will improve the 
quality. I do not believe that factor 
has been properly touched upon and I 
know out of my experience in observing 
the operation of markets, that the loss, 
spoiling, and reduction in quality of food 
products is oftentimes a far greater fac- 
tor in the ultimate cost to the consumer 
than any other particular item; so for 
that particular reason, I repeat, I think 
this is the type of legislation that is nec- 
essary. In my books this type of proj- 
ect is not to be interpreted as socialistic 
at all; it is simply encouraging the free- 
enterprise system to operate, and cer- 
tainly there is no greater exponent of 
the free-enterprise system than I. 

I would in conclusion, therefore, say 
that if you had had an opportunity, as 
I have, to study intimately this problem 
I think your opposition to it would 
vanish 


Mr. BROWNSON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARVEY. I yield. 

Mr. BROWNSON. As a result of the 
gentleman’s investigation did he find 
that it was imnossible or impracticable 
to Gnance such facilities within the In- 
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dianapolis area using local capital un- 
insured? 

Mr. HARVEY. The gentleman knows 
that we both looked into the hearings 
accompanying this report. Great strides 
have been made in the Indianapolis area 
toward achieving a wholesale market- 
ing terminal. They have already ac- 
quired the land strategically located 
with regard to railroads and highways, 
so the only factor remaining is that of 
obtaining the capital. Insurance com- 
panies with the alternative of investing 
their funds, if you please, in FHA mort- 
gages that are guaranteed naturally take 
the guaranteed mortgage. Commercial 
banks are unwilling to finance this type 
of project because it is a long-term one. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Ar- 
kansas [Mr. GATHINGS], 

Mr. GATHINGS. Mr. Chairman, the 
purpose of this legislation, as I see it, is 
to shorten the distance from the farm to 
the table. 

The gentleman from South Carolina, 
Chairman Fulmer, in 1944, appointed the 
first subcommittee to look into this ques- 
tion. The next step by the Committee 
on Agriculture was taken under the 
chairmanship of the gentleman from 
Virginia, Mr. Flannagan, who appointed 
a subcommittee to look into this ques- 
tion of wholesale marketing facilities 
in the larger municipalities. Then the 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Hore] fol- 
lowed through with a subcommittee on 
this subject in the Eightieth Congress, 
and the gentleman from North Carolina 
{Mr. Cooter], in the last Congress, the 
Eighty-first, appointed a committee. 
We visited many of these facilities; this 
committee went to New York City, Phila- 
delphia, Chicago, St. Paul, Minneapolis, 
Kansas City, and New Orleans. 

I visited many of these facilities my- 
self. We found: narrow streets where 
trucks could not get in and out; we found 
many of these facilities did not have side- 
tracks. So the cost of handling was very 
excessive in some of these cities, as has 
been stated here. Where the A. & P. 
have a siding they can unload a car for 
$9; where such facilities are not avail- 
able the cost is $75 and in the case of 
New York City I believe the cost reached 
$115. The reason behind this bill and 
the purpose in bringing it up at this 
time is because of the fact that food 
costs are high and this legislation is de- 
signed to reduce costs to the consumer. 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GATHINGS. I yield. 

Mr. GAVIN. I should like to ask the 
gentleman, in view of the fact that the 
consumer has been brought into this pic- 
ture, whether these are to be retail and 
wholesale markets, or just wholesale dis- 
tributing markets? 

Mr. GATHINGS. This bill covers the 
wholesale distributing market. 

Mr. GAVIN. Then where is the con- 
sumer going to get any benefit out of 
this bill? 

Mr. GATHINGS. Through reduced 
cost of handling. 

Mr. GAVIN. But the reduced cost of 
handling will never be passed on to the 


consumer, + 
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Mr. GATHINGS. It is our thought 
that the food will be cheaper as a result 
of the reduced cost of handling and the 
wholesalers being placed in a positicn 
to sell to the retailer for less money. 
The wholesalers would be on the same 
basis in a particular city and competi- 
tion will take care of the gentleman's 
fear that the consumer would not bene- 
fit by lesser costs. 

This legislation is desirable and 
needed. The passage and approval of 
oe legislation has been delayed too 
ong. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 1 minute. 

Mr. Chairman, may I say to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania, who com- 
mented concerning my remarks or ref- 
erence to the warehouse built by a chain 
store between Richmond and Petersburg, 
that I certainly was not criticizing that 
activity on the part of the private cor- 
poration involved. I was commending 
it and I was trying to point out that pri- 
vate business had wisdom enough and 
foresight enough to see the necessity for 
building a modern market easily accessi- 
ble to truck and rail transportation. 

In these municipalities we have a very 
deplorable and a different situation and 
we are only trying to encourage the 
municipalities to build better facilities. 
We definitely know that when you han- 
dle foodstuffs more cfficiently and 
cheaper, the consumer will benefit by 
that improvement. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Michigan. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. In the 
hearings I find various statements and 
letters from individuals, all of which so 
far as I have examined them appear to 
be dated except one on page 258. That 
is the statement of Andrew J. Biemil- 
ler, formerly a Member of Congress. In 
this statement he is described as being a 
Member of Congress from the Fifth Con- 
gressional District of Wisconsin. Can 
the gentleman advise me as to when that 
statement was made? That is, what 
os did he appear? It appears on page 

Mr. COOLEY. The hearings were 
held on June 6, 7, 8, and 9 of 1950. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. At that 
time Mr. Biemiller was a Member of 
Congress? Í 
Mr. COOLEY. Les. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. At pres- 
ent he is employed in one of the depart- 
ments, as I understand it? 

Mr. COOLEY. I do not know any- 
thing about that. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from North Carolina has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. Sremin- 
SKI]. 

Mr. SIEMINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I am 
in support of this bill. In committee 
hearings, the secretary of agriculture 
of the State of New Jersey thought it 
would cost some $200,000,000 for a mar- 
keting terminal to be built to service. 
New York and New Jersey. I call this 
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rock-bound, cast-iron thinking. Sup- 
pose New York facilities are sabotaged? 
What will New Jersey do? Along the 
Hudson River on the Jersey side, where 
land is cheaper, opposite the white lights 
and tall skyline of Manhattan, is lo- 
cated the best spot on the eastern sea- 
board for such facilities as called for in 
this bill. It is a shame that food is 
shipped across the Hudson River from 
New Jersey, unloaded, bought, loaded, 
and shipped back across the Hudson 
River for distribution whence it grew, 
in New Jersey. These may be jet-pro- 
pelled times, Mr. Chairman, but the dis- 
tribution of fruits and vegetables in my 
area, as described above, challenges the 
secretary of agriculture of the State of 
New Jersey to plug more for the welfare 
of New Jerseyites and not be blinded 
by the bright lights of New York, gay as 
they might be, The people of my State, 
Mr. Chairman, and especially of my dis- 
trict deserve such consideration as this 
measure affords. It is time New Jersey 
grew into its own. It can, with fair 
rates. 

The CHAIRMAN. If there are no fur- 
ther requests for time, the Clerk will 
read the bill for amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That this act may be 
cited as the “Marketing Facilities Improve- 
ment Act.” 


Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the Committee do now rise. 
- The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. Beckwortn, Chairman of the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union, reported that that Com- 
mittee, having had under consideration 
the bill (H. R. 39) to encourage the im- 
provement and development of market- 
ing facilities for handling perishable 
agricultural commodities, had come to 
no resolution thereon. 


CHANGE OF CONFEREES 


Mr. HAGEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that in connection 
with the appointment of conferees on the 
bill S. 1046 I may be substituted for the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania IMr. 
CorsetT] and that in connection with 
the bill S. 355 the gentleman from Penn- 
Sylvania [Mr. CORBETT] be substituted 
for myself. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection it 
is so ordered, and the Senate will be 
notified of the change. 

There was no objection. 


SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON INFORMATION 


Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of House Resolution 432. 


The Clerk read the House resolution, 


as follows: 


Resolved, That House Resolution 80, of the 
Eighty-second Congress, is amended so as to 
permit the attendance by not more than two 
members of the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs of the meeting of the Special 
Committee on Information transmitted un- 
der article 73e of the United Nations Charter 
(1950-52) to be held at Geneva, Switzer- 
land, beginning on or about October 1, 1951, 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Arizona? 

There was no objection. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


SPECIAL ORDER VACATED 


Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. Mr. 
Speaker, I have a special order for today. 
I ask unanimous consent that that spe- 
cial order may be vacated and that I may 
have permission to address the House 
on tomorrow for 45 minutes, following 
the legislative program and any special 
orders heretofore entered. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia? 

There was no objection. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent permission to 
extend remarks in the Appendix of the 
ReEcorp, or to revise and extend remarks, 
was granted to: 

Mr. ANDERSON of California and to in- 
clude an article. 

Mr. Lane in three instances and to in- 
clude extraneous matter. 

Mr. Mappen and to include an edito- 
rial. 

Mr. LarcabE in three instances and to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. BLATNIK and to include an article. 

Mr. Yorty in two instances and to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Boykin (at the request of Mr. 
Grant) and to include a copy of the fifty- 


second Battle Report, Washington. { 


Mr. Grant and to include a poem. 

Mr. MANSFIELD and to include an ad- 
dress delivered by Dr. Howard W. Bos- 
worth before the Montana Tuberculosis 
Association, notwithstanding the fact 
that it exceeds two pages of the RECORD 
and is estimated by the Public Printer 
to cost $266.50. 

Mr. Schwank in three instances in each 
to include extraneous matter. 

Mr. MeapeR and to include a letter. 

Mrs. Rocers of Massachusetts and to 
include an editorial by Sammy Williston, 
a great American, and a great teacher at 
Harvard Law School. 

Mr. DoLLiver and to include a speech 
made by him on September 19, 1951, 
concerning rural electrification in Iowa. 

Mr. Reece of Tennessee (at the request 
of Mr. HALLECK) and to include a letter. 

Mr. Davis of Wisconsin in two in- 
stances, in each to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. Mumma and to include a letter. 

Mr. Harvey in two instances, in each 
to include an editorial. 

Mr. Burrert in two instances, in each 
to include extraneous matter. 

Mr. HÉBERT (at the request of Mr. 
LarcaDE) and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. WICKERSHAM in six instances and 
to include extraneous matter. 

Mr. REED of New York and to include 
extraneous matter which is estimated by 
the Public Printer to cost $676.50. 

Mr. O'NEILL in two instances. 

Mr. SIEMINSKI, 
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Mr. Axruso (at the request of Mr. An- 
ponizio) and to include a magazine 
article. : 

Mr. Bryson. 

Mr. BENDER in two instances. 

Mrs. Rocers of Massachusetts and to 
include an article she wrote on Septem- 
ber 9 appearing in the New York Post. 

Mr. GAMBLE in four instances and in- 
clude extraneous matter and editorials. 

Mr. JENSEN and to include a letter from 
a constituent. 


SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 


The SPEAKER announced his signa- 
ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of 
the following titles: 

S. 810. An act for the relief of Howard I. 
Smith; and 

S. 1349. An act to establish a Department 
of Food Services in the public schools of 
the District of Columbia, and for other pur- 
poses. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to Mr. Kine, for 2 
days, on account of official business. 

Mr. Kean, for today, on account of 
official business. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. THOMPSON of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 5 o’clock and 37 minutes p. m.) 
the House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Wednesday, September 26, 1951, at 12 
o'clock noon. 


ji EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 
== . Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 


communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 


822. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting a proposed 
supplemental appropriation for the fiscal 
year 1952 in the amount of $1,475,000, for the 
Department of Agriculture. (H. Doc. No, 
243); to the Committee on Appropriations, 
and ordered to be printed. 

823. A letter from the Administrator, Gen- 
eral Services Administration, transmitting a 
draft of a proposed bill entitled, “A bill to 
amend the Contract Settlement Act of 1944 
and to abolish the Appeal Board of the Office 
of Contract Settlement”; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

824. A letter from the Commanding Gen- 
eral, Headquarters Civil Air Patrol United 
States Air Force, transmitting the report of 
the Civil Air Patrol proceedings and activities 
for the 1950 calendar year, pursuant to sec- 
tion 7, Public Law 476, Seventy-ninth Con- 
gress, approved July 1, 1946; to the Commit- 
tee on Armed Services. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 


Mr. LYLE: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 434. Resolution for consideration 
of S. 2006, an act to increase the lending 
authority of Export-Import Bank of Wash- 
ington and to extend the period within which 
the bank may make loans; without amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 1029). Referred to the 
House Calendar, 
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Mr. BYRNE of New York: Committee on 
the Judiciary. H. R. 948. A bill to provide 
for terms of court to be held at West Palm 
Beach, and at Fort Myers, in the southern 
district of Florida; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1036). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. DOUGHTON: Committee on Ways and 
Means. House Joint Resolution 330. Joint 
resolution to permit articles imported 
from foreign countries for the purpose of 
exhibition at the Chicago International 
Trade Fair, Inc., Chicago, II., to be admitted 
without payment of tariff, and for other 
purposes; with amendment (Rept. No. 
1037). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. REED of Illinois: Committee on the 
Judiciary. House Joint Resolution 326. 
Joint resolution to suspend the application 
of certain Federal laws with respect to an 
attorney employed by the House Committee 
on the Judiciary; with amendment (Rept. No. 
1038). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. REED of Illinois: Committee on the 
Judiciary. H. R. 5428. A bill to prohibit 
justices and judges of the United States from 
testifying as to the character or reputation 
of any person, and for other purposes; with- 
out amendment (Rept. No. 1039). Referred 
to the House Calendar. 

Mr. ENGLE: Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. H. R. 2813. A bill to au- 
thorize the Secretary of the Interior to con- 
struct, operate, and maintain the Collbran 
reclamation project, Colorado; with amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 1051). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 

Mr. REDDEN: Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. H. R. 4197. A bill to with- 
draw and restore to its previous status under 
the control of the Territory of Hawaii that 
certain Hawaiian home lands required for 
the use of the Board of Water Supply of the 
city and county of Honolulu for the location 
of a water shaft, pump station, and tunnel, 
and to amend section 203 of the Hawaiian 
‘Homes Commission Act, 1920, so as to confer 
‘upon certain lands of Auwaiolimu, Kewalo- 
Uka, and Kalawahine, on the island of Oahu, 
T. H., the status of Hawaiian home lands; 
with amendment (Rept. No. 1052). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. REDDEN: Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. H. R. 4409. A bill to enable 
the Hawaiian Homes Commission of the Ter- 
ritory of Hawaii to exchange available lands 
as designated by the Hawaiian Homes Com- 
mission Act, 1920, for public or private lands; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 1053). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports 
of committees were delivered to the 
Clerk for printing and reference to the 
proper calendar, as follows: 

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. S. 1277. An act for the relief of John 
R. Willoughby; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 1030). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House. 

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judiciary. 
S. 1718. An act for the relief of Elizabeth 
Bozsik; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1031). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. S. 1775. An act for the relief of 
Heinz Harald Patterson; without amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 1032). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House. 
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Mr. GRAHAM: Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. H. R. 6&4, A bill for the relief of Ivo 
Cerne; without amendment (Rept. No. 1033). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 

Mr. GRAHAM: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H. R. 850. A bill for the relief of Mary 
Izumi; with amendment (Rept. No. 1034). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 

Mr. WILSON of Texas: Committee on the 
Judiciary, H. R. 4567. A bill for the relief 
of Roy Sakai; without amendment (Rept. 
No, 1035). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House. 

Mr. BYRNE of New York: Committee on 
the Judiciary.» House Resolution 404. Reso- 
lution providing for sending to the United 
States Court of Claims the bill (H. R. 4162) 
for the relief of the Columbia Hospital of 
Richland County, S. C.; without amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 1040). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House, 

Mr. BYRNE of New York: Committee on 
the Judiciary. H. R. 773. A bill for the re- 
lief of Mering Bichara; with amendment 
(Rept. No. 1041). Referred to the Commit- 
tee of the Whole House. 

Mr. GOODWIN: Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. H.R.1131. A bill for the relief of 
Edward C. Brunett; with amendment (Rept. 
No. 1042). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. BYRNE of New York: Committee on 
the Judiciary. H.R.1962. A bill for the 
relief of Wanda R. Barnett; without amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 1043). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. BYRNE of New York: Committee on 
the Judiciary. H. R. 2072. A bill for the re- 
lief of Jeremiah Coleman; without amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 1044). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. KEATING: Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. H. R. 2169. A bill for the relief of 
Lt. Col. Homer G. Hamilton; with amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 1045). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. BYRNE of New York; Committee on 
the Judiciary. H. R. 3006. A bill for the re- 
lief of Antonio Corrao Corp.; with amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 1046). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. RODINO: Committee on the Judi- 
clary. H.R.3060. A bill conferring juris- 
diction upon the United States District 
Court for the Eastern District of Oklahoma 


to hear, determine, and render judgment 


upon the claims of the Commerce Trust Co.; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 1047). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House, 

Mr. KEATING: Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. H. R. 4318. A bill for the relief of Allen 
W. Spangler and The Great American In- 
demnity Co. of New York; with amendment 
(Rept. No. 1048). Referred to the Commit- 
tee of the Whole House, 

Mr. BYRNE of New York: Committee on 
the Judiciary. H. R. 4645. A bill for the 
relief of Mrs. Marguerite A. Brumell; with 
amendment (Rept. No. 1049). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. DONOHUE: Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. H. R. 5317. A bill to confer juris- 
diction on the Court of Claims to hear, de- 
termine, and render judgment upon & cer- 
tain claim of the George H. Whike Construc- 
tion Co. of Canton, Ohio, without amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 1050). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


` Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 

severally referred as follows: : 
By Mr. BENNETT of Florida: 

H. R. 5466. A bill to provide additional 

compensation for enlisted men and certain 


FH. Res. 436. Resolution 
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officers of the Armed Forces during periods 
of certain ground combat duty; to the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. KLEIN: 

H. R. 5467. A bill to amend section 32 of 
the Trading With the Enemy Act of 1917, 
as amended, so as to permit the return under 
such section of property which an alien ac- 
quired by gift, devise, bequest, or inherit- 
ance, from an American citizen; to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. VAN ZANDT: 

H. R. 5468. A bill to amend the act of Feb- 
ruary 24, 1925, incorporating the American 
War Mothers; to the Committee on the Judi- 


ciary. 
By Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL: 

H. R. 5469. A bill directing the Secretary of 
Defense to conduct a review of all applica- 
tions for discharges, past and future, filed by 
active or inactive reservists for the purpose 
of giving favorable consideration to applica- 
tions which establish family need; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. HORAN: 

H. R. 5470. A bill to amend section 315 of 
the Communications Act of 1934, with re- 
spect to the use of broadcasting facilities 
by candidates for public office; to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. ROBERTS: 

H. R. 5471. A bill to establish a National 
Citizens Advisory Board on Radio and Tele- 
vision; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce, ; 

By Mr. BROOKS: 

H. R. 5472. A bill to amend the Universal 
Military Training and Service Act, as 
amended, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 14 

By Mr. BRYSON: 5 

H. R. 5473. A bill to amend section 1 of 
title 17 of the United States Code to make 
the public reproduction or rendition of a 
musical composition by or upon a coin-op- 
erated machine a public performance for 
profit when a fee is not charged for admis- 
sion to the place where such reproduction 
or rendition occurs, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. A 

By Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin: 4 

H. R. 5474. A bill to encourage the preven- 
tion of water pollution by allowing amounts 
paid for industrial waste treatment works to 
be amortized at an accelerated rate for in- 
come-tax purposes; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. N 

By Mr. POULSON: } 


* H. R. 5475. A bill to amend the Tariff Act 


of 1930, so as to impose certain duties upon 
the importation of tuna fish; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

H. R. 5476. A bill to amend title 18, United 
States Code, entitled “Crimes and Criminal 
Procedure,” with respect to State jurisdic- 
tion over offenses committed by or against 
Indians in the Indian country, and to con- 
fer on the State of California civil jurisdic- 
tion over Indians in the State; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SPENCE: 
authorizing the 
Committee on Banking and Currency to con- 
duct studies and investigations relating to 
matters within its jurisdiction; to the Com- 
mittee on Rules. 

H. Res. 437. Resolution to provide funds for 
the expenses of the studies and investiga- 
tions authorized by House Resolution 436; 
to the Committee on House Administration. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


nder clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: K 
Pe By Mr. ANFUSO: i! 
FH. R. 5477. A bill for the relief of Frida 
Zimmermann and Rozalia Zimmermann; to 


xm the Committee on the Judiciary. 
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By Mr. BISHOP: 

H. R. 5478. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Maria Albano Batoon; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CHELF: 

H. R. 5479. A bill for the relief of the 
estate of Floyd L. Greenwood; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DENTON: 

H. R. 5480. A bill for the relief of Claudia 

Tanaka; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. ENGLE: 

H. R. 5481. A bill for the relief of Norman 
E. Dole, Jr., William F. Smith, John G. Harris, 
and James E. Chamberlain; to the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. KEOGH: 

H. R. 5482. A bill for the relief of Martin L. 

Nelson; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. LESINSKI: 

H. R. 5483. A bill for the relief of Marijan 
Kolega, Drago Radman, Silvio Skoljerev, 
Zvonko Zupcic, and Ante Coco; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. McMILLAN: 

H. R. 5484. A bill for the relief of Edith 
Rickert Willson; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. REED of New York: 

H. R. 5485. A bill for the relief of Mr. and 
Mrs. Edwerd Levandoski; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SABATH: 

H. R. 5486. A bill for the relief of Leon 
and Blanche de Szethofer; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

H. R. 5487. A bill for the relief of Vladi- 
mir and Svatava Hoschl; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. YORTY: 

H. R. 5488. A bill for the relief of Charles 
Alexander McCoy; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. KEATING: 

H. Res. 438. Resolution for the relief of C. E. 

Heaney; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk 
and referred as follows: 


437. By Mr. FORAND: Resolution of the 
Rhode Island Chapter, American League for 
an Undivided Ireland, unanimously adopted 
at a recent meeting of members from the var- 
ious Irish-American organizations of Rhode 
Island; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs, 

438. By Mr. HOLMES: Petition of several 
hundred citizens of Clarkston, Wash., and 
Asotin, Wash., urging legislation to prohibit 
alcoholic beverage advertising over the radio 
and television and in magazines and news- 
papers; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 


_ SENATE 


WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 26, 1951 


(Legislative day of Wednesday, if 


September 19, 1951) 


The Senate met at 10 o’clock a. m., 


on the expiration of the recess. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 


Almighty Father, the source from 
which we come, the goal to which we 
travel, the light and strength of these 
our pilgrim days, as we set our faces 
once more toward our daily tasks we 
pray for strength sufficient to endure as 
those seeing the Invisible. Enable us 
to win the victory over everything, 
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whether in our circumstances or in our- 
selves, that is unworthy and mean. Save 
us from blighting the enthusiasm of any 
heart by the flare of sudden anger or 
secret hate. May we not bruise the 
rightful self-respect of another by con- 
tempt or malice. 

We pray for those who are shaping 
public opinion in our time, for all who 
legislate in the people’s name, for all 
who write what other people read, for 
all who are holding aloft the torch of 
truth in a world that has lost its way. 
And, above all, we pray for clean hands 
and pure hearts worthy of the trust the 
Nation has committed to our keeping. 
We ask it in the dear Redeemer’s name, 
Amen, 

THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. MCFARLAND, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Tuesday, 
September 25, 1951, was dispensed with. 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Messages in writing from the President 
of the United States were communicated 
to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his 
secretaries. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Swanson, one of its 
clerks, notified the Senate that Mr. Cor- 
BETT had been appointed a manager on 
the part of the House at the conference 
on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendments of the House 
to the bill (S. 355) to adjust the salaries 
of postmasters, supervisors, and em- 
ployees in the field service of the Post 
Office Department, vice Mr. HAGEN, ex- 
cused, 

The message also notified the Senate 
that Mr. Hacen had been appointed a 
manager on the part of the House at the 
conference on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses on the amendment of the 
House to the bill (S. 1046) to readjust 
postal rates, vice Mr. CORBETT, excused. 

The message announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
enrolled bill (S. 2006) to increase the 
lending authority of Export-Import 
Bank of Washington and to extend the 
period within which the bank may make 
loans, and it was signed by the President 
pro tempore. 5 
COMMITTEE MEETING DURING SENATE 

SESSION 


On request of Mr. O’Conor, and by 
unanimous consent, a subcommittee of 
the Committee on the Judiciary was 
authorized to meet this afternoon during 
the session of the Senate. 


TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that Senators 
may be permitted to make insertions in 
the ReEcorp, without the time so con- 
sumed being charged to either side. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 


RELIEF OF CERTAIN OFFICERS AND 
EMPLOYEES OF FOREIGN SERVICE— 
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate the following message 


SEPTEMBER 26 


from the President of the United States, 
which was read and, with the accom- 
panying bill, ordered to lie on the table: 


To the United States Senate: 

In compliance with the request con- 
tained in the resolution of the Senate 
(the House of Representatives concur- 
ring therein), I return herewith S. 1786, 
“An act for the relief of certain officers 
and employees of the Foreign Service of 
the United States who, while in the 
course of their respective duties, suffered 
losses of personal property by reason of 
war conditions and catastrophes of na- 
ture.” 

Harry S. TRUMAN. 

Tue WHITE House, September 26, 1951. 


ABOLITION OF APFEAL BOARD OF OFFICE 
OF CONTRACT SETTLEMENT 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate a letter from the Admin- 
istrator, General Services Administra- 
tion, transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation to amend the Contract Settle- 
ment Act of 1944 and to abolish the Ap- 
peal Board of the Office of Contract 
Settlement, which, with the accompany- 
ing paper, was referred to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 


WILLIAM N. OATIS 


Mr. O'CONOR. Mr. President, indic- 
ative of the feelings of the great mass of 
our citizenry is a resolution adopted by 
Frederick (Md.) Aerie No. 1067, Fra- 
ternal Order of Eagles, at its recent 
meeting urging utmost efforts by the 
Federal Government to secure the release 
from prison of William N. Oatis, Asso- 
ciated Press correspondent, now impris- 
oned in Czechoslovakia for alleged spy- 


Particular attention is attached to 
this action by the Frederick Aerie be- 
cause it is one of many such resolutions 
adopted or projected by the various local 
groups of this great fraternal order 
which includes in its membership more 
than a million patriotic citizens. 

I present the resolution for appropri- 
ate reference, and ask unanimous con- 
sent that it be printed in the RECORD, 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion was referred to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations and ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 

RESOLUTION ON WILLIAM N. Oatis 

Whereas William N. Oatis, Associated 
Press bureau chief in Prague, Czechoslo- 
vakia, a free newspaperman who was per- 
forming his duties according to the stand- 
ards ard criteria of the free press of the 
world, was brutally snatched and impris- 
oned by the Communist government of 
Czechoslovakia without explanation; and 

Whereas Mr. Oatis was arrested and held 
in detention without access to friend, Em- 
bassy representative, or trusted legal counsel; 
and 

Whereas he was brought to trial and ac- 
cused of “insisting on obtaining accurate, 
correct and verified information,” which is 
the definition of the work of a free press; 
and 

Whereas he was forced into admission of 
espionage because of his reporter's instinct 
for presenting the factual rather than the 
fictional; and 

Whereas he was convicted and sentenced 
to 10 years of imprisonment by a trial which 
was universally condemned by all free na- 
tions as an outrageous “kangaroo court,” 
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completely bereft of the principles of justice 
and the dignity of the human being; and 

Whereas by its action, the Communist- 
dominated Czech Government showed its 
scorn for the principle of freedom of infor- 
mation and its hatred for our free world; 
and 

Whereas representatives of the Soviet news 
agency Tass have the free run of the United 
States of America, and are permitted to at- 
tend press conferences at our national seat 
of Government, at which often much “off. 
the-record” information is discussed: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, that Frederick Aerie, No. 1067, 
of the Fraternal Order of Eagles urges the 
Federal Government and its agencies to be 
unceasing in its efforts to secure the freedom 
of Mr. Oatis by honorable means, and we 
also offer our support and the vitality of 
-our membership to the executives of the 
Associated Press in their campaign to se- 
cure the release of Mr. Oatis by the com- 
munication of the true facts of the case 
to the free peoples of the werld; and be 
it further 

Resolved, That Aerie No. 1067 of the Fra- 
ternal Order of Eagles urges the Federal Gov- 
ernment to bar the correspondents from 
the Soviet news agency Tass as well as all 
satellite nations correspondents from offi- 
cial Government press conferences where 
vital information may be revealed until the 
release of Mr. Oatis has been secured, 


PETITION 


Mr. LODGE (for himself and Mr. SAL- 
TONSTALL) presented resolutions adopted 
by the House of Representatives of the 
General Court of Massachusetts, which 
were referred to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service and, under the 
rule, ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

RESOLUTION MEMORIALIZING CONGRESS To TAKE 
THE Necessary STEPS To CONTINUE THE 
MAINTENANCE OF A POST OFFICE IN THE 
NORTH END DISTRICT OF THE CITY OF 
Boston 
Whereas the construction of the Boston 

Central Artery, so called, under the acceler- 
ated highway program of the Commonwealth 
of Massachusetts, necessitates the demolition 
of the building on Hanover Street in the city 
of Boston wherein the post office serving the 
north-end district of said city is maintained; 
and 

Whereas the discontinuance of the main- 
tenance of a post office in said district would 
result in great inconvenience to business and 
industry in said district and to the residents 
therein: Therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the House of Representa- 
tives of the General Court of Massachusetts 
hereby urges the Congress of the United 
States to take such steps as may be necessary 
to provide for the maintenance of a post of- 
fice at some other suitable location in said 
north-end district upon the demolition of 
the building hereinabove referred to; and be 
it further 

Resolved, That copies of these resolutions 
be sent forthwith by the secretary of the 
Commonwealth to the Postmaster General of 
the United States, to the presiding officer 
of each branch of Congress, and to the Mem- 
bers thereof from this Commonwealth. 

House of representatives, September 20, 
1951, adopted. 

LAWRENCE R. Grove, Clerk. 

A true copy. 

Attest: 

` EDWARD J. CRONIN, 
Secretary of the Commonwealth., 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 


By Mr. MAGNUEON, from the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce; 
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H. R. 5013. A bill to authorize the Presi- 
dent to proclaim regulations for preventing 
collisions at sea; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 838); and 

S. J. Res. 104. Joint resolution to assist in 
the rehabilitation of the economy of South 
Korea, and for other purposes; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 839). 

By Mr. MAYBANK, from the Committee 
on Banking and Currency: 

S. 2180, A bill to provide for slaughter quo- 
tas and allocations of livestock; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 840). 


BILLS INTRODUCED 


Bills were introduced, read the first 
time and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. RUSSELL (by request): 

S. 2174. A bill to amend the Universal Mili- 
tary Training and Service Act, as amended, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

By Mr. MAGNUSON: 

S. 2175. A bill to authorize the Secretary 
of the Army to convey to the city of Pasco, 
Wash., certain property within the Pasco 
Engineer Depot, Franklin County, Wash.; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

S. 2176, A bill to make clear that fisher- 
men's organizations, regardless of their tech- 
nical legal status, have a voice in the ex- 
vessel sale of fish or other aquatic products 
on which the livelihood of their members 
depends; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

S. 2177. A bill for the relief of Daniel S. 
Delani-Beltayne; and 

S. 2178. A bill for the relief of Jue Mei 
Li and Jue Wing Wah; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. NIXON: 
S. 2179. A bill for the relief of Yee Chil 
Gee; to the Committee on the Judiciary. ` 
By Mr. MAYBANK (for himself, Mr. 
ROBERTSON, Mr. SPARKMAN, Mr. FREAR, 
Mr. DoucLas, Mr. BENTON, Mr. Moopy, 
Mr. CAPEHART, and Mr. Ives): 

S. 2180. A bill to provide for slaughter quo- 
tas and allocations of livestock; to the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency. 

(See the remarks of Mr. MAYBANK when 
he introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. LODGE: 

S. 2181. A bill for the relief of Nikolaj 
Perehud-Pogorelski; 

S. 2182. A bill for the relief of Samuel 
Polsky; and 

S. 2183. A bill for the relief of Voula 
Taloumis; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

S. 2184. A bill to establish a veterans’ status 
for civil service purposes to certain persons 
who received “Discharge from Draft” certi- 
ficates at the close of World War I; to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. 


SLAUGHTER QUOTAS AND ALLOCATIONS 
OF LIVESTOCK 


Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, on 
behalf of myself, the Senator from Vir- 
ginia [Mr. ROBERTSON], the Senator from 
Alabama [Mr. Sparkman], the Senator 
from Delaware [Mr. Frear], the Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. DoucLAs ], the Senator 
from Connecticut [Mr. Benton], the 
Senator from Michigan [Mr. Moopy], 
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPE- 
HART], and the Senator from New York 
{Mr. Ives], members of the Committee 
on Banking and Currency, I introduce for 
reference to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency, a bill to provide for 
slaughter quotas and allocations of live- 
stock. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be received, and, without objec- 
tion referred, as requested by the Sena- 
tor from South Carolina, 
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The bill (S. 2180) to provide for 
slaughter quotas and allocations of live- 
stock, introduced by Mr. MAYBANK (for 
himself and other Senators), was read 
twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, from 
the Committee on Banking and Curren- 
cy, I report, without amendment, the 
bill, (S. 2180), just introduced by me, and 
I submit a report (No. 840) thereon. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
report will be received, and the bill will 
be placed on the calendar. 


COURTESIES EXTENDED CITIZENS OF 
FOREIGN COUNTRIES 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
submit for appropriate reference, a con- 
current resolution. It is very brief, and 
reads as follows: 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep- 
resentatives concurring), That it is the sense 
of Congress that the Government of the 
United States shall extend such courtesies 
and privileges to, and impose such restric- 
tions upon, representatives and citizens of 
any foreign country as may be equivalent 
to those extended to or imposed upon rep- 
resentatives and citizens of the United States 
by such foreign country. 


Mr. President, the purpose of the con- 
current resolution is to place the United 
States on a quid pro quo basis with the 
Soviet Union and her satellites, and 
where they restrain the movement of our 
ambassadors and consular officers to see 
to it that their representatives operate 
under precisely the same restraint under 
which ours operate. 

The concurrent resolution (S. Con. 
Res. 49) submitted by Mr. Know ann, 
was referred to the Committee on For- 
eign Relations. 


REVENUE ACT OF 1951—AMENDMENTS 


Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado submitted 
amendments intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill (H. R. 4473) to provide 
revenue, and for other purposes, which 
were ordered to lie on the table and to 
be printed. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina 
(for himself, Mr. HENDRICKSON, and Mr. 
Ives) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by them, jointly, to House 
bill 4473, supra, which was ordered to 
lie on the table and to be printed. 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


As in executive session, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate messages from the Pres- 
ident of the United States submitting 
sundry nominations, which were referred 
to the appropriate committees. 

(For nominations this day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 
ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES, ETC., 

PRINTED IN THE APPENDIX 


On request, and by unanimous con- 
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, etc., 
were ordered to be printed in the Ap- 
pendix, as follows: 

By Mr. KNOWLAND: 

Address delivered by him on September 
25, 1951, by transcontinental telephone hook- 
up, to the convention of the Associated 
Traffic Clubs of Amevica, meeting in Seattle, 
Wash., discussing the impact of the foreign 
policy of the United States on the domestic 
economy. 
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By Mr. WILEY: 
Statement prepared by him and essays in 
the American Legion National essay contest 
on the subject Operation Comeback, de- 


signed to show how physically handicapped - 


could overcome their disabilities, 
By Mrs. SMITH of Maine: 
Column by David Lawrence entitled 
“ ‘Everybody's Doing It’ Doctrine,” published 
September 26, 1951, discussing the use of in- 
fluence by chairmen of national political 
committees in the making of loans by the 
Reconstruction Finance Corporation. 
By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina: 
Address delivered by Senator MCMAHON, 
Chairman of the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy, at the Federal Bar Assocation’s din- 
ner in honor of the Judicial Conference of 
the United States, at the Mayflower Hotel, 
Washington, D. C., on September 25, 1951. 


IMPRISONMENT IN CZECHOSLOVAKIA OF 
ASSOCIATED PRESS CORRESPONDENT 
WILLIAM N. OATIS 


Mr. O’'CONOR. Mr. President, today 
we are informed by press and radio ac- 
counts that the Communists of Czecho- 
slovakia are disposed to bargain for the 
liberation of William N. Oatis, the Asso- 
ciated Press correspondent, unjustly im- 
prisoned on trumped-up charges of espi- 
onage. 

The reports quote the Czech Ambas- 
sador as indicating that the Soviet pup- 
pets might be ready to deal for his free- 
dom. Of course, it is observed that the 
Communists expect a high price such as 
liberal trade concessions or possibly more 
tangible terms, 

I express the hope that our Govern- 
ment will not bargain or deal in such 
a righteous cause. Principle cannot be 
compromised. Decency is not the sub- 
ject cf barter. Justice and fair play are 
not salable commodities to be offered on 
the auction block. 

The United States has ever been the 
symbol of upright conduct. Our basic 
law and our unbroken history bear testi- 
mony to the devotion of the American 
people to high ideals. Let us not descend 
to the level of the Communists by offer- 
ing them monetary inducements in order 
to secure justice. 

If we fall into the error of meeting the 
Communists on their own level we will 
appear before the world as ready to sac- 
rifice principle in order to gain a tem- 
porary advantage. 

I trust our State Department will not 
be a party to a deal for Mr. Oatis’ re- 
lease, He must be liberated, of course, 
and our Government should avail of 
every honorable means to secure his lib- 
erty. But that does not mean that we 
should offer trade concessions and finan- 
cial terms which otherwise would not be 
considered regular in our intercourse 
with foreign nations. 

William Oatis is an outstanding ex- 
ample of our great American newspaper- 
men. As much as he desires freedom, 
he would be the last to want that free- 
dom brought about by compromise and 
deals which were completely contrary to 
the dignity our Nation must command 
throughout the world. 

Instead of giving in to the demands of 
the Czech Communists on trade we 
should abandon all trade with them and 
should refuse to treat them as worthy of 
relationship with our Nation. Their 

conduct in the Oatis case shows conclu- 


‘CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


sively that they are not to be trusted to 
handle trade agreements faithfully and 
uprightly. 

And that brings up another considera- 
tion. If we “bargain” and deal“ with 
them today for Mr. Oatis, we can be as- 
sured that they will resort to other 
moves tomorrow to gain even further 
concessions from the United States. 
Every time we pay the Communists 
ransom, in some form or another, we 
encourage them to resort to other das- 
tardly deeds in order to gain their ends. 

The readiness of the Czechoslovakian 
Government to deal“ now in this mat- 
ter is most interesting, in that it proves 
the truth of the contention which I 
made on the Senate floor earlier, name- 
ly, that positive measures, rather than 
words or diplomatic representations, of- 
fer the only hope of effective action with 
regard to Mr. Oatis’ release. 

Instead of yielding now to the Com- 
munists on such measures as have been 
put into effect, our Government should 
redouble such efforts. For instance, ex- 
ports to Czechoslovakia have been 
stopped, and this action has hurt that 
country’s economy. Let us tighten that 
pressure by stopping all imports from 
Czechoslovakia, which under existing 
law, can be done by Executive order. 

Time and again, and most recently in 
Korea, it has been shown that the only 
thing the Communists listen to is force. 
Let us continue to use that method, 
which is apparently proving effective. 


REVENUE ACT OF 1951 


The Senate resumed the considera- 
tion of the bill (H. R. 4473) to provide 
revenue, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from New York [Mr, LEHMAN] 
has the floor. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that there be a 
quorum call, the time consumed in the 
calling of the roll not to be charged to 
either side. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for a quorum call be rescinded and that 
further proceedings under the call be 
suspended. The Senator from Michi- 
gan [Mr. Moopy] has a 10-minute talk 
which I ask unanimous consent he be 
allowed to make, without the time so 
consumed being charged to either side. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
reserving the right to object, and simply 
to keep the record straight; would not 
the Senator from Michigan make his 
remarks as a preliminary matter? 

Mr. MOODY. That is precisely what 
I should like to do. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I have no ob- 
jection. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 

there objection to the request of the 
Senator from Arizona that the order for 
a quorum call be rescinded? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 
Is there objection to the Senator from 
Michigan speaking at this time? With- 
out objection, the Senator from Michi- 
gan is recognized, 
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SOLICITATION OF CONTRIBUTIONS FROM 
CANDIDATES FOR POSTMASTERSHIPS 
IN MICHIGAN 


Mr. MOODY. Mr. President, I had 
the misfortune to be away from the 
Senate last Saturday when my distin- 
guished colleague, the senior Senator 
from Michigan, discoursed at some 
length on the subject of Michigan 
politics. I regret that the pressure of 
Senate duties has prevented me from 
reading the Recorp of last Saturday 
until now. 

Having done so now, I wish to thank 
my colleague [Mr. Fercuson] for the per- 
sonal courtesy he showed me in his dis- 
course, and I wish particularly to thank 
my good friend, the distinguished senior 
Senator from Connecticut, for having in- 
serted in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD the 
complete text of a letter I addressed to 
76 postal employees, or prospective em- 
ployees in Michigan, in order that my 
views as of that moment might be more 
fully presented to the Senate. 

I arise at this time, Mr. President, to 
complete the record, insofar as it now 
possible, begun last Thursday by Repre- 
sentative GEORGE MEADER, of Michigan’s 
second district, and continued last Sat- 
urday by my colleague from Michigan 
in the Senate. 

It is my intention to correct certain 
misconceptions that may have resulted 
from the remarks now in the RECORD 
and from certain statements attributed 
to Mr. Meraner and others outside of the 
House Chamber. 

The senior Senator from Michigan, 
after reiterating the presentation of 
Representative MEADER, expanded his 
discussion of Michigan politics to include 
the subject of political influence on the 
decisions of Government agencies, and 
particularly the attempts of the State 
of Michigan to obtain steel for the res- 
toration of two burned-out floors of its 
State office building. 

The senior Senator from Michigan 
stated: 

The business of the Government should 
not be influenced by political considerations 


nor conducted in a purely political atmos- 
phere. 


He goes on to say: { 

A citizen of the United States should not 
be required to secure the intervention of 
someone directly connected with politics in 
order to obtain his just rights, and we 
should take great pains to avoid giving any 
impression that such intervention is neces- 
sary. > - 


With these statements, of course, I 
agree. 

The senior Senator from Michigan was 
moved to these observations, it appears, 
by an editorial in the Lansing State 
Journal, which he quoted as complain- 
ing that Governor Williams was making 
a political issue of the steel for the par- 
tially destroyed State office building. 

Iam at a loss to understand this com- 
plaint, Mr. President, for even as the 
State Journal editorialized thus on Sun- 
day, September 9, its news columns car- 
ried a dispatch from its able Washing- 
ton correspondent, Milt Dean Hill, which 
stated, in part: 

Steadman (Robert F. Steadman, State con- 
troller and a Williams’ Democratic ap- 
pointee) acted after conferences Friday 
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morning with members of the staff of Sen- 
ator Homer Fercuson, who has been working 
ing with NPA authorities on the matter. 

FERGUSON himself is due back in Washing- 
ton on Monday, and his aides say he will take 
the matter up with Manly Fleischmann, 
NPA Administrator, immediately, 


Further in the news story: 

Steadman talked with aides of Senator 
Butar Moopy, and indicated he would con- 
tinue his efforts next week after Moopy and 
FErGuson return to Washington. 


The final paragraph of the Lansing 
State Journal story is as follows: 

Senator Fercuson’s office, working closely 
with Steadman, arranged the controller's 
appointments with NPA officials. 


On September 18, Mr. President, the 
NPA granted the State a modest allot- 
ment of steel for the start of reconstruc- 
tion of State office facilities. The United 
Press dispatch from Lansing contains 
this paragraph: 

Governor Williams pointed out that both 
Senator Moopy and Senator FERGUSON had 
worked on the steel problem. 


I do not believe the senior Senator 
was accusing himself of using improper 
influence and therefore I am at a loss to 
understand his criticism of the Governor. 

All this arose, as I understand, because 
of a facetious remark made by Governor 
Williams at a press conference in 
Lansing. 

Inow turn my attention, Mr. President, 
to the more serious side of the questions 
that have been raised in this Chamber 
by my Republican colleague. There are 
a few discrepancies in the record and in 
the published statements pertinent to 
the record that I would like to clear up. 

A letter was written by Howard Hunt, 

finance director of the Democratic State 
.central committee, to a number of per- 
sons who had been recommended for po- 
‘sitions in the Post Office Department, in- 
viting them to contribute to the party. 
I believe the language of this letter to be 
entirely improper. Within an hour after 
I had been informed of the existence of 
such a letter by the distinguished Wash- 
ington correspondent of the Detroit Free 
Press, Mr. James Haswell, and by Mr. 
William R. Muller, leading political 
writer of the Detroit News, I dictated a 
letter to the 76 persons whom I had rec- 
omended to the Post Office Department 
which said, in part: 

It has come to my attention that a letter 
has been addressed to a number of acting 
postmasters by the finance director of the 
Democratic State central committee invit- 
ing them to contribute to the Democratic 
Party. 

Although I have never seen the letter, I 
am told that my name was used in it. I 
repudiate this type of solicitation of those 
who are candidates for appointment to any 
office or position. 

This letter was sent without my knowledge 
or consent. Had I known such solici- 
tation was contemplated, I would have 
stopped it. 

My purpose in directing this communica- 
tion to you is to determine: 

(1) Were you invited to make any polit- 
ical contribution whatsoever incident to 
your appointment or recommendation for 
appointment to any position in the Post Of- 
fice Department? 

(2) Were you given to understand, or in 
any way led to believe, that your appoint- 
went or recommendation for appointment 
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would be contingent upon any such con- 
tribution? 

(3) Have you made any political contri- 
butions whatsoever since April 23, 1951? 


That was the date I came to the Sen- 
ate. 

If so, please state the amount, the per- 
son to whom it was given, and the circum- 
stances under which it was given. In the 
interest of good Government it is impera- 
tive that we have all the facts relating to 
this letter, and indeed any other requests 
for contributions that are made incident to 
any appointments or recommendations. 
Neither Governor Williams nor I would 
stand for any fund raising based on the con- 
tingency of appointments and it is impor- 
tant to establish whether or not anything 
of this sort has taken place without our 
knowledge. 

As you know, the Post Office Department 
is the final authority on all postal appoint- 
ments. Nevertheless, I am asked to make 
recommendations on these appointments 
and I feel a heavy responsibility to the peo- 
ple of Michigan in seeing that my recom- 
mendations are based on merit. My sugges- 
tions to the Post Office Department are 
based to a large extent on recommendations 
from within the State. 

Therefore, I must have absolute assurance 
that no recommendations received by me 
are influenced by any contributions which 
may have been made or promised. 


After dictating that letter I dis- 
patched my legal counsel, James H. Lin- 
coln, former assistant United States dis- 
trict attorney and former assistant 
prosecutor of Wayne County, which in- 
cludes Detroit, to start investigating this 
situation and also a number of other re- 
ports of campaign fund raising. 

As has been stated previously in my 
behalf—and I am appreciative of those 
statements—I unequivocably repudiate 
any attempts on the part of any official 
of the Democratic State central com- 
mittee to solicit contributions for the 
party from any postal appointee. 

The senior Senator from Michigan 
states flatly that the sending of the Hunt 
letter, the text of which he read into 
the record, is a violation of the law. 

My colleague from Michigan is an at- 
torney well versed in law. He was a 
circuit judge in the county of Wayne, 
and he was a one-man grand jury. I 
am not a lawyer, so of course, I cannot 
presume to contest his statement. 

But if, as he says, this letter consti- 
tutes a violation of the law, then I am 
confident that the proper prosecuting 
authorities will take whatever action is 
indicated, when we call it to their at- 
tention, as we will do, and the courts 
will uphold the contention. 

I know that my colleague, as a for- 
mer member of the bench, will join with 
me in expressing complete confidence in 
the integrity of the courts in Detroit and 
Wayne County. 

In behalf of my good friend, the great 
young Governor of my State, Mennen 
Williams, let me put this into the REC- 
orp: When his attention first was drawn 
to the fact that the finance director of 
the State central committee was ad- 
dressing such letters to postal appointees, 
he immediately ordered the practice 
stopped. Furthermore, every penny 
which had been contributed during the 
period was immediately returned to the 
contributors. As of that date, in Au- 
gust, 20 or 21 letters had been mailed 
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out, and the huge sum of $95 had been 
contributed. 

This information he gave to the press 
in Lansing last week. He was quoted 
in Lansing dispatches as follows: 

I am satisfied that those who prepared 
this letter did so with no improper motive. 
The Democratic Party has not accepted one 
penny of contributions as a result of the 
re a The mistake has been fully rec- 


It is my belief also that there was no 
improper motive in drafting this letter, 
but I certainly believe that it was 
couched in highly improper language. 
Thé inference which could be drawn 
from the letter was not a fortunate in- 
ference. 

One further reference to the Gover- 
nor’s position in this matter, which has 
been subject to distortion, by error and 
not intent, I am sure. 

Last Saturday the senior Senator from 
Michigan read into the record portions 
of a news story filed from Washington 
by James Haswell, of the Detroit Free 
Press. One of the two paragraphs he 
elected to read states: 

The Governor’s appointment of Senator 
Moopy broke a political stalemate which had 
existed for several months, and gave him 
control of patronage reaching into every 
community of the State. 


The senior Senator from Michigan 
then went on to say: 

We now find that the governor of a State 
indicates in the newspapers that they (post- 
masters) are back in politics. 


I suggest that the Senator read this 
passage again. If he does, he will note 
that it was Mr. Haswell, the reporter, 
who said that, and not Governor Wil- 
liams, who nowhere was quoted, directly 
or indirectly, in the story. 

As I said at the outset, Iam concerned 
primarily today with clearing up the 
record, 

Now, Mr. President, I should like to 
address myself briefly to the allegations 
and insinuations of the Representative 
from the Second District of Michigan, 
Mr. MEADER. 

According to the newspaper clippings 
reaching me from Michigan, Mr. MEADER 
and others have charged that the Demo- 
cratic Party in Michigan is selling jobs in 
the Post Office Department. That, Mr. 
President, is what I meant by a political 
smear. Mr. MEADER is a lawyer. I am 
surprised that he is reaching conclusions 
before the evidence is in. He has 
reached his conclusion on the basis of 
the fund-solicitation letter plus one let- 
ter from a constituent who complains 
that, as a veteran, he was passed over 
unlawfully for a postmaster’s appoint- 
ment. I immediately asked Mr. MEADER 
for the identity of this man. 

Mr. MEADER refused to let me know the 
identity of the man. 

Mr. MEADER must be acquainted with 
the civil-service and post-office laws and 
regulations governing these matters. He 
must know that without cause a veteran 
cannot possibly be passed over by a non- 
veteran, The rest of his anonymous cor- 
respondent’s complaint deals with hear- 
say. 

Now I am not dismissing this lightly. 
I think this is a serious charge, and I 
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think it should be thoroughly investi- 
gated. Mr. MEADER asks that I call off my 
own personal inquiry into the charge on 
the ground that I am investigating my- 
self. Of course I am not. I am inquir- 
ing into the alleged acts of others pur- 
portedly taken in my name without my 
authority. 

If an anonymous caller telephones a 
bank president to say that the third 
cashier from the right has his fingers 
in the till, I rather imagine that the 
bank president would run an adding- 
machine tape on the teller before calling 
in the law. I am now running such a 
tape. 

The chairman of the Republican State 
Central Committee in Michigan last 
week sent telegrams to all Michigan Re- 
publicans in Congress urging that they 
demand a congressional investigation of 
the matters referred to here. And the 
response at this end was prompt. The 
investigation has been demanded. 

My colleague, in his address to the 
Senate last Saturday, said he was sure 
that the junior Senator from Michigan 
would join him in asking for such an 
inquiry- I would be delighted if the in- 
vestigating committee of the Senate, 
after considering any evidence before it, 
should decide to make a check of the 
situation. I shall, of course, lay before 
the committee headed by the Senator 
from North Carolina [Mr. Hoey] any 
facts that I am able to gather, and I 
am sure that the senior Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. Fercuson] will agree that 
if the committee decides to make any 
investigation of the fund raising in Mich- 
igan it should go into all practices of 
fund raising in our State by both par- 
ties. 

Clean government and respect for the 
holders of public office is the issue. In 
this connection, let me say that I am 
sorry that Representative MEADER has 
chosen to place all Michigan postmasters 
under suspicion by his publication of an 
anonymous letter. 

I talked with the chairman of the 
Senate Subcommittee on Expenditures, 
informed him of my inquiry, and sug- 
gested that if his committee finds suffi- 
cient evidence to justify a formal in- 
quiry, it should go into the whole story 
of campaign fund solicitation, as en- 
gaged in by both major parties in Michi- 
gan over a period of the last 5 years. 

Mr. President, I have just been hand- 
ed by my administrative assistant an 
up-to-date check of the investigation so 
far, which shows that a total of eight 
contributions were made by postal em- 
Ployees. They were not necessarily 
made in response to Mr. Hunt's letter, 
as some of these employees are long-time 
members of the Democratic Party and 
regular contributors. ` 

The total sum received from these 
people to date was $130.50. The largest 
of these contributions was $60, while the 
smallest was $3. All have been returned. 
Incidentally, that is an average of $16 
contributed. It is somewhat typical, I 
pas afraid, of Democratic Party financ- 

I notice that the distinguished and 
able senior Senator from Ohio IMr. 
Tarr] hes come into the Chamber. I 
should like to point out that the $130 
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which was raised from eight contributors 
is far less, Iam sure, than two gentlemen 
will be raising when they attend the 
$100-plate dinner in honor of the distin- 
guished senior Senator from Ohio at De- 
troit next week. 

I believe it is typical that the contri- 
bution to the Democratic Party averages 
$16 each. 

I assure the Senate that when Mr. 
Lincoln, my counsel, has completed his 
investigation, I will make the results of 
it available to the distinguished Sena- 
tor from North Carolina [Mr. Hoey], the 
chairman of the investigating subcom- 
mittee. I assure the Senate also that 
if there has been any violation of law— 
and Iam confident Mr. Lincoln, a former 
United States district attorney, will un- 
cover it, if there has been such a viola- 
tion—we will call upon the district at- 
torney in Detroit to prosecute the 
violations. 


REVENUE ACT OF 1951 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 4473) to provide rev- 
enue, and for other purposes. ` 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, it 
is a little disccuraging that we should 
have so few Senators on the floor. I 
again ask unanimous consent that we 
may have a quorum call, without charg- 
ing the time to either side. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? The Chair hears none. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the further 
proceedings incident to the call of the 
roll be dispensed with, and that the 
order for the call of the roll be rescinded. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
New York [Mr. LEHMAN] for himself and 
other Senators. 

The amendments considered en bloc, 
offered by Mr. Lenman for himself and 
other Senators are as follows: 

CHANGE OF EFFECTIVE DATE FOR CORPORATE TAX 
INCREASES TO JANUARY 1, 1951 

On page 36, beginning with line 12, strike 
out all through line 24, ard insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

“(1) Taxable years beginning after Decem- 
ber 31, 1950, and before January 1, 1954: 
In the case of taxable years beginning after 
December 31, 1950, and before January 1, 
1954, a tax of 37 percent of the normal-tax 
net income. 

“(2) Taxable years beginning after De- 
cember 31, 1953: In the case of taxable years 
beginning after December 31, 1953, a tax of 
25 percent of the normal-tax net income.” 

On page 37, beginning with line 22 strike 

out all through line 24; and on page 38, 
beginning with line 1, strike out all through 
line 13 and insert in lieu thereof the follow- 
ing: 
“(1) Taxable years beginning after De- 
cember 31, 1950, and before January 1, 1954: 
In the case of taxable years beginning after 
December 31, 1950, and before January 1, 
1954, a surtax of 25 percent of the amount 
of the corporation surtax net income in ex- 
cess of $25,000. 

“(2) Taxable years beginning after De- 
cember 31, 1953: In the case of taxable years 
beginning after December 31, 1953, a surtax 
of 22 percent of the amount of the corpora- 
tion surtax net income in excess of $25,000.” 
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On page 38, in line 22, strike out the word 
“April” and insert in lieu thereof “January.” 

On page 39, beginning with line 3, strike 
out all through line 15; in line 16 delete 
“(C)” and insert in lieu thereof “(B)”; and 
in line 17 delete “March 31, 1951” and insert 
in lieu thereof December 31, 1950.” 

On page 43, beginning with line 11, strike 
out all through line 24, and revise line 25 to 
read as follows: 

“(A) Taxable years beginning after De- 
cember.” 

On page 44, in line 1, delete “1951” and in- 
sert in lieu thereof “1950,” and in lines 2 and 
3 delete “March 31, 1951” and insert in lieu 
thereof “December 31, 1950.“ 

On page 44, in line 13 delete “(C)” and 
insert in lieu thereof “(B).” 

On page 45, beginning with line 4, strike 
out all through line 20, and amend lines 21 
and 22 to read as follows: 

“(A) Taxable years be; after De- 
cember 31, 1950, and before January 1, 1954.” 

On page 46, in line 9, delete “(C)” and 
insert in lieu thereof (B).“ 

On page 47, with line 3, strike 
out all through line 9 and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

“(3) Im the case of taxable years begin- 
ning after December 31, 1950, and before 
January 1, 1954, there.” 

On page 47, beginning with line 17, strike 
out all through line 23 and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

“(4) In the case of taxable years begin- 
ning after December 31, 1950, and.” 

On page 48, beginning with line 13, strike 
out all through line 19 and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: “period at the end 
thereof the following: ‘; except that in the 
case of taxable years beginning after Decem- 
ber 31, 1950, and’.” 

On page 50, beginning with line 22, strike 
out all through line 25. 

On page 51, beginning with line 1, strike 
out all through line 8 and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

“(A) Taxable years beginning after De- 
cember 31, 1950, and before January 1, 1954. 
In the case of taxable years beginning after 
December 31, 1950, and before January 1, 
1954, 62 per.” 

On page 51, in line 14, delete “(C)” and 
insert in lieu thereof (B).“ 

On page 52, beginning with line 1. strike 
out all through line 9 and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

“In the case of a public utility, (A) for a 
taxable year beginning after December 31, 
1960, and before January 1, 1954, an amount 
equal to.” 

On page 52, in line 14, delete “(C)” and 
insert in lieu thereof (B).“ 

On page 53, with line 1, strike 
out all through line 16 and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

“(1) Taxable years beginning after De- 
cember 31, 1950, and before January 1, 1954: 
In the case of a taxable year beginning after 
December 31, 1950, and before January 1, 
1954, an amount equal to 27 percent of its 
normal-tax net income computed without 
regard to the credit provided in this sub- 
section. : 

“(2) Taxable years beginning after De- 
cember 31, 1953: In the case of a taxable 
year beginning after December 31, 1953, an 
amount equal to 30 percent of its normal- 
tax net income computed without regard 
to the credit provided in this subsection.” 

On page 59, in lines 20 and 24, delete 
“March 31. 1951“ and insert in lieu thereof 
“December 31, 1950.” 

On page 61, beginning with line 5, strike 
out all through line 19 and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

“The amendment made by this part shall 
be applicable only with respect to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 1950. 
For treatment of taxable ycars beginning in 
1950, and ending in 1951, see section 181.“ 
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On page 65, in line 19, strike out April 
1, 1951” and insert in Heu thereof “Janu- 
ary 1, 1951"; and in line 21 strike out “March 
31, 1951“ and insert in lieu thereof Decem- 
ber 31, 1950.” 

On page 66, in line 4, strike out “March 
$1, 1951“ and insert in lieu thereof De- 
cember 31, 1950“; and in line 17, strike out 
“April 1, 1951” and insert in lieu thereof 
“January 1, 1951.” 

On page 66, beginning with line 20, strike 
out all through line 25 and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

“(g) Taxable years of corporations be- 
ginning after June 30, 1950, and before Janu- 
ary 1, 1951, and ending in 1951: In the case 
of a taxable year of a corporation beginning 
after June 30, 1950, and before January 1, 
1951 and ending after December 31, 1950, 
the.” 

On page 67 in line 6, strike out “April 1, 
1951” and insert in lieu thereof “January 
1, 1951", and in lines 12 and 13 strike out 
“March 31, 1951” and insert in lieu thereof 
“December 31, 1950.” 

On page 70, in lines 23 and 25, strike out 
the word “April” and insert in lieu thereof 
“January.” 

On page 71, beginning with line 7, strike 
out all through line 13 and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

“(2) Taxable years ending after December 
$1, 1950.—In the case of a taxable year be- 
ginning before January 1, 1951, and ending 
after December 31, 1950, the tax imposed by 
subsection (a).” 

On page 71 in lines 20 and 24, delete the 
word “April” and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “January.” 

On page 72, in line 1, delete “March 31, 
1951” and insert in lieu thereof “December 
31, 1950.” 


Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, my 
amendment is a simple one, offered to a 
very complicated tax bill. The amend- 
ment is so simple and so clear that I do 
not believe I shall have to use all the 
time which has been allotted to me. 

Under this amendment, the new tax 
rates for corporations would be effective 
January 1 of the current year, instead of 
April 1, as is provided by the Senate 
committee. 

There is no justification, in fact or in 
theory, for making the new corporation 
taxes effective April 1. 

The bill, as approved by the House, 
made new corporation tax rates effective 
January 1. The amendment I have 
offered, cosponsored by 12 other Mem- 
bers of the Senate, strikes out the change 
made by the Senate committee, and re- 
stores this provision of the bill to the 
form approved by the House. 

In practical effect, Mr. President, my 
amendment would increase Federal reve- 
nues by about $500,000,000. The amend- 
ment offered by the Senate committee 
would decrease Federal revenues by 
$500,000,000, or one-tenth the size of the 
whole bill. The Senate committee ver- 
sion would forgive $500,000,000 in cor- 
porate tax liability, even at the rates 
proposed by the Senate committee, and 
even more than that amount at the rates 
approved by the House. 

Mr. President, there is no justification 
for this forgiveness. There is no reason 
for this cut in Federal revenues, for this 
special favor to corporations. 

I do not know why the Senate com- 
mittee set the date of applicability of the 
new rates for corporations at April 1. 
The committee report gives no firm rea- 
son. Why April 1? Why not March 1 
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or February 1 or June 1? There is no 
sense to an April 1 date, and there is a 
loss to the Government of half a billion 
dollars. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New York yield? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Will the distin- 
guished junior Senator from New York 
be good enough to tell us what the for- 
giveness consists of? It is not forgive- 
ness from existing law, is it? 

Mr. LEHMAN. It is foregiveness of 
an amount to which the Government is 
entitled, and which the Government 
would receive if the date were fixed as of 
January 1, instead of April 1. The Janu- 
ary 1 date is in accordance with the al- 
most invariable custom of the Congress 
of the United States. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Then as the matter 
stands now, since it is not a forgiveness 
from existing law, it is a forgiveness, for 
the moment, at least, from a standard in 
the Senator’s mind. Is that correct? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I think I shall develop 
that in the course of my remarks. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Very well. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, the 
committee report argues with itself on 
the question of whether to make the new 
corporate rates effective April 1, July 1, 
or October 1. The arguments are reve- 
nue arguments. If the effective date 
for the new rates was set at July 1, the 
committee says, Government revenue 
from the new corporation taxes would 
be decreased $360,000,000. If the effec- 
tive date were made October 1, Federal 
revenues would be decreased $680,000,- 
000. 

The total take for the Government, 
the total revenue from the new corpo- 
ration taxes in the fiscal year 1952, will 
be $975,000,000, if the effective date 
is April 1, as proposed by the Senate 
committee; $615,000,000 if the effective 
date is July 1; or $295,000,000 if the 
effective date is October 1. 

The committee report does not men- 
tion the revenue effect of changing the 
effective date from the House version 
of January 1; but the loss is estimated 
by the Treasury at $500,000,000, more 
thar. half of this amount in the current 
fiscal year. 

The report says that the Finance Com- 
mittee is opposed to what it calls retro- 
active rate increases. Indeed, this is the 
only rationalization for moving the date 
forward from January 1; but April 1 is 
only 3 months less retroactive than 
January 1. If this so-called principle 
were adhered to, the committee should 
logically recommend that the new corpo- 
rate rate should be effective November 
1. But the committee does not make any 
such recommendation, The committee 
knows what the effect of such a recom- 
mendation would be. Its effect would be 
to make the new corporation taxes large- 
ly hypothetical as far as the present fis- 
cal year is concerned. While individual 
income-tax payers would be required to 
contribute an additional $1,400,000,000 
in revenue to the Federal Government 
during the current fiscal year, corpora- 
tions would pay practically nothing. 

Why is this true with regard to corpo- 
ration taxes? It is true because the bulk 
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of the corporations maintain their books 
on a calendar year basis. They pay their 
taxes in four installments in the year 
following the year of liability. If these 
new rates were made applicable to corpo- 
rations beginning November 1, most 
corporations would pay in the present 
fiscal year less than one-twelfth of their 
increased liability under the proposed 
tax bill. They would owe for the calen- 
dar year 1951 only two-twelfths of the 
proposed increase, covering 2 months; 
and in the present fiscal year, they would 
be required to pay little more than one- 
half of that. Even by the end of fiscal 
1953, the corporations would not have 
paid a full year’s tax at the new rate. 
Thus, it is unrealistic to speak of retro- 
activity with regard to corporations. 

The Senate committee is well aware of 
that fact. No committee would have 
dared report a tax bill making corpora- 
tion taxes effective as of the current date. 
Such a bill would, in effect, defer in- 
creased corporation tax rates for more 
than a year. It would bring no increased 
revenue to the Government. The corpo- 
rations would be excused from carrying 
their share of the national burden, from 
making their share of the national sacri- 
fice in the current fiscal year. Such a 
tax bill would be scandalous and insup- 
portable. 

So the Senate committee proposed 
making corporation tax rates effective 
as of April 1, although the House had 
voted to make those rates effective Janu- 
ary 1. The Senate committee thus 
recognizes the principle of retroactivity 
of rates, so far as corporations are con- 
cerned. It is just a question of how 
much. What is the reason for an April 1 
date? The only reason I can see is to 
forgive a half billion dollars in corpora- 
tion taxes. It is a grant of that much to 
corporations. 

Mr. President, I should like to be help- 
ful to our great corporations and to all 
others. I admire the achievements and 
contributions of the corporations to the 
national economy; but my admiration 
does not carry to the point of forgiving 
them half a billion dollars of tax liability 
while the working men and women are 
asked to contribute their share, not next 
year, not the year after, but this year. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr, LEHMAN. I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The Senator is not in 
favor of making the income tax on the 
workingman retroactive, is he? 

Mr. LEHMAN. Certainly I am not. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Of course not. 

Mr. LEHMAN. But the bill does not 
forgive them anything. They have to 
bear their share. In the case of the pro- 
posal of the Senate Finance Committee, 
the principle of retroactivity is recog- 
nized; but they set the date April 1, in- 
stead of January 1, which has been the 
invariable custom, as I shall point out, 
and they thus save the corporations an 
amount as large as $500,000,000, accord- 
ing to the estimates of the Treasury 
Department. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I would advise the 
distinguished Senator that the April 1 
date applies only to corporations, and the 
individual income taxpayer has no re- 
troactivity applied to him at all. 
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Mr. LEHMAN. I realize that—and he 
never has had. 

Mr. MILLIKIN, That is a highly de- 
sirable provision, as I see it. 

Mr. LEHMAN. He never has had; but 
the corporation tax has always been ret- 
roactive, and, in almost every instance, 
to January 1; and I shall develop that as 
I go along. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Very well. 

Mr. LEHMAN. The Wall Street Jour- 
nal reported on September 11 that the 
change of effective date recommended by 
the Senate committee would reduce the 
tax liability of United States Steel by 
$23,000,009. Isee no reason for Congress 
to make this grant of $23,000,000 to 
United States Steel and comparable 
grants to our other giant corporations 
in a year when we are all being called 
upon to tighten our belts, to work a little 
harder, to contribute a little more, to 
spend a little less—in a year when we 
face a budget deficit of $10,000,000,000, 
in a year when our national income is at 
record levels. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield for a question. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I do not desire to dis- 
turb the Senator from New York unduly, 
but I know he does not mind a question 
or two occasionally. Would the Senator 
mind putting in the Recorp a statement 
of the number of workers employed by 
the United States Steel Corp. and the 
other rich corporations to which he 
refers? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I do not have the fig- 
ures available, but, of course, I would be 
very glad to get them. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. It is through their 
employment by the corporations that 
they get their living. 

Mr, LEHMAN. Irealize that, of course. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. They get their living 
out of the well-being of the corporation 
which provides the payroll. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I realize that, of 
course; but that makes no difference. 
They render service for their employer, 
and the steel corporation, of course, 
profits by the increasing employment 
given to workers, and by the increasing 
production. 

Mr, MILLIKIN. And the profits 
which are retained are used to expand 
the plant, buy modern machines for the 
workers, and expand the payroll; and 
those profits which are not so used go to 
the dividend man, and he has got to 
have those little dividends—and most of 
them are litle dividends—to pay the 
grocer, to keep a roof over his head, to 
buy some shoes for the children, and so 
forth and so on. So these great prof- 
itable corporations serve a very useful 
economic function; and if we did not 
have them, it would be necessary to in- 
vent them. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Of course, it would be; 
but I am surprised at the statement of 
my distinguished friend from Colorado, 
I may say again, as I said last week. that 
I have great admiration for the Senator 
and for his ability. But as I interpret 
his remarks the Senator from Colorado 
Says that because these great corpora- 
tions give employment to so many men 
and of course we know they do—they 
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should be excused from bearing their 
share of the tax burden. If the Sen- 
ator’s thesis is correct, why permit the 
taxation of corporations at all? I may 
say that these corporations are making 
more money today than they ever made 
before; there can be no doubt about 
that; and their production is greater. 
Furthermore, in many cases the amount 
they put back into the business is greater 
than it ever has been before, in spite of 
the fact that dividends are greater. 

Mr, MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New York yield? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I would not for one 
moment suggest that they should not 
pay taxes. I, on the minority side, have 
been a leader in the efforts to tax them. 
I was a minority leader in imposing the 
excess-profits tax on them. So Ido not 
want any misinterpretation of my own 
position. But merely because a corpora- 
tion is large, or because it is making big 
profits, does not argue either for or 
against an additional tax. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I am not saying it 
does. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I think we must be 
careful lest we give the impression that 
because a corporation is large, and 
because it makes big profits, we should 
hike its taxes. That argument cannot 
be sustained as a generality, any more 
than can the arguments that their taxes 
should be decreased. It means nothing. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Will the Senator from 
Colorado understand that I am not dis- 
cussing any hike in taxes at all? I am 
discussing the date of the collection of 
the taxes. I am not discussing a hike 
in taxes. But I am delighted to hear 
the Senator from Colorado express his 
adherence to the principle of taxing cor- 
porations, because I very much hope, and 
now I expect, that he will support my 
amendment. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield, I think since I have 
been in the Senate I have probably voted, 
and in some instances have led, in put- 
ting tax after tax upon corporations. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Iam aware of that. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. It do not believe that 
because a corporation is a corporation 
it is entitled to any tax exemption, or 
merely because it is a corporation, or 
is a large corporation, that it is en- 
titled either to a tax increase or to a tax 
decrease. The argument must rest on 
another basis. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I am very much en- 
couraged in the hope that the Senator 
will go along with my amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LEHMAN, I yield to the Senator 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Is it not true that 
the argument should rest upon the abil- 
ity to pay, that it should rest upon the 
principle of simple fact as to whether an 
organization or an individual has the 
earned income or the profit which makes 
it possible for the appropriate payment 
of appropriate taxes? I think the facts 
bear us out and bear out what the Sena- 
tor from New York is so well stating, 
that in the first quarter of 1951—these 
figures were used extensively yester- 
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day—corporate profits before taxes were 
running at the rate of $51,800,000,000; 
corporate profits after taxes were run- 
ning at the annual rate of $23,300,000,- 
000; dividend payments were running at 
the rate of $8,800,000,000; and undistrib- 
uted profits were running at the annual 
rate of $14,500,000,000 in the first quar- 
ter of 1951. Thatis the quarter to which 
the Senator from New York is directing 
his attention. 

I agree with the Senator from Colo- 
rado that merely because someone is 
making money affords no reason for sud- 
denly rushing in with a discriminatory 
tax and trying to take it away from him; 
but I likewise point out that the record 
is complete that the corporations ex- 
pected their tax liability to start Janu- 
ary 1. They were notified to prepare 
on the basis of that, and the financial 
journals of Chicago, Philadelphia, San 
Francisco, and New York, journals which 
we shall place in this Rxconn, show that 
they were prepared and preparing to 
meet their tax liability as of January 1, 
not as of April 1. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield for a question. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. It is news to me that 
the corporations handle their business 
exclusively on the advice of the trade 
journals. I have no doubt that when 
that advice is believed to be sound it is 
followed. But I suspect that the man- 
agements of corporations preserve their 
own discretion in the matter, and, Mr. 
President, sometimes they do not have 
discretion to set up reserves to cover 
retroactive taxation. One may read 
something in a newspaper to the effect 
that corporation A is going to set up 
reserves for this and that, while other 
corporations may not have the funds 
with which to set up reserves. Most of 
the corporations are not big, sound, pot- 
bellied institutions. Most of them are 
of much smaller size, running down to 
very small corporations which are under 
great distress to meet regular taxes al- 
ready imposed, let alone meeting retro- 
active taxes. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New York yield? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield to the Senator 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from 
Colorado is now talking about the wages 
and profits of corporate industry. We 
get back to the same argument. But I 
submit that the estimated gross profits 
and net profits are running at an all- 
time high. Let me correct the Senator 
in one other respect. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I have 
yielded to the Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from 
Minnesota referred to what the finan- 
cial journals had reported. This is not 
a figment of their imagination. Just as 
the reporters in the Press Gallery of the 
Senate report what they hear, so the 
financial journals report what they have 
heard from the corporate directors and 
the corporate managers about setting 
aside reserves for a tax liability, which 
tax liability has been announced earlier 
by the Congress in 1950. 


Mr. President, will 
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Mr. MILLIKIN. The distinguished 
Senator is not recognizing the point of 
distinction which I am making. Again 
we fall into the habit of talking in gen- 
eralities. Some corporations set up re- 
serves, some voluntarily did not, per- 
haps unwisely, and some did not because 
they could not. We have to keep all 
those things in mind. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I shall develop that 
point a little later in my remarks; but I 
may say that certainly ample warning 
had been given, ample warning covering 
a period of 8 or 9 months, and those who 
were not in position to set up reserves 
will not be disturbed or suffer any hard- 
ships. If they do not have earnings they 
will not pay any corporate tax. 

Mr. MOODY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New York yield? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield to the Senator 
from Michigan. 

Mr. MOODY. I should like to ask the 
distinguished Senator from Colorado, 
since he has discussed the principle of 
retroactivity in taxation, why the com- 
mittee set the effective date of the levy 
as April 1. What is the difference in 
principle between making it retroactive 
to April 1 and making it retroactive to 
January 1, which would include the first 
quarter, the most profitable quarter in 
corporate history? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I am glad the Sena- 
tor has asked that question. It is time 
that he appreciates some of the practical 
implications of the committee bill. 
There is a question of adjustment, which 
is important when it does not sacrifice 
essential principles. One viewpoint was 
that we should go back to January 1. 
There was one viewpoint, which was 
strongly urged, that we should make the 
date July 1. We compromised on April 
1. That is all there is to it. So far as I 
am concerned, I should be willing to see 
the date fixed at July 1, but if I cannot 
have July 1, I will take April 1 in pref- 
erence to January 1. It is just that 
simple. 

Mr. MOODY. Would not July 1 also 
be retroactive? If the Senator advo- 
cated July 1, was he not advocating 
retroactivity? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. By July 1 there were 
no if’s, but’s, or maybe’s with reference 
to the fact that there was going to be a 
tax, 

Mr. MOODY. Is the Senetor, imply- 
ing that early this year there was not 
adequate notice and general expectation 
that there would be an increase in taxes? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I do not imply it; I 
charge it, I allege it. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New York yield? 

Mr, LEHMAN. I yield for a question. 

Mr. TAFT. I point out that there is 
a logical basis for the date of April 1. 
It is true that there were rumors that 
taxes would be raised, but they were 
only rumors. The President made some 
recommendations. After all, the Presi- 
dent has nothing to do with the initia- 
tion of tax bills. That lies with the 
House of Representatives. It was April 
before there was any crystallization of 
sentiment in the House. I voted for the 
April 1 date because it seemed to me 
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assumption that the House would rec- 
ommend a five-point increase. But I do 
not think it can be said that there was 
any reasonable anticipation or reason- 
able basis on which to fix any tentative 
reserve until the House committee had 
taken some action. That is why I think 
there is a logical basis for the date of 
April 1. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I wish to continue my 
remarks for the sake of saving time, be- 
cause I am taking up and discussing 
various issues which have been raised, 
but I may say to the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Ohio, since he referred to the 
warning as a rumor, that I think a pres- 
idential message addressed to the Con- 
gress early in January and a bill intro- 
duced in the House of Representatives 
early in January cannot be described as 
rumors. They certainly served notice 
that the disposition of the question was 
a very important. issue. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New York yield further? 

Mr. LEHMAN. For a question. 

Mr. TAFT. Is the Senator aware of 
the fact that the Constitution vests the 
whole revenue-raising power in the 
House of Representatives and not in the 
President, and that no one can assume 
arbitrarily that there is going to be an 
increase in taxes unless there is a crys- 
tallization of sentiment in the House of 
Representatives? 

Mr. LEHMAN. Of course the Senator 
from New York realizes that a measure 
affecting revenue must be initiated in 
the House of Representatives, but cer- 
tainly there had been ample notice that 
a tax bill would come before the Con- 
gress, and that there was a great likeli- 
hood of the date being fixed at January 
1. It is my opinion that that was under- 
stood by most of the manufacturers, I 
Shall develop all these questions a little 
later in my remarks, 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New York yield? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I desire to make 
one comment with reference to rumors. 
As one person said, it was an ugly rumor 
based on fact. That kind of a rumor 
does have some compelling control. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New York yield further? 
. Mr. LEHMAN. I have yielded to the 
Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Earlier in the de- 
bate we discussed the whole question of 
the powers of revenue raising and the 
powers of appropriation. I have in my 
hand a copy of the Senate Manual, and 
Iam referring to a section of the Consti- 
tution dealing with the powers of the 
Congress. Under those powers of the 
Congress the Constitution provides that 
Congress shall have power to lay and 
collect taxes, to provide for the common 
defense and the general welfare of the 
United States. It goes on to point out 
that it has power to borrow money on 
the credit of the United States, and it 
also points out that the Congress of the 
United States has the power of appropri- 
ation. That is exactly what the Senator 
from Minnesota and the Senator from 
New York have been saying, that the 


same Congress which has made appro- 2 
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priations has the complete and unlim- 
ited power of raising revenue. Both 
powers are without any limitation of ju- 
risdiction whatsoever. It is the Congress 
that has made the appropriations, and it 
is the Congress that must enact the rev- 
enue- raising measures. 

The Senator from New York is correct 
when he says that Congress itself had al- 
ready initiated action upon the revenue- 
raising program, and had thereby given 
warning. If the Senator from Ohio 
wants to call it a rumor, I repeat my 
statement, that it was one of those ugly 
rumors based upon facts. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New York yield? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I gladly yield to the 
distinguished chairman of the commit- 
tee, but after that I would ask that I 
be permitted to complete my remarks, 
which are of some length. Senators will 
understand I am limited to 1 hour. If 
I have any time on the completion of my 
remarks I shall be glad to yield for any 
questions. If not, the opponents of my 
amendment will have 1 hour, and they 
may talk in their own time. 

Mr. GEORGE. I do not wish to in- 
terrupt the Senator. I merely invite 
attention to the fact that while the 
budget message came to Congress in Jan- 
uary it made no reference to tax rates 
at all, and it was February before the 
Secretary of the Treasury submitted a 
recommendation. It was April 1 before 
the House Ways and Means Committee 
went into executive session to frame a 
bill. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I thank the Senator 
very much for his statement. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, does the 
Senator prefer not to yield further at 
this time? . 

Mr. LEHMAN. I prefer not to yield 
further, but if I have any time later I 
shall be glad to yield. I do not know 
whether the distinguished Senator from 
Ohio will oppose this amendment, but 
those who are opposed—— : 

Mr. TAFT. I am opposed to the Sen- 
ator’s amendment, and I am for the pro- 
vision of the committee bill. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Then the Senator 
may express his thoughts and opinions 
during the hour allotted to the oppo- 
nents of the amendment. 

Corporation profits, as has been stated 
repeatedly in the Senate during this de- 
bate, are running at the rate of $50,- 
000,000,000 before taxes, and $23,000,- 
000,000 after taxes. This is an all-time 
high. There may be individual in- 
stances of decreased earnings and prof- 
its. There are a few soft spots in the 
economic picture—in textiles and simi- 
lar goods. But the corporations which 
are making little or no profit would be 
required to pay little or no inerease in 
taxes. What we are trying to get at, 
what we are trying to get for the Gov- 
ernment and for the country, is to tap 
the big profits, the rich and record earn- 
ings of corporations which can, should, 
and must help pay for the national de- 
fense effort—for the effort on which our 
national survival depends. 

This is no time for mollycoddling 
either ourselves, as individuals, our peo- 
ple, or our corporations, 
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These are times for sacrifice, and espe- 
cially for equality of sacrifice. 

The corporations should lead the way 
in bearing a fair share of the national 
burden, not only in producing goods for 
the national defense, but in producing 
revenues for the national defense. 

The Bureau of Labor Statistics re- 
ported as of July of this year that a city 
worker’s family budget required, as a 
minimum, an income of $3,800 for a fam- 
ily of four, to meet minimum needs of 
food, clothing, shelter, medical care, and 
recreation. Under present law an in- 
come of $4,000 for a head of household, a 
married man with two dependents, a 
family of four, bears a tax liability of 
$320. This tax is proposed to be in- 
creased by the Senate cominittee by 11 
percent. This tax would be collectible 
immediately, in the first pay check. 
Even under present law the individual in 
question is paying more taxes than his 
budget can stand, under the minimum 
requirements described by the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics. But we are going to 
increase those taxes immediately by 11 
percent. We are going to reduce the 
standard of living of that family even 
further below the minimum than is now 
the case. 

Meanwhile we are also proposing to 
lay on more excise taxes. We propose to 
raise $1,300,000,000 of additional revenues 
in excise taxes. These taxes will fall 
largely on the great mass of the people, 
on those of low and moderate income, 
They pay the bulk of these indirect taxes. 
They pay the taxes on toilet goods, on 
automobiles, on tobacco, cigarettes, dis- 
tilled spirits, beer, and on most of the 
other 61 items and service commodities 
on which taxes are now levied. 

Under the terms of the pending bill, 
another score of commodities and prod- 
ucts are to be added to the list of those 
on which excise taxes are to be levied. 
These include sugh necessities as gaso- 
line, cigarettes, washing machines, and 
vacuum cleaners. On some of these 
items, the excise tax is unjust and un- 
wise, 
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I dislike most excise taxes. They are 
a regressive tax. They place the great- 
est burden on those least able to pay. 
But we are going to raise $800,000,000 
additional this fiscal year, in excises, 
above that which we already collect in 
excise taxes. This, too, is from the pock- 
ets of the great masses of the people. 

Are we then to spare the corporations, 
forgive them their increased taxes this 
year, tell them that while we are going 
to raise the rates, they will not need to 
pay higher taxes until 1953, and that 
they need make only a token contribu- 
tion to help balance this year’s deficit, 
a token contribution to this year’s need 
for revenue? I say “No.” And I am 
convinced the American people will say 
“No.” 

The flag of nonretroactivity is raised 
with regard to corporations, even though, 
I believe, it is meaningless. What has 
been the practice in other years? What 
has been the principle we have followed 
in past years, in times when there was 
no national emergency, no world emer- 
gency? 

The records show that in every year, 
except in 1950, corporation taxes have 
always been what some might call retro- 
active—effective on the first day of the 
year in which the new tax rates have 
been established by law. This record, 
Mr. President, goes back to 1909, even 
before our individual income-tax law was 
adopted. Corporation taxes have always 
been levied as of January 1, by Repub- 
lican Congresses and by Democratic Con- 
gresses, by conservative administrations 
and by liberal administrations. There 
was one minor exception in 1921. But, 
to balance that, the wartime tax bill 
of 1918, approved in February 1919, made 
the corporation tax effective as of Janu- 
ary 1,1918. In other words, it made the 
retroactive clause in the bill run for 
nearly 14 months. 

The amendment which I have pro- 
posed, which would place the date as 
January 1, instead of April 1, is no in- 
novation. My amendment is no get- 
tough proposal with corporations. They 
have always paid at new rates effective 
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as of January 1. Otherwise the increased 
revenues would not be realized for 1 
year or even 2 years after the new tax 
rates were put into effect. 

Any corporation of any knowledge or 
experience makes provision for these in- 
creased taxes, sets aside from its earn- 
ings a sum sufficient to pay these taxes. 

Mr. President, I have a table of those 
effective dates of past corporation-tax 
provisions. I ask unanimous consent to 
insert that table at this point in my 
remarks. 

It is an eloquent table and should re- 
fute all arguments as to the allegedly 
unfair nature of a so-called retroactive 
corporation tax. While I am not going 
to read this table, but rather shall in- 
sert it in the Recorp, I do want to draw 
attention to certain actions which were 
taken showing the extent of our princi- 
ple of retroactivity. The initial tax bill, 
as I have already said, was passed on 
August 5, 1909. The effective date of 
change was January 1, 1909. 

In 1917, Congress passed a bill to in- 
crease the tax rate. The date of enact- 
ment was October 3, and the effective 
date of change was January 1 of that 
same year. 

On November 23, 1921, Congress en- 
acted a bill further increasing the cor- 
poration-tax rate. That was made ret- 
roactive. è 

On October 8, 1940, Congress passed 
a tax bill, and made the effective date 
retroactive to January 1 of that year. 

On September 20, 1941, Congress 
passed a bill increasing the tax rates, and 
* the effective date January 1 ol that 


rt October 21, 1942, Congress passed 
a tax bill and made the effective date of 
change January 1 of that year. 

And so it goes. There are at least 
30 or 40 instances of Congress having 
increased the taxes and making the ef- 
fective date of change January 1 of the 
year in which the tax measure was 
passed. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


History of the corporation income tax in the United States 


. — tax of 1 percent with a — 955 specific credit. 
Eliminated $5,000 specific credit 


Increased rate from 1 to 2 percent 
Increased 


rate from 2 to 6 percent ! 


Date of en- 


Effective 
actment date of 


Aug. 5, 1909 
Oct. 3, 1913 
Sept. 8, 1916 

1917 
Feb. 24,1919 | Jan. 1, 1918 


— ee 1. 1919 
-| Increased rate from 10 to 1214 percent Nov. 23,1921 Jan. 1, 1922 
Increased rate from 1214 to 13 percent for Feb. 26, 1926 1, 1925 
1928. Bonnaire ton i to 12 8 ion from $2,000 to S, 000. May 29, Jan. 1 — 
uced rai m 0 12 percent an e exemption from to Ma 1928 | Jan. 1. 1928 
Joint sine rg No, 133—1929... Reduced rate from 12 to 11 percent for 1929 only. . Atte MEL Se Bed. 16,1929 Jan. 1, 1929 
evenne 01 — 
i —— —— -| Increased rate from 12 to 13% paces and eliminated specific exemption. June 6,1932 Jan. 1, 1982 
cu GSS ASE T.... RE Se Increased rate and changed rate structure nm June 22,1936 Jan. 41,1936 
Adopted graduated normal tax ranging from 8 percent on first $2,000 of net income to 
K pares on pee over $40,000,’ and surtax on undistributed profits ranging from 
27 percent.“ 
. The 8 Act of sig 5 the transition in the tax treatment of 1 ot and T 2 from the full Inclusion of corporate dividends to the 1 of — 5 
dends. os ‘cent on divi d 2 percent on dividends from earnings of 1916 a 1917. 


next $25,000 of normal tax net income vote ore ere ol normal tax net pey 15 percent, 
+ me; 12 peren Lo eae Oe 2 De 
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Eistory of the corporation income tas in the United States - Continued 
F Date ol en- Effective 
ederal tax law Provisions 1 5 date of 
act men change 
Biaya Act of—Continued z 4 
AEAEE AAA E EEN NO AE RE EN Doreseed rates . . ↄ˙ 108 | Fan, 
Retained principle of undistributed profits tax for corporations with net income of * „ 
88 10 t less 1634 t of dividends received cred 
ax on such corporations was reent less reent of dividends receiv 
and 244 percent of dividends paid.“ y5 4 
Corporations with net income of $25,000 or less were taxed at rates graduated from 1214 
percent on first $5,000 of net income to 16 percent on amount over $20,000.% 
rates. June 25,1940 | Jan. 1, 1940 
Oct, 8, 1940 Do. 
Sept. 1941 š 
The combined rates were as follows: 4085 A 
3 
rute on 
Income income in 
bracket 
nt 
Not over 85,000 -.--. A 21 
Over $5,000 but not over $20, 23 
Over $20,000 but not over $25,000. 25 
Over $25,000 but not over 838,401.54 44 
Entire income if in excess of 888,404—4.————— 31 
UR ae ͤͥ˙ rn. ²˙ ·˙ EINAR EE Increased combined normal and surtax rates as follows: Oct. 21,1942 | Jan. 1, 1942 


AWAD DR SS RN . e Reduced rates. No change in normal tax. Surtax rates reduced 


Not to exceed 234 ponent of adjusted net income, 
¢ For the pur 0! 


..| Increased rates and changed method of rate graduation. 
-| Increased surtax rate from 20 to 22 percent 


hh tens 25 
Over $5,000 but not over 820,000 27 
Over $20,000 but not over $25,000. > 20 
Over $25,000 but not over $50,000... z 53 
Entire income if in excess of 850, 000 40 
3 Nov. 8, 1945 | Jan. 1946 
The combined rates are as follows: 3 3 

Combined 

raté on 
Income income in 

bracket 

Percent 
A O, SOEPEN T A E E N O 21 
Over $5,000 but not over $20,000. Hi 23 
Over $20,000 but not over $25,000. 8 25 
Over $25,000 but not over 850,000 3 53 


Entire income if in excess of 880,000 


In combination the Revenue Act of 1950 and the Ex 
creased rates to the following: * 


Income 


r E a 
(((( (( (TTT 


..| Sept. 23, 1950 | July 
ae Jan, 3, 1951 
Z 


1,1950 
July 1, 1050“ 


Combined 
rate on 
Surtax income in 
bracket 
Percent Percent 
Ney 22 47 


making the transition from the reduced rates for corporations with net incomes of $25,000 and less and the flat rate applicable to those with net incomes 


of more than $25,000, an alternative tax (the ‘‘noteh”) was provided, applicable to corporations with net incomes of slightly more than $25,000. 
? Provided “notch” for corporations with net incomes between $25,000 and $38,566 


£ These rates apply in full to taxable years vognin 
anormal tax of 23 percent applicable to entire profits 


and a surtax of 19 percent on surtax net income in excess of $25,000, 


on or after July 1, 1950, The Revenue Act of 1950 provided a transition schedule for the calendar year 1950, consisting of 
For fiscal years beginning before July 1, 1959, and ending 


after June 30, 1950, the rates under the old law applied to income earned prior to July 1, 1950, and the new rates to income earned after June 30, 1950. 
Increased rate applies to all taxable years beginning on or alter July 1, 1950. 


Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, corpo- 
rations have now been on notice since 
early in January that new and higher 
taxes would be levied. Indeed, the rates 
recommended by the President were con- 
siderably higher than those set forth 
in the pending bill, Corporations had 
no basis, in past practice or experience, 
for expecting that these new rates would 
not be retroactive. They have no justi- 
fication for having failed to make pro- 


vision for these new taxes, for having 
set aside funds to meet these new taxes. 

And with profits running at record 
levels, there is no reason for the Con- 
gress to indulge in this charity, in this 
act of generosity toward the corpora- 
tions. The Nation cannot afford any 
such gesture. 

Mr. President, I cannot see how we 
can face the people of this country and 
say that we are going to tax their indi- 


vidual incomes at higher rates, we are 
going to ask the individual taxpayers to 
help balance the budget, but we are go- 
ing to excuse the corporations from pay- 
ing at the higher rates until 1953, be- 
cause they did not know that taxes were 
going to go up, or claimed they did not. 
They had that knowledge. They knew 
it from the newspapers, from their trade 
journals, from their organizations. 
Their current earnings certainly reflect 
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an eminent capacity to pay these taxes, 
without special hardship and without 
danger to their financial stability. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 


Senator yield? 

Mr, LEHMAN. Mr. President, I have 
already stated that I prefer to complete 
my remarks. Later, after the opponents 
have spoken, if I have time, I shall be 
glad to yield. However, I point out that 
I have already yielded a great deal of 
my time, and that the opponents of this 
amendment have an hour in which to 
present their views. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me for an observa- 
tion? I do not wish to ask a question. 

Mr. . I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I merely wish to say 
to the Senator that he was very generous 
with me. I was thoughtless, because I 
forgot for the moment that we were op- 
erating under a limitation of time. I 
thank the Senator. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I thank the Senator 
from Colorado. 

I know how important the corpora- 
tions are to our national economy and 
national productivity. I do not wish to 
place an insupportable burden on them. 
Neither do I want to place this added 
burden on the ordinary taxpayers of this 
country—on the vast numbers of men 
and women who work with hand and 
brain, in shop, office, or factory, or on 
the farm. 

We are taking money out of their 


$ 
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behalf, the managers and directors of 
those corporations are patriotic and 
high-minded citizens, who have the na- 
tional interest at heart. They are not 
motivated solely by the profit motive, as 
the NAM would have us believe. 

So let us get on with this legislation. 
Let us get on with our job—our distaste- 
ful job—of raising more revenues to pay 
for the defense effort. Let us approve 
the amendment, making the date of cor- 
porate taxation effective as of January 
1 of this year. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the Recorp at 
this point as a part of my remarks a 


` telegram which I received from Mr. 


pockets. We are taking the bulk of the 


new taxes from the bulk of the people, 


in the form of income taxes and excise 
taxes. We are biting deeper and deeper 
into the low-income levels of the popu- 
lation. 


We know—it is a hard fact of life— 


that in those levels is the bulk of our 
national income, I wish it were true 
that the great bulk of our national in- 
come were in the wages and salaries of 
people making $5,000 a year or more. 
I wish wages and salaries were at that 
level. But they are not. And the peo- 
ple, although better off than they were 
15 and 20 years ago—with more goods, 
more comforts, and more conveniences— 
still have not reached the level where 
these new taxes can be borne without 
great sacrifice—in money available to 
pay for food, medical care, transporta- 
tion, education, and recreation. 

Hence, since the taxes must be raised, 
and from these people, we must also raise 
the taxes of corporations. Their profits 
must yield considerable added revenue 
to the Government. 

I remember, Mr. President, last year 
when we levied excess profits taxes on 
corporations. What a storm of protest 
that aroused. We were told that the 
corporations would be deprived of their 
incentive, and would cease to expand or 
to operate. We were warned that new 
investment for plant expansion would 
come to a halt, and that corporate earn- 
ings would be dissipated in waste and 
extravagance. 


Well, that has not happened. New in- 


vestment has reached a new high figure. 


Corporations are making bigger and bet- 
ter profits. They will continue to do so. 
Whatever protests are made on their 


Louis Hollander, president, and Harold 
J. Garno, secretary-treasurer of the 
New York State CIO Council; also a tele- 
gram from Walter P. Reuther, president 
of the International Union of Automo- 
bile Workers. Both telegrams deal with 
the tax legislation under consideration, 
although not specifically with the pend- 
ing amendment. 

There being no objection, the tele- 
grams were ordered.to be printed in the 
RecorpD, as follows: 


New York, N. T., 
September 20, 1951. 
Senator HERBERT H. LEHMAN, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Provisions of tax bill now under considera- 
tion threaten to impose additional back- 
breaking burden on lower-income groups in 
order to protect emergency swollen profits of 
industry. Coming on top of inflationary De- 
fense Production Act, such tax measure will 
gravely damage public morale and further 
weaken economy. 

On behalf of 1,000,000 CIO members in New 
York State, we therefore urge your support 
for following: 

Elimination of any kind of sales or gen- 
eral manufacturers excise taxes. 

No increase in tax on incomes under 
$4,000. 

Elimination of split-income provision and 
other loopholes which benefit wealthy. 

Tighten excess-profits provisions. 

Provide withholding tax on dividends and 
interest. 

Congress must achieve pay-as-you-go tax 
program making major demand on profits 
attributable to national emergency and 
thereafter distributing burden justly ac- 
cording to ability to pay. 

Louis HOLLANDER, 
President. 
. HAROLD J. GARNO, 
Secretary-Treasurer, New York State 
CIO Council. 


DETROIT, MICH., 
September 20, 1951. 
Senator HERBERT H. LEHMAN, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Senate Finance Committee tax bill now 
being debated is big step toward NAM-in- 
spired plan to substitute general Federal 
sales tax for income taxes based on ability 
to pay. Instead of reducing the standards of 
luxury of the well-to-do before cutting down 
further the already inadequate standards 
of living of wage earners and most farm peo- 
ple, this bill would open new tax loopholes 
for high incomes and luxury spending while 
curtailing purchase of necessities by low in- 
come families by increased income taxes 
and increased and new excise taxes, pre- 
paratory to the imposition of a general Fed- 
eral sales tax later, as forecast by Commit- 
tee Chairman Georce. Continuation of 
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$2,500,000,000 tax favors provided to well-to- 
do families by split-income provision is 
grossly unfair and unwarranted when more 
revenue must be obtained. We strongly op- 
pose proposed increase and extension of ex- 
cise taxes on practical necessities like auto- 
mobiles, tires, replacement parts, washing 
machines, and vacuum cleaners, which shift 
the burden to families whose living stand- 
ards are already below the minimum Ameri- 
can standard. We urge you to consider 
favorably CIO recommendations for amend- 
ment which are being supplied to you. 
WALTER P. REUTHER, 
President, 
International Union UAW-CIO. 


Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, how 
much time have I left? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from New York has 19 minuus] 
left. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield the floor for 
the time being, because I wish to have 
some time left in the event that rebuttal 
becomes necessary. i 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I yield 
to the Senator from Colorado [Mr. MIL- 
LIKIN] as much time as he may desire. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I 
think the question arises naturally as to 
why the committee’s recommendation for 
retroactivity goes back to April 1. I do 
not believe that I am making any undue 
disclosure of the nature of the commit- 
tee’s executive deliberations when I say, 
that there was some cleavage of opinion 
as to whether there should be any retro- 
activity. I 

A while ago I stated that the date of 
April 1 was selected as an adjustment 
of those conflicting viewpoints. So far 
as I am concerned, that is the complete 
answer. I notice that the distinguished 
senior Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tart] 
rationalizes the irrational by mention- 
ing some factors which to his mind had 
significance in connection with fixing 
the date of April 1. I simply wish to re- 
peat that so far as I am concerned it 
was one of those practical adjustments 
in a field where I would have preferred 
that it be July 1 instead of January 1; 
but not being able to get July 1, I was 
as content as I could be under the cir- 
cumstances with April 1. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

Mr. KERR. I understood the distin- 
guished Senator from New York to make 
a statement a while ago indicating that 
the committee had dealt much more 
harshly with individuals in this regard 
than it had with corporations, Is it not 
a fact that the effective date for the 
increase in the individual rates is as of 
November 1? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The distinguished 
Senator from Oklahoma is entirely cor- 
rect. There was the greatest solicitude 
shown for individuals, and none was 
shown for corporations. 

Mr. KERR. The fact of the matter is, 
if the Senator will permit a further ques- 
tion along the same line, that the effec- 
tive date -for corporations covers 9 
months of 1951, and for individuals only 
2 months. In other words, under the 
committee bill the corporations are being 
taxed for four and a half times as much 
of 1951 as are individuals. > 


1951 


Mr. MILLIKIN. The distinguished 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN, I yield to any Sen- 
ator who wishes me to yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. In connection with 
the corporation tux, if the date were 
made November 1, of course, the cor- 
porations would pay virtually nothing 
this year. With respect to the individual 
income tax, the procedure usually fol- 
lowed by the Congress has been followed 
in this instance. For the present fiscal 
year the individual income taxpayer will 
pay on 8 months; but only 2 months 
will fall in the present calendar year. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Would I be disturb- 
ing the flow of argument and of wit of 
the Senator from Colorado if I ventured 
to ask a few questions? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I am sure the dis- 
tinguished Senator would add nothing 
but warming and illuminating light to 
the discussion. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that in 
the case of the average individuals who 
pay individual income taxes—and they 
run into the tens of millions—their 
means of information concerning the 
probable taxes which may be levied is 
much less than is true of large corpora- 
tions, which watch the situation very 
closely. Corporations are therefore in 
a much better position to withhold from 
their current earnings the needed sums 
to pay anticipated taxes? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I disagree entirely 
with the Senator, because he selected an 
unfortunate parallel. He is comparing 
large-income individuals with large-in- 
come corporations. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. No. I am compar- 
ing the large numbers cf individuals 
who have low or medium incomes with 
large-income corporations. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I thought the Sena- 
tor said large-income individuals, 

Mr. DOUGLAS. No; large numbers of 
individuals. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Let us take the large- 
income taxpayers. They represent the 
source of many arguments. The large- 
income individual, of course, has audi- 
tors and tax lawyers who are constantly 
giving him the benefit of their wisdom. 
A large corporation has the same advan- 
tage. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Does John Q. Public 
have a coterie of tax lawyers and ac- 
countants helping him? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. When we go down 
the scale of prosperity of a corporation 
and the prosperity of an individual, per- 
haps the sources of information are less 
well informed or not as readily avail- 
able. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. But the able Sena- 
tor from Colorado is well aware of the 
fact that three or four hundred large in- 
dustrial corporations do the major por- 
tion of the business of the country, 
whereas two or three hundred of the 
wealthiest individuals do not receive, 
fortunately, the major portion of the 
total income. 

What is more generally true is that 
individuals of relatively low income, 


from $1,500 to $7,500 a year, do not have 
the tax-predicting facilities of a huge 
corporation. I believe it is that fact 
which accounts for the difference in 
retroactivity between corporation taxes 
and personal income taxes. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I would say to the 
distinguished senior Senator from Illi- 
nois that I would not regard it as a 
difference of any substantiality what- 
ever. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am surprised that 
so able a man would come to so fallacious 
a conclusion. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The rich corporation 
and the rich individual have available to 
them the services of so-called tax ex- 
perts. As the scale of income decreases, 
these services become less available. The 
poor man obviously does not have such 
facilities available any more than a poor 
corporation—and there are many poor 
corporations; and the Lord watches the 
fall of the sparrow. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from 
Colorado is sufficiently able and subtle 
to appreciate the fact that the large 
corporations do the major portion of the 
total corporation business, whereas the 
medium and low-income persons receive 
the major portion of the individual in- 
comes. The comparisons should be 
made between these groups. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Of course, a large 
corporation does more business than a 
small corporation, That is obvious. I 
am willing to agree on that with the 
Senator from Illinois. I gave the Sena- 
tor from Illinois a grand welcome by say- 
ing he was going to throw warming light 
on the discussion. However, when he 
asks me whether a large corporation 
does more business than a small corpora- 
tion, even I can comprehend that to be 
the fact. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I said a larger pro- 
portion of the total amount of corpora- 
tion business. Lamenting the lack of 
perspicuity of the distinguished Senator 
from Colorado, may I ask him whether 
it is not a fact that while the adminis- 
tration’s definite request for new taxes 
did not come to Congress until February, 
the scale of the tax which it then pro- 
posed was appreciably in excess of the 
scale which the House committee recom- 
mended? 

Therefore, because of the recom- 
mendations of the Treasury Department, 
which were made on February 5 the 
corporations should have been prepared, 
during the first quarter of the year, and 
probably were prepared, for a somewhat 
higher level than emerged from the 
House, and still higher than the Senate 
committee proposed, and this higher 
scale would compensate for the fact that 
the administration’s proposal was not 
advanced in January. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. On the contrary, I 
suggest that in view of the fact that we 
had imposed two prior taxes since Ko- 
rea, there was a fair presumption that 
there would be no further tax imposed 
this year. Certainly there was a fair 
presumption that the tax would not 
reach the magnitude that is contained 
in the pending bill, or that is contained 
in the Senator’s theory of what the bill 
should provide. 
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Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from 
Colorado forgets that the budget sub- 
mitted by the President in early January, 
indicated expenditures of $73,000,000,000 
and revenues of.only $55,000,000,000, with 
an estimated deficit of $18,000,000,000. 
Therefore, according to the estimates of 
January, a balanced budget would have 
required a tax of $18,000,000,000. The 
President finally asked for only $10,000,- 
000.000 in new taxes, 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The junior Senator 
from Colorado can never forget that the 
President always asks for an unbalanced 
budget and more revenue and more 
spending. He can never forget that, and, 
he pays very little attention to the Pres- 
ident’s recommendations. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I have observed that. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I am sorry that the 
distinguished Senator from Illinois, who 
usually retains an independent mind, 
should be citing the President as one of 
his authorities in fiscal and economic 
matters. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am merely speak- 
ing about the facts. When the Presi- 
dent is right as to the facts, I shall 
support him. When I believe he is 
wrong about the facts, I shall oppose 
him. In this case he did point to a big 
budgetary deficit, and indicated that 
taxes had to be increased very markedly 
if we were to balance the budget. It 
seems to me that the Senator from Col- 
orado, as an exponent of sound financing, 
should be in favor of a balanced budget 
in a period of prosperity. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The distinguished 
Senator from Illinois, in that bunker of 
protection to which he has fled by saying 
that if the President is right he will 
support him and that when he is wrong 
he will not support him, himself leaves 
many loopholes, I am delighted to note 
that the Senator from Illinois does not 
support the President very often. It is 
another tribute to his wisdom, which we 
all acknowledge. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Without going into 
that question, the immediate issue with 
which we are now dealing is whether we 
should raise more revenue; and if so, 
how? It is certainly true that the pend- 
ing measure will not raise more than 
$2,750,000,000 during the current fiscal 
year, which, when added to the $60,900,- 
000,000 provided by the existing tax law, 
will represent a total of slightly less than 
$64,000,000,000. It is well known thaé 
expenditures will aggregate at least 
$73,000,000,000. In my judgment they 
will run to a minimum of $75,000,000,- 
000. We therefore face a deficit of from 
$9,000,000,000 to $11,000,000,000. 

If the deficit is not met by increased 
taxes, the Government will have to bor- 
row money. The borrowing will have to 
be in the form of borrowing from banks. 
We will thus create additional credit, 
and we will have inflation. If we do not 
balance the budget through taxes, we will 
pay through inflation and cut down the 
incomes of the salaried class and of old 
people living on annuities, who are the 
most helpless and defenseless group in 
the community. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 
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Mr. DOUGLAS. I realize that I am 
making a speech in the Senator’s time, 
but he has been very generous. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I wish to match the 
Senator’s own generosity. The Senator 
from Illinois has mentioned two or three 
things that intrigue me. 

One is with reference to people who 
live on a fixed income. Those people are 
in distress right now. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from 
Colorado would put them in greater 
distress. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I would not put them 
in greater distress. So far as I am con- 
cerned, I would take no more tax from 
them than is provided for in this bill and 
that only with great reluctance. That is 
one way. There is another and better 
way, good sir. The distinguished senior 
Senator from Illinois is a chief exponent 
of that way and in that I heartily agree 
with him. If there is to be a deficit, let 
us have cooperation between the execu- 
tive and congressional branches of our 
system of government. Let the Presi- 
dent, by economy and by getting rid of 
useless functions, which he has the power 
to do, meet that very deficit, and thus 
give the people of the country the great- 
est heartening they have had since the 
President has occupied the White House. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I may say that in 
my opinion both the executive and leg- 
islative branches have been negligent in 
not making economies which should 
have been made. I lament a good many 
appropriations which have been made. 
However, probably at the most we would 
have saved 2 or 3 billion dollars more 
than we did save. I am sorry that we 
did not save the additional money. I 
tried my humble best to save it. At 
most, however, it would have brought 
expenditures down from $75,000,000,000 
to $73,000,000,000, or perhaps from $73,- 
000,000,000 to $71,000,000,000. We still 
would have had a big deficit. If we are 
to pay for national defense, it is just as 
necessary to balance the budget through 
increased taxes after we have cut ex- 
penses to the bone, as it is to reduce 
waste and reduce expenditures. 

Mr. . Mr. President, let me 
ask the distinguished Senator from Ili- 
nois whether he will yield to me. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. It is the Senator 
from Colorado who is being generous to 
me. Any time that he wants to shut 
me off I shall stop talking, because he 
has already been far more generous to 
me than I deserve. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I will never shut off 
the Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I do not wish to tres- 
pass on the Senator’s time. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The distinguished 
Senator from Illinois was discussing defi- 
cits.. I have suggested a way to stop defi- 
cits. My suggestion runs right along 
with the methods proposed by the dis- 
tinguished senior Senator from Illinois. 
Now the Senator bumps his head against 
the wailing wall and laments that we 
might have saved $2,000,000,000. We 
could have saved a great deal more than 
$2,000,000,000. A part of the fault lies 
with Congress. I cannot accept the 
theory of the distinguished junior Sena- 
tor from Minnesota that Congress is pre- 
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cluded by honor not to ask the President 
to reduce expenditures which it has au- 
thorized. 

I am criticizing the Congress in this 
respect. In 1946, we provided for a 
scheme of congressional budgetary con- 
trol of the finances of this Government, 
but it is never mentioned any more. 
We adopted that control plan in regard 
to the very problem to which the Sena- 
tor refers. Early in the year we were to 
get together and to estimate the expend- 
itures and to estimate the revenues and 
to estimate the surplus; and if there was 
evidence that there would be a deficit, 
we were to order the covering of the 
deficit in the appropriate way. That 
is the law of the land today; not one dot 
over an “i” or not one crossing of a “t” 
has been changed. The only thing that 
has changed has been the viewpoint of 
many Members of the Congress, and the 
result is that that law has become a 
dead letter. It has been abandoned, al- 
though at the time it was proclaimed 
as a great measure of salvation in con- 
nection with the very problems the dis- 
tinguished senior Senator from Illinois 
is always arguing about. 

The responsibility for dropping that 
law, which I think would have been salu- 
tary, had it been abided by—I want to 
put the matter as gently as possible— 
is not on this side of the aisle. 

So, Mr. President, let us be selective 
about this matter. What specifically is 
the Senator from Illinois worried about? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am worried pri- 
marily about two things: First, the bill 
the Senate Finance Committee has re- 
ported to the Senate will not yield suffi- 
cient revenue to cover the expenditures 
in the coming year, and we shall have a 
deficit of from $9,000,000,000 to $11,000,- 
000,000, which will inevitably bring 
inflation. 

Mr. MILLIKIN, Very well; 
deal with that. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. And let me also 
say—— 

Mr. MILLIKIN. No, Mr. President; I 
ask the Senator from Illinois to give me 
only one of his worries at a time. 

I suggest to the Senator from Illinois 
that the worry he has just stated may 
not mature. When we are pumping so 
much of the taxpayers’ money into the 
economy, through the Federal Govern- 
ment, there is an enormous increase in 
the national income, from which taxes 
are obtained; and in a rising economy we 
always underestimate taxes. So perhaps 
the Senator’s worry may not mature; 
perhaps the rate of spending will not 
continue to rise as it is rising at the 
present time and as it promises to do. 
The rate of spending may slow down, as 
happened last year. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. All the signs point to 
an increase in the rate of spending. 

Mr. MILLIKIN, At the moment they 
do, and I am glad to see it. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. In other words, the 
Senator from Colorado is like Mr. Mi- 
cawber; he always hopes something will 
Gai up, without making any definite 
p. x 

Mr. MILLIKIN. There are some 
things that I know always will turn up. 
I know the President always will ask 
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Congress for more money, greater spend- 
ing, longer deficits. That—whether it is 
like Micawber or otherwise—I know al- 
ways will happen. 

I am trying to answer in good faith 
the question the Senator from Illinois 
has asked. If a slowing up of expendi- 
tures, should that come about, and an in- 
crease in expenditures, should that not 
come about, fails to balance the budget, 
the President can balance the budget 
himself, if he wants to, by following the 
economy programs of the distinguished 
senior Senator from Illinois. 

Now let me have the Senator’s other 
worry, good sir. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Let me say that my 
first- worry is not abated by the Sena- 
tor’s implicit trust in the fiscal policies 
of Mr. Wilkins Micawber, who was a very 
unsound man in respect to the handling 
of his personal finances, and whom I 
certainly would not want to have placed 
in a position of importance on the Fi- 
nance Committee, 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. Micawber is not 
in the chair of the junior Senator from 
Colorado. I might suggest where Mi- 
cawber is, but I wish to keep this dis- 
cussion on a pleasant plane. [Laughter. ! 

The Senator from Illinois must be a 
chronic worrier if he is not satisfied with 
the explanation I have given him. 

Now let me have his worry No. 2. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. It is not a worry, but 
it is an affirmation, unfortunately: 
namely, that the Finance Committee in 
amending the House bill provided many 
and grievous loopholes for the well-to-do 
and made the greatest reductions in the 
amounts which are to be paid by those 
who are most able to bear the burden, 
and made the least reductions in the case 
of those who are least able to bear the 
burden. 

I am sure the Senator from Colorado 
has a heart as generous as that of any 
living man. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I hope, if so, with 
my own money, but not with the people’s 
money. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. But not with the 
money of the well-to-do, may I say. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Neither with the 
money of the well-to-do nor with the 
money of the poor. 

A while ago the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Illinois talked about balancing 
the budget. The junior Senator from 
Colorado at one time led to victory in 
the Senate a bill which increased the 
exemption for the poor by $100. No 
one has suggested that that be taken 
off, although the bill was a so-called rich 
man's tax bill. That bill provided tax 
reduction. Think of it, Mr. President, 
& tax reduction. What an archaic 
thing. Why, Mr. President, one would 
have to get an archaeologist to dig up 
anything about a tax reduction. [Laugh- 
ter.] Just think of it. It started the 
reduction at 30 percent for those in the 
lower-income brackets and scaled it 
down as we got into the area of the 
big, pot-bellied plutocrats, who were 
given a 5-percent reduction. We did 
that; and, tragedy of tragedies, which 
the Senator from Illinois and other Sen- 
ators associated with him will learn as 
a fact—and a happy fact, not a trag- 


1951 


edy—we provided for the splitting of 
incomes. When we got all through, 70 
percent or more of the tax reduction 
benefit went to those in the lower brack- 
ets, where the greater income of the 
country is; and we balanced the budget 
and we produced a surplus of $8,000,- 
000,000. This is the way to run this 
country, dear Senator, and that is the 
way it is going to be run again. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I am glad to yield. 
I wish to apologize to the Senator again 
for taking this much time. 

Mr. LEHMAN. The Senator from 
Colorado has referred to the split-income 
provision as a boon to the small-income 
taxpayer. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I did not say that, 
good sir. 

Mr. LEHMAN. That was certainly 
the impression I received. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I said we balanced 
things in the way I have discussed, by 
increasing the exemption $100 and by 
reducing by 30 percent the income-tax 
rate applicable to those in the lower 
brackets; and the balance was so well 
achieved that, counting everything to- 
gether, those in the lower brackets re- 
ceived more than 70 percent of the bene- 
fit, because they have the greater part 
of the income. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Let me say to the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Colorado that 
I can assure him from my personal ex- 
perience, because I am a beneficiary of 
the split-income provision, being a very 
substantial payer of income taxes, that 
the provision permitting the splitting of 
incomes is of vastly greater advantage 
to men of substantial means than it is 
to men of small means. There can be 
no doubt whatever about that. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The advantage 
starts, as I recall, at about $10,000. The 
Senator from New York says there can 
be no question about it. Let us get this 
matter straight, so it will not have to 
be mentioned again, unless someone 
wishes to deceive. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Oh, it will be men- 
tioned again frequently. 

Mr, MILLIKIN. The advantages of 
splitting income begin at approximately 
$10,000. The split-income provision is 
of little advantage, if any at all, to those 
in the lower brackets. However, I say 
to the Senator that we benefited those 
in the lower brackets by increasing their 
exemption and by expanding the reduc- 
tion of their income taxes by imposing 
the smallest cut on the top-income 
brackets and the largest cut on the lower 
brackets and that result was considered 
so happy at the time that it received 
a vote of 77 to 10 in the Senate of the 
United States. That was B. D; by that 
I mean before Douolas. [Laughter.] 

What I mean to say is that it not only 
had the virtues which I ascribe to it, but 
77 wise gentlemen in the Senate said, 
“Yes; that is true.” Imay say they said, 
“Yes; that is true,” because the split- 
income provision was included. Let 
someone try to take it out. I look for- 
ward to that, and I understand it will be 
attempted. 
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Mr. LEHMAN. Mr, President, will the 
Senator from Colorado yield? 

Mr. Oh, certainly. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I ask the Senator 
from Illinois to let me finish first with 
the distinguished Senator from New 
York; and then I shall be glad to yield 
to other Senators, 

Mr. LEHMAN. I should like to ask 
this question of the Senator from Colo- 
rado: If he is so certain or so hopeful 
that some windfall or something of the 
sort will develop to balance the budget 
or at least to minimize very greatly the 
deficit, I should like to know why he rec- 
ommends a great increase—in fact, an 
increase of 11 percent—in the personal 
income tax, and why he recommends, as 
a part of the committee report, the levy- 
ing of additional excise taxes, which are 
a great burden on those of small incomes, 
and which will bring into the Treasury 
$800,000,000. If the Senator from Colo- 
rado feels that the change in the effec- 
tive date of the corporation tax is neces- 
sary, in spite of the fact that a January 
Ist date would be in accordance with the 
policies adhered to in the United States 
since 1909, I ask why he recommends 
placing the additional burden of an 11 
percent increase in the income-tax rates 
and greatly increased excise taxes on 
those of small incomes. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The answer I must 
give in the first instance is very painful: 
I wish it were not being done. I wish 
there were no necessity, under any view 
of the subject, for it to be done. The 
distinguished gentleman is a member of 
a coterie of Senators which would in- 
crease the take from the lower income 
tax group more than would the version 
which the Senate Finance Committee 
has proposed. He would run it up to 
what figure? To 12? 

Mr, LEHMAN. Yes. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. So the Senator 
wants to run it up to 12. He criticizes 
me for wanting to hold it at 11. 

Mr. LEHMAN. No; if the Senator will 
yield, the Senator from New York wishes 
to increase the income tax, as he wishes 
to have the Government avail itself of 
the additional $500,000,000 by making 
the tax retroactive to January 1, 1951; 
and he wishes to increase the corpora- 
tion taxes for one reason, and for one 
reason only, namely, that we are facing 
a deficit, which in my opinion will be 
somewhere between $10,000,000,000 and 
$15,000,000,000, and the bill which has 
been recommended by the committee will 
bring in at the outside $2,750,000,000, 
leaving a staggering deficit, which will 
affect the entire fiscal structure of the 
country, and will lead to inflation. That 
is why I am urging the change, and that 
is why I hope the Senator from Colorado 
will go along with me. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The distinguished 
junior Senator from New York has at 
no time during the debate left me in 
any doubt that he wants to increase 
taxes. 

Mr. LEHMAN. That is correct. 

Mr. . On the little fellow, 
and on the big fellow. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Precisely so. 
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Mr. MILLIKIN. For example, the 
bill recommended by the Finance Com- 
mittee provides that of the distribution 
of the cost, 37.32 percent is imposed on 
those with incomes under $5,000, and 
62.68 percent on those with incomes over 
that amount. Taking into consideration 
the fact that 70 or 80 percent of the na- 
tional income comes from those receiv- 
ing under $5,000, certainly no one could 
say that that is an inequitable distribu- 
tion of the tax burden. 

Mr. LEHMAN. May I answer that? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Certainly. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Ido say that it is not 
an equitable distribution of taxes. The 
little man is to have his income taxes 
increased and is to be called upon to pay 
more and higher excise taxes, whereas 
because of the desire of the Senator from 
Colorado and others to leave the effec- 
tive date of the corporation tax increases 
at April 1, $500,000,000 of revenue is to 
be sacrificed. I maintain that the bur- 
den is not equitably distributed. Cer- 
tainly it is a question in my mind wheth- 
er, unless we distribute the burden equal- 
ly, it is fair to place the additional burden 
on the little men, as now proposed. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Let us accept the 
philosophy of the Senator, but let us see 
what it is in action; let us see what it 
is. Let us see what relief the distin- 
guished junior Senator from New York 
wants to give to the people who justly 
are entitled to his most tender con- 
sideration. 

The Finance Committee bill distributes 
the cost in this manner: 37.32 percent 
of the whole burden to those with in- 
comes of $5,000 or less, who receive 70 
or 80 percent of the national income. 
What would the Senator do? Let us 
study the beneficence of the Senator. 
Let us see the balm with which he would 
ease the pains of those people. The Fi- 
nance Committee proposes 37.32 percent. 
The distinguished junior Senator from 
New York proposes 37.13 percent, 

Mr. KNOWLAND rose. 

Mr. LEHMAN. May the Senator from 
New York answer? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. That will relieve the 
problems of the distressed. That will 
fix everything up for the unfortunates 
who are having a hard time to get along. 
Decrease the Senate Finance Committee 
distribution from 37.32 percent to 37.13 
percent. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Colorado yield? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I desire to answer the 
Senator from Colorado, if he will per- 
mit. 
Mr. MILLIKIN. Certainly. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I will tell the Senator 
what I should like to do. I should like 
to have the Senator support my amend- 
ment, which would bring into the Treas- 
ury $500,000,000—$500,000,000 to which 
the people of this country are entitled. 
There has not been a single argument 
made, there has not been a single ex- 
planation or excuse offered in the report 
which has been made by the committee, 
which will stand up as logical against 
that plea. That is one thing I would do. 

The second thing I would do would be 
to eliminate the split-income tax, which 
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without question helps men of substan- 
tial or large means, and does not help in 
the slightest degree, as the Senator from 
Colorado himself has stated, the man 
with an income of less than $10,000. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Why, Mr. President, 
the distinguished Senator is at heart a 
sentimentalist. He has a fine emotional 
sentimental approach to many of the 
problems of life. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is that a disqualifi- 
cation? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Think of the split- 
income provision. It makes a potential 
Cinderella out of every poor girl. The 
rich guy has a great incentive to marry 
the poor girl and split the income. The 
distinguished Senator would deprive the 
poor girls of this country of that Cin- 
derella opportunity. 

Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Colorado yield to a 
Senator on the Republican side of the 
aisle? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Colorado yield; and if 
so, to whom? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. T yield to the dis- 
tinguished Senator from California. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I wish to thank 
the distinguished Senator from Colo- 
rado.. I was a little fearful he might be 
turning his back on Senators on the 
Republican side of the aisle, and that 
we might have to look- to Senators on 
the Democratic side for recognition. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I accept the rebuke. 
I deserve it. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I commend the 
Senator, however. I think he has made 
a very valid argument in behalf of 
budget-balancing by putting some em- 
phasis on the reduction of Government 
spending. I think it might be helpful 
in the discussion which is going on with 
the Senator from New York merely to 
point out that in the 152 years since 
George Washington took the first oath 
of office, down to and including the 
second term of President Franklin D. 
Roosevelt, the total cost of the 
Federal Government for those 152 years 
amounted to just under $180,000,000,000, 
and in the 7 years of the Truman admin- 
istration, including the budget for the 
current year, the total costs of the Fed- 
eral Government will amount to more 
than $332,000,000,000. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I thank the Sena- 
tor for his outstanding contribution. I 
can only add that yet there are some 
men, who in most matters are extremely 
intelligent, who would want us to fol- 
low that kind of a pied-piper tune. 

I yield to the distinguished Senator 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The first observa- 
tion I want to make is to express my keen 
interest in the Cinderella philosophy of 
taxation which the Senator has enunci- 
ated. For the first time he has made 
the tax bill look enjoyable. But I won- 
der if the Senator, after we documented 
so well the few people there are in the 
upper-income brackets, realizes what he 
is doing. He is going to precipitate a 
psychosis among the charming ladies of 
the Nation when they find there are 
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not enough millionaires to go around. 
The Senator has got to do something 
about this if we are going to embody 
this new philosophy in the tax bill. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I shall not make a 
matrimonial bureau of myself. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I should like to 
ask the Senator a few more questions 
about his observations on split incomes. 
The Senator has said, categorically and 
truthfully, that the split income did 
not benefit substantially or to any meas- 
urable degree those earning less than 
$10,000 a year. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. That is correct. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator has 
stated that from 92 to 9344 percent of 
the taxpayers of the country receive lit- 
tle or no benefit from the split-income 
tax, because on page 12 of the commit- 
tee report it is stated that there are 
42,505,000 taxpayers with incomes under 
$10,000 a year, and approximately 2 
million with incomes above $10,000 a 


year. 

Since the Senator has made this state- 
ment, which he also qualified by saying 
that one would have to be a sentimen- 
talist if he were thinking of removing 
it—and he further said that it would 
not be removed—does. he mean that 
Congress is going to incorporate into 
the tax laws of the land a provision 
which gives little or no benefit to over 
92 percent of the taxpayers of America 
but does give preferential treatment to 
7 or 8 percent of the taxpayers? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I do not know how 
many times I have answered that ques- 
tion. I have said that the benefit was 
balaaced by heavily weighted advantage 
to those in the lower brackets. The bill 
providing for splitting incomes was a 
balanced bill to achieve a balanced re- 
sult, and the fairness of it was such that 
on both sides of the aisle 77 Senators 


Mr. MILLIKIN. The favorable vote 
was so overwhelming that the bill could 
not have been vetoed with success, as 
was the preceding one, because it did 
not cover split incomes. I believe in the 
right of a dissident to maintain his opin- 
ion. As some great man has said, in 
effect, we should fight to the death to 
maintain that right. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That was Voltaire. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. And now, HUMPHREY. 

Mr, HUMPHREY. And now, MILLI- 
KIN. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. It cannot be that the 
10 are always wiser than the 77; and the 
Senator from Minnesota will find that 
out in due course. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I appreciate that. 
When a committee reports a bill which 
reduces the House bill figure $1,700,000,- 
000, of which only $128,000,000 goes to 
income brackets below $5,000 a year, I 
am not living under the delusion or the 
hope that we are going to be able to re- 
verse the trend that is apparent here. 
But if I can show the Senator in this 
debate, as we come to the elimination of 
the benefits of the split income, that we 
can raise more money in that kind of 
an income tax proposal by $200,000,000 
than we can by the 11-percent provision, 
and if I can show him that we can raise 
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it from those with incomes above $5,000 
a year, will he support it in the name of 
equity? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The distinguished 
Senator from Minnesota has asked me a 
question, and I am glad I can answer it 
without the slightest equivocation. I 
will not, unless the Senator—and if he 
did, then I would vote against him also— 
at the same time will remove the bal- 
ancing factors which have been put into 
the law to equalize it. 

I cannot yield any further. Time has 
been running, and I have been told that 
there are other Senators who want to 
take part in the debate. I wish to put 
a few facts into the Recorp which I shall 
be glad to debate at the first open oppor- 
tunity. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. MARTIN. Is it not also true that 
in the bill to which the Senator referred 
a moment ago seven million taxpayers 
were removed from the tax rolls? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I em glad the Sena- 
tor has mentioned that. We increased 
the exemption of the aged and we in- 
creased exemptions for the blind. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for one question? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield, but please 
make it short. Give me a “quickie,” not 
a “falsie.” 

Mr. HUMPHREY. If we agree that 
the tax bill of the Eightieth Congress was 
a good, noble, equitable enterprise, will 
the Senator go along with us on some 
of the amendments we have to offer be- 
cause the argument up to now has been 
to explain how grandly we did in 1948. 
Of course, the American people did not 
think so well of it in the month of No- 
vember 1948. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I am now moving to 
the side of the distinguished Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. Douer as] when he dis- 
cusses the President. Let me say to the 
distinguished Senator from Minnesota 
that I will support him if he presents 
anything that is right, and if he presents 
VVV 


* President, prior to the Revenue 
Act of 1950 the corporate rate was 38 
percent. The Revenue Act of 1950 raised 
the corporate rate from 38 to 42 percent. 
The same revenue act raised the rate 
for 1951 to 47 percent. This substantial 
boost for 1951 has already been enacted. 
Few corporation have as yet even paid 
the increase for 1951 which was voted 
last year. Now we propose a second 
boost for the same year, and a third 
boost if we count the excess-profits tax. 

Corporate profits in the first quarter 
of 1951, after taxes, were $23,300,000,000, 
but expenditures for new plants and 
equipment, for those things which sup- 
port the payrolls of the country, were 
$20,700,000,000. Corporate profits were 
$23,300,000,000, and plant and equipment 
expenditures were $20,700,000,000. 
There were issued only $1,700,000,000 of 
new corporate securities in that period. 

The only answer, unless we approve 
the expansion of our payroll activities 
by dumping everyone requiring capital 
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into that black hole of Calcutta, the 
RFC, is to give the corporations a chance 
out of their profits to expand themselves, 
They have got to expand greatly to meet 
the war load which is being put upon 
them—not for the profits of the pot-bel- 
lied fellows we are always hearing about, 
but for the profit, the welfare, of the 
boys who are on top of “Heartbreak 
Hill” right now. This indicates that 
retroactive taxes would be paid out of 
current or future earnings, with a cor- 
responding decrease in capital expendi- 
turcs because of the difficulty in floating 
new stock issues. 

Mr. President, that is all I care to say 
at this time. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum, and I ask 
unanimous consent that the time con- 
sumed in caliing the roll be divided 
equally between the two sides. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I re- 
serve the right to object because I do 
not know what time I have left, and I 
wish to speak for a few minutes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from New York has 19 minutes 
left and the Senator from Georgia has 
14 minutes left. 

Mr. GEORGE. I cannot give up all 
my time. I want to use 10 minutes. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Very well. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I am 
perfectly willing for the proponents of 
the amendment to proceed at this time. 
I shall speak very briefly. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Does the Senator wish 
to speak now? 

Mr. GEORGE. Not now. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for a 
quorum call be rescinded and that fur- 
ther proceedings under the call be sus- 
pended. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? The Chair hears none, 
and, without objection, the order for a 
quorum call is vacated. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I do 
not care to discuss this question. at any 
great length. The facts are very, very 
simple. We speak of placing taxes on 
corporations, or individuals, for that 
matter, effective as of certain dates, and 
in this bill we speak of making the tax 
rate on corporations effective as of April 
1, that is at the beginning of the second 
quarter. As a matter of fact, Mr. Presi- 
dent, the tax will be levied over the whole 
year, and it will be levied at a rate of 
50.75 percent for the entire year under 
this bill. 

The total top normal in surtax rate in 
effect for the calendar year 1951 is, as I 
have already said, 50.75 percent. That is 
to say a normal rate of 26.50 percent 
and a surtax of 24.25 percent. Thus 
for the calendar year the committee bill 
will levy a normal and surtax rate on 
corporations of 50.75 percent, as com- 
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pared with a top tax rate under present 
law of 47 percent. 

The question is asked as to why we 
have cut the rate for the first year. It 
is simply because no action was taken 
to raise this tax until February, and 
the committee of the Congress which 
alone had the authority to consider it 
did not actually go into executive ses- 
sion until about April 1, or a few days 
thereafter, although some public hear- 
ings had been held. The committee of 
the Congress which alone had the power 
to recommend this tax did not order 
the bill reported until June 15, and it 
was actually reported on June 18. Very 
nearly half of 1951 had elapsed before 
the bill was actually reported by the 
committee or actually introduced in the 
House, because under the practice pre- 
vailing in the House, the committee 
holds its hearings, formulates a bill, in- 
troduces it, and reports it back. That is 
a very good reason for making these tax 
rates effective as of a certain date. 

As a matter of fact, if the rates in this 
bill had been made effective July 1, 
after half the year had elapsed, the 
total rate would have leveled out to 50 
percent for corporate incomes in 1951, 
But the House having put the normal 
and surtax rates up to 52 percent, the 
Senate committee did not feel like 
adopting what in my judgment would be 
a sound principle of taxation, namely, 
making the tax increase effective July 1. 

There is another reason why this par- 
ticular tax ought not to be made retro- 
active. Perhaps it will have no influence 
with my brethren who think it should 
be made retroactive solely for the pur- 
pose of getting some more revenue. Let 
me suggest to them that if they want 
to make it retroactive to the ist of 
January, 1950, they can get more than 
$2,000,000,000 more money, additional 
revenue, but they will be getting it out 
of the income of the corporations for 
1951. 

The Excess Profits Tax Act was actu- 
ally approved on January 3,1951. Every 
corporation, therefore, had the right to 
expect and assume that its tax liability 
for 1951 would be fixed as of that time, 
that is, the date of approval of the ex- 
cess profits tax law. We had raised the 
tax in the 1950 act, and very late in 
1950 we had passed the Excess Profits 
Tax Act, which was approved’ on Janu- 
ary 3. At that time certainly the corpo- 
rations might properly have assumed 
that their rates for 1951 would not be 
increased beyond that point. Since the 
House had actually, by the middle of 
the year, reported a bill which did in- 
crease the rates, we accepted the House 
rates. That is to say, we accepted the 
over-all rate, although we did not follow 
the House pattern. We made the tax 
effective, not as of January 1, but as 
of the end of the first quarter. 

Many corporations declare dividends 
quarterly. Many corporations actually 
set aside their dividends, figured on ex- 
isting taxes. There was actually no 
change in the tax rate until the very 
end of the second quarter, even by the 
other House. However, corporations 
were on notice that the House was con- 
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sidering the bill. It went into executive 
session to consider the rate at the be- 
ginning of the first quarter. Therefore, 
the committee, in order to save as much 
current revenue as possible and to get 
the revenue as quickly as possible, in 
fairness and equity said that the rate 
Should become effective on April 1, or 
that the actual rate levied on corpora- 
tions would run at the over-all rate for 
normal and surtax of 59.75 percent for 
the entire year. 

That is all there is in this case, except 
for one thing, which ought to give 
someone pause. I hardly hope that it 
will, but it should. It should give the 
American people pause. Let us see ex- 
actly what we are doing to corporations 
in this country as compared with what 
is being done by countries which we are 
aiding. Let us take a brief look at the 
situation. 

England, for exemple, levies a 50 per- 
cent rate on corporate profits, for which 
the shareholder gets credit. He does not 


get credit in the United States. In addi- 


tion, an undistributed profits tax of 10 
percent, from which no credit is allowed 
to the shareholder, has recently been 
imposed in England. This last tax com- 
pares with our existing tax, which al- 
ready is at 47 percent, and under this 
bill will go to 50.75 percent for the actual 
current year, from January 1, for which 
the stockholder gets no credit whatever, 

Consider Canada. Canada’s top cor- 
porate tax rate is 45.6 percent on that 
part of the income in excess of $10,000. 
The first $10,000 is taxed at a rate of 
only 10 percent. And yet under this bill, 
which it is now sought to amend so as 
to make the tax retroactive to January 
1, we are taxing at the normal and sur- 
tax rate of 50.75 percent, as against Can- 
ada’s top rate of 45.6 percent. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. GEORGE. I have only a very 
few minutes. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. All I wanted to do 
was to have the Senator clarify the op- 
eration of the British credit. The Sen- 
ator stated that the shareholders re- 
ceived certain credits. 

Mr. GEORGE. The corporation pays 
the tax and the shareholders get credit 
on their individual taxes, without fur- 
ther taxes. 

Mr. President, how much time have I 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Georgia has 3 minutes left. 

Mr. GEORGE. In France the top 
corporate rate is 34 percent. Yet we 
give France money, and are going to 
give her more. We are taking it out of 
the pockets of taxpayers in the United 
States and giving it to the French. 

In Brazil the top corporate rate is only 
15 percent. In Australia it is only 30 
percent. We have the highest tax rates 
in the world. 

Mr. President, it is proposed to make 
these rates effective at the rate of 50.75 
percent for the whole year. That is what 
it amounts to. The House wishes to 
make the rates effective at 52 percent for 
the whole year. That is the question 
which is involved. The entire question 
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will be in conference. Why cannot the 
committee, and the distinguished gen- 
tlemen who assume to know more about 
taxation than the committee which is 
charged with studying these problems, 
be left to thrash this problem out in con- 
ference and arrive at a determination? 
It is squarely and fairly in conference. 
The committee can be trusted to settle 
the issue. There is not one amendment 
in this bill which is not already squarely 
in conference. Senators may take up 
time debating amendments, if they wish 
to do so, but I remind them that we are 
losing revenue from excise taxes at the 
rate of $106,000,000 a month. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from New York yield me 
3 minutes? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I am glad to yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished majority 
leader. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
merely wish to explain my position on 
the pending amendment, because I shall 
vote for it. Strong arguments have been 
made on the floor for not making any 
taxes retroactive. Speaking generally, 
I believe retroactive taxation to be a bad 
precedent, and the principal justifica- 
tion for voting to make the effective date 
April 1 instead of July 1 is that our 
country is in an emergency and we need 
the additional sum which would be paid 
into the Treasury. We have cut down 
expenditures wherever possible, but na- 
tional defense comes high, and we must 
raise every possible dollar by taxation 
to reduce deficit financing. 

This same argument applies with even 
greater force to make the effective date 
January 1. The earlier date would in- 
crease the revenue by approximately a 
half billion dollars. That is very im- 
portant. If the argument is sound for 
making the effective date April 1, it is 
even sounder and more persuasive to 
make it January 1. 

I am persuaded to this view largely by 
the vote of the committee itself, when it 
originally wrote in the bill the date of 
January 1. The committee subsequently 
shifted its position. I do not believe 
anyone can be criticized now for going 


along with the original position of the. 


committee, particularly at a time when 
the Government needs revenue as ur- 
gently as it now does. Moreover, the 
Senate refused yesterday to increase the 
excess-profits tax, which, in my opinion, 
is another argument for adopting the 
pending amendment. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I yield 
2 minutes to the Senator from South 
Dakota. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, the junior 
Senator from South Dakota is no ex- 
pert on taxation, and he lays no claim to 
being one. After listening to the argu- 
ment on this issue it seems to me that we 
are warranted in making the date Jan- 
uary 1 instead of April 1. I invite the 
attention of the Senate to the fact that 
on page 25 of the bill the committee 
amendment proposes to make the surtax 
on individual incomes retroactive to 
January 1, 1951. If there is any logic for 
making the surtax rates on individual 
incomes retroactive to January 1, 1951, 
I do not understand why the corporate 
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tax should not be made retroactive to 
January 1. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from South Dakota yield to me? 

Mr. CASE. I am glad to yield to the 
distinguished Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. GEORGE. The rate does not go 
back in that way. The tax will be col- 
lected back to January 1, but not at the 
full annual rate. The surtax does go 
back for 2 months, but its collection is 
spread out over the year. 

Mr. CASE. Whatever it is, as I read 
page 25, it says: 

(1) Calendar year 1951: In the case of a 
taxable year beginning on January 1, 1951, 
and ending on December 31, 1951, there shall 
be levied, collected, and paid for such taxable 
year upon the surtax net income of every 
individual the surtax shown in the following 
table. 


The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of 
the Senator from South Dakota has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I shall 
not keep the Senate long. I have no wish 
to delay a vote on the pending amend- 
ment. It is such a simple amendment, 
It is such a simple issue. 

Are we going to follow the precedents 
of the past, or are we going to set a new 
precedent? Are we going to set a prec- 
edent which will cost the Government 
$500,000,000, one-tenth the size of this 
whole tax bill? 

Whom are we favoring here? What 
is the reason for the special privilege 
granted the corporations of this coun- 
try? 

Who can answer these questions? 
Who will answer these questions? The 
committee has not answered them. 

Oh, Mr. President, the Senate will not 
dare disregard the public conscience by 
rejecting this amendment. I cannot be- 
lieve it. 

While we are proposing to exact these 
billions from the taxpayers, while we 
enact new excise taxes, new impositions 
on the people, are we going to excuse the 
corporations, the impersonal giants of 
our national economy, from this just 
payment of their share of the burden? 

We are asked to put new excise taxes 
on fountain pens, mechanical pencils, on 
vacuum cleaners, and on washing ma- 
chines, on automobiles and on automo- 
bile parts“ We are asked to tell every 
school child and student, “You are going 
to pay these taxes. When you go to 
the stationery shop for your pen or pen- 
cil, you are going to pay a tax, not next 
year, not in 1953, but now, today.” We 
are asked to tell the working man, when 
he goes to buy a car to drive to and from 
work, to take his family out into the 
country on Sunday, “You are going to 
pay this tax, not next year, but today.“ 
It is proposed that we tell the housewife, 
when she goes to buy her washing ma- 
chine, Pay this tax now, or go back 
to the washboard.” 

We are doing all this because we must 
have additional revenue for our defense 
effort—an effort which is essential for 
our very survival and the survival of 
civilization. 

But the corporations—General Mo- 
tors, General Electric, Standard Oil, 
Texas Oil, Gulf Oil—these giants with 
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two billions and more of assets each, 
with record earnings and profits—we 
are going to tell them, “Don’t worry. 
We are going to give you special consid- 
eration this year. We told you that there 
would be higher taxes this year. You 
have always paid your taxes on profits 
beginning January 1. But this year, 
although we face a national emergency, 
although the fate of the entire world is 
at stake, you need pay at the higher rates 
only on three quarters of your profits.” 

We will tell those corporations that we 
will forgive their increase of taxes for 
the first 3 months of this year. That is 
a special bonus for corporations, a spe- 
cial gift from the Senate of the United 
States. 

These corporations, according to offi- 
cial figures, had an inventory profit in 
the first quarter of this year of $9,000,- 
000,000—an increase in the value of their 
inventory due to price increases, due to 
inflation, of 39,000,000,000. 

Mr. President, is the Senate going to 
be so tender toward these earnings? I 
ask you again and again, why? What 
is the reason for this special dispensa- 
tion for the corporations? 

I will give the answer. There is no 
reason. There is no justification. In 
the face of the impending budget deficit, 
in the face of the rest of these taxes, 
let him who dares this outrage upon the 
public morality vote to reject the amend- 
ment, which is consistent with all our 
tax practices of the past. What it pro- 
poses is simple justice. It is simple fair- 
ness. 

The Government needs the money to 
pay for the defense of this country. 

The rate of $50,000,000,000 a year of 
corporate profits stares us in the face. 
These figures do not lie. They cannot 
be explained away. Let us tax them, 
all of them, and get on with the job 
before us. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. LEHMAN. Yes. 

Mr. LONG. Are we to understand 
that the pending bill would tax indi- 
viduals for the entire year, from Janu- 
ary 1? 

Mr. GEORGE. Oh, no, it does not 
tax individuals, except from November, 
but the taxes for that little part of the 
year, two-twelfths of it, are spread back 
over the whole year. So is the corporate 
rate spread back over the whole year. 

Mr. MOODY. Mr. President—— 

Mr. LEHMAN, I yield to the Senator 
from Michigan. 

Mr. MOODY. I wish to say to the Sen- 
ator from New York that I think his 
amendments should be adopted on a 
basis of pure equity. The fact is that 
before the Banking and Currency Com- 
mittee, when we were holding hearings 
on the bill to control inflation, the Na- . 
tional Production Act, representatives 
of great organizations representing cor- 
porations testified that the way to con- 
trol inflation was by taxation. Later 
some of them testified before the House 
Ways and Means Committee that the 
way to control inflation was by means 
of a sales tax. 

In raising the revenue which we must 
raise in order to finance the strength 
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we need to protect ourselves in the world, 
we must share the burden equitably. It 
seems to me that when corporate profits, 
both before taxes and after taxes, have 
been the highest in the first quarter of 
1951 that have ever been known in the 
corporate history of the United States, 
special privileges or special exemptions 
should not be given to corporations for 
that quarter. 

I believe the Senate would be making 
a serious error and perpetrating an in- 
equity against all other taxpayers if it 
were to fail to adopt the amendments of 
the Senator from New York. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I yield 
the remainder of my time to the Sena- 
tor from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, how 
much time remains? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. One minute 
remains. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. What I wish to say 
can be said in less than 1 minute. 

Mr. President, the pending bill pro- 
poses to raise by 11 percent the taxes on 
earned incomes, and proposes to extract, 
by means of excise taxes, $1,300,000,000 
from individuals, and proposes to open 
up special treatment benefits for the 
capital-gains group. The bill also pro- 
poses to permit corporations, which have 
had the greatest’ income in all the his- 
tory of our economy, to escape the pay- 
ment of approximately half a billion 
dollars in taxes which are justly due the 
Government. 

I submit that if these amendments are 
rejected, that will be but an indication 
that this body has determined that the 
incomes of the corporations of the 
United States, which are primarily de- 
rived from defense activities and de- 
fense production, are not to be taxed on 
an equitable basis. 

I ask for support of the amendments 
of the Senator from New York, Mr. 
President. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. All time on 
the amendments of the Senator from 
New York has expired. 

The question is on agreeing en bloc 
to the amendments submitted by the 
Senator from New York, on behalf of 
himself and other Senators. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, on this 
question I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Colorado will state it. 

Mr. MILLIKIN, What is the pending 
vote? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The pending 
vote is on the amendments en bloc of the 
Senator from New York. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. A vote “yea” will 
mean what? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. A vote “yea” 
is a vote for, and a vote “nay” is a vote 
against. [(Laughter.] 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, my 
understanding is that a vote “yea” will 
be a vote in favor of the position of the 

Senator from New York, and a vote 
“nay” will be a vote in favor of the com- 
mittee’s position. 
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The VICE PRESIDENT. That is an- 
other way to state it. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON] is absent by leave of the Sen- 
ate. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
CHavkzl, the Senator from Tennessee 
(Mr. KEFAUVER], the Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. Smitu], and the Senator 
from Mississippi [Mr. Stennis] are ab- 
sent on official business. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Cuavez] is paired on this vote with the 
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
New Mexico would vote “nay”, and the 
Senator from Tennessee would vote 
“yea.” 

I announce further that if present and 
voting, the Senator from North Carolina 
(Mr. SmrrH] would vote “nay.” 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Maine [Mr. BREWSTER] 
is absent on official business, and if pres- 
ent, he would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from ta [Mr. 
THYE] is absent by leave of the Senate, 
and if present, he would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. Tosey] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Nebraska IMr. 
Wuerry! is necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 33, 
nays 54, as follows: 


YEAS—33 

Aiken Holland Monroney 
Benton Humphrey Moody 
Case Johnson, Tex. Morse 
Clements Kilgore Murray 

Langer Neely 
Fulbright Lehman O'Mahoney 
Gillette Long Pastore 
Green Magnuson Russell 
Hayden Maybank Smathers 
Hennings McFarland Sparkman 

McMahon Underwood 

NAYS—54 
Bennett Flanders M. 
Bricker Frear McClellan 
Bridges George McKellar 
Butler, Md. Hendrickson Millikin 
Butler, Nebr. Hickenlooper Mundt 
Byrd Hoey Nixon 
Cain Hunt O'Conor 
Capehart Ives Robertson 
Carlson Jenner Saltonstall 
Connally Johnson, Colo. Schoeppel 
Cordon Johnston, S.C. Smith, Maine 
Dirksen Kem Smith, N. J 
Duff Kerr 
Dworshak Knowland Watkins 
Eastland Lodge Welker 
Ecton Malone Wiley 
Ellender Martin Williams 
Ferguson McCarran Young 
NOT VOTING—9 
Anderson Kefauver Thye 
Brewster „N. C. Tobey 
Chavez Stennis Wherry 
So Mr. LEHMAN’s amendments were 

rejected. : 


The VICE PRESIDENT. Inasmuch 
as the provisions of title V were reopened, 
after having been adopted with other 
amendments en bloc, the question now is 
on again agreeing to the committee 
amendments which were affected by the 
reopening to permit the Senator from 
New York to offer his amendment. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

Mr. FLANDERS obtained the floor. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield to me for an an- 
nouncement? ’ 
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Mr. FLANDERS. I am glad to yield 
to the Senator from Arizona. 

Mr.McFARLAND. Mr. President, the 
Senate has spent many days on the 
pending bill. We worked 4 days last 
week, and this is the third day this week. 
It is very evident from the vote which 
has just been taken on the Lehman 
amendment that very little additional 
change is going to be made in the bill. 
That would be my judgment. It would 
also be my judgment that the quicker 
we get the bill to conference, the better 
it will be for the Government and for all 
of us. 

In an attempt to save time and to in- 
sure the passage of the bill, and in or- 
der that we may be able to conclude this 
session of Congress at some convenient 
time this fall, I again ask unanimous 
consent that there be a limitation of de- 
bate of 1 hour upon amendments, mo- 
tions, and appeals. 

In regard to the limitation of 1 hour, 
I merely wish to say that there was a 
2-hour limitation of debate on the 
amendment which has just been voted 
upon by the Senate. How many Sena- 
tors were present on the floor? If we 
could have a shorter limitation, Senators 
desiring to present their views would 
have an audience; but they are not going 
to have an audience if there are to be 
long discussions, such as have occurred 
this morning. 

I further ask that all amendments be 
required to be germane, that debate on 
the bill be limited to 2 hours, and that 
the time on amendments be divided be- 
tween the proponent of any amendment 
offered and the distinguished senior 
Senator from Georgia, in the event that 
he is opposed to the amendment, or, if 
he favors the amendment, that the time 
be controlled by the distinguished acting 
minority leader. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection to the request? 

Mr.McCLELLAN. Reserving the right 
to object, I should like to state for the 
RecorD, on behalf of myself and a num- 
ber of other Senators, that one reason 
why Senators are not on the floor is that 
they are in committee sessions and others 
are in conference on bills already passed 
both Houses and are performing duties 
which have to be performed. It is re- 
grettable that some of us cannot be on 
the floor all the time to hear these discus- 
sions. At present the subcommittee of 
which I am a member is engaged in in- 
vestigating charges involving Mr. Wil- 
liam Boyle, chairman of the National 
Democratic Committee and the RFC. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I personally feel 
that if we can get a limitation on debate, 
Senators attending committees would be 
willing to remain on the floor and hold 
their committee meetings later, but if the 
debate is unlimited, committees will con- 
tinue to meet. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I may say to the 
Senator that it is not a question of will- 
ingness on the part of Senators to remain 
on the floor. The Senator has stated 
that a number of Senators aré not pres- 
ent in the Chamber, and I do not want 
the Record to imply that there is a lack 
of interest or that they are willfully or 
unnecessarily absenting themselves from 
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the Chamber. But there is a multiplic- 
ity and a pressure of duties that must be 
attended to at this time. Iam not oppos- 
ing the Senator’s unanimous-consent re- 
quest. I think the agreement should be 
entered into, but I do not want to leave 
the Recorp with the implication that 
some of us are absent by choice. It is 
just impossible for us to meet all respon- 
sibilities at the same time. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, I think it is very im- 
portant that we enter into a unanimous- 
consent agreement at an early hour for 
final disposition of the bill, though I do 
not think this is the hour in which to 
enter into it. I do not agree with the 
Senator from Arizona that the sooner we 
get the bill to conference the better. I 
think it is first very important that we 
get a record on the bill for the American 
people. We shall not get that record by 
sending it to conference. We must make 
the record on the floor of the Senate for 
future reference. Those Senators who 
do not want to hear the record made 
can remain off the floor of the Senate, 
attend committee meetings, or do what 
they care to do, but the American people 
in time to come are going to be very much 
interested in the record made on this bill. 

In my opinion there are few amend- 
ments among those on which we will vote 
which will require longer than 1 hour for 
debate. May I suggest to the Senator 
from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY], who is 
very much the able leader of the group of 
us who are fighting for some amend- 
ments upon which we think a record 
should be made, that he call us together 
in the next few minutes for a discussion 
of which ones of the amendments we 
need more than an hour to discuss, and 
then go along with the unanimous-con- 
sent agreement for an hour on the other 
amendments. We have not been able to 
get together and hold such a conference. 
Until there is such a conference, I object. 

Mr.McFARLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator withhold his objection for a 
moment? 

Mr. MORSE. Yes. 

Mr. McFARLAND. The Senator from 
Minnesota came to me and said he was 
willing to go along with a limitation of 
1 hour on amendments. It is agreeable 
to me to limit the time on some of the 
amendments to more than 1 hour if that 
seems necessary. Yesterday we allowed 
2 hours on four amendments, and it is 
agreeable to do that again. I also un- 
derstand the distinguished Senator from 
Nevada [Mr. McCarran] wants some ad- 
ditional time. 

Mr.McCARRAN. Mr. President, that 
is not all. Some of us would like to be 
on the fioor, but there is a conference 
committee in session in connection with 
the State, Justice, and Commerce ap- 
propriation bill. We have been in ses- 
sion for 2 days, and we must go into ses- 
sion again this afternoon and cannot be 
on the floor to hear the debate. The 
bill referred to should be out of the way 
before the first of the month. We must 
attend to such matters, otherwise we 
never will be able to adjourn. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I may say to the 
Senator from Nevada that I agree that 
we will never get a final adjournment 
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unless we can expedite consideration of 
legislation on the floor. I want every 
Senator to have all the time he desires to 
submit his views, but I feel that the time 
has come when we should make some 
progress on the tax bill if we are ever 
going to have a recess this fall. Wecan 
go along another week on the bill and 
have conference committee meetings 
and drag along, but what would we ac- 
complish by that? Perhaps it would be 
better to lay the pending bill aside for 
awhile. The only solution of the prob- 
lem I know of is to limit debate, and at 
the same time give every Senator an op- 
portunity to explain his views. That 
seems to me to be fair. 

Mr. MCCARRAN." Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for an observation? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I yield. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I do not think 
there has been any bill before this body 
more important to the American people 
than is the bill now pending. The prog- 
ress on the bill has been fine. The de- 
bate has proceeded rapidly, considering 
the involvement of it. I think progress 
has been excellent and I believe the Sen- 
ator from Arizona is overly anxious. 

Mr. McFARLAND. No, Mr. President, 
I am not overly anxious, but I am going 
to give notice of a night session tonight 
merely to make it possible to finish con- 
sideration of the bill within a reasonable 
time. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Objection 
has been heard. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I think 
the objection has been withheld for a 
moment. 

I wish to state that I think we are 
making progress. The bill is a difficult 
one, and some new features have been 
brought in. The distinguished Senator 
from Nevada is interested in a matter 
which is a new tax but which is in both 
your committee’s bill and the House bill. 
As a result if it is agreed to by the Sen- 
ate it would not even be in conference. 
I am not greatly concerned when the 
problems are matters which can be fair- 
ly ironed out in conference. In such 
cases it is difficult to see the necessity 
of talking at great length upon them, 
but where they are not in conference, 
the situation is admittedly quite dif- 
ferent. There have been several sub- 
jects raised in connection with the bill 
thus far which would not be in confer- 
ence. I do not see why they need to be 
debated at length now. 

However, under the present parlia- 
mentary situation, Senators themselves 
may select the time when they may bring 
up their amendments. In other words, 
if they do not wish to call an amend- 
ment up until after a certain hour, they 
have that right if they can get recogni- 
tion. 

I think that if the Senator from Ari- 
zona will not press his request at this 
time, but will give those in opposition a 
little opportunity for conference, as the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morse] sug- 
gested, we probably can reach an agree- 
ment. Where the matters will be in 
conference and must be fought out when 
the bill goes to conference, I believe the 
Senators will see that there is no need 
to discuss them at too great length now, 
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As to matters which would not be in 
conference, of course, they may desire a 
longer time. I hope, therefore, that the 
Senator from Arizona will permit the 
status to remain just as it is for the time 
being. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
have no alternative. Objection has been 
heard. 

As to the program for tomorrow, my 
reason for giving notice now of a night 
session is because we cannot finish the 
bill this week unless we make more rapid 
progress. I think every Senator would 
like to see consideration of the bill fin- 
ished so that we would not have to have 
a Saturday session. Some of my friends 
on the other side of the aisle have told 
me they needed to confer, that there are 
certain things they wish to discuss 
among themselves, and they did not want 
me to hear what they had to say. So 
I have agreed that we would not have 
a 10 o’clock morning session tomorrow, 
in order that they may hold their con- 
ference. So the Senate will not con- 
vene tomorrow until 12 o’clock as an ac- 
commodation to my friends on the other 
side of the aisle. Moreover, I do not de- 
sire to see anyone deprived of a good 
dinner, especially my good Republican 
friends; so a week ago I promised that 
the Senate would not sit late tomorrow 
evening to permit the new Republican 
Members to entertain the older Repub- 
lican Members at a dinner—I assume 
it is for the purpose of attempting to 
get the older Members in a little better 
humor and to look at things. in a more 
democratic light. I thought Members 
should understand why the Senate will 
not meet early nor sit late tomorrow 
and why I am trying to expedite our 
progress. It is not that I am trying te 
overwork the Senate; but I am trying 
to make up a little bit of the time we 
are going to lose tomorrow. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I yield. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I know of no 
Member on this side of the aisle who 
wants to delay consideration of the bill, 
and I may say, in reply to the Senator 
from Arizona, that somehow it has ap- 
peared to me that Senators on the other 
side of the aisle have at numerous times 
gotten together in secret, without Sen- 
ators on this side knowing what they 
were doing—alihough I do not know just 
how much has been accomplished by 
such meetings. Also it seems to me they 
have been fed very well. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Sometime I will 
come around and tell the Senator from 
Massachusetts what has been accom- 
plished. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. In all serious- 
ness, will the Senator tell me about how 
long he intends to have the Senate re- 
main in session tonight, so I may know 
what to tell other Senators on this side 
of the aisle? 

Mr. McFARLAND. We will have a 
night session. I would not like to say 
the Senate will remain in session until 
9 or 10 or 11 o’clock, because maybe it 
may be we will make progress more 
rapidly than we now anticipate, 
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Mr. SALTONSTALL. If we succeed 
in entering into a unanimous-consent 
agreement this afternoon, perhaps the 
night session tonight will be called off. 

Mr. McFARLAND. That depends on 
the progress we may make, Let us de- 
cide that question when we come to it. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection to the unanimous-consent request 
made by the Senator from Arizona? 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, reserv- 
ing the right to object, I am perfectly 
willing to have the request presented 
again later this afternoon after I have 
conferred with the Senator from Min- 
nesota [Mr. HUMPHREY]. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President—— 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Vermont. 

Mr. SMITH of NEW JERSEY. Mr. 
President, will the Senator yield so I may 
make a brief statement? 

Mr. FLANDERS, For how many min- 
utes does the Senator wish to have me 
yield? 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. About 10 
minutes. 

Mr. FLANDERS. If the Senator from 
New Jersey will first allow me to offer 
an amendment, I will then ask unani- 
mous consent that I may yield to the 
Senator from New Jersey without los- 
ing the floor. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Very well. 

Mr. FLANDERS, Mr. President, I of- 
fer an amendment which I send to the 
desk and ask to have stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment will be stated. 

The Cuter CLERK, On page 221, after 
line 23, it is proposed to insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. 344. Life insurance departments of mu- 
tual savings banks. 

(a) Section 201 (b) is hereby amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following: 
“The term “life insurance company’ includes 
a life insurance department of a mutual 
savings bank established by State law and 
authorized to conduct the business of life 
insurance under State laws governing do- 
mestic legal reserve life insurance com- 
panies and such department shall be subject 
to tax as a life insurance company under 
Supplement G if the accounts of such de- 
partment are maintained separately from 
the accounts of the other business of the 


bank.” 
(b) Effective date: The amendment made 
by this section shall be applicable only with 
to taxable years beginning after De- 
cember 31, 1951. 


Mr. FLANDERS. The purpose of the 
amendment is to put the life-insurance 
departments of mutual-savings banks 
under life-insurance taxation rather 
than under the mutual-savings bank 
taxation. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, this 
amendment is in a technical form, but 
it carries out the declaration and pur- 
pose set forth by us during the debate 
on this question, and we have no objec- 
tion to the amendment, but, on the con- 
trary, favor it. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Vermont yield for 
one question? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. This amend- 
ment, as the Senator from Vermont has 
drafted it formally, includes the words 
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“savings bank.“ It does not include any 
other institution. What is involved is a 
form of savings bank life insurance in 
which such banks have engaged. If, for 
instance, any other banks, such as trust 
companies or other kinds of companies, 
let us say, took up this form of insur- 
ance, the Senator from Georgia would 
= object if they were included, would 
e? 

Mr. GEORGE. I would not, I will say 
to the Senator from Massachusetts. I 
think the Senator means to ask me if I 
think they should also be separated, and 
treated separately from the others. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Yes. 

Mr. GEORGE. I answer in the af- 
firmative. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
is on agreeing to the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Vermont IMr. 
FLANDERS]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, un- 
der the assumption that I still have the 
fioor, I now ask unanimous consent that 
the Senator from New Jersey may pre- 
sent his statement without my losing the 
floor. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 


FROPOSED REVISION OF THE ITALIAN 
PEACE TREATY 


Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
President, I desire to call the attention 
of the Senate at this time to the problem 
of the proposed revision of the Italian 
peace treaty. This in my judgment is 
a most important problem from the 
point of view of the solidarity of the free 
world and the need to have all free na- 
tions stand as equal partners in defense 
of their common heritage. It is regret- 
table that so many other pressing mat- 
ters confronting the Senate have made 
it impossible up to this time for us to 
concentrate our attention on this matter, 

The visit to the United States of Pre- 
mier de Gasperi, who made a notable 
address before a joint session of Con- 
gress on Monday, makes it particularly 
timely for us to consider the peace- 
treaty question, I hope very much that 
Premier de Gasperi’s visit will result in 
hastening the day when Italy will be free 
of the burdens and inequalities of the 
present treaty. 

Recently I received a copy of a reso- 
lution adopted on the 9th of September 
by the grand lodge of New Jersey, Order 
of Sons of Italy in America, urging the 
revision of the Italian peace treaty “so 
as to accord by its terms a more humane, 
reasonable, practicable, and just con- 
sideration of most important matters 
which are of importance not only to 
Italy but to all democratic nations.” I 
ask unanimous consent that the full text 
of this resolution be printed in the REC- 
orp at the conclusion of my remarks. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit A.) 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi- 
dent, in my judgment the revision of 
the Italian peace treaty is a matter of 
importance not only to Americans of 
Italian origin but to all Americans and 
indeed to all who value the free way of 
life. On my recent trip to Europe as a 
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member of the subcommittee of the For- 
eign Relations Committee I had an op- 
portunity to talk with our representa- 
tives in Italy and with the leaders of the 
Italian Government about this problem. 

The attitude of the Italians on this 
matter is worth noting. They feel, as we 
in America do, that the military restric- 
tions on Italy imposed by the peace trea- 
ty in 1947 prevent Italy from playing the 
part she is ready and willing to play in 
helping to defend the North Atlantic 
area as a member of the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization. But they also feel, 
and in this I think they are entirely 
right, that the terms of the treaty are 
humiliating for the new Italian democ- 
racy which has emerged since the end of 
World War II. They do not like the 
words of the preamble which serve as an 
eternal reminder to Italy of the period of 
Fascist aggression under Mussolini. 
They do not like the provisions which 
impose on Italy an obligation to respect 
the rights of man, rights to which pres- 
ent-day Italy is devoted of her own free 
will, and which in any case can never be 
secured by dictation. In short, the Ital- 
ians feel that the treaty is obsolete not 
only in its military provisions but in its 
moral attitude. It is a treaty imposed by 
the victors on the vanquished, and even 
though it is less harsh than many other 
such treaties it is fundamentally based 
on this unequal principle. 

When we consider the very different 
spirit of the Japanese treaty signed in 
San Francisco on September 8, the con- 
trast is obvious. And I speak again from 
personal experience, because, as my col- 
leagues know, I was an alternate dele- 
gate to the Japanese peace treaty con- 
ference in San Francisco. The Japanese 
treaty is essentially a peace of reconcili- 
ation, as Mr. Dulles has properly de- 
scribed it. It takes fully into account 
the great strides toward democracy 
made in Japan under the occupation. 
As we all know, Italy has fully restored 
her old democratic institutions which 
the Fascist era interrupted. She has 
done so as a completely independent na- 
tion. She is now being called on to make 
a heavy contribution to the Atlantic de- 
fense, and this contribution will not be 
easy in light of the difficulties of the 
Italian economy. 

In this situation it becomes obvious 
that every reasonable step should be 
taken to bolster the morale and self- 
respect of the Italian people. No single 
step toward this end could be more ef- 
fective than the removal not only of the 
military restrictions on Italy but also of 
those provisions of the treaty which view 
Italy as a nation conquered in war, and 
their replacement with provisions which 
bring Italy fully and equally into the 
community of free peoples. 

I shall not discuss now the legal com- 
plexities surrounding the problem of re- 
vision, except to say that all the signa- 
tories of the treaty except the Russians 
and their satellites apparently favor this 
step. It is also noteworthy that the 
Soviet Union has already violated the 
existing treaty, in spirit if not in fact, 
by vetoing the admission of Italy into 
the United Nations in the face of a pledge 
in the preamble to the treaty that all 
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the signatories would support Italy’s ap- i 


plication. This violation by Russia gives 
us a strong moral sanction, if not a legal 
sanction, for revision. 

To sum up, Mr. President, I am con- 
vinced that we are called upon not alone 
by military expediency but even more 
by moral considerations, by our alle- 
giance to the ideals of human freedom 
and national independence, to work for a 
speedy revision of the peace treaty with 
Italy. The basic instrument of our re- 
lations with Italy should be a document 
which treats Italy not as a vanquished 
enemy but as a dignified and equal part- 
ner in the defense of freedom. It should 
not be a document which stands for the 
Italian people as an eternal reminder of 
the tragedy and shame of the Fascist 
era, but rather one which inspires them 
with the glorious memory of Mazzini and 
Garibaldi. It should remind them of 
the splendor of early Rome—not the 
physical splendor of the imperial tyrants 
and Caesars but the greater spiritual 
splendor of the ancient Republic, the 
Rome which produced almost the first 
representative government in the history 
of mankind. 

Let us turn our backs on the tragedies 
of the past and receive the people of 
Italy wholeheartedly into the family of 
free nations. 

I thank the Senator from Vermont 
for yielding me time. 

Exuisir A 

Whereas the Italian Peace Treaty is a gross 
miscarriage of justice and contrary to every 
principle of fair play for which the United 
States stands; and 

Whereas the materie“ and moral assist- 
ance of Italy is necessary to combat the evil 
of communism; and 

Whereas Italy cannot give such assistance 
if she is to remain chained and shackled by 
said peace treaty: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That on the 9th day of Septem- 
ber 1951, at the forty-seventh annual con- 
vention of the Grand Lodge of the State of 
New Jersey, Order of Sons of Italy in America, 
held at Atlantic City, N. J., that the Grand 
Lodge of New Jersey (with a membership of 
6,600 persons) respectfully urge the Presi- 
dent of the United States and the Members 
of the Senate of he United States to bring 
about the revision of said peace treaty so as 
to accord by its terms a more humane, rea- 
sonable, practicable, and just consideration 
of most important matters which are of im- 
portance not only to Italy but to all demo- 
cratic nations; be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution 
be forwarded to the President of the United 
States, the Vice President of the United 
States, to the President pro tempore of the 
United States Senate, the Secretary of State 
of the United States, and to members of the 
Foreign Relations Committee of the United 
States Senate. 

GRAND LODGE or New JERSEY, ORDER 
or SONS OF ITALY IN AMERICA, 


Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
the junior Senator from New Jersey rises 
to commend and congratulate his dis- 
tinguished and able colleague upon the 
stand he has taken in respect to the 
Italian peace treaty. I feel precisely as 
does my colleague on the subject. I 
know that as a member of the Foreign 
Relations Committee he has made a very 
thorough study of the whole question, 
With his consent I should like to asso- 
ciate myself with his remarks before 
the Senate today, as well as his high 
purposes, 
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As one who spent many long and diffi-. 
cult months in Italy, both before and 
after the surrender of the Italian peo- 
ple, under Nazi domination, helping the 
Italian people to reconstruct their gov- 
ernment, I think I know something of 
the spirit of the Italian people and their 
problems. The junior Senator from 
New Jersey, during the long months he 
spent in Italy, learned to love the Italian 
people and to appraise their courage very 
highly. 

I am very glad that this question has 
been raised on the floor of the Senate 
today, at a most appropriate time, when 
we have in our midst a great Italian Pre- 
mier and Foreign Minister. I recall dis- 
tinctly his very able speech before the 
joint meeting of the two Houses of Con- 
gress yesterday, and I shall always re- 
member it with a great deal of inspira- 
tion. 

I hope the Senate will join in the spirit 
exemplified today by my distinguished 
colleague in respect to the Italian treaty. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I thank 
my colleague. 


REVENUE ACT OF 1951 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 4473) to provide reve- 
nue, and for other purposes. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, on 
Monday at the time the amendment 
dealing with cooperatives was being con- 
sidered on the floor of the Senate, un- 
fortunately I was absent. However, as 
stated by the majority leader yesterday, 
I relied upon his promise that the ques- 
tion of cooperatives would not be con- 
sidered until Tuesday morning, upon my 
return. 

In reading the Recorp I found a state- 
ment by the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
Wit1ams] which I believed to be inac- 
curate, on the subject of cooperatives. 
I therefore took the matter up with Mr. 
Roy F. Hendrickson, executive secretary 
of the National Federation of Grain Co- 
operatives. This morning I received a 
letter from him which I wish to read 
into the Recorp. It is dated yesterday 
and reads as follows: 


NATIONAL FEDERATION OF 
GRAIN COOPERATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., September 25, 1951. 
The Honorable WILLIAM LANGER, 
The United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR LANGER: In the debate on the 
Williams amendment to H. R. 4473, the 
CONGRESSIONAL Recorp for September 24, page 
11975, quotas Senator WILLIAMs as having 
said in debate with Senator KERR: 

“Was the Senator from Oklahoma present 
in the Senate Chamber a little earlier this 
afternoon when I pointed out how one of the 
cooperatives in the Midwest, namely the 
Farmers Union Grain Terminal, was making 
allocations to the farmers in preferred stock, 
with the specific language written on it that 
the preferred stock is not to be voted. They 
have a capitalization of $25,000,000, of which 
$57,000 is voting common stock, and the re- 
mainder of the $25,000,000 is not voting stock. 
Therefore, as they make these allocations 
over a period of years, the farmers do not 
have, in effect, the control of the corpora- 
tion. The control remains in the hands of 
the $50,000 voting stock. Furthermore this 
preferred stock is not transferable except 
upon the approval of the directors. They 
even have the authority to expel a member 
at any time and sell his stock without his 
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consent if he sees fit to object. These alloca- 
tions in nearly every instance are not negoti- 
able.” 

Because this statement and others made 
during the course of the debate indicate a 
complete lack of understanding regarding the 
structure and methods of a great cooperative, 
the Farmers Union Grain Terminal Associa- 
tion of St. Paul, serving farmers of the Cen- 
tral Northwest, the facts in the case are here 
Provided as follows: 

For a farmer or an association of farmers 
to become a member of GTA, he or they must 
make an application for membership. The 
association must consist entirely of pro- 
ducer-members—it must be a true farmers’ 
cooperative. 

If accepted as a member, the applicant 
is required to buy one share of common stock 
for $1. This gives the member the right to 
vote at annual meetings of the stockholders 
and to participate democratically in deter- 
mining policies of the GTA. It also makes 
the member eligible to market grain 
through GTA, because GTA refuses to do 
business for anyone except its members, In 
short, this common stock is in reality mem- 
bership qualifying stock. 

No farmer receives or is allocated any of 
the preferred stock of GTA unless he has 
qualified for membership by having obtained 
a share of common stock with a right to 
vote in the affairs of GTA. 

The preferred stock is the form in which 
patronage is distributed to members. GTA 
has no voteless members, but the members 
all have the same voting rights—one man, 
— vote whether the member sells 1,000 

els or 100,000 bushels of grain t 
GTA. That is true cooperation. 3 

Senator WittiaMs is very wrong when he 
states that GTA has outstanding $50,000 in 
common or voting stock. 

As of May 31, 1950, it had outstanding 
$6,012 in common stock. That really meant 
that at $1 par value per share GTA had 6,012 
members. Some of these members are indi- 
vidual farmers; other members are associa- 
tions of farmers, local co-ops in reality. 

Each year GTA has more members, but 
no one except these members who have a 
share of common stock and, therefore, a vote 
can obtain patronage which is distributed 
in the form of preferred stock. 5 

The idea is that the members who are 
using GTA own it and its 22,000, 000- plus 
bushels of grain storage facilities at Great 
Falls, Spokane, Minneapolis, St. Paul, Su- 
perior (Wis.), and elsewhere. When a 
member dies or retires from farming, his 
holdings of preferred stock are redeemed by 
GTA at the full par value of $25 a share and 
his share of common or voting stock is re- 
deemed at $1 par value. And all of the early 
issues of GTA preferred stock issued start- 
ing in 1938 and through 1942 have been re- 
deemed—it runs into several millions of 
dollars. 

The Minnesota cooperative law requires 
GTA to place in a permanent reserve 10 
percent of its annual savings until the re- 
3 equals 50 percent of its outstanding 


That reserve, all of which is allocated to 
the patrons who contributed it, was $2,147,- 
347.08 as of May 31, 1950. The total mem- 
bers’ and patrons’ equity on that date was 
$20,008,173.17. 

As of May 31, 1950, in addition to $6,012 
in common stock shares, GTA had outstand- 
ing: $17,512,566.28 in preferred stock shares, 
actually owned by the same people who held 
the common voting stock, and there was 
$342,247.26 in partial credits on preferred 
stock. These credits consisted of amounts 
due individuals and associations of less than 
$25 each. When the credits due a patron 
reach a total of $25, a share of preferred 
stock is issued. 


I may say, Mr. President, that under 
the rulings of the Internal Revenue 
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Bureau a farmer obtaining the credit 
must pay income tax on it whether it is 
paid in cash or issued in scrip. 

I continue reading from the letter: 

It is hoped that this information will clear 
up misunderstanding which could easily 
arise in the wake of the statement by Sena- 
tor WILLIAMS. 

It should be borne in mind that GTA, a 
true cooperative that has been an outstand- 
ing success, makes a profit, not for itself, but 
for its member-patrons whose agent it is in 
all its operations as the Supreme Court of 
Minnesota ruled in 1947. 

Sincerely, 
Roy F. HENDRICKSON, 
Executive Secretary. 


I have read the letter because I know 
the inherent fairness of the Senator 
from Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS], for 
whom I have very great respect. I am 
sorry that he is not present. I am sure 
that if he were here he would be de- 
lighted to have me read the letter, be- 
cause it clears up a misunderstanding 
which he had about the National Federa- 
tion of Grain Cooperatives. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendment identified as 9-20- 
51-A. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Hortan in the chair). The clerk will 
state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. At the proper 
place in the bill it is proposed to insert 
the following new section. 

Src. —, Nonbusiness casualty losses. 

(a) Removal of limitation: Section 122 
(d) (5) (relating to net operating loss de- 
duction) is amended by inserting after De- 
ductions” in the first sentence thereof a 
comma and the following: “other than de- 
ductions allowable under section 23 (e) (2) 
and (3).” 

(b) Effective date: The amendment made 
by this section shall be applicable with re- 
spect to taxable years beginning after De- 
cember 31, 1950. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, this 
amendment treats casualty loss by indi- 
viduals the same as capital loss with re- 
spect to the carry-over privilege for tax 
purposes. 

Thousands of our citizens in the recent 
flooded areas of Kansas, Missouri, and 
Oklahoma have suffered casualty losses 
that reach as high as 100 percent. In 
my opinion, it is only fair that they 
should be given an opportunity to make 
adjustments in their tax returns on a 
carry-forward or carry-backward basis, 
the same as losses attributed to the oper- 
ation of a trade or business. 

The amendment does not restrict the 
privilege of a casualty loss carry-over to 
any designated disaster area, or to any 
particular disaster. It would make the 
privilege available to anyone, anywhere, 
in conection with any casualty loss. 

In view of the extreme need for this 
amendment, I would urge that the Chair- 
man of the Finance Committee, the Sen- 
ator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE], take it 
to conference. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I have 
given consideration to the amendment. 
It only gives to the people who have 
been unfortunate enough to sustain loss 
in the recent floods, after a certain date 
fixed in the amendment, loss carry-for- 


ward and carry-back provisions. I can- | 
not see that there is any injustice in the 
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amendment. I shall be very glad to 
take it to conference. Of course, if 
there should appear in conference to 
be any substantial reason against the 
amendment on the ground of fairness, 
justice, or equity, I want to be free to 
vote against it. Whenever I say that 
I shall take an amendment to confer- 
ence, I always mean that I shall consider 
it as a bona fide approved amendment, 
unless something is developed in con- 
ference which had not been brought to 
my attention. I see no objection to the 
amendment, and I shall be glad to take 
it to conference. 

Mr. CARLSON. I cppreciate the fine 
statement of the distinguished chairman 
of the committee. I am confident, 
knowing him as I do, and being familiar 
with his splendid work on the committee 
and in the Senate, that he will give se- 
rious consideration to the amendment, 
and I am hopeful that the outcome will 
be satisfactory. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment of the Senator 
from Kansas [Mr. CARLSON] is agreed to. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
Icall up my amendment 9-20-51-E. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. At the proper 
place in the bill, it is proposed to insert 
the following new section: 


Sec. —. Exclusion from gross income of re- 
tired pay. 

(a) Section 22 (b) (2) of the Internal hev- 
enue Code (relating to exclusion from gross 
income of amounts received as annuities, 
etc.) is amended by adding at the end 
thereof of a new subparagraph as follows: 

“(C) Exclusions: In the case of amounts 
received as a pension, retired or retirement 
pay, or a retirement annuity, so much of 
such pension, pay, or annuity received dur- 
ing the taxable year as does not exceed 
$1,440 shall be excluded from gross income. 
For the purposes of the second sentence of 
subparagraph (A) and the first sentence of 
subparagraph (B) of this paragraph, the 
amounts received as an annuity which are 
excluded from gross income under this sub- 
paragraph shall not be considered in com- 
puting the amount ‘received as an annuity,’ 
or the ‘amount received in the taxable year,’ 
or the ‘aggregate amount excluded from 
gross income under this chapter’ or the 
‘amounts received under such contract.’ 
Nothing in this subparagraph shall be 
deemed to require the inclusion in gross 
income of any amounts received during the 
taxable year which are excludable from gross 
income under other provisions of law.” 

(b) The amendment made by this section 
shall be applicable only with respect to tax- 
able years beginning after December 31, 1950. 


Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I offer the amendment to the pending 
tax bill to correct an inequity and to 
afford relief to some of our aged retired. 
The amendment would exempt from in- 
come tax the first $1,440 of all pensions 
paid. It is not designed to result in the 
payment of funds from the Treasury. 
Rather, it is designed to give a measure 
of tax relief to retired pensioners, and 
to give all of them the same benefits that 
are already being enjoyed by a large per- 
centage of their number. 

Mr. President, I think the American 
people are eminently fair and like to see 
all their fellow citizens treated alike. In 


my judgment this amendment will help ; 


much toward reaching that goal. 
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At the present time there are some 
thousands of retired school teachers, re- 
tired policemen, retired firemen, and 
other retired persons, who formerly were 
Federal, State, or local government em- 
ployees, as well as participants in private 
retirement systems, who are living on 
pensions which usually are quite small, 
Frankly, Mr. President, in most instances 
they are so small that I do not know how 
such persons eke out an existence. They 
are having a very difficult tinre to make 
ends meet. In these days of inflation, 
when every necessity of life costs so 
much more than it did when their pen- 
sion systems were drawn up, their prob- 
lem is much more difficult. 

In very many cases, the pensions now 
being paid are prodviding a great deal 
less than what we currently conceive to 
be a fair standard of living. This unfair 
condition exists because these pensioners 
have no powerfully organized voice in 
our legislative halls, as have those who 
are engaged in industry. For instance, 
labor is efficiently organized and is well 
able to protect the interests of its vast 
army of workers and to help secure for 
them a return which will keep pace with 
the rise in the cost of living. However, 
this same power is not available to the 
retired under pension programs. 

The chances are, of course, very small 
that needed corrections can be made to 
all the various systems under which re- 
tirement annuities are being paid. In- 
deed, it could hardly be the function of 
Congress to add sufficiently to all annui- 
ties to restore to them the same pur- 
chasing power they once had. However, 
Congress can and should allow to them 
the same tax benefits which it allows to 
others who draw pensions from the Fed- 
eral Treasury. For example, pensions 
paid under the Railroad Retirement Act 
are exempt from all Federal income 
taxes. Social-security pensions are 
exempt from all Federal income taxes. 
Pensions paid to war veterans or their 
families are exempt from all Federal 
income taxes. Why, then, should not 
retired school teachers, retired police- 
men, and retired firemen, and other Fed- 
eral, State, and local employees, as well 
as participants in private pension sys- 
tems, be entitled to the same considera- 
tion? 

As an example of how this discrimina- 
tion works, I call attention to the fact 
that, while a retired railway worker en- 
joys this tax relief for his pension, the 
retired railway postal employee, who 
may have worked right along with him, 
enjoys no such relief. 

The purpose of my amendment is to 
do equity in a place where equity is 
badly needed. Is it too much to ask that 
the first $1,440 of all pensions should be 
exempt? I think not, Mr. President. 

Under this amendment, the loss to 
the Federal Treasury, in terms of the 
way the Federal Government now spends 
money, will be relatively minor, whereas 
the relief granted in individual cases 
will be extremely helpful. 

Let us not by the additional taxes 
currently under consideration impose 
new burdens which will further shrink 
the dwindling amount of the necessities 
of life which our workers of the past 
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will be able to have. Let us help them, 
instead of hindering them. 

I sincerely hope that my colleagues 
will give this very fair and very humane 
amendment the favorable consideration 
it deserves, and will vote for its adop- 
tion. 

But, Mr. President, before the vote 
is taken, I ask the very distinguished 
and able chairman of the Finance Com- 
mittee whether he will consider taking 
the amendment to conference. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I would 
not be able to take this amendment to 
conference. It has been voted on both 
in the Senate and recently in the House 
of Representatives; and it was voted 
down. 

Although, of course, the amendment 
makes a considerable appeal, yet in view 
of the fact that both bodies of Con- 
gress have acted upon the amendment, 
and in view of other legislation which 
has been enacted, I would not be able 
to take the amendment to conference. 

I shall have to suggest the absence 
of a quorum if the Senator from New 
Jersey desires to have a vote taken on 
the amendment at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Georgia suggest the 
absence of a quorum? 

Mr. GEORGE. Yes, if a vote is de- 
sired at this time. Otherwise I would 
wait a little while, in order to give Sen- 
ators an opportunity to return from 
lunch. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New Jersey permit me to 
ask a few questions for purposes of in- 
formation? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Yes, indeed. 

Mr. MORSE. Do I correctly under- 
stand that the Senator’s amendment 
seeks to exempt the first 81.400 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. The first $1,440. 

Mr. MORSE. It seeks to exempt the 
first $1,440 of pensions from the gross 
income of any person, when figured for 
income-tax purposes, does it? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. That is correct. 

Mr. MORSE. Suppose Mr. X has a 
gross income of $10,000. Would the Sen- 
- ators amendment simply deduct from 
that $10,000 the $1,440 Mr. X receives 
from a pension, and make it nontaxable? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. That is as I 
understand the situation under the 
amendment. 

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator from 
New Jersey think that such an individ- 
ual with a gross income of $10,000 should 
have $1,440 deducted for tax purposes? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I believe so; 
yes. 

Mr. MORSE. Is not the basis of the 
argument of the Senator from New Jer- 
sey, which he presented on the floor, 
and with which I am in a great deal 
of sympathy, his desire to protect the 
poor annuitant and the poor pensioner 
who finds it necessary to live on a very 
scanty pension? However, if his income 
is $10,000, of which $1,440 is pension 
money, I do not see what justification 
there is for exempting his pension money 
from tax. 
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Mr. HENDRICKSON. Of course, the 
Senator realizes that all pensioners 
would have to be treated alike. 

Mr. MORSE. That is the point I wish 
to discuss with the Senator from New 
Jersey. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I tried to make 
clear that I do not think we can dis- 
criminate as between pensioners. I 
think the distinguished Senator from 
Oregon would find, if he made a survey 
of the situation, that the great major- 
ity of these pensioners have no such 
income as $10,000 a year. A great many 
of them are living on a bare pittance. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I make 
these very brief remarks on the princi- 
ple involved in the Senator’s amend- 
ment. I would say that I do not think 
our major concern should be with pen- 
sioners as such, but I believe our major 
concern should be with citizens who have 
such small incomes. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON... I am perfectly 
willing to use the term “people of small 
incomes” for these fine citizens, who in 
Many cases served their Government so 
well. I have no argument as to the term 
to be used. 

Mr. MORSE. However, I wish to 
point out that the Senator’s amendment 
does not draw that distinction, but is 
drawn up in terms of gross income. I 
am not willing to accept the generaliza- 
tion of the Senator from New Jersey that 
there are not a considerable number of 
persons in the United States who receive 
pensions and annuities and also have 
very substantial incomes. In view of the 
job in insurance work in the United 
States which I think some of the great 
insurance companies have done—and I 
believe it is a remarkable job—namely, 
the job of carrying the principle of pri- 
vate enterprise to the extent of getting 
people to plan for old age when they 
come of a certain age, so as to have an 
annuity accrue to them then, I do not 
think there should go along with it a 
Government program which offers ex- 
emptions in the case of annuities as an 
inducement to the sale of the policies. 
I do not think that would be a sound 
public policy. 

What should concern us are our fel- 
low citizens who are in such a low-In- 
come class that the application of a 
Federal tax would work a hardship upon 
them, regardless of whether they are 
pensioners or are not pensioners. What 
I am interested in is in knowing the 
total income of A, B, C, D, and the mil- 
lions of other people who fall within the 
low-income bracket? But I think, Mr. 
President, and I say it most respectfully, 
that the distinction between annuitants 
ard pensioners in the small-income 
group, on the one hand, and other peo- 
ple in the low-income group, is a rather 
artificial distinction. 

I believe the sound principle for us to 
follow is to determine whether we have 
a fair tax structure applicable to people 
in the low-income groups, and as to them 
I would find myself very sympathetic 
toward giving consideration to the ques- 
tion of whether the existing taxes on 
them ought to be reduced. 
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But I have serious doubt whether it is 
consistent with good public policy to be 
setting up what I consider to de a rather 
artificial class distinction, such as that 
set forth in the Senator’s amendment. 
I do not see why annuitants and pen- 
sioners should be set aside in a class by 
themselves, unless the same class bene- 
fits which accrue to them are given 
generally to other Americans in the 
low-income bracket. 

In my opinion we also need much 
more information than the Senator 
from New Jersey has given us in his 
presentation of his amendment, as to 
how many people who have gross in- 
comes far in excess of $1,440 would be 
benefited under the gross-income provi- 
sion of his amendment. I do not see why 
they should receive the benefit of an 
exemption on $1,440. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield to the Senator 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I gather from 
the remarks of the distinguished Senator 
from Oregon that in principle he is in 
favor of this amendment. 

Mr. MORSE: In principle, I am in 
favor of seeing that we do justice to the 
people in the low-income brackets, in- 
cluding annuitants and pensioners. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. And, therefore, 
the Senator endorses the principle, does 
he not? 

Mr. MORSE. I endorse the principle 
of providing tax relief for people whose 
income is so low that for the Federal 
Government to collect a tax from them 
would be very much a case of Shylock 
collecting his pound of flesh. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. If I were to 
modify this amendment so that it would 
apply only o net income, I wonder 
} the Senator would then support 

Mr. MORSE. I think the Senator 
from New Jersey would thereby greatly 
strengthen his amendment, and make me 
much more inclined to support it. But 
I do not happen to be one of those who, 
when a proposal for a substantial change 
in an amendment is made on the floor, 
would immediately commit themselves 
to saying that, if the change were 
adopted, they would support the amend- 
ment. I only say to the Senator from 
New Jersey that if he would talk to me 
in terms of net income, I should be much 
more inclined to go along with his 
amendment than I am at the present 
time. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Then, Mr. 
President, I hope that the Senator will 
go along with the amendment. I now 
modify my amendment so that it will 
affect only the net income from pensions 
in the $1,440 class. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be modified accordingly. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, the 
Senator has a right to modify his amend- 
ment, but I may say I would still have 
to oppose it and suggest the absence of 
a quorum, I would say to the Senator, 
in view of the vote on this particular 
provision, which was taken this year in 
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the House Committee on Ways and 
Means and in view of previous votes, on 
this provision, I have not the slightest 
idea that this amendment could ever 
be accepted. 

I want to make this statement to the 
Senator. We have given to all people 65 
years of age a double exemption, which 
applies to a person who has-retired as 
well as one who is still working, so that 
a married man who is 65 years old, and 
has a wife who is 65 years old, receives 
exemptions of $2,400. They have also 
the standard deduction of 10 percent 
of their entire gross. These allowances 
when taken together can amount to a 
considerable sum. So there is very little 
need for the relief in the lower brackets 
because there is little pension income in 
these brackets subject to tax. 

The proposed amendment, of course, 
would give great relief to all people re- 
ceiving pensions or retired pay or retire- 
ment benefits of $10,000, $15,000, $20,000 
ayear. But it would cut into the revenue, 
and it does not seem to me that this is 
an adequate reason for urging this 
amendment at this time. I would hope 
that the Senator would not do so because 
we could not take it, and I would have to 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were not ordered. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, before the 
yeas and nays are ordered and before the 
absence of a quorum is suggested, may 
I make a statement on this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from New Jersey yield the floor? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I yield the floor 
to the Senator from New York. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Georgia did not have the 
floor in his own right, did he, or did he? 

Mr. GEORGE. I merely rose to sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum, if a vote 
is desired at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Georgia yield, so that 
the Senator from New York may make 
a statement regarding the proposed 
amendment? 

Mr. GEORGE. Oh, yes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New York. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I would 
rather not trouble so many Senators by 
having them return to the floor before 
we get around to a vote. I, therefore, 
suggest that a quorum call be delayed. 
I merely want to concur in the proposal 
made by my distinguished colleague from 
New Jersey. I have made proposals of 
similar nature in the past two Con- 
gresses, and I wish to tell him that they 
were to no avail. That does not alter 
the fact that the principle involved is 
sound, and it does not alter the fact that 
we still have exceptions, some of which 
have been indicated, under the Railway 
Retirement Act, where the pensions or 
annuities up to a certain amount re- 
ceived by the pensioners or annuitants 
are exempt from taxation. It occurs to 
me, Mr. President, that sooner or later 
we must resolve this question one way 
or another. It is my understanding that 
the Joint Committee on Internal Reve- 
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nue Taxation is studying this whole pen- 
sion question. I would ask my distin- 
guished colleague from Georgia whether 
Iam wrong in that understanding. 

Mr. GEORGE. It has been under 
study by the joint staff. 

Mr. IVES. And it is likely to be under 
study in the future, as well as having 
been studied in the past, is it not? 

Mr. GEORGE. It willbe, yes. It has 
been studied, and one report has been 
made; but it will be studied further by 
the joint staff. 

Mr. IVES. Has any report been made 

on a proposal such as the one made by 
the Senator from New Jersey? 
Mr. GEORGE. Yes. According to 
my recollection, an adverse report was 
made by the staff of the joint commit- 
tee, in which it was pointed out that 
since pension income was not unlike any 
other income, it would be better to allow 
an extra exemption for those over 65 
from which everyone over that age might 
receive a benefit. As a result, we have 
given double exemptions to people over 
age 65. 

Also, under another provision of this 
bill we are giving to every taxpayer— 
and it is done primarily to assist the 
people in the lower brackets—the benefit 
of a deduction for all medical, dental, 
and hospital expenses, without taking 
into consideration the 5 percent limita- 
tion on gross income which exists gen- 
erally. As a result we have dealt liber- 
ally with persons who have reached the 
age of 65, and while some people do retire 
before that age, generally speaking a 
person who retires is around 65. When 
we consider the double exemption, and 
the benefit that he has been given to take 
care of his medical expenses without the 
5 percent limitation, I believe that the 
pensioner who has a relative small pen- 
sion is taken care of very well. 

It is true that social-security pay- 
ments, under interpretation by the So- 
cial Security Administrator, are not sub- 
ject to tax. Also, there is a special provi- 
sion in the Railroad Retirement Act that 
such retirement benefits are not subject 
to tax. But these are limited areas in 
which little or no tax would be due even 
without these exclusions. The provi- 
sions in this amendment would apply to 
all who receive retirement benefits, and 
we get into classes of persons with pretty 
large retirement benefits. To. take off 
$1,440 in addition to all the other deduc- 
tions, exemptions, and exclusions virtu- 
ally reduces the income of pensioners to 
where there will be very little tax col- 
lected. The amendment is estimated, 
very conservatively, to cost at least 
$15,000,000 a year. Therefore, I would 
not be able to accept it. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I appreciate 
very much what the Senator from Geor- 
gia has just stated. However, Ido want 
to point out, and I am sure the Senator 
from Georgia will agree with me, that 
it seems to be scarcely fair to have a 
condition in this country wherein cer- 
tain pensions are exempt from taxation 
and other pensions are not. 

Mr. GEORGE. I do agree. 

Mr. IVES. The Senator from Georgia 
has cited two instances where such a 
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condition pertains, and I think there are 
others. 

Mr. GEORGE. I do agree, and that 
is why the staff has been giving study 
to it. It is hoped that we may have a 
uniform rule to apply to all pensioners. 
I fully agree with the Senator. 

Mr. IVES. I thank the Senator from 
Georgia. 

May I suggest at this point, in line 
with what the distinguished Senator 
from Georgia has stated, that the age 
of retirement under the various pension 
plans has been gradually dropping for 
one reason or another? For instance, in 
my own State a person in State service 
may retire at age 55 by paying a higher 
rate of contribution. It seems to me, in 
view of that circumstance and I assume 
that it is only typical of what we may 
expect in the future throughout the 
country, because if the time ever comes 
again when there is serious unemploy- 
ment, as may some time occur, we shall 
need to find new ways to take care of 
such a situation—in view of that circum- 
stance, I repeat, it seems to me that it 
would be well in the study which is be- 
ing made and which is likely to be made 
and which has been referred to in this 
colloquy, to consider a retirement sys- 
tem of that type which some time may 
be applied generally in this country. In 
other words, when a tax plan is finally 
evolved—for we cannot have this in- 
equitable situation forever—with ref- 
erence to a kind of retirement program 
in which the age of retirement is 55 in- 
stead of 65 years, it should treat fairly 
all pensioners and annuitants. 

Mr. GEORGE. We certainly should 
have uniform treatment of all pensions 
or retirement benefits received. The 
Senator is quite correct. The staff has 
been making such a study. I hope the 
junior Senator from New Jersey and the 
senior Senator from New York, who 
have been very much interested in this 
subject, may not press the matter to a 
vote, because, under existing conditions, 
and in view of the House committee’s ac- 
tion, I must say frankly that there would 
be only a very remote possibility of any 
agreement being reached on it at this 
time until a study has been finally com- 
pleted. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I should like to follow the suggestion of 
the distinguished Senator from Georgia, 
for whose judgment I have the greatest 
respect, but I think this amendment in- 
volves a principle which we ought to re- 
solve now, and I feel that there should 


be a vote on the amendment. 


Mr. IVES. Mr. President, if the Sen- 
ator from New Jersey feels that he must 
press it, I shall certainly support his pro- 
posal, because fundamentally it is proper 
in the light of conditions which exist at 
the present time and which have been 
referred to in the discussion of the ques- 
tion. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum, 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
is not a sufficient number of Senators 
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present at this time to support the re- 
quest of the Senator. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Aiken Hayden ~ McKellar 
Bennett Hendrickson McMahon 
Benton Hennings Millikin 
Bricker Hickenlooper Monroney 
Bridges Hill Moody 
Butler, Md. Hoey Morse 
Butler, Nebr. Holland Mundt 
Byrd Humphrey Murray 
Cain Hunt Neely 
Capehart Ives O'Conor 
Carlson Jenner O'Mahoney 
Case Johnson, Colo. Pastore 
Clements Johnson, Tex. Robertson 
Connally Johnston, S. C. Russell 
Cordon Kem Saltonstall 
Dirksen Kerr Schoeppel 
Douglas Kilgore Smathers 
Duff Knowland Smith, Maine 
Dworshak Lehman Smith, N. J. 
Eastland Lodge Sparkman 
Ecton Long Stennis 
Ellender Magnuson Taft 
Ferguson Malone Underwood 
Flanders Martin Watkins 

Maybank Welker 
Fulbright McCarran Wiley 
George McCarthy Williams 
Gillette McClellan Young 
Green McFarland 


Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON] is absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Cuavez], the Senator from Tennessee 
(Mr. KEFAUVER], and the Senator from 
North Carolina (Mr. SMITH] are absent 
on official business. 

Mr.SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Maine [Mr. BREWSTER] 
is absent on official business. 

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
Taye] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. Tosey] is absent because of illness, 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
Wuerry] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
Lancer] and the Senator from Califor- 
nia [Mr. Nrxon] are detained on official 
business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mon- 
RONEY in the chair). A quorum is 
present. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr. HENDRICKSON]. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I ask for the 
yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, it is the 
hope of the committee that this amend- 
ment will not be agreed to. At the pres- 
ent time an additional exemption of $600 
a year for each taxpayer is made in the 
case of taxpayers 65 years of age and 
older. That means that in the case of 
a married couple 65 years of age or older 
$2,400 of their income is already exempt 
from taxation. 

In addition, 10 percent of whatever 
their income may be is exempt, up to 
10 percent of the first $10,000, as a stand- 
ard deduction. That means that a cou- 
ple with an income of $5,000 a year, if 
they were 65 years of age or over, would 
have an exemption of $2,900 at the pres- 
ent time. If the amendment of the Sen- 
ator from New Jersey were agreed to, it 
would mean that there would be an addi- 
tional exemption of $1,440 a year, or a 
total of $4,340 a year of the income of a 
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man and his wife with an income of 
$5,000. 

The Forty-eighth Congress, in the 
Revenue Act, made provision for just 
such a situation as this. If the amend- 
ment of the Senator from New Jersey 
were adopted the Congress would now be 
giving a double exemption with reference 
to that part of the income of the tax- 
payer which is contemplated by the 
amendment of the Senator from New 
Jersey. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. KERR. I yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I wish to obtain 
some light on this particular amend- 
ment, if possible. 

Do I correctly understand that under 
the existing law those who come under 
the Railroad Retirement Act get such an 
exemption. 

Mr. KERR. That is correct. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Is it correct to say 
that those who come under the social- 
security legislation nationally now get 
this exemption? 

Mr. KERR. That is correct, but I 
know of no one who gets $1,440 a year 
under it. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. But that state- 
ment would not apply to those who come 
under the Railroad Retirement Act. 

Mr. KERR, I cannot answer that 
question, but I think it would. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I came in a little 
late from a committee meeting, and did 
not hear all the argument of the Sena- 
tor from New Jersey. Apparently what 
he is trying to do is to place those who 
are municipal, county, and school em- 
ployees, and who come under the local 
retirement system, on a basis compara- 
ble with those coming under the Rail- 
road Retirement Act and the Social Se- 
curity Act. Is that a fair statement? 

Mr. KERR. Under the amendment 
of the Senator from New Jersey the ex- 
clusion would apply to any pension or 
retirement pay, or retirement annuity. 
It is not limited to what the Senator has 
referred to at all. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. KERR. I yield for a question. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON, It is true, is it 
not, that the majority of those who 
would be affected by this amendment 
are either retired teachers, policemen, 
firemen, or other Federal, State, or local 
government employees? 

Mr. KERR. I do not think so at all. 
I do not believe that even percentage- 
wise they would represent anywhere 


near a third of those who would bene- 


fit by this amendment as it is written. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. The Senator 
from New Jersey disagrees with the Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma on that score, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the junior Senator from 
New Jersey. On this question, the yeas 
and nays have been ordered, and the 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON] is absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Cuavez], the Senator from Tennessee 
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[Mr. KeFavver], and the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. SmirH] are absent 
on official business. 

I announce further that if present and 
voting, the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. CuHavez], and the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. SMITH]! would vote 
“nay.” 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Maine [Mr. Brew- 
STER] is absent on official business, and 
if present, he would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
THYE] is absent by leave of the Senate, 
and, if present, he would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
LMr. TosEy] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
Wuerry] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr, 
LANGER] and the Senator from Califorina 
[Mr. Nixon] are detained on official 
business, 

The result was announced—yeas 36, 
nays 50, as follows: 


YEAS—36 
Bridges Ives McCarthy 
Cain Jenner Moody 
Douglas Johnston, S. C. Murray 
Duff Kem Neely 
Ecton Kilgore O'Conor 
Fe n Knowland O'Mahoney 
Gillette Lehman Pastore 
Green Lodge Saltonstall 
Hendrickson Long Schoeppel 
Hennings Magnuson Smith, Maine 
Humphrey Malone Smith, N. J. 
Hunt McCarran Welker 

NAYS—50 
Aiken Flanders McMahon 
Bennett Frear Millikin 
Benton Fulbright Monroney 
Bricker George orse 
Butler, Md. Hayden Mundt 
Butler, Nebr. Hickenlooper Robertson 
Byrd Hill- ussell 
Capehart Hoey Smathers 
Carlson Holland Sparkman 
Case Johnson, Colo, Stennis 
Clements Johnson, Tex. Taft 
Connally Kerr Underwood 
Cordon Martin Watkins 
Dirksen Maybank Wiley 
Dworshak McClellan Wiliams 
Eastland McFarland Young 
Elender McKellar 

NOT VOTING—10 

Anderson Langer Tobey 
Brewster Nixon Wherry 
Chavez Smith, N. C. 
Kefauver Thye 


So Mr. HENDRICKSON’s amendment was 
rejected. f 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—ENROLLED 
BILL SIGNED 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Snader, its assistant 
reading clerk, announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
enrolled bill (S. 1786) for the relief of 
certain officers and employees of the 
Foreign Service of the United States who, 
while in the course of their respective 
duties, suffered losses of personal prop- 
erty by reason of war conditions and 
catastrophes of nature, and it was 
signed by the Vice President. 

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED 


The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on today, September 26, 1951, he 
presented to the President of the United 
States the following enrolled bills: 

S. 1349. An act to establish a Department 
of Food Services in the public schools of the 
District of Columbia, and for other purposes; 
and 


1951 


S. 1786. An act for the relief of certain 
offloers and employees of the Foreign Service 
of the United States who, while in the course 
of their respective duties, suffered losses of 
personal property by reason of war conditions 
and catastrophes of nature. 

S. 2006. An act to increase the lending au- 
thority of Export-Import Bank of Washing- 
ton and to extend the period within which 
the Bank may make loans. 


REVENUE ACT OF 1951 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 4473) to provide reve- 
nue, and for other purposes, 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I call up my 
amendment 7-25-51-I. I ask unani- 
mous consent that the reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with, and that 
it be incorporated in the Recorp at this 
point in my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment offered by Mr. Ives 
is as follows: 

At the proper place in the bill insert the 
following: 

“Sec. —. Restricted retirement funds. 

“(a) Exclusion of portion of income paid 
to a restricted retirement fund: Section 22 
(relating to the definition of gross income) 
is amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new subsection: 

p) Contributions to a restricted retire- 
ment fund: 

“*(1) General rule: In the case of an indi- 
vidual, there shall be excluded from gross in- 
come the portion of income for any taxable 
year paid within such year to a restricted 
retirement fund. Such portion of income 
shall be taxable at the time and in the man- 
ner provided in section 173. 

“*(2) Limitation: The total amount ex- 
cludible under paragraph (1) for any taxable 
year shall not exceed 10 percent of the tax- 
payer’s earned net income, or $7,500, which- 
ever is the lesser, minus any amounts con- 
tributed during such taxable year by an 
employer of the taxpayer— 

“*(A) to or under a plan meeting the re- 
quirements of section 165, or 

%) toward the purchase of an em- 
ployee’s annuity contract described in the 
first sentence of subsection (b) (2) (B) of 
this section. 

63) Definition of restricted retirement 
fund: For definition of “restricted retirement 
fund” see section 173 (b). 

(4) Definition of earned income, etc.: 
For the purposes of this subsection— 

“*(A) “earned income” means wages, sal- 
arles, and professional fees, other amounts 
received as compensation for personal serv- 
ices actually rendered, income from any lit- 
erary, musical, or artistic composition created 
by the taxpayer, and income from a copy- 
right on such a literary, musical, or artistic 
composition, but does not include any 
amount not included in gross income (com- 
puted without reference to this subsection), 
nor that part of the compensation derived by 
the taxpayer for personal services rendered 
by him to a corporation which represents a 
distribution of earnings or profits rather than 
a reasonable allowance as compensation for 
the personal services actually rendered; 

„B) “earned income deductions” means 
such deductions as are allowable by section 
23 for the purpose of computing net income 
and are properly allocable to or chargeable 
against earned income; 

“*(C) “earned net income“ means the ex- 
cess of the amount of earned income over 


the sum of the earned income deductions; 


„%) in the case of an individual pro- 


prietor or member of a partnership who per- 
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forms personal services in the business of 
such proprietorship or partnership, the por- 
tion of the profits attributable to his per- 
sonal services shall be deemed “earned in- 
come”; and in the case of a taxpayer engaged 
in a trade or business in which both personal 
services and capital are material income- 
producing factors, the determination of the 
portion of the profits, attributable to per- 
sonal services shall be made under regula- 
tions prescribed by the Secretary. 

5) Consent by taxpayer: This sub- 
section shall be applicable only to a tax- 


payer who files with the Commissioner, in 


such manner, in such form, and within such 
time as the Secretary may by regulations 
prescribe, a consent to have taxed in the 
manner provided in section 173 the portion 
of income excluded from gross income under 
paragraph (1).’ 

“(b) Inclusion in gross income on annuity 
payments received from a restricted re- 
tirement fund: Section 22 (b) (2) (relat- 
ing to annuities) is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following new subpara- 
graph: 

00) Restricted retirement annuities: 
If an annuity contract is purchased by a 
trustee for an individual under a plan with 
respect to which section 173 is applicable, 
such individual shall include in his income 
the amounts received under such contract 
for the year received; and fon the purposes 
of this chapter such annuity contract shall 
be deemed to have a basis of zero.’ 

“(c) Restricted retirement funds: Sup- 
plement E of chapter 1 (relating to the taxa- 
tion of estates and trusts) is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
section: 


“ ‘Sec. 173. Restricted retirement funds. 


“*(a) Exemption from tax: A restricted 
retirement fund shall not be taxable under 
this-supplement and no other provision of 
this supplement shall apply with respect to 
such fund. 

b) Definition of restricted retirement 
fund: For the purposes of this chapter a 
“restricted retirement fund” means a trust 
forming part of a retirement plan set up by 
a bona fide agricultural, labor, business, in- 
dustrial, or professional association or similar 
organization, for the exclusive benefit of its 
participating members for the purpose of 
distributing to such members or their bene- 
ficiaries the corpus, profits, and earnings of 
the trust accumulated by the trust in ac- 
cordance with the plan if under the plan 
and the trust instrument— 

““(1) the interest of any participating 
member is nonassignable, except as to his 


right— 

“(A) to designate one or more benefi- 
ciaries to receive any interest in the trust to 
which he may be entitled at his death; and 

„) to elect a survivorship option under 
any annuity contract through which his in- 
terest in the trust may be distributed; 

“*(2) the designation of a trustee or suc- 
cessor trustee is restricted to a bank (as 
defined in section 104), and the trustee is 
authorized and directed to invest the assets 
of the trust in securities which are legal for 
the investment of trust funds by such 
bank; 
“*(3) except in case of his total and per- 
manent disability (which shall be certified 
to the trustee by affidavit of a licensed phy- 
sician), the distribution of the interest ofi 
any participating member in the trust may 
not be made to him during his lifetime at. 
a date commencing earlier than his age 60 
and under one or more of the following’ 
optional methods of distribution to be elected 
by him— j 

„A) in a lump sum; 

G) in annual installments of a desig- 
nated amount over a period of years; or 
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“*(C) by the purchase by the trustee, in 
the name of the participating member, of 
one or more single premium noncommutable 
life annuity contracts (with or without a 
guaranteed minimum payment and with or 
without a survivorship option). 

e) Taxability of beneficiary: The amount 
actually distributed or made available to 
any distributee under a restricted retire- 
ment fund under the option described in 
subsection (b) (3) (C) shall be taxable to 
him under the provisions of section 22 (b) 
(2) (C), and ths amount actually distributed 
or made available to any such distributee 
under one of the options described in subsec- 
tions (b) (3) (A) or (B) shall be taxable 
to him, in the year in which so distributed 
or made available, under the provisions of 
section 22 (b) (2) (C) as if it were an an- 
nuity under an annuity contract taxable 
under such section, except that if the entire 
interest is distributed in a lump sum under 
the option described in subsection (b) (3) 
(A) it shall be considered a gain from the 
sale or exchange of a capital asset held for 
more than 6 months.’ 

d) Effective date: The amendr-ents 
made by this section shall be applicable with 
respect to taxable years beginning after De- 
cember 31, 1950.” 


Mr. IVES. Mr. President, on July 23 
I submitted this amendment to House 
bill 4473, and the amendment was print- 
ed and ordered to lie on the table. Its 
purpose is to encourage savings for re- 
tirement through restricted retirement 
funds, particularly for groups, principal- 
ly self-employed, not presently covered 
by retirement plans. However, any 
member of a bona fide professional,' 
business, agricultural, or labor organiza- 
tion, even if covered by an existing plan, 
could participate. The amendment 
would permit any participant to con- 
tribute annually, tax free, to an ap 
proved retirement fund 10 percent of 
income or $7,500, whichever is less. 
tax would be levied when benefits were 
received, rather than when contributions 
were made. Thus, savings for retire- 
ment would be encouraged. 

I submitted the amendment primarily 
to obtain committee consideration of the 
basic principle involved. 

It is now my understanding that the 
Senate Finance Committee has consid< 
ered the amendment, but has deferred 
action without prejudice. I further un- 
derstand that a study was found to be 
necessary, principally because no esti- 
mate of revenue loss is available. 

I hope very much that further study 
of this matter will be made by the Joint 
Committee on Internal Revenue Taxa- 
tion, in connection with the over-all 
study on existing pension plans, which 
I understand it is making. 

To fit this amendment into existing 
pension plans, some fair ceiling on an- 
nual tax-free contributions must be de- 
termined. I was keenly aware of this 
problem when I submitted the amend- 
ment and arbitrarily chose the $7,500 
figure, which I believe is too high. At 
that time I directed my staff to survey 
existing pension system, to determine at 
what peak tax-free contributions have 
been permitted under both private in- 
dustrial pension systems and various 
State and Federal plans. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the results of these studies be 
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incorporated in the body of the RECORD 
at this point as part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the matter 
referred to was ordered to be printed in 
the Recorp, as follows: 


EXHIBIT I 


Survey included some 500 plans; this is 
a random cross section of privately financed 
industrial pension plans, top salaries. 


Compensation ard payment to pension plan 
(by companies and individuals), 1950 + 


Payment to 
pension plan 
Name of company, officer, | Compen- B 
ete. sation By in. come 
divid- | pany 
ual (tax- 
free) 
Standard Oil Co. of New 
Jersey: 
Eugene Holman, presi- $23, 905 
dent and director. 
18 officers and directors. 239, 833 
oe Tire & Rubber 
0.5 
P. W. Litehfield, chair- 11. 982 
man o 3 
Allofficers and directors | 1,011,310} ) 106, 016 
(no number given). 
1 States Steel Corp.: 
Fairless, dent 213, 966| 86, 035] 8. 931 
Riro officers and directors | 983, 430] 19,510| 28, 874 
(no number given). 
General Motors: 
Charles E. Wilson, pres- | * 363,795) 10, 190 25, 856 


ident. 


1 Compensation is comprised of salaries, fees, commis- 
sions, . — 


ments, pa; $ 
3 5 benefits such as option in stock or 
9 by the company for the benefit of its 
bers an 
3 Makes payment but amount not available, 
Plus 1,358 shares of General Motors stock valued at 
$45. * = ‘share which equals $60,205. 
Plus 33,995 shares of General Motors stock valued at 
$45.07 per share which equals $1,532,155. 


t Source: Securities and Exchange Commission. 
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General Motor: Corp., notice of special 
meeting of stockholders to be held September 
27, 1950: 


ESTIMATED PENSION BENEIFITS OF CERTAIN 
DIRECTORS AND OFFICERS 


With respect to such of those persons who 
were directors of the corporation at any time 
during 1949 and who will be entitled to par- 
ticipate in the revised salaried program, in- 
cluding the three highest paid officers of the 
corporation during such year, and whose 
aggregate remuneration for 1949 was in ex- 
cess of $25,000, the table below shows the 
portion of the total contribution by the 
corporation in 1949 for future service benefits 
under the present retirement plan, such 
portion being the same as the amount which 
would have been contributed by the corpora- 
tion under the contributory part of the re- 
vised salaried program if it had been in 
effect during that year. There are also shown 
the contributions made by the participating 
directors during 1949. As pointed out on 
page 17, under the noncontributory part of 
the pension program the corporation's con- 
tributions are not susceptible of meaningful 
determination in respect of individual per- 
sons. With respect to the individuals named 
in the table, Ormond E. Hunt and Bayard D. 
Kunkle had accrued benefits under the pres- 
ent retirement plan and service pension plan 
at the time of their retirement from active 
service in 1949 equivalent to $8,044 per year 
and $9,330 per year, respectively, and these 
benefits will not be changed under the re- 
vised salaried program; in the cases of the 
other individuals named, it is not possible 
to determine who will eventually receive ben- 
efits under the revised salaried program or, 
with respect to those who will receive retire- 
ment benefits, what the amount of the re- 
tirement benefits will be. However, there are 
shown in the table the annual benefits esti- 
mated to be payable under the revised sal- 
aried program based on the assumptions that 
(a) the employee will survive and continue 
in the employ of the corporation until auto- 
matic retirement age and will be otherwise 
qualified under the terms and conditions of 
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the program at that time, (b) his salary will 
continue at the current rate, and (c) he 
will continue to contribute under the terms 
and conditions of the revised salaried pro- 
gram as long as he is eligible to do so. 


Contributory part of 
salaried program 


Attribu- 

table por- 
tion of total) Estimated 
contribu- | annual re- 


tion by mone 
. corpora- efit 
Name! Contribu- tien In 1949| under re- 
tion by di- | for future | vised sal- 
rector in | servicere- | aried pro- 
1949 tirement gram 
benefits, 
tax-free 
Albert Bradley 000 
Francis L. Burke. 35, 898 
Marvin E. Co a 712, 004 
3 H. 0 00 
Frederic G. Don- 

ner. . 40, 000 
Ronald K. Evans. 25, 882 
Louis C. Goad... 40, 000 
Edward R. God- 

— — 30, 520 
Ormond E. Hunt. 8,044 
meee D, Kun- 

ae SEH 9, 330 
John J. Schu- : 
mann, Ir. 21, 112 


The positions occupied by the directors are listed in 
the table eommencing on p. 5 of this proxy statement. 

2 Marvin E. Coyle did —. ME in the present 
retirement plan when eligible. der the revised 
salaried program, Mr. Corn will be eligible to commence 
contributing on Oct. 1950. The 1949 contribution 
figures shown, and ihe estimated annual retirement 
benefits to which he would be entitled, are based on the 
assumption that Mr. Coyle will — <r in the con- 
tributory pare of the revised sal gram commene- 
ing Oct. 1, 1950. In the event that I. Co oan should 
elect not 10 contribute under the revised salaried program 
he will be entitled upon retirement at 65 to the mini- 
„ the program deseri in par. 2 (a) 
on p. II. 


Exuisrr H.—Tñe Library of Congress Legislative Reference Service 
TYPICAL MAXIMUM CONTRIBUTIONS AND BENEFITS OF REPRESENTATIVE RETIREMENT PLANS, RAILROAD, BANK, STATE, CIVIL SERVICE, CONGRESSIONAL 


Plan 


H atiroad retirement... 


Employer’s maximum annual 
tax-free contribution per person 


Employee’s maximum 
contribution 


Contribution rates 


aeh DT Br 8 ana 
998 (to 2 percent) on 
income up to $3,600 a year (to 

each in 


increase to 644 percent 


Benefit formula 


Years of service times the sum of 2.4 per 
cent of the first $50 of the average monthly 
wage, 1.8 percent of the next $100, and 1.2 

reent of the next $150, Maximum 
nefit, $1,728. 


2 independent plan 500 on $50,000 salary; $3,750 on salary; | Employee 7 3 percent] Whatever fund om provide. Maximum 
~ for a large bank.! Í 277000 salary. $3,600 on $95,600 salary. of first $3. 5 percent of excess pension, $6, 
salary. 8 adds entire 
cost of past service plus 5 percent 
< 5 of salary for future service. 
New York State plan 2. a 5 on $30,000 salary d to | $5,040 on $30,000 salary_..... Employee rate depends upon age, | Approximately 1.70 of average salary per 
4 of the intermediate ap- sex and occupation—varies. years of service at age 60, or 1/60 of avenge 
te court at rate of 8.411 per- salary per years of service at age 55, 


cent per year. 


Louisiana State Em 
ees’ Retirement 8 


` Civil Service retirement. 


guaranteed benefits. 


annuity for 15 years.“ 


1 Mount; tjoy, „Edgar E. Principal features of retirement 
oo! 


: mae B A the States, 1950-51. Chicago, 1950, vol. V. 
‘ Since the Government's share of the contribu 
lished to set up a special trust fi 


luring his working years. ‘In the above 


15 were at a salary of $10,000, and 5 years were in the cabinet at a salary 


to the Government of — 7 this 
come to $6,563.62 annually for this 


State supplies balance to guaran- 
tee benefits. 


* supplied as part o: the 
8 ol the 

Federal overnment to cover 
Presup- 
posin a hypothetical cabinet of- 
cer, who receives a retirem 


annual 
fund, it follows 527 the Government’s contri! 


$840 compulsory, $560 volun- 
tary; $1,400 total on salary 
of $14,000 paid to judges 10 
the State's highest court. 


naw — 1 $2,250 

600 total on 

22800 aire or of cabinet 
—— 


ys 
6 percent of total wages 


ent 


„ 217. 


jon is geared 
the fo lowing assumptions are made: The rei 


6 percent of salary. Employees 
may make voluntary contribu- 
tions up to 10 percent of gross 
ee to Di larger 


Ployees; an additional v 5 
contribution up to 10 percent of 


2 vernmen 
$22,500. When he retired at age 65 he had made a total contribution of $38,431.25 of w) 
in the form of voluntary contributions. He is thus entitled to an annual annuity of $9,112.50 which he receives for a total of 15 years—or until his death at age S0. 

guaranteed benefit amount would be $98,456.25 after the amount of his contribution had been deducted. Prorated for 15 


depending upon plan selected by em- 
ployee and amount accumulated. 

Approximately 114 percent of La hed sal- 
ary per years of service (salary base being 
* for highest 5-year consecutive 
pei 


Years of service times the greater of 1 per- 
cent of salary plus $25 on salaries up to 
$5,000 (or 134 percent of salaries above 
$5,000) of employee's highest 5-year aver- 
age basic „but not to exceed 80 
percent of the average for those years. 


ion plans sponsored by State bankers associations, In Banking, vol. 42, December 1949:80-81. 


ew York) 1950:89, 


benefits, rather than in the form of a joint contribution 


of retirement Rate Anen rather than to the employee’s 
of Go t service on July 31, 1951, 0 o! oa 
hich $8,250 
he total tost 
years, this cost would 
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Exutsir II. -The Library of Congress Legislative Reference Service—Continued 


Plan 


Retirement plan for Mem- 
bers of Congress, 


supposes a h 
President or 


Employer’s maximum annual 
tax-free contribution per person 


8,489.28 supplied as part of the 
annual appropriation made by 
the Federal Government to 
cover guaranteed benefits. Pre- 
thetical Vice 

peaker who re- 


Employee’s maximum 
contribution 


$1,800 compulsory, Same as above 


$3,000 
88000 ears Cry total on 
$30,000 salary of Vice Pres- 
ident and Speaker of 
House. 


ceives a retirement annuity for 


15 years? 


Contribution rates 


Benefit formula 


Years of service times 244 percent of average 
salary as a Member, but may not exceed 
75 percent of last salary. 


Method of meeting benefit guarant'es same as those described for civil service retirement in the preceding footnote. This hypothetical contribution by the Government 
vans 45 a Vice President or Speaker of the House who has met all of his retirement obligations for 15 years of service in this office pass to retirement at age 65 on July 31, 


1951. 


for a total of 15 years—or until his death at age S0. The total cost of the Government of meeting the guaranteed benefi 
bution bad been deducted. Prorated for the 15 years of retirement, this cost was come to $6,439.28 annually for th 


Mr. IVES. Mr. President, in this con- 
nection, I refer to four exhibits which 
appear in the insertion. 

Exhibit 1 presents a survey based on 
a study of some 500 industrial plans. 
It contains an outline of four typical 
industrial retirement plans, while one 
executive pension plan—for the General 
Motors Corporation—is detailed. 

Exhibit 2 sets forth maximum tax-free 
contributions under the railroad retire- 
ment plan, the retirement plan of a 


is total contribution was $40,879.45 of which $27,319.45 were in the form of voluntary contributions. He is thus entitled to an annua 
fit sommi would be $96,589.25 after the amount of bis contri- 
is period. 


typical bank, and the New York and 
Louisiana State retirement plans, as well 
as the Federal Civil Service and Con- 
gressional pension systems. 

I trust that the tables presented may 
be of assistance to the committee and its 
Fan in the consideration of this prob- 
em. 

In determining a fair ceiling on an- 
nual tax-free contributions under this 
amendment, the committee will prob- 
ably also consider the present pattern 


annuity of $8,164,58, which he receives 


of income and savings distribution. 
These factors are important because the 
fairness of this amendment can be 
judged by the number of persons able 
to make the maximum annual contribu- 
tion it allows. 

Mr. President, in this regard I request 
to have printed at this point some fur- 
ther data gathered by my staff. 

There being no objection, the matter 
referred to was ordered to be printed 
in the Recorp, as follows: 


Exutzit III.—1950 Survey of Consumer Finances, Federal Reserve Board 


DISTRIBUTION BY 1948 INCOMES OF SPENDING UNITS WITHIN 1949 INCOME GROUPS 1 


Percentage distribution of spending units within 1949 income groups 


1 Based on reports of spending units interviewed early in 1950 (fifth survey) concerning annual incomes in both 1948 and 1949. As shown in the table, the 1948 income of Yo 


of all ding units could not be determined at the beg 
t izes than Js 


N of 1 percent. 


of 1950. 


PROPORTION OF TOTAL MONEY INCOME RECEIVED BY EACH TENTH OF THE NATION’S SPENDING UNITS WHEN RANKED BY SIZE OF INCOME, 1949, 


1948, 1947, AND 19464 


ding units ranked 
8 to size of in- 
come 


S ο² ENS 


Percentage of total money income before taxes 


30 231 
45 46 
58 58 
68 68 
78 276 
85 8⁴ 
9¹ 90 
96 95 
99 99 
100 100 


Lowest income within group 


1949 

32 $5, 800 $6, 000 85, 700 84. 850 
46 4, 500 4, 500 4, 200 3, 750 
58 3, 760 3, 750 3, 500 3, 100 
69 3, 200 3, 200 3, 000 2, 700 
77 2, 700 2, 840 2, 530 2, 300 
85 2, 290 2, 400 2, 100 2, 000 
91 1,810 2, 000 1. 700 1, 500 
95 1, 280 1, 500 1. 200 1,150 
99 710 860 750 700 
100 00 00 00 © 


1 Income data for each year are based on interviews during January, February, and early March a following year. It is possible that the proportion of income received 


by the hi 
surveys, 


vised. 
Not available from survey data. 


est tenth of income receivers is waderestimated by several percentage points in 
cannot be expected that a completely representative sample of the highest dollar incomes was o 


comes was obtained.” 


Nor. Detailed figures may not add to cumulative figures because of rounding. 


proximately 3,500 spending units having been used in these 3 
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Exutsrr IV.—1950 Survey of Consumer Finances, Federal Reserve Board 


PROPORTION OF TOTAL MONEY INCOME, POSITIVE SAVING, NEGATIVE SAVING, AND NET SAVING ACCOUNTED FoR BY EACH TENTH OF THE NATION’S 
SPENDING UNITS WHEN RANKED BY SIZE OF INCOME?* 


Spending units ranked according to 
income 


Highest tenth... 
Second. 


Money income: 


Positive saving ? 


1948 


eres mine | 


Percentage of total accounted for by each tenth 


Negative saving ¢ 


Net saving? 


1 Income and saving data for the postwar years are based on interviews in January-March of each succeeding . The fi 
cisely changes in income and saving because of the limited size of the sample. However, it is believed that the 


ta show wit 


res in this table cannot be used to measure pre- 
reasonable the nature of certain broad 


accuracy 
changes which occurred in the pattern of income and saving during these years. The surveys for 1946 through 1949 also differ somewhat in their definitions of saving, as discussed 


in sppendix I to this article. 
l money income before taxes. 


3 Positive saving comprises the saving of all spending units with money incomes in excess of expenditures. 

4 Negative saving comprises the dissaving of all spending units with expenditures in excess of money income. 
Net saving (plus or minus) is positive saving less negative saving for the combination of all units in each income decile. 
Revised from data presented in the Federal Reserve Bulletin, January 1950, table 10, p. 23. 


Less than }4 of 1 percent, 


Mr. IVES. Mr. President, exhibit No. 
3 outlines the present pattern of income 
distribution in this country. It shows 
how many people earned how much. 

Exhibit 4 shows which income group 
has saved the most and, therefore, which 
income groups would be most likely to 
utilize whatever maximum contribution 
the committee may decide should be al- 
lowed. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President—— 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, does the 
Senator from Virginia desire to have me 
yield to him? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. No, Mr. Presi- 
dent; I do not wish to interrupt my dis- 
tinguished colleague from New York. I 
am seeking recognition in my own right. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, in order 
that the distinguished Senator from Vir- 
ginia may have recognition, I now with- 
draw the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment submitted by the Senator 
from New York is withdrawn. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, I 
submit an amendment to the commit- 
tee amendment on page 233, in line 11, 
which I send to the desk and ask to have 
stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment to the committee amend- 
ment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the com- 
mittee amendment on page 233, in line 
11, it is proposed to strike out “a tax of 
18 cents per pound” and insert in lieu 
thereof a tax of 10 cents per pound.” 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, 
the purpose of this amendment is to put 
smoking tobacco which is made out of 
burley tobacco back into the same cate- 
gory in which it has been ever since 1919, 
when it was included by the Treasury 
Department in the same category with 
snuff, plug tobacco, twist, loose cut, and 
scrap-chewing, at 18 cents a pound. 

In the current bill all others in this 
category have been reduced to 10 cents a 


pound. This amendment is merely for 
the purpose of keeping the ancient 
classification and putting pipe tobacco in 
the same category with the other types, 
at 10 cents a pound. 

In the past 10 years the consumption 
of pipe tobacco has decreased 47 percent. 
If that rate of decline continues for an- 
other 5 years, the manufacturers of pipe 
tobacco will be out of business. 

However, the concern of the Senators 
from Virginia and of our distinguished 
colleagues from Kentucky is primarily 
for the farmers who raise the Burley 
tobacco. : 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Would the amend- 
ment in any way have an effect upon 
bright-leaf tobacco? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. The amendment 
would have no effect at all on that type 
of tobacco. 

Mr. MAYBANK. _ I thank the Senator. 

Mr, ROBERTSON. Mr. President, it 
might be said, “Just let the farmers who 
now are raising burley tobacco raise the 
type of tobacco which is flue-cured.” 
However, Mr. President, that type of to- 
bacco can be raised only in light, sandy, 
porous soil. Or it might be said, Let 
those farmers raise dark-fired tobacco.” 
However, that type of tobacco can be 
raised only on the heavy, red-clay soil. 

Mr. President, Burley tobacco is 
raised chiefly in the bluegrass regions, 
the limestone regions. 

I have been happy to hear from the 
chairman of the committee that he is 
willing to take the amendment to con- 
ference. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
Rogertson] to the committee amend- 
ment on page 233, in line 11. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I am 
glad to hear that the distinguished 
chairman of the committee is willing to 


take the amendment to conference. I 
join heartily in that decision. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I am 
willing to take the amendment to con- 
ference. It opens up the matter in con- 
ference; and since we have reduced the 


duties upon chewing tobacco, twist, 


plug, and on snuff, I believe, perhaps this 
type of tobacco should be kept in the 
same category; and I am entirely will- 
ing to take the amendment to conference, 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Let me ask what loss 
of revenue the amendment would in- 
volve. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. The immediate 
loss is $11,500,000; but if the business of 
the manufacturers of pipe tobacco con- 
tinues to decline as it has been declining, 
that industry will be wiped out and will 
be out of business, and then the farmers 
who raise that type of tobacco will be 
gone at the same time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
ROBERTSON]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr, DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I 
should like to call up my amendment 
9-22-51—3, and I send it to the desk. 
I ask that the reading of the amend- 
ment be dispensed with, but I call atten- 
tion to the fact that minor changes have 
been made on pages 3, 5, 12, and 21, 
which do not however alter the purpose 
or content of the amendment, but which 
are merely designed to avoid certain 
technical difficulties. x 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment will be printed 
in the Recorp at this point without with- 
out reading. 

The amendment offered by Mr. Douc- 
tas (for himself, Mr. MORSE, Mr. LEH- 
MAN, Mr. KEFAUVER, Mr, BENTON, Mr. 
HUMPHREY, Mr. Lancer, Mr. NEELY, Mr. 
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GREEN, Mr. KILGORE, and Mr. MAGNUSON) 
is as follows: 


On page 349, immediately after line 9, 
insert the following new title: 


“WITHHOLDING ON DIVIDENDS AND CORPORATE 
BOND INTEREST 


“TITLE VII—CoLLEcTION OF INCOME TAX AT 
Source ON DIVIDENDS AND CORPORATE BOND 
INTEREST 


“Sec. 701. Collection of income tax at source 
on dividends and interest. 


“Subtitle B of the Internal Revenue Code 
is hereby amended by inserting before chap- 
ter 7 the following new chapter: 


“ ‘CHAPTER 6—COLLECTION OF INCOME Tax AT 
SOURCE ON DIVIDENDS AND INTEREST 


“ ‘Sec. 1200. Definitions. 

As used in this chapter 

“*(a) Dividend: The term “dividend” 
means— ‘ 

(1) any distribution by a corporation 
which is a dividend as defined in section 115 
(a); and 

%) a payment made by a stockbroker 
to any person as a substitute for a dividend 
(as defined in sec. 115 (a)) upon which a 
tax is required to be deducted and with- 
held under this chapter. 

„) Interest: The term “interest” means 
interest on all bonds, debentures, notes, cer- 
tificates, or other evidences of indebtedness, 
issued by any corporation, with interest 
coupons or in registered form; 

„(e) Taxable year: The term “taxable 
year” shall have the same meaning as when 
used in chapter 1. 

d) Person: The term “person” in- 
cludes any government or political sub- 
division, or agency or instrumentality there- 
of. 

“*(e) Nonresident alien: The term “non- 
resident alien individual” includes an alien 
resident in Puerto Rico. 

“ ‘Sec. 1201. Income tax collected at source, 

„a) Requirement of withholding: Every 
person making payment after December 31, 
1951, of a dividend or interest shall deduct 
and withhold upon such dividend or inter- 
est a tax equal to 20 percent of the amount 
thereof. If the withholding agent is un- 
able to determine the person to whom the 
dividend or interest is payable, such tax 
shall be deducted and withheld at the time 
payment thereof would be made if such 

on were known. For certain exemptions 
from withholding, see section 1202. 

“*(b) Withholding where amount of divi- 
dend is unknown: If the withholding agent 
is unable to determine the portion of a dis- 
tribution which is a dividend, the tax re- 
quired to be deducted and withheld under 
this chapter shall be computed on the en- 
tire amount of the distribution. 

„e) Indemnification of withholding 
agent: A withholding agent shall not be 
liable, except as provided in section 1203, 
to any person for the amount of any tax 
required to be deducted and withheld under 
this subchapter. 

„dd) Credit for tax withheld: For credit, 
against the income tax of the recipient of 
the income, of amounts required to be de- 
ducted and withheld under this subchapter, 
see section 35. 


“ ‘Sec. 1202. Exemptions from withholding. 

The provisions of this chapter shall not 
apply to— 

“*(a) A dividend paid in the stock or 
rights to acquire the stock of the distribut- 
ing corporation, whether or not the recipient 
of such stock or rights had an option to be 
paid in money, or other property, in lieu of 
such stock or rights. 

“*(b) Distributions (other than capital 
gain dividends described in section 362 (b), 
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(7) ), to shareholders which are treated under 
chapter 1 as amounts received upon the sale 
or exchange of property, or distributions 
with respect to which gain or loss is not 
recognized under chapter 1 to the share- 
holders, 

„s) Any amount which is includible 
in gross income as a taxable dividend under 
the provisions of section 112 (c) (2) (relat- 
ing to certain distributions made in pursu- 
ance of a plan of reorganization), section 
115 (g) (relating to redemptions of stock), 


or section 371 (e) (2) (relating to certain _ 


distributions pursuant to the order of the 
Securities and Exchange Commission). 

d) A dividend paid by a Federal Re- 
serve bank, Federal land bank, Federal home 
loan bank, Central Bank for Cooperatives, 
or bank for cooperatives. 

“*(e) Any interest which, irrespective of 
the person to whom payable, is wholly ex- 
empt from the tax imposed by chapter 1. 

„f) Dividends or interest paid by a cor- 
poration to another corporation if both cor- 
porations are members of the same affiliated 
group which filed a consolidated return un- 
der chapter 1 for the preceding taxable year 
of the payor corporation. 

„g) Dividends or interest paid by a cor- 
poration to one or more (1) governments, 
(2) political subdivisions thereof, (3) in- 
ternational organizations, or (4) wholly 
owned instrumentalities or agencies of the 
foregoing, if the entire class of stock in re- 
spect of which such dividend is paid, or the 
entire class of obligations in respect of which 
such interest is paid, is owned by one or 
more of such governments, subdivisions, or- 
ganizations, instrumentalities, or agencies. 

“'(h) Interest on equipment trust cer- 
tificates. 

% Dividends or interest paid by a for- 
eign corporation, a nonresident alien indi- 
vidual, any partnership not engaged in trade 
or business within the United States and 
composed in whole or in part of nonresident 
aliens, or by an international organization. 

“*(j) (1) Any payment of a dividend or 
interest (except coupon bond interest) to 
(A) a foreign corporation not engaged in 
trade or business within the United States, 
(B) a nonresident alien individual, (C) any 
partnership not engaged in trade or business 
within the United States and composed in 
whole or in part of nonresident aliens, or 


(D) any foreign government or international | 


organization. 

“*(2) Any payment of coupon bond inter- 
est to a person described in paragraph (1) 
of this subsection, but only if a certificate 
filed (in such form and manner, and at such 
time, as the Secretary may by regulations 
prescribe) with the withholding agent dis- 
closes that the recipient of such payment 
is a person described in paragraph (1). 

k) Any payment upon which the with- 
holding agent is required to deduct and 
withhold a tax under section 143 (a) (relat- 
ing to tax-free covenant bonds, etc.) deter- 
mined without regard to the provisions of 
paragraph (2) of such section. 

%) Interest on an obligation of a cor- 
poration, issued on or after January 1, 1934, 
and before January 1, 1951, containing a 
contract or provision by which the obligor 
agrees to pay the interest without deduction 
for any tax which the obligor may be re- 
quired to pay thereon or to retain therefrom 
under any law of the United States. 

m) Dividends paid pursuant to the 
terms of a lease of entered into 
prior to January 1, 1951, if under such lease 
the shareholders of the lessor corporation, 


are entitled to such dividends without de- 


duction for any tax which any law of the 
United States might require to be deducted 
and withheld upon the payment of divi- 
dends, 
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„n) Amounts (whether or not desig- 
nated as dividends) paid by a mutual sav- 
ings bank, savings and loan association, 
building and loan association, cooperative 
bank, homestead association, credit union, 
or any similar organization, in respect of 
withdrawable or repurchasable shares, in- 
vestment certificates, or deposits. 


“ ‘Sec. 1203. Returns and payment. 

„a) In general: Every person required 
under this subchapter to deduct and with- 
hold any tax shall make a return of such 
tax and shall pay such tax, at such time, 
for such period, and in such manner as the 
Secretary may by regulations prescribe, by 

a return of the total amount of 
dividends and interest with respect to which 
tax is required to be deducted and withheld 
by such person under this subchapter for 
such period and paying a tax, for which such 
person shall be liable, in an amount equal 
to 20 percent of such total. 

“*(b) Adjustment of tax: If more or less 
than the correct amount of tax due for any 
period under subsection (a) is paid with 
respect to such period, proper adjustments 
with respect to the tax shall be made, with- 
out interest, in such manner and at such 
times as may be prescribed by regulations 
made under this subchapter. 


“ ‘Sec. 1204. Return and payment by govern- 
mental payor. 

“Tr the person referred to in section 1203 
(a) is the United States, or a State, Terri- 
‘tory, or political subdivision thereof, or the 
District of Columbia, or any agency or in- 
strumentality of any one or more of the 
‘foregoing, the return and payment required 
by such sections shall be made by any officer 
or employee of the United States, or of such 
State, Territory, or political subdivision, or 
of the District of Columbia, or of such agency 
or instrumentality, as the case may be, hav- 
ing control of the payment of the dividend 
or interest, or appropriately designated for 
that purpose. - i 


“ ‘Sec. 1205. Nondeductibility of tax in com- 
i puting net income. 


Any tax deducted and withheld under 
this chapter shall not be allowed as a deduc- 
tion in computing net income for the pur- 
pose of any tax on income imposed by act of 
Congress. i 
“Sec, 1206. Tax-exempt organizations— 
Refund, j 
- In the case of a person which is exempt 
from the tax imposed by chapter 1, if the 
amount required to be deducted and with- 
held as tax under this chapter with respect 
to dividends and interest received by it dur- 
ing any calendar quarter exceeds the credit 
claimed by and allowed to such person un- 
der section 1637 for such quarter, the excess 
shall be immediately refunded or credited to 
such person as an overpayment of the tax 
imposed by this chapter, but only if claim 
therefor is filed (or, if no claim is filed, if 
credit or refund is made) after the close of 
such calendar quarter and on or before March 
15 of the fourth calendar year beginning 
after the close of such calendar quarter. No 
interest shall be allowed or paid with respect 
to any such refund or credit for any period 
prior to the date on which claim for such 
refund or credit is filed or prior to March 16 
of the calendar year succeeding the close of 
the calendar quarter in respect of which such 
refund or credit is claimed, whichever date 
is the later. 


'“ ‘Sec. 1207. Credit for regulated investment 
' companies and personal hold- 
et ing companies. 
“In the case of any withholding agent 
hich is a regulated investment company as 
‘defined in section 361 or a personal holding 
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company as defined in section 501, the 
amount required to be deducted and with - 
held as tax under this chapter with respect 
to dividends and interest received by it dur- 
ing a taxable year shall be allowed, under 
regulations prescribed by the Secretary, as 
a credit against (but not in excess of) the 
tax for which such withholding agent is lia- 
ble under section 1203 (a) in respect of divi- 
dends and interest paid by it during such 
year. For the purposes of this section a 
dividend shall be considered as having been 
paid within a taxable year (1) in the case 
of a regulated investment company, if treated 
as paid during such taxable year under sec- 
tion 362 (b) (8), or (2) in the case of a 
personal holding company, if claimed under 
section 504 (c), in computing undistributed 
subchapter A net income, in the return for 
such year. 


“ ‘Sec, 1208. Failure to file returns. 


In case of a failure to make and file any 
return required under this chapter within 
the time prescribed by law or prescribed by 
the Secretary in pursuance of law, unless it is 
shown that such failure is due to reasonable 
cause and not to willful neglect, the addition 
to the tax or taxes required to be shown on 
such return shall not be less than $5. 


“ ‘Sec. 1209. Other laws applicable. 


All provisions of law, including penalties, 
applicable with respect to any tax imposed 
by section 2700, and the provisions of section 
3661, shall, insofar as applicable and not in- 
consistent with the provisions of this chap- 


ter, be applicable with respect to the tax 


under this chapter.’ 


“Sec. 702. Credit for tax withheld. 


“Section 35 (relating to credit against in- 
come tax) is hereby amended as follows: 

“(1) by striking from the heading thereof 
the words ‘On wages.’ 

“(2) by inserting at the beginning of the 
first paragraph thereof the following head- 
ing: (a) Credit for tax withheld on wages’; 
and 


(8) by inserting at the end thereof the 
following new subsection: 

“*(b) Credit for tax withheld on dividends 
and interest: Under regulations prescribed 
by the Secretary— 

“*(1) In general: The amount required to 
be deducted and withheld as tax under chap- 
ter 6 upon any payment of a dividend or in- 
terest shall be allowed as a credit, to the 
recipient of the income, against the tax im- 
posed by this chapter for the taxable year 
in which the dividend or interest is received. 

“*(2) Partnerships, trusts, and estates: If 
the recipient of the dividend or interest is a 
partnership or a common trust fund, then 
the credit shall not be allowed to such re- 
cipient, but the members of the partnership, 
or the participants in the common trust fund 
as the case may be, shall be allowed their 
proportionate share of such credit. If the 
recipient is an estate or trust, and if any 
legatee, heir, or beneficiary subject to the tax 


imposed by this chapter is required to in- ` 


clude a portion of such dividend or interest 
in computing his net income, such legatee, 
heir, or beneficiary shall be allowed such por- 
tion of the credit as is properly allocable to 
him on the basis of the income allocable to 
him under section 162 for the taxable year 
of the estate or trust, and such portion of 
the credit shall not be allowed to the estate 
or trust. : 

“*(3) Regulated investment companies 
and personal holding companies: In the case 
of a regulated investment company or a per- 
sonal holding company, the credit provided 
in paragraph (1) shall be reduced by the 


amount of credit allowed such company un- 


der section 1207. 


“*(4) Tax-exempt organizations: The 
credit provided by this subsection shall not 


purposes of this subsection. 
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be allowed to any recipient which is exempt 
from income tax. For credit against the lia- 
bility of such a recipient in respect of the 
employment taxes imposed by subchapter A 
and subchapter D of chapter 9, see section 
1637. For refund under chapter 6 in the case 
of such a recipient, see section 1206.“ 


“Sec. 703. Credits in case of organizations 
exempt from tax. 

“Subchapter E of chapter 9 (relating to 
employment taxes) is hereby amended by 
adding after section 1636 the following new 
section: 


“ ‘Sec. 1637. Special credit in case of organ- 
i izations exempt from income 
tax. 


In the case of any person (including any 
Government or political subdivision, agency, 
or instrumentality thereof) which is exempt 
from the tax imposed by chapter 1, the 
amount required to be deducted and with- 
held as tax under chapter 6 with respect to 
dividends and interest received by it during 
any calendar quarter shall be allowed, under 
regulations prescribed by the Secretary, as a 
credit against (but mot in excess of) the 
amount shown on the return of such person 
as its liability (after the adjustments, if any, 
provided for in secs. 1401 (c) and 1411) 
for such quarter in respect of the taxes im- 
posed by subchapter A and subchapter D of 
this chapter. Such credit shall be allowed 
only if claim therefor is made, in accordance 
with such regulations, at the time of the 
filing of the return under subchapter A and 
subchapter D for such quarter. For refund 
under chapter 6, see section 1206.’ 


“Src. 704. Technical amendments. 


„(a) Tax computed by collector: Section 
51 (f) (relating to tax computed by collector) 
is hereby amended to read as follows: 

„f) Tax computed by collector. 

“*(1) Return requirements: An individu- 
al entitled to elect to pay the tax imposed 
by supplement T whose gross income is less 
than $5,000 and is entirely from one or more 
of the following sources: wages as defined 
in section 1621 (a), or dividends (other than 
a capital gain dividend as defined in section 
362 (b) (7)) or interest on which tax is re- 
quired to be deducted and withheld under 
chapter 6, shall at his election be relieved, 
by using the form prescribed as the form for 
the return for the purposes of this subsec- 
tion, from showing on the return the tax 
imposed by this chapter. In such case the 
tax shall be computed by the collector, 

2) Result of computation: After the 
collector has computed the tax, he shall mail 
to the taxpayer a notice stating the amount 
determined by the collector as payable and 
making demand therefor. 

“*(3) Regulations: The Secretary shall 
prescribe regulations for carrying out this 
subsection, and such regulations may pro- 
vide for the application of the rules of this 
subsection to cases where the gross income 
includes items other than those enumerated 
in paragraph (1) if the gross income from 
such other sources is not more than $200, 
and to cases where the gross income is $5,000 
or more but not more than $5,200. Such 
regulations shall provide for the application 
of this subsection in the case of husband and 
wife, including provisions determining when 
a joint return under this subsection may be 
permitted or required and what constitutes 
a joint return, whether the liability shall be 
joint and several, and whether one spouse 
may make return under this subsection and 
the other without regard to this subsection. 

64) Method of election: The election to 
have the benefits of this subsection shall be 
made by making return on the form pre- 
scribed as the form for the return for the 
An election so 
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made shall constitute an election to pay the 
tax imposed by supplement T.“ 

“(b) Requirement of declaration of esti- 
mated tax: Section 58 (a) (relating to decla- 
ration of estimated tax) is hereby amended 
to read as follows: 

“*(a) Requirement of declaration: Every 
individual (other than an estate or trust and 
other than a nonresident alien with respect 
to whose wages, as defined in section 1621 
(a), withholding under subchapter D of 
chapter 9 is not made applicable, but in- 
cluding. every alien individual who is a resi- 
dent of Puerto Rico during the entire tax- 
able year) shall, at the time prescribed in 
subsection (d), make a declaration of his 
estimated tax for the taxable year if— 

“*(1) his gross income from wages (as 
defined in sec. 1621) and from dividends 
and interest, as defined in chapter 6, upon 
which a tax is required to be deducted and 
withheld under such chapter, can reason- 
ably be expected to exceed the sum of $4,500 
plus $600 with respect to each exemption 
provided in section 25 (b); or 

“*(2) his gross income from sources other 
than wages (as defined in sec. 1621) and 
other than dividends and interest, as defined 
in chapter 6, upon which a tax is required to 
be deducted and withheld under such chap- 
ter, can reasonably be expected to exceed $100 
for the taxable year and his gross income to 
be $600 or more.’ 

“(c) Credit under section 143: Section 
143 (relating to withholding of tax at source) 
is hereby amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new subsection: 

“*(i) Credit for tax withheld at source: 
Where any person is required to deduct and 
withhold a tax under subsection (b) on an 
amount on which a tax was required to be 
deducted and withheld under chapter 6, 
such person shall deduct and withhold only 
the excess of— 

“*(1) the amount which would be re- 
quired to be deducted and withheld under 
subsection (b) but for the application of 
chapter 6, over 

“*(2) the amount required to be deducted 
and withheld under chapter 6.’ 

“(d) Credit under section 144; Section 144 
(relating to payment of corporation income 
tax at source) is hereby amended by striking 
out the period at the end thereof and adding 
in lieu thereof the following: ‘: Provided 
further, That, where any person is required 
under this section to deduct and withhold 
a tax on an amount on which a tax was re- 
quired to be deducted and withheld under 
chapter 6, such person shall deduct and with- 
hold only the excess of— 

“*(1) the amount which would be re- 
quired to be deducted and withheld under 
this section but for the application of chap- 
ter 6, over 

“*(2) the amount required to be deducted 
and withheld under chapter 6.’ 

“(e) Information at source: Subsections 
(a) and (b) of section 147 (relating to infor- 
mation at source) are hereby amended to 
read as follows: 

„a) Payments of rent, salaries, interest, 
and so forth; All persons, in whatever capac- 
ity acting, including lessees or mortgagors of 
real or personal property, fiduciaries, and 
employers, making payment to another per- 
son, of 

1) rent, salaries, wages, premiums, an- 
nuities, compensations, remunerations, emol- 
uments, or other fixed or determinable gains, 
profits, and income (other than payments 
described in section 148 (a) or 149), of $600 or 
more in any taxable year, or 

(2) interest, upon which tax is required 
to be deducted and withheld under chapter 
6, of $300 or more in any taxable year, or 

“*(3) interest, upon which tax is not re- 
quired to be deducted and withheld under 
chapter 6, of $100 or more in any taxable year, 
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or, in the case of such payments made by 
the United States, the officers or employees 
of the United States having information as 
to such payments and required to make re- 
turns in regard thereto by the regulations 
hereinafter provided for, shall render a true 
and accurate return to the Secretary, under 
such regulations and in such form and man- 
ner and to such extent as may be prescribed 
by him, setting forth the amount of such 
gains, profits, and income, and the name and 
address of the recipient of such payment. 

“*(b) Returns regardless of amount of 
payment: Such returns may be required, re- 
gardless of amounts, (1) in the case of pay- 
ments of interest, and (2) in the case of 
collection of items (not payable in the 
United States) of interest upon the bonds 
of foreign countries and interest upon the 
bonds of and dividends from foreign cor- 
porations by persons undertaking as a mat- 
ter of business or for profit the collection 
of foreign payments of such interest or divi- 
dends by means of coupons, checks, or bills 
of exchange. This subsection shall not ap- 
ply to payments of interest (other than cou- 
pon bond interest) upon which tax is re- 
quired to be deducted and withheld under 
chapter 6.’ 

“(f) Information by corporations: Section 
148 (a) (relating to information by corpora- 
tions in the case of dividend payments) is 
hereby amended by inserting a comma in lieu 
of the period at the end thereof and adding 
the following: ‘except that if the amount 
of dividends paid to any shareholder during 
a calendar year is less than $300 and tax is 
required to be deducted and withheld under 
chapter 6 upon the entire amount of such 
dividends, no such return shall be required 
with respect to such shareholder for such 
calendar year.’ 

“(g) Clerical amendment: Section 169 (b) 
(relating to taxation of common trust 
funds) is hereby amended by striking out 
‘or chapter 6’ and by striking out ‘chapters’ 
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘chapter.’ 

“(h) Amount of credit considered as pay- 
ment: Section 322 (a) (2) (relating to re- 
funds and credits) is hereby amended to read 
as follows: 

2) Treatment of credits: The amount of 

the credit provided in section 35 against the 
tax for any taxable year shall, to the extent 
thereof, be considered as payment of the tax 
for such year, whether or not the withholding 
agent has paid to the collector the amount 
of the tax deducted and withheld at the 
source under subchapter D of chapter 9 or 
the amount of tax required to be deducted 
and withheld at source under chapter 6.’ 

“(i) Special period of limitations for small 
refunds on tax withheld at source: Section 
322 (b) (relating to statute of limitations on 
filing claim for credit or refund) is hereby 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new paragraph: 

“*(7) Special period of limitations with re- 
spect. to certain overpayments resulting from 
tax withheld on dividends or interest: In the 
case of an individual filing a claim for credit 
or refund of an overpayment for a taxable 
year for which he was not required under sec- 
tion 51 (a) to make a return, if the overpay- 
ment is attributable to the credit allowed 
under section 35 for tax required to be de- 
ducted and withheld under chapter 6 (relat- 
ing to tax withheld at source on dividends 
and interest), in lieu of the period of limita- 
tion prescribed in paragraph (1), the period 
shall be 7 years from the date prescribed by 
law for filing a return for the taxable year 
with respect to which the claim is made. In 
such a case, the amount of credit or refund 
may exceed the portion of the tax paid within 
the period prescribed in paragraph (2), to 
the extent of the amount of the overpayment 
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attributable to such credit allowed under sec- 
tion 35, or to the extent of 82, whichever is 
the lesser.’ 

“(j) Presumptions as to date of payment: 
Section 322 (e) (relating to presumption as 
to date of payment) is hereby amended to 
read as follows: 

“*(e) Presumptions as to date of payment: 
For the purpose of this section— 

“*(1) any amount allowable as a credit 
under section 32 (relating to credit for tax 
withheld at source on tax-free covenant 
bonds and on payments to nonresident alien 
and foreign corporations) or under section 
35 (relating to credit for tax withheld at 
source of wages, dividends, and interest) 
shall, in respect of the person entitled to 
such credit, be deemed to have been paid 
by him on the last day prescribed by law 
(determined without regard to any exten- 
sion of time granted the taxpayer) for the 
filing of the return for his taxable year with 
respect to which such amount is allowable 
as a credit; and 

“*(2) any amount paid as estimated tax 
for any taxable year shall be deemed to have 
been paid on the last day prescribed by law 
(determined without regard to any extension 
of time granted the taxpayer) for the filing 
of the return for such taxable year.’ 

“(k) Interest on overpayments: Section 
3771 (f) is hereby amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

„f) Tax withheld at source and esti- 
mated tax. 

“*(1) Claims filed under special period of 
limitations provided in section 322 (b) (7): 
If credit or refund of the overpayment would 
be barred under section 322 (b) except for 
paragraph (7) thereof, no interest shall be 
allowed or paid with respect to the overpay- 
ment for any period ending prior to the ex- 
piration of 6 months after the date on which 
the claim was filed. 

“*(2) Cross reference: For date of pay- 
ment in respect of estimated tax and tax 
withheld at source, see section 322 (e).’ 

“(1) Definition of withholding agent: 
Section 3797 (a) (16) is hereby amended by 
striking out ‘143 or 144“, and by inserting in 
lieu thereof ‘143, 144, or 1201.“ 

“(m) Effective date: The amendments 
made by subsections (a) and (b) shall be 
applicable to taxable years beginning after 
December 31, 1951.” 


Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, would 
the Senator be good enough to identify 
the amendment? I mean by substance. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes. It is the 
amendment to provide for the collection 
of the income tax on dividends and cor- 
porate-bond interest at the source. It 
is the so-called withholding amendment. 

Mr. GEORGE. Withholding at the 
source? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes. 

Mr. GEORGE. I thank the Senator, 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I shall be glad to 
yield for a question. 

Mr. McFARLAND. May I inquire of 
the Senator about how long he thinks it 
will take to dispose of this amendment? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I should be perfectly 
willing to agree to a reasonable limita- 
tion of debate on the amendment. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Would 1 hour be 
agreeable? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. One hour to each 


side? 


Mr. McFARLAND. Thirty minutes to 


‘each side. 


12125 


Mr. DOUGLAS. I would suggest 45 
minutes to each side. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the debate 
on the pending amendment be limited to 
1 hour and a half, 45 minutes to a side, 
the time to be controlled by th2 Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. Douctas] and by the 
distinguished Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. GEORGE], that any amendment 
which may be proposed to the amend- 
ment must be germane, and that de- 
bate on the amendments to the amend- 
ment be limited to 30 minutes, 15 min- 
utes to each side, the time to be con- 
trolled by the proponent of such amend- 
ment and the Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is perfectly 
acceptable. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, this is 
a proposal to apply collection at the 
source for corporate dividends and cor- 
porate interest, similar to the provision 
now in the law for the collection of the 
income tax on wages and salaries at the 
source. When the income tax was first 
adopted, in the administration of Wood- 
row Wilson, we copied the British system 
of withholding at the source a portion 
of the income from rent, salaries, and 
wages, pensions and annuities, interest, 
and other fixed amounts of income, all in 
excess of $3,000. In the 1920's, this was 
omitted, and all income taxes, whether 
on wages and salaries or on corporate 
dividends and interest, were paid by the 
recipient, with no collection at the source 
and no withholding. f 

It was, I believe, in 1943 that the Con- 
gress passed an act which provided for 
the withholding of the basic income tax 
on wages and salaries at the source, but 
it did not provide for withholding the 
taxes on interest and dividends. 

The amendment now presented is a 
proposal to apply a 20-percer.t withhold- 
ing tax or collection at the source on cor- 
porate dividends and corporate bond 
interest. 

It is virtually identical with the meas- 
ure adopted by the House but rejected 
by the Senate committee, except that we 
have omitted royalties, which were in- 
cluded in the House measure, and cer- 
tain interest payments by insurance com- 


- panies and the interest on refunds from 


overpayment of the internal revenue tax. 
It is my understanding that the House 
intended that all interest other than 
corporate bond interest be excluded from 
its bill, but left in the two items I have 
just mentioned more or less by inad- 
vertence. 

My amendment does not apply to in- 
terest on Government bonds. to interest 
on shares of cooperatives, building and 
loan associations, mutual savings banks, 
and in and of itself, it does not apply to 
patronage dividends, although section 
314 of the bill as reported by the Finance 
Committee provides that if a system of 
withholding on corporate dividends is 
adopted, it shall also apply to patronage 
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dividends and refunds. In other words, 
my amendment is rigidly restricted to 
dividends from corporations and inter- 
— Ki corporate, not governmental 


It is aimed to bring into the Treasury, 
by merely providing for a better system 
of coilecting taxes payable on corporate 
dividends and interest, from $250,000,000 
additional a year to $323,000,000 addi- 
tionai a year. 

I showd emphasize that the more lib- 
eral estimate of $323,000,000 was not 
furnished by the Treasury, but by the 
ctaff of the Joint Committee on Internal 
Revenue Taxation. The Treasury sub- 
mitted the conservative estimate of 
$250,000,000. ‘This is to be done, not by 
raising the rates, but by providing for a 
more adequate system of collection. 

The facts are approximately these, as 
they were stated in the testimony of 
Secretary Snyder before the Senate Fi- 
nance Committee on pages 18 and 19 of 
the hearings on the revenue revisions of 
1950. The Treasury found that in 1947 
the total dividends which were paid by 
corporations to individuals amounted to 
slightly under $6,500,000,000, yet the 
dividends reported by the individuals 
amounted to only $4,295,000,000, leaving 
a raw difference between these figures 
of about $2,200,000,000. 

The Treasury has made accurate esti- 
mates on the dividends which were 
passed on to individuals by trusts and 
listed on their returns as fiduciary in- 
come, dividends which were held and 
taxable in the hands of trusts, divi- 
dends received by tax-free institutions, 
and dividends received by persons not 
required to file and those receiving divi- 
dends through partnerships. These 
make a figure of $1,268,000,000 for 1947. 
Deducting this from the $2,200,000,000 of 
difference between the amounts reported 
by individuals and the dividends paid 
by corporations to individuals, we get 
a total of $900,000,000 of dividends paid 
but not reported by recipients for 1947. 
The Treasury, working on the experi- 
ence of these figures, estimates that for 
1950 the total dividends not accounted 
for amounted to $1,040,000,000, and the 
House Ways and Means Committee re- 
port on this bill estimated the amount 
for 1951 at $1,100,000,000. I ask unani- 
mous consent to have inserted at this 
point in my remarks a table substan- 
tiating these figures, including an ex- 
planatory statement submitted by the 
Treasury Department. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
Recor, as follows: 

Statistics compiled from corporation and 
individual income-tax returns indicate that 
there has been a serious understatement on 
individual income-tax returns of dividend 
income in recent years. The discrepancy has 
been very large since 1941. It is not pos- 
sible to state precisely the amount of this 
understatement. For instance, certain divi- 
dend recipients (for example, charitable and 
educational organizations) do not file tax 
returns; some dividend income is received 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


by nontaxable individuals whose total in- 
come falls below the income-tax filling re- 
quirement; and some undetermined part of 
the fiduciary income reported by individuals 
is actually dividend income. However, it is 
possible to make a reasonable approximation 
of the amount of dividend income of these 
recipients to arrive at an estimate of the 
amount of dividend income representing an 
understatement of dividend income received 
by taxable individuals. 
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The following table shows the net cor- 
porate dividends paid in cash and in prop- 
erty of the company’s own stock, the amount 
of dividends reported on individual income- 
tax returns as dividends, and approxima- 
tions of (a) the dividend income reported by 
individuals as fiduciary income, (b) the divi- 
dends received by tax-exempt institutions, 
and (c) the dividends received by individuals 
not required to file, for the calendar years 
1946 and 1947. 


Dividends not accounted for on individual income-taz returns estimated for calendar year 
1950 and actual for calendar years 1946 and 1947 


{Amounts in millions of dollars] 


Net dividends paid by corporations 

Reported on individual returns: 
As dividends. 
As fiduciary inco 

Retained by tax taxable Sdacieries..- 


Received by tax-exempt institutions 
Received by individuals not required to file, filing 

oes W-2, receiving dividends through partner- 
MO eae a eta a le lage Le Ne. 


Total dividends accounted or 


1 Actual. 


The estimated amount of dividend income 
reported as fiduciary income is based on sta- 
tistics pertaining the fiduciaries included in 
individual income-tax returns. No tabula- 
tion of the various components of income re- 
ported by nontaxable fiduciaries is available. 
In the table above it is assumed that the 
dividend component of nontaxable fiduci- 
aries is relatively the same as that reported 
by taxable fiduciaries for which data are 
available. 

The amounts of dividends estimated to be 
received by tax-exempt institutions, by in- 
dividuals not required to file, and by in- 
Gividuals receiving dividends through part- 
nerships are based on admittedly sketchy 
data but it is believed that they represent 
reasonable approximations of the magnitudes 
involved. 

The estimates for 1946 and 1947 (and for 
the years 1941 through 1945) have been car- 
ried through for the level of dividend pay- 
ments by corporations estimated for the 
calendar year 1950 on a trend and propor- 
tionality basis. As shown in the table 
above, it is estimated that the total dividend 
payments not accounted for will amount to 
$1,040,000,000 in the calendar year 1950. 

(Source: Hearings on revenue revisions of 
1950 before Senat2 Finance Committee, pp. 
18-19, from testimony of Secretary Snyder, 
July 5, 1950.) 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Illinois yield for a 
question? * 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am glad to yield to 
the Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. TAFT. Does the Senator really 
think there is any substantiation of 
those figures? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes. 

Mr. TAFT. Is there any evidence that 


these dividends do not go to people who 


ought not to have to pay taxes, or to 


funds or to people with incomes less than 
the exemption? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I may say that the 
amounts of the dividends by those who 
are taxed, whose incomes are less than 
the taxable minimum, are very, very 
small indeed. A survey made by the 
Federal Reserve Board shows that of 
those with incomes under $1,000 a year, 
92 percent received no interest or divi- 
dends at all, so that only 8 percent re- 
ceived any dividends and interest at all; 
and the situation is not much different in 
the case of those with incomes under 
$2,000 a year or $3,000 a year. Up to 
$3,000 a year, the incomes of the recipi- 
ents are almost exclusively composed of 
wages and salaries, and, to very, very 
small extent, of interest and dividends. 
Ihave here some tables, the first of which 
is from the Federal Reserve Bulletin for 
August 1951, which shows that 92 per- 
cent of those with incomes under $1,000 
had no interest or dividends; it shows, 
furthermore, that 92 percent from the 
income group from $1,000 to $2,000; 92 
percent of those with incomes from 
$2,000 to $3,000; and 93 percent of those 
with incomes from $3,000 to $4,000 re- 
ceived no dividends or interest at all. 
Those figures apply to spending units 
which are roughly equivalent to fami- 
lies. Figures based on individual in- 
come tax returns show that only 2.8 per- 
cent of persons earning less than $1,000 
receive any dividends. 

I ask unanimous consent that the table 
from the Federal Reserve Bulletin to 
which I have been referring be printed 


in the Recorp. 
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There being no objection, the table was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as follows: 
Income from specified sources received by spending units within income and occupational groups, 19507 


All 
Income from specified source spend- 


units $1,000 


Wa: wt ang salaries: 


23 67 
2 6 
4 13 
4 14 
13 
17 
8.00 1-88.00. 26 (G 
$5,001 and over.. 10 (3) 
Undetermined amount. 11 @ 
Not ascertained 09 @) 
— aetna nen 100 100 
75 £5 
2 


ing | under | $1,000- | $2,000- | $3,000- 


[Percentage distribution of spending units] 


1950 money income before taxes 


Occupation of head of spending unit 
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enen 


— 
E — — e 


= 2 


Sij cl 
00 ler- 
$4,000- | $5,000- | $7,500 | and Sen ical 
$1,000 | $2,999 | $3,999 | $4,909 | $7,409 | over | semi- | tora and 
profes- | Plo sales 
sional 
2 11 85 u i 90 14 ae 3 2 
7 3 1 8 1 a4 7 11 y 
12 1 1 110 | @ 4 2 2 4 
51 17 2 2 1 2 8 8 5 17 
e 64 22 4 31 © 14 6 13 30 
) 65 82 25 o| 31 3 32 30 
LETS S| ofl ofl etl ofl ot] g" 
09 09 ) 2) 8 8 1 8 
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
— UUU— I P— K F—ñ —— ——— P —̃ — — — ——— —— 
66 76 79 83 s a 82 o 84 
2 1 1 1 
8 4 9 6 9 
4 1 4 2 4 
i @) : i 0 È 0 1 
2) 1 @) 9 100 
1 009 2 2) 
2) 1 
8 1 i 00 
100 P 100 100 100 
— ——— — ͤ —— — —— —xꝛ̃—ä—ñ—wi—— — — 
56 76 “84 88 
6 7 3 5 
17 81 10 5 
5 3 1 © 
4 2 1 1 
3 1 0 @) ; 
5 11 @ G) 
8 09 0 0 
1 ® @ 
100 100 100 100 
mr 
73 £6 78 so 
1 1 1 1 
11 7 9 5 
5 2 3 2 
3 2 6 1 
1 () 1 1 
$5,000 a @) @) e 2 ; e 3 8 i 9 
55 9 ) 9 o B 6 8 09 1 8 9 
Not ascertained 0 0 0 09 09 6 (G 
100 100 100 100] 100 100 100 100} 100) 100 100| 10 
Number of cases us saj t| cor] 441] ss] 20% 200] 20 235] 477 


1 Data are subject to considerable re 
2 No cases reported or less than }4 o! 


ag sron especially where small amounts are involved, 


‘Includes income from old-age. pensions, retirement pay, annuities, unemployment compensation, welfare payments, alimony, regular contributions, veterans’ pensions, 


school allotments, State bonuses, an 


allotments to families of servicemen, 


4 Includes interest, dividends, income from trust funds, and royalties, 
The first question asked was: Did you receive income from roomers and boarders?” Respondents were then asked “Did you receive money from other rent?“ If yes, 


“How much was it after allowing for expenses?” 


Norte.—Details may not add to totals because of rounding, 
Source: 1951 Survey of Consumer Finances, pt. III, Distribution of Consumer Income in 1050, appearing in the Federal Reserve Bulletin, August 1951, pp. 920-037. 


Mr. DOUGLAS. I also ask unani- 
mous consent to have printed at this 
point in my remarks a table computed on 
the basis of figures contained in Sta- 
tictics of Income for 1947 published by 
the Bureau of Internal Revenue, United 
States Treasury Department. These fig- 
ures are not estimates; they are actual 
figures obtained from income tax returns 
for the year 1947 actually filed with the 
Bureau of Internal Revenue. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


` Btatistics of Income, 1947; U. 8. 


Dividends 
Adjusted gross income class 8 Porcent of 
dividends 
of each level 

receiving going to each 
dividends income level 
rr S S E 2.8 2.2 
$1,000 to 82,000. — 3.5 4.4 
$2,000 to $3,000.. 3.0 4.9 
$3,000 to $4,000.. 5.8 4.8 
$4,000 to $5,000.. 9.5 4.1 
$5,000 to 810,000 25.1 14.3 
$10,000 to $20,000.. 47. 5 16.6 
$20,000 and over... 67.3 48.7 
CCC TTTT—T0T—TTTTTTTTTT E EET 100.0 


Based on actual 1947 income tax returns both taxable and nontaxable. 


Source: Computations made by Nationa! Income Division, De 15 
‘reasury Department, Bureau of Internal Revenue). 


Wages and salaries 


Percent ofall Percent of 


tax returns 
at each level 
receiving 
wages and 
salaries 


SESRESSR 
S e e e 


wages and 
salaries 
going to cach 
income level 


pp 


— 


e SEN 
88288882 


tment of Commerce (based on data contained in 
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Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 

Mr, TAFT. I question all those sta- 
tistics. I have never seen the basis 
on which any of those statistics were 
collected. It is simply a spot-check 
idea, with some agent going around and 
asking the people with those incomes 
certain questions. So far as I know, 
there are no figures from the Treasury, 
and so far as employment is concerned, 
there are no figures from the Bureau of 
the Census. I simply do not think that 
the claims which have been made by the 
Treasury as to the income lost from div- 
idends are in any way supportable by 
evidence which anyone would even con- 
sider in a court proceeding. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I may say to my 
good friend from Ohio that in the first 
place we can get, and I believe the Treas- 
ury obtained, perfectly accurate figures 
on total dividends distributed by corpo- 
rations. That is a perfectly simple 
thing. All that is necessary is to run 
the computation sheets through the 
computing machines, in order to get the 


totals. 

The dividends paid by corporations in 
the year 1947 totaled $6,483,000,000. 
Similarly, one can run through the com- 
puting machines the sheets for an indi- 
vidual covering the dividend items. 
That was done, and the total was $4,- 
295,000,000 reported by individuals. This 
left a difference of $2,188,000,000. These 
are the basic figures, and they are not 
estimates; they are actual totals tabu- 
lated from income-tax returns. 

Now certain corrections have to be 
made, it is true. It is not difficult to 
obtain the figures with respect to the 
dividends which are held by trusts and 
are taxable. These may be obtained ac- 
curately from the statistics of income 
based on actual income-tax returns. 
They came to $301,000,000. An estimate 
of the dividends which were passed on 
by trusts to individuals is $682,000,000. 
This estimate is based upon the expe- 
rience regarding the proportion of per- 
sonal income in general attributable to 
dividends. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 

Mr. TAFT. Who prepared these fig- 
ures? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The United States 
‘Treasury. 

Mr. TAFT. I do not think the Treas- 
ury has any basis for them. Even small 
trusts do not have to make returns. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I was referring to 
the figure of $1,100,000,000 of dividends 
and interest payments. All dividends 
and interest payments received by indi- 
viduals are not reported. I would say 
that such figures by income classes are 
collected by sampling by the Federal Re- 
serve Board, and the statistics from the 
1947 report of the Treasury entitled 
“statistics on income,” pages 16 and 17, 
show that the interest and dividend pay- 
ments were extremely small for persons 
with incomes under $2,000. 

Mr. TAFT. The estimates are made 
entirely from income-tax returns, and 
‘entirely neglect the persons who do not 
make returns. 
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Mr. DOUGLAS. That is true for a 
portion of the statistics but as a check 
against that 

Mr. TAFT. Is it not also true that 
the Federal Reserve Board figures are 
very sketchy? In other words, they are 
merely surveys in which people are asked 
whether they made any returns? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Federal Reserve 
Board’s survey was a sampling made on 
the basis of about 3,400 interviews taken 
in 66 sampling areas throughout the 
Nation. The note accompanying this 
survey states that this sample is “repre- 
sentative of the entire population of the 
United States living in households.” The 
note admits, and I admit, that there are 
limitations to any such study. 

But the Senator from Ohio is well 
aware of the fact that the mathematical 
theory of probability permits one to take 
a relatively small proportion in different 
sections of the country, and it presum- 
ably gives an accurate reflection of the 
whole. 

Mr. TAFT. May I ask the Senator 
whether that was the method pursued 
by the Gallup poll? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes. There was not 
the same bias, however, in the Treasury 
figures as there was in the Gallup poll; 
nor was there the large proportion of 
“don’t knows” or “undecided’s” that sub- 
jects the Gallup poll to abnormally large 
errors. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Illinois yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 

Mr. GEORGE. The basic figures were 
assembled by the Department of Com- 
merce, not the Treasury, in determin- 
ing personal income. The Treasury did 
subsequently conduct some tests; but I 
think it is important to keep in mind 
that the basic figures really were sub- 
mitted by the Department of Commerce 
rather than the Treasury. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I may say that the 
figures which I have quoted from pages 
16 and 17 of the Statistics of Income 
for 1947 are based on a large sample 
of something like a million tax returns 
collected by the Treasury, which is a 
pretty good sample. I understand that 
the staff of the Joint Committee on In- 
ternal Revenue Taxation relies on these 
figures and that experience has shown 
there is less than a 5-percent error in 
them. 

Mr. GEORGE. That is true. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. MILLIKIN], in his charac- 
teristically generous way, yielded to us 
this morning quite frequently, and I 
would not deny him the opportunity of 
indulging in the remarkable flow of elo- 
quence and wit which proceeds from him 
today; so, before I yield to the Senator 
from Delaware, I should like to yield to 


_ the Senator from Colorado. 


Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I ap- 
preciate the Senator’s yielding. I sim- 
ply desire to state that the Treasury’s 
figures are also based on sampling. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Of about one mil- 
lion returns for the lower-income groups. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I got the impression 
that the distinguished Senator from II- 
dinois, in the earlier part of his remarks, 
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gave a figure resting upon a totaling of 
every dividend paid by corporations. 
I think that is a rather easy figure to 
get. But the estimate of those in the 
higher brackets who did not pay on divi- 
dends received rests upon a sampling. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. It is my understand- 
ing, subject to correction, that the figures 
on dividends paid by corporations to in- 
dividuals refer to the totality of corpo- 
ration reports, that the individual re- 
ports are quite complete in the higher 
brackets relying more on sampling to- 
ward the lower brackets, and that the 
distribution as between income brackets 
is a sampling. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. We are now talking 
about two figures: One, the total amount 
of taxable dividends, which I under- 
stood the Senator to say was simply a 
matter of totaling—it could be done that 
way; I am not prepared to say whether 
it was or was not—but when it comes to 
the question of what reports were made 
on taxable incomes in the upper-income- 
tax brackets, he is proceeding on a sam- 
pling. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Having made a sam- 
pling, and drawing the conclusions that 
were drawn from that sampling, then a 
subtraction process took the rest into 
the lower-income brackets. On that 
point I shall speak in my own time. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. As I understand, the 
sampling conducted by the Treasury was 
on the basis of a million returns, which 
would be a very large sample and is gen- 
erally considered a very adequate one. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I am not now chal- 
lenging whether it was large, and at the 
moment I am not challenging the state- 
ment that it was adequate. I am trying 
to make clear how it was done. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I think the total of 
dividends paid as compared with the 
total of dividends reported by individuals 
was not a sample, but consisted instead 
of total figures. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. That would not sur- 
prise me, because they should be easy to 
get. Once we have them, we have a 
solid figure. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Mr. Pres- 
ident, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. The 
Senator’s amendment does not exempt 
charitable corporations, does it? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. There would be with- 
holding for them; yes. 

Mr, BUTLER of Maryland. If the 
Senator will yield further, I should like 
to state an actual case. I refer to the 
case of the Walters Galleries, a very fa- 
mous art gallery in Baltimore. The em- 
ployees are under the city pension sys- 
tem and, therefore, pay no social-secu- 
rity taxes. The withholding would 
amount, roughly, to $35,000 a year. 


There would be no deduction for the 


withholding, which would mean that they 
would be making a permanent loan to 
the Government of the United States of 
$35,000 without interest. Is not that 
correct? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. They pay taxes now 
on their income, do they not? 


Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. No. The 


institution is completely exempt. 
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Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it a charitable 
trust? ` 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Yes. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. If it is a charitable 
trust and is exempt, there would be with- 
holding, but provision is made in my 
amendment, which is the same as the 
House plan, to relieve most of the hard- 
ship; but in answer to the Senator's 
question, there weuld be withholding. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. That is 
the question I asked the Senator, 
whether his amendment provides for 
that. As I undersiand the amendment, 
the only relief there would be in a case of 
the kind I have mentioned is that they 
would have the right to make a claim for 
refund, but they would never catch up, 
and there would be $35,000 of the trust’s 
money held in perpetuity 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The same question 
arose when the withholding tax was orig- 
inally applied to individuals receiving 
salaries and wages. It was then argued 
that they could never catch up with 
themselves. Why should we give pref- 
erential treatment to dividends and in- 
terest as compared with wages and sal- 
aries? j 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. If we ex- 
act a tax from persons who are not re- 
quired to pay any tax, it is pure confisca- 
tion. We are not even going to pay them 
any interest on the money. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I might say to the 
Senator from Maryland that the House 
Committee on Ways and Means con- 
sidered this aspect of the problem care- 
fully before it recommended this with- 
holding system to the House. In order to 
reduce the hardship to tax-exempt or- 
ganizations to a minimum, provision was 
made to peimit such organizations to 
use the amount withheld from dividend 
and interest payments received by them 
as a credit against the amount due from 
such an organization under the income 
and payroll taxes. Thus they would not 
have to wait for a refund for much of 
these credits. In addition, however, they 
may make quarterly applications for re- 
funds, which are made, I believe, in a 
matter of weeks following the filing of 
the return and the application. The 
paragraph describing this provision ap- 
pears on page 22 of the House report on 
H. R. 4473. 

If there are additional difficulties I 
should think they could be taken care of 
in conference. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. In the 
State of Maryland we have a State 
income-tax law. There would be great 
confusion if the payor, instead of paying 
the taxpayer a $100 dividend, should pay 
him $80. The taxpayer in such case 
would probably return only what he had 
received which would very much com- 
plicate our State income-tax collections. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Does it apply to wages 
and salaries, too? 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Yes, but 
there is no withholding of wages and 
salaries. _ 

Mr. DOUGLAS. There would be no 
greater difficulty caused to the interest 
recipients because wages and salaries are 
in the same position. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. The man 
who receives wages or salary has, under 
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the Federal law, a right to certain ex- 
emptions. As I understand, by the pro- 
posed amendment no one is given ex- 
emption, It simply provides for with- 
holding a fiat 20 percent whether the in- 
terest recipient pays taxes or does not 
pay taxes. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I might remind the 
Senator that very substantial refunds, 
amounting now to roughly $500,000,000, 
are made every year, even under the law 
providing for the withholding or collec- 
tion at the source of a tax on wages and 
salaries, which tries to take into con- 
sideration personal exemptions. Signifi- 
cant errors are made, particularly in the 
case of sporadic workers. The employer 
does not ask the income recipient or 
worker, “Is your annual income less than 
$600, or less than $1,000?” The employ- 
er withholds a flat amount, and then if 
the man is tax exempt, because, say, he 
only works 3 months a year, or if his tax 
is less than the amount of withholding, 
he gets a refund. The Treasury is com- 
pelled to give him a refund. But the 
amount is withheld from him in the 
meantime. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. What is 
the average period of time within which 
he will receive a refund? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The refunds are 
made quarterly. I am not certain of the 
exact gap of time, but they are made 
quarterly. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. It is in ex- 
cess of a year, is it not? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. As a matter of in- 
formation, let me say that the refunds 
are made on a quarterly basis. For ex- 
ample, in the case of withholding of 
wages and salaries, after the filing of the 
return it takes about 7 weeks for the 
refund to be made. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. In other words, we 
are providing precisely the treatment 
with respect to dividends and interest as 
is now provided with respect to wages 
and salaries, except we make the pro- 
cedure simpler, as I shall point out in a 
minute. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. I may say 
to the Senator from Illinois that the ex- 
perience of the trust companies in Mary- 
land is that the gap is between 15 and 
18 months in the case of the ordinary 
refunds. If such a case is multiplied by 
thousands and thousands it seems to me 
it makes the whole scheme such that it 
will fall down of its own weight. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think the Sena- 
tor from Maryland is talking about re- 
funds on regular corporate returns or 
individual tax returns. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Yes. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. What we are talk- 
ing about is the withholding tax on 
employees’ salaries. The ‘Treasury De- 
partment has expedited the refunding 
process and is making refunds at an 
annual rate of $500,000,000. That is 
done within a period of from 6 to 7 
weeks. 

With respect to withholdings as they 
relate to charitable trusts, the Treasury 
Department has informed us that if a 
withholding is made with respect to in- 
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terest or dividends paid to a charitable 
trust, that can be offset by applying it 
to the withholding tax on wages paid 
employees of a charitable trust. It can 
be balanced in that way. In other words, 
the withholdings on dividends paid to 
a charitable trust can be applied to the 
withholdings on wages and salaries of 
employees of the charitable trust. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland subse- 
quently said: Mr. President, I ask unani- 
mous consent to have printed in the Rec- 
orp immediately following the colloquy 
between the Senator from Illinois, the 
Senator from Minnesota, and myself a 
brief statement which I have prepared. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR BUTLER OF MARYLAND 


Section 201 of the bill provides that, be- 
ginning with the year 1952, payors of certain 
interest, dividends, and royalties shall re- 
tain 20 percent thereof, and shall pay the 
same to the Government, to be credited 
against the tax liability of the respective 
recipients. Interest includes interest upon 
bonds and other obligations of corporations, 
but not on municipal or Government obliga- 
tions, or savings-banks interest. 

It is argued that the retention of the 
above percentage will prevent avoidance of 
income tax by individuals who fail to include 
such items in their income-tax returns. A 
parallel has been drawn between the pro- 
posed provision, and the existing provision 
of law under which employers are required 
to deduct and pay over to the Government 
amounts specified by the law, from the wages 
and salaries paid to employees. 

A marked distinction, however, exists be- 
tween the two procedures, in that the pro- 
posed retention of 20 percent is to be made 
without regard to or credit for any exemp- 
tions or deductions to which the recipient 
of such dividends and interest is entitled, 
while the employee files with his employer 
a certificate which establishes the exemp- 
tions to which he is entitled, and the 
amounts retained by the employer are based 
upon the excess of the annual wage or salary 
over the total exemptions. These exemp- 
tions consist of $600 each per annum for any 
of the following: for himself, for his spouse, 
for his age over 65, for his wife’s age over 
65, for his blindness, for his wife's blindness, 
for each dependent. If the exemptions ex- 
ceed the salary, no deduction is made by the 
employer. 

Moreover, the deduction of 20 percent 
would apply to payments to charitable and 
Teligious corporations, which by law are 
exempt from tax. 

It is true that the taxpayer or exempt cor- 
poration may file a claim for refund of the 
tax overpaid; and the exempt corporation is 
permitted to apply against retentions made 
for its account, the amount of social-security 
taxes payable by it to the Government. 
However, the law specifies that these refunds 
shall be made without allowance of interest, 
so that the taxpayer is deprived of the use 
of his money without compensation. Fur- 
ther, no one can foretell how long the tax- 
payer will have to wait for a refund. 

In view of the huge number of returns 
involved, it is probable that there will be a 
long delay before any refund can possibly be 
made. Experience has shown that on ordi- 
nary overpayments, anywhere from 3 weeks 
to 18 months elapse before the taxpayer re- 
ceives his refund. 

This hardship falls upon a group of people 
who are least able to bear it, viz: those who 
are dependent, because of age, infirmity, or 
other reasons beyond their control, upon in- 
come derived from interest and dividends 
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affected by the provision, and who, in any 
event, would have little or no tax to pay. 

‘The following simple illustration will show 
the effect of the proposed provision in con- 
trast with the existing provision as to re- 
tention out of wages and salaries. It is based 
upon a supposed annual income of $2,400 
from interest and dividends, and a supposed 
annual wage of like amount. 

According to the 1950 revised optional tax 
tables, the amount of tax payable by the 
recipient under both cases is the same, viz: 


Zex- | 4ex- 
emp- | emp- 
tions | tions 


lex- | 2ex- 
emp- | emp- 
tion tions 


On an income of $2,400___}$314. 00 8194. 00| 874. 00 
If this is all sal in- 
come, tax withheld by 
employer will be 316. 80} 195,80) 76, 80 
Making overpay- 
ment o 2.80) 2.80 2.80 
If income was all from 
interest and divi- s 
dends—tax would be. . . 314.00} 194. 00 74. 00 
20 percent withheld 
would be 480. 00 480.00} 480. 008480. 00 
Making an over- 
payment ol 166. 00 288. 00 406,00) 480. 00 
As compared with above 
over payment 2.80 2.80 2.80 


The difference be- 
tween similar 


taxpayers being. - 16%, 20 283, 20) 403. 20 480. 00 


The person receiving the $2,400 from in- 
terest and dividends must file a declaration 
of estimated tax for the current year, which, 
of course, would be based on the actual tax, 
if any. Nevertheless, and in spite of the 
declaration, such person would have his in- 
come reduced during the year by $480, not- 
withstanding the fact that his tax could not 
possibly amount to that much and might 
be zero. 

In the year 1953 he would file a return 
showing an overpayment of tax; and after 
the Bureau of Internal Reverue verifies it, 
he would get back the overpayment, ranging 
from $166 to $480, without interest. In the 
meanwhile this person would be living on 
$1,920 during 1952 instead of the $2,400 he 
had been receiving. In 1953 the process 
would be renewed, with the result that the 
taxpayer would never catch up with the re- 
tention made in 1952, as long as he lives. 

The situation affecting charitable exempt 
institutions is illustrated by the case of the 
Walters Art Gallery. The estimated total of 
retentions under the provision of 20 percent, 
from the trust funds held for it, would 
amount to, annually, $34,402. It owes no 
social security taxes, as its employees are 
members of the Baltimoro City pension fund. 
As a result of the 20 percent retention in 
1952 it will be deprived of income in that 
year of $34,402. In 1953, the refund for 1952 
will be offset by the withholding occurring in 
that year and so on for succeeding years. 
In effect this amounts to a permanent loan of 
$34,402 in 1952 to the Government without 
interest. 


The effect of the proposed provision on all 
the parties concerned should be considered. 

1. The Federal Government will have mil- 
lions of tax refunds to verify and to pay. 

2. The State income tax authorities are 
concerned lest in State returns the taxpay- 
ers include 80 percent of the interest and 
dividends instead of the whole amount. 

3. The small taxpayer would have to go 
through the machinery each year of filing 
returns and filing claims for tax refunds, 
not to mention reducing his mode of life 
until the refund comes in. Many small 
taxpayers find the returns too complicated 
as it is, without the additional burden of 
filing claims, and doubtless the more illit- 
jahr will do nothing and thus lose the re- 
unds, 
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4. The banks and trust companies must 
handle the enormous detail involved in these 
deductions. Practically all affected interest 
and dividends are cashed through the local 
banks which carry the accounts of the re- 
cipients. These banks and the succeeding 
banks through which the coupons pass, must 
Keep records until the coupons finally reach 
the paying agent which makes the payment 
of the 20 percent to the Government. Trus- 
tees and other fiduciaries must double their 
entries and allocate the retentions in proper 
proportions to the several beneficiaries of 
the trusts, and compute the shares of each 
beneficiary in their fiduciary returns. 

The magnitude of the job as a whole and 
the expense are far out of proportion to the 
re-ults to be obtained, particularly at a time 
when the defense preparations entail such 
large claims upon available manpower. 
Moreover, it would appear that the Govern- 
ment has other means already available to 
it for catching up with evaders, without pe- 
nalizing so many small taxpayers. 


Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I 
think there can be no doubt that ap- 
proximately $1,000,000,000 of corporate 
dividends received by individuals are not 
reported by individuals and no income 
taxes are collected from them. 

With respect to under-reporting of in- 
terest payments received by individuals, 
the House Ways and Means Committee, 
in its report on H. R. 4473, estimated 
that during the calendar year 1951, 
$1,990,000,000 of interest payments was 
not reported by individuals, although 
this included all interest payments, not 
merely corporate bond interest, which is 
treated by my amendment. 

Much of the failure to report may even 
be deliberate, although a good deal of 
it is not deliberate. No one knows pre- 
cisely the relative proportions of the two. 
But whether ‘leliberate or not deliberate, 
the failure to withhold at the source 
taxes on dividends and interest, as taxes 
are withheld at the source on wages and 
salaries, deprives the Government of con- 
siderable revenue. 

I do not see why we should be more 
telider of the recipients cf dividends and 
interest than we are of the recipients of 
wages and salaries. 

I know that in the past it has been 
complained that a system of collecting 
basic taxes at the source, or the with- 
holding system, would be impossible to 
administer. It is administered in the 
case of wages and salaries, which in- 
volves many more people, much more de- 
tailed reporting and is much more diffi- 
cult. The same objection was raised 
prior to 1943, but the withholding system 
has been carried out with respect to 
wages and salaries. 

Most of the objections which were 
raised to the 1950 proposal of the Treas- 
ury for collection at the source of taxes 
in corporate dividends and interest can 
not be raised to the proposal which we 
are now putting forward. In 1950 it was 
required that the corporation which 
withheld the taxes on the dividends and 
interest should give a withholding re- 
ceipt to each recipient, and should also 
make a direct report about its withhold- 
ing from each individual to the Govern- 
ment. That is not required in the pend- 
ing amendment, nor was it required in 
the measure as it passed the House. 

All that happens is that a corporation 
pays the Bureau of Internal Revenue by 
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figuring 20 percent of the total dividend 
payments, that is, by turning over to the 
Bureau one-fifth of its total dividend and 
interest payments. It does not have to 
report how much it withheld from each 
individual. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? . 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I should like to fin 
a paragraph, and then I will yield. Nor 
does the corporation have to give a with- 
holding slip to the recipient of dividends 
and taxes. It merely turns over to the 
Bureau of Internal Revenue one-fifth 
of the total dividend payments. 

I am now glad to yield to the Senator 
from Delaware. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, if I 
understood the Senator from Illinois 
correcily, he said that the withholding- 
tax amendment which he is offering does 
not apply to or in no way affects the 
withholding of dividends at the source 
from cooperatives. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is correct. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I refer the Senator 
from Illinois to page 147 of the tax bill, 
on which is found the amendment which 
was voted on and adopted by the Senate 
night before last and which relates to 
cooperative dividends. That amend- 
ment was supported by the Senator from 
Illinois. With the Senator’s permission 
I should like to read to him this section- 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I may say I think I 
was in error, and I am glad the Senator 
from Delaware has corrected me. If 
the amendment to which he refers does 
apply there will be withholding on pa- 
tronage dividends, in the event my 
amendment is agreed to. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I refer to subsection 
(d), and with the permission of the Sen- 
ator from Illinois I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the subsection may be printed 
in the Recorp at this point. 

There being no objection, the subsec- 
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

(d) Withholding of tax at source: If any 
law (other than secs. 143 and 144 of the 
Internal Revenue Code) enacted by Congress 
requires the withholding at source of tax on 
corporate dividends paid in cash, patronage 
dividends, rebates, and refunds (whether paid 
in cash, merchandise, capital stock, revolv- 
ing fund certificates, retain certificates, or 
otherwise) shall be subject to the provisions 
of such law in the same manner and to the 
same extent as provided in such law with 
respect to corporate dividends paid in cash. 


Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, this 
subsection spells out specifically that if 
there is any withholding tax provision 
enacted by the Congress to apply to cor- 
porate dividends, the same withholding 
tax shall be applied to cooperatives. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Illinois yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 

Mr, HUMPHREY. I want the RECORD 
to be perfectly clear, however, that the 
amendment provides for the withholding 
of tax on corporate dividends and corpo- 
rate bond interest. I am fully aware of 
the provision the Senator from Delaware 
has now called to our attention. I think 
I am aware of the fact that one of the 
reasons why that provision was incorpo- 
rated into the tax bill was to dampen 
somewhat the enthusiasm of those of us 
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who wanted to provide for withholding 
taxes on corporate dividends, by tying 
the provision for withholding taxes on 
dividends and interest with the with- 
holding on patronage refunds. 

I am willing to say now that if that 
has been the purpose, we are still for 
withholding taxes on dividends and cor- 
porate bond interest, because it is the 
opinion of those of us who support the 
amendment that the taxes ought to be 
paid, and we feel that taxes are being 
paid on patronage refunds. We feel that 
most of the taxes on dividends and cor- 
porate bond interest are being paid, but 
that where they are not being paid they 
should be paid. Therefore, we feel that 
the proposal for the withholding of taxes 
on dividends and corporate bond interest 
is very reasonable, and one that is fully 
supported by the figures of loss of reve- 
nue which have been furnished to us by 
the Department of the Treasury. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Illinois yield briefly? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I should like to say 
to the Senator from Minnesota that I 
am not going to impugn the motives of 
any Senator who voted for the amend- 
ment to which I have alluded. Of 
course, as the Senator from Minnesota 
knows, I offered an alternative proposal 
which I think would have been a great 
improvement over that which was placed 
in the bill. 

If I understand correctly, the Senator 
from Minnesota and the Senator from 
Illinois both voted for the provision now 
found in the bill, and against my alter- 
native proposal, But if they want to say 
that that provision was written into the 
bill for the purpose of killing the amend- 
ment they are now offering, far be it 
from me to contradict what they had in 
mind. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I appreciate the 
needling by the Senator from Delaware. 
I say to him in reply that if he is anxious 
to tax the patronage dividends of co- 
operatives, the way to do that is appar- 
ently to vote for the amendment I am 
suggesting, and he will therefore be able 
5 roast his pig in the process. [Laugh- 

r.] 

Mr. President, I believe I have used 30 
of my 45 minutes. I should like to re- 
serve some time. Let me say that the 
figure which I drew up as an estimate, 
showing that this provision would add 
to revenues between 5250, 000,000 and 
$320,000,000, is not drawn out of the air. 
The Treasury estimated an addition of 
$250,000,C00. The Joint Committee on 
Internal Revenue Taxation estimated 
$323,000,000. The Joint Committee on 
Internal Revenue Taxation did the sta- 
tistical work for the House Ways and 
Means Committee in connection with this 
provision. If members of the Finance 
Committee, who ordinarily rely heavily 
on the Joint Committee on Internal Rev- 
enue Taxation want to befoul their own 
nest, that is quite possible; but I say that 
I have confidence in the accuracy of the 
figures of the joint committee. I believe 
that the estimate of $320,000,000 is accu- 
rate. 

This proposal would probably raise 
$320,000,000, merely by providing that 
we adopt the same system in collecting 
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taxes on dividends and interest that we 
now follow in the case of wages and 
salaries, What is wrong with that? It 
is merely reciprocal equality of treat- 
ment. 

As a matter of fact, the amendment 
provides a much simpler method than 
is provided in connection with with- 
holding the taxes on wages and salaries. 
The corporation does not have to re- 
port to the Bureau of Internal Revenue 
the names of the individuals nor the 
amounts withheld for each. Nor does 
it have to give a withholding receipt 
to each person who receives a dividend 
or interest payment. All it has to do is 
to take 20 percent of the dividends and 
interest and turn the money over to 
the Bureau of Internal Revenue. Then 
the individual makes his computation, 
and has credited against his tax the 
amount which has been withheld. It 
is a perfectly simple operation, much 
simpler than is provided for the case 
of wages and salaries. It would give the 
Treasury hundreds of millions of dol- 
lars more of revenue without increas- 
ing the rates but merely by closing one 
of the loopholes which is now available 
to the recipients of dividends and inter- 
est, but not to the low-income recipients 
of wages and salaries. 

Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am sure that 
somewhere in his remarks the Senator 
has referred to the system which he is 
now discussing, the system of withhold- 
ing by the corporation. A year ago, in 
this same type of debate on the tax bill, 
when we were discussing the withholding 
of dividends and bond interest, the argu- 
ment was advanced as to the burden on 
the corporation, particularly if we were 
going to take into consideration at the 
corporate level such things as deduc- 
tions, and the over-all income of the 
dividend recipient. Therefore, when 
the Treasury Department has discussed 
this question with corporations, they 
have come to an understanding that if 
such provisions were incorporated in the 
law, it should be done on a simplified 
basis. The Treasury Department was 
perfectly willing to have these simplifi- 
cations noted and taken account of. But 
the corporations say it means too much 
bookkeeping. I think they are right. 
It involves too much bookkeeping. So 
the method is simplified at the request 
of those who would be the dispensers of 
the dividends. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes; but they are 
still opposed to it, even though the plan 
has been simplified. Now the objection 
is that it is too rough on the individuals 
who receive the dividends and interest. 
Formerly it was too rough on the cor- 
porations which paid, but now it is too 
rough on the individuals who receive. 
Apparently it is more blessed to give 
than to receive. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is 
familiar with the fact that there are ap- 
proximately 10,000,000 stockholders and 
that they average $100 a year in divi- 
dends. That is not too little to con- 
sider. It involves a collection of $20 
from each individual. There is an ag- 
gregate of approximately 10,000,000 
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stock or bond holders, and the average 
dividend is $100. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I 
should like to yield the floor after plac- 
ing in the Recorp a set of figures from 
a rough chart which I have had pre- 
pared, 

The people whose incomes are under 
$3,000 a year receive 11% percent of the 
dividends distributed, but they receive 
46.8 percent of wages, or nearly one-half. 
In other words, the low-income group 
get most of their income from wages and 
salaries, and taxes are now withheld on 
these wages and salaries. However, 
those with incomes of $20,000 a year and 
over get 48 percent, or nearly half of all 
the dividends distributed. 

So there is a class element involved, 
and not merely a functional element. 
Under our present system we are per- 
mitting the upper income groups to 
evade the payment of taxes on dividends 
and interest which they receive, but on 
which, for one reason or another, they 
avoid making payments to the Govern- 
ment. This proposal would close that 
loophole, which is now closed—and 
properly so—in the case of recipients of 
wages and salaries, who tend to be in the 
low-income group. : 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President will 
the Senator further yield? | 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. | 

Mr. HUMPHREY. In order that there 
may be an explicit demonstration of the 
amendment at the moment, the group 
with incomes below $3,000 a year, who 
receive 46.8 percent of the wages paid, 
together with those associated with them 
to make up the total number of recipi- 
ents of wages and salaries, overpay, on 
an annual basis, $500,000,000, which is 
refunded. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes. | 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The $3,000-a-year 
individual also suffers when there is an 
overpayment, but no one has bled and 
died over his suffering. We have been 
going along and allowing such taxpayers 
to make the overpayment of $500,000,000 
a year, which has been quickly refunded. 
But all at once we hear about the little 
dividend recipient. The widows and or- 
phans are brought into the argument. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Along with the peo- 
ple with incomes of $20,000 a year and 
over. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. | 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am reminded of 
what was said about Burke, “that he 
wept for the plumage and forgot the 
dying bird.” Senators who object to this 
proposal weep for the people receiving 
dividends and interest whom they in- 
correctly call the low-income groups, but 
they forget the great masses of people 
who receive wages and salaries and who 
really are the low- and middle-income 
groups and who have the withholding 
system applied to them. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. t 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Illi- 
nois [Mr. DovcLas] for himself and oth- 
er Senators. 

Mr, FLANDERS. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Georgia yield time to, 
the Senator from Vermont? 
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Mr. GEORGE. I yield 2 minutes to 
the Senator from Vermont. 

Mr, FLANDERS. Mr. President, I 
should like to address myself very briefly 
to. this question. 

At no time has the junior Senator from 
Vermont been disturbed because of the 
load on the corporations. From the 
very first he has been disturbed by the 
idea that receivers of dividends should 
have the taxes withheld, and then be put 
to the burden of proof of showing wheth- 
er or not they should be witheld. 

Reference has been made to widows 
and orphans, and I too, am going to refer 
to them. I am going to make reference 
to the fact that in my section of the 
country—I do not know whether it is 
true in other sections or not—there are 
a great many widows and orphans whose 
sole income is derived from a few shares 
of stock. 

The proposed system does not seem to 
me to be as definite and specific in this 
instance as it is in the system which is 
applied to the case of the workman who 
is on a payroll, and who has a number 
on the payroll. Here the Treasury De- 
partment, without a shooting license un- 
less we give it to them, aims a shotgun 
into a thicket, fires the shotgun, and 
then listens to see who is hurt. That is 
a very poor way of administering a tax 
law. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Will the Senator 
from Vermont yield for a question? 

Mr. FLANDERS. Yes; I yield for a 
question. 

Mr, DOUGLAS. Is the Senator from 
Vermont opposed to a withholding tax 
on wages and salaries? 

Mr. FLANDERS. No. The Senator 
from Illinois is shooting into a thicket 
with a shotgun to see who squeals. The 
Government knows the man who is on 
the payroll, and the Government gets a 
return from him. He is already identi- 
fied. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. But there is $530,- 
000,000 in revenue withheld, which is 
later refunded each year, so that the 
man who gets a wage or salary is in a 
class from which there is withheld a half 
billion dollars more than the people in 
that classowe. If the Senator from Ver- 
mont were proposing to repeal the with- 
holding tax on wages and salaries, he 
would be consistent and wrong. I hope 
he will be consistent and right by extend- 
ing the withholding provision to divi- 
dends and interest. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I 
still say to the Senator from Illinois that 
there is a definite difference between a 
payroll tax applied to specific persons 
who are already within the cognizance 
of the Treasury Department and shoot- 
ing a shotgun into a blind thicket. 

Let me suggest that I am not saying 
that nothing should be done about the 
matter. However, we do not know how 
many people are left tax-free. We are 
only guessing. I see a diagram near the 
desk of the Senator from Illinois, which 
indicates that perhaps so much of the 
dividend money goes to those earning 
less than $3,000, and so much of the 
money goes to those earning more than’ 
$3,000. My guess is that most of the, 
people in the upper income groups are! 
already filing a tax return. It is im-“ 
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portant to know whether they are re- 
porting all their dividends. 

I would suggest, before shooting into 
the brush, that the Treasury Depart- 
ment do a little sampling. For example, 
in the most widely distributed stock in 
the country, which is American Tele- 
phone & Telegraph, let the Treasury 
take the letter G. Knowing, as is public 
knowledge, what the dividend payments 
are on American Telephone & Telegraph, 
let the Treasury ask that great company 
for the names and addresses of their 
stockholders under the letter G. If that 
would be too many, I would suggest that 
they ask for that information for G to 
Go, or something of that sort. Let them 
make a real analysis of what the situa- 
tion is. That is what I would ask, I 
would ask the Treasury to make a 
sampling, so that we may know how bad 
the situation is before we authorize them 
= shoot into the brush with a blunder- 

uss. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. FLANDERS, Les. 

Mr. AIKEN. I was going to remind 
my colleague that a large percentage of 
the people to whom he refers in our 
State, who have an income of from $200 
to $300 a year from stocks which they 
own, do not at the present time fall into 
any income group in which they must 
make out a tax return. I do not know 
of any estimate as to how many people 
would be required to make out income- 
tax returns in order to get from the Gov- 
ernment the five or six dollars which 
had been withheld. 

Perhaps the Senator from Illinois has 
an estimate of how many additional per- 
sons would have to make out income- 
tax returns in order to get the few dol- 
lars which were withheld from them, 
possibly at a time when they needed the 
money. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from Vermont IMr. 
FLANDERS] has expired. Does the Sena- 
tor from Georgia yield more time to him? 

Mr. AIKEN. I did not know that we 
2 operating under a limitation of 

e. 

Mr. GEORGE. I am glad to extend 
the Senator’s time. 

Mr. AIKEN. As I understand the 
Senator from Illinois and the Senator 
from Vermont, the Senator from Illinois 
is shooting at a bobcat, although he can- 
not see it. There are a couple of hun- 
dred songbirds, rabbits, and other ani- 
mals in the brush, which he does not 
want to hit. Nevertheless, he takes a 
shot at everything. I believe it would 
work an undue hardship on a very large 
number of people who have only a very 
limited income. Furthermore, I believe 
it would be administratively impossible 
in the case of farm cooperatives. There- 
fore, I shall have to vote against the 
amendment of my friend from Illinois. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I thank my senior 
colleague for his contribution, with 
which I thoroughly agree. I should like 
to state one or two other things. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
FLANDERS] has expired. Does the Sen-' 
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ator from Georgia yield more time to 
him? 

Mr. GEORGE. Does the Senator 
from Vermont desire more time? I do 
not mind giving him more time, but I 
dislike to have other Senators take his 
time after I have yielded it to him. 

Mr. FLANDERS. I shall not take 
long. 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield 3 minutes to 
the Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. FLANDERS. There are other 
Senators who may wish to protest this 
amendment. As I said, the people to 
whom I refer are ina thicket. The wage 
earners are in sight, and the Treasury 
Department knows about them. I sub- 
mit that the proposal for a sampling 
which I made would give a clear indica- 
tion of the number of dividend holders 
who are below the minimum of taxable 
income, and those who are above and are 
welching on their just taxes. Before I 
will vote for any provision of the kind 
which Shakespeare called the insolence 
of office I would insist that there be some 
sort of revealing sample taken. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I yield 
to the Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
MILLIKIN] if he wishes to talk on the 
subject. ‘The Senator from North Caro- 
lina desired to make some remarks, but 
he is not on the floor, 

Mr. MILLIKIN. _ I shall be very brief. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Yes. 

Mr. CASE. Is not the point which the 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS] 
has made quite applicable, namely, that 
in the case of wages there is definite 
knowledge of the number of dependents, 
and therefore the withholding is based 
upon the family or individual status of 
the taxpayer; whereas in any proposed 
withholding on dividends there would 
be no such knowledge, and the number 
of dependents would not be taken into 
account? 

Mr, MILLIKIN. The Senator from 
South Dakota is entirely correct. He 
points out the valid difference between 
the two systems—the system applying to 
wage earners and the proposed system. 

There is another point to be consid- 
ered, In the wage field the worker gets 
his take-home pay. His wages are fig- 
ured in terms of take-home pay—pay 
after taxes. The man who does not work 
for wages, who gets a little check from 
this, that, or the other company, has 
no take-home pay problem focused on 
him as such. His take-home pay is 
what he gets—the full amount of the 
check. That is particularly true if, after 
allowing for what he gets, he does not 
owe any taxes at all. 

With reference to the estimates made 
by the Treasury and others, I affirm that 
there has not been made a competent 
survey to determine all the facets of the 
problem. The Treasury says, “We have 
surveyed a selected, fair sampling of 
returns in the upper brackets. From 
that we deduce that there is an evasion 
of revenue of $250,000,000 a year.” 

If I were convinced that we are losing 
$250,000,000 a year or $350,000,000 a year, 
or considerably less than either, through 
this type of evasion in the upper brackets 
by people taking dividend or interest 
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checks, sneaking into banks and getting 
the cash, and not reporting it on their 
returns—if I thought that was going on 
to the extent that is intimated by the 
figures with which we have been regaled, 
I certainly would be for stringent action. 

Here is the way to get stringent action, 
and here is the way to get the evad- 
ers 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I should first like to 
state how to do it. 

What a curious proposal comes to us 
from the Treasury Department. Al- 
though by its own figures, evasions in the 
amount of $250,000,000 occur every year, 
I challenge anyone to show that any per- 
son has been thrown into jail for evad- 
ing taxes in that way, or I challenge any- 
one to state the number of fraud cases 
which have been commenced because of 
this particular process. 

Of course, the answer is that when the 
samplings are made and it is found that 
there are these evaders, they should be 
put in jail. If a few of them were put in 
jail, there would be no problem. That is 
the way to handle that matter. 

There is no sense in distorting the en- 
tire tax-collecting machinery and incon- 
veniencing the hundreds of thousands of 
persons who owe no taxes, in order to 
get from some other persons money 
which the Treasury Department can get 
by activating its own interest and duty. 

Mr, DOUGLAS. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Colorado is always gra- 
cious in yielding, and of course I was 
willing to yield to him during the course 
of my remarks. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I can- 
not resist that gambit, so let me have it. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Would the Senator 
from Colorado advocate doing away with 
withholding from the salaries of indi- 
vidual workers and wage earners? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. No. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Then, why does not 
the Senator from Colorado advocate 
withholding in this case? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Because the situation 
which exists in the other case is not 
present in connection with the type of 
withholding proposed in this case. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Colorado yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

Mr. CASE. How does the Senator 
from Colorado know there are such 
evaders in connection with the payment 
of taxes on dividends? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Does the Senator 
from South Dakota mean to ask how the 
figures to which I have referred have 
been obtained? 

Mr. CASE, Yes. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. A certain number of 
returns in what are called the higher 
income-tax brackets, which were con- 
sidered to represent a fair sampling, were 
examined in order to ascertain whether 
taxes had been or had not been paid on 
dividends. From that study or sam- 
pling, the figure thus obtained was 
ballooned up to a grand figure which we 
are told represents the total scope of 
evasion in such cases. 

However, I repeat that if there has 
been evasion on the part of the higher- 
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bracket-income taxpayers who make re- 
turns, and whose returns can be checked, 
and whose returns are being checked, 
and if evasions to the extent of $250,- 
000,000 or $300,000,000 a year are occur- 
ring, why has not someone been put in 
jail for such evasion? The way to have 
the payments made is to put some of 
the evaders in jail. 

3 CASE. I want to have that done, 

0. 

Let me ask the Senator whether the 
corporations paying the dividends make 
a report of the dividends they pay. 

Mr. MILLIKIN, I am coming to that 
point, and I am glad the question has 
been asked. 

Mr. President, under this bill, the 
Treasury Department has a right to re- 
quest complete reports on all dividends 
paid by corporations. If the Treasury 
Department will obtain such reports and 
will run them down to the bottom and 
will cross-check them against the re- 
turns which are made by the individual 
taxpayers, the Treasury will know what 
is happening and it will know whom to 
put in jail for evasion or whom to con- 
front with income-tax-fraud cases. 

Mr. CASE. It seems to me that is the 
way to proceed. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, the 
present. proposal is a convenient way for 
the Treasury to dodge its own duties and 
to inconvenience all dividend and in- 
terest recipients in the United States as 
a reward for doing so. 

Mr. CASE. Apparently the Treasury 
does not even need a hunting license, 
for it already has a directory giving the 
name and address, if the Treasury wishes 
to use it. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Yes, it would be the 
easiest sort of thing to do. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, let me 
remind the Senator that in this bill we 
are authorizing the Treasury to require 
a corporation paying as much as $100 in 
the form of a dividend to report that 
payment; and if the Treasury Depart- 
ment is not satisfied with that, it can 
require all corporations paying dividends 
to report to the Treasury in regard to 
everyone who receives a dividend of even 
as little as $1. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The Senator from 
Georgia is entirely correct, and that is 
the purpose. 

Mr. GEORGE. In regard to the other 
question, the query is always presented, 
“If you are going to make withholdings 
from the wages of workers and wage 
earners, why not withhold in the case 
of dividends?” On that point, let me 
say that in the case of the worker, the 
withholding occurs after exemptions, 
and is based on standard deductions. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. That is correct. 

Mr. GEORGE. Whereas in the case 
of the present proposal, the withholding 
will be from the gross amount received 
by the poor recipient. 

Mr. President, I have received a letter 
which states what may be an extreme 
case, but certainly there are hundred: 
of thousands like it. Let me show what 
this proposal would mean to elderly 
persons. 

The letter to which I now refer was 
sent to me by a lady who says that she 
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is in a class of persons who may be called 
aged couples. I read now from her 
letter: 

What will this mean to the aged couples, 
formerly self-employed, without pensions or 
social security, the couple living meagerly 
on a $2,000 income from securities, owing 
not one dollar of income tax, and being 65 
years of age? That couple will have to 
make a forced loan to the Government in 
the amount of $400— 


Even although not owing 1 cent to 
the Government. 

I read further: 

The same couple, if receiving $2,500 in 
dividends, will be compelled to make a 
forced loan to the Government of $500— 


Although not owing the Government 1 
cent. 

I read further from the letter: 

The same couple, if receiving $2,700 in 
dividends, will be stripped of $540— 


To cover what, Mr. President? To 
cover a $6 tax liability. 

Oh, Mr. President, the proposal before 
us is a perfectly ridiculous one. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, the 
letter the Senator from Georgia has read 
shows up the utter ridiculousness and 
unfairness of this proposal. 

Mr. CASE and Mr. HUMPHREY 
addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Colorado yield; and if 
so, to whom? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield first to the 
Senator from South Dakota. There- 
after I shall be glad to yield to the Sena- 
tor from Minnesota. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, the point 
just made by the senior Senator from 
Georgia brings out the fact that some 
adjustment or refund would have to be 
made in every case, under the present 
proposal; whereas in the case of the 
withholding of wages, in many instances 
the withholding is a correct one because 
exemptions and deductions are taken in- 
to consideration. 

However, under the present proposal 
the withholding of dividends would be 
done without giving consideration to de- 
ductions and exemptions, and thus in 
every case there would have to be a re- 
fund, after refiguring the case, because 
the collection would be made as if there 
were no exemptions. 

. MILLIKIN. Yes. In other 
words, in connection with the proposal 
which now is made, there is a basic as- 
sumption that every person who receives 
dividends owes the Federal Government 
20 percent of those dividends. Of course 
that is an inaccurate assumption, and 
those who would make the withholding 
would have no knowledge of the exemp- 
tion or of the income-tax base in the 
particular case. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Colorado yield to me 
at this time? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I grant that the 
corporation making the return would not 
know anything about the income-tax 
status of the person to whom the divi- 
dend was paid, any more than an em- 
ployee at the gate of the United States 
Steel Corp. knows anything about a man 
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who comes to that gate. In each case, 
it is necessary to obtain a declaration 
from the person. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The 
would be known. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The exemptions 
would be known when the taxpayer 
stated his exemptions. 

If the Senator from Colorado wishes 
to have the amendment modified in such 
a way as to provide that the individual 
recipient of a dividend shall declare his 
exemptions, we shall be glad to modify 
the amendment in that way; but the 
business firms of the United States have 
said, “No, a thousand times no.” 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I also 
say, without reference to the business 
firms of the United States, but speak- 
ing so far as I am concerned, “No, no, 
a thousand times no.” 

Mr, DOUGLAS. Mr. President, then 
that is not the real objection of the 
Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. . What is not? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The point the Sen- 
ator from Colorado has just advanced, 
because we said we would be glad to meet 
it. However, the Senator from Colorado 
says he will be opposed to the amend- 
ment, even if we do meet that point. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, let 
my flower bloom a little more so the 
Senator from Illinois can see it. [Laugh- 
ter.] 

Now, Mr. President, let us come to the 
category of citizens for whom I have 
real solicitude—although the Senator is 
falling into the habit of sneering at that 
category as being “widows and orphans.” 
The ones for whom I have real solici- 
tude are those—hundreds of thousands 
or perhaps millions in number—who re- 
ceive little dribbles of dividends and in- 
terest and do not owe any tax at all. 

As the Senator from Georgia has 
pointed out, under the present proposal, 
someone would withhold 20 percent of 
their meager incomes. That amount 
would be withheld, not for only 1 year, 
but for every year; there would be a 
continuous withholding of 20 percent, a 
continuous withholding in that amount 
from persons who canont afford to have 
anything withheld. Nevertheless, con- 
stantly one-fifth of their small incomes 
would be held up by Uncle Sam, who, 
I assume, under competent management 
would also make some interest on it. 

Be that as it may, I am thinking in 
terms of nuisance; I am thinking in 
terms of harassment of the citizen. I 
do not want our citizens to have to be 
flooding the mails with claims for re- 
funds. Many of them will not know 
that they have a refund due. Tens or 
hundreds of thousands would go to their 
graves without knowing that someone 
was holding back 20 percent of the 
money to which they were entitled, be- 
cause, although I think most wise cor- 
porations would explain to the stock- 
holder, yet there is nothing in the 
present proposal which would require 
the corporations to say, We have taken 
20 percent of your money and have 
handed it, not to you, but to Uncle Sam, 
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who will continue to hold it until you ` 


make a claim for refund if you are en- 
titled to it.” 
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The average person is the one I am 
discussing. Let us consider his situa- 
tion. Perhaps he has a little income 
from rent or perhaps he has a little in- 
come from interest or perhaps he has 
a little income from a pension or per- 
haps he has a few small dividends com- 
ing to him—not an average of $100 for 
each dividend as we have heard, but 
little amounts of $1.50 or $2 in dividend 
checks which are mailed to him. He 
does not make any income-tax return; 
he is not obligated to make an income- 
tax return. But the great, benevolent, 
solicitous Uncle Sam wants that person 
to get into the habit of making returns 
and making claims for refund. The only 
way he can get his money back is to 
make claim for a refund. That means 
he has to go to see Judge John Doe, 
whom he supported for justice of the 
peace, and say to him, “Judge, I want 
you to write a letter for me. I am not 
getting that full $1.50 check out of 
which I buy the chewing tobacco de- 
scribed by the distinguished junior Sen- 
ator from Virginia, and the wife will not 
give me an additional allowance. I want 
to get that full $1.50. Now, they are 
holding 30 cents of that back on me, and 
I want you to write a letter to them.” 

So the judge, conscious, as some people 
sometimes are, of political favors, will 
write a letter for the gentleman in which 
he says to the dividend payer, “How come 
that my friend does not get all of his 
check out of the corporation?” What is 
our present postage rate? Has that been 
decided? What is it—3 cents or 4 cents? 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. It is hov- 
ering between 3 and 4. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. It is hovering be- 
tween 3 and 4? Well, it will be 4. So 
the old justice puts a 4-cent stamp on 
the letter he has written. The mail car- 
rier takes it away and it goes through the 
postal service. The corporation gets it. 
The corporation spends 15 or 20 or more 
cents for every letter it writes. So it 
writes a reply. It reaches the judge, 
and the judge telephones out in the 
country, the old boy comes in again, and 
the judge says, “Why, my friend, you 
have got to make a request of Uncle Sam 
for a refund.” The man replies, “Well, 
judge, for goodness sake, write that let- 
ter for me.” [Laughter.] So the judge 
writes another letter, affixes another 3- 
cent stamp or 4-cent stamp. Back comes 
a reply from Uncle Sam telling this be- 
wildered and bedeviled citizen that he 
must make an application for a refund. 
This calls for a visit to the postmaster or 
a revenue agent to find out how to go 
about making the application. So he 
makes out the form; and some day, by 
the grace of God, maybe this poor devil 
will get back his tobacco money. 

That is the kind of thing certain Sen- 
ators want to fasten on the low-income 
people of this country—and there are 
millions of them— who do not make in- 
come- tax returns, and who should not 
be required to make income- tax returns 
or to correspond with the Government 
to get back from the Government that 
which never should have been withheld. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Colorado haf? 
expired. 
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Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, the 
Senator may have further time, if he 
desires it. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I will make my re- 
marks very short, unless I am harried 
by the warriors to the left of me, who 
stand with their tomahawks poised. 
But, Mr. President, they are papier 
mâché, and I do not fear them. 
{Laughter.] 

I now yield to the Senator from 
Illinois. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, if ora- 
tory and wit were to determine this 
issue—if oratory and wit were to de- 
termine this vote, the Senator from 
Colorado would have a very easy victory; 
but when he speaks of these figures hav- 
ing been produced by the “insolence of 
office,” that is, of the United States 
Treasury 

Mr. MILLIKIN. It was the distin- 
guished Senator from Vermont who said 
that. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I think it was en- 
dorsed by the Senator from Colorado. 
The estimates of $323,000,000 were pro- 
duced, not by the Treasury, but by the 
Joint Committee on Internal Revenue 
Taxation, which has prepared the tech- 
nical details for this bill. That is not 
the Treasury estimate. The Treasury 
estimate was only $250,000,000. The 
joint committee’s estimate is $320,000,- 
000. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Why not get another 
estimate, and possibly it will be made 
$500,000,000 or $1,000,000,000? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The point I am try- 
ing to make is that the Treasury was.ex- 
tremely conservative, and probably the 
joint committee is much closer to the 
facts. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I suppose I could 
with equal plausibility argue that the 
Treasury was extremely optimistic, and 
that the joint committee was even more 
optimistic. That proves nothing. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. We have spent some 
time on the figures, and it is obvious that 
the Treasury figures were not optimistic. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. It is obvious, Mr. 
President, that if the Treasury is telling 
the truth, several hundred people should 
be in jail who are not there. 

Mr. President, I must get ahead, be- 
cause this morning I found myself in 
such an entrancing debate with the two 
gentlemen who have been on their feet, 
that I was a little hoggish of the time. 
I want to say something about the peo- 
ple in the lower brackets, about the peo- 
ple who are not only in the lower 
brackets, but who do not make any re-. 
turns, and who should not be required 
to make any returns, and who should not 
be harassed. Their position in life is 
such that we should not add unnecessary 
harassments to those from which they 
already suffer. 

Mr. President, I admit that when we 
had the experts before the Senate Com- 
mittee on Finance they had something 
bearing the semblance of statistics on 
tax evaders in the upper-income brack- 
ets. But I said, “Now, what are your 
statistics to show us the number of 
people in the lower brackets, who do 
not pay income taxes but who, if they 
reported their dividends or interest, 
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would be in the taxpaying category?” 
On that score they had nothing. On the 
very core of this problem, they had 
nothing whatever. It was suggested, 
would it not be simple, would it not be 
easy, to follow a procedure such as that 
suggested by the distinguished junior 
Senator from Vermont, to take a sam- 
pling of those people, to find out how 
many of them, if they received dividends 
and reported them, would have to pay 
taxes? No one ever thought of it. No 
one ever did it. No one was thinking 
about keeping harassment and annoy- 
ance and pestering from the people who 
have enough to worry about without 
that. That is all I have to say, Mr. 
President. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, have I 
any time left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has some time remaining. 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield to the Senator 
from-North Carolina. Does the Senator 
from Illinois wish to speak? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, does 
the Senator from Illinois have a little 
time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Illinois has 10 minutes 
left, the Senator from Georgia 14 min- 
utes. 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield my remaining. 
time to the Senator from North Caro- 
lina. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from North Carolina. 

Mr. HOEY. Mr. President, this is the 
one amendment which, in the event it 
should be adopted, I think would cause 
more trouble to more people in the 
United States than any other amend- 
ment which has been proposed to the bill. 

There are about 400,000 taxable cor- 
porations in the United States, and they 
have stockholders all over the country. 
The American Telephone & Telegraph 
Co., for instance, has 1,000,000 stock- 
holders, and that company therefore 
sends out a million dividend checks. 
The greater number of these stockhold- 
ers own anywhere from 2, 3, 4, or 10, to 
15 or 25 shares, so that that stock is held 
by a large number of people, millions of 
people, throughout the United States. 
In my State 1 corporation has 30,000 
stockholders, and there is not a single 
member of that corporation or stock- 
holder who owns as much as 2 percent of 
its capital stock. 

Dividends received from corporations 
are a part of the integral income of at 
least from 6,000,000 to 15,000,000 people 
in the United States. The estimate 
before the Senate Finance Committee 
was that there are at least 6,000,000 peo- 
ple in the United States receiving divi- 
dends, and that, in all probability, the 
number reaches 15,000,000. Most of the 
dividends are small, The Treasury De- 
partment estimated, in the examination 
of its representatives before the Senate 
Finance Committee, that in the event 
the pending amendment should become 
a part of the law, in all probability there 
would have to be at least 2,000,000 re- 
funds made to people who received divi- 
dends and whose money was withheld, 
although they did not owe any taxes to 
the Federal Government. 
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I cannot conceive of any amendment 
which would cause so much trouble to so 
many small people throughout the Na- 
tion as would this amendment if it should 
be adopted. Why should we interrupt 
the ordinary procedure of 2,000,000 per- 
sons in receiving dividends on the small 
investments they have in corporations 
throughout the country, and have one- 
fifth of their dividends withheld before 
they receive them, and force them to the 
necessity, the annoyance, and the ex- 
pense of filing applications for refunds 
and filing tax returns, when they would 
not be required to do so otherwise? 

To illustrate how a small amount of 
money affects many people, let me say 
that when the Congress, 2 or 3 years 
ago, changed the exemption from $500 
to $600 and increased the exemption of 
those over 65 years of age to $1,200, it 
eliminated more than 6,000,000 taxpayers 
from the rolls. That shows how small is 
the income of a great many persons, 
and how disastrous would be the effect of 
the adoption of the pending amendment 
upon the small people who receive divi- 
dends. Widows and orphans with small 
investments would be forced to go to 
someone to file an income tax return for 
them when they owed no money to the 
Government, and then to prepare a re- 
fund application when the Government 
had withheld the money. 

Most dividends are paid. quarterly al- 
though smaller corporations pay semi- 
annually or annually. A dividend would 
be paid in March and 20 percent would be 
withheld. Another dividend would be 
paid in July, and 20 percent of it would 
be withheld, and the same would occur 
in October, and, finally, in January. 

Between January and March 15, when 
the time came to file an application for 
refund, and at the same time to file a re- 
turn, those people would file their appli- 
cations, They had already been without 
the money for a full year. How long it 
would take to have these refunds handled 
and how long it would take to have them 
processed and the money returned is a 
question I cannot decide, but already the 
people who needed this money for their 
regular existence and for their normal 
support would be denied the use of it. 
There is absolutely no justification for 
such a provision. 

Let us see what the purpose is. We are 
told that the desire is to bring about a 
better collection of taxes on dividends. 
Is there anything in the world to prevent 
the Treasury from collecting more taxes 
on dividends now, if they are not getting 
them all? Under the present law, every 
corporation is required to submit to the 
United States Treasury a list of all divi- 
dends paid to all stockholders in the 
United States if they exceed $100, and, 
in addition to that, if the Treasury De- 
partment wants to do so, it is entitled to 
get a report of every single dollar paid in 
dividends. So the Treasury would have 
available the names and addresses of 
every person in the United States who has 
received a dividend from any corpora- 
tion. 

Last year the Senate Finance Commit- 
tee suggested to the Treasury Depart- 
ment the adoption of a regulation that a 
taxpayer, in making his return, should 
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not simply list dividends of so much, but 
be required to make a list of the divi- 
dends, the companies which paid them, 
and the amount paid. Under the law, 
the taxpayer is required to file a list of 
every dividend he received and the cor- 
porations of the country are required to 
file a list of all the dividends paid and 
the people to whom they are paid. 

Is there any trouble about having the 
tax returns checked against those lists? 
Could not the Treasury make that check 
as easily as they could process refunds to 
the number of 2,000,000? At the same 
time, they could ascertain whether any- 
one had failed to return his dividends. 

Mr. President, I have received more 
letters regarding this provision than I 
have received with respect to any other 
provision of the bill. I have received 
letters from every State of the Union, 
largely from women who say: “My hus- 
band is dead. He left a certain amount 
of money and I have invested it. I receive 
about a thousand dollars a year in divi- 
dends, and that is all the income I have. 
I have four children. If this provision 
goes into effect, they will hold $200 of my 
money, and I cannot spare it; I need it 
to live on.” 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HOEY. I am glad to yield to the 
Senator from Delaware. 

Mr. FREAR. Is it the opinion of the 
Senator that some of the persons who 
have small dividends coming to them 
would not have knowledge of the situa- 
tion, should this provision withholding 
20 percent of their dividends become ef- 
fective, and would not take the trouble 
to file a form to get a refund from the 
Treasury? 

Mr. HOEY. I think the Senator is ab- 
solutely correct. 

Mr. FREAR. If that be the case, the 
Treasury of the United States would be 
taking money that did not belong to it. 

Mr. HOEY. . That is correct; and tak- 
ing it from people who could ill afford to 
spare it. ` 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from North Carolina yield? 
Mr. HOEY. I yield to the Senator 
from Kansas. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Regarding the sit- 
uation to which the Senator from North 
Carolina has just referred, namely, of 
having heard from many people from all 
over the United States in protest against 
such an amendment as is now proposed, 
the same thing has been true in my case. 
Scores of persons writing to me have 
never been in the tax-reporting bracket 
and they are very fearful. They ask, 
“What is it that I will be required to pay 
under this amendment when I have not 
sufficient earnings even to make an in- 
come tax return?” I say that the point 
which the Senator is making is a very 
valid one, and one which concerns a 
great many persons. 

Mr. HOEY. I thank the Senator from 
His experience, I think, is du- 
plicated by that of Senators throughout 
the Chamber. 

When a man is employed he has a 
right to give to his employer at the time 
of his employment, under social security, 
the names of his dependents and his own 
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exemptions, and all that information is 
taken into account before any deduction 
is made from his salary. It would not 
be practicable to undertake to apply that 
sort of rule to dividends, for the reason 
that corporations would not be able to 
handle the multiplicity of details which 
would be involved. They would be end- 
less. The corporations have indicated 
that they could withhold the money if 
the law provided for that, but if condi- 
tions were prescribed by which it would 
be necessary for them to make decision 
as to the amount of money that should 
be withheld, then it would be an insur- 
mountable task and would involve the 
employment of additional bookkeepers 
and auditors to handle that phase of the 
situation. It is just not practicable. 

Let us take another illustration. 
Those over 65 years of age have an ex- 
emption of $1,200. If a man is over 65 
years of age and his wife is over 65 years 
of age, they would have a combined ex- 
emption of $2,400; but if this provision 
should go into effect and they had less 
income than the exemption, they would 
have the expense, the annoyance, and 
the trouble of filing a return. They may 
not be accustomed to doing that. It 
would involve considerable expense. 
The expense and trouble would be almost 
as much as the refund would be worth, 
'They are the people who would probably 
‘most need the money, and they are the 
ones from whom the Government should 
not take the money. I do not think the 
Government should reach down into the 
citizen’s pocket and tax that which the 
citizen is not obligated to pay, and which, 
under the law, he is not required to pay. 

Mr. President, I do not know what 
would more disrupt the pleasant feeling 
which should prevail between the Gov- 
ernment and its people than to say, 
“We are going to take this money for 
a year and you will be without it in the 
time of your great need. When you need 
it for the support of yourself, your chil- 
dren, and your family, you shall be 
denied it, because someone says you are 
not returning all that should be re- 
turned.” 

I hope the Senate will not adopt the 
amendment. Of all the amendments 
which have been offered, as I said a few 
minutes ago, this one would cause more 
trouble and annoyance to more people 
than would any other amendment which 
could be conceived. To me it seems 
that the Government would be under- 
taking to say to the people, We do not 
know how honest you are, so we are 
going to take 20 percent of the dividends 
you are receiving. If you have been 
paying your tax on them, all right. If 
you have not been paying it we are go- 
ing to take it out. If you do not owe it, 
all right, we are going to take it any- 
way.” À 

Mr. President, as I stated, there are 
other ways and methods by which we can 
deal with those who do not make proper 
and full returns of their dividends. 
There are two methods, either one of 
which can be adopted, either one of 
which will be efficient, either one of 
which will be effective, and there is no 
reason why we should adopt this sort 
of amendment and put several million 
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people to unusual trouble, to unneces- 
sary expense, and to delay in receiving 
that which justly belongs to them. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I yield 
5 minutes to the junior Senator from 
Minnesota. : 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
have listened with sincere and real in- 
terest to the remarks of the Senator 
from North Carolina. I am frank to 
tell him that I am moved by his re- 
marks, and I share the deep concern he 
has, which he has so well stated, about 
the low-income group, the recipients of 
small dividends, and the individuals who 
must live off their dividends or interest 
payments. But, Mr. President, I will say 
again and again that every argument 
which has been made here today about 
the recipients of dividends and interest 
payments can be used with respect to 
the income of the wage earner. Ap- 
proximately $500,000,000 of overpay- 
ments on withholdings from wages and 
salaries are refunded. The bulk of the 
repayments thus made go to the low- 
income wage earner. 

Mr. President, there is no withholding 
system which can be devised that will 
cover every individual case. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
have only 5 minutes, and I should like to 
continue my statement. If the Senator 
from Illinois will yield me a little addi- 
tional time later, I shall be glad to 
answer a question. 

Mr. President, according to the survey 
of the Department of Commerce en- 
titled “Statistics of Income,” wage earn- 
ers with $3,000 a year income or less, re- 
ceived 11.5 percent of the dividends. If 
those people had not paid one dime on 
their dividends in terms of taxes there 
still would have been a substantial 
amount of dividends and interest pay- 
ments unaccounted for, because if they 
never paid even as much as a plugged 
nickel last year on the total amount of 
dividends, the 11.5 percent of the total 
amount of dividends is still $350,000,000 
below the amount which is estimated as 
unreported. 

Mr. President, furthermore, let me say 
that no kind of a tax program can be 
worked out which does not result in some 
disadvantages and some hardships. I 
heard this morning that we could not 
make the effective date for corporate in- 
come taxes January 1 because it would 
work some kind of hardship; so in that 
case we gave up $500,000,000 to those 
who did not need to have it given to 
them, to those who could very well afford 
to pay that amount. Sooner or later 
in this debate we are going to hear about 
a number of other people who ought to 
receive some special exemption because— 
well, because we do not want to be too 
hard on them. 

Now we come to the point where we 
are asked not to be too hard on recipi- 
ents of interest and dividend payments. 
But I want the fact to be revealed that 
the people who have their main source 
of income from dividends and interest 
payments are in the wupper-income 
brackets, the overwhelming amount of 
dividends and interest goes to those in 
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the upper -income brackets, and that 
everything we do in this tax bill is de- 
signed to protect that group. 

Mr. President, I have heard it said 
that a proper survey has not been made, 
and that we cannot take this action 
until we have a survey. Let me ask the 
Finance Committee, What kind of sur- 
vey did they have that resulted in the 
amendment with respect to excess- 
profits taxes? As a matter of fact the 
returns have not even been examined 
yet. The Bureau of Internal Revenue 
has not had a chance to examine the 
returns. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Not now. I shall 
be glad to yield if the Senator from 
Illinois gives me additional time. 

I should like to know what kind of a 
survey was made before it was decided 
to put an excess-profits tax on washing 
machines. How many washer women 
did the committee talk to? We do not 
need surveys every time it is decided to 
apply a new tax. But when we want to 
put a withholding tax on corporate divi- 
dends and bond interest, how many wid- 
ows and orphans are interviewed? 

Let us consider the matter of corpo- 
rate bond interest. Let us omit consid: 
eration of dividends for the moment, 
How many widows and orphans are re- 
ceiving bond interest? 

Mr. President, I know we cannot legis- 
late to perfection, but an estimated 
$323,000,000 of revenue is available under 
the amendment. If Senators wish to re- 
duce the estimate to $300,000,000 or 
$250,000,000, still we need revenue, and 
I submit that the economic facts reveal 
that the bulk of this revenue will come 
from those who can very well afford to 
pay it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Moopy in the chair). The time of the 
Senator from Minnesota has expired. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Illinois yield me an ad- 
ditional minute to conclude? { 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Minnesota is recognized 
for an additional minute. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, so 
far as this amendment is concerned, I, 
as a cosponsor, wish to say that if any 
member wants to propose an amendment 
to the amendment to have all the deduc- 
tions and exemptions taken into account 
before the dividend and interest with- 
holding tax applies, I will vote for it. 1 
will join in the proposal of such an 
amendment. 

Mr. President, let me also say that if 
any Member wants to see to it that the 
Treasury Department shall be further 
Staffed so as more quickly to expedite the 
refunding operation, I will join with him 
in such a move. If any Member wishes 
to propose an amendment providing for 
better enforcement of the laws by the 
Bureau of Internal Revenue, I will join 
with him. But that takes manpower, 
and no one knows it better than the Sen- 
ator from Colorado. He knows that it 
takes manpower to analyze more than 
45,000,000 income tax returns, which is 
the number of returns the Federal Gov- 
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ernment is dealing with at the present 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Minnesota has 
expired. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. Doucias] for himself and 
other Senators. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the Chief Clerk called the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON] is absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD], 
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Cuavez], and the Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. SMITH] are absent on offi- 
cial business. 

I announce further that if present and 
voting, the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr, CuHavez] and the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. SMITH] would vote 
“nay.” 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Maine [Mr. BREWSTER] 
is absent on official business, and, if 
present he would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
TRTE] is absent by leave of the Senate, 
and, if present, he would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
Mr. Tosey] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Nebraska IMr. 
Wuerry] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. Brivces] and the Senator from 
North Dakota [Mr. Lancer] are detained 
on official business. 

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
McCartTHY] is detained because of his 
testimony on a legal matter, and, if pres- 
ent, he would vote “nay.” 

The result was announced—yeas 15, 
nays 70, as follows: 


I ask for the yeas 


YEAS—15 
Benton Kefauver McMahon 
Douglas Kilgore Moody 
Green Lehman Morse 
Long Murray 
Humphrey Magnuson Neely 
NAYS—70 
Aiken Hayden Monroney 
Bennett Hendrickson Mundt 
Bricker Hennings Nixon 
Butler, Md. Hickenlooper O’Conor 
Butler, Nebr. Hoey O'Mahoney 
n Holland Pastore 
hart Hunt Robertson 
Carlson Ives Russell 
Case Jenner Saltonstall 
Clements Johnson, Colo. Schoeppel 
Connally Johnson, Tex. Smathers 
Cordon Johnston, S. C. Smith, Maine 
Dirksen Kem Smith, N. J. 
Duff err Sparkman 
Dworshak Knowland Stennis 
Eastland Lodge Taft 
Ecton Malone Underwood 
Ellender Martin Watkins 
Ferguson Maybank Welker 
Flanders McCarran Wiley 
Frear McClellan Williams 
Fulbright McFarland Young 
George McKellar 
Gillette Millikin 
NOT VOTING—1i1 
Anderson Chavez Thye 
Brewster Langer Tobey 
Bridges McCarthy Wherry 
Byrd Smith, N. 


So the amendment offered by Mr, 
Dovsetas for himself and other Senators 
was rejected. 
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Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I call up 
my amendment 9-22-51-4. If I could 
have unanimous consent for a yea-and- 
nay vote on the amendment I would be 
glad to limit the debate on it to 15 min- 
utes to a side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. Beginning on 
page 172, line 22, it is proposed to strike 
through line 20 on page 175—being sec- 
tion 325, relating to tax treatment of coal 
royalties. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanmous consent that debate on 
the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Louisiana [Mr. Lonc] be limited 
to 30 minutes, 15 minutes to a side, to be 
controlled by the Senator from Louisi- 
ana [Mr. Lonc] and the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. Georce], and that any 
amendment offered to the amendment 
must be germane, with the same time 
limitation. 

Mr. LONG. Will the majority leader 
include in the unanimous-consent re- 
quest an order for the yeas and nays? 

Mr.McFARLAND. And that the yeas 
and nays be ordered. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, may 
we have order? I should like to have 
the Senator from Arizona restate his 
unanimous-consent request. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I do not wish to 
waste time on a unanimous-consent re- 
quest for limitation of debate on each 
amendment as we take it up. My re- 
quest is that debate be limited on the 
amendment to 30 minutes, 15 minutes to 
a side, controlled, respectively, by the 
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Lone] and 
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE] ; 
that any amendment offered to the 
amendment be germane and the debate 
on it likewise limited to 30 minutes, 15 
minutes to each side, the time to be con- 
trolled, respectively, by the proponent 
of the amendment and the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. GEORGE]. Furthermore, 
that the yeas and nays be ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
reserving the right to object, I hope the 
Senator from Arizona will withhold his 
request that the yeas and nays be or- 
dered. 

Mr. McFARLAND. That was a con- 
dition of the agreement to limit de- 
bate. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. LONG. I should like to speak to 
this amendment first. 

Mr. McFARLAND. May we have a 
ruling on the request for a limitation of 
debate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous-consent re- 
quest for a limitation of debate on the 
amendment? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Reserving the 
right to object, did the Chair rule that 
the request for the yeas and nays was 
sufficiently seconded? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Massachusetts is correct. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The order for 
the yeas and nays is not a part of the 
unanimous-consent agreement, 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is not 
now a part of the unanimous-consent 
agreement. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I have no ob- 
jection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Arizona? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

Mr. LONG. I believe that Senators 
can very easily understand the issue in- 
volved, and the amendment should not 
require a statement of more than a few 
minutes. 8 

Mr. President, the portion of the bill 
which is sought to be amended by my 
amendment is not an amendment in- 
serted by the Senate committee. The 
language was put in the bill by the House 
committee. In my opinion the provision 
in the bill which I seek to amend vio- 
lates the general principle of equity in 
our system of taxation. The provision 
would mean a reduction in revenue of 
about 60 percent in the tax of those who 
receive coal royalties. It would treat 
coal royalties as a capital-gains trans- 
action. 

In other words, if a person owns a 
coal mine, or owns a coal reserve, and 
merely leases it, he would be able to treat 
the income from such a lease as a 
capital-gains transaction. It would 
mean that he would pay only on half of 
the income, and his total over-all tax 
on the amount he received would be lim- 
ited to 25 percent. 

I believe that a study of the situation 
would show that the people who receive 
coal royalties are for the most part cor- 
porations which are paying excess-prof- 
its taxes, so that most of the income 
would be in about the 70-percent bracket. 
The House committee put into the bill a 
proposal under which coal royalties 
would be treated as a capital-gains 
transaction, and therefore the income 
tax would be reduced to 40 percent of 
what it otherwise would be on coal roy- 
alties. It seems unfair to the junior 
Senator from Louisiana, at a time when 
we are raising taxes for everyone else 
in the Nation, that those who are receiv- 
ing coal royalties should have their in- 
come tax cut by about one-half of what 
it otherwise would be. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG. Yes. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Is any coal mined 
in Louisiana? 

Mr. LONG. No; there is no coal 
mined in Louisiana, so far as I know. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. When the Sena- 
tor from Louisiana talks about the cor- 
porations who would be benefited by this 
provision, does he realize that most of 
the leases are made on the basis of 10 
cents a ton? Furthermore, is the Sena- 
tor from Louisiana going to ask that the 
proposed treatment of timber on a capi- 
tal-gains basis should be abolished? Or 
is the Senator speaking only with refer- 
ence to coal royalties? 

Mr. LONG. I shall be very glad. to 
speak to that point. The question is 
raised that coal is not produced in my 
State. Mr. President, last year I spoke 
against the Connally amendment, which 
proposed to treat as a capital-gains 
transaction all the revenues received 
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from the sale of a certain number of 
barrels of oil or so much gas from a well. 
I thus opposed capital-gains treatment 
for the benefit of the largest industry in 
Louisiana. 

If we are to give such special treat- 
ment to coal royalties, under which the 
owners would be taxed on the basis of 
the capital-gains rate, it seems to me 
that the oil industry and gas industry 
would be just as much entitled to have 
their income tax cut by 60 percent. 
Certainly they would be as much entitled 
to it as would be the coal-mine owners. 

There is only a small amount of money 
involved. Giving the reduction to a spe- 
cial group would mean only about $10,- 
000,000. I predict that, as sure as the 
sun will rise tomorrow, if we give this 
reduction in taxes of 60 percent to coal- 
royalty owners, that the oil and gas in- 
dustries will come to the Senate and say, 
“You are discriminating against us.” 

The Senator from Virginia has asked 
me, “How about timber?” He says that 
I am not proposing to do away with the 
special capital gains treatment on 
timber, and therefore it would be a dis- 
criminatory treatment. I am in the po- 
sition of coming from a State which 
produces timber and not asking that 
coal be given the same preferential 
treatment. I am sure that if a Senator 
in the future rises to oppose this type of 
proposal on behalf of the oil interests, 
another Senator will rise to ask him, “Do 
you have any oil produced in your 
State?” The same question could be 
asked with reference to other resources. 
In other words if we are going to give 
the owners of coal royalties preferential 
treatment, we will find, by inescapable 
logic, that we should do the same thing 
for the gas and oil interests. It will fol- 
low that we will be asked to give the same 
treatment to other industries, such as 
sand, gravel, sulfur, iron ore, and many 
others. Before we are through we will 
find that the special treatment will have 
cost the other taxpayers of the Nation 
about $100,000,000 in revenue. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Louisiana yield for 
a very brief question? 

Mr. LONG. I shall be very glad to 
yield 30 seconds to the Senator from 
West Virginia. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. We now tax the 
coal which a man owns and mines, If 
we tax him on the basis of capital gains, 
why not tax the lessor in the same way? 

Mr. LONG. If a man owns coal re- 
serves and he mines the coal, he is en- 
titled to a depletion allowance. At this 
point I am not questioning his deple- 
tion allowance. I assume that was care- 
fully studied and that there is a reason 
for the depletion allowance in the case 
of coal. 

However, to apply the capital-gains 
treatment in this case to a limited group 
of taxpayers, most of whom are large 
corporations, and thus reduce by one- 
half the tax they pay, at a time when we 
are increasing the taxes of all other 
persons and are subjecting their incomes 
to excess-profits taxes, would seem to 
me to be most unreasonable. 

Is a group which has been paying nor- 
mal income taxes year in and year out, 
ever since the income-tax law was first 
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enacted, to be treated in such a way 
as to reduce its taxes by one-half, while 
at the same time we raise the taxes paid 
by everyone else? - 

Mr. President, if we give coal this spe- 
cial treatment, I predict we shall find 
that we must do the same for gas and 
for oil and for other minerals, and the 
result simply will be that we shall give 
all of them a 60-percent reduction in 
tax. 

Therefore I think my amendment 
should be agreed to; I think we should 
strike from the bill the proposed ex- 
emption for those who have coal roy- 
alties. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I yield 
to the Senator from Oklahoma. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SmMATHERS in the chair). The Senator 
from Oklahoma is recognized for 15 
minutes. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, this pro- 
vision was placed in the bill because of 
what the committee believed to be in- 
equities in the present treatment of in- 
come from royalties from coal. 

The ordinary income from royalties is 
based upon the current value of the 
product sold; but the evidence disclosed 
that most of the coal royalties in the 
United States are being sold under the 
terms of lease contracts which go back 
10, 15, 20, 30, or 40 years, and that the 
going royalty rate is approximately 10 
cents a ton. There can be no question 
but that a royalty interest is a disap- 
pearing asset, an exhaustible asset. 

It matters not how much coal there 
may be under a given piece of land; in 
any case, it is limited, and as each ton 
is mined, the commodity remaining is 
that much less in quantity. There is 
no way to replace it; there is no way to 
grow another crop of it. There is a lim- 
ited amount of it; and when that lim- 
ited amount is mined, it is gone and that 
asset is completely depleted. 

As I said a moment ago, in addition to 
that fact and that basic principle, we 
know that under no interpretation can 
the coal royalty be calculated upon any- 
thing other than a capital basis, which 
is what it is. Whatever amount of roy- 
alty the owner of the land has is a capi- 
tal item; and as the coal is sold, the 
owner is receiving, not income from 
property which remains intact, but in- 
come from the sale of his capital. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Oklahoma yield for a ques- 
tion? 

Mr. KERR. I yield. 

Mr. LONG. Would not the same ar- 
gument apply equally to oil and gas roy- 
alties? 

Mr. KERR. The same argument 
would apply equally to gas and oil royal- 
ties. However, in the first place, those 
are not before us. In the second place, 
they were not brought before us. In the 
third place, the chief difference between 
coal royalties, on the one hand, and oil 
and gas royalties, on the other hand, 
is that the latter provide that a certain 
rate of interest shall be paid to the owner 
of the product when it is sold. On the 
other hand, the coal which is sold today 
is two or three times as valuable as it was 
when the lease contracts were made. 


SEPTEMBER 26 


However, the coal lease contracts are 
not made on the basis of paying a cer- 
tain percentage of the valu2 of the coal 
when it is mined—as my good friend, 
the Senator from Louisiana, knows is 
true in the case of oil or gas or other 
minerals—but the payment of coal royal- 
ties is fixed at 10 cents a ton, whereas 
the Senator knows that the owner of 
an oil royalty receives one-eighth of the 
value of the oil as it is produced. How- 
ever, the owner of coal does not receive 
one-eighth or one-sixteenth of its value. 
I do not know what the going price of 
coal at the mine is; I think it is more 
than $3 a ton. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Oklahoma yield? 

Mr. KERR. I yield. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. For most of it the 
price is more than $5 a ton. 

Mr. KERR. Very well; it is more than 
$5 a ton. So actually the owner is re- 
ceiving a 2 percent royalty, on the basis 
of a price fixed in his lease contract 10, 
20, or 30 years ago, although the value 
of the product has increased a great deal 
since that time. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Oklahoma yield further to 
me? 

Mr. KERR, I yield. 

Mr. LONG. I know that the State of 
Oklahoma has fixed the price for gas; 
but is it not true that enormous gas 
reserves are tied up under old contracts 
under which the sale price of the gas is 
ridiculously low? Perhaps that is true 
in other States, if not in the State of 
Oklahoma. 

Mr. KERR. There are countless 
amounts of gas which are tied up under 
contracts by which the operators are 
bound; but in the majority of those in- 
stances the operators have renegotiated 
the contracts and have new contracts 
with the royalty owners, for the reason 
that it has been demonstrated in some 
instances they were able at least to 
cast doubt upon the validity of the leases 
which kept their income at such a very 
low basis, by virtue of old contracts, 
and because as of today their product 
has a value so very much greater than 
it had at the time when the old con- 
tracts were made. 

Those were the considerations, Mr. 
President, which impelled your commit- 
tee to concur in the action of the House 
and to leave this provision in the bill. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Oklahoma yield to 
me for a question? 

Mr. KERR. I yield. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Is it not a fact 
that under this section, if a coal lessor 
takes the capital-gains treatment he 
cannot get the depletion allowance treat- 
ment; and is it not also true that the 
oil producers do not wish to pay on 
that basis, but would rather have the 
depletion allowance treatment, rather 
than the capital gains treatment? 

Mr. KERR. I cannot answer the Sen- 
ator as to that; but, Mr. President, I 
am sure that if the Senator from Vir- 
ginia tells me that the arrangement with 
reference to coal royalties is as he has 
Stated, he has stated correctly what the 


situation is. 
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Mr. ROBERTSON. That is my under- 
standing, namely, that if one is taken, 
the other cannot be taken. : 

Mr. KERR. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. President, I yield the remainder 
of my time—— 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Oklahoma yield to me? 

Mr, KERR. Mr. President, how much 
time have I remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Oklahoma has 8 minutes 
remaining, 

Mr. KERR. I yield to the Senator 
from Kansas. 

Mr. CARLSON, Is it not true that the 
funds received as a royalty from coal 
are funds received from property that is 
irreplaceable, and that those receiving 
the money are taxed on that basis? 

Mr. KERR. Yes, unquestionably that 
is the case. So far as the principle is 
concerned, the principle is sound, and 
the application of any other principle 
is unsound, because the asset is a di- 
minishing one, and whut is sold is the 

‘sale of a capital item. 

It is just as if a man had 100 acres 
of timberland. When the timber is sold, 
itis gone. In fact, this treatment is even 
more equitable in the case of coal than 
it is in the case of timberland, for the 
reason that the ground which grows the 
first crop of timber will eventually grow 
another crop, if it is permitted to do so, 
whereas the ground which contains one 
crop of coal is worthless, so far as coal 
is concerned, once the crop of coal is 
mined. When the coal is mined, it is 
gone; and no one short of the Omnipo- 
tent can grow another crop of coal on 
that piece of land. 

Mr. President, I yield the remainder 
of my time to the distinguished Senator 
from West Virginia [Mr. NEELY]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from West Virginia is recog- 
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, let me, in 
behalf of West Virginia, the world's 
greatest coal producing State, warn the 
Senate that the coal industry would be 
as certainly and seriously imperiled by 
the adoption of the Long admendment, 
“relating to tax treatment of coal royal- 
ties” as the oil and gas industries would 
be endangered by the adoption of the 
Humphrey amendment which is designed 
to “reduce the percentage depletion for 
oil, gas, sulphur and nonmetallics.” 

All who are opposed to the Humphrey 
amendment should vote against the 
amendment proposed by the able Sena- 
tor from Louisiana [Mr. Lona]. Friends 
of the coal, oil and gas industries should 
fully realize and constantly remember 
that if, in the important matters now be- 
fore the Senate, they all unite, they all 
will stand, but if they divide, they all 
will fall. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. NEELY. I yield. 

Mr. LONG. The Senator is discuss- 
ing depletion allowances. I think he un- 
derstands that by this amendment I 
am proposing to eliminate capital-gains 
treatment. It has nothing at all to do 
with depletion. As a matter of fact, I 
stated I would not ask for this kind of 
treatment for cil and gas, and that is 
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why I do not think we ought to ask 
the same thing for coal. 

Mr. NEELY. I thoroughly under- 
stand the amendment and also under- 
stand that a given injury to an industry 
fis equally harmful regardless of the 
means by which it is inflicted or the 
euphemism with which it is described. 

Let me remind the Senator from 
Louisiana that the various factors in the 
indispensable coal industry are united as 
inseparably as the links in a chain are 
joined together. The bearing of a bur- 
den by any of these factors is sooner or 
later shared by all. The Long amend- 
ment, if enacted into law, would injure 
every coal owner, every coal operator, 
every coal miner, and every coal-carry- 
ing railroad in the country. 

Mr. President, the coal industry is now 
seriously depressed. 

On the 14th of July, 1950, it was my 
privilege to file a report in behalf of the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare 
pursuant to Senate Resolution 274, to 
investigate the cause of increasing un- 
employment in certain industries. That 
report shows the devastation the coal 
industry has suffered in recent years as 
a result of the competition of foreign oil. 
For example, the Norfolk & Western, the 
Virginian, and the Chesapeake & Ohio 
Railroads are largely dependent upon the 
transportation of coal for their pros- 
perity. These roads transport coal from 
West Virginia to their eastern terminus, 
Hampton Roads, Virginia. In 1948, 
17,578,000 tons of coal passed through 
this port to the New England, New York, 
and Philadelphia areas. In 1949 this 
coal traffic dropped to 10,398,000 tons— 
a decrease of more than 7,000,000 tons in 
a single year. It is shown that this de- 
crease caused approximately 2,600 rail- 
road employees to lose their jobs. In 
the same year 10,000 coal miners in West 
Virginia lost their employment. 

It is further shown by the report men- 
tioned that largely as a result of the 
competition of foreign oil 46 mines in 
central Pennsylvania were closed be- 
tween January 1, 1949, and May 1950. 

In 1949 Pennsylvania’s coal production 
was 43,059,000 tons less than it was in the 
previous year. As a result of this de- 
crease 10,750 miners were unemployed. 

Distress similar to that suffered by the 
coal industry in West Virginia and Penn- 
sylvania has plagued every other coal- 
producing State in the Union. No other 
industry is more entitled to a fair deal; 
no other industry is in greater need of 
relief; no other industry is more deserv- 
ing of a helping hand. 

I entreat the Senate to defeat the Long 
amendment and thereby lend aid to the 
embarrassed coal industry in its struggle 
for existence, help to increase the em- 
ployment of the miners and railroaders, 
and generally augment the prosperity of 
the people of every walk of life. 

Mr. LONG. Mr, President, how much 
time remains to the proponents? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eight 
minutes. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I should 
like to answer one or two of the argu- 
ments which have been made on the 
floor. The distinguished Senator from 
Oklahoma made the argument that coal 
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is depleted, that it has been taken from 
the ground, and that it is gone, never 
to be replaced. Thatistrue. The same 
thing is true of oil and gas; the argu- 
ment is equally applicable. Mr. Presi- 
dent, there is no logical distinction that 
can be made. 

It is said that inasmuch as a natural 
resource becomes depleted, money aceru- 
ing from it should be treated as a capi- 
tal gain, taxable at the top tax rate to the 
extent of only 25 percent of the entire 
transaction. If that principle is to be 
applied in the case of the extraction of 
coal, it applies equally to the extraction 
of any other natural resource to be found 
in the entire United States or in any 
other place in the world. If we are to 
adopt that principle, we might as well 
recognize the fact that we have estab- 
lished a precedent for the wealthiest 
people of the United States to get a 
tremendous windfall which they never 
expected. The oil and gas interests do 
not expect us to exempt their royalties 
from taxation or even to cut the taxation 
on their royalties by about 60 percent; 
but if we do this for coal, they will expect 
it, they will be demanding it of us, and 
frankly, they will have a very good 
argument. 

The argument was made, and made 
very effectively, by the distinguished 
Senator from West Virginia, that the oil 
industry should support the coal indus- 
try, and vice versa, and that those of us 
who happen to live in States producing 
a great deal of oil ought to support the 
coalindustry. This very bill, as I under- 
stand, provides very favorable treatment 
for coal in the way of depletion allow- 
ance. Oil is not getting any additional 
depletion allowance in the bill. When 
we are talking about extraction, we are 
talking in terms of transactions which 
get a depletion allowance for that very 
reason. Why should we go further and 
permit a depletion allowance? I see no 
reason for it. 

Mr. President, we may as well realize 
that for the most part the coal operators 
are not involved in this request. In fact, 
it is the coal operators who could be con- 
strued as benefiting, from the fact that 
they are paying what is asserted to be a 
low price for coal leases; but the oper- 
ators are not being affected one way or 
other, so far as the junior Senator from 
Louisiana can determine. 

However, it would be well for us to 
notice that there are only a few, or a 
limited number of royalty owners, with 
respect to coal. It has been pointed out 
to me that one company would benefit to 
the extent of a $420,000 tax reduction if 
the House provision should remain in 
the bill. Another company might bene- 
fit to the extent of $1,000,000 or more. 

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. LONG. I yield to the Senator 
from West Virginia. 

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, let me as- 
sure the Senator from Louisiana that in 
opposing his amendment I have spoken 
for the numerous coal owners, coal oper- 
ators and more than 125,000 coal miners 
of West Virginia. 

Mr. LONG. I accept the Senator’s 
statement, and I will be glad to agree 
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that he represents what he considers 
to be the best interests of all the work- 
ers of his State, as well as of the people 
in the industries of his State. Never- 
theless, Mr. President, we have a much 
stronger argument for giving oil and gas 
royalties of this kind of preferential 
treatment than in the case of coal, Oil 
and gas royalties are broken down, and 
just as strong an argument could be 
made for them. 

Therefore, Mr. President, it would 
seem unreasonable to think that the 
royalty owners should get this windfall. 
It has been argued that coal mining is 
a depressed industry, particularly so far 
as it pertains to those who have leased 
their coal mines. If that be true, why 
should the American taxpayer be asked 
to pay the expense of subsidizing the 
lessor of the coal? If they are in a de- 
pressed condition, possibly they ought to 
raise their price. Possibly the Price Sta- 
bilization organization ought to look into 
it. But that is not a proper reason for 
passing an additional tax burden on to 
the American taxpayer. 

Therefore, Mr. President, all of these 
arguments merely boil down to one thing, 
namely, that this is a case of taking 
one little taxpayer who has been accus- 
tomed to paying taxes at the normal rate, 
and cutting his tax by 60 percent. At 
the same time, we are raising the tax 
on everyone else, It would be creating 
a bad precedent. 

Mr. President, one of the soundest 
Members of this Senate is the distin- 
guished Senator from Colorado Mr. 
MILLIKIN]. He himself pointed out in 
the hearings, at page 677, the following: 

We have got to watch what we are doing 
here because pretty scon we are establish- 
ing precedents in other fields. 


He had in mind the oil and gas pro- 
ducers, the gravel producers, and the 
sulfur producers, meaning that they 
would expect the same type of treat- 
ment with regard to the natural assets 
they take from the soil, which would 
probably mean that we would be given 
exemptions amounting to $100;000,000. 

Mr. President, if we are going to heed 
the argument that the ordinary cutting 
of timber has been given capital gains 
treatment, and, therefore, the extrac- 
tion of every other natural asset should 
be given the same treatment, I do not 
know how we can prevent a very major 
tax slash being granted to those who 
are well able to pay. 

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG. How much time do I 
have, Mr. President? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has one minute left. 

Mr. LONG. I promised I would yield 
1 minute to the Senator from New York 
(Mr. LEHMAN]. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, if we 
adopt this exemption, we will have to 
adopt a similar one for every natural 
resource in the country. There can be 
no differentiation at all. That is my 
first point. 

The second point is that I do not see 
any difference, so far as depreciation is 
concerned, between running an orchard 
and being interested in an office build- 
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ing. There is depreciation in both cases. 
In the case of coal there is already a 
liberal depletion allowance, and that, 
under the bill, is being doubled. There 
is no depletion allowance; except a very 
small one, in the case of an office build- 
ing, a residence, a farm, an orchard, or 
any similar property. There is no merit 
in considering it a matter of capital 
gain. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Louisiana [Mr. Lone]. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, my 
name was brought into the discussion 
by the distinguished junior Senator from 
Louisiana, perhaps carrying the impli- 
cation that I favor his amendment. 

I gave very close attention to the mat- 
ter in the committee, and I am opposed 
to the Senator’s amendment, and I am 
in favor of the committee version. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Louis- 
iana [Mr. Lone], On this question the 
yeas and nays have been ordered, and 
the clerk will call the roll. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Alken Hennings MeMahon 
Bennett Hickenlooper Millikin 
Benton Hill Monroney 
Bricker Hoey Moody 
Bridges Holland Morse 
Butler, Md. Humphrey Mundt 
Butler,Nebr. Hunt Murray 
Byrd Ives Neely 
Cain Jenner Nixon 
Capehart Johnson, Colo, O’Conor 
Carlson Johnson, Tex. O'Mahoney 
Case Johnston, S. C. Pastore 
Clements Kefauver Robertson 
Connally Kem 1 
Cordon Kerr Saltonstall 
Dirksen Kilgore Schoeppel 
Douglas Knowland Smathers 
Dworshak Langer Smith, Maine 
Eastland Lehman Smith, N. J, 
Ecton Lodge Spar 
Ellender Long Stennis 
Magnuson Taft 

Flanders Malone Underwood 
Frear Martin Watkins 
Fulbright Maybank Welker 
George M Wiley 
Gillette McCarthy Williams 
Green McClellan Young 
Hayden McFarland 
Hendrickson McKellar 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Smathers in the chair). A quorum is 


present. 

The question is on the amendment of 
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. LONG]. 
The yeas and nays have been ordered, 
and the Clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON] is absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
CRHavxzl, and the Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. SmIrrH] are absent on of- 
ficial business, and if present and voting 
they would each vote “nay.” 

Mr.SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Maine (Mr, BREWSTER] 


SEPTEMBER 26 


is absent on official business, and, if pres- 
ent he would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
THYE] is absent by leave of the Senate, 
and if present, he would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. Tosey] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Nebraska (Mr. 
WHERRY] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Durr] is detained on official business. 

The result was announced—yeas 16, 
nays 72, as follows: 


YEAS—16 
Aiken Lodge Russell 
Benton Long Smathers 
Douglas McMahon Stennis 
Green Moody Williams 
Humphrey Morse 
an Pastore 
NAYS—72 
Bennett Hayden McCarthy 
Bricker Hendrickson McClellan 
Bridges Hennings McFarland 
Butler, Md. Hickenlooper McKe 
Butler, Nebr, Hili Millikin 
Byrd Hoey Monroney 
Cain Holland Mundt 
Capehart Hunt Murray 
Carlson Ives Neely 
Case Jenner Nixon 
Clements Johnson, Colo. O Conor 
Connally Johnson, Tex. O'Mahoney 
Cordon Johnston, S. C. Robertson 
Dirksen Kefauver Saltonstall 
Dworshak em Schoeppel 
Kerr Smith, Maine 
Ecton Kilgore Smith, N. J. 
Ellender Knowland Sparkman 
Ferguson Langer Taft 
Flanders Magnuson Underwood 
Frear Malone Watkins 
Pulbright Martin Welker 
George Maybank Wiley 
Gillette McCarran Young 
NOT VOTING—8 
Anderson D Tobey 
Brewster Smith, N. C Wherry 
Chavez Thye 


So Mr. Lord's amendment was re- 
jected. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
wish to call up my amendment desig- 
nated “9-22-51-11." This amendment 
relates to the so-called family partner- - 
ship provisions. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. MCFARLAND. How long will the 
Senator need to debate this amendment? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I was about to 
suggest 30 minutes to a side. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that debate on 
this amendment be limited to 30 minutes 
to a side, the time to be controlled by the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Hum- 
PHREY] and the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. GEORGE]; that debate on any 
amendments to the amendment be 
limited to 30 minutes, 15 minutes to a 
side, the time to be controlled by the 
proponent of the amendment and the 
Senator from Georgia 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. MALONE. Do I correctly under- 
stand that this request applies only to 
the one amendment? 

Mr. McFARLAND. It applies only to 
the one amendment. I also add to the 
request that all amendments to the 
amendment must be germane. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Arizona? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays on this amend- 
ment. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Minnesota will be stated. 

The amendment offered by Mr. Hum- 
PHREY (for himself, Mr. Morsz, Mr. 
Dovuctas, Mr. KEFAUVER, Mr. LEHMAN, 
Mr. Murray, Mr. NEELY, Mr. LANGER, 
Mr. GREEN, Mr. KILGORE, and Mr. MAG- 
NUSON) was, beginning on page 202, line 
18, to strike through line 5, on page 207, 
being section 339, relating to family 
partnerships. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
this is like rehearsing an old play, or 
retelling an old story, because it was 
just a year ago, on September 1, 1950, 
that a provision similar to this amend- 
ment was discussed in the old Supreme 
Court Chamber, when we were meeting 
in that historic room on a very historic 
occasion, in the discussion of the tax 
bill of 1950. I am sure that the same 
characters and the same great dramatic 
artists who opposed this amendment at 
that time will rise again to give the same 
kind of brilliant opposition, but we shall 
persist. 

The amendment proposes to strike out 
what is known as the family partner- 
ship provision in the tax bill. The 
House of Representatives made a spe- 
cial provision in its bill for family part- 
nerships. The House provision was 
adopted by the Senate last year, but fell 
by the wayside in conference. It is back 
again, with an added wrinkle. This 
time it is made retroactive to December 
31, 1938. 

The House provision on family part- 
nerships, which is not retroactive—and 
this is the new wrinkle added by the 
Senate—allows, for example, a father 
who operates a business to reduce his 
tax by making gifts to each of his chil- 
dren of an interest in his business. The 
children, of course, need not work or 
make any substantial contribution to 
the business. An infant of 6 months— 
yea, an infant of 6 days—yea, one of 6 
hours, may be a partner. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield for a ques- 
tion. 

Mr. M . I ask the able 
Senator whether his amendment would 
have the effect of repealing the split- 
income provision or the community- 
property provision, 

Mr. HUMPHREY. No. This is an 
entirely different amendment. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. The Senator is 
not offering an amendment to affect 
those provisions? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Not at this time, 

Mr. McCLELLAN. This is not such 
an amendment? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. No. This deals 
with family partnerships. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I thank the Sena- 
tor. I must leave to go to a committee 
meeting. I wish to be heard in connec- 
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tion with the other amendment when it 
is presented. 

Mr, HUMPHREY. Under the family 
partnership provision now in the House 
bill, and in the Senate bill, a father may 
donate or contribute a share of his busi- 
ness to his 6-month-old son, his 6-day- 
old son, or his 6-hour-old son, and make 
the child a partner. 

If the father wants to be technical 
and a little more careful for legal pur- 
poses, he can create a trust for his chil- 
dren, and he can immediately appoint 
himself trustee, and in that capacity 
become his own partner, and thereby 
deny the 6-day-old child the opportu- 
nity of making those mature business 
decisions which should go with family 
partnerships. 

Ordinarily a man would not seriously 
consider making his infant children 
partners in his business, For the past 
10 years, however, our country has lived 
in mortal peril. To meet that peril Con- 
gress has had to increase taxes. It has 
had to increase earned income taxes and 
corporate taxes. As I have pointed out, 
every time the Congress increases 
earned income taxes or every time it 
increases corporate taxes, it places 
greater temptation before the taxpayer 
to evade the payment of taxes by some 
tax loophole or gimmick. This is a 
loophole which is really used. It is one 
which has been tried and tested and 
found by experience to work. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I understand that 
this amendment, although it would af- 
fect family partnership returns, which 
are now uniform throughout the coun- 
try, could not legally affect the making 
of returns in community property 
States. They would be the same. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct, 
It does not affect the community proper- 
ty State situation. 

I want it to be perfectly clear, lest 
anyone think we are trying to do away 
with legal family partnerships, such as 
a partnership in which a father and 
three sons are all working in the business 
enterprise and making a substantial 
contribution to the enterprise, that there 
is no such intention. Such a family 
partnership enterprise is legal. That is 
what we call a true partnership, in fact, 
and not in theory. No effort is made by 
those who are the proponents of this 
amendment to do away with legal fam- 
ily partnerships. What we are think- 
ing about seriously is family partner- 
ships which are entered into for the pur- 
pose of tax avoidance. I submit that 
tax avoidance becomes a paramount is- 
sue as we consider the tax bill. When 
we raise earned-income rates and cor- 
porate rates a premium is placed upon 
tax avoidance. The tax attorney finds 
employment, and the tax consultant or 
tax accountant finds a dozen new ways 
to open up the tax laws with reference 
to the distribution of income, so that 
lower rates will be paid. 

A year ago we debated this question. 
In the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, volume 96, 
part 10, page 14103, continuing over 
to page 14105, there are set forth a 
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series of cases which were documented 
and placed in the Recorp from the Bu- 
reau of Internal Revenue files. These 
are the most incredible cases a man 
could ever dream of, cases so blatant and 
open on their face as tax avoidance in- 
strumentalities that it would take the 
most clever and sinister tax lawyer even 
to figure them out. 

What does the Senate family partner- 
ship amendment do? The family part- 
nership amendment in the Senate bill 
says that all cases which are now in con- 
troversy, or cases which have not been 
settled up to date, and in which the 
Bureau of Internal Revenue is attempt- 
ing to claim tax revenue which it ought 
to get, shall be invalidated. In other 
words, they would be cleaned up, for 
the benefit of those who used family 
partnerships during World War Ii as a 
means to evade taxation. 

I repeat that in every war period, in 
every period of heavy Government 
spending, in every period when one can 
make a fast buck,” in every period of 
American history when there has been 
a chance for someone to get rich quick, 
the family partnership technique and 
the family partnership tax loophole has 
been used again and again. Such part- 
nerships have increased at a fabulous 
rate. As a matter of fact, the rate of 
increase is over 200 percent. In some 
periods of time it has run as high as 300 
percent. It is a loophole which is de- 
signed for one purpose, namely, to avoid 
the payment of the proper amount of 
tax which is due from a business enter- 
prise. 

I repeat, Mr. President, that every 
time someone avoids paying his fair 
share of the tax, Mr. Taxpayer will have 
to pay it out of his pocket. Every time 
someone cheats, and every time some- 
one gets good, legal tax advice which 
permits him to avoid the payment of a 
fair share of the tax, the man without 
the tax attorney, the little fellow, the 


wage earner, has to pick up the check, 


which he can ill afford to do. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. 

Mr DOUGLAS. Is it not true that 
if the retroactive features alone go into 
effect the Treasury Department will 
have to refund approximately $200,000,- 
000, which is now in litigation. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is my un- 
derstanding. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. And the refund of 

$200,000,000 will probably go to the 
worst set of war profiteers the war has 
spawned. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from 
Illinois has stated the case concisely, ac- 
curately, and courageously. If the ret- 
roactive feature goes into effect—and 
the House bill was bad enough in that 
regard—it will mean that every one of 
these persons who is trying to clip a fast 
dollar by avoiding his fair share of the 
tax burden of World War II, and who 
has hired smart, shifty tax attorneys, 
will be able to be relieved of his tax 
burden. 

What does it mean, Mr. President? It 
means that some poor soul, who does not 
have an attorney at his elbow, who never 
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heard of a family partnership, will find 
that his earned income tax rate must 
goup. That is why we are talking about 
an 11-percent super tax on earned in- 
come. We must rig the tax laws with 
respect to earned income higher and 
higher because we are letting down the 
floodgates with respect to other people, 
which would not be the case if we did 
not put all these “gimmicks” into the 
law. : 

I submit that the burden of proof for 
the placing of this amendment in the 
bill rests with the Committee on Finance. 
Why must we have this kind of lan- 
guage in the bill? I repeat the question 
again and again. In the 30 minutes al- 
lotted to the opponents of my amend- 
ment I want them to answer certain 
questions. 

First, why must we have an extra pro- 
vision in the tax law for family partner- 
ships? Why is it not good enough to 
cover the person who makes a substan- 
tial contribution to a business, or who 
has an actual investment in the busi- 
ness? Is that not enough? Why must 
we open the floodgates? Let me give an 
example. 

If a man’s business earned a net in- 
come of $100,000 he would pay a tax 
at the rates which Congress has pre- 
scribed for $100,000 incomes. If he 
wants to give some of his money to his 
children, or set it aside in trust for their 
benefit, that is fine. That is what a man 
should do. That is what an honorable 
and decent citizen would do. However, 
first he ought to pay his tax on the 
money which he earns and continues to 
control. That is the situation with the 
kind of people with whom I have had 
the privilege to associate. If I wanted 
to set up a fund for my daughter, I 
would set it up out of my funds and I 
would not claim some kind of tax 
exemption. That is the way the bulk of 
the American people do business. But 
a man should not be allowed to take his 
two children into partnership with him, 
and pay a reduced tax on a part of his 
income, as if the children or the chil- 
dren’s capital earned a third or a half of 
his income. 

As the law now stands, a single per- 
son earning $100,000 net pays an income 
tax of $66,798. If we repealed the in- 
come-splitting gadget, the same man 
would pay that same tax even if he were 
married. Today, if the same man has a 
wife who has no income of her own and 
two children, and the couple files a joint 
return, their total tax is $51,912. By the 
fiction of income splitting—for this 
higher income group, I repeat, and not 
for $5 percent of the people—they save 
in taxes $15,886, which is just about the 
same amount as a Senator’s entire sal- 
ary. 

If we let our $100,000 income man take 
advantage of the new bill and form a 
partnership with his two babies, we have 
another situation. Let us assume that 
he keeps one-half of the income himself, 
because he does all the work, and that he 
gives each of his children a quarter in- 
terest in his business. The taxable in- 
come of the husband and wife is artifi- 
cially reduced to $50,000. The income 
of the child partners is assumed to be 
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$25,000. The family tax bill is reduced 
still further. The husband-father files 
a joint return with his wife, and pays a 
tax of $19,592. Each baby has a tax 
paid for him of $9,796. The family tax 
bill on exactly the same income of $100,- 
000 earned in exactly the same way as 
before is $39,184, instead of more than 
$50,000. In other words, one must be 
smart. All one must do is get a special 
degree in tax avoidance. 

Mr. MAGNUSON, Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMP Tes. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I do not believe 
that the Senator from Minnesota should 
be so harsh. Is that the law now? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is not the law 
now. It is what we are talking about 
in the bill. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. It would be the law 
if the bill should be enacted? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. If it were the law 
it would be incumbent upon a tax ex- 
pert to advise his clients that that was 
the law. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. He would be 
negligent and derelict in his duty if he 
did hot give such advice. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. In other words, the 
thing to do is to stop such a provision 
from becoming the law. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Les. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. It would not be 
tax avoidance if the law permitted it. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. It would be tax 
avoidance in the sense that the law 
would permit it to be done in a legal 
manner. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Ves. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. It is the difference 
between doing it and keeping out of jail, 
and doing it and going to jail. We have 
heard something about catching those 
who do not pay taxes on their dividends 
and putting them in jail. This would 
afford an opportunity not to pay taxes 
and still stay out of jail. 

If the increased rates become law, the 
tax saving from split income and family 
partnerships will be even greater in dol- 
Jars and percentagewise. I do not see 
how anybody operating a business as an 
individual could afford not to take ad- 
vantage of the proposed loophole. I 
wish that the times were such that we 
could reduce everybody's taxes that 
much. I see no reason why a man ina 
position to take his children into his 
partnership should be singled out for 
any special privileged treatment. 

That is what the House provision does, 
As I said, that is bad enough, if only 
for the future, because the House pro- 
vision projects itself to the future. The 
Senate bill is a double swinging door. 
One can come in and go out. It goes 
back 13 years and then goes ahead, as 
well. 

In earlier years, during 1939 and 1940, 
many people fell for the suggestion of 
smart lawyers and accountants, or fig- 
ured it out for themselves, that they 
might avoid taxes by taking their wives 
and children into so-called partnerships. 
That is exactly what they did. To get 
the tax advantage under the law as it is 
now and was then, they had to claim 
that wives and children were real part- 
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ners in the legal sense and that they 
intended to work together and invest 
their money together as bona fide part- 
ners. 

Those who formed valid partnerships 
in a bona fide way have been allowed 
by the Internal Revenue Bureau and 
the courts to split their incomes. Many 
had a little, but not enough, evidence 
that their wives or children contributed 
money of their own which did not come 
straight from papa, or who could prove 
that they did some work for the income 
they claimed was theirs for tax purposes. 
They had generally settled their cases 
and gotten some tax advantage, al- 
though not all they had claimed. 

Obviously there are a great many cases 
in which nothing happened except that 
the husband purported to make a gift to 
his wife and children. These cases the 
Government has refused to settle. The 
people involved in those cases are trying 
to make the new loophole, which the 
House has opened for the future, retro- 
active to minor cases all the way back 
to 1938. 

There was a time when Congress was 
making a studious effort to close loop- 
holes and to make people pay taxes on 
their real income at the rates Congress 
purported to fix. An alarming tendency 
is developing to open loopholes for the 
future principally by letting people split 
incomes and enlarging and extending the 
privilege of paying the capital gain rates 
on half of the income they derive from 
certain kinds of transactions. It is bad 
enough to create a loophole by act of 
Congress. It is bad enough to create a 
capital-gains loophole, but now we are 
apparently going to make a brand-new 
loophole. It is a loophole which was re- 
jected, I remind this body, last year in 
the conference report of the House and 
Senate on the tax bill of 1950. This 
partnership provision reaches a new 
high—or low. It opens a loophole of 
dubious merit for the future, retroac- 
tively extending that loophole 13 years 
into the past, 

I recommend that the Senate delete 
the family-partnership provision. I 
strenuously urge that the Senate refuse 
to enact a measure for the private and 
unwarranted relief of unnamed and un- 
encumbered individuals who in the past 
13 years formed family partnerships for 
tax-avoidance purposes. 

If the Bureau of Internal Revenue has 
taken tax money from some of the peo- 
ple—for example, in cases where soldiers 
were made partners, and then went to 
war—lI see no objection to private bills 
for their relief. Even if some of those 
persons have lost their cases in court, 
they can be helped by a private bill, and 
in that way the entire issue can be de- 
cided on the merits of the individual case. 
I suspect that some of the most deserv- 
ing cases involve persons who believed in 
the bona fides of their partnership, took 
their case to court, and lost. However, 
this provision of the bill would give them 
no relief. 

The bill now before the Senate is a 
comprehensive revenue-raising bill, a 
war measure. The provision which we 
are discussing at this time would give no 
relief to the persons I have just men- 
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tioned; would apply only to cases which 
still have not gotten into court, but still 
are being higgled and jiggled in an at- 
tempt to work out an arrangement with 
the Bureau of Internal Revenue. The 
procedures and safeguards which we 
have established in the case of private 
bills have not been followed when we 
have focused on the complex and difi- 
cult fiscal and legal problems involved 
in a revenue measure. Mr. President, 
let us not include private-relief meas- 
ures for high-bracket taxpayers in a bill 
of this sort. 

As I have said, a year ago we dis- 
cussed this question in the fullest detail. 
We had a case called the Tinkoff case, 
another case called.the Slifka case, an- 
other one called the Stanback case, an- 
other one called the Stone case, and 
about a dozen others which were out- 
standing examples of abuse of the fam- 
ily-partnership arrangement. Any rea- 
sonable group of men, any jury selected 
in the United States, would hold those 
cases on their face to be for only one 
purpose, namely, the purpose of avoid- 
ing the payment of taxes. 

Mr. President, I shall not labor this 
issue any longer. I simply say that when 
we propose to enact a revenue-raising 
bill which strikes hard at legitimate 
business enterprise, as this measure does, 
and sharply raises the tax rate on earned 
individual incomes, from those in the 
highest bracket to those in the lowest 
bracket, it is unfair and does not follow 
any principle of equity, and certainly is 
unwarranted at this critical period in our 
history, to place in the law and on the 
statute books a provision permitting 
those who wish to take advantage of it 
to escape their fair share of taxation. 

If this proposal were to become law, 
Mr. President, it would at least be a con- 
stant temptation to every businessman 
to try to turn his business into a fam- 
ily partnership, for the purpose of re- 
ducing his taxes. 

In this case, if this provision remains 
in the bill, just as in the case to which 
the Senator from Louisiana referred a 
moment ago, when discussing the amend- 
ment preceding the pending one, we are 
setting a precedent. A few minutes ago 
the Senate decided to treat the income 
from coal royalties on a capital-gains 
basis. I say that next year there will be 
a similar measure for oil, and later there 
will be a similar one for limestone, and 
later there will be a similar one for iron 
ore. In short, we have opened a Pan- 
dora’s box, and such amendments will 
simply fiy out in our faces. They will 
have to be accepted on the basis of logic, 
in view of the direction in which we 
already have moved. So we are opening 
up one loophole after another. 

If we give. preferential treatment to 
one group, we will have to give it to an- 
other group, because the latter will say, 
“You did it for this group; how about 
helping us?” 

Mr. President, if we open up the bill 
for the abuse of the family-partnership 
system, I submit that we shall never close 


it. 

We fought this proposal before. For 
years we fought off this tax-avoidance 
device. Last year we came close to 
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losing. Actually the provision passed 
one House last year, but was dropped in 
conference. 

At this time both the House and the 
Senate committee have been snared into 
it and have been convinced that such a 
proposal is a proper one. The House 
said, in effect, “At least we will do it 
only in the future, from 1951 on.” But 
the Senate committee has said, in effect, 
“We will go back to 1938.” 

Mr. President, I wish to know why 
1938 was chosen. Why should not 1937 
have been chosen? Perhaps I can find 
someone around here who has a friend 
who would like to get under the tent; so 
why not select 1933? What is the mys- 
tery of December 31, 1938? 

All I can see about that date is that 
it was on the Ist of January 1939, that 
the United States began to rearm. It 
was then that we began defense mobi- 
lization for World War IT; and with de- 
fense mobilization, profits, including ex- 
orbitant profits, were made in many 
businesses and many industries. 

So we have here a device, proposed to 
be written into the tax law, to permit 
the profiteers—and I do not use that term 
in the sense of castigating any one 
group—to get the benefit of tax avoid- 
ance, just as we did earlier, in permitting 
the holders of coal royalties to escape 
taxation. 

What a fine business all this is, Mr. 
President. Everyone who can figure out 
a special tax loophole is asking to have 
the Congress embody that loophole in the 
tax law, and the Coneress is doing so. 

Mr. President, I say that the loophole 
in the case of family partnerships should 
be closed. At least, the provision should 
not be made retroactive. All sueh cases 
can be settled in the courts of law. 
Surely the provision now proposed to be 
included in the bill should not be pro- 
jected into the future, particularly at a 
time when the record bears me out when 
I say that this is a device which is used 
in the defense mobilization periods in the 
history of our country. That is its 
record. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Minnesota yield to me 
for a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Prear in the Chair). Does the Senator 
from Minnesota yield to the Senator 
from New York? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. As I understand, un- 
der the provision reported by the com- 
mittee, any unscrupulous person who 
desired to evade taxes could nominally 
take into partnership any member of 
his family, regardless of whether that 
member made any contribution what- 
soever to the interest of the firm, and 
regardless of the age of the member of 
the family. In other words, if my inter- 
pretation is correct, any person who 
wished to evade taxation could give a 
partnership share of his business and of 
his profits to an infant child, and could 
get away with such an arrangement. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 

Mr. LEHMAN. How can anyone de- 
fend such a proposal? That seems to 
me to be so clearly contrary to the public 
interest that I do not understand how 
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Mr. HUMPHREY. Possibly some in- 
fant children would possess such great 
genius that they could make some ma- 
ture decisions. However, under the pro- 
vision presented to us by the committee, 
a father could put the child’s interest in 
a trust fund, and then the father could 
become the trustee, with the result that 
thereafter the child’s interest would be 
in cold storage, so to speak, while the 
father made all the decisions. 

Mr. LEHMAN. That could be done in 
the case of a child only 1 day old, could 
it not? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. é 
Mr, President, I repeat that with split- 
income devices and family-partnership 
devices in effect, business concerns 
which would like to avoid paying their 
fair share of taxes would be able legally 
to avoid paying them, if such devices 


were provided in the law as enacted. 


Therefore, Mr. President, I ask that 
this section of the bill be amended in 
accordance with the proposal which I, 
together with my cosponsors, have sub- 
mitied. That proposal would strike 
from the bill both the House provision 
and the provision reported by the Senate 
3 both of which are uncalled 

or. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President. 

Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska. Mr. Pres- 
ident. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I yield 
10 minutes to the Senator from Ne- 
braska. 

8 Te he angels OFFICER. The 
enator from Nebraska is ed for 
10 minutes. Bey 

Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska. Mr. Pres- 
ident, I wish to address myself to section 
339 of the pending bill, relating to the 
tax treatment of family partnerships, 
which appears beginning on page 202. 
Subsections (a) and (b) are identical 
with the House version of the bill; sub- 
section (c) provides that the amendment 
shall apply to all taxable years to which 
the Internal Revenue Code is applicable. 
The section is designed to eliminate the 
present confusion with respect to the in- 
come-tax treatment of so-called family 
partnerships, by clearly setting forth 
that the principles applicable to these 
cases are the same as those which have 
been applied to all other forms of prop- 
erty during the entire history of the in- 
come-tax laws. 

The statute provides that, if an inter- 
est in a partnership is actually owned 
by any person, that person is taxable 
upon his share of the partnership income, 
whether or not that interest was acquired 
by gift from a member of his family. 
The section precludes the application of 
rules of thumb which have been vari- 
ously applied in the past by some of the 
lower courts, and it makes clear that 
the test is whether the donee, after the 
purported gift, actually owns an interest 
in the partnership. The section gives 
the Commissioner and the courts com- 
plete freedom to examine all the facts of 
any case and to disregard sham or un- 
real transactions relating to partnership 
interests as fully as such transactions in 
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connection with any other forms of prop- 
erty are disregarded. Moreover, the sec- 
tion provides two specific safeguards 
against the deflection of a donor’s in- 
come. First, partnership income must 
be computed after the allowance of rea- 
sonable compensation for the donor’s 
personal services. Second, the distribu- 
tive shares of partnership income must 
be proportionate to the respective capital 
accounts. 

Representative Curtis of Nebraska 
and I have had a protracted correspond- 
ence with the Secretary of the Treasury 
in an attempt to obtain a clear state- 
ment of the Bureau’s present policy in 
these cases and what change would be 

effected by section 339, and what loss of 
revenue the change might involve. 
While the statement is not as clear or 
concise as might be desired, it is fair to 
conclude from this correspondence that 
the Commissioner is committed to prin- 


ciples not significantly different from. 


those set forth in the bill. Although 
I specifically requested it, the Com- 
missioner has not furnished a single ex- 
ample of a set of facts where a partner- 
ship would be valid under the bill which 
would not be valid under the statement 
of principles which he now states he 
considers applicable. It would seem ap- 
parent, therefore, that any revenue loss 
from the proposed section would be 
negligible. If, on the other hand, the 
Commissioner’s subordinates are apply- 
ing rules which have no justification in 
logic or law and which are contrary to 
his own statement of principle, then any 
revenue loss is simply a restitution of 
taxpayers’ money which should never 
have been collected. 

The section should certainly be retro- 
active to the effective date of the code, 
because there was never any intention 
on the part of Congress to deny income 
tax effect to a bona fide and valid part- 
nership because the interest was derived 
by gift from another partner. The ex- 
action of a tax upon such a principle is 
completely without justification in the 
statutes; and an illegal tax can never be 
justified by the fact that the amount is 
large. 

The section substitutes a clear and 
simple statement of principle for the 
confusion and uncertainty which have 
been created during the past 10 years 
by hundreds of litigated cases and by the 
failure of the Bureau to issue a clear 
statement of policy. Whatever form the 
Bureau's policy might otherwise ulti- 
mately take, the complexity resulting 
from the present confusion, and litiga- 
tion makes it highly desirable for Con- 
gress at this time to erect a signpost 
which can be followed by the Commis- 
sioner and the taxpayer and Congress in 
settling pending cases and preventing 
further unnecessary confusion. 

Mr. President, section 339 in effect is 
the same as the provision which the 
Senate has passed previously at least 
twice and I think three times, by attach- 
ing it as an amendment to a revenue 
bill which was before the Finance Com- 
mittee, which was passed by the Sen- 
ate, which amendment was later stricken 
out in conference on the insistence of 
the House, because the conferees on the 
part of the House, I think perhaps prop~ 
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erly, felt that under the Constitution 
tax bills and appropriation bills should 
originate in the House. I was delighted 
that the House Members saw fit to in- 
clude in this bill section 339 in the form 
in which it came from the House. 

I am sorry that the Secretary of the 
Treasury did not give me a definite reply 
so that we could estimate the amount 
of money which he thinks may possibly 
be lost by the enactment of this pro- 
vision. But it is safe to say that the 
facts to date, and the testimony of the 
Treasury itself, are to the effect that 
they are winning only about 25 percent 
of their cases in the Tax Court. I my- 
self am not a lawyer, but I think that 
when they can win only about 25 percent 
of the cases, they perhaps do not have 
a very good statute to begin with. Cer- 
tainly with the enactment of the pro- 
vision which is now in the House bill 
and which was included in the Senate 
committee version of the bill, I doubt 
that they will win even 10 percent of 
any such cases; and no cases should be 
won unless there is fraud, and where 
there is fraud the tax should be im- 
posed exactly the same as in any other 
case in court. 

Mr. President, I have had consider- 
able correspondence with the Bureau of 
Internal Revenue regarding the family- 
partnership question, extending over 
some time, in an endeavor to ascertain 
the Treasury’s objection to the amend- 
ment, and also to learn the Bureau’s 
position in allowing or disallowing such 
family partnerships for tax purposes. 
I received a letter from the Commission- 
er describing the Bureau’s present pol- 
icy, which seemed to me to be identical 
with the rules prescribed in the House 
provision, In other words, the Bureau’s 
formal position on family partnerships, 
according to the description in the Com- 
missioner’s own letter, seemed to be ex- 
actly the same as the rule for which we 
are contending. 

The Treasury, however, has continued 
to insist that this amendment should 
not be adopted, and has contended that 
it will open up loopholes in the law which 
do not exist under the Bureau’s policy. 
To reconcile this apparent contradiction, 
I specifically asked the Treasury to sup- 
ply me with a single hypothetical case 
of a family partnership which would be 
validated under the language of the 
House provision, but not allowed as such 
by the Bureau. I shall include at the 
close of my remarks a copy of the letter 
which I wrote to the Secretary of the 
Treasury under date of September 17, 
covering that subject. I may say that 
I received word from the Treasury today 
that the reply to my letter had been 
prepared, but that it would be impos- 
‘sible to get it to me today. I replied 
that I expected that the amendment 
might be brought up today, or almost 
‘at any time, and that I would like to 
have the reply. If I receive a reply to- 
morrow and it throws any considerable 
or additional light on the subject, I shall 
include it in the Recorp, and also the 

letter which I wrote to the Secretary of 
the Treasury. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

time of the Senator from Nebraska has 
expired, = 
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Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska. May I ` 
have one more minute? 

Mr. GEORGE, I yield the Senator a 
minute. 

Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska. Mr. Presi- 
dent, it appears to me that the Treasury 
cannot give us a single possible case of 
a family partnership which would be in- 
admissible under present Bureau policy 
but valid under this amendment. I 
therefore suggest that the amendment 
will simply write into firm law the very 
principles which the Bureau contends 
are now followed by it. If that is the 
case, I cannot see the slightest reason 
for refusing to adopt the provision in the 
Senate bill. 

Mr. President, I ask that the letter 
to the Treasury, dated September 17, to 
which I referred earlier, be printed in the 
Recorp at the conclusion of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

SEPTEMBER 17, 1951. 
Hon. JoRN W. SNYDER, 
Secretary of the Treasury. 

My Dear SECRETARY Snyper: Thank you for 
the letter of September 5, 1951, signed by Mr. 
Lynch as Acting Secretary, in which it is 
stated that the bureau's present position on 
family partnership differs from the provision 
of H. R. 4473. 

Mr. Lynch expresses anxiety that the stat- 
ute would foreclose consideration of elements 
tending to disprove the good faith of the 
partnership. The Ways and Means Commit- 
tee could not have made it more clear that 
the statute does not sanction any sham 
transaction in connection with partnership 
interests any more than the law sanctions 
such transactions in connection with cor- 
porate stock or any other property. I call 
your attention to the following paragraph in 
the Ways and Means Committee report, which 
seems to me to dispel any fears along this 
line: 

“The amendment leaves the Commissioner 
and the courts free to inquire in any case 
whether the donee or purchaser actually owns 
the interest in the partnership which the 
transferor purports to have given or sold him. 
Cases will arise where the gift or sale is a 
mere sham. Other cases will arise where the 
transferor retains so many of the incidents 
of ownership that he will continue to be 
recognized as a substantial owner of the in- 
terest which he purports to have given away, 
as was held by the Supreme Court in an anal- 
ogous trust situation involved in the case 
of Helvering v. Clifford (309 U. S. 351). The 
same standards apply in determining the 
bona fides of alleged family partnerships as 
in determining the bona fides of other trans- 
actions between family members. Transac- 
tions between persons in a close family group, 
whether or not involving partnership inter- 
ests, afford much opportunity for deception 
and should be subject to close scrutiny. All 
the facts and circumstances at the time of 
the purported gift and during the periods 
preceding and following it may be taken into 
consideration in determining the bona fides 
or lack of bona fides of a purported gift or 
sale.” à 

In any event, in the light of the answers 
given by the Commissioner of Internal 
Revenue in his letter of July 26, 1951, to the 
specific sets of fact therein considered, I 
find it hard to understand how the statute 
could cause any donee to be recognized as 
a partner who would not be recognized as 
a partner under that letter. In my letter 
of August 20 to you, I suggested that you 
furnish me an example of any such case. 
Your letter of September 5 does not contain 
any example of a case in which a partner- 
ship would be recognized by the statute 
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which would not be valid under the Commis- 
sioner's letter. 

I again suggest that you state for me a 
concrete set of facts which you consider 
typical of the many family-partnership cases 
now pending in the Bureau and the courts 
in which a partnership, which would be in- 
valid under the Commissioner’s letter, would 
be validated by the statute. This matter has 
been under consideration by your office for 
a long time, and my request was made first 
nearly 2 months ago. If such a set of facts 
exists, you should be able to furnish me 
with a statement of it promptly. It is most 
important that I have it immediately so 
that I may consider it in advance of the 
final action which we are required to take 
within the next few days. 

Sincerely yours, 
Hen BUTLER, 
United States Senator, Nebraska. 


Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I do 
not know whether any other Senator 
wants tospeak onthe amendment. May 
I inquire how much time remains on 
the amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. ‘The 
Senator from Georgia has 19 minutes, 
and the Senator from Minnesota IMr. 
HUMPHREY] has 4 minutes. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I de- 
sire to make a brief statement. 

The Senator from Minnesota and some 
other Senators have fallen into the habit 
of averring, if not charging that delib- 
erate loopholes are put into tax statutes 
for the purpose of enabling people to 
avoid paying taxes. Personally, I care 
nothing about these assertions, but I do 
think that such statements as have been 
made are likely to be taken up by irre- 
sponsible columnists, such as Drew Pear- 
son, and others, and published over the 
country, and it will be said that no one 
has denied them. It is embarrassing 
for the Congress, the Government itseif, 
to be brought under such general blanket 
charges without the slightest foundation 
in fact. 

I now specifically deny all innuendoes, 
all charges, all statements, that anyone 
has had any improper motive or has been 
actuated by any improper purpose in 
trying to write tax legislation. 

The particular amendment now pend- 
ing furnishes a shining example of reck- 
less statements. I call them that be- 
cause they are reckless. What is the rea- 
son why the head of a house cannot have 
a partnership with his wife or with his 
children? There is not now and never 
has been any law which would forbid a 
father entering into a bona fide partner- 
ship with his son, his daughter, or his 
wife. Itis true that in considering trans- 
actions between the father, the wife, and 
the child, careful scrutiny will be ap- 
plied to the transactions. We inquire 
into the good faith of the transactions. 
If the transaction is a sham, it will be 
disregarded. If it has been made for 
some ulterior purpose, particularly one 
against public policy, it will be disre- 
garded. But if it is a bona fide transac- 
tion, I submit that all the columnists, all 
the reckless statements to the contrary 
notwithstanding, any man may make a 
bona fide, honest partnership with a 
wife, with a son, or with a daughter. To 
say otherwise is to make ridiculous all 
the laws of this country. 

What is the situation with reference 


to land? A father may give land to his 
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wife, he may give it to his children, he 
may give it to an infant, he may give it to 
a child of any age, and the transaction 
is good, under the law, in the forum of 
any State of this Nation, so far as I 
know, and it is good so far as taxes go, 
Such a right has never been questioned; 
it cannot be questioned. The transac- 
tion itself may be questioned as not hav- 
ing been made in good faith. It may be a 
sham; it may be a fraud; but if the head 
of the family is possessed of a thousand 
acres of land and he has five boys, he 
can give each one of them 100 acres of 
that land, and it is their land, and the 
income from the land is theirs. The tax- 
ing authorities do not question it. In- 
deed, they cannot question it. 

The father can organize a corporation. 
He can take the business, which worries 
some Senators, and organize a corpora- 
tion, put the whole thing in the.corpora- 
tion, and issue capital stock. He can 
give that capital stock to his wife, to his 
daughter, to his son, to an infant child, 
or to a grandchild, and there is not a 
court in the land that can touch it. That 
is their property, if it is a bona fide gift 
of the donor. That is all there is to it. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi- 
dent, will the Senator from Georgia 
yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. I am glad to yield to 
the Senator from Iowa. 4 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I want to be 
sure that I correctly understand the 
situation, Is it not a fact that the at- 
titude of the Internal Revenue Bureau 
toward such transactions as the forma- 
tion of such partnerships, assuming that 
the gift or the transfer by the father to 
the son is absolute, and completely vests 
the title of the property in a member of 
the family, is to take the peculiar posi- 
tion that while they do not question the 
validity of the gift or the validity of the 
transfer, so far as the property itself 
is concerned, and recognize that the 
property is vested in the donee, neverthe- 
less for tax purposes they say, “We do 
not recognize it and we will charge the 
donor for the entire tax,“ meanwhile 
recognizing and admitting that the 
property has been transferred and the 
recipient is to be protected under the law 
in the ownership of the property itself. 
That is rather an anomalous situation, 
is it not? 

Mr. GEORGE. Yes; and when the 
court is not a wise court it has taken 
that position. The Senator is quite cor- 
rect, The Internal Revenue Department 
has attempted to take that position. 
Since the Tower case and the Culbertson 
case, there has been confusion about the 
subject, and lack of clarity. Some of 
the tax courts and some of the other 
courts have tried to enforce the views of 
the Commissioner of Internal Revenue, 
and the Department of Justice has 
brought suits all over the country. The 
record up to date is that they have won 
hardly 25 percent of those cases. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi- 
dent, will the Senator yield for another 
question? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER, One more ex- 
ample. Assuming always, of course, that 
the gift, sale, or transfer from the donor 
to the donee within the family is an 
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actual and complete vesting of title un- 
der the laws of the State governing, has 
it come to the attention of the Senator, 
as it has to mine, that in instances 
where the Internal Revenue Department 
attempts to and does collect the total 
income taxes from the donor and not 
from the donee, still the Internal Reve- 
nue Department does not refund the gift 
taxes which the Government has re- 
ceived upon the gift, where it is a gift? 
In other words, the Government retains 
the gift taxes on the property which 
the donor has given to the donee, collects 
the total income taxes from the donor 
and does not refund the gift taxes? 

Mr. GEORGE, They deny the part- 
nership. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. They deny 
the partnership for the purpose of col- 
lecting an income tax from the donor. 

Mr. GEORGE. That is correct. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER, But they do 
not refund the gift tax. 

Mr. GEORGE. Such cases as that 
have been brought to my attention. ~ 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. When there is 
a gift they do not refund the gift tax 
that has been collected, thereby recog- 
nizing the validity of the transfer of the 
ownership of the property, but refusing 
to recognize it for tax purposes. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Georgia yield? 

Mr. GEORGE, I yield. 

Mr, LEHMAN, I wonder whether the 
Senator from Georgia would advise me 
if he thinks that it looks like a bona fide 
transaction when a father takes a 10-day 
old son or daughter into partnership, 
particularly when the profits that may 
accrue to that infant child would in- 
evitably remain under the trusteeship 
or control of the father, since he is deal- 
ing with a minor. 

Mr, GEORGE. If the profits are at- 
tributable to the interest that passed to 
the child, it would be an uncivilized State 
pee would not recognize the title in the 
č i s 

Mr. LEHMAN. Certainly under the 
language of the bill it would be perfectly 
legal. That is what we are objecting 
to. The partnership is supposed to be 
composed of men or women who con- 
tribute something. Certainly an infant 
child contributes nothing in the way of 
work, and the chances are he cannot 
contribute anything in the way of 
capital. 

Mr.GEORGE. The Senator talks like 
the Tax Board and the Commissioner 
of Internal Revenue on this particular 
point. The child does contribute some- 
thing. If the father makes a bona fide 
gift of one-fifth or one-sixth or one- 
half he does contribute. He does not 
get anything under this bill for his labor, 
because obviously he does not perform 
any. He gets only whatever his interest 
in the partnership is, measured by the 
interest which has passed to him. If it 
is not a bona fide transaction or trans- 
fer, or if the father controls power over 
the property in such a way as to give 
him ownership in the eyes of the law, 
then, of course, the child does not be- 
come the owner. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Georgia yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield, 
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Mr. HUMPHREY. If the father gives 
the gift to the child, and the father has 
himself appointed trustee over the child 
and the gift, is he not in actual control? 

Mr. GEORGE. Not necessarily. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Not necessarily? 

Mr. GEORGE. Not necessarily. It 
depends upon what the powers of the 
trustee aré. If the trusteeship is a bona 
fide one it may be allright. In the iden- 
tical case, the father can incorporate 
the business and convey to the child by 
gift absolute title, to a share of the stock, 
or to one or more shares of stock, or to 
an interest in land. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Georgia yield for a 
question? 

Mr. GEORGE. Yes; Iam glad to yield 
to the Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from 
Georgia said that the infant child can 
be a bona fide partner. But is not the 
test of partnership that the so-called 
partner shall make a direct and positive 
contribution to the partnership, either 
(a) through personal effort, or (b) 
through capital put into the business? 
The infant child makes no personal con- 
tribution, and any capital that is put in 
is derived from the. partnership itself, 
so that there is no positive contribution 
of the infant child. 

Mr. GEORGE. If he makes a contri- 
bution of capital, it does not make any 
difference where he got it, whether his 
grandmother gave it to him, or his aunt, 
whether his godfather gave it to him, 
or his own father gave it to him. If he 
makes a capital contribution to the part- 
nership, he is entitled to a return on that 
interest—not for services rendered. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Georgia yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I should like to 
have the Senator from Georgia tell me 
how a 6-month-old child makes this 
great, deliberate decision to make a cap- 
ital investment in his father’s business. 
I mean, what words does he use? What 
writing does he use? How does he de- 
termine it? 

Mr. GEORGE. Fortunately we live in 
a civilized country where the father can 
make a decision for the son or the child. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. There is where we 
get the answer. 

Mr. GEORGE. Or his mother can 
make it, or his grandfather can make it, 
and can convey property for him. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Georgia yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield, but first I 
want to say that there is no law against 
the formation of a partnership with a 
minor of any particular age. It does not 
make any difference if that minor, 
through gift or otherwise, owns anything 
that he puts into it or that goes into it, 
he has a partnership interest. That is 
all the law recognizes. 

Mr. KERR. Is it not a fact that the 
provision merely recognizes two of the 
oldest and most cherished and most hon- 
ored principles of the race: No. 1, that 
the parent does have the responsibility 
for the guardianship of the child and 
the child’s assets, and, No. 2, that the 
integrity of the partnership relation 
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that can exist between people is to be 
guarded? 

Mr.GEORGE. That is true, but there 
is a limitation. He cannot assign his 
earnings. 

Mr. KERR. That is correct. 

Mr. GEORGE. He can assign his 
property. 

Mr. KERR. And is it not true that 
partnership is the oldest form of joint 
enterprise known to the English race, to 
the English law, and to the American 
law? 

Mr. GEORGE. I think that is correct. 
The cases in point, let me say, arose 
first in connection with bona fide part- 
nerships between husband and wife. 
Now, since the split income provision has 
been written into our law, the partner- 
ship of the wife with the husband, so far 
as the future is concerned, is taken care 
of in any event. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for another ques- 
tion? 

Mr. GEORGE. Will the Senator from 
Iowa permit me to finish the statement? 
What I have just stated is trve so far 
as partnerships between husband and 
wife are concerned. Then the question 
arises whether we will not clarify the 
law, and get away from decisions, par- 
ticularly those in the Tower and Cul- 
bertson cases, and other cases that really 
brought about confusion, which arose, I 
dare say, because there was not a clear 
conception of the old principle, or the 
equitable principle, which was involved. 
That is what this section is intended and 
designed to do. It does not open the 
door for any closed case. It does not 
open it for any case that is barred by 
the statute. But if the case is still pend- 
ing, if it is still open, of the statute has 
not run against it, it does protect the 
partnership to the extent of the capital 
interest of the partnership, along with 
the head of the partnership, the father. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Georgia yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I ask the Sen- 
ator if situations of this kind have not 
come to his attention, which I under- 
stand are rather frequent over the coun- 
try: Take, for example, the case of a 
father who has made a complete gift 
to a minor child or to his wife; gift- 
taxes have been paid, and the property 
has become completely vested in the 
donee. The Internal Revenue Bureau 
says that the donor, the father, is re- 
sponsible for all the income in connec- 
tion with that partnership. But in the 
case of a minor child who has a guardian 
completely removed from the father, 
that guardian, in addition to the father, 
or the donor, paying all the income tax, 
as an individual, can proceed against 
the partnership and the father for a full 
share of the return that is made, in 
that partnership, and therefore the 
donor is not only charged with the full 
income tax, but he is charged with ac- 
counting, for instance, to the minor in 
addition for the share to which that 
minor is entitled. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of kii Senator from Georgia has ex- 
pired. 
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Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
I did not know that the Senator was 
speaking on limited time. 

Mr. GEORGE. Yes; very limited. 

What the distinguished Senator from 
Minnesota fails to apprehend is that 
when the father parts with valuable 
property to his minor child, the owner- 
ship of that property goes from the 
father, if the transaction was a bona 
fide one. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Minnesota has 4 minutes. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President; I 
wish to take up at the end of the phrase 
of the Senator from Georgia. It is per- 
fectly true that when the father trans- 
fers a property as a gift to a child, the 
ownership is transferred to the child, 
but the control remains in the father. 
The United States Supreme Court has 
upheld what the junior Senator from 
Minnesota is now saying. The case of 
Tinko v. Commissioner, 120 Federal, 
2d, 564, was noted in the majority opin- 
ion of Mr. Chief Justice Vinson in Com- 
missioner v. Culbertson (1949), (337 U. 
S. 733), as the “reductio ad absurdum 
of the theory that children may be part- 
ners with their parents before they are 
capable of being entrusted with the dis- 
position of partnership funds or of con- 
tributing substantial services.” 

The United States Supreme Court says 
what everyone must recognize, that any 
father knows that a child of 2 years of 
age is incapable of making a decision 
as to the disposition of property in his 
possession. 

The Senator from Georgia has stated 
the case clearly and concisely for this 
amendment, namely, that when prop- 
erty is transferred to a child the con- 
trol still vests in the father. 7 

This is nothing more nor less than a 
shameful act of permitting tax avoid- 
ance. I submit that the record bears me 
out. What did the courts hold? The 
courts set up the test of good faith, and 
acting with a business purpose in the 
conduct of an enterprise, in order for 
a family partnership to be given tax 
recognition. 

What does the Senate provision set 
up, and what does the House provision 
set up? They replace the good faith and 
business purpose tests with the mere 
test that the gift of a capital share is a 
real gift, and that ownership by the 
recipient is actual ownership. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Actual ownership 
means not only the ownership, but the 
control of property. If I should give 
to my four children a portion of my 
personal income or my personal prop- 
erty, is there anyone who believes that 
I would not control it? Does anyone 
believe that any father who does such 
a thing does not control the property? 
Of course he controls it. He who giveth 
taketh away. Does anyone believe that 
6-month-old Johnny is going to hire an 
attorney to fight his father? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, my 
time is very limited. 
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Bona fide partnerships, of course, are 
legal. A bona fide partnership means a 
partnership for the purpose of conduct- 
ing a business, a partnership in which 
services are contributed for the conduct 
of the business. No court in the land 
would overthrow a bona fide partner- 
ship; but I submit that the cases we are 
talking about are partnerships which 
are not bona fide, partnerships entered 
into for the purpose of dividing the in- 
come for tax-evasion purposes. 

It is a strange thing that from 1939, 
at the beginning of World War I, the 
number of family partnerships steadily 


increased. At that time there were 


290,000 such partnerships in America. 
By 1948 there were 930,000. For the 
year 1947 returns from partnerships in- 
dicated family participation in 30 per- 
cent of the cases. 

The fact is that the higher we raise 
tax rates the greater the number of 
family partnerships. I say that this is 
an amendment which should be adopted, 
because no honorable, decent, fair citizen 
would be injured by the removal of this 
provision. Reasonable family partner- 
ships are legal; but those who connive 
to get around the true intent and pur- 
pose of the law will be given the sanction 
of the law; and I submit that at this 
time that is not desirable. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Minnesota has 
expired. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. Humpurey]. On this 
question the yeas and nays have been 
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
thet the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON] is absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Cuavez], the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
McCarran], the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. O’Manoney], the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL], and the Senator 
from North Carolina [Mr. SMITH] are 
absent on official business. 

I announce further that if present 
and voting, the Senator from New Mex- 
ico [Mr. CnHavez], the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL], and the Senator 
from North Carolina [Mr. SMITH] would 
vote “nay.” 

Mr.SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Maine [Mr. BREWSTER] 
is absent on official business, and, if 
present, he would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
THYE] is absent by leave of the Senate, 
and, if present, he would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. Tosey] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
WHERRY] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Durr] is detained on official business. 

The result was announced—yeas 27, 
nays 58, as follows: 


YEAS—27 
Aiken Green Ives 
Cain Hennings Kefauver 
Case Hill Kilgore 
Cordon Humphrey Langer 
Douglas Hunt 
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Long Moody Neely 
Magnuson Morse Pastore 
McMahon Mundt Smathers 
Monroney Murray Sparkman 
NAYS—58 

Bennett George McFarland 
Benton Gillette McKellar 
Bricker Hayden j 
Bri Hendrickson Nixon 
Butler, Md. Hickenlooper O'Conor 
Butler, Nebr. Hoey Ro 
Byrd Holland Saltonstall 
Capehart Jenner Schoeppel 
Carlson Johnson, Colo, Smith, Maine 
Clements Johnson, Tex. Smith, N. J. 
Connally Johnston, S. C. Stennis 
Dirksen em Taft 
Dworshak Kerr nderwood 

Knowland Watkins 
Ecton Lodge Welker 
Ellender Malone Wiley 
Ferguson Williams 
Flanders Maybank Young 
Frear McCarthy 
Pulbright McClellan 

NOT VOTING—11 
Anderson McCarran Thye 
Brewster O'Mahoney Tobey 
Chavez Russell rry 
Duff Smith, N. C. 
So Mr. HumpHrey’s amendment was 

rejected. 


Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, on 
behalf of myself and other Senators, I 
send an amendment to the desk. It is 
designated as 9-20-51-K. I ask unani- 
mous consent that the reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with and that 
it be printed in the Recorp at this point. 
I ask for the yeas and nays on the 
amendment. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I shall be very brief 
in explaining the amendment, because I 
believe all the Members of the Senate 
understand it. 

Mr. AIKEN. I do not understand it. 
I should like to have an explanation. 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Delaware yield for a par- 


liamentary inquiry? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield for that 
purpose. 

Mr. KILGORE. Inasmuch as the yeas 
and nays have been ordered, I suggest 
that the amendment be read. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I am willing that 
the amendment be read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The Chief Clerk read the amendment 
proposed by Mr. WILLIAMS (for him- 
self, Mr. FREAR, Mr. WATKINS, Mr. FER- 
GUSON, Mr. GILLETTE, Mr. Ives, Mr. BEN- 
NETT, Mr. ScHOEPPEL, Mr. BYRD, Mr. 
Carn, Mr. Bricker, Mr. BUTLER of Mary- 
land, Mr, HENDRICKSON, Mr. JENNER, Mr. 
BREWSTER, Mr. Martin, Mr. Kem, and Mr, 
Morse) as follows: 

At the proper place in the bill insert the 
following new section: 

“Sec. . (a) Compensation of the Presi- 
dent. 

“(1) Effective as of November 1, 1951, sec- 
tion 102 of title 3 of the United States Code 
is amended by striking out the words ‘no 
tax liability shall accrue and for which.’ 

“(2) Effective at noon on January 20, 1953, 
section 102 of title 3 of the United States 
Code is amended to read as follows: 

“ ‘COMPENSATION OF THE PRESIDENT 

“ ‘Sec. 102. The President shall receive in 

full for his services during the term for 
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which he shall have been elected compensa- 
tion in the aggregate amount of $150,000 
a year, to be paid monthly. He shall be 
entitled also to the use of the furniture and 
other effects belonging to the United States 
and kept in the Executive Mansion.’ 

“(b) Compensation of the Vice President. 

“(1) Section 104 of title 3 of the United 
States Code (relating to salary of the Vice 
President) is amended by striking out ‘$30,- 
000’ and in lieu thereof ‘$40,000.’ 

“(2) Section 111 of title 3 of the United 
States Code (relating to an expense allow- 
ance for the Vice President) is repealed. 

“(c) Salaries of Members of Congress and 
of the Speaker of the House. 

1) Section 601 (a) of the Legislative Re- 
organization Act of 1946 (relating to salaries 
of Members of Congress and of the Speaker 
of the House) is amended— 

“(A) by striking out ‘$12,500’ and insert- 
ing in lieu thereof ‘$15,000’; and 

B) by striking out ‘$30,000’ and insert- 
ing in lieu thereof ‘$40,000.’ 

“(2) Section 601 (b) of the Legislative 
Reorgan‘zation Act of 1946 (relating to ex- 
pense allowances for Members of Congress) 
is hereby repealed. 

“(3) Subsection (e) of the first section of 
the act entitled “An act to increase rates of 
compensation of the President, Vice Presi- 
dent, and the Speaker of the House of Repre- 
sentatives” (Public Law 2, 81st Cong.) (re- 
lating to an expense allowance for the Speak- 
er of the House) is hereby repealed. 

d) Computing deduction for retire- 
ment: In computing the amount to be de- 
ducted from the compensation of any offi- 
cial whose salary is changed by this section 
for the purposes of the Civil Service Retire- 
ment Act of May 29, 1930, and in computing 
the amount of any annuity under such act 
any change in compensation provided by 
this section shall be disregarded until fur- 
ther act of Congress. 

“(e) Effective date: Except as provided in 
subsection (a) the provisions of this section 
shall take effect as of November 1, 1951.” 


Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President—— 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Delaware has been recog- 
nized. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, the 
purpose of this amendment is to repeal 
the special tax exemption now extended 
to the President, Vice President, Speaker 
of the House of Representatives, and 
Members of Congress. 

Under the existing law the Members 
of Congress are paid $15,000, with $12,500 
of this amount being taxable as salary 
and the remaining $2,500 tax exempt. 
My amendment repeals the $2,500 tax 
exemption and places the entire amount 
of $15,000 under the classification of 


Under the existing law the Vice Presi- 
dent and the Speaker of the House are 
paid $40,000, with $30,000 of this amount 
being taxable as salary and the remain- 
ing $10,000 exempt. The amendment 
repeals the $10,000 tax exemption and 
places the entire amount of $40,000 un- 
der the classification of salary. 

Under the existing law the President 
of the United States is paid $150,000, 
with $100,000 of this amount being tax- 
able as salary and the remaining $50,000 
tax exempt. Under the Constitution the 
President's salary cannot be changed 
during his term of office. However, it is 
possible to repeal the tax-exemption pro- 
vision of the so-called expense allow- 
ance; and my amendment does this, 
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thereby making the entire amount of 
$150,000 taxable. 

The amendment provides that after 
January 20, 1953, the same formula as 
outlined for Members of Congress will 
be followed with respect to the Presi- 
dent’s salary, with the entire amount of 
$150,000 being classified as salary. 

It should be noted that the so-called 
$50,000 tax-exempt expense allowance 
of the President, which item is affected 
under this amendment, has nothing 
whatever to do with the normal expense 
accounts which are allowed to the Presi- 
dent of the United States. The Presi- 
dent’s traveling expenses, entertainment 
expenses, the expenses of the yacht Wil- 
liamsburg, the airplane Independence, 
the winter home in Florida, the mainte- 
nance and personnel expenses of the 
White House, plus all other normal ex- 
penses attached to that office, are pro- 
vided for specifically under different ap- 
propriations, and in no way are affected 
by the adoption of this amendment. 

The $50,000 item of the President is in 
exactly the same category as the $10,000 
item for the Speaker of the House and 
Vice President and the $2,500 item for 
the Members of Congress. All of them 
were considered as a part of compensa- 
tion, and were so classified in the legis- 
lative background. 

I offer this amendment, not on the 
basis of the additional revenue provided 
but merely as a matter of principle. 
Nor is the amendment offered with the 
thought that the President, Vice Presi- 
dent, or Members of Congress are over- 
paid. It is my opinion, and was my 
opinion at the time when the exemptions 
were extended, that any compensation 
to the President or the Members of Con- 
gress should be in the form of direct 
payments, with the entire amount sub- 
ject to the same deductions and the same 
tax rates that are applied to all other 
citizens. 

So, Mr. President, I urge adoption of 
the amendment. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from Vermont. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the 
Senator from Delaware yielding the 
floor? 

Mr. WILLIAM. No, Mr. President: 
but I yield to the Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, can 
one Senator yield the floor to another 
Senator? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I am not yielding 
the floor. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, Iam 
not asking for the floor. I am asking 
the Senator from Delaware to yield for 
a question. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield for a ques- 
tion to the Senator from Vermont. 

Mr, FLANDERS. I wish to inquire of 
the Senator from Delaware whether the 
various persons named—the President, 
the Vice President, the Speaker of the 
House, Senators, and Representatives 
would be entitled to put in their tax re- 
turns items for the actual expenses of 
their office, expenses to which they are 
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subjected, and to obtain a tax reduction 
in view of those expenses? 

Mr. . Mr. President, if 
this amendment is adopted, the Members 
of Congress and all others affected by the 
amendment will be entitled to include 
all the deductions which now are avail- 
able to American businessmen and to the 
average American taxpayer. They are 
entitled to all these same exemptions 
now. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from New Hampshire. 

Mr. BRIDGES. The distinguished 


Senator from Delaware makes the state- 


ment that they would be entitled to the 
deductions available to businessmen and 
to all citizens. However, th>t is not true 
at the present time. Upon what as- 
sumption or with what assurance does 
the Senator from Delaware make that 
rather broad statement, for which I know 
he must have some basis. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. When I said that 
the Members of Congress are entitled 
to all the deductions to which any nor- 
mal American businessman is entitled, 
I made that statement because nowhere 
in the law—and if I am in error, I hope 
the Senator from New Hampshire will 
point it out—do I know of any provision 
stating that any Member of Congress is 
not entitled to all the expense deductions 
to which a businessman is entitled. So 
why would not Members of Congress be 
entitled to them, and on the other hand 
why are they entitled to any more? 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Delaware is proceeding on 
the basis of an assumption, rather than 
on the basis of a specific ruling by the 
Bureau of Internal Revenue. However, 
before the $2,500 expense account was 
put into effect, a ruling such as the one 
he has suggested was never forthcoming, 
with the result that no Senator or Repre- 
sentative could take such an exemption 
for his expenditures. Nothing that has 
occurred since then would warrant the 
Senator from Delaware in making the 
statement he has made. If anything to 
warrant his statement has occurred since 
then, I should like to have it pointed out 
specifically. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrn] was 
one of the opponents of the expense-ac- 
count provision at the time when it was 
made. He opposed it on the ground that 
it would set up a special class of taxpay- 
ers. I should like to have him discuss 
this point, in reply to the question which 
has been asked by the Senator from New 
Hampshire. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, at one time 
former Senator Reed, of Pennsylvania, 
offered an amendment, which was 
adopted, by means of which a Member 
of Congress could deduct the expenses 
of his office. 

However, a Senator cannot deduct his 
living expenses, any more than a busi- 
nessman can. 

Mr. GEORGE. A businessman can de- 
duct them if he comes to Washington. 

Mr. BYRD. However, Washington is 
the place of business of a Member of 
Congress, 
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Mr. BRIDGES. Can a Member of 
Congress deduct his expenses in his 
home State? 

Mr. GEORGE. No. 

Mr. BRIDGES. A Member of Con- 
gress should be able to deduct them in 
either one case or the other. 

Mr. GEORGE. If a Member of Con- 
gress lives in Washington and pays taxes 
in his home State, he does not 
live in either place, under the ruling. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Delaware yield, to per- 
mit me to make a further inquiry? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Vermont. 

Mr. FLANDERS. From time to 
time—in fact, practically every week 
end—I go home to Vermont to attend 
some meeting of my constituents, to 
which they earnestly invite me. In 
fact, that is an expense of the particular 
business in which I am now engaged. 

I should like to inquire whether the 
Senator contemplates and has any rea- 
son for thinking that the Bureau of In- 
ternal Revenue would admit that such 
expenses, which in my case are very 
heavy, would be deductible. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I suggest that the 
Senator from Vermont address his ques- 
tion to the Collector of Internal Reve- 
nue, who is the proper person to make 
such interpretations of the law. 

Mr. President, I repeat that this is not 
a case of cutting the salaries of Members 
of Congress. When we take this job in 
Washington, we know what the obliga- 
tions of the job are, and we should an- 
ticipate them. I think the salaries 
should be fixed accordingly. I do not 
believe any special amount should be set 
aside as exempt from taxation. 

For instance, let us consider the Presi- 
dent’s salary. At the present time one- 
third of it is tax-exempt. If we are 
going to exempt from taxation one-third 
of the President’s salary, and if we can 
justify that arrangemient some day some 
Member of Congress will suggest why 
not exempt from taxation one-third of 
the salary of each Member of Congress: 
or else why not reduce the President’s 
salary? 

Mr. President, if we do not stop this 
practice now, eventually we shall set up 
a special class in the United States. This 
principle is against everything Amer- 
ican. 

So far as the case of the Senator from 
Vermont is concerned, he is maintain- 
ing a home in Vermont, his home State. 
In my case, I am maintaining a home 
in Delaware, my home State. Both of 
us knew that that would be the case; 
we knew at the time when we began our 
service in the Senate. 

The arguments you advance may be 
said of all employees in our offices, who 
also come to Washington from their 
homes in other areas; and if we are going 
to provide ourselves with such an ex- 
emption because we have homes in our 
own States, we should provide a similar 
exemption for our employees, who are 
in a similar situation; and if we are 
going to make such an exemption for 
them, why not make a similar exemp- 
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tion for all Government employees in 
the city of Washington who are in a 
similar situation? In that case, sooner 
or later, unless we check this practice 
now, it will expand to the point where 
there will be a privileged class of Gov- 
ernment employees who will be tax-ex- 
empt, and the rest of the people will be 
paying their salaries. 

Mr. President, I think this amendment 
should be adopted. I think we should 
repeal this provision; in fact it never 
should have been passed. 

At the time when the Congress raised 
the President’s salary, I said we should 
fix the salary at whatever we thought 
it should be, but we should make all of 
it subject to taxation. 

When the President of the United 
States or when Members of Congress 
state, as Senators have stated today, 
“We are going to raise the taxes of the 
American people because they have too 
much money to take home and spend,” 
we should be sure that we treat our- 
selves in the same way that we treat 
the rest of the American people. This 
amendment should be adopted unani- 
mously before we even consider raising 
other people’s taxes. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I 

. should like to say a word or two about 
this matter, 

The subject of congressional salaries 
Las been delicately bypassed in this 
Chamber and in the House at the other 
end of the Capitol for some years. It is 
a crying shame that Members of the 
United States Senate and Members of 
the House of Representatives will not 
face this question. 

Two years ago we raised all salaries 
in the executive branch. At that time 
perhaps some of us thought that con- 
gressional salaries should be adjusted. 
We were told, “Oh, no; we cannot 
touch congressional salaries.” We found 
that we could not touch them at that 
time. 

The result was that we raised the 
salary of everyone in the bureaus down- 
town—and some of them very deserved- 
ly—to a higher level, but we postponed 
the day when we would consider raising 
congressional salaries. 

Mr. President, you know and I know 
that most of the people of the United 
States expect the Members of Congress 
to be paid adequately. A Member of 
Congress must maintain a home in his 
home State and he also must maintain 
a home in Washington. He must main- 
tain an office in his home State; and he 
must have an automobile in his home 
State. He must have an automobile in 
Washington. He must travel back and 
forth between his home State and Wash- 
ington, in keeping in touch with his offi- 
cial duties, He is called upon to con- 
tribute to every cause which comes 
along. 

Today there is not a Member of the 
Senate whose administrative assistant 
is not better off than he is, as the result 
of the drains upon congressional sal- 
aries, 

Mr. President, I have no objection to 
meeting the issue as the Senator from 
Delaware has proposed, provided that 
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we write into the law, so that it will 
not be subject to the whim of some in- 
ternal revenue collector, a provision that 
a Member of Congress may take exemp- 
tions for legitimate expenses, and pro- 
vided also it is written into the law that 
the salaries of Members of Congress, in- 
stead of being $15,000 a year, shall be 
$22,500 a year. I propose to offer such 
an amendment. Let us measure up to 
the challenge. 

Mr. MAYBANE and Mr. LONG ad- 
dressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from New Hampshire yield, 
and if so to whom? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield first to the 
Senator from South Carolina, 

Mr. MAYBANK. So far as expenses 
are concerned, the distinguished Sena- 
tor from New Hampshire knows that as 
members of the Appropriations Commit- 
tee we were not allowed more than a few 
telephone calls a month, in 1942. The 
Senator and I, together with the Sena- 
tor from Rhode Island [Mr. Green], 
took up the matter at that time. A com- 
mittee was appointed to see that a Sen- 
ator might be permitted to use a tele- 
phone at least once a day. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Certainly. A clerk 
downtown can pick up the telephone to 
call San Francisco, if he wants to, three 
times a day. 

Mr. MAYBANK. But we were only 
allowed to make a few calls a month. 

Mr. BRIDGES. When we looked into 
the matter, we found that one executive 
agency had more telephone calls in a 
year than the entire legislative branch, 
that the cost of its telephone service 
alone was more than the cost of such 
service for the entire legislative branch. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New Hampshire yield? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield to the Senator 
from Louisiana. 

Mr.LONG. My recollection is that in 
the past 3 years Members of Congress 
have received no increase at all, though 
we have increased the salaries of the 
Cabinet officers by 50 percent. The 
salaries of other Federal employees have 
been increased from 20 to 30 percent. 
Meanwhile, though the cost of living has 
gone up about 15 percent, United States 
Senators are the only Federal employees 
who have not had an increase. 

Mr. BRIDGES. That is correct. 

Mr. HUNT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield to the Senator 
from Wyoming. 

Mr. HUNT. I should like to ask the 
distinguished Senator, further, whether 
the pending proposal does not amount 
simply to a reduction in the case of 
United States Senators and Members of 
the House of Representatives. 

Mr. BRIDGES. That is correct. 

Mr. HUNT. Is there anything in the 
law today which will prevent the Sena- 
tor from Delaware from taking advan- 
tage of a tax 9 if he desires to 
do so? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I think that is cor- 
rect. If any Senator does not care to 
take advantage of it, that is optional 
with him. 
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Mr. HUNT. Let me ask the Senator 
whether, if this tendency keeps up, the 
Senate, to which we belong, will be a 
millionaires’ club, and nothing else. 

Mr. BRIDGES. That is correct. The 
Senate of the United States should be a 
cross section of America. We should 
have some rich men in the Senate, of 
course, but we should also have in office 
people of modest means and poor people. 
If the United States Senate closes its 
doors to all except millionaires, God help 
America. 

Mr. HUNT. If I may ask one more 
question, this may be chicken feed for 
the chickens of the Senator from Dela- 
ware, but it is something else to the rest 
of us; is it not? 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, let us 
take action at this time. I know that 
any statement a Senator may make on 
this subject, whatever his vote may be, 
will be used against him politically. 
Very well. I am willing to take my 
chances. I think every Member of the 
Senate ought to meet this issue at this 
time. I did not know it was to come up 
today. I do not have an amendment in 
which I might spell out a provision for 
a credit for official expenses. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New Hampshire yield 
for a question? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Has the Senator 
made a calculation to determine whether 
the $2,500 allowance for expenses covers 
the additional expense of his home, dur- 
ing the time he is required to remain 
in Washington? 

Mr. BRIDGES. In theory it does; yes. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Does it cover that 
expense? 

Mr. BRIDGES. No; it does not cover 
the expenses. 

Mr. McFARLAND , Of course, amend- 
ments could be offered to increase sal- 
aries, but would it not be better to take 
care of the matter by special legislation, 
rather than in connection with a tax 
bill? We are trying to finish the session. 
Why not proceed to vote down this 
amendment, and consider the matter in 
the form of a special bill, to be dealt with 
2 the appropriate committee? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I may say to the ma- 
jority leader that he makes a very elo- 
quent plea. There is a good deal of logic 
in what he says. But I have heard the 
same plea from the previous majority 
leader and from the majority leader be- 
fore that. I have acquiesced, as most 
Senators have, to these pleas. I think 
we have now reached the time when we 
should act. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New Hampshire yield? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield to the Senator 
from South Carolina, 

Mr. MAYBANK. I merely desire to 
recall some history to the Senator’s 
mind. As I remember, in 1942 and 1943, 
the acting chairman of the Appropria- 
tions Committee at that time, the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Tennessee [Mr, 
MckxLLan ], acting for the late Senator 
Glass, appointed us on a subcommittee 
to investigate the question of expenses. 
I shall not mention any name, but we 
found that in one particular year one 
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Senator had to pay nearly $1,000 extra 
for the stationery he used. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Let me digress a 
little. In reporting the legislative ap- 
propriation bill we found that a Repre- 
sentative from one district, for example 
who might represent thirty-five or forty 
thousand constituents had an $800 allow- 
ance for stationery, whereas a United 
States Senator, representing an entire 
State, such as New York, had an allow- 
ance of but $500. The Senator from 
Louisiana—and I dof my hat to him 
knows very well that the expenses of a 
Senator representing a large State are 
naturally greater than those of a Repre- 
sentative who represents one congres- 
sional district. That illustrates the in- 
equity of the situation. Senator after 
Senator has come to me to tell me that 
he has exceeded his stationery allowance 
and that costs are mounting on various 
items. We must meet the issue on behalf 
of the Members of Congress, if we want a 
hard-working, conscientious Congress. I 
think it is about time to take action. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I should like 
to offer two amendments. 

First, on page 2, line 22, of the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Delaware, I 
would strike out “$15,000” and insert 
“$22,500,” and after line 22, I would in- 
sert the words “expenditures by Members 
of Congress: In the case of expenditures 
made after November 1, 1951, by a 
United States Senator, a Representative 
in Congress, a Delegate from a Territory, 
or a Resident Commissioner from Puerto 
Rico, the amount paid or incurred dur- 
ing the taxable year in maintaining liv- 
ing quarters away from his legal resi- 
dence, within the District of Columbia, 
or from the vicinity thereof, and the 
amount paid or incurred during the tax- 
able year for other ordinary and neces- 
sary expenses in connection with the 
performance of his official duties.” 

I would like to have such an amend- 
ment adopted—and I am shooting from 
the hip at this time—so that deductions 
might be made legally on a proper basis. 
I have not had time to perfect the 
amendment. But something along the 
line I suggest should be enacted along 
with the amendment proposed by the 
Senator from Delaware. 2 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I did not get the 
full import of the last amendment. 

Mr. BRIDGES. The last amendment 
is intended to make provision so that 
a Senator or a Representative or a Del- 
egate may be able to claim deductions on 
his income tax for legitimate expenses 
incurred in the District of Columbia in 
performing his duties in the Capital, 
both as to living expenses and expenses 
incurred in the same way as a business- 
man, a labor leader, or an agricultural 
leader incurs expenses when he comes to 
Washington to transact his business. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I thank the Sen- 
ator from New Hampshire. I think we 
should change the law in that respect 
from the way it is now written. I think 
we should change it in accordance with 
the amendment of the Senator from Del- 
aware [Mr. WILLIAMS], plus the amend- 
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ment of the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire, so as to put all taxpayers in the 
country on the same basis. We are not 
dealing here simply with a problem that 
is acute to many of us, certainly to those 
who are in the low-income group, as I 
am, but we are dealing with a matter 
of vital principle, and we ought not to 
enact class legislation and exempt some 
from the operation of the tax law, but 
we should put all on the same tax basis. 
We should keep it within reasonable 
bounds as it would be in relation to busi- 
nessmen. I should like to have some- 
thing worked out so that I can support 
the amendment of the Senator from Del- 
aware with a perfecting amendment 
which would put us all on the same tax 
basis. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New Hampshire yield? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. 

Mr. FREAR. Did I correctly under- 
stand that the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire intends to offer two amendments 
separately? 

Mr. BRIDGES. Yes; I would offer the 
two separately. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield to the Senator 
from New York. 

Mr. IVES. Would the Senator from 
New Hampshire consider an amendment 
making the President’s salary $500,000? 
By that process he would receive ap- 
proximately what he is now receiving. 
I can see a great deal of merit in such a 
proposal, for it would give the people of 
the United States information as to the 
income taxes we have to pay, and, at 
the same time, provide the President, 
presumably, with what he needs. 

Mr. BRIDGES. I believe taxes should 
be equitable. I do not want to deprive 
the President of what he is now receiv- 
ing. I think the President of the United 
States should be compensated ade- 
quately. 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New Hampshire yield? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from Washington. 

Mr. CAIN. I should like to say to my 
friend from New Hampshire that the 
Senator from Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS], 
has stated that there is a constitutional 
Prohibition against changing the salary 
of a President during his term of office, 
but I likewise understand that there is 
no prohibition against taking away the 
tax exemption on the $50,000 which is 
now going to the President of the United 
States. Am IJ correctly advised? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New Hampshire yield? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. 

Mr. CASE. The simplest way to take 
care of the tax-liability matter is merely 
to repeal the clause in the present law 
relating to the tax we have been dis- 
cussing. In a paragraph in the Reor- 
ganization Act which sets up the sum of 
$2,500 there occurs this clause, “for 
which no tax liability shall be incurred 
or accounting be made.” 

It is that clause which makes the 
$2,500 not subject to taxation. The sim- 
plest thing to do is to strike that clause. 
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The amendment offered by the distin- 
guished Senator from Delaware would 
increase the salary from $12,500 to $15,- 
000 and entirely repeal that paragraph. 

Under date of January 7, 1948, George 
J. Schoeneman, Commissioner of In- 
ternal Revenue, made a ruling holding 
that— 

Expenses relating to or resulting from the 
discharge of his official duties— 


Referring to a Member of Congress— 
including his meals and lodging while in 
Washington, D. C., may be offset against 
the $2,500 expense allowance for that year. 


The thing to do is to delete the clause 
in the present law which makes that 
amount not subject to taxation. The 
Commissioner’s letter to Representative 
JARMAN would still stand, and the salary 
would be $12,500 with a $2,500 expense 
allowance for which accounting would 
have to be made. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. 

Mr. BENNETT. Up until noon I was 
assuming that the Jarman letter was the 
last word on the right of a Senator to an 
expense allowance; but it is not. There 
is another ruling. But, first, let me read 
what the Jarman letter says: 

Accordingly, it is held that amounts ex- 
pended in 1947 by a Member of Congress for 
expenses relating to or resulting from the 
discharge of his official duties, including his 
meals and lodging while in Washington, 
D. C., may be offset against the $2,500 ex- 
pense allowance for that year. If such offset 
does not exceed the $2,500 expense allowance, 
no deduction for congressional expenses may 
be taken in computing net income. If such 
offset does exceed the $2,500 expense allow- 
ance, then those congressional expenses in 
excess thereof which qualify under section 
23 (a) (1) (A) of the Internal Revenue Code 
may be deducted in computing net income. 


Today we went to the Department and 
asked how they would interpret the last 
ruling in relation to expenditures in ex- 
cess of $2,500. We have received a 1949 
ruling, from which I read the following 
language: 


The business location, post, or station, of 
a Member of Congress is the District of 
Columbia. The duties of a Congressman 
consume practically all his time, and are re- 
garded as taking precedence over any other 
business in which he may be engaged. Ac- 
cordingly, it has been consistently held that 
the personal living expenses, including rent 
paid for a residence, of Members of Congress 
while in the District of Columbia for the 
purpose of attending Congress are not de- 
ductible for Federal income-tax purposes, 


I now quote from a 1950 ruling: 


In order to be entitled to the deduction 
* + a taxpayer must incur the expense 
for meals and lodging while neither at his 
usual place of abode nor at his principal 
Place of business. Accordingly, this office 
is of the opinion that the cost of the tax- 
payer’s meals and lodging while at home 
with his family represents nondeductible 
personal expenses, even though during such 
periods he was on business trips from his 
principal to his minor place of employment. 


In other words, we cannot deduct our 
expenses at home, and we cannot deduct 
them in Washington. An ordinary tax- 
payer when away from home has the 
privilege of deducting his expenses. So 
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the latest ruling wipes out the Jarman 
ruling, and we are subject to this ruling 
which gives us no deduction for ex- 
penses. 

Mr. BENNETT subsequently said: 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
to insert in the Recor at the conclusion 
of my discussion earlier the complete 
documents from which I quoted. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, and I do not intend 
to object, is the Senator including the 
Schoeneman letter? 

Mr. BENNETT. Yes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CLEMENTS in the chair). Is there ob- 
jection? 

There being no objection, the docu- 
ments were ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


UNITED States Treasury DEPARTMENT, 
Washington, September 26, 1951. 
Mr. ROBERT W. BARKER, 
Administrative Assistant to Hon. Wallace 
F. Bennett, Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dran MR. Barker: In accordance with your 
telephone conversation of this date there are 
quoted below excerpts from Bureau rulings 
concerning the deductibility, for Federal in- 
come-tax purposes, of expenses incurred by 
Members of Congress. 

Excerpt from a 1949 ruling: 

“The business location, post, or station of 
a Member of Congress is the District of Co- 
lumbia. The duties of a Congressman con- 
sume practically all his time and are re- 
garded as taking precedence over any other 
business in which he may be engaged. Ac- 
cordingly, it has been consistently held that 
the personal living expenses, including rent 
paid for a residence, of Members of Congress 
while in the District of Columbia for the 
purpose of attending Congress are not de- 

ductibie for Federal income-tax purposes.” 

Excerpt from a 1945 ruling: 

“Tt is also recognized that in addition to 
their congressional duties Members of Con- 
gress are sometimes engaged in a business 
located outside of the District of Columbia 
and incur traveling expenses in the pursuit 
of such business. Where such expenses are 
shown to have been incurred they constitute 
allowable deductions under the provisions 
of section 23 (a) (1) (A) of the Code.” 

The following position was taken, how- 
ever, in a 1950 ruling dealing with a tax- 
payer not a Member of Congress: 

“In order to be entitled to the deduc- 
tin * * a taxpayer must incur the 
expense for meals and lodging while neither 
at his usual place of abode nor at his prin- 

- cipal place of business. Accordingly, this 
office is of the opinion that the cost of the 
taxpayer’s meals and lodging while at home 
with his family represents nondeductible 
personal expenses, even though during such 
periods he was on business trips from his 
principal to his minor place of employment.” 

Very truly yours, 
E. I. McLarney, 
Deputy Commissioner, 


ADVISORY MEMORANDUM No. 1838 1 
JANUARY 7, 1948. 


My Dear Mr. JARMAN: Further reference, 


is made to your letter of July 16, 1947, in- 

g whether the living expenses incurred 
by a Member of Congress while in Washing- 
ton, D. C., may be offset, for Federal income- 
tax purposes, against the $2,500 expense al- 
lowance being received in 1947 and whether 
other congressional expenses incurred and 
paid during 1947 may be deducted on page 3 
of Form 1040 for the purpose of arriving at 
net income. 
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Section 601 (b) of the Legislative Reorgani- 
zation Act of 1946 (60 Stat. 812), provides 
the following expense allowance for Members 
of Congress: 

“Effective on the day on which the 
Eightieth Congress convenes there shall be 
paid to each Senator, Representative in Con- 
gres , Delegate from the Territories, Resident 
Commissioner from Puerto Rico, an expense 
allowance of $2,500 per annum to assist in 
detraying expenses relating to, or resulting 
from the discharge of his official duties, for 
which no tax liability shall incur, or ac- 
counting be made; such sum to be paid in 
equal monthly installments.” 

Sections 601 (e) and (d) of that act repeal, 
effective on the day on which the Eightieth 
Congress convenes, the expense allowance of 
$2,500 per annum provided to each Member 
of Congress by the Legislative Branch Appro- 
priation Acts of 1946 and 1947 (59 Stat. 
238 and 60 Stat. 386), “to assist in defraying 
expenses related to or resulting from the dis- 
charge of his official duties.” 

It is noted that the purpose of such ex- 
pense allowances, as specified in the three 
enabling acts, is substantially the same. It 
may be helpful therefore to review, insofar 
as pertinent to your inquiry, the position 
taken by this Bureau with respect to the al- 
lowances paid in 1945 and 1946. Bureau rul- 
ing dated July 20, 1945 to Hon. Emmet O'Neal, 
published in the Appendix to the CONGRES- 
SIONAL Recorp, volume 91, part 12, page 
A3607, held in part that the expense al- 
lowance paid in each of those years was 
includible in gross income, and that a Con- 
gressman claiming such allowance as a de- 
duction from gross income by listing it as 
“fully expended in the performance of offi- 
cial duties“ could be required, if so requested, 
to substantiate the claimed deduction by 
showing that the entire $2,500 was used for 
expenses which are properly deductible under 
section 23 (a) (1) (A) of the Internal Rev- 
enue Code. In reply to specific questions pre- 
sented by other Members of Congress, the 
Bureau further held that the Legislative 
Branch Appropriation Acts of 1946 and 1947 
did not entitle a Congressman to any deduc- 
tion to which he would not otherwise have 
been entitled and did not permit him to de- 
duct amounts spent for meals and lodging 
while in Washington. 

The Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, 
however, expressly provides an expense al- 
lowance “for which no tax liability shall in- 
cur, or accounting be made.” Clearly, there- 
fore, the $2,500 allowance received by a Mem- 
ber of Congress in 1947 is excludible from 
gross income. Furthermore, where a Con- 
gressman does not claim any deduction for 
congressional expenses on his 1947 tax re- 
turn (other than those provided for by a 
specific appropriation, such as the mileage 
or stationery allowance), it appears that 
the Bureau has no authority to declare 
what expenses may be charged against such 
allowance, to question whether such allow- 
ance was properly exhausted, or to require 
any accounting in connection therewith. 

On the other hand, where a Congressman 
does claim a deduction for congressional 
expenses on his 1947 return (in addition to 
those provided for by a specific appropria- 
tion), the Bureau takes the position that 
in order to be allowable such expenses (1) 
must qualify as a proper deduction under 
section 23 (a) (1) (A) of the Code (for 
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 
does not enlarge the scope of legal deduc- 
tions); and (2) must be in excess of those 
properly chargeable against the $2,500 al- 
lowance (inasmuch as to permit a deduction 
for expenses paid from a tax-exempt allow- 
ance would result in granting a double tax 
benefit). i 

Admittedly, it is dificult to reconcile this 
second prerequisite with the statutory pro- 
vision that no accounting shall be made 
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with respect to the $2,500 expense allowance. 
To abandon such prerequisite, however, 
would not only permit a double tax benefit 
but would also, in effect, treat the $2,500, or 
& portion thereof, as constituting additional 
tax-free compensation rather than an allow- 
ance for congressional expenses as author- 
ized by law. Since it appears evident that 
Congress did not intend either such result, 
it necessarily follows that a Congressman 
may deduct on his 1947 return only such 
expenses (qualifying under sec, 23 (a) (1) 
(A) of the code) as exceed those prop- 
erly chargeable against the $2,500 allowance. 
Furthermore, since a Congressman, like any 
other taxpayer, is required to substantiate 
his claim for deduction, if so requested by 
the internal-revenue agent e. his 
return, and as he could substantiate such a 
deduction only by showing that the expenses 
claimed were actually in excess of those 
which fully and properly exhausted his 
$2,500 allowance, he would virtually have to 
render an accounting for his tax-exempt ex- 
pense allowance. This result is believed to 
be in accord with the legislative intent 
(compare Senator Overton's explanation of 
an amendment having similar import which 
the Committee on Appropriations adopted 
ir connection with the legislative branch 
appropriation bill of 1946, CONGRESSIONAL 
Recorp, volume 91, part 4, pages 4950-4953), 
and the Bureau is therefore of the opinion 
that the statutory preclusion of an account- 
ing was designed to apply only to those cases 
where no deductions are claimed for such 
excess expenditures. 

Whether a Congressman claiming such a 
deduction may offset his living expenses in 
Washington against the $2,500 allowance re- 
ceived in 1947 necessarily depends upon what 
expenses Congress intended to assist In de- 
fraying by means of this allowance. As the 
language “expenses relating to, or resulting 
from the discharge of his official duties,” ap- 
pears to have no fixed legal connotation, and 
as the significance thereof is not readily as- 
certainable from the statute itself, it is 
necessary to resort to the legislative history 
of this provision in order to fully compre- 
hend its meaning. 

Section 601 of the bill (S. 2177) as intro- 
duced in the Senate would have (a) increased 
the compensation of Members of Congress to 
$15,000 per annum; (b) fixed their “home” 
for the purpose of section 23 (a) (1) (A) of 
the Internal Revenue Code at their place of 
residence within the State, Territory, or pos- 
session which they represent; and (c) re- 
pealed their then-existing expense allowance, 
Senate Report No. 1400, Seventy-ninth Con- 
gress, second session, page 36, stated that 
the purpose of subsection (b) was to permit 
Congressmen to deduct their living expenses 
in Washington and other expenses incident 
to their absence from home on congres- 
sional service. That subsection was elimi- 
nated, however, by Senator La Follette's 
amendment, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, volume 
92, part 5, page 6575, for the reason that it 
was a revenue proposal, which under the 
Constitution must originate in the House of 
Representatives (see CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
volume 92, part 8, page 10050). The House 
then debated the question (see particularly 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, volume 92, part 8, 
pages 10038, 10048, 10096, and 10097) 
whether to restore that subsection to the 
bill or to adopt the amendment offered by 
Representative Brown of Ohio, which fixed 
the compensation at $12,500 per annum and 
provided the new, tax-free expense allowance. 
The latter amendment was agreed to and was 
ultimately enacted into law, apparently be- 
cause it was considered more “fundamental” 
to recompense a Member of Congress for such 
expenses (including his living expenses in 
Washington) from a tax-free allowance than 
to provide simply for the deductibility of 
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those expenses which would otherwise have 
had to be paid from salary. 

Accordingly, it is held that amounts ex- 
pended in 1947 by a Member of Congress for 
expenses relating to or resulting from the dis- 
charge of his official duties, including his 
meals and lodging while in Washington, D. C., 
may be offset against the $2,500 expense al- 
lowance for that year. If such offset does not 
exceed the $2,500 expense allowance, no de- 
duction for congressional expenses may be 
taken in computing net income. If such 
offset does exceed the $2,500 expense allow- 
ance, then those congressional expenses in 
excess thereof which qualify under section 
23 (a) (1) (A) of the Internal Revenue Code 
may be deducted in computing net income. 

If further correspondence relative to this 
matter is necessary, please refer to IT:P:TR- 
Vsw-3. 

Very truly yours, 
Gero, J. SCHOENEMAN, 
Commissioner. 
Hon. PETE JARMAN, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Business expenses: Section 23 (a), I. R. C. 

Gross income (exclusions): Section 601 
(b), Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946. 

Personal expenses: Section 24, I. R. C. 

The $2,500 expense allowance received by 
a Member of Congress for 1947 pursuant to 
section 601 (b) of the Legislative Reorgani- 
gation Act of 1946 is excludible from gross 
income. Amounts disbursed in 1947 by a 
Member of Congress for expenses relating 
to or resulting from the discharge of his offi- 
cial duties, including his meals and lodging 
while in Washington, D. C., may be offset, 
without accounting therefor, against the al- 
lowance received, provided that no deduc- 
tion may be allowed for congressional ex- 
penses if the amount offset does not exceed 
the amount of the allowance. If the amount 
offset exceeds the $2,500 expense allowance 
received then those congressional expenses 
in excess thereof which qualify under sec- 
tion 23 (a) (1) (A) of the Internal Revenue 
Code may be deducted in computing net 
income. 


Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I think 
that what the Senator from Utah has 
said proves the point I was trying to 
make, that the simplest course to follow 
is to strike out the clause which makes 
the amount not subject to tax liability, 
and then we shall have retained the 
$2,500 expense allowance If we put 
it into salary and change the salary from 
$12,500 to $15,000, we will not know 
where we are. 

Mr. President, I have an amendment, 
which I send to the desk and I should 
like it read at the appropriate time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be received and will lie 
on the desk. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New Hampshire yield? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. 

Mr. MAYBANK. The question now 
being debated has been under discussion 
for many years. I remember it was 
debated in 1942 and 1943 and again in 
1947 and 1948. I understand there is 
great confusion with respect to the Pres- 
ident’s expense account. The question 
is asked: “Why does not the Congress 
of the United States reduce the expense 
account of the President, rather than to 
make it taxable?” If it were made tax- 
able it would simply take money out of 
one pocket of the Treasury and put it 
in another. I can understand that the 
President is not entirely popular with 
some persons, from what has been said 
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around here, but why is it not proposed 
to reduce the amount rather than tax it 
further? Why give the President $50,- 
000 and then tell the revenue collector 
to go around and take back $30,000 in 
taxes? 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I now 
propose my first amendment to the Wil- 
liams amendment, which is to amend, 
on page 2, line 22, by striking out “$15,- 
000”, and to insert, 822,500.“ I make 
the figure $22,500 on the recommenda- 
tion of several Senators. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. A parliamentary in- 
quiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The yeas and nays 
have been ordered on my amendment. 
Is another amendment in order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
ordering of the yeas and nays does not 
preclude the offering of an amendment 
to the amendment. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I yield 
to the Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Did the Chair rule 
whether it was in order to offer the 
amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair ruled it was in order. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I should like to make 
a suggestion to the Senator from New 
Hampshire. I wrestled with this prob- 
lem on the House side, and I recognized 
that Members of the House and Senate 
are the only officers of the Federal Gov- 
ernment who are compelled to raise their 
own salaries by law, because there is 
no other way to do it. We can divest 
ourselves of any self-serving idea when 


we vote on the salary of the President, 


the Vice President, and anybody else 
in this Government. But when it comes 
to Members of the House and Senate, 
why we are sort of stranded. 

I puzzled over this matter, and in 1947 
I submitted a resolution on the House 
side. I did not press it for action, but 
it provided in substance that a salary 
commission should be appointed consist- 
ing of 18 persons, 6 appointed by the 
Vice President, 6 by the President, and 
6 by the Speaker. They were to come 
from business, industry, and labor; they 
were to make a finding, and whatever 
that finding was would be the salary 
for Members of the House and Senate, 
That would divest us from any self-serv- 
ing idea whatsoever. It would give the 
members of the commission an oppor- 
tunity to explore the whole matter, in- 
cluding increased living costs. I think 
that would be an infinitely better ap- 
proach than the one contemplated this 
evening. 

My suggestion to the Senate is simply 
to accept the Williams amendment first, 
because the nontaxable item got into the 
Legislative Reorganization Act as a floor 

amendment in the House. I was one of 
‘the managers of the bill, and I remem- 
ber that the amendment was offered on 
the floor, and it was accepted, but it 
was not contemplated by the Joint Com- 
‘mittee on Legislative Reorganization. So 
we can, in a sense, disclaim responsibil- 
ity for it. But it has been something 
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of a headache since that time. So T 
am not averse to taking away the tax- 
exempt feature of the $2,500 expense ac- 
count. Then I would be in favor of cre- 
ating a salary commission. z 

I may say to the Senate that I have 
introduced a similar measure in the 
present session of the Congress. It has 
been reported once by the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service. It was 
called back, and the committee is mak- 
ing some technical modification of the 
measure, and it will probably be reported 
and placed on the Senate Calendar in 
short order. I think the chairman of 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service will probably bear out that state- 
ment. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
The junior Senator from Illinois is en- 
tirely correct. The measure was re- 
ported by the committee, and then it was 
found that there was a technical error 
in it, and it was called back, and the 
committee reported it again last Tues- 
day, and it will be placed on the calendar. 

Mr. HUNT. Mr. President, would it 
not be a more practical and feasible solu- 
tion of the situation not to follow now 
the suggestion of the Senator from Illi- 
nois but to defeat the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Delaware and then, 
when the bill comes from the Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service we can 
add the proposal of the Senator from 
Illinois to the bill which comes from the 
committee? 

Iam absolutely opposed to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Dela- 
ware. As one Member of this body I 
did not come here to liquidate what 
small fortune I may have. The amend- 
ment which has been submitted is abso- 
lutely nothing but a salary reduction. 
I agree with the Senator from New 
Hampshire. It is time that we on the 
Senate floor have the intensinal fortitude 
to stand up and speak what we are think- 
ing, and not engage in demagoguery for 
the people at home to consume, in order 
that we might receive some favorable 
consideration at election time. 

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, I am 
impressed by the remarks made by my 
distinguished friend the Senator from 
New Hampshire. I am one of the co- 
sponsors of the amendment offered by 
my distinguished colleague from Dela- 
ware. We have listened to the very 
learned discourse on the proposition that 
we cannot afford the salary reduction, 
which is really what the amendment 
would bring about. 

Mr. President, I desire to call to the 
attention of each Member the very sali- 
ent fact that throughout America the 
people who sent us here know that we 
cannot live and exist on the salaries we 
receive. Senators maintain homes in 
New Hampshire, Idaho, or in whatever 
State they represent, and also in 
Washington, D. C., and they have a ter- 
rible load of contributions and expenses 
heaped upon them. So it is said quietly 
many times: “The Senator from New 
Hampshire”—or Idaho, or Maine, what- 
ever State he may represent—‘is either 
a millionaire or gets money for his vote.” 


In other words, I have heard it said that 


a poor man cannot be a Senator. He 
has to be a millionaire or a crook. It is 
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true a Senator cannot exist upon the 
Salary he receives, with the terrific ex- 
penses he is required to meet. 

Mr. President, I join with my friend 
the Senator from Wyoming (Mr. Hunt] 
and say it is time for us to quit being 
demagogues, and to be realistic because 
when we take the position of Senator 
the people at home know that we either 
have to go out and speak to make ends 
meet;-or we have to practice law on the 
side, or maintain other occupations—or 
we are even accused of accepting graft 
and gratuities. Much as we hate to hear 
such things, they are being said. I say 
it is time that we get a salary such as 
the Senator from New Hampshire has 
suggested, which will induce poor men 
and men of limited means to serve in 
the Senate on an equal footing with 
those fortunate individuals who possess 
the wealth that is represented here. 

Mr. MORSE rose. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Does the Senator 
from Oregon wish me to yield to him? 

Mr. MORSE. I want the floor in my 
own right. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New Hampshire yield? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. 

Mr. STENNIS. It seems to me that 
we are losing sight of the real issue 
which is before the Senate. This is not 
a question of what our salary should be, 
or what our deductions should be, or 
what our expenses are. It seems clear 
to me that Congress has already put 
itself in such a position that it cannot 
pass on the salaries and expenses and 
deductions and allowances of other 
groups. For instance, when the ques- 
tion arose about the President’s salary 
and the Vice President’s salary, and the 
tax-free funds which were to be pro- 
vided, we were not in position to say 
“No.” I did not feel that I was because 
I was getting the benefit of a special 
provision. We have set up standards 
for ourselves which we deny to others, 
That is the issue and the only issue in- 
volved in the Williams amendment, as I 
see it. I cannot see how we can set up a 
standard for ourselves more liberal than 
that of the average school teacher who 
may have to leave her home and go to a 
Place where she has to pay board and 
room rent and transportation if she goes 
back to her regular place of abode at the 
week-end, the month-end, or at the end 
of the school session. We deny her any 
special tax exemption for such expenses, 
How can we set up a more favorable 
standard for ourselves? 

I think we must face the issue of the 
salary we should pay ourselves. It is a 
matter that we should not have to decide 
for ourselves, but under the present 
scheme of things we must do so. I re- 
spectfully submit that we cannot pass 
by this opportunity to set ourselves 
square with the people and put ourselves 
back in a position to pass upon salaries, 
expenses, and allowances of others. 
Until we rid ourselves of this special 
privilege we are not worthy judges of 
others. 

Mr. HUNT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New Hampshire yield to me 
so that I may ask a question of the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Mississippi? 

Mr. BRIDGES, I yield, 
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Mr. HUNT. I should like to ask the 
distinguished Senator from Mississippi 
how many pieces of mail he has received 
complaining about the very small tax 
exemption to which we are entitled? 

Mr. STENNIS. I do not know that I 
have received any, but I have the feeling 
that the people of the United States 
would have more respect for us as a body, 
if we were to change the present law. 

Mr. HUNT. I believe that our con- 
stituents will think we are timid—I can- 
not express exactly what I should like to 
say on the floor of the Senate with re- 
gard to what our constituents will think 
of us. If this afternoon we vote to ac- 
cept the amendment of the Senator from 
Delaware and take from $250 to $1,000 
out of our salaries, our constituents will 
have some things to say about us which 
could not be repeated on the floor of the 
Senate. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, 1 
should like to point out to the Senator 
from Wyoming that when he votes for a 
$6,000,000,000 tax bill he is doing exactly 
that to every American taxpayer. He is 
voting to reduce the take-home pay of 
every wage-earner. 

Mr. HUNT. Including myself. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes, and why should 
Senators not be included? I did not of- 
fer this amendment in any spirit of 
demagoguery. I stated in the beginning 
that I felt that Members of Congress 
should be adequately paid. At the time 
the amendment was offered to extend the 


exemption to the President in January 


1949, I said, “Let us face the issue and 
put the salary where it belongs, but 
make it all taxable.” Our country was 
founded upon the principle that the rul- 
ing class would be subject to the same 
laws as other citizens. 

This is not the place to raise salaries, 
This is a revenue-producing measure. 
This is a tax bill. If the only reason 
Members are willing to vote for my 
amendment is to get a salary increase, 
then let them vote against it. 

The fact that this amendment is rais- 
ing such a furore is all the more reason 
why it should be adopted. It proves that 
if Congress and the President are sub- 
ject to the same taxation as other people 
we will be more sensitive as to how these 
periodic tax increases are affecting them. 

The emendment of the Senator from 
New Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES] would ap- 
ply to only one item in my amendment; 
namely, the item with respect to Mem- 
bers of Congress. Are Senators willing 
to take the tax exemption away from the 
President of the United States, the Vice 
President, and the Speaker of the House, 
yet unwilling to give up their own? I say 
let us correct all or none. 

Mr. President, I am not trying to cut 
the salaries of Members of Congress, but, 
as a matter of principle, there should 
not be any special tax-exempt group in 
this country. I have been arguing that 
ever since I have been in the Senate. I 
argued that point when the dollar was 
worth much more than it is now. If we 
had had the courage to face the problem 
4 or 5 years ago, we could have cured 
the situation long ago. 

I am unalterably opposed to any 
amendment to my amendment which 
would raise salaries at this time, I shall 
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vote against the amendment of the Sen- 


ator from New Hampshire, and, if it is 
adopted, I shall then vote against my 
own amendment as thus amended. 

If the only way for me to take away 
the tax exemption is to give myself a 
Salary increase, so far as I am concerned, 
it can remain exactly where it is. 

Mr. HUNT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New Hampshire yield to 
me? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. 

Mr. HUNT. If the Senator from Del- 
aware has not designed this amendment 
to cut the salaries of Members of Con- 
gress, why does he not replace or re-' 
store the amount of the cut we are go- 
ing to take? l 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I will answer the 
Senator from Wyoming by saying that it, 


is for the same reason that we are not 


restoring the incomes of the millions af- 
fected by this same tax bill. We are not 
restoring the taxable salaries of any, 
other American citizens. We are taking 
from everyone in the country. What I 
am doing today is something that should’ 
have been done 5 or 6 years ago. As the 
Senator from Illinois (Mr. Drrxsen]/ 
pointed out, I do not believe that the 
committee which studied this question 
in the House ever intended that this 
measure providing special tax exemption 
should be enacted. The best argument 
for the repeal of it is the Senator’s own 
argument, when he says that he does not 
want to vote for this amendment because 
it is a salary reduction. That is the best 
argument for voting for my amendment, 
because the Senator admits that these 
tax-exempt allowances were placed in 
the bill as salary measures. 

No Member of Congress nor any other, 
Government official should have a special 
tax credit. When I fill out my tax re- 
turn I get the $1,200 allowance which 
every other American taxpayer gets, plus 
$2,500 additional. The President gets 
his $1,200 plus an extra $50,000. Why? 

The President tells Congress that he 
wishes an increase in taxes. The other 
day the President said that he was call- 
ing on every American citizen to come 
forward in the great emergency, accept 
the tax increase, and make sacrifices. 
He said that everyone, from the Presi- 
dent of the United States down to the 
ditch digger, should enthusiastically ac- 
cept these sacrifices. But unless my 
amendment is adopted his own salary 
will be exempted. 

Mr. HUNT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New Hampshire yield to 
me? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. 

Mr. HUNT. We are voting on a tax 
increase of five and a half or six billion 
dollars. I should like to say to the Sen- 
ator from Delaware that we are increas- 
ing our own taxes as well as the taxes of 
everyone else. This bill is not aimed 
exclusively at our constituents. We 
shall participate in it just as they par- 
ticipate in it. 

I do not quite understand why the 
Senator from Delaware selects this time 
and this particular bill to bring up this 
question, which is certainly very contro- 
versial. It seems to me that it should be 
dealt with in a measure entirely separate 
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from the bill we are now discussing, in- 
stead of being brought up at this time. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New Hampshire yield 
to me? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The reason this 
amendment is offered at this particular 
time is because last year when I offered 
this provision in the form of a bill it 
went to the Civil Service Committee, and 
that committee failed to take action, 
claiming that it was a revenue measure. 
The committee said that I should wait 
and offer it in connection with a tax bill. 
This is the tax bill. We must either vote 
on the question now or else we must say 
that we do not want to take action. 
Failure to adopt this amendment will, in 
effect, be saying that we are willing to 
raise everybody’s taxes except ours. 

Personally I do not think we should 
vote for any tax increase on the rest of 
the American people until the President 
of the United States and the Members of 
Congress are willing to accept their equal 
share of the burden, 

Mr. MORSE. Mr: President, I think 
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Mc- 
CLELLAN] placed his finger on the main 
point when he in effect pointed out the 
very basic principle involved in this is- 
sue, as to whether it was right, when we 
passed the Reorganization Act, to take 
the benefit of a $2,500 nonaccountable 
tax-exempt expense allowance. 

Some of us were opposed to it at that 
time. The Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
Byrp], as well as the Senator from Dela- 
ware [Mr. Witt1aMs], and several other 
Senators felt that it was wrong, as a 
matter of principle, for us to give our- 
selves the benefit of such a discrimina- 
tory advantage. 

When that bill came back from con- 
ference some of us made inquiry as to 
whether or not that principle had been 
retained, and we were told that it had 
been, and that we had no choice, that 
we either had to vote against the entire 
bill as it came from conference, or vote 
for the bill. I voted for the bill. I de- 
clared for the record a reservation with 
regard to this matter. 

I think we ought to consider the ex- 
perience which I am sure has been shared 
by many of us in the Senate since that 
action. I am willing to testify this 
afternoon, in keeping with the principle 
of the confessional, that many in my 
constituency have not been able to 
understand why we did it. I think we 
did a great injustice to the Congress, so 
far as its standing among the people of 
the country is concerned, when we 
passed the reorganization bill with this 
provision in it. 

In my opinion, it has hurt the reputa- 
tion of the Congress. There are millions 
of American people who believe that we 
acted out of a selfish motivation on that 
day, and that we protected our own 
pocketbooks by adopting a principle of 
tax exemption which we were not willing 
to give to the rest of the American tax- 
payers. I believe it has hurt us. The 
Senator from Arkansas is correct when 
he puts his finger on this principle, as 
the Senator from Virginia (Mr. BYRD] 
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has done on many occasions in the past, 
and as the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
WILLTIAUIs] has done. 

The first step we ought to take is to do 
away with our tax exemption of $2,500 
on a non-accountable expense account. 
Of course it can be argued that individu- 
ally we do not have to accept that tax 
exemption, but I think that is a pretty 
fallacious argument, when we lay down, 
as a matter of policy of the Congress, 
that this $2,500 nontaxable, non- 
accountable expense allowance should 
accrue to the Members of the Congress, 
and then say, “If any one Member does 
does not like it he does not have to take 
advantage of it.” The fact remains that, 
in my opinion, it is bad public policy to 
leave that kind of exemption on the stat- 
ute books. I believe we should take 
ourselves out from under it, and that we 
should make perfectly clear to the tax- 
payers that we are not asking for any 
special treatment for ourselves. We 
would have a hard time convincing them 
that that is not exactly what we have 
done. 

I disagree with the Senator from 
Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS] on a position 
he has taken in regard to the point 
which the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire has made as to whether or not 
we ought to go into the question of sala- 
ries of the Members of Congress. I be- 
lieve the American people appreciate our 
taking a forthright and courageous 
stand on these issues, and I do not be- 
lieve that we ought to pass to some agen- 
cy or commission the obligation of judg- 
ing what the salaries in Congress should 
be. I do not know of any people who 
are better qualified to tell the American 
people what the problems of the ex- 
pense of serving in the Senate are than 
the Members of the Senate themselves, 
As the representatives of the people we 
owe it to them to tell them so if we 
honestly believe that the salaries which 
we receive are not sufficiently high to 
give them the type otf representation to 
which they are entitled, and that there 
should not be put upon Members of Con- 
gress a burden which they should not be 
expected to bear if they are going to 
carry out the people’s business in a 
proper way. 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. Not at the moment. I 
wish to finish the thesis of my argu- 
ment, and then I shall yield. I am sure 
that it is nothing new to my colleagues 
sitting on the floor of the Senate this 
evening, but I wish to make the record 
on it, because I believe the taxpayers of 
the country ought to know the facts. 

My colleagues will take judicial notice 
of the fact that even on a $15,000 salary, 
including the $2,500 expense allowance, 
which, as my friend from Delaware said, 
Was really passed by us well knowing 
at the time that what we were doing 
was incorporating it into a salary item 
in the name of a nontaxable, nonac- 
countable expense allowance, it is im- 
possible to do the job if one has family 
obligations and if one has the respon- 
sibility of sending children to school, 
which is.true of most of us. Certainly 
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it cannot be done on a salary of $15,000 
a year. 

What is being done, Mr. President? 
The Members of the Senate who find 
that the salary check at the end of the 
month constitutes their primary source 
of income must find other sources of 
income. There are quite a number of 
us who find ourselves in that position. 
The Senate is not yet a rich man’s club. 
As my friend the Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. Bripces] said earlier in 
the debate, the Senate should be com- 
posed of a cross section of the economic 
groups of America. We should have the 
rich man here; we should have the man 
here from the so-called middle economic 
group; and we should have in this body 
the man from the low-income group, so 
far as personal incomes are concerned. 

The actual experience of those of us 
who find it necessary to try to live on the 
monthly salary check is that we must 
make use of other sources of income to 
supplement the income from our salary. 
Even then most of us find that a serious 
illness within our family would put us in 
the red. Therefore, some of us engage in 
lecturing. Some participate legitimately 
in law practice on a State basis, not in- 
volving Federal questions. Some of us 
find it necessary to continue legitimately 
with commercial enterprises. It just 
happens to be one of the economic reali- 
ties of serving in the Senate. 

I am perfectly willing, in this spirit of 
the confessional, to say that if during 
the year I did not average at least two 
speeches a month with an honorarium, I 
could not economically serve in the Sen- 
ate of the United States I must average 
about $750 over and above the amount of 
money I get from my senatorial check to 
meet expenses. 

I once made an offer to Miss Strauss, of 
the League of Women Voters—I believe 
it was 3 years ago, or perhaps it was 4 
years ago—when we were discussing the 
economic aspects of service in the United 
States Senate, to make my office and pri- 
vate accounts available to any committee 
of the League of Women Voters, with the 
suggestion that they get 3 or 4 other 
Senators and 3 or 4 Representatives to 
do likewise. The purpose was to let them 
make a study for 1 year of what it ac- 
tually costs a Member of the Senate and 
a Member of the House to serve in Con- 
gress. In other words, I would let them 
make that study as a basis of educating 
the American people concerning some of 
the economic facts connected with serv- 
ing in Congress. I regret that the League 
of Women Voters did not see fit to carry 
out the suggestion. Such a project would 
be very educational. I repeat the offer, 
and I make the same offer now to any 
other responsible group. I do so because 
I believe the American people should 
have the facts with regard to the ex- 
penses involved. 

I do not believe we should in part meet 
the problem on the basis of the principle, 
which we adopted when we enacted the 
Reorganization Act, of giving ourselves a 
$2,500 tax-exempt, nonaccountable ex- 
pense account. I do not believe we can 
square it very well with a sense of fair 
play, which I believe is typical of the 
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average American voter. One just can- 
not reconcile what we did with what the 
voter believes ought to be the rules of 
the game, equally and uniformly played 
by all taxpayers. I believe the voter is 
right about it. I have never been able 
to reconcile it. 

Let-us look at some of the extra ex- 
penses—which are not individual to 
me—which go with service in the Senate. 
I should like to have the ear of some of 
my friends and colleagues in the Senate 
who serve on the Committee on Rules 
and Administration. I believe they have 
been following a policy in regard to re- 
quirements and procedures with respect 
to senatorial expenses which has not 
been very wise. Let us take the matter 
of telegrams, particularly with respect to 
the new rule which was adopted this 
year regarding telegrams, greatly reduc- 
ing the number of telegrams which a 
Member of the Senate may send. In 
carrying out what I consider to be the 
people’s business, particular hardships 
are placed on the Members of the Senate 
who live a considerable distance from 
Washington, D. C., where a letter will not 
reach a constituent quickly. 

If there were abuses in connection 
with sending of telegrams, and if tele- 
grams were being sent not for carrying 
on the people’s business, that situation 
could be checked, without laying down 
the kind of limitation which the Com- 
mittee on Rules and Administration has 
laid down with the telegraph restriction 
this year. 

Mr. President, I should like to see a 
calculation made of the actual net cost 
of sending a short telegram in handling 
a problem for a constituent in one’s home 
State and of the net cost of a letter to 
the same constituent. I would say that 
the difference in cost would not be nearly 
so much as many people seem to believe. 

The result of the rule with respect to 
telegrams, which the Committee on 
Rules and Administration has laid down, 
will cost some of us living in the West 
several hundred dollars out of our own 
pockets, because we cannot possibly 
carry on the people’s business under that 
regulation, 

Let us go into the question of telephone 
messages. It was pointed out by my 
good friend, the Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. BripcEs] that in almost 
any office downtown the same restric- 
tions are not imposed which we find in 
the Senate under the rules which have 
been laid down for the use of the tele- 
phone. There again, I believe we ought 
to be allowed to make our own record 
in the use of the telephone. If we ear- 
nestly believe that in carrying on the 
people’s business a telephone call will 
expedite the handling of a constituent’s 
business in Washington, we ought to be 
allowed to use the telephone. 

A few days ago I was greatly embar- 
rassed when, in telephoning to the editor 
of a newspaper in my home State, I had 
to make the telephone call collect be- 
cause I no longer had available funds 
with which to make that call on my own 
budget. I simply cannot afford to make 
the long-distance telephone calls which 
should be made to my State, but which 
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cannot be made within the budget I have 
available. I do not need to tell my col- 
leagues in the Senate that it does not 
leave a very good impression with one’s 
constituents to be telephoning to them 
collect. However, we have to think of 
our own personal financial obligations 
and responsibilities in weighing the kind 
of reaction we may make by making col- 
lect telephone calls. 

This afternoon something has been 
said about stamps. Let us consider the 
case of Members of Congress who live 
in States remote from Washington. 
What do we suppose will be the reaction 
of a constituent when he writes to his 
Senator—as a constituent usually does 
only when he wishes to refer to a sub- 
ject which he regards as important, and 
which he thinks needs handling—and 
thereafter receives from his Senator a 
reply which is sent to him in a franked 
envelope. .That constituent’s reaction 
very naturally is, “My Senator must not 
think enough of my request to bother to 
use an air-mail stamp in replying to it.” 

Of course, Mr. President, there is also 
the factor that a Member of Congress 
generally receives mail in proportion to 
the population of his State. That factor 
should be considered. At the same time 
we find that Members of Congress from 
some States of small population receive 
rather heavy mail, even as compared 
with the mail received by Senators com- 
ing from States of large population. 
However, no account is taken of those 
factors and other items of expense which 
are not covered by the office budgets we 
Have available. 

Furthermore, on many occasions we 
find that when a certain issue is before 
the Congress and when we become in- 


' volved in a controversy in the course of 


sponsoring a bill, for instance, and when 
we find that controversy causes a large 
volume of mail to descend upon our of- 
fices, an amount of mail so large that 
we cannot begin to handle it with our 
own office force, we have to employ ex- 
tra office help, and that expense comes 
out of our own pockets. 

Thus, Mr. President, I could enumer- 
ate a long list of extra expenses in con- 
nection with carrying on the business 
of our office, expenses which a Senator 
who is trying to do a conscientious job 
as a Member of the Senate cannot 
pay out of his salary, because his office- 
expense budget cannot begin to meet 
those expenses. 

Then there is the matter of travel, 


Let us be frank about it, Mr. President, - 
Again I speak in behalf of some Sena- 


tors who live some distance away from 
Washington. As realistic politicians, we 
know that we cannot come to Washing- 
ton and stay here for 11 months and 
never return to our home States during 
that time, and expect to find very many 
political fences in good repair there at 
the end of the 11 months. That is only 
one of the political realities of the job. 
Therefore, if we wish to report to the 
people on the facts about our records, 
we have to return to our home States 
several times during the year, and we 
have to pay out of our own pockets the 
expense of those trips. 
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For instance, I cannot travel by air- 
plane or by railroad from Washington 
to my home State and spend a week or 
10 days there, on such a so-called fence- 
mending trip, without being required to 
spend a minimum of $500 for the trip. 
That expense is an inseparable part of 
the cost of service in the Senate. 

The American people will understand 
and appreciate those facts, once they 


_ are told about them, Mr. President. 


I agree with the Senator from New 
Hampshire that we should not be so son- 
sitive about facing the salary problem. 

One other item of expense which we 
have not met adequately, either by 
means of the Reorganization Act or un- 
der the policies of the Committee on 
Rules and Administration, is the expense 
for research help in our offices. The Re- 
organization Act does not begin to pro- 
vide the research assistants we need, 
In our work on various bills we find our- 
selves constantly faced with well- 
financed lobbies, both Government lob- 
bies and private lobbies, with large staffs 
of research assistants. Sometimes I 
marvel, Mr. President, that Members of 
the Senate do the remarkably fine job 
they do, both in debate and in commit- 
tee work, when I stop to think of the very 
limited staff Senators have to help them 
prepare the technical matter that must 
be prepared if we are to meet the power- 
ful groups, Government and private, 
who are lobbying for special interests . 
in connection with various bills. 

I think we are overlooking our respon- 
sibilities to the people of the United 
States when we do not provide ourselves 
with more adequate help, because we are 
the advocates of the public’s interest in 
these matters, and I do not believe we 
can justify trying to carry on the pub- 
lic’s business when we know we are not 
adequately financing the staffs we need 
in order to protect the public's interest. 

There, again, I think the voters would 
agree with us, once they came to under- 
stand the facts in regard to the financial 
costs of serving in this body. 

There are many other expenses which 
I might list; but I believe we cannot 
justify continuing what I think was a 
wrong principle which was adopted whe 
the Reorganization Act was passed. 
agree with the Senator from Arkansas, 
the Senator from Virginia, and the Sen-' 
ator from Delaware that in this tax bill 
we should take ourselves out from under, 
the special benefits which we voted for 
ourselves when we adopted this expense 
allowance; and then I think we should 
join at once with the Senator from New 
Hampshire in facing the question of 
how much we should increase congres- 
sional salaries, knowing very well the 
kind and variety of expenses we meet. 

I do not know whether $22,500 is the 
proper figure or whether $20,000 is the 
proper figure; but I am satisfied that 
we cannot justify a figure less than $20,- 
000 if we are going to be fair to our 
constituents and if we are going to re- 
lieve ourselves of some of the extra bur- 
dens we have to assume in order to meet 
the expenses of a Senator’s job. 

Mr. IVES, Mr. President, will the Sen- 
ator yield? ‘ 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CLE- 
mENts in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Oregon yield to the Senator from 
New York? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr. IVES. I should like to ask the 
distinguished Senator from Oregon 
whether he feels that the expenses which 
are legitimately attributable to the work 
we do in Washington, the expenses which 
are connected with our positions in the 
Senate, should be allowed as deductions 
for income-tax purposes. 

Mr, MORSE. I think they should be 
allowed as deductions fully accountable 
for in our income-tax returns, but not 
including living expenses. 

I do not share the view—and on this 
point I differ with my good friend, the 
Senator from New Hampshire—that our 
living expenses in the District of Colum- 
bia should be deductible. I think we 
must face the fact that inherent in the 
job, when one runs for election to Con- 
gress, is the understanding in the con- 
tract he enters into with the voters that 
in order to perform the duties of his of- 
fice he will have to move to Washington 
and will have to live there. I think we 
incur that obligation ourselves when we 
run for office. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I shall yield in a mo- 
ment. 

Mr. President, I do not believe that ob- 
ligation goes so far that the people would 
feel that we should also assume the ob- 
ligation of paying for the extra office ex- 
penses to which I have referred. I would 
find it difficult to reconcile myself to the 
view that it would be right and proper to 
deduct my living expenses in Washing- 
ton; but I certainly think it would be 
proper to deduct what we can actually 
say are the extra office expenses of the 
job which are not covered by the office 
budget which is provided for our work. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield to the Senator 
from New York. 

Mr. IVES. The Senator from New 
York would again like to inquire of the 
Senator with reference to the attitude 
he would take regarding the propriety 
of Members of Congress being allowed 
the same privilege with regard to deduc- 
tions for income-tax purposes as those 
which are allowed people in private life. 
That means simply this: It seems to me 
to be very clear that as Members of the 
Senate, or as people holding Government 
positions, we should be given the same 
privilege to deduct which is given to peo- 
ple in private industry, in private work, 
and in private effort. 

I fully agree with the Senator’s ob- 
servation with respect to the $2,500 ex- 
pense allowance, which I myself do not 
approve. I think that ought to be elim- 
inated. But by the same token I do 
not see why we should not have the same 
privilege, the same right, which is given 
to every other American citizen in every 
other walk of life, namely, to deduct the 
expenses which are directly attributable 
to the work in which he is engaged, and 
that in this particular instance applies 
also to living expenses insofar as hous- 
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ing is concerned, and insofar as those 
expenses are above and beyond what one 
would actually have in his own home, if 
he had to maintain an establishment 
himself. 

Mr. MORSE. There is a certain 
amount of merit. In fact, there is a 
great deal of merit in the observation of 
the Senator from New York. But I would 
still draw distinctions, Mr. President, 
between service in the Congress and the 
expenses of one engaged in a commer- 
cial enterprise who comes to Washing- 
ton or who goes to New York or to any 
other place on a business trip. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I decline to yield at the 
moment. I may say to the Senator from 
New York that I think there is a differ- 
ence between the case of the man en- 
gaged in a business enterprise and the 
kind of obligation which a man in public 
life incurs, when he comes to Washing- 
ton to live to carry on the work of the 
Senate or the House, knowing full well 
when he ran for the office that it was 
obligatory on his part to make that move, 
and that for the period of ‘ime while he 
was living in Washington, that was in 
effect his place of residence. I think his 
case is quite different from that of an 
industrialist in New York who comes to 
Washington or who goes to Chicago for a 
week or 10 days, stopping at a hotel and 
incurring expenses in connection with a 
business trip. There is quite a distinc- 
tion both as to motivation and as to 
prior notice. We were put on notice 
when we ran for the office that that kind 
of expense went inherently with the job. 
I repeat, however, what I said before, 
that we are in a position to protect our- 


selves legitimately from extra expenses 


over and above living expenses. 
Mr. IVES rose. 

Mr. MORSE. I yield to the Senator 
from New York. 

Mr. IVES. The question I had desired 


to ask the distinguished Senator he has 


already answered. I was going to ask 
him whether he did not feel, then, that 
the alternative is to provide ourselves 
with an increase in compensation or 
salary, as he has suggested. 

4 Mr. MORSE. Les; I think we should 

o so, 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, the 
question has been raised as to the mat- 
ter of extra expenditures in our offices 
and extra expenses in the performance 
of our duty. Under section 23 (a) of 
the existing law, and section 48 (d), 
there is specifically spelled out the fact 
that any Member of Congress, or any 
man holding public office, who spends 
money out of his own pocket in the per- 
formance of his duties, may deduct those 
as legitimate expenses. This amend- 
ment has nothing whatever to do with 
that provision. We are already entitled 
to this exemption and will continue 
exempt so far as this type of expense is 
concerned. 

Mr. MORSE. I want to say to the 
Senator from Delaware, the fact that he 
can deduct such items as expenses does 
not mean that he can include those ex- 
penses in his tax return. It is not meant 
to cover his out-of-pocket money. I am 


SEPTEMBER 26 


talking about what is happening to the 
poor man in the Senate, the man of 
small means who cannot afford to pay 
the extra expenses unless he finds other 
sources of income, 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Iam speaking to the 
Senator from Oregon, and I think he will 
agree with me that the place to take care 
of that question is not when a tax bill is 
before the Senate. This is not the place 
to discuss it. I hope no Senator will 
support this amendment as an excuse to 
raise his own salary. I am offering the 
amendment as a matter of principle. 
Let us vote on it accordingly. 

Mr. MORSE. I think there is some- 
thing in what the Senator says, but the 
questions are so interrelated that I do 
not believe any great or heinous crime 
would be committed if the subject should 
be dealt with in this bill, 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Oregon yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield to the Senator 
from Florida. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I invite the Senator’s 
attention to one item which I think he 
has not as yet mentioned, though he may 
have it in mind. It is that, admitting 
the truth of the statement of the Sen- 
ator that anyone running for the office 
of Senator has complete knowledge of 
the fact that extra expenses of living are 
involved, many Senators now serving in 
the Senate ran for office and were elected 
after the passage of the legislative reor- 
ganization bill, and they have a complete 
right to rely upon the continuance of 
the provision made at the time they of- 
fered themselves for office, to the effect 
that $2,500 was allowed over and above 
the stipend of $12,500, to be a tax-free 
allowance. In the making of their plans 
on that assumption they were thoroughly 
within their rights. As a matter of fact, 
their engagement was in the nature of a 
contract, and they have a complete right 
to expect at least what was provided in 
the law. Speaking for that group of 
Senators, whom I think both the Senator 
from Oregon and the Senator from Flor- 
ida represent, insofar as their economic 
status is concerned, it seems to the Sen- 
ator from Florida that there is a real 
consideration there which must not be 
lost sight of, and which is in the nature 
of an assurance given to a large group 
of Senators now belonging to this body. 

I desire to call that matter to the 
attention of the distinguished Senator 
from Oregon, and to invite his comments 
with reference thereto. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I appre- 
ciate the views of the Senator from 
Florida. I do not go all the way with 
him. I think that the only right such 
candidates for the Senate had was the 
right to hope that there might not be 
any change in the law, but they certainly 
knew when they ran for office that it 
would be almost impossible to predict 
what the Congress of the United States 
might do on any piece of legislation, in- 
cluding salary legislation, during their 
tenure of office. 

I also seriously question whether, ex- 
cept in a very loose way, it would be 
appropriate to say that any contract was 
entered into. I think that once they 
were elected, they owed the duty to the 
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very people who voted for them to ex- 
amine the salary structure of the Con- 
gress to determine for themselves wheth- 
er a wrong principle was involved in it, 
and I believe that if they find there is, 
then they have the duty to vote to elim- 
inate that principle, even though it 
might cost them $2,500, which they took 
for granted, when they ran for office, 
they might receive while they served in 
the Senate. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. MORSE. I was about to yield 
the floor. I yield to the Senator from 
South Carolina. 

Mr. MAYBANK. The distinguished 
Presiding Officer (Mr. Monroney in the 
chair) was a member of the conference 
on the Reorganization Act. I had the 
pleasure, the night the conference re- 
port was brought to the Senate, of talk- 
ing to the distinguished Senator from 
Wisconsin, former Senator La Follette, 
in connection with some things which 
have been brought up here. I refer par- 
ticularly to the salaries of administra- 
tive officers, and so forth, which I voted 
against, 

On the Rules Committee, of which I 
was a member before the Reorganization 
Act became effective, I served long with 
former Senator Bankhead, as the Sena- 
tor from Oklahoma knows. 

I should like to ask the Senator from 
Oregon a question. He proposes a solu- 
tion for all this difficulty, and I join 
him in his position that the income taxes 
of Senators should be published and the 
public should know where the money 
comes from. It would do me no good, 


whether there was $2,500 or $25,000 in 


an expense account. I do not under- 
stand why the Senator from Oregon 
does not propose an amendment to make 
public the income taxes of Members of 
Congress, I join the Senator from Ore- 
gon and congratulate him. I am willing 
to make mine public, and I hope that 
will. be some answer to the question 
brought up. I cannot speak for the Sen- 
ator from New Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES], 
but I believe that he feels the same way. 

Mr. MORSE. I thank the Senator, 
I have a long-pending resolution to pub- 
lish the incomes of Members of Congress, 
but I seriously question whether it would 
be appropriate to add it to the bill which 
is now under consideration. I seriously 
question whether it should be attached 
to a tax bill. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I want the Senator 
from Oregon to know that I am abso- 
lutely sincere in what I have stated. 

Mr. MORSE, I think my resolution 
will be on the floor of the Senate within 
the next 10 days as a part of another 
proposal which is being made to the Sen- 
ate in connection with the report of the 
Subcommittee on Ethics in Govern- 
ment. I do not care to say more at this 
time for fear someone will say I am 
jumping the gun on some report. I do 
wish to say, however, that a principle of 
the Morse resolution has been approved 
by a good many members of the com- 
mittee. I think that such a resolution 
would be very helpful and would do no 
harm to anyone whose conduct has been 
proper. 

XCVII—765 
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Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr. MAYBANK. In the 1920’s, when 
I was in business, names were published 
in the newspapers in connection with 
income taxes. I was proud that my 
name was in the newspaper, showing I 
had enough sense to make some money. 
I think it is the duty of Congress to bring 
to the people of the United States in- 
formation as to the salaries and other 
income Members of Congress receive, 
rather than to take away $2,500 which 
to many of them does not mean very 
much but to others might deprive them 
= que opportunity to be in this august 

ody. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor by saying that I think this is 
the time for us forthrightly to meet both 
the question of expense and the question 
of salary. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I 
should like to address a question to the 
distinguished majority leader and the 
distinguished chairman of the Commit- 
tee on Post Office and Civil Service. I 
understand there is a bill which has been 
reported having to do with a civic com- 
mission to be appointed by the President, 
the Chief Justice, and the Vice President, 
to make a study and determination of 
congressional salaries, Is that correct? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
There is a joint resolution providing for 
the establishment of a commission to 
study the question and to make recom- 
mendations to the Congress within 3 
months. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I 
should like to ask a question of the ma- 
jority leader. 

I I do not think we should consider sal- 
aries in connection with the pending 
bill, but I thought it was wise that we 
have a discussion of the subject. If such 
a bill is reported, will it receive the con- 
sideration of the Senate? 

Mr. McFARLAND. So far as I am 
concerned, I should be perfectly willing 
to have it receive the consideration of 
the Senate. 

Mr. BRIDGES. In that case, Mr. 
President, I withdraw my amendment 
to the Williams amendment with refer- 
ence to the item of $22,500, and move 
that the so-called Williams amendment 
be laid upon the table, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. Bripces] to lay on the table the 
Williams amendment. The question is 
not debatable. 

Mr. KNOWLAND and other Senators 
requested the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator will state it. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, may 
I offer an amendment to the Williams 
amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Not at 
this time. The motion to table the Wil- 
liams amendment has already been made 
ang pe yeas and nays have been or- 

ered. 
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Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator will state it. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. What is the precise 
question now before the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
BripcEs] to lay on the table the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Dela- 
ware [Mr. WILLIAMS]. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Aiken Hendrickson McMahon 
Bennett Hennings Millikin 
Benton Hickenlooper Monroney 
Bricker Hill Moody 
Bridges Hoey Morse 
Butler, Md. Holland Mundt 
Butler, Nebr. Hunt Neely 
Cain Ives Nixon 
Capehart Jenner Pastore 
Carlson Johnson, Tex. Robertson 
Johnston, S. C. Russell 
Clements Kefauver Saltonstall 
Connally Kem Schoeppel 
Cordon Kerr Smathers 
Douglas Kilgore Smith, Maine 
Dworshak Knowland Smith, N. J 
Eastland Langer Smith, N. O. 
Ecton Lodge Sparkman 
Ellender Long Stennis 
Ferguson Magnuson Underwood 
Flanders Malone Watkins 
Frear Martin Welker 
Pulbright Maybank Wiley 
George McCarthy Williams 
Gillette McClellan Young 
Green McFarland 
Hayden McKellar 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Monroney in the chair). A quorum is 


present. 

The question is on the motion of the 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
Brivces] to table the amendment of the 
Senator from Delaware. The yeas and 
nays have been ordered, and the clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON] is absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD] 
is absent because of illness in his family, 
and if present would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Cuavez], the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr, HumpuHrey], the Senator from Colo- 
rado [Mr. JoHNnson], the Senator from 
New York [Mr. LEHMAN], the Senator 
from Nevada [Mr. McCarran], the Sen- 
ator from Montana [Mr. Murray], the 
Senator from Maryland [Mr. O’'Conor], 
and the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
O’ManHonEy] are absent on official 
business. 

I announce that on this vote the Sen- 
ator from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ] is 
paired with the Senator from Maryland 
[Mr. O'Conor]. If present and voting, 
the Senator from New Mexico would vote 
“yea,” and the Senator from Maryland 
would vote “nay.” 

Mr.SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Maine [Mr. BREWSTER] 
is absent on official business. 
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The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
THYE] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. Tosey] is absent because of illness, 

The Senator from Nebraska IMr. 
Wuerry] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRK- 
SEN], the Senator from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. Durr], and the Senator from Ohio 
(Mr. Tart] are detained on Official 
business, 

The result was announced—yeas 34, 
nays 45, as follows: 


YEAS—34 

Benton Hoey McFarland 
Bridges Holland McKellar 
Clements Hunt McMahon 

Johnson, Tex. Monroney 
Ellender Johnston, S. C. Pastore 
Fulbright Kefauver Russell 
George Kerr Smathers 
Green Kilgore Smith, N. C. 
Hayden Long Sparkman 
Hennings Magnuson Underwood 
Hickenlooper Malone 

Maybank 

NAYS—45 

Aiken Flanders Morse 
Bennett Frear Mundt 
Bricker Gillette Neely 
Butler, Md Hendrickson Nixon 
Butler, Nebr, Ives Robertson 
Cain Jenner Saltonstall 
Capehart Kem Schoeppel 
Carlson Knowland Smith, Maine 
Case Langer Smith, N. J. 
Co Lodge Stennis ? 
Cordon Martin Watkins 

McCarthy Welker 
Dworshak McClellan Wiley 
Eastland Millikin Williams 
Ferguson Moody Young 

NOT VOTING—17 

Anderson Humphrey O'Mahoney 
Brewster Johnson, Colo. Taft 
Byrd Lehman Thye 
Chavez 1 McCarran Tobey 
Dirksen Murray Wherry 
Duft O'Conor 


So, the motion to table was rejected. 
| Mr. WILLIAMS and Mr. McFARLAND 
addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Delaware. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Does the Senator 
from Arizona wish to make a statement? 
Mr. McFARLAND. Les. I wish to 
make a statement. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from Arizona. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
certainly hope that amendments to in- 
crease the salaries of Members of Con- 
gress will not be offered to this amend- 
ment. If Senators feel that their ex- 
penses are less than $2,500, and that 
their expense allowance should be taxed, 
it is their privilege to vote for this 
amendment. However, I do not think 
the Senate of the United States should 
consider a salary increase for its Mem- 
bers while we are working on tax legisla- 
tion to raise additional revenue. 

Mr. MAYBANK, Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McFARLAND. In a moment I 
shall be glad to yield. 

Personally I find it necessary to spend 
more than $2,500 for extra expenses, but 
it is all right with me if the Senate wants 
to do away with the tax-exempt $2,500 
allowance. 

Regardless of the action taken on this 
amendment, I think it would be a very 
poor example of sacrifice for us to take 
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action to raise our salaries on a tax bill. 
I hope the Senate will not even attempt 
to do so. Let us go ahead and eliminate 
the tax exemption, but do not raise the 
salaries. Let any action regarding Sen- 
ators’ salaries be taken by separate legis- 
lation in the manner suggested by the 
distinguished Senator from New Hamp- 
shire [Mr. BRIDGES]. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I yield. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I thoroughly agree 
with the distinguished majority leader. 
I would not be one to vote for salary in- 
creases. This is a revenue bill. 

One thing which might be of some ben- 
efit would be to find out the source of in- 
come of all Senators. That subject has 
been discussed for a long time. I am 
willing to join the Senator from Oregon 
(Mr. Morse] in his effort to require a 
disclosure of the source of Senators’ in- 
comes. Information with respect to my 
income will be public property for any- 
one who wants it, 

I shall vote against the amendment of 
the Senator from Delaware to eliminate 
the tax exemption with respect to the 
$2,500 allowance. That makes no dif- 
ference to me. I do not intend to vote to 
raise my own salary. This is a revenue 
bill, and not a salary bill. I thoroughly 
agree with the majority leader. How- 
ever, it is about time for the people to 
know where the income of Members of 
Congress comes from. 

This amendment would affect also 
Members of the House of Representa- 
tives. It would deny them the $2,500 ex- 
pense allowance. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, it 
is all right to vote for a proposal to re- 
quire a disclosure of the source of the in- 
come of Members of Congress. 

Mr. MAYBANK. That is what I was 
referring to. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
have sufficient confidence in Senators to 
believe that the income of every Senator 
is legitimate. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I did not intimate 
otherwise. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Some people feel 
that their private business is their own 
affair and should not be made public so 
long as it is completely honest. If men 
of ability are to be induced to come to the 
Senate, they should not be humiliated by 
having someone make unfair use of in- 
formation with respect to their source of 
income. If that is permitted it is pos- 
sible that we shall have a hard time get- 
ting able men to come to the Congress. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I never suggested 
such a thing. That is not a fair reply to 
whatIsaid. Iam not charging any Sen- 
ator with ever having done wrong. I 
simply made the statement that the 
Senator from Oregon had had before the 
committee for a long time a resolution 
requiring such disclosure. 

Mr. HUNT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MCFARLAND. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Wyoming. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I yielded to the 
Senator from Wyoming for a question 
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Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it, 

Mr.KNOWLAND. Who has the floor? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
majority leader has the floor, and has 
yielded to the Senator from Wyoming. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Oh, no, Mr. Presi- 
dent. I have the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
STENNIS in the chair). The Chair is in 
error. The Senator from Delaware has 
the floor, and has yielded. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I had yielded to the 
Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCFARLAND]. 
I thought he wanted to make a statement 
about the program for tonight. I did 
not know that he wished to make a 
speech on the amendment. However, I 
will yield to him for that purpose pro- 
vided I do not lose the floor. 

Mr. HUNT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Delaware yield to me so 
that I may ask a question of the major- 
ity leader? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield with the un- 
derstanding that I do not lose the floor, 

Mr. HUNT. The Senator from Ari- 
zona stated that he did not believe it was 
proper to increase our salaries on a tax 
bill. Iask him how he feels he can jus- 
tify, or how any other Senator can jus- 
an reducing our salaries on the same 


Mr. McFARLAND, In answer to the 
Senator’s question I may say that I am 
not asking that salaries or compensa- 
tion be reduced. If the Senate wants to 
act to take away from Members of Con- 
gress the privilege of receiving an ex- 
emption on allowances to which they 
are now entitled, it has a right to do so. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Vermont. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Vermont with the under- 
standing that I do not lose the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Delaware has the floor. 
To whom does he yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I ask unanimous 
consent that I may yield to the Senator 
from Vermont without losing the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the Senator from Delaware 
yielding to the Senator from Vermont 
without losing the floor? The Chair 
hears none. 

Mr. AIKEN. Not having heard all the 
debate before voting, I thought I was 
voting for a salary decrease for Members 
of Congress. I think we will be rid- 
iculed for that. Nevertheless, that is 
the situation. 

What I should like to know now is 
whether we are voting on a salary de- 
crease or a salary increase of $2,500. 
In the discussicn preceding the vote was 
it anticipated by any Member of the 
Senate that the necessary expenses in 
connection with the senatorial office 
should be deductible? It makes a dif- 
ference. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I wish merely to 
appeal to Senators not to adopt the 
salary-increase amendment. If they 


wish to attach e salary-decrease amend- 


1951 


ment to a tax bill, that is up to them. 
Certainly I do not believe that we ought 
to increase our salaries in this bill. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Delaware please explain 
whether we are voting for an increase in 
salary or a decrease in net income? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, the 
pending amendment, which has been 
offered by the Senator from Delaware, 
merely provides that the $15,000, which 
we are now getting, will all be classified 
as salary, and shall be fully taxable. To 
the extent that the present $2,500 ex- 
emption will be made taxable it consti- 
tutes.a decrease in salary. The salary- 
increase amendment offered by the Sen- 
ator from New Hampshire to which the 
Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCFARLAND] 
has referred, has been withdrawn. As 
the amendment now at the desk stands, 
it is the same amendment which is on 
the desk of every Senator. It would 
make the full congressional salary of 
$15,000 taxable. It would make the full 
$40,000 of the Vice President and the 
full $40,000 of the Speaker of the House 
taxable. It would make the full $150,000 
of the President of the United States 
taxable. 

As I stated before, I never offered the 
amendment on the basis of the increased 
revenue involved. I know that the 
amount of increased revenue provided 
by the amendment is insignificant in 
comparison with the total amount in 
the bill. 

But the American people will accept 
this tax increase in a better spirit if we 
will set the example by repealing our 
special exemption. 

No one disputes the fact that this 
is the place to offer the amendment. 
This is the only place, according to what 
we have always been told. Early this 
year when I introduced a special bill, 
which was referred to the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service, that com- 
mittee advised me that they thought the 
bill should be submitted as an amend- 
ment to a revenue-producing measure, 
This is the first revenue-producing 
measure which we have had before the 
Senate since Congress has been in ses- 
sion this year. 

I offered a similar amendment last 
year and the year before. It was de- 
feated. I believe that as a matter of 
principle we should adopt the measure, 
If necessary to overcome some of the 
arguments, and in order to get action 
and to pass the amendment as it is, 
namely, as a clean amendment, without 
any salary increase or anything else at- 
tached to it, I would modify my amend- 
ment by making the effective date 
throughout the amendment January 3, 
1953. In that way, if any Member of 
Congress wishes to run for office again 
he will know exactly what he is doing. 
This would leave every Representative 
and Senator, and the President of the 
United States, the Vice President, and 
the Speaker of the House to continue as 
is until January 3, 1953. I would much 
prefer doing it now. I believe it should 
be done now. However, I think the im- 


portant thing is that we should get it 
done this way if we cannot get it done 
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any other way. I would make such a 
compromise though only with the under- 
standing that no other amendments will 
be offered and the Senate will give me a 
clear cut vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
STENNIS in the chair). The Senator 
from Delaware will suspend until the 
Chair tries to get order in the Senate. 
Senators will take their seats. Visitors 
to the Senate will please sit down in the 
rear of the Chamber and remain quiet. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Delaware has the floor. 
If visitors in the Chamber do not re- 
main quiet, the Chair will ask the Ser- 
geant at Arms to assist the Chair in 
preserving order. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Does it take unani- 
mous consent to modify my amendment, 
in view of the fact that the yeas and 
nays have been ordered? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. In order that we 
may settle the question and get a de- 
cision tonight, I ask unanimous consent 
that my amendment be modified to pro- 
vee the effective date of January 3, 
1951. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. I object! 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard, 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Very well. I shall 
leave the amendment as it is, and I shall 
resist any amendment to increase the 
salaries of the President, the Vice Presi- 
dent, and Members of Congress, as well 
as any special provisions other than 
those which are extended to business- 
men, I shall insist on a vote on the 
amendment. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I offer an 
amendment to the amendment of the 
Senator from Delaware. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment to the 
amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. In lieu of the para- 
graph in the Williams amendment which 
changes the compensation of Senators 
and Representatives from $12,500 to 
$15,000, and in lieu of the paragraph 
repealing paragraph (b) of section 601 
of the Legislative Reorganization Act 
of 1946 (Public Law 601—79th Cong.), 
it is proposed to amend said paragraph 
(b) by striking out thereof the follow- 
ing words: “for which no tax liability 
shall incur, or accounting be made.” 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, the lan- 
guage contained in the amendment of- 
fered by the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
WILLIAMS! proposes to amend section 
601 of the Legislative Reorganization 
Act of 1946 by changing the figure 
“$12,500” to the figure 815,000.“ Then 
it would strike out the second paragraph 
of the act, which is paragraph (b). 

If the amendment is adopted in the 
form in which it now appears, that is, 
if the Williams amendment is adopted, 
as offered, the compensation of a Mem- 


ber of Congress will not be $12,500, but. 
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it will be $15,000, and there will be 
stricken the following paragraph: 

(b) Effective on the day on which the 
Eightieth Congress convenes there shall be 
paid to each Senator, Representative in Con- 
gress, Delegate from the Territories— 


And so forth— 
an expense allowance of $2,500 per annum to 
assist in defraying expenses relating to, or 
resulting from the discharge of his official 
duties, for which no tax liability shall incur, 
or accounting be made; such sum to be paid 
in equal monthly installments. 


The whole issue arises because there 
is included in the Legislative Reorgan- 
ization Act the words: “for which no tax 
liability shall occur, or accounting be 
made.” That is the whole issue. That 
is the whole question involved. It has 
relation to the principle of morals or 
ethics, or whatever we wish to call it, 
as to whether or not we shall have an 
allowance for which we do not have to 
make any accounting. It is involved in 
the words: “for which no tax liability 
shall incur, or accounting be made.” 

My proposal is to strike our the offend- 
ing words which make the expense al- 
lowance not subject to accounting and 
not subject to taxation. Therefore, in- 
stead of increasing the compensation 
from $12,500 to $15,000, the amend- 
ment would leave the compensation at 
$12,500, and it would leave the expense 
allowance of $2,500, but it would strike 
out the words: “for which no tax liabil- 
ity shall incur, or accounting be made.” 
In ocher words, the $2,500 would be paid 
to us, but it would be an expense allow- 
ance which would be subject to account- 
ability. We would be in the same situa- 
tion as anyone else in that respect. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CASE. Yes. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. What would be 
the effect of the amendment offered by 
the Senator from South Dakota relative 
to the expense account of the Vice Presi- 
dent, the Speaker of the House, and the 
President of the United States? 

Mr. CASE. My amendment to the 
Williams amendment would not touch 
those items. The Williams amendment 
takes care of that. My amendment does 
not go to that point. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CASE. Yes. 

Mr. CAPEHART. What expenses 
would be charged against the $2,500 
allowance? Would it be railroad fare, 
hotel expense, or rent? What would the 
$2,500 cover? 

Mr. CASE. In my own opinion—and 
that is all I can give—the Bureau of In- 
ternal Revenue would have to make a 
ruling on the point. In the so-called 
Jarman letter, which was written by Mr. 
Schoeneman to Mr. Jarman, it is held 
that “amounts expended in 1947 by a 
Member of Congress for expenses relat- 
ing to or resulting from the discharge of 
his official duties, including his meals 
and lodging while in Washington, D. C., 
may be offset against the $2,500 expense 
allowance for that year.” 

The letter which the distinguished 
Senator from Utah presented today indi- 
cates that the Internal Revenue Bureau: 
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has changed the ruling on that phase 
of the subject. On that point I should 
like to suggest that if we wipe out the 
$2,500 expense allowance, we wipe out 
any basis in law for allowing anything 
particularly as expenses of Members of 
Congress. If we let stand in the form 
which I suggest the paragraph of the 
Legislative Reorganization Act which 
provides a $2,500 expense allowance, we 
would merely be saying that the amount 
shall be accountable for tax purposes, 
If we strike out the paragraph, we de- 
stroy the expense allowance theory, and 
we merely increase the salary from 
$12,500 to $15,000. I think the legisla- 
tive history would be much clearer if we 
simply were to delete the offending words 
and were to leave ourselves with a salary 
of $12,500 and an expense allowance of 
$2,500, because then there would be a 
basis for allowing expenses. 

Mr. President, I am not anxious to use 
all the time available to me; I am per- 
fectly willing to have the vote taken 
now. 
| Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from South Dakota hoe Be 
' Mr. CASE. I yield. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I hope the Senator. 
from South Dakota will not press his 


amendment to my amendment, because 


his amendment would spell out a special 


consideration for the Members of Con- 5 


gress than that provided by the re- 


mainder of the amendment for the Pres- . 


ident, the Vice President, and the 
Speaker of the House. That is wrong. 


I do not think we should set up two 


different groups. 

Rather than to do that, I would much 
prefer to follow my original compromise, 
namely, to make the effective date of my 
amendment January 3, 1953. To accept 
your amendment would mean that we 
are willing to take away the exemption 
of the President and Vice President but 


not our own. I want to remove all or 


none effective on the same date. 
So I think it would be better to vote 
on my amendment as it is. As before, 
I repeat my offer to make the effective 


date January 3, 1953, with the under- 
standing that these other amendments 


be withdrawn. I want an outright re- 
peal of this special exemption for both 
the President and the Members of Con- 
gress all effective the same day. 

Let us correct a mistake which has 

been made and one which we all recog- 
nize as being unfair. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from South Dakota yield? 

Mr. CASE. I yield. 

Mr. BRIDGES. I wish to make to the 
Senator from South Dakota the point 
that the weakness in his position, as I see 
it, is that we would establish one formula 
for an expense account for the President, 
the Vice President, and the Speaker of 
the House, and another formula for the 
expense accounts of Members of the Con- 
gress. Certainly the entire approach 
should be on the basis that if a Member 
of Congress is required to spell out and 
justify his expense account, so should 
the President, the Vice President, and the 
Speaker of the House. All should be 
treated on the same basis. 


BR 


é 
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Mr. CASE. Mr. President, as I under- 
stood the purpose of the amendment of 
the Senator from Delaware [Mr. WIL- 
Laus], it was to make the expenses 
which should be charged against the re- 
muneration subject to tax accountability, 
What does the amendment of the Sena- 
tor from Delaware do with respect to the 
President and the Vice President? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, the 
normal expense accounts of the Presi- 
dent and the Vice President are not in 
any way affected, in so far as this 
amendment is concerned. Every Mem- 
ber of Congress knows that the $50,000 
exemption of the President and the $10,- 
000 exemption to the Vice President and 
to the Speaker of the House are in ex- 
actly the same category as the $2,500 
exemption to the Members of Congress, 
All of us regard this as added compen- 
sation. It is merely called an expense 
account, to justify the making of the 
exemption. 

In addition to this $50,000 item, the 
President of the United States has a 
regular expense account, which Congress 
approves, to take care of all the normal 
expenses of running his office. He 
should have that allowance, and I am 
not attempting to touch it. hi 

However, none of the money now be- 
ing considered is used for running the 
White House. I do not think we should 
repeal the expense allowance for the 
President and the Vice President unless 
we repeal our own expense allowance in 
the same clean-cut manner, and effec- 
tive on the same date. * 

So I hope the Senator from South 
Dakota will not press for the adoption 
of his amendment to my amendment. I 
would much prefer to modify my amend- 
ment making the effective date Jan- 
uary 3, 1953, which would be the date of 
the convening of the new Congress; and 
at that time every person who ran for 
Congress would know what he would re- 
ceive, if elected. 

All I am asking is a clear cut vote on 
my amendment based upon its merits. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from South Dakota yield to me? 

Mr. CASE. I yield. 

Mr. GEORGE. I have not interfered 
with or taken part in the debate on this 
question because, frankly, I have not 
understood quite what was meant or 
what was intended to be done, or why. 
However, I assume that those are per- 
fectly irrelevant considerations, anyway. 

I should like to know when the Sena- 
tor from Delaware proposes to make his 
amendment effective. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, if the 
Senator from South Dakota will yield to 
me, let me say that under the amend- 
ment as it is printed now, the effective 
date is November 1, 1951, namely, the 
same effective date as that of the tax 
bill which is pending before us. Per- 
sonally, I feel that should remain the 
effective date. 

However, many Members of the Senate 
feel that certain Members of Congress 
might, at the time of their election, 
have been under the impression that 
they would receive this $2,500 tax exempt 
and that otherwise they would not have 
run for office. 
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Therefore, in order to meet that ob- 
jection, I am willing to make the effec- 
tive date of my amendment January 3, 
1953, which will be at the beginning of 
the next Congress. 

Mr. GEORGE. 1953? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes, 1953. 

Mr. GEORGE. Would that also be 
applicable to the President, the Vice 
President, the Speaker of the House and 
the Delegates from the possessions? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is correct; it 
would be applicable to all of them on the 
same date. 

I do not think we should repeal the 
tax exemption for the President and the 
Vice President as of one effective date, 
but make the effective date in our case 
some projected date in the future. I 
2 all should be the same, Mr. Presi- 

ent. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I agree 
with the Senator from Delaware as to 
that; and if he is proposing to make the 
effective date of his amendment Janu- 
ary 3, 1953, I would offer no objection to 
it, and I see no reason why we should 
debate the amendment any longer. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, if the 
Senator from South Dakota will with, 
draw his amendment to my amendment, 
I will modify my amendment so as to 
make the effective date of it January 30 
1953, which will be the date of the opna 
vening of the new Congress. 

Mr. GEORGE. I would not have the 
slightest objection, for that will provide 
opportunity to the Congress to consider 
these questions in the meantime, f 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is correct; and’ 
it will put the Congress on notice, offi- 
cially, that effective on that date ‘there 
will be no more special tax exemptions 
for anyone—either for the President, the 
Vice President, or the Members of Con- 
gress—and it will be up to us to recog< 
nize that situation. 

Mr. GEORGE. I would have abso- 
lutely not the slightest objection, if that 
is done, 

However, I do not think now is the 
time for us to stop to fix the salary of the 
President or the Vice President or the 
Speaker of the House. 

Mr. WILLIAMS, I think the Senator 
from Georgia is entirely correct, and 
that is why I have asked that that mat- 
ter not be brought in at this time. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, of course, 
under the Constitution we cannot change 
the remuneration of the President dur- 
ing the term for which he is elected; 
under the Constitution we can neither 
increase nor decrease the remuneration 
of the President under such conditions, 
Certainly it would be in harmony with 
that if we did not attempt to change our 
own salaries or remuneration during our 
period of service. 

As I recall, a number of years ago the 
late Senator Borah, of Idaho, took the 
position that when the salary was in- 
creased during the term for which he 
was elected he should not accept the in- 
crease during that term. 

Mr. BRIDGES and Mr. WATKINS ad- 
dressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from South Dakota yield; 
and, if so, to whom? 
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Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I decline 
to yield at this time. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I should 
like to speak for a minute longer in my 
own time. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from South Dakota declines to 
yield at this time, and he has the floor. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, on many 
occasions the point has been made that 
what is at fault is the expense allowance. 
I think I have pointed out how the ex- 
pense allowance can be cleared up, 
namely, by simply deleting the words 
which relate to the liability or nonlia- 
bility for taxation. 

The President of the United States had 
an expense allowance of approximately 
$40,000, if I remember correctly, under 
the old law, before the Legislative Reor- 
ganization Act was passed. If he does 
not spend that money for expenses, he 
does not receive it; and it is accountable 
for tax purposes in that case. 

The increase in the salary of the Pres- 
ident made by the act passed just prior 
to the last inauguration of the current 
President made an increase in that 
amount. I do not see that that is par- 
ticularly involved in my amendment to 
the amrendment of the Senator from 
Delaware. 

I am perfectly willing to withdraw my 
amendment to the amendment of the 
Senator from Delaware, but I shall do 
so on the supposition that this entire 
issue then will come before the Senate 
for further consideration. By changing 
the effective date of the amendment, as 
the Senator from Delaware proposes to 
do, the issue will not be entirely resolved. 
We shall have indicated that we wish 
to get away from the present status of 
the $2,500. Hcwever, I wish to suggest 
to Senators that instead of simply elim- 
inating the $2,500 and increasing our 
salaries, so that hereafter a Member of 
the Senate will receive a salary of $15,000, 
consideration should be given to han- 
dling the situation by doing away with or 
striking out the offending words in the 
way I have suggested, by mreans of the 
amendment which I have proposed to 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Delaware. 

So, Mr. President, I will withdraw my 
amendment to the amendment of the 
Senator from Delaware, because such 
action will expedite the consideration of 
this question, in my opinion; and I do so 
in order that the entire issue will be be- 
fore the Congress for consideration. 

I now withdraw my amendment to the 
amendment of the Senator from Dela- 
ware. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment proposed by the Senator 
from South Dakota to the amendment 
of the Senator from Delaware is with- 
drawn. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to modify my amend- 
ment as follows: 

On page 1, in line 2, strike out No- 
vember 1, 1951,” and substitute therefor 
“January 3, 1953.” 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Delaware asks unanimous 
consent to modify his amendment in the 
way he has just stated. Is there ob- 
jection? 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, although I 
shall not object, I wish to say that I do 
not think this is the proper time or place 
to be legislating for January 3, 1953. If 
it is proper to have this matter handled 
now, why try to bind a future Congress? 

However, in order to settle the ques- 
tion now, I shall not object, although I 
do not think this Congress should try to 
establish a standard for a future Con- 
gress. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, if the 
Senator from Arizona will yield, let me 
say that I think I may reassure the ma- 
jority leader that probably none of us 
will be here on January 3, 1953. 
[Laughter.] So he need not worry. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator from Delaware restate his re- 
quest, please? 

Mr. . Mr. President, I ask 
that the following modification be made 
in the amendment I have submitted: 
On page 1, in line 2, strike out the date 
“November 1, 1951” and insert “January 
3, 1953.” 

On page 3, in line 19, strike out the 
date “November 1, 1951” and insert 
“January 3, 1953.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
to modify his own amendment? 

Mr. LONG. I object. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, the ques- 
tion I wanted to ask the Senator from 
Delaware is this: Taking the increase in 
tax rates provided for in this bill, and 
adding to it the loss due to the elimina- 
tion of tax exemption on the $2,500, 
what would be the total amount of re- 
duction in income of a Member of Con- 
gress earning $15,000 a year? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I do not know. I 
would not want to undertake to say. I 
am offering my amendment based upon 
the argument there should be no special 
tax exemption. 

Mr. AIKEN. Would the Senator say 
that it would be roughly about $1,200? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. If the Senator from 
Vermont knows the answer, he may give 
it. I offer my amendment on its merits. 

Mr. AIKEN. No; I do not know the 
answer. If I did, I would not have asked 
the question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair advises the Senate that objection 
has been heard to the request of the 
Senator from Delaware to modify his 
amendment; but the Senator may offer 
an amendment, even though the yeas 
and nays may have been ordered. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I did 
not hear the objection. Who objected? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion was heard. The Senator from Lou- 
isiana objected. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I move that “Janu- 
ary 3, 1953,” be substituted for “No- 
vember 1, 1951.” 

Mr. MALONE obtained the floor. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Nevada yield? 
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Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may yield to 
the Senator from Georgia without los- 
ing the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I do 
not know why we cannot vote on the 
motion of the Senator from Delaware. 
Whether it is finally disposed of tonight 
or tomorrow will not make much differ- 
ence, but it seems to me we ought to 
have a vote. 

Mr.LONG. The Senator from Louisi- 
ana has no objection to voting on the 
motion. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I have 
not yielded to the Senator from Louisi- 
ana. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Nevada has the floor, and 
he has yielded to the Senator from 
Georgia. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Nevada yield? 

Mr. MALONE, Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may yield to 
the Senator from Delaware without los- 
ing the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. S. Mr. President, to fa- 
cilitate matters, I may say that I under- 
stand there is objection on the part of 
the Senator from Louisiana to my re- 
quest, but I would certainly rather have 
the date which is in the bill. If we 
could have a vote on my amendment im- 
mediately, voting it up or down, I would 
withdraw the motion and call for a vote 
on the amendment. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, that 
would not at all be agreeable to anyone. 
But if the effective date were fixed in 
January 1953 that would give us time to 
consider these questions, and to have a 
proper hearing. 

Mr. LONG, Mr, President, I with- 
draw my objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In or- 
der that we may keep the record 
straight, the Senator from Nevada 
yielded to the Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Nevada yield for a re- 
newal of the unanimous consent re- 
quest, in view of the fact that the Sen- 
ator from Louisiana has withdrawn his 
objection. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr, President, do I 
have the floor? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Nevada has the floor. 


CONGRESS SHOULD REASSERT ITS 
CONSTITUTIONAL POWER 


Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, the 
Congress has abrogated its constitutional 
powers to the executive branch of the 
Government, and it follows the lines of 
least resistance when it assumes that the 
people do not pay all the taxes. The 
consumer pays the taxes of all corpora- 
tions, and businessmen are simply in- 
direct taxing agencies, adding any tax 
levy to normal selling prices and turn- 
ing the collections over to the United 
States Treasury. 
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The principle involved in collecting 
taxes from corporations is a shameful 
farce perpetrated upon the citizens of 
this country, and the Senate should face 
the situation. It is a complete subter- 
fuge, in extracting the earnings of the 
citizens of this Nation. 

The recent international conference 
held in Canada created a very disturb- 
ing situation. Mr. President, almost 
every other nation outlined its need for 
more United States money, and there is 
but little doubt that our State Depart- 
ment was receptive to the point of pledg- 
ing such assistance. It is the Demo- 
cratic party game of committing the 
Congress of the United States to inter- 
national expenditures before such plans 
are submitted to the Congress. The 
Marshall plan was a shining example of 
that technique. 


THE MARSHALL PLAN 


Mr. President, when Mr. Marshall 
made that little statement of his up at 
Harvard with a paragraph inserted in 
the middle of his speech, he tossed a 
ball which Mr. Bevin in England caught 
on the first bounce, and within 60 days 
Mr. Bevin told us exactly how much it 
was going to cost us. Then the distin- 
guished Senators of the Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee and other Senators told 
us, in effect, that it would be a breach of 
faith if we did not vote this money for 
these nations, We were told that these 
nations had been led to believe they were 
going to get the appropriations, and 
they got them to the extent of $17,000,- 
000,000 during the first 4 or 5 years, and 
the end is not yet. The Secretary of 
State had committed us before the mat- 
ter was sent to Congress. 

Mr. President, Congress has been led 
Into senseless spending over two decades 
through prearranged agreements, all 
pointed toward more and more centrali- 
zation of government and more and 
higher taxes. 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for an insertion in the 
RECORD? 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I think 
it is now time that the junior Senator 
from Nevada addressed the Senate, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The 
Senator declines to yield. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, Truman 
administration programs include foreign 
aid—billions of dollars to Europe with 
no conditions attached—and the propo- 
sition that taxes must be raised to siphon 
off any raise in wages and to collect any 
remaining money from businessmen. 
How can we stop this senseless dissipa- 
tion of the wages and property of our 
people unless we refuse to appropriate 
the money and fix tax rates that destroy 
family and business incomes? 


CONGRESS SHOULD SCRUTINIZE THE BUDGETS 


Mr. President, Congress has become so 
accustomed to accepting the budgets 
sent by the President, that it makes no 
effort to find out whether the budgets 
make sense, no effort to analyze them, 
no effort to determine whether the bil- 
lions upon billions of dollars sent to 
foreign nations accomplish anything for 
us 


It is time the budgets were pared down 
by Congress and we started to discharge 
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our responsibility to the American peo- 

ple, which responsibility was fixed by 

the Constitution of the United States. 
TRERE IS A SOCIALISTIC PATTERN 


Mr. President, Congress has made 
what could be a fatal mistake. It has 
assumed that each move by the ad- 
ministration, each principle established 
by its seemingly haphazard legislation, 
each part of its outwardly ragged for- 
eign policy, was to be considered by it- 
self upon its own merits. 

The blunt truth, whether we like it 
or not, is that there is nothing haphaz- 
ard about the continuity of the legisla- 
tion establishing domestic and foreign 
policy, There is a definite pattern 
which, when viewed in perspective, falls 
into place forming a frightening mosaic 
of Fabian-Marxist socialism. 

During the past two decades, Congress 
has given up its power to regulate com- 
merce, its power to regulate the money 
supply, its power to approve treaties, and 
many of its other constitutional powers. 
Congress can regain its constitutional 
powers, and it should reassert its right- 
ful authority as an independent branch 
of the Government. Congress has the 
power, if it has the intestinal fortitude, 
to take back its constitutional powers 
and to protect the people of the United 
States from a power-mad and tax-mad 
administration. 

It may be remembered that Hitler 
never dissolved the Reichstag. He 
simply ignored it. Congress is subservi- 
ent to the executive branch of the Gov- 
ernment at this time. It is tied to the 
President’s whims and seemingly does 
not possess the moral strength to break 
the spell. The checks and balances set 
up by the Constitution are gone. The 
legislative and the judicial branches are 
dominated by the executive branch of 
the Government. 

The domination by the executive 
branch has been aided and abetted by 
what has become known as the bipar- 
tisan policy—collusion between repre- 
sentatives of two supposedly independent 
branches of the Government, established 
to check each other. 


FACTORS DESIGNED TO DESTROY 


Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have included in the Record at 
this point in my remarks, excerpts from 
my speech which appeared in the Con- 
GRESSIONAL Recorp of May 22, 1951, page 
5559, under the heading, “Six Factors 
To Destroy Economic System“. 

There being no objection, the matter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


Six Facrors To Destroy ECONOMIC SYSTEM 


The six factors used in the last 18 years in 
preparing for the destruction of the eco- 
nomic system of this country include— 

First. The removal of the metal base for 
our money, and the utter debasement of the 
currency of the United States of America. 

There is absolutely no brake on the print- 
ing press money now. Congress has proved 
that it will make the change in the backing 
of the fictional metal base for the money. 
When we come to the point where we do not 
have enough gold in Fort Knox to have 40 
percent value behind the currency, Congress 
changes the figure to 25 percent. 

Perhaps it will not be long before they, 
perhaps, will change it to 15 percent, and 
then to 10 percent unless a definite move 
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is made to control inflation. Congress is 
trained to do what the President asks it to 
do, and it seems that we simply cannot stop 
the printing of paper money, and inflation is 
the natural result, 

Second. The free-trade program initiated 
through the 1934 Trade Agreements Act by 
the President, by his State Department, and 
the continual lowering of tariffs and import 
fees without any regard for the fair and rea- 
sonable competitive principle, which has laid 
the foundation for averaging the living 
standards of this country with those of the 
other nations of the world. Some say that 
was done to prevent war. Well, we have 
followed this path now for 18 years, and 
this is the second war within 10 years—world 
war III. 

It is wearing us down “keeping us out of 
war.” 

Third. Income and other taxes which are 
levied without restraint. They have in many 
cases reached the point where the law of 
diminishing returns takes over, and invest- 
ment of venture capital is disturbed. 

Just the mere fact that there is tampering 
with the tariffs, that there is continued tink- 
ering with the tariffs, threatening the tariffs 
and import fees, not only prevents venture 
capital from going into a new business, but 
runs private capital out of the business 
stream of the Nation. 

Fourth. Subsidies paid to producers in 
lieu of the tariff or import fee. As has been 
said, there has been a gradual substitution 
of subsidies for tariffs. As a matter of fact, 
when the tariff and import fees are removed 
or substantially lowered below the differen- 
tial, then the subsidies must be substituted 
to make up the difference, to hold our stand- 
ard of living. 

Fifth. The tactics of the Securities and 
Exchange Commission, with its engineers 
and hot-house economists insisting upon 
their own judgment as to the success of a 
venture before allowing stock or shares to 
be sold when, as a matter of fact, the real 
objective should be to guarantee that the 
truth and the facts are told to prospective 
investors. It was never the intent for this 
Commission to determine the feasibility of 
a project, because when that is finally deter- 
mined beyond a doubt, there is no need to 
sell stock. This action prevents many new 
business developments. 

Sixth. Emergency economic controls which 
contribute greately to socialization and 
nationalization of industries and complete 
economic control by the President of the 
United States. 


Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I would 
add a seventh point, as follows: 

Seventh. Deficit financing, apparently 
based on the silly theory that the grater 
the debt the greater the wealth of the 
country. 

MARX THEORY: INCOME TAX TO DESTROY 

CAPITALISM 

Mr. President, Karl Marx said that 
levying income taxes was the way to 
bring about world socialism and the 
breakdown of any capitalistic system of 
government. I quote the principle 
espoused by him: 

From each according to his abilities, to 
each according to his needs. 


Karl Marx criticized the Gotha pro- 
gram. That program was followed by 
those who favored a slow-type revolu- 
tion, whereas Marx said the socialists 
should move swiftly against the govern- 
ment. 

TRUMAN ADMINISTRATION RESPONSIBLE FOR 

MINING COLLAPSE 

Mr. President, recently Mr. Truman 
set up a new agency of Government to 
procure strategic and critical minerals 
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and materials sorely needed by the Gov- 
ernment, the shortage having been 
brought about by his administration. 
Through Executive orders and legisla- 
tion recommended by the Administra- 
tion, and through lack of other legisla- 
tion, there has been brought about a 
condition where only taxpayers’ money, 
appropriated here, may be used for re- 
habilitating the stockpiles of strategic 
and critical minerals, 


MINING: REVIVE THE URGE 


In the Mining Congress Journal of 
August 1951 there is an article entitled 
“Revive the Urge.” I presume some of 
the Members of the Senate would not 
understand that the word “urge” as used 
here has to do with working for reward. 
I will read from the article: - 


President Truman recently set up a new 
agency to expedite procurement of the strate- 
gic and critical minerals so sorely needed to 
implement our rearmament plans and main- 
tain the supply of necessary civilian goods. 
One phase of the Federal minerals program 
has to do with the financing of new ventures 
and expansion of already existing ones. The 
Government feels a duty to help in financing 
projects that honestly merit aid but cannot 
find capital privately. But why must a wor- 
thy project go hat in hand to Government to 
find the money to get started? 

Is it because the American investor hasn't 
the guts any more to risk his money in a min- 
ing venture? Are we, as our Red critics 
charge, a decadent democracy? 

The answer is “No.” There are just as 
many with the desire to invest and the will to 
invest, but they don’t have the funds avail- 
able. 

Ultimately, it is the investments of individ- 
uals that finance business ventures, large or 
small (under a true capitalistic system, that 
is). But in the name of combating inflation 
our Government is already taking such a big 
slice of everyone’s income that there just isn’t 
any venture capital left. It isn’t hiding, it’s 
being spent by Government, competing with 
private industry * * supporting farm 
prices when they show signs of sinking below 
a certain floor * * bidding other 
prices even higher—as, for instance, when 
metals are scarce because money has not been 
available for expansion programs, 

In short, paying the price of Government 
competition through greatly increased tax- 
ation has all but dried up venture capital. 
This is emphasized when we examine the 
crippling impact of corporate and individual 
taxes imposed under present and proposed 
Federal tax laws. 

In his statement on the pending tax bill, 
H. R. 4473, to the Senate Finance Commit- 
tee AMC Tax Committee Chairman Henry 
B. Fernald showed how extremely small is 
the ultimate return to the investor in a risk 
venture, even one which proves extraordi- 
narily successful. A few figures derived from 
his carefully prepared tables bring out the 
point in striking fashion. 

For example, in the case of a corporation 
which earns 30 percent—an extremely high 
rate of return—on an invested capital of a 
million dollars, and which distributes to the 
stockholders the entire earnings remaining 
after corporate taxes (assuming also, for 
discussion, an excess profits tax credit based 
on invested capital, and that all stockholders 


fall in the twenty to twenty-two thousand 


dollar tax bracket), the combined corporate 
and individual taxes under H. R. 4473 would 
absorb 88.2 percent of the total corporate 
income. In other words, $26.50 out of every 
$30 so earned would be taken in Federal 
taxes, leaving only $3.50 to the investor. 
In order for him to receive 8 percent on his 
investment—certainly not a high rate on a 
speculative venture—the corporation would 
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have to earn at the rate of 68 percent on 
its invested capital. 

This example becomes even more startling 
if it be assumed that all stockholders are in 
the eighty-ninety thousand dollar tax 
bracket. Then the Government would take 
$29.50 out of each $30, and the corporation 
would have to earn 457 percent to yield the 
investor a net return of 8 percent. 

These computations are based on the tax 
bill recently passed by the House and now 
pending before the Senate Finance Commit- 
tee. Yet even under existing law the dis- 
parity between corporate earnings and net 
return to the shareholder, after the Govern- 
ment has swallowed its two bites, is enor- 
mous. 

Small wonder, then, that investment cap- 
ital is not readily available for the hazards 
of mining exploration and development. 
Generally, neither the corporation nor the 
individual has enough left after taxes to take 
the long-shot gambles which are inherent 
in the search for new ore bodies. Not only 
that, but the incentive to take such risks is 
virtually destroyed when the profit from the 
occasional successful venture goes in major 
part to a Government which does not bear 
the losses of unsuccessful efforts. 
ADMINISTRATION KILLS INCENTIVE TO INVEST 

AND PRODUCE 

Mr. President, if a man should invest 
his capital in a business and he makes 
money under the last condition outlined, 
$29.50 out of $30 is paid to Uncle Sam, 
If he loses money, the loss belongs to 
him. 


In the face of this, the Secretary of 
the Interior had the gall to put out a 
statement that it was a terrible thing, 
something he could not understand, that 
there was not a large production of 
strategic and critical minerals and ma- 
terials in this country. Such a state- 
ment is ridiculous when one considers 
that every move the Secretary has made 
and every move the administration has 
made for 2 decades has been to close 
down mining here and to prevent invest- 
ments in any and every business. 

I continue to read from the article in 
the Mining Congress Journal: 

To help in solving this problem, and to 
make it possible for private enterprise to 
continue the search for and development of 
new ore reserves, our Federal tax law should 
be amended to make it clear that expendi- 
tures for prospecting, exploration, and de- 
velopment may be deducted from taxable 
income, either currently or as a deferred ex- 
pense to be charged against resulting ore, 
and with full right to write off losses on un- 
successful ventures. r 

Such a provision is urgently needed to- 
day—in the interest not simply of the min- 
ing industry, but of the national security 
which so vitally depends upon continued 
and increased supplies of metals and min- 
erals. 


Mr. President, digressing at this point, 
it can be said that we are now paying 
more money for foreign ores than we 
will pay for domestic ores. Thus, it has 
not been difficult to get money for in- 
vestments in foreign fields, but almost 
impossible to get any money for invest- 
ment in this country. 

I continue to read from the article: 

Adoption of this amendment would do 
more than any other measure that has been 
proposed to revive activity in the mineral 
exploration field. It would again make it 
possible for private capital to engage in the 
widespread search for and development of 
new ore bodies. It would afford encourage- 
ment and incentive to a host of competent 


12163 


mining companies, large and small, to carry 
on this work under their own initiative, 
on a broader scale, with less cost to the Gov- 


ernment, and with greater results in less 


time than in any other way. 

The situation today is far different from 
that in the earlier days of the income tax 
law—when sufficient income remained to the 
taxpayer to permit risk expenditures of this 
sort. The small proportion of current earn- 
ings now available after taxes is clearly in- 
adequate for the purpose. It is true that 
depletion is allowed on the cost or percentage 
basis, to allow for the disposal of capital 
assets in mine operations, but the intricacies 
and technicalities are such that it often fails 
to make adequate allowance. Moreover, per- 
centage depletion is not passed over as an 
allowance to the stockholder against distri- 
butions received by him. 

Our Government recognizes the vital need 
to encourage mineral exploration and de- 
vlopment. Adoption of a suitable provision 
in the pending tax bill will be one of the 
most effective means conceivable for achiev- 
ing this end. 


Mr. President, this situation has been 
outlined to the Senate on numerous oc- 
casions during the past 4% years, but the 
administration has violently opposed 
legislation which would provide any 
money or any incentive for private in- 
vestments in mining or in any other 
legitimate business. 

As the junior Senator from Nevada has 
said, money is not so hard to get for in- 
vestments outside this country. We even 
have a Point 4 plan under which we 
guarantee investments in foreign coun- 
tries. We do not guarantee the integrity 
of investments in this country, and fur- 
thermore we make every effort to keep 
anyone bold enough to want to start an 
enterprise from doing so. We endeavor 
to take away all incentive for such in- 
vestments. 

NATIONAL INCOME INCREASE DOES NOT KEEP UP 
WITH INFLATION 


I wish to point out that the national 
income has continually increased, but 
has not kept up with inflation. As a 
matter of fact, the national income in 
1950 was $239,000,000,000. In 1951 it is 
estimated at $269,400,000,000. I point 
out, however, that the Associated Press 
commodity price index shows that in 
1950 the cost index price was 167.67, 
while today, the cost index has risen to 
191.21, which is a much greater increase 
than the increase in the national income. 

The New Deal economist, Mr. Leon 
Keyserling, made an interesting state- 
ment as reported in a dispatch to the 
New York Times from Washington, 
dated September 23. The headline is, 
“Keyserling Sees New Output Peak.“ 
“United States Will Reach $400,000,000- 
000 in 4 Years, He Says at Israel Bond 
Rally in Capital.” 

I read from the article: 

Leon Keyserling, Chairman of President 
Truman's Council of Economic Advisers, to- 
day predicted a continuously rising curve of 
American production. The total national 
output, which now is at the record total of 
$325,000,000,000 will most likely reach $400,- 
000,000,000 within the next 4 years, he added. 


I point out that 4 years from now 
will be 1955. To rise to $400,000,000,000, 
the cost index would not have to rise as 
fast as it has risen in the past few 
months. In other words, a commodity 
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price index of 284, with no additional 
value at all in our production, would 
make an income of $400,000,000,000. 
This indicates what has been happening 
during the past 10 years. 

COMMODITY PRICES 


In 1942 the commodity price index was 
99.04. In 9 years it has risen to 191.21, 
or almost double. In other words, the 
national income of $269,400,000,000 esti- 
mated for this year, computed on the 
basis of commodity prices in 1942, would 
be about half that amount. For several 
years the public has been completely 
fooled by the propaganda of such so- 
called economists as Mr. Leon Keyser- 
ling. 

We are encouraging inflation. In 1934 
the administration cut the monetary 
system loose from the only anchor it 
had, that is, metal money, or the 
gold standard, and began printing 
money. The prediction of Leon Keyser- 
ling, the man who is closer to President 
Truman than any other economist, that 
$400,000,600,000 will be the income in 
1954, is sufficient proof that there is no 
intention of changing the money print- 
ing process. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the Recorp at this point as a 
part of my remarks a table showing the 
Associated Press commodity price index 
from 1926 to 1951, inclusive. 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the Rrcorp, as 
follows: 

Associated Press commodity price ider 


—— wüüäʃ 100. 00 
1938———ç—ꝓ.2— — 2 68. 01 
JJ ah ESE AA E RARS 68. 35 
1940_..--..------------------------ 73.27 
19841— — ones ne 86. 56 
BUG hehe aa S aS EER 99. 04 
NEB Sno a ùk 8 106. 01 
ͤ— U—T— neuen 107. 07 
1948——4ͤ—— 109. 48 
pO) eo — —— 133. 68 
JC 183. 60 
eee a AE Ue SA 187. 24 
222Cͤ;ö; eee Se 159.93 
oe okt ee Bast Rae Ee ae 167. 67 
= 2) Ss SELEY Snape tape esate ee eee apr 1191. 21 


As of Sept. 26, 1951. 


Mr. MALONE. I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the Recorp at 
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this point as a part of my remarks an 
excerpt from the Washington Post of this 
morning concerning the current index. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the REC- 
orp, as follows: 

COMMODITY INDEX 

New Lokk, September 25.—The Associated 
Press weighted wholesale price index of 35 
commodities today declined to 191.21. 

Previous day, 191.31; week ago, 190.31; 
month ago, 190.42; year ago, 192.26. 


[1926 average equals 100] 
1951 1950 1910 1948 
High. -| 215.71 | 207.64 | 177.37 | 208.14 
Low... -| 189.34 | 159.30 | 150.05 | 176.70 


Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, in 1939 
the purchasing value of the dollar, meas- 
ured by the consumers’ price index, was 
100.2, and the national debt was $40,- 
440,000,000. The per capita debt at that 
time was $309. We find as of 1950, the 
last full year of record, a national debt 
of $256,731,000,000, a per capita debt of 
$11,676 and a purchasing index price of 
the dollar of 56.1. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the Recor» at this 
point the table to which I have referred. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Purchasing value of the dollar as measured 
by the Consumers’ Price Indez, the gross 
national debt, and per capita national debt 


National Per 
Index debt capita 
(millions) | debt 
$ 
100.2 $40, 440 
99.4 968 326 
94.5 „ 961 368 
85.4 72, 442 538 
80.8 , 696 1,001 
79.7 201, 003 1,456 
78.5 258, 682 1,853 
73.5 269, 422 1, 908 
65.0 258, 286 1. 793 
61.1 252, 202 1, 721 
159.1 252,770 1. 695 
56. 1 256, 731 1, 676 


1 Based on 11 months’ data. 


Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I now 
come to a very interesting table. First, 


SEPTEMBER 26 


j 
I may say that the amount of money, 
approximately, which was either paid 
out or pledged to foreign countries since 
World War II was more than $40,000,- 
000,000. Forty billion dollars is a great 
deal of money. But we become so used 
to bandying about the words “bilion 
dollars” that we do not think enough 
about what they mean. 

To give some idea of the amount of 
money which $40,000,000,000 represents, 
it is approximately` $3,000,000,000 more 
than the combined taxable wealth of the 
11 Western States, including the rich 
States of California, Oregon, and Wash- 
ington, and the 14 Southern States, in- 
cluding fabulous Texas. Three bilion 
dollars more than the combined wealth 
of these 25 States. That will give the 
Senate some idea of how much $40,000;- 
000,000 amounts to. 

The table I have before me is entitled 
“Statistical Information Regarding Na- 
tion's Assets and Debts.” It lists the 48 
States and contains 5 columns. In the 
first column is the State’s share of the 
national debt. The second column shows 
the State’s indebtedness. The third col- 
umn shows the total of the State’s in- 
debtedness plus its part of the national 
debt. In the fourth column is shown the 
assessed property valuation of the State. 
The fifth column shows the percentage 
of property valuation to national and 
State debt. 

The table tells an amazing story. If 
38 of the 48 States were suddenly asked 
to assume their part of the national debt, 
they would not have enough money to 
do so, even if they disposed of all their 
taxable assets. If they could realize the 
valuation of all their taxable property, 
they would not be able to liquidate their 
part of the national debt and their own 
State debt. My own State of Nevada 
would be one of the luckier 10 States. It 
would have 10 percent of its present 
wealth with which to start off new. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have the table printed in the 
Recorp at this point in my remarks; 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as 
follows: 


Statistical information regarding Nation’s assets and debts 


vee versie 
are o! outstand- 
State national | ing indebt- 
deb edness 
Thousands | Thousands 
$5, 214, 000 $48, 618 
1, 276, 000 3, 538 
3, 252, 000 132, 785 
18, 025, 000 218, 607 
2, 257, 000 13, 510 
3, 418, 000 70, 024 
542, 000 36, 838 
4, 719, 000 16, 520 
5, 865, 000 2, 786 
1, 002, 000 893 
-| 14,835, 000 428, 158 
6, 699, 000 14, 946 
4, 463, 000 35,462 | 4,498, 
3, 244, 000 5,500 | 3,249, 
6, 014, 000 8,279 | 5,022, 
4, 569, 000 208,657 | 4,777, 
1, 556, 000 8,680 | 1, 564, 
3, 989, 000 57,911 | 4, 046, 
7, 987, 000 162,926 | 8, 149, 


“1 Does not include perso: 


E 


property. 


828888 
of property 
tion 


valua! 
to national 
and Sta 


1 $959, 000 


732, 000 37 5, 
689, 000 20 3, 
13, 618, 000 75 6, 
1, 591, 000 70 1, 
1 3, 098, 000 88 2 
1326, 000 56 
4, 398, 000 92 
1; 694, 000 34 8, 
486, 000 48 1, 
15,203, 000 34 25, 
1 5, 078, 000 75 6, 
3, 934, 000 87 15 
3, 664, 000 112 13, 
4; 998, 000 99 3, 
7 | 11,369, 000 30 2, 
762, 000 48 17, 
3, 883; 000 96 X 
16, 436, 000 79 3, 


ot property 

of pro 
nor 838 

nation 
valuation and State 
debt 
nds nds ands 

, „000 90 
079, 000 140,375 | 5,219,375 | 1 2,015, 000 38 
710, 000 79,854 | 3, 789, 854 861, 000 22 
734, 000 44,708 | 6,778,708 | 4, 762,000 70 
006, 000 21,111 | 1,027, 111 455, 000 44 
257, 000 1,023 | 2,258,023 | 2,712, 000 120 
273, 000 785 278, 785 304, 000 110 
908, 000 8, 969 916, 969 728, 000 79 
233, 000 104,851 | 8,337,851 | 4,995,000 60 
160, 000 29,886 | 1, 189, 886 381, 000 32 
252, 000 824, 327 | 26,076,327 | 28, 396, 000 109 
916, 000 194,823 | 7,110,823 | 4,104,000 58 
055, 000 43, 571 1.098, 571 1; 119, 000 101 
531, 000 197, 588 | 13,728, 588 | 13, 952, 000 102 
803, 000 104,173 | 3,907,173 | 1, 822, 000 47 
590, 000 36,710 | 2,626,710 |. 1, 607, 000 61 
875, 000 589, 629 | 18, 414, 629 |111, 240, 000 61 
348, 000 51,095 | 1,399,005 | 1,784, 000 128 
605, 000 70,251 | 3, 675, 251 512, 000 14 
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Statistical information regarding Nation’s assets and debts—Continued 


State's indebted iret State State indebted. cea 
- of property E 's e — of property 
State | Sarees pere | propery | valuation, || eie, e ee e ra | vation 
nationa! natio: lebt- f nationa 
national | Valuation State debt edn valuation | ‘and State 
debt 
Thousands 
$1, 898, 000 46 
2, 583, 000 7 
14, 935, 000 84 
$ 569, 000 119 
649, 291 342, 000 53 — —d — 
5, 670,045 | 1, 872, 000 33 4, 578, 500 259, 810, 540 176, 349, 000 68 


1 Does not include personal property. 
WHERE DOES INFLATION COME FROM? 


Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, we are 
living on one emergency after another, 
in order to justify the levying of new and 
higher taxes to the extent that we siphon 
off any raises in the wages and all money 
which a businessman may be able to 
salvage out of his business. You see, the 
theory seems to be that we must levy 
taxes high enough to siphon off with 
taxes not only all increases, but addi- 
tional money, in order to prevent infla- 
tion. Yes, Mr, President, I heard no 
objection raised on the floor of the Sen- 
ate to the principle that when a business- 
man or a wage earner spends his increase 
it causes inflation. According to these 
economists, if we can siphon off all in- 
creases and bring them into the Treasury 
of the United States through additional 
taxes, giving it to the President of the 
United States and his family of Cabinet 
Officers to spend, no inflation is caused. 
In the minds of some people there must 
be a difference—although the junior 
Senator from Nevada has never been 
able to discover what it is—between the 
inflationary effect of expenditure by the 
Government and expenditure by indi- 
viduals. 

I assume the Senate believes there is a 
difference, because the Members of the 
Senate have been following the lead of 
the President of the United States, al- 
most without question. I do notice that 
every once in a while the Members cut 
down a few thousand dollars in a budget 
item, but when we add it all up at the 
end of the session, it is generally found 
to be within 4 or 5 percent of what the 
President recommended. 

Mr. President, there is a pattern to 
these things laid down by the adminis- 
tration, 

POINT 4 

Let us take Point 4. That must be the 
n’th degree of something. I have never 
yet met a banker who would listen to 
the kind of talk we hear from Adminis- 
tration spokesmen—about one’s guar- 
anteeing his own investment. Congress 
appropriates money from the tax- 
payers—and it is as much the taxpayers’ 
money as it is the depositor’s money in 
a bank. The only difference is that in 
the case of the depositor, his leaving it 
with the bank is voluntary, whereas in 
the case of the taxpayer it is involun- 
tary. The Government takes it and 
lends it to foreign nations—money taken 
from the taxpayers for the RFC, the 
Marshall Plan, ECA, the Export-Import 


Bank, or some other trick agency—and 
then, through the amazing Point 4, we 
take more money to guarantee the in- 
tegrity of investments abroad. 

Some day the junior Senator from 
Nevada hopes to find out why most Sen- 
ators vote for it. This is something that 
the junior Senator from Nevada, having 
been in the engineering business for 30 
years and always accustomed to making 
estimates and calculating costs, just does 
not understand. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the Recorp at 
this point in my remarks an article the 
junior Senator from Nevada wrote as 
guest columnist for Merryle Stanley 
Rukeyser, the article being syndicated; 
the article clipped for insertion here is 
from the Fort Smith (Ark.) Southwest 
American. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

MANAGED ECONOMY—NEW DEAL ADMINISTRA- 
TION THRIVFS ON EMERGENCIES 
(By Grorce W. MALone, United States Sen- 
ator of Nevada) 

Suppose all threats of war came to an end. 
Truman administration officials shudder at 
the thought. They, who have thrived on 
one “emergency” after another, would not 
know what to do with peace and normal, 
healthy American economy. The prospect 
of bringing the shooting in Korea to an end 
left the New Dealers badly frightened men. 
They busied themselves justifying spending 
as usual, 

The Korean war had the ulterior value for 
its effect in promoting crisis psychology, the 
stock in trade of the New Dealers, 

The Truman administration must have a 
war economy or an “emergency” economy in 
order to function. 

The American economic system was aban- 
doned by the New Dealers in their whirling 
dervish maneuvers to appeal to all those who 
want something for nothing. 

The something for nothing philosophy was 
not panned out. It was politically success- 
ful but economically suicidal. 

Despite the pump priming, the wild spend- 
ing, the flow of relief checks, the made-work 
projects, unemployment continued to in- 
crease. At the time World War II broke out 
in 1941 there was more unemployment in 
this country than ever before in history. The 
unemployment problem was finally solved 
by World War II. 

One “emergency” after another. 
things constantly getting worse. 

The Socialists have wanted from the start 
to discredit the American economic system. 
At the same time, they have tried almost 
every trick in Adolph Hitler’s bag in trying 
to regiment the American people. Some of 


And 


this regimentation has slipped through, with 
the result that the hot breath of the bu- 
reaucrats is felt on the necks of Congress, 
demanding more and more power to tax and 
spend. 

The control fanatics continue to demand 
more and more rigid controls over industry 
to curb prices, which really need nothing 
more than a touch of free American com- 
petition to take care of themselves. 

The great strength of our country lies in 
its productivity. We had an untrammeled 
production machine that being free to grow 
had grown rich in untrapped resources. 

This we would not have had if we had 
been hamstringing ourselves with Govern- 
ment controls. 

What has happened under the “managed 
economy,” instituted under the New Deal, in 
addition to ever increasing controls over the 
personal and business life of everyone, is 
indicated by the increases in the national 
debt, the decrease in the value of the dollar, 
and the gargantuan expansion of Govern- 
ment employment. 

The shortages of production of strategic 
and critical minerals and materials have 
been created through the so-called managed 
economy and then alleviated through a pro- 
gram of “relief,” paid for with taxpayers’ 
money, such expenditure being justified by 
the current “emergency.” All of this has re- 
cuired more and more “experts” and ‘“‘econo- 
mists” on the Federal payroll. 

Was there a plot to make the people de- 
pendent upon a gigantic central government, 
subsidize all classes, raise wages, and siphon 
all the raise off in increased taxes, buy off 
opposition, harass businessmen, curtail do- 
mestic production, encourage slave-labor im- 
ports, make private investment and all pro- 
duction unprofitable, and discourage the in- 
vestment of venture capital? 

The administration has been able to ac- 
complish much of its socialistic aims by four 
methods: 

(A) Taxation so designed that if an Ameri- 
can worker or investor has a profit on in- 
vested venture capital the profit belongs to 
“Uncle” and if he has a loss the loss belongs 
to him; 

(B) A foreign free-trade policy so designed 
as to curtain domestic production and even- 
tually pauperize American workers and 
investors; 

(C) Government regulations so designed as 
to eliminate the investment advancement 
have come from venture capital; and 

(D) Reckless spending on the part of the 
Government so designed as to complete the 
collapse of our economic structure, 

Whether by traitorous design carried out 
by half-baked experts or by stupidity, our 
American economic system is definitely 
threatened. 

It is time we got back to fundamental 
Americanism. Our American economic sys- 
tem is as much a part of America as is our 
countryside, our traditions, and our Republic, 
and those who attack this economic system 
attack America, 
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When the American economic system is 
gone the death of the American form of gov- 
ernment cannot be far behind. 


Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I have 
in my hand a publication called Intelli- 
gence Digest. In the issue for Septem- 
ber 1951, on pages 18 and 19, there is 
some very pertinent and enlightening in- 
formation. 

Under the heading, “British Politics in 
The Crucible”, I read: 


BRITISH POLITICS IN THE CRUCISLE 


All the world, without exception, remains 
profoundly interested in the political strug- 
gle in Britain. The election date, stated by 
the Tories to be surely around October 18, 
does not now seem to be by any means cer- 
tain. 


SETTING THE PACE FOR SOCIALISTS 

Bevan is now more clearly setting the pace 
for the Socialists. Mr. Attlee is forced to 
the left, which, in any event, is the location 
of his inner conviction, for he is a great 
leftist by temperament. He will try by every 
means to destroy the reasons for his col- 
leagues’ revolt by going as far leftward as 
he possibly can on all domestic questions. 

Many reports suggest the British public 
will be proved wrong if it thinks the Labor 
Party has done its most. They have every 
intention of going much further—another 
capital levy, if possible a tax on capital 
profits, and, one day, nationalization of the 
land will certainly be adopted. 

Just now they want to cut the ground 
from under Bevan's feet and yet avert 
stampeding the middle class nonparty voter 
into the Tory camp. This is difficult, but 
the utmost device will be used. 

DISCREDIT CHURCHILL, SALISBURY 

One line will be to discredit Mr. Churchill 
and Lord Salisbury to the maximum extent 
over foreign policy, Mr. Churchill is trying 
to avert this by extreme caution; Lord Salis- 
bury seems to think it better to be proved 
right in the long run than win popularity in 
the short. Mr. Churchill, however, has the 
House of Commons’ viewpoint—he thinks 
more of the hustings—and has fewer years 
with which to play than Lord Salisbury, if 
the natural course works out normally. 
Nevertheless, within the party, Lord Salis- 
bury at present has a more powerful sup- 
port over foreign policy than Mr. Churchill. 

The Tory Party is obliged to face an ex- 
tremely important issue: Is it to adopt the 
strong line in foreign policy and the ad- 
vanced view in domestic affairs? Is it to 
temporize on both issues? Is it to go with 
the Socialists over foreign policy but adopt 
a strong opposition to all radical devices in 
domestic politics? 

UPSEITING THE OLD GUARD 

Mr. Butler declines to keep out of the 
dispute on foreign policy and to advocate a 
very advanced radical Toryism in domestic 
politics. This upsets the old guard. Never- 
theless, he has powerful support. Mr, 
Churchill has more in common with the 
old guard in domestic politics, but has upset 
his old friends of that school over foreign 
policy. Many of the younger men want a 
policy of no compromise abroad and radical 
Toryism at home. 

Intelligence Digest is putting forward no 
view on conservative policies in this report, 
but is merely recording the tendencies. Very 
many of our readers dislike radical Toryism. 
Few object to the “no compromise” abroad. 
The fact remains, however, that the Tory 
Party must make up its mind which policy 
it is going to adopt. 

It cannot face the nation with a quaver 
in its voice. 

Lt is very important to notice that if the 
Conservatives waver and fail to show exactly 
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what they mean, the Socialists may remain 
numerically very strong—even if they fail to 


get a majority. Communist Union Leader. 


Arthur Horner threatens, moreover, to make 
Conservative government impossible, 


Mr. President, I might liken the dif- 
ference between the government of Mr. 
Attlee and the government of Mr. 
Churchill to the difference between the 
opposing parties in the United States. 


DEMOCRATS TRY TO SELECT REPUBLICAN NOMINEE 


For 20 years the Republican Party 
has tried to nominate for the Presidency 
someone for whom the Democrats would 
vote, and each time the Republicans 
have lost. This time I should like to 
have the Republicans nominate some- 
one for whom we Republicans could vote. 
I believe the business people and the 
workers of the United States who want 
to conserve the value of their wages in- 
stead of submitting to a steal of more 
and more of their wages each day and 
a steal of more and more of their savings 
each day and a steal of more and more 
of their insurance each day, would vote 
for someone who would try to maintain 
the value of the dollar and would try to 
make the dollar an honest dollar once 
more. 


HALF OUR MONEY STOLEN THROUGH NEW DEAL 
INFLATION 


Mr. President, in the last few years 
this Administration, aided and abetted 
by the Congress, has stolen about one- 
half of the incomes, one-half of the sav- 
ings and one-half of the insurance of the 
country, including the pensions, simply 
through inflation. 

I read again from the article: 

In foreign policy they may base them- 
selves on Titoism and try to fight Stalinist 
communism by a neo-Leninism with which 
they are fast making terms. 

Let there be no mistake about this what- 
ever. That is the clear intention. 

It is of interest that one of the most im- 
portant intelligence services on the con- 
tinent now thinks a study of tuis trend to 
be first priority—exceeding in importance 
the study of Russia. The signs fast multiply 
that this is the new line. It will have very 
powerful support. It is the large question 
of the day. Very important Americans favor 
it. 


Mr. President, I wish to call attention 
to the statement that “very important 
Americans favor it.” Who are those 
very important Americans? If they are 
important Americans, is it not reason- 
able to say they are probably in the Gov- 
ernment at this time. 

I read further from the article: 

Stalin, they will argue, is a Judas: but the 
revolution was not wrong. Stalin can be 
dealt with by the affronted betrayed mem- 
bers of the Fabian-Marxist school. 


Mr. President, the Fabian Socialism 
created 40 or 50 years ago, with the dis- 
tinguished Mr. Shaw as one of its mem- 
bers, and cultivated and favored over the 
years, finally took over the English 
Government. 

So they say that: 

Stalin can be dealt with by the affronted 
betrayed members of the Fabian-Marxist 
school. 


Who are they, Mr. President? 
are the Socialists, ` 


They 
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I read further from the article: 
Then we will have the true revolution re- 
stored 


Then the true Communism will be estab- 
lished. Stalinism has been a ghastly be- 
trayal, and the decent Fabian-Marxist will 
show his decency by destroying the betrayer. 

The public ought to know what is being 
planned. It is a matter of fact. The signs 
are already quite clear. Indeed, Mr. Attlee 
gave the Communist salute when he was in 
Spain during the civil war. Before Stalin 
gave up attempting excuses for his internal 
and external aggression, almost the entire 
Labor Party was pro-Russian and pro-Stalin. 
Even the late Mr. Devin was strongly pro- 
Communist at its beginnings. It would be 
worth every reader's time to lock up the 
facts. 

Now the Socialists see that Stalin must be 
opposed, they sigh with relief that an anti- 
Stalin Communist has entered upon the 
scene. Titoism can, they think, save the 
revolution and yet destroy Stalin. If Mao— 


Mao of China, Mr. President. 


If Mao should join them it would be the 
gravest threat the Christian order has ever 
faced. 


Mr. President, if there was any doubt 
about Mao’s joining them, if there was 
any doubt about where China was go- 
ing to land, or in what column it was 
going to end, we settled that. 
NATIONALIST CHINA IGNORED AT SAN FRANCISCO 


I think our great State Department 
settled that question by ignoring Na- 
tionalist China in the San Francisco 
conference on the treaty with Japan; 
and, of course, before that time it ig- 
nored all representatives of the Na- 
tionalist Chinese Government in the 
preparation of the treaty. The Govern- 
ment ignored was the recognized Na- 
tionalist Government, which had de- 
fended China and had fought the Chi- 
nese Communists for 10 long years before 
we got into it. But they were not called 
in. They were utterly ignored, and that, 
Mr. President, drives the last nail in the 
coffin of Nationalist China. 

There will be an armistice in Korea. 
Before the armistice materializes there 
will be another burst of action in the 
battle. There will probably be a good 
many more American boys killed. But 
there is going to be an armistice there 
because Mr. Stalin must have an armis- 
tice in order to give him the needed time 
in which to consolidate his gains in 
China. Also, Mr. Truman must have an 
armistice for his election in 1952. So, 
with the two interests parallel, it seems 
to the junior Senator from Nevada that 
an armistice will materialize. 

Continuing the quotation: 

The British Labor Party intends to play 
this card to the utmost. It is the big devel- 
opment of the hour. It is of first historic 
importance. The public should know that 
there is this proposal—to destroy Stalinism 
with another form of communism. 

“AGRARIAN” COMMUNISTS 


Mr. President, again digressing, it will 
be remembered that Mr. Marshall, who 
was sent out to Asia late in 1945, dis- 
covered, with the help of several eminent 
representatives of the State Department, 
the “agrarian” communists. According 
to the State Department they were a 
different kind of communists, and they 
should be allowed to grow, and the Na- 
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tionalist Government should be coaxed— 
that was their line then—into joining 
them and forming a coalition govern- 
ment. 

The indications are that the Titoism 
brand of communism and the agrarian 
form of communism in China are very 
closely parallel. 

Referring to the destroying of Stalin- 
ism with another form of communism, 
let me continue reading from the British 
publication: 

If public opinion wishes this, then there 
is no more to be said for our political tradi- 
tion that democratic opinion should prevail. 


In other words, our form of govern- 
ment has gone down the drain along 
with the rest of them; we are joining 
them. Continuing: 


But if public opinion wants no such thing, 
if it believes this struggle should have the 
object of destroying communism in all its 
forms, it should be told of the design which 
now finds favor, and is being slowly devel- 
oped without any consultation with the peo- 
ple by a minority government in Britain and 
powerful influences in America. 

Mr. Attlee’s government refuses to work 
for European unity, unless it be in purely 
Socialist Europe. It tried to favor only the 
Socialists in Germany after the surrender, 
and failed. It refuses to cooperate with 
Spain. It is getting ever deeper into terms 
with Tito. Everywhere it opposes liberalism 
and conservatism—and everywhere tries to 
favor non-Stalinist leftism—sometimes by 
highly improper means. 


Mr. President, turning to page 27 of 
this interesting document, under the 
subheading, “Biggest Problem of All“, 
I read: 


One must remember that it is much more 
important to prepare cadres for the task 
of finding the locally correct solutions, than 
to prepare a program with the pretense of 
foreseeing and solving all possible problems 
in advance. 

The question immediately arises: How to 
organize such a body? There is no lack of 
men who now waste their time either in the 
difficult jobs, like mining, or leading sterile 
campaigns of party politics in the Russian 
press abroad. The problem is not how to 
get good men. The difficulty is how to keep 
undesirable elements away—including double 
agents. And the biggest problem of all is 
how to stop neo-Leninism or fourth inter- 
nationalism being foisted upon the Russians 
by the western leftists who want Stalin to 
go—but the revolution to be saved and spread 
as a result of any new war, whether cold or 
hot, political or military. 

It cannot be urged too often that the left- 
ist solution is strongly sponsored both in 
London and Washington. Mr. Harriman, 
for example, is believed to lean toward Tito- 
ism as the best weapon. His views are caus- 
ing much anxiety to those who know the 
dangers to America of any such policy, 


IRAN UNDERPAID FOR OIL 


Mr. President, we have the spectacle 
of Mr. Harriman in Iran, where the prob- 
lem was really the underpayment of roy- 
alties to the Iranian Government. The 
British pay about 17 cents a barrel as 
royalties to the Iranian Government, and 
they have for a long period of years prac- 
tically controlled the government, 
whereas across the line in Arabia, the 
Americans pay 40 to 60 cents a barrel for 
the same kind of oil. Naturally, the 
Iranians do not like it. 
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No suggestion was made by England 
before the Iranian nationalization of oil 
that the royalties be raised, but there was 
a suggestion that we get tough with Iran. 
We have sent at least $25,000,000 to that 
country through ECA, and no doubt we 
are preparing to send more millions to 
buy off the Iranians. 


ENGLAND’S HAND IS OUT—ALWAYS 


Mr. President, in line with Truman 
administration policies, we have recently 
voted more billions for Europe. We have 
just had a visit from Mr. Morrison and 
his cohorts. They are not only unable 
to pay any recent debts incurred; but 
they are unable to pay a debt incurred 
in connection with the $3,750,000,000 we 
loaned them following World War II, and 
they are not even able to pay the inter- 
est on it. There is little doubt but that 
the debt and the interest will be written 
off. This, despite the fact they have de- 
fied this country in the matter of trading 
with Russia and the satellite countries. 
They say that they must trade with those 
countries because they must have grain 
and lumber. But there is no difficulty in 
securing grain and lumber from Canada 
and the United States. They say they 
are short of dollars, and therefore they 
must trade with the eastern European 
countries. If they would let their cur- 
rency reach its level on the New York 
and London Stock Exchanges, there 
would be no doubt about their being able 
to use pounds to buy wheat and lumber 
in the United States and in Canada. 

Our people would be glad to make the 
sales. They could buy other products in 
the sterling-bloc area by simply allow- 
ing their money to become freely inter- 
changeable with the dollar and without 
any manipulation of its value for trade 
advantage. The reason they are short 
of dollars is because they set a price on 
the pound that no one will pay. We 
would be short of pounds if we declared 
suddenly that a dollar is equal to a 
pound. No one would sell a pound to us 
for a dollar, and so we would be short on 
pounds. 

ENGLAND ARMS RUSSIA WITH OUR MARSHALL 
PLAN MONEY 

In the British Record, a pamphlet of 
political and economic notes issued by 
British Information Services, dated Au- 
gust 15, 1951, it says: 

Unlike the United States, said Sir Hartley, 
Britain, with its dense population and almost 
complete dependence on imports of raw 
materials, has to have a vigorous trade with 
all parts of the world in order to exist. 
Britain received in 1950 more than a third 
of her coarse grain imports, nearly a quarter 
of her softwood imports, a tenth of bacon 
supplies, and many other important items 
from east European countries. 


This is no news to us. We knew all 
the time they were sending to Russia 
ball bearings, machine tools, electrical 
supplies, locomotives and every other 
kind of product needed by Russia to con- 
solidate her gains in Eastern Europe and 
to prepare for world war III. The trade 
treaties were listed in the Recorp. Not 
only England but other European na- 
tions have made trade treaties with Rus- 
sia and the iron-curtain countries, 
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I read further: 

Our position is wholly different in the 
East-West trade from that of the United 
States because of the importance of this 
trade to us. America had not and did not 
need to have any significant trade with the 
Soviet. With us things are quite different. 
We obtain from the Soviet bloc essential 
foods and raw materials and we believe that 
in these trade exchanges we get as good as 
we give economically and strategically. 


Mr. President, it is not a question of 
whether they get as good as they give. 
The question is, Do they help to arm 
Russia, and do they give her the mate- 
rials she needs to consolidate her gains 
in Europe and in China? Of course they 
do. 

When the junior Senator from Nevada 
was in the Orient in 1948, England was 
sending shiploads of tin, rubber, and 
other materials to China and other 
Asiatic nations. She simply ignored us. 

ITALIAN PEACE TREATY 


Mr. President, I want to touch briefly 
on a matter which has been discussed 
here recently, namely, the Italian treaty 
and its effect on our budget and on the 
tax rate. 

In 1948, when the Italian treaty came 
before the Senate, there was included in 
the treaty a provision that the Italians 
must process a certain amount of raw 
‘materials which would be furnished by 
Russia and Czechoslovakia to the point 
that a certain increment of value would 
be added to the raw materials and they 
would be returned to Czechoslovakia and 
to Russia, all this work being done with- 
out pay. 

The junior Senator from Nevada fig- 
ured at the time and so informed the 
Senate that it would require 200,000 
Italians working for the 7 years in 
which they were allowed to do the work 
to process the goods at the rates which 
were enumerated in the treaty; also that 
it would require approximately 14,000 
foremen to oversee the work, and that 
those men would be largely Communists; 
at least, they would not be loyal Amer- 
icans. So it would cost about a billion 
dollars over a 7-year period. 

Mr. President, suddenly everyone 
awoke to the fact that the restrictions 
in the Italian treaty, that they could 
not arm and that they must work for 
nothing for 7 years, were being applied, 
and now everyone is against the treaty. 
However, as I recall, there were only two 
or three votes against it at the time, 
It was sent up by the President of the 
United States, and, like trained seals, 
the Senate approved the treaty without 
studying it. 

In the New York Daily News of today 
there is the following headline: H. S. T. 
To Speed O. K. For Italy To Arm.” 

That must mean Harry S. Truman. In 
the body of the dispatch it says: 

United States will work for quick revision 
of the Allies’ peace treaty with Italy to let 
his country rearm and become a full partner 
against Russia. 


Speaking, of course, of Premier Gas- 
peri of Italy, who is a very fine man and 
who made a very fine address before the 
joint meeting of Congress. In 1947 the 
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junior Senator from Nevada visited the 
Premier in Rome and had a very fine 
meeting and was much impressed with 
his ability. But ability amounts to little 
when there are countries which will treat 
a sovereign nation as this treaty treated 
Italy. Of course, Russia was a party to 
the treaty and must be a party in order 
to change it, but we are now looking for 
loopholes to change it without her con- 
sent, proving beyond a doubt that a 
treaty lasts only so long as the partici- 
pating countries feel that it fits the sit- 
uation. Therein lies the confession that 
all other pacts we are making are con- 
sidered binding so long as nations think 
the situation merits such a treaty or a 
pact. 

Then there will be found a way to 
break it just as there will be a way found 
to break the Italian Treaty, which was 
supposed to be good for a number of 
years and could not be broken. 

Mr. President, I refer briefly to the 
September 25 column written by Evelyn 
Peyton Gordon, entitled “Aren't We the 
Ones!” 

SOME RECENT MANIFESTATION OF THE GENUS 
AMERICANA 


Miss Gordon is intelligent, a good ob- 
server, and writes a good column. I 
should like to read an excerpt from the 
column as it appeared in the Washing- 
ton News: 

Aren't we the ones! Hungary tortured 
Robert Vogeler; Red China held our consul, 
Angus Ward, captive for 13 months and has 
killed thousands of our lads in Korea; 
Czechoslovakia has imprisoned newspaper- 
man William Oatis. Despite these outrages 
to our national “face,” Washington shops 
are still permitted to sell in competition 
with American-made goods, hand-made 
blouses from Hungary, lace and embroidered 
table linen from Red China, shoes from 
Czechoslovakia, and hams from Poland. 


Mr. President, I had not previously 
known that Miss Gordon was a student 
of these matters; I am very happy to see 
that in her influential column she men- 
tions some of the things that are so 
absurd. 

I also call attention to an article writ- 
ten by Peter Edson, published in yester- 
day’s Washington Daily News. His 
column is entitled “Hunting A Loophole.” 
He writes: 

How to revise the Italian Peace Treaty is 
the number one international issue in Wash- 
ington this week. Main reason for wanting 
revision is to permit greater Italian rearma- 
ment and more Italian troops for General 
Eisenhower’s European Army, 

EISENHOWER’S FAILURE IN EUROPE 


Mr. President, of course, Mr. Eisen- 
hower will resign and come home some 
time this winter because his mission has 
been an utter failure. How long the 
propaganda division of the State Depart- 
ment and the Administration can cover 
un is something that the junior Senator 
from Nevada cannot estimate; it is a 
very powerful propaganda machine. 

Eisenhower will get very few soldiers 
in the army except American soldiers. 
It will be remembered that we started 
out with the six divisions. Later, while 
Mr. Marshall was still head of the na- 
tional defense, he said that it would 
require 400,000 instead of 90,000 soldiers 
as first mentioned. 
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Mr. Edson continues to say: 


At the start of Premier de Gasperi’s talks 
with United States officials here, interna- 
tional lawyers were arguing among them- 
selves over how the Italian Peace Treaty of 
1947 can be revised. That is, legally. 

It could of course be renounced and a new 
treaty drawn up, without the arms restric- 
tions. That’s probably the way the Russians 
would do it. But that’s dirty diplomacy. 
Treaties are made to be kept, not broken. 

The Italian Treaty was signed by 20 Allied 
Powers. Three of them are Communist 
countries—Soviet Russia, White Russia, and 
the Ukraine. Yugoslavia has broken with 
Soviet Russia and they aren't speaking to 
Nationalist China. Trying to get these five 
and the 15 other powers to sit down in a new 
peace conference is out of the question. 

The treaty itself makes little provision for 
revision. For the first 18 months after the 
treaty was signed the Ambassadors of the 
Big Four in Rome represented the Allied 
Powers in interpreting the treaty for the new 
Italian Government. That period has now 
lcng since passed. 

Article 87 of the treaty provides that any 
dispute concerning interpretation or execu- 
tion of the treaty shall be referred to the 
Big Four Ambassadors. If they cannot settle 
the dispute within 2 months it is then re- 
ferred to a two-member commission. If this 
commission does not settle the dispute with- 
in 1 month, a third member may be named 
by the U. N. Secretary General. 

But the rearmament question does not 
constitute a dispute over interpretation or 
execution of the Italian Treaty. So this 
machinery can’t be used. 

What it boils down to is that this treaty, 
negotiated during the term of James F. 
Byrnes as Secretary of State, made no provi- 
sion at all for revision. The Allied Powers 
would appear to be stuck with it, until 
some bright boy finds a way out. 


CONGRESS ABROGATED ITS AUTHORITY 


Mr. President, that is just another in- 
dication of how we do business. The 
bipartisan steamroller up here jams 
through anything the President wants, 
whether it be a treaty or an appropria- 
tion or something else. The Senate of 
the United States has forgotten, appar- 
ently, that the Congress of the United 
States is an independent branch of the 
Government, and it has abrogated most 
of its authority. About all it has left is 
to make appropriations and pass tax 
bills. It is just as well that it takes quite 
a while considering the tax bill, because 
it is virtually all it has to do. The other 
work is routine. 

It will be found that the tax bill will 
put a large number of businesses out of 
circulation as well as pauperize a great 
many individuals. 


WASTE OF THE TAXPAYERS’ MONEY 


The waste of taxpayers’ money seems 
to make no difference to Members of 
this great body. 

Mr. President, as an example of some 
of the money that is being spent, I read 
from a dispatch dated September 20 by 
att Crater, a Washington news 
writer: 


The Army and Air Force have added four 
new shows in their million-dollar-a-year 
splurge into radio-TV advertising. 

In radio they will pay $434,000 for 37 weeks 
of Frankie Laine, $50,000 for 48 5-minute 
broadcasts of the sports feature Big Inning, 
$81,000 for seven football broadcasts in 
Game of the Week—and $254,000 for 26 
weekly sessions of Bill Stern's sportcast. 

An Army spokesman said no TV shows had 
been signed as yet.” 
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Last fiscal year the Army-Air Force re- 
cruiting service spent nearly $1,000,000 for, 
six radio and TV shows designed to encour- 
age enlistments. This year's total already is, 
$819,000, with indications that more will be: 
spent. 

The money already lined up to be spent 
will surprise members of a Senate Subcom-| 
mittee on Appropriations. They recently, 
heard Col. W. G. Crawford say the Army 
planned to spend only $735,000 on radio-TV. 
recruiting shows the entire year. 

Crawford explained that a man who en- 
lists is a better bargain and likely to be a 
better soldier than a draftee. 


Mr. President, we have a draft law, a 
very stringent draft law, as a matter of 
fact. There is not very much likelihood,' 
under the Marshall-Rosenberg draft 
law to provide for a professional army, 
of three and one-third or four million 
men, for any eligible man to escape. 

RUSSELL-MALONE U. M. T. BILL COMPLETELY 

CHANGED 

It may be remembered that the junior 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL] 
and the junior Senator from Nevada in- 
troduced a universal military service bill 
which would have provided for a trained 
civilian army, but no hearings were ever 
held on that bill. The bill was sponsored 
by the American Legion, the Veterans of 
Foreign Wars, and other veterans’ or- 
ganizations. It was almost immediately 
sidetracked, and the Marshall-Rosenberg 
bill, providing for a professional army 
which could be trained anywhere in the 
world and used anywhere in the world 
at any time, was substituted. 

It seems to the junior Senator from 
Nevada that the expenditure of a mil- 
lion and a half dollars a year, or what- 
ever is being spent to secure enlistments,’ 
is indefensible, 

The Congress thought it had passed a 
bill consolidating the services and mak- 
ing them into one national defense de- 
partment, but we missed the boat. 
They are now competing with each other 
almost as much as they ever were, even 
to the point of competing on the tele- 
vision and the radio. Such expenditure 
is indefensible, of course. _ 

The Army, the Navy, and the Air 
Corps flout any provision of national 
legislation after they get the money. 
Certainly it is high time that the waste- 
ful and unnecessary items were cut out 
of the appropriations bill. 

WE AID IN MAINTAINING COLONIAL SLAVERY 


According to a dispatch to the New 
York Times on the 24th of September of 
this year, the United States says it 
agrees with Gen. Jean de Lattre de Tas- 
Signy. He is a French representative 
who came here to tell us that we must 
send our boys and money into Indochina, 
that the French must have more help. 

The junior Senator from Nevada 
called attention to this very possibility 
at the time the resolutions were intro- 
duced which invited the President of 
the United States and the Secretary of 
State to make the Atlantic Pact. He 
said at that time that if we did pass the 
resolutions, which were unprecedented . 
in the Senate, without directing exactly 
what the pact should contain, we would 


be morally bound to accept any pact, re- 


gardless of flaws. He said also that arms 
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from the United States would be sent 
to the Atlantic nations, and then soldiers. 

That was hotly denied by members of 
the Foreign Relations Committee and 
the majority on the floor, and also by 
certain Senators on the minority side 
who follow the Truman line. 

But here we are. The junior Senator 
from Nevada called the attention of the 
Senate to the fact that in passing the 
resolution we virtually agreed that when 
a member of the pact was in trouble, 
we were in trouble. How were they going 
to get in trouble? By defending their 
colonial possessions, their colonial slav- 
ery system, their empires. 

Of course, that was hotly denied, but 
here we are. We are getting ready to 
defend France because she is in trouble 
defending her colonial slavery system in 
Indochina. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the Recorp at 
this point as a part of my remarks the 
dispatch to which I have referred. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in tne RECORD, 
as follows: 


WASHINGTON, September 23.—The United 
States announced here today that it was in 
complete agreement with Gen. Jean de 
Lattre de Tassigny on the importance of 
Indochina in the defense of southeast Asia. 
At the same time it was announced that 
considerable improvement would be made in 
deliveries of military-aid matériel to General 
de Lattre’s command. 

The announcement came in a commu- 
niqué issued here jointly by the Depart- 
ments of State and Defense. “Discussions 
which have been going on in the past week 
between General of the Army Jean de Lattre 
de Tassigny, French high commissioner in 
Indochina and commander in chief of the 
French union forces in Indochina, and offi- 
cials of the departments of Defense and 
State, were concluded at the Pentagon Sat- 
urday in an atmosphere of cordiality and 
unity of purpose.“ 

“The participants were in complete agree- 
ment that the successful defense of Indo- 
china is of great importance to the defense of 
southeast Asia.” General de Lattre’s atti- 
tude, apparently agreed to by United States 
officials, is that the fall of Indochina would 
mean the loss of at least Thailand, Burma, 
and Malaya. 


PROGRAM REEXAMINED 


The communiqué added that “in the course 
of discussions with the Department of De- 
fense the military air program for Indo- 
china was reexamined with the result that 
considerable improvement will be made in 
the rate of delivery of many items of equip- 
ment.” 

Recently the State Department announced 
that in the past shipments to Indochina 
had been made under a priority that was a 
close second to that granted Korea. No men- 
tion was made today of a change of priorities, 
but it was learned that a new routing sys- 
tem has been set up for arms to be sent 
General de Lattre. 

The assurance has been made that the most 
critically needed equipment will arrive before 
winter. No breakdown on what equipment 
is to be sent was available, but it was also 
learned that it will include a greater number 
of planes and landing craft than previously 
promised. s 

The joint communiqué asserted that “Gen- 
eral de Lattre has been advised that the ques- 
tion of additional aid for the French and 
Vietnamese forces in Indochina in the fiscal 
1952 program is under study by the United 
States Government.” French sources here, 
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who point out that they understand such 

aid is dependent on future appropriations, 

feel confident that “study” will result in the 

additional matériel they have requested. 
NOT FOR MILITARY PURPOSES 

It was reported that during the talks Gen- 
eral de Lattre did not ask for financial aid 
for military purposes. It was undcrstood, 
however, that economies to be made through 
additional United States shipments of fuel, 
for instance, would free funds for other pur- 
poses. 

From both the military and diplomatic 
point of view General de Lattre's staff feels 
that the talks have been an enormous suc- 
cess. On the diplomatic side today’s com- 
muniqué pointed out that “United States 
officials stated that de Lattre's presentation 
of the situation in that area had been in- 
valuable to them and had demonstrated that 
United States and French policies in the 
associated states (Vietnam, Cambodia, and 
Laos) were not at variance. 

General de Lattre's staff feels that the 
general succeeded in showing the State De- 
partment that the present French program 
of granting gradual independence to the 
associated states while protecting them was 
essential in view of Communist activity in 
the area, 

ENGLAND COLLECTS A COVER CHARGE FOR OUR 
SOLDIERS THERE TO DEFEND ENGLAND 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I would 
remind the Senate of how we are being 
treated in some of these countries. The 
junior Senator from Nevada recently 
read in the Senate a dispatch from Eng- 
land saying that we were being charged 
$93 per capita annually for our soldiers 
in England, in addition to equipping 
them and paying their expenses and 
salaries which were expended in that 
area. The junior Senator from Nevada 
remarked at the time that it was a little 
difficult to understand what the $93 was 
for. It is probably like a cover charge 
in a night club. 8 

Whether there will be a war or not, 
and whether England, France and the 
other countries contribute troops or 
money to amount to anything, appar- 
ently we will continue to send our sol- 
diers to Europe. They take the place of 
tourists in the spending of money. The 
cover charge is like the cover charge in 
a club. Our boys are there and the 
United States pays the freight. 


THEY TAKE OUR MONEY AND INSULT US 


Here is a United Press dispatch of Sep- 
tember 25, entitled, “France Taxes Us 
on Defense Network There.” It reads 
in part as follows: 

The United States Army is paying taxes 
to France on the supply and communica- 
tions network it is building for the defense 
of the west, an American spokesman admit- 
ted today. 

The spokesman said the United States has 
been paying these assessments since the war. 
He said the same situation applies in most 
Allied countries in Europe. 


Mr. President, the junior Senator from 
Nevada made a report on the South Seas 
for the Senate Military Affairs Commit- 
tee in 1943. He was sent out there by 
the committee and was with MacArthur 
for a while. He went to Port Moresby, 
to Buna, and then throughout the rim 
of the South Seas, which was then not 
being actively bombed every day by the 
Japanese. 

We found that we were being charged 
so much for each coconut tree which the 
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field artillery mowed down when enemy 
emplacements were being captured. One 
could see large areas that looked as 
though the trees had been cut off with a 
long knife. Those trees belonging to the 
French and the English were charged to 
the American people; and I am told that 
the price per tree was high. 

Continuing with the United Press dis- 
patch: | 

French quarters confirmed that certain de- 
fense construction will cost the United States 
a 20 percent tax. Atlantic Pact authorities 
feared the levy might seriously handicap the 
American construction program of air fields, 
road networks, and communications planned 
by General Eisenhower. | 


Twenty percent is the night club enter- 
tainment charge. The racket continues, 
and we are the suckers. 

The American taxpayers are charged 
for everything, regardless. We are there 
to defend the European nations. We 
have sent them billions upon billions of 
dollars. We have just voted over 7 bil- 
lion dollars more. Another billion dol- 
lars is being sent over by the Export- 
Import Bank, probably to make up for 
the billion dollars that was cut off of 
foreign aid. We still pay in every way. 

Quoting further from the dispatch: 

Only last week Representative B. CARROLL 
Reece (Republican, Tennessee) asked Secre- 
tary of Defense Robert A. Lovett whether the 
United States is to pay France the 20 percent 
tax on the $5,000,000,000 in military roads 
being built there. 

France allows no tax exemption, even to 
its own army, a point emphasized by the 
French as an argument in support of taxing 
American construction. 

It is a great argument, and they are 
getting away with it. 

FIGHT BEING MADE AGAINST UN-AMERICAN 

TAXES 

Mr. President, there are some activi- 
ties in the Nation, which are designed to 
remind Congress that they can make 
sense out of a tax bill and out of appro- 
priations, if they want to do so, I should 
like to read from another article, written 
by Ruth Montgomery. It carries an idea 
which I hope will grow. The only way 
to bring Congress to its senses is to have 
the voters put their foot down and say, 
“This is the end; we are not going to pay 
these taxes, and we are not going to 
vote for anybody who votes for the 
taxes.” 

Ruth Montgomery is an able col- 
umnist and a very observing young 
woman. In her column in the Times- 
Herald of September 23 she says in part: 

The wife of Washington Redskins owner 
George Marshall, with the blessing of a na- 
tional women’s organization called “Pro 
America”, is launching an all-out drive next 
month against—of all things—Federal in- 
come taxes. 


The sixteenth amendment to the Con- 
stitution of the United States puts in the 
hands of the Congress of the United 
States a weapon with which they could 
destroy the wealth of this country and 
the economy of this country. Adopting 
the sixteenth amendment to the Consti- 
tution of the United States was like 
putting a deer rifle in the hands of a 
young boy. He is likely to do a little 
shooting before he finds out how power- 
ful the rifle is, 
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I continue to read from the article: 

So is Vivian Kellems, the bombshell lady 
industrialist who has been waging a one- 
woman war with Uncle Sam over his pay-as- 
you-go income-tax deductions. 

Federal income taxes, according to Co- 
Tinne— 


That is Corinne Marshall— 
and Vivian, are pure Marxism—a Commu- 
nist scheme to wipe out the capitalist. 
When the aroused ladies address the Ebell 
Club in Los Angeles, October 4, they will 
read the riot act, along with a passage from 
Karl Marx’s 1848 manifesto which recom- 
mended that any government, in order to 
become a dictatorship and destroy all per- 
sonal- ownership, should employ in- 
come- and inheritance-tax laws. 


I have not read all of the debates 
which ensued at the time of the passage 
of the sixteenth amendment, but it is 
my information that the debate indi- 
cated that there never would be more 
than 4 or 5 percent of the income re- 
quired. Now the President of the United 
States sends a $70,000,000,000 budget to 
Congress. Do we hear any talk on the 
floor of the Senate that amounts to any- 
thing? No questions are asked; no ef- 
fort made to save anything for the tax- 

payers. We just start looking in corners 
and catching up with individuals to see 
if there is not something remaining that 
we can pry out of them. We disregard 
the fact that the rates have reached the 
point where the law of diminishing re- 
turns takes over. We disregard the fact 
that all incentive has gone for a man to 
work hard and invest his money and 
make more money, and to hire more em- 
ployees to produce more goods, 

I read further: 


The income tax, according to Corinne, 
should be left to the States. So should so- 
cial security and a multiplicity of other 
new-fangled Marxist laws. 


Today I received the following tele- 
gram from the above referred to Corinne 
Griffith Marshall: 


Senator GEORGE W. MALONE 
United States Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

I make my living out of rentals from 
small-business men and women who are up 
in arms over additional contemplated taxes. 
They feel so strongly upon the subject be- 
cause you of the Senate are gradually put- 
ting them out of business. Roosevelt, Tru- 
man, and the House of Representatives have 
been blamed in the past for the unwar- 
ranted taxes loaded on them but now they 
are fully aware of the fact that the Senate 
alone is taking these billions upon billions 
of dollars out of the earnings and savings 
of the hard-working Americans. I doubt 
that any Senator coming up for reelection 
next year will be returned to office unless he 
or she makes a drastic stand against this 
death blow to America. On October 1, I 
am addressing the Los Angeles chapter of a 
national organization of women called Pro 
America. My subject is a complete repeal 
of the Federal income tax—the sixteenth 
amendment. Our project will be to organize 
every one of the 47,000,000 eligible women 
voters to demand this repeal or elect new 
Members of Congress. I am sending a copy 
of this telegram to Senators Nixon and 
KNOWLANn. 

CORINNE GRIFFITH MARSHALL, 


In closing, Mr. President, I wish to say 
that what I have given you are examples 
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of the follow-the-leader attitude of the 
Senate in following the President with- 
out asking questions or considering the 
effect. 

Mr. President, in my opinion it is time 
for the Senate of the United States to 
start reading the bills it passes and to 
determine in some measure where the 
money is going and the ability of the 
people to pay the bill. 

Mr. President, this tax bill is not a 
realistic one. It could be the straw 
to break the back of many individuals 
and business organizations. Much of 
the money to be collected through the 
enactment of this bill would not be 
necessary were it not for the over-gen- 
erous hand-outs to be made to foreign 
nations, many of which are in relatively 
better financial condition than is cur own 
country. 

Mr. President, the pending tax bill 
should not be passed, and the appropria- 
tions should be made to fit the available 
income. 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 
Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 


Mr. President, I move t the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of executive 
business. 


The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider executive 
buiness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CASE 
in the chair). Reports of committees 
are in order. 

If there are no reports of committees, 
the clerk will proceed to state the nom- 
inations on the executive calendar. 


NOMINATIONS PASSED OVER 


Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I ask that the nominations 
to the Renegotiation Board be passed 
over at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the nominations to the 


Renegotiation Board will be passed over. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 


The legislative clerk read the nomina- 


tion of Herbert R. Askins, of Arizona, to 
be Assistant Secretary of the Navy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the nomination is con- 
firmed. 

POSTMASTERS 

The legislative clerk proceeded to read 
sundry nominations of postmasters. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the postmaster nominations be con- 
firmed en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the postmaster nomina- 
tions are confirmed en bloc. 


Without objection, the President will 
be notified forthwith of the confirma- , 


tions of nominations. 
RECESS 
Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 


I now move that the Senate take a recess 


until tomorrow, at 12 o’clock noon. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 10 
o’clock and 35 minutes p. m.) the Senate 
took a recess until tomorrow, Thursday, 
September 27, 1951, at 12 o'clock 
meridian. 


SEPTEMBER 26 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by the 
Senate September 26 (legislative day of 
September 19), 1951: 

UNITED STATES MARSHAL 

Lucius Marshall Walker, Jr., of Virginia, 
to be United States marshal for the eastern 
district of Virginia, vice Robert L. Ailworth, 
retired. 

RECORDER OF DEEDS, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

Earl Wayne Beck, of Missouri, to be Re- 
corder of Deeds, District of Columbia, vice 
Marshall L. Shepard, resigned. 


CONFIRMATIONS 


Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate September 26 (legislative day 
of September 19), 1951: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE Navy 
To be Assistant Secretary of the Navy 
Herbert R. Askins, of Arizona. 
POSTMASTERS 
ALASKA 
Margaret Webb, Bartlett. 


Ethel R. Schmidt, Bethel. 

Paul N. Ripley, Ketchikan. 
ARKANSAS 

Laura E. Ed n, Banks. 

Floyd McAlister, College Heights. 

Luther D. Spurlock, Gould. 

Grover C. Lewers, Heth. 

William H. Hembree, Judsonia. 

Paul J. Perrier, Jr., Mulberry. 

Mary M. Tibbitts, Alderpoint. 

Carroll W. Marsh, Glen Ellen. 

Marguerite F. Gilbert, Leevining. 

Neva M. Glaze, Oceano. 

Raymond R. Holmquist, Pasadena. 

Donald V. Wheeler, Temple City. 

William H. Mitchener, Whittier. 
COLORADO 

Irma C. McAdoo, Breckenridge. 

Glen V. Norton, Carbondale. 

Lois M. Heyer, Gilman.’ 

Carl Eric Samuelson, Las Animas. 

Leland T. Cook, Springfield. 


CONNECTICUT 


Emily A. Goan, Cornwall. 

Charles J. Calder, New Hartford, 
FLORIDA 

Manila J. McLenon, Lake Wales. 

Frank M. Greene, Jr., Live Oak. 


Robert Maurice O’Brien, Jr., Nichols, 
Rudolph E. Shallberg, Venice. 
GEORGIA 
Gretchen E. Chandler, Bowman. 
Montine M. Lowrey, Dacula. 
Walter C. Marchant, Milan. 
Cloyd G. Bloser, Sparks. 
ILLINOIS 
Henrietta Hinds, Benson. 
Mildred R. Leary, Byron. 
Raymond T. Murphy, Chicago Heights, 
Elizabeth A. Mosby, Grafton. 
George E. Leibengood, Keithsburg. 
Kenneth W. Atkins, Lebanon. 
George C. Annasenz, Morton. 
George C. Bartholomew, Oswego. 
Ervin I. Williams, Pittsburg. 
Louis V. Keeley, Plainfield. 
Paul H. Eberle, Ringwood. 
Harry J. Dean, Tinley Park. 
INDIANA 
Raymond Wittenmyer, Bloomingdale. 
Leslie A. Doster, Fremont. 
Charles E. Kownover, Granger. 
Joe Crabill, Kewanna. 
John W. Clerkin, North Vernon, 


1951 


Norbert P. Lecher, Oxford. 
Donald B. Whitelock, Petersburg. 
Ira E. Stabler, Portland. 

Hugh E. McMahan, Rensselaer, 
Frank W. Conn, Ridgeville. 
Solomon S. Fulford, Wawaka. 
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Floyd J. Moffatt, West Baden Springs. 


IOWA 
Ralph E. Durfey, Aurora. 
Robert S. Hill, Ayrshire. 
Robert W. Lents, Bridgewater. 
Lyle Barthel, Elkader. 
John F. Rechkemmer, Fairbank. 
Emmet P. Kelly, Farley. 
Edwin C. Seitz, Garden Grove, 
Edward O. Koester, Hancock. 
Forrest L. Iverson, Lake Mills. 
Philip J. Durnan, Ossian. 
Carrie R. Newton, Stanzel. 
Edwin A. Hoch, Storm Lake. 


KANSAS 
Donald E. Ford, Leonardville. 
Verna B. Carter, Sawyer. 
Gilbert E. Drake, Sedgwick. 
Harold L. Beck, Whitewater. 
KENTUCKY 
Mary A. Copeland, Fern Creek. 
Eugenia C. Lyttle, Manchester. 
Thomas C. Powell, Monticello. 
LOUISIANA 
Minnie B. Blount, Doyline, 
MARYLAND 
James A. Grove, Frederick, 
William B. Gibson, Owings. 
MISSOURI 
Burl B. Nickell, Atlanta. 
Henry C. Gunn, Barnett. 
Clarence M. Shearer, Jr., Esther. 
Leo G. Kidd, Hillsboro. 
Paul E. Fields, Maryville. 
NEW JERSEY 
Thomas G. Radics, New Brunswick, 
NEW YORK 
James H. Klingelhoefer, Bethpage. 
Frederick B. Bertrand, Hempstead. 
NORTH CAROLINA 
Bryon E. Brenton, Candler. 
Alfred W. Huff, Mars Hill. 
Daisy Holthouser, Mocksville. 
OREGON 
James E. Schuetze, Lafayette. 
PENNSYLVANIA 


Charles Ocepek, Claridge. 
Carroll J. Daly, Greentown. 
Walter W. Gress, Meyersdale. 
Frank P. Hill, Sharon Hill, 
RHODE ISLAND 
Joseph S. Lahane, Newport. 


SOUTH CAROLINA 


William D. Hodge, Alcolu. 
William H. Woods, White Hall. 


Beaty Eldridge Reynolds, Sr., Windy Hill 


TENNESSEE 


Calvin L. Draffin, Atoka. 
William T. Vaughn, Paris. 


TEXAS 


Clyde E. Grant, Abilene. 
Travis G. Keeling, Avery. 
Walter R. Fitch, Bedford. 
Willie R. Peacock, Bivins, 
Clifford C. Gilbert, Carbon, 
Ur D. Kindrick, Junction. 
Adolph C. Mestayer, Lone Star. 
James J. Greer, Los Fresnos, 
Rex L. Harris, Marietta. 
Grady W. Henly, New Deal. 
Walter E. Carlson, Phillips. 
Agnes D. Sanford, Pineland. 


Roger W. Williams, Poteet. 

Arthur H. Reinhard, Poth. 

Byron Williams, Sulphur Springs, 
UTAH 

Joseph P. Dillier, Kearns, 


WEST VIRGINIA 


Edith M. Holmes, Masontown. 

Clyde J. Cornett, Northfork, 

Nell W. Marshall, Pageton. 

Theodore P. Latos, Windsor Heights. 
) WISCONSIN 

Leo F. Mashak, Bangor. 

Arthur L. Peters, Frederic. 

Donald L. Bennett, Glen Haven, 

Emma V. Parish, Linden. 

Howard E. Gaffney, Oxford. 

Milton J. Potratz, Pardeeville, 

Harold G. Hoffman, Sparta. 

Herman J. Glinski, Stevens Point. 

Michael J. Gonring, West Bend. 

Stephen V. Johnson, Williams Bay. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 26, 1951 


The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Bras- 
kamp, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 


Almighty God, who art willing and 
able to satisfy our temporal needs and 
our eternal longings, help us to appre- 
ciate more fully how sacred and wonder- 
ful it is that daily we may hold com- 
munion with a mind of supreme intel- 
ligence and a heart whose infinite love 
will never let us go. 

We pray that we may yield ourselves 
unreservedly to the guidance of Thy 
spirit, and when the ways are dark and 
beset with difficulties may we go forth 
unafraid, placing our hands in Thine 
and heeding Thy voice when Thou dost 
say, “This is the way; walk ye therein.” 

God grant that our faith day by day 
may be deepened. May we feel that 
Thou wilt lead us out of darkness into 
the clear light of day. 

May we be supremely confident that 
all things are working together for our 
good if we love Thee. Hear us in the 
name of the Captain of our salvation, 
Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of 
yesterday was read and approved, 


CHICAGO INTERNATIONAL TRADE FAIR 


Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the joint resolution 
(H. J. Res. 330) to permit articles im- 
ported from foreign countries for the 
purpose of exhibition at the Chicago In- 
ternational Trade Fair, Inc., Chicago, 
III., to be admitted without payment of 
tariff, and for other purposes, 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution, 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from North 
Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Resolved, etc., That all articles which shall 


be imported from foreign countries for the 
purpose of exhibition at the Chicago Inter- 
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national Trade Fair, to be held at Chicago, 
III., from March 22 to April 6, 1952, inclusive, 
by the Chicago International Trade Fair, Inc., 
a corporation, or for use in corstructing, in- 
stalling, or maintaining foreign exhibits at 
the said trade fair, upon which articles there 
shall be a tariff or customs duty, shall be 
admitted without payment of such tariff, 
customs duty, fees, or charges under such 
regulations as the Secretary of the Treasury 
shall prescribe; but it shall be lawful at any 
time during or within 3 months after the 
close of the said trade fair to sell within the 
area of the trade fair any articles provided 
for herein, subject to such regulations for 
the security of the revenue and for the col- 
lection of import duties as the Secretary. of 
the Treasury shall prescribe: Provided, That 
all such articles, when withdrawn for con- 
sumption or use in the United States, shall 
be subject to the duties, if any, imposed upon 
such articles by the revenue laws in force at 
the date of their withdrawal; and on such 
articles which shall have suffered diminution 
or deterioration from incidental handling or 
exposure, the duties, if payable, shall be as- 
sessed according to the appraised value at 
the time of withdrawal from entry hereunder 
for consumption or entry under the general 
tariff law: Provided further, That imported 
articles provided for herein shall not be sub- 
ject to any marking requirements of the gen- 
eral tariff laws, except when such articles are 
withdrawn for consumption or use in the 
United States, in which case they shall not 
be released from customs custody until prop- 
erly marked, but no additional duty shall be 
assessed because such articles were not suffi- 
ciently marked when imported into the 
United States: Provided further, That at any 
time during or within 3 months after the 
close of the trade fair, any article entered 
hereunder may be abandoned to the Govern- 
ment or destroyed under customs supervi- 
sion, whereupon any duties on such article 
shall be remitted: Provided further, That 
articles which have been admitted without 
payment of duty for exhibition under any 
tariff law and which have remained in con- 
tinuous customs custody or under a customs 
exhibition bond and imported articles in 


. bonded warehouses under the general tariff 


law may be accorded the privilege of transfer 
to and entry for exhibition at the said trade 
fair under such regulations as the Secretary 
of the Treasury shall prescribe: And provided 
further, That the Chicago International 
Trade Fair, Inc., a corporation, shall be 
deemed, for customs purposes only, to be the 
sole consignee of all merchandise imported 
under the provisions of this act, and that the 
actual and necessary customs charges for 
labor, services, and other expenses in connec- 
tion with the entry, examination, appraise- 
ment, release; or custody, together with the 
necessary charges for salaries of customs offi- 
cers and employees in connection with the 
supervision, custody of, and accounting for, 
articles imported under the provision of this 
act, shall be reimbursed to the extent not 
covered by customs duties paid on articles 
imported for exhibition at the Chicago Inter- 
national Trade Fair, by the Chicago Interna- 
tional Trade Fair, Inc., a corporation, to the 
Government of the United States under regu- 
lations to be prescribed by the Secretary of 
the Treasury, and that receipts from such 
reimbursements shall be deposited as refunds 
to the appropriation from which paid, in the 
manner provided for in section 524, Tariff Act 
of 1930, as amended (U. S. C., 1940 ed., title 
19, sec. 1524). 


With the following committee amend- 
ments: 


Page 3, line 21, strike out “provision” and 
insert “provisions.” 

Page 3, line 22, strike out all after “reim- 
bursed” down to and including the word 
“Fair” in line 24. 
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The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

The House joint resolution was or- 
dered to be engrossed and read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


MRS. ADELAIDE JOHNSON 


Mr. WICKERSHAM. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Okla- 
homa? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WICKERSHAM. Mr. Speaker, 
105 years ago today Mrs. Adelaide John- 
son was born. She was one of the out- 
standing sculptors of our country. Iam 
introducing a bill to provide for the na- 
tional recognition of Adelaide Johnson, 
the sculptor of the Woman’s Monument. 
I wish to read the bill: 


A bill to provide for national recognition of 
Adelaide Johnson, the sculptor of the 
Woman's Monument, and for other pur- 
poses. 

Be it enacted, etc., That (a) the statuary 
work located in the United States Capitol, 
known as the Woman’s Monument, shall be 
maintained perpetually in the Capitol in 
honor of America’s womanhood, and the 
Architect of the Capitol is authorized and 
directed to cause an appropriate inscription 
to be placed on the back of the monument, 

(b) The Architect of the Capitol is fur- 
ther authorized and directed to cause a 
marble bust to be made of Adelaide Johnson, 
who is 105 years of age today, the creator of 
the monument, who bears the title of “The 
Sculptor of the Women’s Monument,” to 
be placed on the fourth of background po- 
sition on the monument. Such bust shall be 
made in accordance with plans and speci- 
fication submitted to the Architect of the 
Capitol and shall be maintained perpetually 
in the Capitol. All arrangements 
for the dedication of such statue, and cer- 
emonies connected therewith, shall be made 
by the Architect of the Capitol in coopera- 
tion with interested groups, public or pri- 
vate. 

(c) The sum of $25,000 is hereby author- 
ized to be appropriated for payment to the 
said Adelaide Johnson as partial compensa- 
tion to her for her many years of labor in 
creating the monument. 

The Woman’s Monument was originally 
presented to the Nation in the days of Mrs. 
Johnson’s great affluence but because of 
Mrs. Johnson's present dire needs and great 
age it is urgent that Congress grant this 
special emergency request. It should be fur- 
ther known that Mrs. Johnson spent more 
than 20 years in creating this monument 
and it is the only monument in the world 
made by a woman in behalf of women, dedi- 
cated to their emancipation and standing 
in a Nation's Capitol. 


SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mr. BURDICK asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 25 
minutes tomorrow, following the legisla- 
tive program and any special orders 
heretofore entered. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? 

There was no objection, 
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[Mr. Jonnson addressed the House. 
His remarks appear in the Appendix.] 


SHIPMENT OF AMERICAN GOODS ABROAD 


Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute and to re- 
vise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, some time ago we were advised 
in the press, this was about 2 or 3 years 
ago, that the automobile industry had 
reached the point where the population 
would not be able longer to buy the new 
cars the industry was putting out, and 
it was feared overproduction might in- 
juriously affect our motor industry in 
Michigan. Some of my colleagues were 
telling me this morning that the French 
were insisting if we continued to send 
relief over there to them we would have 
to pay them to take it, pay some kind 
of a tax to them before they would 
accept it. I was wondering whether or 
not these other countries that we have 
been aiding to the extent of billions-and 
billions of dollars over the years have 
now found it impossible longer to use or 
to store the resources or whatever you 
care to call it—the good things that we 
were sending, including our dollars, and 
if they would have to establish a Fort 
Knox where they could bury the gold 
and store the food that we are sending 
them. If that is the situation, I think 
we ought to devote a little attention to 
the percentage we are to pay them to 
induce them to accept the munitions of 
war—the other property we furnish. 
Twenty percent seems altogether too 
much, Two and one-half percent ought 
to be enough, or it may be if we get a 
Republican administration they will pay 

‘us for it. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 

tleman from Michigan has expired. 


MARKETING FACILITIES IMPROVEMENT 
ACT 


Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the further con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 39) to en- 
courage the improvement and develop- 
ment of marketing facilities for han- 
dling perishable argicultural commod- 
ities. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill H. R. 39, with 
Mr. BECKWORTH in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit- 
tee rose yesterday, the Clerk had read 
section 1 of the bill. If there are no 
amendments to that section, the Clerk 
will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

DECLARATION OF POLICY 

Sec. 2. It is found and declared that the 
marketing of perishable agricultural com- 
modities affects the public welfare and is 
a matter of grave national concern; that 
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vast quantities of fruits, vegetables, and 
other perishable agricultural commodities 
shipped from various producing areas lo- 
cated throughout the United States and for- 
eign countries pass through and are han- 
dled in public marketing facilities located 
in large consuming areas which are in most 
instances inadequate and obsolete; that the 
handling of perishable agricultural com- 
modities in such facilities is attendant with 
many uneconomic practices, greatly increas- 
ing costs and causing undue losses, exces- 
sive waste, spoilage, and deterioration, which 
result in producers receiving prices far below 
the reasonable value of their products, in 
unduly and arbitrarily enhancing costs of 
operations in such markets, and increasing 
the price of food to consumers; that the 
prices of all perishable farm commodities 
are directly affected by the prices made on 
these public markets and are adversely af- 
fected by the unduly burdensome costs re- 
sulting from obsolescent and inadequate fa- 
cilities; that obsolete and antiquated facil- 
ities create such an undue restraint and 
unjust burden on interstate commerce as 
to make it imperative that appropriate 
measures be taken to free such commerce 
from such burdens and restraints and to 
protect producers and consumers against op- 
pressive costs resulting from the use of such 
facilities; that modern facilities would make 
possible the saving of millions of dollars 
annually by removing the cause of many of 
the unnecessary costs and burdens; that in 
spite of the great need for improved fa- 
cilities, efforts in the past have failed to 
bring about a satisfactory solution to the 
problem; that this failure has been due 
largely to the inability of farmers, dealers, 
brokers, commission merchants, and others, 
individually or collectively, to obtain through 
regular financial channels the relatively 
large amounts of capital necessary for the 
construction of modern facilities. In con- 
sequence of the conditions referred to above, 
it is hereby declared to be the policy of 
Congress through the powers herein con- 
ferred upon the Secretary of Agriculture, to 
aid in the establishing of such public mar- 
keting facilities for the wholesale handling 
of fresh fruits and vegetables, poultry, eggs, 
dairy products, other perishable agricultural 
commodities and sea food as will be con- 
ducive to orderly and efficient distribution, 
increased consumption, and a reduction in 
the spread between prices paid by consum- 
ers and those received by farmers. 


Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair- 
man, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. MILLER of Ne- 
braska: On page 3, line 14, after the period 
insert “It shall be a part of the policy and 
general purpose that no law or regulation 
shall be issued to prevent dairy products, 
which meet the requirements of the United 
States Public Health Service Code from sale 
in these marketing facilities or between the 
States, the District of Columbia, or the Ter- 
ritories.” 


Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I make 
a point of order against the amendment 
for it is not germane. The amendment 
deals with other acts of Congress, and 
other programs which are quite alien to 
the bill now before us. The amendment 
attempts to circumvent existing law, and 
to make lawful that which is now unlaw- 
ful in that such rules and regulations 
are now in existence and which prevent 
the sale of milk from outside areas in 
the District of Columbia were issued pur- 
suant to acts of Congress, heretofore 
passed. The bill before us does not at- 
tempt to amend existing law, and I sub- 
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mit that the amendment therefore is 
not germane, and therefore make the 
point of order against it, and insist upon 
the point of order for the reasons I have 
stated. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle- 
man from Nebraska desire to be heard 
on the point of order? 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I do, Mr. 
Chairman, 

Mr. Chairman, I maintain that the 
amendment is in order because on the 
first page of the bill reference is made to 
the marketing of perishable agricultural 
produets affecting the public welfare, and 
being of grave national concern. Then, 
on page 2, the bill refers to the handling 
of perishable agricultural products and 
says it is attendant with many uneco- 
nomic practices, greatly increasing costs, 
and causing undue losses, excessive 
waste, spoilage, and deterioration, and 
that the value of the products is en- 
hanced because of the perishable part 
of the program. 

It also refers to the Interstate Com- 
merce Act in lines 15 and 16 where it 
states “create such an undue restraint 
and unjust burden on interstate com- 
merce as to make it imperative that ap- 
propriate measures be taken to free such 
commerce from such burdens and re- 
straints and to protect producers and 
consumers against oppressive costs re- 
sulting from the use of such facilities.” 

It does not refer to milk, as the chair- 
man said; it refers to dairy products. 
Certainly dairy products are perishable 


commodities that are carried in inter- 


state commerce. There has been no law 
as far as the District of Columbia or 
Territories are concerned regulating the 
sale of milk; the sale of milk in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia is governed by a regu- 
lation issued by the Commissioners 
which prohibits the sale of milk which 
complies with the United States Pub- 
lic Health Service grade A requirements, 
milk which is accepted in 32 States and 
all of the cities of the country except 
one area, the District of Columbia; that 
is the only area where the sale is pro- 
hibited. Set up one of these marketing 
facilities in the District of Columbia and 
you would not be able to bring in milk 
that passes in every State in the Union, 
because of the restrictions set up in the 
Commissioners’ regulation. 

I maintain that the amendment is 
germane to this bill. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, may 
I be heard a moment further on the 
point of order? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
hear the gentleman briefly. 

Mr. COOLEY. In reply to the gen- 
tleman’s statement and his reference to 
the language in lines 15 and 16 on page 
2 of the bill, that language does make 
reference to interstate commerce. 
There is no attempt in this bill, however, 
to regulate interstate commerce in any 
manner, and the gentleman’s amend- 
ment is a definite direct regulation of 
interstate commerce, and he seeks by 
his amendment to make the sale of milk 
legal in specific facilities here in the 
District of Columbia. Should the 
amendment be adopted, this situation 
would exist: Milk could come in from 
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some distant State and be sold in this 
particular facility in the District of Co- 
lumbia, whereas it would not be accept- 
able for sale in any other facility in ‘the 
same District of Columbia. 

We say it is an effort to regulate 
interstate commerce and circumvent 
existing laws. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair- 
man, if I may ask the gentleman from 
North Carolina a question, does the 
gentleman think that under the bill as 
it now stands should one of these mar- 
keting. facilities be established in the 
District of Columbia, and I hope one 
will be, that dairy products from other 
States could be brought in and sold 
within the District of Columbia? 

Mr. COOLEY. If you were drawing a 
law applicable to all such facilities. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. There is 
no law; it is a regulation. 

Mr. COOLEY. But the regulations 
which the gentleman mentioned are is- 
sued by virtue of authority vested in the 
governing body of the District of Co- 
lumbia. The gentleman now is asking 
us here in Congress to invalidate the 
rules and regulations that are now in ex- 
istence. I think the purpose of the gen- 
tleman's amendment is quite obvious for 
the reason I have just given, that the 
gentleman is trying to vitiate a District 
of Columbia regulation with reference to 
one particular market, to wit, the mar- 
keting facilities which may be established 
pursuant to the provisions of this act. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. If I may, 
Mr. Chairman, I will withdraw the 
amendment and then I ask to be recog- 
nized for 5 minutes under a pro forma 
amendment to strike out the last word. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I 
should like to be heard on the point of 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I un- 
derstood the gentleman had withdrawn 
the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The gentleman has 
asked consent to withdraw the amend- 
ment. ‘Without objection, the amend- 
ment is withdrawn. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, I understand the 
Chairman’s point of order will be sus- 
tained. I do not like to offer amend- 
ments unless I think they are germane. 
I tried to draw the amendment so it 
would be germane. I think it is only 
fair that these marketing facilities pro- 
vided by the Federal Government should 
accept milk approved by the Public 
Health Service. The present regula- 
tions in the District of Columbia pro- 
tect the Virginia-Maryland Milk Pro- 
ducers Association. Only their milk 
can be sold in the District. 

Children must have milk. The gen- 
tleman referred to milk that comes into 
the District. It is sterilized by steam. 
It is just ridiculous that Congress has 
allowed a monopoly to get a strangle 
hold on every quart of milk the people 
of the District of Columbia buy, when 
in 32 States of the Union and all the 
large cities of the country except this 
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city, chemical sterilization is acceptable. 
Chemical sterilization is an accepted 
process of handling milk. But such 
milk products are not allowed to come 
into the District of Columbia. You ask 
why; I answer, because they have set 
up a monopoly, if you please, a tight 
monopoly that prevents any milk com- 
ing into this milkshed unless it has been 
treated by the steam sterilization proc- 
ess. Yet chemical sterilization is ac- 
cepted by all the other States. 

This requirement of steam steriliza- 
tion makes milk higher in the District 
of Columbia than any other place in the 
United States or at least in the upper 
one-third level. Why, they drink more 
beer and liquor in the District of Colum- 
bia than milk. The children of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia are penalized because 
of the high cost; many times it is uneco- 
nomical to feed milk to them. At Wal- 
ter Reed Hospital, at St. Elizabeths Hos- 
pital, you feed the patients milk that 
comes in under chemical sterilization, 
but you cannot do that at the District 
jail, and you cannot do that at Gal- 
linger Hospital. 

I submit to you, and I submit to this 
committee, that there should be written 
into this bill some kind of regulation, 
and it would really apply only to the 
District of Columbia, that would permit 
milk which has the stamp of approval 
of the United States Public Health Serv- 
ice and is labeled Grade A milk” to have 
access to the District of Columbia. I 
think the present situation is most un- 
just, and I shall certainly search dili- 
gently in the future for some bill to 
which such an amendment can be 
attached. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I yield. 

Mr. COOLEY. I should like to say to 
the gentleman that I have no desire to 
encourage or foster monopolies in the 
District of Columbia or anywhere else; 
and I do not question the gentleman's 
sincerity or the object which he seeks to 
accomplish, but I am wondering if it 
would not be better to meet the issue 
head-on and forthrightly by bringing in 
a bill containing the substance of the 
gentleman's amendment and let the 
House decide the very important ques- 
tion which the gentleman is discussing. 
I am frank to say I would be very much 
impressed with the gentleman’s views on 
it; however, I do not think we ought to 
have it in this bill because I do not think 
the application would be general enough. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I yield to 
the gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. The 
gentleman knows that I appeared before 
the District committee on the subject 
of bringing in milk from outside areas 
under public health requirements. I feel 
that the gentleman's amendment is ger- 
mane to this bill but as long as he has 
withdrawn it, of course, it is not subject 
to further discussion. I hope that the 
gentleman will press for action to permit 
good sanitary milk to come into the Dis- 
trict in order to break this monopoly. 
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It would be a good thing for the consum- 
ers of the District and it will be a good 
thing for the country as a whole. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I thank 
the gentleman. It does seem that the 
Congress should be interested in break- 
ing this unholy alliance that now penal- 
izes every child who drinks milk in the 
District of Columbia. The standards for 
milk sold in Maryland-Virginia and 32 
States should be accepted in the District. 
The citizens are entitled to this good 
milk. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last two words. 

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that the 
bill before us today presents a funda- 
mental question which goes far beyond 
the narrow issue whether we should au- 
thorize Government loans to aid in the 
construction of warehousing facilities. 
The more basic question is, How far are 
we going in these critical times when our 
defense expenditures are necessarily so 

- staggering and our demands on the tax- 
payers so heavy, in authorizing the Gov- 
ernment to embark upon entirely new 
ventures, or to go into completely new 
fields of activity, unrelated to any needs 
of national defense or security? 

We on both sides of the aisle are pay- 
ing a lot of lip service these days to the 
principle that in these times when we 
are compelled to spend so much money 
to insure our survival as a free nation, 
we should curtail our nondefense 
spending at every possible point. But 
here we are being asked in this bill to 
authorize an embarkation upon a com- 
pletely new program, namely, the Fed- 
eral guaranteeing of loans for the con- 
struction of marketing facilities. We 
should be devoted to the task of devising 
ways and means of reducing presently 
authorized spending instead of combing 
the highways and byways of our national 
economy to search out new and novel 
methods, as yet undiscovered, of obli- 
gating the taxpayer’s dollars. 

The amount involved is not tremen- 
dous by Washington standards. The 
authorized appropriation is $25,000,000. 
The limit of the authorized Government 
gua anty is $100,000,000. In other 
wor s, that is as far as the Government 
could go. But, following the pattern 
that has become so tragically familiar, 
a bill will come before us next year or 
the year after to raise the authorized 
limitation on borrowing. One hundred 
million is just a starter. Those dedi- 
cated to the philosophy that the Gov- 
ernment can do everything better than 
anyone else will not rest until this fund 
has been increased to a point where it 
represents virtual Federal control of this 
industry. 

I also call attention to the provisions 
on pages 12 and 13 of the bill which I 
look upon as a joker or a sleeper where 
it is stated that if there is not sufficient 
money in the insurance fund to enable 
the Secretary of Agriculture to make 
payments to mortgagees as provided, he 
is not precluded from acting. Oh, no. 
He may then issue notes to the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury to obtain funds to 
make additional payments. In other 
words, the possibilities inherent in this 
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bill are far beyond the 8100, 000, 000 au- 
thorization. Indeed they are virtually 
limitless. 

It is true probably that if the Sec- 
retary exceeded the limit, a bill would 
then be brought before us to authorize 
the lifting of the $100,000,000 limit, but 
the damage would already have been 
done and we would be faced with an ac- 
complished fact. 

Mr. Chairman, precedents can be cited 
for this type of Government operation. 
Some were mentioned by the chairman 
of the Committee on Agriculture. It is 
probably fair to say that it is preferable 
for the Federal Government to guaran- 
tee loans by private institutions than it 
is to make such loans directly. It is a 
matter of judgment where we are going 
to draw the line. Sincere, well-mean- 
ing men and women will differ. But 
somewhere, sometime, we must decide 
where we shall stop. 

If loans for the construction of ware- 
housing facilities are to be guaranteed 
by the Government, then why not loans 
to build food-processing plants? Why 
not loans to build textile and other plants 
to make the clothing for our people? 
Then why not any manufacturing or 
marketing activity concerned with the 
production or distribution of essential 
commodities? You may say such Gov- 
ernment guaranties can be restricted 
solely to essentials. All right. Then we 
come to the question, What are luxuries 
and what are essentials? The luxury of 
today becomes the essential of tomorrow. 
Witness, the automobile, the radio, the 
washing machine, the telephone. 

The road down which this bill points 
the way is to the complete guaranty by 
Uncle Sam of all banking and other 
loaning activities. When that road is 
followed to its logical conclusion it leads 
inevitably to the nationalization of 
banking. There are some sincere peo- 
ple who believe it is desirable in the pub- 
lic interest to nationalize our banks. I 
do not adhere to that philosophy. I 
never could. I believe it is the first step 
in a dangerous trend. I believe it spells 
the doom of the greatness of our Nation 
and the happiness and prosperity of our 
people. 

I am not one who has opposed all of 
these lending and guaranteeing activi- 
ties of the Federal Government. As I 
look back, I sometimes think, however, 
that my error has been in going too far 
rather than in not going far enough. I 
see a dangerous and growing tendency 
on the part of people everywhere 
throughout the land, in the cities and 
in the rural areas, to ask the Federal 
Government to solve their problems for 
them instead of trying by their own 
energy and initiative and on the local 
level in their own communities to meet 
the economic questions which present 
themselves from time to time in the old- 
fashioned way that my mother and 
father taught me. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has expired. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for three 
additional minutes. 
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? ~ 

There was no objection. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, 1 
recognize that there are activities which 
are so vast in their scope and character 
and which involve such large expendi- 
tures or commitments that they cannot 
be adequately handled through private 
channels. Some of those I have sup- 
ported. It strikes me that is the yard- 
stick we should employ in reaching a 
decision whether or not we should go 
along with a particular bill involving 
the injection of Government inio the 
field traditionally reserved for private 
enterprise. There has been no proof 
offered here satisfactory to satisfy the 
test that in this instance there is a need 
for the Government to step in and to 
guarantee these loans, no proof that un- 
less that is done, it will be impossible 
for public markets to continue in these 
municipalities. 

True, at the top of page 3 of the bill in 
the statement of declaration of policy it 
is asserted that the failure to construct 
these facilities has been due largely to 
the inability of farmers, dealers, brokers, 
commission merchants and others, in- 
dividually or collectively, to obtain 
through regular financial channels the 
relatively large amounts of capital neces- 
sary for the construction of modern fa- 
cilities. 

I have not been shown the evidence, 
however, to support that finding. Con- 
viction on that point is essential to the 
passage of this bill in my judgment of 
holding the philosophy of government 
and its proper function which I do. It 
seems to me that unless we are to change 
our entire concepts regarding the proper 
and legitimate scope of governmental 
activity, it is necessary that we be shown 
that those interested in constructing 
markets cannot obtain the funds to build 
these facilities through private channels. 
They have been built, they are being ad- 
ministered all over the country, and this 
has been going on for many years, with- 
out this governmental assistance. The 
burden of showing the need for change 
rests squarely on the shoulders of the 
proponents of this measure. They have 
not met that burden. 

An impressive lis“ of those who support 
this measure was given to us by the dis- 
tinguished chairman of this committee. 
They know of the particular little prob- 
lem before them. It is the same prin- 
ciple we have encountered time and time 
again. There was no one speaking be- 
fore this committee for the vast body of 
people, the taxpayers and the wage earn- 
ers of this country, and all the folks 
that must foot the bill for these ad- 
ditional governmental activities. I want 
to hear from them before I lend my sup- 
port to this bill. I do not want to hear 
from just the little group that might be 
benefited, whether they be business or 
labor or agriculture or any other group. 
I want to hear from the vast segment 
of the people and find out whether they 
want us to authorize the Government in 
these times to embark upon new and 
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potentially eostly ventures. I do not be- 
lieve they do. 

There is another dangerous element 
in this legislation which time does not 
permit me adequately to discuss. I see 
in this measure one more effort to bring 
another activity, this time the market- 
ing of farm commodities, eventually un- 
der the complete control of a central 
government. Ihave analyzed this meas- 
ure and find repeatedly provisions con- 
ferring powers upor the Secretary of 
Agriculture to lay down standards and 
control the determination as to who shall 
loan the money, who shall borrow the 
money, what the terms cf the loan shall 
be, where these markets shall be placed, 
and so forth. There are no less than 30 
places in this bill where specific power 
or authority is delegated to the Secretary 
of Agriculture, designed to fasten his 
hold firmly on this segment of our econ- 
omy. ‘That should be a warning to us. 
We are the guardians of the liberties of 
our people. Let us not fail to fulfill the 
sacred trust which they have committed 
to us. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I have asked for this 
time for the purpose of clarifying from 
the members of the committee who are 

this legislation the intent of 
the legislation and the scope of the au- 
thority for handling these facilities after 
they have once been erected. 

I would like to preface what I have to 
say on this legislation with the state- 
ment that I have supported, with the ex- 
ception of the Mexican wetback bill 
passed recently by the House, every piece 
of legislation favorable to the farm in- 
terests of this country since I became a 
Member of Congress in 1945, without 
question. But there are some questions 
that I want answered, and I think the 
committee is entitled to some clarifica- 
tion. 

For instance, it was my pleasure as 
chairman of the subcommittee of the 
Committee on Education and Labor to 
conduct the hearings on November 12, 
1949, into the famous Di Giorgio farms 
in California. There is some interest- 
ing information that I am sure has a di- 
rect bearing on this legislation. Let me 
remind you that this firm at the present 
time is well on its way to cornering the 
fruit and vegetable markets of the 
United States. This firm owns outright 
the facilities in the city of Baltimore. 
They control 50.59 percent of the facili- 
ties in the city of New York. At times 
as much as 80 percent of the fruits and 
vegetables reaching the New York mar- 
ket come from the Di Giorgio farms in 
California. 

Let me read to you the extent of their 
operations. This is the testimony: 

The Di Giorgio Corp. has controlling or 
minority interests in the following enter- 
prises in addition to this: The Baltimore 
Fruit Exchange; the New York Fruit Auc- 
tion; United Fruit Auction, of Pittsburgh; 
United Fruit Auction, of Cincinnati; Fruit 
Auction Sales, of Chicago; Klamath Lumber 
& Box Co.— 


And many other affiliates. 
What I want the committee to explain 
to the Members of this House is, Will 
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this octopus that is bordering on the edge 
of becoming a monopoly be eligible for 
Joans under this act to build these facili- 
ties and tighten its hold on the fruit 
markets in the major cities of this coun- 
try? If they are, I do not want any part 
of it. 

Here is a farm that is doing business 
in excess of $18,000,000 annually. They 
handled over 12,000,000 packages of fruit 
in 1949 and over 600,000 packages of 
vegetables of various kinds, cartons and 
crates of vegetables. I just want to know 
whether we are giving Government as- 
sistance here by underwriting a loan to 
an outstanding corporation that is now 
fastening its tentacles upon the fruit 
markets and the vegetable markets of 
the United States. 

I see a gentleman from the State of 
California is here. Iam sure he is going 
to have something to say aboutit. Along 
with the other members of the commit- 
tee, I think the House needs an explana- 
tion. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BAILEY. I yield t. the gentleman 
from North Carolina. 

Mr. COOLEY. May I call attention 
to the fact that if the gentleman will 
refer to page 14, line 18, he will find this 
language: 

That the market facility will not be op- 
erated in a manner which would discrim- 
inate against any perishable agricultural 
commodity on account of geographical origin 
of such commodity or prevent any producer, 
seller, or buyer from utilizing the market 
fachity because of his organization, business 
methods (if not unfair or unlawful), mem- 
bership or nonmembership in any organiza- 
tion, or on account of the method of trans- 
portation of the products. 


It certainly is not contemplated that 
any loan would be made under this act 
to accomplish anything such as was de- 
scribed by the gentleman. 

Yesterday the gentleman will recall 
that there was great excitement over the 
fact that I had referred to a warehouse 
that had been built between Richmond 
and Petersburg by the A. & P. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for two 
additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
West Virginia. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. COOLEY. It was suggested then 
that I was complaining because of the 
efficient method in which this corpora- 
tion was operating its business. That 
was far from my mind. I was commend- 
ing the effort of the A. & P., and showing 
how private corporations and associa- 
tions had demonstrated more foresight 
and vision than many of the municipali- 
ties in which farm produce is sold. The 
gentleman, I think, knows it is not our 
purpose to encourage any monopolistic 
operation. We are trying here now to 
let the public markets be in a better posi- 
tion to compete with these efficiently 
operated markets. 
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Mr. BAILEY. May I ask the gentle- 
man this direct question? Will they be 
eligible for a loan—yes or no? 

Mr. COOLEY. No; not if they oper- 
ate the market as a monopoly, as the 
gentleman described. 

Mr. BAILEY. Will there be any reg- 
ulations by the regulatory authority, 
which will limit the amount of space 
they can acquire in one of these facili- 
ties? 

Mr. COOLEY. That will be entirely 
in the hands of the operating authority, 
whether it is a municipality or whether 
it is a privately organized corporation. 
All of the plans for the operation of the 
market first must be submitted and ap- 
proved by the marketing experts in the 
Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

What would prevent any organization 
from coming under the loan provisions of 
this bill? 

Mr. COOLEY. The language of the 
bill prevents it. If the gentleman will 
read the bill, I am sure he would have a 
better understanding of it. 

Mr. BAILEY. I cannot find anything 
in the bill to convince me that they 
would not be eligible for a loan. 

Mr. COOLEY. If the gentleman will 
look at the language I just referred to 
on page 14, you will see that the loan 
will not be insured to any private cor- 
poration to operate a closed market. 
The market must be open to all produc- 
ers and to all buyers. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

The provision that the gentleman re- 
fers to certainly would not permit the 
renting of space to people to come in on 
a monopolistic basis to sell their eggs, 
meat, and other poultry products, and 
so on, but the monopolies would run, al- 
though the loan, of course, would not be 
made on a monopolistic basis. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from West Virginia has 
expired. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last two words. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not believe the 
people I represent in the Seventeenth 
Congressional District of Michigan want 
me to support this legislation. The 
people of my district have provided their 
own marketing facilities, and I am sure 
they would not want me to support leg- 
islation which would make them poten- 
tially liable some day to pay for market 
facilities in cities perhaps a thousand 
miles away from them. This bill pro- 
vides exactly that. That is one of the 
objections I have to this bill. The other 
objection, which is more serious in my 
opinion and which has been very ably 
discussed by the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. KEATING], is the principle of 
looking to Washington for every con- 
ceivable thing in their normal life. 
Lincoln once said: 

The Government should never do for the 
people what the people can do for them- 
selves. 


It seems to me that when the history 
of this country is examined, that in this 
particular field we will find that the 
people through the years have done for 
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themselves what the Government might 
have done for them. The people have 
never asked that it be done for them. 
We might as well say to the country, 
“Why not let the Federal Government 
guarantee the money or the loan re- 
quired for the building of police stations, 
fire-engine houses, textile mills, and mer- 
chandising plants?” This bill violates 
the American principle of local self- 
government. This is a foot in the door. 
I do not say the Federal Government 
may positively be called upon to pay the 
bill, but suppose it is called upon to pay 
for a venture which has not proven 
successful. Then the Government of 


the United States is in the marketing 


business. If these risks are not good 
enough to be taken by local investors, 
they should not be built. The best 
judges of that are the people in the 
local area, whether it is New York, Bos- 
ton, Philadelphia, or any other city. 
For that reason, I do not think this is 
a field into which the Federal Govern- 
ment should inject itself. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DONDERO. I yield. 

Mr. COOLEY. I would just like to 
say to the gentleman that the Market- 
ing Division of the Department of Agri- 
culture does not make studies in any 
community except upon the request of 
the people in a particular community. 
I have information here to the effect 
that in Detroit now there is a study of 
the marketing facilities under way. So, 
there must be some question as to the 
adequacy of these facilities in the city 
of Detroit. I concede that the gentle- 
man has a question in his mind as to 
the adequacy of available facilities in 
certain cities now. But the gentleman 
should know that in forty-odd cities the 
people are calling upon the Department 
of Agriculture to make studies of their 
marketing facilities, and they are mak- 
ing those studies pursuant to legislation 
which we have already passed and which 
we are financing. 

Mr. DONDERO. May I say to my 
distinguished friend, the gentleman from 
North Carolina, that undoubtedly those 
studies have been influenced and per- 
haps instigated by a trend in this land 
to look to the Federal Government for 
everything. 

Mr. COOLEY. Oh, no, 

Mr. DONDERO. Why should these 
cities expect the Federal Government to 
provide marketing facilities for them 
anyway? Why should they not do it 
themselves? 

Mr. COOLEY. I can answer that. 
The Boston market is perhaps 200 years 
old, and the New York market is over 
100 years old, 

Mr. DONDERO. I still have faith in 
the city of Boston. 

Mr. COOLEY. I have lost faith in 
the people of the city of New York re- 
garding marketing facilities because my 
committee has studied that problem quite 
thoroughly and we know they are not 


going to improve that facility unless they 


can be induced to build a marketing 
facility which is easily accessible to 
trucks and trains. 
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Mr. DONDERO. If they do not build 
their own marketing facility, there must 
be something wrong as far as their 
ability to manage and make self sus- 
taining that kind of a facility. 

Mr. COOLEY. Does the gentleman 
know, and can he tell the House what it 
costs to unload a carload of produce in 
his city? 

Mr. DONDERO. I am not aware of 
or familiar with all of the details. Iam 
aware of this, however, that this bill we 
would be nationalizing and placing in the 
central government authority and even 
financial responsibility in an entirely new 
field. How long will it be before the 
Federal Government controls every- 
thing? 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman ap- 
parently does not understand the bill. 

Mr. DONDERO. I think I understand 
it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan has expired. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
DONDERO] may proceed for five addi- 
tional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DONDERO. There is one mor 
point I wish to stress. I have before me 
two pages of requests from industrial 
plants in the Detroit metropolitan area 
and from other sources, and particularly 
the mayor and the superintendent of 
schools of the city of Detroit, and a 
number of other citizens in my congres- 
sional district, all appealing for the al- 
location of steel to construct school- 
houses, and to continue the operation of 
industrial plants. If this bill passes and 
these marketing facilities are to be built, 
they are going to compete for the very 
strategic material, steel, needed for these 
purposes, 

I think this bill should be defeated. 
Marketing facilities should be provided 
at the local level and not the Federal 
Government. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DONDERO. I yield. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. I have a very high 
regard for the gentleman, and I think 
he has some respect for my opinion. I 
want him to know that I have studied 
this subject for more than 15 years and 
that I am very much for this bill. The 
answer to the gentleman’s question as 
to why the Federal Government does 
not go into the building of police sta- 
tions is that that is a community matter 
which can be settled by the community. 
But there are factors in this program 
which go beyond the local community; 
they involve the railroads and many 
other elements that are not controllable 
by a city, and as in the case of New 
York and Philadelphia the markets are 
so old that the consumers are the ones 
who are suffering. - 

Mr. DONDERO. Let me interrupt the 
gentleman at that point. Who will be 
benefited more than the consumers of 
the particular areas where these mar- 
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keting facilities are built? Has all local 
pride died in this land? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. No, but the gentle- 
man is denying the consumers the help 
which this bill would give them; there 
is no money loaned in this bill. 

Mr, DONDERO. That is true. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. There is an insurance 
provision. 

To answer the gentleman’s other 
question—and it is a fair expression by 
him and others as to scarce material— 
there is nothing in the bill that takes 
Scarce material; the material would not 
be available. I believe the gentleman 
from North Carolina will concur in an 
amendment that will be offered to sat- 
isfy the qualms of those people who 
think scarce materials might be involved. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DONDERO. I yield. 

Mr. COOLEY. I would like to say, 
since some objection to the bill has been 
prompted by fears that scarce and criti- 
cal materials might be utilized in the 
construction of marketing facilities, I 
understand the gentleman from Penn- 
Sylvania [Mr. Mumma] will offer this 
amendment: 

That construction of the marketing fa- 
cilities will not entail the use of controlled 
materials in quantities requiring allocation 
by a Federal agency. 


If that were inserted in the bill it 
would seem to me it should do away with 
the fears which have been expressed by 
several Members. As chairman of the 
committee I would have no objection to 
the amendment and will so say at the 
time it is offered, but I cannot accept it 
on behalf of the committee. 

Mr. DONDERO. That is a partial 
answer to my objection. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DONDERO. I yield, 

Mr. KEATING. In connection with 
the gentleman’s very apt and well- 
phrased comments about this bill, cen- 
tralizing further powers and responsibil- 
ities in Washington, I have gone through 
the bill and find that there are 30 in- 
stances in it—and they are marked in 
my copy of this bill—where additional 
authority or power is vested in the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture. 

In my judgment there are those—I 
exonerate many of our Members, most 
of our Members, but there are those who 
are using this measure to do what we 
have seen done time and time again 
here, and that is to place the marketing 
facilities eventually completely under a 
centralized Federal control in Washing- 
ton. t 

Mr. DONDERO. I think that is wrong 
for this country has operated on a differ- 
ent principle and it has been successful. 
Why change the system? 

Mr. KEATING. That is right. 

Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? - 

Mr. DONDERO. I yield. 

Mr. CANFIELD. There is evidence in 
the testimony that the Market Street 
job in New York City alone will cost 
$200,000,000. 
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Mr. DONDERO. There is but $100,- 
000,000 of guarantees provided in this 
bill. I shall vote against this bill and 
hope it will be defeated. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer a preferential motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan moves that the 
Committee do now rise and report the bill 
back to the House with the recommendation 
that the enacting clause be stricken out. 


Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I make this motion at this 
time not only because I think it is a good 
time to make it, but because I think the 
bill should be defeated and I desire to 
answer the gentleman from North Caro- 
lina [Mr. CootEy], my very good friend, 
and the gentleman from California [Mr. 
PHILLIPS]. 

The gentleman from North Carolina 
said—at least I understood him to say— 
that the Department of Agriculture 
never made any survey or investigations 
unless the people of the community 
wanted it. Then he referred to the city 
of New York. I would just like to call his 
attention to this 120-page release that 
they put out to the different agricultural 
agencies of the country calling upon the 
people to get together and give the De- 
partment some idea about a family-farm 
program—so-called. 

Three Federal agents in different 
counties have called my attention to 
that pamphlet and in substance stated: 
“We do not want any of it.” I think 
there are other Members on the floor 
right now who have had the same expe- 
rience. That was an attempt, all too 
familiar to us, to give the Department 
of Agriculture an opportunity to come to 
Congress and say that the people want 
that particular program. The people 
do not want any of it. Yet the Devart- 
ment of Agriculture spent a lot of money 
trying to induce the people to get to- 
gether right quick and tell Congress that 
they wanted something new with refer- 
ence to this family farm program. In 
part it was just another somewhat dis- 
guised effort to give the country a little 
of the Brannan plan. 

The gentleman from California [Mr. 
Puitirsj—and I admire him and have 
confidence in him—just goes contrary to 
the views expressed by my colleague so 
well and so completely, and I refer to the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Don- 
DERO], when he said that this is just 
another attempt to go along with the 
New Deal program, socialistic as it is, 
and get the Federal Government in- 
terested in some activity which we can 
carry on in the various States for our- 
selves. If we are Republicans, if we 
have any principles at all and intend to 
go along with them, why do we not do 
so when bills like this come up? Why 
do “me too-ers,” when they know the fal- 
lacy of the program, with one breath 
condemn socialism, then swallow a big 
dose of it just because some group thinks 
it will be of advantage to its members 
if they can get Federal officials to help 
them run their own affairs which, in 
truth and effect, they can do better 
than can those who are directed from 
Washington? 
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The gentlemen talk about the interest 
of the consumer. May I say to the gen- 
tleman from California, if there is any 
State in the Union where the growers of 
fruit and vegetables and other agricul- 
tural produce are organized it is in the 
State of California. Look back over the 
papers for a year, for the last 10 years, 
and I do not believe you will find 2 years 
in succession where the growers and the 
dealers in California have not destroyed 
hundreds of thousands of dollars’ worth 
of crops. Why? Because they did not 
get the price they wanted. Within the 
last month I saw pictures of apples. I 
do not know whether the apples were 
grown in California, Washington, or 
Oregon, but somewhere in the North- 
west. I saw pictures of bulldozers cover- 
ing up apples which had already been 
bought and were ready for shipment. 
Why? It has long been the practice 
when the price did not suit them to let 
the crop hang on the trees until it 
dropped to the ground, or, after it was 
packed, in order to maintain the price 
here in the East, to destroy the crop— 
sometimes oranges, sometimes some- 
thing else. That was not because some- 
body in the East had a monopoly. It 
was not because there was no warehouse. 


It was not for that reason that we did 


not get it. Oh, no. It was because the 
growers thought they could not ship it 
at a profit, and I do not criticize them 
if they cannot ship and sell at a profit 
for not marketing it. But do not lay the 
blame for lack of consumers willing to 
purchase at your price on anyone here 
in the East or in the Middle West. Do 
not come in and tell us because you do 
not wish to build your own warehouses 
that the rest of us must build a ware- 
house or a selling facility in every city 
so that you can get what you want or 
need for your produce. 

On yesterday they were arguing over 
here—I think the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. Cool xxl was arguing, I 
am sure others were arguing, that these 
chain stores were building big ware- 
houses to market fruit. Well, they pay 
for them. They are in the open mar- 
ket, and because of their efforts they 
bring to the consumer a better article at 
a less price. I hold no brief for them. 
My interest is in the little fellow on the 
street corner, the corner grocery store. 
But the supermarkets render a service 
which the people want and are willing 
to pay for, so why criticize them? 

Let me read an editorial from the 
morning’s issue of the Washington Post. 
I read: 

Tue Foop CHAINS 

With the National Association of Food 
Chains holding its eighteenth annual meet- 
ing here, it is a good time to reflect on what 
modern food distribution has done for con- 
sumers in this country. Throughout the 
land, the old-fashioned ry store has 
given way to well-lighted, clean, attractive, 
and systematized food department stores that 


operate on a surprisingly small mark-up and 


profit. By means of self service, modern 

, and easily accessible parking, the 
business of getting the produce of farm, pas- 
ture, and orchard into the homes of millions 
of consumers has been amazingly simplified. 
Not the least of the advantages of this mod- 
ern way is the development of huge super- 
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markets where the houeswife can find al- 
most any food that hungry stomachs may 
crave. 

This modern development is not, however, 
simply a matter of easing the housewife’s 
shopping task and trimming food-distribu- 
tion costs. Through its national associa- 
tion the vast system of food-distributing 
chains is able to dispose of surplus products 
that formerly were unmanageable. If there 
is a surplus of sweetpotatoes in Alabama 
or of tomatoes in Texas, the association alerts 
the chains and the chains make a special 
effort to mo e the surplus food into con- 
sumption. In this process the association 
works with agricultural producers and co- 
operatives as well as with the chains to the 
advantage of both. 

It cannot be doubted that this highly or- 
ganized and smoothly functioning system of 
food distribution has contributed to the high 
standard of living in the United States. 
While the cheins have found it possible to 
cooperate in the exchange of information, 
competition among them remains keen, 
And they have substar tial competition from 
cooperative groups of independent mer- 
chants. Their strength and their appeal to 
th? public come from mass distribution of 
food with ever-increasing convenience to the 
public. The genius that has gone into 
building this system is in many ways com- 
parable to that responsible for present-day 
mass production, which has given America 
its industrial strength. 


There are many reasons, any one of 
which should be sufficient to defeat this 
bill, which have been put forth on the 
floor. My colleague from Michigan, [Mr. 
Denverol, pointed out very clearly that 
the passage of this bill was but the wedge 
which would open the crack through 
which would follow an innumerable 
number of similar plans putting the Fed- 
eral Government into all sorts of busi- 
ness. 

That subject might be enlarged on 
indefinitely. | 

Several have also argued, and the 
argument is sound, that it is unfair, 
when there is so great a shortage of steel, 
when school districts and hospitals are 
seeking steel—sometimes to complete 
construction of public buildings which 
are under way, sometimes to erect new 
buildings which are needed—to use tons 
of steel in the construction of facilities 
which are not at this time needed. 

The bill, if enacted, will be destructive 
of the rights of the States, it will bring 
the Federal Government—using the tax- 
payers’ money—into direct competition 
with taxpayers upon whose payments 
this Government depends for its very 
existence. Time does not permit further 
argument, but many of my colleagues 
have clearly pointed out the unsound- 
ness of this type of legislation, and, un- 
less we are to embrace socialistic prin- 
ciples, we should either recommit or kill 
the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan has expired. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
Michigan referred to my remarks of 
yesterday and again today. I had ref- 
erence, I think most of you know, to 
the investigation of marketing facilities 
in different cities in which investigations 
were made at the request of interested 
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citizens in those communities where the 
investigations were conducted. I did 
not say anything about the PMA family 
farm program. That is absolutely alien 
to the bill we have before us. And it is 
a rather strange sort of scene when a 
Member of Congress takes the position 
that has been taken here; that the en- 
tire work of a hard-working legislative 
committee, extending over many years 
and during both administrations, should 
be sabotaged on the floor of the House 
by a man who knows nothing about what 
he is talking. 

This committee operated under the 
leadership of the gentleman from Kan- 
sas [Mr. Hope] during the time that the 
Republican Party was in power and the 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Hope] re- 
ceived the cooperation of the Democrats 
on this committee. When I took over 
the chairmanship I had the cooperation 
of the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. 
Hope] and other diligent and faithful 
Republicans of this committee. 

This House by unanimous vote author- 
ized my committee to do something 
about this deplorable situation. We 
have sent subcommittees to Chicago, 
New York, New Orleans, and all over the 
country to study the problem. The gen- 
tleman who speaks about it talks as if 
something new is being started. Why, 
this started with the Federal Trade 
Commission in 1917. Investigation after 
investigation has been made and thou- 
sands of dollars have been spent. Cer- 
tainly we are not trying to embark upon 
some new and novel program to waste 
the Federal taxpayers’ money. To hear 
the author of this motion, you would 
think there is something partisan about 
this, that the Democratic Party is try- 
ing to do something new. I have stated 
on this floor time and again that my 
interest in this problem started in 1945 
when I spent long hours of the night on 
the Washington Street Market in New 
York City. There are Members of this 
House who had an opportunity to make 
the same observations that we made but 
who refused to learn anything about this 
problem. 

Now, they simply say that we are going 
into something new, that we are going 
to guarantee some more loans. I won- 
der if these gentlemen who are opposing 
the building of these markets by the use 
of guaranteed loans voted against the 
Federal housing bill in which we author- 
ized the slum clearance of the cities? 
We have authorized slum clearance on 
the farms. Now we are trying to au- 
thorize a little slum clearance in the 
market place. When you realize that 
it costs $9 to efficiently unload a carload 
of produce and when you realize that 
it costs $115 to unload it in an ineffi- 
ciently operated market, such as the 
Washington Street Market in New York 
o> Dock Street in Philadelphia, that is a 
penalty or tax that the consumers of this 
Nation are paying on every carload of 
farm produce. It is just a question of 
whether you want to take this chance 
of authorizing these loans. You say that 
the money should be available from local 
sources. Do you think the city of Rich- 
mond would not go on and build the 
market if it was able to do so? Do you 
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think the city of Boston would not do 
something about it? 

I tell you that the opposition is com- 
ing from the vested interests who own 
and control these deplorable ratholes in 
which the consumers and the producers 
of this Nation are forced to transact 
their business. 

I submit that this is a good bill. It 
ought not to be sabotaged. Imagine 
what a ridiculous position this House 
is in when it on one occasion, about 
12 months ago, voted unanimously for 
this bill and now it turns out that it is 
something horrible, something obnox- 
ious. Why did it become so obnoxious 
just yesterday? You gentlemen have 
had an opportunity to come before our 
committee and express your views. Why 
have you not done so? We had open 
and extended hearings. Forty-three wit- 
nesses came from all parts of this coun- 
try clamoring for this legislation. 
Eighty-seven statements were submitted 
in support of this legislation. I chal- 
lenge you to find over a dozen men in 
this whole record who have opposed the 
building of these markets. Certainly, 
most of them who have opposed this leg- 
islation have an interest in property 
now being used in some of the markets 
which should be improved. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the motion offered by the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. HOFFMAN]. 

The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. NICHOLSON), 
there were—ayes 39, noes 40. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I object to the vote on the 
ground that a quorum is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
count. [After counting.] One hundred 
and four Members are present, a quorum. 

So the motion was rejected. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Chair- 
man, I move to strike out the last word, 
and I ask unanimous consent to proceed 
for three additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Chair- 
man, I rise in opposition to this bill, 
H. R. 39. 

First let me state that I am always 
suspicious of a bill when its proponents 
spend a great deal of their time attack- 
ing the motives of those who are oppos- 
ing them. Certainly one can be opposed 
to this bill on the very simple grounds 
that he is against the idea of seeking 
solution to all the inadequacies existing 
in the country by running to the Federal 
Treasury. He can oppose the bill be- 
cause he believes in local self-govern- 
ment and private initiative. 

Personally, I have not the slightest 
idea of what pressure groups are for and 
against the bill. Frankly, I do not care. 
I am satisfied that certain of our citizens 
are directly concerned with the passage 
or defeat of this bill. If they know their 
business, they have probably made their 
views known to the more powerful Mem- 
bers of this body. I hope they have 
and I praise rather than condemn them 
if they have. As a freshman Congress- 
man and a member of the minority party 
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to boot, no one has troubled to solicit my 
support or even my vote for or against 
the bill. 

I am getting pretty sick and tired of 
the debates in the House which impugn 
the motives of either the Members who 
argue for or against a bill or the group 
of citizens who either support or oppose 
a bill. Let us stick to the bill itself. 
Let us, for heaven’s sake, take as ad- 
mitted the integrity of our colleagues 
and their deep loyalty to their country. 
Let us extend this same presumption to 
our fellow citizens. 

Now this does not mean that the heat 
of debate about what a bill accomplishes 
should be diminished. But the argu- 
ments should revolve about the bill, not 
the people proposing or opposing it. 

The committee chairman has stated 
that this bill has received extensive 
study. This may be so but there is little 
evidence of such a study up to the pres- 
ent. A Member of the House not on the 
committee can only judge the commit- 
tee’s work on three bases: 

First. The committee’s report and 
the committee's hearings. 

Second. The adequacy and competency 
of the staff available to the committee. 

Third. The knowledge exhibited by 
the committee members. upon debate of 
the bill on the floor of the House. 

In the particular instance of this bill 
it must be stated, first, the committee of 
the Eighty-second Congress has held no 
hearings whatsoever and this is the 
Eighty-second Congress, gentlemen, not 
the Eighty-first. The committee of the 
Eighty-first Congress held hearings 
which covered a total of 16 hours, Hav- 
ing read the hearings, I cannot conclude 
that they were comprehensive. One 
member of the committee stated that 
field trips were made, at an unidentified 
time, to various cities. There seems 
to be no written report of these trips 
available to the Members of the House 
so we gain little benefit here. 

Second. Nothing has been said about 
the staff work on this bill and there 
seems to be little evidence of staff work 
having been done. 

Third. As stated before, the chairman 
devoted most of this time not discussing 
the bill but castigating its opponents. 
This leaves me, as I have said, unim- 
pressed with the amount of study de- 
voted to the bill. 

The bill is a typical example of en- 
couraging the Federal Government to 
go into the field of private enterprise. 
The argument is the usual one: 

First. Private enterprise has fallen 
down on the job. 

Second. The job must be done. 

Third. Government should do it. 

The argument is just as fallacious as 
it has been on Federal housing, Federal 
power, Federal education, or Federal 
anything else. 

First. Although private enterprise may 
have fallen down on its job, it does not 
necessarily follow that private enter- 
prise cannot do the job with a little 
prodding. 

Second. Although the, job must be 
done is not proof that the Federal Goy- 
ernment can do the job. 
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Third. Nor does it follow that even 
granting the corrollaries which we have 
just denied, that the Federal Govern- 
ment should do it. 

I suggest that those of us who believe 
in the private-enterprise system, and I 
believe in it as the only safe and sure 
way to accomplish results, that when we 
find a situation where there is a need, 
and private enterprise is not adequately 
filling that need, we sit down and figure 
out how we can accomplish the end 
through private enterprise. 

Granted we need better marketing fa- 
cilities. We need better things in every 
phase of human endeavor, let us never 
get so complacent that we do not recog- 
nize this. The first question I want to 
know, are the inadequate facilities 
which the chairman has suggested are 
a health hazard, the result of inadequate 
or unenforced State and municipal laws? 
Does he know or does the committee 
know? If the committee has studied 
this, where are the results of this study? 

I suggest that probably a stricter en- 
forcement of local municipal laws is the 
proper way to force private enterprise to 
build adequate marketing facilities. Cer- 
tainly if you permit private enterprise 
to get by with inadequate facilities from 
a health and building standard stand- 
point they will try to get by with them. 
If the situation is this way, let a congres- 
sional committee investigate and report. 
The publicity resulting from a report of 
such a shocking condition, if in truth 
such a condition does exist, will go a long 
way to solve the problem. But this com- 
mittee apparently has not even thought 
of such a study, let alone made it. 

Or is the problem that under the bank- 
ing laws banks cannot make such long- 
term loans? I do not believe this is the 
trouble because other communities than 
those mentioned in the report seem to 
be able to solve their problems without 
help from the Federal Government. But 
if it is, then let us take a look at our 
banking laws. These are safe loans, the 
committee chairman tells us, and the 
Federal Government is running. no risk, 
then let us stop keeping our banks out 
of good banking business through poor 
banking laws. But the committee has 
made no study of this question, 

At this point, I wish to interpolate the 
thinking of some fine Fabian socialists. 
They state that the first attack on private 
enterprise should be through an attack 
on private capital. Keep it away from 
the field of private enterprise under at- 
tack, then private enterprise will default 
on the job, then we can call attention to 
this, them we can say, well, it must be 
done, so alas, government. will have to 
move in. Then when government moves 
in and messes up the job you call atten- 
tion to the private enterprise still in the 
picture and suggest that private enter- 
prise even with government help is not 
doing the job and that, alas, Government 
will have to take over more and more. 
Finally, of course, government com- 
pletely takes over. This is not just a 
dreamy blueprint, unfortunately. 

But to get on. Perhaps it is incentive 
that prevents private enterprise from 
moving in to build and set up more mar- 
keting facilities. If the committee's 
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study had revealed this to be a fact, then 
I would suggest that a favorable tax pro- 
vision be written which would add to the 
incentive of private enterprise to do the 
job. This has proved most successful in 
the gas and oil field and conversely the 
failure to do it in the mining field has had 
noticeable results the other way. 

There are many ways of encouraging 
private enterprise but you only look for 
these ways if you are truly interested in 
preserving a free-enterprise system. And 
it requires more work, more time and 
effort, more study, more patience and 
more faith in the integrity of your fel- 
low citizens. It is so much easier to 
to avoid this work, so much easier to 
believe your fellow citizen is motivated 
solely by the desire to make money—that 
he is special or vested interest. Yes, it is 
so much easier to prepare a bill and let 
the Federal Government do it. Let the 
cost come out of the Federal Treasury. 

My own opinion is that it is time for 
this Congress to go to work. And if this 
committee believes a problem exists in 
the marketing facilities around the coun- 
try, let them go back and really study 
this problem and see if they cannot solve 
it through the system of private enter- 
prise. I am certain the people of St. 
Louis for whom the committee seems so 
solicitous in this matter, will be happy if 
they do this. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, it is perfectly obvious 
that the gentleman who has just ad- 
dressed the House does not approve of 
many things that Congress has done. I 
assume that he does not approve of the 
rural-electrification program; that he 
does not approve of the slum-clearance 
program which has been provided for 
our cities and the slum-clearance pro- 
gram for the country either and many 
other programs. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I decline to yield. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. The gentle- 
man has used my name. 

Mr. COOLEY. I have not used the 
gentleman’s name, and I do not yield. 

By the same argument all of us 
should be opposed to the insurance of 
individual bank deposits. There are 
many things that Congress has done 
which are apparently objectionable to 
the gentleman who has just addressed 
the House. 

I am not conscious of having casti- 
gated anybody; I have tried to present 
the facts. I believe every Member of this 
House who has listened to the debate 
certainly knows something about the 
bill that is now being considered. It is 
suggested that our committee has given 
only superficial consideration to the 
question with which we are dealing. I 
think any fair appraisal of the record 
and the transcript of the evidence will 
show clearly that the committee has 
worked long and intelligently and dili- 
gently on the matter before us. 

This. is not a new theory; it is not 
a new idea; it is something that we have 
tried for several years to accomplish in 
the interest of both consumers and the 


producers. If you will read the hear- 
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ings you will observe that the bill is 
supported by the farm organizations, 
that it is supported by consumer groups, 
and by others affected by the marketing 
of agricultural commodities. I think 
that when the amendment to be offered 
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania is 
offered and accepted, we will know-that 
the bill certainly does not contemplate 
the use of critical materials in short 
supply to the injury of the defense ef- 
fort. 

I hope that we will move forward with 
the debate, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the pro forma amend- 
ment, 

I am opposed to the passage of H. R. 
39, the farm marketing facilities finance 
bill. This is socialistic legislation pro- 
viding further Government encroach- 
ment on private enterprise. It will take 
away from the defense program mate- 
rials, manpower, and financing. We 
do not want our boys in Korea praying 
over there while we are not passing the 
ammunition. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, as far as I know there 
is not a single individual in my district 
who is interested in this. bill directly or 
indirectly, or who will benefit from it 
in any way. We do not produce fresh 
fruits or vegetables commercially, and 
there are no large cities, and no large 
markets in my district. But I believe 
anyone who has given consideration to 
the question of agricultural marketing 
in this country must reach the same con- 
clusion I have, and that is that the weak- 
est spot in the marketing of agricultur- 
al commodities in this country is our 
method of marketing fresh fruits and 
vegetables. I think we have a pretty 
good system for marketing grain, one 
that has been worked out through years 
of experience and one that operates 
effectively. I think our system of mar- 
keting livestock operates reasonably well 
for both producer and consumer. But 
in the marketing of perishable commodi- 
ties like fruits and vegetables, I think ev- 
eryone must admit that the markets do 
not function effectively, especially in our 
large cities. This fact is so obvious that 
as far back as the Seventy-ninth Con- 
gress the Committee on Agriculture se- 
cured permission to sit as an investi- 
gating committee for the purpose of 
making a study of the marketing of fresh 
fruits and vegetables in this country. 
The committee has made a continuous 
study of the subject since that time. 
Those who charge that this subject has 
not had the attention of the Committee 
on Agriculture must be unaware of the 
work that has beem done in the Seventy- 
ninth Congress, in the Eightieth Con- 
gress, in the Highty-first Congress, and 
now in the Eighty-second Congress. 
During this period the committee has 
given rather exhaustive study to this 
question not only by holding hearings in 
Washington but by studies in the field. 
The committee has gone over the coun- 
try investigating markets in many cities; 
we have gotten up at 2 and 3 o’clock 
in the morning, gone out, and seen the 
produce come in; we have seen buyers 
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operate, and we know what the situa- 
tion is. 

Perhaps we have not found the right 
remedy, but it has been the opinion not 
only of the members of the committee 
who have studied the matter, but also of 
all with whom we have conferred, in- 
cluding many marketing experts, that 
the archaic facilities that exist in many 
of the large cities of this country have 
prevented the effective marketing of per- 
ishable commodities, and it is only 
through the construction of central mar- 
kets accessible to railroads and loading 
facilities and with ample space that we 
can meet this situation. 

This measure is today being opposed 
by many whom I would expect to sup- 
port it. Ispeak particularly of members 
from large cities whose constituents are 
today complaining about the high prices 
they are paying for agricultural com- 
modities, particularly the perishable 
commodities, and who are paying those 
prices unnecesarily because of the high 
cost of carrying on the markets of those 
cities. 

You will not find any great popular 
demand for this legislation because the 
people who will benefit by it are not 
aware of the situation. They are living 
under a system that has been in existence 
for years and they do not realize just 
what the trouble is. Also many of the 
cities affected most adversely by this 
situation there, are vested interests that 
are opposed to the legislation and are 
fighting it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kansas has expired. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for two 
additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HOPE. That is opposition that is 
difficult to meet. There are labor or- 
ganizations opposed to these changes 
because it will mean less unnecessary 
hauling by the teamsters union, for 
instance. There are landlords who are 
opposed to the legislation because they 
will lose the opportunity to rent the 
miserable quarters which are being used 
for market purposes. There are rail- 
roads affected by the construction of 
new facilities that are opposed to it. 
There are existing warehouses that are 
opposed to this legislation. This op- 
position is inevitable as I see it. 

The big question that confronted the 
committee in dealing with this situation 
was how can a matter of this kind be 
financed? We did not want Govern- 
ment loans or financing in a situation 
of this kind. So we adopted a method 
that has been approved by this Congress 
on many occasions in connection with 
the housing problem: We have voted to 
insure billions in housing loans and I 
dare say that everyone who has spoken 
against this form of financing today, has 
supported the guarantee of housing 
loans. It is not a new principle that 
we are invoking. It is an old principle 
that has been tested and tried and one 
I believe will work in solving this prob- 
lem, If there are those who think 
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there is a better way to do it, I welcome 
their suggestions, but until we have 
something better I think we should pro- 
ceed with this legislation. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike out the requi- 
site number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I concur in everything 
that has been said by my colleague from 
Kansas. The Committee on Agriculture 
has devoted weeks, months, and years of 
time in an effort to solve this problem. 
The weak spot is in the merchandising 
of perishable commodities from producer 
to consumer. In fact, our committee has 
devoted more time to this important sub- 
ject than the Department of Agriculture 
itself has with the fifty or sixty million 
dollars a year we have appropriated for 
research. I inquired of the Research 
Section of the Department of Agricul- 
ture, which receives these large appro- 
priations, as to what they had done about 
the merchandising of farm products and 
you will find without exception that they 
have not gone into the merchandising 
of agricultural products in any detail. 

Iam opposing this measure principally 
on account of the timing of it. We are 
told that we must make sacrifices in this 
country, and the people generally, be- 
cause we are in a desperate situation, 
we are in a war that we must win. So 
I figure that we here in the Congress 
should set the leadership in cutting down 
appropriations and obligations on the 
part of the Federal Government rather 
than to encourage greater commitments 
on the part for the Federal Government 
to assume when we are going through 
this tremendous war expenditure. I am 
not opposed to this legislation in princi- 
ple, but I think it is wrong to come here 
and ask the Congress to pass a measure 
of this kind, to have additional commit- 
ments that our Government will assume 
as the result of the passage of this bill. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield 
to the gentleman from Oklahoma. 

Mr. ALBERT. Does not the gentleman 
think the amendment that will be offered 
in the matter of allocating steel and 
other critical materials will have the ef- 
fect in reality of postponing the opera- 
tion of this bill, which takes away the 
objections the gentleman is making? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. If the 
purpose of the amendment is to postpone 
operation of the bill, then we had better 
leave consideration of the bill to the time 
when the emergency is over, because we 
are told this emergency may last for 10 
years; some predict it will last for 30 
years. At the present time we are called 
upon to provide steel and other critical 
materials to England and other coun- 
tries so that they may carry on their 
domestic production. 

Let me say that not a single proponent 
of this legislation up to the present time 
has mentioned the timing in bringing 
this legislation up for consideration in 
the House—not one single Member. 
That is my objection to the bill. I fully 
recognize that we must improve the mar- 
keting facilities for the perishable items, 
but legislative action should not be taken 
until the emergency is past. Incidentally _ 
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my district produces mostly perishable 
items, including dairy products, fruits 
and particularly vegetables, and we want 
markets in these larger cities to take care 
of the handling of our particular kind of 
products. So that I favor the bill in prin- 
ciple, but I want it to work. 

The argument is used that if we enact 
this legislation, if we guarantee these 
loans to build up these big markets in 
New York, in Philadelphia, in Rich- 
mond, in West Virginia, and in about 40 
other places, we are going to reduce the 
cost of living to the people, that they 
will be able to buy cheaper food. These 
buildings they are going to build need 
steel. They could not put them up 
otherwise, because they are buildings 
with terminal facilities that run from 
1,000 to 3,000 feet long. They must have 
the steel. But the building costs are so 
terrific now that the tenants of these 
stalls and these spaces in the buildings 
will have to pay two or three times as 
much rent if they are going to break 
even and meet the guaranteed commit- 
ments on the loan, so they will have to 
raise the prices of their fruits and vege- 
tables to the consumer. The consumer 
will pay more in the long run. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield 
to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. I think the gentle- 
man from Minnesota knows as well as 
I do that the large cost on which there 
might be a saving to the consumer is 
not the rent to the wholesaler but loss 
due to the handling of the goods, which 
is very bad is an old market and very 
good in a new market. 

May I ask the gentleman this ques- 
tion: There is the element of investi- 
gation, the element of getting together 
all the elements that are involved in 
the market, the location of it, the se- 
curing of the ground, so they could go 
on even though scarce materials may 
not be available. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. That 
is true, but they have to buy the ground 
in these suitable areas where there are 
railroad and other terminal facilities 
and the cost of that is terrifically high 
at the present time. So that added to 
the cost of the buildings, the cost of 
which will be guaranteed by the Federal 
Government, means that the rents will 
be terrific. I predict utter failure of 
the entire project if it is enacted and 
goes into operation at this time. The 
Government will be owning the buildings 
and the Secretary of Agriculture will be 
operating the markets unless he is will- 
ing to have the Government stand the 
loss, so somebody else will take them 
over and they will be sold at a much 
cheaper price. Maybe somebody con- 
templates that. 

As far as the people on Washington 
Street and other streets having objected 
to moving into new buildings is con- 
cerned, I agree with you that they do 
They do not want to 
move out of their present quarters. I 
am not so sure you are going to get 
these wholesalers who occupy these 
areas in New York, Chicago, Philadel- 
phia, and other places, to move into 
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the new terminal facilities. The State 
or city authorities would have to con- 
demn the property in New York and 
drive them out. They seem to want to 
do business in the congested area. Then 
they would have to go out and get ne 


are those local problems that we must 

consider in passing on legislation of this 

kind. 

Let me urge you to listen from here 
the 


of the bill be considered as read and that 
the bill be open to amendment at any 


There was no objection. 

The remainder of the bill is as fol- 
lows: 

GENERAL PURPOSE 

Sec, 3. It is the purpose of this act to facili- 
tate, encourage, and assist municipalities 
and political subdivisions of States, public 
agencies, and instrumentalities of one or 
more States or municipalities, public cor- 
porations and boards, and private enter- 
prise in the creation and development of 
modern and efficient public wholesale mar- 
kets for the handling of perishable agricul- 
tural commodities in areas where such mar- 
kets are found to be needed and where 
Federal assistance is requested and author- 
ized us prescribed in this act, to the end 


that the spread between the amount received 
by producers and the amount paid by con- 
sumers may be reduced. 

DEFINITIONS 

Sec. 4. For the purposes of this act— 

(a) “Market means all the facil- 
ities used in connection with the operation 
of a public wholesale market, including the 
land, buildings, fixtures, equipment, and 
other appurtenanoes necessary or incidental 
to the operation of a public wholesale mar- 
ket for perishable agricultural commodities 
constituting a single integrated market lo- 
cated in a substantially contiguous area, not 
including public cold-storage warehouses of 
more than 10,000 cubic feet capacity, or fa- 
cilities for handling livestock. 

(b) “Public wholesale market” means a 


of selling or otherwise disposing of perish- 
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able agricultural commodities at wholesale 
for resale to others. 

(c) “Perishable agricultural commodities” 
means agricultural commodities and prod- 
ucts thereof, consisting principally of fresh 
fruits and vegetables, handled alone or in 
combination with poultry, eggs, meats, sea- 
food, and dairy products. 

(d) “Mortgage” means a first mortgage on 
real estate, in fee simple or on a leasehold 
under a lease for not less than 99 years; and 
the term “first mortgage means such 
of first liens as are commonly given to secure 
advances on, or the unpaid purchase price of, 
real estate under the laws of the State in 
which the real estate is located, together 
with the credit instruments, if any, secured 
thereby. 

(e) “Mortgagee" means the original lender 
under a mortgage, and his successors and as- 
signs approved by the Secretary. 


and assigns approved by the Secretary. 

(g) “Maturity date“ means the date on 
which the mortgage or loan indebtedness 
would be extinguished if paid in accardance 
with periodic payments provided for in the 
mortgage or credit instrument. 

(h) “United States“ includes the several 
States of the United States, the District of 
Columbia, Alaska, Hawail, and Puerto Rico. 

(i) “Secretary” means the Secretary of 
Agriculture. 

(j) “Eligible borrower” means any mu- 
nicipality or political subdivision of a State, 
public agency, or instrumentality of one or 
more States or municipalities, public cor- 
poration or board, or private corporation en- 
gaging in, or which will engage in, the 
operation of a public wholesale market 
facility which meets the eligibility require- 
ments of this act. 

MARKET RESEARCH AND ANALYSIS 

Sec. 5. In order to effectuate the objec- 
tives of this act and assist in the develop- 
ment of proper, adequate, and efficient 
marketing facilities in the United States, the 
Secretary under the authority of, and with 
funds made available pursuant to the Acri- 
cultural Marketing Act of 1946, shall under- 
take, and disseminate the results of, research 


REVOLVING FUND 

Sec. 6. (a) There is hereby created a fund 
to be known as “the marketing facility mort- 
insurance fund” (referred to in this act 


gage 
as the “insurance fund”), which shall be used 


by the Secretary to make insurance payments 
under section 9 of this act and to meet the 
expenses incurred in connection with the 
acquisition, operation, and disposal of market 
facilities acquired pursuant to the 

of the insurance contracts in the event of de- 
fault by the borrower, except that no part of 
such fund shall be used for administrative 
expenses incurred in carrying out this act. 
‘There is authorized to be appropriated the 
sum of $25,000,000 to constitute such fund 
which sum shall remain available until ex- 
pended. 

(b) The money in the fund created under 
this section not needed for current opera- 
tions shall be deposited with the Treasurer 
of the United States to the credit of the fund 
or invested in direct obligations of the United 
States or obligations guaranteed as to prin- 
cipal and interest by the United States. 

(c) The Secretary shall make an annual 
report which shall include a complete state- 
ment with respect to the status of the in- 
surance fund. 
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Sec. 7. ‘The amount of any insurance con- 
tract which may be made under thie act shall 
not exceed an amount equivalent to 85 per- 
cent of the total cost of the market facility 
as determined by the Secretary: Provided, 
That in no case shall the borrower invest less 
than $45,000 of the total cost: And provided 
jurther, That the investment by the borrower 
shall always be a claim subordinate to the 
Claim of the United States arising out of an 
insurance contract under the authority of 
this act. 

INSURANCE OF MORTGAGES 

Src. 8. (a) The Secretary is authorized, 
upon application of a prospective mortgagor 
or mortgagee under a first mortgage eligible 
for insurance under this act on a market 
facility, to insure such mortgage and to 
make commitments for the insurance of any 
Se ne NA Oe- 

on 

(b) The aggregate amount of principal 
obligations outstanding at any one time on 
all mortgages insured under this act, and 
on all mortgages with respect to which com- 
mitments to insure have been made, shall 
not exceed $100,000,000. 

(e) In order for mortgage on a market 
facility to be eligible under this act— 

(1) the person obligated to pay thereun- 
der shall be an eligible borrower; 

(2) the market facility mortgage shall be 
one which is determined by the Secretary 
to be eligible for mortgage insurance; 

(3) the mortgage shall be made to and be 
held by a mortgagee approved by the Sec- 
retary as responsible and able to service the 
mortgage properly; 

(4) the principal obligation (and fees and 
other charges chargeable under subsection 
(d) of this section) shall be in such amounts 
not in excess of the amounts specified in 
section 7 of this act as may be necessary to 
enable the borrower to establish the mar- 
ket facility; 

(5) the mortgage shall have a maturity 
satisfactory to the but not to ex- 
ceed 40 years from the date the mortgage is 
insured; 

(6) the mortgage shall bear interest at 
not to exceed 4 percent per annum on the 
amount of the principal obligation outstand- 
ing at any one time; and 

(7) the mortgage instruments shall— 

(A) provide for the t of the 
principal 9 together with interest 
thereon, in imstallments in accordance with 
amortization schedules prescribed by the 

; and 

{B) contain such provisions with respect 

insurance, repairs, alterations, payment 


liens, and other matters as the Secretary may 
prescribe. 
(d) The Secretary shall require the pay- 


and such amounts may be included in the 

Obligation of the mortgage. The 

of such fees and charges shall be 

deposited in the insurance fund (created by 
section 6 (a)). 

(e) P 


an initial charge of one-half of 1 percent of 
principal obligation of the mortgage and 
annually thereafter a charge of one-half of 
1 percent of the principal obligation re- 
maining unpaid at the time the charge be- 
comes due, without taking into account de- 
linquent payments or prepayments. The 
proceeds of such charges shall be deposited 
im the insurance fund. 
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(f) Any contract of insurance executed by 
the Secretary under this section shall be con- 
clusive evidence of the eligibility of the 
mortgage for insurance, and the validity of 
any contract of insurance so executed shall 
be incontestable in the hands of an ap- 
proved mortgagee from the date of the ex- 
ecution of such contract, except for fraud 
or misrepresentation of which such mort- 
gagee has actual knowledge. 

(g) The mortgagee may, with the approval 
of the Secretary, assign any mortgage in- 
sured under this act, together with the ac- 
companying note and contract of insurance, 
and the assignee thereof shall thereupon be- 
come entitled to all the benefits of such con- 
tract of insurance. 


PAYMENT OF INSURANCE 


Sec. 9. (a) If the mortgagor under a mort- 
gage insured under section 8 is in default 
for more than 12 months and the mortgagee, 
in accordance with regulations prescribed 
by the Secretary, (1) forecloses, or with the 
Secretary’s consent otherwise acquired the 
property from the mortgagor after default, 
(2) conveys title and gives possession of the 
property to the Secretary, and (3) assigns 
all his claims against the mortgagor or others 
arising out of the mortgage transaction or 
foreclosure proceedings (except claims re- 
leased with the Secretary’s consent) to the 
Secretary, the Secretary shall pay to the 
mortgagee, in cash, the value of the mort- 
gage. The Secretary shall make such pay- 
ments within 1 year after the date the mort- 
gagee makes the conveyance required in the 
first sentence or the date he makes the as- 
signments required in the first sentence, 
whichever is the later date. 

(b) For the purposes of this section, the 
value of the mortgage shall be determined, 
in accordance with rules and regulations 
prescribed by the Secretary by adding to the 
amount of the original principal obligation 
of the mortgage which was unpaid on the 
date of the default, the amount of all un- 
paid interest; the amount of all payments 
which have been made by the mortgagee for 
taxes, special assessments, water rates, and 
other payments in discharge of liens which 
are prior to the mortgage, and insurance on 
the property mortgaged; and a reasonable 
amount for necessary expenses incurred by 
the mortgagee in acquiring title to the prop- 
erty and conveying it to the Secretary; and 
by deducting from such total amount any 
amount received on account of the mortgage 
indebtedness after such default. 

(c) If there should not be sufficient money 
in the insurance fund to enable the Secre- 
tary to make payments to mortgagees as 
provided in subsection (a) of this section, 
the Secretary may make and issue notes to 
the Secretary of the Treasury to obtain funds 
to make such payments. Such notes shall 
be signed by the Secretary or by his duly 
authorized representatives and shall be ne- 
gotiable. Such notes shall bear interest, 
payable semiannually, at a rate equal to the 
average rate of interest, computed to the end 
of the calendar month next preceding the 
date of issue, borne by all interest-bearing 
obligations of the United States then form- 
ing a part of the public debt, and shall have 
such maturities as the Secretary may deter- 
mine with the approval of the Secretary of 
the Treasury. 

(d) The Secretary of the Treasury is au- 
thorized and directed to purchase any notes 
issued by the Secretary pursuant to this sec- 
tion and any renewals thereof and for such 
purchases may use as a public-debt trans- 
action the proceeds from the sale of any 
securities issued under the Second Liberty 
Bond Act, as amended, and the purposes for 
which such securities may be issued under 
such act, as amended, are hereby extended 
to include any such purchases, All redemp- 
tions, purchases, and sales by the Secretary 
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of the Treasury of such notes shall be treated 
as public-debt transactions of the United 
States. 

(e) In any case in which the mortgagor 
violates any covenant or condition of his 
mortgage, the Secretary may require the 
mortgagee to assign such mortgage, together 
with the incidents thereto, upon payment of 
the value of the mortgage determined in ac- 
cordance with this section. 

ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS 

Sec. 10. To be eligible for the benefits of 
this act, a borrower must show to the satis- 
faction of the Secretary that the facility is 
needed and that the location, design, method 
of financing, method of operation, and such 
other requirements as the Secretary may de- 
termine necessary to effectuate the purposes 
of this act, will be met, including the fol- 
lowing: 

(a) That the market facility will reduce 
the cost of distribution of perishable agri- 
cultural commodities and handle a sufficient 
volume of business to enable the loan to be 
amortized within the period specified at the 
time the loan is made. 

(b) That the market will be so located 
and designed as to make possible the direct 
loading and unloading of rail and truck 
receipts into or from the buildings of han- 
dlers receiving substantial quantities of 
perishable agricultural commodities by such 
methods of transportation, and that no re- 
strictions will be imposed which will pre- 
vent access to the facility of supplies handled 
by any rail or truck transportation company. 

(c) That sufficient land is included as a 
part of the facility to meet the needs of 
the initial construction, plus a reasonable 
amount of land for expansion of the market 
facility, and in no case shall the land availa- 
ble for future expansion be less than one- 
fourth of the acreage utilized in the initial 
construction. 

(d) That not more than one-third of the 
total cost of the market facility, including 
the land set aside for future expansion, is 
to be expended for the acquisition of land, 
graded and placed in condition for con- 
struction. 

(e) That the market facility will not be 
operated in a manner which would dis- 
criminate against any perishable agricul- 
tural commodity on account of geographical 
origin of such commodity or prevent any 
producer, seller, or buyer from utilizing the 
market facility because of his organization, 
business methods (if not unfair or unlaw- 
ful), membership or nonmembership in any 
organization, or on account of the method 
of transportation of the products. 

(f) That the rentals and other charges 
for the use of the market facility will be 
established at reasonable levels approved by 
the Secretary and designed to meet the ob- 
ligations, defray the costs of maintaining 
and operating the market facility, and pro- 
vide reasonable reserves. 

(g) That any substantial alterations of 
the market facility will be made only with 
the approval of the Secretary. 

(h) That reports will be made to the Sec- 
retary at such intervals and giving such in- 
formation concerning the market facility as 
the Secretary may require, and that the 
books and records of the market facility 
will be available for examination by the Sec- 
retary at its offices at any time during busi- 
ness hours. 

(i) That the title to the market facility, 
or any part thereof, will not be transferred 
or encumbered, or leased for any purpose 
not related to the operation of the market, 
and that any of the vacant land of the mar- 
ket facility will not be leased for a period 
longer than 1 year (including the period of 
any renewals or extensions of such lease), 
except with the approval of the Secretary. 


SEPTEMBER 26 


MAXIMUM CHARGES 


Sec. 11. If mortgage insurance is extended 
by the Secretary under this act, to aid in 
financing the construction of a market fa- 
cility, the maximum charges which may be 
received for the use of the market facility 
shall be subject to the approval of the Sec- 
retary during the period between the date 
the assistance is extended and the maturity 
date originally specified in the mortgage 
instruments. The Secretary shall approve 
such maximum charges if he determines 
they are reasonable and nondiscriminatory, 


DEFAULT 


Sec. 12. Whoever knowingly demands or 
receives a charge in excess of the applicable 
maximum charges approved under section 
11 or violates any covenant or condition 
arising out of a mortgage insurance con- 
tract, other than a default in payment, shall 
be liable to a penalty of not more than $2,000 
for each such offense. Each distinct viola- 
tion shall be a separate offense, and in the 
case of a continuing violation each day shall 
be deemed a separate offense. Such penalty 
shall accrue to the United States and may 
be recovered in a civil action brought by the 
United States. 


ACQUISITION, OPERATION, AND DISPOSAL 


Sec. 13. In the event of default, and con- 
veyance of the property to the Secretary un- 
der the applicable provisions of this act, 
the Secretary is authorized to accept title 
to such property; to maintain and operate 
(but not including engaging in the business 
of buying or selling perishable agricultural 
commodities) or lease such property for 
such period as may be necessary to protect. 
the interest of the United States therein and 
to sell or otherwise dispose of such property 
at public or private sale to the highest re- 
sponsible bidder on such terms and on such 
conditions as the Secretary deems feasible. 
All net amounts realized from the operation 
or disposal of any property acquired under 
this section shall be deposited in the insur- 
ance fund. The insurance fund shall be 
available to defray expenditures in connec- 
tion with the acquisition, maintenance, 
operation, and disposal of any such prop- 
erties without regard to the provisions of 
section 3709 of the Revised Statutes, 


FEES AND COMMISSIONS 


Sec. 14. No officer or employee of the De- 
partment of Agriculture shall directly or 
indirectly be the beneficiary of or receive 
any fee, commission, gift, or other consid- 
eration for, or in connection with, any trans- 
action or business under this act other than 
such salary, fee, or other compensation as 
he may receive as such officer or employee. 
Any person violating any provision of this 
section shall upon conviction thereof be 
punished by a fine of not more than $2,000 
or imprisonment for not more than 2 years, 
or both. 


ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 


Sec. 15. (a) The Secretary is authorized to 
promulgate such rules and regulations as 
may be necessary for the administration of 
this act. 

(b) The Secretary shall administer this 
act by agencies within the Department of 
Agricuiture presently engaged in investi- 
gating and developing plans for improved 
market facilities. 

ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 


Sec. 16. There is authorized to be appro- 
priated such sums as Congress may from 
time to time determine to be necessary to 
enable the Secretary to carry out the provi- 
sions of this act, except that any expenses 
in connection with marketing facility re- 
search, development of plans for market fa- 
cilities, determination of the need for market 
facilities, and methods of operation of mar- 
ket facilities shall be financed from funds 
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made available pursuant to the Agricultural 
Marketing Act of 1946 and the marketing 
farm products item in the Department of 
Agriculture Appropriation Act. 


Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, many hearts are bleed- 
ing here today for the consumers of the 
United States. Some of those same 
hearts did not bleed so much when we 
had price-control legislation before this 


I note that the report of the commit- 
tee on the bill states that consumer rep- 
resentatives in all parts of the United 
States are practically unanimous for the 
bill. That was stressed by the chairman 
and other members of the committee in 
their presentation. I have been reading 
the hearings on this bill, and I do not 
find this abundance of testimony on the 
part of the consumer representatives. I 
rise to ask if the chairman of the com- 
mittee or some member of the commit- 
tee will pinpoint for me the pages on 
which I can read the ‘testimony given by 
consumer representatives in behalf of 
this measure. Can anybody tell me 
where I can find this testimony? I am 
interested in behalf of the consumers of 
the United States, and I would like to 
read what their representatives say in 
behalf of this bill. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CANFIELD. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Minnesota. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I re- 
gret that I cannot give the gentleman 
the information he seeks, but I might 
say this, and I am speaking in opposi- 
tion to the bill at the present time: The 
long-range objective is that if these ter- 
minal facilities are established the con- 
sumers will eventually get cheaper per- 
ishable items. 

Mr. CANFIELD. I understand that, 
and there is testimony in the hearings 
to that effect, but I find this testimony 
on the part of the secretary of agricul- 
ture of the State of New Jersey, that 
the bill insofar as the amount involved 
is concerned, is unrealistic, that is, the 
guarantee of mortgages at $100,090,000, 
because, he says, the Washington Street 
Market in New York City alone will cost 
a couple of hundred million dollars. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr.CANFIELD. I yield to the gentle- 
man from North Carolina. 

Mr. COOLEY. May I direct the gen- 
tleman’s attention to page 240 of the 
hearings before the committee in the 
Eighty-first Congress. There are several 
pages of statements of testimony con- 
cerning the matter the gentleman has in 
mind. 

Mr. CANFIELD, Will the gentleman 
just tell me how many consumer rep- 
resentatives were heard by the commit- 
tee? Four? Five? Six? 

Mr. COOLEY. I have not counted the 
consumers representatives. There must 
be dozens of them. Commissioners of 
agriculture from the different sections 
of the country came in behalf of the 
pill, and representatives of chambers of 


commerce. You have the commission- - 
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ers of markets of many of the States and 
cities testifying. If the gentleman will 
just look from page 240 through to the 
end of the hearings, he will find the evi- 
dence that should be ccnsidered by him. 

Mr. MUMMA. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Mumma: Page 
15, after line 21, add the following new para- 


graph: 

“(J) That construction of the marketing 
facility will not entail the use of controlled 
materials in quantities requiring allocation 
by an authorized Federal agency.” 


Mr. MUMMA. Mr. Chairman, state- 
ments have been made that these build- 
ings will not require critical materials, 
I thoroughly disagree with those state- 
ments because it will require a lot of 
steel. A great deal of cement is going 
to be used in them. But cement and 
steel sort of compliment each other. 
Steel takes a pull and cement takes a 
push. It cannot be done structurally 
without using critical material. I be- 
lieve all my colleagues are receiving let- 
ters every day talking about the impos- 
sibility of procuring steel for schools and 
other similar emergency purposes. I 
think this amendment will straighten 
out that problem because it will be im- 
possible to do this work until the re- 
quired materials come in fuller supply. 
I saw a statement put out by the Com- 
mittee on Education last week showing 
that for the fourth quarter of 1950 there 
have been some 2,200 applications for 
school buildings denied. This situation 
is cumulative, and I, for one, do think 
that the schools should have preference. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MUMMA. I yield. 

Mr. COOLEY. I have no objection to 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man. I hope it will be adopted, because 
it is not contemplated by the sponsors 
of this legislation that steel should be 
taken from more critical uses and put 
into the building of these markets. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MUMMA. I yield. 

Mr. HOPE. I think the gentleman 
has offered a very constructive amend- 
ment, and an amendment which is very 
apropos in the situation which exists at 
the present time. I hope the gentle- 
man's amendment will be adopted. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MUMMA. I yield. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. The 
gentleman’s amendment proposes that 
as long as the present emergency exists, 
this bill will not go into operation. 

Mr. MUMMA. That is so long as allo- 
cations are required. It is reasonable to 
suppose that allocations will continue as 
long as there is a scarcity of materials. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Then 
this just delays the operation of the bill. 

Mr. MUMMA. It will delay it until the 
materials come in fuller supply. 

Mr, AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. It de- 
lays the operation of the bill, so why 
would it not be better to wait until the 
- emergency is over? 
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Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. MUMMA. I yield. 

Mr. COOLEY. Is the gentleman from 
Minnesota opposed to the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. No; I 
am just saving 

Mr. COOLEY. Then, if I may inter- 
rupt the gentleman, agreement on the 
amendment should now be unanimous. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I was 
just saying that I would rather have the 
bill considered on its merits at that time 
when the emergency is over, because 
none of us may be here 10 or 30 
years from now when the war emergency 
is over. I expect the gentleman from 
North Carolina to be here, but perhaps 
the rest of us will not be here. 

Mr. MUMMA. Mr. Chairman, I do 
think we should constantly keep in mind 
the question of postwar work. I hap- 
pened to be in the building business, and 
I do know that before the Korean affair, 
there was a large number of people look- 
ing for work. I do think we should keep 
that in mind. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. Mumma]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HARVEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Harvey: On 
page 7, line 5, after “of”, strike out 825,000. 
000” and insert 815,000,000.“ 


Mr. HARVEY. Mr. Chairman, in my 
opinion, it is not necessary to have the 
guaranty kitty as large as the bill pro- 
vides. I think $15,000,000 will be ade- 
quate. In fact, I doubt very much if any 
money will ever be needed. Therefore, I 
think the $15,000,000 is adequate, and I 
hope the Committee will accept my 
amendment. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARVEY. I yield. 

Mr. COOLEY. The figure of $25,000,- 
000, I think, was rather arbitrarily fixed 
in the bill, and the purpose of the re- 
volving fund is that it may be used only 
when there is a default. I see no real ob- 
jection to a reduction in the amount, It 
is not contemplated that we will sustain 
any substantial loss.. Of course, in fixing 


‘the amount of this revolving fund, the 


administration will have to justify the 
amount before the Committee on Ap- 
propriations anyway. So I really do not 
see any reason for us to fight over the 
amount or the difference between $25,- 
000,000 and $15,000,000. 

Mr. HARVEY. I thank the gentle- 
man, and I hope the amendment will be 
adopted. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, this is just another 
amendment to soften up an unpalatable 
bill. As the gentleman from Minne- 
sota [Mr. Avcust H. ANDRESEN] well 
stated a few moments ago, this bill 
has no place in the House at this time. 
If it is not intended to proceed with 
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construction now, then why not with- 
draw the bill and bring it back here ata 
time when construction can proceed? 
These two amendments are designed 
simply and solely to soften up the bill 
and try to make it more palatable. The 
gentleman from Kansas a few moments 
ago, as well as others speaking on this 
bill, have talked in terms of perishable 
products. What about nonperishable 
products? The gentleman from Kansas 
comes from a large wheat-growing State, 
yet we hear nothing coming from the 
committee today explaining to us the 
wide spread in prices between the pro- 
ducer of wheat and the consumer of 
bread. I would like to know what the 
Committee on Agriculture is doing about 
that as well as about some other com- 
modities produced by farmers, in which 
an extortionate profit is being taken as 
between the farmers and the ultimate 
consumer. So far all we have heard 
about is perishable products. I assume 
that this bill, if enacted and if a market 
is constructed in Chicago, would provide 
facilities for the city clerk in Chicago 
who last year bought not less than 1,000 
carloads of eggs. 

I suggest that the Committee on Agri- 
culture could, on the next trip to Chi- 
cago, while presumably investigating the 
high cost of living and means by which 
it can be solved, ascertain how it is that 
the city clerk can buy no less than 1,000 
carloads of eggs. For what purpose and 
for what profit? We have heard a great 
deal about this Washington market, this 
rat-hole market in the city of New York, 
as it has been described by the chairman 
of the committee [Mr. Cootey]. I want 
to ask the chairman of the committee 
the same question I asked on yesterday, 
why that rat hole, that unsanitary food 
market is not cleaned up by the city of 
New York? : 

Mr. COOLEY. Is the gentleman ask- 
ing me that questicn? 

Mr. GROSS. Yes; I am asking the 
gentleman the reason why it is not 
cleaned up cr closed. 

Mr. COOLEY. The reason why it is 
not cleaned up is because the people 
owning and operating the property in 
the Washington Street market are op- 
posed to doing anything about it. 

Mr. GROSS. I ask the gentleman 
from North Carolina another question. 
You investigated this market in the city 
of New York; has wide publicity been 


given to your report branding this mar- 


ket as unsanitary? 

Mr.-COOLEY. It was all over the 
front page of the New York papers; but 
at the same time it is difficult to arouse 
the public of New York to the necessity 
of improving a market place that is used 
by the farmers of 40 States. 

Mr. GROSS. Could you not interest 
the mayor of New York City? 

Mr. COOLEY. Yes; the mayor of New 
York City was interested; the commis- 
sioner of markets was interested, and 
they have an elaborate modern plan all 
worked out. 

Mr. GROSS. This market has been 
branded as a rat hole yet not enough 
interest can be worked up in the city of 
New York to clean up or close up the 
rat hole. 


If the people of New Lork 
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City have no more interest than that in 
the handling of their foodstuffs, then 
you have no business asking the taxpay- 
ers of the State of Iowa to guarantee 85 
percent of the money needed to build a 
sanitary place to distribute food in New 
York City. I am not for this bill. 

Mr. WERDEL, Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, listening to the debate 
recalled to my mind the very wise words 
of a very eminent gentleman from the 
State of New York. They were delivered 
about 1908 wher New York was con- 
sidering a proposed income-tax law. I 
believe his words showed that he antic- 
ipated statements to be made such as 
those just made by the gentleman from 
Kansas who has told the committee that 
there is no other way to provide relief 
other than that suggested in the pend- 
ing legislation. The eminent gentleman 
from New York was our late Chief. Jus- 
tice Hughes, of the United States Su- 
preme Court. When he spoke in 1908, 
I believe he spoke as chief executive of 
New York, opposing the proposed income 
tax. He told the people of New York 
then that while they were only propos- 
ing 144-percent income tax on the cor- 
porations that provided employment for 
the people of New York, and provided 
employees with decent places to work, 
the time would come when legislatures 
would levy as much as 8 percent in in- 
come taxes on such corporations. He 
said that such taxes would eventually 
destroy the power of those corporations 
to provide adequate employment because 
the legislatures would levy these secret 
taxes in increasing amounts and spend 
them for political purposes. 

Mr. Chairman, the prophecy of the 
eminent gentleman from New York 
might have come through in toto if New 
York had levied such taxes and the ad- 
joining States had not. i 

Less than 10 years after his statement, 
our National Government provided for 
the use of income taxes in raising reve- 
nue. The uniformity of their levy has 
overcome the power of the State legisla- 
tures to destroy the industry of that 
respective State. 

Mr. Chairman, today the men who 
want to compete in free enterprise 
against these agricultural outlets in New 
York, heretofore described as rat holes, 
must pay 90 percent of their income 
each year if they compete successfully. 
If they built a sanitary and permanent 
structure they cannot depreciate that 
structure from their income in less than 
20 years. They therefore will have to 
anticipate competing successfully for 29 
years or more in order to provide this 
facility with the money of private in- 
dustry. That, sir, is the subject we are 
facing. That subject is not confined to 
only the business of food distribution. 

In the debate now pending, this House 
is really admitting that we în the United 
States have arrived at the position in 
the food industry or any other line of 
business where there is competition, 
where there is no longer money in pri- 
vate enterprise that will go into compe- 
tition and run the risk of competing 
successfully for 20 years. I say to you, 
sir, that until Government expenditures 
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are cut and taxes are cut, and until Gov- 
ernment removes some of the restric- 
tions against recovery of risk money, 
we will continue to have situations such 
as that now existing at the Washington 
Street Market in New York. 

Mr. Chairman, those people now con- 
trol the market business, They know 
there will be no private enterprise com- 
petition. They are advised of all of the 
facts that the committee has heard 
in its hearings. It seems utterly ridicu- 
lous for us to contend that we have free 
enterprise in this country when the 
committee members supporting this bill 
admit that railroad cars can be un- 
loaded for one-twelfth of their present 
cost at the Washington Street Market. 
This, Mr. Chairman, is an admission that 
there is no risk money in the United 
States to compete against existing rat 
holes, knowing that their cost would be 
one-twelfth of that paid in business 
5 by those operating the rat 

oles. 

I think it is rather obvious that those 
involved in the Washington Street Mar- 
ket are willing to continue their opera- 
tion with the acquiescence of police and 
government authorities of New York, at 
the expense of the consumers of New 
York. They have said to officials of 
New York that “until you work out an 
arrangement so that we can move from 
Washington Street or make improve- 
ments in Washington Street, and re- 
tain the same business that we now have, 
and which the present tax laws protect 
from competition, and guarantee our 
present monopoly in business, and ob- 
tain a guaranty from the National Gov- 
ernment on moneys expended for im- 
provement, we are not going to move 
and we are not going to clean up the 
rat holes.” 

Mr. Chairman, there are other rat 
holes in New York City. One of them 
is on the water front. It exists because 
the executives of the State and the city 
will not enforce law and order. At the 
water-front rat hole, a tribute in excess 
of $20,900,000 a year is levied on people 
using that facility from outlying areas 
for work unperformed and for services 
not rendered. The operators of the 
water-front rat hole have made public 
statements that they use prison gradu- 
ates because of the fear they instill on 
the water front. The hierarchy of crim- 
inals is maintained by the use of stilettos, 
evidenced by bodies that have been found 
floating in the bay, which themselves are 
evidence of unsolved murders. 

I submit to you, Mr. Chairman, that 
this is possible only through collusion 
and corruption of public officials and 
because the facilities involved are local- 
ized. 

I want to call to your attention that 
the pending legislation proposes that 
Federal money be used to localize all 
outlets of agricultural commodities in 
the city of New York, operating through 
these same public officials who tolerate 
other rat holes and levy tribute in those 
rat holes on outlying areas to the full 
extent that the traffic will bear. It is 
my belief that the people of California 
do not want to be exposed to further 
taxes in order to obtain the right to pay 
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such tribute until the city of New York, 
through its officials, will enforce its laws 
so that the citizens of the United States 
can expect proper treatment under the 
law. The present condition constitutes 
a new “robber baron” in the form of a 
municipality, levying tribute on the mod- 
ern rivers of commerce. There is noth- 
ing that this legislature can do to pro- 
tect the American people from that trib- 
ute. The expenditure of Federal money 
or the assurance of Federal guaranty 
against loss will not lower the price to 
consumers in New York City nor will 
it assist the farmers of California or any 
other part of the United States. It is 
the people of New York who must clean 
up their rat holes and throw out their 
deceivers in public office who tolerate, 
protect, and use such rat holes. It is 
my sincere belief that at the next elec- 
tion the American people will insist that 
all rackets maintained through political 
activity be cleaned up. They will say, 
in effect, that freedom for the individual 
and freedom of business enterprise go 
hand in hand. The existence of one re- 
quires the other. The destruction of one 
will destroy the other. Free enterprise, 
if it existed in New York, would clean 
up the rat holes if they, in turn, were 
not protected by the law-enforcement 
officers of that city. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WERDEL. I yield. 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman realizes, 
I suppose, that 20 percent of the produce 
sold in the Washington Street Market 
in New York City comes from the State 
of California. The food consumed in 
New York City is produced in 40 States 
of this Union, including the State of 
California. 

Mr. WERDEL. I will say to the gentle- 
man that I thought the percentage of 
California merchandise was larger and 
that I believe that when the quality of 
California products is better known in 
New York, the percentage will be higher. 
The gentleman’s question implies that I 
should vote with him and the adminis- 
tration because California is forced to 
pay tribute Jue to the breakdown of law 
and order in the city of New York. I 
want to point out to the gentleman that 
so long as the people of New York tol- 
erate persons in public office who main- 
tain rat holes for political purposes, 
California and all other States will con- 
tinue to pay tribute if they use the rat- 
hole facilities. If we assume that type 
of law enforcement is to continue, the 
proposed legislation can only provide 
marble halls for the rats at the expense 
of the taxpayers of California, many of 
whom are those who are and coh- 
tinue to be the payers of tribute. 

In conclusion, this greatest legislative 
body in the world is now faced with a 
reality which has not been discussed in 
debate. The taxing policies of this Con- 
gress have destroyed free enterprise to 
the extent that it will not compete 
against business rat holes protected by 
local government even though the evi- 
dence demonstrates that their cost of 
operation would be one-twelfth of the 
cost paid by the operators of the rat 
holes, 


The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
Committee rises. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. BeckwortH, Chairman of the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union, reported that that Com- 
mittee, having had under consideration 
the bill (H. R. 39) to encourage the im- 
provement and development of market- 
ing facilities for handling perishable 
agricultural commodities, pursuant to 
House Resolution 429 he reported the 
bill back to the House with sundry 
amendments adopted by the Committee 
of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 
previous question is ordered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment? If not, the Chair will put 
them en gross. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the engrossment and third reading of 
the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time and was read the 
third time. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr, 
Speaker, I offer a motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op- 
posed to the bill? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I am, 
Mr. Speaker. a 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the motion to recommit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Aucust H. ANDRESEN moves to recom- 
mit the bill, H. R. 39, to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 


The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion to recommit. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Speaker, on that I demand the yeas and 
nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The question was taken; and there 
were—yeas 180, nays 162, not voting 88, 
as follows: 


[Roll No. 184] 
YEAS—180 
Aandahl Chenoweth Graham 
Adair Chiperfield Gross 
Allen, II. Church Hale 
en, Clevenger Hall, 
H. Carl Cole, Kans, Edwin Arthur 
Andresen, e, N. T. 
A . olmer Hand 
Angell Corbett Harden 
Arends Cotton Harrison, Va. 
Armstrong Coudert Harrison, Wyo. 
A oss Crawford Herter 
Ayres Crumpacker Heselton 
Bakewell Curtis, Mo. Hess 
Baring Curtis, Nebr. Hoffman, Il. 
Bates, Mass. Dague Hoffman, Mich, 
Beall Davis, Wis. Jenison 
Belcher Denny Jenkins 
Bennett, Fla. Devereux Jensen 
Bennett, Mich. D’Ewart Jonas 
Berry Dolliver Jones, 
Betts Dondero Hamilton O 
Bishop Donovan es, 
Blackney Eaton Woodrow W. 
. Ellsworth udd 
Bolton Elston Kean 
Bow Fallon Kearney 
Bray Fenton Keating 
Fernandez Kilburn 
Brownson er Kilday 
Bryson Ford Lantaff 
Budge Forrester LeCompte 
Buffett Frazier Lovre 
Burleson Garmata McDonough 
Bush Gavin McGregor 
Butler McMullen 
Byrnes, Wis. Golden McVey 
eld Goodwin Mack, 
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Mahon Robeson Teague 
Martin, Iowa Rogers, Colo. Thomas 
Mason Rogers, Fla. Thompson, 
Meader Rogers, Mass, Mich. 
Miller, Nebr. Rogers, Tex. Vail 
Miller, N. Y. St. George Van Pelt 
Morano Saylor Van Zandt 
Mumma Schwabe Velde 
Murray, Tenn. Scrivner Vorys 
Nelson Secrest Vursell 
Nicholson Seely-Brown Weichel 
Norblad Shafer Werdel 
O Hara Sheehan Wheeler 

Short Whitten 
Poulson Sikes Widnall 
Prouty “ Simpson, III. Wigglesworth 
Radwan Simpson, Pa. Williams, Mies 
Rankin Sittler Williams, N. Y. 
Reams Smith. Kans Wilson, Ind 
Reece, Tenn Smith, Va Wilson, Tex. 
Reed, III Smith, Wis. Winster d 
Reed, N. Y. Springer Wolcott 
Rees, Kans. Stefan Wolverton 
Ribicoff Taber Woodruff 
Riehlman Talle Yates 

NAYS—162 

Abernethy Gordon Morton 
Adcdonizio Gore Mouider 
Albert Granahan Multer 
Allen, Calif. Granger Murdock 
Anderson, Calif Grant Norrell 
Andrews Green O'Brien, III. 
Anfuso Greenwood O rien, Mich 
Acpirall Gregory O Kon 
Bat'ey Hagen O'Neill 
Barden Hardy O'Toole 
Bates, Ky. Harris Passman 
Eattle Hart Patman 
Eeckworth Harvey Perkins 
Bletnik Havenner Phiips 
Bolling Hays, Ark, Foege 
Bonner Hedrick Po'k 
Eosone Heller Presion 
Bramblett Hili Price 
Brooks Hillings Priest 
Brown, Ga. Hoeven Rains 
Buchanan Holmes Regan 
Burdick Hope Rhodes 
Burnside Horan Richards 
Byrne, N. Y. Hull Riley 
Camp d Roberts 
Cannon Jackson, Wash, Rodino 
Carlyle arman Rooney 
Carnahan Johnson Roosevelt 
Chelf Jones, Ala Sabath 
Clemente Jones, Mo, Scott, Hardie 
Combs Karsten, Mo. tt, 
Cooley Kearns Hugh D., Jr. 
Cooper Kee 
Cox Kerr Sheppard 

Kirwan Sieminski 
Cunningham Lane Smith, Mies 
Davis, Ga. Lanham Spence 
Deane Larcade Staggers 
DeGraffenried Lesinski Steed 
Dempsey Lind Stigler 
Denton Lyle Sutton 
Dorn McCormack Tackett 
Doughton M. Thompson, Tex. 
Durham McGuire Tollefson 
Eberharter McKinnon Trimble 
Elliott McMillan Watts 
Engle Mack, III Weich 
Evins Madden Whitaker 
Feighan Mansfield W. 
Flood Marshall Wier 
Forand Merrow Withrow 
Pugate Mills Yorty 
Furcolo Mitchell Zablocki 
Gary Morgan 
Gathings Morris 

NOT VOTING—88 
Abbitt Delaney Irving 
Allen, La. gell Jackson, Calif. 
Baker Dollinger James 
Barrett Donohue Javits 
r Kelley, Pa. 

Bender Fine Kelly, N. Y. 
Bentsen Fi Kennedy 
Boggs, La. Fulton Keogh 
Boykin Gamble Kersten, Wis. 
Breen Gwinn King 
Brown, Ohio Klein 
Buckley Leonard W. Kluczynski 
Burton Hays, Ohio Latham 
Busbey bert Lucas 
Case Heffernan McCarthy 
Celler Herlong McConnell 
Chatham Hinshaw McGrath 
Chudofft Holifield Machrowicz 
Davis, Tenn. well Magee 
Da Hunter Martin, Mass. 
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Miller, Calif. Powell Stockman 
Miller, Md, Quinn Taylor 
Morrison Rabaut Thornberry 
Murphy Ramsay Vinson 
Murray, Wis. Redden Walter 
Patten Rivers Wharton 
Patterson Sadlak Willis 
Philbin Sasscer Wood, Ga. 
Pickett Shelley Wood, Idaho 
Potter Stanley 


So the motion to recommit was 
agreed to. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 

Mr. Beamer for, with Mr. Vinson against. 

Mr. Herlong for, with Mr. Hébert against. 

Mr. McConnell for, with Mr. Morrison 

t. 

Mr. James for, with Mr. Chatham against. 

Mr. Taylor for, with Mr. Boggs of Louisiana 
against. 

Mr. Gwinn for, with Mr. Doyle against. 

Mr. Latham for, with Mr. King against. 

Mr. Leonard W. Hall for, with Mr. Redden 
against. 

Mr. Busbey for, with Mr. Wood of Georgia 
against. 

Mr. Rivers for, with Mr. Miller of Cali- 
fornia against. 

Mr. Patten for, with Mr. Shelley against. 

Mr. Gamble for, with Mr. Walter against. 


Until further notice: 

Mr. Keogh with Mr. Baker. 

Mr. Quinn with Mr. Wharton. 

Mr. Delaney with Mr. Jackson of California, 
Mr. McGrath with Mr. Brown of Ohio. 


Murphy with Mr. Stockman. 

Fine with Mr. Kersten of Wisconsin. 
Dollinger with Mr. Fulton. 

Hays of Ohio with Mr. Case. 
Holifield with Mr. Patterson. 

Magee with Mr. Potter. 

Rabaut with Mr. Hinshaw. 

Philbin with Mr. Hunter. 

Donohue with Mr. Wood of Idaho. 
Buckley with Mr. Javits. 


Mr. FERNANDEZ changed his vote from 
“yea” to “nay.” 

Mr. Cote of New York changed his vote 
from “nay” to “yea.” 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 


EXTENDING TIME FOR USE OF MER- 
CHANT MARINE CONSTRUCTION RE- 
SERVE FUNDS 


Mr.HART. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent for the immediate consid- 
eration of the resolution (H. J. Res. 333) 
to extend the time for use of construction 
reserve funds established under section 
511 of the Merchant Marine Act 1935, as 
amended. 
` The Clerk read the title of the resolu- 

ion. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 


Resolved, ete., That section 5 of an act ap- 
proved August 8, 1947 (Public Law 384, 80th 
Cong.), relating to merchant-marine con- 
struction reserve funds established under 
section 511 of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, 
as amended, is hereby amended by striking 
out “March 31, 1951” and inserting in lieu 
thereof “March 31, 1952.” 


Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, re- 
serving the right to object, is the matter 
about which the gentleman in conjunc- 
tion with the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
WEICHEL] has been working? 
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Mr. HART. It is the matter about 
which the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
WEICHEL] spoke to the gentleman a short 
while ago. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I with- 
draw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the reso- 
lution? 

There was no objection. 

The House joint resolution was or- 
dered to be engrossed and read a third 
time, was read a third time and passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


FOREST FIRE CONTROL HEADQUARTERS 


Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Speaker, by di- 
rection of the Committee on Rules I call 
up House Resolution 431 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

Resolved, That immediately upon the 
adoption of this resolution it shall be in or- 
der to move that the House resolve itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 1628) to provide for the ac- 
quisition of land and the construction 
thereon of buildings and appurtenances es- 
sential for forest fire control operations of 
the Forest Service, United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, at or near Missoula, 
Mont., and for other purposes. That after 
general debate, which shall be confined to 
the bill and continue not to exceed 1 hour, 
to be equally divided and controlled by the 
chairman and ranking minority member of 
the Committee on Agriculture, the bill shall 
be read for amendment under the 5-minute 
rule. At the conclusion of the considera- 
tion of the bill for amendment, the Com- 
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the 
House with such amendments as may have 
been adopted and the previous question 
shall be considered as ordered on the bill 
and amendments thereto to final passage 
without intervening motion except one mo- 
tion to recommit. 


Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Speaker, this 
resolution provides for consideration of 
H. R. 1628, a measure to provide head- 
quarters for forest fire control smoke 
jumpers. 

Smoke jumpers are those men trained 
in the art, and truly it is an art, of para- 
chuting to fires in the great roadless 
forest areas principally in Montana and 
Idaho but also located in parts of Wash- 
ington, Oregon, New Mexico, and Cali- 
fornia. 

Because of the millions of acres of in- 
accessible land protected by the smoke 
jumpers, the Rules Committee recom- 
mends this resolution and asks favorable 
consideration. 

In making this recommendation, the 
Rules Committee considered the na- 
tional defense aspects of fire danger on 
the millions of acres of valuable forest 
land in the Western States on which 
two-thirds of the Nation’s remaining 
virgin timber grows. 

Only by great good fortune and wet 
weather was forest loss from Japanese 
wind-current fire balloons held to a 
minimum during World War II. 

The potential danger from the hap- 
hazard landing of these balloons floated 
over from Japan on wind currents was 
one of the best-kept secrets of World 
War II. One landed on, and put out of 
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commission, a power line serving the 
atomic plant at Hanford. Many others 
landed in forest areas. 

Had we had dry weather in the Pacific 
Northwest, such as we have had this 
year, the destruction from forest fire 
might have been a major calamity. 

The national defense aspects of the 
smoke jumper cannot be overlooked. 
Fires started by an enemy either through 
sabotage or by dropping incendiary ma- 
terial from the air, or by Japanese bal- 
loons as was the case in the last war, 
would pose a real problem in the pro- 
tection of our natural resources from 
fire. Hundreds of such fires could be 
started simultaneously all over the West. 
Such fires, if not quickly controlled, 
could cause havoc with our timber sup- 
ply, burn out many of our smaller towns, 
disrupt transportation and communica- 
tion, destroy industrial potential, and, 
last but not least, could disrupt military 
offense and defense measures. 

The smoke-jumping operations oper- 
ating out of Missoula would form an 
organization that could be expanded: 
quickly and one which would do much 
to control any fires started by enemy 
action. 

H. R. 1628 authorizes the Secretary 
of Agriculture to acquire land at or near 
Missoula, Mont., and to construct there- 
on certain buildings and appurtenances 
essential to forest fire control operations 
of the United States Forest Service, De- 
partment of Agriculture. 

Specifically, this bill would authorize 
the appropriation of $970,000 for this 
purpose. 

The lumbering and forest products in- 
dustry is the most important industrial 
activity in the State of Washington 
which I have the honor to represent. 
The large stand of virgin timber and the 
millions of acres of second growth is the 
raw product on which this important 
industry depends. Fires can destroy this 
vital resource. 

During the past abnormally dry sum- 
mer, thousands of acres of fine virgin 
timber and excellent second growth have 
been destroyed by fire. Only recently 
fire burned 30,000 acres of excellent tim- 
berland in the Olympic National Forest. 
The town of Forks, Wash., was seriously 
threatened and if it had not been for 
the rapid action of the protection forces, 
this town would have been destroyed. 
From last reports only 25 small build- 
ings were burned in Forks. 

This is only one example of the many 
that may be cited concerning the dis- 
astrous effects of fire on the resources of 
my State. 


The smoke-jumping projeet located at 
Missoula, Mont., consisting of 150 men, 
is the largest operation of its kind in 
the United States. It was organized 
by the Forest Service primarily to pro- 
vide rapid initial attack on fhe numer- 
ous fires that start each year on the 11,- 
000,000 acres of roadless areas in Mon- 
tana and north Idaho. 

There are four other areas in the far 
West where smoke-jumping projects are 
operated by the Forest Service. These 
units located in southern Oregon, north- 
ern Washington, southern Idaho, and 
New Mexico are much smaller in size 
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since during normal years the number 
of fires occurring in the inaccessible 
parts of these areas are not so numerous 
and do not require such a large number 
of aerial firemen, However, on occasions 
similar to 1951, the fire situation in these 
areas becomes so serious that help from 
the Missoula base is needed. 

The great flexibility in mobility from 
use of aircraft for cross-country delivery 
of initial attack aerial fire fighters 
makes the Missoula operation an ideal 
base not only for fires occurring in Mon- 
tana and Idaho, but also to back up the 
other smaller smoke-jumping units lo- 
cated in southern Idaho, Oregon, Wash- 
ington, and New Mexico. 

During the period the project has been 
operated, smoke jumpers from the Mis- 
soula Lase have succeeded not only in 
the control of numerous fires in Mon- 
tana and north Idaho but also have been 
used with excellent results on fires in 
New Mexico, California, Oregon, Wash- 
ington, and south Idaho. Annually, 
during the past 5 years, smoke jumpers 
from the Missoula base have jumped to 
fires burning in the inaccessible areas 
of the Gila National Forest in New Mex- 
ico. 

As early as 1941 they jumped to fires 
on the Chelan National Forest in Wash- 
ington, several hundred miles from Mis- 
soula. 

As an indication of the local estimate 
of the value of the service I quote from 
a letter written by Spokane Chamber of 
Commerce president, Franklin Green- 
ough, to Chairman Cco try, of the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture: 

Smoke jumpers have performed a great 
public service in locating and restricting 
forest fires in this area, saving valuable na- 
tional wealth and lives. New facilities would 
increase the efficiency of the unit mate- 
rially. 


On numerous occasions contingents of 
15 to 75 men jumped to fires in the steep 
walled canyons of south Idaho. The Na- 
tional Park Service and the Indian Serv- 
ice has also benefited from the activities 
of this operation. As late as August of 
this year a contingent of 60 men from 
the Missoula base were flown to the IIli- 
nois airport in southern Oregon to jump 
to fires burning in the roadless areas of 
California and Oregon. At that time, 
several hundred fires which had started 
from several lightning storms passing 
over that region were a real threat to the 
natural resources of that area. 

The Missoula smoke-jumping opera- 
tion, because of its strength and flexibil- 
ity of movement and speed of travel, is 
a real factor in the protection of the vast 
timbered areas of not only Idaho and 
Montana but of the entire West from 
devastation by fires, 

The improvements contained in this 
bill are essential to the efficient opera- 
tion of the smoke-jumping project. I 
recommend favorable consideration not 
only because they will benefit my area, 
but because they will make it possible 
for the Forest Service to do a better job 
of protection over all the area in the 
West where a majority of the saw tim- 
ber supply of the United States is lo- 
cated, 
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Mr. Speaker, the Rules Committee rec- 
ommends favorable action on this reso- 
lution. 

Mr. Speaker, I now yield 30 minutes 
to the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. 
ELLSWORTH]. 

Mr. ELLSWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may desire. 

Mr. Speaker, this rule makes in order 
consideration of a bill that will provide 
for the improvement, rehabilitation, and 
extension of the fire-control headquar- 
ters known as the smoke jumpers in 
Missoula, Mont. 

I want the House to understand a 
few things about forest fires and fire 
control. In the first place, no serious 
forest fire can develop if it can be 
reached soon after it starts. At the 
present time there is a fire raging in 
Oregon over some 20,000 acres of land. 
Had it been possible to reach that fire 
when it first occurred, there would be 
no such serious fire there teday. There 
cannot be a serious fire if the fire fighters 
can reach it immediately. 

‘There is another misconception I be- 
lieve regarding the subject of forest fires. 
This misconception has to do with the 
general idea that forest fires are caused 
in some way by the acticn of machinery 
or men. The man-made fire is by far 
the least of the troubles in the western 
forest area. The fires that are dan- 
gerous end costly are generally caused 
by lightning storms, and such fires are 
invariably inaccessible by ordinary traf- 
fic means, so that the only way they can 
be reached at their beginning is from 
an airplane by men jumping out with 
parachutes carrying some fire fighting 
equipment with thera, reaching the fire 
soon after it starts. For that reason we 
in the Far West forest region consider 
the operations conducted by these smoke 
jumpers as being vital to the mainte- 
nance and protection of our forest areas. 

We feel also that the improvement of 
these headquarters is necessary for the 
improvement of that service. This is 
not an expenditvre as such, because the 
cost of just one fire of any consequence 
at all that might be averted by the oper- 
ation of the smoke-jumper squadron 
would cost more than the amount of 
money authorized in this bill. Therefore, 
I recommend the adoption of the rule. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr, ELLSWORTH. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Is this just on 
Government land? 

Mr. ELLSWORTH. No. The smoke 
jumpers will go to a fire that endangers 
Government lana. They do not go toa 
fire strictly on private land unless it 
happens to be in an area that is generally 
of a public nature. 

Mr.HOPE. Mr.Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. ELLSWORTH. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Kansas. 

Mr. HOPE. I think it was stated in 
the course of the hearings that there 
were some instances where they had 
contracts with the owners of private 
land to protect them from fire. I do not 


think they are very extensive or consti- 


tute a large number. 


12187 


Mr. ELLSWORTH. I think the gen- 
tleman is correct on that. The forest 
area of Oregon and Washington is gen- 
erally intermingled with State, county, 
Federal, and private ownership so that 
a fire starting on any acreage is dan- 
gerous to all. The smoke-jumper serv- 
ice would probably have contracts with 
the county fire patrol associations and 
with the associations of private owners. 
It is still true that no matter where the 
fire occurs it is dangerous to the entire 
area, because sometimes a fire will run 
over 15 or 20 miles in less than 2 hours, 

Mr. HALE. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. ELLSWORTH. 
gentleman from Maine. 

Mr. HALE. May I ask the gentleman 
the significance of the location at Mis- 
soula, Mont.? I think the gentleman 
realizes there are forests in the East as 
well. 

Mr. ELLSWORTH. I am not ac- 
quainted with the forest-fire problems 
in New Engiand. I am sure you have 
them. However, I am intimately ac- 
quainted with the forest-fire problems of 
the Pacific Northwest. I have had to 
leave my home several times, when I was 
a youngster, and with others get out with 
only the clothes we had on our backs 
when a forest fire was running in our 
direction. So I know something about 
that. However, I cannot speak with ref- 
erence to the problems in New England. 

Mr. HALE. I can assure the gentle- 
man we do have very destructive forest 
fires in Maine. May I ask if it is consid- 
ered that this will be a sort of experi- 
mental station in Montana, and if it is 
to be contemplated that other stations 
will be located elsewhere? What will 
the program be? 

Mr. ELLSWORTH. I cannot answer 
the gentleman’s question except to say 
that this headquarters for the smoke- 
jumping operation has been located in 
Missoula for some time. I think if I 
were picking the location I would place 
it near Boise, Idaho. However, this is 
the decision of the Forest Service, not 
mine, and I want to see this operation 
kept going. 

Mr. HALE. I hope somebody will en- 
lighten us further on that point. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ELLSWORTH. I yield to the 
gentleman from Washington. 

Mr. MITCHELL. May I say in partial 
response to that question that the report 
and the hearings point out that there 
are over 11,000,000 acres of forest land 
in Idaho and Montana alone which are 
inaccessible from roads. The inaccessi- 
bility of the forests is one of the reasons 
that this work was started in Missoula 
and why it has been carried to its present 
state of perfection. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ELLSWORTH. I yield to the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. KEATING. Is this station at Mis- 
soula the only installation of its kind in 
the country? 

Mr. ELLSWORTH. It is the only one 


I yield to the 


1 know about. It has been in operation. 
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for some years. This bill is for the pur- 
pose of improving it. 

Mr. HORAN. If the gentleman will 
yield, I am quite sure there is a smoke- 
jumping unit in New Mexico. There are 
also units at Cave Junction, Oreg.; In- 
tercity Airport, Wash.; McCall, Idaho; 
and Idaho City, Idaho. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. They are satel- 
lite fields. Missoula is the main one. 

Mr. ELLSWORTH. In conclusion, Mr. 
Speaker, I hope the House adopts the 
rule, and I favor the passage of the bill. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Speaker, I 
move the previous question. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the resolution. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 1628) to provide for 
the acquisition of land and the construc- 
tion thereon of buildings and appurte- 
nances essential for forest-fire control 
operations of the Forest Service, United 
States Department of Agriculture, at or 
near Missoula, Mont., and for other pur- 


The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con- 
sideration of the bill H. R. 1628, with Mr. 
ALBERT in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

By unanimous consent the first read- 
ing of the bill was dispensed with. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
20 minutes to the gentleman from Mon- 
tana [Mr. MANSFIELD]. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Chairman, on 
pages 4 and 5 will be found the reasons 
why the present location of the forest- 
fire-control headquarters for parachut- 
ers is so unsatisfactory. Also on the 
same page, as well as on the page follow- 
ing will be found the purposes to which 
this new bill will apply. 

I wish to speak in favor of my bill, 
H. R. 1628. This bill authorizes the 
Secretary of Agriculture to acquire a 
small area of land at or near Missoula, 
Mont., and to construct thereon certain 
buildings essential to the successful and 
efficient operation of the smoke jumper 
and air cargo unit used by the Forest 
Service to control fires burning in 
the roadless areas of the far West 
and in particular Montana and north 
Idaho, where such areas are large and 
numerous. 

This bill, if favorably considered, 
would authorize an appropriation of 
$970,000 for this purpose. 

H. R. 1628 is identical to H. R. 7257, 
passed by the House of Representatives 
on July 17, 1950. A similar Senate bill 
failed favorable consideration by the 
Senate Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry during the last session due pri- 
marily, I understand, because they be- 
lieved its scope should be widened to 
include all of the national forest areas 
for smoke-jumping and air-cargo oper- 
ations. What they failed to understand 
was that the Forest Service, after long 
study, has concluded that Missoula, 
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Mont., is the most centrally located 
principal base of operations from which 
fires in the inaccessible areas of the 
national forests may be handled from 
the air. Also that it is the best situated 
to carry on aerial experimental work for 
the improvement of all phases of aerial 
fire operations, This does not mean that 
other areas will be without smoke- 
jumping bases. This is not the case. 
Other bases of smaller size operated by 
the Forest Service are located at McCall, 
Idaho; Intercity Airport, Wash.; Illinois 
Valley, Oreg.; and Idaho City, Idaho; 
with a satellite operation being located 
at Deming, N. Mex., each year during 
the months of May and June and early 
July. The Missoula base, because of its 
greater strength, is used to bolster the 
forces at these other bases as occasion 
requires, thus making it unnecessary to 
maintain large smoke-jumping forces in 
all areas strong enough to handle light- 
ning fire situations requiring great num- 
bers of men, In fact the Missoula base 
is designed not only to help handle the 
fires in Montana and north Idaho, but 
also to provide assistance to national- 
forest men in Oregon, Washington, Cali- 
fornia, south Idaho, and New Mexico 
when this is necessary. 

In the northern region the United 
States Forest Service protects 33,000,000 
acres of lands supporting many billions 
of board feet of very fine timber. This 
area has had a very sad fire history. 
Since 1905 in excess of 7,000,000 acres of 
it have been destroyed by fires. Of this 
amount, more than 6,000,000 acres were 
destroyed prior to 1933 during the period 
of few roads and when it was necessary 
to walk into most fires. With the ad- 
vent of the CCC forces, numerous roads 
were constructed which increased the 
speed of travel and, thereby attack on 
fires from 2½ miles per hour to 15 miles 
per hour. During this period, 1933 to 
1940, when accessibility through the ef- 
forts of the CCC forces made attack on 
fires more rapid, the annual acreage 
burned was reduced from the previous 
high of 230,000 acres to a new low of 
about 62,000 acres annually. 

Of the 33,000,000 acres of land under 
protection by the Forest Service in Mon- 
tana and north Idaho, approximately 
11,000,000 acres remain roadless and 
with the possibility of no further ex- 
tensive road construction programs in 
sight the Forest Service began consider- 
ing the use of airplanes to speed up at- 
tack on fires. 

Early in 1939 experiments were under- 
taken which proved that men could be 
transported by aircraft and parachuted 
to fires in the inaccessible reaches of the 
far West. Aerial smoke-jumping opera- 
tions were undertaken in 1940 and as 
more experience was gained the size and 
number of the operations increased. 

In my State, fires are more commonly 
caused by lightning than from human 
carelessness. They generally come in 
bunches—sometimes more than 100 fires 
in a single day. Most of these fires 
occur on the high ridges and on the 
slopes of mountains where there are no 
roads and trails arefew. If they are not 
attacked quickly, destruction of the fine 
timber and other wild land resources will 
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result. Air travel and jumping to fires 
with a parachute are the only ways 
known to get men to these fires in time to 
control them. 

For example, let me quote from the 
records of the Forest Service to demon- 
strate what did happen during the days 
of poor accessibility and before the 
smoke jumpers were part of the over-all 
protection picture. Large fires were 
common. During 1910 Idaho, Washing- 
ton, and Oregon, also Montana, suffered 
tremendous losses. More than 2,000,000 
acres of fine virgin forests went up in 
smoke; towns were destroyed; 85 lives 
were lost. Smoke was sighted 300 miles 
out at sea off the coast of Oregon and 
Washington. Smoke was reported 500 
miles west of San Francisco and a haze 
interfering with nautical observations 
was reported to have existed for 10 days 
following control of this fire. Such fires 
have been repeated in the far West since 
1910. 1919 was a bad year, with in ex- 
cess of 1,000,000 acres burned. It is in- 
teresting to note that fires of these pro- 
portions have not occurred during the 
10 years smoke jumpers have been used. 

Since smoke jumping has been ac- 
cepted as routine cperation in my area, 
annual losses over the past 10 years have 
dropped to the low figure of 8,000 acres; 
a great reduction in burned area com- 
pared to the annual average of 230,000 
acres previous to 1933 and the average 
annual loss of 62,000 acres during the 
period 1933 to 1940. Not all of this re- 
duction can be credited to the smoke 
jumpers, of course. Weather was more 
favorable. More equipment and better 
fire-control practices are being used by 
the Forest Service today, when com- 
pared to 10, 20, or 30 years ago. How- 
ever, a cold objective analysis by the For- 
est Service conclusively shows that great 
savings in the taxpayers’ dollar and much 
less damages can be credited to the use 
of the smoke jumpers. The Forest Serv- 
ice, whose estimates are always on the 
conservative side, states that over a pe- 
riod of 20 years it may be expected that 
the use of smoke jumpers will result in an 
annual saving in suppression costs and 
damages of around $450,000. Some years 
the savings could reach a figure of $1,- 
700,000. 

It is common knowledge that fires can 
destroy the natural resources essential 
to the prosecution of a war. During 
World War II more tons of wood than 
steel were used. Each Liberty ship took 
350,000 board feet of lumber. 50,000,- 
000 feet of timber were required to re- 
habilitate the port of Naples following 
its capture. During the war period, 
1942-45, 101,000,000,000 board feet of 
lumber were consumed by the military. 
Destruction of this resource by fire could 
prove very serious if world war III should 
come. 

Fires disturb war effort in other ways. 
They disrupt railroad and highway 
transportation. They destroy communi- 
cation lines. They smoke up the air so 
badly that aircraft must be grounded. 


They result in floods, and in many other 


ways can hinder military action if they 
are not controlled. 

The Forest Service, at the instance of 
the Federal Office of Civil Defense, has 


1951 


completed plans for the protection of our 
forests in the event of enemy fire at- 
tacks. The smoke-jumper organization 
at Missoula plays a prominent part in 
the field of planned fire protection to 
contain enemy fire attacks should they 
occur. 

Smoke-jumping operations alone can- 
not contain all fires that start but they 
are an important source of strength to 
contain those fires that start in the inac- 
cessible reaches of the far West. 

I have tried to show wherein smoke 
jumpers have been helpful in the con- 
trol of fires, where their use has saved 
the taxpayers money and resulted in less 
resource losses and where they would 
pay real dividends to the military during 
a war period involving fire attacks by 
an enemy. 

The Missoula smoke-jumping set-up 
is not beneficial to my State alone. Its 
great flexibility of movement due to its 
being able to travel cross-country by 
air makes it also very valuable to assist 
in the control of fires in other States 
hundreds of miles removed from the Mis- 
soula base of operations. History of this 
unit is full of cases where help has been 
provided in New Mexico, Idaho, Oregon, 
Washington, and California. During 
the serious fire emergency in New Mex- 
ico last spring and in California and 
Oregon in August of this year, men from 
the smoke-jumping base at Missoula 

were moved in to help out. 

The smoke-jumping feature of the 
program is not the only aerial phase 
helpful to other areas. Air-cargo trans- 
port and delivery via the parachute is 
necessary for successful operations in all 
inaccessible fire areas. History is full 
of cases where equipment and facilitat- 
ing gear have been moved great dis- 
tances to help contain a serious fire 
emergency. In 1947 fire equipment was 
flown from Missoula to Maine. This 
year more than 100 tons of much-needed 
fire-fighting equipment were moved to 
New Mexico where a serious fire situa- 
tion was in progress. There are many 
other similar cases. 

The primary reasons for this bill are 
to provide adequate housing, warehous- 
ing, and facilitating services for the 
aerial operations at Missoula, Mont. 
This bill, if enacted into law, will also 
allow the Forest Service to move its base 
of operations from Hale Field to the 
new municipal airport owned by the 
county. 

The improvements, if provided at the 
municipal airport, will bring about more 
efficient operations. This will result in 
direct savings to the taxpayers of around 
$100,000 per year compared to the pres- 
ent base of operations centered around 
Hale Field. This saving is in addition 
to the estimated annual saving of $450,- 
000 when comparing smoke-jumping at- 
tack with conventional ground methods. 

Hale Field, the present base of opera- 
tions near Missoula, is graveled, is not 
lighted for night operations, has short 
runways, is near dangerous mountain 
obstructions and requires flying low on 
take off and landings over residential 
areas and schools. Tenure is insecure 
due to demands for the use of this land 
for residential purposes. 
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The operation is presently housed in 
old CCC buildings located in several 
places, some removed as much as 32 miles 
from Missoula. These buildings are old, 
have been fully depreciated, with tenure 
insecure, since they are located on 
rented ground. Because of the tempo- 
rary nature of the buildings and the 
dilapidated facilities being used, they 
are not only a fire trap but also are con- 
sidered unsuitable as living quarters— 
space is too limited, sanitation is poor. 

The city of Missoula, the county, and 
the CAA have cooperated in the con- 
struction of a county municipal airport 
a few miles out of Missoula, spending 
about $4,000,000 for this purpose. This 
field has excellent surfaced runways 
7,000 feet long, is far removed from 
dangerous mountainous obstructions, 
does not require low-level flying over the 
city of Missoula, is lighted for night op- 
erations so important to fire control, and 
is otherwise ideally suited as a base for 
aerial fire control operations. The 


county will sell or allow a friendly con- 


demnation suit involving a plot of land 
to be used as the aerial base. The county 
of Missoula will sell the necessary site 
to the Forest Service for the low sum 
of $2,000. Also they will enter into a 
lease with the Forest Service allowing 
ther access to the runways and full and 
free use of the airport for an undeter- 
mined long period of years—probably 99 
if it is legal fo- them to do this. 

This bill contemplates the acquisition 
of a site at the county municipal airport, 
on which will be constructed the barest 
essentials for the efficient operation of 
an aerial unit by the Forest Service for 
the control of forest fires. 

I recommend favorable consideration 
of H. R. 1628. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I am delighted to 
yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Could the gentleman 
tell us briefly just how this fire-fighting 
unit would help us with our forest fires 
in northern California? The gentle- 
man mentioned the State of California. 
The great forests in our State have suf- 
fered a very devastating fire this year 
in the northeast par: of the State. How 
would this unit help us? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. In the past we 
have sent forest fire parachuters from 
Missoula to the southern and northern 
part of California to help put the fires 
out which have occurred there. South- 
ern California is within a 4- to 5-hour 
flying range of the Missoula airport. 
We have sent these parachuters not only 
to northern and southern California to 
help put out fires there, but also to New 
Mexico on several occasions as well. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Lou say it is within 
a 4-hour flight of southern California? 
What kind of planes do they use that go 
that fast? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. In emergency they 
will use C-47’s, but usually they will use 
in the immediate vicinity of Missoula a 
trimotor Ford which goes slow enough 
to allow the men to jump. Also at the 
present time they have three Stimson 
Travelers, I believe. 
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Mr. JOHNSON. I think the gentle- 
man must be mistaken about the 4 hours, 
because I have ridden in these C-—47’s 
and they do not travel anywhere near 
that fast. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. We have gotten 
down into California and New Mexico 
within a 4- to 5-hour flying period. 

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentieman yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 

Mr. HORAN. Is there not a unit 
working out of Cave Junction, Oreg.? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. There is a unit 
working out of Cave Junction and there 
is one at McCall, Idaho, and one at Idaho 
City, Idaho. Those, of course, are all un- 
der the Missoula operations and they are 
shipped out as fire occurs in different 
areas. 

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 

Mr. HORAN. I serve, as the gentle- 
man probably knows, on the subcommit- 
tee that has charge of forest protection 
appropriations. We do look to the fur- 
ther refinement of this sort of work not 
only to an increase in efficiency in the 
matter of protection of ‘the forests but 
eventually a cutting down of the size of 
the appropriations needed for that sort of 
work. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct; 
and I may say to the gentleman that the 
State of Washington which he has so ably 
represented here for the past 9 years has 
been vigorous in its support of this pro- 
posed legislation. 

Mr.MUMMA. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 

Mr. MUMMA. Speaking of planes, I 
read the hearing on this bill and failed 
to see a word about helicopters anywhere 
in the hearings. It strikes me in view of 
what has been done in Korea with heli- 
copters their ability to come down in an 
exact spot where needed, there being no 
element of chance about it, that serious 
consideration should be given to their use 
in connection with fire fighting opera- 
tions. 

I happen to have fought a lot of forest 
fires in my life. I have observed para- 
chute drops and the dropping of men and 
supplies, and am convinced of their great 
usefulness. But I think we should begin 
giving consideration to their use now as 
we debate this bill. For instance, I think 
the hangar would have to be designed 
with helicopters in mind, - 

I notice there is another item in the bill 
for parachutes. I have had some ex- 
perience observing parachute operations 
in the Middle East, in Pennsylvania. It 
seems to me that by use of the helicopter 
you would eliminate a lot of the expense 
for parachutes. Some $120,000 is con- 
tained for that purpose. It seems to me 
that quite a lot of that money would not 
be necessary were helicopters put into 
use, and I think we should bear this in 
mind as we consider the bill. 

Answering the gentleman from Maine 
as to the use of airplanes in his section, 
I have never been in Maine, but in the 
eastern part of the United States gener- 
ally the forests are much more accessible, 
at least they are in Pennsylvania and 
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throughout the East than they are in the 
West due to the unique system of roads 
which exists throughout the area, roads 
and forest trails built by the CCC boys. 
Almost any spot in this area can be 
reached within a very short time by au- 
tomobile. I realize that the question is 
very much different in the West, but in 
the eastern part of the United States 
there is a great system of roads. I think 
this is a very good bill. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. May I say to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania that I ap- 
preciate his contribution very much. I 
know something of the fine reputation 
he has in the field of forestry. Insofar 
as helicopters are concerned I am quite 
sure they will be given serious considera- 
tion and much weight will be placed on 
the gentleman’s suggestion, especially in 
view of the great development in heli- 
copters which has occurred in the last 
3 or 4 years, especially through their 
use by the Marine Corps, not only in low- 
flying operations, low enough to drop the 
men and the loads, but to make such 
landings as were made a week ago when 
they landed some 250 men on a mountain 
top in Korea. So I have every confi- 
dence that the Forest Service will take 
into consideration what the gentleman 
has said and do what it can to bring 
about further efficiency in its fire-fight- 
ing operations. 

Mr. GRANGER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield to my dis- 
tinguished colleague from Utah. 

Mr. GRANGER. As I understand, 
this bill is identical or practically the 
same bill as the gentleman introduced 
a year ago which passed the House by 
unanimous consent. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct. 

Mr. GRANGER. I know the gentle- 
man has been very diligent in the prepa- 
ration of and advocating this legisla- 
tion. The entire western country is in- 
debted to the gentleman from Montana 
for the great effort he has made. 

I think this is a good bill, and in view 
of the fact that even now forest fires are 
raging in the high mountains of the 
western country I think it would be false 
economy if this Congress did not at this 
time take measures to make possible ade- 
quate facilities with which to fight these 
devastating fires. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I thank the gen- 
tleman for his contribution. I know that 
he understands this measure not only be- 
cause he comes from the Rocky Moun- 
tain area, as I do, but because he himself 
was in charge of the hearings on this bill 
a year ago. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield to my friend 
from Texas. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Texas, I wish 
to invite the attention of the gentleman 
and also others interested in fire fight- 
ing that the Forest Service is now using 
helicopters; they have several under lease 
and are using them for experimental 
purposes, administrative purposes, and 
so on; and, presumably, they will, as soon 
as the occasion presents itself, make use 
of them for fire-fighting purposes. So 
that is already under way and they are 
making progress. 
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Mr. MANSFIELD. I thank the gentle- 
man for his contribution. Mr. Chairman, 
at the present time the smoke-jumping 
operation in Missoula is being conducted 
from a field known as Hale Field. It is 
a gravel field, it has short runways, it 
is unlighted, it is close to the mountains, 
and because of these characteristics 
there can be no night take-offs or night 
landings. By moving to the other field, 
the modern Missoula County Airport, 
built at a cost of $4,000,000, owned by 
the county of Missoula, having runways 
7,000 to 8,000 feet in length, we will be 
able to be more efficient in operating 
this very fine service. We will have a 
lighted field, we will be able to take off 
at night and we will be able to land at 
night. We will save under this new set- 
up something like $100,000 a year in ad- 
dition to the $450,000 a year which this 
service now saves when you compare it 
with the older and more inefficient 
methods of going to a fire on foot or 
going in by truck or on horseback. 

I hope that this committee in its wis- 
dom will give this matter its most serious 
consideration and will approve this vi- 
tally needed facility which will mean so 
much in the saving of our natural re- 
sources and which will be economical 
as well. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gentle- 
man from Ohio (Mr. JENKINS]. 

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Chairman, I am 
sure I would be moved to vote for this 
legislation simply by reason of the fine 
address and the accurate facts brought 
forth in the speech just made by the 
distinguished gentleman from Montana 
(Mr. Mansriretp]. His remarks were 
very persuasive. But, in addition to Mr. 
MANSFIELD’s remarks, I have a very per- 
sonal reason for supporting this legis- 
lation, and I beg your pardon for mak- 
ing it personal. When you talk about 
fire jumpers, may I say that in the Sat- 
urday Evening Post of April 23, 1951, 
there appeared a very interesting arti- 
cle on fire jumpers. This article is very 
interesting to me because it was writ- 
ten by my nephew, Starr Jenkins. He 
is the son of my deceased brother, New- 
ton Jenkins. Although he was brought 
up in the great city of Chicago he had 
in him the urge that would be satisfied 
best by the call of the wild. 

Starr had been a fire jumper for some 
little time before he wrote this article. 
His brother also was a fire jumper, 
Starr is now a teacher in one of the 
schools out there in the great West. 

Starr, in his story, gives a very graphic 
account of the work of these fire jump- 
ers. It must have been worth while else 
it would not have been accepted by the 
Saturday Evening Post. The title of this 
article is “We Jump Into Fire.” I wish 
I could give you some of the graphic 
language that he uses in describing the 
work of these heroic young men who risk 
their lives for the benefit of the best in- 
terests of the country. I shall later get 
leave of the House to have his whole 
article printed in the CONGRESSIONAL 
Recorp. Since it is a report of the ac- 
tivities of a Government agency it would 
be appropriate. I want to give you a 
story of one incident that he describes 


_ graphically, He said that on a certain 
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day while attached to the Missoula sta- 
tion, about which we are talking today, 
he was assigned with another boy to 
take a jump which he describes com- 
pletely in his article. He said there were 
I think, eight boys selected to go imme- 
diately to a distant fire. The man who 
assigned the work called out two to go 
immediately. They were Jenkins and 
another man. They went in their plane 
to do the work, leaving four boys there 
to go at another time. When he came 
back those four boys who had gone to 
another fire never came back. They had 
given their lives for their country and 
in line of duty. So these fires that we 
talk about today on the floor of Congress 
not only are destructive of fine timber 
but they are destructive of fine boys. 
These fire fighters fight heroically and 
die stoically. God bless them. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JENKINS. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Montana. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I read that arti- 
cle also and it was a very well prepared 
and a very accurate article. Speaking 
of some of the boys who did not come 
back, we had this tragedy at Man Gulch 
in western Montana a year ago last Au- 
gust, at which time 13 fire fighters did 
not come back. 

Mr. JENKINS. I thank the gentle- 
man. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gen- 
tleman from Washington [Mr. HOLMES]. 

Mr. HOLMES. Mr. Chairman, I am 
very much in favor of this legislation. 
From research and from the practical 
results that have been procured it is 
shown conclusively that this procedure 
and this method of fire fighting has be- 
come cne of the most effective in control 
of forest fires of any method that has 
ever been adopted by the Forest Service 
of the Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gentle- 
man from Maine [Mr. HALE]. 

Mr. HALE. Mr. Chairman, I had not 
been familiar with this legislation before 
it came to us today, and I was not aware 
of the existence of the situation at Mis- 
soula, Mont. Certainly I am enthusias- 
tically in favor of the legislation. ; 

However, since the question has been 
brought up, I want to say that more than 
half of my State of Maine is forest area. 
The same can be said of the States of 
New Hampshire and Vermont. There 
are enormous forest areas in New York 
and Pennsylvania and, of course, in the 
whole Allegheny region as well, including 
the Great Smoky region in the South. 

It has been suggested by the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania, and I think by 
one or two others, that the forest areas 
in our part of the country are more 
readily accessible than in the great 
Northwest. That may be true, but it is 
only a matter of degree. Certainly there 
are large forest areas in the State of 
Maine, completely inaccessible to high- 
ways, where the only practicable way of 
travel, except aerial travel, is either 
afoot or by canoe. This is not good 
enough for putting out forest fires. 

In 1947 we had the most destructive 
series of forest fires in the history of the 
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State of Maine. There were villages in 
my district which were completely wiped 
out, There were areas in which the fire 
fighters maintained camps day and night 
for a long period of time, under the most 
rigorous conditions as to getting in sup- 
plies, lack of sleep, and so on. Parts of 
the State were practically on a war 
footing. The town of Bar Harbor, which 
is one of the principal beauty spots of 
Maine, suffered an enormous property 
loss in buildings destroyed and suffered 
damage to its surrounding forests and its 
natural beauty which it will take at least 
a half century to repair. 

Certainly if forest-fire-control stations 
of this Missoula type are to be estab- 
lished, as they should be, they should be 
established also in the New England area 
and in other parts of the East. I do 
very earnestly solicit attention to this 
problem. Our eastern forests are as 
much a great national asset as are those 
of the Northwest and West. When forest 
areas anywhere are ravaged or destroyed 
the entire Nation suffers, and not merely 
a section. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Montana 
(Mr. D'EWART]. 

Mr. D’EWART. Mr. Chairman, I am 
glad to rise in support of this bill intro- 
duced by my colleague from the western 
district of Montana. 

In my youth I was a forest ranger and 
had some experience with forest-fire 
fighting in working with the United 
States Forest Service in Montana. In 
those days we used to go to fires on 
horseback, with pack horses to carry in 
our equipment, or else we went on foot. 
That is no way to get to a fire in this day 
and age, and we generally got there too 
late and with too little. The fire was at 
a stage by the time we arrived where it 
was most difficult to handle. 

Since those days a lot has been learned 
about’ fighting forest fires. New ways, 
new equipment, better methods have 
been experimented with and developed, 
until now they are used throughout the 
West when forest fires occur. 

In the Missoula area there are some 
11,000,000 acres of virgin timber. There 
is probably more virgin timber in that 
area than anywhere else in the United 
States, possibly two-thirds of what is left 
in the United States. The district office 
of the United States Forest Service is 
located at Missoula. The university 
students in the forestry school that help 
with forest-fire protection during the 
summer, are in Missoula. All these fac- 
tors added together make this an ideal 
spot to put this enlarged airport and the 
equipment and facilities, buildings, para- 
chute lofts, and things like that, that 
are necessary in modern fire fighting. 

Largely this fire fighting is done with 
contract planes. I believe at Missoula 
the Forest Service owns only three that 
it uses itself. The rest are contract 
planes. They also cooperate with the 
United States Air Force in fighting fires. 
All these things added together, plus 
increased knowledge of how to fight fires, 
up-to-date equipment, facilities for man- 
power, and an enlarged airfield at Mis- 
soula, and added buildings and equip- 
ment, make it possible to fight forest fires 
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in this area of virgin timber with mod- 
ern, up-to-date methods. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DEWART. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Montana. 3 

Mr. MANSFIELD... May I say to my 
colleague from Montana that he has been 
very vigorous in support of this measure, 
and we are both very grateful to our 
colleagues from Washington, Oregon, 
and Idaho for the fine support they in 
turn have given us in our efforts to bring 
this bill to the attention of the House and 
get it passed. 

Mr. D'EWART. I agree with my col- 
league from Montana. 

I hope that later facilities will be avail- 
able not only to our State but surround- 
ing States where there is such a large 
amount of timber. 

It adds to the flexibility of the crews 
to have these airfields and the planes 
necessary for fire fighting. Manpower 
and equipment can be moved quickly 
from one fire to another. 

Fires in these inaccessible areas gen- 
erally start from lightning. There are 
no roads and very few trails. If you 
can get there quickly after it is spotted 
by what we call spotters on high peaks, 
you can put the fire out with few men 
and with little cost, and with a great 
saving of timber. Therefore, these new 
facilities necessary for fighting fires adds 
greatly to the saving of timber, and adds 
greatly to the saving in manpower in fire 
fighting. 

The Forest Service expects to increase 
the number of parachute jumpers at 
this point, and I think rightly so, because 
by increasing the number of those jump- 
ers they will decrease the number of 
men that are actually needed on the 
fires, because the men get there before 
the fire spreads and is out of hand. 
When one of these fires gets out of hand 
it is almost impossible to stop it before 
it burns itself out or before it gets to the 
top: of a ridge where you can backfire 
and stop it in that way, and this ordi- 
narily takes a large and expensive crew. 

This is a good bill. I want to compli- 
ment my colleague from western Mon- 
tana on bringing it up, and I am glad 
to have this opportunity to support it 
before the House. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Colorado 
(Mr. HILL]. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, I am very 
much in favor of this bill. Recently the 
House, in my opinion, passed one of the 
most basic and essential acts for the 
care of our forests that has ever been 
passed. As I said at that time, one of 
the great national resources of this coun- 
try is our forests. I think as a country 
we have been very careless and indiffer- 
ent about the care of our forests, The 
forests mean more than lumber. The 
forests mean much to the generations 
that are to come. We must understand 
that in the eastern part of our country 
the United States Government has title 
to very little forest land, while in the 
West, where this work is to be done and 
where the work is being done, all the 
forest areas in those sections belong to 
the United States. It belongs to the 
people and not to the States. 
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Mr. HALE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HILL, I yield to the gentleman 
from Maine. 

Mr. HALE. Does not the gentleman 
think that a privately owned forest is 
just as much a national asset as a Gov- 
ernment-owned forest? 

Mr. HILL. Exactly. The problems 
you have are no less because the forest 
lands belong to the State of Maine than 
they are if they belong to the United 
States. So I am perfectly in accord 
with the gentleman when he said on the 
floor of the House that some fire protec- 
tion more than we now have should be 
built up for all of the forests throughout 
the United States. 

I can think of only one great tragedy 
that is even comparable to a forest fire, 
and that is a flood. 

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HILL, I yield. 

Mr. BOW. The gentleman from Colo- 
rado has suggested that we should at 
least have an interest in these forests, 
With that I quite agree. As a member 
of the Committee on Interior and In- 
sular Affairs, I have a real interest. I 
should like to ask the gentleman if it 
is not true that we have forests destroyed 
by causes other than fire. I have in 
mind the great Englemann spruce forest 
of Colorado. I hope the House some day 
will take up the question of protecting 
that great forest in Colorado as well as 
the bill which we are now considering 
to prevent fires. 

Mr. HILL. The gentleman is abso- 
lutely correct. I for one believe that 
we should protect these forests not only 
from fire but from pests as well, I might 
say to the gentleman that not long ago 
as a member of the subcommittee of the 
Committee on Agriculture, I visited the 
Superior Forest in Minnesota. There 
we discovered that it was not the beetle 
but another type of pest that was de- 
stroying this forest. Unless we are on 
our toes, and unless we set up a program 
which will protect these forests in the 
days to come, other forests will be de- 
stroyed. 

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HILL. I yield. 

Mr. HORAN. In company with two 
other members of the Committee on 
Appropriation, Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama, 
and Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN, of Minnesota, 
about 2 weeks ago I visited the water- 
shed in Colorado. It is an amazing place 
because there, within a few hundred 
miles, four great rivers originate way up 
in the Rockies—the Rio Grande, the 
Arkansas, the Platte, and the Colorado 
River. During the course of a 250-mile 
airplane trip, we flew over half a mil- 
lion acres of dead spruce. Bark beetles 
had devastated it. I asked the regional 
forester what he would do in case fire 
broke out there. He said they would 
dash in and do the best they could with 
bulldozers. There are no roads there. 
Then, they would push those dead trees 
around, and try to make a fire wall. 
He said first, however, that they would 
call on Idaho City; McCall, Idaho; or 
Missoula; or Deming, N. Mex., for smoke 
jumpers, I mentioned this because there 
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watersheds in Colorado are not only im- 
portant to the people of Denver and its 
environs as well as the more outlying sec- 
tions, but the water which supplies Kan- 
sas City, Mo., and the water that sup- 
plies Los Angeles and Brownsville, Tex., 
and even Fort Collins, originates in that 
area. So this smoke jumping and pro- 
tection of our watersheds, whether the 
trees are dead or alive, is important to 
the people of a very wide area. 

Mr. HILL. I thank the gentleman 
for his contribution. 

Mr. , just another word 
about the forests. Let us keep in mind 
that the undergrowth and the pine 
needles and the fine material that de- 
velops under these trees becomes a sort 
of sponge or blotter which holds this 
water when it falls in these mountain 
areas, 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HILL. I yield. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Along the very 
line of reasoning that the gentleman has 
spoken one has only to look at Greece 
and China today to see what deforesta- 
tion has done. That ought to bring 
home to us, as the gentleman has so well 
put it, the importance of this great nat- 
ural resource which belongs to all of 
the people. 

Mr. HILL. I hope you understand 
that when the water falls on this for- 
est area, if there is nothing but naked 
hillsides to absorb or hold the moisture 
as it falls, then it all collects in great tor- 
rents and down the stream it goes, and 
with the terriffic slope or with the num- 
ber of feet that the water falls per 
mile, the water has tremendous power 
and it tears up the canyons and washes 
away the soil and it is good-by to the 
value of that area as a watershed. I 
think the word “watershed” some times 
does not mean what it should in the 
minds of our people. Shed is not a 
correct expression. It should be called 
a water-protection area. That is what 
it becomes, if we take care of it. But 
do not forget that when you fail to 
take care of it, it does not become the 
protection it was meant to be. Whereas 
when a fire gets started, and it is burned 
over forest land you have nothing but 
ashes, no cover no holding of moisture 
content. It takes 60 to 100 years to build 
up these areas. 

In closing, let me say there is nothing 
like an airplane to speed the fire fighters 
to where the fire exists. You have the 
towers in the forests where the foresters 
are, with the aid of their glasses, able 
to locate the blaze and a quick run 
m the location saves many acres of tim- 

The fire fighters can be dropped near 
the fire by parachute. These men are 
perfectionists enough not to parachute 
down into the trees. They are expert 
parachute jumpers. In the Superior 
Forest we looked over the gear. These 
men have the finest of fire-fighting 
equipment. They have the newest types 
of fire-fighting equipment. When they 
land with their supplies they are all 
ready to knock the fire out over an area 
of many square feet. We have a fire 
bomb which actually smothers the fire. 
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In these areas that do not have any 
roads, men may be parachuted down 
at the right point at the right time 
to extinguish the fire. You will notice 
in the short report that this committee 
made that they say at least $150,000 
a year may be saved. That is a con- 
servative estimate. A forest fire 
promptly put out may mean thousands 
of acres of timberland saved and who 
can value such saving? 

I hope the bill passes without a single 
vote against it, it is constructive legis- 
lation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Colorado has expired. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to myself. 

Mr. Chairman, much has been said 
about the great Northwest, and the tim- 
ber regions of that part of the country. 
I regard this matter as a matter of 
national importance. I think it is a very 
reasonable insurance premium for us to 
pay to provide the money to improve 
and build facilities which will be used 
in the protection of one of the greatest 
natural resources of our Nation. The 
fact is that two-thirds of the virgin tim- 
ber remaining in America is in this par- 
ticular area, and that should impress 
us with the importance of what we are 
attempting to do here. I do not think 
this is a matter which will result in 
benefiting only one or two States, I 
think it will result in a general benefit, 
because it is in the interest of the gen- 
eral welfare of all of the people of this 
great country. I hope the bill will be 
adopted. 

Mr. HOPE, Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Penn- 
Sylvania (Mr. SITTLER]. 

Mr. SITTLER. I speak briefly to say 
that I favor this bill. 

As a boy one of my ambitions was to 
become a forester and forest fire fighter, 
and I have had a love of the forest ever 
since. Moreover, it has been my good 
fortune to travel in the West and to learn 
to love our great National Forests and 
to meet and know some of the members 
of the Forest Service. I have come to 
admire them very much. They are a 
sincere, devoted, and thoroughly reliable 
group of Government employees. I 
agree with what the distinguished chair- 
man of the Committee on Agriculture 
has just said because we in Pennsyl- 
vania also have great forests, although 
admittedly fires in them would be rather 
more accessible than those in some of 
the other great States of the West. 

I hope our Pennsylvania fire fighters 
may learn from the procedures that are 
developed at Missoula, methods that 
may help them more effectively to serve 
our State and save Pennsylvania forests 
as well. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon 
[Mr. ELLSWORTH]. 

Mr. ELLSWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I 
take this time so as to incorporate in 
the record of the discussion on this bill 
two or three facts, and I wish to ask the 
gentleman from Montana one or two 
questions for the purpose of clarifying 
the record regarding the bill. 
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Is it not true that the purpose of the 
bill is for the expansion and renovation 
and improvement of a headquarters for 
the smoke jumpers of the Forest 
Service? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I would say to the 
gentleman from Oregon that that is cor- 
rect; it involves a transfer from the very 
unsafe Hale Field to the new modern 
Missoula County Airport, and it will 
bring about a greater’ concentration of 
operations and more efficient use of the 
facilities. 

Mr. ELLSWORTH. And this head- 
quarters is a base of operation for this 
type of forest-fire fighting for the entire 
area of the West. Is not that true? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, primarily for 
the Pacific Northwest, but in its opera- 
tions extending as Zar south as Califor- 
nia and New Mexico, as has been demon- 
strated on many occasions. 

Mr. ELLSWORTH. If Iam wrong in 
these further assumptions I wish the 
gentleman from Montana would correct 
me. As I understand it, the smoke- 
jumper headquarters we are discussing 
now is a base of operations for the main- 
tenance, repair, the location of head- 
quarters personnel, and a central com- 
munications center to which all of the 
other regions and individual national 
forests can appeal when there is fire 
danger or when lightning has set some 
fire in their areas. This headquariers, 
with its personnel and equipment, will 
be available and smoke jumpers sent out 
with proper equipment and supplies to 
the areas that are then threatened. Is 
that about the way it will work? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The gentleman is 
absolutely correct; and I want to say in 
addition, referring to a point raised by 
the gentleman from Maine, that in 1947 
during the fire he described to the House 
we shipped fire-fighting equipment from 
Missoula, Mont., to help put down this 
outbreak in the State of Maine. 

Mr. ELLSWORTH. The point that I 
want to be sure is clear both in the rec- 
ord and to the House is that the institu- 
tion we are talking about and that is 
affected by this bill is not a local affair 
at all. We in the State of Oregon are 
as much interested in it as the people in 
the Southwest or in the State of Wash- 
ington, that there must be a central base 
of operations for a complicated system 
of this kind; there must be made perma- 
nent a place for the recruitment and 
housing of smoke-jumper personnel and 
a central communications center for the 
dispatch of these operations. That is 
the point I want to make. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. May.I thank the 
gentleman and say that every statement 
he has made is correct. 

Mr. DEWART. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ELLSWORTH. I yield. 

Mr. DEWART. I think the gentleman 
should add another factor and that is 
the study and development of new and 
better methods of fighting forest fires. 
This headquarters is close to a uni- 
versity where there is a very fine for- 
estry school; it is close to the district 
forestry office; and, therefore, the facili- 
ties are there to make these studies for 
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better and more advanced methods of 
fighting fire and the kind of operations 
we have been discussing here. 

Mr. ELLSWORTH. I thank the gen- 
tleman and merely want to repeat what 
I said earlier today, that in forest-fire 
language there is no such thing as a 
serious forest fire if that fire can be 
reached as soon as it starts; serious for- 
est fires are only those fires which go 
out of control before it is possible for 
men to reach the fire with fighting 
equipment; and equipment, generally 
speaking, is a good shovel. Men with 
good shovels can stop any fire from be- 
coming a serious fire if they get to it in 
time. That is the purpose of the whole 
headquarters set-up, to establish a sys- 
tem of organization for reaching fires 
by air before they become serious. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I have 
no further requests for time. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I have no 
further requests for time. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
Agriculture is hereby authorized to acquire 
by donation, purchase, and/or condemna- 
tion such tract or tracts of land, at or near. 
Missoula, Mont., as in his Judgment may be 
suitable for the construction thereon of fire 
control smoke jumper headquarters, air 
cargo supply base, and other facilities, and 
said land upon acceptance of title to be sub- 
ject to all laws and regulations applicable 
to lands acquired under the act of March 1, 
1911, as amended (16 U. S. C. 515, 516). 


The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re- 
port the committee amendment, 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 1, line 3, after the word “authorized”, 
add the following: “when suitable arrange- 
ments have been made for the use of air- 
port facilities.” 


The committee 
agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Sec. 2. The Secretary of Agriculture is 
hereby authorized, by contract or otherwise, 
to cause to be planned, designed, and con- 
structed on said land, such buildings as in 
his judgment may be suitable as fire control 
smoke jumper headquarters, air cargo supply 
base, and other facilities, and including the 
purchase and installation of necessary equip- 
ment, the making of sewer, water, gas, elec- 
trical and other connections, and the con- 
struction of such roadways, sidewalks, land- 
scaping, and approaches as may be required. 

Sec. 3. For the purpose of carrying out the 
provisions of this act, there is hereby au- 
thorized to be appropriated, out of any 
money in the Treasury not otherwise appro- 
priated, the sum of $970,000: Provided, That 
the Secretary may, prior to July 1, 1951, enter 
into contracts for the acquisition of the land 
and for the construction of the buildings 
and other installations herein authorized, to 
an amount not in excess of $500,000. 


Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Coorey: Page 
2, line 18, strike out “1951” and insert “1953.” 


Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to say this amendment was agreed 
to by the committee but inadvertently 
it was not changed in the bill. It sim- 
ply changes the date of 1951 to 1953. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from North Carolina. 

The amendment was agreed to. 


amendment was 
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The CHAIRMAN, Under the rule, the 
Committee rises. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. ALBERT, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H. R. 1628) to provide for the acquisi- 
tion of land and the construction thereon 
of buildings and appurtenances essential 
for forest fire control operations of the 
Forest Service, United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, at or near Missoula, 
Mont., and for other purposes, pursuant 
to House Resolution 431 he reported the 
bill back to the House with sundry 
amendments adopted by the Committee 
of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 
previous question is ordered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment? If not, the Chair will put 
them en gross. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the engrossment and third reading of 
the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the passage of the bill. 

The bill was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


COMMITTEE TO INVESTIGATE AND STUDY 
DUPLICATION AND OVERLAPPING OF 
TAXES 


Mr. SABATH, from the Committee on 
Rules, reported the following privileged 
resolution (H. Res. 414, Rept. No. 1056), 
which was referred to the House Cal- 
endar and ordered to be printed: 


Resolved, That there is hereby created a 
select committee to be composed of five 
Members of the House of Representatives to 
be designated by the Speaker, one of whom 
he shall designate as chairman. Any vacancy 
occurring in the membership of the com- 
mittee shall be filled in the manner in which 
the original appointment was made. 

The committee is authorized and directed 
to investigate and study duplication and 
overlapping of Federal, State, and local gov- 
ernment taxes, and the means and method 
of accomplishing the elimination of such 
overlapping and duplication. 

The committee, or any duly authorized 


‘subcommittee thereof is authorized to hold 


such hearings, to subpena witnesses, to sit 
and act at such times and places during the 


life of the committee as it shall designate; - 


to employ an executive secretary; and to 
employ such experts and clerical, steno- 
graphic, and other assistants as it may deem 
necessary (without regard to the civil service 
laws, but subject to the Classification Act of 
1923, as amended). The committee may 
utilize the services, information, facilities, 
and personnel of the various departments 
and agencies of the Federal Government. 

The committee may from time to time 
submit to the House such preliminary reports 
as it deems advisable; and prior to the close 
of the present Congress shall submit to the 
House its final report on the results of its 
study and investigation, together with such 
recommendations as it deems advisable. Any 
report submitted when the House is not in 
session may be filed with the Clerk of the 
House, 

There is hereby authorized to be appro- 
priated, out of any money in the Treasury 
not otherwise appropriated, such sums as 
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may be necessary to carry out the provisions 
of this resolution. 


SIZE AND WEIGHT LIMITATIONS OF 
FOURTH CLASS PARCEL POST MAIL 


Mr. MITCHELL, from the Committee 
on Rules, reported the following privi- 
leged resolution (H. Res. 439, Rept. No. 
1057), which was referred to the House 
Calendar and ordered to be printed: 

Resolved, That immediately upon the 
adoption of this resolution it shall be in 
order to move that the House resolve itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the considera- 
tion of the bill (S. 1335) to readjust size and 
weight limitations on fourth-class (parcel 
post) mail. That after general debate, which 
shall be confined to the bill and continue 
not to exceed 1 hour, to be equally divided 
and controlled by the chairman and rank- 
ing minority member of the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service, the bill shall 
be read for amendment under the 5-minute 
rule, At the conclusion of the consideration 
of the bills for amendment, the Committee 
shall rise and report the bill to the House 
with such amendments as may have been 
adopted and the previous question shall be 
considered as ordered on the bill and amend- 
ments thereto to final passage without inter- 
vening motion except one motion to recom- 
mit. 


AMENDING PUBLIC LAWS NUMBERED 815 
AND 874 OF THE EIGHTY-FIRST CON- 
GRESS 


Mr. MITCHELL, from the Committee 
on Rules, reported the following privi- 
leged resolution (H. Res. 440, Rept. No. 
1058), which was referred to the House 
Calendar and ordered to be printed: 

Resolved, That immediately upon the 
adoption of this resolution it shall be in 
order to move that the House resolve itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 5411) to amend Public Laws 
Nos. 815 and 874 of the Eighty-first Congress 
with respect to schools in critical defense 
housing areas, and for other purposes. That 
after general debate, which shall be con- 
fined to the bill and continue not to exceed 
1 hour, to be equally divided and controlled 
by the chairman and ranking minority mem- 
ber of the Committee on Education and 
Labor, the bill shall be read for amendment 
under the 5-minute rule. At the conclusion 
of the consideration of the bill for amend- 
ment, the Committee shall rise and report 
the bill to the House with such amendments 
as may have been adopted and the previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the bill and amendments thereto to final 
passage without intervening motion except 
one motion to recommit. 


CALENDAR WEDNESDAY BUSINESS 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the business 
in order on Calender Wednesday of next 
week be dispensed with. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 


CONSENT AND PRIVATE CALENDARS 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that it be in 
order for the Consent Calendar and the 
Private Calendar to be called on Wednes- 
day of next week, instead of being called 
on Monday and Tuesday of next week. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas- 

sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
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ADDRESS BY PRESIDENT TRUMAN 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to extend my 
remarks at this point in the Recor and 
include the address delivered by Presi- 
dent Truman at the peace conference in 
San Francisco. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no obiection. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, the 
following address was delivered by Presi- 
dent Truman at the peace conference 
in San Francisco: 


I am glad to welcome you to this confer- 
ence for signing the treaty of peace with 
Japan. The people of the United States are 
honored to serve as hosts for this meeting. 

Six years ago the nations represented at 
this conference were engaged in a bitter and 
costly war. Nevertheless, these nations and 
others came together here, in this very hall, 
to set up the United Nations as the first es- 
sential step toward a firm and lasting peace. 

Today, we meet here again to take an- 
other step along the road to peace. On this 
occasion, it is our purpose to conclude a 
treaty of peace with a country we were fight- 
ing in 1945. We meet to restore our former 
enemy to the community of peaceful nations. 

The treaty we are gathered here to sign 
has not been drawn in a spirit of revenge. 
The treaty reflects the spirit in which we car- 
ried on the war. The principles for which 
we fought were clearly set forth by President 
Franklin D. Roosevelt right after Pearl Har- 
bor. On December 9. 1941. in a broadcast 
to the American people, he said: 

“When we resort to force, as now we must, 
we are determined that this force shall be 
directed toward ultimate good as well as 
against immediate evil. * * * We are 
now in the midst of a war, not for conquest, 
not for vengeance, but for a world in which 
this Nation, and all that this Nation repre- 
sents, will be safe for our children.” 


POINTS TO NEW THREATS OF AGGRESSION IN 
WORLD 


That is our purpose here today as we 
gather to sign the peace treaty. We are try- 
ing to build a world in which the children 
of all nations can live together in peace. 
We hope we are attaining the ultimate good 
to which President Roosevelt referred. 

Unfortunately, today, the world is faced 
with new threats of aggression. Many of the 
countries represented here are now engaged 
in a hard fight to uphold the United Nations 
against international law-breaking. But we 
have not forgotten that our goal is ace. We 
will not let that happen now, any more than 
we let the existence of war in 1945 hold up 
our efforts for the United Nations. 

The people of all our countries long for one 
thing above all else, and they are determined 
to have it. What they want is a world at 

world where there is justice and 
freedom for all men and all nations. Our 
peoples demand of us that we take every pos- 
sible measure to reach that goal. 

We who stand ready to sign this treaty with 
Japan believe in peace. We believe in peace 
based on freedom and international justice. 
We know that a free and independent peo- 
ple have more vigor and staying power and 
can do more to help secure the peace, than a 
people held under alien control. We believe 
that the whole great effort for peace will be 
strengthened if Japan is now restored to in- 
dependence and linked to other free nations 
by ties of mutual friendship and responsi- 
bility. 

LAUDS MAC ARTHUR'S WORK AS OCCUPATION CHIEF 

Since the fighting ended in 1945, Japan has 
been an occupied country. The occupation 
was designed by the wartime allies to 
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prevent future Japanese aggression, and to 
establish Japan as a peaceful and democratic 
country, prepared to return to the family of 
nations. 


The United States, as the principal occu- 
pying power, was given a special responsi- 
bility to carry out these objectives. It is our 
judgment that they have been achieved. 

I wish on this occasion to express the pride 
that my countrymen and I feel in the way in 
which the allied occupation has been carried 
out. Its success has been due to the devoted 
efforts of many thousands of people serving 
under the outstanding leadership of Gen- 
eral of the Army Douglas MacArthur and his 
successor, Gen. Matthew Ridgway. 

I would also like to pay tribute to the im- 
pressive effort put forward by the people of 
Japan in this period. They have fully com- 
plied with the surrender terms. They have 
cooperated fully in carrying out the purposes 
of the occupation. 

The result has been a remarkable and un- 
precedented period of progress in Japanese 
history. Japan today is a very different coun- 
try from what it was 6 years ago. 

The old militarism has been swept away. 
This has been done not just by occupation 
edict, but by the overwhelming will of the 
Japanese people themselves. 

The secret police and the police-state 
methods used by the former government 
have been abolished. 

The new Japanese constitution provides a 
bill of rights for all citizens and establishes 
a government truly representative of the 
people. 

The Japanese people now have universal 
suffrage, and they are taking a vigorous part 
in their government. In recent local elec- 
tions, more than 90 percent of those eligible 
have voted. 

Japanese women now vote and take part 
in the government and enjoy full democratic 
rights for the first time. 

Free and independent labor unions have 
been established, end farm cooperatives have 
been greatly expanded. 

The monopolies that used to have such a 
stranglehold on the Japanese economy have 
been substantially broken up. 

Remarkable progress has been made in 
land reform. Over 5,000,000 acres of land 
have been purchased from the old landlords 
and sold to working farmers. Today about 
90 percent of all cultivated Innd belongs to 
those who work on it, as compared with less 
than 50 percent in 1945. This is a great 
achievement, full of meaning for all Asia. 


SAYS UNITED STATES STILL REMEMBERS PEARL 
HARBOR AND BATAAN 


Through these and other reforms, the 
Japanese people have been developing a sta- 
ble economy and a democratic society. They 
still have a long way to go, but they are well 
on the road to building a new Japan, dedi- 
cated to the arts of peace and the well-being 
of the people. 

Because of these accomplishments, it is 
Possible at this time to restore full sover- 
eignty to the Japanese people. 

This does not mean that the slate has been 
wiped clean. The United States has not for- 
gotten Pearl Harbor or Bataan, and many of 
the other nations represented here have sim- 
ilar memories that will not easily be erased. 
The new Japan will not find the world en- 
tirely friendly and trusting. It will have to 
keep on working to win the friendship and 
trust of other peoples over the years to come. 

But the foundations for a peaceful future 
have been laid. It is now time to move 
ahead with the restoration of normal rela- 
tions between Japan and the rest of the 
world. 
` This conference is the result of a year of 
cooperative effort toward that end. 

A year ago this month, at my request, 
Mr. John Foster Dulles began to consult 
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other governments about a treaty of peace 
with Japan. Mr. Dulles has performed this 
task faithfully and well, guided by the high- 
est traditions of statesmanship. 

There were, of course, differences of opin- 
ion among the nations concerned as to many 
of the matters covered by this treaty. The 
text of the treaty now before us is the prod- 
uct of long and patient negotiations, among 
many nations, which were undertaken to 
reconcile these differences. 


DESCRIBES THE TREATY AS ONE THAT WILL WORK 


I think it is fair to say that it is a good 
treaty. It takes account of the principal 
desires and ultimate interests of all the par- 
ticipants. It is fair to both victor and van- 
quished. 

But more than that, it is a treaty that will 
work. It does not contain the seeds of an- 
other war. It is a treaty of reconciliation, 
which looks to the future, not the past. 

The treaty reestablishes Japan as a sov- 
ereign, independent nation. It provides for 
the restoration of Japanese trade with other 
nations, and it imposes no restrictions upon 
Japan's access to raw materials. 

The treaty recognizes the principle that 
Japan should make reparations to the coun- 
tries which suffered from its aggression. But 
it does not saddle the Japanese people with 
a hopeless burden of reparations which 


. would crush their economy in the years to 


come. 

In all thése respects, the treaty takes ac- 
count of the peaceful advances the Japanese 
people have made in recent years, and seeks 
to establish the conditions for further prog- 
ress. However, there is one thing we must 
all recognize. There can be no progress un- 
less the Japanese people and their neighbors 
in the Pacafic are made secure against the 
threat of aggression. 

At the present time, the Pacific area is 
gravely afiected by outright aggression and 
by the threat of further armed attack. One 
ot our primary concerns in making peace 
with Japan, therefore, is to make Japan se- 
cure against aggression and to provide that 
Japan, in its turn, will so conduct itself as 
not to endanger the security of other na- 
tions. To accomplish this, it is important 
to bring Japan under the principles of the 
United Nations, and within the protection 
of the mutual obligations of United Nations 
members. 


NOTES JAPAN’S PROMISE NOT TO ENGAGE IN 
AGGRESSION 


The treaty expresses Japan's intention to 
apply for membership in the United Nations. 
The other countries who sign the treaty can 
be counted on to work for the admission of 
Japan to membership. But even so, there 
may be delays before Japan can be acimitted. 

Under the treaty, therefore, the Ja 
people bind themselves to accept immediately 
the basic obligations of a United Nations 
member—namely, to refrain from aggression, 
to settle disputes peacefully; and to support 
the efforts of the United Nations to maintain 
the peace. At the same time, the other 
nations who sign the treaty specifically rec- 
ognize that Japan is entitled to the protec- 
tion of the United Nations Charter. 

In a sense, these provisions are the heart 
of this treaty. Under them, Japan becomes 
part of the community of nations pledged 
to outlaw aggression and to support a world 
order based on justice. 

This tying together of the Japanese peace 
treaty and the United Nations Charter is a 
long step toward buliding security in the 
Pacific. But more than this is needed. 

In the present world situation, it has been 
necessary to buttress the peaceful principles 
of the United Nations Charter with regional 
arrangements for the common defense 
against aggression. If real security is to he 
attained in the Pacific, the free nations in 
that area must find means to work together 
for the common defense. 
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The United States recognizes this fact, 
Our people have suffered from past aggres- 
sion in the Pacific and are determined that 
this country shall do its part for peace there. 
In recent days, we have joined with other 
Pacific nations in important mutual secu- 
rity agreements. 


POINTS TO NEW “REATIES WITH 
PACIFIC 

Last Thursday, the Philippines and the 
United States signed a treaty of mutual de- 
fense. Under this treaty, each country rec- 
ognizes that an armed attack on the other 
in the Pacific area would be dangerous to its 
own peace and safety, and declares that it 
would act to meet the common danger. 

Last Saturday, a similar security treaty was 
signed by Australia, New Zealand, and the 
United States. 

These treaties are initial steps toward the 
consolidation of peace in the Pacific. 

It is vital that Japan be included as soon 
as possible in appropriate security arrange- 
ments for keeping peace in the Pacific. This 
is necessary for her own protection and the 
protection of other countries. 

The peace treaty, therefore, recognizes that 
Japan, as a sovereign nation, must possess 
the right of self-defense and the right to 
join in defense arrangements with other 
countries under the United Nations Charter. 

The development of regional arrangements 
for defense in the Pacific will mean that such 
Japanese defense forces as may be created 
would be associated with the defense forces 
of other nations in the area. Japan’s security 
would depend exclusively on Japanese forces 
but on interrelated security arrangements 
with other countries. The Japanese contri- 
bution by itself would not constitute an 
offensive threat. But Japanese forces, to- 
gether with forces of other nations, would 
provide mutual security against threats to 
the independence of the nations of the Pa- 
cific, including Japan. 

EXPLAINS PLAN TO KEEP UNITED STATES TROOPS 
IN JAPAN 


At present, of course, Japan is totally un- 
armed. In view of the open aggression tak- 
ing place near Japan the Japanese Govern- 
ment has requested the United States to en- 
ter into a bilateral treaty for Japan’s imme- 
diate security, Under such a treaty, the 
United States would maintain armed forces 
in Japan for the time being as a contribution 
to international peace and to Japan's defense 
against attack, 

Security arrangements are essential in a 
world in danger. In the Pacific as in other 
parts of the world, social and economic prog- 
ress is impossible unless there is a shield 
which protects men from the paralysis of 
fear. 

But our great goal, our major purpose, is 
not just to build bigger and stronger shields. 
What we want to do is to advance as rapidly 
as we can, the great constructive tasks of 
human progress. á 

We in the United States respect and sup- 
port the many new free and independent 
nations in the Pacific area and Asia. 

We want to see them grow and prosper, 
as equal partners in the community of in- 
dependent nations of both east and west. 
We want to cooperate with them, to help 
them in their agricultural and in industrial 
development. We wish to see these nations 
attain in dignity and freedom a better life 
for their peoples, for that is the road to 
world peace. 

GREAT ECONOMIC CHANGES IN ASIA RECOGNIZED 


These countries have a rich historical and 
cuitural heritage. Today, their people are 
experiencing great economic and social 
change. They are stirred by a new zeal for 
progress and independence. Already, we 
have seen some of the progress that can be 
made—progress in stamping out malaria, in 
building schools and training teachers, in 
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growing more food and creating new indus- 
tries. Immense opportunities lie ahead if 
these countries can pursue their national 
destinies in a partnership of peace, free from 
the fear of aggression. 

Under this peace treaty, we believe Japan 
can and will join in this partnership of peace. 

We look forward to the contribution which 
the New Japan, with its rich culture and its 
dedication to peace, can bring to the com- 
munity of nations. We expect this contri- 
bution to grow over the years, for the sign- 
ing of a peace treaty is but one part of the 
process of making peace. When aggression 
and war have severed relations between na- 
tions, many ties which bind one nation to 
the others are cut. Making peace is like 
repairing the many strands of an intercon- 
tinental cable; each strand must be spliced 
separately and patiently, until the full flow 
of communication has been restored. 

There is no other way to bring lasting 
peace than this slow and patient process, 
step by step, of mending and strengthening 
the cables of communication, of understand- 
ing between nations. 

In this San Francisco conference, we have 
the opportunity to take one vital step toward 
lasting peace. Our specific task here is to 
conclude the treaty of peace with Japan. 
That will be a great step toward general 
peace in the Pacific. 


SAYS PEACE IN KOREA IS MOST PRESSING ISSUE 


There are other steps which need to be 
taken. The most important of these is the 
restoration of peace and security in Korea. 
With Japan returned to its place in the 
family of nations, and with the people of 
Korea secure, free, and united, it should be 
possible to find ways to settle other prob- 
lems in the Pacific which now threaten the 
peace. 

The United States has made clear on many 
occasions its desire to explore with other 
governments at the proper time and in the 
proper forum how this might be accom- 
plished. 

There are many well established ways in 
which next steps can be explored, if there is 
a genuine desire for peace in all quarters. 

But these are not matters which can be 
dealt with in our present conference. We 
have come here to take a single step—but a 
step of the utmost importance, 

The treaty now before us offers more than 
talk of peace; it offers action for peace. This 
conference will show, therefore, who seeks 
to make peace, and who seeks to prevent it; 
who wishes to put an end to war, and who 
wishes to continue it. 

We believe this treaty will have the sup- 
port of all those nations that honestly desire 
to reduce the tensions which now grip the 
world. 

I pray that we shall all be united in 
taking this step to advance us toward greater 
harmony and understanding. 

As we approach the peace table, let us 
br free of malice and hate, to the end that 
from here on there shall be neither victors 
nor vanquished among us, but only equals 
in the partnership of peace. 


OUR NEW FRONTIER IS DIXIE 


Mr. BRYSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks and include a clipping. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from South 
Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BRYSON. Mr. Speaker, years 
ago, Henry W. Grady, a great statesman 
from the State of Georgia, speaking in 
Massachusetts, uttered a prophetic 
statement when he said: 

Far to the south, Mr. President, lies the 
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is the home of a brave and hospitable peo- 
ple, a fine climate, and fertile soil that yields 
to the husbandman every product of the 
temperate zone. 


Appearing in the current issue of the 
American Legion magazine is a splendid 
article entitled “Our New Frontier Is 
Dixie.” It is as follows: 

Our New FRONTIER Is DIXIE 
(By Howard Stephenson) 

(If it’s oppor‘ nities you're looking for, go 
South, young man. There’s a new spirit 
south of the Mason and Dixon’s line, hard to 
explain but creating vast changes.) 


Tobacco Road has been closed for repairs. 
The sharecropper and his family, who lived 
on black-eyed beans and sow-belly, and sat 
in rocking chairs in front of a rickety shanty, 
singing mournful hillbilly songs all the live- 
long day, would be hard to find in Dixie 
today. 

On industrial missions, traveling from 
Miami to New Oreleans, from Houston to 
Richmond, from Memphis to Atlanta and 
Asheville, this reporter has eye-witnessed 
a small part of ‘a significant economic 
revolution. 

You could call it evolution instead, but it 
has happened with such dramatic swiftness 
and on such a tremendous scale as to take 
your breath away. 

Natchez, Miss., for example, a symbol of 
the Old South asleep in its memories, still 
is fragrant with magnolia blossoms. But 
it also has a $20,000,000 rayon mill project, 
and two other $3,000,000 factories, all post- 
war. You'll find similar fabulous develop- 
ments right through the South. You'll 
also find it the land of opportunity for 
small-business ventures. 

Birmingham is throwing down its iron 
glove to challenge Pittsburgh as the Nation's 
steel center. Long a big producer, it is not 
cy building tremendous new capacity, but 
developing important research and tech- 
nological projects. At Knoxville, Tenn., 
and ‘oodward, Ala., low-grade hematite ore 
is being put through new beneficiation proc- 
esses to produce impressive output of pig- 
iron, and Alabama coal feeds the big steel 
hearths. Atlanta's steel industry also is up 
and coming with a big 3-year program of 
expansion and modernization. Southern 
steel capacity increase of 2,000,000 tons a 
year is under way. 

This is attracting auto, electrical, and 
other fabricating plants on a huge scale. 
Last year the South set postwar records with 
$841,000,000 worth of auto parts, $447,000,000 
airplanes, and 254,000,000 in ships, all big 
users of steel. 

Impetus to this growth is promised by a 
revolutionary underground experiment be- 
ing carried on at Gorgas, Ala., whereby coal 
is turned into fuel gas without being mined. 
The pattern of basic world industry could 
be changed by this research, originated by 
the Alabama Power Co. and the United 
States Fureau of Mines. 

What has brought about the South’s new 
industrial and agricultural revolution? It 
is rather obvious to point to the hard money 
pouring in at the rate of up to a billion a 
year, but that does show that American in- 
dustry has at last moved to develop this long- 
neglected section. 

The plants they’re building are super- 
modern as a rule, comfortable to work in, 
air-conditioned, light-controlled, with the 
finest and most efficient machinery. The 
managements are instituting worker-training 
programs, recreational, hospitalization, and 
pension plans, and all the other social bene- 
fits of progressive industry elsewhere. 

Down South when they say that money 
grows on trees, they mean it. Ten years ago 
southern newspapers were printed on Cana- 
dian newsprint paper. Now the South pro- 
duces enough for its own needs and far be- 


__ richest and fairest domain of this earth. It . yond. The man primarily responsible was, 
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the late Dr. Charles H. Herty. Working in a 


pine were not present in freshly felled trees. 
This gave the clue to a giant new industry 
in the forests. 

A committee of citizens of Talladega 
County, Ala., faced with the problems of con- 
verting excess war plants, studied the pos- 
sibilities in pulp and paper production. A 
new $32,000,000 mill at Coosa Pines, put into 
production in 1949, now turns out 300 tons 
of newsprint daily and provides 2,000 steady 
jobs. Other big paper plants are scheduled 
for Rome and Valdosta in Georgia, Yule,” 
Perry, and Jacksonville, Fla. 

Sawdust chemically treated to make ani- 
mal food, perfume and synthetics from old 
stumps, wood waste turned into wall- board. 
a sawdust-muiched soil for gardening—these 
are some of the new wonders being developed 
from southern forests. Scientists have even 
discovered a way to make nature work faster 
in producing turpentine. 

The industry, looking to its future, is 
planting 6C,000,000 new trees a year. 

While to southern industry the climate 
means little snow, low ‘heating costs, and 
fewer absentee workers, to the farmer it 
means year-round crops, such as the Johnson 
grass that has supplanted cotton, and pro- 
vides hay and grazing for sleek herds of fine 
cattle, with no drought seasons. 

Southern cattle used to be scoffed at as 
bundles of hair, hide, hoofs, and horns, but 
not so today. There are 30,000,000 of them, 
as compared to 18,000,090 20 years ago, and 
while they've flourished, mechanized farm- 
ing has pushed half the southern mules off 
the map. 

Bovine population figures don't begin to 
tell the story of the improvement in south- 
ern beef cattle. This has been due to three 
major factors: Eradication of the cattle 
tick, fencing of the land, and better quality 
of herds. Florida, for example, is importing 
some 2,500 good bulls a year and now has 
over 1,000,000 beef cattle, with almost 600 
registered herds, making that State the 
leader in the industry in the Southeast, and 


twelfth in the Nation. It brings in more 


than $30,000,000 a year. 

A cow that can sweat like a horse is the 
heroine of Dixie's new dairy industry, which 
bids fair to swing America’s milk pail from 
the northern rim of States to the deep South. 
Crossbreeding of Brahma bulls from India 
with Guernseys and other standard strains 
results in a new kind of bossy, who moos 
like any other cow, gives generously of a 
rich butterfat-content milk, and doesn’t 
droop in hot weather because she daintily 
perspires, which ordinary cows can't do. 

Last year one dairy outfit alone bought 
1,000,000 gallons of milk a week from south- 
ern farmers, from Florida to Louisiana, with 
no let-up in July and August, when most 
cows go on vacation. Demand for the air- 
conditioned milk cows is so strong that papa 
Brahma can’t travel fast enough to accept 
all the invitations tendered to him. So 
artificial insemination is prevaient through 
the South; and the calf birth rate is beating 
all records. 

Now southern scientists are developing a 
frozen milk concentrate that you can keep 
in the refrigerator like cans of frozen orange 
juice. If it works out, southern dairymen 
whoop, they'll take the national market like 
Lee took John Brown. 

Meanwhile, milk consumption has soared 
throughout the South, which means health- 
ier babies, and there's a rump roast on the 
table for Sunday dinner in homes where 
beef had never even been tasted. 

Speaking of orange juice, the way Fior- 
ide’s citrus-fruit industry hit the jackpot 
is a classic of American enterprise in scien- 
tific research. Only a few years ago nor- 
mal annual production of oranges exceeded 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


demand. Prices were low and you could buy 
a citrus grove for about the price of vacant 
land. 


Then, according to H. M. Conway, Jr., di- 
rector of the Southern Association of Science 
and Industry, “as a result of experiments 
conducted in the early 1940's, there was de- 
veloped the method for canning and market- 
ing the frozen concentrate which tastes just 
as good as the juice from fresh fruit. The 
method was first used in 1946. Public ac- 
ceptance was instantaneous and production 
skyrocketed to over 25,000,000 gallons an- 
nually—the equivalent of more oranges than 
all Florida grew in 1929.” 

But neither climate nor money from out- 
side can explain the South's new spirit. 
World War II marked the turning-point. 
Southern GI's had seen not only most parts 
of the world, but in particular most other 
parts of the United States of America. They 
were changed men, no longer to be satisfied 
with second best. When they came home. 
two ways were open to them—either to move 
elsewhere, or to make over their homeland. 

Take one example of a southerner who 
decided to change his world. George McLean 
of Tupelo, Miss., discharged from the Navy 
in 1945, resumed his job as editor of the 
Daily Jcurnal in his home town. He organ- 
ized the Rural Community Development 
Council, operating in three counties. So far 
about 10,000 persons, in 16 white and 6 
colored communities, have taken part in an 
extensive local development that has raised, 
and some say doubled, living standards. 

No help was asked from Washington, thank 
you just the same. Local businessmen con- 


tribute $30,000 a year. A wholesale grocer ` 


gives $500, a furniture dealer the same, and 
so on. In 1 year 2,139 white families re- 
ported they had made improvements, such 
as terracing fields, painting houses, buying 
breeded cattle, using artificial insemination 
for better livestock, etc. 

Pastures are seeded in dallas grass, crim- 
son clover, and lespedeza. These are cover 
crops, in contrast with the furrow crops 
which for over a century denuded southern 
soil and permitted erosion to rob it perma- 
nently of the food which plants need to live. 


> Timber is cut selectively, to preserve wood- 


lands. Farm homes are equipped with such 
things as water heaters and home freezer 
units. Now delegations are being sent from 
all over the map, as far away as Michigan 
and Cuba, to study the plan. 

In North Carolina young blood in the post- 
war legislature brought about what is now 
called the schoolhouse revolution, a building 
program to the tune of $50,000,000 in State 
funds, to which local communities have 
added $75,000,000 of their own, in 1 year. 
Much obliged, Uncle, but these folks provide 
their own welfare state, and pay direct 
taxes, so they won't need Federal funds to 
educate the 300,000 children who'll have 
10,000 new classrooms. Colored children, 
though segregated, get the same kind of 
buildings as white, and colored teachers aver- 
age even higher pay. 

Southern cities are impressive to the visi- 
tor familiar with their appearance 10 years 
or so ago. Main Street has had its face lift- 
ed, with new modern store fronts of porce- 
lain enamel, glass, and plastics. Substantial 
steel, timber, and concrete frame buildings 
have replaced picturesque but tumbledown 
old structures. But it's in the countryside 
and in the small towns that the contrast 
shows most vividly. 

There you see crews at work tearing down 
fences that used to hem in the tiny one- 
family patches of land where impoverished 
sharecroppers lived in huts and hovels, bare- 
ly raising enough to feed their children. 
The shacks, many not fit for humans are 
likewise being demolished. This land is 
needed for cattle raising and diversified sci- 
entific farming. 
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Some of the men who used to live here 
work with the reconstruction crews. Others 
stay on the land, no longer on a starving 
“share” basis, but at respectable wages. 
Thousands of tenant farmers have moved 
Into modern, prefabricated homes built 
mostly in small towns which have one or two 
industries. 

This is the real, down-deep evidence of 
what is happening in Dixie. It's easier to un- 
derstand than tebles of statistics, though 
every Village has its chamber of commerce 
or similar business-promotion agency, and 
the men who run those organizations will 
rattle off figures till you're dizzy. 

The thing that hits you hardest, walking 
around the courthouse square of a typical 
southern town, is that the town itself seems 
to have come alive. Drop into the hardware 
store, for instance, on a Saturday morning. 
Is as brisk as a New York City bargain base- 
ment. Clerks don’t slouch. Merchandise is 
arranged in open-display counters. One sec- 
tion of floor space is devoted to refrigerators, 
milk separators, kitchen ranges, and other 
gas and electric appliances. A home econo- 
mist is demonstrating to a group of house- 
wives an improved method of canning. 

Out back, the old jumble of discarded junk 
and trash has been cleaned out. <A factory 
representative is showing a dozen men and 
big boys in overalls how to use a small weld- 
ing unit for machinery repairs. 

This hardware store is a school, though 
neither teachers nor pupils think of it that 
way. The ex-share cropper and his wife are 
learning how to do things in a new way. 
Incidentally, the store has a dozen clerks 
instead of two or three. The new ones are 
recruited from farm families, trained on the 
job, and paid livable wages. 

While you hear much about jobs in indus- 
try, of which there are hundreds available, it 
takes a personal visit to realize that some of 
the biggest opportunities in southern towns 
and cities are in retail and service businesses, 

The three spick-and-span barber shops on 
the Court House Square are busy, just from 
the plain fact that menfolks don’t cut their 
own hair any more. Sounds trivial, perhaps, 
but if means jobs. Just as important, it in- 
dicates a new self-respect, a new feeling of 
human dignity. 

Women who had never entered a beauty 
shop in their lives become regular patrons, 
especially younger women. Many hold fac- 
tory jobs, mingle with well-dressed folk at 
work, church, Legion dances, and social af- 
fairs. They want to belong. 

They're not rich by any means, in fact the 
average worker and his wife have to watch 
the pennies pretty closely. Inflation is no 
more a stranger in the South than anywhere 
else in the United States. But just a decent, 
respectable mode of life is now possible to 
countless families who used to be referred 
to as “marginal.” 

What about those who stayed on the land? 
The South’s farm income, for one thing, in- 
creased 26 percent in the past year alone. 
Farm workers got a share of that. A prac- 
tical test of the prosperity of an agricul- 
tural area is the use of electricity. In North 
Carolina today only 2 farms in 10 are with- 
out electric power and in Georgia only 1 
in 20. These electrified farms are what keeps 
the small towns so busy. 

The typical southern town needs carpen- 
ters, brick masons, plumbers, plasterers, and 
other building tradesmen, too. Young pro- 
fessional men, such as lawyers, accountants, 
pharmacists, hotel managers, and engineers 
aren’t finding it necessary to move to some 
big city for a profitable career. For example, 
70 percent of recent Georgia Tech graduates 
are remaining in the South, and over half in 
the State. 

And doctors, dentists, and nurses? There 
the picture isn’t so bright, except from the 
standpoint of employment opportun!<'cs. 
The South has been depleted of much ncgagd 
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medical care by the demands of military 
service. In some rural communities in 
Georgia, Alabama, and Mississippi there is 
not one single medical man available near 
enough for emergency calls. Civic leaders of 
the South are hopeful of getting medical 
care on a par with the rest of America, but 
they're still far from the goal. One good 
sign is the 43 new hospitals included in 
North Carolina's building program, but other 
States desperately need similar projects. 

The South has four main natural divisions, 
the coastal lands, the Piedmont plateau, the 
mountains and the Black Belt where cotton 
formerly was king. They call the Black Belt 
the middle South nowadays, and a com- 
bined promotional campaign carried on by 
Louisiana, Mississippi, and Arkansas inter- 
ests has had tremendous national impact. 
Oil and natural gas, together with rich tim- 
berlands and the fast-moving, meat-packing 
industry, are being developed. 

It is in this region that the process for 
squeezing natural gas to yield gasoline and 
other liquids valuable in industry has made 
great strides in the past 5 years. There’s 
lots of gas available, about 30,000,000,000,000 
cubic feet of it. Over 350 communities in 
the 3 States are connected by a network of 
pipelines for home and industrial gas uses. 
Oil and chemical industries are building 
huge plants, tapping and transforming part 
of the 2,500,000,000 barrels of “black gold” 
reserves into useful products. 

Alabama, with its important steel indus- 
try centering in Birmingham, is expanding 
into chemical and pulpwood industries. 
Stretching eastward from Birmingham to 
Virginia and the Carolinas, the rich Pied- 
mont section is dotted with towns and vil- 
lages where small factories, employing from 
50 to a few hundred persons, are proving 
that there is room in the South for resource- 
ful enterprise. 

Gainesville, Ga., is the home of an industry 
of this type. It's the poultry center of the 
South, with an output of around $60,000,000 
a year. A prime mover in Gainesville’s pros- 
perity is Jesse D. Jewel, who turned a failing 
chickenfeed business into a “chicken dinner” 
factory and made a fortune. Chickens leave 
the Jewel plant in attractive boxes, ready to 
cook. 

Another resourceful Georgian is Ed Ste- 
vens, who put his town of 3,800, Dawson, on 
the map. Stevens’ claim to fame is the de- 
velopment of a better way to make peanut 
butter stick together. He went about it 
scientifically, by hiring the Southern Re- 
search Institute of Birmingham to experi- 
ment on the problem. Two years later they 
had the answer, and today Stevens’ assembly 
line delivers two jars of homogenized peanut 
butter per second. He's the world’s largest 
producer of the “goober goo’—and considers 
Dawson, Ga., the finest spot on earth. As it 
happens, Dawson is the home town of Amer- 
ican Legion National Commander Erle Cocke, 
Jr., himself an important figure in the Geor- 
gia industrial upsurge. 

With $1,000 cash and faith in an idea, Wil- 
liam Wilkerson, of Atlanta, gave still another 
demonstration of Dixie ingenuity. He was 
told by a cobbler that the shoe business 
needed a machine that would drive nails au- 
tomatically. Not being an inventor himself, 
Wilkerson hunted up a machinist friend, J. L. 
Moore, and worked with him through one 
failure after another. What they didn't know 
was that the shoe industry's best researchers 
had been beating their brains on the same 
problem for years. Not being aware of the 
impossibility of the idea, the two men toiled 
for nearly 2 years—then they had it. They 
later applied the same principle to a furni- 
ture and toy nailer, thus opening a much 
enlarged national market. 

All over the Southland, men like Wilker- 
son, Stevens and Jewel are applying the prin- 
ciples of courage and resourcefulness to small 
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pusiness enterprises. Their total volume may 
not stack up with the billion-dollar concerns, 
but there are a lot of them and they have 
found in the South financial independence, a 
new spirit of encouragement—and oh, yes, 
that climate! 

ORDER OF BUSINESS FOR TOMORROW 


Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
‘Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, at the re- 
quest of the majority leader may I say 
that the first order of business on the 
program for tomorrow will be consider- 
ation of House Resolution 414. That is 
the Latham resolution as amended and 
relates to a further study of tax over- 
lapping by the House Committee on 
Ways and Means. 


SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mr. LANHAM (at the request of Mr. 


Priest) was given permission to address 
the House for 20 minutes on tomorrow, 
following the legislative program and 
any special orders heretofore entered. 


SPECIAL ORDER 


The SPEAKER. Under previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia [Mr. Harrison] is recognized for 
45 minutes. 

(Mr. Harrison of Virginia asked and 
was given permission to revise and ex- 
tend his remarks and include extra- 
neous matter.) 


FRAUD AND WASTE IN PUBLIC WELFARE 
PROGRAMS 


Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. Mr. 
Speaker, if the taxpayers want to know 
one of the reasons it is necessary to in- 
crease their income and withholding 
taxes they should take a look at the in- 
efficiency, the waste, and the fraud in 
the public-welfare program. 

In speaking of public welfare and re- 
lief, I do not refer to payments made 
under the old-age or unemployment in- 
surance. I have reference only to di- 
rect payments for which the recipient 
has made no contributions whatever; 
direct payments under the aid for de- 
pendent children program, aid to the 
blind, the old-age assistance program 
and general relief. 

Every good citizen wants to pay his 
share for aid to the destitute who are 
unable to work for their own support. 
But today large sums are being paid to 
shameless cheats and for extravagant, 
inefficient, and socialistic administration. 
Money deducted from your pay checks 


Says the Saturday Evening Post— 


‘goes to cheats, encourages them to avoid 
work and you're not even allowed to know 
who they are. 


Let no one say that criticism of these 
conditions is an attack upon the unfor- 
tunate destitute. Money paid to chislers 
not only is money. stolen from the man 
who by honest toil pays the taxes, it is 
also money stolen from those actually in 
need. 

‘The taxpayer pays about half this bill 


‘through the Federal Government and 
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the other half through his local and 
State government. 

During the fiscal year 1939-40, before 
the wartime boom, relief for those items 
which I have mentioned under the head- 
ing of relief and public welfare cost 
about $1,000,000,000. In the current fis- 
cal year, relief will cost about $3,000,- 
000,000. 

In 1939-40 the Federal Government 
contributed to the support of 2,036,000 
persons, but in these times of labor 
shortages and high demand for work, 


the number of alleged destitute receiving 


Government checks in 1950 was 2,809,- 
000, an increase of over 40 percent. 

In 1939-40, the old-age insurance pro- 
gram was in its infancy and as a result 
not many old people were entitled to 
ti.e benefits of that law. 

Hence, it would be reasonable to as- 
sume that after 10 additional years un- 
der old-age insurance the cost of direct 
aid to the destitute aged would be de- 
creased. On the contrary, the cost of 
old-age assistance increased from $475,- 
000,000 in 1939-40 to $1,485,000,000 in 
1949-50. During the same period the 
cost of aid to dependent children went 
up from $130,000,000 to $556,000,000. 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I yield 
to the gentleman from Georgia. 

Mr. CAMP. Is it not a fact that the 
amount of contributions by the Federal 
Government both to the recipients of 
old-age assistance benefits and the aid 
to dependent children has been raised by 
this Congress almost twofold? 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. It has 
been raised, but just exactly how much 
I do not know. 

Mr. CAMP. Would not that account 
for the increase in the amounts paid to 
the recipients? 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. No. It 
has been raised from $130,000,000 to 
$556,000,000. 

Mr. CAMP. I contend that we have 
just been reaching the dependents, the 
children, in the last 6 years. 

The amount the country is paying has 
increased and those increases are largely 
due to the fact that the Congress has 
raised the amounts. There are now sev- 
eral States paying the maximum of $75 
per month for old-age assistance. 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. The 
gentleman will recall that I just stated 
that the number on relief has gone up 
in that period from 2,066,000 to 2,809,000, 
after 15 years operation of the old-age 
insurance program, under which many 
millions of persons have been able to 
come under that insurance program who 
were not there in the period 1939-40. 
It seems to me those figures answer the 
gentleman’s contention that the in- 
creased cost comes as a result of in- 
creased appropriations. 

Mr. CAMP. I think upon examination 


the gentleman will find that in the be- 
‘ginning of the program many of the 


States had not entered the public-as- 


; sistance program and were then paying 
small amounts, and to a very small per- 
: centage of those who normally might be 
entitled to receive it. 
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Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. For that 
reason I did not select figures at the be- 
ginning of the program, I selected fig- 
ures in 1940, after the program had been 
in operation some years. I readily agree 
with the gentleman that it is costing 
more today. 

Mr. CAMP. The increase is not be- 
cause people are on the rolls who are not 
entitled to be there, it is because the 
program is based on need. If there are 
people on the rolls who are not entitled 
to be there, the cheats and chiselers of 
whom the gentleman spoke, it is the fault 
of the local authorities who placed them 
there. 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. It is the 
fault of the laws of this Congress that 
leave the names of the chiselers and 
cheats under secrecy and concealment. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I yield to 
the gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. HALLECK. I want to commend 
the gentleman on bringing this matter 
to the attention of the House of Repre- 
sentatives, I do not know whether or 
not it is generally known, but my State 
of Indiana in the last session of the leg- 
islature undertook to deal with this 
problem, and particularly with that 
phase of it which has to do with the se- 
crecy involved in the disclosure, or 
rather, regulations against the disclosure 
of the names of recipients. I will com- 
ment on that a little later if the gentle- 
man will permit me, further on in his 
speech. However, at this point, and 
apropos of what he has said and apro- 
pos of the apparent challenge issued by 
the gentleman from Georgia that all of 
the increases in the rolls in the amount 
over all expended, referred to by the gen- 
tleman from Virginia, can be found in 
the action of the Congress increasing the 
amounts, let me say that the action of 
the Legislature of the State of Indiana in 
the direction of making a very limited 
and restricted disclosure has in many 
counties in our State already resulted in 
substantial reductions in the amounts 
paid under the operations of the act. I 
mention that fact because it would seem 
to bear out what the gentleman from 
Virginia is talking about. 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I thank 
the gentleman. 

Mr. STEED. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I yield 
to the gentleman from Oklahoma. 

Mr. STEED. May I call the gentle- 
man’s attention to the fact that testi- 
mony before the Committee on Appro- 
priations by people in the Federal Secu- 
rity Agency shows that, in 1941, 600,000 
children were subject to ADC help, and 
this year they have testified that the list 
has grown to 1,600,000 children, which, 
of course, is an increase of more than 
three times in 10 years. That accounts 
for most of the increase in the amount 
of money appropriated. 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I think 
that is correct. I thank the gentleman. 

The gentleman from Georgia has said 
that if there was fraud and corruption, 
is cught to be exposed. Let us take a 
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look at official investigations made in 
some of the States. 

In the State of Michigan, there were 
19 official investigations of relief scan- 
dals within a 2-year period. Officials 
who headed these inquires said that 35 
percent of relief recipients were cheaters 
and that there were administrative fail- 
ures in 87 percent of the cases. In 
March 1949, 245,000 persons, approxi- 
mately 4 percent of the entire popula- 
tion of the State, were drawing relief 
money. One welfare worker resigned 
in disgust because he said 50 percent of 
the recipients were cheating. 

Seven “career” welfare cases in De- 
troit have cost taxpayers $230,000. 

During a period when he was arrested 
17 times and convicted 8 times, one man 
received $70,000 for relief for himself 
and family. That is right, $70,000. 

I became much interested in follow- 
ing the career of a woman who, without 
physical disability or dependent chil- 
dren, at the age of 42, had drawn $50,- 
000 in relief money. As a side line, she 
was engaged in the policy numbers 
racket. The official records show that 
welfare case workers knew of this ac- 
tivity and protected her from police de- 
tection. 

Public welfare officials bought shoes 
for her with public money at $16 a pair. 
Her relief checks were delivered to her 
in publicly owned cars at her hotel 
where she was maintained by the tax- 
payers. She bought and sold real estate, 
and at one time the taxpayers paid her 
rent, for permitting her to live in her 
own quarters. She took expensive va- 
cations, and, on one occasion, the wel- 
fare department paid her way home to 
Detroit from Los Angeles, Calif. 

The lady owned four evening gowns 
and two fur coats, About fur coats the 
Detroit public welfare commissioner 
said: 

Sure we know women wearing mink coats 
are getting free medical attention. 
So what? Maybe somebody gave them these 
coats. Besides they've got to wear some kind 
of coats and what difference does it make 
what kind they wear. 


Under the Federal statute requiring 
secrecy the lady’s name has never been 
published. 

About her case, the commissioner of 
public welfare of Detroit explains: 

She created so much disturbance that she 
got what she wanted anyway. - 


A snake-loving fortune teller in a De- 
troit saloon drew relief for 3 years as 
a supplement to the $9 a day paid her 
for 4 hours appearance in the saloon. 

A number of persons drawing relief 
had outside incomes in excess of $400 
a month. Some had high-paying jobs 
including positions as dance promoters, 
bartenders, and interior decorators. 
Free hospital bills were paid for one 
who had $28,000 in the bank. Another 
with an income of $508 a month drew 
$140 a month from the taxpayers. A 
33-year-old divorcee, who earned $45 
a week as a beautician, in addition 
to receiving $50 a month alimony, was 
kept on the public dole for 7 years. At 
the end of that time she said she had 
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made so much money she was going into 
business for herself. 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I yield. 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. I understand 
that some of the facts that the gentle- 
man is relating as to what occurred in 
the State of Michigan have been pub- 
lished twice in the Saturday Evening 
Post; is that correct? 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. There 
has been an article in the Saturday Eve- 
ning Post about conditions in Michigan; 
yes, but I have not read it. 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. I understand 
also that the State of Michigan, part 
of the time these events were occurring, 
had a Democratic governor, and part of 
the time it had a Republican governor, 
but that during all of the period of time 
that this was happening, both branches 
of the State government were Republi- 
can. Does the gentleman know about 
that? 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I am 
not informed on that. 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. I want to com- 
pliment the gentleman for rendering a 
great public service in bringing this 
matter to the attention of the House of 
Representatives. If the gentleman will 
permit me, I would like to say further 
that this is a matter which has given 
great concern to the people of my home 
State of Georgia. I call attention to the 
fact that the General Assembly of the 
State of Georgia in session this year on 
the 7th day of February, adopted a reso- 
lution calling attention to the fact that 
this inordinate secrecy has proved to be 
a hindrance to the proper and just ad- 
ministration of the social security laws, 
and it adopted a resolution calling for 
the repeal of this secrecy provision. 

Also, the Fulton County Grand Jurors 
Association in Atlanta in Fulton County, 
Ga., which is a continuing body of mem- 
bers who formerly served on the grand 
jury of that county adopted a resolu- 
tion calling for modification of this se- 
crecy provision. The Atlanta Constitu- 
tion on June 14 of this year had an edi- 
torial strongly calling for the opening 
up of welfare rolls for inspection to pre- 
vent just the thing that the gentleman 
has been calling to our attention, Also, 
the Fulton County grand jurors, sepa- 
rate and apart from the Fulton County 
Grand Jurors Association, at the May- 
June term this year, 1951, adopted a res- 
olution in which they say among other 
things: 

We notice with pleasure that there is leg- 
islation pending in the National Congress 
which, if enacted into law, would permit 
States to pass legislation defining conditions 
under which relief rolls might be made pub- 
lic to grand juries, agencies of the Govern- 
ment and other properly interested parties 


without penalty from the national Govern- 
ment. 


And they adopted a resolution calling 
for modification of the law. 

I should like also to call attention to 
the fact that the De Kalb County grand 
jury—which is my home county—last 
year, 1950, adopted resolutions bearing 
upon this subject; and again in January 
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1951, they adopted resolutions bearing 
on this subject and calling attention to 
the very things which the gentleman is 
talking about here today. 

With the gentleman’s permission, I 
shall later ask unanimous consent to in- 
sert these documents in the Recorp at 
the conclusion of his speech. 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I should 
be glad to have the gentleman do so. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield briefly at that point? 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I yield. 

Mr. HALLECK. I am glad the gentle- 
man from Georgia [Mr. Davis] has 
pointed out the fact that many of these 
things have gone on under Democratic 
and Republican administrations. I com- 
mend him for that observation, because 
it evidences a fact which should be ob- 
vious to all of us, which is that this prob- 
lem is not a political one but rather one 
of over-all protection of the national in- 
terest. 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I thor- 
oughly agree with the gentleman. 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I yield 
briefly. 

Mr. CAMP. I am afraid that possibly 
the gentleman may feel that I chal- 
lenged him on this proposition perhaps 
from the tone of my question, but I be- 
lieve that it is absolutely necessary that 
these rolls be inspected, and I favor the 
grand jury’s doing it and the prosecuting 
attorney’s doing it. I think the law 
should be amended to permit that. That 
was what I was leading up to a moment 
ago. 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I must 
confess that in my judgment I am 
afraid that is not adequate to meet the 
problem. 

One man on relief had a $4,000 boat. 
When a case worker suggested that this 
particular individual be dropped from 
public assistance, he said his supervisor 
told him: 

The trouble with you is thet you are frus- 
trated. You don't own a speedboat, and 
your frustration proves itself by your jeal- 
ousy of this man who does. He has been 
accustomed to operating his boat and should 
be allowed to continue. 


Many recipients of relief drove big, 
late-modeled automobiles. One of them 
was a woman with a $3,000 Lincoln, and 
a televison set given her by her para- 
mour. The public-welfare worker who 
investigated the Lincoln made an official 
notation about it as follows: 

She said it was very difficult for her to 
get around the city on streetcars with small 
children. We shared these feelings with her. 


To another lady, the taxpayers gave 
$25 a week for 3 years for the employ- 
ment of a maid. This item was carried 
on the books of the welfare department 
as an allowance for “business expense.” 

The assistant manager of the welfare 
office explained it this way: 

That really shouldn’t be called business 
expense. The $50 every 2 weeks pays for a 
maid who does all the cooking, washing, 
ironing, and house cleaning. 


After these facts were brought to light 
the maid lost her job. But the public- 
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welfare department took care of that. 
They put her on relief. 

This same family conducted a radio- 
repair shop. Unfortunately, the busi- 
ness was unprofitable, so the public- 
welfare department for 3 years made up 
the losses with taxpayers’ money. The 
president of the welfare commission 
said he heartily endorsed the principle 
of subsidizing businesses with welfare 
funds. 

Another Detroit lady could not work 
because of high blood pressure. But 
with what a witness described as “a roll 
of greenbacks that would choke the pro- 
verbial horse,” she frequently attended 
and bet on the horse races. At the races 
she was joined by a welfare worker. It 
was reported that when the horses came 
down the stretch the woman let her 
blood pressure soar and joined in the 
clamor. 

Giving a fictitious name and address, 
a newspaper reporter applied for hos- 
pital treatment at public expense. No 
investigation was made as to either his 
name or his address, nor was he asked 
even as to his ability to pay. He was 
treated, along with some 50 others, 
many of whom drove up in taxicabs or 
their own automobiles. He claimed his 
feet were sore and received free X-rays, 
not only of his feet, but, over his protest, 
of the rest of his anatomy. The X-rays 
revealed that there was nothing wrong 
with him. Nevertheless, he was still 
given free treatment and free medicine 
and told to report in the future for more. 

The reforms forced after these revela- 
tions have saved $5,000,000 in the cost 
of relief in Michigan but the attitude of 
the public welfare officials in that State 
has not changed. At an enthusiastic 
meeting, public welfare workers were 
told to ignore the findings of the inves- 
tigations. “Food,” claimed one lady. 
“is almost as much of a social aid as it 
is used for survival. Thus, having the 
means to serve tea or cake is important 
for the welfare client. 

“Clothing must be of a quality and 
style which will make the client socially 
acceptable. 

“There must be money for recreational 
needs” and “to save for a rainy day.” 

In the opinion of those responsible for 


the investigation in Michigan, the root 


of these evils is the Federal law requiring 
secrecy. The public investigations in 
Michigan came after exposures made by 
Fred Tew of the Detroit Free Press, who, 
as a result of years of relentless inquiry 
and constant prodding is completely fa- 
miliar with the operation of the public 
welfare program in Michigan. 

With reference to the secrecy provi- 
sions of the Federal Law, Mr. Tew has 
written me as follows: 

A reading of the stories will prove con- 
clusively, I believe, that social workers and 
welfare administrators have used the con- 
fidentiality of the records as a shield for 
their own malpractice. * + + 

Never once in the 3 years of Detroit wel- 
fare probes have social workers been able 
to bring forth a single recipient who has 
been rehabilitated as a result of social work 
techniques. Instead, there have been nu- 
merous instances in which the Free Press has 
been able to show how coddling by social 
workers has ruined the characters of many 
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persons to such an extent that they are 
content to live off the taxpayers’ labors. I 
submit, very seriously, that this ever-increas- 
ing number of dependents is endangering 
democracy. * * + 

The Free Press has maintained that wel- 
fare records are public property by virtue 
of the fact the records are compiled by public 
servants who spend public funds in giving 
aid to persons supposedly in need. The Free 
Press has not been granted permission to 
study the records directly, but, as you will 
learn from the clippings, was able to obtain, 
by various methods, some of these public 
records. 


Repeated editorials in the Free Press 
have concurred. in the conclusion that 
the repeal of the secrecy provision is 
essential if we wish to end the stealing 
of public money in the relief program. 

In Illinois an investigation made by 
a citizens committee on the demand of 
the Chicago Daily News has revealed 
similar conditions. 

In January 1951 it was shown that 
1 out of 15 cases on the Illinois relief 
roll was a definite fraud. In some areas 
60 percent of those receiving aid were 
ineligible. The cost of the relief pro- 
gram in Illinois is $125,000,000 a year, 
and the grand total since the program 
started a number of years ago exceeds 
$2,000,000,000. 

Chiseling and fraud were shown to 
exist in Illinois though the investigation 
revealed that the Illinois Public Welfare 
Commission had endeavored as best it 
could to curb and expose dishonesty. 
The investigation established that se- 
crecy required by Federal and State law 
was responsible for conditions. The 
State of Illinois has since repealed its 
secrecy provisions. 

In a study of 165 suspect cases where 
women claimed public support for their 
children on the ground that the father 
was missing the investigation revealed 
that the “missing father” was found in 
over 90 percent of the cases and that of 
these 40 percent were fathers of illegiti- 
mate children. The bill in 
IIlinois for missing fathers is $1,435,000 
a month. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I yield to 
the gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. HALLECK. The gentleman re- 
ferred to the action of the State of Illi- 
nois in respect to the secrecy provisions. 
I may point out that the Legislature of 
Illinois hinged that law upon repeal or 
change in the secrecy provisions of the 
Federal law. 

If the gentleman will permit at this 
time, I wonder if it might not be help- 
ful, in connection with the very enlight- 
ening statement that he is making, for 
me to make some comment, in view of 
his reference to Illinois, to our present 
situation in Indiana. 

First of all, it should be pointed out in 
connection with the opening of this 
matter that the amendment referred to 
as the so-called secrecy clause was 
adopted in 1939 in these words: 

That the State plans must, effective July 
1, 1941, provide safeguards which restrict the 
use of disclosure of the information concern- 
ing applicants and recipients to purposes 
directly connected with the administration 
of old-age assistance, z> 
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Let me say at this point that I made a 
speech for the Social Security Act in 1935 
and voted for it, so no one can challenge 
my solicitude for the fine elderly people 
of this country who are deserving of old- 
age assistance. As frequently happens, 
we have reports in connection with legis- 
lation that indicate what the Congress 
intended. 

Here is another classic illustration of 
administrative decision that has nothing 
to do with legislative intent becaus2, in 
the report filed, the committee said this: 

In respect to provisions for administration 
(2), provision is made to restrict the use of 
information concerning recipients of old-age 
assistance (particularly their names and ad- 
dresses) to purposes directly connected with 
the administration of old-age assistance. 
This is designed to prevent the use of such 
information for political and commercial 
purposes. 


If the gentleman will permit, notice 
the study of the debates of 1935, under 
which this act was created, I may say to 
the gentleman from North Carolina, who 
took a leading part in those debates. 
This study emphasized time and again 
that the administration of these pro- 
grams was primarily a State responsi- 
bility, that the States had the primary 
responsibility for determining the pro- 
gram and administering it, and it was 
said that the principal participation of 
the Federal Government was to be in the 
grant-in-aid. 

Under that language, the State of In- 
diana, my State, as have other States, 
decided that they ought to do something 
to bring about a more effective and more 
efficient administration of these various 
programs, so my State enacted this leg- 
islation. I want it to be measured in the 
light of Mr. Ewing's ruling, which under- 
takes to take away from my State 
$22,000,000 to which we are entitled. I 
am afraid if we are to recover it we are 
going to have to get our relief here in the 
Congress of the United States. 

This is what our law said, and I chal- 
lenge anyone, Mr. Ewing notwithstand- 
ing, to say that it is in contravention of 
the Federal law: 

The county welfare board of each county 
shall on or before the 30th day of each Jan- 
uary, April, July, and October, file with the 
county auditor, each member of the county 
council, prosecuting attorney, and all town- 
ship trustees of such county a complete re- 
port showing the names and addresses of all 
recipients receiving (welfare) payments to- 
gether with the amounts paid to each during 
the preceding quarter. 

The reports so filed with the county auditor 
shall be securely bound by him in a separate 
record book provided for that purpose * * * 
and shall be declared to be public records and 
shall be open to public inspection at all 
times during the regular office hours, 


Then this is added: 
It shall be unlawful for any person, body, 


association, firm, corporation, or other agency. 
to solicit, disclose, receive, make use of, or to 
acquiesce in the use of, any lists or names. 


for commercial or political purposes of any 
nature, or for any purpose not directly con- 
nected with the administration of public 
assistance, 


Violation of the law carries a penalty 
of $25 to $1,000, to which may be added 
jail terms not exceeding 60 days. 
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Is not that complete protection against 
misuse of the information for political 
or commercial purposes? Yet Mr. 
Ewing argued around it. He said it was 
no safeguard. Is it not a safeguard that 
a man may be put in jail for doing some- 
thing that the Congress says they did 
not want done by reason of the language 
they wrote? 


I say that wholly apart from the point 


upon which the gentleman has already 
touched are two great major problems: 
First, what is the right of the States of 
this Union? Have they any rights left? 
They are putting in a big part of this 
money. 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. They 
are putting in half of it. 

Mr. HALLECK. They are putting in 
half of it, and the part the Federal Gov- 
ernment is putting in, in aid, first comes 
from the gentleman’s State and my 
State, as well as the other States. 

Secondly, are we to sit by and let a 
bureaucratic ruling, which I say is er- 
roneous, deprive your State or my State 
of the money to which it is justly 
entitled? 

It is my understanding that the Com- 
mitee on Ways and Means is going to 
give consideration to a measure similar 
to the one introduced by the gentleman 
from Virginia, either one introduced by 
Mr. Brownson from my State, or one 
introduced by the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. REED]. I hope this will be 
done in the very near future, so that we 
can go into this matter. Whatever may 
have been the motives of the Congress 
in 1938, I think it is high time that we 
recognize the situation as it exists today 
and move to make it possible for the 
States to meet the responsibilities that 
were originally imposed upon them in 
the adoption of this legisiation. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I yield 
to the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Since my State of 
Illinois has been discussed, I should like 
to point out a similar experience I had 
last December when I went up to the 
county court of Cook County to sit dur- 
ing a period of 2 weeks. 

I do not believe any of us are of a mind 
to deprive anybody who is legitimately 
entitled to old-age assistance, or mothers 
who have dependent children, or people 
who are entitled to unemployment com- 
pensation. However, in just 1 day 
while I sat in that court there were 31 
people brought in for violation of this 
law, 31 people in one county. 

I understand from talking to many of 
the other down-State judges who sat in 


Cook County, which is Chicago, that they 


had had that many on many other days. 

At that time I questioned the assistant 
State’s attorney of Cook County and 
some of these people who have been 
prosecuting these cases as to why more 
vigorous action was not taken. In many 
of them return of the money was suffi- 
cient and nothing was done. There were 
no prosecutions entered. 

I found the set-up to be that in many 
cases of compensation the people came 
in, 400, 500, or 600 a day, and they had 
three of four tables. The people lined 
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up and they went down the line. The 
interrogator asked them if they had been 
unemployed last week. You pulled a 
card out and you signed it. There was 
no interrogation about the facts or what 
the circumstances were back of whether 
or not that man had been employed, 
what he had been doing during the in- 
tervening time, or whether he had made 
any attempt to find employment, nor 
was there any attempt made to place 
that man in vacancies that did exist in 
Cook County that could have been sup- 
plied through the Federal employment 
office: That is in the second largest 
city in this country. I give you a pic- 
ture of that because I think it does back 
up what the gentleman has said in a 
different field, but I think it is an 
analogous case. 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. Those 
conditions exist in a State where official 
investigations have shown that the pub- 
lic welfare commission has not done 
anything to cause the situation. Secrecy 
is the basis of it, despite whether it is 
well run or not. Secrecy is the difficulty, 
the means by which fraud is accom- 
plished. 

Mr. SPRINGER. May I say that Illi- 
nois has passed such a law as this in the 
last session of the legislature, and they 
have put the escape clause in so that if 
such a law is enacted by the Federal Gov- 
ernment immediately there will be a 
repeal of the secrecy provisions as far as 
Illinois is concerned. That is the only 
difference between Illinois and Indiana. 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. With the 
birth of every illegitimate child in Il- 
linois, $93.87 is taken from the pockets 
of the taxpayers. 

In some cases, illegitimate children 
carried on the dole as dependent were 
also receiving public aid for their own 
illegitimate children. 

The wealthiest suburbs of Chicago are 
clipping the taxpayers for relief to the 
tune of $500,000 a year. One suburban- 
ite drove up in a Cadillac for free den- 
tal care. But the names of these well- 
heeled recipients cannot be made known 
because the Federal law forbids. 

In peculiar contrast to this silk-stock- 
ing raid on the fund for the destitute, is 
the revelation that the Communists have 
been fishing in the same troubled waters. 
In Cook County, two-thirds of the case 
workers are members of a union ex- 
pelled by the CIO because of Communist 
domination. These members of the 
United Public Workers vigorously op- 
posed all fraud investigations and fought 
a case review program set up to keep 
chiselers off the rolls. One supervisor, 
a member of the union, was charged with 
the deliberate use of his public position 
to retard the investigation. 

Two thousand Chicago relief workers 
are political appointees. 

What do the investigators in Illinois 
assign as the reason for dishonesty in 
public welfare in that State? 

The Chicago Daily News which led the 
fight for an investigation said: 

The glaring weakness of the law is the re- 


_ quirement of secrecy concerning the bene- 
* 


Aciar 7p). 
Repeal of the Federal law and regulations 
requiring secrecy on the part of the State is 
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necessary to prevent relief from overwhelm- 
ingly the budget even in times of relative 
prosperity. 


Within 2 years at the present rate of 
spending, public welfare in Oklahoma 
is estimated will cost the taxpayers more 
than $150,000,000. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia, I yield. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. That is 
nothing. We have one little county in 
the Fourth Congressional District, St. 
Joseph County, and it amounts to $3,- 
000,000 there. 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I would 
not claim that any part of the country 
could keep up with the gentleman’s dis- 
trict. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. When 
we do things, we do them in a big way 
once we get started. 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. In an 
illuminating article in the September 
8 issue of the Saturday Evening Post, 
Paul Molley tells about the corruption 
of the aid for dependent children in 
the State of Oklahoma. According to 
the Post article, which was reprinted 
in the Appendix of the CoNGRESSIONAL 
Recorp on page A5635, an investiga- 
tion conducted by the Tulsa Tribune 
has uncovered that relief money is 
being paid to 8 percent of all the chil- 
dren in the State, some 55,000 of them. 
Much of this is handed over to, and used 
by, lazy and improvident parents, well 
able to work for the maintenance of 
themselves and their children. 

It was shown that criminals are among 
the men, and prostitutes among the 
women, being paid under a program set 
up for dependent children. At the pres- 
ent time, aid.for dependent children in 
Oklahoma is costing $14,326,000.99, of 
which, all but $4,968,459 is paid by the 
Federal Government. 

Within 2 years, at the present rate 


of spending, public welfare in Oklahoma, 


it is estimated, will have cost the tax- 
payers more than $150,000,000. 

Mr. Molley further reports: 

In case after case the investigation showed 
that the father is a chiseler and the mother 
a drone. Caught in between is the citizen 
paying the bill for the lazy, apathetic, ne’er- 
do-wells satisfied to eat the bread of idle- 
ness. * * 

The cases of rapacity and fraud are end- 
less, 


Why do these conditions exist in 
Oklahoma? 

The editor of the newspaper which 
conducted the investigation gives the an- 
Swer: 

The reason why the ADC program went 
sour is the secrecy that surrounds the pay- 
ments °* ‘This * * e ‘encour- 
ages leeches to live off the wage earner 
because their identity is protected. Thus 
we have made the matter of getting relief 
so easy that we are creating a large class 
of professional paupers. As long as the rec- 
ords remain hidden and the citizen tapped 
for taxes cannot learn whether his neigh- 
bor has a hand in his pocket, laziness and 
promiscuity will continue profitable and at- 
tractive. 


Investigations in other States, notably 
Tennessee and Indiana, have uncovered 
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the same shocking conditions as in 
Oklahoma, Michigan, and Illinois. 

In one agricultural county in Tennes- 
see the officials defied the Federal law 
and published the names of chiselers 
on their rolls. Many of them were close 
relatives of prosperous citizens. Some 
of the wealthiest were shown to be will- 
ing to shift to the State the burden of 
caring for the needy in their family, 
some of whom got that way by trans- 
ferring their property. 

The most intriguing case in Tennes- 
see was the squirrel hunter who col- 
lected $214 a month under the program 
for the aid to the blind. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gen- 
tleman may proceed for 10 additional 
minutes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. The 
gentleman from Indiana made reference 
to the contention that repealing the se- 
crecy provisions of the law would sub- 
ject the persons on the relief rolls to 
political coercion. I do not know where 
Mr. Ewing got that argument. If any- 
body appeals to them more than he does, 
I would like to know who it is. I do not 
think anyone is completely exempt from 
that. You turn on the radio and listen 
to Democrats and Republicans running 
for office. They always say, “Elect me 
and the relief rolls will be bigger.” They 
do not put it in exactly those words, but 
that is what they are saying. 

What difference does it make if they 
know the names or not? The man on 
relief knows whether he is on relief, and 
he decides between the candidates vying 
and contesting between themselves as 
to which one of them is going to give 
him the most money. 

If there is any advantage in knowing 
the names, I think it would reduce po- 


. litical coercion if they were published 
because today the politicians and public 


Officials not only have access to the 
relief rolls, but they are the only people 
who do have such access. Therefore, this 


security protects political manipulation, - 
but public access to the names will ex- 
pose such manipulation where it now ` 


exists. 


would cause shame and humiliation to 
those who are receiving aid. The only 
persons who will be really shamed are 
those who are receiving public charity 
without need. Well was it said by the 
Chicago Daily News that “a return to 
the days when every man valued his in- 
dependence, and was reluctant to accept 
help except in direst need, is not to be 
feared, but welcomed.” 

These contentions are answered in a 
well-reasoned editorial in yesterday’s 
issue of the Washington Sunday Star, 
wherein it is concluded: 

There is another principle at stake which 
is more important than any of these sup- 
positions. That is the right of the people to 
know how relief money is being spent and 
to whom it is being paid. For it is the peo- 
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ple who put up this money. It is their own 
money. It should be contrary to sound pub- 
lic policy to clothe in secrecy the expendi- 
ture of huge sums in public funds, paid out 
to support citizens. 


Secret and concealed expenditure of 
public money desecrates a basic prin- 
ciple of democratic government. The 
principle of government by the people is 
in fundamental conflict with a policy 


that permits officeholders to levy huge 


taxes and spend the money in secrecy 
and concealment. 

When the framers of our Constitution 
met in Philadelphia they made it clear 
that Congress should have no powers 
except those delegated in the Constitu- 
tion itself. 

But there were some powers, the ex- 
ercise of which, the founding fathers 
thought so dangerous to the liberties of 
the people that they were not content 
to simply fail to delegate them and say 
no more. As to these powers the fram- 
ers of our Constitution spelt out positive 
prohibitions against their exercise and 
section 9 of article 1 enumerates 10 
things which Congress expressly may, 
not do. j 

The seventh of these positive restric- 
tions upon the power of Congress is 
that— 

No money shall be drawn from the Treas- 
ury, but in consequence of appropriations 
made by law; and a regular statement and 
account of the receipts and expenditures of 
all public money shall be published from 
time to time. 


How can we defend naked disobedience 
of this positive constitutional mandate? 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield at that point? j 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I yield. 

* Mr. HALLECK. I wish to say again, 
if I may, that this matter is a very, 
critical one in my State, Indiana. It is 
critical today. Measures to deal with 
this problem are before the Ways and 
Means Committee. I sincerely hope 
that action can be had there in the very 
near future, and by that I mean the im-. 
mediate future, because, this is not an 
academic question with us; it is a real 
one. The House of Representatives 
should pass upon this very important 
matter. 

Further in that connection, measures 
dealing with this very problem have 


j 


twice been submitted to a record vote 
in the other body and twice by very 
It is also contended that publicity 


substantial majorities have been carried. 
My own view is that if the great Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means should give 
us an opportunity to pass upon this mat- 
ter the House of Representatives would 
take similar action in the light of the 
condition that exists today. 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. 
the gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia and Mr. 
GRANGER rose. 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I yield 
to the gentleman from Virginia first be- 
cause he is older then I will yield to 
the gentleman from Utah. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I deny the 
allegation and defy the allegator. 

I wish to compliment the gentleman 
from Virginia, my good colleague, on Bis 


1 . 
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courage and on the clearness with which 
he has presented this matter and the 
fact that he has brought this scandal to 
the official attention of the House of 
Representatives as a whole. 

I do want to express myself as very 
strongly in favor of this bill and express 
the hope that the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee will no longer keep it in a pigeon 
hole but will bring it out and tell this 
membership to stand up and be counted 
on whether we are for or against this 
type of scandalous fraud in the distribu- 
tion of public funds. 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I thank 
the gentleman from Virginia and now 
yield to the gentleman from Utah. 

Mr. GRANGER. Would the gentle- 
man care to say who made these investi- 
gations he has referred to? 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. Yes; in 
Oklahoma they were made, as I under- 
stand, under the auspices of the private 
investigation of the Tulsa Tribune. In 
Michigan they were made by a senate 
committee of the State legislature and 
by a committee set up by the city coun- 
cil of the city of Detroit and by the au- 
ditor of the city of Detroit who was au- 
thorized and directed to do so by the 
council. In the State of Illinois they 
were made by a citizens’ committee 
which was appointed officially. They 
were given access to the records. 

Mr. GRANGER. The only thing I 

have in mind is to keep the record 
straight. Since the gentleman started 
speaking I overheard a conversation 
among the Members here to the effect 
that this was perhaps a report that was 
given to the Ways and Means Commit- 
tee by our staff. 
Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. Oh, no. 
Mr. GRANGER. The gentleman is a 
member of the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee, and it should be made clear that 
this information has never been deter- 
mined by the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee or its staff. 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I have 
had the information that I could have 
given to the Ways and Means Commit- 
tee on a number of occasions. 

Mr. GRANGER. But they have not 
taken any of it; that is what I am try- 
ing to bring out. 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. That is 
correct. 

Mr. GRANGER. And so far as the 
committee is concerned it is not in pos- 
session of the information the gentle- 
man has been giving the House here this 
afternoon. 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. That is ` 
not my fault. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I yield. 

Mr. BAILEY. Would not the gentle 7 
man from Virginia also agree that if we 
have to publish the list of the so-called 
paupers we should also publish the list 
of large corporations who are setting í 
tax refunds? 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I Weile 
think that we should publish the names 
of anybody who is stealing money from 
the Federal Government, whether rich 
or poor. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 
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Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I yield 
to the gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. HALLECK. The salaries that are 
paid us are a matter of record. Why, 
the pay we give our clerks in our offices 
is open to public inspection in the of- 
fice of the Clerk of the House. Not so 
long ago we passed a law requiring every 


person undertaking to influence legis- 


lation to come in and file a report as to 
what he gets and what he does with it. 
That runs through our whole system. 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I thank 
the gentleman. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Viriginia 
has expired. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
may proceed for five additional minutes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SCHWABE. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I yield 
to the gentleman from Oklahoma. 

Mr. SCHWABE. I want to congrat- 
ulate the gentleman on this long over- 
due exposure and statement. I am not 
bragging of Oklahoma in this instance, 
for if you will look in the Recorp of yes- 
terday you will see where I am apologiz- 
ing and insisting upon a change in con- 
ditions. May I suggest that prior to the 
enactment of this legislation by the 
Congress involving the secrecy clause, 
we had relief roles in our locality. The 
recipients and the amounts they re- 
ceived were published in almost every 
county of this land and by the laws of 
the State monthly. There is no more 
harm in publishing what comes from 
the Government and the States than 
there is in publishing items from the 
county treasury. 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. Does not 
the gentleman think that failure to pub- 
lish, failure to give an account is dis- 
obedience of the Constitution? 

Mr. SCHWABE. There is no question 
about that. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I yield 
to the gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. HALLECK. First, I think it ought 
to be pointed out that since this so-called 
secrecy clause was written in the law in 
1938 we have come a long way in a reali- 
zation of the necessity and desirability of 
old-age assistance. I do not know of 
anyone who now says that some such 
program must not be in effect. Since 
we did write that provision in the law, is 
this not finally a determination that the 
Congress ought to make? The States 
enacted State laws, as did my State, in 
compliance with this mandate of the 
Federal Congress. All that we are re- 
quired to pass upon is this very simple 
question: Shall we say to the States, 
which have the primary responsibility for 
administering these funds: if you want 


to do it, if you determine that you can 
better handle the program without of- 


fense to anyone who is really entitled to 


the money, to make some limited disclo- 


ape then you should have the right to 
o it. 


Means Committee will come in 
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Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I cer- 
tainly agree with the gentleman. 

Mr. Speaker, a violation of this con- 
stitutional principle, the principle of 
sound government, becomes much more 
dangerous when the secret and concealed 
spending of billions of dollars a year is 
entrusted to a bureaucratic monstrosity 
headed by Oscar Ewing, who openly 
espouses total Government control of 
social welfare and public health. We 
need not speculate on the future. Be- 
hind an iron curtain of secrecy and con- 
cealment we have today a miniature wel- 
fare state in actual operation, a welfare 
state that spends public money for lux- 
uries for the undeserving and for the 
financing and encouragement of improv- 
idence and illegitimacy. The corner- 
stone of this miniature welfare state is 
secrecy and concealment. 

As the gentleman from Indiana has 
pointed out, twice the United States Sen- 
ate has voted to put an end to the secrecy 
and concealment clause and I am confi- 
dent that the House will do likewise when 
given an opportunty to vote thereon, 

Mr. CHELF. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I yield 
to the gentleman from Kentucky. 

Mr.CHELF. Speaking of publicity and 
secrecy, I want to heartily endorse what 
the gentleman has said on this important 
subject. Ido not think that there is any 
bona fide deserving person or any recip- 
ient now on the relief rolls that would 
fear honest publicity. On the other 
hand, these crooks, these frauds, these 
cheats that the gentleman has ex- 
posed ought not to be given the protec- 
tion of secrecy. The taxpayer is entitled 
to know whether the public money is 
being spent honestly, fairly and wisely. 
Money bled from this fund in the man- 
ner described by the gentleman from Vir-. 
ginia is actually being stolen from our 
aged, blind and needy. What could be 
worse? 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. The 
chislers are the people who would be 
shamed by publicity. 

Mr. CHELF. I wart to also endorse 
what the gentleman from Indiana has 
said. Times have changed and in my 
opinion it is not a disgrace, if one 
through no fault of their own is receiv- 
ing legitimate assistance from his fel- 
lowman. I do not believe any Member 
on this floor would deny to any poor old 
needy person in the sunset trail of life— 
food, clothing, shelter and medical at- 
tention. Fact of the matter, and I now 
want to go on record, that I am for rais- 
ing the present allotments to those who 
actually are in destitute and in indigent 
circumstances—but in order to be able 
to do that we must, through necessity 
stop these leaks in the present system. 
We must weed out those leeches who are 
trying to wreck the program, I hope 
and pray that the gentleman’s revela- 


tion today will bring action. This really 


makes sense tome. I did not know that 


these glaring violations were going on. 


Oh, I had heard rumors of course, but 
no concrete facts or evidence such as 
has been brought out here today. I am 


proud that the gentleman has made this 


speech. I hope the great Ways and 
with 
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something here before we adjourn. We 
should not go home before this has been 
gone into fully and completely. Action 
is needed now. I want to go home as 
bad as anybody here but I do not want 
to go until we get this job done. This 
thing is costing the taxpayers of this 
country billions of dollars. This whose- 
sale stealing from the taxpayers and the 
poor deserving people of the Nation must 
stop and now is the time and this is the 
place to de it. It is inconceivable that a 
person could stoop so low as to steal from 
the funds allocated by the Congress to 
our deserving needy blind, aged and des- 
titute people. 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I thank 
the gentleman for his personal observa- 
tion and I point out to the gentleman 
that the taxpayers’ money could be 
saved, and at the same time those who 
are actually in need could better be taken 
care of were it not for money paid to 
these cheaters because of secrecy and 
concealment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Virginia has 
again expired. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
may proceed for five additional minutes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BROWNSON. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I yield 
to the gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. BROWNSON. I want to com- 
mend the gentleman for his presenta- 
tion. I may say from what we have 
found in Indiana that the shame will 
not rest on the brows of the older people. 
We have found in Indiana that much 
of the shame will rest on the heads of 
those in the welfare department who are 
deliberately collecting their charges in 
order to build their empire. From an 
examination of people who have dropped 
off the rolls since our Antisecrecy Act 
was passed, we have discovered that 
these people in a vast majority of the 
cases did not falsify any information 
on the application blank at all. They 
were absolutely guiltless in themselves, 
but the public-welfare authorities, know- 
ing full well on the face of the matter 
that they had no right on the relief rolls 
at all, put them on the rolls deliberately, 
contrary to law, because they could hide 
behind the veil of secrecy. 

I do not believe you are going to 
shame any old people at all. The gen- 
tleman does not want to and none of the 
rest of us does. But I think the gen- 
tleman is going to surprise some em- 
pire-building welfare workers from one 
end of the country to the other when 
his bill is passed, as it should be. 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I am 
not going to debate it on that ground. 
I do not think you will shame them, 
either. But this bill ought to pass be- 
cause of the principle of government in- 
volved, that is, that the people who pay 
this money are entitled to know where 
it is going. 

Mr. Speaker, in conclusion, as stated 
by the gentleman from Kentucky, it is 
my earnest contention that the secret 
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spending of billions for public welfare 
should be ended before this Congress 
adjourns. 

At this session the Congress is impos- 
ing the most crushing tax burden ever 
placed on the backs of the American 
people. In simple justice to those we 
are compelling to pay this bill, the least 
we can do is to plug up every means 
through which the people’s money is 
wasted, or stolen, or frittered away. 
Such being true, if we are to maintain 
public confidence in Congress, we should 
not—we must not—go home and leave 
an extravagant and radical bureaucracy 
spending billions in secrecy, especially 
when we know that such secret spending 
is accompanied by waste and fraud. 

Mr. McMULLEN. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? > 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I yield to 
the gentleman from Florida. 

I wonder if the 
gentleman can tell us or hazard a guess 
as to what he thinks the chances are of 
getting this legislation out of the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means and before 
the House before adjournment? 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I think 
they are pretty good. 

Mr. MCMULLEN. I want to commend 
the gentleman on his statement. It has 
been a burning issue in the State of 


Florida for some time. One of the great - 


daily newspapers of the South, the 
Tampa, Fla., Tribune, has been advocat- 
ing what the gentleman has brought out 
here today for several months. 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I under- 
stand there were some exposures in 
Florida that showed similar conditions. 

Mr. McMULLEN. The State Legisla- 
ture of Florida passed a law doing away 
with secrecy of the relief rolls. The 
Governor vetoed it for fear the State of 
Florida would find itself in the position 
si meh the State of Indiana now finds 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. The 
question is whether or not Mr. Ewing 
or this Congress shall control the ex- 
penditure of public money. 


FRAUD AND WASTE IN PUBLIC WELFARE 
PROGRAMS 


Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
during the course of the very fine pres- 
entation which has just been made by 
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. HAR- 
RISON] I referred to certain resolutions, 
editorials, and other matter which I then 
stated would later ask unanimous con- 
sent to include in the Recor» at the con- 
clusion of his speech. 

In support of the position taken by 
the gentleman from Virginia and in sup- 
port of the appeal which he has made, 
I ask unanimous consent to include at 
this point in the Rrecorp a resolution 
adopted by the General Assembly of 
Georgia on February 7 in the Senate and 
on February 15 in the House; a resolu- 
tion adopted by the grand jury of Ful- 
ton County at the May-June term, 1951; 
an editorial appearing in the Atlanta 
Constitution on Thursday, June 14, 1951, 
entitled Open the Welfare Rolls’; a 
resolution adopted by the Fulton County 
Grand Jury Association, not dated, but 
signed by Eugene Young, secretary: a 
copy of a resolution adopted by the 
De Kalb County, Ga., grand jury on Au- 
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gust 21, 1950; and an editorial appearing 
in the Atlanta Journal on January 29, 
1951, entitled “De Kalb Grand Jury’s 
Findings on Relief.” 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Georgia? 

There was no objection. 

The documents referred to follow: 

RESOLUTION 


Whereas certain statutory laws of the Fed- 
eral Government require the. various States 
to hold confidential the names of, and other 
information concerning, those persons who 
are the recipients of public-welfare payments 
A in by the Federal Government; 
an 

Whereas such inordinate secrecy proves a 
hindrance to the proper and just administra- 
tion of the social-security laws; and 

Whereas the inability to open such rolls of 
recipients to the proper law-enforcement au- 
thorities is conducive to fraud; and 

Whereas the right to make public these 
names, when necessary, would likely save the 
State of Georgia many thousands of dollars 
per year: Be it therefore 

Resolved by the senate (the house of rep- 
resentatives concurring), That the Congress 
of the United States be, and is hereby, re- 
quested to repeal those laws which declare 
public-welfare rolls of a confidential nature; 
be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be 
dispatched to the President of the United 
States, the President of the Senate, the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, and 
the Members of the Georgia delegation in 
Congress. 

Read and adopted February 7, 1951, in 
senate. 

Read and adopted February 15, 1951, in 
house of representatives. 

S. MARVIN GRIFFEN, 
President of the Senate. 
GEORGE D. STEWART, 
Secretary of the Senate. 
FRED HAND, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 
J. W. BOONE, 
Clerk of the House of Representatives. 


Hon. WALTER HENDRIX, 
Judge, Fulton Superior Court, 
Atlanta, Ga.: 
We, the grand jury for May-June 1951 term 


ot Fulton Superior Court, hand you herewith 


the following special presentment: 

We notice with pleasure that there is legis- 
lation pending in the national Congress 
which, if enacted into law, would permit 
States to pass legislation defining conditions 
under which relief rolls might be made pub- 
lic to grand juries, agencies of government 
and other properly interested parties without 
penalty from the National Government. 

Not being familiar with the details of the 
pending legislation, we do not endorse this 
particular legislation but we do emphatically 
endorse the idea contained in the bill and 
urge that Georgia’s representatives in the 
National Congress support such legislation. 

We further instruct our secretary to send a 
copy of this special presentment to each of 
the Members of Congress from Georgia. 

Respectfully submitted. 

FULTON County GRAND JURY, 
MAY-JUNE, 1951, TERM, 
ARCHIBALD GANN, Foreman. 
JULIAN S. FURSTENBURG, 
Secretary. 


[F.cm the Atlanta Constitution of June 14, 


OPEN THE WELFARE ROLLS 
Senate passage yesterday of a law to allow 
States to open welfare rolls to public inspec- 
tion without risking the loss of Federal 
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matching funds is in line with the growing 
public sentiment on this question. 

Only this year the Georgia General As- 
sembly passed a resolution asking Congress 
to strike out the law requiring welfare rolis 
to be kept secret. The reasoning of the leg- 
islature, and it undoubtedly is sound, was 
that chiselers would be kept off relief rolls 
if they knew they might be detected and 
brought to account. 

As matters now stand, not even a grand 
jury or a legislative committee can examine 
relief rolls on the penalty of losing matching 
funds, which unt to about 70 percent 
of the total benefits distributed by the State. 

The rapid growth of relief rolls in a period 
of great prosperity is becoming a matter of 
grave concern throughout the country. 
Georgia is not the only State which is chafing 
under the Federal regulation. Indiana was 
so incensed by the ease with which para- 
sites can draw Government assistance, with 
no possible chance of detection, that they 
ignored the Federal regulation and passed 
a law providing for inspection of welfare 
rolls. Florida passed a similar law but with 
the condition that the cabinet would have 
authority to rescind its effect should Federal 
funds be withdrawn. 

The Social Security Administration al- 
ready has threatened to cut off Federal funds 
from Indiana, and it was this which prompt- 
ed Representative JENNER, Indiana Republi- 
can, to offer the bill yesterday as a rider to 
the Labor-Federal Security appropriations 
bill. That Senators voted overwhelmingly 
to allow the rider to remain on the bill is an 
indication of prevailing sentiment. 

Georgia is vitally interested in the final 
approval of the measure because it would 
give the State another weapon against over- 
loading of the relief rolls by leeches while 
many actually needy persons are unable to 
obtain assistance. 

We do not believe it necessary that the 
relief rolls be opened to inspection by every 
Tom, Dick, and Harry in order to accomplish 
the needed objective. But certainly grand 
juries and legislative committees ought to 
be allowed to determine whether relief money 
is being wisely spent and whether relief 
recipients are in genuine need of help. 

The bill the Senate has passed simply pro- 
vides that States which allow relief rolls to 
be inspected shall not be The 
States would be left free to determine the 
method and extent of inspection. 

We hope the House of Representatives will 
concur and that the President will sign the 
measure. It is needed in Georgia and else- 
where. 


FULTON County 


GRAND JURORS ASSOCIATION, 
Atlanta, Ga. 


Whereas we, the Fulton County Grand 


Jurors Association, believe that the very sur- 
vival of our democratic system of govern- 
ment depends upon a demonstrated ability 
to reduce governmental expense; and a! 

‘Whereas we believe that a proper and safe 
reduction of governmental spending cannot 
be made unless the taxpayers know the pur-' 
poses for, and the amounts in which, their 
money is being spent, so that the taxpayers: 
can decide what activities should be dis- 
pensed with or curtailed; and 1 

Whereas the welfare expenditures by city,’ 
county, State and Federal Government agen- 
cies represent one of the heaviest drains on 
the tax funds of this Nation, and should,* 
therefore, be subject to the greatest public 
scrutiny; and 

Whereas the present rules and regulations. 
of the United States Public Welfare Admin- 
istration make such proper public knowledge 
of the expenditure of tax funds impossible 
by prohibiting publication of the names of 
the recipients thereof, making violation of 
said rule a basis for the withholding of tax 
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funds from the duly constituted city, county, 
or State welfare distributing Offices; and 

Whereas the welfare funds, although dis- 
tributed by and under the rules of a Federal 
agency, are nevertheless raised through the 
taxation of citizens within the sovereign 
States: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the State of Georgia dele- 
gation to the Congress of the United States 
be petitioned to press for the passage of leg- 
islation which will limit the power of the 
United States Public Welfare Administra- 
tion to place restrictions on duly consti- 
tuted welfare bodies within the several sov- 
ereign States in regard to the known 
to the public the spending of public funds 
in whatever detail the several sovereign 
States regard as necessary to assure the ab- 
sence of abuses and discrimination and to 
permit the public to decide the extent to 
which such welfare activities should be ex- 
panded or contracted, in the best interests of 
the Nation as a whole. 

Attest: 

EUGENE YOUNG, 
Secretary. 


DECATUR, GA., DE KALB COUNTY, 


August 21, 1951. 
Hon. FRANK GUESS, 
Judge of Superior Court, 
De Kalb County, Ga.: 

We, the June term of the De Kalb County, 
Ga., grand jury, have made a study of relief 
as it is administered in our county and find 
it is.being dispensed in accordance with 
State and Federal statutes. We are not at 

+ all crtical of the De Kalb County Depart- 
ment nor its personnel, but we are con- 
cerned with the trend on a State and Na- 
tional level of this program. For instance, 
the disbursements in De Kalb County and 
the State of Georgia for the past several 
years are shown below: 


Fiscal year ending— 
June 30, 1947. 


We understand that in De Kalb County 
the disbursements budgeted for 1950 ex- 
ceed $1,300,000. 

The total of such disbursements in our 
county now exceeds the total taxes col- 
lected by the county, and we understand 
that on a percentage basis of those qualified 
under the statutes more are receiving relief 
in the State of Georgia than any other State 
in the Union except one. The funds come 
largely from the Federal and State govern- 
ments, and of course, are obtained from 
taxes paid by our citizens. The consistent 
increase in this trend is shown in the above 

and we are concerned that in a pe- 
riod of high business activity and employ- 
ment these figures are so large for certainly 
in a time of lower business volume the need 
would be much greater. 

Our investigation leads us to believe that 
certain basic should be made in 
the Federal and State statutes and specifi- 
cally we recommend that eligibility require- 
ments for old-age assistance be tightened 
in order that available funds might provide 
more adequately for persons in actual need, 
and those in less need, relatively, be elimi- 
nated from the rolls, To this end we suggest 
that— 

1. Investigation be made of the ability of 
adult sons and daughters to assist their 
parents, and in cases in which the income 
of children exceeds a certain amount, the 
parents be considered ineligible for public 
assistance. 

We realize that in a few cases children 
would actually permit aged parents to suffer 
rather than assist them, and we recommend 
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provision be made for these exceptional 
cases. 

2. The total income in the family group 
in which an old-age applicant or recipient 
is living be considered in determining his 
or her eligibility. 

8. That recipients of public assistance who 
own property, give the State a lien on such 
property, through which the State would 
be repaid for aid given during the recipient’s 
lifetime. 

4. That publicity concerning public assist- 
ance, especially old-age assistance, through 
the press and radio, from State officials and 
candidates for office, give a clearer interpre- 
tation of public assistance as essential aid 
to the needy aged, rather than “a pension 
to which all over 65 years old are entitled.” 
We feel that a great proportion of applicants 
and their children are sincerely convinced 
that old-age assistance is a pension program 
based almost entirely on age, rather than 
economic need. 

In regard to the children's program 

1. State legislation which would continue 
aid to dependent children until a child’s 
eighteenth birthday to children who are 
regularly enrolled in school. (Although Fed- 
eral funds are available for this purpose, 
Georgia law requires that aid to a dependent 
child be discontinued on the child's six- 
teenth birthday. This frequently means that 
a child must drop out of school before com- 
pleting his high school education.) 

2. State and Federal financial assistance to 
local communities in providing foster home 
care for children whose own homes provide 
totally unsuitable environment. (Aid to 
dependent children is available only to chil- 
dren living in homes with blood relatives of 
specified degree.) Thus children who must 
be removed by the courts from their own 
families could be more adequately ne, 
for than at present. 

Our jury seriously doubts the advisability 
of dispensing relief through BORNEM. 
channels. 

Therefore, we respectfully request the lack: 
of the superior court of De Kalb County to 
furnish a photostat copy of this present- 
ment to all the Members of our congressional 
delegation from Georgia, our two Senators, 
and our local De Kalb County delegation in 
the next session of the general assembly, 
including our State senator. We urgently 
request that this entire program be carefully 
considered by Congress and the next session 
of the State legislature and that the changes 
in the basic laws as suggested above, as well 
as others which no doubt will be developed 
from a study of the entire relief program be 
introduced and advocated in the Congress 
and in the next session of the general assem- 
bly of Georgia. 


[From the Atlanta Journal of January 29, 
1951] 


De Kats GRAND Jury’s Finprics on RELIEF 


In its special presentments regarding 
abuses of the public assistance program, 
sometimes referred to as “relief,” the De Kalb 
County grand jury brings up a problem 
that should be of deep concern to Georgia 
and to the country at large. à 

“We feel,” say the grand jurors, “that the 
old-age assistance rolls have been made a 
dumping ground for ungrateful children to 
get rid of responsibility for needy parents, or 
for children of means to shift to the public 
their own responsibility of providing for 
parents.” 

In fairness to cases of real need—and there 
are many such—as well as in justice to a 
tax-burdened public, this sort of imposture 
should be exposed and ended. Every pay- 
ment of relief which is not based upon 
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honest necessity reduces by so much the 
aid that ought to go to those who without 
it would be truly destitute. Perhaps there 
are individuals and families who sincerely 
believe that old-age assistance is a pension 
to which all who are 65 or older are en- 
titled automatically. Nothing could be 
further from the intent of the law. 

Old-age assistance is entirely distinct from 
that phase of the social-security program 
known as old-age and survivors’ insurance, 
or Federal old-age benefits. The latter, as we 
have pointed out in a previous discussion of 
the question, is financed in large part by a 
payroll tax to which employee and employer 
contribute equally; whereas the beneficiaries 
of old-age assistance have contributed noth- 
ing directly to the funds on which they de- 
pend. Yet, it is officially reported that at the 
end of the calendar year 1949 payments un- 
der old-age insurance were running at the 
annual rate of $673,000,000, while public as- 
sistance payments had grown to the stagger- 
ing sum of $2,400,000,000. Furthermore, 
individuals in the public assistance group 
received, in many cases, much larger pay- 
ments than those in the old-age and sur- 
vivors' insurance group, 

In Georgia public assistance payments 
have increased from $16,413,752 in the fiscal 
year 1947 to more than $33,000,000 in 1950— 
this in a period of full employment and 
abounding prosperity. For a year and a 
half they have been mounting at the rate 
of $50,000 a month. The De Kalb grand jury 
notes that 600 out of every 1,000 persons in 
Georgia who are 65 or older are on relief, 
and expresses concern over political efforts 
to pack the relief rolls still further. Surely, 
such conditions call for sober thinking and 
remedial action. 

The De Kalb grand jury began a study of 
this problem in its own county last summer 
and is continuing the investigation from 
term to term, not as a witch hunt but as a 
search for facts. It recommends that eligi- 
bility requirements for old-age assistance be 
tightened in order that available funds may 
provide more adequately for persons in actual 
need. It also urges legislative action to 
amend that part of the public aesistance 
program which in effect puts a premium on 
illegitimate births. The resolute and con- 
structive spirit in which the De Kalb grand 
jury is seeking to correct such abuses is a 
good example for the entire State. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to: 
Mr. HIN SHA. for today and tomorrow, 
on account of official business attending 
a conference of the Radio Technical 
Commission for Aeronautics. 

Mr. Cote of New York, indefinitely, on 
account of official business. 

Mr. Hess, for an indefinite time, on ac- 
count of official business of the Armed 
Services Committee. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
extend remarks in the Appendix of the 
Recorp, or to revise and extend remarks, 
was granted to: 

Mr. WIcKERSHAM in six instances. 

Mr. Lane in five instances and to in- 
clude extraneous matter, 

Mr. Dorn and to include an article, 

Mr. CRUMPACKER and to include a 
magazine article. 

Mr. Curtis of Missouri and to include 
extraneous matter. 

Mr. Harrison of Wyoming and to in- 
clude extraneous matter. 

Mr. Grorce and to include an editorial. 
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Mr. ANGELL and to include a newspaper 
article. 

Mr. Smitx of Mississippi and to in- 
clude extraneous matter in two instances. 

Mrs. Rocers of Massachusetts in two 
instances and one to include a release 
of the War Department regarding the 
graves of Korean veterans, and in 
another instance to include an article 
oot the National Tribune of this week’s 

ue. 

Mr. REED of New York in three in- 
stances, in each to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. Morano and to include a speech by 
Mr. PATTERSON, of Connecticut. 

Mr. LeCompte and to include a set of 
resolutions of the Fraternal Order of 
Eagles of Oskaloosa, Iowa. 

Mr. Hays of Arkansas (at the request 
of Mr. THompson of Texas) and to in- 
clude an article. 

Mr. Wooprurr and to include certain 
resolutions. 

Mr. Hope and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. Harr and to include an address by 
Hon. John P. Taylor, retiring Under 
Secretary of the Treasury. 

Mr. Suir of Wisconsin in three in- 
stances and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. Borkiy (at the request of Mr. 
Priest) and to include a newspaper 
article written by Mr. Gill Robb Wilson. 

Mr. RICHARDS and to include a radio 
address by Hon. Hugh G. Grant, former 
Ambassador to Albania. 

Mr. O’Brien of Michigan and to in- 
clude an editorial. 

Mr. Gary and to include an address by 
the Lord Mayor of London delivered at 
Williamsburg, Va. 


SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


The SPEAKER announced his signa- 
ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of 
the following titles: 

S. 1786. An act fox the relief of certain 
officers and employees of the Foreign Serv- 
ice of the United States who, while in the 
course of their respective duties, suffered 
losses of personal property by reason of war 
conditions and catastrophies of nature; and 

S. 2006. An act to increase the lending au- 
thority of Export-Import Bank of Washing- 
ton and to extend the period within which 
the bank may make loans. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly 
(at 4 o’clock and 36 minutes p. m.) the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Thurs- 
day, September 27, 1951, at 12 o'clock 
noon. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar as follows: 

Mr. HART: Committee on Merchant Ma- 
rine and Fisheries. House Joint Resolution 
333. Joint resolution to extend the time 
for use of construction reserve funds es- 
tablished under section 511 of the Merchant 
Marine Act, 1936, as amended; without 
amendment (Rept, No. 1054). Referred to 
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the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr, MURDOCK: Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. H. R. 1688. A bill to 
facilitate the management of the National 
Park System and miscellaneous areas ad- 
ministered in connection with that system, 
and for other p ; with amendment 
(Rept. No. 1055). Referred to the Commit- 
tee of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, 

Mr. SABATH: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 414. Resolution to estab- 
lish a committee of the House to investigate 
and study duplication and overlapping of 
taxes; with amendment (Rept. No, 1056). 
Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. MITCHELL; Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 439. Resolution for con- 
sideration of S. 1335, an act to readjust size 
and weight limitations on fourth-class (par- 
cel post) mail; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 1057). Referred to the House Calendar, 

Mr. MITCHELL: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 440. Resolution for con- 
sideration of H. R. 5411, a bill to amend 
Public Laws Nos. 815 and 874 of the Eighty- 
first Congress with respect to schools in crit- 
ical defense housing areas, and for other 
purposes; without amendment (Rept. No, 
1058). Referred to the House Calendar. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports 
of committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 


Mr. KEATING: Committee on the Judici- 
House Resolution 438. Resolution for 

the relief of C. E. Heaney; without amend- 
ment (Rept. No, 1059). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. BYRNE of New York: Committee on 
the Judiciary. H. R. 3666. A bill for the re- 
lief of Dorothy Kilmer Nickerson; with 
amendment (Rept. No. 1061). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr, DONOHUE; Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 8. 1713. An act for the relief of 
Charles Cooper; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 1062). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. RODINO: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H. R. 3428. A bill for the relief of Mitsuo 
Arita; with amendment (Rept. No. 1060). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. DEWART: 

JI. R. 5489, A bill to approve repayment 
contracts negotiated with the Malta irriga- 
tion district and the Glasgow irrigation dis- 
trict, to authorize their execution by the 
Secretary of the Interior, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. O'TOOLE: 

H. R. 5490. A bill relating to the compen- 
sation of certain employees of the Panama 
Canal; to the Committee on Merchant Ma- 
rine and Fisheries. ; 

By Mr. WICKERSHAM: 

H. R. 5491. A bill to provide for national 
recognition of Adelaide Johnson, the sculptor 
of “The Woman’s Monument,” and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on House Ad- 
ministration, 

By Mr. LANE: 

H. R. 5492. A bill to amend Veterans’ Reg- 
ulation No. 1 (a) to eliminate the income 
limitations imposed upon the payment of 
non-service-connected pensions to veterans 
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of World War I who have reached the age of 
70 years; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af- 
fairs. 

By Mr. WHEELER: 

H. R. 5493. A bill to provide an additional 
method for computing certain benefits pay- 
able under the Federal Employees’ Compen- 
sation Act to persons who continue their 
employment after sustaining injury, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Educa- 
tion and Labor. 

H. R. 5494. A bill to authorize the rein- 
statement or issuance of national service life 
insurance covering the lives of certain indi- 
viduals notwithstanding the provisions of the 
Insurance Act of 1951, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. DONDERO: 

H. J. Res. 334. Joint resolution proposing 
an amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States relative to the making of treat- 
ies and executive agreements; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 


MEMORIALS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memorials 
were presented and referred as follows: 


By Mr. GOODWIN: Memorial of Massachu- 
setts Legislature memorializing Congress to 
take the necessary steps to continue the 
maintenance of a post office in the North End 
district of the city of Boston; to the Com- 
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. HESELTON: Resolution of the Gen- 
eral Court of the Commonwealth of Massa- 
chusetts memorializing Congress to take the 
necessary steps to continue the maintenance 
of a post office in the North End district of 
the city of Boston; to the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts: Me- 
morial of General Court of Massachusetts to 
take the necessary steps to continue the 
maintenance of a post office in the North 
End .district of the city of Boston; to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Megis- 
lature of the State of Massachusetts, me- 
morializing the President and Congress of the 
United States, relative to taking the neces- 
sary steps to continue the maintenance of a 
post office in the North End district of the 
city of Boston; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. ANFUSO: 

H. R. 5495. A bill for the relief of Fedele 

Miranda; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. BEALL: 

H. R. £496. A bill for the relief of F. Archie 
Meatyard; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

By Mr. FENTON: 

H. R. 5497. A bill for the relief of Helga G. 
Jordan and her son; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. MORANO: 

H. R. 5498. A bill for the relief of Eliseu 
Joaquim Boa; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

By Mr. PATTEN: 

H. R. 5499. A bill for the relief of Tamaki 
Sakasai Cordova; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr, ROBERTS: 

H. R. 5500. A bill for the relief of Herman 
E. Mosley; to the Committee on the Judi- 
c A 

By Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts: 

H. R. 5501. A bill for the relief of John R. 

Keane; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
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PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk 
and referred as follows: 


439. By Mr. CANFIELD: Resolution of the 
Grand Lodge of the State of New Jersey, 
Order of Sons of Italy in America, urging 
the President and the Senate to bring about 
a revision of the peace treaty with Italy; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

440. Also, resolution adopted at a mass 
meeting of the Central of Polish Organiza- 
tions at the Polish Peoples Home, Passaic, 
N. J., pledging every effort for the liberation 
of the Polish Nation from the bonds of 
communistic control and to correct the 
shameful agreements of Yalta and Tehran; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

441. By Mr. HALE: Petition of Aerie No. 
1248 of the Fraternal Order of Eagles, Rum- 
ford Falls, Maine, urging the Federal Gov- 
ernment and its agencies to be unceasing 
in their efforts to secure the freedom 
of William N. Oatis, by honorable means, 
and offering support and vitality of its 
membership to the executives of the Asso- 
ciated Press in their campaign to secure the 
release of Mr. Oatis by the communication of 
the true facts of the case to the free peoples 
of the world, and urging the Federal Gov- 
ernment to bar the correspondents from the 
Soviet news agency, Tass, as well as all satel- 
lite nation correspondents from official Gov- 
ernment press conferences where vital infor- 
mation may be revealed, until the release of 
Mr. Oatis has been secured; to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

442. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Antonio 
Fernos-Isern, president, the Constitutional 
Convention, San Juan, P. R., relative to ex- 
pressing to the United States its sentiments 
of respect and its gratitude for the adoption 
of Public Law 600 of 1950; to the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs. 


SENATE 


THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 27, 1951 


(Legislative day of Wednesday, 
September 19, 1951) 


The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, 
on the exviration of the recess. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 


Eternal God, our need is the altar of 
our prayer. The panoply of Thy love is 
the sanctuary of our devotion. Thou 
hast called us whose lives pass swiftly, 
as a watch in the night, to labor with 
Thee in the unfolding purpose of the 
ages. Since it is of Thy mercy that this 
another day is added to our mortal lives, 
sanctify our work; let no unhallowed 
words pollute the tongues which Thou 
hast made to praise and bless Thee. May 
the meditations of our minds and hearts 
be acceptable in Thy sight. So distill 
upon us the dews of Thy quietness and 
Thy calm that in simple trust and deeper 
reverence we may be found steadfast and 
abounding in the work of the Lord, 
knowing that in Him and for Him and 
with Him our labor is not in vain. Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. MCFARLAND, and 
by unanimous consent, the reading of the 
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Journal of the proceedings of Wednes- 
day, September 26, 1951, was dispensed 
with. 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT— 
APPROVAL OF BILLS 


Messages in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States were commu- 
nicated to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one 
of his secretaries, and he announced that 
the President had approved and signed 
the following acts: 


On September 25, 1951: 

S. 1074. An act to repeal certain obsolete 

laws relating to the Post Office Department. 
On September 26, 1951: 

S. 24. An act to amend the act entitled 
“An act to provide better facilities for the 
enforcement of the customs and immigra- 
tion laws,” approved June 26, 1930, as 
amended; 

S. 462. An act for the relief of Rosita Anita 
Navarro and Ramona Alicia Navarro; 

S. 495. An act for the relief of Richard J. 
Walling; and 

S.665. An act for the relief of D. Lane 
Powers and Elaine Powers Taylor. 

On September 27, 1951: 

S. 83. An act for the relief of First Lt. 
James E. Willcox; 

S. 295. An act for the relief of Michail 
Ioannou Bourbakis; 

S. 427. An act for the relief of Nene Baal- 
stad; 

S. 626. An act for the relief of Polly Anne 
Caldwell; 

S. 810. An act for the relief of Howard I, 
Smith; 

S. 880. An act for the relief of Ann Lamp- 
lugh; 

S. 906. An act for the relief of Marie Kris- 
tine Hansen; and 

S. 1279. An act for the relief of Davis Min 
Lee. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had passed the following bill and 
joint resolutions, in which it requested 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H. R. 1628. An act to provide for the ac- 
quisition of land and the construction there- 
on of buildings and appurtenances essential 
for forest fire control operations of the For- 
est Service, United States Department of 
Agriculture, at or near Missoula, Mont., and 
for other purposes; 

H. J. Res. 330. Joint resolution to permit 
articles imported from foreign countries for 
the purpose of exhibition at the Chicago In- 
ternational Trade Fair, Inc., Chicago, III., 
to be admitted without payment of tariff, 
and for other purposes; and 

H. J. Nes. 333. Joint resolution to extend 
the time for use of construction reserve 
funds established under section 511 of the 
Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as amended, 


COMMITTEE MEETING DURING SENATE 
SESSION 


On request of Mr. STENNIS, and by 
unanimous consent, the Committee on 
the Judiciary was authorized to sit dur- 
ing the session of the Senate today. 

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that Senators be 
permitted to transact routine business, 
without debate. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 


1951 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate the following letters, which were 
referred as indicated: 


TEMPORARY ADMISSION INTO UNITED STATES or 
` CERTAIN ALIENS 
A letter from the Attorney General, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, copies of orders en- 
tered in cases granting temporary admission 
into the United States of certain aliens (with 
accompanying papers); to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 
SUSPENSION OF DEPORTATION OF 
WITHDRAWAL OF NAMES 
Two letters from the Attorney General, 
withdrawing the names of Fajgla Tuchmajer 
Ajzin nee Tuchmajer and Ilona (Helen) 
Goldstein from reports relating to aliens 
whose deportation had been suspended, 
transmitted to the Senate on July 2, 1951, 
and August 1, 1951, respectively; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. $ 


AMENDMENT OF CIVIL AERONAUTICS ACT OF 
1938 RELATING TO CIVIL PENALTIES IN CER- 
TAIN CASES 
A letter from the chairman of the Civil 

Aeronautics Board, transmitting a draft of 

proposed legislation to amend the Civil Aero- 

nautics Act of 1938, as amended, so as to 
authorize the imposition of civil penalties in 
certain cases (with an accompanying paper); 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 


Petitions, etc., were laid before the 
Senate and referred as indicated: 

By the VICE PRESIDENT: 

Resolutions of the General Court of the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, relating to 
the continued maintenance of a post office 
in the north end district of the city of Bos- 
ton, Mass.; to the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service. 

(See resolutions printed in full when pre- 
sented by Mr. Lopce (for himself and Mr. 
SALTONSTALL) on September 26, 1951, p. 
12095, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.) 

A cablegram in the nature of a petition 
from Antonio Fernós-Isern, president of the 
Constitutional Convention of Puerto Rico, 
San Juan, P. R., expressing the gratitude of 
the convention to the Senate for the passage 
of Public Law 600, of 1950, relating to the 
formation of a constitution for the people of 
Puerto Rico; to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

A telegram in the nature of a petition from 
William Green, president, American Federa- 
tion of Labor, San Francisco, Calif., relating 
to the passage of the Revenue Act of 1951, 
with certain amendments; ordered to lie on 
the table. 


RESOLUTIONS OF INDEPENDENT FOOD 


AND GROCER ASSOCIATION OF NEW 
HAMPSHIRE, NEW CASTLE, N. H. 


Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I pre- 
sent for appropriate reference, and ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recorp, resolutions adopted by the 
Independent Food and Grocer Associa- 
tion of New Hampshire, in convention 
assembled at Wentworth-by-the-Sea, 
New Castle, N. H., relating to the estab- 
lishment of ceiling prices for Prime 
graded beef, and so forth. 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tions were referred to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency and ordered to be 
printed in the Recor», as follows: 

Resolved, That members of this conven- 
tion hereby go on record as requesting Wash- 
ington officials to permit retailers to precube 
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steaks by any tenderizing machine, regard- 
less of make. 

Whereas one large retail corporation is al- 
lowed such privileges; and 

Whereas steaks cannot be precubed, they 
simply cannot be prepared and sold in many 
markets because of labor costs and lack of 
time: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That this convention requests 
Officials to alter rules and regulations to al- 
low precubing of steaks, 


— 


Resolved, That this convention go on rec- 
ord as favoring the establishment of ceiling 
prices for Prime graded beef. 

Whereas buying Prime grade beef at a 
higher price a pound above Choice ceilings 
and selling them at Choice ceiling prices re- 
sults in a smaller profit to the retailer; the 
present situation is unfair and an extreme 
hardship on retailers selling Prime beef: 
Therefore be it 

Resolved, That this convention go on rec- 
ord vigorously urging officials to take neces- 
sary steps to establish ceiling prices for Prime 
graded beef. 


Be it resolved, That this convention go on 
record as favoring ceiling prices On all live 
cattle on the hoof. 

Whereas we do not believe that ceiling 
prices on beef and pork can be effective until 
ceilings are placed on live cattle; be it further 

Resolved by this convention, That, in the 
interest of the consumer and those engaged 
in the meat industry, it urge officials to 
bring about price ceilings at the source. 


Resolved, That this convention docs hereby 
go on record to urge Michael DiSalle, Direc- 
tor of the Office of Price Stabilization, that 
the practice of compelling grocery stores to 
display prominently 1, 2, 3, or 4 group signs 
be discontinued. 

Whereas this convention believes that such 
a practice is discrimination and thus mili- 
tates against the best interest of small-size 
grocery store operators; and 

Whereas directors of this association 
unanimously voted such a change at a meet- 
ing of the board of directors on May 2, 1951: 
Therefore be it 

Resolved, That Mr. DiSalle be requested 
that the posting of group members be elim- 
inated from the OPS rules and regulations, 

Be it resolved by the Independent Food 
and Grocers’ Association of New Hampshire 
in annual convention assembled, That it 
urge all retailers in the State, acting in 
their individual capacities, to hold the line 
on fair trade products so that they may 
continue to enjoy the benefits from fair 
trade and make their individual contribu- 
tions to a sound price structure in the dis- 
tribution of trade-marked commodities; be 
it further 

Resolved by the Independent Food and 
Grocers’ Association of New Hampshire in 
annual convention assembled, That it urge 
grocers to study competitive conditions in 
their own areas, with special reference to 
the nature and extent of the sale of fair 
trade merchandise in outlets, so that they 
may develop more efficient sales methods and 
do a more productive merchandising job than 
is being done in such outlets. 

Resolved, That the members of this con- 
vention hereby emphatically state that they 
are opposed to any store operation by the 
members of this association that is not 
consistent with the good and welfare of 
the consumer during periods of national 
emergency. 

Resolved by the Independent Food and 
Grocers’ Association of New Hampshire, in 
annual convention assembled, That all 
manufacturers be urged to follow the policy 
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of paying at least 2 cents for coupon re- 
demptions; be it further 

Resolved by this association, That we go 
on record as expressing our gratitude for the 
cooperation of many leading manufacturers 
who have to date increased their payment 
from 1 cent to 2 cents in payment for the 
service rendered by Independent Grocers in 
the State of New Hampshire; be it also 

Resoived with passage of this resolution, 
That the executive secretary be instructed 
to publish its contents in the association's 
monthly bulletin. 


Resolved, That this convention go on rec- 
ord in expressing its gratitude to officers 
and directors who have served faithfully 
during the past year at no compensation, 
but did so in the interest of the progress 
of this association. 


Resolved, That this convention does here- 
by express its appreciation to all officers, 
committee members, wholesalers, distribu- 
tors, and manufacturers for their financial 
cooperation in making this convention a suc- 
cess; and be it further 

Resolved, That this convention express 
its appreciation to its guest speakers and 
all those who participated and assisted in 
the speaking programs. 

Resolved by the Independent Food and 
Grocers’ Association of New Hampshire in 
annual convention assembled, That United 
States Senate bill 719 should be defeated, as 
this amendment would weaken prohibitions 
of the Robinson-Patman Act against sellers 
discrimination between their customers in 
price and service. 

Whereas Senate bill 719 should be de- 
feated on grounds that it would nullify pro- 
tection which has been afforded small busi- 
ness by the present Robinson-Patman Act; 
and 

Whereas passage of Senate bill 719 would 
encourage and support unfair and monopo- 
listic price discrimination against independ- 
ent food retailers; be it further 

Resolved, That this convention go on 
record as instructing the executive secre- 
tary to notify members of the New Hamp- 
shire delegation in Congress of this con- 
vention's opposition to Senate bill 719. 


„ That members of this conven- 
tion hereby go on record to instruct the 
executive secretary, accompanied by a mem- 
ber of the board of directors who is a com- 
petent authority on the present meat situ- 
ation and appointed by the President, that 
both men represent this State association 
present, in person, resolutions concerning 
rules and regulations of the Office of Price 
Stabilization to members of the New Hamp- 
shire delegation in Congress and to officials 
of the OPS in Washington. 

Whereas it is of vital importance to the 
consumer and retailer that the importance 
of these resolutions must not be underesti- 
mated; and 

Whereas alterations of the present meat 
regulations must be made immediately or 
retailers will be forced out of the legitimate 
market, while black markets and thus higher 
prices continue to grow, thus encouraging 
the eventuality of meat rationing and ex- 
horbitant meat prices, which will certainly 
destroy our economy and bring about un- 
reasonable hardship on our people; be it 
further 

Resolved, That this convention instruct 
our president and executive secretary to ful- 
fill the request made in this resolution. 


Resolved, That members of this convention 
hereby go on record requesting Officials to 
adjust prices on beef ribs to permit a profit. 
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Whereas the retailer who buys extra ribs 


has a scant 2- or 3-cent margin between his ` 


cost and his selling price, before he even 
begins trimming. 

Resolved, That members of this convention 
vigorously urge Washington officials to ad- 
just OPS rules and regulations to permit the 
sale of beef tenderloins, now prohibited. 

Whereas wholesalers and packers are per- 
mitted to sell them, while retailers can’t buy 
them for resale in any form; and 

Whereas the present rule discriminated 
against the retailer does not protect the con- 
sumer; be it further 

Resolved, That this convention favors 
being given permission to sell beef tender- 
loins, 


Resolved, That members of this conven- 
tion request Washington officials to permit 
retailers to preroll ribs of beef and other 
cuts. 

Whereas rush-hour boning, rolling, and 
tying is impossible in many markets. 


INCREASE IN LIMIT OF EXPENDITURES 
BY COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 


Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, from 
the Committee on Rules and Adminis- 
tration, I report favorably without 
amendment, Senate Resolution 204, re- 
ported by the Senator from Tennessee 
Mr. McKettar] from the Committee on 
Appropriations on September 11, 1951. 
I ask for its present consideration of the 
resolution. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolu- 
tion will be read. 

The legislative clerk read the resolu- 
tion, as follows: 

Resolved, That the Committee on Appro- 
priations hereby is authorized to spend from 
the contingent fund of the Senate, during 
the Eighty-second Congress, $10,000 in addi- 
tion to the amount, and for the same pur- 
poses, specified in section 134 (a) of the 
Legislative Reorganization Act approved 
August 2, 1946, and Senate Resolution No. 
162, agreed to June 29, 1951. 


The VICE PRESIDENT. is there ob- 
jection to th2 present consideration of 
the resolution? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
reserving che right to object, I under- 
stand from the Senator from Arizona 
that the resolution is reported by the 
unanimous decision of the committee, 
and increases in limit the expenditures 
by the Committee on Appropriations. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes: by $10,000, to 
provide for the large amount involved 
in conducting hearings and stenographic 
services. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I have no ob- 
jection. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection to the present consideration of 
the resolution? 


There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion (S. Res. 204) was considered and 
agreed to. 


EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY FOR COM- 
MITTEE ON LABOR AND PUBLIC WEL- 
FARE TO EMPLOY ADDITIONAL PER- 
SONNEL 


Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, from 
the Committee on Rules and Adminis- 
tration, I report favorably, with amend- 
ments, Senate Resolution 143, submitted 
by the Senator from Montana IMr. 
Murray] on May 23, 1951, and referred 
to the Committee on Labor and Public 
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Welfare. I ask for its immediate con- 
sideration. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The title of 
the resolution will be stated for the in- 
formation of the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A resolution 
(S. Res. 143) extending the authority of 
the Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare to employ additional personnel, 
reported from the Committee on Rules 
and Administration with amendments. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection to the present consideration of 
the resolution? 

There being no cbjection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

The VICE PRESiDENT. The amend- 
ments will be stated. 

The first amendment was, on page 1, 
line 5, to strike out “additional person- 
nel” and insert “one additional staff 
member and one additional clerical as- 
sistant.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in line 6, 
to strike out August“ ard insert 
“January.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The resclution, as amended, was 
agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved, That the authority of the Com- 
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare, or any 
duly authorized subcommittee thereof, un- 
der Senate Recolution 215, Eighty-first Con- 
gress, agreed to February 9, 1950, author- 
izing the Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare to employ one additional staff mem- 
ber aud one additional clerical assistant, is 
hereby continued until January 31, 1952. 


INTERNAL SECURITY—INCREASE IN 


LIMIT OF EXPENDITURE B7 JUDICI- 
ARY COMMITTEE 


Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, from 
the Committee on Rules and Adminis- 
tration, I report favorably, with amend- 
ments, Senate Resolution 198, reported 
by the Senator from Nevada [Mr. Mc- 
Carran] from the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary on August 27, 1951, and I submit 
a report, No. 841, thereon. I ask for its 
present consideration. 

The YICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 
will state the title of the resolution for 
the information of the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A resolution 
(S. 198) increasing the limit of expendi- 
tures by the Committee on the Judiciary 
relating to the internal security of the 
United States. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection to the present consideration of 
the resolution? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
reserving the right to object, I under- 
stand from my colleague from Arizona 
that the report was not made by unani- 
mous decision of the committee. There- 
fore, I hope the Senator will not press 
for action at this time. 

Mr. HAYDEN. I will simply say, Mr. 
President, that there was no disagree- 
ment in the committee at all as to the 
desirability of continuing the activities 
of the committee for a reasonable period 
of time. The proposal was to provide 
money to carry on the activities of the 
committee until January 31, 1953. The 
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. WHERRY] 
has been particularly insistent in the 
committee that all the committees 
Should come to the Senate in January 
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and work out their problems for a year 
at a time; in other words, that we should 
not make 2-year authorizations. But 
the Committee on Rules and Adminis- 
tration realized that the activities of 
this committee were such that it ought 
to be able to plan ahead. So instead of 
fixing the time for a year, the commit- 
tee provided for 6 months in the next 
year, which would bring it up to June 0. 
I am sure the chairman of the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary, while, of course, 
he would like to have the resolution pro- 
vide for a year and a half, will be en- 
tirely satisfied with provision for 6 
months. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The ranking 
Republican member of the Committee 
on the Judiciary, the senior Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. WILEY] is present. 
If he has no objection I have no objec- 
tion. If he knows of no objection from 
the point of view of the Committee on 
the Judiciary I have no objection. 

Mr. WILEY. I know of no objection. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution 
which had been reported from the Com- 
mittee on Rules and Administration with 
amendments in line 4, after the word 
“by”, to strike out “$195,000” and in- 
sert “$117,000”, and in line 10, after the 
word “before”, to strike out “January 31, 
1953”, and insert “June 30, 1952.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The resolution (S. Res. 198), as 
amended, was agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved, That the limitation of expendi- 
tures under Senate Resolution 366, Eighty- 
first Congress, relating to the internal secu- 
rity of the United States, agreed to Decem- 
ber 21, 1950, is hereby increased by $117,000, 
and such sum together with any unexpended 
balance of the sums previously authorized to 
be expended under such resolution shall be 
paid from the contingent fund of the Senate 
upon youchers approved by the chairman 
of the committee and covering obligations 
incurred under such resolution on or before 
June 30, 1952. 


BILLS INTRODUCED 


Bills were introduced, read the first 
time and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. TAFT: 

S. 2185. A bill for the relief of Annemarie E. 
Peterson and Wilhelm Ernst Geisel; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. KEFAUVER: 

S. 2186. A bill to amend section 1 of title 
17 of the United States Code to make the 
public reproduction or rendition of a musi- 
cal composition by or upon a coin-operated 
machine a public performance for profit when 
a fee is not charged for admission to the 
place where such reproduction or rendition 
occurs, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HENDRICKSON (for himself, 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. MARTIN, 
and Mr. Durr): 

S. 2187. A bill granting the consent of 
Congress to a supplemental compact or agree- 
ment between the State of New Jersey and 
the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania con- 
cerning the Delaware River Port Authority, 
formerly the Delaware River Joint Commis- 
sion, and for other purposes; and 

S. 2188. A bill granting the consent of Con- 
grecs to a supplemental compact or agree- 
ment between the State of New Jersey and 
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the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, author- 
izing the Delaware River Joint Commission 
to construct, finance, operate, maintain, and 
own a vehicular tunnel or tunnels under, or 
an additional bridge across, the Delaware 
River and defining certain functions, powers, 
and duties of said Commission, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Public Works. 

(See the remarks of Mr. HENDRICKSON W n 
he introduced the above bills, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 


SUPPLEMENTAL COMPACTS BETWEEN 
NEW JERSEY AND PENNSYLVANIA RE- 
LATING TO DELAWARE RIVER TUNNELS 

AND BRIDGES 


Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
on behalf of myself, my colleague, the 
senior Senator from New Jersey [Mr. 
SmIıTH], and the Senators from Penn- 
Sylvania [Mr. Martin and Mr. Durr], I 
introduce for appropriate reference two 
bills. The purpose of these bills is to 
obtain authorization from the Congress 
for a supplemental compact or agree- 
ment between the State of New Jersey 
and the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
for the ultimate purpose of providing ve- 
hicular tunnels or additional bridges 
across the Delaware River. 

I will have considerably more to say 
on these bills at some later date. 

The bills introduced by Mr. HENDRICK- 
son (for himself, Mr. Smrrn of New Jer- 
sey, Mr. Martin, and Mr. Durr) were 
read twice by their titles and referred to 
the Committee on Public Works, as fol- 
lows: 

S. 2187. A bill granting the consent of 
Congress to a supplemental compact or 
agreement between the State of New Jersey 
and the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania con- 
cerning the Delaware River Port Authority, 
formerly the Delaware River Joint Commis- 
sion, and for other purposes; and 

S. 2188. A bill granting the consent of 
Congress to a supplemental compact or agree- 
ment between the State of New Jersey and 
the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, author- 
izing the Delaware River Joint Commission 
to construct, finance, operate, maintain, and 
own a vehicular tunnel or tunnels under, or 
an additional bridge across, the Delaware 
River and defining certain functions, pow- 
ers, and duties of said Commission, and for 
other purposes. 

REVENUE ACT OF 1951—AMENDMENTS 


Mr. HENNINGS submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to 
the bill (H. R. 4473) to provide revenue, 
and for other purposes, which was or- 
dered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

Mr. DIRKSEN submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to 
House bill 4473, supra, which was ordered 
to lie on the table and to be printed. 


HOUSE BILL AND JOINT RESOLUTION 
REFERRED 


The following bill and joint resolution 
were each read twice by their titles and 
referred as indicated: 


H. R. 1628. An act to provide for the 
acquisition of land and the construction 
thereon of buildings and appurtenances es- 
sential for forest-fire-control operations of 
the Forest Service, United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, at or near Missoula, 
Mont., and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

H. J. Res. 330. Joint resolution to permit 
articles imported from foreign countries for 
the purpose of exhibition at the Chicago In- 
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ternational Trade Fair, Inc., Chicago, III., to 
be admitted without payment of tariff, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Pinance, 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED 


As in executive session, 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate a message from the President of 
the United States submitting the nomi- 
nation of John A. Roseen, of California, 
to be United States marshal for the 
Northern District of California, vice Ed- 
ward J. Carrigan, Wich was referred to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 


ADDRESS, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES, ETC., 
PRINTED IN THE APPENDIX 


On request, and by unanimous consent, 
addresses, editorials, articles, and so 
forth, were ordered to be printed in the 
Appendix, as follows: 

By Mr. NEELY: 

Address on the International Labor Or- 
ganization, delivered by George Delaney, in- 
ternational representative of the American 
Federation of Labor, at the AFL conven- 
tion in San Francisco, Calif., on September 
19, 1951. 

By Mr. WILEY: 

Statement prepared by him and other 
material regarding crime along the water 
front. 

By Mr. MURRAY: 

Article entitled Missouri Waltzes to Bil- 
lion Dollar Blues,’” written by Albert H. 
Jenkins, and published in the Machinist 
Monthly Journal for October 1951. 

By Mr. STENNIS: 

Editorial entitled “Senator Burer Called 
the Turn,” published in the Kearney (Nebr.) 
Hub, referring to the proposed admission of 
Hawaii as a State. 

By Mr. SCHOEPPEL: 

Statement by Everett C. Seal before the 
Senate Committee on Banking and Currency 
on September 18, 1951, on the question of 
the imposition of slaughter quotas on the 
meat industry. 


TRIBUTE TO EMIL RIEVE, GENERAL PRES- 
IDENT OF THE TEXTILE WORKERS OF 
AMERICA, CIO 


Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, I arise 
to pay tribute to one of America’s out- 
standing labor leaders, Emil Rieve, gen- 
eral president of the Textile Workers of 
America, CIO. His life is not only a 
story of a successful trade unionist, but 
is also a mirror of American democracy. 
It reflects a life of a man who, in accord- 
ance with American tradition, rose from 
poverty to become a great public figure. 

Mr. Rieve was born in 1892 in War- 
saw, Poland, of Alsatian ancestry. He 
came to the United States when he was 
13 years of age, and after only 4 years 
of schooling he went to work in a Penn- 
Sylvania hosiery mill for $2.50 a week. 
After he joined the American Federation 
of Hosiery Workers, an affiliate of the 
United Textile Workers in the American 
Federation of Labor, his ability, zeal, and 
hard work on behalf of the underpaid 
and oppressed workers in the textile 
mills earned for him the national presi- 
dency of the Federation by 1929. 
Through the years of the great de- 
pression between 1929 and 1932, when 
mill after mill was shut down, and thou- 
sands upon thousands of workers were 
looking for jobs that did not exist, Mr. 
Rieve did not give up the fight but con- 
tinued to give his unceasing and untiring 
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efforts to the cause of the people he rep- 
resented. And with the election of 
President Roosevelt in 1933 and the pas- 
sage of legislation by the Congress guar- 
anteeing labor freedom to organize and 
the right to bargain collectively, the 
United Textile Workers added thousands 
of men to its union rolls. 

Later Mr. Rieve became the guiding 
spirit of the Textile Workers Organizing 
Committee which was set up by the CIO 
in 1937, and out of which grew the Tex- 
tile Workers Union of America, which 
has contributed to peaceful labor rela- 
tions in the textile industry. 

He has served five terms thus far as 
president of the Textile Workers of 
America, and during that time the or- 
ganization has increased its membership 
threefold, now numbering over 450,000 
members, and their wages have tripled 
in the same period. 

Mr. Rieve has a great record for public 
service. During World War II he served 
as a member of the War Labor Board. 
Once again in the present national great 
emergency he is serving on the Wage 
Stabilization Board. 

In September 1942 he represented the 
United States as one of its delegates at 
the first Inter-American Conference on 
Social Security at Santiago, Chile. He 
has served on the labor committee of 
the American Heart Association and the 
National Committee for the Physically 
Handicapped. In these two fields he has 
endeavored to make American working 
people aware of the deadliest killer of 
mankind, heart illnesses, and the need 
for a national program to aid persons 
with physical handicaps. 

His work is not only one of personal 
achievement, but has helped make 
America a better land in which to live. 


REVENUE ACT OF 1951 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 4473) to provide rev- 
enue, and for other purposes. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to make a 1-minute 
statement. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, the Senator may proceed. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, on last 
Monday, September 24, there was a 
yea-and-nay vote on the adoption of a 
committee amendment to the pending 
tax bill. This vote is recorded on page 
11958 of the Recorp for said date, and 
correctly records the Senator from Mis- 
sissippi as voting in the negative. The 
Senator from Mississippi came into the 
Chamber just before the roll call was 
started and understood from a colleague 
that the vote was on the Capehart 
amendment, and also understood the 
Presiding Officer to announce that the 
vote was on the Capehart amendment. 
On examination of the Recorp of said 
date, on page 11957, I find that the Pre- 
siding Officer was announcing that the 
Capehart amendment, as amended, had 
been agreed to and the roll call was on 
the adoption of the committee amend- 
ment as amended. If the Senator from 
Mississippi had so understood the issue 
on the roll call, he would have voted 
“yea”; but as he was of the impression 
it was the Capehart amendment, similar 
to the Capehart amendment voted on at 
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the session of September 22, he voted 
“nay.” 

The Senator from Mississippi does not 
ask permission to change his vote, as 
he is of the opinion that such a re- 
quest should not be made except under 
very extraordinary circumstances. He 
does make this statement so that the 
Record may be clear as to his intentions 
to vote in favor of all associations being 
brought within the sphere of tax respon- 
sibility under some fair taxing formula. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I 
have an amendment pending at the desk. 
I ask unanimous consent to modify the 
amendment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Delaware asks unanimous consent 
to modify his amendment 

Mr. WILLIAMS. On page 1, line 2, 
I wish to strike out the date “November 
1, 1951” and insert the date “January 
3, 1953.” 

The VICE PRESIDENT. That 
amendment has already been agreed to. 
The amendment was modified last night. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Was it modified also 
on page 3, line 19? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. It was modi- 
fied in two places. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I understood there 
was objection. I did not know that the 
objection had been withdrawn. 

Mr. STENNIS and Mr. GEORGE ad- 
dressed the Chair. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the 
Senator yield to the Senator from Mis- 
sissippi or the Senator from Georgia? 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a parliamentary in- 
quiry? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield the floor. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I make 
a point of order. The Senator from 
Mississippi was presiding last evening, 
and is of the opinion very definitely that 
that amendment was not adopted. The 
question never was put. The Senator 
from Nevada [Mr. Matone] obtained the 
floor before there was an opportunity to 
put the question on the amendment of- 
fered by the Senator from Delaware. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. If the yeas 
and nays had not been ordered, the 
Senator could modify his own amend- 
ment. 

Mr. STENNIS. The yeas and nays 
had been ordered. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Recorp 
ought to speak for itself on that point. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I 
think the Senator from Mississippi, who 
was presiding last night, is correct. I 
noticed this morning that the RECORD 
does not indicate that the amendment 
had been changed, but in order that 
there may be no confusion I ask unani- 
mous consent that the amendment now 
on the desk be made to read, on page 1, 
line 2, “January 3, 1953” instead of No- 
verrber 1, 1951”; also the same change 
on page 3, line 19. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
is advised that the Senator from Louisi- 
ana [Mr. Lone] made an objection 
which he later withdrew, and that the 
Senator from Delaware was given unani- 
mous consent to modify his amendment, 
The Journal so shows. If the Senator 
wishes to modify it again in the same 
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way, the Chair presumes there would be 
no harm in the duplication. 

Mr, GEORGE. Mr. President, the 
Journal, of course, imparts verity. 
There is no need to do anything else. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I am satisfied, so 
long as it is understood. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion now is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Delaware [Mr, 
WILLIAMS] as modified. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I stated 
last night that the committee would 
accept the amendment if modified in 
this way. I have no objection whatever 
to it. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the order for the yeas and 
nays on this amendment be rescinded, 
unless some Senator wishes a yea-and- 
nay vote. The committee is entirely 
willing to accept the amendment as 
modified. 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, the Sen- 
ator from Washington had intended to 
speak in support of the pending amend- 
ment. In a most willing effort to ac- 
commodate the wishes of other Senators 
to have the matter disposed of and to 
have a vote at this time, I only ask 
unanimous consent that a brief state- 
ment which I have prepared be printed 
in the Recorp as a part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
ReEcorpD, as follows: 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR CAIN 


Mr. President, much was said on and about 
the pending amendment last night and little 
needs to be said today but I do want to say 
this. 

The junior Senator from Washington 
finds it difficult to grapple with more than 
one problem at a time. My present interest 
runs directly and only to what the Williams 
amendment intends to accomplish. 

That my own expenses are heavy, that 
I possess a healthy and growing but ex- 
pensive family, that I maintain two homes 
one of which is several thousand miles 
away, that I speak sometimes for honorar- 
iums in order to make ends meet and to 
benefit from an extra trip to my State, or 
that I believe that serious consideration 
ought to be given to raising the rate of an- 
nual compensation now given to members of 
the Congress, are matters of no importance 
or concern at the moment. 

These questions, which are of real impor- 
tance to most members of the Congress, can 
be fully discussed and action taken on them 
when S. 1117, a bill to create a Commission 
on Congressional Salaries, is called up for 
debate by the majority leader. 

In supporting the Williams amendment I 
am urging the adoption of a measure which 
will cost me a considerable sum of money 
I can ill afford to lose. That, however, is 
beside the point at issue. I am anxious to 
vote for the pending amendment, as I have 
been in support of its purpose since first I 
came to the Senate, because I do not believe 
that the President of the United States, or 
the Vice President, or the Speaker of the 
House, or the members of Congress are en- 
titled to a tax privilege or exemption which 
is not available to citizens, generally. I am 
very positive in my conviction that all of 
our annual compensation, regardless of its 
size, ought to be taxable. 


The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE] asks unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
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yeas and nays be vacated. Is there ob- 
jection? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I ob- 
ject. I am perfectly willing to have the 
amendment voted on. However, several 
Senators who were called from the 
Chamber last night did not have an op- 
portunity to vote. I told them that a 
vote would be taken today. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Delaware objects. 

Mr. GEORG. Mr. President, I hope 
the yea-and-nay vote may proceed, be- 
cause there is no objection to the amend- 
ment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Delaware 
[Mr. WIITT AMS], as modified. On this 
question the yeas and nays have been 
ordered, and the Secretary will call the 
roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON] is absent by leave of the Sen- 
ate. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Cuavez] is absent on official business 
and if present would vote “yea.” 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
Torey] and the Senator from Nebraska 
(Mr. WHERRY] are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. Ma- 
LONE] is absent on official business. 

The Senator from Maine [Mr. BREW- 
STER], the Senator from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. Durr], and the Senator from Cali- 
fornia [Mr. Nrxon] are detained on ofi- 
cial business. If present and voting, the 
Senator from Maine [Mr. BREWSTER] 
would vote yea.“ 

The yeas and nays resulted —vyeas 74, 
nays 10. 

Mr. GEORGE, Mr. BRIDGES, and Mr. 
JOHNSON of Colorado addressed the 
Chair. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena- 
tor from Georgia. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. 
President. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Georgia is recognized. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. 
President, a point of order. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Colorado will state it. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I was in 
the Chamber before the Chair finished 
announcing the result, and I was trying 
to attract the attention of the Chair. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
did not hear the Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senator 
from Colorado be allowed to cast his 
vote. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection? The Chair hears none, and the 
name of the Senator from Colorado will 
be called. 

The legislative clerk called the name 
of Mr. Jounson of Colorado, and he 
voted in the affirmative. 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President—— 

The VICE PRESIDENT. For what 
purpose does the Senator from Ohio 
rise? 


Mr. 


Mr. 
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Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, has 
the vote been recorded? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
tried to record it, but it was unrecorded. 
(Laughter. 

Mr. BRICKER. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that I may be permitted to vote. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection? Of course, unless the Senator 
from Ohio was in the Chamber, seeking 
recognition at the time when the vote 
was being taken, and before the result 
was announced, it is in opposition to the 
rule to give such unanimous consent. 
The Chair cannot even submit such a 
question unless the Senator from Ohio 
can state that he was in the Chamber, 
seeking recognition. 

Mr. BRICKER. I think I came in the 
door just as the Senator from Colorado 
asked for recognition and was recog- 
nized. I do not know exactly what the 
situation at that time was. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Massachusetts will state it. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Because of the 
addition of the vote of the Senator from 
Colorado, the final result of the vote has 
not yet been announced; and therefore 
I believe the Senator from Ohio is in 
order. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The new 
tabulation has not been announced; that 
is correct. 

The Chair will recognize the Senator 
from Ohio “under dem heads,” as the 
Senator from Alabama used to remark; 
but this will be the last one that will be 
recorded. [Laughter.] 

The Senator from Ohio. 

The legislative clerk called Mr. 
Bricker’s name, and he voted in the 
affirmative. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President—— 

The VICE PRESIDENT. This raises 
more trouble. 

The Senator from Louisiana. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I vote “nay.” 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
will declare a 10-minute recess for Sen- 
ators to come into the Chamber. 
(Laughter. ] 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President—— 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from South Dakota. 

The legislative clerk called Mr. Case's 
name, and he voted in the affirmative. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Florida. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I think the distin- 
guished Vice President should know that 
several of us have been embarrassed by 
the fact that the bells in our offices did 
not ring for this particular vote. But 
for the fact that my junior colleague had 
me called to the floor, I would not have 
known the vote was in progress. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
thought the bell of the Senator from 
Florida always rang. [Laughter. J 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Florida desires to express 
his appreciation; and in the sense that 
the Vice President means, the Senator 
assures the Vice President that his opin- 
ion is correct. [Laughter.] 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President 
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The VICE PRESIDENT. For what 
purpose does the Senator from South 
Dakota rise? 

Mr. CASE. I merely would like to 
state that the Senator from Louisiana 
Mr. Lone] has stated to me that the bell 
in his office did not ring; and I wish to 
say that the bell in my office did not 
ring, either. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Well, the 
Senator from Louisiana has voted. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I call 
for the regular order. 

The result was announced—yeas 77, 
nays 11, as follows: 


YEAS—177 
Aiken Hill Monroney 
Bennett Hoey Moody 
Bricker Holland Morse 
Butler, Md. Humphrey Mundt 
Butler, Nebr. Ives Neely 
Byrd Jenner O'Conor 
Cain Johnson, Colo. O'Mahoney 
Capehart Johnson, Tex. Pastore 
Carlson Johnston, S. C. Robertson 
Case Kefauver Russell 
Connally Kem Saltonstall 
Cordon Kerr Schoeppel 
Dirksen Kilgore Smathers 
Douglas Knowland Smith, Maine 
Dworshak Langer Smith, N. J. 
Eastland Lehman Smith, N. C. 
Ecton Lodge Sparkman 
Ferguson Long Stennis 
Flanders Magnuson Taft 
Frear Martin Thye 
George Maybank Watkins 
Gillette McCarran Welker 
Green McCarthy Wiley 
Hendrickson McClellan Williams 
Hennings McMahon Young 
Hickenlooper Millikin 
NAYS—11 
Benton Fulbright McKeliar 
Bridges Hayden Murray 
Clements Hunt Underwood 
Ellender McFarland 
NOT VOTING—8 
Anderson Duff Tobey 
Brewster Malone Wherry 
Chavez Nixon 
So Mr. WILLIaus' amendment, as 


modified, was agreed to. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I agreed 
to accept this amendment, not that it has 
any place whatsoever in this bill, so far 
as concerns the fixing of congressional 
salaries or the salary of the Speaker of 
the House or the salary of the Vice Presi- 
dent or the salary of the President; 
but when the amendment was modi- 
fied so that it would not become ef- 
fective until January 3, 1953, I did not 
think it was worth while to lose more time 
on the amendment, because in the in- 
terval between now and January 3, 1953, 
Congress will have ample time to deal 
with this problem. 

Mr.McFARLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Georgia yield? 


Mr. GEORGE. I yield only for a ques- 
tion. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I wish to ask a 
question. 


Mr. GEORGE. Yes, I yield. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Does the Senator 
from Georgia think it is fair for one Con- 
gress to have a privilege and then try 
to bind another Congress which will not 
have that privilege? 

Mr. GEORGE. Iam satisfied that the 
other Congress will take care of itself, 

Mr. McFARLAND. But the other 
Congress will not come into existence un- 
til after this amendment has become ef- 
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fective, and at that time the present 
Congress will be out of existence. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, before 
January 3, 1953, we can do the thing we 
should do though, not, of course, in con- 
nection with a tax bill. The only legiti- 
mate purpose this amendment could have 
is merely to strike out a tax exemption 
which had been given to certain officers. 
That is all right; it is legitimate, and that 
is what the amendment does. However, 
so far as the salary is concerned, the 
Congress will have all of next year in 
which to determine what should be the 
salary of the President, the salary of the 
Vice President, the salary of the Speaker 
of the House, and the salaries of the 
Members of the Congress. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Of course, I un- 
derstand that. 


ANNOUNCEMENT OF SUSPENSION OF COL- 
LECTOR AND DEPUTY COLLECTORS OF 
INTERNAL REVENUE 


Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, an in- 
vestigation has been going on in certain 
of the revenue offices of the country. I 
now wish to announce—not for the pur- 
pose of delaying consideration of the tax 
bill—that the President this morning has 
suspended Collector Smyth and, I believe, 
six of his deputies or assistants in the 
San Francisco office, which is collection 
district No. 1, I believe, because of dis- 
closures which have been made or which 
were made during the course of yesterday 
and the day before. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Georgia has just called at- 
tention to the fact that the President has 
announced the dismissal of the collector 
of internal revenue, Mr. Smyth, in the 
San Francisco district, along with eight 
other employees. I merely want to say 
that Iam glad that the Commissioner of 
Internal Revenue has at last recognized 
the deplorable conditions which existed 
in that office, and that apparently he is 
taking greatly needed but rather belated 
action, but at least I am glad that he 
is taking steps to correct that situation. 
I hope that he will continue, and will 
expose and reveal to the people of Cali- 
fornia and other people throughout the 
country exactly what these men have 
done, and that he will see that action 
is taken to punish them. The conditions 
in this office are, if possible, in an even 
worse condition than those which exist 
in New York. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I 
think the Senator from Delaware used 
unfortunate language when he referred 
to the Commissioner of Internal Rev- 
enue having belatedly taken steps, and 
so on. The Commissioner of Internal 
Revenue has only been in office a very 
short time, and he is not to be blamed 
for the conditions in the San Francisco 
district. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Texas is partially correct. 
Perhaps I should say it was the belated 
action on the part of the Bureau of 
Internal Revenue. It is not necessary 
now to go into the question of who is 
responsible but I will say that someone 
here in Washington is responsible for 
dragging their feet on this case. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Very well. 
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Mr. WILLIAMS. But I express my 
own opinion that it has been most un- 
fortunate for the State of California 
that the action was not taken prior to 
this time. 

Mr. CONNALLY. That may be, but 
the present Commissioner of Internal 
Revenue is not to blame for it, since 
he has been in office only a very short 
time, a week or 10 days or 2 weeks, and 
he ought not to be blamed for it. He 
should be praised instead of being 
abused. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, the 
present commissioner has been in office 
2 months, and his predecessor, Mr. 
Schoeneman before that knew of the 
deplorable conditions existing in that 
area and did nothing. I was amazed 
to find that the collector himself was 
not even paying his own taxes, yet still 
he was allowed to continue in office. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I 
would also like to say with reference to 
the dismissal or suspension of certain 
revenue officers in California, that the 
Senate Finance Committee, under the 
initiative of the Senator from Delaware 
IMr. WILIA S], had already commenced 
preliminary investigations of the situa- 
tion in California. 


REPORT ON INCOME BY GOVERNMENT 
OFFICIALS (H. DOC. NO. 244) 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HILL 
in the chair) laid before the Senate a 
message fror the President of the United 
States, which was read and referred to 
the Committee on Finance. 

(For President’s message, see today’s 
proceedings of the House of Representa- 
tives, pp. 12268-12269.) 


REVENU® ACT OF 1951 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 4473) to provide reve- 
nue, and for other purposes. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I hope 
now that we may have the next amend- 
ment which Senators wish to offer to 
this bill. 

Mr. BRIDGES and Mr. WILLIAMS 
addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I send 
to the desk an amendment and ask that 
it be read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HILL 
in the chair). The clerk will state the 
amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 331, line 
22, after the word “organizations”, it is 
proposed to insert “or hospitals’; and 
on page 332, line 6, after the comma, it 
is proposed to insert or to the benefit 
of a hospital, or an institution for the 
rehabilitation of physically handicapped 
persons which maintains or is building 
for proper maintenance such a hospital 
or institution staffed or to be staffed by 
qualified professional. persons for the 
treatment of the sick and/or the re- 
habilitation of the physically handi- 
capped.” 

Mr. WILLIAMS and Mr. MAYBANK 
addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from New Hampshire yield; and 
if so, to whom? 
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Mr. BRIDGES. I agreed to yield first 
to the Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I may 
say I had certain amendments which 
were sent to the desk, but which cover 
more or less the same subject as that 
covered by the amendment of the Sen- 
ator from New Hampshire. In order to 
save time, I send to the desk an amend- 
ment to the amendment of the Senator 
from New Hampshire, which I have dis- 
cussed with the distinguished Senator 
from New Hampshire. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from New Hampshire yield to 
the Senator from South Carolina for 
that purpose? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment proposed 
by the Senator from South Carolina to 
the amendment of the Senator from New 
Hampshire, = 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On line 9 of 
Mr. Brinces’ amendment, after the word 
“handicapped”, it is proposed to insert 
the words “or an eleemosynary corpora- 
tion under State law exempt under sec- 
tion 101 (6) of the Internal Revenue 
Code.” 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New Hampshire yield? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield to the Senator 
from Ohio. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I opposed 
this amendment in committee, but I op- 
posed it because it did not seem to me 
that we should retroactively authorize 
universities or any other institutions to 
receive a tax exemption on an unrelated 
business which they had been operating 
previously, and which I think was always 
taxable. However, since the committee 
saw fit to give retroactive treatment in 
a tax exemption on unrelated business to 
universities and other educational in- 
stitutions, I agree fully that it ought also 
to be extended to hospitals, and to cases 
of the kind covered by the amendment 
of the Senator from New Hampshire. 
So I may say that if the House will accept 
the other provision—I think the House 
bill already contained the other pro- 
vision—— 

Mr. GEORGE. Oh, yes. 

Mr. TAFT. I think I shall fully sup- 
port this amendment in conference, to 
see that hospitals are accorded the same 
treatment as that given to universities. 

Mr. BRIDGES. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield to the Senator 
from Colorado. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I simply want to say 
that in view of the explanations which 
have been made to me on this subject 
by the distinguished Senator from New 
Hampshire and by Senators from other 
States, I hope the amendment will be 
adopted. I think it is just. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield to the Senator 
from Virginia. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, I 
should like to ask the distinguished Sen- 
ator whether the effect of this amend- 
ment is merely limited to relieving hos- 
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pitals and eleemosynary institutions 
from the payment of taxes on money 
which they collected from an unrelated 
business and spent under the assumption 
that it was not taxable, but that it does 
not go to the extent of relieving them 
from the payment of taxes on such col- 
lections in the future. 

Mr. BRIDGES. That is correct. I 
would in no way undertake to ask for 
any future exemptions. This is merely 
to take care of the past. That is what 
the distinguished Senator from South 
Carolina and I are attempting to do. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I would say that is 
correct. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. All these benefits 
then are intended for charitable institu- 
tions which have already spent the 
money, thinking they had the right to do 
so without taxation. 

Mr. BRIDGES. That is correct. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I 
should like to say to the Senator from 
Virginia that this is the amendment 
about which I spoke to him recently. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I ac- 
cept the amendment. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I may 
say to the Senator from Georgia that 
I accept the amendment of the Senator 
from South Carolina to my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Hampshire modifies 
his amendment to include the amend- 
ment of the Senator from South Caro- 
lina, as the Chair understands. 

Mr. BRIDGES. That is correct, 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, let me 
make a brief statement. The House in- 
cluded in its bill the section which is 
now numbered 601, on page 331, which 
merely exempts colleg_s and universities, 
educational institutions which in past 
years were engaged in what now is prob- 
ably unrelated business, from past tax- 
ation; that is, from the tax imposed prior 
to the time Congress dealt with this sub- 
ject. 

This amendment simply broadens it 
so as to exclude those past years in the 
case of the institutions mentioned in the 
amendment. In committee I voted to 
strike out the entire provision. It ought 
to be stricken cut, or all these institu- 
tions should be given the same treat- 
ment; and that, as I understand, is ex- 
sage what this amendment undertakes 
to do. ` 

Mr. BRIDGES. That is correct. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I am 
glad therefore to take this amendment 
to conference. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire [Mr. BRIDGES], as modified. 

The amendment, as modified, was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Stennis in the chair). The bill is open 
to further amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
should like to call up my amendment 
“9-24-51-E.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Minnesota. 


Mr. McFARLAND. May I inquire of 
the Senator if he would be willing to 
have a limitation of debate on this 


there objection to the request? The 
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 
5 from Minnesota is recog- 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
do not believe there is a great deal of 


sota on this amendment. I recall that 
a year ago we discussed this particular 
provision in the revenue act. This is 
known as the spin-off provision, and it 
of course, corporate enterprises. 

e spin-off is a de is used 
for the establishment of ne 
enterprises out of the undistributed re- 
serves and earnings of large corporate 
business. My whole purpose in offering 
the amendment is directed toward what 
I feel is the strengthening of the pro- 
‘visions which are in the Senate bill. 
The Senate bill has recognized the prob- 
lem which is inherent in what we call 
corporate spin-offs. The Senate bill 


has included certain protective lan- 


guage to make such spin-offs responsi- 
ble, efficient, and going business organi- 
zations. It was my opinion that we 
could strengthen the bill a little bit 
more. It is for that reason that I call 
to the attention of the chairman of the 
committee this particular amendment, 


corporate 
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Mr. President, I have prepared a 
statement, and since the amendment is 
rather technical, I should like to make it. 

Section 317 of the bill—and this is the 
section to which the amendment ap- 
plies—would free from tax the type of 
corporate reorganization known as a 
spin-off. A spin-off occurs when a part 
of the assets of a corporation is trans- 
ferred to a new corporation and the stock 
in the latter is distributed to the share- 


ment and not the earned-ineome treat- 
ment. 
Under present law, the receipt by the 


shareholders of the stock of the new cor- 


poration would generally be taxable as a 
dividend to the extent of the earnings 
and profits of the existing corporation. 
Under the section as added by the Sen- 
ate amendment, no tax whatever would 
be payable by the shareholders at the 
time of their receipt of the new stock. 
‘Their only tax liability would be a cap- 
ital-gains tax upon the subsequent sale 
of that stock. 

Let me digress there, Mr. President. 
Here is corporation A. Let us assume it 
has accumulated $50,000,000 of undis- 
tributed earnings. Fifty million dollars 
could be distributed in dividends to the 

stockholders. If it was, the divi- 
dends would be taxable at the earned- 
income rate. Under the device known as 
the spin-off, corporation A with the $50,- 
000,000 can set up a new corporation B, 
issue stock in that amount to the original 
stockholders of corporation A. One 
would think that the issuance of that 
stock, as with, let us say, a cooperative, 
where there would be allocated reserves, 
would be subject to the earned-income 
tax rate, but under the committee pro- 
vision the stock is not subject to the 
earned-income tax rate. It is subject to 
the capital-gains rate when it is subse- 
quently sold. That is the operation that 
takes place in a spin-off organization. 
Now what are the pitfalls here, or 
what. ossible loopholes? The 
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to continue the active conduet of a trade 
or business within 3 years after the 


reorganization. 

Let me simplify that. In other words, 
if the business of one of these new spin- 
off corporations did not last any longer 
than 3 years, it would be obvious that the 


tributed dividends are used to form a 
new corporation, there shall be at least 
a 3-year period of gainful activity to 
prove the legitimacy of the operation. 
This covers the case where in fact the 
shareholder has used the reorganization 
as a device for the distribution of earn- 
ings and profits by selling the stock of 
one of the corporations. 

The second of these limitations—part 
(ii) of clause (A)—would deny tax-free 
treatment where it appears that any of 
the corporations involved is used prin- 
cipally as a device for the distribution of 
earnings and profits to shareholders. 
This change merely carries out the pur- 
pose of one of the limitations now in the 
bill, as that purpose is cxplained in the 
report of the Committee on Finance. 
The limitation now in the bill is too 
narrowly expressed, since it covers only 
the case where the new corporation is 
used as a device for the distribution of 
earnings and profits. The amendment 
prohibits the use of either the new or the 
old corporation for that purpose. 

I am not going to argue the question 
further. I recall last year’s colloquy. 
I was checking it in the Recorp and I 
found that the chairman of the com- 
mittee was fully aware, as he is aware 
of every one of these problems of taxa- 
tion, of the definite possibility of tax 
avoidance unless the law was quite pre- 
cise and specific. 

I may say for the committee that the 
provisions in the committee bill are bet- 
ter than those contained in tax bills 
prior to this time. It is my feeling, how- 
ever, that sinee, as the record reveals, 
there are literally billions of dollars of 
undistributed dividends, billions of dol- 
lars of earnings, when corporate tax rates 
go up, when earned income-tax rates 
go up, the temptation is ever present 
to take undistributed profits and create 
a new corporation, issue stock in the new 
corporation to the stockholders of the 


looph' has to do with whether e 
the spin-off corporation, the new corpo- in their néw stocks, divi- 


ration, actually is engaged in business, 
whether it actually stays engaged in a 
going business for a continuous period 
of time. My amendment incorporates 
new language, which I think I can ex- 
plain in a few words. 

The proposed amendment would pro- 
vide a total of three safeguards in order 
to forestall tax avoidance. 

The first of these limitations—part (i) 
of clause (A)—would deny tax-free 


treatment where it appears that any of 


the corporations involved was not in- 
tended to continue the active conduct 
of a trade or business or in fact ceased 


dend, which it really is in fact, not as a 
profit taxable under earned-income-tax 
rates, but taxable under capital-gains- 
tax rates. 

So I should like consideration by the 
committee and acceptance of the 
amendment. I believe that it is con- 
structive. I do not say that it will save 
vast amounts of money, or gain a great 
deal of new revenue, but I do believe, 
and this is the whole object of my argu- 
ment, that as we step up the corporate 
rates, as we step up the earned-income 
rates, and as undistributed profits gath- 
er in the pool of a major corporation, 
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in the case either of a split- up or a spin- 
off, which are two different types of re- 
organization of corporate structure, but 
particularly in the case of a spirr-off it 
is imperative to provide that the new 
corporation which is established shall 
conduct for at least a 3-year period, a 
going, vital business, and to make it 
positively certain that during that 3-year 
period any exchange of stock or sale of 
stock shall not be treated on the basis 
of capital-gains rates, but rather on the 
basis of earned income tax rates. This 
is the protection which I believe to be 
necessary. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr, President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield for a ques- 
tion. 

Mr. LEHMAN. As I understand the 
amendment, of which I am one of the 
sponsors, there is no disposition on the 
part of the Senator from Minnesota to 
handicap a company in legitimately in- 
creasing its business or the effectiveness 
of its business by means of setting up 
another corporation. I understand fur- 
ther that it is the purpose of the amend- 
ment merely to avoid tax evasion 
through the disposal of the stock or the 
proceeds of the stock within a period 
which would not be covered by the safe- 
guards usually surrounding capital-gains 
transactions. 

As a test or standard it is proposed 
that any proceeds received by the stock- 
holder from the company must be held 
for a period of 3 years, thus indicating 
that the formation of the new corpora- 
tion is not a device for the purpose of 
evading taxes, but merely a step which 
a company might legitimately take in 
furtherance of its business interests, or 
the extension of its business. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is ab- 
solutely correct. The spin-off provision 
was originally plugged in 1932, as the 
result of an extensive investigation. The 
Senator from New York knows that cor- 
porate split-ups are permissible under 
the law, and that therefore anyone who 
wishes to engage in a legitimate opera- 
tion of dividing a corporation for the 
purpose of business expansion or busi- 
ness activity has that mechanism 
within the law. The corporate spin-off 
has been used—and this statement can 
be well documented—not for the purpose 
of expansion of legitimate-business ac- 
tivity, but as a tax-avoidance device. I 
think we can best judge that when we 
find that the stock of the new corpora- 


tion created by the spin-off is not sold 


on the basis of earned income tax rates, 
but is Sold on the basis of capital gains 
tax rates. 


I conclude by saying that whenever 
we find in a tax bill a situation, an 
amendment, or a provision which per- 
mits the transfer or change of earned 
income into capital gains for the pur- 
pose of obtaining capital gains tax treat- 
ment, we can rest assured that there is 
a possibility that it is for purposes of 
tax avoidance. All I am trying to say 
is that when business expands legiti- 
mately, or when corporations legiti- 
mately split up to expand their activi- 
ties, that is all well and good. There 
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is ample law to protect that situation. 
That is a legitimate function of Amer- 
ican corporate enterprise. But when a 
spin-off corporation does not stay in 
business long enough to produce a prod- 
uct or render any service, it is patent 
that it amounts to a tax avoidance 
scheme to obtain treatment as capital 
gains, at a 25-percent rate, rather than 
as earned income at a rate of 50 percent. 

I remind the Senator that these spin- 
offs are the result of the use of the bonds, 
assets, and undistributed profits of a 
corporation which could have been dis- 
tributed in dividends to the original 
stockholders, and would have been sub- 
ject to high individual income tax rates. 
Instead, we find a situation in which un- 
distributed dividends are put into a new 
corporation. A new series of stock 
shares is issued and distributed to the 
original stockholders of the parent cor- 
poration, thus permitting the stock to be 
sold not on the basis of dividends, but on 
the basis of a capital-gains transaction, 
subject to capital-gains tax treatment. 

I know that this is a technical subject. 
I do not suppose that it has any great 
appeal to the average citizen. But these 
are the kind of devices which are used 
to avoid proper payment of taxes. I 
submit that when we are raising tax 
rates it is important to plug any poten- 
tial loophole. There is not a great deal 
of disagreement between the Senator 
from Georgia and myself. 

Mr. . I thank the Senator 
from Minnesota. Iam in full agreement 
with him. 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Minnesota has 
expired. 

Mr. CAIN. I ask unanimous consent 
that I be permitted to ask one question 
of the Senator from Minnesota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I will 
yield time out of my time. 

Mr. CAIN. I am very grateful. 

The Senator from Minnesota has 
aroused my interest and curiosity by 
what he has referred to as a spin-off tax 
dodge. I wonder if the Senator can re- 
fer me to that portion of the hearings 
in which I can read more of the testi- 
mony on that question. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. If the Senator will 
look up the testimony of Mr. Alvord, rep- 
resenting the United States Chamber of 
Commerce, he will find it. 

Mr, CAIN, I thank thé Senator. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I will 
say to the Senator from Washington 
that the testimony in the Recor is tes- 
timony in favor of the amendment, not 
against it. 

Mr. President, this is as simple a case 
as it could possibly be. Let me illus- 
trate it. A mercantile corporation 
located in one city in my State wanted 
to establish a mercantile business of the 
same kind in another city in my State. 
It could not doit. It could do it under 
the committee amendment by merely 
transferring a part of its assets to the 
other city, and going there and doing 
business. 
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What did it do? It had to create two 
new corporations outright, dissolve the 
old corporation, and go through an ex- 
pensive court procedure in order to ac- 
complish one single business purpose. 

The Senator from Minnesota is dis- 
turbed about the capital gains aspect. 
Anyone who holds a share of stock in any 
corporation for 6 months, under present 
law can sell it and receive capital-gains 
treatment. What the Senator wants to 
do, apparently, is to make a person who 
takes a share of stock in one of the new 
corporations hold it for 3 years. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me at that point? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. That is what 
the Senator’s amendment would do. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. It is not as though 
someone bought a share of stock in a 
corporation. What happens in connec- 
tion with the corporate spin-off is that 
undistributed dividends are utilized to 
create a new corporation, and the stock 
of the new corporation is distributed 
among the stockholders of the old cor- 
poration. I submit that there is a dif- 
ference. Those undistributed dividends 
should be taxed at the rate of earned 
income. Under the terms of the com- 
mittee amendment they would become 
taxable at the rate of capital gains, as 
is the case when stock is held for 6 
months. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, there 
is a business reason for the committee 
amendment. It has passed the Congress 
three times, I believe. I know it has 
passed twice. ‘There have been some 
purely technical objections to it. 

The amendment which the Senator 
from Minnesota is now offering would 
probably make the section unworkable. 
Suppose a person who obtained a share 
in a new corporation died within 6 
months. The stock would have to be 
sold. Suppose he went into bankruptcy, 
and the sheriff came and locked his front 
door. He would have to make way with 
his stock, or the sheriff would do it for 
him. So it is an unworkable provision. 
There is every possible safeguard in this 
section. Listen to this: 

No gain to the distributee from the re- 
ceipt of such stock shall be recognized un- 
less it appears that (A) any corporation 
which is a party to such reorganization was 
not intended to continue the active conduct 


of a trade or business after such reorgani- 
zation, or— 


In other words, this cannot be done 

merely for the purpose of liquidation; 
this is not a liquidation provision at 
all— 
(B) the corporation whose stock is dis- 
tributec was used principally as a device for 
the distribution of earnings and profits to 
the shareholders of any corporation a party 
to the reorganization. 


If he cannot establish those things he 
cannot get the benefit of this section. 
He can do the same thing indirectly by 
creating two new corporations and dis- 
solving the old one. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Is not that what is 
called the corporate split-up? Is that 
what the Senator is referring to? 
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Mr. GEORGE. Yes. That is the cor- 
porate split-up. That is permissible 
under existing law, and has been all the 
while. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Indeed. I make no 
point about that. My only point is this: 
Under the terms cf the committee 
amendment it is provided that this pro- 
cedure may not be followed for tax- 
avoidance purposes. The parties must 
be engaged in an active business. But 
there is no time element. That is what 
I am concerned about. 

Mr. GEORGE. That is true; but why 
put in a time element, which would make 
the section unworkable? In these un- 
certain times we cannot foresee how long 
we can carry on a business, or when we 
may have to sell the stock. I believe that 
the Senator’s amendment is wholly un- 
necessary. 
I call attention to another fact. This 
whole question will be in conference. 
Every particle of the section is to be ex- 
amined in conference anyway, and the 
House conferees will raise any question 
they wish to raise. Undoubtedly they 
will discuss the question of whether or 
not the safeguards in this section are 
adequate and sufficient to prevent tax 
avoidance. 

I do not believe that the Senator from 
Minnesota would be wise to press his 
amendment. It is well to have it in the 
Recorp, so that the House conferees 
may raise the issue. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I appreciate the 
last statement of the Senator from 
Georgia. I want the Senator to know 
that my only purpose in offering the 
amendment is the one which the Sena- 
tor from Georgia has noted, namely, 
that when undistributed profits are spun 
off—and that is what it means—into a 
new corporation, if the new corporation 
stays in business for only 1 or 2 months 
the new corporation could thereby get 
capital-gains treatment. It is possible 
that someone may want to doit. I know 
that is not the purpose of the committee 
amendment. 

Mr. GEORGE. The person must be 
able to show that the business will con- 
tinue. 

Mr. HUMPEREY. He must show it 
when he initiates the business. Continu- 
ation ought to be predicated on some 
time element before he can liquidate the 
stock. I do not say that the company 
must stay in business. 

Mr. GEORGE. He must be able to 
show that he did not have any purpose 
of that kind in mind at the time the 
new corporation was formed. The bur- 
den of proof is on him to show that the 
business will continue. There is a very 
good business reason why that should be 
done. 

I should like to read from a letter 
which I received from Representative 
EMANUEL CELLER, chairman of the Sub- 
committee on Study of Monopoly Power 
of the House Committee on the Judici- 
ary. I do not care to put all of the letter 
into the Record. However, I should like 
to read a portion of it which I believe 
is pertinent to this discussion. He speaks 
of section 317: 

Section 317 of the pending tax bill as it is 
being considered by the Senate would per- 
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mit the divestiture by overly concentrated 
corporations of certain of their subsidiaries. 
While the scope of the section as presently 
written is extremely limited— 


That is the only criticism he offers— 
nevertheless, I feel that it may be of impor- 
tance in assisting corporations to voluntarily 
simplify corporate structures which evidence 
indicates have become vastly complicated 
and have pervaded many aspects of the econ- 
omy. Past experience under the Public Util- 
ity Holding Company Act speaks well of the 
benefits to be derived from this type of ap- 
proach. It is incongruous that under exist- 
ing law it is possible for a complex corpora- 
tion to be compelled to divest itself of its 
holdings because it has violated the Sherman 
Act and at the same time to be penalized tax- 
wise were it to seek to dissolve itself into 
competing units upon a voluntary basis. 


That is the substance of Mr. CELLER’s 
letter, and it is unquestionably a correct 
evaluation of what the section would do. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. GEORGE. Gladly. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Iam sure the Sen- 
ator realizes that I am not objecting to 
what we call corporate spin-offs for legit- 
imate corporate purposes. My fear, and 
the Senator’s fear—which was docu- 
mented by the amendment in the tax 
bill—is that sometimes abuses may occur 
from the corporate spin-off procedure, 

I ask the Senator from Georgia 
whether he would be willing to take my 
amendment to conference and try to 
work it out in conference. 

Mr. GEORGE. It will be in confer- 
ence as the bill now stands. I do not 
want to add another condition, when 
the complaint already is that we are 
limiting the provision too stringently to 
make it workable. I assure the Senator 
that the subject will be in full conference, 
and we will be able to consider it in con- 
ference. I do not want to add the 
amendment to this section. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I hope that when 
the Senator from Georgia is engaged in 
the conference, as he will be, he will 
take into consideration the arguments I 
am making in terms of the time element 
involved. 

Mr. GEORGE. I shall be glad to do 
80. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Which I believe is 
important. 

Mr. GEORGE. Undoubtedly it is. I 
will say to the Senator from Minnesota 
that if we took the amendment to con- 
ference our hands would be tied, and we 
would not be able to depart from it; 
whereas the House would be free. 
Therefore I believe it would be much 
wiser to leave the section as it is, be- 
cause unquestionably it would perform 
a good service, if it is a properly safe- 
guarded section, and the House conferees 
will undoubtedly scrutinize it with great 
care. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I may say to the 
distinguished chairman of the commit- 
tee that one of my purposes in offering 
the minor amendments is to get them in- 
to the Recorp, so that when the Senator 
goes to work on them in conference there 
will be at least some expression of a dif- 
ference of opinion in the Rxconp with 


respect to these provisions. 
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Mr. GEORGE. That is a perfectly 
legitimate purpose, and I welcome it. 
However, if we must have a roll-call 
vote 

Mr. HUMPHREY. There is no inten- 
tion of having a roll- call vote. 

Mr. GEORGE. I believe we would be 
embarrassed by not being able to con- 
sider something on the subject. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I may say to the 
Senator from Georgia that we have had 
a number of roll-call votes. We have 
not had many Senators present to listen 
to the arguments. All I will ask for is 
a voice vote, without a roll call. I shall 
rely upon the good judgment and the 
good, constructive purposes of the Sen- 
ator from Georgia to carry this matter 
to conference. I know that he will try 
to improve it in conference as best it can 
be improved. 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Georgia yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. Yes. 

Mr. CAIN. I should like to say to the 
Senator from Georgia and the Senator 
from Minnesota that I do not profess to 
be an authority on the question of spin- 
offs. The Senator from Minnesota 
made reference to the testimony of Mr. 
Ellsworth C. Alvord, which begins at 
page 1451 of the hearings. I would draw 
to his attention the fact that Mr. Alvord 
has recommended rather strongly that 
the principle which was approved by 
each of the two Houses of Congress 
within the past 3 years, as it relates to 
spin-offs, be included as an amendment 
to the bill which is before the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Georgia has 
expired. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
send another amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair would ask whether there are any 
other amendments to the section which 
has beenopened up? If not, without ob- 
jection, the committee amendment 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
must object to closing the section, unless 
we have a quorum call, because other 
penelor may have amendments to offer 
o it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is advised that there are no other 
re gigs with reference to section 

Mr. GEORGE. I do not believe the 
section was opened up within the mean- 
ing of the agreement. An amendment 
was offered to it, but the amendment 
was rejected. The section has been ap- 
proved, subject to any amendment that 
may be offered to it. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Is that the section 
which has to do with excess-profits 
taxes? 

Mr. GEORGE. Oh, no; not at all. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Let the 
Chair state the point involved. The 


n 


Chair has been advised that under the 


| practice adopted the other day, when an 
amendment is offered to a section the 
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section is deemed to have been opened 
up. It is left dangling in the air unless 
it is readopted. If there are no other 
amendments—— 

Mr. GEORGE. I know of no other 
amendments, but if an amendment is 
subsequently brought up, I shall be glad 
to have it considered. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I 
shall take only 2 minutes of the Sen- 
ate’s time. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Indiana permit us to 
act on this section? 

Mr. CAPEHART. Provided I may 
have the floor after the section is acted 
on. Iask unanimous consent that I may 
have the floor after the vote is taken 
on the question before the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Unani- 
mous consent is requested that the Sen- 
ator from Indiana have the floor after 
the vote is taken. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

The question is on agreeing to section 
317. Without objection, the section is 
agreed to. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The section is 
adopted with the limitation which the 
distinguished chairman of the Commit- 
tee on Finance announced. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 
Chair so understands. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


On request of Mr. Carn, and by unani- 
mous consent, Mr. MCCARTHY was ex- 
cused from attendance on the sessions 
of the Senate from this time until Mon- 
day of next week. 


REPORT ON INCOME BY GOVERNMENT 
OFFICIALS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Indiana is recognized. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I 
shall take only a few minutes. 

I hold in my hand the message the 
President has just sent to the Congress, 
I have read it. I know of no possible 
way to cure the situation the President 
discusses in his message except perhaps 
by the enactment of some sort of legisla- 
tion. 

However, certainly the situation is an 
unfortunate one. It seems to me that 
this is the first time in the 175 years 
of the history of the United States that 
it has become necessary for the Congress 
to enact legislation in order to eradicate 
corruption from our Government. 

I wish to call the attention of the Pres- 
ident of the United States to the fact 
that he and his predecessor have been 
running the administration of this Gov- 
ernment for the past approximately 20 
years, and they have hired and con- 
trolled all the employees, and have made 
all the appointments, and have had full 
and complete charge of the Govern- 
ment; and except for 2 years, they 
have also had full and complete charge 
of the legislative branch of the Govern- 
ment. It seems to me that the present 
situation is most unfortunate. 

I remember that when I was a mem- 
ber of the RFC investigating committee, 
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a report was issued on corruption within 
the Government. That occurred not 
many months ago. The President of 
the United States himself called the 
report asinine. 

I believe I am also correct when I say 
that only perhaps a week or two ago, 
when the attention of the President was 
called to certain activities of the chair- 
man of the Democratic National Com- 
mittee, the President said he had per- 
sonally checked into the case and that 
he found nothing wrong. 

I also remember that when the 5- 
percenter investigation was under way, 
and when it went directly into the White 
House, it was the President of the United 
States who exonerated those around him. 

Now he asks the Congress to pass a bill 
in an effort to clean up the corruption 
which has been going on. Evidently the 
President feels that it has been going on, 
and I know it has been going on for the 
past 20 years. 

It is an unfortunate thing. I do not 
know how we can deal with it, other 
than possibly by passing such a bill as 
the one the President advocates in his 
message. I certainly will vote for such a 
bill. I have no objection to filing my 
income each year with anyone; I do not 
care who knows how much or how little 
I make. 

However, my point is that it is a ter- 
rible thing that in the course of 20 years 
the administration of this Government 
could become so corrupt and so rotten 
that it is necessary for the President of 
the United States to dsk the Congress to 
pass a measure in an attempt to control 
the situation, and particularly when 
that request comes to Congress from a 
President who for many years has been 
in charge of our Government, who has 
hired all the Government employees, 
who has made all the appointments, and 
who has had full and complete control 
of the Government; a President who on 
every occasion in the past—I believe I 
am correct in this statement; I wish to 
be correct in it—and in every instance 
in the past has condoned and protected 
and defended such things, even to the 
extent that when we issued our RFC 
report, he tried to belittle the efforts of 
the committee by saying that the com- 
mittee’s report was asinine—meaning, of 
course, that there was simply nothing to 
the report. Why the President took 
that attitude we on the committee at the 
time could never understand, because we 
knew he was wrong; and as I have re- 
peatedly stated, we never so much as 
scratched the surface in respect to that 
investigation. Of course, the best proof 
of that fact is what is being developed 
now as a result of the investigation by 
the so-called Hoey committee. 

Mr. President, I wish to assure the 
President of the United States that, as 
one Member of this body, I will do every- 
thing within my power, even to the ex- 
tent of voting for the passage of pro- 
posed legislation for that purpose, to try 
to break up the corruption that is going 
on in the Government. I will do every- 
thing in my power to help the Presi- 
dent—even if we have to pass bills on 
that subject, much as I would dislike to 


See such bills passed—to clean up the 
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situation, because the American people 
are losing confidence and have lost con- 
fidence in their Government. I think 
the primary reason for that is that in 
each and every instance when the Con- 
gress has uncovered such matters the 
President himself has taken the attitude 
that the report was asinine, that there 
was nothing to it, that he personally had 
looked into the matter, and that every- 
one around him and everyone in his 
household was lily white. Yet from day 
to day the people read in the newspapers 
that that is not true. 

In closing, Mr. President, I wish to say 

again that I think it is most unfortunate 
that it is necessary for Congress to take 
some action now to clean up the situa- 
tion within the administration. 
Again I wish to say that if the enact- 
ment of legislation for this purpose is 
necessary I shall vote for it and work for 
it, because the unsavory conditions must 
be cleaned up; and if the enactment of 
legislation is the only way by which they 
can be cleaned up, then let us enact the 
legislation. 

However, it is the first time in the 175 
years of the history of this Nation that 
such a situation has developed. To judge 
by the President’s own message to Con- 
gress, evidently the President is now 
concerned about the situation. He has 
not been concerned about it in the past, 
but evidently he is now. This is the first 
time in the entire history of our Nation 
that it has been necessary to do anything 
of this sort. 

I wish to call to your attention, Mr. 
President, the fact that the President of 
the United States and his party have had 
100-percent control of this Government 
for the past 20 years, and they have 
hired all the employees and have made 
all the appointments. The Government 
employees are their people. 

For that reason, I shall join with the 
President in trying to help him clean up 
his own house and clean up his own ad- 
ministration. 

Again I say that, much as I regret the 
necessity for it, if it becomes necessary 
to enact legislation in connection with 
this matter I shall support its enact- 
ment. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, I should 
like to ask the distinguished Senator 
from Indiana whether what we need is 
to observe the laws we already have. 
The laws we already have have kept 
America clean and have protected the 
Nation for 175 years, less the few years 
of the present administration and the 
preceding administration. If those laws 
were enforced, would not we be in good 
shape? 

Mr. CAPEHART. I do not think there 
can be any question about that. As I 
said a moment ago, this is the first time 
in the 175 years of the history of our 
country that it has been necessary to do 
a thing of this sort. 

This situation, Mr. President, reminds 
me a little of a statement which was 
made by my opponent in the last elec- 
tion. He heaped great praise upon the 
President of the United States and said 
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that he is the first President of the 
United States to establish a Loyalty 
Board to screen the loyalty of the Fed- 
eral employees. My answer to that 
statement was similar to my answer in 
the present case; I pointed out that it 
is the first time in the 175 years of the 
history of our Nation that it has been 
found necessary to screen the loyalty of 
Federal employees. I also pointed out 
that the President and his administra- 
tion have hired all those employees. Of 
course, my opponent wanted to praise 
the President for appointing a Loyalty 
Board or a disloyalty board, whichever 
one may wish to call it; but my answer 
was that this is the first time in the 
history of our Nation that it has been 
necessary to do such a thing, because 
it is the first time in the history of the 
United States that there have been dis- 
loyal persons in the Government, after 
the Government hired thousands and 
thousands of persons, and now finds it 
is necessary to question their loyalty. 
Disloyal persons should never have been 
hired in the first place. 

What the President now criticizes 
would never have happened had not the 
head of the administration condoned, 
time after time, the corruption and 
wrongdoing in the Government. I want 
to help him straighten it out, because 
the situation is a very nasty one. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield. 

Mr. MARTIN. I should like to ask 
this question: In our form of govern- 
ment, is not it the duty of the Execu- 
tive to screen very carefully all prospec- 
tive appointees before the appointments 
are made? 

Mr.CAPEHART. Thatiscorrect. Of 
course, some bad apples will get in now 
and then; but the administration must 
accept responsibility for those it hires 
and must accept responsibility for their 
official activities and must accept re- 
sponsibility for the situation which ex- 
ists in the Government today, which the 
President now asks the Congress to clean 
up by means of enacting legislation. The 
administration must accept that respon- 
sibility. 

Mr. MARTIN. It should not be nec- 
essary for Members of Congress—as it 
has been necessary for the distinguished 
senior Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
WILLIAMS! to do—continually to call at- 
tention to corruption and inefficiency in 
the Bureau of Internal Revenue or 
among the collectors of revenue. That 
is not a congressional duty. 

Mr. CAPEHART. That is correct. 

Mr. MARTIN. That belongs in the 
executive branch of the Government. 

Mr, CAPEHART. That is correct. 

Mr. President, I presume that one of 
the reasons winy I may feel a little more 
deeply on this subject than do some 
others is that I was one of the members 
of the RFC investigating committee. 
We worked hard and long, and we were 
conscientious and sincere. There was 
no partisanship in the committee. We 
exposed what nad happened, and we ad- 
mitted that we had not «ven scratched 
the surface in making that investiga- 
tion, Then we sent our report to the 
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President of the United States, but he 
said it was asinine, and he said he did 
not believe it, and he said that everyone 
around him was lily-white. I presume 
that is why I feei a little more deeply on 
this subject than others do, because the 
President tried to embarrass me and the 
others on the committee, and now the 
President sends to us a message in which 
he asks us to pass a bill to take care of 
the bad situation which has developed. 

Mr. President, I favor the passage of 
such a bill, and I shall do all within my 
power to help the President clean up the 
bad situation. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I do 
not think the Senator from Indiana feels 
deeply enough about the President’s 
message. I think it is hogy-ash; I think 
it should be thrown into the garbage can. 
I think it is another example of the 
cheap political tricks to attempt to 
throw blanie on others to escape the 
blame falling where it belongs. 

There is not the slightest question 
about it. In order to cover this whole 
field of fault which the people are justly 
finding in the gentleman’s administra- 
tion, he wants to put an implication of 
fault on the whole Congress, on the 
whole judiciary. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Let me say 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Let me say some- 
thing to the Senator. These things 
which the President wants to put of 
record, as the Senator has pointed out, 
so far as the President’s own appoint- 
ments are concerned, should have been 
found out before the appointments were 
made, and he has the right, right now, 
to find them out without any congres- 
sional legislation. He can find out the 
facts about every employee in the exec- 
utive department, and if an employee 
will not give him the desired informa- 
tion, the President can fire him. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Certainly. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. What is the point of 
all this? Let us not dignify it by treat- 
ing it seriously. It is garbage, it is hog- 
wash; it should be thrown into the gar- 
bage can. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Of course, the Sen- 
ator is 100 percent correct, and he pos- 
sibly states the situation better than I 
tried to do. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. If the Senator will 
yield—— 

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. There is but one dif- 
ference between us. I will not help the 
President in a program of the kind sug- 
gested in his message. That is the only 
difference between us. One of the most 
sacred rights in this country is the right 
of privacy. The people of the States 
who send us here are well acquainted 
or have ample opportunity to become 
acquainted with the sources of our in- 
come. If we make any improper uses 
of our income or give it improper influ- 
ence we are subject to expulsion by this 
body, we are subject to defeat by the 
people who send us here; and I am not 
going to sit in silence and not protest 
this effort of the President to cover the 
Members of Congress with this cheap, 
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smear type of politics. This message 
ought not to be before the Senate. It is 
too slick, too undignified, too cheap, too 
degrading. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, let 
me say that my reason for saying I 
would try to help the President straight- 
en out conditions is because, as a mem- 
ber of the RFC investigating committee 
and because there was much which did 
not come out, which was not in the open 
hearings, I possibly have a better un- 
derstanding of how deep-seated this 
corruption is. In my opinion it is so 
deep-seated, and will have such a ter- 
rific impact and effect upon the Ameri- 
can people, once they find it out, that I 
think I would be willing to try to help 
remedy the condition. I feel it is so 
terrible that I think I would be willing 
to go along and work with the President 
in trying to straighten it out, notwith- 
standing the fault. As the Senator says, 
the President today has all the power 
he needs to straighten it out. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Colorado. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. When I was a young 
man, to paraphrase a little, my father 
said, “Son, if you ever pick up a piece 
of filth, do not try to clean it up. Do 
not try to make it smell good. Drop it, 
and get away from it.” That is what 
we ought to do with this message. 
{Laughter.] 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Indiana yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Indiana may yield for a 
question only. 

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield for a ques- 
tion. 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, may I in a 
few words lay the foundation for a ques- 
tion Ihave in mind? The distinguished 
Senator from Indiana has made refer- 
ence to the 5 percenter inquiry which 
was conducted some months ago. Dur- 
ing that inquiry one of the President’s 
important aides, Harry Vaughan, was 
subjected to certain criticism, in response 
to which Mr. Vaughan said that so long 
as his two bosses, one the President of 
the United States; and the other his wife, 
were satisfied with him, it was no concern 
of the Congress at any time as to what 
he was doing. Does the Senator from 
Indiana believe that the President's mes- 
sage of this morning means that the 
President, today and from now on, will 
be willing to admit that the representa- 
tives of the people, the Congress of the 
United States, have a legitimate right 
to concern themselves with the standard 
of morality and honesty maintained by 
the executive branch of the Govern- 
ment? 

Mr. CAPEHART. I would say the 
message so indicates, or at least it im- 
plies that he feels that the situation is 
so terrible that he himself cannot 
straighten it out, and therefore he must 
have legislation in order to clean up his 
own mess, to clean up that which he 
ought to clean up himself—that which 
he never should have permitted to hap- 
pen, but which has happened. Again he 
seems to feel that, though he is the Chief 
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Executive and can fire anyone he wants 
to at any time, and, as the able Senator 
from Colorado said, can ask any em- 
ployee to divulge to him the source of his 
income, and if he does not do it, dis- 
charge the employee unless he be in the 
civil service. He now wants us to clean 
up his mess, and to do that which, up to 
this time, if I observe events correctly, 
he has refused to do. 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Indiana yield for one addi- 
tional question? 

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield. 

Mr. CAIN. The Senator from Indiana 
seems, then, to be saying that if the Pres- 
ident of the United States actually 
means what he has said in the message 
of this morning, he meant the net result 
will be healthy and refreshing for the 
country. Is that the purport of what the 
Senator is saying? 

Mr. CAPEHART. The President is 
asking the Congress to pass a law re- 
quiring every Federal employee, every 
member of the administration, every of- 
ficial of the Government, legislative and 
judicial, to file a report as to the sources 
of his income; and personally I have no 
objection to that. Notwithstanding what 
the able Senator from Colorado said, I 
shall vote for it. I have no objection to 
it at all, personally. As a result of being 
a member of one of the investigating 
committees, I feel that the situation is so 
serious that the Congress ought to forget 
politics and the partisan viewpoint in 
this case, and that both sides of the aisle 
ought now to help the President do that 
which he has the right to do himself, 
and that he ought to do himself, in a 
situation which he himself has, in my 
personal opinion, created. In the face of 
the fact that he has said all the criticism 
in the past has been asinine, that his boys 
are all lily-white, that there is absolutely 
nothing at all to the criticisms, he now 
comes to the Congress and wants us to 
help him, I shall be very happy to help 
him, because I think the situation is 
serious. 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a further question? 

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield for a ques- 
tion. 

Mr. CAIN. My only interpretation of 
the President’s message of today is that 
it is an implied apology to the Senate 
for having referred to a report by one 
of the standing committees of the Sen- 
gde as being asinine. Does the Senator 
tnink that a fair interpretation? 

Mr. CAPEHART. I would think so. 

REVENUE ACT OF 1951 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 4473) to provide rev- 
enue, and for other purposes. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President—— 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The : 


senior Senator from New York is recog- 
nized. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I send to the 
desk an amendment and ask that it be 
read and considered at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment offered 
by the Senator from New York. 
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The CHIEF CLERK. On page 162, line 
7, it is proposed to insert after the word 
“beryl” the word “garnet.” 

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. IVES. The Senator from New 
York has a brief statement he would 
like to make, and then he will be glad 
to yield. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New York declines to yield 
for the time being. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I propose 
this amendment because of facts 


brought to my attention only a few days 


ago. The amendment would add gar- 
net to those minerals granted depletion 
allowances under section 319 (iii) of 
the committee bill. 

Mr. James A. Barr, Chief of the In- 
dustrial Minerals Section of the Defense 
Minerals Administration, informed my 
office by phone on September 26 that 
the mineral called garnet was more 
highly strategic from the point of view 
of national defense than any mineral 
presently granted depletion allowances 
under the committee bill. Mr. Barr em- 
phasized garnet’s strategic importance 
primarily because of the very limited 
supply available in the United States, 
and the almost complete absence of 
stockpiled reserves. 

On the basis of this information, I 
urge that this amendment, which would 
grant a 15-percent depletion allowance 
for garnet, be agreed to. I am particu- 
larly concerned with this problem be- 
cause over 90 percent of the garnet 
mined in the United States comes from 
the State of New York, believe it or not. 

At this point in my remarks, Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent to 
have printed in the body of the RECORD 
a description of the garnet industry in 
New York published by the New York 
State Department of Commerce. 

There being no objection, the matter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

GARNET 

New York has large reserves of high qual- 
ity garnet ore accessible for surface mining. 
While competition from garnet mines situ- 
ated in other States, and in foreign countries, 
has been negligible, the garnet industry has 
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operated under handicaps in recent decades 
due to the rise of manufactured competitive 
products. Among the most important of 
these artificial abrasives are aluminum 
oxide (fused alumina) and silicon carbide. 
There is no indication that this situation 
is about to change, for such products can 
generally be produced to meet various abra- 
sive requirements exactly and consistently. 
Such all-round controls are impossible with 
the natural mineral. Moreover, in recent 
years the artificial abrasives, which were 
once relatively expensive, have come down 
to the price level of garnet abrasives. (See 
table 17.) Nevertheless, there are many uses 
for which garnet is superior to any artificial 
product. Progress has been continuous in 
developing new methods of ore treatment 
and new forms of abrasive garnet. With 
such progress, the garnet industry will quite 
probably be able to compete successfully in 
many fields of abrasive requirements. 

The mineral, garnet, is valuable because 
of its physical properties. Among the high 
grade natural abrasives, it ranks fourth in 
order of hardness, namely: diamonds, co- 
rundum, emery, garnet. In Moh's old scale 
of hardness, it ranges from 6.5 to 7.5. In this 
scale, talc has a hardness of 1, quartz 7, dia- 
mond 10. The type of abrasive garnet pro- 
duced by New York has a hardness of 7.5. 

Grains of garnet are irregular, many- 
angled particles, which have numerous 
chisel-like cutting edges. These grains have 
just enough brittleness to break under the 
strain of use, producing further sharp edges, 
rather than to wear down to a smooth sur- 
face. Furthermore, particles of garnet have 
enough flat surfaces to permit firm attach- 
ment to the paper or cloth backing; at the 
same time they expose a number of cutting 
edges which are practically in the same 
plane and therefore abrade evenly. 

The bulk of the garnet output is used for 
the manufacture of abrasive-coated papers 
and cloths. The remainder is used mainly 
as loose grain or powder for surfacing and 
polishing marble, slate, soapstone, and so 
forth, for sandblast operations, and for sur- 
facing plate glass. The Ford Motor Co. at 
one time used garnet for surfacing plate 
glass between the coarse sanding and the 
final rouge polishing. 

Background of the industry: New York 
is the leading garnet-mining State, in fact, 
the most important garnet-mining area in 
the world. A garnet-mining industry has 
operated continuously in the State over 
many decades, and during years of acute 
depression the Adirondack mines have been 
the only ones to remain active in the United 
States, as is suggested in table 15. No pro- 
duction figures for individual States have 
been revealed in recent years. 


TABLE 15.—Active garnet-mining States, selected years, 1908-46 


New York 


Source: Minerals Yearbook, 


Although New York is the leading pro- 


ducer of abrasive garnet, the industry is a 
small segment of the total mineral industry 
of the State, contributing, generally, less 
than 1 percent of New York’s total value of 
mineral production. Moreover, for the past 
two decades abrasive garnet has had to meet 
the keen competition of manufactured 
abrasives, like silicon carbide and fused- 


alumina. Output of garnet declined from 


New Hampshire 


a peak attained in the 5-year period 1924-29 
(table 16), and recovery from the low output 
in the period 1930-34 was at a much slower 
rate than the recovery of manufactured 
abrasives which were becoming less and less 
expensive (table 17). However, gains have! 
been substantial and steady within the past 
10 years, production in 1946 exceeding the 
previous peak in 1924-29. 


1951 


TaBLE 16.—Abrasive garnet sold or used by 


producers, United States, 1900-1947 x 


Annual 
average 


Short tons 
3, 87 


11044 figures not available. ** 
Source: Minerals Yearbook. > 


Taste 17.—Garnet, silicon carbide, and 
jused-alumina abrasives, average value per 
ton, selected years, 1920-46 


1940 


Abrasive garnet !....| $79.33 | $62.70 | $54. 99 


$73. 64 
Silicon carbide 2 190.16 | 93.02] 71.44 85. 48 
Fused-alumina ?....- 181,10 | 87.53 | 55.46 63. 34 


1 Average value of output sold or used by producers in 
the United States, 

2 Average value of output sold, oe frese or used, from 
manufacturing plants in the United States and Canada. 
No figures available for United States only. 


Source: Minerals Yearbook. 


The production of silicon carbide and 
fused alumina is localized mainly in the 
Niagara Falls area of the United States and 
Canada. The head offices and finishing 
plants are all in New York State. The in- 
dustry on both sides of the Niagara River is 
integrated so closely that it probably would 
be difficult to present production figures 
based on political division. In any event, 
the United States Bureau of Mines has to 
keep the figures for New York concealed and 
publishes only the combined figures for Can- 
ada and the United States. Now that power 
has been made available at low rates in other 
parts of the country, there is, of course, no 
assurance that the Niagara area will be able 
to retain its dominating position in silicon 
carbide and fused-alumina abrasives. Elec- 
tric energy cost is a larger part of the total 
production cost of silicon carbide than it is 
of the total cost of any other electroprocess 
chemical product, which means that ade- 
quate and low-rate power is quite probably 
the primary factor in the location of this 
industry, 

The garnet mining enterprises and ore 
deposits: Garnet-bearing rocks occur over a 
wide area in Warren, Essex, and Hamilton 
Counties, and especially in the district ad- 
jacent to the intersection of the boundaries 
of these counties, as shown by figure 12. No 
other section of the country can match the 
deposits of the Adirondacks. In recent years 
two companies have mined garnet ore in the 
area. The Barton Mines Corp., North Creek, 
Warren County, has been a steady producer. 
The Warren County Garnet Mills, Wevertown, 
N.Y., has produced intermittently. The 
approximate locations of several known de- 
posits are indicated in figure 12. 

Barton garnet deposit, Gore Mountain: 
This deposit is located about two-thirds of a 
mile north of the summit of Gore Mountain, 
and extends 4,000 feet in an east-west direc- 
tion, with a surface width ranging from 60 
to 300 feet, and garnet content of 10 to 12 
percent. The garnet occurs as imperfect 
crystals which average 4 to 5 inches in 
diameter. Frequently crystals are found 
which measure a foot in diameter and indi- 
vidual crystals 3 feet in diameter have 
been taken out. The uniformity of the dis- 
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tribution of crystals, their large size, the com- 
paratively high garnet content, and the sur- 
face occurrence of the garnet ore have caused 
it to be the most desirable and most produc- 
tive deposit in recent years. In 1924, the Bar- 


ton Corp. placed in operation a modern 


concentration plant and since then mining 
has been continuous. During the war, sub- 
stantial additions were made to the plant 
facilities, including the most modern fine 
milling equipment. The extent and depth 
of the unmined portion of the ore body is not 
known, but reserves appear to be ample for 
an extended period of operation. 

Casey Mountain deposit: This deposit at 
one time was worked extensively by the 
American Glue Co. The garnet occurs as 
small crystals, 4% to 3 inches in diameter 
and forms from 4 to 8 percent of the rock. 
Considerable underground mining was neces- 
sary at high cost, 

Ruby Mountain deposit: This deposit con- 
sists of a series of bands of garnet-rich rock 
on the southwest slopes of Ruby Mountain. 
No mining has ever taken place. The deposit 
has been surveyed by the North River Garnet 
Co. and it is claimed that the reserves are 
comparable in quantity to those of the Bar- 
ton deposit, Gore Mountain. 

Peaked Mountain deposit: The deposit 
northwest of Peaked Mountain extends for 
a distance of 1 mile, is at least 40 feet 
thick throughout most of its length, and has 
a garnet content of 5 to 6 percent distributed 
uniformly throughout the ore. The de- 
posit southwest of Peaked Mountain can be 
traced for a distance of onc-half mile, is 
no more than 30 feet in thickness, and has 
a garnet content slightly below 5 percent. 
The deposits of Peaked Mountain have never 
been worked. They are no better in quality 
than those of Ruby Mountain and are more 
inaccessible. 

Thirteenth Lake deposit: This deposit is 
located 1 mile east of the north end of 
Thirteenth Lake. It was worked for about 
20 years, prior to 1928, by the North River 
Garnet Co. The deposit has a garnet con- 
tent of 4 to 8 percent with crystals ranging 
from 14 to 3 inches in diameter. It appears 
that the richest parts of the ore body have 
been mined. 

Gore Mountain deposit. Located a mile 
and a half north of the Barton Mine, a con- 
tinuous band of garnet-bearing rock 
stretches to the northeast for about 2 
miles. The band averages about 100 feet in 
width and has a garnet content of about 5 
percent disseminated in the form of small 
to medium crystals, with an apparent max- 
imum diameter of 3 to 4 inches one-fourth 
mile north of the Barton mine. Gore Moun- 
tain is a thin band of garnet-bearing rock, 
which contains garnet crystals up to 4 
inches in diameter. It is otherwise similar 
to the more northern deposit. 

The Oven Mountain and Rexford deposits 
carry garnet in large crystals. They have not 
been worked since 1900. No detailed infor- 
mation concerning the reserves and quality 
of the garnet ore is available. 

Wevertown and Johnsburg deposits: A 
number of small scattered deposits near 
Wevertown and Johnsburg have been worked 
intermittently in recent decades by the War- 
ren County Garnet Mills. The garnet often 
occurs in great aggregates, and in places it 
constitutes nearly the whole of the rock 
mass, but these rich deposits are very small, 
so that it quite probably would be uneco- 
nomic to install machinery for mining. 


Panther Mountain and Twin Lakes Moun- 


tain deposits: On the West flank of Panther 
Mountain and on the south side of Twin 
Lakes Mountain (see Piseco Lake Quad- 
rangle) are lenses of garnet-rich rock, with a 
garnet content, gaged by rough estimate, of 


2 10 percent in places, and with crystal sizes 
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ranging from a fraction to 3 inches in 
diameter, 

Summary: The account of the individual 
garnet deposits confirms the point that gar- 
net ore reserves in the Adirondacks are very 
large and that they are of good quality. The 
forces that limit exploitation of these de- 
posits are mainly those of supply and de- 
mand. Existing operations can take care of 
present needs and could probably be ex- 
panded to fill much larger requirements, if 
they existed, more economically than new 
operations could be set up. The competi- 
tion of artificial abrasives for many uses will 
limit, to some extent, any increase in the 
demand for natural garnet in the future. 


Mr. IVES. Mr. President, in support 
of this amendment I should like to bring 
only three points to the attention of the 
Senate: first, that garnet is vital to na- 
tional defense; second, that it conforms 
to the criteria for granting of depletion 
allowance; and third, that the estimated 
tax loss is almost negligible. 

Garnet is vitally important from the 
point of view of national defense. Its 
most strategic use is in the process of 
grinding optical lenses. It has been esti- 
mated that almost 50 percent of all opti- 
cal lenses manufactured in this country, 
Canada, and free Europe combined are 
fine-ground with abrasive powders sup- 
plied by American garnet mines. More- 
over, almost 70 percent of the optical 
lenses used for gun sights, range finders, 
cameras, periscopes, binoculars, and 
bomb sights are ground with garnet 
abrasives. In this regard it should be 
noted that the only other mineral which 
can be used for quality fine-grinding is 
corundum. However, corundum comes 
from South Africa, which—in time of 
war—would pose a critical transporta-' 
tion problem. f 

In addition to garnet’s use in lense- 
grinding, over 85 percent of all hypoder- 
mic syringes manufactured in this 
country are ground with garnet. The 
Becton-Dickinson Co by far the major 
hypodermic syringe producer in the 
country—uses garnet exclusively for 
grinding its syringes. 

Other major industrial uses for garnet 
are the making of plate glass and the 
manufacture of coated abrasives, such 
as sandpaper. Plate glass is used in 
military vehicles, planes and ships, and 
over one-third of all plate glass made 
in this country is ground with garnet. 
Coated abrasives also play a vital role in 
the production of innumerable manu- 
factured items. 

This brief description of the military 
uses of garnet clearly documents its 
critical nature in this time of national 
emergency. 

In addition to its critical nature, gar- 
net conforms to the criteria generally 
established for the granting of depletion 
allowances. Garnet represents a deplet- 
able mineral asset, and it is in the na- 
tional interest to encourage its replace- 
ment through discovery of new deposits, 
Most important is the fact that no new 
garnet deposit of acceptable quality has 
been located for over 20 years, With this 
in mind, funds must be supplied 
through the granting of depletion al- 
lowances—for stepped-up exploration 
projects, 
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Finally, the estimated revenue loss 
stemming from adoption of this amend- 
ment would be less than $25,000 per year. 
This loss is almost negligible in light of 
the importance of stimulating discovery 
of new garnet deposits. 

I urge that my Senate colleagues give 
most serious consideration to the adop- 
tion of this amendment and I request the 
distinguished chairman of the Finance 
Committee kindly to accept it in order 
that it may be taken to conference. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, the com- 
mittee has no objection to accepting the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
New York. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from New 
York [Mr. Ives]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. IVES. I thank the Senator from 
Oklahoma. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I of- 
fer the amendment, which I send to the 
desk and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Tennessee. 

The CHIEF CLERK. At the proper 
place in the bill it is proposed to insert 
the following: 

That section 421 of the Internal Revenue 
Code is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following: “The provisions of 
this section shall apply to irrevocable trusts 
to the extent that the income is owned by 
any individual who dies on or after De- 
cember 7, 1941, while in active service as a 
member of the military or naval forces of 
the United States or of any of the other 
United Nations and prior to January 1, 
1948.” 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will state the parliamentary situ- 
ation. Section 319 was opened by the 
presentation and adoption of the Ives 
amendment. Are there any other 
amendments to section 319? If not, the 
question is on the adoption of section 
319, as amended by the Ives amendment. 
Without objection, that section as 
amended, is agreed to. 

The question now is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER]. 

Is there any request for a limitation 
of time with reference to this amend- 
ment? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I 
have a very brief statement in connection 
with it. 

Under the internal revenue code, the 
family of a man in the armed services 
who loses his life in the service is not 
charged any income tax during the time 
he was in the service. My amendment 
would apply a similar rule. I have talked 
with the chairman of the committee [Mr. 
Georce] and with the Senator from 
Colorado (Mr. MILLIKIN] and I have 
also conferred with Representative 
Cooper, a member of the House Ways 
and Means Committee. Mr. Cooper feels 
that the principle of the amendment is 
entirely proper, and I am advised that 
the Senator from Georgia and the Sena- 
tor from Colorado have no objection to 
the amendment. 
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Mr. KERR. Mr. President, speaking 
for myself and expressing what I believe 
to be the attitude of the chairman of the 
committee and of the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Colorado [Mr. MILLIKIN], I 
have no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Ten- 
nessee [Mr. KEFAUVER]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, did the 
Kefauver amendment open up a sec- 
tion? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It was 
not to any particular section, the Chair 
is advised. 

Mr. ECTON. Mr. President, I call up 
my amendment ‘9-20-51-C,” and ask 
that it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Montana. 

The Cuter CLERK. On page 128, begin- 
ning with line 2, it is proposed to strike 
out all through line 8 on page 129 and 
in lieu thereof insert the following: 

(a) Amendment of section 23 (x): Sec- 
tion 23 (x) (relating to medical, dental, and 
so forth, expenses) is hereby amended by 
striking out in the first sentence thereof 
“to the extent that such expenses exceed 
5 percent of the adjusted gross income.” 


Mr. ECTON. Mr. President, this 
amendment is very brief and it will not 
take very much time to state to the Sen- 
ate why I have proposed it. 

Under the present law, medical ex- 
penses and doctor’s bills are deductible 
from individual income-tax returns, pro- 
vided the amount of such expenses and 
bills exceeds 5 percent of the adjusted 
income. It seems to me that in fairness 
to the individual worker, producer, and 
taxpayer he should be permitted to de- 
duct doctor's bills and medical expenses 
from Fis income before he pay taxes to 
his Government. 

We permit allowance to be made for 
repairs, expenses, depreciation on every 
conceivable kind of machinery, tools, 
and place of business. But the individ- 
ual, the man, the producer, the worker, 
the laborer, the farmer does not have 
the right to deduct his medical expenses, 
We permit a deduction in connection 
with machinery, tools, and places of 
business, but we do not permit them 
when it comes to the human element. 
It is the human element that makes the 
machinery and tools and the industrial 
plants efficient, and makes them pros- 
perous enough so that taxes can be paid 
to the Federal Government. 

Mr. President, it seems to me that the 
amendment involves simply a matter of 
sheer justice to the taxpayers of the 
country, so as to permit them to make 
medical deductions before they pay Fed- 
eral income taxes. 

Let us consider a man in the lower in- 
come brackets. Maybe he has from 
$1,500 to $2,000 a year net income. Let 
us say he has three or four children. 
They need eyeglasses. They need medi- 
cal attention through the year. But un- 
less the amount of medical expense is a 
very sizable sum, so that it will exceed 
more than 5 percent of his adjusted in- 
come, he cannot deduct any of it from 
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his income taxes before he has to pay 
them. 

All of us who have had any experience 
with hospital bills, nurses’ bills, doctors’ 
bills, bills for operations, or for anything 
pertaining to health, know that such 
things are very expensive in these days. 
A little minor appendectomy costs ap- 
proximately $250. Such items should be 
deductible, in my opinion. 

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? i 

Mr. ECTON. I yield. 

Mr. EASTLAND. What will the Sen- 
ator’s amendment cost? 

Mr. ECTON. I have been told that the 
Treasury estimated the cost to be around 
$15,000,000. -I do not know if that is cor- 
rect or not.. Perhaps the chairman of 
the Finance Committee may inform us 
on that point.. I submitted the amend- 
ment to the committee when the bill was 
under consideration there, in order to 
give its members fair warning that I in- 
tended to pursue the matter on the Sen- 
ate floor, if nec2ssary. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. ECTO. I yield. 

Mr. KERR. As a matter of informa- 
tion in respect to the question asked by 
the Senator from Montana, the staff of 
the Senate Finance Committee advised 
me that the estimate of revenue which 
would be lost by adoption of the amend- 
ment is approximately 8700, 000, 00 a 
year. 

Mr. ECTON. That is considerably 
more than the figure given to me. I un- 
derstand the amount to be around $15,- 
000,000. But, be that as it may, Mr. 
President, the amount of money the 
Treasury would not receive on account 
of my amendment, to me is immaterial. 
I think we lose sight of the fact that the 
income tax takes income away from the 
citizens of this country who have earned 
the money, and we should not be so 
much concerned with how much the 
Federal Treasury is going to be deprived 
of by some of the amendments which 
are offered. We should be more con- 
cerned as to how much we are taking 
away from the individual American cit- 
izen. When we talk about health, and 
making the individual pay income taxes 


on money he has paid out in fees of 


various kinds, medical expenses, doctor's 
bills, hospital bills, which he pays out 
in order to maintain his health and 
the health of his family, it is immate- 
rial whether the amount which the Fed- 
eral Treasury loses is $15,000,000 or 
$700,000,000, so far as I am concerned. 
The tax is wrong in principle. We per- 
mit businessmen and business institu- 
tions and all kinds of enterprises to de- 
duct their operation expenses. They can 
deduct all their repair bills. I should 
like to ask why it is that the individual 
citizen, the producer of taxes, is not per- 
mitted to deduct what he pays out for 
repairs on himself and his family which 
makes it possible for him to continue 
paying taxes. 

Mr. HUNT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. ECTON. I yield. 

Mr. HUNT. I should like to ask the 


distinguished Senator from Montana if 


he does not feel that medical, hospital, 
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and dental bills are absolutely necessary 
expenditures? ; 

Mr. ECTON. They certainly are. If 
the human being is not kept in trim and 
kept well, he is not able to produce so 
as to pay taxes to the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

Mr. HUNT. Mr. President, may I 
ask the distinguished Senator another 
question? 

Mr. ECTON. Iam glad to yield. 

Mr. HUNT. Does not the Senator 
from Montana consider that expendi- 
tures made to maintain one’s health, 
such as hospital, medical, and dental 
expenditures, are far more essential, 
and that with respect to them the tax- 
payer certainly should receive the same 
treatment as that received by the busi- 
nessman, who is traveling around the 
country, supposedly in the interest of 
his business, but entertaining, staying at 
luxurious hotels, buying liquor, and 
throwing money around? The business- 
man is allowed to deduct those charges. 
He is exempt from paying taxes on 
them, I ask the Senator: Would it not 
be far more just and fair to allow indi- 
vidual taxpayers exemptions on the 
bills they have to pay to keep body and 
soul together? 

Mr. ECTON. I certainly agree with 
the Senator from Wyoming, and I ap- 
preciate the comments he has made. I 
agree with him 100 percent. That is the 
only reason I have offered the amend- 
ment. I have thought about the matter 
for a long time, and I know many others 
have done so, People throughout the 
country are interested in the proposal. 
They have asked me personally, and I 
know they have asked all other Senators 
personally why it is that an individual 
taxpayer cannot deduct his medical ex- 
penses and list them as legitimate ex- 
penses, which they certainly are, in order 
to keep himself fit so he can work and 
produce and pay taxes. 

Mr. HUNT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. ECTON. I yield. 

Mr. HUNT. May I ask the Senator 
what particular group of people it is that 
this law, as it now stands, most adversely 
affects? 

Mr. ECTON. It adversely affects, I 
would say, all of those in the lower-in- 
come groups, especially those who receive 
below $5,000 a year. 

Mr. HUNT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for one more question? 

Mr. ECTON. I yield to the Senator 
from Wyoming. 

Mr. HUNT. In every way possible, in 
designing this bill and considering the 
tax matter, does not the Senator from 
Montana feel that that is the group of 
people it is our duty here to try to help 
in every way we can? 

Mr. ECTON. I thank the Senator. I 
agree with him. After all, we can have 
all our industries, all our wonderful 
plants and tools, and all the complicated 
machinery; but unless we have the in- 
dividual worker to manage and operate 
them and to apply the mechanical pow- 
er, we have nothing. During the days 
of national preparedness, when our pro- 
ductivity is one of our strongest and fore- 
most lines of defense, it behooves each 
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and every one of us to do everything 
possible to keep the production line go- 
ing. Unless we make it possible for 
the individual to help to take care of 
himself, the human element in the pro- 
duction line, all the billions we spend 
for preparedness will go for naught. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. ECTON. I am glad to yield to the 
Senator from South Dakota. 

Mr. CASE. I feel that the distin- 
guished Senator from Montana has 
brought up a very interesting and worth- 
while point in the debate on the tax bill. 
The Senator from Montana has had a 
great deal of experience in farming and 
ranching in the West. I should like to 
ask him if it is not true that when a 
rancher or farmer has to call a veteri- 
narian to treat a sick horse or a sick cow, 
that expense is deductible as a part of 
the cost of operating the farm or ranch. 

Mr. ECTON. The Senator from 
South Dakota is absolutely correct. As 
a rancher and farmer I have many times 
called the veterinarian for a sick cow or 
a sick horse. Such cost is deductible. 
But if one of my children should become 
ill and I should have to call a doctor 
in the middle of the night, that cost 
is not deductible. 

Mr. CASE. If the Senator had to re- 
pair a fence or a machine, the cost of 
such repair would be deductible. 

Mr. ECTON. The Senator is correct. 
All repairs are deductible. 

Mr. CASE. On everything except the 
human body. 

Mr. ECTON. On everything except 
the human body, which is the main 
connecting link in this whole process. 
Without the human element, it makes 
no difference how many hogs, cows, or 
horses we have, or how much machinery 
we have, or how many industrial plants 
we have. We must have the individual, 
and the individual must be well and fit 
and able to manage and use the tools. 

Mr. CASE. Let me say to the Senator 
that I express the hope that the com- 
mittee will accept his amendment, It 
seems to me that the repair of the tax- 
payer so that he can function and pro- 
duce and pay taxes is just as logical and 
sound as the repair of a machine on the 
farm, which the taxpayer uses. 

Mr. ECTON. I thank the Senator 
from South Dakota. Let me say further 
that I believe this would be the greatest 
investment this country could make at 
this time. The suggestion is made that 
the Government would lose $700,000,000 
in revenue. Let me say to the distin- 
guished Senator from Oklahoma, who 
is handling the bill on the floor at the 
moment, that even if my amendment 
did bar the Federal Treasury from re- 
ceiving $700,000,000 during the next 
fiscal year, I can say in all honesty and 
sincerity that I believe that would be 
the greatest investment we could make 
in behalf of the American people. If we 
keep the individual citizen of this coun- 
try well and healthy—and he will do it 
himself if we only leave him enough 
money to do it—he can produce 10 times 
that amount in actual taxes through his 
labors and his productivity. 
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One further word, and I shall be 
through. I repeat that this amendment 
seems to me to be fair and just and nec- 
essary in order to enable the individual 
citizen to meet his responsibilities by 
keeping himself fit and keeping his fam- 
ily fit during these very trying times. 
I sincerely hore that the chairman of 
the Finance Committee will be willing 
to accept this amendment. 

Mr. HUNT. Mr. President, has the 
time of the Senator from Montana ex- 
pired? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
no time limitation. 

Mr. HUNT. I should like to ask the 
distinguished Senator one further ques- 
tion, if I may. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CLEMENTS in the chair). Does the Sen- 
ator from Montana yield to the Senator 
from Wyoming? 

Mr. ECTON. Iam glad to yield to the 
Senator from Wyoming. 

Mr. HUNT. I think the Senator from 
Montana is aware of the fact that today 
some 50,000,000 people in the United 
States carry health- and hospital-insur- 
ance policies. I ask the Senator from 
Montana whether premium payments on 
such policies are exempt under our pres- 
ent income-tax law. 

Mr, ECTON. I do not believe they 
are, unless the total of such premiums 
plus the doctor’s bills exceeds 5 percent 
of the adjusted income. 

Mr. HUNT. The only way they would 
be exempt would be under the present 
exemption of $1,200 applicable to all tax- 
payers before the income tax is effective. 

Mr. ECTON. Yes. 

Mr. HUNT. The point I am attempt- 
ing to make is that in order to maintain 
health, to take care of catastrophic ill- 
ness, or ordinary illness, hospital bills, 
and bills for operations, 50,000,000 of our 
people today, realizing the great cost of 
medical service, carry that type of insur- 
ance. My point is that that insurance, 
for which we pay a premium every 
month, should be exempt from income 
tax. 

Mr. ECTON. It certainly should. I 
agree with the distinguished Senator 
from Wyoming. Fire-insurance pre- 
miums on barns, industrial plants, and 
business institutions are deductible, but 
when it comes to a little health insur- 
ance on the individual producer him- 
self the cost of such insurance is not 
deductible. 

Mr. HUNT. Here again we have the 
situation which we so often find in legis- 
lation, both on the State level and the 
national level. Every consideration is 
given to livestock. We think nothing of 
providing from $30,000,000 to $50,000,000 
for the eradication of the hoof-and- 
mouth disease. But when it comes to 
doing something for the health of the 
people such a program does not receive 
the consideration to which it is entitled. 
As the Senator from Montana has point- 
ed out, fire-insurance premiums on barns 
or automobiles or stores are exempt, but 
the cost of insuring the human body or 
the health of the individual is not 
exempt. 

Mr. ECTON. I appreciate the contri- 
bution which the Senator from Wyoming 


12222 


has made to this discussion. I merely 
wish to say that in the present tax law 
we are not giving the individual any 
consideration whatever. We are not in- 
creasing his $600 exemption. That is left 
as it is. Is seems to me that with a low 
exemption, even though it is $100 more 
now than it was a few years ago, it is 
almost a necessity that we give the indi- 
vidual taxpayer a little benefit in this bill. 
This is a good way to do it. 

In connection with what the Senator 
from Wyoming has stated, if we leave to 
the worker and the producer and every- 
one else enough to take care of his own 
health he will do it himself, without the 
Governmeat having to do it for him at 
some time. 

Mr. HUNT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. ECTON. Yes. 

Mr. HUNT. I may say that the huge 
corporations today almost without ex- 
ception maintain health plans for 
their employees, under which the em- 
ployees are afforded, partially at least, 
medical services and hospitalization. 
Does the Senator know that corporations 
are allowed to use such expense as a 
cost of business and to charge it in such 
a way that they do not have to pay a 
tax on it? 

Mr. ECTON. Yes. 

Mr. HUNT. Why should not the same 
principle apply to an individual tax- 
payer? 

Mr. ECTON. It should, I will say to 
the distinguished Senator from Wyo- 


ming. That is my point. There is noth- 


ing wrong with the amendment. It is 
fair. It is just. It is reasonable. So 
far as the amount of money is concerned, 
whatever it may be, of which the Treas- 
ury would be deprived, I say to the Sen- 
ator from Wyoming that eventually it 
would bring additional revenue into the 
Federal Treasury. It would be the best 
and greatest investment we have ever 
made. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. ECTON. Yes. 

Mr. CASE. With respect to the ques- 
tion asked by the Senator from Wyo- 
ming about the payment of insurance 
premiums, I believe the answer which 
the Senator from Montana gave was 
correct. Further on in the committee 
amendment, at the bottom of page 128, I 
read: 

The term “medical care,” as used in this 
subsection, shall include amounts paid for 
the diagnosis, cure, mitigation, treatment, or 
prevention of disease, or for the purpose of 
affecting any structure or function of the 
body (including amounts paid for accident 
or health insurance). 

As I recall the answer which the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Montara gave 
to the question posed by the distin- 
guished Senator from Wyoming, it was 
that the expense for health and accident 
insurance would be deductible to the ex- 
tent that such expense, with other ex- 
penses, exceeded 5 percent of income. 

Mr, ECTON. That was my impression. 

Mr. CASE. I believe that is correct, 
because the language does say: “includ- 
ing amounts paid for accident or health 
insurance,” 

However, it means that the total paid 
for that insurance, plus other amounts, 
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must exceed 5 percent of adjusted net 
income before any credit is given. 

Mr. ECTON. Yes. I will say further 
that corporations and institutions which 
carry group insurance can deduct the 
expense as a part of operating expenses. 
They are not concerned with the 5 per- 
cent. I believe that the individual per- 
son in this country is entitled to the same 
kind of consideration, especially tax con- 
sideration, which is given to a corpora- 
tion or business, Again, Mr. President, 
I hope that the amendment will be 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Mon- 
tana [Mr. Ectron]. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, the com- 
mittee considered the amendment at 
considerable length and came to the con- 
clusion that it could not be agreed to. 
I am sure the Senator from Montana is 
aware of the fact that all medical ex- 
penses were taken into account in arriv- 
ing at the basis or the figure for the indi- 
vidual exemption. The committee bill 
makes provision for the extraordinary 
medical expenses of the taxpayer. At 
any time that they exceed 5 percent of 
the taxpayer’s income, they become a de- 
ductible item, up to a reasonable amount, 
which, under the bill, may be a very con- 
siderable amount. 

In addition to that, with reference to 
citizens of 65 years of age and older, al- 
though the estimated loss of revenue was 
$30,000,000 to $35,000,000, the committee 
bill provides that the medical expenses 
are a deductible item regardless of 
whether they may amount to 5 percent 
of the net income. 

The distinguished Senator from Mon- 
tana made a very persuasive argument, 
that medical expenses are necessary in 
maintaining the health of an individual. 
So is food, and so is shelter. So is cloth- 
ing. So are all the other items which 
were taken into account in arriving at 
the figure which is in the law as an 
exemption for each individual, and which 
is not taxable. 

Certainly it would be marvelous if the 
revenue needs of our country would per- 
mit the acceptance of this amendment. 
Certainly it would be marvelous if the 
exemption could be a thousand dollars 
for each individual. If that were the 
case it would do a great deal of damage 
to the tax structure from the standpoint 
of the efficiency in the procurement of 
revenue. 

Mr. ECTON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. KERR. I am glad to yield to my 
good friend from Montana. 

Mr. ECTON, Is it not true that there 
is a depletion allowance so far as certain 
mineral resources are concerned, and 
has it not been stated on the floor that 
the Treasury is losing approximately 
$750,000,000 annually because of the de- 
pletion allowance? Is it not fair, may I 
ask the Senator from Oklahoma, for the 
Federal Treasury to do without $700,- 
000,000 as a depletion allowance on the 
human element, the individual citizen 
and producer, as it is to lose to the Fed- 
eral Treasury $750,000,000 annually on 
depletion allowance in the case of some 
of our mineral resources? 
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Mr. KERR. I remind the Senator 
from Montana that there is a depletion 
allowance in the present revenue struc- 
ture of $600 in the form of an exemption 
for each individual. I remind the Sena- 
tor with reference to the individual ex- 
penses for medical service, hospitaliza- 
tion, and insurance against such ex- 
penses, that if an individual’s expenses 
in that regard exceed 5 percent of his 
income, it becomes a deductible item. 
I remind the Senate that there is a de- 
pletion allowance in the bill of a very low 
rate of taxation on the first few thousand 
dollars of the individual’s income. 

Those items have been taken into con- 
sideration in the formulation of the tax 
structure, in arriving at the point where 
we now are with reference to individual 
exemptions, and with reference to the 
very low tax rate applicable to the first 
few thousand dollars of the income of 
an individual taxpayer. 

Mr. ECTON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. KERR. I am glad to yield for a 
question. 

Mr. ECTON. Does not the Senator 
from Oklahoma believe that the so-' 
called $600 depletion allowance would 
just about be taken up in the process of 
paying for the food and meeting the cost 
of living, which the Senator from Okla- 
homa mentioned a short time ago? s 

Mr. KERR. The Senator from Okla- 
homa is aware of the high cost of living, 
and the Senator from Oklahoma is 
aware of the fact that one of the highest 
elements in the cost of living is what it 
now costs for medical expenses, and so 
forth. 

If the Senator from Montana were to 
have his way, I say to him that the cost 
for that element of the expenses of the 
taxpayer would become a great deal 
higher very quickly. I believe the Sena- 
tor knows that to be a fact. I do not 
believe that we would be justified in sac- 
rificing $'700,000,000 of revenue for this 
item, no matter how worthy we may re- 
gard it to be. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Mon- 
tana [Mr. Ecron]. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I 
have just returned to the floor. I have 
been occupied in committee meetings all 
morning, and shall soon return to a 
meeting. I should like to ask the author 
of the amendment, the distinguished 
Senator from Montana, whether his 
amendment provides any limit as to the 
percentage of income, in the case of the 
deduction which may be made for medi- 
cal expenses or the expense of medical 
services? 

Mr. ECTON. No; under my amend- 
ment there is no such limitation. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Is there a percent- 
age limit—for instance, up to 5 percent 
or up to 10 percent of taxable income? 

Mr. ECTON. No. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Does not the Sen- 
ator from Montana believe that in order 
to prevent flagrant abuse in connection 
with such a deduction, there should be 
a limitation which would be of practical 
application in the average case? 

Mr. ECTON. It might be all right to 
have that. 
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Under the present law I believe there 
is a $2,500 limitation, over and above 
the 5-percent limitation, as to the 
amount which may be deducted. A 
while ago it was brought out that in 
view of the present limitation, only those 
in the very high income groups can ever 
avail themselves of these deductions. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Montana yield for a ques- 
tion? 

Mr. ECTON. I yield. 


Mr. KERR. Is it not a fact that, 


rather than being available only to the 
very high income groups, the exemption 
is available to the low-income groups 
because if the expense exceeds 5 per- 
cent of the taxable income, the expense 
becomes a deductible item? In that 
case, the smaller the income of the tax- 
payer, the sooner his medical expenses 
will exceed 5 percent of his taxable in- 
come. 

Mr. ECTON. I agree with the Sena- 
tor in that respect; but I most humbly 
call his attention to the fact that in the 
case of operations, hospital rooms, the 
services of nurses, the services of doc- 
tors, and so forth, the cost is about the 
same, regardless of whether one’s in- 
come is $2,000 or $10,000 a year. 

Mr. KERR. There is no question of 
that; but it does not take very long for 
that expense to exceed 5 percent of the 
taxable income of a man who has a 
salary of $2,000, does it? 

Mr. ECTON. Let us consider those 
in even a lower income group. 

Mr. KERR. In the case of a man who 
has an income of $1,000, any amount 
of medical expenses in excess of $50 will 
exceed 5 percent of his income. 

Mr. ECTON. In the case of a man 
who earns $1,500 a year, under the 5-per- 
cent provision he will have to spend more 
than $75 a year for medical expenses 
before he can even begin to have a de- 
duction for his medical expenses. 

Mr. KERR. That is not true in the 
case of a man of high income, is it? 

Mr. ECTON. If several of that man’s 
children have to be examined during the 
year, and if the cost of each examina- 
tion is $25, why should not that expense 
be deductible? 

Mr. KERR. The taxpayer has a $500 
exemption for each of his children, does 
he not? 

r Mr. ECTON. I beg the Senator’s par- 
on? 

Mr. KERR. Are not children looked 
upon in many ways as delightful, and 
so on, but is there not also included in 
the picture the aspect of children’s being 
a subject of a tax exemption or deduc- 
tion? 

Mr. ECTON. Mr. President, as was 
so ably stated by the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Wyoming, it seems to me that 
we should be willing to treat our own 
citizens as well as we treat our livestock 
and our business institutions. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, as I 
explained a moment ago, because of 
committee duties I have been unable to 
be on the floor very much to hear the 
debate. So I have to miss much of the 
debate on amendments which are sub- 
mitted. 

Fortunately—and I am very thankful 
for it—the health of myself and my fam- 


ily has not been such as to necessitate 
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n e law and in the bill: first, any med- 


any heavy expenses on my part for med- * ical expense up to $2,500 for a single per- 
ical treatment. However, I should like son or $5,000 for a married couple, if it 


to see included in the law a provision, in 
particular, which would give persons 
and families of small incomes a deduc- 
tion for necessary medical expenses, 
Our citizens who are in that category 
of income suffer illnesses and are com- 


pelled to have operations and extraor- 
. dinary medical expenses which they 
simply cannot afford; they are unable 


to meet those expenses, If we continue 
constantly to increase their taxes, as we 
feel we are obliged to do in the present 
emergency, I do not know what provision 
can be made to help them in that con- 
nection; but I do know that there is a 
need for relief of this character. So long 
as such relief is reasonable and neces- 
sary, I believe that the money those in 
the low-income groups spend to relieve 
suffering in their families or for the 
preservation of the health of members of 
their families should constitute a proper 
deduction in connection with their in- 
come tax, and should not be subject to 
taxation. 

Mr. HUNT. Mr. President, I should 
like to address a question to the Senator 
from Oklahoma. As I understood him 
a few moments ago, I believe he said 
that the amendment of the Senator from 
Montana would cause a loss of revenue 
in the amount of approximately $700,- 
000,000. Is that correct? 

Mr. KERR. Yes; that is the estimate 
of the staff of the Finance Committee. 

Mr. HUNT. That is the estimate of 
the staff of the Finance Committee? 

Mr. KERR. Yes. 

Mr. HUNT. Does the Senator from 
Oklahoma feel that that is anywhere 
near a correct estimate? 

Mr. KERR. I think it is a conserva- 
tive estimate of the revenue loss which 
would occur as a result of the adoption 
of this amendment. 

Mr. HUNT. That is three-quarters of 
a billion dollars. 

Mr. KERR. That is very true. The 
Senator from Wyoming would be among 
those who would know about the income 
of doctors and dentists and nurses and 
hospitals and the life-insurance pro- 
grams, The éffect of this amendment 
would be to make all those expenses tax- 
deductible items. The Senator from 
Wyoming knows better than I do how 
many billions of dollars a year are spent 
in the United States for those purposes. 

The effect of this amendment v ould be 
to make those expenses in their entirety 
deductible from the income of taxpayers 
before their taxable incomes could be 
determined. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Wyoming yield to me, 
to permit me to ask a question? 

Mr. HUNT. I yield. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I wish to ask the 
distinguished mrember of the Finance 
Committee, the able Senator from Okla- 
homa [Mr. Kerr], whether considera- 
tion has been given by the committee to 
working out an exemption or an allow- 
able deduction for medical services, re- 
lating to the amount of the taxable in- 
come of the taxpayer? 

Mr. KERR. Yes; that has been done, 


and these exemptions are presently in 
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is in excess of 5 percent of their income, 
is deductible under the present law. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. If it is in excess of 
5 percent of their income, it is de- 
ductible? 

Mr. KERR. That is correct. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Are such medical 
expenses in excess of 5 percent of the 
taxable income deductible in the case of 
all persons? In other words, a taxpayer 
cannot begin to take such a deduction 
until he has expended 5 percent of his 
income for that purpose; is that correct? 

Mr. KERR. That is true at this time, 
with reference to all taxpayers. 

The committee version of the bill con- 
tains a provision which gives to those 
who are 65 years of age or older the priv- 
lege of deducting as expenses whatever 
their medical expenses may be, without 
regard to the 5-percent limitation, but 
with regard to the $2,500 and the $5,000 
limitation. So that under the law at the 
present time, and if the committee bill 
is approved, any citizen over 65 years 
of age may deduct expenses for med- 
ical, dental, hospital, and other health 
services. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Is that true of 
those under 65 years of age. 

Mr. KERR. Under 65, they may de- 
duct their expenses to the extent that 
they exceed 5 percent of their taxable 
income. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. In other words, 
after they have expended 5 percent of 
their income for medical services, any 
amount expended over and above that 
becomes deductible, up to $2,500? 

Mr. KERR. For the individual, or 
$5,000 for the couple. That is in the law 
now, so that a citizen with $2,000 tax- 
able income pays the first $100, and what 
is above that is a deductible item. The 
citizen with $5,000 taxable income pays 
the first $250 without tax deduction, and 
whatever he is required to spend above 
that, up to $2,500, is deductible under 
the law at this time. 

Mr. McCLELLAN, I wish to thank the 
able Senator from Oklahoma, because I 


think we ought to make the matter very 


clear in the record, and I feel that re- 
lief should be given to certain small- 
income groups for any extraordinary 
expense they may have. 

Mr. KERR. I may say to the Senator 
that the small-income groups do not 
pay any taxes now. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I would think that 
many of the small-income groups pay a 
great deal in the way of taxes. 

Mr. KERR. It depends on what the 
Senator means by small-income groups. 


The Senator knows the exemption al- 
lowed to the family, I am sure. 


pense of a family nowadays. 


Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr, President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUNT. Mr. President, I have the 
floor. I desire to make a very brief 
statement, after which I shall yield to 
the Senator from Colorado. 

I think the Senator from Oklahoma 
knows, as he said to me, the terrific ex- 
A fam- 
ily must have hospitalization and med- 
ical care. There can be no question 
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about that. The expense is terrific to- 
day, and it constitutes a great hardship, 
especially on the low-income groups. 
Does not the Senator feel that if they 
were allowed a deduction for medical, 
hospital, and dental care, more oppor- 
tunity would be given and better care of 
one’s health would be taken, especially in 
the low-income group, if they realized 
that that was a deductible item? In 
other words, we would be contributing 
something to the building of the health 
of the people. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I cannot 
agree with the Senator. He himself has 
just said that many thousands of Amer- 
icans at this time participate in a health 
program, The Senator is very well 
aware of the fact that health programs 
are available at reasonable cost, and he 
is always aware of the fact that the 
cost of the health program is a deductible 
item for anyone 65 years of age or over, 
and that, to the extent that it and all 
other medical expenses exceed 5 percent 
of the taxpayers’ income, it is now a de- 
ductible item in all cases. 

Mr. HUNT. It is not deductible for 
anyone under 65. My contention is— 
and I wish the Senator agreed with me— 
that voluntary health insurance plans 
are available, that 50,000,000 of our 
people are taking advantage of them, 
and that certainly the payments made 
in connection with those programs 
should be deductible. Unfortunately 
they are not. 

I should like to ask one more question. 
What is the situation with reference to 
the man under 65 years of age who is 
totally and permanently disabled? 

Mr. KERR. To begin with, I would 
say he is in a mighty bad fix. [Laugh- 
ter.] 

Mr. HUNT. I would say he is prac- 
tically helpless. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, let me 
say that if he is a veteran he is taken 
care of, and if he is under any pension 
system such as is found in nearly every 
industry, he is taken care of. 

Mr. HUNT. Yes, and if he is on wel- 
fare, he is taken care of. 

Mr. GEORGE. That is correct. 

Mr. HUNT. But there is still a large 
group who are in none of the three 
classes. I think that about 23,000,000 of 
our people now are receiving some sort 
of medical care from the State; but 
there is still a large group of people 
who are not. 

Mr. GEORGE. I do not know where 
they are, but what the committee did 
was to say that every person who had 
reached the age of 65, or his spouse, even 
though she had not reached the age of 
65, who received medical or dental care, 
would now be allowed to deduct the total 
of the expense, without regard to the 5- 
percent figure, but maintaining the 
maximum limit, because there are still 
some rich people who become ill. There 
are not too many of them left, but those 
who are left become ill and finally die. 

Mr. ECTON rose. 

Mr. HUNT. Mr. President, would the 
distinguished chairmen of the commit- 
tee be willing to accept an amendment 
including permanently and totally dis- 
abled persons? 
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Mr. GEORGE. That is a social-secu- 
rity problem, not a tax problem. 

Mr. ECTON. It would be. 

Mr. HUNT. But a great many people 
do not like to depend on public-welfare 
organizations merely because they may 
be permanently and totally disabled. 

Mr. GEORGE. I should dislike to see 
such a provision as that adopted. When 
this bill goes to conference we shall have 
many other features to consider. We 
think it will be very liberal. I should 
like to exempt not only the expense of 
medical care, but even the grocery bills, 
of people who reach a certain age, and 
also I should like to exempt expenditures 
for heat and light and everything else, 
but obviously that would result in a 
serious loss of revenue, at a time when 
we are trying to raise a great deal of 
money. I should like to see many of 
these exemptions made if we could reach 
a point where it would be possible to 
readjust taxes downward, which I had 
fervently hoped might be the case with- 
in my lifetime, though I have about 
abandoned hope, I may say to the Sen- 
ator. But at the present time I think it 
must be agreed we have given liberal 
treatment in this bill. We have pro- 
vided that any person 65 years of age, or 
whose spouse is 65 years of age or under, 
may have a total deduction of all medi- 
cal, hospital, and dental expenditures 
up to $2,500, and, for the two, as I under- 
stand, practically up to $3,750. But, at 
any rate, we had to keep the upper limit 
on the deduction, and we could not at 
this time be justified in saying that every 
person would have a total deduction for 
all medical expenditures, without bear- 
ing a part of it himself. 

That is the situation. Of course, mor- 
ally, I grant that one can justify the 
complete elimination, the complete de- 
duction of hospital and medical ex- 
penditures; and I devoutly hope that it 
may come, but it is not here now, if we 
are toraise much revenue. It would cost 
the Government too much. 

Mr. MILLIKIN, Mr. ECTON, and Mr. 
JOHNSON of Colorado addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Wyomihg yield, and if 
so to whom? 

Mr. HUNT. The Senator from Wy- 
oming would like to yield first to the 
senior Senator from Colorado, who has 
been on his feet for quite a long while. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, I merely wanted to call atten- 
tion to the adjusted or standard deduc- 
tions which are permitted to all tax- 
payers. If they make out the short form, 
they may take 10 percent for standard 
deductions without itemizing them at all. 
If above $5,000, and if they make out the 
1040 form, they may deduct 10 percent 
for standard deductions, which in many 
cases would cover the medical needs of 
the family. 

For example, if a family with a gross 
income of $5,000, let us say, makes out 
the short form, the family would be per- 
mitted a standard deduction of $500; if 
they had $4,000, they would have a 
standard deduction of $400, and if they 
had $10,000 they could have a standard 
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deduction of $1,000, without itemizing it 
at all, and it would cover such things. 

Mr. HUNT. Of course, the Senator 
knows that that cannot apply and is not 
all applied to medical, hospital and 
dental care. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Oh, no. 

Mr. HUNT. And it represents about 
1 week’s expenses nowadays if one is in 
the hospital and receiving medical care. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. MILLIKIN, Mr. President, I won- 
der where I might offer a friendly and I 
hope a constructive suggestion to the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Montana, who I 
believe has sounded a very human and 
constructive proposal. 

Mr. ECTON. I shall be happy to Beat: 
what the distinguished Senator has 8 
Say. 

Mr. MILLIKIN, I believe that if we 
question raised by the distinguished 
Senator were put to a vote, considering 
that a $700,000,000-a-year loss of reve- 
nue is involved, it would probably not 
prevail. I am wondering if there is not 
some place in between to give recogni- 
tion to the undoubted appeal of the Sen- 
ator’s proposal, reminding the distin- 
guished Senator that there are many 
ways by which we may go to heaven, 
but we cannot take them all in one jump. 
What I am suggesting is this: Why does 
not the Senator get together with the 
staff members and ascertain what reve- 
nue would be involved in raising the 
$2,500 limit to $3,000, as an illustration, 
or some raise which would give recogni- 
tion to the principle for which the Sena- 
tor is fighting and which, at the same 
time, would not unduly burden the reve- 
nues at this time? Some day we may 
reach the happy period when we can 
start to reduce taxes. I believe we will; 
I do not quite share all the pessimism of. 
the distinguished Senator from Georgia 
on the subject. Heretofore when we 
have reduced taxes we have enlarged, 
exemptions, and it may be that later, 
on we can enlarge the exemptions and 
go considerably further. { 

All I am suggesting is that if we can- 
not go the whole way, perhaps we can 
take to conference a more modest ap- 
proach. It is my recollection that.the 
senior Senator from Michigan IMr. 
Fercuson] has an amendment along that 
line, and it might be advisable to get in 
touch with him, and possibly a proposal 
can be worked out which might be taken 
to conference. 

Mr. ECTON. I should like to state 
that there is a difference between what 
I believe the Treasury will lose under 
my amendment and what has been stated 
by the Finance Committee. My under- 
standing was that the loss would be about 
$15,000,000. The Senator from Okla- 
homa stated the loss would be approxi- 
mately $700,000,000. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. If the Senator will 
let me interrupt him, I talked with the 
chief of the Joint Committee on Reve- 
nue Taxation, and he personally gave 
me an estimate. He personally thought 
the loss of revenue would be approxi- 
mately $700,000,000. 

Mr. ECTON. Was that in connection 
with the $2,500 limitation? 
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Mr. MILLIKIN. No. He was talking 
about what the Senator’s amendment 
would cost. 

Mr. ECTON. My amendment does not 
disturb the $2,500 limitation. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Iam suggesting that 
the Senator discuss with some of the 
members of the staff what a $5,000 raise 
in the limitation would do to the 
revenue. 

Mr. ECTON. That is not what I am 
getting at, if I may say so to the Senator. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Pardon me. 

Mr. ECTON. I am objecting to the 
fact only the portion of medical ex- 
penses can be deducted which exceeds 
5 percent of the income of the taxpayer. 
I contend that that is wrong, that when 
we take from 20 to 25 percent of his 
income through withholding, imme- 
diately, out of his pay check, we should 
not penalize him that extra 5 percent 
merely because he happens to have a 
doctor's bill, and make him pay income 
tax on it. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I understood the 
Senator’s argument. I am not arguing 
against it. I have great sympathy for 
what he is saying, but I have a real- 
ization of what can and cannot be done; 
and I want to save something out of the 
fine things the Senator is proposing. 

Mr. ECTON. I am very grateful to 
the very able Senator from Colorado, 
but I was not interested in raising the 
$2,500 limitation, and I do not believe 
my amendment affects the limitation of 
$2,500 at all. All it does is to strike out 
the 5-percent limitation, so as to per- 
mit all medical and doctors’ bills to be 
deducted as legitimate deductions in 
computing income tax. 

Every individual has to pay all med- 
ical expenses without deduction except 
for the portion which is above 5 percent 
of his adjusted gross income; and with 
only a $600 exemption allowed and the 
tax rate as high as it is, I contend that 
it is grossly unfair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Mon- 
tana [Mr. Ecton]. (Putting the ques- 
tion.] 

Mr. ECTON. I ask for a division. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, this 
amendment is so important that I re- 
gret having to suggest the absence of 
a quorum, The Senator’s amendment 
would probably mean a loss to the Treas- 
ury of from $1,000,000,000 to $2,000,000,- 
000. The average medical expenses dur- 
ing the year will run about $100 to a fam- 
ily. When that is taken into considera- 
tion it can be seen that the Government 
would lose a large amount of revenue. 
We have dealt fairly with the people so 
far as medical expenses are concerned. 
It is true that there is a just reason 
for giving them a credit, but we can- 
not do what the Senator from Montana 
suggests so long as we are going to carry 
on an expensive Government such as the 
one we have, and when we have to come 
somewhere within striking distance of 
the budget. We have given a straight 
statutory deduction of 10 percent to 
everyone in the lower-income bracket, 
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and we have said that when a person 
reaches the age of 65 he will have a total 
exemption as to medical expenses. That 
is as liberal as we can be if we are going 
to protect the revenues at all. 

I am willing to have a division, but 
I should like to have a sufficient num- 
ber of Senators present so that we can 
ascertain the will of the Senate. I would 
not want to take the amendment to con- 
ference and struggle with it without hav- 
ing more than a mere handful of Sen- 
ators on the floor. 

Mr. ECTON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 

Mr. ECTON. Would the distinguished 
chairman of the Finance Committee be 
willing to accept a change to 3 percent 
from 5 percent? 

Mr. GEORGE. I did not understand 
the Senator's suggestion. 

Mr. ECTON. Would the Senator be 
willing to permit deductions for medical 
expenses which exceed 3 percent of the 
taxpayer's income? 

Mr. GEORGE, Mr. President, on an 
income of $2,000 all the taxpayer is pay- 
ing is $100 for his own medical expenses. 
On an income of $3,000 the amount would 
be $150. I know it is heavy, but in the 
younger years of life medical expenses 
generally are not too heavy for the aver- 
age American to bear. It is only when 
they reach advanced years that medical 
expenses become particularly burden- 
some to most persons. 

I earnestly hope the time will come 
when substantially what the Senator 
from Montana is suggesting can be 
brought about either through an increase 
of general exemptions or through a total 
deduction of all medical expenses. I am 
afraid the Senator’s proposal would cost 
so much that.we could not justify it un- 
der present conditions. I had hoped that 
what we had done would be accepted as 
a reasonable solution of the problem at 
the present moment. If we were at a 
point where we could begin to reduce 
taxes, then the Senator’s proposal would 
be altogether reasonable, right, and 
equitable, It certainly would appeal to 
everyone. But at this time it is very 
difficult to see how it can be justified. 

Mr. ECTON. Mr. President, I appre- 
ciate the strenuous labors through which 
the chairman and the members of the 
Finance Committee have gone in the 
past several months. I know what a 
difficult job they have had, but, never- 
theless, Mr. President, in these difficult 
times there are many young people, as 
well as persons over 65 years of age, who 
are finding it most difficult to meet the 
expenses of living and to take care of 
their children. It seemed to me that this 
was one way to give them most just and 
reasonable relief in view of increased 
taxation. 

Mr. GEORGE. What the Senator has 
said is true. Mr. President, I am willing 
to have a division on the question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the amendment of the 
Senator from Montana [Mr. Ecton]. A 
division is requested. 

On a division the amendment was re- 
jected. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the committee amendment, 
section 307, is agreed to. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the House 
had agreed to the report of the commit- 
tee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amend- 
ments of the House to the bill (S. 11) to 
provide for the appointment of con- 
servators to conserve the assets of per- 
sons of advanced age, mental weakness, 
not amounting to unsoundness of mind, 
or physical incapacity. 

The message also announced that the 
House had passed a joint resolution 
(H. J. Res. 335) amending an act making 
temporary appropriations for the fiscal 
year 1952, and for other purposes, in 
which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate. 


TEMPORARY APPROPRIATIONS FOR 1952 


Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I ask 
the Chair to lay before the Senate House 
Joint Resolution 335. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CLEMENTS in the chair) laid before the 
Senate the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 
335) amending an act making temporary 
appropriations for the fiscal year 1952, 
and for other purposes, which was read 
twice by its title. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the joint resolution. I 
will say to the Senate that the joint res- 
olution is one which is necessary to have 
passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the joint resolution? 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, reserv- 
ing the right to object, may I inquire 
whether the resolution simply extends 
for a specific period of time the provi- 
sions of existing resolutions? 

Mr. McKELLAR. That is exactly 
what it does. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the joint resolution? 

There being no objection, the joint 
resolution (H. J. Res. 335) amending an 
act making temporary appropriations 
for the fiscal year 1952, and for other 
purposes, was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, as follows: 

Resolved, etc., That clause (o) of section 4 
of the joint resolution of July 1, 1951 (Public 
Law 70), as amended, is hereby amended by 
striking out “September 30, 1951” and in- 
serting in lieu thereof “October 31, 1951.” 


REVENUE ACT OF 1951 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 4473) to provide rev- 
enue, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment, 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I call up my amendment 
9-26-51-B. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. ` The 
amendment will be stated. 
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} The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. At the prop- 

er place in the bill it is proposed to in- 

sert the following: { 

Sec. —. Retirement annuities and pensions 
of Government employees. 

(a) Exclusion from gross income. Section 
22 (b) (2) (relating to exclusion from gross 
income of amounts received as annuities, 
etc.) is amended by adding at the end there- 
of a new subparagraph as follows: 

“(C) Retirement annuities and pensions 
of Government employees.—In the case of 
amounts received as a retirement annuity, 
retirement pay, or pension provided by the 
United States, any State or any political 
subdivision thereof, or any agency or in- 
strumentality of any of the foregoing, so 
much of such annuity, pay, or pension re- 
ceived during the taxable years as— 

“(i) does not exceed $1,500, and 

“(ii) does not, without the application of 
this subparagraph, cause the gross income 
to exceed $4,000, 
shall be excluded from gross income. For 
the purposes of the second sentence of sub- 
paragraph (A) of this paragraph the amounts 
received as an annunity which are excluded 
from gross income under this subparagraph 
shall not be considered in computing the 
amount ‘received as ‘an annuity’, or the 
‘amount received in the taxable year’, or 
the ‘aggregate amount excluded from gross 
income under this chapter’.” 

(b) Effective date: The amendment made 
by this section shall be applicable only with 


respect to taxable years ending after the 
date of the enactment of this act. 


Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, it will noted that the 
amendment gives an exemption on pen- 
sions and annuities to those who are 
connected with the United States Gov- 
ernment, with State or political sub- 
divisions, and who at the present time 
are drawing annuity pay or pensions. 
There are many reasons for the amend- 
ment. One reason is that today people 
who have been placed on annuities are 
are being paid with a dollar that is 
really worth approximately only 54 cents 
as compared with what it was worth in 
1939. The bill under consideration will 
increase taxes. To show that we, who 
represent the Federal Government, think 
that something should be done for those 
who are on pensions, a few years ago we 
increased the amount of the annuities 
to either $300 per annum or 25 percent, 
whichever was the lesser of the two. 
The amendment, in effect, takes care of 
those people, though not by so large an 
amount. There is nothing like that 
amount involved. 

Mr. President, I listened to the argu- 
ment in the Senate concerning a some- 
what similar amendment a few years 
ago. Objection at that time was made 
because some men or women who had 
thousands of dollars worth of property, 
who were receiving incomes of $40,000 
or $50,000 annually, would be benefited 
by the amendment which was then 
under consideration. If one reads my 
amendment carefully it will be noted 
that any person who receives a gross 
income in excess of $4,000 will not be 
benefited by the terms of the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. President, one only has to talk 
to some of those who are now retired, 
and drawing annuities, who are try- 
ing to live on the small amounts of 
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annuities they are receiving, to realize 
why the amendment should be adop- 
ted. We are expending billions of dol- 
lars, which is causing the value of the 
dollar to decrease. The purchasing 


value of the present dollar represents 


only about 54 percent of the value of 
the dollar in 1939. My amendment 
covers only the little man. The large 
income taxpayer is not benefited by the 
amendment. 

The statement may be made, how- 
ever, that retired persons above the age 
of 65 receive double exemptions now. 
That is true, but that is not an exemp- 
tion given under the pending bill. That 
exemption has been provided under 
previous laws. In the pending bill an 
additional tax is added on those who are 
subject to taxation. 

Mr. President, thousands of persons 
who are on retirement pay at the pres- 
ent time are under 65 years of age, 
many of them not more than 55 or 60 
years of age. Some of them are totally 
disabled. That is the reason they have 
retired: When the tax on the retire- 
ment pay of such persons is added up 
it will not be found to be large, for a 
great many of them, because of other 
exemptions which are provided by law, 
are already out from under taxation. 
My amendment cares for a need which 
we are facing at the present time. We 
have not done what I think we should 
have done; that is, increase the amount 
of annuities for retired Federal Govern- 
ment employees. 

Mr. President, it will be found that 
some of those who are on retirement pay 
retired on the basis of the 1939 salaries, 
which means that in some instances they 
are on retirement pay which is not half 
the amount of retirement pay on which 
employees retire today. We are trying 
to help those who need to be helped. We 
have discussed this question in my com- 
mittee. We feel that something should 
be done for those who are on annuities at 
the present time, because the value of the 
dollar has depreciated. 

Mr. President, I hope the Senate will 
act favorably on this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. JOHNSTON]. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I must 
oppose this amendment. I regret to say 
this, but there is no good reason, morally 
or otherwise, why an income of $2,000 
should not be taxable, whether it is paid 
in a pension by the United States Gov- 
ernment or earned by a man who earns 
his daily livelihood by the sweat of his 
brow. We cannot justify such treat- 
ment. We have done the best we could. 
Every Government official who is retired 
because of disability does not include that 
allowance in his income. He does not 
compute it. If he has reached the age 
of 65, he is entitled to a double deduction 
of $1,200 before his income is touched. 
If his wife is 65, they have a total deduc- 
tion of $2,400. 

But I prefer to base my argument on 
the broad ground. There is no reason 
morally why an income paid by the Fed- 
eral Government should any more be ex- 
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empt from taxation than an income 
earned by a person in like circumstances 
who works for his living in private life. 

If this process continues, and special 
privileges are constantly urged for those 
who are working for the Government, the 
time will come when there will be a re- 
vulsion of feeling. They are being treat- 
ed fairly, and there is no need to press 
such proposals. Yesterday we voted on 
an amendment after long debate deny- 
ing the exemption of $1,440. Now the 
exemption is $1,500, but there is an out- 
side limitation of $5,000. That means 
people who are receiving retirement ben- 
efits up to $5,000. It means men who are 
retired from the Army, Navy, or the Ma- 
rine Corps. It means Government em- 
ployees. When they retire at 65 they 
have a double exemption. What more do 
our people want? How unwise it is to 
press for special privileges for the classes 
who are receiving something from the 
Government. 

I sincerely hope that the amendment 
will be defeated. j 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. JOHNSTON]. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I was not 
present to hear all the statements which 
have been made on this amendment by 
the junior Senator from South Carolina. 
However, after listening to the latter 
portion of the remarks of the distin- 
guished Senator from Georgia, it seems 
to me the amendment we have before us 
is a vast improvement over the amend- 
ment on which we voted yesterday. It 
may not be perfect. I dare say that it 
would be almost impossible at this time— 
or perhaps initially at any time—to write 
a perfect provision dealing with this 
question. However, the proposal before 
us does contain certain restrictive provi- 
sions which were lacking in the amend- 
ment that was under consideration yes- 
terday. 

For this reason I strongly favor this 
particular proposal, and I trust that it 
may be possible to bring it to an aye- 
and-nay vote, so that those of us who 
desire to be recorded in its favor may 
have an opportunity to be recorded. 
Therefore, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum, because I do not think there 
are enough Senators present to order 
the yeas and nays. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I want 
@ quorum on this amendment. I want 
to know whether the Senate wishes to 
give to Government employees a special 
privilege. If so, Senators will have an 
opportunity to vote for it. That is stat- 
ing it frankly, but that is what this 
amendment would do. 

Mr. IVES. In that connection, how- 
ever—and I do not like to take issue with 
my distinguished colleague—I wish to 
point out that one of the chief criticisms 
raised with regard to the amendment 
considered yesterday was that it was all- 
embracing. In this particular amend- 
ment the Senator from South Carolina 
has endeavored to restrict its provisions 
within more moderate limitations, so 
that from this point on we can move 
forward and have an all-embracing 
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measure at some time in the future— 
presumably as soon as possible. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
absence of a quorum is suggested. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the 
following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Aiken Hennings Monroney 
Bennett Hickenlooper Moody 
Benton Hill Morse 
Brewster Hoey Mundt 
Bricker Holland Murray 
Bridges Humphrey Neely 
Butler, Md Hunt Nixon 
Butler, Nebr. Ives O'Conor 
Cain Jenner O'Mahoney 
Capehart Johnson, Colo. Pastore 
Carlson Johnson, Tex. Robertson 
Case Johnston, S.C. Russell 
Clements Kefauver Saltonstall 
Connally Kem Schoeppel 
Cordon Kerr Smathers 
Dirksen Kilgore Smith, Maine 
Douglas Knowland Smith, N. J. 
Duff Langer Smith, N. C. 
Dworshak Lehman Sparkman 
Eastland Lodge Stennis 
Ecton Long Taft 
Ellender Magnuson Thye 
Ferguson Martin Underwood 
Flanders Maybank Watkins 
Fulbright McCarra’ Welker 
George McClelle Wiley 
Gillette McFarla Williams 
Green McKellar Young 
Hayden McMahon 

Hendrickson Millikin 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo- 
rum is present. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I ask for the 
yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the 
request for the yeas and nays sufficiently 
seconded? 

Mr. GEORGE. I hope that the yeas 
and nays will be ordered. I do not be- 
lieve I have exhausted all of my time for 
debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
no time limitation on the amendment. 

Mr. GEORGE, I hope the yeas and 
nays will be ordered because the question 
is a straight test on whether we are to 
give special privileges to only Federal 
and State employees who have retired on 
pension. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the 
request for the yeas and nays sufficiently 
seconded? 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the Chief Clerk called the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Anprrson] is absent by leave of the Sen- 
ate. 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD] 
is absent because of illness in his family, 
and if present would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Cuavez] and the Senator from Delaware 
[Mr. Frear] are absent on official busi- 
ness, and if present would vote “nay.” 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Nevada [Mr. MALONE] 
is absent on official business. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. Tosey] and the Senator from Ne- 
braska [Mr. WHERRY] are necessarily 
absent. 

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Mo- 
CARTHY] is absent by leave of the Senate. 
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The result was announced—yeas 18, 


“nays 70, as follows: 


YEAS—18 
Cain Johnston, S. C. Murray 
Ecton Kem Nixon 
Ferguson Knowland O Conor 
Gillette Langer Schoeppel 
Hendrickson Lehman Thye 
Ives Magnuson Underwood 
NAYS—70 
Aiken Hayden Monroney 
Bennett Hennings Moody 
Benton Hickenlooper Morse 
Brewster Hill Mundt 
Bricker Hoey Neely 
Bridges Holland O'Mahoney 
Butler, Md Humphrey Pastore 
Butler, Nebr. Hunt Robertson 
Capehart Jenner Russell 
Carlson Johnson, Colo. Saltonstall 
Case Johnson, Tex. Smathers 
Clements Kefauver Smith, Maine 
Connally Kerr Smith, N. J. 
Cordon Kilgore Smith, N. C. 
Dirksen Lodge Sparkman 
Douglas Long Stennis 
Martin Taft 
Dworshak Maybank Watkins 
Eastland McCarran Welker 
Ellender McClellan Wiley 
Flanders McFarland Williams 
Pulbright McKellar Young 
George McMahon 
Green Millikin 
NOT VOTING—8 
Anderson Frear Tobey 
Byrd Malone Wherry 
Chavez McCarthy 


So the amendment of Mr. JOHNSTON 
of South Carolina was rejected, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. 

Mr. KEFAUVER obtained the floor. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Tennessee yield? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I have been asked 
by numerous Senators whether we would 
finish this bill tomorrow, or whether we 
would have a session on Saturday. I feel 
confident that if we can arrive at a unan- 
imous-consent agreement regarding the 
further consideration of the bill, we can 
complete action on the bill tomorrow. 

Mr. GEORGE. Why not tonight? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I would hope we 
could do so tonight, but I do not think 
we shall be able to do so, to be frank 
about it. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that in connection with the 
consideration of all future amendments, 
debate on the amendments be limited to 
30 minutes, or 15 minutes to each side, 
to be controlled, respectively, by the pro- 
ponent of the amendment and the 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE]. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object. 8 

Mr. McFARLAND. What is it? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Has the Senator 
from Arizona finished his statement? 

Mr. McFARLAND. No, I have not yet 
finished it. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am sorry. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I further ask that 
all amendments to the committee amend- 
ments be required to be germane, and 
that the time on such amendments to 
committee amendments be controlled, 
respectively, by the proponent of the 
amendment and the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. GEORGE] or, if the Senator 
from Georgia favors the amendment, 
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then by the acting- minority leader, the 
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. SAL- 
TONSTALL] or any Senator whom he may 
designate. 

Mr. President, there are certain excep- 
tions to be made to that proposed agree- 
ment, one of them being the capital 
gains amendment and another being 
the amendment in regard to depletion 
allowances. 

Let me inquire how much time the 
Senator from Minnesota wishes to have 
available for debate on that amendment, 

Mr. HUMPHREY. So far as I am 
concerned, one hour would be adequate; 
but I have just been informed that some 
other Senator wishes to have one hour 
and one-half allowed. 

Mr. McFARLAND. The Senator from 
Nevada wished to have at least 144 hours 
allowed on the amendment, or 45 min- 
utes for each side. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Arizona yield? 

Mr. MCFARLAND. I yield. 

Mr. KERR. The Senator from Ne- 
vada wished to have 1½ hours for each 
side, on that amendment. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Is the Senator 
from Oklahoma sure about that? 

Mr. KERR. I am positive of it. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Of course, that 
would be a long time. 

Mr. KERR. The Senator from Min- 
ae had requested 1 hour for each 
side. 

Mr. MCFARLAND. I thought the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota wished to have 1 
hour available altogether. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, we 
originally requested 1 hour for eacn side; 
but, at the second request of the majority 
leader and in order to expedite action, 
we reduced that, to half an hour for 
each side. 

Mr. KERR. I am positive that the 
request of the Senator from Nevada was 
for 1½ hours for each side. 

Mr.McFARLAND. One hour and one- 
half for each side? 

Mr. KERR. Yes. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Well, we shall 
have to take what we can get; so I make 
that exception. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr, President, re- 
serving the right to object, let me say 
that we have a capital-gains amendment 
which I do not think can be discussed 
adequately in 15 minutes by each side. 
In the case of that amendment, I should 
like to have a total of 1 hour allowed, or 
half an hour for each side. 

Mr. McFARLAND. The Senator re- 
quests 30 minutes for each side in the 
case of that amendment, does he? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes. 

Mr.McFARLAND. Then I further re- 
quest that in the case of the capital- 
gains amendment, the limitation be 1 
hour, or 30 minutes for each side. 

I further request that in the case of 
any amendments to those two amend- 
ments, the debate be limited to 30 min- 
utes, with the same provisions as to ger- 
maneness and control of the time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will 
the Senator from Arizona restate his 
unanimous-consent request? 
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80. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Arizona yield to me? 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
first, I yield to the Senator from Nevada. 
Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
apologize for not being on the floor to 
hear the entire colloquy. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Let me restate 
my request. I ask unanimous consent 
that it be ordered that the limitation of 


debate on all amendments be 30 min- . 
utes, 15 minutes to a side, the time to 


be controlled by the proponent of any 
amendment offered and the Senator 
from Georgia, in the event he opposes 
the amendment; and in the event he 
favors the amendment, then by the act- 
ing minority leader or by any Senator 
whom he may designate; that there be 
an exception as to two amendments, 
namely, that the time for debate on the 
depletion amendment be limited to 1 
hour and 30 minutes on each side, the 
time to be controlled by the proponent 
of the amendment and the Senator from 
Georgia, and that all amendments to 
that amendment must be germane; that 
debate on amendments to amendments 
to be limited to 30 minutes, 15 minutes 
to a side; that as to the capital gains 
amendment, the time for debate be limi- 
ted to 1 hour, 30 minutes to a side, and 
that all amendments to the bill and to 
the amendments must be germane. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. There is still a 
further amendment, the 12% percent 
income tax amendment, on which we 
would like a half hour to a side. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I make the same 
request in regard to the 124 percent in- 
come-tax amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Reserving the 
right to object, will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I yield. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I understand that 
an amendment will be offered to repeal 
the split-income or community-property 
Principle which was written into the 
‘tax law in 1948, I believe. Under the 
proposed agreement as stated by the 
distinguished majority leader, how much 
time would be allotted to each side on 
that amendment? 

Mr. McFARLAND. There would be 
30 minutes. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Fifteen minutes to 
each side? 

Mr. McFARLAND. No, 30 minutes to 
a side. I should like to inquire whether 
‘any Senator intends to offer such an 
amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. It is my intention 
to do so, and I prefer that it shall be 
included in this unanimous-consent 
agreement. I had thought that would 
be a part of the general agreement. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I asked the ques- 
tion because I thought there was a mis- 
understanding, I may say to the Senator 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. McFARLAND. How much time 
2 the Senator from Arkansas sug- 
ges 
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Mr. McCLELLAN, Fifteen minutes to 
a side would be satisfactory to me, but 
I thought the Senator’s understanding 
was that it was to be 30 minutes to a side. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. It was. That was 


our original request, but I am trying to 


cooperate with the majority leader in 
order to cut the time down, in order that 
we may get down to business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. KEFAUVER, Reserving the right 
to object, I wonder if the majority leader 
would include also the amendment I am 
going to offer to the wagering section. 
It is very important. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
cannot hear the Senator’s request, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate will please be in order. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I wonder whether 
the majority leader would make an ex- 
ception in the case of the amendment I 
am going to offer in connection with the 
wagering section. It will bring up a 
great many questions, and it would be 
very difficult to present the pros and 
cons if debate were limited to 15 minutes 
to each side. Could we not make it 30 
minutes to a side? 

Mr. McFARLAND. If the Senator in- 
sists on it, I will make an exception in 
regard to that one amendment. But let 
me call the Senator’s attention to the 
fact that we have been in session on this 
bill for several days. We are now in the 
second week of debate upon the bill. The 
Senate is becoming tired of listening to 
debate, and I feel that we would accom- 
plish more by cutting down our remarks. 
But I will make an exception in the case 
of the Senator’s amendment to the 
wagering secticn. 7 

Mr. President, I also request that de- 
bate on the bill be limited to 1 hour 
to a side, the time for the proponents 
to be controlled by the Senator from 
Georgia 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, the Senator 
from Florida had understood, from a re- 
ply to a question which he addressed to 
the Senator from Minnesota on the first 
day of the consideration of the bill, that 
there was not to be an amendment pro- 
in to the split-income provision of the 

~ Apparently the Senator from Florida 
was mistaken in ers understanding, and 


he would like to know now exactly what 


allotment of time is permitted under the 
unanimous-consent request for that par- 
ticular amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, may 
the Senator from Minnesota be per- 
mitted to reply? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re- 
quest is that time for debate on the 
split-income amendment be limited to 30 
minutes to a side. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
did say to the Senator from Florida 
taat I was in doubt whether we would 
offer such an amendment, but I feel now 
that we shall offer the amendment, in 
view of certain action which has taken 
place. 

I have just been asked by one of my 
colleagues to request that the time on 
this amendment, instead of being 15 
minutes to a side, be 30 minutes, because 
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there seem to be Senators who wish to 
have something to say about it, and I 
have no objection to that. I know the 
Senator from Arkansas is interested in 
the amendment, the Senator from Flor- 
ida is interested in it, and 30 minutes to 
a side would be very reasonuble. I 
would not need more than 15 minutes, 
myself. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I make an excep- 
tion on that amendment by asking that 
2 minutes to a side be allowed for de- 

ate. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Thirty minutes to 
a side? 


Mr. McFARLAND. Yes, on this 
amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 


Mr. MILLIKIN rose. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Reserving the right to 
objeet 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, may 1 
ask the distinguished majority leader 
what time has been set aside for what I 
understand will be an amendment di- 
rected toward mining exploration and 
development? 

Mr. McFARLAND. An hour and a 
half to a side. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. No, no, not on that 
amendment. The time is 15 minutes to 
a side on that particular amendment. 

Mr. McCARRAN. We had an agree- 
ment to an hour and a half to a side on 
that amendment, 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That was on the 
depletion allowance amendment. 

Mr.McFARLAND. That is what I am 
talking about. That was the under- 
standing. But if it can be set aside, 
and the time reduced, I shall not object. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I should be glad 
to accept an hour to a side, as far as I 
am concerned. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I do not care to ob- 
ject. However, it is a very important 
subject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICFR. Does the 
Senator from Arizona include that 
amendment in his request? 

Mr. McFARLAND. Yes; I accept the 
suggestion. I hope we may be able to 
get through with our consideration of 
the bill by the middle of next week. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, reserv- 
ing right to object, may I have the 
attent 5 of the distinguished majority 
leader. In connection with the split- 
income amendment, do I correctly un- 
derstand that the time is 30 minutes to 
each side? 

Mr. McFARLAND. Fifteen minutes 
to à side. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I should be obliged 
to object, unless we could have 30 min- 
utes to a side on that amendment. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Reserving the right 
to object, the Senator from Florida was 
just assured by the majority leader that 
there would be 30 minutes to a side. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Very well. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
unanimous-consent request included 30 
minutes to each side on the split-income 
amendment. 

Mr. GEORGE. This subject has been 
discussed in the Senate for many, many 
years, but I have no doubt that since 
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the amendment was last suggested, new 
ideas have entered the minds of pro- 
ponents, so I think there ought to be 
30 minutes to a side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair would advise the Senator from 
New York that included in the unani- 
mous-consent request of the majority 
leader was a request for 30 minutes to 
each side for debate on that amend- 
ment. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Reserving the right to 
object, and simply for the sake of clarity, 
may I request a statement definitely 
setting forth the amendments on which 
time for debate in excess of 15 minutes 
to a side has been agreed to? 

Mr. McFARLAND. There was one, 
th. depletion amendment, on which 
there was an hour and thirty minutes to 
aside. On the capital-gains amendment 
the agreement calls for 1 hour, 30 min- 
utes to a side. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 

Mr. GEORGE. That is a new subject, 
too, Mr. President. There should be at 
least a half hour to each side. 

Mr. McFARLAND. We had an agree- 
ment regarding the split-income amend- 
ment of 1 hour, 30 minutes to a side. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 

Mr. McFARLAND. We had another 
agreement with respect to the develop- 
ment and exploration provision, which 
was 30 minutes to a side. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. To each side? 

Mr. McFARLAND. To each side, yes. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. And then the 12% 
percent income-tax amendment. 

Mr. McFARLAND. On that the time 
is to be 30 minutes to a side. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 
And on the capital-gains amendment, a 
half hour to a side? 

Mr. McFARLAND. That is correct. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Arizona might advise the 
Senate that there was a request for 30 
minutes for each side on the wagering 
amendment. 

Mr.McFARLAND. That is correct. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. May I inquire of 
the Senator from Minnesota if his 
amendment proposing to do away with 
split incomes will also deprive the com- 
munity property States of the privilege 
of the split-income provision? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. It is not doing 
away with the benefits of the split in- 
come; it applies to every area of the 
country. 

Mr.SALTONSTALL. As I understand, 
on the capital gains tax provision an 
hour has been assigned, 30 minutes to 
each side; on depletion, 3 hours, or an 
hour and a half to each side; on devel- 
opment and exploration, 1 hour to each 
side; the 1244 percent income tax pro- 
vision, 1 hour to each side; on wagering, 
an hour to each side; on the split-income 
provision, an hour to each side, and on 
all other amendments half an hour, and 
on the bill itself 2 hours. Am I correct? 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I under- 
stand the depletion amendment is a gen- 
eral amendment which refers to the de- 
pletion feature. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. To that 
amendment an hour and a half to each 
side is assigned. 
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Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I should appreciate a statement by the 
Chair as to his understanding of all the 
suggestions. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
agreed to for debate on the amendments 
is as follows: On depletion, an hour and 
a half to each side; on capital gains, 30 
minutes to each side; on the wagering 
amendment, 30 minutes to each side; on 
split incomes, 30 minutes to a side; on 
development and exploration, 30 minutes 
to a side, and as to any other amend- 
ments, 30 minutes, or 15 minutes to each 
side. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. How about the 
1214-percent income tax amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time agreed upon is 30 minutes to each 
side. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. And as to all 
other amendments, 15 minutes to a side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes, and 
2 hours on the bill. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. All amend- 
ments must be germane; and appeals 
and motions are included in the request, 
are they not? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I 
received unanimous consent on yester- 
day to offer an amendment to the excise- 
profits-tax section. What time will be 
allowed for debate on that subject? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Fifteen 
minutes to a side. 

Mr. CAPEHART. I have no objection 
to that. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I should 
like to see the consideration of the bill 
concluded. Many amendments are of- 
fered, and there will be amendments of- 
fered to the amendments. I should like 
to have the majority leader set the time 
for a vote on the bill at 12 o'clock next 
Monday. There will be all kinds of ar- 
guments on Friday and Saturday, and 
if we set the time to vote on the bill 
at 12 o’clock on Monday we will know 
that we have to complete action on all 
the amendments by that time. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
do not know whether we can get through 
with all the amendments by 12 o’clock 
on Monday. I could not agree to Tues- 
day. We will work all tomorrow night 
and all Saturday night before I will 
make it Tuesday. I am willing to say 
that in the event action on the amend- 
ments is completed the vote on the bill 
itself may be postponed until Monday 
at 12 o’clock and the Senate may pro- 


. ceed to vote on the bill immediately at 


12 o’clock noon on Monday. All the 
amendments would have to be disposed 
of before that time. In the event the 
amendments were not disposed of before 
that time, the vote on the bill would 
have to take its regular course. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I rise to propound a parliamentary in- 
quiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL, What is the 
effect of the agreement? The major- 
ity leader suggests 12 o’clock on Monday 
for a vote on the bill, but if action on 


the amendments is not completed there_ 
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would be an indefin.te date for a vote on 
the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
is to be a vote on the bill at 12 o’clock on 
Monday following a quorum call, if ac- 
tion on all the amendments is completed. 
If the amendments have not been acted 
on the bill will take its regular course. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, if we 
have a session tonight and a session to- 
morrow night and on the next night, if 
necessary, we will finish the bill. I have 
listened carefully to the amendments. 
There are only approximately two or 
three that will not be squarely in con- 
ference, but the distinguished Sen- 
ators who have organized to make a 
fight on the committee bill are not will- 
ing to allow a free conference upon all 
the amendments, with only about two 
exceptions. The issues are drawn, and 
they have to be fought out in confer- 
ence. Every month of delay is costing 
$106,000,C00 in excise taxcs alone. It 
is not possible to put excise taxes into 
effect the day after the bill is passed; 
it takes some time. 

We are just killing time. There is no 
purpose here except a purely political 
purpose. That is all there is to it. The 
issues will be fought out on amendments 
which will be in conference, with the 
exception of only two or three of the 
amendments. I would much rather 
have no unanimous-consent agreement, 
if the Senate will be content to remain 
in session. I am able to sit here con- 
tinuously until the bill is disposed of. 
I have been patient, I have been indul- 
gent; but there is no point in further 
indulgence—none whatever. I hope 
very much that the Senater from Ari- 
zona will withdraw his request for a 
unanimous-consent agreement. Such 
an agreement as is now proposed would 
carry the debate over into the middle of 
pen week, unless night sessions were 

eld. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
give notice that we are going to hold 
night sessions after tonight. We shall 
begin at 10 o'clock in the morning, and 
we will have night sessions on Friday 
and Saturday nights. Altogether too 
much time has been allowed. If the Sen- 
ator from Georgia wants me to with- 
draw my request, I am willing to with- 
draw it. I leave it as it is, and if any 
Senator wants to object, I will let it go. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
feel obliged to make a brief comment on 
the remarks which have been made 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER] 
has the floor. He yielded to the ma- 
jority leader to make a unanimous- 
consent request. 

Does the Senator from Tennessee yield 
to the Senator from Minnesota? < 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, if 
any Senator wants to object to the 
unanimous-consent request, it is all right 
with me. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection to the request of the Sen- 
ator from Arizona? 

Mr. LANGER. I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. x 

Mr. HUMPHERY. Mr. President, will 


the Senator from Tennessee yield? 
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Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from Minnesota for a question. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. There has been a 
desire on the part of the junior Senator 
from Minnesota and those associated 
with him to make progress on this bill. 
There has been a desire to limit debate 
ever since Saturday of last week. There 
has been a desire to limit the debate to 
a half hour, with the exception of four 
amendments which were offered as of 
Saturday of last week. 

Mr. President, I personally take ex- 
ception to the comment that the effort 
is one of politics, because I will say that 
the politics in this bill is not on the side 
of those who are proposing this amend- 
ment, because it is not politics to ask 
the American people to pay more taxes; 
and that is what we are doing. What 
we are putting up a fight for is to see 
that some of those who are not paying 
their fair share of the taxes pay it, and 
we are also putting up a fight to meet, 
for the first time, the requirement that 
many have asked for, that is, the re- 
quirement of a balanced budget. We 
have heard a great deal of loose talk 
about balancing the budget, but when 
someone makes a determined effort to 
balance the budget someone else ob- 
jects to it. 

I take sharp exception to what has 
been said. We are fighting about bil- 
lions of dollars of revenue. We lost 
$500,000,000 yesterday because we did 
not adopt an amendment which would 
put the effective date of the corporation 
tax back to January 1. I think that was 
something worth fighting for. I insist 
that we proceed according to the general 
outline of the majority leader; that we 
proceed to make progress on this bill, 
in which effort we shall cooperate. 

Mr.McFARLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Tennessee yield? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I certainly desire 
to make progress with the bill, but I 
could not see very much progress made 
with the unanimous-consent agreement 
I proposed, so we will go ahead as we are. 

May I ask the Senator from Tennessee 
a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Tennessee yield to the 
Senator from Arizona? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes; I yield. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Will the Senator 
agree to a limitation of debate on his 
amendment? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I will agree to 45 

minutes to a side. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, that is 
so unreasonable that I would have to 
object. Let the Senator proceed. 

Mr, LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Tennessee yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Tennessee yield to the 
Senator from New York? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Les. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I want to join my dis- 
tinguished colleague from Minnesota in 
saying that I take personal exception to 
the remarks of the distinguished chair- 
man of the Finance Committee, greatly 
as I respect and admire the work he has 
done on this bill, his high motives and 
the industry which he has shown in this 
instance, as in every other instance with 
which I have been familiar since I came 
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to the Senate 2 years ago. But for him to 
impute political motives is, I think, un- 
reasonable and unfair. My associates 
and I are fighting to make this bill pro- 
ductive, and in the interest of all the 
people of the United States. There is 
no doubt that we are facing a deficit of 
from $10,000,000,000 to $15,000,000,000. 
All the bill as it now stands will raise 
during the current year—and I am now 
quoting from the statements made on 
the floor by members of the Finance 
Committee—all that will be raised dur- 
ing this current year will be less than 
$3,000,000,000, leaving a deficit of some- 
where between $10,000,000,000 and $12,- 
000,000,000. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, may I 
remind the Senator 

Mr. LEHMAN. The Senator from 
New York has not yielded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. Let us finish the bill 
or we will not raise anything during this 
current year. 

Mr. LEHMAN. The Senator from 
New York has not finished and does not 
yield. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Let the 
Senate be in order. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I say that I believe 
the bill, as it now stands, favors men 
of high incomes, corporations, and 
others, and discriminates against the 
man of small and moderate income. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I re- 
sent that statement, and no man worthy 
of a seat in this Senate will make that 
statement. [Manifestations of disorder 
in the galleries.] 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate will be in order and also occu- 
pants of the galleries, 

Mr. GEORGE. And I am willing to 
go to the American people on it. 

Mr. LEHMAN. The Senator from 
New York has not yielded and I say that 
the Senator from New York does not 
withdraw i 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will suspend. Let the Chair ad- 
monish tke occupants of the galleries 
that they are the guests of the Senate, 
and they must preserve order. 

Mr. LEHMAN. If the Senator from 
New York and his colleagues were not 
convinced that we are fighting for an 
equitable bill, a bill that would come at 
least within hailing distance of a bal- 
anced budget, do you think for a moment 
that we would be standing on the floor of 
the Senate battling with all our hearts, 
with all our power, with all our might 
for the achievement of that end? 

As the Senator from Minnesota has 
said, to fight for higher taxes, for higher 
revenue, is an unpopular thing, not a 
popular thing. That is why we are jus- 
tified in resenting the implication and 
the imputation that we are seeking to 
debate and to fight for our principles in 
this matter for political reasons, for po- 
litical advantage. The only thing we 
can achieve in this matter is, first, loy- 
ally to serve the interest of the people 
of the United States; second, to serve 
the people of the United States by bring- 
ing the revenues at least within hailing 
distance of the appropriations, all of 
which have keen voted on by substan- 
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tially every Member of the Senate, and 
to which we are obligated. 

The third thing we are fighting for is 
equity and fairness to all the people of 
the United States, rich and poor alike. 
I hope that that will be understood, and 
that the implication that was stated 
here 15 minutes ago shall not stand un- 
challenged. I am unwilling, a; was my 
colleague from Minnesota, to allow it to 
stand unchallenged. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I send to the desk 
my amendment numbered 24. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Les, I yield. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
plead with all the Members of the Sen- 
ate to get down to consideration of this 
bill seriously, as we have throughout the 
p-evious days of its consideration. Tam 
sure that long debate on the bill is not 
going to accomplish very much. I call 
attention to the fact that we have prom- 
ised to recess by 6 o’clock this evening to 
accommodate our friends on the other 
side of the aisle. 

I gave notice of an all-day session 
tomorrow and a session tomorrow night, 
and an all-day session Saturday and a 
session on Saturday night.. I know it 
is going to be hard on the Senate to 
meet that call. It is not necessary to 
do that. Not only do Senators jeopard- 
ize the health of the Members of the 
Senate, but they jeopardize their amend- 
ments when they prolong the debate. I 
hope the Senator from Tennessee will 
limit himself to a half hour to his side, 
on his amendment. I plead with him 
to do that in order that we may conclude 
for today by 6 o' clock. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I 
have no desire to talk at any length, but 
the amendment provides for an entire 
section, and the Senator from Mary- 
land [Mr. O’Conor], the Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. Witey], the Senator 
from Wyoming [Mr. Hunt], and the 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
Tosey] join with me in sponsoring the 
amendment. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Very well. I will 
not ask the Senator to limit himself. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I 
send to the desk amendment designated 
9-22-51-24, offered by me on behalf of 
myself, the Senator from Maryland 
(Mr. O’Conor], the Senator from Wis- 
consin [Mr. WILEY], the Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr. Hunt], and the Senator 
from New Hampshire [Mr. TOBEY]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator desire the amendment read, 
or does he ask that it be printed in the 
RECORD? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I ask that the 
amendment be printed in the Recorp at 
this point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection it is so ordered. 

The amendment offered by Mr. KE- 
FAUVER for himself and other Senators 
is as follows: 

On page 251, beginning with line 4, strike 
out all through line 6 on page 259. 

At the proper place insert the following: 
“Sec, —. Illegal businesses, 

„a) Illegal wagering. 

(1) Disallowance of business expenses: 
Section 23 (a) (relating to deductions from 
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gross income) is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new paragraph: 

“*(3) Illegal wagering: No deduction shall 
be allowable under paragraph (1) or (2) to 
a taxpayer for any expense paid or incurred 
in or as a result of illegal wagering.’ 

“(b) Special records and returns: Section 
54 (relating to records and special returns) 
is amended by adding at the end thereof 
the following new subsection: 

“‘(g) Wagering houses. 

“*(1) Additional records: Every person 
liable to any tax imposed by this chapter 
who operates a wagering house shall file an 
annual return, which shall contain or be 
verified by a written declaration that it is 
made under the penalties of perjury, listing 
records of net daily gains and losses re- 
sulting from wagering transactions during 
the taxable year and shall, in addition to 
such other records as may be prescribed to 
be made under subsection (a), keep such 
records, render under oath such statements, 
make such other returns, and comply with 
such rules and regulations as the Secre- 
tary may from time to time prescribe. 

(2) Illegal wagering: Every person liable 
to any tax imposed by this chapter who 
operates a wagering house illegally shall, in 
addition to such other records as may be 
prescribed to be made under this chapter, 
keep records of every wagering transaction, 
the amount wagered, the name and address 
of every person participating in the wager- 
ing transaction, and the date of such wager- 
ing transaction. 

“ (3) Inspection: All books and records of 
wagering houses shall be open to inspection 
at all times by agents of the Bureau of In- 
ternal Revenue upon identification and 
request. 

“*(4) Definition: As used in this subsec- 
tion the term “wagering house” means any 
room, building, vehicle, vessel, or other place 
in which wagering transactions are carried 
on as a business. 

(5) Penalty: Any person required under 
this subsection, or required by law or regu- 
lation made under authority thereof, to 
make a return, keep any records, or supply 
any information, who willfully fails to make 
such return, keep such records, or supply 
such information, at the time or times re- 
quired by law or regulations, shall, in addi- 
tion to other penalties provided by law, be 
guilty of a felony and, upon conviction 
thereof, be fined not more than $10,000, or 
imprisoned for not more than 2 years, or 
both, together with the costs of prosecution.’ 

“(c) Individuals engaged in illegal busi- 
nesses: Section 54 (relating to records and 
special returns) is further amended by add- 
ing at the end thereof a new subsection as 
follows: A 

h) Net worth statements by certain 
individuals: Every individual who has, dur- 
ing the taxable year or during any of the 
5 years preceding the taxable year, received 
gross income in excess of $10,000 from one 
or more unlawful trades or businesses, shall 
file with his return for the taxable year, in 
such form and in such detail as the Secre- 
tary may by regulations prescribe, a state- 
ment of net worth showing, as of the close 
of the taxable year, each asset and liability 
of such individual, of such individual and 
his spouse jointly, and, in the case of a joint 
return by an individual and his spouse, each 
asset and liability of such spouse. Such 
statement shall contain or be verified by a 
written declaration that it is made under 
the penalties of perjury.’ 

“(d) Preservation of records: Section 54 
(relating to records and special returns) is 
further amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new subsection: 

“t(i) Preservation of records: Every per- 
son required to keep records pursuant to the 
provisions of this section or pursuant to 
regulations issued under the authority 
thereof shall retain such records for a period 
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of 7 years after the time of the transac- 
tions to which they relate.’ 

“(e) Effective date: The amendments 
made by this section shall be applicable 
only with respect to taxable years ending 
after the date of enactment of this act.” 


Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, the 
amendment is offered on behalf of the 
members of the former Senate Crime 
Investigating Committee. I think it is 
important first to examine part VI of the 
bill, which has to do with wagering. 

This provision provides for a special 
tax of 10 percent of the amounts bet 
in an organized lottery, where the people 
are not all present at the time the lot- 
tery is operated. It provides also for a 
tax of 10 percent of the amount which 
may be bet with bookmakers, provided, 
however, that if a bookmaker lays cff 
any part of a bet with a so-called lay- 
off man, he may claim credit for the 
amount so laid off, and the person to 
whom it is laid off will have to pay the 
tax. The interpretation and explana- 
tion would apply to the polièy business 
or the numbers racket which is preva- 
lent in so many large cities. 

The bill also provides for an occu- 
pational tax of $50 for each person who 
is engaged in wagering. That means 
that any person who is operating a lot- 
tery or any person who is engaged in 
the numbers business or who may be 
an agent operating for someone else, 
will have to pay an occupational tax of 
$50 in order to carry on his business. 
It is calculated that this tax would raise 
$400,000,000 a year. 

I wish to show—and the other mem- 
bers of the.committee join with me in 
the idea—that this tax would not raise 
such an amount of revenue. If the laws 
against gambling are strictly enforced, 
and if the income tax laws are amended 
as we propose in the substitute amend- 
ment, a great deal more money will be 
recovered that way. Moreover, a great 
deal more money will be forced into the 
legitimate channels of commerce, where 
the State and Federal Governments will 
receive taxation. 

I realize that the Committee on Fi- 
nance has been hard put to find methods 
of raising revenue. However, it is our 
opinion that this is the wrong approach, 
and that the ill results would be much 
worse than would be justified by the 
amount of revenue which might result 
from the amendment. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Let me speak for a 
few minutes, and then I shall be glad to 
yield. 

The proposal to impose a tax on 
wagering is morally offensive. It cannot 
be enforced, and it will not raise a sub- 
stantial amount of revenue. It will 
drive bookies underground, and will dis- 
courage local and State officials from 
enforcing their laws against gambling. 

Let it be pointed out that this provi- 
sion does not apply to the operators of 
casinos. It does not apply to roulette, 
organized club games, and other types 
of gambling. It applies only to the 
three specified types of gambling. 

First. A Federal tax such as proposed 
in this measure would put the stamp of 
United States Government approval on 
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gambling outlawed in 47 out of 48 States. 
It is true that the United States has 
never made a distinction between tax- 
ing sources of income—whether legal or 
illegal. But what we are asked to do 
here is to impose a special levy on gam- 
bling applicable to professional gamblers 
and paid by them. It is far different 
from merely saying to all taxpayers— 
whatever their incomes and whatever 
their occupations—that they must pay 
a tax on all their earnings equally— 
whether obtained from their labor, divi- 
dends, gifts, or their ill-gotten gains. 

I say that this tax is not in keeping 
with the best instincts of our people. It 
purports to accept the existence of an 
evil, and accept it as a way of life. By 
authorizing the United States to take its 
cut out of the illegal gambling, in effect 
we make Uncle Sam a partner with 
“Greasy Thumb” Guzik, Jimmy Carroll, 
Tony Accardo, and the Capone mob. It 
would put the cloak of respectability on 
the activities of the bookies, the policy- 
number operators, and their accompany- 
ing criminal activities, 

I ask, What is the purpose of this 
tax? If it is to raise revenue—and I 
will show later that the Federal Gov- 
ernment would collect far less than es- 
timated—why not tax the gambling 
casinos which still flourish in our great 
cities, the organized crap games, rou- 
lette, draw poker, blackjack, noncharity 
bingos, and other games that mulct our 
people of huge sums each year? And 
why stop at gambling? Why not tax 
the profits of other organized criminal 
activities such as prostitution, moon- 
shining, narcotics trade, and extortion 
and shake-down rackets? 

But if the purpose is to suppress gam- 
bling, root out the racketeers, curb crime, 
and expose corruption, let us attack the 
problem directly. The Crime Investi- 
gating Committee has made many leg- 
islative recommendations for dealing 
with organized gambling and other crim- 
inal activities. These proposals—which 
have been carefully drawn after many 
months of hearings—place upon the 
local communities the final responsibil- 
ity for ridding themselves of gangster 
elements. Let us not attempt to use 
the Federal tax authority to do a job 
which it cannot do and is not designed 
to do. Let us not convert the Internal 
Revenue Bureau into a crime-control 
agency. 

Let us consider for a moment what 
would have to be done in order to en- 


. force this tax. In the city of Chicago it 


was found that there were 26 large policy 
wheels operating at one time. The net 
take was estimated to be $150,000,000 or 
more annually. The associate counsel of 
our committee estimated that 5,000 or 6,- 
000 runners, or perhaps more, were op- 
erating the policy wheels. In the city of 
Philadelphia alone it was estimated that 
there were two or three thousand per- 
sons engaged in the numbers racket. 
How many revenue agents would it take 
to go out and find out who those persons 
are and make each of them pay a $50 tax 
in order to operate? The policy wheels 
operate first in one house and then in 
another. 

We cannot have successful law en- 
forcement unless the local people have 
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the responsibility. This provision would 
put a veritable army of tax men into the 
local law enforcement field, in every- 
body’s back yard, and change our tradi- 
tional method of law enforcement, which 
places the primary responsibility upon 
the local people. 

Furthermore, if crime still continues in 
the lottery, bookmaking, and policy busi- 
nesses, the local people are going to be 
writing to Members of Congress and ask- 
ing us why we do not do something about 
it. The local people are going to be dis- 
couraged in their efforts, and made to 
feel that it is the Federal Government’s 
responsibility. Or if the Federal Gov- 
ernment cannot find anyone on whom 
to impose an occupational tax, the local 
people will naturally say, “There are no 
bookies or policy runners in this particu- 
lar city, because the Federal Government 
cannot find them.” 

Second. The 10-percent gambling tax 
cannot be effectively enforced. Tradi- 
tionally under our system, payment of 
taxes has been voluntary. The Bureau 
of Internal Revenue relies largely upon 
the cooperation of citizens for compli- 
ance with the tax regulations. The 
method of collecting the gambling tax 
would follow the same pattern if the 
plan proposed, requiring books to be 
kept, were followed. If forms are sent to 
the taxpayers and they do not put in the 
proper information, the forms can be 
sent back, or they can be required to 
furnish full statistics. But it is another 
thing to send a veritable army of internal 
revenue agents into every city in the 
country, when such agenis are not avail- 
able, and try to track down a particular 
bookie, who is operating on a transitory 
basis, in order to try to collect a tax 
from him. 

Under this proposal, bookmakers and 
the numbers operators, their agents and 
runners would register with the Inter- 
nal Revenue Bureau and pay an occu- 
pational tax of $50 a year. As part of 
his registration, a professional gambler 
would have to identify those persons re- 
ceiving wagers on his behalf and in addi- 
tion disclose the identity of those per- 
sons for whom he may be acting as agent. 

The operators would be required to 
keep books, including a daily record of 
the amount of wagers received. The 
10-percent tax on the wager proper 
would be paid by the horse-race bookie 
or the lottery operators, or by any other 
person conducting the pool as principal. 
Monthly returns of tax would be re- 
quired. 

Of course, what would happen would 
be that the bookie, if he paid a tax, 
would merely pass the tax on to the 
unfortunate customer. By this process 
the victim, who apparently would be en- 
earners to bet, would have to pay the 


Is there anyone naive enough to be- 
lieve that the racketeers who control 
commercialized gambling in this country 
will admit that they are bookies and pay 
the tax? 

Is it realistic to expect gamblers to 
sign their own death warrant by reg- 
istration? Will Costello, Joe Adonis, 
Meyer Lansky, the Morettis, Guzik, Sam 
Beard. or Nig Rosen oblige the Govern- 
ment and keep records of the amounts 
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of wagers placed with them and volun- 
tarily declare the amount of levies due 
the Treasury? 

Will men who have flouted income- 
tax regulations for years, who fail to re- 
port their true earnings, who refuse to 
itemize their income or expenses now 
come clean because the United States 
Government needs new revenues? 

Enforcement will be one of the most 
formidable tasks ever undertaken by In- 
ternal Revenue Bureau. It will require 
thousands of agents trained in criminal 
investigation to bring out compliance and 
collection of taxes. 

Mr. Dunlap, the newly appointed Com- 
missioner of Internal Revenue, appeared 
before the committee, and I made in- 
quiry of some Treasury officials. They 
are not prepared to enforce this tax. 
If they are not able to enforce it, as 
will be the case, they will be held up 
to ridicule, and thus there will be a les- 
sening of respect for this great depart- 
ment of our Government. Furthermore, 
they will be blamed for the continuation 
of this type of gambling. 

Enforcement will be one of the most 
formidable tasks ever undertaken by the 
Internal Revenue Bureau, As I said, it 
will require thousands of agents trained 
in criminal investigation to bring about 
compliance and collection of taxes. It 
may involve tracing hundreds of trans- 
actions through dummy corporations, 
agents, subagents, and runners, and 
penetrating the hundreds of artful de- 
vices to conceal the identity of those lia- 
ble for payment. 

In brief, the registration requirements 
and the tax will drive the bookies under- 
ground. 

Professional gamblers are crafty men. 
They will devise new methods of evading 
payment and new tricks of deception to 
thwart the Internal Revenue Bureau. 

Investigation on the part of the Bu- 
reau aimed at determining whether the 
returns and supporting records of these 
individuals are false or fraudulent so as 
to sustain a charge of criminal tax eva- 
sion, is frequently a long, difficult and 
time-consuming process, Bureau officials 
report. 

I think that the Treasury experience 
with the collection of income taxes from 
the gamblers and racketeers belies any 
hope that the Government will get con- 
siderable revenues from this source. 

The Treasury each year is defrauded 
of huge sums of money in taxes by those 
engaged in organized gambling activ- 
ities. Their returns, for the most part, 
are fraudulent; their incomes are grossly 
understated. The amount of tax they 
pay has no relation to their gross earn- 
ings or taxable income. 

Mr. O'CONOR. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield, or does he prefer to 
finish his statement? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I should like to fin- 
ish my statement, if I may. 

Lastly, Mr. President, a Federal gam- 
bling tax would hurt, not help, enforce- 
ment of antigambling laws at the local 
level. 

Most States have outlawed offtrack 
betting, gambling casinos, number lot- 
teries, and other commercial gambling 
activities, . 
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Registration of their occupation by 
gamblers with a Federal agency, is an 
integral part of the gambling tax, and 
will be misunderstood by our citizens, 
They will look upon it as Government 
sanction of their activities. The under- 
world will be heartened. The conse- 
quences for local crime enforcement will 
be grave. Public apathy toward the 
existence of commercialized gambling 
and attendant gangster activities will 
increase. This will result in discourag- 
ing those local and State enforcement 
Officials who have been earnestly and 
zealously trying to control crime. There 
will be a natural tendency to rely upon 
Treasury agents to rid local communi- 
ties of crime. As Federal investigators 
project themselves directly into the do- 
main of local police authorities, respon- 
sibility of State officials will be weakened. 
Internal Revenue agents may become 
crime busters instead of tax collectors, 

As the Wall Street Journal said, if 
ever there was a plan to burn down city 
hall to get rid of rats, this is it. 

Mr. President, it is not a question of 
revenue or no revenue. The substitute 
carries with it provisions which would 
keep the law as it is and encourage the 
local communities to go ahead with their 
efforts, in which they are making real 
headway, to drive out the racketeers and 
gamblers and to stop gambling, instead 
of discouraging them by giving gangsters 
quasi sanction through the imposition 
of a special kind of tax by the Federal 
Government. That is what the provi- 
sion in the bill could be interpreted as 
doing. i 

In the case of slot machines many 
racketeers say that it is not too bad to 
have slot machines, because the Federal 
Government charges a tax on them. 
Many enforcement officers say, “Well, if 
it is all right for the Federal Govern- 
ment, it ought to be all right with us.” 

I do not approve particularly of a 
slot-machine tax, but there is quite a 
difference between a special tax on an 
instrument like a slot machine and a tax 
on a method of life or doing business, 
It would be interpreted as giving a sanc- 
tion to the methods of gamblers, and it 
would discourage local law-enforcement 
officers. Furthermore, it would pass the 
responsibility for enforcement onto the 
Federal Government, and the Federal 
Government would not get any substan- 
tial amount of money, certainly not so 
much money as would be provided by 
the amendments which are offered in the 
nature of a substitute. 

What are these amendments? First, 
we have found that many persons oper- 
ating gambling casinos charge off good 
will. In Florida it is called ice. It is 
the payment which is made to enforce- 
ment officers. In California it is called 
juice. They charge it off as a part of 
operating expenses. They charge off a 
tremendous amount. Of course, they 
keep their books dishonestly, in the first 
place. So the first amendment would 
prevent the charging off of expenses 
paid or incurred as a result of illegal 
wagering. 

Many States, including California, 
have passed laws of this kind. From 
such laws they have obtained a great 
deal of money. A great amount of reve- 
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nue money would be brought into the 
Federal Treasury by the adoption of the 
first part of the substitute. Much more 
money would be collected than by giv- 
ing quasi sanction to the operations of 
these people. 

The second part of the first amend- 
ment would require gambling houses to 
keep daily records. 

By reason of the way in which gam- 
bling houses do business it is not possible 
to know how much money they actually 
make. In my opinion, they defraud the 
Government of millions of dollars a year. 
In other words, they have a bankroll, 
and at the end of the season, after keep- 
ing it in a pocket or a drawer, they 
merely state what they owe the United 
States Government. Frequently they 
keep the amount in their heads. We 
have heard witness after witness testify 
that he keeps the amount of the bank- 
roll in his head. At the end of the season 
a gambler tells his auditor what the 
amount of the bankrollis. He may keep 
the amount on a piece of paper. After 
he tells the auditor what the amount 
is, and the tax is figured, the paper is 
torn up, There is no record left of the 
amount. 

The second part of the substitute 
provides that persons who are engaged 
in illegal wagering must keep detailed 
records of each wagering transaction. 
The books must be kept open for in- 
spection. A real penalty is provided in 
the bill for failure to keep records. A 
penalty is now provided, but it is not en- 
forced by the Internal Revenue Bureau. 
The amendment provides a real penalty 
for failure to keep records. 

The amendment requires the keeping 
of records for 7 years. Those who do 
not keep them for that period of time 
will be guilty of a felony. That provi- 
sion is proposed because the statute of 
limitations in particular cases runs after 
the passage of 6 years. 

The last part of the amendment pro- 
vides that if during © given year anyone 
earns more than $10,000 on an illegal 
transaction or in an unlawful trade or 
business, he must file a statement of net 
worth with his income-tax return. 

The field agents of the Bureau of In- 
ternal Revenue were unanimous in say- 
ing that the one thing which would help 
them in getting after the racketeers and 
gamblers would be to require them to 
file statements of net worth, so that it 
would be possible to have a beginning 
point to use in connection with trying to 
make out a case against them. 

Practically all the cases which are 
made against racketeers—for instance, 
the cases which have been made against 
Mickey Cohen, Guzik, Sam Beard, or any 
of the others—can be made only after 
many, many years of building up what 
are called net-worth cases, in connection 
with which it is necessary to determine 
what funds or other assets such persons 
have at a given time; and perhaps in 
that connection it is necessary to go 
back to a time when that person was in 
bankruptcy, and then reconstitute his 
entire economic life from that point up 
to a certain more-recent time, in order 
to prove that he has made more money 
than he has reported in his income-tax 
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returns. If it is possible to establish a 
beginning point in connection with the 
participation by any person in a big- 
time, unlawful activity, the making of 
a case against him is greatly facilitated. 

I know that I was impressed by the 
testimony of some revenue agents in 
California who were working on the 
case of a big-time gambler who re- 
cently has been indicted, a man named 
“Bones” Remmer. Those agents said 
they had quite a large squad working 
over a period of 6 years in studying that 
man’s activities for the past 20 years, 
They were trying to find out what he 
had received and what he had spent. 
They were endeavoring to make a case 
against him. 

Mr. President, today the people are 
taking a real interest in the enforcement 
of the laws against gambling. This is 
no time to give the people a set-back, by 
creating the impression that in the eyes 
of the Federal Government it is all right 
for this sort of thing to go on. This 
is no time to give such activities a quasi 
sanction. 

In many editorials in many of the out- 
standing newspapers, such as the Wall 
Street Journal and the Washington 
Star, and in many editorials in maga- 
zines the position is taken that a refusal 
by Congress to adopt the amendment we 
are proposing would constitute an in- 
vasion of the field of law enforcement 
and would be a discouragement to en 
forcement officers. g 

Furthermore, Mr. President, every 
one of the amendments contained in 
the substitute was considered by the 
American Bar Association’s Commission 
on Organized Crime. That commission 
is headed by Judge Robert Patterson, an 
outstanding lawyer; and eight other 
distinguished members of the American 
Bar Association serve on the commis- 
sion. They unanimously recommend 
every one of the amendments contained 
in the substitute. It was submitted to 
the house of delegates of the American 
Bar Association, at the meeting last 
week in New York; and each of the 
amendments was approved by the mem- 
bers of the house of delegates. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the RECORD at 
this point the findings of the special 
committee of the American Bar Associa- 
tion which were approved by the house 
of delegates of that association, approv- 
ing the four items which were submitted 
today as a substitute, and which will be 
offered again tomorrow. 

There being no objection, the findings 
referred to were ordered to be printed 
in the REcorp, as follows: 

The tax bills designed to assure collection 
of lawful taxes from gamblers and persons 
who operate illegitimate enterprises—S. 
1529, S. 1531, S. 1532, S. 1660, Eighty-second 
Congress—approved. 

In its second and third interim reports, 
the Senate Committee pointed out that the 
Federal Government was losing huge sums 
in tax revenue because of the failure of 
gamblers, gangsters, and underworld char- 
acters to make adequate tax returns on their 
incomes. Accordingly, the Senate Commit- 
tee introduced four bills which are designed 
to make it possible for the Federal Govern- 
ment to compel such individuals to pay their 
lawful taxes. S. 1529 would add a new sec- 
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tion to the Internal Revenue Code, requir- 
ing gambling houses to keep daily records 
of gains and losses resulting from wagering 
transactions, during the taxable year. In 
every State in which gambling houses are 
illegal, moreover, persons operating gam- 
bling houses must keep records of every 
wagering transaction, the amount wagered, 
the name and address of every person par- 
ticipating in the wagering transaction and 
the date of such transaction. These book- 
and records must be open to inspection at 
all times by agents of Internal Revenue. 
Failure to keep the records required or to 
make proper returns is punishable by a 
2-year imprisonment, a $10,000 fine, or both, 

The cash take“ from gambling casinos is 
fantastic in amount. The present controls 
over the tax returns of such casinos are com- 
pletely inadequate. They are inadequate in 
a State like Nevada where the gambling 
casino is legal and are practically nonex- 
istent in States like Florida and Louisiana, 
where such casinos operate openly in viola- 
tion of State law. This bill requires gam- 
bling casinos in places where they are legal 
to keep daily records of wagering transac- 
tions. In addition in States where gam- 
bling casinos are illegal the individual gam- 
bling transaction itself must be recorded. It 
is obvious that this proposed statute makes 
it possible to keep some check on the returns 
of the gambling casinos. In addition it gives 
the Federal Government some means of deal- 
ing with the owners of the casinos who cheat 
on their tax returns. Since the operation 
of gambling cosinos is largely in the hands 
of underworld characters and of crime syndi- 
cates, this bill is approved. 

S. 1531 would add a new subsection to 
Section 54 of the Internal Revenue Code 
and require taxpayers to retain income-tax 
records for a period of 7 years after the 
time of the transactions to which they 
relate. 

At the present time 54 (a) of the Internal 
Revenue Code requires taxpayers to keep 
such records as the Commissioner of In- 
ternal Revenue may from time to time pre- 
scribe, But this section does not state how 
long such records must be kept. Under pres- 
ent Treasury Department regulations, tax- 
payers may be required to keep income tax 
records for as long as 6 years. 

In the investigations of alleged income tax 
frauds on the part of gangsters, gamblers, 
and racketeers, investigators have been con- 
fronted over and over again with the state- 
ment that the records on the basis of which 
the returns were made, were destroyed 
shortly after the returns were filed. This 
type of evasion becomes more difficult under 
the instant bill, since it requires records to 
be kept for a period of 7 years. If the tax- 
payer claims the records have been destroyed, 
he subjects himself to the penalties provided 
in the Internal Revenue Act. 

The bill is approved. 

S. 1532 would add a new section to section 
23 of the Internal Revenue Code, which 
would make it clear that no deductions shall 
be allowable in computing net income for 
tax purposes “for any expense paid or in- 
curred in or as a result of illegal wagering.” 
At the present time, there is nothing to pre- 
vent the expenses paid or incurred in the 
conduct of illegal gambling enterprises from 
being deducted from gross income tax pur- 
poses. { 

Section 23 of the Internal Revenue Code 
contains a provision that losses from wager- 
ing transactions can be deducted annually 
"to the extent of the gains from such trans- 
actions,” in computing income for the pur- 
poses of taxation. The bill strikes out this 
proviso. It provides that there shall be no 
allowance for losses from illegal wagering 
transactions. 

The practice of permitting racketeers and 
criminals to deduct the operating expenses 
of illegitimate enterprises from their gross 
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incomes for the purpose of taxation is thor- 
oughly undesirable. If a man makes money 
‘out of crime, he should pay meome taxes 
like everyone else. However, the tax should 
be paid on the “gross take” and not on the 
“take” minus “expenses.” 
quently these expenses include protection 
for law enforcement officials. Moreover, 
there is absolutely no way of checking the 
amount of such expenses. Only too fre- 
quently the returns of racketeers and crimi- 
nals have listed an arbitrary figure for ex- 
penses of carrying on their enterprises, so 
that as little income tax as possible is paid. 
Gamblers are also inclined to state that their 
losses exceed their gains so that they do not 
have to pay any taxes at all, This bill for- 
bids the deduction of such losses and re- 


quires gamblers to pay income taxes on their 


entire reported gains. 

The bill is approved. 

S. 1660 would add a new section to the 
Internal Revenue Code and require every in- 
dividual who for any one of five preceding 
years received a gross income in excess of 
$2,500 from unlawful trades, businesses, or 
transactions, to file with his tax return a 
statement of net worth showing “each asset 
and liability of such individual.” This 
statement must be verified “under the pen- 
alty of perjury.” 

Assistant Attorney General Caudle made 
a statement to the Senate committee in 
which he pointed out how necessary it was 
to have net-worth statements in connection 
with investigations of the income-tax re- 
turns of persons engaged in criminal activi- 
ties. He stated that “Cases involving rack- 
eteers are difficult to prove. G-omblers and 
gangsters do not keep books to show their 
receipt of income. Therefore, it is usually 
necessary for the Government to rely on 
their year-by-year increases in net worth and 
their known expenditures. To make this 
type proof stick in court we must establish 
a beginning point from which to figure an- 
nual increases in wealth. And because these 
characters must hide their activities it is 
always difficult and sometimes impossible to 
establish a starting net worth which excludes 
the possibility of other hidden wealth.” 

Had the requirement of the proposed bid 
been written into the law some years ago, 
the investigations by the Senate committee 
into the activities of such characters as 
Frank Costello, Frank Erickson, Sheriff 
“King” Clancy in Louisiana, and Sheriff 
James Sullivan and Walter Clark in Florida, 
and Chief Investigator Gilbert, of Cook 
County, would have been considerably facili- 
tated. The requirements of the proposed 
bill would give the Government an essential 
point of reference for the income-tax investi- 
gations of persons engaged in illegitimate 
enterprises or of faithless public officials who 
receive graft payments from criminals and 
gangsters. 

Accordingly, Senate 1660 is approved. 
| The Treasury Department has in recent 
months taken steps to set up special squads 
and organize special procedures for checking 
upon the income-tax returns of known or 
suspected gamblers, gangsters, and rack- 
eteers, The four above-mentioned bills fa- 
cilitate the task of ckecking upon the re- 
turns of such characters. They make it pos- 
sible for the Government to obtain a larger 
share of the illicit returns of gamblers, rack- 
eteers, and criminals. All of the aforemen- 
tioned bills should therefore be approved, 


since they assist Treasury agents to compel ~ 


individuals to pay lawful taxes on illicit in- 
come. 


One other method of taxing illegal enter- 


prises should be called to the attention of - 


the Senate Committee and of the Congress 
$ the United States. We recommend that 

all persons, firms, or corporations which are 
in the business of taking bets or wagers, op- 
erating gambling pools, manufacturing or 


selling slot machines, punchboards, or other 


Only too fre- - 


gambling devices or operating lotteries, 
policy games, or gambling rooms, should 
be required to register with the Treas- 
ury Department, and to disclose the names of 
all persons who have a beneficial interest in 


their operations. In addition, such persons, 


firms, or corporations should be required to 
pay a $500-a-year excise tax as part of the 
mandatory registration. All registration 
statements should be public records and 
thus available for inspection by law-enforce- 
ment agencies. Failure to register should be 
subject to penalty. 

In addition we recommend that Congress 
pass the provisions contained in chapter 
27A of revenue bill H. R. 4473. This chapter 
would make every person “who is engaged in 
the business of accepting wagers” liable for 
an excise tax of 10 percent on any wager with 
respect to a sports event, wagering pool, lot- 
tery, or numbers“ game. 

The advantages of the aforementioned 
proposals are that they compel the operators 
of gambling enterprises to come out into the 
open and register, or face Federal prosecu- 
tion for refusing to do so. In addition the 
Federal tax authorities may reach 10 per- 


cent of the gross amount which has been bet 
or wagered, and whether lost or won. 


Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, if 


the substitute is. rejected, it will be our 


intention to offer, first, an amendment 
to strike out the wagering section of the 
bill; and then we shall offer, one by one, 
the amendments which we have pre- 
pared, which will require the keeping of 
books to prevent “charge offs.” Such 
amendments will result in bringing into 
the Federal Treasury a tremendous 
amount of revenue—in fact, much more 
revenue than will be provided by the bill 
as it now stands. 

Furthermore, Mr. President, the adop- 
tion of the amendments we propose will 
avoid a reversal of our traditional meth- 
od of Iaw enforcement, and will avoid the 
sanctioning of wagering and gambling 
activities. 

Mr. O’CONOR. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Tennessee yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Moon in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Tennessee yield to the Senator 
from Maryland? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes. In fact, I am 
ready to yield the floor. 

Mr. O’CONOR. Mr. President, I 
should like very much to have the opin- 
ion of the able Senator from Tennessee, 
for the record. 

In preface to the questions which I 
should like to ask him, I say that it is the 
considered opinion of those of us who 
seryed with him that he has done a re- 
markable work and has made a distinct 
contribution to the entire cause of law 
enforcement, in bringing to light condi- 
tions which heretofore have not been 
exposed. 

Because of the experience the Senator 
from Tennessee has had, it occurs to us 
that he is in the best position to give 
advice in regard to conditions existing 
in the country today. 

Particularly, Mr. President, I should 
like to ask the Senator from Tennessee 
regarding certain deductions of alleged 
expenses which are being allowed and 


which in the past have been allowed by 
the Bureau of Internal Revenue in the 


case of the tax returns of known gam- 
blers and other persons who have been 


_active in illegal wagering. 
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I should like to ask the Senator from 


Tennessee whether, in addition to the 


items to which he has referred, which I 
understand are known as 


ice“ and 


>“juice’—in other words, protection 


money—other items have come to the 


attention of the committee in the course 


of the investigation. I refer to items 
which apparently have been allowed by 
the Bureau of Internal Revenue as de- 
ductions, items which are classified as 
“good will,” but which really are of a 
highly questionable nature. 

Does not the Senator from Tennessee 
feel that the deductions which have been 
allowed in connection with the tax re- 
turns of a number of persons engaged in 
gambling activities are improper deduc- 


tions and would not be allowed if these 


amendments were adopted? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I 
appreciate the question the Senator 
from Maryland has asked. Undoubted- 
ly it is true, as was brought out in the 
course of the hearings when the Sena- 
tor from Maryland was chairman of 
the committee, that all kinds of de- 
ductions are taken by such persons in 
connection with their income-tax re- 
turns, although such deductions are not 
proper. Among them are so-called 
contributions and so-called good- 
will items, to which the Senator has re- 
ferred, which we showed actually were 
paid as protection money. Among them 
was money paid in an effort to purchase 
the editorial page of a newspaper, for 
the purpose of publishing advertise- 
ments. 

If the part of the substitute which 
relates to such items is adopted, in my 
opinion it would result in the collection 
of a great deal more than 8100, 000, 000 
in additional taxes. That would be the 
result if we would simply prevent the 
taking of such improper deductions. 

Mr. O’CONOR. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Tennessee yield for a 
further question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield. a 

Mr. O’CONOR. From the report the 
Senator from Tennessee made to the 
Senator some time ago—I refer to the 
third interim report of the Special Com- 
mittee To Investigate Organized Crime 
in Interstate Commerce—I now shall 
read, at page 83. I shall not mention 
the names of the persons there referred 
to; instead, I shall read this portion of 
the report in order to point out a typical 
case. 

After describing the conditions which 
were found to exist, for example, in the 
State of Louisiana, it was reported that 
one of the men said that— 


On occasions when deputy sheriff— 


I omit the name— 
came into the club, one of the managers 
would instruct him to withdraw sums of over 
$1,000 for “ice” or protection. 


Has the Senator from Tennessee 
found that on many occasions situa- 
tions of that sort have existed, and that 
money for protection was not only asked 
for by certain law-enforcement officers, 
in connection with illegal wagering ac- 
tivities, but was allowed as a deductible 
expense in connection with the income- 
tax returns? 


1951. 


Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes, it is true that 
such testimony was given by certain 
witnesses in Louisiana; and similar tes- 
timony has been received from witnesses 
in practically every section of the coun- 
try, namely, that 10 percent or even a 
larger amount of the funds received 
from such wagering activities would be 
paid for “protection,” and then the 
amount remaining would be reported in 
the income-tax return. 

Regardless of whether such persons 
had the effrontery to state in their in- 
come-tax returns that such amounts 
had been paid to law-enforcement offi- 
cers for “protection,” at least it is true 
that substantial deductions have been 
taken for such “protection.” 

Mr. O'CONOR. I recall a case in which 
the Senator from Tennessee exposed a 
situation in which a gambling house ac- 
tually spent approximately $26,000 a 
month for the transmission of informa- 
tion, and I recall testimony that between 
500 and 1,000 telegrams a day were sent. 

Mr. KEFAUVER., That is correct. 

Mr. O’CONOR. In regard to the pro- 
posed requirement—which would be in 
the law if the Senator’s amendment were 
adopted—that a statement of net worth 
be filed, does the Senator from Tennessee 
recall the statement by the Assistant At- 
torney General, Mr. Caudle, which I have 
before me? I shall read from page 13 of 
the report the Senator from Tennessee 
made to the Senate a quotation from Mr. 
Caudle's statement, which I think may 
be of particular interest in emphasizing 
the need for a requirement similar to the 
one the Senator from Tennessee has pro- 
posed regarding the submission of a 
statement of net worth. Iread now from 
Mr. Caudle's statement: 

Cases involving racketeers are difficult to 
prove. Gamblers and gangsters do not keep 
books to show their receipt of income, 
Therefore it is usually necessary for the Gov- 
ernment to rely on their year-by-year in- 
creases in net worth and their known ex- 
penditures. To make this type of proof stick 
in court we must establish a beginning point 
from which to figure annual increases in 
wealth. And because these characters must 
hide their activities, it is always difficult and 
sometimes impossible to establish a starting 
net worth which excludes the possibility of 
other hidden wealth. 


I should like to ask the Senator from 
Tennessee whether that does not, in his 
opinion, bear out the contention that 
some such requirement as is embodied in 
his proposed amendment is absolutely 
necessary. 

Mr. KEFAUVER., That is undoubtedly 
true, and the Government has hundreds 
of agents who are tediously working, try- 
ing to turn time back to some point per- 
haps 20 or 30 years ago when the rack- 
eteer filed a statement, or when he tried 
to reconstruct his way of life to prove a 
net-worth case. In that connection let 
me say that practically every one of these 
racketeers testified in a way that is typi- 
cal of all their evidence. I have here the 
record showing George Robinson ques- 
tioning Ralph Capone, a brother of Al 
Capone, who is now a big racketeer in 
Chicago. Says Mr. Robinson: 

Mr. Roptnson. Do you give him a record 
of your speculation? ‘ 
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He is speaking about what Capone 
gives to his income-tax man. 

Mr. CAPONE. No, sir. 

Mr. Rostnson. It is not broken down or 
itemized? 

Mr. Capone. No, sir. 

Mr. Rosinson. You just give him one 
lump sum to insert in your return: Is that 
correct? 

Mr. Capone. That is right. 

Mr. Rosinson. How do you arrive at that 
lump sum? 

Mr. Capone. Well, I just keep track of it. 
; Mr. Rosinson. How do you keep track of 
t? ; 

Mr. CAPONE. I keep track of it from day 
to day. 

Mr. RosINsoN. Do you put it down in a 
book? 

Mr. Capone. Well, if I win any money 
today, and I win the next day, I forget about 
the first day and just keep track of the 
total balance. 

Mr. RoBINsoN. How do you keep track of 
the total balance? 

Mr. Capone. In my mind, 


So he merely keeps it in his head, or 
on one little piece of paper. That is the 
way he keeps it. 

Mr. O'CONOR. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Tennessee yield? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Maryland. 

Mr. O'CONOR. The Senator from 
Tennessee has just made the statement 
that there has been intensified effort of 
late to circumvent the activities of crim- 
inals, and I should like to ask him with 
respect to the demonstrated need for 
some further tightening up of the In- 
ternal Revenue laws, as he has pro- 
posed. Is it not true that following the 
disclosures by the Senator from Ten- 
nessee, the racket squad at the Treasury 
Department was augmented. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. It was following 
the disclosures of the committee of 
which the Senator acted as chairman, a 
great deal of the time. 

Mr. O'CONOR. If I may follow it a 
step further, I have before me a press 
release from the United States Treasury 
Department dated September 11, this 
month, and it shows that as the result 
of the work of only 3 months, with, of 
course, the additional force which the 
Commissioner, John B. Dunlap, has so 
ably used, additional assessments have 
been made against racketeers and crim- 
inals against whom the authorities have 
been concentrating, which assessments 
aggregate a grand total of $5,627,345.34, 
according to the Treasury Department 
figures. He enumerates the number of 
cases, in this and other press releases, 
and indicates that 27,148 cases were re- 
maining at the end of July, 19,740 having 
been assigned to racket squads, and of 
that number 6,175 are already under 
actual investigation. The question I 
should like to ask the Senator is whether 
he does not feel that that indicates there 
has been need for a tightening up, so 
that there would not have been neces- 
sary such intensified effort as was made 
at the last minute to thwart efforts to 
circumvent the law. 

Mr. KEFAUVER, The Senator is ex- 
actly right. The Internal Revenue De- 
partment was not doing what it should 
to require the keeping of books or to col- 
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lect taxes from the racketeers and gang- 
sters, and in some cases, as the Senator 
from Maryland so well knows, some 
members of the Internal Revenue squad 
themselves were playing footsy with the 
racketeers. We particularly found that 
situation in California. I think it is 
very fine that the Treasury did follow 


the recommendation of our committee - 


and set up a special racket squad, which 
is dealing with income-tax returns of 
big-time racketeers and gamblers. They 
have brought in many millions of dol- 
lars, and assessments of many millions 
of dollars more have been made. They 
are going after these people vigorously 
at the present time; and that is true 
all the way down the line. The local au- 
thorities are taking a great deal of in- 
terest and pride in true local law enforce- 
ment, and they resent, at a time when 
they need encouragement, the Federal 
Government’s coming along and practi- 
cally recognizing, or in the eyes of the 
world recognizing, the respectability, at 
least, of those who are carrying on the 
sort of thing they are trying to elim- 
inate. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Tennessee yield? 

Mr, KEFAUVER. I yield. 

Mr. KERR. Does any part of the 
State of Tennessee have local option or 
prohibition under the local-option pro- 
vision of the constitution of the State? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes. 

Mr. KERR. What part of the State 
has prohibition under that local-option 
provision? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I think about two- 
thirds of the counties have prohibition, 
and the others are open. 

Mr. KERR. Is the Senator aware of 
the fact that the Federal Government 
issues licenses for liquor dealers in those 
prohibition counties of his State which 
are operating under the local-option 
provision of the State constitution? 

Mr, KEFAUVER. Yes; I am aware 
of that. 

Mr. KERR. Is the result of it a feel- 
ing on the part of the officials, or on the 
part of the people, that the Federal Gov- 
ernment is thereby either approving the 
sale of the liquor or disapproving the 
local action which has declared it to be 
prohibition territory? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. There are some peo- 
ple, frankly, who feel that it has a bad 
influence on the enforcement of the 
prohibition laws for the Federal Govern- 
ment to charge for the stamp. But I 
dare say the Senator wanted to bring 
up also the slot-machine matter. 

Mr. KERR. I was going to ask the 
Senator about that in a moment. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes, I think some 
of the local citizens do disapprove; but 
I believe the situation is different from 
what might be imagined, as I shall ex- 
plain. 

Mr. KERR. Does not the Federal 
Government charge a tax on slot ma- 
chines in about 47 of the 48 States, 
although it is against the law for them 
to operate? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Les, that is true. 

Mr, KERR. Does the Senator think 
the Federal Government should cease to 
charge a license fee or impose a tax on 
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‘slot machines in such States, or tax a 
liquor dealer in dry territory? 
Mr. KEFAUVER. Frankly, since the 


Senator asks me about it, I think it was 


‘a bad thing to start. I think it has 
been discouraging to local law enforce- 


ment officials, and many of the law- 


breakers have been able to build up their 
business on the theory that they were 


partially sanctioned by the Federal Gov- ` 


ernment. But there is still a difference 
between slot machines and the matter 
under discussion. 


Mr. KERR. Does the Senator say, 


then, that the practice I have mentioned 
is a bad one? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. If I had to vote on 
it again, I would not vote for it. 

Mr. KERR. If the Senator had to 
vote on it now, would he change his 
vote? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Les, I would. 

Mr. KERR. The Senator says he 
thinks it makes things difficult for the 
local law enforcement authorities. 
Mr. KEFAUVER. I think it dis- 
courages them, and gives the operators 
respectability. 

Mr. KERR. Does the Senator think 
it discourages the local enforcement 
official to have the Federal Government 
identify the law violator and tell who he 
is, and where he is, where he is operat- 
ing, and what he is doing? Is that what 
discourages the local official? Is it the 
fact that someone is making it public 
that the law violator is there? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. No. Many officers 
have told us that they did not think 
much about slot machines, they did not 
think they were particularly iniquitous, 
because the Federal Government li- 
censed them. Of course, it did not 
license them, but it recognized them for 
the purpose of collecting a special tax. 

Mr. KERR. What does the Senator 
think about a local official who declines 
to enforce a local law because there is 
not also a Federal law applying and takes 
the position that maybe an operation is 
not so bad if the Federal Government 
charges a tax on it? 

Mr. KEPAUVER. Of course, local 
Officials are supposed to enforce local 
laws, but many of them have the feeling 
that if the Federal Government charges 
a special tax on certain transactions, the 
Federal Government must think they are 
not so bad. It causes discouragement 
to the local law enforcement officials. 

Mr. KERR. The Senator has been a 
part of a crime investigating committee, 
has he not? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Ihave been a small 
part of one. 

Mr. KERR. Does the Senator think 
he discouraged the local law enforcement 
Officials by pointing out who the local vio- 
lators were and how they were operating, 
where they operated, and Roy they were 
doing it? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. No; I think they 
were encouraged by it. 

Mr. KERR. Does the Senator think 
they would be discouraged by what the 
Treasury Department would do in a 
somewhat similar situation? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I do not think the 
situations are similar. 


¥ Mr. KERR. The Federal Government 
‘discloses their identity, their location, 
and what they are doing. That is at 
least similar to what the Senator and 
his committee were doing. Is there not 
that similarity? 
Mr. KEFAUVER. It is an entirely dif- 
ferent matter. 4 
Mr. KERR. Is there that similarity 
in the situation? Will the Senator an- 
swer that question? ! 
Mr. KEFAUVER. They are being 


asked to disclose their identity so that 


the Internal Revenue Department can 
collect the tax. Some persons think the 


Department wants to get as much reve- 


nue as possible, and, therefore, it wants 
to encourage 

Mr. KERR. Is there anything in this 
bill that says the Federal Government 
wants to encourage gambling? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. When there is a tax 
on something, the natural assumption is 
it wants to encourage the operation. 

Mr. KERR. Does the Senator put 
that in by his own thought processes or 
by some language in the bill? 
` Mr. KEFAUVER, It is by my own 
thought processes. 

Mr. HUNT. Mr. President, will the 
Scnator from Tennessee yield? 

Mr, KEFAUVER. I shall be very hap- 
py to yield the floor. 

Mr. HUNT. I do not especially care 
to have the floor; I should like to ad- 
dress a question to the Senator from 
Tennessee. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield. 

Mr. HUNT. My question is along the 
line of that about which the Senator 
from Oklahoma was just speaking. I 
do not think there is an ex-Governor 
in the United States Senate but will say 
that when the Federal Government 
comes into a State and says to a slot ma- 
chine operator, “Give me $100, and then 
go your way and operate as you please,” 
it makes a law enforcement problem for 
the local officials. The representatives of 
the Federal Government do not identify 
the machines, for the reason that the 
local officials know where the machines 
are. They do not say to the local offi- 
cials, In such and such a place there is 
a slot machine.” They already know 
that. But the Federal Government col- 
lects $100, so that many people think it 
is all right to operate a slot machine. 
There will be violations in the commu- 
nity and in the State simply because the 
Federal Government encourages them. 
That is just what this provision of the 
bill will do. 

The Federal Government does exact- 
ly the same thing with reference to liq- 
uor. I think the Federal Government is 
responsible for a great deal of the illicit 
licuor traffic in the United States espe- 
cially in connection with what we call 
the bootleggers. Officials of the Federal 
Government go into a community and 
say to a man, “Give us $25 and we will 
give you a permit to sell liquor. It makes 
no difference what the State or local law 
may be; just pay the Federal Govern- 
ment $25, and you can sell liquor.” So 
the result is that the local law enforce- 
ment officials feel that if the Federal 
Government thinks it is all right, why 
should they bother themselves. 
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Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. 
President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield. 


Mr. 


Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. In that 


kind of a case there is a list of the special 
taxpayers. The law provides that upon 
written request of any person a certified 
copy of the names of any or all persons 
will be furnished who may be listed in 
their respective collection districts as 
special taxnayers, under section 3230, 
upon payment of a fee of $1 for each 
100 of such names or fractions thereof 
upon said copy as requested. That is 
a point which the Senator is completely 
overlooking. That is a very material 
and substantial aid to a local law en- 
forcement officer if he wants to avail 
himself of it. 

Mr. HUNT. I think the Senator is 
quite right, if the local law enforcement 
officer wants to avail himself of it. But 
after the Federal Government makes a 
$25 collection, the local officer feels that 
the activity has the blessing of the 
Government. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I should 
like to comment very briefly on that 
statement. If the local enforcement of- 
ficer does not want to enforce the law, 
if he is looking for an alibi or an easy 
way out, what the Senator from Wyo- 
ming says is true. But that is no reason 
for condemning the Federal Government 
for the action which it has taken. 

Mr. HUNT. In view of the small 
amount of money the Federal Govern- 
ment gets from its $25 liquor permits 
and its $150 slot-machine permits, I 
think the encouragement it gives a law 
8 is very detrimental. 

Mr. KERR. As I understood the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Wyoming, he 
stated that the Federal Government 
taxes the slot machine, locates it, and 
makes the information available to the 
local enforcement officers, but that does 
not help the local enforcement. officers 
because they already know the machine 
is operating. 

Mr. HUNT. That is correct. 

Mr. KERR. If he already knew about 
it, why did not the local law enforce- 
ment officer stop it before the Federal 
Government identified the machine and 
told him it was there? The Senator 
says this bill would give an alibi to a 
local official who did not want to enforce 
the law, anyway. I do not see how we 
can compel a local official to enforce a 
law if he does not want to, but I do not 
see how by any interpretation we could 
say that the action of the Government 
discouraged local law enforcement. 

Mr. HUNT. Does not the Senator 
agree with me that if the Federal Gov- 
ernment collects $150 for a slot machine 
or $25 for a liquor permit, it is putting 
its blessing on the transaction? 

Mr. KERR. Not at all; quite to the 
contrary. If the local official does not 
want to enforce the law and no one 
catches him winking at the law, he may 
keep on winking at it, but when the Fed- 
eral Government identifies a law violator, 
and the local newspaper gets hold of it, 
and the local church organizations get 
hold of it, and the people who do want 
the law enforced get hold of it, they say, 
“Mr. Sheriff, what about it? We under- 
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stand that there is a place down here li- 
censed to sell liquor.” He says, “Is that 
so? I will put him out of business.” 
The people say, “We understand there 
are slot machines operating, and there is 
a record of where they are.” The people 
who want the law enforced can put pres- 
sure on the local officials. 

Eut, if on the other hand, there is no 
such information available to the general 
public, if the local official wants to wink 
at the violation of the law, he does so, 
and it is not a situation about which the 
general public knows. The Senator is 
aware, as I am, that many a local official 
has been run out of office and defeated 
for reelection because the people them- 
selves knew that the local law was being 
violated and that the official in office 
was winking at it. When that happens 
the good people will run that official out 
of office, 

Mr. HUNT. Mr. President, I should 
like to ask the Senator from Tennessee 
a question, if I may. I note on page 251, 
paragraph (b) of section 3285 the fol- 
lowing language: 

For the purposes of this chapter— 

(1) The term “wager” means (A) any 
wager with respect to a sports event or a con- 
test placed with a person engaged in the 
business of accepting such wagers. 


The question I wish to ask my dis- 
tinguished colleague is this: Does he in- 
terpret that to mean that there is going 
to be a record made of every wager that 
ever takes place in the United States? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I must confess I 
do not know how anybody is ever going 
to enforce such a provision. I do not 
think the Internal Revenue officials 
know, either. Apparently that is what 
is contemplated, if a lottery is operated 
for profit. One very strange thing about 
this provision is that it does not apply 
to the ordinary horse room where the 
most vicious type of wagering is going 
on, because it is provided that if the 
bets are not paid off, the provision does 
not apply. It applies to policy running 
on the idea that it is conducted in some 
stabilized place. But that is a wrong 
assumption. The policy runners can 
pull their numbers anywhere they want 
to. They do not have any established 
place of business. 

Mr. HUNT. Let me ask the Senator 
about subsection (c) on page 252: 

(c) Amount of wager: In determining the 
amount of any wager for the purposes of 
this subchapter, all charges incident to the 
placing of such wager shall be included; 
except that if the taxpayer establishes, in 
accordance with regulations prescribed by 
the Secretary, that an amount equal to the 
tax imposed by this subchapter has been 
collected as a separate charge from the per- 
son placing such wager, the amount so col- 
lected shall be excluded. 


I ask the distinguished Senator from 
Tennessee: Does that mean that on 
each wager there is going to be a sort 
of sales tax collected and remitted over 
and above the amount of wager placed? 
I can see no other way that it could be 
handled. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. There is a provision 
somewhere in the bill that it does not 
apply in the case of seca I do 

xcvul—770 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE , 


not think this is a provision having to 
do with parimutuels. I assume that 
what the Senator has asked is what the 
provision means. 

Mr. HUNT. One more question. I 
refer to paragraph (d), the next sub- 
section: 

(d) Persons liable for tax: Each person 
who is engaged in the business of accepting 
wagers shall be liable for and shall pay the 
tax under this subchapter on all wagers 
placed with him. Each person who con- 
ducts any wagering pool or lottery shall 
be liable for and shall pay the tax under 
this subchapter on all wagers placed in such 
pool or lottery. 


What I want to know is how it will be 
possible to get all these gamblers regis- 
tered in 47 of the 48 States where it is 
illegal for them to gamble. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Undoubtedly it will 
simply drive them underground. They 
are not going to sign a death warrant 
voluntarily. This would be the first time 
I know that the Federal tax-collecting 
system is taken off a voluntary basis and 
it becomes necessary for Treasury agents 
to find 3,000 policy runners in a particu- 
lar city or 7,000 in another city, chase 
them down, get them to pay their $50 
occupational tax, and then see that they 
pay 10 percent of the amount of money 
they take in. In my opinion, the provi- 
sion is impossible of enforcement, 

Mr. HUNT. One more question, if I 
may. I read from paragraph (b) on 
page 254, as follows: 

(b) Where any taxpayer lays off part or 
all of a wager with another person who is 
liable for tax under this subchapter on the 
amount so laid off, a credit against the tax 
imposed by this subchapter shall be allowed, 
or a refund shall be made to, the taxpayer 
laying off such amount. 


The Senator from Tennessee knows 
from his splendid work in the committee 
he so ably headed that every day thou- 
sands upon thousands of lay-off bets are 
made in the United States. I should like 
to know how a record is going to be kept 
of every lay-off bet. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I would say to the 
Senator it would be absolutely impossi- 
ble to do it. We will say that a bet is 
placed with Carroll in St. Louis, where 
he is taking thousands of bets a day, and 
that he lays off 50 percent of that bet 
with Rosenbaum in Cincinnati, or across 
the river from Cincinnati, and Rosen- 


baum lays off a large part of it in New ` 


York. To trace transactions of that sort 
would be a hopeless task, and would re- 
quire more revenue agents than ever 
could be found anywhere. I say to the 
Senator that it is a bad practice to put 
a law on the books that simply cannot 
be enforced. That causes, as we all 
know, disrespect for the Treasury De- 
partment, the Internal Revenue Bureau, 
and on the whole, the Federal Govern- 
ment. This law would simply not be 
enforceable. 

Mr. HUNT. I should like to make a 
brief observation. 

Mr. President, I sincerely believe that, 
first, this is an absolutely unenforceable 
title in this bill, and, secondly, I disagree 
with it strongly because I believe that it 
lends to the gambling element a respect- 


ability and license to do business, with _ 
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the approval and O. K. of the Federal 
Government, which I do not think they 
should have. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I 
simply wish to say in conclusion that 
there is some difference between a tax 
imposed on an operation of a slot ma- 
chine and the special tax that is im- 
posed on doing a certain type of business. 
As to a slot machine, at least we have 
an instrument which is a physical thing, 
that is to be operated. But here we 
get away from a physical thing in being. 
Even a tax on liquor is a tax on some- 
thing that is there, that is material. 
And the same thing is true of a slot 
machine. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. In a moment; let 
me finish my thought. But when we get 
away from that, in this gambling tax 
we are taxing a thing that has no place 
of business and no instrument by which 
its operations are carried cn. The tax 
is on an illegal way of life. To my mind, 
we should never have gotten into the 
slot machine phase by a special ba- 
sis. How far are we going to go? Now 
we are going to tax and put, at least 
what is- going to be considered in the 
eyes of the public, a blessing on the op- 
eration of a form of vice, the running 
of lotteries, bookmaking and policy mak- 
ing, the three kinds of gambling that 
are bleeding the people all over the coun- 
try, taking money away from the house- 
wives and factory workers. The amount 
that is taken away from the people in 
this manner is terrific. How far are we 
going to go? If we are going to do 
that, then are we going to start placing 
a special tax on burglary tools? Would 
we want to share the tax that would be 
collected from prostitutes in the opera- 
tion of prostitution? Where is the stop- 
ping point going to be? 

Mr. KERR. rr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. In a moment. I 
think we are going into the type of thing 
that is not proper for the Federal Gov- 
ernment. In my opinion, we are dis- 
couraging local people at a time when 
they need encouragement, instead of 
discouragement. 

Every editorial I have seen, from the 
great press of the Nation—and they 
know a great deal about this problem— 
takes the same position. I happen to 
have before me editorials from two of 
the leading Washington newspapers, 
This is what the Washington Post of the 
other day said about it: 

An attempt to force gamblers to share 
their gains with the Government is not only 
morally indefensible, but the tax itself would 
probably not yield a great deal of revenue, 


I read the last paragraph of the same 
editorial: 

In short, a Federal tax on gambling im- 
posed for the sake of revenue would be no 
deterrent to tax enforcement of antigam- 
bling laws at the local level. On the con- 
trary, imposition of that tax would tend to 
discourage local enforcement efforts by cre- 
ating the impression that the Federal Gov- 
ernment was dis to condone illegal 
gambling activities in its search for more 
revenue, 


12238 


Let me read two of the last paragraphs 
of the editorial in the Washington Eve- 
ning Star of September 10. I read in 
part from the editorial: 

The Bureau is said to have estimated that 
at least 3,000 additional agents, trained in 
criminal-type investigation work, would be 
needed to enforce the excise and occupa- 
tional taxes. 


Let me say at that point that in my 
opinion 3,000 would not be one-tenth 
of the number required, if we were actu- 
ally to enforce the law and ferret out 
the transitory bookmakers who are here 
today and gone tomorrow. They know 
that if they register they will be signing 
their death warrants. I think it would 
require an army of 30,000 to 40,000 spe- 
cial agents. Unless we are to enforce the 
law, there is no use in enacting it. It 
would only create disrespect for the 
Government. 

Quoting further from the Star edi- 
torial: 

Such a force would be encroaching on a 

field hitherto reserved for local law enforce- 
ment agencies. Its job would be, first, to 
determine whether a suspected evader of. the 
gambling taxes actually was engaged in 
‘gambling and, second, what his income from 
that source amounted to. Local police un- 
doubtedly would welcome the invasion of 
‘Federal agents into this field, for it would 
tend to relieve police of a responsibility 
rightfully theirs. 
But the Internal Revenue Bureau never 
was intended to become a crime-suppression 
agency. Congress should give this plan more 
study than apparently has been given to it 
to date. In any event, the Bureau could not 
possibly take on this new burden without a 
substantial expansion of its present force. 
If Congress decides to take this drastic step, 
it should give the Bureau the extra money 
and staff needed to do the job effectively. 
Otherwise, the gamblers will benefit from lax 
enforcement of a Federal law that might en- 
courage lax enforcement of gambling laws 
at the local level, too. 


The imposition of the amendments 
contained in the substitute, which pre- 
vent the charging off of items of opera- 
tion, would do a great deal toward really 
eliminating gambling. They would 
yield many times more than the amount 
of the proposed tax. The provision 
which requires the keeping of books 
would, in my opinion, bring in hundreds 
of millions of dollars heretofore escap- 
ing taxation. 

If we can do anything to cut down 
the amount of racketeering and gam- 
bling, if we can continue to give encour- 
agement to the local authorities in their 
efforts, what will be the result? The re- 
sult will be to force money which would 
otherwise go to the professional gam- 
blers into legitimate channels of com- 
merce and trade. I think this point 
Should be understood. Wherever an ef- 
fort is made with any degree of success 
to cut down the amount of big-time 
gambling in any community, the sales 
of legitimate articles of food, clothing, 
and other things which the people need 
and which are worth while immediately 
go up. As the present occupant of the 
Chair [Mr. SmatHers] knows, that is 
what happened at Miami and Miami 
Beach when big-time gambling was 
closed there. 
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Tests have been made in various coun- 
ties in Illinois and other States. That 
has been the inevitable result. The Sen- 
ator from Wyoming [Mr. Hunt] stated 
several times that when gambling was 
eliminated in a particular city in Wy- 
oming—I believe it was Casper—imme- 
diately the sales-tax revenue to the 
State from that particular section in- 
creased. So if we can follow a sensible 
program instead of giving to gambling 
a quasi-legal status, we shall have a 
cleaner America. We can get more tax 
money for the Federal Government, and 
more for the State governments, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Ten- 
nessee [Mr. KEFAUVER], 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Pres- 
ident, the amendment proposed by the 
junior Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
KEFAUVER) would eliminate entirely from 
the bill the 10-percent tax on gambling. 

The Senator from Tennessee has him- 
self estimated that the total annual gam- 
bling turn-over in the United States 
ranges from $17,000,000,000 to $30,000,- 
000,000. Therefore, after making allow- 
ance for the exemption of pari-mutuel 
betting and the exemption for games 
such as cards and dice which are pro- 
vided by the bill, the Senator’s own tes- 
timony indicates that the base of the 
proposed gambling tax will range from 
about $12,000,000,000 to about $25,000,- 
000,000 annually, representing a possible 
tax yield under the 10-percent gambling 
tax of from $1,200,000,000 to $2,500,000,- 
000 a year. It is this very large potential 
source of new revenue which the Sena- 
tor’s amendment would strike out of the 
bill. The committee has estimated the 
yield of the proposed tax at $400,000,000 
a year. As the above figures indicate, 
this estimate might well prove conserva- 
tive. 

The main concern which has appar- 
ently led the Senator to recommend 
the elimination of the gambling tax is 
the belief that it will, in effect, sanction 
the carrying on of gambling activities in 
violation of State and local laws. The 
committee did not share this view. Since 
its inception, the Federal income tax has 
been applied without distinction to in- 
come from illegal as well as legal sources, 
and it has never been seriously supposed 
that such application carried with it any 
implied authorization to carry on illegal 
activities. No exemption from the Fed- 
eral liquor taxes is given to bootleg liquor 
sold in dry States. Moreover, the present 
tax on coin-operated gambling devices 
has been applied without regard to 


whether or not the operation of any: 


particular machine is in violation of 
State or local law. 

No evidence has been submitted which 
would indicate that such Federal taxa- 
tion of illegal activities has in any way 
encouraged the violation of State or local 
law. The committee’s bill conforms to 
the pattern of the taxes already referred 
to and imposes the wagering tax with- 
out regard to the legality or illegality of 
the particular transaction. I should like 
particularly to call to the Senator’s at- 
tention that the bill specifically provides 
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that payment of either the tax on wager- 
ing or the occupational tax on the re- 
ceipt of wages shall not serve to exempt 
any person from any penalties provided 
under either State or Federal law with 
respect to engaging in the taxed activi- 
ties. 

Just as the proposed tax does not in 
any way give Federal authorization to 
illegal gambling, the bill likewise does 
not in any way contemplate that the 
Federal Government will take over the 
enforcement of State and local antigam- 
bling laws. The primary purpose of the 
committee’s amendment is to raise reve- 
nue, not to encroach in a field which is 
fundamentally a local responsibility. 
We are dealing here with a tax bill, not 
with the criminal code. 4 

Of course, the full, long-range effects 
of a new tax of this type cannot be pre- 
dicted with complete accuracy at this 
time. Substantial compliance with the 
tax will bring in vast, new amounts of 
revenue so badly needed at this time. In 
this regard, it is confidently believed that 
there will be substantial areas of volun- 
tary compliance with this new tax. On 
the other hand, where there is willful 
failure to comply, the Bureau of Internal 
Revenue will have a powerful new 
weapon to employ in its enforcement of 
the tax laws, particularly the income 
tax, against this racketeering fringe of 
our population who are thus seeking to 
evade their full share of the Nation’s tax 
burden. Again, of course, substantial 
compliance with the tax will result in a 
further increase in the betting odds 
which are already stacked against the 
individual bettor. Indeed, it may be that 
the proposed 10 percent Federal bite out 
of every bet will in the long run convince 
many bettors that they are playing a 
losing game. For those who are not so 
convinced—and there will always be a 
substantial majority who will not be— 
the committee’s bill will exact a Federal 
tax for their folly. Thus, it is believed 
that the proposed tax may represent a 
far more realistic approach to the gam- 
bling problem than would the proposals 
which would, in effect, attempt to legis- 
late gambling out of existence. 

In conclusion, it should be pointed out 
that commercialized gambling is in the 
unique position of being a multi-billion- 
dollar Nation-wide business which has 
remained comparatively free from taxa- 
tion by either the State or Federal Gov- 
ernments. This relative immunity from 
taxation has persisted in spite of the 
fact that gambling has many character- 
istics which make it particularly suitable 
as a subject for taxation. The commit- 
tee was convinced that the continuance 
of this immunity is inconsistent with the 
present need for increased revenue, 
especially at a time when many consumer 
items of a seminecessity nature are being 
called upon to bear new or additional tax 
burdens. 

The distinguished junior Senator from 
‘Tennessee has read from editorials pub- 
lished in various newspapers, and I un- 
derstood him to say that the newspapers 
were uniformly in favor of his position. 
I wish to read an article from the Wash- 
ington Post of June 27, 1951, written by 


1951 
Shirley Povich. It is one of the best 


analyses of the whole question which has 
ever been published. The article reads: 


The House Ways and Means Committee, 
from which all Federal tax legislation stems, 
has now come up with the bright idea of 
slapping a 10-percent bite on the gross vol- 
ume of business of the professional gamblers. 

But Senator KEFAUVER, of Crime Commit- 
tee fame, views it as an idea that is not quite 
bright despite the very practical House mo- 
tive of tapping the underworld bankroll for 
an estimated $400,000,009 a year, 

Senator Kerauver’s committee, dedicated 
to. driving the professional gambler out of 
business and thus striking, too, at corruption 
of civic officials, shrinks at the House’s kind 
of side-swipe at the gambling business. He 
protests that any such “occupational tax” 
would be endowing gambling operations with 
a sort of Federal license and what he calls 
quasi legislation. 

The Ways and Means Committee's ap- 
proach to the problem, however, is more di- 
rect than Mr. Keravuver’s, if not quite as 
noble. Whereas the Senate Crime Commit- 
tee calls for law enforcement to kill off the 
pro gamblers, the House’s tax attack is more 
workable and more certain to accomplish the 
same end. 

The Kefauver group exposed police graft 
in virtually every city it investigated. But 
the national crime picture was darker and 
more sinister at the end of the first phase 
of the committee's work, which laid bare a 
whole new mess of problems in connection 
with gambling operations. 

His kind of frontal attack on the gam- 
blers has been attempted before, if not with 
quite the same intensity. But the Kefauver 
hearings did prove an effective device in 
many instances when it got perjury con- 
victions of some gamblers and some city 
officials. But the difficulty of convicting big 
shots of being mobsters by trade apparently 
has not eased since the Department of Jus- 
tice had to settle for an income charge 
against the late Al Capone 20 years ago. 

To the credit of the Kefauver group, its 
investigations served to awaken, the public 
conscience to the vastness and realities of 
mobster rule and their shocking alliance 
with public officials. But its interim report, 
aside from developing names and places of 
crime and corruption, and calling for more 
honest law enforcement, outlined no effec- 
tive and at the same time practical program 
of getting at the gamblers. The Utopia of 
rigid law enforcement is still somewhere in 
the distance. 

But the House of Representatives’ tax 
committee, concerned primarily with devel- 
oping new Federal revenue in these times of 
dire need for same, may have unwittingly 
stumbled onto a better weapon than ever oc- 
curred to the Kefauver committee. Gam- 
bling may never be law-enforced to death, 
but there is some basis for belief it could be 
taxed to death. 

Gamblers and mobsters have always had 
great respect for the Internal Revenue 
sleuths. They have long been alerted to the 
fact that income-tax fraud conviction can 
hit them with the book and are easier to get 
than gambling or racketeering convictions, 
most of which are handled on a city, county, 
or State level anyway. 

Since the Capone case, the big gamblers 
have been careful to be honest with the In- 
ternal Revenue Department. If they have 
not paid willingly out of their big profits, 
they have at least paid as a precaution. But 
to this date they have never had to contend 
with anything like a 10-percent tax on their 
volume of business. 

It is the sort of a tax that, if it doesn't 
threaten to drive them out of business, of- 
fers the kind of temptation that could drive 
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them into the arms of the unrelenting In- 
ternal Revenue. The chances are that only 
the small-fry punks would try to beat the 
gross-business tax, anyway. The big shots 
know that big-shot gamblers are easily 
identified, even if gambling convictions are 
hard to obtain. But the 10-percent volume- 
of-business tax would strike at the very 
source of their revenue, perhaps kill it off. 

The bookies, unused to taking any the 
worst of it, would be certain to pass the tax 
on to the betting public, which would soon 
tap out under that additional burden. Right 
now, in baseball, football, and fight betting, 
the betting public is taking a beating to start 
with. There are no more even-money shots. 
The bettor must lay the bookie 6 to 5 for the 
privilege of taking his choice on what ordi- 
narily would be an even-money bet. 

In these days of no Federal tax on the 
bookie’s volume, the bettor on team A must 
put up $120 to win $100 on an even-money 
shot. If the commissioner's book is balanced, 
another bettor is wagering the same sun? on 
team B. That’s $240 in bets the bookie is 
handling. The 10-percent tax would come to 
$24. That's deductible from the winner’s 
return. For his $120, he nets a profit of $76 
on an even-money shot. That figures out 
to 3 to 2 that he’s laying. That's too much, 

The bettor wouldn't be able to stand the 
gaf. And if it is a horse race he’s betting 
instead of a ball game, the State and track 
are already taking a 16-percent cut out of 
his mutuel price. The Federal Government’s 
10 percent is an additional bite. The bookies 
would have trouble finding clients willing to 
take that much the worst of it, even in a 
sucker community. For the gambling busi- 
ness death and taxes could have a new and 
literal meaning. 


Mr. President, with respect to the ap- 
proach to the problem by the House 
Ways and Means Committee, I may say 
that the Senate Finance Committee, 
after struggling with this matter for sev- 
eral days, finally decided to take the 
House bill and the House proposal word 
for word and line for line. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Colorado yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The ma- 
jority leader is pushing me to get 
through, and I want to get through, if the 
Senator will permit me. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I merely desired to 
ask the Senator from Colorado whether 
in his judgment the House language 
deals with illegal gambling, and does not 
affect licensed gambling when a sover- 
eign State has licensed it. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Of 
course, the Supreme Court decisions re- 
quire that in the collection of taxes no 
distinction be made between legal and 
illegal gambling. 

Mr. McCARRAN. If the Senator 
take. that position, I assume he is taking 
the position that we are going to legalize 
gambling out of business. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. No; that 
is not the position of the Senator from 
Colorado at all. I want to make a state- 
ment in reply to the Senator from Ne- 
vada on that point, 

Mr. McCARRAN. If that be the posi- 
tion—which I never understood it to 
be—certainly I must do everything in my 
power to defeat that part of the bill. 

Mr, JOHNSON of Colorado. That is 
not the position. I shall read a state- 
ment which sets forth the effect of the 
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proposed wagering tax on legalized 
gambling: 

EFFECT oF PROPOSED WAGERING Tax ON 

LEGALIZED GAMBLING 

The wagering taxes provided by the bill 
are imposed without regard to the legality 
or illegality of gambling under the laws of 
any particular State. For this reason the 
proposed taxes have teen criticized as be- 
ing destructive of the revenue now being 
derived by the State of Nevada from legal- 
ized gambling. In this connection it should 
be emphasized that the gambling taxes pro- 
vided by the bill are imposed principally 
upon wagering with bookmakers and the so- 
called numbers operators. It is believed 
that these latter forms of gambling furnish 
only an extremely small part of the revenue 
which the State of Nevada derives from 
gambling generally. The bulk of the legal- 
ized gambling in that State involves the 
operation of slot machines, which are specif- 
ically exempt from the wagering tax imposed 
by the bill, and from casino-type games, such 
as cards and dice, which are likewise not 
within the scope of the proposed tax. This 
is because the bill, in effect, exempts in gen- 
eral games involving player participation. 
In order to make this completely clear, the 
committee report specifies that within the 
scope of this exclusion are card games such 
as draw poker, stud poker, and blackjack, 
roulette games, dice games such as craps, 
bingo, and keno games, and the gambling 
wheels frequently encountered at country 
fairs and charity bazaars. It is likewice 
made clear that this listing is not intended 
to be exclusive, and that any other games 
of similar would also be excluded, 
Because it is believed that the State of 
Nevada derives its principal gambling reve- 
nues from the operation of these excluded 
games, the proposed wagering tax should 
have only minor, if any, effects on the over- 
all revenue of that State. Furthermore, 
since bookmakers and numbers operators 
should in most cases be able to pass the new 
tax on to the bettors, it seems likely that 
any revenues which the State of Nevada 
may derive from these two sources will not 
in any way be affected. 


Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to insert in the Recor as a part of 
my remarks a statement entitled Com- 
ments Relating to Tax Proposals of the 
Crime Committee.” I do not want to 
take the time of the Senate to go into it 
now. The junior Senator from Tennes- 
see has introduced five amendments, and 
the statement deals with them one by 
one. I ask unanimous consent to have 
the statement inserted in the Recorp as 
a part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

COMMENTS RELATING TO TAX PROPOSALS OF THE 
CRIME COMMITTEE 
1. AMENDMENT TO DISALLOW THE DEDUCTION 

OF LOSSES AND EXPENSES INCURRED IN ILLEGAL 

WAGERING 

Under present law, wagering losses are 
deductible to the extent of wagering gains. 
Thus, such losses cannot be used to offset 
income from nongambling sources, Wa- 
gering expenses are deductible if they are 
business expenses. - 

The proposed amendment would change 
this present treatment only with respect to 
losses and expenses incurred in illegal wager- 
ing. Thus, the amendment establishes a 
distinction for tax purposes between Income 
from legal and illegal sources. It is believed 


that such a distinction may raise a serious 
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constitutional question. The practical ef- 
fect of the proposed distinction would be to 
tax illegal income at a rate completely dis- 
proportionate to the rate on legitimate in- 
come. For example, an individual with $500,- 
000 in gains from legal gambling and $500,000 
in losses from legal gambling would have no 
net income subject to tax. Another individ- 
ual with the same amount of gains and losses 
but arising from illegal gambling would be 
taxable on the full $500,000 gain without any 
deduction for his $500,000 loss, and would 
owe, under present law, as a single taxpayer, 
$429,274. He would owe this amount even 
though in fact he had no income out of 
which to satisfy his tax liability. 

The decision in United States v. Constan- 
tine (296 U. S. 287), considered the validity 
of the imposition of a $1,000 license tax upon 
illegal dealers in liquor, legal dealers being 
liable only for a $25 tax. In holding the 
tax invalid, the Court stated (296 U. S. 287, 
294, 295): 

“If in reality a penalty it cannot be con- 
verted into a tax by so naming it, and we 
must ascribe to it the character disclosed 
by its purpose and operation, regardless of 
name. Disregarding the designation of the 
exaction, and viewing its substance and 
application, we hold that it is a penalty for 
the violation of State law, and as such be- 
yond the limits of Federal powers. 


“The condition of the imposition is the 
commission of a crime. This, together with 
the amount of the tax, is again significant 
of penal and prohibitory intent rather than 
the gathering of revenue. Where, in addi- 
tion to the normal and ordinary tax fixed by 
law, an additional sum is to be collected by 
reason of conduct of the taxpayer violative 
of the law, and this additional sum is grossly 
disproportionate to the amount of the 
normal tax, the conclusion must be that the 
purpose is to impose a penalty, as a deterrent 
and punishment of unlawful conduct.” 

Based on that decision of the Supreme 
Court and other similar decisions, it appears 
that the proposed amendment might well be 
subject to successful attack in the courts 
on constitutional grounds. 

Because the amendment makes tax treat- 
ment depend on the illegality of the par- 
ticular transaction, the question arises as to 
what law is to be looked at in determining 
such illegality. There is, of course, no Fed- 
eral law which prohibits gambling. There- 
fore, it can only be inferred that it is the 
laws of other jurisdictions which are to gov- 
ern. Presumably, it is the law of a particular 
State which is to be looked at. In those 
States where a local option coverns the legal- 
ity of gambling, county and municipal ordi- 
nances will determine the tax treatment of 
gambling income. Furthermore, where the 
particular transaction occurs outside of the 
United States, under this proposed amend- 
ment the law of the foreign country in which 
the transaction occurred would determine 
the status of the transaction for United 
States tax purposes. It is suggested that the 
Federal tax laws should not be made de- 
pendent upon the laws of such varied, non- 
Federal jurisdictions. In this same connec- 
tion, it should be pointed out that the pro- 
posed treatment will extend not only to the 
bookmaker or other gambler who is in the 
business of receiving bets, but also to the 
incidental gambling transactions of indi- 
vidual bettors. In several areas, it is not 
illegal to place a bet although it is illegal 
toaccept one. Thus, difficult administrative 
problems would arise as to the tax treatment 
of the same transaction between different 
taxpayers. ; 

Assuming, however, that the laws of other 
Jurisdictions can be made the basis of the 
application of the Federal tax laws, the 
question then arises as to whether a convic- 
tion for a violation of some antigambling 
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statute will be a prerequisite to the disal- 
lowance of gambling losses and expenses, or 
is it intended that the Federal tax author- 
ities are to have the power to make a conclu- 
sive and presumptive determination of the 
legality or illegality of any particular trans- 
action without regard to any judicial deter- 
mination? If the latter is intended to be 
the case, it is suggested that this is a wider 
and more arbitrary authority than has 
ever been granted in the field of tax collec- 
tion. On the other hand, if a conviction of 
a violation of State or local law is intended 
to be required, then it is suggested either 
that the proposed amendment will be ad- 
ministratively impractical, or that the Bu- 
reau of Internal Revenue will have to asso- 
ciate itself in the enforcement of State and 
local laws. Furthermore, it should be 
pointed out that the status of illegality will 
frequently not be easy to determine even in 
one particular locality. For example, it is 
understood that social card games in- 
volving gambling are illegal in one jurisdic- 
tion if played after midnight. Such dis- 
tinctions would obviously create many 
anomalies in the administration of the 
proposed amendment. 

Finally it should be pointed out that 
the proposed amendment will apply not only 
to commercialized gambling, but also to the 
so-called social or friendly types of gambling 
which are countenanced in a great many 
areas. 


2. AMENDMENT TO REQUIRE THE KEEPING OF 
SPECIAL RECORDS BY WAGERING HOUSES 


Here again a distinction is made between 
legal and illegal wagering houses. Both 
types would be required to keep a daily rec- 
ord of gains and losses. In addition to this 
requirement, illegal wagering houses would 
be required to keep a record of each wager- 
ing transaction, including the amount of 
the wager, the name and address of the per- 
son making the wager, and the date of the 
transaction, The preparation of such rec- 
ords would, of course, be a practical im- 
possibility with respect to card, dice, roulette, 
and similar games, The amendment pro- 
vides that a willful failure to maintain such 
records by wagering houses (both legal and 
illegal) would be a felony punishable by 2 
years’ imprisonment and a $10,000 fine. 

It is believed that all of the purposes of 
this amendment can be achieved within 
the existing power of the Secretary of the 
Treasury to require the maintenance of ade- 
quate records by any taxpayer. Thus, the 
proposed amendment adds nothing to the 
Secretary's existing authority, although it 
does increase the existing penalties for viola- 
tion of record-keeping requirements. The 
present law makes a willful failure to main- 
tain records a misdemeanor punishable by 
1 year’s imprisonment and a $10,000 fine. 


3. AMENDMENT TO REQUIRE NET WORTH STATE- 
MENTS BY CERTAIN INDIVIDUALS 


This amendment would require an annual 
net worth statement from any individual 
who receives gross income in excess of $2,500 
from “one or more unlawful trades, busi- 
nesses, or transactions.” It may be that this 
provision aimed at the recipients of income 
from illegal sources will not raise any serious 
constitutional question of unreasonable clas- 
sification, It might be assumed that income 
from illegal sources is apt not to be reported 
accurately and is more difficult to audit than 
income from conventional sources. Thus a 
requirement of a net worth statement might 
be considered a reasonable means of safe- 
guarding the revenue. 

However, the reference to “unlawful trades, 
businesses, or transactions” appears vague 
and uncertain, and again raises the question, 
Unlawful under what law? What jurisdic- 
tion is to be looked at? Is a conviction of a 
violation of law to be required? It should be 
pointed out that this provision can lead to 
the harassment of many honest and consci- 
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entious taxpayers. For example, an individ- 
ual who once makes a fair-sized gambling 
gain in a jurisdiction where gambling is ille- 
gal, would be required to file a net-worth 
statement of all of his assets, even though 
he may never have indulged in gambling be- 
fore and may never do so again, 

It appears that the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury already has substantially equivalent pow- 
ers, although questions can arise as to his 
power to force the divulgence of information 
which a taxpayer believes would be incrimi- 
nating. Similar questions could well arise 
under the proposed amendment. 


4. AMENDMENT TO REQUIRE THE PRESERVATION 
OF RECORDS FOR 7 YEARS 


Another proposed amendment would re- 
quire the keeping of records of taxable 
transactions for a period of 7 years. This 
amendment is not directed at taxpayers in 
illegal businesses, but is so phrased as to 
apply to all taxpayers generally. It is sug- 
gested that here again is a proposal which, 
while well motivated, could easily lead to the 
harassment of the great bulk of the tax- 
paying public. The keeping of records for 
such a long period of time under penalty of 
law for failure to do so would seem unreason- 
able in the great majority of cases. Under 
present law, the taxpayer is expected to keep 
records at least for the period of the statute 
of limitations. Under the present law the 
Secretary of the Treasury has the discre- 
tionary right to require the maintenance of 
particular records by specific taxpayers as he 
deems desirable. Therefore, it would seem 
that the Secretary has all the authority that 
he needs in this area, without the adoption 
of this provision. 

5, CONCLUSION 

Undoubtedly the tax proposals discussed 
above have been prepared with the very de- 
sirable objective of improving compliance 
by taxpayers who are engaging in various 
illegal activities, especially gambling. Your 
committee studied all of them carefully. 
However, as has been indicated, a number 
of these proposals require very careful ex- 
amination and revision. In the case of at 
least one of the amendments, there is a 
serious constitutional question and serious 
questions of administrative practicality. 
With respect to others of the amendments, 
it seems that their objectives can be sub- 
stantially achieved within the framework of 
existing administrative authority. The Sen- 
ate is aware that the entire question of the 
enforcement of the tax laws with respect to 
taxpayers in unlawful businesses is now un- 
der study. Your committee was of the opin- 
ion that any proposals for the tightening 
up of the tax laws in this area should be 
deferred until the full facts have been placed 
before it. It is believed that the best re- 
sults can be achieved by postponing action 
until that time. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the junior Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER]. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
yeas and nays have been requested. Is 
the request sufficiently seconded? 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, do I 
understand correctly that the vote will 
be on all the amendments which the 
junior Senator from Tennessee has sub- 
mitted, or only on the motion to strike 
out? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. No, Mr. President; 
I say to the Senator that the motion is 
to strike out this portion of the bill and 
to insert as a substitute the four amend- 
ments I propose. 
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Mr. GEORGE. I understand that the 
vote will be taken on all of that, to- 
gether. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the 
demand for the yeas and nays suffi- 
ciently seconded? 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I am very 
much surprised to discover the opposi- 
tion to this proposed tax by the junior 
Senator from Tennessee and his asso- 
ciates on the Special Committee to In- 
vestigate Organized Crime in Interstate 
Commerce. 

As I understand, the purport of the 
amendments submitted by the junior 
Senator from Tennessee 's that, first, he 
would strike from the bill the provision 
which places an excise tax on gembling 
carried on through bookmakers, num- 
bers racketeers, or whatever designation 
one may wish to give to them, and so 
forth; and, second, he would provide cer- 
tain restrictions upon gambling. 

With reference to restrictions, Mr. 
Fresident, I believe the Secretary of the 
Treasury has complete authority to im- 
pose any or all of the restrictions which 
are covered by the amendments of the 
Senator from Tennessee. Certainly in 
the main the Secretary of the Treasury 
now has that authority. 

Next, I should like to have the junior 
Senator from Tennessee explain what 
there is to the process of gambling which 
would make it immune to the taxation 
prerogatives of the Government. Gam- 
bling is the biggest business in the United 
States. There is no business that I 
know of that equals, in terms of dollars, 
or extent, that which the Senator’s com- 
mittee itself has portrayed as the gam- 
bling operations which are being carried 
on in the United States, and which at 
this time are free from taxation by the 
Federal Government. 

As I understand, the Senator’s esti- 
mate—and if I am in error about it, I 
want him to correct me—is that those 
ectivities amount to between $17,000,- 
000,000 and $30,000,000,000 annually. 
Mr. President, a 10-percent tax on those 
activities would amount, not merely to 
$400,000,000, but to anywhere from $1,- 
500,000,000 to $3,000,000,000. That is 
what such a tax would yield. That esti- 
mate is based upon the statement the 
Senator from Tennessee himself made 
in reference to the extent of those op- 
erations. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Oklahoma yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Smitx of North Carolina in the chair). 
Does the Senator from Oklahoma yield 
to the Senator from Tennessee? 

Mr. KERR. I yield for a question. 

Mr. KEFAUVER, I wish to point out 
to the Senator from Oklahoma, in the 
first place, that that estimate was an 
estimate of the over-all amount of gam- 
bling. Of course this bill does not relate 
to the second most lucrative kind of 
gambling, namely, that at casinos, in- 
cluding crap games and roulette. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, the jun- 


ior Senator from Tennessee is correct in 


his statement of what is included. But 
when he appeared before the Finance 
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Committee, I, myself, asked him how 
much gambling would be affected by this 
bill; and he said that his estimate was 
between $17,000,000,000 and $30,000,- 
000,000. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I understood that 
the Senator from Oklahoma was asking 
what was the over-all amount of illegal 
gambling. However, that is aside from 
the point. 

What I have been trying to make clear 
to the Senator is that such a provision 
would not produce anything, and there- 
fore we wish to have it eliminated, so 
that the money will be used for other 
purposes, in legitimate channels of 
commerce. 

Mr. President, I think the Federal Gov- 
ernment is getting in rather bad shape if 
it has to rely 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, the junior 
Senator from Tennessee has made his 
speech. I now have the floor, and I 
yielded to him only for a question. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Very well. I con- 
clude by saying that I think the Federal 
Government is getting in rather bad 
shape if it has to rely for its revenue on 
taxes upon vice. 

Mr. KERR.. Mr. President, I say to 
the Senator from Tennessee that the tax 
proposed in this bill on vice will not 
cause the vice to grow. If the Senator 
from Tennessee wishes to get rid of 
vice—and I take it that he is sincere in 
the statement he has made—I remind 
him that this provision of the bill, plac- 
ing a tax on vice, will not cause it to 
increase. 

The Senator from Tennessee has said 
that the placing by the Federal Govern- 
ment of a tax on such activities will 
automatically be an approval of those 
activities. That is an astounding state- 
ment, Mr. President, to come from one 
with the wide knowledge and the great 
wisdom the Senator from Tennessee pos- 
sesses. The Federal Government im- 
poses a tax on liquor, but that does not 
constitute an endorsement of liquor. 
The Federal Government places a tax on 
tobacco, but that does not constitute an 
endorsement of tobacco. 

The Federal Government places an 
excise tax on sawed-off shotguns, ma- 
chine guns, opium, and marijuana, and 
requires the identification of the sales 
of those things in every place in the 
United States that is licensed to sell 
them and is authorized to sell them; 
but that does not constitute approval 
of those things by the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

The Government places an excise tax 
on pastel mink coats, but that does not 
constitute an approval of them by the 
Federal Government. The Government 
places a tax on the railroad ticket the 
murderer buys when he goes to commit 
his crime, and the Government places 
a tax on the gasoline the racketeer uses 
in his car, and the Government places 
an excise tax on the tools the burglar 
uses in his trade; but those taxes do 
not constitute approval by the Federal 
Government of those activities. Cer- 
tainly the distinguished Senator from 
Tennessee knows that to be so. 

The Senator from Tennessee said that 
the tax proposed by this portion of the 
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bill would encourage winking by local 
officials at local violations. Mr. Presi- 
dent, among all Members of the United 
States Senate, certainly the distin- 
guished junior Senator from Tennessee 
should know whether or not there are 
in the United States local officials who 
need encouragement in order to be per- 
suaded to wink at local violation of 
laws. The junior Senator from Tennes- 
see has been engaged in a very distin- 
guished and very successful effort, one 
of the purposes of which was to expose 
crime at the local level. The junior 
Senator from Tennessee was not com- 
missioned as a sheriff to go to various 
places in the United States and arrest 
violators of locallaws. He was not com- 
missioned as a deputy collector of in- 
ternal revenue to collect the income 
taxes owed by the violators of local laws. 
The junior Senator from Tennessee was 
commissioned, on his own motion, by 
the Senate to carry the power of the 
Senate across the length and breadth 
of the land, to expose violation of law 
at the local level, upon the understand- 
ing and the basis that to do so would 
encourage the enforcement of those laws 
at the local level. 

Yet now the junior Senator from Ten- 
nessee takes the amazing and the as- 
tounding position, as he comes before the 
Senate, that for the Federal Government 
to do something which would expose and 
identify and locate and advertise and 
publicize the local operation of gambling, 
whether legal or illegal, would discourage 
any local enforcement of any local law 
against such an operation. I do not be- 
lieve that the junior Senator from Ten- 
nessee is sincerely persuaded that such 
could ke the case. 

The junior Senator from Tennessee 
said there are three kinds of these opera- 
tions that are bleeding the people all over 
this country. He has said that the take 
is terrific. I accept his word for it, Mr. 
President. However, the more such ac- 
tivities are bleeding the people and the 
greater the take, the more terrific the 
take, the less justification there is for 
taking the position that such activities 
should be sacred in the eyes of the tax 
collectors or the tax laws of the land. 

Mr. President, I, for one, was not per- 
suaded by what the Senator from Ten- 
nessee said about editorial writings. I 
wish to say to the Senator from Tennes- 
see that he can get distinguished edi- 
torial writings on every side of every sub- 
ject that has ever been before the Senate 
since I have been a member of it. If 
the Senator from Tennessee begins to 
conform to the recommendations of all 
the editorial writers on all the editorial 
pages in the United States, he will be in 
worse shape than a whole flock of fleas 
that could not find a dog. [Laughter]. 

Mr. President, the question is whether 
we wish to have more taxes paid. We 
fought here for weeks to get a tax on 
oleomargarine. I wish to ask what 
there is which would justify our placing 
a tax on oleomargarine, and also would 
justify our saying that we are too nice 
and too virtuous to recognize the fact 
that there is gambling in this country, 
and therefore we do not want to recog- 


. nize that fact. 
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ated 
I wish to say to the Senator from Ten- 
nessee that I am as much against gam- 


bling as he or any other living person is; | 


but Iam not in favor of exempting gam 


bling from taxation just because I am 
opposed to gambling. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. 
will the Senator from Oklahoma yield 
for a question? 

Mr. KERR. I yield. 


Mr. SALTONSTALL. I want to try + 


to understand the difference between 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Tennessee and the provision of the com- 
mittee bill. Do I correctly understand 
that the difference in substance is that 
the committee amendment recognizes 
the fact that there is gambling going on 
in this country, legal or illegal? 

Mr. KERR. It does not say that there 
is or is not. It says that if there is, it is 
going to be taxed. The Senator from 
Tennessee says it is going on. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. It is going on; 
but the Senator from Tennessee would 
not levy a tax on it? 

Mr. KERR. The Senator from Ten- 
nessee would strike from this bill all 
provisions which tax gambling through 
bookies and through numbers rackets. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Oklahoma yield for a 
question? 

Mr, KERR. I yield. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The Senator does 
not quite state the position of the junior 
Senator from Tennessee correctly, and 
I know he wants to state it correctly. 

Mr. KERR. I certainly do. If I have 
not stated it correctly, then neither he 
nor I know what it is, because I stated 
it just as he stated it. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I do not think the 
Senator stated it as I stated it. Our 
position is that if gamblers are prevented 
from taking certain tax exemptions, 
which they have been getting by with, 
that would bring in a tremendous 
amount of revenue. Eliminating rents, 
salaries paid, protection money, and all 
of those things they have been charging 
off in their income-tax returns, and 
specifically saying that what they spend 
in the furtherance of their illegal trans- 
actions cannot be deducted, would result 
in the Federal Government collecting a 
large amount of money it does not now 
receive. If they were required to give 
the daily accounts and records, so 
that 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, a point of 
order. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The Senator asked 
me to state my position, and I think I 
should have the right to do so. 

Mr. KERR. I will ask the Senator a 
question, if I may have unanimous con- 
sent to do so. Does the Senator’s 
amendment propose to strike the tax- 
ing provisions from this bill, or not? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I will answer in my 
own way. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, if the Sen- 
ator does not went to answer the ques- 
tion yes“ or “no,” then I do not yield. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The amendment 


would strike the taxing provision, but’ 


there are four substitutes which would 
bring in many times more money than 
the committee’s quasi-legalization pro- 
posal. 


President, ` 


Mr. KERR. Do any of the four sub- 
stitutes tax the operation of gambling 
and the amount of money that is 
gambled? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. They are already 
taxed. 

Mr. KERR. Does any one of the 
Senator’s substitutes tax the money that 


is gambled through bookies and through 


the numbers racket? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. It does not recog- 
nize them as a special class. 

Mr. KERR. Does it tax all of them? 
Can the Senator answer the question? 
If the Senator does not care to, then I 
shall continue. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. It is impossible to 
answer any question when the Senator 
continues to talk and does not give one 
an opportunity. There is already a 
proposition to enforce the general tax 
against them as it is enforced against 
anyone else, making them keep books, 
which in our opinion will yield much 
more money than the provision now in 
question. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I submit 
that the Senator did not even try to an- 
swer the question. Certainly there is a 
tax on the profit which the bookmakers 
make, but the Senator knows there is no 
tax on the amount of money that is bet, 
and no provision to tax it. He knows 
that his amendment would strike from 


‘the bill the present provision for taxing 


the profits of gamblers and it would sub- 
stitute certain provisions which he says 
would cause the collector of internal 
revenue to get more of the money which 
the gamblers themselves make out of 
their operations. The Senator said it 
would be an easy matter to compel the 
bookmakers to produce their books and 
show how much their expenses were, and 
justify their deductions with reference to 
what it costs them to operate their busi- 
ness. He says that would be an easy 
matter, but that it would be an impossi- 
bility to levy a tax on the amount of 
money which goes through their hands. 
Mr. President, the Senator makes a 
molehill out of a mountain, and at 
the same time attempts to make a moun- 
tain out of a molehill. 

Then he says that the provision in 
the bill would cause the bookies to go 
underground. Now, would not that be 
something? I submit, Mr. President, 
that the Kefauver committee has 
stripped the cover off the bookmakers, 
They have been pretty well advertised, 
They have been pretty well identified. 
They have been preity well publicized. 
‘They have even been publicized in a book 
written by the distinguished Senator 
himself. 

If a senatorial committee with even 
doubtful authority to subpena or to 
prosecute for contempt can get as much 
information about the gambling business 
in this country as the distinguished Sen- 
ator and his distinguished colleagues 
did, he underestimates what the Bureau 
of Internal Revenue can do if armed 
with a law by the Congress which pro- 
vides that the gambling operations shall 
be taxed, and that the failure to pay the 
tax will be punished by certain avs 
ties. 

I assert, Mr. President, that the oak. 
makers are allergic to the Bureau of In- 
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ternal Revenue. If the Senator thinks 
that the opportunity to go to the Fed- 
eral penitentiary for failure to disclose 
the extent of their operations under the 
provisions of the law will cause the book- 
makers to become anonymous, he under- 
estimates the impression that the Bu- 
reau of Internal Revenue has made upon 
that profession. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Oklahoma yield? 

Mr. KERR. I yield for a question. 

Mr. SMATHERS. In order to get the 
point cleared up in my mind, I should 
like to ask two questions: Is it not true 
that today the gamblers pay tax money 
to the Federal Government through the 
Internal Revenue Bureau? 

Mr. KERR. There is a law which says 
that they should pay an income tax on 
their profits, and once in a while one 
of them does. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Is it not also true 
that in estimating their profits they are 
permitted to deduct payments for rent 
and for the croupiers, as business ex- 
penses, and that they show less profit i 
reason of those deductions? 

Mr. KERR. I believe that is true, but 
the Bureau of Internal Revenue can 
now promulgate regulations which will 
limit the extent of what they can de- 
duct, or compel them to charge off only 
that which represents actual expenses}; 
and if there is any Senator who thinks 
that that should not be permitted, and 
would want such a prohibition included 
as an amendment to the bill, to the ex- 
tent that the Bureau of Internal Reve- 
nue does not already have the authority, 
certainly would not be one to e, 

oit. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Is it not true that 
one of the amendments which have been 
offered by the Senator from Tennessee 
is designed to disallow those expenses? 

Mr. KERR. Itis, but he does not pro- 
pose that as an amendment to imple- 
ment the tax provided in the bill, He 
offers it as an amendment, in lieu of the 
provisions of the bill, to tax the opera- 
tions. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Would the Senator 
from Oklahoma not agree that if there 
were a law which would disallow the 
charging off of such expenses, thereby 
the Federal Government could claim 
that there was much more profit, and 
therefore could take a bigger tax from 
the gambler? 

Mr. KERR. Yes. But that tax would 
be limited to only what the gambler him- 
self made out of the operation; and I say 
to my good friend from Florida that 
would be peanuts compared to what 
there is to be had under the provisions 
of the bill. I say to him further that 
enforcement of the tax provided by the 
bill would be easy compared to the op- 
eration which the Senator has described. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I should like to ask 
but one more question, for information. 
I do not know exactly what provisions 
should be adopted, but I am trying to 
find out. How does the Senator from 
Oklahoma propose to see that the tax 
‘which the committee has recommended 
lis enforced? How is it to be enforced 
when it is contended there should be a 
tax on each wager, as I understand? 
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Mr. KERR. The bill requires a book- 
maker to keep books exactly as it re- 
quires a manufacturer to keep books on 
the automobiles he sells. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Yes, but the auto- 
mobile manufacturer is dealing with, say, 
a $1,700 item. Usually bookmakers are 
dealing with much larger items. 

Mr. KERR. It is like a tax on a me- 
chanical pencil that sells for $1. There 
is a tax in the bill on that item. 

Mr. SMATHERS. If the Senator be- 
lieves he is going to be able to keep track 
of the bookmakers, and if we are not 
going to have a full and free disclosure 
of expenses, I do not quite follow the 
argument of the Senator. 

Mr. KERR. The Senator from Okla- 
homa does not take that position. He 
says one would not preclude the other; 
one would augment the other. Under 
the bill which the committee has re- 
ported to the Senate, the man who takes 
a wager has to be licensed; he has to 
pay an occupation tax; he has to be 
identified, and he is known. Then the 
Internal Revenue Bureau can find out 
how much business he is transacting. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Oklahoma yield? 

Mr, KERR. I yield. 


Mr. PASTORE. Is it not a fact that 


a man engaged in bookmaking does not 
have to identify himself as such, but 
under the committee amendment he 
must identify himself as being in this 
illegal business? 

Mr. KERR. It is legal business in 
some places. The law does not apply 
merely to illegal gambling, because that 
would be unconstitutional. It applies 
to gambling whether legal or illegal, 
just as the tax on liquor applies to liquor 
whether it be sold legally or by a boot- 
legger. 

Mr. PASTORE. But the fact of the 
matter is that in those States where it 
is illegal, he would have to say that he 
is in that kind of business. 

Mr. KERR. Certainly, as in the case 
of a local seller of liquor in a local op- 
tion area in the State of Tennessee 
where it is against the law to sell whisky. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. KERR. I yield. 4 

Mr. SMATHERS. Isit not true, how- 
ever, that while he may not have to re- 
veal himself, as the Senator has stated, 
he is required to file an income-tax re- 
turn and show on that return where his 
money comes from? 


Mr. KERR. Yes; but he does not have 


to show how much betting was done in 
order for him to make that money. 

Mr. SMATHERS. The Internal Reve- 
nue Department has a right to ask him 
those questions; has it not? 

Mr. KERR. Not at all. It has a right 


to say, “How much money did you 
make?” Not “How much business did 
you do?” : 


Mr. President, I submit that the com- 
mittee, after long deliberation in this 
matter, approved the action of the House 
and retained this provision in the bill. 

I now ask unanimous consent to have 
printed at this point in the RECORD a 
statement headed “Enforcement of the 
wagering tax.” 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

ENFORCEMENT OF THE WAGERING TAX 


The principal objections to the proposed 
taxes on gambling have been in terms of 
difficulty of enforcement. 

It should be pointed out, in this connec- 
tion, that the Bureau of Internal Revenue, 
as a part of its racket investigations, has al- 
ready been compiling lists of bookmakers 
and other gamblers throughout the country. 
These lists are being built up and constantly 
revised in cooperation with local law-en- 
forcement agencies. Thus, the Bureau now 
has on hand a constantly growing mass of 
information which will be of great assistance 
in identifying the most important of the 
individuals who will be liable to the wager- 
ing tax. Therefore, the first big step in the 
enforcement of this new tax—the identifica- 
tion of the big taxpayers—can be substan- 
tially accomplished without any undue 
strain upon the existing administrative or- 
ganization. Identification of the small fry 
will, of course, take longer, but many of them 
can be expected to fall into line once the big 
gamblers are forced to comply. 

The registration requirements of this tax 
should prove of material assistance to the 
racket squad investigations which are an 
outgrowth of the recommendations of the 
Senate Crime Committee. Furthermore, the 
new tax on wagers should make possible a 
more accurate audit of gamblers’ income-tax 
returns. By knowing the gross amount of 
wagers placed with a bookmaker, a rough, 
but fairly accurate, estimate can be made of 
his gross income. Likewise, present income- 
tax information will make possible a fairly 
close estimate of the amount of wagers 
which the bookmaker has received and which 
are subject to the wagering tax. Therefore, 
the present income tax and the new wager- 
ing tax will complement each other and 
the existence of these two taxes side by 
side should improve taxpayer compliance 
throughout this area. 

In areas where gambling is a monopoly in 
the hands of one group, enforcement should 
prove relatively easy because of the small 
number of taxpayers it will be necessary to 
deal with. In other areas, bookmaking and 
lottery operation is a highly competitive 
business, and once the wagering tax is suc- 
cessfully applied to a few of the larger op- 
erators in these areas these individuals can 
be expected to seek similar compliance from 
their competitors. Thus, conditions within 
the gambling business itself may bring about 
a measure of self-enforcement. 

Finally, while most bookmakers and lot- 


: tery operators are engaged in violating State 


and local laws, very many of them undoubt- 
edly comply substantially with the Federal 
tax laws. It would seem reasonable to sup- 
pose that under the new tax there will be 
similar areas of voluntary compliance. In 
other cases, a few examples of successful 
prosecution should go far to encourage com- 
pliance. In this connection it should be 
noted that the bill provides criminal penal- 


` ties for noncompliance ranging up to 5 years’ 
~ imprisonment. 


In conclusion, it appears probable that 
substantial compliance with the new wager- 
ing tax can be achieved within the existing 
framework of the Bureau's organizational 
and procedural machinery. 


Mr. KERR. I yield the floor. 

Mr. HUNT. Mr. President, I should 
like to make just one observation. 

We are putting the Federal Govern- 
ment in the business of encouraging il- 
legal gambling by saying, Go ahead and 
gamble so we can collect money.” I say 


that it is deceitful on the part of the 


United States to encourage gambling 


12243 


which we have been trying to stamp out 
for the past 6 months. That provision of 
the bill can be effective only in one State 
in the Union, and that is Nevada, 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Wyoming yield? 

Mr. HUNT. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The question is 
whether or not the expenses paid or in- 
curred as the result of an illegal wager 
include losses on some of the bets. Sup- 
pose the operators have a loss. 

Mr. HUNT. Will the Senator repeat 
his question, please? 

Mr. FERGUSON. The question is 
whether or not the expenses paid or in- 
curred as the result of an illegal wager 
include losses which may have occurred 
on some of the bets. 

Mr. HUNT. I assume they would cer- 
tainly have to include the losses, because 
we cannot tax a gambler on everything 
he handles. Surely it is not intended to 
tax all the transactions that go across 
his board, because they run into billions 
of dollars. The take is estimated to be 
$17,000,000,000 a year. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Wyoming yield? 

Mr. HUNT. I yield for a question. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. It is not intended 
to apply the tax to losses. It applies 
to rent, salaries, good will, and other 
things of that kind. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Michigan has had some 
experience and personal knowledge of 
illegal gambling as a judge on the circuit 
bench of Michigan where he conducted 
investigations which went into the field 
of illegal gambling, and he knows from 
that experience that there is a large 
profit in the business. He knows from 
his grand jury work in Detroit that the 
Federal Government was able to col- 
lect a large amount of money in taxes 
on the basis of the grand jury's revela- 
tions of illegal gambling. But he has 
never been of the opinion that we should 
do anything to foster illegal gambling. 


He feels that the provision now in the 


bill would be a tax on the business, and 


it would be well not to allow the deduc- 
tions 
Therefore, he feels he should vote for 
the amendment rather than for the 


contained in the provision. 


Provision as it appears in the bill. 
MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—ENROLLED 
JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED 

A message from the House of Repre- 


sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 


Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
. enrolled joint resolution (H. J. Res. 335), 
amending an act making temporary ap- 


propriations for the fiscal year 1952, and 
for other purposes, and it was signed 
by the President pro tempore. 


` SECRECY ORDER BY OFFICE OF PRICE 


STABILIZATION 


Mr. FERGUSON obtained the floor. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I shall be glad to 
yield for a question. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I am 
reading from a United Press dispatch 
the statement that “the OPS followed up 
President Truman’s new security edict 
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with an order forbidding disclosure by 
its employees of any information that 
‘might cause embarrassment’ to OPS.” 

Mr. President, I am not able to find 
words to describe my feelings at read- 
ing this announcement. It simply 
means, to me, that we have arrived at 
a point where other nations with whom 
we have recently been at war arrived 
some years ago. It means that our own 
Government can no loiger point the 
finger cf scorn at Czechoslovakia or Ar- 
gentina, because this order indicates 
that our own Government is now adopt- 
ing a policy of suppressing freedom of 
information itself. It indicates that the 
present administration will stop at noth- 
ing to keep itself in power. It is simply 
a question of whether a new administra- 
tion can be brought into power in time 
to save the Government of the United 
States. 

REVENUE ACT OF 1951 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 4473) to provide reve- 
nue, and for other purposes. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I wonder if we 
can get a vote on the amendment. I 
do not know whether Senators on the 
Republican side are interested in the 
dinner this evening, but I promised that 
we would recess around 6 o'clock. If 
we could get a vote on the amend- 
ment 

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator from 
Michigan is interested in food, but he 
is more interested in the question which 
he desires to discuss. I will yield on 
condition that after we vote I may have 
the floor. 

Mr. IXEFAUVER. Referring to the 
colloquy of a few moments ago, does 
the Senator from Michigan know that 
the house of delegates of the American 
Bar Association takes the same position 
about the bill and the substitute the Sen- 
ator from Michigan takes, and that a res- 
olution to that effect was adopted at its 
meeting last week? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I appreciate that. 
The Senator from Michigan did not labor 
that question. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I mere- 
ly want to make one brief statement. 
Whatever may be said about the tax 
levied by the House, as to the wisdom 
of it, or whether the provision will be 
fully enforced, it certainly will be par- 
tially enforced. It may be more widely 
enforced than some people think; and 
that may be the trouble. But whatever 
may be said about it, this tax is a levy 
upon betting. It is an excise tax upon 
the bet or wager actually made. 

The amendment of the Senator from 
Tennessee to deny the wagering tax- 
payer any deduction for his business loss 
would be clearly unconstitutional, He 
wants to go back to nothing but the old 
income tax. But when we go back to the 
income tax, that is a tax on the net. If 
losses exceed gains, the taxpayer has not 
made anything, and there is nothing to 
tax. So what the Senator from Ten- 
nessee is proposing by way of substitute 
is clearly an illegal, unconstitutional 
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proposal to deny deductions against the 
income of someone who has been en- 
gaged in a wagering enterprise. 

The tax bill does not operate on that 
theory. The House tax proposal—and 
the Senate committee has accepted it— 
is based clearly upon the theory of an 
excise tax, and it is on the gross income. 

Mr. FERGUSON. In reply to that 
statement, the Senator from Michigan 
will say he understands that the Con- 
gress has the right to determine what is 
deductible as an expense, and all that 
is proposed by the amendment is to say 
that certain items such as pay-offs and 
so forth shall not be considered de- 
ductible. 

Mr. GEORGE. That is exactly cor- 
rect. But then the tax would be only on 
the income, and if there was no income, 
there would be no tax. 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct. 
The Senator from Michigan feels that 
that is a better way to do than in effect 
for the Federal Government to legalize 
illegal gambling. 

Mr. GEORGE. I did not mean to 
interrupt the proceedings, except to 
make that short statement. I hope we 
can get a vote on the amendment, 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Michigan will yield so that 
a vote may be taken on the amendment, 
with the understanding that he shall 
have the floor when the vote is com- 
pleted. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! 

Mr. McCARRAN. Is the Senator from 
Tennessee offering all his amendments 
en bloc? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. That is correct; to 
strike out the wagering part in the bill 
before us, and to offer en bloc these four 
amendments which have been discussed. 

Mr. McCARRAN. There were five 
amendments offered, and there was one 
amendment which the Senator from Ne- 
vada made quite a study of, and with 
respect to which he suggested certain 
changes. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. They have been 
made. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Is that the amend- 
ment the Senator is now offering? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes. 

Mr. McCARRAN, I wish to say that 
I shall vote for the amendment because 
I think it clarifies the situation and 
makes the provision enforceable. It 
sustains the position the Senator from 
Nevada has been compelled to take, and 
does take, with reference to licensed and 
legalized gambling in my own State. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator from 
Michigan simply wanted to yield the floor 
on the condition that he would receive 
unanimous consent to have the floor 
after the vote. I make that request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered 
on the amendment numbered 24 offered 
by the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. KE- 
FAUVER] on behalf of himself and other 
Senators. The clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
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ANDERSON] is absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD] 
is absent because of illness in his family, 
and, if present, would vote “nay,” 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Cuavez], the Senator from Kentucky 
(Mr. CLEMENTS], the Senator from Lou- 
isiana [Mr. ELLENDER], the Senator from 
Delaware [Mr. Frear], the Senator from 
Iowa (Mr. GILLETTE], the Senator from 
New York [Mr. LEHMAN], and the Sena- 
tor from Wyoming [Mr. O’ManHoney] are 
absent on official business. 

I announce further that if present 
and voting, the Senator from New Mex- 
ico [Mr. Cuavez], the Senator from Lou- 
isiana [Mr. ELLENDER], and the Senator 
from Delaware [Mr. Freir] would vote 
“nay.” 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce 
that the Senator from Nevada [Mr. Ma- 
LONE] is absent on official business. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. Tosey] and the Senator from Ne- 
braska [Mr. Wuerry] are necessarily 
absent. 

The Senator from Wisconsin IMr. 
McCartHy] is absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. Bripces], the Senator from Ver- 
mont [Mr. FLANDERS], the Senator from 
Missouri [Mr. Kem], the Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART], and the Sena- 
tor from North Dakota [Mr. Young] are 
detained on official business. If pres- 
ent and voting, the Senator from Ver- 
mont (Mr. FLanpers] would vote “nay.” 

The result was announced—yeas 29, 
nays 49, as follows: 


YEAS—29 
Cain Kilgore Robertson 
Duff Knowland Smathers 
Ecton Langer Smith, N. J. 
Ferguson Lodge Sparkman 
Hendrickson Long Stennis 
Holland McCarran Thye 
Hunt McClellan Underwood 
Ives Morse Wiley 
Jenner Nixon Williams 
Kefauver O'Conor 

NAYS—49 
Aiken Green Millikin 
Bennett Hayden Monroney 
Benton Hennings Moody 
Brewster Hickenlooper Mundt 
Bricker Hill Murray 
Butler, Md. Hoey Neely 
Butler, Nebr. Humphrey Pastore 
Carlson Johnson, Colo. Russell 
Case Johnson, Tex. Saltonstall 
Connally Johnston, S. C. Schoeppel 
Cordon Kerr Smith, Maine 
Dirksen Magnuson Smith, N. C. 
Douglas Martin Taft 
Dworshak Maybank Watkins 
Eastland McFarland Welker 
Pulbright McKellar 
George McMahon 

NOT VOTING—18 

Anderson Ellender Malone 
Bridges Flanders McCarthy 
Byrd Frear O'Mahoney 
Capehart Gillette Tobey 
Chavez Kem Wherry 
Clements Lehman Young 


So the amendment offered by Mr. KE- 
FAUVER for himself and other Senators 
was rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Michigan (Mr. FERGUSON] 
has the floor. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from Arizona. 
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Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, may we 
agree to the section? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I am willing to 
vote on the section. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Georgia. 

Mr. GEORGE. Let us have a formal 
vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are 
there any further amendments? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I 
wish to offer some individual amend- 
ments, if we are to continue in session 
this evening. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I un- 
derstood that the junior Senator from 
Tennessee had offered his series of 
amendments by way of a substitute for 
the bill. I asked him that specific ques- 
tion, and it was so understood. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, a 
point of order. 

Mr. GEORGE. May I first clear up 
this matter? 

Mr.McFARLAND. The Senator from 
Tennessee is out of order. 

Mr. GEORGE. I thought so. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I stated during the 
course of the argument that I was offer- 
ing an amendment to strike out the sec- 
tion in the bill, and these four amend- 
ments as substitutes. 

Mr. GEORGE. That was my under- 
standing. I asked the Senator if they 
should be voted on en bloc. 

Mr. KEPAUVER. However, I stated 
that if the request were not agreed to I 
expected to offer the amendments singly. 

Mr. GEORGE. Very well, If that is 
the Senator’s idea of how to get along, 
after saying that we were voting en 
bloc on his substitute amendments, I 
hardly know how to carry on, Mr. Presi- 
dent. ; 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inauiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Arizona will state it. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Is it in order to 
offer one of these amendments that has 
been voted down? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair understands it is. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Before they are 
offered 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Michigan [Mr. FERGUSON] 
has the floor. 

Mr. McFARLAND. The Senator from 
Michigan has yielded to me, I believe. 

Mr, FERGUSON. Yes. I yield to the 
Senator from Arizona, provided I do not 
lose the floor. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that beginning 
in the morning tomorrow there be a 
limitation of debate on all amendments 
of 30 minutes, 15 minutes to a side, to 
be controlled by the proponent of the 
amendment and by the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. GEORGE]; that all amend- 
ments and amendments to amendments 
must be germane; and that amend- 
ments to amendments be subject to the 
same limitation on debate; provided, 
that on the depletion amendment the 
debate is to be limited to 1%½ hours to 
each side, to be controlled by the pro- 
ponent of the amendment and the Sen- 
ator from Georgia [Mr. Gzorce]; that 
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debate on the capital-gains amendment 
be limited to 30 minutes to each side, to 
be controlled by the proponent of the 
amendment and the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. Grorce]; that debate on 
what is known as the split-income-tax 
amendment be limited to 30 minutes to 
each side, to be controlled by the pro- 
ponent of the amendment and the Sen- 
ator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE]; pro- 
vided further, that all amendments must 
be germane; provided further, that there 
be a limitation of debate on the bill 
of not more than 2 hours, to be di- 
vided equally and controlled, respec- 
tively, by the Senator from Georgia and 
the acting minority leader or any Sen- 
ator whom he may designate; pro- 
vided further, that debate on all ap- 
peals and motions be limited to 30 
minutes, 15 minutes to a side, the time 
to be controlled in the same manner. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
believe the distinguished Senator from 
Arizona has omitted the 12%4-percent 
income-tax amendment. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Provided further, 
that debate on the 124-percent income- 
tax amendment be limited to 30 minutes 
to a side, to be controlled in the same 
manner. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I wish 
to ask the distinguished Senator from 
Minnesota if he intends to increase the 
tax on the little individuals in this 
country? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I should like to 
say that if we increase it only by $28,- 
000,000 on those who earn less than 
$5,000, and by $372,000,000 on those who 
earn more than $5,000, in order to get 
approximately $500,000,000 of additional 
revenue, it might be a fair proposal. 

Mr. GEORGE. I asked the Senator 
whether he wished to increase it again 
on those who earn less than $5,000. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from 
Minnesota is talking about the proposal 
in the House bill. 

Mr. GEORGE. I know, but I am ask- 
ing the Senator from Minnesota if he 
wants to increase the tax on the little 
fellows who earn less than $5,000? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. No; the Senator 
from Minnesota solicits the kind atten- 
tion of the Chairman of the Committee 
on Finance to his amendment, which 
would eliminate benefits of income 
splitting 

Mr. GEORGE. I am not talking about 
income splitting. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President. 

Mr. GEORGE. I do not blame the 
Senator from Minnesota for not an- 
swering the question. It is not a ques- 
tion that can be answered categorically. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Do all Senators 
understand the terms of the unanimous- 
consent agreement? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Reserving the right 
to object—— 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
have been requested to repeat the unan- 
imous-consent agreement, I ask unani- 
mous consent that debate on all amend- 
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ments be limited to 30 minutes, 15 min- 
utes to a side, with the exception of 
the amendments I shall enumerate, the 
time to be controlled by the proponents 
of the amendments and the Senator 
from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE], in the event 
that he opposes such amendments, and 
if he is not opposed to the amendments, 
the time in opposition to be controlled 
by the acting minority leader, or any 
Senator whom he may designate; pro- 
vided, that the same limitation on de- 
bate be placed on all amendments to 
amendments, and on all motions and 
appeals; provided further, that all 
amendments must be germane; provided 
further, that there be a limitation of 
debate upon what is known as the 
development and exploitation amend- 
ment of 30 minutes to each side, to 
be controlled in the same manner; 
that debate on what is known as the 
depletion amendment be limited to an 
hour and a half to each side, to be 
controlled in the same manner; that 
debate on what is known as the capital- 
gains amendment be limited to 30 min- 
utes to each side, to be controlled in 
the same manner; that debate on what 
is known as the split income-tax amend- 
ment be limited to 30 minutes to each 
side, to be controlled in the same man- 
ner. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Pas- 
TORE in the chair). 

Has the Senator from Arizona men- 
tioned the 1242 percent income tax 
amendment? 

Mr. McFARLAND. That is the split 
income-tax amendment. 

Mr. GEORGE. No. I should like to 
have 30 minutes of debate to a side on 
the amendment raising the tax on the 
little fellow. 


Mr. McFARLAND. Very well; the 
1244-percent income-tax amend- 
ment 


Mr. GEORGE. I am referring to the 
amendment raising the tax on the small 
taxpayer. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I pro- 
test the statement of the Senator from 
Georgia labeling the amendment in that 
fashion. The Recorp should show that 
the Senator from Minnesota and those 
of us who are supporting him are en- 
deavoring to balance the budget, so that 
we will not have inflation; and secondly, 
at least according to our light, it is our 
purpose to see to it that the tax burden 
is distributed according to ability to pay. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
may I have the request for the unani- 
mous-consent agreement acted on before 
debate ensues? I would appreciate it if 
the Senator from Illinois would wait un- 
til I have finished. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, does 
this discussion take me from the floor? 

Mr. McFARLAND. No, it does not. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President—— : 

Mr. McFARLAND. I have one more 
request, and I hope no Senator will ob-. 
ject to it. It is that tomorrow morning 
the pending question be the amendment 
of the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
Lancer], He may have to leave the city 
tomorrow. I ask unanimous consent 
that his amendment, known as the pari- 
mutuel amendment, be the pending 
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question at 10 o’clock tomorrow morn- 
ing when the Senate convenes. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Arizona yield to the 
Senator from Oregon? 

Mr. McFARLAND. Yes. 

Mr. MORSE. Reserving the right to 
object, I should like to ask the very able 
leader, who represents those of us who 
believe that the American people gen- 
erally should pay higher taxes at the 
present time, in order to better preserve 
their security, whether he believes that 
the proposed unanimous-consent agree- 
ment reserves to us adequate time for a 
full discussion of those instances in 
which the people best able to pay are 
getting a tax reduction under this bill? 

Mr. GEORGE. I think so, Mr. Presi- 
dent. 

Mr. MORSE. I am glad to have the 
view of the Senator from Georgia, but 
I addressed my inquiry to the Senator 
from Minnesota (Mr. HUMPHREY], 
{Laughter.] 

Mr. GEORGE. I am sorry. 

Mr. MORSE. I was speaking about 
the leader of the group of us who believes 
that the tax should be increased in order 
better to help preserve the security of 
the country. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I reply to my good 
friend from Oregon by saying that I 
agree with the general content of the 
‘unanimous-consent agreement, and I 
hope we can consummate it and get 
going. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, with 
that assurance from my leader on this 
issue, I shall not object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
Objection to the unanimous- consent 
agreement which has been proposed? 
The Chair hears none, and it is so or- 
dered. 

The unanimous- consent agreement, 
as reduced to writing, is as follows: 

Ordered, That during the further consid- 
eration of the bill (H. R. 4473) to provide 
revenue, and for other purposes, debate upon 
any amendment or motion (including ap- 
peals) shall be limited as follows: Upon the 
amendment relating to depletion, not to ex- 
ceed 3 hours; upon the amendments relating, 
respectfully, to exploration and development, 
capital gains and losses, split income taxes, 
and individual income taxes, not to exceed 
1 hour each; that upon any amendment or 
motion to the above-named amendments, 
and upon any other amendment or motion 
proposed to the bill, not to exceed 30 min- 
utes each, the time in each case to be equally 
divided and controlled by the mover of any 
such amendment and Mr. GEORGE: Provided, 
That in the event Mr. GEORGE is in favor of 
any such amendment or motion, the time in 
opposition thereto shall be controlled by the 
acting minority leader or someone desig- 
nated by him: Provided further, That no 
amendment or motion that is not germane 
to the subject matter of the said bill shall 
be received: Provided further, That debate 
upon the final passage of the bill shall be 
limited to not exceeding 2 hours, to be 
equally divided and controlled by Mr. GEORGE 
‘and the acting minority leader or someone 
designated by him. 


| Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Michigan yield 
further to me? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 
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Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, if 
I may have the attention of the Senate, 


I I wish to make another announcement: 


I hope we can complete action on this 
bill tomorrow evening or tomorrow 
night. If Senators work hard on the 
bill, I think we can do that; but it will 
require the attendance of all Senators on 
the floor of the Senate. I hope the com- 
mittees which have planned to hold 
meetings tomorrow will adjourn their 
meetings immediately after they convene 
them, and thus will make it possible for 
us to have one day during which all Sen- 
ators will be present on the floor of the 
Senate and will be available for work on 
this bill, so that we may complete our 
action on it. Thereafter the committees 
can meet as much as they wish to. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Michigan yield to 
me for a moment? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I understand 
that the plan is to have the Senate con- 
vene at 10 o’clock tomorrow morning. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. McFARLAND, Yes; at 10 o'clock 
tomorrow morning. 

I plead with all Senators to be here 
at 10 o’clock tomorrow morning and help 
us complete our action on this bill to- 
morrow. If Senators are present 
promptly at 10 o’clock, it will not be 
necessary to take time for quorum calls. 
If all Senators will cooperate in that 
way, I think we shall be able to com- 
plete our action on the bill tomorrow, 
and then we shall not have to have a 
session on Saturday. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Michigan yield to me? 
Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. As the Senator 
from Arizona recalls, a statement was 
made of a desire to bring up early in 
the session tomorrow the depletion-al- 
lowance amendment. Is it the intention 
that that shall be done? 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
should like to have the Senator from 
Minnesota state his intention in that 
connection. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I should like to 
have that done, Mr. President. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Very well. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Massachusetts will state it. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. It is my under- 
standing that part of the unanimous- 
consent agreement which has been en- 
tered into provides that the question be- 
fore the Senate tomorrow morning shall 
be the amendment of the Senator from 
North Dakota. Is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That 
is correct. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I send 
the amendment to the desk and ask that 
it lie on the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be received and will lie 
on the table. 

Mr. McFARLAND, Mr. President, I 


; wish to express my appreciation to all 


the Members of the Senate for their 
kindness in helping us obtain the agree- 
ment which has now been reached. 
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Before my distinguished friend, the 
Senator from Michigan [Mr. FERGUSON], 
addresses the Senate, I also wish to ex- 
press my appreciation to Senators on his 
side of the aisle for remaining in the 
Chamber this long, before going to their 
dinner. I hope they have a delightful 
dinner, and that tomorrow morning 
when they come to the Senate Chamber 
they will feel fine. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed at 
this point in the body of the Recorp a 
statement I have prepared in regard to 
one of the amendments which were con- 
sidered today. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


STATEMENT By SENATOR WATKINS 


Several hours ago I voted to tax the tax- 
free expense allowances of the President and 
Vice President of the United States and 
Members of Congress, including myself. I 
felt that it was not right that officials of the 
Government of the United States, be they 
the holders of high or low offices, should en- 
joy tax exemptions not enjoyed by all of our 
people. 

I was not a Member of the Senate of the 
United States when the Legislative Reorgan- 
ization Act of 1946 was passed, and therefore 
I had no hand in voting a $2,500 tax-free 
expense allowance to Members of Congress. 
I was a member of this body on January 13, 
1949, when a bill to grant the President a 
$50,000 tax-free expense account was voted 
upon by this body. On that occasion I ex- 
pressed myself as follows, and I am quoting 
from the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, volume 95, 
part 1, page 215: 

“I should like to make an observation with 
reference to what the Senator from Illinois 
said concerning Congress voting itself ex- 
pense money for which it does not need to 
account. I was not here at the time action 
was taken on that measure, and I did not 
vote for it. If the question were up for ac- 
tion today, I would not vote for such a 
mesaure. I think it is wrong in principle.” 

That statement was made by me in an 
exchange with Senator Donnell of Missouri 
who was urging the adoption of an amend- 
ment that the President be required to make 
an accounting for the $50,000 annual expense 
allowance which the Senate was then pre- 
paring to authorize. I was one of 22 Sen- 
ators who voted “aye” on that proposal; 61 
Senators voted “nay.” As a consequence the 
President has not been required to account 
for his $50,000 annual expense allowance, 

The bill which acttially authorized the ap- 
propriation of $50,000 each year to the Presi- 
dent as a tax-free expense allowance in addi- 
tion to his salary and other allowances was 
passed by the Senate on January 13, 1949. 
I was one of nine Senators who voted against 
that bill. 

Today, more than 214 years later, the Sen- 
ate has reversed the action of 2½ years 
ago by adopting the so-called Williams 
amendment to the general tax-increase bill 
which is now the pending business of the 
Senate. I am proud to say that I was one 
of the cosponsors of the Williams amend- 
ment. I am equally proud to say that I was 
1 of the 77 Senators who voted for the 
amendment. That means that I have voted 
not only to tax the President’s annual tax- 
free allowance, but also to tax the allowance 
of Members of Congress, including my own. 

On January 18, 1949, 2 days after I had 
voted in favor of a proposal to require the 
President to account for his $50,000 annual 
expense allowance, I inserted an article in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD which is even more in 
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point today than it was in 1949. That article 
was as follows: 


From the Washington (D. C.) Evening Star 
of January 17, 1949] 

Tax-FeEE ALLOWANCE VOTED BY SENATE SEEN 
PROBLEM FOR TRUMAN—PRESIDENT CANNOT 
Know WHETHER HE’s ENTITLED TO MONEY 
4s Pay UNDER BILL 


(By David Lawrence) 


President Truman can save future Presi- 
dents much embarrassment and set an ex- 
ample of forbearance and dignity by request- 
ing the House of Representatives to amend 
the bill just passed by the Senate that gives 
him a $50,000 tax-free expense allowance, 
No President hereafter will ever be sure 
whether he can pocket that sum as a part of 
his income or whether he is under moral 
obligation to spend it only for a public pur- 


e: 
Port isn’t as if a President doesn’t have his 
expenses paid by the Government. For out 
of the so-called budget for the White House 
of more than $1,000,000 a year, he gets the 
following things: 

1. A house with plenty of bedrooms and 
baths, rent free, plus servants—not a dime 
of which expense he has to pay. All upkeep 
and repair expenses are paid by Uncle Sam. 
The maintenance amounts to about $260,000 
a year. 

2. All expenses for official entertainment. 

3. A fleet of automobiles and chauffeurs 
for the personal use of himself and family. 
The Government pays for the upkeep and 
gasoline used. 


GETS PRIVATE YACHT 


4. A private yacht and crew that cost the 
Government a large sum annually to main- 
tain. 

5. A private airplane with luxury accom- 
modations and maintenance crew that costs 
the Government quite a sum annually to 
maintain. 

6. A $40,000 allowance for travel which can 
be used for political campaigning by the 
simple trick of calling the trips nonpolitical. 

Now it is proposed to increase the Presi- 
dent’s salary from $75,000 to $100,000. This 
item would be taxable and thus the President 
would be just like anybody else insofar as 
that sum is concerned. Last year he netted 
approximately $48,000 after taxes because of 
the split-income rates of husband and wife 
and under the proposed salary he would net 
$60,000 after taxes. 

But when it comes to the $50,000 expense 
allowance, tax free, which the Senate has 
just voted to the President, no businessman 
has any such privilege. The Government 
scrutinizes closely expense accounts in busi- 
ness and disallows them if not spent for 
business purposes. Even so, when the item 
is ruled to be deductible, the Government 
bears only 38 percent, while the employer 
bears 62 percent of the cost of the expense 
item. There are no tax-free expense allow- 
ances in private business. 

NO ACCOUNTING NECESSARY 

The precedent in this case is also bad be- 
cause the Senate voted that a President didn't 
have to make an accounting if he didn't 
want to do so. Does this mean he can add 
the $50,000 to personal income? Why put 
a President of the United States in the em- 
barrassing position of having to decide 
whether a given expenditure is one that he 
would or would not have made if he had 
not been the Chief Executive? 

If the House of Representatives wishes to 
put the matter of a President’s salary on a 
realistic basis, it can increase the present 
amount to a total of $240,000 a year and 
make all of this taxable just as is any execu- 
tive’s salary, subject to the usual deductions, 
This means that at present rates his net 
sum after taxes would be about $110,000, or 
the equivalent of a $100,000 taxable salary 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


and $50,000 tax-free allowance as the Senate 
has proposed. 

No element of tax avoidance would then 
be involved and the precedent would be an 
honorable one, though to be sure many of 
the so-called “little people“ who are sup- 
posed to have won the election for Mr. Tru- 
man will wonder since when does “a man of 
the people“ need so much money for per- 
sonal use the moment he wins an election? 

A President who cannot save money on a 
$75,000 taxable salary when all his rent and 
servants and transportation are paid for by 
the Government is not setting a good exam- 
ple of economy or thrift. Likewise a Presi- 
dent who accepts a tax-free allowance of any 
Kind and asks the other citizens to pay taxes 
is not interpreting correctly the basic prin- 
ciples of Thomas Jefferson on which the Dem- 
ocratic Party was founded. Only kings and 
princes are treated on any other basis. It’s 
a bad way to start off the Fair Deal. 


MUTUAL ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1951—CON- 
FERENCE REPORT (S. DOC. NO. 73) 


Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I 
submit a report of the committee of con- 
ference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendment of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R. 5113) to main- 
tain the security and promote the for- 
eign policy and provide for the general 
welfare of the United States by furnish- 
ing assistance to friendly nations in the 
interest of international peace and se- 
curity. I do no’ wish to have it consid- 
ered at this time, but merely to submit 
the report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re- 
port will be received, and printed, and 
will lie on the table, and will be printed 
in the RECORD. 

The report submitted by Mr. CONNALLY 
is as follows: 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
5113) to maintain the security and promote 
the foreign policy and provide for the general 
welfare of the United States by furnishing 
assistance to friendly nations in the interest 
of international peace and security, having 
met, after full and free conference, have 
agreed to recommend and do recommend to 
their respective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate and 
agree to the same with an amendment as 
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed” to 
be inserted by the Senate amendment insert 
the following: 

“That this Act may be cited as the ‘Mutual 
Security Act of 1951’. 

“Sec. 2, The Congress declares it to be the 
purpose of this Act to maintain the security 
and to promote the foreign policy of the 
United States by authorizing military, eco- 
nomic, and technical assistance to friendly 
countries to strengthen the mutual security 
and individual and collective defenses of the 
free world, to develop their resources in the 
interest of their security and independence 
and the national interest of the United 
States and to facilitate the effective partici- 
pation of those countries in the United Na- 
tions system for collective security. The 
purposes of the Mutual Defense Assistance 
Act of 1949, as amended (22 U. S. C. 1571- 
1604), the Economic Cooperation Act of 1948, 
as amended (22 U. S. C. 1501-1522), and the 
Act for International Development (22 
U. S. C. 1557) shall hereafter be deemed to 
include this purpose, 


“TITLE I—EUROPE 
“Sec. 101. (a) In order to support the free- 


dom of Europe through assistance which will 
further the carrying out of the plans for de- 
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fense of the North Atlantic area, while at 
the same tinre maintaining the economic 
stability of the countries of the area so that 
they may meet their responsibilities for de- 
fense, and to further encourage the economic 
unification and the political federation of 
Europe, there are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated to the President for the fiscal 
year 1952 for carrying out the provisions and 
accomplishing the policies and purpose of 
this Act— 

(J) not to exceed $5,028,000,000 for assist- 
ance pursuant to the provisions of the Mu- 
tual Defense Assistance Act of 1949, as 
amended (22 U. S. C. 1571-1604), for 
countries which are parties to the North 
Atlantic Treaty and for any country of Eu- 
rope (other than a country covered by 
another title of this Act), which the Presi- 
dent determines to be of direct importance to 
the defense of the North Atlantic area and 
whose increased ability to defend itself the 
President determines is important to the 
preservation of the peace and security of the 
North Atlantic area and to the security of 
the United States (any such determination 
to be reported forthwith to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations of the Senate, the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs of the House of 
Representatives, and the Committees on 
Armed Services of the Senate and of the 
House of Representatives), and not to exceed 
$100,000,000 of such appropriation for any 
selected persons who are residing in or es- 
capees from the Soviet Union, Poland, Czech- 
oslovakia, Hungary, Rumania, Bulgaria, Al- 
bania, Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia, or the 
Communist dominated or Communist occu- 
pied areas of Germany and Austria, and any 
other countries absorbed by the Soviet Union 
either to form such persons into elements of 
the military forces supporting the North At- 
lantic Treaty Organization or for other pur- 
poses, when it is similarly determined by the 
President that such assistance will contribute 
to the defense of the North Atlantic area and 
to the security of the United States. In addi- 
tion, unexpended balances of appropriations 
heretofore made for carrying out the purposes 
of the Mutual Defense Assistance Act of 1949, 
as amended, through assistance to any of 
the countries covered by this paragraph are 
hereby authorized to be continued available 
through June 30, 1952, and to be consolidated 
with the appropriation authorized by this 
paragraph. Section 408 (c) of the Mutual 
Defense Assistance Act of 1949, as amended 
(22 U. S. C. 1579), is hereby repealed. 

“(2) not to exceed $1,022,000,000 for assist- 
ance pursuant to the provisions of the Eco- 
nomic Cooperation Act of 1948, as amended 
(22 U. S. C. 1501-1522) (including. assistance 
to further European military production), 
for any country of Europe covered by para- 
graph (1) of this subsection and for any 
other country covered by section 103 (a) of 
the said Economic Cooperation Act of 1948, 
as amended. In addition, unexpended bal- 
ances of appropriations heretofore made for 
carrying out the purposes of the Economic 
Cooperation Act of 1948, as amended, are 
hereby authorized to be continued available 
through June 30, 1952, and to be consolidated 
with the appropriation authorized by this 
paragraph: Provided, That not to exceed $10,- 
000,000 of the funds made available pursu- 
ant to this paragraph may be utilized to 
effectuate the principles set forth in section 
115 (e) of the Economic Cooperation Act of 
1948, as amended. 

„(b) Not to exceed 10 per centum of the 
total of the appropriations granted pursuant 
to this section may be transferred, when de- 
termined by the President to be necessary 
for the purpose of this Act, between appro- 
priations granted pursuant to either para- 
graph of subsection (a): Provided, That the 
amount herein authorized to be transferred 
shall be determined without reference to any 
balances of prior appropriations continued 
available pursuant to this section: Provided 
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further, That, whenever the President makes 
any such determination, he shall forthwith 
notify the Committee on Foreign Relations 
of the Senate, the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs of the House of Representatives, and 
the Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and of the House of Representatives, 


“TITLE II—NeEarR EAST AND AFRICA 


“Sec. 201. In order to further the purpose 
of this Act by continuing to provide military 
assistance to Greece, Turkey, and Iran, there 
are hereby authorized to be appropriated to 
the President for the fiscal year 1952, not to 
exceed $396,250,000 for furnishing assistance 
to Greece and Turkey pursuant to the pro- 
visions of the Act of May 22, 1947, as 
amended (22 U. S. C. 1401-1410), and for 
furnishing assistance to Iran pursuant to 
the provisions of the Mutual Defense Assist- 
ance Act of 1949, as amended (22 U. S. C. 
1571-1604). In addition, unexpended bal- 
ances of appropriations heretofore made for 
assistance to Greece and Turkey, available 
for the fiscal year 1951, pursuant to the Act 
of May 22, 1947, as amended, and for assist- 
ance to Iran pursuant to the Mutual Defense 
Assistance Act of 1949, as amended, are 
hereby authorized to be continued available 
through June 30, 1952, and to be consoli- 
dated with the appropriation authorized by 
this section. 

“Sec. 202. Whenever the President de- 
termines that such action is essential for 
the purpose of this Act, he may provide 
assistance, pursuant to the provisions of the 
Mutual Defense Assistance Act of 1949, as 
amended, to any country of the Near East 
area (other than those covered by section 
201) and may utilize not to exceed 10 per 
centum of the amount made available (ex- 
cluding balances of prior appropriations 
continued available) pursuant to section 201 
of this Act: Provided, That any such assist- 
ance may be furnished only upon determina- 
tion by the President that (1) the strategic 
location of the recipient country makes it 
of direct importance to the defense of the 
Near East area, (2) such assistance is of 
critical importance to the defense of the free 
nations, and (3) the immediately increased 
ability of the recipient country to defend 
itself is important to the preservation of the 
peace and security of the area and to the 
security of the United States. 

“Sec. 203. In order to further the purpose 
of this Act in Africa and the Near East, 
there are hereby authorized to be appro- 
priated to the President, for the fiscal year 
1952, not to exceed $160,000,000 for eco- 
nomie and technical assistance in Africa 
and the Near East in areas other than those 
covered by section 103 (a) of the Economic 
Cooperation Act of 1948, as amended (22 
U.S.C. 1502). Funds appropriated pursuant 
to this section shall be available under the 
applicable provisions of the Economic Co- 
operation Act of 1948, as amended (22 U. S. C. 
1501-1522), and of the Act for International 
Development (22 U. S. C. 1557). 

“Src. 204. Not to exceed $50,000,000 of the 
funds authorized under section 203 hereof 
may be contributed to the United Nations 
during the fiscal year 1952, for the purposes, 
and under the provisions, of the United Na- 
tions Palestine Refugee Aid Act of 1950 (22 
U. S. C. 1556): Provided, That, whenever the 
President shall determine that it would more 
effectively contribute to the purposes of the 
said United Nations Palestine Refugee Aid 
Act of 1950, he may allocate any part of 
such funds to any agency of the United 
States Government to be utilized in further- 
ance of the purposes of said Act and any 
amount so allocated shall be a part of the 
United States contribution to the United 
Nations Relief and Works Agency for Pales- 
tine Refugees in the Near East and shall be 
so credited by said Agency. 

“Src. 205. In order to assist in the relief 
of refugees coming into Israel, not to exceed 
$50,000,000 of the funds authorized under 
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section 203 hereof may be utilized during 
the fiscal year 1952, under such terms and 
conditions as the President may prescribe, 
for specific refugee relief and resettlement 
projects in Israel. 


“TITLE ITI—AsIA AND PACIFIC 


“Sec, 301. In order to carry out in the gen- 
eral area of China (including the Republic 
of the Philippines and the Republic of 
Korea) the provisions of subsection (a) of 
section 303 of the Mutual Defense Assistance 
Act of 1949, as amended (22 U. S. C. 1604 
(a)), there are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated to the President for the fiscal 
year 1952, not to exceed $535,250,000. In 
addition, unexpended balances of appropria- 
tions heretofore made for carrying out the 
provisions of title III of the Mutual Defense 
Assistance Act of 1949, as amended (22 
VJ. S. C. 1602-1604), are hereby authorized to 
be continued available through June 30, 
1952, and to be consolidated with the appro- 
priation authorized by this section. Not to 
exceed $50,000,000 of funds appropriated 
pursuant to this section (excluding balances 
of appropriations continued available) may 
be accounted for as provided in subsection 
(a) of said section 303. 

“Sec. 302. (a) In order to further the pur- 
pose of this Act through the strengthening 
of the area covered in section 301 of this Act 
(but not including the Republic of Korea), 
there are hereby authorized to be appro- 
priated to the President, for the fiscal year 
1952, not to exceed $237,500,000 for economic 
and technical assistance in those porti_ns 
of such area which the President deems to 
be not under Communist control. Funds 
appropriated pursuant to authority of this 
section shall be available under the appli- 
cable provisions of the Economic Coopera- 
tion Act of 1948, as amended (22 U. S. C. 
1501-1522), and of the Act for International 
Development (22 U. S. C. 1557). In addi- 
tion, unexpended balances of funds hereto- 
fore made available for carrying out the pur- 
poses of the China Area Aid Act of 1950 (22 
U. S. C. 1547), are hereby authorized to be 
continued available through June 30, 1952, 
and to be consolidated with the appropria- 
tion authorized by this section. 

“(b) The third proviso of section 202 of 
the China Area Aid Act of 1950 is amended 
by inserting “and of Korea“ after “selected 
citizens of China” the first time it appears 
therein. 

“Sec. 303. (a) In order to provide for a 
United States contribution to the United 
Nations Korean Reconstruction Agency, 
established by the resolution of the General 
Assembly of the United Nations of December 
1, 1950, there are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated to the President not to exceed 
$45,000,000. In addition, unobligated bal- 
ances of the appropriations heretofore made, 
and available during the fiscal year 1951, for 
assistance to Korea under authority of the 
Far Eastern Economic Assistance Act of 1950, 
as amended (22 U. S. C. 1548, 1551, 1552), 
are hereby authorized to be continued avail- 
able through June 30, 1952, and to be con- 
solidated with the appropriation authorized 
by this section. Not to exceed 50 per centum 
of the total of the appropriations authorized 
by this section may, when determined by 
the President to be necessary for the pur- 
pose of this Act, be transferred to and con- 
solidated with the appropriation authorized 
by paragraph 302 (a). 

“(b) The sums made available pursuant 
to subsection (a) may be contributed from 
time to time on behalf of the United States 
in such amounts as the President deter- 
mines to be appropriate to support those 
functions of the United Nations Korean Re- 
construction Agency which the military situ- 
ation in Korea permits the Agency to under- 
take pursuant to arrangements between the 
Agency and the United Nations Unified Com- 
mand. The aggregate amount which may be 
contributed on behalf of the United States 
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pursuant to the preceding sentence shall be 
reduced by the value of goods and services 
made available to Korea by any department 
or agency of the United States for relief and 
economic assistance after the assumption 
of responsibility for relief and rehabilitation 
operations in Korea by the United Nations 
Korean Reconstruction Agency. 

“(c) The provisions of subsections 304 (a) 
and (b) of the United Nations Palestine 
Refugee Aid Act of 1950 (22 U.S. C. 1556 (b)) 
are hereby made applicable with respect to 
Korean assistance furnished under this sec- 
tion. 

“(d) Unencumbered balances of sums 
heretofore or hereafter deposited in the spe- 
cial account established pursuant to para- 
graph (2) of article V of the agreement of 
December 10, 1948, between the United States 
of America and the Republic of Korea (62 
Stat., part 3, 3788) shall be used in Korea 
for such purposes as the President deter- 
mines to be consistent with United Nations 
programs for assistance to Korea and as may 
be agreed to between the Government of the 
United States and the Republic of Korea. 

“(e) The functions of the Administrator 
for Economic Cooperation under the provi- 
sions of section 3 of the Far Eastern Eco- 
nomic Assistance Act of 1950, as amended 
(22 U. S. C. 1551), shall hereafter be per- 
formed by such departments or agencies of 
the Government as the President shall direct. 


“TITLE IV—AMERICAN REPUBLICS 


“Sec. 401. In order to further the purpose 
of this Act through the furnishing of mili- 
tary assistance to the other American Re- 
publics, there are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated to the President, for the fiscal 
year 1952, not to exceed $38,150,000 for carry- 
ing out the purposes of this section under the 
provisions of the Mutual Defense Assistance 
Act of 1949, as amended: Provided, That such 
assistance may be furnished only in accord- 
ance with defense plans which are found by 
the President to require the recipient coun- 
try to participate in missions important to 
the defense of the Western Hemisphere. 
Any such assistance shall be subject to agree- 
ments, as provided herein and as required by 
section 402 of the Mutual Defense Assistance 
Act of 1949, as amended (22 U. S. C. 1573), 
designed to assure that the assistance will be 
used to promote the defense of the Western 
Hemisphere; and after agreement by the Gov- 
ernment of the United States and the coun- 
try concerned with respect to such missions, 
military assistance hereunder shall be fur- 
nished only in accordance with such agree- 
ment. 

“Sec. 402. In order to further the purpose 
of this Act among the peoples of the Ameri- 
ean Republics through the furnishing of 
technical assistance, there are hereby au- 
thcrizec to be appropriated to the President, 
for the fiscal year 1952, not to exceed $21,- 
250,000 for assistance under the provisions 
of the Act for International Development 
(22 U. S. C. 1557) and of the Institute of 
Inter-American Affairs Act, as amended (22 
U. S. C. 281). 


“TITLE V—ORGANIZATION AND GENERAL 
PROVISIONS 


“UNIFIED DIRECTION OF PROGRAM 


“Sec. 501. (a) In order that the programs 
of military, economic, and technical assist- 
ance authorized by this Act may be admin- 
istered as parts of a unified program in ac- 
cordance with the intent of Congress and to 
fix responsibility for the coordination and 
supervision of these programs in a single 
person, the President is authorized to ap- 
point in the Executive Office of the President 
a Director for Mutual Security. The Direc- 
tor, on behalf of the President and subject 
to his direction, shall have primary re- 
sponsibility for— 

“(1) continuous supervision and general 
direction of the assistance programs under 
this Act to the end that such programs shall 
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be (A) effectively integrated both at home 
and abroad, and (B) administered so as to 
assure that the defensive strength of the 
free nations of the world shall be built as 
quickly as possible on the basis of continu- 
ous and effective self-help and mutual aid; 

“(2) preparation and presentation to the 
Congress of such programs of foreign mili- 
tary, economic, and technical assistance as 
may be required in the interest of the se- 
curity of the United States; 

“(3) preparation for the President of the 
report to the Congress required by section 
518 of this Act. 

“(b) Except as otherwise provided by this 
Act, the Director shall not hold any other 
office or employment under the United States 
and shall not have any other responsibilities 
except those directly related to the coordina- 
tion, supervision, and direction, of the pro- 
grams covered by this Act or otherwise con- 
ferred upon him by law. 

“(c) The Director shall be appointed by 
the President, by and with the advice and 
consent of the Senate, and shall receive com- 
pensation at the rate of $22,500 per annum. 

d) For the purpose of carrying out the 
provisions of this section, the President is 
authorized to utilize the positions created in 
subsection 406 (e) of the Mutual Defense 
Assistance Act of 1949, as amended. No per- 
son may serve in any such position under this 
subsection while at the same time he is an 
officer or employee of any other department 
or agency of the Government. 

“(e) (1) The fourth paragraph of section 
101 (a) of the National Security Act of 1947, 
as amended (50 U. S. C. 402 (a)), is amended 
by inserting after clause (4) the following: 

“*(5) the Director for Mutual Security;” 
and by renumbering clauses (5) and (6) 
thereof as clauses (6) and (7), respectively. 

“(2) Section 4 (a) of Public Law 171, 
Seventy-ninth Congress, as amended (59 
Stat. 512), is amended by striking out ‘Eco- 
nomie Cooperation Administration’ and in- 
serting in lieu thereof ‘Mutual Security 
Agency’ and by striking out ‘Administrator 
for Economic Cooperation’ and inserting in 
lieu thereof ‘Director for Mutual Security’. 

63) Paragraph (1) of section 3 (a) of 
the Export-Import Bank Act of 1945, as 
amended (12 U. S. C. 635a (a) (1)), is 
amended by after the words ‘Sec- 
retary of State,’ where they appear in the first 
sentence thereof the words ‘the Director for 
Mutual Security,’ and by striking out the 
last sentence of such paragraph and inserting 
in lieu thereof the following: “To the extent 
he deems it advisable the Secretary of State 
or the Director for Mutual Security, as the 
case may be, may designate to act for him in 
the discharge of his duties as a member of 
the Board of Directors any officer of his De- 
partment or Agency who shall have been ap- 
pointed by the President by and with the 
advice and consent of the Senate. The Di- 
rector for Mutual Security shall not be con- 
sidered to be a member of the Board of 
Directors for the purposes of the first sen- 
tence of paragraph (3) of this subsection or 
for the purposes of subsection (b).’ 

“MUTUAL SECURITY AGENCY 

“Sec. 502. (a) The Economic Cooperation 
Administration and the offices of Adminis- 
trator for Economic Cooperation, Deputy 
Adminstrator, United States Special Repre- 
sentative in Europe, and Deputy Special Rep- 
resentative are hereby abolished. 

“(b) To assist in carrying out the purpose 
of this Act— 

“(1) there is hereby established, with its 
principal office at the seat of the government, 
a Mutual Security Agency, hereinafter re- 
ferred to as the Agency, which shall be 
headed by the Director for Mutual Security; 
and 


“(2) there shall be transferred to the Di- 
rector the powers, functions, and responsi- 
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bilities conferred upon the Administrator for 
Economic Cooperation by the Economic Co- 
operation Act of 1948, as amended, and by 
any other law, but no such powers, functions, 
and responsibilities shall be exercised after 
June 30, 1952, except as provided in subsec- 
tion (c) of this section. 

“(c) Not later than April 1, 1952, the Presi- 
dent shall inform the Committee on Foreign 
Relations of the Senate and the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs of the House of Repre- 
sentatives which of the powers, functions, 
and responsibilities transferred to the Di- 
rector by subsection (b) (2) are found by 
the President to be necessary to enable the 
Director after June 30, 1952, to carry out the 
duties conferred upon him by section 503. 
The termination provisions of section 122 
of the Economic Cooperation Act of 1948, as 
amended, shall come into effect on June 30, 
1952, and none of the powers, functions, and 
responsibilities conferred by that Act shall 
be exercised after that date, except those 
powers, functions, and rerponsibilities found 
necessary to enable the Director to carry 
out the duties conferred on him by section 
503 of this Act, which powers, functions, and 
responsibilities unless otherwise provided by 
law shall continue in effect until June 30, 
1954. 


“ADDITIONAL DUTIES OF DIRECTOR FOR MUTUAL 
SECURITY 


“Sec, 503. After June 30, 1952, the Direc- 
tor, on behalf of the President and subject 
to his direction, shall, in consultation with 
the Secretaries of State and Defense, con- 
tinue to have primary responsibility for— 

“(a) the development and administration 
of programs of assistance designed to sus- 
tain and increase military effort, including 
production, construction, equipment and 
matériel in each country or in groups of 


countries which receive United States mili-. 


tary assistance; 

“(b) the provision of such equipment, 
materials, commodities, services, financial, or 
other assistance as he finds to be necessary 
for carrying out mutual defense programs; 
and 


“(c) the provision of limited economic as- 
sistance to foreign nations for which the 
United States has responsibility as a result 
of participation in joint control arrange- 
ments when the President finds that the 
provision of such economic assistance is in 
the interest of the security of the United 
States, 


“APPOINTMENT AND TRANSFER OF PERSONNEL 


“Sec. 504. (a) To carry out the functions 
conferred by sections 502 and 503 of this 
Act, there shall be in the Agency a Deputy 
Director, a Special Representative in Europe, 
and a Deputy Special Representative in Eu- 
rope, who shall be appointed by the Presi- 
dent by and with the advice and consent of 
the Senate, and shall have status and re- 
ceive compensation comparable to the equiv- 
alent positions under the Economic Cooper- 
ation Act of 1948, as amended. 

“(b) Any personnel of the Economic Co- 
operation Administration, upon the certifi- 
cation of the Director for Mutual Security 
and with the approval of the Director of 
the Bureau of the Budget that such person- 
nel are necessary to carry out the functions 
of the Director for Mutual Security, and all 
records and property of such Administra- 
tion which the Director of the Bureau of 
the Budget determines are used primarily 
in the administration of the powers and 
functions transferred to the Director for 
Mutual Security by this Act, shall be trans- 
ferred to the Mutual Security Agency. 

“(c) Of the personnel transferred to or 
employed by the Mutual Security Agency, 
not to exceed fifty may be compensated at 
rates higher than those provided for grade 
15 of the general schedule established by 
the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, 
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and of these, not to exceed fifteen may be 
compensated at a rate in excess of the high- 
est rate provided for grades of such general 
schedule but not in excess of $15,000 per an- 
num. Such positions shall be in addition 
to the number authorized by section 505 
of the Classification Act of 1949, as 
amended. 

“(d) On and after January 1, 1952, the 
number of United States citizens employed 
by the Mutual Security Agency shall be at 
least 10 per centum less than the number 
employed by the Economic Cooperation Ad- 
ministration on August 31, 1951: Provided, 
That the Director for Mutual Security shall 
cause studies to be made from time to time 
for the purpose of determining whether 
further reductions in personne! are feasible 
and consistent with the accomplishment of 
the purposes of this Act. 

“THE SECRETARY OF STATE 
“Sec. 505. Nothing contained in this Act 


shall be construed to infringe upon the 
powers or functions of the Secretary of State, 


“THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 


“Sec. 506. (a) In the case of aid under 
this Act for military end items and related 
technical assistance and advice, the Secre- 
tary of Defense shall have primary responsi- 
bility and authority for— 

“(1) the determination of military end- 
item requirements; 

“(2) the procurement of military equip- 
ment in a manner which permits its integra- 
tion with service programs; 

3) the supervision of end-item use by 
the recipient countries; 

“(4) the supervision of the training of for- 
eign military personnel; and 

“(5) the movement and delivery of mili- 
tary end items. 

“(b) The establishment of priorities in 
the procurement, delivery, and allocation of 
military equipment shall be determined by 
the Secretary of Defense. The apportion- 
ment of funds between countries shall be 
determined by the President. 

“(c) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, during the fiscal year 1952 the Secre- 
tary of Defense may furnish (subject to re- 
imbursement from funds appropriated pur- 
suant to this Act) military assistance out of 
the materials of war whose production in the 
United States shall have been authorized 
for, and appropriated to, the Department of 
Defense: Provided, however, That nothing in 
this Act shall authorize the furnishing of 
military items under this subsection in ex- 
cess of $1,000,000,000 in value. For the pur- 
poses of this subsection (1) ‘value’ shall be 
determined in accordance with section 402 
(c) of the Mutual Defense Assistance Act of 
1949, as amended, and (2) the term ‘mate- 
rials of war’ means those goods, commonly 
known as military items, which are required 
for the performance of their missions by 
armed forces of a nation, including weapons, 
military vehicles, ships of war under fifteen 
hundred tons, aircraft, military communica- 
tions equipment, ammunition, mainte- 
nance parts and spares and military hard- 
ware. 

“OVERSEAS COORDINATION 


“Sec. 507. The President shall prescribe ap- 
propriate procedures to assure coordination 
among representatives of the United States 
Government in each country, under the 
leadership of the Chief of the United States 
Diplomatic Mission, 


“RELATIONSHIP TO TECHNICAL COOPERATION AD- 
MINISTRATION AND INSTITUTE OF INTER- 
AMERICAN AFFAIRS 
“Sec. 508. Nothing in this Act shall be 

construed to modify the provisions of sec- 

tion 412 of the Act for International Devel- 
opment or the provisions of the Institute of 

Inter-American Affairs Act. 
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“DETAIL OF PERSONNEL TO FOREIGN GOVERN- 
MENTS AND INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS 


“Sec 509. Whenever the President deter- 
mines it to be consistent with and in fur- 
therance of the purpose of this Act, the head 
of any Government agency is authorized to— 

“(a) detail or assign any officer or em- 
ployee of his agency to any office or position 
to which no compensation is attached with 
any foreign government or foreign govern- 
ment agency: Provided, That such accept- 
ance of office shall in no case involve the 
taking of an oath of allegiance to another 
government; and 

“(b) detail, assign, or otherwise make avail- 
able to any international organization in 
which the United States participates, any 
officer or employee of his agency to serve 
with or as a member of the international 
staff of such organizations. 


Any such officer or employee, while so as- 
signed or detailed, shall be considered, for 
the purpose of preserving his privileges, 
rights, seniority, or other benefits as such, 
an officer or employee of the Government 
of the United States and of the Government 
agency from which assigned or detailed, and 
he shall continue to receive compensation, 
allowances, and benefits from funds made 
available to that agency out of funds author- 
ized under this Act, 


“SECURITY CLEARANCE 


“Sec. 510. No citizen or resident of the 
United States may be employed, or if already 
employed, may be assigned to duties by the 
Director or the Secretary of State under this 
Act or the Act for International Develop- 
ment for a period to exceed three months 
unless (a) such individual has been investi- 
gated as to loyalty and security by the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation and a report 
thereon has been made to the Director or 
the Secretary of State, as the case may be, 
and until the Director or the Secretary of 
State has certified in writing (and filed copies 
thereof with the Senate Committee on For- 
eign Relations and the House Committee on 
Foreign Affairs) that, after full consideration 
of such report, he believes such individual 
is loyal to the United States, its Constitu- 
tion, and form of government, and is not 
now and has never been a member of any 
organization advocating contrary views; or 
(b) such individual has been investigated 
by a military intelligence agency and the 
Secretary of Defense has certified in writing 
that he believes such individual is loyal to 
the United States and filed copies thereof 
with the Senate Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions and the House Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. This section shall not apply in the 
case of any officer appointed by the Presi- 
dent by and with the advice and consent of 
the Senate, nor shall it apply in the case 
of any person already employed under pro- 
grams covered by this Act who has been 
previously investigated in connection with 
such employment. 


“Eligibility for assistance 

“Sec. 511. (a) No military, economic, or 
technical assistance authorized pursuant to 
this Act (other than assistance provided un- 
der section 408 (e) of the Mutual Defense 
Assistance Act of 1949, as amended) shall 
be supplied to any nation in order to fur- 
ther military effort unless the President finds 
that the supplying of such assistance will 
strengthen the security of the United States 
and unless the recipient country has agreed 
to— 


“(1) join in promoting international un- 
derstanding and good will, and maintaining 
world peace; 

“(2) take such action as may be mutually 
agreed upon to eliminate causes of interna- 
tional tension; 

“(3) fulfill the military obligations which 
it has assumed under multilateral or bi- 
lateral agreements or treaties to which the 
United States is a party; 
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“(4) make, consistent with its political 
and economic stability, the full contribu- 
tion permitted by its manpower, resources, 
facilities, and general economic condition to 
the development and maintenance of its 
own „defensive strength and the defensive 
strength of the free world; 

“(5) take all reasonable measures which 
may be needed to develop its defense capaci- 
ties; and 

“(6) take appropriate steps to insure the 
effective utilization of the economic and 
military assistance provided by the United 
States. 

“(b) No economic or technical assistance 
shall be supplied to any other nation unless 
the President finds that the supplying of 
such assistance will strengthen the security 
of the United States and promote world 
peace, and unless the recipient country has 
agreed to join in promoting international 
understanding and good will, and in main- 
taining world peace, and to take such action 
as may be mutually agreed upon to eliminate 
causes of international tension. 


“FUTURE AUTHORIZATIONS 


“Sec. 512. In order to carry out the pur- 
pose of this Act, with respect to those coun- 
tries eligible to receive assistance as pro- 
vided herein, funds shall be available as au- 
thorized and appropriated to the President 
each fiscal year. 


“TRANSFERABILITY BETWEEN TITLES 


“Sec. 513. Whenever the President deter- 
mines it to be necessary for the purpose of 
this Act, not to exceed 10 per centum of the 
funds made available under any title of this 
Act may be transferred to and consolidated 
with funds made available under any other 
title of this Act in order to furnish, to a 
different area, assistance of the kind for 
which such funds were available before trans- 
fer. Whenever the President makes any such 
determination, he shall forthwith notify the 
Committee on Foreign Relations of the Sen- 
ate and the Committee on Foreign Affairs of 
the House of Representatives. In the case 
of the transfer of funds available for military 
purposes, he shall also forthwith notify the 
Committees on Armed Services of the Senate 
and House of Representatives. 


“STRATEGIC MATERIALS 


“Sec. 514. In order to promote the in- 
creased production, in areas covered by this 
Act, of materials ir which the United States 
is deficient, not to exceed $55,000,000 of the 
funds authorized to be appropriated pursu- 
ant to section 101 (a) (2) of this Act may 
be used pursuant to the authority contained 
in the Economic Cooperation Act of 1948, 
as amended (22 U. S. C. 1501-1522). 


“PROTECTION AGAINST ATTACHMENT 


“Sec. 515. All countries participating in 
any United States aid program or in any 
international organization receiving United 
States aid shall be required to so deposit, 
segregate, or assure title to all funds allo- 
cated to or derived from any program so 
that the same shall not be subject to gar- 
nishment, attachment, seizure, or other 
legal process by any person, firm, agency, 
corporation, organization, or government 
when in the opinion of the Director any such 
action would interfere with the attainment 
of the objectives of this Act. 


“ENCOURAGEMENT OF FREE ENTERPRISE 

“Sec. 516. It is hereby declared to be the 
policy of the Congress that this Act shall 
be administered in such a way as (1) to 
eliminate the barriers to, and provide the 
incentives for, a steadily increased partici- 
pation of free private enterprise in develop- 
ing the resources of foreign countries con- 
sistent with the policies of this Act, (2) 
to the extent that it is feasible and does 
not interfere with the achievement of the 
purposes set forth in this Act, to discourage 
the cartel and monopolistic business prac- 
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tices prevailing in certain countries receiv- 
ing aid under this Act which result in re- 
stricting production and increasing prices, 
and to encourage where suitable competition 
and productivity, and (3) to encourage 
where suitable the development and 
strengthening of the free labor union move- 
ments as the collective bargaining agencies 
of labor within such countries. 


“PATENTS AND TECHNICAL INFORMATION 


“Sec. 517. (a) As used in this section— 

“(1) the term ‘invention’ means an inven- 
tion or discovery covered by a patent issued 
by the United States, and 

“(2) the term ‘information’ means infor- 
mation originated by or peculiarly within the 
knowledge of the owner thereof and those 
in privity with him, which is not available 
to the public and is subject to protection as 
property under recognized legal principles. 

“(b) Whenever, in connection with the 
furnishing of any assistance in furtherance 
of the purpose of this Act— 

“(1) use within the United States, with- 
out authorization by the owner, shall be 
made of an invention, or 

(2) damage to the owner shall result from 
the disclosure of information by reason of 
acts of the United States or its officers or 
employees, 
the exclusive remedy of the owner of such 
invention or information shall be by suit 
against the United States in the Court of 
Claims or in the District Court of the United 
States for the district in which such owner 
is a resident for reasonable and entire com- 
pensation for unauthorized use or disclosure. 
In any such suit the United States may 
avail itself of any and all defenses, general 
or special, that might be pleaded by any 
defendant in a like action. 

„(e) Before such sul“ against the United 
States has been instituted, the head of the 
appropriate department or agency of the 
Government, which has furnished any as- 
sistance in furtherance of the purpose of 
this Act, is authorized and empowered to 
enter into an agreement with the claim- 
ant, in full settlement and compromise of 
any claim against the United States here- 
under. 

„d) The provisions of the last sentence 
of section 1498 of Title 28 of the United 
States Code shall apply to inventions and 
information covered by this section. 

“(e) Except as otherwise. provided by law, 
no recovery shall be had for any infringe- 
ment of a patent committed more than six 
years prior to the filing of the complaint or 
counterclaim for infringement in the action, 
except that the period between the date of 
receipt by the Government of a written claim 
under subsection (c) above for compensa- 
tion for infringement of a patent and the 
date of mailing by the Government of a 
notice to the claimant that his claim has 
been denied shall not be counted as part of 
the six years, unless suit is brought before 
the last-mentioned date. 


“REPORTS 


“Sec. 518. The President, from time to 
time while funds appropriated for the pur- 
pose of this Act continue to be available 
for obligation, shall transmit to the Con- 
gress, in lieu of any reports otherwise re- 
quired by laws continued in effect by this 
Act, reports covering each six months of 
operations in furtherance of the purpose of 
this Act, except information the disclosure 
of which he deems incompatible with the 
security of the United States. The first such 
report shall cover the six-month period com- 
mencing on the date this Act becomes ef- 
fective. Reports provided for under this 
section shall be transmitted to the Secre- 
tary of the Senate or the Clerk of the House 
of Representatives, as the case may be, if 
the Senate or the House of Representatives, 
as the case may be, is not in session, 
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“LOCAL CURRENCY 

“Sec. 519. (a) Upon a determination by 
the Director that it will further the pur- 
pose of this Act, not to exceed $10,000,000 
of the funds made available pursuant to 
section 203 of this Act and not to exceed 
$25,000,000 of funds made available pur- 
suant to section 302 of this Act may be 
advanced to countries covered by said sec- 
tions in return for equivalent amounts of 
the currency of such countries being made 
available to meet local currency needs of 
the aid programs in such countries pur- 
suant to agreements made in advance with 
the United States: Provided, That except 
when otherwise prescribed by the Director 
as necesgary to the effective accomplishment 
of the aid programs in such countries, all 
funds so advanced shall be held under pro- 
cedures set out in such agreements until 
used to pay for goods and services approved 
by the United States or until repaid to the 
United States for reimbursement to the ap- 
propriation from which drawn. 

“(b) In order to assist in carrying out the 
provisions of the Economic Cooperation Act 
of 1948, as amended, not to exceed $50,000,- 
co of funds made available under the au- 
thority of this Act for assistance pursuant 
to the provisions of the Economic Coopera- 
tion Act of 1948, as amended (22 U. S. C. 
1501-1522), may be used to acquire local 
currency for the purpose of increasing the 
production of materials in which the United 
States is deficient. 

“GUARANTIES 

“Sec. 520. Funds realized from the sales 
of notes pursuant to section 111 (c) (2) of 
the Economic Cooperation Act of 1948, as 
amended, shall be available for making 
guaranties of investments in accordance 
with the applicable provisions of sections 
111 (b) (3) and 111 (e) (2) of the Economic 
Cooperation Act, as amended, in any area in 
which assistance is authorized by this Act. 


“ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 


“Sec. 521. Funds made available for carry- 
ing out the provisions of title I of this Act 
shall be available for United States partici- 
pation in the acquisition or construction of 
facilities in foreign countries for collective 
defense: Provided, That no part of such 
funds shall be expended for rental or pur- 
chase of land or for payment of taxes. Such 
funds shall also be available for the adminis- 
trative expenses of carrying out the purposes 
of all of the titles of this Act, including ex- 
penses incident to United States participa- 
tion in international security organizations 
and expenses in the United States in con- 
nection with programs authorized under the 
Act for International Development. Any 
currency of any nation received by the 
United States for its own use in connection 
with assistance furnished by the United 
States may be used by any agency of 
the Government without reimbursement 
from any appropriation for the administra- 
tive and operating expenses of carrying out 
the p of this Act. Funds made avail- 
able for carrying out the purpose of this Act 
in the Federal Republic of Germany may, 
as authorized in subsection 114 (h) of the 


Economic Cooperation Act of 1948, as 


amended (22 U. S. C. 1512 (h)), be trans- 
ferred by the President to any department or 
agency for the expenses necessary to meet 
the responsibilities and obligations of the 
United States in the Federal Republic of 
Germany. 
“LOANS 
“Sec. 522. Section 111 (e) of the Economic 


Cooperation Act of 1948, as amended (22 


U. S. OC. 1501-1522), is hereby amended by 
adding a new paragraph as follows: 

8) Of the assistance provided under 
the applicable provisions of this Act with 
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funds made available under the authority 
of the Mutual Security Act of 1951, as great 
an amount (in no event less than 10 per 
centum) as possible shall be provided on 
credit terms.’ 

“USE OF COUNTERPART 

“Sec. 523. Section 115 (b) (6) of the Eco- 
nomic Cooperation Act of 1948, as amended 
(22 U. S. C. 1513 (b) (6)), is hereby amend- 
ed by— 

(a) inserting in the second proviso there- 
of after ‘wealth’ the following: ‘for the en- 
couragement of emigration pursuant to sub- 
section (e) of this section’; 

“(b) adding in the last clause of the sec- 
ond proviso ‘and operating’ after ‘adminis- 
trative’; : 

“(c) striking from the last clause of the 
second proviso ‘within such country’; 

“(d) substituting in the fourth proviso 
the words ‘upon termination of assistance 
to such country under this Act" in place of 
the words ‘on June 30, 1952’; and 

“(e) adding at the end thereof the fol- 
lowing new sentences: ‘The Administrator 
shall exercise the power granted to him by 
this paragraph to make agreements with 
respect to the use of the funds deposited 
in the special accounts of “participating 
countries” (as defined in section 103 (a) 
hereof) and any other countries receiving 
assistance under the Mutual Defense Assist- 
ance Act of 1949, as amended, in such a man- 
ner that the equivalent of not less than 
$500,000,000 of such funds shall be used ex- 
clusively for military production, construc- 
tion, equipment, and matériel in such coun- 
tries. The amount to be devoted from each 
euch special account for such use shall be 
agreed upon by the Administrator and the 
country or countries concerned.’, 

“RETURN OF EQUIPMENT 

“Sec. 524. The President shall make ap- 
propriate arrangements with each nation re- 
ceiving equipment or material under the 
Mutual Defense Assistance Act of 1949, as 
amended (other than equipment or mate- 
rial furnished under terms requiring the na- 
tion to reimburse the United States in full 
therefor), for the return to the United States 
(1) for salvage or scrap, or (2) for such other 
disposition as the President shall deem to be 
in the interest of mutual security, of any 
of such equipment or material as is no longer 
required for the purposes for which originally 
made available. 

“REIMBURSABLE AID 

“Sec. 525. Section 408 (e) of the Mutual 
Defense Assistance Act of 1949, as amended 
(22 U. S. C. 1580), is hereby amended by 
adding in the first proviso thereof, after the 
words ‘of wr ich it is a part’, the words ‘or in 
United Nations collective security arrange- 
ments and measures’, and by changing the 
figure at the end of such section 408 (e) to 
*$500,000,000’. 

“EXCESS EQUIPMENT 

“Sec. 526. The proviso in the first sentence 
of section 403 (d) of the Mutual Defense As- 
sistance Act of 1949, as amended (22 U. S. C. 
1574 (d)), is hereby amended to read as fol- 
lows: ‘Provided, That after June 30, 1950, 
such limitation shall be increased by $250,- 
000,000 and after June 30, 1951, by an addi- 
tional 8300, 000, 000. 

“CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEE EXPENSES 


“Sec. 527. Section 115 (h) of the Economic 
Cooperation Act of 1948, as amended (22 U. S. 
C. 1513 (h)) is amended by inserting before 
the period at the end thereof a comma and 
the following: ‘including local currency re- 
quirements of appropriate committees of the 
Congress engaged in carrying out their duties 
under section 136 of the Legislative Reor- 
ganization Act of 1946’. 
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“UNITED NATIONS TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 


“Sec. 528. The Act for International De- 
velopment is amended— 

“(a) By adding before the period at the 
end of section 404 (b) the following: ‘: Pro- 
vided, That for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1952, such contributions from funds made 
available under authority of sections 101 
(a) (2), 203, 302, and 402 of the Mutual Se- 

.curity Act of 1951 shall not exceed in the 
aggregate $13,000,000, and the use of such 
contributions shall not be limited to the 
area covered by the section of the Act from 
which the funds are drawn’. 

“(b) By adding at the end of section 407 
a new paragraph: 

“*(d) Participating countries shall be en- 
couraged to establish fair labor standards of 
wages and working conditions and manage- 
ment-labor relations.’ 

“(c) By repealing section 414, 


“TERMINATION OF ASSISTANCE BY PRESIDENT 


“Sec. 529. If the President determines 
that the furnishing of assistance to any 
nation— 

“(a) is no longer consistent with the na- 
tional interest or security of the United 
States or the policies and purpose of this 
Act; or 

“(b) would contravene a decision of the 
Security Council of the United Nations; or 

“(c) would be inconsistent with the prin- 
ciple that members of the United Nations 
should refrain from giving assistance to 
any nation against which the Security Coun- 
cil or the General Assembly has recom- 
mended measures in case of a threat to, or 
breach of, the peace, or act of aggression, he 
shall terminate all or part of any assistance 
furnished pursuant to this Act. The func- 
tion conferred herein shall be in addition to 
all other functions heretofore conferred with 
respect to the termination of military, eco- 
nomic, or technical assistance. 


“EXPIRATION OF PROGRAM 


“Sec. 530. (a) After June 30, 1954, or after 
the date of the passage of a concurrent reso- 
lution by the two Houses of Congress before 
such date, none of the authority conferred 
by this Act or by the Mutual Defense Assist- 
ance Act of 1949, as amended (22 U. S. C. 
1571-1604) may be exercised; except that 
during the twelve months following such 
date equipment, materials, commodities, 
and services with respect to which procure- 
ment for, shipment to, or delivery in a recip- 
ient country had been authorized prior to 
such date, may be transferred to such coun- 
try, and funds appropriated under authority 
of this Act may be obligated during such 
twelve-month period for the necessary ex- 
penses of procurement, shipment, delivery, 
and other activities essential to such trans- 
fer and shall remain available during such 
period for the necessary expenses of liquidat- 
ing operations under this Act. 

“(b) At such time as the President shall 
find appropriate after such date, and prior 
to the expiration of the twelve months fol- 
lowing such date, the powers, duties, and 
authority conferred by this Act and by the 
Mutual Defense Assistance Act of 1949, as 
amended, may be transferred for the purpose 
of liquidation to such other departments, 
agencies, or establishments of the Govern- 
ment as the President shall specify, and 
the relevant funds, records, property and 
personnel may be transferred to the depart- 
ments, agencies, or establishments to which 
the related functions are transferred. 


“EFFECTIVE DATE 


“Sec. 531. Sections 502 (a), (b) (2), and 
section 504 (b) of this Act shall take effect on 
such date or dates as the President shall 
specify, but in no event later than sixty days 
after the date the Director first appointed 
takes office. Section 511 shall take effect 
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ninety days after enactment of this Act. All 
other provisions of this Act shall take effect 
upon the date of its enactment.” 
And the Senate agree to the same. 
Tom CONNALLY, 
THEODORE FRANCIS GREEN, 
BRIEN MCMAHON, 
RICHARD B. RUSSELL, 
ALEXANDER WILEY, 
H. ALEXANDER SMITH, 
LEVERETT SALTONSTALL, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 
J. P. RICHARDS, 
MIKE MANSFIELD, 
THOMAS E. MORGAN, 
JOHN M. Vorys, 
Frances P. BOLTON, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


SECRECY ORDER BY OFFICE OF PRICE 
STABILIZATION 


Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, Iam 
glad the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
AIKEN] has read to the Senate the an- 
nouncement of the secrecy order by the 
Office of Price Stabilization, because I 
think that the newspaper, radio, Mem- 
bers of the Senate and of the House, and 
public officials generally felt that that 
was the way the President's order on 
the classification of official information 
was going to be used. 

It may be said that this practice of 
suppressing information in the Execu- 
tive department got its big start back 
in March of 1948. The Senator from 
Michigan was then chairman of the 
‘Senate Investigations Subcommittee, 
and was investigating things that could 
be embarrassing to the administration. 


The subject of the investigation was the 


‘operation of the Government's loyalty 
program, revolving around the case of 
William Remington. As a footnote to 
the inquiry it may be recalled that its 


revelations prompted the first of the 


President's famous “red herring” state- 
ments. At about that time an Execu- 
tive order was issued, placing certain files 
under the direct and exclusive jurisdic- 
tion of the President. On occasion the 
files were taken to the White House in 
order that they could not be supenaed. 
Witnesses were told they were not al- 
lowed to testify upon matters before the 
committee. In the course of our hear- 
ings, an admiral was able to tell the 
Senator from Michigan, off the record, 
the fact that because of an order by 
the President of the United States he 
was not permitted to testify. 

Only yesterday in the Internal Se- 
curity Subcommittee the record showed 
the number of times the Senate of the 
United States has asked the President to 
aid the committee in bringing in certain 
evidence 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Michigan yield to me? 
3 Mr. FERGUSON. I yield for a ques- 

on. 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, does 
the Senator from Michigan intend to dis- 
cuss further the order issued by Mr. 
DiSalle? 

Mr. FERGUSON, Let me sa 

Mr, MAYBANK. Mr. President, may 
we have order? I cannot hear the Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Mr, FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
have yielded to the Senator from Ohio 
for a question. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I wish to hear. 
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Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, I 
should like to ask the Senator from 
Michigan whether the order issued by 
the Administrator of the OPS is, in the 
judgment of the Senator from Michigan, 
entirely unconstitutional, if it has any 
force or effect at all. 

Mr. FERGUSON. It would be uncon- 
stitutional. However, that is not the 
whole of the trouble. The trouble is also 
that as long as that order is in effect, 
the President, through his prerogative 
as Chief Executive officer of the United 
States, will forbid his subordinates to 
speak publicly. When they appear be- 
fore a congressional committee, insofar 
as the press is concerned, those persons 
will keep the knowledge within their 
own hands, and therefore we shall be 
helpless in seeking to obtain from them 
information which is necessary for good 
legislation as well as the public’s guid- 
ance. 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Michigan yield fur- 
ther? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. BRICKER. In line with the ques- 
tion I have asked and the answer the 
Senator from Michigan has given, let 
me ask whether the Senator from Michi- 
gan agrees with me that even though the 
order might be unconstitutional in all 
its aspects, there is no way to raise that 
issue. 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct. 
The order is a decree. It follows the 
pattern of dictatorship. So long as the 
President has power as President, there 
is no way for one to go into court and 
actually obtain relief from an unconsti- 


> tutional decree. 


Mr. BRICKER. Is not that typical of 
the actions which have been carried on 
through the State Department and by 
Philip Jessup and by Zechariah Chafee 
and Mrs. Roosevelt in an attempt to 
get international agreements which 
would interfere with the freedom of the 
press and freedom of speech in our 
country? ; 

Mr. FERGUSON. I would agree. As 
the Senator from Ohio has said, the dif- 
ficulty is that if that declaration or com- 
pact went into effect, it would allow the 
various governments to determine for 
themselves what is sacred; and once you 
place in the hands of government itself 
the right to determine what is sacred, 
they will do as Mr. DiSalle has done, 
namely, they will say that anything 
which might cause embarrassment is 
sacred, 

Mr. BRICKER. That very word is 
used, is it not, time and time again in the 
covenant we discussed here a few weeks 
ago, is it not? 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct. 

Mr. BRICKER. Does the Senator 
from Michigan agree with me that there 
are too many tin-horn dictators around 
Washington with dictatorship com- 
plexes? 

Mr. FERGUSON. Certainly that is a 
true statement, Mr. President. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Michigan yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I wish to ask the 

Senator from Michigan whether there is 


anything in the National Production Act, 
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on which the. Banking and Currency 
Committee passed, and I believe the 
Senator from Michigan voted for the 
final passage of that measure, which 
would give to those who administer that 
act any authority such as that now re- 
ferred to. 

Mr. FERGUSON. There certainly is 
not. I know there is nothing in that 
act which would allow the Administrator 
of the Office of Price Stabilization or 
anyone else in the executive branch of 
the Government or in any branch of the 
Government to keep secret any matters 
which might cause it embarrassment, or, 
in fact, which would permit anyone in 
the Office of Price Stabilization to keep 
anything secret. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, with 
the permission of the Senator from 
Michigan, if he will grant permission, 
let me say that as a Member, together 
with the Senator from Michigan, of the 
Appropriations Subcommittee on De- 
ficiency Appropriations, I wish to join 
him in making certain in the Appropria- 
tions Committee that any money which 
may be appropriated for the Office of 
Price Stabilization or for the National 
Production Authority is made subject to 
a limitation that nothing can be kept’ 
secret by those organizations. After all, 
they are not manufacturing any secret 
weapons. 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Everything they do 
should be known to the public. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I appreciate the 
Senator’s remarks, Mr. President. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Some of the mem- 
bers of the committee have differed on 
some points. However, when it comes to 
the question of whether anything in 
connection with the National Production 
Authority or the Office of Price Stabili- 
zation shall be kept secret, I believe we 
are agreed that that would be the worst 
thing which possibly could happen. 

I hope the distinguished Senator from 
Michigan will join me in the Appropria- 
tions Committee in making provision 
forbidding the occurrence of such a 
thing. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Certainly, and I 
thank the Senator. 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr, President, will 
the Senator from Michigan yield to me 
again? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. BRICKER. Will the Senator 
from Michigan agree with me that if any 
orders of the Office of Price Stabilization 
are going to be kept secret, that organ- 
ization might just as well discharge its 
publicity staff? 

Mr. FERGUSON. Yes. There is one 
nub of the situation. The publicity staff 
of that organization will get from the 
President authority to give out only the 
things it wishes to “puff” about and to 
use in boasting about its own agency. 

Mr. BRICKER. Les, that is what they 
want. 

Mr. FERGUSON. As a result, we shall 
be told that it is necessary to increase 
the size of that publicity staff, because 
in that case the same staff will be used 
both to “puff” about the organization and 
also to keep secret anything which might 
embarrass the organization. The result 
will not be to reduce by one man the 
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size or to reduce by 1 cent the cost of 
that publicity staff. 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Michigan yield further 
to me? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. BRICKER. Iam interested to see 
that the Chairman of the Banking and 
Currency Committee is now in the Cham- 
ber. I would like to ask the Senator 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Ohio knows that I would 
never believe in any secrecy on the part 
of the Office of Price Stabilization. 

Mr. BRICKER. I should like to ask 
whether the Senator from Michigan 
agrees with me and, I think, with the 
Senator from South Carolina that the 
order which has been issued is one in re- 
gard to which the joint committee which 
studies the operations under the National 
Production Authority Act should imme- 
diately hold a hearing, and should call to 
that hearing Mr. DiSalle and the many 
who signed the order, and should see 
what it is all about. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I agree that the 
committee should act immediately. The 
Appropriations Committee should act to 
see that not one dollar is used by any 
agency which prohibits freedom of in- 
formation, other than security informa- 
tion, or which acts to suppress informa- 
tion on grounds that it is of such nature 
that it might embarrass them—that they 
should not have one dollar of the taxpay- 
ers’ money with which to operate. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from South Carolina. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I desire to assure 
the Senator from Michigan and the 
Senator from Ohio, who are on the joint 
committee—and I think the Senator 
from Ohio knows me from a long time 
ago, when we were Governors together, 
in 1938 and 1939—that I would be the 
last one to become a party to such a 
thing, and I would be the first one to call 
a meeting. That is one good thing we 
have done with respect to the RFC, un- 
der the present Administrator. Whether 
we like it or not, there is no more 
secrecy in the RFC. 

! Mr. BRICKER. That is correct. 

Mr. MAYBANK. And there is not go- 
ing to be any secrecy in the OPS. The 
only secret information they gave out 
in my opinion was information about 
the cost of living, and even the Wash- 
ington Post in its leading editorial on 
Sunday morning—I presume the Sena- 
tor has read it; I did not put it in the 
Recorp—showed that the cost of living 
had continued to go down. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Vermont. 

Mr. AIKEN. I desire to point out that 
I think the committee and the Congress 
are wasting their time in calling Mr. 
DiSalle on the carpet, or in attempting 
to control this situation by changing the 
Defense Production Act. Mr. DiSalle is 
acting in accordance with a policy an- 
nounced by the White House yesterday, 
a decree which is unquestionably going 
to be followed by all other agencies of 
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the executive branch of the Government. 
It is a waste of time and a diversion to 
attack Mr. DiSalle. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Oh, no. 

Mr. AIKEN. It is a waste of time to 
attack Mr. DiSalle, much as he ought to 
be attacked for it. Yes; there is a pol- 
icy he is following. It was enunciated 
yesterday directly from the White 
House. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from South Carolina. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I made no attack 
on Mr. DiSalle. 

Mr. AIKEN. No. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I made the attack 
against anyone who would deny any 
information which was not top secret 
military information to the newspapers 
or to the public of America. 

Mr. AIKEN. That is correct. All 
the criticism I have of Mr. DiSalle is 
that he should resign his position rather 
than follow such a policy, which is as 
un-American as any we have seen since 
the passage of the Sedition Act of 1797. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I am not in favor 
of any such procedure as has been men- 
tioned, and I want to say to the Senator 
from Michigan, who is on the subcom- 
mittee with me, that with the aid of 
the distinguished chairman, who is not 
present at this time, we shall do every- 
thing we can, and if necessary we will 
have a meeting. I may say to the Sen- 
ator from Ohio, who is on the joint com- 
mittee with me, we will have a meeting 
of the committee at the earliest possible 
moment. 

Mr. BRICKER. I want to express my 
thanks to the chairman. It is exactly 
what I would expect him to say, from 
his past fidelity to duty. 

The suggestion has been made by the 
Senator from Vermont that what has 
been done by OPS is only carrying out 
the policy enunciated yesterday by the 
President. Let me say I deplore the ac- 
tion of the President as much as anyone, 
I think it was only an effort on the part 
of the President of the United States to 
cover up the crookedness and the skul- 
duggery that is going on in his adminis- 
tration, and to let the departments of 
the Federal Government know that they 
must comply. But the order of the Pres- 
ident did not go so far as the order of 


OPS has gone, He did try to limit it to 
those things which might affect national, 


security, of course. He will determine 
what affects national security, but the 
President of the United States never 
went so far as to say that there should 
be kept secret anything which might 
embarrass a department of the Federal 
Government. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I be- 
gan my remarks on the subject prior to 
the last voting and at the point where 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] 
read from a news account of the Office 
of Price Stabilization secrecy order. I 
ask unanimous consent that my brief 


remarks on the subject at that time may: 


appear in the Recorp at the point where 


I began to speak after the voting, so that 


there will be continuity in the RECORD. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, on 
no occasion since the Senator from 
Michigan became a Member of this body 
has he felt the impact of any order or 
decree or law as he has felt this blow 
at liberty today. It is just that. Itisa 
blow by an agency—yes, by the President 
of the United States, by the President of 
a Republic which has stood as a symbol 
of liberty and justice, whose Constitu- 
tion says that we shall respect freedom 
of speech and freedom of thought 
against the very essence of our liberties. 

Mr. President, this Republic of ours 
cannot function, it cannot survive if we 
are to have dictatorial decrees such as 
the Presidential order which was an- 
nounced yesterday and this agency order 
which pursues it. I must hold respon- 
sible the top man, the man who issues 
the master order, for the acts of any 
man who invokes that order in an illegal 
or in a wrongful way. 

The impact of this Executive order has 
been foreseen clearly by those who know 
something about the press. The distin- 
guished journalist, Mr. David Lawrence, 
last evening wrote: 

“Tron curtain” descends on press; new set 
of regulations issued in decree with phrase- 
ology as sweeping as any ever used in a 
dictatorship. i 


Those are the headlines. The article 
follows: 

The iron curtain seems to have de- 
scended on the relations between the execu- 
tive branch of Government of the United 
States Government and the outside world. 

A new set of regulations, in the form of 
an official decree, has just been issued with 
phraseology as sweeping as any ever used 
in a dictatorship. It constitutes, as the 
President admits, “for the first time, uni- 
form standards for classifying and protecting | 
security information throughout the execu- 
tive branch of the Government.” 


And here, Mr. President, is the nub of 
the situation: i 

But who is to say what is or is not se- 
curity information”? Why, the officials 
themselves, of course—the political appoint- 
ees of a political administration. There is 
no penalty against the official or the agency 
of Government who, under the guise of “se- 
curity,” may be guilty of suppressing news 
to which the American people are entitled. 


That brings it down to a question of 
what we can do now, when a man who 
shows by the very order he has issued 
that he is unfit to hold public office, who 
will suppress fundamental freedom of 
information under the guise of security 
but merely to keep from the American 
Congress and from the American 
people that which might cause embar- 
rassment to the administration of a pub- 
lic agency. I say now, on the floor of 
the United States Senate, that any man 
who will issue, even under the security 
order of the President, an order to his 
appointees to conceal everything that 
might cause embarrassment, is not fit 
for public office. He does not know the 
fundamentals of the Constitution or the 
fundamental liberties of the people of 
America. 

It has been suggested that if I spoke 
out now on this subject I might not get 
to the dinner which is taking place. Mr. 
President, there is no dinner, there is 
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nothing in America, which is more im- 
portant than the implications of this 
secrecy order which has been issued by 
the OPS. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL, Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Kansas. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I should like to 
ask the distinguished Senator from 
Michigan, who is speaking on a most 
important and vital subject, whether it 
would not be highly proper for the Sen- 
ate of the United States, before a sin- 
gle nomination is confirmed by this body, 
to have very definitely understood what 
the nominee’s conception is of the very 
important point the Senator from Mich- 
igan is now making. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator from 
Kansas touches upon a very important 
fundamental. We are altogether too 
lenient in the Senate of the United States 
in the confirmation of appointees. We 
proceed on the philosophy that the Presi- 
dent of the United States—the Senator 
from Michigan does not follow it, but 
there are too many Senators on this floor 
who are willing to adopt the philoso- 
phy—that notwithstanding the meaning 
of the constitutional provision for Sen- 
ate confirmations the President has an 
absolute right to name those who are 
to carry out and execute the laws of the 
United States which he is constitution- 
ally bound to execute. 

We should go more thoroughly into 
the philosophies of the men and the 
women who are to execute vital and im- 
portant orders as officers of public trust. 
We should be forewarned of the philos- 
ophy of any man who believes that he 
should issue an order such as the one the 
OPS has just issued, forbidding dis- 
closure by its employees of any informa- 
son that might cause embarrassment to 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 


Mr. FERGUSON. I yield to the Sen- 


ator from Ohio. 


Mr. BRICKER. Is it not true that the 


one man responsible for this debacle, the 


one man responsible for the infringe- 


ment of the rights of the American peo- 
ple, the one man responsible for the re- 
fusal and complete failure to cut the 
costs. of Government, the one man re- 
sponsible for the inflationary prices we 
are paying at the present time, the one 
man responsible for the propaganda that 
is being spread all over the country, the 
one man responsible for the attitude of 
complete dictatorship over the executive 
departments, the one man responsible for, 
withholding from the Congress of the 


United States, and thereby from the, 
American people, information in regard’ 


to the loyalty of Federal employees, the 
one man responsible for refusing to let 
the Congress know the facts in regard to 
international trade agreements so that 
we might protect American industry, the 
one man responsible for preventing the 
Congress of the United States, and 
thereby the courts of the land, from find- 
ing out the truth about subversive in- 
fluences in the Government—that one 
men is the President of the United 
States? 
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Mr. FERGUSON. There is no doubt 
about that. We must hold him respon- 
sible for the executive branch. 
Mr. President, when I became a Mem- 


ber of the Senate of the United States I 


felt that I was a citizen of the State of 


Michigan and that the voters there were 
permitting me to come here in order that 
I might represent that great State. I 
had as my senior colleague the distin- 
guished Arthur Vandenberg, and no man 
was more complete or unyielding in his 
devotion to the principles of the Consti- 
tution of the United States. It was our 
purpose to try to see that we had a Gov- 
ernment which operated under the Con- 
stitution. We wanted to see a Govern- 
ment that was good for all the people, 
that recognized the inalienable rights of 
the people. If wrongs were being com- 
mitted in the Government, it was our 
solemn duty and obligation as members 
of the minority party to see that they 
were called to the attention of the pub- 
lic, in order that public opinion might 
operate as it should operate upon all 
branches of the Government, to see that 
only those things that were good and 
honest and constitutional were carried 
on by the various public officials. 

Now I find that the order of March 
1948, then used for the purpose of keep- 
ing the Senator from Michigan from get- 
ting facts in loyalty cases involving Com- 
munists who were at the very roots of the 
institutions of America, has now been ex- 
tended to anything that “might be em- 
barrassing.” 

Mr. President, no one can deny that 
during the past few months and years 
conditions which ought to be embarrass- 
ing to any people, and especially Ameri- 
can citizens, have been disclosed. The 
surprising thing is that the people have 
not revolted, that they have not risen in 


righteous wrath against the corruption 


that has been disclosed to them. What 


we now find is that not only can evi- 


dence of corruption be concealed, not 
only can unlawful acts be hidden, but 
Mr. President, anything that might even 
be embarrassing to the administration or 
any of its agencies may be concealed. 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Michigan yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Washington. 

Mr, CAIN. From what the distin- 
guished Senator from Michigan has just 
been saying, I should think that the OPS 
might construe to be embarrassing any 


reasonable request for information re- 
- ceived from any Member of Congress 


or from any American citizen which the 
OPS itself did not wish, for reasons of 


its own, to satisfy. To what extent is 


i 


my conclusion a valid one, in the opinion 


of the Senator from Michigan? 


Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator from 


Michigan can see in this order an indica- 
tion that anything that the Director of 


the Agency, or even his minor clerks, 
might feel would be in any way embar- 


| rassing to the OPS, would not be fur- 


nished to a Senator of the United States, 
nor could the officials even come before 


any committee of Congress and testify to 
the facts. They could not appear before 
the Appropriations Committee and give 
facts to that committee, if, in their 
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opinion—and they ar- 
opinion—it would be 
order. 

We have confronted this situation in 
the Internal Security Subcommittee. 
We tried to get information on a round- 
table discussion held in the State De- 
partment on tie foreign policy of the 
United States. The President notified 
the Secretary of State, who notified the 
committee, that the information could 
not be given to the committee. There- 
fore, we were foreclosed from obtaining 
information on that conference, which 
was a matter of public business, so long 
as any witness from whom we sought in- 
formation on the meeting was an em- 
ployee of the United States. 

Yesterday a distinguished professor of 
political science from Northwestern Uni- 
versity appeared before the committee. 
He had attended the meeting in ques- 
tion, After he was sworn he was asked 
a question, and as a loyal American citi- 
zen he told what happened at the meet- 
ing. But he had to use his own memory, 
and he was testifying about what hap- 
pened in 1949. Just think of it. In 1949 
there were people sitting around a table 
in the State Department of the United 
States advising Mr. Jessup, as a repre- 
sentative of the State Department. Some 
of these people were following the Com- 
munist line. The testimony before us 
showed that some of the men who sat 
around that table advising the State De- 
partment on far-eastern policy were—I 
will not say Communists, but I will say 
they were giving aid and comfort to the 
Communists and following the line, as 
the witness expressed it, that leads di- 
rect to Moscow. 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Michigan ‘yield 
further? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. BRICKER. Is that the same Mr. 
Philip Jessup who at the present time is 
a roving Ambassador of the United 
States, and whose nomination will soon 
be before the Senate, if reported favor- 
ably by the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions, as a delegate to the United Nationa 
Assembly? 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is the same. 
gentleman. | 

Mr. BRICKER. Does the Senator re- 
member the time when he and I were to- 
gether on a committee trying to find the 
truth in regard to one Remington? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I remember it well. 
That is when the order was issued provid- 
ing that we could not see the executive 
files. 

Mr. BRICKER. Does the Senator re- 
member that the President of the United 
States took the files and put them in his 
own desk? 

Mr, FERGUSON. That is correct; be- 
cause he felt that a subpena from the 
Senate would not reach down into the 
White House and bring the President of 
the United States to the bar of the Sen- 
‘ate. There is nothing in the law and 
there is nothing in the Constitution to 
|that effect. All the fundamentals of 
| American policy would say that the Pres- 
ident of the United States can be sub- 
penaed. and on a subpena duces tecum 
be directed to bring records and files 


reme in their 
.iolation of the 


1951 


before the bar of the Senate of the 
* States. There is no doubt about 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. BRICKER. The President of the 
United States ought not to resist, but 
should be the first one to bring those 
records or to send them so that the Con- 
gress might have the truth and so that 
the American people might know 
whether he fails to obey the Constitution 
and carry out the laws passed by the 
Congress. j 

Mr, FERGUSON. I agree with the 
S -nator from Ohio that the President 
should be the first to respond to such a 
call. All public officials should be eager 
to do so. I have no doubt any conscien- 
tious public servant would want to. But 
what did we find in the Dollar Steamship 
Line case? It is well known that the 
Secretary of Commerce, who is himself 
an able lawyer from the State of Ohio, 
was instructed by letter to disregard and 
to violate an order of an appellate court 
of the United States. No such thing has 
ever before happened in the history of 
the United States. 

Oh, Mr. President, I see now the 
paralysis creeping over the rights and 
liberties of the American people. 

It is creeping slowly but surely. That 
is why I have taken the floor of the 
Senate tonight in order that I may at 
least raise my voice, which I shall do 
as long as I am a Senator of the United 
States and as long as I shall have breath, 
violently to oppose dictatorship in any 
form in the United States. I oppose the 
President or anyone who would keep 
from the American people the liberties 
which their forefathers fought for, and 
which we, as representatives of the peo- 
ple, are here duty-bound to defend upon 
the floor of the Senate of the United 
States, 

It was suggested by one Senator that 
we may not be able to make any 
change in the situation. Perhaps not. 
But the people back home, if they can 
hear our voice, which some may think 
to be a voice in the wilderness, a feeble 
voice—and the press probably will not 
carry what we say—the people back 
home will react to it. Let me say this, 
too, if the press wants to keep its lib- 
erties, if those connected with it, re- 
porters and editors, want to be free to 
express themselves freely, they will se- 
riously consider what is being done to 
the American people when they are not 
going to get any information out of the 
files that may embarrass the adminis- 
tration. I have come to the conclusion 
that we will have a blackout of news 
from the administration entirely if it is 
proposed to conceal anything that might 
be embarrassing to it. 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr, FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. BRICKER. Does the Senator re- 
member the time also in the same com- 
mittee on which the Senator and I 
served, when we were prevented from 
getting the truth in connection with the 
most sordid election scandal and vote 
steal possibly in the history of the coun- 
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try, in the notorious Kansas City vote 
fraud case? 

Mr. FERGUSON. Yes, I do. 

Mr. BRICKER. We were absolutely 
prevented from getting the truth by 
every devious means possible at the 
hands of the administration, through 
the Department of Justice. 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. In a moment. 

The Senator from Michigan knows, 
from painful personal experience, what 
went on here, when he was one of the 
members of the joint committee investi- 
gating Pearl Harbor. Mr. President, do 
we know or will we ever know what was 
concealed from the people at that time? 

I shall never forget an experience I 
had on the eighth anniversary of the 
Pearl Harbor tragedy. The Senator 
from Michigan was in Hawaii at the 
time. It was the night before the anni- 
versary, the night of the 6th of Decem- 
ber. A young man in civilian clothes 
approached me and said, “You do not 
remember me, Senator, but I want to 
introduce my wife to you,” and he did. 
That young man then said, “I have had 
something upon my conscience that I 
just must tell you because I know that 
tomorrow morning you are going down 
on the ship that was sunk in the harbor. 
Something has been bothering me and I 
must tell you about it. I hope that you 
will not relate my name, because I am a 
young fellow, now in civilian clothes, but 
with the services.” He said, “I do not 
want to lose my job. I do not want to 
be demoted. But my conscience says 
that I must tell you something.” 

Mr. President, I shall not name the 
department he was in. But he told me 
about preparing a memorandum under 
an admiral, and of the memorandum be- 
ing sent upstairs. The memorandum 
contained a notice of warning of an 
approach of trouble in Hawaii prior to 
the Pearl Harbor attack. The question 
was whether or not that message should 
be brought before the joint committee. 
The admiral said to him, “Well, you 
know the trouble we are having up there 
now with the investigating committee 
about the east wind west wind code 
message; whether it is lost or not. Be- 
fore we say anything or do anything 
about this, have we got the message 
copy?” The young officer said, “Yes, I 
personally put the copy in the file.” The 
admiral said, “Well, you go and get the 
copy and then see me.” The young offi- 
cer went, examined the file in the Navy 
Department and came back to the ad- 
miral and said, “It is no longer there. 
It is no longer there.” 

So history will never show that mes- 
sage. But, Mr. President, the boys who 
are down in the water under that sunken 
ship know, and the God above knows, 
that that message was sent up, and they 
know that it was later taken from the 
files of the Navy Department of the 
United States of America so that the 
public would never know of its existence. 

So, Mr. President, I rise in my place 


tonight in the hope I may help bring 


this serious matter we have been dis- 
cussing to the attention of the people 
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of the United States and the further at- 

tention of the Senate. I do so in the 

knowledge that nothing can be done ex- 
cept through the Congress, because the 

President, as Mr. David Lawrence said, 

is going to determine, and his political 

hacks are going to determine, what is 
security material and what is not secu- 
rity material. He and his hacks are 
going to determine whether the people 
shall ever discover those who are fol- 
lowing the Communist line, who are ad- 
vising the President on the foreign pol- 
icy of America. He alone is going to 
determine, if he can otherwise suppress 

a basis for public judgment, whether or 

not there is corruption or violation of 

the law in the various departments. 

Mr. President, we cannot get one of 
th- witnesses now before the Hoey com- 
mittee investigating the RFC, who is an 
employee of the Government, to say one 
word if their chief tells them that it 
would be embarrassing or that security 
might be affected. 

Just think of it, Mr. President, we can- 
not get any evidence. Therefore I say 
if we allow this matter to go unchal- 
lenged, 1f the President does not lift this 
iron curtain, we are at the absolute 
mercy of the thousands of bureaucrats, 
so they can conceal from the American 
public not only what has happened in 
the past but what will happen in the 
future. 

Mr. President, I know that distin- 
guished Senators on the other side of 
the aisle who are trained in the law, as 
well as those who are not trained in the 
law, will, as did the Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. MAYBANK], rise up in their 
righteous wrath to object to and violently 
oppose and use every constitutional 
means there is to get set aside and to 
tear to shreds this iron curtain that has 
now been pulled down over their Gov- 
ernment, and which will, if allowed to 
remain, result in destroying the America 
we love. 

Mr. President, at this point I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recorp the article by David 
Lawrence from which I have quoted. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Iron CURTAIN DESCENDS ON Press—New SET 
OF REGULATIONS ISSUED IN DECREE WITH 
PHRASEOLOGY AS SWEEPING aS ANY EVER USED 
In A DICTATORSHIP 

(By David Lawrence) 

The iron curtain seems to have descended 
on the relations between the executive 
branch of the United States Government 
and the outside world. 

A new set of regulations, in the form of 
an official decree, has just been issued with 
phraseology as sweeping as any ever used 
in a dictatorship. It constitutes, as the 
President admits, for the first time, uniform 
standards for classifying and protecting se- 
curity information throughout the execu- 
tive branch of the Government.” 

But who is to say what is or is not secu- 
rity information? Why, the officials them- 
selves, of course—the political appointees of 
a political administration. There is no pen- 
alty against the official or the agency of 
Government who, under the guise of secu- 
rity, may be guilty of suppressing news to 
which the American people are entitled. 

The new decree completely cuts off the 
Congress of the United States as well as the 
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entire press—except as the Chief Executive 
may permit. x 

It cuts off security information, arbitrarily 
classified, from every means of communica- 
tion, written or oral, between persons in the 
employ of the Federal Government and the 
public, unless Government officials happen 
to know offhand what is or is not classified. 
Those officials will have to develop fantastic 
memory powers to obey the newrules. After 
one month of classifying hundreds of thou- 
sands of words, it will be impossible in such 
a maze of red tape for officials to be sure 
that they are not violating the President's 
official decree. Hence, the easiest course will 
be to say nothing to anybody—not even to a 
Senator or Representative—lest the ax fall 
on that employee for violating an Executive 
order. 

In cynical disregard of the true effect of 
the new regulations, the President says: 

“The order applies only to officials and em- 
ployees of the executive branch of the Goy- 
ernment. The public is requested to co- 
operate, but is under no compulsion or threat 
or penalty to do so as a result of this order 

+ * there is no element of censorship, 
either direct or implied, in this order.” 

Certainly there is no censorship imposed 
in the form of a penalty on publication it- 
self, but there is a penalty—and a severe 
one—in the censoring of the news at the 
source. 

The American people have boasted to other 
nations that there is a “free flow of informa- 
tion” in the United States and that the 
Constitution declares Congress shall make 
no law “abridging the freedom of the press.” 

But the President apparently can make 
such a law by means of an Executive order 
bottling up at the source whatever news he 
wishes. 

Everybody is anxious that really secret in- 
formation of a military nature be suppressed. 
The American press through two World Wars 
cooperated by voluntarily withholding from 
print all such information, whenever re- 
quested. But the new iron-curtain order 
applies to every department or agency of the 
entire executive branch of the Government, 
and to-every single person among the more 
than 2,500,000 employees, no matter in what 
bureau or city he or she is stationed. 

Granting that certain regulations are 
necessary to protect really secret information 
of a military nature, there is no reason why 
the Post Office Department or the Agriculture 
Department or the employees of the Fish and 
Wildlife Service or the clerks in any other 
department should be restricted in their tele- 
phone conversations, their letters or their 
communications with persons outside the 
Government. 

What is conspicuously lacking in the new 
regulations is a system of checking against 


abuse. Each department head and the sub- 


ordinate he delegates to perform the task of 
classifying information is a law unto himself. 


An interdepartmental committee on internal 


security is provided, but it has no real power 
of its own and it cannot exercise any effective 
check against abuse. 

The “potential enemies” which the Presi- 
dent fears might get information are not 
named, but it is suspected that perhaps the 
Republicans in Congress and the opposition 
press generally are now in that category, too. 

For some strange reason instructions are 
included in the iron-curtain order specify- 
ing how classified documents shall be de- 
stroyed. It must be by burning and not nec- 
essarily in the presence of more than one 
official. Just why it is necessary to give orders 
at this time in the new regulations as to how 
to destroy secret public documents is hard to 
explain. Since there has been no uniform 
system of classification in effect anyhow, the 
problem of destruction of documents ought 
to be academic, at least for some years to 


come. It may be that the Truman adminis- _ 
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tration is getting ready to purge the records 
of anything that an incoming administration 
in 1953 may find politically damaging if there 
is a change to a Republican President. 

The iron-curtain regulations deserve a 
thorough investigation by a joint committee 
of Congress composed of the Committees on 
Executive Expenditures. For Congress still 
controls the purse strings. This means con- 
trol over the use of Government money and 
over the conduct of officials who in the name 
of security would institute a complete cen- 
sorship of Government information at the 
source. This new Executive order is unprec- 
edented in American s 


TELEPHONE CALLS ON PUBLIC BUSI- 
NESS—PERSONAL STATEMENT 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, before 
I address myself to the main subject 
which I rise to discuss, I wish to make 
an observation about a remark which I 
made on the floor of the Senate yester- 
day, September 26, which appears at 
page 12155, a remark which has appar- 
ently been misinterpreted by some wish- 
ful thinkers. 

In order to put their thoughts at rest, 
I wish to make a fuller statement about 
the remark. I refer to the language in 
which I said: 

A few days ago I was greatly embarrassed 
when, in telephoning to the editor of a news- 
paper in my home State, I had to make the 
telephone call collect because I no longer 
had available funds with which to make that 
call on my own budget. 


Meaning, of course, my office budget. 
Apparently that remark has caused some 
to announce the inference—although I 
seriously doubt if they really reached the 
inference with any sincerity of purpose— 
that that telephone call was placed to the 
editor for the purpose of a discussion of 
unofficial business, that is, business not 
directly connected with my senatorial 
duties. That has caused the rumor, shall 
I say, or argument, to be spread among 
some that what I thereby mean‘ was that 
my office budget should be enlarged so 
that I could make political calls to my 
State. 

The facts are that my ethics are such 
that it is difficult for me to understand 
minds which could make such an' infer- 
ence. It happens that the call was made 
in connection with a matter which I 
have been handling before NPA for Mr. 
William Tugman, the editor, and Mr. Al- 
ton Baker, the publisher of the Eugene 
Register-Guard, in my home town, a 


newspaper which is in process of con- 
` structing a new building in which to 


house a new press which it has pur- 
chased. Unless it can get a roof over it, 
it will be compelled to pay very heavy 
rental costs to store the press, and then 
will not be able to use it. 

Those two gentlemen had called me to 
see what, if anything, I could do by way 
of finding out from a very able official 
by the name of Newman in NPA what 
chances they had, if any, of getting a so- 
called allocation permit which would al- 
low them some steel for the construc- 
tion of their building. 


I mention Mr. Newman’s name be- 5 
cause I am always willing to place my - 
record on top of the table. I had a con- 


ference with Mr. Newman, He explained 
to me that they had absolutely no 


chance of getting any steel in this quar- 
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ter, and he was not very encouraging 
about any steel in the next quarter. I 
listened to his reasons. I do not see how 
any reasonable person could deny the 
fact that we simply do not have enough 
steel to go around. The officials in 
NPA—in this instance Mr. Newman— 
must exercise their wise discretion and 
best judgment in such matters. When 
Mr. Newman told me that recently they 
had been able to grant permits to only 
270 out of 3,700 applicants, of which this 
newpaper was one—but not one of the 
270—1 felt that there was no basis at 
all for any criticism of his decision. 

I called Mr. Tugman and explained 
to him what Mr. Newman had told me. 
I thought that was a statement of the 
facts, and I made certain suggestions to 
Mr. Tugman which Mr. Newman had 
given to me, as to the preparation of a 
revised application, to be resubmitted 
for consideration for the first quarter of 
the next year, 1952. 

Mr. President, I rather resent feeling 
the necessity of making this statement, 
in view of my record in the Senate, 
which is an open book, holding fast to 
principle and opposing at all times any 
proposal for the misuse of my office. 
But with that statement I hope that the 
wishful thinkers will now have in the 
Record a complete answer to rumors to 
the effect that the junior Senator from 
Oregon admitted in his speech yesterday 
that he wanted his office budget in- 
creased so that he could make telephone 
calls at the expense of the Government 
to newspaper editors in his State. I 
have a keen sense of humor about it, in 
spite of a little feeling of resentment. 
They must be looking for something 
when they have to crawl around in the 
jungle of fabrications, which I think 
their interpretation of my remarks 
amounts to. 

Mr. President, I desire now to refer 
to another subject. 

‘The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator may proceed. 


THE PRESIDENT'S MESSAGE OF TODAY— 
A RETURN TO CONSTITUTIONAL LIB- 
ERALISM 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I rise to 
praise the President of the United States, 
because I think he is deserving of great 
praise for the message which he sent to 
the United States Senate today. 

The President and I disagree ona great 
many issues. We belong to two differ- 
ent political parties. I have no desire 
to join his, although I suspect there are 
some in mine who wish I would. I have 
no desire to join his party because I 
prefer to hold fast to the constitutional 
liberalism of the great Lincoln, who 
founded my party. I shall continue to 
do the best I can to convert back into 
the fold of Republicanism some of my 
wayward brethren who, like the prodigal 
son, have gone the sinful way politically. 
I believe that they can be politically re- 
deemed. So I intend to continue my 
struggle within the Republican Party, 
discouraging as it is at times for a re- 
turn of my party to the philosophy of 
Lincoln, a philosophy which places the 
fundamental value of the individual, the 
rights of the individual, and the liberties 
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of the individual, above all other values 
in a democratic society. 

It is somewhat discouraging these 
days in the Senate to make the stand I 
am making on the tax bill, for example, 
in support of the principles of Lincoln, 
but I am very much pleased to find so 
many of my liberal friends on the Dem- 
ocratic side of the Senate who share my 
view that we ought to apply to a tax 
bill the principles of constitutional lib- 
eralism which place the value of the in- 
dividual above all else in this country. 
If we are going to do it, Mr. President, 
I would say to my Republican brethren 
that they should not be voting for pro- 
visions in the bill which permit a tax- 
payer to bring into partnership with him 
an infant child only months old, and 
use that child as a motivation for tax 
evasion on the part of the parent. It 
is just one of the great mistakes, in my 
judgment, which the majority of my 
Republican colleagues have made in 
their votes on the tax bill, which cannot 
be reconciled with the fundamental prin- 
ciples of Lincoln, to which I have re- 
ferred. 

Thus I could go down the list of the 

votes on the amendments to the tax bill 
which some of us have joined in offer- 
ing, and which seek to apply the prin- 
‘ciple of equality of sacrifice to the pay- 
ment of taxes in this hour of great crisis, 
and point out that many of my Repub- 
lican brethren have strayed away from 
what I consider to be the fundamental 
political philosophy of the founder of 
my party. 
I make mention of this matter in pass- 
ing tonight because in a few weeks hence 
there will be another statistical table 
published, which will show that since the 
last one was published the junior Sen- 
ator from Oregon probably voted even a 
smailer percentage of the time with the 
majority of his Republican colleagues in 
the Senate than during the prior period, 
It will prove that fact. But it will not 
prove any justification for the fallacious 
inference which some will try to give to 
that table. It will not prove that there- 
fore the junior Senator from Oregon is 
not a good Republican, or, as the reac- 
tionary wing of my party, which opposed 
me so vigorously in the last campaign, 
tried to imply, that he is not a real Re- 
publican. 

To the contrary, Mr. President, I shall 
be very happy, yes, proud, to let future 
events pass judgment upon the record of 
the junior Senator from Oregon with re- 
gard to his votes on the tax bill. He in- 
tends to vote arainst the tax bill in its 
final form, if the Senate continues to de- 
feat by vote after vote proposals which 
seek to plug the loopholes in the tax bill; 
proposals which seek to apply the prin- 
ciple of equality of sacrifice to the obliga- 
tion to pay taxes; proposals which seek to 
face realistically the ugly fact that the 
crisis which confronts the security of 
America is so great that the American 
people ought to be willing, and I think 
they would be willing if they had the 
facts, to pay much higher taxes than the 
pending bill provides; proposals, Mr. 
President, which seek to place a check 
apon the unconscionable and unpatriotic 
and powerful economic groups which are 
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making greedy profits out of the Korean 
war in percentages much higher than 
they made at any time during World 
War II. 

I cannot vote for a tax bill which fails 
to correct those inequities and those in- 
justices. I cannot vote and will not vote 
for a tax bill which seeks to place upon 
the shoulders of future generations of 
Americans the tax obligations which my 
generation should assume and pay. 

To me it is a sad thing that there are 
so few of us on the Republican side who 
are not making a fight to strengthen the 
tax bill by eliminating the inequities 
and the injustices to which I have al- 
luded, as proposed by a series of amend- 
ments, on which I am proud to have my 
name as one of the cosponsors, some of 
which have been voted down to date, and 
the others of which undoubtedly will be 
voted down tomorrow. 

At the present time in America reac- 
tionary, selfish, and greedy forces are on 
the march, and the people are being 
taken for a “ride.” By that I mean 
that the economic interests of the people 
as a whole are being sacrificed in favor 
of the greedy and profiteering interests 
of the groups that have not recognized 
their patriotic duty to assume the tax 
burdens which our generation should 
be proud to assume, in order to preserve 
for future generations of Americans the 
political and economic freedom which is 
ours, and the values and principles for 
which Lincoln stood so clearly and so 
often in his great tenets of political 
philosophy which brought forth the Re- 
publican Party. 

Mr. President, as a constitutional lib- 
eral in the Republican Party I refuse to 
be a partisan. By that I mean I refuse 
to subordinate what I think is a sound 
political principle to political expediency 
and partisanship. I made that state- 
ment to my constituents on innumerable 
occasions in 1944, when I ran for office, 
and also from 1944 to 1950, before I ran 
for office the second time; and in the 
campaign of 1950, when the reactionary 
Republican forces not only of my State 
but of the Nation did everything they 
could to retire me from the Senate, I took 
this issue to the voters of my State, and 
in every major speech I made I told 
them not to vote for me unless they 
wanted to send me to the Senate an ab- 
solutely free man; and by that I made 
clear that I meant free to exercise an 
absolutely honest independence of judg- 
ment on the issues as I found them or 
as I honestly believed them to be. I said 
that by that I meant that neither the 
Republican Party nor any of its commit- 
tees or caucuses would ever cast my vote 
for me; but I will vote with the Republi- 
cans on the floor of the Senate when I 
think they are right, and I will vote 
against them when I think they are 
wrong. 

I am willing to let my record speak 
for itself as to whether I have kept that 
pledge. 

The reactionary forces of my party, 
who fought me in the primary, and many 
of whom supported my Democratic op- 
ponent in the general election, got their 
answer from the people of my State, 
when in the general election, after the 
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Republican voters in the primary had 
given me a majority of about 2 to 1, the 
voters of the State as a whole gave me 
76 percent of the vote cast. Yes, I say 
that with some pride, Mr. President, be- 
cause I am satisfied that the voters of 
my State answered the reactionary forces 
of both parties in my State in that gen- 
eral election. 

So, in a spirit of nonpartisanship, I 
praise the Presider.t of the United States 
for the message he sent to the Senate 
today, in which he proposed that legisla- 
tion be enacted to provide that once a 
year all Government officials receiving 
a salary of $10,000 or more be required 
to file a statement of the sources and 
the amounts of their income, for public 
perusal. 

For some years past I have shared the 
views expressed by the President in his 
message which reached the Senate to- 
day. I am pleased that the President 
has come to agree with me, and has asked 
for the same kind of legislation, in prin- 
ciple, which I first asked for on July 23, 
1946, because on that date I submitted 
in the Senate, Senate Resolution 306, 
in which I set forth a proposal based 
upon the same principle, insofar as ob- 
jective is concerned, as that set forth 
in the President’s message of today. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that my resolution submitted on 
that date, namely, Senate Resolution 
306, be printed at this point in the Rec- 
ORD, as a part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion (S. Res. 306, 79th Cong., 2d sess.), 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Resolved, That every Member of the United 
States Senate shall, not later than 30 days 
following the date of agreement to this reso- 
lution, and on the 2d day of January of each 
year thereafter, file with the Secretary of the 
Senate a report containing a full and com- 
plete statement of— 

(1) the amount and sources of all in- 
come received by such Member during the 
preceding year, including all fees, salaries, 
income from trusts or estates and dividends 
received or credited to his account, and, if 
such income is derived from a law firm or 
partnership, the names of the clients of 
such firm or partnership from whom fees 
were received; and 

(2) all dealings in securities or commodi- 
ties by such Member, or by any person act- 
ing on behalf of, or pursuant to the direc- 
tion of, such Member during the preceding 

ear, 
s Sec. 2. As used in this resolution— 

(1) The term “person” includes an indi- 
vidual, partnership, trust, estate, association, 
corporation, or society. 

(2) The term “security” means security 
as defined in section 2 of the Securities Act 
of 1933, as amended (U. S. C., title 15, sec. 
77b). 

(3) The term “commodity” means com- 
modity as defined in section 2 of the Com- 
modity Exchange Act, as amended (U. S. C., 
title 7, sec. 2). 

(4) The term “dealings in securities or 
commodities” means any acquisition, hold- 
ing, withholding, use, transfer, disposition, 
or other transaction involving any security 
or commodity. 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I did not 
get very far in 1946 with my resolution, 
but I got it referred to committee, as 
a matter of right. However, no hear- 
ings were held on the resolution, 
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Mr. President, political education 
takes a long time. When the issue in- 
volved is one which can be characterized 
as sound liberalism, my experience since 
I have been in the Senate, in regard 
to securing action on sound liberal 
legislation, is no different from that of 
liberals who have preceded me oyer the 
decades in service in the Senate. Lib- 
eral causes that seek to protect the pub- 
lic’s interest and to carry out the human- 
values philosophy of Abraham Lincoln 
are not won overnight. In fact, they 
are seldom, if ever, won until the great 
body of the American people come to 
understand them thoroughly and not 
only place their stamp of approval upon 

them, but make clear to their elected 

representatives in Congress that they 
had better stop blocking such sound 
liberal legislation. 

Mr. President, we will win on this one 
in time; but I would say to my liberal 
friends who agree with me on this issue 
that we will not win until we get the 
American people to understand to what 
extent their rights are involved in it and 
to what extent this proposal, approved 
today by the President, at long last, will 
better protect the political interests of 
the average American citizen. 

Although I did not get anywhere with 
my resolution in 1946, on January 6, 1947, 
I submitted another resolution, identical 
in objective with the 1946 resolution, and 
similar to it, except for some minor 
changes in detail. The 1947 resolution 
became known as Senate Resolution 31. 

Whereas the 1946 resolution, Senate 
Resolution 306, was referred to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency, 
the changes which I made in the resolu- 
tion in 1947 resulted in having it re- 
ferred at that time to the Committee on 
Rules and Administration. 

Of course, Mr. President, when we go 
before a new jurisdiction we always take 
hope that perhaps we shall have better 
fortune before the second jurisdiction 
than we had before the first. So I must 
confess that I grew hopeful that my 1947 

resolution might receive more action, at 

least to the extent of the calling of a 
hearing, from the Committee on Rules 
and Administration in 1947, than my 
prior resolution had received from the 
Banking and Currency Committee in 
1946. Of course, I was not hopeful for 
very long; I soon recognized that the old 
pigeonhole treatment was going to be 
administered to the resolution—and it 
Was. 

However, I thought I would try a dou- 
ble-barreled shotgun technique in 1947; 
so I submitted another resolution, 
namely, Senate Resolution 57. That 
resolution was similar in motivation, and 
the purpose was to obtain some publica- 
tion of the sources and amounts of the 
incomes of Senators. That resolution 
also was referred to the Committee on 
Rules and Administration. : 

Then in 1949, on January 5 of that 
year, in a bill, this time known as Senate 
bill 109, I again proposed the same prin- 
ciple, for a disclosure of the sources and 
amounts of the income of Members of 
Congress and other Government officials,’ 
It received the same pigeon-hole treat- 
ment, There were no hearings, 
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Then this year, Mr. President, on Jan- 
uary 18, 1951, I introduced Senate bill 
561, which was referred to the Commit- 
tee on Rules and Administration. To 
date, Mr. President, there has been no 
hearing on the bill. Even at the tail 
end of this season T would welcome one, 
because we could at least make a record 
for reference when Congress reconvenes 
in January. 

I wich to say, though, that this year 
the distinguished Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. MCCLELLAN], chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Expenditures in the Executive 
Departments, gave me an opportunity to 
testify before his committee on Senate 
bill 561, although legislativel that com- 
mitcee did not have direct jurisdiction 
over the matter, since my bill was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Rules and 
Administration. Nevertheless I wel- 
comed the opportunity to give my testi- 
mony on the bill, and did. 

I was afforded another opportunity to 
discuss the bill by the Senator from IIli- 
nois [Mr. Doucras], chairman of the 
Subcommittee cn Ethics in Government, 
and I am sure that he will not object to 
my saying on the floor of the Senate to- 
night, in view of the fact that it is ex- 
ceptionally germane to the subject under 
discussion, that that subcommittee was 
so favorably impressed with the intrinsic 
merits of my bill that it will submit to 
the Senate a favorable report on my pro- 
posal. So we are making some progress 
in the field of political education on this 
subject, although I am realistic enough 
to know that we are not moving very fast 
in the direction of the passage of actual 
legislation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the two resolutions and two 
bills last referred to by me be printed in 
the Recor» at this point. 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tions and bills were ordered to be printed 
in the Recorp, as follows: 

18. Res. 31, 80th Cong., Ist sess.] 

Resolved, That the standing rules of the 
Senate are hereby amended by adding the 
following new rule: 

“Rute No. XLI 

“Every Member of the United States Sen- 
ate shall, not later than 30 days following 
the date of agreement to this resolution, and 
on the 2d day of January of each year there- 
after, file with the Secretary of the Senate 
a report containing a full and complete state- 
ment of— 

“(1) the amount and sources of all income 
received by such Member during the preced- 
ing year, including all fees, salaries, income 
from trusts or estates and dividends received 
or credited to his account, and, if such in- 
come is derived from a law firm or partner- 
ship, the names of the clients of such firm 
or partnership from whom fees were received: 
and 

(2) all dealings in securities or commodi- 
ties by such Member, or by any person acting 
on behalf of, or pursuant to the direction of, 
such Member during the preceding year. 

“Sec. 2. As used in this resolution— 

“(1) the term ‘person’ includes an indi- 
vidual, partnership, trust, estate, association, 
corporation, or society; 

2) the term ‘security’ means security as 
defined in section 2 of the Securities Act of 
— as amended (U. S. C., title 15, sec. 

(3) the term ‘commodity’ means com- 
modity as defined in section 2 of the Com- 
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modity Exchange Act, as amended (U. S. C., 
title 7, sec. 2); and 

“(4) the term ‘dealings in securities or 
commodities’ means any acquisition, hold- 
ing, withholding, use, transfer, disposition, or 
other transaction involving any security or 
commodity.” 

IS. Res. 57, 80th Cong., Ist sess.] 

Resolved, In order to provide more de- 
mocracy in the operations of the United 
States Senate and to enable the United 
States Senate more effectively to discharge 
its responsibilities under the Constitution— 


REGISTRATION OF AMOUNTS AND SOURCES OF 
8 SENATORS INCOMES 

(a) That every Member of the United 
States Senate shall, not later than 30 days 
following the date of agreement to this 
resolution, and on the 2d day of January 
of each year thereafter, file with the Secre- 
tary of the Senate a report containing a 
full and complete statement of— 

(1) the amount and sources of all in- 
come received by such Member during the 
preceding year, including all fees, salaries, 
income from trusts or estates and dividends 
received or credited to his account, and, if 
such income is derived from a law firm or 
partnership the names of the clients of such 
firm or partnership from whom fees were re- 
ceived; and 

(2) all dealings in securities or commodi- 
ties by such Member, or by any person acting 
on behalf of, or pursuant to the direction 
of, such Member during the preceding year. 

(b) As used in this resolution— 

(1) The term “person” includes an indi- 
vidual, partnership, trust, estate, associa- 
tion, corporation, or society. 

(2) The term “security” means security 
as defined in section 2 of the Securities Act 
of 1933, as amended (U. S. C., title 15, sec. 
TTb). 

(3) The term “commodity” means com- 
modity as defined in section 2 of the Com- 
modity Exchange Act, as amended (U. S. C., 
title 7, sec. 2). 

(4) The term “dealings in securities or 
commodities” means any acquisition, hold- 
ing, withholding, use, transfer, disposition, 
or other transaction involving any security 
or commodity. 


PUBLICATION OF. SENATORS’ VOTING RECORD 


Src. 2. That the Secretary of the Senate 
be directed to compile and to publish within 
3 weeks after the close of the present session 
of Congress a tabulation of the voting record 
of its Members on all roll eall votes together 
with brief descriptions of the issues voted 
upon. For the purpose of easy readability 
and quick reference, each Member's votes 
shall be gathered in one place. The Superin- 
tendent of Dc 2 ments shall sell copies at 
cost, and shall print sufficient copies so that a 
supply is on hand at all times. 

CONTROL OF SENATE FILIBUSTER 

Sec. 3. (a) That rule III of the Standing 
Rules of the Senate is amended to read as 
follows: 

“Rute III 
“COMMENCEMENT OF DAILY SESSIONS 


“J, The Presiding Officer having taken the 
chair, and a quorum being present, the Jour- 
nal of the preceding day shall be read, and 
any mistake made in the entries corrected. 
The reading of the Journal shall not be sus- 
pended unless by unanimous consent; and 
when any motion shall be made to amend 
or correct the same, it shall be deemed a 
privileged question, and proceeded with until 
disposed of, except that it shall be displaced 
by the action of the Presiding Officer in 
submitting to the Senate for an aye-and-nay 


vote any question under rule XXII. If the 


‘question submitted under rule XXII is de- 
cided in the affirmative by a majority vote 
of those voting, the motion to amend or 
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correct the Journal shall remain displaced 
until the measure which becomes the un- 
finished business under rule XXII is dis- 
posed of. 

“2. A quorum shall consist of a majority 
of the Senators duly chosen and sworn.” 

(b) That part of rule XXII of the Stand- 
ing Rules of the Senate relating to cloture 
(as shown on page 28 of the Senate Manual, 
1945) is amended to read as follows: 

“If at any time a motion to bring to a 
close the debate upon any pending measure 
is signed by 16 Senators, any Senator signing 
such motion shall upon a request for recog- 
nition be recognized by the Chair for the 
purpose of presenting such motion to the 
Senate, and when such motion is so pre- 
sented to the Senate, the Presiding Officer 
shall at once state the motion to the Sen- 
ate, and 1 hour after the Senate meets on 
the following calendar day but one, he shall 
lay the motion before the Senate and direct 
that the Secretary call the roll, and, upon 
the ascertainment that a quorum is present, 
the Presiding Officer shall, without debate, 
submit to the Senate by an aye-and-nay 
vote the question: 

Is it the sense of the Senate that the 
debate shall be brought to a close?” 

“And if that question shall be decided in 
the affirmative by a majority vote of those 
voting, then said measure shall be the un- 
finished business to the exclusion of all other 
business until disposed of. 

“Thereafter each Senator shall be entitled 
to speak in his own right on the pending 
measure, the amendments thereto, and mo- 
tions affecting the same for an aggregate 
period of not more than 3 hours. Any Sen- 
ator may yield to any other Senator the un- 
expired portion, or any part thereof, of the 
aggregate period of time which he is entitled 
to speak; and the Senator to whom he so 
yields may speak for the time so yielded in 
addition to any period of time which he is 
entitled to speak in his own right. It shall 
be the duty of the Presiding Officer to keep 
the time of each Senator who speaks. Ex- 
cept by unanimous consent, no amendment 
shall be in order after the vote to bring the 
debate to a close, unless the same has been 
presented and read prior to that time. No 
dilatory motion, or dilatory amendment, or 
amendment not germane shall be in order. 
Points of order, including questions of rele- 
vancy, and appeals from the decision of the 
Presiding Officer, shall be decided without 
debate. Notwithstanding the provisions of 


rule III, the reading of the Journal of the 


preceding day shall be dispensed with on 


days when the Senate is proceeding under 


the provisions of this paragraph. 

“In any case in which a motion is filed 
under the provisions of this paragraph while 
a motion is pending under rule III to amend 
or correct the Journal of a preceding day, 
the term ‘pending measure,’ as used in the 
foregoing provisions of this paragraph, shall 
mean the measure which would be the pend- 
ing measure if the Journal of all preceding 
days were approved.” 


OPEN PUBLICATION OF SENATE PRECEDENTS 


Sec. 4. That the Parliamentarian of the 
Senate be authorized and directed to prepare 
a complete and annotated digest, with a full 
index, of the precedents and the decisions 
on points of order in the Senate down to 
the close of the Seventy-ninth Congress, and 
that 1,000 copies be printed and bound for 
the use of the Senate. 


[S. 109, 81st Cong., Ist sess.] 

A bill to require certain members of the leg- 
islative, judicial, and executive branches 
of the Government to file statements re- 
lating to amount and sources of income, 
and dealings in securities and commodi- 
ties 


Be it enacted, etc., That every Member of 
the Senate and House of Representatives of 
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the United States, including the Delegates 
from Alaska and Hawaii and the Resident 
Commissioner from Puerto Rico, and every 
judge of a court of the United States, and 
every officer or employee of the Government, 
who receives a salary at the rate of $9,000 
per annum or more shall, not later than 30 
days following the date of enactment of this 
act, and on the 2d day of January of each 
year thereafter, file with the official or offi- 
cials specified in section 2 a report contain- 
ing a full and complete statement of— 

(1) the amount and sources of all income 
received by him during the preceding year, 
including all fees, salaries, royalties, income 
from trusts or estates, and dividends received 
or credited to his account, and, if such in- 
come is derived from a law firm or partner- 
ship, the names of the clients of such firm 
or partnership from whom fees were received; 
and 

(2) all dealings in securities or commodi- 
ties by him, or by any person acting on his 
behalf or pursuant to his direction, during 
the preceding year. 

Sec. 2. The reports required to be filed by 
the first section of this act shall be filed (1) 
by Members and employees of the Senate 
with the Secretary of the Senate; (2) by 
Members and employees of the House of Rep- 
resentatives with the Clerk of the House of 
Representatives; (3) by judges of courts of 
the United States and officers and employees 
in the executive branch of the Government 
with the Secretary of the Senate and the 
Clerk of the House of Representatives. 

Sec. 3. As used in this act 

(a) The term “person” includes an indi- 
vidual, partnership, trust, estate, association, 
corporation, or society. 

(b) The term “security” means security 
as defined in section 2 of the Securities Act 
of 1933, as amended (U. S. C., title 15, sec, 
TTb). 

(c) The term “commodity” means com- 
modity as defined in section 2 of the Com- 
modity Exchange Act, as amended (U. S. C., 
title 7, sec. 2). 

(d) The term “dealings in securities or 
commodities” means any acquisition, hold- 
ing, withholding, use, transfer, disposition, or 
other transaction involving any security of 
commodity. 

(e) The term “court of the United States” 
shall include both legislative and constitu- 
tional courts. 


[S. 561, 82d Cong., 1st Sess.] 


A bill to require certain members of the leg- 
islative, judicial, and executive branches of 
the Government to file statements relating 
to amount and sources of income, and deal- 
ings in securities and commodities 


Be it enacted, etc., That every Member of 
the Senate and House of Representatives of 
the United States, including the Delegates 
from Alaska and Hawaii and the Resident 
Commissioner from Puerto Rico, and every 
judge of a court of the United States, and 
every Officer or employee of the Government, 
who receives a salary at the rate of $9,000 
per annum or more shall, not later than 30 
days following the date of enactment of this 
act, and on the 2d day of January of each 
year thereafter, file with the official or offi- 
cials specified in section 2 a report con- 
taining a full and complete statement of— 

(1) the amount and sources of all income 
received by him during the preceding year, 
including all fees, salaries, royalties, income 
from trusts or estates and dividends received 


or credited to his account, and, if such in- 


come is derived from a law firm or partner- 
ship, the names of the clients of such firm 
or partnership from whom fees were received; 
and F 

(2) all dealings in securities or commodi- 
ties by him, or by any person acting on his 
behalf or pursuant to his direction, during 
the preceding year. 
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Sec. 2. The reports required to be filed by 
the first section of this act shall be filed 
(1) by Members and employees of the Senate 
with the Secretary of the Senate; (2) by 
Members and employees of the House of 
Representatives with the Clerk of the House 
of Representatives; (3) by judges of courts 
of the United States and officers and em- 
ployees in the executive branch of the Gov- 
ernment with the Secretary of the Senate and 
the Clerk of the House of Representatives. 

Sec. 3. As used in this act— 

(a) The term “person” includes an indi- 
vidual, partnership, trust, estate, association, 
corporation, or society. 

(b) The term “security” means security as 
defined in section 2 of the Securities Act of 
1933, as amended (U. S. C., title 15, sec. 77b). 

(c) The term “commodity” means com- 
modity as defined in section 2 of the Com- 
modity Exchange Act, as amended (U. S. C., 
title 7, sec. 2). 

(d) The term “dealings in securities or 
commodities” means any acquisition, hold- 
ing, withholding, use, transfer, disposition, 
or other transaction involving any security 
or commodity. 

(e) The term “court of the United States” 
shall include both legislative and constitu- 
tional courts. 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the bills 
and resolutions to which I have alluded 
present chronologically the record I have 
made here within the past few years in 
an attempt to get some Senate action on 
this matter. I certainly welcome the as- 
sistance which I feel I received from the 
President of the United States today in 
the form of his message and his proposal 
for similar legislation. 

In fact, I think his proposal has cer- 
tain features which are better than some 
of the provisions of my bill, and there- 
fore, within the next day or two, I in- 
tend to revise my bill and reintroduce it, 
setting forth provisions identical with 
those which the President recommends 
today in his message to the Congress. 

In my bill, although I covered Mem- 
bers of Congress end the judiciary and 
employees in the other departments of 
government having salaries of more 
than $9,000, I did not provide coverage 
for the heads of the two political parties, 
the so-called national chairman of each 
of the parties. I shall so provide in my 
revised bill, in which I shall also include 
the heads of all parties that may be 
formed or that may exist in the country. 

None of my bills or resolutions pro- 
vided for a penalty, it being taken for 
granted, of course, that failure to com- 
ply with the provisions of my resolutions 
or bills would result in action being taken 
by the bodies concerned against mem- 
bers thereof who deliberately flouted 
such legislation. However, I think the 
President’s provision for penalties is 
sound, and in my revised bill I shall pro- 
vide for the language as set forth on page 
2 of the President’s message: 

Penalties for willful violation of this stat- 
ute should be equivalent to those for viola- 
tion of the laws relating to the filing of in- 
come-tax returns. i 


Mr. President, a word now about the 
inherent merits of this proposal, for 
which I have fought in the Senate for 
several years, and which the President 
supported today in what I consider to be 
an exceedingly sound and statesmanlike 
message. That message cannot be 
laughed off the floor of the Senate. It 
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cannot be ridiculed off the fioor of the 
Senate. It is impossible to becloud the 
basic problems which the President 
raises by talking about privacy. Every 
Member of the Senate, Mr. President, 
knows that the legal doctrines of privacy 
are subject to many qualifications and 
restrictions in respect to public officials, 
Every man who is elected to the Con- 
gress of the United States knows that 
when he enters the field of public service 
he puts himself into a glass bowl. He 
does not have and he should not have 
the same privileges of privacy that ac- 
crue to the nonpublic official Why? 
Because every voter, every citizen, is en- 
titled to be provided with the informa- 
tion about men in office necessary to en- 
able the voter to pass judgment upon the 
motivation of their official acts, to pass 
judgment upon the cause-to-effect rela- 
tionship to be found within the pattern 
of conduct of the official. My judgment 
is that the objection made to the Pres- 
ident’s proposal is an argument by way 
of rationalization, emotional in nature, 
in an attempt to justify failing to disclose 
to the voters financial facts about Mem- 
bers of Congress, for example, which the 
voters are entitled to know in order to 
determine to what extent the sources 
and amounts of their income influence 
votes on the floor of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives. 

Mr. President, I am satisfied there are 
times when votes are influenced by the 
fact that Members of Congress are the 
recipients of income from certain sources, 


I think the voters have a right to be the 


judges of that, and if a man does not 
want to disclose the sources of his in- 
come, he does not have to run for the 
Senate of the United States. i 

There have been instances of Mem- 
bers of Congress having been active in 
security speculation and in trading in 
both securities and commodities. Such 
matters should be taken out of the realm 
of newspaper rumors and charges and 
brought into the light of disclosure of the 
facts, so that the people may judge. 
That is what I have been seeking to do 
over the years in connection with my 
proposals; and that is what the Presi- 
dent of the United States, in his message 
today, seeks to do. 

No, Mr. President; the doctrine of pri- 
vacy has no relevancy to the abuses we 
seek ta check by this proposal. To apply 
the doctrine of privacy is to close the 
door to giving the voters the facts they 
are entitled to know about the sources 
and the amounts of the income of their 
elected representatives. í 

It is no answer to the President of the 
United States or to the junior Senator 
from Oregon to say that this proposal 
is “hogwash.” It makes good newspaper 
copy. The first emotional reaction of 
many persons is to chuckle over such a 
phrase and to say, “Well, the user of such 
a phrase told them off.” But the aver- 
age person usually comes to reflect upon a. 


the merits of a proposal after a first- = 


impression reaction. 

We can take any group of average 
American citizens and present the mer- 
its of this proposal to them, and we 
shall not get the response from them 
that it is a “hogwash” proposal. The 
American people, with their great sense 
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of fair play and right, I am confident, 
would, by an overwhelming vote upon 
any referendum to which we put this 
proposal, say it is only a fair and right 
thing to do. If a man does not want to 
run for public office and disclose the 
sources and the amounts of his income 
once a year, he should remain in private 
life and enjoy the economic advantages 
of that income without anyone knowing 
from what tainted sources some of it 
may come. 

No, Mr. President, the members of 
my party are not going to get very far, 
in my opinion, by adopting the attitude 
that such proposals as the one presented 
by the President, which seeks to clean 
up Government, are “hogwash” propos- 
als or that they violate privacy or con- 
stitute an attempt to smear someone. 

Mr. President, I do not see how anyone 
can read this message of the President 
of the United States and possibly read 
into the language any motivation on the 
part of the President to smear anyone. 
If I ever saw a nonpartisan proposal, 
this is one, equally applicable to Demo- 
crats as well as to Republicans. Inci- 
dentally, on the basis of the present cen- 
sus of Government service, it is more 
applicable to Democrats than to Re- 
publicans because our political census of 
officeholders shows more Democrats 
than Republicans in office today. 

Whom is it supposed to smear? Iam 
at a loss to understand the logic be- 
hind the argument that the President 
sent us a document today in the nature 
of a political smear. To the contrary, 
in my view the President courageously 
sent to the Senate today a proposal 
which, if carried out, would be a very 
effective check on any abuses that may 
exist in respect to men and women in 
public service receiving income from 


sources and in amounts that cannot bear - 


the light of public view. Icommend him 
for it, and I recommend the message 
to my party as another opportunity to 
make clear to the people of the country 
that we not only preach clean govern- 
ment, but that we stand for its practice, 
too. 

Oh, I can anticipate the nature of 
the political propaganda which is al- 
ready being prepared for the political 
grist mill in preparation for the 1952 
campaign. When the American people 
ought to be presented issues, great mili- 
tary, international, economic, and social 
issues on their merits, there is much 
evidence that we are about to go into 
the worst mud-slinging, emotional, par- 


tisan political campaign since 1876. But 


some of the problems of the present day, 
Mr. President, have much in common 
with the problems of 1876, because in 
that period a combination and coalition 
of reactionary forces in the field of poli- 
tics, in league with the selfish lobbies 
that wanted to profiteer at the expense 
of the common people, joined together 
in what now is recognized by American 
historians as one of the most corrupt 


» eras in American political history. 


As I wrote in an article recently, that 
Same play has been staged periodically 
on the American political scene, with dif- 
ferent actors, but with the same political 
reactionary and economic forces behind 
the play. Thus from the Grant admin- 
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istration, ending in 1876, and the Hayes 
administration starting in 1877, an ad- 
ministration that was the recipient of a 
stolen election by corrupt combinations 
of reactionaries in both major parties, 
we passed into other periods of corrup- 
tion, in both Republican and Democratic 
administrations. 

None, however, was worse than the 
Harding administration, when, if we had 
had such legislation on the books as the 
President recommends today, and for 
which the junior Senator from Oregon 
has fought in the Senate since 1946, we 
would have had a legislative device for 
checking corrupt action of high Govern- 
ment Officials, corrupt action that made 
itself apparent in the President’s Cabinet 
itself. Some of the recent historical dis- 
closures indicate that even the President 
of the United States was aware of it at 
the time, but maintained a regrettable 
silence. 

Mr. President, I am proud that the 
present President of the United States, 
as manifested in his message of today, 
is not maintaining silence about the 
conditions which now exist. I imagine 
that he is an exceedingly sad man at 
heart as he becomes more and more 
aware, with the continuing disclosures 
of corruption in the administration, that 
there are those in Government service 
who are not keeping faith with the high 
standard of ethics that ought to be ad- 
hered to by anyone who takes a public, 
position in the service of the American’ 
people. 

I shall continue, Mr. President, to dis- 
agree with the President of the United 
States on many issues, I am sure, but 
when I agree with him on an issue, I 
shall always try to be fair enough, nonz, 
partisan enough, and big enough, to ris 
on the floor of the Senate and rashes at) 
him, and do what I can to help put into 
legislative practice what I think is so 
sorely needed if we are to provide the 
American people with the checks they 
need in order to stamp out what appears 
to be a rising tide of malfeasance in 
public office by public servants. We 
ought to provide and apply the checks 
uniformly, and Members of Congress 
should be brought under the same scru- 
tiny to which members of the executive 
branch of Government are subjected. 

Therefore, Mr. President, as a consti- 
tutional liberal, I recommend again the 
proposal that those in Government serv- 
ice, including Members of the Congress, 
whose salaries from the Government are 
$10,000 or above, shall be required by 
law to make a full public disclosure once 
a year of the sources and the amounts 
of their income. It is not the complete 
answer to the checking of corruption 
in Government, but it is a part of the 
answer, and I think we are going to 
move forward step by step, and we ought 
to start now with this one. 

On a later day I shall speak also, Mr. 
President, on what I think is a com- 
panion bill which ought to go along with 
this proposal, a bill for drastic revision 
of the Corrupt Practices Act which will 
guarantee to the American people that 
elections can be more honest, and will 
be more honest, than many of them in 
the recent past have been. 
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I submit, Mr. President, as I testified 
before the McClellan committee some 
weeks ago, that the present Corrupt Prac- 
tices Act is a fraud. It is a well of de- 
ception. It is poisoning the stream of 
political life, because its very terms en- 
courage falsification, deceit, and evasion. 
I think it must be amended so that the 
American people will know of every cent 
that goes into the campaign expenses of 
any candidate for Congress or for the 
Presidency of the United States, instead 
of permitting what all of us in the Sen- 
ate know is a policy of campaign expend- 
iture reporting that carries out the big lie 
technique, which Iam afraid has come to 
rear its head in American political life. 
If we are going to decapitate it, Mr. Pres- 
ident, as we must, before it does further 
damage to our body politic, we need dras- 
tically to revise the Corrupt Practices 
Act. But I shall delay until another date 
a discussion of the provisions of a bill 
which I shall introduce, for a revision of 
the Corrupt Practices Act. 

I close for tonight by saying that I sin- 
cerely hope that the committee con- 
cerned and the majority leader will act 
with expedition before the end of this 
session of Congress so that there may be 
enacted into law the recommendations 
submitted to the Senate today by the 
President of the United States. 


RECESS 


Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I move that 
the Senate stand in recess until 10:00 
o'clock a. m. tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 8 
o’clock and 10 minutes p. m.) the Senate 
took a recess until tomorrow, Friday, 
September 28, 1951, at 10 o’clock a. m. 


NOMINATION 


Executive nomination received by the 


Senate September 27 (legislative day of 
September 19), 1951: 
UNITED STATES MARSHAL 
John A. Roseen, of California, to be United 
States marshal for the northern district of 
California, vice Edward J. Carrigan. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 27, 1951 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Bras- 
kamp, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 


O Thou God of all grace, may our 

thoughts now go out toward Thee in 
. adoration and in aspiration for Thou 
art always seeking to make our minds 
and hearts the sanctuaries of Thy pres- 
ence, Thy peace, and Thy power. 

We pray that Thou wilt take complete 
possession of our lives, transfiguring 
them into the glorious likeness of Thy 
divine spirit and transforming them 
from what they are to what they were 
meant to be and can be. 

Inspire us with a faith that will en- 
able us to conquer those dark moods of 
cynicism and defeatism which so fre- 
quently haunt and overshadow us. 

When we encounter problems and sit- 
uations which seem to grow more diffi- 
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cult the longer we ponder them, grant 
that they may not cause us to doubt but 
may we bring them unto thee for Thou 
alone canst solve them. 

Bless all who are giving themselves to 
the high endeavor for the freedom and 
peace of humanity and may there be 
more of the spirit of brotherhood among 
the nations instead of each seeking its 
own ends. 

Hear us in the name of the Prince of 
Peace. Amen, 


The Journal of the proceedings of yes- 
terday was read and approved. 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 


A message in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States was commu- 
nicated to the House by Mr. Hawks, one 
of his secretaries, who also informed the 
House that on the following dates the 
President approved and signed bills of 
the House of the following titles: 

On September 25, 1951: 

H. R. 608. An act for the relief of Kiyoko 
Matsuo; and 

H. R. 2276. An act for the relief of Mary 
Jane Sherman. 

On September 26, 1951: 

H. R. 725. An act to confer jurisdiction on 
the Court of Claims of the United States to 
hear, determine, and render judgment upon 
the claim of the Hawaiian Airlines, Ltd.; and 

H. R. 1971. An act for the relief of Kirocor 
Haladjian, Tacouhi Haladjian, Gulunia 
Haladjian, and Virginie Haladjian. 

On September 27, 1951: 

H. R. 3731, An act for the relief of Megumi 

Takagi. 


LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, 
yesterday I asked unanimous consent 
that it be in order on Wednesday next 
to call the Consent Calendar and the 
Private Calendar. I overlooked includ- 
ing in my request that it might also be 
in order on Wednesday next that the 
Speaker be authorized to recognize Mem- 
bers for the consideration of bills under 
suspension of the rules. I now make 
that request. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, re- 
serving the right to object, and Iam not 
going to object because I hope the re- 
quest is granted, might it not be well, 
may I suggest to the distinguished ma- 
jority leader, to tell us about the pro- 
gram for next week or would he prefer 
to do that later. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I will be glad to 
do that now. 

On Monday and Tuesday, there will 
be no legislative business. For the re- 
mainder of the week, Wednesday, Thurs- 
day, Friday, and I will include Saturday, 
too, the program will be as follows: On 
Wednesday, the Consent and Private 
Calendars will be called. There will be 
one bill taken up under the suspension 
of rules, and that is the bill, H. R. 5118, 
having to do with certain amendments 
to the Social Security and Unemploy- 
ment Insurance Act. 

Then there is a bill amending the 
Railroad Retirement Act. 

Then there is House Resolution 426, 
for further study and investigation by 
the Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
Committee with relation to railroad re- 
tirement. 
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Then there is Senate bill 1335, to ad- 
just the weight and size of fourth- class 
postal service. 

Then there is a bill relating to schools 
under impact of the emergency in criti- 
cal defense housing areas, which will fol- 
low Senate bill 1335. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. Yes, I yield to 
the gentleman from Kansas. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. In reading the list 
of bills to be taken up, I did not hear the 
gentleman mention the flood relief bill 
that is supposed to come up shortly. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Will the gentle- 
man advise me what particular bill he 
has in mind? 

Mr. SCRIVNER. It is a bill that has 
been referred to the Appropriations 
Committee. 

Mr. McCORMACK, I yield to the 
gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. CANNON. Hearings have been 
concluded on the bill and it is being 
marked up and will be reported to the 
whole committee and it will be ready to 
be taken up on the floor next week. It 
is a matter of exceptional emergency and 
we have expedited consideration of the 
measure and will have it ready Monday, 
or whenever the House is ready for its 
consideration. 

Mr. McCORMACK. As the Members 
know, I am sure, my program is based 
upon rules that are at present outstand- 
ing. The bill to which the gentleman 
from Kansas referred, of course, is still 
in committee. If any vital, important 
legislation or an appropriation bill is 
reported out—I know of no appropria- 
tion bill for next week—is that correct? 

Mr. CANNON. The bill for rehabili- 
tation of flood-stricken areas is in re- 
sponse to the President’s request for 
$400,000,000 for flood relief. 

Mr. McCORMACK. But that is not 
the military public-works appropriation 
bill or the ECA? 

Mr. CANNON. ECA is being consid- 
ered with foreign aid and is waiting 
the outcome of Chairman RICHARDS’ 
conference with the Senate. All other 
appropriation bills are in conference. 

Mr. McCORMACK. But there are 
two bills in subcommittee, the ECA ap- 
propriation bill and the military public- 
works bill. 

Mr. CANNON. Of course, we cannot 
do anything on the ECA-foreign-aid bill, 
until the authorization bill is passed by 
the legislative committee. It is my un- 
derstanding that the Committee on For- 
eign Affairs expects to reach an agree- 
ment with the Senate on the legislative 
bill next week. 

Mr, McCORMACK, But neither of 
them will be ready for next week? 

Mr.CANNON. Neither of them will be 
ready for next week, but the rehabilita- 
tion bill will be ready any time after 
Monday. 

Mr, HALLECK. Mr. will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr, McCORMACK. I yield to the 
gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. HALLECK. If I understand the 
program for today, if it is completed we 
will adjourn over until Monday? 

Mr.McCORMACK. Exactly. 


Speaker, 
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Of course, in view of the importance 
of the bill, when I announced the pro- 
gram, if any very important bill is 
reached, it is understood that subject to 
conferences and an understanding be- 
tween the leadership, it would be put 
on the program, and if the bill is re- 
ported out, to which the gentleman re- 
ferred, and about which the gentleman 
from Missouri has given information, 
naturally I will do everything I can to 
get it on next week. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. I thank the gen- 
tleman, 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to the 
gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. Why is there no legisla- 
tive business scheduled for Monday and 
Tuesday? Why pile it up from Wednes- 
day on until the end of the week? 

Mr. McCORMACK. That is a proper 
inquiry. Monday and Tuesday are holi- 
days of the Jewish faith. Does that an- 
swer the gentleman’s question? We rec- 
ognize holy days of the Christian faith, 
and that is the reason. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACEK. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from New York. 

Mr. TABER. Would the leadership 
take up on Monday or Tuesday confer- 
ence reports where there is no contro- 
versy? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I prefer not to. 
I prefer to let them wait until Wednes- 
day. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state 
that any time the conferees on any ap- 
propriation bill are ready to report, he 
will be very glad to recognize them to 
adopt the report. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Will that be on 
Monday and Tuesday, Mr. Speaker? 

The SPEAKER. No. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I did not want 
the Speaker and myself to be in dis- 
agreement. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. McCORMACK. Ishall be glad to. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Can the distinguished 
majority leader tell the House what 
progress is being made on conference 
reports? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I am unable to 
advise the gentleman. I understand the 
ECA conference committee has pretty 
nearly reached an agreement, but in re- 
lation to the others I am unable to give 
the gentleman any information. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Itis my understanding 
that the conferees on the civil functions 
bill have not yet met. That bill was 
passed on September 13. I see the 
distinguished chairman of the Commit- 
tee on Appropriations present. I should 
like to ask him why that bill has not 
gone to conference. 

Mr. CANNON. If the gentleman from 
Massachusetts will yield 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield. 

Mr. CANNON. The conferees on the 
civil functions bill have not yet con- 
vened because the Senators are not yet 
ready. On this side a Member serves on 
one subcommittee only; on the other side 
many of the Senators are on half a dozen 
subcommittees. Some of the Senators 
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are on conflicting conferences and as 
soon as they are ready to meet on the 
civil functions bill we shall be glad to 
meet with them. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Does the gentleman 
anticipate that that may happen next 
week? 

Mr. CANNON. I hope so. We are 
urging every conference committee to 
conclude its work as rapidly as possible. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Will the gentleman 
state why the Senate is not ready? 

Mr. CANNON. They have other con- 
ferences. As soon as they conclude their 
work on the other conferences they will 
then be ready to proceed with the civil 
functions bill. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Iam glad to have that 
information because it was my under- 
standing that the matter was held up on 
this side of the Capitol. 

Mr. CANNON. This side has been 
ready for some time. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman from Massachusetts yield 
that I may ask a question of the gentle- 
man from Missouri [Mr. CANNON]? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield. 

Mr. JENSEN. I think it would be well 
for Members of this House to inform 
the Members of the other House that 
there are thousands and hundreds of 
thousands of acres of land lying along 
the Missouri River from Sioux City to 
Kansas City that are today under water 
or have been under water, and out of 
production, and will be out of produc- 
tion not only this year but, unless some- 
thing is done to give the Army engi- 
neers the 1952 fiscal year funds to use 
this fall and soon, thousands upon thou- 
sands of acres of that land will also be 
out of production next year. 

The Army engineers are stymied be- 
cause of the fact that they have no funds 
with which to do the necessary work 
on channel maintenance, bank erosion, 
and flood control and to take the water 
off these flooded areas. 

The floodwaters of the Missouri River 
from Sioux City to Kansas City is eat- 
ing away at the banks of that river and 
destroying thousands of acres of the best 
land in America. In my district alone 
there are at least 20 bends in the river 
where good farm land is constantly 
being eaten away now at a terriffic rate. 
It is criminal to let this go on while the 
funds, for no good reason, for the Army 
engineers is held up by the other body. 
Those funds are needed not only for the 
Missouri River but for a lot of other riv- 
ers in America today. 

I think we should inform the other 
body that there is criminal waste going 
on because of the delay in passing the 
civil functions appropriation bill out of 
conference. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I am en- 
tirely in sympathy with the position 
which the gentleman takes, and I may 
say that we take for granted that the 
Senate conferees are fully aware of the 
situation to which the gentleman refers; 
also when we had a request from the 
President for $400,000,000 for rehabilita- 
tion of flood-devastated areas, we expe- 
dited that bill more rapidly than any 
bill of its character recently considered 
in the committee. 
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The bill is delayed by reason of the 
fact that those in charge of the prepa- 
ration of the estimates did not supply 
the data. It was impossible for us to take 
up the bill until the department supplied 
the data required by the statute. As 
soon as that was available we opened 
hearings. We have heard everyone who 
desired to be heard. Hearings were 
concluded yesterday; we will be ready 
to bring the bill up in the House at any 
time. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman from Massachusetts yield 
further? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield. 

Mr. JENSEN. Is there money in this 
supplemental disaster bill for Kansas 
and Missouri for the Army engineers 
to expend on such things as I have just 
explained along the Missouri River from 
Sioux City to Kansas City. 

Mr. CANNON. I take for granted the 
gentleman is familiar with the bill under 
consideration. 

Mr. JENSEN. I certainly am not, be- 
cause I have not seen it. 

Mr. CANNON. It has been available 
to the gentleman. I am sorry he has not 
taken advantage of the opportunity to 
read it. 

Mr. JENSEN. Now, wait a minute; 
the gentleman knows that is not a fact. 

Mr. CANNON. On the contrary, it is 
a fact. The gentleman from Missouri 
(Mr. Borrmo! introduced the bill more 
than a month ago, and it has been avail- 
able in the document room ever since. 
House Document No. 228, which may also 
be secured in the document room, will 
supply any further information the gen- 
tleman may require on the subject. 

The gentleman should also be familiar 
with the civil functions bill. It is ex- 
plained in detail in the House and Senate 
reports which may be obtained in the 
document room any time the gentleman 
wishes to consult them. 

Mr. JENSEN. Now the gentleman is 
getting entirely away from the point Iam 
making. I have not seen the bill which 
the committee has reported out for Mis- 
souri and Kansas flood-disaster relief. 
The gentleman knows that. So I am 
asking him if there is any money in the 
bill for the things I have just talked 
about, on the Missouri River from Sioux 
City to Kansas City. 

Mr. CANNON. The committee has 
not reported out the bill. I have just 
explained that the subcommittee con- 
cluded hearings on the Bolling bill yes- 
terday and will mark it up and have it 
ready for the whole committee the first 
of the week. In the meantime I shall 
be glad to supply him with a copy of the 
bill or with copies of the civil functions 
bill, or with a copy of House Document 
No. 228. Or he may secure them from 
the House document room where they 
have been available for some time. 

The regular order was demanded. 

The SPEAKER. The regular order is, 
Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts that the 
Speaker be granted the privilege of rec- 
ognizing to suspend the rules on Wednes- 
day next? That is the matter before the 
House at the present time. Is there 
objection? 

There was no objection. 


1951 


AMENDMENT TO ACT MAKING TEMPO- 
RARY APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE 
FISCAL YEAR 1952 


Mr. CANNON, from the Committee on 
Appropriations, reported House Joint 
Resolution 335, which was read a first 
and second time, and, with accompany- 
ing papers, referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union and ordered to be printed. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of House Joint Resolution 
335. 

The Clerk read the House joint reso- 
lution, as follows: 

Resolved, etc., That clause (c) of section 
4 of the joint resolution of July 1, 1951 
(Public Law 70), as amended, is hereby 
aaended by striking out September 30, 
1951” and inserting in lizu thereof “October 
$1, 1951.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis- 
souri? : 

There was no objection. 

The House joint resolution was ordered 
to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed, and 
a motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

COMMITTEE TO INVESTIGATE AND STUDY 

DUPLICATION AND OVERLAPPING OF 

TAXES 


Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I call up 
House Resolution 414 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the House resolution, 
as follows: 


Resolved, That there is hereby created a 
select committee to be composed of five 
Members of the House of Representatives to 
be designated by the Speaker, one of whom 
he shall designate as chairman. Any va- 
cancy occurring in the membership of the 
committee shall be filled in the manner in 
which the original appointment was made. 

The committee is authorized and directed 
to investigate and study duplication and 
overlapping of Federal, State, and local gov- 
ernment taxes, and the means and method 
of accomplishing the elimination of such 
overlapping and duplication. 

The committee, or any duly authorized 
subcommittee thereof is authorized to hold 
such hearings, to subpena witnesses, to sit 
and act at such times and places during the 
life of the committee as it shall designate; 
to employ an executive secretary; and to 
employ such experts and clerical, steno- 
graphic, and other assistants as it may deem 
necessary (without regard to the civil-service 
laws, but subject to the Classification Act 
of 1928, as amended). The committee may 
utilize the services, information, facilities, 
and personnel of the various departments 
and agencies of the Federal Government. 

The committee may from time to time 
submit to the House such preliminary re- 
ports as it ceems advisable; and prior to the 
close of the presei.t Congress shall submit 
to the House its final report on the results 
of it study and investigation, together with 
such recommendations as it deems advis- 
able. Any report submitted when the House 
is not in session may be filed with the Clerk 
of the House. 

There is hereby authorized to be appro- 
priated, out of any money in the Treasury 
not otherwise appropriated, such sums as 
may be necessary to carry out the provisions 
of this resolution. 
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With the following committee amend- 
ment: 

Strike out all after the resolving clause 
and insert the following: “That the Commit- 
tee on Ways and Means is authorized and 
directed to further investigate and study the 
means and method of accomplishing the 
elimination of competition, overlapping and 
duplication of sources of Federal, State, and 
local government taxes, and to report back to 
the House its recommendations with respect 
thereto before the close of the present 
Congress.” 


The committee amendment was agreed 


Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may desire. 

Mr. Speaker, in reference to the very 
intelligent presentation on the part of 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
LATHAM] who introduced the original 
resolution authorizing a special commit- 
tee to make this investigation, the Rules 
Committee came to the conclusion that 
to create another special committee 
would be unnecessary although it agreed 
with him that an investigation should 
be made. 

At the hearing before the Rules Com- 
mittee the Ways and Means Committee 
was represented by two or three of its 
outstanding members, who assured the 
Rules Committee that this matter has 
been receiving consideration and the 
members also testified the committee 
had been in constant touch with the 
Conference of Governors of the States 
from year to year and with the mayors 
and other officials and groups on the 
local level with a view to bringing about 
unification of thought and elimination 
of waste and duplication which gener- 
ally accompanies all revenue or tax legis- 
lation. 

As I said to the committee at that time, 
it might be very pleasant to the Ameri- 
can people if we could eliminate all tax- 
ation. I do not think any objection 
would be raised. However, the Govern- 
ment must have revenue, consequently 
taxation is necessary. I hope that from 
now on we will be able to bring about the 
economy that the administration is try- 
ing to accomplish. Were it not for the 
fact that a great deal of money is needed 
for the defense program, for preserving 
our democratic institutions, and bringing 
about the elimination of the activities 
on the part of the Communist countries 
against those democratic institutions, I 
feel that taxes could be materially re- 
duced and the burdens on the people 
lightened. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentlemran yield? . 

Mr. SABATH. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. JAVITS. I understand the Com- 
mittee on Rules has agreed also to report 
out a resolution to create a special com- 
mittee to investigate whether founda- 
tions for evading taxation are being or- 
ganized. Does not the gentleman feel 
that the Committee on Ways and Means 
might handle that matter, and it might 
easily be included under this resolution 
for the purpose of inquiry, if it was found 
desirable? I think the resolution relates 
to investigating whether foundations 
such as charitable foundations have been 
organized to evade taxes. It is the reso- 
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lution sponsored, I think, by the gentle- 
man from Georgia [Mr. Cox]. Does not 
the gentleman feel that the Committee 
on Ways and Means can do that as well, 
and that it ought to be in this resolution? 

Mr. SABATH. The gentleman from 
New York has a misconception of the 
real purport of the resolution introduced 
by the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
Cox}. His resolution deals, in main, with 
another phase of the activities of these 
foundations. However, I do agree with 
the gentleman from New York that the 
Ways and Means Committee might well 
give further and more comprehensive 
study to the tax evasion practices of these 
private and charitable trusts and foun- 
dations as the gentleman suggests, I 
called the attention of the Committee on 
Ways and Means to the possibilities for 
greatly increased revenues through the 
closing of these loopholes in the tax 
structure so that the burdens of taxation 
upon the smaller taxpayers could be re- 
duced, and in the lower brackets com- 
pletely eliminated, but so far that great 
committee has been unable to come to a 
conclusion on this troublesome question. 

I hope the Committee on Ways and 
Means will continue its effort to bring 
about the elimination of the many loop- 
holes taken advantage of by these pri- 
vate trusts and foundations and also act 
on the matter to which the gentleman 
has called attention. 

Mr. COMBS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SABATH. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Texas. 

Mr. COMBS. May I say to the distin- 
guished chairman of the Committee on 
Rules that in the tax bill of 1950 we did 
include tax provisions for certain types 
of charitable trusts. Our committee 
went pretty thoroughly into the ques- 
tion, as much so as we could in connec- 


tion with that bill. But when you get 


into the area of possible taxation of re- 
ligious institutions and matters of that 
nature, it requires a great deal of study. 
Our committee has been studying that 
subject. However, I did want the gen- 
tleman to know that we have already 
taken steps to tax certain incomes of 
charitable trusts. 

Mr. SABATH. I am glad the Com- 
mittee on Way and Means has made this 
effort, and that they will continue their 
thorough investigation and bring about 
legislation that will eliminate all the 
matters to which the gentleman from 
New York has called attention. 

Mr. JAVITS. There is no question 
about ‘the fact that the Committee on 
Ways and Means has the power to in- 
vestigate the subject to which I just re- 
ferred, about charitable foundations. 

Mr. SABATH. That is true. I thank 
the gentleman. 

Mr. Speaker, in view of the fact that 
there cennot possibly be any objection to 
this resolution I shall conclude my re- 
marks. I now yield 30 minutes to the 
gentleman from New York IMr. La- 
THAM], the author of this resolution and 
who, I understand, has agreed that it 
should be considered as amended by the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to add a very brief statement to the 
remarks of the distinguished chairman 
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of the Committee on Rules, who has been 
so kind in his discussion of this resolu- 
tion of mine, 

I want to point out that the problem 
which this resolution focuses attention 
upon is becoming more important and 
more difficult with each passing day and 
each passing month. 

The Federal Government must of ne- 
cessity raise huge tax sums to carry on 
the Government. The States on the 
other hand need money for their oper- 
ating expenses. The municipalities are 
getting into fiscal trouble—more of them 
each day, as time passes. Most of the 
big cities in this country today are ap- 
proaching fiscal crises. And the little 
taxpayer, who is being hunted and 
hounded from all three sides, is most 
confused. He does not know where his 
tax dollars are going, and he does not 
and cannot keep track of how they are 
spent. 

One or two simple little illustrations, 
I am sure, will illustrate the problem. 

Let us take the case of the gasoline 
tax. A man walks into a gas station and 
buys a single gallon of gasoline for his 
car. That sale is taxed by the Federal 
Government. It is taxed by the State 
government, and then it is hit by the 
local government—the cities, which in 
some cases impose a levy by way of the 
sales tax. 

While the man is in the gas station, he 
buys a pack of cigarettes. We know that 
the Federal Government has an 8-cent 
Federal tax on a pack of cigarettes, and 
many of the States tax another 8 cents 
for that pack of cigarettes. In some 
cities, there is a 3-cent tax on the cig- 
arettes. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LATHAM. I yield. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. I appreciate the 
remarks of the gentleman, and realize 
perhaps the urgent need for a commit- 
tee of this sort, but will not the gentle- 
man agree that the reason these taxes 
have mounted to such a large volume in 
the States, cities, municipalities, and 
the Federal Government, is the funda- 
mental monetary policy of the Govern- 
ment with our huge debt and extrava- 
gant spending of the Federal Govern- 
ment with the consequent reduction in 
the value of the dollar? 

Mr. LATHAM. I do not think there 
is much question of that. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. In other words, 
this committee then will be attempting 
to investigate something that has been 
brought about by a situation which the 
committee will not investigate at all? 
In other words, it is not investigating 
the value of the dollar or the reduction 
in the value of the dollar, and the re- 
duction in its purchasing power, but they 
will investigate the consequent results 
of the reduction of the value of the dollar 
as a result of Government policy. 

» Mr.LATHAM. The investigation will 
be carried on by the Committee on Ways 
and Means of the House. The thought 
behind this resolution is not to try to tell 
anybody which particular tax should be 
put on, and which should be taken off. 

This was recommended by the Hoover 

Commission, a nonpartisan, nonpolitical 
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expert group, and it was also recom- 
mended by the Conference of Governors, 
as well as the Council of Mayors—as I 
was saying, the thought is that by agree- 
ment, if possible, the Federal, State, and 
local governments should get together 
and separate the areas of taxation for 
each lovel of government. 

It should be done and it must be done. 
You have duplication, and you have 
waste. The Federal Government hires 
tax clerks and stenographers, and uses 
paner and makes records, and goes 
through all the red tape, and spends a 
lot of money to collect a given tax. 

The State government duplicates all 
this in many cases. The cities, the local 
governments, then further duplicate it. 
There is all that waste. 

If a tax can be imposed and efficiently 
collected, let us say by the Federal Gov- 
ernment, then why not by agreement 
let the Federal Government collect that 
tax. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LATHAM. I yield. 

Mr. GROSS. The thing I am unable 
to understand is the necessity for this 
legislation. Does not the Committee on 
Ways and Means already have the power 
to investigate overlapping and duplica- 
tion of taxes? 

Mr. LATHAM. It has. 

Mr. GROSS. I wish the gentleman 
would explain the necessity for this legis- 
lation. 

Mr. LATHAM. The Committee on 
Ways and Means has the power, and 
it has been giving much attention to 
this. But, the fact is, it is becoming 
more critical all the time and nothing 
has been done. The main function of 
this will be to fczus attention on this 
increasingly difficult and dangerous 


situation and obtain a definite recom- 


mendation by the end of this Congress. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LATHAM. I yield. 

Mr. KEATING. It seems to me that it 
might also be said to the gentleman from 
Iowa that the passage of this resolution 
will be in the nature of a mandate or 
at least an expression of congressional 
desire that they do go into this very im- 
portant question. It seems to me that 
the gentleman from New York has ap- 
proached this in an extremely construc- 
tive manner, and in a way which shows 
his own broad-minded approach to all 
these problems. I hope the gentleman 
will be with us for many years despite 
his present political activities. I should 
hate to see the value of the gentleman 
to this body lost to us. However, I do 
wish the gentleman in his present politi- 
cal activity all the best from this side 
of the aisle. 

Mr. LATHAM. I wish to thank the 
gentleman. 

Mr. OSTERTAG. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LATHAM. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr.OSTERTAG. First I want to com- 
mend the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. LatHam] for conceiving this step, 
which is most desirable. I should like 
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to say at this point, however, that this 
resolution which you have sponsored is 
certainly a step in the right direction. 
But in my judgment, it does not go half 
far enough. It seems to me that the 
time has arrived when ‘the Congress 
should recognize the need for the proper 
determination of responsibilities and 
services, as well as tax revenues as be- 
tween Federal, State, and local govern- 
ments. There is a bill pending before 
one of the committees which would 
create such a commission of intergovern- 
mental relations. That commission is 
recommended by the Hoover Commis- 
sion, and while this first step you have 
proposed is very desirable, I hope it will 
be only the forerunner of a proper study 
by a commission of relations between 
the Federal, State, and local taxing 
authorities. 

Mr. LATHAM. I thank the gentle- 
man, and I would like to say, unless this 
is done by agreement, before very long 
the taxpayers of this country are going 
to rise up and demand a constitutional 
amendment to take away the Federal 
taxing powers in certain areas. 

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. LATHAM. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Georgia. 

Mr. COX. I asked the gentleman to 
yield in order to call attention to the 
fact that the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. LATHAM] had before his committee, 
the Rules Committee of the House, a 
resolution to set up a special committee 
to conduct this investigation. When 
it was called to his attention that the 
Ways and Means Committee had given a 
great deal of time to the examination of 
this question, that the committee was 
staffed with some of the best experts 
of the country, he very readily yielded 
to the suggestion that this work be put 
into the hands of the Ways and Means 
Committee. In other words, the gen- 
tleman from New York passed up his 
resolution to set up a special committee, 
accepting the suggestion that the Ways 
and Means Committee continue its 
study of this very important question. 
His fine attitude is the thing that I want 
to call to the attention of the House. 
I can see no possible objection to this 
resolution, and I hope there will not 
be a vote cast against it. 

Mr. LATHAM., I thank the gentle- 


man. 

Mr. MCDONOUGH. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LATHAM. I yield to the gentle- 
man from California. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. I heard the gen- 
tleman address the public on the radio 
the other night, explaining this resolu- 
tion. In his explanation he stated that 
the gasoline tax, as an example, in his 
opinion should be collected by the Fed- 
eral Government. Now, if you believe 
that, do you think that if the Federal 
Government should collect all gasoline 
taxes across the country, would they then 
in turn be obligated to return to the 


States their proportionate share that 


would otherwise be collected by the 
States individually? 

Mr. LATHAM. It is quite possible 
that after separating the areas of taxa- 
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tion and assigning them to one level of 
government, in all equity and fairness 
there should be some rebate. That 
might well be worked out, as a possible 
solution. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Of course, if in 
California the Federal Government col- 
lected all of the gasoline tax, then we 
would not be able to maintain our high- 
way system unless we had a rebate of our 
share of the amount of taxes collected 
by the Federal Government back to the 
State of California. Do you mean to say 
that this method of collection should re- 
peal the obligation of the States to col- 
lect their individual taxes? 

Mr. LATHAM. Ido not say that any 

one tax should go to any one level of 
government. I just present the problem 
and say that somebody should do some- 
thing to eliminate the waste and ineffi- 
ciency that we have at the present time. 
It is not for me to go into detail and 
try to work out the problem at all. It 
is possible there should be some rebate. 
It might be it will have to be worked out 
that way. But at least we should try to 
eliminate all duplication of collection by 
three separate agencies. 
Mr. McDONOUGH. The gasoline tax 
is one tax that is very easily collected, 
Is there any other commodity that you 
know of that is now taxed that would 
come under that same category if this 
resolution were adopted and the investi- 
gation made? 

Mr. LATHAM. In fact, the United 

States Treasury report of 1946 said that 
90 percent of all Government taxes over- 
lapped. The cigarette tax, the income 
tax, the gasoline tax all overlap. 
Fou have income taxes sometimes on 
three levels of government at the present 
time. The Federal Government, the 
State, and city governments are operat- 
ing in the income-tax field. There is 
duplication of inheritance taxes; there 
is duplication of liquor taxes; there is 
duplication of amusement taxes. 

This has been studied a great deal by 
the Conference of Governors, the Council 
of Mayors, and the Hoover Commission, 
and they all urge that something should 
be done. 

This resolution I have introduced au- 
thorizes the Committee on Ways and 
Means to report back to the House its 
findings by the end of the present Con- 
gress. At that time this situation will 
be even more critical than it is today, be- 
cause every large city in the United 
States is approaching a fiscal crisis. 

I hope the resolution will be adopted. 

Mr. SABATH. In view of the intel- 
ligent and careful explanation of the 
resolution given us by the gentleman 
from New York, I cannot understand 
how there could be any possible objec- 
tion to the resolution. I, therefore, 
move the previous question on the res- 
olution. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“Resolution to authorize the Committee 
on Ways and Means of the House to in- 
vestigate and study duplication and 
overlapping of taxes.” 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 
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CONSERVATORS FOR THE ESTATES OF 
CERTAIN PERSONS IN THE DISTRICT 
OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I call up 
the conference report on the bill (S. 11) 
to provide for the appointment of con- 
servators to conserve the assets of per- 
sons of advanced age, mental weakness, 
not amounting tə unsoundness of mind, 
or physical incapacity, and ask unani- 
mous consent that the statement of the 
managers on the part of the House be 
read in lieu of the report. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ar- 
kansas? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the statement. 

The conference report and statement 
are as follows: 


CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT, No. 1026) 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the House to the bill 185 11) 
to provide for the appointment of con- 
servators to conserve the assets of persons 
of advanced age, mental weakness, not 
amounting to unsoundness of mind, or 
physical incapacity, having met, after full 
and free conference, have agreed to recom- 
mend and do recommend to their respective 
Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the House to the 
text of the bill and agree to the same with 
an amendment as follows: In lieu of the 
matter proposed to be inserted by the House 
amendment insert the following: “That if 
an adult person residing in or having prop- 
erty in the District of Columbia is unable, 
by reason of advanced age, mental weakness 
(not amounting to unsoundness of mind), 
or physical incapacity properly to care for 
his property, the United States District.Court 
for the District of Columbia may, upon his 
petition or the sworn petition of one or more 
of his relatives or any other person or per- 
sons, appoint some fit person to be con- 
servator of his property. 

“Sec. 2. Upon the filing of such petition, 
the court shall fix a time and place for a 
hearing thereon; and shall cause at least 
fourteen days’ notice thereof to be given to 
the person for whom a conservator is sought 
to be appointed, if he is not the petitioner, 
and to such other persons as the court shall 
direct. The petition shall include, among 
other things— 

“(1) the reasons for the appointment of a 
conservator; 

“(2) the name and address of the person 
for whom the conservator is sought; 

“(8) the date and place of his birth, if 
known; and 

“(4) the names and addresses of the near- 

est known heirs at law, or the next of kin, 
if any. 
The court in its discretion may appoint some 
disinterested person to act as guardian ad 
litem in any proceeding hereunder. Upon 
a finding that the person for whom the con- 
servator is sought is incapable of caring for 
his property, the court shall appoint a con- 
servator who shall have the charge and man- 
agement of the property of such person 
subject to the direction of the court. 

“Sec. 3. Such conservator before entering 
upon the discharge of his duties shall execute 
an undertaking with surety to be approved 
by the court in such maximum amount as 
the court may order, conditioned on the 


‘faithful performance of his duties as such 


conservator; and he shall have control of the 
estate, real and personal, of the person for 
whom he has been appointed conservator, 


12265 


with power to collect all debts due such per- 
son, and upon authority of the court to ad- 
just and settle all accounts owing by him, 
and to sue and be sued in his representative 
capacity. He shall apply such part of the 
annual income and such part of the principal 
of the estate of such person as the court may 
authorize to the support of such person and 
the maintenance and education of his family 
and children; and shall in all other respects 
perform the same duties and have the same 
rights and powers with respect to the prop- 
erty of such person as have guardians of the 
estates of infants. 

“Sec. 4. When any person for whom a con- 
servator has been appointed under the pro- 
visions of this act shall become competent to 
manage his property, he may apply to such 
court to have such conservator discharged 
and to be restored to the care and control of 
his property. If the court finds him to be 
competent, an order shall be entered restor- 
ing the care and control of his property to 
such person. The court shall have the same 
powers with respect to the property of any 
person for whom a conservator has been ap- 
pointed as it has with respect to the prop- 
erty of infants under guardianships. 

“Sec. 5. Upon filing of a petition as pro- 
vided by this Act the court may, with or 
without notice or hearing, appoint a tem- 
porary conservator of the estate of any person 
hereunder, if it deems such action necessary 
for the protection of such estate, subject to 
the provisions for an undertaking contained 
in section 3 hereof. Such temporary con- 
servator shall serve only until such time as 
a permanent conservator can be ee 
or until sooner discharged. 

“Sec. 6. The court, in its discretion, may. 
at any time order that the conservator or 
some other person shall be responsible for 
the personal welfare of the person whose 
property is under conservatorship. In such 
event the conservator or such other person, 
subject to the direction and control of the 
Civil Division of the court, shall have the 
same powers and duties with respect to the 
personal welfare of the said person as have 
the guardians of the persons of infants pone 
guardianships. 

“Sec. 7. Lis pendens: Upon the filing of A 
petition hereunder, a certified copy of such 
petition may be filed for record in the office 
of the Recorder of Deeds of the District of 
Columbia. If a conservator be appointed 
on such petition, all contracts, except for 
necessaries, and all transfers of real and per- 
sonal property made by the ward after such 
filing and before the termination of the 
conservatorship shall be void.” } 

And the House agree to the same. 4 

That the title of the bill be amended to 
read as follows: “An Act to provide for the 
appointment of conservators to conserve the 
assets and provide for the personal welfare 
of persons of advanced age, mental weakness, 
not amounting to unsoundness of mind, or 
physical incapacity.” 

OREN HARRIS, 

T. G. ABERNETHY, 

JoserH P. O'HARA. 
Ma.cgers on the Part of the House. 

JOHN O. PASTORE, 

WILLIS SMITH, 

JOHN M. BUTLER, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT 
. The managers on the part of the House at 
the conference on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses on the amendments of the 
‘House to the bill (S. 11) to provide for the 
appointment of conservators to conserve the 
assets of persons of advanced age, mental 
weakness, not amounting to unsoundness of 
mind, or physical incapacity, submit the fol- 
‘lowing statement in explanation of the effect 
jof the action agreed upon by the conferees 
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and recommended in the accompanying con- 
ference report: 

The House amendment was passed in lieu 
of all of the Senate bill after the enacting 
clause. The accompanying conference re- 
port recommends the adoption of a sub- 
stitute for both the Senate bill and the 
House amendment. 

The differences between the House amend- 
ment and the conference substitute, except 
for merely formal differences and minor 
clerical and conforming changes, are ex- 
plained below. 

The first section of the Senate bill pro- 
vided for the appointment of conservators 
to conserve the property of individuals re- 
siding or having property in the District of 
Columbia who, by reason of advanced age, 
mental weakness (not amounting to un- 
soundness of mind), or physical incapacity 
are incapable of caring for such property. 
The House amendment included a clause 
providing for such appointments in certain 
additional cases where such individuals, be- 
cause of gambling, idleness, or debauchery, so 
spend or waste their estates or injure their 
persons as to be likely to expose themselves 
or their families to want or suffering. The 
first section of the conference substitute 
omits the clause which was added by the 
House amendment and adopts substantially 
the language of the Senate bill, except that 
the application of the section is limited in 
terms to adults, as it was in the House 
amendment, in order to show clearly that it 
ts not intended to supplant existing laws re- 
lating to the property of minors. 

Section 2 of the conference substitute, 
following the House amendment, lists some 
of the information which is to be included 
in the petition for a conservator, but omits 
the House language specifically requiring 
that the petition designate the proposed 
conservator and describe the property and 
debts of the person for whom the conserva- 
tor is sought. 

The House amendment provided for — 
appointment of guardians of the 
well as of the property, of the individuals 
referred to in the first section, while the 
Senate bill provided only for conservators of 
the property of such individuals. The con- 
ference substitute generally follows the Sen- 
ate bill and strikes out all references to per- 
sonal „but adds a new section 6 
which provides that the court may at any 
time order that the conservator or some other 
person shall be responsible for the personal 
welfare of the individual whose property is 
under conservatorship. 

Since responsibility for the personal wel- 
fare of individuals under conservatorship is 
exclusively provided for under the new sec- 
tion 6, the conference substitute omits the 
authority (which was contained in sec. 4 of 
the House amendment) for appointment of 
more than one guardian for any one individ- 
ual, and uses the Senate term “conservator” 
throughout in lieu of the House term 
“guardian”, 

The conference substitute embodies sec- 
tion 8 of the House amendment, which pro- 


vided that all contracts (except for neces- ` 
saries) and property transfers made by an 


individual under conservatorship shall be 


void. The corresponding section of the Sen- 


ate bill provided only that contracts and 
business transactions of any such individual 
shall be presumed to be a fraud upon the 
conservator. 


The title of the conference substitute is, 
the same as the title of the Senate bill, ex- 
cept that additional language has been in- 


serted to indicate that (in sec. 6 of the con- 

ference substitute) the personal welfare of 

individuals whose property is under conser- 

vatorship has been adequately provided for. 
OREN HARRIS, 


Managers on the Part of the House. 
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Mr. FARRIS, Mr. Speaker, this con- 
ference report agreed to by the House 
and Senate conferees on Senate bill 11, 
a bill which would provide for the ap- 
pointment of conservators in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia to protect the interests 
of persons incapable of managing their 
own property. There was one point of 
difference on this legislation as passed 
by the House and the Senate. The term 
“guardian” was proviced in the House 
bill by an amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Minnesota ([Mr. 
O’Haral and the term “conservator” as 
passed in the Senate bi". 

The conferees have agreed on a new 
section, sectiun 6, which clarifies the 
issue with reference to responsibility for 
the personal welfare of an individual 
under conservatorship appointment. 
This is a very good conference report. 
It is legislation I think needed in the 
District of Columbia. 

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous 
question on the conference report. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The conference report was agreed to. 

A motion to ee was laid on the 
table. 


THE PRESIDENT’S CENSORSHIP ORDER 


Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. If there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HALLECK, Mr. Speaker, like 
most Americans, I am appalied by the 
censorship order handed down Wednes- 
day by President Truman. In the guise 
of protecting the Nation from its ene- 
mies, Mr. Truman has issued a directive 
whose real purpose can only be to protect 
his administration from the American 
people. 

A free press is the first guardian of 
democracy. In the past few years we 
have witnessed countless examples of 
how diligent, truth-seeking newspaper- 
men have served the cause of democracy 
in our own land by unearthing and ex- 
posing incredible rascality and skuldug- 
gery in the top circles of the Truman ad- 
ministration. The 5-percent scandals in- 
volving the White House were first dis- 
closed by a courageous newspaper. The 
American Lithofold scandal was first 
broken by another enterprising news- 
paper. There are innumerable other 
cases where betrayals of democracy 
would never have come to the attention 
of the people except for a press that was 
determined to get the truth. 


Now President Truman is seeking to 


change all that. His censorship order 


gives every agency and department of the, 


Government the absolute power to decide 
what information shall be given out to 
the people and what shall be kept from 
them. These agency heads are absolute 
ezars unto themselves. When they order 
the iron curtain down it stays down—a 
gag on the press and radio of the Nation. 
Even Members of Congress may be denied 


the information they need to conduct the 


affairs of Congress. 
Mr. Truman’s censorship is completely 
alien to the spirit of America and our 
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Republic. What have we in the White 
House, a Pennsylvania Avenue Peron? 


CANADA TURNS DOWN PRICE CONTROL 


Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute, to revise and extend 
my remarks and to include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MCDONOUGH. Mr. Speaker, this 
is for the interest of those who are con- 
fused with the orders out of the OPS 
office and those who voted against the 
price-control bill, a small item from the 
Associated Press Service of yesterday, 
reading as follows: 

FINANCE MINISTER REJECTS Price CONTROL 
FOR CANADA 

Orrawa, September 26.—No price ceilings 
for Canada, her Finance Minister says. 

The Minist::, Douglas Abbott, said in a 
broadcast last. night that a temporary re- 
duction in living standards is the price Ca- 
nadians must pay for freedom and security. 

M. J. Coldwell, Socialist Party leader, had 
called on Mr. Abbott to institute price ceil- 
ings. 

Mr. Abbott said that in World War II, price 
control played only a small part in the at- 
tack on inflation. A tough taxation policy 
and an intense saving program were the 
government's. chief weapons then. 

He declared that prices in the last 6 
months have been rising faster in Britain, 
which has a: complete control system, than 
in either Canada or the United States. 


We should learn a sound economic 
lesson from the Finance Minister of 
Canada on price control. 

The price-control policy of the Tru- 
man administration will never cure in- 
flation as long as they continue their 
policy of extravagant deficit spending. 

We need a pay-as-you-go tax policy 
which must be accompanied with a cau- 
tion as you spend, not a spend as you 
please all over the world policy. There 
is a bottom to our money barrel. There 
is a limit to the people’s patience. And 
it is my opinion that the Truman ad- 
ministration has hit both. 


COMMITTES ON ARMED SERVICES 


Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Armed Services may have until tid- 
night tomorrow to file a report on the 
bill H. R. 5426, which is a Reserve matter, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Louisana : 


2 
There was no objection. 


GOV. WILLIAM S. BEARDSLEY, OF THE 
STATE OF IOWA { 


Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise Ane 
extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. If there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
was greatly interested and very much 
disturbed by recent press reports which 
stated that Gov. William S. Beardsley,’ 
of the great midwestern State of Iowa, 
had sent a check of $13,000 to the Bu- 
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reau of Internal Revenue to pay back 
income taxes, fines, and assessments. 

The people of our country deserve the 
best in their elected officials no matter 
what party they belong to. Anyone who 
is paying $13,000 in back taxes is either 
a poor keeper of his own accounts or 
someone who has violated the laws of 
his country. No matter what the reason, 
he hardly deserves to be responsible for 
the destiny of one of our most important 
States. 

I understand that Governor Beards- 
ley’s tax case is a rather fantastic story. 
Perhaps the most fantastic thing of all 
is the Governor’s statement, as quoted 
in the Des Moines Register for Thurs- 
day, September 13, in which he admits 
that he has offered to settle his income- 
tax case for $13,000, and says that it is 
purely a personal matter. Since when, 
Mr. Speaker, is the integrity of the Gov- 
ernor of a great State purely a personal 
matter? This is certainly a matter 
which we should watch closely and even 
consider for possible criminal investi- 
gation. 

Mr. Speaker, I have noticed accounis 
in Iowa newspapers that the Attorney 
General of the United States is being 
quoted as saying that this case will be 
handled objectively and that no attempt 
will be made to prosecute the Governor, 
This is certainly in contrast, Mr. Speak- 
er, with the smear campaigns waged by 
certain irresponsible elements in the Re- 
publican Party. 


WASTE 


Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. If there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, 
I hold in my hand a large heavy kraft 
envelope measuring about 12 by 16 
inches. To me this is symbolic of a lot 
of the flagrant waste in our Government 
which not only should be but could be 
corrected, I think, by a little admoni- 
tion from the Committee on Appro- 
priations. 

As to the cost of this envelope, it might 
not be great, but I believe in that old 
saying that if we watch our pennies the 
dollars will take care of themselves. 

Enclosed within this envelope were two 
sheets of mimeographed paper, a very 
important publication from the Board of 
United States Civil Service Examiners, 
notifying me of an examination which 
was being held down at Fort Leonard 
Wood, Mo. There is a waste of paper 
here. All of this could have been put 
on one sheet and enclosed in a cheap 
manila envelope and it would have ac- 
complished all of the purposes desired. 


ANNOUNCEMENT 


Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Speaker, may I ask 
that the Recorp show I am back on the 
floor after having been excused officially 
on Un-American Activities Committee 
work in California? = 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman’s 
statement undoubtedly will be proof that 
he is here. 
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REDUCTION OF VETERANS’ FACILITIES 


Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute, to revise 
and extend my remarks, and include an 
article from the Boston Globe. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I have a letter from the 
Veterans’ Administration office at Bos- 
ton protesting the removal of the VA 
district office from Massachusetts. There 
is also included an article from the Bos- 
ton Sunday Globe in which it is stated 
that the manager of the regional office 
at Boston has said that the men who 
should receive training and subsistence 
checks month by month will not get 
them until January due to curtailment 
of personnel from 173 to 49. If the cut 
in personnel act that went through the 
Congress cripples the service to the vet- 
erans and they are not going to get the 
money they are justly entitled to I think 
this personnel should be restored. - 

The letter and article referred to fol- 
lows: 

Wipows Wortp War I, 
CHAPTER No. 6, 

Framingham, Mass., September 24, 1951. 
The Honorable EDITH Nourse ROGERS, 

Congressional Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dran Mrs. Rocers: As president of 
Framingham Chapter No, 6, also junior vice 
of Massachusetts State chapter, I am ap- 
pealing to you in regard to the return of 
the VA office to Boston. 

Enclosed is a clipping from the Boston 
Globe; reading it you will understand why 
we do need this office returned. It is caus- 
ing many hardships already. Not only for 
all those widows who have been thrown out 
of their positions but the veterans as well. 

Our Mrs. Reynolds told us at our meeting 
last week how very nice you were to her 
while in Washington. May I take this op- 
portunity to thank you for your gracious- 
ness to her. You have been a very great 
help to our organization and all the widows 
of World War I appreciate all you have done 
for them. 

Thanking you again, I am 

Respectfully yours, 
HELEN E. GIMSKIE. 


[From the Boston (Mass.) Sunday Globe of 
September 23, 1951] 
GI BILL STUDENTS WARNED OF DELAY IN 
SUBSISTENCE CHECKS 

Massachusetts GI-bill students will be hit 
in the pocketbooks as a result of a major 
cut in personnel handling Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration subsistence checks, it was an- 
nounced yesterday. 

Manager William J. Blake, of the VA’s Bos- 
ton regional office, warned GI students they 
had better plan to support themselves until 
January—at which time it is expected the 
checks will be in the mails. 

More than 24,000 students in Massachu- 
setts colleges, universities, and other schools 
are expected to be affected. 

Blame for the delay was laid to the re- 
duction of employees handling the process- 
ing of the checks from 173 to 49. 

Blake said the employees had been lopped 
from the processing section due to “budget- 
ary limitations.” 

Checks—when finally mailed—will be ret- 
pera to the date the student started 
classes, 
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FLOOD CONTROL DISASTER 
APPROPRIATIONS 


Mr. SCRIVNER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks and include a portion of a 
letter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

There was no objection. r 

Mr. SCRIVNER. Mr. Speaker, I was 
glad to have the assurance of the gentle- 
man from Missouri [Mr. Cannon] that 
the flood relief bill will be reported the 
first of next week and also the assurance 
of the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. McCormack], the majority leader, 
that when it is reported it will be taken 
up, perhaps next week. 

Mr. Speaker, in connection with flood 
relief I have received a letter from a con- 
stituent this morning. This is not un- 
usual, but this letter happens to be my 
No. 1 constituent, Mrs. Scrivner, who is 
home at this time. Here is what she 
wrote me after she had made a visit to 
the flood-devastated area in Kansas 
City, Kans.: 

If they could just see that desolate, gray, 
mud-covered stinking mass of rubble, block 
after block, with signs “condemned” on it, 
Congress would understand the need for help 
immediately, Seeing Armourdale with water 
over it was nothing to what it looks like now. 
It is a ghost town, no lights, no sewers, no 
people. It is nothing but a stinking mass of 
mud-covered ruins that were once homes. 


Mr. Speaker, I hope that next week we 
will be able to remedy some of these 
conditions and bring relief to these peo- 
ple. The need is great. The need is 
now. 

Mr. Speaker, Congress must not ad- 
journ without passing a law which will 
help these flood refugees. 

Surely if the United States can ladle 
out billions for war refugees all over 
the world we can send a few millions to 
our own hard-hit citizens, refugees from 
oo of the Nation’s most disastrous 


CONTROLS 


Mr. WOOD of Idaho. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Idaho? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WOOD of Idaho. Mr. Speaker, 
life, faculties, production—in other 
words, individuality, liberty, property— 
this is man. Life, liberty, and property 
do not exist because men have made laws. 
On the contrary, it was the fact that life, 
liberty, and property existed beforehand 
that caused men to make laws in the 
first place. 

What then is law? It is the collective 
organization of the individual right to 
lawful defense of his person, his liberty, 
and his property. And the common 
force that protects the collective right 
cannot logically have any other purpose, 
or any other mission than that for which 
it acts as a substitute. Thus, since an 
individual cannot lawfully use force 
against the person, liberty, or property of 
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another individual, then the common 
force—for the same reason—cannot law- 
fully be used to destroy the person, 
liberty, or property of individuals or 
groups. 

If this is true, then nothing can be 
more evident than this: The law is the 
organization of the natural right of law- 
ful defense. Collective law is the or- 
ganization of the extension of the nat- 
ural right of lawful defense. And if a 
nation were to be thus founded on this 
basis, and if such law can be incorporated 
into a written constitution—as was 
ours—then such a nation would have the 
most simple, easy to accept, economical, 
limited, nonoppressive, just, and en- 
during government imaginable. So our 
founding fathers thought, planned, and 
wrote such law into our own Constitu- 
tion. They publicly stated that govern- 
ment was best which governed least. 

And hence very few powers were 
granted to the Federal Government by 
the sovereign people. Among them were 
such functions as these: to provide for 
the common defense, to provide for the 
common happiness, to conduct foreign 
affairs, to supervise dealings between the 
individual States, to coin money and 
regulate the value thereof, to establish 
and maintain a just system of weights 
and measures, to establish post offices 
and post roads, and, through the append- 
ed Bill of Rights, to maintain and sup- 
port the enormous system of individual 
rights possessed by each citizen. They 
were not to create these latter rights— 
their delegated function was merely to 
defend them against lawless and pred- 
atory groups, and most of all against 
government itself. 

So long, and to the extent that our 
Government adhered to the very spirit 
and letter of the Constitution, we were 
a happy and prosperous people, the 
Mecca of the hopes of the world, and 
a light set upon a hill. All of our 
troubles—and they are many—have 
sprung from our departure into unjust, 
unlawful, ill-advised, and ruinous experi- 
ments, which may have seemed attrac- 
tive and expedient, but which ran con- 
trary to the defense of life, liberty, and 
individual property guaranteed to each 
American citizen in the Constitution. 

Such an invasion of life, liberty, and 
property is now forced upon us in the 
matter of controls. Inasmuch as they 
violate the individual rights to unlimited 
production of consumer goods, subject 
only to the natural law of supply and 
demand, substituting totalitarian and 
unconstitutional fiats for the regula- 
tion, and sometimes destruction of pri- 
vate property, or the right of the in- 
dividual to choose the time and place 
of his market, they are always un- 
sound laws, contrary both to the Consti- 
tution and to the natural law of supply 
and demand. 

Bizarre and fantastic reasons are 
urged for their use; all of them unsound 
and untrue if measured by the principles 
of law set forth above. The right to pro- 
duce and market your product as you 
will is just as basic as that of begetting 
children, and preserving the family line, 
or the right to worship God as you 
please. To the law and the Constitution; 
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if they agree not with these, it is be- 
cause there is no truth in them. 

Time and again history has proven 
there are five milestones upon the high- 
way toward a totalitarian state: 

First. Emergency powers granted to 
the Executive. 

Second. Money and exchange control 
usurped by the Executive, or granted 
to him. 

Third. Conscription, or universal mil- 
itary training in peacetime. 

Fourth. Controls of production, mar- 
keting, and sometimes destruction of 
consumer goods, 

Fifth. Control of the press, and other 
media of the exchange of ideas. 

Even a cursory examination of our 
present condition as a suffering state 
will point to the fact that we have 
traveled a long way down the broad 
highway toward a totalitarian state. 

There is a tendency in a controlled so- 
ciety to bring into existence a great 
army of officials feeding and breeding 
upon paper. It becomes the age-old 
process of reducing a free nation, nay 
the palladium of freedom, to serfdom. 
Under emergency controls—not to men- 
tion a system of permanent controls, 
presently demanded by the Chief Exec- 
utive—power becomes irresponsible, like 
a high tension wire cut loose. When in- 
dividuals in charge of controls may do 
this or that, merely by signing a paper, 
the doctrine of collective governmental 
responsibility collapses, and the limits 
of departmental authority become 
blurred, so that no cohesive government 
or collective authority remains, 

An English writer, speaking of the men 
rarer out controls after the last war 

The people of Britain accepted controls as 
uncomplainingly as they had accepted the 
war. They did not see the enemy who crept 
upon them behind their backs. Froglike, 
these little men, charged with the execution 


. of controls, clambered upon their backs and, 


barnacle-like, they clung when the emer- 
gency was over. 


Another British writer, speaking of 
controls, said: 

Controls are a knife held at the country’s 
throat, and none may know who shall seize 
it next. Controls make a vast prison house 
for free peoples. The peoples in a controlled 
state are digging their own graves. 


And Mr. Churchill said, speaking of 
controls in England: 

They are wholly wrong and evil measures; 
we need wholly different measures to restore 
our liberty to live, work, build, and trade. 


History and the march of time have 
shown how prophetic these words were 
for Britain. But let us not forget that 
totalitarianism can thrive in any clime, 
amongst any people, no matter how com- 
plete their former freedoms—and it can 
happen here. Let us see to it that we 
do not forge our own chains through 
temporary or permanent controls to 
carry us the rest of the way toward a 
militaristic, fascistic power state. 

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mr. BENNETT of Florida asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House, following the legislative program 
and any special orders heretofore en- 
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tered, for 10 minutes on Monday next, 
October 1, the one hundredth anniver- 
sary of the writing of Swanee River, by 
Stephen Collins Foster. 


COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS 


Mr. LARCADE. Mr. Speaker, at the 
request of the chairman of the Commit- 
tee on Public Works, I ask unanimous 
consent that that committee be per- 
mitted to sit during the session of the 
House this afternoon during general 


debate. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Louisiana? 

There was no objection. 


PLACING ON PUBLIC RECORD INFORMA- 
TION CONCERNING INCOMES OF GOV- 
ERNMENT OFFICIALS—MESSAGE FROM 
THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 244) 


The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following message from the Presi- 
dent of the United States, which was 
read and referred to the Committee on 
the Judiciary and ordered to be printed: 


To the Congress of the United States: 

I recommend that the Congress enact 
legislation requiring officials in all 
branches of the Government to place on 
the public record each year full infor- 
mation concerning their incomes from 
all sources, public and private. I be- 
lieve this will be an important step in 
assuring the integrity of the public serv- 
ice and in protecting Government offi- 
cials against false and unfounded 
charges of improper conduct. 

The overwhelming majority of the 
people who are working for the Federal 
Government in the legislative, judicial, 
and executive branches are decent, hon- 
est, and upright citizens who are doing 
their very best in the public interest. 
I believe that the standards of conduct 
now prevailing in the Government serv- 
ice compare favorably with those of the 
past and with the standards now prevail- 
ing in business and the professions, 
Nevertheless, it should be our constant 
aim to improve these standards. As the 
burdens of the Government increase 
during this defense period, and more and 
more citizens enter into business or fi- 
nancial dealing with the Government, it 
is particularly necessary to tighten up 
on our regulatory procedures, and to be 
sure that uniformly high legal and moral 
standards apply to all phases of the re- 
lationship between the citizen and his 
Government. 

In operations as large as those of our 
Government today, with so much de- 
pending on official action in the Congress 
and in the executive agencies, there are 
bound to be attempts by private citizens 
or special interest groups to gain their 
ends by illegal or improper means. Un- 
fortunately, there are sometimes cases 
where members of the executive and 
legislative branches yield to the tempta- 
tion to let their public acts be swayed by 
private interest. We must thérefore be 
constantly on the alert to prevent il- 
legal or improper couduct, and to dis- 
cover and punish any instances of it 
that may occur. 
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We must also guard against the danger 
that the misconduct oi a few will result 
in unwarranted suspicion and distrust 
of the honesty of al! Government 
Officials. 

In recent months, there has been 
something amounting to a deliberate ef- 
fort to discredit the Government service. 
Attempts have been made through im- 
plication and innuendo, and by exag- 
geration and distortion of the facts in a 
few cases, to create the impression that 
graft and corruption are running ramp- 
ant through the whole Government. 

To my mind the most disturbing fea- 
ture of the charges and rumors stirred 
up by these attempts is their effect on the 
confidence of the American people in 
their Government and in all the indi- 
viduals who make up the Government. 
I am told that people all around the 
country are getting a mistaken and a 
distorted impression that the Govern- 
ment is full of evildoers, full of men and 
women with low standards of morality, 
full of people who are lining their own 
pockets and disregarding the public in- 
terest. 

This is a terrible distortion of the true 
facts about our Government. It would 
be tragic if our citizens came to believe it. 
It would be tragic for the American peo- 
ple themselves to have such an idea 
about their Government, and it would be 
a terrible tragedy for all those who serve 
within the Government. None of us can 
afford to let the whole body of public 
Officials be given a bad name by accusa- 
tions, rumors, and sensational publicity 
tending to smear everybody. 

I believe the best thing we can do to 
spike this effort to discredit Government 
officials is to place all the facts right on 
the record. The facts themselves are 
the best cure for public doubts and un- 
certainty. 

I recommend, therefore, that the Con- 
gress promptly enact a statute which will 
require all full-time civilian prcsidential 
appointees, including members of the 
Federal bench; all elected officers of the 
Federal Government, including Mem- 
bers of the Congress; and all other top 
officials and employees of the three 
branches of the Government—say those 
receiving salaries of $10,000 or more, 
plus flag and general officers of the 
armed services—to file annually a state- 
ment of their total incomes, including 
amounts over and above their Govern- 
ment salaries, and the sources of this 
outside income. Consideration should 
also be given to requiring other Govern- 
ment employees to file such statements 
if their outside income exceeds a spec- 
ified amount—perhaps $1,000 a year. 
Some items which are not ordinarily 
counted as income, such as gifts and 
loans, should be included in the state- 
ments filed under this statute. Penal- 
ties for willful violation of this statute 
should be equivalent to those for viola- 
tion of the laws relating to the Bling of 
income tax returns. 

These statements when filed We be 
made accessible to the public. 

Such public disclosure will, in my opin- 
ion, help to prevent illegal or improper 
conduct and at the same time protect 
Government officers from unfounded 
suspicions, 
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The majority of Federal employees 
have no income of consequence other 
than their official salaries. Some of our 
best public servants, on the other hand, 
do have sizable amounts of outside in- 
come. The great public service that is 
being rendered today by many men who 
have been successful in business or other 
forms of endeavor demonstrates that no 
distinction can be drawn between these 
two groups in terms of the public good, 
The disclosure of current outside in- 
come, however, will strike at the danger 
of gifts or other inducements made for 
the purpose of influencing official action, 
and at the danger of outside interests 
affecting public decisions. 

A disclosure of all sources of outside 
income will be of obvious help in track- 
ing down any case of wrongdoing. Fur- 
thermore, the mere existence of a re- 
quirement that such disclosure be made 
pbs act as a deterrent to improper con- 

uct. 

If an official of an executive agency 
knew that he would have to disclose the 
fact that he accepted a gift or loan from 
a private company with which he has 
public business, or if a Member of Con- 
gress who is on a committee concerned 
with a certain industry knew that he 
would have to disclose the fact that he 
accepted a fee from a company in that 
industry, I believe the chances are that 
such gifts or fees would not be accepted. 

Such a disclosure procedure will also 
serve to protect officials and legislators 
from widespread misunderstanding on 
the part of the public. Our citizens will 
be able to see for themselves that the 
talk about corruption and enrichment in 
public office is grossly exaggerated. 

As a general rule, I do not like to see 
public officials, or any other particular 
group, subjected to rules and require- 
ments which do not apply to the rest of 
the population. But at the same time, 
public office is a privilege, not a right. 
And people who accept the privilege of 
holding office in the Government, must 
of necessity expect that their entire con- 
duct should be open to inspection by the 
people they are serving. With all the 
questions that are being raised today 
about the probity and honesty of public 
officials, I think all of us should be pre- 
pared to place the facts about our in- 
come on the public record. We should be 
willing to do this in the public interest, 
if the requirement is applied equally and 
fairly to the officials of all three 
branches of our Government. This is 
the best protection we can give ourselves 
and all of our coworkers against the 
charge of widespread graft and favorit- 
ism in the public service. 

I know of no other single step that will 
do so much good so quickly in protecting 
the reputations of our public servants 
and at the same time in producing con- 
crete indications of any really question- 
able practices. 

Much the same considerations apply 
also, I believe, to those people who hold 
the principal positions of responsibility 
in our great political parties. Of course, 
these offices are not Government posi- 
tions. But those who hold them are nec- 
essarily brought into very close contact 
with the Government. And our major 


political parties have traditionally been_ 
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so much a part of our whole system of 
rovernment, that those responsible for 
the conduct of party business are in fact, 
if not in law, charged with a real public 
responsibility. For that reason, I would 
favor including the principal national 
party officials and employees among 
those persons required to file annual 
income statements along the lines I have 
described. 

The legislation I have here recom- 
mended should be passed as soon as pos- 
sible. If action cannot be completed 
before adjournment of the present ses- 
sion, then I earnestly hope that the 
Congress will finish the task as soon as 
it reconvenes. We should lose no time 
in placing all the facts before the coun- 
try, and in clearing up those false im- 
pressions that are injurious to the prop- 
er functioning of our Governmert. 

I believe also that both the Congress 
and the Executive should continue to 
search for other means, legislative and 
administrative alike, to reassure the 
American people about the high stand- 
ards of their Government and to make 
sure that those high standards continue 
to be maintained by every individual 
who holds public office. 

Harry S. TRUMAN. 

THE WHITE House, September 27, 1951. 


PRIVILEGES OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise to a question of the privi- 
lege of the House. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. The Chair does wish that when 
Members are going to rise to a question 
of personal privilege they would give the 
Chair an opportunity to look over the 
material they have. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I will be 
very glad to do that when time permits. 
However, I am certain the Chair is 
familiar with the precedents in all mat- 
ters of this nature. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair is, but he 
is not familiar with what the gentleman 
has in his hand. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. That is 
true. Under the usual procedure it is 
my intention to read the statement, 
3 in my opinion justifies the privi- 

e. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman is 
baai a to state the question of privi- 

ege. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, a point of 
order. To rise to a question of the privi- 
lege of the House, the gentleman must 
offer a resolution. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I thank 
the gentleman from Mississippi. I am 
aware. of the rule and the practice. I 
have the resolution in my hand. 

Mr. RANKIN. If you are going to of- 
fer a resolution, that is all right, but if 
you are not going to offer a resolution 
you cannot rise to a question of the privi- 
lege of the House. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Of that, 
as I intimated a moment ago, I am well 
aware. But again, I thank the gentle- 
man for his consideration. Permit a 
repetition I have what I consider a proper 
resolution in my hand, 

The SPEAKER. It is a question of 
whether the resolution is in order. That 
has not been determined. 
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Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker; I rise to a question of a privi- 
lege of the House. I have a resolution 
which I desire to offer but wish, first, to 
state the facts which justify the privilege, 

It appears from page 12098 of the Con- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD of yesterday, Septem- 
ber 26, 195°, that in the other body, a 
Member of that body from Michigan, 
among other things, from the floor of 
that body made the following state- 
ment: 


Now, Mr. President, I should like to ad- 
dress myself briefly to the allegations and 
insinuations uf the Representative from the 
Second District of Michigan, Mr. MEADER. 

According to the newspaper clippings 
reaching me from the Republican National 
Committee, Mr. MEADER and others have 
charged that the Democratic Party in Michi- 
gan is selling jobs in the Post Office Depart- 
ment. That, Mr. President, is what I meant 
by a political smear. Mr. Meaper is a lawyer. 
I am surprised that he is reaching conclu- 
sions before the evidence is in. He has 
reached his conclusion on the basis of the 
fund-solicitation letter plus one letter from 
a constituent who complains that, as a vet- 
eran, he was passed over unlawfully for a 
postmaster’s appointment. I immediately 
asked Mr. Meaper for the identity of this 
man. 

Mr. Meaper refused to let me know the 
identity of the man. 

Mr. Meaper must be acquainted with the 
civil-service and post-office laws and regula- 
tions governing these matters. He must 
know that without cause a veteran cannot 
possibly be passed over by a nonveteran. The 
rest of his anonymous correspondent’s com- 
plaint deals with hearsay. 


The foregoing language which assails 
a Member of the House constitutes a 
breach of privilege. Inasmuch as the 
House is without authority to itself act 
to correct the foregoing, I send to the 
Clerk’s desk the following resolution: 

House Resolution 441 

Resolved, That the language published in 
the daily CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on Wednes- 
day, September 26, 1951, on page 12377, in the 
report of an address to the Senate by the 
Senator from Michigan, Mr. Moopy, is im- 
proper, unparliamentary, and a reflection on 
the character of a Member of the House, the 
gentleman from Michigan, Mr. MEADER, and 
constitutes a breach of privilege and is cal- 
culated to create unfriendly relations and 
conditions between the House of Represent- 
atives and the Senate: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution 
be transmitted to the Senate and that the 
Senate be requested to take appropriate ac- 
tion concerning the subject. 


Mr. Speaker, the precedent for this ac- 
tion is found in Eighth Cannon’s Prece- 
dents, page 231, section 2516. From that 
precedent it appears that on August 18, 
1921, a Member of the other body made 
certain remarks referring, though not by 
name, to a Member of the House, which 
reflected upon the House Member’s in- 
tegrity in his representative capacity. 

On August 22, following, a question of 
privilege was raised and a resolution, 
similar to the one which has been sent 
to the Clerk’s desk, was adopted by the 
House and a copy was sent to the other 
body. Subsequently, on a unanimous- 
consent request in the other body, the 
matter referred to in the resolution was 
expunged from the Recorp. The pur- 


he 
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pose of this resolution, if that be the 
sense of the Senate, is to call for similar 
action with reference to the language 
used yesterday and which, by name, 
challenged the integrity of the Member 
of the House from Michigan, Mr. MEADER, 
in his representative capacity. 

Mr. Speaker, it will be noted that I 
have referred to a Member of the other 
body by name, but I followed word for 
word, except as to identity, a previous 
resolution and ruling by a former Speak- 
er of the House to which reference has 
been made. I sent a resolution to the 
Clerk’s desk. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Michigan offers a resolution which the 
Clerk will report, 

The Clerk read as follows: 

House Resolution 441 

Resolved, That the language published in 
the daily CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on Wednes- 
day, September 26, 1951, on page 12377, in the 
report of an address to the Senate by the 
Senator from Michigan, Mr. Moopy, is im- 
proper, unparliamentary, and a reflection on 
the character of a Member of the House, the 
gentleman from Michigan, Mr. MEADER, and 
constitutes a breach of privilege and is cal- 
culated to create unfriendly relations and 
conditions between the House of Representa- 
tives and the Senate: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be 
transmitted to the Senate and that the Sen- 


ate be requested to take appropriate action 
concerning the subject. 


Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, may I be heard for 1 minute on 
the resolution? 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman may 
proceed for a minute. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, it is not my desire to argue this 
matter. The issue is clear. Argument 
would only tend to aggravate the situ- 
ation. My desire is to promote comity 
between the Senate and the House. My 
request is that the resolution be adopted. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the resolution. 

The resolution was agreed to. 


A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


UNITY OF IRELAND 


Mr. DELANEY. Mr. Speaker, by di- 
rection of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 430 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Resolved, That immediately upon the adop- 
tior of this resolution it shall be in order to 
move that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union for the consideration of the 
resolution (H. Res. 82) to provide for the 
unity of Ireland. That after general debate, 
which shall be confined to the resoluticn and 
continue not to exceed 1 hour, to be equally 
divided and controlled by the chairman and 
ranking minority member of the Commit- 
tee on Foreign Affairs, the resolution shall 
be read for amendment under the 5-minute 
Tule. At the conclusion of the considera- 
tion of the resolution for amendment, the 
Committee shall rise and report the reso- 
lution to the House with such amendments 
as may have been adopted and the previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the resolution and amendments thereto to 
final passage without intervening motion 
except one motion to recommit. 


SEPTEMBER 27 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I make the point of order that a quorum 
is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
move a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 


[Roll No. 185] 

Allen, La. Elston Murphy 
Anf uso Fisher Murray, Wis. 
Bailey Hébert Patterson 
Baker Heller Philbin 
Bender Hess Potter 
Bentsen Hinshaw Powell 
Boggs, Del. Holifield Rabaut 

„ La. Howell Redden 
Breen Irving Regan 
Brown, Ohio Jackson, Calif. Rivers 
Busbey James Sadlak 
Carnahan Kelley, Pa St. George 
Case Kennedy Scott, Hardie 
Chatham Keogh Simpson, Pa, 
Cole, N. Y. Kersten, Wis. Steed 
Cooley King Stigler 
Corbett Lucas Taylor 
Coudert McCulloch Thomas 
Crosser McMillan Thornberry 
Davis, Tenn Martin, Mass. Tollefson 
Dawson Miller, Calif. Vinson 
Deane Morrison Wigglesworth 
Dorn Morton Willis 
Doughton Moulder Wood, Ga. 
Eberharter Mumma 


The SPEAKER. On this roll call 356 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro- 
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 

UNITY OF IRELAND 


The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
New York [Mr. DELANEY]. 

Mr. DELANEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
30 minutes to the gentleman from IIli- 
nois [Mr. ALLEN]. Pending that I yield 
myself 5 minutes, and I ask unanimous 
consent to revise and extend my re- 
marks. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DELANEY. Mr. Speaker, this 
resolution makes in order House Resolu- 
tion 82, the Fogarty resolution. It was 
reported favorably by the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

The purpose of this resolution may be 
stated simply: It expresses the sense of 
this House that the Republic of Ireland 
should embrace the entire territory of 
Ireland unless the clear majority of all 
the people of Ireland, in a free plebiscite, 
determine and declare to the contrary. 

House Resolution 82 is in line with the 
language and spirit of a resolution 
adopted by the Sixty-fifth Congress, in 
1919, declaring that the people of Ire- 
land should have the right to determine 
the form of government under which 
they desire to live. 

The action by the Congress in 1919 
rec: the history of the partition of 
Ireland. That history may be traced to 
December 14, 1918, when a general elec- 
tion was held in Ireland, under British 
law, and while a British Army occupied 
Ireland. In that election the chief issue 
was whether the Irish, exercising their 
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right to self-determination proclaimed 
by the victorious allies in World War I, 
would declare their Nation independent. 
The result was an overwhelming ma- 
jority in favor of independence. 

In pursuance of this expression of the 
national will the elected representatives 
of the Irish people assembled in Dublin 
on January 21, 1919, declared Ireland an 
independent Nation and established a 
government and legislature. 

The British Parliament refused to 
recognize the right of the Irish people to 
make laws for their own country. In 
1920, the Parliament passed a statute 
by which the Irish nation was parti- 
tioned. No Irishman from any part of 
Ireland, north or south, voted for that 
statute. It was enacted by the votes cf 
representatives of English, Scottish, and 
Welsh constituencies. 

To force this unwanted partition on 
Ireland, the British Government sent 
the Black and Tans into Ireland. Mar- 
tial law was declared, and a reign of 
terrorism launched. The partition was 
carried out, with the devising of an arti- 
ficial entity called Northern Ireland— 
a grouping of six counties with no 
natural or other logical boundary. In- 
deed, the choice of the areas for sepa- 
ration from Ireland was dictated by a 
clear intention to gerrymander election 
districts. 

In considering the resolution before 
this House, let it be noted that partition 
was imposed on Ireland by a government 
outside of, and unrepresentative of the 
Irish people; that the law of partition 
was put into effect and enforced by 
armed troops; that partition has been 
maintained by British troops of occupa- 
tion in the separated six counties; that 
at no time has there been a free and 
secret plebiscite in the occupied area; 
that. political groups in the separated 
area which favor partition hold their 
power only by virtue of g 
of election districts, and finally, that 
there have been numerous, repeated, and 
firm expressions in favor of unity by 
persons living in the separated area. 

A united, integrated Ireland would 
strengthen the free nations of Europe. 
In the name of the freedoms which we 
cherish so dearly in our country, this 
resolution ought to be adopted. 

Mr. Speaker, I now yield to the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. Rooney] 
such time as he may require. 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
commend the distinguished gentleman 
from New York [Mr. DELANEY] and the 
chairman and members of the Commit- 
tee on Rules who have reported the 
pending resolution which would make 
in order the immediate consideration 
by the House of the so-called Fogarty 
resolution. 

I thoroughly agree with the gentle- 
man's splendid statement. The people 
of Ireland should have the right to de- 


termine the form of government under 
which they desire to live. We should, 


adopt the pending rule so that the 


Fogarty resolution may be fairly de- 
bated and voted upon here today. It 


expresses the sense of the House of Rep- 


resentatives that the Republic of Ire- 
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land should embrace the entire territory 
of Ireland unless the clear majority of 
all of the people of Ireland, in a free 
plebiscite, determine and declare to the 
contrary. There is ample precedent for 
this. About 30 years ago this House 
adopted a resolution declaring that the 
people of Ireland should have the right 
to determine the form of government 
under which they desired to live. This 
House over the years has expressed it- 
self with regard to the formation of the 
Government of Israel as well as of Po- 
land, merely to take two other inci- 
dents of precedent for the Fogarty reso- 
lution. 

Simple justice requires that the 6 
northeast counties of the Province of Ul- 
ster be joined with the 26 counties which 
make up the present Irish Government. 
Ireland was an entire independent na- 
tion for centuries and her territorial in- 
tegrity should be restored. I trust that 
the House will adopt the pending rule 
so that we may debate and consider the 
Fogarty resolution. I shall certainly 
vote in the affirmative. 

Mr. DELANEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Mich- 
igan [Mr. O'BRIEN]. 

Mr. O'BRIEN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I urge the unanimous adoption 
of House Resolution 82. It is an ex- 
tremely moderate resolution expressing 
the sense of this House that all of Ire- 
Ind should vote in any plebiscite on 
that country’s unification. Up till now 
there has been no such opportunity. It 
is obvious that the decision respecting a 
nation’s sovereignty should be left to the 
whole nation and not solely with the part 
that is sought to be dismembered. 

Ireland is a friendly nation to the 
United States and is one of our oldest 
friends. Her struggle for complete free- 
dom is, too, one of the oldest in recorded 
history. No threat, even that of anni- 
hilation, could ever deter the people of 
that island in their centuries old alle- 
giance to democracy and liberty. The 
name of Ireland and the cause of free- 
dom from oppression are forever en- 
twined in history’s annals. No nation 
can genuinely fight for the freedom of 
others unless they have proved willing to 
fight firmly for their own. And Ireland 
has demonstrated that. 

Here today in the House of Represent- 
atives we have the opportunity of dem- 
onstrating the sincerity of our purposes, 


We are for freedom all over the world. 


We are against imperial despoiism and 
against Communist regimentation and 
aggression. Ireland wants its freedom 
recognized. She is not threatening to go 
Communist. She wanis to be free of 
imperial exploitation. In the eyes of 
the world we would be sullying the purity 


of our motives if we should fail in this’ 


measure of palpable justice in the cause 
of freedom. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr, Speaker, 
I yield myself 5 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, I am of the opinion that 
House Resolution 82 should not be be- 
fore us for consideration, and I have a 
firm conviction that the great majority 
of the of the House of Rep- 
resentatives feel the same way. 
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I make this statement with the reali- 
zation that the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs reported it favorably, as well as 
the Committee on Rules, of which I am 
a member. I am frank to confess that I 
was not present when this matter was 
before the Rules Committee. Had I been 
present, I would have voted against re- 
porting it. It is now my unders 
that a considerable number of the mem- 
bers of the Foreign Affairs Committee, 
as well as several members of the Rules 
Committee, have changed their views 
and are now opposed to passage. 

Undoubiedly those of us who are op- 
posing this resolution will be charged 
with being unfriendly to the people of 
Ireland. We will be charged with be- 
ing enemies of a freedom-loving people. 
We will be classified as being on the side 
of tyrants and oppressors. We unques- 
tionably will hear many times about our 
fight for independencc. 

From a strictly political standpoint, 
most likely those of us who are in op- 
position are on the wrong side. But this 
transcends political expediency. 

What is the question before us? It is 
strictly this: Should one friendly nation 
become involved in the internal and po- 
litical affairs of another friendly nation? 
I believe not. 

It is not often that I am in agreement 
with the foreign policy of the President 
of the United States and the Secretary 
o7 State. Unless someone states with 
authority to the contrary, we must be- 
lieve that President Truman and Mr. 
Acheson are opposed to this resolution. 
In a previous Congress, the House of 
Representatives. passed a similar reso- 
lution. ‘The other body did nothing 
about it. Is there any reason to believe 
that should we pass this resolution, the 
other body would act favorably? Ad- 
mitting that our actions should not be 
determined according to what the other 
body might or might not do, what the 
President of the United States might or 
might not do—is it not logical to hold 
that there should be a mutual under- 
Standing before this delicate and dy- 
namic problem should be considered in 
this body? 

I have thoroughly studied the history 


of the people of Ireland. Few people of 


European countries have fared so poor- 
ly. No wonder so many of them came to 
America to become outstanding citizens. 
They have contributed so much to the 
advancement of their adopted country. 
If there is any question in the mind of 
anyone as to the hardships they have 
endured for centuries under British rule, 
I cail your attention to the testimony of 
our distinguished majority leader; of 
our colleagues JohN Focarty, author of 
this resolution; of Donatp O'TOOLE; of 
James DELANEY; of Ken KEATING; and 
others before the Foreign Affairs Com- 
mittee. 

Still I hold that we must remain aloof 
from the internal and political problems 
of our friendly nations. Both the peo- 
ple of Ireland and England are our 
friends. I feel—especially at this mo- 
mentous time—that we should not enter 
into their disputes nor the disputes of 
any of our other mutual friends, 
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I propound these questions to those 
favoring this resolution: Do you believe 
we would be justified in passing a simi- 
lar resolution regarding France and 
French Morocco, Great Britain and 
Sguth Africa, Belgium and the East In- 
dies? Do you believe that any friend- 
ly nations should take a similar action 
affecting the United States and Hawaii, 
the United States and Puerto Rico? 

I sincerely believe, regardless of the 
admiration that any of us have for the 
people of Ireland, that this resolution 
should be defeated. Meddling in the af- 
fairs of our mutual friends can bring us 
nothing but disaster. We must let them 
settle their own difficulties. We lost the 
friendship of India, as evidenced by their 
many votes in the United Nations, be- 
cause the people of that large country 
believed we took sides in favor of Eng- 
land in their fight for independence. 
There is friction in Iran because that 
country believes we are on the side of 
England. There is friction in Egypt over 
our attitude in blockading the Suez 
Canal. There is friction in Arab coun- 
tries, in Israel, in Pakistan, in Indochina, 
in Malaya. 

United States influence in Asia is on 
the wane. Why? Because we, to a 
greater or lesser degree, interfered with 
their internal and political problems, 

We cannot justify our position in 
meddling with their affairs while at the 
same time insisting on the principles of 
the Monroe Doctrine. 

This rule should be defeated. 

Mr. O'TOOLE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. I yield. 

Mr. O’TOOLE. The gentleman in his 
remarks expressed concern as to what 
the thought of the President and Secre- 
tary of State might be on this matter. 
This is the first time I ever recall the 
gentleman ever being concerned about 
that. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
it is not often that I am in agreement 
with the President of the United States 
or with the Secretary of State in regard 
to foreign problems, but I wonder 
whether there is anyone here with any 
authority whatsoever who can rise and 
tell us just how the President of the 
United States and how the Secretary of 
State feel in regard to this resolution? 

Mr. MCDONOUGH. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. I yield. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. In reference to 

the question just posed by the gentle- 
man, as I read the resolution I do not see 
that the President is going to have very 
much to do with it. The resolution 
states that it is the sense of the House 
of Representatives that Ireland be given 
an opportunity for a complete plebiscite 
of the whole nation to determine by a 
majority whether the six northern coun- 
ties shall be part of the Republic of Ire- 
land. I fail to see where the President 
would have anything to say about this 
resolution. 
Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. I can say that 
it is only natural that the President 
should be interested in anything that af- 
fects the country’s foreign policy. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 
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Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. I yield to the 
gentleman from Mississippi. 

Mr. COLMER. If I understand the 
gentleman correctly, this is a rather deli- 
cate matter and the least discussion we 
have on it the better it will be for the 
best interests of all concerned. I quite 
agree with the gentleman, it is meddling 
in something that we have nothing to do 
with. The gentleman thinks that the 
best thing to do is to have as little dis- 
cussion as possible and vote down the 
rule. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. The gentle- 
man is correct. 

Mr. DELANEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gen- 
tleman from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL]. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, the sub- 
stance of House Resolution 82 involves 
but a simple expression of sentiment 
among the Members of this House. It 
does not even bind the Senate to act 
or in anyway obligate the Secretary of 
State or the Chief Executive to affirma- 
tive action of any kind. I repeat it is 
only an expression of our sentiment as 
Members of the House of Representatives 
of the United States. That is the least 
we can do for Ireland. 

We have every right and reason, moral 
and legal, to speak out, to make known 
these sentiments. There is no need or 
obligation to consult the President or 
anyone else as to their views, what- 
ever they may be, whenever we desire to 
give vent to our feelings. The right of 
self-determination of peoples by way of 
a plebiscite is a fundamental and tradi- 
tional matter. It sustains that tradi- 
tional and moral concept of our faith in 
and fairness toward the smaller and 
oppressed nations. It should serve other 
nations as a guide. : 

Mr. Speaker, I favor unreservedly the 
immediate passage of the rule and of 
the bill. 

Mr. DELANEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from South 
Carolina (Mr. RICHARDS]. 

Mr. RICHARDS. Mr. Speaker, as 
chairman of the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs I naturally feel some delicacy in 
appearing before this House in opposi- 
tion to a rule that comes here in con- 
nection with a bill from the Foreign Af- 
fairs Committee. However, I think I 
am duty bound to tell the House my po- 
sition in the matter. 

Upon petition of more than a majority 


’ of the committee, a hearing was granted 


on this House resolution. There is some 
background that I will not go into. By 
a majority vote of those present, and 
there was a cuorum present, the resolu- 
tion was reported favorably after I had 
voted against it myself. In my opinion, 
reporting the resolution was a thought- 
less and possibly a dangerous thing to do. 
After that I did not hear any more 
about the resolution until someone told 
me it was coming up before the Rules 
Committee for consideration. I said that 
that was the first time, at least since 
I had been chairman of the committee, 
‘that I had known a bill to come before 
the Rules Committee when neither the 
chairman nor clerk were informed that 


the bill was going to be considered there. 


Now, had I known that this resolution 
was coming before the Rules Committee 
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I would have been duty bound to express 
my opinion. I would have preferred not 
to do that because the author of this res- 
olution, the gentleman from Rhode Isl- 
and [Mr. Focarty], and the gentleman 
who will be in charge of the time on the 
part of the committee if the rule is adopt- 
ed, the gentleman from Montana [Mr. 
MANSFIELD], are my very dear friends 
and two of the most able and honorable 
men in this body. But I could not in 
conscience appear before the Rules Com- 
mittee to urge this measure, when all 
over this world, not only in the Western 
Hemisphere but everywhere else, we are 
trying to get the democratic nations to- 
gether under a banner of strength and 
harmony to fight the common enemy. 

Mr. Speaker, I have never been able to 
understand why any group, people who 
come from Ireland, people who come 
from England, people who come from 
France or people who come from some- 
where else—and all of our forefathers 
came from all of these countries—or any 
minority in this country having roots 
deep in the old world would not submerge 
the interests of the old country to the in- 
terests of the United States. 

This rule, if adopted, will do damage 
to the United States of America, the 
country we all love. I am not talking 
about religious differences between North 
Ireland and South Ireland. There is not 
a Member of this House who can attrib- 
ute to me any intolerance or religious 
bigotry. But, Mr. Speaker, when people 
who are sponsoring this rule talk to me 
about how this resolution will “maintain 
international peace and security,” I say it 
will do just the opposite. If the people of 
the six counties of North Ireland are 
told they must come in whether they 
want to or not, they will not like it. 

Unification of Ireland will disturb 
peace and security, not maintain it. 
Northern Ireland will resist by force if 
necessary, as it has done before. Let us 
not forget the words of Lord Carson, the 
Ulster leader, in 1913: 

There are not in His Majesty’s dominions a 
more loyal set of men than those who con- 
stitute the great community for which we 
are fighting * * * we may be coerced 
into submission, but if we are we will be gov- 


erned as a conquered community and noth- 
ing else. 


This means simply one thing—strife 
and unrest if there is a forced unification, 
which this resolution favors. 

Mr. Speaker, much is made here of the 
principle of self-determination. I ap- 
prove that principle; and the United 
States has endorsed it as a policy on 
many occasions. Those who sponsor this 
resolution say that is all they are asking 
for. That may be, but they are asking 
for “determination, by themselves,” not 
“self-determination.” Self-determina- 
tion means determination by those whose 
fate is to be settled, not by those who 
want to recover territory. 

What about the days of the past in 
the Speaker's great State of Texas, dur- 


ing the administration of Andrew Jack- 


son, when Sam Houston was leading 


the Texans and the question came up 


whether or not Texas should be included 
in the Federal Union? Who decided 
that question? The people of Texas. 
In this case the people of North Ireland 
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should decide whether or not they want 
to be in there. 

Let there be self- determination by 
Southern Ireland that it wants North- 
ern Ireland, and by Northern Ireland 
that it wants to hecome a part of a uni- 
fied Ireland. Any other basis is un- 
democratic; it is not self determination 
but dictation by a numerically more 
powerful group. 

Let us not forget that this question 
hasahistory. Just before World War I, 
Britain tried to give Ireland—all of Ire- 
land—home rule. Gladstone split, and 
ultimately killed, the once great Liberal 

Party over this issue. And when the 
home rule question was being decided, 
Northern Ireland let it be known that 
she would resist by force an Irish rule 
from Dublin by Irishmen for all Ireland. 
Does anyone doubt what the result of 
the so-called plebiscite included in 
this resolution would be? 

This resolution is an interference in 

the internal affairs of Great Britain, and 
none can deny it. Should we adopt such 
a resolution in violation of the principle 
of noninterference for which the United 
States stands? I say we should not. 
This resolution would compromise that 
principle in a situation where the United 
States has nothing whatever to gain. 
What have we to gain if we do not 
endorse this unwarranted interference 
in British affairs? We are now engaged 
in a common defense effort where we 
need common effort and mutual con- 
fidence. These are essential to the 
North Atlantic Treaty operations in 
which we are placing a great deal of 
our treasure. Ircland has not seen fit 
to join this effort; Britian is exerting 
her utmost. 
P If we want to be fair, if we want self- 
determination of peoples, if we do not 
want to throw a monkey wrench into the 
machinery of the NATO powers or put 
a roadblock between us and Great 
Britain in our activities in a common 
cause, then let us vote down this rule. 
If we vote this rule, if we do this 
unreasonable thing, the next thing that 
the British Parliament should do is tell 
the Congress of the United States, 
“Tend to your own business.” 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr, Vorys]. 

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Speaker, some of my 
best friends at home are the Sons of St. 
Patrick and the Shamrock Club. My 
youngest brother’s nickname is Pat. I 
have Irish blood in me. I would like to 
see Ireland united someday. But I am 
opposed to this resolution. This is a 
sense resolution, saving “it is the sense 
of this House” and so forth, but it does 
not make sense. 

The resolution states that “interna- 
tional peace and security require” minor- 
ity rule in North Ireland. In the name 
of unity we are going against democracy 
and against self-determination. Under 
this resolution, if a majority of the Ulster 
men in the six northern counties did not 
want to go into the Irish Republic they 


would be yanked in because obviously, 


an overwhelming majority in the Irish 
Republic would vote them in. So this 


provides for minority rule, that we op- 
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pose at home and abroad. That does 
not make sense. 

This resolution states that “interna- 
tional peace and security require” a 
united Ireland. There is no assurance 
that Ireland, united or not, would add to 
international security or to our own se- 
curity. Even though Ireland sat out 
World War I as a neutral, we took them 
into the Marshall plan for recovery from 
World War II and up to June they got 
$146,200,000. However, when they were 
invited into the North Atlantic arrange- 
ment they did not come in. 

We have no assurance that Ireland 
will help us and the free countries in 
this deadly struggle that may lie ahead. 
I asked Hon. John Costello, the head of 
the, Committee for a United Ireland, 
about this and he said he had no such 
assurance from the Government of Ire- 
land or any official of the government, 
So to attempt to tie this up with inter- 
national security does not make sense. 

Thirdly, who is this aimed at besides 
our beloved Irish-American friends in 
this country? Not to the Republic of 
Ireland. It is aimed at the government 
of North Ireland, which happens to be 
the United Kingdom, a friendly ally. 
Addressing such gratuitous, meddlesome 
advice to the British Parliament—now, 
let us be frank—will that help or harm 
the cause of Irish union? Unless the 
British nature has changed in recent 
weeks, such a gratuitous piece of advice 
will ultimately hurt the cause of Irish 
unity, because the British Parliament 
will resent it. If they have any spunk, 
they will say, “You tend to your own 
business,“ just as we would say to them, 
“You tend to your own business,” if they 
attempted to tell us what we should do 
with Puerto Rico, Alaska, Hawaii, or 
other parts of the United States. So 
that part of it does not make sense. 

Since this sense resolution does not 
make sense, and does not help the cause 
of Irish unity, I oppose the resolution 
and because this is a case where least 
said soonest mended, I hope the rule is 
voted down. 

Mr. DELANEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may insert their remarks at this point 
in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, Ireland was 
a nation, complete and undivided, more 
than 1,500 years ago. 

It is a nation today by reason of its 
geographic unity, its national language, 
its special culture, its own code of laws. 
In fact, its identity is more definite than 
many other nations because it is com- 
pletely surrounded by water. 

As long as Britain maintains its oc- 
cupation of the six northern counties 
in violation of its own pledge, Ireland 


Suffers; Britain is mistrusted and de- 


spised; and our leadership of the free 
world is compromised. 

The United States must take the lead 
in bringing about the unification of Ire- 


land by our unanimous support of House ` 


Resolution 82, which calls for a vote 


on this issue by all of the people of Ire- ` 


land, 
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There is no doubt whatsoever as to 
the result. 

That mandate, carried out, will right 
a great wrong and will strengthen the 
community of interest which must bring 
the free peoples of Ireland, Britain, the 
United States, and other nations closer 
together and help us to overcome the 
danger that threatens us from another 
direction. 

The British made several ‘efforts dur- 
ing World War I to secure Irish ac- 
ceptance for some plan of dismember- 
ment or partition. These failed. On 
the ł4th of December, 1918, a general 
election was held in which the whole of 
Ireland took part. The issue was wheth- 
er Ireland, exercising the right to self- 
determination proclaimed by the victors 
in World War I would declare her in- 
dependence and set up a national legis- 
lature. The result was overwhelmingly 
in favor of national independence. 
Seventy-eight of the electoral divisions 
declared for independence and only 23 
against, a more decisive verdict than we 
obtain in national elections held in the 
United States. 

It was then that Britain resorted to 
force in order to cancel the freely ex- 
pressed will of the people. But the alien 
army of occupation was driven out of the 
26 southern counties. Only in the re- 
maining one-sixth of Ireland were the 
British able to maintain the fiction of 
partition and even in that corner they 
have had to employ every devious device 
to hold their position. 

No matter how British diplomacy 
twists and turns, it cannot explain away 
the revealing truth that the British 
statute which partitioned: Ireland and 
set up a separate government in the 
northeast had no mandate and no ap- 
proval from any party in Ireland. 

The present Labor Government of 
Britain, whose members at the time of 
partition pledged themselves to recog- 
nize Ireland’s right to decide her own 
destiny, have betrayed their solemn 
promise. i 

Iam confident that the rank and file of 
the British people favor complete inde- 
pendence for their neighbor, just as they 
themselves wanted and won freedom 
from their former masters. 

One of the purposes of this resolution 
is to convey our sentiments to the Brit- 
ish people so that they will demand that 
their government make good on its 
pledge to emancipate Ireland from the 
last vestige of imperialism. 

Partition poses a grave threat to the 
unity of the free world. It warns sub- 
ject people everywhere that they can- 
not place their full faith and confidence 
in our cause until we make democracy 
work better. 

What do you say, Mr. Attlee? ' 

How about it, Mr. Churchill? 

Delay in settling this problem is pre- 
venting Ireland from adhering to the 
Atlantic Pact, and in the United States 
is throwing 20,000,000 citizens of Gaelic 
origin into isolationism. 

The British pulled out of India where 
the stakes were much greater. They 
lost monopoly, but gained good will. 

Why, then, do they cling to their in- 


‘defensible position in Northern Ireland, 
thereby jeopardizing the unity of _the 
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Western World and weakening the 
friendship of the United States and 
Britain? 

Time is running out on stubbornness, 
deception, and delay. 

The federation of world democracy 
needs the faith and courage of the Irish 
people. 

We in the United States recognize this 
fact. 

Through the medium of House Reso- 
lution 82 we ask the Government of 
Great Britain to withdraw from Ireland 
as soon as possible and acknowledge the 
complete sovereignty of the Irish people. 

This is the British Government’s op- 
portunity, before it is too late, to take 
the right and honorable action that will 
prove that she is a sincere and worthy 
ally in the defense of those basic liber- 
ties which unite our peoples. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Illinois. Mr. 
Speaker, it is singularly appropriate for 
the Congress of the United States to 
take action on behalf of the Republic 
of Ireland, since throughout the entire 
history of our own country we have had 
strong ties with the Irish people and 
have constantly demonstrated our sup- 
port for their legitimate desire for free, 
democratic and independent self-gov- 
ernment. 

+ The brave struggle of the Irish peo- 
ple, which has been climaxed after 700 
years by full recognition of their sover- 
eignty in the Republic of Eire, still con- 
tinues, however, so long as the Emer- 
ald Isle is divided and a portion of the 
Irish Nation is bound against the wishes 
of the majority to an alien power. Sim- 
ple justice demands that all Ireland be 
one. There can be no question but that 
some day Ulster will be united with the 
rest of the Republic. It is the fervent 
hope of the gentleman from Rhode Is- 
land, Congressman Focarty, and of 
those of us who support his resolution 
that we can speed up the arrival of that 
day. 

} Ireland’s sons and daughters have for 
generations contributed to the main 
stream of American life. Many of our 
Presidents and leaders in all walks of 
life trace their ancestry to the Irish 
homeland. This country has always aid- 
ed the causes of Irish freedom and played 
a substantial part in the events since 
World War I which have resulted in to- 
day’s Irish Republic. We have thus 
attempted to repay our debt to the Irish 
people. 
that debt fully repaid unless we do every- 
thing within our power to bring all 32 
counties under the banner of the re- 
public so that all Ireland can be united 
and free of any foreign yoke for all 
time to come. 

Mr. DELANEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Massachusetts 
LMr. DONOHUE]. 

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Speaker, I am 
privileged and honored to speak in sup- 
port and urge the adoption of this reso- 
lution calling upon the British authori- 
ties to extend simple justice to Ireland 
and the Irish people, by permitting them 
to have a unified nation. 

To begin with, I should like to remind 
you, my colleagues, that 6 of Ireland’s 


We cannot, however, consider 


32 counties were partitioned off by the 
British in 1920 and given a separate gov- 
ernment. Shortly after coming into 
existence in 1921, the Northern Govern- 
ment declared a state of emergency and 
suspended all civil liberties; this emer- 
gency has now lasted over 29 years. Even 
in this modern jumbled world such pro- 
longation of an emergency, I think you 
will agree, seems over-extended and re- 
quires explanation. 

Authoritative and unbiased historians 
testify this territory of Northern Ireland 
was carefully chosen so as to be large 
enough to make it possible to exist un- 
der a separate government but not wide 
enough to enable the most vigorous mi- 
nority ever to obtain a majority. The 
absurdity of this geographical division 
is clear when we realize the fact that 
Malin Head, in Donegal, the most north- 
erly point in Ireland, was included in 
Southern Ireland. If that is not an ex- 
ample of gerrymandering on a large 
scale, I would like to know what is. 

At this point, I feel it in order to place 
in the Recorp, for your attention, an 
evaluation of Northern Ireland which 
was made, not by Irishmen’ but, by 
Englishmen. In 1935, an observer was 
sent from London to Belfast by the Brit- 
ish National Council for Civil Liberties, 
to report on conditions there. The fol- 
lowing is taken from his text on the 
manner in which the northern govern- 
ment operates under the Special Powers 
Act, and I quote: 

Through the use of the special powers, 
individual liberty is no longer protected by 
law, but is at the arbitrary disposition of 
the executive. The abrogation of the rule of 
law has been so practiced as to bring the 
freedom of the subject into contempt. 

The Northern Irish Government has used 
special powers toward securing the domina- 
tion of one particular political faction and, 
at the same time, toward curtailing the law- 
ful activities of its opponents. The driving 
of legitimate movements underground into 
illegality, the intimidating or branding cs 
lawbreakers of their adherents, however in- 
nocent of crime, has tended to encourage 
violence and bigotry on the part of the Gov- 
ernment’s supporters. 

The Northern Irish Government, despite its 
assurances that special powers are intended 
for use only against lawbreakers, has fre- 
quently employed them against innocent and 
law-abiding people, often in humble circum- 
stances, whose injuries, inflicted without 
cause or justification, have gone unrecom- 
pensed and disregarded. 


This same state of affairs appears to 
be still going on and Britain has not once 
taken action to stop it. Is it then not 


fair for us to ask, by way of adoption of 


this resolution, the British Government 
to do something to remove this continu- 
ing injustice which, for all these years, 
British-supported partition has inflicted 
upon Ireland. No one who examines the 
map of the Atlantic can fail to see the 
commanding position that Ireland holds 
in any scheme of Atlantic defense. If 
we request Ireland to take her place with 
us, and other liberty-loving nations, in 
defending the freedom of the world, is 
Ireland then not entitled to demand some 
proof of good faith from her associates. 
What proof can the British Empire give 
so long as it continues to maintain in 
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power a government that suppresses a 
minority. Can any one say that Ire- 
land’s reluctance to join a common de- 
fense system is unreasonable if one of 
the partners in such an association is 
engaged in active injustice against Ire- 
land itself. Any thought of the Irish 
Government lacking in international 
understanding must be rejected in the 
light of her honorable and vigorous rec- 
ord in that regard. 

Standing firm on its spiritual heritage, 
the Irish nation has in our times 
achieved a new birth of freedom. There 
are those of us who can very well re- 
member when such a birth of freedom 
for Ireland seemed a most remote and 
hopeless dream; yet it has happened. 
The assistance of Ireland’s sons to every 
other nation in carving a destiny of free- 
dom spotlights the pages of world his- 
tory. Today we are engaged in a terrible 
struggle against tyranny for the preser- 
vation of human dignity and Christian 
ideals. I know that the sons of Ireland 
and the Irish nation will stand side by 
side with America in trying to bring 
peace to a troubled universe. 

I earnestly hope Ireland, whose brave 
sons gave their lives to fulfill our Ameri- 
can dream of independence, may be 
a corded our support in achieving her 
ambition of the ages, to be like America, 
one nation, indivisible, with liberty and 
justice for all. I heartfully urge you, my 
colleagues, to join with me in voting in 
favor of this just resolution. 

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, the 
Fogarty resolution deserves the support 
of every believer in the principles of free 
government. There is no logical reason 
why one rule of freedom should be ap- 
plied to other countries and another ap- 
plied to Ireland. The historic basis for 
complete Irish autonomy and for the es- 
tablishment of a totally free Irish Gov- 
ernment embracing sovereignty over the 
whole of Ireland is unquestionable. 

I will not recite the centuries of mis- 
rule and oppression which the people of 
Ireland have suffered as a result of ty- 
rannical foreign domination. This pa- 
thetic story is so well known by every 
schoolboy and so well remembered by 
every Irishman that it needs no repe- 
tition. 

I desire, however, to present a few in- 
controvertible facts concerning the 
pending question of partition. The pres- 
ent territorial arrangement which was 
effected in 1920 separated the six north- 
ern counties of Ireland from the rest of 
the nation and set up this new northern 
government as a puppet state for Eng- 
land. That is not all. The ancient and 
historic province of Ulster was ruthlessly 
partitioned against the almost unani- 
mously expressed wishes of the peoples 
residing therein. Even the prominent 
Ulster leader, Sir Edward Carson, op- 
posed this indiscriminate carving up of 
the northern counties. 

Testimony is abundant from the utter- 
ances of Ulster leaders that the people 
of Ulster never wanted partition but that 
it was forced upon them against their 
will in 1920. This fact is more force- 
fully borne out by the fact that not a 
single Irish vote was cast for the Parti- 
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tion Act of 1920 in the British Parlia- 
ment. The members of the Ulster Tory 
Party and the Nationalists in Ulster and 
other parts of the island were vigorously 
opposed to this measure. Thus the dis- 
memberment of Ireland was forced 
through the British Parliament over the 
opposition of all the Irish leaders and 
against the express will of the Irish peo- 
ple, and a system of shameless gerry- 
mander was written into the act which, 


in effect, provided for minority control. 


of Northern Ireland. 

Fair-minded persons will agree that 
this was a ruthless and cruel way indeed 
to try to make up for the centuries of 
enslavement, oppression, and persecu- 
tion visited upon the Irish by arbitrary 
laws and dictatorial edicts which had 
deprived an overwhelming majority of 
the Irish people of their God-given po- 
litical, economic, and religious freedom. 
Trish history is replete with diabolical 
plots and merciless persecution designed 
to suppress a great and historic people 
whose unprecedented struggle for free- 
dom is such an inspiring story. Every 
type of deceit, fraud, bribery, and coer- 
cion was practiced by English overlords 
to break the spirit of the Irish, all to no 
ayail. They denied them basic human 
rights, they tumbled down their miser- 
able shacks over their heads, they de- 
prived them of education and the right 
to practice their religion, they visited 
them with cold-blooded and callous mass 
starvation just as inhuman as the Hitler 
gas chambers, they ousted them and 
their children from their homes, they de- 
nied them the right to till their land and 
fish their streams, they violated their 
women, they wrongfully jailed, shot, and 
hung them but they were never able to 
quench the fierce passion for liberty and 
freedom which burned in the Irish heart. 
Few students of history can fail to be 
stirred by the patriotism and courage of 
Robert Emmett, the young islanders, the 
Feinans, by the skill, ability, and deter- 
mination of the the great Daniel O’Con- 
nell, by the sterling leadership of Mich- 
ael Davitt, Charles Stewart Parnell, and 
many other great Irish leaders who 
worked and fought for their country. 

The struggle for a home-rule bill rec- 
ognizing elementary free rights was long 
and bitter and characterized by bigotry, 
hatred, and inhumane treatment that 
the world has seldom experienced. 

The partition of Ireland was conceived 


in fraud and carried out in deceit. Pre- 


mier Asquith stated at the time that only 
four counties would be subject to parti- 
tion and that their exclusion would be 
limited to a period of 5 years at the end 


of which they would be united with the 


Irish National Parliament. 
The Sinn Fein movement led by some 
of the ablest and wisest statesmen of 


the time united Ireland and Irishmen’ 
as never before behind the doctrine of | 


a completely free and undivided Irish 
Republic. This group was not satisfied 
with broken promises and pledges that 
were never kept. Arrayed against the 


might and power of the great British’ 
Empire then at its peak of pomp, ma- 


esty, and strength, these men and wom- 
en fearlessly proclaimed the Irish Re- 
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public and as one prominent writer has 
said “baptized it in their young heroic 
blood.” This movement found and de- 
veloped leaders from every class and 
creed who were willing to die for a free 
Ireland and who were more powerful in 
promoting their dream of freedom in 
death than in life, for from their selfless 
sacrifices the present Irish Government 
arose. We all remember the story of 
the Black and Tans and the unspeak- 
able outrages which they committed 
against a small people whose only of- 
fense was that they sought to breathe 
the air of freedom. We can hardly bring 
ourselves to believe that in a modern age 
any responsible government, small or 
large, would launch virtually a pogrom 
against a people but that is just what 
happened. The Irish people during the 
Black and Tan period were visited with 
the kind of devilish mass destruction 
that later was to decimate so many of 
our beloved Jewish brethren under the 
Hitler regime. It is a curious but un- 
deniable fact that throughout a large 
part of human history the persecution 
of the Irishmen and the Jew has gone 
hand in hand and it is not hard to find 
the answer because both of these great 
peoples are lovers of freedom, creators, 
workers, and builders. You will find their 
sons blazing the trail of leadership in 
every field of human endeavor and nat- 
urally throughout the ages this fact has 
kindled the sparks of envy and hatred, 
of mediocrity and bigotry, of people who 
seek to secure leadership, whether polit- 
ical or economic, through favoritism, ne- 
potism, and the invalid claims of a rul- 
ing caste rather than through merit and 
ability. 

Though it promised to do so under ar- 
ticle 12 of the Anglo-Irish Treaty, che 
British Government never conducted a 
fair and just plebiscite on the partition 
question. Instead, that Government re- 
pudiated its agreement and moved to set 
up a separate minority parliament in 
Ulster. 

Ireland and the free world are much 
indebted to the great Irish statesman 
and leader, the brilliant and indomitable 
Eamon DeValera who declared concern- 
ing the Anglo-Irish Treaty with clarity 
and unimpeachable logic that— 

We deny that any section of our people can 
give away the sovereignty or alienate any 
part of this nation’s territory. If this genera- 
tion should be base enough to give them 
away, the right to win them back remains 
unimpaired for those to whom the future 
will bring the opportunity. 


This language sounds like Abraham 
Lincoln in his effort to prevent the dis- 
so_ution of our great and beloved Amer- 
ican Republic and to preserve a united 
and undivided America. 

The British Government has re- 
peatedly resorted to fraud, to stirring the 
fires of bigotry between creeds and to 
direct political chicanery such as gerry- 
mandering and undemocratic arrange- 
ments respecting elections in the six 
northern counties. The county of Ty- 
rone is a good example of this chican- 
ery where a Nationalist majority of about 
70,000 votes can under the arrangement 
elect only 12 representatives while the 
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Tory minority of about 57,000 can elect 
23. The city of Derry is probably the 
most pronounced and outrageous exam- 
ple of fraud, dishonesty, and political 
skullduggery. In that city in order to 
prevent the Nationalists from electing a 
national representative the city itself was 
redistricted. Part of the city was ac- 
tually left out of the city, believe it or 
not. To the remaining part 8 miles of 
countryside were added in order to in- 
clude enough Tory votes to overcome the 
Nationalist majority still left in the 
divided city. As a result, notwithstand- 
ing the overwhelming majority of the 
Nationalists within its confines Derry 
rein was able to elect a Tory representa- 
ve. 

More than that with the approval of 
the British Government the franchise 
laws were arbitrarily altered in 1946. 
Individual property owners were given 
more than one vote while citizens in low- 
income brackets were deprived of their 
vote. At the same time Tory leaders 
cynically boasted that the law was being 
passed for the purpose of preventing the 
Nationalists from ever securing political 
control of that territory including the 
counties of Fermanagh and Tyrone. 
This act was a brazen willful denial of 
democratic rights to the inhabitants of 
the six counties. 

Nor has the experience of the Irish 
been any better under the present Labor 
government with its pious professions of 
concern for the underdog, the underpriv- 
ileged and oppressed. In the Ireland 
Act of 1949 that British Labor Govern- 
ment inserted an arbitrary provision de- 
claring that “in no event will Northern 
Ireland or any part thereof cease to be 
part of His Majesty's dominion and of 
the United Kingdom without the con- 
sent of the Parliament of Northern Ire- 
land.“ 

Even more amazing is the abatement 
of civil liberty which has occurred in the 
northern counties during recent years. 
Under the Special Powers Act of the 
Northern Parliament, individual liberty 
is no longer protected by law. Elemen- 
tary personal rights are flouted. Citi- 
zens may be arrested without the pre- 
ferment of any charges against them. 
Citizens may be imprisoned without trial, 
households may be searched without 
warrant, property may be seized without 
due process of law. The British Na- 
tional Council for Civil Liberties and a 
British Commission have repudiated and 
denounced these violations of the funda- 
mental right of supposedly free citizens. 

In 1949 causal gestures were made to 
withdraw some of the tyrannical regu- 
lations but others still remain in effect. 
The acts themselves have not been re- 
pealed. General power still resides in 
the Minister of Home Affairs to revive 
and apply of his own will the pernicious 
regulations which were revoked and, in 
this way the minority Ulster Tory Party 
is able to keep itself in power and 
to prevent the formation of an opposi- 
tion party by Protestant citizens who 
disagree with them. The present Labor 
Party in England is solidly sustaining 


this tyrannical government, 
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At the same time Nationalists and 
Irish Catholics in the six counties have 
been visited with a brazen and persistent 
campaign of religious bigotry. They 
have been excluded from civil-service 
positions. They have been rendered 
subject to the penal laws; they have been 
ruthlessly boycotted socially, commer- 
c‘ally, and from employment. Heroic 
war veterans have been denied positions 
in the civil service. 

A fair study of what has been hap- 
pening in Ulster in the past 20 or 30 
years shows without a doubt that such 
tyranny does not and could not exist in 
any other place in the civilized world 
outside of Soviet Russia and its do- 
minions. 

By way of contrast, the management 
of the Irish Republic has been charac- 
terized by full recognition of civil and 
religious rights, privileges, and liberties. 
Freedom and equality are watchwords 
of the National Irish Government. 

I think there is no parallel anywhere 
of such tyranny, and of such repression 
of the basic rights of free men. The 
British Government has allowed and is 
allowing a small minority of Ulster 
Tories to block the national will of the 
Irish people. At least 80 percent of Ire- 
land is opposed to partition. Thirty and 
one-half of Ireland’s 32 counties are op- 
posed to it. Forty Ulster Tories, many 
of whom were elected under the shame- 
ful gerrymander system, are allowed to 
block a completely undivided Irish Re- 
public and the will of 159 other repre- 
sentatives who speak for the overwhelm- 
ing majority of the Irish people is over- 
ridden. í 
F This is not democracy but rather the 
negation of it. It is a sham and a 
mockery, cruel jest upon the hopes and 
aspirations of a noble people and a 
flagrant repudiation of the principles of 
freedom and representative govern- 
‘ment. There is not one solid strong 
argument for the continuance of parti- 
tion. The Irish Nation has always been 
one entity, one whole and undivided na- 
tion up to the time of the nefarious ar- 
bitrary partition. Irishmen of every 
section, of every blood strain, of every 
creed and religion have stood together 
for centuries in defense of their home- 
land and in developing its resources and 
in enriching its culture, tradition, and in- 
stitutions. The province of Ulster itself 
has prominently shared in the glorious 
accomplishments of the Irish people. It 
is in that section where the immortal 
St. Patrick established his first See, 
where Wolfe Tone, John Mitchell, 
Thomas Clark, and other heroes of Ire- 
land forwarded the cause of freedom. 

I can see no valid reason why our 
Government which has shown so much 
tender solicitude for other nations seek- 
ing to unite and liberate their people 
should not promptly and vigorously 
move in behalf of the Irish Nation. In 
fact, there are most abundant and most 
eloquent reasons why it should. Our 
own great country is much indebted to 
Ireland and the Irish people. Men of 
Trish blood have been in the vanguard 
of every American war. History is re- 
plete with their deeds of valor, their sac- 


irifices for America. Our civil and re-. 
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ligious life, our educational and political 
systems, our marts of trade and com- 
merce, our sanctuaries of art; literature 
and law, all our great cultural institu- 
tions have drawn liberally upon the 
blood and upon the brains of our Irish 
citizens whose loyalty to God, to America 
and to the cause of freedom has been and 
will be an ever shining light and an in- 
vincible shield of inspiration for those 
who would know the ways of good citi- 
zenship and how best to preserve the 
blessed heritage of America. Our Gov- 
ernment should have no hesitancy, in my 
opinion, in calling upon the British Gov- 
ernment at an early date to take action 
long overdue in behalf of and for the 
relief of the oppressed Irish Nation, to 
take immediate steps to repeal the Ire- 
land Act of 1949 and the infamous Parti- 
tion Act of 1920. 

Such a move by the British Govern- 
ment at this time would do more to bring 
unity, enthusiasm, and the spirit of mili- 
tancy into the defénse of the free world 
and democratic institutions than all the 
Marshall plans that could be devised. I 
hope and urge with every ounce of my 
being that our own great Government 
will be prompted to move to these ends 
in the very near future. 

Mr. KIRWAN. Mr. Speaker, the 
Fogarty resolution in its relationship to 
Ireland sets forth the position and the 
policy of our country that has been ad- 
hered to wherever the question has raised 
itself in relation to other peoples and 
countries since the establishment of con- 
stitutional government in the United 
States. It expresses the sense of the 
House of Representatives in relation to 
the right of the people of Ireland as a 
whole to pass upon the question of the 
unification of Ireland. Our country, 
even in its infancy, recognized this right 
in other people of self-determination. 
It has been a fundamental policy of our 
Government and one that we have never 
departed from and have consistently ad- 
hered to in relation to other nations 
and the right of the people of other na- 
tions to freely determine their right of 
determination. There is no question 
but what Ireland is one geographical 
unit. There is no question but what the 
Republic of Ireland is, and of right, one 
that should be an integrated and solidi- 
fied nation. Its natural limits are the 
ocean and seas that surround it. Any 
division within it based upon an arbi- 
trary demarcation of contiguous units 
as small as the Irish counties is unnat- 
ural, unhistoric, and particularly when 
imposed from without, completely un- 
justified. It seems to me that the pend- 
ing resolution is a proper one for the 
House of Representatives to pass; that 
the facts relating to Ireland justify it 
and, above all, it is consistent with the 
time-honored policy of our own Gov- 
ernment. 

Partition is the sole remaining issue 
which is a source of contention within 
the natural boundaries of Ireland. 

Disregarding all other factors that cry 
out against this unjustified and unnat- 
ural partition, from the defense angle 

alone, not only from the immediate but 
, from the long-range angle of a united 
Ireland with the resultant friendly and 


cordial relations that are bound to exist. 
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between the two countries, would be a 
strengthening influence to England's de- 
fense and to the defense of Ireland, 
would fit definitely into the national in- 
terest of our own country and make a 
marked contribution to the defense of 
the free nations of the world and toward 
the ultimate peace we seek. 

The pending resolution, in substance, 
if adopted, which I strongly urge, ex- 
presses the opinion of the House of Rep- 
resentatives that a plebiscite among the 
people of all of Ireland should be held on 
this vital question—the unification of 
Ireland. 

The people of all of Ireland should 
have the right and the opportunity 
through a referendum or a plebiscite to 
pass upon the unification of all of Ire- 
land, thereby enabling them to deter- 
mine whether or not the homogeneity 
of the Republic of Ireland should be- 
come a political and a territorial fact. 

The principle of self-determination 
for the people of all of Ireland is involved 
in this resolution. It is our sense that 
it should apply to the people of Ireland 
in this important and vital question. 
We are justified in expressing our opin- 
ion with the same vigor as we have ad- 
vocated self-determination for other na- 
tions before and following World War I 
and before and following World War II. 

The principle of self-determination 
is one of the basic policies of our coun- 
try for other nations, particularly small 
nations, and it has been one of our basic 
policies during our entire constitutional 
history. 

If a resolution was pending in this 
body under similar conditions relating to 
some other country, I would support it. 
I support this resolution. I urge my 
colleagues to vote for its passage. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of this resolution which, if it 
passes, would be an important step for- 
ward toward the unification of Ireland. 
It would initiate action that would do 
much to end an ancient injustice and 
is in accordance with the traditional 
American support of self-determination. 

Treland’s fight for national unity and 
independence is over 700 years old. It 
is a fight that cannot be considered won 
until the 6 counties of the north are 
reunited with the 26 counties that now 
comprise Eire. 

A free, united, integrated Ireland 
would provide an important bastion for 
the defense of the west, and would con- 
tribute to the strategic security of the 
United States. 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Speaker, in these 
anxious days when the Western World is 
struggling for political independence I 
believe it is fitting that we should unani- 
mously approve the Fogarty resolution, 
House Resolution 82, pertaining to the 
unification of Ireland. 

Recent world events have given evi- 
dence of the importance of permitting 
peoples of a common descent to estab- 
lish their unity and to determine their 
choice of government. The United 
States of America has shone as a beacon 
of light on the path of democratic prog- 
ress in various countries throughout the 
world. By endorsing the Fogarty reso- 
lution the Congress will demonstrate the 
interest of all Americans in eliminating 
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the suppression of the six northern 
counties of Ireland. 

The maintenance of an army of occu- 
pation by England in northern Ireland 
has been against the express interests of 
the Irish people as oppressive, wasteful, 
and tyrannical, The people of Ireland 
believe in the principles of democracy 
and have shown that they have not been 
afraid to give their lives for the unity 
and independence of their land. It is 
unfair to expect the Republic of Ireland 
to send her sons to defend Europe 
egainst aggression, time and again, while 
British troops and special police are 
crushing liberty and democracy in the 
northeast corner of Ireland. There is no 
logical explanation for the classification 
of Ireland to the north and the south 
when the desires of the inhabitants of 
both of these areas could express their 
opinion of this separation in a free 
plebiscite. A united Ireland would be a 
great bulwark of the west in its world- 
wide struggle with Soviet imperialism. 
The Government of Ireland has already 
announced that it would gladly join the 
Atlantic Pact if partition were removed. 
Instead of a small, sullen ally, we would 
have a large and enthusiastic free nation 
cooperating fully with the west in the 
defense of our way of life. Everything 
we know about this nation and the way 
free men behave should convince’ us that 
we would have a most dependable ally 


in that all of the sons of Aaron 

will be happy to join with the sons of 

in in supporting this resolution. In 

I am sure that all of us will be 

happy to have an opportunity to cast 

a vote in support of the principles enun- 
in 


one more step in this same direction, 


teday arouses no sympathy from me. 
Neither does the argument that the 
United States should not inject itself 
into a controversy over partition of Ire- 
Jand at a critical time in world affairs. 
If at the time that England began her 
exploitation of colonial possessions, and 
if at the time that England wrung one- 


some power in this world to stop Eng- 
land and turn her from her greedy course 
we would not now be confronted with 
a great many of the. situations which 
make these times so critical throughout 
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the political world. England’s sins have 
found her out. For us to sit back and 
refuse to take a stand in opposition to 
one of her gravest sins, the enforced par- 
tition of a sovereign nation will only 
prostitute us in the eyes of those peoples 
who are teetering on the brink between 
democracy and communism. 

If the United States, the greatest of 
the democratic nations, now emphati- 
cally and vigorously condemns the still 
imperialistic policies of Britain in the 
case of Ireland, it may well serve as a 
shot in the arm to the cause of world- 
wide democracy. If, instead, we refuse 
to take action leading to the unifica- 
tion of Ireland, we will be in the posi- 
tion of talking out of both sides of our 
mouths at once, and those nations who 
look to us for leadership cannot be 
blamed for taking a cynical attitude to- 
ward the United States claim that she 
supports the principle of self-determi- 
nation in the government of nations. A 
people enslaved care little whether their 
masters carry the hammer and sickle or 
the British lion as their standard. 

We did not hesitate to commit our re- 
sources and the lives of our young men 
where the partition and possible de- 
struction of an independent Korea was 
concerned, Why should we hesitate at 
a far less drastic measure to end the 
trespass of the invader in Ireland? 
More than once we have intervened to 
guarantee the establishment and con- 
tinued existence of an independent Po- 
land. Are we content to see a part of 
Ireland kept in exactly the same posi- 
tion as Poland now finds herself—a sub- 
ject nation? The United States bent 
every effort to support and encourage the 
setting up of a homeland for the new- 
est and the oldest of nations—Israel. 
In the process we had to overcome the 
opposition of the British Empire, afraid 
that her. domination of the Near East 
would be endangered. The imperialism 
of Britain in the Arab world has now 
exploded into an upheaval threatening 
the peace of the whole world. Will we 
be pouring oil on those troubled waters 
if we tacitly support the same sort of 
policy applied to the Irish? 

Mr. Speaker, I submit that favorable 
action on this resolution today will 
strengthen rather than weaken our 
hand. Aside from the impact on the 
rest of the world we must consider that 
in any future war Ireland, by virtue of 
its geographic situation, will occupy a 
most strategic spot. Ireland has thus 
far refused to cooperate in the North At- 
lantic alliance while Britain occupies a 
part of her soil. Unification of Ireland 
would remove that obstacle and bring 
her wholeheartedly into the community 
of democratic nations under the North 
Atlantic Pact. That step alone would 
add immeasurably to the democratic de- 
fense organization. These are all argu- 
ments of expediency. On moral grounds 
there can be no question that Ireland 
has a right to dictate her own destiny, 
with not so much as one grain of her 
soil under British rule. The right to 
self determination, upon which the 
whole principle of democratic rule rests, 
should be granted to Ireland at once. 
She has clearly defined boundaries, a 
clearly defined history, a homogeneous 
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population, the same language, and a 
vanne, determination to be completely 
ree. 

Let me sum up the reasons upon which 
the desire for unification of Ireland is 
based: First, ending the partition would 
remove the only remaining point of fric- 
tion between Ireland and Great Britain 
and would eontribute to the unification 
of the democratic cause; second, uni- 
fication would be an aid to the defense 
of the Western World by bringing Ire- 
land into full cooperation with the North 
Atlantic Treaty nations; third, the two 
parts of Ireland, by mutually aiding each 
other's economy, would, if unified, add a 
strong new nation to the anti-Commu- 
nist bloc; and, fourth, but not least, Ire- 
land has the clearest of moral rights to 
be one nation, entirely free. : 

In the face of these facts there should 
be no question about the vote on this 
resolution. I ask for overwhelming sup- 
port for the rule which will bring the 
question of unification of Ireland to the 
floor of the House for full debate. 

Mr. CLEMENTE. Mr. Speaker, it is 
my intention to support House Resolu- 
tion 82 which will give the people of 
Ireland the right to determine the form 
of government under which they desire 
to live. ai 

The partition of Ireland was brought 
about by action of a government that 
was not representative of the Irish peo- 
ple and has been enforced by armed 
troops. It is hoped that this partition 
will be ended with the establishment of 
a united, integrated Ireland. 

Mr. FINE. Mr. Speaker, I wish to 
join with those Members of the House 
who support the rule granted to bring 
before us for consideration the Fogarty 
resolution—House Resolution 82. Even- 
tual passage of the resolution will be in 
confirmation of the high principle on 
which American foreign policy has been 
based down through the years. 

The Fogarty resolution declares that 
the Republic of Ireland should embrace 
the entire territory of Ireland, unless 
the clear majority of all the people of 
Ireland, in a free plebiscite, determine 
and declare to the contrary.” In a word, 
this resolution declares once more the 
right of small nations to determine for 
themselves the form of government 
which they desire. Once that declara- 
tion has been made by the majority of 
all the people of that nation, then it 
should be binding upon all the people 
resident within its territorial limits. 

Often the exact boundaries of any 
given nation may be subject to some dis- 
pute, although the general area in which 
a separate national group reside may be 
rather well defined. In the case of Ire- 
land, however, the exact boundaries of 
the national territory are clear since the 
country occupies an island cut off from 
all other peoples by the waters of the 
sea. When the demand for self-govern- 
ment by the Irish people became so in- 
sistent that it could not much longer 
be refused, Great Britain conceived the 
idea of partitioning Ireland into two 
separate areas for the sole purpose of 
maintaining at least a part of their im- 
perial control in Ireland, with the hope 
that someday they might regain full con- 
trol of all Ireland. 8 
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If one believes in the democratic con- 
cept of government and believes in the 
right of small nations to govern them- 
selves, then one cannot but support this 
resolution today. The Irish people in 
the 1918 elections expressed their demo- 
cratic choice of an independent govern- 
ment, when they elected 73 Republican 
candidates as against 26 Unionists and 
but 6 Parliamentarians. The Parlia- 
mentary Party had declared for a home 
rule form of government under British 
dominion, while the Unionists favored 
complete British control. The Parlia- 
mentarians were reduced from 80 seats 
to 6 while the Unionists polled only 
about 20 percent of the vote. Never in 
the history of parliamentary govern- 
ments had so overwhelming 2 majority 
declared itself in favor of a single party 
despite the fact that this election was 
held under British control, with 47 of 
the successful Republican candidates in 
jail, and the campaign activities of all 
of the Republican candidates hindered 
and opposed. Nevertheless, this small 
minority made up of the Unionists and 
Parliamentarians thwarted the wishes 
of the majority by the establishment of 
a separate government in Northern Ire- 
land with the sanction of the British 
Parliament. 

To acknowledge the right of a minority 
to secede from the rest of a nation, or 
to permit a small percentage of a people 
to dominate the course of a whole na- 
tion is contrary to all democratic con- 
cepts of government. We denounce the 
right of the Communists to impose their 
form of government on the peoples of 
Poland or Rumania. Why then should 
we condone the same offense when per- 
petrated by Great Britain? It is easy 
for us to condemn what our enemies do, 
but it may require some statesmanship 
to call the attention of our friends and 
allies to the fact that they have failed 
to take any corrective measures with re- 
gard to the Irish problem. I am sure 
that no Member of this body is so lack- 
ing in courage as to hesitate to vote in 
favor of this resolution merely because 
it questions the continuance of British 
misrule in Ireland and urges a national 
referendum to determine specifically the 
wishes of the entire Irish nation regard- 
ing the government of their country. 
No more democratic method could be 
employed than to have the voters in a 
free election individually express their 
preference in regard to the jurisdiction 
of the Irish Republic in governing the 
full territory of Ireland. 

American foreign policy, as clearly de- 
fined by President Truman in a recent 
message to Congress, supports and fa- 
vors “the creation of conditions in which 
we and other nations will be able to 
work out a way of life free from coer- 
cion. * * It must be the policy of 
the United States to support free peoples 
who are resisting attempted subjugation 
by armed minorities or by outside pres- 
sures.” This policy must be given uni- 
versal application and applied specif- 
ically and directly to the situation in 
Ireland with the same degree of force- 
fulness and effectiveness we utilized in 
giving aid and comfort to Great Britain 
in her struggle to keep Greece inde- 
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pendent and free from Communist con- 
trol. 

The long-standing Irish problem 
should once and for all be settled—a set- 
tlement which would bring an end to the 
unnatural division between two parts of 
Ireland. The door would then be open 
for Ireland to become an active and 
helpful participant in the North Atlan- 
tic Pact and one of the bulwarks of 
democracy in the world. 

I urge adoption of the rule. 

Mrs. KELLY of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, in the short time given to me, 
I hope to explain my support of this rule. 

In speaking of Ireland, I would like to 
dwell on the path of Irish history and 
call to mind the Kings of Tara’s Hall, or 
Brian Boru and the Battle of Clontarf, 
or pay tribute to the scholars of Ireland, 
but time will not permit. 

The treasury of Ireland has been in- 
deed heavily drawn upon for the endow- 
ment of western civilization. It will 
never be forgotten that when darkness 
engulfed the minds and hearts of men, 
and the lamps of learning were blown 
out by the fierce winds of barbarian in- 
vasion and shattered by ignorance, the 
only light, except for the beacon of the 
Holy Faith, that the eyes of man could 
see and finally take bearings by was the 
single, strong flame which was nourished 
and kept alive on that little green isle set 
in the vastness of the ocean waters. So 
powerful was this flame, and zealous its 
monastic guardians, that no assault 
could cause it to flicker or to sink, and it 
burns today in every achievement of the 
Western World that is good and true and 
beautiful, and it casts its challenging 
brilliance even upon the far-flung 
steppes and tundras of Russia. 

I could dwell upon the priceless sub- 
stantial contributions that the Irish 
have brought to these shores of our be- 
loved America, and the part they have 
played in every field of endeavor which 
has been for the development and per- 
manence of this great Nation. Irish 
names come to mind from every decade 
of our history and from every quarter 
of the land and from every bit of hal- 
lowed ground, far-flung throughout the 
world, wherein rest the bodies of our 
heroic American dead. 

However, I must speak on the resolu- 
tion before us today. I believe that the 
passage of this resolution will express a 
positive hope to the peoples of the world. 
Members of this Congress know with 
what eagerness the underprivileged na- 
tions of the world are watching us. We 
of the free world are fighting to uphold 
our ideal for a just and peace-loving 
world. We, as leaders of the free world 
have the right to express our beliefs and 
our hopes to any nation, or to come to 
the defense of the rights of any people 
who look to us for help. We have the 
right to expect our allies to live up to the 
principles upon which rest the common 
goal and welfare of the free world. Our 
lack of expression of our ideals may 
mean that other races of people who 
need our help are hindered from turning 
to us until it is too late for us to render 
the assistance they need. Examples of 
this may be found in the situations exist- 
ing in India, Indochina, and Iran, 
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The people of the world are confused. 
They do not understand how a Nation 
who severed its connections with a 
mother country can now assist, help, and 
support that imperial power. In their 
eyes, we are alined to imperialism. We 
are alined to imperial powers who have 
refused over the years to grant the rights 
and the dignity to their colonial posses- 
sions, It is expedient to help free na- 
tions, particularly when the world is en- 
gaged in a struggle which is a testing 
ground to prove whether or not man’s 
very soul can become enslaved. 

If, in another dark page of history, 
Ireland held aloft the torch to guide 
men out of the darkness of ignorance and 
barbarianism, should we not welcome her 
into our circle of freedom and light? 
We owe much to Ireland. Ireland stands 
ready to support the ideals we are up- 
holding. The world today needs a na- 
tion who keeps faith with God and fel- 
lowmen. Ireland is that nation and I 
want her to be given the opportunity to 
take her place in the community of na- 
tions of the world, as one united people. 
I hope this rule will prevail. 

Mr. DELANEY, Mr. Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from New 
York LMr. CELLER]. 

UNIFICATION OF IRELAND 


Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, speaking 
of self-determination, that is exactly 
what this resolution calls for. It calls 
for a plebiscite so that the people of 
Treland as a whole can determine what 
their destiny shall be. As it is now you 
have the tail wagging the dog. Six 
Ulster counties are the so-called de- 
terminative factor as to Ireland’s polit- 
ical future. All Ireland has a popula- 
tion of 4,248,000; 80 percent of that 
population want Ireland to be one na- 
tional unity. All Ireland has 32 coun- 
ties. In this one block of 30 counties, 
covering an area of over 80 percent of 
Ireland, they want Ireland to be one 
national unity. All Ireland elects 199 
parliamentary representatives for the 
two areas in which the country has been 
divided. Of those, 159, or just under 
80 percent, want Ireland to be one na- 
tional unity. Let all the Irish people 
determine the question, and not the con- 
servative, hard-boiled, hard-shelled con- 
servatives of this House of Representa- 
tives. I want Ireland—Hire and Ul- 
ster—to determine what its future shall 
be. 

What actually divides 26 counties of 
Ireland from the 6 northern counties? 
There is no natural dividing line; no 
rivers, mountains, plateaus. It is an 
arbitrary line—as arbitrary as the line 
of the thirty-eighth parallel in Korea. 
It is an unnatural and an unhealthy 
division, breeding mischief internally 
and striking a discordant note interna- 
tionally. 

This resolution, House Resolution 82, 
is not by any means a resolution of in- 
terference. It declares that it is the 
sense of this House of Representatives 
that the Republic of Ireland should em- 
brace the entire territory of Ireland un- 
less the clear majority of all of the 
people of Ireland, in a free plebiscite, 
determine and declare to the contrary. 
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I stress particularly the words, “unless 
the clear majority of all of the people of 
Ireland, in a free plebiscite, deter- 
mine and declare to the contrary.” 
This is the language which spells out 
the essence of self-determination, leav- 
ing to the people themselves the right 
to choose for themselves how they shall 
be governed. 

This resolution is the evidence of the 
interest the people of the United States 
have always felt for the people of Ire- 
land. The contributions of the Irish to 
the growth of the United States are a 
matter of record. The richness, the vi- 
tality, the sensitivity, the wit, the poetry 
of the Irish are fully mixed into our 
blood stream. Without the Irish, the 
complexion of our people and our cul- 
ture would have been a little paler, a 
little less full-blooded, a little less sensi- 
tive. Our interest in the fate of Ireland 
is a natural one. . 

The western world has a cominunity 
of interest—an interest of which Ire- 
land is most inescapably a part. There 
is little doubt that Ireland would be one 
of the Atlantic Pact nations were it not 
for the internal dissension which exists 
as a result of a divided Ireland. This 
internal dissension, which played so 
vital a part in keeping Ireland neutral 
during the last war, will disappear with 
unification. When we deplore the divi- 
sion of the world, of country set against 
country, how much more so must we 
deplore a country set against itself. 
Ireland unified would be a further step 
toward harmony and strength in west- 
ern civilization. 

De Valera and Costello have indicated 
strongly that Ireland could and would 
be a most valuable member of the At- 
lantic Pact nations were it not for the 
unrest created by partition. 

It is little wonder that such unrest lies 

heavy over the green land of Ireland 
when we consider how the dominant in- 
terests concentrated the industry of Ire- 
land in the six Ulster counties, sacrific- 
ing the welfare of the rest of Ireland 
at the altar of the principle, Divide and 
conquer.” It is time that these inequali- 
ties be dissipated. It is time for Ireland 
to be one, time for the “house divided” 
to become whole and indivisible in the 
interest of Ireland itself and in the in- 
terest of the family of nations. 

Ireland, with its gift for laughter, 
buried under the burden of its struggles, 
must be freed from the heavy hand of 
brother against brother. The creative 
spirit of the Irish people cannot find its 
fullest expression in this climate of di- 
vision. The Irish fought to free them- 
selves from the yoke of foreign domi- 
nance, and, while they succeeded to the 
admiration of the whole world, it was 
only a partial victory. Unified Ireland 
would complete the long, long struggle 
for independence. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from New York 
has expired. 

Mr. DELANEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Virginia 
(Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. SMITH], 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I am opposed to the resolution, and I 
am opposed to the rule which seeks to 
make it in order. I am opposed to it 
for a number of reasons. The primary 
reason is that it is strictly none of our 
business. I expect in these few minutes 
to talk more, however, about the rule 
than about the resolution because as a 
member of the Committee on Rules, I 
was present when this silly document 
was voted out of the Committee on Rules. 
I might say I was shocked when I saw 
that the great Committee on Foreign 
Affairs had reported such a resolution. 
When it was reported out by the Com- 
mittee on Rules I was deeply distressed. 
When that hearing was held before the 
Rules Committee, and I saw what it was, 
I looked around to see the chairman of 
that great committee in whom we all 
have great confidence. He ,was not 
there. I looked around to see the rank- 
ing minority member of that committee, 
in whom we all have great confidence. 
He was not there. I looked around to 
see the ed gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. Vorys] who devotes much 
time and energy to foreign affairs. He 
was not there. I inquired about that, 
and then I looked for the hearings on 
the bill. I found by looking at the hear- 
ings that there had been 15 minutes of 
hearings, which time was consumed al- 
together by the author of the bill. No 
one else had testified. Then, I naturally 
wondered, as this is a matter of foreign 
affairs, what was the attitude of the ad- 
ministration. I found there had been no 
report from the Department of State; 
there had been no request from the Pres- 
ident of the United States. I wondered 
then, and I wonder now, where this all 
came from—why did it arise? I found 
a committee amendment here—a com- 
mittee amendment which gives this a 
very serious aspect. The amendment 
to this resolution says: 

Whereas the maintenance of international 
peace and security requires the settlement 
of the unification of Ireland. 


Here is a matter which the author says 
involves the peace and security of the 
world, and yet the chairman of the com- 
mittee is not consulted—the ranking 
minority member of the committee is not 
consulted; the State Department is not 
consulted; and the President of the 
United States is not consulted—what are 
we thinking about? It says “the peace 
of the world.” Well, what are we going 
to do if we pass this resolution? Whom 
are we going to fight? Personally, I do 
not want to fight anybody. I want to 
love everybody. I want- to get along 
peacefully with the Northern Irishmen, 
the Southern Irishmen, and particularly 
the American Irishmen, and those Irish- 
men who live and vote in my district. I 
do not want to fight any of them. It is 
said the peace and security of the Nation 
depends on this resolution that comes 
here without the consent or knowledge 
of the chairman of the committee and 
your administration. Now, some of you 
may want to fight. I do not want to 
fight, but let me say to those boys who 
do want to fight, if you want to fight go 
‘on out to Korea. There is plenty of 
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fighting going on out there. A great 
many of the boys we have sent out there 
would be very glad to have some volun- 
teers from the House of Representatives 
to relieve them and let them have a 
chance o come back home. Those boys 
of you who want to fight, go on out to 
Korea and fight, but let us not fight with 
the Irish. 

Of course, there have been a great 
many injustices in this world. I was 
thinking about this thing this morning. 
I said to myself, “I wonder if it would not 
be a good idea to settle some of these 
domestic questions.” I looked back over 
the history of my country and I remem- 
ber a great wrong that was done to my 
great Commonwealth of Virginia nearly 
a hundred years ago. This Congress, 
without asking us anything about it, cut 
Virginia in two. They took half of it 
and said, “That is going to be West Vir- 
ginia and the rest of it is going to be 
Virginia.” They did not ask us anything 
about it. We did not have any plebiscite 
to determine that question. We have 
not had it yet. So I prepared a little 
amendment which I hope my good 
friends will support if and when this bill 
comes up—and I hope it will not come 
up—because while West Virginians are 
pretty good folks, I do not want to start 
any more wars, but if we have to start a 
war with Ireland, let us start it with 
West Virginia first. What my amend- 
ment provides is that before this shall 
become effective, in view of the fact that 
Virginia by this Congress, unlawfully and 
in violation of the Constitution, was bi- 
sected and cut in half, and that has never 
been corrected in the last hundred years, 
before you go to fooling with Ireland, 
give us a plebiscite in Virginia; not West 
Virginia. They did not have anything 
to do with it. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I do not yield. 
I want to get my good friend from West 
Virginia back where he belongs in Vir- 
ginia. I want you to give us a plebiscite 
in Virginia. I think it is a perfectly good 
request, if you are going to fool with 
Ireland. Give us a plebiscite and see if 
we want to take West Virginia back 
where it rightfully belongs. If we have 
that plebiscite there would be a vote to 
take West Virginia back, with all of its 
coal mines and riches which we need so 
badly in Virginia. Now, I think that is 
just as reasonable, as trying to pass this 
resolution telling Ireland what to do 
about her domestic problems. 

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

work SMITH of Virginia. I decline to 
yield. 

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield to me? 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I am sorry. 
I would have to yield to the other gen- 
tlemen if I did. I just want to say my 
little say. I want to urge you all if you 
are going to do this thing—of course, 
there might be some other very valid 
amendments to correct many of the 
hardships that have taken place over the 
history of civilization, but let us not just 


-confine it to Ireland. Let us correc. all 


the evils of the world. Somebody has 
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said that the only reason we were doing 
this thing—and I do not subscribe to this 
theory—but some Members have said to 
me, “Well, we have got our fingers in 
everybody else’s business in the world ex- 
cept Ireland, and therefore we must pass 
this resolution so as to get into that mess. 
We are in all of the other messes in the 
world.” 

Now that may not be the reason for it, 
but it looks to me like we have done just 
that very thing. 

Now, getting back to the serious side 
of this proposition, this resolution ought 
not to be adopted. We all know that. 
It has no place on the floor of this House. 
It should never have come out of the 
Foreign Affairs Committee or the Rules 
Committee. It was all right to introduce 
the resolution, and after the resolution 
was introduced and the committee did 
the author of it the courtesy to hear him, 
then I think the joke had gone far 
enough. 

Let us vote this resolution down. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LYLE). The time of the gentleman from 
Virginia has expired. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore, 
gentleman will state it. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. In 
view of the gentleman’s statement, will 
the Chair advise how this rule got here? 
How did it get befcre the House? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Rules Committee sent it here. The gen- 
tleman from Virginia [Mr. SMITH] said 
he did not vote for it. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
may I inquire how much time remains 
on this side? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Illinois has 12 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. Javits]. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Speaker, the rule 
should be granted and an opportunity 
should be given to debate the merits of 
this issue. 

We have traditionally and on other 
occasions tried to help people who were 
seeking unification or were seeking self- 
government or were seeking a demo- 
cratic expression of their desire for self- 
determination as they saw it. That is in 
the tradition of our country. Why deny 
this expression of help to the Irish 
people? 

Americans have expressed their sym- 
pathy individually and the Government 
has expressed its sympathy with just 
such efforts by other peoples. We our- 
Selves in the trying days of the American 
Revolution were the recipients of the 
benefit of such help and sympathy. By 
this resolution all the House is asked to 
do is to express this sympathy with the 
aspirations of the Irish people for so 
elementary an objective as unification. 

By turning down this resolution and 
not granting the opportunity of debat- 
ing the merits of this proposal which is 
entirely consonant with our traditions 
and the way we have acted on other oc- 
casions of this nature, we would be re- 
buffing a most friendly people who be- 
lieve very deeply in the justice of Irish 
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unification and that it ought to be 
achieved. 

Certainly the opportunity for consid- 
eration should not be terminated in such 
cursory way as those who oppose the rule 
have advocated. I trust that the House 
will, in all justice, vote this rule. 

Mr. DELANEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. O'TOOLE]. 


Mr. O’TOOLE. Mr. Speaker, the re- 


marks of the gentleman from Virginia, 
while lacking in reason, were strong in 
ridicule. Ridicule is frequently used to 
bolster a weak intellectual position. 
The gentleman further ridiculed the 
idea of a plebiscite saying that a plebi- 
scite should be held in Virginia and 
maybe that State could then recover the 
territory that is now West Virginia, Let 
us follow his idea to its ultimate and 
have a plebiscite in the entire United 
States and then we might be able to get 
rid of Virginia. 

There have been many statements 
made today that were historically in- 
accurate. Ido not mean that those who 
made them did so deliberately, but I 
do know they could not have known 
anything of the history of Ireland. For 
700 years Ireland had its own parlia- 
ment. Its representatives did not come 
from the south. They came from the 
north, south, east, and west. During 
that period there was no division of the 
country. During that period they werea 
homogeneous people. This partition of 
Ireland and its separation of the 6 
northern counties from the 32 southern 
counties was brought about less than 
25 years ago and came into existence 
not by virtue of any desire of the 
Irish people but through the mach- 
inations of the foreign hostile English 
Parliament despite the fact that 80 
percent of the Irish people had ex- 
préssed themselves in favor of separa- 
tion from England. The English Parlia- 
ment overruled their will and divided the 
country hoping to create unrest and dis- 
cord that some day would cause Ireland 
to ask England to take over their Gov- 
ernment again. This has not happened. 
Yet, the artificial barrier exists. 

The gentleman from [Illinois [Mr, 
ALLEN] asks whether the President of the 
United States and the Secretary of State 
would favor ending this partition. I 
could not answer for these gentlemen, 
but the gentleman from Illinois knows 
and I know that the President and the 
Secretary of State both oppose the par- 
tition of Korea. 

Much has been said in this House to- 
day about sticking our nose in other 
nations’ business. We passed a resolu- 
tion calling for the establishment and 
maintenance of a free republic in Pales- 
tine. We were parties to the partition 
of the Austro-Hungarian empire. We 
were a party to the taking of Albania 
from Italy. The great Republican Pres- 
ident, Abraham Lincoln, realized that a 
natural country could not be divided 
and felt so strongly about it that he 
brought about the Civil War in our own 
country. 

The Irish people are great lovers of 
liberty. For 700 years they felt the 
tyrant’s heel. They were a small nation, 


and they were opposed by a country 
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more than 10 times larger than their 
own. But the lamp of liberty was never 
allowed to go out. In the hills and in 
the valleys, in the cottages and in the 
mansions, in the Catholic home, in the 
Protestant home for centuries these 
people talked and thought of nothing but 
the day when Ireland would regain her 
freedom. They fought unrelenting un- 
til the greatly hoped for day become an 
established fact. But they have never 
been selfish about this love for liberty, 
They have extended the hand of help all 
over the world to any people who felt 
the despot’s heel. They carried the torch 
of freedom in France, Belgium, Holland, 
and Spain. They led the revolutions of 
Central America, South America, and 
Cuba. Thirty-five percent of Washing- 
ton's Army were men of Irish blood. 
They were almost 50 percent of the Army 
of the North. They furnished Father 
Ryan, the poet of the Confederates. 
They gave the South the Irish Brigade 
that fought so valiantly at Shiloh. They 
now appeal to this House for moral 
assistance. They ask that you recog- 
nize their love of freedom and their am- 
bition to have a united nation. They 
appeal to you to wipe out the artificial 
barrier created by a foreign parliament. 

I sincerely hope that this House will 
realize its obligation and will not turn 
its back on those who helped this coun- 


try not only in its infancy, but all 


through the years. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that I may extend at this point in the 
Recorp the remarks of the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. HELLER]. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. — 

Mr. HELLER. Mr. Speaker, Ameri- 
cans of Irish descent have played an 
important part in our Nation’s history. 
They have helped shape our civilization 
and our way of life. An Irishman, 
Maj. Gen. John Sullivan, fired the first 
shot in the American Revolution, and 
we recall with great pride that an Irish- 
man, Colin Kelly, was the first Ameri- 
can bombardier to sink a Japanese ship 
during World War II. Irish-Americans 
have been at the forefront of those who 
have risked their lives for this country. 
Is it not proper, then, that this Nation 
should concern itself with the injustices 
which have so long been perpetrated 
upon the indomitable Irish who seek 
to end the long domination of their 
Emerald Isle? 

Quite apart from our gratitude to the 
Trish people, who have so greatly con- 
tributed to our position of leadership in 
the civilized world, we must also be con- 
cerned with principles. We must sup- 
port those who seek justice and equal- 


“ity, those who seek independence within 


their ancestral domain, and the dignity 


of self-determination. 


Fortunately, the people of the United 
States are aware of certain injustices in 
the world. On occasions where our 
State Department was reluctant to act 
in a given situation, the people spoke up 
and through our democratic processes 
our Government was persuaded to take 
the necessary action. This is precisely 


what happened in the historic and suc- 
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cessful struggle of the Jewish people re- 
garding Palestine. The valiant efforts 
of the Jewish people to attain sover- 
eignty for Israel won the support of the 
American people, and this country was 
the first to recognize the Jewish state. 
The struggle of the Irish people to de- 
termine their own destiny has been going 
on for over 700 years. The Irish have 
never willingly submitted to foreign dom- 
ination, but after the turn of the present 
century these courageous defenders of 
liberty were able to overwhelm the vast 
superiority of the British in their mo- 
nopoly of power. Following World War 


dependence 

wealth, which has since matured into 
complete independence for part of the 
island. Now they are determined that 
their long and difficult efforts to achieve 
unity shall no longer be frustrated. With 
the aid which we Americans can give 
them, there are strong hopes that the 
The fallacious argument offered by the 
adherents of partition is that Northern 
Ireland has the right of self-determina- 
tion. This right is important, but it 
should be applied to the whole of Ire- 
land, which is geographically, economi- 
cally, and culturally a single unit. There 
is no doubt that the majority of the Irish 
people desire the end of partition and 
their will should not be blocked by the 
recalcitrance of the British in the north- 
ern section. 

Surely no better reason for the end of 

partition could be put forth than the 
wishes of the people themselves. The 
Irish economy is lopsided and impaired 
as long as the industrial north is divorced 
from the predominantly agricultural 
south, Surely both areas would profit by 
the integration of their complementary 
economies. While the six counties of Ul- 
ster are richer and more prosperous than 
other portions of Ireland, it is plain that 
they cannot exist alone. They need the 
south perhaps more than the south needs 
them. 
Then, too, it is not irrelevant to call 
attention to the very strategic position 
\which Ireland holds in this day of dis- 
3 international politics. The Irish 
are certainly disposed to being anti- 
Communist. They are tied by a tradi- 
(tional link of friendship to the United 
States, but they feel that they cannot co- 
operate with Great Britain in any stra- 
tegical or political move in time of emer- 
gency until the six counties of Ulster are 
rid of British domination. When this 
logical and realistic aim is achieved Ire- 
land, which is predisposed to Western 
union and membership in the Atlantic 
Pact, will certainly be a most vital factor 
in our Western defense system. Thus it 
is to our own advantage to help Ireland 
in her struggle for unification. 

We, in America, can best contribute to 
this effort by intensifying the very 
course which we have long followed. 
We should make it perfectly clear to the 
British, with whom we are allied in the 
common struggle against Communist 
world domination, that we are deter- 
mined that the small nations of the 
world shall have their share of freedom. 
We should encourage the Department of 


State to warn Great Britain not to 
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thwart the historical ambition of the 
Irish people, otherwise we cannot really 
expect the ideological battle against 
communism to gain ground in the sev- 
eral oppressed areas of the world. Brit- 
ain must keep faith with the principles 
dear to the ideology of the west and 
relinquish her hold upon a people and 
land where she has long been unwelcome. 

The democratic nations of the west 
cannot tolerate the existence of any na- 
tion, however small, in their midst, 
which is subject to outside control and 
domination. The Irish people have the 
right to sovereignty over all their na- 
tional territory. The right of the Brit- 
ish to carve up the Irish Nation should 
be repudiated. 

In conclusion, I wish to commend our 
colleague, the gentleman from Rhode Is- 
land, Representative Focarry, for intro- 
ducing this deserving resolution, House 
Resolution 82, which I support whole- 
heartedly and unqualifiedly. I also 
take this opportunity to commend my 
colleagues, Representatives HEFFERNAN, 
KELLY, KEOGH, O'Toorx, and Rooney, 
for their valiant struggle in support of 
the Irish people and their splendid work 
in behalf of this resolution, which I hope 
will be passed overwhelmingly. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. SHEEHAN]. 

Mr. SHEEHAN. Mr. Speaker, with 
the name TIMOTHY Patrick SHEEHAN, I 
have a right to speak on this proposition 
before the House. 

First of all, with but 2 minutes I can- 
not make many observations. I should 
like to say that the comparison made by 
a previous Member when he compared 
Texas to Ireland is like comparing lim- 
burger cheese with stale beer and decid- 
ing they are comparable because both 
limburger cheese and stale beer smell. 

Texas, as you know, was an independ- 
ent state and was never a part of the 
United States until it decided to come in 
of its own accord, if my knowledge of 
history is right. Ireland was a contigu- 
ous proposition and its area was not 
broken up until arbitrarily broken up by 
England. So his comparison does not 
hold water. 

I will agree with anyone that we have 
no right to interfere in the internal af- 
fairs of particular nations. I agree with 
that wholeheartedly. However, we do 
have the right to state principles, and 
as this right should be preserved, we in 
Congress or any other place should stand 
up and state principles. The principle 
here is the matter of uniting a separated 
country, not keeping it divided. 

May I quote from Abraham Lincola, 
who, on February 18, 1861, at Indian- 
apolis, had this to say, then compare it 
directly with the Irish situation today: 

On what rightful principle may a State, 
being not more than one-fiftieth part of the 
Nation in soil and population, break up the 
Nation and then coerce a proportionally 
larger subdivision of itself in the most arbi- 
trary way. Í 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois., Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. MCDONOUGH]. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Speaker, I 
favor the rule and I agree with my col- 
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league from Ilinois that there is a prin- 
ciple involved in this question, contrary 
to and notwithstanding the arguments 
of those who say we are interfering in the 
internal affairs of another nation. 

Did not England interfere with the in- 
ternal affairs of the United States during 
the Civil War when she tried to maintain 
the partition of the North and South 
with a blockade off the Atlantic coast? 
Did she not at that time use every means 
possible to bring about enmity betweem 
the North and South and to prevent the 
North from uniting the United States? 
Are we not at this moment engaged in a 
bloody struggle in Korea at the expense 
of some 85,000 casualties and billions of 
dollars to settle the question of the par- 
tition of North and South Korea? Are 
we not using our force to demand that 
North Korea be a part of the whole of 
Korea, if we can possibly succeed in ac- 
complishing that? Are we not at the 
present time engaged in a revision of the 
Italian Treaty that has to do with a ques- 
tion between Yugoslavia and Italy in- 
volving the harbor of Trieste? Did not 
the President of United States this morn- 
ing send a message to the British Govern- 
ment asking it to do something other 
than it has done in settling the Iranian 
oil dispute? He did not ask Congress. 
We do not have a resolution here to de- 
bate on that question. The President 
took it on his own initiative to do that. 
And why? Is it because we love England 
more or fear England more, or that we 
love Italy and Yugoslavia and Korea 
more than we do Ireland? 

Compare what those countries have 
done for the United States with what Ire- 
land has done and your score will be 
very much in favor of Ireland. 

Treland has always been willing to co- 
operate with the other nations of the 
world to bring about economic stability, 
security, and peace. Her willingness to 
become a member of the United Nations 
was stopped by a veto of Soviet Russia 
which is evidence that Russia dislikes 
Ireland because of its consistent anti- 
Communist policy. | 

Ireland's desire to become part of the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization is 
thwarted on the principle that should 
she become a member of NATO, she 
would thereby obligate herself to defend 
a part of her own country, the six north- 
ern counties, which is now occupied by 
Treland’s posi- 
tion with regard to these matters was 
contained in a statement by Sean Mc- 
Bride, the Irish Minister of External Af- 
fairs, in Washington on March 14, 1951, 
when he said and I quote: 

What part is Ireland playing in interna- 
tional affairs? I think that question is best 
answered by reference to the four interna- 
tional organizations with which we might be 
directly concerned: the United Nations, the 
Council of Europe, the OEEC, and the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization. 

As regards the United Nations the position 
is that we applied for membership several 
years ago, being willing to undertake the 
full responsibilities of such membership. We 
were, however, kept out by the veto of the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics—Russia. 
Ironical as it may sound, Russia says that 
she cannot regard us as a democratic or 
peace-loving country. 
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As regards the Council of Europe and the 
OEEC, we are members of both these or- 
ganizations. In both of them-our repre- 
sentatives have consistently adopted the pro- 
gressive policy of favoring developments 
which tended toward a united Europe. In 
the OEEC we have favored greater liberali- 
zation of trade, and we are in a position 
to do so since our own trade policies are 
among the most liberal in Europe. In the 
Council of Europe we have supported every 
measure which tended to strengthen the As- 
sembly as against the Committee of Minis- 
ters, that is to say, every measure which rep- 
resented a step on the road to a Parliament 
of Europe. In fact no nation has been so 
prompt as we have been to support the unit- 
ing of Europe and the free and voluntary 
merging of individual sovereignties. We are, 
however, quite as stubbornly nationalistic 
as the United States would be when it is 
suggested that we should surrender our 
rights or a portion of our sovereignty to an- 
other nation. 

As regards the last organization, that of 
the Atlantic Pact Powers, our position is 
this: we were asked to join and we refused. 
You will want to know why. 

I think on this vitally important question 
I cannot do better than take as my point of 
departure the cardinal principles of your 
own foreign policy, as set out in an ad- 
mirable document, Our Foreign Policy, issued 
by your State Department. 

These are the three points: 

We are an independent nation and we 
want to keep our independence: 

We attach the highest importance to in- 
dividual freedom and we mean to keep our 
freedom: 

We are a peaceful people and we want to 
get rid of wars and the threat of wars. 

We, in Ireland, would subscribe whole- 
heartedly to every one of these principles 
but, being historically less fortunate than 
you, we are forced to state them for our- 
selves in a somewhat different manner, This 
is how we have to state them: 

We are not an independent nation because 
a portion of it is still unfree but we want 
to achieve our independence: 

We attach the highest importance to in- 
dividual freedom but many of our people 
have not got that freedom: 

We are a peaceful people but part of our 
territory has been taken from us by war and 
the threat of war. 

These points which, as you will surmise, 
refer to the fact that part of our country, 
the six northeastern counties, is held under 
British rule, may seem exaggerated to you. 
Discrimination, gerrymandering and political 
police by which the entity known as “North- 
ern Ireland” is set up and maintained, is the 
cause of such feeling in Ireland that no 
Trish Government could attempt, without 
immediately being driven from office, to 
enter into a military alliance with the power 
which is responsible for it. It would be as 
impossible for an Irish Government to ac- 
cept the article of the Atlantic Pact which 
binds each participant to respect the terri- 
torial integrity of the others as it would have 
been for Abraham Lincoln to accept Mason 
and Dixon’s line as an international fron- 
tier. You do not accept the territorial in- 
tegrity of a neighbor who is encamped in your 
garden. We are fully conscious of the 
gravity of our decision. Indeed in our reply 
to the invitation to join the Pact we sug- 
gested that, in the interests of the greater 
safety and strength of the chain of Atlantic 
Defense, the members might discuss ways 
and means of solving the problem which pre- 
cluded us from membership. Ireland is will- 
ing and anxious to play her full part in inter- 
national affairs, she is already making a cer- 
tain contribution, but is prevented from do- 
ing her full share by two outside powers: Rus- 
sia and Britain. I do not say that the policies 
or actions of these two powers are the same, 
or even comparable. 


All I do say is that 
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they are inclined to look rather alike. Both 
are powers with imperial traditions and to 
imperial powers the partitioning of small 
nations has always seemed expedient and, 
therefore, just. This was, and is, the policy 
of Russia in Poland. It has been the policy 
of Russia in Korea. In both cases the Rus- 
sians found some Poles and some Koreans 
to support them, but in both cases the par- 
tition of a nation, a disaster in itself, leads to 
other disasters. 


The Fogarty resolution states in part 
that “the maintenance of international 
peace and security requires settlement 
of the question of the unification of Ire- 
land,” which in effect means that if the 
partition of Ireland is settled and Ire- 
land is united as one nation, it can then 
lend its full support to the North At- 
lantic Treaty Organization thus adding 
needed strength which does not now 
exist. 

I believe it is to the interest of the 
United States that this resolution should 
be adopted, and I therefore favor the 
adoption of the rule making the Fogarty 
resolution in order for full debate and 
consideration by the House. 

Mr. DELANEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. SABATH]. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, the For- 
eign Affairs Committee reported this 
resolution by a vote of 11 to 6, I under- 
stand. Personally, I cannot see why 
some of these gentlemen fear any dam- 
age from this resolution. 

In 1919 I had the privilege of writ- 
ing a similar resolution, and it was 
passed without objection. Was anyone 
injured by it? I might say, too, that 
I have advocated and supported numer- 
ous resolutions that have been brought 
to the floor of this House expressing 
interest in, and encouragement to, strug- 
gling small nations in their- hour of 
despair, such as Czechoslovakia, Poland, 
Lithuania, Latvia, and several others 
when they were seeking home rule. I 
recall that I, with many others in this 
House, supported the resolution express- 
ing confidence in and wishing success to 
the new State of Israel when it became 
established as an independent nation. 
What harm did any of these previous 
actions do? Who was hurt? What com- 
plaint arose from any of the large na- 
tions against these generous gestures 
we have approved from time to time. 
I know that not a word of criticism 
resulted from the enactment of a similar 
resolution in 1919. 

If we believe in doing the right thing 
by the minorities and the oppressed, I 
feel we should be courageous enough to 
pass favorably upon this resolution be- 
cause it can do no damage and it is 
bound to do a great deal of good for 
people who are fighting for freedom, 
liberty, and self-determination. That 
is all this resolution asks, and we should 
all be in favor of such a policy. 

Mr. Speaker, I have abhorred and op- 
posed oppression and discrimination 
since my early youth, for I had occasion 
to witness at that early age the struggle 
going on in my homeland for justice and 
self-determination; for freedom and lib- 
erty from the Austro-Hungarian im- 
perialism that maintained a strangle- 
hold on the Czech and Slovak peoples. 
I always looked forward to the day when 
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the enlightened peoples of the world 
would join in bringing about a true spirit 
of self-determination to minorities and 
enslaved peoples in the smaller nations 
so that they might obtain that liberty 
and freedom of which they have been 
deprived by ruthless, autocratic, and 
despotic rulers. 

I personally recollect that President 
Wilson, following World War I, assured 
the smaller nations of the world the 
right of self-determination, and we are 
pursuing that same policy today at great 
cost in Korea. 

While a few of these small nations 
succeeded in attaining their independ- 
ence following World War I, unfortu- 
nately many of them have since been 
deprived of their cherished freedom and 
liberty, such as Czechoslovakia, Poland, 
Lithuania, Latvia, and others. 

Therefore, I favor this resolution be 
cause it follows the principles adyocateli 
and enunciated by our Government. All 
this resolution does is to express the 
sense of this House that the Irish people 
should be given the right, through a 
plebiscite, to determine their form of 
government. 

There will be some who maintain that 
we should not tell Great Britain what to 
do. Well, Great Britain has been telling 
us what to do for many years, and has, 
in effect, forced us to do her will, not for 
our own good but to further her selfish 
imperialism and to insure the control of 
her possessions, control over which she 
secured through military and diplomatic 
conniving and trickery. Notwithstand- 
ing her diplomatic and economic ma- 
neuvering, however, some of her so-called 
possessions have attained independence 
from the crown, notably India under the 
leadership of Ghandi, that great disciple 
of action through peaceful force, while 
Australia and Canada have been grad- 
ually forcing the severance of their ties 
with their mother country. When it 
comes to interfering and meddling in the 
affairs of other nations on the part of 
Great Britain, we need but recall her 
imperialistic war in South Africa, 1899 
to 1902, when she jumped on little Hol- 
land in what is known as the Boer War, 
and took possession of that vast produc- 
tive area, 

I never did subscribe to the old axiom 
that might is right, but that unques- 
tionably has been the policy of Great 
Britain throughout the centuries. 

We need but refresh our memories on 
some of the early history of our own land 
to see what the policy of Great Britain 
has been toward small nations and min- 
orities, in recalling her war against our 
struggling States in 1812, and the aid she 
gave to the Confederacy in 1861 in the 
War Between the States. 

Mr. Speaker, I recall very vividly the 
appearance of Mr. Balfour and his co- 
terie in Washington following World 
War I, when we had come to the rescue 
of Great Britain in that struggle, plead- 
ing that his nation was fighting with its 
back to the wall and begging for finan- 
cial aid, and how we again came to her 
rescue in every way, advancing her over 
$8,000,000,000, which even in that day 


Was real money; and how, after a few 


years, how her financial leaders again 


_ Came to us asking for a reduction in the 
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interest rate on these loans, attacking 
our great country and its leaders as 
shylocks. 

No, Mr. Speaker, we need not go that 
far back to find that it was Great Britain 
that was originally and mainly con- 
cerned over the expansion of Russia, 
with her fears of the effect this expan- 
sion might have on the private holdings 
of her lords and regal gentry throughout 
Asia and the Near East, and her efforts 
to again unload her woes and problems 
on us, and how she maneuvered us into 
supporting her unfavorable position. 
Once this was accomplished she again 
brazenly attempted to set herself up as 
the arbitrator in all world matters, a 
position which rightfully belonged to us. 

Notwithstanding our laudible desires 
and aims to stop communism, is she not 
today supporting these same communis- 
tic conspiracies, supplying those nations 
not only with the products of her fac- 
tories and her industries, but also with 
the materials of war to be used against 
our own boys on far-flung battlefields. 

Has she not recognized Red China 
with whom we are now locked in a 
murderous struggle? ; 

Has she not nationalized her major 
industry with our money? 

Is she not now attempting to bulldoze 
little Iran which is bravely attempting to 
protect for her destitute people the sole 
natural resource asset she has, the vast 
oil deposits now controlled by a pseudo- 
government corporation actually owned 
by her giant oil barons in combination 
with certain powerful American oil cor- 
porations? 

I ask you, gentlemen, what justifica- 
tion can there be for any charge that we 


are interfering with the imperial govern- 


ment of Great Britain in the light of her 
actions throughout history in interfer- 
ing with the sovereign rights of small 
nations? This resolution does not even 
approach her brazen policies and acts in 
this regard. It is merely an expression 
of the sense of this House as to the rights 
of the Irish people. Why should we not 
offer this word of encouragement to a 
great people, who have been dreaming 
and praying for the opportunity of self- 
determination in connection with the 
internal problem of unity; a race which 
has contributed so greatly to the up- 
building of our own land? 

I, for one, firmly believe the Irish 


people are entitled to, and highly de- 
serving of, this word of encouragement, 


and I urge the speedy approval of this 
resolution. 

Mr. DELANEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
4 minutes to the distinguished majority 
leader, the gentleman from Massachu- 
setts [Mr. MCCORMACK]. 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, it is 


amusing to me to sit here today and 
listen to some of the arguments made 
against the adoption of the rule and the 


adoption of the resolution. It just makes 


me disgusted. 

Some Members forget the history of 
our country. They have forgotten the 
fact that since the infant days of our 
Constitution one of the basic policies of 
our country has been the right of all 
nations, large or small, particularly the 
small ones because they are the ones that 
need an expression of this policy, to 
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determine their own future—the right of 
self-determination. 

This House has passed similar resolu- 
tions heretofore. The gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. SapaTH] referred to one 
passed in 1919. This very body and 
those who spoke against this resolution 
voted not so long ago to pass a resolu- 
tion expressing the sense of this body 
that. we believe in “a free and democratic 
Jewish nation in Palestine” and I fought 
for that resolution on the principle of 
self-determination. Yet they take the 
floor and deny it in this particular case. 
Why? That is an interesting question. 
Why? 

Those of us who believe in this resolu- 
tion are simply expressing our opinion 
that the people of all Ireland should be 
given the opportunity by a plebiscite, 
voting, to determine whether or not there 
should be a united Ireland in its entirety. 
Certainly geographically it is one unit. 
Certainly from the angle of population 
itis one unit. It is self-evident that those 
two important elements in relation to the 
self-determination and the unity of a 
nation, of a people, exist. Yet we have 
men here, for some reason far beyond 
my understanding, talking of their love 
for Ireland but opposing this resolution. 
I would admire them more if they came 
out flatly against it and stood on their 
own ground and took their own responsi- 
bility in opposing it, rather than trying 
to ride two horses at the same time, of 
opposing this resolution, and at the same 
time, telling of their high regard or love 
for those of Irish blood. 

As I said, we have passed many reso- 
lutions in this body stating the sense 
of this body. We are not invading or 
intruding ourselves into the internal af- 
fairs of another nation. As the gentle- 
man from Illinois [Mr. SHEEHAN] well 
said, and I agree with him, we are en- 
titled to express our own opinion. We 
passed a resolution the other day in re- 
lation to an American newspaperman 
who has been tried and convicted and 
sentenced in one of the satellite Com- 
munist nations. Who would dare say 
that we did not have the right to pass 
that resolution? We did it. We had 
the right to pass other resolutions in 
this body from time to time as they 
were passed: We have a perfect right 
to do this. 

This is no violation of the comity be- 
tween nations in the adoption of the 
resolution, it is an expression of the 
opinion, if adopted, of the majority of 
the Members of this Congress. Some 
try to laugh it off by ridicule. 

I am not voting to enter into the in- 
ternal affairs of another nation by sup- 
porting this resolution but I am voting 
for the time-honored right of all Ameri- © 
cans of all generations under constitu- 
tional government through their Mem- 
bers of this great body to express their 
opinion; and that is all we are doing 
today. 

Mr. MORANO. Mr. Speaker, I join 
with the majority leader the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. McCormack] 
in the well-thought-out and eloquently 
spoken views on the resolution before 
us. Certainly this rule should be adopted 
so that free and full debate on the 
Fogarty resolution may be had. 
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Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Maine [Mr. NELSON]. 

Mr.NELSON. Mr. Speaker, I, too, love 
the Irish. I have in my district many 
great and good friends who are Ameri- 
cans of Irish descent. They and the 
Maine Yankees get along famously. 
They, too, are hard working, independ- 
ent, industrious, and frugal. They, too, 
are fine citizens. Like the Maine Yan- 
kees, they, too, have an infinite capacity 
for minding their own business. 

This resolution is the exact opposite 
of that splendid trait. We propose to 
stick our national nose into something 
which, as a House of Representatives, is 
none of our darned business. We pro- 
pose, in the interest of local politics 
purely, to complicate the international 
situation and do much to alienate a 
necessary friend. 

If we pass this resolution, we may 
properly and justly expect the English 
House of Commons to pass a similar reso- 
lution stating that, in the interest of 
continental defense, the United States 
should immediately grant statehood to 
Alaska and Hawaii. And such a resolu- 
tion on the part of the English House of 
Commons would have exactly the same 
effect on us that this will on them. 

If this resolution promoted the cause 
of Irish unification, it would be a differ- 
ent matter. But this resolution will in 
no way benefit that cause. It will have 
the exact opposite effect and will set back 
that cause for some time. Having lived 
in England for 2 years during the war, 
I know their character and reactions 
fairly well. They resent us as an over- 
grown child. They are stubborn in their 
own opinions, The effect of this resolu- 
tion will be but to freeze them in a de- 
termination to retain Northern Ireland 
in its present status. i 

As we consider this resolution reported 
by the Committee on Foreign Affairs, 
can we not but conclude that consistency 
is a jewel that the formulators of our 
foreign policy have never coveted. We 
are here deeply concerned with a people 
in Northern Ireland who now have a 
form of free, representative government. 
We do not, however, propose that they, 
who are directly concerned be allowed 
by a plebiscite to determine their own 
future. It is to be the people of all Ire- 
land. At the same time that we are so 
concerned, we are openly supporting 
with men and materials British colonial- 
ism in Malaya and Hong Kong and 
French colonialism in Indochina and 
British exploitation of the oil resources 
of Iran. Is the presence of natural re- 
sources to determine whether we are for 
or against freedom and self-determina- 
tion of a people? If so, let us make up 
our minds, say what we mean, and pro- 
ceed accordingly. No wonder the world 
wonders where America stands. 

In all fact and truth, the passage of 
‘this resolution will hurt the cause of 
Irish unification. The only beneficial 
effect it might have is on the votes of 
those Americans of Irish descent who 
may not realize that it does hurt and not 
help. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Oregon [Mr. ELLSWORTH]. 
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Mr. ELLSWORTH. Mr. Speaker, in 
the course of this most interesting de- 
bate, I think we are losing sight of, and 
have lost sight of the question which is 
before the House. The question before 
the House does not deal with whether 
or not we think the people of Ireland 
should have unity. The question before 
the House, and the question upon which 
we shall vote very shortly, is whether 
or not the House of Representatives will 
approve the idea of taking up a reso- 
lution which has to do with some of the 
internal affairs of Ireland. I direct my 
comments in these 3 minutes only to the 
question of whether or not it is the 
proper thing for the House of Repre- 
sentatives of the United States Congress 
to take up the pending bill, debate it and 
amend it, and then vote on a question 
which concerns an internal problem in 
Ireland, a country which has never in 
its life attempted to interfere with our 
affairs. 

The rule, as it is worded, certainly 
does not express what it is that we are 
voting upon, because the rule says: 

Resolved, That immediately upon the 
adoption of this resolution, it shall be in 
order to move that the House shall resolve 
itself into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the considera- 
tion of the resolution (H. Res. 82) to provide 
for the unity of Ireland. 


Mr. Speaker, if this resolution could 
provide for the unity of Ireland, I do not 
think there is anyone here who would 
vote against it. The truth is, however, 
that this House of Representatives can- 
not do one solitary thing regarding the 
unity of Ireland. 

It is a mistake to bring this resolu- 
tion to the floor. It is a mistake for 
us to take legislative action which has 
no force or effect other than to express 
an opinion which is not too clearly 
stated in the resolution anyhow. I think 
when we say it is the sense of the House 
of Representatives in this resolution, I 
would rather say, “It is the nonsense 
of this House of Representatives” to say 
there should be unity of Ireland, and 
then say there should be unity unless 
there is a vote of a majority of the peo- 
ple of Ireland to the contrary. 

Let us consider 1 minute how fool- 
ishly we propose to reverse the fairly 
reasonable situation that exists in Ire- 
land today. By the constitution of the 
Government of Ireland at the present 
time, a constitution which is still in ef- 
fect and which was adopted years ago, 
all of Ireland and all of the islands ad- 
jacent thereto and the territorial waters 
are included, and that constitution is 
still in effect. The people of the six 
counties of Northern Ireland any time 
they wish can certainly join up with 
the South, if they want to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
Bowl. 

Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, January 3, 
1951, was a great and proud day in my 
lifetime. On that day the distinguished 
Speaker of this House administered the 
oath of office to me and others who had 


The 


been elected to this Eighty-second Con- 
gress, It was a proud day because the 
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people of the Sixteenth District of Ohio 
had honored me with election to the 
greatest legislative body in the world. 
But, Mr. Speaker, I was somewhat con- 
fused when I read House Resolution 82, 
which is the subject of the rule we are 
now debating. I thought perhaps, Mr. 
Speaker, you had left out a few lines of 


the oath of office which you had admin-. 


istered to me, for I could remember 
nothing in that oath which had to do 
with my loyalty to the Constitution of 
Ireland or the Crown of Great Britain. 
I reread our oath here in the House, and 
you were right, Mr. Speaker. You may 
find it as a part of section 229 of Jeffer- 
son’s Manual on Rules and Practices of 
the House of Representatives. 

I did not know how right I was when 
I thought that the people of my district 
had elected me to the greatest legisla- 
tive body in the world. I never thought, 
Mr. Speaker, that some of my duties 
would be enacting laws or passing resolu- 
tions for the administration or conduct 
of the affairs of Ireland or Great Britain. 

The distinguished gentleman from Il- 
linois [Mr. ALLEN] has made reference 
to our strict adherence to the Monroe 
Doctrine. I should like, if I may, Mr. 
Speaker, to quote from that document 
which established the Monroe Doctrine: 

Our policy, in regard to Europe, which was 
adonted at an early stage of the wars which 
have so long agitated that quarter of the 
globe, nevertheless remains the same, which 
is, not to interfere in the internal concerns 
of any of its powers. 


The distinguished majority leader has 
made his usual eloquent plea for the 
adoption of this rule and although I 
do not remember his exact words, he has 
charged us with having no good reason 
why this rule should not be adopted. 
He refers to the early days in the history 
of this Nation and to the Constitution 
with his usual vigor, and I may say, Mr. 
Speaker, with his usual lack of any defi- 
nite or concrete reference to that Con- 


stitution. I say to the distinguished ma- 


jority leader that if he had but taken the 
time to study the Constitution, I am sure 
that he would reach the same conclu- 
sion that I have reached, that the House 
has no constitutional right to adopt this 
resolution. I do not know what prece- 
dent he might seek to follow—my guide 
is the Constitution. 

I remind the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts that he need but read the pre- 
amble of that great document, and I 
am sure that he has many times, and 
he will find that we have ordained and 
established the Constitution for ourselves 
and our posterity. I do not find the 
word Ireland contained therein, 

And I further remind the House that 
this House exists because it was created 
by the Constitution, and we must derive 
our powers and rights from that same 
Constitution. Most of these powers and 
rights are established in section 8 of 
article I, which provides the powers of 
Congress and the authority of this body: 

To make all laws which shall be necessary 


and proper for carrying into execution 
the powers. 


It seems utterly ridiculous that the 
Congress in these crucial days, with so 
‘much to be done for our own people, 
should be constantly meddling in affairs 
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which are not of its concern and over 
which it has no jurisdiction or power. 
If the majority party who controls the 
flow of legislation upon this floor is find- 
ing it difficult to find issues upon which 
legislation should be enacted, I refer 
them to the 1948 platform of the Demo- 
cratic Party adopted by the Demo- 
cratic National Convention, July 14, 1948, 
in Philadelphia, Pa, 

In that document they pointed out 
many, many issues which they promised 
the American people they would correct. 
They made promises which they said 
they would fulfill, and I do not find in 
the Democratic platform any pledge that 
they would pass a resolution for Ire- 
land—but there are many broken 
promises. 

Let me refer, Mr. Speaker, to several 
of the statements contained in the plat- 
form of that party. 

One of these is: 3 

The Republican Eightieth Congress is di- 
rectly responsible for the existing and ever- 
increasing high cost of living. It cannot 
dodge that responsibility. Unless the Re- 
publican candidates are defeated in the ap- 
proaching elections, their mistaken policies 
will impose greater hardships and suffering 
on large numbers of the American people. 
Adequate food, clothing, and shelter—the 
bare necessities of life—are becoming too 
expensive for the average wage earner, and 
the prospects. are more frightening each day. 
The Republican Eightieth Congress has 
lacked the courage to face this vital problem. 


Now, Mr. Speaker, I should like to 
have the people of this country, in view 
of this promise and statement, secure 
any newspaper printed on July 14, 1948, 
and compare the prices being charged 
the American people on that date with 
the prices today and see whether or not 
the pledges to which I have referred 
have been kept. 

I find one other statement in that 
platform: 


We shall curb the Republican inflation. 


I should only like to say in passing 
that if the Republican inflation was 
curbed, then the Democratic inflation 
which has come on since the adoption 
of that platform has brought this Nation 
to the brink of economic collapse. 

Why are we not doing something about 
that rather than debating the passage 
of legislation for Ireland? 

Yes, Mr. Speaker, just one or two 
items which that Democratic platform 
said: 

We pledge the continued maintenance of 
those sound fiscal policies which under 
Democratic leadership have brought about 
a balanced budget and reduction of the 
public debt by $28,000,000,000. 


Mr. Speaker, with a national debt to- 
day of approximately $260,000,000,000, 
with a budget completely out of balance, 
and a constantly mounting public debt, 
should we not be trying to put our house 
in order rather than acting as a back- 
fence spinster trying to tell the mother 
of a large family how to raise her chil- 
dren? 

Just one more interesting comment 
from the platform of broken promises: 

We favor the reduction of taxes whenever 


it is possible to do so without unbalancing 
the Nation’s economy, 


1951 


I will say to the distinguished major- 
ity leader that his party and mine have 
pledged statehood to Hawaii and Alas- 
ka. Where are those statehood bills 
and why has not the leadership of this 
House given this Congress an opportu- 
nity to carry out the will of the people of 
this Nation which is so well-known to 
all of us? 

Why must we pass a resolution that 
the Republic of Ireland should embrace 
the entire territory of Ireland when 
worthy subjects of the United States are 
denied the status of statehood? 

I just wonder, Mr. Speaker, what 

would happen to the blood pressure of 
most of the Members of this House if 
we would receive from Great Britain 
a resolution directing us to grant state- 
hood to Hawaii and Alaska. I am sure 
that most of the statements that would 
be made by the membership of this 
House would, under the rules of the 
House, be expunged from the RECORD 
because they would be unprintable. 

I should like to say in closing, Mr. 
Speaker, that I feel that the passage of 
this resolution would be adding grist to 
the propaganda mill in Moscow. It 
could well be said that their charges 
against us are becoming true, that is, 
that. we desire to control and dictate to 
all the governments of the world. 

I trust, Mr. Speaker, that my col- 
leagues will join me in voting against 
this rule. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield the remaining time to the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. Jupp]. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Speaker, when this 
resolution was before the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs, I opposed bringing it out. 
I do not think this rule to make it in 
order ought to be adopted. I do not 
think passage of it, or extended debate 
on it, will do anybody any good, and it 
can do everybody concerned real harm. 

It so happens that my branch of the 
Irish family comes from the south of Ire- 
land, and my wife’s branch comes from 
the north of Ireland. By much patient 
and persistent persuasion, I got her to 
join up with my branch from the south 
on a voluntary basis. That is the way 
we solved the problem of partition. Mr. 
Speaker, that is the only way the par- 
tition of Ireland or any such problem 
can be solved, in my judgment—by the 
voluntary desire and choice of both 
parties. 

Some of you will remember that for 
several years I have annually sponsored 
an amendment to the various foreign- 
aid bills, which amendment declared it 
to be the policy of the people of the 
United States to encourage the economic 
unification and political federation of 
Europe. I thought we had a right, even 
a duty, to express that view and I was 
happy that this year the committee and 
the House and the Senate all adopted the 
amendment. 

I think it would be proper for us to 
pass a resolution saying that the Con- 
gress would look with favor upon a union 
of the two parts of Ireland, if both sides 
want it. But that is not what the reso- 
lution before us says. It says “it is the 
sense of this House that the Republic of 
Ireland should embrace the entire ter- 


ritory of Ireland unless the clear major- 
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ity of all of the people of Ireland in a 
free plebiscite determine and declare 
to the contrary.” That puts the people 
of 26 counties against those of 6 counties. 
Such a plebiscite would, of course, be 
loaded in favor of union regardless of 
the wishes of a majority of those in the 
6 northern counties. 

Mr. Speaker, few people can be more 
aware than the Irish of the difficulties 
a minority undergoes when it is held 
in a union against its will. No people 
ever fought harder and more resolutely 
than the Irish to get their full inde- 
pendence. I sympathized with them in 
that struggle, and so did all Americans. 
For the very same reason that I sympa- 
thized with and supported the southern 
Irish as a minority in their struggle for 
self-determination, I must sympathize 
with and support the northern Irish as 
a minority, if they want to be independ- 
ent or separate. I have no certain 
knowledge as to their wishes. But they 
ought not to be brought into any union 
unless they themselves so indicate by a 
free plebiscite in their own six counties. 

Now if the resolution said that “it 
is the sense of this House that we favor 
the unification of Ireland, if a clear 
majority of all of the voters in each of 
the two sections of Ireland, in a free 
plebiscite so determine,” I think that 
we would be within the reasonable 
bounds of our jurisdiction. We have a 
right to say that we believe it would be 
good for the world if both sides want to 
get together. I think it would be won- 
derful if they were voluntarily to arrange 
such a wedding. I am in favor of vol- 
untary weddings. I am not in favor of 
shotgun marriages, and that is precisely 
what this resolution would accomplish. 
I hope the rule will be voted down. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Minnesota 
(Mr. Jupp] has expired. 

Mr. DELANEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
the remainder of my time to the author 
of the bill, the gentleman from Rhode 
Island (Mr. FOGARTY]. 

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, I have 
listened during the past 55 minutes to 
those who are opposed to this rule. Those 
who are opposed to the rule no doubt 
are opposed to the resolution. There is 
no question about that. To those who 
have spoken against the rule let me say 
this—I have yet to find one good concrete 
reason why this rule should not be 
adopted. You have been beating all 
around the bush. You have spoken in 
vague generalities. The chairman of the 
Foreign Affairs Committee said adoption 
of the resolution would do harm. What 
harm will it do? I want all of you who 
have opposed this rule to show me where 
its adoption would be harmful. Not 
one of you has cited any specific instance 
of harm which will result from the adop- 
tion of this rule. As the majority leader 
said on the floor a moment ago, you are 
attempting to talk this resolution to 
death. Lacking any positive argument 
against the principle involved you would 
ridicule it into defeat. That is all you 
are doing. The gentleman from Virginia 
(Mr. SmiTH] said there were no hearings 
on this resolution at all; that only the 
author of the resolution was heard for 


15 minutes. Here are the hearings that ty 


12285 


were held—163 pages of them, in April, 
1950, at a public hearing before the For- 
eign Affairs Committee. That is the an- 
swer to you, Mr. SMITH of Virginia, when 
you say there were no hearings at all. I 
do not know who was invited to testify, 
in opposition or otherwise, but it was 
public knowledge at that time, properly 
announced, that those hearings were to 
be public. Not one individual in the 
country, from the House or the Senate 
or the administration. No one opposed 
to this procedure, appeared before the 
Foreign Affairs Committee in opposition 
to this resolution. And this is the same 
resolution which I have introduced dur- 
ing each session of Congress for the past 
3 years. 

Some have said that the Irish people 
have not even consented tc join the At- 
lantic Pact. Of course they could not 
consent to join the Atlantic Pact, as long 
as that partition exists in the north- 
eastern section of Ireland. How could 
a sovereign nation join in a compact 
with an aggressor—still occupying, in 
fact, a substantial portion of its home- 
land—and agree to defend—defend 
what?—continuing aggression and oc- 
cupation; continuing refusal to deny the 
voice of the vast majority of the people 
of that oppressed land. We speak here 
as great Americans, great Americans who 
believe in freedom and democracy and 
the right of all people to determine their 
form of government. You know as well 
as I do that all the people of Ireland 
were given a promise by Great Britain 
in 1914 and 1915, when they entered the 
First World War, that they could have 
an election, an election to determine the 
shape and form of their nation and its 
government. An election was held in 
1918 under British rule when all the offi- 
cials of the Republic of Ireland were in 
jail. Yet for the first time in the history 
of the world, with all the opposition the 
Crown could array against them, the peo- 
ple in Ireland, 80 percent of them, voted 
for freedom and unity and a new na- 
tion under God. Now you get up here 
and talk about Americanism and the 
right to free speech and freedom of as- 
sembly and the right of self-determina- 
tion. You are going to condone just what 
Great Britain did to the Irish back in 
1918 if you refuse to consider honestly 
this resolution. You are condoning their 
police-state methods that exist today in 
the six-county area of Northern Ireland. 
You are condoning the methods there 
today that we as Americans are decry- 
ing, day in and day out, all over the 
world, because we are against Stalin and 
communism. If you saw these police- 
state methods in action you would not 
recognize British rule. You would say 
that was rule under the Kremlin and 
under Stalin, because there is no differ- 
ence. 

The previous speaker said the ma- 
jority of those six counties did not want 
to be united with the Republic. That is 
not the true fact. Four and one-half 
counties out of the six today, if they had 
a chance to vote—and that is all I am 
asking—if they had a chance to vote 
today, four and one-half counties of the 
six would vote for genuine, honest, and 
honorable freedom, as they did back in 
1918. All I ask is that Great Britain 
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keep its promise made in 1918, when 80 
percent of the people voted for freedom 
with honor and justice. By doing that, 
if Great Britain will permit the elimina- 
tion of that unnatural partition across 
Ireland, Ireland will come into the At- 
lantic Pact. If we ever get rid of the 
veto power that Russia wields in the 
United Nations, Ireland will be a member 
of the United Nations. It has been Rus- 
sia who has kept her out by the use of 
the veto. Ireland is the most anticom- 
munistic country that exists in the world 
today, and can there be a man or woman 
in this House to declare to the con- 
trary. That is why she is not in the 
United Nations. 

As far as weakening our strength in 
the world today, there is no question in 
my mind that resistance against com- 
munism would be strengthened all over 
the world if that outpost in the Atlantic 
Ocean, as God intended it to be, were a 
free and sovereign nation alined with 
the cause of freedom. As far as men of 
Irish descent are concerned, I came 
across this book just a little while ago 
put out by the Navy Department. Take 
a look at it, look in the back of that book 
at the Medals of Honor that have been 
given and see the great number of Irish 
names in the list. There is the record; 
look at it. 

Mr. SLEMINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I am 
for the passage of this resolution. I 
take exception to the remarks of the 
distinguished gentleman from Virginia 
(Mr. SmitH], who, among other points 
raised the challenge that if Members of 
this House wani to fight let them go to 
Korea and not stir up friction at home 
by voting for this measure. As one who 
did just that, who went to Korea to up- 
hold the principle, I trust, that freedom 
is indivisible, I am compelled to reject 
the gentleman’s position, a facetious 
one to say the least. 

And to the remarks of the distin- 
guished and courageous gentleman 
from South Carolina [Mr. RICHARDS] 
whose high honor it is to direct the 
House Committee on Foreign Affairs, I 
must demur. No one desires to imperil 
the harmony of the free world, espe- 
cially against the common danger of 
Communist Russia, at this or any other 
time. Passage of the resolution jeopar- 
dizes nothing but a wrong. 

Much is said of the reaction of the 
British Parliament; that it would have 
the right to tell us to mind our own 
business; that we would be meddling in 
the affairs of friendly nations in pass- 
ing this resolution. This is to say that 
our friends are never wrong only our 
enemies. Surely such is an argument 
based on expediency, not justice. In 
her thousand long year history, has 
England ever hesitated to do something 
because of the reaction of other parlia- 
ments? Did England hesitate to give 
Japan the green light when it crossed 
the Yalu in 1931, especially when Sec- 
retary of State Stimson invoked the 
Pact of Paris calling upon the nine sig- 
natories to halt Japan’s aggression? 
Did England hesitate to give Hitler the 
green light in 1933 when it hesitated to 
spearhead a drive to guarantee the 
eastern Locarno, thereby signaling Hit- 
Jer to go east? Did MHore-Belisha 
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check Mussolini’s drive into Ethiopia? 
Was England mindful of other parlia- 
ments when it recognized Red China, 
worse still when its Foreign Office 
stopped supporting Chiang Kai-shek 
fully 4 years before it advised us it had 
done so? And if England was not back- 
ing Chiang, while we were for 4 years, 
who was she backing? Was Winston 
Churchill mindful of allied opinion when 
he told Mikolajczyk, of Poland, to re- 
linquish to the Soviets the eastern slice 
of Poland, in spite of fervent protesta- 
tions by General Anders, hero of Monte 
Cassino, that Mikolajezyk had no con- 
stitutional right to do so? Was England 
mindful of the reaction of other parlia- 
ments when she announced she would 
continue to trade with the Soviets be- 
cause she said she needed Russia's grain 
and timber? Was England mindful of 
other parliaments when she insisted we 
stay south of the thirty-eighth paral- 
lel? 

Mr. Speaker, is not the need for jus- 
tice equally as compelling as the need 
for grain and timber? Was not the les- 
son we learned in World War II a rec- 
ognition of the need for watching one’s 
friends as well as one’s enemies? And 
had the true facts about the slaughter in 
Katyn Forest been revealed when they 
were learned, in 1942, might we not have 
been more cautious with Russia? Truth, 
Mr. Speaker, truth firms up the will to 
resist and fight back against wrong, 
does it not? 

This House has recently voted the 
largest military appropriations in its 
history. The free world is girding for 
strength to enforce its will, its agree- 
ments. Its will for what? Peace with 
freedom and justice. That is what our 
Secretary of State says in today’s pa- 
pers, does he not? Peace, with freedom 
and justice for friend and foe. Free- 
dom and justice are indivisible. They 
apply at all times, not merely when it 
is convenient to chant the cry. 

When our boys were smashing their 
way from Inchon to Seoul, did the judge 
advocate of the Tenth Army Corps hesi- 
tate to enforce courts-martial proceed- 
ings against soldiers guilty of breaches of 
military discipline? 

Mr. Speaker, our traditions count for 
ourselves and the world. We are gird- 
ing for strength—we are closing the 
gap between our bayonet point and our 
covenants so that the latter can be en- 
forced. Do we dare to think we can in- 
spire those under the heel of Soviet 
tyranny to have hope in freedom’s 
cause when we in this House refuse to 
pass a rule to discuss one of freedom’s 
problems—the unification of Ireland? 

When this resolution comes to the fioor 
of the House again next year, I trust 
those of Irish forebears will allow time 
for debate to those with forebears from 
other lands who know with equal experi- 
ence how tyranny rots the bones. I re- 
gret I was not allowed time on the floor. 
I asked the chairman guiding this reso- 
lution for time; he had none to give. I 
asked the distinguished gentleman from 
Rhode Island (Mr. Focarty], to yield to 
me on two occasions during his debate— 
and as his time was limited, I under- 
stand his refusal to yield: Accordingly, 
I state the above for the Recorp. I hope 
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that truth and justice will yet prevail, 
and that debate for the unification of 
Ireland will be allowed on the floor of 
this House. 

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, the 
Tish are cognizant of the unity amid 
diversity of the United States and look 
for spiritual help from us to bring to 
their nation unity out of its diversity. 
They want their country to be what we 
proclaim America to be when we recite 
the pledge of allegiance to our flag 
“One nation, indivisible, with liberty and 
justice for all.” 

In a world in which the dominant 
idological color is not black or white but 
gray, there is nothing either indefinite 
or indefinable in Ireland’s tragic story. 
The creative power of God brought it 
into being out of nothingness. 

From sea to sea—from the Bay of Bel- 
fast to the Cove of Cork—it is by nature 
one undivided entity. That oneness was 
sundered by the partition of 1920, which 
cut off its most strategic segment, Ulster, 
where the intense struggle for freedom 
began. Ulster was Ireland’s Lexington 
and Concord, and this is the portion that 
is separated from independent Ireland 
by a line of demarcation that is an in-. 
dictment of the natural law of bound- 
aries, logic, and diplomacy. The arbi- 
trary partition of Ireland was the error 
of men. 

One nation under God was the prayer 
of Lincoln, and that prayer was an- 
swered after a hundred blood-drenched 

ttlefields. A Mason and Dixon line 
dividing our country today would present 
a parallel to Ireland as it is now parti- 
tioned. E Pluribus Unum, the mighty 
symbol of the United States of America, 
would be a folly and a myth had the 
Union not survived. President Lincoln 
said that by all means, the Union must 
be preserved. Every nation today seeks 
its own unity. India, Indonesia, Pakis- 
tan, the Philippines, to mention a few, 
have sought and found their own free- 
dom within recent years. Present-day 
Germany, divided into French, Russian, 
British, and American zones, seeks to 
regain its unity as a nation. 

The morally indefensible partition of 
Ireland ought to evoke a protest not 
alone from a sympathetic world, but 
from an understanding world. To retain 
the partition of Ireland is foolhardy 
when she alone, in proximity to quaking 
Europe, is untouched by communism. 

Divide and rule were the military 
tactics of the Caesars and in their wake 
lay strewn the remnants of once mighty 
powers and world empires. 

Lovers of liberty and righteousness 
cannot afford to permit Ireland to be the 
latest victim of divide and conquer. A 
united Ireland would be an impregnable 
fortress against the onslaughts of com- 
munism with all its insidious works and 
deceitful pomps. Ireland stands as a 
flaming torch of freedom in a world 
threatened with communism. If given 
its unity and freedom of action, Ireland 
will throw its beam of faith and deter- 
mination over land and sea to enlighten 
this spiritually darkened world, sorely in 
need of guidance. ’ 

One Member has criticized Ireland be- 
cause it has not accepted membership in 


the Atlantic Pact. There are certain 
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facts which should be known. Since the 
British Government holds that part of 
northeastern Ireland claiming it as Brit- 
ish territory, the Irish Government says 
that to join the Atlantic Pact would 
mean that it was ratifying this forcible 
partition of Ireland, which it has never 
recognized. The pact pledges each mem- 
ber to guarantee the “territorial integ- 
rity” of all the others. And since Britain 
claims northeastern Ireland as British 
territory the Irish Government would be 
put in the position of guaranteeing what 
it has always regarded as an unjust 
usurpation of Irish territory. 

Of course, the reference by the gen- 
tleman from Virginia [Mr. SMITH] re- 
garding the division between Virginia 
and West Virginia was meant to be face- 
tious. The gentleman from Virginia 
(Mr. SmirH] fails to recognize the fact 
that the partition of Ireland is much 
more than a mere boundary dispute. 
If the United States had a boundary 
dispute with Canada, one might say 
that it was mainly a question of terri- 
tory. On whichever side of the disputed 
boundary a man lived, he would find 
himself under a fair and democratic 
government. Likewise those citizens of 
Virginia and West Virginia find them- 
selves under a fair and democratic gov- 
ernment. In 1921, the British set up a 
northern government to govern the ter- 
ritory they claim in Ireland. Shortly 
after coming into existence, the North- 
ern government declared a state of emer- 
gency and passed a special powers act, 
suspending all the civil guaranties. 

The emergency has now lasted nearly 
30 years. Let me quote you a couple 
of opinions from fairly unbiased sources 
on the northern government. In 1935 
the British National Council for Civil 
Liberties—which included people like 
Lady Astor and the late Bernard Shaw 
and H. G. Wells—had an investigation 
made of the northern government. It 
reported: 

Through the use of the special powers, 
individual liberty is no longer protected by 
law, but is at the arbitrary disposition of the 
executive. This abrogation of law has been 
so practiced as to bring the freedoms of 
the subject into contempt. 


Writing in the New York liberal 
weekly, the Nation, in August 1949, a 
former correspondent of the London 
Daily Herald, Griffin Barry, described 
the operation of the special powers: 


A person detained under these regulations 
is deprived of protections that have hedged 
the liberty of the subject in Britain for ages. 
He may be held indefinitely without being 
charged and without trial. He is allowed no 
visitors and no messages. He has no access 
to legal advice. A curious statute deals with 
the examination of witnesses by a resident 
magistrate. * * * A witness may not be 
accompanied to court by a legal advisor or 
friend and is specifically not excused from 
answering questions on the grounds that “an 
answer may incriminate or tend to incrimi- 
nate himself.” A refusal to answer is punish- 
able by penal servitude up to 14 years. 


The objection may be raised that in 
view of the great threat of communism, 
the Irish should waive their quarrel with 
England over the northern territory. To 
be logical one should also urge the Brit- 
ish Goverr nent to abolish, or at least to 
reform, the northern government. But 


the British will not even discuss the 
northern government. One can under- 
stand that: The northern government 
simply cannot stand discussion. It 
would seem only reasonable to urge the 
British to be just before urging the Irish 
to be generous. For the ultimate re- 
dress of this injustice, Ireland looks not 
to arms, for it is a nation dedicated to 
peaceful settlement of international 
questions, but to the pressure of en- 
lightened world opinion, especially of 
American opinion. - 

One of the previous speakers who op- 
posed the form of this resolution, advo- 
cates a voluntary unification of Ireland. 
Following that logic, one must neces- 
sarily condemn the involuntary parti- 
tion of Ireland which was effected by 
the British Parliament in 1920 when 
they arbitrarily divided Ireland. There 
is no logic in the contention that the 
passage of time has justified the arbi- 
trary partition of Ireland. Therefore, 
if one contends that Ireland should have 
an opportunity to vote to decide whether 
it shall again become unified, the vote 
should be taken by all of Ireland, irre- 
spective of the artificial partition forced 
upon Ireland by the act of the British 
Parliament. 

The approval of this resolution will 
reflect the sentiments of the American 
people, whose aim is to bring and to 
preserve liberty and justice to all peo- 
ples everywhere. I urge adoption of the 
rule for House Resolution 82. 

The SPEAKER, The time of the gen- 
tleman from Rhode Island has expired, 
all time on the resolution has expired. 

Mr. DELANE T. Mr. Speaker, I move 
the previous question. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the resolution. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia and Mr. 
ROONEY asked for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The question was taken; and there 
were—yeas 139, nays 206, answered 
“present” 2, not voting 83, as follows: 


[Roll No. 186] 
YEAS—139 

Addonizio Fulton Larcade 
Angell Furcolo Latham 
Bakewell Garmatz Lesinski 
Barrett Gavin Lyle 
Bates, Ky. George McCarthy 
Bates, Mass. Gordon McCormack 
Beall Granahan McDonough 
Beckworth Green McGrath 
Blatnik Gwinn McGregor 
Brehm Hall, cGuire 
Buchanan Edwin Arthur McVey 
Byrne, N. Y. Hart Machrowicz 
Canfield Havenner Mack, III. 
Cannon Hays, Ohio Mack, Wash. 
Carnahan Hedrick Madden 
Celler Heffernan Mansfield 
Chudoff Herter Martin, Mass, 
Clemente Heselton Merrow 
Cunningham  Hillings Miller, N. Y. 
Curtis, Nebr. Hoffman, I. Mills 
Dawson Holmes Mitchell 
Delaney Jackson, Wash. Morano 
Dempsey Javits Morgan 
Dingell Jenison Multer 
Dollinger Jonas O'Brien, Il. 
Dolliver Karsten, Mo. O’Brien, Mich. 
Donohue Kearns O'Hara 
Donovan Keating O'Neill 
Doyle Kelly, N. L. Ostertag 
Fallon Kennedy O'Toole 
Feighan Kilday Polk 
Fenton Kirwan Poulson 
Fine Klein Price 
Flood Kluczynski Quinn 
Fogarty Lane Radwan 
Forand Lanham Rhodes 
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Ribicoff Shelley Watts 
Riehlman Sheppard Weichel 
Rodino Sieminski Welch 
Rogers, Colo. Simpson, Ill. Wharton 
Rogers, Mass. Spence Wickersham 
Rooney pringer Wigglesworth 
Roosevelt Sutton Withrow 
Sabath Tollefson Yates 
Sasscer Trimble Yorty 
Seely-Brown Vail Zablocki . 
Sheehan Van Zandt 
NAYS—206 

Aandahl Doughton Miller, Nebr, 
Abbitt Durham Morris 
Abernethy Eaton Murray, Tenn. 
Adair Elliott Nelson 
Albert Ellsworth Nicholson 
Allen, Calif. Evins Norblad 
Allen, III. Fernandez Norrell 
Andersen, Fisher O'Konskl 

H. Carl Ford Passman 
Anderson, Calif. Forrester Patman 
Andresen, Frazier Patten 

August H. Fugate Perkins 
Andrews Gamble Pickett 
Arends Gary Poage 
Armstrong Gathings Preston 
Aspinall Golden Prouty 
Auchincloss Goodwin Rains 
Ayres Gore Ramsay 
Barden Graham Rankin 
Baring Grant Reams 
Battle Greenwood Reed, Ill 
Beamer Gross Reed, N. Y. 
Belcher Hagen Rees, Kans. 
Bennett, Fla. Hale Richards 
Bennett, Mich. Hall, Riley 
Berry Leonard W. Roberts 
Betts Halleck Robeson 
Bishop Hand Rogers, Fla 
Blackney Harden Rogers, Tex. 
Bonner Hardy Saylor 
Bosone Harris Schwabe 
Bow Harrison, Va tt, 
Boykin Harrison, Wyo. Hugh D., Jr. 
Bramblett Harvey Scrivner 
Bray Hays, Ark. Scudder 
Brooks Hill Secrest 
Brown, Ga. Hoeven Shafer 
Brownson Hoffman, Mich. Sikes 
Bryson Hope Sittler 
Budge Horan Smith, Kans. 
Buffett Hull Smith, Miss 
Burdick Hunter Smith, Va 
Burleson Ikard Smith, Wis 
Burnside Jarman Stanley 
Burton Jenkins Steed 
Bush Jensen Stefan 
Butler Johnson Stigler 
Byrnes, Wis. Jones, Ala. Taber 
Camp Jones, Mo. Tackett 
Carlyle Jones, Talle 
Chelf Hamilton C. Thompson, 
Chenoweth ones, Mich. 
Chiperfield Woodrow W. Thompson, Tex. 
Church Judd Van Pelt 
Clevenger Kean Velde 
Cole, Kans. Kearney Vorys 
Colmer Kee Vursell 
Combs Kilburn Walter 
Cooper Lantaff Werdel 
Cotton LeCompte Wheeler 
Crawford Lind Whitaker 
Crumpacker Lovre Whitten 
Curtis, Mo. McConnell Widnall 
Dague McKinnon Williams, Miss, 
Davis, Ga. McMillan Williams, N. Y. 
Davis, WIs. McMullen Wilson, Ind, 
DeGraffenried Magee Wilson, Tex. 
Denton Mahon Winstead 
Devereux Martin, Iowa Wolcott 
Dondero -Meader Wood, Idaho 
Dorn Miller, Md. Woodruff 

ANSWERED “PRESENT”—2 
Bolton Cox 
NOT VOTING—83 

Allen, La. Cooley Hess 
Anfuso Corbett Hinshaw 
Bailey Coudert Holifield 
Baker Crosser Howell 
Bender Davis, Tenn. Irving 
Bentsen Deane Jackson, Calif. 
Boggs, Del. Denny James 
Boggs, La D’Ewart Kelley, Pa. 
Bolling Eberharter Keogh 
Breen Elston err 
Brown, Ohio Engle Kersten, Wis. 
Buckley Granger King 
Busbey Gregory Lucas 
Case Hébert McCulloch 
Chatham Heller Marshall 
Cole, N. L. Herlong Mason 


Miller, Calif. Powell Staggers 
Morrison Priest Stockman 
Morton Rabaut Taylor 
Moulder Redden ague 
Mumma Reece, Tenn. Thomas 
Murdock Regan Thornberry 
Murphy Rivers Vinson 
Murray, Wis. Sadlak Wier 
Patterson St. Willis 
Philbin Scott, Hardie Wolverton 
Phillips Short Wood, Ga. 
Potter Simpson, Pa 


So the resolution was not agreed to. 
The Clerk announced the following 


On this vote: 


Mr. Bender for, with Mr. Teague against, 

Mrs. St. George for, with Mrs. Bolton 
against. 

Mr: Keogh for, with Mr. Wood of Georgia, 
against. 


Until further notice: 


Philbin with Mr. Wolverton, 
Herlong with Mr. Taylor. 
Murphy with Mr, James. 
Miller of California with Mr. Baker. 
Buckley with Mr. Case. 
Heller with Mr. McCulloch. 
Engle with Mr. Potter. 
Boggs of Louisiana with Mr. Short. 
Morrison with Mr. Elston. 
Vinson with Mr. Coudert. 
Rivers with Mr. Cole of New York. 
with Mr. Mason. 
Redden with Mr. Patterson. 
with Mr. Reece of Tennessee. 
Holifield with Mr. Denny. 
Kelley of Pennsylvania with Mr. Hess. 
King with Mr. Boggs of Delaware. 
Powell with Mr. Sadlak. 
Priest with Mr. Simpson of Pennsyl- 
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Rabaut with Mr. Phillips. 

Granger with Mr. Busbey. 

Eberharter with Mr. Corbett. 

Deane with Mr. Morton. 

Anfuso with Mr. Murray of Wisconsin, 
Chatham with Mr. Stockman. 
Moulder with Mr. D’Ewart. 

Howell with Mr. Mumma. 

Cooley with Mr. Hardie Scott. 

Irving with Mr. Kersten of Wisconsin. 
Wier with Mr. Hinshaw. 

Davis of Tennessee with Mr. Jackson 
of California. 


Mrs. BOLTON. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
live pair with the gentlewoman from 
New York, Mrs. St. GEORGE. If she were 
present, she would vote “yea.” I voted 
“nay.” I withdraw my vote and vote 
“present.” 

Mr. CaRNAHAN changed his vote from 
“nay” to “yea.” 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 


SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mr. POAGE asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House today for 
10 minutes, following the legislative 
business of the day and any other special 
orders heretofore entered. 


ESTATE OF OVILA P. GAUCHER 


Mr. STANLEY. Mr. Speaker, by di- 
rection of the Committee on House Ad- 
ministration, i offer a resolution (H. Res. 
249) and ask for its immediate con- 
sideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

Resolved, That there shall be paid out of 
the contingent fund of the House of Repre- 
sentatives to the estate of Ovila P. Gaucher, 
late an employee of the House of Repre- 
sentatives, an amount equal to 6 months’ 
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salary at the rate he was receiving at the 
time of his death and an additional amount 
not to exceed $350 toward defraying the 
funeral expenses of said Ovila Gaucher. 


The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


KATYN FOREST MASSACRE 


Mr. STANLEY. Mr. Speaker, by di- 
rection of the Committee on House Ad- 
ministration, I offer a resolution (H. Res. 
410) and ask for its immediate con- 
sideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 


Resolved, That the expenses of conducting 
the studies and investigations, authorized 
by House Resolution 390, Eighty-second 
Congress, incurred by the Select Committee 
for the investigation of the Katyn Forest 
massacre, acting as a whole or by subcom- 
mittee, not to exceed $20,000, including ex- 
penditures for the employment of such ex- 
perts, clerical, stenographic, and other as- 
sistants, shall be paid out of the contingent 
fund of the House on vouchers authorized 
by such committee, signed by the chairman 
of such committee, and approved by the 
Committee on House Administration. 


The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


EXPENSES OF COMMITTEE ON UN- 
AMERICAN ACTIVITIES 


Mr. STANLEY. Mr. Speaker, by di- 
rection of the Committee on House Ad- 
ministration, I offer a resolution (H. Res. 
403) with an amendment, and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 


Resolved, That the further expenses of 
conducting the studies and investigations 
authorized by clause (1)(Q) of rule XI in- 
curred by the Committee on Un-American 
Activities, acting as a whole or by subcom- 
mittee, not to exceed $250,000, including ex- 
penditures for employment of such experts, 
special counsel, and such clerical, steno- 
graphic, and other assistants, shall be paid 
out of the contingent fund of the House on 
vouchers authorized by said committee and 
signed by the chairman of the committee, 
and approved by the Committee on House 
Administration. 

Sec. 2. The official stenographers to com- 
mittees may be used at all hearings held in 
the District of Columbia, if not otherwise 
engaged. 

That the funds granted shall remain avail- 
able for the expenses of the Committee on 
Un-American Activities until January 3, 
1953. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


On page 1, line 5, strike out the sum “$250,- 
000” and insert “$100,000.” 


The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 8 
EXPENSES OF INVESTIGATION AND 
STUDIES AUTHORIZED BY HOUSE RES- 
OLUTION 158 


Mr. STANLEY. Mr. Speaker, by di- 
rection of the Committee on House Ad- 
ministration, I offer a resolution (H. Res. 
415) with an amendment, and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 
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The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 


Resolved, That the expenses of conducting 
the studies and investigations authorized by 
House Resolution 158, Eighty-second Con- 
gress, incurred by the Committee on Public 
Works, not to exceed $25,000, shall be paid 
out of the contingent fund of the House 
on vouchers authorized by such committee 
and signed by the chairman of the com- 
mittee and approved by the Committee on 
House Administration. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Page 1, line 1, before the word “expenses” 
insert further.“ 


The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


EXPENSES OF STUDY AND INVESTIGA- 
TION AUTHORIZED BY HOUSE RESOLU- 
TION 33 


Mr. STANLEY. Mr. Speaker, by di- 
rection of the Committee on House Ad- 
ministration, I offer a resolution (H. Res. 
417) and ask for its immediate consid- 
eration. 

The Clerk read the solution, as fol- 
lows: 


Resolved, That the further expenses of 
conducting the study and investigation au- 
thorized by House Resolution 33 of the 
Eighty-second Congress, incurred by the se- 
lect committee appointed to study and in- 
vestigate the problems of small 
not to exceed $35,000, in addition to the un- 
expended balance of any sum heretofore 
made available for conducting such study 
and investigation, including expenditures for 
the employment of investigators, attorneys, 
and clerical, stenographic, and other assist- 
ants, shall be paid out of the contingent 
fund of the House on vouchers authorized 
by such committee, signed by the chairman 
thereof, and approved by the Committee on 
House Administration. 


The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


AUTHORIZING EXPENDITURES FOR STUD- 
IES BY COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND 
MEANS 


Mr. STANLEY. Mr. Speaker, by di- 
rection of the Committee on House Ad- 
ministration I offer a privileged resolu- 
tion (H. Res. 433) and ask for its imme- 
diate consideration. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Resolved, That the further expenses of 
conducting the studies and investigations, 
authorized by House Resolution 78, Eighty- 
second Congress, incurred by the Committee 
on Ways and Means, acting as a whole or by 
subcommittee, not to exceed $150,000 in ad- 
dition to the amount heretofore authorized 
by House Resolution 153, Eighty-second Con- 
gress, including expenditures for the em- 
ployment of such experts, clerical, steno- 
graphic, and other assistants, shall be paid 
out of the contingent fund of the House 
on vouchers authorized by such committee, 
signed by the chairman of such committee, 
and approved by the Committee on House 
Administration. 


The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 
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ELECTRIC OFFICE EQUIPMENT FOR 
MEMBERS 


Mr. STANLEY. Mr. Speaker, by di- 
rection of the Committee on House Ad- 
ministration I offer a privileged resolu- 
tion (H. Res. 318) with amendments, and 
ask for its iminediate consideration. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Resolved, That upon the request of any 
Member, officer, or committee of the House 
of Representatives and with the approval 
of the Committee on House Administration, 
the Clerk of the House of Representatives 
is authorized and directed to purchase elec- 
tric office equipment for the use of such 
Member, officer, or committee. The cost of 
such equipment shall be paid from the con- 
tingent fund of the House of Representa- 
tives. 

Sec. 2. The Committee on House Admin- 
istration shall prescribe such standards and 
regulations (including regulations establish- 
ing the types and maximum amount of elec- 
tric office equipment which may be fur- 
nished to any Member, officer, or committee) 
as may be necessary to carry ou“ the pro- 
visions of this resolution. 

Sec. 3. Electric office equipment furnished 
under this resolution shall be registered in 
the office of the Clerk of the House of Repre- 
sentatives, and shall remain the property of 
the House of Representatives. 

Sec. 4. For the purposes of this resolution, 
the term “Member” includes the Representa- 
tives in Congress, the Delegates from the Ter- 
ritories of Alaska and Hawaii, and the Resi- 
dent Commissioner from Puerto Rico, 


With the following committee amend- 
ments: 

Line 1, following the word “That” insert 
“ (a) * 

Line 5, following the word “electric” in- 
sert the words “or mechanical.” 

Line 9, strike out line 9 and the remainder 
of the resolution. i 

Insert therefor the following: 

“(b) Except as provided in subsection (c), 
the cost of electric or mechanical office 
equipment purchased for use in the office 
of a Member shall not exceed $1,500 and 
shall be paid from the contingent fund of 
the House of Representatives. 

“(c) Any Member desiring electric or me- 
chanical office equipment for use in his 
office in addition to the equipment purchased 
within the cost limitation prescribed by sub- 
section (b) may request the Clerk of the 
House of Representatives to purchase such 
additional equipment at a cost of not to 
exceed $1,000. The cost of such additional 
electric or mechanical office equipment shall 
be deducted from the gross funds allocated 
to such Member for clerk hire. 

“(d) Electric or mechanical office equip- 
ment furnished under this section shall be 
registered in the office of the Clerk of the 
House of Representatives, and shall remain 
the property of the House of Representatives. 

“(e) As used in this section the term 
“Member” includes a Representative in Con- 
gress, a Delegate from a Territory, and the 
Resident Commissioner from Puerto Rico.” 


Mr. LECOMPTE. Mr. Speaker, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. LECOMPTE. Is this a privileged 
resolution? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair would 
hold that this is a privileged resolution 
because the expenditure is out of the 
contingent fund of the House, 

Mr. LECOMPTE. A further parlia- 
mentary inquiry, does the gentleman 
from Virginia control the time? 

The SPEAKER. He does. 
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Mr. LECOMPTE. Will the gentleman 
from Virginia yield me 5 minutes? 

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. LECOMPTE]. 

Mr. LECOMPTE. Mr. Speaker, I am 
unalterably opposed to this resolution, 
notwithstanding the fact that it has been 
amended in some respects. As I figure 
it by a hurried computation, I think this 
resolution could cost the taxpayers a 
million dollars or more. 

The resolution provides for electric or 
mechanical equipment for each office at 
a cost of $1,500 to be charged to the 
contingent fund. If each Member asks 
for such equipment, and probably equip- 
ment for several committees—and it in- 
cludes in addition $1,000 worth more of 
equipment to be paid for out of the al- 
lowance for clerk hire of each Member— 
that would be $2,500 worth of equip- 
ment that is provided for in this simple 
resolution for 435 Members and for the 
Delegates from Puerto Rico and Alaska 
and Hawaii, and perhaps for several 
committees. This will total over a mil- 
lion dollars. 

I think that with the budget going up 
somewhere from $75,000,000 to $100,000,- 
000; with the Congress laboring over a 
bill to raise more taxes, and the budget 
still far from balanced, that it would 
be a good time for Members of Congress 
to practice a little economy themselves, 
I realize that there may be some 
Members of Congress who have more 
correspondence than others, but we 
have gotten along with the arrange- 
ments we have, and I am unalterably 
opposed at this time to asking the tax- 
payers to take over the burden of pay- 
ing for electric or mechanical equip- 
ment for 435 offices in addition to sev- 
eral more offices that may be included. 
I think the Congress can function and 
get through the present session without 
this additional equipment. I am un- 
alterably opposed to the resolution. If 
the Members will ask themselves a ques- 
tion and do a little searching of their 
conscience they will find out that they 
can manage without this additional ex- 
penditure. If we could have the consid- 
eration of this resolution postponed for 
some time, and if the Members will in- 
vestigate the sentiment at home, I think 
they will find there are a considerable 
number of folks who are not in favor of 
additional expenditures for Congress at 
this time. 

I am opposed to this resolution, now 
or later, but at least let us postpone con- 
sideration until we can more carefully 
consider it. This is the best time I have 
ever seen for Congress to economize on 
needless expenditures. 

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman frora 
Missouri [Mr. Jones]. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, 
I heard the gentleman from Iowa give 
a rough computation with reference to 
the cost of this equipment. Does the 
chairman of the committee have some 
figures on the cost of this equipment and 
what the final figure will be? 

Mr. STANLEY. If every Member 
bought all of the equipment he could 
it would be $1,080,000, 
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Mr. JONES of Missouri. Does that 
include the amount that will be taken 
out of the contingency fund, plus the 
amount that would be taken from the 
Members’ clerk allowance? 

Mr. STANLEY. That is correct. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, 
I think the House is making a mistake 
in acting on this resolution today call- 
ing for this expenditure of money. We 
should study the resolution and what 
the effects of it will be. Copies of the 
resolution and the proposed amendment 
are not available to the membership. I 
know most of us, when we see someone 
else get something, say that we want it 
too, regardless of whether we need it 
or not. 

There are probably a lot of offices 
around here that need this electrical 
equipment and I would not want to keep 
anyone who needs if from having it. 
There are many of us who do not need 
this equipment and I think it might be 
better for the committee to study the 
possibility of accomplishing some 
economy by providing a central office 
for turning out mimeographed letters or 
any other means of duplication or re- 
production that you might prefer. I 
think upon reflection this House would 
find it could accomplish the end without 
expending all of this money, and at a 
time when this equipment is in short 
supply, as I understand it, and at a 
time when we are trying to economize. 

I do not like to be contentious about 
these things, but I do feel that this 
should be submitted to a vote and, 
personally, if the chairman does not 
want to carry this resolution over I am 
going to be constrained to ask for a roll 
call vote on the resolution. 

Relatively speaking, $1,000,000 is not 
a large appropriation. But personally, 
I do not like to see any amount of 
money wasted by this House. I know 
from experience, and from talking 
with other Members, that some of us 
have purchased with our own funds 
some of the equipment authorized by 
this resolution, only to find that we are 
not getting the maximum amount of use 
out of the equipment, and we would not 
repeat our mistake. However, I dare 


say there will be few of us who will resist 


the opportunity and temptation to have 
the maximum amount of this equipment 
installed in our offices, regardless of how 
little need we have for it, if this resolu- 
tion is adopted. 

While I have not had an opportunity 
to read the resolution, from the explana- 
tion given by the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia, and from hearing the clerk report 
the bill, I got the impression that the 
authorization was for the purchase of 
any electrical mechanical office equip- 
ment, which would include a variety of 
contraptions. A beverage cooler or an 
“office model” electrical refrigerator, 
would I believe, come within the scope 
of this resolution, and I do not think we 
would have to stretch the interpretation 
too far to include a radio or television 
set. Surely every office needs an elec- 
trically operated pencil sharpener. At 
least an enterprising salesman should 
have no difficulty in seeing that each 
Member spends the entire amount that 
he is allowed under the resolution, And 
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with a pair of electrically operated 
barber’s clippers, we would have less 
reason to complain that another body 
has the advantage of free haircuts. In 
any event we will know it is the taxpayer 
who is getting clipped to the tune of 
more than a million dollars which could 
be saved. 

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia [Mr. ANDERSON]. 

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I regret that I must disagree 
with my colleague from Iowa and the 
gentleman who just spoke. I have 
served in this body for-13 years and I 
have always maintained that we are 
penny-wise and pound-foolish as far 
as taking care of our own office equip- 
ment is concerned. 

The responsibilities of a Member of 
Congress in the last 12 years have in- 
creased tremendofisly, yet we have had 
no increase in our office equipment. 
The population of my congressional dis- 
trict has almost doubled and it is ut- 
terly impossible for me to keep up with 
the tremendous volume of correspond- 
ence that comes into my office without 
some sort of mechanical help. I do not 
believe the citizens I represent would 
want me to pay money out of my own 
pocket in order to properly serve their 
needs. 

I sincerely hope on sober refiection 
and on second thought the gentlemen 
who originally opposed this resolution 
today will see fit to support it. I hope if 
a roll call is had that it will be passed 
overwhelmingly because you and I know 
in this day and age the Congress of the 
United States, sitting as the board of 
directors of the biggest business in the 
world, must have the necessary and suf- 
ficient equipment and a clerical staff to 
do the job and do it well. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. Speak- 
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON of California. I 
yield to the gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. If a 
Member feels he does not need the equip- 
ment he does not have to apply for it, 
does he? 

Mr. ANDERSON of California. He 
does not have to apply for it, certainly 
not. 

Mr. POULSON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON of California. I 
yield to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. POULSON. It is stated that this 
equipment will last 10 years. If it does 
and costs $1,000,000, on the basis of a 
life of 10 years, that involves an expendi- 
ture of only $100,000 a year and the 
equipment still belongs to the Govern- 
ment, while at the same time it in- 
creases the efficiency of the Members’ 
offices and, as the gentleman says, we 
should not approach this problem in a 
short-sighted manner. 

Mr. ANDERSON of California. The 
gentleman is correct. 

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON of California. I 
25 to the gentleman from Washing- 
n. 


Mr. HORAN. Most of us spend addi- 
tional money now over and above our 
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allowance for letters that are mechan- 
ically typed. 

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Al- 
most every Member of the House is out 
of pocket for the mechanical work he 
has to have done in the minority or 
majority room. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
genticman yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON of California. I yield 
to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. POAGE. Have we heard any 
such complaint about providing equip- 
ment for the executive branch of the 
Government, the administrative agen- 
cies of Government? Have we heard 
anybody get uv here and complain about 
money to buy mechanical equipment for 
the various Government offices? 

Mr. ANDERSON of California. As a 
matter of fact, as the agencies expand 
we supply them with more and more 
equipment. 

Mr. POAGE. Does not the gentle- 
man think the work of the Congress is 
just as important as the work of the 
administrative agencies? 

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Far 
more important today. 

I am not asking for free haircuts such 
as they have in another body because 
I am not interested in them. I do not 
need one very often and there are a few 
other Members of the House, including 
the present occupant of the chair, who 
are in the same fix. I don’t ask for free 
lunches, luxuries, or unnecessary per- 
quisites. All I ask is that we have the 
staff and the equipment necessary to do 
our jobs. 

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. BENNETT], 

Mr. BENNETT of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I regret to oppose an appar- 
ently constructive, progressive measure. 
The chief reason why I oppose this res- 
olution is that, as far as I know, it would 
cause a waste of money. I have not been 
able to get a copy of the resolution. I 
sent for one, and they did not have a 
copy they could give me, so I have not 
had an opportunity to read it. 

I think the acquiring of such mecha- 
nisms could be valuable to some offices. 
I have a district vhich has over 500,000 
people in it. I bought one of these ma- 
chines myself about 2 years ago. I think 
it serves some useful purpose, but I do 
think that not even half the Members of 
Congress could pro‘itably use this ma- 
chine. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BENNETT of Florida. I yield. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. This resolution 
does not specify any particular machine. 
It could be a dictaphone or anything 
the Member thinks would serve his pur- 
pose in his particular office. 

Mr. BENNETT of Florida. I think 
this resolution is primarily designed to 
get these particular machines. If I had 
a copy of the resolution I could tell bet- 
ter about it. I want to see to it that 
everybody is not going to get something 
that somebody just thinks would be good 
for them, but that would just sit around 
their offices and collect dust. I do not 
want to cut down on the Members get- 
ting good equipment that might be used 
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to advantage by many of the Members, 
but I do not want to see the equipment 
wasted and stand around unused in any 
office. 

Mr. SITTLER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? tits 

Mr. BENNETT of Florida. I yield to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SITTLER. It is at the option of 
the members to get this equipment. This 
is not foisted upon a Member or given to 
him without his consent, he gets it with 
the approval of the House. 

Mr. BENNETT of Florida. Is there 
going to be any device provided so that 
everybody will not simply rush in and 
get one? I put out about $1,500 for one. 
I thought it was that good. But when I 
got it I found it was not that good. I 
found my office staff did not want to use 
it. I find that it gathers dust. I do not 
use it more often than once in 2 or 3 
months if that often. It has been almost 
a total waste to me. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BENNETT of Florida. I yield. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. I may 
say that I also paid about $1,500 for one 
of them and I could use another one. 
Mine stays busy all the time, and I stay 
right behind in answering my mail. 

Mr. BENNETT of Florida. I person- 
ally would like to see this thing go over 
and let it be studied a little more care- 
fully to see to it that we do not encour- 
age Members to procure equipment which 
they are ultimately not going to want, 
but which they think now they may want. 
That is my only objection. I have no 
objection to getting any amount of 
equipment that will be helpful and that 
will help the Members perform their 
duties to their constituents. What I do 
not want to see is any Member procuring 
equipment which will ultimately be a 
waste and which will not result in any 
benefit to our country. 

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Penn- 
Sylvania [Mr. FULTON]. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Speaker, I am one 
of those who favor the resolution. This 
resolution provides not just equipment 
like high speed automatic machines 
about which our friend from Florida 
spoke. This authorization might be used 
for modern electric typewriters, which 
of course can type better and do better 
work, and which makes the work easier 
for the hard-pressed clerks in the Con- 
gressman’s office. In addition, as has 
been said, it can be dictaphones or any 
sound- recording equipment, or it might 
be a machine to make plates that might 
have your various lists, or to address 
lists automatically, seal envelopes, or 
any useful office equipment that in the 
Member’s judgment will expedite con- 
gressional work. So if you have items 
that are interesting to various groups 
in your district you can send out infor- 
mation that will bring your district up 
to date, and abreast of the issues. 

I think it should always be borne in 
mind that we should depend upon the 
integrity of the Member when he decides 
whether or not he needs the equipment. 
He alone knows the workload he has 
in his office. This resolution leaves it 
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up to each Member to decide what will 
best serve his constituents. 

There are those of us who have spent 
much on electrical equipment. I have 
spent about $1,500. I bought one of 
these Robotypers and electric typewriter, 
and also have a converter for my Wash- 
ington office. 

The difference in congressional dis- 
tricts should be taken into consideration. 
Iam from a district where I think every- 
body was born with either a pen or a 
pencil in his right hand and my address 
in his left hand, because on the question 
that has just been before the House to- 
day, I have extra help in order to take 
care of 3,000 unanswered letters on that 
one issue, all coming from the southern 
part of Pittsburgh and Allegheny County. 

There are sleeper districts in the 
United States, there is no doubt about 
it. There are; I am afraid, some people 
who like their districts to be quiet. But 
if a Congressman wants to give good 
service to his district, and if he wants to 
bring the issues to their attention, and 
dares to do so, the Congressman will need 
and will want the modern equipment that 
will help him to do a good office job. I 
think the Congress ought to vote for the 
resolution. It is not wasted money to do 
good, efficient work. It is not wasted 
money to bring these vitally important 
current issues and your views to the 
attention of your constituents. It is in 
the interest of the United States that 
your constituents should know the issues, 
and it is in the interest of the United 
States for you Congressmen to have the 
respect and integrity to decide whether 
you individually need this equipment or 
not. I, for one, will look carefully to 
see whether I need the equipment, and to 
see ‘to it that there is no waste. My 
office secretaries and clerks are a hard- 
working and efficient group, and put in 
much overtime work, giving good service 
to our district. We all take a matter of 
personal pride in our faithful loyalty to 
the good people who have placed such 
confidence in us, and who come to us on 
so many of their personal problems with 
this vast and intricate Federal Govern- 
ment of ours. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman has expired. 

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. Speaker, this is 
a question that the Committee on House 
Administration has had under consid- 
eration for a long time. It had this 
under consideration during the Eighty- 
first Congress, and reported a resolution 
which provided that members might 
purchase a certain amount of electrical 
equipment out of the money appropri- 
ated for their clerk hire. There was 
some objection to that resolution, and 
it was withdrawn and never brought back 
to the floor again. So, for this entire 
Congress, the committee has had this 
matter under consideration. We have 
had many requests for some funds to 
be made available for the purchase of 
electrical office equipment. The com- 
mittee, I think, was almost unanimous 
with the exception of the gentleman who 
spoke against it, a member of the com- 
mittee, the gentleman from Iowa IMr. 
LECOMPTE]. As I say, the committee was 
almost unanimous in believing that 
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this should be made available to the 
Members of the House. It is just in 
keeping with equipment which is in most 
all well operated, and well regulated 
offices. We are living in a day of ma- 
chines and have for a long time been 
liying in a machine age, and in order to 
be able to compete with those who do 
similar business, you must have this kind 
of equipment to operate with. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. STANLEY. I yield. 

Mr. FULTON. Naturally, the Mem- 
bers themselves, the men and women 
who are Members of this House, should 
look at the wear and tear on the hu- 
man machine. We of Pennsylvania have 
lost three Congressmen within 4 months 
this year, and largely from things that 
were caused by overwork. The Members 
should think of themselves too. 

Mr. STANLEY. The committee feels 
that the provision to make available to 
each Member the sum of $1,500 for this 
equipment out of the contingent fund is 
reasonable. Then, the committee fur- 
ther thought that if any Member felt an 
additional need, he could have clearance 
for the purchase of additional equip- 
ment out of any saving he might have 
from his clerk hire allowance up to 
$1,000. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STANLEY. I yield. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Is this electrical 
equipment referred to connected with di- 
rect or indirect current motors? 

Mr. STANLEY. It is made to run on 
the current we now have, which is di- 
rect current here in the House. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. If the current is 
changed, as I understand that work is 
now being done in the building, what 
then? 

Mr. STANLEY. We are told that they 
have converters and either current may 
be used, So the machine would not be- 
come obsolete in case they were brought 
to be used on direct current. They could 
be used on alternating current later. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STANLEY, I yield. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, 
to buy the converters would be an ad- 
ditional expense. If the current was 
later changed to alternating current, 
within a year let us say, then all of these 
converters would be surplus equipment 
and would have no value. 

Mr. STANLEY. I am informed that 
there would be no additional expense as 
the machines are originally furnished 
complete, adapted to the type of electric 
power available. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Certainly, it 
would be an additional expense. The 
converter is a special piece of equip- 
ment which comes on the line between 
the direst current which we have to con- 
vert to alternating current. I have one 
in my office to use on a tape machine, 
and I paid sixty-and-some-odd dollars 
for it. That would be out and of no 
use if the current were changed. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STANLEY, I yield. 
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Mr. HAYS of Ohio. This particular 
equipment is not made with converters, 
but it is made with direct-current mo- 
tors. There is a great demand for them 
because anything that runs from a bat- 
tery practically has to use it. If this 
building should be changed to alternat- 
ing current, it would simply be a propo- 
sition of changing the motor to an alter- 
nating-current motor, and then the di- 
rect-current motors could be disposed of 
with practically no loss at all. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. You mean 
the companies who would furnish this 
electrical equipment agree to change 
them over without any charge after we 
purchase them? 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. They have so 
stated to the committee. 

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. Speaker, I have 
no further requests for time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the committee amendments. 

The amendments were agreed to. 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
make the point of order that a quorum 
is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently, no quo- 
rum is present. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
move a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to their, 
names: ; 


[Roll No, 187] 
Allen, La. Fallon Murray, Wis, 
Anfuso Garmatz assman 
Baker Granahan Patterson 
Barrett Green Philbin 
Bender Gregory Potter 
Bensen Hart Powell 
Boggs, Del, Havenner Priest 
Boggs, La. Hébert Rabaut 
Bolling Heller Ramsay 
Breen Herlong Redden 
Brehm Herter Reece, Tenn 
Brown, Ohio Hess Regan 
Buchanan Hinshaw Richards 
Budge Holifield Rivers 
Busbey Howell Sadlak 
Case Irving St. George 
Chatham Jackson, Calif, Scott, Hardie 
Cole, N. Y. James Seely-Brown 
Combs Kelley, Pa Shafer 
Cooley eogh Short 
Corbett Kersten, Wis. Simpson, Pa. 
Coudert Lucas Staggers 
Crosser McConnell Stockman 
Davis, Tenn, McCulloch Taylor 
Dawson ason Thornberry 
Deane Meader Vinson 
D'Ewart Miller, Calif. Watts 
Dingell Miller, Nebr, Wier 
Durham Morano Willis 
Eaton Morrison Wilson, Ind. 
Eberharter Morton Wood, Ga. 
Ellsworth Moulder Wood, Idaho 
Elston Mumma 
Engle Murphy 


The SPEAKER. On this roll call, 330 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro- 
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 


ELECTRIC OFFICE EQUIPMENT FOR 
MEMBERS 


Mr. JONES of Missouri. 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. I should like 
to know if it would be in order to ask that 
this resolution be again read, together 


Mr. Speaker, 
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with the amendment which has been 
adopted, in order that the Members may 
know what we are voting on. 

The SPEAKER. By unanimous con- 
sent. 

Mr. STANLEY. I make that request, 
Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk again read the resolution, 
as amended. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the resolution. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, 
I offer a motion to recommit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Jones of Missouri moves that House 
Resolution 318 be recommitted to the Com- 
mittee on House Administration. 


Mr. STANLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move 
the previous question on the motion to 
recommit. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion to recommit offered by the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. JONES]. 

The question was taken; and on a divi- 
sion (demanded by Mr. Jones of Mis- 
souri) there were—ayes 44, noes 154. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I object to the vote on the 
ground that a quorum is not present, and 
make the point of order that a quorum is 
not present. 

The SPEAKER. ‘The gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. HOFFMAN] makes the 
point of order that a quorum is not pres- 
ent. The Chair will count. [After 
counting.] Two hundred and fifty-eight 
Members are present, a quorum. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were refused. 

So the motion to recommit was re- 
jected. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
agreeing to the resolution. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, on that I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The yeas and nays were refused. 

The question was taken; and on a di- 
vision (demanded by Mr. Jones of Mis- 
souri), there were—ayes 181, noes 65. 

So the resolution was agreed to. 

re motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


PRIVILEGE OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
a question of the privilege of the House. 

I have been subpenaed to appear be- 
fore the District Court of the United 
States for the District of Columbia, to 
testify on October 3, 1951, at 10 a. m., 
in the case of the United States against 
William L. Patterson, which is a con- 
gressional contempt proceeding. Under 
the precedents of the House, I am unable 
to comply with this subpena without the 
consent of the House, the privileges of 
the House being involved. I, therefore, 
submit the matter for the consideration 
of this body. 

Mr. Speaker, I send to the desk the 
subpena. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


The Clerk read as follows: 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT Court FOR THE DIS- 
TRICT OF COLUMBIA—UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA V. WILLIAM L. PATTERSON, No, 
CRIMINAL 1787-50 

To Hon. HENDERSON L. LANHAM of Georgia, 

House Office Building: 

You are hereby commanded to appear in 
the United States District Court for the Dis- 
trict of Columbia at United States District 
Court House in the city of W: n, D. C., 
on the 3d day of October 1951, at 10 o clock 
a. m. to testify in the cast of the United 
States v. William L. Patterson, defendant. 

Harry M. Hutt, Clerk. 
By C. J. Rumsey, Deputy Clerk. 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I of- 
fer a resolution (H. Res. 442). 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Whereas Representative HENDERSON LAN- 
HAM, a Member of this House, has been 
served with a subpena to appear as a wit- 
ness before the District Court of the United 
States for the District of Columbia, to testify 
at 10 a. m. on the 3d day of October 1951, in 
the case of the United States v. William L. 
Patterson, Criminal Docket No. 1787-50: and 

Whereas: by the privileges of the House no 
Member. is authorized to appear and testify 
but by order of the House: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That Representative HENDERSON 
Lawuam is authorized to appear in response 
to the subpena of the District Court of the 
United States for the District of Columbia 
in the case of the United States v. William 
L. Patterson at such time as when the House 
is not sitting in session; and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution 
be submitted to the said court as a respect- 
ful answer to the subpena of said court, 


The resolution was agreed to. 
>e motion to reconsider-was laid on the 

ble. 

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
a question of the privilege of the House. 

I have been subpenaed to appear be- 
fore the District Court of the United 
States for the District of Columbia, to 
testify on October 3, 1951, at 10:30 a. m., 
in the case of the United States against 
William L. Patterson, which is a congres- 
sional contempt proceeding. Under the 
precedents of the House, I am unable to 
comply with this subpena without the 
consent of the House, the privileges of 
the House being involved. I, therefore, 
submit the matter for the consideration 
of this body. 

Mr. Speaker, I send to the desk the 
subpena. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read 
the subpena. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

UNITED States DISTRICT Court ror THE DIS- 
TRICT OF COLUMBIA—UNITED States OF AMER- 
Ica v. WILLIAM L. PATTERSON, No. CRIMINAL 
1787-50 

To Hon. JosePH P. O Hana, of Minnesota, 

House Office Building: 

You are hereby commanded to appear in 
the United States District Court for the 
District of Columbia at United States Dis- 
trict Court House in the city of Washing- 
ton, D. C., on the 8d day of October 1951, 
at 10:30 a. m. to testify in the case of the 
United States v. William L. Patterson, de- 
fendant. 

Harry M. HULL, 


Clerk, 
By C. J. RUMSEY, 
Deputy Clerk. 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
offer a resolution (H. Res. 443). 
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The Clerk read as follows: 

Whereas Representative Josera P. O'HARA, 
a Member of this House, has been served 
with a subpena to appear as a witness before 
the District Court of the United States for 
the District of Columbia, to testify at 10:30 
a. m., on the 3d day of October 1951, in the 
case of the United States v. William L. Pat- 
terson, Criminal Docket No. 1787-50; and 

Whereas by the privileges of the House no 
Member is authorized to appear and testify; 
but by order of the House: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That Representative JOSEPH P. 
O’Hara is authorized to appear in response 
to the subpena of the District Court of the 
United States for the District of Columbia 
in the case of the United States v. William 
L. Patterson at such time as when the House 
is not sitting in session; and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be 
submitted to the said court as a respectful 
answer to the subpena of said court. 


The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


ADJOURNMENT OVER 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, i 
ask unanimous consent that when thè 
House adjourns today it adjourns to 
meet at 12 o’clock noon on Monday next. 

The Is there objection 0 
the request of the gentleman from Max 
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 


INTERIM AUTHORITY TO THE CLERK AND 
THE SPEAKER 


Mr. ‘McCORMACK. Mr. iaa 1 
ask unanimous consent that notwith- 
standing the adjournment of the House 
until Monday next the Clerk be author- 
ized to-receive messages from the Senate 
and the Speaker be authorized to sign 
bills and joint resolutions passed by the 
two Houses and found truly enrolled. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request cf the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 


CHANGED PROGRAM FOR WEEK OF - 
OCTOBER 1 


Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the W from Mas- 
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I take this time for the pur- 
pose of inquiring about some changes 
which I understand have been made in 
the program for next week. 

Mr. McCORMACK. It has been 
agreed upon among the leadership—I 
think that is correct. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. That 
is correct. 

Mr. McCORMACK. It has been 
agreed that on Thursday we will call up 
the bill (H. R. 3669) amending the Rail- 
road Retirement Act, call it up for gen- 
eral debate, at least, with the under- 
Standing that any vote on the bill will 
go over until the next day, Friday. 

Thereafter House Resolution 426, pro- 
viding for certain studies of the Railroad 
Retirement Act, will be in order. 

In the light of the above changes I 
am programing S. 1335 to adjust the 
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weight and size limit oi fourth-class mail 
packages for Wedae-day. If for any 
reason this bill does not come up 
Wednesday, it will then follow H. R. 3669 
and Bouse Resolution 426. 

If any legislation comes out that is in 
order in connection with the Missouri 
flood situation, I shall program that for 
Wednesday. If it is not ready for 
Wednesday I will consider that legisla- 
tion of vital importance. I shall have to 
have flexibility in relation to the pro- 
gram to put it ahead of some of the 
other bills. I am hopeful it will be in 
order by Wednesday so that the House 
may consider it. ‘Any other changes 
will be announced as soon as possible. 
But the leadership wanted to announce 
to the House the change in connection 
with the bill amending the Railroad Re- 
tirement Act from Wednesday to Thurs- 
day and that the final vote will be on 
Friday. 

Mr. JUDD. Can the gentleman tell us 
when it is probable that the conference 
report on the Mutual Security Act will 
be considered? 

Mr. McCORMACK. If in order, I ex- 
pect that to come up on Wednesday. 
I expect that I shall ask permission th: t 
the House meet early on Wednesday. 
It is according to what the legislative 
situation is at that time. If the confer- 
ence report is agreed to by the other 
body and is in order it will come up 
Wednesday at the earliest possible 
moment. 

Mr. STEFAN. I did not quite under- 
stand about the Railroad Retirement 
Act. Will that come up and be con- 
sidered on Thursday, but no vote until 
Friday? 

Mr. McCORMACK. That is the pres- 
ent plan. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. 
Carrell, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed without 
amendment a joint resolution of the 
House of the following title: 

H. J. Res. 335. Joint resolution amending 
an act making temporary appropriations for 
the fiscal year 1952, and for other purposes. 


The message also announced that the 
Vice President has appointed Mr. JoHN- 
ston of South Carolina and Mr. LANGER, 
members of the joint select committee 
on the part of the Senate, as provided 
for in the act of August 5, 1939, entitled 
“An act to provide for the disposition of 
certain records of the United States 
Government,“ for the disposition of ex- 
ecutive papers referred to in the report 
of the Archivist of the United States 
numbered 52-7. 

The SPEAKER. Under previous or- 
der of the House, the gentleman from 
North Dakota [Mr. Burpick] is recog- 
nized for 25 minutes. 

THE POWER TO DECLARE WAR HAS BEEN 

TAKEN FROM CONGRESS, IF THE 

UNITED NATIONS IS NOT SET ASIDE 


Mr. BURDICK. Mr. Speaker, while 
the Constitution of the United States, 
section 8, article I, says the power of de- 
claring war is a duty and responsibility 
of Congress, this wise provision has been 


set aside and it is doubtful if Congress 
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will ever again have any power or au- 
thority over whether or not this country 
shall enter a war. 

The Charter of the United Nations, as 
approved by the Senate, has stripped 
Congress of this power. The Charter 
provides: 


Article 43: 1. All members of the United 
Nations, in order to contribute to the main- 
tenance of international peace and security, 
undertake to make available to the Security 
Council, on its call and in accordance with 
a special agreement or agreements, armed 
forces, assistance, and facilities, including 
rights of passage, necessary for the purpose 
of maintaining international peace and se- 
curity. 

2. Such agreement or agreements shall 
govern the numbers and types of forces, their 
degree of readiness and general location, and 
the nature of the facilities and assistance to 
be provided. 

3. The agreement or agreements shall be 
negotiated as soon as possible on the initia- 
tive of the Security Council. They shall be 
concluded between the Security Council and 
members or between the Security Council 
and groups of members and shall be subject 
to ratification by the signatory States in ac- 
cordance with their respective constitutional 
processes. 

Article 44: When the Security Council has 
decided to use force it shall, before calling 
upon a member not represented on it to 
provide armed forces in fulfillment of the 
obligations assumed under article 43, invite 
that member, if the member so desires, to 
participate in the decisions of the Security 
Council concerning the employment of con- 
tingents of that member’s armed forces. 

Article 45: In order to enable the United 
Nations to take urgent military measures, 
members shall hold immediately available 
national air force contingents for combined 
international enforcement action. The 
strength and degree of readiness of these 
contingents and plans for their combined ac- 
tion shall be determined, within the limits 
laid down in the special agreement or agree- 
ments referred to in article 43, by the Se- 
curity Council with the assistance of the 
Military Staff Committee. 

Article 46: Plans for the application of 
armed force shall be made by the Security 
Council with the assistance of the Military 
Staff Committee. 

Article 47: 1. There shall be established a 
Military Staff Committee to advise and as- 
sist the Security Council on all questions 
relating to the Security Council’s military 
requirements for the maintenance of inter- 
national peace and security, the employment 
and command of forces placed at its dis- 
posal, the regulation of armaments, and pos- 
sible disarmament. 

2. The Military Staff Committee shall con- 
sist of the Chiefs of Staff of the permanent 
members of the Security Council or their 
representatives. Any member of the United 
Nations not permanently represented on 
the committee shall be invited by the com- 
mittee to be associated with it when the 
efficient discharge of the committee’s re- 
sponsibilities requires the participation of 
that member in its work. 

3. The Military Staff Committee shall be 
responsible under the Security Council for 
the strategic direction of any armed forces 
placed at the disposal of the Security Coun- 
cil. Questions relating to the command of 
such forces shall be worked out subsequently. 

4. The Military Staff Committee, with the 
authorization of the Security Council and 
after consultation with appropriate regional 
agencies, may establish regional sub- 
committees. 

Article 48: 1. The action required to carry 
out the decisions of the Security Council for 
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the maintenance of international peace and 
security shall be taken by all members of the 
United Nations or by some of them, as 
the Security Council may determine. 

2. Such decisions shall be carried out by 
the members of the United Nations directly 
and through their action in the appropri- 
ate international agencies of which they are 
members. 

Article 49: The members of the United 
Nations shall join in affording mutual as- 
sistance in carrying out the measures de- 
cided upon by the Security Council. 

Article 50: If preventive or enforcement 
measures against any state are taken by 
the Security Council, any other state, 
whether a member of the United Nations 
or not, which finds itself confronted with 
special economic problems arising from the 
carrying out of those measures shall have 
the right to consult the Security Council 
with regard to a solution of those problems. 

Article 51: Nothing in the present Charter 
shall impair the inherent right of individual 
or collective self-defense if an armed attack 
occurs a Member of the United 
Nations, until the Security Council has taken 
the measures necessary to maintain inter- 
national peace and security. Measures taken 
by Members in the exercise of this right of 
self-defense shall be immediately reported to 
the Security Council and shall not in any 
way affect the authority and responsibility 
of the Security Council under the present 
Charter to take any time such action as it 
deems necessary in order to maintain or re- 
store international peace and security. 


We could have legally entered the Ko- 
rean war according to the United Na- 
tions Charter if the-President had fol- 
lowed the provisions of the Charter of 
the United Nations, but he did not do 
that—he sent the troops of the United 
States into Korea without following the 
Charter and several hours before the 
United Nations took any action at all in 
the matter. The United Nations fol- 
lowed the President. 

Congress was again stripped of the 
power to declare war when the Atlantic 
Pact was passed, for this provides, in re- 
lation to actual war, that when any of 
the nations who have signed the pact 
are attacked it is deemed an attack 
against all, and it is the duty of this 
country forthwith to go to the rescue of 
the nation attacked. No declaration 
of war is necessary, as that obligation 
of Congress was given away in the pass- 
ing of the pact. 

From careful reading of these provi- 
sions, this Nation, as a member, has al- 
ready pledged itself to immediately offer 
troops and equipment to enter a war, 
without the consent of Congress. The 
number of troops, the kind of troops and 
kind of equipment, are fixed by special 
agreements with the Security Council, 
and upon call of the United Nations 
these forces go into action, without fur- 
ther consulting Congress. 

In the Korean war, the President erred 
in entering it so fast, as no special agree- 
ments had been made, and our entry 
was before the United Nations ordered 
intervention. But that is not so mate- 
rial, because the President could have 
entered into this special agreement as 
to troops, and they would have been 
called to fight when ordered by the Se- 
curity Council. 

What we have done, by accepting that 
Charter, is to take away from Congress 
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the power to say when our troops shall 
engage in war. 

Even in the defense of our own coun- 
try, where an invasion occurs, we can 
take initial action, but must report what 
we have done to the Security Council; 
and our action shall not in any way af- 
fect the authority of the Security Coun- 
cil to take such action as it may deter- 
mine in our case. In other words, the 
defense of this country, at any time, is 
taken away from us and delivered lock, 
stock and barrel, to the Security Coun- 
cil. Our historic right of self-defense, in 
any manner we choose to exercise it, is 
gone. 

When we have made these special 
agreements with the Security Council to 
furnish troops and equipment, the 
amount and kind, they shall be subject 
to ratification by the signatory States in 
accordance with their respective consti- 
tutional processes. That provision sug- 
gests that Congress will have the right 
to approve these agreements, but since 
the agreements have already been en- 
teréd into, and perhaps a war has been 
started, Congress is in no position to say 
In the Korean war the President 
not only failed to make any special 
agreements, so there was nothing to sub- 
mit to Congress, but he failed to even 
advise Congress what was contemplated. 
From our own conduct in this Korean 
war, you can see how the constitutional 
provision making a declaration of war 
the duty of Congress, has been circum- 
vented. 

Can you think of a single case in the 
future of this country when Congress 
will determine whether or not we enter 
a conflict? That power has been turned 
over to the Security Council or the 
United Nations. 

What about the Atlantic Pact and the 
power of Congress to declare war? Ar- 
ticle 5 of the North Atlantic Pact pro- 
vides: 

The parties agree that an armed attack 
against one or more of them in Europe or 
.North America shall be considered an attack 
against them all; and consequently they 
agree that, if such an armed attack occurs, 
each of them, in exercise of the right of in- 
dividual or collective self-defense recognized 
by article 51 of the Charter of the United 
Nations, will assist the party or parties so 
attacked by taking forthwith, individually 
and in concert with the other parties, such 
action as it deems necessary, including the 
use of armed force, to restore and maintain 
the security of the North Atlantic area. 


It will thus be seen that in approving 
the North Atlantic Pact the Congress 
gave away its power to declare war. As 
soon as an armed attack is made against 
one of the parties to the pact, we agree 
forthwith to enter into such conflict, 
without any further action by Congress, 
This is a delegation of power not author- 
ized by the Constitution. The Presi- 
dent is not to blame for the transfer 
of this power of Congress, but Congress 
itself is to blame by passing the act. 
Members of Congress who voted for this 
pact cannot now be heard to complain 
beeause the power to declare war has 
been taken away from Congress. 

Here is seen a perfect example of the 
scheme and plan to build in the world 
a supergovernment at the expense of 
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the sovereign power of the states com- 
posing the United Nations. In every 
field of endeavor of the United Nations 
can be seen this design and plan to strip 
the United States of its soverign power 
as a great government. According to 
this scheme, we are to be a state in a 
great nation of states, with our destiny 
not shaped by ourselves, but by a super- 
government. Our Government, our ed- 
ucational system, our trade and com- 
merce, our own domestic laws, the con- 
trol.of our Armies, Navies, and Air 
Forces are to be given completely to this 
super-world-government, all in the name 
of preserving peace. Is that the kind 
of peace the builders of this great Na- 
tion want? Is peace so sweet that we 
are willing to be made slaves in order to 
obtain it? 

The tragedy in the surrender of our 
individual liberties and the dissolution of 
this great sovereign Nation lies in the 
fact that under our own system we have 
become the leader among nations; we 
have grown powerful and prosperous; 
we feed the world; our school system, our 
means of disseminating information 
through the press, books and the radio, 
make available to the people knowledge 
that no other government offers or will 
permit. The encouragement given 
science and invention by our educational 
systems and direct appropriations from 
Congress has made us an outstanding 
leader in that field. In other words, 
our Nation has become the beacon light 
of liberty to all countries. 

Are we meekly to surrender this great 
achievement in government in the name 
of peace? 

Another tragedy is that a great num- 
ber of good people are giving their efforts 
to build this so-called superior power. 
We should not let the desire for a pic- 
tured peace lead us astray. Everybody 
wants peace, but it can’t be obtained for 
us if we are to lose our great sovereign 
power. We have made two fatal at- 
tempts to build world peace, and are now 
making the third attempt. 

We entered World War I to make the 
world “safe for democracy,” but when it 
ended democracy was safe nowhere. We 
entered World War II for the four free- 
doms, freedom from fear being the car- 
dinal one. When the war ended fear 
seized the people everywhere. In the 
Korean war we proposed to stop commu- 
nism and liberate people who desire 
freedom, but when we get through we 
may find that we have brought some 
freedom to others but have lost our own. 

Peace is so hoped for by all common 
people in the world that almost anything 
can be done in the name of peace. As 
important as peace is, it is not as impor- 
tant as liberty. Liberty is the greatest 
gift of the Almighty, and we should be 
willing to fight for it—not humbly sub- 
mit to a compromised liberty in the 
name of peace. Our New England an- 
cestors wanted peace. They fled Eu- 
rope to obtain peace, but when they at- 
tended church here they carried a Bible 
under one arm and a shotgun under the 
other. 

We are not worthy to be their sons if 
we are afraid to stand up for liberty. 

There are three ways we can escape 
the powers of the United Nations in 
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seeking to build a world government and 
take away the sovereign powers of the 
United States. 

First. Test the constitutionality of the 
court’s decision in the Fujii case, which 
will bring up the question of whether or 
not the approval of the Charter of the 
United Nations by the President and the 
Senate was a constitutional act. In my 
opinion the approval was unconstitu- 
tional, as from time immemorial in our 
life as a Nation a treaty has always been 
construed as an undertaking between na- 
tions. It has never been recognized that 
any treaty ever made, or to be made, 
could affect the constitutions and laws 
of the contracting nations. It has al- 
ways been held to be an agreement be- 
tween nations, taking the nations as they 
exist individually at the time of the 
agreement. Here, in the case of the ap- 
proval of the United Nations Charter, 
the Federal circuit court in the State of 
California interprets the treaty as au- 
thority for setting aside a State law. No 
such power in a treaty was ever before 
recognized in this ‘country. 

It would appear that the approval of a 
treaty that does, in effect, concern itself 
with the repeal of State laws, and has 
nothing to do with relations between the 
contracting parties as they existed at 
the date of the approval of the treaty, 
is clearly unconstitutional. ; 

The power of the President, with the 
approval of the Senate, to make a treaty 
at all, is derived from the Constitution. 
Hence can it be said that an act derived 
from the Constitution can destroy the 
Constitution itself? The unconstitu- 
tionality of the approval of the Charter 
is so clearly discernible that further ar- 
gument seems unnecessary. The Con- 
stitution itself provides the manner in 
which the Constitution can be changed. 
Hence any attempt to change it by in- 
direction through any carefully worded 
treaty is clearly not authorized, and 
attempt to do it is unconstitutional. 

Second. If a treaty is an agreement 
between nations, what nation did we un- 
dertake to make a treaty with when we 
approved the Charter of the United Na- 
tions? None of the nations that existed 
at the time the Charter of the United 
Nations was preseated to the United 
States for approval was a party. There 
was no party to the contract with us 
except the United Nations, which, from 
its very origin, could not be a separate 
entity capable of contracting by treaty. 
So far as the United States is concerned, 
the United Nations never came into be- 
ing until we approved its Charter, 
When its Charter was approved by the 
60 nations, then the United Nations 
came into being so far as those nations 
are concerned; not as a nation with 
treaty-making powers, but as an agency 
of all the nations forming it. 

Therefore, its Charter could not be 
approved in the way treaties are made, 
but the approval of such an agency 
could be made by an act of Congress, 
the same as all other agencies are cre- 
ated. Here in the United States this 
was not done. Hence our pretended ap- 
proval of the Charter was unconstitu- 
tional and void. Since this is true, Con-. 
gress can, by an act, declare it void and 
of no effect in the United States. 
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Third. To escape the provisions of the 
Charter of the United Nations, the Con- 
gress of the United States can pass an 
act withdrawing from that organization. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURDICK. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Michigan. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. The 
gentleman stated that whenever it is 
necessary.” Does the gentleman mean 
whenever they think it is necessary? 

Mr, BURDICK. That is right. Ev- 
erything is left to the judgment of the 
Security Council. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr, 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURDICK. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Michigan. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. The 
gentleman has made several very re- 
markable contributions on this same 
subject. I would like to ask the gentle- 
man this question: Our men are now 
fighting to contain communism, several 
hundred thousand of them, as the gen- 
tleman mentioned, to prevent the Com- 
munists from destroying this Republic. 
Here in America we are trying to pre- 
vent them from destroying it by force, 
prosecuting them and sending them to 
jail. What is the difference in principle 
between those Communists who would 
destroy this Government by force and 
those who, like former Chief Justice Rob- 
erts and that group, would have us sur- 
render our independence, as you have 
pointed out, to the United Nations? Is 
not the effect practically the same? 

Mr. BURDICK. No. The latter is 
more dangerous. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Be- 
cause we do not sense it? 

Mr. BURDICK. Because we do not 
sense it. The latter is more dangerous 
because they work without our knowl- 
edge. You can take care of the enemies 
you can see, but you cannot always take 
care of those you do not see. 

Mr. LYLE. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. BURDICK. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Texas. 

Mr. LYLE. The gentleman touches 
a point that gravely concerns most of 
the Members of this body. I know he 
has given a lot of thought to it. I am 
sure it was not with a conscious inten- 
tion of a single Member of this body 
when he voted upon these various mat- 
ters, or in the other body, that we would 
subject the laws of our State and our 
Government to the whims of the United 
Nations. Certainly we did not intend for 

. the creature to overpower the creator. 
The gentleman has studied the problem; 
does he have suggestions upon which we 
may act that would be a safeguard to our 
States and our Nation that our laws will 
not be invaded? 

Mr. BURDICK. I thank the gentle- 
man for his question, because that is 
material, what to do about it. Here is 
what you can do about it: When that 
charter was approved by the United 
States Senate when the United Nations 
was incapable of making a treaty it was 
unconstitutional and void; all you have 
to do is to pass an act of Congress say- 
ing so and you are out of it. They could 
have created the United Nations for the 
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purpose of protecting the peace by an act 
of this Congress, which is the way other 
agencies are set up; but they did not do 
that, 

Mr. LYLE. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield right there? 

Mr. BURDICK. I yield. 

Mr. LYLE. Does the gentleman think 
it would be feasible to withdraw alto- 
gether? As I gathered a moment ago 
the gentleman felt that the most plausi- 
ble and feasible step would be to take 
such action as would insure that our 
local laws and our Constitution would 
not be vitiated or violated rather than 
to withdraw entirely from this worthy 
purpose of creating a forum whereby the 
problems of the world might be settled 
peacefully. 

Mr. BURDICK. I would withdraw 
from the construction that the United 
Nations have put upon that approval; 
and I would not be opposed to gathering 
the same nations together for the pur- 
pose of acting as our agents to preserve 
the peace of the world; I would agree 
with that. 

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. Mr, Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURDICK. I yield. 

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. I am very 
glad the gentleman has in his remarks 
pointed out this weak place in the struc- 
ture of the United Nations. That is a 
matter that has distressed many of us. 
It is nevertheless correct that there is 
this structural. weakness. I believe the 
gentleman from North Dakota will be 
interested in knowing that a subcom- 
mittee of the Committee on Foreign Af- 
fairs is now studying very diligently this 
very problem which he has called to the 
attention of the House. 

Mr, BURDICK. I want to thank the 
gentleman for his contribution. I may 
say in passing that I presume there are 
a great many people who think I am 
pretty severe on this organization, but 
I cannot remain silent when the sover- 
eign power of this Republic is threatened. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from North Dakota has expired. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the previous order of the House the gen- 
tleman from Georgia [Mr. LANHAM] is 
recognized for 20 minutes. 

THE INTEGRITY OF THE LEGISLATIVE 


AND ADMINISTRATIVE BRANCHES OF 
GOVERNMENT 


Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Speaker, at the 
outset I want to say that I had no in- 
formation that the President would send 
down today the mecsage he did; and, 
certainly, I had no knowledge of its con- 
tents. What I shall say is an approach 
to the same problem discussed by the 
President, but from a different angle. 
This is not in any sense, of course, an 
answer to the President’s message; be- 
cause, as I say, I knew nothing about it 
when I prepared what I shall say. 

I think the President is right when he 
says there is a determined effort and a 
movement to discredit not only the ad- 
ministration, but the Congress, and I 
regret that as much as the President 
does. 

What the President proposes, and I 
have not had time to study it or to really 
make up my mind about whether it is 
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sound or not, but what the President 
proposes might help in the future. 

But what I am going to talk about is 
what has already happened, and I want 
to emphasize the fact that the things 
that have been happening in Washing- 
ton have given ammunition to those peo- 
ple who are seeking to discredit the ad- 
ministration and discredit the Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, you and the Members of 
the House are well aware of my loyalty 
to the Democratic Party. I have voted 
consistently for the party program when 
I could conscientiously do so; for I be- 
lieve that party responsibility is a nec- 
essary element in our democratic gov- 
ernment. I have not been in favor of 
the extension of the welfare state, al- 
though I have not and do not now con- 
demn as socialistic every proposal made 
for the welfare of the people as a whole. 
As our distinguished majority leader, 
the Honorable JoHN McCormack, of 
Massachusetts, has so well said, many 
of these programs are nothing more 
than dynamic democracy in action. 

My belief is that, as John Temple 
Graves has said, the New Deal has been 
dealt, and that any further major ex- 
tension of the welfare state would re- 
sult in the destruction of the spirit of 
self-dependence of our people, and take 
away some of their personal initiative. 
But I have voted for adequate funds for 
the continuation of those features of 
the New Deal program—which, by the 
way, I am sure saved us from commu- 
nism or socialism during the dark days 
of the depression of the thirties—which 
have become an accepted part of our 
social and economic life; and which few 
now would propose to repeal. 

When Mr. Truman made his brave, 
spectacular, and victorious fight for the 
Presidency against overwhelming odds, 
I took a definite stand—and was the 
first in my State delegation to do so— 
in favor of his candidacy. As a matter 
of fact, my recollection is that every 
member of the Georgia delegation in 
both the Senate and House supported 
the Democratic Party and refused to go 
off on a tangent after the so-called 
Dixiecrat movement. We did this be- 
cause we believe in the basic and funda- 
mental principles of the Democratic 
Party although we do not approve of 
many of the recent unwise additions to 
the old Democratic Party principles, such 
as the so-called civil-rights program, so- 
cialized medicine, the farm subsidy pro- 
gram, known as the Brannan plan, and 
other programs recently included in the 
party platform. We stayed in the party 
to try to regenerate it from within and 
correct the mistakes in its platform, 
rather than to follow the abortive Dixie- 
crat movement. 

I say all this because I think my 
loyalty to the party and the major well- 
established principles for which it stands 
entitles me to say what I am going to say 
this afternoon. Definitely now the time 
has come to regenerate and clean up the 
party. 

I love the Democratic Party but I do 
not approve the influence peddling, the 
mink coats, the deep freezes, free trips 
to Florida, 114%2-pound hams—some of 
them petty things it is true—that have 
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come to light recently through investi- 
gations sponsored and carried to a suc- 
cessful conclusion by such stalwart 
young Democrats as Senator FULBRIGHT, 
of Arkansas; Senator KEFAUVER, of Ten- 
nessee; and cthers who have been un- 
compromising in their efforts to uncover 


whatever bribery and corruption and. 


whatever. lowering of public morals 
might exist in our Government. 

It is true that the shady and evil- 
smelling acts that have come to light 
and that have been brought to the sur- 
face by these investigations, are but em- 
blematic and symptomatic of a general 
worsening of public morals and a general 
lowering of ethical and moral standards 
that have been creeping and spreading 
like a cancerous growth throughout our 
twentieth century civilization. This 
lowering of moral and ethical standards 
is evident from what has been happening 
in a few of our colleges where students 
have been bribed to fix athletic games 
and even in our Academy at West Point. 
It is evident in the attitude of business- 
men who seek to buy the influence of 
Government officials and law enforce- 
ment officers. For every official who is 
bribed or corrupted, someone is equally 
guilty in offering the bribe which leads 
to the corruption of the public official. 

It is evident in the cheating by many 
of our people on their income-tax re- 
turns. It is made manifest by our 
changed attitude toward sexual stand- 
ards and the conduct and relationship 
between the sexes. It stares at us from 
the voluptuous nudes, who flaunt their 
nakedness on the newsstands before the 
eyes of our boys. It glares at us from 
the pages of the so-called realistic and 
blasphemous books that we read. It is 
apparent from the sordid lives of some 
of our big-name entertainment stars. 
Corruption and influence peddling in 
public office is just a part of the whole 
malignant growth that threatens the 
destruction of our civilization from 
within. This malignant and cancerous 
growth—this falling away fron integ- 
rity, this lowering of our moral stand- 
ards can and will destroy us, if we do 
not call a halt and reverse the trend. 

We do not have to look far to find 
the causes for this moral decay and de- 
generation. For the past 35 or 40 years 
our “intellectuals” and so-called philos- 
ophers have neglected spiritual values 
and have raised to major importance 
materialist values. Out of this has 
come the pragmatic philosophy that 
whatever works is right which domi- 
nates our intellectual thinking. We have 
emphasized material values and mate- 
rial things far out of proportion to their 
importance. 

The same tendency to magnify mate- 
rial values and to put into second place 
spiritual and moral values has been evi- 
dent also in our social thinking and re- 
lationships. The pragmatic philosophy 
that whatever works is right has led us 
to the point that we no longer believe 
that there are absolute moral standards 
or ethical principles. Some 20 years ago, 
I recall trying to read a book by Walter 
Lippmann entitled “A Preface to Mor- 
als”; Walter Lippmann is well known to 
all of you, and I have admired for a 
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long time his writings and read his 
column when available. I had read his 
Preface to Politics and enjoyed and 
profited by the reading, but when I 
opened the pages of A Preface to Morals 
I soon found that Mr. Lippmann had 
been caught up in the new philosophy 
and had come to the conclusion that the 
people of America had lost confidence in 
the validity and in the authority and re- 
liability of the Old Testament Scrip- 
tures. I do not believe I am misquoting 
or misconstruing Mr. Lippmann’s posi- 
tion. Believing as he did that we had 
lost faith in the moral authority of the 
Ten Commandments and the ethical 
standards of right and wrong set up in 
the Judeo-Christian religion, as we get 
it from the Bible, he proposed that we 
must find some pragmatic social stand- 
ard to guide our conduct and to deter- 
mine what is right and what is wrong. 
This is just one instance of the philo- 
sophic and social thinking of our age. Is 
it any wonder that our young people who 
have grown up during the past 20 years 
are unable to measure up in a few in- 
stances and resist the temptation to take 
the easy way out? 

Mr, Speaker, the Southern States have 
been referred to in derision as the Bible 
Belt. Iam happy that our section of the 
country has been so designated. It is 
true that oftentimes high religious prin- 


_ ciples and doctrines have been debased 


and made ridiculous by some of our re- 
ligious fanatics in the South, but by and 
large we are an intelligent, believing, and 
a devout people, though we, too, have 
been influenced by modern religious and 
philosophic errors to some extent. 

If we are to save America and our- 
selves from the moral rot and disintegra- 
tion that is taking place, we must return 
to those absolute standards of right and 
wrong set up for our guidance in the 
Ten Commandments and the moral 
teachings of the great Prophets of the 
Jewish race and the spiritualized and 
sublimated version of these moral stand- 
ards as given us in the teachings of 
Christ. While the Sermon on the Mount 
is too much for me, nevertheless, it is a 
standard which all of us shoulc. strive to 
reach in our social and individual living. 
To these standards we must return if we 
are to be saved from the moral and ethi- 
cal disintegration that is going on all 
about us. 

I have said that moral delinquency in 
our local, State, and National Govern- 
ments is a part of the general moral de- 
terioration that is so evident about us, 
yet this lack of morality and high ethical 
principles in those in high places is more 
reprehensible and more destructive be- 
cause of its public influence than that at 
any other level of our society. For this 
reason I call for a thorough house clean- 
ing by the President and by the leaders 
of our party of all who have transgressed 
and who have brought into disrepute our 
party and to some extent our Govern- 
ment itself. Our President himself is a 
man of character and integrity and I 
regret to say that his exaggerated sense 
of loyalty leads him to condone conduct 
which if not actually illegal definitely 
falls short of the high moral and ethical 


_ Standards that ought to dominate the 
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concuct and character of those in pub- 
lic office. Our political leaders and our 
men in public life should, like Caesar’s 
wife, be above suspicion. 

I call for the resignation or removal 
of Mr. Boyle, the chairman of the Demo- 
cratic executive committee, He is an afs 
fable and likable man and this affability 
may have been, in some measure, the 
cause for his efforts to help others. But 
there is already enough evidence that 
he has profited financially since he be- 
came chairman of the Democratic ex- 
ecutive committee by using the influence 
of his position to make him ineligible 
for that high position. I do not believe 
Mr. Boyle has been guilty of any illegal 
or any immoral conduct, but he has com- 
promised himself and our party, it seems 
to me. Moreover, all those in the ex- 
ecutive departments who have been 
guilty of accepting gifts for their influ- 
ence, should be discharged. 

If the party is not cleaned up and if 
those in the administration who have 
been weighed and found wanting are not 
purged from the party, I am afraid the 
results at the polls next year will be 
disastrous. 

May I pay a tribute in passing to a 
man high in our Government who has 
shown remarkable courage and states- 
manship singe he has been made head 
of the Reconstruction Finance Corpora- 
tion, where so much of the governmental 
moral rot and infection has been local- 
ized. I refer to Mr. Stuart Symington, 
who has insisted that those now in his 
organization live up to the highest ethi- 
cal and moral standards and has 
prompily discharged all who have fallen 
short of the high standards he has set. 
May his tribe increase. 

All I have said I have meant to say 
in the kindest of spirit and with the 
humble realization that I, too, am 


human and liable to err, but with a 


prayer that I may have the strength 
of character to resist the temptations 
that come to all men in public life to 
lower their standards for financial or 
political reasons. 


Let me close by repeating an old poem 
which I think expresses so well the cry- 
ing need of our times: 


Gop Give Us MEN 


God give us men. The time demands 
Strong minds, great hearts, true faith, and 
willing hands. 

Men whom the lust of office does not kill; 
Men whom the spoils of office cannot buy; 
Men who possess opinions and a will; 

Men who have honor; men who will not lie; 
Men who can stand before a demagog 

And damn his treacherous flatteries without 


winking; 
Tall men, sun-crowned, who live above the 
fog 
In public duty and in private thinking. 
For while the rabble with their thumb-worn 
creeds, 
Their large professions, and their little deeds 
Mingle in selfish strife; lo, freedom weeps. 
Wrong rules the land, and waiting justice 
sleeps. 
. G. Holland. 


Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LANHAM. I yield. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I wish 
to commend the gentleman for the state- 
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ment he has made. It is just exactly 
what those of us who know him best 
would expect. Now, omitting or not con- 
sidering those statements which the 
gentleman has made which refer to the 
President and to the chairman of the 
Democratic National Committee, and 
perhaps to others, it occurred to me as 
the gentleman was speaking that his 
thoughts ran almost parallel to what 
might be called the sermon delivered not 
long ago by former President Hoover, 
who spoke along the same lines and ex- 
pressed practically the same sentiments 
as the gentleman did, calling for a re- 
vival of honesty in National Government, 

Mr. LANHAM. I think it is the thing 
most needed in the country today. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Georgia 
(Mr. LANHAM] has expired. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Under 
previous order of the House, the gentle- 
man from Texas [Mr. PoacE] is recog- 
nized for 10 minutes. 


WHOSE BUSINESS IS PHONY? 


Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, in its Oc- 
tober 1951 issue the Reader’s Digest 
prints an article entitled “Phony Busi- 
ness,” which is labeled as having been 
“adapted from Red Oak (Iowa) Ex- 
press as quoted in the CONGRESSIONAL 
REcorD.” 

It is, of course, very difficult to adapt 
a rather long newspaper account into a 
short article. In doing so the Reader's 
Digest has, in this case, made a frankly 
critical article appear even more criti- 
cal. In the article the Digest has raised 
the question of honesty and good faith 
on the part of the Rural Electrification 
Administration. The charges are none- 
theless serious because they are implied 
rather than frankly stated. 

Basically the complaint is that REA 
has asked applicants for rural-telephone 
loans to borrow more money than these 
applicants have requested. This is un- 
doubtedly true, and in the absence of 
any explanation might well be the basis 
of condemnation. There is, however, 
what I believe to be a very proper and 
logical explanation, and it was available 
from exactly the same source which the 
Digest used to get this article—the Con- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD. On August 15, 1951, 
Senator GILLETTE, of Iowa, inserted in 
the Recorp a comprehensive statement 
covering all of the details of this trans- 
action, and specifically refuting the only 
definite and positive statement of im- 
proper action contained in the Digest 
article. 

I have always held the Reader’s Digest 
in such high esteem that I can but sur- 
mise that its editorial staff had not seen 
Senator GILLETTE’s answer. I am not 
prepared to assume that the Reader’s 
Digest would knowingly and deliberately 
present such a distorted picture as that 
contained in the article. 

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. POAGE. I yield. 

Mr. LANHAM. When Flynn's book, 
The Road Ahead, was published in the 
Reader’s Digest, the gentleman will re- 
call a letter was included that was so 
cut that it omitted statements which 
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the writer expressed opposing the Flynn 
book, but the editor of the Reader's 
Digest so mutilated that letter that it 
appeared as approving the book by Mr. 
Flynn. I know that that was not 
accidental. 

Mr. POAGE. Ido not know what was 
accidental and what was intentional, but 
I do know that in this case the criticism 
which was contained in the original arti- 
cle was sharpened up in the adaptation 
of the Digest. ; 

The fact is that very few of us realize 
just how much technical advancement 
has been made in the telephone business 
since I was a boy and talked over a 
barbed wire fence. It is still possible to 
talk over wire fences, but it is not pos- 
sible to get good service that way, nor is 
a phone system which depends on anti- 
quated equipment likely to be good se- 
curity for a 35-year loan. 

The REA is prohibited by law from 
making loans unless both of two condi- 
tions are met: 

First. The proposed service shall be 
made available to the widest number of 
rural users. This is what we have come 
to call area coverage. It is expensive 
to give service to all the farms in an 
area, and many telephone companies 
do not ask for enough money to serve 
all. Too often the telephone company 
proposes to serve only the most profitable 
part of the area, and seeks no funds to 
build lines to the more remote farms, 
which often need service most. It was 
to assure service to these remote farms 
that Congress placed this “area cover- 
age“ provision in the law. Congress re- 
alized that if only the more profitable 
connections were made in a community 
it would become utterly impossible for 
any other phone system to ever give serv- 
ice to the remainder. REA, therefore, 
properly says, We will not lend you 
money to serve 60 percent of the people, 
but we will lend you money to serve 100 
percent of the people.” REA cannot le- 
gally make a ioan without satisfying this 
requirement for area coverage. 

Second. The Administrator of REA 
must certify that in his judgment the 
loan will be repaid with interest within 
the specified period, usually 35 years. 
Satisfactory service to the largest prac- 
ticable number of rural people during 
the entire life of the loan obviously offers 
the greatest assurance that a rural 
telephone system will be able to repay its 
loan. Satisfactory service over a 35- 
year period can only be expected if the 
system is properly designed, construct- 
ed and equipped. Often a short-term 
loan to serve only part of the families 
wanting service may be a safe invest- 
ment without the assurance of long- 
time, satisfactory service which the REA 
standards require. It is, therefore, en- 
tirely possible to cite instances where a 
company may be able to get a smaller 
loan from a private source than REA 
would make, 

In the case cited the REA states that it 
was the considered judgment of its tele- 
phone engineers and specialists that a 
loan of $175,000—the amount of the ap- 
plication—would be far from adequate to 
complete the rehabilitation, expansion, 
and improvements necessary to assure 
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good area-wide telephone service in the 
Villisca territory. They felt that from 
the standpoint of loan security the larger 
loan would be safer. They recognized, of 
course, that a “patchwork” job could be 
done for considerably less money, but 
they did not feel it would be as economi- 
cal, last as long, or meet the requirements 
of the law. 

REA is not a charity organization. It 
does not give away public money. It 
makes loans which have to be repaid with 
interest. It is the duty of REA to see to 
it that the security is ample and that the 
earning capacity of the system is such 
that the income will be available to meet 
the loan payments for years tocome. In 
order to meet these obligations REA has 
properly required its borrowers to meet 
rigid standards of construction. To 
know that the borrower himself gets 
what he pays for, as well as to know that 
the security is just what it is supposed to 
be, REA has required that every con- 
struction job be supervised by a compe- 
tent, impartial engineer. This is the in- 
variable rule of all larger private com- 
panies. 

In this case REA proposed to lend 7 
percent of the construction costs to cover 
engineering fees—not fees for REA engi- 
neers, as the article incorrectly stated, 
but fees for outside engineers to be se- 
lected by the borrower. Had this re- 
quirement been omitted, I suspect that 
REA would have been bitterly criticized 
for “their careless waste of public funds.” 

The article quotes the manager of the 
local telephone company as saying he did 
not need an engineer when we have our 
own employees and equipment suppliers 
who will provide their own engineering.” 
The original article from which the Di- 
gest’s adaptation was taken shows that 
the engineers of the telephone company 
included the manager, three linemen, 
eight operators, and a bookkeeper. The 
same article names the directors of the 
company and says that all are farmers 
except one, who is an implement dealer, 
and one who is a real estate and insur- 
ance broker. I submit that the employ- 
ment of an outside engineer was essen- 
tial to the financial solvency of the com- 
pany, unless it was proposed to let the 
suppliers of material be the judges of the 
quality of their own wares. 

As the author of the bill which author- 
ized rural telephone loans, I sincerely 
wish it were possible to get full area cov- 
erage and to bring first-class telephone 
service to all farm people at 1935 costs, 
but it cannot be done, and I am glad to 
see the REA require sound business prac- 
tices and the installation of adequate fa- 
cilities to give all the people of a com- 
munity the type of service which will en- 
dure. REA is doing a better and more 
businesslike job than some telephone 
companies are doing, and I believe that 
this is true in the case described by the 
Reader's Digest. 


DISCRIMINATION AGAINST NEW ENG- 
LAND IN THE MATTER OF GOVERN- 
MENT CONTRACTS 


Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute and to 
revise and extend my remarks. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs, ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, the other day on the floor I 
reminded the House that I felt that in 
the award of Government contracts 
there was unfairness and discrimination 
against New England and that I was 
having that investigated. My remarks 
were mislaid and they have not as yet 
appeared in the RECORD, 

Mr. Speaker, to my mind it is very 
obvious that the labor market in Mas- 
sachusetts, in fact in all of New Eng- 
land, is being depleted. One of the in- 
stances was the removal of the district 
office of the Veterans’ Administration to 
Philadelphia. There are a good many 
other instances. It was very different 
during World War II when I felt there 
was much more fairness in the treat- 
ment of industry in Massachusetts and 
in New England, also in the awarding of 
contracts. The situation that exists to- 
day is terribly unfair. It hurts us now, 
but ultimately it will hurt war pro- 
duction. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
extend remarks in the Appendix of the 
Recorp, or to revise and extend remarks, 
was granted to: 

Mr. Morano in two instances, in each 
to include extraneous matter. 

Mr. WEIcCHEL (at the request of Mr. 
ARENDS). 

Mr. Srzrax and to include an editorial. 

Mr. Reams and to include an editorial 
from the Toledo Blade on the subject of 
freedom of the Press Gallery. 

Mr. Lane in two instances, in each 
to include extraneous matter. 

Mr. WickersHaM in seven instances 
and to include extraneous matter. 

Mr. McKinwon (at the request of Mr. 
Hays of Ohio) and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. Doyte and to include appropriate 
material. 

Mr. Rop o and to include an editorial. 

Mrs. Rocers of Massachusetts and to 
include a letter endorsing the House ver- 
sion of the amputee car bill. 

Mr. Ostertac and to include a reso- 
lution from the Fraternal Order of 
Eagles. 

Mr. GoopwIn in four instances and to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Norsxap in three instances and to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Harrison of Wyoming and to in- 
clude extraneous matter. 

Mr. Jentson in two instances and to 
include extraneous matier. 

Mr. FurcoLo and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. Barrert and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. VELDE and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. MEADER. 

Mr. Apponizio and to include two reso- 
h 

Mr. Roosevett (at the request of Mr. 
ADDONTZIO) and to include a speech. 

Mr. Murpock and to include extrane- 

ous matter. 
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Mr. JARMAN and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. Javits in two instances, in each 
to include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Curtis of Nebraska and to include 
an editorial. 

Mr. Poutson in three instances, in each 
to include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Hacen in two instances, in each 
to include extraneous printed matter. 


ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED 


Mr. STANLEY, from the Committee on 
House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled a joint resolution of the 
House of the following title, which was 
thereupon signed by the Speaker: 

H. J. Res. 335. Joint resolution amending 
an act making temporary appropriations for 
the fiscal year 1952, and for other purposes. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to: 

Mr. Erown of Ohio (at the request of 
Mr. Martin cf ifassachusetts), for to- 
day, on account of officie’ business. 

Mr. Kine, for 1 day, on account of 
Official business. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker, 
I move that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accordingly 
(at 5 o’clock and 14 minutes p. m.) the 
House, under its previous order, ad- 
journed until Monday, October 1, 1951, 
at 12 o’clock noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu- 
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol- 
lows: 


825. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of Defense, transmitting a draft of a pro- 
posed bill entitled, “A bill to amend section 
3268 of the Internal Revenue Code so as to 
exempt certain recreational facilities from 
the tax prescribed therein”; to the Commit- 
tee on Ways and Means. 

626. A letter from the Chairman, Civil 
Aeronautics Board, transmitting a draft of 
& proposed bill entitled, “A bill to amend 
the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938, as amended, 
so as to authorize the imposition of civil 
penalties in certain cases”; to the Commit- 
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

827. A letter from the Attorney General, 
transmitting copies of orders entered in 
cases where the ninth proviso to section 3 
of the Immigration Act of February 5, 1917 
(8 U. S. C. 136), was exercised in behalf of 
such aliens, pursuant to section 6 (b) of 
the act of October 16, 1918, as amended by 
section 22 of the Internal Security Act of 
1950 (Public Law 831, 8lst Cong.); to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

828. A letter from the Attorney General, 
transmitting a letter relative to the case of 
Fajgla Tuchmajer Ajzin nee Tuchmajer, file 
No. A-6819145 CR 33295, requesting that it be 
withdrawn from those now pending before 
the and returned to the jurisdic- 
tion of the Department of Justice; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

829. A letter from the Attorney General, 
transmitting a letter relative to the case of 
Dona (Helen) Goldstein, file No. A-6465693 
CR 34726, requesting that it be withdrawn 
from those now pending before the Congress 
and returned to the jurisdict on of the De- 
partment of Justice; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 
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REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 


Mr. CANNON: Committee on Appropria- 
tions. House Joint Resolution 335. Joint 
resolution amending an act making tempo- 
rary appropriations for the fiscal year 1952, 
and for other purposes; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1063). Referred to the Commit- 
tee of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. BONNER: Committee on Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. H. R. 3368. A bill 
providing for the conveyance of the Bear 
Lake Fish Cultural Station to the Fish and 
Game Commission of the State of Utah; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 1064). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union. " 

Mr. BONNER: Committee on Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. H. R. 4808. A bill to 
provide for the granting of an easement for 
a public road through the Pea Island Na- 
tional Wildlife Refuge in Dare County, N. C.; 
with amendment (Rept. No. 1065). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. BROOKS: Committee on Armed Serv- 
ices. H. R. 5426. A bill relating to the Re- 
serve components of the Armed Forces of 
the United States; with amendment (Rept. 
No. 1066). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. STANLEY: Committee on House Ad- 
ministration. House Resolution 249. Reso- 
lution for the relief of the estate of Oyila 
P. Gaucher; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1067). Ordered to be printed. : 

Mr. STANLEY: Committee on House Ad- 
ministration. House Resolution 410. Reso- 
lution to provide funds for the expenses of 
the investigation and study authorized by 
House Resolution 390 which creates a select 
committee on the Katyn Forest massacre; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 1068). Or- 
dered to be printed. 

Mr. STANLEY: Committee on House Ad- 
ministration. House Resolution 403. Reso- 
lution to authorize the expenditure of cer- 
tain funds for the expenses of the Commit- 
tee on Un-American Activities; with amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 1069). Ordered to be 
printed. 


Mr. STANLEY: Committee on House Ad- 
ministration. House Resolution 415. Reso- 
lution to provide funds for the expenses of 
the investigation and studies authorized by 
House Resolution 158; with amendment 
(Rept. No. 1070). Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. STANLEY: Committee on House Ad- 
ministration. House Resolution 417. Reso- 
tution to provide additional funds for the 
study and investigation authorized by House 
Resolution 33; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 1071). Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. STANLEY: Committee on House Ad- 
ministration. House Resolution 433. Reso- 
lution providing for the further expenses of 
conducting the studies and investigations 
authorized by House Resolution 78. Eighty- 
second Congress; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 1072). Ordered to be printed. 

“Mr. STANLEY: Committee on House Ad- 
ministration. House Resolution 318. Reso- 
lution authorizing the purchase of electric 
office equipment for use by Members, officers, 
and committees of the House of Representa- 
tives; with amendment (Rept. No. 1073). 
Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. PRICE: Committee on Armed Services. 
H. R. 5067. A bill to authorize the use of the 
incompleted submarine Ulua as a target for 
explosive tests, and for other purposes; with- 
out amendment (Rept. No. 1074). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 


1951 


Mr. LARCADE: Committee on Public 
Works. H. R. 1949. A bill to retrocede to 
the State of Illinois jurisdiction over 154.2 
acres of land used in connection with the 
Chain of Rocks Canal, Madison County, III.; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 1075). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union. 

Mr. JOHNSON: Committee on Armed Serv- 
ices. H. R. 3548. A bill to provide that pay- 
ments to States and Territories for care given 
to certain disabled soldiers and sailors of the 
United States shall be effective from the date 
such care commences; with amendment 
(Rept. No. 1076). Referred to the Commit- 
tee of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. BROOKS: Committee on Armed Serv- 
ices. H. R. 4049. A bill to authorize the 
Secretary of the Navy to transfer to the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts certain 
lands and improvements comprising the Cas- 
tle Island Terminal Facility at South Bos- 
ton in exchange for certain other lands; 
without amendment (Rept. No, 1077). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union. 

Mr. KILDAY: Committee on Armed Sery- 
ices. H. R. 5405. A bill to amend section 
207 (a) of Public Law 351, Eighty- first Con- 
gress; with amendment (Rept. No. 1078). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. FALLON: Committee on Public Works, 
H. R. 5131. A bill granting the consent of 
Congress to a compact or agreement be- 
tween the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
and the State of New Jersey concerning a 
bridge across the Delaware River to provide 
a connection between the Pennsylvania 
Turnpike system and the New Jersey Turn- 
pike, and for other purposes; with amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 1079). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 

Mr. PATMAN: Select Committee on Small 
Business. Report pursuant to House Reso- 
lution 33, Eighty-first Congress, first ses- 
sion. Resolution creating a select committee 
to conduct a study and investigation of the 
problems of small business; without amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 1081). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. VAN ZANDT: Committee on Armed 
Services. H. R. 2604. A bill to authorize the 
appointment of Sidney F. Mashbir, colonel, 
Army of the United States, to the perma- 
nent grade of colonel in the Regular Army; 
with amendment (Rept. No. 1080). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. WOLVERTON: 

H. R. 5502. A bill granting the consent of 
Congress to a supplemental compact or 
agreement between the State of New Jersey 
and the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
concerning the Delaware River Port Author- 
ity, formerly the Delaware River Joint Com- 
mission, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Public Works. 

H. R. 5503. A bill granting the consent of 
Congress to a supplemental compact or agree- 
ment between the State of New Jersey and 
the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, author- 
izing the Delaware River Joint Commission 
to construct, finance, operate, maintain, and 
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own a vehicular tunnel or tunnels under, or 
an additional bridge across, the Delaware 
River and defining certain functions, powers, 
and duties of said commission, and for other 
to the Committee on Public 


H. R. 5504. A bill to amend section 12 of 
the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1950 to in- 
crease the amount available for the con- 
struction of access roads certified as essential 
to the national defense; to the Committee on 
Public Works. 

By Mr. DOUGHTON: 

H.R. 5505. A bill to amend certain admin- 
istrative provisions of the Tariff Act of 1930 
and related laws, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mrs. KEE: 

H. R. 5506. A bill making an emergency 
authorization of an appropriation for the 
purpose of erecting in Bluefield, W. Va., a 
post office and courthouse building; to the 
Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. LARCADE: 

H. R. 5507. A bill making an emergency 
authorization and appropriation for the pur- 
pose of erecting in Lake Charles, La., a post 
office and courthouse building; to the Com- 
mittee on Public Works. 

By Mr. BARRETT: 

H. R. 5508. A bill granting the consent of 
Congress to a supplemental compact or 
agreement between the State of New Jersey 
and the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
concerning the Delaware River Port Author- 
ity, formerly the Delaware River Joint Com- 
mission, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Public Works. 

H. R. 5509. A bill granting the consent of 
Congress to a supplemental compact or 
agreement between the State of New Jersey 
and the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, au- 
thorizing the Delaware River Joint Commis- 
sion to construct, finance, operate, maintain, 
and own a vehicular tunnel or tunnels 
under, or an additional bridge across, the 
Delaware River and defining certain func- 
tions, powers, and duties of said Commis- 
sion, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Public Works. 

By Mr. KEARNS: 

H. R. 5510. A bill to authorize the heads of 
the executive departments and of the agen- 
cies and independent establishments of the 
Federal Government and the Commissioners 
of the District of Columbia to provide for 
the promotion and maintenance of recrea- 
tion programs to improve the cfficiency, 
morale, health, and general welfare of em- 
ployees of their respective departments and 
agencies; to the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service. 

By Mr. McMILLAN: 

H. R. 5511. A bill to authorize the Board of 
Commissioners of the District of Columbia 
to permit certain improvements to two busi- 
ness properties situated in the District of 
Columbia; to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

By Mr, BUCKLEY: 

H. R. 5512. A bill to authorize the Secretary 
of Agriculture to install measures for run- 
off and waterflow retardation and soil ero- 
sion prevention, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. SHELLEY: 

H. R. 5518. A bill to extend certain benefits 
granted to widows of veterans of World War I 
to certain widows of such veterans not now 
entitled thereto; to the Committee on Vet- 
erans’ Affairs. 

H. R. 5514. A bill to amend title 28, United 
States Code, so as to extend the piivilege of 
trial by jury to certain cases arising within 
the special maritime and territorial jurisdic- 
tion of the United States; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CANNON: 

H. J. Res. 335. Joint resolution amending 

an act making temporary appropriations for 
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the fiscal year 1952, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Appropriations, 
By Mr. CLEMENTE: 

H. J. Res. 336. Joint resolution authorizing 
and directing an investigation by the Coast 
Guard of the need for safety regulations 
applicable to small craft; to the Committee 
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. CASE: 

H. Con. Res, 165. Concurrent resolution 
favoring certain action against the Govern- 
ment of Czechoslovakia unless John Hvasta, 
citizen of the United States is released from 
custody; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BEALL: 

H. R. 5515. A bill for the relief of John H. 

Vogel; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana: 

H. R. 5516. A bill for the relief of Dimple 

Benoit; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mrs. BOLTON: 

H. R. 5517. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Katharina Luise Trenye; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

H. R. 5518. A bill for the relief of Pietro 
Petralia; to the Committee on the Judiciary, 

By Mr. BYRNE of New York: 

H. R. 5519. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Agnes Turkett; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary, 

By Mr. DOLLINGER: 

H. R. 5520. A bill for the relief of Fredy 
Kohn, Anna Kohn, and Hugo Ronald Kohn; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FORD: 

H. R. 5521. A bill for the relief of Miss 
Yoshiko Okura; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. GATHINGS: 

H. R. 5522. A bill for the relief of Quan 

Yee; to the Committee on the Judiciary, 
By Mr. GEORGE: 

H. R. 5523. A bill for the relief of Hilde- 
gard Purre; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

By Mr. HOFFMAN of Illinois: 

H. R. 5524. A bill for the relief of Miss 
Anna and Mr. Karl Bamberger; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. KEOGH: 

H. R. 5525. A bill for the relief of Abraham 

Davidson; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. LANTAFF: 

H. R. 5526. A bill for the relief of Dr. J. 
Ernest Ayre; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

By Mr. MANSFIELD: 

H. R. 5527. A bill to provide for the lump- 
sum payment of the national service life 
insurance granted the late Lester T. Brown 
to his widow, Mrs. Gay Dobler Brown; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. McKINNON: 

H. R. 5528. A bill for the relief of Thomas 

R. Grady; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. MITCHELL: 

H. R. 5529. A bill for the relief of Pasquale 
Giuseppe Scrivanich; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. O'TOOLE: 

H. R. 5530. A bill for the relief of Artur 

Duarte; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. QUINN: 

H.R.5531. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Gertrude Weite Paez; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 2 

H. R. 5532. A bill for the relief of the 
estate of Martin A. Gleason; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. REES of Kansas: 

H. R. 5533. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Carolyn Elizabeth Schmidt; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 
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H. R. 5584. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Carolyn Elizabeth Schmidt; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

H. R. 5535. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Carolyn Elizabeth Schmidt; to the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary. 

H. R. 5536. A bill for the relief of Chor 
Youl Park Kwak; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. ROOSEVELT: 

H. R. 5537. A bill for the relief of Elizabeth 
Ellen Atkins; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

H. R. 5538. A bill for the relief of Alexei 
Frank; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, IR.: 

H. R. 5539. A bill for the relief of Hiroko 
Doki and Takako Doki; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SIEMINSKI: 

H. R. 5540, A bill for the relief of Stamatis 
Karastamatis; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. SMITH of Virginia: 

H. R. 5541. A bill for the relief of Capt. 
Walter C. Wolf; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. WALTER: 

H. R. 5542. A bill for the relief of Isak 
Benmuvhar; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

By Mr. WILSON of Indiana: 

H. R. 5543. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Elisa- 
beth Rosalia Haste; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. YATES: 

H. R. 5544. A bill for the relief of Moy Yin 

Sue; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 


SENATE 


FRIDAY, SEPTEMBER 28, 1951 


(Legislative day of Wednesday, 
September 19, 1951) 


The Senate met at 10 o’clock a. m., on 
the expiration of the recess. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 


Our Father God, we come before Thee 
with thanksgiving grateful that each new 
day enfolds us with Thy loving kindness 
in the morning and Thy faithfulness 
every night. Cleanse our hearts, we pray 
Thee, from all guile that as a part of 
this corrupt and perverse generation we 
may abhor that which is evil and cleave 
to that which is good. May our attitudes 
and actions make us a part of the solu- 
tion rather than of the problem of our 
ailing social order. As with moral and 
material might we smite and vow to 
shatter the rampant iniquity of today, 
which degrades Thy children and keeps 
them from more abundant life, grant us 
a vision of the far-off years as they may 
be if redeemed by the sons of God; that 
we may take heart in these days freight- 
ed with destiny and do battle for Thy 
children and ours, leaving the earth fair- 
er and cleaner than we found it. We ask 
it in that Name which is above every 
name. Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 
On request of Mr. MCFARLAND, and by 
ous consent, the reading of the 


Journal of the proceedings of Thursday, 
September 27, 1951, was dispensed with. 
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REVENUE ACT OF 1951 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 4473) to provide reve- 
nue, and for other purposes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair, 
during the remainder of the debate, can 
recognize only Senators to whom time is 
yielded by those who control it. 

Mr. MCFARLAND. I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum, and, Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the time 
consumed in calling the roll be not 
charged to either side. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Arizona makes a point of no quo- 
rum. Is there objection to his unani- 
mous-consent request? The Chair hears 
none, and it is so ordered. The Secretary 
will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the 
following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Butler, Md, Ives Neely 

Cain Johnson, Tex. Pastore 
Carlson Johnston, S. C. Robertson 
Clements Langer Saltonstall 
Connally Lehman Smathers 
Dirksen Martin Smith, N. O. 
Dworshak Maybank 

Ferguson McCarran Underwood 
George McFarland Watkins 
Hayden McMahon Wiley 
Holland Millikin 


Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON] is absent by leave of the 
Senate, 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrp] 
is absent because of illness in his family. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Cuavez] and the Senator from West Vir- 


` ginia [Mr. KILGORE] are absent on official 


business. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
Bripces], the Senator from Vermont 
[Mr. FLANDERS], the Senator from Mis- 
souri [Mr. Kem], and the Senator from 
Ohio [Mr. Tart] are absent on official 
business. 

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Mc- 
C.rtHy] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. Tosey] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Nebraska IMr. 
WHERRY] is necessarily absent. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is 
not present. The Secretary will call the 
names of the absent Senators. 

The names of the absent Senators 
were called. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is 
not present. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I move that the 
Sergeant at Arms be directed to request 
the attendance of Senators. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Ser- 
geant at Arms will execute the order of 
the Senate. 

After a little delay, Mr. AIKEN, Mr. 
BENNETT, Mr. BENTON, Mr. BREWSTER, Mr. 
Bricker, Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska, Mr. 
CAPEHART, Mr. Case, Mr. Corpon, Mr. 
Dovctas, Mr. Durr, Mr. EASTLAND, Mr. 
Ecron, Mr. ELLENDER, Mr. FREAR, Mr. FUL- 
BRIGHT, Mr. GILLETTE, Mr. Green, Mr. 
HENDRICKSON, Mr, HENNINGS, Mr. HICK- 
ENLCOPER, Mr. HILL, Mr. Hoey, Mr. HUM- 
PHREY, Mr. HUNT, Mr. JENNER, Mr. JOHN- 
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son of Colorado, Mr. KEFAUVER, Mr. 
Kerr, Mr. KNOwLAN n, Mr. Lopce, Mr. 
Lonc, Mr, Macnuson, Mr. MALONE, Mr. 
MCCLELLAN, Mr. McCKELLAR, Mr. MoN- 
RONEY, Mr. Moopy, Mr. Morse, Mr. 
Mounpt, Mr. Murray, Mr. Nrxon, Mr. 
O’Conor, Mr. O’Manoney, Mr. RUSSELL, 
Mr. ScHOEPPEL, Mrs, SMITH of Maine, Mr. 
SmitH of New Jersey, Mr. SPARKMAN, Mr. 
THYE, Mr. WELKER, Mr. WILLIAMs, and 
Mr. Young entered the Chamber and 
answered to their names. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum 
is present, 

The pending question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Sena- 
tor from North Dakota [Mr. Lancer], 
on which he has 15 minutes, and on 
which, in opposition, the Senator from 
Georgia has 15 minutes. 


THE KOREAN PEACE CONFERENCE 
STALEMATE 


Mr. LANGER obtained the floor. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from North Dakota 
yield to me for 30 seconds? 

Mr. LANGER. I yield 30 seconds. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, 
ever since July 10 the Communists in 
Korea have been backing and filling 
with us on a discussion of peace. There 
has been no recorded parallel in his- 
tory when a nation with the power that 
we have has permitted a weaker enemy 
to drag out the discussions, clearly in- 
tended for the advantage of our enemy. 

Mr. President, we cannot afford to 
continue these discussions into the win- 
ter months, with the attrition which is 
now happening to us and the opportu- 
nity to the enemy to build up its man- 
power, to leave us next spring in a worse 
= than we are in at the present 

e. : 
I say, Mr. President, much as we love 
peace, and much as we want peace, the 
time has come when we had better 
adopt the old military axiom, “The hot- 
ter the war, the sooner the peace,” and 
notify our enemies that we are not go- 
ing to be double-crossed any longer, that 
these are our terms on which we shall 
settle, and that if they are not going to 
settle, to say so, and then we will go all 
out to end a war that was forced upon 
the peace-loving but freedom-loving na- 
tions of the world. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of 
the Senator from Virginia has expired. 


REVENUE ACT OF 1951 


The Senate resumed the considera- 
tion of the bill (H. R. 4473) to provide 
revenue, and for other purposes. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I de- 
sire to modify my amendment on page 
1, line 9, by striking out “of $50 or more.” 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena- 
tor from North Dakota modifies his 
amendment, which he has a right to do. 
The Chair asks Senators to help keep 
order. The Senate has entered into a 
limitation of time for debate, and it is 
desirable that we proceed as rapidly as 
possible. Therefore, the Chair hopes 
Senators will cooperate in trying to keep 
order, The Senator from North Dakota, 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, strange 
as it may seem to Senators, absolutely 
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everyone in the United States who earns 
a living is required to keep records, ex- 
cept gamblers and racketeers, They and 
they alone have the privilege of giving a 
lame explanation of where they get their 
money, and not only do they have that 
privilege, but the law requires that the 
collector of internal revenue shall ac- 
cept that lame explanation. Unless we 
adopt this amendment the law is going 
to continue as it is. 

As I view it, what the Senate is trying 
to do is to find some way of laying more 
taxes upon people who already are taxed 
too much. What it should be trying to 
do is to find some way of cutting taxes 
upon honest citizens and shifting the 
burden to the chiselers. 

For too many years we have permitted 
grafters, racketeers, crooks, and plain, 
petty thieves to dodge the tax responsi- 
bilities which belong to every American, 
I think it is about time that we started 
to crack down. I think it is about time 
that we started to close some of the 
loopholes in our tax laws. 

The amendment I am sponsoring here 
today would close one of the biggest 
loopholes. It is the one through which 
every gambler and racketeer has crawled 
within the past few years when chased 
by Uncle Sam. 

Time after time some big crook has 
been run to earth and asked to explain 
where he got $40,000 or $50,000 conven- 
iently tucked away in a cigar box in his 
closet. When asked where he got it, the 
reply has always been, “Oh, I won it 
playing the races. I picked it up out at 
the track the other day.” 

That always ends it under the law, 
and no one can prove where he got the 
money, and no one can prove that he did 
not get it at the track. There is nothing 
in the world which the Bureau of In- 
ternal Revenue can do about it except 
to accept his word. 

Of course, it is a different story along 
about March 15, when the tax collector 
comes around. When asked why he did 
not pay taxes on the $40,000 or $50,000, 
the big-shot hoodlum merely smirks and 
says, “Sure I won a lot of money at the 
tracks last year. But I dropped an even 
bigger bundle. Want to take a look at 
my losing tickets?” 

With that, he can pull out a batch of 
pari-mutuel tickets on losing horses. As 
it stands now, those tickets have to be 
accepted as evidence that he lost more 
money than he won. Those losing tick- 
ets can be picked up from the ground at 
any race track by the millions of dollars 
worth every year. They are thrown 
away by disgusted bettors after race re- 
sults are announced. But that makes no 
difference. The Internal Revenue Bu- 
reau is helpless. 

Everybody knows it is a fraud. The 
hoodlum knows it is a fraud, and the In- 
ternal Revenue Bureau knows it is a 
fraud. But just the same, it is the law, 
and the big-shot gambler can get away 
with it. There is no way we can crack 
down on him unless we change the law, 
and that, Mr, President, is what I am 
proposing to do through this amend- 
ment, 

This amendment is a very simple one. 
It merely requires horse players to keep 
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books, and it sets up checks to determine 
whether their books are accurate. 

First, it says that race tracks must 
keep a record of the names of all persons 
to whom they pay off in winnings. 
Second, it says that losses at race tracks 
cannot be charged off against income 
taxes, unless the person claiming the 
loss can produce signed receipts proving 
that he made the losing wager. Can 
anything be simpler or more just? Can 
anyone show any reason in the world 
why gamblers should not be compelled to 
keep records the same as any other per- 
son in the United States. Can anyone 
show me one single, valid objection to 
this amendment? The businessman has 
to keep books down to the last penny. 
The farmer has so many records to pro- 
duce that many farmers have had to 
hire certified public accountants. We 
do not even give the workingman a 
chance to figure out some way of duck- 
ing his taxes—we simply take them away 
from him before we let his boss hand 
over the pay check. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I am 
sorry that I cannot yield to the distin- 
guished Senator, but I have only 15 min- 
utes and I promised to yield to the Sena- 
tor from Colorado [Mr. Jounson]. I 
regret that I have not the time to yield 
to my able friend, the Senator from 
Rhode Island. 

Even the housewife has to keep records 
if she hires a maid. Incidentally, if the 
housewife does not fork up all the money 
the Government thinks she owes, an 
internal revenue collector simply visits 
her bank and takes the money, as is 
being done in Texas today. 

Mr. President, my amendment would 
in no way interfere with the right of 
individual States to license horse and 
dog tracks and to set up pari-mutuel 
systems. It would make absolutely no 
change in that situation. In States 
where racing is permitted, people could 
still go to the horse and dog tracks. 
They could walk up to the pari-mutuel 
windows exactly as they have in the past 
and buy a ticket on the horse or dog 
whose breed they wanted to improve. 
If their horse or dog won, they could go 
back to the windows to collect their win- 
nings. There would be but two differ- 
ences. If they wanted to charge off 
losing tickets against their income taxes, 
they would have to get a receipt. And 
if they won $50 or more, they would have 
to identify themselves so the race track 
could file a form with the collector of 
internal revenue. That is all there is 
to it. I do not see how it could possibly 
infringe upon the rights of any honest 
citizen, and I do not see how any honest 
citizen can object. 

Over the years I have seen a number 
of fights in the Senate to plug loop- 
holes in the tax laws. Some of those 
fights have been successful, others have 
been lost. Mr. President, let us not 
check this one up among the losing bat- 
tles. Let us adopt this amendment as a 
signal to the world that this country is 
not going to give special privileges to 
gamblers and racketeers whenever the 
tax collector makes his rounds. 
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Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, will the Senator from North 
Dakota yield? 

Mr. LANGER. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I should 
like to ask a question so that I may cor- 
rectly understand the Senator’s amend- 
ment. Under his amendment, if I should 
walk up to a pari-mutuel window and 
place a bet of $2, the Federal Govern- 
ment would collect a tax of 4 cents. On 
a bet of $5 the Federal Government 
would collect a tax of 10 cents. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. LANGER. That is correct. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. It sezms 
to me that that is a small tax, when we 
recall that Congress is placing a tax on 
the kitchen utensils used in the ordinary 
household, and a tax on every telephone 
call and every telegram that may be 
sent. If we take a trip, there is a tax 
in connection with that. If we ship 
anything by freight, there is a tax. Yet 
we seem very tender about pari-mutuels. 
May I ask the Senator how much the 
revenue would amount to by reason of 
the 2-percent tax which is imposed? 
Would it amount to approximately 
$35,030,000 a year? 

Mr. LANGER. It would amount to 
$100,000,000 a year. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That 
may be. I thought it would be about 
$35,000,000, The withholding part of 
the tax is on the winnings, and it is to 
insure the Treasury the collection of the 
income tax on the winnings? 

Mr. LANGER. That is correct. That 
is 20 percent. The record shows that 
last year in Arizona the total bets 
amounted to approximately $6,083,009; in 
Arkansas, to nearly $11,000,000; in Cali- 
fornia, to $278,000,000; in Colorado, to 
$8,762,000; in Delaware, to $22,000,000; 
in Florida, to more than $94,000,000; in 
Illinois, to $247,000,000; in Kentucky, to 
$27,000,000; in Louisiana, to more than 
$15,000,000; in Maine, to more than 
$9,000,000; in Maryland, to more than 
$100,000,000; in Massachusetts, to more 
than $56,000,000; in Michigan, to more 
than $58,000,000; in Nebraska, to more 
than $11,000,000; in New Mexico, to more 
than $4,000,000, in New Jersey, to $156,- 
000,000; in New York to nearly half a 
billion dollars was bet last year; in Ohio, 
to more than $33,000,000; in Oregon, to 
$3,000,000; in Rhode Island, to $61,000,- 
000; in South Dakota, to $330,000; in 
Washington, to $11,000,000; in West Vir- 
ginia, to $23,000,000. 

So that the withholding tax and the 
2-percent tax in States where racing is 
licensed would bring in a very, very large 
revenue, as I said a little while ago, ap- 
proximately $100,000,000. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays on my amendment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The demand 
for the yeas and nays is not sufficiently 
seconded. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I yield 
to the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
UnvdEerwoop] 7 minutes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Kentucky is recognized for 7 
minutes. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, 
this is a subject about which I think I 
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know a little, or I should hesitate to take 
the time of the Senate in connection 
with it. 

For approximately 14 years I was sec- 
retary of the National Association of 
State Racing Commissioners. The State 
commissions are regulatory bodies, like 
public utilities commissions. During 
that time I did not have any connection 
with any race track at all. 

The State governments have been 
given the right to tax racing. That is 
one of the few sources of revenue the 
Federal Government has permitted the 
States to have. I know, as a matter of 
fact, that the State governments have 
endeavored to squeeze out of racing every 
single dime and every single dollar they 
possibly could get. That has been done 
in the State of Kentucky; it has been 
done in practically every other State. It 
is true that the figures show that more 
than $100,000,000 was taken in taxes 
from racing by the States during the 
past year. There are big figures in 
connection with pari-mutuel turn-over; 
and I wish to address the Senate a mo- 
ment or two about that and about what 
the turn-over is. 

If there are five men in a poker game, 
and they have $100 between them, and 
bet that $100 a hundred times, it 
amounts to $10,000. But they still have 
the $100 between them. They are shut 
up in a room, in a poker game, and they 
have $100 which they bet 100 times, and 
by the calculation of calling that a turn- 
over it can be said that $10,000 has been 
wagered. But we know that they do not 
have more than $100 between them. 
These figures are built-up figures. 

I desire to say something also about 
the principle of legalizing pari-mutuels. 
At the time the pari-mutuel system was 
adopted there was already betting in the 
United States, there was already racing 
in the United States, but it was illegal 
betting and it was bad racing. The laws 
to legalize pari-mutuel betting and set- 
ting up State commissions to control 
racing in the United States were passed, 
not to legalize racing, not to authorize 
it, not to permit it, because it already 
existed; it was already under way. But 
it was found in several States that the 
racing was corrupt, that it was crooked, 
and in some instances the same man 
who owned the track owned two or three 
stables of horses that were racing on 
the track, and he would also run a hand- 
book in the town at the same time. 

There are persons who love racing as 
a sport. One can say that it has noth- 
ing to do with the standard of breeding, 
if he wants to, but anyone who says 
that does not know about the breeding 
of livestock and blooded stock in this 
country. Take what the King Ranch 
has done by importing Brahman cattle 
and adopting the same type of breeding 
practices in regard to Brahman cattle 
as was used to breed Stymie and Assault. 
The whole shape of beef cattle has been 
changed by breeding practices which 
have been adopted on farms which are 
not wholly horse farms but are also cat- 
tle farms and stock farms. 

Mr. President, racing is a sport, it is 
a beautiful sport, and it cannot and 
should not be conducted in an illegal 
way. I have read from cover to cover 
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some of the disclosures of the Kefauver 
committee. I was closely connected 
with racing for 14 years, and I never 
knew or heard of any of the people who 
are mixed up in this modern gangster- 
ism. I never saw them at a race track; 
I never heard of their owning a horse; 
I never heard of their standing up and 
cheering in thunderous tones during a 
grueling stretch run at a race track and 
waiting to decorate some horse’s neck 
with roses. They have nothing to do 
with the great sport that I know. It is 
a sport that has been in vogue far more 
than a hundred years. There was a 
time when Congress adjourned and went 
to see the Preakness, 

As I have stated, the State govern- 
ments have taken in taxes every single 
dollar they could get from racing, and, 
connected as I was with the National 
Association of State Racing Commis- 
sioners, and with the Kentucky State 
Racing Commission, I helped them to 
do it. I drew the table that shows that 
$100,000,000 was taken by State govern- 
ments in taxes, and I know that the 
States took every single dime and every 
single dollar they could get. 

California uses the tax money from 
racing to help the county fairs. Florida 
has used the money it receives from pari- 
mutual taxes to match social security 
funds. This bill would drive this money 
to the bookmakers. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Yes. 

Mr.SMATHERS. Asa matter of fact, 
the figures are as follows: Last year the 
State of Florida received $14,984,000 from 
this tax, and $8,264,000 of that amount 
was used for the old people of the State 
of Florida. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of 
the Senator from Kentucky has expired. 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield the remain- 
der of the time under my control to the 
senior Senator from Florida [Mr. Hol- 
LAND]. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I as- 
sume that the distinguished Senator 
from North Dakota has offered his 
amendment in good faith, and that he 
means what he says when he takes the 
position that this tax would not be de- 
structive of racing or of pari-mutuel 
wagering in those many States which in 
their own judgment have set up and 
legalized that system. Unfortunately 
the Senator has been misinformed on 
that fact, and I want that to be very 
clearly set forth in the RECORD. 

In the first place, I want to tell the 
Senator and the Senate that out of the 
total amount wagered there is taken first 
the take“ of the tracks, and the pari- 
mutuel tax, which in my State amount 
altogether to between 15 and 16 per- 
cent, 

In the next place, the Senator pro- 
poses to take an additional two percent 
by way of Federal tax on the total 
amount paid in to the pari-mutuels, 
which brings up the total reduction to 
an 18 percent slash of the entire amount. 

Then the Senator proposes by his 
amendment to require a 20-percent with- 
holding from that balance of the pool 
which is paid out to the winners at the 
end of the computation, which means, if 
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the Senate will just think it through, 
that a 35-percent reduction, all told, 
would be made by the total amounts 
withheld each time a race is run. 

I am asking the Senate how long it 
would take to dry up the whole amount 
that is being wagered at that sort of a 
pace. Of course, it is quite obvious that 
the industry could not continue. It is 
quite obvious that pari-mutuel racing 
would be doomed. It is quite obvious 
that those States who, in their own judg- 
ment, have set up pari-mutuel racing 
would find their right to do so com- 
pletely negatived by this measure, and 
this would be but another of that long 
chain of violations of State’s rights and 
of refusal of the Federal Government 
to recognize the fact that a State has 
made, in many cases; an important part 
of its financial structure out of this par- 
ticular legislation. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Pres- 
ident, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. Permit me to finish 
my remarks and then I shall be happy 
to yield. 

I want to make it very clear, to start 
with, that this withholding tax plus the 
additional tax means about 55-percent 
reduction out of the total amount wa- 
gered each time there is a wager. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Pres- 
ident, will the Senator yield on that 
point? 

Mr. HOLLAND. If the Senator will 
allow me to complete my statement. I 
have but limited time. 

The second point I should like to make 
is the fact that under the amendment, 
as set up here, this system would be 
completely destroyed, because of the rec- 
ord keeping that is required under this 
system. The Senator has amended his 
amendment now to provide that even on 
as small a pay-out as $1 or $2, or what- 
ever it is, no matter how small, that in 
each case there must be a record taken 
of the name of the person who gets that 
pay-out, and in each case there must be 
a withholding tax of 20 percent; so it is 
quite obvious that the Senator from 
North Dakota, whether deliberately or 
not, has created a nuisance here which 
weuld by its very weight completely de- 
stroy pari-mutuel wagering. There is 
not the slightest doubt about it, Mr. 
President and Senators. That will be 
the result of this set-up. Of course, 
whether it is designed to be so or not, 
the Senator from Florida cannot say, 
but the result of it would be certainly as 
I have stated. 

Mr. President, this business of having 
your candy and your nickel too, is some- 
thing which just does not exist. Those 
States which have this system set up 
generally make it a county option affair. 
any counties have declined the respon- 
sibility of operating race tracks, because 
they know that thcy have, in connection 
with such an operation, very heavy prob- 
lems of policing and other problems of 
that kind. It would simply be the case 
that in such a matter, by such a tax, 
we would pretend to let something go 
on which could not go on, and we would 
simply destroy both the local option of 
the counties and the disposition of the 
State to permit racing in those counties 
which want it, and we would permit the 
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destruction of important sources of 
State revenue. 

Mr. President, there is not any doubt 
that this is the case. Speaking both for 
myself and for my distinguished col- 
league, we want to say that we protest 
against anything which destroys an im- 
portant source of revenue in our own 
State or in any other State—and there 
are several States that get more revenue 
out of pari-mutuel racing than we do. 
We protest against further interference 
on the part of the Federal Government, 
through the setting up of nuisance legis- 
lation, and that is all that this is, which 
will destroy the right and privilege of a 
State to resort to this particular form of 
taxation if it cares to do so. 

I remind the Senate likewise that the 
Senate has already expressed its judg- 
ment on this matter by adopting the 
amendment proposed by the committee 
yesterday, which specifically exempts 
and excludes legalizei pari-mutuel rac- 
ing in several States from the operation 
of that particular so-called antigam- 
bling amendment. 

Mr. President, this is the resort, a sec- 
ond time, to this forum for an expres- 
sion upon a subject which the Senate has 
already passed upon, and passed upon 
in no uncertain terms. 

Mr. President, it is just the fact, and 
there is no way to deny it, that the im- 
position of this tax is simply a destruc- 
tion of something which has been set up 
by the sovereign will and undergoes the 
sovereign discretion of various States, 
and which in those particular States does 
now contribute substantially to the reve- 
nue of those States, and it seems to the 
Senators from Florida, this would be di- 
rect interference and direct destruction 
of State taxation as well as of other im- 
portant State’s rights. 

I now yield to the Senator from Colo- 
rado. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I simply 
wanted to keep the record straight with 
respect to the withholding feature. The 
withholding tax is only applicable to the 
winner. It is not a tax on everyone who 
makes a bet. The 2 percent is applied 
on any bet that is won. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Exactly. And the 
point is that that withholding of 20 
percent covers the whole of the pool, 
every bit of the pool, except the percent- 
age which is held out to pay the tracks 
and pay the State, and there is not a 
question of doubt about it. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. We with- 
hold 20 percent of the wages of every- 
body, do we not? 

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator is over- 
looking a fundamental thing to which I 
address his attention. When a man re- 
ceives wages he is getting income. When 
men come in and bet as a group they 
lose, because the State government and 
the local track take out of the whole 
pool some 15 or 16 percent, and what is 
left really operates as a net loss to the 
entire group of people who are foolish 
enough—and I am not one of those who 
is foolish enough—to wager money in 
pari-mutuel betting. But there is not 
the slightest doubt that if the Federal 
Government wanted to be fair, it would 
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have to recognize losses as well as gains, 
and would have to face the fact, which is 
an undoubted act, that the losses are 
greater to the average individual who is 
foolish enough to play this game, than 
the average winnings, because each time 
a bet is made a certain amount is taken 
out by the track and by the State. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of 
the Senator from Florida has expired. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I in- 
tended to yield to my colleague, but 
yielded instead to the Senator from 
Colorado. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of 
the Senator from Florida has expired. 
He cannot yield unless he is granted 
aee by the Senator from North Da- 

‘ota. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from North Dakota yield 
to me so I may yield to my colleague 
for a question? 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I re- 
gret that I cannot yield any substantial 
time to the senior Senator from Florida. 
I have only 3 minutes myself. However, 
I yield 5 seconds to the junior Senator 
from Florida. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I 
wish to say, in support of my colleague’s 
argument, that racing can be destroyed 
by taxation, as evidenced by the fact 
that the New York legislature, this last 
year, passed a law reducing the amount 
of the State take, in realization that 
they were destroying this activity which 
supplies them with so much money. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The 5 sec- 
onds allotted the Senator have expired. 

The Senator from North Dakota has 
2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, on the 
question of States’ rights, at the present 
time the State collects an income tax 
and the Federal Government collects an 
income tax. There was a time when 
it was thought that the income tax be- 
longed to the State alone. The same 
thing is true of the gasoline taxes. 

What we are trying to do by the 
amendment is to see to it that the oper- 
ators of one business, a business con- 
ducted by racketeers, crooks, and thieves, 
keep books. There is no reason why 
they should not. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President—— 

Mr. LANGER. Some of my colleagues 
have been yelling their heads off because 
they wanted revenue and more revenue. 
I want the Recorp to show that when 
I asked for the yeas and nays only five 
Senators held up their hands, namely, 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN], 
the Senator from West Virginia [Mr, 
NEELY], the Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
Jounson], the Senator from Connecti- 
cut [Mr. McManon], and myself. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, the Sen- 
ator did not look behind him. 

Mr. LANGER. If the Senator from 
South Dakota held up his hand, I cer- 
tainly want to include him. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of 
the Senator from North Dakota has ex- 
pired. All time has expired. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
North Dakota (Mr. Lancer], 
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The amendment of Mr. LANGER was, 
on page 87, after line 18, to insert the 
following: 

SUBCHAPTER D—ParI-MUTUEL PAYMENTS 
Sec. 1240. Definition of pari-mutuel pay- 

ment. 

As used in this chapter the term “pari- 
mutuel payment” means any payment made 
by a pari-mutuel wagering enterprise on a 
wager placed with, or on a wager placed in, 
a wagering pool conducted by a pari-mutuel 
wagering enterprise. 

Sec, 1241. Income tax collected at source. 

(a) Requirement of withholding: Every 
person making a pari-mutuel payment after 
December 31, 1951, shall deduct ard with- 
hold upon such payment a tax equal to 20 
percent of the amount thereof. If the with- 
holding agent is unable to determine the per- 
son to whom such payment is due, such tax 
shall be deducted and withheld at the time 
such payment would be made if such person 
were known. 

(b) Liability for tax: The withholding 
agent shall be liable for the payment of the 
tex required to be deducted and withheld 
under this subchapter, and shall not be liable 
to any person for the amount of any such 
payment. 

(c) Credit for tax withheld: For -credit, 
against the income tax of the recipient of 
the income, of amounts deducted and with- 
held under this subchapter, see section 35. 
Sec. 1242, Rates and payment. 

(a) In general: Every person required un- 
der this subchapter to deduct and withhold 
any tax shall make a return of such tax and 
shall pay such tax at such time, for such pe- 
riod, and in such manner as the Secretary 
may by regulations prescribe, by making a 
return of the total amount of pari-mutuel 
payments with respect to which tax is re- 
quired to be deducted and withheld by such 
person under this subchapter for such pe- 
riod and paying a tax in an amount equal to 
20 percent of such total amount. 

(b) Adjustment of tax: If more or less 
than the correct amount of tax due for any 
period under subsection (a) is paid with 
respect to such period, proper adjustments 
with respect to the tax shall be made, with- 
out interest, in such manner and at such 
times as may be prescribed by regulations 
made under this subchapter. 


On page 50, line 4, strike out “and 
royalties” and insert in lieu thereof 
“royalties, and pari-mutuel payments.” 

On page 50, line 8, strike out or in- 
terest” and insert in lieu thereof a com- 
ma and “interest, or pari-mutuel pay- 
ment.” 

On page 50, line 13, insert pari-mu- 
tuel payment,” after “interest.” 

On page 59, line 22, insert “or D” after 
“subchapter A.” 

On page 61, line 13, strike out “and 
royalties” and insert in lieu thereof 
“royalties, and pari-mutuel payments.” 

On page 62, lines 20 and 21, strike out 
“or 1221” and insert in lieu thereof 
“1221, or 1241.” 

On page 124, line 6, insert before the 
period a comma and the following: “ex- 
cept that wagers placed with, or wagers 
placed in a wagering pool conducted by, 
a pari-mutuel wagering enterprise li- 
censed under State law shall be taxed 
at a rate of 2 percent of the amount 
thereof.” 

On page 125, line 16, strike out all be- 
ginning with “(1)” through “(2)” in 
line 19, 
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On page 127, line 25, insert after “per- 
son” a comma and “other than a pari- 
mutuel wagering enterprise licensed un- 
der State law,”. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I ask 
for a division. I could not obtain the 
yeas and nays. 

On a division, the amendment was re- 
jected. 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT— 
APPROVAL OF BILLS 


Messages in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States were com- 
municated to the Senate by Mr. Miller, 
one of his secretaries, and he announced 
that the President had approved and 
signed the following acts: 

On September 27, 1951: 

S. 47. An act for the relief of Madeleine 
Quarez; 

S. 501. An act for the relief of Willem Hou- 
wink; 

S. 520. An act for the relief of Wilma M. 
Stiehl; 

S. 1425. An act for the relief of Mrs. Okuni 
Kobayashi; and 

S. 1562. An act for the relief of Harvey 
Marden. i 

On September 28, 1951: 

S. 76. An act for the relief of Herbert H. 
Heller; 

S. 426. An act for the relief of Teruko 
Okuaki; 

S. 1028. An act for the relief of Mrs. Lou 
Wong Shong Ngon; 

S. 1107. An act for the relief of I. N. Nor- 
man; and 

S. 1504. An act for the relief of Valmai 
Eileen Mackenzie. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced chat the 
House had agreed to House Resolution 
441, as follows: 

In THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, U. S., 
September 27, 1951, 

Resolved, That the language published in 
the CONGRESSIONAL Recorp on Wednesday, 
September 26, 1951, on page 12098, in the re- 
port of an address to the Senate by the Sen- 
ator from Michigan, Mr. Moopy, is improper, 
unparliamentary, and a refiection on the 
character of a Member of the House, the 
gentleman from Michigan, Mr. MEADER, and 
constitutes a breach of privileges and is cal- 
culated to create unfriendly relations and 
conditions between the House of Representa- 
tives and the Senate: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution 
be transmitted to the Senate and that the 
Senate be requested to take appropriate ac- 
tion concerning the subject. 


TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS 


By unanimous consent, the following 
routine business was transacted: 


CONSERVATION OF WATER AND RELATED 
NATURAL RESOURCES OF ALASKA 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate a letter from the Assistant Sec- 
retary of the Interior, transmitting a 
draft of proposed legislation to authorize 
the Secretary of the Interior to investi- 
gate and report to the Congress on the 
conservation, development, and utiliza- 
tion of the water and related natural re- 
sources of Alaska, which, with the ac- 
companying paper, was referred to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 
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PETITION 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate a resolution adopted by the board 
of directors of the Property Owners’ Fed- 
eration of Puerto Rico, at San Juan, 
P. R., relating to certain charges against 
the Governor and government of Puerto 
Rico, which was referred to the Commit- 
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 


WILLIAM N. OATIS—RESOLUTION OF 
FRATERNAL ORDER OF EAGLES, SOUTH 
MILWAUKEE, WIS. 


Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, the 
American people have been tremen- 
dously aroused by the brutal imprison- 
ment of Associated Press Correspondent 
William N. Oatis. The American Con- 
gress has already spoken on this issue. 
Neither we, however, nor 154,000,000 
Americans will be satisfied until Bill 
Oatis is free. 

As an expression of the sentiment in 
the grass roots of our country, I send to 
the desk a resolution which has been 
sent to me by numerous aeries of the 
Fraternal Order of Eagles in my State. 
This resolution addresses itself not only 
to the Oatis case but to the related prob- 
lem of the freedoms which are allowed 
the Soviet news agency, Tass—freedoms 
which the Senate and House Press Gal- 
leries have voted to maintain intact, in- 
cidentally. 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
particular resolution as forwarded to me 
by the South Milwaukee, Wis., Aerie, No. 
1461 be printed in the Recorp and ap- 
propriately referred. 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion was referred to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, and ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


RESOLUTION ON WILLAM N. Oris 


Whereas William N. Oatis, Associated Press 
bureau chief in Prague, Czechoslovakia, a 
free newspaperman who was performing his 
duties according to the standards and cri- 
teria of the free press of the world, was bru- 
tally snatched and imprisoned by the Com- 
munist Government of Czechoslovakia with- 
out explanation; and 

Whereas Mr. Oatis was arrested and held 
in detention without access to friend, Em- 
bassy representative, or trusted legal counsel; 
and 

Whereas he was brought to trial and ac- 
cused of “insisting on obtaining accurate, 
correct, and verified information,” which is 
the definition of the work of a free press; 
and 

Whereas he was forced into admission of 
espionage because of his reporter’s instinct 
for presenting the factual rather than the 
fictional; and 

Whereas he was convicted and sentenced 
to 10 years of imprisonment by a trial which 
was universally condemned by all free na- 
tions as an outrageous kangaroo court, com- 
pletely bereft of the principles of justice and 
the dignity of the human being; and 

Whereas by its action, the Communist- 
dominated Czech Government showed its 
scorn for the principle of freedom of infor- 
mation and its hatred for our free world; 
and 

Whereas representatives of the Soviet news 
agency Tass have the free run of the United 
States of America, and are permitted to at- 
tend press conferences at our national seat 
of government, at which often much off- 
the-record information is discussed: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That South Milwaukee Aerie, No. 
1461, of the Fraternal Order of Eagles urges 
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the Federal Government and its agencies to 
be unceasing in its efforts to secure the free- 
dom of Mr. Oatis by honorable means, and 
we also offer our support and the vitality of 
our membership to the executives of the 
Associated Press in their campaign to secure 
the release of Mr. Oatis by the communica- 
tion of the true facts of the case to the free 
peoples of the world; and be it further 

Resolved, That Aerie, No. 1461, of the Fra- 
ternal Order of Eagles urges the Federal Gov- 
ernment to bar the correspondents from the 
Soviet news agency Tass as well as all satel- 
lite nation correspondents from official gov- 
ernment press conferences where vital infor- 
mation may be revealed until the release of 
Mr. Catis has been secured. 

Adopted this 13th day of September 1951. 

Attest: 

THEODORE H. KIECK, 
Worthy President. 
WILLIAM MEYER, 
Secretary. 


LIBERATION OF POLAND—RESOLUTION 


Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi- 
dent, at a recent mass meeting held in 
Passaic, N. J., and sponsored by the 
Central of Polish Organizations, a reso- 
lution was adopted which I would like to 
call to the particular attention of my 
colleagues in the Senate. 

I know that we have all been con- 
cerned over the plight of the people of 
Poland and the situation they are faced 
with today. This resolution calls atten- 
tion to the fact that Americans of Polish 
descent realize that the Polish nation is 
not governed by representatives of its 
own choosing but is controlled directly 
by Moscow. 

We all look forward to the day when 
the people of Poland will be liberated 
from Communist control and will once 
again join the other free nations of the 
world. 

I ask unanimous consent that the reso- 
lution be appropriately referred and 
printed in the body of the Recorp in 
connection with these remarks. 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion was referred to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, and ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 

At a mass meeting held on September 9, 
1951, held at Polish Peoples Home, 1-3 Mon- 
roe Street, Passaic, N. J., and sponsored by 
the Central of Polish Organizations, the fol- 
lowing resolution was adopted: 

Whereas the Central of Polish Organiza- 
tions representing 47 societies in the city of 
Passaic and vicinity, including both Passaic 
and Bergen Counties and representing over 
20,000 Americans of Polish descent are annu- 
ally calling a mass meeting to mark the 
wanton attack of Nazi Germany and sub- 
sequently the attack of Communist Russia 
upon the freedom-loving nation of Poland, 
to call to the attention of the American 
Nation and all other liberty-loving nations 
of the world the fact that the people of 
Poland despise and hate any form of com- 
munism and fascism; and 

Whereas the Americans of Polish descent 
realize and know that the Polish nation is 
not governed by representatives of its own 
choosing; that it is governed by the puppets 
of Moscow and controlled entirely by the 
rulings of Moscow; and 

Whereas it is the purpose of this meeting 
to call this fact to the attention of the 
American people so that the acts of the pup- 
pets foisted upon the Polish people by Mos- 
cow should never be accepted as the willful 
acts of the Polish people, and that the words 
spoken by the so-called Polish delegates to 
the conference concerning the signing of the 
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Japanese Treaty should not be taken or 
adopted as the words of the Polish people 
and the Polish nation; and 

Whereas the Polish people were the first 
nation to feel the destructive and ravaging 
forces of Nazi Germany and Communist 
Russia in defense of freedom: Now, therefore, 
it is resolved as follows: 

We here assembled, and on behalf of 
over 20,000 Americans of Polish descent do 
hereby pay heart-felt tribute to the Polish 

Nation and to the Polish people on the occa- 
sion of the twelfth anniversary of the iniqui- 
tous ravaging and destructive attack upon 
the Polish nation by the Nazi and Commu- 
nist hordes, for their heroic resistance 
against their Communist masters and against 
all kinds of aggression against freedom- 
loving peoples. 

We join today with the soldiers of all 
democratic nations fighting in Korea in de- 
fense of freedom in the face of the shameful 
aggression of the Communists. We join with 
others in the ranks of those organizations 
who are fighting communism in America. 
We express our sincere thanks to the Mem- 
bers of the Congress of the United States of 
America who brought to the attention of 
the Congress the necessity for an investiga- 
tion concerning the murder of thousands of 
Polish officers at Katyn. We give our thanks 
to the Polish-American Congress in render- 
ing invaluable assistance in the investiga- 
tion of the murder at Katyn. We thank the 
American press and radio for bringing to 
the attention of the American people the 
wanton murder of the thousands of officers 
at Katyn. We render sincere thanks to the 
Swedish nation for generously giving politi- 
cal asylum to the Polish mariners who were 
seeking freedom and who by such action 
showed that the Communist puppets con- 
trolling the Polish nation are attempting to 
destroy the dignity of man by enslaving the 
peoples of Poland. 

We join with the Polish-American Con- 
gress, with the Polish Government in exile 
in London and with all other groups urging 
that the United States of America should 
not change or attempt to change the pres- 
ently established western boundaries of 
Poland. We appeal to the American Con- 
gress to make further provisions to permit 
the entry into this country of all those 
soldiers who fought for the freedom of 
Poland and other nations during World War 
II. We appeal to the American Nation and 
to the United Nations Organization and to 
the American people as a whole not to rec- 
ognize the present Communist leadership of 
Poland as the leadership that represents the 
Polish people. 

We express our sincere thanks to the Polish 
American Congress, the Committee on Amer- 
ican Relief for Poland and to the Polish 
Immigration Committee for the assistance 
given to the displaced persons of Poland. 
We condemn the sending of Polish soldiers 
to Korea, to China, or to any other place to 
do the dirty work of aggression of their Com- 
munist masters. We call upon the Ameri- 
cans of Polish descent to fight as they always 
have in the defense of our country against 
communism or any other aggressor. We 
appeal to them to increase their purchases 
of United States Defense Bonds. We pledge 
our every effort as Americans to fight for the 
liberation of the Polish nation from the 
bonds of Communistic control and to correct 
the shameful agreements of Yalta and 
Tehran. 

We rededicate ourselves and our every 
effort in behalf of this wonderful country of 
America and pledge the efforts and the blood 
of our families in defense of our country. 

And it is further resolved that a copy of 
this resolution be forwarded to Secretary of 
State Dean Acheson, to the Swedish Gov- 
ernment, to the United States Senators 
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SmirH and HENDRICKSON, and to Congress- 
men CANFIELD, TOWE, and WIDNALL. 
CoMMITTEE ON RESOLUTIONS, 
By MANFIELD G. AMLICKE, Chairman. 


FEDERAL, STATE, AND CITY RELATIONS IN 
FIELD OF TAXATION—RESOLUTION OF 
CITY COUNCIL OF MINNEAPOLIS, MINN, 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
present for appropriate reference and ask 
unanimous consent that a resolution 
adopted by the City Council of the City 
of Minneapolis, Minn., at a meeting held 
September 14, 1951, endorsing S. 1146, 
relating to the establishment of a com- 
mission to review Federal, State, and city 
relations in the field of taxation, now 
pending in the Senate, be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion was referred to the Committee on 
Finance, and ordered to be printed in the 
Recor, as follows: 


Resolution endorsing S. 1146 now pending in 
the United States Senate relating to the 
establishment of a commission to review 
Federal, State, and city relations in the 
field of taxation 
Whereas the city of Minneapolis is con- 

fronted with difficulty in financing govern- 

mental costs connected with public welfare, 
public sanitation, public health and public 
convenience because financial resources of 
the city are limited mainly to general prop- 
erty taxes, and 

Whereas the present trends of increased 
costs aggravate such financial difficulty, and 

Whereas the Federal Government and the 

State government have entered into fields of 

taxation other than taxes on general proper- 

ty which restrict the availability of nonprop- 
erty tax resources to the city government, 
and 

Whereas the United States Senate passed 

S. 1146, a bill having to do with a study of 

Federal, State, and city relations in the field 

of taxation, but subsequent to passage re- 

called the bill to the Senate: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved by the City Council of the City 
of Minneapolis, That the City Council of the 

City of Minneapolis endorse the proposal to 

undertake a review of Federal, State, and 

city relations in the field of taxation; be it 
further 

Resolved, That the city council request 
the Representatives from Minnesota in the 

Congress of the United States to exert every 

effort to secure passage of legislation similar 

to S. 1146; be it further 
Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be 
transmitted to the Representatives from 

Minnesota in the Congress of the United 

States. 

Passed September 14, 1951. 
STANLEY ANDERSON, 
President of the Council. 
Approved September 17, 1951. 
Eric G. HOYER, 
Mayor. 


ARLENE R. FINKLE, 
City Clerk. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 


By Mr. PASTORE, from the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service: 

S. 354. A bill to amend Public Law 106, 
Seventy-ninth Congress, with regard to com- 
pensation for overtime and holiday employ- 
ment; with amendments (Rept. No. 843). 

By Mr. LONG, from the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs: 

H. R. 5102. A bill to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Navy to enlarge existing water- 
supply facilities for the San Diego, Calif., 
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area in order to insure the existence of an 
adequate water supply for naval and Marine 
Corps installations and defense production 
plants in such area; with amendments (Rept. 
No. 844). 


CONSOLIDATED GENERAL APPROPRIA- 
TION BILL—INDIVIDUAL VIEWS 


Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, on be- 
half of the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
Wuerry], from the Committee on Rules 
and Administration, I report favorably, 
without amendment, the concurrent res- 
olution (S. Con. Res. 27) providing for a 
consolidated general appropriation bill 
for each fiscal year, and I submit a report 
(No. 842) thereon. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I sub- 
mit my individual views on the concur- 
rent resolution (S. Con. Res. 27), just 
reported by the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts [Mr. Lope] for the Senator 
from Nebraska [Mr. WHERRY], and I ask 
unanimous consent that my views be in- 
cluded in the report of the committee. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The report 
of the committee will be received, and 
the concurrent resolution will be placed 
on the calendar; and, without objection, 
the individual views of the Senator from 
Arizona will be included in the report. 


_ SLAUGHTER QUOTAS AND ALLOCATIONS 


OF LIVESTOCK—AUTHORITY TO SUB- 
MIT INDIVIDUAL VIEWS 


Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senator 
from Kansas [Mr. ScHOEPPEL] be per- 
mitted to submit his individual views 
during the recess of the Senate on the 
bill (S. 2180) to provide for slaughter 
quotas and allocations of livestock, and 
that they be included in Senate Report 
No. 840. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection to the request of the Senator from 
South Carolina? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 


BILLS INTRODUCED 


Bills were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. DIRKSEN: : 

S. 2189. A bill for the relief of Demetrios 
A. Kritsas; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

By Mr. BRICKER (for himself, Mr. 
CAPEHART, and Mr. FERGUSON) : 

S. 2190. A bill to prohibit unreasonable 
suppression of information by the Executive 
Branch of the Government; to the Commit- 
tee on Expenditures in the Executive De- 
partments. 

(See the remarks of Mr. Bricker when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. KNOWLAND: 

S. 2191. A bill for the relief of Marguarete 
Emelianoff; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 


PROHIBITION OF SUPPRESSION OF IN- 
FORMATION BY EXECUTIVE BRANCH 


Mr. BRICKER,. Mr. President, on be- 
half of myself, the Senator from Indiana 
(Mr. CAPEHART], and the Senator from 
Michigan (Mr. Frercuson], I introduce 
for appropriate reference a bill provid- 
ing for the repeal of Executive Order No. 
10290, dated September 24, 1951, which 
is the President’s so-called censorship 
order on the various executive depart- 
ments. 
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will 
be received and appropriately referred. 

The bill (S. 2190) to prohibit unrea- 
sonable suppression of information by 
the executive branch of the Govern- 
ment, introduced by Mr. Bricker, was 
read twice by its title, and referred to 
the Committee on Expenditures in the 
Executive Departments. 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


As in executive session, ; 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate messages from the President of 
the United States submitting sundry 
nominations, which were referred to the 
appropriate committees. 

(For nominations this day received, see 
the end of Senate proceedings.) 


ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES, ETC., 
PRINTED IN THE APPENDIX 


On request, and by unanimous con- 
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, etc., 
were ordered to be printed in the Appen- 
dix, as follows: 

By Mr. THYE: 

Address delivered by himself at the Turkey 
Day Festival in Worthington, Minn., on Sep- 
tember 26, 1951, regarding individual initia- 
tive of American citizens, 

By Mr. LODGE: 

Editorial entitled “The Wilson Era,” pub- 
lished in the Worcester (Mass.) Republican 
of September 23, 1951, dealing with. Presi- 
dent Wilson’s efforts to secure the entry of 
the United States into the League of Nations. 


EMIL RIEVE—TESTIMONIAL MESSAGE OF 
SENATOR DOUGLAS 


Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recorp a brief testimonial message 
I have today sent to the chairman of the 
dinner meeting in Boston Saturday eve- 
ning honoring Emil Rieve, president of 
the Textile Workers’ Union of America, 
who with the members of his union has 
made an outstanding record of service 
to the labor movement and to his coun- 
try and well deserves the tributes that 
will be accorded him tomorrow. 

There being no objection, the message 
was ordered to the printed in the Rec- 
orp, as follows: 


SEPTEMBER 28, 1951. 
Chairman, Testimonial Dinner to EMIL RIEVE, 
Hotel Bradford, Boston, Mass.: 

I want to join the many friends of Emil 
Rieve in paying tribute to the fine service 
he has rendered to his own union, the labor 
movement, and to his country. 

Faced with unusual obstacles, he and his 
associates in the leadership of the Textile 
Workers’ Union of America have organized a 
great and growing union which has won im- 
pressive gains in wages and working condi- 
tions for its members. This has been of 
benefit, not only to the union men and 
women, but also to the communities in 
which they live. The resulting improve- 
ments in employer-employee relationships 
have advanced the development of free col- 
lective bargai and the stabilization of 
industrial relations in this country. 

The contribution of Mr. Rieve and your 
union to other forward-looking programs af- 
fecting human welfare are also well known. 
In educational work, civil rights, economic 
policy, and international activity to stop 
Communist aggression, the union under his 
leadership has made an impressive record. 
His own personal service in high Government 
posts has likewise won well-merited acclaim 
and the confidence of many here in Wash- 
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ington. I am glad, therefore, to send hearti- 
est congratulations to Mr. Rieve on the oc- 
casion of the testimonial dinner to him in 
Boston on September 29 and to send my best 
wishes to him and to the union for many 
more years of distinguished service. 
PauL H. Dovuctas, 
United States Senator. 


REVENUE ACT OF 1951 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 4473) to provide reve- 
nue, and for other purposes. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
call up my amendment designated 
9-24-51-D. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Min- 
nesota for himself and other Senators 
will be siated. 

The Cuter CLERK. Beginning on page 
160, at line 14, it is proposed to strike 
out all through line 2 on page 163, and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 


Sec. 319. Percentage depletion and intangi- 
ble drilling and development 
costs. 

(a) Reduction in percentage depletion for 
oil and gas: Section 114 (b) (3) (relating to 
percentage depletion for oil and gas wells) 
is hereby amended to read as follows: 

“(3) Percentage depletion for oil and gas 
wells: In the case of oil and gas wells the 
allowance for depletion under section 23 (m) 
shall be 15 percent of the gross income from 
the property during the taxable year, ex- 
cluding from such gross income an amount 
equal to any rents or royalties paid or in- 
curred by the taxpayer in respect of the 
property, and the intangible drilling and 
development deduction determined under 
subsection (c) of this section. Such allow- 
ance shall not exceed 50 percent of the net 
income of the taxpayer (computed without 
allowance for depletion) from the property, 
except that in no case shall the depletion 
allowance under section 23 (m) be less than 
it would be if computed without reference 
to this paragraph.” 

(b) Reduction in percentage depletion for 
sulfur and nonmetallic minerals: The first 
sentence of section 114 (b) (4) (A) (relat- 
ing to percentage depletion for coal, etc.) 
is hereby amended to read as follows: “The 
allowance for depletion under section 23 (m) 
shall be, in the case of metal mines and in 
the case of sulfur mines or deposits, 15 per- 
cent, and in the case of coal mines, bauxite, 
fluorspar, flake graphite, vermiculite, beryl, 
feldspar, mica, tale (including pyrophyllite), 
lepidolite, spodumene, barite, ball, sagger, 
and china clay, phosphate rock, rock as- 
phalt mines, trona, bentonite, gilsonite, the- 
nardite (from brines or mixtures of brine), 
and potash mines or deposits, 5 percent, of 
the gross income from the property during 
the taxable year, excluding from such gross 
income an amount equal to any rents or 
royalties paid or incurred by the taxpayer in 
respect of the property.” 

(e) Effective date: The amendments made 
by this section shall be applicable only with 
respect to taxable years beginning after De- 
cember 31, 1951. 


The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Minnesota has an hour and a half 
in support of the amendment, and the 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE] has 
an hour and a half in opposition. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the 
amendment which I am about to discuss 
is commonly known for the purposes of 
this debate as the depletion-allowance 
amendment. The amendment is divid- 
ed, as the clerk stated it, into two spe- 
cific provisions. One relates to percent- 
age depletion for oil and gas wells. The 
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second is percentage depletion for sul- 
fur and nonmetallic minerals. 

Mr. President, the suggestions which I 
am about to make in reference to this 
amendment are suggestions which have 
been recommended by the Department 
of the Treasury and suggestions which 
have been proposed by the President in 
special messages to the Congress in ref- 
erence to the whole tax program as it 
pertains to depletion allowances. 

I wish to say at the outset that I rec- 
ognize that this is a very complex, intri- 
cate part of the tax bill. It has grown 
more or less like Topsy, and therefore it 
is not easy to trace it all the way through 
the Internal Revenue Code. However, I 
shall try to point out what I consider to 
be the issue in reference to depletion al- 
lowances. 

I think the issue can be fairly stated. 
It is whether or not depletion allowances 
are necessary as a so-called incentive, 
and whether or not the depletion allow- 
ances are extravagant in terms of the 
tax benefits which they confer upon a 
limited number of people. I think that 
is the way we ought to discuss this 
amendment, and that we ought to make 
our decision on the basis of tax equities. 

Furthermore, I wish to warn the Sen- 
ate—not in the usual harsh sense of the 
word “warn” but in the sense of kindly, 
thoughtful suggestion—that we are rais- 
ing the earned income-tax rates sub- 
stantially. The earned-income tax rates 
will be raised on every individual with a 
taxable income. We are raising the cor- 
porate tax rates substantially—an addi- 
tional 5 percent. We raised them 5 per- 
cent last year. In other words, not only 
American business enterprises, but also 
the average citizens with earned income, 
are paying substantially higher taxes to- 
day than they paid last year or 2 years 
ago. The new bill which we now have 
before us will bring those rates up rela- 
tively near the wartime peaks. 

First, I wish to direct my attention to 
depletion allowances as they pertain to 
gas and oil. It is my desire during this 
discussion to continue to preserve con- 
tinuity, and, therefore, until I have com- 
pleted that which I have prepared, I do 
not intend to yield for purposes of inter- 
rogation. At the conclusion of the re- 
marks which I have carefully prepared, 
I shall be more than happy to yield for 
whatever interrogation any Member of 
the Senate may wish to offer. 

In 1894, when a pioneering income- 

tax law was under consideration, the 
report of the House Committee on Ways 
and Means included the following state- 
ment: 
Here we have a “Government of the peo- 
ple, by the people, and for the people.” We 
boast that our motto is “Equal rights to all, 
and special privileges to none.” Here we 
claim that the burdens of government ought 
to be borne in proportion to the ability of 
each citizen who is protected by it. Yet 
under our peculiar system, there are citizens 
of great wealth, who * * * pay little 
more to the support of the Government than 
is paid by the day laborer, who has nothing. 
(House Report No. 276, 53d Cong., 2d sess., 
P. 5.) 


It is my intention not only to buttress 
this statement by general observations, 
but to show how, under the depletion al- 
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lowances permitted in the present tax 
laws, this statement, which was made in 
1894, continues to be verified, for those 
with fabulous wealth are actually pay- 
ing, percentage-wise on their income, as 
little as is paid by a taxpayer in the low- 
est tax bracket under our present law 
or under the proposed amendments to 
the present law. 

I call these words to the attention of 
the Senate for two reasons: First, be- 
cause in spite of the great improvements 
in our tax system since 1894, the state- 
ment remains true; and, second, because 
I should like to remind Senators that the 
entire history of our tax legislation, like 
that of our Government, is a history of 
expanding democracy. Since the be- 
ginning of our country, there have been 
groups who fought to gain or retain in- 
equitable privileges, and there have been 
Congresses with the moral strength and 
integrity to withstand the pressures of 
special-interest groups and distribute 
the burdens of Government equitably. 
We have made enormous progress in 
the development of a democratic tax sys- 
tem. Yet today, as 50 years ago, it re- 
mains true that “there are citizens of 
great wealth who pay little more to the 
support of Government than is paid by 
the day laborer.” 

Is that an exaggerated statement? No. 
To document it, let me quote an instance 
cited recently by the President. At the 
time of my original presentation of the 
analysis of the tax bill I said that the 
President quoted from records of the Bu- 
reau of Internal Revenue. I asked the 
Bureau of Internal Revenue to give me 
those records. I have them with me to- 
day, and I shall introduce them in evi- 
dence in support of this statement. This 
is what the President said: 

During 5 years, 1943-47, when it wis nec- 
essary to collect an income tax from people 
earning less than $20 a week, one oil operator 
wasable * * * todevelop properties yield- 
ing nearly $5,000,000 in a single year without 
payment of any income tax. 


There are loopholes—broad, gaping 
loopholes—in our tax laws. They are 
loopholes which make it possible for cer- 
tain categories of individuals and cor- 
porations to escape taxation on a large 
portion of their income. In themselves 
these loopholes are reprehensible. In the 
present situation, when we need revenue 
so badly that we are about to tax the man 
who makes not even $20, but only 12 piti- 
ful dollars a week, they are unforgivable. 

The specific avenue of escape from 
taxation which I wish to talk about is 
embodied in the tax provision under the 
title of “percentage depletion allow- 
ances.” These special allowances are 
available to oil companies, oil-well own- 
ers, and, to a lesser degree, the owners of 
other mineral properties. 

The provisions relating to percentage 
depletion are among the most compli- 
cated in our tax law. But it is necessary 
to probe these complexities, and the other 
complicated tax provisions applying to 
mineral properties, if we are to compre- 
hend fully the drastic need for the revi- 
sion of these laws. 

The official theory behind the percent- 
age-depletion allowances is that oil wells 
and other mineral properties are ex- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


hausted in the process of producing them, 


that this exhaustion constitutes a deple- 
tion of capital, and that to tax all the in- 
come derived from the property would in 
fact be to tax capital. Therefore the 
present income-tax law recognizes this 
exhaustion of assets as a deductible cost 
in the determination of net taxable in- 
come. 

I desire to make it crystal clear that 
I am not now asking for the abolition 
of the percentage depletion allowance. 
I am asking for an adjustment of the 
rates of the percentage depletion. We 
are not now asking for the abolition of 
the principle, or even for a sizable cut 
of the percentage depletion. 

À Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 


Mr. HUMPHREY. I am sorry, but I 
cannot yield at this point. 

Mr. KERR. For just a minute. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. As I said before 

Mr. KERR. One question. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. As I said, I wanted 
to complete my statement first. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena- 
tor from Minnesota declines to yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I will come back 
to the Senator from Oklahoma, if he 
will make a note of it. 

Mr, KERR. The Senator from Min- 
nesota has not left me yet. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I know that this 
debate will be very interesting. As I 
left my home this morning I told my 
wife, “Take a good look at this furrowed 
brow, because when I return this eve- 
ning it will be bloody.” 

I know what is in store today. I am 
flanked on my right and on my left by 
two distinguished and capable Members 
of this body, who are very powerful 
orators and who know all the tricks of 
oratory, and they are indeed very artic- 
ulate. So this will be a very interesting 
3 hours. I do not know whether I will 
come away from the debate refreshed. 
Certainly it will be very interesting. 

We will now move out into the fray. 
I see further trouble before me in the 
form of the distinguished Senator from 
West Virginia [Mr. Neety]. I had 
hoped that this would never come about; 
but good men do find it necessary on 
occasion to cross swords, and I welcome 
my good friend from West Virginia to 
the fray. 

I hope this will be understood in the 
spirit in which it is stated. We have 
heard many comments about pork- 
barrel legislation every time we have 
discussed appropriations for rivers and 
harbors. I have not usually joined in 
the epithets; but if there is such a thing 
as pork-barrel legislation—and there 
has been a good deal said about it— 
perhaps the subject of the debate in 
which we are about to engage should be 
referred to as oil-barrel legislation. As 
somebody said to me, “Not only that, 
Senator, but we will be cooking with gas 
with a 27% percent depletion allowance 
every time we light up the burner.” 

Now to proceed. 

Under the present law, the amount of 
percentage depletion bears no relation 
to the capital cost of the property, but 
only to the income. The rates of per- 
centage depletion under our present 
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laws range from as high as 27½ percent 
of gross income in the case of petroleum 
to as low as 5 percent in the case of 
various other minerals such as bauxite, 
fluorspar, and potash. The pending 
bill would further expand these allow- 
ances. 

The total deduction in all cases is lim- 
ited to 50 percent of the net income from 
the particular property. Since the per- 
centage depletion allowances are unre- 
lated to the capital investment, the tax- 
free recoveries through percentage de- 
pletion are often many times the original 
investment. Other provisions of the tax 
law allow the full recovery of the real 
capital investment. Operating expenses, 
including intangible drilling costs and 
development costs, such as labor, truck- 
ing, supplies, pumping, and so forth, are 
deductible as current expenses, or on 
the basis of “annual” or “adjusted-basis” 
depletion. 

I may say to my good friend from West 
Virginia that this bill contains a little 
amendment which gives the same kind of 
intangible cost of exploration to coal 
mines. Coal has been out in the cold. 
With this little “gimmick” no one will 
have to worry. We will have percentage 
depletion for coal-mine exploration 
costs. Once the tax-avoidance device is 
opened, everyone gets into the act. Peo- 
ple will always like to figure out how 
they can keep all the income they have 
or to pay as little as possible by way of 
taxes. I might add that in the case of 
minerals, once the costs for exploration 
and development are deducted, they then 
have the same deduction upon future de- 
pletion allowances. But not in the case 
of gas and oil. 

The deduction of costs in no way af- 
fects the future percentage depletion 
allowance, and the result is, as Secretary 
Snyder has said, a double deduction for 
recovery on the same capital invest- 
ment.” 

More concretely, the result of the per- 
centage depletion allowance is that 
many corporations and individuals, no- 
tably those engaged in the extraction and 
refining of petroleum and the manufac- 
ture of petroleum products, enjoy large 
nontaxable incomes. Last year the 
Treasury conducted an investigation on 
this subject, to determine the extent of 
tax evasion made possible by this spe- 
cial treatment. Some of the specific 
conclusions of that study are pertinent 
to this discussion. More significant was 
the fact that the total revenue cost for 
all corporations resulting from percent- 
age depletion came to at least $400,000,- 
000 in 1947. I believe it is fair to esti- 
mate that it will be three-quarters of a 
billion dollars in 1951 under current 
prices and current production. 

Let us now bring out the facts as to 
the size of these corporations, because 
they are of all sizes—there are the 
healthy, the weak, the meek, the emaci- 
ated and the well fed—but despite all 
that 80 percent of all the depletion al- 
lowances go to corporations. I think it 
is fair to say that most of the 80 percent 
goes to corporations with $100,000,000 
of capital investment or more, not to the 
poor “stripper” and the small operator. 
I speak boldly as I look at my friends 
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before me. In order to get all the facts 
before the Senate, I shall have to speak 
out sharply and critically and compre- 
hensively, so that we can draw out the 
latent talent. I may say that I have 
seen more ability demonstrated on the 
tax bill in terms of the forensic art and 
logic, than we have had at any time in 
the past. That has been so despite the 
occasional cross words which have sput- 
tered forth from time to time. There- 
fore, this should be an intellectual ex- 
perience for all of us. 

Since corporations account for ap- 
proximately 80 percent of all depletion 
deductions, it is safe to say that in that 
year the Treasury was deprived of half 
a billion dollars in income taxes, simply 
because the percentage depletion allow- 
ances create a privileged class of citizens 
who are not taxed on the same basis as 
the rest of the Nation. 

The bulk of the benefit from this ex- 
emption went to the petroleum industry, 
which received 85.5 percent of the de- 
pletion allowances, as compared with 
55 percent of the gross income for all 
corporations included in the survey. It 
was further discovered—and I ask Sen- 
ators to note this point carefully—that 
more than 70 percent of these allow- 
ances went to concerns whose primary 
business was manufacturing, not ex- 
ploration and extraction. I emphasize 
that point, Mr. President. 

So let us pin that down right now; 
let us understand clearly that depletion 
allowances have no direct relationship 
to exploration and extraction, inasmuch 
as more than 70 percent of depletion al- 
lowances have gone to concerns whose 
primary business is manufacturing or 
processing. 

One may well wonder and ask how 
such a provision came into our tax law. 
Actually, there have been percentage 
depletion allowances on mineral prop- 
erties for as long as there have been 
income-tax laws. Before 1918 they were 
negligible. In that year, when the First 
World War made it necessary to stimu- 
late the production of strategic mate- 
rials, the system of discovery depletion 
allowances was enacted. 

Under the discovery depletion system, 
the owner of a mineral property was al- 
lowed to recover, tax free, not only his 
costs, but also the appreciated value of 
his property, as estimated at the time of 
discovery. 

In other words, that is a kind of de- 
preciation. Of course, a man is able to 
have the benefit of depreciation in the 
case of a building which he owns, or a 
farmer enjoys the benefit of a depre- 
ciation allowance or deduction in the 
case of his farm buildings. That is han- 
died on the basis of a regular depre- 
ciation schedule. However, in the case 
of the system of discovery-depletion 
allowances, the operator was able to re- 
cover, tax free, his exploration and in- 
tangible drilling costs in the case of oil, 
and his exploration costs in the case of 
mining. The purpose was to encourage 
those who were supposed to be looking 
for new pools of oil. 

So, Mr. President, under the discovery- 
depletion system, the owner of a mineral 
property was allowed to recover, tax- 
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free, not only his costs, but also the ap- 
preciated value of his property as esti- 
mated at the time of discovery. 

By 1926, however, discovery depletion 
had proved completely unworkable. It 
was too difficult to ascertain in advance 
tne amount and life of production and 
the market price of the product. In 
many cases the deduction under discov- 
ery depletion proved far in excess of the 
total income from the property. There- 
fore, in that year the present system of 
percentage depletion was devised. 

Since that time, the conditions of the 
petroleum industry have radically 
changed. Since tnat time, the working 
of the law and the development of the 
petroleum industry have amply demon- 
strated that if there ever was a need for 
the percentage-depletion system, the 
time of that need has long since passed, 
For more than 13 years the Treasury has 
pointed to the inequity in the tax treat- 
ment of mineral interests. For a similar 
length of time, Congress has turned a 
dead ear. 

I am well aware of the arguments 
which members of the petroleum indus- 
try, their spokesmen, and many of my 
distinguished colleagues in the Senate 
advance in favor of this special treat- 
ment. No unified, coherent argument 
is employed by these defenders of spe- 
cial position. Instead, they use rather a 
hodge-podge of different arguments. 
At one time it is claimed that mineral 
properties represent the creation of new 
capital. At another time it is claimed 
that great risk must be offset by great 
profits. At another time it is claimed 
that the independent producer would be 
put out of business by the abolition of 
the allowances, and that the entire pe- 
troleum industry would fall to the mam- 
moth corporations. However, behind all 
these arguments is the real one, namely, 
the claim of one group to special privi- 
leges and special profits, authorized un- 
der the tax laws of the United States. 

The defenders of the allowances main- 
tain that the oil business involves risks 
so much greater than the risks involved 
in other businesses that special tax prof- 
its are necessary as an incentive to ex- 
ploration. 

Mr. President, I was privileged to be 
born and brought up in the great State 
of South Dakota. If ever there was an 
area where risks had to be taken, it was 
there. One had no more idea whether 
he would get a crop than he could tell 
whether he would be alive in the morn- 
ing. For year after year there were no 
crops, and then in the next year a good 
crop might be made, but in the follow- 
ing year perhaps no crop would be made. 
Did any farmer get a percentage deple- 
tion allowance or any other special tax 
concessions because of that situation? 
After all, Mr. President, what is more 
important: Wheat to be used to feed the 
people, or petroleum? Of course both of 
them are important. If they are equally 
important, why do they not receive equal 
treatment? However, they do not re- 
ceive equal treatment at all. If a 
farmer makes a good crop, he pays an 
income tax on his profits. He is allowed 
depreciation on his farm buildings. 
However, does he get a depletion allow- 
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ance for his soil? The soil, too, can be 
used up. In fact, all over America we 
see the evidence of the ravages of soil 
deterioration. Many areas in this coun- 
try have been virtually destroyed as a 
result. It is said that the Gobi Desert 
in China was at one time a fertile 
garden. 

Mr, FREAR. Mr, President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
stated that I shall not yield during my 
remarks. 

Mr. FREAR. I am sorry. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. But I shall yield 
not too long from now. 

Likewise, Mr. President, there is no 
depletion allowance for a farmer who 
plants a flax crop; yet flax drains the 
fertility of the soil. No depletion allow- 
ance is given to a farmer who plants 
cotton; yet cotton drains the fertility of 
the soil. The same can be said of one 
crop after another. 

The farmer is allowed for deprecia- 
tion on his buildings, but not for deple- 
tion of the fertility of his soil. All over 
America there are millions and millions 
of acres of soil which have been eroded, 
That is a continuing problem. The 
greatest asset of the Nation is the land. 
Yet I have read reports by the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture to the effect that 
terrific amounts of rich and fertile top 
soil are being lost every year as a re- 
sult of soil erosion and soil depletion. 
Despite all the Government programs to 
combat soil erosion, it is still gaining in 
the race for the maintenance of the 
fertility of the soil. If we are to give de- 
pletion allowances to gas and oil com- 
panies and to the producers of every 
nonmetallic mineral and to the mineral 
producers, we can give depletion allow- 
ances to farmers. 

If we were to give the farmers a deple- 
tion allowance amounting to 27% per- 
cent of their gross income, imagine what 
would happen to the Government's reve- 
nue from farmers—farmers who have 
witnessed the fertility of their soil being 
lost, farmers who during the time of the 
dust bowl witnessed the entire topsoil 
being blown away. Did the Government 
give those farmers the benefit of any 
percentage depletion for that loss? 
None at all was given, Mr. President. 
Yet the soil is an expendable commod- 
ity and an expendable resource. The 
fertility of the soil is as expendable as is 
a mineral. To be sure, it is said that 
the soil can be replaced, but, of course, 
the cost of doing that is tremendous. 
No development-costs allowance is per- 
mitted for tax-deduction purposes, 
either. 

As I have said, it is argued that the 
depletion allowances should be continued 
because the oil business involves risks. 
Of course, great risks are involved in oil 
exploration. However, what the indus- 
try overlooks in its argument is the fact 
that profits in that industry, with or 
without special depletion allowances, 
are also great. 

Very soon I shall bring to the atten- 
tion of the Senate the profit statements 
and the stock-market reports of the 
large oil companies, and I shall point out 
that among all the securities that are 
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considered to be gilt-edge, the five lead- 
ing stocks on the stock exchanges are 
oil stocks. 

I understand full well that if a man 
invests $100,000 in a hotel, he has that 
hotel to show for his investment, and I 
understand full well that if he sinks 
$100,000 into an oil well that proves to 
be dry, he has nothing to show for his 
investment. I understand that some 
sort of special incentive may be neces- 
sary in order to induce investors to take 
such risks, but, Mr. President, surely the 
program of “give aways” that exists 
under the present law greatly exceeds 
the real requirements of incentive. 

As we discuss this item of incentives, 
I shall buttress my argument by pre- 
senting a complete statement of incen- 
tives given to the producers of non- 
metallic minerals and other minerals. 
Surely the combined intelligences of the 
Congress could devise some means 
whereby incentive could be provided 
without granting benefits completely dis- 
proportionate to risk. Certainly there 
can be no justification for a mammoth 
27 g- percent allowance while we are bur- 
dening the rank and file of the American 
people with added taxes. 

Spokesmen for the privileged petro- 
leum industry are also wont to dwell on 
the small-seale operator who invests his 
entire capital in the search for oil. And 
they are wont to overlook the fact that 
giant corporations are the real benefi- 
ciaries from the percentage-depletion 
allowances. I refer you again to the 
Treasury Department’s survey, which 
shows conclusively that in 1947, for ex- 
ample, firms with assets of $100,000,000 
and over had depletion allowances of 20 
percent of their gross and 38 percent of 
their net income as against 9 percent of 
gross income and 34.5 percent of net in- 
come for corporations with assets be- 
tween $100,000 and $1,000,000. 

Mr. President, I bring these facts out 
because there has been a complete sur- 
vey made in the oil industry, as well as 
in other industries which are privileged 
to receive depletion allowances. I have 
in my hands the report on that survey, 
which was presented by Secretary Sny- 
der before the Committee on Ways and 
Means of the House of Representatives 
on February 3, 1956, and the facts speak 
for themselves. The record indicates 
that the chief beneficiaries of deple- 
tion allowances are not the small oper- 
ators, but. the large operators, and I 
point out that the reason for that is 
that under the terms of the tax law, the 
allowance is 2742 percent or 50 percent 
of net income, but not over 50 percent. 

It so happens that small operators, 
particularly some of the strippers, have 
high production costs, and when one 
has high production costs and a limited 
amount of production, he cannot pos- 
sibly enjoy the benefits of 27!4-per- 
cent depletion, because he is checkmated 
by the 50 percent on net income ceiling. 
Remember, my colleagues, that deple- 
tion is figured on gross income, 27½ per- 
cent, but the law also provides for a 50 
percent of net income reduction for tax 
deductible purposes, 
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For example, let us assume that there 
was a stripper who had a well which was 
producing 500 barrels of oil a year, at 
$2 a barrel. That would mean a return 
of $1,000. Let us assume that the cost 
of the stripping operation was $700 a 
year. That would mean that $300 would 
be left over as his net income. But he 
could get only 50 percent of that $300 
maximum. Twenty seven and one-half 
percent of $1,000 is $275, so theoretically 
without this limitation of 50 percent on 
net income the small stripper would be 
getting $275 of a depletion allowance; 
but he cannot, and the reason why he 
cannot is that the 50-percent ceiling 
stands on top of him, and that means 
that the most he can get is $150, which 
would be a 15-percent depletion allow- 
ance. I have not merely selected an 
example at random. It is a well known, 
established fact that the stripper oper- 
ation is more costly than the gusher type 
of operation or the big well, the heavy 
producer. 

I have listened to Senators, since I 
brought this matter to the attention of 
the Senate about the small producer. 
What about the strippers? First of all, 
I may say that I was also told that one 
of the reasons for depletion allowance 
was that it was necessary to make ex- 
ploration. The stripper is not exactly 
an explorer, because he does not have 
the money with which to make explora- 
tion. So percentage depletion does not 
apply to poor little Grandpa Jones, who 
has only a few dollars in his pocket, and 
is operating merely one single little well, 
which produces only about 2 barrels a 
day. It does not apply to him. 

Secondly, depletion does not give him 
any real benefit at 2742 percent, because 
of the costs involved in the production 
of his oil. It simply does not give it. 
The fact of the matter is that the record, 
the statistics, the revenue figures, the 
indisputable revenue figures reveal con- 
clusively that the beneficiaries of deple- 
tion allowances are the large producers 
and the great corporations. They are 
the main beneficiaries, and I submit that 
80 percent of all depletion allowances go 
to the large corporations, whose pri- 
mary business is not exploration, whose 
primary business is not the development 
of new oil fields. They are the benefi- 
ciaries of 80 percent of all the tax- 
depletion allowances. 

If the Government of the United 
States needs to do something to provide 
an incentive, if it needs to do something 
to keep the strippers going, if it needs 
to do something to keep the little pro- 
ducer going, the Government of the 
United States would be far better off to 
have a type of subsidy program, a type of 
incentive program, paying some amount 
directly to the little fellow, rather than 
permitting the larger operators to use 
the depletion allowance as a means of 
tax avoidance, 

In 1947 the allowable depletion of cor- 
porations with assets of $100,000,000 and 
over was 13 times their basic depletion as 
compared with about 8 times for cor- 
porations with assets between $1,000,000 
and $10,000,000. Either way though, 
large or small, the corporations recovered 
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many times their original investment. 
One wonders why the owners of mineral 
properties, of oil properties in particular, 
are entitled to such special treatment: 
Why, when all other businessmen are al- 
lowed to recover the cost of their invest- 
ment only once, oil companies are al- 
lowed to recover theirs 8 or 13 times, as 
the case may be. 

Mr. President, I think I shall support 
my contention with a few general ob- 
servations, with a few of the tables and 
statistics with which I have been 
provided. 

I have before me what is known as 
table No.. 2, showing mineral-depletion 
allowances for select corporations by in- 
dustry groups, 1946 and 1947. The in- 
dustry groups included in this table are: 

Mining and quarrying: Metal mining, 
coal, crude oil, and natural gas, non- 
metallic mining not allocable. 

Manufacturing: Chemicals and allied 
products; petroleum and coal products; 
iron, steel, and products; nonferrous 
metals and products; stone, clay, and 
glass products. 

Let us simply take a look at the figures 
as to oil. For crude oil and natural gas, 
the allowable depletion for 1947 was 
$110,500,000; and these figures cover 352 
corporations; the crude oil and natural 
gas figures related to 66 corporations. 
This was an excess over basic depletion, 
which would be similar to depreciation, 
of $100,000,000. In other words, the per- 
centage of allowable depletion was 90.6 
percent over regular depreciation in the 
ease of a man, for example, who owns 
a farm or a hotel or an industry. 

Let us consider petroleum and coal 
products used in manufacturing. Forty- 
five companies are involved. They re- 
ceived $538,700,000 in allowable deple- 
tion, or depreciation. If they had been 
treated as ordinary businesses, there 
would have been about $30,000,000 to 
which they would have been entitled for 
tax deduction purposes. So 45 corpora- 
tions actually received $500,000,000, in 
round figures, in excess of what would 
come to an ordinary manufacturing 
plant. The same companies, particu- 
larly the producers of crude oil and 
natural gas, were allowed tax-free all in- 
tangible drilling and exploration costs. 
They were all charged off. 

I may also say that in the case of the 
producers of natural gas there is special 
treatment for them in excess profits 
taxation. They level off according to a 
base period, and any production in ex- 
cess of that during the period from 1946 
to 1950 is given special exemption under 
the excess-profits-tax law. I wanted to 
be sure of this, and I checked into it last 
evening. I checked into it again this 
morning just before I came to the floor. 

Mr. President, we are talking about 
depletion allowances and to whom they 
accrue. President Truman, in a speech 
to Congress, said: 

I know of no loophole in the tax laws as 
inequitable as the excessive depletion ex- 
emptions now enjoyed by oil and mining 
interests. 


Surely, in this time of crisis, when ex- 
traordinary expenditures are requiring 
extraordinary taxes, Congress can find 
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the courage and strength to withstand 
the powerful lobbies of the oil industry 
and revise the section of the tax law 
which places in a special privileged 
category an industry well able to stand 
alone. 

Iam aware, Mr. President, that recent 
international events have enhanced the 
importance of the domestic oil industry. 
Developments in Iran make oil of utmost 
importance to our defense program. To 
be sure, oil is necessary. But that is no 
excuse for allowing the oil and other 
mining interests, through depletion al- 
lowances, to hold up the American Gov- 
ernment, at the expense of the Amer- 
ican taxpayer, to the tune of $750,000,000 
a year, particularly in view of present 
prices and present production. 

Again I-quote from the President’s 
1950 tax message: 

I am well aware that these tax privileges 
are sometimes defended on the ground that 
they encourage the production of strategic 
minerals. It is true that we wish to en- 
courage such production. But the tax boun- 
ties distributed under the present law bear 
only a haphazard relationship to our real 
need for proper incentives to encourage the 
exploration, development, and conservation 
of mineral resources. A forward-looking re- 
sources program does not require that we 
give hundreds of millions of dollars annually 
in the tax exemptions to a favored few at the 
expense of the many. 


Again, Mr. President, I remind the 
Senators, the few who are present, and 
I remind the American people, the few 
who may read the Recor, that 80 per- 
cent of depletion allowances, 80 percent 
of the benefits, are given to corporations 
whose primary business is manufactur- 
ing, and which are not primarily en- 
gaged in exploration or development, ac- 
cording to the Treasury Department. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I shall yield at the 
conclusion of my remarks. 

Mr. KERR. I am sure the Senator 
does not want to make an inaccurate 
statement. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Minnesota declines to yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY, If the Senator from 
Oklahoma feels that I have made an in- 
accurate statement, he may correct it 
at the conclusion of my remarks. I have 
quoted only what the United States 
Treasury has stated in an official docu- 
ment submitted to the House Ways and 
Means Committee. If the Senator from 
Minnesota is wrong, then so is the Gov- 
ernment of the United States, at least 
the taxing area of the Government 
known as the Bureau of Internal Reve- 
nue, and the Treasury Department. 

I refer the Senate to a large number 
of incentives already available to the 
mining industry, and in some instances 
to gas and oil companies. That list was 
placed in the Recorp by me last Thurs- 
day. I shall take a little time to discuss 
with the few loyal Members of this body 
who are with us, an additional tax in- 
centive for the mining industry. 

Since my amendment contains two 
sections, and I have been giving most of 
my attention to oil and gas, I should like 
to give some attention to the matter of 
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mining. But before I do that, I have 
some other documentation which I wish 
to bring to the attention of the Senate. 
I first wish to refer to the hearings before 
the House Committee on Ways and 
Means in 1950, page 3023. I read: 


INCREASES IN EARNED SURPLUS oF SIX INDE- 
PENDENT OIL PRODUCERS, 1938-48 
During the past 10 years six independent 
oil producers have increased their earned 
surplus from $15,000,000 to $135,000,000, or 
nearly 800 percent. Since 1940 the annual 
increase in earned surplus for these com- 
panies has exceeded 25.percent in each year 
and amounted to nearly 50 percent in 1948. 


On page 3025 of the House hearings 
before the Ways and Means Committee 
I find this statement: 


Managers of investment funds regard the 
oil stocks as among the safest and most prom- 
ising of investments. In fact, a compilation 
of the common stocks held by all important 
investment trusts shows oil stocks holding 
the five highest positions on the list. 

The 10 heaviest holdings by both closed- 
end and open-end trusts, compiled by Aigel- 
tinger & Co. as of June 30, 1949, are listed 
below. 


They are shown as the Gulf Oil Co., 
Amerada Petroleum Co., Continental Oil 
Co., Standard Oil of New Jersey, and the 
Texas Co. Those five are at the head of 
the list. 

I ask unanimous consent that the com- 
plete statement by the Treasury Depart- 
ment from which the above came be 
printed at this point in the Recorp. 

There being no objection, the matter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


EFFECT OF SPECIAL DEPLETION ALLOWANCES ON 
PROFITS OF PRINCIPAL SULFUR PRODUCERS 


The tax effects of existing special per- 
centage depletion allowances for sulfur and 
the relationship between these allowances 
and exploration expenditures are indicated 
by the following data for three sulfur pro- 
ducers representing about 85 percent of sul- 
fur production in the United States. 
During the 19-year period from 1930 to 
1948, inclusive, published financial reports 
for these three sulfur producers showed prof- 
its of $262,000,000 after income taxes. Their 
average net income after taxes for the 19-year 
period amounted to $13,000,000 per year. 
Their dividend payments aggregated $216,- 
000,000 or $11,000,000 per year. For the 19- 
year period, retained profits after taxes and 
dividend payments totaled over $40,000,000. 

The aggregate net worth of the three cor- 
porations increased from $42,000,000 in 1930 
to $104,000,000 in 1948, an increase of about 
150 percent. Retained earnings were equal 
to two-thirds of this increase. During the 
19-year period these companies obtained 
$20,500,000 of net additional capital from 
outside sources. 

The combined expenditures of the three 
corporations for exploration amounted to 
$7,000,000 during the 19-year period, or ap- 
proximately $370,000 per year, compared with 
average yearly dividends of $11,000,000. 

Cumulative data on the amount of allow- 
able depletion taken by these corporations 
during the 19-year period are not available. 
However, in 1946 the allowable depletion 
amounted to $11,200,000 and in 1947 to $13,- 
800,000, or nearly twice their combined ex- 
penditures for exploration during the entire 
19-year period. The computed tax savings 
derived by these corporations from percent- 
age depletion in these 2 years were $4,200,- 
000 and $5,200,000, respectively. The indi- 
cated tax savings for 1947 alone were over 
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70 percent of the total expenditures for ex- 
ploration during the entire 19-year period. 

Since these companies have recovered more 
than the original cost of their mining prop- 
erties through depletion allowances in prior 
years, the existing percentage depletion al- 
lowances are fully reflected in tax savings to 
them. 


Earnings of 3 major sulfur producers com- 
pared with dividends and exploration 
expenses, 1930-48 


I. Net income after taxes. $261,561, 665 


II. Dividends paid— 215, 896, 971 
III. Increase in net worth: 
Net worth 1930 42, 154. 260 
Net worth 1948 —— 104, 398; 681 
C EAEE 62, 243, 821 
From retained earnings. 41, 741, 843 
From outside sources... 20, 501,978 
IV. Exploration expense: 
K 7, 022, 457 
- Annual average 369, 603 


This figure does not agree with the dif- 
ference between net income and dividends 
paid because of a discrepancy of $3,922,851 
between the net income and earned surplus 
accounts, 

Total outside capital raised during the 
period amounted to $25,825,000, including 
an issue of $3,000,000 in debentures and of 
$2,500,000 in preferred stock, both of which 
were retired. About $20,000,000 of the equity 
capital raised represents issue of stock in 
exchange for property. 


Source: Moody’s Manual of Investments, 
Industrials, 1932-49; and Special Tabulation, 
Statistical Division, Bureau of Internal Rev- 
enue. 


THE PROPOSED REDUCTION IN THE RATE OF PER- 
CENTAGE DEPLETION FROM 27.5 PERCENT TO 
15 PERCENT OF GROSS INCOME WOULD LEAVE 
THE OIL AND GAS INDUSTRY IN A RELATIVELY 
STRONG PROFIT CONDITION 


1. In 1946, the 163 oil and gas corporations 
examined by the Treasury Department which 
represented over three-fourths of the entire 
industry reported $447,000,000 of allowable 
depletion. These corporations and net tax- 
able incomes of $640,000,000 had reported 
Federal income-tax liabilities of $215,000,000, 
Their net income after taxes (adjusted by 
adding to their taxable net income the $405,- 
000,000. of excess depletion allowance and. 
the $381,000,000 claimed as a deduction on 
account of development costs) amounted to 
$1,211,000,000. The reduction in the rate 
of percentage depletion from 27½ percent 
to 15 percent would have increased the tax 
liabilities of these corporations. by $61,000,- 
000 and would have reduced their net profits 
remaining after taxes from $1,211,000,000 to 
$1,150,000,000, or by approximately 5 per- 
cent. 

2. In 1947, the 153 oil and gas corporations 
examined by the Treasury Department which 
represented over three-fourths of the entire 
industry reported $678,000,000 of allowable 
depletion, These corporations had net tax- 
able incomes of $1,243,000,000 and reported 
Federal income tax liabilities of $402,000,000. 
Their net income after taxes (adjusted by 
adding to their taxable net income the #634,- 
000,000 of excess depletion allowance and the 
$471,000,000 claimed as a deduction on ac- 
count of development costs) amounted to 
$1,946,000,000. The reduction in the rate of 
percentage depletion from 27% percent to 15 
percent would have increased the tax liabil- 


These computations allow for depletion 
on costs actually capitalized. In the absence 
of comparable data for all preceding years, 
no allowance is made for increase in cost 
depletion which would result if the expensed 
development costs were capitalized. This 
adjustment would not affect the result sub- 
stantially. 
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ities of these corporations by $102,000,000 and 
would have reduced their net profits remain- 
ing after taxes from $1,946,000,000 to $1,844,- 
000,000, or by approximately 5.2 percent. 

3. If the net income is adjusted for excess 
depletion alone, without adding the amounts 
for development costs expensed, the reduc- 
tion in the rate of special depletion to 15 per- 
cent would have reduced net profits remain- 
ing after taxes by 7.3 percent in 1946 (par, 1 
above) and by 6.9 percent in 1947 (par. 2 
above). 

4. Comparable data for later years are not 
available. However, partial data obtained 
from 1948 tax returns as well as reliable pub- 
lished sources of information of the trend 
of profits in the oil industry indicate that 
profits in 1948 were substantially above those 
reported for the preceding year. 

An examination of the income tax returns 
of the four largest oil and gas corporations 
included in the Treasury Department study 
indicates that the proposed reduction in the 
rate of percentage depletion from 2714 per- 
cent to 15 percent of gross income would not 
affect appreciably the profit positions of these 
corporations, It would reduce the combined 
net income of these four corporations (after 
adjustment for excess depletion and develop- 
ment cost deductions) from $473,000,000 to 
$447,000,000, or 5.6 percent. If the net in- 
come is adjusted for excess depletion alone, 
without adding the amounts for development 
costs expended, net income would be reduced 
from $354,000,000 to $327,000,000, or 7.5 per- 
cent. Data for the separate corporations are 
presented below: 


[Amounts in millions of dollars] 1 


Corporation D 


Net taxable income 
Income tax liability 


able depletion from 
rate reduction to 15 


1 These computations allow for depletion on costs 
capitalized. In the absence of comparable 
years no allowance is made for increase 
3 n gh BeBe 
en! were capi a 
would not affect the result substantially, 


INCREASES IN EARNED SURPLUS OF SIX INDE- 
PENDENT OIL PRODUCERS, 1938-48 
During the past 10 years six independent 
oil producers have increased their earned 
surplus from $15,000,000 to $135,000,000, or 
nearly 800 percent. Since 1940 the annual 
increase in earned surplus for these compa- 
nies has exceeded 25 percent in each year 
and amounted to nearly 50 percent in 1948, 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


The detailed figures for each of the six 
companies and the totals are shown in the 
attached table. 


Changes in earned surplus accounts of 6 oil- 
and gas-producing compenies, 1938-48 


[Dollar amounts in millions] 


88 8 E Percent 
4 2 6 |* change 
8 S2 8 S es 
a ASCs) = |3 38 sai g 
Year | a |S fje] O | L Ou S 8 8 
3 S 8] E| . hel [iat 
1 ARIE 
— ow co 2 
IS 
1938.84. 981. 182. 6081. 380. 285. 0815. 1. } 2. 
1939. 4.6) 7 3.1 1.5) . 9 5. 4 16.1) 46.60 +6.6 
1940. 4.8 5 3. 10 1. 7 —. 3) 3.8 13. 5 — 16. 1 —10. 6 
1941. 5.8. 6 3. 1 2. 1 1. 4 4.0) 17. 126.7 +13,2 
1942.7. 5 6 3.4) 2.5) 5.0) 4. 4 23.3 436. 3 +54.3 
1913.10. 7 1. 2 4. 1 3.0} 8. 60 4. 6 32. 438. 2/+-113, 2 
1044.13. 60 1. 60 4. 7 3. 7/12. 2) 5.00 40. 8 1 
1943.15. 6 2. 1 6. 2 4. 6017. 1 5. 4 81.0 ＋˙25. 0) 4-237. 7 
1940.21. 5| 3. 2) 9. 1 6. 418. 5 6. 30 65.027. 5|-+-330. 5 
1947.1. 60 4. 713. 2/10, 7/22. 4| 7. 9, 90. 4 739. 1-408. 7 
1948.44. 8) 6. 117. 5 20. 2/36, 010. 7 135. 2 4-40.60 705. 4 


1 For 1943 and following years reduced by the 1.6 mil- 
jaer dollars added as a result of the merger with Superior 


2 Columns may not add to total because of rounding. 


Source: Moody’s Manual of Investments, Treasury 
Department, tax advisory staff of the Secretary. 


ESTIMATED RATES OF RETURN FOR OIL AND GAS 
COMPANIES 


The accompanying table presents available 
series showing the estimated rates of return 
for oil companies for the years 1936-48, in- 
cluding the estimates provided to the com- 
mittee by Mr. R. V. Rodman in his testimony 
on February 8, 1950. The data indicate that 
petroleum and natural gas companies gen- 
erally realize higher rates of return than do 
companies engaged r-ainly in refining and 
similar operations. The differences among 
the various estimates are not conspicuously 
large for the war and prewar years. For the 
postwar years, however, the data presented 
by R. V. Rodman differ markedly from the 
estimates provided by the National City Bank 
and by the Securities and Exchange Commis- 
sion. 

The estimates of both the National City 
Bank and of the Securities and Exchange 
Commission show a marked increase in 
rates of return of oil companies since the end 
of the war. According to the National City 
Bank estimates, the rates of return of crude 
petroleum and natural gas companies in- 
creased from 17.3 percent in 1945 to 35.9 per- 
cent in 1948. According to the Securities and 
Exchange Commission estimates, the rates 
of return for such companies have increased 
from 14 percent in 1945 to 25.1 percent in 
1947. By contrast, the estimates presented 
by Mr. R. V. Rodman show an increase from 
8.1 percent in 1945 to 17.9 percent in 1948. 


Comparison of estimates of rate of return 
after tages on net worth for oil companies, 
1936-48 


Securities and Ex- 
change Commis- 
sion * 
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Comparison of estimates of rate of return 
after taxes on net worth jor oil companies, 
1936-48—Continued 


Source of estimates 


Securities and Ex- 
change Commis- 


sion # 
Oil and r 
Oil re- 
gas pro- 
ducers | Aning 


Percent | Percent | Percent | Percent 
11,2 6.6 
13.8 8.1 
13.9 9.8 
14.0 8. 9 
14.7 10.6 
25.1 15. 8 


! Hearings before the Committee on Ways and Means, 
Feb. 8, 1950, for years 1923-48. Source described as fol- 
lows: “1923-43 as compiled by economics department 
of Atlantic Refining Co., and published in the Petroleum 
Almanac; p. 283, 1944-48. compiled from financial statis- 
tics of the same companies,” 

National City Bank Monthly Bulletin, Data taken 


from most Leper reports. 

3 Securities Exchange Commission, survey of 
American listod corporations, Data on Profits and Oper- 
ations. Companies selected are those with securities 
listed on national stock exchanges. 

Not available. 

‘Includes companies engaged in crude and refining 
Operations in 1936, 


Source: Treasury Department, tax advisory staff of 
the Secretary. 

COMPARISON OF TAXES PAID BY OIL COMPANIES 
WITH ALL MANUFACTURING COMPANIES AS 
MEASURED BY THE DIFFERENCE OF RATES OF 
RETURN BEFORE AND AFTER TAXES 


The accompanying table presents esti- 
mates of the rates of return computed before 
and after taxes for crude petroleum and nat- 
ural gas, oil refining, and all manufacturing 
companies for the years 1942-47, These 
data indicate the importance of taxes paid, 
in relation to rates of return and net worth 
for the three industrial groups. In the 
case of oil companies, particularly crude pe- 
troleum and natural gas, taxes have rela- 
tively small effect on the rate of return com- 
puted as a percentage of net worth. 


Rates of return on net worth before and after 
taxes, oil companies and all manujfactur- 
ing companies, 1942-47 


Crude petro- 


leum and nat- All manufac- 
tural 


Oil refining turing 


Year $ 

$ 

A 
Pe. | Pet. . 
1942.. 4.0| 25.7 1 
1943. — 17.9) 5.4 27.9 . 2 
1944. 16. 5.4) 28, 0) 9 
1945.. 1. 8| 19.9) 3 
1946.. 3.4) 17.6 . 7 
1947. 5.60 27.4 . 2 


Source: Securities and Exchange Commission, 
Survey of American Listed Corporations, Data on 
Profits and Operations. 

Treasury Department, tax advisory staff of the 
Secretary, Mar. 2, 1950. 

The argument has been made that a high 
depletion allowance for the oil industry is 
justified by the “risky” nature of the oil 
business. One indication of the relative po- 
sition of the oil industry in the matter of 
risk is shown by the holdings of common 
stocks in conservative investment portfolios. 
Managers of investment funds regard the oil 
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stocks as among the safest and most prom- 

‘ising of investments. In fact, a compilation 
of the common stocks held by all important 
investment trusts shows oil stocks holding 
the five highest positions on the list. 

The 10 heaviest holdings by both closed- 
end and open-end trusts, compiled by Aigel- 
tinger & Co. as of June 30, 1949, are listed 
below: 


Number 


Stock Value | of trusts 
holding 
Millions 

Gull ON: naa nae ss ntcuee $29.2 67 
Amerada Petroleum. z 26, 4 26 
Continental Oil 23.1 55 
Standard Oil, New J 21.1 70 
19.9 51 
19.7 67 
19.1 45 
17. 8 62 
17. 3 39 
17.0 62 


——————————————E———————————— 

Source: From Commercial and Financial Chronicle, 
Jan. 19, 1950, 

Publicly reported earnings of the oil in- 
dustry are relatively high in relation to net 
assets, as compared with industrial corpora- 
tions as a group. 

Reported net incomes of 44 companies in 
the petroleum products industry and 44 com- 
panies in the oil-and-gas producing industry 
for 1947 and 1948, as compared with all in- 
dustries, are shown in the following table: 


Return on 
aan: Net income | net book 
com assets ! 

pa- 
nies 


Petroleum products. 
Oil and gas 2. 
All industries 


== 4481, 255) 
<e 44 82 
— 3, 262) 9, 538/11, 674 


1 Net assets, beginning of year, based on excess of total 
balance sheet assets over liabilities. 
2 Net income in some cases before depletion charges. 


Source: National City Bank of New York. 


The additional tax burden, estimated to 
result from the proposed change in depletion 
allowances, would be a relatively small bur- 
den for the petroleum industry as a whole, 
particularly in view of the relatively high 
current earnings in relation to capital 
investment. 

The reported net income (after taxes) of 
30 leading oil companies comprising approxi- 
mately two-thirds of the industry, for 1947 
and 1948, as compiled by the department of 
petroleum economics of the Chase National 
Bank, is shown in the following table: 


[In millions of dollars] 


1947 1948 
Net income 1 1, 219 1,877 
Total gross capital investment 2 14,776 | 16,820 
Total net capital investment 2. 7, 069 489 


1 After taxes, reserves for depletion, depreciation, etc. 

End of year. 

Income from the same 30 companies in 
1949 was 28 percent below that in 1948, or 
at an annual rate of approximately $1,350,- 
000,000. 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Let me come back 


to the statement. Conservative invest- 


ment companies do not invest their 
funds in risks. Conservative investment 
companies invest their funds in what 
they consider to be stable, productive 
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stocks and bonds. Conservative invest- 
ment companies are not engaged in spec- 
ulation; they are engaged in what they 
believe to be, on the basis of the finan- 
cial history of a stock or a bond, an in- 
vestment in a commodity or a stock or 
bond that will yield a good rate of in- 
terest or dividend year in and year out. 

I lay no claim to being an expert in 
the field of investment, but I submit that 
anyone who even gives it a casual glance 
knows that an investment company that 
is investing other people’s money, that 
has a reputation for being a conserva- 
tive investment company, does not get 
itself involved in risky stocks and bonds. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I said I would not 
yield until a little later on. I shall give 
an opportunity to all Senators who wish 
to interrogate me. 

Mr. President, some time ago I men- 
tioned that there had been brought to 
our attention by the President and the 
Secretary of the Treasury companies 
which had made rather fabulous profits 
and had paid little or no tax because of 
oil-depletion and gas-depletion allow- 
ances. 

I ask unanimous consent to have in- 
corporated at this point in the Recorp 
a special memorandum or report pre- 
pared by the Secretary of the Treasury 
and presented before the Committee on 
Ways and Means of the House of Rep- 
resentatives on February 3, 1950, as ex- 
hibit 2. I refer particularly to table 
No. 9 which refers to deductions and 
tax liabilities of 10 selected individual 
oil and gas operators for the 5-year pe- 
riod 1943 through 1947. 

There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

SPECIAL DEPLETION ALLOWANCES FOR MINERAL 
PROPERTIES 

One of the major avenues of escape from 
income tax is the special depletion allow- 
ance now accorded mineral properties. This 
subject has received consideration by con- 


gressional committees on a number of occa- 
sions. 

Nearly 25 years have passed, however, 
since the date of the investigation of deple- 
tion costs on which present allowances were 
established. In the intervening years there 
have been important basic changes in these 
industries. 

This study presents current information 
on the basic aspects of this problem and 
discusses the considerations affecting the de- 
sirability of the present allowances. 


I. PRESENT PROVISIONS 


The Federal income tax recognizes deple- 
tion of wasting mineral assets as a deduc- 
tible cost in determining net taxable income, 
The purpose is to allow the taxpayer to re- 
cover, tax-free, the capital he has invested 
in the mineral property. Special allowances 
in excess of cost are granted to certain 
groups of taxpayers. In most cases these 
special allowances are based on a percent- 
age of gross income. Of less importance are 
special allowances based on discovery value, 


A. Percentage depletion 
Percentage depletion is computed as a 
specified percentage of gross income, with- 
out regard to the capital cost of the prop- 
erty. The rates range as high as 27½ per- 
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cent of gross income in the case of petro- 
leum, but the deduction is limited to 50 
percent of the net income (computed with- 
out regard to depletion) from the particular 
property. The following percentages of gross 
income are allowed different minerals under 
present law. 
Rate on gross 

Mineral: income percent 
Oil and gas 
Sulfur 


Bauxite, fluorspar, 


flake graphite, 
vermiculite, beryl, feldspar, mica, 
tale (including pyrophyllite), le- 
pidolite, spodumene, barite, ball, 
sagger, and china clay, phosphate 
rock, rock asphalt, trona, benton- 


ite, gilsonite, thenardite, and 
U Te 15 


Percentage depletion continues to be de- 
ductible even after 100 percent of the in- 
vested capital has been retrieved tax-free. 
The total tax-free recoveries may be sub- 
stantially in excess of the cost of the prop- 
erty, and in a large number of cases amount 
to many times the capital investment. 

B. Discovery depletion 

Those minerals which are not eligible for 
percentage depletion may qualify for dis- 
covery depletion, under certain conditions. 
Owing to the wide range of minerals excluded 
because they are eligible for percentage de- 
pletion, and the special conditions attach- 
ing to the use of discovery depletion, it ap- 
plies only to certain nonmetallic substances 
and is of limited significance at the present 
time. 

Under discovery depletion, a taxpayer who 
discovers a mine on an unproven tract, the 
value of which is materially larger than the 
cost to the taxpayer, is allowed depletion de- 
ductions designed to amortize the appre- 
ciated discovery value over the economic life 
of the mine. As in the case of percentage 
depletion, the annual deduction for discovery 
depletion is limited to 50 percent of the net 
income from the property. However, aggre- 
gate tax-free recoveries under this method 
are limited to the discovery value. 

C. Cost or adjusted-basis depletion 

Percentage depletion is one of the most 
complex provisions in the tax law. Deple- 
tion allowances are computed with respect 
to each individual mineral property. Min- 
eral taxpayers commonly own several, and in 
many cases thousands of properties. Each 
year for each property the taxpayer takes the 
largest depletion deduction allowable. Both 
gross and net income must be determined 
for each separate property to compute per- 
centage depletion. Moreover, a corporate 
taxpayer’s accounting for each property en- 
titled to percentage depletion must reflect 
each of the three different depletion con- 
cepts: (1) Allowable depletion, including 
percentage or discovery depletion; (2) ad- 
justed-basis depletion; and (3) strict cost 
depletion. 

In all cases the taxpayer is allowed deple- 
tion based on cost as a minimum. The an- 
nual cost depletion (usually termed adjusted 
basis depletion) is computed by spreading 
the original cost, less amounts previously 
recovered tax-free, over the estimated re- 
maining life of the property, measured in 
units of mineral product. Increased deduc- 
tions for percentage depletion reduce the re- 
maining cost or adjusted basis more rapidly. 
Therefore, the adjusted-basis depletion, 
which represents the minimum annual de- 
duction, must be recomputed at a lower fig- 
ure each year after percentage depletion is 
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taken! When the original cost is exhausted 
through depletion allowances the adjusted- 
basis depletion is reduced to zero, although 
percentage depletion may continue to be de- 
ducted. 

Corporations also account for annual cost 
depletion computed without regard to 
amounts recovered from time to time 
through percentage depletion, in determin- 
ing their net profits for reports to stockhold- 
ers and other purposes. Cost depletion in 
this sense is also recognized for tax purposes 
in connection with the treatment of liqui- 
dating dividends in the hands of the stock- 
holders.? 

For purposes of determining gains or loss 
upon sale or other disposition of a depletable 
property, the tax basis is reduced by the total 
amount of allowable depletion (percentage, 
discovery, or adjusted-basis depletion) in 
previous years.“ While percentage depletion 
may continue even though more than 100 
percent of the basis has been recovered tax- 
free, the basis for determining gain or loss 
is reduced only to zero. 


D. Expensing of capital costs 


In addition to depletion allowances, cer- 
tain capital costs of developing mineral 
properties are treated as expenses incurred 
in doing business and allowed as deductions 
in the year incurred. This expensing treat- 
ment does not reduce allowable percentage 
depletion in future years, which is based on 
the income from the developed property. 
This results in a double deduction for re- 
covery on the same capital investment. 

Owners of oil or gas wells have wide op- 
portunities for expensing capital costs in- 
curred in developing their properties. At 
their option they may treat intangible drill- 
ing and development costs of wells—includ- 
ing expenditures for labor supplies, repairs, 
and hauling—as current expenses deducti- 
ble from taxable income from any source. 
For example, 90 percent of an oil operator’s 
capital outlay, exclusive of depreciable items, 
may be for intangible drilling and develop- 
ment costs. If this is deducted as a current 
expense and thus recovered tax-free at the 
outset, only 10 percent of the investment 
remains to be recovered through depletion 
allowances. Hence, depletion allowances 
based on the entire income in effect over- 
lap the initial deduction of a large portion 
of the capital outlays. 

In the case of mines, development costs 
can be immediately offset against income 
only to the extent that there are receipts 
derived from the mine during the develop- 
ment period. However, if considerable quan- 
tities of ore are taken out while developing 
a mine to full producing status, it is possi- 
ble for a taxpayer to recoup tax-free imme- 
diately a large part of the capital costs of 
development. 


In addition to determining the minimum 
annual allowance, the adjusted-basis deple- 
tion is important in computing the net op- 
erating loss deduction. Under the present 
2-year carry-back and 2-year carry-forward of 
net operating losses, the loss to be carried 
over is reduced by the excess of percentage 
over cost depletion (and similar tax-exempt 
items) in the year in which the loss occurs. 
Similarly, the amount of the loss which is 
deductible is reduced by the amount of such 
exempt income in the year to which the loss 
is carried. 

2Under existing law dividends to stock- 
holders are taxable to the extent they are 
paid out of earnings and profits. For this 
purpose, earnings and profits are computed 
on the basis of cost depletion. 

For years prior to 1932, the excess of per- 
centage over cost depletion was not applied 
to reduce the tax basis, 
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II. BACKGROUND AND DEVELOPMENT OF SPECIAL 
DEPLETION ALLOWANCES 


The original income tax legislation pro- 
vided a reasonable allowance, not to exceed 
5 percent of gross income, for wasting min- 
eral assets. This was later changed to a 
more specific allowance of depletion based 
on cost or 1913 value. 

Allowances in excess of cost depletion were 
first granted in the form of discovery deple- 
tion in 1918 as a measure to stimulate min- 
eral exploration for war purposes and to 
lessen tax burdens on small-scale prospectors 
who made discoveries after years of fruit- 
less search. Discovery depletion deductions 
allowed the discoverer of any new mineral 
deposit to retrieve not only his costs but 
also the materially larger appreciated value 
of the property at the time its profitability 
was established. Since no limit was placed 
on the discovery depletion deductions, in 
many cases the deduction was in excess of 
the income from the discovered property 
and served to offset income from other 
sources. To prevent such excessive dis- 
covery depletion allowances, the annual de- 
duction was limited in 1921 to 100 percent 
of the net income from the mineral prop- 
erty. In 1924, the limit was reduced to 50 
percent of the net income from the prop- 
erty, in order to provide for the taxation 
of at least one-half of the income from 
these properties. 

Percentage depletion was substituted for 
discovery depletion in the case of oil and gas 
properties in 1926 and extended to metals, 
sulfur, and coal in 1932. The original per- 
centage-depletion rates, still embodied in 
present law, were in general fixed at levels 
which would permit the respective indus- 
tries approximately the same total annual 
depletion they had previously enjoyed under 
discovery depletion. 

Despite the recommendation of the Treas- 
ury in 1942 that percentage depletion be 
eliminated, it was extended in 1942 and 1943 
as a temporary measure to certain nonmetal- 
lic minerals at the 15-percent rate applicable 
to metals. In 1947 the temporary wartime 
extensions were made permanent, and in ad- 
dition some items not previously covered 
were granted the special allowance. Since 
1947 a wide range of nonmetallic producers 
who have not been granted percentage deple- 
tion have sought similar preferential tax 
treatment.“ 


II. SURVEY OF DEPLETION AND RELATED 
ALLOWANCES 


Information on percentage depletion and 
other special allowances for mineral pro- 
ducers has been recently developed through 
a special survey of 350 corporation income- 
tax returns. These returns accounted for 
about three-fourths of all corporation in- 
come-tax allowances for depletion for the 
year 1946. (Table 1.) Although the survey 
group does not necessarily represent a cross- 
section of the mineral industries, the high 
proportion of tax allowances for depletion 
provides reliable information on the mineral- 
depletion provisions. The statistical data 
obtained in the course of this survey are pre- 
sented in tables 1 to 10. 

While the survey covers corporations only, 
it is estimated that corporations account for 
more than 80 percent and individuals for less 
than 20 percent of all depletion deductions. 


Within the past 3 years bills have been 
introduced in Congress to extend percentage 
depletion to amblygonite, oil shale, tripoli, 
marble, pumice, scoria, limestone, crushed 
stone, perlite, diatomaceous earth, granite, 
borax, calcium and magnesium carbonates, 
shell, sand, gravel, stone, and all other non- 
metallic clays and minerals. 
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A. Excess depletion and resulting revenue loss 


The allowable depletion deducted by the 
corporations included in this survey amount- 
ed to $555,000,000 in 1946 and $839,000,000 
in 1947. Of these amounts only 10 to 15 per- 
cent represented adjusted-basis depletion 
which would have been required to recover 
original investment cost.“ The remaining 
85 to 90 percent constituted the excess allow- 
ance attributable to the special depletion 
provisions for mineral industries. (Table 2.) 

The indicated revenue loss for all corpora- 
tions in the survey due to excess depletion 
was about $180,000,000 in 1946 and $290,- 
000,000 in 1947. (Table 3.) On the basis 
of these findings it is estimated that the 
total revenue loss for all corporations due 
to excess depletion was nearly $250,000,000 
in 1946 and $400,000,000 in 1947. 

B. Distribution of excess depletion by industry 
groups 

The excess of percentage depletion over 
cost or basis depletion was correspondingly 
high for most industry groups. Relatively 
low excess depletion for a few industries, 
such as coal and the stone, clay, and glass 
group, reflects either a low percentage de- 
pletion rate (5 percent for coal) or ineligi- 
bility of important components of the in- 
dustry for percentage depletion. 

A high proportion of the excess depletion 
shown in table 2 was received by corpora- 
tions whose major activity was oter than 
mining and quarrying. In 1946, for exam- 
ple, $345,000,000, or more than 70 percent of 
the total excess, was deducted by manufac- 
turing enterprises (notably in the petroleum 
field) representing large integrated firms 
whose predominant industrial activity was 
not mineral extraction. 


C. Distribution of special depletion and re- 
lated allowances by mineral products 

Survey data for 1946 and 1947 showing 
the distribution of depletion allowances (in- 
cluding deductions for development costs) 
classified by the principal mineral products, 
are presented in tables 4 and 5. As shown 
in these tables, the bulk of the benefit of 
percentage depletion in excess of basis de- 
pletion was derived by the oil and gas group. 
They received almost 85 percent of the excess 
depletion compared with 55 percent of the 
gross income for corporations included in 
the survey. 

Total deductions for development costs by 
the selected corporations were $394,000,000 
in 1946 and $486,000,000 in 1947. Compari- 
son of the development cost deductions with 
the excess of percentage over basis depletion 
for these 2 years indicates that for every $3 
allowed as percentage depletion another $2 
was deducted as development costs. In 
addition, substantial deductions were taken 
for exploration costs and losses on abandon- 
ment, amounting to $204,000,000 in 1946 and 
$255,000,000 in 1947. 

Nearly all of the development cost deduc- 
tions were taken by oil and gas producers, 
and these producers also claimed most of the 
allowances for exploration and losses on 
abandonment. 

Substantial variations are also shown by 
tables 4 and 5 in the relative tax benefits 
derived from special depletion allowances 
among different types of mineral producers, 
due in large part to disparities in the rates 
of percentage depletion. In 1947, for exam- 
ple, allowable depletion was about equiva- 
lent to basis depletion for nonmetallics not 
entitled to percentage depletion, about 3 
times basis depletion for coal, 5 times basis 


tIn most cases the adjusted-basis deple- 
tion was approximately equal to cost deple- 
tion. 
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depletion for metals, and 16 times basis de- 
pletion for oil. Sulfur producers were en- 
titled to virtually no basis depletion, yet 
more than one-third of their aggregate net 
income was excluded from taxation through 
excess percentage depletion. 

The relative importance of special deple- 
tion allowances for different types of mineral 
producers is presented in table 6. As shown 
in this table, all the corporations included 
in the survey had depletion deductions equal 
to about 40 percent of their net income be- 
fore depletion in the years 1946-47. By con- 
trast, the amount of basis depletion required 
to recover remaining cost ratably over the 
useful economic life was only 6 percent of 
net income in 1946 and 3.6 percent in 1947. 
Significant variations are shown among 
mineral products. Thus, depletion allow- 
ances in 1946 amounted to 49 percent of net 
income in the case of oil and gas compared 
with 114 percent for nonmetallic products 
not entitled to percentage depletion, and 
18 percent for all nonmetals. 

D. Depletion allowances in relation to size 
of firm 

The distributions of various mineral de- 
pletion allowances in dollar amounts and 
in relation to income, by size of firm, for 
1946 and 1947, are shown in tables 7 and 8. 
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As shown in table 7, about three-fourths of 
the total depletion allowances and of the 
excess of percentage over basis depletion 
was received by very large corporations, with 
assets of at least $100,000,000. By contrast 
these firms received slightly less than two- 
thirds of the total gross income from mining. 

The percentage of income excluded from 
taxation through depletion allowances tends 
to be greater for larger corporations. (Table 
8.) In 1947, for example, firms with assets 
of $100,000,000 and over had depletion allow- 
ances of 20 percent of their gross and 38 
percent of their net income, as against 9 
percent of gross income and 34.5 percent of 
net income for corporations with assets be- 
tween $100,000 and $1,000,000. The benefits 
of special depletion allowances, reflected in 
the ratio of allowable depletion to basis de- 
pletion, also tend to increase with the size 
of the firm. In 1947, for example, the allow- 
able depletion of corporations with assets of 
$100,000,000 and over was 13 times their 
basis depletion as compared with about 8 
times for corporations with assets between 
$1,000,000 and $10,000,000. 


IV. ILLUSTRATIVE CASES SHOWING TAX EFFECTS 
OF SPECIAL ALLOWANCES 

In connection with the survey of special 

depletion and related allowances, the effect 
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of these provisions on the tax liabilities of 
particular taxpayers was studied. 

Substantial reductions in income taxes 
were obtained by a number of individual oil 
and gas operators for the 5 years, 1943 to 
1947. In 10 illustrative cases, summarized ' 
in table 9, the effective rate of tax on net 
economic income (based on cost or basis 
depletion) varied from 63.5 percent to as low 
as six-tenths of 1 percent. This represents 
a striking difference between the effective 
rates of tax actually paid and the general 
statutory rates on such income, which ranged 
as high as 90 percent in these years. 

During the 5-year period these 10 indi- 
vidual taxpayers received a total economic 
net income of $52,600,000 from oil and gas 
properties. This net income was computed 
after all deductions for operating expenses, 
depreciation, basis depletion, exploration 
costs, and losses on unsuccessful ventures. 
These taxpayers also received a total of $9,- 
300,000 of net income from other sources. 
Of their aggregate net income from all 
sources, totaling $61,900,000, 77 percent was 
eliminated for tax purposes through the spe- 
cial deductions. 

Similar information for 20 corporations 
taken from income-tax returns for 1947 is 
shown in table 10. 


‘TABLE 1.—Percentage of allowable mineral depletion included in survey of selected corporations, 1946 
[Money figures in millions] 


Allowable depletion for 


Allowable depletion for 


oe selected corporations ? Allowable selected corporations 2 
Industry group 1 ier Stone Industry group ! 17 l cope: 
rations ê Amount Percent of in- rations ? Percent of in- 
dustry total dustry total 
Mining and quarrying: Manufacturing—Continued 
Metal mining. Petroleum and coal products. $388. 0 
—— es Iron, steel, and products 21.0 
Crude oil and natural gas Nonferrous metals and products. 23.5 
Nonmetallic mining. Stone, clay, and glass products 21 
Mining not allocable—— Other manufacturing 3.3 
Total mining and quarryin ggg o Total manufacturing — ‘ 
cc 
Manufacturing: 1 
Chemicals and allied products........ Total all groups . 1 


See footnotes under table 10. 
Source: Statistics of Income for 1946, pt. 2, preliminary, for all corporations; Bureau of Internal Revenue, Statistical Division, special tabulation, for the selected corporations, 


TABLE 2,—Mineral depletion allowances for selected corporations, by industry groups, 1946 and 1947 


[Money fig~res in millions] 


1946 


Excess over basis 


1947 


Excess over basis 


Indust 1 depletion + „depletion ? 
va 7 Allowable What was 
Number depletion 2 Number | allowable 
‘ Percent of depletion ? Percent of 
Amount allowable allowable 
= depletion depletion 
Mining and quarrying: 
Metal mining. 68 $35.1 $28.7 82.0 66 $64.0 . $54.9 
89 53 17.6 10.5 59.9 52 2.6 14.9 
Crude oil and natural gas 2 66 72.7 62.0 85.4 60 110. 5 100. 2 
Nonmetallic mining 18 12. 8 12.5 98. 1 17 16.0 15. 8 
1 P ¶ lou ²˙ð? ͤ iS a 1 11 (*) 5.0 1 1 (9) 
Total mining and quarryin ggg 206 138.1 113.8 82.4 196 212.2 185. 8 
Manufacturing: P 
Chemicals and allied products 14 9.7 7.3 75.5 14 11.7 9.4 80. 3 
Petroleum and coal products. 45 350. 6 321.9 91.8 H 538. 7 509.0 94.5 
Tron, steel, and produets 14 17.3 11.0 63.4 16 25.9 17.2 66.3 
Nonferrous metals and produc 8 14.5 5.1 34.8 8 17.5 10.4 59.4 
Stone, clay, and glass products. 5 2 (Q) 32.5 5 2 21 56.3 
PPO PAIIRSNURCC RING ̃ e on ese EE 86 392.2 345.3 88.0 87 504.0 546.1 91.9 
MRR MORE tee st en ag Sao pu cre uonee cap usdb case lL SoLe 60 24.5 20.8 84.9 61 32.6 23.0 86.0 
Z p cin N E A 352 554.9 479, 86.5 344 838.7 759.9 90. 6 


See footnotes under table 10. 
Source: Bureau of Internal Revenue, Statistical Division, special tabulation. 
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TABLE 3.—Computed revenue loss resulting from excess mineral deple tion deductions, selected corporations, by industry groups, 1946 and 
19475 


[In millions} 


1946 (352 1947 (344 


Industry grcup ! returns) returns) 
uae and gassing: Manufacturing—Continued 
—. ͤͤ—]-f-ßß„ ]ĩ:ðööłxx Iron, steel, and products. k $6.5 
S Nonferrous metals and produ 3.9 
Crude oil and natural gas. Stone, clay, and glass products. (9 
Nonmetallic mining TTT 
Mining not allocable— AA 3 e — 
‘otal manufacturing 
Total, min ing and quarrying. eee o ape aed a ee a ea ea! me 
Manufacturing: Total all 
Chemicals and allied products. a = ga: 
Petroleum and coal products... 


See footnotes under table 10, 
Source; Treasury Department, tax advisory staff of the Secretary. 


TABLE 4.—Mineral depletion and related allowances for selected corporations, by principal mineral products, 1946 
[Money figures in millions] 


O her capital recovery de- 


Income wie to deple- 
n ductions 


Depletion 


“ 
Principal mineral products en 


Exploration 


Non 
pe t0 centage depletion 16. . e 
Not entitled to to percentage depletion.. . 0 g 


Total nonmetals... 
E Ea E E E E E EERS E S 


See footnotes under table 10. 
Source: Bureau of Internal Revenue, Statistical Division, special tabulation, 


Taste 5.—Mineral depletion and related allowances for selected corporations, by principal mineral products, 1947 


(Money figures in millions} 
Income moa to deple- Depletion Other oe every de- 
Number of 
Principal mineral products Exploration 
pal corporations 5 
Gross? Net? 


rr 


| Sts 8| s.ve8S 


> 


5 


See footnotes under table 10. 
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Taste 5.—Mineral depletion and related allowances for selected corporations, by principal mineral products, 1947—Continued 
{Money figures in millions) 


Income subject to deple- Other capital recovery de- 
thon 2 Depletion Auctions 


Principal mineral products Number of 


corporations e 

. Net? Allowable z Basis 3 sphere losses on 

abandon- 

ment? 

Nonmetals: a 

Entitled to percentage depletion 18. mennenm 17 81.8 (0) $0.2 
Not entitled to percentage depletion =-=- 9 3 $0.4 25.1 
Total nonmetals on. ccnnennennnnenseesnccennenessnnn=<-== . 2.1 4 2. 4 
Grand total 78. 8 486.0 254. 5 


See footnotes under table 10. 
Source: Bureau of Internal Revenue, Statistical Division, special tabulation, 


(Table 6 omitted.) 


TABLE 7,—Mineral depletion and related allowances for selected corporations, by size of total assets, 1946 and 1947 
[Money figures in millions 


Income subject to depletion Depletion 


Number of 
corpora- 
tions u 


Total assets classes 11 (in thousands) 


costs and 
Allowable ? 


sses ON 
abandon- 
ment“ 
1946: 
TTTTTTTTW—WT—T—V—V—V—T—V—V—V—V—V—V—T—T————— $5.3 $2.0 $0.1 
47.3 18.9 2.0 
47.7 18.9 2.3 
190. 7 81.8 19.3 
88.6 35.9 8. 9 
861. 3 395. 7 171.2 
1, 241.0 553.2 203.7 
= S = 


. 2.3 

. 20. 8 

. 23.5 
301.7 118.4 
117.2 51.4 
1, 604. 8 614. 3 
2, 162. 9 836. 8 


See footnotes under table 10. 
Source: Bureau of Internal Revenue, Statistical Division, special tabulation. 


TABLE 8.—Allowable and basis depletion related to income, selected corporations, by size of total assets, 1946 and 1947 


Percent of gross 


Percent of net 
income 


Total assets classes u (in thousands) 


Allowable 
Basis de- 
deple- | pletion # 


1946 1 

$100 under $1,000.._.....................-.- $100 under $1,000.... 9.0 34.5 1.0 
$1,000 under 88,000 — 2 $1,000 under $5,000 9.9 36.8 4.6 
$5,000 under $10,000.. 3 $5,000 under $10,000. 14.6 39.1 5.1 
$10,000 under $50,000. ry $10,000 under $50,000. 13.6 39. 2 4.7 
$50,000 under $100,000. $50,00€ under 8100,00 15.3 43.8 9.1 
$100,000 and over 3100, 000 and over cs ainina 19.7 38,2 2.9 

—!r! K ͤ K fe AAO me ks) AOR ON” otal oe eer NA cos 38.6 3.6 


See footnotes under table 10. 


Source: Bureau of Internal Revenue, Statistical Division, special tabulation. 


TABLE 9.—Income, deductions, and taz liabilities of 10 selected individual oil and gas operators, for the 5-year period 1943-47 
Money figures in millions] 


Special dedue- 


Income tax 
tions 


Income tax 
liability 


liability 


Net income 


Special dedue- 
tions 


Net income 


Individual Individual 


operator 


2 

B: 

9 5 à 27 
„ . 0 6. 2 

NESS 8 — 

AA 8 e 8 . 14. 3 


See footnotes under table 10. 
Source: Bureau of Internal Revenue, special tabulation. / 
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TABLE 10.—Income, deductions, and tax liabilities of 20 selected mineral corporations, 1947 


Special deductions 


Corporation 


$27.6 811.3 89.9 
75.3 19.7 5.7 
7.1 2.1 +9 
108. 9 19.7 0 
2.8 1.3 0 
19.3 4.7 4.3 
9.3 4.5 2.2 
3.9 22 0 
34.5 10.9 0 
12.9 4.8 2.4 
12.0 8.2 5.4 


Taxable 
net in- re Corporation 

come of tota 

Amount niet in 

come 
$6.4 $2.4 8.7 
49.9 19.0 25, 2 
4.1 1.5 21.1 
89. 2 33.9 31.1 
1. 5 0 21.4 
10. 3 3. 9 20. 2 
2.6 1.0 10.8 
1.7 5 12.8 
23, 6 8.7 25,2 
5.7 2,2 17.1 
e 


[Money figures in millions] 


Income: tax liability 


Total net 
income 16 Percent- | Develop- 


Special deductions Income-tax liability 


Taxable 
net in- 
come 


age deple-| ment 


net in- 


ion 2 3 

tion costs come 
$4.7 8. 9 $3.0 1 9.5 
2.1 2.8 1.6 6 9.2 
1.9 7 2.0 8 17.4 
2.0 6.4 2.1 8 7.6 
1. 8 ot 14 5 12.8 
36.3 22.0 53. 9 4 19.1 
30.5 36.0 85. 0 . 7 20. 3 
42.1 29.3 73. 5 -0 15.9 
65.5 32.3 69. 5 4 15.8 
276. 3 -9 485. 4 0 19.3 


Source: Bureau of Internal Revenue, special tabulation. 
Nore,—Figures are rounded and will not necessarily add to totals. Percentages were computed on the basis of unrounded figures. 


1 The industry classification is the business activity 


accounts for the largest percentage of total receipts. 


reported on the tax return, When multiple businesses are reported, the classification is the business activity which 


2 Allowable depletion is the deduction permitted for income tax purposes, and is the larger of either adjusted-basis deplotion or percentage depletion. 
3 Basis depletion is the deduction necessary to recover the unamortized 1 5 75 of the taxpayer’s depletable property over 15 . . useful life. The un- 
0 


amortized portion, or adjusted basis, is reduced each year by the amount of all 
Less th 000, 


an $50,000. 
è Computed at the standard corporation rate of 38 percent 
Gross income subject to depletion represents the amoun 


thereof. 


wable depletion. 


t for which the taxpayer sells, or could sell, in the immediate vicinity of the mine or well, the crude mineral output 


Net income subject to depletion represents the gross income subject to depletion less the allowable tax deductions attributable to the particular mineral property. 
Development costs are expenditures for the een of mineral properties for production, which are deducted as or en in the 587 incurred. Consequently, these ex- 
e y he 


penditures are not included in the tax basis of t 


a current expense, however, does not diminish percentage depletion in subsequent years, since the 


property and future cost or adjusted-basis xy aro is corresponding 
tter is determined on the basis of income in those years. 


reduced. treatment of development costs as 


Tax deductions for exploration costs represent expenditures which are made in the search for mineral deposits but which cannot be attributed to the capital costs of particular 


depletable properties. Abandonment losses represent tax deductions for 3 of capital invested in particular m 
adjusted basis. Both exploration costs and abandonment losses represent tax deductions for capital recovery in additi 


10 The following nonmentallics are entitled to percentage 


tale, puou; spodumens, barite, bauxite, china clay, phosphate rock, bentonite, trona, gilsonite, and thenardite. 
1 Total assets after reserves for depreciation, depletion, amortization and bad debts, as of the close of the taxable year 1946, 


asset classes are based on the net amount of tot: 
Only corporations with balance sheets are included. Conse 


mineral products. 


3 proporties which are abandoned before recovery of 
ion eple: 
depletion: fluorspar, ball and sagger clay, rock 15 8 805 potash, flake graphite, vermiculite, beryl, feldspar, mica, 


tion deductions. 


quently, the number of corporations differs slightly from that in the tabulations by industry groups and by principal 


12 Income after deductions for operating expenses, depreciation, adjusted-basis depletion, exploration costs, and losses on abandoment. 
1 Excess of percentage depletion over adjusted-basis depletion. 


4 While special deductions more than offset the total net income for the 5 years, some income tax was paid because there were deficits only in some years. 
be carried over against net taxable income of other years. 


by excess percentage depletion cannot 
1$ Includes — 4 years, 1943-46. 
10 Net income fo! 


Mr. HUMPHREY. I read from the 
report—individual operator A—I shall 
not use his name, but it is available— 
had a net income from oil and gas of 
$10,500,000; from other sources, $3,800,- 
000, a total net income of $14,300,000. 
The same man received a percentage 
depletion of $2,300,000. Development 
costs were charged off at $13,000,000. 
He received $13,200,000 tax relief on a 
net income of $14,300,000. It so hap- 
pened that in 1 year this individual had 
to pay some tax. I want the Recorp to 
be complete and factual. This man who 
received $14,300,000 in net income paid 
from 1943 through 1947 the grand total 
of $80,000 Federal income tax. 

Let me give the Senate another case. 
This is the case of an operator—case 
G, which is on file with the Treasury De- 
partment—who had a net income of 
$6,400,000. He received depletion allow- 
ances of $3,500,000 for exploration, and 
development-cost allowance that was 
deductible of $2,100,000. He had a $6,- 
400,000 net income. He received deduc- 
tions for tax purposes of $5,600,000. Dur- 

ing all this period of time this man paid 
a tax that ran to about 7.8 percent, or 
a tax that is one-third of the lowest tax 
rate in the income-tax bracket. 

Of all the 10 companies which the 
Treasury Department has presented to 
the committees of the Congress—10 
great companies with net incomes of 
$7,300,000, $1,800,000, $5,700,000, $6,400,- 
000, $3,100,000, $3,100,000, $9,600,000, 
$9,400,000, $5,800,000, $14,300,000—the 
total amount of tax on percentage rates 
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r tax purposes plus depletion in excess of adjusted-basis depletion and development costs. 


for all these companies was 22.5, which 
is the first bracket rate for individuals 
under the House bill, and the lowest in- 
come-tax bracket. 

Mr. President, I want it quite clear 
that I am not talking now about cor- 
porations. I am talking about individ- 
uals—individual oil and gas operators. 
Here are individuals, none of whom had 
an income of less than $1,800,000, who 
were taxed at the earned income rate 
of the lowest income bracket in the law 
as proposed in the House bill, under 
the present language of the House bill, 
and practically the same language as is 
contained in the Senate committee bill. 

In other words, some poor working- 
man who is working at a job which pays 
him $25 or $35 a week, and whose wife 
perhaps is working to help out a little 
bit in order that they may feed their 
family—that man pays the same rate 
of tax on his income as these 10 selected 
individuals, none of whom had a net 
income of less than $1,800,000. 

Mr, President, I said I wanted to men- 
tion a few things about tax incentives 
for mining industries. I have been 
speaking of gas and oil. I am not by 
any stretch of the imagination through 
with gas and oil, but I think there may 
be some debate on that subject, so I 
should like to hold back some of the 
single wingback plays and T-formation 
spinner plays we have available, until 
we get into the argument. 

Let us now for a moment talk about 
percentage depletion on minerals. As 


the Senate knows, my amendment in- 


> 


A deũeit caused 


cludes both percentage depletion on gas, 
oil and sulfur and upon other min- 
erals. Over and over again both Presi- 
dent Roosevelt and President Truman 
have directed attention to percentage 
depletion as the most costly and the most 
unjustifiable tax subsidy in the revenue 
code. The amendment which is before 
the Senate includes, under provision (b), 
reduction in percentage depletion for 
sulfur and nonmetallic minerals. 1 

Mr. President, in the present law a 
number of minerals are given percentage 
depletion at the rate of 15 percent. Sul- 
fur is given percentage depletion at 
the rate of 23 percent. My amendment 
suggests that sulfur be put back to 15 
percent, where gas and oil should be, and 
that the 15 percent depletion allowances 
for all metal mines be made 5 percent. 

I am also going to suggest that the 
extension of new minerals included in 
the Senate tax bill be eliminated, and I 
shall leave the suggestion for the Sen- 
ate’s own good judgment. Is there any- 
one who can really tell me why oyster 
shells should be given a depletion al- 
lowance? I think the burden of proof in 
that case rests on the committee. Can 
someone please tell me how common clam 
shells became strategic? Are we going 
to win the war in Korea with clam 
shells? Is stone a strategic metal or 
mineral? Will somebody tell me how 
common sodium chloride, commonly 
known as table salt, became so strategic 
all at once that it should enjoy a 5 per- 
cent depletion allowance? Or can any- 
one tell me why shale should have a 5 


12318 


percent depletion allowance? Can some- 
one tell me why sand should have a 5 
percent depletion allowance? Then 
there is another item, which is called 
gravel. We are going to give gravel a 
5 percent depletion allowance, too. 
And, of course, marble and stone are 
given a depletion allowance, as are 
pumice, slate, brick; and tile clay. But 
I think the payoff is oystershells and 
clamshells. 

Mr. President, if oystershells and 
clamshells can be included in the bill, 
then anything can be included. Why 
not include duck feathers? Or canary 
birdseed, or dried-up beetles—any- 
thing. Once these depletion allow- 
ances are made there is no end to the 
number of things that can be included. 

Other changes have been made in the 
bill. One is with respect to coal. Coal 
is going to receive a 10 percent deple- 
tion allowance instead of 5 percent. I 
do not want to be too unkind to my 
friends who feel so strongly about coal, 
but I checked with the Department of 
the Interior on this subject. I thought 
Senators might want to know about our 
coal reserves, because really if we need 
depletion allowances as an incentive for 
the discovery of coal, then we need a 
depletion allowance as an incentive for 
discovering air, or for the discovery of 
more clouds in the skies, or more water 
in the seas. 

Very well, let us take a look at coal. 
If the coal industry is a depressed in- 
dustry, let us deal with it as a depressed 
industry. If the coal industry needs a 
subsidy, let us give it a subsidy. . Let us 
not fool around with the tax laws, how- 
ever, in the process of giving them some- 
thing. That is the argument we heard 
on this very floor about Senators’ sal- 
aries and expense accounts. I should 
like to have the same kind of a vote on 
this subject as we had on the subject 
relating to ourselves. Then we said, 
“Let us not fool the people. Let us not 
give ourselves any hidden tricks or hid- 
den plays. Let us not work in secret 
about anything. Let us be out in the 
open.” In the name of common sense, 
equity, and justice, I say, if there is an 
industry which is depressed, let us give it 
help, let us give it subsidy payments, let 
us give it some kind of an incentive, let 
us give it a fair price, let us put a floor 
under it. I am not going to object to 
that. I want to see our America prosper. 
I want to see our economy prosper. But 
I do not like to see a group come before 
the Senate Finance Committee or the 
House Committee on Ways and Means 
and jack up these rates for depletion! 
allowances on commodidty after com- 
modity until finally there is no end to it. 
We are not going to have any tax law if 
that is what is to be done. 

Let us see about coal reserves. Weare 
not running short. We have only 
enough coal at the present rate of con- 
sumption to last us 2,000 years. 

I ask unanimous consent to have a 
table on the subject printed at this point 
in the RECORD, 
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There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

United States coal reserves data as of Jan. 
1, 1950 


Billions 
4 of tons 
(bituminous 
equivalent) 
617 


356 


This estimate is based on a 50-percent re- 
covery rate on total reserves. At annual con- 
sumption of between 500,000,000 and 600,- 
000,000 tons this represents a potential sup- 
ply of about 2,000 years. 

Source: U. S. Geological Survey, Coal Re- 
sources of the United States, Circular 94, 
December 1950. 


Mr. HUMPHREY. The estimated 
known United States coal reserves are a 
total of 1,214,000,000 tons of known dis- 
covered reserves. We may need two tril- 
lion, so if we must give someone a 5-per- 
cent depletion allowance to go forth and 


discover another trillion tons of coal, I 


say that the burden of proof rests upon 
those who want to do that. I believe I am 
reasonably safe in saying that it does not 
look as though we were going to run 
out of coal. I believe it is reasonably 
safe to say that if a depletion allowance 
is what some people say it is, an incen- 
tive, it ought to be treated as an incen- 
tive. If a depletion allowance is needed 
as an incentive for the discovery of more 
coal, someone must have a fantastic 
scheme as to what we are going to do 
with the present 1,214,000,000,000 tons 
of known discovered reserves. 2 

Coal receives a 5-percent depletion al- 
lowance. I am not suggesting that it 
should not have any. I ask, Why does 
it need 10 percent? If the argument is 
that it needs a 10-percent depletion al- 
lowance because the industry is a de- 
pressed industry, that is an argument. 
If that is the case, let us treat it as we 
treat farm commodities, by establishing 
a floor, and price supports. Let us take 
it out in the open. Let us set up some 
kind of Commodity Credit Corporation 
for that industry. But let us not jack 
up the industry by the tax laws. We 
do not do that for the farmer, or for 
the fellow who operates a drugstore or a 
filling station. They have their trou- 
bles. Did we do any such thing for the 
livery stable operators when the auto- 
mobile came in? They were depressed. 
Did we give them a depletion allowance 
on their old horses? We did not. Are 
we going to give a depletion allowance 
on black-and-white television sets when 
colored television comes in? I hope not. 
Perhaps I should not have suggested it. 
We may do it. 

I recognize that there are some min- 
erals included in the tax bill with respect 
to which the Defense Minerals Adminis- 
tration has a program. ‘There are 
shortages. For example, there is a 
shortage of asbestos. I am not going to 
argue about that. I think it can be 
demonstrated that there is a real need 
to do something about asbestos. 
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Whether or not a depletion allowance is 
the best thing to do is another question. 
Iam not sure that itis. In fact, I think 
it is not. But at least there is a short- 


e. 

However, there is no shortage of gran- 
ite. There is no shortage of sand. 
There is no shortage of oystershells and 
clamshells. Iam coming back to oyster- 
shells and clamshells time and again, 
urtil someone explains why it is neces- 
sary that they be given a 5-percent de- 
pletion allowance. 

I understand that there is a shortage 
of borax and fullers earth, to mention 
two more commodities. Perhaps we 
need to do something in terms of in- 
centives to keep up production. 

I am going to be most reasonable. I 
am willing to go along with a percentage 
depletion allowance in instances in 
which there are serious situations, But 
I am not going to go along with a 25 
percent or a 2712 percent. I say that 
the burden of proof of the need for 
a 274%4-percent depletion allowance for 
oil and gas rests on the oil and gas 
people. The burden of proof for justi- 
fying a 5-percent depletion allowance 
for oystershells rests on the Finance 
Committee and on the oystershell peo- 
ple. I say that the burden of proof 
with respect to a depletion allowance of 
5 percent on sand and gravel rests on 
the sand and gravel people and the 
members of the Finance Committee. 

Let us talk about incentives. I should 
like to have someone give me as much 
incentive as some people are getting. 
Let us talk about the present treatment 
of mineral producers. 

I read from a report issued by the 
Treasury Department entitled, Addi- 
tional Tax Incentives for Mining In- 
dustry”: 

Existing tax laws accord the mining in- 
dustry the benefit of general tax rules for 
full recovery of costs in determining tax- 
able net income. In addition the mining 
industry is the beneficiary of a number of 
special provisions under both income and 
excess profits tax designed in part to foster 
and encourage exploration, development, and 
production of minerals. As a result, the 
mining industry in general pays substantially 
lower effective rates of tax on its economic 
income as compared with other branches of 
industry. 


My heavily burdened taxpaying 
friends, listen to this: 

As a result, the mining industry in gen- 
eral pays substantially lower effective rates 
of tax on its economic income as compared 
with other branches of industry. 


A. EXPLORATION AND DEVELOPMENT 
EXPENDITURES 

In mining, as in other types of business 
enterprises, taxable income is computed after 
allowance for costs of producing the income, 
in accordance with generally accepted ac- 
counting principles. Costs of prospecting 
and exploration are now deductible as cur- 
rent expense where these costs are not re- 
lated to a specific mineral property. Where 
they are attributable to a particular mine 
or property, these outlays are capitalized and 
fully recoverable from income through sub- 
sequent deductions for cost depletion or as 
losses on abandonment. 

Costs of developing a mine are now cur- 
rently deductible to the extent that there 
are receipts from the sale of ore during the 
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development stage. The excess of develop- 
ment costs over current receipts is charged 
to a capital asset account and may be re- 
couped from later income through cost de- 
pletion. Thus on a successful mining prop- 
erty, the amounts of all exploration and de- 
velopment costs not deducted when incurred, 
may be recovered tax-free from the proceeds 
of production. If the mine proves unsuccess- 
ful and is abandoned, any of these costs yet 
unrecovered are deductible as losses, 


Let me say to those who are interested 
in mining that we shall have before us 
an amendment on the subject of deduc- 
tion of expenses for mining exploration 
and development. The oil and gas peo- 
ple have been able to deduct all the costs, 
including all the intangible drilling and 
development costs. Therefore, the coal 
people and the mining people in general 
say, “If the oil and gas producers get 
it, why cannot we?” At long last they 
have an amendment which would give it 
to them. 

What are some of the special deple- 
tion allowances? Ihave cited some. On 
oil and gas the allowance is 2744 per- 
cent, sulfur, 23 percent, metals, 15 per- 
cent, coal, 5 percent. It is proposed to 
increase the allowance on coal to 10 
percent. 

The Ways and Means Committee, in its 
tentative formulation of the 1951 revenue 
bill, voted to increase the rate on gross in- 
come from coal from 5 to 10 percent; to ex- 
tend the 15-percent rate to borax, fuller’s 
earth, refractory and fire clay, quartzite, 
perlite, diatomaceous earth, metallurgical 
and chemical grade limestone, and tripoli; 
and to extend a 5-percent rate to sand, 
gravel, granite, marble, stone, brick and tile 
clay, shale, and shell. 


Let us see what happens in terms of 
special incentives. First of all, speak- 
ing of the defense of our country, I wish 
particularly to address my remarks to 
those who say that we must have this 
money available for purposes of devel- 
opment of new facilities. The Govern- 
ment of the United States has an amor- 
tization program. The Government of 
the United States has given already, up 
to May of this year, $817,000,000 in amor- 
tization certificates of necessity for pur- 
poses of exploration related to mining, 
gas, and oil. That amortization program 
averages at about 75 percent. In other 
words, in 5 years the cost is charged off. 

The advantages of this tax treatment have 
been availed of in connection with many 
mining projects for expansion and new de- 
velopments. As of May 22, 1951, the Defense 
Minerals Administration had approved 134 
certificates of necessity for mining ventures, 
covering emergency facilities with planned 
total costs of $871,954,237. 


This is for mining, not gas and oil. 
Gas and oil are extra. 


Regulations governing administrative 
agencies in granting certificates of neces- 
sity require that guidance to the maximum 
extent will be obtained from considerations 
which assure a fair opportunity for par- 
ticipation by small business and promote 
competitive enterprises. The Defense Min- 
erals Administration has apparently given 
sympathetic consideration to the needs of 
small business in granting of certificates to 
mining enterprises, 


There data are from the chief econ- 
omist’s office in the Defense Minerals 
Administration, 
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Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is 
making notes. I shall be through in 
about 10 minutes, and then I shall be 
glad to yield. 

Mr. KERR. I simply wondered if the 
Senator wanted to know how: wrong he 
was. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Let us talk about 
excess-profits-tax relief, 

D, EXCESS-PROFITS-TAX RELIEF 

The Excess Profits Tax Act of 1950 con- 
tains several special provisions designed to 
relieve mineral producers from excess- 
profits-tax liability. Under these provisions 
income from certain types of mining activ- 
ities are exempt, in whole or in part, from 
the exce_s-profits tax. 


With respect to strategic minerals ex- 
emption, I shall read further from the 
report. These are the minerals which we 
need—not oystershells but the kind of 
minerals we need. 

I read further from the Treasury De- 
partment’s memorandum: 

1. Strategic minerals exemption 

In order to encourage domestic production 
of strategic minerals the portion of net in- 
come of a domestic corporation attributable 
to mining of a specified list of strategics in 
the United States is entirely exempt from 
excess-profits tax. In addition to the 26 
types of minerals specifically exempted, other 
minerals may also be entitled to the exemp- 
tion if certified by defense agencies as essen- 
tial to the defense effort and as not having 
been normally produced in the United States 
in appreciable quantities. 


Mr. President, 26 minerals are listed at 
the present time on which no excess- 
profits tax whatever is charged. One of 
them is long fiber asbestos. Asbestos is 
included in the bill and is given an addi- 
tional 10-percent depletion. No excess- 
profits tax is paid, but it gets another 10- 
percent depletion allowance. 

Then we have the excess-output pro- 
visions. I read further from the Treas- 
ury Department’s memorandum: 

A portion of the net income derived from 
expanded production of certain mining, tim- 
ber, and natural-gas properties is exempt 
from excess-profits tax. Excess output is the 
excess of units of production in the current 
year over the normal output during the 
period 1946 to June 30, 1950. For most metals 
and nonmetallics, the proportion of income 
from excise output which is exempt is deter- 
mined by the rate at which estimated re- 
serves are being exhausted, ranging from 20 
to 100 percent. In the cese of coal and iron 
mines, timber, and natural-gas properties the 
exemption is one-half of the net income from 
excess output. 


In other words, it is another special 
incentive. 
- I read further: 

3. Exemption for mines or properties not op- 
erating in the normal period and for metal 
mines operating at a net loss in the normal 
period 
An additional exemption is granted to pro- 

ide a greater incentive for the opening up 

of new properties and of closed mines. In 
the case of new or reopened metal and coal 
mines— 


I repeat the words “coal mines“ 


and natural-gas properties, one-third of the 
total net income is exempt from excess-prof- 
its tax. The same tax relief is given to metal- 
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mining properties in operation in the nor- 
mal period but having an aggregate net loss 
for this period. 


There is a further provision for ex- 
emption of Government subsidy or 
bonus payments. They are exempt for 
all taxation purposes, and are not in- 
cluded as income. 

Then I should like to point out that 
there is another important aspect in this 
special incentive program. There is the 
direct Government assistance for min- 
eral exploration and development, I 
have been told that it does not amount 
to much. I am told that the direct 
amount for such purpose is at a mini- 
mum. There was a request made for 
$40,000,000 in fiscal 1952. I have not 
found out what the Committee on Ap- 
propriations did about it, but I would 
venture to say that it most likely ap- 
proved most of it. 

If the Government of the United 
States and if the people of the United 
States want to do something about in- 
centive for exploration and development, 
the right way to do it is to give those 
who want to go forth and explore the 
kind of exploration subsidy which this 
measure provides. 

I read further: 

An allotment of 810, Oc, oo has been made 
available by the Defense Production Admin- 
istration to finance this activity during the 
remainder of the current fiscal year, and 
appropriations of $40,000,000 have been 
requested for fiscal 1952. The costs of 
exploration projects for discovery of certain 
strategic and critical minerals are met in part 
by Government funds on a matching prin- 
ciple. The percentage of total direct costs 
to be supplied by the Government on an ap- 
proved project range from 50 percent to 90 
percent, depending upon the mineral sought. 


In other words, Mr. President, you 
put in $10 and the Government puts in 
$90. 

I wish to make one other point. I 
refer to the exemption of mineral prod- 
ucts from renegotiation of contracis. 

We passed a bill at this session of 
Congress for renegotiation of all defense 
contracts. The purpose of the act was 
to reclaim to the Government excess 
profits from high and excess profits. 
There is an understanding between the 
Government and the producer that at 
certain periods of time the books of the 
producer would be examined. A fair 
profit would be allowed to the producer 
of the goods, but that which is in ex- 
cess of a fair profit would be renego- 
tiated and the Government would claim 
a certain amount of it. 

I read from the memorandum: 

IV. EXEMPTION OF MINERAL PRODUCTS FROM 

RENEGOTIATION OF CONTRACTS 

The Renegotiation Act of 1951, designed to 
eliminate excessive profits from Government 
contracts, specifically exempts mineral prod- 
ucts. The exemption covers all contracts 
or subcontracts for the products of mine, oil 
and gas well, or other mineral or natural de- 
posit. 


They are free from any renegotiation. 

I submitted this entire statement for 
the Recorp on Thursday of last week. I 
trust that some Senators have read it. 
The facts speak for themselves, The 
facts speak in clear unmistakable terms 
that the Government of the United 
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States has been extremely generous in 
terms of bonus payments, subsidies, and 
tax relief. Frequently the Government 
underwrites the whole production; it 
promises to buy the full production in 
certain instances. 

I shall conclude my part of the argu- 
ment for the moment with these gen- 
eral observations. At a time when we 
are raising the tax rates to an almost 
record-breaking high, although I admit 
the rate is still not so high as it was 
during World War II; at a time when 
we are imposing an additional 5-percent 
tax on corporate income, and at a time 
when we are planning to impose, in the 
Senate bill, an 1l-percent supertax on 
personal income, it appears to me that 
this is no time to extend additional tax 
relief to those areas I have mentioned 
today. I wish to say to the members 
of the Finance Committee that it is en- 
tirely possible—and I am sure the com- 
mittee feels very definitely about it— 
that it has a strong case for the com- 
modities which are listed as critical de- 
fense materials. I would not take too 
much exception to it. I would say that 
in the case of a material which is crit- 
ically needed a fair depletion allowance 
may now be justifiable. 5 

However, I come back to my point at 
issue: How can we include clamshells, 
oystershells, salt, shale, sand, and stone? 
When did they become so short in supply 
and critical in nature? It would be a 
good thing to know about that. I believe 
that the burden of proof rests upon the 
committee. 

I also want to know what justification 
the committee has for recommending u 
100-percent increase in the depletion al- 
lowance for coal? It is 5 percent now, 
and the proposal is to increase it to 10 
percent. The increase was included in 
the House bill, and was not changed by 
the Senate committee. How can that be 
justified, when it is a well-established 
fact that we have 1,214,000,000,000 tons 
of known reserves of coal? If we were 
to continue to consume coal at the pres- 
ent annual rate, between five and six 
hundred million tons a year, this known 
reserve potential of coal supply would 
last. us 2,000 years. 

Finally, Mr. President, I want to make 
my case crystal clear. We are not now 
asking for the abolition of depletion 
allowances. We are asking for their 
equitable adjustment. It is the feeling 
of those of us who sponsor the amend- 
ment that the proposal in the amend- 
ment is equitable. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Minnesota yield me 5 
minutes? 

. Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield 5 minutes 
to the Senator from New York. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I do not 
believe that anyone can cite any other 
industries in this country or in other 
countries, save those that deal with 
monopolies, which are given such special 
privileges and allowances as are pro- 
vided in the pending bill. 

I wonder whether it is clearly under- 
stood what the privileges and allowances 
are to an industry which is prosperous 
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and profitable beyond imagination, and 
which needs little incentive at this par- 
ticular time. 

In the first place, the oil companies 
are permitted full depreciation of their 
tangible assets and their development 
costs. In the second place, if by ill 
fortune the.company drills and brings in 
nothing but a dry hole which is valueless, 
it may charge the entire cost of the de- 
velopment operations to its net profits. 
Finally; it is permitted a depletion allow- 
ance of 2744 percent of the gross profits 
of the operation of its oil wells. That 
means that the oil companies have a 
great advantage over any other business 
of which I have known or over any other 
business which exists, in my opinion. 

A manufacturing concern or an owner 
of real property is permitted to take de- 
preciation on his property only to the 
extent of the original cost. When the 
depreciation has equaled the original 
cost of the property, depreciation stops. 
However, in the case of the oil industry, 
the 27\4-percent depletion allowance 
goes on and on and on, forever; there is 
no terminal point whatever. We know 
that many of the oil wells have had a 
life of 40, 50, or 60 years, or perhaps even 
more than that. Yet this ultra-liberal 
depreciation allowance goes on just as 
long as any production is obtained from 
the well. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I 
wonder whether the phrase “Men may 
come and men may go, but I go on for- 
ever,” applies to depreciation allowances 
in these cases. 

Mr. LEHMAN. It certainly does. 
There is no terminal point whatever in 
connection with the operation of the de- 
pletion allowance. It has no end. It 
goes on just as long as time or as long 
as any oil can be produced from the well. 

Mr. President, the oil and gas com- 
panies of the United States are the new 
giants of our economy. I am, of course, 
no enemy of bigness, provided it is not 
monopolistic bigness. However, there is 
no reason for continuing this munificent 
concession to the oil and gas industry— 
this depletion allowance, amounting to 
hundreds of millions of dollars annually, 
to an industry which already is heavy 
with profits, whose profits are absolutely 
legendary. 

A 15-percent depletion allowance, as 
is provided in the pending amendment, 
would in itself be extremely generous. 
It is quite generous enough to provide 
all the incentive necessary to stimulate 
the digging of new wells and the risking 
of capital for new oil and gas explora- 
tions. 

Of course, Mr. President, it is in the 
national interest to develop more and 
more oil wells, just as it is also in the 
national interest to conserve our oil re- 
sources, and just as it is also in the na- 
tional interest to have farmers grow 
wheat and flax and cotton. However, 
we do not grant a depletion allowance 
for the exhaustion of the soil. It is in 
the national interest to develop indus- 
try; but most industries, both those en- 
gaged in production and those engaged 
in manufacturing, particularly those of 
any size, are vastly more risky than the 


SEPTEMBER 28 


oil industry, and, Mr. President, of 
course, we do not grant percentage al- 
lowarces to any of them. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Situ of North Carolina in the chair), 
The time of the Senator from New York 
has expired. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Minnesota allow me 
to have one-half minute more. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Very well; I yield 
that much more time to the Senator from 
New York. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New York is recognized for 
one-half minute more. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, a 27½ - 
percent depletion allowance for oil and 
gas is indefensibly excessive. It is un- 
conscionable. It should be reduced, and 
the pending amendment should be 
adopted. 

Let me repeat what my distinguished 
colleague, the Senator from Minnesota, 
has said: Today, in spite of the legend 
which has grown up in regard to the 
speculativeness of the oil industry, that 
industry is as stable as is any other 
industry in the United States, if not 
more so. It is a fact that the great in- 
vestment companies which deal with 
the money of millions of persons have 
placed their investments in oil com- 
panies, both producing and manufactur- 
ing. Many of those companies are at 
the very top of the investment lists, thus 
giving proof that in the opinion of the 
investment companies—and I am speak- 
ing now of financiers who are skilled, 
experienced, and trained experts—the 
oil industry is at least as stable, if not 
more stable, than any other industry 
in the United States, and does not need 
this special privilege, this generous 
treatment, this gift by a munificent Gov- 
ernment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from New York has 
expired. 


SOME REASONS WHY THE PERCENTAGE 
DEPLETION ALLOWANCE FOR OIL, GAS, 
SULPHUR AND NONMETALLICS SHOULD 
NOT BE REDUCED 


Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I yield 
25 minutes to the Senator from West 
Virginia [Mr. Netty]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from West Virginia is recognized 
for 25 minutes. 

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
HumpuHrReEY]! has during the past 10 days 
made a number of majestic and memo- 
rable contributions to the debate on the 
pending bill, which is the most sweeping 
revenue-raising measure ever formu- 
lated since the notable day on which 
Caesar Augustus decreed that all the 
world should be taxed. The Senator's 
8-hour discussion of taxation—past, 
present, and prospective—was, as usual, 
interesting, vigorous, eloquent, and pro- 
found. Subject to exceptions that will 
be presently noted, all that the Senator 
said is approved a hundred percent, and 
all that he or any other Member of this 
body has left unsaid during the long, 
tiresome debate that is still in progress 
is approved a thousand percent. 


1951 


In speaking, the Senator is at least the 
peer of Amphion, of whom Tennyson 
said: 

He had a tuneful tongue 

Such happy intonation, 
Wherever he sat down and sung 
He left a small plantation; 
Wherever in a lonely grove 
He set up his forlorn pipes, 
The gouty oak began to move 
And flounder into hornpipes. 


Had we not long since learned that 
eloquence is not always accompanied by 
logic and that purity of purpose is never 
a guaranty of infallibility, we should 
now be fioundering after the Senator, 
regardless of his destination, as the 
fascinated oak trees floundered into 
hornpipes, and following him as the be- 
witched rats followed the Pied Piper of 
Hamelin Town. 

As I enchantedly listened to my very 
dear friend from Minnesota, it was dif- 
ficult for me to refrain from saying 
aloud: 

Twinkle, twinkle, little star, 
How I wonder what you are, 
Up above the world so high, 
Like a diamond in the sky. 


But the Senator abruptly brought both 
himself and me back to earth when he 
attacked the oil and gas depletion allow- 
ance provision, which my hand had writ- 
ten and which the Senate, on my motion, 
adopted on the 25th day of February, 
1926, and the Congress a few days later 
enacted into law. At the conclusion of 
the Senator’s denunciation of this pro- 
vision, my situation was identical with 
that of the offended character in the 
following story. 

A stupefied inebriate said to a bar- 
tender: “Give me a tall and slender 
something, as cold as ice and full of im- 
ported gin.” A nearby drunkard said: 
“Sir, defend yourself. You are talking 
about the woman I love.” 

Passionate affection such as this sot 
had for his sweetheart would obviously 
be inappropriate for any creation of a 
legislative body. Nevertheless it is 
frankly admitted that the law which the 
Senator seeks to amend is very dear to 
my heart. My judgment and my con- 
science tell me that it deserves to be de- 
fended, because for more than a quarter 
of a century it has been of priceless serv- 
ice to the American people in time of 
peace, and indispensable to their survival 
and victory in time of war. In my opin- 
ion, to impair this law at this moment of 
unparalleled, world-wide crisis would be 
to invite appalling disaster. Therefore, 
I shall assign some reasons why the per- 
centage depletion allowance for oil, gas, 
sulphur and nonmetallics should not be 
reduced, as proposed by the Senator 
from Minnesota. 

For a few brief moments, “back- 
ward, turn backward, O Time, in your 
flight,” to the year 1926. The Nation was 
then overshadowed by an unprecedented 
peril. American labor, capital and in- 
genuity had constructed the most pro- 
ductive industrial machine the world had 
ever seen. Our political economy was 
superior to any that Plato, Bacon, More, 
Campanella, or any other framer of an 
ideal republic ever saw in his most in- 
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formative visions or beheld in his most 
revealing dreams. That economy had 
provided the people of the United States 
more wealth, prosperity, comfort, hap- 
piness and peace than had ever been en- 
joyed by the people of any other land 
since God first said, “Let there be light.” 
But in 1926, eight years after the hosts 
of democracy, under the leadership of 
the immortal Woodrow Wilson, had re- 
stored peace to a war-torn, weary world, 
we were confronted with the possibility 
of an alarming impairment of our capac- 
ity to defend our priceless possessions. 
Our matchless economy had been 
achieved largely by the use of oil. It had 
enriched the people, powered their 
diversified machinery and lubricated 
their countless wheels of progress. 

In the latter part of 1925 and the early 
days of 1926 far-seeing Americans star- 
tled us with the information that our 
oil was rapidly diminishing and that it 
might soon be exhausted. At that time 
it was estimated that our total oil re- 
serves amounted to only 8,500,000,000 
barrels. Men of outstanding patriotism, 
wisdom, and experience recommended 
that we conserve this vital resource by 
nationalizing the industry that owned it. 
One of those who made this radical 
recommendation was the illustrious 
former Secretary of the Navy, Josephus 
Daniels, whose immortal spirit we trust 
is now in Paradise, walking the streets 
that are paved with stars. 

Oil was becoming more and more dif- 
ficult to find. The cost, the hazards and 
the heartaches incident to the search for 
new supplies increased with every pass- 
ing hour, Oil discoveries in 1922, 1923, 
and 1924 averaged approximately a half 
a billion barrels a year. In my home 
State of West Virginia, and every other 
oil-producing State, graveyards were 
crowded with the remains of venturesome 
wildeatters who had spent their fortunes 
and their lives in a feverish search for 
oil they never found. Multitudes of 
these patriotic, heroic, tireless men died 
in poverty and despair. The time at last 
came when the prudent declined to spend 
their lives and squander their capital in 
the burdensome, bankrupting, hazardous 
hunt for oil. 

A praiseworthy Congress promptly 
recognized the Nation’s peril in this vital 
matter and proceeded to provide the 
necessary protection against it by enact- 
ing a percentage depletion allowance law 
under which oil operators who were 
fortunate enough to succeed could even- 
tually regain their capital investment. 
On this floor on the twenty-fifth day of 
February, 1926, I offered to a House 
bill an amendment which provided an 
oil depletion allowance of 30 percent. 
That amendment was adopted. Later 
the conference committee of the Senate 
and House reduced the 30 percent pro- 
vided by my amendment to 27% percent. 

The Congress adopted the conference 
committee's report and the 274 percent 
provision became and has ever since con- 
tinued to be a part of the law of the land. 
The effect of this amendment was im- 
mediate and beneficial. As a result of 
its operation, a foundation was laid for 
accomplishments by virtue of which the 
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United States is today the last and only 
effectual barrier to the bloody conquest 
and brutal enslavement of the world by 
Joseph Stalin and his godless, cutthroat, 
communistic minions. 

From 1926 to 1931 the newly discovered 
oil averaged over 2,000,000,000 barrels a 
year—an increase of 300 percent more 
than the average discoveries of 1922, 
1923, and 1924. 

By virtue of the provision of the law 
which the Senator from Minnesota seeks 
seriously to impair, America supplied the 
oil that enabled her and her allies to win 
the Second World War. That war made 
more than a fourfold increase in the 
demand upon our oil resources and pro- 
duction. Nevertheless, because of the 
incentive afforded by the depletion-al- 
lowance provision, we have today not 
only the eight and a half billion barrels 
of reserve oil of which we knew in 1926, 
but more than three times that amount. 

In January of this year we had known 
oil reserves of almost 30,000,000,000 bar- 
rels. Without the unimpaired provi- 
sion under attack, this Nation would 
soon become absolutely dependent not 
only for its progress but also for its 
economic existence upon foreign oil, 
which, in case of an atomic war, could 
overnight be rendered as useless to us 
as painted ships on painted oceans. 

In 1926 there were 22,052,559 regis- 


‘tered automobiles, buses, and trucks n 


the United States. Today the number 
is 51,605,000—an increase of more than 
29,000,000 in 25 years. Without the oil 
increase attributable to the depletion 
allowance, it is more than probable that 
we would have fewer automobiles at this 
hour than we had in 1926. 

In that year this Nation had, exclu- 
sive of city streets, 550,064 miles of 
paved highways. In 1950 the total 
length of the Nation’s paved highways, 
exclusive of city streets, exceeded 1,570,- 
000 miles. In other words, during the 
last 25 years we paved over a million 
miles more highways than were paved 
in this country in all the preceding 
history of the United States. But for 
the oil produced as a result of the de- 
pletion allowance and the necessity for 
highways over which to operate the au- 
tomobiles that were powered and lubri- 
cated by that oil, the million miles of our 
roads last paved would still be ankle 
deep with dust in summer, knee deep 
with mud in winter, and instrumentali- 
ties of stagnation, poverty and distress 
instead of sources of prosperity, com- 
fort and peace. 

Of course, the depletion allowance has 
the effect of limiting the taxes of cer- 
tain producers of oil and gas. But please 
remember when voting on the Humphrey 
amendment that no matter how great 
the loss of taxes due to the depletion law 
has been, it has not only been fully ex- 
tinguished but repaid a hundred times 
and more by the additional taxes paid on 
gasoline, on the fabulously increased in- 
comes of our vastly expanded iron, steel, 
automobile, and airplane industries and 
others related to them, and by the new 
taxes paid by the millions who have been 
lucratively employed in our great indus- 
trial enterprises as the direct or indirect 
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result of the oil which, but for the deple- 
tion provision in question, never would 
have been produced. 

Mr. President, let me briefly supple- 
ment the observations made by the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota relative to stripper 
oil wells. In the eastern part of the 


United States there is produced from. 


each stripper well an average of a half 
abarreladay. Of these wells 22,541 are 
in New York; 81,188 in Pennsylvania; 
1,251 in West Virginia; 21,970 in Ohio; 
and 14,300 in Kentucky. Farther west 
there are stripper wells from each of 
which less than five barrels a day are 
produced, as follows: in Indiana, 1,675; 
Illinois, 14,886; Texas, 32,528; Wyoming, 
2,512; and California, 13,296. 

All told, there are stripper wells in 
22 States of the Union. Competent au- 
thorities have informed me that if the 
Humphrey amendment should be adopt- 
ed, all the half-a-barrel-a-day wells and 
many of the other strippers would have 
to be abandoned because those who own 
them could not, without the benefit of 
the present depletion allowance, afford 
to operate them. 

Such a consequence would greatly in- 
jure all farmers who own stripper wells. 
It would irreparably injure the owner of 
every farm in the United States on which 
a half-a-barrel-a-day stripper is situ- 
ated. 


In justification of the present 27% per- 


cent depletion allowance provision and 
in the faint hope of inducing even my 
distinguished friend from Minnesota to 
support it, let me remind him and the 
Senate that the average cost of drilling 
an oil or gas well in the year 1951 is $90,- 
000. On the average, it is necessary to 
drill nine wells in order to obtain one 
producer. When a well is drilled in 
search of a gas field, there is but 1 chance 
in 40 that it will be found; there are 39 
chances to 1 that the entire cost of the 
experiment will be expended in vain. 

When a well is drilled in search of a 
small oil field, the chances are 52 to 1 
that it will not be found. When the drill- 
ing is for the purpose of finding a 
medium-sized oil field, the chances are 
229 to 1 that it will not be found. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from West Virginia 
has expired. 

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, will the 
generous Senator from Georgia yield me 
3 more minutes? 

Mr. GEORGE. The time is pretty 
limited, but I shall be glad to yield the 
Senator 2 minutes more. 

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, in my 
two remaining fleeting moments let me 
emphasize the fact that an oil famine 
in the United States, at this perilous 
time, would be a calamity to us and a 
disaster to every other free nation in the 
world. It is now more necesary than it 
ever was before that our coal production 
be fully protected and our oil and gas 
production be increased to the limit of 
possibility. The adoption of the Hum- 
phrey amendment would reduce these in- 
dispensable consummations to sheer 
impossibilities. The defeat of the 
amendment would be an irresistible in- 
centive to greater and greater production 
of both oil and gas. 
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In this crucial hour of world-wide, en- 
circling gloom, danger and aggression, 
let us, by overwhelmingly defeating the 
Humphrey amendment, officially warn 
the ferocious, strife-promoting, war-lov- 
ing, peace-hating Stalin and all his 
abominable, communistic hordes of deso- 
lation, tyranny and murder, wherever 
they may be, that we will not by a single 
act, for a single second, in any manner, 
destroy, handicap or discourage any 
legitimate enterprise, industry or activity 
that is vital to our self defense. Let us, 
in the same way, warn the same war- 
mongers, that we are determined to pre- 
serve, protect and defend to our last dol- 
lar, our last man and our last drop of 
blood not only our coal, oil and gas, but 
all our valuable natural resources, all our 
unparalleled liberty, prosperity and hap- 
piness, and all our precious, inimitable 
American way of life, for ourselves and 
our posterity forever. 

To the translation into reality of all 
these lofty intentions, the attainment of 
all these material benefits and the 
achievement of all these humanitarian 
blessings, let us, on the approaching roll 
call unhesitatingly, unconditionally and 
irrevocubly pledge ourselves, our fortunes 
and our lives. And as we discharge the 
momentous duty of this memorable hour, 
let us devoutly offer up this stirring sup- 
plication: 

“Long may our land be bright, 

With treedom's holy light 
Protect us by Thy might, 
Great God, our king.” 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from West Virginia has 
expired. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I yield 
5 minutes at this time to the Senator 
from Kansas. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Minnesota has 7 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I shall 
not be able to speak with the eloquence 
of the distinguished Senator from West 
Virginia, but I can assure the Senate 
that I speak with the same sincerity on 
this amendment. 

Coming as I do from a State in which 
oil and gas production and mining op- 
erations are important activities, I feel 
that I have some knowledge of the im- 
portance of percentage depletion. 
When the Treasury made the proposal 
in 1942 to eliminate or modify the deple- 
tion allowance provision, I made my po- 
sition clear on the subject in my state- 
ment before the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee, of which I was a member. 

Those who question the deduction evi- 
dently do so on the assumption that it 
represents the grant of a special tax 
privilege, or that it represents an unwar- 
ranted subsidy to a favored group at the 
expense of all other taxpayers. 

To make such a claim is tantamount, 
in my opinion, to contending that Con- 
gress for a period of nearly 30 years 
acted either in such ignorance of the 
subject as to amount to gross negligence, 
or that Congress deliberately and inten- 
tionally legislated against the best in- 
terests of the country. 
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Since I am unwilling to attribute such 
a motive or such ignorance to Congress, . 
my studies of the history of the legisla- 
tion have been made with the object of 
ascertaining: First, just why Congress 
adopted and continued the provision, 
and, second, whether circumstances now 
existing warrant a change in congres- 
sional policy with respect to the subject. 

Depletion is an allowable deduction 
from gross income which the Congress 
has authorized in order to arrive at tax- 
able net income and to avoid the taxa- 
tion of the return of capital values. In 
this respect, it is related to depreciation 
allowance provision for the recovery of 
a taxpayer’s investment in plant facili- 
ties and other physical equipment or 
properties used in the production of 
income. 

Depreciation is allowed because the 
taxpayer’s plant wears out or becomes 
obsolete in the course of producing in- 
come. 

Depletion is allowed because the tax- 
payer’s minerals or other natural re- 
sources are being exhausted. 

It is therefore obvious that, in its sim- 
plest sense, depreciation is the impair- 
ment of the quality of replaceable prop- 
erty, while depletion is the reduction of 
the quantity of an irreplaceable com- 
modity. 

Depreciation is necessary to replace 
machines and plant facilities when they 
wear out. Depletion is similarly neces- 
sary to replace mineral deposits when 
they are extracted from the earth and 
consumed. 

In order to remain in business and to 
meet the continued and increasing de- 
mands for supplies of minerals, the pro- 
ducers must continually explore new 
areas, They must find and develop de- 
posits which experience indicates will 
be deeper, more remote, harder to find, 
and harder to develop. 

This unending search and develop- 
ment becomes more and more costly. 
Thus, while the capital recovered 
through depreciation provides a sub- 
stantial part of the funds required to 
replace machinery even in high-cost pe- 
riods, this is decidedly not true in the 
case of mineral deposits. 

The cost of finding and developing 
new sources of mineral supply tends to 
be many times as great as the cost of 
those recently exhausted. The producer 
must have available for these hazardous 
ventures a fund far exceeding the mere 
recovery of his former investment. 

In 1926, when percentage depletion 
was adopted by the Congress, a special 
Senate investigating committee, after an 
exhaustive study of the problem, report- 
ed to the Joint Committee on Internal 
Revenue Taxation that the new percent- 
age system “distributed the depletion 
more uniformly among the industry 
without regard to price of oil on dis- 
covery” and that it “reduced valuation 
work in the Bureau.” The report also 
concluded that the new percentage sys- 
tem did not materially affect the reve- 
nue. It is my own opinion that the ap- 
plication of percentage depletion has 
materially increased the national tax 
revenue, 
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The conclusion of World War II did 
not terminate the very real and serious 
national concern over the maintenance 
of adequate reserves of petroleum and 
other minerals. This is evidenced by the 
fact that within the past year the Spe- 
cial Senate Committee To Investigate 
Petroleum Resources made an extended 
investigation of the petroleum situation, 
hearing many witnesses and examining 
evidence over a period of several months. 

In 30 years the depletion provision has 
become a vital factor in the economy of 
our extractive industries. Although its 
contribution toward the widespread and 
highly competitive search for minerals 
cannot be precisely measured, we do 
know that these extremely hazardous 
ventures have continued. 

The resulting discoveries of mineral 
reserves have contributed substantially 
to national welfare and to the successful 
conclusion of the recent world war. 
These discoveries likewise have benefited 
our peacetime economy through wide ex- 
pansion of employment and increased 
products. 

With demand for minerals at an all- 
time peak, and with prospects of unfore- 
seen world-wide demand, we shall need 
the full and continued effort of all pres- 
ent and prospective producers of min- 
erals. The hazards and costs of explora- 
tion are increasing. Petroleum indus- 
try exploration has had to follow new, 
expensive scientific methods, and drill- 
ing has reached greater depths. 

Search for all minerals has expanded 
into relatively inaccessible areas. Such 
conditions have substantially reduced 
the intended effect of the depletion al- 
lowance, namely, partially to offset the 
cost of replacing currently produced 
minerals. 

Reversal or modification by Congress 
of the policy it has consistently followed 
for so many years would dangerously 
interfere with the peacetime economy. 
This is certainly no time to penalize the 
prospector and the wildcatter. 

It is the constitutional obligation of 
the Congress to levy taxes for the na- 
tional defense and the general welfare. 
Our jncome tax laws have been framed 
to the end that these objectives may be 
accomplished with the least possible bur- 
den upon the enterprise of our citizens. 

The strength of our Nation in peace 
and in war is the result of a sound eco- 
nomic system of which the petroleum 
industry is an integral part. The wis- 
dom of the national legislative program 
with relation to petroleum has been well 
justified. 8 

Percentage depletion has been a reve- 
nue- raising measure, because it has been 
an important factor in developing a 
strong and healthy petroleum industry 
which has resulted in increased oil and 
gas production which in turn has pro- 
duced greater taxable income. Increased 
production of oil and gas has been in 
the public interest because it has re- 
duced the price of petroleum products 
to the consumer. 

Our system has given the American 
public an abundance of petroleum prod- 
ucts at costs far below the level of any 
other country. Under our system, the 
domestic industry was prepared to sup- 
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ply the wartime petroleum needs of our 
own military forces and those of our al- 
lies in two world wars. 

The American oil industry has in turn 

produced almost scores of other indus- 
tries which contribute to the national 
tax revenue, for example, the automobile 
industry, the trucking industry, the avia- 
tion industry, and the tire industry. 
Both Federal and State gasoline tax re- 
ceipts have increased with the overex- 
panded consumption of this petroleum 
product. 
It is thus evident that percentage de- 
pletion was adopted to implement a 
policy on the part of Congress to pro- 
mote the national welfare through en- 
couraging private industry to risk its 
capital in the hazardous search for new 
sources of supply, and that the policy 
was continued in force in the realization 
that it was accomplishing its purpose. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I yield 
to the Senator from Nevada [Mr. Mo- 
Carran] whatever time he may need. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, dur- 
ing the course of the attack on the tax 
bill last week there were a few doubts 
expressed as to the validity of certain 
depletion allowances for mines. It is 
my firm conviction that these allowances 
are more necessary now than ever. It 
is apparently the conviction of the able 
members of the Senate Finance Com- 
mittee, and both the majority and mi- 
nority reports of the House Ways and 
Means Committee expressed the belief 
that this was a well-considered action. 
On the subject, the majority report 
states: 

Most of these changes would have been 
made under the House version of the bill 
which became the Revenue Act of 1950 but 
were eliminated from the final legislation 
largely because of the revenue loss involved. 
It is apparent, however, that the need for 
equalization is substantially greater now 
because of the additional taxes imposed 
under the legislation of 1950 and under this 
bill. Therefore, the committee believes that 
the proposed extension of the percentage de- 
pletion system is necessary in spite of the 
revenue loss involved. 


The minority report states: 

H.R: 4473 contains several commendable 
structural improvements and adjustments 
both in the excise and the income-tax field. 
These include * * * the addition to the 
depletion items which are now at a competi- 
tive disadvantage. 


In order that the mining industry of 
this Nation may maintain an economy 
sufficiently healthy to permit expansion 
to meet essential defense needs, the tax 
structure must permit adequate reserves 
for the opening of new mines. In order 
for capital to be available to an indus- 
try, either the rate of return must be 
reasonable or some return must be 
certain. In the mining industry there 
obviously is no certainty of a profit. 
Therefore, to allow this industry to re- 
main in a position to meet the wartime 
needs of the Nation, the tax structure 
must be such as to permit a reasonable 
compensation for the increased use of its 
wasting mineral assets. It is true that 
all of our assets are wasting assets in 
some ways. Machinery wears out, but it 
can be replaced. Farm land loses its fer- 


tility, but that is why we have fertilizer. _ 
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The farmer replaces the fertility in his 
land and charges it off as an operating 
expense. The mineral wealth that is 
withdrawn from mines can never be re- 
placed by any such measure. i 

We are spending, and have spent, mil- 
lions upon millions of dollars, partly col- 
lected from our domestic mine operators, 
to foster and support mine development 
projects in every conceivable out-of-the- 
way place in the world. We may, or we 
may not, some day receive a return on 
this tremendous mining speculation. I 


have no argument with this expenditure 


for development of strategic minerals. 
There is no doubt in my mind that we 
need them. The opponents of depletion 
allowances carefully avoid any reference 
to the allowances given to strategic min- 
erals needed for our armaments program, 
These minerals make their own case. 
However, there have been several slight- 
ing references to new inclusions without 
any apparent knowledge of the facts 
upon which the Finance Committee 
based its findings and recommendations. 
The facetious references to depletion al- 
lowances for “oystershells and clam- 
shells” sound humorous to the layman 
who thinks of oystershells as being 
merely the piles of discarded shells found 
behind sea-food cafes. It sounded 
rather humorous to me, Mr. President, 
but I knew that the Finance Committee 
had not been indulging in mere pleasant- 
ry during the recent harrowing weeks 
of searching for new sources of revenue. 
Consequently, before questioning these 
additional inclusions under the Internal 
Revenue Act of 1951, I took the pains of 
looking into the justifications. I knew 
that I could not look into the justifi- 
cations for each of these minerals in a 
few days, since the committee had spent 
several months in its arduous tasks. 
I picked the one or two that seemed 
to be most suited to be targets for the 
engendered revelry aroused by oppo- 
nents of this equitable measure. First, 
as would be suggested by my pre- 
vious reference, I picked oystershells. 
Any of the opponents of depletion al- 
lowances for mines that desire to be 
additionally acid in their comments 
on this measure can hardly accuse a 
Nevada spokesman of being personally 
interestec in oystershells. We have no 
oysters within several hundred miles of 
our boundaries. It develops that the 
shell deposits utilized by the mineral 
shell producers are almost pure calcium 
carbonate, averaging about 99-percent 
pure. These deposits are not gathered 
from the rear of cafes, but are from one- 
half million to a million years old. The 
deposits stand little chance of being re- 
plenished within our lifetimes. To pro- 
duce this shell in the quantities that are 
being dredged up by the more productive 
companies from about 4 feet below the 
floor of the Gulf of Mexico off the shores 
of Texas and Louisiana requires an in- 
vestment of at least $2,000,000. Due to 
immense additional requirements for 
products derived from this shell, the es- 
timates of available reserves have had to 
be revised downward to a present esti- 
mate of from 7 to 10 years with the 
equipment used for today’s operations. 
During the most recent unpleasantness, 
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the production and consumption of shell 
was more than doubled. Another such 
endeavor will necessitate considerable 
additional equipment of a more costly 
nature and, if deposits become still more 
scarce, the equipment will be compara- 
tively less productive. 

Anticipating some inquiry as to the 
uses of this shell, I found out, and was 
surprised, mineral shell is used to a great 
extent for making lime. This lime, in 
turn, is used to make caustic soda and 
soda ash. Caustic soda is used in making 
soap, rayon, lye, in vegetable oil refining, 
in paper making, in oil refining and wool 
scouring, and in the manufacture of 
glass. A number of plants have been 
constructed in certain areas because of 
the availability of this caustic soda. One 
of these plants uses mineral shell to 
make caustic soda to make chemicals 
necessary in the manufacture of fabrics, 
plastics, textiles, drugs, varnishes, lac- 
quer, dyes, paper, fungicide, antifreeze, 
soap, antirust materials, and many other 
products including the making of film 
for moving pictures. Mineral shell lime 
is also used to precipitate magnesium 
from sea water. 

Enough on oystershell. It, and the 
other new inclusions under the deple- 
tion-allowance provision of this tax bill, 
have proved the validity of their claims 
insofar as I am concerned. If we were 
to discuss each of the minerals which 
have a valid claim to depletion allow- 
ances, we would be here until snow flies, 
as we well might be anyway. 

The miner is not the only one inter- 
ested in this matter. The American peo- 
ple and the Government of the United 
States have a very heavy stake in the 
success of this enterprise. The metals 
produced go into the fashioning of the 
machines and appliances which are so 
essential in this age, and there are no 
materials which are so essential to our 
American economy as the products of 
our mines. 

In this critical and dangerous period 
of American history, and in fact of the 
history of the world, our concern today 
is greater than ever before. Our experi- 
ence in two world wars bears undisputed 
testimony to the dependency of our Gov- 
ernment upon mineral supplies for na- 
tional defense. Not only must we have 
mineral deposits for our future economy 
and defense, but those deposits must be 
available at all times through a going 
industry, organized and operated with 

personnel, which is constantly 
developing and making available the 
metals which we need. The constant 
threat of reduction or complete elimina- 
tion of depletion allowances is a deter- 
rent to investment of risk capital and in 
consequence to the discovery and de- 
velopment of new ore bodies. 

Mr. President, in order to emphasize 
the fact which I have just stated I de- 
sire to have the clerk read a letter which 
was written by the Defense Materials 
Procurement Agency to the chairman of 
the Committee on Finance. I ask unan- 
imous consent that the clerk may read 
the letter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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The Chief Clerk read as follows: 


Washington, September 25, 1951. 
Hon. WALTER F. GEORGE, 
Chairman, Committee on Finance, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dran SENATOR GEORGE: I have just read 
with much concern the debate in the Senate 
on the tax bill as reported out by your 
committee. 

As Defense Materials Procurement Admin- 
istrator I am, as you know, responsible to the 
President and to the Congress for the ex- 
pansion of the production and supply of 
critical materials needed for our national 
security and for the maintenance of our 
essential domestic economy. Certainly, no 
job confronting us is more serious. Our very 
existence requires that we assure a con- 
tinued fiow of those vital metals upon which 
our whole economy and security rest. 

Therefore, I urge favorable consideration 
for the depletion, depreciation, and develop- 
ment allowances provided in the pending 
tax bill for the mining industry, If this 
sane and logical approach is not taken, then 
we will likely be driven to the alternative 
of direct subsidies with all their shortcom- 
ings. In the long run, subsidies will prove 
more expensive to the American taxpayer and 
less productive than tax incentives. As a 
matter of fact, this mining problem has been 
so long neglected that some form of direct 
bonus payment may be required in any event 
to get production of minerals started in the 
shortest possible time. Tax incentives, as 
provided in the pending bill, will still be 
necessary to keep that production going. 
The tax incentives for the mining industry 
may result in some temporary loss of reve- 
nue. I predict, however, that, almost at 
once, the tax incentives will create new tax- 
able wealth which in turn will provide reve- 
nue far offsetting the temporary loss, 

This is not written in my official capacity 
because time will not permit the customary 
clearance procedure. But I would be remiss 
in my official responsibilities if I did not 
speak up on this urgent need for stimulating 
the production of essential metals and min- 
erals. As to other phases of the pending tax 
bill, I am not sufficiently informed to ex- 
press my views. 

Sincerely yours, 
Jess LARSON, 
Defense Materials Procurement 
Administrator, 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the clerk 
read another letter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 

DEFENSE MATERIALS, 
PROCUREMENT AGENCY, 
Washington, D. C., September 26, 1951. 
Hon. WALTER F. GEORGE, 
Chairman, Committee on Finance, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. : 

DEAR SENATOR GEORGE: In my letter to you 
of September 25 covering comments on the 
pending tax bill before you, I urged favor- 
able consideration for the depletion, depre- 
ciation, and development allowances pro- 
vided in such legislation for the mining in- 
dustry. 


Since rereading the bill it became appar- 
ent to me that I had failed to mention ex- 
ploration which, of course, is just as neces- 


sary as any other step in the mining proc- 
ess, In fact, it is the first step and I be- 


lieve that the modest allowance for ex- 


ploration set forth in your bill is the very 
minimum necessary for this whole program, 
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I likewise urge favorable consideration there- 
on for the same reasons stated in my pre- 
4 Vious letter. 
Sincerely yours, 
Jess LARSON, 
Defense Materials Pro- 
curement Administrator. 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, the 
President of the United States and the 
Secretary of the Treasury have recently 
resumed their attack on percentage de- 
pletion. The basis for this attack was 
summarized in the President’s tax mes- 
sage to Congress on January 23, 1950, 
wherein he stated: 

I know of no loophole in the laws so in- 
equitable as the excessive depletion exemp- 


tions now enjoyed by oil and mining in- 
terests. 


The Secretary of the Treasury, in ap- 
pearing before the Ways and Means 
Committee on February 5, 1951, referred 
to percentage depletion as a major 
structural defect” in the income-tax 
law, which he said “is costing the Gov- 
ernment, and, therefore, taxpayers in 
general, hundreds of millions of dollars 
each year.” 

The mining industry challenges these 
statements on two principal grounds: 

First. The allowance for depletion is 
not a tax exemption or loophole, nor a 
“structural defect” in the tax law. It 
is simply a recognition of a well-estab- 
lished principle that capital should not 
be taxed as income. The depletion pro- 
vision recognizes the fact that in carry- 
ing on the business of mining, a portion 
of the owner’s capital is consumed each 
year, and that the value of the capital 
consumed should be returned tax-free 
and not be considered as taxable income. 
This fact has been recognized by the 
Congress in all revenue laws enacted 
since the adoption of the income-tax 
amendment of the Constitution. 

Second. The allowance for depletion 
is not excessive. The general depletion 
provisions of the tax laws apparently are 
not challenged, the criticism being di- 
rected principally against certain per- 
centage-depletion rates. The present 
rates of percentage depletion for metal 
mines, sulfur and coal were fixed by 
the Congress in 1932, following a com- 
prehensive study by the staff of the Joint 
Committee on Internal Revenue Taxa- 
tion, anc after full hearings before com- 
mittees of the Congress. Although the 
Treasury has at various times since 1932 
criticized these rates and the conditions 
of these allowances, the Congress, after 
full consideration, has repeatedly sus- 
‘tained them as just and equitable, and 
has extended percentage depletion to a 
number of additional minerals. 

Following further extended hearings 
last year, in which the administration 
presented its position at length, with 
replies from the mineral industry, the 
Congress again fully sustained the pro- 
priety of the percentage-depletion prin- 
ciple and the established allowances. 

THE NATURE OF MINING AS DISTINGUISHED FROM 
OTHER INDUSTRIES 

Mining is basically different from 
other industries, hence, an understand- 
ing of its distinctive characteristics is 
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essential to an understanding of the 
problems of depletion. 

The search for and discovery of min- 
eral deposits involve a long process of 
exploration, requiring the expenditure of 
large sums of risk capital and the plow- 
ing back of a substantial part of the 
returns from successful enterprises in 
the search for new deposits, in order 
to continue in the mining business. Of 
the total number of properties on which 
prospecting and exploration are con- 
ducted, only a very small proportion ever 
disclose mineral deposits of commercial 
value. 

After a mineral deposit has been dis- 
covered, further large expenditures are 
required to determine its size and qual- 
ity, to open it up for mining, and to 
provide plants and equipment, and so 
forth. Often roads must be built to al- 
most inaccessible areas and whole new 
communities established. In the main, 
these expenditures are of value only in 
connection with the particular deposit 
for Which they are provided, with little 
or no salvage when the mine is ex- 
hausted. 

A mineral deposit, finally ready to be 
mined, represents all the capital that 
has gone into all the efforts to find it, 
together with the exploration, develop- 
ment, and other preparatory work on 
the particular deposit. 

The producer, as he mines and dis- 
poses of his product, in reality is en- 
gaged in liquidating his capital, in the 
compulsory realization of his over-all in- 
vestment. When the deposit is ex- 
hausted, he is out of business, insofar as 
that enterprise is concerned. Thus one 
of his major concerns, if he hopes to 
keep on mining, is the expensive and fi- 
nancially hazardous task of discovering 
and developing new deposits to replace 
those he is depleting. 

By contrast, the ordinary business, 
such as manufacturing or merchandis- 
ing, is able to replace the raw materials 
or goods it processes and sells, by con- 
tinuous purchases in the open market. 
Its plants, equipment and facilities, once 
established, represent capital subject to 
depreciation; but none of its capital is 
subject to liquidation, day by day, in the 
normal conduct of the business, as is 
true in mining. 

The capital of a mining enterprise 
should be treated as capital and not as 
income, Mr. President. The mineral in 
place in the ground is the principal 
capital of any mineral producer. Each 
ton extracted represents a portion of his 
capital. Of the total proceeds from each 
unit of product sold, a portion represents 
return of capital value and only a por- 
tion is income. 

Since the inception of the income tax, 
the obvious intent of Congress has been 
to tax income only and to avoid taxing 
capital. The right to the return of capi- 
tal, tax-free, has always been recognized 
and never seriously questioned. 

Clearly, the mining industry is en- 
titled to be treated as fairly, in the liq- 
uidation of its assets, as any other tax- 
payer. Under existing law, gain from 
the liquidation of a business enterprise is 
properly considered capital gain, sub- 
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ject to tax at rates lower than the tax 
on income. The annual extraction of a 
mineral deposit is necessarily but a step 
toward the complete liquidation of the 
enterprise. When the ore is exhausted, 
plant and equipment are largely worth- 
less, Our revenue laws have recognized 
this situatiton as a reason for the special 
depletion allowances granted to mines. 

The depletion allowance is merely a 
means for returning to the owner or pro- 
ducer of minerals the capital consumed 
in the enterprise. A fair depletion al- 
lowance should return to the producer 
over the life of the mining enterprise the 
full capital investment which the mineral 
deposit represents. It should be empha- 
sized that the cost or value of a particu- 
lar mineral deposit seldom, if ever, rep- 
resents the total expenditure incurred in 
the search for and ultimate discovery of 
the deposit and in proving and develop- 
ing it for production. Vast sums are ex- 
pended annually in the unsuccessful 
search for deposits, and these sums must 
be included in the over-all cost of those 
deposits that are found and do become 
productive, Likewise, only a small pro- 
portion of the deposits found ever prove 
to be commercially minable, and many 
that are actually opened for production 
return only a fraction of the money in- 
vested in them. A true basis for deple- 
tion would be a method which would re- 
turn to the industry as a whole the entire 
sums expended over the years in the suc- 
cessful and unsuccessful search for, dis- 
covery, and development of mineral 
properties for production. Adequate de- 
pletion for this purpose would far exceed 
the total of allowances made under the 
present law. 

The percentage depletion allowance re- 
sulted from a careful study by Congress. 
It affords the simplest and best method 
for determining the annual consumption 
of capital in the mineral-extracting in- 
dustries. 

After years of difficult experience with 
the other methods of computing deple- 
tion allowances for mines Congress in 
1932 adopted the percentage method for 
metal mines, coal and sulfur deposits, 
Previously, in 1926, the percentage basis 
for depletion had been adopted for oil 
and gas, and reports by the staff of the 
Joint Committee on Internal Revenue 
Taxation and by the Treasury Depart- 
ment showed that it had “functioned sat- 
isfactorily both from the economical and 
administrative viewpoints and without 
loss to the Government.” 

The joint committee held extensive 
hearings, and its technical staff made 
extensive studies on the subject of mine- 
depletion allowances. Printed reports of 
the hearings and of the staff studies and 
recommendations were fully considered 
by Congress in adopting the percentage 
method and the rates. The percentages 
of gross income then fixed as depletion 
allowances were lower than the averages 
which had actually been allowed to the 
various classes of mines under the meth- 
ods of computing depletion which were 
in existence during the 5-year test pe- 
riod, 1922 to 1926, inclusive. For ex- 
ample, a study by the joint committee 
staff showed that the average depletion 
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allowed to metal mines on the basis of 
cost, March 1, 1913, value, or discovery 
value, whichever had been used, was 17.1 
percent of gross income. As a result of 
this study, the recommendation by the 
staff for a depletion allowance of 15 per- 
cent of the gross income, limited to 50 
percent of net income, was adopted by 
Congress. 

Mr. L. H. Parker, chief of staff of the 
joint committee, in transmitting to the 
committee his report and recommenda- 
tions, dated December 17, 1929, stated: 

The methods of percentage depletion pro- 
posed for consideration are not such a de- 
parture from the present systm as would 
appear from a preliminary inspection. The 
analytic method of valuation now used in 
most important cases arrives at the value 
through the estimation of future expected 
profits. Depletion based on a percentage of 
net income from the property merely uses 
actual figures instead of estimated figures, 


This report of the joint committee 
staff called special attention to the un- 
certainty and lack of uniformity under 
the existing methods of computing de- 
pletion. Tables were included showing 
the wide differences in allowances for 
depletion as between different branches 
of the industry and between individual 
taxpayers within a given branch. The 
inclusion of the percentage method has 
helped to remedy that inequitable sit- 
uation. 

The report also pointed out that un- 
der the methods theretofore used in de- 
termining depletion, there was a lack of 
stability of revenue to the Government, 
the tax during the lean years being prac- 
tically eliminated. The allowance of a 
percentage deduction based on the value 
of actual annual production unquestion- 
ably has promoted greater stability of 
revenue. 

One of the objects sought to be at- 
tained by the percentage method was the 
elimination of the inequality which had 
existed between competing producers in 
the mining industry. Under the meth- 
ods in use prior to 1932, certain com- 
panies had been able to establish ade- 
quate unit depletion allowances, which 
because of differences in the geological 
nature of the deposits were not avail- 
able under the statute to others. The 
present law tends to remove this in- 
equality and to give all mining taxpay- 
ers some measure of protection against 
taxation of their capital, 

The small-mine operator usually can- 
not afford the expenditure necessary to 
establish the value of his mineral de- 
posit by the analytical appraisal method 
and the corresponding depletion value of 
his unit of production. Percentage de- 
pletion removes the necessity for such 
expenditures. It provides a simple, un- 
derstandable method by which, from the 
inception of his enterprise, the operator 
may receive the reasonable allowance 
for depletion contemplated by the stat- 
ute; it assures him fair and equal treat- 
ment as compared with other operators; 
and it protects him against taxation of 
the capital consumed in his operation, 

Mr. President, public policy recognizes 
the importance to our country of a con- 
tinuous flow of minerals from the mines 
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to the consumers. Minerals are the 
backbone raw materials for our indus- 
trial civilization, indispensable to our 
welfare and progress in time of peace, 
vital to our security in time of emer- 
gency. The recent war caused vast 
drains upon our best mineral reserves, 
and current demands cannot be meas- 
ured by prewar levels. 

Clearly, it is imperative that the search 
for new and greater mineral reserves be 
accelerated; that every serious deterrent 
to this objective be eliminated; that 
every reasonable incentive toward it be 
created. 

The search for new mines is no longer 
the simple task of the lone prospector; 
the easily discovered deposits, for the 
most part, have already been found. 
Applied science and engineering of high 
order are required in modern prospecting 
and exploration. The cost of finding 
and bringing new mines into production 
has expanded enormously in the last 
decade. The successful search for, ex- 
ploration, and development of new mines 
today depends mainly upon the estab- 
lished mining companies, with trained 
personnel and ample financial resources 
and equipment. 

Adequate depletion allowances are ab- 
solutely essential if funds are to be avail- 
able for the continued discovery and de- 
velopment of mineral supplies to replace 
the reserves being depleted and to in- 
crease our mineral supplies to support 
our expanding population and maintain 
our rising standard of living. 

The percentage depletion allowances 
available to producers of many impor- 
tant minerals are wholly insufficient to 
supply the large volume of funds now re- 
quired for this purpose. Not only should 
the principles of percentage depletion be 
preserved intact, but the allowances 
should be liberalized to more nearly per- 
mit capital recovery and to encourage 
and stimulate exploration and develop- 
ment activities commensurate with our 
national mineral requirements. 

Mr. President, it is clear that the de- 
pletion provisions of the present tax law 
do not discriminate against other tax- 
payers in favor of mining and do not con- 
stitute a loophole which is costing the 
Government vast sums in taxes. The 
principle of percentage depletion has 
proved, by experience, to be fair and 
equitable. The existing rates, far from 
being excessive, in the main are inade- 
quate to return the capital investment 
of the industry as a whole and to stimu- 
late the exploration and development 
essential to our national requirements. 

Percentage depletion, by its simplicity 
and obvious fairness, permits substantial 
savings in administration to both Gov- 
ernment and taxpayer; it avoids discrim- 
ination against smaller taxpayers; it is 
a protection against the excessive taxa- 
tion of capital; it is the simplest and 
best procedure, yet, devised for sustain- 
ing capital investment in an industry 
that is vital to our national welfare and 
security. 

The Government derives large rev- 
enues from mines and from those who are 
connected, directly and indirectly, with 
mining. A reduction in depletion allow- 
ances would soon result in reduced tax 

Tevenue from a weakened and declining 
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mining industry, while taxes from the 
many other industries and individuals 
who derive their income from mining 
would shrivel in proportion. A more 
vigorous and expansive mining industry, 
encouraged and stimulated by a wiser 
tax policy, would be far more productive 
of total tax revenue in the long run than 
an industry continually harassed by 
Government and forced to divert its 
energies from production to the defense 
of its very existence. 

Mr. President, mining is of paramount 
importance to our economy and our na- 
tional security. Its peculiar nature, its 
natural hazards, and the odds against 
success in mining ventures should be 
more fully recognized in our tax laws. 
The need is imperative to restore normal 
incentives in mining—opportunities for 
profits, after taxes, commensurate with 
the risks involved. Given these incen- 
tives, there need be little concern about 
our future supply of minerals, the vital- 
ity of the mining industry, or its fair con- 
tribution to Government revenues. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I yield 5 
minutes to the distinguished junior Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma [Mr. Monroney]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HeEnprickson in the chair). The junior 
Senator from Oklahoma is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I 
should like to clear up two or three 
points which were raised by my distin- 
guished colleague, the junior Senator 
from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY]. 

First, I should like to discuss his claim 
in regard to the great safety of the oil 
business as a field for the investment of 
trust funds and other funds. The Sen- 
ator from Minnesota cited, as an ex- 
ample, the investments which have been 
made in the Standard Oil Co., the Gulf 
Oil Corp., and many of the other great, 
integrated oil operations in the United 
States. Throughout the debate I believe 
there has been a great misconception on 
the part of those who favor the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Minnesota, in 
that they seem to believe that the 2744 
percent depletion allowance applies to all 
oil operations. Of course, that is not 
the case. That allowance applies only 


to the part of the business which actu- 


ally involves the production of oil from 
beneath the ground. No depletion al- 
lowance whatsoever is permitted in the 
case of the activities of the oil com- 
panies which are related to the refining 
of oil, the production of chemicals, and 
so forth. 

A study of these great corporations 
will show that they are engaged only to 
a small degree in the production of oil, 
and that most of the oil which has been 
found has been discovered by the small, 
independent oil operators who wildcat 
for oil; and once they discover the oil and 
develop oil production, they sell it to 
the larger oil corporations, who thus pro- 
vide for their regular supplies of oil. 

So, Mr. President, to claim that be- 
cause various investment companies are 
finding attractive investments in the 
integrated oil companies, is to put the 
matter on an entirely fallacious basis, 
The profits of those companies come 
from the production, transportation, and 
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other phases of the industry which are 
not even remotely connected with the 
depletion allowance. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will my 
colleague yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield. 

Mr. KERR. The Senator from New 
York (Mr. LEHMAN] said that the deple- 
tion allowance is 27% percent of the 
gross profits of these great corporations, 
I ask the Senator if anything could be 
in greater error than that statement by 
the Senator from New York. 

Mr. MONRONET. That statement Ke 
the Senator from New York is completely 
inerror. It is utterly fallacious to argue 
as did the Senator from New York, be- 
cause the percentage depletion allow- 
ance applies only to the production of 
oil. 

The second point which I should like 
to make is that although the distin- 
guished junior Senator from Minnesota 
has made a great drive on this floor, and 
although I have voted with him in re- 
gard to many of his amendments in an 
effort to increase the revenue which will 
be produced by this tax bill, yet I do not 
believe the pending amendment of the 
Senator from Minnesota will increase 
the amount of revenue produced for the 
Government. 

It is claimed that the modification of 
the depletion allowance will bring in in- 
creased revenue in the amount of $200,- 
000,000 a year. That might be true in the 
first year or two after such a change; but 
Uncle Sam will be the final victim of this 
move, in that the taxable assets of the 
oil industry are certain to be depleted 
as this move curtails drastically the dis- 
coveries of new wealth. Each year the 
present producing wells will produce less 
oil and consequently the tax income 
from oil will decline to less than half its 
present rate in a short 5 years. 

It is the discovery of new wealth and 
new taxable income that will bring the 
most money to the Treasury. Any 
policy that will abruptly curtail the ex- 
ploration for oil will have an adverse ef- 
fect upon the tax income from the oil 
business. 

To use a few examples of how men in 
high personal income-tax brackets in 


other fields of activity escape taxes by 


diversifying their investments into oil, 
as a reason for upsetting a fundamental 
part of an entire industry’s tax structure 
would be fallacious reasoning indeed. 
Yet reference was made to six or seven 
cases, among all the income-tax state- 
mrents filed by persons investing in oil 
securities, and it was claimed that those 
six or seven cases show that these oil 
companies are the beneficiaries of 
favoritism. 

Certainly the great mass of the oil in- 
dustry is not in this favored position. 
Those who are actually engaged in this 
industry, including the farmer, the small 
land owner, the royalty owner, the wild- 
catter, and the thousands of small inde- 
pendent oil men, are not in the class de- 
scribed by the President in the example 
he gave of tax avoidance. To those who 
day after day seek new oil fields as their 
principal business—and they are ihe 
men who find the new oil fields—the 
27% -percent depletion is an essential 


marketing of gasoline and from many. part of their operation, 
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Mr. President, without looking at the 
income-tax returns, I cannot see how the 
President could claim that that condi- 
tion is brought about by the depletion 
allowance, inasmuch as in no event can 
the depletion allowance deducted from 
the gross production of oil amount to 
more than one-half of the net income. 
Yet, in the case of the examples the Pres- 
ident cited, the percentage amounts to 
far more than that. I am inclined to 
believe that the President must have 
considered, in connection with the re- 
ports on those cases, the amounts of 
money spent for the drilling of oil wells 
and for the acquisition of leases and new 
acreage, which as an investment are al- 
ready written off for that year, so far as 
the taxpayer is concerned; and the in- 
come will not be subject to further deduc- 
tions, except for depletion, in subsequent 
years. 

It is not the very rich or the big inte- 
grated companies who are most depend- 
ent upon this structure, but the great 
body of the oil industry, little business, 
and individuals who cannot continue 
their search for new oil sources if this 
26-year-old historic principle of allow- 
ance for exhaustion of capital wealth is 
now removed or reduced in half. - 

Mr. President, we hear much said 
about monopoly. It is certain that the 
large, integrated companies will continue 
in the oil business. However, without 
the 27'4-percent depletion allowance 
which the small operators must have if 
they are to continue to search for oil, 
they will have to go out of business; and 
then it will be impossible to have com- 
petition, which is so necessary in the oil 
business. 

It is equally fallacious to point out that 
the petroleum industry enjoys special 
tax advantages not available to other 
segments of our ecunomy. Far safer 
fields, such as stock-market profits, busi- 
ness property development, and even in- 
dustrials enjoy long-range tax advan- 
tages for superior to the uncertain in- 
vestments in oil development. 

Only one out of every nine wells drilled 
Is a producer. The others are dry holes 
without value and represent tremendous 
loss to the individual or company drilling 
them. To argue that these dry holes are 
deductible is all right—but if for the 
year the operator has drilled one, two, 
or three wells that are dry—his deduc- 
tions for dry holes produce no revenue 
or income for him. There is no way to 
salvage money sunk in a dry hole. 

Investments, even if they go sour, in 
industry or business have some liquidated 
value—but a dry hole has absolutely 
none. 

Investments in business property are 
allowed depreciation, yet the distin- 
guished Senator from Minnesota recent- 
ly pointed out that with the accelera- 
tion of property values, many of these 
depreciated business properties, written 
down on depreciation allowances as 
much as one-half of their original 
cost, are now worth 2 to 10 times their 
original cost. 

In the oil business, the new well is at 
its top value the day it is discovered. 
With each barrel of oil produced, there 
is one less barrel remaining in the 
ground. Within 5 years or so, most of 
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the oil properties are in a sadly depleted 
class, and within a few more years are 
reduced to stripper operation. The de- 
cline in capital value is rapid and com- 
plete in oil producers, and only by an 
adequate percentage depletion can you 
avoid the income tax from becoming a 
capital levy on this type of property. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from Oklahoma has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. MONRONEY. May I have one 
more minute? 

Mr. KERR. 
more minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Oklahoma is recognized 
for one more minute. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr, President, the 
entire salvage operation of the stripper 
wells depends on the 2744 percent deple- 
tion allowance. Without it there will be 
lost, it is estimated, more than 4,000,- 
000,000 barrels of oil yet remaining un- 
derground. if we do not adhere to the 
historic tax policy which has been in 
effect for many years, but undertake to 
change it now, at a time when we have 
lost 30,000,000 barrels of oil production 
from Iran, we are going to find our own 
domestic sources, upon which we are so 
dependent for our defense efforts, far 
below the amount needed for military 
and defense purposes. I think it would 
be very unwise at this time to change 
this allowance. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I yield 10 
minutes to the distinguished senior Sen- 
ator from Texas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Texas is recognized for 
10 minutes. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I 
shall neither encumber the Recorp nor 
abuse the patience of Senators by quot- 
ing a great many statistics on this sub- 
ject. From the very beginning I have 
advocated and supported the principle 
of depletion. In my State it has been 
applied particularly to oil and gas, but 
there are other items in the bill affecting 
production in my State. I remember 
very distinctly many experiences along 
this line, which have proved an absolute 
success under the doctrine of depletion. 
For example, let us assume there is an 
oil deposit which is limited, which is not 
perennially productive, but which is ex- 
haustible. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a correction on that 
point? 

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma, 

Mr. KERR. The Senator from New 
York has said it was no more necessary 
that the oil producer have the depletion 
allowance than that the apple grower 
should have it for the apples from his 
tree. The apple tree grows a new crop 
every year, does it not? 

Mr. CONNALLY. Certainly; but 
there are no “oil trees” to grow a new 
supply every year. When a natural re- 
source such as oil or gas is taken out 
of the soil it is not replaceable. It is 
gone forever, it is consumed, and it is 
necessary from our viewpoint to have 
the depletion allowance in order to stim- 
ulate exploration and development of 
resources presently unknown. 


I yield the Senator one 
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Mr. President, I understand that the 
Senator from Minnesota claimed that 80 
percent of the depletion allowance funds 
‘go to companies which do not engage in 
‘exploration or development. The Sen- 
ator is greatly in error. He is not in 
the Chamber at this moment. I do not 
know where he is. He has fired his þar- 
rage and fallen back. [Laughter.] 

As a matter of fact, the expenditures 
by 30 large companies from 1946 to 1948 
were between 46.7 and 60.3 percent of 
the price of crude oil, as compared with 
the maximum depletion allowance of 
only 27½ percent. That means that 
the theory and policy of depletion al- 
lowance is of great benefit to the indus- 
try and, being of benefit to the industry, 
it is of benefit to all the people in the 
United States. The consumers are in- 
terested. If the price of oil declines 
temporarily, the consumer is supposed 
to be benefited; if it rises, the producer 
is supposed to be benefited. 


THE DEPLETION ALLOWANCE 


Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question at that 
point? 

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield. 

Mr. MALONE. I should like to ask the 
distinguished Senator from Texas, who 
has had long experience in an oil-pro- 
ducing State, whether it is not a fact 
that, because of the regulations gov- 
erning investment of private venture 
capital, which have been promulgated 
over the past few years, the money now 
invested in the exploration for new de- 
posits of oil or minerals has become 
available only as a result of the deple- 
tion allowance. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I may say to the 
Senator I am unable to answer him cat- 
egorically, except to say that I think it 
has stimulated vastly the exploration 
and development of oil and gas resources. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield. . 

Mr. MALONE. Iam informed by those 
who are engaged in the mining industry, 
and also by the oil producers, that with- 
out the depletion allowance private ven- 
ture capital would not be available and 
it would then become necessary to turn 
to the appropriations of taxpayers’ 
money to obtain sufficient money for 
exploration. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I am sure the Sena- 
tor is accurate in that statement. The 
depletion allowance of course gives stim- 
ulation to the production and develop- 
ment of oil and gas, and when that oc- 
curs there is of course an inducement 
for people to invest in a growing, pros- 
pering and developing industry such as 
the oil or gas industry. 

Mr. President, I am sure that others 
who are familiar with this subject have 
addressed the Senate and will address 
the Senate. I happen to be a member 
of the Senate Finance Committee, and 
have been a member of that committee 
ever since I have been in the Senate. I 
have seen all these efforts to repeal the 
depletion allowance fail because they 
could not stand the investigation of the 
facts, Our committee has developed 
those facts. It has developed them in 
prior years, and it is essential to these 
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industries that depletion allowances con- 
tinue. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question at that 
point? 

Mr. CONNALLY. Yes; though I can- 
not yield very much time, since I have 
but 10 minutes. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I 
should like to ask the Senator whether 
it would not become necessary to appro- 
priate more of the taxpayers’ money in 
furtherance of exploration if we repealed 
the depletion allowances, thus making 
exploration of oil and minerals unattrac- 
tive to private investors? 

Mr. CONNALLY. That would either 
be true, or a monopoly would be granted 
to the companies which are already in 
the business. There would be no in- 
ducement to new enterprises to enter 
that field, and that would, of course, 
place a tremendous burden on the con- 
sumers of oil and gas. 

Mr. President, in a great many of the 
States of the Union oil and gas are pro- 
duced. The amendment is not a sec- 
tional or a local measure; it applies to 
the people of the United States very gen- 
erally over the whole area of our terri- 
tory. There is some prejudice against 
the oil industry. It is said that all an 
oilman has to do is to dig down in the 
ground and get the oil, and he is very 
prosperous and very happy. I have 
often heard it said—I do not know 
whether it is absolutely true—that more 
money is frequently expended in devel- 
oping or exploring for oil than is re- 
turned out of the earth for the benefit of 
those who are seeking the oil. The Sen- 
ator from West Virginia [Mr. NegLy] has 
in mind what I am trying to say. 

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield. 

Mr. NEELY. I am thoroughly con- 
vinced of the accuracy of the able Sena- 
tor's statement. As I pointed out while 
the Senator from Texas was absent, in 
searching for oil, it is necessary to drill 
nine wells in order to obtain one pro- 
ducer. Ninety thousand dollars a well 
is the cost of this hazardous adventure. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I thank the Sena- 
tor very much for that contribution. 

There is no question, Mr. President, of 
the wisdom of offering inducements for 
the discovery, exploration, and develop- 
ment of our natural resources. The de- 
pletion allowance, to my mind, is one of 
the most practical and one of the wisest 
measures along that line that has so far 
been developed. Instead of paying a 
straight-out bounty, instead of paying a 
subsidy, we allow the producer to make 
a deduction from his income-tax return. 
There is no money taken out of the 
Treasury in connection with it. There 
is involved an inducement to risk his 
money, his time, and his effort in the 
production and development of great 
natural resources. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Texas has 
expired. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I thank the Sena- 
tor from Oklahoma [Mr. Kerr] for 
granting me the time. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I think 
the Senator from Minnesota IMr. 
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HUMPHREY] is ready to address the Sen- 
ate again. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Minnesota is recognized 
for 7 minutes. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
doubt that in 7 minutes I can hope to 
answer the arguments which have been 
made. After the array of talent which 
has been brought to bear against my 
amendment, I feel almost flattered that 
I aroused such a tempest—I would not 
call it a tempest in a teapot, for we are 
talking, apparently, about a tempest in 
an oil well. 

The amendment has been misinter- 
preted by those who are opposing it. 
First of all, I may say there is not a 
word in the amendment that suggests 
eliminating the depletion allowance. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for one question? 

Mr. Y. I yield. 

Mr. KERR. Is the Senator saying he 
believes in the principle that we should 
cut the dog’s tail off an inch at a time 
so as not to hurt him so badly? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. If the dog’s tail 
messes up the landscape it should be re- 
moved. The Senator from Oklahoma is 
undoubtedly a better veterinarian than 
Iam. If he is an expert on dogs’ tails 
I am williez to accept the Senator’ 8 
judgment. 

The purpose of my amendment is to 
limit the allowances and to cut back 
the proposal in the committee bill—— 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for one question? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator adyo- 
cates a cut from 27% to 15 percent in 
the gas and oil depletion allowance, does 
he not? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Then he believes in 
the principle of a depletion allowance, 
does he not? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Iam saying that it 
can well have its justification, and I ac- 
cept it, but I do not believe that the 
principle of depletion allowance should 
run on forever in terms of assets to a 
particular well or a particular property. 

Mr. President, I wish to return for a 
moment to the speech of my distin- 
guished and close personal friend, the 
Senator from West Virginia IMr. 
NEELY]. First of all, I was very pleased 
to hear the Senator point out that he 
was the author of the provision for a 
depletion allowance in the Senate. I 
know that the Senator in doing that was 
rendering a great service to his country. 
I listened to the persuasive eloquence of 
his argument, but I would remind him 
and those associated with him that in 
1926 there was one situation, and that in 
1951 there is an entirely different one. 
In 1926 the tax structure of the country 
was entirely different from what it is 
now. The reserves of our Nation are dif- 
ferent from what they were at that time. 

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Minnesota yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. NEELY. Is not the difference in 
the situation, so far as oil is concerned, 
directly attributable to the fact that the 
8,500,000,000-barrel reserves in 1926 have 
increased to 30,000,000,000 barrels in 1951 
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because of the operation of the particu- 
lar provision of the law which the Sena- 
tor seeks to amend? : 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I agree with 
everything the Senator has said except 
his last proviso, “because of the opera- 
tion of the depletion allowance provi- 
sion.” In 1926 we did not have a list of 
incentive payments, a list of tax incen- 
tives, a list of all sorts of privileges which 
we now have. 

I put into the Recorp last Thursday a 
list of preferential treatments given to 
mining, oil, and gas production on the 
part of the Government, and I am sur- 
prised that the Senator from West Vir- 
ginia did not read it. I have also pointed 
out that with reference to deplecion al- 
lowances today the overwhelming bulk 
of them goes to a few companies, I 
pointed out that a survey made by the 
Government in 1947 revealed that the 
big corporations, whose basic industry is 
not oil exploration or oil development, 
actually received 75 percent of the de- 
pletion allowance funds, 75 percent of 
the benefits. 

I submit, Mr. President, that these 
arguments have not been knocked down 
or disproved. All that has been said 
is that the depletion allowance has in- 
creased production, that it has made 
greater production possible. No one 
denies that it may be very beneficial for 
production, but how much depletion al- 
lowance should be paid? That is the 
issue. 

Mr. President, I have in my possession 
net-income figures of some of the large 
oil companies from which we can ascer- 
tain what has happened to some of the 
profits in terms of those companies. Let 
us take a look at the returns on invested 
capital of 30 large oil companies from 
1944 to 1950. 


* In 1944, after taxes, the return was 
86 


78,000,000. In 1950 the same 30 oil 
companies had profits after taxes of 
$1,815,000,000. 

What was the rate of return upon 
the capital investment after taxes? In 
1950, for those 30 major oil companies, 
the rate was 15.2 percent. In 1948 it 
was 20.9 percent. In 1946 it was 10.8 
percent. I repeat, most of the depletion 
fund has gone to the very companies to 
which I am referring. 

Let us take a look at the profit rate 
for the first quarter of 1950 as compared 
with the first quarter of 1951. For the 
Standard Oil Co. of New Jersey the rate 
was 82 percent; for the Texas Oil Co. 
it was 71 percent; for the Standard Oil 
Co. of California it was 52 percent; for 
Cities Service it was 25 percent; for the 
Gulf Oil Co. it was 23 percent; for the 
Standard Oil Co. of Ohio it was 68 per- 
cent; for the Pacific Western Oil Co. it 
was 300 percent; for the Sunray Oil 
Co. it was 100 percent; for the Union 
Oil Co, of California it was 250 percent. 
Those figures represent profit increases 
from the first quarter of 1950 to the first 
quarter of 1951. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that these respective tables on prof - 
its and percentage of return on invested 
capital, and percentage increase in prof - 
its, 1950 to 1951, be inserted at this point 
in the Recorp as a part of my remarks. 


1951 


There being no objection, the tables 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Profits and percent return on average in- 
vested capital before and after taxes for 

30 otl companies, 1944-50 


Percent return on 
average invested 


Profits 


1 Includes income a 5 1 to minority interests. 
Excess-profits taxes and adjustments and tax credits are 
included in income taxes. 

2 Average invested capital is the average of preferred 
stock, common stock and surplus for the year, 

Source: Frederick G. Coqueron and Joseph E. Pogue, 
Financial Analysis of Thirty Oil Companies, for years 
. petroleum department, the Chase National 


Net income after taxes of six large oil 
companies 


[In thousands of dollars] 


Standard 
(California) 


1950 „ 
1951 (first 
half)....|249, 000 71, 068 FAE 76, 000} 86, 507 aus 
Source: Moody’s Industrials. 


Percentage increases in profits, first quarter, 
1950, to first quarter, 1951 


Standard Oil (New Jersey) 2 82 
TORRE OO) AAA A 71 
Standard Oil (California) 52 
LETE Se oS E E a 23 
/ —ͤ 25 
Phillips Petroleum 60 
e Co ann anambenianeaio 33 
Socony-Vacuum 0l———— 68 
Rey (OR aaa E i eee 28 
Sinclair Oil... 28 
Standard Oil (Ohio 68 
Continental 01 38 
Standard Oil (Indiana 36 
Tide Water Oil................... 50 
Union Oil of California 250 
SUM RAY OWS ( mbmeaeaomee 100 
Pacific Western Ou. 300 
Mid-Continent Petroleum 72 
%%% 14 
eee 95 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, up 
to this time no Senator has presented 
any justification whatsoever for the in- 
crease in the depletion allowance from 5 
percent to 10 percent so far as coal is 
concerned. 

Mr. KERR. I suggest the absence of a 


quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mar- 
TIN in the chair). The clerk will call the 
roll. 


The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 
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Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for a 
quorum call be rescinded, and that 
further proceedings under the call be 
suspended. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I now yield 
1 minute to the Senator from Colorado 
(Mr. MILLIKIN]. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I 
simply wish to say that the junior Sena- 
tor from Colorado has a financial inter- 
est in the oil industry which might be 
affected by this amendment. He has a 
$210 or $225 a year interest in one of the 
minerals outside of oil that might be 
affected by this amendment. 

The junior Senator from Colorado, out 
of long experience in the oil business and 
some experience in the mineral business, 
merely wishes to say that he believes 
that the version of the Senate Finance 
Committee is most desirable for the wel- 
fare of the country, if we wish to have 
sufficient of these important minerals 
and oils for our defense efforts. The 


interests of the State of Colorado are 


clearly on the side of the committee’s 
amendment. My own interests as they 
might be affected by the committee’s 
amendment, running parallel in their 
small way with those of my State and of 
the Nation, I shall vote when the time 
comes, and I shall vote against the of- 
fered amendment to the commitee’s 
version. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Oklahoma yield to me 
for half a minute? 

Mr. KERR. I yield to the Senator 
from Virginia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Virginia is recognized for 
one-half minute. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, I 
have been getting estimates of what the 
deficits for this year will be, based on 
the bill before the Senate, and they range 
from 88,000,000, to $20,000,000,000, 
depending on how fast the Military Es- 
tablishment can actually spend the 
money Congress has appropriated. 

When the junior Senator from Vir- 
ginia was a member of the Ways and 
Means Committee of the other House 
quite a study was made of the question 
of oil depletion. The junior Senator 
from Virginia reached the conclusion at 
that time that possibly the rate was too 
high. The junior Senator from Virginia 
feels now that it is possibly too high, 
but he thinks that the pending amend- 
ment would put it too low. 

In view of the fact that we will cer- 
tainly have to have more tax revenue, 
and will have next year another tax 
bill of some kind—perhaps involving a 
transaction or sales tax—it would seem 
to the Senator from Virginia, who does 
not wish to take a categorical position 
at this time on the question whether the 
rate is either too high or too low, that 
we should let the bill go through, but 
with the understanding that our tax 
committees will give very serious con- 
sideration to the subject. 

There is another matter which con- 
cerns us, and that is the prospect of a 
fuel-oil shortage unless we can open up 
some other source of supply. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from Virginia has ex- 
pired. 

DEPLETION ALLOWANCE ON PETROLEUM AND 

MINERALS 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I yield 1 
minute to the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
MALONE]. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, with 
the many restrictions and handicaps 
placed on private venture capital in- 
vestments over the past 15 years 
the application of the depletion allow- 
ange on the production of oil and min- 
erals is about the only incentive left for 
investors of private venture capital. 
Inasmuch as the production of oil has 
been successful over the years, due to 
a large extent to the 2712-percent de- 
pletion allowance, it seems most unwise 
to propose a change which would in fact 
impose a penalty on that production. 

Mr. President, if the current attack on 
the principle as applied to petroleum is 
successful, the same type of attack will 
be transferred to minerals. As a mat- 
ter of fact the same percentage of 2714 
percent should not only be retained as 
applied to petroleum, but should apply 
to minerals in place of the 15 percent 
presently allowed. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the Recor at this 
point my statement made before the 
Ways and Means Committee of the 
House early this year and found in part 3 
of such hearings. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
ReEcorD, as follows: 

STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE W. MALONE, A 


UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF 

NEVADA 

Senator MALONE. Mr. Chairman, I am the 
junior Senator from the State of Nevada. I 
have only made notes but I would like to 
make a statement on the subject of percent- 
age-depletion allowances on minerals and 
petroleum, 


PETROLEUM INDUSTRY THREATENED WITH 
REPRISALS 


The petroleum industry is currently 


threatened with reprisal for its efficiency in 
| 


discovering new productive fields. 

In 1922 the Geological Survey of the De- 
partment of the Interior estimated the total 
amount of oil available in the United States 
at approximately 5,000,000,000 barrels. 

Mr. Chairman, ample oil supplies, includ- 
ing the additional 1,000,000 barrels a day 
reserye capacity requested by the administra- 
tion, will be obtained, in the opinion of many 
experts if you do not tamper with the 27% 
percent depletion-allowance clause. In 1918, 
when the discovery value was recognized by 
Congress, oil had not become so vastly im- 
portant to our economy. In 1926, when oil 
was more important to us, Congress wisely 
enacted the 2714-percent depletion allow- 
ance. Congress reviewed the whole question 
in 1942 and found that percentage-depletion 
deduction was a necessary incentive to pro- 
duce the proper amount of petroleum, 

GROWTH OF OIL PRODUCTION 

Mr. Chairman, since 1922 when it was es- 
timated the total oil reserves of the United 
States amounted to about 5,000,000,000 bar- 
rels, annual petroleum consumption has 
jumped to approximately 6,500,000 barrels 
per day, from 1,500,000 per day in 1922, and 
the known reserves have increased more than 
five times, to about 26,000,000,000 barrels. 


12329 


| 


12330 


The threat of reprisals against the oil 
industry, by reducing the percentage-deple- 
tion allowance, will seriously endanger the 
very security of this Nation. 


TWO PRINCIPLES ENCOURAGE INVESTMENTS 


The administration has launched a con- 
tinuous and vicious attack upon the two 
principles that would encourage private ven- 
ture capital investment in domestic petro- 
leum and mining development, in the haz- 
ardous business of producing the necessary 
strategic and critical minerals, including 

eum. 

The two important principles encouraging 
venture capital to engage in the hazardous 
business of drilling oil wells in untried areas, 
and sinking shafts and driving tunnels where 
no commercial mineral has ever been known 
to exist, are the depletion allowance and 
the tariff or import-fee structure. 

The percentage-depletion allowance pro- 
vides a reasonable method for the return of 
the capital investment, provided oil or min- 
eral is discovered—if none is discovered the 
capital is lost—that is the gamble miners and 
oi] drillers take. 

The tariff or import fee, providing a prin- 
ciple for fair and reasonable competition in 
the importation of products from the sweat- 
shop countries of Europe and Asia, assures 
investors that their capital will not be de- 
stroyed as soon as the emergency is ended. 
EMERGENCY SAVES OIL AND MINERAL INDUSTRIES 

While the administration is fostering the 
imports of petroleum and minerals from 
foreign, generally strategically indefensible 
sources, the domestic industry has only been 
saved from a severe depression by the rapidly 
increasing domestic demand through the 
present emergency. 

Another factor which has kept the domes- 
tic oil and mineral industries searching for 
new sources of supply was the existence of 
the percentage depletion allowance. When 
the domestic oil industry has been called 
upon for increasing efforts, it is 
that it be penalized for its foresight and 
efficiency by removing the very incentive 
which made it possible. 

‘THREAT OF REMOVAL DISASTROUS 

Mr. Chairman, the continual threat of the 
removal or manipulation of either one of 
these factors—that is to say, the depletion 
allowance, which makes possible the return 
of capital investment or the tariff or import 
fee structure, which provides for fair and 
reasonable competition between imported 
and domestically produced goods—the very 


confidence in a congressional principle which 
is continually under fire. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR IS NOT IN THE 
PRODUCING BUSINESS 
of the Interior had been 


use of the Navy in time of emergency, 
that we were running out of oil. We of 
course have more reserves now than when 
he made that famous comment. 

He also said that we must save our min- 
erals, that we must tmport minerals for 
our own use, that we were running out of 
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WE CANNOT FIGHT WARS ON UNDISCOVERED OIL 
AND MINERALS 

You cannot fight a war or use petroleum 
and minerals yet undiscovered, and there 
is undoubtedly more yet to be discovered 
than is either known at this time or has 
been utilized from the beginning of time to 
date. 

We must have the simple gumption to 
adopt the necessary principles that will en- 
courage the investment of venture capital 
in the extremely hazardous business of pe- 
troleum and mineral exploration. 


CHANGE IN PRESENT DEPLETION ALLOWANCE 
WILL SPELL CHAOS 


Quite aside from the question whether 
the present percentage depletion allowance 
of 2744 percent is a fair one or not, any plan 
to change the present arrangement can re- 
sult in financial chaos in the petroleum in- 
dustry, or in the mineral industry if it were 
attacked on the same basis. The suggestion 
by the Treasury to reduce the depletion al- 
lowance while other Government agencies 
are trying to foster about 1,000,000 barrels 
a day additional productive capacity, is a 
typical example of an administration in 
wich the right hand does not know what 
the left hand is doing. 


PROCEDURE DEFEATS OBJECTIVES 


To change the present allowance would 
defeat the very purpose, announced by the 
Department of the Interior, to foster this 
added production. 

The present financial organization of the 
petroleum industry is geared to the 2714- 
percent depletion allowance, and if it were to 
be changed today, not only would many 
small producers go into default, but the 
necessary investment for expansion would 
not be forthcoming, 


MINERALS SHOULD HAVE HIGHER DEPLETION 
ALLOWANCE 


The present depletion allowance of me- 
tallic minerals of 15 percent should be raised 
to the 2714 percent presently allowed the 
petroleum industry. Then with the proper 
tariff or import fee adjusted on the basis of 
fair and reasonable competition for both oil 
and minerals, there would be no scarcity 
of the so-called strategic minerals and ma- 
terials for the stockpiles of the Nation for 
any purpose. Tariffs and import fees are 
in fact a floor under wages and investments, 


HAND-RAISED ECONOMISTS LACK EXPERIENCE 


Inexperienced, hand-raised economists, 
with little or no practical experience, seem 
to believe that the way you secure metals 
and minerals, including petroleum, is to 
wait until you need them. Then you take a 
buckboard or a truck, Mr. Chairman, and you 
go up into the mountains with a hay knife 
and you cut off the amount of the minerals 
that you need for the day and bring it down 
with you. The same type of hand-raised 
economists seem to believe that you can pick 
up an oil well almost any morning when you 
find that you really need it. 

Engineers and experienced mining and oil- 
men know, however, that exploration must 
be a continuous process, that if you lose the 
know-how by losing experienced men, 
whether in the field actually running the 
drilling rigs or in the geophysical explora- 
tions, you are out of business. It is impos- 
sible to train men in a short time. 


MINING AND OIL DRILLING IS A GAMBLE 


The announced objectives of the admin- 
istration have frequently been laudable, but 
the methods adopted in reaching them have 
defeated such objectives. 

The administration and its inexperienced 
officeholders only see the successful miners 
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and oilmen. They do not see the thousands 
upon thousands of such men who die broke, 

Beyond Virginia City, Nev., which pro- 
duced nearly a billion dollars worth in gold 
and silver and is given credit for the preser- 
vation of the Union at one time, we hear of 
comparatively few men such as the Mackeys, 
the Floods, and the Fairs, who made millions 
of dollars. The thousands who died broke, 
many of them buried unsung in a “boot- 
hill” cemetery at Virginia City, are never 
heard of. As a mater of fact, one look 
around at the honeycombed Virginia City 
hills will convince the most skeptical that 
probably more money was sunk in the 
ground there than ever came out. 

Mining and oil wildcatting and prospect- 

ing is a kind of fever. No man has ever 
known to fully recover, once it really hits 
him, 
Tt may not be generally known, but a large 
percentage of eastern Nevada, my own State, 
is now under lease by people representing 
organizations all the way from the major oil 
companies down to the wildest of the wild- 
catters. Millions of dollars are being ex- 
pended, and all of this in the face of geol- 
ogists’ reports for 50 years back that it is a 
volcanic area and that no oil will ever be 
found. 

Drilling is underway, and if a wildcatter 
strikes oil, Nevada could well furnish the 
necessary additional oil for war purposes. 
But a decrease in the depletion allowance 
could very well stop such drilling operations, 

Now, Mr. Chairman, to save the commit- 
tee’s time, I ask that an outline that I have 
made of the way the depletion allowance 
applies to oil and minerals be inserted in 
the Recorp at this point. 

The CHARMAN. Without objection. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


“DEPLETION ALLOWANCES ON MINERALS 


“The producers of minerals are 
under the internal-revenue laws, to deduct 
depletion allowances from their income de- 
rived from such enterprise. In any of these 
cases the producers are allowed to deduct 
from their gross income the standard per- 
centages given below, or the actual cost de- 
pletion, whichever is higher. In no case, 
however, is the producer allowed to deduct 
a depletion allowance of more than 50 per- 
cent of his net income. 

“Here is an example of the difference be- 
tween depletion allowance and cost-deple- 
tion allowance. A man purchases rights for 
an oil property and pays $50,000 for it. He 
can, under present law, take a depletion 
allowance each year of 27.5 percent of his 
gross income from that property. However, 
this producer can elect to avail himself of 
the cost-depletion allowance. In this case 
the producer estimates the available oil in 
the property. Let us assume that the prop- 
erty has an estimated yield of 100,000 barrels 
of oll. He can then deduct from his gross 
income 50 cents per barrel. However, after 
he has deducted the amount of the original 
investment ($50,000) he is no longer allowed 
to deduct cost depletion. If the 
of oil from this property would amount to 
50,000 barrels a year, in 2 years he would have 
returned his capital investment by deduc- 
tion, and from then on the producer can 
avail himself of the depletion allowance of 
27.5 percent for the rest of any additional 
productive period. 

“Thus we see that the standard depletion 
allowance can be deducted every year during 
the productive period of a mining or oil prop - 
erty, whereas the cost-depletion allowance is 
only available for deduction until the origi- 
nal capital invested in the property has been 
returned. 
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“There follows a list of depletion allow- 
ances permitted under present law: 


Talc (including pyrophylllite) 15 


“REASONS FOR KEEPING THE DEPLETION 
ALLOWANCE AT PRESENT LEVELS 


“1, Depletion allowance can be compared 
with the depreciation permitted on capital 
investments such as buildings, tools, ma- 
chinery. It is only fair to let the investor 
recover the investment made in mineral 
enterprises by taking into account the fact 
that mineral resources, whether metallic or 
nonmetallic, or whether petroleum, are ex- 
hausted as each property is mined. 

“2. Depletion allowance is an incentive to 
invest in mineral enterprises. Of all indus- 
tries, the extractive mineral industry has 
probably the highest amount of capital in- 
vested and lost. Properties have to be ex- 
plored and developed, and there is never any 
certainty that the investment will pay off. 
Research and development of new mines, 
wells, and other property, as well as the work 
of preparing for the utilization of lower- 
grade deposits in the case of metal mines, is 
costly. 

“3, Particularly in the case of some of the 
strategic and critical metals and minerals, 
the domestic production has decreased rap- 
idly after the war. Most of those decreases 
are due to the reduction of tariffs. If the 
depletion allowance is allowed to be lowered, 
the last remaining incentive to keep many 
of the domestic operators in business is gone. 
To a certain extent the depletion allowance 
has been a slight margin of safety for Amer- 
ican producers injured by the reduction of 
tariffs. 

“4, The administration is trying to foster 
the production of many critical raw mate- 
rials, and has asked the petroleum industry 
to prepare a million-barrel-per-day stand-by 
capacity. It is allowing many industries ac. 
celerated depreciation to foster investments 
and the increase in production, yet the 
Treasury is in favor of reducing the depletion 
allowances now in force. 

“5, Any change in the depletion allowance 
at a time when the productive capacity of 
the Nation is strained to the utmost, would 
bring serious changes in the investment pic- 
ture about. Not only is the availability of 
investment capital curtailed through the ad- 
ministration’s policy of establishing free 
trade, but the private investor would be 
further scared away from investing in do- 
mestic enterprises and the very expansion of 
industrial capacity would be counteracted if 
the percentage depletion allowance were to 
be reduced.” 

Senator MALONE. Then, Mr. Chairman, for 
the information of the committee and others, 
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I ask that a list, which is comparatively short, 
be inserted at this point naming the metals 
that have such a depletion allowance. We 
have also marked at this point the nonmetal- 
lics that by special act have been allowed 
the 15-percent depletion allowance. 

The CHARMAN. Without objection, that 
may be inserted in the record. 

(The list referred to follows:) 


Percentage depletion allowance for mineral 
industries 


NONMETALS 


METALS 


1 Metallic and nonmetallic uses. 

2 The Internal Revenue Code does not spell 
out the metals by name but merely says 
“metal mines.” 


CONCLUSION 

Senator Matone. To conclude my state- 
ment, I will merely say again, Mr. Chairman, 
that there are only two reasons why men 
are in the oil business and in the mining 
business today to the extent that they are; 
that is, on account of the depletion allow- 
ance and on account of whatever tariff or 
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import fee structure we have been able to 
maintain. It is a fact that since the passage 
of the Trade Agreements Act, in 1934, the 
tariff reductions have driven a large meas- 
ure of venture capital out of the mining 
business. 

Fortunately, capital was better preserved 
in the petroleum business, in which a 27½— 
percent depletion allowance instead of only 
a 15-percent allowance was in operation. 
However, I call to the attention of the dis- 
tinguished chairman of the committee the 
fact that in peacetime the importation of 
low-cost oil from the low-wage areas of the 
Middle East was rapidly closing down cer- 
tain oil- and coal-producing areas in the 
United States. 

In order to preserve our national security 
and our national economic structure it is 
necessary for Congress, in my opinion, to re- 
establish the principle of tariffs and import 
fees on the basis of fair and reasonable com- 
petition, to establish a market, fof other 
Nations’ goods, including minerals and oils, 
on that basis: It is necessary to have a 
liberal depletion allowance, and the 27½ 
percent rate has proved successful. This is, 
Mr. Chairman, a very poor time for Congress 
to tamper with this principle. a 

The CHAIRMAN. Any questions? 

Mr. JENKINS. I would like to ask a ques- 
tion of the Senator. You have testified here 
before, and I know that you are an engineer 
with a great record in this line of work. 
Have you ever set out in your statements 
what your accomplishments have been? My 
reason for asking that is that the testimony 
of a man who knows the mining business as 
from the practical standpoint weighs more 
with me than somebody about whom I do 
not know. I know you are a western engi- 
neer, and that you know this subject. I just 
wonder whether you have put in a statement 
of your qualifications. 

Senator MALONE. I never have, Mr. Chair- 
man, My record is pretty well known. It 
has appeared in Who's Who and in mineral 
publications. I am a member of the Amer- 
ican Institute of Mining Engineers and of 
the American Society of Civil Engineers, and 
the qualifications for membership are about 
as good as any, I guess. I do not claim to 
know all about this subject, Mr. Chairman, 
What I do claim is that for 30 years I have 
been in the engineering business and have 
watched the development and exploration 
for minerals, oil, and the other materials, 
My firm of engineers is the Malone Engi- 
neers, and of course it is inactive as far as I 
am concerned at this moment. It was on 
account of this very problem that you might 
say I insisted on trying to come to the United 
States Senate. The people saw it my way, 
and I am here. I am working continually 
on that subject. 

I might say to you, Mr. Chairman, that 
the mining and the oil business is not an 
enterprise such as house construction, 
building construction, or the many hun- 
dreds of thousands of enterprises that we 
have in this Nation. Mining and oil drill- 
ing are a gamble. It is really a gambling 
business. A man is a gambler when he be- 
comes a prospector or goes out and gets 
money from other people to invest in a min- 
ing venture. Their minds get frozen on 
their business. I have never seen anyone 
thoroughly diverted from the mining busi- 
ness or oil business once he is in it. He al- 
ways has a “winner.” That spirit is what 
finally discovers minerals and oil. When 
Congress acts so that the prospector and 
the man with native ability for either en- 
gineering or exploration cannot get the 
money to carry on his operations, then you 
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have defeated him. We have run practical- 
ly all the prospectors out of the hills with 
Congress’ policy of tampering with the tar- 
iffs because, naturally, no man in this coun- 
try who gets $10 or $12 a day can compete 
with a $2- or a 40-cent-a-day man in Eu- 
rope or Asia, It is impossible to make them 
compete on an even basis, which the admin- 
istration is aiming at. 

When you reduce the tariffs or import 
fees, and do away with depletion allowance 
and other encouragements to domestic in- 
dustries, you are simply destroying the busi- 
ness. I did not intend to elaborate, but I 
am glad that Mr. Jenkins asked the question. 

Mr. JENKINS. In the mining business I 
dare say it can’t be disputed, and I know 
from my own experience there is no prop- 
erty that depreciates when it is idle like a 
mine. Is that right? 

Senator MALONE. I have a letter here from 
Mr. Wingfield, a very famous mining man 
from Nevada, and I will read the letter into 
the Recorp. I hope I can submit it for the 
Recorp with the letterhead and all. He has 
made two or three fortunes in the mining 
business, lost the first two or three, and has 
since made another one. Mining is a gam- 
bling business. He says: 

GETCHELL MINE, INC., 
Reno, Nev., March 7, 1951. 
Hon. GEORGE W. MALONE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dran Motz“; (They call me by my nick- 
name out there.) The administration, par- 
ticularly the of the Treasury, 
Snyder, keeps trying to delete this item in 
tax bills. 

It seems strange that official Washington 
does not realize there is not an annual crop 
of minerals grown nor that mining is a 
business of wasting assets. 

Depletion is about the only way a capital 
investment can be recovered in mining, so 
why kill mining altogether? 

Will appreciate everything you do, not 
only toward maintaining this item in the 
books, but to increase the percentage to that 
of the oil industry. 

With best wishes, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
Gro. WINGFIELD. 


It is really a very simple letter and very 
much to the point. Mr, George Wingfield is 
not a mining engineer. He is a hard-rock 
miner, he is an organizer, and his record is 
well known over the last 50 years in the 
West, Hundreds of other men in the West 
rise or fall as their fortunes are made or 
lost on the good guesses or the bad guesses 
on where to put their money in the ground. 
Those four short paragraphs in that letter 
give the simple story of mining. It simply 
cannot be carried on under the conditions 
that exist at this time. 


_ GOVERNMENT HAS BECOME BUSINESS PARTNER 


Mr. Chairman, you know that the hotels 
here in Washington are full of people trying 
to get taxpayers’ money to invest in their 
mining business and in other enterprises. 
They will not risk their money simply be- 
cause of the removal of the floor under wages 
and investments. Men are coming here to 
let the Government be their partner. 

I just talked to Jim Boyd this morning 
on the phone. The Government is trying 
to arrange to fix a price so that businessmen 
can make money with Government contracts, 
in other words, giving them Government 
money to operate. If we were a little more 
careful in preserving the safeguards of the 
American economy by maintaining a floor 
under wages and investments in peacetime 
and in wartime, we would save billions of 
dollars hecause then private investors would 
invest capital, removing the need for Gov- 
ernment money. Mr, Chairman, it is just 
that simple. 
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Mr. Martin. Senator MALONE, you know 
I have been trying to help the domestic min- 
ing industry for the last 12 years because 
of its importance to national defense. I con- 
sider our own self-sufficiency in the mining 
field as the starting point of national de- 
fense. What is your statement regarding 
the general condition of the mining indus- 
try in America right now? = 

S nator MALONE. The mining industry 
in America has been practically destroyed, 
largely because of the State Department's 
tinkering with the tariffs and import fees, 
and an inadequate allowance for depletion, 
Seventy-five percent of the mines in opera- 
tion prior to World War II are closed down. 
That is why all these men are in Washing- 
ton—the hotels are full of them. They want 
to get money to open their mines. They 
will not put their private money into mining 
enterprises because they have learned their 
lesson. They got their fingers burned, they 
lost their original capital. They are going 
to lose the taxpayers’ money this time, Mr. 
Chairman, and it would be very well if the 
committee would investigate that statement. 

Mr. MARTIN. We are facing in this com- 
mittee right now the possible impact of a 
reduction in depletion allowance on the min- 
ing industry. In our search for revenues, 
unless we are very careful, such action can 
even bring a further serious crippling im- 
pact on the mining industry. 

Senator Matone, If you seriously consider 
decreasing to any material degree the deple- 
tion allowance for the oil industry, you are 
going to prevent much of the additional 
prospecting and exploration for new fields 
needed for the 1,000,000 additional barrels 
per day productive capacity. This was the 
estimate by the Chiefs of Staff on the needs 
for the immediate emergency. Furthermore, 
if you do that in peacetime, then you will 
from now on have Government money in the 
oil business. In other words, people will 
only speculate with Government money, 
which can ultimately result only in Govern- 
ment ownership. In the opinion of most of 
us, the Department of the Interior, good as 
it is at keeping records, has no men and no 
experienced personnel that could carry on 
adequate exploration and oil development, 
Instead of increasing our known oil reserves 
every year as we have been doing for 25 
or 27 years, search for new oil would im- 
mediately begin to fall away because the 
incentive for private investment capital 
would be gone. 

Mr. Martin. I share with you very strongly 
your point of view regarding the ineffective 
approach to our national defense self-suffi- 
ciency through Government ownership and 
operation of the mining and oil industry, 
and if that is the possible outcome of com- 
pletely crippling those industries, then it is 
time this committee give that factor tre- 
mendous consideration as we are reaching 
out for new revenue. 


Senator Maron. Mr. Chairman, I want to ~ 


say this in closing: Even if you do not lower 
the depletion allowance, even the threat of 
lowering it endangers the security of the 
United States of America by the effect on 
the petroleum industry and the mining in- 
dustry. In the State Department's continual 
lowering of tariffs and import fees lies a 
serious threat to the security of this Nation. 
Many of the administration's programs 
threaten destruction of the national econ- 
omy. Destroying the health of the domestic 
economy means losing the war without fight- 
ing it. 

Mr. Martin. Iam glad we have men of your 
experience and understanding available to 
advise us on this matter. 

Senator MALONE, Thank you, Mr. Chair- 
man, 


Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I allot the 
remaining time to the junior Senator 
from Texas [Mr. JOHNSON]. 
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Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I rise in opposition to the pending 
amendment. I believe that if it were 
adopted it would strike a direct blow at 
the Nation’s preparedness program. 

There is no one in the Senate who 
would dispute the statement that this 
is one of the most critical periods in 
our Nation’s history. We have recog- 
nized. that fact time and again in the 
dark days since the beginning of the 
Korean crisis. 

We have proclaimed it in laws to draft 
the young men of this Nation. 

We have admitted it by imposing price 
and wage controls upon our economy. 

We have shouted it from the house- 
tops by appropriating billions upon stag- 
gering billions for armaments. 

Mr. President, this is a Congress which 
has devoted practically all the time it 
has spent in major legislation to one 
end—to build up the mightiest defense 
machine this Nation has ever had in 
what is technically known as peacetime. 
The very bill now under consideration 
has been necessitated by the exigencies 
of the explosive international situation, 

To my mind, there is no proposition 
more clearly established than that we 
are not living in a time where we can 
afford to endanger our defense produc- 
tion by economic experimentation and 
social tinkering. 

That axiom has been heavily under- 
lined during the past few weeks by the 
Iranian oil crisis. In a matter of days, 
the free world has lost one of its major 
sources of petroleum. Right at this mo- 
ment, messages are passing back and 
forth between the heads of the mightiest 
democratic nations to determine whether 
that loss is irreparable. 

The pending amendment, which would 
chisel away at the incentive for the pro- 
duction of oil, is being offered during 
the darkest hour of the Iranian crisis. 
I cannot believe that wise and prudent 
men can justify such dangerous legisla- 
tion under the circumstances that pre- 
vail in the world today. y 

The need for incentives to production 
has been recognized by the Congress and 
is being recognized in almost every in- 
dustry. Tax amortization certificates are 
being issued to increase and to hurry up 
the manufacture of just about anything 
that is needed to build up our defense 
machine. 

The increased necessity for greater 
oil production in the event of all-out war 
cannot be emphasized too strongly. 
More than 3 years ago, the late Secre- 
tary of Defense, James Forrestal—and 
no one can charge him with being one 
of the oil barons—testified before a 
House Armed Services Subcommittee, of 
which I was a member, and said: 

The maximum military requirements of 
Petroleum in the event of a war emergency 


are now estimated nearly double the require- 
ments of World War II. 


Mr. President, that was 3 years ago. 
Since that time jet engines have been 
developed, which require six or seven 
times as much fuel as the conventional 
engines. Even with the increased speed 
resulting, the fuel requirement of jets 
is double that of conventional engines. 
Even the conventional engines, because 
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of the increased horsepower, are using 
substantially more fuel than those which 
were in operation during World War II. 

Mr. Forrestal continued: 

In other words, instead of the 1,375,000 
barrels a day it would be about 2,750,000 
which would be roughly 70 percent of our 
daily production before we entered World 
War II. 


In the same hearings, the man who 
headed our wartime petroleum program, 
Harold L. Ickes, told the committee: 

The prudent man, instead of regarding the 
figures of our military leaders as excessive, 
must conclude that the only safe policy 
would be to regard them as an underestimate. 


I am told on high authority that the 
2,750,000-barrel-per-day figure used by 
Secretary Forrestal in his estimates 3 
years ago has been increased by more 
than 1,000,000, as of today. 

Mr. Ickes further stated: 

And I will say further than, in the event 
of another war, we cannot rely on imports, 
with the possible exception of Mexico. In 
other words, you will not be able to bring it 
in by tanker. The airplanes will be so effi- 
cient that they will blow every tanker off the 
surface of the ocean. You cannot depend on 
that. 


Mr. Forrestal and Mr. Ickes were 
speaking on the basis of bitter experi- 
ence. We are accustomed to thinking 
of this country as an oil-rich Nation. 
Actually, we have had shortage crises 
even in the most peaceful times that 
followed World War II. 

For example, in March 1946, the 
U. S. S. Missouri was assigned to take 
the body of the former Turkish Ambas- 
sador to Istanbul. But despite the high 
diplomatic importance of this mission, 
the battleship was unable to sail out of 
New York Harbor for lack of fuel. 

The dilemma was finally solved by 
bringing a tanker into the harbor and 
fueling the Missouri directly. Only then 
was this ship—belonging to the wealthi- 
est and most powerful nation in the 
world—able to carry out its assigned 
task 


By the end of March 1946 the daily 
oil shortage for Navy requirements alone 
was 127,000 barrels. The War Shipping 
Administration, which had additional 
requirements, was forced to lay up ships 
and OPA raised the price of crude by 10 
cents a barrel and of residual by 21 cents 
a barrel. 

Our inability to fuel the Missouri was 
only one of a series of similar incidents. 
Three times in that same week, the New 
York Harbor area reported that it had 
absolutely no Navy fuel. 

If such conditions can prevail in times 
of peace, what could be the situation in 
an all-out war? To ask the question is 
to answer it. The consequences would 
be disastrous. 

Mr. President, this is not the time to 
let the tinkerers and tamperers take 
over. To take away the tidelands from 
the States to whom they rightfully be- 
long—to cut down the depletion allow- 
ances—would not contribute to the secu- 
rity of the Nation or the stability of the 
country. It would only throw a monkey- 
wrench into our economic machinery. 
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The need for the 2744-percent deple- 
tion allowance has been recognized by 
every responsible man who has ever been 
connected with the oil industry or made 
a thorough study of its workings, It is 
the very cornerstone upon which ex- 
ploration is built and without explora- 
tion the whole industry will gradually 
wither away. 

This principle has been recognized by 
every tax committee of both Houses; by 
every study that has been made by the 
House Armed Services Committee; by 
every man who has ever produced oil, 
financed its production, or had anything 
to do with its production. 

The facts of this matter are simple. 
Exploration is closely bound to our na- 
tional security. Only through explora- 
tion will we find more oil and without 
more oil we will be woefully lacking if 
we are called upon to fight a major war. 

Exploration is primarily the function 
of the small operator—the independent 
wildcatter who operates on the basis of a 
shoestring and a prayer. These are the 
men who do not gain national attention 
as members of the spectacular rich be- 
cause exploration has made more pau- 
pers than millionaires. 

For these men, the depletion allow- 
ance is necessary to make a gamble into 
a business—to convert an improbability 
into a possibility. 

There is another fact which should be 
given serious consideration by this Sen- 
ate. It is that one-half of the Nation’s 
reserves upon which we now rely and 
must continue to rely are contained in 
stripper wells. 

For the information of those un- 
familiar with the industry, these are the 
small wells which produce only one or 
two barrels a day. These are the wells 
operated by small—very small—inde- 
pendents at an extremely low margin of 
profit. : 

This operation is made possible only 
by the depletion allowance. If we re- 
duce that allowance, the small margin of 
profit will evaporate and those wells 
will go out of production. We could then 
have here the equivalent disaster of the 
Iranian oil crisis. 

Mr. President, I urge the Senate to 
reject this unwise amendment. It 
would cut down the flow of oil from now 
existing wells. It would increase the 
risks of exploration to a point where they 
would become prohibitive. It would bite 
into an industry that is vital to our 
economy. 

But above all, it would cut into the 
very vitals of our Nation’s defense. 

I hope that the Senate will turn down 
this proposal to tamper with the deple- 
tion allowance. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of 
the Senator from Texas has expired. 
All time for debate has expired. 

Mr. McFARLAND subsequently said: 
This afternoon I asked the distinguished 
junior Senator from Texas [Mr. JOHN- 
son] to yield to me when he was speaking 
on the so-called depletion allowance 
amendment. I wish to state briefly now 
what I had intended to say at the time, 
but which I was not permitted to say, 
because the time of the Senator from 
Texas had expired. 


12333 


Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that these remarks appear in the 
Recorp following the remarks of the dis- 
tinguished junior Senator from Texas 
[Mr. JOHNSON]. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
wish to compliment the Senator from 
Texas on his instructive and convincing 
speech on depletion allowance. I have 
no personal interest in either oil wells 


or mines, but I desire to call attention 


to the fact, however, that the metal 
production from the mines of my State 
played a vital role in helping win both 
World War I and World War II, by fur- 
nishing important strategic metals and 
minerals which were needed to win those 
wars. The mines in Arizona and the oil 
wells in the State of the distinguished 
junior Senator from Texas have been de- 
veloped by venture capital. If an in- 
centive to continue to risk capital is not 
afforded, that capital will not be avail- 
able for future development of the nat- 
ural resources of our great western 
country. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL subsequently said: 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
to have inserted, immediately before the 
vote on the depletion-allowance amend- 
ment, offered by the Senator from Min- 
nesota [Mr. HUMPHREY] on behalf of 
himself and other Senators, a statement 
prepared by me dealing with the amend- 
ment. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR SCHOEPPEL 

The question of oil and gas depletion al- 
lowances is not new. If my memory serves 
me correctly a demand for reduction in these 
allowances was made by the President from 
the Eighty-first Congress. 

If the proposed amendment to reduce 
these allowances is adopted it will in my 
opinion have the effect of increasing the cost 
of every gallon of oil or gas that goes into 
a car, truck, or tractor or fuel to heat a 
home. 

We can tax a product to a point of satura- 
tion—to a point of diminishing returns and 
I helieve that danger to be inherent in this 
proposed amendment to reduce the oil and 
gas depletion allowances. 

The depletion allowances for oil and gas 
is economically sound and factually justifi- 
able, It has contributed tremendously to 
the reserves of oil and gas, a factor that is 
important to the safety of our country. I 
believe the law was passed by Congress 
about 25 years ago after a thorough study 
of the matter and according to my infor- 
mation with the approval of the Treasury 
Department. 

In addition to increasing the cost of oil 
and gas to the consumer it is my humble 
opinion that if this amendment should be 
adopted it will reduce the supply of oil and 
gas in this country. 

It is my information that Congress 
studied the depletion-allowance provisions 
in the 1934 session and decided to retain the 
depletion allowances. I also understand the 
question was again studied in the 1942 ses- 
sion and the provision retained. 

After 25 years, experience has demon- 
strated that the depletion allowance is a 
very effective method of assuring a con- 
stantly increasing oil supply for the national 
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economy, for industrial expansion, and for 
national defense. 

We must not overlook the fact that the 
depletion allowances are almost controlling 
factors as incentive for further exploration 
and for more production. In the search for 
new discoveries and new fields, which I feel 
Congress should encourage and not discour- 
age, the explorations are frequently fruitless 
and no financial returns whatever are se- 
cured. I would venture the observation that 
each year more money is expended in drill- 
_ing dry holes than the value of the depletion 
allowances. 

The oil industry is an important part of 


our national economy. It is not a subsi- . 


dized industry—it pays its own way, and 
certainly it pays its just share of taxes. In 
fact it pays about 7 percent of the tax. 

Reduction ef the depletion allowance 
would vitally affect the economy and well- 
being of some 20 oil-producing States. 
Thousands of people in those States derive 
their living from some phase of the oil busi- 
ness. The economic dislocations from re- 
ducing the depletion allowances in those 
States would in my opinion be greater than 
the proposed tax increase to the Federal 
Treasury. 

I am wondering if this amendment be 
adopted what would happen to the multi- 
plied thousands of stripper wells that are 
being operated at very small profit margins. 
Many of these in my opinion would have to 
be shut down under this amendment with 
the result that the Treasury might in time 
lose more revenue than would be gained 
under the proposed amendment. 

The House has already passed its revenue 
bill without change in the present deple- 
tion-allowance provisions with respect to oil 
and gas. The Finance Committee of the 
Senate did not favor any change in the ex- 
isting law. The proposed amendment 
should be rejected. 


The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
is on agreeing to the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
HUMPHREY]. 

Mr. HUMPHREY and other Senators 
asked for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the legislative clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. ; 

Mr. MORSE (when his name was 
called). On this vote I have a pair with 
the junior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
McCartuy]. If he were present and vot- 
ing, he would vote “nay.” If I were per- 
mitted to vote, I would vote “yea.” I 
withhold my vote. 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico (Mr. 
ANDERSON] is absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

The Senator from Virginia IMr. 
Byrp] is absent because of illness in his 
family. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr, 
Cuavez] and the Senator from West Vir- 
ginia [Mr. KILGORE] are absent on ofi- 
cial business. 

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
McMaxon] is unavoidably detained on 
official business at one of the Govern- 
ment departments. ; 

I announce further that if present and 
voting the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
Byrp], the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. Cuavez], and the Senator from 
West Virginia [Mr. KILGORE] would vote 
“nay.” 
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Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce 
that the Senator from Utah [Mr, BEN- 
NETT], the Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. Bripces], the Senator from Ver- 
mont [Mr. FLANDERS], the Senator from 
Missouri [Mr. KEM], the Senator from 
North Dakota [Mr. Lancer], and the 
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tart] are ab- 
sent on official business. 

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr, 
McCartuy] is absent by leave of the Sen- 
ate, and his pair with the Senator from 
Oregon [Mr. Morse] has been announced 
previously. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. TosEy] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
Wuerry] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Michigan [Mr, 
Fercuson] is detained on official busi- 
ness. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Utah [Mr. Bennett], the Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS], and the 
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tarr] would 
each vote “nay.” 

The result was announced—yeas 9, 
nays 71, as follows: 


YEAS—9 
Benton Humphrey Moody 
Douglas Kefauver Pastore 
Green Lehman Williams 
NAYS—71 
Aiken Hennings Monroney 
Brewster Hickenlooper Mundt 
Bricker Hill Murray 
Butler, Md. Hoey Neely 
Butler, Nebr. Holland Nixon 
Cain Hunt O’Conor 
Capehart Ives O'Mahoney 
Carlson Jenner Robertson 
Case Johnson, Colo. Russell 
Clements Johnson, Tex. Saltonsall 
Connally Johnston, S. C. Schoeppel 
Cordon Kerr Smathers 
Dirksen Knowland Smith, Maine 
uff Lodge Smith, N. J. 
Dworshak Long Smith, N.C. 
Eastland Magnuson Sparkman 
Ecton Malone Stennis 
Ellender Martin Thye 
Frear Maybank Underwood 
Fulbright McCarran Watkins 
George McClellan Welker 
Gillette McFarland Wiley 
Hayden McKellar Young 
Hendrickson Millikin 
NOT VOTING—16 
Anderson Flanders Morse 
Bennett Kem Taft 
Bridges Kilgore Tobey 
Byrd Langer Wherry 
Chavez McCarthy 
Ferguson McMahon 


So the amendment offered by Mr. 
Humpurey, for himself and other Sena- 
tors, was rejected. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
would suggest, if there are no more 
amendments to be offered to the deple- 
tion-allowance section, that the Senate 
dispose of the section by agreeing to it. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. There are other 
amendments to be offered to it. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I offer an amend- 
ment which I send to the desk and I ask 
to have stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 270, at 
the end of line 4, it is proposed to insert 
a new subsection to read as follows: 

(b) The provisions of section 3406 (a) 
(3) of the Internal Revenue Code as amend- 
ed shall not apply to electric, gas, or oil ap- 
pliances of the industrial type. 
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Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I have 
no desire to labor the argument for the 
amendment. 

Mr. GEORGE. I wish to say to the 
distinguished Senator from Illinois that 
the committee would have no objection 
to the amendment, because it is limited 
to industrial electrical facilities. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
DIRKSEN]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I send an amend- 
ment to the desk and ask that it þe 
stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 
will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 234, 
line 15, after the word “person”, it is 
propose to insert “and the sale of min- 
iature samples of any such articles for 
demonstration use only to a house-to- 
house salesman by the manufacturer or 
distributor, or the resale of such sample 
at retail by such house-to-house sales- 
man,” 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, the 
amendment which has been read by the 
clerk adds miniature samples bought 
and exhibited by house-to-house sales- 
men. They are perfumes, face powders, 
and items of that kind. They are taxed 
under section 2402 of the Internal Rev- 
enue Code, which imposes a tax of 10 
percent. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, the 
committee would have no objection to 
taking the amendment to conference. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Virginia 
[Mr. ROBERTSON]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HILL, Mr. President, to the com- 
mittee amendment on page 226, I offer 
the amendment, which I send to the 
desk and ask to have stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment to the amendment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the com- 
mittee amendment on page 226, in line 
14, before the comma, it is proposed to 
insert “or unless in the case of an 
athletic game between two elementary 
or secondary schools, the entire gross 
proceeds from such game inure to the 
kenen, of a hospital for crippled chil- 

en.“ 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the 
Senator from Alabama yield to the Sen- 
ator from Georgia? 

Mr. HILL, I yield. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, the 
committee has looked into this matter, 
The amendment applies only to admis- 
sion taxes. There are two elementary 
schools in Alabama that have an annual 
contest and devote the entire gross pro- 
ceeds to a hospital for crippled children, 
at Birmingham. 

The committee has no objection to the 
amendment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator from Alabama [Mr, HILL] 
to the committee amendment. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate 
will now revert to the depletion section. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President—— 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena- 
tor from Minnesota is recognized to 
submit an amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
offer the amendment which I send to 
the desk and ask to have stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 160, 
in line 15, it is proposed to insert the 
following: 

(a) Reduction in percentage depletion for 
oll and gas. 

Section 114 (b) (3) (relating to percent- 
age depletion for oil and gas wells) is here- 
by amended by striking out 27½“ and in- 
serting in lieu thereof “2214.” 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
shall be very brief. 

Some Senators have told me that they 
believe the 15-percent figure is too low. 
The junior Senator from Virginia said 
he felt the 2744-percent figure is too 
high, I have arrived at a center point 
of 22 ½ percent. 

In view of the record which has been 
established here on the basis of the prof- 
its and the income of those who share 
in the depletion allowances, I believe 
the 22 ½ percent which I have suggest- 
ed now is fair and equitable. It pro- 
vides for some recognition in connec- 
tion with the tax burden which the 
American people are being compelled to 
share. 


Mr. President, I ask that this amend- 
ment be considered favorably. I have 
no further comment to make on it. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were not ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. HUMPHREY]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Let the 
Chair ask whether there are other 
amendments to be submitted to this sec- 
tion. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. There is one more, 
Mr. President, and I wish to submit it. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena- 
tor from Minnesota is recognized. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, on 
behalf of myself, the Senator from Ore- 
gon [Mr. Morse], the Senator from New 
York [Mr. LEHMAN], the Senator from 
Connecticut [Mr. Benton], the Senator 
from North Dakota [Mr. Lancer], and 
the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
GREEN], I offer the amendment which I 
send to the desk and ask to have stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. Beginning on 
page 160, in line 14, it is proposed to 
strike out through line 2 on page 163, 
being section 319, relating to percentage 
depletion. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Minnesota is recognized for 15 min- 
utes. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I do 


not think I shall take that much time, __ 
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This is my amendment which is identi- 
fied as 9-22-51-6. 

The amendment refers to the section 
of the bill in which additional items have 
been added to the depletion allowance 
section, and also to the section in which 
rate increases have been made—in other 
words, by means of which the allowance 
on coal has increased from 5 percent to 
10 percent, and by means of which the 
allowance on other items has been in- 
creased. 

The Defense Minerals Administration 
has told the Congress what minerals are 
critical, and has told us that in some 
areas it is important that we add addi- 
tional incentive for production. 

This amendment relates to the addi- 
tion by the committee of such items as 
sand, gravel, marble, brick, tile clay, 
shale, oystershells, clamshells—Mr. 
President, I shall stop right there. If 
any Member of the Senate can vote to 
give a 5 percent depletion allowance for 
clamshells and oystershells, thus deny- 
ing to the United States Government 
revenue which it justly deserves, then I 
suggest that we should add good old 
Mother Earth that is used by the Amer- 
ican farmer on which to grow crops, and 
we should also add duck feathers, turkey 
bills, and rooster combs. That is my 
argument. 

Mr. President, I think this is a sound 
argument for leaving the depletion al- 
lowance where it is. We have left the 
depletion allowance where it is in the 
case of gas. Let us leave the depletion 
allowance where it is in all other cases, 
and let us not extend tax benefits to 
others at a time when we are putting a 
tax knock and a tax rap on the majority 
of the American people. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
is on agreeing to the amendment sub- 
mitted by the Senator from Minnesota, 
for himself and other Senators. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. MOODY. Mr. President—— 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I have 
an amendment to this section. 

Mr. MOODY. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendment 9-24-51-G, and offer 
it and ask that it be stated. The 
amendment is offered to the committee 
amendment on pages 268 and 269, 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment to the committee amendment will 
be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the com- 
mittee amendment on page 268, in line 
21, after the word “sleds”, it is pro- 
posed to insert the following: “(measur- 
ing more than 60 inches over all in 
length) .” 

On page 269, line 4, before “10 per- 
cent”, it is proposed to insert the fol- 
lowing: “snow toboggans and sleds 
(measuring 60 inches or less over all in 
length)“ 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Michigan is recognized for 15 min- 
utes. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary iquiry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena- 
tor from Illinois cannot propound a 
parliamentary inquiry unless the Sena- 
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tor from Michigan, who has the floor, 
yields for that purpose. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I merely wish to ask 
whether the amendment of the Senator 
from Michigan is directed to the section 
now before the Senate for consideration. 

Mr. MOODY. Mr. President, I be- 
lieve the presentation of my amend- 
ment to the committee amendment will 
not take very long. 

I have discussed this amendment to 
the committee amendment with the dis- 
tinguished chairman of the Finance 
Committee; and I am delighted to know 
that he, too, is a friend of the American 
children and is in favor of letting them 
enjoy coasting wherever they can find 
snow. 

Mr. President, there are in the United 
States 24,602,000 boys and girls between 
the ages of 5 and 14. I think to those 
youngsters, snow means but one thing, 
namely, coasting. 

I notice that the bill as reported by 
the committee classifies sleds as sporting 
equipment, and has imposed upon them 
a 15-percent excise tax. I submit that 
that was an oversight, and that the com- 
mittee failed to recognize the distinction 
between big bobsleds and toboggans, 
which, of course, are sporting equipment 
which adults use, and the small hand 
sleds on which the children spend many 
happy, carefree hours. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Michigan yield? 

Mr. MOODY. I yield. 

Mr. GEORGE. The committee will be 
glad to accept the amendment to the 
committee amendment. It would have a 
negligible effect on revenue; perhaps its 
effect would not amount to $1,000. 

Mr. MOODY. I thank the Senator. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator from Michigan [Mr. 
Moopy] to the committee amendment 
on pages 268 and 269. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, to the 
committee amendment on page 161, I 
offer the amendment which I send to the 
desk and ask to have stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment to the committee amendment will 
be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 161, 
in line 19, it is proposed to strike out 
“oystershell, clamshell.” 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Illinois is recognized for 15 
minutes. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, the 
amendment will not take me that long 
to present. ‘ 

This is a very modest amendment. 
Not only have we continued the 27½- 
percent depletion allowance for oil and 
gas and the 23-percent allowance for 
sulfur, but we have increased the allow- 
ance for coal and the allowance for a 
number of other items, and we have also 
made a 5-percent depletion allowance 
for oystershells and clamshells. I do not 
regard them as necessary to the national 
defense; I do not believe their produc- 
tion relates to the emergency. I believe 
the allowance for oystershells and clam- 
shells should be removed 
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Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I yield 
the entire time available to me to the 
Senator from Texas [Mr. CONNALLY]. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. How much 
time does the Senator from Georgia 
yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield to the Senator 
from Texas the entire 15 minutes avail- 
able to me. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I 
hope the Senate will not deviate from 
the record it already has made in re- 
gard to the depletion allowances. 

The Senator from Illinois is greatly 
concerned about clamshells. He does not 
have many in his district. [Laughter.] 
The Senator from Illinois also is worried 
about oystershells. 

Mr. President, I wish to say to the 
Senate that clamshells and oyster shells 
in my State are largely used for road- 
building purposes, for lime, and for simi- 
laz things. They are valuable, and they 
contribute to the industry and the wel- 
fare of the State. They are extinguish- 
able; they can be reduced. 

I hope the Senate will not deviate from 
the position it already has taken in re- 
gard to depletion allowances. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
is on agreeing to the amendment of the 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. Douctas] to 
the committee amendment on page 161. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was rejected. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena- 
tor from Minnesota. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I desire to 
call up my amendment I.“ 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 
will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 172, 
line 10, after the word “turkeys”, it is 
proposed to insert “and chickens.” 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Minnesota is recognized for 15 min- 
utes, 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I feel en- 
tirely justified in offering this amend- 
ment. If adopted, it will provide for 
chickens the same tax consideration as 
that given to livestock. One reason, Mr. 
President, for my belief that the chicken 
raiser or chicken producer is justified in 
having this consideration is that splen- 
did progress has been made in flock im- 
provement and in increased egg produc- 
tion. Mr. President, the credit for this 
splendid progress in increasing egg pro- 
duction is due entirely to the experiment 
stations in our colleges and universities, 
and to the poultry producer. The 
breeder has made it possible to have in 
the United States a national income 
from eggs of $1,564,100,000, and, from 
the standpoint of revenue, that is ad- 
vantageous to the Nation’s Treasury, as 
well as to the national economy. Chick- 
ens have become exceedingly important 
in the State of Minnesota, where the 
income from chickens, as of the past 
year, was $18,711,000, and the egg in- 
come in the State of Minnesota was 
$115,570,000. This increased income 
from eggs and from poultry adds to 
the revenue and to national agricul- 
tural economy. For that reason, Mr. 
President, I feel entirely justified in of- 
fering an amendment which would in- 

clude chickens with turkeys. 
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Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
my good friend from Minnesota yield 
for a question? 

Mr. THYE. Iam happy to yield. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Would the Senator 
from Minnesota consider the possibility 
of adding ducks, angora cats, and dogs 
to his amendment? ; 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, there would 
be some jutification for adding the ducks, 
though ducks are not equal in impor- 
tance to either turkeys or chickens with 
respect to the national income. The 
Senator has an argument there, but 
when one goes too far down the ladder, 
I may say to the distinguished Senator 
from Illinois, he may get into a category 
which would cause someone possibly to 
look upon the proposition as ridiculous. 
Mr. President, I urge the adoption of 
my amendment. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I do 
not care to argue the question. I am 
obliged to oppose this amendment. Sec- 
tion 117 (j) was not intended to cover 
the things which came in and go out, 
things which are purely transitory, as 
in the case of stocks of merchandise, I 
certainly cannot take the chicken 
amendment to conference. Turkeys 
were included somehow, I do not know 
how. I cannot accept the amendment, 
but I yield all my time to the Senator 
from Delaware. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, if the Sen- 
ator will yield, I should like to say that 
the distinguished chairman of the 
Finance Committee, I am sure, would 
agree with me that if a flock is to be 
dmproved—and there are many poultry 
operators who keep their flocks longer 
than from day to day, contrary to the 
Senator’s suggestion—the poultry pro- 
ducers must keep a cockerel or breeding 
flocks a number of years, because it is 
only through proven ability with respect 
to increased production that we im- 
prove the flocks. It is possible to deter- 
mine that there will be an increase in 
the future egg-laying ability of the flock. 
It is determined by the proved factors 
in the breeding stock which one may 
have had on hand over a period of a 
number of years. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I sim- 
ply am not—and I say it with great re- 
gret—able to agree with the Senator. 
I cannot conceive that Congress ever had 
in mind more than tangible capital as- 
sets which could be identified with a 
business, not assets which were purely 
transitory, changing specifically from 
day to day and from hour to hour, as it 
were. So, Mr. President, I yield the re- 
mainder of my timre to the Senator from 
Delaware. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Delaware is recognized. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, if 
this amendment is passed it will mean 
that the poultry farmers in my State will 
be exempted from the regular normal 
tax rate almost entirely, and it will place 
the entire poultry industry under cap- 
ital gains rates. Of course the large op- 
erators are the ones benefited most. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question at that 
point? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I will yield in a 
moment. 
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Mr. THYE. Yes, 
dent. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I will 
yield to the Senator from Minnesota in 
a moment, if the Senator will just wait. 

Mr. President, it would place all the 
poultry-breeding industry within my 
State, in its entirety, under the capital- 
gains provision. From a personal stand- 
point the adoption of this amendment 
would mean as much or more to me 
personally than any amendment the 
Senate could adopt, yet I think it per- 
fectly ridiculous to consider extending 
the capital-gains provision to the poul- 
try industry. Yet at the same time I 
agree with the Senator from Minnesota 
that there is just as much justification 
in the case of poultry as there is in the 
case of turkeys, and on the other hand, 
there is just as much justification for 
that as there is for the cattle. Instead 
of including more commodities, I think 
the entire section relating to the live- 
stock industry should be stricken from 
this bill. It was never intended in the 
beginning that the capital-gains provi- 
sion should be extended to the livestock 
industry. I think I am about as famil- 
jar with this type of operation as some 
of the rest of the Senators. When a 
farmer buys a day-old chick for any- 
where from 15 cents to a quarter, de- 
pending upon the type and breed, he 
raises that chick to a mature hen, which 
he sells for $2 or $3. As he raises that 
chicken, to sell it later at $3, to treat 
the profit as capital gain would mean 
that anyone operating in this field would 
never be taxed at the normal rates. 
Since these animals, chickens or cattle 
are eating every day there is no possible 
way by which he can determine what 
the exact cost is; so therefore the Treas- 
ury Department is just considering the 
original cost. The same thing is true 
in the case of young turkeys. The same 
thing is true in the case of a calf. It 
is fed through the years, and then sold 
at a mature age. If this amendment 
were adopted, it would put the livestock 
industry in a lower bracket than that in 
which the rest of the farmers are placed. 

Immediately after this amendment is 
voted on, if it is defeated, as I hope, I 
shall offer an amendment to strike out 
the entire section, because I do not think 
the capital-gains provision was ever in- 
tended to be extended to the livestock 
industry. I think there are many other 
more equitable ways in which the Sen- 
ate, if it desires, can give tax advantage 
to the farmer, whereby all the farmers 
would get the benefit. Mr. President, I 
hope this amendment will be defeated. 
Let us not give any group preferential 
treatment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. THYE]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I have 
an amendment to the same section, 
which I desire to call up. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 
will state the amendment, 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK, On page 172, 
beginning with line 4, it is proposed to 
strike out all language down to and in- 
cluding line 21. 


but, Mr. Presi- 
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Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, it will 
not take me very long to explain this 
amendment. We have already discussed 
the merits of this section. I propose 
merely to strike out all of that section 
which extends the capital-gains provi- 
sion to the livestock industry, either cat- 
tle or turkeys. I do not think it is prac- 
tical, and I voted against it in the com- 
mittee. I think it should be stricken 
from the bill, and I do not think that the 
original capital-gains provision as it was 
put on the statute books was ever intend- 
ed to be applicable to the livestock in- 
dustry. Besides, its adoption is grossly 
unfair to other farmers. 

There is no possible way by which this 
could be administered other than, as I 
see it, the manner in which the Treasury 
is administering it. Why should this 
group of farmers have the benefit of a 
lower tax rate than the rest of the farm- 
ers? They are no more justly entitled to 
it than the farmers who are producing 
wheat. It requires 6 or 8 months to pro- 
duce wheat. What can be said of the 
farmer who produces wheat can with 
equal justice be said about the farmer 
who produces corn or who raises chick- 
ens. This section is clearly class legisla- 
tion and benefits no one but the largest 
operators. The small operators are hav- 
ing enough trouble now competing and 
we should be careful not to make their 
lot any worse. The farmers in my State 
are not asking for special privileges. 

If we are going to put farm products 
under the capital-gains provisions, let us 
give all farmers the benefit of it. Let us 
not single out one particular group. Ido 
not think that any of us should have 
preferential treatment. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Delaware yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I think the whole 
Senate is indebted to the Senator from 
Delaware for the position he is taking. 
The Senator from Delaware has risen 
above political advantage and has made 
one of the great contributions of this 
session of the Congress. I commend him 
for his great public service in this respect 
and in many other respects. He com- 
mands my admiration, and I am going to 
vote for his amendment. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I thank the Senator 
from Illinois. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Delaware yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. The change pre- 
viously made in the law, not this year, 
was to make the language in keeping 
with the decisions of the courts, that if 
a farmer bought dairy cattle for breed- 
ing purposes, they were capital assets, 
and he was entitled to capital-gains 
treatment. ` 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The Senator from 
Virginia may well be correct, but my 
argument is that the provision should 
never have been placed in the law in the 
first instañce, and that it should be 
stricken, because I do not think capital 
gains should have been made applicable 
to the livestock industry of this coun- 
try. I hope the provision will be stricken 
from the bill. I say because there is no 
possible way that the cost can be ascer- 
tained. You are feeding the animal the 
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day it is sold and that feed is a part of 
the cost. The situation is different on 
fixed assets. There are other ways to 
give James tax relief. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, the 
question, without this amendment, has 
been before the courts. Some courts 
have held one way on it, and the Treas- 
ury Department has seen fit to disregard 
the holdings of the courts, and, some- 
times in the same judicial circuit, has 
continued to administer the law ac- 
cording to its own interpretation. 

Generally the view has been that live- 
stock used for breeding purposes and 
held for a longer period than a year does 
become a capital asset, and may be 
treated as such. The Treasury has dis- 
regarded that opinion. The House in- 
serted the provision purely for the pur- 
pose of clarifying the particular section 
of the code applicable to the subject. It 
would be a most dangerous thing indeed 
to say now that the whole section should 
be impaired by an amendment which 
would deny to one capital asset the 
treatment which has been accorded capi- 
tal assets heretofore, since the passage 
of the act. 

I sincerely hope that the amendment 
will not be adopted. The committee ap- 
proved the committee amendment and 
the House included its provision solely 
because the Treasury has not followed 
the rulings of the circuit courts in this 
matter. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN, I merely wish to say 
that this question has been the subject 
of considerable discussion for the past 
several years. As has been pointed out, 
a number of courts have held completely 
with the position of the livestock pro- 
ducers, that the raising of stock for 
breeding purposes does involve a capital 
transaction. It seems to me by its nature 


‘to be a capital transaction. 


My admiration for the Senator from 
Delaware is boundless, greater perhaps 
than that of the distinguished senior 
Senator from Illinois, but the best of us 
can make a mistake once in a while, and 
I think the Senator from Delaware is 
making a mistake now. I suggest that 
the Senate reject his amendment. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I wonder 
if the Senator from Georgia will allow 
me some time. 

Mr. GEORGE. I will yield whatever 
time I have left. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I thank 
the able and distinguished chairman 
(Mr. Georce] for his able explanation 
of this amendment and the justification 
for this particular section of the bill. 

Section 117 (j) of the Internal Reve- 
nue Code was incorporated in the Reve- 
nue Act of 1942 as a tax relief measure 
to apply to individuals, partnerships, and 
corporations for the taxable year 1942, 
It has remained unchanged in the law. 

This section provides in effect that 
the net gain from sales of property meet- 
ing certain conditions should be treated 
as a capital gain. To justify its being 
treated for tax purposes, the item sold 
must be property used in the taxpayer's 
trade or business. It must be of a char- 
acter subject to the allowance for de- 
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preciation. It must be held for 6 months. 
It must not be stock in trade, or property 
held primarily for sale to customers in 
the ordinary course of the trade or 
business. 

Under this provision no more than 
half of the gain from sale of such capital 
assets can be taxed as income. If the 
item does not conform to the require- 
ments of this section, and is something 
primarily for sale to customers, then all 
the gain from the sale is taxable as or- 
dinary income. 

This provision was designed to favor 
all taxpayers, and was basically intended 
as a stimulant to production. It was 
intended to afford relief whether the 
taxpayer was producing airplanes, muni- 
tions, food, or any other item. It does 
not single out or segregate any type of 
taxpayer or any particular type of prop- 
erty or asset to be affected. 

It certainly was not intended to be 
discriminatory against the farmer or the 
livestock breeder. As a matter of fact, 
it is only because of the changing inter- 
pretations placed on this section by the 
Bureau of Internal Revenue that the 
clarifying language proposed at this time 
is necessary. 

Courts have uniformly held against 
those rulings of the Bureau which denied 
capital gain treatment for sales of live- 
stock held for draft, breeding, or dairy 
purposes. A conference committee in 
the last Congress specifically asked the 
Bureau to conform to the circuit court 
decision in the Albright case in the tax 
treatment of the sales of such livestock. 

Confusion continues to exist despite 
recent changes in rulings by the Com- 
missioner of Internal Revenue. The 
average farmer cannot afford to go to 
court to settle the question of tax lia- 
bility. 

It must be plain, even to those un- 
familiar with the dairy industry, that a 
farmer does not milk a cow for a period 
of time primarily for the purpose of sell- 
ing the careass. The primary purpose 
is the production of milk. 

It must be equally plain that the beef 
raiser does not retain a herd of beef cows 
over a period of years for the purpose 
of selling the meat. The pur- 
pose is the production of calves to be 
developed for beef. 

When a farmer sells a draft horse 
which has been used for work on his 
farm, he sells part of his capital 
equipment. He is entitled to just as 
much tax relief on that sale as the man- 
ufacturer who disposes of a piece of ma- 
chinery used in his factory for the pro- 
duction of goods. 

A flock of chickens primarily kept for 
breeding purposes is as much a capital 
asset as a fleet of linotypes in a print 
shop. 

Why should a farmer who sells four 
brood sows from his herd be subject to 
different tax treatment for the gain 
from such sales than a trucker who sells 
four of his trucks? 

The law does not include any such dis- 
crimination when it refers to property 
used in a trade or business. I am con- 
fident it was never the intent of Congress 
to impose such a discrimination. It is 
only the Bureau of Internal Revenue 
that has created the idea that there are 
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different kinds of capital assets under 
the definition in section 117 (j). 

There are ample safeguards in the 
clarifying language proposed by the 
committee amendments to the pending 
bill. These amendments provide that 
the term “property” used in a trade or 
business under section 117 (j) (1) “also 
includes livestock, regardless of age, held 
by the taxpayer for draft, breeding, or 
dairy purposes, and held by him for 12 
months or more from the date of that 
acquisition.” 

There is a great deal of difference, Mr. 
President, between breeding, and the 
selling of livestock in the livestock- 
slaughter centers. There is a tremen- 
dous amount of confusion on that point. 

A second proviso defines livestock as. 
including turkeys, and my amendment 
to include chickens was simply to reach 
one more segment in our whole agricul- 
tural economy. 

The committee proposal would make 
the proposed amendments applicable 
with respect to taxable years beginning 
after December 31, 1941, in accordance 
with the original terms of the law, ex- 
cept that the extension of the holding 
period from 6 to 12 months and the 
amendment with respect to poultry and 
turkeys would both apply only to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 1950. 

Of course, the poultry amendment was 
defeated, but I did mention turkeys. 

So, Mr. President, I definitely believe 
the amendment offered by the distin- 
guished Senator from Delaware is com- 
pletely out of reason and out of order, 
and that it should be defeated. In fact, 
the Eighth Circuit Court of Appeals has 
held in the Albright case that this is an 
absolutely justifiable provision in the 
Revenue Act. But in spite of that, the 
Internal Revenue Bureau continues to 
impose the tax upon the producer, and 
the producer must go into court to estab- 
lish a rightful and just tax provision. 
No producer can go into court on a $200 
or $300 item. It is for that reason that 
we have placed this clarifying language 
in the pending bill. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have inserted in the body of the 
Record two letters. They explain the 
producer's side of the problem. One let- 
ter was addressed to me by Mr. Walter S. 
Fox, of Round Hill, Va., and the other 
by Mr. Allan E, Finseth, an attorney of 
Kenyon, Minn. He was the attorney 
who did the legal work on the so-called 
Albright case, which has always been 
referred to in connection with the reve- 
nue act. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


Roux HILL, Va., August 2, 1951. 


Senator E. J. THYE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR THYE: I wien to urge your 
careful consideration of section 117 (J) of 
Revenue Code. I am asking no personal 
favoritism whatsoever. If this intention of 
the law is that purebred breeding cattle are 
ordinary income—so be it. If the intention 
of the law is that such cattle are to be re- 
garded as capital gains after being held 1 
year, I pray that you say so clearly. 

I feel it is little enough to expect the Con- 
gress tu express its intention in language so 
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clear that the Treasury cannot make fools 


of the taxpayers who are willing and try to 
pay taxes in accordance with the act of Con- 
gress. All the commissioner seems interested 
in is to waste taxpayers’ time, cause expense 
and clutter the courts, 

First, he ruled cattle 2 years of age or 
over are capital assets, Later, he ruled none 
are capital assets. We took our case to the 
tax court and got the absurd decision that 
females 26 months of age and males 34 
months of age are capital assets, Case 16 
T. C. 103. One month later the same court, 
in the cese of A. Harold Schmidt and Albert 
H. Schmidt held that all breeding cattle 24 
months old are subject to capital gains. The 
two cases are analogous. One can only con- 
clude that the decisions are absurd and that 
the court is confused on the whole question, 
since 117 (J) reads, 6 months of age or older. 

The root of the confusion arises from the 
fact that section 117 (J) uses the word “used” 
in the breeding herd. The commissioner is 
so ignorant that he does not know we can- 
net use a female for breeding before she is 
16 months of age, and males not before they 
are 13 months of age. These are laws of na- 
ture which must be observed unless we are to 
ruin cattle and produce runts. The young 
cattle are in and have to be held in the herd 
to these ages before they can be used in the 
breeding herd. 

The House revenue bill of 1951 section 306 
reads “such term includes livestock held by 
taxpayers for draft, breeding, or dairy pur- 
poses for 12 months or more.” If this 
amendment is enacted and made retroactive 
to all years not barred by statute of limita- 
tions, it should end the confusion. ` It is pos- 
sible even with this amendment that the 
commissioner might argue that the cattle 
were not held for breeding purposes until 
they reached a certain age. This would be 
clarified if the amendment was made to read 
“livestock 12 months of age and held by 
taxpayers for draft, bree ding, etc.” 

The commissioner has gone to great 
lengths to avoid applying what appears to 
have been the intention of Congress in sec- 
tion 117 (J). 

The Revenue Bureau's ruling of April 18, 
1951, is helpful as far as it goes. However, 
it confines capital gains to worn out and de- 
fective animals and does not apply such 
treatment to the young animals (the new 
plant) from which the new and greater pro- 
duction is to come. Likewise it does not 
apply this treatment to breeding animals 
generally. 

I am simply asking that you make the in- 
tention of Congress so clear, in such simple 
language, that a dumb commissioner and a 
confused court will have no choice but to 
follow that intention. We breeders are 
building the quality and quantity of cattle 
so badly needed and pay enormous taxes with 
no complaint. Are we not entitled to lan- 
guage clearly expressing the intentions of 
Congress so we do not have to waste our 
time fighting the commissioner in the courts 
and wasting money that otherwise would 
produce additional taxes? 

Sincerely yours, 
WALTER S. Fox. 


KENYON, MINN., April 27, 1951. 
Hon. EDWARD J. THYE, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dran Sm: Thank you for your letter of 
April 24, 1951, wherein Income Tax Informa- 
tion Release No. 3 of the Bureau of Internal 
Revenue relating to gains and losses from 
sales of certain livestock was enclosed. 

However, this release is no more founded 
upon the law than the Commissioner's pre- 
vious rulings, I. T. 3666 and I. T. 3712. In 
this release the Commissioner sets up a test 
or standard which is now here set forth in 
section 117 (j) either specifically or by infer- 
ence. Concerning dairy and draft animals. 
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the Commissioner states that it must be 
the practice of the taxpayer to hold such 
animals for substantially their full period 
of usefulness. Section 117 (j) sets up no 
such requirement. Said section requires 
only that the property be (1) used in the 
taxpayer’s trade or business, (2) be of a char- 
acter subject to the allowance for deprecia- 
tion, and (3) be held for more than 6 
months, and it must not be (1) a stock in 
trade, and (2) property held primarily for 
sale to customers in the ordinary course of 
their trade or business. 

Under no other circumstances has the 
Commissioner ever held that property to 
come within section 117 (j) must have been 
held substantially for its full period of its 
usefulness. The trucker who sold the truck, 
the farmer who sold a machine, or the in- 
dustrialist who sold an instrumentality of 
production has never been required to prove 
that the item sold had been held for sub- 
stantially its full period of usefulness. The 
only holding requirement under the statute 
is that the property be held for at least 6 
months. In this release the Commissioner 
is requiring a holding period of the useful 
life of the item and, therefore, is reading 
into section 117 (j) something that does not 
exist and that Congress never intended. 

Regarding hogs the Commissioner's rul- 
ing has in effect taken the hog industry out 
of section 117 (j). The courts have held 
that said section was intended as a relief 
measure applicable alike to all taxpayers 
within its provision (R. W. Albright v. United 
States of America). From a practical stand- 
point this ruling affords the farmer no more 
benefits than he had before it was issued. 
It is obvious to me that the Commissioner 
is merely shifting his position to obtain the 
same result he obtained in issuing I. T. 3666 
and I. T. 3712. In those rulings he applied 
normal and abnormal sales theory, which 
was overthrown by the court. He now 
shifts his position and applies the theory 
that the animals must be held for substan- 
tially their full periods of usefulness. I con- 
clude that this ruling will in no way settle 
the difficulties that we have been having 
with the administrative officials of the Tax 
Department. 

Yours very truly, 
ALLAN E. FINSETH, 
Attorney. 


Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Minnesota yield to me 
for a question? 

Mr. THYE. I yield. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Does not the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota find that in his 
State many livestock breeders have built 
up herds on the basis of the kind of a 
consideration or approach presently con- 
tained in the bill now before the Senate? 

Mr. THYE. The able Senator, com- 
ing from the great livestock State of 
Kansas, well knows that the only reason 
why we have high production in live- 
stock and splendid production of beef, 
is because of the excellent work done 


by the breeder, because of the thousands 
- Of dollars he invests in a herd sire an- 


nually in order to improve the productiv- 
ity and quality of the herd, and likewise 
the thousands of dollars he invests in 
the highest and best-producing female 
animals. Only in that manner are we 
able to obtain the great agricultural 
economy we now enjoy and only in that 
manner will we continue to improve the 
agricultural economy in the manner in 
which we have successfully builded it in 
the United States over the past years. 

Mr. President, none of us fully realizes 
what we are producing in the United 
States. Only 16 percent of the popu- 
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lation of the United States are farmers, 
yet that 16 percent are producing enough 
food and fiber to feed the 150,000,000 
who live in the United States and we 
have surpluses from which we are able 
to furnish the food and fiber necessary 
in many of the countries where food pro- 
duction is so low and where the income 
is so low that the people do not have 
the means to provide for all their own 
food and clothing. 

The Senator from Kansas does well 
in calling to our attention the fact that 
the only manner in which we can bring 
about improvements in our herds and 
increase production is by giving the 
breeders some incentive to invest, not 
only in good sires, but in excellent fe- 
males that will improve his herd. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, I 
am glad to hear the Senator from Min- 
nesota say that the raisers of livestock 
in his State and in our livestock-produc- 
ing areas have been so encouraged. 
That is the situation now existing in the 
State of Kansas. I think it is a serious 
mistake, a handicapping mistake, to 
have the pending bill changed as it would 
be if the amendment of the Senator from 
Delaware [Mr. WILLTAus! should prevail. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Dela- 
ware to the committee amendment. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, how 
much time is left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has 10 minutes remaining. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I will not use that 
much time. 

Mr. President, one of the arguments 
that has just been advanced for the de- 
feat of my amendment is the importance 
of the provision toward assisting in 
building up that great livestock indus- 
try. I have as much respect for that 
fine industry as anyone on the floor. But 
I point out that the cattle industry, the 
one industry which has had the benefit 
of this capital-gains provision for the 
past several years, is the one meat in- 
dustry of this country in which there is 
the greatest shortage. Poultry and 
turkeys, which have not been contained 
in the provision prior to this time, are 
the only meat animals of the farm which 
are in supply. So surely it cannot be 
said that this capital-gains treatment for 
the livestock industry is so essential to 
them; otherwise, why are we so short of 
meat? I say this is nothing more than 
a tax-saving device for the cattle indus- 
try. If we are going to extend it to that 
group, we should extend it to every other 
group of farmers, whether they are pro- 
ducing chickens, corn, wheat, or any- 
thing else. I do not think it was ever in- 
tended to be that way in the first place. 

The argument has been made that the 
farmer buys his livestock, not for the 
purpose of selling it, but for the purpose 
of breeding. My experience with re- 
spect to livestock of any kind, cattle or 
poultry, is that it is bought with one 
purpose in mind, and that is to sell at a 
profit. 
| The difference between extending the 
right of the farmer to sell his livestock 
under the capital-gains provision the 
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same as applied to his truck is that when 
he buys a truck, he buys a fixed asset. 
The cost can be ascertained. His gain 
or loss, when he sells it, can be deter- 
mined. On livestock it cannot be de- 
termined, because between the time he 
buys it and the time he sells it, the live- 
stock has to be fed, and his investment 
grows over the period of years, and it is 
mathematically impossible to compute 
it. Actually he is still investing money 
in feeding the animal the day it is sold. 

Mr. President, I think the amendment 
should be agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
STENNIS in the chair). The question is 
on the adoption of the amendment of- 
fered by the Senator from Delaware 
(Mr. WILLIAMS] to the committee amend- 
ment on page 172, beginning with line 4 
to strike out all down to and including 
line 21. 

The amendment to the committee 
amendment was rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are 
there further amendments to be offered 
to section 324? 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I offer an 
amendment, which I ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the 
Senator’s amendment to section 324? 

Mr. LONG. Yes; to the same section 
as the amendment of the Senator from 
Delaware. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I 
thought I had the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Amend- 
ments to section 324 are in order. Does 
the Senator from Texas have an amend- 
ment to that section? 

Mr. CONNALLY. No. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the rule under which the Senate is now 
operating amendments to that section 
at this time take precedence. 

The amendment offered by the Sena- 
tor from Louisiana will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 172, 
in lines 10 through 13, it is proposed to 
strike out “; except that such term in- 
cludes turkeys, regardless of age, held by 
the taxpayer for breeding purposes, and 
held by him for 12 months or more from 
the date of acqusition”, and insert in 
lieu thereof a period. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the Senate 
voted just a few moments ago not to in- 
clude chickens, and if chickens are not 
to be included it seems to me we should 
be consistent, and that turkeys should 
not be given capital gains treatment. 
We should be consistent in that respect. 
Therefore I hope the amendment will be 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Louisi- 
ana [Mr. Lone] to the committee amend- 
ment. 

The amendment to the committee 
amendment was rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are 
there any further amendments to be 
offered to section 324? If not, the ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the committee 
amendment on page 172, section 324. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
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Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I 
offer the amendment which I send to 
the desk and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Texas will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 319, 
in the committee amendment, it is pro- 
posed to strike out lines 23 and 24; also 
lines 1 to 11 on page 320, and insert in 
lieu thereof the following: 

The taxpayer’s average base period net in- 
come determined under this subsection shall 
be either (A) an amount computed’ under 
section 435 (d) by substituting for the ex- 
cess profits net income for each month in 
the taxable year in which the catastrophe 
occurred an amount equal to (i) the aggre- 
gate of the excess profits net income for 
each month computed under section 435 
(d) (1) in the base period preceding the 
taxable year in which the catastrophe oc- 


. curred (ii) divided by the number of such 


preceding base period months, and such 
average base period net income determined 
under this alternative of this subsection 
shall, for the purpose of section 435 (a) (1) 
(B), be considered an average base period 
net income determined under section 435 
(d): or (B) the amount computed under 
section 435 (e) (2) (G) (i) and (ii); which- 
ever results in the lesser tax under this sub- 
chapter for the taxable year for which the 
tax under this subchapter is being computed. 


Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, the 
committee has no objection to taking 
this amendment to conference. It is the 
same amendment which has already 
been passed upon, but this is to clarify 
it and to make sure that there will be 
in conference for consideration the ap- 
plication of the growth formula in the 
circumstances stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Texas 
[Mr. ConnaLLy] to the committee 
amendment beginning on page 319, after 
line 22. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, on 
behalf of my colleague [Mr. BYRD] and 
myself I offer the amendment which I 
send to the desk and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Virginia will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. At the proper 
place in the bill it is proposed to insert 
the following: 

Trrte VII—COLLECTION or INCOME TAX AT 

SOURCE ON CERTAIN PATRONAGE DIVIDENDS 
Sec. 701. Income tax collected at source. 

The Secretary of the Treasury shall provide 
for the deduction and withholding upon 
patronage dividends, rebates, or refunds of a 
tax equal to 20 percent of the amount 
thereof. For the purposes of this section, 
the term “patronage dividend” means a 
patronage dividend, rebate, or refund paid 
in any medium other than cash (whether in 
capital stock, revolving fund certificates, re- 
tain certificates, certificates of indebtedness, 
letters of advice as to net amount retained, 
or otherwise) by an association operated on a 
cooperative basis for the marketing of prod- 
ucts of members or other producers, for the 
purchasing of supplies and equipment used 
in the trade or business of members or other 
persons, for the furnishing of services in- 
cident to the trade or business of members 
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or other persons, or for any combination of 
such activities. 

Sec. 702. Effective date. 

The withholding tax established by the 
Secretary pursuant to the authority of sec- 
tion 701 shall be effective with respect to 
payments of patronage dividends, rebates, or 
refunds made after December 31, 1951. 


Mr.ROBERTSON. Mr. President, the 
junior Senator from Virginia regrets 
very much that his esteemed colleague is 
prevented from being present today be- 
cause of the serious illness of his wife. 

The Virginia Senators voted against 
the Williams amendment because they 
felt that the cumulative effect of the 
Williams amendment would be gradually 
to strangle the cooperatives by denying 
to them adequate working capital. But 
the Senators from Virginia have con- 
sistently taken the position that those 
doing the same type of business ‘should, 
in fairness, bear the same type of bur- 
den. Therefore, in voting for the com- 
mittee amendment the Virginia Senators 
did so with the very definite understand- 
ing that they could supplement the com- 
mittee amendment with the amendment 
which has just been stated. 

The practical effect of the amendment 
which has just been stated is that a 
cooperative retaining surplus earnings 
shall pay to the Government a definite 
and specific tax, a withholding tax of 20 
percent. The Senators from Virginia 
feel that the provision inserted in the 
committee bill which requires the mem- 
ber of the cooperatives to whom is obli- 
gated a dividend or rebate, or whatever 
it may be called, to pick it up and report 
it for taxation and pay a tax on it at the 
top rate of his own personal income tax, 
when he has not actually received the 
money, is quite unfair to the farmer. 

We also feel that unless there is writ- 
ten into the bill this specific withholding 
tax of 20 percent on the retained sur- 
plus, it may be said, “You did not vote 
for any real tax when you said you 
favored a fair tax on those doing the 
same kind of business.” 

We realize that the committee bill pro- 
vides that whenever all corporations are 
required to withhold at the source, co- 
operatives shall be required to do the 
same thing. The House bill provided 
for all cooperatives to withhold at the 
source, but the Senate committee did not 
see fit to adopt that provision. We had 
quite an argument and a vote on the 
question of making banks withhold on 
the little 1 or 2 percent dividends paid to 
widows who put their money in such 
banks. Often it would be more of an 
expense for the widow to obtain a credit 
or refund of the amount withheld than 
would be justified by the amount itself. 

The junior Senator from Virginia 
voted against the amendment to with- 
hold from bank dividends and savings- 
bank payments because he thought it 
would be a great injustice to a large 
number of poor people. 

It may be, however, that in conference 
the House provision will prevail. Should 
it prevail, then the tax will be exactly 
as the Senators from Virginia are now 
proposing. On the other hand, if the 
withholding does not prevail and become 
the general law, the Senators from Vir- 


, percent tax on the cooperatives. 
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ginia believe that now is the time defi- 
nitely to establish the principle that 
there should be some specific tax on 
those institutions which have gone far 
beyond our original concept of coopera- 
tives under section 101. Originally we 
conceived the cooperative to be a small 
organization formed to buy seed, ferti- 
lizer, and things of that kind, and for 
the mutual help and protection of farm- 
ers. Later they built up, through tax 
exemption, a tremendous expansion of 
funds, with which they constructed 
stores, warehouses, manufacturing 
plants, fertilizer plants, and other 
facilities. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield. 

Mr. CAPEHART. As I understand, 
the amendment does not provide a 20 
It is 
simply a withholding tax on those who 
are to receive the dividends, the interest, 
or the merchandise of the cooperatives. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. That is correct. 
As the junior Senator from Virginia un- 
derstands, the main complaint is that 
cooperatives have been permitted to re- 
tain these funds for expansion purposes. 
The Senator from Virginia believes that 
under the Senate bill we say that it is 
not the fund of the cooperatives, but the 
fund of the members. What is a coop- 
erative? It does not consist merely of 
the president and a board of directors. 
It is a group of farmers who have pooled 
their resources for a common undertak- 
ing. The Senators from Virginia do not 
believe that such farmers are going to be 
treated fairly under the Senate version 
of the bill if, as soon as the bonus, divi- 
dend, or whatever it is, is allocated in 
their names, they must pick it up on 
their income-tax return and pay a tax 
on it, when they do not get the money. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is the amendment of 
the Senator from Virginia designed to 
apply the withholding tax to cash pa- 
tronage dividends, or merely to invest- 
ments to capital allocated to individual 
members? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Patronage divi- 
dends, refunds, and rebates to patrons, 
whether paid in cash or allocated on the 
books of the cooperatives, are, under 
present law, taxable to the recipient. 
That is, the farmer receiving such paid 
dividend, refund, or rebate is required to 
include the amount thereof, whether 
paid in cash or merely allocated to him, 
in his income in the year in which re- 
ceived. 

The proposed amendment adds a new 
title to H. R. 4473, which directs the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury to institute a sys- 
tem of withholding on patronage divi- 
dends which are allocated to the pa- 
trons, but not paid in cash. Like the 
present withholding tax on wages, the 
withholding tax on patronage dividends 
would be at the rate of 20 percent. The 
withholding tax on patronage dividends, 
refunds, and rebates would become effec- 
tive on January 1, 1952. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. That was a rather 
long statement. In other words, it is 
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not intended to apply to patronage divi- 
dends which are distributed to members 
in cash. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. That is correct. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. It is not intended to 
apply? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Oh, no. The law 
requires the man who gets it to pay it. 
In this case it is allocated to him, but 
not paid to him. It is used to build up 
a fund. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Yes. 

Mr. CAPEHART. In other words, the 
recipient would pay an individual tax 
upon it of 20 percent, just as the fac- 
tory worker has 20 percent of his wages 
withheld by his employer. Only 20 per- 
cent of the tax would be withheld at 
the source, although the recipient would 
be entitled to 100 percent of the money 
involved. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Yes. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Yes. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. He is entitled to 100 
percent of the total dividends. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Yes. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it the understand- 
ing of the Senator from Virginia that 
the 20 percent of the patronage dividends 
is distributed in cash? 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Yes. 

Mr. CAPEHART, If I understand the 
amendment, it means that the members 
of a co-op own the co-op, and they are 
therefore entitled to all its earnings. 

Mr. ROBERTSON, Yes. 

Mr. CAPEHART. And the amend- 
ment would provide for the withholding 
of 20 percent of the earnings, as is the 
case in the withholding of 20 percent 
of the tax on a man's salary. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, the 
junior Senator from Virginia will reas- 
sure the Senator from Illinois that the 
experts who worked on the bill have 
confirmed my opinion, to the effect that 
the 20 percent does not apply to the cash 
the member receives. 

If the co-op does not pay the man in 
cash, but sends him a chit and says that 
at some future time, perhaps 1, 5, 10, or 
15 years later it will pay him, then and 
there they must report the 20 percent 
tax on it. We say it is fair to everybody 
concerned. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Has the Senator 
from Illinois completed his questioning? 
Mr. DOUGLAS. For the time being. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from South Dakota. 

Mr. CASE. I suggest to the Senator 
from Virginia that I believe his inter- 
pretation is borne out by the exact lan- 
guage of his amendment, which reads: 

For the purpose of this section, the term 
“patronage dividend” means a patronage 
dividend, rebate, or refund paid in any me- 
dium other than cash. 


It is the other than cash” which 
makes the distinction. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. That is correct, 
The amendment was prepared by the 
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senior Senator from Virginia. He had 
intended to offer it. The junior Senator 
from Virginia did not know until a short 
time ago that he would offer it, but he 
thinks he understands it. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Yes. 

Mr. CAPEHART. I believe I under- 
stand the amendment. The recipient 
would have to pay 100 percent of the tax, 
whatever the tax was, at the rate that 
would be fixed. What the Senator from 
Virginia proposes to do is to withhold 
20 percent of the tax, just as the em- 
ployer in a factory now withholds 20 
percent of the wages of his employees. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. That is correct. 
Later on, when the recipient gets the 
remainder, he must account for what 
he has received, if there is anything due 
by him above the normal tax. 

Mr. CAPEHART. The Senator from 
Virginia is not proposing to tax the co- 
ops at all. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. No. The amend- 
ment proposes to put a tax on the priv- 
ilege of building up an expansion fund 
in a tax-free manner. We are not actu- 
ally taxing the co-op. The main thing 
is to be a little fairer to the member 
himself than the committee amendment 
is, 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I wish 
to make only one statement before I 
yield to the Senator from Colorado [Mr, 
MILLIKIN] on this matter. The amend- 
ment was presented in committee. It 
was considered very carefully and it was 
rejected. There is now in the bill a pro- 
vision that whenever withholdings on 
dividends are imposed upon all corpo- 
rations, they shall also be imposed upon 
farm co-ops. The committee felt it 
would be a highly inequitable procedure 
to single out the farmer. 

Mr. . Mr. President, as the 
distinguished chairman of the commit- 
tee has said, the matter was considered 
at length. The committee decided that 
it would not go along that road, for the 
reasons mentioned by the distinguished 
Senator from Georgia. In the first 
place, it would be highly discriminatory, 
if we did not run the withholding system 
on dividends from other corporations, to 
run the withholding system on the 
farmer. Why discriminate? We de- 
cided that we would not have a with- 
holding system. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Yes. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Is it not a fact, 
under the present law, when a co-op al- 
locates something to a farmer he is sup- 
posed to pick it up and pay on it, and 
that he has nothing with which to pay? 
Is that not a fact? 

That is quite different from the man 
who works in a factory, because he need 
not report on anything that he does not 
get into his own pocket. What is com- 
ing to him in cash is diminished by the 
20-percent withholding tax. Under the 
present law and under the bill the 
farmer must report and pay a tax on 
what he does not get. 

Mr. MILLIKIN, I will answer the dis- 
tinguished Senator. 
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Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN, First I shall answer 
the question of the Senator from Vir- 
ginia. At the present time the farmer 
is liable for taxes according to the na- 
ture of the allocation, the nature of the 
patronage dividend, or the nature of 
what is done by the co-op and what is 
received by the members. Sometimes 
the farmer is liable, and sometimes he is 
not. Although many questions were 
asked on the subject, I was unable to 
follow the circumstances and devia- 
tions in the mind of the Treasury De- 
partment. I do not know. There is no 
general rule that applies. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President—— 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Please hold up for a 
moment. I come back to what I said 
before. If we are to have a withholding 
tax on something which is not then 
available for the farmer, we are doing 
him the very injustice to which the Sen- 
ator from Virginia has referred. If we 
have a withholding tax on something 
that is unavailable to him, I say why put 
that system on the farmer and not put 
it on all the other dividend and interest 
receivers in the country? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Yes. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. It is not discrimi- 
nation with respect to a dividend, be- 
cause a dividend is something that is 
paid in cash. Under the amendment 
offered by the senior Senator from Vir- 
ginia, if the rebate or dividend is paid 
in cash there is no withholding. From 
the standpoint of the farmer there is no 
injustice to him. If the Treasury has 
ruled, as the Senator knows it has, and 
if the law means what it says, namely, 
that it must be picked up and reported 
by him, it is no injustice to him, when 
he does not get the dollars, to provide 
that 20 percent of the tax must be paid 
by the man holding his money. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, in 
answer to the distinguished junior Sena- 
tor from Virginia, I would say that if 
we are to have a withholding tax, and if 
we want to make the argument that a 
withholding tax is meritorious, the time 
to apply it is on the cash dividend. What 
is the point of applying a withholding 
tax on something that the patron is not 
going to get or on something that the 
patron is not sure of getting, or on some- 
thing which he cannot reduce to his pos- 
session at the time of the withholding? 
That would be a very strange sort of 
withholding tax. It could not be justi- 
fied under any type of argument. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Yes. 

Mr. CAPEHART. I have two ques- 
tions to ask. Do I understand that the 
House in its bill had a provision to with- 
hold dividends from corporations? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Yes. 

Mr. CAPEHART. My second question 
is: Did the committee write into the bill 
which we are considering a provision 
that if and when dividends are withheld 
from corporations, they will likewise be 
withheld from co-ops? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Yes. 
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Mr. CAPEHART. Then, regardless of 
what we do here, if the conferees agree 
to a withholding of dividends from cor- 
porations, that will automatically in- 
clude the dividends of cooperatives, 
will it? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. It will. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, is it not a 
fact that the farmer himself agrees to 
accept the so-called scrip or evidence of 
indebtedness or agreement to pay, in lieu 
of the cash which would have been made 
available to him if he had decided 
otherwise? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I believe there are 
such contractual situations. 

Mr. KERR. If such a provision is in- 
cluded in the bylaws and charter, it is 
included, is it not, because the farmers 
decided to have that basis of procedure 
adopted? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. That is a consider- 
able part of the argument going to what 
the committee did in reference to the 
cooperative problem. 

Mr. KERR. Because it really is the 
farmer’s right to contract as to the form 
in which he shall receive what is due 
to him, is it not? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. That is correct, un- 
der the cooperative theory. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Colorado yield to 
me? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield to the Senator 
from Virginia. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. My distinguished 
friend from Colorado is a great lawyer 
and an eminent statesman, but he must 
not make me a victim of the tyranny of 
words. He said, “If you are going to 
have a withholding tax, withhold the 
cash.” However, in truth, the Senator 
from Colorado is saying to the operators 
of the cooperatives, “Do not pay the 
farmers what they are entitled to have.” 

Mr. President, I say to the Senate that 
it should adopt my amendment, and 
should vote against such withholdings 
from the farmers. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, under 
the theory of the bill, as the distin- 
guished Senator from Oklahoma pointed 
out, the farmer already has contracted 
away that point; it is covered by his con- 
tract. So I say that if we are going to 
withhold, we should withhold cash. 
What else can we withhold? We can- 
not very well withhold goods and mer- 
chandise. What is the use of having a 
withholding, if the withholding is not a 
withholding of cash which is in the 
way of being distributed to the farmer? 

We do not withhold from the worker 
until the money is ready to be handed to 
him. It has never been proposed that 
we withhold on dividends or interest in 
the case of other classes of persons until 
it is ready to be handed to them. 

Now we have the amazing proposal 
that we should permit the withholding 
of something which is not being handed 
to the farmer. I repeat that that is 
discriminatory on its face. 

If I am willing to trust those who re- 
ceive interest payments and dividends to 
pay their lawful taxes—as I am—then I 
am willing to trust the farmer to make a 
proper report. - 
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Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Colorado yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

Mr. WATKINS. Is it not true that 
after the allocation is made, the farmer 
in effect loans this amount of money to 
the cooperative, and he receives interest 
on it, if and when the interest is paid 
to him? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. That is a theory 
which can be argued with great force; 
but whatever its force may be, I say to 
my distinguished friend I do not believe 
we are sound when we start imposing 
withholding taxes on something which, 
in fact, is not ready for distribution to 
the person from whom the withholding 
is proposed to be made. 

Mr. WATKINS. It is not ready for 
payment, and the farmer has contracted 
with the cooperative that it can keep it 
for a long period of time. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. That is what I am 
talking about. 

Mr. WATKINS. Moreover, is it not 
true that the cooperative must report on 
any amount that is allocated? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. This bill itself pro- 

vides that. The problem of the Treasury 
in that case is the same as the problem 
of the Treasury in all other cases. If 
people do not make proper reports on tax 
payments, it is the duty of the Treasury 
to root them out and to collect what 
is due. 
Mr. WATKINS. This amendment 
sounds as if it were directed to a farmer 
who runs a cooperative, but that is not 
the case. The farmer loans the money to 
the cooperative, and he does not want 
the Government to break his contract 
with the cooperative after he has entered 
into it. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Colorado yield to me? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. If it is unfair to 
withhold on what the farmer does not 
get, does the Senator from Colorado 
think it is fair to tax the farmer on what 
he does not get? 

Mr, MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I am 
not at all prepared to say it is fair to tax 
him on what he does not get. I will not 
fall into that trap for one moment. I 
am not at all prepared to say it is fair to 
tax him on that which he does not get. 
I am not prepared to say that any man 
should be taxed on something over which 
he does not have either actual or real- 
izable constructive possession. 

Mr. CARLSON, Mr. WILLIAMS, Mr. 
CASE, and other Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Colorado yield; and if 
so, to whom? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. First, Mr. President, 
let me inquire how much time remains 
to me. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Colorado has 5 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, let 
me inquire how much of my time re- 
mains. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Virginia has 1 minute re- 
maining. 
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Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I yield 
at this time to the distinguished Senator 
from Kansas [Mr. CARLSON]. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, 
after the Senator from Kansas has 
spoken I shall yield to the Senator from 
Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS] the 1 minute 
remaining to me. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I 
should like to ask the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Colorado a question: If we 
adopt the amendment proposed by the 
Senator from Virginia, will we not be 
reenacting the old undistributed profits 
tax? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The amendment 
certainly includes that aspect. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Colorado yield to me? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield 1 minute to 
the Senator from South Dakota. 

Mr. CASE. I should like to ask the 
distinguished Senator this question: Is 
not this proposal also discriminatory, in 
that it would apply a uniform 20-percent 
tax on the property of various taxpay- 
ers, regardless of the tax bracket in 
which their income would normally 
place them? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. That is a very good 
point. The amendment has the same 
weaknesses which were apparent in the 
proposals made the other day. Certain- 
ly it is erroneous to assume that every 
farmer will owe a 20-percent tax to the 
Government. Tens of thousands of 
farmers who receive these distributions 
do not owe any taxes. 

Mr. CARLSON. Some young farmers 
with large families have sufficient ex- 
emptions so that they would not have to 
pay a 20-percent tax, whereas some es- 
tablished farmers might have to pay a 
larger tax than that. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Yes. It would be 
very rare to find a farmer who owed 
exactly a 20-percent tax; and in all other 
cases the farmers would either have to 
be paid refunds or they would have to 
make additional payments at a later 
time, and in the meantime there would 
be terrific harassment of the members 
of the cooperatives and of the coopera- 
tives themselves. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Colorado yield to me? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I do not know 
whether the amendment of the Sena- 
tor from Virginia would cure the situa- 
tion, but it deals with it. In my State 
there are grower cooperatives. The 
Treasury has ruled recently that the 
value of the interest a farmer has in 
the cooperative is taxable. In that case, 
he is taxed on what it does not have, al- 
though it is true that his interest in the 
cooperative is an equity. 

It seems to me that perhaps the 
amendment of the Senator from Virginia 
would not take care of the problem, but 
surely there should be some understand- 
ing with the Treasury Department in 
regard to this matter, because otherwise 
the question will constantly arise. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I say to the distin- 
guished Senator that there is a vast field 
for clarification in that connection. 
However, if this amendment were 
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adopted, the farmer might have to pay 
a tax on something which he does not 
receive from the cooperative, on some- 
thing in connection with which he has a 
right of some kind, but it may never 
mature into actual distribution to him. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. It will not mature 
unless the cooperative is dissolved. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Yes. So there is a 
vast field for clarification there. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I hope the Treas- 
ury will take notice of the debate oz chis 
subject. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. Presigent, I 
yield the remainder of my time to the 
Senator from Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER The 
Senator from Delaware is recognized for 
1 minute. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, the 
other evening when we voted on my 
amendment which related to coopera- 
tives, I felt rather discouraged. How- 
ever, after listening to all the speeches 
in favor of my proposal this afternoon, 
by Senators on both sides of the aisle, I 
feel encouraged because Members of 
the Senate are at last recognizing that 
it is unfair to tax the American farmer 
on something he does not get. That is 
exactly what the committee amendment, 
as it now stands, does. It taxes the 
farmer on something which he does not 
get and which in some instances he 
probably never will get. I considered 
this unfair and voted against the pro- 
posal. I still think the small farmers 
lost by the Senate’s action. 

So far as the argument of the Senator 
from Washington is concerned, in re- 
gard to his thought that the Treasury 
Department’s understanding should be 
clarified, let me say that the action 
taken by the Senate last Monday does 
clarify the law. It will now require the 
Treasury Department to interpret as 
cash payments fully taxable to the 
farmer all allocations, even if they have 
a maturity up to 100 years or 500 years 
in the future, or even no maturity at all. 
Regardless of how phony the allocations 
may be the farmers are hooked by the 
committee amendment. My argument 
then and my position now is that the 
farmer should not be taxed on that 
which he does not receive. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All 
time on the amendment of the Senator 
from Virginia has expired. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the junior Sena- 
tor from Virginia [Mr. ROBERTSON] on 
behalf of the senior Senator from Vir- 
ginia [Mr. Byrp] and himself. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, on be- 
half of myself, the Senator from Oregon 
LMr. Morse], the Senator from Louisi- 
ana [Mr. Lone], the Senator from Ten- 
nessee [Mr. KeEravver], the Senator 
from Montana [Mr. Murray], the Sen- 
ator from Connecticut [Mr. Benton], 
the Senator from New York [Mr, LEH- 
MAN], the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
HUMPHREY], the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. Lancer], the Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. Green], the Senator 
from West Virginia [Mr. KILGORE], and 
the Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
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NEELY], I call up the amendment identi- 
fied as 9-22-51—7, and ask that it be 
stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 167, 
in line 7, it is proposed to strike out “25 
percent” and insert in lieu thereof “28 
percent.” 

On page 169, after line 14, it is pro- 
posed to insert the following: 

(d) Alternative tax of corporations: Sec- 
tion 117 (c) (1) (relating to alternative tax 
in case of corporation) is hereby amended 
by striking “25 percent” and inserting in 
lieu thereof “28 percent.” 

(e) Regulated investment companies: 
Section 362 (b) (5) (relating to capital gain 
dividends) is hereby amended by striking 
“25 percent“ and inserting in lieu thereof 
“28 percent.” 


On page 169, line 15, it is proposed to 
strike “(d)” and insert in lieu thereof 
“ (f) qw. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. For the 
information of the Senate, the Chair 
will state that this is one of the amend- 
ments as to which the agreement pro- 
vided that there should be 30 minutes 
to a side. The Senator from Illinois is 


recognized. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I 
would prefer 


Mr. KERR. It is a question about the 
Senator’s procedure. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it a procedural 
question? 

Mr. KERR. It is. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Certainly I yield. 

Mr. KERR. Would the Senator, in 
the interest of saving time, want to re- 
duce the time to 15 minutes to a side? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. No. I regret that I 
am unable to do so, in view of the nature 
of the amendment. 

Mr. President, this is an amendment to 
raise the maximum tax rate on capital 
gains. : 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Illinois will suspend for 
a moment. If anyone finds it neces- 
sary to confer and cannot leave the 
Chamber, it may be necessary for the 
Senate to suspend until he concludes the 
conference. If he can leave the Cham- 
ber, let him do so, that the Senate may 
continue with its business. The Chair 
does not want to become personal or to 
embarrass anyone, but this is an im- 
portant debate, and the Chair may ask 
the Sergeant-at-Arms to request those 
who have been conversing to be quiet 
or leave the Chamber quietly. The Chair 
is talking about visitors on the Senate 
floor. The Senator from Illinois. y 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, does 
my time begin now? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator. is correct. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, this is 
an amendment to increase the maximum 
tax rate on capital gains from the pres- 
ent rate of 25 percent, as contained in 
the bill reported by the Senate Finance 
Committee, to 28 percent. Twenty- 
eight percent is the figure included in 
the House bill, and it is an increase pro- 
portionate to the proposed increase in 
the personal income tax. It would raise 
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approximately $90,000,000 more per year 
in revenue. 

Before I discuss the details of the pro- 
posal I should like to make a comment, 
if I may, upon what the group which 
is sponsoring this amendment and other 
amendments is really trying to do. Last 
night at the conclusion of a long and 
trying session, when I am sure Members 
of the Senate were tired aud when tem- 
pers were perhaps somewhat frayed, this 
group was accused of offering its amend- 
ments with a political purpose. I am 
sure that there was no personal or ma- 
licious intent to slur our group behind 
that remark, but it has gone over the 
country, and certain elements of the 
press are saying that what we are try- 
ing to do is to increase the tax burdens 
upon the American people—that we are 
a high-tax bloc. 

Mr. President, I may. say that anyone 
who is interested primarily in his own 
political future does not advocate an in- 
crease in taxes. An increase in taxes 
is always unpopular with the groups 
upon whom the tax is to be levied and 
with their friends. It never is a vote 
getter, and therefore, I think reflection 
will indicate that the Members of this 
group certainly are not considering their 
own fortunes in making these propos- 
als. Neither do we have any desire to 
inflict pain. We are not sadists. We 
do not wish to punish the American tax- 
Payer. We ourselves are taxpayers. Our 
friends and relatives are taxpayers. We 
wish we could have a happy utopia in 
which there would be no taxes. 

Why, then, are we making these pro- 
posals? We are making them for two 
reasons: First, that in order to pre- 
vent inflation it is necessary to collect 
a larger total amount in taxes than is 
contemplated in the Senate bill; and, 
secondly, we believe that in collecting 
this larger total amount of taxes we 
should close, I do not say the loopholes, 
but rather the broad tunnels in the tax 
burden which have been opened up by 
the Senate draft. 

Mr. President, let us review the sit- 
uation if we may. The Defense Depart- 
ment and the administration stated re- 
cently that, at a minimum, expenditures 
during the coming year would be around 
$73,000,000,000. To my mind, that is a 
very appreciable underestimate, because 
we know that in the House Appropria- 
tions Committee we already have the 
first supplemental deficiency bill, which, 
I am informed, amounts to not far from 
$2,000,000,000; and, if we can expect that 
the future will repeat the past, we can 
be pretty certain that there will be many 
deficiency appropriation bills during the 
year, particularly if the fighting in 
Korea is prolonged. 

I have said before, and I think this 
is conservative, that during the coming 
year we shall spend not far from 875, 
000,000,000 at a minimum. I say that 
is the minimum expenditure sum. I 
may say I think that figure is somewhat 
larger than it should have been, I think 
there is waste in the Federal budget, in 
both the nondefense budget and in the 
defense budget, and some of us worked 
on the floor of this body for months try- 


ing to reduce the items of appropria- t 
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tion. We were successful in some cases, 
but we were in the main unsuccessful on 
large items. 

It is very hard in a democracy to re- 
duce items in an appropriation bill, be- 
cause the interests which desire the ap- 
propriations are concentrated and pow- 
erful and the taxpaying interests are dif- 
fused. If Senators want a recipe for po- 
litical success, it would be the precise 
opposite of the recipe which the Senator 
from Illinois has followed. If they want 
a recipe for political success, it should be 
Vote for every appropriation and vote 
against every tax bill.” That is sure fire, 
if that is what one wants, because when 
he votes for the appropriation he will 
satisfy the special interest which desires 
the appropriation, and then when he 
votes against the tax bill he can go to the 
taxpayer and say, See, I tried to protect 
you.” But that policy when carried out, 
of course, leads to a tremendous govern- 
mental deficit. It leads to national 
bankruptcy. It leads to catastrophe, 
and I am sure that it is not a policy 
which any of us in our sober moments 
wish to follow. It is not the policy which 
the Senator from Illinois has followed. 
He has instead followed exactly the oppo- 
site course. In any event, the appropria- 
tions have been made, the expenditures 
will occur to the extent of at least 
$75,000,000,000, and what do we have now 
on the revenue side? 

The estimated yield of taxes existing 
as of this moment is not set above 
$61,000,000,000. The pending bill, as re- 
ported by the Senate committee, will cer- 
tainly not yield more than two and three- 
quarter billions of dollars in the current 
fiscal year. With the exemptions which 
have already been made on the floor, and 
with the probable overestimate of the 
yield from the gambling tax, the total 
amount may well not go above two and 
one-half billion dollars. In any event, 
we will not raise a total of more than 
$64,000,000,000 at the outside, and prob- 
ably less. Therefore the governmental 
deficit will be, at a minimum, $10,000,- 
000,000. 

As a matter of fact, I saw the Treasury 
statement up to the 24th of September, 
or for 2 months and 24 days of the cur- 
rent fiscal year, following the September 
15 income-tax payments, and it showed 
a deficit of about $2,600,000,000 for less 
than a quarter of the year. Expendi- 
tures are going to increase, undoubtedly, 
during the coming months more rapidly 
than income will increase, even with the 
present bill. So, therefore, I think I am 
most conservative in saying that the ad- 
ministrative budget will be out of balance 
by at least $10,000,000,000, if not more. 
Against that we do have a surplus of re- 
ceipts over benefits under social security. 
The receipts will be approximately 
$4,000,000,000, and the expenditures will 
be around $2,000,000,000. There will, 
therefore, be a cash surplus, so far as 
social security is concerned, of $2,000,- 
000,000, which can be offset against the 
the $10,000,000,000, $11,000,000,000, or 
$12,000,000,000 minimum deficit for the 
administrative budget. But even if we 
take social security into account, it will 
mean a total cash deficit of from $8,000,- 
000,000 to $10,000,000,000. 
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When we have a deficit of this type, 
Mr. President, what happens? The Gov- 
ernment has to borrow money. It is to 
be hoped that the Government can bor- 
row money from individuals and cor- 
porations out of savings, and it is our 
personal duty to subscribe as liberally as 
we can out of our incomes, and to re- 
duce our personal expenditures so that 
we may have a contraction of the pri- 
vate spending to match the expansion 
in the governmental spending. I am 
sure we will all try to do our duty. 

But everyone who purchases a Gov- 
ernment bond has hanging over his head 
the fear of inflation. Inflation has oc- 
curred since 1945, 1946, and it has oc- 
curred during the past year. Inciden- 
tally, in a speech from the floor in Feb- 
ruary, I laid the primary blame for the 
inflation since last June upon the pol- 
icies of the Treasury in forcing the Fed- 
eral Reserve Board to finance a credit in- 
fiation by the banks, so I am not indulg- 
ing in any partisan talk. But we may 
expect inflation with the big increase 
in credit and prices, which I shall shortly 
explain. People facing inflation are re- 
luctant to buy bonds, because the pur- 
_ chasing power of a bond and its interest 
will decrease, so I am afraid we are not 
going to be able to get out of current 
savings the eight to ten billion dollars 
which we need. 

The Government instead will be com- 
pelled in large measure to go to the banks 
to get the money. How will the banks 
make the loans? They will create check- 
ing accounts against which the Govern- 
ment will draw. The loans will be made 
in the form of created deposits, which 
is the essence of commercial banking, 
The total supply of bank credit will in- 
crease. In the old days it was the Gov- 
ernment which ran the printing press 
and financed a deficit. Nowadays, it is 
sanctified by the Government going to 
the banks, and the banks through the 
loan of credit creating the money and 
the purchasing power. 

Monetary purchasing power will be 
created by the banking system. The 
total supply of bank credit, in relation- 
ship to goods, will increase. When we 
increase the total supply of checks and 
banks credits payable for goods in rela- 
tionship to the quantity of goods, prices 
will rise and there will be inflation. 

So, Mr. President, when we fail to bal- 
ance the budget, when we fail to levy 
enough taxes, we are condemning the 
American people to inflation and to a 
rise in prices. Do not think, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that the costs of military prepara- 
tion are going to be painless. They will 
have to be paid. The question is 
whether they will be paid by taxes or be 
paid by inflation. 

What the group of which I have the 
honor to be a member is trying to do is 
to have the budget balanced, so far as 
possible, by the equitable taxation of all 
elements of the community equally dis- 
tributed according to their ability to pay. 
If we do not raise an adequate amount 
of money, if we are forced to go to the 
banks and borrow, the result will be a 
rise in prices. Upon whom will it fall, 
Mr. President? It will fall with con- 


centrated weight upon the weakest, the 
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poorest, the most defenseless sections of 
our community. It will fall upon old per- 
sons living on pensions and annuities 
receiving fixed money amounts which 
cannot be increased. It will fall upon 
the recipients of interest. Tears have 
been shed about widows and orphans. 
It is the widows and the orphans who 
suffer from inflation. It will fall upon 
the salaried folks whose salaries are not 
adjusted in accordance with the cost of 
living. They will also suffer. Indus- 
trial unrest will increase. If we do not 
balance the budget, the cost of this 
preparation, the cost of the deficit, will 
be borne in concentrated fashion by a 
very small section of the community, 
and they will suffer. Did I say, Mr. Pres- 
ident, a small section of the community? 
No, not that—rather a large section of 
the community, but not the whole com- 
munity. At the time they are suffering, 
the speculators, the “sharpies,” the peo- 
ple who anticipate a rise in prices, will 
be making enormous amounts in capital 
gains which will be taxed at a maximum 
rate of only 25 percent. 

Mr. President, our effort is not a po- 
litical effort. We are possibly sacrific- 
ing our political future on this issue, 
because people do not like to have taxes 
increased but we are trying to preserve 
the financial integrity of this country 
and to maintain it in the midst of great 
difficulties. 

Mr. President, I lament the fact that 
we were not able to reduce expenses 
more than we were able to do. Unfor- 
tunately, that is water over the dam, and 
now we have a chance, hard as it may 
be, to try to preserve the long-time so- 
lidity of this Government by levying 
enough taxes to pay as we go. That is 
& principle to which people and Senators 
generally give adherence. Before a tax 
bill comes up, everyone is for a balanced 
budget. But the question is whether we 
will vote to yield the revenue or whether 
we shall consider only the particular 
groups which we think may be aggrieved 
by the increase in taxes, and vote against 
the tax. The test is what we do when 
the chips are down, and they are most 
emphatically down now. These are 
the bours of testing. 

I think there is more patriotism 
amongst the American public than a 
great many people believe. I think there 
is patriotism in the business groups, the 
oil and gas groups, and that they are 
willing to pay taxes if it is necessary, as 
it is, for the salvation of the country. 

We are also trying to see that the bur- 
den of increased taxation is borne 
equitably, that the loopholes and tunnels 
are closed before we start a general in- 
crease in taxation. That is our purpose 
and the purpose of the present amend- 
ment. 

It would increase the maximum rate of 
taxation on capital gains from 25 to 28 
percent. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I should like to 
ask the Senator to state for us the his- 
torical relationship between capital 
gains and the general corporate tax 
structure and the income tax structure. 
As the Senator has pointed out, there 
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are a number of new areas in which the 
capital gains preferential treatment has 
been applied. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. In the past 2 years 
we have increased the personal income 
tax and corporation tax, but we have 
not increased the capital gains tax. The 
maximum taxation under the personal 
income tax has been increased from 
1634 to 20 percent, and in this bill it is 
increased to 22.2 percent, a relative in- 
crease of nearly 40 percent. But the 
maximum capital gains tax rate has not 
been increased at all. It is still 25 per- 
cent. The top income tax bracket has 
been increased to approximately 92 per- 
cent. The disparity between the rates 
of taxation on personal incomes and the 
capital gains tax has been increased as 
we have raised the income tax, but we 
have not increased the capital gains tax. 
We have, therefore, increased the temp- 
tation to charge to capital gains what 
normally should be income, and we have 
thereby reduced the taxable income of 
the Government. y 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to insert at this point in my re- 
marks a table showing the trends in the 
maximum long term capital gains tax 
rates, and the holding period necessary 
to qualify for these rates compared with 
the trends in the rates applied to the 
lowest and highest income tax brackets 
and corporate tax rates for the years 
1922 to the present., 

There being no objection, the table 
referred to was ordered to be printed 
in the Recor, as follows: 


Comparison of capital gains rate and holding 
period with changes in the individual and 
corporation income tar rates ‘ 


Individual 


NA = Per- 
1922. 58.0 12. 5 
43. 5 12. 5 
1924. 46.0 12.5 
1925, = : as 
. 5 
1927 25.0 13. 5 
1928. 25.0 12.0 
1929. 18.75 | 11.0 
1930. 25.0 12,0 
25.0 12.0 
be. 0 13. 75 
0 13.75 
1 63.0 13. 78 
.0 | 63.0 15.0 
Š -0 | 79.0 15.0 
1937. -| 0) 0 | 79.0 15.0 
1938. -| 15.0 .0 | 79.0 19.0 
1939. 15.0 . 0 | 79.0 18.0 
15.0 . 0 | 79.0 24.0 
1941 15.0 10.0 | 81.0 31.0 
1942. 25.0 6] 19.0 | 88.0 40.0 
1943. 25.0 6| 19.0 8s. 0 40.0 
1944 -| 25.0 6| 23.0 | 94.0 40.0 
1945. -| 25.0 6 23, 94.0 40.0 
1946. 25.0 6 19. 86. 5 38.0 
1947. 25.0 6 19. 86.5 38.0 
1948. 25.0 6 16, 82. 1 38.0 
1949. -| 25.0 6] 16.6 | 82.1 38.0 
1950. 25.0 6 17.4 | 84.5 42.0 
1951 (present tax 
law a3 5 25.0 6| 20.0] 91.0 47.0 
Finance Com- 
mittee bill. 25.0 61 22.2 91.7 52.0 


1 For the years 1934-37, the rate varied depending on 
the length of time the asset was held, 
Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield 


Mr. DOUGLAS, I yield. 
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Mr. LEHMAN. The Senator from 
Illinois has very accurately stated that 
the top income bracket has been raised 
up to 91.2 percent. Is it not a fact that 
all a man in the higher brackets has to 
do in order to avail himself of the privi- 
lege of paying only 25 percent is to hold 
his stock, or whatever other asset may 
be involved, for a period of 6 months? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is correct. The 
holding period has been reduced from 
24 months to 6 months. This is shown 
in the table that I have just placed in 
the RECORD. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Does not the Senator 
from Illinois agree with me that there 
is every incentive under the sun to per- 
suade a man to keep his securities or 
his other assets for the very brief period 
of 6 months, and thus in the case of the 
very high income tax payers, to save the 
difference between 25 percent and 91.2 
percent? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator is com- 
pletely correct. All we are trying to 
do is somewhat to narrow the differen- 
tial, somewhat to reduce the temptation. 
The disparity will still be great. It will 
be greater than it was in 1948, because 
since then we have had two tax increases 
in corporation and individual income 
taxes. All we are trying to do is, in this 
last increase, to have the capital gains tax 
move proportionately in step with the 
rate of increase of income taxes on in- 
dividuals; as the Senator from New York 
has stated, there is great incentive to 
take advantage of capital gains tax rates 
in order to avoid the increasingly high 
individual income tax rates. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent to in- 
sert, at this point in my remarks, a table 
which compares, for each income bracket, 
the amount to be paid in individual in- 
come tax rates with the amount to be 
paid in capital gains tax rates under 
the committee bill. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered printed in the RECORD as 
follows: 

Table showing comparison of long-term capi- 
tal-gains rate and maximum income-taz 
rates 


RERBERERERERERERRERSSERE 
Seesen 


22.2 
24.4 
29.0 
33.0 
38. 0 
42.0 
48.0 
52.0 
50. 0 
59.0 
62.0 
65.0 
667. 0 
0-69. 0 
0-73. 0 
73,0 
77.0 
80. 0 
82.0 
85.0 
88. 0 
90.0 
91.0 
91.7 
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Mr. LEHMAN. Will the Senator yield 
for one more question? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Is it not a fact that all 
which the group supporting this and 
other amendments is interested in is to 
raise the capital gains tax from 25 per- 
cent to 28 percent, a difference of merely 
3 points? Even at the rate of 28 per- 
cent those in the very high income 
brackets will pay less than one-third of 
what they would pay under the regular 
income tax rates. 

Mr.DOUGLAS. Thatiscorrect. The 
difference between 92 percent and 28 
percent. There is still a tremendous 
Saving. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question at that 
point? , 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Iam glad to yield. 

Mr. LONG. Isit not true that actual- 
ly, under the provisions of the bill, every- 
one is having, on the average, his tax in- 
creased 11 percent? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes. 

Mr. LONG. Is it not also true that 
many persons are placed in a very dis- 
advantageous position because of infia- 
tion, and in many cases, their income 
has actually been reduced, since many 
have not yet had an adjustment for the 
increased cost of living? So actually 
many people are making less than they 
were making before, and at the same 
time are having their taxes increased. 
Here we have a situation where the 
most favored taxpayers in the Nation, 
those who are given the biggest break 
under our tax law, are not paying 
any increased tax. It would seem rea- 
sonable, at least, that if the average 
wage earner is to pay a 11 percent in- 
crease those who have the most to gain 
by the preservation of the capitalistic 
system should pay their proportionate 
share of the tax increase. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from 
Louisiana is completely correct. 

Mr. LONG. This is not a soak-the- 
rich proposal. It is simply a question 
of seeing to it that the rich pay their 
proportionate share. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is correct. 
Under our amendment each tax would 
be up by 11 percent. 

Mr. LONG. The proposal is that the 
wealthy people should pay the same in- 
crease in taxes we are expecting the or- 
dinary American citizen to pay. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is correct. 
That applies not merely to the well-to- 
do, but to the speculator. 

Mr. President, a period of infiation, 
such as we seem probably to be headed 
for, is one which brings enormous spec- 
ulative profits. Earnings on common 
stocks rise. Prices of commodities rise. 
Real estate rises. The speculators will 
reap enormous profits. But, as the Sen- 
ator from New York has pointed out, if 
they can only hold their assets for 6 


months and turn their capital over twice 


a year, then they will be taxed, not at 
income-tax rates which would be more 
than the capital gains rate if you get 
above $16,000, but at capital gains rate 
with a maximum of 25 percent. So the 
proposal of the committee—and I am 
sure it is unintentional—is to reward the 
speculator and punish the regular, hard- 
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working American. In other words, it 
rewards the group in the community 
which is probably on the whole one of 
the least desirable, and rewards it at a 
time when it is profiting from national 
distress, does not increase the tax of 
this group at the same time that it in- 
creases, as the Senator from Minnesota 
pointed out, by 11 percent, one-ninth, 
the tax on the wage earner, the salaried 
worker, and the steady investor. In 
other words, it is a reward to the specu- 
lator. 

Mr. LONG. Furthermore this is not 
a time when we wish to encourage spec- 
ulation. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. It is a time when we 
wish we could discourage speculation, 
but unfortunately inflation breeds spec- 
ulation, and what we are trying to do 
is to lessen the profits from speculation 
and, to the degree that we draw in more 
of these speculative profits, we reduce the 
deficit and also reduce the necessity for 
borrowing. Hence we also reduce the 
infiation itself. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield at that point? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator just 
mentioned something about bank credit 
and he also mentioned something about 
inflationary pressures. Is it not true 
that when we have a larger amount of 
bank credit available we also place a 
premium upon the so-called capital- 
gains type of transaction, because the 
credit is available at that time for specu- 
lative purposes? That is what we saw 
happen last year? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I am 
one who believes in the superiority of 
indirect controls over direct price con- 
trols. I only accept direct controls as 
a last necessity, and I think at the pres- 
ent time, in the present emergency, they 
are of some help. But if we permit an 
unlimited expansion of credit by the 
banks, and do not check the Government 
deficit, the result is going to be a tre- 
mendous expansion of bank credit and 
an increase in the price level. I think 
it is time to translate this belief in in- 
direct control into action; that it should 
not be used merely as an argument 
against price control, but that it should 
also be made use of in the revenue bill. 

Mr. President, I believe our proposal, 
while unpopular with the particular 
groups which will be affected by it, is in 
the national interest, for two reasons: 
First, it diminishes the deficit. It 
diminishes the amount of borrowing 
which the Government will have to do 
and it dampens down the inflation. Sec- 
ondly, it distributes the burden in 
greater proportion upon the groups best 
able to pay. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I wonder whether the 
Senator from Illinois has seen the chart 
which I cut out of the New York Times 
of yesterday. It is entitled “Market 
Averages.” It shows that the average 
price on September 20 of 50 stocks dealt 
in on the New York Stock Exchange was 
180.30; that the price a year ago, at ap- 
proximately the same time, was 149.03; 
that the average price of these 50 stocks 
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in 1949 was approximately 135. So that 
between the present time and a year ago 
there was an increase of 30 points, or 20 
percent, and the difference between the 
current price and that in 1949 was nearly 
50 points, or about 40 percent. 

Obviously normally a man would pay 
on that increase in the form of an in- 
come tax. But because of the capital- 
gains tax 

Mr. DOUGLAS. 
profits. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Because of the capi- 
tal-gains tax on the realized profits on 
securities held for 6 months, he does 
not pay a cent more than he did 2 or 3 
or 4 years ago, in spite of the great emer- 
gency with which we are now faced. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I am 
informed that my time is almost up. I 
yield the floor, but I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have inserted in the RECORD at 
appropriate points in my remarks sup- 
plementary tables which I have pre- 
pared. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I have 
yielded to the Senator from Oklahoma 

iMr. Kerr] my time on this amendment. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President—— 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, does the 
Senator from Colorado wish me to yield 
him some time? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Very briefly. 

Mr. KERR. I yield to the Senator 
from Colorado. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I 
think we have just heard two basic fal- 
lacies in the argument presented by the 
proponents of this amendment. The 
first one is that our market prices and 
our other prices are going to increase 
forever, that therefore there is a cheap, 
easy, and unfailing opportunity for prof- 
its, and that we should catch those prof- 
its as income to as great an extent as 
possible. As to capital gains, it is ar- 
gued that we should lengthen the period 
as much as possible and increase the 
rate as much as possible. 

The distinguished Senator from New 
York [Mr. LEHMAN] told us about the 
rise in the stock market over a period 
of time. The stock speculator—and we 
have heard much about the speculator— 
does not speculate over a long period of 
time. He speculates day by day: The 
distinguished Senator from New York 
did not tell us about the day-to-day fluc- 
tuations in the market—the ripples, the 
waves, and the tides. He told us about 
the general movement; but the specu- 
lator lives or dies on the ripple, the wave, 
or the tide. While a general upward 
trend has been going on, there have been 
zigzags which can kill the speculator who 
guesses wrong. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President—— 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Just a moment. 
That statement applies with particular 
force to the speculator who holds on too 
long. 

We are confusing two things. We are 
confusing the speculator, who must make 
the play, day by day, and be prepared at 
every moment to protect himself, with 
the investor. I am speaking of the true 
speculator, as compared with the inves- 
tor, who occupies an entirely different 
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status. The investor has the oppor- 
tunity to make true capital gains or 
losses. The speculator who sets out in 
the stock market, for example, to hold 
his stocks for 6 months, intending to 
make a capital gain, is an utter idiot, 
because he can be wiped out on one dip 
any day, in the temporary, ephemeral 
short-term fluctuations of the market. 
So let us stop confusing the speculator 
with the longer-term investor, because 
they are different, and the rules which 
should apply to each are different. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. In the first place, let 
the Senator from New Vork say that 
there is nothing in the amendment which 
we have offered which in the slightest 
degree affects the day-by-day specula- 
tor. We are talking about the man who 
is able or desirous to hold his securities 
for a period of 6 months. I wonder 
whether the Senator would permit me 
to read the prices ruling on the stock 
market for selected stocks for the past 
7 years. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, a point of 
order. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent, without losing the 
fioor, that the distinguished Senator 
from New York be permitted to put into 
the Record now the information to which 
he refers. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Shall I place it in the 
Recor or read it? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. No. Please place it 
in the Recorp. Please do not read it. 
I must save time. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I ask permission to 
place that information in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


Market averages, Tuesday, Sept. 25, 1951 
STOCKS 


22 
208. 100 299. 38 


25 industrials ...... 300. 71 5 
179. 50| 180. 30 


181.32 
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Market averages, Tuesday, Sept, 25, 1951— 
Continued 


YEARLY RANGE OF 25 RAILROADS 


High | Date Low Date Last 
1951....... 65.45 Feb. 9 51,95) June 29 61. 22 
1950 50. 05 Dee. 28 | 39. 27 June 27 57. 70 
YEARLY RANGE OF 25 INDUSTRIALS 
1961 304,96] Sept. 19 | 258.23) Jan. 2 209.38 
1950......- 262.34) Oct, 9 * July 13 289. 57 


YEARLY RANGE OF 50 STOCKS 


1051.5 182. 88| Sept. 20 |- 157.90) Jan. 2 180.36 
1950 1. . 153.35) Sept. 22 | 128. 79 July 13] 149.03 
FULL YEARS 
159, 00 Dee. 28 | 128.79) July 13 158.63 
134. 57 Dec. 30 | 104.48) June 14 133. 78 
128. 20 July 12 | 107. 13 Feb. 14 | 114. 69 
124. 880 Feb. 5 105. 51 May 19 118.36 
148. 50| May 28 | 106.99) Oct. 30 | 119,61 
137. 34 Dec. 10 | 105. 37 Jan. 26 134.18 
107. 62 Dec. 16 $2.21) Jan. 3 106. 41 

July 15 | 82.31 Jan. 6 92 48 
83.11} Dee. 23 64.13) Apr. 26 82. 30 


DOMESTIC BONDS 


10 indus- Combina- 
20 rails trials 10 utilities tion 
92.62-++-.02_......... 100. 56—. 03 86. 56-++, 10 93. 09-+-, 03 


DAILY RANGE OF DOMESTIC BONDS 


2 ae 93.06 Sept. 19 | 93. 17. 05 
Rept. Moc 93.06—.03) Sept. 18 | 93.12.14 
ce —— 93.09 —. 08 Sept. 17 | 93.26—.01 


MONTHLY RANGE OF DOMESTIC BONDS 


High | Date | Low Date Last 

1951. ...... 97. 82 Feb. 9 91.14) Jan. 29 93. 00 
1950 1. 95. 48 Sept. 13 | 92.15) July 2 94. 98 

FULL YEARS 

High | Date Low Date Last 
96.70) Dee. 20 | 92.15) July 3 96. 70 
94,02) Jan. 24] 89. 88 July 1 93. 78 
94. 51| June 30 | 81.16) Feb. 13 93.02 
98.41] Feb. 7 | 90. 40 Dee. 29 91.08 
103. 57 Apr. 9] 95.72) Oct. 10 97. 52 
101.97 Dee, 31 98.08} Jan, 3 101.97 
98.03] Dec. 30 | 83. 34 Jan. 3 98. 03 

85. 54| Dec. 31 | 78.54) Jan. 2 88. 54 

78. 60 Oct. 24 | 70.07| June 27 78. 41 


High Date Low Date Last Change 


September. 20) 178. 30 4| 180.30 +3.42 
August. 7 170. 93 11 176.88} +5. 42 
uly . 30) 160, 64 2 171.46) +9.83 
June. 15) 160. 51 29) 161.63] —6.85 

4| 162, 04 24| 163. —6.92 

20| 164. 46 4 175.40) +8.79 

2| 163. 150 166.61) —4. 10 
February.. 5| 167.90 1| 176.77 +1.87 
January... 30| 157. 90) 2| 168. +10, 27 

1950 

December.] 159. 96 146. 64 4) 158.63] -+7.60 
November | 157. 24| 146. 50 6| 151.03] -+1.19 
October...| 157,29 148. 95 31| 149.84) —1. 95 


30 industrials 273.510 270.05 272.24] -+1.47 
A 87.04) 85. 59 86.05 33 
15 utilities. 45.46 45.12 45.31 12 
65 stocks 99. 28 97. 90% 98. 63 


1 Corresponding day last year, 


Mr. MILLIKIN. So we are not talking 
about the problems of the speculator. 
We catch the speculator with the taxes 
on his income. I repeat that a speculator 
is a complete imbecile if his plan is to 
hold securities for 6 months and at the 
same time he expects to protect himself 
in a rapidly moving, fluctuating market, 
which goes down as well as up, even in 
a rising market. 

While we are talking about statistics, 
the Senator from New York read some 
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statistics having to do with the general 
uprise of security prices. They always 
come down, Mr. President. Get the sta- 
tistics for 1928 and 1929. They were 
going up, up, and up, forever up; but 
they came down, good sir—and how. 

Get the statistics for 1937 and read 
those into the Recorp. Under the new 
blessings which had descended upon us, 
the market was going up, up, and up— 
forever up. That is the Mortimer Snerd 
philosophy. Everything is all right, boys. 
We are going to keep going up and up 
and up. Nothing is ever coming down. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. MILLIKIN, That is the Mortimer 
Snerd philosophy, 

Mr. DOUGLAS, Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I repeat, Mr. Presi- 
dent. 


The VICE PRESIDENT. Does Morti- 
mer Snerd yield to the Senator from 
Illinois. [Laughter.] 

Mr. DOUGLAS, Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The Senator from 
Colorado will yield to Mortimer, 
{Laughter.] 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Was it not an emi- 
nent Republican who, in 1928, said that 
everything was all right, that there were 
two chickens in every pot, and that there 
was going to be a second car in every 
garage? Was not Mr. Snerd an associate 
of my able and witty friend across the 
aisle? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I have no doubt that 
on rare occasions gentlemen from my 
side of the aisle have come within a re- 
mote distance of that philosophy; but 
they have not mentioned it in this de- 
bate. However, I have heard it men- 
tioned here. It is like the Mortimer fall- 
ing off a 10-story building. A man looks 
out the window as he is passing by and 
says, How are you doing, Mortimer?” 
He replies “I am doing all right so far.” 
[Laughter.] 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

Mr, LEHMAN. The Senator from 
New York was very anxious to read on 
the floor of the Senate the stock quota- 
tions from 1942 to 1951—— 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Not in my time. 

Mr. LEHMAN, That is a period of 10 
years. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
that the Senator place in the Recorp, in 
his own time, the statistics which show 
how the market went up and up and up, 
never coming down. Let him show what 
happened in the late 1920’s. I ask him 
to take the figures for 1937, showing how 
stocks went up and up and up, and how 
they came down. They always go up, 
and they always come down. 


The business of holding capital invest-. 


ments is not always for profit. The 
profit of one is the loss of another. Is 
not that perfectly obvious? If so, why 
talk this. kind of foolishness, which I 
cannot believe I have heard, because I 
respect the intelligence of Senators who 
have uttered such things. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
my dear friend and witty colleague yield 
for a question? 
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Mr. MILLIKIN. Certainly, after that 
compliment. How much time have I, 
Mr, President? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
has 22 minutes. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Then I can yield for 
a minute. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Speaking of capital 


losses, is it not true that while only half 


of the capital gains are taxed, all the 
capital losses are deducted? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Most of the capital 
losses are never recovered. 

Mr. DOUGLAS, They are deducted 
from taxes. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. That is one of the 
points which I thank the Senator for 
emphasizing. We tax gains. We have 
a limited period to carry forward losses, 
but on the whole, most of the losses, in 
my opinion, are never recovered. That 
is why we must have a sensible policy as 
to capital gains. I am very much 
er to the Senator for his interrup- 

on. 

Let us take another point. This is just 
plain common horse sense. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. What was the word 
which followed the word horse“? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I said horse 
h-o-r-s-e, 

Mr. DOUGLAS. What was the word 
which followed that? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I said “gense”—and 
not Mortimer Snerd sense. Let us see 
about raising revenue. The distin- 
guished senior Senator from Illinois has 
deeply moved the junior Senator from 
Colorado with his statement about rais- 
ing revenue. I assume there are no so- 
cial implications in the amendment. I 
assume there is no background philos- 
ophy of any kind except to get revenue. 
I assume that to be the fact. 

Well, Mr. President, if we are out to 
get revenue, let us see how a plain 
businessman would get revenue from 
capital gains. Down to a diminishing 
point of revenue return—and there is 
one just as there is a high point at the 
other end—if we reduce the length of 
time and if we reduce the rate of capi- 
tal gains, we do more business. That is 
the way to get revenue, if there are no 
background implications beyond raising 
revenue. That is my parting injunction 
to the distinguished senior Senator from 
Illinois. If he wants to get more reve- 
nue, if that is what he is after, I say 
make it 4 months and bring it down to 
20 percent, and he will get more revenue. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I am 
glad the Senator from Colorado made 
the final statement. The distinguished 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DOUGLAS], a 
little while ago, said that we are trying 
to lessen profits. He made the state- 
ment in support of an amendment which 
he said was for the purpose of increas- 
ing revenue. How can we increase reve- 
nue by a provision which will discourage 
profits? 

Mr. President, the amendment which 
is now being presented to the Senate 
would reduce revenue. From 1938 to 
1941 the law provided a holding period 
of 18 months, and the revenue dropped 
from $12,000,000 in 1948 to where, in 1940 
and 1941, the capital losses offsets were 
greater than the capital gains. 
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In the tax bill of 1942, which was 
passed late in the year, the holding 
period was reduced from 18 months to 
6 months. The full impact of that re- 
duction was not felt in 1942. vet capi- 
tal-gains taxes had increased to $68,- 
000,000 in 1942. When the first full 
year had passed, however, following the 
reduction in the holding period, the 
capital-gains tax had increased to $266,- 
000,000, and then in the following 2 years 
to a total of $750,000,000. If Senators 
want to amend the capital-gains pro- 
vision, so as to increase revenue, they 
should shorten the holding period and 
reduce the tax rate. The fact of the 
matter is that prior to World War II 
the capital gains tax was 15 percent. It 
was increased to 16% percent by the De- 
fense Act of 1940. Then in 1942, as a 
ee measure, it was increased to 25 per- 
cent. 

Senators have remarked that during 
the succeeding years this tax rate has 
not been increased. That is an argu- 
ment against the present tax, rather 
than for it. Other tax rates were de- 
creased, following World War II, but 
not capital-gains tax. It held at 25 per- 
cent and the holding period at 6 months, 

The distinguished Senator from New 
York [Mr. LEHMAN], in a question, 
asked: “Is it not a fact that if the men 
in the high brackets want to avoid pay- 
ing a higher rate of tax, all they have 
to do is to hold their securities for 6 
months and sell them, and then their tax 
rate is in the lower bracket?” 

The Senator of whom the question was 
asked, answered, “Yes.” 

Mr. President, it does not even relate 
to the present provision of the law with 
reference to which the amendment was 
sought. It is as far from being appli- 
cable to the law in this regard as was 
the statement of the Senator from New 
York when he was discussing the de- 
pleciation” feature of the tax bill, He 
knew just about as much of the prin- 
ciple he was discussing as he knew about 
the pronunciation of the word. He was 
not talking about ‘“‘depleciation.” I 
assume that the word was coined on the 
Senate floor by u man who heard some- 
thing about depreciation and about de- 
pletion; and, having heard both and 


knowing neither, he began to talk about 


“depleciation.” 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KERR. I yield for a question. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I wonder whether 
the Senator from Oklahoma is not will- 
ing to agree that possibly it could have 
been a little admixture of words in the 
heat of discussion. I am confident that 
the Senator from New York [Mr. LEH- 
MAN] knows more about finance, if my 
friend will permit me to say so, than 
not only any other Member of this body, 
kut any member of the banking profes- 
sion in the United States of America. 
He is an eminent banker and an eminent 
financier in his own right. 

Mr. KERR. The Senator from Min- 
nesota is entitled to his opinion, and so 
is the Senator from Oklahoma, 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. KERR. For a question. 
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Mr. LEHMAN. The Senator from 
New York was unfortunately out of the - 


Chamber when he assumes the Senator ¢ 
from Oklahoma made a reference to. 
him, Would the Senator from Okla- 


homa mind l 

Mr. KERR. I said that the Senator 
from New York said not once, not twice, - 
but several times “depleciation.” Was 
it the Senator from New York who 
said it? t 

Mr. LEHMAN. I talked about depre- 
ciation, because in every oil company 
there is depreciation, as distinguished 
from depletion, I not only have been 
a banker for many years, but I have 
checked on the statements issued by 
various oil companies—Standard Oil Co. 
of New Jersey, Humble Oil Co., Gulf 
Oil Co., and Phillips Petroleum Co.— 
and the Senator will find the word de- 
preciation” as well as the word deple- 
tion” in the statements. 
Mr. KERR. As wellas “depleciation”? 
He will not find depleciation.“ Mr. 
President, you will find “depreciation” 
and “depletion.” One has to do with 
wearing something out, and the other 
has to do with the exhaustion of a supply 
that is capable of being exhausted. 
| Mr. LEHMAN. That is exactly what 
the Senator from New York said. He 
spoke about depreciation and depletion. 
| Mr. KERR. I submit that the Sen- 
ator neither knew what he was doing 
then nor remembers now. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 
| Mr. KERR. No. My time is limited. 
I want to make one more point about 
one whose idea of finance is that all 
that a man in the higher-income brack- 
et has to do, in order to get into a lower 
income bracket, is to keep a security for 
6 months and sell it for a capital gain, 
thereby getting his income into a lower 
bracket. The higher bracket is with 
reference to income, It makes no dif- 
ference how many capital assets one sells 
or at how much profit they are sold, the 
tax on the capital sale and capital gains 
is at the capital-gains rate. It does not 
affect the rate that is paid on income. 
They do not even apply to the same 
thing. One applies to income; the other 
applies to the increased value of capital 
assets. They are not kin; they are not 
related; they do not affect each other, 
and the rate on one leaves the other 
untouched. 

Mr, HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KERR. Yes; for a question. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator please repeat, in the case 
of corporate spin-offs, the argument he 
has just so eloquently made in the case 
of corporate capital gains? Will the 
Senator from Oklahoma tell the Senate 
how the argument he is making in re- 
gard to capital gains adds up in the in- 
stance of the reorganization which a cor- 
poration makes for spin-off purposes? 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, after the 
Senator from Minnesota told the Senate 
for 6 or 7 hours everything anyone had 
ever heard of and a great deal that no 
one had ever heard of about spin-offs 
and reorganizations, who am I to try to 
enlighten the Senate or the Senator 
frora Minnesota on that question? 
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We are talking about the capital-gains 
tax, and in that connection the time is 
limited. vif 
i Mr, HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I do 
not want the Senator from Oklahoma 


to expose himself here, because, believe 


me, corporate spin-offs do apply to cap- 
ital-gains treatment. i 

Mr. KERR. No, Mr. President. Cap- 
ital-gains may apply to spin-offs, but 
spin-offs do not apply to capital gains. 
{Laughter.] 

Mr. President, illustrative of the lack 
of knowledge on that subject about 
which so much has been said, but so 
little told, I repeat that not only is the 
present rate at the wartime rate of 1942, 
but it is at a rate which, if increased, 
would bring about a decrease in the 
amount of revenue, not anincrease. In- 
asmuch as this is a revenue-raising bill, 
the amendment should be rejected. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
ion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
ae Senator from Illinois [Mr. Douc- 
LAS]. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, have 
I any time remaining? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena- 
125 from Illinois has 4 minutes remain- 
ng. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, first 
may I say that I have not attacked prof- 
its, but only that profits from capital 
assets should be given tax-rate increases 
proportionate to those proposed for in- 
dividual incomes. 

It has been claimed that the increase 
in the tax proposed by this amendment 
would produce less revenue, not more. 

I hold in my hand the report by the 
House Committee on Ways and Means. 
If my good friend, the Senator from 
Oklahoma, will turn to pages 62 and 63, 
he will find there an estimate of the 
increase in revenue which will come 
from increasing the capital-gains rate 
from 25 percent to 28 percent. This 
estimate was not made by me. 

Mr. KERR. Neither was it made by 
me. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. It was made by the 
House committee, acting on the figures 
produced by the Joint Committee on 
Internal Revenue Taxation, which serves 
the Senator’s own committee. 

Mr. KERR. It does not bind the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. If anyone wishes to 
say that the staff of our own committee 
is incompetent in regard to this matter, 
well and good; but I think the joint 
committee, which is neither Republican 
nor Democratic, neither a House com- 
mittee nor a Senate committee, was set 
up in order to furnish figures on which 
we could all rely. The estimate of that 
committee is that an increase of $48,- 
000,000 in individual income taxes and an 
increase of $38,000,000 in corporate taxes 
will be obtained by increasing, in this 
way the capital-gains rate. If I can 
add, that is a total of $87,000,000, or ap- 
proximately $90,000,000, as I said. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Illinois yield for a ques- 
tion? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 

Mr. LONG. Even if the rate is 28 per- 
cent in the case of capital gains, if a 


SEPTEMBER 28 


man discovers an oil well and sells it for 
$1,000,000, would not he be foolish to 
treat that transaction as an ordinary 
income item, and thus have to pay a tax 
of 90 percent on it, if he could treat it 
as a captal gains transaction and thus 


could pay a tax of only 28 percent on it? 


Or if a man builds a number of houses 
and sells them to a corporation, and re- 
ceives, in return, stock in the corpora- 
tion, would not he be foolish to treat 
that transaction as an ordinary income 
transaction, rather than as a capital 
gains transaction, and thus have to pay 
a tax of 90 percent on it, instead of a tax 
of 28 percent. In other words, if a man 
is in a high income-tax bracket, and if 
he is entitled to have certain large 
transactions taxed as capital gains, 
would not he be absolutely silly and 
foolish to refuse to permit them to be 
taxed at the capital gains rate, but to 
insist that they be taxed at the ordinary 
income rate? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from 
Louisiana is entirely correct; and his 
conclusion is borne out by Dr. Lawrence 
H. Seltzer, in his book The Nature and 
Tax Treatment of Capital Gains and 
Losses, a publication of the National 
Bureau of Economic Research. After 
some 500 pages of that book, Dr. Seltzer, 
after an exhaustive statistical study, 
comes to precisely the same conclusion 
as that just stated by the Senator from 
Louisiana. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the Sen- 
ator from Illinois himself was the dis- 
tinguished president of the American 
Economic Association, In short, Mr. 
President, in the instances to which I 
have referred as illustrations, would not 
the difference between the two tax treat- 


- ments, as between ordinary income 


transactions and capital gains transac- 
tions, be the difference between the 90 
percent tax rate and that now proposed 
at 28 percent? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I do 
not pretend to be an expert on public 
finance, but what the Senator from Loui- 
siana has stated is just plain common 
sense. You do not have to be president 
of the American Economic Association to 
know that. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Illinois yield to me? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Is the Senator 
from Illinois aware of the fact that we 
are told by the Treasury that those with 
incomes of $3,000 or less have less than 
one-half of 1 percent of their total in- 
comes coming from capital-gains trans- 
actions? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes, and that is 
shown on the chart which I have dis- 
played in the rear of the Chamber. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. And that persons 
with incomes of $500,000 have 25 percent 
of their incomes coming from capital- 
gains transactions? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes; and those with 
incomes of $1,000,000 or more obtain 50 
percent of their income from capital- 
gains transactions. That is shown in the 
chart to which I just referred, 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to insert at this point in my re- 
marks, a table showing the percentage 
of total income attributable to capital 
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gains broken down by income groups 
over a period of years. The source of 
this table is Nature and Tax Treatment 
of Capital Gains and Losses, by Dr. Law- 
rence H. Seltzer, a publication of the 
National Bureau of Economic Research, 
page 389. 

There being no objection, the material 
referred to was ordered printed in the 
RecorpD, as follows: 

Long-term net capital gains as percentages 
of net income reported on all returns, by 

statutory net income groups, 1922-46 


Statutory net income group (thousands of 
dollars) 


Assets held longer than 2 years if segregated 
for special tax treatment 


1922-33: | 
r 1.4 6. 4,12. 8021. 30 31.60 38.8 
F 1.7 7.415. 8027. 5 30.6 47.7 
1024. 1.50 2.2 7/8115. 9126.9 34.2 32.5 
1925. 4.3 1. 4)10. 2/21. 7/36.5) 42.6) 58.0 
1020. 4.2 1. 4/10. 2 21.035. 2) 36.7 50.3 
1027 4.8 1, 6/11. 0/21. 9/30, 6) 36. 5| 49.5 
1028 7.5 2. 0/13. 4 25. 8 33. 1| 39. 8 52.3 
1020 9.5 1, 3/15. 7/34. 8148.0) 52. 6| 62.7 
1030 3.1 1.0} 9. 6/21. 8 32.4 37.0 38.0 
1931...| 1.2 «5| 4.73.1227 24.0] 23.7 
1832 xa oes 1.3 3.0] 6.5] 9.7} 15.0) (0 
Wages) A 24 4.9113. 0122.3 22.6) 42.9 


| Mr, DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I had 
not intended to introduce this chart, be- 
‘cause I did not wish it to be said that 
I was introducing a class element into 
the discussion. However, inasmuch as 
the Senator from Minnesota has raised 
this point unbeknownst to me, I think 
I should answer it. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I say that every 
tax bill that comes before the Senate is 
class legislation, because it aids a pre- 
ferred group, and I am not at all hesi- 
tant in saying that. After a great deal 
of talk, we end up with preferential- 
treatment legislation, class legislation. 
I wish I did not have to say it, but that 
is what it amounts to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of 
the Senator from Illinois has expired. 


All time on the amendment of the Sena- 


tor from Illinois has expired. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Illi- 
nois. 

XCVII—777 


Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, on 
this question I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
Dovctas] on behalf of himself and 
other Senators. Senators who favor the 
amendment will answer yea“ when 
their names are called; Senators who 
oppose the amendment will answer 
“nay” when their names are called. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON] is absent by leave of the Sen- 
ate. 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrp] 
is absent because of illness in his family. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Cuavez], the Senator from Louisiana 
(Mr. ELLENDER], and the Senator from 
West Virginia [Mr. KILGORE] are absent 
on official business. 

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
ETL CORE! is paired on this vote with the 
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tarr]. If pres- 
ent and voting, the Senator from West 
Virginia would vote yea,“ and the Sen- 
ator from Ohio would vote “nay.” 

I announce further that if present and 
voting, the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
Byrp] and the Senator from New Mex- 
ico [Mr. Cuavez] would vote “nay.” 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce 
that the Senator from Utah [Mr. BEN- 
NETT], the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire [Mr. BRIDGES], the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. Cain], the Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS], the Sena- 
tor from Missouri [Mr. Kem], the Sena- 
tor from North Dakota [Mr. Lancer], 
and the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tarr] 
are absent on official business. 

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Mo- 
Cartuy] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. Tosey[ is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
WuHerryY] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRK- 
SEN] and the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
WELKER] are detained on official busi- 
ness. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Utah [Mr. Bennett], the Senator 
from Washington [Mr. Carn], the Sena- 
tor from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS], and 
the Senator from Idaho [Mr. WELKER] 
would each vote nay.“ 

On the vote, the Senator from Ohio 
(Mr. Tart] is paired with the Senator 
from West Virginia [Mr. KILGORE]. If 
present and voting, the Senator from 
Ohio would vote “nay,” and the Sena- 
tor from West Virginia would vote 
“yea.” 

The result was announced—yeas 26, 
nays 53, as follows: 


YEAS—26 
Benton Hunt Murray 
Cordon Kefauver Neely 
Douglas Lehman O'Mahoney 
Fulbright Long Pastore 
Green McClellan Robertson 
Hayden McMahon Russell 
Hennings Monroney Sparkman 
Hill Moody Stennis 
Humphrey Morse 
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NAYS—53 

Aiken Hendrickson McKellar 
Brewster Hickenlooper Millikin 
Bricker Hoey Mundt 
Butler, Md Holland Nixon 
Butler, Nebr. Ives O'Conor 
Ca Jenner Saltonstall 
Carlson Johnson, Colo. Schoeppel 
Case Johnson, Tex. Smathers 
Clements Johnston, S. C. Smith, Maine 
Connally Kerr Smith, N. J. 
Duff Knowland Smith, N. C. 
Dworshak Lodge Thye 
Eastland Magnuson Underwood 
Ecton Malone Watkins 
Ferguson Martin Wiley 
Frear Maybank Williams 
George McCarran Young 
Gillette McFarland 

NOT VOTING—17 
Anderson Dirksen McCarthy 
Bennett Ellender Tait 
Bridges Flanders Tobey 
Byrd Kem Welker 
Cain Kilgore Wherry 
Chavez Langer 


So the amendment offered by Mr. 
Dovctas, on behalf of himself and other 
Senators, was rejected. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, I desire to call up my amend- 
ment designated 9-26-51-A.“ 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 
will state the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 346, line 
11, before the word “Notwithstanding”, 
it is proposed to insert “(a).” 

On page 347, after line 6, it is proposed 
to insert the following: 

(b) Section 292 (relating to interest on 
deficiencies) is hereby amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new 
subsection: 

„d) With respect to any corporation en- 
titled to receive payment for the transpor- 
tation of United States mail, if an award is 
retroactively received for the transportation 
of United States mail, and if such award is 
required to be treated as income in the year 
or years in which the mail was carried, then, 
notwithstanding the provisions of subsection 
(a) of this section, no interest shall be due, 
with respect to any period prior to 30 days 
after such award is granted, for tax deficien- 
cies resulting from the inclusion of such 
additional mail payments retroactively.” 


Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, if an airline has been given 
an award of back pay, perhaps that back 
pay covers something which the airline 
earned from the Federal Government in 
some previous year. If the airline re- 
ceives that award and if it is made to 
apply to some previous year, the airline 
will not be charged interest for the non- 
payment of the income tax which would 
accrue from that payment. That is the 
purpose of the amendment. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, the air- 
line would be charged interest only from 
30 days after the date of the award. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That is 
correct. But if they paid their taxes 
prior to that time, they would not pay 
interest. 

Mr. GEORGE. That is my under- 
standing. We did precisely this in the 
case of railroads which were given an 
award which might be thrown back into 
some previous taxable year. I thought 
we covered the whole question, but ap- 
parently we did not. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The sit- 
uation is different. i 
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Mr. GEORGE. All the amendment 
affects is the interest, and the interest 
commences to run 30 days after the 
award. Is that correct? 

Mr, JOHNSON of Colorado. That is 
correct. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Colorado yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield, 

Mr. CORDON. The amendment real- 
ly means that as to any corporation 
which is entitled to back pay it will not 
be charged interest for not paying the 
tax when it could not pay it. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. It did 
not receive the money, so it did not pay 
the tax. Now we give it the money and 
we make the payment apply to a previ- 
ous year, and this amendment takes 
care of the situation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to insert in the Recorp as a part of 
my remarks a statement with reference 
to the amendment. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


STATEMENT BY Mk. JOHNSON OF COLORADO 


1, The proposed amendment does not af- 
fect the present section 610 relating to the 
railroad mail award of December 4, 1950. 

2. The proposed amendment does not spec- 
ify whether a retroactive mail payment 
should be related back to the years in which 
the mail was carried or be taken into ac- 
count as of the date of payment. This all- 
important question is left to the rulings of 
the Bureau of Internal Revenue. In some 
instances it is to the advantage of a carrier 
to relate the payment back, and in others to 
treat it as current income. 

3. The proposed amendment relates only 
to interest, thus if a retroactive award is 

d to be treated as income in the year 
in which the mail was carried then no inter- 
est on the increased tax liability will be 
levied until 30 days after the award. This is 
the only effect of the amendment. 

4. The CAB has not allowed interest on 
either retroactive mail payments or upon tax 
computations based upon the award. In the 
past the CAB has assumed a theoretical tax 
and therefore the mail payment was never 
increased because it was due in a past year, 
The CAB is now making actual tax computa- 
tions but still does not contemplate making 
any allowance on interest because the award 
relates to a past period or may affect a past 
tax liability. 

The above information was obtained from 
the CAB and the Senate legislative counsel, 
and in view thereof I recommend that you 
introduce and sponsor the amendment. 
PAA inists that Senator GEORGE favors the 
amendment and would like to have it spon- 
sored. 

The Senate Finance Committee inserted 
section 610 of the Revenue Act of 1951 (H. R. 
4473) to provide that the retroactive increase 
in rail mail pay awarded by the Interstate 
Commerce Commission on December 4, 1950, 
be treated by the railroads for tax purposes 
as taxable income in the year the mails were 
carried. This section, furthermore, specifi- 
cally provides that no interest shall be due 
(for any period prior to July 1, 1951) for de- 
ficiencies in tax resulting from the inclusion 
of the additional mail payments in these 
prior taxable years. The provision in section 
610 dealing with the elimination of interest 
on tax deficiencies of the railroads is emi- 
nently fair since the tax deficiencies arose 
from events which transpired some time 
after the close of the applicable taxable year 
and not as the result of any willful defection 
on the part of the railroad in meeting its 
tax obligations. Furthermore, the railroads, 
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did not have the use of the money in the 
year the mails were carried and, indeed, did 
not receive that money for its use until some 
time thereafter. 

The same treatment on interest defi- 
clencies indicated above, for the railroads, 
should, logically, apply to the airline indus- 
try whose United States mail pay is deter- 
mined considerably after the mails are car- 
ried. Unlike the railroad situation, however, 
in which all the railroads had their mail pay 
rates redetermined at one time, the airlines 
have their mail pay adjustments awarded 
individually and at different times with the 
resulting effect that it is not feasible to in- 
clude the airlines in the present provisions 
of section 610. Furthermore, the United 
States Treasury Department has issued 
specific rulings to a number of airlines hold- 
ing, in effect, that adjustments in mail pay 
are taxable, either in the year of the award, 
or the year the mails were carried, depending 
on whether the adjustment modified a pre- 
existing temporary rate or whether it modi- 
fied a preexisting permanent rate. There is 
no unanimity of opinion in the airline in- 
dustry as to whether these rulings represent 
sound tax law, but it is not the purpose of 
the amendment suggested below to solve this 
problem. Instead, the amendment proposed 
herein goes only to the relief from interest 
on deficiencies resulting from mail payments 
which may have to be carried back. 

Accordingly, I have introduced an amend- 
ment to add a new paragraph (b) to section 
610 which provides as follows: 

“(b) Section 292 (relating to interest on 
deficiencies) is hereby amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following new subsec- 
tion: 

„d) With respect to any corporation en- 
titled to receive payment for the transporta- 
tion of United States mail, if an award is 
retroactively received for the transportation 
of United States mail, and if such award is 
required to be treated as income in the year 
or years in which the mail was carried, then 
notwithstanding the provisions of subsection 
(a) of this section, no interest shall be due, 
with respect to any period prior to 30 days 
after such award is granted, for tax defi- 
ciencies resulting from the inclusion of such 
additional mail payments retroactively.’ ” 


The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agréeing to the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Colorado 
LMr. JOHNSON]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I 
offer the amendment which I send to the 
desk and ask to have stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Ten- 
nessee will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 162, 
line 10, it is proposed to insert “calcium 
and magnesium carbonates”, after 
“asphalt.” 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, the 
amendment applies to page 162 of the 
bill. I believe there is no objection to it. 
It may be already included in the bill. 

Mr. GEORGE, I think it is already 
included. But if the Senator will modify 
his amendment to provide for a 10-per- 
cent depletion rate, we would have no 
objection, 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the 
Senator from Tennessee so modify his 
amendment? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I so modify it, Mr. 
President. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
is on agreeing to the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Tennessee, as 
modified. 
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The amendment, as modified, was 
agreed to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, the committee amendment, as 
amended, is agreed to. 

The HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
should like to call up my amendment 
“9-22-51—17,” and in order to save time 
I am willing to agree to 15 minutes to a 
side for debate on the amendment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the 
Senator want his amendment read in 
full? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. No, it is not neces- 
sary, Mr. President. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. May we have a state- 
ment as to what the amendment is? I 
shall have to object to any unanimous 
consent agreement regarding the time 
until I know the nature of the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. It is the split-in- 
come amendment. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Then I have no ob- 
jection. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Minnesota is recognized for 15 
minutes. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
ask that the amendments may be printed 
in the Recorp at this point in my 
remarks. e 

There being no objection, the amend- 
ment offered by Mr. HUMPHREY (for him- 
self, Mr. Morse, Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. 
LANGER, Mr. GREEN, and Mr. MAGNUSON) 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


ELIMINATION OF Tax ADVANTAGE OF INCOME - 


SPLITTING 
On page 25, beginning with line 1, strike 
out all through line 24, on page 34, and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 


“Sec. 101. Increase in surtax of married 
persons. 

“Section 12 (b) (relating to rates of sur- 
tax) is hereby amended to read as follows: 

„b) Rates of surtax. 

1) Taxable years beginning after De- 
cember 31, 1951: In the case of taxable years 
beginning after December 21, 1951, there 
shall be levied, collected, and paid for each 
taxable year upon the surtax net income of 
every individual (other than an individual 
to whom paragraph (2) applies) the surtax 
shown in the following table: 

Af the surtax net in- 
come is: 

Not over 62,000 


The surtax shall be: 
17 percent of the 
surtax net income. 
Over $2,000 but not 8240, plus 19 percent 


over $4,000, of excess over 
$2,000. 

Over $4,000 but not $720, plus 23 percent 

over $6,000, of excess over 
$4,000. 


Over $6,000 but not 
over $8,000. 


$1,180, plus 27 per- 
cent of excess over 
$6,030. 


Over $8,000 but not $1,720, plus 31 per- 


over $10,000. cent of excess over 
$8,000. 
Over $10,000 but not $2,340, plus 35 per- 
over $12,000. cent of excess over 
$10,000. 
Over $12,000 but not $3,040, plus 40 per- 
over $14,000, cent of excess over 


$12,000. 


Over $14,000 but not $3,840, plus 44 per- 


over $16,000. cent of excess over 
$14,000. 

Over $16,000 but not $4,720, plus 47 per- 

over $18,000. cent of excess over 


$16,000, 
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“ Tf the surtax net in- 
come is: The surtax shall be: 
Over $18,000 but not $5,660, plus 50 per- 
over $20,000. cent of excess over 
$18,000. 
Over $20,000 but not $6,660, plus 53 per- 
over $22,000. cent of excess over 
$20,000. 
Over $22,000 but not $7,720, plus 56 per- 
over $26,000. cent of excess over 
$22,000. 
Over $26,000 but not $9,960, plus 59 per- 
over $32,000. cent of excess over 
$26,000. 
Over $32,000 but not $13,500, plus 62 per- 
over $38,000. cent of excess over 
$32,000. 
Over $38,000 but not $17,220, plus 66 per- 
over $44,000. cent of excess over 


Over $44,000 but not 
over $50,000, 


Over $50,000 but not 


$38,000. 

$21,180; plus 69 per- 
cent of excess over 
$44,000. 

$25,320, plus 72 per- 


over $60,000. cent of excess over 
$50,000. 

Over $60,000 but not $32,520, plus 75 per- 

over $70,000. cent of excess over 
$60,000. 

Over $70,000 but not $40,020, plus 78 per- 

over $80,000. cent of excess over 
$70,000. 

Over $80,000 but not $47,820, plus 81 per- 

over $90,000. cent of excess over 
$30,000. 

Over $90,000 but not $55,920, plus 84 per- 

over $100,000, cent of excess over 


Over $100,000 but 
not over $150,000. 


Over $150,000 but 
not over $200,000. 


Over $200,000 -..... 


$90,000. 

$64,320, plus 86 per- 
cent of excess over 
$100,000. 

$107,320, plus 87 per- 
cent of excess over 
$150,000. 

$150,820, plus 88 per- 
cent of excess over 


“Tf the surtax net in- 
come is: 
Over $10,000 but not 
over $11,000. 


Over $11,000 but not 
over $13,000. 


Over $13,000 but not 
over $16,000. 


Over $16,000 but not 
over $19,000. 


Over $19,000 but not 
over $22,000. 


Over $22,000 but not 
over $25,000. 


Over $25,000 but not 
over $30,000. 


Over $30,000 but not 
over $35,000. 


Over $35,000 but not 
over $40,000. 


Over $40,000 but not 
over $45,000. 


Over $45,000 but not 
over $50,000. 


Over $50,000 but not 
over $75,000. 


Over $75,000 but not 
over $100,000. 


Over, $100,000_-____ 


The surtax shall be: 


$3,330, plus 53 per- 
cent of excess over 
$10,000. 

$3,860, plus 56 per- 
cent of excess over 
$11,000. 

$4,980, plus 59 per- 
cent of excess over 
$13,000. 

$6,750, plus 62 per- 
cent of excess over 
$16,000. 

$8,610, plus 66 per- 
cent of excess over 
$19,000. 

$10,590, plus 69 per- 
cent of excess over 
$22,000. 

$12,660, plus 72 per- 
cent of excess over 
$25,000. 

$16,260, plus 75 per- 
cent of excess over 
$30,000. 

$20,010, plus 78 per- 
cent of excess over 
$35,000. 

$23,910, plus 81 per- 
cent of excess over 
$40,000. 

$27,960, plus 84 per- 
cent of excess over 
$45,000. 

$32,160, plus 86 per- 
cent of excess over 
$50,000. 

$53,660, plus 87 per- 
cent of excess over 
$75,000. 

$75,410, plus 88 per- 
cent of excess over 
$100,000.’ 


“Sec. 102, Individuals with adjusted gross 
income of less than $5,000. 


$200,000. 


“‘(2) Taxable years beginning after De- 
cember 31, 1951; individuals qualified to file 
joint returns: In the case of taxable years 
beginning after December 31, 1951, there 
shall be levied, collected, and paid for each 
taxable year upon the surtax net income of 
every individual qualified to file a joint re- 
turn under section 51 (b), whether or not 
such individual files a joint return with his 
spouse, the surtax shown in the following 


table: 
“Tf the surtax net in- 
come is: 
Not over 81.000 


Over $1,000 but not 
over 82,000. 


Over $2,000 but not 
over $3,000. 


Over $3,000 but not 
over $4,000. 


Over $4,000 but not 
over $5,000. 


Over $5,000 but not 
over $6,000. 


Over $6,000 but not 
over $7,000, 


Over $7,000 but not 
over $8,000. 


Over $8,000 but not 
over 89,000. 


Over $9,000 but not 
over 810,000. 


The surtax shall be: 


17 percent of the 
surtax net income, 

$170, plus 19 percent 
of excess over 
$1,000. 

$360, plus 23 per- 
cent of excess over 
$2,000. 

$590, plus 27 per- 
cent of excess over 
$3,000. 

$860, plus 31 per- 
cent of excess over 
$4,000. 

$1,170, plus 35 per- 
cent of excess over 
$5,000, 

$1,520, plus 40 per- 
cent of excess over 
$6,000. 


$1,920, plus 44 per- - 


cent of excess over 
$7,000. 

$2,360, plus 47 per- 
cent of excess over 
$8,000. 

$2,830, plus 50 per- 
cent of excess over 
£9,000, 


“Section 400 (relating to optional tax on 
individual with adjusted gross income of 
less than $5,000) is hereby amended by add- 
ing at the end thereof the following new 
sentence: ‘The Secretary is authorized and 
directed to promulgate an appropriate table 
(to ke used in lieu of table I) applicable to 
taxable years beginning after December 31, 
1951, reflecting the amendment made to sec- 
tion 12 (b) by the Revenue Act of 1951.’ 


“Sec. 103. Inapplicability of certain penalties 
and additions to tax. 

“(a) Penalties for failure to file return: 
Section 145 (relating to penalties with re- 
spect to failure to file returns, pay tax, etc.) 
is hereby amended by relettering subsection 
(f) as subsection (g) and by adding after 
subsection (e) a new subsection (f), as fol- 
lows: 

„f) In the case of taxable years begin- 
ning prior to January 1, 1952, and ending 
after December 31, 1951, the penalties pre- 
scribed by this section for willful failure to 
make declarations of, or pay, estimated tax 
shall not be applicable to a failure to take 
into account the increase in tax resulting 
from the Revenue Act of 1951.’ 

“(b) Additions to tax: Section 294 (d) (2) 
(relating to additions to tax for substantial 
under-estimates of estimated tax) is hereby 
amended by adding at the end thereof a new 
sentence as follows: ‘In the case of taxable 
years beginning prior to January 1, 1952, 
and ending after December 31, 1951, the ad- 
ditions to tax prescribed by this subsection 
shall not be applicable if the taxpayer failed 
to meet the requirements of this paragraph 
by reason of the increase in tax resulting 
from the Revenue Act of 1951.’ 


“Sec. 104. Computation of tax in case of cer- 
tain joint returns. 


“If a joint return of a husand and wife is 
filed under the provisions of section 51 (b) 
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(3) of the Internal Revenue Code in a case 
where the husband and wife have different 
taxable years because of the death of either 
spouse, and the taxable year of the surviv- 
ing spouse covered by such joint return 
began before January 1, 1952, and ended 
after December 31, 1951, the amendments 
made by this part and section 131 shall be 
applicable in respect of such joint return as 
if the taxable years of both spouses covered 
by the joint return ended on the date of the 
closing of the surviving spouse’s taxable 
year. 

“Sec, 105. Effective date of part I. 

“Except as provided in section 104, the 
amendments made by this part shall be ap- 
plicable only with respect to taxable years 
beginning after December 31, 1951. For 
treatment of taxable years beginning before 
January 1, 1952, and ending after December 
31, 1951, see section 131. $ 

“On page 67, beginning vith line 15, strike 
out all through line 16 on page 68, and insert 
in lieu thereof the following: 

„h) Certain taxable years of individ- 
uals beginning before January 1, 1952, and 
ending after December 31, 1951: In the case 
of a taxable year of a taxpayer, other than a 
corporation, beginning before January 1, 
1952, and ending after December 31, 1951, the 
tax imposed by sections 11 and 12, or section 
400, shall be an amount equal to the sum 
of— 

1) that portion of a tentative tax, com- 
puted under the provisions of sections 11 and 
12, or section. 400, applicable to such year, 
which the number of calendar months in 
such taxable year prior to January 1, 1952, 
bears to the total number of calendar months 
in such taxable year, plus 

“*(2) that portion of a tentative tax, com- 
puted under the provisions of sections 11 and 
12, or section 400, applicable to years begin- 
ning on January 1, 1952, as if such provisions 
were applicnble to such taxable year, which 
the number of calendar months in such tax- 
able year after December 31, 1951, bears to 
the total number of calendar months in 
such taxable year.’” 

On page 68, beginning with line 24, strike 
out all through line 20 on page 69. 

On page 114, beginning with line 3, strike 
out through line 24 on page 121. 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, one 
of the most controversial issues ever pre- 
sented was that relating to split-income 
in community-property States. Briefly, 
the Congress of the United States, in 
1948, in order to equalize the tax bur- 
dens of married persons throughout the 
Nation, gave very substantial tax reduc- 
tions in a bill that equalized tax burdens 
by the so-called income-splitting provi- 
sion. A Married man with two children, 
receiving an income of $4,000, gains ab- 
solutely nothing from this provision. If 
he receives $5,000 a year, which means 
81 percent of all the taxpayers of the 
country, he gains $2. If he receives an 
income of $10,000 a year he gains $168. 
A married couple receiving an income of 
$500,000 saves $25,000. 

To put it another way, 97 percent of 
the tax relief in this provision would 
apply to incomes over $5,000, and that 
group represented 19 percent of the tax- 
payers of the country. 

This provision was incorporated into 
the law in the Eightieth Congress. 
There were certain adjustments made 
in terms of deductions that were allow- 
able for the low-income groups. 

The amendment to which I desire to 
address myself briefly does not propose 
to eliminate income splitting but to elim- 
inate the so-called benefits from income 
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splitting. I want. the Senate to know 
that at my request the Treasury Depart- 
ment drew up this amendment, and I 
can assure this body that it is constitu- 


tional, that it in no way is in conflict. 


with the community-property States, 


and that the principle of income split- | 


ting is not done away with, but by a 
revision of the tax brackets or schedule 
of rates the benefits from income split- 
ting are completely removed. 

I offer the amendment in lieu of the 
11 percent super-tax. It is a substitute 
for the 11 percent super-tax on earned 
income which is provided for in the bill. 
What does it mean to the taxpayers of 
the country? I have heard a great deal 


about the low-income group of Amer-, 


ica. I-have heard about the terrible 
burdens that are put upon them. I 


have heard it repeated on the floor that 


apparently some of us want to put more 
burdens on the backs of the low-income 
groups; that we want to put this crown 


of thorns upon the brow of the low- 


income group. 

Let me tell how we are going to lift 
the crown of thorns and how we are 
going to raise between two hundred mil- 
lion and three hundred million dollars 
more of revenue from earned income 
taxes than will be raised under the 11 
percent supertax contained in the bill. 
The bill is scheduled to raise approxi- 
mately $2,200,000,000 in earned income 
tax. My proposal, according to the 
Treasury estimates, would raise $2,500,- 
000,000. How would we do it? Listen 
to me, my colleagues. Let us consider 
a married couple, with two children, 
with an income of $5,000 a year. Under 
the present law that married couple pays 
a tax of $420. Under the House bill the 
couple will pay an additional $53. Un- 
der the Senate bill they will pay an addi- 
tional $46. Under my proposal they will 
pay an additional $2. That is the group 
that is being affected by inflation. 

Let us consider a couple with an in- 
come of $6,500 a year. Under the pres- 
ent law they pay $690 tax; under the 
House bill an extra $86, under the Sen- 
ate bill an extra $76, and under the 
Humphrey proposal an extra 829. 

Take the $7,500 couple. They pay 
$877 tax at present; under the House 
bill they will pay. another $110; under 
the Senate bill another $96, and under 
my proposal they will pay $54. 

Take the $8,500 income couple. Un- 
der the House bill they will pay $834; 
under the Senate bill $118, and under 
my proposal they will pay an additional 
$90. In other words, there is a substan- 
tial reduction. 

Mr. President, what I am pointing out 
is that the proposal I offer actually 
makes a saving for people with an in- 
come of less than $9,400 a year—that 
is the breaking point—a married couple 
with 2 children and an income of $9,400 
ayear. They will pay a smaller increase 
of tax under my proposal, by eliminat- 
ing the benefits of split income, than 
under the supertax in the bill. 

Then where do we pick up the reve- 
nue? We pick it up in the group receiv- 
ing more than $10,000 a year. How many 
taxpayers does that represent? That 
represents about 7 percent of the taxpay- 
ers of the country. Even the couple with 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


an income of $10,000 will, under my pro- 
posal, pay only $18 more a year than 
under the present Senate bill. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. PASTORE. Will those States 


which do not have a community prop- 


erty law be in any different position un- 
der the Senator’s amendment than those 
States that do have such a law? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am happy the 
Senator from Rhode Island asked that 
question. The amendment applies uni- 
versally. There is no discrimination. 
It applies equally and fairly in every 
one of the 48 States and Territories of 
the United States. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Does the Senator 
agree that under the present law they 
are on an equal basis? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes, under the 
present law they are on an equal basis. 
I wish to say to the Senator from Arkan- 
sas that we are not eliminating income 


Splitting. Couples can still file sepa- 
rate returns. That is legal. 


What I 
say is that for the lower income groups, 
those under $9,400 à year, that is, a mar- 
ried couple with two children, this pro- 
posal is a better deal specifically, and 
it raises almost $250,000,000 more in the 
aggregate than the 11 percent supertax 
the Senate committee bill has within it. 

If Senators wish to help the low-in- 
come group here is their chance. If Sen- 
ators wish to bring in $200,000,000 more 
revenue, here is their chance to do it. 
If Senators wish to bring in additional 
revenue on an equitable and fair basis, 
here is their chance. Our amendment 
will raise increased revenue, and elim- 
inate from the law which I consider to 
be a very discriminatory provision in 
terms of burden of taxation. 

Mr. President, I do not think I need 
say anything more. I simply say that 
in a period of inflation, here is a pro- 
posal that will raise a total of $2,500,- 
000, and the impact will fall on those 
with small incomes less heavily, but will 
fall on those able to pay. It places every 
State in the Union on an equitable basis, 
and it puts the principle of ability to 
pay back into the law of the United 
States. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I agree with the 
Senator’s last statement. but coming 
from a community-property State, where 
the principle is embodied in the State 
constitution that husband and wife are 
two separate people, I do not see how 
the amendment can change the situa- 
tion existing under our law for tax- 
paying purposes and for all purposes. If 
the Senator says the amendment does 
not affect that situation then why is 
the income-tax splitting principle in- 
volved in the amendment? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The way income- 
tax splitting was brought about in the 
first place was by broadening the income- 
tax brackets. The way to eliminate the 
benefits of income-tax splitting is to 
narrow the brackets. The Treasury De- 
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partment has drawn up for me an 
amendment, with some reluctance, but 
at my request, which has been cleared 
by legal counsel, and I say categorically 
that it will not in any way affect the 
community-property States. In those 
States couples will still file separate re- 
turns, but as a result of the revised tax 
schedule in the amendment no benefit 
will accrue from rate splitting. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. All the amend- 
ment does is to change the rates? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. All the amend- 
ment does is to change the brackets. 

Mr. President, I am running out of 
time, and I yield the remainder of my 
time to the Senator from New York 
(Mr. LEHMAN]. 

Mr. LEHMAN, I am not sure that I 
will use all the time remaining. 

Mr. President, I ean think of no more 
constructive action this body could take 
than to approve the pending amendment 
submitted by the junior Senator from 
Minnesota and cosponsored by a num-, 
ber of Senators, including myself. The 
disposition of the Senate as reflected in 
previous votes does not hold forth any| 
brilliant promise of success in regard 
to this amendment which holds the 
greatest promise of all for raising addi- 
tional revenue. Yet because we believe, 
it to be sound and equitable we would be 
remiss if we did not present it. 

I know that some of us, in fact many, 
of us, who see merit in this amendment 
are still loath to vote for it. It is said 
that this amendment is politically un- 
popular and that the split-income pro- 
vision adopted by the Eightieth Congress 
was politically popular. 

Well, Mr. President, I would not judge 
that any amendment that we have pro- 
posed or will propose, is politically popu- 
lar. No bill to raise revenues is polit- 
ically popular, 

But the pending amendment is neces- 
sary. It is necessary for the sake of 
equity. It is necessary for the sake of 
the tax structure of this country. It is 
necessary in order to take away from 
persons of high income this special privi- 
lege, this special device for reducing 
their tax liability that bears so heavily 
upon the whole country. 

Yesterday, in the course of the debate, 
the junior Senator from Colorado who 
is an honest as well as a brilliant thinker 
said very candidly that this split-income 
arrangement was plainly and frankly 
designed by its authors, of whom he was 
one, to bring tax relief to individuals 
with an income of $10,000 or more, He 
stated that this provision of our tax laws 
brought no real benefit to persons with 
an income less than $10,000. 

I will take the Senator from Colorado 
at his word. The table to which the 
junior Senator from Minnesota referred 
in the course of his remarks gives the de- 
tailed figures on the effect of this pro- 
vision on persons of different income 
levels, but the Senator from Colorado, 
with his usual skill and talent in getting 
to the root of the matter, stated the 
fact, namely, that his was a provision 
for the relief of persons of high income. 

Whatever justification there was for 
enacting this provision in 1946—and I 
will not go into that today—there is no 
justification for keeping this provision 
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on the books in 1951. That was before 
China, before Korea, before the emer- 
gence in all its outlines of the Soviet 
threat to our very national existence, 
There might have been a time for tax 
relief. That time is passed. That time 
will not come again very soon. 

Now we have adopted higher and 
higher income-tax rates, higher and 
higher corporation-tax rates. Now we 
go deeper and deeper into the lower in- 
come brackets and bite deeper and 
deeper into the income of those whose 
income is not even enough to assure 
them a decent subsistence. 

Excise taxes are already applicable to 
61 different commodities, services, and 
articles. We propose in this tax bill to 
add 20 more such commodities and 
products. These excise taxes lay most 
heavily on the great mass of the people. 
In the pending bill and in this fiscal 
year the excise taxes will raise more 
revenue than any other single tax, with 
the exception of the individual income 
tax, 


Mr. President, it is time to be honest 

with ourselves and with the people. The 
elimination of this split-income provi- 
sion is the only way in which we can 
make the graduated income. tax work 
fairly and equitably in these times of 
national emergency. It may not be this 
year or next year or the year after, but 
we will be forced to repeal this provi- 
sion. We will be forced to adopt an 
amendment like the pending one. In 
the end the people will insist. I think 
a great many people will wonder why 
we do not have the courage this year 
to approve this amendment and raise 
$2,500,000,000, according to the Treas- 
ury’s estimate. Thus, we could either 
come close to balancing the budget or, 
if the Senate does not wish to balance 
the budget, abandon the burdensome 
increase in income tax. 
Mr. President, the split-income pro- 
vision, as it works now, is not, as some 
would have us believe, a progressive de- 
velopment, a recognition of the fiscal 
equality of man and wife, and of their 
entitlement to equal consideration un- 
der law. It is rather a device, an easy 
legislative device—by widening the 
bracket—whereby the well-to-do and 
rich may escape a fair share of the tax 
burden by the division of the breadwin- 
ner’s income into two halves. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? j 

Mr. LEHMAN. No. My time is lim- 
ited, and I want to complete my remarks, 

The Senator from Colorado has 
frankly said, as I stated, that this was 
not meant to be of assistance to anyone 
with an income of $10,000. Under the 
proposal we have made for doing away 
with the split-income form of return 
here is the situation: A man with an in- 
come of $5,000, under the Finance Com- 
mittee bill would be paying 846 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of 
the Senator from New York has expired. 

Mr, LEHMAN. May I ask 1 minute 
more from the time of the opposition, 
to read this table? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield 1 minute to 
the Senator from New York, 
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Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I ob- 
ject. Iam willing to have the Senator 
place his statement in the RECORD. 

Mr. LEHMAN, I do not know whether 
the Senator— 

Mr. GEORGE. Iam going to yield to 
the Senator, but I am asking for the reg- 
ular order. We have reached an agree- 
ment, on the invitation of the propo- 
nents of the amendment. I am per- 
fectly willing to have the Senator place 
his statement in the RECORD, 

The VICE PRESIDENT, Does the 
Senator so request? 

Mr. LEHMAN. The Senator from 
New York will place the statement in 
the Recorp, but he thinks it is impor- 
tant to read it to Senators, 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, the Senator from New York will 
be permitted to place the table in the 
RECORD. 

The table is as follows: 

Comparison of the tar increases if income 
splitting were eliminated with the taz in- 
creases under the House bill and the 
Finance Committee bill 


MARRIED PERSON—-TWO DEPENDENTS 


Increase over present law tax 


Income before deductions and before exemptions. 


Norte.—In computing the tax, a deduction of 10 per- 
cent of gross income was allowed at all income levels, 


Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I had 
no intention of being arbitrary, but I 
have been too indulgent—particularly, 
I think, with the distinguished Senator 


from New York. He has imposed too 


often upon our good nature. I am going 
to yield all my time on this amendment, 
after this one statement. 

This is nothing on earth but the old 
compulsory joint-income provision in an 
indirect way, which we fought out in 
Congress in years past. The reformers 
wanted it. It was intended to compel 
the wife and husband to file a joint 
return. Indirectly, that is all this 
amendment does. I therefore hope it 
will be rejected. 

I yield the remainder of my time to 
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Mo- 
CLELLAN], who is very much interested 
in the split-income provision. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President—— 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Georgia has yielded to the Senator 
from Arkansas. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I 
yield a minute of my time to the Sena- 
tor from Colorado, 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I sim- 
ply wish to say at this stage of the pro- 
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ceedings that the distinguished Senator 
from Arkansas, who will discuss this 
question, was one of the prime movers in 
the insertion of the split-income provi- 
sion in the Tax Reduction Act of 1948. 
He conducted a brilliant campaign over 
a year or two before it succeeded. The 
vote on the tax bill which included the 
split-income plan was 77 to 10. 

I agree with the distinguished Senator 
from Georgia that this amendment would 
destroy the split-income system. It 
raises the suggestion that under the way 
they want to do it they would be adding 
additional discriminatory taxes against 
the real community-property States. 

Senators, by some kind of magic which 
I cannot understand, there is the impli- 
cation that this amendment would raise 
two and one-half billion dollars without 
hurting anyone. Finally there was a 
gentle statement to the effect that the 
tax would be put on those in the middle 
and higher income brackets. 

Let us see for a moment where we are, 
so far as those people who would have to 
pay the two and one-half billion dollars 
are concerned. Let us consider very 
briefly the relation under present law of 
the income taxes paid per dollar of in- 
come by taxpayers in different brackets, 
Let us assume a single person with no de- 
pendents with income after deduction 
and before exemptions. Under this text 
the $5,000-a-year man pays 12 times as 
much as the $1,000 man. The $10,000 
man pays 30 times as much as the $1,000 
man. The $20,000 man pays 87 times as 
much as the $1,000 man. The $25,000 
man pays 122 times as much as the $1,000 
man. The $50,000 man pays 317 times 
as much as the $1,000 man. The 
$100,000 man pays 779 times as much as 
the $1,000 man. $ 

I suggest that without further argu- 
ment, that this is carrying progressivity 
to a point which should satisfy the most 
voracious confiscator, and that when we 
talk about adding two and a half billion 
dollars to the taxes of people who are 
paying taxes under the spiralling pro- 
gressivity which I have pointed out, I 
think perhaps, to put it mildly, we have 
piled it high enough. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I 
yield half a minute to the Senator from 
New York [Mr. LEHMAN]. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
whether the statement to which I re- 
ferred, being a comparison of the tax 
increases under this amendment and the 
tax increases under the House bill and 
the Finance Committee bill, has been 
placed in the Recorp? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. It was 
ordered placed in the REcorp sometime 
ago, in accordance with the request at 
the conclusion of the Senator’s speech, 

Mr. LEHMAN. I thank the Chair. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I 
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from 
Florida. 

Mr. HOLLAND, Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator. 

Of all the remarkable amendments 
which we have considered during the 
course of this debate, this is the most 
remarkable. For the first time during 
this debate it is suggested that the old 
idea of encouraging marriage and en- 
couraging the setting up of a home shall 
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be converted into the idea of penalizing 
marriage and levying further and 
heavier taxation because of marriage. 

I cite merely two cases, and then I 
shall relinquish the floor. First, take the 
case of a man and a woman each making 
$4,000 net income. The tables appear 
on pages 2 and 3 of the printed amend- 
ment. It will appear that, as a single 
man and a single woman, they pay $720 
tax a year each. When married, with 
the same income of $4,000 each, each of 
them pays $860 tax, or $140 more tax 
each year, making $280 more for the two 
of them as a penalty for the marriage. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I am sorry, but I 
have only 2 minutes. I am citing the 
facts with respect to this remarkable 
amendment. 

Second, as to persons making a net 
income of $6,000, it will be found by 
looking at the table on page 2 that so 
long as they retain their single blessed- 
ness they each pay taxes of $1,180 a 
year, whereas when wed they are taxed 
$1,520 a year each, or an increase of 
$340 a year each, or a tax upon the mar- 
riage of $680. 

How many more ridiculous things of 
this kind is the Senate going to have 
suggested to it? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield at this point? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield the floor. My 
time has expired. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I merely wish to 
ask the Senator one question. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield 1 minute to 
the Senator from Minnesota to ask the 
Senator from Florida a question. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Ishould like to ask 
a very simple question. Would the 
schedule of rates pertaining to married 
people, as proposed in my amendment, 
cost married people less in terms of taxes 
under my amendment, than under the 
Senate bill? 

Mr. HOLLAND. The schedule of 
rates—— 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I ask this ques- 
tion: Is the amount of tax which they 
would have to pay less under my amend- 
ment than under the Senate bill? 

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator from 
Minnesota is asking something not dis- 
closed by the amendment, so the Sena- 
tor from Florida will not and cannot 
attempt to answer categorically. The 
Senator from Florida does state cate- 
gorically that the situation is just as 
suggested by him, and that this amend- 
ment imposes a penalty upon marriage. 

Mr. President, will the Senate consider 
sees usly such ridiculous legislation as 

tꝰ 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
would the Senator from Florida like to 
see the Treasury statement? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I 
should like to yield further, but the 
time is limited and I want to make a 
brief statement. I do not wish to un- 
duly delay a vote. 

The statement has been made that the 
purpose of enacting in the 1948 statute 
the provision for the splitting of income 
by husband and wife for Federal tax 
purposes, was as a favor and as a special 
benefit—that is the substance of the re- 
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mark to a special class—and to lower 
the taxes for the higher income groups. 

Mr. President, that was never the 
purpose of it. As has been stated by 
the Senator from Colorado, I sponsored 
amendments to two tax bills to enact 
this provision. The amendment was re- 
jected twice. On the second rejection 
of it in 1947 we were given assurance by 
the able Senator from Colorado, as rank- 
ing minority member of the Committee 
on Finance, by the distinguished chair- 
man of the Commitee on Finance, the 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE], and 
also by letter to the Senator from Vir- 
ginia (Mr. Byrp], from the chairman of 
the Ways and Means Committee of the 
House, that if we would wait until the 
following year, until another tax revision 
bill could be considered, the provision 
would be studied; and every assurance 
was given that if the merit was found in 
it that I claimed it possessed, the pro- 
vision would be included in the new bill. 
That was done. 

The only reason why the amendment 
was ever offered, and the sole purpose for 
enacting it into law, was place upon 
an equal basis as taxpayers husbands 
and wives throughout the Nation. There 
were 12 States which had community 
property laws. They had a right to 
have them. Under their laws, when 
husbands and wives paid their Federal 
tax they were able to split incomes, and 
thus lower their taxes; whereas in 36 
States the husbands and wives, when 
they paid their Federal taxes had to 
make joint returns. 

Therefore, because of citizenship in 
certain States, tax advantages and 
privileges did acerue. That did not mat- 
ter very much before Federal income 
taxes became high. As we raised the 
rates, and as the taxes increased during 
the last war, it became imperative that 
the inequity and the discrimination be 
corrected. 

It is said by the proponents of the 
pending amendment, Oh, we are leav- 
ing the provision on the statute books; 
we are not repealing it.” This amend- 
ment is not a direct repeal, but it is an 
indirect repeal, because it not only nulli- 
fies the correction of inequity which thus 
existed, but it penalizes the States which 
have had that protection throughout the 
years as a matter of States’ rights and 
as a matter of their own laws. 

It is ridiculous, and it does place a 
penalty on marriage. Taxes have risen 
and risen. This amendment would 
Place $2,500,000,000 in additional taxes 
principally on those who might be called 
the middle-income group. However, it 
starts to increase the tax of the husband 
and wife who make only $4,000 a year. 
That is what it means. Do we want to 
place that additional burden in the bill? 
Do we want to nullify the principle of 
community property so far as Federal 
taxes are concerned? The community- 
property States have a vital interest at 
stake in this amendment. I trust the 
amendment will be rejected. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY, I merely want to 
clarify a misunderstanding. There is no 
elimination of community property laws 
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involved. There is, by a revision of the 
rate schedule, an elimination of the 
benefits of the community property laws. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. That is exactly 
correct. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I will say to the 
Senator from Arkansas that under the 
terms of the Senate bill married couples 
with incomes of less than $10,000 will 
pay more than under the amendment. 

I believe we are talking about money, 
about tax revenue, not about legal lan- 
guage. I assume we are talking about 
dollars. The Treasury estimate, which 


I have in my hand, and which any Sen- 


ator can see—it was put in the Recorp— 
reveals that a married man with an in- 
come of $9,400, with two children, will 
pay less in taxes under the amendment 
than under the split-income provision 
with the super tax of 11 percent. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I am not under- 
taking to correct the Senate bill. It 
speaks for itself. I know the viciousness 
of this proposed amendment, and I know 
it is an opening wedge, and I vigorously 
oppose it. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of 
the Senator from Arkansas has expired. 

Several Senators requested the yeas 
and nays. | 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is the re- 
quest sufficiently seconded? 

The yeas and nays were ordered, 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
withdraw the amendment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena- 
tor from Minnesota cannot withdraw it 
without unanimous consent. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to withdraw the 
amendment. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
object. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Objection is 
heard. The clerk will call the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON] is absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD] 
is absent because of illness in his family, 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Cuavez], the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. FULBRIGHT], the Senator from West 
Virginia [Mr. KILGORE], and the Senator 
from Virginia [Mr. ROBERTSON] are ab- 
sent on official business. 

The Senator from West Virginia (Mr. 
KILcorE] is paired on this vote with the 
Senator from Ohio (Mr. Tarr]. If pres- 
ent and voting, the Senator from West 
Virginia would vote “yea,” and the Sen- 
ator from Ohio would vote “nay.” 

I announce further that if present and 
voting, the Senator from Virginia IMr. 
Byrp], the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. Cuavez], and the Senator from 
Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT] would vote 
“nay.” 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT], 
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
Bripces], the Senator from Maryland 
{Mr. BUTLER], the Senator from Wash- 
ington [Mr. Cx l, the Senator from Ver- 
mont [Mr. FLANDERS], the Senator from 
Missouri [Mr. Kem], the Senator from 
North Dakota [Mr. Lancer], and the 
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tart] are ab- 
sent on official business. 
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The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Me- 
CartHy] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. Tosry] is absent because of illness, 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr, 
WHERrRY] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRK- 
SEN] and the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
WELKER] are detained on official busi- 
ness, 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Utah [Mr. BENNETT], the Senator 
from Maryland [Mr. BUTLER], the Sen- 
ator-from Washington [Mr. Carn], the 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS], 
and the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
WELKER] would each vote “nay.” 

On the vote, the Senator from Ohio 
[Mr. Tarr] is paired with the Senator 
from West Virginia [Mr. KILGORE]. If 
present and voting, the Senator from 
Ohio would vote “nay” and the Senator 
from West Virginia would vote “yea.” 

The result was announced—yeas 15, 
navs 62, as follows: 


YEAS—15 
Benton Lehman Murray 
Douglas Magnuson Neely 
Green McMahon O'Mahoney 
Hill Moody astore 
Humphrey Morse Sparkman 

NAYS—62 
Aiken Hennings McKellar 
Brewster Hickenlooper Millikin 
Bricker Hoey Monroney 
Butler, Nebr. Holland Mundt 
Capehart unt Nixon 
Carlson Ives O Conor 
Case Jenner Russell 
Clements Johnson, Colo. Saltonstall 
Connally Johnson, Tex. Schoeppel 
Cordon Johnston, S. C. Smathers 
Duff Kefauver Smith, Maine 
Dworshak Kerr Smith, N. J 
Mastland Knowland Smith, N. C. 
Roton Lodge Stennis 
Hilender Long Thye 
Ferguson Malone Underwood 
Frear Martin Watkins 
George Maybank Wiley 
Gillette McCarran Williams 
Hayden McClellan Young 
Hendrickson McFarland 

NOT VOTING—19 

Anderson Dirksen Robertson 
Bennett Flanders Taft 
Bridges Fulbright Tobey 
Butler, Md. Kem Welker 
Byrd Kilgore Wherry 
Cain Langer 
Chavez McCarthy 


So the amendment offered by Mr. 
HUMPHREY, for himself and other Sen- 
ators, to the committee amendment was 
rejected, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr. 
HOLLAND in the chair). The question 
now is on agreeing to the section of the 
committee amendments which was 
opened up by the last amendment. 

The amendments were agreed to. 


Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I now 


call up my amendment identified as 
“9-24-51-A,” as I have revised it. I of- 
fer the amendment and ask that it be 
stated at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The 
amendment will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. At the proper 
place in the bill, it is proposed to insert 
the following new section: 

Sec. — Trade or business expenses. 

(a) Limitation on deduction: Section 23 
(a) (1) (relating to trade or business ex- 
penses) is amended (1) in subparagraph (A) 
thereof by inserting “not in excess of $25 per 
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day per person” after “entire amount,” and 
(2) by inserting at the end thereof the fol- 
lowing: 

“(D) Limitation: No deduction shall be 
allowable under subparagraph (A) for ex- 
penditures for alcoholic beverages for enter- 
tainment purposes, or for gifts or gratuities 
to other than employees of the taxpayers.” 

(b) Effective date: The amendment 
made by this section shall be applicable with 
respect to taxable years beginning after De- 
cember 31, 1950. 


Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President—— 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Illinois yield to me for 
a moment? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes; I am glad to 
yield to the majority leader. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
simply wish to make an appeal to all 
Senators to remain on the floor and thus 
facilitate the prompt handling of the 
amendments. I hope that by having 
Senators remain on the floor, it will not 
be necessary to have yea-and-nay votes, 
and thus we shall be able to conclude ac- 
tion on the bill in a short time. 

I am sure that if Senators remain on 
the floor, those who offer amendments 
will be satisfied with voice votes or, at the 
most, with divisions; and thus we can 
expedite the handling of the bill, and 
conclude action on it in short order. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, the 
amendment which has just been called 
up is submitted in an attempt to check 
what I think is a great and growing 
abuse in the field of corporate and in- 
dividual income taxation, namely, the 
tendency to charge off gifts, gratuities, 
donations of liquor, and excessive ex- 
penses while traveling. 

The amendment as changed differs 
from that which was originally proposed, 
in that it originally fixed, for tax-de- 
ductible purposes or tax-exemption pur- 
poses, a ceiling of $12 a day. I included 
$12 a day because the standards of the 
Senator from Illinois are relatively sim- 
ple; but since then I have heard com- 
plaints that this is not a sufficient al- 
lowance, so I have now placed the 
amount at $25 a day, and that applies 
in turn simply to room and board, not 
shoeshines, tips, or other incidentals. I 
am not trying to crimp anyone, but I 
would like to put a stop to high living 
at the taxpayers’ expense. 

Mr. President, my concern about this 
matter first arose in the investigations 
which the Senator from Arkansas and 
some of us conducted in connection with 
the RFC. We found in the case of one 
witness before our committee, an indus- 
trialist, the following items had been 
charged as expense: 

Jewelry, $65,458; liquor in cases, $22,- 
331; night clubs, $35,822; gifts, $25,638; 
boat expense, $16,351; unexplained, $132,- 
645. 

This is found on page 1039 of the 
hearings on the investigations into the 
Reconstruction Finance Corporation, 
part 2, at another point, on the same 
page, can be found an item of $51,194 
listed as direct payment for entertain- 
ment and gifts. 

Then in connection with the testimony 
of Mr. Merl Young, who was employed 
both by Lustron and by the F. L. Jacobs 
Co., we found certain expense and en- 
tertainment items while employed by 
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the Lustron Corp. which seemed rather 
extravagant to me. For instance: 

January 16, 1949, entertainment, 
$112.44; January 22, 1949, entertainment, 
$165; February 15, 1949, entertainment, 
$200; February 27, 1949, entertainment, 
$97.20; March 13, 1949, $148.90, enter- 
tainment; March 20, 1949, entertain- 
ment, $118.55. 

These figures can be found at page 
944 of the same hearings. The over- 
whelming majority of items listed were 
for entertainment. 

In other words, while these estimates 
were submitted weekly, the entertain- 
ment, of course, seemed to be quite high. 

The same is true of Mr. Young’s en-! 
tertainment expenses as an employee of 
the F. L. Jacobs Co. Three-fourths of 
all his expenses were charged up to en- 
tertainment.” This is shown in part 3 
of the RFC hearings, page 1221. 

Mr. President, what happens in these 
cases is that where these items are 
charged off as expense, the taxpayers 
pay most of the bill. In the case of the 
corporations, the taxpayers will be pay- 
ing at least half the bill, and where the 
corporations are in the upper earning 
groups, the taxpayers will pay 70 per- 
cent of the bill. In the case of individu- 
als whose incomes are extremely high 
the taxpayers may pick up to 90 percent 
of the bill. 

Mr. President, I do not wish to limit 
the expenditures of people for these pur- 
poses in any respect whatever. They can 
spend these sums out of their own in- 
come. But I do object to having these 
items made expenses and have the tax- 
payer pick up the tab. Behind the shoul- 
der now of almost every party at a night 
club is John Q. Public, the unseen payer, 

Mr. President, I propose the complete 
exclusion of payments for liquor; and I 
do not, as I said before in another con- 
nection, wish to sail under any false 
colors in this matter; I am not a pro- 
hibitionist. I am not a teetotaler. i 

Mr. NEELY rose, 

Mr. DOUGLAS. But I do say that 
when one buys liquor or gives liquor, he 
should be willing to pay for it himself, 
and he should not ask the taxpayer to 
meet from one-half to nine-tenths of 
the cost. That is all I am trying to 
say. 

Now lest any newspapers take fright, 
I may say I am not proposing any 
limitation on the amount spent for ad- 
vertising matter, or of institutional ad- 
vertising; they need not be afraid of that. 
I shall not oppose it, so they need not 
take fright. The provision of $25 a day 
would seem to meet ordinary require- 
ments, and I believe the amendment, if 
adopted, would check a real abuse with- 
out working any real hardship. I have 
no desire to hamstring anyone, but I 
think the hard-pressed taxpayer should 
have some protection. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield first to the 
Senator from West Virginia. 

Mr. NEELY. Will the Senator inform 
us what the amendment proposes with 
regard to liquor? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am making a pro- 
posal that no deductions for the pur- 
chase of liquor be made for tax purposes, 
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Mr. NEELY. What did it cost last 
year? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. How does anyone 
know? Ido not know. 

Mr. NEELY. Does anyone know that 
any money was spent for that purpose? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Everyone knows 
that entertaiment bills are frequently 
entered as items of business expense, and 
spirituous liquors are not absent in en- 
tertainment. I am not proposing that 
we stop drinking liquor, I am not propos- 
ing that we stop going to night clubs; I 
am not proposing that we stop gifts. I 
merely say that the people who do the 
entertaining, the people who furnish the 
liquor, should pay the bills, and not the 
innocent payer, the taxpayer. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I shall be glad to 
yield to the Senator from Louisiana, who 
was first on his feet. 

Mr. LONG. Are we to understand 
that the Senator’s amendment is di- 

` rected solely to entertainment expense? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. No. It is also di- 
rected to gifts and gratuities, which may 
be aside from entertainment. 

Mr. LONG. For business purposes? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Cameras, for in- 
stance. I do not think the donation of 
cameras, or hams, or deep freezes, or 
any of the other donations, should be 
entered as business expenses. Such 
gifts are made not merely to govern- 
mental officials, but to people in pri- 
vate business as well. 

Mr. LONG. Are we to understand 
that the Senator’s amendment is pro- 
posed to eliminate as a tax deduction, 
let us say, the expenses incurred if some- 
one gives a lavish party for the purpose 
of procuring a war contract or some- 
thing of that sort? Is that what it is 
directed toward? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is one of the 
things toward which it is directed, yes. 

Mr. LONG. Would the Senator elim- 
inate dinners or a deduction for food 
served to people at a party for the pur- 
pose of enhancing the prospect of ob- 
taining a contract? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. It would not affect 
food. It would affect liquor and gifts. 
I would not consider a dinner a gift. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 

Mr. KERR. Does it not limit the ex- 
pense item to $25 a day for everything? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. That refers simply 
to room and board. 

Mr. KERR, It does not say room and 
board. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. If the Senator will 
consult the Internal Revenue Code—— 

Mr. FERR. I am looking at the Sen- 
ator’s amendment. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. It is an amendment 
to the Internal Revenue Code. The In- 
ternal Revenue Code will indicate that 
this item refers to meals and lodging 
only. There can be additional allow- 
ances for food offered to others. 

Mr. KERR. Does the Senator know 
that food is board? 

Mr.McFARLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Illinois yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. First, let me say that 


the $25 limitation affects only the ex- E 
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penses of the individual himself. I am 
glad to yield now to the Senator from 
Arizona. 

Mr. McFARLAND. If the $25 limita- 
tion applies to living expenses 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Per person. 

Mr. McFARLAND. It seems to me 
that is sufficient for anyone, and that 
deductions for income-tax purposes 
should not be made for intoxicating li- 
quors or entertainment. I propose to 
support the amendment of the Senator 
from Illinois. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I thank the Senator 
from Arizona. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Illinois yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from Washington. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Senator said 
he was going to eliminate gifts, did he 
not? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. No, we are not pro- 
posing to eliminate gifts, but merely that 
the giver, not the taxpayer, shall pay 
for the gift. “It is more blessed to give 
than to receive,” but—— 

Mr. KERR. But not more profitable. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. But I do not believe 
the taxpayer should pay the cost. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
had not finished my question. I do not 
disagree with the Senator, but it is my 
understanding that deductions for gifts 
are not allowed. I do not know, but if 
one were to put on his income-tax return 
a deduction for gifts I feel sure the Col- 
lector of Internal Revenue would check 
up on him. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. It could be treated 
as an expense for the alleged purpose of 
building up “good will.” 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Secondly, enter- 
tainment deductions are pretty closely 
scrutinized, and if they are not reason- 
able, the internal revenue collector will 
collect, under the present law. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. What is the test of 
reasonableness? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I think the Inter- 
nal Revenue Bureau sometimes abuses 
the term “reasonable,” but it is pretty 
tight on it, and if one lists expenses for 
business entertainment which go beyond 
the scope of what would be considered 
reasonable, the internal revenue col- 
lector will collect the money. Possibly 
the limit might be even lower than $25 a 
day. In proposing $25 a day, the Sena- 
tor from Illinois might be raising the 
ante a little bit. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I had set $12 a day, 
but I heard great complaints from news- 
paper reporters and correspondents, who 
apparently sometimes send in bills to 
their publishers in excess of $12 a day. 
So in order not to prevent the press— 
and it is true that away-from-home ex- 
penses have risen—salesmen, and others 
from living on the scale to which they 
are accustomed, we raised the limitation 
to $25. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr, DOUGLAS. Certainly. 

Mr. AIKEN. Does the Senator’s 
amendment apply to corporations and 
holding companies that make a practice 
of furnishing liquor for conventions, or 
to persons who are in a position to help 
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them in their business, or officials who. 
are supposed to regulate their business?! 

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is correct. 

Mr. AIKEN, I think the Senator's 
amendment is a good one if it covers 
that practice, which is one of the worst 
that I know of. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. It is so intended to 
arrange the situation so that gifts can 
proceed from the donor’s heart and not 
from the taxpayer’s pocketbook. 

I hope, Mr. President, that the amend- 
ment will be adopted by an overwhelm- 
ing vote. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Illinois [Mr, 
Dovusc as]. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, the 
amendment, if adopted, would cost the 
Treasury money. That may not be the 
intention of the Senator, but that is 
what would occur. The law now is that 
all reasonable business expenses may be 
deducted. Now we are confronted with 
an amendment providing that not in ex- 
cess of $25 a day shall be paid in connec- 
tion with lodging, when we deduct alco- 
holic beverages as such, and gifts and 
gratuities as such from the income tax. 
Mr. President, it is all a part of a pro- 
gram to harass and worry the business 
elements of the country. If the Senator 
wants to do that and the Senate wants 
to accept it with the knowledge that it 
will cost more money than is now allowed 
in ordinary cases, it is all right, and we 
will take it to conference. 

I should like to tell the Senator some-~, 
thing. When I was at home on my last 
visit last year, the railroad men ail over, 
the States who have to go to Atlanta 
and spend the night came th me and 
said they were having trouble in getting 
their expense allowances O. K. d“ by 
the Internal Revenue Bureau. 

It strikes me that this will be taken 
as an indication that fully $25 for board 
and lodging should be allowed, and it will 
not apply to business groups only. But, 
Mr. President, it is not worth arguing 
about, except that it is just a precedent 
that ought not to be injected into the 
tax law. If we are not satisfied with 
what the Commissioner of Internal Reve- 
nue does or what the Secretary of the 
Treasury does, we should get another 
Commissioner of Internal Revenue or 
another Secretary of the Treasury. 

I am willing for the Senate to vote 
on the amendment by voice vote. 

Mr. MORSE. I ask for the yeas and 
nays, Mr. President. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Before we vote, may 
I point out that the wording of the 
amendment is that not in excess of $25” 
may be allowed. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The yeas 
and nays have been asked for, but there 
is not a sufficient second. The question 
is on agreeing to the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Illinois. [Putting 
the question.! 

Mr. HUMPHREY and other Senators 
requested a division. 

On a division, the amendment was 
rejected. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill is 
open to further amendment. 
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Mr. MOODY. Mr. President, I should 
like to call up my amendment “9-25-51— 
C ” 


The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will 
state the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Michigan. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 270, lines 
2 and 3, it is proposed to strike out 
“electric vacuum cleaners; electric wash- 
ing machines.” 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Michigan is recognized for 15 min- 
utes, 

Mr. MOODY. Mr. President, I do not 
want to take much time on this amend- 
ment. I believe the amendment is in a 
different category from any other 
amendment that can be offered in the 
excise-tax group. 

Mr. President, no Member of the Sen- 
ate is more aware than I of the acute 
necessity for raising revenue as a means 
of meeting the expenses of our great de- 
fense program and of checking inflation. 
No Meinber has keener realization of the 
long and tedious hours spent on this bill 
by the committee, nor more respect for 
the members of that committee and es- 
pecially for its distinguished chairman. 

But, Mr. President, there is one item 
in that bill on which an excise tax is pro- 
posed to be levied as a luxury which is 
not a luxury. It is a tool that is neces- 
sary to the most essential work that any- 
one can do, the work of making a home. 

Washing machines should not be taxed, 
The added levy on these machines would 
make little or no difference to house- 
wives who can afford plenty of domestic 
help. 

But to the great majority of American 
homes, the added tax of $25 to $35 would 
mean a great deal. It might make the 
difference in the budget of many fam- 
ilies of whether or not they could buy a 
machine. 

There are comparatively few families, 
Mr. President, where the housewife can 
afford adequate domestic help. In most, 
the homemaking is done by the wife, 
who must not only cook and clean for 
her family, but do the washing—and 
bear the children. And with every child 
comes immediately, as some Senators 
here may still be young enough to recall, 
an immediate increase in the load of 
family washing. 

Mr. President, I do not believe the day 
has been reached in America yet when 
we cannot pay for the essential services 
of Government according to our ability 
each to meet his share. I do not think 
in order to build the military strength 
vital to repel or, if possible, to deter Red 
aggression we must throw overboard the 
general principle that a consumer tax 
on the necessities of life is a regressive 
and undesirable tax and should not be 
enacted by this Congress. 

I believe, Mr. President, that any man 
who works hard and earns decent wages 
should be able to provide his wife with 
the modern equipment which makes 
housekeeping less of a drudgery. If that 
is not the American standard of living, 
what is the American standard of living? 
And do we have it only for those who 
can afford luxuries? Or should such es- 
sential equipment be available to any 
family whose breadwinner has worked to 
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win for himself a useful place in our 
great system of production. 

There was a time not so many years 
ago, Mr. President, when it was the usual 
thing for a husband to outlive two or 
three or even more wives. Women in 
America then grew old before their time, 
as they do today in many other countries 
of the world. Why? Because of the 
strain of child-bearing combined with 
the drudgery of housework. 

American ingenuity, skill, and indus- 
try have now provided the American 
housewife with many implements to 
make her job less onerous. I do not be- 
lieve all of these items are necessary, 
though most of them are ingenious and 
desirable. But I do believe, and I might 
say that the real boss of my home thor- 
oughly concurs with me in this, that 
there is nothing so necessary to a wom- 
an’s job as the washing machine and the 
vacuum cleaner. 

Let me emphasize, the total revenue 
in this bill is not too great. If anything, 
it is too small. It is doubtful that with 
even the best of Government economy 
we can bring the budget into balance in 
the coming year, because of our vast re- 
quirements for making sure of the sur- 
vival of our country. 

But we do not have to raise this money 
by taking it out on the housewife in 
drudgery, Mr. President. By eliminat- 
ing washing machines and vacuum 
cleaners from this bill, I am informed, 
the loss in revenue would be $53,000,000. 
We could have made that up 10 times 
over by revoking the windfall given cor- 
porations when the effective date of the 
increased corporate tax was moved for- 
ward from January 1 to April 1. 

I certainly mean no criticism of my 
colleagues, Mr. President, when I point 
out that had this tax bill been enacted 
3 or 4 months ago, there scarcely would 
have been any question about making 
the new corporate rate effective at the 
beginning of the current year. The 
House of Representatives made it ef- 
fective at that date. Corporate taxpay- 
ers were on notice that there would be 
an increase which would likely be stiff. 
I see no good reason why, merely because 
the wheels of legislation grind slowly, 
that the new corporate rates should not 
apply in the first quarter of 1951—the 
highest-profit quarter, I am informed, in 
the history of our country. 

It is a poor swap, it seems to me, for 
us to soak a tax on the housewife on 
essential items which were not taxed at 
all during World War II, in order to 
raise the House bill by some $50,000,000 
on the ground that every last penny of 
revenue must be found, and then forgive 
$500,000,000—10 times as much—to cor- 
porate taxpayers by the simple device 
of changing a date in the law. Chang- 
ing this date is one way the revenue lost 
by removing washing machines and 
vacuum cleaners could be recovered 10 
times over and with justice, Mr. Presi- 
dent, and this still may be done in con- 
ference. There are other ways to in- 
crease the total revenue in this bill, 
should the Senate decide this to be nec- 
essary. 

But I believe the Senate should take 
another look at this one, Mr. Presi- 
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dent. Let us think twice before we turn 
this into a washboard Congress. Let us 
not squeeze our revenue out of the backs 
and knuckles of the American house- 
wife. 

Mr. President, I believe this is a tax 
which clearly ought to be removed from 
the bill. The House of Representatives 
did not include it in the bill. I under- 
stand there are distinguished members 
of the Finance Committee who do not 
want it in the bill. I should like to have 
a roll-call vote. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MOODY. I yield. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Is it not a fact 
that throughout the last war there was 
no tax levied on washing machines at 
all? 

Mr. MOODY. The distinguished 
Senator is entirely correct. Up until 
this time it has not been considered 
proper or necessary to put a sales tax 
on these necessities. During World 
War II, when there were many excise 
taxes imposed, the opinion of Congress 
was that washing machines and vacuum 
cleaners should not be taxed, 

I am hopeful that my amendment, 
with so many sponsors from both sides 
of the aisle, will be adopted by the Sen- 
ate. I might add, also, that the larger 
the family, Mr. President, the more nec- 
essary it is to have this sort of equip- 
ment, and I believe the Senate will agree 
that this equipment should not be taxed. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senaior yield? 

Mr. MOODY. I yield to the Senator 
from Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. I merely wanted to say 
in one or two sentences that I shall vote 
for the amendment because I think vot- 
ing for it symbolizes opposition to what 
I consider to be growing efforts to im- 
pose a Federal sales tax upon people 
least able to pay. Whenever we get an 
opportunity to indicate that we are op- 
posed to the principle of the Federal 
Sales tax, we should not miss the op- 
portunity at least to symbolize that op- 
position. Certainly when we are dealing 
here with a household necessity, such as 
a washing machine, we ought to strike 
out against it, because an excise tax 
in this particular instance, in my judg- 
ment, is really the label for encourage- 
ment of a Federal sales tax. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
of the Senator from Michigan IMr. 
Moony] to the committee amendment. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, it is a 
matter of indifference to me what the 
Senate does on this matter, but I say 
that adoption of the amendment will 
cost $53,000,000. There is not a single 
item in the excise group that does not 
contain one or more necessary things, 
Refrigerators are taxed. Freezers, ap- 
pliances in which foods are kept, are 
taxed. Electrical appliances are taxed. 
But now some Senators do not want to 
tax electric vacuum cleaners and electric 
washing machines. 

Mr. MOODY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 
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Mr. GEORGE. That is all it will cost, 
according to a very conservative esti- 
mate, Mr. President—$53,000,000. 

It seems strange to me that so many 
proposals come from the group which 
has been insisting on increasing Federal 
revenue. What is the use of doing it? 
These excise taxes are not all levied on 
luxuries. Some of them may be levied 
on luxuries, but they are levied on trucks, 
they are levied on freezers, they are 
levied on electrical appliances, they are 
levied on thousands of items. If we start 
whittling away on the revenue, we will 
not have any left. 

Mr. President, there is another rea- 
son. This particular item is in confer- 
ence, and I have stated to the proponents 
of the amendment that in conference we 
will take a careful look at it, an honest 
survey of it, and if the conferees on the 
part of the House are opposed to it, cer- 
tainly we would be in a position to give 
full consideration to their opposition. 
But, Senators, do not kid yourselves by 
talking about taxing necessities. They 
have been taxed under the provisions of 
this bill to the extent of almost an addi- 
tional billion dollars. Most of the items 
taxed are actual necessities. The items 
contained in the category involved are 
electrical appliances. The Treasury 
recommended that we place taxes on 
these items. The Treasury recom- 
mended that we impose twice as much 
tax as we have placed on these items. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 

Mr. LONG. The point that has most 
impressed the junior Senator from 
Louisiana in respect to this type of tax 
is that these items more than almost any 
other type of manufactured products use 
up the critical materials we need for de- 
fense industries. 

Mr. GEORGE. Undoubtedly they do. 

Mr. LONG. There is no doubt in my 
mind that if we are going adequately to 
prepare to defend the Nation, one day 
the same people who are using these 
items will be compelled to stop buying 
new automobiles, for there will have to 
be a cutback in the production of auto- 
mobiles; they will have to stop buying 
vacuum cleaners, washing machines, and 
many other items of that kind. If we 
raise a little revenue on these products at 
the present time we at least make them 
available to the people who have money 
with which to buy these conveniences at 
the present time. They used to be called 
luxuries. Perhaps they are not entirely 
luxuries today. But there are still peo- 
ple who, even without the tax on these 
items, will not be able to buy a vacuum 
cleaner or a washing machine. In view 
of the fact that there is not going to be 
enough material anyway with which to 
make enough such products to supply all 
those who would like to have them, it 
seems to me that to tax them now would 
make them available for a longer period 
of time. 

Mr. GEORGE. The Senator front 
Louisiana is quite right. In World War 
II. Leon Henderson—and Leon Hender- 
son certainly had no animosity toward 
the plain people in the United States— 
came before us, as did other representa- 


tives of the Government, and ask us to 
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put a tax upon many articles, including 
the very articles which are now in the 
bill, in order to conserve strategic and 
critical materials. 

Mr. MOODY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 

Mr. MOODY. I certainly did not 
mean to impute any animosity toward 
the people on the part of anyone, either 
the chairman of the committee or mem- 
bers of the committee. I should like to 
point out, in view of the remarks of the 
Senator from Louisiana, that if the price 
of these articles is going up, then it will 
be less possible for those families which 
should have them, those who have no 
domestic help, to buy them, and if their 
production is cut back by control of ma- 
terials used in manufacturing them, 
then the revenue loss would be much less 
than it would be otherwise. 

The distinguished chairman of the 
committee has pointed out that we would 
lose $53,000,000 if we adopt the amend- 
ment. That is certainly true. I do not 
think the tax bill, over-all, does provide 
enough revenue. But, as the Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. Dovctas] and the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY] 
have pointed out before, we are accept- 
ing a tax bill which does not balance the 
budget. Yesterday, by the change of a 
single word in the House bill, by the 
change of the word “January” to “April,” 
we decided, by a heavy vote in the Sen- 
ate, to relinquish more than $500,000,- 
000, a half a billion dollars of corporate 
taxes. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I do 
not think the Senator’s observations are 
exactly pertinent. I cannot think they 
are pertinent at all. Here is a proposal 
simply to lose $53,000,000 in revenue. 

Mr. MOODY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. No; I decline to yield 
further. We have before us a proposal 
to lose $53,000,000 in revenue. Why? 
Because certain things that use up a 
great deal of strategic and critical mate- 
rial are simply going to be subjected to 
an excise tax. That is all there is to it. 
If the Senate wishes to do it, that is all 
right with me. But it is a very signifi- 
cant thing, I think, that when we try 
to raise taxes somebody is always object- 
ing, and when we try to make the tax 
burdens fall on the whole people, so far 
as we can, then someone objects. 

Mr. President, I should like to have a 
vote on the amendment. 

Mr. MOODY. Mr. President, I wish to 
comment briefly, if I may. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, what is 
the time remaining? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Michigan has 11 minutes left, and 
the Senator from Georgia has 7 minutes, 

Mr, MOODY. Mr. President, the Sen- 
ator from Michigan will not use all of his 
11 minutes. 

I simply wish to point out that the 
question of whether or not strategic ma- 
terials are used in the manufacture of 
these items has nothing whatsoever to do 
with the amendment, The amount of 
strategic materials to be allotted to these 
two necessary items will be given by the 
National Production Administration, 
whether there is a tax on those items or 
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whether there is not. There will not be 
saved a single ounce of strategic mate- 
rials by taxing the items. All that will 
be done will be to put necessary items 
farther out of the reach of the type of 
housewives that need them most. 

I may say that the junior Senator 
from Wyoming, one of the cosponsors of 
the amendment, in discussing it on the 
floor a few moments ago, pointed out to 
me that the families who need these ap- 
pliances most, often have to buy them 
on time, and make a very small per- 
centage of down payment. The amount 
of tax which, of course, lies on the entire 
cost, makes a very substantial increase 
in the down payment. It seems to me a 
peculiar statement to say that there is 
no relationship between the loss of $53,- 
000,000 in excise taxes, which may be 
the first step toward a creeping sales tax 
in America, and the fact that the Sen- 
ate has voted down amendment after 
amendment, to the extent of voting down 
amendments which would have provided 
more than $2,000,000,000 worth of addi- 
tional revenue. How does that make 
sense? Does it make sense to say that 
it is not a loss of revenue when we for- 
give more than half a billion dollars of 
revenue to the corporations of America 
in the highest profit quarter in the his- 
tory of American business, with the sup- 
port of the committee, but that we can- 
not afford to take $53,000,000 from excise 
taxes on necessities used by the house- 
wives of America? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
is on agreeing to the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Michigan [Mr. 
Moopy] to the committee amendment 
on page 270, beginning in line 2. 

Mr. DOUGLAS, I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the Chief Clerk called the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ATE is absent by leave of the Sen- 
ate. 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
EyrD] is absent because of illness in his 
family. 

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
Benton], the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. CHavrzl, the Senator from West 
Virginia [Mr. Kitcore], the Senator 
from Wyoming [Mr. O’Manoney], the 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. ROBERTSON], 
and the Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
RusseLL] are absent on official business. 

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
Kixcore] is paired on this vote with the 
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. CHAVEZ]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
West Virginia would vote “yea,” and the 
Senator from New Mexico would vote 
“nay. ” 

I announce further that if preaedt and 
voting the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
Byrp] and the Senator from Georgia 
LMr. RUssELL] would vote “nay.” 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT], } 
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
Brinces], the Senator from Maryland 
[Mr. BUTLER] the Senator from Ne- 
braska [Mr. BUTLER] the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. Carn], the Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS], the Sen- 
ator from Missouri [Mr. Xen], the Sen- 
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ator from North Dakota [Mr. LANGER], 
and the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tarr] 
are absent on official business. 

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Mo- 
CartHy] is absent by leave of the Sen- 
ate. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. Tosey] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
Wuerky! is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Idaho [Mr. WELKER] 
and the Senator from North Dakota 
[Mr. Youna] are detained on official 
business. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Utah [Mr. Bennett] and the Sen- 
ator from Maryand [Mr. BUTLER] would 
each vote “nay.” 

On the vote, the Senator from Ohio 
[Mr. Tarr] is paired with the Senator 
from Washington [Mr. Carn]. If pres- 
ent and voting, the Senator from Ohio 
would vote “yea,” and the Senator from 
Washington would vote “nay.” 

On the vote, the Senator from Idaho 
(Mr, WELKER] is paired with the Sena- 
tor from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS]. If 
present and voting, the Senator from 
Idaho would vote “yea” and the. Sena- 
tor from Vermont would vote “nay.” 

The result was announced—yeas 52, 
nays 22, as follows: 


YEAS—52 
Aiken Hill Mundt 
Brewster Holland Murray 
Bricker Humphrey Neely 
Carlson Hunt Nixon 
Case Ives O' Conor 
Cordon Jenner Pastore 
Dirksen Johnston, S. C. Schoeppel 
Douglas Knowland Smathers 
uf Lehman Smith, Maine 
Dworshak Lodge Sparkman 
Ferguson Magnuson Stennis 
Frear Malone Thye 
Fulbright Maybank Underwood 
Gillette McCarran Watkins 
Hayden McFarland Wiley 
Hendrickson Monroney Williams 
Hennings Moody 
Hickenlooper Morse 
NAYS—22 
Capehart Hoey McKellar 
Clements Johnson, Colo. McMahon 
Connally Johnson, Tex. Millikin 
Eastland Kefauver Saltonstall 
Ecton Kerr Smith, N. J. 
Ellender Long Smith, N. C. 
George Martin 
Green McClellan 
NOT VOTING—22 
Anderson Chavez Russell 
Bennett Flanders Taft 
Benton Kem Tobey 
Bridges Kilgore Welker 
Butler, Md. Langer Wherry 
Butler, Nebr. McCarthy Young 
Byrd O'Mahoney 
Cain Robertson 


So Mr. Moopy’s amendment to the 
amendment was agreed to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
now is on agreeing to the committee 
amendment, as amended. 

The amendment, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MCMAHON. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendment designated “9-22- 
51—21.” 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre- 
tary will state the amendment. 

The Cuter CLERK. On page 221, it is 
proposed to insert after line 23: 

Sec. 344. Publishing business carried on by 
tax-exempt organization. 

(a) Treatment as related trade or busi- 
ness: Section 422 (b) (relating to definition 
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of unrelated trade or business) is hereby 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following: “If a publishing business carried 
on by an organization during the taxable 
year is. without regard to this sentence, an 
unrelated trade or business, but before the 
beginning of the third succeeding taxable 
year the business is carried on by it (or by 
a successor who acquired such business in a 
liquidation which would constitute a tax- 
free exchange under section 112 (b) (6)) in 
such manner that the conduct thereof is sub- 
stantially related to the exercise or perform- 
ance by such organization (or such succes- 
sor) of its educational or other purpose or 
function described in section 101 (6), such 
publishing business shall not be considered, 

“for the taxable year, as an unrelated trade 
or business.” 

(b) Effective date: The amendment made 
by this section shall be applicable with re- 
spect to taxable years beginning after De- 
cember 31, 1950, and prior to January 1, 
1953. 


Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, this is 
the amendment which has been under 
discussion since the opening of the de- 
bate on the tax bill. As I stated to the 
Senator from Connecticut, I would be 
willing to take the amendment to con- 
ference, but I would wish to have it un- 
derstood that I should like to have an 
opportunity to give it careful considera- 
tion. As I understand, all that the 
amendment seeks to do is, if within the 
time specified, an institution—in this 
instance a university or college—can 
conform or relate the related business to 
its ordinary business 

Mr. McMAHON. Its educational pur- 
poses. 

Mr. GEORGE. If it could relate it to 
its educational purposes, it would be re- 
lieved of the tax. 

Mr. McMAHON. That is correct. 

Mr. GEORGE. If it was not able to 
do so, it would have to pay the tax. 

Mr. McMAHON. That is correct. 

Mr. GEORGE. I would be willing to 
take the amendment to conference. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. MCMAHON]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. McMAHON. I ask unanimous 
consent to insert in the Reccrp at this 
point a statement dealing with the 
amendment. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Rconb, as follows: 

STATEMENT By SENATOR MCMAHON 

I am perhaps more aware than many of 
my colleagues of the desperate need to help 
our colleges. I think the Treasury should 
strain in every way consonant with the let- 
ter of the law to give cducation the funds 
which it needs to remain strong and free. 

So far as the technicalities of relatedness 
go in the matter of the Wesleyan Press and 
the Revenue Act of 1950, I have studied the 
facts, and agree completely that this press 
should now be construed as exempt. I am 
therefore of course in favor of this amend- 
ment. And Ido hope that it will be recog- 
nized as the sense of the Senate as we 
adopt this amendment that we do want the 
administrative officials to work out this 
problem satisfactorily to the college, be- 
cause, by the very fact of the higher tax 
rates which this bill places on the public, and 
therefore the alumni of the colleges, we are 
compelled to dry up the well springs of 
funds on which the colleges have relied to 
meet their ever mounting deficits. 
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The purpose of this amendment is to en- 
able a college which owns a press which is ad- 
mittedly serving an educational need and 
purpose to integrate these educational pub- 
lishing activities more fully under its own 
direction. This may mean more faculty par- 
ticipation or closer administrative affiliation, 
but that it will successfully work out the 
situation I have no doubt. All this amend- 
ment does is recognize that perhaps because 
our colleges must move slowly, perhaps be- 
cause the Treasury in administering a new 
law must move slowly, more time is needed. 
But I am sure we do expect that the admin- 
istrative officers will respect our intention 
and desire that a solution be found within 
the framework of the law without wrecking 
our educational institutions on the shoals 
of Treasury fear of less clear cases which 
may never arise. 


Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
send to the desk my amendment desig- 
nated “9-22-51—31,” and ask that it be 
stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The secre- 
tary will state the amendment. 

The Cuter CLERK. On page 128, be- 
ginning with line 19, it is proposed to 
strike out all through the period in line 
15 and insert in lieu thereof the follow- 

g: 

The deduction under this subsection shall 
not be in excess of an amount equal to such 
part of the adjusted gross income as does not 
exceed $5,000, except that in the case of 
more than one exemption under section 25 
(b) for the taxable year (exclusive of ex- 
emptions allowed under sec. 25 (b) (1) 
(B) or (C)), the deduction shall not be in 
excess of an amount equal to such part of 
Res aaa gross income as does not exceed 
$10,000. 


Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, this 
is the section of the law on individual 
income taxes which provides for de- 
ductions of a taxpayer’s medical ex- 
penses on a specified basis. | 

The law allows deductions for such ex- 
penses as exceed 5 percent of the tax- 
payer’s adjusted gross income, up to 
$1,250 for a single person and in mul- 
tiples of that amount up to 85, 00 for 
married persons with two dependents. 

As I understand, the history of this 
allowance for medical expense is rela- 
tively recent. It was first introduced 
in one of the early wartime tax bills, and 
the present maximum deductions were 
placed in the 1948 Revenue Act. 

The theory of allowing for deductions 
in excess of 5 percent of one’s income is 
quite clear. Starting as they do at the 
5-percent level of one’s income, they do 
not exempt what may be called ordinary 
medical expense. But they are in- 
tended to provide relief for what may be 
called extraordinary medical expense. 
In effect, the law says that anything 
which exceeds 5 percent of a man’s in- 
come is extraordinary expense, and he 
gets a measure of relief from it. 

The logic of imposing ceilings on de- 
ductions is also understandable. It was 
not. desired to invite so-called ex- 
traordinary expense which might not 
be a genuine medical expense at all, 
merely because the expense would be de- 
ductible. A simple illustration of abuse 
would be a vacation in Florida or Arizona 
which was claimed to be a rest cure and 
a medical necessity. Wealthy people 
could afford to do that, and they could 
do it at a discount because it would be 
deductible. 
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At the same time, however, the arbi- 
trary ceiling imposes some hardships on 
persons of low or middle incomes whose 
necessary medical expenses are not 
merely extraordinary but are devastat- 
ing in proportion to their income. 

The perfect illustration is that of a 
case described in a letter before me. It 
is from an arthritis victim. She earns 
$4,500 a year and is single. She is able 
to work and to earn a living through the 
blessings of cortisone. But as everyone 
ns that is an exceedingly expensive 

‘ug. 

Her medical expense this year will run 
to $2,400, which is more than half her 
income. Even allowing the deduction of 
$1,250 she will be paying taxes on $1,150, 
or approximately a quarter of her en- 
tire income, which was never really hers 
since it went directly to her doctors or 
for drugs. 

This amendment proposes to alleviate 
the burden of that person or any other 
person who has an income of less than 
$5,000 a year if single or $10,000 a year 
with dependents where catastrophic 
medical expenses eat so heavily into 
their earnings. 

The effect of the amendment is sim- 
ply to allow a deduction for medical ex- 
penses of $5,000 for single persons and 
$10,000 for persons with dependents. 
Such deductions would be allowable, of 
course, only for expenses which exceed 
5 percent of one’s income. 

Although not permitting multiples of 
the single person's deduction as in the 
present bill, it is basically a proposal 
to raise the ceilings now in the law from 
$1,250 to $5,000 for single persons and 
from $5,000 to $10,000 for a married 
couple with two dependents. 

It gives a 95-percent deduction allow- 
ance for exceptional medical expenses 
to persons in the low-and middle-income 
groups. It is consistent with the con- 
sideration which the committee gave to 
persons 65 years of age and over as it 
appears in the committee amendment 
on page 128 of the bill, since it directs 
attention to another group in potential 
distress. I hope the chairman of the 
committee will accept the amendment 
and take it to conference for any tech- 
nical adjustments that might be found 
desirable. 

Mr. President, if a person really has 
large medical expenses, in excess of 5 
percent of his net income, under the 
present law he is unable to deduct more 
than $1,250 of those expenses if he is 
a single person, or more than $2,500 of 
those expenses if he is married. 

On the other hand, I say to every 
Member of the Senate that if a person 
has medical expenses amounting to 
$2,500 during 1 year, this amendment 
will enable him to deduct those expenses 
from his income before figuring his in- 
come tax, so that he will not have to pay 
an income tax on the money he is really 
paying for his medical expenses. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Does the amend- 
ment apply to everyone? 

Mr. FERGUSON. Yes. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


Mr. MAGNUSON. It would not be 
confined to those in only one income 
bracket, would it? 


Mr. FERGUSON. No: the amend- 


ment gives any single person the right 
to deduct up to $5,000 for medical ex- 
penses, or any married person the right 
to deduct up to $10,000 for medical ex- 
penses. 

Mr. President, I think the amendment 
would cost very little if it were adopted 
and became part of the law, and, of 
course, it would take care of those who 
encounter a great catastrophe in their 
lives and have large medical expenses. 
At the present time, with medical ex- 
penses as high as they are, and increas- 
ing almost every day, an allowance of 
$1,250 is not sufficient. 

Therefore, I think the amount de- 
ductible should be increased, so that a 
single person will be able to deduct up 
to $5,000 of medical expenses, or a mar- 
ried person with two dependents will be 
able to deduct up to $10,090. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Michigan [Mr. 
FERGUSON] to the committee amendment 
on page 128. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, of 
course all amendments of this kind are 
very appealing. I do not know what the 
amendment would cost, if it were put 
into effect. However, I think it would 
be very unwise for the Senate to adopt 
such amendment and place it in the law. 

In the United States there are many 
persons who own considerable amounts 
of property, even though their annual 
gross income may not be very large. In 
other words, a wealthy person may not 
be interested in acquiring more wealth, 
and may not have more than $500 of 
actual income. Yet he may be quite 
wealthy, but simply may not be trying 
to add anything more to what he al- 
ready has. Perhaps he may have in- 
herited a large amount of property, for 
instance. If that person has to pay 
medical expenses amounting to more 
than 5 percent of his gross annual in- 
come, and if he may then deduct, for in- 
come-tax purposes, all his medical ex- 
penses up to $10,000, of course it is ap- 
parent that he may then carry forward 
that loss and may convert some of his 
property into cash or into liquid assets, 
and in that way may obtain a rather 
large deduction. 

Of course the amendment has an ap- 
peal, because undoubtedly there are cases 
in which a person having an income of 
perhaps $5,000 or $10,000 has large med- 
ical expenses. He might be able to de- 
duct $10,000, in the case of a married 
person, or $5,000, in the case of a single 
person, under the provisions of this 
amendment, and thereby considerably 
reduce the revenue. 

I do not have any dependable figures 
on the effect of the amendment; but in 
the heginning I thought of offering an 
amendment to remove entirely the 5 
percent limitation on the deduction for 
medical expenses in the case of persons 
in the low-income brackets, However, 
I was advised that such a change would 
be too costly to the Treasury. Of 
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course, Mr. President, this amendment 
does not involve exactly that situation. 

It is entirely agreeable to me if the 
Senate wishes to accept the amendment. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
hope the amendment will be adopted and 
will go to conference in a reasonable 
amount. 

I shall not ask for a yea-and-nay vote 
on the amendment, because I think it will 
be adopted and will be taken to confer- 
ence, 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Michigan 
to the committee amendment on page 
128. [Putting the question.] 

The “noes” seem to have it. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
ask for a division. 

On a division, the amendment to the 
committee amendment was rejected. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill is 
open to further amendment, 

If there be no further amendment—— 

Mr. HUNT. Mr. President, I call up 
the amendment designated as “9-22-51— 
28,” and offer it, and ask that it be stated. 
I offer the amendment on behalf of my- 
self, the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
KEFAUVER], the Senator from Maryland 
[Mr. O’Conor], the Senator from Wis- 
consin [Mr. WII ETI, and the Senator 
from New Hampshire [Mr. TOBEY]. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment will be stated. 

The Cuter CLERK. At the proper place 
in the bill, it is proposed to insert the 
following: 

Sec. —, Net worth statement by individuals 
engaged in illegal businesses 

(a) Individuals engaged in illegal busi- 
nesses: Section 54 (relating to records and 
special returns) is further amended by add- 
ing at the end thereof a new subsection as 
follows: 

“(h) Net worth statements by certain in- 
dividuals: Every individual who has, during 
the taxable year or during any of the 5 years 
preceding the taxable year, received gross 
income in excess of $10,000 from one or more 
unlawful trades or businesses, shall file with 
his return for the taxable year, in such form 
and in such detail as the Secretary may by 
regulations prescribe, a statement of net 
wort: showing, as of the close of the taxable 
year, each asset and lability of such indi- 
vidual, of such individual and his spouse , 
jointly, and, in the case of a joint return by 
an individual and his spouse, each asset and 
liability of such spouse. Such statement 
shall contain or be verified by a written dec- 
laration that it is made under the penalties 
of perjury.” 

(b) Effective date: The amendment made 
by this section chall be applicable only with 
respect to taxable years ending after the 
date of enactment of this act. 


Mr. HUNT. Mr. President, this 
amendment is sponsored by myself and 
my four colleagues on the Special Com- 
mittee To Investigate Organized Crime 
in Interstate Commerce. The amend- 
ment is submitted for the sole purpose 
of attempting to get at the actual wealth 
of gangsters and hoodlums who have 
homes in various cities, worth from 
$50,000 to $100,000, and perhaps have 
fleets of Cadillac automobiles and pleas- 
ure boats. Yet they apparently have no 
visible source of income. 
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In our work in the committee we found 
that as we interrogated the witnesses it 
was very difficult to arrive at the net 
worth of such persons; but by means of 
our investigators, we often found that 
such persons had large bank accounts 
and often were so wealthy that they 
were using their excess funds to go into 
legitimate businesses such as purchasing 
huge blocks of stock in railroads or hotel 
companies or, in one case, in a bank. 

So we feel that this amendment, which 
will not in any way reduce the revenue, 
will help the Bureau of Internal Reve- 
nue to obtain increased amounts of reve- 
nue. The amendment simply provides 
that such persons whose gross income 
from illegal gambling is in excess of $10,- 
000 for any one of the previous 5 years 
shall, under oath, file a statement of 
net worth. 

I think that explanation is sufficient. 
The amendment relates to gambling, of 
course. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Wyoming yield for a 
question? 

Mr. HUNT. I yield. 

Mr, KEFAUVER. Does not the Sen- 
ator from Wyoming believe that if the 
internal revenue agents could obtain 
such statements of net worth, they 
would be able to make out cases against 
the racketeers and gangsters, instead of 
having to search the records for the last 
25 or 30 years in an effort to build up 
statements of net worth on the part of 
such persons? 

Mr. HUNT. That is correct. The 
Bureau of Internal Revenue will be 
helped by the adoption of this amend- 
ment, just as those of us on the special 
commitee would have been helped in our 
work if we had been able to have such 
statements of net worth in the cases of 
such persons, instead of having to in- 
stitute searches all over the United 
States in an effort to determine their ac- 
tual assets. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Wyoming yield? 

Mr. HUNT. I yield. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Why does not the 
Senator from Wyoming make the 
amendment apply to all illegal busi- 
nesses, instead of only to gambling? 

Mr. HUNT. The amendment does ap- 
ply to all illegal businesses. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Wyoming yield for a ques- 

tion? 

Mr. HUNT. Will the Senator permit 
me to make a short statement? We 
would appreciate it greatly, and I am 
sure it would help the Internal Revenue 
Bureau, if the distinguished chairman 
would take this amendment to confer- 
ence, Where we would hope that it might 
be found desirable. I now yield to the 
Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. KERR. Would the Senator be 
willing to limit his amendment to the 
taxable year? That would make it ef- 
fective for this year and succeeding 
years. 

Mr. HUNT. I believe I may say to 
the Senator that that is the situation 
now. The amendment proposed to this 
section, if adopted, would apply only to 
taxable years after the date of its enact- 
ment. 
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Mr. KERR. But it says “every indi- 
vidual who has, during the taxable year 
or during any of the 5 years preceding 
the taxable year.” 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, if 
the Senator from Wyoming will yield 

Mr. HUNT. I yield to the Senator 
from Tennessee. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The reason it was 
stated in that way was that the statute 
of limitations for fraud would run in 
6 years, and if in the past 5 years the 
person making the return had earned 
in any 1 year more than $10,000 out 
of an illegal transaction, and if he 
should file a net-worth statement, this 
provision would assist agents who might 
be trying to make out a case of tax fraud 
against the gangster. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I would 
take this amendment to conference, al- 
though the Commissioner of Internal 
Revenue has full power to do now what 
the amendment provides, if it were 
limited to the 1 year; but I am unwilling 
to take it to conference if, relative to the 
preceding 5 years, the Treasury or the 
Commissioner of Internal Revenue says, 
“You earned $10,000 in one of those 
years, or in two of them, or in three of 
them, and now you must file  net-worth 
statement.” I want to say to the Sena- 
tor that this is one of the most danger- 
ous steps he has taken or that anyone 
has suggested, and it will prove itself to 
be an instrumentality which will make it 
altogether possible to persecute many 
citizens. But if the Senator will limit it 
to “every individual who has, during the 
taxable year, received gross income in 
excess of $10,000,” then I will accept it. 

Mr. HUNT. I may say to the distin- 
guished chairman that I believe there is 
so much value in this amendment, and I 
am so anxious that it go to conference, 
where I hope it will eventually be ap- 
proved and will become the law of the 
land, that I am very glad and am very 
much pleased to accept the suggested 
amendment of the Senator from Georgia. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena- 
tor from Wyoming modifies his amend- 
ment accordingly. 

Mr. GEORGE. I shali be pleased to 
take it to conference with that modifica- 
tion. We shall give it fair study. 


Mr. HUNT. I request that the amend- 


ment be so modified. 

The VICE PRESIDENT, The question 
is on agreeing to the amendment of the 
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER], 
offered for himself and other Senators, 
as modified. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. O'CONOR. Mr. President, I de- 
sire to call up the amendment identified 
as “9-22-51—29,” as modified. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre- 
tary will state the amendment. 

The Cuter CLERK. At the proper place 


it is proposed to insert the following: 4 


Src. —. Illegal wagering. 


(a) Disallowance of business expenses in- 


curred in illegal wagering: (a) (relating to 
deductions from gross income) is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new paragraph: 

“(3) Illegal wagering: No deduction shall 
be allowable to a taxpayer for any expense 
paid or incurred in or as a result of illegal, 
wagering.” 
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(c) Effective date: The amendments made 
by this section shall be applicable only with 
respect to taxable years ending after the 
date of enactment of this act. í 


Mr. O'CONOR. Mr. President, this 
amendment is a very simple one. It 
merely provides that no expense incurred 
in illegal wagering shall be allowed. In 
other words, it would make impossible a 
number of practices which have been 
shown to have existed in the past, 
whereby racketeers and gamblers have 
been permitted and are being permitted 
to deduct in their income-tax returns so- 
called expenses, which expenses have in- 
cluded protection of the gambling opera- 
tions and other very questionable items 
under the heading of “expense.” 

I may say this amendment is ap- 
proved by the American Bar Association. 
It has been given study as to its consti- 
tutionality and as to its legality, because 
it has been felt that the allowance of 
taxes by a taxpayer is a matter of legis- 
lative grace, and that any such item 
which has to do with a violation of the 
law in illegal wagering ought not to be 
permitted. In other words, the Govern- 
ment should not make possible the elim- 
ination from the gambler’s returns of 
items which he lists as so-called expenses 
in the very act of law violation. 

Mr. President, we think the amend- 
ment will materially add to the revenues 
of the Government and that it is not in 
such a category that, if enacted, it will 
cause a reduction, because now that this 
tax has virtually been voted as a result 
of the acceptance of the various provi- 
sions thus far, it is evident that a great 
additional amount of revenue may be 
expected. In fact, on estimates given 
on behalf of the committee, it will vary 
from approximately $400,000 to $2,000,- 
000,000, as has been reported. | 

We think it all the more important 
that this amendment be adopted inas- 
much as the Federal Government now 
is going into this question on a much 
broader scale. We think it will simplify 
rather than make more difficult the col- 
lection of the moneys needed. As a mat- 
ter of fact, to give an indication of the 
scope of the work, there are, according 
to the recent statement of the Bureau of 
Internal Revenue, approximately 27,000 
cases as of the end of July, of which ap- 
proximately 19,000 have been referred to 
the racket squads, showing the great vol- 
ume of questionable returns, of which 
number already 6,175 are under actual 
investigation, with a view to possible 
prosecution and increased assessments. 

Because of this increased activity the 
Bureau of Internal Revenue is entitled to 
commendation and credit, under both 
Mr. George Schoeneman and his suc- 
cessor, Mr. Dunlop. Assessments have 
been made in the aggregate of $5,600,000. 
If the cases are to increase as a result 
of the tax or of the levy being made un- 
der this bill, we think it all the more im- 
portant that questionable items, which 
involve really protection money, and 
which represent corruption in the form 
of payment by gamblers for the protec- 


tion of their casinos and other places of 


operation, should not be allowed as de- 
ductions. For that reason I urge that 
‘this amendment be adopted. 
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Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, this 
amendment is decidedly objectionable. 
What is the amendment? It deals with 
a tax on net income under section 23 (a), 
a deduction under section 23 (a), and 
the proposal is not to allow a deduction 


for a house or for a clerk or for the 


lawyer who drew the income tax return, 
if the earnings were illegal, or if they 
were realized in wagering transactions in 
violation of a State law, I believe it is 
said in the provision. 

Mr. President, I think this is clearly 
an unconstitutional provision, regardless 
of who has given an opinion to the con- 
trary, because the tax is not on the net 
income, and it is not only inequitable but 
it is not legal to tax the gross income; 
and this applies only to grossincome. It 
is a question of net income. Yesterday 
we voted to impose a tax of 10 percent 
upon the gross take or gross earnings or 
gross income, as an excise tax. Persons 
are taxed 10 percent now if they are 
engaged in an illegal transaction. This 
amendment deals with a deduction under 
section 23 (a) of the code, which relates 
entirely to deductions from the gross in- 
come in order to arrive at the net taxable 
income. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

| Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 

Mr. KERR. Is not this amendment 
an attempt to impose a penalty for a 
wrongful act, rather than in the spirit 
of a tax on net income? 


tirely correct, and under the decisions 
of the Supreme Court it does not make 
any difference who says the contrary. 
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Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, per- 
haps the distinguished Senator from 
Georgia was not present when I made 
the statement which appears on page 
12234 of the Recorp when I started my 
discussion yesterday. I stated: 

If the substitute is rejected, it will be our 
intention to offer, first, an amendment to 
strike out the wagering section of the bill; 
and then we shall offer, one by one, the 
amendments which we have prepared, which 
will require— 


Certain things which were included in 
the substitute. I made it very clear in 
the beginning what our intention would 
be if the substitute were rejected. Then 
after the vote I again stated that I was 
going to offer the amendments sepa- 
rately, that definite intention is found on 
page 12245 of the RECORD. 

The distinguished Senator from 
Georgia bases his opinion that it is un- 
constitutional, undoubtedly, on the case 
of United States v. Constantine (296 
U. S. 287) which was decided several 
years ago, in which there was a split de- 
cision of the Supreme Court. In that 
case a special levy imposing a special tax 
for liquor sold in a dry State was held 
unconstitutional by a majority of the 
court, But that is a different proposi- 
tion from what is now before the Senate, 
and if the decision in that case has not 
been overruled by implication, the Su- 
preme Court has adopted a different 
principle regarding the matter of allow- 


` ance of deduction, because the Supreme 
Mr. GEORGE. The Senator is en- 


If the real purpose is to punish an 


offense, it does not make any difference 
how it is to be done, it is unconstitu- 
tional, and that applies to this amend- 
‘ment. This amendment would prohibit 


w 


a deduction from gross income in com- ` 


puting net income by saying, “You en- 
gage in some sort of illegal transaction, 


and we will not allow you deductions for ; 


necessary expenses incurred by you m 
making that income.“ 

Mr. President, yesterday I submitted 
to the Senator from Tennessee, as the 
Recorp will show, when his first amend- 
ment was offered, the plain question 
whether or not he was offering all of 
these several amendments as a substi- 


tute for the committee amendment, and 


the answer was in the affirmative. Now 
the Senators are offering a series of 
amendments again. 


Mr. President, these questions are mat- 


ters to be decided by the Senators them- 
selves, but so far as I am concerned, this 
proposal is clearly unconstitutional. Its 
main function is to punish a wrongdoer, 
and that being so, it cannot be sustained 
as @ revenue provision. I therefore am 
opposed to it. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Maryland yield me 
some time. 

Mr. O’CONOR,. Mr. President, I ask 
-the Chair how much time there is re- 
maining. 

. VICE PRESIDENT. Ten min- 
u 


Court has distinctly and definitely said, 
and I am sure there can be no real ques- 
tion about it, as is set forth in the case of 
Deputy v. duPont (308 U. S. 488): 

But allowance of deductions from gross 
income does not turn on general equitable 
considerations. It “depends upon legisla- 
tive grace; and only as there is clear provision 
therefore can any particular deduction be 
allowed.” New Colonial Ice Co., Inc. v. Hel- 
vering (292 U. S. 435). 


Recently in the Fourth Circuit Court 
of Appeals a deduction was claimed for 
kick-backs that were paid to an optical 
manufacturer, and the Fourth Circuit 
Court of Appeals said they could not be 
allowed because they were in contraven- 
tion of public policy. The case is now 
before the Supreme Court on certiorari. 
This is the case of Lilly v. Commission- 
er (188 Fed. 2d 269). 

Mr. President, in the case of Hum- 
phreys against Commissioners, a case 
which arose in the Court of Tax Appeals, 
a certiorari had been denied after the 
case went through the circuit court of 
appeals, see one hundred and thirty-fifth 
Federal second, 340. An individual who 
was engaged as a racketeer and bootleg- 
ger tried to get certain deductions for 
gasoline, oil, garage, and service and de- 
preciation of his autombile. The Com- 
missioner even under the present gen- 
eral rule, held that those things were not 
deductible, and the Supreme Court de- 
nied certiorari in that case. 

As a matter of fact, in the Defense 


Production Act and in the Wage Sta- 


>à 


bilization Act it is provided, and the 
„courte have sustained the position, 
that if a person paid a salary in excess A 

Mr. O'CONOR. I am very happy te ol what he could pay under the Wage 
yield to the Senator from Tennessee any: * Stabilization Act, he could not claim a 


portion of the 10 minutes he may desire,” tax deduction for the excess paid or for 
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the legitimate amount paid; and that 
has been sustained by the courts in sev- 
eral States. 

Mr. President, we had this matter ful- 
ly briefed and went into it very thor- 
oughly, and we have gone into the mat- 
ter further since the point was raised 
by the Senator from Georgia. The po- 
sition was sustained in the case involv- 
ing an employers’ group of motor freight 
carriers, Seventy-ninth United States 
Court of Appeals, page 105, anc certi- 
orari was denied as appears in Three 
Hundred and Twenty-third United 
States Reports, page 735. There are 
many State cases, including one from 
Georgia, found in Thirty-fourth South- 
eastern Reports, Second, page 563, sus- 
taining these acts. 

Mr. President, if the tax which is pro-. 
posed in the bill remains in the meas- 
ure, and apparently it will, it applies 
only to bookies, lotteries, and numbers 
runners. It does not apply to casinos, 
to roulette wheels, dice games, and all 
the other vicious forms of gambling. 
So the only thing such people are going 
to do is to get out of gambling and into 
other activities to which the law does 
not apply. Unless we can prevent them 
from charging off their expenses of op- 
eration, their good will, and many other 
items they have been getting by with, 
and cheating the United States Gov- 
ernment out of millions of dollars, the 
Government will jose a great deal of 
revenue, and be defrauded by commer- 
cialized gambling, which is going to be 
on the increase in the line of casinos, 
roulette games, crap games, and all such 
things, which are not taxed by the pend- 
ing bill. 

Mr. President, we have consulted with 
eminent authorities, and they feel this 
is a constitutional provision. It is purely 
a matter of grace. It is a matter of what 
the legislature desires to allow the de- 
duction to be. That is the result of the 
decisions. 

I have referred to the case of United 
States against Constantine. That was a 
case in which Justice Stone, Justice Car- 
dozo, and Justice Brandeis dissented, 
back in 1935, when the decision was 
handed down, sustaining the view we 
have defended. That case was on an- 
other point. We are not here levying 
different taxes in States where certain 
acts are illegal. The amendment here 
deals with deductions which are per- 
mitted not as a matter of right but by 
legislative grace only. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I do 
not rely upon that case at all. I rely 
upon the broad general principle that 
the tax laws must be uniform. We can- 
not pick out one and make fish of him 
and another make fowl of him. If we 
are to tax citizens on their net incomes, 
then we cannot say to one man, “You 
can make your deduction,” and to the 
other man, “You shall not have your de- 
duction.” It is so simple that I question 
whether any lawyer to whom the issue 
was put frankly and clearly would have 
any hesitancy in saying that there must 
be a uniform system in a revenue act. 

Mr. President, what is the issue? The 
amendment does not propose a revenue 
provision. It provides a punishment to 
be visited on somebody for violating the 
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law. Far beyond the last decision re- 
ferred to by the Senator from Tennessee 
is the absolute requirement for uni- 
formity in fixing the liability of citi- 
zens. We cannot distinguish between 
the citizens of the United States because 
one is white and one is black, one is red 
and one is yellow, one is playing cards 
and another selling liquor and another 
is plowing in the fields. 

Mr. President, that is all that is in- 
volved. The provision violates the prin- 
ciple of uniformity, and it denies to citi- 
zens the equal protection of the law. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Do we not already 
make a differentiation in that we do not 
allow the charge-off for something that 
is an illegal payment or something that 
is in general contravention of law? 

Mr. GEORGE. Oh, certainly. If the 
Senator hired me to go out and kill John 
Jones, of course, I could not take off any 
of the expense for an illegal act which 
is not only against public policy, but 
constitutes a crime. But that is not the 
case here at all. It is simply a proposal 
as to what shall be done by certain in- 
dividuals in arriving at their net taxable 
income. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator permit me to ask him one 
more question? 

Mr. GEORGE. Yes. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. If one cannot 

charge off a loss for an illegal act in car- 
rying out a legitimate business, then 
should one be able to charge off as a loss 
the payment of a salary which is neces- 
sary for carrying out an illegal business, 
that is, if the business is illegal in its 
inception? Would not the same prin- 
ciple apply? 
Mr. GEORGE. Yes; because it is just 
as plain as this. One man is entitled to 
the same deduction that every other man 
is given under the law in arriving at his 
net income. That is the principle in- 
volved. The Senator is wrong, his com- 
mittee is wrong, and I am surprised at 
them, but I am willing to have a vote on 
the amendment. 

Mr, O’CONOR. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Georgia expresses surprise 
over the fact that we propose the amend- 
ment. I wish to repeat that this specific 
proposal has been considered by the 
American Bar Association. 

Mr. GEORGE. Will the Senator tell 
me by whom? 

Mr. O'CONOR. By the standing com- 
mittee. 

Mr. GEORGE. By what committee? 

Mr. O'CONOR. The American Bar 
Association Committee on Organized 


Crime, which committee, composed of 


Federal judges, of past presidents of 
the bar association, and of eminent 
counsel, has this very month made its 
report. 

Mr. GEORGE. Has the Senator that 
report with him? 

Mr. O'CONOR. Yes, I have, and if 
the Senator will permit me, I will read it. 

Mr. GEORGE. The Senator can read 
it then in his own time. 

Mr. O'CONOR. I shall try. I quote 
from the published report of September 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


1 of this year, this present month. It is 
the report of the American Bar Associa- 
tion Committee on Organized Crime to 
the American Bar Association. It refers 
to a specific Senate bill which has been 
introduced, and is pending, and it says 
that the bill would allow no deduction 
in computing net income for tax pur- 
poses for any expense paid as a result 
of illegal wagering. 
At the present time— 


Says the American Bar Association— 
there is nothing to prevent the expenses 
paid or incurred in the conduct of illegal 
gambling enterprises from being deducted 
from gross income for tax purposes. 

— ~ * * * 

The practice of permitting racketeers and 
criminals to deduct the operating expenses 
of illegitimate enterprises from their gross 
incomes for the purposes of taxation is thor- 
oughly undesirable. If a man makes money 
out of crime, he should pay income taxes like 
everyone else. However, the tax should be 
paid on the “gross take” and not on the 
“take” minus expenses, 


Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President—— 

Mr. O'CONOR. Permit me to finish. 

Mr. GEORGE. I want to tell the 
Senator—— é 

Mr. O'CONOR. I will not yield to the 
Senator, Mr. President. I am reading 
a statement, and I am entitled to con- 
tinue. 

Mr. GEORGE. Very well. 

Mr. O’CONOR. I continue to read: 

Only too frequently these expenses include 
protection for law-enforcement officials. 


I repeat that. 

Only too frequently these expenses include 
protection for law-enforcement officials. 
Moreover, there is absolutely no way of 
checking the amount of such expenses. 


Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, is the 
time now being consumed being taken 
out of the time of the proponents? 

Mr. O'CONOR. Mr. President, I am 
not yielding. I continue to read. 

Only too frequently these “expenses” in- 
clude protection for law-enforcement offi- 
cials. Moreover there is absolutely no way 
of checking the amount of such expenses. 


Mr. President, this question will have 
to go to the courts, possibly, but the 
courts have spoken on the matter al- 
ready. We have decisions from the 
courts which in the final analysis must 
determine this question, which say that 
it is proper for the legislative branch of 
the Government to determine what are 
to be considered as deductions. 

The Federal court, for example, in one 
case from which I read, said: 

The power to tax income 1 
plain and extends to the gross income. 
Whether and to what extent deductions shall 
be allowed depends upon legislative grace; 
and only if there is clear provision therefor 
can any particular deduction be allowed. 


And again in another case the court 
has said: 

To permit the violator to gain a tax ad- 
vantage through deducting the amount of 
the penalty as a business expense, and thus 
to mitigate the degree of his punishment, 
would frustrate the purpose and effectiveness 
of that public policy. 


Therefore, I suggest that the courts in 
this, and other decisions, have stated 
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that it is proper for the legislative branch 
of the Government to determine what is 
to be allowed as deductible items, that 
protection money, graft, corruption, and 
other things of that kind which are now 
listed, may be included as deductible 
items and be allowed. 

There is one case right here in Wash- 
ington where a man in his income tax 
included as an annual item “Good will, 
$10,000,” and has been permitted to de- 
duct that from his taxable income. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, there is 
not any Federal law against ordinary 
gambling. A man who goes to Mexico 
and gambles may do so, so far as Fed- 
eral punishment is concerned. Of 
course, if a man who pays graft or who 
does anything else in the commission of 
crime, wants to deduct such payment, 
he cannot do so. But all the Senator 
has said and all any of those referred 
to by the Senator from Maryland are 
able to say, if they understand the mat- 
ter at all, and I think they probably do, 
is that it is a question of grace as to what 
deductions will be allowed. But what- 
ever is allowed must be uniform. We 
have adopted the system of taxing the 
net income, and ordinary business ex- 
pense is allowed to be deducted. It must 
be uniform. It cannot be denied to one 
person simply because we want to pun- 
ish him and because we think that he is 
not living the right sort of a life, or be- 
cause he actually is not living the right 
sort of life. That is all I have said, and 
that is all the law is, as I understand 
it. The whole principle of uniformity is 
violated by the proposed amendment, I 
therefore hope that the Senate will re- 
ject it. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
is on agreeing to the amendment num- 
bered 29 offered by the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER], for himself 
and other Senators. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I send to 
the desk a short amendment which I 
ask to have stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT, The amend- 
ment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. It is proposed 
to insert at the proper place in the bill 
the following: 

Sec. —. Subsection (a) (4) (D) of the 
Renegotiation Act, as amended by section 201 
(c) of the Renegotiation Act of 1951, is here- 
by amended by striking out “June 30, 1951“, 
and inserting in lieu thereof “October 31, 
1951.” 


Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, the chair- 
man of the committee has kindly con- 
sented to take the amendment to con- 
ference. I will take only 2 or 3 minutes 
to explain what it is. There are two cor- 
porations, one from Wisconsin and one 
from Detroit, which desire to file claims 
for renegotiation rebates. It will be re- 
membered that the Renegotiation Act 
was passed in the early part of this year. 
It placed a limitation upon the time for 
filing claims as of June 30, 1951. 

These particular corporations were 
examined by the Government, and be- 
cause of the delayed audit and because 
of the failure to have the information 
as to the expiration date, they got their 
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claims in after June 30. This amend- 
ment involves nothing more than grant- 
ing equity to these corporations. It ex- 
tends to October 31 of this year the pe- 
riod in which they shall be permitted 
to file their claims. 

I ask unanimous consent that follow- 
ing my statement a brief memorandum 
analyzing this question, which memo- 
randum was prepared by Mr. Stam, chief 
of the committee staff, be incorporated 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the memo- 
randum was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


SEPTEMBER 28, 1951. 


Staff memorandum for Mr. Colin F. Stam, 
chief of staff. 

Subject: Section 201 (c) of the Renegotia- 
tion Act of 1951: Expiration date for 
filing claims for rebate arising out of 
renegotiation settlements under the 
World War II renegotiation statute. 


Reference is made to the attachments from 
Senator WILEY of this date. 

Section 201 (c) of the Renegotiation Act 
of 1951 fixes the expiration date for the 
filing of claims for net renegotiation rebates 
arising under the World War II statute and 
reads as follows: 

“(c) Amendment of the Renegotiation 
Act: Section (a) (4) (D) of the Renegotia- 
tion Act is amended by inserting at the end 
thereof the following: ‘A net renegotiation 
rebate shall not be repaid unless a claim 
therefor has been filed with the Board on or 
before the date of its abolition, or unless a 
claim shall have been filed with the Admin- 
istrator of General Services (1) on or be- 
fore June 30, 1951, or (ii) within 90 days 
after the making of an agreement or the 
entry of an order under subsection (c) (1) 
determining the amount of excessive profits, 
whichever is later. A claim shall be deemed 
to have been filed when received by the 
Board or the Administrator, whether or not 
accompanied by a statement of the Commis- 
sioner of Internal Revenue showing the 
amortization deduction allowed for the re- 
negotiated year upon the recomputation 
made pursuant to section 124 (d) of the 
Internal Revenue Code, ” 

The National Rivet Manufacturing Co., 


Waupun, Wis., and the Detrex Corp., Detroit, 


Mich., request legislation opening up the 
statute of limitations for filing claims for 
net renegotiation rebates. It is represented 
that the claim originates under regulations 
governing amortization of war facilities, and 
that the claim and the amount was estab- 
lished in 1945; that the Government advised 
at that time that the claim could not be 
filed until such time as the field audit of 
the Federal tax returns for the years 1942, 
1943, and 1944 had been completed; that the 
claim was held in abeyance pending comple- 
tion of the field audit; that the audit was 
completed by the Treasury Department late 
im 1960; that, due to lack of sufficient pub- 
licity, section 201 (c) of the tiation 
Act of 1951, approved March 23, 1951, did 
not come to their notice in time to permit 
preparation and filing of claim by the re- 
quired date, June 30, 1951; and that claim 
was filed on August 18, 1951, and was re- 
jected on August 20, 1951, covering the years 
1942, 1943, and 1944. 

An attempt has been made by the parties 
to ascertain the volume of cases of a similar 
nature but no information appears in this 
respect. We have attempted to ascertain 
from the Government whether similar com- 
plaints have been presented but in the short 
time available have not been able to get 
proper data beyond the statement from one 
renegotiation official that he knew of no 
other complaints. 

Bryant C. Brown. 
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Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WILEY. I yield. 

Mr. CASE. I should like to ask the 
distinguished Senator from Wisconsin 
whether the argument for his amend- 
ment is based upon the first suggestion 
or the latter. If the Government was 
late in computing its audit, it seems to 
me that that would be a valid reason. 
But if the situation was merely that 
these companies did not know the date, 
there would be no more justification in 


-pleading for leniency for them than for 


any other company. The date could be 
extended indefinitely. 

Mr. WILEY. The statute is general. 
I know of no other companies in the 
same situation. 

Mr. CASE. Is it true that the audit 
was delayed until it was too late for 
them to file their claims? 

Mr. WILEY. Let me read from the 
memorandum: 


It is represented that the claim originates 
under regulations governing amortization of 
war facilities, and that the claim and the 
amount was established in 1945; that the 
Government advised at that time that the 
claim could not be filed until such time as 
the field audit of the Federal tax returns for 
the years 1942, 1943, and 1944 had been com- 
pleted; that the claim was held in abeyance 
pending completion of the field audit; that 
the audit was completed by the Treasury 
Department late in 1950; that, due to lack of 
sufficient publicity, section 201 (c) of the 
Renegotiation Act of 1951, approved March 
23, 1951, did not come to their notice in time 
to permit preparation and filing of claim by 
the required date, June 30, 1951; and that 
claim was filed on August 18, 1951 and was 
rejected on August 20, 1951, covering the 
years 1942, 1943, and 1944. 


The Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
GeorceE] is willing to take the amend- 
ment to conference, and I appreciate his 
cooperation. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I am 
willing to take the amendment to con- 
ference, but it will have to be understood 
that we shall be free to examine it on its 
merits at that time, because it goes out- 
side the tax bill for the consideration of a 
matter which is not exactly germane to 
what we are trying to do. I am willing 
to take it to conference. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Wiscon- 
sin [Mr. WILEY]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I 
call up my amendment designated 9-22- 
51—27, and offer it. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Ten- 
nessee will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read the amend- 
ment offered by Mr. Keravuver (for him- 
self, Mr. O'Conor, Mr. Hunt, Mr. WILEY, 
and Mr. TOBEY), as follows: 

At the proper place insert the following: 
“Sec. —. Preservation of records. 

“(a) Preservation of records: Section 54 
(relating to records and special returns) is 
further amended by adding at the end there- 
of the following new 

“*(i) Preservation of records: “Every per- 
son required to keep records pursuant to the 
provisions of this section or pursuant to reg- 
ulations issued under the authority thereof 
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shall retain such records for a period of 7 
years after the time of the transactions to 
which they relate.’ 

“(b) Effective date: The amendment made 
by this section shall be applicable only with 
respect to taxable years ending after the 
date of enactment of this act.” 


Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, in- 
ternal-revenue agents all over the coun- 
try have told us that one reason they are 
not able to collect very large sums of 
revenue from racketeers and gangsters 
is that immediately after they give their 
auditor or bookkeeper the amounts they 
make, the records are gone. As a mat- 
ter of fact, the only way we were able to 
get any records from racketeers and 
gangsters was if we happened to subpena 
them and get at them before they knew 
our subpena servers were coming, and 
before they could destroy their records. 
Their habit—and they do it brazenly— 
almost invariably is to throw away their 
records or burn them so that there are 
no records for the internal-revenue col- 
lector to find. 

It is true that under the present stat- 
ute the taxpayer is supposed to keep such 
records as the Commissioner shall deter- 
mine. The Commissioner has some dis- 
cretion in the matter, but the sad fact is 
that they have not been keeping such 
records. The Commissioner has not re- 
quired them to keep records, or they have 
defied the Commissioner. No one has 
been successfully prosecuted for not 
keeping records. 

This amendment merely provides that 
records shall be kept for 7 years. The 
fraud statute runs out after a period of 
6 years, so after 7 years the records 
would be of no value to the internal- 
revenue collector. This amendment 
would work no hardship on the honest 
businessman or corporation, because they 
all keep their records anyway. It would 
be applicable only to the individual who 
is trying to evade the payment of tax by 
destroying his records. In my opinion 
this amendment would bring in many 
millions of dollars in revenue to the 
United States Government, and I hope 
it will be adopted. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Tennessee 
(Mr. KEFAUVER]. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, it is 
wholly useless to write another statute 
into the law. The law already author- 
izes the Commissioner to require the 
keeping of records for any particular 
time he insists upon. This is merely 
writing something else into a tax bill 
which will give us plenty of trouble any- 
way because of the length of the bill and 
the lateness of the period of the year. 
The bill must go to conference, and we 
must consider innumerable provisions 
which are already in the bill. I ask the 
Senate to reject the amendment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Tennessee 
(Mr. KEFAUVER] for himself and other 
Senators. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, if I 
may be heard for just 1 minute fur- 
ther, in executive testimony Mr. 
Schoeneman, Mr. Oliphant, and Mr, 
Lynch, of the Internal Revenue Bureau, 
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told us they felt that this amendment, 
definitely putting the racketeers on no- 
tice that they had to keep records for a 
certain number of years, and that they 
would be violating the law if they did 
not, would be of tremendous help to 
them. I think it would cave a great 
deal of the time of the Internal Revenue 
agents, and would help in the enforce- 
ment of the income-tax laws against 
these individuals. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. Kerauver] for himself and other 
Senators. [Putting the question.] 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I ask for a divi- 
sion. 

On a division, the amendment was re- 
jected. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendment designated “9-22- 
51-25.“ 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Ten- 
nessee will be stated. 

Mr. EFAU WER. Mr. President, I ask 
that the reading of the amendment be 
dispensed with, and that it be printed in 
the Recorp at this point. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

The amendment offered by Mr. 
KEFAUVER (for himself, Mr. O'CONOR, Mr. 
Hont, Mr. WET, and Mr. Tosey) is as 
follows: 

At the proper place insert the following: 
“Src. —. Wagering houses. 

„(a) Special records and returns: Section 
54 (relating to records and special returns) 
is amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new subsection: 

“‘(g) Wagering houses. 

“*(1) Additional records: Every person 
liable to any tax imposed by this chapter who 
operates a wagering house shall file an an- 
nual return, which shall contain or be veri- 
fied by a written declaration that it is made 
under the penalties of perjury, listing records 
of net daily gains and losses resulting from 
wagering transactions during the taxable 
year and shall, in addition to such other rec- 
ords as may be ibed to be made under 
subsection (a), keep such records, render 
under oath such statements, make such 
other returns, and comply with such rules 
and regulations as the Secretary may from 
time to time prescribe. 

“*(2) Illegal wagering: Every person liable 
to any tax imposed by this chapter who 
operates a wagering house illegally shall, in 
addition to such other records as may be 
prescribed to be made under this chapter, 
Keep records of every wagering transaction, 
the amount wagered, the name and address of 
every person participating in the wagering 
transaction, and the date of such wagering 
transaction. 

“*(3) Inspection: All books and records of 
wagering houses shall be open to inspection 
at all times by agents of the Bureau of In- 
ternal Revenue upon identification and re- 
quest. 

4) Definition: As used in this subsec- 
tion the term “wagering house” means any 
room, building, vehicle, vessel, or other place 
in which wagering transactions are carried 
on as a business. 

“*(5) Penalty: Any person required under 
this subsection, or required by law or regula- 
tion made under authority thereof, to make 
a return, keep any records, or supply any in- 
formation, who willfully fails to make such 
return, keep such records, or supply such 
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information, at the time or times required 
by law or regulations, shall, in addition to 
other penalties provided by law, be guilty of 
a felony and, upon conviction thereof, be 
fined not more than $10,000, or imprisoned 
for not more than 2 years, or both, together 
with the costs of prosecution.’ 

“(b) Effective date: The amendment 
made by this section shall be applicable only 
with respect to taxable years ending after 
the date of enactment of this act.” 


Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, this 
amendment simply provides that in wag- 
ering houses which are legal the operator 
of the house must keep a record of his 
daily net gains and losses resulting from 
wagering, and that in illegal wagering 
houses they must keep a more detailed 
record showing the wagering transac- 


_tions, and how much was won or lost. 


It provides that the books and records of 
the wagering louse shall be open for 
inspection. There is a penalty for fail- 
ure to comply of $10,000 fine or impris- 
onment for not more than 2 years, or 
both. The provision would take effect 
after the date of enactment of this act. 

As gambling houses operate, the illegal 
ones have a so-called bank account with 
which they start their operations. Let 
us say it is $50,000. At the end of the 
business of the day someone takes the 
bank account and carries it away, or 
keeps it in his automobile, or takes it 
to his home. Then he is supposed to 
bring it back, or to bring back a part of 
it the next day. It is added to or sub- 
tracted from. After the season is over 
they take what they have in the bank 
account and figure up what they have 
made. They keep no books or records. 
There are no records of the transactions 
which have taken place. The result is 
that unquestionably, considering the 
amount of money which is involved in 
these transactions, they are defrauding 
the Government out of hundreds of mil- 
lions of dollars a year. 

Mr. President, we talk about amend- 
ments which will bring in revenue. This 
amendment will bring in more revenue 
than the provision which taxes gambling 
and gives it a quasi legal standing, and 
which, as we contend, would hurt local 
law enforcement. 

The amount of money that goes 
through the hands of some of these op- 
erators is really stupendous. They may 
keep the bankrolls for four or five dif- 
ferent operations and mix them all to- 
gether; or keep the bankroll on gam- 
bling operations mixed in with their per- 
sonal operations. This amendment re- 
quires them to keep real records. The 
amendment will bring in some real reve- 
nue. I may say that the language of the 
first part of it, as it is applicable to legal 
gambling houses in Nevada, is not ob- 
noxious to the Senator from Nevada. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
is on agreeing to the amendment offered 
by the junior Senator from Tennessee. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I sin- 
cerely hope that the Senate will not 
adopt the amendment. There is not one 
requirement in the amendment which 
the Commissioner of Internal Revenue 
could meet. The only thing that might 
be said about this amendment is that 
it imposes a penalty of from 2 to 10 years 
in jail for not doing something. I do 
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not believe there is any disposition to say 
whether that sort of penalty ought to be 
imposed for merely violating some regu- 
lation. That is what it says. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
is on the amendment offered by the 
junior Senator from Tennessee IMr. 
KEFAUVER] for himself and other Sen- 
ators. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I of- 
fer my amendment “9-22-51-26.” 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 
will state the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 251, be- 
ginning with line 4, it is proposed to 
strike out all through line 6 on page 259. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The amendment 
merely strikes out the wagering-tax sec- 
tion of the bill. I yield 8 minutes to the 
distinguished Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. STENNIS]. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, is this 
the wagering tax on which we voted 


yesterday? 
Mr. KEFAUVER. It is. 
Mr. GEORGE. I make a point of or- 


der that this amendment is not in order. 
We voted on it yesterday. Precisely this 
amendment was offered yesterday, and 
it was rejected, 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
is advised by the Parliamentarian that 
this amendment merely strikes out the 
provision, whereas the other amendment 
struck it out and inserted something in 
lieu thereof. 

Mr. GEORGE. What did it insert? 
The identical amendment which is of- 
fered now was offered yesterday. These 
amendments were offered en bloc, and 
they are now being offered one by one. 
Their proponents said they reserved the 
right to offer them, but they inserted 
nothing. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena- 
tor will state it. 

Mr. McFARLAND. The Recorp will 
show that the distinguished junior Sen- 
ator from Tennessee asked permission 
to offer the amendments en bloc, and 
that he stated he would offer them sep- 
arately, but we did not know that we 
were going to have the same amend- 
ments offered again. If we are to stay 
here and vote on every amendment five 
times, we will be here until 1 o'clock in 
the morning. This amendment has been 
voted on once. I plead with the junior 
Senator from Tennessee not to offer it 
again. We voted it down yesterday. 
We will be here until midnight or later 
if Senators are to offer the same amend- 
ments over and over again. The Sena- 
tor asked for unanimous consent to of- 
fer the other amendments en bloc; oth- 
erwise, he would not have been able to 
do it. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I did not ask unan- 
imous consent to offer the other amend- 
ments en bloc. I offered an amendment 
to strike out this section and I offered 
a substitute of four amendments. I 
stated that if the substitute was voted 
down, I expected to offer the amenda, 
ments one by one. The reason this is 
being done is that some Members of the 
Senate have told me that they would 
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have voted for the amendment to mere- 
ly strike out the section, but that some 
of the amendments which were includ- 
ed in the substitute were objectionable 
to them, and therefore they did not vote 
for the motion. Iam doing exactly what 
I said I would do yesterday when the 
substitute was offered. 

Mr. GEORGE. I will be compelled to 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Georgia made a point of order, and 
the Chair would like to make a ruling. 

Mr. GEORGE. I made it in all good 
faith. It will be seen from the RECORD 
of yesterday, near the end of the pro- 
ceedings; that I asked the junior Sena- 
tor from Tennessee whether he wished 
to have all of his several amendments 
voted onen bloc. His answer was, “Yes.” 
I have not looked at the Recorp, but I 
recall that that was said. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
believes that the Recorp will show that 
the Senator from Tennessee moved to 
strike out this section, which he is now 
moving to strike out, but offered as a 
complete substitute for the language to 
be stricken out the four propositions 
which he is now offering ad seriatim. 
Therefore, the amendment merely to 
strike out is not identical with the 
amendments that were offered. 

Therefore, the Chair feels compelled 
to overrule the motion. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I wish 
to support the amendment which would 
strike out part VI, wagering, beginning 
on 251, line 4. 

From a financial standpoint and 
purely from a taxing standpoint a great 
many sound and logical arguments could 
be made in favor of part VI. From the 
standpoint of making operators engaged 
in this character of business pay their 
just share of the cost of running the 
Government and strictly from the stand- 
point of taxation, a great many sound 
arguments could be made. 

However, the full import of this sec- 
tion is that the Federal Government is 
going into a new field of taxation. It is 
going into 47 States, where gambling is 
illegal. It is not seeking to do anything 
about restraining it, or regulating it, or 
eliminating it, or stopping it. It is just 
going into this field with an excise tax of 
10 percent and saying, We want 10 per- 
cent of each pot.” 

That is the effect of the first provision. 
It provides a 10-percent cut on all wagers 
in lotteries, bookmaking, and the num- 
bers racket. The Government is going 
into 47 States. It is not attempting to 
pass any laws regulating the evils which 
have been shown to exist by the crime 
investigating committee. It is merely 
going into this field from the dollar- 
mark approach. 

I repeat, Mr. President, that we are 
going into the 47 States on a financial 
basis alone, 

Not only that but, according to page 
255 of the bill, we are going to put a $50 
occupational tax on those engaged in 
these activities. Occupational tax on 
what? An occupational tax on an illegal 
business. 

We talk about morality in Govern- 
ment; we talk about integrity in Gov- 
ernment; and we talk about people hav- 
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ing faith in Government; but a 20-year- 
old boy standing by sees the operation of 
one of these illegal gambling devices. It 
is against the State law, but he sees on 
the wall a Federal license. The law pro- 
vides that the operator must post that 
license. It is so provided for on page 
256. The boy sees the Federal license 
on the wall, allowing the gambling table 
to operate. He is told by the district 
attorney that it is illegal to operate a 
gambling table in the State. Mr. Presi- 
dent, what do you think the boy’s con- 
ception of integrity in government is? 
What do you think his conception of in- 
tegrity and morality in government is, 
and what do you think his conception of 
consistency in government is, under such 
circumstances? 

Such a provision, if enacted into law, 
will destroy faith in the sincerity of the 
whole governmental process. I know 
by experience as a prosecuting attorney 
and as a circuit judge that that is true. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I have 
only a few minutes in which to speak. I 
shall yield later, if I find that I have time 
to do so. 

Mr. President, an examination of page 
257 of the bill will disclose that by enact- 
ing that provision we shall seemingly 
recognize the validity of such enter- 
prises, by means of issuing licenses to 
them, and no doubt the licenses will be 
placed on the walls of the establishments 
where the devices are found. I read 
from the bill, on page 257: 

The payment of any tax imposed by this 
chapter with respect to any activity shall 
not exempt any person from any penalty 
provided by a law of the United States or of 
any State for engaging in the same activity, 
nor shall the payment of any such tax pro- 
hibit any State from placing a tax on the 
same activity for State or other purposes. 


That provision of the bill indicates 
that it is recognized that under such cir- 
cumstances there will arise in the mind 
of the average person the thought that if 
such an enterprise has a Federal license, 
it is legal for it to engage in that activity. 
What other concept would the average 
person have under such circumstances? 

Mr. President, that is the way the 
jurors feel about these matters, and that 
is the way the man on the street and 
the man on the farm feel about them. 

If we really wish to take honest action 
to stop gambling, we should pass laws 
to stop gambling, and should not go into 
the business. 

Let it be remembered that at the be- 
ginning of my remarks I said that from 
the point of view of taxation there is a 
great deal which can be said in favor of 
this provision of the bill. However, 
wen we consider this proposal from the 
standpoint of sincerity of purpose and 
consistency of conduct on the part of 
the Federal Government and from the 
standpoint of keeping the Federal Gov- 
ernment on a clean, high plane, to which 
the youth of the country can look for an 
example, it is obvious that such a provi- 
sion would be one of the most degrading 
influences to which we could subject our 
people. 

Mr. President, how much time have I 
remaining? 
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Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I 
yield to the Senator from Mississippi all 
the time available to me. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, in my 
State a so-called black-market tax was 
enacted in regard to sales of liquor. 
Even the ministers joined in advocating 
that tax, because they were told that it 
would suppress the liquor business. 
However, the result was to tear down the 
a fiber behind the State prohibition 

. 

Let me cite an example which came to 
my attention when I was serving as a 
State judge. Under a law somewhat 
similar to this provision of the bill, a 
representative of the State government 
collected an excise tax of 10 percent on 
the liquor sales which were made by an 
illegal liquor seller who had a place be- 
hind some oak trees. Before the tax col- 
lector left, the sheriff showed up with a 
search warrant, destroyed the rest of the 
liquor, and carried the liquor seller to 
jail. Mr. President, do you think the 
youth of that county had, in that inci- 
dent, a very fair example of integrity and 
consistency in government, and of gov- 
ernment on a high plane? 

The situation depicted is somewhat 
similar to what the situation will be un- 
der this section of the bill. That is why 
I support the amendment to strike out 
the section. It is dirty. We cannot clean 
ourselves by going into business with 
those who are engaged in such illegal 
activities; but that is what we would be 
doing if we arranged for the Federal 
Government to collect as revenue 10 per- 
cent of their take. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Let us assume 
that a State by referendum turns down 
a proposal for a State lottery. Do I cor- 
rectly understand that the bill as now 
written would permit, in such a State, a 
Federal license to be issued and to be 
hung on the wall of an establishment 
that might be conducting a lottery, and 
would permit the Federal Government 
to collect taxes from that business? 

Mr. STENNIS. Absolutely so. I read 
further from the bill: 

Sec. 3293. Posting. 

Every person liable for special tax under 
this subchapter shall place and keep con- 
spicuously in his principal place of business 
the stamp denoting the payment of such 
special tax; except that if he has no such 
place of business he shall keep such stamp 
on his person, and exhibit it, upon request, 
to any officer or employee of the Bureau of 
Internal Revenue. 


Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield further? 

Mr, STENNIS. I yield. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL, My State has 
turned down a proposal for a State lot- 
tery. At the time I was Governor of the 
State, and I opposed the proposal for 
a State lottery. 

However, this provision of the bill 
would mean that the Federal Govern- 
ment could issue a license to an estab- 
lishment conducting a lottery, and that 
establishment could hang its Federal li- 
cense on the wall, and the Federal Gov- 
ernment would collect taxes on the busi- 
ness done by that establishment, even 
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though the State had prohibited the op- 
eration of such a business, 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes. 

If we turn to the next page of the bill, 
we find a provision to the effect that the 
issuance of such a license by the Fed- 
eral Government shall not be presumed 
as making such a business legal. What 
an example of integrity that is, Mr. Pres- 
ident. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Mississippi yield to me? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 

Mr. THYE. The Senator from Mis- 
sissippi has made a most stirring protest 
against such a legislative proposal. 

Let me say that the State of Minne- 
sota passed a law outlawing slot ma- 
chines. Yet only in the past few weeks 
I noted that the Federal Government had 
issued several hundred licenses author- 
izing the licensing of various types of 
penny machines and other coin machines 
or slot machines in the State of Minne- 
sota. 

Mr. STENNIS. The Federal Govern- 
ment did that? 

Mr. THYE. Yes. 

Mr. STENNIS. That is exactly fol- 
lowing the pattern of this provision of 
the bill. In other words, under such an 
arrangement the Federal Government 
would issue licenses for gambling tables 
and dice tables, and the establishments 
housing them would be required to hang 
such licenses on the wall, and they 
would do so. 

Mr. THYE. And that would be done 
even though the State of Minnesota has 
outlawed all such devices. 

Mr. STENNIS. Absolutely. 

Mr. THYE. By this provision of the 
bill, if it is enacted into law, the Con- 
gress would authorize such operations 
and would issue licenses to them. 

Mr. STENNIS. Absolutely. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Mississippi yield to me? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 

Mr. CASE. The Senator has referred 
to a point which I wish to make, It 
seems to me that if we are to be en- 
tirely consistent along the lines the Sen- 
ator has argued, we shall be required 
to repeal the present tax on slot ma- 
chines, for the situation to which other 
Senators have referred also exists in 
my State of South Dakota. Slot ma- 
chines are illegal in South Dakota, but 
slot machines in South Dakota are taxed 
by the Federal Government. 

Mr. STENNIS. Of course the Federal 
Government cannot repeal a State law 
making slot machines illegal, and the 
Federal Government does not attempt to 
do so by means of this provision of the 
bill. Nevertheless, such a provision gives 
the appearance that the Federal Gov- 
ernment is attempting to make slot ma- 
chines legal and respectable. 

Mr. CASE. My point is that we should 
also repeal the law levying a Federal 
tax on slot machines. 

Mr. STENNIS. Absolutely. Such a 
law is a farce. In States where the sale 
of liquor is illegal, the Federal Govern- 
ment levies taxes on persons selling 
liquor, and issues to them licenses car- 
rying the words “retail liquor dealer,” 


and the Federal Government requires 
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such persons to post or display those 
licenses. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, the 
Senator is mistaken. The Federal Gov- 
ernment simply requires them to pay a 
tax; that is ail. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, as a 
former prosecuting attorney, let me state 
that I have held such retail liquor li- 
censes in my hand during the presen- 
tation of cases in court, and I have read 
such licenses to juries. 

Mr. GEORGE. The Federal Govern- 
ment simply licensed them. 

Mr. STENNIS. It gave them a license, 
so far as the Federal Government was 
concerned, and the license was marked 
“retail liquor dealer.” 

Mr, GEORGE. The Federal Govern- 
ment simply made such persons pay a 
tax. 

Mr. STENNIS. Of course, this bill 
contains a further provision which says, 
in effect, “Provided further, however, 
that despite all the respectability we 
place upon you by this means, the issu- 
ing of this license shall not entitle you 
to violate a State law.” What a lack of 
integrity, Mr. President. 

Mr. O'CONOR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Mississippi yield to me? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 

Mr.O’CONOR. Let me say that in our 
work on the Special Committee to Inves- 
tigate Organized Crime in Interstate 
Commerce, as we went about the country 
we found places where gambling was be- 
ing tolerated and permitted openly, in vi- 
olation of law; and some of the officials 
attempted to excuse themselves on the 
basis that the Federal Government had 
issued a permit, and that therefore the 
Federal Government must countenance 
and approve that activity. 

Mr. STENNIS. That is the very thing 
the jurors told me after court. They 
said, “Listen: After all, the Federal Gov- 
ernment has sold these fellows a license, 
and has recognized them to that extent.” 
That is the feeling which creeps into the 
minds of people. 

If we are sincere about wanting to pre- 
vent lotteries and numbers rackets and 
similar activities and all the things that 
go with them, we are going into the 
wrong door by this means—the door with 
a dollar mark over it. Isubmit that such 
& provision of law would seemingly indi- 
cate a great lack of integrity and lack 
of consistency and lack of honesty on the 
part of the Federal Government, when it 
issued licenses to such concerns or es- 
tablishments and actually required the 
licenses to be hung and displayed in a 
conspicuous place. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. As the Senator 
from Mississippi has said, is it not un- 
reasonable for the Federal Government 
to proceed in that way, thus apparently 
indicating to those engaged in such ac- 
tivities, “Your business is a totally legiti- 
mate one, so far as the Federal Govern- 
ment is concerned“? 

Mr. STENNIS. Absolutely. 

I wish to say that not one person has 
written to me about this matter, and I 
have not received a single letter about it. 
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Iam simply trying to be honest for my 
boy and other boys and other young peo- 
ple. They are the ones who would get 
such ideas from these things. 

Mr. FERGUSON. In other words, by 


means of such a provision, after the Fed- 


eral Government said, This is an illegal 


business,“ in the next breath the Fed- 


eral Government would be saying, in ef- 
fect, “But Uncle Sam, in Washington, 
says you will be given a Federal license 
and will be allowed to pay a tax on this 
business’—thus giving the impression 
that the business is a legal oné. 

Mr. STENNIS. Absolutely. The 
greatest asset a gambler could have 
would be such a Federal license to pin 
on his wall. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, if the 
Senator from Mississippi will read the 
bill, he will not become so excited about 
something which is not in the bill and 
is not in the law and never has been the 
law since the license cases were tried, 
immediately after the War Between the 
States. Nearly a book full of decisions 
were written by the Supreme Court then. 
The Court said, in effect, “If a person 
pays to the Federal Government a tax 
to sell liquor, he does not receive a per- 
Fit to sell liquor, but he has simply 
squared himself with the taxing author- 
ity of the Federal Government.” 

However, the bill makes this matter 
reasonably clear. I read from the bill: 
Src. 3297. Applicability of Federal and State 

laws. 

The payment of any tax imposed by this 
chapter with respect to any activity shall 
not exempt any person from any penalty 
provided by a law of the United States or of 
any State for engaging en the same activity, 
nor shall the payment of any such tax pro- 
hibit any State from placing a tax on the 
same activity for State or other purposes. 


Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for one short ques- 
tion? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield, but I do not 
have much time. 

Mr. STENNIS. I appreciate that. I 
quoted that same provision, but I ask 
the question, Does the Senator think 
the man in the street or the man who 
goes to these places and sees that tax 
notice will know about this law, or, 
much less, will read it or get his impres- 
sion from the law? 

Mr. GEORGE. Yes; I think so. I 
think the man in the street has a great 
deal more sense than we give him credit 
for having. 

I want to say one word about the li- 
cense tax. The Senator calls it a license 
tax for selling liquor. I was district 
attorney and I was district judge, and 
I served on the reviewing courts of my 
State, and I convicted not one but many 
men because I was able to go to the 
Bureau of Internal Revenue to find that 
John Smith or Bill Jones or Jack White 
had paid for a liquor license. It was for- 
merly $25. It has gone up. It used to 
be $25 back in those days. 

Mr. HUNT. It still is. 

Mr. GEORGE. I thought it was more 
than $25. Everything else has gone up, 
and I thought it had. 

Mr. KERR. It is being raised in this 
bill. 
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Mr. GEORGE. At any rate, I ob- 
tained that information from the Fed- 
eral Government, and then the sheriff 
had to go and take the man into cus- 
tody, when he had some other evidence 
that he was selling liquor. The fact that 
he had this license for which he paid 
the Federal Government was no defense 
to him whatever, but on the contrary 
rather hurt his case. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield, though I do 
not have much time. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I find it neces- 
sary to leave the Senate Chamber briefly. 
Does the Senator agree with what the 
Senator from Mississippi said, that in a 
State where a proposal for a State lot- 
tery has been rejected on a referendum 
of all the people, a man who wanted to 
conduct such a lottery or a bookie estab- 
lishment, should put a license on the 
wall, so to speak, from the Federal Gov- 
ernment and pay a Federal tax to the 
Federal Government on the lottery busi- 
ness, even though the State by a referen- 

dum of its people had made the lottery 
illegal? 

Mr. GEORGE. It would not be a 
license. It would be a mere receipt for 
a tax, if the Government issued it. The 
Government issues licenses for liquor 
sales in every State of this Union, and 
has done so ever since the War Between 
the States, and before. It is not at all 
new. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. This bill would 
be adding gaming, and numbers pools, 
and things of that kind would it not? 

Mr. GEORGE. If a person is required 
to get a license for gaming from the 
Federal Government, he would be able to 
say, “I paid my Federal tax,” that is all, 
and there would be certainty of the col- 
lection of the tax. 

Mr. President, I now want to go into 
the record of the facts. I do not wish 
to be discourteous, but yesterday, after a 
long, hard day, as appears by page 12241 
of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of Septem- 
ber 27, I asked the Senator from Tennes- 
see certain questions to which he replied 
as appears in the following colloquy: 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, do I under- 
stand correctly that the vote will be on ail 
the amendments which the junior Senator 
from Tennessee has submitted, or only on 
the motion to strike out? 

Mr. Kerauver. No, Mr. President; I say to 
the Senator that the motion is to strike out 
this portion of the bill and to insert as a 
substitute the four amendments I propose. 

Mr. GEORGE., I understand that the vote 
will be taken on all of that, together. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes. 


Now, Mr. President—— 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President—— 

Mr. GEORGE. No, no; Iam not going 
to yield to the Senator until I finish this 
statement. That colloquy occurred long 
after the Senator’s opening statement. 
But immediately before the vote was 
taken, as shown by page 12244 of the 
Recorp of yesterday, this occured: 


Mr. McCarran. Is the Senator from Ten- 
nessee offering all his amendments en bloc? 


Let me repeat it: 


Mr. McCarran. Is the Senator from Ten- 
nessee offering all his amendments en bloc? 
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Mr. Keravuver. That is correct; to strike 
out the wagering part in the bill before us, 
and to offer en bloc these four amendments 
which have been discussed. 

Mr. McCarran. There were five amend- 
ments offered, and there was one amendment 
which the Senator from Nevada made quite a 
study of, and with respect to which he sug- 
gested certain changes. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. They have been made. 

Mr. McCarran. Is t. at the amendment the 
Senator is now offering? 

Mr. KEFAUVER, Les. 


Mr. President, we had a vote on this 
very question yesterday. I do not know 
whether the distinguished Senator from 
Mississippi was present or not. 

Mr. STENNIS, I was not. 

Mr. GEORGE, We had a vote on this 
question yesterday. We had a vote upon 
these several amendments yesterday, as 
I have read from the Recor, and we are 
now asked to repeat it. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, since 
the Senator has quoted what I said, I 
think it should be made clear. Will the 
Senator yield for a question? Did I not 
state in the beginning of my speech 

Mr. GEORGE. Yes, Mr. President, he 
did. But I asked what I have read be- 
fore the vote was taken, and the Sena- 
tor from Nevada asked his question be- 
fore the vote was taken, and it was on 
that basis that the vote was taken, I 
am not now saying that the Senator 
may not take advantage—he may—but 
I hesitate to think that the Senator 
would do it in the face of the record. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the 
Senator from Georgia yield to the Sen- 
ator from Tennessee? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I certainly have no 
intention of trying to take advantage of 
anyone. I am merely doing exactly 
what I said in the beginning I was going 
to do, and I think I have done it. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, what 
the Senator said in the beginning was 
one thing. What he said on the pages 
from which I have read, which was im- 
mediately before the vote came, when I 
was making the very specific inquiry, 
was an altogether different thing. 

Mr. President, I do not yield further, 
because I want to yield time on this 
amendment to the distinguished Sena- 
tor from Oklahoma first. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I believe 
that my distinguished friend from Mis- 
sissippi did vote on this amendment. 

Mr. STENNIS. Iwas not present dur- 
ing the argument. 

Mr. KERR. That is correct. 

Mr. STENNIS. If the Senator will 
yield, I got the facts during the roll call 
and changed my vote. 

Mr. KERR. Yes. I desire to say Iam 
greatly impressed by what my great 
friend from Mississippi has said. There 
is no Senator in this body for whom I 
have a higher respect and regard. I find, 
however, I cannot agree with his deduc- 
tions. I believe there is a little different 
situation in Mississippi from that which 
exists in some States, because in Missis- 
sippi there is a constitutional prohibi- 
tion against the sale of liquor. There 
is at least a law against the sale of liquor. 
I had understood it was in the State con- 
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stitution, but am I correct in saying it 
is a statute of the State? 

Mr. STENNIS. That is correct. 

Mr.KERR. Then in the State of Mis- 
sissippi there is a statutory prohibition 
against the sale of liquor, and at one and 
the same time there is a State licensing 
law placing an excise tax on the sale of 
liquor. Am I correct in that statement? 

Mr. STENNIS. A black market“ tax; 


yes. 

Mr. KERR. It is a tax levied by the 
legislature of the State of Mississippi on 
the sale of liquor in the State, is it not? 

Mr. STENNIS. It is a so-called black- 
market tax, a 10-percent excise tax on all 
illegal sales. It was proposed during 
World War II when the black market 
was a stigma in connection with nearly 
everything. 

Mr. KERR. But it is a statute of the 
State levying an excise tax on the sale 
of liquor. 

Mr. STENNIS. Les. 

Mr. KERR. That is an entirely dif- 
ferent situation 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. KERR. Let me finish my state- 
ment, and then I shall yield. 

It is an entirely different situation 
from one where the Federal Government 
applies a tax upon a prohibited act. It 
is an entirely different situation where 
the same sovereign power has on2 statu- 
tory prohibition against the sale of liq- 
uor and another statutory provision 
levying an excise tax on an article which 
the other statute prohibits being sold. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield now for a brief question? 

Mr. KERR. Les. 

Mr. STENNIS. Where is there a dif- 
ference in political morality or political 
integrity, or where is there a difference 
in the consistency or inconsistency of the 
idea? 

Mr. KERR. There is this difference: 
The Federal Government cannot be pre- 
vented from levying a tax upon the sale 
of that which it has not declared illegal, 
merely because a State has declared it 
illegal. The Federal Government does 
not issue a license to violate a State law. 
In every State in the Union, I believe. 
certainly in most of them, there are 
local-option counties, and in many States 
where there is local option there are 
counties in which prohibition prevails. 
But the Federal Government says that 
anyone who sells liquor anywhere in the 
United States must pay a license fee, 
and it collects a license fee from them. 
It does not give them a license to violate 
a State law. In fact, it identifies them, 
and any local official who wants to prose- 
cute them has a plea of guilty from them. 

The Federal Government charges a 
license fee to those who are licensed to 
sell opium. It is legal to sell it in many 
places, and the Federal Government col- 
lects a license fee. It can be found in a 
drug store, and the druggist is licensed 
to sell it on the prescription of a physi- 
cian. At the same time there is a law 
against selling it without such prescrip- 
tion. 

Mr. President, whoever underestimates 
the intelligence of the American people 
makes a mistake. They know what is 
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going on as well as we know. I live ina 
prohibition State, and I want to say that 
in those counties where the officials want 
to enforce the prohibition law they do so, 
although there are some persons who 
have paid a Federal tax on the basis of 
the Federal law, which they would have 
to pay in order to sell the liquor. When 
they do, Mr. President, the people there 
know them, and if they do not like the 
local officers, they run them out of office 
and elect some whom they do like. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of 
the Senator from Oklahoma has expired. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
has 2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield a minute to 
the Senator from Mississippi. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, this is 
not a question to be decided on the basis 
of a prohibition law; and the license to 
sell liquor was used solely as an illus- 
tration. ; 

Another thing that might have been 
said when this kindred matter was pre- 
viously before us was with reference to 
the morality of it, the integrity of it, and 
the effect it will have on our people in 
States where the practices are illegal. 

A license to sell opium covers regis- 
tration. As the Senator has said, opiates 
are legally sold on a physician’s pre- 
scription. There is merely a $6 license 
for a whole year. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of 
the Senator from Mississippi has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I re- 
gret that the Senator from Georgia has 
seen fit to take me to task for cffering 
this amendment. I never had any other 
intention than to offer it, and I said so 
in the beginning. Maybe I did not un- 
derstand the legal technicalities—— 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I think 
the time for debate has expired. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Tennessee has 1 minute, or he did 
have when he started. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I 
said I was offering a motion to strike 
out and was offering the other amend- 
ments en bloc. Many Senators may have 
voted against the motion to strike out 
because they do not like the substitute. 
There was no other intention on my part 
except to offer the amendments one by 
one, as I stated. 

Immediately after the vote was taken 
yesterday the following colloquy oc- 
curred, which showed my intention: 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I wish to 
offer some individual amendments, if we 
are to continue in session this evening. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I understood 
that the junior Senator from Tennessee had 
offered his series of amendments by way of 
a substitute for the bill. I asked him that 
specific question, and it was so understood. 

Mr. McFaruanp. Mr. President, a point of 


order. 

Mr. GerorcE. May I first clear up this 
matter? 

Mr. McFartanp. The Senator from Tennes- 
see is out of order. 

Mr. GEORGE. I thought so. 

Mr. Kerauver. I stated during the course 
of the argument that 1 was offering -an 
amendment to strike out the section in the 
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bill, and these four amendments as sub- 
stitutes, 

Mr. GEORGE. That was my understanding. 
I asked the Senator if they should be voted 
on en bloc, 

Mr. Krrauvrn. However, I stated that if 
the request were not agreed to I expected to 
offer the amendments singly. 


Therefore, I stated my intention in the 
beginning, during the debate, and im- 
mediately, following the vote. 

There was not any change of opinion 
as to what I was going to do. The clear 
issue is whether the Senate by its action 
is going to sanction something that is in 
violation of the laws of the State 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of 
the Senator has expired. 

Mr. GEORGE. The regular order, 
Mr. President. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Tennessee 
(Mr. KErauver]. (Putting the question). 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I ask for a division, 
Mr. President. 

On a division, the amendment was 
rejected. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. A parliamentary 
inquiry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena- 
tor will state it. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. May I ask for the 
yeas and nays? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Not now. 

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, I de- 
sire to call up at this time my amend- 
ment “9-27-51-B.” 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 
will state the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Missouri. 

The CHIEF CLERK. At the proper 
place in the bill it is proposed to insert 
the following: 

Sec, —. Tax refunds on spirits lost in floods 
of 1951. 

(a) Authorization: The Secretary of the 
Treasury is authorized and directed to make 
refund or allow credit in the case of a dis- 
tiller or rectifier if he so elects, in the amount 
of the internal-revenue tax and customs du- 
ties paid on spirits previously withdrawn, 
and lost, or rendered unmarketable, by rea- 
son of the floods of 1951 while such spirits 
were in the possession of (1) the person orig- 
inally paying such tax or such tax and duty 
on such spirits, (2) a rectifier for rectifica- 
tion or for bottling, or which have been used 
in the process of rectification, under Govern- 
ment supervision as provided by law and reg- 
ulations, or (3) a wholesale or retail liquor 
dealer, all hereafter referred to as the pos- 
sessor or possessors. The refunds and credits 
authorized by this section may be made to 
(1) any of the possessors, except a retail 
liquor dealer, or (2) to any distiller, rectifier, 
importer, or wholesale liquor dealer who re- 
placed for the possessor the full equivalent 
of the distilied spirits so destroyed or ren- 
dered unmarketable, without compensation, 
remuneration, payment, or credit of any kind 
in respect of the tax, or tax and duty on 
such distilled spirits. A claim for the 
amount of such tax, or such tax and duty, 


shall be filed with the Secretary of the Treas- 


ury within 90 days from the date of enact- 
ment of thisact. The claimant shall furnish 
proof to the Secretary's satisfaction that (1) 
the internal-revenue tax on such spirits, or 
the tax and duty if imported, was fully paid, 
(2) such spirits were lost, or rendered un- 
marketable, by reason of damage sustained as 
the result of the aforesaid flood conditions, 
(3) claimant was not indemnified by any 
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valid claim of insurance or otherwise against 
loss of the tax (or tax and duty if imported) 
paid on the spirits, and (4) in those cases 
where applicable, that the claimant has re- 
placed for the possessor the full equivalent 
of the distilled spirits so destroyed or ren- 
dered unmarketable, without compensation, 
remuneration, payment, or credit of any kind 
in respect of the tax, or tax and duty, on 
such distilled spirits. 

(b) Destruction of spirits: When the Sec- 
retary, pursuant to this section, makes re- 
fund, or allows credit, in the amount of the 
tax, or tax and duty, on spirits rendered un- 
marketable, such spirits shall be destroyed 
under the supervision of the Secretary. 

(c) Credit: Where credit is allowed to a 
distiller or rectifier for the internal-revenue 
tax previously paid as aforesaid, the Secre- 
tary is authorized and directed to provide 
for the issuance of stamps to cover the tax 
on spirits subsequently withdrawn or recti- 
fied to the extent of the credit so allowed. 

(d) Regulations: The Secretary is author- 
ized to make such rules and regulations as 
may be necessary to carry out the provisions 
of this section. 


Mr. HENNINGS, I might say at the 
outset, Mr. President, that my statement 
will be very brief. The chairman of the 
committee has very graciously consented 
to take this amendment to confer- 
ence—— 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HENNINGS. Iam very happy to 
yield to the distinguished chairman of 
the Finance Committee. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I have 
given careful attention to this amend- 
ment. A similar amendment was enact- 
ed into law about a year ago. All the 
amendment does i3 to refund the tax 
paid on liquors which were lost in the 
recent floods. 

Mr. HENNINGS. In the floods in the 
Missouri and Kansas areas. The Sena- 
tor is quite correct, 

Mr. GEORGE.. It is restricted as to 
time, and so forth. The committee 
would have no objection to taking the 
amendment to conference. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of- 
fered by the Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
HENNINGS]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, on 
behalf of the Senator from Texas [Mr. 
Jomnson] and myself I submit an 
amendment which I hope will be taken 
to conference. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment will be stated for the information 
of the Senate. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, it is an 
amendment which has very close rela- 
tionship to.an amendment which has 
already been ordered to conference, re- 
lating to educational institutions having 
a period of grace in which they might 
conform to the present law; but this 
amendment, as I understand, gives the 
same privilege to other organizations, 
colleges, and universities. Since we have 
a similar question in conference, if it is 
agreeable to the Senate, we will take this 
amendment to conference. 

Mr. McCARRAN,. Mr. President, can 
we not have the amendment read, 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment will be stated. 
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The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 221, 
after line 23, it is proposed to insert the 
following: 


Sec. 344. Business carried on by tax-exempt 
organization. 

(a) Treatment as related trade or busi- 
ness: Section 422 (b) (relating to definition 
of unrelated trade or business) is hereby 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following: “If a business carried on by an 
educational organization described in section 
54 (f) (2) is, during the taxable year, with- 
out regard to this sentence, an unrelated 
trade or business, such business shall not be 
considered an unrelated trade or business 
for a taxable year beginning prior to January 
1, 1954. 

(b) Effective date: The amendment made 
by this section shall be applicable with re- 
spect to taxable years beginning after De- 
cember 31, 1950, and prior to January 1, 
1954. 


The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
is on agreeing to the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Texas [Mr. CoN- 
NALLY] for himself and his colleague 
LMr. Jounson] of Texas. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill is 
open to further amendment. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I send to the desk an 
amendment designated 9-20-51-G. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. At the proper 
place in the bill it is proposed to insert 
the following: 

Sec.—. Interest on United States bonds held 
by individuals. 

(a) Exclusion from gross income of cer- 
tain interest: Section 22 (b) (relating to 
exclusions from gross income) is hereby 
amended by adding at the end thereof a new 

aph as follows: 

“(16) Certain interest on United States 
bonds: In the case of an individual, one- 
half of the amount of interest received or 
accrued during the taxable year on obliga- 
tions of the United States, to the extent 
such interest is attributable to not in ex- 
cess of $5,000 of such obligations (face or 
maturity value, whichever is higher) owned 
by the taxpayer which mature in any one 
calendar year.” 

(b) Effective date: The amendment made 
by subsection (a) shall be applicable only 
with respect to taxable years beginning after 
December 31, 1950. ‘ 


Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I first commend the peo- 
ple of the United States for having 
bought Government bonds. I am offer- 
ing the amendment in order that indi- 
viduals will in the future continue to 
buy bonds. 

Mr. President, I wish to give the Sen- 
ate a concrete illustration with respect 
to the purchase of Government bonds, 
I know an individual in Columbia, S. C., 
who bought $5,000 of E bonds. He paid 
$3,750 for them. That same person 
made a down payment of $3,750 on a 
little duplex costing $10,000. The rent 
from that duplex has up to date paid the 
remaining $6,250 owing on the duplex. 
Instead of being worth $10,000, that du- 
plex is today worth $20,000. The bonds 
which were bought in 1943 cannot be 
cashed in for their full value until 1953. 
The purchaser will then receive only 
$5,000. ` 

Mr. President, I commend those indi- 
viduals who bought Government bonds, 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


But when they start paying taxes on the 
interest we shall find that some of them 
will stop buying Government bonds. 
We might just as well face the facts. 
When the Government makes a bond- 
holder pay tax on $1,250, as in the case 
of the bondholder I have just described, 
then we will hear of people beginning to 
cash in their bonds; we will hear of peo- 
ple refusing to buy bonds; we will hear 
of people making other investments. 

My amendment does not relieve a 
bondholder, for example, of paying taxes 
on the $1,250; it simply relieves him from 
paying taxes on 50 percent of that 
amount. That is, he would pay taxes on 
$625. Why do I do that? Because the 
same individual, who bought the prop- 
erty, is given the right by the Govern- 
ment to treat his gain on that property as 
a capital gain. If he sells the property 
for $20,000, he pays a tax only on 25 per- 
cent of his gain. 

Let us see what the bond will really be 
worth in money, when we speak of $5,000. 
Has he actually made anything on the 
investment? No, it will be found that be- 
cause of the fact that the Government 
has seen fit to spend and spend, the dollar 
is worth only approximately 54 cents. So 
he is being taxed on something he is not 
receiving. I think we should begin to 
think about what we will do to encourage 
people to buy Government bonds. My 
amendment gives them just a little en- 
couragement along the way. 

I do not want to hold the Senate. Ido 
not want to discuss the amendment in 
detail. I see that Members are anxious 
to get away. But I plead with Senators 
to do something to encourage people to 
continue to buy Government bonds in 
the future. Iam not worrying about the 
Government if the individual citizens 
hold its bonds. They are paying the 
taxes. That is not quite so bad. But if 
we force the situation to the point where 
none but corporations buy Government 
bonds then we shall be faced with some- 
thing different. I hope the Senate will 
consider the amendment seriously and 
do what it thinks is best for the United 
States. 

Mr. GREEN, Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

z Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
es. 

Mr. GREEN. Does the Senator mean 
to imply that any investment that a 
purchaser might have put his money 
into would be doubled in 10 years? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
I will say that during the last 10 years, 
because of the depreciation of the dollar, 
most every person who bought any prop- 
erty, real estate, has doubled his money. 

Mr. GREEN. We are talking about 
the future and not the past. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
We can only judge the future by the 
past. If we continue to spend and build 
up a debt, I think anyone who studies 
finance will tell us that the dollar will 
depreciate. 

Mr. GREEN. Is the Senator making 
an argument in favor of future investors 
putting their money into duplex apart- 
ments rather than United States bonds? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
I am making a talk to encourage people 
in the future even to sacrifice in order to 
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buy Government bonds, but in order to 
induce them to buy them, I think we 
ought to offer some incentive. 

Mr. GREEN. Would the Senator be 
wiling to guarantee to prospective pur- 
chasers that their money would double 
in value if they put it in private invest- 
ments, and is he saying that it would be 
better for them to do so rather than 
to put it into United States Govern- 
ment bonds, with the entire credit of 
the United States Government behind 
such bonds? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, 
The Senator from Rhode Island ought 
to know more about finances than I do. 
But if I knew exactly what was going 
to happen in this country I could be a 
millionaire some day, like the Senator 
from Rhode Island. 

Mr. GREEN. Is that the only answer 
the Senator has to make? I have in 
mind the prospective purchaser of 
United States bonds. I would hesitate 
to recommend that he put his money 
into the average private investments in 
preference to United States bonds. I 
believe that the credit of the United 
States Government behind those bonds 
should not be left out of account in com- 
parison with the credit behind privately 
issued bonds. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
was hoping that no one would bring up 
the question as to whether or not it was 
a good investment to buy bonds. Any- 
one who knows anything about finances 
knows that to buy Government bonds 
is a bad investment, so far as finances 
are concerned. 

Mr. GREEN. Was it not the Sena- 
tor himself who brought up the subject? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, 
I brought up the point that we ought to 
encourage the people, as much as pos- 
sible, to buy them. I stated in the be- 
ginning that I wanted to commend the 
people for sacrificing and buying bonds 
in order that we could carry on a war. 

Mr. GREEN. The Senator’s argument 
was in favor of selling the bonds, I am 
afraid I cannot agree with him. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
is on agreeing to the amendment offered 
by the Senator from South Carolina [Mr, 
JOHNSTON]. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I dis- 
like to oppose this amendment, but Iam 
obliged to do so. It raises the same old 
question of whether or not we are going 
to have half or partially tax-exempt 
bonds, or whether we are going to tax 
them all. 

It will be noted that the amendment 
itself provides that a taxpayer may have 
tax free one-half the interest on $5,000 
worth of bonds maturing in any one year. 
So over a period of 20 years a taxpayer 
could accumulate $100,000 in bonds, and 
he would pay taxes on one-half the in- 
terest on the $100,000 involved. The lit- 
tle fellows would hardly get much bene- 
fit from this amendment, but the big 
boys would certainly have a tax-exempt 
security again, which they would like to 
have, 

I hope the Senate will not accept the 
amendment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
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offered by the Senator from South Caro- 
lina [Mr. JOHNSTON], 

The amendment was rejected. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill is 
open to amendment. 

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, I offer 
an amendment which I send to the desk 
and ask to have stated. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Indiana withhold his 
amendment for a moment? 

Mr, JENNER. Certainly. 

Mr. GEORGE. Both the Senator from 
Indiana and the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. MCCLELLAN] will be recognized. 
I shall be glad to yield to either Senator 
as soon as I finish certain formal mat- 
ters. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Georgia is recognized. 


Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I offer. 


the amendment which I send to the desk 
and ask to have stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Geor- 
gia will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 221, 
after line 23, it is proposed to insert the 
following: 

Sec. 344. Nondistributable income of personal 
holding companies. 

Effective for taxable years beginning after 
December 31, 1939, section 504 is hereby 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new subsection: 

“(e) The amount by which the undistrib- 
uted subchapter A net income determined 
without reference to this subsection exceeds 
the amount which could be distributed on 
the last day of the taxable year as a dividend 
(1) without violating any action, regulation, 
rule, order or proclamation taken, promul- 
gated, made or issued by, or pursuant to the 
direction of, the President or any agency 
that he may designate, under the Trading 
With the Enemy Act of October 16, 1917, as 
amended, or the First War Powers Act of 
1941, and (2) not subject to a lien in favor 
of the United States.” 


Mr. GEORGE. Mr, President, this 
amendment was considered by the Fi- 
nance Committee in executive hearings. 
This proposal was, in fact, approved to 
the extent covered in the amendment, 

I was surprised, and I am sure other 
members of the committee were sur- 
prised, that this amendment did not ap- 
pear in the bill. It applies only to the 
section 102 tax, the penalty tax. It re- 
lieves against the penalty tax only be- 
cause the funds of the company were 
seized by the Government, by the Alien 
Property Custodian, and held. Of course 
the holding company could not pay out 
its earnings under those circumstances. 

I ask that the amendment be ap- 
proved. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
is on agreeing to the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Georgia IMr. 
GEORGE]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr, GEORGE. Mr. President, I send 
to the desk an amendment proposing 
certain clerical corrections. They do 
not change any of the substance of the 
bill, or any of the provisions of the bill, 
They are purely clerical changes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection the amendments will be printed 
in the Recorp at this point, and consid- 
ered en bloc, 
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The amendments, en bloc, are as fol- 
lows: 


Page 45, insert at the end of line 22 the 
following: “In the case of taxable years be- 
ginning after March 31, 1951, and before 
January 1, 1954.” 

Page 46, line 2, strike out “net income” 
and insert “net income.” 

Page 135, line 17, insert a comma after the 
word “or.” 

Page 166, line 25, strike out “section” and 
insert sections.“ 

Page 172, line 6, strike out “sentence” and 
insert “sentences.” 

Page 226, line 21, strike out “inure” and 
insert “inures.” 

Page 234, line 12, strike out “barbershop” 
and insert “barber shop.” 

Page 276, line 13, strike out “stock refund” 
and insert “stocks refunds on gasoline.” 

Page 288, line 16, strike out “In” and 
insert in.“ 

Page 290, line 22, insert after the word 
“the” the following: “excess of the.” 

Page 290, line 24, strike out “Four” and 
insert: “Five.” 

Page 309, line 6, strike out “subsection” 
and insert “subsections.” 

Page 309, line 23, strike out “average of 
the.” 

Page 310, line 3, strike out “(a)” and insert 
“(b) ” 

Page 311, line 5, strike out “average of the 
aggregate” and insert “aggregate of the.” 

Page 315, line 12, strike out “(b).” 

Page 323, line 14, insert after the word 
“base” the following: “period.” 

Page 330, line 1, strike out “(c)” and 
insert (a).“ 

Page 343, line 13, strike out “inure’ and 
insert mures.“ 


The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing en bloc to the amend- 
ments offered by the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. GEORGE], 

The amendments were agreed to. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I now 
yield to either the Senator from Arkan- 
sas [Mr. MCCLELLAN] or the Senator from 
Indiana (Mr. JENNER], if either Senator 
wishes to be recognized at this time. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Has the Sen- 
ator from Georgia concluded? 

Mr. GEORGE. Yes. 

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, I offer 
the amendment, which I send to the desk 
and ask to have stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from In- 
diana will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. At the proper 
place in the bill it is proposed to insert 
the following: 

Src, —. Prohibition upon denial of Social 
Security Act funds. 

No State or any agency or political sub- 
division thereof shall be deprived of any 
grant in aid or other payment to which it 
otherwise is or has become entitled pur- 
suant to title I, IV, X, or XIV of the Social 
Security Act, as amended, by reason of the 
enactment or enforcement by such State of 
any legislation prescribing any conditions 
under which public access may be had to 
records of the disbursement of any such 
funds or payments within such State. 


Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, I do not 
care to detain the Senate on this ques- 
tion. The Senate is thoroughly familiar 
with this amendment, which has been 
passed twice by this body on previous 
occasions. I have talked with the dis- 
tinguished chairman of the Finance 
Committee. I am sure that since the 
Senate has acted and expressed its de- 
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sire, it will accept the amendment. I 
would appreciate it if the chairman of 
the committee would accept it and take 
it to conference to see what can be done 
with the House. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I shall 
be glad to take the amendment to con- 
ference. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of- 
fered by the Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
JENNER]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I 
offer the amendment which I send to the 
desk and ask to have stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
men offered by the Senator from Ar- 
kansas will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 331, 
after line 12, it is proposed to insert the 
following: 

Sec. 522. Strategic minerals. 

Section 450 (b) (1) (relating to corpora- 
tions engaged in mining of strategic min- 
erals) is hereby amended by inserting after 
the word “chromite” the following: 
“bauxite.” 


Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, this 
is an amendment to section 450 of the 
statutes regarding strategic materials. 
This amendment would place bauxite in 
the list of strategic materials included in 
that section. It involves no new princi- 
ple at all. This amendment would affect 
only domestic mining companies, It 
would encourage exploration for bauxite 
within the United States, thereby mak- 
ing our country less dependent upon 
foreign bauxite in time of war. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I have 
stated to the Senator from Arkansas that 
I would be glad to take this amendment 
to conference for the purpose of fully ex- 
ploring it. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. MCCLELLAN]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I 
offer the amendment which I send to the 
desk and ask to have stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from In- 
diana will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. It is proposed 
to amend section 516 by amending new 
section 459 (a), as follows: 

(a) By adding the following language at 
the end of subsection (2) thereof: “or, the 
adjusted basis for determining gain of tax- 
payer’s total facilities (as defined in section 
444 (d)) on the last day of its base period was 
180 percent or more of the adjusted basis 
for determining gain of its total facilities 
on the first day of its base period.” 

(b) By adding the following language at 
the end of subsection (4) thereof: “or, (A) 
the monthly average of the excess-profits net 
income of the taxpayer (computed under 
section 433 (b)) for the calendar year 1950 
was 350 percent or more of such monthly 
average for the 48 months of its base period 
and (B) the monthly average excess-profits 
net income of the taxpayer (computed under 
section 433 (b)) for all taxable years com- 
mencing after December 31, 1940, and end- 
ing before the first day of its base period was 
250 percent or more of such monthly average 
excess-profits net income for the 48 months 
of its base period.” 
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Mr. CAPEHART. May I have the at- 
tention of the able chairman of the com- 
mittee? Would the chairman be able to 
take the amendment to conference? 

Mr. GEORGE. I regret that I cannot 
take the amendment to conference. The 
amendment was brought to the attention 
of the committee, but it came in late. 
There seems to be some merit to the 
amendment, but we did not have time to 
study it and explore it. If the Senator 
from Indiana would be good enough to 
withhold it until we have a chance to 
look at another tax bill, which may come 
all too soon, I can assure the Senator 
that we will be very glad to give it very 
careful consideration at that time. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I 
withdraw the amendment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment is withdrawn. 

Mr. ECTON. Mr. President, I call up 
my amendment 9-22-51—30, which I 
ask to have stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 
will state the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 345, 
line 8, it is proposed to strike out Jan- 
uary 1, 1951“ and insert in lieu thereof 
“the date of enactment of the Revenue 
Act of 1951.” 

Mr. ECTON. Mr. President, the 
amendment extends the date in this 
particular section to correspond to the 
passage and approval of the bill. The 
House bill has one date in it, and the 
committee bill has another date in it. 
Its purpose is to alleviate the extraordi- 
nary hardships in particular cases of 
estates. I believe it is completely fair 
and just, if we are to extend this date at 
all, to let it conform to the time of the 
enactment of the bill. I would appreci- 
ate it very much if the distinguished 
Senator from Georgia, the chairman of 
the Finance Committee, would give me 
‘his reaction to the amendment. 

Mr. GEORGE. This is another 
amendment which has come in late. It 
was not brought to the attention of the 
committee at any time. It came too late 
for the committee to give consideration 
to it. I would be very glad to give the 
amendment consideration, but to accept 
it in the bill would probably jeopardize 
what the committee regards as a very 
5 and proper amendment in the 

III. 

This is what happened. The amend- 
ment relates to estates in which the in- 
come is received for life by the donor. 
In 1949, I believe it was, the committee 
provided that those powers over the re- 
serve estate may be released by Decem- 
ber 31, 1949, or within 1 year thereafter. 

In other words, we gave people who 
had an estate of that character an op- 
portunity to release the life estate, and 
not include the trust. 

It will be remembered that in the act 
which we passed, which was a highly 
controversial one, we gave until Decem- 
ber 31, 1949, or within 1 year thereafter, 
which would have made it 1950, or until 
January 1,1951. The amendment which 
the committee is now making is merely 
giving an opportunity to release the life 
estate during that same period, which 
power the donor or maker of the trust 
did have anyway, in which to release. 
In other words, it moved the date of 
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death up to the end of the period in 
which the life estate could be released 
or should be released. 

There are some important questions 
dependent upon the treatment which 
the committee has given in this section 
of the bill; and to move this period up 
1 year, or until the time of the passage 
of the act, which would be almost a year 
now—10 months, at least—would prob- 
ably jeopardize the other interests, 
which the committee thought were mer- 
itorious cases and which it desired to 
treat. 

I hope the Senator from Montana will 
withhold the amendment until the com- 
mittee has had opportunity to consider 
another tax measure, at which time the 
committee will give it full consideration. 

Mr. ECTON. I appreciate the very 
thorough explanation of the amendment 
by the very able Senator from Georgia. 
I believe he hit the nail on the head as 
to the purpose of the amendment. The 
trouble has been that many old people, 
who had entered into a life-estate agree- 
ment previous to the change in the law, 
were aged and did not have legal counsel. 
Some of them were in hospitals. They 
did not know of the change in the law. 

Secondly, it seems to me that we should 
give them all reasonable extension of 
time to learn of the fact that they can 
relinquish their life estate before it is too 
late. The amendment applies merely to 
the aged and ill and those in hospitals. 
It seems to me that since we gave relief 
to a few, it would not be unreasonable to 
ask that the date become effective coin- 
cidentally with the enactment of the bill. 
That was my only purpose in offering the 
amendment. I had hoped that the Sen- 
ator from Georgia could take the amend- 
ment to conference. 

Mr. GEORGE. I appreciate the fact 
that there may be hardships. There are 
always hardships connected with any 
cut-off date. We are dealing with a 
very difficult problem. 

Mr. ECTON. I realize that. 

Mr. GEORGE. We gaid that if the life 
estate was released by December 31, 1949, 
or within a year following December 31. 
1949, the property would not be lost to 
the estate. The only cases we are now 
dealing with are cases in which the prop- 
erty was not actually released but in 
which the person died during the year 
in which he was given the right to re- 
lease the power. That is the situation. 
We have not gone beyond that. 

It might be that, upon study, for the 
additional cases or the particular matters 
the Senator has in mind, the committee 
might be able to find some remedy. I 
can assure the Senator we shall be glad 
to consider it. 

However, here we are dealing with a 
highly technical but very difficult and at 
the same time very practical problem. 
In order to prevent the inclusion of an 
estate of this kind in the estate of the 
donor or maker of the trust, we have 
provided that the owner of the life estate 
might release it by a certain date or 
within 1 year thereafter. Of course, 
there will always be some persons who 
will not execute such a release within 
any period of time that is allowed. 

Mr. ECTON. Yes, that is true, be- 
cause there are any number of cases 
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which have been called to my attention 
since I submitted this amendment— 
cases not only in my own State, but in 
several other States, where the persons 
concerned were not aware of the fact 
that they could release their life estates, 
until after the cut-off date went into ef- 
fect. It seemed grossly unfair that 
those who received legal advice that 
they could relinquish their life estates 
were able to do so 2 hours before mid- 
night on the cut-off date, and thus were 
relieved, whereas others, who did not 
find out about thet matter until after 
midnight on that date, were not able to 
take advantage of that provision of the 
law. They simply did not realize that 
they could take advantage of it. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, as I 
have said, that always happens when a 
cut-off date is provided. 

We passed the remedial statute late 
in the year. We said, in effect, that if 
a person released his estate by Decem- 
ber 31, 1949, all well and geod. Then 
we said that in order to be fair and 
equitable, if it was released within the 
following year, that would suffice. Some 
persons whose time for making the re- 
lease had not expired, died; and we have 
extended the statute in order to meet 
those cases. 

There may be adequate and sufficient 
reasons why we should make additional 
changes, but I certainly hope the Sena- 
tor will not press the committee now to 
do so, because I would not be able to ac- 
cept the amendment. 

Mr. ECTON. Mr. President, let me 
state further to the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Georgia that although I ap- 
preciate his offer to remedy the situation 
later on, yet we must realize that we 
are dealing with elderly persons and in 
some cases with sick persons who may 
not have an opportunity to relinquish 
their life estate, for they may not be 
able to wait until Congress acts on this 
matter. 

Mr. GEORGE. That is true. How- 
ever, if we were to provide today that 
they would have until the effective date 
of this act, there still would be many 
persons who would not release their life 
estates. 

Mr. ECTON. That may be; but there 
are many who have been caught under 
the act now, without relief; and there 
will be others who will be caught under 
the act. It seems to me that the Gov- 
ernment is not keeping faith with either 
the living or the dead in this instance. 

I am sorry the chairman of the com- 
mittee does not feel that he can take 
the amendment to conference and pos- 
sibly work out a solution which will take 
care of a problem which obviously is a 
serious one and has caused a great deal 
of hardship, not only to those who have 
passed on, but to elderly persons now 
living, who might now be able to re- 
linquish their life estates before the 
time allowed. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I have 
explained to the Senator that I cannot 
accept the amendment, for I cannot 
jeopardize the remedial provision of the. 
bill which should be enacted into law, 
and which in my judgment is clearly 
justified. We cannot extend it for an 
additional period and find any present 
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justification, without having an oppor- 
tunity to study the situation further. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Montana yield to me? 

Mr. ECTON. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Let me ask the dis- 
tinguished chairman of the committee 
whether in his opinion the matter is in 
conference at the present time. Could 
what the Senator from Montana desires 
be done in conference? 

Mr. GEORGE. I do not believe it is 
in conference. At first I thought so, and 
at first I suggested to the distinguished 
Senator from Montana that the matter 
probably would be in conference. How- 
ever, I have examined it, and I doubt 
that it will be in conference. We cannot 
go beyond the date of January 1, 1951— 
in other words, the first day of the pres- 
ent year. 

Mr. MILLIKIN, Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Montana yield further 
to me? 

Mr. EC TON. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Since the matter is 
not in conference, will the distinguished 
chairman of the committee be kind 
enough to advise me whether the adop- 
tion of this amendment would jeopard- 
ize our having in conference that which 
we wish to have remain in conference? 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, the 
Senator knows with what stubborn- 
ness—I do not use the word in an of- 
fensive sense—the conferees on the part 
of the House have been loath to accept 
the amendment we now have recom- 
mended. They resisted it strongly. 
They did not want to accept it. How- 
ever, finally they accepted it; and we 
provided until the end of the year, and, 
beyond that, a full year of grace, in 
which the life estate might be released. 

Now we are taking an additional step; 
we are saying that in the cases—they 
seem so meritorious to us—where within 
the year which was provided for the 
making of the release, the person died, 
the date will be moved up. However, 
we are limiting the provision. Very 
frankly, if we went beyond that at all at 
this time, without having an opportunity 
to go fully into any and all cases which 
might have merit in them—and I do not 
say this case may not have merit in it— 
I think we would jeopardize the matter. 

Mr. ECTON. Mr. President, let me 
ask the Senator from Georgia a ques- 
tion, As I understand, one date is pro- 
vided in the House version of the bill 
and another date is provided in the ver- 
sion of the bill which has been reported 
by the Senate Finance Committee. As 
a result, is not this provision placed 
before the conference? 

Mr. GEORGE. No. At first I thought 
it would be before the conference; but 
upon inquiry I find that the House did 
not have this provision in its version 
of the bill. This is a Senate commit- 
tee provision. The Senate committee 


put it into the committee’s version of, 
the bill. I can assure the Senator that: 


we included it in order to meet some very 
distressing situations. 

However, if now we were to undertake 
to extend the period in which the release 


of the life interest or life estate can be: 


made, I believe we certainly would run 
into such difficulties in the House that 


` 


recognized that old Father Time would, 
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we would jeopardize the provision we 
have inserted in the bill. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Montana yield further 
to me? 

Mr. ECTON. Iam glad to yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I was 
called out of the Chamber when this de- 
bate started. As I recall the case, it was 
one in which two things really hap- 
pened: First, prior to the extended 
period, the lady was very ill. At all the 
times concerned she was very old, and 
second, she died before she had time 
really.to do anything, and before her 
death she was perhaps too ill to have 
done anything. The case appealed 
strongly to my sense of justice. 

Mr. GEORGE. That is correct; but 
she died within the period in which she 
could have obtained the relief had she 
been physically able to do it. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Yes; had she been 
physically able to do it. 

Mr. President, I should like to ask the 
able chairman a question, if the Sen- 
aa from Montana will permit me to 

0 so. 

Mr. ECTON. I am very glad to yield 
to gos distinguished Senator from Colo- 
rado. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I should like to ask 
the distinguished Senator from Georgia 
again whether he feels that we could 
take this amendment to conference, 
without running the serious risk of 
jeopardizing the other things in the bill 
which it is important to preserve. 

Mr. GEORGE. I do not think we 
could. If I felt that we could, I should 
be glad to do so. It would simply be 
necessary to have a vote, and if the Sen- 
ate wants to vote for it under the cir- 
cumstances, I of course would be bound 
by it. I know that if we were now to 
extend the period within which we were 
going to permit the releases of these life 
estates, we would be met with such op- 
position that the conferees on the part 
of the House would not give us full con- 
sideration on the basis of the matters 
we have considered. I am sure of it. 

Mr. ECTON. Mr. President, I may say 
that it is my recollection that when the 
Senate passed the previous tax bill, the 
original intention of the Senate was not 
to include any limitation at all. It was 


iron out the situation before long, and 


that all those who had made trusts pre- 


vious to 1931 would be passing on as the 
years rolled by, and that time would take 


care of the situation. But on account of 


the fact that certain Members from the 
House refused to go along, the cut-off 
‘date now contained in the law was ac- 
cepted as a compromise, 

In view of the past history of this 


‘situation, I felt it appropriate to offer 
the amendment, and that was my rea- 


‘son for doing so. But I may state that. 


I have the greatest and deepest respect 


and affection for the very able and dis- 
tinguished chairman of the Finance 


Committee of the Senate, and I person- 


‘ally do not want to urge this matter un- 
duly. I do not wish to cause him any, 
„undue concern about taking it to con- 
ference, and I am most reluctant even 
to force it to a vote, because I realize 
the Senator’s prestige in the Senate and 
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his authority in these matters, and the 
record of the past few days shows that 
the Senate has stood behind his recom- 
mendations and his desires and wishes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of 
the Senator from Montana has expired. 

Mr. ECTON. Mr. President, I ask per- 
mission to include as part of my remarks 
a justification of this amendment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection? 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 


_ Recorp, as follows: 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR ECTON IN SUPPORT OF 
PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO SECTION 607 OF 
H. R. 4478, Pace 345, LINE 8, BY STRIKING 
Our “JANUARY 1, 1951” AND INSERTING IN 
LIEU THEREOF “THE DATE OF ENACTMENT OF 
THE REVENTS Act or 1951” 


In enacting sections 7 and 8 of the Tech- 
nical Changes Act of 1949 with respect to the 
taxation of the estates of persons who prior 
to March 4, 1931, had created trusts in which 
they retained a life interest, Congress ex- 
pressly provided that the principals of such 
trusts should not be included in the estates 
of persons (1) who died prior to January 1, 
1950, or (2) who prior to January 1, 1951, 
released such retained life estate. 

Section 607 of H, R. 4473, as reported by 
the Senate Finance Committee proposes to 
amend the code so that the principal of such 
trust should not be included in the estate 
of persons, (1) who died prior to January 1, 
1951, or (2) prior to January 1, 1951, released 
such life estate. 

The thought back of such provision is that 
since the creator of such a trust had, by the 
provisions of the Technical Changes Act of 
1949, been given the right to release said 
life estate tax free until January 1, 1951, the 
principal of such trusts should not be taxed 
if due to disability or advanced age they 
were unable to release the life estate and 
had died prior to January 1, 1951. 

It is submitted that equitably the estate 
of anyone, who because of disability or ad- 
vanced years was unable to release said life’ 
estate, should certainly not be subjected to 
the tax if he or she died prior to the passage’ 
of the Revenue Act of 1951 (i. e., H. R. 4473). 

The Senate in its version of the Technical 
Changes Act of 1949 would have exempted 
all trusts with retained life estates created 
prior to March 4, 1931, no matter when the 
death occurred and no matter whether there 
had prior to the death been a release of 
such life estate. 

. The conference on said act effected a com- 
promise exempting such trusts only if (1) 
the death occurred prior to January 1, 1950, 
or (2) the decedent released the life estate 
prior to January 1, 1951. 

It is submitted that this compromise over- 
looked the fact that since by hypothesis these 
trusts had to be created prior to March 4. 
1931, many of the life tenants involved would 
be under disability or of advanced age, and 
thus unable to release life estates. Actually, 
it would be fairer to exempt all such persons 
no matter when they died and without any 
limitation of release of life estate. At the 
very least, however, the time should be ex- 
tended for persons who died prior to the 
passage of the 1951 Revenue Act, and espe- 
cially in the case where a person who, due, 
to disability or advanced age, could not have 
secured the exemption by the release of the 
life estate prior to his or her death, 


SPECIFIC CASE 


Attention is directed to the case of a 
woman who died of cancer in July 1951 at 
the age of 81 years and who had been op- 
erated on for cancer in 1948 (which was 
before the decision in the Church case on 
January 17, 1949, and before the date of the 
passage of the Technical Changes Act of 1949 
on October 25, 1949), This decedent 
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placed all her assets in trust in 1929 in 
reliance with the law that the retention 
of the life estate would not subject her estate 
to Federal estate tax. Not until the decision 
of the Supreme Court in the Church case 
in January 1949 was there any indication 
that such a trust would be subjected to tax. 
Congress itself felt that the situation was 
so inequitable that relief should be granted. 

At the time the trust was created, the 
woman was 58 years of age. At the time of 
the operation for cancer in 1948 she was 78 
years of age, and at the time of the decision 
in the Church case in January 1949 she was 
79 years of age. 

The trust consisted of all her assets, and 
she retained only u life estate, the remainder 
going to other members of her family upon 
her death. Some of the beneficiaries are 
minors with whom no arrangement could 
be made with respect to the disposition of 
the life estate, even if she had not been under 
a disability and of advanced age. 

It is submitted in such a case that relief 
should be granted, and this could be accom- 
plished by the proposed amendment to sec- 
tion 607 of H. R. 4473. 


Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, is 
there any time remaining to anyone on 
this amendment? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena- 
tor from Georgia has 9 minutes. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Will the Senator 
from Georgia let me have just a mo- 
ment? 

Mr. GEORGE. I am very glad to yield 
to the Senator. 

Mr. MILLIKIN, There is but one 
point I wished to develop. I have not 
had a chance to consult with the Sena- 
tor, and I do not know whether he is 
going ahead to put the amendment to a 
vote or not, but if the Senator from 
Montana should accept the judgment of 
the distinguished Senator from Georgia 
might we assure the Senator from Mon- 
tana that thé matter will be carefully 
considered by our committee prior to the 
next tax bill, which is inevitable? 

.Mr. GEORGE. I certainly would be 
willing to do so. My reason for being 
so reluctant to take the amendment to 
conference is that once we have a com- 
mitment by the conferees from the 
House against us it will not be possible 
tc look into many worthy cases which 
are going to be affected by this precise 
statute. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. My impression is 
that there is a good deal of equity in the 
case of the Senator from Montana. 

Mr. GEORGE. I think so, and there 
certainly will be an opportunity, and 
we shall be very glad to look into it. In 
fact, there are bills affecting the subject 
now pending before the committee, I 
think, which we could take time to look 
into during the remainder of this year 
or very early in January. 

Mr. MILLIKIN, I think it would be 
very constructive and just if we gave 
the amendment attention in connection 
with some other bill to which we could 
appropriately attach it. j 

Mr. GEORGE. That could be done, 
and I should be very glad to do it, and 
I hope the Senator will put into the 
Recorp the full statement of fact so that 
we shall be able to study this case and 
arrive at a conclusion which we can 
justify. 
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The VICEPRESIDENT. The question 
is on agreeing to the amendment of the 
Senator from Montana [Mr. Ecton]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill is 
open to further amendment. If there be 
no further amendment to be offered, the 
question is on the engrossment of the 
amendments and the third reading of the 
bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed, and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
is, shall the bill pass? Under the limita- 
tion provided in the unanimous consent 
agreement, there are 2 hours of debate 
on the bill, the time to be controlled by 
the Senator from Georgia and the Sena- 
tor from Massachusetts. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 


Aiken Hoey Morse 
Benton Holland Mundt 
Brewster Humphrey Murray 
Bricker Hunt Neely 
Capehart Ives Nixon 
Carlson Jenner O'Conor 
Case Johnson, Colo. Pastore 
Clements Johnson, Tex. Robertson 
Connally Johnston, S. C. Russell 
Cordon Kefauver Saltonstall 
Dirksen Kerr Schoeppel 
Douglas Knowland Smathers 
Lehman Smith, Maine 

Dworshak Lodge Smith, N. J 
Ecton Magnuson Smith, N. Ç. 
Ellender Malone Spar 
Ferguson Martin Stennis 

ar Maybank Thye 
Pulbright McCarran Underwood 
George McClellan Watkins 
Gillette McFarland Welker 
Green McKellar Wiley 
Hayden McMahon Williams 
Hendrickson Millikin Young 
Hennings Monroney 
Hill Moody 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HILL 
in the chair). A quorum is present, 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I ask for the yeas and nays on the pas- 
sage of the bill. 


«= The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 


bill having been read the third time, the 
time is in control of the Senator from 
> Georgia [Mr. GeorcE] and the Senator 
from Massachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL]. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Massachusetts yield 
me 1 minute? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield 1 minute 
to the Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I am 
going to vote against the bill, because I 
do not think it will raise sufficient rev- 
enue. I should like to read a quotation 
which I shall identify when I have 
finished: 

It has been suggested by some that I 
should give my approval to this bill on the 
ground that having asked the Congress for 
a loaf of bread to take care of this war for 
the sake of this and succeeding generations, 
I should be content with a small piece of 
crust. I might have done so if I had not 
noted that the small piece of crust con- 
tained so many extraneous and inedible ma- 

> terials, 
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Mr. President, that was in the veto 
message of Franklin D. Roosevelt in con- 
nection with the Revenue Act of 1943 
transmitted to the Congress on February 
22, 1944, and it describes my feelings to- 
ward the pending bill. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Massachusetts yield 
me 2 minutes? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield the Sen- 
ator from New York 2 minutes. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, after 
careful reflection, I have decided to vote 
against this bill. In association with 
some of my colleagues, with like motives, 
I should like to protest with my vote 
that this bill, in my opinion, is so inade- 
quate and so inequitable that I cannot 
vote for it. 

The Government needs large addi- 
tional revenues in order to avoid a stag- 
gering deficit which might threaten our 
entire economic structure. I had hoped 
that the amount proposed to be raised 


under the tax bill would be more than 


doubled. The bill, whatever the motives 
of its architects, which, of course, I do 
not question, is, I believe, an inadequate 
measure. Great labors, for which I am 
grateful, have been devoted to it. The 
result of these labors, however, is a tax 
bill which creates a heavy burden, un- 
equally distributed and shot through 
with special supports, special relief, and 
special privilege. 

Since I consider the pending bill in- 
adequate and inequitable, I feel com- 
pelled to vote against it. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Massachusetts yield 
me a minute? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield 2 min- 
utes to the Senator from Indiana. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Indiana is recognized for 
2 minutes. 

Mr, CAPEHART. Mr. President, I 
congratulate the Senate Finance Com- 
mittee for what I consider to be an ex- 
cellent accomplishment under difficult 
circumstances, in reporting the bill upon 
which the Senate is about ready to vote. 
It is a good bill, but I shall vote against 
it because, in my honest opinion, what 
we should have done was what we should 
do before the session adjourns, namely, 
cut expenses by anywhere from $10,000,- 
000,000 to $15,000,000,000, which would 
make tax increases unnecessary. I 
shall vote against the bill not because it 
is not a good tax bill, but because I think 
the proper thing to do, and what would 
be in the best interests of the Nation, is 
to cut expenditures, which would make 
it unnecessary to increase the tax load 
on the American people at this time. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr, President, will 
the Senator from Massachusetts yield 
me 4 minutes? 

Mr.SALTONSTALL. I yield the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota 4 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Minnesota is recognized for 
4 minutes. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
earlier this evening, during a period of 
limitation on debate, when I requested 
15 minutes to a side on the so-called 
split-income amendment, there was some 
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comment as to the surtax and the basis 
of the respective tax schedules for mar- 
ried individuals and for single individu- 
als. I believe it was the senior Senator 
from Florida [Mr. HoLLAND] who made 
note of the fact that on incomes of 
$4,000 to $6,000, under the table as 
printed on page 2, the surtax would be 
$720, and under the table on page 3, in 
the case of married couples with incomes 
over $4,000 but not over $5,000, the sur- 
tax would be $860. I pointed out that 
the second table did not eliminate in- 
come splitting, 

What I now desire to point out is that 
the $4,000 to $5,000 figure must be di- 
vided by 2, and thereby taken back to 
the second schedule in the table, namely, 
$2,000 but not over $3,000, with a surtax 
of $360. Three hundred and sixty times 
two is 720, which is exactly what the sur- 
tax would be, under the table, for single 
people, 

I was at that time chastised and very 
severely criticized for making a so-called 
ridiculous proposal, namely, that I was 
putting a penalty upon the married 
couple. 

I have told the counsel for the Treas- 
ury Department to get the statement 
verified, because at the time I did not 
have an opportunity to reply. Regard- 
less of the merits of the issue, I merely 
want the record to be clear. 

Mr. President, I wish to say a very few 
words with reference to the bill. I know 
this has been an extended debate, and I 
have certainly contributed to the exten- 
sion of it, but I want my colleagues to 
know that never in my life have I tried 
to do a more sincere job on one piece of 
legislation than on this particular bill. 
I know of no bill which has been before 
the Senate that is more important than 
is this tax bill. We have had our honest 
differences of opinion. I do not impute 
any evil motives to any Member of the 
Senate. There are Members of this body 
who have differences of opinion on many 
issues. 

I felt very strongly about the bill, and 
I spent more than 2 months of hard la- 
bor analyzing, first, the House bill, and 
whatever I could get in terms of infor- 
mation from the Senate Finance Com- 
mittee. During the period of that anal- 
ysis I became convinced that there were 
certain things that should be done, one 
of which was to see to it it that the retro- 
active date for corporation taxes must 
be January 1. 

Mr. President, I congratulate the Sen- 
ator from Michigan [Mr. Moopy] for 
what I think was a brilliant analysis of 
the bill before us. 

I still feel that the capital-gains struc- 
ture cannot remain at 25 percent and be 
called an equitable tax structure. 

Regardless of what the depletion al- 
lowances may be in the present law, a 
further extension of them to noncritical 
and nonstrategic materials is uncalled 
for and unwarranted. Brilliant argu- 
ments have been made for the depletion 
allowance for gas and oil under existing 
rates, but no one can make a brilliant 
argument, in my opinion, for the in- 
creasing of the depletion allowance or 
the extension thereof. 
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I conclude by saying that I believe 
this bili has more loopholes in it than 
has any other bill that has ever been 
before the Senate. I feel that this bill 
does not fall fairly on all, based on the 
principle of the ability to pay. 

Iam compelled by a sense of deep sin- 
cerity, and, I may say, with some re- 
morse and heartfelt regret, to say that 
I shall be obliged to vote “nay” on the 
passage of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Minnesota has 
expired. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Massachusetts grant 
me 1 minute to conclude? . 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield 1 min- 
ute to the Senator from Minnesota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Minnesota is recognized 
for an additional minute. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. As the chairman 
of the Finance Committee has said in 
this debate, I know there are certain 
items in conference. I know that when 
they go to conference the conferees on 
the part of the Senate are going to try 
to adjust those items. I plead with the 
chairman of the committee and the 
other conferees on the part of the Sen- 
ate who go with him to try to adjust the 
effective date of the corporate tax, to try 
to adjust, if you please, along the House 
lines, the capital-gains provision, and try 
to adjust some of the other provisions in 
the bill that pertain to the excess-prof- 
its-tax schedule. On that basis I look 
forward to being able to support the con- 
ference report, but until then I must vote 
“nay” on the passage of the tax bill. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, I 
yield 3 minutes to the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. FERGUSON]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Michigan is recognized for 
3 minutes. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Michigan feels that he 
cannot vote for this bill. He feels that 
he cannot place a heavier tax burden on 
the people of this country, as would be 
done by the passage of the bill. That 
burden will be placed on the people be- 
cause of the extravagance and wasteful- 
ness in the expenditure of moneys ap- 
propriated, extravagance and wasteful- 
ness on the part of the administration. 

Mr. President, the Senator from 
Michigan is of the opinion that the sur- 
est way for this country to defeat itself 
is to overtax and overburden the people 
by extravagant expenditures. There is 
fear that the Soviets will win their vic- 
tory over America and her allies by 
reason of the fact that America and her 
allies will spend themselves into bank- 
ruptcy. They are taking money from 
their people which the people cannot af- 
ford to pay. 

The surest road to socialism is to over- 
tax the people; to take the money that 
the people earn away from them on the 
theory that the Government can spend 
it better. And when the public trough 


runs dry, as it surely will, Government 
will say: We are partners in your busi- 


ness. You are not able to give us enough 


money to run our Government. There- 
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fore, it is necessary for us to take over 
the business.” 

Mr. President, all we have to do is to 
look at the British Empire, and to other 
socialist governments around the world, 
and we will discover that we have politi- 
cal royalists who are living on the fat 
of the land and taking from the people 
that which they cannot afford to pay. 

Mr. President, I cannot tax the people 
to support the extravagant expenditures 
now being put upon them, and for which 
appropriations are being made. I believe 
an amount can be cut from the ap- 
propriations so that we will not have any 
deficit, even though we do not pass this 
tax bill 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I merely wanted to 
ask the Senator a question, and I do not 
ask it facetiously or politically. We all 
know the reason for the tax bill is mili- 
tary appropriations. Only 17 percent of 
the tax dollar is taken up by the regular 
functions of government. T should like 
to cut the cost of Government, but I am 
wondering where the Senator would cut 
it. Are we against the military appro- 
priations or are we for them? When 
the Senator speaks of extravagance I as- 
sume he speaks of the 17 percent for the 
regular expenditures of the Government. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Massachusetts yield me 
sufficient time to answer the question? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield the Sen- 
ator from Michigan one more minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Michigan is recognized for 
an additional minute. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Michigan is not satisfied 
that at this time it is essential to in- 
crease the taxes in the amount carried 
in the bill by $5,000,000,000. The Sena- 
tor from Michigan believes we can get 
along without that and be prepared as 
well as though we did not make this tax 
increase, beeause there are such bottle- 
necks in the machine-tool industry, for 
example, that we cannot spend all the 
money appropriated in the military ap- 
propriation bill which is now in confer- 
ence even if we want to do so. There 
are several places in the military, as well 
as in other parts of the Government 
where we can cut down on spending. 
The Hoover Commission pointed out the 
way. So we do not need certain appro- 
priations. For the present year, 1952, 
we can balance the budget if we desire 
to, not by raising taxes, but by cutting 
expenses. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. But the Senator 
would agree that if we could stop the 
stupid business called war we would not 
have to worry about a tax bill or any 
other kind of taxation for the American 
people to meet the costs of Government, 
The appropriations have to be made be- 
cause of the military situation. I agree 


that we may be able to cut at that point. 


Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator from 


Michigan does not agree that it is all on 


the military. We have been brought to 
what is called this stupid business of 
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war” by the unwise policies of our Gov- 
ernment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Michigan has 
again expired. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, I 
yield 4 minutes to the Senator from Flor- 
ida [Mr. HOLLAND]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Florida is recognized for 
4 minutes. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator. I rise first to ex- 
press my very deep appreciation to the 
distinguished chairman of the Finance 
Committee, the ranking minority Mem- 
ber, and every other Member for their 
hard, unremitting and effective work. 
I think the bill, while not a perfect bill, 
has very much to commend it. I shall 
vote for it. I think its going into effect 
will be a needed step to better supply 
our Government with financial strength 
in time of need, as well as a necessary 
part of the effective battle against infla- 
tion which we are all trying to wage at 
this time. 

Mr. President, there are many good 
features in this bill which have not been 
commented upon. I am sorry that the 
time limitation prevents me from doing 
any more than to call attention to a pro- 
vision which I have not heard mentioned 
and that is the change of the capital 
gains tax as it applies to a citrus grove, 
an apple orchard, or any other farming 
property in this Nation when it is sold, 
after ownership of more than 6 months, 
as a property with an unharvested crop 
on it. 

Under the very unwise rulings, it 
seems to me, of the Internal: Revenue 
Bureau, such a sale has been regarded 
as a double sale, and the tax authorities 
have forced a division which did not 
exist at all in the minds of those who 
made the sale and the purchase—an 
artificial division o? the sale of the real 
estate from the sale of the unharvested 
crop. Under the amendment which is 
placed in the bill, if the property has 
been held 6 months that result will no 
longer be permitted, but, instead, the sale 
will be treated just as it has actually 
existed, as a single sale of a developed 
property with a feature on it, an un- 
harvested crop, which entered into that 
single sale without the artificial han- 
dling required in some jurisdictions un- 
der the present rule, which, by the way, 
is not uniformly approved by the courts. 
Some courts have approved the rule of 
the Internal Revenue Bureau and some 
have frowned upon it. The result of the 
amendment is to make uniform this 
matter and to give a fair deal to our ag- 
ricultural people all over the Nation. 

I call attention to the fact, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that this is a matter which does 
not generally concern the very rich peo- 
ple. This is something that applies to 
the farmers, small and large, who will 
be permitted to sell their properties now 
with security, whereas they have been 
denied that security under the law as 
it is now mistakenly enforced. 

I may say that I appreciate the fact 
that those Senators who have attacked 
all other changes in the capital gains 
law, or at least most of them, have by 


their failure to do so in this case shown 
their approval of this particular change 
in the law. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield, if I may be 
granted one more minute. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield an ad- 
ditional minute to the Senator from 
Florida. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I 
merely want to say that I am sure all the 
members of the committee were im- 
pressed, as I was impressed, with the very 
able presentation of the subject by the 
distinguished Senator from Florida. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the distin- 
guished Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. President, my good friend the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPH- 
REY] has made some reference to the 
comment which I made, which I believe 
to be completely true comment, this af- 
ternoon, and it was based on the advice 
theretofore given to me by the head of 
the staff of the Joint Committee on Tax- 
ation, with reference to the effect that 
would have been produced by the adop- 
tion of the two tables included in the 
amendment of the distinguished Sena- 
tor, known as his amendment to take the 
benefits out of the split income provision, 
In order that those who read the RECORD 
may judge for themselves, I ask unani- 
mous consent at this time that the en- 
tire portion of that amendment, begin- 
ning with section 101 on line 4 of the 
first page of the amendment, and ex- 
tending through the second table, or 
down to section 102, may be at this time 
be printed in the Rrcorp as a part of my 
remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The matter referred to is as follows: 
Sec. 101. Increase in surtax of married per- 

sons. 

Section 12 (b) (relating to rates of surtax) 
is hereby amended to read as follows: 

“(b) Rates of surtax. 

“(1) Taxable years beginning after Decem- 
ber 31, 1951: In the case of taxable years be- 
ginning after December 31, 1951, there shall 
be levied, collected, and paid for each tax- 
able year upon the surtax net income of every 
individual (other than an individual to 
whom paragraph (2) applies) the surtax 
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“If the surtax net in- 
come is: 
Over $16,000 but not 
over $18,000. 


Over $18,000 but not 


SEPTEMBER 28 


The surtax shall be: 
$4,720, plus 47 per- 
cent of excess over 
$16,000. 
$5,660, plus 50 per- 


over $20,000, cent of excess over 
$18,000. 

Over $20,000 but not $6,660, plus 53 per- 

over $22,000. cent of excess over 
$20,000. 

Over $22,000 but not $7,720, plus 56 per- 

over $26,000. cent of excess over 
$22,000. 

Over $26,000 but not $9,960, plus 59 per- 

over $32,000. cent of excess over 
$26,000. 

Over $32,C00 but not $13,500, plus 62 per- 

over $38,000. cent of excess over 
$32,000. 

Over $38,000 but not $17,220, plus 66 per- 

over $44,000. cent of excess over 
$38,000. 

Over $44,000 but not $21,180, plus 69 per- 

over 850,000. cent of excess over 
$44,000. 

Over $50,000 but not $25,320, plus 72 per- 

over $60,000. cent of excess over 
000. 

Over $60,000 but not $32,520, plus 75 per- 

over $70,000. cent of excess over 
$60,000. 

Over $70,000 but not $40,020, plus 78 per- 

over $80,000. cent of excess over 
$70,000. 

Over $80,000 but not $47,820, plus 81 per- 

over $90,000. cent of excess over 
$80,000. 

Over $90,000 but not $55,920, plus 84 per- 

over $100,000. cent of excess over 
$90,000. 

Over $100,000 but $64,320, plus 86 per- 


not over $150,000. 


Over $150,000 but 
not over $200,000. 


Over $200,000__.... 


“(2) Taxable years 


cent of excess over 
$100,000, 
$107,320, plus 87 
percent of excess 
over $150,000. 
$150,820, plus 88 
percent of excess 
over $200,000, 


beginning after De- 


cember 31, 1951; individuals qualified to file 
joint returns: In the case of taxable years 
beginning after December 31, 1951, there 
shall be levied, collected, and paid for each 
taxable year upon the surtax net income of 
every individual qualified to file a joint re- 
turn under section 51 (b), whether or not 
such individual files a joint return with his 
spouse, the surtax shown in the following 
table: 


“If the surtax net in- 


shown in the following table: 


“If the surtax net in- 
come is: 
Not over $2,000____. 


Over $2,000 but not 
over $4,000. 


Over $4,000 but not 
over $3,000. 


Over $6,000 but not 
over $8,000. 


Over $8,000 but not 
over $10,000. 


Over $10,000 but not 
over $12,000. 


Over $12,000 but not 
over $14,000. 


Over $14,000 but not 
over $16,000. 


The surtax shall be: 


17 percent of the 


surtax net in- 
come. 

8340, plus 19 percent 
of excess over 
$2,000. 

$720, plus 23 percent 
of excess over 
$4,000. 


$1,180, plus 27 per- 
cent of excess over 
$6,000. 

$1,720, plus 31 per- 
cent of excess over 


$8,000. 

$2,340, plus 35 per- 
cent of excess over 
$10,000. 

$3,040, plus 40 per- 
cent of excess over 
$12,000. 

$3,840, plus 44 per- 
cent of excess over 
$14,000. 


come is: 
Not over 81.000 - 


Over $1,000 but not 
over $2,000. 


Over $2,000 but not 
over $3,000. 


Over $3,000 but not 
over $4,000. 


Over $4,000 but not 
over $5,000. 


Over $5,000 but not 
over $6,000. 


Over $6,000 but not 
over $7,000. 


Over $7,000 but not 
over $8,000. 


Over $8,000 but not 
over $9,000. 


The surtax shall be: 

17 percent of the 
surtax net income, 

$170, plus 19 per- 
cent of excess over 
$1,000. 

$360, plus 23 per- 
cent of excess over 
$2,000. 

$590, plus 27 per- 
cent of excess over 
$3,000. 

$860, plus 31 per- 
cent of excess over 
4,000. 

$1,170, plus 35 per- 
cent of excess over 
$5,000. 

$1,520, plus 40 per- 
cent of excess over 
$6,000. 

$1,920, plus 44 per- 
cent of excess over 
$7,000. 

$2,360, plus 47 per- 
cent of excess over 
$8,000. 


1951 


“If the surtax net in- 


come is: The surtax shall be: 


Over $9,000 but not 
over 810,000. 


Over $10,000 but not 
over 811,000. 


Over $11,000 but not 
over $13,000. 


$2,830, plus 50 per- 
cent of excess over 
$9,000. 

$3,330, plus 53 per- 
cent of excess over 
$10,000. 

$3,860, plus 56 per- 
cent of excess over 
$11,000. 


Over $13,000 but not $4,980, plus 59 per- 

over $16,000, cent of excess over 
$13,000. 

Over $16,000 but not $6,750, plus 62 per- 

over $19,000. cent of excess over 
$16,000. 

Over $19,000 but not $8,610, plus 66 per- 

over $22,000. cent of excess over 
$19,000. 

Over $22,000 but not $10,590, plus 69 per- 

over $25,000. cent of excess over 
$22,000. 

Over $25,000 but not $12,660, plus 72 per- 

over $30,000. cent of excess over 
$25,000. 

Over $30,000 but not $16,260, plus 75 per- 

over $35,000. cent of excess over 
$30,000. 

Over $35,000 but not $20,010, plus 78 per- 

over $40,000. cent of excess over 


Over $40,000 but not 
over $45,000, 


$35,000. 

$23,910, plus 81 per- 
cent of excess over 
$40,000. 


Over $45,000 but not $27,960, plus 84 per- 
over $50,000, cent of excess over 
$45,000. 
Over $50,000 but not $32,160, plus 86 per. 
over $75,000. cent of excess over 
$50,000. 
Over $75,000 but not $53,660, plus 87 per- 
over $100,000, cent of excess over 
8 $75,000. 
Over $100,000_..... $75,410, plus 88 per- 
cent of excess over 
$100,000." 


Mr. HOLLAND. In closing I repeat 
the statement I made this afternoon, 
which I believe to be a true statement, 
that that amendment, if it should be- 
come law, would create the following 
condition: Assume the case of two per- 
sons, a man and a woman, each with an 
earning capacity or net income subject 
to surtax of $4,000. Under this provi- 
sion, if it had gone into effect, according 
to the first table on page 2, they would 
have paid a surtax of $720 each, or a 
joint amount of $1,440. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of 
the Senator from Florida has expired. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, if I 
may be allowed 20 seconds longer, if the 
same two individuals were wed, they 
would have to pay a surtax of $860 each, 
or an added amount of $140 each, or an 
added amount jointly of $280, which, by 
whatever name we call it, is a penalty 
upon marriage. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I yield 4 minutes to the junior Senator 
from Maine [Mrs. SMITH]. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine, Mr. President, 
I wish to read to the Senate a news item 
from the Washington Evening Star of 
today. It makes me wonder just how 
much of the taxes we are voting to take 
from the little people, the small-income 
people of our country, to provide for the 
executive branch of our Government 
luxurious offices, offices which have such 
living facilities as shower baths and 
built-in clothes chests. I wonder how 
much of the $60,000,000,000-plus defense 
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appropriations goes for this type of thing 
rather than for provisions for our 


soldiers who are fighting, living, and dy- 


ing in the mud of the hills of Korea. 
ya read a portion of the article referred 


A new color motif has come to the Penta- 
gon in the form of a blue room for Assistant 
Secretary of the Army Eárle D. Johnson. 

Workmen have just completed some 5 
weeks of toil in carving out the spacious 
office suite. 

The blue room actually consists of three 
large offices, plus an entrance lobby from 
which the Johnson entourage will be able to 
view an outer office through a beautiful arch- 
way, which is a rarity even in the Pentagon. 

The main office is painted in what one 
painter called infantry. blue, explaining 
that it is similar to the scarves worn by the 
famed ceremonial Third Infantry Regiment 
at Fort Meyer. The outer rooms are done in 
a lighter tone of blue. 

To bring about this miracle workmen tore 
out several partitions and built new ones. 

They have provided Mr. Johnson with a 
commodious dressing room, replete with 
built-in clothes chest and full-length hang- 
ing closet. Off this lies the bathroom with 
a full tile shower compartment. 


Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the remainder of the article be 
printed in the Recor at this point as a 
part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the remain- 
der of the article was ordered to be 
printed in the Recor, as follows: 


Officials could not give an estimate of the 
cost of this uperation, but the square foot- 
age is about the equivalent of that in a 
moderate two- or three-bedroom house. The 
main office dimensions are 30 to 22 feet. 

It is located right off the Mall entrance, 
commanding a view of Memorial Bridge. 

Said the Army, in answer to a reporter’s 
query: 

“The move is being made to bring Mr. 
Johnson physically closer to G-1 (personnel 
division) people with whom he does con- 
siderable work as Assistant Secretary in 
Charge of Army Manpower and Personnel. 
Also it will make him more convenient to 
the Office of Secretary of Defense personnel 
people.” 

Mr. Johnson now is located some 175 paces 
down the hall on the same floor. 

It also was explained that Mr. Johnson’s 
new location would be directly below that 
of his superior, Army Secretary Pace, thus 
cutting in one-fifth the distance between 
those two offices. 

The spokesman also maintained that the 
Assistant Secretary was not getting in his 
new offices a more elaborate lay-out than he 
was entitled to and added that others in 
similar positions had like suites. 

Officials also disclosed that new offices soon 
will be provided for former Secretary of De- 
fense George C. Marshall, who as a five-star 
general is entitled to office space along 
with several aides, and for Gen. Dwight D. 
Eisenhower when he makes trips here for 
conferences. 

There are some thirty thousand workers 
in the Pentagon. An official said an average 
of 83 square feet per person is provided the 
workers, but in some cases it has been neces- 
sary to reduce this to 50 square feet. 

The new Johnson office reminded observers 
of the thousands of dollars spent on the se- 
curity-tight Pentagon offices once built for 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff. They were aban- 
doned before they were even occupied when 
the then Secretary of Defense, Louis John- 
son, decided it would be a better arrange- 
ment for the top military planners to be 
located directly below his office. 
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The original Joint Chiefs’ offices were 
planned before Mr. Johnson himself moved 
his offices from the Mall entrance to the river 
entrance, previously occupied by the Army 
Secretary and containing a private elevator 
from the basement. 

While the Earle D. Johnson suite is a 
pretty elaborate affair, it does not contain 
the private kitchen and dining room pro- 
vided for the Secretary of Defense. 


Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. Presi- 
dent, it is with a great deal of reluctance 
that I have decided to cast my vote for 
the pending bill. Time and time again 
I have cast my vote for economy amend- 
ments on appropriation bills, only to be 
on the losing side. 

This news item confirms all the more 
my conviction that we must stop this 
wasteful spending at the sacrifice of the 
taxpayers. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Massachusetts yield 1 min- 
ute to me? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I yield 1 minute to the Senator from Min- 
nesota. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, the re- 
port which has just been given to us by 
the junior Senator from Maine relative 
to an expensive alteration of rooms into 
what might be called de luxe living 
quarters is more evidence that we need 
a watchdog committee, a committee 
which will examine the expenditures not 
only month by month, but day by day, 
so that we can put a stop to just such 
extravagances as have been referred to 
by the able and distinguished junior 
Senator from Maine. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I yield 3 minutes to the Senator from 
Oregon (Mr. MORSE]. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, on two 
occasions during the course of this de- 
bate I have spoken against this tax bill. 
At those times I was speaking when I 
thought there was still hope that the 
bill could be amended so that it would 
apply the principle of equality of sacri- 
fice among all groups of taxpayers. 

In my opinion this bill falls so far 
short of applying the principle of equal- 


» ity of sacrifice to all groups of taxpayers 


in accordance with their ability to pay 
that I cannot in good conscience vote 
for the bill, and therefore I shall vote 
against it. 

I am speaking as one who feels that 
he has only an honest and sincere differ- 
ence of opinion with one of the great 
statesmen of this body, the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. GEORGE]; but in voting 
against this bill I share the view ex- 
pressed yesterday by the distinguished 
junior Senator from New York [Mr, 
LEHMAN], when he said: 

I say that I believe the bill, as it now 
stands, favors men of high incomes, corpora- 
tions, and others, and discriminates against 
the man of small and moderate income. 


I am perfectly willing to let the voters 
of the State of Oregon decide whether 
or not the junior Senator from Oregon is 
worthy of the seat in the Senate which he 
holds, in the light of his views on what 
the tax structure of the country ought 
to be. 

I wish to say that the responsibility for 
economy in Government rests with the 
Congress of the United States. It is no 
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justification for this bill, Mr. President, 
to say that there are some uneconomic 
policies being followed by the adminis- 
trative branch of the Government. Let 
the Congress assume its responsibility of 
cutting out waste; but at the same time 
let it not justify its failure to pass a tax 
bill which will raise the funds necessary 
to protect the economy of the Nation and 
give us the security we need in the criti- 
cal years ahead by the alibi that there 
are wastes in some of the administrative 
branches of the Government. 

I have spent most of the past 2 days 
in a careful study of the figures sub- 
mitted to the Johnson Subcommittee on 
Military Preparedness of the Armed 
Services Committee, dealing with the 
profits of some 187 corporations. Those 
corporations are now exploiting the 
American people with profits in percent- 
ages ranging from one and one-half to 
three times the profits they made at the 
height of World War II. There is no 
equality of sacrifice in that kind of profit- 
taking out of the Korean war. There is 
no equality of sacrifice in that kind of 
corporate practice. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Oregon yield? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the 
Senator from Oregon yield to the Sen- 
ator from Michigan? 

Mr. MORSE. Not at the moment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Oregon declines to yield. 

Mr. MORSE. We had an opportunity 
when we came to revising the tax struc- 
ture by this bill to adopt some amend- 
ments which I think would have forced 
the powerful corporations of America 
to pay their fair share of the cost of the 
Korean war. 

Yes, Mr, President, not only do I stand 
for the principle that in times of great 
emergency we should draft profits as 
well as men, but I say that in this hour 
the Senate of the United States should 
take to conference a tax bill which drafts 
profits just as we are drafting men to 
fight the war. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 


The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of 


the Senator from Oregon has expired. 

Mr. MORSE. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield one ad- 
ditional minute to the Senator from 
Oregon. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
cannot yield if his time has expired. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield 1 min- 
ute more to the Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, the 
evidence which the Senator from Oregon 
has now presented to the Senate is that 
certain corporations have made enor- 
mous profits out of the Korean war. I 
assume, therefore, that the profits have 
been made on war orders. Does not that 
indicate that the services are paying ex- 
orbitant prices for the things they are 
buying, and that the people are being 
taxed for those enormous prices? 

Mr. MORSE. I assure the Senator 
from Michigan that under the leader- 
ship of the Senator from Texas [Mr. 
JOHNSON] our subcommittee, before it 
gets through with this investigation, 
will have on the carpet those responsible 


in the procurement agencies, as well as 
the heads of the corporations. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I thank the Sena- 
tor. I hope that will be accomplished. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, may 
I have half a minute to ask a question? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I yield 30 seconds to the Senator from 
Indiana. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Is it not a fact that, 
regardless of how much profit the com- 
panies may be making at the moment, 
under the Renegotiation Act which this 
Congress passed the excessive profits 
will be taken away from them? 

Mr. MORSE. That is one of the false 
assumptions and rationalizations which 
I have heard stated on the floor of the 
Senate for several months. The record 
will disclose that these corporations are 
adopting certain pyramiding tactics 
which permit them to get by with these 
profits. Some of us have tried by way 
of amendment to check the pyramiding 
tactics, but we have been defeated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time 
of the Senator from Oregon has expired. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, I 
yield 4 minutes to the Senator from 
Delaware. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent. to have inserted at 
this point in the Record a letter which 
I addressed to Mr. Frederick J; Lawton, 
Director, Bureau of the Budget, together 
with his reply and memorandum at- 
tached thereto. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

JuLy 10, 1951. 
Mr. FREDERICK J. LAWTON, 
Director, Bureau of the Budget, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dran Mn. LAwron: Will you please furnish 
me a breakdown by agencies of all savings 
as represented by budgetary requests or by 
reductions in personnel that have been 
achieved as a result of the adoption of the 


different recommendations of the Hoover 
Commission. 

I voted for these recommendations as em- 
bodied in the President’s numerous reor- 
ganization proposals with the understanding 
that substantial savings and a substantial 
reduction in Government personnel would be 
accomplished. So far I have been unable to 
find where a single department has reduced 
personnel or its budgetary request after be- 
ing reorganized. I am hoping that you will 
be able to point out some definite economies 
which I have overlooked. 

Yours sincerely, 
JOHN J. WILLIAMS. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., August 1, 1951. 
Hon. JOHN J. WILLIAMS, 
United States Senate, 
Š Washington, D. C. 

My Dran Senator WILLIAMS: This is in 
reply to your letter of July 10, 1951 asking 
for a breakdown by agencies of all savings 
as represented by budgetary requests or by 
reductions in personnel that have been 
achieved as a result of the adoption of the 
different recommendations of the Hoover 
Commission. 

Since this request covers the same ground 


as your questions at the hearings of the Sen- 


ate Finance Committee on June 29, 1951, I 
am enclosing a copy of the statement sup- 
plied to that committee. This statement 
discusses the problems involved in attempt- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


m 


SEPTEMBER 28 


ing to establish deiìnite savings and points 
to the reasons why it is not possible to sup- 
ply you with the typ of breakdown that you 
had in mind. 
Sincerely yours, 
F. J. LAWTON, 
Director. 


MATERIAL FOR SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE 


Although a substantial proportion of the 
recommendations of the Commission on Or- 
ganization of the Executive Branch have 
been put into effect, it is not feasible to 
make a reliable estimate of the total dollar 
savings resulting from those recommenda- 
tions. Because of the many factors in- 
volved, the Bureau of the Budget has not 
been able to calculate the precise savings 
resulting from Hoover Commission recom- 
mendations, nor has it felt justified in ask- 
ing the departments and agencies to under- 
take the extensive and costly research that 
would be required to compile such an esti- 
mate. The Hoover Commission itself very 
wisely declined to make an estimate of the 
over-all savings that would result from 
its recommendations. Although its “task 
forces” did make such estimates in some of 
their reports, the Commission itself men- 
tioned dollar figures for expected economies 
in only one instance. In spite of the fact 
that the Hoover Commission did not attempt 
to make an over-all estimate, various other 
organizations and individuals have made 
estimates of savings. However, we have not 
been able to find a single instance where 
such estimates are accompanied by infor- 
mation to support the claim of savings; nor 
have we, on our own investigation, been 
able to substantiate these claims. After 
careful analysis we conclude that while 
large sums of money can be saved by im- 
proved management in the executive branch, 
there is no valid basis for assertions that 
such amounts are readily measurable. To 
reduce Federal expenditures would require 
major reductions in, or elimination of, pro- 


grams specifically prescribed by law. i 


The paragraphs below outline several of 
the reasons why it is not feasible to iden- 
tify specific savings resulting from Hoover 
Commission recommendations: 

1. The major recommendations of the Hoo- 
ver Commission are aimed at more effective 
direction, control, and coordination of Fed- 
eral policies and programs. The basic pur- 


-pose of such recommendations is to improve 


the quality of service to the taxpayer—not 
necessarily to reduce appropriations at all. 
For example, the Hoover Commission recom- 
mended a grouping in the Department of 
Commerce of major nonregulatory transpor- 
tation activities of the Federal Government. 
The reorganization plans transferring the 
Bureau of Public Roads and the functions of 
the Maritime Commission to the Commerce 
Department, and the creation of an Under 
Secretary of Commerce for Transportation 
are all designed to achieve a unified and co- 
ordinated Federal program for transporta- 
tion. Although administrative savings may 
result from such arrangements to coordinate 
transportation activities, the major benefit to 
the public will be in the more effective de- 
velopment of our transportation system to 
meet the needs of commerce, industry, agri- 
culture, the general public, and national de- 
fense. 4 

2. The basic recommendations of the Hoos, 
ver Commission are concerned with establish-, 
ing an organization structure that will permit 
the agency head to improve the effectiveness, 
efficiency, and economy of his programs. The 
Commission recommended that there be a 
clear line of authority from the President to 
agency heads and from agency heads to their 
subordinates. Similarly the Commission rec- 
ommended that responsibility for internal 
administration of regulatory commissions be 
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vested in the chairman. The adoption of 
these recommendations does not, as such, 
produce identifiable savings. It provides a 
framework within which improvements can 
be made. Where tangible dollar savings do 
result, they are likely to occur as a part of the 
day-to-day operations improvements that 
take piace in any well-run organization. This 
continuing job of carrying out internal im- 
provements within the departments and 
agencies has been given emphasis under the 
President’s Management Program, which was 
initiated by Executive Order 10072 of July 29, 
1949. The management improvement pro- 
grams in the individual departments and 
agencies are constantly bringing about im- 
provements in quality of service, in the effec- 
tiveness of operations, and in the cost of do- 
ing business. Where dollar savings can be 
identified, they are usually the result of a 
long period of effort, with many people con- 
tributing to the final product. 

The Commerce Department is an example 
of such a management-improvement pro- 
gram. It recently was able to identify sav- 
ings of over $3,000,000 during an 18-month 
period, with an additional anticipated annual 
saving of nearly $3,000,000. However, no 
estimate was made as to the proportion of 
this saving which was made possible by 
adoption of Hoover Commission recommen- 
dations. ; 

In the Treasury Department examples of 
management-improvement-program sayings 
include: (a) During 1950 the Fiscal Service, 
working through the Fiscal Service Manage- 
ment Committee, effected management sav- 
ings totaling more than $6,000,000, includ- 
ing savings resulting from improvements in- 
itiated during the period 1947-49. (b) In 
the Bureau of Public Debt the reduction of 
five regional offices to three resulted in an 
annual saving of $250,000. (c) A depositary- 
receipt procedure was developed by the Bu- 
reau of Internal Revenue, in cooperation 
with the Fiscal Service, to cover employment 
taxes, as well as income taxes. For the half 
year the new procedure was in operation 
savings from elimination of compensation to 
the commercial banks amounted to $500,000, 
(d) Savings resulting from the moderniza- 
tion of the intaglio presses in the Bureau of 
Engraving and Printing, which will ulti- 
mately increase the output of currency by 
approximately 30 percent, are estimated at 
over $1,000,000 a year. (e) In the Bureau 
of Internal Revenue notable progress has 
been made in the utilization of time-saving 
operating equipment and in the development 
of more efficient procedures. Savings during 
fiscal year 1950 were estimated at 480 man- 
years, 

It should be emphasized that it is ex- 
tremely difficult, if not impossible to estab- 
lish a direct relationship between Hoover 
Commission recommendations and the sav- 
ings cited above. 

3. Undoubtedly the greatest difficulty in 
identifying specific savings is caused by the 
changing nature of Federal programs and 
agencies. Since Federal programs are de- 
signed to meet the needs of the public, 
changes in economic conditions, interna- 
tional developments, and other factors pro- 
duce a continuing series of changes in Fed- 
eral programs. New programs, changes in 
the scope of existing programs, in amount of 
workload, in the quality of service, in price 
levels, and in the supply of manpower and 
materials are among the variables that can 
affect the amount of money required to per- 
form a particular service for the public. 
For example, the program for unification of 
our Armed Forces has undoubtedly brought 
about great dollar savings. However, such 
savings are impossible to identify in a pe- 
riod when the demands of the defense emer- 
gency have increased military expenditures 
from $11,900,000,000 in fiscal year 1950 to an 
estimated $42,000,000,000 for 1952. In the 
process of formulating the military budget, 
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estimates of requirements take into account 
anticipated savings due to improved organi- 
zation, procedures, and methods. Similarly, 
in civilian agencies, each succeeding budget 
estimate takes into account the operating 
improvements that have been devised during 
the past year. Although the increased pro- 
ductivity from this continual tightening up 
of efficiency may not be apparent, the long- 
run effect is noticeable. For example, the 
Bureau of Internal Revenue from 1947 to 
1951 experienced a 5-percent increase in tax- 
payers, a 37-percent increase in investiga- 
tion work, and a 29-percent increase in reve- 
nue collections; yet through a series of op- 
erating improvements it was able to decrease 
its staff by 4.5 percent over the same period 
without impairing efficiency. 

The difficulty of identifying savings be- 
cause of the continual changes in Federal 
programs is also illustrated by the establish- 
ment of the General Services Administration, 


That agency, created pursuant to recom- ' 


mendations of the Hoover Commission, has 
initiated a number of programs to simplify 
or standardize Government procedures in the 
areas of procurement and property manage- 
ment. The scope of Federal procurement 
activities and hence the budget estimates, 
have greatly expanded to meet the needs of 
the defense mobilization program. Many 
savings haye, nevertheless, been made by 
the new agency. For example, negotiations 
with carriers for freight-rate adjustments 
produced savings of over $1,700,000 in 1950, 
use of long-term contracts and telephone 
engineering produced savings of $385,400, 
and establishment of records centers in four 
cities is estimated to have saved over 
$1,843,000. 

Pursuant to Hoover Commission recom- 
mendations, several studies of the adminis- 
tration of Territories under United States 
jurisdiction in the Pacific have been made. 
Although those studies have pointed the way 
to more efficient ways of administering the 
Territories, it is an extremely difficult ac- 
counting problem to determine the actual 
extent of savings. The Department of In- 
terior estimates that one study resulted in 
an annual saving to the Federal Govern- 
ment of over $2,000,000 by replacing ships 
and planes manned by naval personnel with 
civilian transport facilities administered un- 
der contract. It is estimated that the an- 
nual direct and indirect subsidies for operat- 
ing costs were reduced by about $1,000,000. 

Where a program is relatively stable, a 
comparison of the size of its budget before 
and after a reorganization sometimes can 
provide a rough indication of savings. For 
example, Reorganization Plan 22 of 1950 
transferred the Federal National Mortgage 
Association from the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation to the Housing and Home Fi- 
nance Agency. The primary purpose of that 
transfer was to assure that there would be 
close coordination between the secondary 


market operations of Federal National Mort- 


gage Association and national housing poli- 
cies. In addition, the administrative ex- 
pense of that program has been reduced 
by about $1,000,000 in a period when the 
portfolio of Government-held mortgages was 
increasing. 

4. Many programs are under way to im- 
prove the management of the executive 
branch. Although in many cases these ef- 
forts are benefiting from the suggestions or 
the impetus of the Hoover Commission, it 
should be pointed out that most of the im- 
provement efforts were initiated either prior 
to or independently of the Hoover Commis- 
sion recommendations. 

The joint accounting program, carried on 
by the General Accounting Office, the Treas- 
ury Department, and the Bureau of the 
Budget, in collaboration with all other ex- 
ecutive agencies, is an example of one of 
these programs. Illustrations of economies 
under this program include: (a) Savings of 
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nearly $1,000,000 by elimination in the Gen- 
eral Accounting Office of certain operations 
which were common to the General Account- 
ing Office and the Department. (b) 
At least $150,000 was saved by the revision 
of accounting for public debt coupon in- 
terest and related operating procedures in 
the Treasury Department. (c) In the Mari- 
time Administration (Commerce Depart- 
ment), revisions in procedures, as well as 
various reorganizations within the Division 
of Accounts and the accounting branches 
of the district offices, permitted in 1 year 
a reduction in accounting personnel from 
392 to 285 employees. (d) In the Bureau 
of Reclamation (Interior Department) a re- 
duction was made of 35 percent in positions, 
about $40,000 in payroll expense, in one op- 
eration alone in the Washington office of 
the bureau. (e) In the Department of De- 
fense the adoption of a simplified method of 
scheduling disbursements and collections on 
electrical accounting machines and revision 
of related procedures should result in the 
elimination of more than 100 clerical po- 
sitions in regional accounting offices in the 
Department of the Navy, with comparable 
savings possible in the field disbursing ac- 
tivities of the Department of the Army and 
Air Forces. 


Mr. WILLIAMS. I wish to read 
briefly a few paragraphs from my letter: 

Dran Mr. Lawton: Will you please fur- 
nish me a breakdown by agencies ofall sav- 
ings as represented by budgetary requests 
or by reductions in personnel that have 
been achieved as a result of the adoption 
of the different recommendations of the 
Hoover Commission. 7 

I voted for these recommendations as em- 
bodied in the President’s numerous reor- 
ganization proposals with the understand- 
ing that substantial savings and a substan- 
tial reduction in Government personnel 
would be accomplished. So far I have been 
unable to find where a single department 
has reduced personnel or its budgetary re- 
quest after being reorganized. I am hoping 
that you will be able to point out some defi- 
nite economies which I have overlooked. 


In reply I have received a breakdown 
showing that there has been a saving of 
$28,868,400. He said he believes that in 
the next year the savings may go up to 
$30,000,000. 

I quote a paragraph from his letter: 

The Hooyer Commission itself very wisely 
declined to make an estimate of the over-all 
savings that would result from its records. 
Although its “task forces” did make such es- 
timates in some of their reports, the Com- 
mission itself mentioned dollar figures for 
expected economies in only one instance. 


The letter goes on to say: 

The major recommendations of the Hoover 
Commission are aimed at more effective di- 
rection, control, and coordination of Federal 
policies and programs. The basic purpose of 
such recommendations is to improve the 
quality of service to the taxpayer—not neces- 
sarily to reduce appropriations at all. 


Mr. President, that statement is in di- 
rect contradiction to the spirit in which 
the reorganization plans were sent to 
the Senate, I quote from a letter which 
ex-President Herbert Hoover sent to the 
Senator from Massachusetts IMr. 
Lonce], in which Mr. Hoover pointed out 
that the savings from the reorganiza- 
tions should eventually approach $2,- 
000,000,000 annually, according to the 
estimates of the Commission’s task 
force. 
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The citizens’ committee which propa- 
gandized the reorganization plans to the 
American people claimed that Federal 
expenditures could be reduced by $5,500,- 
000,000 if the reforms were enacted. We 
have enacted over one-half of the rec- 
ommendations. I voted for most of 
them. Now Iam told that it was never 
the intention of the administration, 
when they sent the reorganization plans 
to the Senate, that they would embody 
any economies at all, but that they would 
only achieve a saving of $33,000,000. 

Mr. President, I am not voting for any 
tax increases for an administration 
vhich fools the American people like 
that. . 


LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM—ORDER FOR 
CALL OF THE CALENDAR ON MONDAY 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Georgia yield briefly 
to me? 

Mr. GEORGE, I yield to the Senator 
from Arizona. 

Mr. McFARLAND. First I desire to 
announce our program for next week if 
I may do so. On Monday we shall have 
a call of the calendar. I ask unanimous 
consent, Mr. President, that after the 
Senate convenes on Monday following 
the ad urnment, and after the morning 
hour, the calendar of unobjected-to bills 
be called. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. With a quorum 
call prior to the call of the calendar? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Any Sena- 
tor can make a point of no quorum. It 
is unnecessary to include the provision 
in a unanimous-consent agreement. 

The Senator from Arizona asks unani- 
mous consent that following the morn- 
ing hour, assuming that the Senate will 
adjourn tonight, the legislative calen- 
dar be called for the consideration of 
unobjected-to bills. Is there objection? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. McFARLAND. Yes. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Does the ma- 
jority leader plan to begin at the place 
in the calendar where we left off on the 
last call of the calendar? 

Mr. McFARLAND. Yes; 
left off on the last call. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I thank the 
Senator. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Following the 
completion of the call of the calendar 
on Monday, if time remains we shall 
take up Calendar No. 91, S. 337, a bill to 
amend the Public Health Service Act 
and the Vocational Educational Act of 
1946. Following disposition of that bill, 
we intend to take up Calendar No. 752, 
S. 2170, a bill to amend the Defense Pro- 
duction Act. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
there has been submitted the conference 
report on House bill 5113, the mutual 
aid and assistance bill. I know that 
many Members of the Senate on this 
side of the aisle are very much inter- 
ested in it and would like to know when 
it will be taken up. I see present the 
chairman of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, and I would address my ques- 
tion to him through the majority leader. 


where we 
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Mr. McFARLAND, I may suggest 
that the conference report is a privileged 
matter, and if the distinguished Senator 
from Texas desires to call it up it may 
be considered at any time. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I will confer with 
other members of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. It is 2 privileged 
matter. I have refrained from taking 
it up until the tax bill has been disposed 
of. I suppose the tax bill will be dis- 
posed of tonight. It may be that we 
can take up the conference report on 
Monday. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Would the Sen- 
ator from Texas give assurance that he 
would probably take it up on Monday 
after the call of the legislative calendar, 
or approximately then? 

Mr. CONNALLY. Somewhere around 
that time. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McFARLAND. Yes. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Many Senators are 
exceedingly interested in Calendar 630, 
Senate bill 1203, to provide for the ap- 
pointment of additional circuit and dis- 
trict judges, and for other purposes. 
The court calendars are overloaded, and 
the backlog of cases is growing day by 
day. The bill should be taken up as 
soon as possible so that it may be passed 
during this session of Congress. 

Mr. McFARLAND. If the Senator 
from Nevada will let me answer that 
question on Monday or Tuesday, I would 
prefer to do so. 

Mr. McCARRAN. What is the mat- 
ter with answering it now? 

Mr. McFARLAND. We have been 
very busy. We have had a busy week. I 
am now trying to schedule a few bills be- 
fore the Senate so that we will have them 
up for consideration with adequate 
notice. 

Mr. McCARRAN. The chairman of 
the Judiciary Committee is going to 
continue to insist on getting this bill up 
and disposing of it. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I realize that the 
Senator from Nevada will do so. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I hope very much 
that the bill can be taken up. One of 
the judges to be appointed is from 
Tennessee. He is very badly needed. 
The present judge is ill. I hope the bill 
will be considered and passed. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I hope Senators 
will not insist on my giving them this 
evening a complete schedule for the re- 
mainder of the session. All I want to do 
now is to let Members know what we will 
take up on Monday and Tuesday. 
Thereafter, we can dispose of these mat- 
ters. I hope I will not have to make ar- 
rangements for all remaining bills to- 
night. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Would the Senator 
from Arizona consent to take up the bill 
on Monday or Tuesday? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I have already in- 
dicated 

Mr. McCARRAN. Would the Senator 
listen to my question, if I assure him that 
the bill can be disposed of in an hour? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I would rather 


talk about it with the Senator from 


Nevada on Monday. I do not believe it 
can be disposed of in an hour. 
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Mr. McCARRAN. Would the Senator 
from Arizona take a chance on it? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I will talk to the 
Senator about it. 

Mr. McCARRAN. The Senator from 
Arizona has been talking to me about it 
for 2 or 3 months. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Oh, my good 
friend from Nevada has not been talking 
about the bill for 2 or 3 months. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate 
will be in order. 

Mr. MCFARLAND. I believe we have 
a sufficient schedule for the Senate at 
this time. It was my intention to let 
Members know what we are going to do. 
I will confer with my friend from Ne- 
vada in good time. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McFARLAND. Yes. s 

Mr. McCARRAN. Am I to take the 
Senator’s statement as notice that the 
bill is not going to come up? 

Mr. McFARLAND. Of course not, I 
did not say that nor suggest it. If the 
Senator will confer with me 

Mr. McCARRAN. I have been con- 
ferring with the Senator from Arizona 
for weeks, 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate 
will be in order. 

Mr. McFARLAND subsequently said: 
Mr. President, will the Senator yield me 
a moment to make a modification of my 
legislative-program announcement for 
next week? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield to the Senator. 
I hope it is nothing controversial. I have 
been in this Chamber exactly 12 hours 
at this moment today. * 

Mr. McFARLAND. There will be no 
controversy. 

Mr. GEORGE. Very well. I yield. 

Mr. McFARLAND. All I want to an- 
nounce, Mr. President, is that some Sen- 
ators feel that possibly all day Monday 
will be taken up with the call of the cal- 
endar of unobjected-to bills, and there- 
fore we shall not take up Senate bill 337, 
Calendar 91, until Tuesday. Following 
disposition of that bill, we shall take up 
Senate bill 2170, Calendar No 752, the 
bill amending the Defense Production 
Act. There is the possibility, if the Sen- 
ator from Texas Mr. CONNALLY] so de- 
sires, that we shall also consider on 
Monday the conference report on the 
mutual security bill. That is a privi- 
leged matter and may be brought up 
whenever the Senator from Texas de- 
sires, 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Does that mean 
that the Senator does not intend to ask 
the chairman of the Committee on For- 
eign Relations to call the conference re- 
port on the mutual aid bill? 

Mr. McFARLAND. If the chairman 
of the committee wishes to call it up, it 
will be all right with me. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I ask the ques- 
tion because there are some Senators 
who are interested in it. 
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Mr. McFARLAND. It is up to the 
chairman of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. So that if he 
wants to take it up Monday, that will be 
satisfactory, will it? 

Mr. McFARLAND, That will be per- 
fectly satisfactory. 


REVENUE ACT OF 1951 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 4473) to provide reve- 
nue, and for other purposes. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
desire to comment briefly with respect 
to the pending tax bill. The Finance 
Committee has my sympathy. I have 
sat through all these long days of de- 
bate; and I want the members of the 
Finance Committee to know that al- 


though I would have much preferred . 


that the tax bill had been written in 
such a way as to raise more revenue, and 
I may add that I voted accordingly on 
some amendments to achieve that objec- 
tive I feel that the committee had a most 
difficult job to do. My distinguished 
friend, the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
DovcLtas] spoke accurately when he said 
that if one wishes to be a good politician, 
he should vote for all appropriations and 
vote against all taxes. 

Mr. President, it is not a pleasant 
thing to vote for taxes, but I am willing 
to assume my responsibility and to vote 
for this bill. I voted against the com- 
mittee in a few instances because I felt 
we should raise more revenue, but simply 
because my position was not sustained I 
am not going to vote against the passage 
of the bill this evening. I am willing 
to stand here and share my part of the 
responsibility with the committee. 

I believe the Senate knows full well 
that the committee had a most difficult 
job. It is easy to criticize the commit- 
tee; it is easy to criticize the Senate, but 
no one could write a tax bill which 
would win either the approval of all 
Members nor of all taxpayers. 

So, Mr. President, I am going to sup- 
port the committee. The bill before us 
now for final action raises urgently 
needed revenue; it does it as fairly as 
possible under all the circumstances and 
difficulties. We have no choice here now 
in these desperate times when we are 
attempting to quickly build up our de- 
fenses but to raise revenue for the main- 
tenance of our Government. I hope 
that this bill will have the support of 
every Member. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Arizona yield to me? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I yield. 

Mr. AIKEN. Does not the distin- 

-guished majority leader feel that the 
Senate should be as concerned over the 
$5,000,000,000 unbudgeted item which 
we insisted upon putting in the Armed 
Services appropriation bill, although it 
was not asked for, as we are over a 
$5,000,000,000 tax bill? 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
wish to say to my good friend, the Sen- 
ator from Vermont—and I have the ut- 
most respect for him, because he is one 

_ of those who have been willing to stand 
on this fioor and vote their convictions 

for appropriations which were needed 
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for the running of this Government 
that in passing this tax bill we are con- 
sidering the defense of the United States. 
Appropriation items are properly con- 
sidered when an appropriation bill is 
before us. 

The Senator from Vermont is in favor 
of the development of the St. Lawrence 
Seaway. 

Mr. AIKEN. That is correct. 

Mr. McFARLAND. If we expect to 
keep the United States strong, I do not 
believe we can afford to refuse to de- 
velop our natural resources such as the 
waterway. If we do not plan intelli- 
gently for the future we can expect the 
future to hold for our Nation what his- 
tory shows has been the fate of nations 
which in the past have refused to de- 
velop their natural resources. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I agree 
with the Senator from Arizona as to 
the necessity for the development of nat- 
ural resources. However, after the Sen- 
ate has voted into the Defense Estab- 
lishment appropriation bill a $5,000,- 
000,000 item which neither the Presi- 
dent nor the Armed Forces have re- 
quested at this time, I believe the Sen- 
ate is hardly in a position to complain 
about a $5,000,000,000 tax bill. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
do not wish to get into a controversy 
about this matter. 

Mr. AIKEN. Of course, not. 

Mr, GEORGE. Mr. President, I yield 
5 minutes to the junior Senator from 
Connecticut [Mr. Benton], if he wishes 
to use that much time. 

Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, I thank 
the chairman of the committee for yield- 
ing time to me. 

Let me say that I disagree with the 
decisions just announced by my friends, 
the Senator from Oregon, the Senator 
from Illinois, the Senator from New 
York, and the Senator from Minnesota; 
and I should like to take a few minutes 
to explain why I disagree. 

In voting against this bill they will be 
voting, of course, with the Senator from 
Indiana, who opposes the increase in 
taxes because he wants expenses cut. 
I am sure that every Member of this 
body wants expenses cut if that can be 
done without jeopardizing the national 
security. However, Mr. President, mani- 
festly any major cut in expenses, such 
as is envisaged in the suggestion of the 
Senator from Indiana, will mean a cut 
of great depth and of major impact to 
the defense program. 

At the present time we have in our 
budget only $9,500,000,000 for items out- 
side of the defense program, the interest 
on the public debt, and the veterans’ pro- 
gram. Even with the passage of this 
tax bill, present forecasts indicate a defi- 
cit of approximately $9,500,000,000 or 
$10,000,000,000. 

Thus, we would have to do two things 
in order to achieve a balance between 
expenditures and income: We would 
have to pass this tax bill, and then we 
would have to abolish every department 
and agency of the Federal Government 
and every activity of the Federal Gov- 
ernment apart from veterans’ activities, 
interest on the public debt, and our de- 
fense budget. Therefore, Mr. President, 
I cannot agree to go along with the Sen- 
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ator from Indiana on a decision today 
against this tax bill. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BENTON. If I may finish, then I 
will yield, if the distinguished Senator 
from Georgia will yield to me the addi- 
tional time. 

Mr. President, as we know, the Presi- 
dent has asked for $10,000,000,000 in ex- 
tra revenue to be raised through taxes, 
I agree with the distinguished majority 
leader and with previous expressions by 
the Senator from Minnesota and other 
Senators, that this bill will not raise 
sufficient revenue, even though I also 
agree with the distinguished chairman of 
the Finance Committee that there are 
other ways to control inflation besides 
taxation. 

I voted for many amendments to the 
bill which were rejected, and these votes 
indicate criticisms against the bill, which 
I feel are warranted. But the Federal 
Government needs the money which is 
to be raised by the bill, and I do not 
think we should reject it because it does 
not raise sufficient revenue, and the fact 
that it could be improved, even greatly 
improved, is no reason, in my judgment, 
for voting against it. I am sure the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Georgia and 
every other member of the Finance 
Committee know there never has been a 
tax bill which could not be improved. 

Tax legislation, Mr. President, seems 
to me the most complex legislation on 
which we must pass, and that is why 
the work of the Finance Committee is so 
onerous and difficult as well as so im- 
portant. Every change in a tax bill af- 
fects many other provisions in the bill. 
Many men spend years and years of their 
lives in an effort to comprehend the 
complex problems surrounding tax legis- 
lation without arriving at an under- 
standing of them. 

I suggest that the proper vote for my 
esteemed friends from New York, Min- 
nesota, Illinois, and Oregon, in line with 
their feelings expressed on the floor, if 
they cannot support the bill as I think 
they should support it, would be to vote 
“present.” The Senator from New York 
will recall our experience with that kind 
of a vote on the Defense Production Act, 
We knew an act was urgently needed, 
and we did not wish to associate our- 
selves with those who for reasons of their 
own were voting against it. We did not 
like the bill being voted on because we 
knew it would not do the job. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of 
the Senator from Connecticut has 
expired. 

Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Georgia yield me 30 sec- 
onds more in which to conclude my re- 
marks? 

Mr, GEORGE. I extend the time of 
the Senator. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena- 
tor from Connecticut is recognized for 
an additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. BENTON. Similarly, Mr. Presi- 
dent, my good friends from New York, 
Minnesota, Illinois, and Oregon must 
know tonight that we definitely need a 
bill raising taxes. They do not think 
the pending bill raises enough, or in 
ways most fair and advantageous to the 
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taxpayer. I agree with them on both 
counts. I suggest, therefore, in line with 
these views, that they vote “present” 
instead of opposing the bill. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of 
the Senator from Connecticut has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. I promised to yield to 
the junior Senator from Michigan. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. How much 
time does the Senator yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. One minute. 

Mr. MOODY. Mr. President, I should 
like to say that this bill will not balance 
the budget, it will not pay our expendi- 
tures for national defense, nor do I be- 
lieve that the spread of taxes in the 
bill is equitable. We cannot stop infia- 
tion in America, and we must have more 
revenue. ‘Therefore I intend to vote 
“yea.” 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Georgia yield 1 minute? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. I should like to say to 
my good friend the gentleman from 
Connecticut [Mr. BENTON] that I ap- 
preciated the advice as to how the jun- 
ior Senator from Oregon should vote. 
However, the junior Senator from Ore- 
gon does not have a conscience of the 
neuter gender. He has very deep con- 
victions which make up his conscience. 
With the convictions he entertains he 
could not go along, as did the Senator 
from Connecticut, with a series of 
amendments seeking to eliminate what 
he thought the Senator from Connecti- 
cut recognized were discriminatory 
principles in the bill, and then subse- 
quently vote for the bill, to which the 
Senator from Oregon sought to correct 
in order to make it a fair bill. 

I say to the Senator from Connecti- 
cut that I thought he recognized that 
the principle of equality of sacrifice was 
not encompassed in the bill. He can 
now at the last moment change his 
mind, if he desires, and vote for a bill 
which violates the very principles of 
amendments to which he affixed his 
name. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time 
of the Senator from Oregon has expired. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I have 
two unanimous-consent requests to sub- 
mit, one to follow the vote, the other to 
precede it. I shall yield no more time, 
but I pause merely to say that I am be- 
ginning to think pretty well of this bill 
because of the enemies it has made. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that a statement correcting certain 
clerical errors in the Finance Committee 
report be inserted in the RECORD. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection? - 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

1. On page 1 of the report in the last line 
of the first paragraph the figure ‘$64,700,000,- 
000” should read 863, 600, 000, 000.“ 

2. On page 2 in table 1 in the blank space 
beside footnote 2 in the last column, second 


op of the table, there should be the figure 
“870.” 


3. On page 2 in table 1 the footnote num- 
bered 3 beside the figure 823 in the second 
column, last line before the total, should 
be numbered 4 and the footnote numbered 3 
should be beside the figure 705“ in the sec- 
ond column. 

4. On page 47, at the end of the second 
paragraph of subject 2, “Sales of land with 
unharvested crops,” the words “capital gain” 
should be substituted for the words “ordi- 
nary income.” 

5. On page 63 the figure “$2,000,000” should 
be in the blank space in the sixth line from 
the bottom of the page. 

6. On page 72 on the fifth line of the third 
paragraph of the page, the sentence begin- 
nir; on that line should read “As indicated 
on page 15 of this.” 


Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, we are 
ready for the vote. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is, Shall the bill pass? On this 
question the yeas and nays have been 
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas (when the 
name of Mr. EasTLAND was called). On 
this vote the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. EasTLAND] has a pair with the Sen- 
ator from North Dakota [Mr. Lancer]. 
If the Senator from Mississippi were 
present, he would vote “yea,” and if the 
Senator from North Dakota were pres- 
ent, he would vote “nay.” 

The roll call was concluded, 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON] is absent by leave of the 
Senate. f 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD] 
is absent because of illness in his family. 

The Senator from New Mexico (Mr. 
Cuavez], the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. EastLanp], the Senator from West 
Virginia [Mr. Konz], the Senator 
from Louisiana [Mr, Lone], the Senator 
from Wyoming IMr. O’MaHoney] are 
absent on official business. 

I announce further that if present and 
voting, the Senator from Virginia [Mr, 
Byrp], the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. CuHavez], the Senator from West 
Virginia [Mr. Kitcore], the Senator 
from Louisiana [Mr. Lona], and the Sen- 
ator from Wyoming [Mr. O’Manoney] 
would vote “yea.” 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT], 
the Senator from Maryland [Mr. BuT- 
LER], the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
Butter], the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire [Mr. BRIDGES], the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. Carn], the Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS], the Sen- 
ator from Missouri [Mr. Kem], the Sen- 
ator from North Dakota [Mr. LANGER], 
and the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tarr] 
are absent on official business. 

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr, 
McCartuy] is absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. Tosey] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr, 
WHERRY] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN- 
LOOPER] is detained on official business. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS] would 
vote “yea,” 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


SEPTEMBER 28 


On the vote, the Senator from Ohio 
(Mr. Tarr] is paired with the Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. McCartnuy]. If 
present and voting, the Senator from 
Ohio would vote “yea,” and the Senator 
from Wisconsin would vote “nay.” 

On the vote, the Senator from Ne- 
braska [Mr. BUTLER] is paired with the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT]. If 
present and voting, the Senator from 
Nebraska would vote “yea,” and the 
Senator from Utah would vote “nay.” 

On the vote, the Senator from Wash- 
ington [Mr. Carn] is paired with the 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. Kem]. If 
present and voting, the Senator from 
Washington would vote “yea,” and the 
Senator from Missouri would vote “nay.” 

On the vote, the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. Lancer] is paired with the 
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EASTLAND]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
North Dakota would vote “nay,” and 
the Senator from Mississippi would vote 
“yea.” 

On the vote, the Senator from Mary- 
land (Mr, Butter] is paired with the 
Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Maryland would vote “yea,” and the 
Senator from Iowa would vote “nay.” 

The result was announced—yeas 57, 
nays 19, as follows: 


YEAS—57 
Aiken Hunt Mundt 
Benton Johnson, Colo. Neely 
Brewster Johnson, Tex. Nixon 
Carlson Johnston, S. O. O'Conor 
Case Kefauver Pastore 
Clements Kerr Robertson 
Connally Knowland Russell 
Cordon Lodge Saltonstall 
Duft Magnuson Smathers 
Ellender Martin Smith, Maine 
Frear Maybank Smith, N. J. 
Fulbright McCarran Smith, N. C 
George McClellan Sparkman 
Gillette McFarland Stennis 
Hayden McKellar Thye 
Hennings McMahon Underwood 
Hill Millikin Watkins 
Hoey Monroney Wiley 
Holland Moody Young 

NAYS—19 
Bricker Green Morse 
Capehart Hendrickson Murray 
Dirksen Humphrey Schoeppel 
Douglas Ives Welker 
Dworshak Jenner Williams 
Ecton Lehman 
Ferguson Malone 

NOT VOTING—20 

Anderson Chavez Long 
Bennett Eastland McCarthy 
Bridges Flanders O'Mahoney 
Butler, Md. Hickenlooper Taft 
Butler, Nebr. Kem Tobey 
Byrd Kilgore Wherry 
Cain Langer 


So the bill (H. R. 4473) was passed. 

Mr. GEORGE, Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate insist upon its amend- 
ments, request a conference with the 
House thereon, and that the Chair ap- 
point conferees on the part of the Sen- 
ate. 

The motion was agreed to; and 
the Vice President appointed Mr. 
GEORGE, Mr. CONNALLY, Mr. JOHNSON of 
Colorado, Mr. MILLIKIN, and Mr. TAFT, 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I send 
forward an order, which I ask to 
have read by the clerk, and agreed to, 
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 
will read the order. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

Ordered, That the bill (H. R. 4473) be 
printed with the Senate amendments num- 
bered. 

(2) That in the engrossment of the amend- 
ments of the Senate to the bill the Secretary 
of the Senate be authorized to make such 
changes in section, subsection, paragraph, 
etc., numbers and letters and cross-references 
thereto as may be necessary to the proper 
numbering and lettering of the bill. 

(3) That the Secretary of the Senate make 
proper amendments to the table of contents 
to make the table conform to the bill and 
that all changes in the table of contents be 
treated as the last numbered amendcnt. 


The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, the order is entered. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent for leave from 
the Senate for all of next week, so that 
I may keep commitments of long stand- 
ing in my State of Maine. 

The VICE PRESIDENT, Without ob- 
jection, leave is granted. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
think we should object to granting a 
leave of absence to the only lady we have 
in the Senate. She is deserting us for 
a week, but I will not object. 


ADDRESS, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES, ETC., 
PRINTED IN THE APPENDIX 


On request, and by unanimous consent, 
addresses, editorials, articles, and so 
forth, were ordered to be printed in the 
Appendix, as follows: 

By Mr, HUMPHREY: 

Statement prepared by him regarding a 
gathering on September 29, 1951, of about 
1,500 rank-end-file leaders of the New Eng- 
land local of the Textile Workers Union of 
America to do honor to their president, Emil 
Rieve. 

By Mr. SPARKMAN: 

Article in the Birmingham News telling the 
story of two blind World War II veterans; 
article entitled “The Handicapped” pub- 
lished in the September 15, 1951, issue of 
Modern industry; article entitled “State To 
Honor Handicapped,” regarding the procla- 
mation of Gov. Gordon Persons of Alabama, 
designating October 7-13 as National Employ 
the Physically Handicapped Week in Ala- 
bama. 

By Mr, ECTON: 

Article entitled “Workers Have Most To 
Lose,” written by David Lawrence and pub- 
lished in the Evening Star of September 27, 
1951, referring to the provisions of the tax 
bill before the Senate. 


NOMINATIONS TO THE RENEGOTIATION 
BOARD 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
desire to give further notice in regard to 
the program. I thought the distin- 
guished Senator from North Dakota had 
withdrawn his objection with reference 
to the nominations to the Renegotiation 
Board. It is very important that the 
nominations be confirmed. So I give 
notice that on Monday, after the call of 
the calendar, the Senate will go into ex- 
ecutive session and dispose of the nomi- 
nations. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I yield. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. So far as I 
know, we shall be ready at that time. 
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EXTENSION OF TIME FOR USE OF CON- 
STRUCTION RESERVE FUNDS UNDER 
MERCHANT MARINE ACT OF 1936 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Washington [Mr. Macnu- 
son] has a joint resolution which it is 
very important to have considered to- 
night. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, 
there is at the desk House Joint Resolu- 
tion 333. 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate the resolution (H. J. Res. 333) to 
extend the time for use of construction 
reserve funds established under section 
511 of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as 
anande which was read twice by its 

itle. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I ask unanimous 
consent for the immediate consideration 
of the House joint resolution. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr, President, 
am I correct in understanding that the 
joint resolution extends for 1 year the 
construction reserve funds relating to 
the merchant marine? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is correct. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Are these funds 
being set up by the companies and put 
into the reserve of the Government? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Certain unsubsi- 
dized lines have been depositing in 
the construction reserve fund certain 
amounts of money. There is now in the 
fund approximately $12,000,000, set aside 
out of their profits for construction. The 
Senate, in a long-range bill, has provided 
for the extension, but the House, not 
being able to take up a long-range bill 
at this time, has passed the pending 
joint resolution so that the time may 
be extended until the House may have 
time to pass a bill on the subject. At 
midnight the time within which the 
funds may be used will expire, and the 
companies would have to draw cut their 
funds, which they do not wish to do. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. So the matter 
has already been passed upon by the 
Senate? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is correct. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Has the joint 
resolution been unanimously approved 
by the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. It has and, of 
course, by the House of Representatives. 

Mr. O'CONOR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 

Mr. O’CONOR. Is it not true that un- 
less the joint resolution is passed, the 
funds already deposited and commit- 
ments already made will be vitiated and a 
loss will result? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is correct. 
The companies would rather keep the 
funds in the reserve fund, because when 
the long-range bill is passed by the 
House, which will be very shortly, I hope, 
they will be able to build ships. The time 
will expire at midnight tonight, and that 
is the reason why I bring the matter up 
at this time. 

Mr, O’CONOR. I commend the Sen- 
ator for his attention to the matter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SPARKMAN in the chair). Is there ob- 
jection to the present consideration of 
the joint resolution? 
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There being no objection, the joint res- 
olution (H. J. Res. 333) to extend the 
time for use of construction reserve funds 
established under section 511 of the Mer- 
chant Marine Act, 1936, as amended, was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


CORRECTION OF THE RECORD 


Mr. MOODY. Mr. President, I should 
like to make a brief correction of the 
RECORD. 

On page 12097 of the Recorp of 
Wednesday, September 26, there appears 
the following sentence: 

According to the newspaper clippings 
reaching me from the Republican National 
Committee, Mr. Meaprr and others have 
charged that the Democratic Party in Michi- 
gan is selling jobs in the Post Office Depart- 
ment. 


That should be corrected to read as 
follows: 

According to the newspaper clippings 
reaching me from Michigan, Mr. MEADER and 
others have charged that the Democratic 
Party in Michigan is selling jobs in the Post 
Office Department. 


Of course, this charge is not a sustain- 
able charge. I thought the Recorp 
should be corrected to the extent that 
the Republican National Committee did 
not send me the newspaper clippings. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. 
dent, I object. 

Mr. MOODY. Mr. President, I read 
this matter into the Recorp. I do not 
believe the Senator has any right to ob- 
ject to a correction of the Recorp. Does 
he? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Cer- 
tainly what the Senator read will be re- 


Presi- 


produced in the Recorp.. The Senator. 


read it, but the Chair understood that 
he was asking unanimous consent that 
the permanent Recorp be corrected to 
show that he received the newspaper 
clippings from Michigan rather than 
from the Republican National. Com- 
mittee. 

Mr. MOODY. I may say to the Pre- 
siding Officer that I am making this cor- 
rection at the request of Mr. William 
Mylander, secretary of the Republican 
National Committee. If the Senator 
from Iowa wishes to object, that is all 
right with me. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator make the unanimous-con- 
sent request again? 

Mr. MOODY. Yes, I do. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr, HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

PROPOSAL TO TURN OVER WAR-BUILT 
VESSELS TO KOREA—MESSAGE FROM 
PRESIDENT RHEE TO SENATOR MAG- 
NUSON 


Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to insert in the 
body of the Recorp a letter addressed to 
me by the Ambassador from Korea, 
transmitting a cable message from the 
President of South Korea to myself, 
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There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

KOREAN EMBASSY, 
Washington, D. C., September 27, 1951. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR MaGNuSON: Today I have re- 
ceived from my President a message for you 
by cable which I have the honor to convey 
by means of this letter. President Rhee’s 
message is as follows: 

“On behalf of the Korean people I want to 
thank you for introducing the resolution to 
turn over to the Republi. of Korea 50,000 
tons of war-built vessels suitable for coast- 
wise and intercoastal trade. In view of the 
urgency of the Korean need, I hope you will 
do all possible to secure passage of this bill 
in this session of Congress. Only heroic 
measures can restore Korea from economic 
prostration caused by the war. 

“SYNGMAN RHEE.” 

With sentiments of appreciation and high- 
est esteem, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
You CHAN YANG. 


ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY 


Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. E move that 
the Senate adjourn until Monday next 
at 12 o’clock noon. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 10 
o’clock and 2 minutes p. m.) the Senate 
adjourned until Monday, October 1. 
1951, at 12 o’clock meridian. 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by the 
Senate September 28 (legislative day of 
September 19), 1951: 

ADMINISTRATOR, SMALL DEFENSE PLANTS 

ADMINISTRATION 

Telford Taylor, of New York, to be Admin- 
istrator, Small Defense Plants Administra- 
tion. 

IN THE MARINE CORPS 
The following-named officer of the Marine 
for permanent appointment to the 
grade of brigadier general: 

James A, Stuart 

The following-named officer of the Marine 
Corps for temporary appointment to the 
grade of brigadier general, subject to quali- 
fication therefor as provided by law: 

Homer L. Litzenberg, Jr. 


SENATE 


Monpay, OCTOBER 1, 1951 


The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 


Our Father God, help of the ages past, 
hope for the years to come: In the hush 
of this moment, closing the door of 
prayer upon the outer world with its tu- 
multuous and unpredictable events, bow- 
ing now in the white light of Thy holi- 
ness we know ourselves for what we are, 
petty and proud creatures who seek their 
own wills and whims in spite of the pol- 
ished courtesies and noble professions 
with which we come to Thee. Cleanse 
the inner fountains of our hearts from 
all defiling foulness and from the secret 
sin of pretense. In tense days when the 
words we utter here may affect the utter- 
most parts of the earth, touch our lips 
with live coals from Thy altar of devo- 
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tion. Fit us faithfully to protect the Re- 
public from outward aggression and 
from the treason of inner selfishness. 
We ask it in the dear Redeemer’s name. 
Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. MeFaxLAN D, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Friday, 
September 28, 1951, was dispensed with. 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT— 
APPROVAL OF BILLS 


Messages in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States were commu- 
nicated to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one 
of his secretaries, and he announced that 
on September 28, 1951, the President had 
approved and signed the following acts: 

S. 168. An act for the relief of Helmuth 
Assmas Balthasar Russow and Volker Harpe; 
and : 

S. 1009. An act for the relief of Ella Maria 
Nyman. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—ENROLLED 
JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Snader, its assistant 
reading clerk, announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
enrolled joint resolution (H. J. Res. 333) 
to extend the time for use of construc- 
tion reserve funds established under sec- 
tion 511 of the Merchant Marine Act, 
1936, as amended, and it was signed by 
the Vice President. 


ANNOUNCEMENT OF POSITION OF SENA- 
TOR LONG ON PASSAGE OF THE TAX 
BILL 


Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I wish to announce that on the 
vote taken last Friday on the passage of 
H. R. 4473, the Revenue Act of 1951, the 
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Lone] 
would have voted “yea” if present, 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


On request of Mr. SaLTONSTALL, and 
by unanimous consent, Mr. AIKEN was 
excused from attendance on the sessions 
of the Senate during this week. 


COMMITTEE MEETING DURING SENATE 
SESSION 


On request of Mr. Murray, and by 
unanimous consent, the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare was author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate at 4:30 o’clock this afternoon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC, 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate the following letters, which were 
referred as indicated: 


REPORTS OF DIRECTOR OF BUREAU OF THE 
BUDGET 


A letter from the Director of the Bureau 
of the Budget, Executive Office of the Presi- 
dent, reporting, pursuant to law, that the 
appropriation to the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion for “National service life insurance,“ 
for the fiscal year 1952, had been apportioned 
on a basis which indicates a necessity for a 
supplemental estimate of appropriation 
(with an accompanying paper); to the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations. 

A letter from the Director of the Bureau 
of the Budget, Executive Office of the Presi- 
dent, reporting, pursuant to law, that the 
appropriation to the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion for “Air Force, Army, and Navy Fen- 
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sions,” for the fiscal year 1252, had been ap- 
portioned on a basis which indicates a ne- 
cessity for a supplemental estimate of ap- 
propriation (with an accompanying paper); 
to the Committee on Appropriations. 

A letter from the Director of the Bureau 
of the Budget, Executive Office of the Presi- 
dent, reporting, pursuant to law, that the 
appropriation to the Department of Agri- 
culture for “Salaries and expenses, Forest 
Service” (subappropriation “Fighting forest 
fires”), for the fiscal year 1952, had been ap- 
portioned on a basis which indicates a neces- 
sity for a supplemental estimate of appro- 
priation (with an accompanying paper); to 
the Committee on Appropriations, 

A letter from the Director of the Bureau 
of the Budget, Executive Office of the Presi- 
dent, reporting, pursuant to law, that the 
appropriation to the Department of Labor 
for Employees“ Compensation Claims and 
Expenses, Bureau of Employees’ Compensa- 
tion, 1952 and prior years,” for the fiscal 
year 1952, had been apportioned on a basis 
which indicates a necessity for a supple- 
mental estimate of appropriation (with an 
accompanying paper); to the Committee on 
Appropriations. 


REPORTS OF A COMMITTEE 


The following reports of a committee 
were submitted: 


By Mr. McCARRAN, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary, without amendment: 

S. 64. A bill for the relief of Helen Dick 
(Rept. No. 845); 

S. 527. A bill for the relief of Youichi 
Nobori (Rept. No. 846); 

S. 605. A bill for the relief of Constance 
Chin Hung (Rept. No. 847); 

S. 639. A bill for the relief of Motoi Kano 
(Rept. No. 848); 

S. 740. A bill for the relief of Albert Wal- 
ton (Rept. No. 849); 

S.811. A bill for the relief of Mitsuko 
Sakata Lord (Rept. No. 850); 

S. 931. A bill for the relief of Bernard 
Kenji Tachibana (Rept. No. 851); 

S. 971. A bill for the relief of Ralph Al- 
brecht Hsiao (Rept. No. 852); 

S. 985. A bill for the relief of Agnes Ander- 
son (Rept. No. 853); 

S. 1120. A bill for the relief of Misao Ko- 
nishi (Rept. No. 854); 

S. 1256. A bill for the relief of Barbara Ann 
Koppius (Rept. No. 855); å 

S. 1323. A bill for the relief of Francisco 
Quinones (Rept. No. 856); 

S. 1482. A bill for the relief of the town 
of Mount Desert, Maine (Rept. No. 857); 

S. 1682. A bill for the relief of Daniel J. 
Crowley (Rept. No. 858); 

S. 1934. A bill for the relief of Ascanio 
Collodel (Rept. No. 859); 

H. R. 794. A bill for the relief of Arthur E. 
Hackett (Rept. No. 860); 

H. R. 1252. A bill for the relief of Mr. and 
Mrs. Miroslav Kudrat (Rept. No. 861); 

H. R. 1413. A bill for the relief of Franz 
Geyling (Rept. No. 862); 

H. R. 1596. A bill for the relief of N. H. 
Kelley, Bernice Kelley, Clyde Farquhar, and 
Gladys Farquhar (Rept. No. 863); 

H. R. 3430. A bill for the relief of the estate 
of Nora B. Kennedy, deceased, and Mrs, Ann 
R. Norton (Rept. No. 864); 

H. R. 4164. A bill for the relief of the estate 
of Jake Jones, deceased (Rept. No. 865); and 

H. R. 4931. A bill for the relief of Lewyt 
Corp. (Rept. No. 866). 

By Mr. McCARRAN, from the Commtttee 
on the Judiciary, with an amendment: 

S. 43. A bill for the relief of Joseph Flury 
Paluy (Rept. No. 867); 

S. 828. A bill for the relief of Berta Gomes 
Leite (Rept. No. 868); 

S. 895. A bill for the relief of Dr. Yau Shun 
Leung (Rept. No. 869); 

S. 904. A bill for the relief of Roy T. Shi- 
omi (Rept. No. 870); 
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S. 1236. A bill for the relief of Kim Song 
Nore (Rept. No. 871); 

S. 1280. A bill for the relief of the minor 
child, Peng-siu Mei (Rept. No. 872); 

S. 1604. A bill for the relief of Truman W. 
McCullough (Rept. No. 873); 

S. 1668. A bill for the relief of Pansy E. 
Pendergrass (Rept. No. 874); 

S. 1909. A bill for the relief of Henry Bon- 
gart and Evelyn Bongart (Rept. No. 875); 

S. 2095. A bill for the relief of Joe Kosaka 
(Rept. No. 876); 

H.R.971. A bill for the relief of Louis R. 
Chadbourne (Rept. No. 877); and 

H. R. 1236. A bill for the relief of Rhoda 
Akiko Nishiyama (Rept. No. 878). 

By Mr. McCARRAN, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary, with amendments: 

S8. 839. A bill for the relief of Alice Ibra- 
him Hannan Ibrahim, Yacoub Mayous Mu- 
hannad Elliyan, Afifeh Michail Jiries Issa 
Matar, Ellen Issa Zakaria, Ruth Naomi Schut, 
and Roseileen Schut (Rept. No. 879); 

S. 1052. A bill for the relief of Maria Rhee, 
Mrs. Seunghwa Ahn, and Moo Hei Ahn (Rept. 
No. 880); and 

S. 1184. A bill to extend the Youth Cor- 
rection Act to the District of Columbia (Rept, 
No. 881). 


THOMAS BARRON—REFERENCE OF S. 1051 
TO COURT OF CLAIMS—REPORT OF A 
COMMITTEE 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, from 
the Committee on the Judiciary, I re- 
port favorably an original resolution to 
refer to the Court of Claims the bill (S. 
1051) for the relief of Thomas Barron, 
and I submit a report (No. 882) thereon. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The report 
will be received, and the resolution will 
be placed on the calendar. 

The resolution (S. Res. 216) was or- 
dered to be placed on the calendar, as 
follows: 


Resolved, That the bill (S. 1051) for the 
relief of Thomas Barron, now pending in 
the Senate, together with all the accompany- 
ing papers, is hereby referred to the Court 
of Claims; and the court shall proceed with 
the same in accordance with the provisions 
of sections 1492 and 2509 of title 28 of the 
United States Code and report to the Sen- 
ate, at the earliest practicable date, giving 
such findings of fact and conclusions there- 
on as shall be sufficient to inform the Con- 
gress of the nature and character of the 
demand as a claim, legal or equitable, against 
the United States and the amount, if any, 
legally or equitably due from the United 
States to the claimant. 


BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 
INTRODUCED 


Bills and joint resolutions were in- 
troduced, read the first time and, by 
unanimous consent, the second time, and 
referred as follows: 


By Mr. SALTONSTALL (by request): 

S. 2192. A bill for the relief of Carlton 
Hotel, Inc.; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

By Mr. LANGER: 

S. 2193. A bill for the relief of Kunvarji 
Nagarji Patel; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

By Mr. GREEN: 

S. 2194. A bill for the relief of Albert O. 
Holland and Bergtor Haaland; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MURRAY: 

§. 2195. A bill for the relief of Lauren F, 
Teutsch; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

By Mr. GREEN: 

S. 2196. A bill for the relief of Evaristo 
Da Silva Gaspar and Victor Manuel Caetano; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
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By Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska: 

S. 2197. A bill to repeal section 2 of the 
act of May 1, 1936 (49 Stat. 1250), and to 
rescind certain orders of the Secretary of 
the Interior establishing Indian reservations 
in the Territory of Alaska, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. McCARRAN; 

S. 2198. A bill to amend section 1708 of 
title 18, United States Code, relating to the 
theft or receipt of stolen mail matter gen- 
erally; and 

S. 2199 (by request). A bill to amend the 
Contract Settlement Act of 1944 and to abol- 
ish the Appeal Board of the Office of Con- 
tract Settlement; to the Committee on the 


Judiciary. 
By Mr. MONRONEY (for himself and 
Mr. Kerr): 


S. 2200. A bill for the relief of the State 
of Oklahoma; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

By Mr. KNOWLAND: 

S. 2201. A bill to amend title 18, United 
States Code, entitled Crimes and Criminal 
Procedure, with respect to State jurisdic- 
tion over offenses committed by or against 
Indians in the Indian country, and to confer 
on the State of California civil jurisdiction 
over Indians in the State; to the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. MURRAY (for himself, Mr. 
HUMPHREY, Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. DOUG- 
Las, and Mr. KEFAUVER) : 

S. J. Res. 105. Joint resolution to provide 
for the establishment of a National Arts 
Commission, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. 

By Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska: 

S. J. Res. 106. Joint resolution to provide 
for the transfer to the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion of functions relating to irrigation proj- 
ects on Indian reservations; to the Commit- 


tee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 


APPOINTMENT OF ADDITIONAL CIRCUIT 
AND DISTRICT JUDGES—AMENDMENT 


Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, on be- 
half of myself and the Senators from 
Washington (Mr. Macnuson and Mr, 
Carn), I submit for appropriate refer- 
ence an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by us, jointly, to the bill (S. 1203) 
to provide for the appointment of addi- 
tional circuit and district judges, and for 
other purposes, and I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendment, together 
with a letter and statement from Chief 
Judge William Denman, of the United 
States Court of Appeals, Ninth Judicial 
Circuit, be printed in the RECORD. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment will be received and will lie on 
the table, and, without objection, the 
amendment, a letter, and statement will 
be printed in the RECORD. 

The amendment is as follows: 

On page 2, lines 4 through 11, in lieu of 
the matter proposed to be inserted, insert 
the following: “one additional circuit judge 
for the fifth circuit and two additional cir- 
cuit judges for the ninth circuit. In order 
that the table contained in section 44 (a) 
of title 28 of the United States Code will re- 
flect the changes made by this section in the 
number of circuit judges for said circuit, 
such table is amended to read as follows with 
respect to said circuits: 


“ ‘Circuits: Number of judges 

* * * * * 
r —— MA Seven 

. * + * * 
T — Mines? 

* * * . . 
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The letter and statement are as fol- 
lows: 

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS, 

NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT, 

San Francisco, Calif., September 12, 1951. 

Re amending Senate bill 1203. The liti- 
gants’ need for two additional circuit 
judgeships for the ninth circuit. 

Hon. James E. MURRAY, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR: Since 1940 6,000,000 people 
have moved into the ninth judicial circuit, 
consisting of the seven Western States, 
Alaska, Hawaii, and the Pacific Islands. 

This area presents the greatest diversity 
of litigation of any of the circuits, arising 
from the diversity of its peoples’ cultures, 
occupations, manufactures, agricultures, 
fishing, and air, sea, and land transporta- 
tion—all reflected in new laws from 10 highly 
productive legislatures. 

The new litigation created by this 6,000,000 
added population had its appeals begin to 
reach our court shortly before July 1, 1950. 
In the succeeding fiscal year they mounted 
to 409 and in the last 4 months are coming 
in at the rate of 489 per annum, that is 69.9 
docketings apiece for each of the present 
seven judges. 

The average for the other circuit judges of 
the United States is but 45 docketings, that 
is, each ninth circuit judge has 54 percent 
more than this average. The history of the 
productive power of the present seven judges 
in this greatest diversity of legal problems 
shows they are unable to take care of more 
than the average of docketings for each cir- 
cuit judge. 

The arrearages of the circuit's litigants are 
the greatest in the history of the court and 
are increasing daily. The details of the above 
appear in the accompanying statement. 

We urge you to aid these litigants and our 
court by voting to restore to the Senate 
omnibus judges bill No. 1203, the provision 
for the two additional judgeships for this 
ninth circuit as recommended by the Judi- 
cial Conference of the United States and by 
the California State Bar Association. 

Very faithfully yours, 
WILLIAM DENMAN, 
Chief Judge. 
THE LITIGANTS’ NEED FOR ADDITIONAL JUDGE- 

SHIPS FOR THE NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT— 

STATEMENT ON THEIR BEHALF AND THAT OF 

NINTH CIRCUIT CONFERENCE BY CHIEF JUDGE 

WILLIAM DENMAN 


The ninth judicial circuit, with the great- 
est diversification of Federal litigation of all 
the circuits, which has received the largest 
10-year increase in population in the recent 
history, requires two more judges on its 
court of appeals. 


A. THE STATISTICS OF THE GENERAL INCREASE IN 
THE NINTH CIRCUIT’S LITIGATION 


Your ninth circuit has had the most ex- 
traordinary population increase and volun- 
tary population movement in the recent his- 
tory of the world, and I am saying “in the 
world” with intent. Nothing equals it in 
volume except the involuntary Russian de- 
portation of the Kulaks from their farms 
into prison labor in Siberia. 

Five million two hundred and eighty-one 
thousand people have come by migration or 
birth into the ninth circuit in the last 10 
years, increasing the population from 
11,922,953 in 1940 to 17,204,295 in 1950. This 
is against a population increase for the re- 
mainder of the country of 14,667,573. Ex- 
cluding the ninth circuit, the decade’s in- 
crease for the country is 10.9 percent, For 
the ninth circuit it is 44.3 percent. 

Incidentally this mere decade’s increase 
exceeds by 1,350,000 people the total popula- 
tion for the United States when Washington 
became President. The mere increase is 


12386 


214 times the total of the people in the ninth 
circuit in 1891 when its court of appeals was 
created. 

The rate is 528,000 a year and it is safe to 
say that by the time the bill here considered 
is disposed of by the Congress, the ninth 
circuit will have had added to it 6,000,000 
people since 1941. 

It is true that in certain areas of the United 
States their population produces less liti- 
gation and in others more litigation than 
thie average of the whole country. Hence 
comparison of mere population increase to 
litigation must be used with caution. How- 
ever, the ninth circuit increase comes from 
every walk of life and every income bracket 
and from every State in the Union. It was 
reasonable to expect that soon after settle- 
ment they would produce something corre- 
sponding in an increase in litigation. 

On this basis of comparison, the figures 
given by the statistical section of the Ad- 
ministrative Office show the following: The 
5,282,000 increase would produce annually 
in the trial courts 1,857 civil cases and 1,237 
criminal cases, requiring on the average of 
all the other districts and circuits, 7.5 addi- 
tional district judges and 2.2 additional cir- 
cuit judges. 

The fact is that the ninth circuit’s docket- 
ings have had a vastly greater decade's in- 
crease than that shown by this anticipatory 
calculation. This is due in part to the 
decade's great increase in Federal legisla- 
tion of a regimentary character. The rest 
is largely due to outpouring of similar leg- 
islation from ten legislatures, seven of the 
States of Washington, Idaho, Montana, 
Oregon, Nevada, Arizona, and California, two 
of the Territories of Alaska and Hawaii, and 
one of our possessions, Guam. 

From ali these causes the actual civil 
docketing in the circuit's trial courts rose 
gradually in the decade from 3,541 in 1941 
to 7,018 in 1950. The decade’s increase is 
98 percent while that of the remainder of 
the Nation, excluding the ninth circuit and 
the District of Columbia, is 39.1 percent. 
That is to say the ninth circuit rate of in- 
crease in civil cases is two and one-half times 
that of the comparable other nine circuits. 

Of far greater importance in determining 
the burden of appellate courts is the number 
of cases actually reaching trial in the lower 
courts, from which appeals arise. In the 
ninth circuit the number is markedly in 
excess of the average of the rest of the 
country. In 1950 the total of civil cases 

trial in the United States, exclud- 
ing the ninth circuit, was 5,317. That 18 
531-plus each for the average of the 10 
other circuits. The ninth circuit lower 
courts had 1,222 such trials; that is over 100 
percent more than the average of the other 
circuits. On the same comparison the crim- 
inal docketing reaching trial in the Ninth 
Circuit's lower courts is greater than the 
average of the rest of the country by 46.7 
percent, 

There is a wide divergence of view as to 
the wisdom of the extent of the Nation’s 
and the States’ and Territories’ regimenta- 
tion of the lives of their citizens. But so 
far as concerns the circuit's litigants, they, 
in the language of Grover Cleveland, are 
confronted by “a condition and not a theory.” 


B. NEW JUDGESHIPS RECENTLY CREATED CAUSE 
INCREASE IN APPEALS 


So far as concerns the district courts in 
the ninth circuit’s States and Territories, 
Congress has responded fully to our need, 
save in the third division of Alaska and in 
Arizona, In the 3 years preceding the last 
decade, it gave the circuit two new judge- 
ships, in the last decade seven more, and in 
this year another one for Guam. However, 
five of these judgeships were created in 
August 1949, and one in 1950, and none of 
the positions filled until 1950 and 1951, hence 
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the impact of the appeals from their deci- 
sions is not reaching us until the 1951 fiscal 
year. 


C. THE NEED OF THE LITIGANTS OF THE COURT 
OF APPEALS OF THE NINTH CIRCUIT FOR TWO 
MORE CIRCUIT JUDGES, BECAUSE OF THE 
BURDEN OF ITS GREATEST VARIETY OF CASES 
AND ITS INCREASED AND CERTAINLY INCREASING 
CASE LOAD 


The Judicial Conference of the United 
States and the California State Bar Associa- 
tion have recommended to Jongress the cre- 
ation of these two circuit judgeships. The 
decade’s increase of 44 percent of its popula- 
tion and 98 percent in docketings in the 
lower courts, such docketing producing 100 
percent more trials than the country’s aver- 
age, has been described above. It is from 
this source that the court of appeals receives 
the burden. 


When we consider the number of circuit 
judges to all the trial judges including those 
of the Territories and dependencies, produc- 
ing the litigation from which appeals arise, 
the comparison of the ninth circuit to the 
rest of the country is more striking. Omit- 
ting the ninth circuit, as of 1950 the rest of 
the country had 58 circuit judges taking 
appeals from 187 trial judges; that is one 
circuit judge for 3.22 trial judges. For the 
ninth circuit the 7 judges take appeals from 
37 trial judges or one appellate judge for 
5.28 trial judges. That is to say the ninth 
circuit's circuit judges take appeals from over 
60 percent more trial judges than the rest of 
the country. 

We have had seven circuit judges since 
June 1937. Since that time the number of 
district judges of the nine States and Terri- 
tories has risen from 27 to 37, an increase of 
37 percent. As seen, six of these were not 
appointed until the fiscal year 1950 and the 
impact of the appeals from their decisions is 
just beginning to reach us. 

Our docketing in the fiscal year 1951 was 
409. In the last 4 months it has risen to the 
rate of 489 per annum or a case load of 69.9 
per judge, against an average in 1951 of all 
the circuit judges of the country of but 45. 
For each ninth circuit judge, this is 54 per- 
cent more than the country’s average. On 
these figures the ninth circuit should have 
at least the two judges recommended by the 
conference. 

As of today, the ninth circuit’s appellant 
litigants are suffering under the greatest ar- 
rearages of cases at issue and to be tried, 
and cases submitted and not decided, since 
we have had seven judges. Our court has 
the longest period of pendency of litigation 
of any of the nine other comparable circuits, 


D. THE GREATEST DIVERSITY OF LEGAL PROBLEMS 
IN THE NINTH CIRCUIT 


Apart from the burden shown by the sta- 
tistics is a more cogent reason why the cir- 
cuit’s litigants should have these added cir- 
cuit judges. The ninth circuit judges have 
greatest diversity of character of legal ques- 
tions. Ten of the Nation’s most vigorous 
State and Territorial legislatures are pouring 
out their reforming and regimentary laws 
with which its circuit Judges are confronted, 
while the average for the remaining nine 
comparable circuits is but four and one-half 
legislatures. In this respect the ninth cir- 
cuit has double the load to carry. 

When the character of the legislation is 
examined, its burden is much greater. 
These laws flow from the people in Alaska, 
in the frigid zone, down the Pacific coast 
and Mountain States from Canada to Mexico 
and out to Hawaii and to Guam, both in the 
Tropics with an infusion of Asiatic and South 
Pacific people. The difference in climate, 
terrain, and races creates the greatest di- 
versity of political and social relationships. 
Its vast and varied areas from its mineralized 
and forested mountains through its rich 
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valleys to the Pacific and out in its islands 
have their equally varied agriculture, includ- 
ing pineapple and sugarcane, citrus and de- 
eiduous fruit orchards, cattle raising, lumber 
mills, mines and oil fields, irrigation under 
the inherited Spanish law, water-power 
plants supplying all kinds of manufacturing 
enterprises, land transportation and world 
maritime commerce, each producing its kind 
of litigation. 

While all the above may sound like the 
literary outpourings of a chamber of com- 
merce secretary, for the ninth circuit liti- 
gants and its courts it is the exact truth. 
Its burden in veriety of law and volume of 
cases is more than the litigants’ present 
circuit judges are able to master and the 
recommendations of the Judicial Conference 
and the California State Bar Association for 
two additional judges are amply warranted. 


ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES, ETC., 
PRINTED IN THE APPENDIX 


On request, and by unanimous con- 
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, etc., 
were ordered to be printed in the Ap- 
pendix, as follows: 

By Mr. IVES: 

Address entitled “Federal State Super- 
visory Relations,” delivered by Elliott V. Bell, 
editor and publisher of Business Week, at 
the golden jubilee meeting of the National 
Association of Supervisors of State Banks, at 
the Hotel Jefferson, St. Louis, Mo., Septem- 
ber 27, 1951. 

By Mr. HUNT: 

Editorial entitled “Teaching,” written by 
John H. Cowles, thirty-third degree sover- 
eign grand commander of the supreme 
council, thirty-third degree Scottish Rite 
Free Masonry of the Southern Jurisdiction, 
and published in the magazine the New Age 
for September 1951. 

By Mr. LANGER: 

Telegrams from Brig. Gen. Henry Darling- 
ton, chaplain, Reserve headquarters, New 
York National Guard, and from Rev. Law- 
rence Reilly, executive secretary of the Chris- 
tian Anti-Defamation League, Inc., Detroit, 
Mich., protesting the removal of crosses from 
graves of veterans in the National Memorial 
Cemetery at Honolulu, T. H. 

By Mr. MARTIN: 

Editorial entitled A Cheap Political 
Trick,“ published in the Oil City (Pa.) Der- 
rick ot September 28, 1951, relating to the 
appeal of President Truman for the enact- 
ment of a law to expose the total income of 
all top United States. officials, 

Editorial entitled “A Moral Defense Pro- 

Needed for America,” published in the 
Philadelphia Inquirer of September 30, 1951, 
relating to disclosures about political influ- 
ence in the Bureau of Internal Revenue. ý 

By Mr. WILEY: 

Statement prepared by him and various 
editorials regarding the proposed licensing 
of gambling. 

NEWSPAPER WEEK—PROCLAMATION BY 
GOVERNOR OF NEW YORK 


Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent to have printed in the 
Recorp the text of a proclamation of 
Hon. Thomas E. Dewey, Governor of the 
State of New York, designating the pe- 
riod of October 1 to 8, 1951, as News- 
paper Week in the State of New York. 

There being no objection, the procla- 
mation was ordered to be printed in the 
Recor, as follows: 

A free republic such as ours could not exist 
without newspapers. Among the many 
blessings we have in America is the undis- 
puted excellence of the overwhelming ma- 
jority of our papers today, particularly those 
in the State of New York. Without them we 
would have no good government, no high 
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standards of conduct, no freedom. It is 
most fitting that we should set aside a period 
of each year to pay tribute to the reporters 
who gather and write the news for us, to 
their skilled editors, as well as to the pub- 
lishers who so steadfastly maintain the 
highest principles of free speech in our coun- 
try. 
At the same time, we must not forget the 
newsboys who help in the essential chore of 
distributing the papers. Thanks to them, 
there is hardly a home in our State which 
does not have access to vital, cultural, and 
factual information provided by our free 
newspapers. In addition to doing this 
necessary work, they acquire a training 
which is invaluable to them in afterlife. 
Many a man of the highest distinction in 
business and professional fields earned his 
first dollar as a newsboy and is proud of it. 

Now, therefore, I, Thomas E, Dewey, Gov- 
ernor of the State of New York, do hereby 
proclaim the period of October 1-8, 1951, as 
Newspaper Week in the State of New York. 

I also proclaim October 6 as Newspaperboy 
Day in New York State, and I urge the men 
and women of our State to cooperate in 
appropriate observance, 

Given under my hand and the privy seal 
of the State at the capitol in the city of 
Albany this 21st day of September A. D. 1951. 

THomas E. DEWEY. 


By the Governor: 
James C. HAGERTY, 
Secretary to the Governor. 


CALL OF THE CALENDAR 


The VICE PRESIDENT. Morning 
business having been concluded, the cal- 
endar will be called for the consideration 
of bills to which there is no objection, 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

Mr. McFARLAND.. Mr. President, will 
the Senator withhold his suggestion for 
a moment? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL, I withhold it for 
a moment. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCarran] 
tells me that he has some important busi- 
ness to transact this afternoon. I notice 
that his name appears as reporting the 
larger number of the bills on the calen- 
dar. I wonder if there would be any 
objection to taking up those bills first 
and disposing of them, and then imme- 
diately thereafter considering the re- 
maining bills on the calendar. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, I see 
no objection to that procedure. 

Mr. McFARLAND, Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Senate 
first take up the bills which the Senator 
from Nevada has reported from the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary, and then go back 
and consider the other bills in order. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection to the request made by the Sen- 
ator from Arizona? The Chair hears 
none, and it is so ordered. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I think we should 
have a quorum call. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum, $ 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre- 
tary will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL, Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be vacated, and that 
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further proceedings under the call be 
dispensed with. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will state the first bill on 
th> calendar, 


JOSEPH A, FERRARI 


The bill (H. R. 3026) for the relief of 
Joseph A. Ferrari was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

SENATE CLOCKS 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
invite the attention of Senators to the 
fact that the Senate has worked the 
hands off one of its clocks. We have only 
one clock left, so we may have to pro- 
ceed a little more slowly this week in 
order not to overwork the clocks. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
will say to the Senator that of the 1,100 
clocks in the Capitol no two of them keep 
the same time, so it does not make much 
difference. 

The clerk will call the next bill on the 
calendar. 


STANISLAW POBORSKI 


The bill (H. R. 2807) for the relief of 
Stanislaw Poborski was announced as 
next in order. 

[Mr. McKELLAR addressed the Sen- 
ate for 5 minutes on the question of the 
appointment of an additional district 
judge in Tennessee.] 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of 
the Senator from Tennessee has expired, 
The Senate is operating under a 5-min- 
ute limitation, 

Mr. McKELLAR. Is there a time lim- 
itation? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Yes. The 
Senate is operating under a limitation of 
time. 

Mr. McKELLAR, I shall take a little 
time later. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection to the present consideration of 
House bill 2807? 

There being no objection, the bill (H. 
R. 2807) for the relief of Stanislaw Po- 
borski was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed. 


MARIANNE AND MICHEL SPEELMAN 


The bill (H. R. 2498) for the relief of 
Marianne and Michel Speelman was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

(Mr. McKELLAR addressed the Sen- 
ate for 5 minutes on the question of the 
appointment of an additional district 
judge in Tennessee, and asked and ob- 
tained consent that his two speeches be 
printed in the Recorp together with cer- 
tain exhibits. His remarks and exhibits 
are as follows:] 

ADDITIONAL DISTRICT COURT JUDGE 
FOR TENNESSEE 


Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, in 
connection with Senate bill 1203, a bill to 
provide for the appointment of addi- 
tional circuit and district judges, I offer 
a substitute for the committee amend- 
ment, with reference to an additional 
judge in Tennessee in lieu of the matter 
proposed to be inserted by the commit- 
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tee amendment on page 3, line 4, to in- 
sert the following: 

One additional district judge (the first 
vacancy in which office shall not be filled) 
for the middle district of. 


In the Eighty-first Congress I intro- 
duce a bill, S. 3467, authorizing the ap- 
pointment of an additional district 
judge for the middle district of Ten- 
nessee—a permanent judgeship. My 
colleague likewise offered an identical 
bill, to create an additional permanent 
judgeship for the middle district of Ten- 
nessee. I understand that my bill was 
approved by a subcommittee of the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary, but no action 
was taken by the full committee. 

The chairman of the Committee on 
the Judiciary, my friend the Senator 
from Nevada [Mr. McCarran], intro- 
duced this omnibus judgeship bill in this 
session of the Eighty-second Congress, 
and proposed an additional permanent 
judge for the middle district of Tennes- 
see, being guided, I presume, by the fact 
that both Senators from Tennessee had 
in the Eighty- first Congress sponsored 
bills for the same purpose. 

The Committee on the Judiciary, upon 
the importunities of my colleague, a 
member of that committee, adopted an 
amendment to provide a permanent rov- 
ing judge, for the middle and western 
districts of Tennessee, over my strenuous 
objections. 

The report of the Judicial Conference 
of the United States, 1950, recommended 
for the middle district of Tennessee 
“the creation of one additional district 
judgeship, with the proviso that the first 
vacancy occurring in this district shall 
not be filled.” During the hearings on 
this bill, on May 17, I believe, after Mr. 
Chandler, Director of the Administrative 
Office of the United States Courts, had 
stated that the Judicial Conference had 
endorsed the need for an additional 
judge for the middle district of Ten- 
nessee, but with a qualification that the 
judgeship be provided for on a tempo- 
rary basis, I indicated my opposition to 
the temporary provision, and asked that 
the committee approve an additional 
permanent judge for the middle district 
of Tennessee. 

I strongly feel that the need for an 
additional permanent judge for the 
middle district of Tennessee has been 
demonstrated beyond any reasonable 
doubt. The hearings amply substanti- 
ate my statement. 

But we are confronted with this prob- 
lem: The senior Senator from Tennessee 
advocates the creation of dn additional 
district judgeship for the middle district 
of Tennessee, on a permanent basis, 
while the junior Senator advocates the 
creation of an additional roving judge- 
ship, on a permanent basis, for the mid- 
dle and western districts of Tennessee, 
The pending bill as it was introduced 
by the Senator from Nevada provided 
for the additional permanent judge for 
the middle district, on the assumption, 
as I have said before, that both Senators 
from Tennessee favored such a provi- 
sion in view of the fact that both had 
offered bills to that effect in the Eighty- 
first Congress. 
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If the choice before the Senate were 
the approval of a permanent judge for 
the middle district, or the approval of a 
roving judge for the middle and western 
districts, there might be some who would 
be embarrassed by the choice. On this 
premise I have offered the pending 
amendment, to provide on a temporary 
basis an additional district judge for 
the middle district of Tennessee, as has 
been recommended by the Judicial Con- 
ference of the United States. 

This Judicial Conference, as Senators 
know, meets annually as provided by 
law, title 28, United States Code, section 
331, to make a comprehensive survey 
of the condition of business in the courts 
of the United States and prepare plans 
for assignment of judges to or from cir- 
cuits or districts where necessary, and 
shall submit suggestions to the various 
courts, in the interest of uniformity and 
expedition of business. The Chief Jus- 
tice is directed to submit to Congress 
an annual report of the proceedings of 
the Judicial Conference and its recom- 
mendations for legislation. 

The recommendation in this matter 
by the Judicial Conference of the United 
States is embodied in my pending 
amendment to provide for the creation 
of an additional judgeship, on a tempo- 
rary basis, for the middle district of 
Tennessee. 

The Committee on the Judiciary dur- 
ing its consideration of this bill in hear- 
ings did not receive evidence purporting 
to show need for a roving judge assigned 
to the middle and western districts of 
Tennessee. 

There is a simple explanation for this; 
namely, that no evidence exists to show 
need for a roving judge to assist in the 
western district of Tennessee. On the 
contrary, all the evidence shows beyond 
a peradventure of doubt that the work in 
the western district of Tennessee is fully 
current, and that the incumbent judge, 
Hon. Marion 8. Boyd, is doing one of the 
best jobs in the country in the expedi- 
tious handling of cases in his court, if 
not the best. 

I have had placed on the desk of each 
Senator copies of certain communica- 
tions I have received bearing on the 
pending question, all of which belittle 
the very suggestion of a need for a rov- 
ing judge in the western district of Ten- 
nessee. I ask unanimous consent that 
the communications be printed at this 
point in my remarks. 

Circuit Judge John D. Martin, who 
formerly served as district judge in the 
western distriet of Tennessee, begins his 
letter with this paragraph: 

In reply to your inquiry as to whether in 
my opinion there is necessity for a roving 
judgeship to include the western district of 
Tennessee, I desire to express the emphatic 
opinion that there is not. 


Further on down in the letter Judge 
Martin states: 


My successor, Judge Marion S. Boyd, by 
zealous, diligent, and continuous service, has 
‘sept the docket in a completely current con- 
dition, as the official statistics of the admin- 
istrative office will show. 


Still further, he states: 


The inclusion of the western district of 
Tennessee was not recommended. 
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And further: 

As.a former judge of the western district 
of Tennessee and now as a member of the 
sixth circuit judicial council, and, as such, 
a supervisor of the work of the district 
courts, I can unhesitatingly state that there 
is no need for an additional district judge 
for this district. The incumbent, Hon. Ma- 
rion S. Boyd, has asked for no help except in 
a case now and then in which he disqualified 
himself for good reason. Moreover, he has 
served in other districts most graciously 
when designated to do so by the chief judge 
of the circuit. 


There is copied a telegram, on page 6 
of the exhibits placed before the Senate, 
from Hon. Xen Hicks, chief judge of the 
sixth judicial district, reading as fol- 
lows: 

Assigned only one judge to Memphis in 
1950 for one case in which Judge Boyd was 
disqualified by relationship, 


From Judge Martin I also have a tel- 
egram, copy of which appears on page 5 
of the exhibits, reading in part as fol- 
lows: 


I think there is not only no need but also 
no justification or excuse for creating rov- 
ing judgeship with jurisdiction in west Ten- 
nessee. * * * I would have opposed in 
our council creation of additional judgeship 
for Tennessee had such bill included also 
jurisdiction in the western district. 


Beginning on page 3 of the exhibit be- 
fore the Senate is a letter from the sec- 
retary of the Memphis and Shelby Coun- 
ty Bar Association, Mr. Morgan, of Mem- 
phis, and the marked portion is as fol- 
lows: 


Mr. Porter, as chairman of the committee, 
reported to the board of directors that in the 
unanimous opinion of the committee, be- 
cause of the efficient manner in which Judge 
Boyd has conducted his court and the most 
current condition of his docket, that there 
is no need either now or in the foreseeable 
future for an additional Federal judge in 
west Tennessee. The report of the commit- 
tee was unanimously adopted by the officers 
and directors, 


An earlier letter from Mr. Morgan is 
quoted on page 5. It seems that the 
junior Senator from Tennessee IMr. 
KEFAUVER] did not understand from this 
letter just what the position of the 
Memphis and Shelby County bar was, so 
the second letter, from which I have al- 
ready quoted, was dispatched—and con- 
tains, among other things, this state- 
ment: 

It was the unanimous opinion of the board 
of directors that there is no need for an ad- 
ditional United States judge for the western 


district of Tennessee at the present time or 
in the foreseeable future, 


Judge Marion S. Boyd, the incumbent 
judge in the western district, wired me, 
as shown on page 6 of the exhibits, “No 
one to my knowledge has suggested the 
need of additional judge for this dis- 
trict.” 

And following Judge Boyd's wire, at the 
top of page 6 of the exhibits, is a let- 
ter to the judge from Mr. Will Shaforth, 
statistician of the Administrative Office of 
the United States Courts, in which it is 
pointed out that the median time from 
filing to disposition in the western dis- 
trict of Tennessee was 5 months and 25 
days compared to the national median 
of 11.2 months, I think, then, we might 
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justifiably assume that if Judge Boyd 
needs help in his district in which the 
median time from filing to disposition 
of cases is one-half of the national me- 
dian, every other district needs help. 
A ridiculous assumption, of course, just 
as ridiculoys as the need for a roving 
judge in the western district of Ten- 
nessee. 

On page 6 of the exhibits appears copy 
of a letter from the secretary of the 
Jackson-Madison County Bar Associa- 
tion, reading in part as follows: 

The directors of the Jackson-Madison 
County Bar Association, meeting in called 
session today, unanimously adopted the en- 
closed iesolution, which commends the ac- 
tion of Judge Marion S. Boyd for the prompt 
and efficient manner in which his court is 
conducted here; that no roving judge is 
needed in the western district of Tennessee; 
and opposes any dividing of the judicial busi- 
ness now conducted by the eastern division 
of the western district of Tennessee. 


The resolution referred to is printed 
on page 7 of the exhibits. 

A roving judge for the middle and 
western districts of Tennessee is opposed 
unequivocally by Hon. John D. Martin, 
of the United States Court of Appeals 
for the Sixth Circuit; by Hon. Marion S. 
Boyd, the incumbent judge in the west- 
ern district of Tennessee; by the Mem- 
phis and Shelby County Bar Association; 
and by the Jackson-Madison County Bar 
Association. 

An additional judgeship, on a tempo- 
rary basis, is recommended by the Judi- 
cial Conference of the United States, 
which recommendation is embodied in 
my amendment, offered as a substitute 
for the committee amendment, 

The record clearly demonstrates the 
pressing need for an additional judge in 
the middle district of Tennessee; there 
is no evidence in support of the need for 
a roving judge in the western district. 
On the contrary, those best equipped to 
judge the need—the incumbent judge, 
the court of appeals, the local bar asso- 
ciations—categorically deny the slight- 
est semblance of such need. 


UNITED STATES COURT or APPEALS 
FOR THE SIXTH CIRCUIT, 
MICHIGAN-OHIO-KENTUCKY-TENNESSEE, 
August 22, 1951. 
Hon. KENNETH Mek TL Lan, 
United States Senator, 
Washington, D. O. 

Dear SENATOR MCKELLAR: In reply to your 
inquiry as to whether in my opinion there is 
necessity for a roving judgeship to include 
the western district of Tennessee, I desire to 
Harting the emphatic opinion that there 

not. 

With your strong endorsement, I had the 
honor to be appointed and to serve as United 
States district judge for west Tennessee 
from May. 8, 1935, to September 16, 1940, 
when again with your endorsement I was 
appointed to the United States Court of Ap- 
peals for the Sixth Circuit, on which court I 
have continuously served to this date. 

When I went on the district bench in 1935, 
I found a heavily congested docket, includ- 
ing more than four hundred war risk in- 
surance cases. By holding daily sessions, 
including Saturdays, and 70 night sessions, I 
was able to bring this calendar to currency 
within 14 months, during which time I had 
also served by designation for 3 weeks at 
Louisville, Ky. I was able to keep the docket 
current during the full period of my in- 
cumbency and to serve additionally for sev- 
eral months in other districts, including 
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9 weeks on the TVA trial at Chattanooga; 
several sessions with Judges Gore and Taylor 
on land condemnations at Knoxville; an- 
other period at Louisville; several weeks at 
Columbus, Ohio; and a month in the south- 
ern district of Mississippi. When I vacated 
the district bench, there was no more current 
district in the 84 districts of the United 
States. We were trying cases in all depart- 
ments of our jurisdiction within 30 to 90 
days of the filing of the action or the indict- 
ment. 

My successor, Judge Marion S. Boyd, by 
zealous, diligent, and continuous service, has 
kept the docket in a completely current con- 
dition, as the official statistics of the admin- 
istrative office will show. 

Because of the long-continued illness of 
Judge Davies, a situation developed in mid- 
dle Tennessee which required attention, as 
the cases were piling up. Dale Hollow and 
Center Hill projects near Cookeville brought 
many land condemnation suits which the 
Government and the landowners were un- 
able to settle. So, by designation of Chief 
Judge Hicks, last summer I went to Cooke- 
ville and held six extended daily sessions 
each week for 5 weeks and tried 57 condem- 
nation cases to juries and one case in which 
the jury was waived. Judge Chandler of 
Oklahoma gave about a month’s time at 
Nashville and cleaned up the criminal cal- 
endar in the summer of 1950, and Judge 
Leslie Darr, of the eastern district of Ten- 
nessee, also from time to time gave addi- 
tional aid to the middle district. But, inas- 
much as Judge Davies continued to be par- 
tially disabled and could not hold long ses- 
sion hours, the Judicial Council for the Sixth 
Circuit recommended the creation of an ad- 
ditional judgeship for the middle district of 
Tennessee. Subsequently, the Judicial 
Council of the United States, composed of 
the Chief Justice and the chief judges of 
all the circuits, made the recommendation 
to Congress of an additional judge for mid- 
dle Tennessee to be included in the so-called 
judicial omnibus bill now pending in the 
Senate. The inclusion of the western dis- 
trict of Tennessee was not recommended. 

As a former judge of the western district 
of Tennessee and now as a member of the 
Sixth Circuit Judicial Council and, as such, 
a supervisor of the work of the district 
courts, I can unhesitatingly state that there 
is no need for an additional district judge 
for this district. The incumbent, Hon. 
Marion S. Boyd, has asked for no help except 
in a case now and then in which he dis- 
qualified himself for good reason. More- 
over, he has served in other districts most 
graciously when designated to do so by the 
chief judge of the circuit. 

In my humble judgment, the creation of 
district judgeships with overlapping juris- 
diction is not wise public policy, except when 
both districts served are in real need of a 
regular extra judge, which is not the case 
in the western district of Tennessee. In a 
single-judge district, the established policy 
of the judge with respect to extent of pun- 
ishment of the guilty and the exercise of pro- 
bation in the broad judicial discretion 
vested in the judge produces a uniformity 
which does not exist where another judge 
has like jurisdiction in the district. Of 
course, in the large cities, of necessity there 
is plurality of district judges and, in con- 
sequence, a lack of uniformity in the im- 
position of criminal punishment. This is 
unfortunate, but unavoidable in big cities 
under the present system of jurisdiction; but 
there is no necessity to bring about a lack 
of uniformity where an additional district 
judge is not needed. 

Furthermore, the matter of allowance of 
fees in bankruptcy and receiverships has 
brought disparity among individual judges; 
and, as a practical matter in the administra- 
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tion of justice, the creation of a roving 
judgeship where not needed would tend to 
lead to clashes between the two judges as 
to which will try certain types of cases; ap- 
plications for injunctions would be presented 
to the particular judge whom the applicant’s 
attorney chooses to select; and unpleasant- 
ness may come about in the appointment 
of court officials. 

None of the ideas expressed herein is theo- 
retical; all are based on practical observation. 
I should not have felt free to volunteer my 
personal views, but am responding freely 
and frankly to your request. 

With warmest personal regards, as always. 

Sincerely, your friend, 
JOHN D. MARTIN. 


MEMPHIS AND SHELBY COUNTY 
Bar ASSOCIATION, INC., 
Memphis, Tenn., August 28, 1951. 
Hon. KENNETH D. MCKELLAR, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR McKELLAR: In order that you 
may have full information with regard to 
the action taken by the officers and directors 
of the Memphis and Shelby County Bar As- 
sociation on the request for a new Federal 
judge for west Tennessee, I wish to give you 
the following information: 2 

The matter first came to the attention of 
the directors by reason of a letter written 
by Charles G. Neese, former administrative 
secretary for Senator KEFAUVER, to Mr. 
Lucius E. Burch, Jr. A copy of this letter is 
enclosed herewith. 

Mr. Burch’s law partner, Mr. John S. 
Porter, is a member of the board of directors 
of the Memphis and Shelby County Bar As- 
sociation. Mr. Burch gave Mr. Neese's letter 
to Mr. Porter, who brought the matter to 
the attention of Judge Sam O. Bates, the 
president of the bar association. 

A meeting of the directors was called for 
Thursday, August 16. At that time Mr. 
Porter read Mr. Neese’s letter, and the matter 
was discussed generally. As it was the feeling 
that there should be a thorough investiga- 
tion of the matter before any action was 
taken by the board of directors, Judge Bates 
appointed a committee composed of Mr. John 
S. Porter, chairman, Mr. Tom Prewitt, and 
Mr. Leo Bearman from the board of directors. 
Mr. C. A. Davis, chairman of the judiciary 
committee of the Memphis and Shelby 
County Bar Association, was also a member 
of the committee. The committee spent 
practically the entire morning of Friday, 
August 17, investigating Judge Boyd's docket, 
and also discussed the matter at length with 


Judge Marion S. Boyd and Judge John D. 


Martin, Sr., both of whom were very vigor- 
ously opposed to a roving judge for west 
Tennessee. 

Mr. Porter, as chairman of the committee, 
reported to the board of directors that in the 
unanimous opinion of the committee, be- 
cause of the efficient manner in which Judge 
Boyd has conducted his court and the most 


current condition of his docket, that there is. 


no need either now or in the foreseeable fu- 
ture for an additional Federal judge in west 
Tennessee. 

The report of the committee was unani- 
mously adopted by the officers and directors. 

As secretary of the association, I was in- 
structed to write you and Senator KEFAUVER 
informing you of the action taken by the 
board of directors, and also calling your at- 
tention and that of Senator Kerauver to the 
adverse working conditions now prevailing in 
the United States district court room. 

I wrote you and Senator KEFAUVER on Sat- 
urday, August 18, Senator KEFAUVER received 
exactly the same letters which you received. 
He has acknowledged receipt of the letter 
regarding courtroom conditions but has 
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never replied to the other letter, although 
both were mailed at the same time. 

There was an article in the local paper 
about Tuesday or Wednesday of last week 
quoting Senator KEFAUVER to the effect that 
no responsible opposition had developed to 
the plan for an additional Federal judge for 
west Tennessee. Senator KEFAUVER should 
have received the letter from the bar asso- 
ciation at the same time you received this 
letter, both of which were sent air mail so 
that they should have arrived in Washington 
for delivery in the Monday morning mail. 

I wanted you to have this information so 
that you might know the complete back- 
ground of the proceedings in Memphis. 

Yours very truly, 
CHARLES G. MORGAN, Secretary. 


MEMPHIS AND SHELBY COUNTY 
Bak ASSOCIATION, INC., 
Memphis, Tenn., August 18, 1951. 
Hon. KENNETH D. MCKELLAR, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MCKELLAR: Pursuant to a re- 
quest that the officers and directors of Mem- 
phis and Shelby County Bar Association ex- 
press an opinion as to the need for a new 
United States judge in the western district of 
Tennessee, a committee was appointed to in- 
vestigate the matter and to report back to the 
board of directors. The committee made a 
thorough investigation and found that due 
to the highly efficient manner in which Judge 
Marion S. Boyd has conducted the affairs of 
the United States District Court for Western 
Tennessee that his docket is the most current 
of any district court in the United States, 
The average time required to finish a case in 
Judge Boyd’s court is 50 percent less than the 
national average. 

It was the unanimous opinion of the board 
of directors that there is no need for an addi- 
tional United States judge for western dis- 
trict of Tennessee at the present time or in 
the foreseeable future. 

As secretary of the association I have been 
directed to write you to give you the views of 
the board of directors. 

Yours very truly, 
CHARLES G. MORGAN, Secretary. 


MEMPHIS, TENN., 
August 18, 1951. 
Hon. KENNETH MCKELLAR, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Replying telegram I think there is not only 
no need but also no justification or excuse for 
creating roving judgeship with jurisdiction 
in west Tennessee. Judge Boyd has always 
kept his docket in current condition, as offi- 
cial statistics will show. He has worked 
diligently to accomplish this. Our sixth cir- 
cuit judicial council recommended bill for 
creation of additional judgeship for middle 
Tennessee only because of long continued 
and present partial disability of Judge Davies. 
I would have opposed in our council creation 
of additional judgeship for Tennessee had 
such bill included also jurisdiction in the 
western district. Warmest personal regards, 

As always, your friend, 
JOHN D. MARTIN, 
Circuit Judge, Sizth Judicial Circuit 


MEMPHIS, TENN. 
Hon. KENNETH D. MCKELLAR, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Answering your inquiry during 11 years I 
have presided over district court for western 
Tennessee every case has been handled 
promptly. Will Shafroths records at admin- 
istrative office will show this. Our calendar is 
absolutely current at this time. No one to 
my knowledge has suggested the need of 
additional judge for this district. 

Marron S. Boxp, 
United States District Judge. 
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ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE 
UNITED STATES COURTS, 
Washington, D. C., September 5, 1950. 
Hon. MARION S. BOYD, 
United States District Judge, 
Memphis, Tenn. 

Dear Marion: I was working the medians 
last night for the annual report and came 
across your district—43 civil cases termi- 
nated by trial (excluding condemnation, for- 
feiture, and habeas corpus) in the median 
time from filing to disposition of 5 months 
and 25 days compared to the national 
median of 11.2 months. This gave a thrill 
of satisfaction to this battered old statis- 
tician. It's just like your distinguished and 
beloved predecessor. How do you do it? 

My hat is off to you. 

Sincerely yours, 
WILL SHAFROTH. 


KNOXVILLE, TENN., August 17, 1951. 
Hon, KENNETH D. MCKELLaR, 
Washington, D. C.: 
Assigned only one judge to Memphis in 
1950 for one case in which Judge Boyd was 
disqualified by relationship. 
Xen Hicks, 
Chief Justice, Sixth Judicial District. 


SCHNEIDER & SCHNEIDER, 
Jackson, Tenn., August 30, 1951. 
Senator K. D. McKELLaR, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR MCKELLAR: The directors of 
the Jackon-Madison County Bar Association, 
meeting in called session today, unanimously 
adopted the enclosed resolution, which com- 
mends the action of Judge Marion S, Boyd 
for the prompt and efficient manner in which 
his court is conducted here; states that no 
roving judge is needed in the western dis- 
trict of Tennessee; and opposes any divid- 
ing of the judicial business now conducted 
by the eastern division of the western dis- 
trict of Tennessee. 

I was instructed to mail you a copy of 
this resolution for your consideration and 
action. 

Very truly yours, 
Mrs. ANNA H. SCHNEIDER, 
Secretary, Jackson-Madison 
County Bar Association, 


Resolved by the directors of the Jackson 
and Madison Bar Association, That we com- 
mend the Honorable Marion S. Boyd, judge 
of the United States District Court for the 
Western District of Tennessee, and all of- 
ficials of said court both in Memphis and 
in Jackson, for the prompt and efficient man- 
ner in which the business of said court has 
been and is now being conducted. Further, 
we recognize the fact that the docket of the 
court in Jackson is kept up to date at all 
times, the judge and court officials coming 
to Jackson at least four times a year and 
at other times when necessary; 

Resolved further, That in our opinion 
there is no need for an additional or roving 
judge in the western district of Tennessee; 
be it further 

Resolved, That in our opinion there is no 
need or necessity for dividing the judicial 
business of the eastern division at Jackson, 
or transferring the business of any of the 
counties now in the eastern division from 
Jackson to any other county in the district, 
since the court of Jackson as now consti- 
tuted dispatches the business of all counties 
in the eastern division efficiently and 
promptly, and the creation of another place 
of holding court for any counties of the 
eastern division would be a useless expendi- 
ture of public funds, 


MARIANNE AND MICHEL SPEELMAN 


The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of 
the Senator from Tennessee has expired. 
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Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of House bill 2498 for the 
relief of Marianne and Michel Speelman? 

There being no objection, the bill was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed, 


OLLIE O. EVANS, JR. 


The bill (H. R. 2459) for the relief of 
Ollie O. Evans, Jr., was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
reserving the right to object—and I shall 
not object—while the bill proposes good 
legislation—it does waive the statute of 
limitations. Therefore, I think we should 
have an explanation of the bill. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, 
House bill 2459, Calendar 668, will mere- 
ly, by waiving sections 16 to 20, inclusive, 
of the act entitled “An act to provide 
compensation for employees of the 
United States suffering injuries while in 
the performance of their duties and for 
other purposes,” allow this claimant to 
file a claim with the Department of 
Labor, for the purpose of determining 
whether or not he is entitled to disability 
compensation. Such compensation, if 
any, is based upon his service in the 
Civilian Conservation Corps during 
which he suffered an attack of pneu- 
monia, which since 1947 has resulted in 
a complete disability. The bill does not 
confer any right other than to have this 
claim processed by the Department of 
Labor for determination of whether 
claimant is entitled to payment for dis- 
ability. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I thank the Senator, and I withdraw ob- 
jection. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill (H. R. 
2459) was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed. 


DAVID LEE HARRIGAN 


The bill (H. R. 1463) for the relief of 
David Lee Harrigan was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

MATTHEW TERRY 


The bill (H. R. 2165) for the relief of 
Matthew Terry was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


JACK A. WITHAM 


The bill (H. R. 1253) for the relief of 
Jack A. Witham was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

CLAIM OF PRESTON L. WATSON 


The bill (H. R. 990) to confer jurisdic- 
tion on the Court of Claims to hear, de- 
termine, adjudicate, and render judg- 
ment on the claim of Preston L. Watson, 
as administrator of the goods and chat- 
tels, rights, and credits which were of 
Robert A. Watson, deceased, was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, may we have 
an explanation of the bill, please? 
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Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, 
House bill 990, Calendar No. 672, con- 
fers jurisdiction upon the Court of 
Claims to hear, determine, and render 
judgment on the claim of the estate of 
a sugar importer for losses which the 
claimant estate alleges were sustained 
when the importer purchased Argentine 
sugar because of the importunities of 
the Department of Justice. The sugar 
was to be sold in the United States in or- 
der to reduce the price of that commodi- 
ty. However, the mere announcement 
by the Department of Justice of the im- 
pending series of importations of sugar 
caused a sharp decline in the sugar mar- 
ket, with the result that this importer 
was forced to sell the sugar at a severe 
loss to himself. 

This appears to be the sole remain- 
ing claim against the United States aris- 
ing out of the importation of sugar in 
aid of the Department of Justice in 1920. 
The merits of this claim seem indistin- 
guishable from the merits of the claims 
already allowed and paid. 

The committee felt that the claimant 
estate ought to have the opportunity to 
litigate this claim in view of the evidence 
available to it and in view of the prece- 
dents already established. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, I 
should like to ask a question of the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Nevada. This 
bill relates to a claim in the amount of 
approximately $795,000. Am I correct in 
understanding: that this is the last of a 
series of claims of this type? 

Mr. McCARRAN. That is correct. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Does the interest 
differential go back on this measure to 
1920, and does the bill make provision or 
will provision be made for a tax on the 
interest differential? 

Mr. McCARRAN. That will be up to 
the Court of Claims. It is to be remem- 
bered that this bill only permits the 
Court of Claims to consider the matter, 
and the Court of Claims can and may 
deal with the phases of the bill to which 
the Senator refers. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I have no objec- 
tion. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 990) 
which had been reported from the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary with an amend- 
ment on page 3, line 1, after the word 
“parties”, to insert “enactment of this 
act shall not be construed to raise any 
implication of liability by the United 
States.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 

BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 1570) to amend the immu- 
nity provision relating to testimony 
given by witnesses before either House of 
Congress or their committees was an- 
nounced as next in order. 
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The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. LANGER. I ask that the bill go 
over. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from North Dakota objects, and the bill 
will be passed over. 


LEO KIEVE 


The Senate proceedec to consider the 
bill (S. 2027) for the relief of Leo Kieve 
which had been reported from the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary with an amend- 
ment to strike out all after the enacting 
clause and insert: 

That Leo Kieve, a United States citizen 
veteran of World War II, shall not be held to 
have lost United States citizenship under 
any of the provisions of the Nationality Act 
of 1940 providing for loss of citizenship 
through continuous residence in a foreign 
state: Provided, That the said Leo Kieve re- 
turns to the United States for permanent 
residence within a period of 1 year following 
the effective date of this act. 


The amendment was agreed to, 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 
ANA COBO ALONSO 


The bill (S. 715) for the relief of Ana 
Cobo Alonso was considered, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the immigration and naturalization laws, 
Ana Cobo Alonso shall be held and consid- 
ered to have been lawfully admitted to the 
United States for permanent residence as 
of the date of the enactment of this act, 
upon payment of the requirement visa fee 
and head tax. 

PAYMENT OF ANNUITY TO WIDOWS OF 
JUDGES—BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 16) to provide for pay- 
ment of an annuity to widows of judges 
was announced as next in order. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
reserving the right to object, may we 
have an explanation of the bill? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, Sen- 
ate bill 16, Calendar No. 677, is designed 
to relieve the anxieties and worries of 
members of the Federal judiciary in re- 
gard to the welfare of their widows and 
by so doing to further insure the freedom 
of the judiciary from business and pro- 
fessional interests outside the judiciary. 
The bill applies to all Federal judges hav- 
Ing a life tenure, except those who chose 
to resign, rather than to retire, after the 
date of approval of this legislation. It 
provides that the widow of such a judge 
shall receive an annuity computed at the 
rate of 5 percent of the annual salary of 
the office, multiplied by the number of 
years of active service, but not in excess 
of 50 percent of the salary. The an- 
nuity so computed would be paid to the 
widow for life or until she remarries. 

The provisions for annuities become 
operative only in the case of a widow who 
has been married to the judge for 10 
years or more, unless the judge leaves 
minor, unmarried children surviving him 
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for whose support his widow is responsi- 
ble. The bill is retroactive in that it 
applies to the widows of judges who died 
prior to the date of approval of this bill. 

The committee, in reporting this bill, 
felt that legislation of this type is neces- 
sary to maintain the independence of the 
Federal judiciary and to attract to the 
Federal bench and retain persons of 
ability and standing in the legal pro- 
fession. The committee also felt, after 
examining the cost of this legislation, 
that the cost of implementing it is not 
unreasona ble to satisfy the need related. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I should 
like to ask the Senator to yield for a 
question. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 

Mr. LANGER. I was unavoidably ab- 
sent last week when this bill was reported 
by the committee a week ago today. Let 
me ask the distinguished Senator 
whether ar amendment was added to the 
bill, requiring contributions on the part 
of these judges. 

Mr. McCARRAN. No; none was added 
to the bill. 

Mr. LANGER. Then I object at this 
time. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from North Dakota objects, and the bill 
will be passed over. 


CECELIA WAHLS 


The bill (H. R. 4688) for the relief of 
Cecelia Wahls was considered, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 

BILL PASSED OVER 

The bill (S. 18) to authorize suits 
against the United States to adjudi- 
cate and administer water rights was 
announced as next in order.. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, a 
request was made of the chairman of the 
committee that this bill might go over 
for study. With that in mind, I com- 
ply with the request and ask that the 
bill go over. 

The VICE PRESIDENT, The bill will 
be passed over. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, 
what became of Calendar No. 680, House 
bill 3436? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. It was not 
acted on. Under the unanimous-con- 
sent agreement, the Senate is consider- 
ing first the bills reported from the Ju- 
diciary Committee, and will then go 
back to consider the other bills on the 
calendar. 


EMMA BURR 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 582) for the relief of Emma Burr, 
which had been reported from the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary with an amend- 
ment to strike out all after the enacting 
clause and insert: 

That, notwithstanding the provisions of 
the eleventh category, section 3, of the Im- 
migration Act of 1917, as amended, Emma 
Burr may be admitted to the United States 
for permanent residence if she is found to 
be otherwise admissible under the provi- 
sions of the immigration laws. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
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The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


STELA S. RANSIER 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 634) for the relief of Stela S. 
Ransier, which had been reported from 
the Committee cn the Judiciary with 
an amendment to strike out all after the 
enacting clause and insert: 

That, notwithstanding the provisions of 
section 13 (c) of the Immigration Act of 1924, 
as amended, Stela S. Ransier, the wife of 
Otis Ransier, a citizen of the United States, 
may be admitted to the United States for 
permanent residence if she is found to be 
otherwise admissible under the provisions 
of the immigration laws. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


JOSEPH EMANUEL WINGER 


The bill (S. 702) for the relief of Jo- 
seph Emanuel Winger was considered, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of sections 4 (a) and 9 of the Immigration 
Act of 1924, as amended, and notwithstand- 
ing any provisions excluding from admission 
to the United States persons of races in- 
eligible to citizenship, Joseph Emanuel 
Winger shall be deemed to be the natural- 
born alien child of Sergeant and Mrs. R. L. 
Winger, citizens of the United States. 


MYRTLE HARDING 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 1048) for the relief of Myrtle 
Harding, which had been reported from 
the Committee on the Judiciary with an 
amendment to strike out all after the 
enacting clause and insert: 

That, notwithstanding the eleventh cate- 
gory of section 3 of the Immigration Act of 
1917, as amended, Myrtle Harding may be 
admitted to the United States for permanent 
residence if she is found otherwise admis- 
sible under the provisions of the immigra- 
tion laws. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, was read the third 
time, and passed. 

TAKAKO KITAMURA DALLUGE 


The bill (S. 1158) for the relief of 
Takako Kitamura Dalluge was consid- 
ered, ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed, 
as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, notwithstanding 
the p-ovisions of section 13 (c) of the Im- 
migration Act of 1924, as amended, Takako 
Kitamura Dalluge, the wife of Gilbert Glen 
Dalluge, a United States citizen, may be ad- 
mitted to the United States for permanent 
residence if she is found to be otherwise 
admissible under the provisions of immigra- 
tion laws. 


JULIE NICOLA FRANGOU 
The bill (S. 1199) for the relief of 
Julie Nicola Frangou was considered, 
crdered to be engrossed for a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: . 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the immigration and naturalization laws, 
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Julie Nicola Frangou shall be held and con- 
sidered to have been lawfully admitted to 
the United States for permanent residence as 
of the date of the enactment of this act, 
upon payment of the required visa fee and 
head tax. Upon the granting of permanent 
residence to such alien as provided for in 
this act, the Secretary of State shall instruct 
the proper quota-control officer to deduct 
one number from the appropriate quota for 
the first year that such quota is available. 


MASAKI SUGIYAMA 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 1421) for the relief of Masaki 
Sugiyama, which had been reported 
from the Committee on the Judiciary 
with an amendment to strike out all 
after the enacting clause and insert: 

That the provisions of section 13 (c) of the 
Immigration Act of 1924, as amended, shall 
not hereafter apply to Masaki Sugiyama, the 
Japanese fiancée of Patrick L. Duane, a citi- 
zen of the United States, and that the said 
Masaki Sugiyama may be eligible for a non- 
quota immigration visa if she is found oth- 
erwise admissible under the immigration 
laws: Provided, That the administrative 
authorities find that marriage between the 
above-mentioned parties occurred within 
3 months after the enactment of this act, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

DR. FRANCIS S. N. KWOK 


The bill (S. 1541) for the relief of Dr. 
Francis S. N. Kwok was considered, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed, as fol- 
lows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the immigration and naturalization laws, 
Dr. Francis S. N. Kwok, also known as Dr. 
Chew Nam Young, shall be held and con- 
sidered to have been lawfully admitted to 
the United States for permanent residence 
as of the date of the enactment of this act 
upon payment of the required visa fee and 
head tax. Upon the granting of permanent 
residence to such alien as provided for in 
this act, the Secretary of State shall instruct 
the proper quota officer to deduct one num- 
ber from the appropriate quota for the first 
year that such quota is available. 


DR. JACOB GRIFFEL 


The bill (S. 1800) for the relief of 
Dr. Jacob Griffel was considered, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: 

Be is enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the immigration and naturalization laws, 
Dr. Jacob Griffel shall be held and con- 
sidered to have been lawfully admitted to 
the United States for permanent residence 
as of the date of the enactment of this act, 
upon payment of the required visa fer and 
head tax. Upon the granting of permanent 
residence to such alien as provided for in 
this act, the Secretary of State shall instruct 
the proper quota officer to deduct one num- 
ber from the appropriate quota for the first 
year that such quota is available. 


HENDRYK KEMPSKI 


The bill (H. R. 579) for the relief of 
Hendryk Kempski, was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

KWANG MYENG CHU 


The bill (H. R. 580) for the relief of 
Kwang Myeng Chu was considered, or- 
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dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


SHIZU TERAUCHI PARKS 


he bill (H. R. 2916) for the relief of 
Shizu Terauchi Parks was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 
ETHEL CRISTETA BERNER 


The bill (H. R. 3895) for the relief of 
Ethel Cristeta Berner was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

WLADIMIR PETER LEWICKI, MRS. HEED- 

WIGE LEWICKI, AND GEORGE WLADIMIR 

LEWICKI 


The bill (H. R. 744) for the relief of 
Wladimir Peter Lewicki, Mrs. Heedwige 
Lewicki, and George Wladimir Lewicki, 
was considered, ordered to a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed. 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 4693) to amend section 
77, subsection (c) (3), of the Bankrupt- 
cy Act, as amended, was announced as 
next in order. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection? 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. By request, I ask 
that the bill go over. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will 
be passed over, on request. 


PERMANENT RESIDENCE FOR CERTAIN 
ALIENS (H. CON. RES. 145) 


The concurrent resolution (H. Con, 
Res. 145) favoring the granting of the 
status of permanent residence to certain 
aliens was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed, 


PERMANENT RESIDENCE FOR CERTAIN 
ALIENS (H. CON. RES, 111) 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 111) 
favoring the granting of the status of 
permanent residence to certain aliens, 
which had been reported from the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary with an amend- 
ment on page 11, after line 10, to insert: 

A-9767539, Nowak, Henry or Henryk Nowak 
or Novak. 

A-6729857, Tkaczyk, Feliks John. 

A-6729858, Tkaczyk, Irene Alecandira. 

A749 1029, Witkowicki, Michal. 

A-6958736, Boldyreff, Constantin Wassilie- 
vich. 

A-€846518, Abrams, Maria Frank. 

A-7052335, Kolde, Endel Jakob. 

A-6985790, Malinowska, Casimira Maria or 
Mother M. Laetitia. 

A-7095716, Pella, Vespasien Vespasian. 

A-7095717, Pella, Margareta. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that I may offer 
an amendment to this measure. The 
amendment which I offer will add the 
names of a family of four displaced per- 
sons to the concurrent resolution. The 
committee has reviewed the files of the 
Immigration Service relating to these 
aliens, and it appears that these cases 
are worthy of approval. 

The subjects of the amendment desire 
to obtain a reentry permit so that they 
may go abroad to salvage some property 
which they are about to lose. 
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena- 
tor from Nevada offers another amend- 
ment, which will be stated. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, there 
has been suggested another amendment, 
which I do not have at hand at the mo- 
ment. I have sent for the report on the 
concurrent resolution. I should like to 
have the opportunity to consider the 
other suggested amendment, other than 
the one I am sending to the desk. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Ne- 
vada will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. At the end of 
the concurrent resolution it is proposed 
to add the numbers and names: 

A-7125242, Nadler, Salomon. 

A-6655111, Nadler, Vera, nee Miloslaveky. 

7125243, Nadler, Robert. 

7125244, Nadler, Daniel. 


The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, the amendment is agreed to. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, 
since the amendments have been adopt- 
ed, I now ask unanimous consent that 
the concurrent resolution may go to the 
foot of the calendar. I have a reason 
for that. I wish to examine the report, 
in connection with another amendment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, the concurrent resolution will go 
to the foot of the calendar. 

Mr. McCARRAN subsequently said: 
Mr. President, House Concurrent Reso- 
lution 111, after the adoption of two 
amendments, went to the foot of the cal- 
endar so that another amendment could 
be prepared and offered. I now offer the 
amendment, to add to the names already 
included an additional name, that of 
Ileana Maria Kerciu. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK, It is proposed 
to add the following at the end of the 
bill: 

A-64608878, Ileana Maria Kerciu. 


The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The concurrent resolution (H. Con. 
Res. 111), as amended, was agreed to. 


MRS. AIMEE HOYNINGEN-HUENE 


The bill (H. R. 676) for the relief of 
Mrs. Aimee Hoyningen-Huene was con- 
si ered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


FRANCESCO GABER 


The bill (S. 590) for the relief of Fran- 
cesco Gaber was considered, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the immigration and naturalization laws, 
Francesco Gaber shall be held and considered 
to have been lawfully admitted to the United 
Siates for permanent residence as of the 
date of the enactment of this act, upon pay- 
ment of the required visa fee and head tax. 
Upon the granting of permanent residence 
to such alien as provided for in this act, the 
Secretary of State shall instruct the proper 
quota-control officer to deduct one number 
from the appropriate quota for the first year 
that such quota is available. 


MARGARET A. USHEOVA-ROZANOFF 


The bill (S. 905) fer the relief of Mar- 
garet A. Ushkova-Rozanoff was consid- 
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ered, ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed, 
as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, notwithstanding 
the provisions of the ninth category of sec- 
tion 3 of the Immigration Act of 1917, as 
amended (8 U. S. C. 136 (d)). Margaret A. 
Ushkova-Rozanoff may be admitted to the 
United States for permanent residence pro- 
vided she is found otherwise admissible un- 
der the provisions of the immigration laws: 
Provided, Tha“ there be given a suitable and 
proper bond or undertaking, approved by the 
Attorney General, in such amount and con- 
taining such conditions as he may prescribe, 
to the United States and to all States, Terri- 
tories, counties, towns, municipalities, and 
districts thereof holding the United States 
and all States, Territories, counties, towns, 
municipalities, and districts thereof harmless 
against Margaret A. Ushkova-Rozanoff be- 
coming a public charge. 


VERA OUMANCOFF 


The bill (S. 1274) for the relief of Vera 
Oumancoff was considered, ordered to be 
engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the immigration and naturalization laws, 
Vera Oumancoff shall be held and considered 
to have been lawfully admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence as of the date 
of the enactment of this act, upon payment 
of the required visa fee and head tax. Upon 
the granting of permanent residence to such 
alien as provided for in this act, the Secre- 
tary of State shall instruct the proper quota- 
control officer to deduct one number from 
the appropriate quota for the first year that 
such quota is available. 

PETER THERKELSEN KIRWAN AND 

ERNEST O’GORMAN KIRWAN 


The bill (S. 1464) for the relief of 
Peter Therkelsen Kirwan and Ernest 
O’Gorman Kirwan was considered, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the immigration and naturalization laws, 
Peter Therkelsen Kirwan and Ernest O’Gor- 
man Kirwan, British subjects who were born 
in India of an American mother and British 
father, shall be deemed to have been born in 
Great Britain. 


ALBERT GOLDMAN, POSTMASTER AT 
NEW YORK 


The bill (S. 1686) for the relief of Al- 
bert Goldman, postmaster at New York, 
N. Y., was announced as next in order. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection? 

Mr, SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, be- 
cause of the amount involved, I ask for 
an explanation. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, this is 
Calendar No. 757, Senate bill 1686. This 
bill is to relieve Albert Goldman, post- 
master at New York, N. V., of all liabil- 
ity to refund to the United States the 
sum of $23,748.66, which sum represents 
a shortage in his money-order account 
due to loss of official funds in the sink- 
ing of the U. S. S. Hugh L. Scott, a 
branch of the New York post office, by 
enemy action on November 12, 1942, and 
to authorize the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury to pay said sum to the credit of the 
Postmaster General’s money-order ac- 
count—symbol No. 48-050. Enactment 
of this bill has been recommended by the 
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Post Office Department in accordance 
with the provisions of Thirty-ninth 
United States Code, page 49. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection? 

There being no objection, the bill was 
considered, ordered to be engrossed for a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That Albert Goldman, 
postmaster at New York, N. Y., is relieved of 
all liability to refund to the United States 
the whole or any part of the sum of $23,748.66. 
Such sum represents a shortage in his money- 
order account due to the loss of official funds 
in the sinking of the United States steamship 
Hugh L. Scott on November 12, 1942. The 
Comptroller General of the United States is 
authorized and directed to credit the money- 
order account of the said Albert Goldman in 
the sum of $23,748.66, and the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pey, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, the sum of $23,748.66 
to the credit of the Postmaster General's 
money- order disbursing account (symbol No. 
4°-050). 

LOUIS E. GABEL 


The bill (S. 1970) for the relief of Louis 
E. Gabel was considered, ordered to be 
engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to Louis E. Gabel, an 
individual trading as Gabel Construction Co., 
of Orlando, Fla., the sum of $24,916.71 in full 
satisfaction of his claim against the United 
States for uncompensated losses sustained 
by him under contract No. NOY-9336, for the 
construction of a water-softening plant at 
Florida City, Fla., for the navy yard at Key 
West, Fla., as a result of a delay in receiving 
materials and equipment provided for in said 
contract: Provided, That no part of the 
amount appropriated in this act in excess of 
10 percent thereof shall be paid or delivered 
to or received by any agent or attorney on ac- 
count of sevices rendered in connection with 
this claim, and the same shall be unlawful, 
any contract to the contrary notwithstand- 
ing. Any person violating the provisions of 
this act shall be deemed guilty of a mis- 
demeanor and upon conviction thereof shall 
be fined in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


SHARON A. GATES 


The bill (S. 2007) for the relief of 
Sharon A. Gates, was considered, ordered 
to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of sections 4 (a) and 9 of the Immigration 
Act of 1924, as amended, the minor child, 
Sharon A. Gates, shall be held and considered 
to be the natural-born alien child of Major 
and Mrs. William M. Gates, citizens of the 
United States. 


INOOKA KAZUMI 


The bill (S. 2080) for the relief of 
Inooka Kazumi was considered, ordered 
to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of sections 4 (a) and 9 of the Immigration 
Act of 1924, as amended, and notwithstand- 
ing any provisions of law excluding persons 
of races ineligible to citizenship from admis- 
sion to the United States, the minor child, 
Inooka Kazumi, shall be held and consid- 
ered to be the natural-born alien child of 
Mr. and Mrs. Henry Frazer Harris, Jr., citi- 
zens of the United States. 
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FEDE VITA GUZZARDI 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 606) for the relief of Fede Vita 
Guzzardi, which had been reported from 
the Committee on the Judiciary with an 
amendment to strike out all after the 
enacting clause, and insert: 

That, for the purposes of the immigration 
and naturalization laws, Fede Vita Guzzardi 
shall be held and considered to have been 
lawfully admitted to the United States for 
permanent residence as of the date of the 
enactment of this act, upon payment of the 
required visa fee and head tax. Upon the 
granting of permanent residence to such 
alien as provided for in this act, the Secre- 
tary of State shall instruct the proper quota- 
control officer to deduct one number from 
the appropriate quota for the first year that 
such quota is available. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


HANS LENK 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 635) for the relief of Hans Lenk, 
which had been reported from the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary with an amend- 
ment to strike out all after the enacting 
clause, and insert: 

That, for the purposes of the immigration 
and naturalization laws, Hans Lenk shall be 
held and considered to have been lawfully 
admitted to the United States for permanent 
residence as of the date of the enactment of 
this act: Provided, That there be given a 
suitable and proper bond or undertaking, ap- 
proved by the Attorney General, in such 
amount and containing such conditions as 
he may prescribe to the United States and 
to all States, Territories, counties, towns, 
municipalities, and districts thereof holding 
the United States and all States, Territories, 
counties, towns, municipalities, and dis- 
tricts thereof harmless against Hans Lenk 
becoming a public charge. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

RITSUKO CHOJIN 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 659) for the relief of Ritsuko 
Chojin, the vife of Masakatsu Chojin, a 
United States citizen, which had been 
reported from the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary with an amendment to strike out 
all after the enacting clause, and insert: 

That, notwithstanding the provisions of 
section 13 (c) of the Immigration Act of 
1924, as amended, Ritsuko Chojin, the wife 
of Masakatsu Chojin, a United States citi- 
zen, may be admitted to the United States 
for permanent residence if she is found to 
be otherwise admissible under the provisions 
of the immigration laws. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


ESTHER V. WORLEY 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 970) for the relief of Esther V. 
Worley which had been reported from 
the Committee on the Judiciary with 
an amendment in line 4, after the word 
“aggregating,” to strike out 8653.06“ and 
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insert 81,209.60, so as to make the bill 
read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That any liability to 
the United States resulting from overpay- 
ments in retired pay aggregating $1,209.60 
made so Esther V. Worley, Nurse Corps, 
United States Naval Reserve, for the period 
from December 15, 1947, through August 31, 
1948, as a result of receipt by the said Es- 
ther V. Worley of retired pay and Federal 
civil-service pay concurrently, is hereby can- 
celed. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

MISAKO KINOSHITA 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 1177) for the relief of Misako 
Kinoshita, the Japanese fiancée of Wil- 
bert L. Rice, a citizen of the United 
States, which had been reported from 
the Committee on the Judiciary with 
an amendment to strike out all after the 
enacting clause, and insert: 

That the provisions of section 13 (c) of 
the Immigration Act of 1924, as amended, 
relating to the exclusion of aliens inadmis- 
sible because of race shall not hereafter apply 
to Misako Kinoshita, the Japanese fiancée 
of Wilbert L. Rice, a citizen of the United 
States, and that the said Misako Kinoshita 
may be eligible for a nonquota immigration 
visa if she is found otherwise admissible 
under the immigration laws: Provided, That 
the administrative authorities find that mar- 
riage between the above-named parties oc- 
curred prior to 3 months immediately suc- 
ceeding the enactment of this act. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


CATHY DANA BESSER 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 1640) for the relief of Cathy Dana 
Besser, which had been reported from 
the Committee on the Judiciary with an 
amendment to strike out all after the 
enacting clause, and insert: 

That, for the purposes of sections 4 (a) 
and 9 of the Immigration Act of 1924, as 
amended, and notwithstanding any provi- 
sions of law excluding persons of races in- 
eligible to citizenship from admission to the 
United States, the minor child, Cathy Dana 
Besser, shall be held and considered to be 
the natural-born alien child of Staff Ser- 
geant and Mrs. Gerald D. Besser, citizens of 
the United States. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 
MRS. SUZANNE CHOW HSIA AND HER SON, 
SVEN ERIK HSIA 


The bill (H. R. 710) for the relief of 
Mrs. Suzanne Chow Hsia and her son, 
Sven Erik Hsia, wes considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

GEORGE LUKES 

The bill (H. R. 711) for the relief of 
George Lukes was considered, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, 

SISTER MARIA DeERUBERTIS AND OTHERS 


The bill (H. R. 804) for the relief of 
Sisters Maria DeRubertis, Agnese Cerina, 
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Mariannia Bonifacio, Dina Bonini, and 
Edvige Gasparini, was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

JANET AND DAISY WONG 


The bill (H. R. 901) to provide for the 
admission of Janet and Daisy Wong to 
the United States was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


EMILIO TORRES 


The bill (H. R. 1102) for the relief of 
Emilio Torres was considered, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 

HARVEY McFARLAND AND LAURANCE 

ANTHONY WARNOCK 


The bill (H. R. 1128) for the relief of 
Harvey McFarland and Laurance An- 
thony Warnock was announced as next 
in order. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection? 

Mr.SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, may 
we have an explanation of this bill since 
it involves $24,000? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, this 
bill awards the sum of $14,000 to Laur- 
ance Anthony Warnock and the sum of 
$19,000 to Harvey McFarland, both of 
Everett, Wash., for personal injuries sus- 
tained as the result of an accident in- 
volving a United States Army vehicle 
on October 27, 1949, in the city of Everett, 
Wash. 

These claimants were seriously in- 
jured in this accident which occurred 
without any contributory negligence on 
their part and the Government vehicle 
causing the accident.was operated by a 
member of the United States Air Force 
acting outside the scope of his employ- 
ment, as that term is used in the Fed- 
eral Tort Claims Act. Both claimants 
had extended periods of hospitalization 
and heavy medical bills. As a result of 
the injuries received in this accident, 
both claimants have had to take lesser 
positions with consequent reductions in 
salary. 

The committee believes that these 
claims are meritorious and, inasmuch as 
claimants have no remedy available to 
them except by private legislation, there- 
fore recommends approval of the awards 
as set out in the bill. 

The Department of the Air Force rec- 
ommends enactment of this bill. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I have no objec- 
tion. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection? 

There being no objection, the bill (H. 
R. 1128) was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 


SISTER NATALIE AND SISTER ALICE 


The bill (H. R. 1136) for the relief of 
Sister Natalie (Marie Palagyi) and Sis- 
ter Alice (Elizabeth Slachta) was con- 
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

DR. EUGEN JOSE SINGER AND MRS, 
FRIEDA SINGER 


The bill (H. R. 1420) for the relief of 


Dr. Eugen José Singer and Mrs. Frieda 
Singer was considered, ordered to a 
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third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 
HANOH, GIZELA, AND PHILIPPE 
SARAPANOVSCHI 


The bill (H. R. 1598) for the relief of 
Hanoh Sarapanovschi (also known as 
Hanoh Charat), Gizela (Gizele) Sara- 
panovschi (nee Levy) and Philippe Sara- 
panovschi was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 


SHOEMON TAKANO 

The bill (H. R. 1816) for the relief of 
Shoemon Takano was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

HEGO FUCHINO 

The bill (H. R. 1818) for the relief of 
Hego Fuchino was considered, ordered to 
© third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 


JAMES A. VINES 


The bill (H. R. 2444) for the relief of 
James A. Vines was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 2546) for the relief of 
Charles W. Vanderhoop, was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
by request I ask that that bill go over. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will 
be passed over, 

MRS. GIULIA DI GAETANO COCCIA 


The bill (H. R. 2621) for the relief of 
Mrs. Giulia Di Gaetano Coccia was con- 
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

ELAINE DOVICO 


The bill (H. R. 3128) for the relief of 
Elaine Dovico was considered, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 

YUTAKA NAKAEDA 


The bill (H. R. 3818) for the relief of 
Yutaka Nakaeda was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

FIVE SISTERS OF THE FRANCISCAN MIS- 
SIONARIES OF MARY 

The bill (H. R. 3965) for the relief of 
five Sisters of the Franciscan Mission- 
aries of Mary was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

RAFAEL ALEMANY 


The bill (H. R. 4121) for the relief of 
Rafael Alemany was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

MRS. DORIS ELLEN YOUNG 


The bill (H. R. 4127) for the relief 
of Mrs. Doris Ellen Young was con- 
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

NADINE CAROL HESLIP 


The bill (H. R. 4463) for the relief of 
Nadine Carol Heslip was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


1951 


GEORGE FRANCIS HAMMERS 


The bill (H. R. 4756) for the relief of 
George Francis Hammers was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed, 

NISON MILLER 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 3504) for the relief of Nison 
Miller, which had been reported from the 
Committee on the Judiciary with an 
amendment on page 1, line 6, after the 
word “act”, to insert a colon and the 
following proviso: “Provided, That there 
be given a suitable and proper bond or 
undertaking, approved by the Attorney 
General, in such amount and contain- 
ing such conditions as he may prescribe, 
to the United States and to all States, 
Territories, counties, towns, municipali- 
ties, and districts thereof holding the 
United States and all States, Territories, 
counties, towns, municipalities, and dis- 
tricts thereof harmless against Nison 
Miller becoming a public charge.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
‘passed 

GEORGETTE SATO 

The bill (S. 1499) for the relief of 
Georgette Sato was considered, ordered 
to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, solely for the 
purpose of section 4 (a) and section 9 of the 
Immigration Act of 1924, as amended, and 
notwithstanding any provisions excluding 
from admission to the United States persons 
of races ineligible to citizenship, Georgette 
Sato, a minor half-Japanese child, shall be 
considered the alien natural-born child of 
Sergeant and Mrs. John H. Williams, citizens 
of the United States. 


MICHIYO CHIBA 


The bill (S. 2158) for the relief of 
Michiyo Chiba was considered, ordered 
to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, solely for the 
purposes of section 4 (a) and section 9 of 
the Immigration Act of 1924, as amended, and 
notwithstanding any provisions excluding 
from admission to the United States persons 
of races ineligible to citizenship, Michiyo 
Chiba, a minor Japanese child, shall be con- 
sidered the alien natural-born child of 
Corporal Walter V. Subacz, a citizen of the 
United States. 


The VICE PRESIDENT. That dis- 
poses of the so-called McCarran bills. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, 
there is one measure as to which I ask 
unanimous consent that it may go to the 
foot of the calendar. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, for 
the purposes of the Recorp, that is calen- 
dar 729, House Concurrent Resolution 
111, is it not? 

Mr. McCARRAN. That is correct. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, the resolution will go to the foot 
of the calendar. The clerk will resume 
the call of the calendar. 
TRANSPORTATION OF GRAIN BETWEEN 

UNITED STATES PORTS ON GREAT 

LAKES BY CANADIAN VESSELS 


The bill (H. R. 3436) authorizing ves- 
sels of Canadian registry to transport 
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grain between United States ports on the 
Great Lakes during 1951 was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION POLICY 


The bill (S. 1899) to further define the 
national transportation policy was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
reserving the right to object, and I shall 
not object, I merely want to take advan- 
tage of this opportunity to commend the 
distinguished Senator from Maryland 
re O’Conor] for bringing forth this 

ill, 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection to the consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill (S. 1899) 
which had been reported from the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce with an amendment on page 2, 
line 1, after the words “or the”, to insert 
“reasonable”, so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 1 of the 
act of September 18, 1940 (54 Stat. 899), de- 
fining the national transportation policy, is 
hereby amended by adding at the end thereof 
a new paragraph, to read as follows: 

“It is hereby further declared to be the 
policy of the Congress that all modes of 
transportation subject to this act shall be 
kept free of terrorism, extortion, racketeer- 
ing, and similar unlawful or unethical busi- 
ness tactics, and to this end due regard shall 
be given in all cases to any evidence of the 
use of such tactics, or the reasonable like- 
lihood of the use of such tactics, by any ap- 
plicant for, or transferee or holder of any 
certificate, permit, or license issued or out- 
standing under this act, or under any amend- 
ment thereto.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


UNITED NATIONS INTERNATIONAL CHIL- 
DREN’S EMERGENCY FUND 


The bill (S. 2079) to authorize the 
contribution of $12,000,000 to the United 
Nations International Children’s Emer- 
gency Fund was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, re- 

serving the right to object, may we have 
an explanation of this measure, particu- 
larly with reference to the amount of 
funds carried over which have not yet 
been used? 
Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, in expla- 
nation I would say that what is now Sen- 
ate bill 2079 was originally offered by 12 
other Senators and myself as an amend- 
ment to the Mutual Security Act of 1951 
and was referred to the Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee. That committee de- 
cided that it was inadvisable to add the 
amendment, but it was in favor of the 
proposition, and authorized the approval 
of a bill to the same effect to be intro- 
duced separately, with a report. I have 
here the bill and the repert. I think the 
bill was introduced last August 27, and 
I should like to read from the report the 
final paragraph which may answer the 
Senator’s question: 

The International Children’s Emergency 
Fund has done a most constructive job over 
the past 4 years. Now its remaining funds 
have been largely allocated and a dollar de- 


ficiency has forced UNICEF to curtail new _ 
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programs, and incur a freight deficit, and 
threatens to dry up pipelines for supplies 
needed in the winters of 1951 and 1952, Al- 
though the United States has always sup- 
ported the aims and work of the Children's 
Fund, the United States has not contributed 
anything to the program for almost a year. 
Legislation authorizing contributions to the 
fund expired on June 30, 1951, and new au- 
thority is needed to make further contribu- 
tions to the fund. 

The need of the children of the under- 
developed countries is just as great as was 
that of the children of Europe and so is 
our interest in them. We are concerned 
with their welfare not only for humanitarian 
reasons but also out of the awareness that, 
as citizens of {ne future, they will bear tre- 
mendous responsibilities, and their emo- 
tional and physical well-being now will bet- 
ter prepare them for their task. The so- 
cial stability which the Children’s Fund seeks 
to develop is inseparable from the cause of 
world peace. The committee, therefore, 
urges the Senate to take favorable action on 
this bill as soon as possible. 


Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I may say to the 
distinguished Senator from Rhode Is- 
land that I know the over-all purpose of 
the measure is laudable, and it is prob- 
ably most important, but I find, after a 
hurried check, that $5,750,000 remain in 
the fund unused and I was wondering 
why there was any necessity for an addi- 
tional $12,000,000 when there is avail- 
able, ostensibly, almost $6,000,000. 

Mr. GREEN. The fund is business- 
like. It makes its plans according to the 
amount of money in sight, and that 
money is not in sight. The program 
calls for approximately $30,000,000. The 
amount appropriated earlier this year 
was $5,750,000. The balance is what is 
called for at this time. The amount 
which was originally asked for by the 
State Department was $15,000,000. That 
was reduced by the Budget to $12,000,- 
000, and that was the amount for which 
the President sent a request. The total 
amount is necessary. 8 

A great many other nations contrib- 
ute, although not in as large amount as 
the United States. They are not making 
the additional contributions needed, but 
are waiting for the United States to 
proceed. The State Department is in 
the position of not being able to do so 
since we have not made made our con- 
tribution. Our funds ran out last spring. 
I will say that we have contributed to 
this fund every year since 1946. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of 
the Senator from Rhode Island has ex- 
pired, 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I wish to 
make a statement on my own time. The 
$5,750,000 appropriated this year re- 
mains. The Senator will see from look- 
ing on page 3 of the report that the rate 
of the contribution to the fund was $27,- 
000,000 in 1947, $21,000,000 in 1948, and 
$20,000,000 in 1949. So that even with 
the amount in question, $12,000,000, add- 
ed there will be only $17,000,000, and 
some of it always hangs over and is not 
spent during the year. In other words, 
the total available under the bill will be 
$17,750,000; $5,750,000 which was appro- 
priated early this year for the fiscal 
year 1951 has not been used, because 
the State Department had not consid- 
ered that the foreign nations had met 
their requirements. They now think the 
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foreign nations will meet their require- 
ments. Of the total requirements only 
one-third will come from the United 
States to be spent in these foreign coun- 
tries. As to how that one-third is to be 
contributed is a matter to be inter- 
preted by the State Department. The 
Department has now obtained an agree- 
ment on the part of the other nations to 
proceed, and finally to make the full 
amount available for allocation on the 
part of the United States $17,750,000. 

Probably it does not mean that there 
will be an actual expenditure in 1 year 
or more than $12,000,000, because the al- 
location must be made quite in advance 
of the ectual expenditure. So I should 
think this did not indicate an actual 
spending oh the part of the United 
States. The bill is merely an authoriza- 
tion measure, and the Appropriations 
Committee can hold down the actual ex- 
penditure of money when it makes the 
appropriation. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 

Mr. GREEN. I thank the Senator 
from Ohio for his assistance. 

Mr. LANGER. The Senator from 
Ohio is speaking in his own time, as I 
understand. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the 
Senator from Ohio yield to the Senator 
from North Dakota? 

Mr. TAFT, Yes; I yield. 

Mr. LANGER. Who administers this 
fund? 

Mr. TAFT. It is under the United Na- 
tions, but largely administered by Amer- 
icans. It is one of the branches of the 
United Nations concerning which Amer- 
icans have something to say. I think 
this particular contribution is more sat- 
isfactory than other contributions to 
foreign countries because the contribu- 
tions go right to the children themselves, 
and not to the governments to apply the 
money under their budgets without tell- 
ing their people where it comes from. I 
think it is one fund that does bring some 
real sense of charity being extended to 
needy children who are unable, other- 
wise, to get the food and health services 
they need for a decent living. 

Mr. LANGER. Does the fund exclude 
the people of any country, such as for 
example, the people of certain areas of 
Germany? 

Mr. TAFT. There is no one excluded 
except that the fund has withdrawn as- 
sistance for countries who have gone be- 
hind the iron curtain. No allocation 
has been made for iron-curtain coun- 
tries for a year and a half, and of course 
no further allocation will be made. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator further yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 

Mr. LANGER. I notice the report 
states that some countries receive very 
little from the fund. I wondered why 
that was. Is the allocation made on 
the basis of population? 

Mr. TAFT. The foreign governments 
have agreed to go along with the pro- 
gram. They have to permit those who 
administer the fund to operate. I 
imagine those in charge operate when- 
ever the governments let them operate. 
Not only must the other nations contrib- 
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ute certain sums in addition to what the 
United States contributes, but also the 
particular country in each case must 
put up 50 percent for the operation of 
the program that is conducted. Second- 
ly, if a nation does not cooperate contri- 
butions may not be made for it. 

Mr. LANGER. I notice in the table 
on page 4 of the report that Liberia has 
received only 1 contribution, whereas 
Austrialia has received 10,499 contribu- 
tions. 

Mr. TAFT. I am afraid I cannot tell 
the Senator what the contributions are 
with respect to individual countries. 
There may be various reasons for dis- 
erepancies. In this particular case per- 
haps the country has not met the re- 
quirements of the fund, or there may 
not be sufficient personnel to cover every 
country. On what basis allocations are 
made I cannot tell the Senator. The 
fund is rather specializing in the Near 
East. 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 

Mr. GREEN. In the case of Liberia 
that country contributed $1,000, and 
the voluntary private contributions 
amounted to another thousand dollars, 
making a total of contributions of $2,090. 
I should explain perhaps that govern- 
ment contributions are supplemented by 
private contributions. 

Mr. LANGER. I should like to make 
a further inquiry. Australia and Li- 
beria are not very much different in 
size, yet Australia received 10,449 con- 
tributions, whereas Liberia received only 
1 contribution. Can the distinguished 
Senator from Rhode Island tell me why 
there should have been that discrepancy? 

Mr. GREEN. I cannot. I am not fa- 
miliar with the details. The organiza- 
tion itself contributes the funds, and, as 
the Senator from Ohio has told us, the 
contributions to the countries behind the 
iron curtain, for instance, have been 
gradually diminished until they have 
ceased. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, very re- 
luctantly I must ask that the bill go over 
until I can find out something more 
about it. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will 
be passed over. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Pres- 
ident, will the Senator withhold his ob- 
jection for a minute? X 

Mr. LANGER. Yes; but I want to 
know why it was that Australia received 
10,449 contributions whereas Liberia re- 
ceived only 1. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Will the 
Senator from Ohio yield to me? 

Mr, TAFT. I yield. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I wish to 
call the attention of the Senator from 
North Dakota to the fact that it is not 
contributions but dollars that are in- 
volved. 

The VICE PRÊSIDENT. The Senator 
from North Dakota has objected, and 
the bill has gone over. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I with- 
draw my objection temporarily so that 
an explanation may be made. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I cannot 
explain exactly what all the figures mean, 
but I notice that the columns show 
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United States dollar equivalent, in thou- 
sands. It is not the number of contribu- 
tions. In other words, the Australian 
Government has contributed $10,449,000, 
and the Australian people have been very 
generous in contributing $2,180,000. As 
to the management of the fund, I have 
known Mr. Maurice Pate for many years. 
He was one of the men who worked under 
Mr. Hoover for a long time. He has 
been greatly interested in the chilc prob- 
lem ever since World War I broke out. 
He has given his entire time to the sub- 
ject. So far as I know, he receives no 
financial recompense for the work he 
does in connection with the fund. I feel 
every confidence in the way he is or- 
ganizing the program in the various 
countries. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I ask that 
the bill go to the foot of the calendar 
until we can find out about the Liberian 
program. It is something I had not ex- 
pected to be questioned about. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I have 
no objection. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, the bill will be passed to the foot 
of the calendar. 

Mr. TAFT subsequently said: Mr. 
President, I desire to make a brief state- 
ment with reference to Senate bill 2079, 
Calendar No. 683, which was passed over 
earlier today. 

Mr. President, the distinguished Sen- 
ator from North Dakota raised the 
question concerning Liberia's contribu- 
tion to the program of the Children’s 
Fund, as shown on a table which appears 
on page 4 of the committee report. 

The figures on page 4 merely indicate 
that Liberia, through the goodness of its 
heart, contributed $1,000. That is, there 
was a contribution of $1,000 by the Gov- 
ernment of Liberia and private contrib- 
utors to the United Nations for the Chil- 
dren’s Fund. There has never been any 
program in Liberia itself, because there 
never has been an application for it. The 
distinguished Senator from North Da- 
kota [Mr. LANGER] wanted to know why 
there had not been a program in Liberia. 
It was simply because Liberia did not 
apply to the United Nations for such a 
program. Within the past 2 months ap- 
plication has been made. The only rea- 
son the program has not yet been put 
into effect is that there has been no meet- 
ing to approve it. If this bill is passed 
and the money is appropriated, there is 
every intention of establishing a program 
in Liberia. 


CENTRAL BANK FOR COOPERATIVES 


The bill (S. 2085) to further amend 
section 5136 of the Revised Statutes, as 
amended, with respect to underwriting 
and dealing in securities issued by the 
Central Bank for Cooperatives, was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, may we have 
an explanation of the bill? 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I may 
say to the distinguished chairman of the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry 
that the bill merely puts the Central 
Bank for Cooperatives on the same basis 
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as other farm banks, so as to enable na- 
tional banks and State member banks of 
the Federal Reserve System to feceive 
compensation in the distribution of de- 
bentures issued by the Central Bank for 
Cooperatives. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill (S. 
2085) to further amend section 5136 of 
the Revised Statutes, as amended, with 
respect to underwriting and dealing in 
securities issued by the Central Bank for 
Cooperatives, was considered, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the last sentence 
of paragraph seventh of section 5136 of the 
Revised Statutes, as amended (12 U. S. C. 
24), is hereby amended by inserting “or the 
Central Bank for Cooperatives” after the 
word “Development”; by inserting “either 
of said banks” in lieu of the words “said 
bank”; by inserting “at any one time” after 
the words no association shall”; by deleting 
“at any one time” after the word “exceed- 
ing”; and by inserting “, with respect to 
each issuer,” after the word amount“; 80 
that said sentence shall read as follows: “The 
limitations and restrictions herein con- 
tained as to dealing in and underwriting in- 
vestment securities shall not apply to obli- 
gations issued by the International Bank 
for Reconstruction and Development or the 
Central Bank for Cooperatives which are at 
the time eligible for purchase by a national 
bank for its own account: Provided, That 
no association shall at any one time hold 
obligations issued by either of said banks 
as a result of underwriting, dealing, or pur- 
chasing for its own account (and for this 
purpose obligations as to which it is under 
commitment shall be deemed to be held by 
it) in a total amount, with respect to each 
issuer, exceeding 10 percent of its capital 
stock actually paid in and unimpaired and 
and 10 percent of its unimpaired surplus 
fund.” 


AMENDMENT OF FEDERAL FARM 
LOAN ACT 


The bill (S. 2091) to amend the Fed- 
eral Farm Loan Act, as amended, to 
repeal the provisions therein for addi- 
tional subscriptions on behalf of the 
United States to the capital stock of the 
Federal land banks, was announced as 
next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, may we 
have an explanation of the bill? 

Mr. MAYBANK. The legislation is 
essential for this reason. All the stock 
held by the United States under this 
authority has already been paid off and 
retired. Therefore, there is no stock re- 
maining, there is nothing to pay off, and 
the law remains on the books. The De- 
partment of Agriculture has asked for 
the legislation. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill (S. 
2091) to amend the Federal Farm Loan 
Act, as amended, to repeal the provisions 
therein for additional subscriptions on 
behalf of the United States to the capital 
stock of the Federal land banks, was 
considered, ordered engrossed for a third 
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reading, read the third time, and passed 
as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the last paragraph 
of section 5 of the Federal Farm Loan Act 
as added by section 2 of the act of January 
23, 1932 (47 Stat. 12), and amended by Ex- 
ecutive Order No. 6084, March 27, 1933 (12 
U. S. C., 1946 edition, 698), is hereby repealed. 


RESTORATION IN THE PHILIPPINES 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 1415) to amend the War Claims 
Act of 1948 which was announced as next 
in order. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, may we have 
an explanation of the bill? 

Nr. O'CONOR. This War Claims Act, 
which was passed unanimously by the 
Eighty-first Congress, makes possible 
the payment from the war-claims fund 
to institutions, hospitals, charitable in- 
stitutions, welfare institutions in the 
Philippine Islands. It is restricted to 
those particular institutions which ren- 
dered aid to American forces during the 
occupation. It is limited to them and 
merely enables payment to be made to 
them. Payment is not made of money 
from the United States Treasury, but 
from the funds sequestered from Japa- 
nese assets. It restricts payments to 
those which will be allowed after due 
investigation. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I have no objec- 
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, STEN- 
nts in the chair). Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill, which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
the Judiciary with an amendment, to 
strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert: 

That section 7 of the War Claims Act of 
1948, as amended, is amended by inserting 
“(a)” after the section number, and by add- 
ing at the end thereof the following new 
subsections: 

“(b) That any such religious organization 
or its personnel functioning in the Philip- 
pines and affiliated with a religious organiza- 
tion in the United States, which furnished 
relief in the Philippines to members of the 
Armed Forces of the United States or to 
civilian American citizens in accordance with 
the provisions of subsection (a) shall be 
compensated from the war claims fund, as 
hereinafter provided, for the loss and dam- 
age sustained as a consequence of the war 
to its schools, colleges, universities, scien- 
tific observatories, hospitals, dispensaries, 
orphanages, and other property or facilities 
connected with its educational, medical, or 
welfare work. 

“(c) That any such affiliated organization 
furnishing relief which possessed any interest 
in, and whose personnel of American citizens 
substantially composed the administrative 


` staff of, any hospital whose prewar facilities 


and capacity have not been restored shall 
be compensated in an amount sufficient to 
enable such organization to replace the hos- 
pital's facilities and capacity equal to that 
which existed at the time of the outbreak 
of the war, irrespective of what disposition 
was made subsequently of the land, build- 
ings, and contents. 

“(d) That claims filed pursuant to sub- 
section (b) shall be determined and paid 
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upon the basis of postwar cost of replace- 
ment which shall be ascertained by the War 
Claims Commission. In making such de- 
terminations the Commission shall utilize 
but not be limited to the factual informa- 
tion and evidence contained in the records 
of the Philippine War Damage Commission; 
the technical advice of experts in the field; 
the substantiating evidence submitted by 
the claimants; and any other technical and 
legal means by which fair and equitable post- 
war replacement costs shall be determined. 

“(e) The Commission is hereby authorized 
and directed to proceed at once with the 
necessary investigation, study, and estab- 
lishment of procedures in order to deter- 
mine the replacement costs of the claims 
to be filed under subsections (b) and (c), 
using as a basis for g such investi- 
gation and study the evidence contained in 
the claims of those religious organizations 
or their personnel which have already filed 
and are eligible to be paid under the terms 
of subsection (a) of this section. 

“(f) All claims under subsections (b) and 
(c) must be filed on or before January 1, 
1952, and between that date and March 31, 
1952, the Commission shall adjudicate ac- 
cording to law and provide for the payment 
of any claim filed pursuant to this section. 
In any case in which any money is payable 
as a result of subsections (b) and (e) to a 
religious organization or its personnel func- 
tioning in the Philippines, such money shall 
be paid upon request of such organization to 
its affiliate in the United States: Provided, 
That all money thus paid to such affiliated 
religious organization in the United States 
shall be used by such affiliate for the pur- 
pose of restoring the educational, medical, 
and welfare facilities described in subsec- 
Mons (b) and (e) and located in the Philip- 
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“(g) The Commission shall expedite, the 
payments under this section without reduc- 
ing payment of claims of American civilian 
internees and prisoners of war filed before 
March 31, 1952, pursuant to the provisions 
of sections 5 and 6 of this act.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill to amend section 7 of the War 
Claims Act of 1948.” 


REMOVAL OF CERTAIN DISCRIMINA- 
TIONS AGAINST MARINE INSURANCE 
AND MUTUAL FIRE INSURANCE COM- 
PANIES 


The bill (H. R. 2562) amending sec- 
tion 437 (c) of the Internal Revenue 
Code was announced as next in order. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, may we 
have an explanation of the bill? 

Mr. GEORGE, Mr. President, this is 
a House bill. It is intended merely to 
correct an error in the Excess Profits 
Tax Act. The House report makes this 
statement, which is true as a matter of 
fact: 

In framing the Excess Profits Tax Act of 
1950 your committee intended to give all 
insurance companies taxable under the pro- 
visions of section 204 of the code the same 
treatment with respect to the inclusion of 
their reserves in the computation of their 
equity capital. As presently worded, how- 
ever, section 437 (c) and the other credit 
provisions of sections 437 and 439 of the code 
exclude marine insurance companies and 
mutual fire insurance companies issuing per- 
petual policies from all three of the basic 
credit provisions. H. R. 2562 corrects this 
oversight by amending section 437 (c) of the 
code to enable marine insurance companies 
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and mutual fire insurance companies issu- 
ing perpetual policies to obtain the same 
invested capital credit as other insurance 
companies taxable under section 204. 


Mr. LANGER. Does the distinguished 
Senator from Georgia say that these 
organizations are on the same basis as 
cooperative associations dealing in in- 
surance, or are they different? 

Mr, GEORGE. They may be differ- 
ent from cooperative insurance organi- 
zations, but they are all placed upon the 
same basis so far as giving them credit 
for their invested capital is concerned. 
Their reserves are treated as equity 
capital. 

There was an error in the act, and the 
House has undertaken to correct it by a 
bill which we have not amended, but 
which was unanimously reported by the 
committee. 

Mr. LANGER. I understand that, 
but how does it deal with excess profits? 

Mr. GEORGE. It simply gives the 
marine insurer and the mutual fire in- 
surer a credit for their reserves in the 
computation of their equity capital, as a 
base on which the excess profits tax is 
levied. 

Mr. LANGER. The Senator from 
North Dakota is trying to find out 
whether these companies are treated 
any differently than the average cooper- 
ative mutual insurance company. 

Mr. GEORGE. No; I do not think 
they are. If any of them are taxable, 
these are given exactly the same treat- 
ment. The House is authority for the 
statement that this omission was en- 
tirely accidental, and the Treasury 
agrees to the correction. 

Mr. LANGER. I have no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 


the bill? 


There being no objection, the bill-was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


INTERSTATE MOVEMENT, FOR IMMEDIATE 
SLAUGHTER, OF CERTAIN CATTLE 


The bill (S. 1629) to amend the act of 
May 29, 1884, as amended, to permit the 
interstate movement, for immediate 
slaughter, of domestic animals which 
have reacted to a test for paratubercu- 
losis or which, never having been vacci- 
nated for brucellosis, have reacted to a 
test for brucellosis; and for other pur- 
poses, was considered, ordered to be en- 
grossed for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That section 11 of the 
act of Congress approved May 29, 1884, en- 
titled “An act for the establishment of a 
Bureau of Animal Industry, to prevent the 
exportation of diseased cattle, and to pro- 
vide means for the suppression and extirpa- 
tion of pleuropneumonia and other conta- 
gious diseases aniong domestic animals” (21 
U. S. C. 114a), is hereby amended by deleting 
therefrom the words Bang's disease of 
cattle” and substituting in lieu thereof the 
words “brucellosis of domestic animals.” 

Sec. 2. The said act is hereby further 
amended by adding, at the end thereof, the 
following new section: 

“Sec. 18. Domestic animals which have re- 
acted to a test recognized by the Secretary 
of Agriculture for paratuberculosis or which, 
never having been vaccinated for brucellosis, 
have reacted to a test recognized by the Sec- 
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retary of Agriculture for brucellosis, may be 
shipped, transported, or otherwise moved 
from one State, Territory, or the District of 
Columbia to any other State, Territory, or 
the District of Columbia for immediate 
slaughter in accordance with such rules and 
regulations as the Secretary of Agriculture 
may prescribe to prevent the dissemination 
of said diseases from one State, Territory, 
or the District of Columbia to any other 
State, Territory, or the District of Columbia, 
The Secretary of Agriculture may, in his dis- 
cretion and under such rules and regulations 
as he may prescribe, permit domestic animals 
which have been moved from one State, Ter- 
ritory, or the District of Columbia to any 
other State, Territory, or the District of Co- 
lumbia, for breeding purposes, and which, 
subsequent to such movement, have reacted 
to a test for brucellosis or paratuberculosis 
recognized by the Secretary of Agriculture, 
to be reshipped in interstate commerce to 
the original owner at the point of origin.” 


SALE WITHOUT ADVERTISEMENT OF CER- 
TAIN NATIONAL FOREST TIMBER 


The bill (S. 1517) to amend the act of 
June 4, 1897, entitled “An act making 
appropriations for sundry civil expenses 
of the Government for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1898, and for other pur- 
poses,” as amended, to enable the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture to sell without ad- 
vertisement national forest timber in 
amounts not exceeding $2,000 in ap- 
praised value, was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, reserv- 
ing the right to object, I should like to 
have an explanation of the bill. 

Mr. ELLENDER. On what point does 
the Senator wish information? 

Mr. LANGER. The bill gives the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture the right to sell, 
without advertising, national forest tim- 
ber in amounts not exceeding $2,000 in 
appraised value. Is there anything in the 
bill which would prevent the Secretary— 
whom I am. not attacking at all, but for 
whom I have the highest regard—from 
dividing up a large area into 40-acre 
parcels, for example, and saying that the 
timber on each parcel is worth $1,999? 

Mr. ELLENDER. No. 

Mr. LANGER. Is there any prohibi- 
tion against land being divided up into 
parcels for that purpose? 

Mr. ELLENDER. Senate bill 1517 au- 
thorizes the Secretary of Agriculture to 
sell without advertisement timber, cord- 
wood, and other forest products from 
the national forests in amounts not ex- 
ceeding $2,000 in appraised value. The 
present limit, set in 1925, is $500 and 
since that time the unit value of timber 
has increased approximately four times. 
Therefore, a limit now of $2,000 would 
allow the Secretary to sell approximately 
the same quantity of forest products 
without advertisement as was allowed in 
the period after 1925. 

The Senator from Idaho [Mr. WELKER] 
is the author of the bill. 

Mr. LANGER. Upon the assurance of 
the distinguished Senator from Idaho 
that the bill is all right, I have no 
objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? : 

There being no objection, the bill was 
considered, ordered to be engrossed for 
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a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That the act of June 
4, 1897, as amended by the act of June 6, 
1900, and by section 3 of the act of March 
3, 1925 (16 U. S. C. 476), is hereby amended 
to enable the Secretary of Agriculture, in 
his discretion, to sell, without advertisement, 
in quantities to suit applicants, at a fair 
appraisement, timber, cordwood, and other 
forest products not exceeding $2,000 in 
appraised value. 


GRANTS FOR HOSPITAL FACILITIES TO 
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA—BILL 
PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 2094) to amend the 
act of August 7, 1946, so as to authorize 
the making of grants for hospital facili- 
ties, to provide a basis for repayment to 
the Government by the Commissioners 
of the District of Columbia, and for other 
purposes, was announced as next in 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. SCHOEFPPEL. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, I should like 
to have an explanation of the bill. As I 
understand, the Federal Government 
contributes 50 percent, the District of 
Columbia 30 percent, and the private in- 
stitutions only 20 percent; and yet the 
private institutions have the entire oper- 
ation of these institutions. Is that cor- 
rect? 

Mr. HUNT. Mr. President, I will say 
to the distinguished Senator from Kan- 
sas that I believe the private hospitals 
pay a considerably larger proportion 
than the percentage mentioned by the 
distinguished Senator. This bill is 
somewhat complex. It has a history go- 
ing back to 1946. I think the best way 
to explain thoroughly what the bill at- 
tempts to do is to read a brief explana- 
tion of the bill, which goes into con- 
siderable detail. 

The object of the bill is to authorize 
the making of grants for hospital facili- 
ties in the District of Columbia, and to 
provide the basis for repayment. 

On August 7, 1946, Public Law 648 was 
enacted. This act, in its original form, 
authorized an expenditure of $35,000,000 
for the construction of a hospital center 
in the District of Columbia and for as- 
sistance to hospitals which were unable 
or unwilling to participate in the plans 
for a proposed hospital center. By 
amendment on the floor of the House, 
the latter provision was stricken, though | 
the amount of the authorized expendi- 
ture remained unchanged. The purpose 
of the proposed amendment to the act is 
to authorize assistance to those hospitals 
not participating in the hospital center. 
It is presently estimated that the center 
will cost approximately $21,700,000; the 
balance of the original authorization of 


835,000,000, an amount of approximately 


$14,000,000, will therefore be available 
for the purposes of the act. 

The scheme of the amendment pro- 
posed in House bill 2094 is that the hos- 
pitals in the District, in order to be eligi- 
ble for the benefits of the amendment, 
must contribute 50 percent of the cost of 
construction of new facilities. The re- 
maining 50 percent is to be advanced by 
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the Federal Works Administration, and 
30 percent of this 50 percent—or 15 
percent of the total cost of construc- 
tion—is to be repaid by the District 
of Columbia in installments of 3 per- 
cent annually for 33% years, without 
interest. 

Testimony before the committee con- 
clusively demonstrated the urgent need 
for additional hospital facilities in the 
District of Columbia and the impossi- 
bility of obtaining such additional facili- 
ties without the incentives supplied by 
the proposed amendment. The Hill- 
Burton Act has provided little relief to 
the District, first, because per capita in- 
come in Washington is high and benefits 
under the Hill-Burton Act are therefore 
low and, second, because the hospitals in 
the District of Columbia are largely re- 
sponsible for serving an outlying popu- 
lation, almost as numerous as the resi- 
dents of the District, for which no credit 
under the Hill-Burton Act is available. 

I believe the Senator from Kansas 
knows that participation by the various 
States under the Hill-Burton Act at the 
present time is based on two factors; 
first, population, and, second, per capita 
income. The District of Columbia, as 
the Senator knows, has a very high per 
capita income. Therefore, the partici- 
pation by the District of Columbia is 
considerably below that of many of the 
States. 

Further, Washington’s population 
consists of about 20 percent Federal em- 
ployees, and the contribution provided 
by the amendment for hospital construc- 
tion is a proper recognition of the Fed- 
eral Government’s interest in the welfare 
of its employees. 

I may say also that such Federal em- 
ployee population in Washington, which 
is nonresident, being here from other 
States, does not have the same attitude 
and generally does not make the same 
contribution to private hospitals as in 
the case of other cities, in which the 
population lives and has its home and 
in which it is interested as a community 
and therefore contributes more loyally in 
gifts and other ways to their hospitals, 

The only objection raised to the bill, 
which was unanimously reported by the 
full committee, was on the ground that 
it violates the principle of separation be- 
tween church and state, and, therefore, 
the first amendment to the Constitu- 
tion. It was the feeling of the com- 
mittee that this objection is clearly 
without merit: In view of the fact that 
the hospitals which will be eligible treat 
patients without regard to their religious 
belief, a differentiation should be made, 
and therefore the objection did not reg- 
ister with the committee. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUNT. Yes. 

Mr. LANGER. It is my recollection 
that hospitals outside the District of Co- 
lumbia must pay interest when they 
borrow money. Hospitals in the State of 
Wyoming, for example, must pay interest 
on such contributions. Why should not 
the District of Columbia likewise be re- 
quired to pay interest? 

Mr. HUNT. Because the State of 
North Dakota and the State of Wyoming 
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have legislatures, which have a right to 
appropriate money for interest payments 
directly from the State. In the District 
of Columbia Congress is the legislature, 
It would simply mean appropriating 
money to ourselves. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, these 
hospitals charge fees to their patients; 
do they not? 

Mr. HUNT. They do for all cases ex- 
cept in the case of indigent patients. 

Mr. LANGER. I remember very well 
the argument which was made by the 
distinguished former Senator from 
Maryland, Mr. Tydings, when he secured 
the appropriation for these hospitals in 
the city of Washington. One of his best 
arguments was that they wanted the 
money so that they could operate the 
hospitals on a business basis. It was 
said that Washington was short of hos- 
pitals. Very frankly I cannot see why a 
hospital in Washington which charges 
fees to its patients should not pay in- 
terest, just as hospitals elsewhere are re- 
quired to pay interest. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Wyoming has 
expired. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I will 
take 5 minutes on my own time. 

Mr. HUNT. I believe that the Sena- 
tor from North Dakota understands that 
these are all nonprofit or public institu- 
tions, not private institutions. 

Mr. LANGER. I may say to my good 
friend that in Wyoming and in North 
Dakota when hospitals are organized 
they are organized under the so-called 
nonprofit laws. In the State of Wyo- 
ming and in the State of North Dakota, 
even for disaster loans the Government 
charges 3 percent interest. Very frank- 
ly, I cannot see why any exception 
should be made. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr, LANGER. Yes. 

Mr. TAFT. Of course, in this instance 
most of the money is contributed out- 
right, without any interest of any sort, 
under the Hill-Burton Act. The State 
of North Dakota gets a much larger pro- 
portion of the total construction cost 
than the District of Columbia does, be- 
cause the wealth per person in North 
Dakota is lower. It is a surprise to me, 
because I always thought North Dakota 
was the wealthiest State in the Union. 

Mr.-LANGER. I will say to my dis- 
tinguished friend from Ohio that North 
Dakota is the wealthiest State in the 
Union on a per capita basis. Per person, 
we have by far the largest income. 
North Dakota people pay their debts, 
They are willing to pay interest when 
they borrow money. I do not want to 
object to this bill. If an amendment is 
offered treating the District of Columbia 
the same as the States of the Union are 
treated, I have no objection to it, but I 
shall object to the bill if the District of 
Columbia is treated differently than the 
State of Colorado, the State of Louisiana, 
the State of Rhode Island, or any other 
State. 

Mr. HUNT. Let me reiterate briefly, 
and in a slightly different way, the 
answer I previously gave. In the Sen- 
ator’s State and in my State there are 
county and State hospitals, and a great 
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many of them are what might be con- 
sidered private hospitals. In those 
cases the county does pay some interest, 
and the State does pay some interest. 
In the present situation it would merely 
mean that Congress would assess inter- 
est against the District of Columbia, and 
we would have to pay the interest. So it 
is a case of taking money out of one 
pocket, so to speak, and putting it into 
another pocket. 

I shall be very happy to consider an 
amendment, however, if the Senator from 
North Dakota desires to suggest one. 

Mr. LANGER. I offer an amendment, 
that at the appropriate place in the bill 
there be added a provision that the hos- 
pitals receiving the money from the Dis- 
trict of Columbia shall pay interest at 
the rate of 3 percent per annum. 

Mr. HUNT. I shall be glad to accept 
the amendment. 

Mr. LANGER. I ask that the words 
“without interest” be eliminated from 
the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from North Dakota offers an 
amendment to strike out the words 
“without interest.” 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, this bill changes the entire 
system of our allotments to hospitals, I 
shall have to object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. The bill will be passed 
over. 


AVIATION EDUCATION IN SENIOR HIGH 
SCHOOLS IN THE DISTRICT OF CO- 
LUMBIA 


The bill (S. 1475) to amend section 1 
of the act to provide aviation education 
in the senior high schools in the District 
of Columbia, and for other purposes, 
approved December 16, 1941, was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, may 
we have an explanation of the bill? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. An ex- 
planation of the bill is requested. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I object to the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I shall gladly 
withhold my objection for the moment. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, be- 
fore an explanation is given, I should like 
to ask chat the two speeches I made this 
morning in regard to the appointment of 
an additional district court judge for 
the middle. district of Tennessee be 
printed consecutively in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator restate his request? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I ask unanimous 
consent that the two speeches I made 
earlier today in regard to a judgeship for 
the middle district of Tennessee be 
printed consecutively in the Recorp, and 
also that the papers to which I referred 
this morning may be published therewith 
as part of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 
ADDITIONAL DISTRICT COURT JUDGE 

FOR TENNESSEE 
Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I no. 


tice that the junior Senator from Ten- 
nessee is on the floor. I want to state 
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to him that I am going to do everything 
in my power to get what is known as the 
Federal judge bill acted on at this ses- 
sion of Congress. I hope the junior 
Senator from Tennessee will be present. 
I would not want to have it considered 
in his absence. I hope he will be here 
when the bill is taken up. Then I will 
do everything in my power to have the 
amendment that he so ungraciously put 
to the bill stricken from the bill. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield the floor. 
The Senator from New Jersey had the 
floor, I believe. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I am with- 
holding my objection to the present con- 
sideration of Calendar No. 695. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The 
junior Senator from Tennessee is recog- 
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I 
want to make it very clear that I shall 
certainly join the chairman of the Ju- 
diciary Committee and the senior Sena- 
tor from Tennessee in trying to get con- 
sideration for the bill to create some ad- 
ditional Federal judgeships throughout 
the country, because I know that they 
are very badly needed. Insofar as the bill 
which gives a Federal judge to middle 
and west Tennessee is concerned, as the 
bill now provides, that was the position 
of the Judiciary Committee on the 
amendment I presented. The facts fully 
justify the position taken by the com- 
mittee. All I ask is that the matter be 
considered on its merits. I feel I can 
make out a good case for the bill as it 
stands. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Will the Senator 
kindly indicate how many members were 
present when the bill was reported by 
the committee? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I did not under- 
stand the Senator. 

Mr. McKELLAR. How many mem- 
bers of the Judiciary Committee were 
present when this bill was ordered re- 
ported by the committee? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. My impression is 
that there were about 9 or 10 members 
present, or perhaps 11. We had much 
more than a majority of the committee. 

Mr. McKELLAR,. Will the Senator be 
good enough to give their names and put 
them in the RECORD? 

I want to say to the Senator that every 
day from now on, I am going to make 
a request to have this bill passed. It 
ought to be passed. It ought not to have 
this amendment init. This amendment 
is an outrage upon the people of Ten- 
nessee, especially upon the people of the 
middle district of Tennessee. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I hope the Senator 
is not inferring that I am holding up 
consideration of the bill. 

Mr. McKELLAR. It looks very much 
like it. The Senator is on the committee 
and has made no effort to get the bill be- 
fore the Senate. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I voted for the bill 
and I have done everything I know how 
to do to have it considered. 

In regard to the amendment to have a 
roving judge appointed to serve the peo- 
ple of Tennessee, I was surprised to hear 
the Senator say what he did. Certainly 
the two great newspapers of Memphis 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


feel that such a judge should be ap- 
pointed. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield at this point? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. STEN- 
Nis in the chair). Does the Senator from 
Tennessee yield to his colleague? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield. 

Mr. McKELLAR. What single person 
ever wrote to the Senator in favor of 
having a roving judge for west Tennes- 
see until after the hearing in which the 
Senator took that position and until 
after he had written quite a number of 
letters to people in west Tennessee, ask- 
ing them to support him in his roving 
judge idea? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. In the first place, I 
have not written any number of letters 
asking for such support. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator told me 
out of his own mouth that he had asked 
several men for their opinions. Whether 
he had written them a letter or talked to 
them over the telephone, I do not know; 
but he had done one or the other, or 
otherwise the Senator was not stating a 
fact to me. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. In any event, the 
Commercial Appeal and the Memphis 
Press-Scimitar, the great newspapers of 
west Tennessee, and the bar associations 
of many of the counties of west Tennes- 
see have asked that this judgeship be a 
roving judgeship. I have a file of the 
letters here. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I rise 
to say that the Bar Association of Mem- 
phis : 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
eet from Tennessee yield for a ques- 

ion? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I do not yield for a 
question. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Bar Association 
of Memphis was appealed to by the Sen- 
ator, and it refused to endorse his project. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I do 
not yield. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
rad from Tennessee does not yield fur- 

er. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Very well. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The bar associations 
for quite a number of the counties in 
west Tennessee have petitioned that this 
judgeship be a roving judgeship. 

It is true that on the question of 
whether the bar associations of Memphis 
or Jackson felt they needed an addi- 
tional judge, they acted in the negative. 

However, I wish to say that I have let- 
ters and resolutions which I am certain 
would be very persuasive to the Members 
of the Senate and to the distinguished 
senior Senator from Tennessee, which I 
will present when the bill comes up. 

The fact of the matter is that west 
Tennessee has a larger population and 
has more lawyers and has considerably 
more legal business and has terminated 
more cases, both criminal and civil, than 
has middle Tennessee. Each district has 
a little bit more business than the na- 
tional average. There is not enough 
work in middle Tennessee on a perma- 
nent basis for two judges there. In my 
opinion, there is not any logical reason 
why the lawyers and the litigants of west 
Tennessee should not also have some of 
the services of this Federal judge. That 
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is the gist of the matter. The details we 
can go into later. 

Mr. President, at this time I either 
yield to the senior Senator from Ten- 
nessee or I yield the floor. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield. » 

Mr. LANGER. I should like to know 
which Senator from Tennessee repre- 
sents the Hatfields and which one repre- 
sents the McCoys. [Laughter.] 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I 
shall take only a moment—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
junior Senator from Tennessee has ex- 
hausted his time, and the senior Senator 
from Tennessee has spoken once. He 
will be eligible to speak during the con- 
sideration of the next measure on the 
calendar. 


AVIATION EDUCATION IN THE SENIOR 
HIGH SCHOOLS OF THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA—BILL PASSED OVER 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
Senate bill 1475, Calendar No. 695? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator state whether the objection is 
one which we might possibly be able to 
eliminate? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I am objecting 
on my own behalf and also on behalf of 
another Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion being heard, the bill will be passed 
over. 

GARAGE KEEPERS’ AND LIVERYMEN’S 
LIENS IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

The bill (S. 1342) to amend acts relat- 
ing to garage keepers’ and liverymen’s 
liens and the enforcement thereof in the 
District of Columbia, and for other pur- 
poses, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. McKELLAR, Mr. President, I de- 
sire to take only a few minutes on the 
matter I have been discussing. 


UNITED NATIONS INTERNATIONAL CHIL- 
DREN'S EMERGENCY FUND 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Tennessee yield to me? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. GREEN] 
wishes to go to lunch, and I wish to with- 
draw objection to Senate bill 2079, cal- 
endar No. 683. y 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is withdrawn. 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, does that 
mean that the bill is passed? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to reverting to the considera- 
tion of Senate bill 2079, calendar No. 
683? The bill will be stated by title. 

The CHIEF CLERK. A bill (S. 2079) 
to authorize the contribution of $12,- 
000,000 to the United Nations Interna- 
tional Children’s Emergency Fund. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. SALSTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
reserving the right to object, I under- 
stand that the Senator from Ohio wishes 
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to be on the floor when this bill is con- 
sidered. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL, I yield. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I should like to say 
to the distinguished acting minority 
leader that the Senator from Ohio stated 
a few minutes ago that the bill is per- 
fectly acceptable to him. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Then I have no 
objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill (S. 
2079) was considered, ordered to be en- 
grossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That there is hereby 
authorized to be appropriated to the Pres- 
ident not to exceed $12,000,000 to enable him 
to make contributions to the United Nations 
International. Children’s Emergency Fund 
until June 30, 1952, in such manner and on 
such terms and conditions as he may deem 
to be in the interests of the United States 
to support international children’s welfare 
work. 

GARAGE KEEPERS’ AND LIVERYMEN’S 

LIENS IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ate now returns to the consideration of 
Senate bill 1342, Calendar No. 696, to 
amend acts relating to garage keepers’ 
and liverymen’s liens and the enforce- 
ment thereof in the District of Colum- 
bia, and for other purposes. 

ADDITIONAL DISTRICT COURT JUDGE 

FOR TENNESSEE 


Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
senior Senator from Tennessee is recog- 
nized. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield in regard to the 
other matter for a few moments? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I 
ask the Senator from Massachusetts to 
excuse me for a few minutes. I shall 
be glad to yield in a few minutes. 

Mr. President, the statement the jun- 
ior Senator from Tennessee has made 
here is a very remarkable one. He in- 
troduced a bill providing for a single 
judge in middle Tennessee. I ask the 
Senator whether that is the truth or not. 
Can the Senator answer that question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I will answer if the 
Senator will let me make a brief ex- 
planation. 

Mr. McKELLAR. No; I will not. I 
just want to know whether the Senator 
did. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I did, but — 

Mr. McKELLAR. That is all I want 
to get from the Senator. 

The Senator introduced a bill for a 
single judge for middle Tennessee. I in- 
troduced a similar one. We presented 
both of them to the commitiee, and there 
the matter has remained. 

This year we took all the testimony 
and had a great many witnesses, includ- 
ing representatives of all the bar of 
Nashville and of various other towns 
concerned. All the testimony was taken 
down. The additional judge was needed 
in the middle district because the sit- 
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ting judge in Nashville had heart trou- 


ble. It looked like a foregone conclu- 
sion that the Senate, at least, would pass 
the bill, for it was absolutely necessary. 

Two years after the junior Senator 
from Tennessee introduced a bill call- 
ing for the appointment of a judge for 
the middle district he suddenly appeared 
before his own committee—he did not 
appear before the committee very often, 
but he occasionally did—and said that 
he wanted a roving judge appointed. He 
was asked why. The record shows those 
facts. Iam having all the record printed 
in the CONGRESSIONAL Recorp today, so 
that every Senator can see for himself. 

The junior Senator from Tennessee 
said that he thought either way would 
be just as well, either to have a roving 
judge or to have a judge who could be 
assigned to west Tennessee when west 
Tennessee needed him. 

I told him that I had never heard a 
single word from anyone about it. He 
had not heard a word at that time, but 
he insisted on it, and, when I pressed 
him about the matter, read a petition 
from a gentleman in Dyersburg, which 
is in the northwestern corner of our 
State. However, the man in Dyersburg 
did not ask for a roving judge at all. 
Senators will see that letter in the rec- 
ord. He did not ask for a roving judge 
at all, but he asked to have the Dyers- 
burg community, which includes several 
counties, put in Judge Boyd’s district. 
Judge Boyd is the sitting judge there. 

The junior Senator from Tennessee 
was asked whether he knew Judge Boyd. 
He said that he did. He was asked 
whether Judge Boyd was a fine man. 
The junior Senator from Tennessee re- 
plied that Judge Boyd was a fine man, 
and that he had been in college with 
him. 

The junior Senator from Tennessee 
was asked whether Judge Boyd was up 
with his docket. The reply was that he 
was up with his docket, with one excep- 
tion—and that turned out to be a case 
in which a relative of Judge Boyd was 
one of the litigants. Of course he could 
not try the case, and another judge was 
brought in. There are letters from all 
the Federal judges in Tennessee utterly 
opposing this. The Memphis Bar Asso- 
ciation opposed it. The Jackson Bar 
Association opposed it. The Senator 
leads us to believe that he has evidently 
obtained additional strength, that some 
bar association of some other county in 
west Tennessee favors it. That may be; 
it may not be; I do not know. If the 
Senator will tell me the name of the 
county, I shall find out and let the Sen- 
ate know. 

Mr. President, what we need is a judge 
for middle Tennessee. We do not need 
one for west Tennessee. So why hold 
back the matter, as the Senator has done 
through his silence and by his failure to 
act, although he was on the committee 
which had jurisdiction? Why has this 
matter not been attended to? The only 
conclusion I can reach is that the motive 
is purely political. The Senator says it 
is not political. Well, Mr. President, the 
Senator may say that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Tennessee has exhausted 
his time. 
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Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that I may pro- 
ceed for 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
senior Senator from Tennessee asks 
unanimous consent that he may proceed 
for five additional minutes. Without 
objection. it is so ordered. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, in 
July no one had ever heard of the roving 
judge, but I began to receive letters from 
lawyers in west Tennessee which indi- 
cated clearly and distinctly that someone 
was making a campaign for a roving 
judge in west Tennessee. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the senior Senator from Tennessee yield 
to the Senator from New Jersey for ques- 
tion? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I merely wanted to say I did not object, 
upon the Senator’s request the last time, 
but that hereafter I am going to object 
to any requests which are not strictly 
relevant to the calendar. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I thank the Sena- 
tor. If he feels that way, I will yield the 
floor and say no more. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I ask 
to be recognized. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER The 
junior Senator from Tennessee has 5 
minutes. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I 
regret that this matter has come up, 
when it is not connected with the bill un- 
der consideration, but in view of certain 
statements made by the senior Senator 
from Tennessee, I feel that in fairness to 
the other side of the proposition I should 
make one or two statements. 

It is quite true that about 2 years ago I 
introduced a bill to have an additional 
judge for the middle district of Tennes- 
see, because the judge in that district had 
been sick and the docket had gotten very 
far behind. As time went on, and I 
looked into the records kept by the Ad- 
ministrative Office of the Supreme Court, 
I found that middle Tennessee had about 
the same docket found in a district with 
the normal case load, that the lawyers in 
northwest Tennessee wanted to have a 
term of court held there, and, of course, 
when a term of court is held it means 
more litigation and more work for some 
judge. 

I also looked into the comparative case 
work in the various districts of Ten- 
nessee and found that there was a much 
heavier case load in west Tennessee, both 
in the number of cases started and in the 
number of cases terminated, than in mid- 
dle Tennessee, that west Tennessee was 
growing in population much faster, and 
is now a great deal larger in population 
than middle Tennessee. There practice 
there a substantially larger number of 
lawyers. So it seemed to me that with a 
judge in middle Tennessee, two judges 


would soon get the docket current, and 


then there would not be enough for the 
two judges to do, and that it was only 
logical that the new man be assigned to 
help out in both middle and west Tennes- 
see 


1 have the documents before me, and 
while the judge in west Tennessee has 
worked hard and has kept abreast of his 
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case load, the amount of business is in- 
creasing. At some time he might become 
ill, and the court might get behind with 
the docket. 

On the facts and records and statistics, 
there is more justification, over a long 
period of time, for assistance in west 
Tennessee than in middle Tennessee. I 
can see no harm in having the judge 
hold court and help out in both districts. 

As to the sentiment of the people, Mr. 
President, in a letter in reply to a letter 
which the senior Senator from Tennessee 
sent to all the Members of the Senate, 
I indicated the two bar associations 
which had asked for the roving judge- 
ship, the Bar Association of Dyer County, 
in which Dyersburg is located, and 
Weakley County, in which Dresden is lo- 
cated. Since then the Bar Association of 
Henry County, in which Paris is located, 
has also asked that there be a roving 
judge. 

In regard to the great newspapers, 
certainly I would have no influence with 
them. I did not talk with the editors 
about the position they were going to 
take. I refer to the Commercial Appeal 
and to the News and the Press-Scimitar 
in Memphis. They know about the sit- 
uation and the growth of the commu- 
nity. They have very strongly endorsed 
the position I have taken. 

So far as I am concerned, there is no 
politics in this matter. The Senator in- 
timated that there might be someone 
in west Tennessee whom I might wish 
to recommend. Of course, my recom- 
mendation would not amount to very 
much, but I agreed that if he would re- 
move his objection to the roving judge- 
ship I would agree then and there in 
the Judiciary Committee to recommend 
someone from middle Tennessee, if that 
were the difficulty. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, since 
the Senator has referred to me, I think 
I ought to be permitted to comment on it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the junior Senator from Tennessee yield 
to the senior Senator from Tennessee for 
a question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Is it not absolutely 
true that the junior Senator made the 
same statement to me a number of times 
since he has been in the Senate, and 
that he has violated his word every time 
he has ever said it? Is it not further 
true that the junior Senator from Ten- 
nessee walked out of my office and went 
to the office of the Attorney General and 
recommended a fine Republican? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Let the 
Senate be in order. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Recommended 
what? I did not hear. 

Mr. McKELLAR. A fine Republican, 
Mr. Milsaps Fitzhugh, for the position 
of district attorney in my home city, 
without ever saying a word to me about 


it. The junior Senator came in my of- 


fice and sat there and said he felt under 
obligations to me for having supported 
him, as a Democrat should have done, 
and the junior Senator then went right 
out of my office and recommended Mr. 
Fitzhugh. Did the Senator recommend 
him, or did he not? Will the Senator 
tell the truth about it? 
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Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, Iam 
sorry so much emotion is involved. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I ask the Senator, 
can he tell the truth about it? Did he 
endorse Mr. Fitzhugh? Did he, or did 
he not? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Just a moment, if 
I may continue, Mr. President. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The junior Senator 
asa ei to say. Well, that spells out the 

act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
junior Senator from Tennessee has the 
floor. 

Mr. KEFAUVER.: Mr. President, I be- 
lieve-in trying to settle these matters on 
the facts, and I am not going to get 
excited about it. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The junior Senator 
would not know a fact if he saw one in 
the middle of the road. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
junior Senator from Tennessee has the 
floor. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I 
have another opinion about that. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; the Senator 
has, but no one else has, I believe. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate will be in order. The time of the 
junior Senator from Tennessee has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. KEFAUVER.. Mr. President, since 
my time has been taken up, I. wonder 
whether I might have unanimous con- 
sent to have one more minute. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
what is the unanimous-consent request? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. That I be allowed 
one additional moment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Tennesee requests one ad- 
ditional minute. Is there objection? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

Mr. McKELLAR subsequently said: 
Mr. President, what was done with 
Senate bill 1203, to provide for the ap- 
pointment of additional circuit and dis- 
trict judges and for other purposes? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That 
has not yet been called. It will not be 
on the call today. Under the order pre- 
viously entered, the call began with cal- 
endar No. 665. 3 

Mr. McKELLAR, I should like to give 
notice that I am going to make the re- 
quest each day to bring up the bill so 
that we may not have a continuation 
of the outrageous situation which now 
exists in middle Tennessee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate is so advised. 


GARAGE KEEPERS AND LIVERYMEN'’S 
LIENS IN THE DISTRICT OF CCLUM- 
BIA 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the consideration of Senate 
bill 1342? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill (S. 1342) 
to amend acts relating to garage keepers’ 
and liverymen’s liens and the enforce- 
ment thereof in the District of Columbia, 
and for other purposes which had been 
reported from the Committee on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia with amendments on 
page 2, line 7, after the word vehicles“, 
to insert “including trailers”; in line 8, 
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after the word their“, to insert “agreed 
or reasonable“; in line 18, after the word 
“holders”, to strike out “of record” and 
insert “shown ny the certificate of title 
or registry of the vehicle,” and on page 4, 
after line 3, to insert: 


Any person selling such property in order 
to satisfy a fraudulent, excessive, or unrea- 
sonable lien shall be guilty of a conversion 
of such property and liable to the owner in 
damages therefor. 


So as to make the bill read: 
Be it enacted, eto.— 
LIEN OF LIVERYMEN 


— SECTION 1. That it shall be lawful for all 
persons keeping er boarding any animals at 
livery within the District, under any agree- 
ment with the owner thereof, to detain such 
animals until all charges under such agree- 
ment for the care, keep, or board of such 
animals shall have been paid: Provided, how- 
ever, That before enforcing the lien hereby 
given notice in writing shall be given to such 
owner in person or by registered mail at his 
last-known place of residence of the amount 
of such charges and the intention to detain 
such animal or animals until such charges 
shall be paid. 


LIEN FOR STORAGE, REPAIRS, AND SUPPLIES FOR 
MOTOR VEHICLES 


Sec. 2. All persons storing, repairing, or 
furnishing supplies of or concerning motor 


vehicles including trailers shall have a lien 


for. their agreed or reasonable charges for 
such storage, repairs, and supplies when such 


charges are incurred by an owner or condi- 


tional vendee or chattel mortgagor (includ- 
ing a grantor of deed of trust in lieu of 
mortgage) of such motor vehicle, and may 
detain such motor vehicle at any time they 
may have lawful possession thereof. Such 
lien shall have priority over all other liens or 
rights in or to the vehicle except as herein- 
etter limited with respect to claims for stor- 
age. Before enforcing such lien, notice in 
writing shall be given to the title holder, all 
lien holders shown by the certificate of title 
or registry of the vehicle, and any other per- 
sons known to claimant who have any in- 
terest in or lien upon the vehicle. Such no- 
tice shall be delivered personally or sent by 
registered mail to the last-known address of 
the person to whom given, shall state that a 
lien is claimed for the charges therein set 
forth or thereto attached, and shall demand 
payment thereof. There shall be incorpo- 
rated in or attached to said notice a state- 
ment of particulars of the charge or charges 
for wi ich a lien is claimed, to which may 
be added a claim for storage of the vehicle 
from the date of said notice to the date of 
payment or sale, which amount shall be set 
forth at a daily or weekly rate which shall not 
be in excess of charges prevailing at the time 
for similar storage, and shall not be in excess 
of $3 per day or $21 per week, which addi- 
tional charge sha'i in no event cover a period 
in excess of 90 days. 


ENFORCEMENT OF LIEN BY SALE 


Sec. 3. If the amount due and for which a 
lien is given by section 1 or 2 hereof is not 
paid by the end of 30 days after the giving 
of notice, then the party entitled to such lien 
may proceed to sell the property so subject 
to lien at public auction, after giving notice 
one a week for three successive weeks in 
some daily newspaper published in the Dis- 
trict. Said advertisement shall set forth the 
date, time, and place of sale, which shall not 
be less than 15 days from date of the first 
publication of such notice, that the pur- 
pose of the sale is to satisfy a lien, the 
amount for which said lien is claimed, in- 
cluding storage to date of sale if allowable, 
the names of all interested parties, and a 
description of the chattel, including, in the 
case of vehicles, the make, type, year and 
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model number, serial number and engine 
number, if any, and State or District license 
number and year. 

Any person selling such property in order 
to satisfy a fraudulent, excessive, or unrea- 
sonable lien shall be guilty of a conversion of 
such property and liable to the owner in 
damages therefor. 

APPLICATION OF PROCEEDS OF SALE 

Sec. 4. The proceeds of such sale shall be 
applied, first, to the expenses of such sales 
and the discharge of such lien; second, to 
payment of other liens, if any, in the order 
of their priority; and, third, to the owner of 
the property. 

LIMITATION ON LIEN FOR STORAGE 

Sec. 5. To the extent that any lien pro- 
vided for in this chapter is based on a claim 
for storage of a motor vehicle in excess of 
$150, such lien shall be, as to such excess, in- 
ferior to the lien of a conditional vendor or 
chattel mortgagee (as defined in section 2) 
claiming under an instrument recorded on 
a date earlier than the period to which such 
charges are attributable, 

REPEALER AND SAVINGS CLAUSE 

Sec. 6. Section 1262 of the act of March 3, 
1901 (31 Stat. 1388), as amended, is hereby 
repealed and sections 1263 and 1264 of said 
act are hereby made inapplicable to liens 
provided for in sections 1 and 2 hereof: Pro- 
vided, however, That any liens heretofore ac- 
quired under the provisions of said section 
1262, as amended, shall be unaffected by the 
repeal of said section and may be enforced 
either in the manner provied in said sections 
1263 and 1264 or in the manner provided 
herein, 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

REMOVAL OF LIMITATION ON NUMER- 

ICAL STRENGTH OF WHITE HOUSE 

POLICE FORCE 


The bill (S. 1283) to remove the limita- 
tion on the numerical strength of the 
White House Police Force, was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the consideration of the bill? 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, I 
should like to ask if the present law per- 
taining to the safety factors in this 
measure does not limit the numerical 
strength of the White House Police Force 
to 133. 

Mr. HUNT. Mr. President, I was 
asked to explain the bill, but I should be 
very glad to yield to the chairman of the 
committee, the Senator from West Vir- 
ginia [Mr. NEELY]. 

Mr. NEELY. Go right ahead. 

Mr. HUNT. I will say to the Senator 
from Kansas that the present law pre- 
scribes 133 policemen, but for some con- 
siderable length of time necessity has 
prompted the use of 170, and appropria- 
tions have been made for that number. 
So long as we let the law prescribe 133 
and appropriate for and provide for the 
use of 170, certainly the use of the ap- 
propriation is subject to a point of order, 
So it was thought desirable to bring the 
number authorized up to the number 
appropriated for, so that it would be 
consistent. ; 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL, Mr. President, no 
one wants to have any laxity in the over- 
all defense, security, and safety of the 
Chief Executive of the Nation, but I 
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cannot see any justifiable reason for tak- 
ing the limit off entirely. Iam wonder- 
ing whether the Senator would have 
any objection to having the present bill 
amended to include a limitation of 170 
in place of 133. 

Mr. HUNT. No; I would have no ob- 
jection to that. In fact, I think I agree 
with the Senator, that perhaps there 
should be a maximum. We were think- 
ing it would be controlled by the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations. When re- 
quest was made, the committee would 
necessarily have to be informed of the 
number of police who were to be as- 
signed, and the appropriations would 
control. With the consent of the chair- 
man of the committee, I would have no 
objection to writing in 170. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Kansas yield? 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I yield. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I hope the Senator 
will accept the suggestion, because there 
should be authority for every appropria- 
tion, I shall see hereafter that the au- 
thority is granted. In my opinion the 
number which the Senator suggests is 
a very proper number. I think we 
should take care of the White House in 
every way possible, and I hope the Sena- 
tor will agree to the number suggested. 

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Kansas yield? 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I yield. 

Mr. NEELY. I assure the Senator 
from Kansas that as chairman of the 
committee I have no objection whatever 
to the limit which is suggested. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Is there 
Apa to the consideration of the 

? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill (S. 1283) 
to remove the limitation on the numeri- 
cal strength of the White House Police 
Force. 

Mr. HUNT. Mr. President, I move to 
amend the bill on page 2, line 1, after 
the word “necessary”, to insert “but not 
exceeding 170 in number.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill, as amended, was ordered to be 
engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That title 3, United 
States Code, section 203 (a), as amended by 
section 2 of the act of August 15, 1950 (Pub- 
lic Law 693, 8ist Cong.), is amended to read 
as follows: 

“Sec. 203. (a) The White House Police 
force shall consist of such number of officers, 
with grades corresponding to similar officers 
of the Metropolitan Police force, and of such 
number of privates, with grade corresponding 
to that of private of the highest grade in the 
Metropolitan Police force, as may be neces- 
sary, but not exceeding 170 in number. 
Members of the White House Police shall be 
appointed from the members of the Metro- 
politan Police force and the United States 
Park Police force from lists furnished by the 
officers in charge of such forces. Vacancies 
shall be filled in the same manner,” 


POLICING OF BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS 
OF SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 1038) relating to the policing 
of the buildings and grounds of the 
Smithsonian Institution and its constitu- 
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ent bureaus, which had been reported 
from the Committee on Rules and Ad- 
ministration with amendments on page 
2, line 25, after the word “in”, to strike 
out “one or more of the daily newspapers 
published in the District of Columbia” 
and insert “the Federal Register”; on 
page 3, line 14, after the word “than”, to 
strike out “$10,000” and insert 85,000“; 
and in line 15, after the word “than”, to 
strike out “ten” and insert “five.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I offer the 
amendment which I send to the desk and 
ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment offered 
by the Senator from New Jersey. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 3, line 12, 
it is proposed to strike out the word 
“public.” 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I wish to call attention to the fact that 
section 6 of the bill as reported from the 
committee provides sanctions for viola- 
tions of sections 2, 3, and 4 of the bill. 

Section 4 makes unlawful, among 
other things, the removal of or injury to 
objects of art or irreplaceable works of 
national historical value in the National 
Gallery of Art and in other buildings. As 
reported from the committee, provision 
is made that where such a violation in- 
volves damage to public property in any 
amount exceeding $100, a penalty of $5,- 
000, or 5 years imprisonment, or both, 
may be meted out. 

I wish to invite attention to the fact 
that such art objects may be in the Na- 
tional Gallery of Art and other Federal 
buildings on loan from private sources, 
and there is some question in my mind 
as to whether under the bill privately 
owned works of art on loan would be 
covered under the penalty provisions of 
the bill as reported, since they are ex- 
pressly limited to public property. It 
seems to me that the same sanctions 
should be imposed for damage to or theft 
of privately owned works of art as would 
apply to such property when publicly 
owned. 

That is the purpose of my amendment. 
I wish to delete the word “public” so 
that all works of art would be covered 
in the National Gallery of Art and other 
buildings. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? ` 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I yield. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I re- 
ported the bill to the Senate. The Sen- 
ator from New Jersey has made a very 
proper suggestion, because there are at 
times very valuable works of art on loan. 
If they should be stolen, the. same 
penalty should be applied. I shall be 
glad to accept the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the amendment offered by 
the Senator from New Jersey IMr. 
HENDRICKSON]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read the 
third time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 
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EXEMPTION OF CERTAIN BLENDED WHIS- 
KIES AND BRANDIES FROM RECTIFICA- 
TION TAX 


The bill (H. R. 2745) to amend sec- 
tion 2801 (c) (1) of the Internal Reve- 
nue Code was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, 
may we have an explanation of the bill? 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, this is 
a House bill which the Senate Finance 
Committee reported unanimously with- 
out amendment. What the bill actually 
does is to amend paragraph 1 of sub- 
section (c) (1) of section 2801 of the 
Internal Revenue Code by striking out, 
wherever they appear, the words “ninety 
proof” and substituting in lieu thereof 
the words “eighty proof.” The bill deals 
with a rectifying tax. Under existing 
law and regulations, if water alone is 
added to a whisky or a brandy prior to 
bottling, the character of the product 
is not considered to be changed, and 
even though the proof is reduced as low 
as 80 proof, the resulting product is not 
subject to a rectification tax. However, 
if a rectifier blends two or more pure 
straight whiskies, or brandies, as pro- 
vided by section 2801 (c) (1) of the In- 
ternal Revenue Code, the addition of 
water to reduce the proof below 90 is 
not permitted without subjecting the 
product to the rectification tax. 

The Treasury Department and the 
Alcohol Division have reported that 
there would be no administrative diffi- 
culties involved, and it would not throw 
any cost upon the Treasury, and they 
have recommended this change in the 
existing law. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. A question which 
was raised with some of us who were 
in charge of the calendar was that if 
this change was made there would be a 
substantial loss of revenue. May we 
have the benefit of the Senator’s state- 
ment on that point? 

Mr, GEORGE. The Treasury Depart- 
ment appeared, through an agent, and 
also through a report received by the 
committee, and stated that any possible 
loss would be negligible. I do not think 
it would involve any loss of revenue. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill 
(H. R. 2704) to amend section 2801 (c) 
(1) of the Internal Revenue Code was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


ISSUANCE BY POSTMASTER GENERAL OF 
DUPLICATE CHECKS FOR LOST CHECKS 


The Senate proceeded to consider 
the bill (S. 1411) to authorize the 
Postmaster General to issue duplicate 
checks without requiring bond when 
checks of the Post Office Department are 
lost while in custody of the United States, 
which had been reported from the Com- 
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service 
with amendments on page 1, line 5, after 
the word “amended”, to strike out “by 
inserting at the end thereof the fol- 
lowing: ‘Provided further,’” and insert 
“to read as follows: ‘Provided,”; and on 
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page 2, line 3, after the word “made”, 
to strike out “before any postmaster”, 
so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the proviso in 
section 3646 (e) of the Revised Statutes of 
the United States (31 U. S. C. 528 (e)) is 
amended to read as follows: “Provided, That 
when the Postmaster General is satisfied that 
such loss, theft, or destruction occurred 
without fault of the owner or holder or 
while any check was in the custody or con- 
trol of the Post Office Department or in the 
mails, the Postmaster General may, in lieu 
of an indemnity bond, authorize the issu- 
ance of a substitute check or warrant upon 
such affidavit as he may prescribe, to be made 
by the payee or owner of an original check.” 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill to authorize the Postmaster Gen- 
eral to issue duplicate checks without re- 
quiring bond when such checks of the 
Post Office Department are lost while in 
the custody of the United States or lost 
without fault of owner or holder.” 


ACREAGE ALLOTMENT ADJUSTMENTS 
FOR TYPES OF TOBACCO 


The bill (H. R. 4475) to amend the Ag- 
ricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as 
amended, was announced as next in 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Sten- 
Nis in the chair). Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, may we have 
an explanation? 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, H. R. 
4475 authorizes the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture to make an increase in marketing 
quotas and acreage allotments for any 
type or types within a kind of tobacco if 
needed to meet market demands and 
carry-over requirements for such type or 
types of tobacco and there is a substan- 
tial difference in usage or market outlets 
for such type or types of tobacco. 

The bill provides that the additional 
production authorized shall be in addi- 
tion to the national market quota estab- 
lished for such kind of tobacco. The 
committee amendment provides that 
the additional acreage by virtue of an 
increase for any type or types shall not 
be considered in determining State and 
farm acreage allotments in subsequent 
years. Thus the bill would result in 
changes in the acreage in type-produc- 
ing areas only as necessary to maintain 
an adequate supply of the tobacco grown 
in such type-producing area, and the 
apportionment of the national market- 
ing quota proclaimed for any subsequent 
year would be made uniformly for all 
types of tobacco without regard to the 
increase previously made in any type. 

Under present law—this is what I 
should like my distinguished friend from 
Kansas to listen to—under present law 
the only way a shortage in one type of 
tobacco can be met is by increasing the 
marketing quota for the kind of tobacco 
and then distributing it uniformly 
among the types. Under the bill, a real- 
istic quota can be set and then one or 
more types within the kind can be 
granted an increase to take care of any 
shortage. 
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Mr. President, of the eight kinds of 
tobacco that are considered by the De- 
partment of Agriculture in establishing 
quotas for each kind, four have different 
types. In order to increase the supply of 
a type of tobacco which is short in supply 
it is necessary to increase all the types 
of the particular kind of tobacco. The 
bill will simply permit the Secretary of 
Agriculture to raise the quota only as 
to the types which are in shortage, with- 
out having to increase the production of 
types that are in adequate supply. That 
is the purpose of the bill. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, I 
have no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the Sen- 
ate proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 
4475) to amend the Agricultural Adjust- 
ment Act of 1938, as amended, which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry with an 
amendment, on page 2, line 17, after 
the word “act.”, to insert The increase 
in acreage under this subsection shall 
not be considered in establishing future 
State or farm acreage allotments.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 


REIMBURSEMENT OF NAVAL PERSONNEL 
FOR CERTAIN EXPENSES INCURRED— 
BILL PASSED TO THE FOOT OF THE 
CALENDAR 


The bill (H. R. 2737) to authorize the 
reimbursement of certain naval attachés, 
observers, and other officers for certain 
expenses incurred while on authorized 
missions in foreign countries, was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent that 
that bill may go to the foot of the cal- 
endar. : 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. CLOUGLAS. Mr. President, I be- 
lieve the Senator from Colorado has 
made his request on my behalf. I had 
not expected to be in the Chamber, when 
the bill was reached, but I find myself 
here now. Reserving the right to object, 
I wonder if we may have an explanation 
of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. STEN- 
NIS in the chair). If the Senator from 
Illinois will let the bill go to the foot of 
the calendar, I, the present occupant of 
the chair, will be glad to make an ex- 
planation when it is reached later. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Very well. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the bill will be placed at 
the foot of the calendar. 


USE OF SUBMARINE “ULUA” AS TARGET 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 1994) to authorize the use of the 
incompleted submarine Ulua as a target 
for explosive tests, and for other pur- 
poses, which had been reported from the 
Committee on Armed Services with an 
amendment, on page 2, line 2, after the 
name “Ulua”, to strike out “with or with- 
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out repairs for further tests and experi- 
mentation, for further naval use, or for 
further disposition in accordance with 
other provisions of law” and insert “and 
make such repairs as will equip the Ulua 
for further tests and experimentation, or 
disposed of her in accordance with other 
provisions of law“, so as to make the 
bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That notwithstanding 
the proviso of title III of the Second Sup- 
plemental Surplus Appropriation Rescission 
Act, 1946, under the heading “Increase and 
replacement of naval vessels, emergency con- 
struction” (60 Stat. 227), the Secretary of 
the Navy is authorized to employ the in- 
completed submarine Ulua (SS-428) as a tar- 
get for explosive tests in order to gather re- 
search data for new weapon and submarine 
design. 

Src. 2. Upon conclusion of the explosive 
tests, the Secretary of the Navy may, in his 
discretion, sink the Ulua if considered unsea- 
worthy, or retain the Ulua and make such re- 
pairs as will equip the Ulua for further 
tests and experimentation, or dispose of her 
in accordance with other provisions of law. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


APPOINTMENT OF JOSEPH F. CARROLL AS 
PERMANENT COLONEL IN THE REGULAR 
AIR FORCE—BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 4692) to authorize the 
appointment of Joseph F. Carroll as a 
permanent colonel in the Regular Air 
Force, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, by 
request I ask that the bill go over. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator withhold his objection for a 
moment? 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Yes; I withhold my 
objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California is recognized. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I wish to make an 
explanation for the Recorp of the bill at 
this time, so that those who may have 
objected to the bill will have a back- 
ground of the purpose of the bill. 

PURPOSE OF THE BILL 


This bill would authorize the appoint- 
ment in the Regular Air Force in the 
grade of colonel of an outstanding Air 
Force Reserve officer who is already serv- 
ing with the Air Force in the grade of 
major general. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 


Members of the Senate will recall that 
a similar bill was reported by the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services during the sec- 
ond session of the Eighty-first Congress. 

The senior Senator from California 
filed a minority report at the time, feeling 
that appointments of this kind should be 
made only after the most painstaking ef- 
forts had been made to secure a different 
solution to the problem. 

At the time this first bill was reported 
by the committee the Secretary of the 
Air Force appeared personally and asked 
for the enactment of the legislation. I 
did not feel that the appointment was 
one which of necessity had to be made at 
that time. I did feel, moreover, that the 
matter should be reexamined by the De- 
partment of the Air Force. 


REASON FOR ENACTMENT OF THE BILL AT THIS 
TIME 

The Secretary of the Air Force ap- 
peared before the committee a second 
time, and renewed his request that Gen- 
eral Carroll be appointed in the grade of 
colonel in the Regular Air Force. I be- 
lieve it is quite clear that the Air Force 
has exhausted every other avenue of ap- 
proach to this problem and that we are 
simply faced with a situation which re- 
quires this unusual type of legislation. 

GENERAL CARROLL’S QUALIFICATIONS 


The senior Senator from California 
wishes to make it completely clear that 
throughout this procedure there has been 
no question in the minds of anyone as to 
General Carroll's eminent qualifications 
for the task which the Air Force has in 
mind for him. He is an officer of demon- 
strated ability. Furthermore he has 
qualifications which are unusual and 
which are needed to fill the job for which 
his appointment is recommended. 

Mr. President, I may point out that 
Colonel Carroll served in the FBI a num- 
ber of years, and the work to which he 
is assigned is directed to investigative 
matters relative to either corruption in 
contracts or in the Department of the 
Air Force where they would have to 
make examinations and investigations 
of all types. 

CONCLUSION 


The committee, therefore, feels that 
this subject has been examined with the 
utmost care over a period of several 
years, with two complete hearings, at 
which highly competent witnesses testi- 
fied. For that reason the committee has 
recommended that this legislation be 
passed by the Senate. 

Mr. President, I merely wish to say 
that I realize the Senator is objecting for 
some other Senator who is not able to be 
present. I hope the majority leader, in 
ease the bill is held up on the next call 
of the calendar, will bring it up on mo- 
tion so that it may be considered. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I thank the Sena- 
tor from California. As he has indi- 
cated, the objection is made by request, 
so I must object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard, and the bill will be passed 
over, 


DETERMINATION OF WHEN MULTIPLE 
SCLEROSIS SHALL BE PRESUMED TO BE 
SERVICE-CONNECTED 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 3205) to amend the Veterans 
Regulations to provide that multiple 
sclerosis developing a 10 percent or 
more degree of disability within 3 years 
after separation from active service 
shall be presumed to be service-con- 
nected, which had been reported from 
the Committee on Finance with an 
amendment to strike out all after the 
enacting clause and insert: 


That the second last proviso of subpara- 
graph (c) of paragraph I, part I, Veterans 
Regulation No. 1 (a), as amended, is hereby 
amended by inserting after the words “3 
years” the words “or multiple sclerosis de- 
veloping a 10 per centum degree of disability 
or more within 2 years.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 
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The amendment was ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a 
third time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. ; 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill to amend the Veterans Regula- 
tions to provide that multiple sclerosis 
developing a 10 percent or more degree 
of disability within 2 years after separa- 
tion from active service shall be pre- 
sumed to be service-connected.” 


DETERMINATION OF WHEN PSYCHOSIS 
SHALL BE PRESUMED TO BE SERVICE- 
CONNECTED—BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 320) to amend Veterans 
Regulations to establish for persons who 
served in the Armed Forces during World 
War II a further presumption of service 
connection for psychoses developing to 
a compensable degree of disability within 
3 years from the date of separation from 
active service was announced as next in 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, I think there 
should be a clear distinction drawn be- 
tween service-connected disabilities, for 
which the Government should assume 
full responsibility, and non-service-con- 
nected disabilities, which to my mind are 
in a different situation. 

As I understand, this bill provides that 
if anyone develops a psychosis within 3 
years after leaving the military service, 
the psychosis will be presumed to have 
been caused by conditions in the mili- 
tary service. 

We are already blurring the distinc- 
tion between service-connected disabili- 
ties and non-service-connected disabili- 
ties, and are resolving a whole series of 
doubts in favor of the applicant. 

I believe that a psychosis is at times a 
somewhat dubious disease. I am not at 
all satisfied with the classification of 
psychoneurosis as though it were a defi- 
nitely described disease. 

Iam not a doctor, and I cannot pro- 
fess to produce adequate medical opin- 
ion, but from my observation of troops 
in the field it is my opinion that many 
cases of psychosis involve moral weak- 
ness, and not purely a medical condition. 
This bill would permit anyone developing 
a psychosis within 3 years after leaving 
the service to be rated as having a serv- 
ice-connected disability. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Illinois is in error. The 
Finance Committee amended the bill and 
reduced the period to 2 years. Further- 
more, I think there are substantial 
amendments in the bill which virtually 
undertake to give to the patient who is 
afflicted with this trouble, if he develops 
a compensable degree of disability with- 
in 2 years, the assurance of hospitaliza- 
tion and out-patient treatment by the 
Veterans’ Administration. This is not 
the provision of the House bill. The 
House bill did exactly what the distin- 
guished Senator has stated, but the Fi- 
nance Committee amended the bill. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator for correcting my, 
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previous statement. I have before me a 
letter which is printed on pages 2 to 4 of 
the report, Senate Report No. 749. The 
letter is signed by O. W. Clark, for Carl 
R. Gray, Jr., Administrator. The letter 
reads in part as follows: 

There is nothing in the circumstances of 
military service in time of war which cre- 
ates a presumption of fact that a delayed 
manifestation of a psychosis some time after 
discharge is in any was related to the fact 
or circumstances of service. 


We are already being extremely lib- 
eral in making a psychoneurosis which 
manifests itself within the period of mil- 
itary service compensable, because in a 
very large percentage of cases it was not 
the military service which created the 
psychosis, if it existed, but military serv- 
ice merely revealed what had already 
existed. 

I wonder if the committee would not 
be willing to reconsider this matter and 
give the bill more careful consideration. 
I think we shall be opening Pandora’s 
box if we permit legislation of this type 
to pass. It will result in tens of thou- 
sands of cases accumulating, with great 
cost to the Government, and with a great 
blurring of the very necessary distinc- 
tion which I believe should exist between 
service-connected disabilities and non- 
service-connected disabilities. 

Mr. GEORGE. The Senator is quite 
right about the bill as it came from the 
House. But I invite the attention of the 
Senator to what the Finance Committee 
has done. 

In these cases a 1-year presumption 
now obtains. If the disease develops to 
a compensable degree within a year, 
there is now the presumption that it 
occurred as a result of military service. 
The House increased the period to 3 
years. We were not able to justify that 
long a period. What the Senate com- 
mittee has done, and what the bill does, 
is to strike out all of the House bill and 
insert the following: 

That, for the purpose of hospital and med- 
ical treatment, including out-patient treat- 
ment, authorized under laws administered 
by the Veterans’ Administration, a veteran 
of World War II (as defined in Veterans 
Regulation No. 10, as amended) developing 
an active psychosis within 2 years from the 
date of separation from active service in 
such war shall be deemed to have incurred 
such disability in such active service. 


The purpose of the bill is limited to 
insuring hospitalization and medical 
treatment, including out-patient treat- 
ment. I invite the attention of the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Illinois to a 
fact which he undoubtedly knows, 
namely, that these cases are among the 
most unfortunate ones-in our society. 
Throughout the country—certainly, I 
regret to say, in my own section—in 
many instances persons suffering from 
this ailment are confined in ordinary 
penal institutions. That happens far 
too often. They become dangerous to 
society as a whole. Something must be 
done, and there are simply not adequate 
facilities to care for them. They are 
already entitled to hospitalization, that 
is true, but hospital facilities are not 
always available. This bill would give 
first priority, so to speak, to the psy- 
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chosis cases, if a compensable degree of 
„disability develops within 2 years. 

It would seem from the evidence sub- 
mitted to the committee and from the 
investigation made by the committee 
that there was some justification for a 
2-year presumption for this purpose, and 
particularly for the purpose of giving 
first priority with respect to hospitali- 
zation and medical treatment. If hos- 
pitalization cannot be secured, then 
there should be an assurance of out- 
patient treatment for these most un- 
fortunate veterans of World War II. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. GEORGE. I hope the Senator 
will let us take the bill to conference, if 
possible. I am not sure that we shall 
ever be able to agree with the House, 
because the House is insisting on a 3-year 
presumptive period. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. One naturally has 
a feeling of reluctance in differing with 
the opinion of so eminent and able a 
Member of this body as the senior Sena- 
tor from Georgia. However, I again 
point out that the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion, on page 3 of the report, in the para- 
graph succeeding that which I have read, 
addressed its objection not merely to 
the period of time in which the alleged 
psychosis might develop, but also to the 
principle involved, namely the principle 
of extending the presumption of service- 
connection to diseases for which a blan- 
ket presumption is not justified and for 
which individual examination of each 
case is necesary in order accurately to 
determine service-connections. 

This is stated in the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration letter to the committee as fol- 
lows: 

Singling out psychosis as a disease which 
should be accorded a presumptive period of 
service connection of 3 years, as propo--d by 
the bill, would be discriminatory and could 
be urged as a precedent for extending the 
presumptive period for many of the chronic 
diseases. The matter of causation of any 
disease, or etiology, should be determined on 
the basis of sound medical principles and 
judgment. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Illinois has 
expired. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I shall be reluctantly 
compelled to object. 

Mr. GEORGE. May I take just a mo- 
ment to explain the bill to the Senator, 
if he will withhold his objection? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Illinois withhold his ob- 
jection? 

Mr. DOUGLAS I withhold my ob- 
jection temporarily. 

Mr. GEORGE. The report of Major 
Clark for the administrator was made 
on the House bill, which gave the pre- 
sumption for disease or infirmity devel- 
oping within 3 years. We have changed 
the whole purport of the bill, and have 
tried to give to the men involved what 
they would seem to need more than any 
other thing, namely, hospitalization and 
medical treatment. The administra- 
tor’s letter, written by Major Clark, re- 
ferred to the House bill. The Senate 
committee completely departs from the 
House bill. I cannot say what would 
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happen in conference, but this bill and 
the preceding bill would both go to con- 
ference, and we would have to iron it 
out, or else report a disagreement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the-present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I regret that I must 
object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion isheard. The bill goes over. 


CONSTRUCTION OF EXPERIMENTAL 
SUBMARINES 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 1227) to amend further the 
act entitled “An act to authorize the 
construction of experimental subma- 
rines, and for other purposes,“ approved 
May 16, 1947, as amended, which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
Armed Services with an amendment in 
line 8, after the word “thereof”, to strike 
out “ “$50,000,000” ” and insert “ “$49,- 
000,000”.”” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
5 and the bill to be read a third 

ime. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 


WILLIAM O. STEVENS 


The bill (H. R. 662) for the relief of 
William O. Stevens was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


MERGER OF NATIONAL BANKING 
ASSOCIATIONS AND STATE BANKS— 
BILL PLACED AT FOOT OF CALENDAR 


The bill (S. 2128) to provide for the 
merger of two or more national bank- 
ing associations and for the merger of 
State banks with national banking asso- 
ciations and for other purposes was an- 
nounced as next in order, 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object—and I have 
been requested to object—I should like 
to ask unanimous consent that this bill 
go to the foot of the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the bill will be placed at the 
foot of the calendar. 


BILLS PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 1452) to promote the fur- 
ther development of public library serv- 
ice in rural areas was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I ask that the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. The bill goes over. 

The bill (S. 106) to amend the act en- 
titled “An act to regulate the practice 
of optometry in the District of Colum- 
bia was announced as next in order. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Over, by request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. The bill will go over. 


CITATION OF HERMAN ORMAN FOR 
CONTEMPT 


The resolution (S. Res. 211) citing 
Herman Orman for contempt of the Sen- 
ate was considered and agreed to, as fol- 
lows: 

Resolved, That the President of the Senate 
certify the report of the Special Committee 
To Investigate Organized Crime in Inter- 
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state Commerce of the United States Senate 
as to the refusal of Herman Orman to dis- 
close to the said special committee the con- 
tents of those records and documents which 
he had been directed by subpena to produce 
and to answer a series of questions before the 
said special committee, together with all the 
facts in connection therewith, under the 
seal of the United States Senate to the United 
States attorney for the District of New Jer- 
sey, to the end that the said Herman Orman 
may be proceeded against in the manner and 
form provided by law. 


CITATION OF PATRICK JOSEPH SIZE FOR 
CONTEMPT 


The resolution (S. Res. 212) citing 
Patrick Joseph Size for contempt of the 
Senate, was considered and agreed to, as 
follows: 

Resolved, That the President of the Sen- 
ate certify the report of the Special Com- 
mittee To Investigate Organized Crime in In- 
terstate Commerce of the United States Sen- 
ate as to the refusal of Patrick Joseph Size 
to disclose to the said special committee the 
contents of those records and documents 
which he had been directed by subpena to 
produce and to answer a series of questions 
before the said special committee, together 
with all the facts in connection therewith, 
under the seal of the United States Senate 
to the United States attorney for the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, to the end that the said 
Patrick Joseph Size may be proceeded 
against in the manner and form provided 
by law, 


CITATION OF JOSEPH C. BALDASSARI 
FOR CONTEMPT 


The resolution (S. Res. 213) citing Jo- 
seph C. Baldassari for contempt of the 
Senate was considered and agreed to, as 
follows: 

Resolved, That the President of the Senate 
certify the report of the Special Committee 
To Investigate Organized Crime in Interstate 
Commerce of the United States Senate as to 
the refusal of Joseph C. Baldassari to dis- 
close to the said special committee the con- 
tents of those records and documents which 
he had been directed by subpena to pro- 
duce and to answer a series of questions be- 
fore the said special committee, together 
with all the facts in connection therewith, 
under the seal of the United States Senate 
to the United States attorney for the District 
of Columbia, to the end that the said Joseph 
C. Baldassari may be proceeded against in 
the manner and form provided by law. 


CITATION OF JOSEPH SCALLEAT FOR 
CONTEMPT 


The resolution (S. Res. 214) citing 
Joseph Scalleat for contempt of the Sen- 
ate was considered and agreed to, as 
follows: 

Resolved, That the President of the Senate 
certify the report of the Special Committee 
To Investigate Organized Crime in Interstate 
Commerce of the United States Senate as to 
the refusal of Joseph Scalleat to produce 
those records and documents which he had 
been directed by subpena to produce and to 
answer a series of questions before the said 
special committee, together with all the facts 
in connection therewith, under the seal of 
the United States Senate to the United 
States attorney for the District of Columbia, 
to the end that the said Joseph Scalleat may 
be proceeded against in the manner and 
form provided by law. 


TRANSFER TO DEPARTMENT OF THE 
NAVY OF PROPERTY AT DECATUR, 
ILL. 

The bill (H. R. 3585) to authorize and 
direct the Administrator of General 
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Services to transfer to the Department 

of the Navy certain property located at 

Decatur, Ill., was considered, ordered to 

a third reading, read the third time, and 

passed. 

TRANSFER TO THE DEPARTMENT OF THE 
ARMY OF CERTAIN PROPERTY AT ST. 
LOUIS. MO. 


The bill (S. 466) to authorize and di- 
rect the Administrator of General Serv- 
ices to transfer to the Department of the 
Army certain property in St. Louis, Mo., 
was considered, ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Administrator 
of General Services is authorized and di- 
rected to transfer, without reimbursement, 
to the Department of the Army those build- 
ings formerly known as the War Assets Ad- 
ministration Sales Buildings, located at 8900 
South Broadway, St. Louis, Mo., together 
with the land and facilities in connection 
therewith, and now under the control and 
jurisdiction of the General Services Admin- 
istration. - 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 2137) to amend the Fed- 
eral Property and Administrative Serv- 
ices Act of 1949, as amended, to authorize 
the Administrator of General Services 
to enter into lease-purchase agreements 
to provide for the lease to the United 
States of real property and structures 
for terms of more than 8 years but not 
in excess of 25 years and for acquisition 
of title to such properties and structures 
by the United States at or before the 
expiration of the lease terms, and for 
other purposes, was announced as next 
in order. . 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
reserving the right to object—and I shall 
not object—I wonder whether we could 
have an explanation of the bill, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. An ex- 
planation of the bill is requested. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
have a request that the bill go over. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I shall be glad 
to withhold my request for an explana- 
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Arkansas wish to be heard? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I understand that 
the majority leader objects on behalf of 
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
CHAVxZ ], who is absent. I was inquiring 
about the source of the objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Objec- 
tion is heard. The bill goes over. 
AMENDMENT OR REPEAL OF CERTAIN 

LAWS RELATING TO GOVERNMENT 

RECORDS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 1967) to amend or repeal certain 
laws relating to Government records, 
and for other purposes, which had been 
reported from the Committee on Ex- 
penditures in the Executive Departments 
with amendments on page 5, after line 
14, to strike out: 

(1) By inserting “until disposed of as pro- 
vided by law,” after the comma following 
“preserve” in line 35 of section 8 of the act 
of July 31, 1894, as amended, on page 208 of 
volume 28 of the Statutes at Large (31 
U. S. C. 74). 
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And in lieu thereof to insert the fol- 
lowing: 

(1) By amending the third paragraph ap- 
pearing on page 208 of volume 28 of the 
Statutes at Large in section 8 of the act of 
July 31, 1894, as amended (31 U. S. C. 74), 
to read as follows: 

“The General Accounting Office shall pre- 
serve all accounts which have been finally 
adjusted, together with all vouchers, certifi- 
cates, and related papers, until disposed of 
as provided by law.” 


And on page 8, line 9, after the word 
“office”, to insert “at which time it may 
be disposed of as provided by law“; so 
as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the following acts 
and parts of acts are hereby repealed: 

(1) The sixth paragraph on page 642 of 
volume 31 of the Statutes at Large, in the 
act of June 6, 1900 (2 U. S. C. 147). 

(2) Section 4 of the act of July 19, 1919 
(41 Stat. 233; 5 U. S. C. 111). - 

(3) The second full paragraph on page 412 
of volume 21 of the Statutes at Large, in the 
act of March 3, 1881 (5 U. S. C. 112). 

(4) The second sentence of the first full 
paragraph on page 228 of volume 22 of the 
Statutes at Large, in the act of August 5, 
1882 (5 U. S. C. 112). 

(5) The act of February 16, 1889 (25 Stat. 
672; 5 U. S. C. 112). 

(6) The fourth full paragraph on page 933 
of volume 28 of the Statutes at Large, in the 
act of March 2, 1895 (5 U. S. C. 112). 

(7) The act of July 27, 1892, chapter 267 
(27 Stat. 275; 5 U. S. C. 193). 

(8) The last paragraph commencing on 
page 403 and ending on page 404 of volume 
28 of the Statutes at Large, in the act of 
August 18, 1894 (5 U. S. C. 193). 

(9) The act of March 2, 1913 (37 Stat. 
723: 5 U. S. C. 193). 

(10) The act of April 28, 1904, No. 35 (33 
Stat. 591; 5 U. S. C. 194). 

(11) The last sentence in the paragraph 
commencing on page 970 and ending on page 
971 of volume 25 of the Statutes at Large, in 
the act of March 2, 1889 (5 U. S. C. 194a). 

(12) The last sentence in the sixth full 
paragraph on page 403 of volume 33 of the 
Statutes at Large, in the act of April 27, 1804 
(5 U. S. C. 414). 

(13) The second paragraph on page 5.9 
of volume 34 of the Statutes at Large, in 
the act of June 29, 1906 (5 U. S. C. 414). 

(14) The fifth full paragraph on page 1281 
of volume 34 of the Statutes at Large, in 
the act of March 4, 1907 (5 U. S. C. 544). 

(15) The third paragraph on page 204 of 
volume 31 of the Statutes at Large, in the 
act of May 25, 1900 (15 U. S. C. 321). 

(16) The act of August 13, 1946, chapter 
961 (60 Stat. 1057; 30 U. S. C. 12). 

(17) Section 1 of the act of June 22, 1926, 
chapter 650 (44 Stat. 761; 31 U. S. C. 121). 

(18) The last paragraph commencing on 
page 329 and ending on page 330 of volume 
37 of the Statutes at Large, in the act of 
August 22, 1912 (34 U. S. C. 547). 

(19) The proviso in the last paragraph 
commencing on page 929 and ending on 
page 930 of volume 38 of the Statutes at 
Large, in the act of March 3, 1915 (34 U. S. C. 
648). 

(20) Section 8 of the act of August 4, 1854 
(10 Stat. 572; 35 U. S. C. 17). 

(21) The act of February 13, 1925, chap- 
ter 230 (43 Stat. 942; 35 U. S. C. 18). 

(22) Section 6 of the act of April 11, 1930 
(46 Stat. 156; 35 U. S. C. 23). 

423) The matter appearing before fhe pro- 
viso in the last paragraph commencing on 
page 415 and ending on page 416 of volume 
35 of the Statutes at Large, in the act of 
May 27, 1908 (39 U. S. C. 759). 

(24) Section 58 of the act of June 8, 1872 
(R. S. 4060; 17 Stat. 292; 39 U. S. C. 792). 

(25) The act of May 28, 1926, chapter 
415 (44 Stat. 672; 43 U. S. C. 25, 25a, 25b). 
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(26) The first proviso in the second para- 
graph on page 112 of volume 55 of the Stat- 
utes at Large, in the act of April 5, 1941; 

(27) The proviso in the fifth full para- 
graph on page 411 of volume 56 of the Stat- 
utes at Large, in the act of June 27, 1942 
(44 U. S. C. 364). 

(28) The first full paragraph on page 

1000 of volume 56 of the Statutes at Large, 
in the act of October 26, 1942 (44 U. S. C. 
365). 

Sec. 2. The following acts and parts of 
acts are amended by addition of the words 
“until no longer needed in conducting cur- 
rent business”, as shown below: 

(1) After “advocate” in line 8 of section 
217 of the act of June 25, 1948, on page 632 
of volume 62 of the Statutes at Large (10 
U. S. C. 1507). 

(2) After “remain” in line 4 of section 420 
as set forth in the act of June 22, 1938, on 
page 860 of volume 52 of the Statutes at 
Large (11 U. S. C. 70c). 

(3) After “offices” in line 3 of section 71 
as set forth.in the act of June 22, 1938, on 
page 882 of volume 52 of the Statutes at 
Large (11 U. S. C. 111). 

(4) After “institution” in line 4 of sec- 
tion 7 of the act of August 10, 1846, on page 
105 of volume 9 of the Statutes at Large 
(20 U. S. C. 46). 

Sec. 3. The following acts and parts of 
acts are amended, as shown below: 

(1). By amending the third paragraph ap- 
pearing on page 208 of volume 28 of the 
Statutes at Large in section 8 of the act of 
July 31, 1894, as amended (31 U. S. C. 74), 
to read as follows: 

“The General Accounting Office shall pre- 
serve all accounts which have been finally 
adjusted, together with all vouchers, certifi- 
cates, and related papers, until disposed of as 
provided by law.” 

(2) Section 248 of the act of June 8, 1872 
(17 Stat. 313), as amended by section 2 of 
the act of June 13, 1898 (30 Stat. 444; 39 
U. S. C. 428), is revised to read as follows: 

“The Postmaster General shall have re- 
corded, in a book to be kept for that purpose, 
a true and faithful abstract of all proposals 
made to him for carrying the mail, giving 
the name of the party offering, the terms of 
the offer, the sum to be paid, and the time 
the contract is to continue; and he shall 
put on file and preserve the originals of all 
such proposals until disposed of as provided 
by law. The reports of the arrivals and de- 
partures of the mails on mail routes made 
and sent by postmasters to the Second As- 
sistant Postmaster General, on which no 
fines or deduction from the pay of contrac- 
tors for carrying the mails have been based, 
and the certificates of oaths taken by car- 
Tiers on majl routes may be disposed of as 
provided by law when no longer needed in 
conducting current business.” 

(3) By inserting “until disposed of as pro- 
vided by law” after “office” in line 11 of sec- 
tion 1 of the act of May 18, 1858, chapter 
39, as amended, on page 289 of volume 11 of 
the Statutes at Large (43 U. S. C. 59). 

(4) By deleting “permanently” from the 
final sentence of section 505 (a) of the act 
of June 29, 1936, as amended, on page 1998 
of volume 49 of the Statutes at Large (46 
U. S. C. 1155), and by adding “until disposed 
of as provided by law” between “file” and the 
period at the end of said sentence. 

Sec. 4. The following acts and parts of acts 
are amended, as shown below: 

(1) By changing to a colon the period at 
the end of the twelfth paragraph on page 858 
of volume 35 of the Statutes at Large, in the 
act of March 4, 1909, and inserting there- 
after “Provided, That no records of the Fed- 
eral Government shall be transferred, dis- 
posed of, or destroyed under the authority 
granted in this paragraph.” (2 U. S. C. 149.) 

(2) By changing to a colon the period at 
the end of section 9 of the act of April 25, 
1914, on page 350 of volume 38 of the Statutes 
at Large, and inserting thereafter “Provided, 
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That nothing in this section shall preclude 
the disposition of such records as provided 
by law when they are no longer needed in 
conducting the current business of the De- 
partment.” (5 U. S. C. 196.) 

(3) By changing the period at the end of 
the first full paragraph on page 788 of volume 
28 of the Statutes at Large, in the act of 
March 2, 1895 (5 U. S. C. 197), to a colon and 
inserting thereafter Provided, That the dis- 
position of any records required in furnishing 
such transcripts shall, after they are other- 
wise not needed in conducting current busi- 
ness, be made as provided by law.” 

(4) By deleting all after “kept” in line 7 
of section 482 (e) of the act of June 17, 1930, 
on page 721 of volume 46 of the Statutes at 
Large (19 U. S. C. 1482 (e)) and by sub- 
stituting therefor “until no longer needed in 
conducting the current business of the con- 
sular office, at which time it may be dis- 
posed of as provided by law.” 

(5) By deleting all after the enacting 
clause of the act of March 27, 1934, chapter 
93 (48 Stat. 501; 25 U. S. C. 199a) and by sub- 
stituting therefor “That title to records of 
Indian tribes heretofore placed with the 
Oklahoma Historical Society of the State of 
Oklahoma by the Secretary of the Interior 
shall remain vested in the United States and 
such records shall be held by the said society 
under rules and regulations prescribed by the 
Administrator of General Services: Provided, 
That copies of any such records, documents, 
books, or papers held by the said society 
when certified by the secretary or chief clerk 
thereof under its seal, or by the officer or 
person acting as secretary or chief clerk, shall 
be evidence equally with the original, and in 
making such certified copies the said secre- 
tary or acting secretary and the said chief 
clerk or acting chief clerk shall be acting as a 
Federal agent, and such certified copies shall 
have the same force and effect as if made 
by the Administrator of General Services as 
provided in section 509 (b) of the Federal 
Records Act of 1950 (64 Stat. 583): Provided 
further, That whenever such ‘certified copies 
are desired for official use by the Federal 
Government they shall be furnished without 
cost: Provided further, That any such rec- 
ords held by the said society shall be prompt- 
ly returned to the Government official des- 
ignated by the Administrator of General 
Services upon his request therefor.” 

(6) By deleting “it deems advisable” in the 
last line of section 1120 on page 162 of volume 
53 of the Statutes at Large, in the act of 
February 10, 1939 (26 U. S. C. 1120), and 
substituting therefor is provided by law.” 

(7) By inserting “until deposited with the 
National Archives of the United States” after 
“kept” in the first sentence of section 6 of 
the act of June 25, 1948, on page 870 of 
volume 62 of the Statutes at Large (28 
U. S. C. 6). 

(8) By inserting a comma, followed by 
“subject to the provisions of the act entitled 
‘An act to provide for the disposal of certain 
records of the United States Government,’ 
approved July 7, 1943 (57 Stat. 380), as 
amended,” after “authorized” in line 3 of 
the act of May 11, 1906, on page 186 of volume 
34 of the Statutes at Large (39 U. S. C. 8). 

(9) By inserting a comma, followed by 
“until disposed of as provided by law,” after 
“and” in line 7 of section 71 of the act of 
June 8, 1872, on page 293 of volume 17 of the 
Statutes at Large (39 U. S. C. 41). 


Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
I should like to have an explanation of 
the bill. i 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. An ex- 
planation of the bill is requested. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. The purpose of 
this bill is to repeal parts of laws, con- 
taining limitations, restrictions, and 
other provisions which have become ob- 
solete or are inoperative because they 
have been superseded by recent legisla- 
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tion relating to Federal records manage- 
ment, records disposal, and the control 
and disposition of records maintained 
by the various departments and agencies 
of the Federal Government. 

Under existing law the General Serv- 
ices Administration is required from 
time to time, after making studies, to 
report to our committee and Congress 
on the obsolete laws that should be re- 
pealed. Imay say that all the laws con- 
tained in this bill have been checked, re- 
checked, and double checked by every 
source that could give us information, 
I cannot identify all the laws, but the 
purpose of the bill is to eliminate obso- 
lete laws on the statute books. Other- 
wise they must be printed every time the 
statutes are compiled. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the committee 
amendments. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


DENTAL CARE FOR PERSONNEL OF 
UNITED STATES ARMY AND UNITED 
STATES AIR FORCE 


The bill (S. 781) to provide more effi- 
cient dental care for the personnel of 
the United States Army and the United 
States Air Force, was considered, ordered 
to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the general offi- 
cer of the Dental Corps appointed as assist- 
ant to the Surgeon General of the Army and 
the general officer of the dental service ap- 
pointed as assistant to the Surgeon General 
of the Air Force shall be known as Chief 
of the Dental Division, Office of the Surgeon 
General, United States Army, and as Chief 
of the Dental Division, Office of the Surgeon 
General, United States Air Force, respectively, 
and shall be responsible to their respective 
Surgeons General for— 

(1) planning and making recommenda- 
tions on all matters relating to the dental 
health of the Army and Air Force, respec- 
tively; 

(2) staff supervision of the execution of 
approved plans pertaining to the dental 
health of the Army and the Air Force, re- 
spectively; and 

(3) the progressive development of the 
dental service of the Army and the Air Force, 
respectively. 


All matters in the Offices of the Surgeons 
General of the United States Army and the 
United States Air Force, respectively, per- 
taining to the dental health of the Army and 
the Air Force, respectively, shall be referred 
to the respective chiefs of the dental divi- 
sions of such offices. 

Sec. 2. The Chief of the Dental Division, 
Office of the Surgeon General, United States 
Army, and the Chief of the Dental Division, 
Office of the Surgeon General, United States 
Air Force, shall— 

(1) establish professional standards and 
policies for dental practice in the Army and 
the Air Force, respectively; 

(2) conduct inspections and surveys for 
maintenance of such standards in the Army 
and the Air Force, respectively; 

(3) plan and recommend action pertain- 
ing to appointments, advancement, training, 
assignment, and transfer of dental person- 
nel in the Army and the Air Force, respec- 
tively; and 

(4) serve as the adviser to the Surgeon 
General, United States Army, and the Sur- 
geon General, United States Air Force, re- 
spectively, on all matters relating to den- 
tistry. 
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Sec. 3, Under regulations prescribed by 
the Secretary of the Army and the Secretary 
of the Air Force, respectively, an officer of 
the Dental Corps in each major command 
or installation of the Army or the Air Force, 
respectively, shall, in addition to his other 
duties, be assigned as staff dental officer for 
that command or installation. The staff 
dental officer shall be responsible to the com- 
mander of the command or installation, 
through appropriate channels, for— 

(1) planning and making recommenda- 
tions on all matters relating to the dental 
health of the command or installation; 

(2) staff supervision of the execution of 
approved plans pertaining to the dental 
health of the command or installation; 

(3) the progressive development of the 
dental service in the command or installa- 
tion; and 

(4) advice on all matters relating to den- 
tistry in the command or installation. 

Sec. 4. There shall be assigned to the Den- 
tal Corps of the Army and to the dental 
service of the Air Force, respectively, an au- 
thorized commissioned officer strength (in- 
cluding non-Regular officers on extended ac- 
tive duty) which shall be not less than two 
commissioned officers for each one thousand 
members of the Army and the Air Force, 
respectively, who are on the active list or 
extended active duty. 


BILL REFERRED TO COMMITTEE ON THE 
JUDICIARY 


The bill (H. R. 1181) to amend section 
207 of the Legislative Reorganization Act 
of 1946 so as to authorize payment of 
claims arising from the correction of 
military or naval records was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr, HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
reserving the right to object, I wonder if 
the distinguished junior Senator from 
Wyoming would agree with me that the 
Committee on the Judiciary should make 
a further study of the bill? 

Mr. HUNT. Mr. President, replying to 
the distinguished Senator from New Jer- 
sey, I would say that, of course, I would 
not object to such a request. I may say 
that the purpose of the bill is to bring the 
situation into harmony with the Reor- 
ganization Act, which was handled by 
the Committee on Expenditures in the 
Executive Departments. Some 900 rec- 
ords have been corrected. Even though 
the correction has been made the pay- 
ment allowed under the correction can- 
not be made. The pending bill primarily 
is designed to prevent the necessity of 
900 separate bills for relief being pre- 
sented to the Judiciary Committee. It 
has to do in its entirety with the armed 
services. The board which passes on the 
corrections of the various records is a 
citizen board. It is not a board com- 
prised of members of the armed serv- 
ices, It is a board appointed by the Pres- 
ident. We find the servicemen have had 
their records corrected, but there is no 
way in which they can be compensated. 
I would think that there is a dual re- 
sponsibility involved, possibly of the 
Committee on Expenditures in the Ex- 
ecutive Departments and the Judiciary 
Committee, but I believe primarily it 
rests with the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I wonder 
whether the Senator would object to a 
unanimous-consent agreement that this 
bill be referred to the Committee on the 
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Judiciary with instruction to report back 
before the next calendar call. 

Mr. HUNT. I would not object. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON... Mr. President, 
I make that request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Mownroney in the chair). Is there objec- 
tion? Without objection, the bill is re- 
ferred to the Judiciary Committee with 
instructions to report back before the 
next call of the calendar, 


RETIREMENT BENEFITS FOR CHIEF OF 
DENTAL DIVISION OF THE NAVY—BILL 
PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 4205) to provide retire- 
ment benefits for the Chief of the Den- 
tal Division of the Bureau of Medicine 
and Surgery, and for other purposes, was 
announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Reserving the 
right to object, may we have an explana- 
tion of the bill? 

Mr. HUNT. Mr. President, I will say 
to the distinguished Senator from 
Kansas that the bill is designed to pro- 
vide permanent benefits for the Chief 
of the Dental Division of the Bureau of 
Medicine and Surgery of the Navy De- 
partment. It would give him the pay 
and allowances of a rear admiral of the 
upper half and the retirement benefits 
now or hereafter provided for officers 
who have served as bureau chiefs within 
the Navy Department. 

The purpose of the bill is achieved by 
an amendment to section 3 of the act of 
September 28, 1945 (59 Stat. 666). That 
act provides that an officer of the Dental 
Corps of the Navy in the grade of rear 
admiral shall be detailed as Chief of the 
Dental Division, Bureau of Medicine and 
Surgery. The officer so detailed does not, 
however, necessarily become a rear ad- 
miral of the upper half during the period 
of his detail as Chief of the Dental 
Division. 

The bill would clarify this situation by 
providing that the officer filling this 
very important post should receive the 
pay and allowances provided by law for 
rear admirals of the upper half. It 
would also provide that such officer be 
entitled in all respects to the privileges 
of retirement and retired pay as now 
accrues by law for chiefs of bureaus of 
the Navy Department, who may be re- 
tired in the highest grade held after 214 
years or more of service as a bureau 
chief. 

I should like to say to the Senator 
from Kansas that the corresponding of- 
ficers in the Army and the Air Force 
hold the rank of major general which 
is comparative to that of rear admiral, 
upper half. They draw the pay and 
allowances of that rank and retire with 
the benefits accruing therefrom. This 
bill would, therefore, place the Chief of 
the Dental Division of the Navy in a 
status comparable to that in the other 
two military departments, 

The committee is of the opinion that 
this bill would result in no increased cost 
to the Government, inasmuch as the of- 
ficer now occupying the position of Chief 
of the Dental Division, Bureau of Medi- 
cine and Surgery is a rear admiral of 
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the upper half and therefore is entitled 
to all of the benefits which would accrue 
from this legislation. The committee 
cannot conceive of circumstances under 
which an officer of lower rank would be 
nominated for this very important posi- 
tion, the counterpart of which in both 
the other services is filled by a major 
general. 

It is of special significance to note that 
the action recommended in this bill con- 
forms to the practice now in effect in 
the Navy Department through adminis- 
trative regulation, and is the same as 
that prescribed by law for the Army. 

The bill would make no change what- 
soever in existing situations with refer- 
ence to pay or rank, but simply would 
incorporate in the Navy law the same 
provision now existing in the Army law 
and the Air Force law. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, 
But this officer would be placed under 
the retirement system and would draw 
retirement pay which he would not draw 
if the bill were not passed. 

Mr. HUNT. I think that is entirely 
correct. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
So I will have to object. 

Mr. HUNT. Why should we discrim- 
inate against an officer in the Navy who 
has rank equal to corresponding officers 
in the Army and the Air Force? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
If we begin including persons who are 
not in the Army and Air Force, I do not 
know where we shall stop. 

Mr. HUNT. I would agree if a differ- 
ent division of the service were affected; 
but in this case the corresponding offi- 
cers in two other components of our De- 
fense Establishment are given certain 
rank and certain retirement benefits, 
but the corresponding officer in a third 
component branch of the Armed Forces 
does not receive them. We should make 
the provision uniform. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, 
Would this officer’s assistant be in- 
cluded? 

Mr. HUNT. No. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, 
Why do not we treat him just as we 
treat his chief? 

Mr. HUNT. Because the assistant 
does not have the same rank, 

Mr, JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
In other words, the bill would extend the 
privilege to the other officer because he 
has a higher rank and is drawing more 
pay at the present time. However, I am 
interested in looking after those who are 
in the lower grades, as well. No pro- 
vision is made in this bill for additional 
retirement payments for them. 

Mr. HUNT. I may say that dentists 
all over the United States are very anx- 
ious that the bill be passed. The Ameri- 
can Dental Association has approved the 
bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, 
I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion being heard, the bill is passed over, 
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BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 2104) to repeal section 104 
of the Defense Production Act of 1950, 
as amended, was announced as next in 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. MACNUSON. Let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. . The bill 
will be passed over. 


GENERATION OF HYDROELECTRIC POWER 
AT CHEATHAM DAM ON CUMBERLAND 
RIVER IN TENNESSEE 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 97) to authorize the construction, 
operation, and maintenance of facilities 
for generating hydroelectric power at 
the Cheatham Dam on the Cumberland 
River in Tennessee was announced as 
next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, although I 
shall not object, I should like to have a 
brief explanation of the bill. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, this is 
an authorization bill. I understand that 
the Senator from Kansas has requested 
an explanation of the bill. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Yes; I ask for an 
explanation of the bill. I understand 
that an appropriation of approximately 
$18,000,000 has been requested. What 
assurance can we expect to receive that 
that amount will be sufficient? Is it 
merely a preliminary estimate? 

Mr. STENNIS. The facts in connec- 
tion with the bill are that the Cheatham 
Dam is now in process of construction. 
The Cumberland is one of the tribu- 
taries of the Tennessee River. 

The original authorization act did not 
provide for hydroelectric power. In re- 
sponse to the present demand for addi- 
tional hydroelectric power in that area, 

the United States engineers propose, if 

authorized, to install power-generating 
units now, several years ahead of the 
date originally anticipated. 

The bill originally proposed to author- 
ize the appropriation of $15,000,000. 
However, in view of the increased prices, 
the bill now calls for the authorization of 
an appropriation of $18,200,000, which is 
expected to be sufficient for the power 
units, according to the best present esti- 
mates. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Has not the build- 
ing of the plant at Paducah, Ky., made 
this construction urgently necessary? 

Mr. STENNIS. That is one of the 
primary sources of the increased de- 
mand. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator for the explanation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill (S. 97), 
which had been reported from the Com- 
mittee on Public Works with an amend- 
ment on page 2, line 3, after the word 

< “of”, to strike out “$15,000,000” and in- 
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sert “$18,200,000”, so as to make the 
bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the comprehen- 
sive plan of improvement of the Cumberland 
River and tributaries for navigation, flood 
control, power development, and other pur- 
poses authorized by section 1 of the act of 
Congress of July 24, 1946 (Public Law 525, 
79th Cong.), is hereby amended to include 
the construction, operation, and maintenance 
under the direction of the Secretary of the 
Army and supervision of the Chief of En- 
gineers of hydroelectric power generating 
facilities (including step-up switchboard) 
at the Cheatham Dam on the Cumberland 
River in Tennessee at an estimated addi- 
tional cost of $18,200,000, for the power fa- 
cilities. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


INCREASE OF AMOUNT AVAILABLE FOR 
WORK ON HIGHWAYS AND BRIDGES 
DAMAGED BY FLOODS OR OTHER CA- 
TASTROPHES 


The bill (S. 2025) to amend section 9 
of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1950 
(64 Stat. 785) to increase the amount 
available as an emergency relief fund 
for the repair or reconstruction of high- 
ways and bridges damaged by floods or 
other catastrophes, was announced as 
next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

The Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Florida, if he wishes to speak at this 
time. a 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I 
shall be glad to answer any questions 
which Senators may have in regard to 
this measure or which they may wish to 
put to the committee which handled the 
bill. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I am glad to yield 
to my colleague, the Senator from 
Kansas, who has.a very direct interest 
in the bill and who, I believe, should 
be allowed to state what the bill means 
to his State. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, of 
course I shall appreciate very much 
having the bill considered. It proposes 
to increase the authorization for emer- 
gency relief highway construction from 
$5,000,000 to $15,000,000. 

It had been my hope that the bill 
would contain an authorization of some 
funds for the purpose of reconstruction 
of highways which are not on the Fed- 
eral and State road systems. 

This matter was discussed at some 


length in the committee. Let me say ~ 


that the senior Senator from Florida 
[Mr. HoLLAND], the chairman of the 
committee, not only held extended hear- 
ings, but also went into the matter very 
thoroughly. He is entitled to the sin- 
cere thanks and commendation of every- 
one interested in this legislation. 

If an opportunity presents itself, when 
the emergency legislation dealing with 
fiood rehabilitation comes before the 
Senate, Iam very hopeful that there may 
be submitted an amendment which will 
provide us with an opportunity to vote 
for the authorization of funds for the 
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reconstruction of highways of counties 
or townships or other governmental units 
which have highways not on the State 
systems. 

In Kansas in the last flood we had 
highway damage totaling $22,000,000. 
Approximately $12,000,000 of that dam- 
age occurred on county and township 
roads, which are not eligible for any of 
these funds. 

It is my contention that those who are 
interested in the county and township 
roads are entitled to some consideration 
on the basis of the history of the high- 
way department's disaster road program. 

It is true that this situation may not 
be in complete analogy with some of the 
work which has been done by the Bureau 
of Public Roads in the restoration of 
highways destroyed or damaged by our 
Armed Forces. These were county and 
township roads around the military 
camps and training areas of the Nation. 
No other agency is better qualified for 
this type of work than the Bureau of 
Public Roads. 

I shall ask consent to have placed in 
the Recorp a report which I have re- 
ceived from Mr. Thomas MacDonald, 
Commissioner of Public Roads. In the 
report he gives extracts from final reports 
on the Tennessee DA-WR 500, as effec- 
tive April 26, 1948, which give some in- 
formation regarding the restoration of 


‘highways in Tennessee, Louisiana, Texas, 


and Mississippi. The Bureau of Public 
Roads have had experience and back- 
ground in dealing directly with boards 
of county supervisors and county com- 
missioners. It is this type of program 
that is essential in the flood-disaster 
areas. I ask unanimous consent, Mr. 
President, to place in the Recor section 
7 of Public Law 146, Seventy-eighth 
Congress, chapter 236, first session, and 
Public Law 288, Seventy-eighth Con- 
gress, chapter 164, second session, in or- 
der that they may be available as a basis 
for giving consideration to what I think 
is a very distinct problem. affecting the 
reconstruction of highways which are 
7 0 eligible under this emergency relief 
und. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the two laws 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[Public Law 146—78th Cong.] 
[Ch. 236— ist sess.] 
H. R. 2798 
An act to amend the act entitled “An act to 
provide that the United States shall aid 
the States in the construction of rural 
post roads, and for other purposes,” ap- 
proved July 11, 1916, as amended and sup- 
plement, and for other purposes 
> * + * . 

Sec. 7. (a) Not to exceed $10,000,000 of any 
money heretofore or hereafter appropriated 
for expenditure in accordance with the pro- 
visions of the Federal Highway Act, as amend- 
ed and supplemented, shall be available for 
expenditure by the Commissioner of Public 
Roads, in accordance with the provisions of 
the Federal Highway Act, as amended and 
supplemented, as an emergency relief fund, 
after receipt of an application therefor from 
the highway department of any State, in the 
repair or reconstruction of highways and 
bridges on the system of Federal-aid high- 
ways (including secondary and feeder roads) 
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which he finds, after investigation, have been 
damaged or destroyed by floods, hurricanes, 
earthquakes, or landslides, and there is here- 
by authorized to be appropriated any sum or 
sums necessary to reimburse the funds so ex- 
pended from time to time under the author- 
ity of this section. 

(b) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, any money heretofore apportioned to 
any State under the provisions of the Federal 
Highway Act, as amended and supplemented, 
or section 4 of the Defense Highway Act of 
1941, which is unobligated on the date of ap- 
proval of this act shall be available for ex- 
penditure for the rehabilitation of roads and 
bridges as provided in section 3 of the act 
approved June 18, 1934 (48 Stat. 993), section 
4 of the act of June 8, 1938 (52 Stat. 633), and 
paragraph (a) of this section, without regard 
to the limitation of funds contained in such 
sections: Provided, That any amounts made 
available to any State under the provi- 
sions of this paragraph may be used to pay 
the share of such State in the cost of any 
project authorized by this section: Provided 
further, That the provisions of this section 
shall apply only during the continuance of 
the emergency declared by the President on 
May 27, 1941, and for a period of 1 year there- 
alter. 


[Public Law 288—78th Cong.] 
[Ch. 164 2d Sess.] 
H. R. 3912 


An act to amend section 6 of the Defense 
Highway Act of 1941, as amended 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 6 of the 
Defense Highway Act of 1941, as amended 
by the act of July 2, 1942 (23 U. S. C. 106), 
is hereby further amended by striking out 
the amount “$260,000,000” and inserting in 
lieu thereof “$290,000,000": And provided 
further, That not exceeding $5,000,000 of this 
appropriation be used by the Commissioner 
of Public Roads in areas certified to the Fed- 
eral Works Administrator, by the Secretary 
of War, or the Secretary of the Navy, or by 
their authorized representatives, as maneu- 
ver areas, for such improvement and con- 
struction as may be necessary to keep the 
roads therein, which have been or may be 
used for training of the Armed Forces, in 
suitable condition for such training pur- 
poses, and to repair the damage caused there- 
to by the operations of men and equipment 
in such training. 

Approved April 4, 1944. 


Mr. CARLSON subsequently said: 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
to include as part of my remarks a letter 
and a report. 

There being no objection, the letter 
and report were ordered to be printed in 
the Recorp, as follows: 

Avucust 27, 1951. 
Hon. SPESSARD HOLLAND, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public 
Roads, Public Works Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, 
D. C. 

My Dear Senator: I had hoped to attend 
the hearing that you called for Wednesday 
morning on Senate 2025, but an occasion has 
arisen which takes me out of the city. 

I want to express my deep concern and 
interest in the proposal to increase the au- 
thorization of funds available for emergency 
relief money from $5,000,000 to $15,000,000, 
under section 9 of the 1950 Highway Act. 

Kansas has just suffered one of its most 
disastrous floods and our highways, Federal, 
State, county and township, have suffered 
damages to the extent of some $22,000,000. 

Our State Highway Department, through 
our director, Gale Moss, advises me they 
have had the best of cooperation from the 
Bureau of Public Roads, under the direction 
of Commissioner Thomas MacDonald. 
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I have every reason to believe that with 
this additional authorization our highway 
department will be able to receive additional 
aid, which will be important in our highway 
reconstruction program. 

Our losses have been so great that I would 
urge that the committee give consideration 
to making available to our State and other 
governmental units of the State funds based 
on 100-percent grants. Such provision to be 
completely equitable should apply to all 
bridges and highways, whether a part of 
various Federal aid systems or not. If this 
is not done, we have many counties and 
townships in our State that, even though 
they levy the full legal limit, plus 25 percent 
which is authorized by our State statutes, 
will not be able to repair many of these 
bridges for many years. 

As an example of the above statement, I 
would refer you to Pottawatomie County, 
which is one of our smaller counties in valu- 
ation and population. Its estimated loss, 
based on figures submitted to my office by 
the State highway department, in coopera- 
tion with the community facilities admin- 
istration, totals $963,000. 

It would be impossible for this county to 
raise such an amount by its ad valorem 
levies for road purposes to repair and recon- 
struct these highways over a long period of 
years. 

As a member of the Public Works Com- 
mittee, I will be most pleased to cooperate 
with your committee when it reports to the 
full committee. 

Should the subcommittee hearings be 
continued on Friday or into next week, I 
will be most pleased to appear personally. 

Sincerely yours, 
FRANK CARLSON, 
EXTRACTS From FINAL REPORT oN TENNESSEE 
DA-WR 500 SUBMITTED BY L. W. Turorr, 
SENIOR HIGHWAY ENGINEER, APRIL 26, 1948 


HISTORY OF THY PROJECT 


“Between June 1943 and March 26, 1944, 
extensive maneuvers were conducted by the 
Second Army in middle Tennessee. The ma- 
neuver area designated by the Army at this 
time extended from State Route 15, U. S. 
Route 64, on the south, to the Tennessee- 
Kentucky State line on the north and on the 
west along State Route 11 an State Route 
52 just east of Nashville to a point on the 
eastern boundcry approximately in Cooke- 
ville, Sparta, and McMinnville along State 
Routes 42, 1, and 108. This area included 
22 count es or parts of counties. 

“Troops, equipment, and supplies were 
loaded and unloaded at Camp Forrest near 
the southern end of the area. The head- 
quarters of the maneuvers were at Lebanon 
in Wilson County. 

“Two hundred thousand men were engaged 
at one time at the peak of the maneuvers, 
together with all necessary equipment such 
as attendant field artillery required in full 
armored divisions, heavy trucks, tanks, and 
guns up to 6 inches in size. The weight of 
the equipment which was a part of the ar- 
mored divisions ranged from 2,930 pounds 
for small howitzers to 55,400 pounds for 155 
M-12 guns. All told, approximately one- 
half million men were trained in all phases 
of combat during these extensive maneuvers. 

“The nature of the maneuver work required 
extensive use of State and county roads with- 
in these 22 counties. The county roads in 
particular were not designed to carry the 
heavy traffic imposed upon them and suffered 
very severe damage. While the engineer 
troops repaired the roads and bridges during 
the maneuvers to permit troop movements, 
the roads in the area suffered heavy damage 
that could not be repaired by the Army. 
When it became apparent that’ extensive re- 
pairs would be required to restore the county 
roads to usable condition, or more specifically 
to a condition substantially the same as they 
were prior to the maneuvers, a bill was intro- 
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duced in Congress known as the McCord- 
Stewart bill, which proposed the appropria- 
tion of $5,000,000 for the purpose of repair- 
ing the damage caused by Army maneuvers 
in training areas designated by the Army or 
Navy for mancuver training purposes, This 
bill was later made an amendment to the 
Defense Highway Act as amended and was 
passed by Congress. The bill was designated 
as Public Law No. 288, Seventy-eighth Con- 
gress, and was approved on April 4, 1944, 
with an appropriation of $5,000,000 of access 
road funds for tae purpose of maintaining 
suitable rocds for the training of the Armed 
Forces and to repair damage cauced to roads 
and bridges by the operations of men and 
equipment in such training areas. 

At was felt that the proper way to arrive 
at an estimate of the damage would be by 
detailed inspection and check of each county 
road upon which damage was incurred. For 
the purpose of making this inspection, five 
engineers were assigned to this work; two 
from the Washington office, two from the 
Alabama office, and one from the Mississippi 
office. These men arrived in Nashville the 
middle of March 1944. Each man was as- 
signed specific counties for inspection. The 
inspection was made in the following man- 
ner: Each inspecting engineer was accom- 
panied by a representative of the depart- 
ment of highways and public works and a 
representative of ‘the county, either the 
county judge or the county supervisor of 
road. The county presented a map on which 
was designated all county roads claimed to 
have been damaged. Each county road was 
assigned a number. The inspecting engi- 
neer, together with the State and county 
representatives, traveled over each individ- 
ual road. The engineer noted in a notebook 
the amount of repairs estimated to be re- 
quired to restore the road to a condition sub- 
stantially the same as it was before the ma- 
neuvers. He also noted the amount of re- 
pair believed required by the county offi- 
cial. In general, agreement was reached be- 
tween the two men. The representative of 
the State was consulted from time to time, 
and the benefit of his intimate knowledge 
of the location was obtained. 

“Between March 23 and April 15, 1943, these 
inspecting men covered 4,624.35 miles. The 
actual average of travel by the men in the 
field for the checking of roads varied from 
44.8 miles to 54.3 miles per day or very close 
to 50 miles per man per day. This was 
extremely difficult work and was further 
handicapped by almost continual rain. The 
roads in many cases were next to impassable, 
and horses, jeeps, and tractors were freely 
bes in pulling the cars along when they were 
stuck. 4 

"After the field notes had been prepared, 
an estimate was prepared for each county 
showing the type of replacement required to 
correct deficiencies and an estimated cost of 
each item of replacement. For example, prac- 
tically all of the roads involved had a crushed 
stone or gravel surface, and the nature of 
the repairs was (1) ditching and bl.ding, 
(2) replacement of crushed stone or gravel, 
and (3) culvert or bridge repairs. By esti- 
mating a cost per mile for ditching and 
blading and a cost per ton or cubic yard for 
crushed stone or gravel, a cost per linear 
foot for culvert replacement, and a lump- 
sum cost of bridge repair, an estimate was 
obtained for the cost of repairing the 4,624.35 
miles. The total cost of this repair was esti- 
mated to be $1,864,607.65. This is an aver- 
age cost per mile of $403.21. The camage 
varied considerably among the counties as 
well as the number of miles damaged in each 
county. For example, Wilson County, which 
was located in the center of the maneuvers, 
suffered damage to the greatest number of 
roads amounting to 721 miles at an average 
cost of replacement of $360.92 per mile. 
Sumner County suffered damage to 563.95 
miles of road with an average cost of $507.05 

per mile. Counties along the edge of the 
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maneuver area had a small mileage of dam- 
aged roads with small estimated damage. 
Clay County, for example, had 54.3 miles’ 
damage with an average damage of $43.28 
per mile. The highest average was $681.19 
in De Kalb County. The variation in the 
dollar value of the damage depended upon 
numerous factors, such as topography, soil, 
subsoil conditions, location of surfacing ma- 
terial with respect to haul, and type of sur- 
facing, whether gravel or stone. Also, of 
course, the type of Army equipment used in 
the particular county materially affected the 
amount of the damage. Heavy tanks and 
guns caused more damage than trucks and 
smaller equipment. 

“Between September 28, 1944, and October 
14, 1944, a second but smaller maneuver was 
held by an armored division located at Camp 
Campbell, Tenn. and Ky. This maneuver 
consisted of approximately 11,000 men and 
2,000 trucks with full equipment for an 
‘armored division. The maneuver proceeded 
from Camp Campbell along State routes to 
a point near Gallatin in Sumner County, 
At this point, the maneuver spread out on 
county roads in Sumner, Wilson, Trousdale, 
and 2utherford Counties. Sumner and Wil- 
‘son Counties, however, were the only ones 
damaged. In Sumner County, additional 
damage was found on 57.05 miles, of which 
mileage 32.5 had already been repaired by 
the county. This damage was appraised and 
found to amount to $11,976.15 or at the rate 
of $209.92 per mile on the 57.05 miles. The 
damage in Wilson County was found to 
cover 153.3 miles, of which 86.65 miles had 
already been repaired by the county. The 
total estimated damage found in Wilson 
County on the 153.3 miles amounted to 
$21,266.75 or at the rate of $138.72 per mile.” 


METHOD OF MAKING REPAIRS 


“The nature of the damage in the various 
counties, the relatively light work, and the 
fact that the work was extended over a large 
area made the repair of this damage un- 
attractive to prospective contractors. While 
the estimate of the work was prepared on a 
unit price basis as though it were to be done 
by contract, it became necessary to devise 
some method by which the work could be 
done by the individual counties whether by 
force account or on a contract basis. Were 
this not done, it seemed likely that the 
Public Roads Administration would have to 
do the work themselves, either by contract 
or by day labor. The department of high- 
ways showed no willingness in letting con- 
tracts or drawing up specifications and con- 
tracts, since they did not have the engineers 
or office personnel to take care of their own 
highway needs let alone assuming this addi- 
tional burden. Public Roads also lacked the 
personnel to assign to the counties if the 
work were to be done by the Public Roads 
Administration directly, either by contract 
or by force account. 

“The best solution seemed to be to enter 
into a cooperative agreement with each 
county, permitting each individual county 


to undertake the work involved in that par- 


ticular county. A cooperative agreement 
was, therefore, perpared, based on unit prices. 
By this agreement the counties agreed to 
repair the roads and bridges according to 
quantities set up in a log which was entitled 
‘Exhibit B’ and which became a part of the 
cooperative agreement. Unit prices were set 
up in the cooperative agreement for each 
item of work involved. The counties paid 
for all salaries, materials, equipment, etc., 
and did the work, either with their own 
forces or by contract as they wished and 
were reimbursed monthly for all units of 
work at agreed unit prices. The cooperative 
agreement provided that if any work had 
already been done it would not be included 
in the agreement. It also provided that 
additional work could be done if it were 
considered necessary in the field to properly 
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repair the damage, but that no increase in 
work for any individual road could amount 
to more than 10 percent of the cost shown 
in the cooperative agreement for the repair 
of that road. Included in the cooperative 
agreement was an amount of money which 
was the limit payable to the county and 
which amounted to the estimate of repairs 
plus 10 percent. Of course, by this form of 
cooperative agreement the county acted as a 
contractor, and it was possible that they 
might make some profit on the work under- 
taken, but by the same line of reasoning, it 
was possible that they would lose money at 
the unit prices established. This cooperative 
agreement was prepared for and signed by 
each of the counties involved in the maneu- 
ver repair work. 

“In the case of Wilson and Sumner Coun- 
ties, a revision of the cooperative agreement 
was effected following the second maneuvers 
to incorporate within the cooperative agree- 
ment the damages sustained by the second 
maneuvers.” 


INSPECTIONS DURING REPAIRS 


“Inspection of the repair work by Public 
Roads Administration engineers was made 
fromtime to time, but always at least 
monthly to help direct the work, to assist 
the county where assistance was required 
and to prepare monthly estimates. 

“The county superintendents in charge 
were requested to keep a record of the num- 
ber of yards of stone or gravel or other items 
placed on the road, and at the end of each 
month or at the time of the monthly Public 
Roads Administration inspection in that 
county to sign a certified sworn statement as 
to the units of work and quantities of mate- 
rials placed on each individual road. From 
this certified statement and a visual inspec- 
tion of the road, monthly estimates were 
prepared for each county. A certificate was 
required for each county superintendent of 
roads prior to the payment of any monthly 
voucher as follows: ‘I hereby certify that the 
quantities and units of work shown on each 
road were checked and compiled by me and 
are correct to the best of my knowledge and 
belief and the work has been performed and 
materials used in accordance with the log 
and estimate and the cooperative agree- 
ment.’ 

“The public roads engineer assigned to the 
work inspected each road prior to work being 
done upon it and was in a position to estab- 
lish from visual inspection whether neces- 
sary repairs as called for in the cooperative 
agreement had been actually made. No fur- 
ther effort was made to establish the exact 
quantities of materials placed upon each 
individual road other than the certification 
by the county superintendent of roads. No 
Federal road checkers or other employees 
were maintained in the field to keep records 
of the work claimed to have been done by 
the counties. An estimate was prepared 
monthly covering the work done in each 
county, provided such work was of a sub- 
stantial nature and payments were made to 
the counties monthly. From this system, 
the counties collected from the Federal Gov- 
ernment the moneys which they had ex- 
pended and were able to continue their re- 
pairs with current funds. 

“At the start of the repair work, inspec- 
tion by public roads engineers was on the 
basis of special assignments from other pub- 
lic roads offices to the Nashville office, but 
as the work got well under way, one public 
roads engineer assigned full time to this 
project was able to carry on all of the work. 
As the amount of work decreased and did 
not require the full time of the engineer, 


. he was, of course, assigned other duties in 


the Nashville office. 

“The 10-percent engineering and contin- 
gency fund carried in the cooperative agree- 
ment was used sparingly and only when 


errors had to be corrected in the initial in- 
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spection of damages, or when unusual or 
extraordinary cause was found to increase 
the repair work for each county. In the 
case of Wilson and Sumner Counties, repairs 
for the second maneuver damage came from 
the engineering and contingency fund. In 
the balance of the counties, the great bulk 
of the engineering and contingency fund was 
unused. 

“Actual repair work by the counties started 
in July 1944 and was not completed until 
March 1948. The greatest difficulty which 
the counties encountered in performing this 
labor was their lack of equipment. Most of 
the counties were sufficiently organized to 
perform the work and those counties not so 
organized, in general, had but a small 
amount of work todo. In every case, county 
equipment was taxed to the limit to make 
immediate repairs so that the roads might 
at least be kept passable and then to repair 
other damages as rapidly as possible with 
the trucks and other equipment available. 
Tires were a particularly acute problem. As 
the work progressed, old tires gave way and 
tires had to be recapped and patched in order 
to make them serviceable as long as possi- 
ble. When the work started, there were 
available in the counties approximately 100 
trucks varying from poor to fair condition. 
The Public Roads Administration assisted 
the counties with a varying degree of suc- 
cess in obtaining priorities to purchase 
equipment and in locating equipment which 
was available for sale. Absence of equip- 
ment materially delayed operations and pre- 
vented earlier completion of this project. 
Another delaying feature in the completion 
of the project was the fact that by no means 
all of the county roads were included among 
those damaged, and the county superintend- 
ents of roads could not devote all of their 
time to the repair of the maneuver-damaged 
roads inasmuch as roads not damaged by 
maneuvers had to be maintained also.“ 

No evidence of substantial damage was 
found in White County and Davidson and 
Lincoln Counties elected to file a claim under 
Public Law No. 146, Seventy-eighth Congress, 
in lieu of entering into a cooperative agree- 
ment. Cooperative agreements with 19 
counties, 4 cities, and the State department 
of conservation made available $2,088,928.23 
for the repair of 4,639.71 miles of roads and 
streets. Subsequent to the execution of co- 


operative agreements with the 19 counties 


mentioned above, maneuvers out of Camp 
Campbell damaged roads in Sumner and Wil- 
son Counties. No additional funds were 
made available for this work as it was paid 
for from the engineering and contingency 
fund included in the original agreements. 
The total of final vouchers under coopera- 
tive agreements amounted to $1,896,607.58 
and with the $23,146.31 paid the Army for 


Work performed by them made a total of 


$1,919,763.69 paid out under this project. 
“All work under Public Law No. 288 has 
now been completed. It is the opinion of the 
writer, who was assigned to this work at 
various times from the time of the initial 
inspection of the damage to the completion 
of the project, that the counties were well 
pleased with the method in which this re- 
pair work was undertaken by the Public 
Roads Administration. Doing this work un- 
der cooperative agreement with the several 
counties avoided confusion and resulted in 
a kindly feeling between the ccunties and 
the Public Roads Administration and re- 
stored roads to satisfactory condition.” 


Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, as 
chairman of the subcommittee which 
conducted the hearings on this measure 
I should like to say that all members of 
the subcommittee were extremely sym- 
pathetic with the plight of the good 
State of Kansas, so ably represented by 
its two Senators, both of whom appeared 
before the committee. However, it was 
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felt that the only sounl ground upon 
which the committee could stand at this 
time in offering this amendment to the 
Federal Highway Act of 1950 was to ad- 
here to the traditional pathway which 
has existed for a great many years, un- 
der which, when there is storm damage, 
the Federal Government is committed 
to meet up tə one-half of the costs of 
reconstruction and repair of Federal Aid 
highways, both of the primary and sec- 
ondary systems. It was not thought 
wise in the haste of this closing period of 
Congress to attempt to go into the new 
field just discussed by the able Sena- 
tor from Kansas, which is the field 
repair and reconstruction of county 
roads and other roads which are not 
upon the Federal-aid system. 

The action of the committee does not 
by any means indicate lack of sympathy 
with the situation in the areas which 
have been mentioued by the Senator 
from Kansas, but both the main commit- 
tee and the subcommittee felt, as the 
Senators know, that the way which we 
should follow in order to proceed safely 
and soundly was to follow the path al- 
ready laid down in the Federal Highway 
Act. 

Mr. President, in conclusion I may say 
that the money now provided by the 
1950 act, $5,000,000, will have been much 
more than exhausted when the pending 
allocations have been mede; for the 
damage in Kansas alone is much more 
than enough to take up the remaining 
unexpended portion of that amount, and 
the amendment here proposed to raise 
the amount provided from $5,000,000 to 
$15,000,000 will take care of present 
emergency needs in Kansas and Mis- 
souri, and will leave about $6,000,000 of 
continuing contract authorizations in 
the act for future emergency needs. 

This measure is of peculiar benefit, be- 
cause its passage does not require the 
stricken areas to await appropriations. 
It permits use of appropriated funds 
made available to the Bureau of Public 
Roads for other Federal-aid purposes, 
to meet these emergency needs, and re- 
quires replacement or restitution of the 
expended funds when the appropriation 
bill comes along in due course. I hope 
the bill may be swiftly passed, so that 
under the contracts now pending the 
needs now existing may be fully and 
properly met. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield to the Senator 
from Kansas. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I should like to say 
to the distinguished Senator from Flor- 
ida, chairman of the subcommittee 
which considered the bill, that I join 
with my distinguished colleague, the 
junior Senator from Kansas, in his re- 
marks, 

I desire to say further that we are ex- 
tremely appreciative of the considera- 
tion which was given by the committee 
to the situation in Kansas. We had 
naturally hoped that we might be able 
to obtain relief for subdivisions of our 
State and other States in like and simi- 
lar situations, but I appreciate how the 
committee approached what has been 
done and I understand the problem, I 
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am happy to hear the Senator from Flor- 
ida say that the committee realizes the 
situation in Kansas. I know they do, 
and there is a bare possibility that some 
place down the line further relief may 
be provided; but we recognize that this 
bill is a tremendous help, aid and assist- 
ance in an already troublesome situa- 
tion. I commend the committee for 
approaching it in the manner in which 
it has been approached, because it saved 
a considerable length of time; and time 
of course as the Senator knows is the 
essence of going forward at this season 
of the year. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the distin- 
guished Senator, and I may say that the 
committee was very fearful that if it 
undertook to embark on new policy we 
would never be able to get the measure 
passed in these closing days of the ses- 
sion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of Senate bill 2025? 

There being no objection, the bill was 
considered, orcered to be engrossed for 
a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 9 of the 
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1950, approved 
September 7, 1950 (64 Stat. 785), is hereby 
amended by striking out the figure $5,000,- 
000 and inserting in lieu thereof $15,000,000. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Snader, its assistant 
reading clerk, announced that the House 
had disagreed to the amendments of 
the Senate to the bill (H. R. 4473) to pro- 
vide revenue, and for other purposes; 
agreed to the conference asked by the 
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon, and that Mr. DOUGH- 
TON, Mr. COOPER, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. MILLS, 
Mr. REED of New York, Mr. JENKINS, and 
Mr. Simpson of Pennsylvania were ap- 
pointed managers on the part of the 
House at the conference. 


AMENDMENT OF FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY 
ACT OF 1950 AND DEFENSE ACT OF 
1941 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 1956) to amend section 12 of the 
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1950 and 
sections 6 and 14 of the Defense Highway 
Act of 1941, and for other purposes, 
which had been reported from the Com- 
mittee on Public Works with amend- 
ments, on page 1, line 8, after the word 
“appropriated”, to strike out “such sums 
as may be deemed necessary for such 
purpose, to remain available until ex- 
pended” and insert “the sum of $45,000,- 
000 to remain available for obligation 
until June 30, 1953”; on page 2, line 3, 
after the word “of”, to strike out “$15,- 
000,000” and insert 820,000, 000“; in line 
9, after the word purpose“, to strike out 
the comma and “except that where any 
such project is on the Federal-aid pri- 
mary system no part of such cost shall be 
paid from funds authorized or appro- 
priated pursuant hereto”; on page 3, 
line 22, after the word “unable”, to strike 
out “or unwilling”, and on page 4, line 1, 
after the word “promptness”, to strike 
out “or if he shall determine for any 
other reason that it will be more feasible 
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and practicable for such rights-of-way, 
lands, or interests in lands, including the 
control of access thereto from adjoining 
lands, to be acquired in the name of the 
8 States,“, so as to make the bill 
read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That in addition to the 
funds heretofore authorized by section 12 of 
the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1950, ap- 
proved September 7, 1950, for the purpose of 
carrying out the provisions of section 6 of 
the Defense Highway Act of 1941 (55 Stat. 
765), as amended, there is hereby authorized 
to be appropriated the sum of $45,000,000, 
to remain available for obligation until June 
80, 1953: Provided, That in addition to the 
sums heretofore made available for contract 
for such purpose, the sum of $20,000,000 shall 
be available for contract immediately upon 
the passage of this act: Provided further, 
That the cost of construction, reconstruc- 
tion, or maintenance work performed on any 
access-road project certified pursuant to sec- 
tion 12 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 
1950, may be paid in whole or in part with 
Federal funds appropriated for such pur- 
pose: And provided further, That not exceed- 
ing $5,000,000 of any funds appropriated 
under this authorization may be used by the 
Secretary of Commerce, in areas certified to 
him by the Secretary of Defense as maneuver 
areas, for such reconstruction, maintenance, 
and repair work as may be necessary to keep 
the roads therein which have been or may 
be used for training of the Armed Forces in 
suitable condition for such training pur- 
poses, and for repairing the damage caused 
to such roads by the operations of men and 
equipment in such training. 

Sec. 2. (a) Section 6 of the Defense High- 
way Act of 1941, as amended, is hereby fur- 
ther amended to provide that the second sen- 
tence thereof shall read as follows: “The ac- 
quisition of new or additional rights-of-way 
necessary for such projects, including the 
control of access thereto from adjoining 
lands, may be included to the extent deter- 
mined by the Secretary of Commerce as part 
of the construction of such projects and 
Federal funds shall be available to pay the 
cost of such acquisition.” 

(b) Section 14 of said act is hereby 
amended to read as follows: 

Sec, 14. By agreement with the highway 
department of any State such new or addi- 
tional rights-of-way, lands, or interests in 
lands, including the control of access thereto 
from adjoining lands, as may be required 
for any project in such State authorized by 
section 6 of this act, as amended, may be 


acquired by highway department or by any 


political subdivision of such State, and the 
construction, reconstruction, maintenance, 
or repair of any such project may be under- 
taken by such highway department, and 
the Commissioner of Public Roads may ad- 
vance or reimburse the share of the cost 
of such rights-of-way and the cost of the 
construction, reconstruction, maintenance, 
or repair of such project, payable by the Fed- 
eral Government: Provided, however, That 
if the Secretary of Commerce shall find that 
the highway department of any State is un- 
able to acquire the required rights-of-way, 
lands, or interests in lands, including the 
control of access thereto from adjoining 
lands, or to obtain possession and the right 
to enter upon and use the same with suffi- 
cient promptness, he is authorized to acquire 
the same by purchase, donation, condemna- 
tion, or otherwise, in accordance with the 
laws of the United States (including the 
act of February 26, 1931, 46 Stat. 1421), and, 
during the continuance of the emergencies 
declaréd by the President on May 27, 1941, 
and December 16, 1950, may enter upon and 
take possession thereof, and expend public 
funds for projocts thereon, prior to approval 
of title by the Attorney General (without 
regard to the provisions of sections 358, 1136, 
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and 3709 of the Revised Statutes, as amended, 
and without regard to State, municipal, or 
local laws, ordinances, or regulations). The 
costs incurred by the Secretary of Com- 
merce in acquiring any such hights-of-way, 
lands, or interests in lands, including the 
control of access thereto from adjoining 
lands, may include the cost of examination 
and abstract of title, certificate of title, ad- 
vertising, and any fees or other necessary 
costs incidental to such acquisition, and 
the Federal share thereof shall be payable 
out of the funds available for paying the 
cost of the project for which such rights-of- 
way, lands, or interests in lands, including 
the control of access thereto from adjoining 
lands, are acquired. The Secretary of Com- 
merce is further authorized and directed 
when he shall determine that such action 
will be in the public interest, to convey any 
lands or interests in lands, including the 
control of access thereto from adjoining 
lands, acquired by him in any State under 
the provisions of this section to the highway 
department of such State, or to such political 
subdivision thereof as its laws may provide, 
upon such conditions as may be agreed upon 
by the Secretary of Commerce and such 
highway department or political subdivi- 
sion providing for the acceptance of same 
and for the maintenance, preservation, and 
use of tife project as constructed thereon. 


Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, this 
bill is of very great importance, and it 
is of immediate importance to provide 
access roads now needed in the defense 
effort. I had hoped that it might be 
passed on the Consent Calendar, but I 
do want to make it clear that if there 
are questions, there are upon the floor 
of the Senate at this time five or six 
members of the committee which con- 
sidered this bill, who would be very hap- 
py to respond to any questions which 
might be addressed to them. -i 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I do not 
care to ask any questions, having served 
on the subcommittee under the able 
chairmanship of the Senator from Flor- 
ida. We had very extensive hearings on 
the bill, and it was the subject of con- 
siderable deliberation. Each of the 
amendments was made as a result of the 
hearings, and for a definite object. I 
think very briefly it should be pointed 
out that what the committee did by its 
amendments was to place a limitation 
upon the total amount which was au- 
thorized to be appropriated, instead of 
making an open-end appropriation. We 
also placed a limitation upon the time 
for which the availability for obligation 
would exist, and made.that time June 
30, 1953, which is consistent with the 
dates for the expiration of other high- 
way authorizations. We met the prob- 
lem which was brought before the com- 
mittee with many illustrations of the 
need for making access-roads money 
available on units of the Federal-aid 
primary system, although in the report 
we admonished the Bureau of Public 
Roads to make the best negotiations pos- 
sible with the local communities, so that 
the local communities or the States may 
share an appropriate part of the cost of 
building the access roads, consistent 
with the relative needs of the Federal 
Government and of the local commu- 
nities. 

Finally, in section 14, the committee 
very definitely rejected the proposal in 
the language which had been apparently 
approved by the Secretary of Commerce, 
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and suggested by the budget, which 
would have made the State highway 
commissions subordinate to the Bureau 
of Public Roads, and the amendments 
which are made in section 2 of the bill 
and thereby in section 4 of the existing 
law retain the law more or less as it is 
at present, when the Federal Govern- 
ment has need to resort to condemna- 
tion proceedings. In other words, the 
committee rejected the proposal that 
the Secretary of Commerce might have 
authority to go into a State for any rea- 
son that he might assign when he found 
the State highway department not 
merely unable but unwilling to proceed 
by way of condemnation. We let him 
step in only if the State highway de- 
partment is unable to acquire lands with 
sufficient promptness. But we struck 
out the language which would provide 
that if he should determine for any other 
reason that it would be more feasible or 
practicable to acquire the lands in the 
name of the Government,” and so forth. 

I invite attention to those matters be- 
cause they are basic questions in good 
legislation. As one member of the com- 
mittee and of the subcommittee, I feel 
that we discharged our responsibility to 
the Congress in striking out the propo- 
sal to give unprecedented authority to 
the United States Bureau of Public 
Roads. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I am 
very appreciative of the careful expla- 
nation of the bill which the Senator 
from South Dakota has given so ably. I 
should like to add one brief statement 
which perhaps extends the Senator’s 
statement as to one field of the bill, 
namely, that the contract authorization 
of 820,000,000 should be immediately 
available. This $20,000,000 would per- 
mit immediate construction of roads 
giving access to atomic energy plants at 
various places in the country, uranium 
mining operations, defense installations, 
and so forth, where highways are very 
urgently needed. The clear justifica- 
tion is that the work must begin at once. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ments reported by the committee. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


A LETTER FROM KOREA 


Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the clerk may 
read a letter consisting of about 2 pages 
which I received from the mother of 
Capt. David R. Hughes, a graduate of 
West Point, appointed to that school in 
by the junior Senator from Colo- 

0. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
Aucusr 27, 1951. 

Again from Korea, Again from a moun- 
tain top. 

Yesterday I took out a patrol. It was Sun- 
day, Sunday without services, Sunday out 
5 quiet land that lies between two 

es, 


No; the day seemed only like a wet, slick 
day anywhere, and I wondered, as we moved 
down the slopes to seek out our enemies, 
why the feeling of Sunday had so com- 
‘pletely deserted me. 
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Then, expected, but surprising as always, 
a group of Chinese who had been waiting, 
opened up and shot our leadman, and We 
suddenly became involved in a short, sharp 
struggle of grenades and bullets. But we, 
at a disadvantage, had to pull back without 
our dead soldier. 

Yet we knew what we had to do, and soon 
set. out again to risk much to get to him. 
This time we moved, not to gain knowledge, 
for we knew about our foe; not for ground, 
for we were turning back; not for glory, for 
we had been there for a long, long time. We 
returned into an open holocaust of fire and 
bullets to recover the symbol of someone so 
alive only a short while before, and we re- 
turned to gain the confidence that we, too, 
would be treated in the same way, were we 
ever there. 

We set out, taut in every nerve, moving in 
that high-tension sort of way. I happened 
to look at the wet, bony wrist of someone 
beside me. He held his rifle with a hand 
that was gripped white, flesh and caution, 
against the savagery of bullets and sharp 
little fragments. 

We set out, an intense group of men, under 
that terrible broken sound of artillery, and 
the snicker of machine-gun bullets in the 
bushes. Then, in a final, fearful second of 
confusion and control, in a second of awful 
silence, one gutty private crawled up, and 
with the last ounce of his courage, pulled 
our soldier back to us. 

We had succeeded. We started back feel- 
ing a little better, a little more certain there 
would be a tomorrow, but rubbery legged 
and very tired. We had done something im- 
portant. We were bringing our soldier with 
us. 
Then it was night and the rain was soft 
again. We drew up on a nameless ridge and 
dug into the black earth to wait for the 
enemy, or for the dawn. The dim gray light 
and the fog mixed in among the trees. I 
sat for a long time looking at the end of 
the world out there to the north. 

Nine months, in a muddy, forgotten war 
where men still come forth in a blaze of 
courage, where men still go out on patrol, 
limping from old patrols and old wars. A 
raggedy war of worn hopes of rotation and 
bright faces of green youngsters in new boots, 
soon to be raggedy and lean. 

But a soldier’s war of worthy men, of pa- 
tient men, of grim men, of dignified men. 

A sergeant sat beside me. For him, 12 
months in the same company, in the same 
platoon, meeting the same life and death 
day. Rest? Five days, he said, in Japan, 3 
days in Seoul, and 357 days on this ridge. 
Now he sat looking, as I was, at the same end 
of the world to the north. 

Nine months, and I am a company com- 
mander now, with the frowning weight of 
many men and many battles to carry. A 
different, older feeling than of a platoon 
leader. New men, I must calm them, teach 
them, fight them, send them home whole 
and proud or broken and quiet. But get 
them home. Then wait for new replace- 
ments to fill the gap here, and so that gun 
can be operated over there. 

There is much work to be done. I must 
put this man where he belongs, and I must 
send many men where no man belongs. I 
must work harder and laugh merrier, and 
answer that mother’s letter to give her the 
full information of her lost son. Yes; I was 
there; I heard him speak; I saw him die. In 
many ways I must write the epitaph to 
many families. How can I regard it lightly 
or permit someone else to do it? Each let- 
ter must be the best that I can give to his 
loved ones. 

And each fighting soldier. must be given 
much attention, much help and understand- 
ing. There is always that decision to make 
as to whether a man is malingering or sick, 
whether to send him firmly out for his own 
sake and the protection of others, or returp 
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him for a necessary rest. One must never be 
wrong. 

One must be ready, too, and willing to 
give his life for the least of his men. But 
perhaps that is the most worth-while part 
of all of this, the tangible sacrifice that every 
infantryman, every soldier, knows, and can 
understand. 


“I see these things still I am slave 
When banners flaunt and bugles blow 
Content to fill a soldier’s grave 
For reasons I shall never know.” 


And now it is raining again. The scrawny 
tents on the line are wet and dark, and the 
enemy is restlessly probing. It will not be a 
quiet night. 

VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION TRAINING 
FOR CERTAIN VETERANS 


The bill (H. R. 3932) to provide voca- 
tional rehabilitation training for veter- 
ans with compensable service-connected 
disabilities who served on or after June 
27, 1950, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, is 
the Senate now considering Calendar No. 
749, House bill 3932? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That bill 
is before the Senate. Is there objection 
to its present consideration? 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, this 
is a most commendable piece of proposed 
legislation. It affords to veterans in 
Korea—and we have just listened to the 
reading of a touching letter from Korea 
the same rights and opportunities 
granted to the veterans of World War II. 
I should like to emphasize one point. I 
note in the report that there is no in- 
formation—probably it is not available— 
as to the cost of the proposed legislation, 
because it will depend upon the future 
size of the Armed Forces, the number 
of men who may be disabled, and the 
future cost of each particular trainee and 
the benefits provided. 

According to vocational rehabilitation 
authorities, under Public Law 16 it was 
stated by the Veterans’ Administration 
last December that the cost was more 
than $1,285,000,000 through October 31, 
1950. There is an opportunity here pro- 
vided to take care of the veterans from 
Korea in line with veterans of World 
War II, who are entitled to this type of 
treatment. I commend the proposed 
legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill (H. 
R. 3932) was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 


WORLD METALLURGICAL CONGRESS 


The joint resolution (H. J. Res. 290) 
providing for the recognition and en- 
dorsement of the World Metallurgical 
Congress was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, 


AMENDMENT OR REPEAL OF CERTAIN 
GOVERNMENT PROPERTY LAWS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 1952) to amend or repeal cer- 
tain Government property laws, and for 
other purposes which had been reported 
from the Committee on Expenditures in 
the Executive Departments with amend- 
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ments on page 14, after line 13, to strike 
out: 

(107) The fourth full paragraph on page 
547 of volume 44 of the Statutes at Large, in 
the act of May 13, 1926 (41 U. S. C. 6a). 


On page 14, at the beginning of line 
17, to change the number from “108” 
to “107”; at the beginning of line 20, to 
change the number from 109 to “108”; 
at the beginning of line 23, to change 
the number from “110” to “109”; on page 
15, at the beginning of line 1, to change 
the number from 111“ to “110”; at 
the beginning of line 3, to change the 
number from 112 to “111”; at the be- 
ginning of line 5, to change the number 
from “113” to “112”; at the beginning of 
line 7, to change the number from “114” 
to 113“; at the beginning of line 9, to 
change the number from 115“ to “114”; 
at the beginning of line 11, to change the 
number from “116” to “115”; at the be- 
ginning of line 13, to change the number 
from “117” to “116”; at the beginning 
of line 16, to change the number from 
“118” to “117”; at the beginning of line 
18, to change the number from 119“ 
to “118”; at the beginning of line 20, to 
change the number from 120“ to “119”; 
at the beginning of line 24, to change 
the number from “121” to 120; on page 


16, at the beginning of line 3, to change 


the number from 122“ to 121“; at the 
beginning of line 6, to change the num- 
ber from 123“ to 122“; at the begin- 
ning of line 9, to change the number 
from “124” to 123“; at the beginning 
of line 12, to change the number from 
“125” to “124”; at the beginning of line 
15, to change the number from 126“ 
to “125”; at the beginning of line 18, to 
change the number from “127” to “126”; 
at the beginning of line 20, to change 
the number from “128” to 127“; at the 
beginning of line 22, to change the num- 
ber from “129” to “128”; at the begin- 
ning of line 24, to change the number 
from 130“ to “129”; on page 17, at the 
beginning of line 1, to change the num- 
ber from 131“ to 130“; at the begin- 
ning of line 3, to change the number 
from “132” to “131”; at the beginning 
of line 5, to change the number from 
“133” to “132”; on page 22, after line 18, 
to insert: 

(14) Of “and shall submit through the 
Secretary of the Interior, estimates thereof” 


in the first proviso in the last full paragraph ` 


on page 147 of volume 19 of the Statutes at 
Large, in the act of August 15, 1876, and of 
“and shall submit through the Secretary of 
the Interior annually estimates thereof” in 
the twelfth full paragraph on page 298 of vol- 
ume 19 of the Statutes at Large, in the act 
of March 3, 1877 (40 U. S. C. 136). 

(15) Of “Extension, and the same shall be 
paid for by the Secretary of the Interior out 
of the appropriations for such extension, and 
from no other appropriation” in section 1816 
of the Revised Statutes (40 U. S. C. 166). 

(16) The ninth full paragraph on page 612 
of volume 31 of the Statutes at Large, in the 
act of June 6, 1900 (40 U. S. C. 168a). 

(17) Of “with the approval of the Secretary 
of the Interior” in section 11 of the act of 
June 26, 1912, as amended (37 Stat. 184; 40 
U. S. C. 171). 

(18) The fifth paragraph on page 458 of 
volume 38 of the Statutes at Large, in the 
act of July 16, 1914 (40 U. S. C. 172). 

(19) Section 1832 of the Revised Statutes 
(40 U. S. C. 218). 
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(20) Section 1833 of the Revised Statutes 
(40. U. S. C. 219). 

(21) Section 220 of the Revised Statutes 
(40 U. S. C. 220). 


And at the top of page 26, to insert: 


(10) By amending the fourth full para- 
graph appearing on page 547 of volume 44 of 
the Statutes at Large, in the act of May 13, 
1926 (41 U. S. C. 6a), to read as follows: 

“Hereafter the purchase of supplies and 
equipment and the procurement of services 
for all branches under the Architect of the 
Capitol may be made in the open market 
without compliance with section 3709 of the 
Revised Statutes of the United States, as 
amended, in the manner common among 
businessmen, when the aggregate amount of 
the purchase or the service does not exceed 
$500 in any instance.” 


So as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, ctc., That the following acts 
and parts of acts are hereby repealed: 

(1) The sixth paragraph on page 865 of 
volume 32 of the Statutes at Large, in the 
act of February 25, 1903 (2 U. S. C. 148). 

(2) The first full paragraph on page 1404 
of volum~ 36 of the Statutes at Large, in the 
act of March 4, 1911 (3 U. S. C. 47). 

(3) Section 197 of the Revised Statutes, as 
amended (5 U. S. C. 109). 

(4) Section 226 of the Revised Statutes (5 
U. S. C. 201). 

(5) The act of June 7, 1924, as amended 
(43 Stat. 597; 5 U. S. C. 203-207). 

(6) The act of May 29, 1928, as amended 
(45 Stat. 985, ch. 900; 5 U. S. C. 219). 

7) Section 8 of the act of July 24, 1946 
(60 Stat. 643; 5 U. S. C. 229). 

(8) The last paragraph commencing on 
page 817 and ending on page 818 of volume 25 
of the Statutes at Large, in the act of March 
?, 1889 (5 U. S. C. 454), and said paragraph 
shall be inapplicable to the Bureau of Sup- 
plies and Accounts, notwithstanding the 
second sentence of the second full paragraph 
cn page 245 of volume 27 of the Statutes at 
Large, in the act of July 19, 1892. 

(9) The third full paragraph on page 270 
of volume 41 of the Statutes at Large, in the 
act of July 24, 1919 (5 U. S. C. 550). 

(10) So much of the first full paragraph 
on page 614 of volume 47 of the Statutes at 
Large, in the act of July 7, 1932 (7 U. S. C. 
886g), as reads: “to transfer to any Govern- 
ment department or establishment or to 
local authorities or institutions such prop- 
erty and/or equipment or to sell the same at 
public or private sale and.” 

(11) The sixth paragraph on page 274 of 
volume 37 of the Statutes at Large, in the 
act of August 10, 1912 (7 U. S. C. 392). 

(12) The matter appearing after the semi- 
colon in the second full paragraph on page 
143 of volume 59 of the Statutes at Large, 
in the act of May 5, 1945 (7 U. S. C. 419). 

(13) The first full paragraph on page 748 
of volume 55 of the Statutes at Large, in the 
act of October 28, 1941 (10 U. S. C. 576a). 

(14) The last proviso on page 1347 of vol- 
ume 40 of the Statutes at Large, in the act 
of March 4, 1919 (10 U. S. C. 1122). ‘ 

(15) Section 3714 of the Revised Statutes, 
as amended (10 U. S. C. 1191, 34 U. S. C. 
560). 

(16) The last paragraph commencing on 
page 737 and ending on page 738 of volume 
42 of the Statutes at Large, in the act of 
June 30, 1922 (10 U. S. C. 1225). 

(17) The first paragraph of chapter IV of 
the act of July 11, 1919 (41 Stat. 130; 10 
U. S. C. 1251). 

(18) Section 8 of the act of June 5, 1920 
(41 Stat. 1015; 10 U. S. C. 1257, 1311). 

(19) Section 1241 of the Revised Statutes 
(10 U. S. C. 1261). 

(20) The first and second paragraphs of 
chapter II of the act of July 11, 1919 (41 
Stat. 129-130; 10 U. S. C. 12681264). 
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(21) The last proviso on page 105 of volume 
41 cf the Statutes at Large, in the act of 
July 11, 1919 (10 U. S. C. 1265), 

(22) The act of April 17, 1920 (41 Stat. 
554; 10 U. S. C. 1266). : 

(23) Section 5 of the act of July 19, 919 
(41 Stat. 233; 10 U. S. C. 1267). 

(24) The last paragraph on page 132 of 
volume 41 of the Statutes at Large, in the 
act of July 11, 1919, as amended (10 U. S. C., 
Supp. 1274). 

(25) The eighth paragraph on page 1028 
of volume 40 of the Statutes at Large, in 
the act of November 4, 1918 (10 U. S. C. 1286). 

(26) The act of May 5, 1920 (41 Stat. 588; 
10 U. S. C. 1349). 

(27) The proviso in the act of February 
20, 1931 (46 Stat. 1191, ch. 235; 10 U. S. C. 
1354). 

(28) So much of the matter following the 
heading “Transportation of the Army and 
Its Supplies” in the act of March 2, 1905 
(33 Stat. 837; 10 U. S. C. 1372), as reads: 
“and hereafter no steamship in the trans- 
port service of the United States shall be 
sold or disposed of without the consent of 
Congress having been first had or obtained.” 

(29) The act of March 12, 1926, as 
amended (44 Stat. 203; 10 U. S. C. 1594, 
1595-1597, 1598-1605). 

(80) The second and third provisos on page 
585 of volume 58 of the Statutes at Large, 
in the act of June 28, 1944 (10 U. S. C. 
1594b). 

(31) Section 3 of the act of February 25, 
1927 (44 Stat. 1236; 10 U. S. C. 1597a). 

(82) Section 92 (e) of section 1 of the 
act of August 4, 1949 (63 Stat. 503; 14 U. S. C., 
Supp., 92 (e)). 

(33) Section 93 (k) of section 1 of the act 
of August 4, 1949 (63 Stat. 504; 14 U. S. C., 
Supp., 93 (k). 

(34) So much of the fourth paragraph on 
page 1258 of volume 34 of the Statutes at 
Large, in the act of March 4, 1907 (15 U. S. C. 
320), as reads: “and hereafter the Secretary 
of Agriculture is authorized to sell any sur- 
plus maps or publications of the Weather 
Bureau, and the money received from such 
sales shall be deposited in the Treasury of 
the United States, section 227 of the Revised 
Statutes notwithstanding;”., 

(35) The fifth paragraph on page 1215 of 
volume 42 of the Statutes at Large, in the 
act of January 24, 1923 (16 U. S. C. 7). 

(36) Section 519 of the Revised Statutes 
(20 U. S. C. 5). 

(87) The provisos in the fifth paragraph 
on page 397 of volume 20 of the Statutes at 
Large, in the act of March 3, 1879 (20 U. S. C. 
61). 

(38) The first paragraph on page 661 of 
volume 38 of the Statutes at Large, in the 
act of August 1, 1949 (20 U. S. C. 62). 

(39) The fourth paragraph on page 930 of 
volume 41 of the Statutes at Large, in the 
act of June 5, 1920 (20 U. S. C. 63, 33 U. S. C. 
867). 

(40) The second sentence of the third 
paragraph On page 629 of volume 22 of the 
Statutes at Large, in the act of March 3, 
1883 (20 U. S. C. 64). 

(41) The act of November 19, 1919 (41 
Stat. 360, ch. 118; 20 U. S. C. 93). 

(42) The act of May 26, 1928 (45 Stat. 753, 
ch. 760; 20 U. S. C. 94). 

(43) The fifth proviso on page 452 of 
volume 60 of the Statutes at Large, in the 
act of July 5, 1946 (22 U. S. C. 1140). 

(44) Section 8 of the act of February 12, 
1925 (43 Stat. 890; 23 U. S. C. 49). 

(45) The act of March 15, 1920 (41 Stat. 
530; 23 U. S. C. 51-53, 39 U. S. C. 502-503). 

(46) The seventh full paragraph on page 
373 of volume 40 of the Statutes at Large, 
Cae act of October 6, 1917 (24 U. S. C. 

(47) The act of June 20, 1939 (53 Stat, 
843, ch. 220; 24 U. S. C. 298). 

(48) The proviso under the heading 
“Transportation” on page 291 of volume 19 
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of the Statutes at Large, in the act of March 
8, 1877, and the fifth full paragraph on page 
676 of volume 30 of the Statutes at Large, 
in the act of July 17, 1898 (25 U. S. C. 100). 

(49) Section 2122 of the Revised Statutes 
(25 U. S. C. 188). 

(50) Section 2123 of the Revised Statutes 
(25 U. S. C. 189). 

(51) Section 6 of the act of July 1, 1898, 
as amended (30 Stat. 596; 25 U. S. C. 191). 

(52) Section 3796 of the Internal Reve- 
nue Code of February 10, 1939 (53 Stat. 469; 
26 U. S. C. 3796). 

(53) Section 3945 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of February 10, 1939 (53 Stat, 482; 26 
U. S. C. 3945). 

(54) Section 5 of the act of June 5, 1920 
(41 Stat. 987: 29 U. S. C. 16). 

(55) The matter appearing after the last 
semicolon in the fifth paragraph on page 807 
of volume 26 of the Statutes at Large, in 
the act of March 2, 1891 (31 U. S. C. 641). 

(56) Section 7 of the act of August 30, 
1935 (49 Stat. 1048; 33 U. S. C. 558a). 

(57) The second sentence of section 3 of 
the act of August 11, 1888 (25 Stat. 423; 33 
U. S. C. 623). 

(58) Section 2 of the act of September 19, 
1890 (26 Stat. 452), and the first sentence of 
section 8 of the act of July 25, 1912 (37 Stat. 
233; 33 U. S. C. 625). 

(59) Section 6 of the act of December 22, 
1944 (58 Stat. 890; 33 U. S. C. 708). 

(60) The last proviso in the third para- 
graph on page 688 of volume 40 of the Stat- 
utes at Large, in the act of July 1, 1918 (33 
U. S. C. 868). 

(61) The second full paragraph on page 
605 of volume 39 of the Statutes at Large, in 
the act of August 29, 1916 (34 U. S. C. 493). 

(62) Section 7 of the act of July 19, 1940 
(54 Stat. 780; 34 U. S. C. 493a). 

(63) The first full paragraph on page 818 
of volume 25 of the Statutes at Large, in 
the act of March 2, 1889 (34 U. S. C. 525). 

(64) The act of June 6, 1941 (55 Stat. 247, 
ch. 177; 34 U. S. C. 532a). 

(65) The eleventh full paragraph on page 
194 of volume 26 of the Statutes at Large, 
in the act of June 30, 1890 (34 U. S. C. 543). 

(66) The third through the sixth sentences 
of section 2 of the act of August 5, 1882, as 
amended (22 Stat. 296; 34 U. S. C. 544). 

(67) The act of February 14, 1927 (44 Stat. 
1096, ch. 133; 34 U. S. C. 546a). 

(68) The act of July 3, 1926 (44 Stat. 836; 
34 U. S. C. 551a). 

(69) The act of August 7, 1946 (60 Stat. 
884, ch. 785; 34 U. S. C. 1123f). 

(70) Section 202 (11) of the act of June 
7, 1924 (43 Stat. 621; 38 U. S. C. 485). 

(71) The third paragraph under the head- 
ing “Office of the Second Assistant Post- 
master General“ in the act of June 5, 1920 
(41 Stat. 1031; 39 U. S. C. 468). 

(72) Section 8 of the act of July 2, 1918 
(40 Stat. 753), and section 3 of the act of 
April 24, 1920 (41 Stat. 583; 39 U. S. C. 504). 

(73) The act of July 19, 1932 (47 Stat. 705, 
ch. 510; 40 U. S. C. 5a). 

(74) The sixth paragraph in the act of 
July 8, 1918 (40 Stat. 831; 40 U. S. C. 7). 

(75) The matter sppearing after the semi- 
colon in section 1798 of the Revised Statutes 
(40 U. S. C. 8). 

(76) The second sentence under the head- 
ing “State, War, and Navy Department Build- 
ing” in the act of March 3, 1883 (22 Stat. 
553; 40 U. S. C. 9). 

(77) So much of the sixth paragraph on 
page 218 of volume 35 of the Statutes at 
Large, in the act of May 22, 1908, as reads: 
„, and the State Department Annex Build- 
ing”; the fourth paragraph under the head- 
ing “State, War, and Navy Department Build- 
ings” in the act of March 28, 1918 (40 Stat. 
482); and the last paragraph commencing on 
page 598 and ending on page 599 of volume 
40 of the Statutes at Large, in the act of 
June 4, 1918 (40 U. S. C. 10). 
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(78) The third paragraph under the head 
ing “Temporary Office Buildings” in the act 
of March 28, 1918 (40 Stat. 483), and the 
tenth paracraph on page 598 of volume 40 
of the Statutes at Large, in the act of June 
4, 1918 (40 U. S. C. 11). 

(79) The first paragraph under the head- 
ing “Custody of Interior Department Build- 
ing” in the act of May 24, 1922 (42 Stat. 
554; 40 U. S. C. 12, 21). 

(80) The third, sixth, and last paragraphs 
on page 1239 and the third and fifth para- 
graphs on page 1240 of volume 42 of the 
Statutes at Large, in the act of February 13, 
1923 (40 U. S. C. 13, 14, 15, 17, 18). 

(81) The seventh paragraph on page 66 of 
volume 43 of the Statutes at Large, in the 
act of April 4, 1924 (40 U. S. C. 16). 

(82) The paragraph entitled “First” in 
section 1812 of the Revised Statutes (40 
U. S. C. 20). 

(83) The final proviso commeneing on 
page 608 and ending on page 609 of volume 
50 of the Statutes at Large, in the act of 
August 9, 1937 (40 U. S. C. 27a). 

(84) ‘The proviso in the third full para- 
graph on page 659 of volume 34 of the Stat- 
utes at Large, in the act of June 30, 1906 
(40 U. S. C. 44). 

(85) The last paragraph commeneing on 
page 672 and ending on page 673, and the 
last proviso in the second full paragraph on 
page 673, of volume 40 of the Statutes at 
Large, in the act of July 1, 1918 (40 U. S. C. 
110, 116). 

(86) The third full paragraph on page 148 
of volume 41 of the Statutes at Large, in the 
act of July 11, 1919 (40 U. S. C. 111). 

(87) The first full paragraph on page 200 
of volume 41 of the Statutes at Large, in the 
act of July 19, 1919 (40 U. S. C. 112). 

(88) The fourth full paragraph, excluding 
the last two provisos, on page 1211, and the 
last paragraph commencing on page 1211 and 
ending on page 1212, of volume 42 of the 
Statutes at Large, in the act of January 24, 
1923 (40 U. S. C. 114, 117). 

(89) The first full paragraph on page 913 
of volume 41 of the Statutes at Large, in the 
act of June 5, 1920 (40 U. S. C. 119). 

(90) The matter appearing after the semi- 
colon in the third full paragraph on page 
1091 of volume 32 of the Statutes at Large, 
in the act of March 3, 1903 (40 U. S. C. 266). 

(91) Section 21 of the act of June 6, 1902 
(32 Stat. 326; 40 U. S. C. 269). 

(92) The first full paragraph on page 512 
of volume 24 of the Statutes at Large, in the 
act of March 3, 1887 (40 U. S. C. 273). 

(93) The last paragraph commencing on 
page 592 and ending on page 593 of volume 
31 of the Statutes at Large, in the act of 
June 6, 1900 (40 U. S. C. 287). 

(94) Section 5 of the act of June 14, 1946 
(60 Stat. 258; 40 U. S. C. 294). 

(95) Section 3749 of the Revised Statutes 
(40 U. S. C. 302). 

(£6) The tenth full paragraph on page 383 
of volume 20 of the Statutes at Large, in the 
act of March 3, 1879 (40 U. S. C. 303a). 

(97) The last proviso on page 1030 of vol- 
ume 45 of the Statutes at Large, in the act 
of December 20, 1928 (40 U. S. C. 312). 

(98) Section 1 of the act of October 10, 
1940 (54 Stat. 1109; 41 U. S. C. 6). 

(99) The third paragraph on page 281, the 
fourth full paragraph on page 289, the last 
proviso on page 292, and the last proviso in 
the fourth ful! paragraph on page 302, of 
volume 55 of the Statutes at Large, in the 
act of June 28, 1941 (41 U. S. C. 6). 

(100) The proviso in the first paragraph 
on page 347 of volume 56 of the Statutes at 
Large, in the act of June 8, 1942 (41 
U. S. C. 6). 

(101) The last proviso on page 483, the 
fourth full paragraph on page 500, and the 
proviso in the first full paragraph on page 
505, of volume 56 of the Statutes at Large, 
in the act of July 2, 1942 (41 U. S. C. 6). 
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(102) The proviso in the eighth paragraph 
on page 236 and the proviso in the fourth full 
paragraph on page 243 of volume 57 of the 
Statutes at Large, in the act of June 28, 1943 
(41 U. 8. C. 6). 

(103) The proviso in the seventh para- 
graph on page 351 and the proviso in the 
second paragraph on page 358 of volume 58 
of the Statutes at Large, in the act of June 
26, 1944 (41 U. S. C. 6). 

(104) The proviso in the first full para- 
graph on page 256 of volume 59 of the 
Statutes at Large, in the act of June 13, 1945 
(41 U. S. C. 6). 

(105) The first proviso on page 405 of vol- 
ume 60 of the Statutes at Large, in the act 
of July 1, 1946 (41 U. S. C. 6). 

(106) The proviso in the fourth full para- 
graph on page 144 of volume 40 of the 
Statutes at Large, in the act of June 12, 1917 
(41 U. S. C. 6a). 

(107) Section 2, paragraphs (b)-(e), (g), 
(i), (K)-(n), of the act of October 10, 1940 
(54 Stat. 1110; 41 U. S. C. 6a). 

(108) The proviso on page 344 of volume 
55 of the Statutes at Large, in the act of 
Juno 28, 1941 (41 U. S. C. 6a). 

(109) Section 7 of the act of June 5, 1920 
(41 Stat. 947; 41 U. S. C. 27). 

(110) Section 2 (b) of the act of July 1, 
1944 (58 Stat. 649; 41 U. S. C. 102 (b)). 

(111) Section 18 (b) of the act of July 1, 
1944 (58 Stat. 666; 41 U. S. C. 118 (b)). 

(112) Section 6 (b) of the act of September 
1, 1937 (50 Stat. 890; 42 U. S. C. 1406 (b)). 

(113) Section 2 of the act of August 8, 
1946 (60 Stat. 958; 42 U. S. C. 1574). 

(114) Sections 1, 2, and 3 of the act of 
July 5, 1884 (23 Stat. 103; 43 U. S. C. 1071- 
1073). 

(115) Section 95 of the act of January 12, 
1895 (28 Stat. 623; 44 U. S. C. 93). 

(116) The proviso in the fourth full para- 
graph on page 259 of volume 26 of the Stat- 
utes at Large, in the act of July 11, 1890 
(44 U. S. C. 283a). 

(117) Section 10 of the act of July 9, 1941 
(55 Stat. 582; 44 U. S. C. 300 jj). 

(118) Section 12 of the act of July 7, 1943, 
as amended (57 Stat. 382; 44 U. S. C. 377). 

(119) The matter appearing after the semi- 
colon in the first full paragraph on page 
1338 of volume 34 of the Statutes at Large, 
in the act of March 4, 1907 (48 U. S. C. 39). 

(120) The proviso in the second full para- 
graph on page 584 of volume 42 of the Stat- 
utes at Large, in the act of May 24, 1922 
(48 U. S. C. 39). 

(121) The proviso in the fourth full para- 
graph on page 1205 of volume 42 of the 
Statutes at Large, in the act of January 24, 
1923 (48 U. S. C. 39). 

(122) The proviso in the second full para- 
graph on page 427 of volume 43 of the Stat- 
utes at Large, in the act of June 5, 1924 (48 
U. S. C. 39). 

(123) The proviso in the first full para- 
graph on page 1181 of volume 43 of the Stat- 
utes at Large, in the act of March 3, 1925 
(48 U. S. C. 39). 

(124) The proviso in the second full para- 
graph on page 492 of volume 44 of the Stat - 
utes at Large, in the act of May 10, 1926 
(48 U. S. C. 39). 

(125) The last proviso on page 968 of 
volume 44 of the Statutes at Large, in the 
act of January 12, 1927 (48 U. S. C. 39). 

(126) Section 2 of the act of February 25, 
1925 (43 Stat. 978; 48 U. S. ©. 174). 

(127) The act of March 27, 1928 (46 Stat. 
871, ch. 251; 48 U. S. C. 472, 472a). 

(128) Section 4 (f) of the act of June 22, 
1936, as amended (49 Stat. 1808; 48 U. S. C. 
14050 (f)). 

(129) The act of June 16, 1948 (62 Stat. 
458, ch. 478; 50 U. S. O. App., Supp. 1622 
note). 

* (180) Section 208 of the act of July 18, 
1939 (53 Stat. 1065). 

(181) Section 5 of the act of June 28, 1944 

(58 Stat. 531; D. C. Code, Supp., 1-241). 
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(132) Section 4 of the act of December 20, 
1944 (58 Stat. 822; D. C. Code, Supp., 1-247). 

Sec. 2. The following acts and parts of 
acts are amended by addition of the words 
“subject to applicable regulations under the 
Federal Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949, as amended,” as shown below: 

(1) After “Columbia,” in line 4 of the sev- 
enth paragraph on page 865 of volume 32 of 
the Statutes at Large, in the act of February 
25, 1903 (5 U. S. C. 110). 

(2) After “That” in line 7 of the act of 
February 27, 1948 (62 Stat. 37; 5 U. S. C., Supp., 
150p). 

(3) After “That” in line 2 of the act of 
July 16, 1946 (60 Stat. 535; 5 U. S. C. 207a). 

(4) After “That” in line 2 of the act of 
April 10, 1878 (20 Stat. 36; 5 U. S. C. 218). 

(5) After “(a)” in line 9 of the act of May 
26 1948 (62 Stat. 274; 5 U. S. C., Supp., 626 
1 (a)). 

(6) After “That” in line 2 of the act of 
June 1, 1926 (44 Stat. 680; 10 U. S. C. 1209). 

(7) After “That” in line 2 of the act of 
May 15, 1937 (50 Stat. 167, ch. 193; 10 U. S. O. 
1259). 

(8) After “That” in line 15 on page 949 of 
volume 41 of the Statutes at Large, in the 
act of June 5, 1920 (10 U. S. C. 1262). 

(9) After “and” in section 92 (d) of section 
1 of the act of August 4, 1949 (63 Stat. 
503; 14 U. S. C., Supp., 92 (d)); and there is 
deleted therefrom all after them.“ 

(10) After “vehicles, and” in section 93 
(h) of section 1 of the act of August 4, 1949 
(63 Stat. 504; 14 U. S. C., Supp., 93 (h)); 
and there is deleted therefrom all after 
“them.” 

(11) After “Commandant” in section 641 
(a) of section 1 of the act of August 4, 1949 
(63 Stat. 547; 14 U. S. C., Supp., 641 (a)); and 
there is deleted therefrom “regularly organ- 
ized flotilla or other organized” and “‘incor- 
porated” is substituted therefor, 

(12) After “Service” in section 302 (b) of 
the act of September 21, 1944 (58 Stat. 738; 
16 U. S. C. 590q-1). 

(13) After That“ in line 15 of section 401 
of the act of June 15, 1935 (49 Stat. 383; 16 
U. S. C. 715s); and there is also added after 
“That” in line 24 thereof except as otherwise 
provided by section 204 of the Federal Prop- 
erty and Administrative Services Act of 
1949.“ 

(14) After “purpose” in the last line of sec- 
tion 1 of the act of June 23, 1930 (46 Stat. 
798; 16 U. S. C. 793). 

(15) After “needed” in line 8 of the act of 
August 27, 1935 (49 Stat. 906; 22 U. S. C. 
277e). 

(16) After “That” in line 2 of the act of 
April 12, 1924 (43 Stat. 93, ch. 93; 25 U. S. C. 
190); and there is deleted all after the semi- 
colon in the last paragraph thereof. 

(17) After “That” in line 1 of the fourth 
paragraph on page 973 of volume 39 of the 
Statutes at Large, in the act of March 2, 
1917 (25 U. S. C. 293); there is deleted “net” 
from line 7 of said paragraph; and there is 
deleted “such” from line 13 of said para- 
graph and “the net” is substituted there- 
for. 

(18) After “directed” in section 2 of the 
act of February 25, 1919 (40 Stat. 1154; 30 
U. S. C. 4). 

(19) After “discretion” in line 9 on page 277 
of volume 39 of the Statutes at Large, in 
the act of July 1, 1916 (31 U. S. C. 418). 

(20) After “That” in line 1 under the 
heading “Treasury Department” in the act 
of June 8, 1896 (29 Stat. 268; 31 U. S. C. 
489). 

(21) After “discretion” in the act of March 
1, 1929 (45 Stat. 1430, ch. 429; 34 U. S. O. 
546b). 

(22) After “prescribe” in the act of De- 
cember 23, 1932 (47 Stat. 751; 34 U. S. C. 
546d). 

(23) After “discretion” in section 2 of the 
act of August 7, 1946 (60 Stat. 897; 34 U. S. 
C. 546g). $ 
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(24) After “That” in line 6 of the act of 
June 3, 1939 (53 Stat. 808; 40 U. S. C. 311b); 
and there is deleted therefrom “notwith- 
standing the first proviso in the fourth 
[sic] paragraph under the heading “Divi- 
sion of Supply” in title I of the act entitled 
“An act making appropriations for the 
Treasury and Post Office Departments for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1930, and for 
other purposes”, approved December 20, 1928 
(45 Stat. 1030),”. 

(25) After “authorized” in section 7 of 
the act of May 28, 1948 (62 Stat. 278; 48 
U. S. C., Supp., 485f). 

(26) After “authorized” in section 14 of 


the act of May 28, 1908 (35 Stat. 443; 50 


U. S. C. 64). 

(27) After “prescribe,” in line 4 of the 
act of February 8, 1889 (25 Stat. 657, ch. 
116; 50 U. S. C. 66). 

(28) After authorized“ in section 47 of 
the act of March 4, 1909 (35 Stat. 1075; 50 
U. S. C. 68). 

Sec. 3. The following acts and parts of 
acts ave amended by deletions, as shown be- 
low: 

(1) All after “bee-breeding stock” in sec- 
tion 103 of the act of September 21, 1944 
(58 Stat. 735; 7 U. S. C. 283). 

(2) The first proviso in section 1 of the 
act of June 28, 1944, as amended (58 Stat. 
624, ch. 306; 10 U. S. C., Supp., 1213, 34 
U. S. C., Supp., 555a). 

(3) All after “Coast Guard shore estab- 
lishments” in section 92 (o) of section 1 of 
the act of August 4, 1949 (63 Stat. 503; 14 


- U. S. C., Supp., 92 (o)). 


(4) Of “are surplus or” in section 1 of the 
act of March 4, 1921 (41 Stat. 1438, ch. 166; 
20 U. S. C. 60). 

(5) Of “net” in line 1 of section 88 of the 
ve of June 3, 1916 (39 Stat. 205; 32 U. S. O. 
45). 

(6) Of “; and August 30, 1935, section 7 (49 
Stat. 1049)" in section 6 of the act of August 
18, 1941 (55 Stat. 650; 33 U. S. C. 701c-2). 

(7) Of “to sell, lease, or exchange surplus 
equipment, supplies, products, or waste ma- 
terials belonging to the bureau or any of 
its plants or institutions; and” and the last 
sentence in section 29 of the act of June 7, 
1924 (43 Stat. 615; 38 U. S. C. 455). 

(8) Of “to any purchases when the aggre- 
gate amount involved does not exceed $500, 
nor” in section 2 (a) of the act of October 10, 
1940 (51 Stat. 1110; 41 U. S. C. 6a (a)). 

(9) Of “to any purchase or service when 
the aggregate amount does not exceed $100, or 
with respect to articles, materials, or sup- 
plies for use outside the United States when 
the aggregate amount involved does not ex- 
ceed $300; or” in section 2 (h) of the act 
of October 10, 1940 (54 Stat. 1110; 41 U. S. C. 
6a (h)). 

(10) All after the semicolon in section 12 
of the act of January 12, 1895, as amended 
(28 Stat. 602; 44 U. S. C. 14). 

(11) The seventh paragraph on page 320 
of volume 39 of the Statutes at Large, in the 
act of July 1, 1916 (44 U. S. C. 246). 

(12) Of “, and any provision of law relat- 
ing to the disposal of surplus Government 
property” in section 2 of the act of February 
6, 1941 (55 Stat. 6; 46 U. S. C. 1119b). 

(13) Of “dispose by lease or sale of wells, 
lands, or interests therein, not valuable for 
helium production; to dispose of oil, gas, 
and byproducts of helium operations not 
needed for Government use; and to” in sec- 
tion 1 (d) of the act of March 3, 1925, as 
amended (43 Stat. 1110; 50 U. S. C. 161 (d)). 

(14) Of “and shall submit through the 
Secretary of the Interior, estimates thereof” 
in the first proviso in the last full paragraph 
on page 147 of volume 19 of the Statutes at 
Large, in the act of August 15, 1876, and of 
“and shall submit through the Secretary of 
the Interior annually estimates thereof” in 
the twelfth full paragraph on page 298 of 
volume 19 of the Statutes at Large, in the 
act of March 3, 1877 (40 U. S. C. 136). 
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(15) Of “Extension, and the same shall be 
paid for by the Secretary of the Interior out 
of the appropriations for such extension, 
and from no other appropriation” in section 
1816 of the Revised Statutes (40 U. S. C. 
166). 

(16) The ninth full paragraph on page 
612 of volume 31 of the Statutes at Large, 
in the act of June 6, 1900 (40 U. S. C. 168a). 

(17) Of “with the approval of the Secre- 
tary of the Interior” in section 11 of the 
act of June 26, 1912, as amended (37 Stat. 
184; 40 U. S. C. 171). 

(18) The fifth paragraph on page 458 of 
volume 38 of the Statutes at Large, in the 
act of July 16, 1914 (40 U. S. C. 172). 

(19) Section 1832 of the Revised Statutes 
(40 U. S. C. 218). 

(20) Section 1833 of the Revised Stat- 
utes (40 U. S. C. 219). 

(21) Section 220 of the Revised Statutes 
(40 U. S. C. 220). 

Sec. 4. The following acts and parts of 
acts are amended, as shown below: 

(1) Section 93 (i) of section 1 of the act 
of August 4, 1949 (63 Stat. 504; 14 U. S. C., 
Supp., 93 (i)) is revised to read: “acquire, 
accept as gift, maintain, repair, and discon- 
tinue aids to navigation, appliances, equip- 
ment, and supplies;”. 

(2) By deleting all after “authorized” in 
line 1 through “authority” in line 11 of sec- 
tion 3 and by adding “but subject to section 
207 of the Federal Property and Administra- 
tive Services Act of 1949” after appropriate“ 
in line 12 of said section, in the act of April 
5, 1944 (58 Stat. 191; 30 U. S. C. 323). 

(3) By “or as provided in sec- 
tion 204 of the Federal Property and Admin- 
istrative Services Act of 1949, or in other 
law,” between “authorized by law,” and 
“shall be deposited” in section 3618 of the 
Revised Statutes (31 U. S. C. 487). 

(4) By deleting all after “serviceable” in 
line 3 of section 5 of the act of June 13, 1902 
(32 Stat. 373; 33 U. S. C. 558) and by substi- 
tuting therefor and is transferred or sold, 
the proceeds thereof may be credited to the 
appropriation for the work for which it was 
acquired.” 

(5) By deleting “It” in line 1 of section 5 
of the act of March 3, 1883 (22 Stat. 599; 34 
U. S. C. 492) and by substituting therefor 
“Except as otherwise provided under the 
Federal Property and Administrative Serv- 
ices Act of 1949, as amended, it.” 

(6) By deleting “section 34 (a) of the 
Surplus Property Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 765; 
50 U. S. C. 1611)” in section 1 of the act of 
August 7, 1946 (60 Stat. 897; 34 U. S. C. 546f), 
and by substituting therefor “section 602 (c) 
of the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949, as amended.” 

(7) By deleting or“ in line 11 under the 
heading “Supplies for Postal Service” in the 
Act of June 26, 1906 (34 Stat. 476; 39 U. S. C. 
355), and by substituting therefor “and, 
subject to applicable regulations under the 
Federal Property and Administrative Serv- 
ices Act of 1949, as amended, may similarly 
contract for such envelopes.” 

(8) The fourth full paragraph on page 
1112 of volume 32 of the Statutes at Large, 
in the Act of March 3, 1903 (40 U. S. C. 304), 
is revised to read: The General Services Ad- 
ministration is authorized to take custody, 
for disposal as excess property under the 
Federal Property and Administrative Serv- 
ices Act of 1949, as amended, of such lands 
as have been or may hereafter be acquired 
by the United States by devise.” 

(9) By adding “and shall be subject to 
applicable regulations under the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 
1949, as amended” after “ be“ in the 
last line of section 6 (a) of the act of Sep- 
7 1, 1937 (50 Stat. 890; 42 U. S. C. 1406 

a)). 

(10) By amending the fourth full para- 

graph appearing on page 547 of volume 44 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


of the Statutes at Large, in the act of May 
13, 1926 (41 U. S. C. 6a), to read as follows: 

“Hereafter the purchase of supplies and 
equipment and the procurement of services 
for all branches under the Architect of the 
Capitol may be made in the open market 
without compliance with section 3709 of the 
Revised Statutes of the United States, as 
amended, in the manner common among 
businessmen, when the aggregate amount of 
the purchase or the service does not ex- 
ceed $500 in any instance.” 


The amendments were agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 


for a third reading, read the third time, 


and passed. 
BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 2170) to amend the De- 
fense Production Act of 1950, as 
amended, was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I ask that the bill be passed over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 


ACTION BY AIR FORCE OFFICERS ON RE- 
PORTS AND VOUCHERS PERTAINING 10 
GOVERNMENT PROPERTY 


The bill (H. R. 1203) to authorize offi- 
cers designated by the Secretary of the 
Air Force to take action on reports of 
survey and vouchers pertaining to Gov- 
ernment property was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

EXCHANGE OF CERTAIN GOVERNMENT 

OWNED LANDS FOR CERTAIN PRI- 

VATELY OWNED LANDS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 1450) to provide for the ex- 
change of certain lands owned by the 
United States of America for certain 
privately owned lands which had been 
reported from the Committee on Public 
Works with an amendment on page 3, 
line 22, after the word “from”, to strike 
out “and to“, so as to make the bill 
read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, in order to ad- 
just the boundary of the Rock Creek and 
Potomac Parkway in connection with plans 
for providing a park-like treatment at the 
entrance to Georgetown, and in connection 
with the future widening of Pennsylvania 
Avenue, the Secretary of the Interior is au- 
thorized to accept on behalf of and without 
cost to the United States of America, from 
the owner thereof, unencumbered fee-simple 
title to the following-described parcel of 
land situated in the District of Columbia 
and more particularly, described as follows: 

Part of lot 14, square 1194, as per plat re- 
corded in the Office of the Surveyor of the 
District of Columbia in book 29, page 72, de- 
scribed as follows: 

Beginning for the same at the intersec- 
tion of the easterly line of Twenty-eighth 
Street and the south line of M Street, said 
point of beginning being also the northwest 
corner of said lot 14; thence along the south 
line of M Street east seventy and ninety-five 
one-hundredths feet to the northeast corner 
of said lot 14; thence in a southwesterly di- 
rection along the arc of the circle, the radius 
of which is two hundred and no tenths feet, 
deflecting to the right an arc distance of 
seventy-one and two one-hundredths feet 
to the northerly line of Pennsylvania Ave- 
nue; thence along said northerly line of 
Pennsylvania Avenue north sixty-five de- 
grees twenty minutes west forty-four and 
fifty one-hundredths feet to the easterly line 
of Twenty-eighth Street and the southwest 
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corner of said lot 14; thence along said east- 
erly line of Twenty-eighth Street north no 
degrees three minutes west forty-five and 
seventeen one-hundredths feet to the point 
of beginning, containing three thousand 
three hundred twenty-two and forty-three 
one-hundredths square feet. 

And upon acceptance of such title to such 
parcel of land, the Secretary of the Interior, 
acting for and on behalf of the United 
States of America, is authorized and directed 
to convey, without cost to the United States 
of America, to the grantor of the above-de- 
scribed tract of land, all right, title, and in- 
terest of the United States of America in and 
to the following-described tract of land 
owned by the United States of America and 
located in the District of Columbia, more 
particularly described as follows: 

Parts of lots 9 and 10, square 1194, as per 
plat recorded in the Office of the Surveyor 
of the District of Columbia in Book G. T. 2, 
at page 23, described as follows: 

Beginning for the same at a point on the 
south line of M Street, said point of be- 
ginning being the northwest corner of lot 9 
and running thence along the south line of 
M Street east thirty-nine and fifty-five one- 
hundredths feet to the northeast corner of 
lot 10; thence along the east line of said lot 
10 south twenty-four feet; thence south 
twenty-eight degrees sixteen minutes fifty 
seconds west eighty-three and forty-seven 
one-hundredths feet to a point in the north- 
erly line of Pennsylvania Avenue, said point 
being the southwest corner of said lot 9; 
thence along the west line of said lot 9 north 
ninety-seven and fifty-one one-hundredths 
feet to the point of beginning, containing 
two thousand four hundred two and eighty- 
six ohe-hundredths square feet. 

The deeds of conveyance from the United 
States of America shall contain such condi- 
tions, convenants, or restrictions as the Sec- 
retary of the Interior, after consultation with 
the National Capital Park and Planning Com- 
mission shall see fit to impose in connection 
with the future widening of Pennsylvania 
Avenue. 

All land descriptions set forth in this act 
are in accordance with a plat of computa- 
tion recorded in the Office of the Surveyor of 
the District of Columbia in survey book 161, 
page 309. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for 
a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 


REHABILITATION OF THE ECONOMY OF 
SOUTH KOREA 


The joint resolution (S. J. Res 104) to 
assist in the rehabilitation of the econ- 
omy of South Korea, and for other pur- 
poses, was announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mon- 
RONEY in the chair). Is there objection 
to the present consideration of the joint 
resolution? 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, I 
wish to say that I noticed by a press re- 
port under date of August 16 that South 
Korea was asking the Government of the 
United States to pay an amount of $100,- 
000,000 for goods and services and sup- 
plies furnished to the United States 
fighting forces in Korea, and prompt 
payment was requested. The Senator 
from Kansas would like to inquire of the 
distinguished Senator in charge of the 
measure just what it provides, and if it 
is contemplated that any of the matters 
referred to in the article which I have 
just read, which appeared in the New 
York Times of Friday, August 17, 1851, 
shall be considered in connection with 
the measure, S 


— 
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Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
did not hear the first part of the sugges- 
tion of the Senator from Kansas, but I 
can tell him what the joint resolution 
does. It merely opens up the Ship Sales 
Act, which we permitted to expire about 
4 months ago, to allow South Korea to 
purchase at the ships sales price, as any 
other purchaser may, up to 50,000 tons 
of certain ships to be used in intercoastal 
waters, intercoastal and coastal trade. 
The need for the ships in Korean waters 
is great. I have not yet received word to 
that effect, but I can tell the Senator 
from Kansas that the Department of 
Defense is very anxious about the joint 
resolution, They will be disposing of 
what we call the CI-M-AVI type of ships 
we built during World War II for pos- 
sible use in the Baltic and in coastal 
areas where the bays and the gulfs are 
very shallow waters. These CI-M-AVI's, 
of which I think we have some 50 or 60, 
are in moth balls, and it is costing us 
money to keep them tied up. 

We have not been able to sell the 
ships to any American operators. They 
can only be used in the type of waters 
that surround the Korean coast. The 
only possible use we would have for them 
would be in the Alaskan run. The 
Alaskan operators have already pur- 
chased all the CI-M-AVI's they can use. 
The bill is merely to allow Korea, which 
has no ships at all, to purchase these 
ships at the regular price all others pay. 
Where the money will come from I do 
not know, but South Korea would have 
to pay us for the vessels., 

There is only one port in Korea, name- 
ly, Pusan, which ships of deep draft 
can enter. The road system of the 
peninsula is very bad. The transporta- 
tion system is not what it should be, 
particularly across the peninsula. These 
small ships would enable the South Ko- 
reans to enhance their transportation 
system. Of course, so long as we are 
fighting in Korea, the ships would be 
immensely valuable for defense. There 
are in Korea a few seamen who are avail- 
able. There are not many licensed per- 
sonnel available. 

There is another good reason for the 
proposed sale. I think the psychological 
effect of the flying of the flag of the 
Republic of South Korea on the inland 
waters of the Orient, particularly the 
Sea of Japan and the Korean coast, 
will be worth a great deal to the whole 
United Nations cause. That is why we 
are offering the measure. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I thank the Sen- 
ator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the joint resolution? 

There being no objection, the joint 
resolution was considered, ordered to be 


engrossed for a third reading, read the 


third time and passed, as follows: 


Resolved, etc., That the Secretary of Com- 
merce is authorized, at any time prior to 
12 months from the date of enactment of 
this joint resolution, to transfer to the Gov- 
ernment of the Republic of South Korea not 
more than fifty thousand tons deadweight 
of war-built vessels suitable for the coast- 
wise (and intercoastal) trade of South Ko- 
rea. Such transfers shall be made for cash 
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at prices determined under section 3 of the 
Merchant Ships Sales Act of 1946: Provided, 
That, notwithstanding the last paragraph of 
section 3 (d) of such act, the Secretary may 
grant allowances for putting such vessels in 
class in accordance with the minimum re- 
quirements of the American Bureau of Ship- 
ping. 


The preamble was agreed to. 


REGULATIONS FOR PREVENTING COLLI- 
SIONS AT SEA 


The bill (H. R. 5013) to authorize the 
President to proclaim regulations for 
preventing collisions at sea was consid- 
ered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


BILLS AND CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 
PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 2180) to provide for 
slaughter quotas and allocations of live- 
stock was announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. By request, I 
object. e 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The concurrent resolution (S. Con. 
Res. 27) providing for a consolidated 
general appropriation bill for each fiscal 
year, was announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the concurrent resolution? 

Mr. MAYBANK. I object. { 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
concurrent resolution will be passed over. 


COMPENSATION FOR OVERTIME AND 
HOLIDAY EMPLOYMENT—BILL PASSED 
OVER 


The bill (S. 354) to amend Public Law 
106, Seventy-ninth Congress, with regard 
to compensation for overtime and holi- 
day employment was announced as next 
in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
this seems to me to be a far-reaching 
piece of legislation, and I request that it 
go over, to give the junior Senator from 
New Jersey an opportunity to study the 
whole measure. Does the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. JounsTon] think 
that this is the sort of legislation which 
should be passed on the mere call of the 
calendar? . 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
The main thing the bill does is to raise 
the compensation of certain employees 
from $2,980, the minimum pay rate, to 
what we believe would be in line with 
the present value of the dollar. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, this seems 
to be another one of the escalator bills, 
and if no other Senator objects, I shall. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I wish the 
Recorp to show that I was anxious that 
the bill be passed over for the purpose of 
further study. I am not opposed to the 
principle of the legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard on the part of the Senator 
from South Dakota. The bill will be 
passed over. 
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ENLARGEMENT OF EXISTING WATER- 
SUPPLY FACILITIES FOR THE SAN 
DIEGO, CALIF., AREA 


The bill (H. R. 5102) to authorize the 
Secretary of the Navy to enlarge existing 
water-supply facilities for the San Diego, 
Calif., area in order to insure the exist- 
ence of an adequate water supply for 
naval and Marine Corps installations and 
defense-production plants in such area 
was announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? ; 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I am not going to 
object to consideration of the bill, but I 
wish to point out a matter to the Senate. 
For a long time we have had a bill before 
the Senate and upon the calendar for 
relief in the case of what is known as the 
Healy claim. It has been constantly ob- 
jected to. It arose out of the claim of a 
contractor in San Diego on the very proj- 
ect to which the bill just called relates, 
who was not allowed to proceed with the 
project. Now a bill is offered, the pur- 
pose of which is to proceed with the proj- 
ect, anyway, before we even take care of 
the contractor who got caught in a sort 
of a bite there on the whole question of 
the water supply in San Diego, 

I merely desired to point that matter 
out to the Senate, because the two cases 
are involved. I think in considering this 
bill we ought to consider the old accounts 
which are involved. I do not object to 
the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? i 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 
5102) to authorize the Secretary of the 
Navy to enlarge existing water-supply 
facilities for the San Diego, Calif., area 
in order to insure the existence of an ade- 
quate water supply for naval and Marine 
Corps installations and defense- produe- 
tion plants in such area, which had been 
reported from the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs with an amendment 
to strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert: i 

That, subject to the provisions of section 
3 of this act, the Secretary of the Navy, 
under the direction of the Secretary of De- 
fense, is authorized and directed to pro- 
vide for— i 

(1) Such enlargement of the existing 
aqueduct extending from the west end of 
the San Jacinto tunnel of the Metropolitan 
Water District of Southern California to the 
San Vicente Reservoir in San Diego County, 
Calif., as may be necessary to increase the 
rated capacity of such existing equeduct 
from 85 cubic feet per second to not less 
than 165 cubic feet per second, or 

(2) The construction of a new aqueduct 
paralleling such existing aqueduct and hav- 
ing a rated capacity of not less than 80 cubic 
feet per second. 

SEC. 2. The use of all water diverted 
through said works from the Colorado River 
shall be subject to and controlled by the 
Colorado River Compact, the Boulder 
Canyon Project Act, the California Self- 
Limitation Statute, and the Mexican Water 
Treaty and shall be included within and 
shall in no way increase the total quantity 
of water to the use of which the State of 
California is entitled and limited by said 
compact, statutes, and treaty. 
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Sec, 3. No construction shall bè ünder- 
taken under the authority of section 1 of 
this act and no funds shall be expended for 
the preparation of plans or specifications 
for any such construction unless and until 
the Secretary of the Navy has entered into 
a contract with the San Diego County Wa- 
ter Authority amending the contract (NOy- 
13300) of October 17, 1945 (providing for the 
completion of such existing aqueduct), to 
provide— 

(1) For the computation of the true cost 
of the work performed under the authority 
of section 1 of this act in the same manner 
as provided for determining true cost in such 
contract of October 17, 1945; 

(2) For the repayment of the true cost of 
the work performed under the authority of 
section 1 of this act, together with interest 
on such amount computed at the rate cer- 
tified by the Secretary of the Treasury to be 
the average rate paid by the United States 
on its long-term loans, within a period of 
40 years after the completion and delivery 
to the San Diego County Water Authority of 

on of the works constructed under 
the authority of this act: Provided, That 
repayment shall be made in annual install- 
ments of not less than one-fortieth of the 
true cost due when computed as herein pre- 
scribed plus annually accrued interest; 

(3) that the use of all water diverted 
through said works from the Colorado River 
shall be subject to and controlled by the Col- 
orado River Compact, the Boulder Canyon 
Project Act, the California Self-Limitation 
Statute, and the Mexican Water Treaty and 
shall be included within and shall in no way 
increase the total quantity of water to the 
use of which the State of California is en- 
titled and limited by the said compact, 
treaty, and statutes; 

(4) for the conveyance by the United 
States to the San Diego County Water Au- 
thority of title to the words constructed (in- 
cluding all rights-of-way and other inter- 
ests in land used in connection with such 
works) under such contract of October 17, 
1945, together with the works constructed 
under the authority of section 1 of this act, 
upon repayment of the true cost of such 
works, including interest, computed as here- 
inabove set forth; and 

(5) that after the effective date of this 
contract the member agencies of the San 
Diego County Water Authority, their succes- 
sors or assigns as the distributors of the 
water, shall furnish to the Government on 
a preferential basis and at a rate no higher 
than that charged other users of comparable 
quantities of water, a quantity of water suf- 
ficient to meet the requirements of Gov- 
ernment activities located and to be located 
in the area served by such agencies, 

Sec. 4. For the purpose of enabling him to 
carry out the provisions of the first section 
of this act, the Secretary of the Navy is 
authorized to acquire lands and rights per- 
taining thereto, or other interests therein, 
including the temporary use thereof, by do- 
nation, purchase, exchange of Government- 
owned lands, or otherwise. 

Sec. 5. The United States and the San 
Diego County Water Authority and their re- 
spective permittees, licensees, and con- 
tractees and all users and appropriators of 
water of the Colorado River diverted or de- 
livered through the existing aqueduct and 
the enlargement or addition thereto shall 
observe and be subject to the Colorado River 
Compact, the Boulder Canyon Project Act, 
the California Self-Limitation Statute, and 
the Mexican Water Treaty in the diversion, 
delivery, and use of water of the Colorado 
River, anything in this act to the contrary 
not withstanding, and such condition and 
covenant shall attach as a matter of law 
whether or not set out or referred to in the 
instrument evidencing such permit, license, 
or contract and shall be deemed to be for 
the benefit of and be available to the States 
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of Arizona, California, Colorado, Nevada, 
New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming and the 
users of water therein or thereunder by way 
of suit, defense, or otherwise in any litiga- 
tion respecting the waters of the Colorado 
River. . 

Sec. 6. The Secretary of the Navy is au- 
thorized to provide for the construction of 
the whole or any part of the work authorized 
by the first section of this act (1) by con- 
tract, (2) by the use of facilities and per- 
sonnel of the Navy Department, or (3) by the 
use of the facilities and personnel of any 
other department or agency of the United 
States with which an agreement may be 
entered into to perform or to have performed 
the whole or any part of such work. 

Sec. 7. The appropriation of such sums as 
may be necessary to carry out the provisions 
of this act is hereby authorized. 

Sec. 8. This act and all works constructed 
hereunder shall be subject to and controlled 
by the Colorado River compact dated Novem- 
ber 24, 1922, and proclaimed effective by the 
President June 25, 1929; the Boulder Canyon 
Project Act approved December 21, 1928; the 
California Limitation Act approved by the 
Governor of California March 4, 1929; and no 
right or claim of right to the use of the 
waters of the Colorado River shall be aided 
or prejudiced hereby. 


Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I send 
to the desk an amendment, which I ask 
to have stated, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 11, line 
3, it is proposed to insert the following: 

The Secretary of the Interior, out of funds 
now in the Treasury of the United States 
or that may, hereafter, be deposited therein 
to the credit of the Indians of California, is 
hereby authorized and directed to pay dele- 
gates representing Indians of California, from 
and after January 1, 1946, while in Washing- 
ton, D. C., and en route from California and 
return, including not to exceed 90 days of 
travel each year in California, by such del- 


egates, to receive instructions from and 


make reports to said Indians, $8 per diem 
(in lieu of subsistence), and compensation 
at the rate of $10 per day, together with 
transportation equal to the cost of rail- 
road and pullman fares, and other ex- 
penses which are usual for official business; 
provided that vouchers for payment of ex- 
penses (other than transportation) shall be 
supported by verified receipts; but compen- 
sation and per diem shall not be paid to 
delegates traveling by automobile in excess 
of the time required to perform the travel by 
railroad. Delegates within the meaning of 
this act shall be any person selected and au- 
thorized by enrolled Indians of California 
and who shall have represented said Indians 
before committees of Congress, departments 
of the Government, and agents thereof with- 
in the District of Columbia. The claims for 
per diem, compensation, and expenses shall 
be notarized and shall be submitted to the 
Secretary of the Interior, and within 30 
days after submission he shall determine, 
and make payments to, the eligible delegates. 


Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may have 10 
minutes, instead of the usual 5, to ex- 
plain the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from North Dakota? The Chair hears 
none. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, the In- 
dians of California have in the Treas- 
ury about $6,000,000, resulting from a 
judgment by the Court of Claims. The 
act of May 18, 1928—Forty-fifth Stat- 
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utes, page 602—authorizes the use of 
these funds for their benefit. 

The delegates representing Indians of 
California were authorized to appear 
and have appeared before departments 
and agencies of the Federal Govern- 
ment, as well as committees of Congress, 
to secure remedial legislation from Con- 


‘gress, and to employ attorneys to pre- 


sent the claims of the Indians of Cali- 
fornia before the Indian Claims Com- 
mission and other tribunals. 

The delegates in the course of their 
duties spent several months in Washing- 
ton in the years 1946, 1947, 1948, 1949, 
1950, and again this year. I may say 
that I conferred with them time and 
time again. ‘These Indians, by the way, 
are in desperate need of this money. I 
conferred with them again this year. 
Their expenses have been advanced by 
contributions and loans by friends, and 
by personal funds of the delegates. The 
advancement of money constitutes a 
moral and legal obligation which should 
be paid from funds in the Treasury to 
the credit of the Indians of California. 
It is their own money that they are try- 
ing to get. 

The activities of the delegates have 
been for the benefit of all the Indians of 
California and have resulted, among 
other things, in, first, the selection and 
employment of attorneys to represent 
those Indians before the Indian Claims 
Commission, under contracts approved 
by the Secretary of the Interior; second, 
congressional authority to revise the of- 
ficial roll of the Indians of California by 
adding the names of the descendants of 
the enrollees born during the past 20 
years, and for other purposes; and, third, 
the enactment of the measure providing 
for a payment of $150 to each enrollee. 

Mr. President, I have a letter from 
Hon. Usuer L. BurDICK, a distinguished 
Representative in Congress from the 
State of North Dakota. He was born 
among the Indians and lived among 
them all his life until he came to Con- 
gress. I think he is known to practi- 
cally every Member of this body. He 
ces me on the 23d of August last. He 
said: 

In the California Indians claim bill where 
& recovery of $5,000,000 was obtained, it was 
due in a large measure to the fact that 
these Indians sent to Washington, from 
time to time, delegates and representatives 
who appeared before departments, bureaus, 
and committtees in the interest of these 
claims. 

Since 1946 none of these delegates has re- 
ceived pay from the proceeds of the recovery. 


Think of it. They obtained their re- 
covery in 1946. Those Indians have been 
starving ever since. They are not al- 
lowed to employ attorneys to prosecute 
their claims further. Six million dollars 
is available, and they cannot get their 
money; 1946, 1947, 1948, 1949, and 1950 
have gone by, and now we are in 1951. 

Of course, if these Indians had a great 
many votes it would be another matter. 
But there are only roughly 400,000 In- . 
dians scattered all over the United States 
so, of course, they represent only a very 
small minority, no matter where they 
may happen to live. They seem to be 
unable to get any attention at the hands 
of Congress. 
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Reading further from Mr. Burpicx’s 
letter: 


They have borrowed here and there, any- 
where they could borrow, and carried this 
fight on to success. 

It would seem to me that the expenses of 
these delegates should be paid out of the 
Indian funds secured. It costs money to 
travel around Indian reservations and to 
Washington to perfect the testimony neces- 
sary in claims of this size. The least the 
Government could do would be to ask of 
Congress authority to pay these expenses out 
of the amount recovered, and thus have all 
Indians participating in the recovery pay 
their full share of the expenses of the com- 
mon effort. 


Mr. Collett, representing the Indians of 


California, or some of them, thinks a rider 
to a pending Indian bill in the Senate could 
accomplish this purpose. 


So, Mr. President, because this bill in- 
volves California interests, and deals with 
a project in California which will benefit 
the white people in San Diego, I there- 
fore offer this amendment, and I hope it 
may be accepted. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, Iam 
fully alert to the situation which the 
able Senator from North Dakota has 
called to our attention. He has always, 
and quite properly, taken an interest not 
only in the Indians of California and his 
own State of North Dakota, but the In- 
dians of the entire country. I think he 
is to be commended for the alertness he 
has shown in these matters. 

However, I respectfully suggest to the 
Senator from North Dakota and other 
Members of the Senate that this bill is 
hardly the place for this particular 
amendment, The bill itself is a bill 
which has been proposed by the Depart- 
ment of National Defense. It is believed 
that it vitally affects the national de- 
fense establishments in the San Diego 
area. 

The bill provides for the building of a 
second aqueduct, in the amount of $18,- 
000,000, which will be entirely repaid by 
the San Diego Water District, principal 
plus interest, the principal to be repaid 
in 40 years. 

So the subject matter of the bill itself 
is entirely different from the subject 
matter of the amendment. For that rea- 
son, with the greatest respect for my 
friend from North Dakota, I ask that the 
amendment not be pressed in connection 
with this bill, since it is not germane to 
the subject matter. I hope we may have 
a vote on the bill itself, under the unan- 
imous-consent agreement for considera- 
tion of bills on the calendar. 

There will be other bills before the 
Senate, dealing with the general subject 
matter of the amendment. In the 
meantime, the Senator from North Da- 
kota having brought this subject to the 
attention of the Senate and the country 
through his own efforts and those of the 
able Representative from North Dakota, 
the proper committees of the Congress 
will give this subject very early attention. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 

Mr. LANGER. The distinguished 
Senator knows that many Indians are 
starving. The Monterey Indians, near 
Palm Springs, are starving. In Palm 
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Springs land is selling for more than 
$1,500 an acre. The poor Indians there, 
300 in number, cannot even get title to 
their property. I was there among them 
only a short time ago. They are starving. 
The present Secretary of the Interior has 
done a good job. He has done more for 
them than ever has been done for them 
in all the previous history of the Depart- 
ment of the Interior. Nevertheless, he is 
handicapped by a lack of funds. I ask 
the distinguished Senator to join me, in 
case I withdraw this amendment, in a bill 
to take care of the Indians of California. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I will say to the 
Senator from North Dakota that I fully 
agree with him that our past Indian pol- 
icy has not been a sound one. I think 
it is nothing short of a crime that in this 
year of 1951 there should be Indians who 
are not integrated into the general life 
of America. 

I think the Senator is to be commended 
for constantly calling attention to the 
situation. I certainly shall be prepared 
to join the Senator from North Dakota in 
any constructive legislation on the sub- 
ject. I have not had an opportunity to 
examine the details of this particular 
proposal. I shall be glad to join in any 
effort to meet the problem in an equitable 
manner, 

Mr. LANGER. The Senator from Cal- 
ifornia voted for the $90,000,000 appro- 
priation for the Navajo and Hopi Indians 
in New Mexico and Arizona. I should 
like to sponsor a similar bill for the In- 


dians of California—and, I may say, I 
want to include the Indians of North 
‘Dakota. There are a great many poor 
Indians in North Dakota. I should like 


to know whether or not the Senator from 
California will join me in a bill making 


‘provision for the Indians of North Da- 
_kota and California along similar lines to 


the relief granted the Navajo and Hopi 
Indians. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I will say to the 
Senator from North Dakota that I will 


‘certainly join with him in any effort to 
relieve the distress of the Indians, who, 


I think, in many instances, have been 
unfairly treated. I do not wish to say 


‘to the Senator on the floor of the Sen- 
‘ate, without an opportunity to examine 
‘in detail the amendment which he has 
‘offered, just what form that relief 
‘should take. However, I am as sympa- - 


thetic to the needs of the Indians as is 
the Senator from North Dakota. 

Mr. LANGER. I take it the dis- 
tinguished Senator, if he finds that the 
bill is properly drawn and is patterned 
after the Navajo-Hopi Indian bill, will 


be glad to join in it. 


Mr. KNOWLAND. I shall certainly 


‘give it favorable consideration. 


Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I with- 
draw the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Sparkman in the chair). The Senator 
from North Dakota withdraws his 
amendment, i 

The question is on agreeing to the 
committee amendment. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, in 
the committee the Senator from Nevada 
[Mr. Manone] had certain questions in 
his mind. I had telephoned for him so 
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that he could be present in the Chamber 
at the time the bill was under considera- 
tion. I see the Senator present in the 
Chamber, I believe he has a statement 
to make. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Nevada yield to 
me for just a moment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Nevada has not yet asked 
for recognition. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, as 
has already been stated, this bill was 
considered in the first place by the 
Armed Services Committees of both the 
House and the Senate. House bill 5102 
was the bill before the Armed Services 
Committee of the House, and the Sen- 
ate bill 234, a companion bill, was before 
the Armed Services Committee of the 
Senate. In each instance the principle 
of the bill was approved. 

When the bill was favorably reported 
by the Committee on Armed Services of 
the Senate and was placed on the calen- 
dar, as chairman of the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs I asked 
unanimous consent that the bill be sent 
to the Committee on Interior and In- 
sular Affairs, inasmuch as that commit- 
tee has jurisdiction of the Colorado 
River. The members of that committee 
are extremely anxious that the waters 
of that river shall be properly used for 
the development of all the Colorado 
River Basin States, the upper basin 
States and the so-called lower basin 
States, among which are the States of 
Arizona, New Mexico, Nevada, and so 
forth. 

When the committee considered the 
bill the Senator from Nevada spoke very 
feelingly about the situation which exists 
in his State. He wanted to be certain 
that this bill was not providing addi- 
tional water which could be used in Cali- 
fornia, to the detriment and disadvan- 
tage of other lower basin States, notably 
the State of Nevada. It should be pointed 
out that under the Colorado River com- 
pact the States of the upper basin and 
the States of the lower basin were au- 
thorized to make compacts among them- 
selves. The States of the upper basin 
have fortunately at length succeeded in 
entering into a compact for the distribu- 
tion of the waters which are allocated 
to the upper basin States by the Colo- 
rado River compact itself. i 

Unfortunately the States of the lower 
basin have not reached any such com- 
pact. 

The Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs, making a favorable report upon 
this bill, wrote into its report the fol- 
lowing language, which I should like to 
read into the RECORD: 

The committee does not intend in author- 
izing appropriations for the construction of 
additional works to establish any new right 
of any kind for the use of Colorado River 


‚water in the State of California for the use 


of United States installations or otherwise. 
The bill specifically provides that all diver- 
sions through the authorized works from the 


‘Colorado River shal. be subject to and con- 


trolled by the Colorado River compact, the 
Boulder Canyon Project Act, the California 
self-limitation statute, and the Mexican 
water treaty. It does not “increase the total 
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quantity of water to the use of which the 
State of California is entitled and limited“ 


That language comes from the bill it- 
self— 
by the foregoing compact, Federal and State 
Jaws, and the treaty with Mexico. There is 
no basis in this act, therefore, for any claim 
to the establishment of an additional water 
right of any kind for military purposes. 
Water to be used for the Navy by virtue of 
this authorization is strictly within the 
amount to which the State of California 
„is entitled and limited“ under the fore- 
going documents. 


In other words, Mr. President, we are 
recommending a bill which would only 
authorize the construction of certain 
works, and does not affect any water 
rights whatever in the system. I desired 
to make that additional statement. 


DIVISION OF COLORADO RIVER WATER— 
THE LOWER BASIN—FIVE STATES 


Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, the 
proposed legislation has opened up the 
entire subject of the division of the 
water of the lower basin of the Colorado 
River. 

The Colorado River compact was writ- 
ten at Santa Fe in 1922 and signed by 
the representatives of the seven States 
of the basin. It was signed by W. S. 
Norviel, for the State of Arizona; by 
W. F. McClure, for the State of Califor- 
nia; by Delph E. Carpenter, for the State 
of Colorado; by J. G. Scrugham, for the 
State of Nevada, who later served as a 
Senator from the State of Nevada; by 
Stephen B. Davis, Jr., for the State of 
New Mexico; by R. E, Caldwell, for the 
State of Utah; and by Frank C. Emer- 
son, for the State of Wyoming. 

Later, six of the States ratified the 
compact, Only Arizona held out. It 
was necessary in the Boulder Dam legis- 
lation, which was introduced in succes- 
sive Congresses from 1922 to 1927, to 
insert an amendment to provide that if 
any six States, including California, rati- 
— the compact it would become effec- 

ve. 

It left the State of Arizona out of the 
picture. Arizona did later ratify it, after 
the dam had been completed, 

The division was made between the 
upper and lower divisions, that is the 
point I would like to make. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Sparkman in the Chair). Let the Chair 
state to the Senator from Nevada that 
his time has expired. ; 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Senator 
from Nevada may be given five addi- 
tional minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
the Senator from Nevada is recognized 
for five additional minutes. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, the im- 
portance of this matter cannot be over- 
emphasized insofar as the lower basin 
States of Arizona, California, Nevada, 
New Mexico, and Utah are concerned, 
inasmuch as a certain amount of water 
was allocated to the lower basin through 
the Colorado River compact. That 
amount cannot now be increased or de- 
creased by any act of Congress since 
the compact was approved in the regular 
manner, 
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The seven-State Colorado River com- 
pact in article III (d) provides that the 
States of the upper division “will not 
cause the flow of the river at Lee Ferry 
to be depleted below an aggregate of 
75,000,000 acre-feet for any period of 10 
consecutive years reckoned in continu- 
ing progressive series beginning with the 
first day of October nex‘ succeeding the 
ratification of this. compact.” 

Article III (e) provides further that— 

The States of the upper division shall not 
withhold water, and the States of the lower 
division shall not require the delivery of 
water, which cannot reasonably be applied 
to domestic and agricultural! uses. 


Article III (a) provides that 

There is hereby apportioned from the Colo- 
rado River system in perpetuity to the upper 
basin and to the lower basin, respectively, 
the exclusive beneficial consumptive use of 
7,500,000 acre-feet of water per annum, which 
shall include all water necessary for the sup- 
ply of any rights which now exist. 


Article III (b) provides: 

In addition to the apportionment in para- 
graph (a), the lower basin is hereby given 
the right to increase its beneficial consump- 
tive use of such waters by 1,000,000 acre-feet 
per ant um. 


Article III (c) provides: 

If, as a matter of international comity, the 
United States of America shall hereafter rec- 
ognize in the United States of Mexico any 
right to the use of any waters of the Colo- 
rado River system, such waters shall be sup- 
plied from the waters which are surplus over 
an’ above the aggregate of the quantities 
specified in paragraphs (a) and (b); and if 
such surplus shall prove insufficient for this 
purpose, then, the burden of such deficiency 
shall be equally borne by the upper basin 
and the lower basin, and whenever necessary 
the States of the upper division shall deliver 
at Lee Ferry water to supply one-half of the 
deficiency so recognized in addition to that 
provided in paragraph (d). 


It will be seen that the water has been 
divided between the upper and lower di- 
visions of the river as described in the 
Colorado River compact, approved by 
the legislatures of the seven basin States 
and by the Senate of the United States. 
The latter approved the compact as an 
interstate agreement in accordance with 
the Constitution of the United States. 
No change can be made in this appor- 
tionment by any act of Congress not sub- 
scribed to by the States of the basin in 
the prescribed manner. 

Both, the upper basin States, includ- 
ing Colorado, Wyoming, New Mexico, 
and Utah, and the lower basin States, 
including Arizona, California, Nevada, 
New Mexico, and Utah—it will be noted 
that the States of New Mexico and Utah 
are in both the upper and lower basins 
under the terms as used in the Colorado 
River compact—have entered into an 
agreement, and the agreement was ap- 
proved by the United States Senate. 

The lower basin States have been un- 
able to arrive at an agreement dividing 
the water to which the respective States 
may be entitled. . 

Mr. President, in 1945 the Senate of 
the United States approved a treaty with 
Mexico giving tħem 1,500,000 acre-feet 


of water when as a matter of common 


knowledge Mexico had never used more 
than 750,000 acre-feet of water in any 
one year, During all the years of nego- 
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tion between the States of the Colorado 
River basin, represented by State engi- 
neers and other men thoroughly aware 
of the amount of water which had been 
utilized by Mexico, no one ever contem- 
plated that more than 750,000 acre-feet 
of water would be allocated to that 
country under a treaty. 

Estimates of the amount of water 
available for irrigation within the States 
of the basin were made on that basis. 

The Administration and the Senate of 
the United States, by treaty, gave Mex- 
ico an outright gift of 750,000 extra 
acre-feet of water from the Colorado 


River. As a result, the basin is short by 


34 million acre-feet in the final amount 
that the States may utilize. 

It becomes increasingly urgent that 
the Senate not indicate by any action 
that it takes the position that additional 
water should be allocated to any State 
under any pretext, whether military or 
otherwise, in the absence of interstate 
agreement between the lower basin 
States: 

Under sections 4 and 5 of the contract 
of April 24, 1930, as amended September 
28, 1931, between the United States and 
the Metropolitan Water District of Cali- 
fornia, it is provided in article 6, sections 
4 and 5: 

A fourth priority to the Metropolitan 
Water District of Southern California andor 
the city of Los Angeles, for beneficial con- 
sumptive use, by themselves and/or others, 
on the coastal plain of southern California, 
550,000 acre-feet of water per annum, 

Sec. 5. A fifth priority (a) to the Metropol- 
itan Water District of Southern California 
and/or the city of Los Angeles for benefi- 
cial consumptive use, by themselves and/or 
others, on the coastal plain of southern Cal- 
ifornia, 550,000 acre-feet of water per an- 
num, and (b) to the city of San Diego and/ 
or County of San Diego, for beneficial con- 
sumptive use 112,000 acre-feet of water per 
annum. The rights designated (a) and (b) 
in this section are equal in priority. 


It will be noted that the present bill, 
H. R. 5102, in providing for the con- 
struction of a second aqueduct, would 
allow more water to be used than is al- 
located to the city of San Diego. The 
city of San Diego is limited to 112,000 
acre-feet of water per annum and the 
capacity of two aqueducts will be con- 
siderably beyond that amount. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Nevada has 
again expired. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the distin- 
guished Senator from Nevada may con- 
tinue with this very, very interesting and 
important subject for the rest of the af- 
ternoon or for any part of the afternoon 
which he may need. 


Very frankly, Mr. President, this bill 
has bothered me a great deal, and I want 
to get all the light I can regarding it, 
I do not wish to object to it, because it 
is of very grave importance, and I am 
not going to object. I think the Senate 
should have the light which the Sena- 
tor from Nevada can give us in regard 
to this very important matter, because, 
very frankly, I know very little about the 
matter of delivering water to Mexico and 
I know very little about water “(a)”, 
and water “(b)” and the dispute which 


the various States have over this water. 


1951 


So, I should like to have more light on 
this subject. Therefore, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the Senator from 
Nevada may have sufficient time to ex- 
plain this matter clearly to the Mem- 
bers of the Senate, so that we may know 
what we are voting on. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 
perhaps if I could make a brief state- 

ment, that might be helpful. 

First, I wish to thank the Senator from 
Nevada for giving some of the back- 
ground of the Mexican water treaty and 
the various obligations. 

I merely wish to point out that this 
legislation was introduced at the request 
of the National Defense Establishment. 
Normally, the San Diego Reservoir 
should have a 10-year supply of water on 
hand. However, the reservoir is down to 
a 1-year supply, and the Defense Es- 
tablishment believes that is detrimental 
to defense establishments in the San 
Diego area, as well as being detrimental 
to that community. 

The approximate amount of money 
which will be required for construction 
of the second barrel—because when the 
first barrel was installed, the tunnels 
were built large enough to take care of 
the second barrel—is 818,000,000. This 
entire amount will be repaid to the Fed- 
etal Government in 40 annual instal- 
ments, plus interest, so that the Federal 
Government will get back every nickel 
plus interest. 

Mr. LANGER. What will the rate of 
interest be? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. It will be the aver- 
age rate of interest which is paid by the 
‘Treasury. That is provided in the pro- 
posed legislation. 

So the Federal Government will get 
back every cent of the principle, plus 
interest. We must consider that fact, 
plus the urgent need for the water and 
the fact that the community has been on 
a. rationing system, and the fact that 
the community has cooperated in the 
past, and the further fact that in that 
area there are Federal installations 
valued at approximately $300,000,000, 
and they will be adversely affected. We 
must also bear in mind the statement 
made by the able Senator from Nevada 
and the statement made by other Sena- 
tors. I wholly subscribe to the statement 
of the Senator from Wyoming that Cali- 
fornia does not claim a drop of water to 
which she is not already entitled under 
various limitation acts and under the 
Colorado River compact. The amount 
of water for San Diego will come out of 
the California allocation, and will not be 
a call upon the water allocated to any 
other State. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair asks the Senator from North Da- 
kota whether he made his request as a 
unanimous-consent request. 

Mr. LANGER. First, Mr. President, 
let me ask the Senator from Nevada 
whether 1 hour or one-half an hour 
would be sufficient. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I 
shall have to object; I have a conference 
report to submit. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Let the 
Senator from North Dakota state his re- 
quest, first. He was in the process of 
stating a unanimous-consent request. 
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Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, perhaps 
15 minutes would be sufficient for the 
Senator from Nevada. Let me ask how 
much time he would require. 

Mr. MALONE. It may take consider- 
able time to properly present this matter. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Reserving the right 
to object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Let the 
Chair get the situation straight. As the 
Chair understands—and this is ad- 
dressed to the Senator from North Da- 
kota—the Senator from North Dakota 
has not yet completed his unanimous 
consent request in that he has not set a 
time. s 

Mr. LANGER. That is correct, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair asks the Senátor whether he will 
set a time. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I with- 
draw my unanimous consent request, be- 
cause if the Senator from Nevada wants 
to explain it, he, himself, may object 
and he may take all the time he wants. 
I withdraw my request at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Let the 
Chair be clear regarding that. As the 
Chair understands the question is, upon 
agreeing to the committee amendment, 
which has already been reported to the 


Senate, and it is a question of a vote, 


not a matter of objecting, as the Chair 
understands. 
Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President—— 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from South Carolina is recog- 
nized for 5 minutes. 


LIABILITY OF FEDERAL DEPOSIT INSUR- 
ANCE CORPORATION IN CASE OF BANK 
FAILURE 


Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I do 
not intend to discuss the amendment, 
but I do intend to discuss an article 
which appears on the news ticker and 
in certain newspapers, which I feel cer- 
tain will correct any misinformation. 
Speaking of the FDIC legislation, the 
news ticker says: 

Thus, for the past 3 weeks, if your bank 
had suddenly failed, the Corporation couldn't 
have helped out with as much as a penny. 
It has $1,250,000,000 (b) in cash to insure 
bank deposits up to $10,000. 


Mr. President, that is the kind of in- 
formation which is circulated and which 
frightens to death the people who have 
money in banks. I desire to state what 
the representatives of FDIC said to the 


Banking and Currency Committee, and 


certainly the distinguished Presiding Of- 
ficer, as a member of that committee, 
knows well that there is no factual basis 
for that statement. 

Mr. President, the news ticker dispatch 
indicating that FDIC cannot help a bank 
which fails until FDIC has a quorum on 
its Board of Directors is very misleading. 
Our committee was advised by FDIC's 
own lawyer last week that FDIC can 
liquidate a bank and protect all insured 
deposits up to $10,000 without action by 
the FDIC Board. What it cannot do 
without action by its Board is to buy the 
assets of a failing bank and sell them 
to another bank. In other words, it can 
not effect a “merger” of the assets of 
the failing bank with a sound bank, and 
it should not be able to do so. But it can 


protect all insured deposits up to $10,000, 
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I do not want depositors in banks which 
are insured by FDIC to worry. Their de- 
posits are protected up to $10,000 with or 
without a quorum on the FDIC Board of 
Directors. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MAYBANK. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. LANGER. I should like to ask the 
Senator from South Carolina this simple 
question: Assuming that Bank A of 
Charleston, S. C., were to consolidate 
with Bank B of Columbia, S. C., a 
stockholder in Bank A who did not want 
the consolidation might say, That bank 
is broke, I want nothing to do with it.” 
Under the law which is proposed, the 
stockholder could object to the consoli- 
dation. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I beg the Senator’s 
pardon. Iam not talking about that bill. 
Iam talking about the news report. The 
Senator from North Dakota is referring 
to chet 710, Senate bill 2128, is he 
no 

Mr. LANGER. That is correct. 

Mr. MAYBANK. It is not before the 
Senate at this time, I may say to my dis- 
tinguished friend from North Dakota. 

Mr. LANGER. I understand that. 
The bill providing for the enlargement of 
the existing water-supply facilities for 
the San Diego, Calif., area is before the 
Senate. 

Mr. MAYBANK. That is correct. I 
did not object. I wanted to reserve the 
right to object, so I might clear up this 
statement which appears on the news 
ticker. I am certain the distinguished 
Senator from North Dakota agrees with 
me that the bank depositors will be paid- 
up to $10,000 in case any bank fails. 

Mr. LANGER. Certainly. Mr. Presi- 
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr, MAYBANE. I yield. 

Mr. LANGER. I wanted the Senator 
to tell me why a stockholder in a bank 
in Texas should be obliged to accept a 
consolidation with a bank in South Car- 
olina, when the stockholder does not 
want the consolidation, unless he can be 
paid for his stock? 

Mr. MAYBANK. I may say to the 
distinguished Senator frcm North Da- 
kota that that has nothing to do with 
what I am speaking about at the mo- 
ment. It has to do with Calendar 710, 
Senate bill 2128, a bill which would make 
it possible for two or more national 
banking associations to merge, and 
which would also make possible the 
merger of the State banks with national 
banking associations, and to provide that 
in case any depositor does not want to 
take stock in the new bank he shall get 
payment in cash for his stock. 

Mr. LANGER. We will take that up 
at another time. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I am not arguing 
with the Senator from North Dakota 
about that bill. I was only attempting 
to make it clear to the Senate, and give 
assurance so that the news agencies 
might correct an erroneous report, and 
might inform the public that when any 
bank fails in the United States, the de- 
positors are insured up to $10,000, which 
would certainly be paid without the 
necessity of a meeting by three direc- 


tors of the FDIC. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from South Carolina 
has expired. 


ENLARGEMENT OF EXISTING WATER 
SUPPLY FACILITIES FOR THE SAN 
DIEGO, CALIF., AREA 


Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of the conference report on 
the mutual aid and assistance bill, House 
bill 5113. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from California, 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Before the Sena- 
tor does that, I have just talked with 
the Senator from Nevada. He says he 
does not need the hour or half hour sug- 
gested by the Senator from North Da- 
kota, but that if he might have 10 min- 
utes he could conclude his statement. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I agreed to 5 min- 


utes, - 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Ten minutes is all 
I ask for. ; 

Mr. CONNALLY. I know, but some- 
one else may ask for time. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. No. The Senator 
from Nevada wants to complete his 
statement, I think the Senator from 
Wyoming has completed his statement. 
I have completed mine, and I would ap- 
preciate it very much. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I am anxious to 
have the Senate consider the confer- 
ence report on the mutual aid and as- 
sistance bill, With the understanding 
that the Senator from Nevada will not 
take more than 10 minutes, I am will- 
ing to yield; but if he takes more than 
that, I shall have to object. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I ask unanimous 
consent that the Senator from Nevada 
may be recognized for 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request? 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Reserving the 
right to object, we are trying to operate 
under some semblance of a 5-minute 
rule. I know the matter is important, 
but two measures have been placed at 
the foot of the calendar. I fully under- 
stand that the distinguished Senator 
from Texas, the chairman of the For- 
eign Relations Committee, has a confer- 
ence report, which is privileged, but be- 
fore we undertake to consider other mat- 
ters, I suggest that perhaps we ought 
to co back to the regular order on the 
calendar, and complete the calendar 
call with respect to the two measures 
which have been placed for considera- 
tion at the foot of the calendar. If we 
can work out an agreement along that 
line, I do not want to object, but I do 
not want to have the remainder of the 
calendar probably never reached until 


this evening, after another 2 or 3 hours. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER, Is there 
objection? 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, what 
is the parliamentary situation? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on a unanimous-consent re- 
quest by the Senator from California 
that the Senator from Nevada be recog- 
nized for 10 additional minutes on the 
pending amendment, 
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Mr. CONNALLY. Ten minutes, and 
no more, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Of 
course the Senator from Texas is privi- 
leged at the expiration of that time, or 


at any time, in fact, to call up the con- 


ference report, it being a privileged mat- 
ter. 


is recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I would 
say at the outset that some of the trou- 
ble we are facing now is the result of 
the fact that when this treaty with Mex- 
ico was before the Senate, the distin- 
guished senior Senator from Texas in- 
sisted that it had to be approved or else 
there would be no more confidence in 
the United States of America, inasmuch 
as the President had signed this treaty. 
Bear in mind that this treaty gave Mex- 
ico twice as much water as she had ever 
used before out of the Colorado River 
basin. However, we were told that it 
had been approved by the Secretary of 
State, and therefore it must be approved 
immediately by Congress, or the United 
States would be discredited before the 
nations of the world. 

The junior Senator from Nevada gets 
a little impatient with that kind of an 
argument. I shall not withdraw my ob- 
jection to the bill until I have finished 
discussing it. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, then 
the Senator is breaking faith. 

Mr. MALONE. I am not breaking 
faith and resent the implication. 

I hope the Senator from Texas will 
listen to me. When the statement was 
made that we had to approve a treaty 
giving an extra three-quarters of a mil- 
lion acre-feet of water to Mexico in or- 
der to keep faith with foreign nations, 
the Senate traded three-fourths of a mil- 
lion acre-feet of Colorado water for 
something nebulous. 

Of course that meant nothing to the 
distinguished senior Senator from Texas, 
to give away the lower basin States’ wa- 
ter from the Colorado River, but it 
peat something to Nevada, and it still 

oes. 

Mr. President, do I have the floor? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Nevada has the floor. 

Mr. MALONE. I did not agree to 
withhold my objection at the end of 10 
minutes. I simply agreed to debate the 
issue these 10 more minutes. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MALONE. I am very happy to 
yield to the Senator from California. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The request for 
10 minutes additional was made by the 
Senator from California because of the 
vital need to my State and the to the na- 
tional defense establishment. I am a 
member of the Armed Services Com- 
mittee. The Senator from Texas ex- 
tended a great courtesy, and I feel we 


are proceeding more or less out of order. 


I went to him and made a personal ap- 
peal, because I know how important the 
foreign-aid bill is. I had understood 
that if the Senator from Nevada had a 
chance to complete his arrangement he 
would not feel that it is necessary to 


object; but that is entirely within the 


Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none. The Senator from Nevada 
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power of the Senator, and if he decides 
to object, there is nothing I can do to 
prevent him from doing so. But I am 
hopeful that with the arguments which 
have been made he will not find it nec- 
essary to object. ' 

Mr. MALONE. I should like very 
much to see this important bill come be- 
fore the Senate to be voted upon. 

As for the foreign-aid bill, it will mean 
another tax bill, and in the end the Eu- 
ropean nations will be worse off than 
they are now. That is the history of such 
foreign aid—without proper conditions 
attached. 

Mr. President, the Congress of the 
United States cannot bind a future Con- 
gress in the allocation of water in the 
Colorado River basin, except through a 
compact by the States and the approval 
of such compact by this body. In other 
words, it cannot change the division of 
water between the States. 

If we finance the additional aqueduct 
to take water into an area to which it 
is not entitled, the argument may be 
made later that it was for military pur- 
poses and therefore not chargeable to 
California. We know that California 
has already asserted that it is not bound 
to the 4,400,000 acre-feet limitation. I 
am not arguing that question now. 

The compact itself divides the water 
between the upper and lower divisions. 
The Senate of the United States has ap- 
proved the compact. The Upper Basin 
States then divided the water between 
themselves, and the Senate has ap- 
proved such division. There has not yet 
been any compact to divide the waters 
of the Lower Basin States. 


NEVADA'S WATER NEEDS 


Mr. President, I have five bills pending 
in the Interior and Insular Affairs Com- 
mittee which would provide for the ir- 
rigation of 189,500 acres in southern Ne- 
vada from the Colorado River. At the 
moment Arizona uses or has under con- 
tract 2,800,000 acre-feet of water. Ne- 
vada has a contract for 300,000 and uses 
about 40 acre-feet a year, in addition to 
a small amount from a stream called the 
Muddy River. 

I was State engineer when the Colo- 
rado River compact was entered into. 
Prior to that time we had never been 
given any consideration. 

So far no hearings have been held on 


. my five bills. They have been in com- 


mittee for several months. The chair- 
man of the committee is very liberal in 
the disposal of Lower Basin water. 
There are five States in the lower basin, 
namely, Arizona, California, New Mex- 
ico, Nevada, and Utah. Until those 
States sign a compact dividing the wa- 
ter, and it is approved by this body, 
there can be no real division. 

Until that action is taken, any Con- 
gress may modify any act relative to the 
matter. 

Do not tell me that the Senate would 
not do that. A Senate that will give to 
Mexico an extra three-quarters of a mil- 
lion acre-feet of water annually may do 
anything. Do not tell me the Supreme 
Court would not approve. Mention 
something that the Supreme Court 
might not approve, after you have looked 
over its decisions. 
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It is not a good precedent to finance 
a project in any State that requires more 
water than that which is allocated to it. 
That is what would be done under this 
bill. The State of Arizona wants a mil- 
lion acre-feet of water diverted above 
Hoover Dam, while the State of Nevada 
bordering the Colorado River is still as 
dry as the Sahara Desert. 

With reference to the five bills which 
I have introduced, the maximum lift 
provided is 850 feet with a minimum of 
25 feet. No dam would be required. It 
would involve only pumping plants, with 
only a fraction of the cost of the Arizona 
project. 

Mr. President, the Arizona project is 
a billion-dollar project without interest. 
The only way in which it could be made 
feasible, if, in fact, it ever could be, 
would be to include the revenue from the 
majcr share of the power developed 
there. 

Mr. President, I am not objecting to 
that at this time. All I want is a fair 
division of the water so that Nevada may 
have the 900,000 acre-feet of water that 
the engineering committee which exam- 
ined the records in 1935 said we could 
use. 
The State engineer of California 
served on that committee, and the State 
engineer of Colorado served on it. 

We are told that the water table in 
Arizona is receding. There is plenty 
of evidence that additional cotton and 
other acreage is a major reason for that 
condition. 

In the city of Las Vegas, the water 
table is receding faster than it is in 
central Arizona. It will not care for the 
people who are there now, to say noth- 
ing of the increasing population. 

Mr. President, I repeat, all that is 
wanted by the junior Senator from Ne- 
vada is a fair division of the water. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the committee 
amendment. 

The committee amendment was agreed 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the engrossment of the 
amendment and the third reading of the 
bill. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill (H. R. 5102) was read the 
third time and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill to authorize the Secretary of the 
Navy to enlarge existing water-supply 
facilities for the San Diego, Calif., area 
in order to insure the existence of an 
adequate water supply for naval instal- 
lations and defense production plants in 
such area.” 


MUTUAL SECURITY ACT OF 1951— 
CONFERENCE REPORT 


Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I am 
glad to call up the report of the commit- 
tee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amend- 
ment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
5113) to maintain the security and pro- 
mote the foreign policy and provide for 
the general welfare of the United States 
by furnishing assistance to friendly na- 
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tions in the interest of international 
peace and security. : 

(For conference report, see pp. 12247 
to 12252, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of Sep- 
tember 27, 1951.) 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of the report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Reserving the 
right to object to consideration of this 
privileged conference report, Mr. Presi- 
dent, and I shall not object, I merely 
wish to give notice that I shall make a 
point of order at the proper time to the 
consideration of the conference report as 
to its compliance with the Senate rules. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the report? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, a 
further parliamentary inquiry. 

‘The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. When will it be in 
order to make the point of order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will advise the Senator that the 
point of order can be raised at any time 
before the final adoption of the confer- 
ence report. 

The question is on agreeing to the re- 
port. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. 
absence of a quorum, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 


I suggest the 


Bennett Hendrickson Monroney 
Benton Hickenlooper Mundt 
Brewster Hill Murray 
Bricker Holland Neely 
Butler, Nebr. Humphrey O' Conor 

in Hunt O'Mahoney 
Carlson Ives Robertson 
Case Jenner Russell 
Clements Johnson, Colo. Saltonstall 
Connally Johnson, Tex. Schoeppel 
Cordon Johnston, S.C. Smathers 
Dirksen Kefauver Smith, N. J. 
Douglas Kilgore Smith, N.C. 
Duff Knowland Sparkman 
Dworshak Langer Stennis 
Eastland Magnuson Taft 
Ecton Malone Thye 
Ellender Martin Underwood 
Ferguson Maybank Watkins 
Frear McCarran Welker 
Fulbright McClellan Wiley 
George McFarland Williams 
Gillette McKellar Young 
Green McMahon 
Hayden Millikin 


Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
AnpvErson] is absent by leave of the Sen- 
ate. 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrp] 
is absent because of illness in his family. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Cuavez], the Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
HeEnnincs], the Senator from North Car- 
olina [Mr. Hoey], the Senator from 
Oklahoma [Mr. Kerr], the Senator from 
Louisiana [Mr. Lone], the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. Moopy], and the Sena- 
tor from Rhode Island [Mr. Pastore] 
are absent on official business. 

The Senator from New York [Mr. 
LEHMAN] is necessarily absent. 
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Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] 
and the Senator from Maine IMrs. 
SMITH] are absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. Bripces], the Senator from Ver- 
mont [Mr. FLANDERS], and the Senator 
from Missouri [Mr. Kem] are absent on 
official business. 

The Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
BUTLER] and the Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. Tosey] are absent be- 
cause of illness. 

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPE- 
HART], the Senator from Masachusetts 
LMr. LopcE], the Senator from Wiscon- 
sin [Mr. McCartuy], the Senator from 
Oregon [Mr. Morse], the Senator from 
California [Mr. Nixon], and the Senator 
from Nebraska [Mr. WHERRY] are nec- 
essarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo- 
rum is present. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Texas has the floor. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Texas yield for a unan- 
imous-consent request? 

Mr. CONNALLY. Yes. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I ask unanimous 
consent that the two remaining bills on 
the calendar, namely, Calendars 703 and 
710, be called up at the conclusion of the 
consideration of the conference report 
which the distinguished Senator from 
Texas is now presenting. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Has the call of the 
calendar been completed? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
call of the calendar has been completed 
with the exception of the two bills which 
went to the foot of the calendar. 

Mr. McFARLAND. If the call of the 
calendar has not been completed, any 
bills remaining on the calendar would 
automatically come up, would they not? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Arizona is correct. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, I 
rise to propound a parliamentary inquiry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
will state it. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Carrying for- 
ward the parliamentary inquiry of the 
Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCFARLAND], 
if the calendar call has not been com- 
pleted, and the Senate recesses today be- 
fore the calendar is taken up again, does 
the call of the calendar become the first 
order of business tomorrow, or does the 
unfinished business become the first or- 
der of business tomorrow? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The unfin- 
ished business would automatically be 
the order of business. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I rise to make a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bills 
passed to the foot of the calendar could 
be brought up tomorrow only by unani- 
mous consent. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
hope that the Senator from Texas will 
permit the calendar call to be completed. 

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator from 
Texas has been waiting for the Senate to 
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complete the call of the calendar. This is 
an important matter which Iam present- 
ing to the Senate. The call of the calen- 
dar is relatively unimportant compared 
with the conference report. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
would state that the conference report is 
a privileged matter, and it can be brought 
up at any time. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
did not object to the unanimous-consent 
request of the Senator from Kansas [Mr. 
ScHOEPPEL]. He made a unanimous-con- 
sent request, and there is no objection to 
it, so far as I am concerned. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, I 
rise to make a further parliamentary in- 


quiry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
will state it. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I should like to 
have the status of the unanimous-con- 
sent request of the Senator from Kansas 
cleared up. I am informed by the Sen- 
ator from Arizona that the request was 
granted. I did not hear it granted. I 
do not believe it was granted. The re- 
quest was to have the two bills come up 
as the first order of business after con- 
sideration of the conference report has 
been concluded. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The present 
occupant of the chair was not in the 
chair at the time the request was made. 
The present occupant of the chair is ad- 
vised that the request was not granted. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I did not object 
to it. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection to the request of the Senator 
from Kansas [Mr. SCHOEPPEL]? The 
Chair hears none, and the request is 
granted. 


Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, the 


matter I present is the conference re- 
port between the two Houses on H. R. 
5113, the Mutual Security Act of 1951. 


All Senators know that the House 


passed a bill on mutual security; that it 


came to the Senate; and that the Senate 
considered it. In the course of its delib- 


erations the Senate struck out all of the 


House bill and substituted an entirely 
new bill, with amendments and modifi- 
cations. 

This report is the result of nearly 2 
weeks of daily meetings during which 
time the conferees satisfactorily ironed 


out the differences between the House 


version of the bill and the Senate 
amendment. 


The Mutual Security Act, which I 


hope the Senate will approve in its final 


form, is an act which I am convinced 
will be of tremendous help to the free 
world in its efforts to maintain the 
peace, It will help because it will assist 
in strengthening the nations which now 
stand weak and virtually defenseless 
before a calculating Kremlin. It will 
help build strength and morale that the 
Russian leaders can understand. It will 
help build strength so that the United 
States will not need to continue forever 
the impossible task of carrying the free 
world on its shoulders. 

The conferees on the part of the Sen- 
ate were chosen from the Armed Serv- 
ices Committee and from the Committee 
on Foreign Relations. The Senate con- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


ferees were the Senator from Rhode 
Island [Mr. Green], the Senator from 
Connecticut [Mr. McManon], the Sen- 
ator from Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL], the 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrp], the 
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. WILEY], 
the Senator from New Jersey [Mr, 
SmitH], the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire [Mr. Brinces], the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL] and 
myself. I wish to express my deep ap- 
preciation for the fine work they have 
done. 

There are a few matters that I want to 
call to the attention of my colleagues 
before they act on this report, 

AMOUNTS AUTHORIZED 


First, with respect to the amounts au- 
thorized by this bill, I invite attention to 
the following over-all figures: 

Total amount requested by 

the administration $8, 500, 000, 000 
Total amount authorized in 

the Senate bill 7, 286, 250, 000 


The total amount authorized in con- 
ference is $7,483,400,000. It will be seen 
that the final report of the conference 
committee is over a billion dollars un- 
der the original request of the adminis- 
tration. 

The conference committee has added 
$197,150,000 to the amount authorized in 
the Senate bill. The figures in the Sen- 
ate bill were below both the President's 
request and the figures in the House 
bill. 

The Senate did most of the cutting in 
order to bring about a satisfactory bill. 

The final figure is $15,350,000 less than 
the amount authorized in the House bill. 
This new amount is a compromise up- 
ward for the Senate and slightly down- 
ward for the House. In no case do the 
separate sums authorized exceed the 
highest figure appearing in either the 
House passed bill or the Senate version, 

ADMINISTRATION 


While the Senate conferees went a 
considerable distance toward the House 
with respect to the foreign aid sums au- 
thorized by this bill, the House conferees 
accepted a number of the important ad- 
ministrative features that were con- 
tained in the Senate version of the bill. 

The House accepted the important 
principle that the aid programs should 
be coordinated in the Executive Office of 


the President, and not at any lower level 


in the governmental hierarchy. The 
House also accepted the Senate language 
with respect to the powers that the De- 
partment of Defense must exercise in 
administering the military side of the 
proposed program. The House con- 
ferees likewise agreed to the principle 
that the Economic Cooperation Admin- 
istration should end now, and not at 
some later date. 

The administrative set-up that now is 
part of this bill calls for the termination 
of the Economie Cooperation Adminis- 
tration within 60 days after the enact- 
ment of this law. Until June 30, 1952, 
however, the powers of the ECA can con- 
tinue to be exercised by the Mutual Se- 
curity Agency, the new agency in the 
Executive Office of the President. As of 
June 30, 1952, however, section 503 of this 
act provides that the ECA powers as ex- 
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ercised by the new agency are to end 
except insofar as the President finds that 
some of those powers may be necessary 
to help the military effort and the mutual 
defense programs in certain other na- 
tions. Provision is made so that the ap- 
propriate committees of Congress may be 
informed not later than April 1 next year 
of the powers that the President thinks 
are necessary to be continued. If we 
think that the President is seeking to per- 
petuate unnecessary powers, the Con- 
gress will be able to act to terminate 
those powers. 


MUTUAL SECURITY AGENCY 


The new Mutual Security Agency in 
the Executive Office of the President will 
be headed by a Director who will be sub- 
ject to Senate confirmation. This Direc- 
tor will have primary responsibility for 
the continuous supervision and general 
direction of foreign assistance programs, 
to be sure that they are effectively inte- 
grated both at home and abroad. He 18 
to have no other responsibilities except 
those conferred on him by this act or, 
otherwise conferred on him by law. This 
means that the President cannot appoint 
a man to fill this job and at the same 
time expect him to take on a lot of other 
responsibilities. 

The Director, in addition to his respon- 
sibility for supervision of the aid pro- 
grams, will be responsible for the admin- 
istration of such economic assistance as 
is necessary between now and June 30, 
1952. After January 1, 1952, however, 
his. staff must have 10 percent fewer’ 
people than ECA had on August 31— 
section 504 (d). This is a start in the 
direction of cutting personnel to fit the 
size of the reduced economic program, 

TRANSFERABILITY (SEC. 513) 


Mr. President, Members of the Senate 
may recall that during debate on House 
bill 5113 we adopted by voice vote an 
amendment proposed by the junior Sen- 
ator from Iowa [Mr. GILLETTE]. That 
amendment struck out a provision that 
would have permitted the President to 
transfer up to 10 percent of the sums 
authorized in any one title to any other 
title. The conference considered this 
matter most carefully, and concluded 
that in view of the uncertainties in the 
world of today, the Executive should have 
this discretion; and the Senate conferees 
therefore receded. 

LOANS (SEC. 522) 

The House version of this act required 
that not less than 20 percent of the eco- 
nomic funds should be extended in the 
form of loans, but that the administra- 
tion should seek to extend as much eco- 
nomic assistance as possible on credit 
terms. The conference realized that the 
phrase “as much as possible” might be 
subject to various interpretations. For 
example, one person might say that any- 
thing is possible, and therefore that all 
economic aid should be in the form of 
loans, even though there might be no ex- 
pectation that such loans would be re- 
paid. Others might construe the word 
“possible” to mean “feasible” or “prac- 
ticable.” It was not the intent of the 
conferees to require the administration 
to make loans which cannot be repaid. 
The conference did not want the admin- 
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istration to forget that United States 
wealth is not limitless. Economic assist- 
ance should not be extended to any na- 
tion as a gift if in fact the nation could 
receive the help in the form of a sound, 
repayable loan. 

CONCLUSION 


In conclusion, Mr. President, I want to 
urge the Senate to accebt this conference 
report. It was signed by all members 
of the conference who were in regular 
attendance at the conference meetings. 
Two of the Senate conferees, one Demo- 
crat and one Republican, were not able 
to participate in the conference and 
were not available to sign the report. 

This bill is not what I would call an 
administration bill. There are few sim- 
ilarities between the bill we are acting 
upon and the one which the administra- 
tion asked us to consider. The Congress 
has wrestled with, and understood, and 
acted upon the great problems involved 
in developing a program to give military 
and economic help to certain foreign 
nations, to the end that the strength 
and security of the United States will be 
increased. 

I have said before that I would not 
support any program of giving military 
or economic help to any foreign nation 
unless I was convinced that such help 
was in the interests of the United States, 

I believe it is in our interest to keep 
war away from our shores, This bill will 
help do that. 

I believe it is in our interest to pre- 
vent free nations from falling before the 
Communists, whether from internal or 
external attack. This bill will help pre- 
vent that. I hope we will approve it 
quickly. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
is on agreeing to the conference report, 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, 
when the conference report was sub- 
mitted by the distinguished chairman of 
the Committee on Foreign Relations I 
made the reservation that I would make 
a point of order. I shall proceed to do 
so at this time. 

First, Mr. President, let me state that 
I am in complete agreement with the 
Senator from Texas that this is impor- 
tant legislation. I voted for the bill, 
which was almost unanimously approved 
by the Senate on August 31, as I recall 
the date. 

However, I do not believe that any 
legislative proposal is so vital or so im- 
portant or of such an emergency nature 
that it will justify a violation of the rules 
of the Senate. 

Therefore, I make the point of order 
against section 101 (b) of the conference 
report on the basis that it violates rule 
29 on page 289 of the Senate Manual, 
which provides that— 

Conferees may not include in their report 
matters not committed to them by either 
House. 


In support of my contention, Mr. Pres- 
ident, I refer to House bill 5113, as passed 
by the House of Representatives, and I 
call attention to the fact that section 
101 (b) of the bill as passed by the House 
is identical with section 101 (b) of the 
Senate version of the bill. Therefore, I 
submit that there was no justification 
for any revision or change whatsoever. 
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I call the attention of the Senate to 
the fact that in the conference report 
the conferees made a change in the fig- 
ure “5” to the figure “10,” so that the 
conference report provides, in section 
101 (b), as follows: 

(b) Not to exceed 10 percent of the 
total of the appropriations granted pursuant 
to this section may be transferred, when de- 
termined by the President to be necessary 
for the purpose of this act, between appro- 
priations granted pursuant to either para- 
graph of subsection (a). 


In other words, the bill as passed by the 
Senate and the bill as passed by the 
House includes section 101 (b) which 
authorizes the President to transfer not 
in excess of 5 percent of the funds from 
the military aid provisions to economic 
aid or from economic aid to the military 
aid. I presume the conferees may con- 
tend that in another section of the bill 
under general provisions the conference 
report contains section 513, with the 
heading “Transferability between titles.” 
That section reads: 

Whenever the President determines it to 
be necessary for the purpose of this act, not 
to exceed 10 percent of the funds made 
available under any title of this act may be 
transferred to and consolidated with funds 
made available under any other title of this 
act in order to furnish, to a different area, 
assistance of the kind for which such funds 
were available before transfer, 


I desire to point out the history of this 
particular section, Mr. President, calling 
attention to the fact that section 602 of 
the House bill contained that provision, 
or a comparable provision, and that when 
this bill was before the Senate, the Sen- 
ate committee had recommended adop- 
tion of section 508, to accomplish the 
same objective. However, the junior 
Senator from Iowa [Mr. GILLETTE], of- 
fered an amendment to delete section 
508, and it was deleted, so that in the 
conference report it is obvious that sec- 
tion 513 represents an acceptance of the 
House version. But I call attention to 
the fact that when the Senate adopted 
the Gillette amendment it rejected the 
proposal to authorize transferability of 
10 percent of the funds, and in that par- 
ticular general provision the transfer- 
ability was to be the transfer of eco- 
nomic aid from one area to economic aid 
in another area, or the transfer of mili- 
tary aid from one area to military aid 
in another area. 

Therefore, I contend, Mr. President, 
that if the conferees sought to justify 
the substitution of the figure 10 for the 
figure 5, in section 101 (b), they were 
not justified, on the basis that section 
101 (b) deals with transferability from 
one fund to another, and does not deal 
with transferability from one area to an- 
other. Therefore the conferees were 
not justified in using section 602 in the 
House bill and the comparable section 
508 in the Senate bill, which was re- 
jected. The conference report on sec- 
tion 513 has the figure 10 in the trans- 
ferability authorization; but it deals 
with transfers from one area to another. 
Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DWORSHAK. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I understand it to 
be the contention of the Senator from 
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Idaho that the Senate bill contained 
language i entical with that of the 
House bill, Lut that the conferees have 
changed that language to provide that 
the amount which can be transferable 
from economic aid to military aid and 
from military aid to economic aid shall 
not be 5 percent, as it was in both bills, 
but 10 percent. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. That is correct, 
and I submit it is a violation of the 
Senate rules. 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is the point 
of order, is it? 

Mr. DWORSHAK. That is the point 
of order. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Will the Senator 
again explain section 513 of the confer- 
ence report? As I understand it, that 
section allows economic aid to be trans- 
ferred from one region to another, and 
also allows military aid to be transferred 
from one area or region to another. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. That is correct. 

Mr. FERGUSON. But it does not 
allow the interchange of military aid 
and economic aid, or economic aid and 
military aid, from one area to another? 

Mr. DWORSHAK. That is correct; 
and with the substitution of the figure 
“10” for the figure “5,” it is possible for 
the President to recommend a transfer 
of 10 percent of the military authoriza- 
tion, or the subsequent appropriation 
under section 101 (b), to economic aid 
under title 1, and then subsequently, 
under the conference report, the Presi- 
dent might justify the transfer of $500,- 
000,000 of economic aid from one region 
to another in complete defiance of the 
mandate of the Senate. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Do I understand 
correctly that the 10 percent, changed as 
it is in section 101 (b) from 5 percent to 
10 percent, makes available of $1,524,- 
800,000 for economic aid, whereas the 
Senate bill allowed an availability of only 
$1,130,807,500? 

Mr. DWORSHAK. The bills as they 
passed the Senate and House allow the 
transfer of only 5 percent of the total 
amount. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Five percent of the 
amount appropriated for either military 
or economic aid could be transferred to 
the other? 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Yes. 

Mr. FERGUSON. And under that 
section the availability for economic aid 
now would be $1,524,800,000, would it, 
which is almost what the President had 
originally requested even though the 
Senate had specifically authorized only 
$880,500,000? 

Mr. DWORSHAK. It would be the 
authorized amount plus a transfer of 10 
percent, instead of 5 percent of the total 
amount authorized to be appropriated 
for military aid under title I, dealing with 
aid for Europe. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Is the Senator 
familiar with Hinds’ Precedents of the 
House of Representatives, on the subject 
of the authority of conference commit- 
tees to change language which has been 
approved by both Houses and concerning 
which there is no disagreement? 

Mr. DWORSHAK. No; I did not 
check the Precedents. I should be glad 
5 ua the Senator state what the prece- 

ent is. 
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Mr. FERGUSON. Chapter 135 of 
Hinds’ Precedents, volume V, page 718, 
contains a section numbered 6407, from 
which I read the following matter as it 
appears in black type: 

The managers of a conference may not in 
their report include subjects not within the 
disagreements submitted to them by the two 
Houses. 


Turning to section 6417, on page 724, 
the matter printed in black type reads: 

The managers of a conference must confine 
themselves to the differences committed to 
them. 

Managers of a conference may not change 
the text to which both Houses have agreed, 


From section 6420, appearing on page 
729, the matter in black type reads: 

The managers of a conference may not in 
their report change the text to which both 
Houses have agreed, 


That is followed by a brief memoran- 
dum, which I read: 


On March 2, 1907, Mr. James W. Wads- 
worth, of New York, presented the conference 
report on the agricultural appropriation bill, 
whereupon Mr. John J. Fitzgerald, of New 
York, rising to a point of order, said: 

“Mr, Speaker, I wish to make the point of 
order against the conference report on the 
ground that the conferees have inserted on 
page 40 language in an item which was not 
in dispute between the two Houses. On page 
40, line 24, the conferees have changed the 
text in the language agreed to by both 
Houses by inserting after the word ‘forest,’ 
the words ‘in the District of Columbia or 
elsewhere’.” 

The Speaker held: 

“The gentleman from New York, Mr. 
Fitzgerald, makes the point of order that 
the conferees have exceeded their authority 
by changing the text to which both Houses 
have agreed by inserting, after the word 
‘forest,’ the words ‘in the District of Colum- 
bia or elsewhere.’ And the report states that 
such is the case. * * * The Chair sus- 
tains the point of order.” 


On page 747, section 6433, the matter 
in black type reads: 

The text to which both Houses have agreed 
may not be changed except by the consent 
of both Houses. 

A provision changing the text to which 
both Houses have agreed has been appended 
to a conference report and agreed to by 
unanimous consent after action on the re- 
port. 


In other words, unless both Houses 
unanimously agree to the change, no 
change can be made by the conferees in 
a text to which both Houses had previ- 
ously agreed. Is that the understanding 
of the Senator from Idaho? 

Mr. DWORSHAK. That is entirely 
correct, and that is the basis of my point 
of order, that the conferees exceeded 
their authority and violated the rules of 
the Senate when they changed the figure 
“5” to the figure “10” in section 101 (b) 
of the bill, because those two sections 
were identical in both House and Senate 
bills, and obviously the conferees were 
not empowered or authorized under the 
rules of the Senate or under the rules 
governing conference committees to 
make that change. 


Mr. President, that is the basis upon: 


which I submit my point of order. 
Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I have 
always strongly supported and com- 
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pletely believed in the provisions of the 
Senate rules which prohibited the in- 
sertion of new matter in a conference 
report. I respectfully submit that that 
question is not involved in the pending 
conference report even though the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Idaho has 
sought to apply subsection 2 of rule 
XXVII to the report. We have before 
us a conference report which falls 
squarely within the provisions of sub- 
section 3 of rule XXVII, which Senators 
will recall was adopted in 1946 and be- 
came effective on January 2, 1947. 

I wish to read that provision of the 
rule: 

In any case in which a disagreement to an 
amendment in the nature of a substitute has 
been referred to conferees, it shall be in 
order for the conferees to report a substitute 
on the same subject matter; but they may 
not include in the report matter not com- 
mitted to them by either House. They may, 
however, include in their report in any such 
case matter which is a germane modification 
of subjects in disagreement. 


This, conference report, Mr. President, 
falls under subsection 3 (a) of that rule. 
It involves a case in which the Senate 
struck out all after the enacting clause 
and wrote an entirely new bill. We 
completely changed the administration 
of the act. The conference report does 
not follow the administrative provisions 
which were contained in the House bill, 
nor was the Senate version of the ad- 
ministrative features of the program 
adopted. The language is a compromise 
between the Senate and the House, 
Please bear that in mind, Mr. President. 
I think that is very significant in con- 
sidering these relatively small changes in 
the language of the two bills. 

Not only that, but there was in con- 
ference between the House and Senate 
matter that was no less important in 
the consideration of this section, namely, 
the amounts involved. The House ver- 
sion of the bill had different figures on 
military aid from those provided in the 
Senate version. The Senate version had 
a different figure for economic aid from 
that provided in the House version of the 
bill, and the figures brought back for 
those two purposes are not identical with 
either the House or the Senate figures. 

So, Mr. President, I submit that having 
changed the figures in the bill from those 
which were adopted by either the House 
or the Senate, and having changed the 
administrative figures in the bill com- 
pletely from those approved by either 
the House or the Senate, the conferees 
were wholly within their power in 
making this change or alteration in the 
measure going to the total meaning of 
the administrative features of the bill 
which were the vital and important mat- 
ters submitted to the conferees to deter- 
mine. It comes squarely under the rule, 
because it was stricken out and an 
entirely new bill was written. 

No one can contend that this was not 
a germane modification of the points in 
disagreement. It relates to the amounts 
in disagreement upon which compromise 
figures were finally arrived at, and it re- 
lates to the administrative features of 
the bill which were altered completely 
from those contained in either bill. 
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Mr. President, would anyone say that 
the Senate conferees and the House con- 
ferees, when the bill was under consider- 
ation, would not have been empowered 
to omit this section from the bill. I 
think it would have been clearly within 
their power, because they were complete- 
ly rewriting the bill from the standpoint 
of administration. Certainly, Mr. Presi- 
dent, the if conferees had the power to 
omit this section from the bill—and I do 
not believe anyone would seriously chal- 
lenge the power of the conferees to have 
omitted it when they rewrote the ad- 
ministrative features—any time they 
changed amounts the jurisdiction of the 
conferees, so far as the point of order is 
concerned, extended to the transfer- 
ability clause and the amount that could 
be transferred. I submit that in all se- 
riousness, Mr. President. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Georgia yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. What the Sen- 
ator from Georgia is saying is that the 
word “matter” as used in the rule in this 
instance applies to two things, namely, 
to the total amounts involved, the per- 
centage of transfer between agencies, 
and the administrative features. I in- 
vite the Senator’s attention to the fact 
that there was discussed in conference 
the amount allowed for military pur- 
poses, and the amount of the Senate al- 
lowance was less than that of the House. 
The amount for economic assistance was 
less than the House amount and more 
than the Senate amount, and there was 
a very considerable discussion as to 
whether the military objective could not 
be accomplished more quickly by eco- 
nomic aid, from production in Europe, 
rather than by military appropriations, 

Therefore I submit to the Senator that 
what he is bringing forward is that the 
word “matter”, when we apply it to this 
subject, becomes very important so far 
as the percentage of interchange is con- 
cerned, because of the differences in 
amount and the differences of opinion 
between the House and the Senate. 

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator is, of 
course, correct. Certainly the amounts 
in disagreement could have a very vital 
bearing upon the amounts which might 
be embraced within the transferability 
clause. 

Mr, FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Georgia yield? 

Mr, RUSSELL, I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Does the Senator 
from Georgia contend that if the Senate 
strikes out all after the enacting clause 
and rewrites the bill with the change of 
one section, the entire subject matter 
and every word and every sentence in the 
bill are in conference? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I think it is all in 
conference. I think the conference 
could proceed to eliminate sections in 
both bills if there were a bill in the na- 
ture of a substitute adopted. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Does the Senator 
contend that if one paragraph or one 
amount is varied, every other section of 
the bill, even though they may be identi- 
cal, is in conference? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I have made no such 
statement as that. If the Senator wants 
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to draw any analogy or get any com- 
fort from that idea, he is certainly en- 
titled to it. I am contending that this 
item is a part of the administrative fea- 
tures which were incidental to the 
amounts of the appropriations, and that 
when the amounts of the appropriations 
which were in disagreement affected the 
amount that might have been trans- 
ferred, it was a germane modification of 
a subject in disagreement. 

Of course, I do not think that confer- 
ees, when they rewrite a bill completely, 
are absolutely bound down to the last bit 
of verbiage which may arrive at the pur- 
pose of the conferees. The verbiage can 
always be polished up in conference, and 
it is done in almost all cases, 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Is it true that sec- 
tion 101 (b) is identical in both the 
House and the Senate bills? 

Mr. RUSSELL, I have not read them 
against each other. I cannot say that 
they are identical. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator from 
Michigan has been informed by the Sen- 
ator from Idaho, in answer to his ques- 
tions, that the sections are identical as 
they passed the respective Houses. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield at that point for a 
question? 

Mr. RUSSELL, Yes, 

Mr. DWORSHAK. I was going to ask 
the distinguished Senator from Georgia 
whether he contends that notwithstand- 
ing the fact that section 101 (b) of the 
House bill was identical with section 101 
(b) of the Senate bill, there was any dis- 
agreement as is required by this rule? 
The figure 5 was contained in both ver- 
sions. Does the Senator from Georgia 
contend that that reflected disagreement 
on that specific point? 

Mr. RUSSELL, Under the modifica- 
tion of the rule adopted in 1947, when 
all after the enacting clause is stricken 
out the entire bill is in conference, and 
it does not hold the conferees down to 
the last word. It says: 

It shall be in order for the conferees to 
report a substitute on the same subject mat- 
ter, but they may not include in the report 
matter not committed to them by either 
House. They may, however, include in their 
report in any such case matter which is a 
germane modification of subject in disagree- 
ment. 


I submit, Mr. President, that this mod- 
ification comes squarely within that rule. 
Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for another question? 

Mr. RUSSELL. Yes. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Is it not true that 
the last tax bill which was recently 
passed by the Senate was really a substi- 
tute bill? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I do not recall. 

Mr. FERGUSON. If it were, accord- 
ing to the Senator’s reasoning, would 
that not put every item of the tax bill in 
conference, even though certain sections 
were numbered the same, many of the 
amounts were the same, and much of the 
language was the same? 

Mr. RUSSELL. Ido not know wheth- 
er they are all numbered the same. I 
did not study the tax bill that closely. 
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Mr. FERGUSON. Section 101 (b) of 
the mutual security bill is numbered the 
same, as it passed both House and 
Senate. 

Mr. RUSSELL, I have not checked 
against that, and I do not think the 
question as to whether it is numbered 
the same is at all pertinent. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield at that point for a 
question? 

Mr. RUSSELL. Yes. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Then to justify 
that logic, the Senator from Georgia 
would contend that the conferees are 
authorized under the rules of the Senate 
to change figures and amounts and lan- 
guage over which there has been no dis- 
agreement between the two Houses? 

Mr. RUSSELL. An amount of dollars, 
I think, occupies an entirely different 
status in a matter of this kind. I called 
that to the attention of the conferees; 
that where it came to the amount of the 
authorization, the final amount should 
be kept within the range of the sums 
that were voted by the House and by the 
Senate. But in an incidental matter of 
this kind, in my judgment, it comes 
squarely within the rule which was 
adopted in 1947, that conferees can make 
a germane modification of subjects in 
disagreement. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair is 
ready to rule. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
think this matter is of vital interest to 
the Senate of the United States. If what 
has just been contended is true, it ap- 
pears that from now on, when a substi- 
tute for the House language is inserted 
by the Senate, even though it carries 
identical provisions and even is in iden- 
tical language, the whole bill is in con- 
ference, and the whole matter can be 


‘rewritten by the conference of both 


Houses. It appears to the Senator from 
Michigan that that is a new way to 
legislate. 

Rule XXVII I think is clear, at least 
as I view it, that— 

In any case in which a disagreement to an 
amendment in the nature of a substitute has 
been referred to conferees, it shall be in or- 
der for the conferees to report a substitute on 
the same subject matter; but they may not 
include in the report matter not committed 
to them by either House. 


To me this indicates clearly that if, 
notwithstanding the fact it is technically 
substitute language, there is identical 
language in both bills it cannot be 
changed for in that event there is no dis- 
agreement. The rule states: 

But they may not include in the report 
rey not committed to them by either 

ouse, 


That language automatically excludes 
a substitute in the sense of being en- 
tirely new matter not set out in either 
bill. Ordinarily that is what we mean by 
a substitute, rather than an amendment. 
But it is an amendment in the nature of 
a substitute with which we are concerned 
and therefore the last sentence— 

They may, however, intlude in their report 
in any such case matter which is a germane 
modification of subjects in disagreement. 

Meaning that in the substituted bill a 
germane modification of subjects in dis- 
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agreement. But there must be disagree- 
ment. That is the important thing. 
When percentage figures are the same, 
and the total amount is altered, then to 
contend that the percentage figures can 
be changed, appears to mean that you 
can modify anything that goes into a 
substitute bill and it can be entirely re- 
written. I do not understand that that 
has been the policy at all. From the 
sections I read from Hinds it would ap- 
pear that that has not been the policy in 
relation to this important matter. It 
would place in the hands of a conference 
for change, matters that have been 
agreed to by both Houses and would 
otherwise become the law if approved by 
the President. I submit that such mat- 
ters cannot be modified by a conference 
committee. 

Here is what it would mean. After 96 
Senators have agreed that the matter 
presented to them from the House is 
what they desire the law to be, the con- 
ferees of 4, 5, or 10 may go into confer- 
ence and rewrite the entire bill. They 
could do so after 96 Senators have de- 
clared that that is not their intention at 
all to alter the matter approved by 
the House. I think it would be a dan- 
gerous precedent if we were to have a 
rule laid down that when a substitute 
is put into a bill passed by the House 
everything in the substitute can be re- 
written by the conference. Such a 
precedent should not be set in view of 
the language in section 3 of rule XXVII, 
on page 42— 

But they may not include in the report 
matter not committed to them by either 
House. 


We find in this particular case that 
sections 101 (b) of both House and Sen- 
ate bills are identical. Even the per- 
centage is identical—5 percent in both 
bills. There was never the slightest dis- 
agreement between the two Houses over 
that percentage, although there was dis- 
agreement on the dollar amounts to 
which the percentage should apply. 
Now come the conferees, without any 
instruction whatsoever from either 
House, and change that agreed upon per- 
centage. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
appreciates the importance of this point 
of order and the ruling which he is re- 
quired to make upon it. The Chair is 
familiar with the volumes that were 
prepared by the Honorable Asher C. 
Hinds, long Parliamentarian of the 
House, and later a Member of the House, 


with whom he served for a number of 


years. They have not been as binding 
upon the Senate, as a rule, as they have 
been on the House. 

In volume 5 of Hinds’ Precedents will 
bé found a precedent in which it is held 
practically that wherever either House 
strikes out the language of a bill of the 
other House and offers a complete sub- 
stitute for it, the sky is almost the limit 
with reference to the jurisdiction of the 
conferees. And a former Vice President 
occupying this same chair once held that 
where there is a complete substitute on 
the part of the Senate to a House bill— 
to use his language, I think, the sky 
was the limit. The present occupant 
of the chair has never adhered strictly 
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to that rule. The Chair does not believe 
that was quite an accurate statement. 

Jefferson’s Manual, referred to by the 
Senator from Idaho, was the result of a 
resolution back in 1880 authorizing the 
compilation of Jefferson’s Manual on 
parliamentary law. The rules of Jef- 
ferson’s Manual never have, strictly 
speaking, become a part of the rules of 
the Senate. Certainly if there were any 
conflict between Jefferson’s Manual and 
the specific rules of the Senate, the rules 
of the Senate would prevail. 

The rule adopted in 1947 as a part 
of the Reorganization Act, and made 
a part of the rules of the Senate, was 
in a sense intended to modify that part 
of Hinds’ Precedents to which the Chair 
has referred, in which it was held that 
the conferees could practically write a 
new bill when the language of one House 
stricken out and the other House wrote 
an entirely new bill. There has always 
beer. wider liberality in both Houses 
relative to the conferees when a com- 
plete substitute for a bill was written, 
than is the case when either House 
amends a bill of the other House sec- 
tion by section. Therefore, the Presid- 
ing Officers in this body and those in 
the other body, in their interpretation 
of the rules and in passing upon points 
of order, have applied a more liberal 
doctrine in a case in which one House 
has stricken out the entire language of 
the bill and has written a substitute 
bill. 

In the present case the House wrote 
its bill. It sent it to the Senate, and 
the Senate wrote a complete substitute 
in the form of a Senate amendment, 
which meant that the Senate disagreed 
to the entire House bill. It wrote a 
substitute which went back to the House, 
and the House disagreed to the substi- 
tute, which in a parliamentary sense 
means that the House disagreed to the 
entire bill written by the Senate as a 
substitute. Therefore, both bills were in 
conference as a whole. 

Admitting the identity of section 101 
(b), to which reference has been made, 
in both bills, nevertheless, that section 
was a part of a complete bill of each 
House, which complete bills were in dis- 
agreement. Whether the conferees could 
have inserted any percentage if neither 
House had put it in its bill, the Chair 
is not required to pass upon at this 
time, but he has doubt about it. Both 
Houses did use a figure of 5 percent, 
based upon the amount of money carried 
in the appropriation. So the net result 
of a 5-percent limitation of authority 
in one bill would be different from the 
net result of a 5-percent authority to 
transfer funds in the other bill, or in 
the substitute. ` 

Therefore, the Chair thinks that the 
conferees did not inject new matter. 
The matter was in conference, and the 
number of dollars capable of transfer 
would be determined by the percentage. 
In both bills it was different. Obviously 
the conference report on that subject 
is germane. It is not new matter. It 
is matter which is in both bills. 

In view of the provision of subsection 
3 of rule XXVII, the Chair thinks that 
the conferees acted within their author- 
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ity, and, therefore, overrules the point of 
order. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I ap- 
peal from the decision of the Chair. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Michigan appeals from the decision 
of the Chair. The question is, Shall the 
decision of the Chair stand as the judg- 
ment of the Senate? 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
will state it. 

Mr. CASE. Would it have been pos- 
sible for the conferees to include in the 
bill an amount in dollars larger than 
either House had proposed? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is not 
the precise question now before the 
Chair. 

Mr. CASE. I recognize that it is not 
the precise question—— 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
hesitates to pass upon a parliamentary 
question that is not before him. 

Mr. CASE. It seems to me that the 
same principle is involved. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. It might be 
used as a precedent in the future. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
will state it. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The point of 
order having been appealed from, is there 
any limit on debate on the question of 
appeal? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Debate is 
permitted. There is no rule which limits 
debate. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I should like to 
ask the majority leader a question. I 
know that there are several Members on 
this side of the aisle who would like to 
study the bill overnight, at least. I be- 
lieve, from statements made by other 
Members on this side of the aisle, that 
they wish to discuss the conference re- 
port at some length. Last week we sat 
through long sessions, Rather than start 
the discussion at this late hour, with the 
prospect that it would run well into the 
evening, requiring at least one more 
quorum call before the vote, and per- 
haps even one before discussing the ques- 
tion, I wonder if the majority leader 
would not consider putting this matter 
over for further discussion until tomor- 
row at 12 o’clock, when we shall all be 
fresher. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
am anxious to dispose this evening of 
the nominations of members of the Re- 
negotiation Board, pending before the 
Senate for confirmation. The Board is 
an important agency and its work should 
not be held up by delaying action on con- 
firmation of its members. I understand, 
however, there may be considerable dis- 
cussion of them, and under the circum- 
stances we might let the conference re- 
port go over. 

Would the Senator from Massachu- 
setts be willing to enter into a unanimous 
consent agreement for a reasonable lim- 
itation of time on the debate on the 
adoption of the conference report to- 
morrow? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I honestly think that the discussion of 
the conference report will come mostly 
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on the question of appeal, and that there 
would be no great saving of time as be- 
tween discussion on the appeal and dis- 


“cussion on the conference report itself. 


Mr.McFARLAND. Iam talking about 
a limitation on the appeal. I believe 
that an hour to a side would be ample 
to debate the question of the appeal. 

Senators on both sides of the aisle are 
constantly asking me, “When are we go- 
ing to get out of here?” Yet every time 
we attempt to dispose of pending matter 
expeditiously, some Senator wants to 
talk and talk. 

All of us have seen many very impor- 
tant matters disposed of in an hour, and 
in much less than that. I think that 
everything that can be said on the ap- 
peal on the conference report could be 
said in an hour. I sincerely hope that 
the Senator will be willing to limit debate 
to at least 2 hours, 1 hour to a side. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I hope the Senator will not press that 
request tonight. I know that there is 
some feeling against it at the present 
time. I hope the Senator will allow 
the Senate to take a recess, We have 
been here quite a while today. Perhaps 
we could discuss that question tomor- 
row. . 

Mr. McFARLAND. Very well. The 
Senator from Massachusetts is always 
very persuasive, 

I hope Senators will remain in the 
Chamber so that we can dispose of the 
nominations to which I have just re- 
ferred. 


CONSTRUCTION OF PUBLIC AIRPORTS IN 
ALASKA 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate the amendments of the House 
of Representatives to the bill (S. 1183) 
to amend the act entitled “An act to 
authorize the construction, protection, 
operation, and maintenance of public 
airports in the Territory of Alaska,” as 
amended, which were, on page 2, line 3, 
strike out “leased” and insert “leased,”; 
and on page 2, line 4, strike out “air- 
ports” and insert airports,“. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr, 
President, the only changes which the 
House made in this bill consist of the 
addition of two commas, to clarify the 
purposes of the bill. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Was there any 
objection by any of the conferees, or 
was there a unanimous report? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. This is 
not a conference report. These are 
amendments of the House to a Senate 
bill. So far as I know, there is no ob- 
jection on the part of anyone. The 
House added only two commas, which 
did not change the language of the bill 
in any way. Perhaps it clarified it a 
little. 

Mr. President, I move that the Senate 
concur in the House amendments, 

The motion was agreed to. 


SUBMERGED LANDS—STATE LEASES— 
NATIONAL LEASING ACT—SCRIP 
Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, there 
have been pending in the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs several bills 
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purporting to return to the States the 
submerged lands off the coasts of Cali- 
fornia, Louisiana, and Texas. 

A brief by the Attorney General states 
that such submerged lands, even if 
included within the boundaries of such 
States, would not necessarily belong to 
the States, but under Supreme Court de- 
cision would be additional public lands 
within the boundaries of such States. 
Under this interpretation, to give the 
lands to the States now would be about 
the same as the State of Nevada leasing 
Federal Government lends under the 
impression that the State owned them, 
and then asking a transfer of such lands 
to the State, through Congressional act, 
to validate such leases. The Supreme 
Court decision did not change the status 
of such lands. It merely decided the 
status. The Supreme Court’s decision 
was that the Federal Government had 
paramount rights in such lands, which 
in other cases have been construed to be 
public lands. 

Prior to any Congressional act chang- 
ing the status of such lands, certain 
rights may have been acquired, first, un- 
der the National Oil and Gas Leasing 
Act, and, second, under certain scrip 
provisions authorized by Congressional 
acts. 

Mr. President, the Secretary of the 
Interior and the Attorney General did 
on September 24 of this year enter into 
a stipulation which in effect approves 
and validates the existing leases on the 
submerged lands off the coast of Cali- 
fornia for a period of approximately one 
year. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have inserted in the RECORD at 
this point in my remarks the stipulation 
just described. 

There being no objection, the matter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

In THE SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES, 
OCTOBER TERM, 1951 
STIPULATION 
United States of America, plaintif v. State 
of Calijornia (No. 6, original) 

Whereas on July 26, 1947, the parties to 
this cause, through their respective counsel, 
entered into a stipulation which provided 
for the continuation of all operations with- 
in or upon tide and submerged lands lying 
along the coast of California, and in which 
the State of California agreed to segregate 
and hold in a special fund all rentals, royal- 
ties, and other payments received from such 
operations subsequent to June 23, 1947, for 


ultimate distribution pursuant to agree- 
ment of the parties or final judicial order or 
decree; and 

Whereas by virtue of stipulations entered 
into by the parties thereto on July 28, 1948, 
and August 2, 1949, the stipulation of July 
26, 1947, was extended and continued in 
effect until the expiration of 60 days subse- 
quent to July 31, 1950; and 

Whereas on August 21. 1950, the parties 
thereto again entered into a stipulation 
whereby the stipulation of July 26, 1947, as 
extended by the stipulations of July 28, 1948, 
and August 2, 1949, was revised in certain 
respects and, as so revised, was extended and 
continued in effect until October 1, 1951; 
and 

Whereas in paragraph No. 7 of the stipula- 
tion of August 21, 1950, it is provided that 
the parties shall meet within 30 days after 
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July 31, 1951, to consider the stipulation of 
July 26, 1947, as therein extended and re- 
vised, and the effect thereon of any further 
proceedings or determinations in this cause, 
and to determine whether the said stipula- 
tion as extended and revised, or a revision 
thereof, should be continued for a further 
period; and 

Whereas the parties, through their respec- 
tive counsel, have met for the purposes con- 
templated by said paragraph No, 7, and, as 
a result of such meeting, it is the opinion of 
the parties that the mutual interest of the 
parties and of the general public would best 
be served by a continuation of the stipula- 
tion of July 26, 1947, as extended and revised, 
for a further period, provided that it be 
revised as herein set forth: Now, therefore, 
it is stipulated and agreed by the parties, 
through their respective counsel, that— 

1. The stipulation entered into by the 
parties to this cause on July 26, 1947, as 
extended by the stipulations of July 28, 
1948, and August 2, 1949, and as revised and 
extended by the stipulation of August 21, 
1950, and as hereinafter revised, providing 
for a continuation of operations within or 
upon tide and submerged lands lying along 
the coast of California, be and the same is 
hereby extended and continued in effect un- 
til October 1, 1952. The provisions of this 
paragraph are not intended to preclude 
other arrangements adopted prior to the 
expiration date of this stipulation by rea- 
son of an order of the Supreme Court or 
an act of Congress. 

2. Paragraph No. 6 of the stipulation of 
July 26, 1947, is hereby amended, effective 
July 26, 1947, by adding the words “and 
overriding royalties paid pursuant to obli- 
gations created prior to June 23, 1947,” im- 
mediately following the word “hereof” at 
the end of the third sentence in said para- 
graph. 

3. Paragraph No. 4 of the stipulation of 
August 21, 1950, is hereby amended, effective 
October 1, 1951, by substituting the figure 
614,000“ for the figure 812,000“ in the 
fourth sentence of said paragraph, this figure 
being the amount which the State Lands 
Commission of California is, by said sen- 
tence, authorized to expend per month from 
revenues in the special fund derived prior 
to October 1, 1950, from leases of tide and 
submerged lands to defray its expenses in 
administering the law respecting operations 
under such leases. 

4. The parties hereto shall meet within 30 
days after July 31, 1952, to consider the stip- 
ulation of July 26, 1947, as herein extended 
and revised, and the effect thereon of any 
further proceedings or determinations in 
this cause, and to determine whether the 
said stipulation as extended and revised, or 
a revision thereof, should be extended for a 
further period, 

J. Howarp MCGRATH, 

Attorney General of the United States. 
EDMUND G. BROWN, 

Attorney General of California. 

Recommended: 

Oscar L. CHAPMAN, 
Secretary of the Interior of the 
United States. 
Dated this 24th day of September 1951. 


Mr. MALONE. For this Congress to 
legalize such leases on what the Supreme 
Court says in effect are Government 
lands would be of far-reaching effect, 
probably more far-reaching than the 
committee or Members of the Congress 
at this time realize. 

Therefore, I offer a resolution calling 
for a study of this phase of the matter, 
and ask that the resolution be referred 
to the proper committee. I ask unan- 
imous consent to have the resolution 
printed as part of my remarks in the 
RECORD, 
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There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion (S. Res. 217), submitted by Mr. 
MALONE, was received and referred to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Af- 
fairs, as follows: 


Whereas the Supreme Court has rendered a 
decision June 23, 1947, that the United 
States has paramount rights in the sub- 
merged lands off the California, Louisiana, 
and Texas coast lines; and 

Whereas certain applications have been 
made to the Secretary of the Interior for 
leases upon these lands under the National 
Oil and Gas Leasing Act, and also certain 
lands have been filed upon through certain 
scrip authorized under prior successive con- 
gressional acts; and 

Whereas the Secretary of the Interior did 
on September 24, 1951, join with the Attor- 
ney General in extending the stipulation for 
1 year thus validating leases made by the 
States and certain organizations over that 
length of time including an amendment to 
a prior stipulation including the payment 
of over-riding royalties paid pursuant to ob- 
ligations created prior to June 23, 1947, the 
date of the Supreme Court decision on the 
submerged lands: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate of the United 
States through its proper committee investi- 
gate such applications under the National 
Oil and Gas Leasing Act and filings made 
under the scrip authorized by prior suc- 
cessive congressional acts and the effect of 
the stipulation by the Secretary of the In- 
terior and the Attorney General approving 
existing leases affecting such lands, and in 
addition the possible effect of the proposed 
validation of the existing leases between the 
States and such organizations by congres- 
sional act. 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate proceed to the con- 
sideration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to, and the 
Senate proceeded to the consideration of 
executive business. 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


The Vice President laid before the Sen- 
ate a message from the President of the 
United States submitting sundry nomi- 
nations, and withdrawing the nomina- 
tion of Frank A. Waring, of California, to 
be a member of the Board of Directors of 
the Tennessee Valley Authority, which 
nominating message was referred to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

For nominations this day received, see 
the end of Senate proceedings.) 


EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A COMMITTEE 


The following favorable reports of 
nominations were submitted: 


By Mr. CONNALLY, from the Committee 
on Foreign Relations: 

Howard K. Travers, of New York, a Foreign 
Service officer of the class of career minister, 
to be Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipo- 
tentiary to Haiti; 

Chester Bowles, of Connecticut, to be Am- 
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary 
to India, and to serve concurrently and with- 
out additional compensation as Ambassador 
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary to Nepal; 

Fletcher Warren, of Texas, a Foreign Serv- 
ic> officer of the class of career minister, to 
be Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipo- 
tentiary to Venezuela, vice Norman Armour, 
resigned; 

Christian M. Ravndal, of Iowa, a Foreign 
Service officer of the class of career minister, 
now Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni- 
potentiary to Uruguay, to be Envoy Extraor- 
dinary and Minister Plenipotentiary to Hun- 
gary, vice Nathaniel P. Davis, resigned; and 
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Willard F. Barber and sundry other persons 
for appointment in the Foreign and Diplo- 
matic Service. 


The VICE PRESIDENT. If there be 
no further reports of committees, the 
nominations on the Executive Calendar 
will be stated. 


RENEGOTIATION BOARD 


The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of Lawrence S. Hartwig to be a 
member of the Renegotiation Board. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, the nomination is confirmed. 

The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of John Hubbard Joss to be a mem- 
ber of the Renegotiation Board. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, the nomination is confirmed. 

The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of John Theodore Koehler to be a 
member of the Renegotiation Board. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, the satis- 
factory administration of the Price Ad- 
justment Board under the Renegotiation 
Act should be the desire of the President 
of the Senate and of everyone who is 
concerned with the contracts of this huge 
defense effort, as well as of good govern- 
ment. 

The principles and aims of the Rene- 
gotiation Act are two, it may be stated. 
One is to save money. The other is to 
insure that there shall be the utmost of 
integrity in the allowance or disallow- 
ance of extraordinary expenses in con- 
nection with defense contracts. 

To accomplish those objectives the 
Price Adjustment Board under the Re- 
negotiation Act should be independent. 
The Senate so stated, and Congress so 
said in enacting the law. That principle 
should also be adhered to in the choice of 
the personnel which comprises the 
Board. They should be people who are 
free from bias. They should be people 
who are objective. They should be peo- 
ple who have no personal association, 
either in business or in government, with 
the contractors, and who have no stakes 
in preserving prices in contracts as they 
may have been negotiated. The very 
purpose of the Renegotiation Act is to 
make it possible for the Government to 
get prices based upon properly audited 
costs. 

Three of the men who have been nom- 


inated for appointment to the Renego- 


tiation Board, Mr. Lawrence E. Hartwig, 
Mr. John Hubbard Joss, and Mr. Frank 
L. Roberts, are gentlemen who, by rea- 
son of their experience, commend them- 
selves to the average person as fit and 
proper persons to be members of the 
Board. 

Mr. Joss has been executive assist- 
ant to Mr. Jess Larson, Administrator 
of the General Services Administration, 
and not wholly identified with procure- 
ment for the military or defense activi- 
ties. i 

Mr. Roberts has been connected with 
renegotiation boards in the past, and is 
highly regarded by those who have had 
opportunity or occasion to watch the ef- 


forts of the boards on which he served. 


He had long business experience prior to 
that, and I have never heard any criti- 
cism of his work. ` 

Mr. Hartwig was chairman of the Con- 
tract Settlement Board, and as such has 
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had experience in the field of weighing 
costs to the Government and adjust- 
ments to be made. 

With respect to Mr. Koehler, I have 
nothing to say this evening regarding 
his personal character. I understand 
that as Assistant Secretary of the Navy 
he has been a very forceful sort of ex- 
ecutive. Perhaps he is not quite so dip- 
lomatic as one might desire a member 
of the Renegotiation Board to be. How- 
ever, the question I raise goes primarily 
to the fact that as Assistant Secretary 
of the Navy Mr. Koehler has been in 
the position of approving and negotiat- 
ing many. of the contracts which as a 
member of the Renegotiation Board he 
would now be called upon to renegotiate, 
or to pass upon the principles or data 
involved in renegotiation. 

I understand that the members of the 
committee considering this question 
were somewhat concerned about the 
point involved. They have had their 
hearings, and in view of the fact that 
they have had some investigation made, 
I am not disposed to put the matter to 
a final test in the Senate this evening. 
I defer to the consideration that has been 
given. 

However, Mr. President, I do call at- 
tention to the fact that the President 
has sent to the Senate for confirmation 
as a member of the Renegotiation Board 
a man who has been identified with pro- 
curement for one of the principal de- 
fense agencies, to wit; the Navy Depart- 
ment. He served as Assistant Secretary 
of the Navy. 

It seems to me that the President was 
ill-advised in venturing to name as a 
person to sit in judgment in recapitulat- 
ing and renegotiating contracts one who 
had a part in negotiating those contracts. 

I am led tọ make my remarks partly 
because it has been suggested that Mr. 
Koehler might become the Chairman of 
the Board. It would be unfortunate, it 
seems to me, if the progress of this Board 
should be long deferred. The Renego- 
tiation Act was one of the first acts to 
be passed by this Congress. It was given 
considerable study by the Senate when 
it was before us earlier this year. 

This distinguished Senator from Geor- 
gia [Mr. GEORGE] fought a valiant fight 
to make the Board independent, and we 
tried to preserve the independence of 
the Board. We tried to give the mem- 
bers of the Board both responsibility, 
and the authority that should go with 
responsibility, so that they could do a 
good job. A long time has elapsed since 
the act was passed by Congress and since 
it was approved by the President. 

Already many firms find themselves 
in default on filing their reports, partly 
because of the fact that the Board has 
not been named. So I believe the Board 
should be permitted to organize, and I 
am persuaded partly because of that 
fact not to prolong consideration of the 
nominations this evening. 

However, the Chairman has not been 
named. There are to be five members 
of the Board. The Chairman might be 
one of the other three men nominated, 
or it might be another person. In mak- 
ing my remarks this evening I have two 


things in mind. One is to suggest that 
_Mr. Koehler would be well advised to be 
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particularly circumspect, so that in 
passing upon contracts which he himself 
helped to negotiate he could not be 
charged with having favored contracts 
which he helped to write. 

In the second place, I wish to express 
the hope that when the President comes 
to nominate or designate one of the 
members of the Renegotiation Board as 
its chairman, he will not embarrass him- 
self or embarrass the Board or possibly 
embarrass the country by naming Mr. 
Koehler as chairman. It seems to me 
that would be a violation of all the 
principles of independence which we 
sought to write into the act. 

So, Mr. President, because I feel that 
the Board should have been functioning 
and should have been appointed a long 
time ago, I am not going to press the test 
here tonight. 

I did wish to make these remarks, and 
I think I have made them in the interest 
of good administration and good gov- 
ernment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is, Will the Senate advise and con- 
sent to the nomination of John Theo- 
dore Koehler, of Maryland, to be a mem- 
ber of the Renegotiation Board? 

Without objection, the nomination is 
confirmed. 

The legislative clerk read the nomi- 
nation of Frank L. Roberts, of Michigan, 
to be a member of the Renegotiation 
Board. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, the nomination is confirmed. 

Without objection, the President will 
be notified forthwith of these confirma- 
tions. 


HERBERT ASKINS, ASSISTANT SECRE- 
TARY OF THE NAVY 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
do not wish to detain the Senate; but 
I wish to state that Mr. Herbert Askins, 
whose nomination has already been con- 
firmed by the Senate, to take the place 
which will be made vacant by the resig- 
nation of Mr. Koehler, who was As- 
sistant Secretary of the Navy in charge 
of procurement, comes from the State of 
Arizona. I wish to state that Mr. Askins 
is a successful Arizona businessman and 
is highly regarded by all who know him, 
I am sure he will fill this position with 
credit to himself and to his country. It 
made me happy to know that his ability 
was recognized, because he has per- 
formed many fine services for our State. 


LEGISLATIVE SESSION 


The Senate resumed the considera- 
tion of legislative business. 


THE TIDELANDS CONTROVERSY—LETTER 
FROM SOLICITOR GENERAL PERLMAN 


Mr. OMAHONEN. Mr. President, on 
July 24 there was inserted in the Con- 
GRESSIONAL ReEcorD a brief prepared by 
the Organization of State Attorneys 
General on the submerged-lands con- 
troversy. Since that time there has been 
addressed to me a letter by the Solicitor 
General of the United States, Mr. Perl- 
man, in which he discusses the various 
arguments raised in that document. In- 
asmuch as the original article or brief 
was printed in the CONGRESSIONAL REC- 
ORD, I now ask unanimous consent that 
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the response of the Solicitor General be 
printed in the body of the Recorp, 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


OFFICE OF THE SOLICITOR GENERAL, 
Washington, D. C., September 7, 1951. 
The Honorable JosEPH C. O'MAHONEY, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Inte- 
rior and Insular Affairs, Senate 
Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR O’MAHONEY: In connection 
with the consideration being given to the 
joint resolution (S. J. Res. 20) introduced 
by you for the purpose of providing for the 
administration, by the Secretary of the In- 
terior, of the mineral resources of the sea 
adjacent to the United States, and the bill 
(H. R. 4484) recently passed by the House, 
and now also pending in your Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs, it would seem 
advisable for you and all the Members of 
the Senate to have an additional statement 
from those responsible for the conduct of the 
litigation brought by the Government to 
solve certain aspects of the problem. 

It seems advisable for this to be done be- 
cause the National Association of Attorneys 
General, composed of State officials, has 
printed and distributed a pamphlet entitled 
“Every State Has Submerged Lands,” con- 
taining a number of inaccurate and mis- 
leading statements, and arguments having 
no valid basis either in fact or law. This 
pamphlet was also printed in the CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD, July 24, beginning at page 
8719, and was inserted during a discussion 
on the floor of the Senate concerning the 
ownership of rights in the marginal sea. 

Your measure (S. J. Res. 20) is designed 
to give impetus to plans for immediate in- 
creased development of off-shore petroleum 
and gas deposits, the need for which is em- 
phasized by the situation in Korea, as well 
as in other parts of the world. H. R. 4484 18 
designed to convey away from the United 
States forever, all of its established rights 
to mineral and all other resources in the 
submerged lands of the marginal sea. The 
definition of marginal sea” in H. R. 4484 
contemplates areas, in some instances, far 
exceeding the areas claimed by the United 
States or recognized by other sovereign na- 
tions as being subject to the exercise of 
territorial sovereignty. H. R. 4484 would 
attempt to substitute State “ownership” 
for the area within the actual or claimed 
State seaward “boundary.” 

ENRICHMENT OF THREE STATES 

The bill (H. R. 4484) undertakes to give 
the adjacent States 3744 percent of the 
revenue received by the United States from 
oil and gas deposits in all submerged lands 
seaward of State “boundaries” as defined 
in the bill, to the edge of the Continental 
Shelf and beyond wherever the subsoil ap- 
pertains to the United States. In brief, 
the effect of H. R. 4484 is to enrich the 
States of California, Louisiana, and Texas 
with the oil and gas resources in the mar- 
ginal sea, at the expense of the other 45 
States of the Union, and, in addition, to 
give those same three States 3744 per cent 
of all revenues received by the United States 
from such minerals in submerged lands of 
the Continental Shelf, where the exclusive 
jurisdiction of the United States could never 
be seriously questioned by any State. 

EVERY STATE HAS SUBMERGED LANDS 

This, as has been stated, is the caption of 
the pamphlet placed in the hands of the 
Members of both branches of the Congress, 
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD and 
otherwise circulated. Under that banner, 
the attorneys general's pamphlet purports 
to prove that the decisions by the Supreme 
Court as to the status of the submerged 
lands of the marginal sea involve the title to 
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the submerged lands of the rivers, harbors, 
bays, lakes and other inland waters of the 
States. 

This is not true, and never has been true. 
Those in charge of the quitclaim legislation 
know it. Part of the effort to legitimatize 
the trespass on Federal areas by 3 States 
at the expense of the other 45 States is di- 
rected to concealing the true status of sub- 
merged lands of inland waters, and to block 
legislation proposed by the Government to 
dispose permanently of baseless and frivolous 
contentions in which the entire pamphlet 
is framed. 

The attorneys general’s pamphlet con- 
tains a statement of 11 reasons for the 
support of the Walter bill (H. R. 4484). These 
reasons and the answers to them are: 


ATTORNEYS GENERAL'S CONTENTION NO. 1 


“Each of the States owns and possesses 
valuable submerged lands within its boun- 
daries, the revenues from which are devoted 
to education and other important functions 
of State government.” 

This statement, standing alone, is un- 
doubtedly true. What is false about it— 
and the publication with it of lists of the 
acreages of lands under inland waters, the 
Great Lakes and the marginal sea; and of 
the known resources of the waters and the 
submerged lands of such waters—is the 
treatment of the facts as if such waters and 
their submerged lands and resources have 
been held to be subject to the paramount 
power and full dominion of the United 
States. No more complete misrepresentation 
has ever been made to the Members of Con- 
gress of the United States. In this way, 
and only in this way, could the proponents 
of the Walter bill dare print a list of every 
one of the 48 States with the acreages and 
resources of submerged lands of inland 
waters, in an attempt to persuade the elected 
representatives of all the States, that, un- 
less the Walter bill is enacted, they may be 
deprived of valuable resources belonging to 
their people. 

The truth is that not a pint of inland 
waters or an inch of the lands under such 
waters is involved or ever has been involved 
in the controversy over rights in the mar- 
ginal sea. The Walter bill, if enacted, would 
vastly enrich 3 States, at the expense 
of the other 45 States, through the con- 
tinued development and exploitation by 
California, Louisiana, and Texas of vast oil 
and resources in the sea belonging to 
all the people of the Nation. 


ATTORNEYS GENERAL'S CONTENTION NO. 2 


“The title of each of the 48 States to its 
submerged lands, whether inland or coastal, 
has been held under a century-old rule of 
law that this property is owned by the in- 
dividual States rather than by the Federal 
Government.” 

This is another misrepresentation, just as 
boldly inaccurate as the first reason. The 
pamphlet says that State ownership of this 
type of property, whether beneath rivers, 
lakes, bays, marginal seas, or Great Lakes, 
has been recognized in at least 53 previous 
Supreme Court decisions as a right of State 
sovereignty. So far as marginal seas are 
concerned, this is simply not true. There 
are no such decisions by the Supreme Court. 
There never have been. 

The pamphlet says that the rule on which 
the States rely was stated in the case of 
Pollard v. Hagan (3 How. 212) in the year 
1844, where the Supreme Court (p. 230) said: 
“The shores of navigable waters, and the soils 
under them, were not granted by the Consti- 
tution to the United States, but were re- 
served to the States respectively.” The Pol- 
lard case involved inland waters, and not the 
soils under the sea. It involved title to a 
lot between Church Street and North Bound- 
ary Street, in the city of Mobile, Ala. It was 
proved that years before the property had 
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been covered by waters of the Mobile River 
at high tide. 

The case involved a true tideland, to which 
the United States would have no claim, even 
if it were on the sea; and it involved what 
had been submerged lands of an inland 
water, where the national external sov- 
ereignty of the United States does not apply. 
The Pollard case had nothing to do with 
Federal rights in the submerged lands of the 
marginal sea. Neither did any of the other 
52 Supreme Court cases in which the Pollard 
case was subsequently cited with approval, 


POLLARD CASE NOT IN POINT 


To the contrary, the Supreme Court ex- 
pressly rejected, in the case of United States 
v. California (332 U. S. 19 (June 23, 1947)), 
the very statement now asserted as a fact by 
the pamphlet issued by the Attorneys Gen- 
eral. The Supreme Court declared that the 
rule stated in the Pollard case related to 
inland waters (p. 36), and it found no basis 
upon which that rule could or should be ex- 
tended to the soil beneath the ocean. It 
examined the cases cited by the States and 
found that none of them had decided the 
issue. The Supreme Court discussed the cir- 
cumstances which “pointedly raised this 
State-Federal conflict for the first time.” { 

Even Mr. Justice Reed, who was the only. 
one of the eight members of the Court par- 
ticipating in the California case who believed 
that the State was the owner of the lands 
involved, observed in his dissenting opinion 
that “no square ruling of this Court has 
determined the ownership of those marginal 
lands * * *” (332 U. S. 43). And that 
was in the October term, 1946, of the Su- 
preme Court. There is no basis in fact or 
law for any claim that there was any cen- 
tury-old rule under which the States had 
rights in the soil of the ocean. i 

The first. tangible claim of rights in the, 
marginal sea was made by Secretary of State 
Thomas Jefferson, on behalf of the United 
States, in the year 1793. The Supreme Court 
found that “not only has acquisition, as it 
were, of the 3-mile belt (in the sea) been’ 
accomplished by the National Government,| 
but protection and control of it has been and 
is a function of national external sover- 
eignty (p. 34).” Therefore, the rule giving 
the United States authority over and rights 
in the soil under the coastal waters had its 
genesis in acts of the Federal Government 
beginning at least 158 years ago. 


APPROVAL BY SENATE 


The answer to the unsound contention 
that there is or was any century-old rule giv- 
ing ownership of the submerged iands in the 
marginal sea to the States does not rest upon 
court determinations alone. As recently as 
August 19, 1937, only 14 years ago, the Senate 
of the United States passed a resolution (S. J. 
Res. 208, 75th Cong., Ist sess.) the preamble 
of which declared, in part: “Whereas large 
petroleum deposits underlie various sub- 
merged lands along the coast of the United 
States and below low-water mark and within 
a distance of 3 miles under the ocean below 
said low-water mark; and, whereas all such 
submerged lands below said low-water mark 
and within such 3-mile limit lying along 
the coast of the United States are asserted 
to be the property of the United States; and 
whereas various persons have heretofore en- 
tered, or in the immediate future propose to 
enter upon such submerged lands and re- 
move the petroleum deposits underlying the 
same without the consent or permission of 
the United States, and to the irreparable 
damage and injury of the United States; and 
whereas immediate action on the part of the 
United States is necessary to preserve such 
petroleum deposits for the future use of the 
United States.” 

The resolution then went on to provide 
that the Attorney General of the 
United States be, and he is hereby, author- 
ized and directed, by and through speedy and 
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appropriate proceedings, to assert, maintain, 
and establish the title and possession of the 
United States to the submerged lands afore- 
said, and all petroleum deposits underlying 
the same, and to cause and effectuate by 
proper proceedings the removal and eject- 
ment of all persons now or hereafter tres- 
passing upon or otherwise occupying the said 
submerged lands or removing the petroleum 
deposits therefrom, without the consent and 
permission of the United States, and through 
such proper proceedings to be by the said 
Attorney General instituted, to stop and pre- 
vent the taking or removing of petroleum 
products by others than the United States 
from the said submerged lands as aforesaid.” 
This resolution was reported out of the 
Senate Committee on the Judiciary unani- 
mously. It was-subsequently passed by the 
Senate unanimously... It then went to the 
House, where it was amended by the House 
Committee on the Judiciary so as to relate 
only to the submerged lands off the State of 
California. In that form it was reported 
favorably by the committee but never came 
to a vote on the floor of the House. 


COURT AFFIRMED SENATE 


So that when all of the criticisms, claims, 
and misrepresentations appearing in the 
attorneys general's pamphlet are examined 
and analyzed it is clear that all the Supreme 
Court has done is to affirm and give vitality 
to rights declared by the Senate of the United 
States as recently as 1937 to be vested ex- 
clusively in the United States. 

When Senate Joint resolution 208 was 
passed by ‘the Senate in 1937 California was 

in the early stages of its seizure of Federal 
oll and gas resources in the marginal sea. 
And that was sometime before the extent of 
the oil and gas resources off the shores of 
Louisiana and Texas in the Gulf of Mexico 
had become generally known. The resultant 
pressures on Congress to give the Nation’s 
vital resources away had not then developed. 
The alleged “long-recognized,” century 
old” rule of State ownership, which never 
really existed, had not been discovered as 
recently as 1937 by any Member of the Senate 
of the United States. 


ATTORNEYS GENERAL’S CONTENTION NO. 3 


“This long-recognized rule of law, applica- 
ble to the waters and submerged lands of 
every State, has been destroyed and State 
titles clouded by the Supreme Court’s ‘tide- 
lands’ decision. The way has been opened 
for foreign nations to claim resources within 
our territorial waters.” 

It is difficult to deal patiently with this 
series of misstatements. In the first place 
it should be noted that the word “‘tidelands” 
is a misnomer; the United States does not 
claim any rights, by reason of national 
sovereignty, in the soil of lands covered by 
the tides, and its rights begin at the low- 
water mark outside of tidelands, and sea- 
ward of inland waters, such as rivers, bays, 
etc., which empty into or are arms of the 
ocean. 

There is nothing, absolutely nothing, in 
the decisions by the Supreme Court in the 
California case or in the Louisiana (339 
U. S. 669) and Texas (339 U. S. 707) cases 
which destroys or impairs or affects in any 
degree any long-recognized rule of law, ap- 
plicable to the inland waters and submerged 
lands under inland waters of any State. The 
Supreme Court in the California case, may 
‘fairly be said to have confirmed State rights 
in “lands under inland navigable waters such 
as rivers, harbors, and even tidelands down 
to the low-water mark” (p. 30). The State 
titles which are actually clouded relate 
solely to a few isolated areas off shore (the 
United States submitted but three such 
areas off California where oil and gas are 
being extracted, and the master appointed 
by the Supreme Court in that case added 
but four more involving other and less im- 
portant considerations) where it is neces- 
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sary to arrive at more exact determinations 
of the locations of State and Federal rights, 


STATE TITLES ALWAYS CLOUDED 


The coast line of Louisiana, because of its 
sinuosity, presents some difficulties, but the 
coast line of Texas appears to be free from 
such difficulties. In any event, those prob- 
lems were always there and the decisions by 
the Supreme Court did not in themselves 
create the “clouds.” Moreover, the clouds“ 
along the borders of the California areas 
could have been removed long ago if the 
representatives of that State had shown any 
real desire to expedite the necessary deter- 
minations, instead of dragging out the pro- 
ceedings over a period of years. 

The attorneys general’s pamphlet also 
says that by departing from the long-estab- 
lished rule that lands under territorial wa- 
ters within the boundaries of the States are 
American soil and controlled by State laws 
of property ownership, the Supreme Court 
has for the first time in our history opened 
the door for foreign nations to assert claims 
within our boundaries. This, of course, is 
sheer nonsense. The Supreme Court did not 
depart from any long-established rule. In- 
land waters are not involved, and never were 
involved, despite the misleading statements 
in the pamphlet. The United States has 
never claimed territorial sovereignty over an 
area greater than three nautical miles off- 
shore from the low-water mark, or seaward 
from inland waters. 

In support of its contention that the Su- 
preme Court has opened the door for for- 
eign: claims, the attorneys, general's» pam- 
phlet quotes from a joint statement signed 
by Judge Manley O. Hudson, Dean Roscoe 
Pound. Dr. Charles Cheney Hyde and other 
experts in the field of international law. 
That statement concerned the use by the 
Supreme Court, in its opinion in the Tezas 
case (339 U. S. at 719), of the phrase once 
low-water mark is passed the international 
domain is reached. The writers quoted by 
the pamphlet erroneously assume that the 
Court meant by the words “international do- 
main” that once low-water mark is reached 
the international community, and not the 
United States, has paramount rights in the 
area—as if the rights of the United States 
in that area were not greater than those 
in the high seas. 


NO CLAIMS BY FOREIGN NATIONS 


But it is obvious from the Court’s opinion 
that it meant no such thing, and that. all 
it was saying was what had been said in the 
California case, that once low-water mark 
is reached the Federal Government's para- 
mount rights are derived historically from 
international law and the agreement of the 
nations. The door was shut, not opened, 
to claims by other nations to areas within 
the marginal sea. No other construction can 
fairly be put on the opinions in the sub- 
merged lands cases. 

Moreover, it should be pointed out, the ex- 
perts quoted in the pamphlets were retained 
and personally paid by Texas during the pres- 
entation of its case to the Supreme Court. 
Their views were considered and rejected by 
that Court. 

In this same connection, it should be 
noted that President Truman, on Septem- 
ber 28, 1945, issued a proclamation claim- 
ing, on behalf of the United States, the 
control over the mineral resources of the 
submerged lands of the seas off the shores 
of the United States to the edge of the 
Continental Shelf. This assertion of the 
rights of the United States would seem to 
dispose of the “fears” of foreign claims ex- 
pressed in the attorneys general’s pamphlet. 
The controversy before the Senate arises 
from the seizure by the three States of re- 
sources. belonging to the Nation. 

The attorneys general’s contention con- 
cerning boundaries points up the problem. 
Louisiana, for example, by act of its legis- 
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lature and without permission from the 
Congress or any other Federal authority, pur- 
ported to extend its boundaries 27 miles out 
to sea. Texas, not to be outdone, and in 
the light of increasing information as to oil 
deposits in the sea, by act of its legislature, 
purported to extend its boundaries all the 
way to the edge of the Continental Shelf, in 
some instances about 150 miles to sea. 


STATE BOUNDARIES NOT IN ISSUE 

But the question of a State boundary has 
no real bearing on the problem. A State has 
no more right to seize Federal property with- 
in its boundaries, land or sea, than it has 
to seize the property of private individuals 


within its boundaries. The United States 


has not questioned the validity of these uni- 
lateral attempted extensions of State bound- 


. aries because it is possible that the exercise 


of State police power in such areas may be 
advisable so long as there is no conflict with 
Federal authority or rights. But the effort 
now being made to translate “boundary” into 
“ownership” is a concept based on no known 
principle of law. 

Perhaps something else should be said 
about the relevancy of international law to 
determine the status of the marginal sea. 
It is a fact that the Nation’s rights in the 
submerged lands of the marginal sea were 
acquired through the acquiescence or ap- 
proval of other sovereign nations. And it 
is a fact, no matter how much the pamphlet 
may endeavor to distort it, that after the 
low-water mark is passed the international 
domain—in the sence that rights and powers 
are acquired under international law—is 
reached: NA 

The theory under which the limited au- 
thority originally claimed on behalf of the 
United States by Secretary of State Jefferson 
in a marginal sea of 3 miles was expanded 
into paramount power and full dominium is 
the same as that under which the United 
States has given recognition to similar rights 
and powers in their marginal seas vested in 
other sovereignties composing the family of 
nations. ¥ 


PROBLEM ARISING ELSEWHERE 


It so happens that unauthorized encroach- 
ments on the international domain are be- 
ginning to create problems in different parts 
of the world. Litigation involving the same 
principles of international law as are believed 
to be controlling in the California, Louisiana, 
and Texas cases is pending between European 
nations in the International Court.of Justice 
at The Hague. The United States has an 
ever-increasing interest in the outcome of 
such litigation. The United States may be 
put into inconsistent positions, and may 
have its rights impaired, by the efforts of 
three of our States to gain enormous finan- 
cial benefits for themselves to the detriment 
of the rest of the Nation. 


ATTORNEYS GENERAL’S CONTENTION NO. 4 


Legislation is necessary for each of the 
48 States in order to restore and confirm 
their ownership of navigable waters and sub- 
merged lands within their respective bound- 
aries.” 

This statement, as has been pointed out, 
is untrue. State ownership of submerged 
lands under inland waters has not been af- 
fected by the rejection of State claims to the 
resources of the submerged lands of the mar- 
ginal sea, and, as has been shown, beyond 
even the marginal sea. But in order to take 
away from quitclaim proponents the oppor- 
tunity to continue to present such a baseless 
contention, the appropriate Federal agencies 
prepared and submitted to Congress a bill 
releasing and relinquishing to the States, 
and to all others lawfully entitled, all right, 
title, and interest of the United States, if any 
it has, in and to all lands beneath navigable 
inland waters within the boundaries of the 
respective States. 

Moreover, the same bill confirms and rati- 
fies any right to construct and use any dock, 
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pier, wharf, jetty, or other structure in the 
open ocean, or any such right to the surface 
of filled-in or reclaimed lands in such areas. 
That bill, introduced during this session by 
you, Senator O’Manoney, is pending in the 
Senate as S. 1540. It was introduced in the 
Senate of the Eighty-first Congress as 8. 
2153. 

It has been introduced from time to time 
in both the House and Senate during the 
past few years but it has never moved out of 
any committee to which it has been referred, 

The States and Federal Government agree 
that the Federal Government has no claim 
to the submerged lands of inland navigable 
waters, but the attorneys general continue 
to argue that the States’ rights are in danger 
all the while that legislation to eliminate the 
argument stays in committee. 


NO AMENDMENTS OFFERED 


Nor have the proponents of quitclaim 
legislation ever suggested any amendments 
to S. 1540, or its predecessors, to cure the 
alleged defects they profess to see in it. The 
only possible inference which can be drawn 
from this situation is that the supporters of 
donating the submerged marginal land to 
the States have succeeded in blocking the 
legislation which would put an end to a 
plain, clear misrepresentation. 

The attorneys general’s pamphlet discusses 
under three subheads the alleged need of 
such legislation as is embodied in the Walter 
bill, as follows: ‘Marginal Sea of Coastal 
States,” “Great Lakes,” and “Inland Wa- 
ters.” As to the “Marginal Sea of Coastal 
States,” the pamphlet says that only Cali- 
fornia, Texas and Louisiana have been sued, 
but that the Attorney General and the Solici- 
tor General of the United States claim that 
the decisions apply equally against all of the 
other 18 coastal States. 

Of course, they do. Any other result 
would be unthinkable under the Constitu- 
tion, where all States are on an equal foot- 
ing. But the pamphlet also says that it is 
certain that “this area, together with all 
artificially filled lands along the beaches, and 
all bays wider than 10 miles (such as Boston 
and Chesapeake Bay) are now being claimed 
by the Federal Government.” This statement 
is plainly inaccurate. 

One of the recognized exceptions to the 
10-mile rule followed by the United States 
and other sovereign nations as a method of 
differentiating inland water from open sea 
is the “historical bay.” Boston and Chesa- 
peake Bays are historical bays, and the 
United States accepts them as inland waters, 
not subject to its national external sover- 
eignty. As early as our brief in the Cali- 
fornia case (filed in January 1947), we called 
attention to the existence of historical bays 
larger than 10 miles, and expressly cited 
Chesapeake Bay as the prime example. 

LONG ISLAND SOUND INLAND 

So, for another example, are other large 
bodies of water such as Long Island Sound, 
which has been adjudicated to be an inland 
water. And whatever may be the technical 
legal status of artificially filled lands along 
beaches, or other structures which may have 
been erected along the shores of and into 
the sea, the United States is ready and will- 
ing, and always has been, to release and re- 
linquish any rights it may have to such fills 
or structures. It is so provided in S. 1540, 
already mentioned, drafted by the attorneys 
of the Defense, Interior and Justice Depart- 
ments, the passage of which has been blocked 
by the very people, or their representatives 
or associates, who advance the objection. 

As to the “Great Lakes,” the pamphlet 
claims that the Walter bill is “necessary to 
remove the cloud of the recent ‘tidelands’ 
eases from their (States’) titles.“ Permit 
me to repeat, again, the California, Louisi- 
ana, and Texas cases had nothing to do with 
any inland waters, but solely with the sub- 
merged lands of the open sea. As long ago 
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as November 27, 1945, the then Attorney 
General of the United States, Tom O. Clark, 
now a Justice of the Supreme Court, address- 
ing the annual conference of the National 
Association of Attorneys General, the same 
organization responsible for the pamphlet, 
said: “My understanding is that the Great 
Lakes are considered inland waters, and no 
contention has been made by anyone that a 
marginal sea exists there. The present suit 
(California) therefore raises no question as 
to the title of the lands beneath the Great 
Lakes.” 


GOVERNMENT'S POSITION IGNORED 


Five months later, the then Solicitor Gen- 
eral, J. Howard McGrath, now Attorney Gen- 
eral, wrote a letter in which he stated that 
Attorney General Clark’s views expressed the 
Position of the Federal Government. So 
that now, 6 years after Attorney General 
Clark took a public position on this sub- 
ject, the Attorneys General's pamphlet con- 
tinues to ignore the Government's true 
position. The pamphlet doesn’t even men- 
tion the fact that at least two Attorneys 
General and two Solicitors General have said 
that the submerged lands of the Great Lakes 
are not involved. 

Instead, the pamphlet says that “these 
8 (Great Lake) States stand to lose more 
property and revenues than the 21 coastal 
States.” The truth is that the 8 Great 
Lake States stand to lose exactly nothing. 
The truth is that their people and those 
of all the 45 States not immediately con- 
cerned stand to gain much if the Walter 
bill is defeated and proper legislation author- 
izing the officials of the United States to 
manage its own resources is enacted. 

As to “inland waters,” the attorneys gen- 
eral's pamphlet makes the amazing conten- 
tion that S, 1540—the bill to dispose of, for- 
ever, the phony claim that inland waters are 
involved—was prepared by the Attorney 
General “in an attempt to split the ranks of 
the States.” The pamphlet says that “State 
Officials oppose this (1) as an effort to 
divide their forces, (2) as unfair to the 
coastal and Great Lakes States, and (3) be- 
cause S. 1540 would recognize State titles 
only to the beds of the streams with no men- 
tion of waters and minerals but with spe- 
cific reservation of all rights relating to the 
national defense.” 


INLAND RESOURCES NOT INVOLVED 


This collection of objections would do more 
credit to the fertile imaginations of Gilbert 
and Sullivan than to any serious treatment 
of the subject, either factually or legally. Of 
course, S. 1540 is an effort to divide the 
forces of the three States (California, Louisi- 
ana, and Texas) from those of the other 
States. For years those three States have 
been conducting a campaign based upon the 
totally erroneous premise that inland waters 
are affected by the marginal-sea decisions. 
They have obtained the backing of inland 
and other coastal States to which they are 
not entitled, and which they are certain to 
lose when the facts are known and studied. 

S. 1540 gives an irrefutable answer to their 
baseless claim that the resources of inland 
submerged lands are involved, although no 
such evidence is really needed. It is high 
time that all the other coastal States, and 
all inland States, realize that their best in- 
terests are with the United States, and not 
with the three States engaged in seizing 
vital national resources for their own profit. 
Of course, the forces of California, Louisiana, 
and Texas should be divided. 

This controversy should be decided by the 
Congress on its merits. And it is only by 
turning matters inside out, by introducing 
baseless claims and ignoring realities, that 
the attorneys general's pamphlet can ad- 


vance the idea that S. 1540, which confirms ` 


State title to all inland submerged lands, is 
unfair to the coastal States by giving all the 
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States the assurance as to inland waters the 
pamphlet says they desire and need. 

The attorneys general’s pamphlet under- 
takes to give an illustration of an alleged 
attempt by the Federal Government to take 
inland waters from the States and even from 
private owners. It cites a suit recently 
brought by the Attorney General to deter- 
mine the ownership of rights to the waters 
of Santa Margarita River in California. The 
pamphlet says the Attorney General “is suing 
private appropriators and users of water 
on the same theory as was applied in the 
tidelands cases.“ 

MARINES NEED FOR WATER 

This is a complete misrepresentation, and 
if the facts were known to the pamphlet’s 
authors there is no excuse for it. Whatever 
rights the Federal Government has in the 
Santa Margarita River in California were ac- 
quired by purchase, and came with the pur- 
chase of Santa Margarita Ranch, about 135,- 
000 acres of land through which the river 
flows, and which is now occupied by the 
United States Marine Corps as Camp Pendle- 
ton. The Marine Corps needs and is entitled 
to water purchased with taxpayers’ funds 
for its use. 

There is a controversy as to just what rights 
were acquired by the United States through 
the purchase, and the courts have been asked, 
at the instance of the Navy Department, to 
determine the question. The Government 
paid for land including about 21 miles of 
riparian rights in the river. 

The rights which it is asserting are the 
normal rights of a riparian owner, not the 
rights appurtenant to national external sov- 
ereignty which were established and vin- 
dicated in the California, Louisiana, and 
Texas cases. All this was explained in de- 
tail during the testimony of Assistant At- 
torney General Vanech before Subcommittee 
No. 1 of the House Committee on the Judi- 
ciary on June 25, 1951, and printed in the 
Appendix of the CONGRESSIONAL ae 
pages A4186-4187). 


WATER RIGHTS NOT ADJUDICATED 


For more evidence of Federal Govern- 
ment claims on inland waters, the pam- 
phlet submits the case of Nebraska v. Wy- 
oming (295 U. S. 40 (1935)), in which the 
United States intervened to claim all unap- 
propriated water in the North Platte River. 
Nebraska v. Wyoming (325 U. S. 589 (1945)). 
The truth about this is that the United 
States has been engaged in the construction 
of irrigation and other projects in accord-! 
ance with the provisions of the reclamation 
and other acts of the Congress. It claimed 
water rights in Wyoming by cessions from 
France, Spain, and Mexico and by agreements 
with Texas. The Court, however, did not 
pass upon these claims because it found that 
the United States had obtained the water 
rights on which the North Platte project and 
the Kendrick project rested, in compliance 
with State law (p. 612). 

In acquiring these rights the United States 
observed the provisions enacted by the State 
of Wyoming for distribution of rights to 
water, and it became entitled to such rights 
as were involved in the litigation by sub- 
mitting itself to State authority on the same 
basis as any other owner or claimant. Even 
its unadjudicated claims rested upon agree- 
ments. There is no relationship whatever 
between the principles involved in these 
cases and the principles of law determining 
rights in the submerged lands of the mar- 
ginal sea. If anything, these cases are illus- 
trations of the absence of any claim to the 
waters or submerged lands of inland waters 
by the United States based on national sov- 
ereignty. 

The next objection under this heading is 
just as baseless. Section 104 of S. 1540 is de- 
scribed as a joker because S. 1540, the 
pamphlet says, does not mention “waters” or 
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“minerals.” But section I of S. 1540 ex- 
pressly relinquishes all right, title, and in- 
terest of the United States, if any it has, in 
and to all lands beneath navigable inland 
waters, and the term “inland waters” is de- 
fined in section 2 to include the waters of 
bays, rivers, ports, and harbors which are 
landward of the open sea. 


ALL MINERALS RIGHTS QUITCLAIMED 


Any Federal claim to minerals or any- 
thing else in the submerged lands of inland 
waters is an interest expressly released and 
relinquished forever. No one can deny that 
the bill does give up any claim that the 
United States may have—and it has none— 
to the oil, or other resources, of the sub- 
merged lands beneath inland waters. If the 
proponents of quitclaim legislation have 
any real doubts on that score, let them pro- 
pose language which, in their view, will 
more effectively carry that purpose into law. 

The remaining objection to S. 1540 is the 
reservation of rights relating to national de- 
fense. The whole of section 104 reads: 

“Nothing contained in this act shall be 
construed to repeal, limit, or affect in any 
way any provision of law relating to the 
national defense, fisheries, the control of 
navigation, or the improvement, protection, 
and preservation of the navigable waters of 
the United States; or to repeal, limit, or 
affect any provision of law heretofore or 
hereafter enacted pursuant to the constitu- 
tional authority of Congress to regulate com- 
merce with foreign nations and among the 
several States.” 

This is a form of saving clause familiar to 
all who work in legislative matters. It is 
incorporated as a measure of caution in or- 
der to make certain that the bill does not 
reach matters not intended to be affected. 
The express and stated purpose of S. 1540 
is to confirm State title to the things enum- 
erated in the bill. It is not intended to re- 
peal, amend, or otherwise change provisions 
of existing law relating to the exercise of 
powers and the discharge of duties imposed 
by existing laws on the subjects enume 1 
in the saving clause. 

3 STATES’ RIGHTS PROTECTED 

Obviously, this general saving clause could 
not possibly contravene the express con- 
firmation of State rights in the land beneath 
inland waters which it is the specific aim of 
the bill to assure. The fact that such an ob- 
jection is made in the attorneys general’s 
pamphlet should put Congress further on 
guard against the advisability of any such 
general and all-inclusive grants of national 
rights as are contained in H. R. 4484. 


ATTORNEYS GENERAL'S CONTENTION NO. 5 


H. R. 4484 by WALTER, of Pennsylvania, re- 
storing the law of State ownership of this 
property, applies not only to the 28 coastal 
and Great Lake States but to each of the 48 
States. 

If there are any “jokers” in any of the bills 
relating to rights in the sea, the 
provisions of the Walter bill cited in the at- 
torneys general’s pamphlet under this head- 
ing can fairly be so designated. The heading 
treats H. R. 4484 as restoring the law of State 
ownership of this property. The fact is, as 
the Supreme Court has pointed out four 
times (the California, Louisiana, and Texas 
cases, and the case of Toomer v. Witsell (334 
U. S. S. 385, 402) ), there never has been State 
ownership of the submerged lands of the 
marginal sea. 

However, the pamphlet points out that the 
Walter bill, in section 2, provides that the 
submerged lands which are to become State 
property are those covered by the tides up to 
the line of mean high tide and “seaward to 
a line three geographical miles distant from 
the coast line of each such State and to the 
boundary line of each such State where in 
any case such boundary as it existed at the 
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time such State became a member of the 
Union, or as heretofore or hereafter approved 
by Congress, extends seaward (or into the 
Great Lakes or Gulf of Mexico) beyond three 
geographical miles.“ This is the big 
“joker,” through which not only is “bound- 
ary” translated into “ownership” for the pur- 
poses of State claims in the marginal sea but 
the area of the marginal sea is unequal as 
between the States, and the way is opened 
for continued and additional inroads upon 
national powers and rights. 


UNEQUAL FOOTING 


It so happens that California is not inter- 
ested in the submerged area beyond 3 miles. 
The Continental Shelf along the Pacific is 
extremely narrow, but in the Gulf of Mexico 
the situation is different. Texas, when it 
came into the Union, claimed a boundary of 
three leagues, or 10% land miles. The Walter 
bill, substituting “ownership” for “bound- 
ary.” would give Texas a submerged area 
three times farther out to sea than its neigh- 
boring State of Louisiana. Congress would 
immediately be besieged with demands by 
the forces of Louisiana to remedy this 
inequality. 

Moreover, Louisiana now claims a boundary 
and ownership of an area 27 miles offshore 
and Texas an area to the edge of the Conti- 
nental Shelf, in some places from 100 to 150 
miles from shore. Unless the States’ forces 
are divided on these claims as with the others, 
the people of the Nation may lose all of their 
rights to the vital minerals in the submerged 
lands of the adjacent seas. Any act of Con- 
gress which inadvertently or by design ap- 
proves a boundary claim far out to sea would 
probably, under the Walter bill, entail a 
grant of the vast resources of the submerged 
lands of the sea. 


OWNERSHIP AND BOUNDARIES 


Section 3 of the Walter bill makes State 
title to and ownership of all natural resources 
dependent upon State boundary. No such 
rule of law has ever before existed with re- 
spect to the submerged lands of the marginal 
sea. Boundaries for the exercise of police and 
taxing powers do not include rights of own- 
ership in land or sea, The United States 
made the first claim of full rights in the sea, 
That claim embraced a 3-mile zone. It is 
recognized by international law. 

The power of the United States to grant 
fee simple titles in the 3=mile zone recog- 
nized as the marginal sea is open to question, 
and the authority to make such grants in 
areas beyond those heretofore claimed as 
against other nations is still more doubtful. 


ATTORNEYS GENERAL'S CONTENTION NO. 6 


“A quitclaim to the States is no gift. 
Equity and justice demand restoration of the 
property which the States have held and 
developed in good faith reliance upon 53 
previous decisions of the Supreme Court of 
the United States.” 

The reverse is true. A quitclaim of na- 
tional resources in the submerged lands of 
the marginal sea—and beyond, as the Walter 
bill contemplates—is a gift to 3 States 
at the expense of the other 45 States. Ever 
since this country was settled, disputes over 
title have been settled by the courts, first 
when colonial governments functioned, and 
then after the States were created. Juris- 
diction over controversies between States, 
and between the Federal Government and 
States, was given to the Supreme Court by 
the Constitution. 

The Supreme Court, when the controversy 
over rights in the marginal sea came before 
it for the first time, decided that the States 
had no title. the Federal Govern- 
ment rather than the State has paramount 
rights in and power over that (3 mile) 
belt, an incident to which is full dominium 
over the resources of the soil under that 
water area, including oil.” (U. S. v. Califor- 
nia, 332 U. S. at p. 38, 39.) 
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As has been stated, there were no 53 pre- 
vious decisions on the point. There weren’t 
any. The Supreme Court found that the oil 
in the submerged lands of the marginal sea 
belonged, and always had belonged, to the 
United States. Three States ask Congress to 
give it, together with all other mineral re- 
sources of the submerged lands of the mar- 
ginal sea, to them, at the same time argu- 
ing that such action is no gift, and that the 
law of the land, as determined by the duly 
constituted tribunal, should be ignored or 
changed for the benefit of three States and 
to the detriment of the rest of the Nation. 


NO REVIEW OF DECISIONS 


It is clear thet, under the Constitution, 
the Congress cannot properly review or re- 
vise the Supreme Court's judicial deter- 
minations in the California, Louisiana, and 
Texas cases. Existing rights and powers 
have been decided by the Court, and legis- 
lation should start from the premise that 
the States have never had and do not now 
have title to the submerged lands and that 
the United States has full dominium and 
paramount rights, including the exclusive 
right to control the use and disposition of 
the resources of the ocean bed. 

The true legislative issue then resolves it- 
self into the query whether the Congress 
should give or donate the rights of the 
United States to the oil and gas, and the 
other valuable minerals, of the submerged 
coastal lands, to three States at the expense 
of the people of all the other States. Aside 
from legal arguments as to the rights of the 
coastal States—arguments which have now 
been authoritatively rejected by the judici- 
ary—no reason has been advanced why such 
an outright gift or donation should be made. 

Certainly there are sound reasons for the 
belief that the Federal Government is more 
capable of husbanding and guarding these 
resources, and of overseeing and supervis- 
ing their development. It is in a far better 
position to gage and protect the national 
defense interest in these resources. And it 
is elementary justice that the benefits flow- 
ing from this Federal property should ac- 
crue, at least in part, to all the people of 
the country and not merely to the inhabi- 
tants of the States which happen to be ad- 
jacent. 


LEGAL ISSUES RESOLVED 


If the proponents of quitclaim legisla- 
tion would accept the Supreme Court's de- 
cisions as resolving the legal issues, as I 
think they should, they would be hard put 
to it to advance one substantial reason of 
policy why this enormous donation by the 
United States to the three coastal States 
should be made. 

The attorneys general’s pamphlet says 
that “equity and justice’ demand restora- 
tion of the property. The truth is that 
equity and justice demand that the baseless 
claims, upon which the 3 States already have 
been unjustly enriched, be dropped. 

When facilities for taking oil and gas from 
the submerged bed of the ocean were de- 
veloped, California, and then Louisi- 
ana and Texas, went out into the sea, 
through their lessees, and appropriated for 
their own use and benefit the mineral re- 
sources belonging to the United States. They 
did not ask or obtain permission from Con- 
gress or any other Federal agency. They 
simply took them. In 1937, the Senate of 
the United States passed S. J. Res, 208 
authorizing the Attorney General to assert 
and maintain the title of the United States 
to the oil in submerged lands of the mar- 
ginal sea. 

The resolution failed of passage in the 
House, but those States were on notice of 
the Federal Government’s claims. However, 
they did not stop. When suit was finally 
brought, the States opposed the determina- 
tion with all the facilities. at their com- 
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mand. Notwithst this, the Attorney 
General made no effort to obtain reimburse- 
ment or damages for the prior seizure and 
sale of the Federal Government’s oil. 


JOINT OPERATIONS IN CALIFORNIA 


The decision in the California case was 
handed down on June 23, 1947, and sin e 
that time opsrations off the coast of Cali- 
fornia have continued by California’s lessees 
under agreemcrts made by the Attorney Ger- 
eral and the Secretary o? the Interior with 
the State. The proceeds are being accumu- 
lated in special funds to await further court 
proceedings, and action by Congress. Al- 
though the attorneys general of Louisiana 
and Texas took part in the California case, 
and were, of course, fully advised of the 
effect of that decision on operations in the 
Gulf of Mexico, both of those States through 
their lessees continued to take the Federal 
Government's oil and gas, and made no effort 
to come to any agreement. 

To the contrary, Texas, after the California 
decision, undertook to make leases in the 
Gulf of Mexico on a large scale, obtained 
the sum of approximately $8,300,000 in 
bonuses, and began the collection of rentals 
for the leased areas. Louisiana, also ignor- 
ing the decision by the Supreme Court in 
the California case, entered into a compre- 
hensive program of leasing of areas, in and 
beyond the marginal sea. Revenues from 
such areas in bonuses, royalties, and rentals 
accruing after the date of the California 
decision, total sums in the tens of millions. 

The decisions by the Supreme Court in the 
Louisiana and Texas cases were handed down 
on June 5, 1950. It had been assumed that 
the Supreme Court would allow the United 
Staves to recover compensation for the loss 
of its natural resources, at least from the 
date of the California decision, when every- 
body concerned was on notice as to the Fed- 
eral Government’s paramount rights. But 
the Supreme Court declined to order these 
two States to account to the Federal Govern- 
ment for the oil and gas taken prior to the 
date of the decisions so that these two States 
profited by the long delays occurring, on 
account of motions, pleas, and objections, 
after suits were filed. 

NO ACCOUNTING BY STATES 

The situation is, therefore, that nothing 
is to be recovered from California for oil and 
gas taken from the Federal Government's 
areas prior to June 23, 1947, and nothing is 
to be recovered from Louisiana or Texas from 
the oil and gas operations in the Gulf of 
Mexico authorized by them in the marginal 
sea, and beyond, prior to June 5, 1950. So 
the Federal Government has lost, no matter 
what Congress may now decide to do, mate- 
rial resources of the submerged lands of the 
marginal sea worth hundreds of millions of 
dollars. 

But that is not all. The practice by these 
three States has been to lease areas at a 
royalty on a fixed-percentage basis, usually 
12% percent. Further compensation is pro- 


vided by awarding the leases to those offer-. 


ing the highest bonus payments. If exist- 
ing leases are ratified and confirmed, as is 
now contemplated under the provisions of 
Senate Joint Resolution 20, which the Jus- 
tice and Interior Departments have approved, 
then it is clear that the loss of all bonuses 
prior to June 5, 1950, means that the Fed- 
eral Government will receive, from existing 
leases, much smaller royalty payments for 
oil and gas than if no bonus payments had 
been exacted. 

In other words, the States have received 
and will keep the payments intended to be 
part of the compensation for natural re- 
sources to be taken in the future from areas 
covered by existing leases. No private per- 
son or corporation, faced with the loss of 
his property through unauthorized and de- 
liberate appropriation by his neighbors, 
would ever be as generous as the Federal 
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Government and the Supreme Court have 
been with the States of California, Louisiana, 
and Texas, They are being allowed to keep 
the many millions in revenues they obtained 
from natural resources belonging to the 
Federal Government. 


DOUBLE PAYMENTS BY LESSEES 


But that is still not all. Texas and Lou- 
isiana, even after the decisions of June 5, 
1950, continued to collect royalties and ren- 
tals and other revenues from their lessees. 
They are collecting today. Most of the les- 
sees began to pay the Federal Government 
after June 5, 1950, but, fearing some action 
by Congress, such as passage of the Walter 
bill, in favor of the States, the oil com- 
panies continue to pay the States. 

Louisiana and Texas have made no agree- 
ments such as California made to have the 
revenues held for eventual distribution. 
They just continue to collect funds to which 
they are not entitled. Perhaps it should be 
stated that some areas off Louisiana require 
a court adjudication as to the exact location 
where Federal rights begin, but this is not 
the situation as to many valuable leased 
areas. There is, under these circumstances, 
no valid justification for further delay in the 
enactment of legislation for the management 
by the United States of its own property. 

Ignoring all the relevant facts, the attor- 
neys general’s pamphlet says that equity 
and justice demand restoration of the prop- 
erty to the States. The truth is that restora- 
tion of the Federal Government’s property, 
already depleted in value by hundreds of 
millions of dollars, to its rightful owner is 
much too long delayed through the dilatory 
tactics engaged in by the representatives of 
the three States which have profited so 
greatly through the wrongs perpetrated by 
them on the Federal Government. 


THE WYOMING CASE 


The pamphlet submits the action of Con- 
gress in passing legislation giving the State 
of Wyoming an oil-producing section of a 
township as a precedent for the proposed 
gift by the United States to the States of 
California, Louisiana, and Texas, at the ex- 
pense of all the other States, of all of the 
Nation's oil and gas and other mineral de- 
posits in the submerged lands of the Pacific 
Ocean and the Gulf of Mexico. The two 
matters are not comparable, but even if they 
were, the action by Congress in making a 
relatively small gift to the State of Wyoming 
is hardly any reason why the Federal Gov- 
ernment should give away all of its mineral 
resources in the submerged lands of the 
oceans which touch its shores. 

In the Wyoming case there was no ques- 
tion as to prior ownership by the Federal 
Government. Consistent with its long-con- 
tinued policy, the Federal Government 
granted Wyoming, upon its admission to the 
Union, sections 16 and 36 of a proposed town- 
ship, the property to be used for the sup- 
port of public schools. The grant was sub- 
ject to conditions, one of them being that 
the sections had to be officially surveyed, and 
another was that the sections granted should 
riot be mineral in character. 

It was also provided that if either of the 
sections did not pass to the local govern- 
ment, then the Territory should select other 
sections. The enabling act for Wyoming be- 
came law in 1890, but the official survey was 
not made and approved until 1916. An oil 
company, under a lease from the State, en- 
tered section 36 of township 58, Park 
County, in 1917, and drilled five oil wells. In 
1915 these lands had been placed by Presi- 
dential order in a petroleum reserve. 

From 1917 until 1944, a period of 27 years, 
the royalties amounted to but $17,306. The 
Supreme Court held (United States v. Wyo- 
ming, 331 U. S. 440, 1947) that Wyoming did 
not obtain title from the United States to 
section 36, Thereafter, Congress made a 
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grant of but one-eighth of the section to the 
State, and retained the other seven-eighths. 


ACTION NOT A PRECEDENT 


If it is now contended that Congress should 
not have done this for Wyoming, its action 
can hardly bind Congress to continue to 
grant unnecessary or unwise benefits to other 
States; nor can such a minor incident be 
fairly used to bolster a plea by three States 
that they should be given all the known and 
unknown mineral resources of the submerged 
lands of the marginal sea and beyond. 

ATTORNEYS GENERAL’S CONTENTION NO. 7 

“Nationalization of this property would 
result in less development of resources. The 
States and their local units of government 
are most closely concerned and better 
equipped to manage and develop the prop- 
erty, and State ownership has not interfered 
and would not interfere with the Federal 
powers of national defense, navigation, etc.” 

This is a contention born of desperation. 
“Nationalization” sounds like “socialization,” 
and the inference is that the Federal Gov- 
ernment has or will have plans to enter into 
the petroleum industry, and compete with 
or eliminate private enterprise in this field. 
The attorneys general’s pamphlet, in order 
to drive this idea home, mentions “national 
ownership of coal in England, oil in Mexico, 
and general nationalization of minerals in 
Russia.” 

Of course, this is a most persuasive argu- 
ment for giving all the Nation’s mineral re- 
sources in the submerged lands of the sea 
to three States at the expense of the other 
45 States. It applies with equal force to 
all of the mineral properties owned by the 
Federal Government on land—the prop- 
erties, for instance, administered under the 
provisions of the Mineral Leasing Act. 

Nobody has recommended, except in this 
pamphlet, that the Federal Government 
turn them over, without compensation, to 
the States. Nobody really has any idea that 
Congress should or would distribute and 
give away all the natural resources which 
happen to be owned by the Federal Govern. 
ment. Yet if the Nation’s rights in the sea 
are to be surrendered, why not those on dry 
land? The same reasoning applies. One is 
just as much nationalized as the other. 

However, the pamphlet does not hesitate to 
attempt to employ the term nationaliza- 
tion” and a not too gentle hint of “socializa- 
tion” in an effort to alarm the Members of 
Congress. The fact is, of course, that the 
United States, through the Interior, Defense, 
and Justice Departments, has been pleading 
with Congress year after year to authorize 
the Secretary of the Interior to make leases 
of the submerged lands of the adjacent seas 
to private developers, in exactly the same 
way that the States lease their mineral lands 
to private enterprise. 

NO NATIONALIZATION 


The suggestion that these oil companies 
produce less under Federal than under State 
ownership does no more credit to its authors 
than the other baseless contentions con- 
tained in the pamphlet. Boiled down, the 
argument really is that ownership or leasing 
of oil-producing properties by the Federal 
Government is nationalization, socialization, 
or whatever may sound sufficiently objection- 
able; but ownership and leasing by a State 
government is something else again, a horse 
of a different color, or an enterprise private 
instead of public in character, apparently 
given other names and characterizations 
solely for the purpose of attempting to justi- 
fy the appropriation of Federal property 
without compensation. 

This section of the pamphlet winds up 
with a rather self-righteous and hypocritical 
assurance that the Walter bill protects na- 
tional defense powers by providing, in sec- 
tion 6, that “in time of war when necessary 
for the national defense, and the Congress 


12438 


or the President shall so prescribe, the 
United States shall have the first right of 
purchase at the preyailing market price, all 
or any portion of the said natural resources, 
or to acquire and use any portion of said 
lands by proceeding in accordance with due 
process of law and paying just compensation 
therefor.” 

This is the biggest joker of all, and the 
Walter bill is full of them. The United 
States is to be permitted in time of war to 
buy back its.own oil at the prevailing market 
price, and to use its own lands after paying 
full compensation. This is truly a great 
concession. 

It gives the United States, under the guise 
of protection, exactly nothing, as the United 
States is able to acquire State or even pri- 
vate property in time of war on such terms 
without the Walter bill. However, this pro- 
vision, if enacted, would assure California, 
Louisiana, and Texas that they would col- 
lect royalties and other revenues on oil pro- 
duced from the submerged lands of the ad- 
jacent seas, even in time of war when such 
oil is needed for the defense of those States 
as well as the entire Nation. This is the 
provision of which the pamphlet prepared 
by the State attorneys general boasts—the 
fair provision in the bill passed by the House. 
All that this fair provision would do is give 
California, Louisiana, and Texas profits from 
the Federal Government's oil, even during 
the period when American soldiers, sailors, 
and marines are giving their lives to protect 
them from foreign enemies. 


ATTORNEYS GENERAL’S CONTENTION NO. 8 


H. R. 4484. by Walter confirms State own- 
ership of only those lands lying within origi- 
nal State boundaries. Nine-tenths of the 
Continental Shelf lies outside of eight orig- 
inal State boundaries and is vested in the 
Federal Government.” 

This is another joker. It is another 
attempt to ignore the law of the land and 
the Supreme Court of the United States, 
which has said four times that there is no 
State ownership of submerged lands in the 
marginal sea, This bill would “confirm” 
State ownership anyhow. It would, as stated, 
translate boundary into ownership, thus 
mixing up two entirely different things. The 
pamphiet says that nine-tenths of the 
Continental Shelf lies outside of original 
State boundaries. But the pamphlet fails 
to state that there is virtually no con- 
tinental shelf outside of the boundary of 
California, and that H. R. 4484 would in 
effect give California forever all of the 
natural resources of the submerged lands of 
the sea off its shores. 

It would give Texas, as its original boun- 
dary, 10% miles of the submerged lands of 
the Gulf of Mexico by the simple device of 
translating boundary into ownership, in 
the teeth of four decisions by the Supreme 
Court, and in clear violation of accepted 
rules from time immemorial for determining 
title. As pointed out, the boundary of a 
State does not give it ownership of all dry 
land within that boundary, and there is no 
known rule of law under which boundary 
gives a State ownership of the submerged 
lands of the sea. 


CONFUSION AS TO BOUNDARIES 


The Walter bill would extend the inland 
water rule to the bed of the ocean. And the 
use of the phrase, “original boundaries,” al- 
ready discussed in this letter, would result in 
inequalities among the States, since Texas 
asserts that it came into the Union with a 
10%4-mile seaward boundary. In addition, 
State boundaries contemplated by the 
water bill are the original boundaries “or as 
heretofore or hereafter approved by Con- 
gress,” so that original boundaries may have 
become or may become something entirely 
different. 

Louisiana now claims a boundary of 27 
miles into the Gulf of Mexico, and Texas all 
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the way to the edge of the continental shelf. 
There are even signs that Louisiana also now 
claims that it came into the Union in 1812 
with a 1014-mile bdundary, but that signi- 
ficant discovery seems first to have been 
made in the 1940s after oil was discovered 
outside of the 3-mile belt. 

Notwithstanding this, the attorneys gen- 
eral’s pamphlet says that nine-tenths of the 
Continental Shelf lies outside of original 
State boundaries, and is vested by the bill 
in the Federal Government. But this bill 
undertakes to make a gift to the adjacent 
State of 37½ percent of all the revenues 
from the mineral resources of the submerged 
lands of the Continental Shelf beyond the 
State boundaries. 

In other words, the effect of the bill is to 
give California all the resources of the sub- 
merged lands of the sea, and to give Louisi- 
ana and Texas all the resources within their 
boundaries, whatever they may be, and 3744 
percent of all the resources of the submerged 
lands of the sea, outside even of any bound- 
aries claimed by them. Inasmuch as there 
is no vestige of any State right whatever in 
such areas, the proposal to give these States 
37½ percent of the mineral resources of the 
United States beyond State boundaries, at 
the same time that the States demand all 
the revenues from the mineral resources of 
submerged lands of the marginal sea, seems 
rather a queer way of vesting resources in 
the Federal Government. 


AUTHORITY BASED ON INTERNATIONAL 
RECOGNITION 


The fact is that no legislation is required 
to vest natural resources of any of these 
areas in the Federal Government. The sub- 
merged lands of the marginal sea are al- 
ready vested by international custom and 
usage and by Federal claims, confirmed by 
the Supreme Court of the United States, and 
the resources of the Continental Shelf have 
been claimed by the President of the United 
States in the Executive proclamation of 
September 28, 1945 (10 Federal Register, 
12303). 

The only purpose of the Walter bill in at- 
tempting to vest anything in the Federal 
Government is to take it away—all of the re- 
sources of the submerged lands of the mar- 
ginal sea, and 37½ percent of the resources 
of the submerged lands of the Continental 
Shelf beyond State boundaries—and give it 
to California, Louisiana, and Texas, as the 
case may be. The pamphlet contains the 
information that the idea of a 37% percent 
payment to the States came from the Min- 
eral Leasing Act under which the States re- 
ceive 3744 percent of revenues from the 
Federal Government’s oil-producing lands 
within their borders. There probably were 
good reasons for this provision, none of 
which seems applicable to the submerged 
lands of the Continental Shelf, and only to 
a very limited extent to the marginal sea. 

In the first place, if it were not for Federal 
Government ownership of land within the 
States, those States would collect taxes and 
perhaps other revenues not available under 
public ownership. Again, the State govern- 
ment may have responsibilities through the 
normal exercise of its police powers which 
all property owners, except public and other 
exempt owners, are required to support 
through taxation. The 3744 percent paid to 
the State under the Mineral Leasing Act 
may be regarded as in lieu of taxes and oth- 
er consideration. 


AMOUNT OF PAYMENTS 

So, as to the submerged lands of the mar- 
ginal sea, there may be some justification, 
on the ground of police responsibilities, for 
agreeing to a payment by the Federal Goy- 
ernment of something, but there would not 
seem to be any circumstances sufficient to 
justify a comparison with the percentages of 
payments under the Mineral Leasing Act. 
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And, as to the submerged lands of the Con- 
tinental Shelf, where any State activities 
are purely voluntary, the suggestion that 
the Federal Government should pay Louis- 
iana and Texas a substantial percentage of 
the revenues received from the development 
of natural resources claimed by the Federal 
Government seems, under present circum- 
stances, rather far-fetched. 


ATTORNEYS GENERAL’S CONTENTION NO. 9 


“Congress which has final power to act in 
this controversy, has been ignored and cir- 
cumvented by executive officials in the at- 
tempted seizure of this property from the 
States.” 

The truth is, of course, that the three 
States concerned—California, Louisiana, 
and Texas—have not only ignored, as much 
as they dared, and circumvented Congress, 
but also the Supreme Court of the United 
States and the executive branch of the Fed- 
eral Government. If such a comparison is 
to be made, I think it is fair to say that the 
palm must clearly be awarded to these 
States. They have employed delays, base- 
less arguments, misstatements, and pressure 
to keep the Federal Government from pro- 
ceeding to develop its mineral resources for 
the benefit of all the people of this Nation. 

Congress does have the power to act, but 
the effort of the States has been concentrated 
on the attempt to induce Congress to act 
by giving away the Nation's mineral re- 
sources, worth billions of dollars. As far 
back as 1937, the Senate of the United States 
unanimously declared that these resources 
belong to the United States. World War II 
caused a delay in steps to have the Federal 
Covernment’s claims adjudicated, and in the 
meantime the States profited by continuing 
to seize the Federal Government’s minerals 
without the consent of Congress or any other 
branch of the Federal Government. 

When suit was brought against California, 
the State contested the right of the Attor- 
ney General to file it. It did its best to pre- 
vent an adjudication. After the California 
case was decided, the Government went to 
Congress with a bill, prepared by the attor- 
neys of the Justice, Interior, and Defense De- 
partments, asking Congress to authorize the 
Secretary of the Interior to issue leases, so 
as to provide for the development and use 
of the Nation’s vast mineral resources in the 
bed of the sea. 

Year after year, session after session, such 
legislation has been urged upon Congress by 
various Attorneys General, Secretaries of the 
Interior, Secretaries of Defense and by other 
Government officials. The needed legislation 
by Congress granting permission to the Fed- 
eral Government to use its own property is 
still withheld. The three States are respon- 
sible for the delay. They have blocked all 
the legislation submitted to Congress by the 
executive officials. 

They even obtained the passage, before the 
California case was decided, of a bill quit- 
claiming the Federal resources to them, but 
the bill was vetoed by President Truman, and 
the situation saved for further and proper 
consideration. The States have even pre- 
vented the passage by Congress of the bill to 
eliminate their baseless contention that the 
Federal Goyernment will claim proprietary 
rights, through national sovereignty, in the 
submerged beds of inland waters. And they 
still continue to advance contentions which 
have been indisputably refuted again and 
again. 

SEIZURE BY THREE STATES 


There never has been, as the pamphlet 
charges, any seizure of State property by 
Federal officials. The contrary is true, and it 
cannot honestly be denied, now that the 
Supreme Court has three times spoken. 
California, Louisiana, and Texas have, with- 
out the consent of Congress, seized Federal 
property. They have, through their lessees 
and assignees, taken property worth hun- 
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dreds of millions of dollars, for which the 
Federal Government will never be reim- 
bursed. Revenues from the resources in the 
marginal sea off California are, under writ- 
ten stipulations, being accumulated in spe- 
cial funds, accounting from June 23, 1947, 
but there is no accounting for such funds 
prior to that date. Louisiana and Texas are 
under court orders to account for revenues 
received after June 5, 1950, but there is, as 
stated, to be no accounting prior to that 
date. In view of the history of the con- 
troversy, and of the intentional seizure of 
Federal Government resources, even after the 
date of the California decision, by Louisiana 
and Texas, contention No. 9 should not have 
the slightest appeal to the Members of Con- 
gress, and to all those who have any inkling 
of what has transpired. 


ATTORNEYS GENERAL’S CONTENTION NO. 10 

“The principles of the tidelands decisions, 
if not erased from the law of the land by 
act of Congress, could lead to nationaliza- 
tion of private lands as well as State lands 
without compensation.” 

This is but an elaboration of the non- 
sensical ideas expressed by contention No. 7, 
carried into further absurdities. Public 
ownership of land, whether dry or sub- 
merged, and its resources, is apparently un- 
objectionable if such ownership is in a State 
government, but such public ownership, if 
in the Federal Government, is nationaliza- 
tion or socialization, or something evil for- 
bidden by the Constitution, or which should 
be forbidden by the Constitution or by Con- 
gress and by whatever agency can turn over 
the Nation’s oil resources in the submerged 
land of the sea of California, Louisiana, and 
Texas. 

And, since the attorneys general’s pam- 
phlet expresses no constitutional or other 
legal objection to public ownership by the 
Federal Government of oil-producing prop- 
erties on dry land in various States, as has 
been the case since the formation of the 
Union, it follows that the sinister conse- 
quences depicted in the pamphlet result only 
where the Federal land is submerged by the 
sea. In some manner, unfortunately not 
elucidated in the pamphlet so we may never 
know how the phenomenon occurs, dangers, 
or the possibility of dangers, to our form of 
government arise from the bed of the sea, 
but never from dry land. 

AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION 

It is not only the Association of Attorneys 
General which is frightened by this situa- 
tion. “It is,” so the pamphlet says, “such 
organizations as the American Bar Associa- 
tion and the American Title Association” 
that are startled. I have been a member 
of the American Bar Association for many 
years and I am not frightened or startled 
by any circumstance of long-approved Fed- 
eral ownership of anything, either by land or 
by sea. And there are many more like me. 
I know, of course, that the house of dele- 
gates of the American Bar Association adopt- 
ed a resolution February 23, 1948, advocating 
the passage by Congress of legislation quit- 
claiming the submerged lands of the mar- 
ginal sea. I suspect that at least some of 
the members of the committee responsible 
for drafting the resolution may have had 
either the special interests of their own 
States at heart, or may have been connected 
in some way with oil interests. One of the 
members of the committee came from Texas 
and another from California. 

I regret that the American Bar Association 
should undertake to pass resolutions on such 
a subject matter. If anyone is frightened 
or startled, it should be over the use of such 
an organization as the American Bar Associ- 
ation to champion the cause of 3 States 
against the best interests of all the people 
of the other 45 States, 
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INTERNATIONAL LAW AND THE TIDELANDS 
DECISIONS 


Perhaps, it also should be said that Con- 
gress may have more difficulty in erasing the 
principles of the tidelands decisions from 
the law of the land than the Association of 
Attorneys General knows about, or has ever 
considered. For those principles are not 
ours alone. They are the principles of law 
applying to all sovereign nations. They are 
the principles under which our ships tra- 
verse the seas in every part of the globe, 
carrying our peoples as well as articles of 
commerce over the waters adjacent to other 
countries and continents. We could no 
more recognize expansions into the seas by 
political subdivisions of other sovereignties 
than we could expect to obtain the acquies- 
cence of other nations to invasions by Lou- 
isiana and Texas beyond the areas claimed 
by the United States as being subject to the 
exercise of full sovereign powers. The 
erasures so lightly and blithely advocated in 
the pamphlet would be highly detrimental to 
this Nation abroad, as well as at home. 


ATTORNEYS GENERAL’S CONTENTION NO. 11 


“The only oil lobby involved in this legis- 
lation is opposing State ownership in order 
to obtain cheap Federal leases. The idea of 
devoting revenues from these lands to Fed- 
eral aid to education was originated by this 
lobby for use against State ownership 
legislation.” 

This contention has nothing whatever to 
do with the merits of the controversy. It 
conceals the real issue, which is simply 
whether the people of the Nation shall have 
the benefits of their resources in the sub- 
merged lands of the sea, or whether the oil 
and gas reserves there shall be turned over to 
California, Louisiana, and Texas forever. One 
thing is certain. The Federal Government 
has no “oil” or any other kind of lobby. It 
necessarily has been confined to statements 
and arguments made by officials, most of 
them in court or before committees of Con- 
gress. 

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT HAS NO LOBBY 

This may be a proper opportunity to em- 
phasize the fact that interests of the United 
States in this important controversy have 
been handled, for the most part, by three or 
four attorneys in the Department of Justice, 
and by perhaps a like number in the Depart- 
ment of the Interior, working on these prob- 
lems in connection with their other duties as 
Government employees. Those in the De- 
partment of Justice have been successful in 
the difficult and complicated litigation 
brought in the Supreme Court against Cali- 
fornia, Louisiana, and Texas, in the course 
of which they were confronted not only with 
the large array of leading lawyers of the va- 
rious States, but also with the best talent 
in the field of international law that could 
be retained all over the world. The Cali- 
fornia case still goes on, and the questions 
submitted to the master are yet to be de- 
termined. 

The Department of the Interior has par- 
ticipated in the drafting of legislation; han- 
dles the various matters incident to the 
stipulations with California, and takes the 
steps necessary to safeguard the interests 
of the United States in the areas involved 
until Congress decides to act. And these 
same few persons, time after time, have ap- 
peared before committees of the Senate 
and House to resist the efforts to strip the 
United States of its mineral resources in 
the submerged lands of the sea, and to ad- 
vocate the passage of legislation providing 
for the proper development of the properties. 

The results to date could not have been 
attained without the encouragement given 
at all times by President Truman and his 
understanding cooperation with those who 
have been carrying out his policies; nor 
could the work have been carried on with- 
out the active participation and support of 
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Attorney General J. Howard McGrath and 
Secretary of the Interior Oscar Chapman, and 
their predecessors in office. Both of these 
Officials have also interrupted their other 
duties to appear before committees of the 
Congress and to testify at length on the 
subject. 
STATES’ LOBBIES 

On the other hand, the States, in addi- 
tion to official appearances before the courts 
and committees of Congress, have operated 
effective lobbies. The Association of Attor- 
neys General maintains offices in Washington 
from which Congress has been flooded with 
contentions and arguments of the same mis- 


leading character as those contained in the 


pamphlet under discussion. Those offices 
are now and have been for years in charge 
of a former attorney general for the State of 
Nebraska, who has spearheaded opposition to 
the efforts by Federal officials to obtain con- 
gressional permission for development by 
the United States of its own properties. 

The imposing list of organizations, be- 
ginning with the Council of State Govern- 
ments and ending with the National Insti- 
tute of Municipal Law Officers, appearing in 
the attorneys general's pamphlet as spon- 
sors of State ownership, is a tribute—al- 
though a regrettable one—to the effective- 
ness of the activities carried on by the 
States, those with real interests at stake as 
well as the greater numbe~ which have been 
beguiled into opposition to their own best 
interests. 


MINERAL LEASING HIT APPLICANTS 


The pamphlet says that the oil interests 
which are not neutral and are opposed to 
State ownership are those who are applicants 
for Federal leases, and who hope to benefit 
by Federal management of the submerged 
lands, These applicants filed under the 
Mineral Leasing Act, and their applications 
were denied. The Attorney General has 
ruled that the Mineral Leasing Act does not 
apply to the submerged lands of the sea. 
So has the Solicitor of the Interior Depart- 
ment. 

The bills supported by the Federal officials 
are designed to confirm and ratify the leases 
issued by the States, and to vest no rights 
whatever in the applicants under the Min- 
eral Leasing Act. That has been made clear 
in all of the hearings held by congressional 
committees. The Federal Government has 
been beset by rival claimants, the States on 
one hand, and the applicants for Federal 
leases under the Mineral Leasing Act on the 
other. It is our position that none of them 
has any valid claims. The property belongs 
to the United States. 

The Federal officials have recommended to 
Congress that existing leases made by the 
States be confirmed and ratified in the hands 
of the Federal Government, and that the 
Federal Government be authorized to make 
leases of areas not yet under contract. 
These leases would go to the highest bidders. 
Federal officials are not responsible for the 
desires, hopes or activities of private appli- 
cants, any more than they are for the activ- 
ities of the States. The applicants under 
the Mineral Leasing Act have brought suit 
to enforce their claims. The Federal officials 
have opposed, and will continue to oppose, 
those suits. 

SECRETARY ICKES AND THE SUITS 

The attorneys general’s pamphlet alleges 
that it was the Federal lease applicants who 
first persuaded then Secretary of the Interior 
Harold L. Ickes to reverse his previously held 
opinion on State ownership. This allegation, 
even if it were true, is hardly relevant. But, 
if Mr. Ickes’ actions or attitudes or beliefs 
are of such surpassing interest to the States, 
the fact is, as he has stated over and over 
again, that he is the one who denied tLe ap- 
plications made under the Mineral Leasing 
Act—the very applications which seem to 
enrage the attorneys general so much, 
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It is ti due that the denial was based on the 
theory of State ownership, but when Mr. 
Ickes began to have doubts on that question, 
he urged the President and the Attorney 
General to have the matter determined by 
the courts. It took a long time. World War 
II had to be fought and won before the Fed- 
eral Government was in a position to handle 
such an important domestic question. The 
3 States involved in the seizure of Federal 
property profited by the delay. Once the 
decision was made to sue California, the De- 
partment of Justice took over. It has han- 
dled all the litigation against the 3 States 
in the Supreme Court. 

Mr. Ickes’ doubts rave been resolved by 
the decisions, which embody the law of the 
land. In this matter he did his full duty, 
and the States have no basis whatever for 
their irrelevant complaints. The pat answer 
to the awful charge that Mr. Ickes changed 
his mind is, “So what?” 


FEDERAL AID TO EDUCATION 


This subject is given a special caption in 
the Attorneys General’s pamphlet, so it is 
treated likewise here. It is stated that Mr. 
Ickes, at the request of former Senator 
Wheeler, attorney for Federal lease appli- 
cants, appeared before congressional com- 
mittees and presented arguments in their 
behalf. The pamphlet says it is significant 
that they originated the argument that rev- 
enues from the mineral resources of the sub- 
merged lands of the sea should be used in 
the States for Federal aid to education. 

I must confess inability to understand 
just what bearing this situation has, even if 
true, on the seizure of Federal assets by three 
States. But I seem to remember that the 
proposal to use Federal revenues from this 
source for Federal aid to education was first 
expressed by Mr. Ickes alone. He favored 
such a plan in many of his public state- 
ments, oral and written, and it was to be 
expected that he would express them before 
congressional committees when he had the 
opportunity. This is a matter for Congress 
to decide. It is hardly the business of those 
State officials who are attempting to con- 
vince Congress to make an absolute gift of 
the Federal mineral resources in the sub- 
merged lands of the marginal sea to three 
States at the expense and to the detriment 
of the other 45 States. 


SENATOR HILL’S AMENDMENT 


But the idea of using such revenues for 
Federal aid seems to have won many sup- 
porters. There is pending in your committee 
an amendment to your joint resolution, S. J. 
Res, 20, for the use of the revenues from the 
minerals in the submerged lands of the sea 
for Federal aid to education. The amend- 
ment was offered by Senator Lister HILL, of 
Alabama, on behalf of himself and Senators 
Dovuctas of Illinois, Morse of Oregon, BEN- 
ton of Connecticut, Toney of New Hamp- 
shire, NEELY of West Virginia, SPARKMAN of 
Alabama, KEFAUVER of Tennessee, CHAVEZ of 
New Mexico, HUMPHREY of Minnesota, and 
HENNINGS of Missouri. These 11 Senators 
do not represent any lobby of oil interests 
or Federal lease applicants. They are Mem- 
bers of the Senate of the United States, and 
it is their duty to help determine the dis- 
position of all Federal funds. 


STATE REVENUES FROM SUBMERGED LANDS 


The pamphlet makes the misleading state- 
ment that all submerged-lands revenues in 
Texas have been devoted to public education 
for more than 30 years. What the pamphlet 
does not say, and what it attempts to con- 
ceal, is that prior to the decision in the 
California case, there were no revenues ob- 
tained by Texas, or only a negligible amount, 
from the oil resources of the submerged 
lands of the marginal sea. Texas revenues 
from inland submerged lands are not af- 
fected, and cannot be affected. They will, 
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it is assumed, continue to be used for public 
education. 

After the California decision by the Su- 
preme Court, a case in which Texas partic- 
ipated, Texas hurried to issue leases in the 
marginal sea, and received some $8,300,000 
in bonus payments. It thereafter collected 
rentals from the lessees. But there is only 
one oil well in operation in the marginal 
sea off Texas, and that well drains a pool 
tapped by other wells on land, where the 
Federal Government has no claim. 

The pamphlet says that Texas, Louisiana, 
and California have received $77,292,000 from 
oil and gas leases and royalties, but the 
pamphlet fails to state how much of this 
came from State-owned property on dry 
land, where the Federal Government has 
no claim, and how much of it represents 
revenues from mineral resources in Federal 
submerged lands of the sea seized by these 
three States in defiance of the rights of the 
United States. 


SUPPORTERS OF FEDERAL CONTROL 


The pamphlet goes on to suggest that the 
Federal Government should grant all of its 
real property in the country to the respective 
States, so that the States and not the Federal 
Government would receive all revenues from 
such lands. The pamphlet says that such a 
measure “would be opposed by Mr. Ickes and 
other advocates of Federal control (of the 
marginal sea?) because their primary interest 
is the centralization of property and power 
in the nations: sovereign rather than the 
support of public education.” 

The advocates of Federal control of its 
mineral resources in the submerged lands 
of the sea, which have never belonged to any 
State, include you and Senator ANDERSON of 
New Mexico—cosponsors of Senate Joint Res- 
olution 20—the 11 Senators who offered the 
Federal aid to education amendment, and 
other Senators who have not yet voted on the 
Walter bill on the floor of the Senate. They 
include the 109 Members of the House who 
voted against the Walter bill, and others 
who were absent but paired against it. They 
include some of the great newspapers of the 
Nation, and other publications whose editors 
have studied the subject; and they include 
men and women in all walks of life all over 
the Nation, who oppose the seizure of Fed- 
eral assets by three States at the expense and 
to the detriment of the citizens of the other 
45 States, and whose opposition does not 
stem from any interest, primary or other- 
wise, in the centralization of property and 
power in the Federal Government. 


THE NECESSITY FOR SENATE JOINT * 
RESOLUTION 20 i 


California, Louisiana, and Texas, by dila- 
tory tactics, and by pressing for legislation 
to give them forever the mineral resources 
of the submerged lands of the sea belonging 
to the people of the Nation, have blocked 
and frustrated the efforts by executive of- 
ficials to obtain authority from Congress for 
the use by the Federal Government of its 
prope-ty. 

Further exploration and development of oil 
resources in the sea have been halted by the 
refusal of the States to acquiesce in the law 
of the land as pronounced by the Supreme 
Court of the United States at least four times. 

World conditions have made immediate 
and additional development of oil resources 
vital. The successful defense of the Nation 
from foreign enemies may depend upon it. 
Three States have been carrying on their 
campaign to take these resources for years. 
Hundreds of millions of dollars of value of 
these resources have already been taken with- 
out Federal consent, Three States have 
profited at the expense of the other 45 States. 

It must be evident to all who study the 
situation that the effort of the three States 
to gain possession of Federal mineral re- 


sources in the open sea has reached its climax 
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and has begun to weaken. The recent vote 
in the House of Representatives shows this 
conclusively. 


CONGRESSIONAL VIEWS CHANGING 


When the House, on September 20, 1945, 
passed the first quitclaim bill (H. R. Res. 
225, 79th Cong., subsequently vetoed) only 
11 Members of the House voted (without roll 
call) against it. The second bill passed the 
House on April 30, 1948 (H. R. 5992, 80th 
Cong.; no vote by Senate), and the opponents 
of the States’ legislation numbered 29. On 
July 30, 1951, the Walter bill was passed by 
the House, and the number of those in op- 
position increased to 109, with 17 more paired 
against the legislation. The truth about this 
situation is winning its way through the fog 
of misleading propaganda. 

The views of the executive officials as to 
the proper permanent legislation which 
Congress should pass are contained in S. 923, 
introduced in the Eighty-first Congress. 
This bill was drafted by attorneys in the Jus- 
tice, Interior, and Defense Departments. 

Senate Joint Resolution 20, drafted by 
and introduced by you for yourself and Sen- 
ator ANDERSON, contains interim legislation 
which the executive officials have approved, 
although it embodies various concessions in 
favor of the States not previously believed 
advisable. 

Approval of your proposal, Senate Joint 
Resolution 20, was given by executive of- 
ficials because of the imperative necessity 
for immediate action to meet a world crisis, 
and to prepare this Nation to meet any 
emergency. It seems the best solution un- 
der present circumstances, 

Sincerely yours, 
PHILIP B. PERLMAN, 
Solicitor General, 


RECESS 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, if 
there is no further business to come be- 
fore the Senate today, I now move that 
the Senate stand in recess until 12 o'clock 
noon tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 
5 o'clock and 33 minutes p. m.) the Sen- 
ate took a recess until tomorrow, Tues- 
day, October 2, 1951, at 12 o'clock me- 
ridian. 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by the 

Senate October 1, 1951: 
In THE Am FORCE 

The following-named officers for promotion 
in the United States Air Force, under the 
provisions of sections 502 and 509 of the Offi- 
cer Personnel Act of 1947. Those officers 
whose names are preceded by the symbol () 
are subject to physical examination required 
by law. All others have been examined and 
found physically qualified for promotion. 


To be lieutenant colonels 
MEDICAL 


* Robinson, Robert Walker, 19134A. 

XKnauf, George Milton, 19135A. 
Booth, John Austin, 19139A. 

XLackay, R. Howard, 19636A. 

XBennett, Bruce Hardy, 19198A. 
Downey, Vincent Michael, 19199 A. 

X Talbott, Charles Hudson, 19200A, 
Arnoldi, Louis Bernhard, 19201A. 
Humphreys, James William, Jr., 19928A, 
Ficicchy, John, Jr., 19202A. 

X Berry. Carl Ziegler, 19555A. 
Henry, Joseph Raymond, 19203 A. 

DENTAL 

XEye, Kenneth David, 18882A. 

X Messner, Jack Menefee, 18883A. 
Oakley, Hal David, Jr., 18884A. 

X Franklin, William Waldron, 18885A. 


1951 


VETERINARY 
X Gale, John, 18982A. 
MEDICAL SERVICE 


Martin, Jacob Bruce, 19392A. * 
X Belcher, Tolbert Henry, 19400A. 
Parrish, Henry Nelson, 19404 A. 
X Phelps, Allen Wray, 19412A. 
XLarnce, Paul Cable, 19413A. 
Rigsby, Elliott Powell, 19414A. 
* Rogowski, Edward Casimir, 19416A. 


Nore.—Dates of rank will be determined by 
the Secretary of the Air Force. 


CONFIRMATIONS 


Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate October 1, 1951: 
RENEGOTIATION BOARD 
To be members of the Renegotiation Board 


Lawrence E. Hartwig, of Michigan. 
John Hubbard Joss, of Indiana. 
John Theodore Koehler, of Maryland. 
Frank L. Roberts, of Michigan. 


WITHDRAWAL 
Executive nomination withdrawn from 
the Senate October 1, 1951: 
‘TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 
Frank A, Waring, of California, to be a 


member of the Board of Directors of the 
Tennessee Valley Authority. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monpay, OCTOBER 1, 1951 


The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp, 
D. D., offered the following prayer: 


Almighty God, our Father, may we 
begin this new week with confidence and 
courage, ready to accept life’s duties and 
demands without reservation or retreat. 

Grant that in these days of high and 
holy remembrance in the lives of many of 
our fellow citizens, who are reverently 
linking themselves to the glorious tradi- 
tions of their God-fearing fathers, there 
may be born within the hearts and minds 
of all the people of our beloved country a 
finer appreciation of religion as a great 
law and principle of our being. May we 
never interpret freedom of religion as 
freedom from religion. 

God forbid that we should ever set up 


dogmas and rites and orders that limit 


and exclude and divide the members of 
the human family, but may we help them 
to cultivate a more magnanimous, toler- 
ant, and sympathetic spirit and the will 
to fellowship and a sense of universal 
community. 

May we be eager to join hearts and 
hands in doing whatever is necessary and 
whatever lies within our power to make 
the spirit of brotherhood prevail for we 
know that only a social order that is 
brotherly can meet the needs of these 
stupendous times. 

Heal us for the sake of the Prince of 
Peace who came in the name of our 
blessed Lord. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of 
Thursday, September 27, 1951, was read 
and approved. 
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MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. 
Landers, its enrolling clerk, announced 
that the Senate had passed without 
amendment a joint resolution of the 
House of the following title: 

H. J. Res. 333. Joint resolution to extend 
the time for use of construction reserve 
funds established under section 511 of the 
Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as amended. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed, with amendments in 
which the concurrence of the House is 
requested, a bill of the House of the fol- 
lowing title: 

H. R. 4478. An act to provide revenue and 
for other purposes. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendments to 
the foregoing bill, requests a conference 
with the House on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses thereon, and appoints 
Mr. GEORGE, Mr. CONNALLY, Mr, JOHNSON 
of Colorado, Mr, MILLIKIN, and Mr. TAFT 
to be the conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 


RESIGNATION OF MEMBER 


The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following communication from a 
Member of the House which was read: 

JUNE 27, 1951. 
Hon. Sar: RAYBURN, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. SPEAKER: Because of a continu- 
ing blood ailment and upon the advice of 
my personal physician, I am compelled to 
tender my resignation from the office of Con- 
gressman for the Third Ohio District. 

I should like my retirement to become 
effective as of October 1, 1951. 

Needless to say I regret the necessity for 
taking this action. 

With best personal greetings, I am 

Very sincerely, 
EDWARD BREEN, 
Member of Congress, Third Ohio 
District. 


COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS 


Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Ways and Means may have until mid- 
night tonight to file a committee report 
on the bill H. R. 5505, the customs 
simplif cation bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from North 
Carolina? 

There was no objection. 


REVENUE ACT OF 1951 


Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 4473) to 
provide revenue, and for other purposes, 
with Senate amendments thereto, dis- 
agree to the Senate amendments, and 
agree to the conference asked by the 
Senate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from North 
Carolina? [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none and appoints the following 
conferees: Messrs. DouGHTON, COOPER, 
DINGELL, MILLS, REED of New York, JEN- 
KINS, and Smumpson of Pennsylvania. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 


Mr. BRYSON asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 30 min- 
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utes on Wednesday next, following the 
legislative program and any special or- 
ders heretofore entered. 

Mr. WHEELER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 30 
minutes on Wednesday next, following 
the legislative program and any special 
orders heretofore entered. 

Mr. BLATNIK asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 5 
minutes today, following any special or- 
ders heretofore entered. 


NATIONAL NEWSPAPER WEEK 


Mr. TALLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent to address the House for 
1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. TALLE. Mr. Speaker, today 
marks the opening of National News- 
paper Week; and every tyrant-hat- 
ing, freedom-loving American should 
pause to salute the vigilant men and wo- 
men of our free press who are truly the 
guardians of our liberties. 

Three centuries ago, one of the great 
men of English letters, John Milton, 
penned his Areopagitica in immortal 
defense of freedom of the press. He 
closed his classic pamphlet with this im- 
passioned plea: 

Give me the liberty to know, to utter, and 
to argue freely according to conscience, above 
all liberties. 


In the following 200 years the concepts 
of free speech and a free press became so 
integral a part of government in the Eng- 
lish-speaking world that John Stuart 
Mill, perhaps the foremost liberal of the 
nineteenth century, could write as fol- 
lows in his political treatise On Liberty: 

The time, it is hoped, is gone by, when any 
defense would be necessary of the “liberty of 
the press” as one of the securities against 
corrupt or tyrannical government. 


But here in the United States, 100 years 
later, events have recently come to pass 
proving that we dare not take for granted 
the priceless heritage of free speech and 
a free press simply because they are guar- 
anteed in the Constitution. There are 
men in high places, powerful men, dan- 
gerous men, who even today seek to de- 
stroy these precious freedoms. 

For example, Mr. Speaker, just last 
week the President of the United States 
issued his infamous Executive Order 
10290, establishing censorship in all the 
agencies and departments of the Federal 
Government. It is significant that this 
lid of secrecy is being clamped down even 
as congressional committees are sifting 
charges of corruption in the Truman ad- 
ministration unearthed by alert, enter- 
prising news reporters. This Presidential 
gag means that the public will be fur- 
nished only such information concerning 
governmental activities as the apologists 
and hatchetmen of the Truman admin- 
istration believe will serve their own sel- 
fish political purposes. It is grim irony 
that this news black-out was imposed on 
the eve of National Newspaper Week. 

Mr. Truman’s cynical disregard for 
our constitutional freedoms is but fur- 
ther proof of his unfitness for the office 
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he holds. A few short weeks ago, on 
Constitution Day, in fact, he had the 
temerity to suggest in a public address 
here in the Nation’s Capital that the 
publishers and editors of publications 
with second-class mail permits would do 
well to refrain from criticizing the poli- 
cies of his administration. This was 
nothing but a bare-faced attempt at in- 
timidation. On the very same day, in 
ceremonies at the Library of Congress 
resealing the Declaration of Inde- 
pendence and the Constitution, he had 
the effrontery to call on the American 
people to be “faithful to the spirit“ of 
these hallowed documents. 

Mr. Speaker, if more proof is needed as 
to the unholy efforts now directed to- 
ward strangling freedom of speech and 
freedom of the press, witness the casti- 
gation that is heaped on any individual 
-who dares to protest against the extrava- 
gance, the corruption, or the stupidity 
of the Truman administration. Anyone 
who so speaks out is immediately ac- 
cused of smear tactics, and the wheels 
are set in motion to silence him or to 
discredit him. Some of Mr. Truman’s 
self-styled “liberal” followers have ac- 
tually gone so far as to propose striking 
from the Constitution the section which 
guarantees that Members of the House 
_and of the Senate shall not be questioned 
in any other place for their speeches in 
.the Congress. Our founding fathers, in 
their great wisdom, expressly wrote this 
congressional immunity of speech into 
the Constitution to prevent any ruthless 
administration from silencing the voice 
of the minority. 

‘hese attacks on our free institutions 
are the acts of desperate men who will 
stop at nothing to win a political elec- 
tion. But they cannot succeed; they will 
not succeed so long as the American 
press—the eyes and ears of freedom—is 
kept unshackled. 

Mr. Speaker, during the recess of the 
House last month it was my privilege to 
revisit the Parthenon in Athens and the 
Colosseum in Rome, crumbled monu- 
ments of earlier civilizations that flour- 
ished proudly for a day, then withered 
because their peoples did not bestir 
themselves to promote individual liberty 
and freedom. As I stood among those 
haunted ruins, my thoughts turned nat- 
urally to our own beloved Capitol here in 
Washington, symbol of the greatest 
civilization in the history of the world— 
greatest because we have attained under 
our sacred Constitution the highest de- 
gree of freedom ever known to man; and 
there came to my mind Daniel Webster’s 
stirring warning in an earlier hour of 
national peril: 

It were but a trifle even if the walls of 
yonde“ Capitol were to crumble, if its lofty 
pillars should fall, and its gorgeous decora- 
tions be all covered by the dust of the valley. 
All these may be rebuilt. 

But who shall reconstruct the fabric of 
demolished government? 

Who shall rear again the well-proportioned 
columns of constitutional liberty? 

No, if these columns fall, they will be 
raised not again. Like the Colosseum and 
the Parthenon, they will be destined to a 
mournful and a melancholy immorality. 
Bitterer tears, however, will flow over them 

than were ever shed over the monuments 
of Roman or Grecian art; for they will be 
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the monuments of a more glorious edifice 
than Greece or Rome ever saw, the edifice 
of constitutional American liberty. 


WILMINGTON VETERANS’ HOSPITAL, 
WILMINGTON, DEL. 


Mr. HAND. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent to address the House for 
1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks and include a letter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HAND. Mr. Speaker, it is so often 
that we have to criticize the various 
bureaus and agencies of the Government 
that on this occasion it is a great pleas- 
ure for me t3 include in the Recorp at 
this point a letter from a service officer 
of one of the counties of my district, 
speaking in the highest terms of the 
facilities, the efficiency, and the kind- 
ness of the Wilmington Veterans Hos- 
pital at Wilmington, Del.: 

Carn May COUNTY VETERANS’ BUREAU, 
Cape May Court House, N. J., 
September 28, 1951. 
Hon. T. MILLET HAND, 

Congressman, Second District, State of 
New Jersey, House of Representa- 
tives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Hanp: Attached hereto is a copy 
of my communication to the Director of 


Medical Services of headquarters, Veterans’ - 


Administration, Washington, D. C. 
* * * . * 

I personally feel that a facility of the Vet- 
erans’ Administration which renders such 
care and excellent treatment and considera- 
tion of veterans should be applauded pub- 
licly and officially. I also extend to you the 
opportunity of visiting the Wilmington Vet- 
erans’ Hospital with the undersigned at any 
time you may so desire. 

Kindest personal regards, 
ANTHONY J. VOLPE, 
County Service Officer. 


SEPTEMBER 28, 1951. 
Director of MEDICAL SERVICES, 
Veterans’ Administration, 
Central Office, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sm: The undersigned on behalf of 
the 20 veterans’ organizations of Cape May 
County, N. J., and the veterans of all wars of 
Cape May County hereby make the follow- 
ing report for your information and record. 

In the past several years, and especially in 
the past year since November 1950, the un- 
dersigned as an official representative of vet- 
erans’ of Cape May County has processed 
hundreds of veterans of all wars and ob- 
tained admission for same to the Veterans’ 
Administration hospital, Wilmington, Del. 
Of all these men hospitalized and treated 
and cared for by the Wilmington Veterans’ 
Hospital not one man has, to this date, had 
anything to say but sincere praise for the 
services they have obtained at said veterans’ 
hospital. 

Through personal observation and Official 
visitations the undersigned, with all sin- 
cerity, can state that the entire staff and 
personnel at the veterans’ hospital, Wilming- 
ton, Del., are a very efficient group, very 
courteous, and of a caliber to be envied by 
any other hospital of its type. Besides the 
excellent medical and surgical care our vet- 
erans of Cape May County have received and 
continue to receive, they have fine recrea- 
tional, religious, and social facilities. An- 
other nice feature observed at the Wilming- 
ton Veterans’ Hospital by the undersigned 
is the immaculate cleanliness of the wards, 
the rooms, the offices, and especially the 
mess hall and dining areas of this installa- 
tion. The religious services offered there is 
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an inspiration to men of all faiths. Not only 
does the chaplain and his staff take a per- 
sonal interest in all the patients along with 
religious services; but religion and religious 
services are also offered to the hospitalized 
veterans by radio over the hospital's own 
radio station. 

The general medical and general surgical 
facilities of the Wilmington Veterans’ Hos- 
pital has excelled in these two services and 
beyond that their referral policy, such as so- 
cial service or the transfer of patients re- 
quiring other than medical and surgical care 
of a specialized nature, is one that operates 
smoothly, speedily, and efficiently. 

The undersigned, being a combat amputee 
with many other wounds, has been a patient 
in many Government and civilian hospitals 
and with sincerty I can definitely state that 
had I known that such excellent services 
were available at the Wilmington hospital 
2 or 3 years ago, I would have been a con- 
tented patient there. In fact, I have made 
tentative arrangements presently to be a 
patient for service-connected revision of a 
left amputation at the Wilmington Veterans’ 
Hospital this year. 

The undersigned on behalf of the 7,500 yet- 
erans and their dependents of Cape May 
County, N. J., congratulates the Medical De- 
partment of the Veterans’ Administration 
for keeping the Wilmington Veterans’ Hos- 
pital available to the veterans of this area, 

Very sincerely yours, 
ANTHONY J. VOLPE, 
County Service Officer, 


SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
Mr. ARMSTRONG asked. and. was 


given permission to address the House on... 


Thursday, October 4, for 15 minutes, fol- 
lowing the legislative program and any 
special orders heretofore entered. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 15 minutes today, following 
any special orders heretofore entered. 


RAILROAD RETIREMENT FUND 


Mr. VURSELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. - 

Mr. VURSELL. Mr. Speaker, we are 
now going into the tenth month of this 
session. During all this time the cost 
of living has continued to advance and 
advance. During all this time bills have 
been before the committee and before 
the Congress to give to the railroad 
pensioners and annuitants an increase 
for which they have paid and for which 
over $2,000,090,000 is now available in 
the railroad retirement trust fund. If 
it is the intention of the administration 
to pass this legislation during this ses- 
sion of Congress I think it is time we 
took action, because these people have 
been kept waiting too long now, fenced 
off from the benefit of their own funds. 

Mr. Speaker, time and again I have 
urged the necessity of the earliest pos- 
sible passage of such legislation. It 
should have been passed months ago. 
I cannot understand why more interest 
has not been shown by the majority 
party in control of this Congress who 
have the responsibility of laying out the 
legislative program, encouraging its 
consideration by the proper committees, 
and bringing same before this body for 
consideration. 
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It is getting late in the session and 
unless acted upon quickly by the House 
and the Senate, the railroad men and 
their survivors will fail to get the relief 
to which they are entitled, and which 
many of them badly need, because of the 
present high cost of living. 


WOMEN IN THE DEFENSE DECADE 


Mrs. BOLTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks and include an eddress delivered 
by me. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. BOLTON. Mr. Speaker, an in- 
spiring conference of men and women 
was held in New York City on September 
27 and 28 at Hotel Commodore. It was 
called by the American Council on Edu- 
cation, under the able leadership of Dr. 
Arthur S. Adams, president of the coun- 
cil, to consider women in the defense 
decade—their attitudes, philosophy, and 
activities in the next 10 years. 

Miss Mary Donlon, a lawyer and chair- 
man of the New York State Workmen’s 
Compensation Board, was chairman of 
the conference. Associated with her was 
a rare group of women, as you will read- 
ily see: 

Executive committee: Florence E. Allen, 
judge, United States Circuit Court of Ap- 
peals, Cleveland, Ohio; Margaret Culkin Ban- 
ning, author, Duluth, Minn.; Dorothy M. Bell, 
president, Bradford Junior College; Margaret 
Bell, M. D., professor of hygiene and physical 
education, University of Michigan; Sarah 
Gibson Blanding, president, Vassar College; 
Mrs. Louis Broido, president, New York sec- 
tion, National Council of Jewish Women; 
Sister Catherine Dorothea, president, Trinity 
College, Washington, D. C.; Margaret Clapp, 
president, Wellesley College; Vera M. Dean, 
research director and editor, Foreign Policy 
Association, New York; Emily Taft Douglas, 
former Member of Congress from Illinois; 
Dorothy B. Ferebee, M. D., acting director, 
University Health Center, Howard University; 
Lillian M. Gilbreth, consulting engineer, 
Montclair, N. J.; Connie M. Guion, M. D., pro- 
fessor of clinical medicine, Cornell University 
Medical College; Jessie W. Harris, vice-dean, 
College of Home Economics, University of 
Tennessee; Anna L. Rose Hawkes, dean of 
students, Mills College; Elinore Morehouse 
Herrick, personnel director, New York Herald 
Tribune; Mildred McAfee Horton, director of 
the WAVES, World War II; former president, 
Wellesley College; Dorothy Kenyon, lawyer, 
former judge, Municipal Court, New York 
City; Esther McDonald Lloyd-Jones, profes- 
sor of education, Teachers College, Colum- 
bia University; Katherine E. McBride, presi- 
dent, Bryn Mawr College; Millicent C. Mc- 
Intosh, deau, Barnard College; R. Louise Me- 
Manus, professor of nursing education and 
director, division of nursing education, 
Teachers College, Columbia University; Rose- 
mary Park, president, Connecticut College; 
Agnes Rogers, associate editor, Reader's Di- 
gest, and author; Dorothy Shaver, president, 
Lord & Taylor, New. York City: Elizabeth 
Harrison Walker, publisher and editor, Cues 
on the News; formerly secretary, Committee 
for Economic Development; Pearl A. Wana- 
maker, State superintendent of public in- 
struction, Olympia, Wash.; Helen C. White, 
professor of English, University of Wisconsin; 
Mrs. Philip Willkie, civic leader, Rushville, 
Ind. 

Staff: Lucile Allen, dean of women, Cor- 


nell University, program coordinator; Pauline 
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E. Mandigo, public relations consultant, New 
York City, public relations; Raymond F. 
Howes, staff associate, American Council on 
Education, consultant; Helen C. Hurley, staff 
associate, American Council on Education, 
arrangements, 


Miss Donlon's opening remarks so well 
pointed up the purpose of the gathering 
that I can do no better than to quote 
them here: 


At this conference, women and men, some 
known the world over and others whose ex- 
perience lies in small communities and mod- 
est homes, will help blueprint a program 
suited to our times and to the responsibili- 
ties and opportuniities of modern women. 
Here is no propaganda for career versus 
home, or for military service versus the as- 
sembly line. Rather, the Conference on 
Women in the Defense Decade looks at the 
whole of our society and at women as peo- 
ple who can, if they will, work with men 
to mold that society somewhat nearer to 
our heart’s desire than it now is. Discuss- 
ing women’s major social interests, such as 
the home, citizenship, creative leisure, health 
and welfare, to sample a few of the eight 
section topics, the program is arranged to 
make it possible for delegates to shape the 
conference findings. 

What this defense decade will require of 
us, no one can foretell witn certainty. But 
this we know, that the free way of life draws 
on womanpower for survival almost as heav- 
ily as it draws on manpower. What we seem 
not yet fully to have learned is that women’s 
work and women’s special talents, if ‘used 
in attacking community problems during 
less critical times, might obviate the re- 
curring crises that threaten to destroy the 
already weakened fabric of our society. 
Women ask full partnership both in oppor- 
tunity and responsibility because it is also 
their homes and their children whose well- 
being insures the survival of civilization. 


It was my privilege to speak at the 
final luncheon of the conference. I ask 
unanimous consent to revise and extend 
my remarks in the Appendix of the Rec- 
orp, and to include therein my address 
on that occasion. 

The address follows: 

ADDRESS BY HON. Frances P. BOLTON, MEMBER 
OF CONGRESS, BEFORE THE LUNCHEON MEET- 
ING OF THE CONFERENCE ON WOMEN IN THE 
DEFENSE DECADE, HOTEL COMMODORE, NEw 
YORK, FRIDAY, SEPTEMBER 28, 1951 
Madam Chairman, distinguished guests, 

members of the Conference on Women in 

the Defense Decade, it is with a deep sense 


of privilege that I have come from Wash-. 


ington to take part in this significant con- 
ference made possible by the American Coun- 
cil on Education. 

Again I thank you, Dr. Adam, for includ- 
ing me, and giving me the opportunity to 
discuss for a few minutes matters that, to 
me, are vital to the preservation of freedom 
here in these United States and so, across 
the world. 

It has been suggested that this meeting, 
called to consider women in the defense 
decade is going to be a point of departure. 
Certainly it can be made so by an exceptional 
group such as yourselves. Not one of you 
that has not gone where few have gone and 
found what few have found. 

What a wonderful challenge, friends. To 
build a foundation so strong, so firm, so en- 
during, that the structure of man’s future 
may rest upon it with confidence and se- 
curity. 

Who among us today would not take par- 
ticular and personal pride in the wonderful 
record of achievement which has been scored 


by American women in the arts, the sciences, 
the law, in medicine, in labor groups, in 
business administration, and the many other 
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fields of endeavor in which they bear dis- 
tinguished names. Certain it is that I sa- 
lute each one. 

Yet I submit that it is not to this great 
vanguard alone to which we must look to 
defend freedom and our American way of 
life. Rather is it also upon the lesser known, 
unsung, but equally proud women of the 
home front that we, as a nation, must de- 
fend. It is this group, representing more 
than half of all the women of America, who 
hold special keys to national security and 
ultimate peace, 

The 1950 census gives us challenging fiz- 
ures: Of the total number of women over 
14 years of age, well over half were classified 
as homemakers. You have done well to put 
first your discussions of the home as a source 
of the Nation’s strength. For the center of 
a nation’s life is the home. The importance 
of the homemaking woman cannot be over- 
estimated. 

These women on the home front look to 
such women as you for encouragement, for 
guidance. They expect much of you, and 
justifiably so. Your responsibility to them is 
very vital, very great. They need your lead- 
ership and your encouragement. Once all 
of us work together there can be created a 
force, a power for good such as the world has 
not yet seen. 

We know further that the total civilian 
labor force today, including agricultural 
workers, totals 19,500,000 women, only a lit- 
tle less than the number achieved by women 
at the peak of wartime activities. By com- 
parison with this high figure it shows that 
women in the professions make up but a 
small percentage of the whole. 

And so I repeat, ladies, that although it is 
not my purpose to take from you any of the 
kudos you have so triumphantly earned, or 
to underestimate the courage and the en- 
durance that has been yours during these 
pioneer years of woman's emancipation, still, 
it must be emphasized that the defense of 
freedom rests upon the shoulders of all 
women, and more than half of America’s 
women are in America’s homes. 

These homemakers are not only the largest 
women’s group, but they are the ones who, 
in a period of tension such as this, are all too 
apt to feel there is little they can contribute 
to the national welfare, to the securing of 
peace. This makes them more vulnerable 
than they realize to a restlessness they them- 
selves do not perhaps recognize for what it is. 
I would have them know themselves for 
what they are: the center of America’s 
strength, the heart of her life, her power, 
her influence among the nations. 

Women in the Armed Forces, in industry, 
in the professions, have some means of meas- 
uring the importance of their achievements 
and their contributions to the national econ- 
omy. To me it seems of vital importance 
that our homemekers become vividly aware 
of the enormous contribution that is theirs 
to make; that they be taken into a closer 
partnership, so to speak; that they recognize 
the fundamental factor they represent with 
ever-increasing importance in this frenzied 
weld. 

Since our earliest pioneer days women 
have been the primary factors in the actual 
providing of food, clothing, and education 
of the family and the community. 

It was the women who transformed the 
wheat into bread and cereals, the cotton and 
wool into clothing, who taught their children 
how to read and write. It was the women 
who taught the children to understand the 
meaning of the new way of life which was 


developing for freemen on the new 
continent. 
Modern methods have taken over. The 


spinning wheel in front of the fireplace has 
been replaced by the whirring machinery 
of the factory. But statistics show that it is 
largely women who work in the textile mills, 
become the designers, the merchandisers, 


12444 


and ultimately the great army of discrimi- 
nating buyers and shoppers which so charac- 
terizes modern life. The woman has cer- 
tainly preempted this latter field, where her 
power is far greater than she knows. 

There can be no better way of pointing up 
this great evolution in the role of women 
than to quote from a splendid article by our 
own Mary Donlon which appeared in the De- 
cember 1950 issue of Independent Woman, 
Let me quote her for a moment: 

“It was about 1850 that women began go- 
ing to the shops. 

“Then came the revolution. It became 
necessary to style and package goods to meet 
feminine favor. Women found out how to 
buy what best served the needs of their 
families; found out, too, that utility did not 
have to be ugly; learned to reward better 
utility and greater beauty. 

“Without any special training, almost all 
women now are expert retail buyers. To- 
gether with being born shoppers, they form 
the greatest retail market there is.” 

Has it ever occurred to you how vital a 
matter it is that women now do the retail 
buying of the country? 

On every side the dangers of inflation grow 
more apparent. We are told almost hourly 
by every modern method of communication 
that inflation is the most ominous problem 
before us as a Nation. Charles E. Wilson, 
Director of Defense Mobilization, has ex- 
plained a complicated matter in simple 
terms, I quote; “Inflationary pressures have 
a simple origin—more money seeking goods 
than there are goods to buy. The excess of 
demand over supply is the inflationary gap.” 

It is estimated that the number of women 
shoppers in America is 50,000,000. Think of 
the power that rests in our hands, 7 

Think of the part the 38,000,000 home- 
makers play, either consciously or uncon- 
sciously. in this dread battle against infla- 
tion. Intelligently approached and calmly 
dealt with, inflation could be checked. 

Increasingly women not working outside 
the homes write me: “What can I—one lone 
woman—do to make America strong? I feel 
I must contribute something toward the de- 
fense of America, but what is there I can 
do?” 

Some way must be found to make these 
women, whose job is in the home, aware of 
the very vital part they play in the actual 
defense program. With every turn of the 
spiral of inflation the procurement program 
loses ground. As costs go up, fewer tanks 
and guns and ships and planes can be had, 
fewer weapons stockpiled, and less research 
done. This puts the homemakers into a key 
position of responsibility, for they represent 
the major part of the 50,000,000 women who 
are the retail buyers of the Nation. Once 
they realize this, they can never again feel 
themselves isolated in the grim battle for 
survival in which we are engaged. 

In saying this, I am not in any way be- 
littling the part which women are now play- 
ing and must play to a larger extent in the 
years ahead—in the Armed Forces, the de- 
fense industries, and other occupations that 
everybody immediately thinks of as defense- 
related. The inescapable fact is that there 
is a need for more women in uniform, for 
more nurses, for more industrial workers. 
There are today about 50,000 women in uni- 
form. The projected program calls for some 
112,000. 

The defense production program calls for 
some three and one-half million more civil- 
ian workers by the end of 1952. One and 
one-half million of these must be formed in 
groups not normally in the labor market. 
This means they will have to be drawn 
largely from the nonworkers and the home- 
makers. 

Where else are we to find those we may 
need in increasing quantity in the foresee- 
able future for both areas of our visible de- 
fense—the military front and the civilian 
front? Perhaps the most dramatic need for 
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women on both of these fronts is in the 
nursing field where the shortage is already 
critical. The only place from which the mili- 
tary can draw its additional requirement of 
nursing personnel is from the general pool 
of trained nurses—the only way to enlarge 
that general supply is through the training 
of additional nurses. Such training means 
more teachers and supervisors which in its 
turn means more hospital facilities in which 
to train them. I paint this picture because 
for so many years I have been active in both 
civilian and military nursing affairs. 

Let me say again that when we look to 
the total picture of women’s activities in 
the Nation as a whole these special occu- 
pations, as important as they are, will never 
need a high proportion of the total number 
of women available. Therefore, for most of 
us it is still a mistake and will continue 
to be a mistake to think that we can make 
a direct contribution to the defense program 
only if we do something quite apart from 
our every day life. For most of us it will not 
be necessary to go into new occupations. 
The greatest contribution we can make is 
to improve the effectiveness of our normal 
activities. 

Whether we like it or not, we are women 
of and in a defense decade. One thing is 
certain: There is no time to waste in in- 
effective work. There will be little, if any, 
place for the woman who is unwilling to do 
her bit. 

Now that bit“ may be volunteer work in 
a hospital, baby sitting in a home, work in 
a factory, or any one of the endless jobs 
that.make home a good place to come back 
to, a happy place to be young in. And it is 
just possible that the strengthening of the 
home with its extension, the school, about 
which we as women must concern ourselves, 
will be the deciding factor somewhere along 
this road into the future. 

Let us consider for a moment the greatest 
riches, the most priceless wealth, this won- 
derful country of ours possesses—our chil- 
dren. 

I am so certain that as we come to closer 
and closer grips with the grim realities of 
this defense decade, we shall find ourselves 
recognizing a deeper responsibility to them 
as the only future there will be. Once we do 
this we will use the power that is ours to 
grasp, to insist upon decent housing and 
environment, adequate schooling facilities, 
well-equipped teachers, and curriculi built 
upon fundamentals. 

We have long since ceased to speak of the 
proverbial “three R's“ as constituting an 
adequate educational background for our 
children, 

But we need to examine, too, that word 
Certainly basic to adequate 
education in America must be a fundamen- 
tal knowledge of the men and women who 
came to this country in search of freedom, 
of the ideals that bring about unity and 
understanding between men and among na- 
tions. We must remember, and we must 
make it a vivid truth to our children, that 
an American puts his trust in God. 

Do you know what I would like to see in 
a prominent, suitable place in every class- 
room, in the auditorium of every school and 
college of the land? A plaque, a shield, a 
beautifully illuminated scroll, with the 
legend upon it which has been since our 
beginning, so truly the keystone of the arch 
of our national structure that it is inscribed 
upon the coin of the realm: In God we trust. 

That would not be the teaching of re- 
ligion in our schools, friends, against which 
there is so much outcry. It would be the 
simple statement of the principle upon 
which this Nation was founded, hung where 
every child, every student, would see it at 
some time during his active school day. 
Quietly, with no word spoken, pupils and 
teachers would be given the reminder that 
God is our strength; that we, through our 
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trust in Him, are invincible, not for our- 
selves, but for humanity; that freedom un- 
der His law may ultimately prevail. 

Our amazing system of public education, 
toward which Thomas Jefferson relentlessly 
pointed the way, is part of the basic struc- 
ture of a free nation. 

It was Montesquieu who said that where- 
as the principle of a monarchy was honor, 
and the principle of a tyranny was fear, the 
principle of a republic is education. 

But we must know what we want to 
achieve through education. We must be 
clear about the fundamentals that must be 
taught to protect and to defend freedom. 
And it is we women who should make our- 
selves responsible for this, because schools 
should be but the extension of our homes. 
It is for us to see to it that our children 
have the opportunity to learn those things 
which would give them, in addition to a 
preparation to live practically in today’s 
world, the understanding and the capacity 
to carry out in their living such injunctions 
as were written during World War II by a 
dying young Yugoslav to his unborn son: 


“See always and strive always in good faith 
and high courage, in this world where 
men grow so tired, to 

Keep your power to receive everything; only 
learn to select what your instinct 
tells you is right; 

Keep your heart hungry for new knowledge; 

Keep your hatred of a lie and your power of 
indignation; 

Keep your intolerance, only saving it for 
what your heart tells you is bad; 

Keep your delight in friendship; only learn 
to know your friends; 

Keep your wonder at great and noble things 
like sunlight and thunder, the rain 
and the stars, the wind and the sea, 
the growth of trees and the return 
of the harvests, and the greatness of 
heroes; 

Keep your love of life, but throw away your 
fear of death. Life must be loved or 
it is lost; but it should never be 
loved too well.” 


The ultimate strength of a nation rests 
upon the moral fiber of every man, woman, 
and child; upon the discipline they have 
learned to exert over themselves; upon the 
faith of the people in their own capacity; 
upon the reality of their belief in an Al- 
mighty God. 

What is freedom? What is liberty? What 
is it that we women are being called upon 
to detend? 

Can we who are gathered here today per- 
suade other women and the men in Amer- 
ica, by virtue of our own passionate belief, 
that obedience to divine law is liberty? 
(Newton D. Baker.) 

Do we know with every breath we draw 
that liberty is of the Spirit and that where 
the Spirit of the Lord is, there is liberty? 
(II Corinthians iii: 17.) 

Is your faith in this great Republic of 
ours, in her destiny, only passive, or has it 
become vividly alive, thrilling to the heart- 
beat or the world's need for freedom? 

Is the strong center of your own life se- 
cure? Is your belief in fundamental free- 
dom based upon liberty under law impreg- 
nable? These are the questions needing 
answers if women are to defend freedom. 
To find the answers, each of us must have 
the courage to go deep down into the very 
center of our being and know whatever there 
may be there of weakness and of strength, 
of doubt and of certainty, of discourage- 
ment and of unquenchable hope. Once 
known, the forces of construction within our 
own souls can and will take hold and build 
a strength we had not dreamed we could 
possess. 

We cannot meet the grim realities of this 
defense decade with any certainty of sur- 
vival unless we first know the realities with- 


1951 


in ourselves. A new courage must be born, 
a deeper knowledge, a greater wisdom. 

We who are the matrix of God's Life in 
Earth, who share in ways no man can ever 
comprehend the creativeness of the Infinite, 
must recognize in this dangerous and preg- 
nant hour God’s need of us. Humbly, qui- 
etly, joyously must we take hold of respon- 
sibility, knowing that only if the roots are 
strong can the tree withstand the tempests. 

The building of tomorrow’s world cannot 
rest solely in the hands of men. This is the 
moment when togetherness is born. “This 
is the weightiest moment of all time, and on 
the issues of the present hour, a nation’s 
honor and a country’s peace, a people’s fu- 
ture, aye, a world’s, depends,” 

And may the Infinite give us the courage, 
the wisdom, and the great “carelessness of 
self” that John Buchan (Lord Tweedsmuir) 
held to be the three elements necessary for 
leadership. 

Yes, women are an essential part of the 
defense of freedom in this decade of uncer- 
tainty and confusion. All the world needs 
their quiet, radiant leadership. 

Wanted—women of deep spiritual convic- 
tion, of unquenchable courage, of unfailing 
human understanding, of passionate loyalty 
to the ideals for which this great Republic 
was born. 

Wanted—women to defend freedom! 


REMOVING CROSSES FROM GRAVES OF 
VETERANS 


Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts, Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute and to 
revise and extend my remarks and in- 
clude editorials and letters from persons 
in Hawaii.’ 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the gentlewoman from Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I understand that under the 
‘guise of economy the crosses on the 
graves of veterans in Honolulu have been 
‘removed. I have here two pictures, this 
one showing how the cemetery looked 
before the crosses were removed and the 
-one below that showing what it looks like 
today. 

Mr. Speaker, the cross is a symbol of 
Christianity, and too often the crosses 
are not being shown. Christianity is not 
being talked about enough and we need 
it more than we have ever needed it 
before. 

The DAV has written a letter and is 
starting a drive to have those crosses put 
back. It is a very heartless thing to 
remove the crosses from the graves of 
these veterans. They should be replaced, 
and I have a bill for that purpose. The 
War Department has stated that it is the 
trend of the times. It is a very unfor- 
tunate trend of the times to remove 
crosses. 

The editorials and letters follow: 

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE CROSS 

The symbolism of the cross antedates 
Christianity, for the design was used as a 
religious symbol and as an ornament from 
the earliest times of which we have a record. 
Certain pagans utilized the cross as an ex- 
pression of nature worship which was op- 
posed to the principles of Christianity; but 
with the Crucifixion of Christ upon His Cross 
at Golgotha a new significance was conferred 
upon the simple scaffold of wood upon which 
He was put to death. 

Two millenniums of world literature and 
world art have endowed the cross with sym- 
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bolism that transcends sectarianism. The 
cross represents faith and all the hope of 
which mankind is capable. It is the prom- 
ise of resurrection. It is a memorial as 
well, and throughout the world military 
cemeteries are patterned with ranks and files 
of crosses, for believers and unbelievers in 
any land can cling to the ideals inherent in 
the ancient symbol. 

But the ranks of crosses have been re- 
moved from the National Cemetery in Puo- 
waina Crater, to the grief of those who 
cherish memories of the war dead who lie 
there. Economy is the reason given, al- 
though Federal law does call for the use of 
headstone-type markers in national cemeter- 
ies established on American soil. The mark- 
ers now are there. What reason is there that 
the cross should not be placed as well? The 
word economy, when applied to crosses, does 
not ring well in ears accustomed to reports of 
wild extravagance on the part of a national 
administration that has engaged in a dizzy 
spending whirl while piling debt on debt 
and imposing taxes so oppressive they border 
on confiscation. Economy should begin in 
Washington, that synonym for extravagance, 
Yet we talk of economy in crosses to mark 
the Nation’s dead. 


“THE Crosses, Row on Row” 

(Note.—The editorial which appears below 
was written early Monday. It appears too 
late, now, because on Monday the Army’s 
work forces moved into the National Me- 
morial Cemetery and took down all the white 
crosses. Nevertheless, we print this editorial 
as a tribute to the men who lie there, and in 
respect to the feeling of their families and 
friends.) 


“IN FLANDERS FIELDS 


“(By John McCrae, lieutenant colonel in the 
Canadian Army in World War I) 


“In Flanders fields the poppies blow 
Between the crosses, row on row 
That mark our place. And in the sky 
The larks, still bravely singing, fly, 
Scarce heard amid the guns below. 


“We are the dead. Short days ago 
We lived, felt dawn, saw sunset glow, 
Loved and were loved, and now we lie 
In Flanders fields. 


“Take up our quarrel with the foe; 
To you from failing hands we throw 
The torch; be yours to hold it high 
If ye break faith with us who die 
We shall not sleep though poppies blow 
In Flanders fields.” 


It is proposed to remove the white crosses 
that now stand at the head of more than 
13,000 graves in the National Memorial Ceme- 
tery of the Pacific. 

Partly as a measure of economy, these 
crosses, now of wood, are to come down 
before they fall down from decay. 

General Aurand explains the situation as 
follows: 

“In April of 1948, United States Army Pa- 
cific asked for an expression of opinion on the 
type headstone desired by Honolulu citizens 
for use in the cemetery at Punchbowl. The 
result of the survey showed a majority in 
favor of the flat marker for general use 
throughout the cemetery. 

“Temporary wooden crosses were erected 
pending the selection, purchase, and ship- 
ment of the permanent markers. 

“Installation of the preferred flat stone 
markers was started in the fall of 1949 and 
is now complete. Current burials are being 
provided with the new marker within a rea- 
sonable time after interment. 

“The wooden crosses are beginning to de- 
teriorate rapidly. Since the stone markers 
have been installed, funds for the upkeep of 
the cemetery are insufficient for replacement 
and maintenance of the wooden crosses.” 
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We do not know the extent of the survey 
made for General Aurand in 1948, but we 
believe that the great majority of sentiment 
in Hawaii, including that of the families of 
those who lie at rest in Punchbowl, would 
be for continuance of the crosses. 

For more than 30 years these small white 
“crosses, row on row,” have marked our mili- 
tary cemeteries around the world. 

They have lifted their simple, mute arms 
to alien skies or to the sun and clouds and 
rains in our own America. 

They have become distinctive, unforget- 
table, irreplaceable. 

The flat stones or bronze plaques that lie 
at the heads of the graves are appropriate— 
but inadequate. They cannot now, they can 
never, take the place of the crosses that mark 
the resting place of our Nation’s heroes from 
Planders Fields to the Philippines, from 
North Africa to South Korea. 

For this military cemetery in the lofty 
crater of Punchbowl—the ancient Hawaiian 
“Hill of Sacrifice’—the crosses have a pe- 
culiar service and significance. 

On these crosses each Memorial Day are 
gently draped the leis of Hawaii—the wreaths 
of fragrant flowers. 

More than 50,000 such leis garlanded the 
crosses last May 30. 

It was a spectacle sublime and deeply 
touching—the love and admiration of thou- 
sands of people flowing out to the fallen he- 
roes of war; giving to them the gentle, sweet 
tribute of Hawaii. 

All this garlanding of the crosses will now 
be gone. 

It is no wonder that immediately the news 
came out that the crosses were to be removed, 
veterans’ organizations here lifted their 
sturdy voices in protest. 

Our National Congress should not hesitate 
to grant the funds necessary for permanent 
crosses. They can be fashioned of smooth 
concrete fitted into place to stay as long as 
the memorial cemetery shelters our fallen 
dead. 

This rich Nation of ours can afford to keep 

the white crosses and install the stone mark- 
ers or flat plaques. 
We can never fully repay the debt we owe 
these men who have fallen. Nor should we, 
by removal of the silent, splendid symbols, 
take from this national cemetery its dis- 
tinctice and traditional feature the crosses, 
row on row.” 


DISABLED AMERICAN VETERANS, 
Xenia, Ohio, September 29, 1951. 
EDITH Nourse ROGERS, 
Representative to Congress, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSWOMAN ROGERS: I have been 
reading an account of the bill S. 1864, which, 
if passed, would benefit amputee veterans 
of World War I, World War II, and Korean 
veterans who lost limbs as a result of their 
war service. 

I want you to know that we appreciate the 
great efforts you are making in our behalf. 
It is quite clear that if a veteran of any of 
these wars who lost a limb should receive 
the same consideration—that is, if a veteran 
lost a limb, no matter which war, he should 
receive the same benefit if he has an ampu- 
tee injury. As you know, heretofore this 
has applied only to World War II veterans. 
We are glad that you are trying to get an 
automobile for each amputee veteran regard- 
less of what war he was in. 

We want you to know that we have 
watched your kind consideration in our be- 
half, and we want you to keep this fight 
going until this bill is a law. 

Another thing: We read in the papers 
where for the sake of economy they are 
removing the crosses from the graves of our 
comrades. The cross is the symbol of Chris- 
tianity, and we think it is awful that they 
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would do such a thing. We want the crosses 
to remain over the graves of our comrades. 
Thanks for your help in our cause. 
Yours sincerely, 
WILBUR E. PITZER, 
Adjutant, Chapter 92, Disabled Ameri- 
can Veterans. 


HoNoLULU, September 29, 1951. 
Lt. Eprrm Nourse ROGERS, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

It is like you to understand how we all 
feel about the inspiration of the cross. 
Deeply 9 your assistance. 

Louise and WALTER DILLINGHAM. 


WHAT ABOUT OUR SCHOOL CHILDREN 


Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute and to 
revise and extend my remarks and in- 
clude an editorial. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr. 
Speaker, when is the National Production 
Authority going to come to its senses and 
allocate sufficient building materials to 
the Office of Education for the essential 
construction of badly needed school fa- 
cilities in California? It is becoming 
more apparent daily that the NPA does 
not fully realize the problems that have 
been created in my State by the influx of 
over three and a half million people in 
the last ten years. 

Furthermore, it is difficult for the citi- 
zens I represent to understand why per- 
mits for commercial construction con- 
tinue to be granted while partially com- 
pleted school buildings are held up be- 
cause necessary construction materials 
cannot be obtained. There is going to be 
the very devil to pay if somebody does 
not wake up soon and change this unfair 
and discriminatory allocation of so- 
called scarce construction items, It 
seems to me that educational institutions 
should rank first as far as priorities are 
concerned after the National Defene Es- 
tablishment has been taken care of. 

By way of further emphasis I wish to 
include with my remarks the following 
pungent, pertinent, and timely letter 
from one of the elementary school 
district superintendents in my congres- 
sional district. Ialso call attention to an 
editorial from the Redwood City Tribune 
which further points up the problems 
confronting us in California as a result 
of our unprecedented increase in popu- 
lation. t 

MENLO PARK ELEMENTARY 
SCHOOL DISTRICT, 
Menlo Park, Calif., September 27, 1951. 
Hon. JACK ANDERSON, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sir: In reference to our NPA applica- 
tion on the Hillview School previously re- 
ferred to in our letter of September 14, and 
your answer of September 17, and in ac- 
cordance with our telephone conversation 
this date, the following information is offered 
for your use as you see fit. 

I do not need to point out to you that our 
little school district encompassing the towns 
of Atherton and Menlo Park is a stronghold 
of so-called reactionary Republicans. The 
two newspaper articles enclosed which ap- 
peared during the past week are indicative 
of the construction which is going on here 
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currently. Yet yesterday in the same mail 
delivery we received from the Department of 
Finance of the State of California the long 
awaited and final approval for the letting of 
bids and construction of the Hillview School. 

We have the money. We have the children. 
We have them in basement rooms with 7-foot 
ceilings and no fire escapes. We have them 
in Sunday school rooms. We have them in 
libraries. We have them in auditoriums. 
This is not a poor town. The town has dili- 
gently attempted to keep up with its building 
needs. They have for some time been bonded 
to capacity and sometimes taxed far beyond 
the legal limitations. So it isn’t something 
w^ let creep up on us. 

To get back to the mail delivery, another 
letter received from the Federal Security 
Agency, Washington, D. C., begins with this 
sentence: “It is regretted that the Office of 
Education has been unable to grant au- 
thority to commence construction and to 
allot controlled materials for the project 
referred to above for which an application 
on CMP-4C has been received.” It goes on 
to state that there is a possibility that an 
allocation can be made on October 10 for the 
first quarter of 1952. The question that has 
been raised repeatedly by me and your con- 
stituents: Why can buildings such as de- 
picted in the newspaper articles, a new em- 
porium building on Nineteenth Avenue in 
San Francisco, the new City of Paris Build- 
ing in the same vicinity, and innumerable 
others, use tons of steel where we would use 
a pound?” How can these buildings be ap- 
proved when the schools, the very basis of 
our democracy, are denied the little pittance 
of steel needed? 

An hour ago I met the superintendent of 
the Aptos School District, near Santa Cruz, 
whom you know and from whom you have 
had correspondence. He told me that last 
night he was approached by telephone that 
for a specified amount of money an NPA ap- 
proval could be had within hours. This is 
only one instance of numerous such stories, 

I cannot believe that they are all false. 
The proprietor of one of the buildings de- 
picted in one of the newspaper articles is re- 
ported by a parent in my school district to 
have stated openly that he had no difficulty 
in getting a steel allocation; all he had to do 
was to grease the right palm. If our ap- 
plications are correct, as referred to in our 
letter of September 14, and cannot be ap- 
proved shortly over half of the children in 
this school district will be receiving half- 
time education next year. 

Is it possible that the Federal Government 
values the expansion of commercial estab- 
lishments, resort hotels, service stations, and 
the like, above the public education system 
of the country? I cannot believe it. I don't 
want to deluge you and Mr. Nixon and Mr. 
Knowland with telegrams, letters, and the 
like, but believe me just that will happen if 
the papers learn of this refusal, and I don't 
see how they can miss. 

Most of the people in this area chose to 
live here because they wanted to bring their 
children up in the somewhat rarefied atmos- 
phere of the peninsula. In addition to the 
semicountry living they appreciated the 
public schools. They are willing to pay for 
public schools, and they are willing to em- 
ploy the finest teachers available, and I 
doubt that they will be denied buildings by 
bureaucrats being liberal handed with a se- 
lected few but refusing the needs of their 
children. 

Now, Mr. Anderson, this is a strong letter. 
I need not point out to you that I am some- 
what perturbed to put it mildly. I made it 
strong to impress upon you the fact that my 
people also are pertubed. I know that you 
will do all you can and believe me we will 
do all we can. 

Very sincerely yours, 
MELVILLE J. HOMFELD, 
District Superintendent, 
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} 
[From the Redwood City (Calif.) Tribune of 
September 18, 1951] 
ScHOOLHOUSE CONSTRUCTION TELLS STORY OF 
EXPANSION 


Elsewhere in tonight’s Tribune is a ies 
of the ground breaking for a new elementary 
school in San Carlos. Yesterday's page 1 
carried the announcement of open-house 
ceremonies for the opening of the Menlo- 
Atherton High School on Middlefield Road 
at Ringwood Avenue. 

These news items bring into sharp focus 
the tremendous school-population increase 
that our area has experienced in the past 
decade. These news items also tell part of 
the continuing story of how the taxpayers of 
this area are footing ever-increasing bills in 
order to build and staff schools that will pro- 
vide South San Mateo County with the best 
facilities possible for their children, 

San Carlos provides a typical example of 
schoolhouse expansion. When World War II 
ended it had only Central school and White 
Oaks school. With a population growth of 
300 percent in 10 years, however; it found it 
necessary to vote funds for construction of 
two more public schools which are already in 
use, plus the third, for which ground was 
broken this week. In addition, a new school 
for Catholic children, St. Charles, was opened 
last year in the rapidly developing Brittan 
Acres section of the city. 

In all, here’s what the taxpayers of South 
San Mateo County have dug into their pock- 
ets to provide in new schools since VJ-day: 
Belmont, one new school; Redwood City, 
seven new schools (three still under con- 
struction) and additions to four old ones; 
Menlo Park, two new schools; Ravenswood, 
one new school with plans and a need for 
another one; Woodside, Las Lomitas, and 
Portola, all of which are one-school districts, 
have built additions. Sequoia high school 
district opens its second unit Monday at 
Menlo-Atherton, and hopes to have the third 
at San Carlos-Belmont ready next year. | 

Growing pains? Yes. And we haven't 
stopped yet. | 


PROTEST AGAINST REMOVING CROSSES 
FROM VETERANS’ GRAVES 


Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I as 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks and include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I wish to 
join in the vigorous protest against the 
communistic movement to remove the 
crosses from the graves of our dead serv- 
icemen, I have here a letter from Ha- 
waii, together with two photographs of 
the cemetery there in which our service- 
men are buried. } 

Here is the first one. It is a photo- 
graph of a beautiful cemetery with a 
cross marking every grave. It is a beauti- 
ful and touching reminder of the sacri- 
fices these boys made, 

Here is another photograph of the 
same cemetery, taken only a few days 
ago, after all the crosses had been re- 
moved, It looks like a vacant cow pas- 
ture. 

What is behind this movement to get 
rid of these crosses? Is it a communistic 
drive to destroy Christianity throughout 
the world? 

It is about time that the Members of 
both Houses of Congress wake up, and 
Officials at the other end of the Avenue 
wake up and put a stop to these attempts 
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to destroy our Christian civilization— 
the only real civilization that mankind 
has ever known. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Mississippi has expired. 


BASEBALL 


Mr. KEARNS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. KEARNS. Mr. Speaker, I think it 
is altogether proper and fitting today 
that we should pay tribute to the great 
national sport of baseball. We have 
heard many scandals about our national 
sports, but I think it is quite obvious, 
and it is certainly exemplified in the 
fine race in the National League and the 
American League, that we do have hon- 
est men participating in sports. So, to- 
day I think every member of the House 
can pay tribute to the managers in the 
National League—Leo Durocher of the 
Giants and Charlie Dressen of the 
Dodgers—and all the members of their 
teams who are nowfighting for the cham- 
pionship; and also to Mr. Casey Stengel 
of the American League, and all the 
managers and players of the other teams 
who have made this tight race possible, 
which certainly proves that we do have 
honest people in sports in the United 
States. 


SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mr. CUNNINGHAM asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 10 minutes on Wednesday, October 3, 
following the legislative program of the 
day and the conclusion of special orders 
heretofore granted. 


GIFT PROM THE PEOPLE OF ITALY TO THE 
UNITED STATES 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to extend my 
remarks at this point in the Recor and 
include an address by President Tru- 
man in accepting gifts from the Italian 
people recently. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

The President’s address is as follows: 


Mr. Secretary of the Interior, Mr. Prime 
Minister, Mr. Secretary of State, ladies, and 
gentlemen, on behalf of the American people, 
I am happy to accept the gift of these four 
beautiful statues from the people of Italy. 
These statues were designed by American 
artists and made by Italian craftsmen. Ital- 
lan foundries and Italian workmen, using 
the secrets of their craft that go back to the 
days of Michelangelo, cast these heroic figures 
in bronze and covered them with gold. 

These statues bear witness to the artistic 
traditions and the fine workmanship of the 
Italian people. 

Four of the craftsmen who made these 
bronze groups have come to this country for 
the ceremony, and we are delighted to have 
them with us. We are also fortunate to have 
with us a representative of the trade-union 
leaders of Italy who are striving for a free, 
democratic labor movement in Italy. 

These leaders are fighting in the cause of 
free trade unions and free people everywhere. 
The presence here of these Italian citizens 
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testifies to the friendship and trust between 
the people of Italy and the people of the 
United States in the struggle for human 
freedom. 

Ever since the war, our two countries have 
been working together to preserve world 
peace. We have been seeking to create eco- 
nomic conditions that will make it possible 
for all men to do useful work and live their 
lives in freedom. At the same tme the Italian 
people have made great progress, Mr. Prime 
Minister, since your last visit to Washington 
in 1947. 

Your people have made progress in agricul- 
ture and industry. Industrial production in 
Italy is now 45 percent higher than it was in 
1947. Electric power production is almost 
double what it was before the war. You have 
been moving forward in land reclamation and 
flood control. 

But this is not all. Italy is engaged in a 
program of economic and social reforms. 
Low-cost housing developments have been 
created. Land reform is giving thousands of 
farmers a new stake in the land they work. 
The whole island of Sardinia has been freed 
from the scourge of malaria and as a result 
offers new and greater opportunities for eco- 
nomic development. 

We in the United States regard steps like 
these as vitally important. We earnestly be- 
Heve most deeply that the benefits of eco- 
nomic progress and increased production 
should be made available to all the people. 


HAILS ITALIAN DEVELOPMENT 


That is why we are so glad to see the new 
developments that are taking place in Italy 
today. Italy is making progress by evolution 
and not by revolution. And it is progress that 
benefits the ordinary citizen. We are confi- 
dent that the firm devotion to freedom and 
democratic principles that has guided you, 
Mr. Prime Minister, and your colleagues in 
Office, will result in further advances for the 
Italian people. 

Through these difficult years since the war, 
the Italian people have proved their right 
to participate fully—and as equal partners— 
in the great constructive tasks of the free 
world. 

During our conferences here, Mr. Prime 
Minister, we have discovered ways in which 
our two countries can continue to work to- 
gether in the effort of the free nations for 
peace and human advancement. 

It is clear that Italy cannot do its full share 
in this effort under the existing restrictions 
of the Italian peace treaty. As it stands, the 
treaty does not give Italy the position of 
equality among the free nations to which it is 


entitled. Among other things, the treaty 


places unnecessary shackles on Italian efforts 
for the common defense of the community of 
free nations. We intend to do everything 
we can to see that these unfair restrictions 
and discriminations are removed. 

We also intend to keep on working for the 
admission of Italy into the United Nations. 
If the Soviet Union keeps on vetoing Italy’s 
membership, other ways must be found to 
enable Italy to play a full and equal part 
in upholding the principles of the United 
Nations. 

In the economic field we realize that one 
of Italy’s biggest problems is surplus man- 
power—and that jobs and homes must be 
found in other lands for many of those who 
cannot be employed in Italy. The history of 
the United States shows that a nation is 
most fortunate if it can obtain the energies 
and skills of Italian immigrants. I hope 
we can set up an effective international pro- 
gram to help solve Italy’s problems of sur- 
plus manpower. There are many places in 
the world where people from Italy are needed 
and where they can lay the foundations for a 
prosperous future for themselves and their 
children. 
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WOULD USE ITALIAN FACILITIES 


In addition to idle manpower, Italy has 
factories which could be used for defense 
production if they were not hampered by 
shortages of materials and lack of foreign 
exchange. When factories and workers in 
Italy stand idle, that is a needless loss to 
the strength of the free world. Acting to- 
gether, our governments must take steps to 
use the resources of Italy's manpower and in- 
dustrial production as fully as possible in the 
great mobilization effort of the free nations 


. fòr peace. 


The future of Italy lies not only in do- 
mestic progress, but also in closer ties and 
greater unity with the free nations that are 
its neighbors. We have followed with great 
interest the efforts of Italian statesmen to 
bring about a greater sense of European 
unity, based on moral and cultural values. 
We expect Italy, with its great religious and 
cultural heritage, to take a leading part in 
that effort. 

Greater unity in defense, greater unity in 
economic effort, the removal of obsolete 
national barriers from the North Sea to the 
Mediterranean—these are the things that are 
needed to provide not only security, but so- 
cial and economic advancement for the peo- 
ples of Europe. 

Only by such changes can we preserve the 
fundamental values of the past, only by such 
combined effort can be counter the menace 
of Soviet aggression. Only through such co- 
operation by all can we raise the living 
standards and increase the opportunities of 
any single nation. 

In these great tasks, Mr. Prime Minister, 
we wish the Italian people good fortune and 
Speedy success. Rest assured that we are 
with you, and will do all we can to help you. 


The SPEAKER. Under previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from Flor- 
ida [Mr. BENNETT] is recognized for 10 
minutes. 


CENTENNIAL OF THE SONG SUWANNEE 
RIVER 


Mr. BENNETT of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, it is my great, good fortune to 
represent in Congress the Suwannee 
River Valley. That beautiful and his- 
toric river winds its pleasant course from 
the mysterious Okefenokee Swamp to 
the sparkling Gulf of Mexico. On its 
banks live good, staunch Americans. 
Their fine quality should be reason 
enough for the river and its valley being 
a thing of note. But it was the great 
folk-song composer, Stephen Collins 
Foster, who made the river famous. To- 
day, on the one-hundredth anniversary 
of the copywriting of the Suwannee 
River, Florida’s official State song, we 
pay tribute to Foster and his warm and 
understanding heart. 

A certain wise man is reported to have 
said that, as for him, he cared little who 
made the laws of a nation, provided he 
could write its songs. Frivolous though 
it may seem at first glance, there is a 
world of significance in that simple 
statement, for he who can express the 
hopes and fears and longings of the hu- 
man heart is indeed a master among 
men, a true voice of his people. I ven- 
ture to say that Foster’s songs will live 
as long as the Suwannee River flows. 

When Stephen Foster was inspired to 
write Way Down Upon the Swanee 
River he struck a chord which will never 
die, for it embodies the essence of the 
heart’s loyalty. to an unforgettable past, 
a nostalgia for all that has been, and 


12448 
may never be again. Yet, the song 
brings its own consoling balm: It offers 
promise of return of things loved, and 
lost except in memory and hope. There 
is enough of the Godlike within each of 
us to rejoice when we have given perfect 
utterance to that which we most deeply 
feel; and Foster has made this possible 
in his great song. 

Supreme art is an expression of ulti- 
mate truth and is, therefore, immortal. 
It has been said: 

All else hes. Art alone endures. The 
bust outlasts the man, the coin Tiberius. 


Whether it be found in the thunder of 
Dante, the majesty of Homer, the su- 
preme glory of Shakespeare; whether it 


be discovered in the Taj Mahal or the 


towers of Notre Dame or the paintings 
of Leonardo or Raphael; whether it be 
heard in the mighty cadences of Bach, 
the stately measures of Beethoven, the 
indescribable beauty of Mozart, or—it 
may be, perchance—in a simple, heart- 
breaking song, it is always the same; un- 
mistakable, inimitable, sui generis, of 
itself alone. Keats tells us: 

Beauty is truth, truth beauty—that is all 
ye know on earth, and all ye need to know. 


The man we honor today had learned 
that lesson, had instinctively grasped 
that great, essential fact. We do not 
know how or why. It is enough to be 
thankful. 

It was not— 


Writes one of his biographers— 


a great life, as the world counts greatness. 
It might even be called a failure, a life sadly 
out of harmony with its environment. But 
it has left an indelible impression on the 
world; and its influence, subtle, indefinite, 
immaterial but pervasive, is incalculable. 


No one else has ever given us just what 
Foster offered. His songs, even the least 
of them, are as truly native, as surely 
and rightly expressive of the American 
temperament as Andy Jackson, Abe Lin- 
coln, and Benjamin Franklin, as hog, 
hominy, and molasses. No one could 
ever for a moment mistake the national 
origin of Oh, Susanna, and Nelly Was a 
Lady 


The song Suwannee River is of the 
warp and woof of our national history. 
This song is Foster’s chief claim to re- 
membrance. Aside from possibly one or 
two national airs born of great historical 
crises and a few hymns of worship this 
is probably the most widely known and 
loved song ever written. It has been 
translated into every European language 
and into many Asian and African 
tongues. It has been sung by millions of 
people all across the world and has 
moved out of the realm of merely written 
song to be incorporated into the body of 
folk music passed orally from generation 
to generation. 

During a time in World War II, I was 
with Filipino guerrillas in northern Lu- 
zon. I found that the two American 
songs which they seemed to know best 
were Suwannee River and the Battle 
Hymn of the Republic, songs coming 
respectively from the South and the 
North of our country. The Battle 
Hymn of the Republic had been given 
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new words by them and was almost like 
a guerrilla national anthem, beginning 
with the words “Onward, onward to 
Manila,” and it was the song of the 
morning. But the song of their eve- 
nings around mountain campfires was 
usually Suwannee River. 

Foster was born, fittingly enough, on 
the Fourth of July 1826. Apart from 
the usual significance of the day, it was 
in this particular year a most notable 
date in the history of the United States 
for it marked the fiftieth anniversary of 
the Declaration of Independence and, 
by a strange coincidence, the passing 
both of the author and one of the great- 
est advocates of that immortal pro- 
nouncement. And, moreover, both of 
these men had been Presidents of the 
United States and were, by common 
consent, the two greatest living Ameri- 
cans—the last of a race of giants. Sir 
George Otto Trevelyan, the English his- 
torian of the American Revolution, re- 
marks in a famous passage: 

The Fourth of July, 1826, was the Jubilee 
of Independence, and the eyes of all spon- 
taneously turned to the two veterans, 80 
long divided by political differences, more 
recent indeed than the Revolution, but al- 
ready of ancient date. It was hoped that 
they might meet once again, to shake hands 
over their life's work in the presence of an 
immense assemblage; some of whom might 
speak of it in the twentieth century as the 
most memorable sight an American ever 
witnessed. But both were very feeble and 
the hope was abandoned. The great day 
arrived and the old statesmen, for all they 
were absent, were not forgotten. From one 
end of the country to the other, wherever 
Americans were gathered together, the 
names of Adams and Jefferson were coupled 
in accents of gratitude and praise. Party 
passions were completely drowned in the 
flood of national feeling which overspread 
the land. All day Adams was sinking rap- 
idly, and without pain. His last audible re- 
mark is said to have been, Thomas Jeffer- 
son still survives.” But such was not the 
case. Jefferson died at noon on that Fourth 
of July, and Adams shortly before sunset. 
There are few more striking circumstances, 
and no more remarkable coincidences, in 
history. 


There was another coincidence. As 
the two mighty old men passed from 
the scene, another life was beginning 
which, brief though it was to be, was 
also in its own way to exercise a power- 
ful and lasting and beneficent influence. 

The Fosters were of Scotch-Irish ex- 
traction, that remarkable race which 
has already given us two Presidents, 
Jackson and Wilson, and, in the realm 
of music, Edward MacDowell, Ethelbert 
Nevin, and Stephen Collins Foster. 
Stephen's great-grandfather, Alexander, 
emigrated from Londonderry about the 
year 1728 and settled in Little Britain 
Township in Lancaster County, Pa., 
which incidentally, was the birthplace of 
Robert Fulton. Alexander Foster’s eld- 
est son, James, married Ann Barclay who 
was to become Stephen’s grandmother 
and it was through her that Stephen was 
related to Judge John Rowan of Bards- 
town, Ky., in whose house, Federal Hall, 
Foster wrote the exquisite and heart- 
rending tribute to a humble slave cabin 
which in his imagination was beautiful 
because it was home, Where in the 
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world will you find anything more poign- 
ant than this? 2 
The sun shines bright in the old Kentucky 
home, 
‘Tis summer, the darkies are gay. 
The corn top’s ripe and the meadow’s in the 
bloom 
While the birds make music all the day. 


The young folks roll on the little cabin ficor, 
All merry, all happy and bright: 
By’n by Hard Times comes a-knocking 
at the door, 
Then my Old Kentucky Home, good night! 


Weep no more my lady, 
Oh, weep no more today! 0 
We will sing one song for the old Kentucky 
home, 
For the old Kentucky home, far away! 


I challenge any of you from Kentucky 
to deny that such words are ever heard 
without emotion. Wordsworth, himself 
@ simple and unpretentions bard, knew 
what he was about when he spoke of 
“Thoughts that do often lie too deep for 
tears.” 8 

It is not my purpose to dwell today 
upon the life of Foster. Apart from a 
sunny youth, it was sad enough. Like 
that of his great contemporary, Edgar 
Allan Poe, it was deeply tragic. Perhaps 
a more exact comparison would be to the 
life of Robert Burns. All three seemed 
to be haunted throughout their days by 
implacable misfortune—yet all three be- 
queathed to mankind the works of im- 
perishable genius. In moments of pes- 
simism one is tempted to ask oneself, 
Is there, indeed, a terrible penalty to be 
exacted from those who are supremely, 
gifted? Homer was blind, Beethoven was 
deaf, Mozart died from neglect, Keats 
was cut off in the flower of his youth! 
Actually, it is my conviction that the 
trials which Foster experienced were a 
part of the source of his understanding 
heart and of his genius. | 

There were, moreover, happy days in 
Pittsburgh when a gay and handsome 
young Foster met with his cronies to 
play and sing and from his wholesome, 
youthful exuberance produce songs 
which we love so well today. I like to 
to think of him courting Jenny Me- 
Dowell—that Jeanie of the light brown 
hair “Borne like a vapor on the summer 
air,” and of her old family butler, who 
became the prototype for dear Old Black 
Joe, who heard angel voices calling. 

There appears to have been always 
about Foster, as was said of Dickens, 
something of that light which never 
shone on land or sea, and it has been re- 
flected in the instinctive and devoted re- 
sponse of his countrymen. 

I am sure his bright and charming 
spirit is with us today, as we honor his 
song, which, like himself, will never 
grow old. In an issue of the Musical 
Courier, many years ago, part of which 
was devoted to Foster and his supreme 
art, it was said of the Suwannee River: 

Its name is deep in every heart, learned’ 
with the first lisped songs. It has come to 
be a river of dreams more than a real water- 
way. The fame of it, and devotion to it in 
the minds of millions of men, is the result 
of one man’s singing of it. 

“Way down upon the Swanee ribber, 

Far, far away. Dere’s wha my heart is 
turning ebber, 

Dere’s wha de old folks stay.” 
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When Stephen Foster died at the age 
of 37, on January 13, 1864, his pocket- 
book contained 38 cents and a scrap of 
paper on which was written just 
the words: “Dear friends and gentle 
hearts.” 

Despite his poverty in money he left 
a great estate to mankind, in love and 
understanding. 

May we not safely conclude that the 
soft and lovely stream which arises in 
the dark mystery of the Okefenokee 
and, through many a gracious winding, 
pursues its way to the sea is no more 
durable than the bard who sang of it 
in words which perhaps only Americans 
will ever fully understand. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BENNETT of Florida. I yield. 

Mr. RANKIN. I merely want to call 
attention to the fact that the original 
song to which the gentleman refers, 
Suwannee River, used the Yazoo River, 
but later he changed it because he 
thought the Suwannee River sounded 
a little more musical. 

Mr. BENNETT of Florida. I thank 
the gentleman for his contribution I 
am glad that the gentleman is a student 
of Foster’s songs. 

The SPEAKER. Under the previous 
order of the House the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. BLATNIK] is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 


THE NEW ST. LAWRENCE PROJECT BILL 


Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Speaker, I have 
today introduced a new House joint reso- 
lution to authorize the construction of 
the St. Lawrence seaway and power 
project. 

This is a new and materially different 
approach to the authorization of this 
project from any resolution heretofore 
considered by either the House or the 
Senate. It takes account of the sugges- 
tions and bona fide criticisms that were 
made before the House Public Works 
Commttee during the course of exten- 
sive hearings this past spring and in the 
subsequent executive sessions of the com- 
mittee. It also incorporates suggestions 
made by several members of the com- 
mittee who were opposed to previous 
resolutions on account of some detail in 
the legislation but were in favor of the 
construction of the project. 

Let me enumerate the substantial 
changes that this resolution makes over 
previous bills: 

First. Opponents, particularly railroad 
spokesmen, claimed before the commit- 
tee during the hearings in February and 
March that there was no assurance 
Canada would accept the principle of 
charging tolls on the seaway, and that 
there was no assurance that the United 
States could reach an agreement with 
Canada in principle or in detail on 
charging tolls. 

Section 1, subsection (b) of the reso- 
lution I have introduced requires that 
Canada agree to charging tools as a part 
of the agreement between the two coun- 
tries which this resolution approves. 
Article XI of the 1941 agreement pro- 
vides that the agreement shall enter into 
force when the Congress of the United 
States and the Parliament of Canada 
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approve it. Section 1 (b) of my bill re- 
quires that before the agreement enters 
into force the Parliament of Canada 
should declare its approval of tolls on 
the new deep-water navigation works in 
the St. Lawrence River to the end that 
such works be self-supporting and self- 
liquidating. 

There will be no agreement if the 
Canadian Parliament does not approve 
this principle. In effect, by approving 
this resolution, the two Governments 
will be writing that: provision into the 
Canadian-American agreement, and the 
agreement shall go into force only when 
the Canadian Parliament consents to 
such revision by legislative action as an 
integral part of the contract. 

Second. In order to facilitate the es- 
tablishment of adequate tolls, the two 
Governments must have the information 
on cost of the whole project in both 
Canadian and United States territory. 
The agreement with Canada did not pro- 
vide for the exchange of such informa- 
tion. In section 1, subsection (c), it is 
proposed that the pending agreement be 
revised to provide formally for such ex- 
change of information between the two 
Governments, so that the necessary data 
are available for the determination of 
annual overhead costs as an aid to de- 
termination of toll rates. This provi- 
sion, too, must be accepted by the Cana- 
dian Parliament as an integral part of 
the agreement. 

Third. Opponents of this project have 
pointed out that in previous legislation 
many factors necessary for the deter- 
mination and imposition of tolls were 
not known. Section 2 of the resolution 
authorizes and directs the President to 
negotiate and arrive at an agreement 
with Canada on toll rates. This section 


- establishes definite principles to be fol- 


lowed in these negotiations, including 
the interest rate to be charged on the 
investment—at 242 percent—the divi- 
sion of toll revenues between the two 
Governments, the period during which 
the financial results must be revalu- 
ated—every 5 years—and the period 
during which the original investment 
will be retired—50 years. 

These are all new provisions in the 
bill which take account of the objections 
that were raised by the opponents to 
the previous resolutions, and we hope 
that they will now find this revised reso- 
lution satisfactory. 

Fourth. For the first time this legis- 
lation provides that the American mem- 
bers of the commission established by 
the Canadian-United States agreement 
to supervise construction at the Inter- 
national Rapids, shall be appointed by 
the President with the advice and con- 
sent of the Senate, not more than three 
members being affiliated with any one 
political party. This effectively places 
the supervision of construction at the 
International Rapids section in the 
hands of a bipartisan commission. 

Fifth. Again for the first time in the 
history of the St. Lawrence legislation, 
section 4 provides that the United States 
portion of the construction authorized 
by the Canadian United States agree- 
ment shall be undertaken by the Chief 
of Engineers under the direction of the 
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Secretary of the Army. It is provided 
also that the Secretary of Army main- 
tain detailed accounts of capital costs, 
and annual overhead such as interest 
and. amortization, and operation and 
maintenance expenses as well as reve- 
nues, to keep an accurate check on the 
financial performance of the project. 
Sixth. Again for the first time section 
5 provides setting up a St. Lawrence 
fund in the Treasury to be provided by 
bond issues and to which revenues from 
the project will be credited and interest 
on the unrefunded portion of the ad- 
vances will be charged, This procedure 
will also facilitate an accurate account- 
ing of costs as well as the performance 


results, and will provide the necessary 


data upon which the toll rates can be 


* reevaluated at 5-year intervals in order 


to effectuate successfully the principle 
of self-support and self-liquidation of 
this project. 

Mr. Speaker, the proponents of this 
legislation have gone the limit to give 
sympathetic consideration to the points 
raised by opponents of the project, and 
have gone more than halfway to meet 
their objections. We recognize that some 
elements in the country, such as the rail- 
roads, are not to be appeased by any im- 
provements in legislation, but it is our 
hope that those who in good faith raised 
points of procedure before the committee 
will now feel that they can support this 
project with the improvements that we 
have made in this legislation. 

We feel a certain sense of urgency in 
presenting this resolution again because 
this project is at least as important as 
the foreign-aid bill, since it deals with 
the development of the resources of the 
two nations—Canada and the United 
States—which are the economic and mil- 
itary pillars of the North Atlantic Treaty 
organization. Year by year we have au- 
thorized without a fraction of the fuss- 
ing and fuming that has accompanied 
the consideration of the St. Lawrence 
project, many works in foreign coun- 
tries which in total surpass the magni- 
tude of this project. The only differ- 
ence between this and others that go 
through Congress with comparatively lit- 
tle controversy is that the eastern rail- 
roads, with all their ample resources and 
the propaganda machinery, have been 
able to confuse the public and pressure 
Members of Congress. 

We have honestly tried to meet those 
points raised by the opponents which 
could be incorporated in legislation. 
The only thing that we cannot do at this 
stage is to set the specific toll rates on 
specific commodities. Any businessman 
would know that prices cannot be set 
until all the factors of cost and competi- 
tive rates are known. It is utterly un- 
reasonable to suggest that the two Gov- 
ernments come forward with an agree- 
ment on specific toll rates before approv- 
ing construction. Those who maintain 
this position are not advancing it in good 
faith but instead are merely giving 
oblique expression to their opposition 
to the project itself. 

The question has been raised—what 
happens if the two Governments do not 
agree on a toll schedule in spite of the 
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firm desire of both Governments to im- 
pose tolls? I do not anticipate that re- 
sult because my information is that 
Canada looks with favor upon the whole 
idea of charging tolls, but I wish to as- 
sure my colleagues that in case there 
is no agreement reached upon specific 
toll rates by the time the canals open 
for traffic, the United States can charge 
tolls on the American section of the 
canals, unilaterally, if necessary. This 
is permitted in article I of the Boundary 
Waters Treaty of 1909, which allows 
either country to charge tolls in connect- 
ing waterways in boundary waters pro- 
vided that such tolls apply equally to the 
citizens of both countries. As the United 
States portion of the works will be lo- 
cated in northern New York, we could 
therefore proceed to effectuate the prin- 
ciple of self-liquidation by charging tolls 
at the entrance of the United States 
canals. 

I repeat that this will not be necessary, 
since our relations with Canada are 
among the most cordial and cooperative 
in the world, but since the opposition 
does raise these camouflage arguments, 
I wish to point out that we can make this 
project work as a business enterprise 
with or without the agreement of Canada 
on specific toll rates. 

My decision to introduce this new St. 
Lawrence bill is partly prompted by the 
September 28 announcement, following 
the White House conference between 
President Truman and Canadian Prime 
Minister Louis St. Laurent, that Canada 
is prepared to build the project alone if 
Congress fails to authorize United States 
participation. This is a most significant 
event. It means, in effect, that con- 
struction of the seaway is inevitable and 
the only issue remaining is whether Can- 
ada will build, own and operate the sea- 
way or whether the United States will 
join in this venture as a full partner. 

The advantages of the partnership, 
with this country helping to construct, 
own and operate the seaway, are obvious. 
If Canada builds the project alone, then 
that country will manage it, set the toll 
rates and collect the revenues. Since 
United States shippers will use the navi- 
gation channel more than Canadian 
ships, the United States will pay a major 
share of the cost of construction in the 
form of shipping tolls, without acquiring 
the advantages of joint ownership and 
management. On the other hand, joint 
ownership means that this country will 
share in the responsibility, revenues and 
advantages of this project. 

I therefore present this legislation to 
the House with the hope that Congress 
will reexamine the St. Lawrence project 
and take this last opportunity to insure 
half-ownership by the United States of 
this most important undeveloped natural 
asset remaining on the North American 
continent. Power-starved New York and 
New England need the cheap electricity 
that this project will provide, the farm- 
ers, business men and consumers need 
the additional transportation facilities 
that the seaway will afford, and our na- 
tional defense requires the navigation fa- 
cilities, electric power, and the Labrador 
iron ore made accessible by the project. 
I strongly urge the Congress to meet the 
responsibilities of the hour by enacting 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


the St. Lawrence seaway and power proj- 
ect into law. 

Under leave to extend my remarks at 
this point in the Recorp, Mr. Speaker, I 
include the text of the White House press 
release of September 28, which was is- 
sued following the conference between 
President Truman and Canadian Prime 
Minister St. Laurent. I also include a 
very timely editorial entitled “St. Law- 
rence Seaway” which appeared in this 
morning’s edition, October 1, of the 
Washington Post: 

[Press release of September 28, 1951] 

The President and the Prime Minister dis- 
cussed the St. Lawrence project. They 
agreed on the vital importance to the secur- 
ity and the economies of both countries of 
proceeding as rapidly as possible with both 
seaway and the power phases of the project. 
They explored the matter of the next steps 
to be taken in achieving the early construc- 
tion of the project. They both agreed that 
it would be most desirable to proceed along 
the lines of the 1941 agreement between the 
United States and Canada. 

The Prime Minister informed the Presi- 
dent of the needs of Ontario for power and 
of the arrangement the Canadian Govern- 
ment could make with the Government of 
that Province for its participation with the 
appropriate Federal or State authority in the 
United States for the power development. 
In these circumstances, the Prime Minister 
indicated the Canadian Government would 
be willing to construct the seaway as a 
Canadian project if it is not possible to have 
the joint development undertaken on the 
basis of the 1941 agreement. 

The President expressed his strong pre- 
ference for joint action on the Seaway and 
his hope that the Congress would soon auth- 
orize such action, but stated he would sup- 
port Canadian action as second best if an 
early commencement on the joint develop- 
ment does not prove possible, 


[From the Washington (D. C.) Post of Oc- 
tober 1, 1951] 
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President Truman and Prime Minister St. 
Laurent of Canada have put Congress in an 
embarrassing position with regard to the 
St. Lawrence project. Only two months 
ago the House Public Works Committee laid 
aside a measure authorizing United States 
participation in the construction of the 
long-awaited seaway connecting the Great 
Lakes with the Atlantic. In the hearings 
and discussion that preceded the vote it 
was frequently forecast that Canada would 
go ahead with the project alone if the 
United States was not ready to carry out 
its agreement of 10 yearsago. That warning 
was generally shrugged off as propaganda. 
Now Mr. St. Laurent has removed all doubt 
as to what his administration intends, and 
Mr. Truman has given his blessing to an all- 
Canadian seaway in the event that Congress 
continues to balk. As the channel pro- 
posed by Mr. St. Laurent would be built on 
the Canadian side of the river, it is as- 
sumed that no consent on the part of the 
United States would be required. 

If Canada thus decides to go it alone, 
Americans will probably pay the lion’s share 
of the cost without acquiring the advantages 
of joint ownership and control. Shipping 
on the St. Lawrence is predominantly in the 
hands of United States interests and will 
doubtless continue to be so. The im- 
portance of this shipping is being enhanced 
by the opening of vast iron ore deposits in 
Labrador and northern Quebec to supply 
steel mills in or near the Great Lakes cities, 
American interests might be left at a serious 
disadvantage if Canada, having put up the 
money and done the work, should exercise 
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complete control over the“ fixing of rates on 
the waterway. The St. Lawrence might even 
become a bone of contention between the 
two countries instead of a bond of common 
interest between them. 

The understanding reached between the 
President and Prime Minister St. Laurent 
is to the effect that the two countries would 
proceed jointly in development of a $400,- 
000,000 hydroelectric power project near Mas- 
sena, N. Y., even if the channel for ocean- 
going vessels should became a Canadian 
project. New York State is eager to go ahead 
with the power development regardless of 
the outcome of the see way proposal. Con- 
gress could not stand in the way of such 
an arrangement without assuming a dog- 
in-the-manger attitude. 

In our opinion, Congress ought to re- 
survey the entire project with less of the 
sectionalism that has so strongly influenced 
opinions in the past. Apparently a channel 
for ocean-going vessels will link Detroit to 
the Atlantic a few years hence with or with- 
out the approval of Congress. Pressure 
would then be strong for a deep channel 
linking Lakes Superior, Michigan and Huron 
to the seaway. The most practical course is 
to plan now for the entire undertaking with 
the United States and Canada sharing the 
responsibility, the costs and the benefits. 


Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr, 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLATNIK. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Minnesota. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. I am very 
glad that the gentleman from Minnesota 
is doing what he is today; that is, en- 
deavor to secure from the Congress en- 
actment of this very much needed legis- 
lation. I compliment the gentleman 
upon his efforts. 

Mr. BLATNIK. I thank the gentle- 
man for his continued support and 
interest. 

(Mr. BLATNIK asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re- 
marks and to include a joint statement 
issued by the Canadian Prime Minister 
and the President last Friday and also 
an editorial appearing in the Washing- 
ton Post of today.) 


LEGISLATIVE APPROPRIATION BILL 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the con- 
ferees on the legislative appropriation 
bill may have until midnight tonight to 
file a report. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
previous order of the House the gentle- 
man from Missouri [Mr. Curtis] is rec- 
ognized for 15 minutes. 


VIOLATION OF FEDERAL LAW BY 
EXECUTIVE BRANCH 


Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Speak- 
er, it is with considerable reluctance that 
I call to the attention of the House what 
appears to me to be a serious violation of 
a Federal law passed by the Congress, 
The normal procedure would be to sim- 
ply notify the Department of Justice of 
the violation and await the Depart- 
ment’s action. 

There are two reasons that the nor- 
mal procedure cannot be followed in this 
instance. First, the violation of the 
criminal statute has been committeed by 
persons in the Justice Department it- 
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self. The primary violator is the So- 
licitor General himself, an office nd 
only to that of Attorney General in the 
Justice Department. 

Second, the statute violated was 
passed to protect the Congress in its free 
deliberations against undue pressure 


and influence from the executive branch 


of Government. 

This matter might have been brought 
before this body under a question of 
privilege affecting the right of the House 
collectively, its safety, dignity, and the 
integrity of its proceedings, The matter 
might have been brought before the 
House in other ways than the informal 
way I am now presenting it. 

However, I hope that this matter will 
be considered on the basis it should be, 
the question of the independence and in- 
tegrity of the legislative branch of the 
Government against the calloused and 
highhanded actions of the executive 
branch. I hope that the fact that the 
majority of the House are members of 
the same party as the executive branch 
will not in any way lessen the zeal of the 
members of the majority party in the 
House to uphold the dignity and pres- 
tige of the legislative branch. 

I have no resolution at this time. I 
have no charges. It is entirely possible 
that the Justice Department itself will 
recognize the dangerousness of the situ- 
ation and enforce the laws itself. If so, 
Congress will need take no further ac- 
tion. If, however, the Justice Depart- 
ment does not take prompt action, it is 
clear to me at any rate that this House 
will have to take appropriate action. 

The following is the letter I have this 
morning had delivered to the Justice De- 
partment: 

OCTOBER 1, 1951. 
Hon. J. HOWARD MCGRATH, 
Attorney General of the United States, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

My Dear ATTORNEY GENERAL: On Septem- 
ber 22 I received an envelope addressed to 
me at my office in the Old House Office 
Building, the return address on which was 
Department of Justice, Washington, D. C. 
This envelope contained a 49-page mimeo- 
graphed statement signed “Philip B. Perl- 
man, Solicitor General” and entitled “The 
Truth About the Seizure by Three States of 
the Nation’s Oil Resources in the Submerged 
Lands of the Sea.” 

On the title page of the statement it 
states: Letter to Senator JosepH C. O'Ma- 
HONEY, chairman of the Senate Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs, from the 
Solicitor General.” 

The document starts off by stating, in 
effect, that its purpose is to counter-act the 
influence of a pamphlet printed and dis- 
tributed by the National Association of At- 
torney Generals upon the same subject. A 
reading of the document itself leaves no 
doubt whatsoever that this is its purpose. 
The document takes cognizance of the fact 
that House Resolution 4484 recently passed 
by the House is pending before the Senate. 
It is, in other words, admittedly a docu- 
ment designed to influence legislation pend- 
ing before the Congress. 

The internal evidence of the document 
indicates that it was not prepared or sent 
at the request of Senator O’Mahoney either 
to himself, or to me, or to the other Mem- 
bers of the House of Representatives, who 
received copies of this same document. I 
positively did not ask that such a document 
be either prepared or sent to me. I have 
talked to several of my colleagues whe re- 
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ceived copies of this document. They have 
told me that they did not request that such 
a document either be prepared or sent to 
them, It is obvious that this 49-page docu- 
ment occasioned much work and expense on 
the part of the Department of Justice. 

In other words, this was a willful ‘and 
deliberate act to influence legislation pend- 
ing before the Congres, requiring expendi- 
ture of moneys appropriated by enactment 
of Congress. 

I am certain that you and the other mem- 
bers of the Justice Department on the policy 
making level are well aware of the concern 
expressed by Congress over a period of years 
at the attempts of various branches of the 
executive department to influence legisla- 
tion before Congress. This concern has in- 
creased in the recent years. 

Congress some time ago passed a law (18 
U. S. C. 1913; 62 Stat. 792) entitled “Lobbying 
with appropriated moneys” which makes a 
crime of such acts apparently performed by 
Mr. Perlman and his staff. For your con- 
venience I quote the statute: 


“1913. Lobbying with appropriated moneys. 


“No part of the money appropriated by 
any enactment of Congress shall, in the ab- 
sence of express authorization by Congress, 
be used directly or indirectly to pay for any 
personal service, advertisement, telegram, 
telephone, letter, printed or written matter, 
or other device, intended or designed to in- 
fluence in any manner a Member of Con- 
gress, to favor or oppose, by vote or other- 
wise, any legislation or appropriation by 
Congress, whether before or after the intro- 
duction of any bill or resolution proposing 
such legislation or appropriation; but this 
shall not prevent officers or employees of the 
United States or of its departments or agen- 
cies from communicating to Members of 
Congress on the request of any Member or 
to Congress, through the proper official chan- 
nels, requests for legislation or appropriations 
which they deem necessary for the efficient 
conduct of the public business. 

“Whoever, being an officer or employee of 
the United States or of any department or 
agency thereof, violates or attempts to violate 
this section, shall be fined not more than $500 
or imprisoned not more than 1 year, or both; 
and after notice and hearing by the superior 
Officer vested with the power of removing 
him, shall be removed from office or em- 
ployment (June 25, 1948, ch. 654; 62 Stat. 
792, effective Sept. 1, 1948).” 

If the clear intention of Congress, as evi- 
denced by this statute, is thus disregarded 
by the very department of our Federal Gov- 
ernment whose duty it is to enforce our 
criminal statutes, what possible hope is there 
that this law, or any law for that matter, 
will be enforced anywhere within the exec- 
utive department? 

This matter is so serious that I contem- 
plate introducing a resolution in the House 
asking for an immediate investigation of this 
matter. However, I shall await your re- 
sponse to this letter stating what action you 
are contemplating to enforce this particular 
statute, which seems to have been so openly 
violated. Naturally, if I do not receive a 
prompt reply to this letter, I shall assume 
that you contemplate no action at all. 

Yours very truly, 
THOMAS B. CURTIS. 


RUMANIAN PRINCESS WARNS OF RUSSIAN 
THREAT TO UNITED STATES 


Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 5 minutes and to 
include a newspaper article from the 
Boston Globe of yesterday. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
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Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, Princess Ileana of Rumania on 
September 29 spoke at the Babson Insti- 
tute. She warned that the Communists 
plan subtle methods of undermining the 
United States. The following article ap- 
peared in the Boston Globe of yesterday 
regarding her remarks: 


RUMANIAN PRINCESS WARNS OF RUSSIAN 
THREAT TO UNITED STaTES—TELLS BABSON 
BUSINESS CONFERENCE REDS HAVE SUBTLE 
PLAN oF CONQUEST 

(By Joan McPartlin) 

WELLESLEY HILLS, September 29.—Princess 
Ileana of Rumania today described how Rus- 
sians took over her country, and she warned 
that Communists plan subtle methods of un- 
dermining the United States. 

“I have talked with Anna Pauker, chief 
of all the eastern European satellite coun-| 
tries,“ she declared. She has told me quite’ 
frankly that the Russians do not plan to drop 
an atomic bomb on the United States, 

“They will use other methods, she says, 
They will use American workers to weaken 
this country until it becomes all Communist. 
And their threat is very real. Think, for in- 
stance, what Communists could do if they 
ordered all electricity to be turned off. | 

“And once they put their hands on a coun- 
try, no one can get rid of them.” 

NOW LIVES IN NEWTON 

Princess Ileana, daughter of King Ferdi- 
nand and Queen Marie of Rumania, spoke at 
the Thirty-eighth National Business Confer- 
ence at Babson Institute, Wellesley Hills, 
The Princess now lives in Newton. 

In describing how the Russians took over 
Rumania, Princess Ileana said they first took 
tools and machinery from the peasant farm- 
ers. “They left each man only his horse and 
plow,” she said. “Then, one hot August they 
collected all the cattle and sheep from every 
farm, slaughtered them and piled those 
mountains of flesh on unrefrigerated cars 
for shipment, as they said, to Russia. 

“But they brought no engines to pull the 
cars and there the meat stayed. I have seen 
that meat and I have smelled it. 

“Then the Russians demanded 75 per- 
cent—and more—of each man’s produce: 
they started teaching Communist ideas in 
the schools and failed the child who did not 
accept and repeat the ideas. They declared 
money worth nothing, so that no man 
could pay a debt, and they took over the 
houses, crowding families into one or two 
rooms so that they, the Communists, could 
have space for their secret work.” 

SAW DEMONSTRATIONS FAKED 

Photographs and movies of pro-Commu- 
nist demonstrations in Rumania’s streets 
which have been released to the west were 
faked, the Princess added. The peasants 
were forced to start parades and to shout and 
‘cheer for communism on pain of losing their 
jobs and food. 

“Once I drove down a street and into such 
a parade,” she said. The Russians were 
urging the people to shout and cheer very 
loudly, and to march along, waving banners. 
But they recognized me, and the whole pa- 
rade halted while they stopped to chat with 
me and ask about my children and how they 
were doing at school.” 

The only solution to the problem of Com- 
munist domination, the Princess emphasized 
yesterday, is “Christian faith, that faith that 
has kept Rumania alive through many in- 
vasions. For if you are a Christian, you can 
learn not to be afraid.” 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
extend remarks in the Appendix of the 
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REcorD, or to revise and extend remarks, 
was granted to: 

Mr. MANSFIELD and to include certain 
extraneous articles. 

Mr. THompson of Texas and to in- 
clude an article. 

Mr. Rocers of Colorado and to include 
two newspaper articles. 

Mr. Bryson and to include an article 
appearing in the New York Times of to- 
day entitled “Defense Rebuilds Econ- 
omy in the South.” 

Mr. CARNAHAN and to include an ad- 
dress by the President of the United 
States. 

Mr. BeckwortxH (at the request of Mr. 
Priest) and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. SmitH of Wisconsin in two in- 
stances and to include extraneous mat- 
ter. 

Mr. O’Hara and to include an editori- 
al from the Wadena Pioneer Journal. 

Mr. Hax and to include an editorial. 

Mr. Curtis of Missouri and to include 
a letter. 

Mr. SHEEHAN and to include a letter. 

Mr. CHIPERFIELD (at the request of 
Mr. HALLECK) and to include an edi- 
torial. 

Mr. GOLDEN, 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. 

Mr. Kearns and to include an article 
appearing in the Washington Star per- 
taining to the gold situation. 

Mr. ScuppEr and to include an edi- 
torial. 

Mr, CrawForp and to include a news- 
paper article by Mr. Jack Thale on the 
situation in Puerto Rico. 

Mr. JENSEN and to include a state- 
ment by him concerning the treaty 
which was signed at 10 o'clock this 
morning between the Government of 
the United States and the Government 
of Denmark. 

Mr. FERNANDEZ and to include ex- 
cerpts from resolutions adopted by the 
Cattlemen’s Association of New Mexico. 

Mr. Brooxs (at the request of Mr. 
THompson of Texas), in two in- 
stances, in each to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. Rocers of Texas and to include 
a brief by the American Bar Associa- 
tion on communism notwithstanding 
that it exceeds the limit set by the Joint 
Committee on Printing, and is estimat- 
ed by the Public Printer to cost $369. 

Mr. Battery, in two instances, and in 
one to include a letter and in another to 
include a tribute to a noted labor leader. 

Mrs. Rocers of Massachusetts and to 
include an editorial from the National 
Tribune. 

Mr. Wrrnnow and to include a letter 
he recently received from the four 
brotherhood chiefs relative to the pend- 
ing railroad retirement legislation. 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL in three in- 
stances. 

Mr. Van PELT. 

Mr. McCormack and to include an ad- 
dress recently made in Boston by Gen. 
Nathan S. Twining. 


ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED 

Mr. STANLEY, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled a joint resolution of the 
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House of the following title, which was 
thereupon signed by the Speaker: 

H. J. Res. 333. Joint resolution to extend 
the time for use of construction reserve 
funds established under section 511 of the 
Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as amended. 


JOINT RESOLUTIONS PRESENTED TO THE 
PRESIDENT 


Mr, STANLEY, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee did on the following 
dates present to the President, for his 
approval, joint resolutions of the House 
of the following titles: 


On September 28, 1951: 

H. J. Res. 335. Joint resolution amending 
an act making temporary appropriations for 
the fiscal year 1952, and for other purposes, 

On October 1, 1951: 

H. J. Res. 333. Joint resolution to extend 
the time for use of construction reserve 
funds established under section 511 of the 
Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as amended, 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly 
(at 12 o’clock and 44 minutes p. m.) the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Tues- 
day, October 2, 1951, at 12 o’clock noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 


830. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Power Commission, transmitting a report en- 
titled, “Statistics of Electric Utilities in the 
United States, 1950"; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

831. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of State, transmitting a copy of the counter. 
part of the agreement which was executed by 
the Governors of Kansas and Illinois on Au- 
gust 23 and August 29, 1951, entitled, “An 
agreement to extend the interstate compact 
to conserve oil and gas”, pursuant to Public 
Law 128, Eighty-second Congress, approved 
August 28, 1951; to the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce. 

832. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Army, transmitting a letter from the Chief 
of Engineers, United States Army, dated May 
5, 1948, submitting a report, together with 
accompanying papers and a review of reports 
on, and a preliminary examination and sur- 
vey of the Mississippi River-Gulf outlet and 
the Mobile to New Orleans Intracoastal 
Waterway, requested by resolutions of the 
Committee on Rivers and Harbors, House of 
Representatives, adopted on May 5, 1943, and 
the Committee on Commerce, United States 
Senate, adopted on April 19, 1943, and also 
authorized by the River and Harbor Act ap- 
proved on March 2, 1945 (H. Doc. No. 245); to 
the Committee on Public Works and ordered 
to be printed with one illustration. 

833. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting a proposed 
supplemental appropriation for the fiscal 
year 1952 in the amount of $385,000 for the 
Department of the Interior (H. Doc. No, 
246); to the Committee on Appropriations, 
and ordered to be printed. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. BARDEN: Committee on Education 
and Labor. S. 1959. An act to amend the 
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National Labor Relations Act, as amended, 
and for other purposes; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1082). Referred to the Commit- 
tee of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. LARCADE: Committee on Public 
Works. H. R. 2322. A bill to authorize the 
improvement of East Pass Channel from the 


` Gulf of Mexico into Choctawhatchee Bay, 


Fla.; with amendment (Rept. No. 1083). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union, 

Mr. BROOKS: Committee on Armed Serv- 
ices. H. R. 5425. A bill to authorize con- 
struction at Air Force installations, and for 
other purposes; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 1084). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. FALLON: Committee on Public Works. 
H. R. 5257. A bill to amend section 9 of the 
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1950 (64 Stat. 
785), to increase the amount available as 
an emergency relief fund for the repair or 
reconstruction of highways and bridges 
damaged by floods or other catastrophes; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 1085). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union. i 

Mr. FALLON: Committee on Public Works. 
H. R. 5504. A bill to amend section 12 of the 
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1950 to increase 
the amount available for the construction of 
access roads certified as essential to the 
national defense; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1086). Referred to the Commit- 
tee of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. t 

Mr. CARNAHAN: Special Mission to Aus- 
tralia. Report pursuant to House Resolu- 
tion 204, Eighty-second Congress, first ses- 
sion. Resolution appointing Members of 
the House of Representatives to attend and 
participate in the Australian Commonwealth 
Jubilee Celebration to be held in Canberra, 
Australia, during May 1951 (Rept. No. 1087). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. McGRATH: Committee of conference, 
H. R. 4496. A bill making appropriations for 
the legislative branch for the fiscal year end- 
ing June 30, 1952, and for other purposes; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 1088). 
Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. DOUGHTON: Committee on Ways and 
Means. H. R. 5505. A bill to amend cer- 
tain administrative provisions of the Tariff 
Act of 1930 and related laws, and for other 
purposes; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1089). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BARTLETT: 

H. R. 5545. A bill to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to investigate and report 
to the Congress on the conservation, develop- 
ment, and utilization of the water and re- 
lated natural resources of Alaska; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. BROOKS: 

H. R. 5546. A bill to amend certain au- 
thorization for construction at military and 
naval installations, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 


By Mr. CELLER: 

H. R. 5547. A bill to confer Federal juris- 
diction to te certain common law 
crimes of violence when such crimes are com- 
mitted on an American airplane in flight 
over the high seas or over waters within the 
admiralty and maritime jurisdiction of the 
United States; to the Committee on the 


By Mr. KEARNS: 
H. R. 5548. A bill to establish a National 
War Memorial Theater and Opera Commis- 
sion, comprising the members of the Com- 
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mission of Fine Arts and certain other 
persons, to provide for the construction and 
maintenance of a National War Memorial 
Theater and Opera Auditorium, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on House Ad- 
ministration. 

By Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee: 

H. R. 5549. A bill to provide for certain 
investigations by the Civil Service Commis- 
sion in lieu of the Federal Bureau of Inves- 
tigation, and for other purposes; tg the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. BLATNIK: 

H. J. Res. 337. Joint resolution approving 
the agreement between the United States 
and Canada, relating to the development of 
the resources of the Great Lakes-St. Law- 
rence Basin for national security and con- 
tinental defense of the United States of 
America and Canada; providing for making 
the St. Lawrence seaway self-liquidating; 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Public Works. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. ANDERSON of California: 

H. R. 5550. A bill for the relief of Tullio 
R. Fabris; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

By Mr. BOLLING: 

H. R. 5551. A bill for the relief of Eugene 

Kline; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. BRAMBLETT: 

H. R. 5552. A bill for the relief of Mrs, 
Anna Vanoli; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

By Mr. GWINN: 

H. R. 5553. A bill for the relief of Gabriele 

Attilio; to the Committee on the Judiciary, 
By Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts: 

H. R. 5554. A bill for the relief of Rev. Jose 
De Oliveira and Rev. Daniel Luiz De Freitas; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MITCHELL: 

H. R. 5555. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Toyoko Ogo Yoshihara; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. RIBICOFF: 

H. R. 5556. A bill for the relief of Emman- 
uel Loukas; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

By Mr. SHEPPARD: 

H. R. 5557. A bill for the relief of Nicholas 
B. Perry for losses sustained through con- 
fiscation of property by Rumania and Hun- 
gary, or either of said countries; to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin: 

H. R.5558. A bill for the relief of Anna 
Maria Krause; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

By Mr. VAN PELT: 

H. R. 5559. A bill for the relief of Mieko 
Takamine; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 


PETITIONS, FTC. 


Under clause 1 of rule XII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk 
and referred as follows: 

443. By Mr. GROSS: Petition of Mrs. Anna 
Smith, Waterloo, Iowa, and 40 others in the 
Waterloo-Cedar Falls, Iowa, area, favoring 
the passage of legislation to prohibit alco- 
holic beverage advertising over the radio and 
television and in magazines and newspapers; 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

444. By Mr. HARRISON of Wyoming: Pe- 
tition of Rock Springs, Wyo., Aerie No. 1, 
of the Fraternal Order of Eagles, requesting 
immediate action on the release of William 
N. Oatis by the Communist Government of 
Czechoslovakia; to the Committee on For- 
eign Affairs. 
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445. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the 
Secretary General Croatian National Com- 
mittee, Miinchen, Germany, relative to the 
solution of the problem of southeast Europe, 
by a peaceful separation of Croatia from 
Serbia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 


SENATE 


TUESDAY, OCTOBER 2, 1951 


(Legislative day of Monday, October 1, 
1951) 


The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, 
on the expiration of the recess. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 


God, our Father, we would make our 
hearts, cleansed by Thy forgiving grace, 
a temple of Thy presence, knowing that 
only to the pure in heart dost Thou grant 
the vision of Thy face. We come asking 
not that Thou wouldst give heed to the 
faltering petitions our lips bring, but 
that Thou wilt bend Thine ear to the 
crying of our deep needs which words 
cannot express. We bring to the altar of 
prayer our inmost selves, cluttered and 
confused, where good and evil, the petty 
and the great are so entwined. May the 
eternal immensities shame our little 
thoughts and ways. May some reveal- 
ing glimpse of what we might be convict 
us of what we are. Enable those who in 
these baffling days act and speak for 
waiting humanity to rise to greatness in 
this hour of destiny. Amen, 


THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. MCFARLAND, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Monday, 
October 1, 1951, was dispensed with. 
MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—ENROLLED 

BILLS SIGNED 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
following enrolled bills, and they were 
signed by the Vice President: 


H. R. 579. An act for the relief of Hendryk 
Kempski; 


H. R. 580. An act for the relief of Kwang 


Myeng Chu; 

H. R. 662. An act for the relief of William 
O. Stevens; 

H. R. 676. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Aimee Hoyningen-Huene; 

H. R. 710. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Suzanne Chow Hsin and her son, Sven Erik 
Hsin; 

H. R. 711. An act for the relief of George 
Lukes; 

H. R. 744. An act for the relief of Wladimir 
Peter Lewicki, Mrs. Hedwige Lewicki, and 
George Wladimir Lewicki; 

H. R. 804. An act for the relief of Sisters 
Maria De Rubertis, Agnese Cerina, Marianna 
Bonifacio, Dina Bonini, and Edvige Gaspa- 
rini; 

H. R. 901. An act to provide for the admis- 
sion of Janet and Daisy Wong to the United 
States; 

H.R.1102. An act for the relief of Emilio 
Torres; 

H. R. 1128. An act for the relief of Harvey 
McFarland and Laurance Anthony Warnock; 
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H.R.1136. An act for the relief of Sister 
Natalie (Marie Palagyi) and Sister Alice 
(Elizabeth Slachta); 

H. R. 1203. An act to authorize officers des- 
ignated by the Secretary of the Air Force to 
take action on reports of survey and vouch- 
ers pertaining to Government property; 

H. R. 1253. An act for the relief of Jack A. 
Witham; 

H. R. 1420. An act for the relief of Dr. 
Eugen Jose Singer and Mrs. Frieda Singer; 

H. R. 1468. An act for the relief of David 
Lee Harrigan; 

H. R. 1598. An act for the relief of Hanoh 
Sarapanovschi (also known as MHanoh 
Charat), Gizela (Gizele) Sarapanovschi (nee 
Levy), and Philippe Sarapanovschi; 

H. R. 1816. An act for the relief of Shoemon 
Takano; 

H. R. 1818. An act for the relief of Hego 
Puchino; 

H. R. 2165. An act for the relief of Matthew 
Terry; 

H. R. 2444. An act for the relief of James 
A. Vines; 

H. R. 2459. An act for the relief of Ollie O. 
Evans, Jr.; 

H. R. 2498. An act for the relief of Mari- 
anne and Michel Speelman; 

H. R. 2562. An act amending section 437 
(c) of the Internal Revenue Code; 

H. R. 2621. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Giulia Di Gaetano Coccia; 

H. R. 2745. An act to amend section 2801 
(c) (1) of the Internal Revenue Code; 

H. R. 2807. An act for the relief of Stanis- 
law Poborski; 

H. R. 2916. An act for the relief of Shizu 
Terauchi Parks; 

H. R. 3026. An act for the relief of Joseph 
A. Ferrari; 

H. R. 3128. An act for the relief of Blaine 
Dovico; 

E. R. 3436. An act authorizing vessels of 
Canadian registry to transport grain between 
United States ports on the Great Lakes during 
1951; 

H. R. 3585. An act to authorize and direct 
the Administrator of General Services to 
transfer to the Department of the Navy cer- 
tain property located at Decatur, III.; 

H. R. 3818, An act for the relief of Yutaka 
Nakaeda; 

H. R. 3895. An act for the relief of Ethel 
Cristeta Berner; 

H. R. 3932. An act to provide vocational 
rehabilitation training for veterans with 
compensable service-connected disabilities 
who served on or after June 27, 1950; 

H. R. 3965. An act for the relief of five 
sisters of the, Franciscan Missionaries of 


Mary; 

H. R. 4121. An act for the relief of Rafael 
Alemany; 

H. R. 4127. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Doris Ellen Young; 

H. R. 4468. An act for the relief of Nadine 
Carol Heslip; 

H. R. 4688. An act for the relief of Cecilia 
Wahls; 

H. R. 4756. An act for the relief of George 
Francis Hammers; and 

H. R. 5013. An act to authorize the Presi- 
dent to proclaim regulations for preventing 
collisions at sea. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


On request of Mr. McFartanp, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. CLEMENTS was 
excused from attendance on the sessions 
of the Senate tomorrow and the remain- 
der of this week. 

COMMITTEE MEETING DURING SENATE 
SESSION 


On request of Mr. FuLBRIGHT, and by 
unanimous consent, a subcommittee of 
the Foreign Relations Committee, under 
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the chairmanship of Senator SPARKMAN, 
was authorized to meet this afternoon 
during the session of the Senate. 


THE CLOCK IN THE REAR OF THE SENATE 
CHAMBER 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
call attention to the clock in the rear of 
the Chamber. Something has happened 
to that clock. I turned around a minute 
ago and it was 25 minutes to 12. It is 
like our Republican friends—it plays 
tricks on us. [Laughter.] 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
has a good story about that, but he will 
not tell it here. 


AGREEMENT AMONG JOINT CHIEFS OF 
STAFF CONCERNING AMERICAN AIR 
POWER 


Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, it causes 
me great gratification to learn that the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, after prolonged and 
laborious discussion, have finally reached 
agreement among themselves on the 
question of American air power. I am 
advised unofficially that their decision 
will provide for an expansion of the Air 
Force from 95 to about 140 groups. The 
exact figure is a secret, but I believe this 
to be the general ratio. Senators will 
perhaps remember that I have for some 
time been campaigning for 150 groups, 
and I have particularly stressed the fact 
that we are very weak in tactical aviation 
to support our ground troops. 

I understand that the increase in over- 
all air power which the Joint Chiefs have 
tentatively approved will allow for a 
much larger amount of tactical air power, 
thereby remedying one of our gravest 
weaknesses. I understand further that 
this great increment of American 
strength will be completed in 1954. 

In terms of money this will mean that 
about three billion seven hundred and 
fifty million of the five billion supplemen- 
tal appropriation recently voted by Con- 
gress will be allocated to Air Force ex- 
pansion and much of the rest of it will go 
to added naval air strength. This all 
means more aviation, whether under the 
Air Force or under the Navy. 

It is also noteworthy that the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff have approved the acti- 
vation of three more divisions for the 
United States Army and one more Ma- 
rine division—all of which I have long 
believed were badly needed. 

Of great significance is the fact that 
apparently this decision was reached with 
a great deal less heat than has been true 
in the past. The old idea that no single 
service could be increased without in- 
creasing the other services in proportion, 
which always seemed to me to be an arti- 
ficial and rather wooden idea, has given 
way to the realistic attitude that the 
American people can only be called upon 
to pay for the things they need badly. 
This means air power at the present time. 
At some other period it might mean 
Army or Navy. Remember that at the 
beginning of World War II we trans- 
ferred our effort from the Army to the 
Air Force. 
War II, when infantry casualties were 
heavy, we transferred our efforts from 
the Air Force to the Army. 

It is very auspicious that so soon in the 
administration of Secretary Lovett such 


But toward the end of World 
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a new atmosphere should come into ex- 
istence. If would not surprise me to 
learn that he had had a very influential 
part in this extremely encouraging de- 
velopment. , 

I wish, therefore, to extend congratu- 
lations and approval for the taking of a 
step which can mean so much to the se- 
curity of our country. 

I ask further that there be printed in 
this point of my remarks an article by 
Joseph Alsop on this same subject which 
appeared in the Washington Post on 
October 1. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

MATTER or Fact 
(By Joseph Alsop) 
ONE-HUNDRED-AND-FORTY-GROUP AIR FORCE 


Before very long the final settlement of 
the embittered controversy about the size 
of the Air Force ought to be publicly an- 
nounced. After the most prolonged and 
laborious discussion, which at one point kept 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff in almost continu- 
ous session for 10 days on end, the heads of 
the services have reached agreement among 
themselves. The agreed plan awaits only the 
approval of President Truman to become 
official. 

If the President approves, which seems 
almost certain, the plan will provide for ex- 
pansion of the Air Force from 95 to about 
140 groups—the exact figure is still secret, 
but this is the general scale. The increase 
in over-all air power will allow a much larger 
investment in tactical air power, thus rem- 
edying our gravest weakness in the air. On 
the basis of current scheduling, this great 
increment of American strength will be com- 
pleted by 1954. 

In money terms, the agreement reached 
by the Joint Chiefs will mean that about 
$3,750,000,000 of the $5,000,000,000 supple- 
mental defense appropriation recently voted 
by Congress will be allocated to Air Force 
expansion, while much of the rest will go 
to added naval air strength. This will get 
the program started. 

In the two following fiscal years, the huge 
capital outlays involved in the expansion of 
the Air Force will add about $10,000,000,000 
annually to the defense budget, and when 
the period of capital spending is at an end, 
the Air Force expansion will result in a 
regular annual bill for maintaining the 
Armed Forces of a little under $40,Q00,000,000, 
instead of about $35,000,000,000 as previously 
projected. 

It has long been very obvious that Air 
Force expansion would eventually be ap- 
proved, in one form or another. The reason 
is that the Air Force has not one but two 
main jobs—its own specialized job of build- 
ing strategic air power and its cooperative 
job of providing tactical air support to the 
field forces. In the past, because of 
budgetary and other pressures, the problem 
of tactical air has been neglected. 

When the present struggle started, the 
air staff prepared a plan for a 163-group Air 
Force, which was sponsored by Secretary of 
Air Thomas K. Finletter and Gen. Hoyt S. 
Vandenberg. This first Air Force plan in- 
volved an increase in strategic air power even 
greater than the projected increase for tac- 
tical air power. It is understood that most 
of the saving in the less ambitious agreed 
plan of the Joint Chiefs has been achieved 
by holding down the strategic air increases. 

On the whole, the most striking aspect of 
this crucial decision that the Joint Chiefs 
have taken is the manner of teking it. What 
has happened represents a long step forward 
on the hard road toward genuine unification 
of the services, 
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The Joint Chiefs of Staff themselves 
plunged into the debate with far less venom 
and obstinacy than in the past; and the mere 
fact that they have been able to agree upon 
such a furiously controversial subject as Air 
Force expansion is proof of enormous prog- 
ress. Now for the first time the rule is recog- 
nized that the American people are only to 
pay for the Armed Forces they really need 
for their security. 

This is a great change from the old rule 
of the Joint Chiefs, that increases in appro- 
pziations for any single service automatically 
led to increases in the appropriations of the 
competing services, whether these were 
needed or not. 

In the main, however, the agreement that 
has now been reached signifies a triumph 
for the civilian element of the Defense Es- 
tablishment, and especially for Secretary of 
Defense Robert A. Lovett. The new climate 
in which agreement of the Joint Chiefs be- 
came possible was largely created by the 
hard work of Lovett, and by the constant 
efforts of the two coordinating committees 
composed respectively of the service Secre- 
taries and Under Secretaries. 

Moreover, the outlook for compromise was 
very far from hopeful even at the end of the 
period, some weeks ago, when the Joint Chiefs 
hardly left their conference table for 10 days 
on end. At that time, their prospective dis- 
agreement was reported to Secretary Lovett. 
He had already established another new prin- 
ciple, that he would no longer accept a simple 
“spit paper,” such as the Joint Chiefs regu- 
larly produced in the past; but would insist 
that a report of disagreement be accompa- 
nied by a formal request from the Joint 
Chiefs for a final settlement of their differ- 
ences by the civilian authority. 

When Lovett quietly indicated that. his 
new principle would be insisted upon, the 
Joint Chiefs went back to work and ham- 
mered out their compromise, In every way 
this is a great and reassuring event. 


TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS 


By unanimous consent, the following 
routine business was transacted: 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate the following letters, which were 
referred as indicated: 


AGREEMENT To EXTEND INTERSTATE COMPACT 
To Conserve OIL AND Gas 


A letter from the Assistant Secretary of 
State, transmitting a counterpart of the 
agreement which was executed by the Gov- 
ernors of Kansas and Illinois to extend the 
Interstate Compact To Conserve Oil and Gas 
(with an accompanying paper); to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary, 

RESOLUTIONS ADOPTED BY FONO OF AMERICAN 
SAMOA 

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of the 
Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
copies of resolutions adopted by the Fono of 
American Samoa, in special session of Au- 
gust 22, 1951 (with accompanying papers); 
to 0 5 Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 


TEMPORARY ADMISSION INTO UNITED STATES 
or CERTAIN ALIENS 
A letter from the Attorney General, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, copies of orders re- 
lating to the temporary admission into the 
United States of certain aliens (with accom- 
panying papers); to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 
STATISTICS OF ELECTRIC UTILITIES IN THE 
Uxrrro STATES, 1950 
A letter from the Chairman of the Fed- 
eral Power Commission, transmitting a copy 
of its newly issued publication entitled 
“Statistics of Electric Utilities in the United 
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States, 1950 (with an accompanying docu- 
ment); to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 8 
INTERSTATE CIVIL DEFENSE COMPACT 

A letter from the Director of Civil Defense, 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, notifying 
the Senate that the authenticated copy of 
an interstate civil defense compact trans- 
mitted to the Senate on January 16, 1951, is 
now in force and effect; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

DISPOSITION OF EXECUTIVE PAPERS 

A letter from the Archivist of the United 
States, transmitting, pursuant to law, a list 
of papers and documents on the files of sev- 
eral departments and agencies of the Gov- 
ernment which are not needed in the con- 
duct of business and have no permanent 
value or historical interest, and requesting 
action looking to their disposition (with ac- 
companying papers); to a Joint Select Com- 
mittee on the Disposition of Papers in the 
Executive Departments. 


The VICE PRESIDENT appointed Mr, 
JouNns=on of South Carolina and Mr. 
Lancer members of the committee on 
the part of the Senate. 


PETITIONS 


Petitions were laid before the Senate 
and referred as indicated: 

By the VICE PRESIDENT: 

The petition of George W. Armstrong, of 
Fort Worth, Tex., praying that the United 
States withdraw from the United Nations and 
the Atlantic Pact, and declare war on Com- 
munist Russia; to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

A telegram in the nature of a petition from 
the Taxpayers Association, of McAdoo, Pa., 
signed by P. J. Shovlin, president, and An- 
drew Butala, secretary, praying for an in- 
vestigation of the tax set-up of Schuylkill 
County, Pa.; to the Committee on Finance. 


WILLIAM N, OATIS—RESOLUTION OF FRA- 
TERNAL ORDER OF EAGLES, BISMARCK, 
N. DAK. 


Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have appropri- 
ately referred and printed in the Recorp 
a resolution adopted by the Bismarck 
(N. Dak.) Aerie, No. 2237, Fraternal 
Order of Eagles, regarding the unjust im- 
prisonment in Czechoslovakia of William 
N. Oatis. It is an excellent resolution, 
and I fully concur in the views expressed 
therein. 

There being no objection, the reso- 
lution was referred to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations and ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


RESOLUTION ON WILLIAM N. OATIS 


Whereas William N. Oatis, Associated Press 
Bureau chief in Prague, Czechoslovakia, a 
free newspaperman who was performing his 
duties according to the standards and cri- 
teria of the free press of the world, was 
brutally snatched and imprisoned by the 
Communist government of Czechoslovakia 
without explanation; and 

Whereas Mr. Oatis was arrested and held 
in detention without access to friend, Em- 
bassy representative, or trusted legal coun- 
sel; and 

Whereas he was brought to trial and ac- 
cused of “insisting on obtaining accurate, 
correct, and verified information,” which is 
the definition of the work of a free press; 
and 

Whereas he was forced into admission of 
espionage because of his reporter’s instinct 
for presenting the factual rather than the 
fictional; and 
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-Whereas he was convicted and sentenced 
to 10 years of imprisonment by a trial which 
was universally condemned by all free na- 
tions as an outrageous “kangaroo court,” 
completely bereft of the principles of justice 
and the dignity of the human being; and 

Whereas, by its action, the Communist- 
dominated Czech Government showed its 
scorn for the principle of freedom of informa- 
tion and its hatred for our free world; and 

Whereas representatives of the Soviet news 
agency Tass have the free run of the United 
States of America, and are permitted to at- 
tend press conferences at our national seat 
of government, at which often much off-the 
record information is discussed: Now, there- 
fore, be it 

Resolved, That Bismarck Aerie, No. 2237, 
of the Fraternal Order of Eagles urges the 
Federal Government and its agencies to be 
unceasing in its efforts to secure the freedom 
of Mr. Oatis by honorable means, and we also 
offer our support and the vitality of our mem- 
bership to the executives of the Associated 
Press in their campaign to secure the release 
of Mr. Oatis by the communication of the 
true facts of the case to the free peoples of 
the world; and be it further 

Resolved, That Aerie No. 2237 of the Fra- 
ternal Order of Eagles urges the Federal Gov- 
ernment to bar the correspondents from the 
Soviet news agency Tass as well as all satel- 
lite nation correspondents from official Gov- 
ernment press conferences where vital infor- 
mation may be revealed until the release of 
Mr. Oatis has been secured. 


REPORTS OF A COMMITTEE 


The following reports of a committee 
were submitted: 


By Mr. O'MAHONEY, from the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs: 

S. 690. A bill to permit certain lands here- 
tofore conveyed to the city of Canton, 
S. Dak., for park, recreation, airport, or other 
public purposes to be leased by it so long 
as the income therefrom is used for such 
purposes; with an amendment (Rept. No. 
885) ; 

S. 1311. A bill granting the consent of Con- 
gress to a compact entered into by the States 
of Montana, North Dakota, and Wyoming re- 
lating to the waters of the Yellowstone River; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 883); and 

H. R. 1087, A bill to amend title 18, United 
States Code, entitled Crimes and Criminal 
Procedure,” to empower the courts to re- 
mit or mitigate forfeitures under the Indian 
liquor laws; without amendment (Rept. No. 
884). 

By Mr. SMATHERS, from the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs: 

H. R. 2684. A bill to provide for the sale, 
transfer, or quitclaim of title to certain lands 
in Florida; without amendment (Rept. No. 
886). 5 


BILLS INTRODUCED 


Bills were introduced, read the first 
time and, by unanimous consent, the sec- 
ond time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. PASTORE: 

S. 2202. A bill for the relief of the widow 
of Robert W. Casey; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska (for him- 
self and Mr. SCHOEPPEL): 

S. 2203. A bill to provide for refund of the 


Federal tax paid on gasoline, where the gaso- ` 


line is destroyed by fire or other casualty 
while held for resale by a jobber, wholesaler, 
or retail dealer; to the Committee on Fi- 
nance, 

(See the remarks of Mr. BUTLER of Nebras- 
ka when he introduced the above bill, which 
appear under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. š 


y Mr. : 
S. 2204. A bill to prohibit. delivery of cer- 


tain imported commodities against futures 
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contracts on commodity markets; to the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 


REFUND OF FEDERAL TAX ON GASOLINE 
DESTROYED BY FIRE, ETC. 


Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska. Mr. Presi- 
dent, on behalf of myself and the Sena- 
tor from Kansas [Mr. SCHOEPPEL], I in- 
troduce for appropriate reference a bill 
providing for refund of taxes paid by 
dealers on gasoline in those cases where 
the gasoline is destroyed by fire, flood, 
or other accident while held for resale 
by the dealer. 

It is commonly recognized that the 
tax on gasoline is actually paid by the 
ultimate consumer. The gasoline whole- 
saler or retailer is simply the tax col- 
lector for the Government. In my opin- 
ion, it is extremely unfair that he should 
have to pay taxes to the Government 
in those cases where the gasoline is de- 
stroyed through circumstances beyond 
his control. The Government has no 
moral right to extract revenue from a 
man at the very time he is in the position 
of having suffered a serious loss. 

This bill is very similar to a bill I in- 
troduced last year, and also to a bill, 
H. R. 52, which has been introduced 
this year by the gentleman from Ne- 
braska, Representative Curtis. In pre- 
paring this bill, I have made only one 
change from the language of H. R. 52. 
I have added the word “flood” under 
the list of causes of destruction so as 
to make sure there would be no quib- 
bling about paying refunds on gasoline 
destroyed by flood the same as gasoline 
destroyed by fire or any other cause. 
I assume that gasoline destroyed by flood 
was meant to be included in the bill, 
H. R. 52, as drafted, but to make sure 
there could be no misunderstanding, I 
have added in the word “flood” specifi- 
cally. | 

The bill (S. 2203) to provide for re- 
fund of the Federal tax paid on gaso- 
line, where the gasoline is destroyed by 
fire or other casualty while held for re- 
sale by a jobber, wholesaler, or retail 
dealer, introduced by Mr. BUTLER of Ne- 
braska (for himself and Mr. SCHOEPPEL), 
was read twice by its title, and referred 
to the Committee on Finance. 


JOINT COMMITTEE ON REARMAMENT 
APPROPRIATIONS 


Mr. LODGE (for himself, Mr. BRIDGES, 
and Mr. O'Conor) submitted the follow- 
ing concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 
50), which. was referred to the Com-. 
mittee on Appropriations: 

Whereas fiscal solvency, by means of a bal- 
anced budget, is essential if we are to con- 
tinue to be a strong Nation; and 

Whereas economy is vital to a balanced 
budget; and 

Whereas by far the greatest part of the 
annual appropriations of the United States 
are devoted to the Military Establishment; 
and 

Whereas it is essential, in view of the vast 
sums of money involved, that these sums be 
expended with the utmost efficiency and 
the highest possible degree of economy: 
Therefore be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of 
Representatives concurring), That there is 
hereby established a joint congressional com- 
mittee to be known as the Joint Committee 
on Rearmament Appropriations (hereinafter. 
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referred to as the joint committee“). 

Sec. 2. The joint committee shall be com- 
posed ot 10 members as follows: 

(a) Five members who are members of 
the Committee on Appropriations of the 
Senate, three from the majority and two 
trom the minority party, to be chosen by 
such committee: and 
| (b) Five members who are members of 
the Committee on Appropriations of the 
House of Representatives, three to be chosen 
from the majority and two from the minor- 
ity party, to be chosen by such committee. 

Sec. 3. No person shall continue to serve 
as a member of the joint committee after 
he has ceased to be a member of the com- 
mittee by which he was chosen, except that 
the members chosen by the Committee on 
Appropriations of the House of Representa- 
tives who have been reelected to the House 
of Representatives may continue to serve 
as members of the joint committee not- 
withstanding the expiration of the Congress, 

Sec. 4. A vacancy in the joint committee 
shall not affect the power of the remaining 
members to execute the functions of the 
joint committee and shall be filled in the 
same manner as the original selection, ex- 
cept that in case of a vacancy during an ad- 
journment or recess of Congress for a period 
of more than 2 weeks, the members of the 
joint committee who are members of the 
committee entitled to fill such vacancy may 
designate a member of such committee to 
serve until his successor is chosen by such 
committee; and in the case of a vacancy 
after the expiration of a Congress which 
would be filled by the Committee on Ap- 
propriations of the House of Representatives, 
the members of such committee who are 
continuing to serve as members of the joint 
committee may designate a person who, 
immediately prior to such expiration, was 
a member of such committee and who is 
reelected to the House of Representatives, 
to serve until his successor is chosen by such 
committee. 

Src. 5. The members shall serve without 
compensation in addition to that received 
for their services as members of Congress; 
but they shall be reimbursed for travel, 
subsistence, and other necessary expenses in- 
curred by them in the performance of the 
duties vested in the joint committee, other 
than expenses in connection with meetings 
of the joint committee held in the District 
of Columbia during such time as the Con- 
gress is in session, 

Sec. 6. The joint committee shall elect a 
chairman and vice chairman from among 
its members, 

Sec. 7. The six members of the joint com- 
mittee constituting representatives of the 
majority party shall have the power to ap- 
point and fix the compensation of a chief of 
staff. The four members of the committee 
constituting the representatives of the mi- 
nority party, shall have the power to appoint 
and fix the compensation of an assistant 
chief of staff. The joint committee clerk, 
and such experts and clerical, stenographic, 
and other assistants, as the joint committee 
may deem advisable, shall be appointed so 
that approximately one-half of the members 
of the committee staff are appointed by and 
are directly responsible to the majority 
members of the committee, while the other 
members of the staff are appointed by and 
are responsible to the minority members of 
the committee. 

Sec. 8. The expenses of the joint commit- 


tee shall be paid one-half from the con- 


tingent fund of the Senate and one-half 


from the contingent fund of the House of: 


Representatives, upon vouchers signed by 
the chairman or the vice chairman. Dis- 


bursements to pay such expenses shall be 


made by the Secretary of the Senate out of 
the contingent fund of the Senate, such con- 
tingent fund to be reimbursed from the 
contingent fund of the House of Representa- 
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tives in the amount of one-half of the dis- 
bursements so made. 

Sec. 9. The joint committee, or any sub- 
committee thereof, is authorized to hold 
hearings and to sit and act at such places 
and times; to require by subpena (to be is- 
sued under the signature of the chairman or 
vice chairman) or otherwise the attendance 
of such witnesses and the production of such 
books, papers, and documents; to administer 
such Oaths; and to take such testimony; as 
it deems advisable. 

Sec. 10. The joint committee, or any sub- 
committee thereof, is authorized to have 
such printing and binding done as it deems 
advisable. 

Sec. 11. The cost of stenographic services 
in reporting such hearings as the joint com- 
mittee may hold shall not be in excess of 25 
cents per hundred words. 

Sec. 12. It shall be the duty of the joint 
committee 

(a) to investigate and keep a continuous 
watch over the expenditures of all funds by 
the Air Force, the Army, and the Navy of 
the United States to insure that such funds 
are being expended as economically and as 
efficiently as possible; 

(b) to investigate and keep a continuous 
watch over the employment of both civilian 
and uniformed personnel in the armed serv- 
ices to insure that such employment is nec- 
essary to the defense of the United States, to 
insure that military personnel are not em- 
ployed in positions which could appro- 
priately be filled by civilian personnel, and 
to insure that military manpower is not be- 
ing wasted in superfluous, duplicating, or 
inappropriate functions, duties or assign- 
ments; 

(c) to make such other investigations in 
respect of the efficient and economical ex- 
penditure of funds and employment of per- 
sonnel as the joint committee may deem 
necessary; 

(d) to report, from time to time, to the 
Committee on Appropriations of the Senate 
and to the Committee on Appropriations of 
the House of Representatives, and, in its 
discretion, to the Senate or the House of 
Representatives, or both, the results of its in- 
vestigations, together with such recom- 
mendations as it may deem advisable. 

Sec, 13. (a) The joint committee, or the 
chief of staff of such joint committee, or 
any member of the staff of such joint com- 
mittee designated by the chairman or vice 
chairman is authorized to secure directly 
from the Department of Defense and all 
subordinate departments thereunder, in- 
cluding the commanding officer of any post, 
camp, or station situated within the United 
States or its Territories or possessions, or 
directly from any executive department, 
board, bureau, agency, independent estab- 
lishment, or instrumentality of Government, 
information, reports, suggestions, statistics, 
data, and estimates, for the purpose of mak- 
ing investigations, reports, and studies as 
provided in section 12, 

(b) The Department of Defense and all 
subordinate departments thereunder, in- 
cluding the commanding officer of any post, 
camp, or station situated within the United 
States or its Territories or possessions, and 
all other executive departments, boards, bu- 
reaus, agencies, independent establishments 
and instrumentalities are authorized and di- 
rected to furnish such information, reports, 


suggestions, statistics, data, and estimates 


directly to the joint committee, or to the 
chief of staff thereof, or to any member of 


the staff of such joint committee designated 


by the chairman or vice chairman thereof, 

upon request made pursuant to this section. 

AMENDMENT OF DEFENSE PRODUCTION 
ACT OF 1950—AMENDMENT 


Mr. CAPEHART (for himself, Mr. 
Bricker, Mr. ScHOEPPEL, and Mr. DIRK- 
SEN) submitted an amendment in the 
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nature of a substitute, intended to be 
proposed by them, jointly, to the bill 
(S. 2170) to amend the Defense Pro- 
duction Act of 1950, as amended, which 
was ordered to lie on the table and to 
be printed. 


ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES, ETC., 
PRINTED IN THE APPENDIX 


On request, and by unanimous con- 
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, etc., 
were ordered to be printed in the Ap- 
pendix, as follows: 


By Mr. WILEY: 

Statement prepared by him paying tribute 
to the last surviving veteran in Wisconsin 
of the Civil War, Lansing A. Wilcox, of 
Cadott, Wis., and article paying tribute to 
Mr. Wilcox and the GAR, published in the 
September 30 issue of the Milwaukee 
Journal. 

By Mr. HILL: 

Address entitled In Defense of Freedom,” 
delivered by the Secretary of Agriculture, 
Hon. Charles F. Brannan, at meeting of Ala- 
bama State Agricultural Mobilization Com- 
mittee, at Montgomery, Ala., on Sept. 26, 
1951. 

Address delivered by Samuel K. C. Kopper, 
Office of Near Eastern Affairs, Department of 
State, before the Southern Federation of the 
Syrian-Lebanon American Clubs and the Na- 
tional Association of Federations of Syrian- 
Lebanese American Clubs, at Birmingham, 
Ala., on August 26, 1951. 

By Mr. THYE: 

Editorial entitled “Security Sickness At- 
tacks Again,” written by Nat S. Finney, edi- 
tor of the Minneapolis Star, and published in 
the Star of September 21, 1951. 

By Mr. O’CONOR: 

Editorial entitled “Let Spain in, Too,” 
published in the Baltimore News-Post, refer- 
ring to the proposed admission of Spain to 
the North Atlantic Treaty Association, 

By Mr. LEHMAN: 

Editorial entitled “St. Lawrence Seaway,” 
neta in the Washington Post of October 
1, 1951. 

Article printed in the August-September 
Newsletter of the World Health Organization, 
with reference to Miss Peggy Cannon's work 
in the battle against disease in Thailand. 

By Mr. BRIDGES: 

Article entitled “McCarrny Recalls LaFol- 
lette Incident,” written by David Lawrence 
and published in the Boston Traveler of 
October 1, 1951. 

Editorials dealing with the work of the 
Johnson Subcommittee on Preparedness of 
the Armed Services Committee of the Senate, 
the first entitled “Not Mercenaries,” from 
the Washington News of September 24, 1951, 
the second entitled “The Rent Gougers,” 
from the Washington Evening Star of Sep- 
tember 29, 1951. 

By Mr. DIRKSEN: 

Comment from the Joe Ball Washington 
Letter of September 29, 1951, on the address 
on the tax bill delivered by Senator JENNER 
on September 24, 1951. 

By Mr. JENNER: 

Article entitled “Fight Due in Japan on 
Pact With United States,” published in the 
New York Times of September 25, 1951. 

By Mr. CAPEHART: 

Editorial entitled “By Default,” published 
in the Dallas Morning News of September 24, 
1951, referring to the willingness of Senator 
CAPEHART to appear on a TV debate with 
President Truman over the controls issue. 

By Mr. BRICKER: 

Article entitled “Secrecy Called Peril to 
Press,” published in the Washington Daily 
News of October 1, 1951. 

By Mr. McCARTHY: 

Resolutions adopted by the Sixty-first An- 
nual Congress of the Sons of the American 
Revolution. 
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By Mr. FREAR: 

Article in the Washington Report by Bas- 
com N. Timmons, published in Journal- 
Every Evening, of Wilmington, Del., on Sep- 
tember 28, 1951, referring to the making of 
loans by the Reconstruction Finance Cor- 
poration. 


JOHN T. KOEHLER 


Mr. O’CONOR. Mr. President, the 
Senate has confirmed the nomination of 
John T. Koehler as a member of the 
Renegotiation Board, and I think ‘it 
timely to state that in his selection the 
President of the United States and the 
Senate have made an excellent choice. 

Mr. Koehler is possessed of great in- 
telligence, has judicial temperament, 
and is a conscientious and loyal public 
official. 

His past record is the best guaranty 
that he will perform the duties of this 
new post in a creditable manner, and I 
feel that the Government is most fortu- 
nate in being able to avail itself of his 
valuable services, In order that his pre- 
vious experience may be noted formally, 
I append hereto a statement of the public 
service he has rendered, all of a praise- 
worthy nature and in the interest of his 
Government: 

JOHN T. KOEHLER 

Educated at Princeton and Harvard uni- 
versities, receiving bachelor of laws degree 
from Harvard in 1929. 

Member of law firm of Semmes, Bowen & 
Semmes in Baltimore, Md. 

Commissioned in 1942 in United States 
Navy. 

Served in European and Pacific theaters 
and received Silver Star for personal gal- 
lantry during Marshall Islands operation. 

Following World War II appointed Coun- 
sel for Bureau of Ships. 

In 1947 became Assistant General Coun- 
sel for Navy Department. 

In 1949 appointed Assistant Secretary of 
the Navy Department. 


FREEDOM OF SPEECH 


Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recorp at this point as a part of my 
remarks Executive Order No. 10290, to 
be followed by the declaration of 25 
Senators entitled “Freedom of Speech.” 

There being no objection, the matters 
referred to were ordered to be printed 
in the Recorp, as follows: 

EXECUTIVE ORDER 10290—PRESCRIBING REGULA- 
TIONS ESTABLISHING MINIMUM STANDARDS 
FOR THE CLASSIFICATION, ‘TRANSMISSION, AND 
HANDLING, BY DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES 
OF THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH, OF OFFICIAL IN- 
FORMATION WHICH REQUIRES SAFEGUARDING 
IN THE INTEREST OF THE SECURITY OF THE 
UNITED STATES 
Whereas it is necessary, in order to protect 

the national security of the United States, to 
establish a system for the safeguarding of 
official information the unauthorized dis- 
closure of which would or could harm, tend 
to impair, or otherwise threaten the security 
of the Nation; and 

Whereas it is desirable and proper that 
minimum standards for procedures designed 
to protect the national security against such 
unauthorized disclosure be uniformly appli. 
cable to all departments and agencies of the 
executive branch of the Government and be 
known to and understood by those who deal 
with the Federal Government; and 

Whereas the furnishing of information to 
the public about Government activities will 
be facilitated by clear identification and 
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marking of those matters the safeguarding 
of which is required in the interest of na- 
tional security; 

Now, therefore, by virtue of the authority 
vested in me by the Constitution and stat- 
utes, and as President of the United States, 
the regulations attached hereto, entitled 
“Regulations Establishing Minimum Stand- 
ards for the Classification, Transmission, and 
Handling, by Departments and Agencies of 
the Executive Branch, of Official Information 
Which Requires Safeguarding in the Interest 
of the Security of the United States,” are 
hereby prescribed for application throughout 
the executive branch of the Government to 
the extent not inconsistent with law. 

Such regulations shall take effect 30 days 
after their publication in the Federal Regis- 
ter. 

All citizens of the United States who may 
have knowledge of or access to classified se- 
curity information are requested to observe 
the standards established in such regula- 
tions with respect to such information and 
to join with the Federal Government in a 
concerted and continuing effort to prevent 
disclosure of such information to persons 
who are inimical to the interests of the 
United States. 

Harry S. TRUMAN. 

THE WHITE House, January 24, 1951. 


REGULATIONS ESTABLISHING MINIMUM STAND- 
ARDS FOR THE CLASSIFICATION, TRANSMISSION, 
AND HANDLING, BY DEPARTMENTS AND AGEN- 
CIES OF THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH, OF OFFICIAL 
INFORMATION WHICH REQUIRES SAFEGUARD- 
ING IN THE INTEREST OF THE SECURITY OF 
THE UNITED STATES 

PART I—GENERAL 

1. Purpose and scope: (a) The sole pur- 
pose of these regulations is to establish 
minimum standards, which are to be main- 
tained in all cases where higher standards 
are not established by appropriate authority, 
for identifying and protecting information 
the safeguarding of which is necessary in 
order to protect the security of the United 
States; and the minimum standards estab- 
lished by these regulations shall not super- 
sede any higher standards established by ap- 
propriate authority. 

(b) Nothing in these regulations shall be 
construed to replace, change, or otherwise 
be applicable with respect to any material 
or information protected against disclosure 
by any statute. 

(c) Nothing in these regulations shall be 
construed to authorize the dissemination, 
release, handling or transmission of classi- 
fied information contrary to the provisions 
of any law, Executive order, or Presidential 
directive which restricts the dissemination, 
release, handling, or transmission of such 
information. 

(d) These regulations shall apply only to 
classified security information as defined 
in paragraph 4 of part II hereof, and the 
terms “classified security information,” “se- 
curity classification,” “classify,” ‘declassify,” 
“downgrade,” “upgrade,” “appropriate clas- 
sifying 1.uthority” and “marking,” as used in 
these regulations, apply or relate only to 
official information of the United States Gov- 
ernment which requires safeguarding in 
order to protect the national security. 

2. Categories of classified security infor- 
mation: There shall be four categories of 
classified security information which, in de- 
scending order of importance to national se- 
curity, shall carry one of the following des- 
ignations: “Top secret”; “secret”; “confiden- 
tial”; and “restricted”; in addition to being 
specially identified as “security information.” 
No other classification or classifications shall 
be used to designate classified security in- 
formation. 

3. Nonsecurity information: Information, 
official or otherwise, shall not be classified 
under these regulations unless it requires 


12457 


protective safeguarding in the interest of 
the security of the United States. The use 
of any one of the four security classifica- 
tions herein prescribed, combined with the 
identification “Security Information,” shall 
be strictly limited to classified security in- 
formation. 
PART II—DEFINITIONS 


4. Classified security information: The 
term “classified security information” as used 
herein means official information the safe- 
guarding of which is necessary in the inter- 
est ef national security, and which is classi- 
fied for such purpose by appropriate classi- 
fying authority. 

5. Information: The term “information” 
as used herein means knowledge which can 
be communicated, either orally or by means 
of material. 

6. Material: The term “material” as used 
herein means any document, product, or 
substance on or in which information may 
be recorded or embodied. 

7. Document: The term “document” as 
used herein means any recorded informa- 
tion regardless of its physical form or char- 
acteristics, and includes, but is not limited 
to, the following: (1) All written material, 
whether handwritten, printed, or typed; 
(2) all painted, drawn, or engraved mate- 
rial; (3) all sound or voice recordings; (4) all 
printed photographs and exposed or printed 
film, still or motion picture; and (5) all 
reproductions of the foregoing, by what- 
ever process reproduced. 

8. Product and substance: The terms 
“product” and “substance” as used herein 
mean any item of material (other than a 
document) from which information may be 
obtained; apply to items in all stages of 
development, processing, or construction; 
and include elements, ingredients, compo- 
nents, accessories, fixtures, dies, models, 
and mock-ups associated with such items. 

9. Agency: The term “agency” as used 
herein means any department or establish- 
ment within the executive branch, includ- 
ing any Government corporation that is 
operated as an instrumentality of the Fed- 
eral Government. 

10. Unclassified information: The term 
“unclassified information” as used herein 
means information determined by the ap- 
propriate classifying authority not to re- 
quire the procedural safeguards provided by 
these regulations and therefore not included 
in one of the afore-mentioned security classi- 
fications. 

11. Cryptographic system: The term 
“cryptographic system” as used herein means 
any document, product, or method employed 
to change information from plain language 
form into coded form, or to change informa- 
tion from coded form into plain language 
form. 

12. Serial matter: The term “serial mat- 
ter” as used herein means any material to 
which a serial number is assigned and which 
is accounted for at prescribed intervals and 
upon specified occasions. 

13. Telegram: The term “telegram” as used 
herein means any document recording in- 
formation transmitted or for transmission by 
telegraph, telephone, cable, radio, or other 
electrical means of transmission. 

14. Classify: The term “classify” as used 
herein means to assign information to one 
of the four security classification categories 
after determination nas been made that the 
information requires the security protection 
provided by these regulations. 

15. Security classification: The term “se- 
curity classification” as used herein means 
the category into which information falls 
after being classified as specified in para- 
graph 2 or partI hereof. Extreme care 
should be exercised to insure that a particu- 
lar security classification is assigned only to 
such information as requires the degree of 
protection made applicable by these regula- 
tions to that classification. 
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16. Declassify: The term declassify“ as 
used herein means to remove the security 
classification. 

17. Downgrade: The term “downgrade” as 
used herein means to assign a lower security 
classification than that previously assigned. 

18. Upgrade: The term “upgrade” as used 
herein means to assign a higher security 
classification than that previously assigned. 

19. Appropriate classifying authority—(a) 
In general: The term “appropriate classify- 
ing authority” as used herein means the 
head of the originating agency and those 
whom he has authorized to classify, declas- 
sify, upgrade or downgrade information pur- 
suant to these regulations. 

(b) Material officially transferred from 
originating agency to another agency: In the 
case of information transferred by or pur- 
suant to statute or Executive order from one 
agency to another for the latter’s use and as 
part of its official files, as distinguished from 
transfers merely for purposes of storage, the 
receiving agency shall be deemed to be the 
appropriate classifying authority for all pur- 

under these regulations. 

(c) Material of defunct agency not offi- 
cially transferred to another agency: When 
any agency has in its possession, on or after 
the effective date of these regulations, any 
classified security information which is then, 
or thereafter becomes, 5 years old and it ap- 
pears (1) that such information originated 
in an agency which has since become de- 
funct and whose records, files, and other 
material have not been officially transferred 
to another agency within the meaning of 
subsection (b) above, or (2) that it is im- 
possible for the possessing agency to identify 
the originating agency, and (3) a review of 
the information indicates that it should be 
downgraded or declassified, the said possess- 
ing agency shall have power under these reg- 
ulations to declassify or downgrade such in- 
formation. If it appears probable that an- 
other agency may have a substantial interest 
in the question whether the security classi- 
fication of any particular information should 
be maintained, the possessing agency shall 
not exercise the power conferred upon it by 
this subsection until 30 days after the pos- 
sessing agency has notified such other agency 
of the nature of the information and of its 
intention to declassify or downgrade the 
same. During the 30-day period the other 
agency may, if it so desires, express its ob- 
jections to declassifying or downgrading the 
particular information, but the power to 
make the ultimate decision shall reside in 
the possessing agency. 

20, Marking: The term “marking” as used 
herein means the physical act of indicating 
on classified security information the as- 
signed classification or change therein. 

21. Record material: The term “record 
material” as used herein means all books, 
papers, maps, photographs, or other docu- 
mentary materials, regardless of physical 
form or characteristics, made or received by 
an agency of the United States Government 
in connection with the transaction of pub- 
lic business and preserved or appropriated 
for preservation by that agency or its legiti- 
mate successor as evidence of the organiza- 
tion, functions, policies, operations, deci- 
sions, procedures, or other activities of any 
agency of the Government, or because of the 
informational value of the data contained 
therein. 

22. Nonrecord material: The term “non- 
record material” as used herein means extra 
copies and duplicates the use for which is 
essentially temporary, including shorthand 
notes, used carbon paper, preliminary drafts, 
and other material of similar nature. 


PART IlI—RESPONSIBILITIES 

23. All personnel in the executive branch: 
(a) The responsibility for the protection, 
pursuant to these regulations, of classified 
security information shall rest upon each 
individual in the executive branch of the 
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Government having such information or 
knowledge thereof, no matter how that in- 
formation or knowledge was obtained. 

(b) Each individual in the executive 
branch shall be directly responsible for fa- 
miliarizing himself with and adhering to all 
regulations applicable to him which are is- 
sued for the protection of classified security 
information. 

24. Authority for heads of agencies to dele- 
gate: The ultimate responsibility for the 
safeguarding of classified security informa- 
tion within an agency shall remain with and 
rest upon the head of the agency, but the 
head of an agency may delegate the per- 
formance of any or all of the functions 
charged to him herein including: 

(a) The issuance of such additional in- 
structions on the safeguarding of classified 
security information as requirements of his 
agency may dictate; 

(b) Maintenance of the security of his 
pe ac 6 ar messenger-courier systems for 

ion of classified security informa- 
tion; 

(c) Authorization of appropriate officials 
within his agency to assign information to 
the proper security classification under 
these regulations. Authorizations to classify 
security information as “top secret” or “se- 
cret” shall be held to the minimum neces- 
sary for the performance of required activi- 
ties, and shall be maintained at a high level 
within the agency. The authorizations to 
classify security information as “top se- 
cret” shall be substantially more limited in 
number than those for “secret” and shall be 
restricted to those officials whose functional 
requirements are such that they must have 
that authority. 

(d) Designation of those authorized to re- 
ceive “top secret” security information; 

(e) Designation of officials responsible for 
“top-secret” security information control; 

(f) Designation of individuals responsible 
for the security programs in the various or- 
ganizational units of the agency; 

(g) Appropriate investigation and clear- 
ance of personnel who are to have access to 
classified security information; 

(h) Maintenance within his agency of a 
continuing review of the use of security 
classifications to insure uniform and proper 
application; 

(i) Establishment of procedures govern- 
ing dissemination of classified security infor- 
mation outside his agency; 

(j) Establishment of procedures governing 
changes in security classification and the de- 
struction of classified security information; 

(k) Thorough indoctrination of all indi- 
viduals of his agency in security regulations 
and procedures; and 

(1) Issuance of additional instructions per- 
taining to communications security, serial 
matter, restricted data (as hereinafter used), 
and other subjects requiring additional reg- 
ulations. 


PART IV—-RULES GOVERNING SECURITY CLASSIFICA- 
TION, UPGRADING, DOWNGRADING, AND DECLAS- 
SIFICATION 


25. General classification principles—(a) 
Uniformity of application of classification: 
Uniformity of application of classification 
shall be a requirement for the proper safe- 
guarding of classified security information, 
In accordance with paragraphs 2 and 3 of part 
I hereof, and in order to preserve the integ- 
rity of the security classifications top secret,“ 
“secret,” “confidential,” and “restricted,” 
when combined with the identification “se- 
curity information,” these classifications 
shall be used only for the purpose of iden- 
tifying information which must be safe- 
guarded to protect the national security. 

(b) Use of lowest consistent classification: 
To avoid overclassification and depreciation 
of the importance of properly classified secu- 
rity information and to avoid unnecessary 
delay in the handling and transmission of 
documents and other material, security in- 
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formation shall be assigned the lowest secu- 
rity classification consistent with its proper 
protection. Use of the classification top 
secret,” combined with the identification 
“security information,” shall be held at an 
absolute minimum. Such classification shall 
be given only to information which plainly 
requires the highest degree of protection in 
the interest of national security. The major 
criterion for the assignment of this classifi- 
cation shall be recognition of the fact that 
unauthorized disclosure of information so 
classified would or could cause exceptionally 
grave danger to the national security. The 
classification “secret,” combined with the 
identification “security information” shall be 
given only to information which requires ex- 
traordinary protection in the interest of na- 
tional security. The classification confiden- 
tial” combined with the identification secu- 
rity information” shall be given to such in- 
formation as requires careful protection in 
order to prevent disclosures which might 
harm national security. The classification 
“restricted” combined with the identification 
“security information” shall be applied to 
information having such bearing upon na- 
tional security as to require protection 
against unauthorized use or disclosure, par- 
ticularly information which should be lim- 
ited to official use. 

(c) Special statutory use of term “Re- 
stricted data“: The term “Restricted” as 
used herein shall not be confused with the 
term “Restricted data,” defined in the 
Atomic Energy Act of August 1, 1946 (60 
Stat. 766, c. 724, sec. 10 (b) (1); 42 U. S. C. 
sec. 1810 (b) (1)) as follows: 

“The term ‘Restricted data’ as used in this 
section means all data concerning the manu- 
facture or utilization of atomic weapons, the 
production of fissionable material, or the use 
of fissionable material in the production of 
power, but shall not include any data which 
the Commission from time to time deter- 
mines may be published without adversely 
affecting the common defense and security.” 

Nothing in these regulations shall be con- 
strued to authorize the classification, down- 
grading or declassification of “Restricted 
data,” except by the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission in conformity with the provisions of 
the Atomic Energy Act. 

26. Special classification rules — (a). 
Change in classification of information. No 
change shall be made in the assigned classi- 
fication of security information without the 
consent of the appropriate classifying au- 
thority; extracts from or paraphrases of 
classified documents shall likewise be main- 
tained in the assigned security classification 
unless the consent of the appropriate classi- 
fying authority to downgrade or declassify 
such extract or paraphrase is secured, or un- 
less the agency making such extracts knows 
positively that they bear a security classifi- 
cation lower than that of the document from 
which extracted, or that they are not classi- 
fied. i 

(b) Classified telegrams shall not be re- 
ferred to, extracted from, paraphrased, 
downgraded, declassified, or disseminated 
except in accordance with special regulations 
issued by the head of the originating agency. 

Classified telegrams transmitted over cryp- 
tographic systems shall be handled in ac- 
cordance with the regulations of the trans- 
mitting agency. 

(c) Information originated by a foreign 
government. Information of a classified na- 
ture originated by a foreign government and 
furnished to the United States by that gov- 
ernment shall be assigned a security classifi- 
cation which will assure a degree of protec- 
tion equivalent to or greater than that re- 
quired by the originating government. 

(d) Documents in general. Documents 
shall be classified according to their own 
content and not necessarily according to their 
relationship to other documents. References 
to classified material which do not reveal 
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classified security information shall not be 
classified. 

(e) Physically connected documents. The 
classification of a file or group of physically 
connected documents shall be at least as 
high as that of the most highly classified 
document therein. Documents separated 
from the file or group shall be handled in 
accordance with their individual security 
classification. 

(f) Multiple classification: A document, 
product, or substance shall bear a classifica- 
tion at least as high as that of its highest 
classified components. The document, prod- 
uct, or substance shall bear only one over- 
all security classification, notwithstanding 
that pages, paragraphs, sections, or compo- 
nents may bear different classifications. 

(g) A letter transmitting security infor- 
mation shall be classified at least as high as 
its highest classified enclosure. 

27. Upgrading: (a) When information is 
upgraded, the appropriate classifying author- 
ity shall, so far as possible, notify all ad- 
dressees to whom the information was orig- 
inally transmitted. 

(b) If the recipient of infor dation believes 
that its assigned classification is not suffi- 
ciently protective, he shall safeguard it in 
accordance with the clessification he deems 
appropriate and shall bring his reasons for 
such belief to the attention of the appro- 
priate classifying authority with a request 
for upgrading. 

28. Downgrading and declassification—(a) 
Automatic: Wherever practicable, the classi- 
fying official shall place a notation on classi- 
fied material, except telegrams, that after a 
specified event or date, or upon removal of 
classified enclosures, the material will be 
downgraded or declassified. 

(b) Nonautomatic: The appropriate clas- 
sifying authority may downgrade or declas- 
sify security information when circumstances 
no longer warrant its retention in its orig- 
inal classification. When such information 
is downgraded or declassified the custodian 
of the record material, in the case of a docu- 
ment, or the custodian of the products or 
substances shall be so informed; and, when 
practicable, the other recipients of the mate- 
rial shall be similarly advised. 

(c) Review of assigned classifications: It 
shall be the responsibility and obligation of 
every Government official to keep classified 
security information in his custody con- 
stantly under review, and to initiate action 
toward downgrading or declassification as 
soon as conditions warrant, 


PART V—DISSEMINATION OF CLASSIFIED SECURITY 
INFORMATION 

29, General: (a) No person shall be en- 
titled to knowledge or possession of, or access 
to, classified security information solely by 
virtue of his office or position. 

(b) Classified security information shall 
no’ be discussed with or in the presence of 
unauthorized persons, and the latter shall 
not be permitted to inspect or have access 
to such information. 

(c) The head of each agency shall estab- 
lish a system for controlling the dissemina- 
tion of classified security information ade- 
quate to the needs of his agency. 

30. Limitations on dissemination— (a) 
Within the executive branch: The dissemi- 
nation of classified security information shall 
be limited to persons whose official duties 
require knowledge of such information. Spe- 
cial measures shall be employed to limit the 
dissemination of “top secret” security in- 
formation to the absolute minimum. Only 
that portion of “top secret” security infor- 
mation necessary to the proper planning and 
appropriate action of any organizational unit 
or individual shall be released to such unit 
or individual. 

(b) Outside the executive branch: Classi- 
fied security information shall not be dis- 
seminated outside the executive branch by 
any person or agency having access thereto 
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or knowledge thereof except under conditions 
and through channels authorized by the head 
of the disseminating agency, even though 
such person or agency may have been solely 
or partly responsible for its production. 

(c) Information originating in another 
agency: Except as otherwise provided by 
section 102 of the National Security Act of 
July 26, 1947 (ch. 343, 61 Stat. 498, as 
amended, 50 U. S. C. sec. 403), classified 
security information originating in another 
agency shall not be disseminated outside the 
receiving agency without the consent of the 
originating agency. Documents and ma- 
terial containing security information which 
are classified “top secret” and “secret” shall 
not be reproduced without the consent of 
the originating agency. 

(d) Telephone conversations: Classified 
security information shall not be revealed 
over the telephone, except that the head of 
an agency may permit the practice of so dis- 
cussing security information classified as 
“restricted” which originated within his own 
agency. 

31. Loss or subjection to compromise: Any 
person in the executive branch who has 
knowledge of the loss or possible subjection 
to compromise of classified security informa- 
tion shall promptly report the circumstances 
to a designated official of his agency, and the 
latter shall take appropriate action forth- 
with, including advice to the originating 
office or agency. 


PART VI—RULES GOVERNING HANDLING OF 
CLASSIFIED SECURITY INFORMATION (INCLUD- 
ING MARKING, TRANSMISSION, STORAGE, AND 
DESTRUCTION) 


32. Marking: After determination of the 
classification to be assigned thereto, classified 
security information shall be marked in ac- 
cordance with the procedures herein set 
forth. In order to identify classified security 
information and to distinguish it from non- 
security information, classified security ma- 
terial must always be clearly identified with 
the words “security information.” 

(a) Documents—(1) Bound documents: 
The assigned security classification on bound 
documents, such as books or pamphlets, the 
pages of which are permanently and securely 
fastened together, shall be conspicuously 
marked or stamped on the outside of the 
front cover, on the title page, on the first 
page, on the back page and on the outside 
of the back cover. In each case the marking 
shall be applied to the top and bottom of the 
page or cover. 

(2) Unbound documents: The assigned 
security classification on unbound docu- 
ments, such as letters, memoranda, reports, 
telegrams, and other similar documents, the 
pages of which are not permanently and 
securely fastened together, shall be conspicu- 
ously marked or stamped at the top and bot- 
tom of each page, in such manner that the 
marking will be clearly visible when the 
pages are clipped or stapled together. 

(3) Charts, maps, and drawings. Classi- 
fied charts, maps, and drawings shall carry 
the security classification marking under the 
legend, title block, or scale in such manner 
that it will be reproduced on all copies made 
therefrom, Such classification shall also be 
marked at the top and bottom in each 
instance. 

(4) Photographs, films, and recordings: 
Classified photographs, films, and recordings, 
and their containers, shall be conspicuously 
and appropriately marked with the assigned 
security classification. 

(b) Products or substances: The assigned 
security classification shall be conspicuously 


marked on classified products or substances, 


if possible; on their containers, if possible; 
or, if the article or container cannot be 
marked, written notification of such classifi- 
cation shall be furnished to recipients 
thereof. 

(c) Additional markings—(1) Material 
furnished persons not in the executive 
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branch of the Government: When classified 
security information affecting the national 
defense is furnished authorized persons, in 
or out of Federal service, other than those in 
the executive branch, the following nota- 
tion, in addition to the assigned classifica- 
tion marking, shall whenever practicable be 
placed on the material, on its container, or 
on the written notification of its assigned 
Classification: 

“This material contains information affect- 
ing the national defense of the United 
States within the meaning of the espionage 
laws (title 18, U. S. C., secs. 793 and 794), the 
transmission or revelation of which in any 
manner to and unauthorized person is pro- 
hibited by law.” 

Use of alternative marking concerning 
“restricted data” as defined hy the Atomic 
Energy Act is authorized when appropriate. 

33. Transmission—a. Preparation of classi- 
fied security information for transmission— 
(1) Outside an agency—(a) Top secret secu- 
rity information and secret security informa- 
tion: 1. Top secret security information and 
secret security information shall be enclosed 
in opaque inner and outer covers. 

2. The inner cover shall be a sealed wrap- 
per or envelope plainly marked with the 
assigned security classification and address. 

3. The outer cover shall be sealed and ad- 
dressed with no indication of the security 
Classification. 

4. There shall be attached to or enclosed 
in the inner cover a receipt form containing 
no classified security information but identi- 
fying the addresser, addressee and the doc- 
ument; such receipt will be signed by the 
proper recipient and returned to the sendor. 

5. Written material shall be protected 
from direct contact with the inner cover 
by a cover sheet or by folding inward. 

(b) Confidential security information. 
1. Confidential security information shall 
be prepared for transmission in the same 
manner as that indicated for top-secret se- 
curity information and secret security infor- 
mation, except that it shall be covered by a 
receipt only when the sendor deems it nec- 
essary. 

(c) Restricted security information. 1. 
Restricted security information shall be 
transmitted in a sealed wrapper or envelope 
without any indication of the security classi- 
fication of the contents shown thereon. 

2. No receipt shall be required for re- 
stricted security information. 

(2) Within an agency. Preparation of 
classified security informaton for transmis- 
sion within an agency shall be governed by 
regulations, issued by the head of the agency, 
insuring a degree of security equivalent to 
that outlined above for transmission out- 
side an agency. 

b. Transmission of classified security in- 
formation—(1) Top-secret security infor- 
mation. (a) The head of each agency shall 
designate top-secret control officers to re- 
ceive, maintan registers of, and dispatch all 
top-secret security information. 

(b) The transmission of top-secret secu- 
rity information shall be effected (1) pref- 
erably by direct contact of officials concerned, 
or alternatively by specifically designated 
personnel, by State Department diplomatic 
pouch, by a messenger-courier system espe- 
cially created for that purpose, or by elec- 
tric means in encrypted form; or (2) in the 
case of information transmitted by the Fed- 
eral Bureau of Investigation, such means 
of transmission may be used as are cur- 
rently approved by the director, Federal Bu- 
reau of Investigation, unless express reser- 
vation to the contrary is made in exceptional 
cases by the originating agency. 

(2) Secret security information shall be 
transmitted within the continental United 
States by one of the means established for 
top-secret security information, by an au- 
thorized courier, by United States registered 
mail, or by protected commercial express, 
air or surface. Secret-security information 
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may be transmitted outside the continental 
limits of the United States by one of the 
means established for top-secret security in- 
formation, by commanders or masters of ves- 
sels of United States registry, or by United 
States Post Office registered mail through 
Army, Navy, or Air Force postal facilities, 
provided that the material does not at any 
time pass out of United States Governinent 
control and does not pass through a foreign 
postal system. Secret-security information 
may, however, be transmitted between 
United States Government and/or Canadian 
Government installations in continental 
United States, Canada, and Alaska by United 
States and Canadian registered mail with reg- 
istered mail receipt. 

(3) Confidential-security information shall 
be transmitted within the United States by 
one of the means established for higher clas- 
sifications, by ordinary mail, or by express 
or freight under such specific conditions as 
may be prescribed by the head of the de- 
partment or agency concerned. Outside the 
continental United States, confidential-se- 
curity information shall be transmitted in 
the same manner as authorized for higher 
security classifications. 

(4) “Restricted” security information 
shall be transmitted within the continental 
United States by any means authorized for 
higher security classifications, or by ex- 
press or freight. Restricted“ security in- 
formation shall be transmitted outside the 
continental United States by one of the 
means established for higher security classi- 
fications, but registration of “restricted” 
security information shall not be required 
when it is transmitted by Army, Navy, or Air 
Force postal channels. 

34. Physical security—a. Storage facilities. 
Classified security information not in actual 
use by, or under direct observation of, an 
authorized person located in the same room 
shall be stored as set forth below: 

(1) “Top secret” security information 
shall be stored in the most secure facilities 
available. Normally it will be stored in a 
safe, a steel file cabinet, or other steel con- 
tainer having a three position dial-type com- 
bination lock and being of such weight, size, 
construction, or installation as to minimize 
possibility of physical theft or damage by 
fire or tampering. In lieu of such a con- 
tainer, the material may be stored in a se- 
cure room or vault approved for such use by 
the head of the agency and kept securely 
locked when not in use. Such approval 
shall not be construed to relieve the cus- 
todian of any responsibility for the safety 
of the classified security information. If 
the foregoing safeguards are not available, 
material so classified shall be kept under 
surveillance of an armed guard when not in 


use. 

(2) “Secret” and “confidential” security 
information shall be stored in a manner 
authorized for “top secret” security infor- 
mation, or in metal file cabinets equipped 
with a steel lockbar and an approved three 
combination dial-type padlock from which 
the manufacturer's identification numbers 
have been obliterated, or in comparably se- 
cure facilities approved by the head of the 


agency. 

(3) “Restricted” security information 
may be stored in a manner authorized for 
higher categories of classified security in- 
formation, but ordinarily shall be stored in 
a container equipped with a reasonably se- 
cure locking device, or in any other storage 
facility of comparable security approved by 
the head of the agency. 

b. Inspections. (1) It shall be the re- 
sponsibility of the individual charged with 
the custody of classified security informa- 
tion to accomplish the necessary inspections 
within his area to insure that all procedural 
safeguards prescribed by these regulations 
are taken to protect such information at all 
times. 
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(2) In each agency individuals shall be 
designated to make inspections on & room 
or area basis to insure that all classified se- 
curity information has been properly and 
safely stored. 

o. Safe combinations. (1) Safe combina- 
tions shall be changed at least once a year; 
whenever a person knowing the combina- 
tion is transferred from the office to which 
the safe is assigned; when a safe is first 
brought into an office; when the combina- 
tion has been subjected to compromise; and 
at such other times as is deemed necessary. 

(2) Knowledge of combinations shall be 
limited to the minimum necessary for oper- 
ating purposes. 

(3) Safe combinations shall be given a 
security classification equivalent to that of 
the most highly classified security informa- 
tion authorized by these regulations to be 
contained in the safe. 

35. Destruction of classified security infor- 
mation—(a) Types of material which may be 
destroyed: (1) Record material may be de- 
stroyed only in accordance with the act of 
July 7, 1943 (ch. 192, 57 Stat. 380, as amend- 
ed, 44 U. S. C., sec. 366-380). 

(2) Nonrecord material may be destroyed 
as soon as it has served its purpose. 

(b) Methods of destruction: Classified rec- 
ord material, the destruction of which has 
been authorized, and classified nonrecord 
material shall be destroyed by the following 
methods under procedures established by the 
head of the agency: 

(1) “Top secret,” “secret,” and “confiden- 
tial” security documents shall be destroyed 
by burning; products and substances by an 
equally complete method of destruction; in 
each case in the presence of an appropriate 
official. The head of an agency may author- 
ize destruction of documents other than by 
burning, provided the resulting destruction 
is equally complete. 

(2) “Restricted” security information 
shall be destroyed by burning, shredding, or 
reduction to pulp, or an equally complete 
method of destruction. 

(c) Records of destruction. Appropriate 
records of destruction of material classified 
“top secret” and “secret” combined with the 
identification “security information,” shall 
be maintained in accordance with procedures 
established by the head of the agency. 


PART VII—INTERPRETATION OF REGULATIONS BY 
THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

36. The Attorney General, upon request of 
the head of a department or agency or his 
duly designated representative, shall per- 
sonally or through authorized representa- 
tives of the Department of Justice render an 
interpretation of these regulations in con- 
nection with any problems arising out of 
their administration. 


FREEDOM or SPEECH 


The American heritage of freedom is a 
product of vigorous, uncontrolled public dis- 
cussion. Within the framework of laws 
which safeguard the rights of individuals, it 
has been the historic privilege and the sacred 
duty of Americans to criticize our Govern- 
ment. This power, in the hands of a free 
people, has prevented the accumulation of 
evil in government. The open forum of pub- 
lic debate has been, and will ever be, the 
greatest enemy of tyranny. 

We are in the midst of a war. The emo- 
tional tensions caused by this conflict tend to 
restrain people from making objective criti- 
cisms of their government. 

Partisan politicians tend to attribute all 
fault-finding to depravity of disloyalty. 

Freedom of speech means freedom of speech 
for all. It means freedom of speech for those 
who agree with the party in power. It means 
freedom of speech for people who disagree 
with those who hold the reins of government. 
The defects in government are usually ex- 
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posed by those who are critical. No single 
group of Americans has a monopoly on ideas 
or patriotism. 

Any attempt to restrain the inherent right 
of an American to criticize his government 
must be resisted by all freedom-loving 


persons. 

There is evidence that some persons and 
groups in authority in our Government are 
unable to tolerate criticism. This is mani- 
fested by the smear tactics and propaganda 
techniques now being used to silence any 
opposition. 

There is evidence that no man can criticize 
our Government today and escape intemper- 
ate reprisals. 

This is an alarming situation. 
not be ignored. 

We, therefore, the undersigned, Members 
of the United States Senate, pledge to the 
American people that we shall fight to guar- 
antee that, in the difficult days ahead, no 
man’s voice will be silenced. 

We shall vigorously resist any attempt to 
conceal facts from the American people. 

We shall defend, to the utmost, the fun- 
damental right of free, unlimited discussion 
of controversial questions of government, 

We shall rally to the defense of any person 
against whom reprisals are directed as a re- 
sult of the exercise of his constitutional right 
of freedom of speech. 

The issue involved is paramount. The voice 
of the people must be heard. 

STYLES BRIDGES, HERMAN WELKER, JOHN 
W. Bricker, Harry P. CAIN, ANDREW F. 
ScHOEPPEL, BOURKE B. HICKENLOOPER, 
WILLIAM F. KNOwWLAND, EDWARD MARTIN, 
Kart E. MUNDT, HOMER FERGUSON, 
WILLIAM E. JENNER, ARTHUR V. War- 
KINS, RALPH E. FLANDERS, JOHN M. 
Butter, Joe McCartHy, HENRY O. 
DworsHak, JAMES P. Kem, WALLACE F, 
BENNETT, Everett M. DIRKSEN, OWEN 
BREWSTER, ALEXANDER WILEY, FRANK 
CARLSON, Homer E, CAPEHART, MILTON 
E. Younc, Prancis E, Case, ROBERT A. 
TAFT, LEVERETT SALTONSTALL, RICHARD 
M. NIXON, ZALES N. ECTON. 


AMENDMENT OF DEFENSE PRODUCTION 
ACT OF 1950 


Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, on 
the assunption that the Senate would 
take up today Senate bill 2170, I pre- 
pared a stateme. t on that bill, and fur- 
nished copies to the press to release for 
afternoon newspapers today. Since 
there is some uncertainty as to how long 
the debate will continue on the confer- 
ence report and on another bill which 
was to be taken up ahead of Senate bill 
2170, I ask unanimous consent that my 
statement be published in the RECORD 
at this point as a part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorpb, as follows: 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR ROBERTSON 


The bill now under consideration, S. 2170, 
is a necessgry part of our inflation control 
program because it deals with the question 
c? whether any increase in costs resulting 
from our defense effort shall be absorbed 
by producers or all shall be passed on to 
consumers. 

The answer to that question which is en- 
dorsed by 9 out of 13 members of the Senate 
Banking and Currency Committee is neces- 
sarily disappointing to many people. It does 
not satisfy producers of goods and suppliers 
of services who want to do business as usual 
during this emergency period and, in so 
doing, obtain the last dollar of profit that 
the competitive situation will allow. Neither 
does it satisfy those individuals who want 
their personal incomes increased while they 
continue to buy at the same price from sell- 
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ers who have absorbed higher labor and 
other costs. 

Looking at our bill from another stand- 
point, it will not satisfy businessmen who 
distrust bureaucrats and are unwilling to 
allow them to exercise any judgment or dis- 
cretion in administering a complicated law 
and it will not please those who do not be- 
lieve in any economic controls and would 
like to see the Defense Production Act 
proved unworkable so that it will be re- 
pealed. Nor will it satisfy those Federal 
employees who want wide discretion because 
it makes their job easier, or their oppor- 
tunities to promote socialistic theories 
greater. 

In short, our bill is a compromise, not 
calculated to entirely please anyone who is 
looking at the problems of inflation from 
a selfish standpoint. It is intended to come 
as close as we can to a middle ground that 
is equally fair to the various groups whose 
interests necessarily are conflicting. 

Our hope is that when S. 2170 is under- 
stood it will be accepted by that great ma- 
jority of the American people which puts the 
welfare of our Nation above personal con- 
siderations and that the industrialists who 
feel it will give them less than they should 
have will accept its limitations as a small 
tozen sacrifice showing their appreciation 
of the greater sacrifices being made by our 
young men every day in Korea. > 

I shall attempt to point out, rather briefly, 
how this bill would accomplish its compro- 
mise mission but before doing so, I want 
to discuss in a broader way the problem of 
inflation which has made the Defense Pro- 
duction Act of 1950 and the various amend- 
ments to it necessary. 

Nothing is more distasteful to me than 
economic regimentation because political 
and economic freedom are root and branch 
of the same tree. In the past I have spoken 
at some length on this floor, outlining my 
beliaf in the sacredness of a man’s right to 
possess property and to use it for his own 
profit, so long as he does not invade the 
rights of his neighbor. I also have spoken 
at some length on the necessity of preserv- 
ing free competitive enterprise and of guard- 
ing those bulwarks against governmental en- 
croachment which were cemented with the 
blood of the founders of our Nation. 

My part in framing the original Defense 
Production Act and my present efforts to 
make it more workable do not represent any 
departure from those viewpoints but simply 
indicate my belief that we are living in a 
perilous time which calls for unusual meas- 
ures to protect the things we cherish. If a 
plaster cast is necessary to heal a sprained 
financial back, it will pay us to wear it. 

For a long-range peace program I would 
put more dependence upon reaching the 
hearts of hostile men with an idea rather 
than a bullet. Yet, I am convinced of the 
present necessity for an adequate defense 
program to meet the communistic threat of 
world domination by force. I know that this 
defense program is a costly one not only in 
terms of money but in terms of men and 
physical resources. Its fulfillment carries 
with it a continuing threat of severe in- 
flationary developments. If further inflation 
is not stoutly resisted it will impair our 
„capacity to produce and ultimately to de- 
fend ourselves. It has already worked serious 
hardship and inequities on those living on 
pensions and other fixed incomes. The 
threat to our democratic institutions by com- 
munistic force is serious. Uncontrolled in- 
flation could be worse. 

We watched the growing cleavage during 
postwar years between the free democratic 
countries and the Communist countries clus- 
tering around Russia and 15 months ago the 
true nature of the Communist danger was 
demonstrated to us by the invasion of South 
Korea. This happened at a time when our 
national output and employment were at 
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record peacetime levels, capacity of many 
key industries was being fully utilized, credit 
was expanding, and prices were moving up- 
ward 


The United Nations’ decision to repel in- 
vasion and the urgent necessity for build- 
ing up our defenses unleashed a sequence of 
highly inflationary developments. Increased 
outlays at first were largely by private indi- 
viduals and corporations, although some of 
this spending was closely related to the ac- 
cumulation of stocks for defense production. 
While the administration was hesitating 
about applying anti-inflation measures 
which the Congress authorized in the fall of 
1950 prices continued to rise with the result 
that from June 1950, to the end of January 
1951, there was a 44-percent increase in the 
Ievel for basic commodities, 16 percent for 
wholesale prices generally, and 7 percent for 
consumer prices. Meanwhile the labor sup- 
ply was tightened, wages and incomes rose, 
and the inflationary spiral was well under 
way. 

Businessmen and consumers financed their 
increased purchases not only out of rising 
current income but out of an unprecedented 
volume of borrowing from banks and other 
lenders and by the use of past savings. As 
the need for fiscal and credit restraints as 
part of a coordinated program to check the 
forces of inflation became obvious, the Fed- 
eral Reserve Board began to use the powers 
given to it by the Congress. 

Credit restraints were applied to check 
consumer installment credit, real-estate 
credit, and stock-market credit. The Fed- 
eral Reserve discount rate was raised, reserve 
requirements of banks were increased, and a 
more flexible policy was adopted in support- 
ing the market for Government bonds. 
Major lending groups also cooperated with 
the Board in a voluntary program to curtail 
lending for nonessential purposes. 

The effectiveness of these efforts is demon- 
strated by the fact that the rise in consumer 
installment and stock-market credit has been 
checked and the increase of home-mortgage 
credit has been slowed down. Bank loans to 
business, which expanded nearly $7,000,000,- 
000 in the 9 months ending last March, have 
risen less than #1,000,000,000 since that time 
and are running below the rate for the cor- 
responding period last year. 

Inflationary pressures also have been re- 
lieved by tax increases which have reduced 
the amount of money available for nonde- 
fense spending and at the same time have 
reduced the need for Government borrowing, 
which is inflationary. 

Direct controls over prices, wages, and use 
of materials are at best a crutch to help us 
get along until more fundamental remedies 
can be applied, because they do not get at 
the basic cause of inflation, which is too 
many dollars chasing too few goods. The 
fiscal controls and, taxation which I have 
mentioned made more manageable the prob- 
lems of those responsible for applying direct 
controls. In spite of delay and a good deal 
of fumbling in their application, the direct 
controls have checked gouging and exercised 
a psychological restraint on panic buying. 

Prices of basic materials are now well be- 
low their earlier speculative peaks. Whole- 
sale prices generally are moderately lower, 
and consumer prices have shown little 
change since this spring, although they are 
now 9 percent above the level of June 1950. 
There has been a slackening of consumer 
buying, which reached extraordinary levels 
last year, and personal savings recently have 
been at the highest level since the end of 
World War II. Liquid savings in the form 
of time deposits and savings and loan shares 
also have increased, and increased produc- 
tion has aided the readjustment to defense 
production, 

From the first to the third quarters of this 
year private outlays have declined about 
$6,500,000,000 on an annual-rate basis while 
public outlays have risen by $14,500,000,000, 
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This record is encouraging, but it should 
not lull us into a sense of false security 
regarding int ation, because the real test of 
our conversion from a normal peacetime to 
a limited wartime economy is still to be 
met. 

Delivery of military goods is just getting 
under way. It is estimated that $5,000,- 
000,000 of military goods were delivered dur- 
ing the July-September quarter of this year, 
which is a third greater than the preceding 
quarter and four times the rate a year ago. 
The peak of deliveries is expected to be 
reached during the second half of next year, 
by which time it is predicted the rate will 
be around $4,000,000,000 a month. 

National-security expenditures, including 
foreign aid, are currently running over 
$40,000,000,000, annual rate, and are expected 
to rise by another $25,000,000,000 by the third 
quarter of next year and to increase further 
thereafter. A rise of $25,000,000,000 during 
the next year would be equal to almost 8 
percent of the current total national output. 

There will be an unprecedented business 
demand for plant and equipment, a great 
part of which will be essential to the defense 
effort and spending for this purpose in the 
fourth quarter of this year is likely to amount 
to $27,000,000,000 on an annual-rate basis, 
which is $8,000,000,000 more than the previ- 
ous peak postwar rate attained in 1948. 

A 6-percent increase in our over-all output 
of goods and services is considered close 
to the maximum possible for our economy 
under favorable conditions, but this would 
yield only $20,000,000,000 of additional goods 
and services at present prices as compared 
with 825.000, 000, 000 that our program de- 
mands. The resulting shortage of available 
goods will be inflationary, because there will 
be an increase of dollars chasing a decreasing 
supply of consumer goods. 

Another inflationary factor is that Govern- 
ment revenues at existing levels of taxation 
are now running behind expenditures. The 
budgetary surplus of the past fiscal year 
was achieved through taxation and the 
greatly increased national income but de- 
fense expenditures lagged during that period 
and it seems inevitable that in the next year 
the Federal deficit will mount again. Pres- 
ent estimates of the deficit by next June 
range from $8,000,000,000 to $20,000,000,000, 
depending, of course, upon how the Military 
Establishment can actually spend as distin- 
guished from obligate. 

All of this adds up to a requirement that 
we continue to use every weapon at our 
command to fight inflation. That means 
continuing fiscal and credit controls, reduc- 
tion of nondefense spending by the Govern- 
ment, continuing high taxes, and a program 
of direct controls that can be fairly and 
effectively administered. 

With so many billions being spent for 
planes and guns, vast amounts of labor and 
materials are being diverted from production 
of consumer goods and somebody must get 
along with less. A real sacrifice already has 
been made by people with fixed incomes or 
dependent on savings while other segments 
of the population have been able to take care 
of themselves by passing on inflationary cost 
increases. 

When the Banking and Currency Com- 
mittee held hearings this year because of 
complaints that the Defense Production Act 
of 1950 was not working satisfactorily, we 
heard testimony that some price ceilings had 
been fixed which ignored necessary and un- 
avoidable costs that had been incurred since 
the Korean war started. There also was 
evidence that a future general price-roll- 
back program was in preparation and repre- 
sentatives of industry contended this would 
be ruinous to many businessmen and that 
our economy generally was suffering because 
of the uncertainty as to future price roll- 
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The House and Senate took different ap- 
proaches to the question of prohibiting or 
limiting roll-backs and in an effort to recon- 
cile their differences the conferees adopted 
what is now called the Capehart amendment, 
the practical application of which wouid 
have required individual pricing for each 
item produced by a unit of industry and 
fixing of new price ceilings to include all 
costs, direct and indirect, up to July 1, 1951. 

Mr. Charles E. Wilson, Mr. Eric Johnston, 
and Mr. Mike DiSalle appeared before the 
Senate committee and testified that the 
Capehart amendment was unworkable and 
the over-all effect would be to increase 
rather than. to curb future price increases. 
They asked its repeal. 

I did not agree with what appeared to 
be the policy of OPS to require a maximum 
of absorption which would leave some pro- 
ducers and processors without any margin 
of profit. Therefore, I asked Mr. Wilson to 
submit an amendment that would carry out 
the intent of the Capehart amendment that 
industry should be allowed a fair and rea- 
sonable profit based upon recognition of 
necessary and unavoidable costs incurred 
since ceiling prices were fixed. 

S. 2092, introduced by Chairman MAYBANK, 
embodied the recommendations submitted 
by Mr. Wilson and, as chairman of a sub- 
committee, I conducted hearings on that 
bill at which witnesses for consumer groups 
advocated outright repeal of the Capehart 
amendment and witnesses of industry asked 
for its retention without change. S. 2092 
did not go far enough to suit one group 
and went too far to suit the other but vari- 
ous witnesses made certain suggestions for 
alterations in this bill if it was the best 
compromise they could get. ý 

At the conclusion of those hearings our 
committee recommended to the full commit- 
tee that S. 2092 be amended to include in- 
dustrial services and to include a full al- 
lowance for all labor, materials, and trans- 
portation and a reasonable allowance for 
all elements of costs commonly referred to 
as overhead. We also recommended that 
the same formula be applied in the con- 
sideration of individual applications for re- 
lief from financial hardship. 

By a vote of 9 to 4 the full committee 
approved the recommendation of the sub- 
committee and subsequently that recom- 
mendation was embodied in the pending 
bill, S. 2170, which was introduced by Sena. 
tor MAYBANK. 

S. 2170 represents a workable compromise 
between the points of view of two groups. 
One would force OPS to permit every in- 
dividual manufacturer and processor to pass 
on to the consumer every bit of his individ- 
ual cost increases from before Korea to 
July 26, regardless of how high his prices 
are and how much those prices may be push- 
ing net profits above a fair and reasonable 
level. The other group would give OPS very 
broad discretion in requiring absorption of 
increased costs. 

| This bill protects industry against any 
drastic future rollbacks of prices. It pro- 
tects every individual producer against fi- 
nancial hardship, whether from rollbacks 
or existing price ceilings. In the fixing of 
future price ceilings it permits a considera- 
tion of increased material costs as well as 
increased labor costs, a provision not only 
fair to manufacturers and processors but 
absolutely essential for the protection of 
farmers on those farm items now selling 
much below parity. It draws no arbitrary 
distinction between manufacturers and pro- 
ducers who have relatively small labor costs 
and high material costs and those who have 
high labor costs and small material costs, 
At the same time it removes the unworka- 
ble features of the Capehart amendment 
and allows the OPS to go forward with its 
manufacturers’ ceiling program, subject to 
reasonable limitations. 
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Mr. Wilson still would prefer outright re- 
peal of the Capehart amendment and if he 
were capable of personally handling the pro- 
gram instead of delegating the operation to 
others in whom businessmen do not have 
the same confidence, I believe there would 
be no serious objection to giving him the 
broad discretion which he desires. But dele- 
gation of these broad powers to numerous 
subordinates is inevitable. e 

Since he realizes that the Congress will 
not repeal the Capehart amendment, how- 
ever, Mr. Wilson has indicated his willing- 
ness to give our committee proposal a fair 
trial. 

In a recent press release Mr. Wilson said 
of S. 2170 that “it is an improvement over 
the present section” and that “it represents 
a compromise designed to retain the prin- 
ciples of that amendment insofar as con- 
sistent with removal of the serious admin- 
istrative difficulties which it creates. With 
the change this bill would make in the cost 
formula, and with the smaller number of 
individual applications that must be proc- 
essed, I believe the new provision is worka- 
ble.” 

I have previously presented my views to 
the Senate as to the theory and mechanics 
of this bill and the reasons why I regard 
it as superior to the substitute proposed by 
the minority of four members of our com- 
mittee. A more detailed analysis of S. 2170 
also will be found in our committee report, 
No. 796. 

I hope that the Senate will approve this 
bill and if it is passed I believe it will be 
acceptable to most of the fair-minded peo- 
ple of our country because it would call 
on producers and consumers each to bear 
a reasonable share of the cost of our defense 
effort. 


CHINA'S “OATIS CASES’”—ARTICLE BY 
MARGUERITE HIGGINS 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, in 
the Washington Post this morning there 
is an article dated Hong Kong, October 1, 
by Marguerite Higgins, one of the re- 
sponsible foreign correspondents for the 
New York Herald Tribune, whose column 
appears in a number of other newspapers 
in the country. I wish to read a para- 
graph from it, and then ask that the 
article be placed in the Recorp. The 
paragraph reads: 

Anguished Americans, waiting here for 
news of friends and relatives in China’s jails, 
wonder whether the United States has not 
adopted an international double standard 
regarding the Chinese Communists. There 
are at least 30 “Vogeler” or “Oatis” cases in 
China today, They are cases which would 
undoubtedly cause the greatest indignation 
if they had been perpetrated in Eastern 
Europe. But the sufferings of the Americans 
in China seem to cause comparatively hardly 
a stir. = 


Mr. President, this morning I have re- 
quested from the State Department a 
full statement, with the names of all 30 
Americans or any others who may now 
be incarcerated in jails in Communist 
China, together with a statement of what 
steps, if any, the Government of the 
United States has taken toward having 
them released. It seems to me this is in- 
formation which the Senate and the 
American people are entitled to have. I 
again desire to point to this article as 
another example of the service per- 
formed by the American press in certain 
instances in which the executive branch 
of the Government has not kept the 
Congress fully informed. 

I ask unanimous consent that the en- 


tire article be printed in the Appendix, 
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There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


CHINA’S “OaTIs CASES”—AMERICANS JUST 
VANISHED 
(By Marguerite Higgins) 

Honc Kone, October 1—Anguished Ameri- 
cans, waiting here for news of friends and 
relatives in China’s jails, wonder whether the 
United States has not adopted an interna- 
tional double standard regarding the Chi- 
nese Communists. There are at least 30 
Vogeler“ or Oatis“ cases in China today. 
They are cases which would undoubtedly 
cause the greatest indignation if they had 
been perpetrated in Eastern Europe. But the 
sufferings of the Americans in China seem to 
cause comparatively hardly a stir. 

In one sense, the Chinese treatment is 
far more cruel than the mock trials of East- 
ern Europe. Oatis and Vogeler, at least in 
theory, knew the charges against them. 
Their families had an approximate idea of 
their fate. But since January, when the 
number of arrests began to mount in Com- 
munist China, most Americans have just 
vanished. Their families have no means of 
knowing where they are or whether they are 
dead or alive. 

A tragic example is the case in Shanghai of 
Robert T. Bryan, lawyer, former municipal 
advocate, and certainly one of the best 
known and beloved Americans in the Far 
East. He was literally yanked out of his 
bath in his Shanghai home on the morning 
of February 12. The Chinese secret police 
gave him enough time to get dressed and 
put together a bundle, then marched him off, 
ignoring the pleas of his wife to tell her 
where he was being taken. 

Mrs. Bryan has remained in Shanghai, a 
lonely figure in her rapidly shrinking for- 
eign colony. A foreign diplomat who came 
out of the city last month said she has borne 
up well. The only crack in her morale came 
one day several months ago. On that occa- 
sion she left home for a few hours and re- 
turned to find a Chinese policeman at the 
door, bearing the message that during her 
unusually long absence her husband had 
tried to reach her. Mrs. Bryan was never 
able to confirm whether the policeman’s 
message was the truth or mere psychological 
warfare. 


EUROPEANS SHARE PATE 


The arrested Americans are divided just 
about equally between missionaries, Catho- 
lics and Protestants, and businessmen. The 
total of 30 represents those positively known 
to be in prison or under house arrest. There 
may be more. 

Although the Americans seem to be the 
most numerous victims, their fate is shared 
to a degree by all nationalities as a result 
of the violent antiforeign campaign being 
whipped up by the Government which clearly 
would prefer to operate its own “public 
trials” and liquidation campaigns without 
having to worry about the observation of 
foreigners. It is generally conceded that the 
Chinese Communists aim at nothing less 
than the elimination of all foreign-sponsored 
educational, church, and medical activities. 
They are also moving slowly to bring about 
the gradual shut-down of consulates and the 
forcing out of foreign businesses. b 

The antimissionary campaign is carried out 
mainly by inciting Chinese to indulge in 
public denunciations of foreign churchmen 
who are then imprisoned or expelled. 

The Resist United States Aid Korea Jour- 
nal, published in Peiping on September 12, 
states that “according to incomplete figures 
for this area in May, June, July, and August 
the number of imperialist elements de- 
nounced in the accusation campaign reached 
113, most of whom belong to the Catholic 
Church and are mainly American, French, 
Spanish, Italian, Belgian, Dutch, and Ger- 


man. The number of persons expelled from 
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China, as requested by the patriotic Chinese 
religious followers and the people of all 
circles reached 33. Some others have been 
put under control, arrested, ordered to apolo- 
gize and repent, or sentenced to prison 
terms.” 

The Communist journal added: “The for- 
eign imperialist missionaries with a saintly 
mask asserted that they singly devoted them- 
selves conscientiously to the work on the 
propagation of religion and relief and that 
they were above politics. But irrefutable 
_evidence exposed in various places has proven 

that these imperialists under the cloak of 
religion are out-and-out counter-revolution- 
aries. According to figures checked by the 
Peiping government the number of children 
murdered by the foreign missionaries 
throughout the nation reached more than 
100,000.” 

By resorting to such flamboyant and 
absurd charges, it is no wonder that a cer- 
tain amount of mass feeling has been 
whipped up against foreigners. 

The greatest scandal in China is the death 
in Woochow jail of Dr. William Wallace, 
Southern Baptist. American authorities 
here have been sufficiently satisfied by the 
evidence to report to Washington that his 
death was most likely the result of Com- 
munist mishandling. 


Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from California yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 

Mr. CASE. Is it not apparent that 
the whole China situation and the Ko- 
rean war are rapidly becoming forgot- 
ten, and the Americans engaged in it 
are coming to be forgotten Americans. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The war is not 
forgotten by the 300,000 American troops 
who are fighting in Korea. It has not 
been forgotten by the parents and rela- 
tives and friends of the men who have 
been and are suffering casualties in tak- 
ing Heartbreak Ridge and other moun- 
tain areas in Korea today. I believe the 
time has come when the American peo- 
ple are going to demand that if there are 
the “super duper” weapons which the 
military authorities of our country have 
talked about, we had better stop sacrific- 
ing American lives and start using those 
weapons, 

Mr. CASE. I agree with the Senator. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I am 
glad the Senator from California placed 
in the Recorp the article written by 
Marguerite Higgins. It is reporters like 
Marguerite Higgins, who are willing to 
face the loss of their liberty and the 
loss of their lives to whom we owe so 
much in America under a free press. 

Mr. Oatis and many other persons of 
whom we know have felt that they 
should go to foreign countries and get 
news and information for the American 
public. It is through them that we re- 
ceive our news and our information, 
rather than from bureaus and agencies 
of government. More power to the re- 
porters who bring to us such informa- 
tion. 

TRIBUTES TO SENATORS GREEN AND 

HAYDEN ON THEIR BIRTHDAY ANNI- 

VERSARIES 


Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, four score 
and four years ago there was born one of 
our noble associates whom I should like 
to honor today in a brief but sincere 
word of greeting and good wishes, 

No one who has been associated with 
this young man of Rhode Island would 
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doubt for one moment that among all 
the 96 Senators he stands among the 
most active, the most interested, the 
most energetic. I have served with my 
colleague from Rhode Island not only 
here in Washington but I have traveled 
with him in many corners of the globe. 
Wherever he has gone he has displayed 
not only a spirit eager to learn, eager 
to discover, eager to serve, but he has 
contributed his fine ability and talent 
in service to the general welfare. 

While of opposite political faith from 
my own, I am glad to acknowledge his 
splendid services as a Senator of the 
United States and as an American. I 
know that the people of Rhode Island 
wish their senior Senator today many 
many more years of continued service to 
the Republic. Because I serve with him 
on the Foreign Relations Committee, I 
desire to wish for him many more con- 
tinued years in service of the cause of 
world peace and world prosperity, goals 
in which he*has been so active in his 
work on that committee. 

As a former governor of his State, he 
has always been keenly familiar with the 
problem of the grass roots. He has 
never lost that perspective and I am 
sure he never will. 

I honor him; I pay tribute to him; I 
am proud to have him as a fellow Sen- 
ator, and proud to call him friend. 

Good luck and God bless you—Twreo- 
DORE FRANCIS GREEN. 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, I simply 
wish to thank my friend, the senior Sen- 
ator from Wisconsin, for the cordial 
greetings from across the aisle. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I 
should like to associate myself with the 
felicitations just expressed by our dis- 
tinguished friend on the other side of 
the aisle. i 

Today is the natal day of my distin- 
guished senior colleague and friend from 
Rhode Island, THEODORE FRANCIS GREEN, 

I think I bespeak the sentiments of 
the Members of this august body and 
particularly the sentiments of the people 
of my beloved State of Rhode Island 
when I say that we join in wishing him 
many, Many more years of good health 
and continued service for his State and 
for the people of this great country. 

I feel that no one in the history of 
the State of Rhode Island has served 
his people for a longer period of time, 
with more vigor, with keener enthusi- 
asm, and with greater distinction. 

I wish him many years of continued 
service. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
wish to join in the tributes that have 
been paid to the distinguished Senator 
from Rhode Island [Mr. GREEN] on this 
happy occasion of his eighty-fourth 
birthday. While the senior of all of the 
Members of this body in years, he is the 
youngest of all in mental agility and his 
physical fitness rivals that of a youth 
of twenty. I pay special tribute to his 
physical stamina which surmounts the 
weary daily grind here that pulls younger 
men down; but I pay greatest tribute to 
his fresh and invigorating outlook on 
life—the spirit and liberalism of youth 
which marks his approach to all of the 
problems that confront him. He has 
performed well and faithfully all of the 


12463 


duties entrusted to him by his fellow 
citizens as Governor of a great State and 
as Senator of the United States. He is 
a great citizen carrying on his daily 
duties in the tradition of those illus- 
trious men who have gone before us. I 
earnestly hope that for many years to 
come he will continue to serve his coun- 
try with the high distinction that has 
marked his service thus far. 

Moreover, Mr. President, this is a day 
for double rejoicing since it also marks 
the birthday anniversary of my esteemed 
colleague, CARL HAYDEN. Born 74 years 
ago, the distinguished senior Senator 
from my State of Arizona is one of the 
ablest and most beloved Members of this 
body. Senator HAYDEN is himself a 
pioneer of Arizona and his family are 
pioneers of the West. When Arizona 
was admitted to the Union in 1912, CARL 
HAYDEN was elected its first Representa- 
tive in Congress and he served there for 
seven terms until he was elected to the 
Senate in 1926. He has been an out- 
standing Member of the Senate, serving 
with great fidelity and honor to himself 
and his State. I know that all of his 
colleagues join with me in wishing him 
years of continued health and happiness 
in his service in this body. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Arizona yield at this 
point? 

Mr, McFARLAND. I yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I should like to 
join my distinguished colleague from 
Arizona, the majority leader, in paying 
tribute to his colleague in the Senate, 
CARL HAYDEN. 

I believe I am the only Member of the 
Senate whose family has had two gener- 
ations serving in both the House and Sen- 
ate with the able Senator from Arizona. 
My father served in the House of Rep- 
resentatives from 1903 to 1915, and dur- 
ing a part of that period his service co- 
incided with that of the distinguished 
senior Senator from Arizona, then a 
Member of the House. 

Those of us who have served with Sen- 
ator HAYDEN on the Appropriations Com- 
mittee, as well as on other Senate com- 
mittees, and who have also worked with 
him on the floor of the Senate, know that 
there is no more able Senator and no 
man more devoted to the interests of his 
State and his Nation than is the senior 
Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
thank my good friend, the Senator from 
California, for his remarks. I deeply 
appreciate them. 

It certainly has been a pleasure for 
me to serve with Senator HAYDEN. He 
has been very kind to his junior col- 
league. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
as acting minority leader and as an in- 
dividual, I should like to congratulate 
my colleague from New England, the se- 
nior Senator from Rhode Island IMr. 
Green] on his youthfulness, his great 
spirit, and his seemingly inexhaustible 
energy. I particularly wish to remind 
him how much we in Massachusetts owe 
to his stubbornness, if it may be called 
such, which made it possible for citizen- 
ship in Massachusetts to be restored to 
Roger Williams. That was done through 
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the persistence and the constant reiter- 
ation of the Senator from Rhode Island. 
So we owe him a great debt of gratitude. 

Mr. President, I also should like to join 
in congratulating Senator CARL HAYDEN, 
of Arizona, on his birthday anniversary. 
I recall the fact that CARL HAYDEN was 
sheriff of Maricopa County when I went 
to school in that county. I knew of the 
fine service he rendered as sheriff ; I have 
followed his distinguished career as a 
Senator, in which office he has distin- 
guished himself as a devoted, faithful 
and invaluable public servant. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I wish to 
join in the tributes which have been paid 
to the distinguished senior Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. Green]. He is one 
of the most remarkable men I have ever 
been privileged to know, ever youthful, 
ever devoted, ever dynamic, a man of 
great spirit, a true and noble friend, a 
statesman without fear and without re- 
proach, a patriot in the noblest tradition 
of New England and of our country. 

I also wish to join in the tribute which 
has been paid to my good friend, the 
senior Senator from Arizona [Mr. HAY- 
DEN]. There is no abler, wiser, more 
devoted, or more effective Member of the 
Senate. CARL Haypden is a tireless, in- 
defatigable worker who makes count- 
less contributions to the welfare of our 
country and to the work of the Senate. 
Modest in the extreme, but a towering 
figure in his accomplishments, he is one 
of the great public servants of our time. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I wish 
to associate myself with the remarks of 
congratulation which have been ex- 
pressed on the floor of the Senate in con- 
nection with the anniversary of the birth 
of our distinguished colleagues, the sen- 
ior Senator from Rhode Island IMr. 
GREEN] and the senior Senator from 
Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN]. 

I have been honored by the friendship 
of Senator Green for nearly a quarter 
of a century. I first met him when he 
attended a Governor’s conference in 
Albany, at the beginning of 1929. He 
Was a great governor, and he has been a 
great Senator ever since he took his seat 
in the Senate. 

I also wish to congratulate the senior 
Senator from Arizona, whose service to 
his State and country, of course, requires 
noencomiums. He has been one among 
the great leaders of this body for a very 
long time. I consider it not only a great 
pleasure to have served and to have been 
permitted to serve with these two great 
Senators, but it is a distinct privilege and 
honor. I wish for both of them long 
life and many years of continued good 
health and service to their States and 
to the Nation. 

Mr. McManon. Mr. President, the 
measure of my affection and devotion to 
THEODORE FRANCIS GREEN and CARL 
HaypeEn is not to be judged by the length 
of time I shall speak, for I shall speak 
very briefly. 

I occupy a seat next to Senator Green 
on the Foreign Relations Committee. 
Neither Senator Green nor Senator 
HAYDEN is what might be termed young 
in years, but each has the precious char- 
acteristic of being young in spirit. Ire- 
recently had the pleasure of making an 
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official visit to Europe on a committee 
headed by Senator Green. When we 
got about two-thirds of the way through, 
I said, “Thank God he is not 25 years 
younger.” He set a pace for us which 
had us all weary at one time or another, 
We all had that unpleasant experience 
once in a while—all except this grand 
young man from Rhode Island, THEO- 
DORE FRANCIS GREEN. 

As for Cart HAYDEN, his service in this 
body is best appreciated by those who 
have served in the Senate. It is a won- 
derful thing to be associated with these 
men in this great deliberative body. I 
can truly say it has been one of the fine 
experiences of my life to be able to call 
both of them fellow Senators and 
friends. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I, 
too, want to pay my high respect to the 
senior Senator from Rhode Island and 
the senior Senator from Arizona. We 
have been closely associated on the Ap- 
propriations Committee,-both Senators 
having served on the same committee as 
that on which I happen to serve. 

But I have also served with the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Rhode Island 
and I may say to the Senate that I have 
enjoyed his company—in trips around 
the world on several occasions on mis- 
sions for the United States Senate. Our 
last trip was to Australia, to attend as 
observers a meeting of the British Parlia- 
mentary Association. We then, on our 
way back, looked into certain matters 
on behalf of the United States. We were 
able to join in a unanimous report, and 
I know from the demand on the part of 
citizens for that report that it was of 
interest. I hope that Senators will con- 
sult that report to find what we had to 
say about world conditions. 

We feel that these two gentlemen have 
served long and honorably in the United 
States Senate, and I join with other Sen- 
ators in saying that we wish them many 
more happy years in the Senate of the 
United States. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I 
also wish to join in paying my respects to 
Senator GREEN and Senator HAYDEN on 
the anniversary of their birth, in paying 
my regard to the fine public service 
which both of them have rendered, and 
in wishing them well. 

EIGHTIETH BIRTHDAY ANNIVERSARY OF 
CORDELL HULL 

Mr. President, this is also the eightieth 
birthday of a great Tennessean and a 
great American—Cordell Hull, who 
served this Nation for nearly 40 years 
as Representative, as Senator, and finally 
as Secretary of State. 

Cordell Hull typifies the rugged hon- 
esty, the careful morals, which we need 
in government, and in American life. 
Any student of government would do well 
to study the career of Cordell Hull as a 
model. 

“What would it profit any nation to 
hoard its substance and lose its free- 
dom?” 

I have chosen this sentence from Cor- 
dell Hull’s message to the American peo- 


ple today on the occasion of his eightieth 
birthday anniversary because it so typi- 
: fies the man’s clean-cut approach to the 
great problems of his age, 
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Cordell. Hull always was able to cut 
through the little problems, the petty 
arguments, and pierce the heart of the 
issue. And I, who have followed him as 
a Senator from Tennessee, who have sat 
through the endless discussion in this 
session of Congress concerned with what 
we can do and what we cannot do, with 
what we should devote to the military 
program and what to the civilian pro- 
gram, appreciate this renewed example 
of Cordell Hull’s simple directness: 

What would it profit any nation to hoard 
its substance and lose its freedom? 


Cordell Hull is a great Tennessean who 
believes that this would be a better world 
if the peoples in it knew each other 
better. 

Mr. Hull in his maiden speech in Con- 
gress in 1907 called for a liberal inter- 
national commercial policy for the 
United States. This speech marked the 
beginning of a struggle which he carried 
on unceasingly for nearly 40 years as 
Representative, as Senator, and finally 
as Secretary of State. 

Trade, in his mind, was one way for 
nations to form binding ties, and his 
name will be associated down through 
history with all who believe in freer com- 
merce as a firm basis for lasting peace. 

Cordell Hull believes that the confer- 
ence table—the meeting room—is an- 
other desirable means to the end of peace. 
In pursuit of this belief he became the 
real father of the United Nations. 

His name is now noble and great in 
history, and as time goes on his name and 
his work will loom even greater and 
more noble. 

A number of us who believe in Cordell 
Hull and his work have formed the Cor- 
dell Hull Foundation, which is designed 
to carry on his dream of the peoples of 
the world knowing each other better in 
the related fields of scholarship. The 
foundation will serve to bring foreign 
students and scholars to America and to 
send American scholars abroad, thus cut- 
ting through the curtains that sepa- 
rate us. 

It is another road to peace. 

Mr. President, I am sure that the 
Members of the United States Senate 
would like to join with me in wishing our 
illustrious predecessor well on his eight- 
jeth birthday anniversary. 


MUTUAL SECURITY ACT OF 1951— 
CONFERENCE REPORT 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the report of the committee of confer- 
ence on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendment of the Senate 
to the bill (H. R. 5113) to maintain the 
security and promote the foreign policy 
and provide for the general welfare of the 
United States by furnishing assistance to 
friendly nations in the interest of inter- 
national peace and security. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The pending 
question is the appeal taken yesterday by 
the Senator from Michigan [Mr. Fercu- 
son] from the ruling of the Chair on the 
point of order raised by the Senator from 
Idaho [Mr. DworsHak] that the con- 
ferees exceeded their authority in dealing 
with section 101 (b) in the conference 
report on the Mutual Security Act of 
1951. The question is, Shall the decision 
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of the Chair stand as the judgment of 
the Senate? The question is subject to 
debate. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I suggest the 
absence of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre- 
tary will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the 
following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Benton Hickenlooper Millikin 
Brewster Hill Monroney 
Bricker Holland Moody 
Bridges Humphrey Morse 
Butler, Nebr. Hunt Mundt 
Cain Ives Neely 
Capehart Jenner Nixon 
Carlson Johnson, Colo. O'Conor - 
Case Johnson, Tex. O’Mahoney 
Chavez Johnston, S. C. Pastore 
Clements Kefauver Robertson 
Connally Kem Russell 
Cordon Kilgore Saltonstall 
Dirksen Knowland Schoeppel 
Douglas Langer Smathers 
Lehman Smith, N. J. 
Dworshak Lodge Smith, N. C. 
Ecton Long Sparkman 
Ellender Magnuson an 
Ferguson Malone 
Frear Maybank Thye 
Fulbright McCarran Underwood 
McCarthy Watkins 
Gillette McClellan Welker 
Green McFarland Wiley 
Hayden McKellar Williams 
Hendrickson McMahon Young 


Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
AnpbERSON] is absent by leave of the Sen- 
ate. 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD] 
is absent because of illness in his family. 

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
EAS TLAND I, the Senator from Missouri 
(Mr. HENNINGS], the Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. Hory], and the Senator 
from Montana [Mr. Murray] are absent 
on official business. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] 
and the Senator from Maine [Mrs. 
SMITH] are absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT], 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLAN- 
pers], the Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
Kem], and the Senator from Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr. Martin] are absent on ofi- 
cial business. 

The Senator from Maryland [Mr. Bur- 
LER] and the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire [Mr. Topey] are absent because of 
illness. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
Wuerry] is necessarily absent. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is 
present. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, the 
question now before the Senate is one of 
great importance. It was with regret 
that I felt impelled to appeal from the 
ruling of the Vice President; but when a 
decision stands and is not appealed from 
it becomes a precedent. I believe this 
to be a matter of such importance that 
sid 5 itself should decide the prece- 

en 

It is true that prior to 1946, before the 
enactment of the Reorganization Act, 
there had been some rulings which indi- 
cated that where a substitute bill was 
passed in one of the two Houses the con- 
9 were permitted very great lati- 

e. 

I wish to invite attention to a volume 

entitled The Congressional Conference 
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Committee, Seventieth to Eightieth Con- 
gress,” by Gilbert Y. Steiner, Hlinois, 
studies in the sciences: Volume XXII, 
the University of Illinois Press, 1951, 
Professor Steiner has this to say after 
exhaustive research of the subject: 

The most frequently heard criticism of 
the conference committee is that it tends to 
be irresponsible in the matter of deletion 
of agreed matter and inclusion of new mat- 
ter. In the 56 individual studies made here, 
only 3 outstanding cases of this type have 
been found. These involve the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938, the Transportation 
Act of 1940, and the Surplus Property Act of 
1944. In each of these cases, the conferees 
acted with perfect parliamentary legality in 
that one House or the other had stricken out 
everything after the enacting clause of a bill 
and substituted a new bill. Under these con- 
ditions, as has been emphasized, committees 
of conference are empowered to write a com- 
pletely new bill, on the theory that the sin- 
gle over-all amendment puts everything in 
disagreement, 

However— 


And this is the part I desire particu- 
larly to bring to the attention of the 
Senate— 

However, it is probably the intent of the 
rules to compel conferees to retain all mat- 


ter agreed upon by both Houses whether 


or not a single substitute bill is involved. 
Congress is aware of the problems created 
by this loophole in the rules, which otherwise 
restrict the power of conferees to matters of 
disagreement. As a consequence of testi- 
mony given before the Joint Committee on 
the Organization of Congress—where the 
Surplus Property Act was used as an illus- 
trative case—the rules of both Houses were 
amended with the aim of forbidding the 
practice of striking out agreed matter where 
a substitute bill situation is involved. 


Mr. President, I now read from the re- 
port of the Joint Committee on the Or- 
ganization of the Congress of the United 
States, pursuant to House Concurrent 
Resolution No, 18. It is a Senate Report 
No. 1400 of the Seventy-ninth Congress, 
second session, and I read from page 8, 
section 7: 

Recommendation: That conferees of the 
two Houses be limited to adjustment only of 
actual differences in fact between the two 
Houses and that matters on which both 
Houses are in agreement be not subject to 
change in conference. 

* . * * * 

Considerable testimony regarding the in- 
troduction by conferees of new material 
into conference reports, and the elimination 
or substantial change of legislation agreed to 
by both Houses, was presented during our 
committee’s hearings. While the standing 
rules are clear regarding the limitation of 
conferees to the disagreements between the 
two Houses, parliamentary procedures make 
it possible for conferees completely to re- 
write legislation substantially agreed upon in 
both Chambers. 

This is done by one House striking every- 
thing after the enacting clause, substituting 
one over-all amendment, and thus technical- 
ly placing everything in the bill in disagree- 
ment and therefore making it subject to 
complete revision by the conferees, This is 
clearly not the intent of the rule on con- 
ferences. 

Therefore, your committee recommends 
that rules governing conferences be clarified 
and enforced so as to permit consideration 
only of sections or parts of a bill on which 
the Houses have, in fact, disagreed and to 
forbid conferees to change those parts of 
legislation agreed to by both Houses, 
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Mr. President, in the case before the 
Senate at this time section 101 (b) of 
the mutual-security legislation is iden- 
tical in the substituted bill with what 
it was in the House bill. The percentage 
figure was 5 in each bill. It has been 
changed to read 10 percent, although 
there had been no difference between 
the two versions as passed by the respec- 
tive Houses. 

The reorganization committee that 
was studying this maiter in 1946 real- 
ized there was a flaw in the rule, since, 
as was said by Professor Steiner, in 3 
cases out of 60, conferees had made a 
change in subject matter, although there 
had been no disagreement between the 
two Houses. This situation was clearly 
taken care of by section 135 of the Leg- 
islative Reorganization Act, which was 
intended to plug up the loophole. Sec- 
tion 135 was incorporated in Senate rule 
XXVII 


Mr. CASE. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
O’Conor in the chair). Does the Sen- 
ator from Michigan yield to the Senator 
from South Dakota? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. CASE. Did any of the three in- 
stances which, prior to this change in 
the rule, were found to exist, deal with 
dollars? The Senator has mentioned the 
Agricultural Act of 1938, which I re- 
member very well, as being an instance 
which was cited, where one House had 
stricken out all after the enacting clause 
and substituted a new, complete text, 
and that was held to throw the entire 
general subject into conference. But in 
that instance the conferees were not 
dealing with something exact, as is the 
case when dollars or percentages are in- 
volved. They were dealing only with in- 
terpretative language in regard to sub- 
stance. I do not recall any instance 
among the 3 out of 60-some examined, | 
where the conferees agreed to increase 
a dollar amount above the 1 
proposed by either House. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I cannot say wheth. 
er there were dollars involved in those 
dealings, but I do say it has been a fun- 
damental principle that where dollars 
are involved and the House bill has one 
figure and the Senate bill has another 
figure, the conferees are bound to come 
to agreement somewhere between the 
maximum and the minimum provided 
by either the House or the Senate. They 
could adopt the low figure; they could 
adopt the high one; they could adopt 
a figure anywhere in between. But let 
me state what has happened in this case. 

The House bill provided an amount of 
$5,028,000,000 for military aid. For eco. 
nomic aid it provided $1,040,000,000. The 
§-percent provision would allow a trans- 
fer of $251,400,000 in the case of mili- 
tary aid, and $52,000,000 in the case of 
economic aid. 

The Senate bill provided $5,006,350,000 
in military aid and $880,500,000 in eco- 
nomic aid. A 5-percent transfer, under 
section 101 (b) would allow a transfer of 
$250,317,500 of military aid and $44,- 
025,000 of economic aid. 

There, Mr. President, we have the basic 
figures. But the conference report 
provides for $5,028,000;000 in military 
aid, which is the House figure. That is 
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allright. That was in conference. The 
conferees agreed on 81,022,000, 000 for 
economic aid, which is 818,000,000 less 
than the House figure; and that is all 
right, because the amounts were in con- 
ference and that is a compromise. But 
when they change the transfer figure 
from 5 percent to 10 percent, that per- 
mits a transfer from military aid not of a 
maximum of $251,400,000 but of $502,- 
800,000, and a transfer from economic aid 
not of $52,000,000, but of $104,000,000. 
In other words, the conference report 
does not keep within the House figure and 
the Senate figure at all when it provides 
for transferability. That is the com- 
plaint I have with the ruling of the Chair 
when he gave the reason that the con- 
ferees were dealing with figures only. 

Mr. President, I say that if they can 
change the 5 percent to 10 percent, they 
can change it to 100 percent and allow 
an absolute transfer of the entire ap- 
propriations. Then what have we? 
We have 96 Senators who pass a bill, 
and 435 Members of the House who pass 
a bill, but a dozen conferees change en- 
tirely the action taken by the two Houses. 
We are all familiar with what happens 
in the case of such bills. What I say is 
no criticism of anyone connected with 
this particular bill. I am talking now 
‘about a principle. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. 
Senator again yield? 
> Mr. FERGUSON. In a moment. We 
know that when conference reports are 
brought to the Senate they have priority 
jover everything else, and as a rule they 
go through without even a yea and nay 
vote, because the average Senator feels 

that the Senate has already passed on 
the matter, and realizes that certain 
items are in dispute, as to which the bill 
might be changed, but I think no Senator 
could anticipate that such a change as 
has been made in section 101 (b) would 
be made in the bill. If we were now to 
change the rule, it could be said that 
‘every time one House passes a substi- 
tute bill—either the House or the Sen- 
‘ate—everything would be in conference, 
‘and an absolutely new bill, with the sky 
the limit as to figures or ‘anything else 
in the bill, could be reported by the 
conferees. 
I now yield to the Senator from South 
Dakota. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, it has al- 
ways been my understanding that the 
broad principle could be laid down with 
regard to conferences that the conferees 
could not go beyond the area of disagree- 
ment; that the domain of the conferees 
was in the area of disagreement. Here 
clearly the disagreement, if any existed, 


President, will the 


by the application of the 5-percent figure 


to the total amount involved, would be 
the translation of 5 percent to the re- 
spective dollar amounts. But I cannot 
see under any precedent or under any, 
ruling I have ever heard before, that it 
could be said that the conferees could 


change the percentage of transferability j 


and double the amount which the Senate, 

for example, had approved with respect 
to economic aid. My understanding is 
that the Senate approved approximately 
eight hundred and some million dollars 
for economic aid. The House approved 
slightly over $1,000,000,000. The appli- 
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cation of the 10 percent transferability 
of the military figure and transferring 
10 percent of $5,000,000,000 to economic 
aid—that is, the transfer of the $502,- 
000,000 which the Senator has sug- 
gested—could result in a total appropria- 
tion for economic aid of one billion five 
hundred and some million dollars, which 
would be practically twice the amount 
the Senate approved. The Senate ap- 
proved $800,000,000 plus. By this ac- 
tion, if agreed to, there could be used for 
economic aid more than one and one- 
half billion dollars, which would be twice 
the amount the Senate approved—that 
is, $1,550,000,000 instead of eight hundred 
and some million dollars. The House ap- 
proved only one thousand million dollars, 
or $1,000,000,000. That represents a 50- 
percent increase over the House figure 
and a 100-percent increase over the Sen- 
ate figure for economic aid. 

Certainly every precedent, and the in- 
tegrity of the proceedings of the Senate, 
are at stake if we agree without protest 
to a conference action which will go be- 
yond the area of disagreement and give 
to the conferees the right to double the 
amount approved by the Senate for eco- 
nomic aid and increase the figure of the 
House for economic aid by 50 percent. 
That is the effect of changing 5 percent 
to 10 percent when applied to the figures 
involved. It seems clear to me that the 
conferees have gone outside their do- 
main; and in the interest of the integ- 
rity of the proceedings of both Houses 
we ought not to sustain the ruling of the 
Chair, which I think was unfortunately 
made in this instance. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr, President, 
the Senator yield? eo OE 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. HRR 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Sometimes we dis- 
sociate the conference idea from the 
general legislative theory. The whole 
theory of legislation is that the legis- 
lative minds of the two bodies must 
meet, and when they have met on a 
proposition in a bill, that closes it. The 
minute they agree upon section 101 (b), 
obviously it may not be committed to 
conference for action. The conference 
committee would have no authority from 
that point on. 

I think the essence of the rule is sim- 
ply this: It uses the word “commit.” 

What was committed to the conference 
by both bodies? Certainly nothing that 
was agreed to could be committed. So, 
I may say to the Senator from South 
Dakota, quite aside from the amounts 
involved, I think there was a clear vio- 
lation of the rule, because the conferees 
went beyond the point of disagreement. 
In that connection it seems to me that 
rule XXVII is abundantly clear. 

Mr. FERGUSON. We find that the 
recommendation of the Monroney-La 
Follette committee was to plug this so- 
called loophole. In at least three in- 
stances it had indicated that a confer- 
ence committee could rewrite a bill. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, in 
the Senator further yield? = 

a Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. * 

Mr. DIRKSEN. My recollection ay a 
little vague. I served on the Joint Com- 
mittee on Legislative Reorganization 
long ago. I well recall the amount of 
laboring which that item received. It 
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is very clear that if the conferees can 
substitute an entire bill, at long last we 
have in our legislative procedure the de- 
velopment of a single body which, for 
practical purposes, can supersede the 
authority of the two branches of the 
Legislature established under the Con- 
stitution. We devoted very considerable 
attention to that subject. A very dis- 
tinguished former Member of this body, 
Senator La Follette, who was also on the 
joint committee, I believe, gave more 
than extraordinary attention to the very 
point which the Senator from Michigan 
now labors. 

Mr. FERGUSON. When a bill comes 
back from conference, a different ques- 
tion is placed before the Senate than 
is involved in the original passage of the 
bill. The bill as it comes from confer- 
ence is not subject to amendment. The 
conference report must be accepted or 
rejected asa whole. Therefore, it is not 
the proper thing to do to bring back an 
entirely new bill, which affords the Sen- 
ate no right to amend it. The Senate 
must vote it either up or down. The 
conference report must be agreed to or, 
the bill must be sent back to the con- 
ferees. Not one word can be changed 
in the bill, under the present rule. 

It was agreed that the former rule 
should be changed. As indicated by 
Professor Steiner, section 135 of the Re- 
organization Act of 1946 did change it. 
I read the section which was placed in 
that act in the belief that we were chang- 
ing the rule so as not to permit such 
alteration as has been described: | 

Sec. 135. (a) In any case in which a dis- 
agreement to an amendment in the nature 
of a substitute has been referred to conferees, 
it shall be in order for the conferees to report 
a substitute on the same subject matter; 
but they may not include in the report 
matter not committed to them by either 
House. They may, however, include in their 
report in any such case matter which is a 
germane modification of subjects in disagree- 
ment. 

(b) In any case in which the conferees 
violate subsection (a), the conference report 
shall be subject to a point of order. 


The question is, Have we drawn a new 
rule for the purpose of changing the old 
rule, or do we have only a new rule which 
does exactly what we tried to avoid? Is 
this body going to take the stand that it 
had presented to it a section of a bill 
written for the purpose of changing 
something, that it voted upon it and 
passed it as section 135 of the Legislative 
Reorganization Act, and that it now 
comes to the conclusion that nothing 
has been changed? In other words, have 
we marched up the hill and down again 
and into the swamp? I cannot believe 
that the United States Senate will now 
Say, by its vote on the appeal from the 
ruling of the Chair, that we did nothing 
at all when we passed section 135 of 
the Legislative Reorganization Act. 
The Monroney-La Follette committee 
thought that the change which it was 
recommending would change the rule 
to accomplish just what I am contend- 
ing for today. Now, we find that it is 
claimed that nothing at all has been 
done, that we have used words which 
mean absolutely nothing, and that there 
has been no change. 
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Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I know that my for- 
mer colleagues in the House will bear 
me out when I say that on oceasion we 
had committee procedure in the House 
of Representatives under which the 
chairman of the committee was quite in- 
different to defending his own bill. I 
shall not mention any names or any 
committees, but I served on one com- 
mittee. I used to upbraid the chairman 
a little, in a very polite manner, by ask- 
ing him, Why do you not defend your 
bill and resist some of these amend- 
ments?” He would shrug his shoulders 
and say, “Oh, well, let them put all the 
amendments they want into the bill be- 
cause when we get to.conference we shall 
write a new bill.” 

Certainly that is not contemplated as 
a part of the legislative procedure. 

If the conference committee can go so 
far that it can take liberties with the 
manner in which the House and Senate 
have impressed their will upon legislative 
matters before them, we ultimately set 
up a third house with so much power 
that the legislative intent will never be 
expressed, or will be only partially ex- 
pressed. 

Mr. FERGUSON. What the Senator 
from Illinois says is absolutely true. It 
is, as I remarked yesterday, a revolution- 
ary theory of legislation. 

We know that in connection with 
practically every bill which is passed 
some Senator suggests an amendment to 
the Senator handling the bill, and asks 
him, “Will you not take it to confer- 
ence?” Many times such amendments 
are taken to conference. The Senator 
in charge of the bill will say, “With re- 
spect to this particular item the House 
bill and the Senate version vary.“ Many 
times we have heard it said, “This item 
is not in conference. It will not be in 
conference because it is the same in both 
the House bill and the Senate version.” 
That is the only question we have here. 

As the reorganization bill was passed 
in the Senate it had different language 
in it. In section 135 (a) appeared the 
words: “nor strike out anything agreed 
to and passed by both Houses.” 

That language was deleted when the 
House passed the bill. However, both 
House and Senate were agreed that they 
were passing new legislation to prohibit 
the changing of anything agreed to by 
both Houses, whether by means of a sub- 
stitute bill or otherwise. 

This provision does not refer exclu- 
sively to striking out. The figure of 5 
percent was stricken out, but the figure 
of 10 percent was put in. There is a 
great deal of difference between merely 
striking something out and not inserting 
anything in its place, and, on the other 
hand, making such a change as has been 
made in this instance. 

I ask Senators what figures were in 
conference. With respect to military 
aid, the figures in the House bill were 
higher than those in the Senate bill. 
Therefore, there was something in con- 
ference in that respect. With respect to 
economic aid, the figures in the House 
bill were higher than those in the Sen- 
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ate. Therefore, there was something in 
conference in that connection. But if 
Senators will examine section 101 (b) 
they will find that both the Senate and 
House agreed upon the figure of 5 per- 
cent. Therefore, there was nothing in 
conference in that connection. If it is 
said that there is something in confer- 
ence, then it involves anything from 
nothing to 100 percent which could be 
transferred. I think that clearly shows 
the fallacy in the contention that there 
were percentage figures in conference. 

Instead of the Senate bill and the 
House bill allowing a total of only two 
hundred and fifty million-plus dollars 
as transferable from the appropriation 
for military aid, and $52,000,000 
transferable from the economic fund, 
the conference report permits a transfer 
of the military money of $502,800,000, 
and from the economic money a sum of 
$102,200,000. 

Mr. President, I hope the Senate will 
not sustain the ruling of the Chair, which 
revolutionizes the idea of legislation. 
The ruling is that as in the case of many 
bills, where one House passes a complete 
substitute for the bill of the other House, 
everything is in conference, and the con- 
ferees can write a new law. The Senate 
would have no choice with respect to any 
of the conference amendments except to 
adopt them or send the report back to 
conference. ‘This is authority too broad 
for a conference committee and disrup- 
tive of orderly legislative processes. I 
hope that the ruling of the Chair will 
not be sustained. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
O’Conor in the chair). The question is, 
Shall the decision of the Chair stand as 
the judgment of the Senate? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I 
merely wish to reaffirm my convictions, 
and to say that I share the conviction of 
the Senator from Michigan [Mr. FERGU- 
son]. The ruling of the Vice President 
is a rather sharp and substantial devia- 
tion from the rule. I do not pretend to 
be an expert parliamentarian, but I do 
have some familiarity with what I be- 
lieve is the intent of the legislative proc- 
ess. Certainly legislation cannot come 
into being until both branches of Con- 
gress, as prescribed by the Constitution, 
have worked their will upon one or more 
proposals which come before them in 
bills. Once they have agreed upon any 
particular item, under the Senate rule it 
is no longer committed to conference. It 
is over and beyond any conference. 

The Senate rule very specifically uses 
the word “commit.” In all precedents, 
the word “commit” recurs. Therefore 
I believe the question which we must 
determine is simply as to what was com- 
mitted to conference. Only those pro- 
visions which were in disagreement be- 
tween the two bodies could have been 
committed. When an item such as sec- 
tion 101 (b) comes up, since it was agreed 
to by both Houses it is not committed to 
conference. Therefore, any ruling that 
the item was in conference is, in my con- 
sidered judgment, simply a departure 
from the spirit of the rule. 

I sincerely trust that the Senate will 
not embrace and accept the ruling of the 
Chair, because it would leave the door 


12467 


open to what could some day become a 
legislative practice which could thwart 
the will of both branches of Congress. 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I desire 
to speak in favor of the ruling of the 
Chair. I am a member of both commit- 
tees which went into the subject now 
before the Senate. If it were merely a 
question of percentages, I would say that 
the reasoning of the distinguished Sena- 
tor from Michigan [Mr. Fercuson] and 
the distinguished Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. DIRKSEN] was correct. However, 
when we get to a provision in which the 
percentages are the same but the figures 
on which the percentage operates differ, 
we have something in conference. There 
is only one issue before the Senate. I 
believe the Chair ruled properly that it 
was for the conferees to decide what 
course to take. 

If the objection had been made ini- 
tially—as I understand it was not—that 
it was a question of raising the amount 
over the amount adopted by either House 
or both Houses, we would have a different 
question. The question was based upon 
an item of percentage. Thus, to make 
the point clear, if another man and I 
differ over what we should settle on, and 
can agree on the percentage but cannot 
agree on the basis on which the percent- 
age is to operate, we certainly are not in 
agreement. There is then a difference 
of opinion. I believe we had such a case 
in mind when we adopted section 135 of 
the Reorganization Act in 1947. 

Section 135 of the Legislative Reorgan- 
ization Act provides: 

(a) In any case in which a disagreement 
to an amendment in the nature of a substi- 
tute has been referred to conferees, it shall 
be in order for the conferees to report a 
substitute on the same subject matter; but 
they may not include in the report matter 
not committed to them by either House. 


What was reported to the House? 
Five percent of a certain amount. What 
was reported to the Senate? Five per- 
cent of another amount. 

I read further: 

They may, however, include in their re- 
port in any such case matter which is a ger- 
mane modification of subjects in disagree- 
ment. 


In view of the conflicting information 
regarding the authority of the conferees 
on the mutual security bill, I have done 
a little independent checking which may 
be of interest. 

Two principles seem to be clear: 

First. Normally the conferees, in deal- 
ing with matters in disagreement be- 
tween the two Houses, are limited to 
action within the language of the differ- 
ences established by the bill as it passed 
each House. 

What are the differences? Let us take 
my example again. X says it is 5 per- 
cent of a million dollars. Y says it is 5 
percent of $10,000,000. There we have 
a difference. ‘The percentage is not the 
big issue. The question involved is the 
difference in the amount. 

Second. If, however, one House strikes 
all but the enacting clause in the bill as 
passed by the other House and substi- 
tutes an entirely new bill, the foregoing 
restriction on the conferees does not hold 


12468 


and their authority is practically un- 
limited. There is considerable author- 
ity to support that theory since 1947. 

The principle found in paragraph 2 
above is set forth generally on page 282 
of the Senate Manual. Paragraph 32 
appearing on that page states as follows: 

A disagreement to an amendment in the 
nature of a substitute having been referred 
to conferees, it was held to be in order for 
them to report a new bill on the same 
subject. 


The best analogy which I have been 
able to find involves a conference report 
on a bill reducing tariff duties on wool 
in 1911. The Senate had struck out 
everything after the enacting clause in 
the House bill and had substituted a new 
bill. With respect to brussels carpets, 
the tariff was fixed at 30 percent in the 
House bill and 35 percent in the Senate 
amendment, The conference report 
had raised the rate to 40 percent and 
this was the subject of a point of order 
on the floor of the House by Represent- 
ative Mann, of Illinois. In overruling 
the point of order the Speaker of the 
House stated as follows: 

The Chair has no doubt whatever that at 
least one contention of the gentleman from 
Illinois is correct. That is, that if it is a 
mere dispute about amounts or rates, the 
conferees cannot go above the higher amount 
or rate named in one of the two bills or 
lower than the lower rate named in one of 
the two bills. But that is not this case. In 
this case the Senate struck out everything 
after the enacting clause and substituted 
a new bill. Last Saturday there did not 
seem to be any precedents to fit the point 
under consideration. This time, fortu- 
nately for the Chair at least, four great 
Speakers of this House ere ruled on the 
proposition involved * * 

All four of these Speakers, 2 Republi- 
cans and one Democrat, have passed on this 
question, and they have all ruled that where 
eyerything after the enacting clause is 
stricken out and a new bill substituted, it 
gives the conferees very wide discretion, ex- 
tending even to the substitution of an 
entirely new bill. 


Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Wisconsin yield? 

Mr. WILEY. I should like to con- 
clude my statement first. 

See Eighth Cannon’ s Precedents, sec- 
tion 3263. 

The same pitnelple has been reiterated 
by the Senate with the possible qualifi- 
cation that where there are provisions in 
both the House and Senate bill contain- 
ing identical language, the conferees may 
not change that language. This excep- 
tion, however, is interpreted broadly as 
revealed by the following statement of 
the Vice President overruling a point of 
order to a conference report which 
eliminated a proviso clause that had 
been set forth in substantially similar 
but not identical language in both the 
House and Senate bills: 

The Chair has heretofore gone to great 
lengths in sustaining the rule of the Senate 
with reference to the insertion of new mat- 
ter and the omission of matter agreed to by 
the two Houses. In an early opinion after 
this rule was adopted, the point of order was 
sustained where there was a section in the 
original bill of the House and a section on 
t..e original bill of the Senate which were 
identically the same. That ruling went fur- 
ther than the precedents of the House of 
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Representatives have been from the days of 
Speaker Colfax down. Those rulings are uni- 
formly to the effect that where the House 
passes a bill and the Senate strikes out all 
after the enacting clause and passes another 
bill, when it goes to conference the matter is 
practically in the hands of the conferees to 
report such a bill, germane to the subject 
of the conference, as the conferees may think 
proper, and then it is for the two Houses to 
say whether or not they will adopt the con- 
ference report. As heretofore stated, how- 
ever, the Chair, being extremely desirous of 
sustaining this rule of the Senate, did sus- 
tain a point of order under circumstances 
of a bill enacted by the House, all after 
the enacting clause stricken out, and a new 
bill inserted in the Senate, where in both 
bills there was a section identical in lan- 
guage. 

Now, let us see where we are. 

This is a proviso contained in each bill. 
It is not identical in the two bills at all, be- 
yond the fact that each required the names 
of the contractors and the amounts of par- 
tial or final settlements to be filed with the 
House for the information of Congress. 
There it ends, so far as he terms are iden- 
tical in the two bills. After that, in the 
House bill it is to be printed in the Con- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD or in the Official Bulle- 
tin or as a public document 10 days before 
confirmation and payment as authorized 
upon such contract. The Chair is inclined 
to think that the important thing in the 
bill was the requirement that it be printed 
somewhere 10 days before confirmation and 
payment. In the Senate bill it is to be 
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD or as a 
public document within 10 days after such 
confirmation. 


See Eighth Cannon’s Precedents, sec- 
tion 3276. See also Eighth Cannon’s 
Precedents, section 3277. 

Mr. President, despite the restriction 
which the Senate seems to impose where 
identical language has been passed by 
both Houses, recognition by the Senate 
of the principle applicable where one 
House substitutes an entirely new bill is 
revealed in the following words uttered 
in 1907 by the elder Senator Lodge, of 
Massachusetts: 


In this case the Senate bill was stricken 
out by the House and a single amendment 
Was made in the nature of a substitute— 
a long act covering every section of the 
existing immigration law. Therefore both 
bills in their entirety were open to the con- 
ferees and were subject to any modification 
which they might choose to make. Tech- 
nically there can be no doubt that in a 
situation like that the powers of the con- 
ferees were very large, if not unlimited. 


See Fifth Cannon’s Precedents, sec- 
tion 6426. 

Under the early Senate rules, a con- 
ference report was not subject to point 
of order on the ground that the con- 
ferees had gone beyond their authority. 

See Fifth Cannon’s Precedents, sec- 
tions 6426 through 6431. 

However, in recent years, in light of a 
rule subsequently adopted by the Senate, 
this can now be made the subject of a 
point of order. 

See Eighth Cannon's Precedents, sec- 
tions 3272 through 3275. 

Mr. President, attention is invited to 
the fact that the present Vice President 
raised points of order on the 1930 tariff 
bill on the ground that in many respects 
the conference report had set duties at a 
rate in excess of that provided by either 
the House or the Senate. His points of 
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order were sustained; and it may well be 
that he will remember this if he is called 
upon to rule on the same issue in con- 
nection with the present bill. In such 
an event it should be pointed out to him 
that the Senate apparently did not pass 
an entirely new bill, but simply proposed 
specific amendments to the bill as passed 
by the House. Consequently the prin- 
ciple of freedom applicable when a new 
bill is written did not apply. 

See Eighth Cannon’s Precedents, sec- 
tion 3281. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WILEY. I yield. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, is it not 
true that the illustration to which the 
able Senator from Wisconsin has re- 
ferred, in which this question arose at a 
time when Representative Mann was a 
Member of the House, was many years 
prior to the Reorganization Act of 1946? 

Mr. WILEY. Oh, yes. 

Mr. CASE. Is it not also true that the 
Senate rule is changed by the act of 
1946, as is clear by reference to the 
footnote to rule XXVII, paragraph 3, 
which definitely refers to the fact that 
it was amended in 1946? Is it not also 
true that all the precedents upon which 
the able Senator from Wisconsin has 
relied are based upon rulings prior to 
that change in the rule? 

Mr. WILEY. Generally speaking, I 
think the Senator’s statement is cor- 
rect, except as to his interpretation of 
section 135 of the Reorganization Act. 
In view of the circumstances here and 
the facts involved, as we had them be- 
fore us in conference, I think this par- 
ticular section is applicable, as ruled by 
the President of the Senate yesterday. 
In that respect I think the Vice Presi- 
dent was correct. 

Mr. President, I had intended to speak 
to the merits of the bill as redrafted as 
a result of the conference. If there are 
no more questions 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Wisconsin yield to me 
for a question? 

Mr. WILEY. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. What figures were 
in conference, insofar as the House and 
Senate were concerned? 


Mr. WILEY. I do not have the exact 
data before me. I think it has already 
been stated. 


Mr, FERGUSON. I have it before me 
now. How does the Senator from Wis- 
consin understand that the conferees 
could change the highest transferable 
amount, as voted by the House, from 
$251,400,000 for military aid, to the fig- 
ure $502,800,900? I had always under- 
stood that it was necessary for the con- 
ferees to take either the highest figure 
or the low figure, or somewhere between 
the two. How is it possible for the con- 
ferees to change from $251,400,000 to 
$502,800,000? 

Mr. WILEY. I think the Senator is 
placing his finger on the vital point at 
issue. I would say definitely that the 
point raised yesterday was as to the 
change in percentage, not the change 
in the amount. I have mentioned that 
point in my remarks today. Since there 
is a charge in the amount, namely, from 
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5 percent on “X” to 5 percent on .“ 
that presents the conferees with an op- 
portunity to act. 

The only other issue is whether the 
conferees have gone beyond what was 
the former rule, namely, that they 
should not go above or below the 
amounts voted by the Senate and the 
House. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Wisconsin yield for 
a further question? 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, let me say 
that is exactly what the conferees did. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, is it 


not true that the Monroney-La Follette 


committee on page 8 of their report, in 
section 7, under the heading “Limita- 
tion of conference reports,” makes the 
following recommendation: 

That conferees of the two Houses be lim- 
ited to adjustment only of actual differences 
in fact between the two Houses and that 
matters on which both Houses are in agree- 
ment be not subject to change in conference. 


At the end of the Teen they 
state: 

Therefore, your committee recommends 
that rules governing conferences be clari- 
fied and enforced so as to permit considera- 
tion only of sections or parts of a bill on 
which the Houses have, in fact, disagreed 
and to forbid conferees to change those parts 
of legislation agreed to by both Houses. 


Considering that statement in the re- 
organization committees’ report, would 
it not be an absurdity to have written 
and adopted section 135 of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act as a change 
in the rules of conference without hay- 
ing achieved any change in the rule? 
Is it not true that the purpose in writing 
section 135 was to change the rule? 

Mr. WILEY. I would say there is some 
basis for that argument. However, I 
would say that when one House has 
stricken out all but the enacting clause, 
under other rules which have been stated, 
enough of a question was presented be- 
fore the conferees to justify them in act- 
ing as they did; and the fact that the 
Vice President has sustained their ac- 
tion, even if the Senate does not, shows 
that there is a ground of dispute. So I 
felt that it was perfectly legitimate and 
within their functions, in view of the 
facts as presented to the conferees. for 
them to take the action which was 
taken. > 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WILEY. I yield to the Senator 
from Michigan. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The point is that 
the limitation on conference reports, 
according to the report of the Joint Com- 
mittee on the Organization of the Con- 
gress of the United States, dated March 
4, 1946, pursuant to Concurrent Resolu- 
tion No. 18, was striking at the very 
nature of a substitute bill. The language 
on page 8 is: 

Regarding the limitation of conferees to 
the disagreements between the two Houses, 
parliamentary procedures make it possible 
for conferees completely to rewrite legis- 
lation substantially agreed upon in both 
Chambers. 

This is done by one House striking every- 
thing after the enacting clause, substitut- 
ing one over-all amendment, and thus 
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technically placing everything in the bill 
in disagreement and therefore making it 
subject to complete revision by the con- 
ferees. This is clearly not the intent of the 
rule on conferences, 

Therefore, your committee recommends 
that rules governing conferences be clarified 
and enforced so as to permit consideration 
only of sections or parts of a bill on which 
the Houses have, in fact, disagreed and to 
forbid conferees to change those parts of 
legislation agreed to by both Houses, 


So that it was to cover a substitute 
bill that the change in the rule was 
made, 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I agree 
fully that the conferees may not include 
in their report matters not committed to 
them by either House. The Senate Man- 
ual, under the heading Conference 
committees and reports,” on page 287 
says: 

30. Conferees may not strike out in con- 
ference anything in a bill agreed to and 
passed by both Houses. 

31. Conferees may include in their report 
matters which are germane modifications of 
subjects in disagreement between the Houses 
and committed to the conference. 

32. A disagreement to an amendment in 
the nature of a substitute having been re- 
ferred to conferees, it was held to be in order 
for them to report a new bill on the same 
subject. 

33. A conference committee may report 
agreement as to some of the matters of dif- 
ference, but inability to agree as to others. 


Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WILEY. I will yield in a mo- 
ment. 

The question may be considered a close 
one, but in spite of what has been said, 
I believe that in the interest of good leg- 
islation and in the interest of utilizing 
the instrumentality of conference com- 
mittees to iron out differences, the ruling 
of the Chair was correct. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor, 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator will state the inquiry. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Is a motion to re- 
commit the conference report in order, 
and if so, does such a motion take prece- 
dence over the pending question on the 
appeal from the ruling of the Chair? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Moopy in the chair). The Chair would 
think that under rule XXII such a motion 
would be in order and would take prece- 
dence of the pending question. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I move 
that the conference report on House bill 
5113 be recommitted to the conference 
committee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the mction of the Senator 
from Illinois to recommit the conference 
report to the conference committee. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I desire to 
speak on the motion. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I make the point of 
no quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from South Dakota yield to the 
Senator from Texas for the purpose of 
making the point of no quorum? 

Mr. CASE. I yield, provided I do not 
thereby lose the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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Mr. CONNALLY. I make the point of 
no quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

ame Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for a 
quorum call be rescinded and that fur- 
ther proceedings under the call be sus- 
pended. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr. 
Case) has the floor. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, the issue 
before the Senate is whether the report 
should be recommitted to the conferees. 
The question arises out of a difference of 
opinion on the ruling made by the Chair 
yesterday with respect to the power of 
the conferees in relation to the pro- 
vision in the bill which deals with the 
transferability of funds. 

The distinguished Senator from Wis- 
consin [Mr. WILEY] has taken the posi- 
tion that the question in disagreement 
must be related to application of the 5- 
percent figure to the dollars involved in 
the bill. I am not disposed to quarrel 
with those who argue that, because the 
bill, as passed by the Senate, was in the 
nature of a substitute for the House bill, 
the power of the conferees was greater 
than it would have been had the bill been 
amended section by section. It is 
greater when a complete substitute is 
offered even though much wording is re- 
peated; yet the spirit of conference and 
the integrity of proceedings require that 
the intent of identical provisions be 
maintained. The work of the conferees 
is to reconcile differences, not to substi- 
tute new content. 

Taking the statement of the Senator 
from Wisconsin that the meat of the 
matter is the application of the 5-per- 
cent figure, the area of difference would 
be between 5 percent applied to the dol- 
lar figures carried in the House bill and 
5 percent applied to the dollar figures 
carried in the Senate bill. Apply those 
figures. The House bill would have per- 
mitted a transfer of $251,400,000 on the 
military fund whereas the Senate would 
have permitted a transfer of $250,317,500 
on the military fund. In other words, 
the difference in the transferability 
would have been approximately $1,000,- 
000, which is approximately the differ- 
ence between $251,000,000 permitted by 
the House figure and $250,000,000 per- 
mitted by the Senate figure. But 
changing the 5-percent to a 10-percent 
figure would make it possible to transfer 
$502,000,000—that is 10 percent of the 
$5,000,000,000 military figure. 

In other words, the transfer offered by 
the conferees would double the amount 
which could have been transferred under 
either the House or the Senate versions 
of the bill. 

Mr. President, it is the contention of 
those who feel that the conference rule 
is violated, or of those who feel that the 
bill should go back to conference for cor- 
rection, that the power of the conferees 
was exceeded by making a proposal 
which would permit the transfer- of 
twice the amount contemplated by the 
respective Houses, 
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The full significance of that is appar- 
ent, Mr. President, when it is recalled 
that one of the issues before the Senate 
in original consideration of the bill was 
the ratio between economic aid and mil- 
itary aid. The House had said that the 
ratio should be about 5 to 1; $5,000,000,- 
000 for military aid to $1,000,000,000 for 
economic aid. The Senate said the ra- 
tio should be greater than that; $5,- 
000,000,000 for military aid against 
$880,000,000 for economic aid; a ratio 
more nearly 6 to 1. The action of the 
conferees, however, would change the 
possible ratio to 3 to 1, for if $502,000,000, 
the military 10 percent, were added to 
the direct fund for economic aid there 
could be a total appropriation for eco- 
nomic aid of $1,524,000,000. 

That $1,524,000,000 for economic aid, 
Mr. President, would be 50 percent more 
than the House allowed, which was $1,- 
040,000,000, and would be approaching 
twice the Senate figure of $880,000,000. 
So that is the significance of the ques- 
tion here raised. 

Looking at the effect of a 5-percent 
transfer on funds involved, I would ad- 
mit that the conferees might have 
raised the 5 percent to about 5.3 per- 
cent; that would have permitted the 
amount to be transferred to be the same 
as the maximum transfer permitted by 
either House. But we are adopting the 
words the distinguished Vice President 
used yesterday, the sky is the limit,” if 
we approve a change in the transfer 
clause by conferees to permit the ap- 
propriation of twice as much for eco- 
nomic aid as the Senate proposed, and 
50 percent more than the House pro- 
posed, 

Mr, TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. CASE. I yield. 

Mr. TAFT. I am obliged to attend a 
meeting of the conference committee on 
the tax bill, and I should like to ask a 
question at this time. As I understand 
the figures given by the Senator from 
South Dakota, instead of a transfer of 
$250,000,000, it is possible, under the 
conference report, to transfer from mili- 
tary to economic aid $500,000,000. 

Mr. CASE. Yes, $502,000,000. 

Mr. TAFT. In addition to the amount 
which is contained in the conference re- 
port. I shall fight for return of the bill 
to conference because it seems to me the 
conferees have in effect violated the 
wishes of the Senate. We had in the 
Senate itself a vote first to cut $500,000,- 
000 from the economic aid item. That 
motion failed by a vote of 31 to 41. 
Somewhat later the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN] offered 
an amendment to cut the amount by 
$250,000,000, and that carried by a vote 
of 36 to 34. Now it may be that the con- 
ferees might be justified, perhaps, in re- 
ceding from what the Senate has decided 
on the vital issue, the most important 
issue in the entire bill. It may be that 


the conferees were persuaded that they, 
could restore the $250,000,000 that was 
cut from the item by the vote of the Sen- 
ate, and so they restored $197,000,000 to 
the bill. But when they go beyond that, , 


in direct violation of the vote of the Sen- 
ate, and so arrange the transfer that 


$250,000,000 more can be spent on eco- 
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nomic aid than would be allowed under 
the bill as passed by the Senate, it seems 
to me that they have violated the discre- 
tion that was given to them. I think 
they should have stood by the Senate fig- 
ure to begin with. I think there is some 
justification, perhaps, for compromising 
80 percent of the way toward the House 
figure, if they have to do that, but cer- 
tainly they ought not to add to that 
$250,000,000 more which was not in 
either bill. 

So it seems to me that we have a right 
to protest against the action of the con- 
ferees, and to ask them to reaffirm the 
vote the Senate took on the question of 
economic aid, when that question was 
before the Senate. I think the method 
of returning the bill to the conferees so 
they may sustain the position of the Sen- 
ate, is the proper course to pursue. I 
agree with the Senator from Illinois and 
the Senator from South Dakota, and I 
should definitely think we should in- 
struct the conferees that they have gone 
beyond anything justified by the action 
of the Senate when the bill was before 
the Senate. 

_Mr. CASE. Mr. President, the Sen- 
ator from Ohio has stated the basic 
issue very well, and that is whether or 
not the wishes of the Senate, as ex- 
pressed through its votes during the con- 
sideration of the bill, should be ignored. 
The action of the conferees has not gone 
toward the action of either the House or 
the Senate. It has gone in the direction 
of the Bureau of the Budget. The Bu- 
reau of the Budget originally asked $1,- 
675,000,000 for economic aid. The House 
authorized $1,040,000,000, in other words, 
going from 16 down to 10. The Senate 
authorized $880,000,000. In other words, 
coming from the budget position of 16 
and the House position of 10, down to 8.8. 

But the conferees by increasing the 
percentage of transferability, have put 
in a possible figure of $1,524,000,000. 
That is, as I have said, $500,000,000 more 
than the House proposed authorized 
and $600,000,000 more than the Senate 
authorized. It is almost the original 


budget figure of 16.7, 


The verdict of the Senate that the 
emphasis should be placed upon military 
aid and not upon economic aid was a 
decision which was not lightly taken. 
It was the result of considerable debate 
and discussion, both in the Senate Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations and on the 
floor of the Senate. Right or wrong, 
the decision ought not to be reversed by 
action of the conferees under clearly 
questionable authority under the rules. 

I recognize that we are now away from 
the technical question of the ruling of 
the Chair, and are back upon the merits 


of the change which has been made. 
But by reason of the point which has 


been made with respect to the rule in- 
volved, as well as by reason of the merits, 


‘it seems to me that the bill should be 
‘returned to the conferees so that they 


can follow the wishes of one House or 
the other, or recommend something in 
between. But they should understand 
that they should not increase possible 
appropriations for either major purpose 
to a point above that proposed by either 
the House or the Senate. Whatever 
may be said about the merits of any 
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question, the fact still remains that the 

proper domain for conferees on any bill 

is the area of disagreement between the 
two bodies. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN] to 
recommit the bill to conference. 

SEVEN BILLION FIVE HUNDRED MILLION DOLLARS 
TO EUROPEAN NATIONS THREATENING OUR 
LIVING STANDARDS 
Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, our 

first line of defense is a sound American 

economy. 

Abraham Lincoln once said that if 
this Nation is ever destroyed it will not 
be from without, but from within. 

I agree with Lincoln’s pronouncement. 
If we are destroyed, it will be an inside 
job. 

TAXPAYERS’ MONEY TO FOREIGN NATIONS— 

WELFARE CLAUSE 


Mr. President, appropriating money 
for foreign nations under the general 
welfare clause of the Constitution is far- 
fetched, to say the least. 

In effect, it represents the adoption 
on an international scale of the Karl 
Marx thesis From each according to 
his ability and to each according to his 
needs.” 

Even Karl Marx would be amazed to 
see his principle, originally enunciated 
for individuals within a nation, applied 
as between nations—to tear down the 
living standard of a new nation orig- 
inated upon the inalienable rights of the 
individual. i 

WAY TO ABOLISH WAR — 1 


Many have said that they believe the 
only way to abolish war is to level the 
standards of living of the nations of the 
world in other words, to bring our own 
standard down to that of India, China, 
Russia. The theory seems to be that 
with everyone living alike there would 
be nothing to fight for- and, I may add, 
no time or energy left to either play or 
fight. If the Administration’s social- 
istic plans work out, including the divi- 
sion of our markets under their free- 
trade program and continued gift-loans 
to foreign nations, we are headed for 
the “one economic world”, and life will 
again become a fight for existence. 


THIS ADMINISTRATION’S EXPENDITURES 


Mr. President, this matter has been 
discussed previously on the floor of the 
Senate, but I wish to refresh the memo- 
ry of Senators. 

Since Mr. Truman ascended to the 
Presidency of the United States on April 
12, 1945, his administration has col- 
lected more net Government revenue 
than had previously been collected by all 
administrations since our beginning. 

The total collected by all previous ad- 
ministrations, from 1789 to April 30, 1945, 
was $248,348,394.590. The net revenue 
collections by the Truman administra- 
tion from May 1, 1945 through June 20, 
1951, totaled $260,417,309,430. This in- 
formation is taken from an article by 
Paul O. Peters. 

EIGHT BILLION FIVE HUNDRED MILLION DOLLARS 
OPERATED GOVERNMENT IN 1940 


Mr. President, $8,500,000,000 is almost 
as much as the total amount expended 
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by the Federal Government in 1940 for 
all purposes, including national defense 
and interest on the debt. 

When I say $8,500,000,000, I point out 
that while the suggested $8,500,000,000 
was cut to $7,500,000,000, almost imme- 
diately an extra billion dollars was ap- 
propriated for the Export-Import Bank, 
which had already announced its pur- 

se of lending the money in foreign 
nations, 

With the Export-Import Bank, the 
World Bank, and other trick lending in- 
stitutions, the $8,500,900,000 will prob- 
ably approach $10,000,000,000 during this 
fiscal year. 

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MALONE. I yield. 3 

STRATEGIC MINERALS AND MATERIALS 


Mr. WELKER. I wonder if the distin- 
guished Senator from Nevada could in- 
form me as to whether or not any of the 
aid in the bill now pending would be 
used by some of our allies to purchase 
valuable minerals which we need so much 
in our national-defense program. 

Mr. MALONE. Foreign nations, in 
competition with the United States, are 
buying strategic and critical minerals 
and materials. As a matter of fact, 
‘European countries, including England 
specifically, to which we are furnishing 
a large part of the appropriations, has 
long received bids from Russia for their 
rubber in the Malayan states, in compe- 
tition with our bidding. That is what 
ran the price of rubber out of sight about 
a year ago. 

The money furnished European coun- 
tries is used in the markets to bid for 
raw materials, in South America and in 
other areas, in competition with the 
United States. Little attention is paid 
to what they have to pay, because it is 
argued that it is mostly our money any- 
way. 

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator further yield? 

Mr. MALONE. I am happy to yield. 

Mr. WELKER. The distinguished 
Senator from Nevada comes from a min- 
ing State, as I do. Can the Senator from 
Nevada inform the Senate as to whether 
or not there is some difference between 
the price paid for strategic minerals in 
foreign countries and the prices paid to 
our local producers in Nevada and 
Idaho? 

Mr. MALONE. I am glad that the 
distinguished Senator from Idaho has 
raised that question. It should be a 
matter of common knowledge that we 
have a ceiling on prices in the United 
States on such materials, placed there 
by those great geniuses, DiSalle and Eric 
Johnston. * 


INFLATION 


Eric Johnston has joined the admin- 
istration in saying that we must raise 
taxes and siphon off all wage raises and 
any money which a businessman may 
make, in order to prevent inflation. 

The administration can expend such 
money without creating inflation—so 
they say—while if the man who earns 
it spends it, it is a dangerously infia- 
tionary procedure. Since we are going 
to collect more taxes to regulate infla- 
tion, then, according to the theorists, the 
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proper way to handle the money would 
be to gift-loan it to foreign nations with- 
out any safeguards. The administration 
insists that we must do it that way, and 
the Senate seems to lack the moral stam- 
ina to assert itself. 

A definite limit has been set on what 
can be paid for minerals in the United 
States, as well as what can be paid for 
meat, textiles, and other materials. 

HIGHER PRICE FOR FOREIGN MATERIALS 


There is no limit, however, on what 
we pay for foreign minerals and mate- 
rials. I point out that upon one occa- 
sion the junior Senator from Nevada de- 
bated the copper tariff on this floor for 
several hours. He thought that during 
the 2 or 3 hours’ debate the Senate might 
rebel against paying more for foreign 
materials than to our own producers. 

At that time the junior Senator from 
Nevada stated that there would be ap- 
proximately a 3-cent differential between 
the price we would pay for copper from 
abroad and the price we would pay for 
copper in the United States, and that 
that result would be the closing down of 
independent producers unless financed 
through taxpayers’ money. Asa matter 
of fact, that is happening right now. 
There is a differential of 2½ or 3 cents. 
LOANS TO BE EXPENDED IN FOREIGN COUNTRIES 


Large loans have gone and are going 
to foreign countries to develop minerals 
to be shipped into this country and sold 
above the domestic market price, while 
there is a definite limit on the prices of 
such materials here. 

A great organization has been set up 
on the body politic to regulate prices 
from the top. The idea is to keep their 
finger on the snout of the teakettle and 
hold the steam in without turning off 
the heat under the kettle. 

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr. MALONE. Iam happy to yield, 


HIGHER PRICES FOR FOREIGN MINERALS 


Mr. WELKER. Do I understand the 
Senator from Nevada to say that at this 
time we are paying more money for lead, 
zinc, and other strategic materials to 
foreign producers than we are paying to 
our own producers in the United States? 

Mr. MALONE, I may point out to the 
distinguished Senator from Idaho that 
there is no limit to what we may pay for 
such materials abroad. We gift-lend 
our money to foreign nations, and they 
expend this money to develop competi- 
tion with American producers. They can 
then sell the product for whatever the 
foreign market price may be. 

There is a lid on prices in this coun- 
try. Recently our domestic producers 
announced that they would raise the 
price of zinc a few cents. The raise still 
would not bring the price up to the price 
we are paying in foreign countries. 

Of course, it is an idiotic, insane prin- 
ciple. What we should be doing is pay- 


ing more for domestic minerals than for 


foreign minerals, We should pay the 
difference represented by the wage 
standards in the United States and those 


in the foreign nations. We should pay 


that differential if we want to deal fairly 
with the American citizens. Miners, ma- 
chinists, and other technically trained 
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men in this country are paid ten to fif- 
teen dollars a day. Overseas, compara- 
ble workers are paid possibly 25 cents a 
day. 

If our Government wants to get min- 
erals for the stockpile it should adopt 
the principle of establishing a market for 
foreign nations’ goods as a basis of fair 
and reasonable competition—a flexible 
tariff or import fee administered by the 
Tariff Commission without the interfer- 
ence of a discredited State Department. 
If that were done, there would be no 
shortage. 

THE WESTERN HEMISPHERE SELF-SUFFICIENT 


The Western Hemisphere from South 
America to Alaska could be made self.. 
sufficient in the production of strategic 
and critical minerals and materials if 
we would turn our attention to these 
areas, 

The Senator from Idaho is correct 
when he says that there is a preference 
for foreign materials by this administra- 
tion. Our money is going out both as 
gift-loans to foreign nations, who bid 
against us, and as specific loans to cor- 
porations and individuals to develop 
minerals in foreign low-wage countries, 
to sell back to our Government at higher 
prices than it is willing to pay our 
American producers here. 

FOREIGN GIFT-LOANS AND STATE BUDGETS 


Mr. President, the $8,500,600,000 ex- 
ceeds by more than a half billion dol- 
lars the total taxes collected last year 
for the support of the 48 State govern- 
ments. 

The estimated 1950 State tax collec- 
tions, exclusive of unemployment-com- 
pensation payroll taxes, totaled $7,939,- 
000,000. 

From 1789, from the administration of 
the first President of the United States, 
to June 30, 1944, the end of President 
Roosevelt’s administration, a period of 
166 years, the Federal Government 
collected in taxes and spent $248,348,- 
394,590. The Truman administration 
since June 30, 1944, has expended more 
than $260,000,000,000. 

FOREIGN NATIONS RECOVERY 


They say that we are giving away the 
taxpayers’ money for recovery of the for- 
eign nations. 

I want to point out that the foreign 
nations’ recovery since the close of the 
Second World War, as of the latest 
monthly figure in 1951, showed the fol- 
lowing facts: Austria had recovered 155 
percent over the prewar period. Belgium 
had recovered 118 percent. Denmark, 
161 percent. France, 129 percent. Ger- 
many, in the bizone area, 138 percent. 
Greece, 119 percent. Ireland, 149 per- 
cent. Italy, 137 percent. Luxemburg, 
119 percent. The Netherlands, 145 per- 
cent. Norway, 162 percent. Sweden, 
176 percent. The United Kingdom, 132 
percent. 

NO CONDITIONS WHATEVER ATTACHED TO GIFT 
LOANS 

I point out also, as I have on other 
occasions, that money is appropriated 
here for the foreign nations without any 
conditions being attached. The condi- 
tions that should be attached to any gift 
loan to any foreign nation should be the 
simple and fundamental conditions of 
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fair relations between nations. Mr. 
President, this matter was discussed in 
March 1948 by the junior Senator from 
Nevada, when he said that no loan 
should be made to any of the European 
nations except on simple and basic fun- 
damental conditions: 

First. That any further aid from the 
United States would be loaned to private 
business through the World Bank, in 
line with RFC loans to private business 
in this country. 

Second, Every nation receiving our 
gift-loans would guarantee the integrity 
of private investments within its borders 
against socialization, nationalization, or 
confiscation, as we protect investments 
in this country. 

Third. Such nation would join in a 
concerted effort with the participating 
countries to form a United States of Eu- 
rope similar to the United States of 
America. 

Fourth. Each recipient nation would 
agree to eliminate currency manipula- 
tion which prevents its currency from 
reflecting its actual purchasing power in 
terms of the United States dollar on the 
free monetary markets of the world. 

Fifth. Each recipient nation would 
give equal access to its markets, partic- 
ularly in the areas that we are com- 
mitted to defend. 


THE DOLLAR SHORTAGE HOAX 


We have been subjected for several 
years to the so-called dollar shortage” 
hoax. Mr. President, a foreign nation 
has a dollar shortage when it fixes the 
exchange value of its money higher than 
the money is worth on the free exchange. 

THE BRITISH POUND 


For example, the British Empire said 
that its pound was worth $4.03 up to a 
certain date. No one in the international 
market was paying more than $2.60 for 
the pound. 

The British Empire set the price $1.43 
higher than it was worth. Therefore, 
they were short of dollars; no one would 
pay $4.03 for the pound. A like but re- 
versed situation would be created if Con- 
gress gave the President the right to fix 
the price of the dollar, and he should 
say that $1 was worth 1 pound, Then 
we would be short of pounds. 

It would be a silly procedure for us to 
follow, but when a foreign country does 
the same thing, our Administration, 


supported by a spineless Congress, makes 


up the $1.43 difference through appro- 
priations out of the taxpayers’ pocket. 
You cannot blame foreign countries for 
trying it on us. But I do blame the 
United States Senate—they should know 
better, and would know better if they 
would look behind the Administration’s 
recommendations and relate the idiotic 
mutterings to simple economics, 


OUR FOREIGN AID AND RUSSIA 


I wish to refer to a Times-Herald dis- 
patch of August 27, written by Walter 
Trohan. 

I may say that my reason for bringing 
this matter up at this time is to show 
again the utter insane and reckless meth- 
ods followed by the administration and 


supported by the Senate of the United 
States. Fhis dispatch reads as follows: 
LEND-LEASE HELPED BUILD IRON CURTAIN 
(By Walter Trohan) 

More than 13,000,000,000 American gift 
dollars have gone to Soviet Russia and her 
satellites to help forge chains of Red slavery 
in Europe and Asia, 

Congress is seeking to unravel the story of 
how a group of gullible and treasonable 
American officials, economists, and military 
worked feverishly to build up the economic 
and military strength of the Soviet Union 
before and after the United States entered 
World War II. 

At the end of hostilities the Red economic 
and military power was turned against the 
United States in Europe and Asia. Small 
nations which had been promised the right 
to choose the form of government under 
which they shall live were forced to choose 
or maneuvered into choosing communism. 

NEW BILL TWICE AS LARGE 

Today many of those who built up Soviet 
Russia are in charge of the administration 
drive to spend $25,000,000,000 in 3 years, this 
time to check the spread of Communist 
aggression. The bill to undo communism is 
twice as large as the bill to promote com- 
munism, 

Under lend-lease more than $11,500,000,000 
of aid was extended to Red Russia as follows: 


Farm and industry items... $4, 404, 085, 527 


Tanks 1, 772, 695, 036 
Ships 1. 580, 910, 019 
Ordnance 790, 447, 950 
Military equipment 788, 822, 064 
Facilities and equipment 554, 652, 967 
Reconditioning and testing. 111, 372, 467 
Serie.. E E E '73, 925, 250 
Au oane aA 1, 278, 756, 969 
9 11. 355, 668, 249 

Less credit for reverse lend- 
S 10, 591, 122 


Net lend-lease 11, 345, 077, 127 
Other direct aid to Russia from 1941 

through 1945 included: 

Supplies and services, UNRRA. $139, 197, 001 


American Red Cross 17, 005, 388 


Including these items the total net direct 
aid was $11,501,279,516. 


CONGRESS DISREGARDED 


When Congress decided that lend-lease to 
Russia expired on December 30, 1946, there 
was a large amount of supplies in the so- 
called pipeline. These were supplies allo- 
cated for delivery to Russia. 

Disregarding the will of Congress and a 
ruling from the Comptroller General that 
these goods should not go to Russia, adminis- 
tration officials in the State Department and 
White House cooked up a scheme under 
which it was held the Russians had theoreti- 
cal title although not possession of the sup- 
plies and that the Soviets could have them 
if they would take them away. Thus the 


» Russians received millions upon millions of 
dollars of supplies after the expiration of the 


legal delivery date. 

In the postwar period Russia got grants- 
in-aid and credits amounting to $465,000,000 
making the Russian total take about $12,- 
000,000,000. In addition to these, grants and 
credits were extended to satellite countries of 
more than $1,000,000,000. These include: 


18, 359, 000 


1, 022, 177, 000 
There is hope but no certainty that Yugo- 
slavia, while Communist, has broken for all 
time with Stalin, The administration de- 
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serted antinazi Yugoslavs under Mihailo- 
vich for the Communists of Tito. Although 
the Mihailovich forces were fighting for 
rights promised them by the Roosevelt ad- 
ministration, they were abandoned. Tito 
was furnished supplies that enabled him to 
win a Communist victory. 

Estonia, Lithuania, Latvia, Hungary, Ru- 
mania, Albania, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, 
and Poland were taken behind the iron cur- 
tain. In Asia, China came into the Soviet 
orbit. 

The administration has been blamed in 
Congress for policies which brought China 
under Red control. Millions of dollars of 


American aid to China fell into Red hands. 


It has been charged that aid which would 
have prevented China communization was 
withheld by the administration, 

In its appeal for the new $25,000,000,000 
aid program for Western Europe to offset the 
aid given for communism, the administration 
passes over its own responsibility for the eco- 
nomic and military might of the Soviet. In 
an Official executive department pamphlet on 
the need of the $8,500,000,000 being sought 
for the current fiscal year, it is said: 

“It is not necessary to review in detail the 
course of events by which hopes and expecta- 
tions entertained at the end of World War II 
have turned to disillusionment, or to reca- 
pitulate all of the steps by which the world 
has passed in the last 6 years from the prom- 
ise of peace to the threat of war. Through- 
out these years it was evident that the So- 
viet Union was bent on extending its areas 
of domination,” 


These cure-alls, as they came along, 
were put forward as a sure cure for the 
ills of the world. 

It is with the idea of preventing fur- 
ther mistakes and further encourage- 
ment of useless expenditures, that I 
present these figures. Everything looks 
bright and rosy each time under the 
spell of the European and Asiatic sales- 
men. Unfortunately, the Senate does 
not analyze. 


Mr. President, in the Washington 
Times-Herald for August 27, 1951, ap- 
pears an editorial entitled ‘Pathetic 
consten: The editorial reads as fol- 
ows: 


PATHETIC CONGRESS 


Mr. Truman wanted to give Secretary Of 
State Acheson complete control over about 
$7,500,000,000 in foreign military and eco- 
nomic spending. The President originally 
asked for eight and one-half billion, Both 
House and Senate trimmed that a little, but 
not much, and both have refused Acheson 
the authority Truman sought for him, 

The Senate wants to spread the foreign 
spending control among Acheson, the De- 
fense Department, and the Economic Co- 
operation Administration which dispenses 
Marshall plan money, The House wants to 
create a new foreign spending agency. 

Both may feel that they have administered 
a rebuke to Acheson, but the fact remains 
that he stays put and the foreign spending 
goes on. If Congress wants to deal appro- 
priately with Acheson, it should stop fumb- 
ling and fire him. If it wants to stop the 
squandering of the people’s money and the 
never-ending raising of taxes, it should stop 


_ appropriating everything that the spenders 


demand. 

The way it is behaving, Congress suggests 
nothing so much as a girl who sticks her 
toe in the water but won't go in because 
it’s too cold, It won't take the plunge on 
anything. 

SENATE TO BLAME FOR INSANE FISCAL POLICIES 


Mr. President, some persons like to 
blame Mr. Roosevelt for unbusinesslike 
practices—some blame Mr, Truman, 


1951 


However, the Constitution of the United 
States says that anything in the way of 
an appropriation which does not pass 
the Senate of the United States is inef- 
fective. I call attention to the fact that 
it is the responsibility of the Senate of 
the United States to study appropria- 
tions before it votes for them. Congress 
should not take the Administration's 
budgets like a trout takes a fly—just be- 
cause it looks like something good to eat, 
at the time, but should consider the tax- 
payers’ money in the same manner as a 
banker considers the depositors’ money. 


BRITISH EASE US INTO NEW SPENDING 


Mr. President, also in the Washington 
Times-Herald of August 27, 1951, ap- 
peared an article under the heading 
“British Ease Us Into New Angel Role“, 
by Arthur Sears Henning. I read from. 
the article: 

BRITISH EASE US INTO NEW SPENDING į 
(By Arthur Sears Henning) 


Great Britain, which successfully has 
manipulated American foreign policy 
through the Roosevelt and Truman adminis- 
trations and has become virtually a pensioner 
of the United States, is preparing new ven- 
tures for Uncle Sam in world affairs. 

The British plan an international defense 
organization in the Middle East, similar to 
the North Atlantic alliance against Russia, 
in which the United States would be a lead- 
ing partner and furnish the arms and money 
required for the undertaking. The first in- 
stallment of this American aid for the Middle 
East is the $415,000,000 worth of arms and 
$125,000,000 in financial assistance contained 
in the pending mutual security bill. 


EASED INTO POSITION 


The United States is being eased by de- 
grees into this new role of protector of Brit - 
ish interests in the Middle East. The British 
have pretended to be against the Truman 
administration's plans for bringing Greece 
and Turkey into the North Atlantic alliance 
while Washington was hesitating to embrace 
the Middle East alliance. Now London has 
withdrawn its opposition, and the admission 
of Greece and Turkey to the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization is to be consummated 
at the Atlantic Council meeting at Ottawa 
next month, 

In return, Washington will be pressed to 
enter the Middle East alliance, which is 
scheduled for action at the Atlantic Council 
meeting in Rome in October. 

The British also have renounced their in- 
sistence that the commander of the NATO 
naval forces in the Mediterranean should be 
a British admiral. They say that inasmuch 
as the fleet in that area is predominantly 
American, the commander should be Amer- 
ican. Not Brittania, but Columbia, it seems, 
now rules the waves. 


NEEDS AID IN IRAN 


Britain desperately needs the assistance of 
the United States to save what little remains 
of British Empire interest in the Middle East. 
The British billion-dollar oil concession in 
Iran is all but lost already. The Socialist 
government in London, which is steadily 
nationalizing British private enterprise at 
home, is making a last stand against the na- 
tionalization of the British oil concession by 
Iran. It is threatening use of armed force 
to save some part of the British investment. 

The Russians, profiting from the confusion 
in Iran, are poised threateningly on the 
north. A Middle East alliance, armed and 
financed by the United States, would be de- 
signed to hold Russia in check in Iran and 
save British interests from extinction. 
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The Middle East alliance is designed also 
to maintain the status quo of the Suez Canal 
and stave off the expulsion of Britain from 
Egypt, as is being threatened by the Egyp- 
tians. Suez, the British contend, is the nat- 
ural bridge between the Near East and the 
Middle East, and the logical location of 
American bases for the defense of the Middle 
East with its billion-dollar Arabian-American 
oil industry. 

TAKE OVER IN GREECE 


The British are relying upon President 
Truman and State Secretary Acheson to aid 
in putting across the new British program 
for America, as they have in previous proj- 
ects to bail out the Socialist government in 
London. Acheson, the son of British-born 
parents, is the leading American Anglophile, 
and the President keeps step with him. 

Britain, pleading poverty, sought a $6,000,- 
000,000 gift from the United States in 1946 
and eventually got a loan of three and three- 
fourths billions. Because of the improbabil- 
ity of its payment this became known as the 
gift loan. Mr Truman, powerfully aided by 
Acheson, then State Under Secretary, pushed 
the grant through Congress. 

SQUANDERED LOAN 


The first payment on the loan is due next 
December, but Britain already is pleading 
inability to pay, although possessing more 
than a billion dollars worth of negotiable 
securities in this country. 

The Socialist government squandered the 
loan in a little over a year on consumer goods 
to keep the populace contented with a wel- 
fare state that threatened the country with 
bankruptcy. Compelled to choose between 
the high cost of socialism and the high cost 
of Empire, the Socialist government in 1947 
sought to lighten the Empire load. London 

ed Mr. Truman to take over the ex~ 
pensive British protectorate of Greece and 
Turkey and the protection of British in- 
terests in the Mediterranean generally. 

The British suggested a way to sell this de- 
parture of American policy to the American 
people. It was to save Greece and Turkey 
and eventually the world from Russian ag- 
gression. George Kennan of the State De- 


partment policy planning staff was then ad- 


vocating the containment of Russia. From 
these ideas, with a final shaping by Acheson, 
evolved the Truman doctrine that it is the 
duty of the United States to defend every 
nation from totalitarian aggression, 

The Socialist government was still in 
financial straits, but Acheson came to its 
rescue with a speech in which he suggested 
what eventually became the Marshall plan 
of economic aid for Europe, which yielded 
about $3,000,000,000 , Britain. 


SUGGESTED WE PAY 


London suggested that America initiate 
and finance the North Atlantic Pact against 
Russia, from which several billion dollars 
could be expected for British defense. Tru- 
man and Acheson acceded and the Senate, 
including most of the Republicans, ratified 
the pact. 

The Truman administration has been in- 
fluenced profoundly by Britain in the con- 
duct of the war in Korea, The President has 
admitted that he restrained General Mac- 
Arthur from bombing China in deference to 
the views of our allies, by which he meant 
first and foremost Great Britain, powerful 
undercover friend of Red China and supplier 
of war materials to Peiping. Mr. Truman 
then pleased the British Government no end 
by firing MacArthur. 

Due to the influence of Britain which rec- 
ognizes the Chinese Reds, Nationalist China, 
recognized by the United States and most 
other countries and the United Nations, was 
excluded by Acheson, with Mr. Truman's ap- 
proval, from participating in the peace treaty 
with Japan, scheduled to be signed by 50 
nations at San Francisco next month. 
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BRITISH COLONIALISM IN IRAN 


Mr. President with reference to the 
latest ultimatum from Britain about 
Tran, nothing is said about the fact that 
the British companies operating in Iran 
since 1890 have apparently manipulated 
the oil profits through excessive British 
taxes and investments of the Iran oil 
profits in other foreign countries to re- 
duce Iranians’ participation in any 
profits, Those companies have charged 
to their operations many expenditures 
which were made outside of Iran, and 
all those expenditures have been sub- 
tracted before any money or any benefits 
went to the Iranians. 

We have also to consider the fact that 
the Iranians were paid a royalty of only 
17 cents a barrel, which was about one- 
third to one-fourth of the royalty the 
Americans were paying just across the 
line in Arabia. 

THE COLD IRANIAN WAR 


Mr. President, we are supporting 
virtual colonialism in Iran. It is no se- 
cret that the British have controlled the 
government in Iran for many years and 
have begun a cold war or what they call 
a cold war to force the resignation of the 
Prime Minister of Iran so that they may 
regain control of that country. 

Mr. President, the British operations 
in Iran show that the British know how 
to fight a cold war. They have for- 
bidden any dollars or pounds or manu- 
factured products to go into Iran. That 
is the way to fight a cold war. 

CONTRAST TO THE RUSSIAN COLD WAR 


On the other hand, the cold war that 
we have been fighting with Russia, sup- 
posedly with their help, has not been 
effective because machinery, materials 
and money sent to European nations 
finds its way to Russia. Marshall Plan 
countries have approximately 100 trade 
treaties with Russia and the Iron-Cur- 
tain countries. Through those treaties 
they sell to Russia the necessary manu- 
factured and processed products per- 
mitting Russia to arm for world war III 
and to consolidate her gains in Eastern 
Europe and in Asia. By means of those 
treaties and additional trade treaties 
which those European countries are con- 
tinuing to make with Russia, they pro- 
vide Russia and the iron-curtain coun- 
tries with rubber and tin as well as 
needed manufactured products which 
Russia cannot secure anywhere else. 
These are sent in return for grains, tim- 
ber and other products which the Euro- 
pean countries could just as well obtain 
from the United States or from Canada, 

REAL CURRENCY VALUE—BARTER TRADE WITH 

UNITED STATES BANKING 

Instead of taking our goods as gifts, 
foreign countries could obtain our prod- 
ucts with their own currencies. All they 
would have to do in that connection 
would be to stop manipulating their cur- 
rencies for trade advantage—let their 
currencies take their own level on the 
New York and London Stock Exchanges, 
and then spend their own money. 

Instead of our providing those coun- 
tries with $7,500,000,000 to purchase our 
products, let them buy in the United 
States the materials they need, and let 
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them pay with their own money for the 
materials, at the current rate of exchange 
on the London and New York Stock Ex- 
changes; and let the pounds or pesos 
or whatever currency is used to pay for 
such materials be put into a special fund 
in the Treasury of the United States. 
Then, whenever we need to buy mate- 
rials from those countries—for instance, 
whenever we need to buy chromite and 
manganese from South Africa or wool 
from Australia, or monazite sand or 
manganese or hemp from India—the 
respective funds could then be utilized to 
purchase such material at the then cur- 
rent rate of exchange. We then would 
have merely acted as banker for what 
amounted to a barter transaction. 

Mr. President, there is nothing diffi- 
cult at all about such a plan. Of course, 
it is so reasonable and simple that I 
would not expect the United States Sen- 
ate to adopt it immediately. As a re- 
porter once said, when I first proposed it, 
it sounds “startlingly reasonable”, Un- 
der the crazy system now being followed 
we are dividing the wealth of the United 
States with other nations. We are now 
giving our wealth to individual nations, 
such as Britain. 

We are adopting the Fabian-Marxist 
theory of government. Instead of di- 
viding our wealth among the citizens, we 
have transferred it to the nations of the 
world, proceeding to divide our wealth 
with them. 

Since we are the only nation which 
has any money or any markets to divide, 
then unless our wealth is in the pot there 
is no game. 

THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES SHOULD 
WAKE UP 

Naturally, as was said at Geneva at 
the last meeting of GATT, if the United 
States withdrew, there was no play. 
Anyone else could withdraw, because no 
one else had anything in the pot. But 
it was the markets of America they must 
have in the pot, and the money and the 
production capacity of America, 

Any nation or any group of nations, 
not including the United States, might 
withdraw, and the game goes on, But 
if the United States withdraws then the 
game is over and the players go home. 

How silly and insane can we be? The 
Senate of the United States should wake 
up. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, al- 
though there was no reference in either 
the Senate or House bill to membership 
on the Board of Directors of the Export- 
Import Bank, the conference bill in sec- 
tion 501 (3) provides that the Director 
of the Mutual Security Administration 
be a member of the Board of Directors of 
the bank. 

At the present time the Board is com- 
posed of the Chairman of the Board, Mr. 
Gaston, three full-time members, and 
the Secretary of State. You will note, 
Mr. President, that the Secretary of the 
Treasury, the Secretary of Commerce, 
and the Economic Cooperation Adminis- 
trator are not members of the Board of 
Directors. They are, however, members 
of the National Advisory Council which 
advises the Export-Import Bank on pol- 
icy. So, too, will the Director of Mutual 
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Security be a member of the National 
Advisory Council. 

If this provision making the Director 
of Mutual Security a member of the 
Board of Directors of the Export-Import 
Bank is retained, his status with refer- 
ence to that bank will be higher than 
that of the Secretaries of Treasury or 
Commerce. The bank, as I understand 
it, will only act as agent—a bookkeeper, 
so to speak, for the Mutual Security Ad- 
ministration in their loan program. I 
can see no reason why the Administrator 
should, because of this service which the 
bank renders, sit as a member of the 
Board of Directors, setting policy on all 
its operations. It would seem that his 
membership on the Advisory Council 
would be sufficient, as it was for the ECA 
Administrator, the Secretary of the 
Treasury, and the Secretary of Com- 
merce. 

I am particularly concerned about 
this provision, because I am very fearful 
that as time goes on the prime purpose 
and operation of the Export-Import 
Bank will become blurred, and the bank 
will be associated with loans that might 
not turn out to be good ones, and the 
public, and eventually the Congress, will 
associate any shortcoming of the Mutual 
Security Administration, or any political 
ideas with reference to the program, 
with the Export-Import Bank, even 
though the bank only acts as agent for 
the Mutual Security Administration. 

As chairman of the Banking and Cur- 
rency Committee, who has carefully ob- 
served and helped develop the successful 
program of the Export-Import Bank, I 
am very anxious that it become recog- 
nized for what it is and what I hope it 
will continue to develop as—a bank that 
operates internationally on the sound 
principles of private-enterprise banking. 

In the long years ahead I envision the 
Export-Import Bank as the most impor- 
tant single instrument for constructive 
international economic policy, if we help 
develop it to do its proper job. Good 
and sound international loans will de- 
velop good and sound businesses in every 
country throughout the world, and it 
can lead to most stable and sound inter- 
national trade and international pros- 
perity. We have to develop a sound loan 
program as an alternative to a program 
of grants and a relatively unsound inter- 
national loan program, and I think the 
Export-Import Bank is the medium 
through which it can be developed. 

Mr. President, I merely wanted to 
place that statement in the Recorp, to 
show what is in this conference report, 
because, as I understand, it has not yet 
been before the House. I understand 
there are some objections in the House. 
Many objections have been brought to 
my attention, as chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency. With 
all due respect to the members of the 
conference committee, and the achieve- 
ments of the conference, I wanted the 
Senate to know what we are doing. 

The Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency only a little while ago reported to 
the Senate a bill to increase the author- 
ization of the Export-Import Bank by 
$1,000,000,000, and the Senate passed it 
some 3 weeks ago. When we passed that 
bill it was our intention that the bank 
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should make only sound loans. The 
provision agreed to by the free confer- 
ence on the mutual security bill, if re- 
tained in the bill, may cast some doubt 
on our efforts. 

If the provision becomes law, the bank 
will have that much more a job to do 
if it is to maintain and add to its sound 
reputation. 


MR. TRUMAN'S IRON CURTAIN 


Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, I 
thoroughly agree with what the distin- 
guished chairman of the Banking and 
Currency Committee, the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. MAYBANK], has said, 
that we should go into that problem most 
thoroughly. At this time to make such 
a change as he has mentioned I think is 
inadvisable. 

Mr. President, your country and mine 
is today faced with a terrible threat. 
First, we are faced with armed enemies 
from abroad. Second, we are faced with 
an infiltration of a godless, materialistic 
philosophy. Finally, we are threatened 
by internal moral decay; and no small 
part of that internal moral decay is a 
lack of respect for the Constitution of the 
United States and the undermining of 
the fundamental principles and guaran- 
teed liberties in that, our basic docu- 
ment. 

On September 29, 1951, I introduced, 
for myself and on behalf of the senior 
Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART] 
and the senior Senator from Michigan 
(Mr. FERGUSON] a bill to repeal the re- 
cent Executive order authorizing all Gov- 
ernment departments and agencies to 
withhold information in the interest of 
national security, so claimed. The pur- 
pose of Senate bill 2190 should be ob- 
vious to every American newspaper and 
to every American who cherishes free- 
dom of the press. 

In yesterday’s Washington Post I 
noted an article entitled “Newsmen 
Sound Call To Save Free Press,” in which 
it is stated: 


More than 40 news executives, at a forum 
on freedom of the press, today declared the 
American people should “demand of their 
public officials the right of free access to the 
facts about their Government.” 

In a declaration drawn up after an all-day 
discussion at Northwestern University, the 
editors declared: 

“That the American people are in danger 
of losing their rights to freedom of informa- 
tion by default unless they demand of their 
public officials the right of free access to the 
facts about their Government, This is the 
right of the people which cannot be taken 
for granted, but must be fought for every 
day.” 


I now quote from Mr. J. R. Wiggins, 
managing editor of the Washington Post, 
who referred to President Truman's 
order tightening the handling of infor- 
mation on Government agencies. He 
said: 


One of the dangers is that it actually en- 
dangers rather than guards military security. 


Mr. Wiggins further said: 


Right now, “top secret,” “secret,” “con- 
fidential,” and “classified” mean something, 
If there are literally tons of documents bear- 
ing the top-secret label, I don’t know how 
long real military information will be secret 
at all. 
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I desire to quote from another great 
American editor, a personal friend of 
mine from my State of Ohio, Mr. John S. 
Knight, editor and publisher, it says 
here, of the Chicago Daily News—which 
he is—but also editor and publisher of 
the Akron Beacon-Journal. He says: 


The threat to freedom of information in 
the United States is a very real one. This 
insidious trend is gaining momentum day by 
day. Unless our newspapers and other media 
of information block every effort to use 
punitive measures against us, and convince 
the public of the rightness of our position, 
we too may live to see the day of our own 
destruction. 


Mr. President, I ask that the remain- 
der of the article from the Washington 
Post of October 1, 1951, be printed in the 
REcorD as a part of my remarks at this 
point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Pas- 
TORE in the Chair). Is there objection? 

There being no objection, the remain- 
der of the article was ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


The declaration criticized what it termed 
the dangers of an Executive order issued last 
week by President Truman. The order ex- 
tended tight security regulations on infor- 
mation dispensed by civilian as well as mili- 
tary agencies. 

The declaration also stated: 

“That the integrity of freedom of infor- 
mation goes to the very roots of popular 
government in the United States. 

“That this fundamental right of the peo- 
ple is being steadily undermined by the 
growing practice of secrecy in Government 
on National, State, and local levels; the 
growing tendency of public officials to feel 
that they are not accountable to the public; 
that they may conduct the business of their 
Offices in secret; that they may seal or im- 
pound public records; that they may divulge 
only such information as they think is good 
for the people to know; that they may ex- 
tend military security into the areas of news 
which have no bearing on the Nation’s se- 
curity, as shown by the dangers in an Execu- 
tive order issued within the week. 

“This is the pattern by which the Fascists 
in Italy, the Nazis in Germany, the Bolshe- 
viks in Russia, and the Peronistas in Argen- 
tina began to limit the rights of their people 
to know, forced their newspapers into com- 
plete subjection, and were able to take from 
bog? all their other democratic rights as 
well.“ 

J. R. Wiggins, managing editor of the 
Washington Post, referred to President Tru- 
man's order tightening the handling of in- 
formation on Government agencies and said 
one of its dangers is that it actually endan- 
gers rather than guards military security. 

“Right now, top secret, secret, confidential, 
and classified mean something,” Wiggins 
said. “If there are literally tons of docu- 
ments bearing a top-secret label, I don’t 
know how long real military information 
will be secret at all.” 

The editors heard Dr. Alberto Gainza Paz, 
editor of La Prensa of Buenos Aires, seized 
by the Peron government, tell how his press 
freedom was sup . They also heard 
German Arciniegas of the Inter-American 
Press Association and the newspaper El 
Tiempo of Bogota, Colombia, describe what 
he said was Government censorship and news 
suppression in that country. 

John S. Knight, editor and publisher of 
the Chicago Daily News, declared: 


“The threat to freedom of information 


in the United States isa very realone. This 
insidious trend is gaining momentum day 
by day. Unless our newspapers and other 
media of information block every effort to 


use punitive measures against us, and con- 
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vince the public of the rightness of our posi- 
tion, we, too, may live to see the day of our 
destruction.” 

Arciniegas declared that 50,000 persons 


have been killed in Colombia in the last 3 


years in what the Government called a civil 
war and that “there is no information about 
it at all in any newspaper in the world.” 


Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, fair 
administration of Executive Order No. 
10290 is at best only a theoretical possi- 
bility. Our experience with censorship 
by the military establishment is suff- 
cient proof that the power to suppress 
information will be abused. That ex- 
perience indicates that matters having 
only a tenuous connection with national 
security acquire, at the very least, a “re- 
stricted” classification. It also indicates 
that information constantly moves to- 
ward higher security classifications mak- 
ing necessary the creation of a host of 
supersecret categories. We are also 
aware that the military has used secu- 
rity restrictions to protect itself against 
criticism which would be of no value 
whatever to a potential enemy. 

Mr. President, I have had the experi- 
ence, as a member of a joint committee 
of the House and Senate, of having had 
brought to my office under guard certain 
information in regard to that commit- 
tee’s work and the work of the com- 
mission with which it is supposed to be 
concerned, and then to my amazement, 
of having picked up a newspaper a day 
or two later only to find the same thing 
in the public press. Yet we, as members 
of the joint committee, were sworn to 
utter secrecy. 

I doubt very much if there is at the 
present time adequate protection and 
security as to real military secrets—not 
against spies and saboteurs, because we 
already know the sordid story of that 
kind of effort in our own country, but 
against the release of publicity by the 
publicity-crazy and hungry representa- 
tives of bureaucracy to get their names 
on the front page of the newspapers. 

I said a moment ago that many things 
had been sent to my office, and we have 
heard many things in committee hear- 
ings, which we were pledged in deepest 
secrecy not to reveal. Yet, I pick up a 
magazine and find pictures of pilotless 
bombers, from which the enemy might 
obtain very definite information; I find 
information about baby bombs, atomic 
torpedoes, atomic aircraft, atomic bomb- 
ers, and atomic aircraft carriers. 

I say, Mr. President, that instead of an 
order such as the President of the United 
States issued last week, which is really 
against the public securing information 
to which it is entitled, there should be a 


more careful observance of the security 


laws of the Nation in the field of mili- 
tary science and in the field of atomic 
energy. The time has come for a more 
diligent and careful scrutiny on the part 
of the military leaders of the country, 
from the Secretary of Defense on down, 
to see that our enemies do not get infor- 
mation which might be valuable té them 
and detrimental to our national in- 
terests. 

We all recognize, Mr. President, that 
classification of information for secu- 
rity reasons by the Defense Department 
and by the Atomic Energy Commission 
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must be tolerated in spite of the in- 
evitable abuses. The President’s recent 
order gives tc more than 60 Government 
departments and agencies the same pow- 
er to suppress information. It permits 
more than 2,300,000 Federal employees 
to be armed with rubber stamps and to 
impose a total blackout on the activities 
of the executive branch. The recent 
OPS order banning disclosure of all in- 
formation “embarrassing” to the agency 
is a preview of what may be expected 
unless Mr. Truman’s gag order is re- 
scinded by the Congress. 

President Truman's order has for its 
precedent the controls over information 
imposed by the Politburo, Peron, and 
Nehru, and by the late unlamented 
Propaganda Minister Goebbels in Nazi 
Germany. Executive Order 10290 is un- 
worthy of a President of the United 
States whatever his motives may be. It 
is an insult to the Congress, to the 
world’s best press, and to a free people. 
It is subversive in every sense of the 
word. 

As a reason for the issuance of his 
censorship order the President states in 
the third paragraph of the preamble: 

The furnishing of information to the pub- 
lic about government activities will be fa- 
cilitated by clear identification and marking 
of those matters the safeguarding of which 
is required in the interest of national se- 
curity. 


Mr. Truman does not mean, of course, 
ethat the dissemination of information 
will be facilitated by stamping it “se- 
cret,” confidential,“ or “restricted.” 
Mr. Truman is referring to another type 
of information known as “propaganda.” 
Of course, the furnishing of propaganda 
to the public will be facilitated if the 
press and the Congress are rendered un- 
able to refute the self-serving statements 
of an army of public relations officers. 

Had Mr. Truman been concerned ex- 
clusively with national security, Execu- 
tive Order 10290 would have been issued 
in an entirely different form. The sweep- 
ing nature of this Executive order sug- 
gests that Mr. Truman is more concerned 
with suppressing information relative to 
corruption, disloyalty, and the general 
incompetence which is the trade-mark 
of his administration. The following 
features of the Truman gag order sub- 
stantiate this fear: 

First. Ambiguity: Mr. Truman's or- 
der does not even attempt to define what 
it “top secret,” “secret,” “confidential,” 
or restricted.“ These definitions are 
left to the host of bureaucrats who may 
have reason to evade the healthy spot- 
light of a free press. 

Second. Unlimited scope: The order 
makes no distinction between the se- 
curity needs of the Department of De- 
fense or the Atomic Energy Commission 
as contrasted with those of the OPS, De- 
partment of Labor, Federal Security 
Agency, Veterans’ Administration, the 
Smithsonian Institution, and other non- 
military departments and agencies. 

Third. Unlimited power to delegate au- 
thority to censor: Section 24 of the Pres- 
ident’s order provides that “the head of 
an agency may delegate the performance 
of any or all of the functions charged to 
him.“ 
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Fourth. No provision made for appeal 
or review: The action of those who 
wield the rubber stamps is final. 

There is no appeal in the Executive 
order or in law from arbitrary action by 
anyone who might put that rubber stamp 
of “secret,” “supersecret,” “confidential,” 
or anything else upon the propaganda 
handed down by the various depart- 
ments. 

There are some, Mr. President, who 
will deny any improper motive on the 
part of the President. Good intentions 
would not make the President’s gag 
order more palatable. Mr, Truman will 
not administer Executive Order No. 
10290. It must be applied and enforced 
by thousands of Federal employees. 
Anyone who is familiar with recent deci- 
sions of the Supreme Court knows that 
the problem of reconciling the first 
amendment with the demands of na- 
tional security raises extremely delicate 
and complex issues of constitutional law 
which are still far from being settled. 
There are few, if any, Federal employees 
who are qualified to make an objective, 
impartial adjustment between the al- 
leged interests of national security and 
the language of the first amendment. 
I would oppose Executive Order No. 10290 
no matter who occupied the White House. 

Repeal of this vicious Executive order 
will simply continue the status quo that 
we have enjoyed during the past few 
years. 

There has been during this year too 
much restriction on information to the“ 
Congress and to the people of the United 
States, and that, without authority, on 
the part of the President. I refer to the 
loyalty order of the President of the 
United States, as the result of which I 
have heard high officials of the Govern- 
ment sit upon the witness stand and, 
when asked about simple facts with re- 
gard to records and evidence as to the 
loyalty of employees of the Federal Gov- 
ernment, say, “We cannot answer that 
question because of the President’s Exec- 
utive order.” 

My own opinion is that the security 
restrictions now in force should be re- 
laxed rather than tightened, and partic- 
ularly in regard to the loyalty order, 
We cannot, of course, permit the dis- 
closure of military secrets. Too many, 
however, have been disclosed already, 
not alone by spies and saboteurs, but 
by representatives of this Government, 
However, the loss of some of our most 
vital secrets has been due to disloyal 
personnel of the executive branch who 
conveyed those secrets, not to the Ameri- 
can press, but to agents of hostile for- 
eign powers. 

If restrictions on the release of infor- 
mation concerning the executive branch 
should be tightened, the powers of the 
President should be defined in a care- 
fully worded statute. I have no doubt 
that if the President honestly describes 
the defects he sees in the present secu- 
rity system, Congress will cooperate fully 
in passing necessary legislation. Free- 
dom of the press is too important a sub- 
ject for careless treatment in a Presi- 
dential order. 1 

S. 2190 merely provides that Execu- 
tive Order No. 10290, issued September 
24, 1951, is hereby repealed. Several 
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people have asked me about the power 
of Congress to repeal an Executive order. 
There is nothing inherently sacred about 
Executive orders. They are not un- 
touchable. If the time ever comes when 
an Executive order can foreclose the ex- 
ercise of legislative power by the Con- 
gress, there will be no reason for the 
existence of Congress. Fortunately the 
Congress has never doubted its right to 
repeal an Executive order, provided, of 
course, that the subject falls within the 
reach of its constitutional power. In 
1947, for example, Congress passed, and 
the President signed, Senate Joint Reso- 
lution 148 providing that after November 
1, 1947, the Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve System shall not exer- 
cise consumer credit controls pursuant 
to Executive Order No. 8843—Public 
Law No. 386, Eightieth Congress, first 
session. 

The operation of the President’s Exec- 
utive order is confined to internal affairs 
of the executive branch. There are 
some who have the erroneous impression 
that all the internal affairs of the exec- 
utive branch are outside the sphere of 
direct legislative action. The Constitu- 
tion provides that the Congress shall 
have power to make all laws which shall 
be necessary and proper for carrying into 
execution the foregoing powers, and all 
other powers vested by this Constitution 
in the Government of the United States, 
or in any department or officer thereof 
article I, section 8. 

That is all-inclusive, Mr. President, 
and the powers of any department of 
the Government, outside those delin- 
eated in the Constitution, which has 
been created by the Congress and its 
powers given to it by the Congress can 
be taken away, they can be changed, 
they can be amended, or the department 
can be abolished by action of the Con- 
gress. That is where the power lies 
under the Constitution. 

Thus, if Congress had the time and 
inclination, it could prescribe in great 
detail the duties of every Government 
employee. In the absence of specific leg- 
islative direction, the President can de- 
fine the duties of Federal employees and 
delegate authority by Executive order. 
However, the supremacy of legislation in 
this field was recognized in the Reor- 
ganization Act of 1949 which gave the 
President, subject to the approval of 
Congress, limited power to revise the 
internal organization of the Executive 
branch prescribed by law. It came about, 
Mr. President, because of the agitation 
in favor of putting into effect the re- 
ports of the Hoover Commission. Up to 
the present time, there has not been a 
saving, I dare say, of $1 in Federal ex- 
pense as a result of the Executive or- 
ders of the President, though it was sug- 
gested that $3,000,000,000 might be saved 
from the regular budget by putting into 
force and effect the recommendations of 
that commission. Furthermore, it is the 
wrong way to legislate, and I doubt if 
the Congress of the United States would 


‘ever again give the President the power 


to legislate and leave the veto power in 
the Congress, the very reverse of what 
the Constitution of the United States 
provided for. The time will soon come 
when Congress should repeal the Reor- 
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ganization Act and take back the au- 
thority which the Constitution gives it. 
We should take it away from the Presi- 
dent of the United States. We are not 
a vetoing authority. We are a policy- 
legislating authority, and the veto should 
rest in the President. 

On hundreds of occasions, Congress 
has exercised its power to regulate the 
disclosure of information originating in 
some part of the executive branch. Con- 
gress has prohibited the gathering and 
disclosure of information concerning 
military facilities owned by the United 
States—Eighteenth United States Code, 
section 791; the disclosure of crop in- 
formation by Federal employees— 
eighteenth United States Code, section 
1902; disclosures of information by bank 
examiners—eighteenth United States 
Code, section 1906; and the „unlawful 
concealment or removal of Government 
records—Eighteenth United States Code, 
section 2071. 

When we talk about concealment or 
removal or destruction of Government 
records, that likewise is provided for in 
the President’s order. There is no rea- 
son why any Federal records ought to be 
destroyed so long as they are of any use. 

The legislative power of Congress is 
not limited to providing penalties for the 
unlawful disclosure or concealment of 
information. In section 10 of the Atomic 
Energy Act, Congress defined “restricted 
data” and directed the Commission to 
encourage the dissemination of scien- 
tific information subject to overriding 
demands of national security—Forty- 
second United States Code, section 1810. 
In creating Government departments 
and agencies Congress has generally pro- 
vided for the submission of detailed re- 
ports periodically. In addition, Congress 
has provided that every executive de- 
partment or independent establishment 
shall, at the request of the Committee on 
Expenditures of either House, furnish 
any information relating to matters 
within the committees’ - jurisdiction— 
Fifth United States Code, section 105a. 
It would be unthinkable for Congress to 
admit that information concerning the 
activities of the executive branch is not 
within its jurisdiction. 

It seems reasonably certain that the 
President's order is not unconstitutional 
on its face. There is little doubt, how- 
ever, that the application and enforce- 
ment of the order will abridge freedom 
of the press, and the rights of the citi- 
zens under the first amendment. It is 
futile to expect the courts to act because 
the improper suppression of informa- 
tion, even if known, could not be pre- 
sented in the form of a justiciable con- 
troversy. 

It is my hope, Mr. President, that Con- 
gress will prevent Executive Order 10290 
from taking effect by passing S. 2190 
before the end of the present session, 
Such action would not prevent the Pres- 
ident from reissuing an identical order, 
but I do not believe that he would so 
openly defy the Congress. After passage 
of S. 2190, we could reasonably expect 
the President to request appropriate leg- 
islation or to issue a new order not in- 
consistent with the spirit of the first 
amendment. 


1951 


Mr. Truman’s attempt to lower an iron 
curtain around the executive branch is 
no isolated threat to freedom of speech 
and of the press. Recent efforts to 
weaken the protection of the first 
amendment have no parallel in Ameri- 
can history. They are infinitely more 
dangerous than anything attempted un- 
der the infamous Sedition Act of 1798. 
Mr. Truman spoke the truth when he 
told the American Legion, on August 14, 
1951, that the Bill of Rights was in dead- 
ly peril. Ironically, all the recent at- 
tempts to undermine fundamental free- 
doms have been those of the President 
or spokesmen for his administration. 

The first and most sweeping threat to 
freedom is found in the United Nations 
draft Covenant on Human Rights. The 
State Department has endorsed article 
14 (3), which provides that freedom of 
speech and of the press may be subjected 
to such “penalties, liabilities, and re- 
strictions” as are necessary in the inter- 
est of national security. Article 2 (1) of 
the draft Covenant would permit free- 
dom of speech and of the press to be 
restricted by Executive order during any 
national emergency. The dangers in- 
herent in the draft Covenant may be 
more fully appreciated if we take Execu- 
tive Order 10290, add penalties, and ap- 
ply it directly to newspapers and radio 
stations. 

The second threat to freedom of the 
press arises out of the payment of Fed- 
eral funds to supposedly independent 
newspaper and radio commentators. 

A subsidized press is the forerunner of 
a Government-controlled press, It is 
inevitable, when we launch on that road, 
that ultimately we shall have a Govern- 
ment-controlled press. 

A third threat to freedom of the press 
is indicated in the gratuitous insults 
which President Truman hurls at pub- 
lishers who dare to criticize the policies 
of his administration. Some of Mr. 


Truman’s recent speeches indicate that 


he is trying to make freedom from po- 
litical criticism an integral part of the 
first amendment. 

A fourth threat to freedom of infor- 
mation is revealed in attempts to pre- 
vent military leaders from expressing 
their views to the Congress or its com- 
mittees. 

A fifth threat to freedom of informa- 
tion is revealed in attempts to expand 
the Lobbying Act. A so-called liberal 
Senator recently introduced a bill, the 
announced purpose of which is to regu- 
late “modern effective lobbying tech- 
niques (which) are directed primarily to 
the grass roots, where large numbers of 
influential and rank-and-file citizens are 
reached.” The idea that a benevolent 
government must protect its citizens 
against lobbying at the grass-roots level 
is drawn undiluted from the manuals of 
totalitarian rulers. 

A sixth threat to liberty of the press 
is found in proposals advanced by Dr. 
Robert Hutchins, Americans for Demo- 
cratic Action, and other self-styled lib- 
erals that the Government break up, 
regulate, or operate alleged monopolies 
in press, radio, motion pictures, and 
television. These so-called, self-styled 
liberals are the most reactionary politi- 
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cal force which has ever appeared upon 
the American political scene. 

The seventh major threat to freedom 
of information takes the form of attacks 
on the doctrine of congressional immu- 
nity and alleged abuses of the privileged 
sanciuary here on the Senate floor. 

I do not deny that there have been 
abuses of freedom of the press, or that 
freedom of speech has been abused both 
inside and outside of the Congress. 
These abuses may be expected to con- 
tinue as long as there is freedom of 
expression. Much as we may deplore 
such abuses, we must never forget that 
the danger to freedom of expression lies 
not in its abuse but in attempts to define 
and regulate those abuses by govern- 
mental action. Our Republic was 
founded on the theory that the truth 
would eventually prevail if the market- 
place of ideas were not closed by re- 
strictions of government. Let us con- 
tinue to be governed by the first amend- 
ment and by the faith expressed in these 
words of the poet John Milton: 

Give me liberty to know, to utter and to 
argue freely according to my conscience, 
above all other liberties. 


It would be unrealistic, Mr. President, 
to deny that the demands of national 
security require some limitation on free- 
dom of speech and of the press. The 
most dangerous mistake we can make, 
however, is to accept the doctrine that 
fundamental freedoms must be subor- 
dinated to interests related to the Na- 
tion’s security. Fifty years ago na- 
tional security was practically synony- 
mous with military planning and 
operations. The issuance of an order 
similar to Executive Order 10290 might 
have been entirely proper in an era 
when war was confined to the battle- 
field and its impact barely felt on the 
domestic front. In the context of mod- 
ern war, however, the words “national 
security” embrace almost every form of 
activity. General Collins uttered a pro- 
found truth when he testified to this 
effect in hearings on the troops-to- 
Europe question: 

Since modern war is total war, it is im- 
possible to separate the purely military 
elements from the economic, political, and 
psychological elements, 


Accordingly, if national security is a 
proper test for regulating the disclosure 
of information, freedom of speech and of 
the press become meaningless phrases, 
at least for the duration of the present 
emergency, which we are told may be 
20 or 30 years. I cannot believe that the 
road to freedom is one which requires us 
to adopt the methods of our potential 
enemies—certainly the enemies of our 
form of government. If it be true that 
freedom of expression is the foundation 
of our strength, any incidental damage 
to national security is a small price to 
pay for its preservation, In the Dennis 
case (341 U. S. 494 (1951) ), the Supreme 
Court, in an opinion written by the Chief 
Justice, seems to have emasculated the 
clear and present danger doctrine with 
this startling statement: 

Nothing is more certain in modern society 
than the principle that there are no abso- 
lutes, that a name, a phrase, a standard has 
meaning only when associated with the con- 
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siderations which gave birth to the nomen- 
clature. * * * To those who would para- 
lyze our Government in the face of impend- 
ing threat by encasing it in a semantic 
straitjacket we must reply that all concepts 
are relative (p. 508). 


The ominous implication of this doc- 
trine that “all concepts are relative” is 
that men are not endowed by their Cre- 
ator with any unalienable rights. As a 
complete answer to Chief Justice Vin- 
son’s dangerous statement—and it is a 
dangerous statement—I ask to have 
printed-at this point in my remarks an 
article and an editorial which appeared 
in recent issues of the Catholic Universe 
Bulletin of Cleveland, Ohio. 

There being no objection, the article 
and editorial were ordered to be printed 
in the Recorp, as follows: 


PAPAL NUNCIO CHALLENGES CHIEF JUSTICE ON 
“ALL CONCEPTS ARE RELATIVE” STAND 

PrrrspurcH.—Chief Justice Fred M. Vin- 
son’s statement that “all concepts are rela- 
tive” was challenged here in a message to the 
Catholic Central Verein convention from 
Archbishop Aloisius J. Muench, of Fargo, 
N. Dak., papal nuncio to Germany. 

Writing to the convention from Germany, 
Archbishop Muench said: 

“There must be absolute norms so long as 
man is what he is: a child of the Creator, en- 
dowed by Him with inalienable rights, and 
invested by Him with precious freedoms.” 

Without absolutes, the archbishop said, 
“the very basis of democracy is destroyed, 
resting as it does on the principle of equal 
rights before the law.” 

“Less than 2 months ago,” Archbishop 
Muench related, “the American public was 
shocked to hear the Chief Justice of the 
United States Supreme Court declare that 
‘nothing is more certain in modern society 
than the principle that there are no abso- 
lutes, that a name, a phrase, a standard has 
meaning only associated with the considera- 
tions which gave birth to the nomenclature, 
To those who would paralyze our Govern- 
ment in the face of impending threat by en- 
casing it in a semantic straitjacket we must 
reply that all concepts are relative.“ 

The archbishop commented: 

“Look into the world of today: the world 
of new dictators who trample under foot the 
rights of men, shackle their freedom in 
chains of slavery, show no regard for human 
life, and light fires of war wherever it may 
suit their wicked purposes, 

“Against these aggressors blood is being 
spilled on battlefields in defense of what 
men have ever held to be absolutes in de- 
mocracy; their basic rights and freedoms. 

“Why suffer, why die for relative concepts; 
concepts that may be right today, but wrong 
tomorrow? Why suffer, why die for down- 
trodden, helpless peoples against whom pow- 
erful armed to the teeth, throw 
the weight of their unscrupulous, ruthless 
might? 

“It does not make sense to load citizens 
with crushing burdens of taxes in the inter- 
est of the way of living today which, in ac- 
cordance with the theories or relatives, may 
be the wrong way of living of tomorrow. 

“Nor are we justified in mortgaging the fu- 
ture of our children and children’s children 
if the system which we are defending today 
with unprecedented sacrifices may be no 
longer the right system in their own day. 

“If there are no absolutes, then the prin- 
ciple, uttered with absolute certainty in the 
Declaration of Independence, that man has 
been endowed by his Creator with natural 
inalienable rights has no longer any solid 
foundation, 

“The very basis of demccracy is destroyed, 
resting as it does on the principle of equal 
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rights before the law. The state becomes 
the sovereign arbiter of what is right and 
what is wrong.” 

CONFUSION IN HIGH PLACES 

Murder is a horrible and bungling crime 
even in its transferred sense of destroying 
such a thing as a principle. In high places 
it has a shattering effect. With all respect, 
we ask the Chief Justice of the United States 
to examine his conscience in this matter. 

Chief Justice Fred M. Vinson slipped in 
his reasoning when he upheld the conviction 
of the 11 Communists by a lower court for 
their subversive activities. His decision was 
eminently correct, but it did not flow from 
correct premises, It would be like an umpire 
calling a man out on strikes whose fly ball 
had been caught by a fielder. 

The head of our Supreme Court wrote: 
“Nothing is more certain in modern society 
than the principle that there are no abso- 
lutes, that a name, a phrase, a standard has 
meaning only when associated with the con- 
sideration which gave birth to the nomen- 
clature. * * To those who would par- 
alyze our Government in the face of im- 
pending threat by encasing it in a semantic 
strait-jacket we must reply that all concepts 
are relative.” 

The framers of the Declaration of Inde- 
pendence referred to certain absolute values 
as the “law of nature and nature’s God.” 
We prefer this thinking to that of any mod- 
ern jurist. 

If there are no absolutes, what becomes of 
Christian morality? Are murder, rape, 
arson, theft ever right? 

Sadly enough, other judges are beginning 
to quote this erroneous opinion in handing 
down their decisions. We hope the Chief 
Justice will rectify his error before it does 
too much damage. It is unfair to call a 
strike a ball even off the diamond. 


Mr. BRICKER. It is vitally important 
for the Congress to recognize that free- 
dom of speech and of the press are not 
relative concepts; that these rights will 
be maintained even at the expense of 
some injury to the Nation’s security; 
and that these fundamental rights will 
not be restricted except in those un- 
usual cases when the free exercise 
thereof would constitute a clear proba- 
bility of imminent danger to the safety 
of the Nation. The formulation of such 
a policy will not be easy. Repeal of Ex- 
ecutive Order 10290 is a logical first step 
in that direction. 

We have just imposed on the American 
people an unprecedented tax burden. 
We have required the American people 
to make many other economic sacri- 
fices. They are told that the policies of 
their Government are matters of life and 
death, a fact which is being proved each 
day in Korea, where 85,000 battlefield 
casualties have been reported, Notwith- 
standing these sacrifices of blood and 
treasure, they are now informed by a 
Presidential order that they, the people 
of America, cannot be trusted with the 
facts concerning the activities of their 
own Government, for which they pay this 
incalculable cost in taxes. A free people 
will demand the repeal of this disgusting 
iron curtain order of the President. 

The sooner the Congress acts the safer 
will be the liberties of the American 
people and the sounder the foundation 
of free government in this Nation. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BRICKER, I yield. 
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Mr. CAPEHART. Does the Senator 
know whether or not the committee to 
which the bill was referred is holding 
hearings upon it? 

Mr. BRICKER. Yesterday the chair- 
man of the committee told the Senator 
from Ohio that he would read the bill 
immediately. All I asked was that it be 
set down for hearing as soon as possible, 
I told the chairman of the committee 
that as soon as the bill was set down for 
hearing I should like to appear before 
the committee and present my views. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I 
join the Senator from Ohio in urging 
that we insist on Congress passing this 
bill before the present session adjourns. 
I believe we should pass it as quickly 
as possible, and I certainly urge the 
committee handling the bill to hold 
hearings on it and report it back favor- 
ably to the Senate, 

Mr. BRICKER. If that is not done, 
the order will be so implanted in the 
minds of the bureaucrats and propagan- 
dists of the various departments that it 
will be very difficult to ever have atten- 
tion paid to our efforts. The propa- 
ganda will be turned on, and the power 
of the administration, through the use 
of money and appointments and 2,500,- 
000 employees, will be brought to bear 
upon Congress. We have already felt 
the dangerous impact of those forces 
upon this Congress. 

Mr. CAPEHART. The Senator from 
Ohio is eminently correct. 


MUTUAL SECURITY ACT OF 1951— 
CONFERENCE REPORT 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the report of the committee of con- 
ference on the disagreeing votes of the 


two Houses on the amendment of the 


Senate to the bill (H. R. 5113) to main- 
tain the security and promote the for- 
eign policy and provide for the general 
welfare of the United States by furnish- 
ing assistance to friendly nations in the 
interest of international peace and 
security. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
is on agreeing to the motion of the Sen- 
ator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN] to re- 
commit the conference report to the 
conference committee. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre- 
tary will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 


the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Benton Green Malone 
Brewster Hayden Maybank 
Bricker Hendrickson McCarran 
Bridges Hickenlooper McCarthy 
Butler, Nebr. Hill McClellan 
Cain Holland MeFarland 
Capehart Humphrey McKellar 
Carlson Hunt McMahon 
Case Ives Millikin 
Clements Jenner Monroney 
Connally Johnson, Colo, Moody 
Cordon Johnson, Tex. Mundt 
Dirksen Johnston, S. O. Neely 
Douglas Kefauver Nixon 
Duff Kerr O Conor 
Dworshak Kilgore O'Mahoney 
Ecton Knowland Pastore 
Ellender Langer Robertson 
Fe n Le Russell 
Fulbright Lodge Saltonstall 
George Long Schoeppel 
Gillette Magnuson Smathers 
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Smith, N. J. Taft Welker 
Smith, N, C. Thye Wiley 
Sparkman Underwood Williams 
Stennis Watkins Young 


The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is 
present. 

The question is on agreeing to the mo- 
tion of the Senator from Illinois that the 
conference report be recommitted to the 
committee of conference. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I 
think I should acquaint the Senate with 
the fact that yesterday an appeal was 
taken from the ruling of the Chair, and 
that matter was pending this afternoon, 
and was rather generously discussed, 

Subsequently, I offered a motion to 
recommit the conference report to the 
committee of conference, in the hope 
that that would be a satisfactory dispo- 
sition of the problem, would leave open 
the pending appeal, and would give the 
committee of conference a chance to re. 
examine the merits of this controversy, 
which relates mainly to the transfer- 
ability clause of the bill. That is the 
principal question. 

I understand that the first vote to be 
taken will be on the question of agreeing 
to the motion to recommit the confer- 
ence report to the committee of confer- 
ence. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, on 
that question I ask for the yeas and nays, 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the 
Senator from Illinois to recommit the 
conference report to the committee of 
conference. 

On this question the yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will call 
the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll. 

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON] is absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD] 
is absent because of illness in his family. 

The Senator from New Mexico (Mr. 
Cuavez], the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. Easttanp], the Senator from Dela- 
ware [Mr. Frear], the Senator from Mis- 
souri [Mr. Hennines], the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. Hoey], and the 
Senator from Montana (Mr. Murray] 
are absent on official business, 

I announce that on this vote the Sena- 
tor from Delaware [Mr. Frear] is paired 
with the Senator from Maine [Mrs. 
Smirn]. If present and voting, the Sena- 
tor from Delaware would vote “nay,” and 
the Senator from Maine would vote 
“yea,” 

I announce further that if present and 
voting, the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
EasrLAN DI], the Senator from Missouri 
(Mr. Hennincs], and the Senator from 
Montana IMr. Murray] would vote 
“nay.” 

Mr.SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] 
and the Senator from Maine [Mrs, 
SmitH] are absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

The Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT], 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLAN- 
DERS], the Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
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Kem] and the Senator from Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr, Martin] are absent on official 
business. 

The Senator from Maryland [Mr. Bur- 
Len] and the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire [Mr. TopEy] are absent because of 
illness. 

The Senator from Nebraska IMr. 
WHERRY] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morse} 
is detained on official business. 

On this vote the Senator from Utah 
(Mr. BENNETT] is paired with the Sena- 
tor from Oregon [Mr. Morse]. If present 
and voting, the Senator from Utah would 
vote “yea,” and the Senator from Oregon 
would vote “nay.” 

On this vote the Senator from Maine 
(Mrs. SMITH] is paired with the Senator 
from Delaware [Mr. FREAR]. If present 
and voting, the Senator from Maine 
would vote “yea,” and the Senator from 
Delaware would vote “nay.” 

The result was announced—yeas 30, 
nays 48, as follows: 


YEAS—30 
Brewster Dworshak Millikin 
Bricker Ecton Mundt 
Bridges Ferguson Schoeppel 
Butler, Nebr. Hendrickson Smith, N.C. 
Cain Hickenlooper Taft 
Capehart Jenner ye 
Carlson Johnston, S. C. Watkins 
Case Langer Welker 
Cordon Malone Williams 
Dirksen McCarthy Young 
NAYS—48 

Benton Johnson, Colo. Monroney 
Clements Johnson, Tex. Moody 
Connally Kefauver Neely 
Douglas Kerr Nixon 
Duff Kilgore O' Conor 
Ellender Knowland O'Mahoney 
Fulbright Lehman Pastore 

e Lodge Robertson 
Gillette Long Russell 
Green Magnuson Saltonstall 
Hayden Maybank Smathers 
Hill McCarran Smith, N. J. 
Holland McClellan Sparkman 
Humphrey McFarland Stennis 
Hunt McKellar Underwood 
Ives McMahon Wiley 

NOT VOTING—18 

Aiken Eastland Martin 
Anderson Flanders Morse 
Bennett Frear Murray 
Butler, Md. Hennings Smith, Maine 
Byrd. Hoey Tobey 
Cha vez Kem Wherry 


So the motion of Mr. DIRKSEN t. re- 
commit the conference report was re- 
jected. 

The question now is, Shall the decision 
of the Chair stand as the judgment of 
the Senate? 

Mr. FERGUSON and other Senators 
requested the yeas and nays, and the 
yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I wish 
to take a few minutes to put some prior 
rulings into the Record in order that 
these precedents may be available if this 
question should arise in the future, as it 
undoubtedly will. 

The distinguished Presiding Officer of 
the Senate, the Vice President of the 
United States, has covered the matter 
very fully, and, I think, fairly and cor- 
rectly, in the ruling which was made on 
yesterday. There is one precedent which 
is on all fours with the pending question 
before the Senate. I understand that 
the distinguished Senator from Wiscon- 
sin [Mr. WILEy] discussed this precedent 
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in his remarks on the conference report. 
I was in a committee meeting and was 
not privileged to hear the Senator’s 
statement, so I shall read briefly from 
the precedent, because it is on all fours 
with the pending question: 

On August 14, 1911, the House of 
Representatives was considering the con- 
ference report on H. R. 11010, reducing 
tariff duties on wool. Mr. James R. 
Mann, of Illinois, made the point of order 
that the conferees had exceeded their 
powers by incorporating in their report 
provisions on subjects not in disagree- 
ment. Mr. Mann referred specifically to 
the rates on Brussels carpets, which were 
fixed at 30 percent in the House bill, at 
35 percent in the Senate amendment, but 
which had been raised to 40 percent in 
the conference report. 

Members of the Senate will observe 
that there was one figure in the House 
bill, another figure in the Senate amend- 
ment, and that the conference report 
contained another figure different from 
either of the other two figures. 

The Speaker—Mr. Champ Clark, of 
Missouri—made the following ruling: 

The desire of the present occupant of the 
chair is to rule fairly; and so far as I am 
individually concerned, I would rather have 
it said of me, after I have finally laid down 
the gavel, that I was the fairest Speaker that 
the House ever had, than that I was the 
greatest. * 

The particular matter at bar seems to have 
been differentiated into two classes by previ- 
ous Speakers: One where the dispute be- 
tween the two Houses is simply a dispute 
about rates or about amounts, and the other 
where one House strikes out everything after 
the enacting clause and Substitutes an en- 
tirely new bill. 


That is exactly what happened in the 
pending conference report. The Senate 
struck out all after the enacting clause 
of the House bill and wrote an entirely 
new bill. 


The Chair has no doubt whatever that at 
least on contention of the gentleman from 
Illinois is correct. That is, that if it is a 
mere dispute about amounts or rates, the 
conferees cannot go above the higher 
amount or rate named in one of the two 
bills or lower than thé lower rate named 
in one of the two bills. But that is not this 
case. In this case the Senate struck out 
everything after the enacting clause and 
substituted a new bill. Last Saturday there 
did not seem to be any precedents to fit the 
point under consideration. This time, for- 
tunately for the Chair at least, four great 
Speakers of this House have ruled on the 
proposition involved—Speaker Colfax, who 
was subsequently Vice President; Speaker 
Carlisle, subsequently Senator and Secretary 
of the Treasury; Speaker Henderson, and 
Speaker Cannon. The Chair does not know 
anything about the parliamentary clerks to 
Speaker Colfax and Speaker Carlisle, but the 
Chair is fully persuaded that every Member 
of this House who has served in prior Con- 
gresses will agree that Speaker Henderson 
and Speaker Cannon had the advantage of 
being acvised by one of the most skillful 
parliamentarians in this country, the pres- 
ent Member from Maine, Mr. Hinds, 


Let me interject that the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. Fercuson] sought to rely 
on some rulings from Hinds’ Precedents, 
I read further: 


All four of these Speakers, three Republi- 
cans and one Democrat, have passed on this 
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question, and they have all ruled that where 
everything after the enacting clause is strick- 
en out and a new bill substituted, it gives 
the conferees very wide discretion, extend- 
ing even to the substitution of an entirely 
new bill. The Chair will have three of these 
decisions read, and will have the decision of 
Speaker Cannon incorporated into this opin- 
ion, because the question ought to be defi- 
nitely settled during the life of this Con- 
gress at least. 


The Speaker then directed the Clerk 
to read sections 6421, 6423, and 6424 of 
Hinds’ Precedents, and concluded: 

In view of this long line of decisions by 
illustrious Speakers, the Chair overrules the 
point of order of the gentleman from Illi- 
nois. (Cannon’s Precedents, vol. 8, sec. 
3263). 


Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 

Mr. CASE. Will the distinguished 
Senator say whether all those prece- 
dents were prior to the enactment of 
the Reorganization Act of 1946? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I was giving the 1911 
precedent as a guiding precedent, and 
before I conclude my remarks I intend 
to read from an identical ruling of a 
distinguished Republican Speaker of the 
House, Hon. JOSEPH Martin, of Massa- 
chusetts, in which he followed this prece- 
dent in 1947 after the adoption of the 
Reorganization Act. 

Mr. CASE. In connection with a mat- 
ter on all fours with the pending ques- 
tion? 

Mr. RUSSELL. Yes. Mr. President, 
this is not from any college professor 
who has written a book on the rules of 
Congress and the way in which they 
should be applied. I was much inter- 
ested in the learned statement read by 
the Senator from Michigan [Mr. FER- 
cuson] from a college professor who had 
written a book on the way Congress 
should be operated. 

Iam reading from rulings of men who 
spent their lives, we might say, in the 
Congress, and who are very eminent 
men. 

On May 9, 1924, the conference report 
on H. R. 5995, an immigration bill, was 
before the House of Representatives. 
Mr. ADOLPH J. SABATH, of Illinois, made a 
point of order that the conferees had 
exceeded their jurisdiction by inserting 
a certain proviso. Mr. SABATH argued 
that under the House bill the legisla- 
tion would have gone into effect July 1, 
1924; under the Senate bill it would have 
become effective immediately; and that 
the conferees by delaying the date until 
March 1, 1925, had gone beyond the 
dates in dispute between the two Houses, 

They had extended beyond the date 
H oo the House bill or the Senate 
bill. 

Mr. John E. Raker, of California, made 
the further point of order, based on the 
same proviso, that the request that the 
President negotiate with the Japanese 
Government was not germane to the bill 
passed by the House or to the substitute 
inserted by the Senate. 

The Speaker in passing on the first 
point of order differentiated between 
precedents in which individual items 
were at issue and the present case: in 
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which all after the enacting clause had 
been stricken out, and said: 


The first point made by the gentleman 
from Illinois, it seems to the Chair, is thor- 
oughly disposed of by the decision of Speaker 
Clark, quoted in the Manual. It says: 

“And it has been held so often and so far 
back and by so many Speakers that where 
everything after the enacting clause is struck 
out the conferees have carte blanche to pre- 
pare a bill on that subject, that it seems to 
the Chair that question is no longer open to 
controversy.” ? 

The Chair on that ground overrules the 
point of order. 


As to the second point of order, in- 
volving a question of germaneness, the 
Speaker held: 


But it seems to the Chair that inasmuch 
as this report terminates the understanding 
referred to on July 1, this provision extend- 
ing it to March 1, 1925, and at the same time 
asking that the President meanwhile shall 
negotiate to abrogate it, which may possibly 
terminate it sooner, that makes it clearly 
germane to the subject, and the Chair over - 
rules the points of order. (Cannon’s Prece- 
dents, vol. 8, sec. 3265.) d 


Mr. President, the rule which has been 
adopted, section 3, was undoubtedly in- 
tended as a limitation upon the power of 
the conferees. 

The identical question was raised on 
June 4, 1947, by Representative HOFFMAN 
of Michigan, with reference to a confer- 
ence report on the Taft-Hartley bill. 
Mr. Horrman made this point of order: 


Mr. HorrMan. Mr. ‘Speaker, the report is 
not in order for the following reasons: 

Only those matters which were in disagree- 
ment between the two Houses were before 
the conferees and the conferees have changed 
the text heretofore agreed to by both Houses; 
and 

The report inserts additional matter 
which, even though germane, the conferees 
had no authority to insert. 


That is the question that is raised here. 
No one contended that the change was 
not germane. It was said the conferees 
did not have the authority to insert the 
additional matter. 

The Speaker of the House, Hon. JOSEPH 
Martin, of Massachusetts, presiding 
then, handed down the following ruling: 


The SPEAKER. This is not a new point of 
order. It has been many times presented 
to the House and there are many decisions 
relative to what the gentleman from Michi- 
gan contends. The decisions on this ques- 
tion date back practically more than 100 
years, and precedents have been established 
on several similar points of order. When 
either branch of Congress strikes out all after 
the enacting clause of a bill of the other 
there is unusually wide latitude permitted 
for the conferees to work on to secure a 
meeting of the minds between the two 
bodies. There is no question in the mind 
of the Chair but what there is no new matter 
worked here. It is all contained in one or 
the other of the two bills which were sent 
to conference. 

In that connection the Chair wishes to 
read a previous decision which was made by 
the distinguished gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
RAYBURN], former Speaker of the House, on 
March 27, 1945, when the mobilization of 
civilian manpower bill conference report was 


under consideration. The gentleman from 


Texas Mr. RAYBURN] at that time when a 
similar point of order was raised stated: 
“This is an old question. The Chalr recalls 
that this question was originally passed 
upon by Mr. Speaker Henry Clay on the 23d 
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of June 1812. It was passed upon, and the 
Chair has before him the specific question, 
by Mr. Speaker Colfax on March 3, 1865, in 
which Mr. Speaker Colfax held: 

Where one House strikes out all of the 
bill of the other after the enacting clause 
and inserts a new text, and the differences 
over this substitute are referred to con- 
ference, the managers have a wide range of 
discretion in incorporating germane matters 
and may even report a new bill on the sub- 
ject.” 

“Mr. Speaker Clark on June 12, 1917, held: 

Where one House has amended the bill 
of the other House by striking out all after 
the enacting clause and substituting a new 
text, the conferees haye the entire subject 
before them and may report any germane 
bill.’ 

“The Chair might state that that decision 
was followed by Mr. Speaker Gillett in the 
early 1920’s and by Mr. Speaker Longworth 
between 1925 and 1931.” 


This is the ruling by Mr. Speaker 
MARTIN: 

The Chair is convinced that the conferees 
have followed well-established precedents 
and therefore overrules the point of order. 


That was on June 4, 1947, after the 
adoption of the rule. 

Mr. President, the majority of the Sen- 
ate can protect themselve®against any 
conferees. Iam heartily in favor of the 
rule banning the injection of new matter 
into conference reports, but having serv- 
ed on a number of conference committees 
I realize, as other Senators realize, that 
reports are the result of compromise. It 
is very seldom, when any complicated 
provision goes to the conference between 
the two Houses that the conferees of 
either House can retain in the conference 
report, in their entirety, all the provi- 
sions contained in the bill passed by the 
body which they represent. 

The Senator from Michigan [Mr. FER- 
cuson] argued that sustaining the ruling 
would tend to thwart all 96 Senators. Of 
course, it could not do anything of the 
kind. A vote can be taken on an appeal 
from the decision of the Chair. After 
that, if Senators are not satisfied with 
the report, they can vote against it. If 
all Senators are present, 49 can defeat 
the report. If only a bare quorum is 
present, 25 can defeat it. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Georgia yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I agree entirely 
with the Senator that under ordinary cir- 
cumstances conferees should not go be- 
yond the limits of the House and Senate 
versions of the bill. I should like to point 
out a matter to the Senator, and ask him 
to say in his own language if he does 
not agree with me. He was one of the 
conferees on the mutual-aid bill, as I was. 
In this instance the House and the Senate 


differed in the amount of economic aid 
for Europe under title I. They differed. 


respecting the amount of military aid for 
Europe under title I. They agreed on 
the 5 percent transferability provision. 
But I call the Senator’s attention to the 
fact that the conferees got together and 
changed the figures for the military aid 


and for the economic aid. The confer- 


ees changed the transferability figure 
from 5 to 10 percent. That percent- 
age figure of 10 percent goes directly 
to the percentage of the totals. There- 
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fore the percentage figure could not be 
considered in and of itself without con- 
sidering the changes brought about by 
the conferees in the figures allowed for 
military aid and for economic aid. 

I cite to the Senator that that is not 
so broad a change, if one may so refer 
to it, as in the cases the Senator has 
cited, where only one figure was in- 
volved. Here there is a relation between 
the two sets of figures. One set of fig- 
ures was changed. The percentage fig- 
ure was not changed. But certainly in 
getting together on the figures which 
were changed the conferees might well 
be said to be entitled to change the per- 
centages that related to them. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I appreciate the very 
able statement made by the Senator 
from Massachusetts. He has stated bet- 
ter than I the arguments I undertook 
to make yesterday, that the principal 
issues between the conferees were 
the administrative provisions and the 
amounts, that the section in question was 
inextricably involved with administra- 
tion, and that the final figures arrived at 
were only incidental thereto. 

For my part I did not approve of the 
aciion of the conferees on the part of 
the Senate in receding on the economic 
aid provision, but I have never yet sat 
in a conference committee where I could 
get all I wished. However, I feel much 
better about it in an instance of this 
kind, when we are dealing with an au- 
thorization, as it will be necessary yet 
to enact an appropriation measure to 
apply to the authorization. The Senate 
will have a new opportunity at another 
date to pass upon this matter when the 
appropriation bill is before the Senate, 
without delaying the adjournment of 
the Senate by technicalities of the na- 
ture now brought up which, in my opin- 
ion, are entirely without merit. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. While it is not 
really a question involved in the appeal, 
the practical reason for the conferees 
5 to 10 percent which was one of- the 
last acts of the conferees, was the fact 
that the conferees became more and 
more strongly of the belief that it might 
well be that the aid which we are 
giving to Europe could be made cheaper 
and more productive by changing the 
percentage, and perhaps giving a little 
more leeway to the ECA side, which the 
Senate reduced, than we had previously 
thought we should when the Senate first 
debated the bill. That is the practical 
reason. 

Mr. RUSSELL. That might have mo- 
tivated some of the conferees. I may 
say it undoubtedly did. 

Mr. President, as I have said, there is 
no reason to undertake, by the techni- 
cality which has been raised, to upset 
the conference report. The Senate will 
have an opportunity to pass upon the 
subject again in connection with the ap- 
propriation bill, subject to limitations 
within the rule of the Senate. In my 
judgment the action of the conferees 
was wholly in accord with the unbrok- 
en line of precedents by the Presiding 


Officers of the two bodies of Congress, 
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as well as with the amendment to rule 
XXVII. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 

Mr. MONRONEY. I quite agree with 
the Senator from Georgia that the un- 
broken line of precedents, until 1946, 
is exacely as he says it is, but it was 
to correct the custom of striking out 
everything after the enacting clause of 
a bill and inserting a substitute that 
the change was made in the rule. I 
should like to ask the Senator if he 
would explain to the Senate the mean- 
ing of the language: 

But they may not include in the report 
matter not committed to them by either 
House. 


As I understand that language of the 
rule, it means that matters not in dis- 
agreement between the two Houses, 
paragraphs which are identical in their 
language and in their meaning and in 
their total, cannot be subject to confer- 
ence. 

Mr. RUSSELL, I do not construe 
that language so narrowly. I construe 
it to mean that the conferees cannot 
write into the bill an entirely new pro- 
posal which was not contained in either 
the House or the Senate version of the 
bill. I do not believe that that lan- 
guage means that where there are sim- 
ilar clauses in the House bill and the 
Senate bill, and because of the rewrit- 
ing of the bill neither of them is ap- 
plicable, no clause of minor import can 
be rewritten. The Senator did not read 
the last line of the rule, which is: 

They may, however, include in their re- 
port in any such case matter which is ger- 
mane modification of subjects in disagree- 
ment, 


Mr. MONRONEY. In disagreement. 

Mr. RUSSELL. That is correct. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Was the total 
amount in disagreement? 

Mr. RUSSELL. The total amount 
was in disagreement. 

Mr. MONRONEY, Was the percent- 
age in disagreement? 

Mr. RUSSELL. No; that was not in 
disagreement. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Like the distin- 
quished Senator from Massachusetts 
Mr. SALTONSTALL], I should like to see 
the bill make adequate provision for 
economic aid. I think it is most im- 
portant. However, I believe it is also 
important to consider the matter of 
setting a precedent, when only one pre- 
cedent has been set with regard to this 
rule since 1946. 

Mr. RUSSELL. That is the only time 
the question has been raised in either 
body. The question was decided on all 
fours with the contentions which I have 
made. If the question has been con- 
sidered only once, we are fortunate to 
have one precedent. There has been 
only one precedent since 1947. 

Mr. MONRONEY. I believe that the 
reason the question has not arisen is 
that conference committees have tried 
not to go beyond the matters in disagree- 
ment between the two Houses. 

Mr. RUSSELL. This report is more 
nearly in line with the matters submitted 
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to the conferees than are many con- 


ference reports which are approved. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield to the Senator 
from Idaho. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. The Senator 
from Georgia cited several rulings which 
he claims authorize the conferees to 
make a compromise with respect to any 
provision in the bill. Will the Senator 
explain what compromise was made be- 
tween the conferees on the part of the 
Senate and the conferees on the part of 
the House so far as the figure 5 is con- 
cerned, which was the identical figure 
which appeared on both bills, in the same 
section? What compromise was made 
in that regard? 

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator from 
Idaho has served in both bodies. I 
would expect him to understand that 
when all after the enacting clause is 
stricken out and an entirely new bill is 
written, all the matters in both bills are 
in conference. The Senator from Idaho 
has undoubtedly served on conference 
committees during his tenure, in cases 
in which all after the enacting clause 
had been stricken out and entirely new 
bills had been written, in order to effect 
adjustments of the views of Members of 
the House and Members of the Senate. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Does the Senator 
then contend that there was a disagree- 
ment between the House and Senate 
with respect to the figure 5, as contained 
in section 101 (b)? 

Mr. RUSSELL. If the Senator draws 
the question down to such a narrow 
limitation, the conferees could not even 
correct a grammatical error in a bill 
which entirely perverted the sense of 
both bodies. No such rule has ever been 
applied. 

Mr. DWORSHAK, Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. The Senator has 
not yet explained the compromise which 
was made with respect to the figure 5, 
which appeared in both bills. 

Mr. RUSSELL. If the Senator wishes 
to confine himself to the figure 5, he may 
do so. I insist that the figure 5 was 
entirely incidental to the main issues in 
the bill, which were the administrative 
provisions and the lump sums author- 
ized. The change in this instance is no 
more material than would have been the 
change of the word “these” to “those.” 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield to the Senator 
from South Dakota. 

Mr. CASE. Would not the Senator 
agree to the principle that the domain 
of the conferees is the area of disagree- 
ment? 

Mr. RUSSELL, I beg the Senator's 
pardon? 

Mr. CASE. Would not the Senator 
agree to the principle that the domain 
of the conferees is the area of disagree- 
ment between the two bodies? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I understand it to be 
the high purpose of all conferees to en- 
deavor to write legislation by eliminating 
differences between the two bodies. 

Mr. CASE. In this case the precedent 
which the distinguished Senator has 
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cited, involving the decision of Speaker 
Martin in 1947, dealt with language and 
not with figures. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Oh, yes. I under- 
stand that those who are complaining 
are mesmerized by the figure 5. But I 
insist that that is language, just as any 
other word in the conference report is 
language. The argument with respect 
to the figure 5 has no more cogency than 
if the figure had been a word. 

Mr. CASE. The junior Senator from 
South Dakota does not feel mesmerized 
by the figure 5, but he agrees with what 
the Senator from Massachusetts said a 
little while ago, and what he understood 
the distinguished Senator from Georgia 
to say, namely, that we must interpret 
the 5 percent in its application to the 
total figure. 

Mr. RUSSELL. That is correct. 

Mr. CASE. We must relate the 5 per- 
cent to the total figure. 

That brings up this question: The 
House agreed to a 5 percent figure on 
a total amount for military aid which 
would permit the transfer of $251,000,- 
000. The Senate agreed to a total figure 
for military aid which would have per- 
mitted the transfer of approximately 
$250,000,000, or about $1,000,000 less. 
The conferees apparently could not 
agree whether the amount should be 


- $250,000,000 or $251,000,000, so they said, 


“We will modify the percentage. We 
will make it 10 percent, which will per- 
mit the transfer of $502,000,000.” I do 
not see how that is a compromise. ` 

Mr. RUSSELL. I heard the Senator’s 
able argument on that subject earlier 
in the day. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I should like to ask 
the distinguished Senator from Georgia 
exactly what the status of the Export- 
Import Bank is under the conference 
agreement. There was no reference in 
either the Senate or House bill to mem- 
bership on the board of directors of that 
bank. Under section 501, subparagraph 
(3) it is provided that the Director for 
Mutual Security shall be a member of 
the board of directors of the bank. I 
voted not to recommit the bill, because 
I can understand the great difficulty 
which the distinguished Senator from 
Georgia and other Senators have had in 
conference. However, I should like to 
make a record here. I do not want to 
see the Export-Import Bank interfered 
with by the Director of Mutual Security 
in the making of proper loans. 

The reason I raise the question is that 
only today the bank made a large loan 
to West Germany, involving the pur- 
chase of cotton. The loan will be an- 
nounced tomorrow. I have talked with 
the bank officials and they have stated 
that it is quite all right for me to refer 
to it today. 

I merely wish to know what check 
the Director for Mutual Security is to 
have upon the Export-Import Bank. 
The provision to which I refer was not 
in the House bill or in the Senate bill, 
but was placed in the bill in conference. 
I talked with the distinguished Senator 
from Texas [Mr. CONNALLY], and he 
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stated that the effort would be to main- 
tain the best possible supervision. I 
wish to make certain that there is no 
interference with the Export-Import 
Bank, or with loans which it has made, 
by someone placed on the board by a 
conference report. 

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator from 
Texas could answer that question better 
than I can. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I spoke to him 
about it. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I was not able to at- 
tend all the meetings of the conferees, 
I do recall some discussion about the 
loans. The violent disagreement be- 
tween the House and the Senate was 
over the House provision which required 
whoever administered the funds to make 
20 percent of whatever fund was arrived 
at in the form of loans rather than in 
the form of grants, as provided in the 
Senate bill. The Senator from Georgia 
felt very strongly, though he was repre- 
senting the Senate in the conference, 
that there should be provision for some 
of these funds to be handled as loans 
rather than grants. 

It was finally agreed that 10 percent 
of the total amount should be handled 
in the form of loans. In the course of 
the discussion it was pointed out that 
under existing law loans which were 
made under a prior act were handled 
by the Export-Import Bank, As I re- 
call, one of the conferees suggested that 
inasmuch as the Administrator would 
be charged with the definite duty of 
lending more than $100,000,000, and 
would be further charged with the 
strongest possible injunction to lend as 
much as possible of the remaining eco- 
nomic aid, he should be permitted to 
sit on the board of the Export-Import 
Bank for the purpose of advising with 
respect to the need for such loans. That 
is my recollection. I wish to absolve 
myself quickly of any intention to inter- 
fere with any cotton loans. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I would not suggest 
that the distinguished Senator would do 
that. However, I do suggest that if 
the ECA and Marshall-plan loans, all of 
which we voted to discontinue within 
the next couple of years, are to be trans- 
ferred to the Export-Import Bank, we 
shall not have much of an Export-Im- 
port Bank, even though only 10 percent 
of the $1,448,750,000 for Economic Aid 
under this bill is involved. If the aid 
Officials are to sit on the board of a 
business bank and interfere with private 
business, the entire structure of the Ex- 
port-Import Bank will be wrecked. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I do 
not recall how many members they said 
they wanted on the Export-Import Bank. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I shall be glad to 
give the information. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I am not defending 
that provision, but I doubt very much 
that this one man could override the 
other members. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate 
will be in order. 

Mr. MAYBANK. At the present time 
the Board is composed of a chairman, 
three full-time members, and the Sec- 
retary of State. Under this bill the Di- 
rector for Mutual Security would be 
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placed above the Secretary of Com- 
merce, and the Secretary of the Treasury, 
insofar as he will be on the Board of 
Directors of the Export-Import Bank and 
on the Advisory Council while the Sec- 
retaries are only on the Advisory Coun- 
cil. That is what section 501 (3) would, 
in effect, do. I want to call the attention 
of the Senate to what the conference 
bill provides. If we are to make the poli- 
cies and the operations of the Export- 
Import Bank subject in part to the relief 
agency we might as well go the whole 
way and eliminate or reorganize the 
Export-Import Bank. I know it is not 
the intention of the Senator from Geor- 
gia or the chairman of the Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee to do so. I want the 
Recorp to show that that is what could 
be done. That subject was never 
brought up in the House, and it was 
never brought up in the Senate. I think 
a point of order can validly be raised 
against the report for this reason. I 
understand that the question will be 
raised in the House. I wanted to make 
it clear on this side of the Capitol. 

Mr, FERGUSON. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Michigan does not consider 
the question before the Senate to be a 
technicality. It is a very important and 
elementary question of procedure, There 
is no doubt that prior to 1946 there were 
at least three strong precedents, involv- 
ing the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 
1938, the Transportation Act of 1940, and 
the Surplus Property Act of 1944, to the 
effect that on a substituted bill the con- 
ferees were permitted to delete matters 
agreed to and include new matters. 

But let me refer again to what the 
Committee on the Organization of Con- 
gress—the Monroney-La Follette Com- 
mittee—had to say. We can see from 
its report, as it sought to plug up a glar- 
ing loophole in the rules, why the distin- 
guished Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. 
MownroneEy] was so much concerned and 
why he asked his questions. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Michigan yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. Yes; I am glad to 
yield. 

Mr. RUSSELL. The distinguished 
Senator from Oklahoma was one of the 
co-authors of the Reorganization Act. 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct. 

Mr. RUSSELL. He played a very large 
part in the enactment of it. 

Mr. FERGUSON, That is correct. 

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator from 
Georgia was a very humble member of 
the committee which wrote the Reor- 
ganization Act. I may say that I went 
on that committee principally because 
of my interest in the rules of the Senate. 
I never would have placed any such in- 
terpretation on the rule as was voiced 
by the Senator from Oklahoma. I say 
that as a humble member of the com- 
mittee, and not as one of the coauthors 
of the legislation. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I appreciate the re- 
marks of the Senator from Georgia. I 
should like to read from the committee 
report. On page 8 of the report entitled 
“Organization of the Congress,” I read: 

7, LIMITATION OF CONFERENCE REPORTS 

Recommendation: That conferees of the 
two Houses be limited to adjustment only of 
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actual differences in fact between the two 
Houses and that matters on which both 
Houses are in agreement be not subject to 
change in conference. 


That is printed in heavy black type. 
There follows: 


Considerable testimony regarding the in- 
troduction by conferees of new material into 
conference reports, and the elimination or 
substantial change of legislation agreed to 
by both Houses, was presented during our 
committee’s hearings. While the standing 
rules are clear regarding the limitation of 
conferees to the disagreements between the 
two Houses, parliamentary procedures make 
it possible for conferees completely to re- 
write legislation substantially agreed upon 
in both Chambers, 

This is done by one House striking every- 
thing after the enacting clause, substituting 
one over-all amendment, and thus techni- 
cally placing everything in tLe bill in dis- 
agreement and therefore making it subject 
to complete revision-by the conferee>, This 
is clearly not the intent cf the rule on con- 
ferences. 

Therefore, your committee recommends 
that rules governing conferences be clarified 
and enforced so as to permit consideration 
only of sections or pacts of a bill on which 
the Houses have, in fact, disagreed and to 
forbid conferees to change those parts of 
legislation agreed to by both Houses. 


In other words, this joiat committee 
recommended changing the rule with 
reference to a substitute bill. But how 
is that recommended change in the rule 
Leing interpreted? I read from page 
12430 of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for 
yesterday. The Vice President, in mak- 
ing the ruling against which I have ap- 
pealed, stated: 

The rule adopted in 1947 as a part of the 
Reorganization Act, and made a part of the 
rules of the Senate, was in a sense intended 
to modify that part of Hinds’ Precedents to 
which the Chair has referred, in which it was 
held that the conferecs could practically 
write a new bill when the language of one 
House was stricken out and the other House 
wrote an entirely new bill. 


I read section 135 of the Reorganiza- 
tion Act: 

Sec. 135. (a) In any case in which a dis- 
agreement to an amendment in the nature 
of a substitute has been referred to con- 
ferees, it shall be in order for the conferees 
to report a substitute on the same subject 
matter; but they may not include in the re- 
port matter not committed to them by either 
House. They may, however, include in their 
report in any such case matter which is a 
germane modification of subjects in dis- 
agreement, 

(b) In any case in which the conferees vio- 
late subsection (a), the conference report 
shall be subject to a point of order. 


In other words, there would have been 
no need for passing the new law in 1947 
if we were to allow an alteration and a 
change in a situation where there was 
agreement between the two Houses, such 
as we have in the case before the Senate. 
With reference to subsection (b) of sec- 
tion 101 of the conference report, what 
would be the limit if we were allowed to 
change the percentage figure? There 
would be no limit on what could be done 
under the bill. It has been changed from 
5 to 10 percent. It could have been 
changed to 100 percent, according to the 
Chair’s ruling. 

The 5 percent referred to in section 101 
(b) in both bills would only allow a trans- 
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fer of $251,400,000 of military aid and 
$52,000,000 of economic aid, so far as the 
amounts provided by the House are con- 
cerned. In the Senate bill the transfer, 
at 5 percent, could be $250,317,500 of 
raed aid and $44,025,000 of economic 
aid. 

What do we find now? We always 
thought that if there were two limits in 
a bill, the top and the bottom figures were 
controlling, and that it was not possible 
to go above the ceiling or below the floor. 
This is what we find the 10 percent does: 
It permits a transfer from military aid of 
$502,800,000, instead of $251,400,000, 
which is exactly double the original max- 
imum amount as it was provided in the 
House bill. What is the situation with 
reference to economic aid? They allow 
a transfer of $102,200,000 instead of 
$52,000,000. 

I say that this is a bad precedent. If 
the Senate votes to sustain the ruling of 
the Chair we will have upon the records 
of the Senate the first interpretation 
since the passage of the law, and the 
language in section 135 of the Reorgan- 
ization Act would mean absolutely 
nothing. We would be going back to 
where we were before that act sought to 
clamp down on the powers of conference 
committees. In other words, we marched 
up the hill; we passed a law. Now we 
are all marching down the hill again. I 
say that is not what the Senate of the 
United States should be doing. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is, Shall the decision of the Chair 
stand as the judgment of the Senate? 
Those who favor the decision of the 
Chair standing as the judgment of the 
Senate will vote yea“; those who are op- 
posed will vote “nay.” The yeas and 
nays have been ordered. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
will state it. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I want to vote to 


override the ruling of the Chair. How 


shall I vote? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. In that case 
the Senator from Maine will have to vote 
“nay.” 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll. 

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON] is absent by leave of the Sen- 
ate. x 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD] 
is absent because of illness in his family. 

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
CLEMENTS], the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. EASTLAND], the Senator from Dela- 
ware [Mr. FREAR], the Senator from 
Missouri [Mr. HENNING], the Senator 
from North Carolina [Mr. Hoey], the 
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER], 
the Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCar- 
RAN], and the Senator from Montana 
[Mr. Murray] are absent on official 
business. 

I announce that on this vote the Sen- 
ator from Delaware (Mr. FREAR] is paired 
with the Senator from Maine [Mrs. 
Situ]. If present and voting, the Sen- 
ator from Delaware would vote “yea,” 
and the Senator from Maine would vote 
“nay.” 
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The Senator from Missouri [Mr. HEN- 

NINGS] is paired on this vote with the 
Senator from Utah IMr. BENNETT]. If 
present and voting, the Senator from 
Missouri would vote “yea,” and the Sen- 
ator from Utah would vote “nay.” 
I announce further that if present and 
voting, the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
CLEMENTS], the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. EASTLAND], the Senator from Ten- 
nessee [Mr. KEFAUVER], and the Senator 
from Montana [Mr. Murray] would vote 
“yea.” 

Mr. SALTONSTALL, I announce that 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] 
and the Senator from Maine IMrs. 
SMITH] are absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT], 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLax- 
DERS], the Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
Kem], and the Senator from Pennsylva- 
nia [Mr. Martin] are absent on official 
business, 

The Senator from Maryland [Mr. Bur- 
LER] and the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire [Mr. Tobey] are absent because of 
illness, 

The Senator from Nebraska 
WHERRY] is necessarily absent. 

On this vote the Senator from Utah 
(Mr. BENNETT] is paired with the Senator 
from Missouri [Mr. HENNINGS]. If pres- 
ent and voting, the Senator from Utah 
would vote “nay” and the Senator from 
Missouri would vote yea.“ 

On this vote the Senator from Maine 
(Mrs. SMITH] is paired with the Senator 
from Delaware [Mr. FREAR], If present 
and voting, the Senator from Maine 
would vote “nay” and the Senator from 
Delaware would vote “yea.” 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 41, 
nays 36, as follows: 


YEAS—41 


(Mr, 


Benton Johnson, Tex. O Conor 
Chavez Kerr O'Mahoney 
Connally Kilgore Pastore 
Ellender Knowland Robertson 
Fulbright Lehman Russell 
George Lodge Saltonstall 
Green Magnuson Smathers 
Hayden McClellan Smith, N. J. 
Hill McFarland Sparkman 
Holland McKellar Stennis 
Humphrey McMahon Thye 
Hunt Moody Underwood 
Ives Neely Wiley 
Johnson, Colo. Nixon 
NAYS—36 

Brewster Dworshak McCarthy 
Bricker Ecton Millikin 
Bridges Ferguson Monroney 
Butler, Nebr, Gillette Morse 
Cain Hendrickson Mundt 
Capehart Hickenlooper Schoeppel 
Carlson Jenner Smith, N. C. 
Case Johnston, S. C. Taft 
Cordon Langer Watkins 
Dirksen Long Welker 
Douglas Malone Williams 
Duft Maybank Young 

NOT VOTING—19 
Aiken Flanders McCarran 
Anderson Frear Murray 
Bennett Hennings Smith, Maine 
Butler, Md. Hoey Tobey 
Byrd Kefauver Wherry 
Clements Kem 
Eastland Martin 


The VICE PRESIDENT. On this 
question the yeas are 41 and the nays are 
36. 

So the decision of the Chair stands as 
the judgment of the Senate. 

The question now is on agreeing to the 


conference report, 
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Mr. SALTONSTALL, I ask for the 
yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may address a 
question to the distinguished chairman of 
the Foreign Relations Committee. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Will the 
Senator from Texas give heed to the 
Senator from New York? 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I 
should like to refer to section 101 (a) 
2, the section which authorizes ECA 
to make an allocation of $10,000,000 for 
the encouragement of arrangements for 
the transfer and emigration of surplus 
populations, including refugees from be- 
hind the iron curtain to areas where 
they can be absorbed and usefully em- 
ployed. 

The question I should like to ask the 
distinguished chairman is: Did the con- 
ferees, in their consideration of this pro- 
vision, indicate or have in mind that this 
is a direction to the ECA, and not merely 
a suggestion? In other words, was it 
not the intent of the conferees, as I am 
sure it was the intent of the House and 
the Senate, that this was an important 
part of the Mutual Security Program, 
and not merely something which might 
be done if there were funds left over 
which were not otherwise committed? 

Mr. CONNALLY. Is the Senator still 
asking a question? 

Mr. LEHMAN. Yes. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I forgot the first 
part of it, before the Senator got to the 
last part. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Shall I repeat it? 

Mr. CONNALLY. No; do not repeat 
it. I know what the Senator means. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, may I 
repeat the whole question? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, a 
point of order. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
will state it. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The Senate is not 
in order, and we can hear neither the 
question nor the answer. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sen- 
ator from New York will suspend until 
the Senate is in order. Senators who 
are compelled to converse will please re- 
tire from the Chamber. The Senator 
from New York. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Ishall repeat the con- 
cluding sentence, so that the question 
may be very clearly before the distin- 
guished Senator from Texas: Was not 
the provision in question an important 
part of the mutual security program, 
and not merely something which might 
be done if there were funds left over 
which were not otherwise committed? 
I ask this question because I have un- 
derstood that the ECA has not felt itself 
instructed to do what is directed, and 
has indicated its view that this provision 
of the act was permissive to the point of 
being purely advisory. 

Mr. CONNALLY. No; I will say it was 
intended by the conferees that the 
money should be used for the purposes 
indicated. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I thank the Senator, 

Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have.printed in 
me body of the Recorp, before the vote 
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on the conference report, an article en- 
titled Prolabor Aid Rider Is Surprise 
to Unions“ written by Sam Stavisky, 
and published in the Washington Post 
of Sunday, September 30, 1951. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the Rec- 
orp, as follows: 

PROLABOR Am River IS SURPRISE TO UNIONS 

(By Sam Stavisky) 

Congress has quietly tacked a proviso to 
its $7,500,000,000 foreign aid bill aimed at 
weakening cartels and Communist unions 
abroad and at encouraging trade competition 
and free labor unions. 

This unique action on the part of Con- 
gress came last week even as the Nation's 
labor leaders were clamoring for assurance 
that workers abroad, as well as the employ- 
ers, shall share the benefits of the new re- 
armament program. 

Up to now, America’s recovery dollars, 
chiefly through ECA, have not “trickled 
down” adequately—the rich have been get- 
ting richer, but the workers have kept on 
getting low wages, AFL Boilermakers’ Presi- 
dent Charles J. MacGowan, told the AFL 
convention last week. He is just back from 
a tour of Europe. 

Despite their calls for action, most labor 
leaders were taken by surprise when Senate- 
House conferees, in their compromise aid 
bill, approved the Benton amendment, which 
gives congressional moral support to the 
labor leaders’ demand. 

In fact, the conferees—whose report is ex- 
pected to be cleared by both Chambers this 
week—strengthened the Benton amendment. 

Early in September, when the mutual secu- 
rity aid program was being debated in the 
Senate, Senator WILLIAM BENTON, Democrat, 
of Connecticut, came up on the floor with his 
anticartel, anti-Communist, pro-free-enter- 
prise, pro-free-union amendment. 

BENTON’s proposal came as a surprise, and 
appeared to have little chance of acceptance. 
It was attacked by leading Republicans— 
including Senator ROBERT A. Tarr, Republi- 
can, of Ohio—as meddling in the internal 
affairs of other countries. It was also op- 
posed by Senator Tom CONNALLY, Democrat, 
of Texas, on the ground that the issue hadn't 
come up in the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee's long hearings on the bill. 

However, BENTON quickly rallied behind 
his amendment the effective support of Sena- 
tors Hupert HUMPHREY, Democrat, of Minne- 
sota, Russet, Lonc, Democrat, of Louisiana, 
Bam Moopy, Democrat, of Michigan, HERBERT 
H. LEHMAN, Democrat, of New York, and 
Irvine Ives, Republican, of New York. The 
Senate adopted the proviso 36 to 31. 

Last week, the conferences widened the 
Benton amendment, originally limited to 
European nations, to cover all assisted 
countries, 

There are-no teeth in the Benton pro- 
vision, only an expression of purpose. Even 
so, its champions believe it will help encour- 
age competition in business abroad, and with 
it increased productivity, higher wages, lower 
prices, and a higher standard of living for the 
people abroad. 

The cartels, which are associations of em- 
ployers, generally seek to limit production 
and thereby assure high prices for their 
products. The unions overseas too often 
play along with the cartels, partly out of 
economic weakness, partly out of fear of 
E stemming from overproduc- 

on. 

The Benton amendment would encourage 
increased productivity, and through boosting 
free collective bargaining, encourage labor to 
back higher production and at the same 
time get a bigger share of the returns, 
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Another effect coming out of the Benton 
proviso is to give legislative approval to 
ECA’s current productivity drive in Europe. 

Under this program, expected to continue 
under MSA, individual employers are to be 
loaned money and technical assistance in 
increased production so long as they agree, 
by contract, to share the benefits with the 
workers and consumers. 


The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the conference re- 
port. The yeas and nays have been 
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll. 

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON] is absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD] 
is absent because of illness in his family. 

The Senator from New Mexico IMr. 
Cuavez], the Senator from Kentucky 
[Mr. CLEMENTS], the Senator from Mis- 
sissippi [Mr. Eastianp], the Senator 
from Delaware [Mr. FREAR], the Senator 
from Missouri [Mr. HENNINGS], the Sen- 
ator from North Carolina [Mr. HOEY], 
the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. KE- 
FAUVER], and the Senator from Montana 
Mr. Murray] are absent on official busi- 
ness. 

I announce further that if present and 
voting, the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. CHavrzl, the Senator from Ken- 
tucky [Mr. CLEMENTS], the Senator from 
Mississippi [Mr. EASTLAND], the Senator 
from Delaware [Mr. Frese], the Senator 
from Missouri [Mr. Henninecs], the Sen- 
ator from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER], 
and the Senator from Montana [Mr. 
Murray] would vote “yea.” 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] 
and the Senator from Maine IMrs. 
SmITH] are absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Utah IM.. BEN- 
NETT], the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
FLANDERS], the Senator from Missouri 
(Mr. Kem], and the Senator from Penn- 
Sylvania [Mr. Martin] are absent on offi- 
cial business. 

The Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
Butter] and the Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. Tosey] are absent be- 
cause of illness. 

The Senator from Nebraska IMr. 
Wuerry] is necessarily absent. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Utah [Mr. BENNETT], the Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS], and the 
Senator from Maine [Mrs. Surrg would 
each vote “yea.” 

The result was announced—yeas 56, 
nays 21, as follows: 


YEAS—56 
Benton Ives Mundt 
Brewster Johnson, Colo. Neely 
Bridges Johnson, Tex. Nixon 
Cain Kerr O’Conor 
Carlson Kilgore O'Mahoney 
Connally Knowland re 
Douglas Robertson 
Duff Lodge Russell 
Ellender Long Saltonstall 
Fulbright Magnuson Smathers 
George McCarran Smith, N. J. 
Gillette McClellan Sparkman 
Green McFarland Stennis 
Hayden McKellar Taft 
Hendrickson McMahon Thye 
Hil Millikin Underwood 
Holland Monroney Watkins 
Humphrey Moody Wiley 
Hunt 
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NAYS—21 

er Ecton Maybank 
Butler, Nebr. n McCarthy 
Capehart Hickenlooper Schoeppel 

Jenner Smith, N. C. 
Sordon Johnston, S. C. Welker 
Dirksen Langer Ullams 
Dworshak Malone Young 
NOT VOTING—19 

Aiken Eastland Martin 
Anderson Flanders Murray 
Bennett Frear Smith, Maine 
Butler, Md. Hennings Tobey 
Byrd Hoey Wherry 
Chavez Kefauver 
Clements Kem 


So the report was agreed to. 


REIMBURSEMENT OF NAVAL PERSON- 
NEL FOR CERTAIN EXPENSES IN- 
CURRED—BILL PASSED OVER 


The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
lays before the Senate a bill which was 
passed over on yesterday, with a unani- 
mous-consent agreement to take it up 
today. The clerk will read the bill by 
title. 

The Cuter CLERK. A bill (H. R. 2737) 
to authorize the reimbursement of cer- 
tain naval attachés, observers, and other 
officers for certain expenses incurred 
while on authorized missions in foreign 
countries. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 
2737) to authorize the reimbursement of 
certain naval attachés, observers, and 
others officers for certain expenses in- 
curred while on authorized missions in 
foreign countries, which had been re- 
ported from the Committee on Armed 
Services with an amendment, on page 1, 
line 8, after the word “them”, to strike 
out “during the fiscal year” and insert 
“prior to March 2.” 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the committee 
amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I 
should like to ask the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS] 
whether the following set of facts is 
correct: 

First, that the Congress of the United 
States, in July of 1947, passed a bill pro- 
viding that expenses incurred by naval 
officers for domestic help were not reim- 
bursable in that no funds were to be 
available for that purpose; second, that 
shortly after the passage of the act the 
Navy Department, in defiance of the act 
of Congress, issued instructions that, de- 
spite the action of the Congress, the ex- 
penses of naval attachés and other naval 
officers abroad would be reimbursable? 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, in or- 
der to cover the subject matter involved 
in those two occasions, I think a very 
brief statement on the bill will not only 
be necessary but will be in order. 

The bill starts with the proposition 
that during the fiscal year 1948 there 
was a rider on an appropriation bill 
which prohibited any of the money ap- 
propriated therein for the Navy being 
used by attachés, observers, or other offi- 
cers to maintain household servants in 
connection with entertainment and 
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other functions. The provision did not 
apply to the Army; and the Air Force at 
that time was included in the Army. 

The practice had been going on for 
years, and subsequent to the fiscal year 
1948 the practice has been resumed and 
the matter has been taken care of in 
other legislation. So it is confined to 
the narrow period of 1948 and applies to 
the Navy alone. 

After the proviso was placed in the 
bill the Navy gave it an interpretation 
which meant it would apply only to do- 
mestic affairs and would not apply to 
attachés in foreign countries. That sit- 
uation went on for something like 6 
months, when the General Accounting 
Office issued a direct ruling to the effect 
that the prohibition did apply to at- 
tachés and other officers in foreign 
countries. They were so notified, but 
continued to incur these expenses. 

The bill as it passed the House pro- 
vided for reimbursement for the entire 
year. The Armed Services Committee 
eliminated the funds after the officers 
were notified of the General Accounting 
Office decision. The only reason why 
the Armed Services Committee reported 
the bill was that some of the attachés 
were many miles from home and were 
not supposed to know what appropria- 
tion bills provided except as they were 
advised by their superiors in Washing- 
ton, and as they had spent the money 
in good faith they were entitled to re- 
imbursement. After the notice of the 
General Accounting Office as to its rul- 
ing they were bound by it and were 
not entitled to reimbursement. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Illinois yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I wanted to ask 
the distinguished Senator from Missis- 
sippi if it appeared that there was any 
element of bad faith. 

Mr. STENNIS. It was a good-faith 
transaction all the way through, though 
it sets a bad precedent. The first im- 
pression of the committee was that it 
would not allow the money to be re- 
imbursed, but it considered the trans- 
actions were in good faith, and that 
these men were in a foreign land and 
depended on rulings from the home of- 
fice. The sum of $42,000 is involved in 
the Senate amendment. The amount in 
the House bill is $89,000. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, while 
it is true that there was good faith on the 
part of the officers who were abroad, who 
were probably unaware of the provision 
in the Navy appropriation bill, does the 

Senator from Mississippi think there 
was good faith on the part of the De- 
partment of the Navy, which, after a 
very explicit law was passed, which is 
cited on page 4 of the Senate commit- 
tee report, that no part of the appropria- 
tion should be used for any civil em- 
ployee acting as a household servant of 
any Naval officer, issued an order saying 
things were to continue in the future as 
they had in the past? Does the Sen- 
ator think that was good faith on the 
part of the Navy? 

Mr. STENNIS. I do not think it was 
actually fraud, but I do not think it was 
acting in good faith. I thought those 
responsible within the Navy were sub- 
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ject to congressional reprimand, so to 
speak, for taking such an attitude, al- 
though at that time the argument was 
made that Congress merely attempted 
to cover a domestic situation rather than 
that in foreign lands. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr, STENNIS. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. Is it not true that after 
the Comptroller General handed down 
his first ruling, although the employees 
might be said to have been placed on 
notice, nevertheless the communication 
that went out to them from superior 
naval officers was to the effect that the 
superior naval officers were seeking a 
clarification and a modification or re- 
scission of the order, and that the com- 
munication which the attachés received 
indicated to them that they could go 
ahead as before, and that is exactly what 
happened? Is it not also true that, 
after all, the money was expended by 
these attachés, and not by their superiors 
in the Navy, in Washington? Further- 
more, is it not true that the Armed Serv- 
ices Committee, when it considered the 
subject, had before it Navy spokesmen 
and made it very clear that the commit- 
tee did not approve of the action of the 
superior naval officers? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of 
the Senator from Mississippi has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, may 
I ask that the 5-minute rule be waived? 

Mr. STENNIS. I think that the time 
was that of the Senator from Illinois, 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Illinois asked the Senator from 
Mississippi to explain the bill, 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I ask unanimous 
consent that an additional 5 minutes be 
granted the Senator from Mississippi. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator from 
Oregon is correct. The answer is “Yes.” 
The men in the outposts were not to 
blame. They were led to believe that 
the order of the General Accounting 
Office would be rescinded, and they went 
ahead and spent the money, but the 
Armed Services Committee did not 
allow it. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. Is it not also true that, 
while the Armed Services Committee 
unanimously voted that these men 
should not be reimbursed for any of 
their expenditures after March 2 of the 
year involved, because then they received 
a clear, final notice from their Navy su- 
periors that their allowances could not 
be granted, the committee thought that 
equity and justice to the men who did 
spend the money in good faith, justified 
them to be paid up to March 2? 

Mr, STENNIS. Yes. The bill was 
ordered reported on the equitable con- 
siderations we thought due these at- 
tachés. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, though 
the cost of the bill has been cut by the 
Armed Services Committee from $89,- 
905 to $42,780, this is an illustration, 


though a small one, of action by execu- _ 
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tive agencies who believe that they can 
presume to disobey the laws of Con- 
gress. We have here a perfectly clear 
law passed by Congress, not an admin- 
istrative rule at all, that whether abroad 
or at home, there shall be no cash al- 
lowance for services of domestic help. 
Yet the Navy went ahead and gave an 
order that the officers should disregard 
the act of Congress. 

Mr. President, this may not seem to 
be a large measure, but it is an impor- 
tant one. The practice, if continued, 
will result in the administrative agen- 
cies within the Government disregard- 
ing basic laws of the country. In the 
period of national defense this is par- 
ticularly important when we are grant- 
ing huge sums to the armed services. 

I should like to make two suggestions. 
The Navy Department has had author- 
ized and appropriated for it billions of 
dollars—over $15,000,000,000 for fiscal 
year 1952—some of which it will not 
spend during the current fiscal year. 
Why should it not bear some of the bur- 
dens of its own mistakes and its own 
errors instead of throwing them upon 
the taxpayers? . 

Therefore, my first suggestion is, why 
could we not authorize the payment of 
the sum of $42,780 from the unexpended 
appropriations to the Navy for the cur- 
rent fiscal year, that is from monies ap- 
propriated to the Department of the 
Navy by the Defense Department Act 
for fiscal year 1952? That is the first 
suggestion. 

My second suggestion is that I hope 
the Armed Services Committee will find 
the officer of the Navy who is respon- 
sible for the failure to carry out the in- 
tent of Congress in this case, and write 
him a letter of very definite rebuke, be- 
cause it is about time that we taught 
these administrative agencies that they 
are the creatures of the people and not 
the lords of the people. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on the engrossment of the amend- 
ment and the third reading of the bill. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, is ac- 
tion to be taken by unanimous consent? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. If there is 


- objection to the bill, it will be passed 


over. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I object. 

Mr. STENNIS. Will the Senator with- 
hold his objection and yield to me for 
the purpose of answering the question 
so far as I can? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes, indeed. 

Mr. STENNIS. With reference to the 
observation made by the Senator from 
Illinois about the Navy paying the 
amount of $42,000 out of its own funds, 
I will say that the bill is merely an 
authorization measure. It does not 
make appropriation for that purpose, 
The money would have to come out of 
money appropriated to the Navy and the 
Marine Corps. 

So far as the question of rebuke is 
concerned, we could not agree to rebuke 
any individual until his particular side 
of the case, as to what happened, had 
been heard. We more or less heard the 
Navy, but not the individuals concerned. 
I, as one member of the committee, 
would certainly be in favor of rebuking 
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anyone who was guilty of a conscious 
act in this regard, but only after hearing 
him, and if the facts so justified. 

The VICE PRESIDENT, The question 
is on the er.grossment of the amendment 
and the third reading of the bill. 

Mr.DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I must 
regretfully object. 

The VICE PRESIDENT, Objection is 
heard. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. In making objection, 
I want to make it clear that I do not 
wish to have the officers who are to be 
reimbursed under this bill, who were un- 
doubtedly unaware of the provision in 
the appropriation act, suffer for a mis- 
take made by the Navy Department, for 
which they cannot be held responsible. 

On the other hand, I do not wish to 
see the Navy escape with impunity, 

Therefore, I intend to prepare an 
amendment to this bill, if it is legally 
feasible, to require that any reimburse- 
ments made under this bill be taken from 
funds appropriated to the Department 
of the Navy by the regular appropria- 
tion bill for fiscal year 1952. I hope that 
the Armed Services Committee will ac- 
cept such an amendment, in which event 
I shall not object when this bill is con- 
sidered in the future. 

I also hope that the Committee on 
Armed Services will issue a sharp and 
unmistakable rebuke to the officer or 
official responsible for flouting the will 
of Congress. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, yes- 
terday evening unanimous consent was 
requested to consider bills which went 
to the foot of the calendar. I want to 
have made clear whether they shall be 
brought up under the 5-minute rule, or 
by motion, or otherwise. We had a call 
of the calendar yesterday. I wonder 
whether we are proceeding under the 
call of the calendar now. The unani- 
mous-consent agreement did not set 
forth that they would be brought up un- 
der the call of the calendar, 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bills 
went to the foot of the calendar yester- 
day. Had they been reached they would 
have been acted upon under the 5-min- 
ute rule and under the rule relating to 
objections. Then the conference report 


was laid before the Senate. In the opin- 


ion of the Chair, that did not change 
the status of the bills remaining on the 
calendar. 

The Senator from Illinois has objected 
to consideration of House bill 2737. The 
next bill will be stated. 


MERGER OF NATIONAL BANKING ASSO- 
CIATIONS AND STATE BANKS 


The bill (S. 2128) to provide for the 
merger of two or more national banking 
associations and for the merger of State 
banks with national banking associa- 
tions, and for other purposes, was con- 
sidered, ordered to be engrossed for a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc. That the act entitled 
“An act to provide for the consolidation 
of national banking associations,” approved 
November 7, 1918, as amended (U. S. C., ti- 
tle 12, secs. 33, 34, and 34a), is hereby 
amended by adding at the end thereof new 
sections 4 and 5 to read as follows: 

“SEC. 4. (a) One or more national banking 
associations or one or more State banks, 
with the approval of the Comptroller, un- 
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der an agreement not inconsistent with this 
act, may merge into a national banking as- 
sociation located within the same State, un- 
der the charter of the receiving association. 

“(b) The merger agreement shall— 

“(1) be agreed upon in writing by a ma- 
jority of the board of directors of each as- 
sociation or State bank participating in the 
plan of merger; 

“(2) be ratified and confirmed by the af- 
firmative vote of the shareholders of each 
association or State bank owning at least 
two-thirds of the capital stock outstanding, 
at a meeting to be held on the call of the 
directors, after publishing notice of the 
time, place, and object of the meeting for 
four consecutive weeks in a newspaper with 
general circulation in the place where the 
association or State bank is located, and 
after sending such notice to each share- 
holder of record by registered mail at least 
10 days prior to the meeting, except to 
those shareholders who specifically waive 
notice: 

“(3) specify the amount of the capital 
stock of the receiving association which will 
be outstanding upon completion of the 
merger, the amount of stock (if any) to be 
allocated, and cash (if any) to be paid to 
the shareholders of the association or State 
bank being merged into the receiving as- 
sociation; and 

“(4) provide the manner of disposing of 
any shares of the receiving association not 
taken by the shareholders of the association 
or State bank merged into the receiving as- 
sociation. 

“If a merger shall be voted for at the 
called meetings by the necessary majorities 
of the shareholders of each association or 
State bank participating in the plan of 
merger, any shareholder of any association 
or State bank to be merged into the receiv- 
ing association who has voted against the 
merger at the meeting of the shareholders, 
or has given notice in writing at or prior 
to the meeting to the presiding officer that 
he dissents from the plan of merger, shall 
be entitled to receive the value of the shares 
held by him if and when the merger shall 
be approved by the Comptroller. The value 
of the shares shall be ascertained, as of 
the date of the meeting of the shareholders 
of the association or State bank approving 
the merger, by an appraisal made by a com- 
mittee of three persons, composed of (i) 
one selected by the vote of the holders of 
a majority of the stock, the owners of which 
are entitled to payment in cash; (ii) one 
selected by the directors of the receiving as- 
sociation; and (iii) one selected by the two 
so selected. The valuation agreed upon by 
any two of the three appraisers shall gov- 
ern. If the value so fixed shall not be satis- 
factory to any dissenting shareholder who 
has requested payment, that shareholder 
may, within 5 days after being notified of 
the appraised value of his shares, appeal to 
the Comptroller, who shall cause a reap- 
praisal to be made which shall be final and 
binding as to value of the shares of the ap- 
pellant. If, within 90 days from the date 
of consummation of the merger, for any 
Treason, one or more of the appraisers have 
not been selected, or the appraisers have 
failed to determine the value of the shares, 
the Comptroller, upon written request of 
any interested party, shall cause an appraisal 
to be made which shall be final and binding 
on all parties. The expenses of the Comp- 
troller in making the reappraisal or the 
appraisal, as the case may be, shall be paid 
by the receiving association. The value 
of the shares ascertained shall be promptly 
paid to the shareholders by the receiving 
association, and the shares so paid for shall 
be surrendered to and canceled by the re- 
ceiving association. The provisions of this 
paragraph shall apply only to shareholders 
of and stock owned by them in a bank or 
association being merged into the receiving 
association, 
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„(e) The corporate existence of the merg- 
ing association or State bank shall be merged 
into that of the receiving association. All 
rights, franchises, and interests of the merg- 
ing association or State bank in and to every 
type of property (real, personal, and mixed) 
and choses in action shall be transferred 
to and vested in the receiving association 
by virtue of such merger without any deed 
or other transfer. The receiving association, 
upon the merger and without any order 
or other action on the part of any court 
or otherwise, shall hold and enjoy all rights 
of property, franchises, and interests, includ- 
ing apointments, designations, and nomina- 
tions, and all other rights and interests as 
trustee, executor, administrator, registrar of 
stocks and bonds, guardian of estates, as- 
signee, receiver, committee of estates of luna- 
tics, and in every other fiduciary capacity, 
in the same manner and to the same extent 
as such rights, franchises, and interests 
were held or enjoyed by any merging as- 
sociation or State bank at the time of the 
merger, subject to the conditions herein- 
after provided. 

“Where any merging association or State 
bank, at the time of the merger, was acting 
under appointment of any court as trustee, 
executor, administrator, registrar of stocks 
and bonds, guardian of estates, assignee, 
receiver, committee of estates of lunatics, 
or in any other fiduciary capacity, the re- 
ceiving association shall be subject to re- 
moval by a court of competent jurisdiction 
in the same manner and to the same extent 
as was the merging association or State bank 
prior to the merger. Nothing contained in 
this section shall be considered to impair 
in any manner the right of any court to 
remove a receiving association and to ap- 
point in lieu thereof a substitute trustee, 
executor, or other fiduciary, except that such 
right shall not be exercised in such a manner 
as to discriminate against national banking 
associations, nor shall any receiving asso- 
ciation be removed solely because of the fact 
that it is a national banking association. 

“(d) Any national banking association 
which is a receiving association may issue 
stock, with the approval of the Comptroller 
and in accordance with law, to be delivered 
to the shareholders of a merging State bank 
or national banking association as provided 
for by a merger agreement, free from any 
preemptive rights of the shareholders of 
the receiving association. 

“Sec, 5. As used in this act the term 

(1) ‘State bank’ means any bank, bank- 
ing association, trust company, savings 
bank (other than a mutual savings bank), 
or other banking institution which is en- 
gaged in the business of receiving deposits 
and which is incorporated under the laws 
of any State, or which is operating under 
the Code of Law for the District of Colum- 
bia (except a national banking association 
located in the District of Columbia); „ 

(2) ‘State’ means the several States, the 
several Territories, Puerto Rico, the Virgin 
Islands, and the District of Columbia; 

“(8) ‘Comptroller’ means the Comptroller 
of the Currency; and 5 
“(4) ‘Receiving association’ means the na- 
tional banking association into which one or 
more national banking associations or one or 
more State banks, located within the same 

State, merge.” 

Src. 2. Section 3 of the act of November 7, 
1918, as amended (U. S. C., title 12, sec. 34a), 
is amended by deleting the second para- 
graph thereof, which reads as follows: 

“The words ‘State bank’, ‘State banks’, 
*bank’, or ‘banks’, as used in this section, 
shall be held to include trust companies, 
savings banks, or other such corporations or 
institutions carrying on the banking busi- 
ness under the authority of State laws.” 


EMERGENCY PROFESSIONAL HEALTH 
TRAINING ACT OF 1951 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate proceed to the con- 
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sideration of Senate bill 337, Calendar 
No. 91. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection? 

Mr. TAFT, The Senator has no in- 
tention of proceeding with debate on the 
bill this afternoon, has he? 

Mr. McFARLAND. Not this evening, 
no. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on the motion of the Senator from 
Arizona. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 
337) to amend the Public Health Service 
Act and the Vocational Education Act of 
1946, to provide an emergency 5-year 
program of grants and scholarships for 
education in the fields of medicine, oste- 
opathy, dentistry, dental hygiene, public 
health, and nursing professions, and for 
other purposes, which had been reported 
from the Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare with an amendment to strike out 
all after the enacting clause and insert: 

That this act may be cited as the “Emer- 
gency Professional Health Training Act of 
1951.” 

Sec. 2. Title III of the Public Health Sery- 
ice Act, as amended (42 U. S. C., ch. 6A, 
subch. II), is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new part: 

“Part H—ASSISTANCE FOR THE EDUCATION OF 

PROFESSIONAL AND OTHER HEALTH PERSONNEL 


“DECLARATION OF POLICY 


“Src. 371. The Congress hereby finds and 
declares that— 

“(a) There is a shortage of physicians, 
dentists, dental hygienists, nurses, and other 
health personnel (including hospital admin- 
istrators) essential to meet the immediate 
and prospective requirements of the Armed 
Forces and to maintain and improve the 
Nation's health and this shortage is likely to 
increase during the present emergency un- 
less present facilities and opportunities for 
training such personnel are strengthened 
and expanded; 

“(b) the cost of providing adequate pro- 
fessional training, and facilities therefor, is 
so high and the sources of income for schools 
affording such training are so limited as to 
render it impossible for such schools to op- 
erate at present capacity on a financially 
sound basis, and as to discourage the con- 
struction and equipment of new schools and 
the expansion of existing schools necessary 
to relieve the shortage of professionally 
trained personnel; 

“(c) it is, therefore, the policy of the 
United States to take such steps and to 
utilize such of its resources as are necessary 
to provide adequate numbers of individuals, 
trained in the medical, osteopathic, nursing, 
dental, dental hygiene, hospital administra- 
tion, and public-health professions (1) by 
assisting schools which provide such train- 
ing in meeting their costs of instruction and 
by giving financial assistance for the con- 
struction and equipment of new schools and 
for the improvement and expansion of exist- 
ing schools, with a view to providing oppor- 
tunities for qualified individuals to obtain 
such training, and (2) by providing scholar- 
ships to induce greater numbers of quali- 
fied students to train for such professions, 
and (3) by providing for recruitment of ade- 
quate numbers of students for the nursing 
training for which aid is authorized under 
this part; and 

“(d) it is also the policy of the United 
States that the financial assistance made 
available to schools under this part shall be 
used to supplement, and not to -seplace, their 
existing income and resources. 
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“AUTHORIZATION OF PAYMENTS TO SCHOOLS 
FOR COSTS OF INSTRUCTION 


“Sec. 372. (a) In order to assist schools of 
medicine, osteopathy, dentistry, dental hy- 
giene, nursing, and public health, to main- 
tain and increase their enrollments of stu- 
dents, there is hereby authorized to be ap- 
propriated for each fiscal year ending prior 
to July 1, 1956, such sums as may be neces- 
sary to make the payments provided in this 
section. Payments to schools from appro- 
priations under this section may be used to 
meet the costs (herein referred to as ‘costs 
of instruction’) of establishing, maintain- 
ing, and enlarging their staffs and of main- 
taining and operating their facilities (in- 
cluding the acquisition of equipment). 

“(b) Payments to schools for any fiscal 
year shall be based on the number of stu- 
dents enrolled therein for such fiscal year 
as follows: 

(1) to each school of medicine or oste- 
opathy which provides training leading to a 
degree of doctor of medicine or osteopathy, 
$500 for each student enrolled for such train- 
ing, and, subject to the limitations in sub- 
section (c), an additional $500 for each stu- 
dent so enrolled in excess of its average past 
enrollment; 

(2) (A) to each school of dentistry which 
provides training leading to a degree of doc- 
tor of dental surgery or an equivalent degree, 
$400 for each student enrolled for such train- 
ing, and, subject to the limitations in subsec- 
tion (c), an additional $400 for each student 
so enrolled in excess of its average past 
enrollment, and (B) to each school of dental 
hygiene which provides training leading to a 
diploma or degree as dental hygienist, $150 
for each student enrolled for such training, 
and, subject to the limitations in subsection 
(c), an additional $150 for each student so 
enrolled in excess of its average past enroll- 
ment; 

“(3) (A) to each university-controlled or 
college-controlled school of nursing which 
provides basic training in nursing for which 
it grants a baccalaureate or higher degree, 
$200 for each student enrolled for such train- 
ing, and, subject to the limitations in subsec- 
tion (c), an additional $200 for each student 
so enrolled in excess of its average past en- 
rollment; (B) to each university-controlled 
or college-controlled school of nursing which 
provides advanced training in nursing for 
which it grants a post baccalaureate degree, 
$400 for each student enrolled for such train- 


ing, and, subject to the limitations in sub- 


section (c), an additional $400 for each stu- 
dent so enrolled in excess of its average past 
enrollment; (C) to each school of nursing 
which provides basic training leading to a di- 
ploma as a professional nurse, $150 for each 
student enrolled for such training, and, sub- 
ject to the limitations in subsection (c), an 
additional $100 for each student so enrolled 
in excess of its average past enrollment; and 
(D) to each school of practical nursing which 
provides training leading to a certificate or 
diploma as a practical nurse, and which, be- 
cause it is not under public supervision or 
control, is not eligible for aid under title II 
of the Vocational Education Act of 1946, as 
amended, $100 for each student enrolled for 
such training and, subject to the limitations 
in subsection (c), an additional $50 for each 
student so enrolled in excess of its average 
past enrollment: Provided, That the Surgeon 
General may, by regulation, permit payments 
to a school under clause (A), (B), (C), or 
(D) to be used by such school for scholar- 
ships to students in such amounts, for such 
expenses, and under such conditions as he 
finds, after obtaining the advice and recom- 
mendations of the National Council on Edu- 
cation for Health Professions (hereafter in 
this part called the ‘Council’), to be reason- 
able in the light of past practices at such 
school; 

4) to each school of public health which 
provides training leading to a graduate de- 
gree in fields relating to public health 
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(which may include training leading to a 
graduate degree in hospital administration), 
$1,000 for each student enrolled for such 
training, and, subject to the limitations in 
subsection (c), an additional $1,000 for each 
student so enrolled in excess of its average 
past enrollment. 

The total payment to any school pursuant 
to this section for any fiscal year (exclud- 
ing, in the case of schools of nursing, pay- 
ments used by such schools for scholarship 
aid as authorized in clause (3) of this sub- 
section) shall not exceed 50 percent of the 
amount determined by the Surgeon Gen- 
eral to be costs of instruction in such school 
for such year (excluding from such costs, 
the cost of special training projects which 
are outside the school’s regular curriculum 
and are financed through public or private 
grants made specifically for such projects, 
the cost of operation of any hospital, and 
the cost of research projects). 

“(c) (1) Except as otherwise provided in 
paragraph (3) of this subsection, the num- 
ber of students enrolled for training in any 
school which shall be counted for any fiscal 
year as ‘enrolled in excess of its average past 
enrollment’ for purposes of subsection (b) 
shall be the sum of the numbers by which 
the enrollment in each year class exceeds 
the average past enrollment in such class, 
except that (A) the number so counted for 
any fiscal year in any class except a first-year 
class shall not exceed the number so counted 
in the next lower year class for the pre- 
ceding fiscal year, and (B) the total number 
so counted in any first-year class shall not 
exceed 30 percent of the average past enroll- 
ment in such class, 

“(2) The average past enrollment in any 
year class shall be the average of enroll- 
ments in such class for the period consist- 
ing of the three fiscal years ending June 30, 
1949, June 30, 1950, and June 30, 1951, ex- 
cept that if training in a year class was not 
provided by a school during one or two of 
the fiscal years in such period, such fiscal 
year or years shall be excluded in determin- 
ing the average past enrollment in such class. 

“(3) If training in a year class was not 
provided by a school during any of the three 
fiscal years ending June 30, 1949, June 30, 
1950, and June 30, 1951, but is provided by 
the school during any fiscal year for which 
payments are made from appropriations 
under section 372, all students enrolled for 
training in such a class shall be counted as 
‘enrolled in excess of average past enroll- 
ment’ for purposes of subsection (b). 

d) For purposes of this section, the 
number of students enrolled for training in 
a school, or in a particular year class in a 
school, for a fiscal year means the number 
enrolled full time in such school or class for 
such training, as determined by the Surgeon 
General in accordance with regulations, for 
the first semester or other school term which 
commences after the beginning of such fiscal 
year, except that (1) in the case of schools 
of dental hygiene only students enrolled full 
time in the first or second year of training 
offerea by such schools shall be counted, (2) 
in the case of schools of practical nursing 
only students enrolled full time in the first 
year of training offered by such schools shall 
be counted, and (3) in the case of any 
school which during a fiscal year provides 
periods of training less than or in excess of 
or different from the periods of training cus- 
tomarily provided in schools of the same 
class, regulations shall provide for the de- 
termination of enrollments in such school 
for such fiscal year in such manner as to 
take reasonable account of the difference in 
the rate at which or the period during which 
students are thus trained. 

“(e) No school (other than a diploma 
school of nursing or a school of practical 
nursing) shall be eligible for payments from 
appropriations under this section unless it 
is approved or accredited: by a recognized 
body or bodies approved for such purpose by 
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the Surgeon General after he has obtained 
the advice and recommendation of the 
Council. No diploma school of nursing shall 
be eligible for such payments unless (1) it is 
approved by that agency of the State in 
which the school is located which is author- 
ized to approve diploma schools of nursing, 
or (2) if there is no such agency, the school 
is designated, as a school whose graduates 
are eligible to take the examination for li- 
censure to practice as a nurse or for regis- 
tration as a nurse, by that agency of such 
State which is authorized to fix the quali- 
fications of individuals for such licensure or 
registration. No school of practical nursing 
shall be eligible for such payments unless 
(1) it is approved by that agency of the State 
in which the school is located which is au- 
thorized to approve schools of practical 
nursing, or (2) if there is no such agency, 
the school is designated, as a school whose 
graduates are eligible for licensure as prac- 
tical nurses (or their equivalent) or eligible 
to take the examination for such licensure, 
by that agency of such State which is author- 
ized to fix the qualifications of individuals 
for such licensure, or (3) if there is no 
agency of the- State having the authority re- 
ferred to in clause (1) or (2) of this sen- 
tence, the school is approved or accredited by 
a recognized body or bodies approved for 


dation of the Council. In -no event shall 
any school be eligible for such payments un- 
less it is a public or nonprofit institution, 
located within one of the States, exempt 
from Federal income taxation. 


“AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS FOR GRANTS 
FOR CONSTRUCTION AND EQUIPMENT 

“Sec. 373. (a) There are also authorized 
to be appropriated for each fiscal year ending 
prior to July 1, 1956, $10,000,000, to enable 
the Surgeon General to make grants for con- 
struction and equipment to assist in the 
establishment of new schools and in the im- 
provement and expansion of existing facili- 
ties (including teaching hospitals and other 
related facilities and including equipment 
thereof) necessary to carry out the purposes 
of section 371. The Surgeon General, after 
obtaining the advice and recommendation 
of the Council, shall make such grants in 
the order of the estimated importance or 
value of the construction and equipment in 
alleviating the shortage of personnel ade- 
quately trained in the medical, osteopathic, 
nursing (other than practical nursing), 
dental, dental hygiene, and public-health 
fields: Provided, however, That the Surgeon 
General shall give priority to areas in which 
facilities are either nonexistent or inade- 
quate. No such grant— 

“(1) shall (except as provided in subsec- 
tion (b)) be in excess of 50 percent of the 
cost of the construction and equipment with 
respect to which it is made; 

“(2) shall be made with respect to any 

construction and equipment for which appli- 
cation is not submitted, in accordance with 
the provisions of this part, prior to July 1. 
1956. 
Funds appropriated pursuant to this section 
shall remain available for the fiscal year in 
which appropriated and the two succeeding 
fiscal years. 

“(b) (1) If an application meeting the 
requirements of section 374 (b) is filed, no 
payments from appropriations under this 
section shall be made with respect thereto 
if it is in connection with the construction 
and equipment of any facility or part of a 
facility which constitutes a ‘hospital’ as de- 
fined in section 631 (e) of this act unless an 
application is also made under section 625 of 
this act for Federal assistance in the cost of 
such construction and equipment, and such 


approved solely for one or more of the follow- 
ing reasons: (A) the project has no or in- 
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sufficient priority, (B) the project is not 
included in the State hospital-construction 
program, or (C) funds are not available from 
the State’s allotments under section 624. 

“(2) Federal payments with respect to the 
construction and equipment of such proj- 
ect— 

“(A) shall be made from appropriations 
pursuant to this section and not from appro- 
priations pursuant to title VI; 

“(B) shall be made in amounts, in the 
manner, and subject to the same conditions 
as is provided for payments under section 
625; 

“(C) shall not reduce the unobligated por- 
tion of the State’s allotment under section 
624; and 

“(D) shall be subject to recapture as pro- 
vided in section 625 (e). 


“CONDITIONS FOR GRANTS 


“Sec. 374. (a) No payments from appro- 
priations pursuant to section 372 for any 
fiscal year may be made to any school unless 
such school has filed an application therefor 
for such year which contains adequate assur- 
ance, as determined by the Surgeon General, 
that— 

“(1) such school provides and will provide 
reasonable opportunity for the admission of 
out-of-State students; 

“(2) such school will, during the period 
in which it receives such payments, make 
every reasonable effort to maintain its in- 
come for operating expenses from sources 
other than the Federal Government at a 
level equal to that which it was receiving 
before such payments began (or, in the case 
of a new school, at the highest possible 
level); and 

3) such school will submit from time to 
time such reports as the Surgeon General 
may reasonably require to carry out the pur- 
poses of this part. 

“(b) Payments from appropriations under 
section 373 may not be made for the con- 
struction and equipment of any new school 
or of any addition to or improvement in an 
existing school except upon the filing of an 
application therefor which the Surgeon Gen- 
eral determines contains adequate assur- 
ances that the school will, upon completion 
of the construction and equipment and for 
a period of 10 years thereafter, (1) be oper- 
ated within one of the States as a public or 
nonprofit institution exempt from Federal 
income taxation, and comply with the pro- 
visions of subparagraph (1) of subsection 
(a) of this section, and (2) in the case of 
any school other than a diploma school of 
nursing or a school of practical nursing, be 
approved or accredited by a recognized body 
or bodies approved by the Surgeon General 
after he has obtained the advice and recom- 
mendation of the Council; and (3) in the 
case of a diploma school of nursing, (A) be 
approved by that. agency of the State in 
which such school is located which is author- 
ized to approve diploma schools of nursing, 
or (B) if there is no such agency of the 
State, be d ted, as a school whose 
graduates are eligible to take the examina- 
tion for licensure to practice as a nurse or 
for registration as a nurse, by that agency 
of such State which is authorized to fix the 
qualifications of individuals for such li- 
censure or registration; and (4) in the case 
of a school of practical nursing, (A) be ap- 
proved by that agency of the State in which 
such school is located which is authorized 
to approve schools of practical nursing, or 
(B) if there is no such agency, be designat- 
ed, as a school whose graduates are eligible 
for licensure as practical nurses (or their 
equivalent) or eligible to take the exam- 
ination for such licensure, by that agency 
of such State which is authorized to fix the 
qualifications of individuals for such licen- 
sure, or (C) if there is no agency of the State 
having the authority referred to in clause 
(A) or (B) hereof, be approved or accred- 
ited by a recognized body or bodies ap- 
proved for such purpose by the Surgeon 
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General after he has obtained the advice 
and recommendation of the Council. 


“PAYMENTS AND WITHEOLDING OR RECAPTURE OF 
PAYMENTS 


“Sec. 375. (a) The Surgeon General, in ac- 
cordance with regulations, shall determine 
from time to time the amount to be paid to 
each school from appropriations under sec- 
tions 372 and 373 and shall certify to the 
Secretary of the Treasury the amounts so 
determined. Upon receipt of any such cer- 
tification, the Secretary of the Treasury shall, 
prior to audit or settlement by the General 
Accounting Office pay in accordance with such 
certification. 

“(b) Whenever the Surgeon General, after 
reasonable notice and opportunity for hear- 
ing to a school, finds with respect to pay- 
ments from appropriations under section 372 
or 373 that there is a faliure to carry out any 
assurances given pursuant to section 374 or 
to comply with regulations under this part, 
the Surgeon General shall notify such school 
that further payments will not be made to it 
from appropriations under such section until 
he is satisfied that there is no longer any such 
failure. Until he is so satisfied the Surgeon 
General shall make no further certification 
for payments to such school from appropria- 
tions under such section. 

“(c) If any school with respect to which 
payments have been mace from appropria- 
tions under section 373 for the construction 
and equipment of any building or other fa- 
cility (other than one to which subsection 
(b) of such section is applicable) shall, with- 
in 10 years after the completion of such con- 
struction, fail to carry out any assurances 
given pursuant to section 374 (b), the United 
States shall be entitled to recover from the 
owners of such building or other facility the 
same percentage of the then value of such 
building or facility as the amount paid with 
respect thereto from appropriations under 
section 873 was of the total cost of such 
building or facility, such value to be de- 
termined by agreement of the parties or by 
action brought in the district court of the 
United States for the district in which such 
building or facility is located. 


“APPROPRIATIONS AUTHORIZED FOR SCHOLARSHIPS 


“Sec. 376. In order further to increase the 
number of individuals adequately trained in 
the fields of medicine, orteopathy, dentistry, 
dental hygiene, nursing, public health (in 
cluding hospital administration), there are 
hereby authorized to be appropriated for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1952, and for 
each of the seven succeeding fiscal years, such 
sums as Congress may determine to be neces- 
sary for scholarships awarded pursuant to 
this part. No funds appropriated pursuant 
to this section shall be available for any 
scholarship unless the course of study or 
training for which it is awarded is begun in 
or before the first semester which commences 
after June 30, 1955. 


“DETERMINATION OF FUNDS AVAILABLE FOR 
SCHOLARSHIPS IN EACH FIELD 

“Sec. 377. Of the sums appropriated pur- 
suant to section 376 for a fiscal year, such 
amounts as the Surgeon General shall deter- 
mine, after obtaining the advice and recom- 
mendations of the Council and after consid- 
ering the relative need for scholarships in 
each of the health fields in which training is 
provided by schools referred to in any para- 
graph of section 372 (b), shall be available 
for scholarships to be awarded to individ- 
uals for the pursuit of such training, except 
that such scholarships shall be awarded only 
in fields in which there are not enough quali- 
fied applicants to fill enrollments in schools 
which are approved, accredited, or designated 
as provided in section 372 (e). 

“AWARDING OF SCHOLARSHIPS 

“Sec. 378. The selection of individuals to 
be awarded scholarships from funds appro- 
priated pursuant to section 376 shall be made 
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in accordance with regulations providing for 
such selection on the basis of ability and the 
2xtent to which financial assistance is neces- 
sary in order to enable qualified individuals 
to pursue the courses of training for which 
these scholarships are awarded, and on the 
basis of such other factors as are appropriate 
to carry out the purposes of this part. To 
the extent practicable and consistent with 
the purposes of this part, such regulations 
shall also provide for the selection of indi- 
viduals in a manner which will tend to re- 
sult in a wide distribution of the scholarships 
among the States, 

“CONDITIONS FOR AWARD OF SCHOLARSHIPS 

“Sec. 379. (a) Any student to whom a 
scholarship has been awarded shall be en- 
titled to continue receiving the amounts 
thereby provided for only so long as his work 
continues to be satisfactory, according to the 
regularly prescribed standards and practices 
of the educational institution which he is 
attending. 

“(b) (1) No scholarship shall be awarded 
to any individual for any period during 
which he is receiving education and training 
under title II of the Servicemen’s Readjust- 
ment Act of 1944, as amended. 

“(2) Any scholarship awarded under this 
part to any individual shall be conditioned 
upon acceptance by a school of his choice 
which provides the training for which the 
scholarship is awarded and which is ap- 
proved, accredited, or designated as provided 
in section 372 (e). 

“SCOPE OF SCHOLARSHIPS 


“Sec. 380. Scholarships awarded under this 
part shall include the cost of tuition and 
educational fees customarily charged by the 
school, the cost of books, uniforms, and 
equipment not customarily furnished by the 
school without charge, and such amount for 
maintenance as the Surgeon General, after 
obtaining the advice and recommendation of 
the Council, determines for each school. 
Such scholarship shall be for a period of 
time not in excess of that customarily re- 
quired for completion of the standard course 
offered by the school. 


“SPECIAL PROJECTS AND RECRUITMENT FOR 
NURSING 

“Sec. 381. (a) There are hereby authorized 
to be appropriated for each fiscal year ending 
prior to July 1, 1956, such sums as may be 
necessary to enable the Surgeon General to 
conduct in the Service and elsewhere, or 
make grants to appropriate public or non- 
profit institutions or organizations (which 
are exempt from Federal income taxation) 
for the conduct of research, studies, experi- 
ments, investigations, demonstrations, inten- 
sive courses, and workshops, all with respect 
to nursing services and nursing education. 

“(b) There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated for each fiscal year ending prior 
to July 1, 1956, such sums as may be neces- 
sary to enable the Surgeon General, after ob- 
taining the advice and recommendations of 
the Council, to recruit students for the 
nursing training for which aid is provided 
under this part, in sufficient numbers to carry 
out the purposes of this part. In performing 
his functions under this subsection the Sur- 
geon General may take such steps (including 
the purchase, preparation, and exhibition of 
motion pictures, and the use of television, 
radio, newspapers, and other media of com- 
munication) as he deems appropriate, and 
he may perform such functions directly or 
through contracts with appropriate public 
or private agencies, organizations, and indi- 
viduals. 

“REGULATIONS 


“Src. 382. All regulations under this part 
with respect to payments to schools of medi- 
cine, schools of osteopathy, schools of den- 
tistry, schools of dental hygiene, schools of 
nursing, and schools of public health, and 
with respect to scholarships, shall be made 
only after obtaining the advice and recom- 
mendation of the Council, 
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“GENERAL PROVISIONS 

“Sec. 383. (a) Except as otherwise specifi- 
cally provided in this part, nothing con- 
tained in this part shall be construed as 
authorizing any department, agency, officer, 
or employee of the United States to exercise 
any control over, or prescribe any require- 
ments with respect to, the curriculum or ad- 
ministration of any school, or the admission 
of applicants thereto. 

“(b) Nothing in this part shall be con- 
strued to authorize the Surgeon General to 
exercise any influence upon the choice by 
an applicant for, or a recipient of, a scholar- 
ship under this part of a course of training 
or study or of the educational institution at 
which such course is to be pursued.” 
NATIONAL COUNCIL ON EDUCATION FOR HEALTH 

PROFESSIONS 

Sec. 3. Section 217 of the Public Health 
Service Act is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new subsection: 

“(d) (1) The National Council on Edu- 
cation for Health Professions shall consist of 
the Surgeon General, and the Commissioner 
of Education or his representative, who shall 
be nonvoting ex officio members, and 10 mem- 
bers—not otherwise in the full-time employ- 
ment of the Federal Government—appointed 
without regard to the civil-service laws by 
the President. The 10 appointed members 
shall be leaders in the fields of health sci- 
ences, education, or public affairs, and 3 of 
the 10 shall be persons active in the fields of 
professional health education, The terms of 
such appointed members shall expire June 
30, 1956. The Council shall elect one of its 
members to act as chairman. 

“(2) The Surgeon General shall, with the 
approval of the Administrator, appoint a 
special advisory and technical committee for 
each of the fields of medical, dental, nurs- 
ing, public health, and osteopathic educa- 
tion, each such committee to consist of 
members selected from leading authorities 
in the field of education concerned, and the 
membership of the committee on nursing 
education to include at least one leading au- 
thority in the field of hospital administra- 
tion, The Surgeon General may also appoint 
such additional advisory and technical com- 
mittees as may be useful in carrying out his 
and the Council's functions under part H 
of title III of this act. 

“(3) Appointed members of the Council, 
and members of technical and advisory com- 
mittees who are not officers or employees of 
the United States, while serving on the busi- 
ness of the Surgeon General or Council, shall 
receive compensation at rates fixed by the 
Administrator, but not exceeding $50 per 
diem, and shall be entitled to receive an al- 
lowance for actual and necessary traveling 
and subsistence expenses while so serving 
away from their homes. 

“(4) The Council shall advise, consult 
with, and make recommendations to the 
Surgeon General with reference to matters 
of general policy and administration arising 
in connection with the carrying out of his 
duties under part H of title III. The Surgeon 
General shall include in his annual report 
to the Administrator under section 511 a rec- 
ord of consultations with the Council, rec- 
ommendations of the Council, and comments 
thereon. 


“(5) Not later than 2 years after the date 


of enactment of this subsection, the Council 
shall transmit to the Congress its recom- 
mendations concerning the extent and 
nature of support of education of profes- 
sional and other health personnel (includ- 
ing practical nurses) which should be made 
available by the Federal Government in order 
to provide adequate health personnel to meet 
the health needs of the people. For such 
purpose, the Council shall conduct such sur- 
veys and studies as it deems appropriate, 
including studies of the financial condition 
of schools providing education in the health 
professions, and the relationship of their 


` financial condition to their capacity to 
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maintain and expand student e 
studies of the educational costs of such 
schools and of feasible means of calculating 
such costs in a uniform or comparable basis, 
and studies of the extent to which equal op- 
portunity to gain an education in the health 
professions is afforded all properly qualified 
students. To the extent practicable in per- 
forming its functions under this paragraph, 
the Council may utilize the services and 
facilities of the Service, and may procure 
such information and services from other 
Federal agencies as are available from them; 
and, to the extent necessary to perform such 
functions, it may employ personnel with- 
out regard to the civil-service or classifica- 
tion laws and may also contract with other 
agencies, organizations, and individuals, 
without regard to section 3709 of the Re- 
vised Statutes, for such services and sup- 
plies as it finds necessary.” 
VOCATIONAL EDUCATION IN PRACTICAL NURSING 
Sec. 4. The Vocational Education Act of 
1946 (60 Stat. 775) is amended by insert- 
ing “Title I—Vocational education in agri- 
culture, home economics, trades and in- 
dustry, and distributive occupations” im- 
mediately above the heading of section 1 of 
such act, by changing the words “this act“ 
wherever they appear in such act to read 
“this title”, and by adding immediately after 
section 9 the following new title: 


“TITLE Il—VocaTionaL EDUCATION IN PRAC- 


TICAL NURSING 
“DEFINITIONS 


. 
“Sec. 201. When used in this title 


„(a) the term ‘practical nurse’ means a 
person who is trained to care for subacute, 
convalescent, and chronic patients under the 
direction of a licensed physician or under 
the supervision of a registered professional 
nurse, or to assist a registered professional 
nurse in the care of acute illness; 

“(b) the term ‘State’ includes the several 
States, Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, the Vir- 
gin Islands, Guam, the Canal Zone, and the 
District of Columbia; 

“(c) the term ‘Administrator’ means the 
Federal Security Administrator; 

d) the term ‘Commissioner’ means the 
Commissioner of Education of the Federal 
Security Agency; and 

(e) the term ‘State board’ means the 
State board for vocational education, 


“STATE PLANS 


“Sec. 202. (a) In order for a State to se- 
cure the benefits of this title, the State board 
shall submit, and have approved by the Com- 
mission, a State plan for practical nurse 
training. To be approved under this title, a 
State plan for practical nurse training must 
provide (1) that such training shall be given 
under public supervision or control; (2) that 
the purpose of such training shall be to fit 
‘individuals for useful employment as prac- 
tical nurses; (3) that such training shall be 
of less than college grade and shall be de- 
signed to meet the needs of persons who have 
obtained the age of 17 who are preparing 
to enter upon or who have entered upon the 
vocation of practical nursing; (4) that such 
training shall include such courses of prac- 
tical training and instruction and such su- 
pervised experience as are necessary to meet 
the minimum requirements of State licens- 
ing laws for practical nurses, or, where such 
‘laws have not been enacted, that the State 
‘board shall establish adequate standards for 
such training and instruction; (5) that 
teachers of practical nurse courses in any 
State shall have at least the minimum quali- 
fications for teachers of such subjects deter- 
‘mined upon for such State by the State 
board, with the approval of the Commis- 
‘sioner; (6) if in-service teacher training is 
to be given to teachers, supervisors, and di- 
rectors of practical nurse training, such 
training shall be given under the auspices 
of tho State board and only to persons who 
have had adequate experience as a registered 
nurse; (7) duties and qualifications for 
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teachers, teacher-trainers, supervisors, and 
directors, and plans for the supervision and 
direction of practical nurse training; (8) for 
an advisory council composed of not more 
than 10 nor less than 6 persons, including 
at least 2 registered nurses, a practical nurse 
(if a practical nurse is available who is a 
graduate of a school approved by the State 
board or by the Surgeon General under part 
H of title III of the Public Health Service 
Act), a physician, an educator, a hospital 
administrator, a representative of consumers 
of nursing services, and such other persons as 
the State may desire, all of whom shall be 
appointed for overlapping terms of not to 
exceed 3 years; (9) that the State treasurer 
(or similar officer) shall be custodian of funds 
paid to the State under this title and shall 
pay such funds only on requisition of the 
State board to such schools as are approved 
by the board and are entitled to receive pay- 
ments under the plan; (10) evidence satis- 
factory to the Commissioner that full com- 
pliance with the requirements of this title 
is authorized under the State laws; (11) that 
the State board shall make an annual report 
to the Commissioner on or before September 
1 of each year, on such forms and in such 
manner as the Commissioner may prescribe, 
on the wor: done in the State during the 
preceding fiscal year and the receipts and 
expenditures of money under the State plan 
approved under this title; and (12) that the 
State board has all the authority necessary 
to carry out the State plan and to cooperate 
with the Commissioner in the administration 
of this title. 

“(b) The Commissioner shall approve any 
plan which fulfills the conditions specified in 
subsection (a) and which he finds is other- 
wise in conformity with the provisions and 
purposes of this title. 


“AUTHORIZATIONS FOR APPROPRIATIONS 
“Sec. 203. (a) For the purpose of 
more adequate funds for assisting the several 
States in the development of practical nurse 


training, there is authorized to be appropri- 


ated for each fiscal year ending prior to July 
1, 1959, $2,500,000 for expenditure in ac- 
cordance with the provisions of this title. 

“(b) There is also authorized to be ap- 
propriated for each such fiscal year such 
amount as may be necessary for the admin- 
istration of this title. 

“(c) The funds appropriated t to 
subsection (a) may be used for assisting the 
several States in meeting the direct costs 


teacher training; for salaries and necessary 
travel expenses of teachers, teacher-trainers, 
supervisors, and directors of practical nurse 

and for necessary travel expenses of 
students taking cal training in a hos- 
pital outside the community in which the 
school is located; for securing necessary edu- 
cational information and data as a basis for 
the proper development of programs of prac- 
tical nurse training; for purchase, rental, or 
other acquisition and the repair and mainte- 
mance of equipment for vocational instruc- 
tion; for purchase of supplies for vocational 
instruction; for the costs of operation of nec- 
essary buildings; to provide initially for al- 
teration of public buildings to facilitate such 
training (not to exceed $2,500 per training 
unit); for promotion of the program and re- 
cruitment of students and teachers; and for 
payments to public or nonprofit private hos- 


pitals exempt from income tax under section 


101 of the Internal Revenue Code to meet 
costs incurred by them in affording oppor- 
tunity to practical nurse trainees for super- 
vised experience in such hospitals: Provided, 
That all expenditures for the purposes set 
forth in this section shall be made in ac- 
cordance with the State plan approved under 
this title. 


“PAYMENTS TO STATES 


_ “Sec. 204. (a) From the sums appropriated 
for each fiscal year pursuant to section 203 
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(a), a minimum allotment of $10,000 shall be 
made by the commissioner to each State. 
The remainder of the sums so appropriated 
shall be allotted by the commissioner, in ac- 
cordance with the regulations prescribed by 
him with the approval of the administrator, 
among such of the States having plans ap- 
proved under this title prior to the beginning 
of such fiscal year, and in such amounts, as 
the commissioner determines will most effi- 
ciently and effectively carry out the purposes 
of this title. The minimum allotments for 
a fiscal year to all States which, on December 
81 of such year, do not yet have plans ap- 

under this title shall, as soon as 
practicable after such date, be allotted by 
the commissioner among the remaining 
States in the manner provided in the pre- 
ceding sentence. 

“(b) From time to time the Commissioner 
shall certify to the Secretary of the Treasury 
for payment to each State such amounts, 
within the allotments to such State, as shall 
be necessary (subject to the succeeding pro- 
visions of this subsection) to carry out the 
approved State plan. Upon receipt of any 
such certification, the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury shall, prior to audit or settlement by 
the General Accounting Office, pay in ac- 
cordance with such certification. Such pay- 
ments to any State for any fiscal year ending 
after June 30, 1954, shall be made upon con- 
dition that each dollar thereof will be 
matched by the following amounts expended 
from State and local sources in accordance 
with the State plan: 60 cents in the case 
of the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955; 70 
cents in the case of the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1956; 80 cents in the case of the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1957; 90 cents in 
the case of the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1958; and $1 in the case of the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1959. 

“(c) Funds appropriated pursuant to this 
title shall not be paid to any State unless 
such State has made adequate provision for 
the supervision of practical nurse training 
by a registered nurse. 

“REGULATIONS 


“Sec. 205. The Commissioner, with the ap- 
proval of the Administrator, shall make and 
publish such regulations, not inconsistent 
with this title, as may be necessary to the 
efficient administration of its provisions. 

“ADMINISTRATION 

“Sec. 206. The Commissioner shall perform 
His functions under this title under the su- 
pervision and direction of the Administrator. 
It shall be the duty of the Commissioner to 
make, or cause to have made, studies, investi- 
gations, and reports for use in aiding the 
States in training practical nurses and teach- 
ers, teacher-trainers, supervisors, and direc- 
tors of practical nurse training. 

“ANNUAL REPORT 

“Sec. 207. The Commissioner shall make an 
annual report to the Administrator concern- 
ing the administration of this title, includ- 
ing reports to show the distribution of Fed- 
eral funds, the activities of the States in 
the training program, the numbers of per- 
sons trained thereunder, and recommenda- 
tions for such revisions of this title as he 
deems necessary. The Administrator shall 
include in his annual report to the Congress 
such portions of the Commissioner's report 
as the Administrator deems necessary. 


“ADVISORY COMMITTEES 


“Sec. 208. The Commissioner may, with the 
approval of the Administrator, appoint such 


advisory committees on nurse 
training as he deems to the proper 
administration of this title. The members 


of such committees who are not officers or 
employees of the United States shall serve 
without compensation, except that while at- 

conferences or meetings of the com- 
mittees or while otherwise serving at the 
request of the Commissioner they shall be 


entitled to receive compensation at a rate 
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to be fixed by the Administrator, but not 
exceeding $50 per diem, and shall also be 
entitled to receive an allowance for actual 
and necessary travel and subsistence ex- 
penses while so serving away from their 
places of residence. 

“WITHHOLDING OR RECAPTURE OF PAYMENTS 

“Sec. 209. (a) Whenever any portion of 
the funds paid to any State under this title 
has not been expended in accordance with 
its provisions, a sum equal to such portion 
shall be deducted by the Commissioner from 
subsequent payments hereunder to such 
State and the State shall be held accountable 
for the full amount so paid plus an amount 
equal to that withheld. 

“(b) The Commissioner may withhold the 
allotment or payment of any moneys to any 
State under this title whenever he deter- 
mines that such moneys are not being ex- 
pended in accordance with the provisions of 
this title. 

“(c) If any portion of the moneys paid to 
any State under this title shall, by any ac- 
tion or contingency, be diminished or lost, 
it shall be replaced by such State, and until 
so replaced no subsequent payments shall 
be made to such State under this title. No 
funds paid to a State under this title shall 
be applied, directly or indirectly, to the pur- 
chase, erection, preservation, or repair (other 
than alterations) of any building or build- 
ings, or for the purchase or rental of lands, 
or for payment (except as provided in section 
203 (c) to any privately owned or conducted 
school, college, or other institution.” 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


Mr. McFARLAND. I move that the 
Senate proceed to the consideration of 
executive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider executive 
business 


The VICE PRESIDENT. If there be 
no reports of committees the nomina- 
tions on the Executive Calendar will 
be stated. 


DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE 


The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of Howard K. Travers, of New York, 
to be Ambassador Extraordinary and 
Plenipotentiary of the United States of 
America to Haiti. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, the nomination is confirmed. 

The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of Chester Bowles, of Connecticut, 
to be Ambassador Extraordinary and 
Plenipotentiary of the United States of 
America to India, and to serve concur- 
rently and without additional compensa- 
tion as Ambassador Extraordinary and 
Plenipotentiary of the United States of 
America to Nepal. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
there has been a request that this nomi- 
nation go over. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The nomi- 
nation will be passed over. 

The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of Fletcher Warren, of Texas, to be 
Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni- 
potentiary of the United States of Amer- 
ica to Venezuela. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, the nomination is confirmed. 

The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of Christian M. Ravndal, of Iowa, 
to be Envoy Extraordinary and Minister 
Plenipotentiary of the United States of 
America to Hungary. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection. the nomination is confirmed. 
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The legislative clerk proceeded to read 
routine appointments in the Diplomatic 
and Foreign Service. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask that the routine nominations be con- 
firmed en bloc. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, the nominations are confirmed 
en bloc. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask that the President be notified. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, the President will be notified in 
all these cases. 

RECESS 


Mr. McFARLAND. As in legislative 
session, I move that the Senate stand in 
recess until 12 o’clock noon tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 
5 o’clock and 7 minutes p. m.) the Sen- 
ate took a recess until tomorrow, 
Wednesday, October 3, 1951, at 12 o’clock 
meridian. 


CONFIRMATIONS 


Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate October 2 (legislative day of 
October 1), 1951: 

DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE 

To be Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni- 
potentiary of the United States of America 
to Haiti 
Howard K. Travers, of New York, 

To be Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni- 
potentiary of the United States of America 
to Venezuela 
Fletcher Warren, of Texas. 

To be Envoy Extraordinary and Minister 
Plenipotentiary of the United States of 
America to Hungary 
Christian Mr. Ravndal, of Iowa. 

To be Foreign Service officers of class 2, con- 
suls, and secretaries in the diplomatic serv- 
ice of the United States of America 
Willard F. Barber 
John O. Bell 

To be Foreign Service officer of class 3, con- 
sul, and secretary in the diplomatic service 
of the United States of America 
C. Allan Stewart 

To be Foreign Service Officers of class 6, vice 
consuls of career, and secretaries in the 
diplomatic service of the United States of 
America 

Richard W. Barham 

S. Cole Blasier 

William A. Buell, Jr. 

Roy P. M. Carlson 

Maxwell Chaplin Miss Judith Laikin 

Robert W. Chase Charles E. Lilien 

Franklin J. Crawford Harry R. Melone, Jr. 

John E, Cunningham Harvey F. Nelson, Jr. 

David Dean Emmit E. Noland, Jr. 

Francois M. Dickman Paul M. Popple 

Joseph W. Donner Leo J. Ryan 

James B. Engle John O. Sutter 

Alexander S. C. Fuller Lewis M. White 

James Robert Greene Charles L. Widney, Jr. 

Robert P. Gwynn William D. Wolle 

Edward M. Harper 

Waldo H. Heinrichs, 

Jr. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


TUESDAY, OCTOBER 2, 1951 


The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Bras- 
kamp, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 


Most merciful and gracious God, 
whose inspiration and help are the su- 


Herbert M. Hutchin- 
son 8 

George R. Kenney 

John F. Knowles 
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preme needs of our life, grant that we 
may be conscious of Thy all-pervading 
presence and sustaining power as we 
face the bewildering problems of each 
new day. 

We pray that Thou wilt expand our 
minds and hearts that they may be large 
enough to understand and comprehend 
Thy will and Thy love. 

Guide us by Thy spirit as we take 
counsel together for the common good of 
all mankind and show us how we may 
mobilize every moral and spiritual re- 
source in behalf of a finer civilization. 

May we seek to prove worthy of a more 
revealing vision of Thyself by being 
obedient and loyal to Thy divine com- 
mandments and by translating into no- 
ble character and service every lofty im- 
pulse which Thou hast implanted within 
our souls. 

Hear us in Christ’s name. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yes- 
terday was read and approved. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. 
Landers, its enrolling clerk, announced 
that the Senate had passed without 
amendment bills of the House of the 
following tities: 

H. R. 579. An act for the relief of Hendryk 
Kempski; 

H. R. 580. An act for the relief of Kwang 
Myeng Chu; 

H. R. 662. An act for the relief of William 
O. Stevens; 

H. R. 676. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Aimee Hoyningen-Huene; 

H.R.710. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Suzanne Chow Hsia and her son, Sven Erik 
Hsia; 

H. R. 711. An act for the relief of George 
Lukes; 

H. R. 744. An act for the relief of Wladimir 
Peter Lewicki, Mr. Heedwige Lewicki, and 
George Wladimir Lewicki; 

H. R. 804. An act for the relief of Sisters 
Maria DeRubertis, Agnese Cerina, Marianna 
Bonifacio, Dina Bonini, and Edvige Gas- 
parini; 

H.R.901. An act to provide for the ad- 
mission of Janet and Daisy Wong to the 
United States; 

H. R. 1102. An act for the relief of Emilio 
Torres; 

H. R. 1128. An act for the relief of Harvey 
McFarland and Laurance Anthony Warnock; 

H. R. 1136. An act for the relief of Sister 
Natalie (Marie Palagyi) and Sister Alice 
(Elizabeth Slachta) ; 

H. R. 1203. An act to authorize officers des- 
ignated by the Secretary of the Air Force 
to take action on reports of survey and 
vouchers pertaining to Government property; 

H. R. 1253. An act for the relief of Jack A. 
Witham; 

H. R. 1420. An act for the relief of Dr. 
Eugen Jose Singer and Mrs. Frieda Singer; 

H. R. 1463. An act for the relief of David 
Lee Harrigan; 

H. R. 1598. An act for the relief of Hanoh 
Sarapanovschi (also known as Hanoh 
Charat), Gizela (Gizele) Sarapanovschi (nee 
Levy) and Phillippe Sarapanoyschi; 

H. R. 1816. An act for the relief of Shoe- 
mon Takano; 

H. R. 1818. An act for the relief of Hego 
Fuchino; 

H. R. 2165. An act for the relief of Matthew 


H. R. 2444, An act for the relief of James 
H. R. 2459. An act for the relief of Ollie O. 


H. R. 2498. An act for the relief of Mari- 


anne and Michel Speelman; 
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H. R. 2562. An act amending section 437 
(c) of the Internal Revenue Code; 

H. R. 2621. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Giulia Di Gaetano Coccia; 

H. R. 2745. An act to amend section 2801 
(c) (1) of the Internal Revenue Code; 

H. R. 2807. An act for the relief of Stanislaw 
Poborski; 

H. R. 2916. An act for the relief of Shizu 
Terauchi Parks; 

H. R. 3026. An act for the relief of Joseph 
A. Ferrari; 

H. R. 3128. An act for the relief of Elaine 
Dovico; 

H. R. 3436. An act authorizing vessels of 
Canadian registry to transport grain between 
United States ports on the Great Lakes dur- 
ing 1951; 

H. R. 3585. An act to authorize and direct 
the Administrator of General Services to 
transfer to the Department of the Navy cer- 
tain property located at Decatur, III.; 

H. R. 3818. An act for the relief of Yutaka 
Nakaeda; 

H. R. 3895. An act for the relief of Ethel 
Cristeta Berner; 

H. R. 3932. An act to provide vocational re- 
Habilitation training for veterans with com- 
pensable service- connected disabilities who 
served on or after June 27, 1950; 

H. R. 3965. An act for the relief of five 


sisters of the Franciscan Missionaries of 
Mary; 5 

H. R. 4121. An act for the relief of Rafael 
Alemany; 


H. R. 4127. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Doris Ellen Young; à 

H. R. 4463. An act for the relief of Nadine 
Carol Heslip; 

H. R. 4688. An act for the relief of Cecelia 
Wahls; 

H. R. 4756. An act for the relief of George 
Francis Hammers; 

H. R. 5013. An act to authorize the Presi- 
dent to proclaim regulations for preventing 
collisions at sea; 

H. J. Res. 290. Joint resolution providing 
for the recognition and endorsement of the 
World Metallurgical Congress; and 

H. Con. Res. 145. Concurrent resolution fa- 
voring the granting of the status of perma- 
nent residence to certain aliens. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed, with amendments in 
which the concurrence of the House is 
requested, bills of the House of the fol- 
lowing titles: 

H. R. 990. An act to confer jurisdiction on 
the Court of Claims to hear, determine, 
adjudicate, and render judgment on the 
claim of Preston L. Watson, as administrator 
of the goods and chattels, rights, and credits 
which were of Robert A. Watson, deceased; 

H. R. 1038. An act relating to the policing 
of the buildings and grounds of the Smith- 
sonian Institution and its constituent 
bureaus; 

H. R. 1227. An act to amend further the 
act entitled “An act to authorize the con- 
struction of experimental submarines, and 
for other purposes,” approved May 16, 1947, 
as amended; 

H. R. 3205. An act to amend the Veterans 
Regulations to provide that multiple scle- 
rosis developing a 10 percent or more degree 
of disability within 3 years after separation 
from active service shall be presumed to be 
service-connected; 

H. R. 3504. An act for the relief of Nison 
Miller; 

H. R. 4475. An act to amend the Agricul- 
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended; 

H. R. 5102. An act to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Navy to enlarge existing water- 
supply facilities for the San Diego, Calif., 
area in order to insure the existence of an 
adequate water supply for naval and Marine 
Corps installations and defense production 
plans in such area; and 
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H. Con. Res. 111. Concurrent resolution fa- 
voring the granting of the status of perma- 
nent residence to certain aliens. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the améndment of the 
House to a bill of the Senate of the fol- 
lowing title: 

S. 1183. An act to amend the act entitled 
“An act to authorize the construction, pro- 
tection, operation, and maintenance of pub- 
lic airports in the Territory of Alaska,” as 
amended. 


COMMUNICATION FROM HIS EXCELLENCY 
ALCIDE DE GASPERI, PRIME MINISTER 
OF ITALY 


The SPEAKER. The Chair lays be- 
fore the House a telegram and asks that 
it be read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Hon. Sam RAYBURN, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Leaving the United States I wish to ex- 
press to you my deep gratitude for the out- 
standing honor accorded to me by the House 
of Representatives and for the feeling of 
heartfelt friendship expressed toward my 
country. To the House of Representatives, 
one of the highest expressions of the demo- 
cratic system, my good wishes for an even 
more fruitful work in the interests of the 
American people, democracy, and peace. 

ALCIDE DE GASPERI, 
HON. CORDELL HULL 


Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the Eouse 
for 1 minute and to include as part of 
my recarks a part of a brief newspaper 
article. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
‘Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, on behalf 
of the Tennessee delegation in the House 
of Representatives, I desire to invite at- 
tention to the fact that today is the 
birthday of one of the greatest of all 
Tennesseans and one of the greatest of 
all Americans, the Honorable Cordell 

As I have said on other occasions, Mr. 
Hull stands out in bold relief as one of 
the greatest statesmen of all the world. 
Prior to his retirement a few years ago, 
he had rendered more than 50 years of 
most distinguished, highly patriotic, and 
devoted public service to his State and 
Nation and the world. 

It is gratifying that he has recently 
left the hospital where he has been con- 
fined because of illness for some time, 
and has returned to his home here in 
Washington, and we certainly hope that 
he will continue to improve and soon be 
fully recovered. 

I feel confident that I express the true 
sentiment and feeling of not only the 
Members of the Tennessee delegation, 
but also all of the Members of the House 
of Representatives, when I convey to 
Mr. Hull our greetings and felicitations 
and many happy returns of the day, and 
wish for him many years of good health, 
happiness, and prosperity. 

Mr. Speaker, I also desire to include 
the following newspaper article appear- 
ing in the Washington Post of today: 
HULL URGES MAXIMUM EFFORT sy ALL ALLIES 

IN WORLD PERIL 


of State Cordell Hull yes- _ 


Former Secretary 
terday said the United States has a right to 
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expect a maximum effort from its allies in 
the common struggle against Communist 
aggression. 

The famous statesman, who shaped Ameri- 
can foreign policy for 11 tumultuous years, 
made the statement in a summary issued on 
the eve of his eightieth birthday anniversary. 

“The men and women striving for freedom 
desperately need cur aid, and that aid we 
must render,” he said. “In exchange, we 
have a right to ask of them their maximum 
effort in the common cause, 

“But we must, ourselves, put forward our 
own meximum effort, whatever the cost. 
What would it profit any nation to hoard its 
substance and lose its freedom?” 

Hull, father of the United Nations and 
creator of reciprocal trade, will celebrate his 
birthday quietly. 

In his brief birthday statement, the former 
Secretary said the present period is perhaps 
more perilous than any oth r in the Nation’s 
history. 

“At stake is the very existence, in our coun- 
try and everywhere in the world, of demo- 
cratic liberties which our people and other 
poopie have struggled long to achieve,” he 
said. 

"Free people everywhere and unfortunate 
victims of Communist despotism look to the 
United States as the leader in the struggle 
for human liberty and the dignity of the 
human soz!,” he said. 


GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND 


Mr. COCPER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous concent that all Members 
desiring to do so may have permission to 
extend their remarks in the Recorp in 
commemoration of the birthday of Hon. 
Cordell Hull. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee? 

There was no objection. 


HON. CORDELL HULL 


Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, Cordell 
Hull is one of the great statesmen of this 
generation. On his birthday I extend 
to him my frier. dliest greetings and trust 
that his useful life may be extended for 
many years to come. 

Mr. EVINS. Mr. Speaker and Mem- 
bers of the House, 80 years ago today 
in a little log hut located on a hilltop 
in Pickett County, Tenn., was born to 
Mr. and Mrs. Billy Hull a son who was 
destined to become a great and renowned 
statesman and champion of the cause 
of peace. 

Today marks the eightieth birthday 
of Cordell Hull and I rise, Mr. Speaker, 
to announce this fact to the membership 
of the House and to extend my personal 
congratulations—birthday congratula- 
tions to Judge Hull—Tennessee’s fore- 
most son. I know that all Tennesseans 
and his many friends everywhere are 
happy to know that Judge Hull’s health 
has recently improved and that today he 
is enjoying good health. I know, too, 
that the membership of this House, in 
which Judge Hull served so well and with 
such great ability and distinction, join 
with me in wishing for Judge Hull many, 
many more years of good health and in 
extending to him and Mrs. Hull greetings 
of the day and best wishes for many 
years of companionship together and 
much happiness. 

It was my pleasure only recently to 
visit the birthplace of Cordell Hull and 


to gain new and renewed inspiration. 


from his life. Coming as Judge Hull did 
from humble beginning and achieving 


OCTOBER 2 


an ultimate position of world leadership 
and world influence in the cause of peace 
certainly his life is one from which we 
can all gain inspiration. 

He served in this body with distinction 
for a number of years, later in the United 
States Senate, and he served as Secre- 
tary of State for a period of approxi- 
mately 12 years, shaping America’s for- 
eign policy during a most tumultous pe- 
riod in our Nation’s history. 

I think it appropriate to read to the 
House and to have preserved in the REC- 
orp Judge Hulls statement on his 
eightieth birthday. Speaking of world 
conditions today, Judge Hull stated: 

The men and women striving for freedom 
desperately need our aid and that aid we 
must render; in exchange we have a right to 
ask of them their maximum effort in the 
common cause but we must ourselves put 
forward our own maximum effort, whatever 
the cost. What would it profit any nation to 
hoard its substance and lose its freedom? 
At stake, today, is the very existence of our 
country and everywhere in the world of dem- 
ocratic liberties which our people and other 
people have struggled to achieve. 


Ee continued by stating that free peo- 
ples everywhere and unfortunate victims 
of Communist despotism are looking to 
the United States as the leader “in the 
struggle for human liberty and the dig- 
nity of the human soul.” 


SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 


Mr. DEMPSEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 10 
minutes today, following the disposition 
of legislative business and conclusion of 
special orders heretofore granted. 

Mr. ANGELL asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 15 
minutes today, following the disposition 
of legislative business and conclusion of 
special orders heretofore granted. 


WHO HAS STYMIED MARINE CORPS 
EXPANSION? 


Mr. DAGUE. Mr. Speaker, I ack 
unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DAGUE. Mr. Speaker, when on 
January 24, 1951, I introduced in this 
body H. R. 2009, I joined with a number 
of my colleagues in sponsoring legisla- 
tion designed to fix the strength of the 
Marine Corps at not less than 400,000 
and at the same time to make the Com- 
mandant of the Marine Corps a perma- 
nent member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
Subsequently the Senate passed S. 677, 
which meets substantially the same ob- 
jectives except that the Commandant is 
made consultant to the Joint Chiefs. 

The primary concern of those of us in 
this body who are former marines and 
who have an understandable interest in 
the future of the Corps has not so much 
to do with our differences with the Sen- 
ate on details, which can undoubtedly be 
reconciled, as it has with the fact that 
this important legislation is apparently 
bottled up with no prospect of its reach- 
ing the floor for action during this 
session. 

Without the least intention to impugn 
the motives of anyone who may be re- 
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sponsible for this measure in the House, 
I cannot help but confess that I am not 
so charitable in my estimate of the road 
blocks that have been thrown up against 
this bill by the other branches of the 
military services, to say nothing of the 
all-too-evident antagonistic attitude 
evinced toward the Marines by the Com- 
mander in Chief. 

The record is replete with instances 
which reflect that the Marine Corps is 
the victim of military jealousy and we 
have only to recall the testimony of Gen- 
erals Marshall and Bradley to get the 
attitude of the Pentagon toward ex- 
panding the corps to the strength pro- 
vided in this pending legislation. In- 
deed, the current issue of the United 
States News reminds us that, and I quote: 

Gen. Dwight Eisenhower, after the war, 
was one of the Army and Air Force generals 
who signed a document favoring an end to 
the Marine Corps as a combat organization. 


On the other hand, to counter this 
we have the glowing tribute paid the 
Marines by General MacArthur follow- 
ing the landings at Inchon and he is also 
quoted as saying that of all the troops 
landed in Korea the Marines were the 
outfit best trained and equipped for the 
job at hand. 

Be all this as it may, I am quite con- 
tent to leave the defense of the Marine 
Corps to the American people who have 
come to appreciate its fighting reputa- 
tion and who will never tolerate a dimi- 
nution of its rightful place as the min- 
ute men of our defense team. What 
does concern us is the delay in bringing 
to this floor the bill which will pro- 
vide for the necessary expansion of the 
corps and the elevation of the Com- 
mandant, as the one who knows more 
about amphibious operations than any 
other person, to the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. May I express the hope that this 
measure will be reported favorably to the 
floor without further delay and if it can- 
not be acted upon at this session that 
it will be given priority for speedy con- 
sideration when the Congress reconvenes 
in January. 


SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mr. DONDERO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 10 
minutes on Monday, October 8, follow- 
ing the legislative business of the day 
and any other special orders heretofore 
granted, 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


Mr. REECE of Tennessee. Mr. Speak- 
er, the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. 
Baker] has been confined in the hos- 
pital during the past week and will re- 
main so during the present week. I ask 
unanimous consent that he be granted 
leave of absence during the remainder 
of the present week. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee? 

There was no objection. 

WELFARE LIST SECRECY 


Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

xcvul—z7a6 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, the 
other day there was an extensive discus- 
sion on the floor regarding the provisions 
of the Federal law having to do with 
compulsory secrecy in respect to the pay- 
ment of welfare funds by the States. In 
the course of that discussion the point 
was made that the matter is a nonpar- 
tisan one. 

As some of you may know, we are pres- 
ently having some difficulties with that 
very problem in the State of Indiana. 
We have a Republican legislature and a 
Democratic Governor. The Democratic 
Governor when calling a special session 
of the legislature said this: 

I am in favor of hanging the welfare list 
on the courthouse door. But I don't want 
to do one thing that will take this money 
away from these needy people. There is a 
right and a wrong way to do this. We 
should repeal the Federal law, but we must 
not violate the law. 


Then on September 24, I have a quo- 
tetion from an Indianapolis newspaper, 
in which the Governor said: 

I share your views that public business 
should be public, but I also subscribe to the 
fundamental American doctrine that a law 
is a law until it is modified or repealed. 


Of course, there is a difference of opin- 
ion as to whether or not the Indiana law 
contravenes the Federal law, but in any 
event I want these two quotations from 
our Governor to be in the Recor for the 
consideration of members of the com- 
mittee which presently has this matter 
in charge. It is pending by reason of a 
Senate amendment in the tax bill, and by 
reason of measures now pending before 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Indiana has expired. 


ABRIDGING THE FREEDOM OF SPEECH 


Mr. BAKEWELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BAKEWELL. Mr. Speaker, the 
first amendment to the Constitution pro- 
hibits Congress making any law abridg- 
ing the freedom of speech. The Consti- 
tution does not contain a similar prohi- 
bition against the executive branch of 
the Government. However, the tradition 
of freedom of speech is so ingrained in 
the woof and warp of American life that 
any attempt to eliminate or abridge it, 
from whatever source, must be chal- 
lenged. On September 26 the President 
issued one of the most extraordinary Ex- 
ecutive orders ever to come from the 
White House. It was directed to the 
heads of all the departments of the ex- 
ecutive branch and ordered them to “ex- 
ercise their discretion with regard to 
security and to insure that nothing is 
publicized or originated from the depart- 
ment by any of the employees thereof 
which would refiect discredit upon that 
department of the Government.” Mr, 
Speaker, this is but a thinly veiled at- 
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tempt at intimidation of every Federal 
employee of every department of the ex- 
ecutive branch, It is the type of order or 
directive which you would expect to origi- 
nate in the Kremlin. It vests the heads 
of the executive departments with vast 
authority. In the future, if this order is 
allowed to stand and goes unchallenged, 
when any Representative or Senator calls 
up an employee of one of the departments 
of the executive branch seeking informa- 
tion, he can be told that this information 
cannot be given because of the Presi- 
dent’s order. If he is not told this in so 
many words, the employee will use a sub- 
terfuge by saying that the information is 
not available. Think of the reaction of 
the Federal workers who certainly do not 
want to be deprived of their livelihood. 
Any slip, any transgression, any revela- 
tion, however trivial, can be used against 
them by an autocratic bureaucrat as jus- 
tification for firing them from their job. 
The order is especially pernicious because 
it does not define any standards. There 
is no norm whatsoever by which the 
heads of departments can gage security. 
Complete and absolute discretion is 
vested in them. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not think that any 
Member of this body is desirous that in- 
formation which could be of possible 
benefit to our potential enemies should 
ever be revealed. I am sure that no 
Member of the Congress of the United 
States would ever try to obtain highly 
classified information having to do with 
the Army, the Navy, the Air Force, or 
any of the weapons or the plans that 
they have evolved. I have complete 
confidence in the discretion of Mr. 
Lovett, Secretary of Defense; Mr. Pace, 
Secretary of the Army; Mr. Kimball, 
Secretary of the Navy; and Mr. Fin- 
letter, Secretary of the Air Force. Any 
security regulation which they or their 
deputies promulgate I would find com- 
Fletely acceptable and I would scrupu- 
lously observe. But, Mr. Speaker, since 
when have the regulations issued by the 
satrap of agriculture, Mr. Brannan, 
concerning the feeding and growing of 
baby chicks become classified informa- 
tion? Are we to believe that the Rus- 
sians know nothing about this important 
subject? Or, Mr. Speaker, are we to 
believe that pronunciamentos of the 
nabob of medicine, Mr. Chapman, are 
of such a secret nature that we in the 
Congress should not have access there- 
to? And what about the rules and reg- 
ulations of the Bureau of Internal Reve- 
nue? Are the poor, benighted, over- 
burdened taxpayers to be kept in bliss- 
ful ignorance until they perchance may 
have transgressed a secret regulation? 
What about the constitutional prohibi- 
tion about ex post facto laws? Is it too 
much to think that the President should 
be aware of the provisions of the Con- 
stitution in issuing Executive orders and 
be guided thereby? Is that unreason- 
able? 

How does this affect our great Amer- 
ican press? If this order is allowed to 
stand, it will be impossible for an in- 
dustrious reporter in the future to obtain 
facts necessary to an honest and complete 
reporting of the news. The saga of the 
RFC with all of its shocking and revolting 
developments and implications resulted 
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from investigation by the press. Can it 
be that the scandals which are arising out 
of all branches of the Federal Govern- 
ment and which have so shocked, dis- 
gusted, and appalled the American public 
are the reason for this Executive order? 
Must we believe that the President of the 
United States, the most influential man 
in the world, will do violence to our tra- 
ditions, to our Constitution, and to our 
system of government in order to cover 
up the revolting corruption which has 
developed in his administration? To 
what depths can this administration 
sink? Personally, Mr. Speaker, I thought 
that it had just about reached the bottom 
until the issuance of this order. But this 
is a new low. It is an attempt to divert 
the attention of the public and to dis- 
tract their gaze from the scandals which 
have developed within the present ad- 
ministration. It is an effort to suppress 
the truth. It cannot, it shall not go un- 
challenged. 

Mr. Speaker, today I shall introduce a 
bill to prevent the unreasonable sup- 
pression of information by the executive 
branch of the Government. The purpose 
of this resolution is to override the iron- 
curtain Executive order of the President. 
I think this Executive order is the most 
far-reaching, dangerous, and unprece- 
dented order ever issued by a President 
in this free Republic. It is an attempt 
to abridge freedom of the press and free- 
dom of speech by Executive order. 

I hope the membership of this body 
will abridge this abridgment of a free 
press by supporting this bill. I trust 
that support will come from both sides 
of the aisle. A matter of this nature is 
not partisan. It goes to the very heart 
of our free system and our constitutional 
form of government. It is a challenge 
which we cannot allow to go unanswered, 


ANTI-COMMUNIST NATIONALIST GOV- 
ERNMENT OF CHINA 


Mr. SHEEHAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 


There was no objection. 

Mr. SHEEHAN. Mr. Speaker, I wish 
to bring to the attention of the House a 
glaring discrepency in statements re- 
garding the policy of the United States 
Government toward the anti-Communist 
Nationalist Government of China. Ac- 
cording to today’s New York Times, Har- 
old E. Stassen testified yesterday before 
the Senate Internal Security Subcom- 
mittee as follows: 

He asserted on the authority of the late 


Senator Arthur H. Vandenberg, of Michigan, 
that Dr.— 


Philip C.— 


Jessup and Secretary of State Dean Acheson 
had once urged President Truman publicly 
to order the dockside unloading of United 
States ships ready to sail with supplies for 
Generalissimo Chiang in order “dramatically” 
to underline that he would get no more 
American aid. 


Mr. Stassen said this incident occurred 
late in 1949 or early in 1950. 

This statement completely contradicts 
testimony given by Secretary Acheson 
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this June before the Senate committee 
investigating the firing of General Mac- 
Arthur, On page 2223, Secretary Ache- 
son was being questioned as to whether 
the State Department has truly sup- 
ported the Nationalist Government. To 
one question Mr. Acheson replied: 

I said that throughout and up to the pres- 
ent time we have always recognized and sup- 
ported this government, and we have not 
aided, abetted, made plans to recognize, or 
anything in that field this other govern- 
ment 


Meaning the Chinese Communist Gov- 
ernment. 
Then Senator SALTONSTALL asked: 


And the only question then is the degree 
of aid given the Nationalist Government at 
any one time? That always was a considera- 
tion of the State Department, how much aid 
to give and what type of aid to give? 


Secretary Acheson replied: 
That is correct. 


It is obvious in view of Mr. Stassen’s 
disclosures that Secretary Acheson's 
statements are decidedly open to ques- 
tion, to put it mildly. Secretary Ache- 
son's testimony before the MacArthur 
committee was given under oath. I hope 
the question of possible perjury will be 
thoroughly explored. 


HON. KARL STEFAN 


Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend my remarks, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, we just 
heard this morning of the illness of one 
of our most distinguished Members, my 
very dear friend, the gentleman from Ne- 
braska, Mr. Kari STEFAN. Mr. STEFAN 
serves with me on a subcommittee of the 
Committee on Appropriations. I have 
been overseas upon occasion with Karl, 
and he is a gracious companion. I think 
regardless of the aisle which divides the 
Members of this House, there is no bet- 
ter loved or more respected Member of 
this Congress than our very dear friend, 
the very distinguished Member from the 
great State of Nebraska, Kart STEFAN, 
I am sure you all join with me in hoping 
that he will very speedily return to us. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania has expired. 


MUTUAL SECURITY ACT OF 1951 


Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the managers 
on the part of the House may have until 
midnight tonight to file a conference re- 
port on the bill (H. R. 5113) to maintain 
the security and promote the foreign pol- 
icy and provide for the general welfare 
of the United States by furnishing assist- 
ance to friendly nations in the interest of 
international peace and security. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 

VETERANS’ BONUSES 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Veterans’ Affairs be discharged from 
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further consideration of House Concur- 
rent Resolution 150, expressing the sense 
of the Congress that the payment of cash 
boruses to veterans is noninflationary 
and is an appropriate recognition of 
their services and sacrifices, and that 
Federal agencies should encourage the 
purchase of State bonds issued to pro- 
vide funds for the payment of such 
bonuses, and that the resolution be re- 
ferred to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 


LET'S PROTEC” THIS COUNTRY FROM 
UNDESIRABLE ALIENS 


Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, several 
days ago I objected to the immediate 
passage of a private bill for the admis- 
sion of an alien into this country and 
asked that the measure be held up tem- 
porarily until I had time to look into it. 

As a result, I have been attacked 
throughout the country by everything 
from Mrs. Eleanor Roosevelt to Walter 
Winchell. 

I have seldom heard, or read, so many 
misstatements as have been published 
concerning this matter. 

I do not care to go into detail, but I 
wan’ to say to the House now that I am 
opposed to breaking down our immigra- 
tion laws and flooding this country with 
the riffraff of the Old World. That is 
being done today; and as far as I in- 
dividually am concerned, I am going to 
watch all these cases from now on and 
try to stop this flood of undesirable aliens 
who are now being admitted into this 
country, many of whom have wormed 
their way into the Federal payroll. 

We should recreate the Committee on 
Immigration and Naturalization in order 
that its members might watch every one 
of these cases. 

The time seems to have arrived when 
an American has very little show in this 
country, or at least here in Washington. 
You can hardly find a white American 
on the Federal payrolls in many of the 
departments and bureaus of this Gov- 
ernment. If any of you doubt that state- 
ment, go down and take a look. 

It is time to wake up and put a stop 
to this undesirable infiltration, if we are 
going to save America fog Americans. 


IMPORTATION OF MERCHANDISE FROM 
CZECHOSLOVAKIA 


Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute, to revise 
and extend my remarks and include 
therein a copy of a resolution I have 
introduced, directing the replacement of 
crosses in the cemetery in Honolulu, and 
also to include an editorial from today’s 
Washington Post. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
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Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr, 
Speaker, first of all I understand that the 
Department of State and the Treasury 
Department are issuing orders that will 
very much curtail the importation of 
goods from Czechoslovakia, It is obvi- 
ous that economic retaliations have al- 
ready impressed the Czechs and have 
made them anxious to appear more co- 
operative in the William Oatis case. I 
believe that shortly William Oatis will 
be released. He would be a free man 
today if my resolution had been passed 
to cut all diplomatic and commercial 
relations with Czechoslovakia. We 
should do everything we can. The iron 
curtain dungeon imperils this man’s life. 
The news release of the Treasury De- 
partment is as follows: 

TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 
INFORMATION SERVICE, 
Washington, D. C. 

Following receipt of information from the 
Department of State that the certification of 
consular invoices on Czechoslovak merchan- 
dise is being indefinitely delayed, the Bu- 
reau of Customs today warned that the max- 
imum penalty permitted under law may be 
assessed when such shipments are not coy- 
ered by the required documents within the 
legal time limit. 

Frank Dow, Commissioner of Customs, said 
that entry bonds provide for payment of up 
to the value of the merchandise plus esti- 
mated duties for failure to file a certified in- 
voice within 6 months from the date of en- 
try of the merchandise. It is anticipated 
that United States importers generally will 
take cognizance of the financial risk involved 
when the required certified invoices are not 
produced. 

The State Department said in view of the 
imposed limitation of its Embassy and con- 
sular staff in Czechoslovakia and the burdens 
on the American Embassy and the consular 
section at Prague in dealing with present 
problems, it is unlikely that consular in- 
voices can be certified for an indefinite pe- 
riod, 

In considering a petition for remission or 
mitigation of penalties for failure to produce 
a certified consular invoice, Customs must 
necessarily take the position that inability 
to procure a certified invoice for such rea- 
sons will not justify mitigation or remission. 
Customs will grant remission or mitigation 
only when additional reasons are shown such 
as, for example, when the merchandise was 
afloat before the United States importer 
could be informed of the new ruling. 


WAR IN KOREA 


The Washington Post states that we 
must remember that there is a war in 
Korea. Boys are dying and are being 
terribly mutilated as a result of the char- 
acter of the warfare in Korea. People 
stop me on the street and want to know 
why we do not talk about it in the Con- 
gress. I for one and many others do 
talk about it but the stories do not ap- 
pear in the papers. It is time we paused 
to legislate for these men. The editorial 
from the Washington Post is as follows: 

HEARTBREAK RIDGE 

General Van Fleet's summary of the sum- 
mer campaign in Korea is an eloquent com- 
mentary on what is in danger of becoming a 
forgotten war. It is good for Americans to 
be reminded, and frequently, of the sacrifices 
made by their sons in Korea and of the toll 
of lives which the repelling of Communist 
aggression still exacts, 

The impression has been created that the 
front is more or less quiescent—at least that 
it was quiescent during the first part of the 
truce talks. The heartbreaks and valor of 
the fighting on Heartbreak Ridge, of course, 
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disprove this illusion, and the casualty fig- 
ures will add another somber note when they 
are tallied. General Van Fleet's message 
gives a precise statement of why a static 
front was never possible: 

“It was imperative that the Eighth Army 
remain active to forestall the dreaded soften- 
ing process of stagnation, A “sitdown army” 
is subject to collapse at the first sign of an 
enemy effort. An army that ctops to tie its 
shoestrings seldom regains the initiative es- 
sential to effective combat.” 

In other words, the purpose of the summer 
campaign has been to keep the enemy off 
balance, to chew up his forces and knock 
out his supply lines. The unpredictable na- 
ture of the truce talks emphasizes the good 
sense of this decision, for, as General Van 
Fleet says, There was at no time any positive 
assurance of an immediate cease-fire.” In- 
deed, the necessity constantly to strengthen 
the United Nations position points up again 
the snare in the Communist insistence on the 
indefensible thirty-eighth parallel as a de- 
marcation line. Incidentally, the summer 
campaign has given the U. N. forces an op- 
portunity to break in replacements for men 
rotated home, under conditions more favor- 
able than all-out combat. General Van Fleet 
does not mention the number of American 
casualties, but we may be sure that they 
are only a fraction of the estimated 188,237 
Communist casualties during the same pe- 
riod. 

The question still arises: To what purpose 
this bloodshed? The answer, of course, is 
that the campaign in Korea has shown to 
the world that aggression can be stopped, 
and it may have forestalled a more costly 
Communist attack elsewhere. This is true 
irrespective of the dalliance of the truce 
talks and what may lie ahead. General 
Ridgway's warning of all-out attack if the 
Communists continue to delay the truce 
negotiations gives the enemy the choice of 
talking business or taking more punishment, 


THE GRAVEYARD CROSSES OF HONOLULU 


Mr, Speaker, as to the crosses, they 
are symbols of Christianity. They are 
symbolic of man’s greatest suffering and 
sacrifice. The United Nations opens its 
deliberations without prayer; the name 
of God is not used in the opening of that 
body. The boys feel that the elimina- 
tion of the crosses is part and parcel of 
the same movement that has eliminated 
the name of God in the opening of the 
deliberations of the United Nations, 
Our boys believe in God, Mr. Speaker. 

The bill that I introduced is as fol- 
lows: 

Joint resolution to direct the Secretary of 
the Army to replace the crosses which un- 
til recently marked the graves at the Na- 
tional Memorial Cemetery in Hawaii 
Whereas the Army has recently removed 

the white wooden crosses which marked the 

graves at the National Memorial Cemetery, 

Puowaina Crater, Hawaii, following the in- 

stallation of flat stone grave markers at such 

cemetery; and 

Whereas the cross represents the faith and 
the highest aspirations of mankind, and 
can never be wholly replaced as a memorial 
by any other form of grave marker; and 

Whereas the families of those who lie at 
rest in the National Memorial Cemetery have 
been deeply grieved by the removal of the 
crosses from the graves of their loved ones: 
Therefore be it 

Resolved, etc., That the Secretary of the 
Army is authorized and directed to install 
crosses to replace the white wooden crosses 
which until recently marked the graves at 
the National Memorial Cemetery, Puowaina 
Crater, Hawail, 


COURT-MARTIAL OF BOYS UNDER 20 


Mr. SIEMINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
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for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SIEMINSKI, Mr. Speaker, I am 
visiting Federal penitentiaries in the in- 
terest of boys court-martialed and sen- 
tenced as a result of military operations 
in Korea and elsewhere. Today there is 
no policy in the Armed Forces of re- 
claiming these boys. 

I ask the membership of this House 
to consider the problem, to give these 
youngsters another chance, to take them 
back into military life after they have 
paid their debt to society and let them 
prove themselves to those under whose 
jurisdiction they erred, the Armed 
Forces, if they so desire. 


I intend to introduce legislation to 
this effect and ask the support of all 
concerned. 

The SPEAKER. Under the previous 
order of the House, the gentleman from 
New Mexico [Mr. Dempsey] is recog- 
nized for 10 minutes. 


PAYMENT TO PRISONERS OF WAR 


Mr. DEMPSEY. Mr. Speaker, these 
few minutes I have requested today are 
to be devoted to making peace. Not 
peace with Japan. Not peace with Ger- 
many. My plea today is that we make 
peace with our conscience—the collec- 
tive conscience of this honorable body— 
and that we make that peace before the 
stain of our continued negligence dyes 
our conscience a deeper hue than the 
bloodstains in the enemy camps, where 
the thousands of men we are neglecting 
were held prisoner. 

We are nearing the end of the present 
session, a session wherein we have been 
confronted with a legislative program of 
staggering proportions and of most vital 
import to our country. We are spending 
more billions of dollars than ever have 
been spent before by our own or any 
other nation—more dollars than most 
human minds can comprehend accu- 
rately and understandingly. We are 
putting upon our people a tax burden 
that even this richest of all nations prob- 
ably will not be able to bear without 
severe handicap economically. 

We have been thinking constantly in 
terms of dollars and property and spend- 
ing and lending—all of them sordid 
material compared with the one thing 
we have been seemingly reluctant to deal 
with—the equation that spells out jus- 
tice to humanity. 

We have in this country today 132,000 
former prisoners of war—or their needy 
dependent survivors—who have been 
waiting for five long years, or more, for 
payment of their just compensation, un- 
der the terms of the Geneva treaty, for 
compulsory labor and inhumane treat- 
ment. They have, in fact, a labor lien— 
a prior lien—against this great Nation. 
We have ignored, up to now, that obliga- 
tion—both from the legal and the moral 
aspects. That, in my humble opinion, 
is wrong doing through negligence. 
Our conscience should plague us. 

There is now, and almost constantly, 
has been, legislation introduced into the, 
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Congress which would “correct that un- 
just and inhumane situation. That leg- 
islation merely proposes to pay those 
former prisoners of war, if they have 
survived the living hell through which 
they passed, or their needy dependents, 
if the former prisoners are in their 
graves because of the sacrifice they made 
for love of their Nation and the freedom 
it offered them and theirs, a paltry re- 
payment. The debt is actually that of 
the former enemy nations. We have 
enough of the money and property of 
their nationals in our possession to pay 
the bill. It should not and will not cost 
our people one cent. We merely have to 
hold the alien property as surety until 
those other nations meet their obliga- 
tions to our men, 

There is, for instance, a bill I intro- 
duced, H. R. 3719. That bill was put 
into the hopper of this House on April 
13, 1951, referred to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce nearly 
a half-year ago. It is there today. 
Testimony filling volumes has been given 
on this prisoner-of-war neglect; testi- 
mony since 1947—making a story that 
chills the blood of the listener, that em- 
bitters the man or the woman who tells 
the story. It is gruesome; it is sordid; 
it is shameful, but above all, it is a charge 
that the Congress of the United States 
has shirked a duty, an obligation than 
which we have never had one greater, 

For 5 years these sufferers for the 
cause of their country have waited for 
some slight recognition. In the mean- 
time, we—the magnanimous, righteous 
nation that we proclaim ourselves to 
be—have paid $169,000,000 to enemy na- 
tions to recompense members of their 
armed forces who were held prisoners in 
our camps. We have paid Germany 
$140,000,000. Italy has been paid $22,- 
000,000. Japan another $7,000,000. 
That was for the labor performed by 
their men whom we took prisoner. That 
was the thing we promised to do under 
the terms of the Geneva Convention, and 
bilateral agreements with Germany in 
1947 and Italy in 1949. We keep our 
promises; thank God. 

But in doing this we have again fol- 
lowed what has become the usual policy 
in our international dealings in recent 
years—a policy of paying the other fel- 
low’s bills first and demanding more and 
more from our own people to meet the 
overdraft on our bank account. Why 
should we have paid our former enemies 
$169,000,000 without first deducting the 
amount of their obligation to our own 
men—an obligation of about half of that 
amount? Our men were mistreated, 
starved, and barbarically tortured. 
Theirs were well-fed, well-housed, and 
treated humanely, even to the point of 
being pampered. Their men have been 
paid by us. Our men—many of them in 
direst straits—still are unpaid. They 
never will be paid unless we take proper 
and prompt legislative action. We were 
prompt enough in paying the other fel- 
low, as usual. In fact, the Congress 
passed legislation in 1941, December 
1941—-within a few days after Pearl 
Harbor—authorizing the Secretary of 
War to use appropriated funds for such 
purposes. That authorization was made 
in section 103 of Public Law 353, the 
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Third Supplemental National Defense 
Act, passed by the Seventy-seventh Con- 
gress, and it has been continued in all 
defense legislation since passed. 

Today, my colleagues, we sit by com- 
placently while our own flesh and blood 
what is left of it after years of torture 
and starvation and inhumane treat- 
ment—suffers on in need and privation. 
It is not a pretty story. It should and it 
does, as far as I am concerned, torture 
the conscience. 

The prisoners whom we took were re- 
turned home in better shape to face life 
than if they had not been captured. Our 
men are broken, pitiful, desolate, and 
seemingly forgotten. Their surviving de- 
pendents, where the brutality and star- 
vation took the full toll, have never been 
given a thought in comparison to what 
we have done for those who would have 
destroyed us. 

True, justice has prevailed in the cases 
of some of their torturers. Germans and 
Japs, who were responsible for the bar- 
baric torture, the deaths, the heart- 
breaks for thousands of our own men 
and their loved ones, have been hanged. 
That was international justice, as the 
world views it. Did those hangings pay 
the bill to our former prisoners of war? 
A noose of rope around a criminal’s neck 
does not help his victim. A broken, hun- 
gry man and his family do not get much 
nourishment out of the fall of the trap 
that puts his torturer away. 

Is not it time that we, who are charged 
with the responsibility of guarding care- 
fully the welfare of the American people, 
did something about this? Shall we 
continue to be guilty of more negligence? 

We have before us legislation, also, 
which proposes to return to the nationals 
of those once enemy countries the prop- 
erty we seized from them when we were 
at war with them. Shall we return that 
property to them while their nations 
still do naught about their obligations 
under the terms of the Geneva Conven- 
tion? Isay “No!” 

Are property rights—even those that 
are questionable—to be held by us to be 
more Sacred and binding than human 
rights? Are we growing so supine in our 
thinking and actions that we have lost 
sight of the value of patriotism and sacri- 
fice for one’s country? Surely we are 
not that gross. 

I beseech you, my colleagues, to take 
pause for a moment and give serious 
thought to our negligence. We have set 
up a War Claims Commission to right, 
insofar as possible, the wrongs of war. It 
is working, in a great degree, with its 
hands tied. It has under its control and 
that of the Office of Alien Property Ad- 
ministration, sufficient money to pay to 
these former prisoners of war that which 
they should have now. It is, as I have 
said, paltry. An average of $620 for suf- 
fering the tortures of the damned: That 
would be, according to pending legisla- 
tion, about $1.50 a day—a worker’s hour- 
ly wage. 

We hear in these days of defense prep- 
aration the word—a common word these 
days—“priority.” In the name of all 
that is righteous and sane, where can 
you find a higher priority than they who 
suffered for us have upon our considera- 
tion? 
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I am not talking to you in terms of 
maudlin sentimentality. I am talking 
in terms of common sense, justice, and 
above all, of the responsibility we have. 

If there is valid objection to this legis- 
lation, I have not heard of it. If we can 
pour billions into Europe, into Korea, into 
Asia, into every conceivable spot in the 
world, we most assuredly can dole out a 
paltry $600 to each of those to whom we 
owe the most, particularly when it does 
not come out of the pockets of our tax- 
payers. 

There is no reason, my colleagues, why 
this legislation should be kept away from 
your consideration longer. There is no 
need for further hearings. The story is 
old, many times retold before congres- 
sional committees. The War Claims 
Commission, I am advised, has reported 
favorably. That Commission, under 
present legislation, lives until 1954. If 
we act upon this prisoner-of-war matter 
now, the Commission can handle the 
details and complete its work before its 
legal life expires. That would be sensible 
and economical. 

The War Claims Commission has in 
its files virtually all of the records neces- 
sary to make these payments with little, 
if any, further investigation of the cases. 
Only on our part is action now necessary. 

I am entirely mindful of the fact that 
we are passing the largest appropriation 
bills of all time. I know that our tax 
demands are bringing our country to the 
breaking point. I realize that we have a 
cold war. There is also a hot war, but 
we call it a police action. 

Do those things relieve us of the obli- 
gation of paying our honest and legally 
and morally binding debts to our fight- 
ing men? Let us not seek to evade that 
responsibility. No honorable man, no 
honorable nation does that. Let us, for 
once at least, put human rights above 
property rights. Let our former enemies 
meet their obligations before their prop- 
erty is restored. Let them have clean 
hands with which to receive that prop- 
erty. There must be, always, some re- 
sponsibility for having been an aggres- 
sor nation which has resorted to torture 
and inhumanity in its dealings with our 
own men and women. Our treaty pro- 
vsions and settlements should care for 
that. 

The way is clear to us—the right way— 
the only way. This House must, if its 
conscience is to be clear, pass the pend- 
ing legislation for proper payment to our 
former prisoners of war before we ad- 
journ this session. It matters not to me 
whether my proposal is passed, or an- 
other is given your approval. The ob- 
jective is the vital thing. 

Bear in mind this point—let me repeat 
that not one dollar of appropriation is 
necessary. Not one cent need be taken 
from the pocket of a taxpayer. The 
money is available. It can be paid to 
those who deserve it without delay. 
When we adjourn, we can face our people 
with a conscience that has been cleared 
of at least one blight that rests on it now. 

Mr. DEVEREUX. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DEMPSEY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Maryland. 

Mr. DEVEREUX. Is the gentleman 
aware of the fact that many funds were 


taken into hand by the Japanese in Ma- 
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nila, which funds are still apparently in 
the hands of the Japanese? Deposits 
were made by our military people in the 
defense of the Philippines. No restitu- 
tion has been provided for over these 
years in order to give back to the people 
their own money that was taken by the 
Japanese. No provision has been made 
in the present treaty to take care of that 
situation. 

Mr. DEMPSEY. I think that is true. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DEMPSEY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Mississippi. 

Mr. RANKIN. Certain influences in 
our Government have been so busy try- 
ing to spend American money to take 
care of foreigners, enemies as well as 
friends, that they have overlooked these 
boys who really gave the best of their 
lives, you may say, for their country. 

Mr. DEMPSEY. That is true. 

Mr. RANKIN. I agree with the dis- 
tinguished gentleman from New Mexico 
that these men are entitled to first con- 
sideration. 

Mr. DEMPSEY. I think they have a 
prior right. 

Mr. REECE of Tennessee. Mr. Speak- 
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DEMPSEY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Tennessee. 

Mr. REECE of Tennessee. As a result 
of inhumane treatment, many of the 
prisoners of war died, and the health of 
many others has been permanently im- 
paired, They are totally incapacitated 
from earning a livelihood. It does seem 
to me that our Government has some re- 
sponsibility in seeing that the interests 
of these boys are conserved in some way. 

Mr. DEMPSEY. I think the Govern- 
ment has a great responsibilty, but it has 
not done anything about it as yet. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DEMPSEY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from California. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Unfortunately, I 
came in just as the gentleman was con- 
cluding his formal remarks. As a mem- 
ber of the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce, I heard the gentle- 
man name that committee. 

Mr. DEMPSEY. Yes. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Of course, the gen- 
tleman knows that the gentleman from 
Texas and I introduced the first bills, 
which are now law, that did provide cer- 
tain relief for our prisoners of war who 
were in the hands of the Japanese; that 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Van Zanpt] had a bill pending at the 
same time, which was largely incorpo- 
rated in the bill that eventually became 
law several Congresses ago, namely, the 
Eightieth Congress. 

Mr. DEMPSEY. I am speaking about 
those prisoners who did forced labor 
work, 

Mr. HINSHAW. I agree that was not 
brought up at that time; no mention was 
made of it. 

Mr. DEMPSEY. I have thought a 
good deal about that myself. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Not at that time. 

Mr. DEMPSEY. My bill was intro- 
duced in April of this year, 6 months ago. 

Mr. HINSHAW. The gentleman real- 


izes that the Committee on Interstate 
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and Foreign Commerce has been very 
busily engaged in consideration of the 
Railroad Retirement Act and in the con- 
sideration of two or three other things, 
which foreclosed the possibility of our 
holding hearings on the gentleman's bill. 
There is no intention on the part of the 
committee to overlook these people. We 
have already taken care of them to a 
very large extent. 

Mr. DEMPSEY. I have the greatest 
confidence in the gentleman’s commit- 
tee and in the gentleman himself, but 
many of these forced labor prisoners 
have dependents left, although they have 
passed on as a result of the inhuman 
treatment received from the Japanese, 
and I think they should get priority 
before some of the bills that are being 
brought out. 

Mr. HINSHAW. The gentleman has 
the privilege of taking that up with the 
chairman of the committee. I am sure 
the committee will be glad to consider 
his request. 

Mr. DEMPSEY. I have consulted 
with the chairman on several occasions. 
I have great respect for the chairman 
of that committee, but I do think be- 
fore we adjourn we should take this 
up, in view of the fact that the period 
for filing of claims by former prisoners 
of war ends this year. I think something 
should be done before we adjourn, 

Mr. RANKIN. I agree with the gen- 
tleman. Of all the beastly treatment I 
ever heard of anybody being subjected 
to, it was the American prisoners in the 
hands of the Japs. Never have I heard 
of anything as beastly as the way our 
boys were treated in those Japanese 
prisons. After that criminal, unlawful, 
unconscionable bombardment of Pearl 
Harbor, in which they murdered 3,000 
of our men, and the brutal treatment 
our prisoners received at their hands, 
I think before we make any treaty with 
the Japs they should be compelled to 
pay these boys for their mistreatment, 

Mr. DEMPSEY. We had our entire 
New Mexico National Guard in the 
Philippines when the war occurred, 
About half of them came back. They 
had been prisoners of war. The other 
half died in the camps. I know some- 
thing about the situation. But I am 


not just pleading for the boys from 


New Mexico. I am pleading for all of 
the boys. They all suffered equally. 

Mr. RANKIN. I know they did. 

Mr. DEMPSEY. But we got an over- 
dose of it because our entire National 
Guard happened to be in that part of 
the Pacific. 

Mr. RANKIN. One of the best men 
I ever knew in public or private life was 
General Wainwright. Ihave known him 
for many, many years. He was one of 
the men captured by the Japs. He had 
an officer with him from my State, Brig. 
Gen. Eddie Brougher. If you want 
to know something of the inhumane 
treatment to which they were subjected, 
without any provocation or cause what- 
soever, you just talk to those men, or the 
others who were with them. 

Mr. DEMPSEY. I have talked to 
many of them. 

Mr. RANKIN. You will get an in- 
sight into the way our men were treated. 
Yet, here we are spending billions. of 
dollars, giving it to other countries, many, 
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of which were our enemies in time of 
war, and are still, and yet we are neglect- 
ing these men. I am going to suggest to 
the gentleman that he file a petition at 
the clerk’s desk, or in the well of the 
House here for Members to sign, to 
bring his bill out, and if the committee 
will not report it, the Members will, and 
they will pass it. 

Mr. DEMPSEY. I thank the gentle- 
man. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DEMPSEY. I yield. ) 

Mr. HINSHAW. May I say to the 
gentleman, there is no disposition on the 
part of the members of the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce to 
duck this issue. The only point is that 
we have been tremendously busy en- 
gaged in certain other things which the 
House of Representatives has demanded 
that we bring to the floor equally as 
strongly as the matter that the gentle- 
man is referring to. 

Mr. DEMPSEY. I thank the gentle- 
man for that statement. 

Mr. HINSHAW. The Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, for 
the first time in the history of the United 
States, by the bill which bore my name 
and came to the floor of the House, actu- 
ally closed into the Treasury of the 
United States where it cannot be re- 
moved and given away or given back, all 
of the funds and assets of the Germans 
and Japanese which were in the hands 
of the Government of the United States 
as alien property. We do have property 
which we are using for the benefit of 
those who suffered at the hands of the 
Japanese. 

Mr. DEMPSEY. I surely hope that 
the money will be so used. 


Mr. REECE of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DEMPSEY. I yield. 

Mr. REECE of Tennessee. Having 


served on the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce for a great 
many years, I can vouch for the intelli- 
gent manner in which that committee 
performs its duty. I am sure no one in- 
tended to criticize the work of the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce, and certainly I did not. 

Mr. HINSHAW. I thank the gentle- 
man. 

The SPEAKER. Under previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from Oregon 
Mr. ANGELL] is recognized for 15 min- 
utes. 


DOROTHY McCULLOUGH LEE, PORTLAND 
(OREG.) DYNAMIC, FIGHTING MAYOR 
DOES A HOUSECLEANING JOB 


Mr. ANGELL. Mr. Speaker, we have 
as the mayor of my own city, Portland, 
Oreg., a woman of rare ability, courage 
and boundless energy, who is doing an 
outstanding job in this large metropoli- 
tan area in enforcing the law. On Jan- 
uary 1, 1949, when she took over the 
mayor's office she said, “I will enforce 
the law.” She has made good on her 
promise, 

It was my good fortune to have served 
with Mrs. Lee in the Oregon Legislature 
many years ago and to have known her 
as a public official of great courage, in- 
domitable energy, and forthright in her 
approach to any problem: When I was 
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in my home district recently during the 
House recess I heard it rumored that Mrs. 
Lee might be a candidate in the coming 
Republican primaries for nomination for 
the office I hold here in Congress. I 
never put much faith in rumors. How- 
ever, I have been in public life long 
enough to learn anything can happen in 
politics. My legislative service with Mrs. 
Lee and my long acquaintance with her 
leads me to say that I am sure no one 
could have a more worthy opponent than 
Mrs. Lee if she should desire to leave the 
mayorship where she has performed such 
outstanding service. 

I include as a part of this brief state- 
ment a very interesting and factual bio- 
graphical study of Mrs. Lee which ap- 
peared in the current issue of Pathfinder 
which will be of interest to anyone con- 
cerned with the careers of women who 
have made good in public office: 


MaApaMe Mayor Says “No” ro GAMBLING— 
PORTLAND’S Dorotuy LEE Is a THOROUGH 
HOUSECLEANER 


Three Octobers ago, before she was sworn 
im as the first woman mayor of Portland, 
Oreg. (population 371,009), Dorothy McCul- 
lough Lee took a trip across country to con- 
servative old Boston. There, in reply to 
questions on her election, handsome, reedy 
Mrs. Lee announced, There is no such thing 
as sex in politics.” 

As becoming as this was to a lady, the 
statement wasn’t meant to curry special fa- 
vor with Bostonians. Dorothy Lee had been 
saying it—and believing it—throughout her 
long public life. 

When she was just 27, a lawyer of 4 years’ 
experience and starting her first term (as a 
Republican) in the Oregon House of Repre- 
sentatives, she wrote to a woman friend, 
“Most of all * * * I want the people of 
our State to recognize the need for having 
some women members in the legislature 
* + not as novelties * * but just as 
ordinary, sensible citizens doing their ordi- 
nary, sensible duty.” 

So sensible did Dorothy Lee serve them 
that Multnomah County voters returned her 


for another term in the house and then ad- 


vanced her to the State senate. There she 
served 10 years, ascending to candidacy for 
president of the senate. When the vote was 


taken she and her opponent, Senator W. H. 


Steiwer from Fossil, Oreg., stood 15 to 15, 
Roll call followed roll call. No one gave in. 
At last, after 4 days and 45 ballots, Dorothy 
Lee rose and asked her supporters in the best 
interests of the State to join her in voting 
for Senator Steiwer. “You can be sure this 
enhanced her position,” says one of her 
faithful followers. “Dorothy Lee is one of 
the most effective politicians in the State.” 

Because she rarely takes a new step with- 
out carefully going over her ground, Mrs. Lee 
had some qualms about her next big deci- 
sion. Late one August night in 1943 she got 
a call from the city commissioners of Port- 
land asking her to fill, until next election, a 
‘vacant commissioner’s post. (Portland’s city 
council consists of five commissioners, one of 
whom is mayor; each administers a part of 
municipal affairs.) She had only a few 
hours to decide. By 1 a. m., her mind was 
made up. At 9 a. m. that morning she be- 
came Portland's first woman commissioner. 
A year later she was elected on her own, and 
again in 1946. 
f FIGHTER 


} As commissioner of public utilities, Dor- 
othy Lee showed more courage and skill than 
a dozen ordinary males. Singlehandedly she 
took after the Portland Traction Co., forced 
it to get rid of all its old junk equipment 
and spend nearly $3,000,000 on new -trolley 
coaches. Her attack on mosquitoes was 
equally triumphant. She engineered a pro- 
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gram of spraying and brush-clearing that 
cleaned the town of them. 

By 1948 the need for another kind of clean- 

up had become apparent in Portland. Tradi- 
tionally “the Boston of the West,” Portland 
somehow had gotten in, up to its ears, in 
vice. A group of civic-minded women asked 
Dorothy Lee to run for mayor. She hedged 
at first, but by deadline time, she had filed. 
On May 21, 1948, at the nonpartisan primary 
elections, she won nearly two-thirds of the 
vote—such a victory that no run-off was 
necessary in the fall. 
On January 1, 1949, when Mrs. Lee officially 
became “Madame Mayor,” she set about to 
do exactly what she had promised: “I will 
enforce the law.” 

One of her first acts was to appoint as chief 
of police Charles P. Pray who, as former chief 
of State police, had a spotless record. Then, 
on her thirteenth day in office, she served 
notice on gamblers. “Slot machines and 
other highly lucrative and corrupting de- 
vices,” she warned, “will be repressed. The 
law will be enforced against them * * * 
regardless of where (they) are located.” 
This meant that some of the finest private 
clubs (the only places outside their homes 
where Portlanders can be served hard 
liquor) had to give up a major source of in- 
come. Madame Mayor—‘Mrs. Airwick” as 
her indignant opponents called her—stood 
firm. The slot machines disappeared. 

One by one, as it became clear that she 
Teally meant business, the Chinese gambling 
dens also disappeared—which earned her the 
tag of “No Sin Lee.” Then one day she 
marched into a drugstore near city hall, 
played a punchboard, and declared that this 
device would be next to go. In time, she 
also pledged war against Portland's prosti- 
tutes, pinball machines, and dog races. 

DOTTIE BLUE NOSE 


Since vice, like flattened quicksilver, has 
a way of bobbing up in other places, no one 
claims that Portland now is shut down 
tight—but it is nearly so. As a result, even 
some law-abiding citizens have turned their 
backs on the mayor. “Dottie,” they say, “has 
gone too damn far.” When she threw out 
the first ball at the opening game of the 
city’s Pacific League ball club her first year 
in office, the fans booed her so badly she’s 
never gone back, 


INDICTED FOR INTEGRITY 


Mayor Lee objects to gambling because, 
she says, “When you bet, you contribute to 
an underworld which is very detrimental to 
this country.” It was people of the under- 
ground, she contends, who put the only 
blot on her record. Nine months to the day 
after her slot-machine blast, a committee 
of 10 men and women began a recall move- 
ment to unseat her. 

Mrs. Lee, attending a conference in Dallas 
at the time, hastily sent word back home. 
“I worry about nothing,” said she stoutly, 
“including the gamblers who are trying to 
get rid of me. If people of Portland want 
gambling, then they'll just have to change 
the laws.” 

At the peak of the recall campaign, a local 
opinion survey found the mayor even more 
popular than she'd been at the polls. The 
campaign collapsed. As a gesture of peace, 
the committee's attorney sent Mayor Lee a 
bouquet of roses. Her comment: “I'll take 
spinach.” 

Not all her pile-driver energy has been 
spent on cleaning up the town. She pushed 
a downtown one-way-street system which 
is the largest of its kind in the country. 
It carries double the traffic almost three 
times as fast as formerly, and with fewer 
accidents. She has worked doggedly—some- 
times almost tearfully—to improve Port- 
land's finances; has appointed many citi- 
zens’ committees, among them one to study 
ways of reshaping the city government; and 
continually strives to keep Portland's civil 
defense alive, ~ 
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UNCOMMON SCOLD 

When Mayor Lee is attacked it is usually 
not for what she has done but for the way 
she’s done it. Despite her frail, pastel ex- 
terior, she wields one of the sharpest tongues 
in the history of city hall.. She can call a 
man a crook a dozen ways, one observer has 
said, without actually saying he is. “And 
when she really wants to punish someone,” 
added another, you have to see it to believe 
it.” One victim of several Lee lashings or- 
ganized an informal fraternity for fellow 
martyrs called the “Rawhide Leeg.” | 

Portland housewives sometimes chide the 
mayor for not staying home with her chil- 
dren—David, 15, and Priscilla, who will be 14 
this month. Both were adopted when they 
were only a few days old, now attend private 
schools in Canada. The mayor's husband, 
W. Scott Lee, the women maintain, makes a 
good enough living to support the family. He 
does, working as a consultant and selling as- 
phalt for a subsidiary of Standard Oil of Cali- 
fornia, But Mrs. Lee earns only $6,000, much 
less than numerous civil servants. 

Both male and female critics at times have 
figuratively torn her hats to shreds. Profes- 
sing indifference to “such trivia,” Mayor Lee 
nevertheless has revealed that even light- 
hearted criticism gets under her hide. Short- 
ly after the one-way street system went into 
effect, an Oregonian news photographer spied 
the mayor’s car one evening, parked the 
wrong way on a one-way street outside a 
meeting hall. Not long after the picture ap- 
peared in the paper, reporters noted her 
license number had been changed and that 
her green Ford was now black. 

Her worst weakness—this relentless se- 
riousness—is, however, also her greatest 
strength. Nothing pleases her more than to 
“serve people and accomplish something con- 
structive’—a way of life she learned as the 
only child of Capt. Frank E. McCullough, 
Medical Department, United States Navy. 
Born on April Fools’ day (she's now frankly 
50), Dorothy spent most of her girlhood fol- 
lowing the fleet to all ports of the world. She 
found out, she says, that “you go where you 
are sent and don’t argue about it, and you 
come home with the bacon.” 


EARLY START 


Currently, in order to bring home the bacon 
she rises 6 days a week at 6:45a.m. Husband 
Scotty gets up 10 minutes earlier to get the 
morning paper and climbs back into his bed 
to read it while she washes. She slips her 
110-pound frame into a trim but feminine 
suit, laces up her long, narrow oxfords and 
hurries down to a swift breakfast. 

At 8 o'clock she's often on the phone rous- 
ing some citizen to civic duty. Recently 
when a woman refused to accept an appoint- 
ment, the mayor shamed her properly. It 
was you women, the mayor reminded her, 
who wanted good government. Now it’s up 
to you to support me in it. Mrs. Lee has 
given jobs to several women and includes 
them on her committees, but only because 
they merit it. She's not a feminist,” club 
women chorus. She's a hard-boiled real- 
ist.” 

The mayor arrives at her lofty tan and 
green office about 8:30. With rare excep- 
tion, she does all her own driving and stoi- 
cally refuses any special parking permit. She 
never has a bodyguard. 

She tries to be home again by 6:30 p. m., 
when Eleanor, the Lees’ housekeeper, has 
dinner ready. Often, however, she’s riding 
what her husband calls the “Tommy Tucker 
(sing for your supper) circuit.” Mayor Lee 
makes an average of 90 speeches a month, all 
of them extemporaneous except radio ad- 
dresses. She is the first Portland mayor 
to broadcast regularly. Her program, “The 
Mayor Speaks,” has been dubbed “The May- 
or Squeaks.” But her voice actually is as 
smooth and oval as a penmanship exercise, 

though sometimes just as monotonous, 
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AT HOME 
In their big white house on a hillside along 
fashionable Prospect Drive, the Lees live 
quietly and frugally. Some of their furni- 
ture looks as if it had been with them all of 
their 27 married years. They don’t enter- 
tain, except for their children. Work is 
about all we do,” says Scotty. He often 
helps with the municipal chores Madame 
Mayor brings home at night. But as fond 
and respecting as she is of him— IT have a 
grand huband”—not even Scotty can tell 
the mayor what to do. “I listen to him,” 
she says, “but I make up my own mind.” 
Last week in Portland there were people 
who would give money to know what her 
shrewd mind had planned for 1952. No po- 
litical dopester—not even one of the strong- 
est contenders for her job—thought she 
could be defeated for mayor. And election 
to the United States House of Representa- 
tives should be easy. Said one Portlander: 
“Even her enemies would vote to send her 
to Washington—to get her out of town.” 
HON. CORDELL HULL 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for several minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, af- 
ter our service in this body is over, and 
we return home, whenever that time ar- 
rives, as it must in the lives of all of us, 
I think in the years that may lie ahead 
for me the thoughts uppermost in my 
mind will be memories of colleagues with 
whom I have served, and particularly 
those whom I have greatly admired and 
those with whom a strong friendship 
developed. The same thing applies to 
those outside this body, men whom I have 
come in contact with in the journey in 
life who have rendered service in other 
branches of the Government, in the ex- 
ecutive or the judicial branch of the 
Government. One of those men who 
will be most prominent in my mind, and 
who will always linger in my mind with 
fondness, respect, and friendship, is the 
gentleman who served with distinction 
in this House, who served with distinc- 
tion in the other coequal body of the 
Congress, who served with distinction in 
the executive branch of the Government 
as Secretary of State, and who today God 
has blessed with the joy of celebrating 
his eightieth birthday. I refer to that 
noble-minded gentleman, one of the out- 
standing Americans of all times, one 
whom I admire with an intensity and 
respect which I find incapable of ex- 
pression by mere words, my valued 
friend, Hon. Cordell Hull, of Tennessee. 
What a remarkable life he had led. 
,What an imprint he has made upon the 
pages of American history. What an 
example and inspiration he has been for 
others not only in the field of public 
‘service, but in their private lives. I have 
been honored in meeting Cordell Hull 
in my service here, and in my journey 
through life. It is a treasure which I 
shall always retain and value. He has 
played a far greater part, and has had 
a greater influence in my public career 
and in my life than he realizes. This 
is so because to me he is an example of 
everything that is fine, and noble, and 
beautiful in a human being. He has 
been an inspiration to me as a public 
Official, I repeat, I treasure his friend- 
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ship. I am glad that he and I are 
friends. I congratulate him on his 
eightieth birthday, and my prayers and 
hopes are God will bless him with many, 
many future anniversaries. 

During the remainder of his years, 


which I sincerely trust will be many. 


I know he will continue to wield, when 
the occasion requires it, the powerful in- 
fluence upon American life and upon 
American public opinion that he does 
today and which he did so ably and so 
courageously during his long career of 
public service in behalf of the people of 
our Nation and of our Nation itself. All 
of us will agree, without regard to party 
affiliation, but as one human being to 
another and as Americans, that Cordell 
Hull is one of the greatest Americans of 
all time, and that he exemplifies every- 
thing that is noble and fine and beau- 
tiful in a human being. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts has ex- 
pired. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
extend remarks in the Appendix of the 
REcorpD, or to revise and extend remarks, 
was granted to: 

Mr. Suit of Mississippi and to include 
extraneous matter. 

Mr. WICKERSHAM in six instances and 
to include extraneous matter. 

Mr. SIEMINSKI in three instances. 

Mr. Davis of Georgia and to include 
extraneous matter. 

Mr. WirHrow and to include a por- 
tion of a statement by President Wil- 
liam H. Thomas, of the National Trans- 
port Association, before a Senate sub- 
committee. 

Mr, Dacux to include a copy of a letter 


received from the national commander 


of the American Legion. 

Mr. Donvero and to include a short 
article from the Reader's Digest. 

Mr. LeCompte and to include a set of 
resolutions adopted by the Iowa Rural 
Electric Association. 

Mr. Reece of Tennessee and to include 
a statement by Mr. Gabrielson. 

Mr. Van Zaxpr (at the request of Mr. 
HALLECK). 

Mr. Beamer in two instances and to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. WHARTON and to include an edi- 
torial on the civil-service report. 

Mr. PHILLIPS (at the request of Mr. 
BRAMBLETT) and to include an article 
from the Connecticut Taxpayers’ News. 

Mr. Hann, in two instances, and in 
each to include extraneous matter. 

Mr. FLoop and to include an editorial. 

Mr. FERNANDEZ and to include an edi- 
torial. 

Mr. Ruopes and to include extraneous 
matter. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

Mr. STANLEY, from the Committee on 
House Administration, reported that that 
committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled bills of the House of the 
following titles, which were thereupon 
signed by the Speaker: 


H. R. 579. An act for the relief of Hendryk 


Kempski: 

H. R. 580, An act for the relief of Kwang 
Myeng Chu; 

H.R. 662. An act for the relief of William 
O. Stevens; 


12499 


H. R. 676. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Aimee Hoyningen-Huene; 

H. R. 710. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Suzanne Chow Hsin and her son, Sven Erik 
Hsin; 

H. R. 711. An act for the relief of George 
Lukes; 

H. R. 744. An act for the relief of Wladimir 
Peter Lewicki, Mrs. Heedwige Lewicki, and 
George Wladimir Lewicki; 

H. R. 804. An act for the relief of Sisters 
Maria DeRubertis, Agnese Cerina, Marianna 
Bonifacio, Dina Bonini, and Edvige Gaspa- 
rini; 

H. R. 901. An act to provide for the admis- 
sion of Janet and Daisy Wong to the United 
States; 

H. R. 1102. An act for the relief of Emilio 
Torres; 

H. R. 1128. An act for the relief of Harvey 
McFarland and Laurance Anthony Warnock; 

H. R. 1136. An act for the relief of Sister 
Natalie (Marie Palagyi) and Sister Alice 
(Elizabeth Slachta); 

H. R. 1203. An act to authorize officers des- 
ignated by the Secretary of the Air Force to 
take action on reports of survey and vouchers 
pertaining to Government property; 

H. R. 1253. An act for the relief of Jack A. 
Witham; 

H. R. 1420. An act for the relief of Dr. 
Eugen Jose Singer and Mrs. Frieda Singer; 

H. R. 1463. An act for the relief of David 
Lee Harrigan; 

H. R. 1598. An act for the relief of Hanoh 
Sarapanovschi (also known as Hanoh 
Charat), Gizela (Gizele) Sarapanovschi (nee 
Levy), and Philippe Sarapanovschi: 

H. R. 1816. An act for the relief of Shoemon 
Takano; 

H.R.1818. An act for the relief of Hego 
Fuchino; 

H. R. 2165. An act for the relief of Matthew 
Terry; 

H. R. 2444. An act for the relief of James 
A. Vines; 

H. R. 2459. An act for the relief of Ollie O. 
Evans, Jr.; 

H. R. 2498. An act for the relief of Mari- 
anne and Michel Speelman; 

H.R. 2562. An act amending section 437 
(c) of the Internal Revenue Code; 

H. R. 2621, An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Giulia Di Gaetano Coccia; 

- H. R. 2745. An act to amend section 2801 
(c) (1) of the Internal Revenue Code; 

H. R. 2807. An act for the relief of Stanis- 
law Poborski; 

H. R. 2916, An act for the relief of Shizu 
Terauchi Parks; 

H. R. 3026. An act for the relief of Joseph 
A. Ferrari; 

H. R. 3128. An act for the relief of Elaine 
Dovico; 

H. R. 3436. An act authorizing vessels of 
Canadian registry to transport grain between 
United States ports on the Great Lakes dur- 
ing 1951; 

H. R. 3585. An act to authorize and direct 
the Administrator of General Services to 
transfer to the Department of the Navy cer- 
tain property located at Decatur, III.; 

H. R. 3818. An act for the relief of Yutaka 
Nakaeda; 

H. R. 3895. An act for the relief of Ethel 
Cristeta Berner; 

H. R. 3932. An act to provide vocational 
rehabilitation training for veterans with 
compensable service-connected disabilities 
who served on or after June 27, 1950; 

H. R. 3965. An act for the relief of five sis- 
ters of the Franciscan Missionaries of Mary; 

H. R. 4121. An act for the relief of Rafael 
Alemany; 

H. R. 4127. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Doris Ellen Young; 

H. R. 4463. An act for the relief of Nadine 
Carol Heslip; 

H. H. 4688. An act for the relief of Cecelia 
Wahls: and 

H. R. 4756. An act for the relief of George 
Francis Hammers; and H. R. 5013. An act to 


12500 


authorize the President to proclaim regula- 
tions for preventing collisions at sea. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; according 
(at 12 o’clock and 39 minutes p. m. 
the House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Wednesday, October 3, 1951, at 12 o’clock 

noon, 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 


834, A letter from the Director of Civil De- 
fense, the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, 
transmitting a letter stating that “under 
date of January 16, 1951, the Commonwealth 
of Massachusetts submitted a duly authenti- 
cated copy of an interstate civil defense com- 
pact as entered into and ratified by the 
State,” pursuant to subsection 201 (g) of 
the Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950 (Public 
Law 920, 8ist Cong.); to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

835. A letter from the Executive Secretary, 
National Security Council, Executive Office 
of the President, transmitting a letter rela- 
tive to National Security Council Determi- 
nation No. 9, pursuant to section 1302, Public 
Law 45 (Third Supplemental Appropriation 
Act, 1951); to the Committees on Appropria- 
tions, Armed Services, and Foreign Affairs. 

836. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of the Interior, transmitting a draft of a pro- 
posed bill entitled, “A bill to authorize the 
Secretary of the Interior to investigate and 
report to the Congress on the conservation, 
development, and utilization of the water 
and related natural resources of Alaska“; to 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

837. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of the Interior, transmitting copies of reso- 
lutions adopted by the Fono of American 
Samoa in its special session of August 22, 
1951, and a letter of commendation of Gover- 
nor Phelps; to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

838. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting proposed 
supplemental appropriations for the fiscal 
year 1952 in the amount of $650,500 for the 
legislative branch (H. Doc. No, 247); to the 
Committee on Appropriations, and ordered 
to be printed. 

839. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting proposed 
supplemental appropriation to pay claims 
for damages, audited claims, and judgments 
rendered against the United States, as pro- 
vided by various laws in the amount of 
$610,911.05, together with such amounts as 
may be necessary to pay indefinite interest 
and costs and to cover increases in rates of 
exchanges as may be necessary to pay claims 
in foreign currency (H. Doc. No. 248); to the 
Committee on Appropriations, and ordered 
to be printed. 

840. A letter from the Director, Bureau of 
the Budget, transmitting a report that the 
appropriation to the Deparment of Labor for 
“Employees’ Compensation Claims and Ex- 
penses, Bureau of Employees’ Compensation, 
1952 and prior years,” for the fiscal year 1952, 
has been apportioned on a basis which in- 
dicates a necessity for a supplemental esti- 
mate of appropriation, pursuant to para- 
graph 2 of subsection (e) of section 3679 of 
the Revised Statutes, as amended; to the 
Committee on Appropriations. > 

841. A letter from the Director, Bureau of 
the Budget, transmitting a report that the 
appropriation to the Department of Agricul- 
ture for “Salaries and expenses, Forest Serv- 
ice” (subappropriation “Fighting forest 
fires”), for the fiscal year 1952, has been 
apportioned on a basis which indicates a 
necessity for a supplemental estimate of 
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appropriation, pursuant to paragraph 2 of 
subsection (e) of section 3679 of the Revised 
Statutes, as amended; to the Committee on 
Appropriations. 

842. A letter from the Director, Bureau of 
the Budget, transmitting a report that the 
appropriation to the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion for “National service life insurance,” for 
the fiscal year 1952, has been apportioned 
on a basis which indicates a necessity for a 
supplemental estimate of appropriation, pur- 
suant to paragraph 2 of subsection (e) of 
section 3679 of the Revised Statutes, as 
amended; to the Committee on Appropria- 
tions. 

843. A letter from the Director, Bureau of 
the Budget, transmitting a report that the 
appropriation to the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion for “Air Force, Army, and Navy pen- 
sions,” for the fiscal year 1952, has been 
apportioned on a basis which indicates a 
necessity for a supplemental estimate of 
appropriation, pursuant to paragraph 2 of 
subsection (e) of section 3679 of the Revised 
Statutes, as amended; to the Committee on 
Appropriations. 

844. A letter from the Attorney General, 
transmitting copies of orders entered in cases 
where the ninth proviso to section 3 of the 
Immigration Act of February 5, 1917 (8 U. S. 
C. 136), was exercised in behalf of such 
aliens, pursuant to section 6 (b) of the act 
of October 16, 1918, as amended by section 22 
of the Internal Security Act of 1950 (Public 
Law 831, 81st Cong.); to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

845. A letter from the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture, transmitting a draft of a proposed bill 
entitled, “A bill to authorize the Secretary of 
Agriculture to acquire, construct, operate, 
and maintain public airports in certain 
areas and for other purposes”; to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. RICHARDS: Committee of conference, 
H. R. 5113. A bill to maintain the security 
and promote the foreign policy and provide 
for the general welfare of the United States 
by furnishing assistance to friendly nations 
in the interest of international peace and 
security (Rept. No. 1090). Ordered to be 
printed. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred, as follows: 

By Mr. BAKEWELL: 

H. R. 5560. A bill to prohibit unreasonable 
suppression of information by the executive 
branch of the Government; to the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CELLER: 

H. R. 5561. A bill to implement article I, 
section 7 of the Constitution; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FORAND: 

H. R. 5562. A bill providing for the in- 
corporation of the Franco-American War 
Veterans; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H. R. 5563. A bill to amend the Tariff Act of 
1930 (19 U. S. C. A., sec. 1001) so as to define 
the meaning of the words clean content“; 
to the Committc2 on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FORD: 

H. R. 5564. A bill to prohibit unreasonable 
suppression of information by the executive 
branch of the Government; to the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MARTIN of Iowa: 
H. R. 5565. A bill relating to the amount 


of gross income which a dependent of a tax- 
payer may have without loss by the taxpayer. 
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of an income tax exemption for such de- 
pendent; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. McMILLAN: 

H. R. 5566. A bill to amend the Longshore- 
men's and Harbor Workers’ Compensation 
Act; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

By Mr. ROGERS of Texas: 

H. R. 5567. A bill to provide for the con- 
veyance, to Potter County, Tex., of certain 
surplus lands located at the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration hospital near Amarillo; to the 
Committee on Expenditures in the Executive 
Departments. 

By Mr. SCHWABE: 

H. R. 5568. A bill for the relief of the State 
of Oklahoma; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

By Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts: 

H. J. Res. 338. Joint resolution to direct the 
Secretary of the Army to replace the crosses 
which until recently marked the graves at 
the National Memorial Cemetery in Hawaii; 
to the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

By Mr. WICKERSHAM: 

H. J. Res, 339. Joint resolution to provide 
that Federal legislation which prohibits the 
employment of children during certain hours 
shall not apply with respect to the harvesting 
of basic agricultural commodities; to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 


MEMORIALS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memo- 
rials were presented and referred as 
follows: 


By Mr. FORAND: Resolution entitled 
“Resolution me the Congress of 
the United States of America to pass legisla- 
tion to incorporate the Franco-American 
War Veterans, Inc., passed by the General 
Assembly of the State of Rhode Island and 
Providence Plantations and approved by the 
Governor on the 24th day of September 
1951; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. BAKEWELL: 

H. R. 5569. A bill for the relief of Elmer 
George Reitmeyer and Johanna Mary Reit- 
meyer; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GOLDEN: 

H. R. 5570. A bill for the relief of Paul 
Myung Ha Chung; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. GOODWIN: 

H.R.5571. A bill for the relief of the 
widow and children of the late John L. Le- 
Cours; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. PERKINS: 

H. R. 5572. A bill for the relief of Harry 
M. Caudill; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk 
and referred as follows: 


446. By Mr. DONDERO: Petition of cit- 
izens of Ferndale and Pleasant Ridge, Mich., 
urging the enactment of legislation provid- 
ing that present military personnel be given 
proper credit to apply against the 24 months’ 
service required under the present Draft 
Act; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

447. By Mr. NORBLAD: petition of Mrs. 
Anna M. Lundquist of Gresham, Oreg., and 29 
other citizens of the State of Oregon, urg- 
ing enactment of legislation to prohibit 
alcoholic beverage advertising over the radio 
and television and in magazines and news- 


‘papers; to the Committee on Interstate and 


Foreign Commerce. 


